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PREFACE. 

THE Republic of Plato touches on so many problems of 

human life and thought, and appeals to so many diverse 

types of mind and character, that an editor cannot pretend to 

have exhausted its significance by means of a commentary. In 

one sense of the term, indeed, there can never be a definitive or 

final interpretation of the Republic-, for the Republic is one of 

those few works of genius which have a perennial interest and 

value for the human race; and in every successive generation 

those in whom man’s inborn passion for ideals is not quenched, 

will claim the right to interpret the fountain-head of idealism 

for themselves, in the light of their own experience and needs. 

But in another sense of the word, every commentator on the 

Republic believes in the possibility of a final and assured inter¬ 

pretation, and it is this belief which is at once the justification 

and the solace of his labours. Without desiring in any way to 

supersede that personal apprehension of Platonism through 

which alone it has power to cleanse and reanimate the individual 

soul, we cannot too strongly insist that certain particular images 

and conceptions, to the exclusion of others, were present in the 

mind of Plato as he wrote. These images, and these concep¬ 

tions, it is the duty and province of an editor to elucidate, in 

the first instance, by a patient and laborious study of Plato’s 

style and diction, divesting himself, as far as may be, of every 

personal prejudice and predilection. The sentiment should then 

be expounded and explained, wherever possible, by reference to 

other passages in the Republic and the rest of Plato’s writings, 

and afterwards from other Greek authors, particularly those who 

wrote before or during the lifetime of Plato. The lines of 

Goethe, 
Wer den Dichter will verstehen 

Muss in Dichters Lande gehen, 

apply with peculiar force to the study of the Republic, a dialogue 

which more than any other work of Plato abounds in allusions 
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PREFACE. viii 

both implicit and explicit to the history, poetry, art, religion and 

philosophy of ancient Greece. By such a method of exegesis, 

provided it is securely based on a careful analysis of the 

language, we may hope to disentangle in some degree the 

different threads which are united in Plato’s thought, and thus 

contribute something towards an objective and impersonal inter¬ 

pretation of the Republic, as in itself one of the greatest literary 

and philosophical monuments of any age, and not merely a 

treasure-house of arguments in support of any school of thought 

or dogma. 

I have done what in me lies to make an edition of the 

Republic in accordance with these principles. Although it has 

sometimes appeared necessary, for the better exposition of 

Plato’s meaning, to compare or contrast the doctrine of the 

Republic with the views of later writers on philosophy, any 

systematic attempt to trace the connexion between Platonism 

and modern political, religious, or philosophical theory is foreign 

to the scope of this edition. I am far from underestimating the 

interest and importance of such an enquiry: no intellectual 

exercise that I know of is more stimulating or suggestive: but it 

is unfortunately fraught with danger for anyone whose object is 

merely to interpret Plato’s meaning faithfully and without bias. 

The history of Platonic criticism from Proclus to the present 

time has shewn that it is difficult for a commentator who is 

constantly looking for parallels in contemporary thought to 

maintain the degree of intellectual detachment which the study 

of Plato’s idealism demands; and although it is true that the 

genius of Plato outsoars the limits of time and place, the best 

preparation for following its flight is to make ourselves co¬ 

heirs with him in his intellectual heritage, and transport ourselves 

as far as possible into the atmosphere in which he lived. The 

influence of Plato on succeeding thinkers from Aristotle down 

to the present day is a subject of extraordinary range and 

fascination, but it belongs to the history, rather than to the 

interpretation, of Platonism. If ever that history is fully told, 

we shall begin to understand the greatness of the debt we owe 

to Plato, not only in philosophy, but also in religion. In the 

meantime we can only rejoice that Platonism is still a living 

force in both : eVi eVi. rot? opeai real ovttco SiSv/cev. 

One of the most toilsome duties which an editor of the 

Republic has to face is that of reading and digesting the 
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enormous mass of critical and exegetical literature to which 

the dialogue, particularly during the last century, has given 

rise. I have endeavoured to discharge this duty, so far as 

opportunity allowed; and if the labour has sometimes proved 

tedious and unremunerative, it is none the less true that in some 

instances the perusal of obscure and half-forgotten pamphlets 

and articles has furnished the key to what I believe to be the true 

interpretation. In many other cases, where the thesis which a 

writer seeks to prove is demonstrably false, the evidence which 

he accumulates in its support has served to illustrate and enforce 

a truer and more temperate view. But in spite of all the learn¬ 

ing and ingenuity which have been expended on the Republic 

during recent years, there still remain a large number of passages 

of which no satisfactory explanation has hitherto been offered, 

and a still larger number which have been only imperfectly and 

partially explained. I have submitted all these passages to a 

fresh examination, partly in the Notes and partly in the Appen¬ 

dices, and although I cannot hope to have placed them all 

beyond the pale of controversy, I have spared no amount of 

time and labour to discover the truth, and in many cases I have 

been able to arrive at views which will, I hope, command the 

assent of others as well as myself. Wherever I have consciously 

borrowed anything of importance from previous commentators 

and writers, I have made acknowledgement in the notes ; but 

a word of special gratitude is due to Schneider, to whom I am 

more indebted than to any other single commentator on the 

Republic. Since I began my task, the long-expected edition of 

the Republic by Jowett and Campbell has made its appearance, 

and I have found their scholarly and lucid commentary of ser¬ 

vice even in those places where it has seemed to me inadequate 

or inconclusive. Professor Burnet’s text of the Republic was 

not available until the larger part of this edition had been 

printed off, but I have been able to make some use of his work 

in the later books. 

I have to thank a number of friends for assistance rendered 

in various ways, and above all my former teacher, Dr Henry 

Jackson, of Trinity College, who has read through all the proofs 

and contributed many corrections and suggestions. Mr Archer- 

Hind, of Trinity College, and Mr P. Giles, of Emmanuel College, 

have also helped me with their criticisms on some portions of the 

work. To Professor J. Cook Wilson, of New College, Oxford, 
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I owe a special debt of gratitude for undertaking in response 

to my appeal an exhaustive discussion of the astronomical 

difficulties in Book X, and unreservedly placing at my disposal 

the full results of his investigations. It is due to the kindness of 

Professor Campbell that I have again been able to use Castellani’s 

collations of the Venetian MSS IT and E, as well as Rostagno’s 

collation of Cesenas M. The late Mr Neil, of Pembroke College, 

to whose memory I have dedicated the work, read and criticised 

the notes on the first four books before his untimely death, 

and often discussed with me many questions connected with the 

interpretation of Plato in general and the Republic in particular. 

Nor can I refrain from mentioning with affectionate gratitude 

and veneration the name of my beloved friend and teacher, 

Sir William Geddes, late Principal of the University of Aber¬ 

deen, to whose high enthusiasm and encouragement in early 

days all that I now know of Plato is ultimately due. 

The coin which is figured on the title-page is a silver 

didrachm of Tarentum, dating from the early part of the third 

century B.C., and now in the British Museum. It represents 

a naked boy on horseback, galloping and holding a torch behind 

him: see the description by Mr A. J. Evans in the Numismatic 

Chronicle, Volume IX (1889), Plate VIII 14. I have to thank 

Mr Barclay V. Head, of the British Museum, for his kindness in 

sending me a cast of this appropriate emblem of the scene with 

which the Republic opens. 

My best thanks are due to the Managers and staff of the 

University Press for their unremitting courtesy and care. 

It is my hope to be able in course of time to complete this 

edition by publishing the introductory volume to which occa¬ 

sional reference is made throughout the notes. The introductory 

volume will deal inter alia with the MSS and date of composition 

of the dialogue, and will also include an essay on the style of 

Plato, together with essays on various subjects connected with 

the doctrine of the Republic. 

Emmanuel College, 

Cambridge. 

September 5, 1902. 
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NOTE ON THE TEXT OF THIS EDITION. 

The materials for the text of the Republic will be discussed 

in the introductory volume to this edition: but it is necessary 

here to make a brief statement of the rules by which I have 

been guided in the selection of readings, and in the formation of 

the apparatus criticus. 

The fundamental principle to which I have endeavoured to 

conform in the constitution of the text is as follows :— 

“ By reason of its age and excellence, Parisians A is the 

primary authority for the text of the Republic, but the other mss 

are valuable for correcting its errors and supplying its omissions ” 

(The Republic of Plato, 1897, p. x). 

The MS which stands next in authority to Parisinus A is 

admitted by all to be Venetus II ; and in those cases where 

A is wrong, and the right reading occurs in II, either alone, 

or, as happens much more frequently, in common with other 

MSS, I have been content to cite in the apparatus criticus 

merely the authority of II, adding, of course, the discarded 

text of A. 

In those cases where neither A nor IT can be held to repre¬ 

sent what Plato wrote, I have considered, in the first instance, 

the reading of all the other available MSS; secondly, the 

evidence of ancient writers who quote or paraphrase parts of 

the Republic; and, thirdly, emendations; but in the critical notes 

I have as far as possible restricted myself to Venetus B and 

Monacensis q, partly because I have found by experience that 

they come to the rescue oftenest when A and II break down, and 

partly because they are among the few MSS of the Republic, 
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besides A and II, of which we possess thoroughly trustworthy 

collations. It is difficult to overestimate the debt which 

Platonic scholarship owes to Bekker, but the accuracy and com¬ 

pleteness of his collations leave much to be desired, and it is 

safest for the present to cite, as far as may be, only those MSS of 

Bekker in which his work has been revised and supplemented by 

subsequent collators. 

It sometimes, though comparatively seldom, happens that 

the reading which appears to be correct occurs only in MSS 

other than A, II, E or q. In such instances, if the reading which 

I approve is found in Angelicus v, I have sought to lighten 

the apparatus criticus by citing that MS only, even where its 

testimony is supported by that of other MSS. My experience 

has been that, next to II, E and q, Angelicus v is on the 

whole the most useful of Bekker’s MSS for correcting the errors 

of A. 

In the small number of passages where A, II, E, q and v 

appear all to be in error, I have named the other MSS which give 

the reading selected, confining myself in the first instance to the 

MSS collated by Bekker, and quoting the MSS of de Furia and 

Schneider only where Bekker’s afford no help. Cesenas M has 

seldom been cited in the critical notes unless it appears to be the 

sole authority for the text adopted, but occasional reference is 

made to it in the commentary. 

If the reading in the text is due to an early citation of Plato, 

or to an emendator, I mention the authority on which it rests. 

Considerably fewer emendations have been admitted than in my 

earlier edition, and in this as in other respects the text will be 

found to be conservative; but there are still some passages 

where all the MS and other authorities are unsatisfactory, and in 

these I have printed the emendations of others or my own, when 

they appear to me either highly probable or right. 

In all cases where I have deserted both A and II in favour of 

a reading found in £ (or q), the readings of A, II and q (or £) 

have also been recorded in the apparatus criticus; and when it 

has been necessary to desert not only A and II, but also E and 

q, I have given the readings of each of these lour MSS for the 

information of the student. 
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The upshot of these rules is that unless the apparatus criticus 

states the contrary, the text of this edition follows Parisinus A, 

and that the value of the other MSS of Bekker, de Furia, and 

Schneider has been estimated by the assistance which they give 

whenever A is at fault. I have tried to give a full account1 

of the readings of the great Paris MS, which I collated in 1891, 

and afterwards examined again in order to settle the few 

discrepancies between the results of Professor Campbell’s colla¬ 

tion and my own. The scale of this edition has permitted me 

to give a tolerably complete record of the traces of double 

readings in A, so far at least as they point to variants affecting 

the sense or interpretation, and in such cases the rules by which 

the apparatus criticus is constructed are analogous to those 

already explained, as will appear from an inspection of the 

critical notes on 327 A 3, 328 E 34, 330 E 33, 333 E 28 and else¬ 

where. 

It may be convenient to subjoin a table of the MSS cited 

in the notes, together with the centuries to which they have 

been assigned, and the authors of the collations which I have 

used. 

1 I have however as a rule refrained 

from chronicling in the notes those cases 

in which I abandon the punctuation, ac¬ 

centuation, breathings, or spelling of A. 

Questions of orthography are most con¬ 

veniently treated in a separate discussion, 

and something will be said on this subject 

in the Introduction. In the meantime I 

may be allowed to borrow from my edition 

of the text a statement of the rules which 

I have endeavoured to observe in matters 

orthographical. “ As regards the spelling, 

A1 preserves several traces of the true 

Attic orthography, such as aTTOKreivv/u 

(for example in 360 C), v6s and a few 

others. These I have sedulously pre¬ 

served. In general I have silently aban¬ 

doned the spelling of A wherever the 

evidence of Inscriptions appeared con¬ 

clusive against it, and sometimes also 

(though rarely) on other grounds, as for 

example in rj>C\t>vu<os versus <pi\6veiKos. 

Otherwise, in doubtful cases, where no 

sure guidance comes from Inscriptions, 

such as the addition or omission of v i<pe\- 

kv<tti.k6v, tinraffia versus evirdSeia. and the 

like, I have invariably aimed at following 

the practice of the first hand in A. I 

have also deferred to Inscriptions so far 

as to exclude those grammatical forms 

which have conclusively been shewn to 

be unattic, such as tarojaav (352 A et al.), 

\pev5£ad(i)G0.v (381 e), evppcrOai (for pipTj- 

c6cu), and a few others; but when there 

seems to be some room for doubt, the read¬ 

ing of A has been retained. In general, 

the cases where it has seemed necessary to 

abandon A on these and similar grounds 

are few and insignificant.” The ortho¬ 

graphy of this edition will be found to be 

in practical agreement with that adopted 

by Schanz in his Platonis opera. 
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MS Century Collator 
Parisinus A (Schneider’ s Par. A) IX Adam 

Venetus n ( »» Ven. C) XII Castellani 

„ s ( 99 Ven. B) XV 

Monacensis q ( 99 Mon. B) XV Schneider 

Angelicus v ( 99 Ang. B) XVI Bekker 

Vaticanus © ( 11 Vat. B) XV Bekker* 

» "I1 2 ( 51 Vat. H) XIII or XIV >» 
„ r ( n Vat. M) XV 

99 

Parisinus D3 4 5 ( n Par. D) XII or XIII 

„ K ( n Par. K) XV 
99 

Vindobonensis <J> ( >i Vind. B) ? Bekker and 
Schneider 

Florentinus A (Stallbaum’s a) XIV de Furia 

» B*( n b) XIII6 99 

C ( n c) XIV6 99 

R ( 99 x) XV 
99 

T ( 99 a) XV 
99 

„ u ( 99 0) XIV 99 

„ v ( 99 y) XIII 
99 

Vindobonensis D° ? Schneider 

„ E7 ? 
*1 

» F XIV 11 
Monacensis C8 XV M 

Lobcovicianus ?XIV or earlier 11 

Cesenas M XII or XIII Rostagno 

I hope to say something on the relationship between these 

MSS in my introductory volume. 

1 I have also recollated this MS for Books I—III of the Republic. 

2 From Book II onwards. I owe my information as to the date of this and the 

following ms to a communication from Dr Mercati. 

3 iv 429 c—442 D is missing. 

4 Contains only 1—11 358 E, followed by the rest of 11 in a later hand. 

5 Flor.B is usually assigned to the twelfth, and Flor. C to the thirteenth, century. 

The dates here given are due to Dr Guido Biagi, who has been good enough to 

re-examine at my request these and the other Florentine MSS. 

6 Contains only 1—v. 

7 It 379 B—III 399 B is missing. 

8 Contains only vii and x (up to 604 c). 



TTAATQNOI TTOAITEI A. 

TA TOT AIAAOrOT nPOSMIA. 

SfiKPATHS TAAYKON IIOAEMAPXOS 

0PA2YMAXOS AAEIMANTOS 

KE$AAOS 

St. T. 
II. p. 

327 

A. 

I. Karefiriv et<? ITetpaia pcerd YAav/ccovo^ rov 'ApLarcovcx;, 

Trpocrevl'o/j.evos tc tt) deep /cal ap/a rrjv eopryv /3ov\op,ei’0<; dedaaaOac 

TLva Tpoirov TronjaovcrLv, are vvv irpwrov ayovres. KaArj p,ev ovv 

3. are A2II: ware A1. 

EEXartovos IIoXiTefa. On the name, 
characters, and date of action of the 
dialogue, see Introd. §§ 1, 2, 3. 

327 a—328 B Socrates describes 
how he visited the Piraeus in company 
with Glauco, and was induced by Pole- 
marchus and others to defer his return to 
Athens. 

327 A 1 Kare'p-qv ktX. Dionys. Hal. 
de comp. verb. p. 208 (Reiske) 6 Si n\d- 
tojv, roiis eavrou Si.a\6yovs KTevlfav Kal 
(3oittpvx^oiv, Kal irarra rpbirov avanXiiaiiv, 
Oil SdXiTev 6ydor]KovTa yeyovlos irr/. iracn 
yap Sr/ ttou tols <pCKo\byois yvupipa to. 

irepl rrjs (piKoTovias ravSpos ioTopoi/j.ei'a, 
rd r’ dXXa, Kal Sr] Kal ra irepl rr/v 
Sb\rop rjp reXevrrioavTos abrou \iyovoiv 
evpedrjvai ttoikCKws peraKeLpbvrjv TTjV ap- 

XVv TVS iroAiretas Sxov<Tav ri]vSe “Karl- 
pr\v x&ts e‘s Heipata pera TXavKoiPOS too 

'Xplarwvos.” See also Quint. VIII 6. 
64, and Diog. Laert. ill 37. The latter 
gives as his authorities Euphorion and 
Panaetius. As Cicero was tolerably fa¬ 
miliar with the writings of Panaetius, it 

A. P. 

is possible that he too has the same story 
in view in de Sen. V 13, where he says 
of Plato “scribens est mortuus.” The 
anecdote may well be true, but does not 
of course justify any inference as to the 
date of composition of the Rep/iblic. See 
Introd. § 4. 

2 rfj 0eu>. What goddess? Bendis or 
Athena? The festival is the Bendideia 
(354 A) and it is perhaps safest to acqui¬ 
esce in the usual view that Bendis is here 
meant. “ Alii Minervam intelligunt, quae 
vulgo r] Bebs appellabatur; neque mihi 
videtur Socrates in ista Panathenaeorum 
propinquitate de Minerva veneranda cogi- 
tare non potuisse: sed quod simpliciter 
tt]v eoprrjv dicit, numina diversa statuere 
non sinit” (Schneider). We hear of a 
temple of Bendis in the Piraeus in 403 B.c. 
(T7]v bd'ov rj <pbpei rrpbs re to iepbv rrjs 
Mownxlas ’ApreplSos Kal to BerSioeiop 
Xen. Hell. II 4. 11). See also Introd. § 3 
and App. I. 

3 vvv rrpuTOV. Perhaps 410 B.C. 
Introd. § 3. 

} 



2 T1AATQN0I [327 A 

/101 Kal 77 tcor e7n%<op[cov iropirp eBo^ev elvat, ov fievroi t/ttov 

5 i(f>a[veTO irplireiv i)v oi @pa/ce? etre/nrov. Ttpoaev^d/ievoi Be Kal 

OewppcravTe'r ' dtrfi/iev 7rpo? to dcnv. KariBwv ovv Troppwdev r//ia$ D 

oiKaBe oop/irj/ievovs IToke/iap^os 6 Ke^aXou eKekevae Bpa/iovra 

tov 7ratSa 7rept/ieival e Kekevaac. Kal /iov omadev 6 7rat? Xa/36- 

/ievo<; tov Iparlov, Kekevei v/ias, e<f)T), Uo\ep,ap%o<; 7repi/ieivai. 

10 /eat £7® /lereaTpcLt^r/v re Kal r/po/ir/v oirov aoTO? ci?;. Ovtos, ec^i/, 

oTTiadev 7rpoaepyerai’ dkkd 7repL/ievere. ’AXXi nepi/ievov/iev, 

7 5’ 09 0 rXao/fwt'. /cat oklyw varepov o re IIoke/iap^o? 1 77/ce C 

/cat 'ABel/iavro1; o toO r\at//e&>2'09 dBek(f>o<; Kal Nt/c»;paT09 6 Nt/ctoo 

/cat aXXoL TLve9, a>9 a7ro 777? 7ro/r. 71-779. 6 oof IIoXe/xa/5^09 £<£77 

15 "EcoKpare9, 80/cetTe /xot 7rpo9 acTi/ bop/ir/aQai C09 diriovre^. 

Ov yap KaKw9 Boipb£ei<;, 772/ S’ £70). Opa<; ovv r//id<;, e(f)rj, oaoi 

ea/iev; II&)9 7«p ov; ’H tolvvv tovtcov, ecfir), Kpelrrovi; yeveaOe 

r) /lever avrov. Ovkovv, r/v S’ £70), eVt ett kelireraL, to 771/ 

7relaco/iev v/ias, d>9 XPV 77/2129 acpelvai; ’H /cat Bvvaurd’ ap, 7/ S’ 

20 09, irelaai prj aKOvovra<;; Oi/Sa/xw9, £<prj 0 r\ai/*cot\ Xl9 tolvvv 

/if/ aKovao/ievcov, ovtco BiavoeiaOe. Kal 6 ’ASel/iavTO<;, ’Apa 7£, j 

77 S’ 09, 00S Ictte OTt ka/nras earai 7rpb<; earrepav deft lttttcov t77 328 

#£&>; ’A<£’ L7T7rci)v; f/vd’eycb’ Kaivov ye tovto. ka/nrdBia e%ovTe<; 

4. 7] ruv A2II: ijttoh' A1. 18. ^ Xeiirerai ’jz.q et ~yp in mg. A2: iXXclirerai A1!!. 

5 ol ©paxes. Probably resident aliens 
(as opposed to the iirixupioi or natives), 
living for commercial purposes in the 
Piraeus, which at all times contained a 
large admixture of foreign population. 
It was part of Athenian policy to en¬ 
courage commercial settlers by allowing 
them to exercise their own cults (Foucart 
des assoc, relig. chez Us Grecs p. 131). 
Foucart holds that the worship of the 
Thracian goddess Bendis was brought to 
the Piraeus by Thracian merchants (p. 84). 
Others have supposed that oi ©paxes refers 
to envoys from Thrace, or Thracian mer¬ 
cenaries, the survivors of those who came 
to Athens in 414 b.c. (Thuc. vii 27); but 
the other view is more probable. 

327 B 6 to aa-ru or dorru 327 C is 
regular for Athens itself as opposed to 
the Piraeus. Hartman would omit the 
article (cf. Lys. 13. 88 rods (v aorct oi 
tv Tip lleipaiei): but it occurs infra 328 c, 
Phaedr. 230 C, Arist. Pol. Ath. 38. 1 
and elsew'here. 

10 airos: 1 ipse’ ‘crus’ ‘ the master' 
as often: cf. e.g. Prot. 314 V oi agoM) 
ai’’rip and the Pythagorean avros hpa. 
With the deictic ouros cf. Symp. 175 A 
XioKpaT-qs ouros — cott/xo', * there goes 
Socrates—standing. ’ 

327 c 18 £v XeiireTai. See cr. n. 
iXXeLirerai (which Hermann and others 
retain) is less pointed, in view' of the two 
alternatives t\—Kpcirrovs ytveade rj pdver' 
avtoC. For Xei7rerai said of the pera^v 
tl (Symp. 202 a) or third alternative, cf. 
Theaet. 188 A dXXo 7’ ovSev Xelirerai irepi 
(Kaurov tt\t)v ciStvai rf fxij elSevcu. 

20 <is—8iavo«tcr0e: ‘ well, you may 
make up your mind that wTe shall refuse to 
listen.’ Cf. (w'ith Stallbaum) Crat. 439 c 
8iavoi)6evTes—dis IbvToiv caravTUv del cal 
ptbvTwv. pij is owing to the imperative: 
cf. Soph. 0. C. 1154 and Jebb’s note. 

328 A 1 Xapirds ktX. Xapirds was 
the official name for a torch-iace: see 
Mommsen Heor/ologie pp. 170 «., 282. 

Tip 0eii : see on 327 A and App. I. 



rTOAITEIAC A 3 328 c] 

SiaSwcrovcnv dXXyXois dpiXXwpevoi Tot? lttttol^ ; rj 7rco? Xeyec<;; 

Ovtcos, e(pi) 6 WoXepap^o^' Kal 7rpo? ye iravvy^iSa 7roLycrovaiv, 

yv a^Lov 0edaacr9ai. e^avaaTyaope9a yap p,era to Selirvov Kal 5 

tyv 7ravvy^lSa 9ea<rope9a Kal %vvecr6pe9d Te 7toXXol<; twv veoov 

B avToOt, Kal SiaXe^ope0a. clXXd pevere Kal py I aXXcos 1roieiTe. 

Kal 6 YXavKcov, WEolkcv, ecjry, peveTeov elvaL. 'AXX' ei SoKei, yv 

8’ iyco, ovtco ftp?) iroieiv. 

II. 'Hipev ovv OLKaSe els tov TloXep.dp^ov, Kal Avaiav Te ir 
avTo9i KaTeXd/3opev Kal EvdvSypov, tov$ tov HoXepdp^ov dSeX- 

(jrovs, Kal Srj Kal ®paavpa^ov tov KaX^ySoviov Kal XappavTbSr]V 

tov Tlaiamea Kal KAetTot^aWa. tov ' ApiaTcovvpov yv S' evSov 

Kal 0 TraTrjp 6 tov IToAe/irtjO^ou Ket^aAo?. Kal pdXa 7rpea/3vTy<; 

C pot eSo^ev elvaL' Sid %povov I yap Kal ecopdiKy avTov. Ka9yaTO 15 

7 XaixiraSia: Harpocratio remarks r/v 
vuv r/pus XapiraSa KaXovpev, ovrcos uiri- 
pa$ov. But Xapiras was used for 1 torch ’ 
even in classical Greek. Plato chooses 
XapirdSiov because he has just used Xa/j.- 
was in a different sense. 

3 SiaScotrouo-iv ktX. shews that—except 
for the novel substitution of mounted 
competitors for runners—the torch-race 
in question was of the kind alluded to 
in Hdt. VUI 98 and elsewhere as held in 
honour of Plephaestus. The competition 
was not between one individual and an¬ 
other, but between different lines of com¬ 
petitors, the torch being passed on from 
man to man. Victory fell to the chain 
whose torch, still burning, first reached 
the goal. The well-known figure in Laws 
776 B Kadawep Xap.ir6.5a rhv fiiov irapaSr- 
Sovras fiXXois it- &XXwv refers to the same 
form of race. Plato nowhere mentions 
the simpler form described by Pausanias 
(1 30. 2), in which individuals contended 
against each other: see BaumeisterZV«/L 
mci/er d. kl. Altert. p. 522. 

5 a|iov GeacrcurGat. Songs and dances 
were the leading features in a iravin>xls. 
See Soph. Ant. 1146—1152 and Eur. 
Herdcl. 781—783 avepbtvri 55 yas iir’ 
6x@V \ (the Acropolis) dXoXbypara iravvv- 
X'lois iiirb irapdlvuiv laKXet xoSCov Kplnoiaiv 
(in honour of Athena at the Panathenaea). 

«|avacrTijo-opc0a ktX. The promise is 
nowhere fulfilled. 

328 b 7 aXXws 7roi€iT€. Schanz 
[Novae Comm. Plat. p. 25) shews that this 

phrase, which is tolerably frequent in 
Plato, always occurs in combination with 
a positive command (here pivere) except 
in 11 369 B. 

328 B—328 E The scene at the house 
of Polemarchus. Socrates begins to inter¬ 
rogate Cephalus on the subject of old age. 

328 B 10 els toO IIoXe(ji.dp\ou. Po¬ 
lemarchus was older than Lysias (infra 
331 D), and we are to infer that at this 
time Cephalus lived with him. There 
is no reason why we should (with Blass 
Att. Ber. p. 338) reject Plato’s statement 
that Polemarchus had a house in the 
Piraeus: the words of Lysias (12. 16), 
which Blass relies upon as shewing that 
Polemarchus lived not in the Piraeus, 
but in Athens, refer to 404 B.C. and do 
not prove it even for that year. Lysias 
probably lived at this time in a house of 
his own in the Piraeus, as in 404 B.C. 

(Lys. 12. 8) : it is to be noted that he is 
mentioned along with the visitors, in 
contrast with Cephalus (yv 5’ tvbov ktX. 
—tcOvk&s yap Irvyxavev tv rrj avXrj 
infra c). Cf. Boeckh Kl. Schr. iv p. 475 
n. 1 and Shuckburgh Lys. Orat. ed. 2 
p. xii. 

15 81a xpovov—airov. Kal ‘ indeed ’ 
goes with the whole clause: cf. Soph. 
Ant. 1253 uXX’ eladpeada p-f] tl Kal xard- 
axerav \ Kpvcprj KaXvirrei KapSlp Bvpovptvi) 

with Jebb’s note. Tucker translates ‘for 
it was some time since I had so much as 
seen him’-—throwing, I think, too much 
emphasis on Kal. 

I-2 



4 riAATQNOI [328 c 

Be iare^aveopevo^ etrl rivo? irpocncefyaXalov re Kal Bl(f)pov‘ redvKO)<; 

yap ervyj^avev ev rfj avXfj. eKaOe^opeda ovv Trap' avrov e/cetvro 

yap Blcppoi nve<; avrodo kvkXw. ev0v<; ovv pe IBcov 6 KecpaXo<; 

rjarra^ero re /cal eirrev ’fl 'Eaucpares, ovBe 0aplSei<; rip.iv icaraftalvoov 

20 et? rov Tieipaiu• xprjv pevroi. el pev yap iycb eri ev Bvvapei 

r)v rov paBlws rropeveaQai rrpo<i to aarv, ovBev av <re eBei Bevpo 

leva/, I aXX' ijpeis av trapd ae ypev' vvv Be ae xpr) rrvKvorepov D 

Bevpo leva/’ aS? ev la9i on epoiye, oaov al aXkai ai /card to awpa 

rjBoval inropapaivovrab, roaovrov av^ovrat al rrepl r01)9 Xdy00? 

25 imOvpiat re Kal rjBoval. prj ovv dXXa)<; rroiei, dXXd rocaBe re 

rov? veavlai? %vvlct9l /cal Bevpo reap' 7]pa<; <f>olra &>? rrapa (falXovs 

re /cal rrdvv oi/ceiovs. Kal pyv, i)v S’ eyco, cb KecfraXe, %a('pco 

26. ws Trapa <j>i\ovs re II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 

328 c 16 Trpo<TKe4>aX.a£ov t« Kal 8f- 
<j>pov: virtually a hendiadys, as Hartman 
remarks, comparing Homer II. IX 200 
elatv S’ tv K\«rpoioi rawr/al re iroprpvptoi- 
<nv. It is somewhat fanciful to suppose 
(with Hartman) that Plato throughout 
this picture was thinking of the aged 
Nestor seated among his sons (Od. hi 
32 ff.). tivos adds a touch of vagueness: 
‘ a sort of combination of cushion and 
chair ’ (Tucker). 

t€0vk»$ yap explains itrrepavojptvos: 
“ coronati sacrificabant, ut satis constat” 
Stallbaum. The God to whom Cephalus 
had been sacrificing was doubtless Zeds 
epKelos, whose altar stood in the adXv). 

19 ovSe—Ileipaia. A negative must 
be supplied, “ut amice expostulabundus 
cum Socrate senex hoc dicere videatur: 
tu neque alia facis, quae debebas, neque 
nostram domum frequentas. Simili ellipsi 
nostrates: Du kommst auch nicht oft zu 
uns” (Schneider), ovot is ‘alsonot’: for 
exx. see Riddell Digest of Platonic Idioms 
§141 and Jebb on Soph. O. C. 590! oiSi 
in ovSi Trdvv paSiov ix 587 C is another 
instance, in which, as here, the idiom 
has a kind of colloquial effect. Stall¬ 
baum takes ovSi with Oapifis “ne venti- 
tas quidem ad nos, h. e. raro sane domum 
nostram frequentas”; but his equation 
hardly holds good, and is not justified by 
Xen. Symp. 4. 23, where ovSi coheres 
closely with the emphatic <row. Others 
have suspected corruption, proposing oil 
Tt (Ast, cf. Od. V 88 7rdpos ye pev oil n 

6apl£eLs), 01) ot (Nitzsch), or ov Sp (Hart¬ 
man). oil Tt is very unlikely; for 6a- 
plfa is not exclusively a poetic word 
(cf. Laws 843 b), and we need not sup¬ 
pose that Plato is thinking of Homer. 
I agree with Hartman that oil cSd is im¬ 
probable : Si is not sufficiently explained 
by saying that it is “adversative to the idea 
contained in ricnrapero” (J. and C., with 
Schneider Additamenta p. 2). None of 
the cases quoted by Sauppe Ep. Crit. ad 
G. Hermamium p. 77 (Ar. Knights 1302, 
Hdt. IX 108, Theogn. 659, 887, 1070 
and Callinus I 2) seem to me to justify 
the change of ouSt to oil Si. Hartman’s 
correction is better: but I believe the 
text is sound. 

328 d 25 pq ovv ktX. To this sen¬ 
tence Lack. 181 B c furnishes a near 
parallel, veaviats refers to Socrates’ 
companions who had come from Athens, 
as opposed to Cephalus, Polemarchus 
and the others; the emphasis, as often, 
being on the Kal clause: ‘ associate with 
these young men, but come and visit us 
also.’ So also Boeckh Kl. Schr. IV p. 475. 
There is no sufficient reason for reading 
veavloKois (with II and other MSS): see 
Introd. § 3. 

27 Kal (iijv ktX. : ‘ Indeed, Cephalus,’ 
etc. ye need not be added (with II and 
other mss) after xa^Pw ■ cf. Phaed. 84 n 
Kal pr/v, 1 Sfeixpares, Ta\rj6rj aoi ipuj, 
Euthyd. 275 E 304 c al., with Jebb on 
Soph. O. T. 749, 1005. 



329 B] FfOAITEIAC A 5 

E BiaXeyoptevo? Tot? atjooBpa 7Tpeafivrcus. BoKel yap 1 ptoi xprjvcu 

Trap' avTMv TtwOdveadat, araitep nvd oBov TrpoeXrjXvdoTcov, rjv 

Kal pp,a<; taco9 Berjaei TtopeveaOai, iroia Tt? iartv, rpa^eia Kal 3a 

yaXeiry, r) paBia Kal eviropos’ Kal Brj Kal aov rjBeco<i av 'Ttvdoip.'pv, 

6 tL aoL (patveTau tovto, eTreiBrj evravda rjBrj el rf}? r)XtKia<;, 6 S97 

em ryypaos ovBw (paalv eivai oi 7TourjTai, 7roTepov ^aXeirov tov 

(3iov rj 7Tftj? av avTO e%ayyeXXet,?. 

329 III. 'Eyd aoi, ecf)7], vr) tov Aia ipco, w ’%WKpare^, | olov ye /.tot 

tpalveTai. 7roX\tt/a? jap avvep^opeOd rti'e? ei9 ravTO •rvapaifK'paiav 

rjXiKLav e^ovre1;, Biaam^ovre*; rpv TraXaiav Tcapoipelav. oi ovv 

TrXeicrTOi rjpicSv oXofyvpovTat fjvvtovTes, rd<; ev rfj veoT7]Ti r/Bovas 

7to9ovvt€<; Kal dvapupbvrjGKopLevoL 7repi re TatppoBiaia Kal 7repl 5 

7TOTOU? Kal eva)%ia<; Kal aXX’ arra a teov tolovtcov eyerai, Kal 

ayavaKTodaiv &>? pueyaXcov tlvwv d'n-eaTeprjp.evoc Kal Tore p,ev ev 

B ^divTes, vvv Be oiiBe ^wvTe<i. evioi Be Kal t«9 tcop ' otKeicov TtpoTn]- 

34. ai5ro A1!! : avrbs A2. 

328 E 30 Tpay^eia Kal x.a^€'n"rl ktX. 
The language (as Ast observes) is per¬ 
haps suggested by Hesiod OD. 290 ff. 
pia/cpos 8b Kal 8p6ios oly.os is avT-r/v | Kal 

TPVX^S to trp&Tov irry/v 8’ els arpov 

iKi/rai, | prji8lr\ Sr] ’irreira irlXei, x^Xeirij 
7rep ioucra. Cf. II 364 D n. 

33 eirl yrjpaos ovScS. The phrase oc¬ 
curs first in the Iliad (xxil 60, XXIV 487) 
to denote the natural limit of the life of 
man. Cephalus is p.a\a irpecpurps 328 B. 
The same meaning suits also in Od. XV 246 
(oils’ Ikgto yr/paos ovSbi’) 348 and XXIII 212, 
Hymn. Aphr. 106, Hes. OD. 331, Hdt. 
Ill 14 and elsewhere. Leaf can hardly (I 
think) be right in explaining 01jSip as = odip 
in II. xxil 60. yr/paos is a descriptive 
genitive (like tIXos yr/paos apyaXlov 
Mimn. Fr. 1. 6, tou \byov in SbXixov—not 
8o\lx8v—tou \byou Prot. 329 A), old age 
being itself the threshold by which we 
leave the House of Life. We enter as it 
were by one door and pass out by another. 
The idea underlying the phrase may be 
compared with Democritus’ 6 Kbc/ios ckt/- 
1’T], 6 j3los irapoSos‘ r/\6es, elSes, CLTrrjXdes 

(Mullach Fr. Phil. Gr. 1 p. 356). 
XaXcTrov ktX. x^^bv is neuter on 

account of tovto in 8 tL col (palverai tovto, 

and tou filov is a simple partitive geni¬ 
tive: cf. Xen. Mem. 1 6. 4 imcKe^wpeda 
tl xdXewbv r/cSr/caL tov/jlov filov. I can¬ 

not agree with Tucker in rendering ‘dis¬ 
agreeable in respect of the sort of life. ’ Ast 
takes xaXe'n-oj' as masc. (comparing cases 
like III 416 B tt/v peylcTr/v rrjs ei/Xapelas), 

but avrb shews that he is wrong. Trans¬ 
late simply ‘whether it is a painful period 
of life.’ It is needless to insert (with 
Hartman) tl after xdXtirbv: still worse is 
Liebhold’s addition of re\os. 

34 eijayyeXXeis : like the i^ayyeXos in 
tragedy, Cephalus is the bearer of news 
from behind the scenes. 

329 a—329 D Cephalus delivers 
his views on old age. It is, or should be, 
a haven of peace; old men have themselves 
to blame if they are miserable. 

329 A 3 irapoipaav. rjXi£ r/XiKa 
rlpireL (Phaedr. 240 c). 

4 ijuviovres: i.q. 8rav j-vviojcLv ‘when¬ 
ever they come together.’ Such a use 
of the participle is admissible when the 
main verb is in the present of habitual 
action, ^vvbvres is a needless conjecture. 

8 ou84 £<ovt€s. Soph. Ant. 1165—1167 
to.s yap r/Sovas \ orav wpoSbuCLv SLvSpes, ou 

Tldr/p’ iyib | £rjv tovtov, aXX’ ’tp\f/vxov 
r/youpai veKpbv. Cf. also Mimn. Fr. 
I. 1 ff. : Sim. Fr. 71 rls yap aSovas &rep \ 
SvaTwv pios rrodeLvbs: Eur. Fr. 1065. 
Similar sentiments are very common 
throughout Greek literature, especially 
in poetry. 



6 fTAATQNOI [329 B 

Xa/aeretv rov yppcos oBvpovTai, xal €7rl tovtco Brj to yrjpas vpevovacv 

10 oacov xaxcov acfolcnv aiTLov. epeol Be Boxovacv, co —(o/cpares, ovtoo 

ov to clltiov alTiaaOai. el yap rjv tovto aiTiov, xav iyco tcL avTa 

tclvta eire-novOi) evexd ye yppcos xal 01 aWoi TravTes oerot evTavda 

i]\dov rjXixlas. vvv B' eycoye 7]Bt) evTeTvyppxa ov% out&>? e%ovcnv 

xal aXAotv, xal Br) xal ^ocpoxXel ttotg. tu> 7roir)Trj Trapeyevopvpv 

15 epcoTcopcevco vtto tlvos IIcov, ecf>7], co I —ocf)6xXei<;, e^ei? irpos racppo- C 

Blend; eTt olo<; tg el yvvauci ovyylyveaBai; xal ov, Evcpppeei, eepp, 

00 avdpcoTve' dapeevecxTaTa peevToo avTO direcpvyov, cdcrnep \vttcovtcx 

TLva xal ctypiov BecnroTTjv a7rocf>vycov. ev ovv peoe real totg eBo^ev 

exeivos ecTrecv xal vvv ov% t)ttov. TravTciTraae yap tcov ye tocovtcov 

20 ev Tco yppci 7ro\Xrj elprjvt] ylyveTai kcu ekevdepla. eireiBav ai 

eTnBvpdai 7ravacovTdi KdTdTelvovcjai xal %aXaacocnv, TravTairacnv 

to tov XocpoxXeovs ylyveTai’ I BecnroTcov iravv 7roWe5i> gctti xal D 
piaivopievcov dir-pWa^Bai. dWd xal tovtcov irepi xal tcov ye 

irpo<; touv oixelovs pda rtv a'lTia ecrTiv, ov to yrjpas, co %cdxpaTe<;, 

25 aXX’ 6 Tpoiros tcov dvdpcdircov. av piev yap xoapuoi xal evxoXoi 

co a iv, xal to yrjpa<; pceTplcos iaTiv eirliTovov el Be pep, xal yppas, 

co HcoxpaTes, xal veoTps ^aXeirp tco toiovtco %vpbftaivet. 

329 c 16 £ri—<TvyyLyvi<r8ai. These 
words are rejected by Hirschig, Cobet, and 
Hartman, but their genuineness is sup¬ 
ported by the singular atjt6 in abrS awt- 
tpvyov and by Plut. irepi <pL\oir\ovrtas 
5. 525 A 6 2o0okAt)s epurritieis et Svvarai 
yvvaud 7rXrjcrcafreiv, Ebupbipei, Avffpuire, 
threv kt\. In such matters Greek realism 
called a spade a spade. In spite of the 
anecdote here told, few writers have 
painted sadder pictures of old age than 
Sophocles: see for example 0. C. 1235— 
1238 and Fr. 684. More in keeping 
with the present passage is Fr. 688 owe 
ban yfjpas tuv aotpuiv, ev oh b vois | Oeia 
i-vveanv Tjftepq. reOpappdvos. 

17 airecjjuYov—aTro^uyiuv. The repe¬ 
tition adds a certain impressiveness to the 
sentence. Herwerden is in error when he 
ejects airo<j>vyuv, which seems to have been 
read also by Plutarch (referred to in last 
note). 

21 KaraT€ivov<rat is intransitive. If 
the meaning were (as Ast holds) transitive 
—man being conceived as the puppet of 
the desires cf. Laws 644 E—we should 
expect bm- or aw- rather than Kara- 

reivouaai: see Phaed. 94 C and 98 D. 

Travrairao-Lv ktX. The impressive 
iteration is in keeping with the age and 
earnestness of the speaker: cf. 331 A, B. 

22 fern. Stallbaum and others eject 
this word, but it is not easy to see why 
a scribe should have inserted it, particu¬ 
larly in such an idiomatic position. The 
asyndeton before beairorCiv is regular in 
explanatory clauses. I read ban (with A) 
in preference to ian: the meaning ‘ is pos¬ 
sible’ does not suit, and would require 
airaWayfivai rather than a?rrjWdxOai. 
Translate‘it is the deliverance once and 
for all from tyrants full many and furious. ’ 
The grammatical subject, as in English, 
remains vague; it is involved in eireidav 
—Xa\aauaiv. For the use of ban cf. 
Euthyphr. 2 D (palveral p.01—Hpyeadai 
bpOus" opdws yap ban twv vbwv irpirepov 
binpLkridrivai. The sentence-accent falls 
on iroWCjv and pxnvop.ivuv and not on 
ban. The view of old age presented 
here recalls the peXbrri 0o.vo.tov of the 
Phaedo. 

329 d 25 euKoXoi. Like Sophocles 
himself: 6 5’ edxoXos pev bv0dS’, tCkoXos 
S' exet (Ar. Frogs 82). 
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IV. Kai eycb dyaa9el<i avrov etVoi/ro? ravra, {3ovAopt,evo<> eVi 

E Aeyeiv avTov e/civovv /cal e'c/rov' KecfoaAe, 1 ol/xac aov tov? 

ttoWovs, otclv tavTa Aeyr)<;, ov/c (nroSe^eadao, dAA’ rjyeiaOab 30 

ere paBbco<; to yrjpa<; cfjepecv ov Bbd tov rpovov, aWd Bbd to 7roXAr)v 

ova lav ice/cTpadab' roe? yap 7r\ovcrLoi<s 7roAAd vapapbvdbd (joaabv 

eivai. ’AXrjOrj, ecprj, Aeyet$* ov yap dTrohe^ovrab. teal \eyovab 

pbev ti, ov pbevTob ye oaov oiovrai, dWa to tov ©epcbaTO/cAeovs; 

330 ev exel> T<’? ^epifpiw AobBopovpbevw /cal AeyovTb, otc ov Bb av\rov 

aWd Bid T7)v 7roAiv evBo/cbpuol, dire/cplvaTo, ot 1 ovt av auTO? 

Se/5i^>io? aov ovopbacrTo^? eyeveTO ovt e/celvo<; ’AOrjvaios. /cal Tot? 

B>} pup 'ir'KovaloL'i, ^aX67ra)9 Be to yr)pa$ (pepovaiv, ev e%ei 6 avTos 

\oyo<;, OTi ovt av 0 i7nei/cr)<; irdvv rt paBlo>? yt]pa<; pceTa 7reida? 5 

ivey/cot, ov9’ 6 /a?} eVtet/a;? vrAovTrjaa<; ev/co\6<> ttot av eavTa> 

29. (xou A1!!: (re corr. A2. 

329 D—331 B Socrates further ques¬ 
tions Cephalus. ‘ Afar/ ;w« will say that 
it is your riches which make you happy in 
old age.' C. ‘ Character has more to do 
with happiness than wealth.' S. ‘ What 
is the chief advantage of money ?' C. lIt 
enables the good man to pay his debts to 
gods and men before he passes into the 
other world.' 

29 IkCvovv. KLveiv ‘rouse’ is technical 
in the Socratic dialect for the stimulating 
of the intellect by interrogation: cf. (with 
Stallbaum) Lys. 223 A, Xen. Mem. IV 2. 
2. See also Ar. Clouds 745. 

329 e 34 ov (JtevToi -ye. The collo¬ 
cation pevToi ye, which rarely occurs in 
good Greek, is condemned by Porson (on 
Eur. Med. 675) and others. In Plato it 
is found only here and in Crat. 424 C, 
\Sisyphi\ 388 A. Here some inferior MSS 

omit ye. It would be easy (with Hoefer 
de particulis Plat. p. 38, Cobet, and 
Blaydes) to write ov /x^vtol °aov 7e> but 
“notanda talia potius quam mutanda.” 
The idiom, though exceptional, is (in my 
judgment) sufficiently supported (see the 
instances cited by Blaydes on Ar. Thesm. 
709). It should also perhaps be remem¬ 
bered that the speaker, Cephalus, was not 
a native Athenian. Cf. 331 B E nn. 

to tov 0(|ho-tok\€Ovs. The story as 
told by Herodotus vm 125 is probably 
more true, if less'pointed: evs 5e Ik tt}s 
A-a.Ke8alv.ovos awi/cero (sc. Qe/j.LOTOK\fis) es 
ras ’Adr/vas, Ivdadra Tifj.68rifj.os 'AcfnS- 
valos—cpdbvp naTap.apye ojv iveUee tov 

QefuoTOKhla—ojs 5(d rots ’Adr)vas %x0L 

yepea ra irapa AaKeSaifcovluv, dXX’ oil 81’ 

eojvriv. 6 Si—elite" ovtoj fxel rot• oilr’ ctv 

lyib loiv Be\j3tvlrr]s (Belbina was a small is¬ 
land about 2 miles south of Sunium) iTiix-rfdTfv 
ovtoj irpbs XirapTirfTeojv, ou'r’ civ ov oivdpojire 

eojv ’Adrfvalos. The changes are not due 
to Plato: for Tip in Tip 2epupiip—for which 
Heindorf on Charm. 155 D wrongly sug¬ 
gests Tip, like Cicero’s Sej'iphio cuidam 
(Cato Mai. 8)—shews that Plato’s form of 
the story was also familiar. The Platonic 
version, in which Belbina has become 
Seriphus, and Themistocles’ detractor a 
Seriphian, afterwards held the field. 

330 A 3 Kal toIs 8tj. ral is ‘also’ 
and Sp illative. 

6 cvkoXos—lavTw. The dative is used 
as with evpevrjs: cf. Ar. Frogs 359 pn]S’ 

eiKoXbs eOTi iroXfrais (v. 1. iroXhrjs). To suit 
the application precisely to the story we 
should require (1) neither would the iinei- 

Krfs easily endure old age with poverty, (2) 
nor the pir] iineiKris easily endure old age 
with riches. For (2) Plato substitutes ‘ nor 
would the bad man ever attain to peace 
with himself by becoming rich’; thereby 
conveying the further idea that the bad 
man is not eilKoXos eavrip under any cir¬ 
cumstances or at any time. Richards’ 
suggestion iv avTip (i.e. 777/317) for eavrip is 
neat, but loses sight of this additional 
point. The allusion to old age in the 
second clause, so far as it is necessary to 
allude to it, is contained in irore. 



8 riAATQNOS [330 A 

yevoiro. Tlorepov Be, rjv B' eym, w KecfraXe, <Lv iceKTrjccu ra 7rXeico 

rrapeXafies rj irretention; not’ erreicn}aapr)v, I e<pr), c0 'ZwKpares; B 

p.eao<; rt? yeyova %ppp-arear-tp> rov re rrdrrrrov Kal rov rrarpos. 

10 6 pev yap 7ra7T7ro9 Te Kal 6pd>vvpo<; epol a%eBov rt o<rr)v eyed vvv 

oialav K.etcrpp.ai rrapaXaftiov rroXXaKL<i roaavrrjv erroiriaev, Avaa- 

wa9 Be 6 7ran)p en eXdrro) avrrjv irroir)ae T79 vvv oven79" iyin Se 

dyarru), eav prj eXdrrcn KaraXlrror rovroicnv, aXXd (3pa%el ye rivi 

7rXeta) i] 7rapeXa/3ov. Ov roi eveKa r/p6p,r]v, t)v B' eyw, otl pot 

8. TO? n2: 7TOt All'Sy. 
II: robrov H : rovrov toi q. 

14. ou Tot unus Flor. B: otiroi A: ovroi (sic) 

330 A, B 8 iroi’ eireKTqcrdp.qv ktX. : 
‘do you want to know what I acquired, 
Socrates?’ tom is simply ‘what’ as in 
Alen. 87 E OKExpupEda dr/ ko.8’ incur tov 
dva\apf3dvovres, Tola £<rnv a. r/pas £o<pe\cl. 
iiyleid <f>apev Kal lirxbs Kal KdWos Kal 
t\ovtos St/’ ravra XcyopEV Kal ra roiavra 
cb(/>£\ifM, and in the usual ra Tola ravra; 
There is no derision implied, as in notos 
Krr/aiTTos (Euthyd. 291 a) and the like: 
had Cephalus desired to pour scorn on the 
suggestion, he would have said toBev £t- 
EKri/adfar/v ; (cf. Crat. 398 e) : and it would 
be absurd to deride a charge to which you 
at once plead guilty (yiyova xpri/iaruTr-f/s 
kt\.). If Socrates’ question had been not 
Tbrepov—ra t\eIoi wapEXafiES rj etektt/etoi, 
but Tola Itektt/ou], Cephalus would have 
said oTola iTEKTr/adpr/v: but this idiom is 
inadmissible, except where the same in¬ 
terrogative occurs in its direct form in the 
original question. In view of the answer 
(petros Tis kt\.) which Cephalus gives, 
Tdira for Tola would be too precise. Of 
the various emendations which have been 
suggested, the only plausible one (in point 
of sense) is Richards’ Tbrepov for to? or 
toI: this would assimilate the original 
and the repeated question, but is less well 
adapted to Cephalus’ reply. Cephalus in 
point of fact uses an old man’s privilege 
and accommodates his interrogator’s 
question to his own reply. See also V 
465 E n. 

330 b 11 Avo-civlas S«. Groen van 
Prinsterer’s suggestion (Platon. Prosopogr. 
p. hi) Avtrtas for Avtravlas is at first sight 
plausible, since it is in harmony with the 
well-known Greek custom of calling grand¬ 
sons after their grandfathers: but the 
fashion was by no means invariable: see 

Bliimner, Gr. Privatalterth. p. 284. [Plut.] 
vit. Lys. 835 C also calls Cephalus son of 

Lysanias. 
13 tovtoktiv. Bekker and others read 

rovroial, but there is no reason for desert¬ 
ing the MSS. The archaic dative in -o«rt 
is tolerably often used by Plato. In the 
Republic alone it recurs in 345 e, 388 D, 

389 B, 46S D (Homer), 560 E, 564 C, 607 B 

(-aim) (poetic): see also Schneider on 111 
389 B, and for the usage of inscriptions 
Meisterhans3 p. 126. In this particular 
passage the archaic ending suits the age 
of the speaker; but it should be remem¬ 
bered that Plato’s style (at least in his 
more mature dialogues) is not a mere 
reproduction of the vernacular Attic, but 
also in no small measure a literary language 
or ‘ Kunstsprache,’ in which Ionisms and 
poetic and archaic forms are occasionally 
employed: see especially Hirzel Der 
Dialog 1 pp. 246—250 na. Hirzel (ib. p. 
34 11. 1) gives reasons for holding that a 
sort of koivt\ diaXenros, resembling the 
dialect of Herodotus, was actually spoken 
in certain cultivated circles at Athens in 
the Periclean age, e.g. by Anaxagoras 
and his group, by the Ionian sophists and 
their followers etc., and some of Plato’s 
Ionisms may be inherited from this source. 
Cf. VII 533 B n. 

14 ou roi tvtKa—on. The reading 
rovrov for ou, though supported by Sto- 
baeus (Flor. 94. 22), is a correction made 
by some one unacquainted with the idiom, 
which is common enough in conversa¬ 
tional style: cf. infra 491 B S piv Tavroiv 

Bavpaorbrarov dKovtrai, on ktX. and Ar. 
Frogs 108. Hartman’s rov roi (interro¬ 
gative) is ingenious, but unnecessary. 
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C eSo^as ov acfroSpa dyairav td ' %pr)pbaTa. tovto 8e ttolovgiv cos 15 

to iroXv 00 av per) avTol /CT-pcroovTcu’ ol Si KTrjcrdpbevob Sb7rXfj rj 

oi aXXoi dcnrd^ovTab avra. courrrep yap ol rrobyTal td avTcov 

Troi'pp.aTa Kal oi irarepes too? 1ralSas dyaircccTbv, tavTr] re Sr) 

teal ol 'XpripbaTicrdpbevoi irepl rd ^pppeara cnrovSd^ovcrbv cos epyov 

eavrcov, Kal Kara Trjv ^pelav, yirep ol aXXob. %aXerrol ovv Kal 20 

gvyyeveaOab elalv, ovSev edeXovTes eirabvebv aXX' 7) tov ttXovtov. 

’AXpdr), ecf)7], Xeyebs. 

D V. Tlavv pcev ovv, I r)v S' eyed. aXXa pbob gtl ToaovSe cirri" tl 

pbiybcjTov o'leb ayadov airoXeXavKevab tov 7roXXrjv ovalav KCKTrjadab; 

"O, y S' os, ccrcos ovk av ttoXXovs irelaabpbb Xeycov. ev yap laOb, 25 

ecfrrj, cd XcoKpares, orb, irrebSav Tbs eyyvs f) tov o’leadab reXcvrrjaebv, 

eiaepxeTab avTcd Sios Kal cfrpovrls rrepl cov epvTrpoadev ovk elcrpeb. 

ob Te yap Xeyopbevob pbv6ob irepl tcov ev " AbSov, cos tov evOdSe 

dSbKrjaavTa Sel eKel SbSovab SIkt]V, KaTayeXcdpcevob Tears, totc Srj 

E GTpecfrovcTbv I avTov ttjv rjrv^rjv pep aXyOels coabv Kal avros rfrob 3a 

20. ywep II: ijirep A. 

330 c 16 SnrXrj rj 01 d!XXoi. The 
meaning is simply ‘twice as much as the 
others’: cf. e.g. Laws 868 A SnrXy tS 
fiXafios iKTeia&TU) and 928 B IpyjuovTU)— 

SnrXrj. The ij is like ij after SnrXaacos, 
iroXXairXdcnos etc. If SnrXrj meant simply 
‘on two grounds,’ it could not be followed 
by rj, and we should have to regard r) ol 
&\Xoi as an interpolation. Cephalus ex¬ 
presses himself somewhat loosely, as if 
loving a thing on two grounds, or in two 
ways, were equivalent to loving it twice 
as much, ravry below is defined by the 
uo-irep clause, and is preferred to wenrep, 
partly in order to correspond to SnrXrj but 
still more to suit Kara ryv xpdav. The 
present passage is through Aristotle (Eth. 
Nic. IV 2. 1120b 14, cf. ib. IX 7. n68a 
1—3) the source of the proverb about 
‘parents and poets.’ 

21 |vyycveo-0ai.: ‘to meet’in social in¬ 
tercourse, as in Ap. 41 A. £vyylyvea9ai 
(suggested by Richards) would express 
habitual intercourse, which is not what 
Plato means to say. With the sentiment 
cf. Symp. 173 C orav pAv Tivas irepl cjnXo- 
ffofilas XSyovs r) avrbs iroi.GiiJ.ac rj &XXwv 
aKobio—inrepcpvGis cos x“‘/>co ' tirav St aXXovs 
Tivas, dXXcos re /cal Toils 1jpeeripovs tovs 

tGiv 7rXouaiuiv Kal -ypyp-aTiGTcuGiv, 

avris re axSopac vpds re toi'/s eralpovs 
eXeui, tin o’ceade rl irocecv oi/Stv ttoiovvtcs. 

330 D 26 eiraSav — reXeimjcmv : 
‘ when a man faces the thought that he 
must die,’ not (with Jowett) ‘when a man 
thinks himself to be near death,’ which 
would be iirecSccv tls lyybs Aval ocyrai tov 
reXevTrjaai, as Herwerden proposes to read 
(cf. Laws 922 C orav ijS-p pdXXeiv yyoipoBa 

TeXevrav). “Senum, non iuvenum t6 
oUadai TeXei’Tyaecv est ” (Hartman): the 
weakness of old age convinces us at last 
that we too must die. Cf. Simon. 85. 
7—10 6vt]tGiv S' oeppa res avdos tyv iroXv- 

ypaTov ijfiys | Koucpov Sx^iv 6vp6v, tt6XX’ 

dr^Xecrra voet• | off re yap tXirLS’ 8xel 

yppairdpev off re 6 aveicr 9 ai, \ odd’ iiycris 

orav rj, (ppovrlS’ tyei Kap&Tov. 

29 aSiKijcravTa—8c8ovai 8(kt)v. Plato 
is fond of this verbal play: cf. Euthyph. 
8 B and 8 E ry yo dSiKovvn dordov SiKyv. 

He who does not render justice in deeds 
must render justice in punishment: for the 
tale of justice must be made up. -No_t£_ 
that we have here in aSiKca and Slkt] the 
first casual allusion to the subject of the 
Republic. 

330 E 30 avros ktX. ai)T6s = ipse 
s. ultro as opposed to ol Xeytipevoc pvdoi. 

The verb is to be supplied by a kind of 
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v7ro t>")? tov yppws dadeveias rj kcu wairep ijBp eyyvTepw wv twv 

€Kel pidXXov tl KaOopn avrd. vrroyjrlas 8’ ovv Kal 8eip.aTO$ pLearos 

yiyveTai Kal avaXoyL^erai 17S27 Kal aKoirei, el Tivd tl rjBiKrjKev. 

6 p,ev ovv evplaKwv eavrov iv tw f3lw 7roWd aBiKijpiaTa Kal eK 

35 twv vttvwv, wairep ol TralBes, Oapud eyeipop,evo<; Beipalvei Kal £r) 

p,€Ta KaKps eXirlBot' ra | Be prjBev eavTw clBlkov i-vveiBoTi 1)Beia 331 

eXirl<; del irdpeaTi Kal ayadrj, yrjporpocf)09, w9 Kal Illv8apo<; 

Xeyei. yapievTw^; yap tol, w EwKpaTes, tovt eKeivo<; elirev, otl 

09 av BiKaiws Kal oalw<; tov /3lov Biaydyy, yXvKeid ol KapBlav 

5 drdXXoLera yrj poTpocfro1; avvaopel iXiris, a pidXiaTa Ovarcbv 

ttoXvcttpo(f>ov yvcopiav Kv/3epva. ev ovv Xeyei Oavpiaarco9 

w9 aefroBpa. Trpbs Brj tovt eywye tlOtj/ju tt/v twv %pr)p,dTwv 

KTrjcnv irXelaTOv dl-lav eivai, ov tl 1 iravTi avBpl, dXXa tw eirieiKei. B 

to yap pi7]8e aKOVTa Tiva e%airaTr)aai rj rfrevaaaOai, pL7]8' av 

10 bcpelXovTa rj dew Overlap Tivb<; rj dvdpwirw y^pppiaTa eireiTa eKeicre 

airievai BeBioTa, pieya piepos evj tovto f] twv %pijpidTwv KTrjavi 

avpif3dXXeTai. Be Kal aXXa<; %pela<; 7roXXd<; • dXXd ye ev 

dv6' ev'o<; ovk iXd^iaTov eywye delrjv av eis tovto avBpl vovv 

33. ijSi/opcev A1*: rjS’iK^tnv fly et corr- A2. 

zeugma from paWov tl Kadopa avra (i.e. 
ra eVei); or rather the predicate is accom¬ 
modated to the second alternative. Cf. 
344 b infra and VIII 553 c. To regard 
the bodily weakness of old age as in itself 
the cause of clearer vision of the world 
beyond may be in harmony with the 
doctrine of the Phaedo, but Cephalus is 
not represented as a Platonist. Tucker 
needlessly doubts the text. 

34 Kal 4k twv vttvwv ktX. Kal is 
‘both,’ not ‘and,’ and balances Kal tfj: 
‘ many a time, like children, awakes out 
of sleep in terror and lives in the expecta¬ 
tion of ill.’ For uanep ol naiSes compare 
Phaed. 77 D, E, and for the general senti¬ 
ment Arist. Eth. Nic. 113. ii02b 8—11 
apyla yap £otip 6 Oirvos rrjs pvxrj^ i? Xeye- 

tcu arrovSala Kal <pav\i), n\r)v et nr) Kara 
puKpbv SuKPovpral rives tup KtPT)<reup, Kal 
Tatir-g f}e\rlu ylperai ret (pap ran par a tup 

imeiKUP rj tup tvx&tup. 

331 A 1 ijSeta—yripoTpo^os. r)Seia 
is suggested by Pindar’s y\vKeia, and Kal 
ayaOp, as presently appears, is not part of 
the quotation, but goes with i\nlr and is 

added by Plato in contrast to per a KaKrjs 
eXnldos. 

•yqpOTpo^os ktX. : ‘to nurse him in old 
age, as Pindar also says.’ yrjporpitpos is 
best taken by itself and not with ayadr/. 

5 ard\Xoi.(ra ktX. ardXKu is used of 
rearing children, and helps out the idea 
of yrjpoTpdtpos: 52s nalSes ol yipoPTes. It 
is not clear how the fragment is to be 
arranged, nor to what class of Pindar’s 
poems it belongs. See Bergk Poet. Lyr. 
Gr,4 1 £. 4^52. 

6 €u ovv—o-<j)o8pa. The emphasis is 
quite in keeping with Cephalus’ age and 
character; and Hartman is certainly wrong 
in condemning the clause: cf. 329 c, 

331 B- 
331 B IO o<|>e£XoVTa — 0{w 0voHas 

Tivas- Phaed. ii8a clnep, S Si7 reXev- 
ratop {<p8ey%aT0, u Kplrup, l<pr;, Tip ’A<r- 
K\r)nup ocpelXopep d\eKTpv&pa' aXXa and- 
Sore Kal pr) apt\r)<rr)Te. Wealth is in 
Cephalus’ view the indispensable xopvyl0- 
apeTrjt. 

12 aXXa ye ev av0’ evos. dXXa ye 
is extremely rare in Attic prose: in the 
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eyovTb, o3 Sco/c/saTey, 7tXovtov ^prjai/juoTaTov elvab. [lay/cclXco^, rjv 

C 8' eycb, Xeyeis, cb KecjjaXe. I tovto S’ auro, t/)v 8b/caboavvpv, nrorepa 15 

rrjv aXr/Oe/av avro cjjr/cropev elvai a7rA&)9 oyrco? /cal to anroSiSovai, 

civ Tt? Tt nrapu too Xd/3p, r) /cal avrd Tavra ecjTbv ivloTe pev 

St/caboo?, ivLore 8e d8b/cco<; nrobelv; olov tobovSe Xeyco' 7r«9 av nrov 

e'biroi, e’1 Tt9 Xtl/3ob nrapa cftlXov dvSpos crcocjnpovovvTO9 onfXa, el 

pavel<i diraLTol, otl ovre %prj ta toiavra dnroSbbovab, ovre 81/caicv; 20 

av eh) 0 dnroSbSo09 00S’ ao 7T/309 tov ovtox; e^ovra irdvra ideXcov 

D TaXrjdr) Xeyebv. 1 ’O/0#<y9, ecfjr), Xeyebs. Ov/c apa 0UT09 0/309 ecrri, 

8i/cacoavvr)<;, dXr)0rj re Xeyebv /cal d av Xa/3rj Tt9 anroSbSovab. 

Haw pev ovv, ecf/rj, w iLw/cpaTe^, inroXa/3cbv 6 TJoXe pap^os, eonrep 

ye tb xpr) 'Stbpwvlhr] ireiOeadab. Kat pevTOb, ecfjp 6 Ke</>aA.o<?, /cal 25 

irapaSlbcopb i/plv rov Xoyov• See yap pe i)Oy tcov lepebv enrtpeXpdljvai. 

Platonic corpus it occurs—according to 
the best manuscript authority—here and 
in Rep. viii 543 c, Phaed. 86 E, Hipp. 
Maior 287 B, Phacdr. 262 A (aXXd 
ye St)), Phaed. ii6d (id.). In some of 
these passages aXX’ dye has been con¬ 
jectured— wrongly, as I think (with 
Schneider), at all events in the passage 
from the Republic :—but aXX’ dye can¬ 
not be read in the Pkaedrus and Hippias 
Maior. There is no a priori objection 
to the collocation, which is also implied 
in dXXa yap (y’ dpa); and in later Greek 
dXXa ye aroused no objection. The 
meaning is ‘ but still,’ originally ‘yes,but’: 
as Schneider says, “ye in his dictionibus 
concedit aliquatenus praecedentia, sed 
magis urget sequentia.” There is per¬ 
haps also a dramatic motive for putting 
aXXd ye into the mouth of Cephalus: see 
on 017 fiivToi ye in 329 e. Against the 
reading of Stobaeus (Flor. 94. 22) a\\d 
lv ye dvd’ evis, we may urge the further 
objection that the idiomatic phrase 8v dvd’ 
evbs (‘setting one thing against another,’ 
as Jowett correctly translates it) seems to 
depend for its peculiar force (like pibvos 
p-ovip and the like) on the juxtaposition of 
its two parts: cf. Phil. 63 B (& dvd' tVos) 
and Laws 705 B (dvd’ evos iv). The pas¬ 
sage quoted by Stallbaum from Euripides 
Orest. 651 8v fj.lv rbS’ rfpuv dvd' evos Sovval 
ere XPV is quite different and does not 
mean ‘hoc praecipue,’ but ‘one thing in 
return for one thing,’ as is clear from 
lines 646 f. 

13 ouk eXaxycrTov is not adverbial (as 

Hartman and others suppose), but be¬ 
longs to tovto: ‘setting one thing against 
another, I should regard this as not 
the least important object for which 
wealth is most useful to a man of sense.’ 
The emphasis is characteristic : cf. 329 c, 

331 A. 
331 c, D The question ‘What is 

Justice ?’ is for the first time raised. Is 
it simply to speak the truth and pay what 
you oive? Polemarchus succeeds to Ce¬ 
phalus’ part in the conversation. 

331c 16 Tijv aXrjGeiav kt\. This 
theory of justice or righteousness is de¬ 
duced from the words of Cephalus: to 

yap p.r)Sl clkovtA Tiva faTTa.TTjOo.i rj ipev- 

aaodai being generalised into dX-pdeiav 

(truthfulness, cf. TdXriOrj Xeyecv below), 
and /jyjd’ av 6<pei\ovra rj deal dvalas rivas 

r) avdpuimp xpvVaTa into airodiSovai av t’is 

ti wapd tov \dj3T]. Cf. (with Wohlrab) 
Mimn. Fr. 8 dXiqdeL'q SI iraploTW \ ooi 

Kal e/j,oi, irdvTWv xPVda 81 Kai6r arov. 

It is simply Truth and Honesty, the two 
chief ingredients in the popular concep¬ 
tion of morality. 

airXoos ovtojs : ‘ quite without qualifi¬ 
cation.’ For this idiomatic oCrws cf. 
paSiws oStoj 11 377 Bn. 

18 olov ToiovSe Xe'yco. Similar points 
of casuistry are raised in Socrates’ con¬ 
versation with Euthydemus ap. Xen. 
Mem. IV 2. 12 ff. 

21 ov8’ a.5 ktX. I have removed the 
comma before ovSi, because the 6 in 6 
airoSidoSs covers both participles, the 
person in both cases being the same. 
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(Jvkovv, ecj)T], iyw 6 Ylo\e/xap^o<; twv ye awv /cXypovo/Aos; XVdvv ye, 

»J S’ o? yeXdaas" Kal a pa yet, 777)05 rd lepd. 

331D 27 ?4>r). There is not sufficient 
reason for changing the best supported 
reading tcpy, byoi to ’bfyv iyiii. Polemar- 
chus is throughout the introduction re¬ 
presented as a vivacious person: e.g. in 
opps ovv ypas—6001 bapiv (327 c), and in 
the lively emphasis with which he breaks 
in just above: xavv pbv obv—e'lirep yk n 
Xpy IhpaivlSy ireWtadai. True to his 
name, he is first to mingle in the fray. 
It is this <pi\o\oyla on the part of his son 
which draws a smile from Cephalus: 
over-much rrpodvpla always struck the 
Greeks as laughable: cf. e.g. Eur. Ion 
1172 ff. The words in which Socrates 
addresses Polemarchus <sb 0 rod \6yov 
Kkypovbpos are also somewhat more ap¬ 
propriate if the title was self-chosen. 
Cephalus leaves the argument to be car¬ 
ried on by the assembled company (for 
vp.lv does not mean Polemarchus and 
Socrates alone): whereupon Polemarchus, 
seizing hold on the word srapaSiowpi in 
its sense of ‘transmit,’ ‘bequeath,’ play¬ 
fully claims the right to inherit his X6yos 
as Cephalus’ eldest son and heir. It 
may be added that i<py eyio was much 
more likely to be changed to b<f>yv byds 
than vice versa. With the Greek com¬ 
pare Phaed. 89 C aXXa /cal bpk, ’t<f>y, rbv 
’loXeuy tapa/caXa. 

28 dpcarjeiirposTa tepa. Soph. Ft. 206 
yftpq. irpeTrovrus triple ryv ebfypiav. The 
editors quote Cicero Epp. ad Alt. IV 16. 
3 “ credo Platonem vix putasse satis con- 
sonum fore, si hominem id aetatis in tam 
longo sermone diutius retinuisset. ” Cf. 
the words of Theodoras in Theaet. 162 B 

0Ipat vpds rrdcreiv bpb pbv lav dedcdai Kal 

pr) 1\ksiv srpos rb yvpvaoiov, adKypbv y5y 
ovra, rip 51 5y veiorbpip re Kal byporbpip 
ovtl TTpoairaXalnv. It is worthy of note 
that the entrance and exit of Cephalus 
are alike associated with the services 
of religion: see 328c and Introd. § 2. 

331 E—332 B The second half of 
the definition of Justice which Socrates 
deduced from Cephalus' remarks is now 
taken up and discussed in the form in 
which it was expressed by Simonides— 
‘rendering to each man his due.' In the 
present section Socrates confines himself to 
eliciting the meaning of ‘due.’ As be¬ 
tween friends, it is something good; as 
between enemies, something evil; in gene¬ 

ral terms it is that which is suitable or 
appropriate. Simonides in fact meant 
that Justice consists in doing good to 
friends and ill to foes. 

331 e ff. By SiKaioabvy, it should be 
noted, is here meant man’s whole duty to 
his fellows, as oaibrys is right conduct in 
relation to the gods. In this wide sense 
the word was commonly understood by 
the Greeks (cf. Theog. 147 tv 5b Stxaio- 
abvy ovWypbyv watr’ apery £vi); and even 
in the scientific study of ethics, the word 
still retained the same wider connotation, 
side by side with its more specific mean¬ 
ings (Arist. Eth. Nic. v 3. ii29b nffi). 

The view that Justice consists in doing 
good to friends and harm to enemies, is 
a faithful reflection of prevalent Greek 
morality (Luthardt Die Antike Ethik 
p. 19). It is put into the mouth of Si¬ 
monides as a representative of the poets, 
on whose writings the young were brought 
up: cf. Prot. 316 D, 325 E, 338 e ff. 
As typical illustrations we may cite: Hes. 
OD. 707 ff.; Solon 13. 5; Theog. 337 f.; 

Archilochus Fr. 65; Pindar Pyth. 2. 83— 
85; Aesch. P.V. 1041 f.; Soph. Ant. 
643 f. ; Eurip. Med. 807 — 810; Meno in 
Plat. Men. 71 E avry barlv avSpbs apery, 
iKavbv elvai ra rys xiXeios irparreiv, Kal 
irpdrrovTa robs pbv ipiXovs eu rroielv, robs 
5’ iyOpobs /ca/cuis: cf. also Criio 49 B, Xen. 
Cyr. 16. 31 ff. and Hiero II 2. Socrates 
himself in Mem. 11 3. 14 represents the 
same principle as generally accepted in 
Greece : /cal pyv 7rXei'crrou ye SokeI avyp 
iwalvov d^ios elvai, 5s dv fdavy robs pbv 
icoXeplovs KaKiSs iroiQv, robs 5b <f>iXovs 
ebepyerQv: cf. also ibid. II 6. 35. These 
references, which might easily be multi¬ 
plied, shew that Plato is not, as Teich- 
miiller supposes (Lit. Fehd. 1 p. 22 n.), 
specifically refuting Xenophon, but rather 
criticising an all but universal view. See 
Nagelsbach Nachhom. Theol. pp. 246 ff. 
It is seldom that a voice is raised in 
protest, as by Pittacus (according to 
D. L. I 4. 78) in the memorable words 
(plXov py Xbyeiv KaKuis, dXXd pySb eyOplv. 
Plato was the first Greek who systemati¬ 
cally protested against the doctrine, and 
supported his protest with arguments 
drawn from a loftier view of man’s nature 
and work. 
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E VI. Aeye 8rj, I ehrov iycb, av 6 tov \6yov /cXypovopos, ri </>?}? 

rov ^ifMmviSrjv XeyovTa op6bb<; \eyein rrepl 8ucaioavv7]s; "Otl, y 8' 30 

0?, to to. otpeiXbpeva e/cdarw a7ro8i86vcu Si/caiov earn* tovto \eycov 

8ok€l epoiye tcaAcos Xeyeiv. ’AWd pevroi, r\v S' iyd>, 'Zipcov'i8p ye 

ov pa8iov anlctt6lv ■ aoepbs yap teal 6elo<; avyp• tovto pevToi 0 tl 

7tot€ \eyei, av pev, w UoXepap^e, tea)? yiyvcba/ceis, eyw 8e dyvow. 

8rj\ov yap cm ov tovto Xeyei, onep apTL iXiyopev, to tlvo$ 35 

TraparcaTaOepevov rt otwovv pr) acocfipovci)1; anaiTovvat dnoSiSovar 

332 tcaiTOL ye 6(pei\\6pev6v 7rov iaTLv tovto, o irapanaTeOeTO' 7) yelp; 

331 E 29 6 toO Xo‘you KXr|povop.os. 
See on rralSes eKeivov rov avSpbs II 368 A. 

31 Tct d(j>a\6|A€va—ecrri. Probably some 
current saying attributed to Simonides: 
there is nothing like it in his fragments. 
The words do not profess to be a defi¬ 
nition of justice: if they did, to would 
appear before SiKaiov. It is not likely 
that Simonides himself explained this 
particular saying as Polemarchus does, 
although he would not have disapproved 
of the explanation. In Xen. Hier. 11 2 
he is represented as saying that tyrants 
are iKavuraroi—KaicSxrai plv exdpovs, 
dvrjtrai Se eplXovs. The words of Socrates 
<rb plv, c3 IIoXlpapye, i'crws yiyvoxrKeis, 
tyCo Sb ayvow tend to fix the responsi¬ 
bility of the explanation on Polemarchus 
alone. Probably Simonides (if the saying 
is his) meant no more than that we should 
‘render unto Caesar the things which are 
Caesar’s.’ Plato virtually confesses in 
332 B that his interpretation is forced. 

32 gpoi-ye: said until confidence, as 
’SipoiviSr) ye with emphasis and some 
mockery: with you one might disagree, 
but not with Simonides. 

33 trocjios—0€ios. Cf. Prot. 315 E. 

<ro06s and delos were fashionable words 
of praise: in the mouth of Socrates 
they are generally ironical. Plato’s own 
connotation of the word deles is given 
in Men. 99 C ovkovv, <3 Xlbvwv, d%iov 
Tobrovs Beiovs KaXelv robs tivSpas, 0'lnves 
vovv pA) tyovres 7roXXa Kal peyaXa Karop- 

Bovmv uv irpaTTOvffL Kal Xeyovmv ; ’0pBivs 
av KaXolpev Belovs re, oils vOv Sr) eXlyopev 
XPyffp-ySobs Kal pavreis Kal tovs iroirjTiKobs 

diravras’ Kal robs ttoXitikovs obx rjKKrra 
toStcov (palpev av Oeiovs re elvai Kal ivBov- 
mdpeiv, iTTiTrvovs ovras Kal Karexoptvovs 

Ik tov Beov, orav Karopdwai Xtyovres ttoXXci 
Kal peyciXa xpiypara, pydbv eloores uv 

Xeyovcri. 

avijp. I formerly read avrip, but avpp 

(in the predicate) is satisfactory enough: 
cf. Men. 99 D Beios dvr/p, epaoiv, ovtos. 

36 irapaxaraScpc'vou ktX. Xen. Cyr. 
16. 31 ff. Kal bn TTpofias (sc. errl twv 

■pperepiov rrpoydvuv yevopevos iroTe dvpp 
SiSdffKaXos toiv rraloivv) ravra eblSacsKev 
cIs Kal robs ipiXovs biKaiov eii) l^arrardv, 
iiri ye dyaBtS, Kal nXlieTeiv to. toiv <pi\uv, 
eiri ye ayadip: Mem. IV 2. 17 ff. 

OTipoiiv is to be taken with 7rapa/cara- 
deptvov and not with a7raitovvti. 

37 iccutch ye o<j>aXopevov. There is the 
same dispute about Kahoi ye as about 
pbvroL ye and dXXa ye (see on 329 E, 

331 b). KairoL ye has the best MS au¬ 
thority in its favour here and in IV 440 d: 

elsewhere in Plato it is not well-attested 
except in the vodevipevoi, where it occurs 
Min. 318 E, Axioch. 364 B, 368 E. kuItol 
ye is also found occasionally in Aristo¬ 
phanes, Xenophon, Aristotle, and the 
orators: see Blaydes on Ar. Ach. 61 r, 
and the Lex. Arist. Many distinguished 
critics would emend the idiom everywhere; 
but the instances are far too numerous for 
such a drastic policy. The difference be¬ 
tween Kairoc 6<peiX6pev6v ye rrov (which 
Hoefer de part. Plat. p. 38 would read) 
and Kafroi ye 6<peiX6pevov would seem to 
be that in the former more stress is 
thrown on the word 6<petX6pevov, in the 
latter on rot. Kairoi ye is ‘and surely’ 
rather than ‘ quamquam ’ (as Kugler holds 
de part, rot eiusque comp. ap. PI. usu 
p. 20), cf. IV 440 D n. The periphrasis 
o<peiX6pevov—eon is used of course to 
correspond to rd 6<pecX6peva in E above : 

such periphrases (the principle of which 
is explained in Euthyph. 9 E ff.) are ex¬ 
tremely common in Plato. See W. J. 
Alexander in A. J. Ph. IV pp. 299 ff. 
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Nat. 'ATroBoTeov Be ye ovB' bitwcttiovv Tore, birore tl<; firj acotfspb- 

voos ajraiTol; 'AXijdfj, ?) B' 05. ”AUo Btj rt rj to toiovtov, u>s 

eoucev, Xeyei St-ficoviBr)^ to ta ocjreiXbpieva BIkcuov elvcu dtroBuBovai. 

5 yAA.Xo iievTOi vrj At’, eeprj’ rols yap (frtXois oZstcu ocfrelXeiv too? 

cfilXovs dyadov fiev n Bpav, kokov Be p.r]Bev. Mavdavco, r;v B' eycb• 

on ov to. ocpeiXofieva dtroBLBwcnv, 05 av tw %pvaiov diroBu) 

TTapaKaTaOep-evcp, 1 edvirep rj diroBocns teal rj Xijyf/is f3Xa{3epa B 

yiyvrjTCU, cfslXoi Be waiv o Te dtroXapb^dvorv Kal 6 oVoStSou?* ov% 

10 ovtw Xeyeiv cfrfj9 tov ’S.ip.coviBrjv; Haw fx'ev ovv. Tt Be; tols 

e^Opols diroBoTeov, o ti civ tv\t) otfpeiXb/xevov; YlavTUTraai p,ev 

ovv, ecfii], o ye otpeiXeTat avTolf. bcfreiXeTai Be, ol/xai, trapd ye tov 

e^Opov tcS e-^Opat, btrep Kal irpoapKet, kukov tl. 

12. & E: 5<? 7e Arty. 

332 a 2 d-TToSoTe'ov—airaiTot: ‘ well, 
but we were not on any account to make 
restoration at the time when the claimant 
is’—according to the Greek idiom ‘was’ 
—‘mad.’ Socrates, as in oirep dpn eXe- 
yop.iv, is appealing to the admissions 
made by the Trarpp tov Xoyov (in 331 C), 

as he is justified in doing when address¬ 
ing his heir. 07r6re is not—as r6re shews 
—the particle of ‘indefinite frequency,’ 
but stands for ore of the direct: the 
whole clause r6re 07r6re r<s p-rj ocvtfapivcss 
airaiTot is thus in the oralio obliqua of 
self-quotation and exactly corresponds to 
el paveU dwairdi in 331 C. Madvig’s 
arrarret for airaiToi is therefore unneces¬ 
sary. Goodwin MT. p. 213 explains the 
optative otherwise, but not (I think) 
rightly. 

6 dya0ov pev ti 8pav sc. airovs, for 
rots <pl\ois depends on 6<pd\av, to which 
roiis <pi\ovs is the subject. 

pav0dva>—8ti. Sti is ‘because,’ not 
‘that,’ as always (I believe) in Plato’s 
use of this phrase: cf. Euthyph. 3 B, 9 B 

and infra III 402 E, VIII 568 E. For 
the sentiment cf. (with J. and C.) Xen. 
Mem. iv 2 17 ff. 

332 b 12 o^siXerai 8e'. Seeer. n. In 
explanatory clauses of this kind 84 and 
not 84 ye is the correct usage: cf. infra 

337 D> 344 A- I therefore follow Bekker 
in reading 84. 

13 irpoo-ijK€i. 6c/>ei\6p.evov has thus 
been equated with vpoarjuov by means of 
the special cases to rois 0/Xois 6tpei\6p.evov 
and ro rois IxOpols 6<pei\opevov. to irpoo- 

yKov is a more general term and is the 
regular word in classical Greek for ‘proper 
conduct’ or ‘duty’ (as the Greeks con¬ 
ceived it), the Stoic KadijKOv being very 
rarely used in this sense by good authors. 

332 c—336 A The definition is 
further elucidated down to 333 B: and 
thereafter Socrates begins to criticise it. 

In the first place, the definition is made 
more precise by representing justice as an 
art, whose business it is to benefit friends 
and injure foes (332 C, d). The ques¬ 
tion is then raised—how does the art oj 
justice do good to friends and harm to 
foes ? By the analogy of other arts Pole- 
marchus is induced to say that Justice 
benefits friends and harms enemies (1) by 

fighting with them and against them in 
time of war, and (2) in connexion with 
partnerships concerned with money in time 
of peace (332 d—333 b). The explanation 
of Simonides' saying is now complete. 

Socrates first directs his attack against 
(2). In cases where money has to be used, 
it is not justice, but some other art, that is 
useful for the required put pose: in other 
words justice is (in time of peace) useful 
only in dealing with useless or unused 
money and other unused objects: which is 
an unworthy view of the art (333 B— 
333 e). Further, the analog)' of the other 
arts shews that the art of justice, if it is 
the art of keeping money safe, is also the 
art of stealing money—always provided 
that it docs so for the benefit of friemis 
and the injury of foes (333 E—334 b). Po- 

lema’chus, in bewilderment, reiterates his 
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VII. Hivl^clto apa, pv 8' iyco, a>? eoucev, 0 Styttwz'iS?^ ttoltjti- 

C- kco<> to Si/cacov 0 etrj. Scevoeiro p,ev 'yap, &>? I (jxiLveTcu, otl tovt 15 

elr) 81/caiov, to ivpoarjKov etcdaTcp diro8i86vai, 7 opto 8e a>v6p,acrev 

6<pei,\6/j,evov. ’AAAa tl otei; «/>?/. ’12 7rpo? Ai09, rjv 8' iyco, el 

ovv ns avrov rjpeTO, di 1lL/J,covl8p, rj tlglv ovv tl aVo8t§ooera 

ocpeiXofMevov ical irpoapicov Te'xyr] larpiKp KaXeiTai; tl av otei 

rj/uv avrov (iTTOKplvaadaL; Ar/Xov otl, ecjprj, p a(op,aaiv (f>dpp,a/cd 20 

definition in the old form, and Socrates 
thereupon starts a fresh line of argument. 
By ‘friends' and ‘foes' Polemarchits 
means those who seem to us good and bad, 
not those who are so. But as bad men 
often seem to us good and good men bad, 
Justice will often consist in benefiting bad 
men, and harming good, i.e. in wronging 
those who do no wrong; or conversely, if 
we refuse to accept this conclusion, and 
hold that it is fust to benefit the just and 
hurt the unjust, it will often be just 
to hurt friends and benefit enemies, viz. 
when our friends are bad, and our enemies 
good (334 C—334 e). 

Polemarchus hereupon amends his ex¬ 
planation of'friend' and 'enemy' into 
'him who both seenis and is good,' and 
‘ him who both seems and is bad': and the 
definition now becomes, 'It is just to bene¬ 
fit a friend if he is good, and injure an 
enemy if he is bad (335 a).’ 

To this amended definition Socrates 
now addresses himself. He first proves 
by the analogy of the other arts that to 
hurt a human being is to make him worse 
in respect of human excellence, i.e. Justice, 
in other words to make him more unjust, 
and afterwards by means of similar ana¬ 
logical reasoning, that no one can be made 
snore unjust by one who is just. Simoni¬ 
des' saying, if Polemarchus has explained 
it aright, was more worthy of a tyrant 
than of him (335 A—336 a). 

332 i ff. The seventh chapter is a 
good example of Plato’s extreme care in 
composition. A careful study will shew 
that the structural basis consists of two 
illustrations followed by an application: 
this occurs seven times before the con¬ 
clusion of the argument is reached. Simi¬ 
lar, but less elaborate, examples of sym¬ 
metrical structure are pointed out in my 
notes on Criio 49 B, Prot. 325 D. 

332 b 14 rjv^ctTO—TroiqriKws. Theaet. 
194 C rb rrjs pvxhs neap, 5 'Spr) "Op-qpis 
alviTTbpevos rpv too Kr/pou bpoib^-pTa. The 

present passage is no more serious than 
that in the Theaetetus-. Plato knew that 
Simonides merely meant to say ‘it is just 
to render what you owe.’ 

332 c 17 dUd t£ oi'ei; is a rhetorical 
question, which needs and receives no 
answer, like rl pfv; and tL pd\v doKeis; 
(Theaet. 162 B). It is equivalent to ‘of 
course.’ For the use of tl Stallbaum 
compares Gorg. 480 B tL yap di] <f>G>p.ev; 
to which there is also no reply. This 
explanation is preferable to that of Mad- 
vig, who gives &Wa tL oi'ei to Socrates, 
and takes Htp-q as equivalent to ovvlcjii]— 
a harsh usage in a narrated dialogue, 
and not likely to have been intended by 
Plato, because sure to be misunderstood. 
Liebhold’s & Wo tl oi'ei; <ovk> ’ift] has 
everything against it. 

10 irpos Aids kt\. ‘In the name of 
heaven, said I, if any one then had asked 
him ’ etc. ‘ what reply do you think he 
would have made to us?’ to before irpbs 
Aids is (as Schanz holds) an interjection, 
and does not require a vocative to follow 
it: cf. Euthyd. 287 A, 290 E. It is tempting 
(with Tucker) to take to irpos Aids as part 
of the address to Simonides (cf. Euthyd. 
294 B 10 irpos tujv 6eii)v, -qv 5’ iyti, c3 Aio- 

vvobdtope—olvtu> Tip optl iravra iiritsTa- 
crdov). But on this view the presence of 
d 0G0—-rjpeTO forms a difficulty, and u> irpbs 

Aibs may very well go with tl an o’iei— 
airoKplvaadai. 

19 o<()6iXd(j.6vov Kalirpoo-ijKov. It is cha¬ 
racteristic of Plato to combine the thing 
explained and the explanation itself in this 
way : see my note on Prot. 314 A. Here 
b<pei\bg.evov is necessary to enable Simoni¬ 
des to recognise his own saying. 

larpiKij—payeipiKij. In Gorg. 463 A ff. 
Plato refuses the name of ‘art’ to 6\po- 
irouKT] : it is but an ipiireipia or rpipri, a 
sort of bastard adjunct to laTpiK-q, as rop- 
hoitlkt] is to yvp.va<STLK-f]. Here, where 
less precision is required, both are re¬ 

garded as tIxvcu■ 
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T£ ical aiTi'a /cai irara. 'H 8e tlglv tl dvroScSoVGa 6cpei\op,evov 

icai 7rpoaf/Kov re^vr) fiayeipt/cr) fcaXelrcu; 'H TOi? 1 6r\rois tcl D 
rj8vap.aTa. Elev p ovv 8p tlglv tl avoSiSovaa re^vr) 81/ccuocrvvr) 

air /caXoiTo; Et p.ev tl, ecprj, 8ei a/coXovdeiv, co ^.co/cpaTes, tols 

25 efnrpoadev eipyp-evois, rj tols cpiXoLs Te /cal ix^pols cocpeXi'as T6 /cal 

/3Xd/3a<; dnoSiSovGa. To too? cpiXovs apa ed 7roieiv /cal too? 

£XfiPov<r KaKd)^ Si/caioavvrjv Xeyei; Ao/cei poi. T19 ovv SvvaTcoTaTos 

tcdpivovTas cpiXov5 ev 7roieiv /cal ix^povs /ca/cuv? 7rpo? vogov /cal 

vyleiav; TaTpos. Tt? 8e TrXeovTas \ 7rpo? Toy t>;? daXaTTrjs E 

30 klvSvvov ; Kv/3epv7]Ti]<;. Tl 8e; 6 Sl/caio9 eV tlvi Trpdgei /cal 

irpos tl epyov SvvaTcoTaTO9 cplXovs cocpeXelv /cal ixdpoiv? ftXdTTTeiv ; 

’Ey Tf2 TTpoairoXepelv /cal iv tu> ^vp,p.axelv, epcoiye 80/cei. Kiev 

per) KapLVOVGL ye pii)v, co cpiXe TioXep.apxe, iaTpos dxppGTOS. ’AXr)6r). 

Kat /t?) trXeovGi 8rj /cv/3epvi)Tr)S. Nai *Apa /cal toi? per) TroAe- 

35 piovaiv 6 81/cacos dxppctTos Oo 7raw p.01 8o/cec tovto. Xp-pcnpiov 

dpa /cal iv elpijvr) 8ucaio\avvr); X.pr)GipLOv. Kat yap yecopyia• 333 

rj ov; Nat. Tlpos ye Kaprvov KTrjaiv. Nat. Kat p.rjv /cal g/cvto- 

TOpLucr’); Nat. TTpo? ye v'jroS'ppLu.Tcov dv, olpiai, (palrjs /cttjglv. 

riayo ye. Tt 8e 8rj; rrjv Sucaioavvpv repos tlvos %peLav rj KTtjaiv 

5 iv elpijvp (palps dv xpijcripiov elvai; IIpo? ra %vp.f36\aia, co 

'S.co/cpares. pivp,/3oXaia 8e XeyeLS /coLvcovrjpiaTa, f) tl aXXo; Kot- 

332 D 23 ttsv according to Timaeus 
(lexicon s. v.) expresses cvyKarddeais pev 
tQv elpijpivuiv, crvvaipr) Si irpos ra /uc'A- 
Aovra. It rarely expresses avyKarddecns 
(‘assent’) and no more: see on iv 436 c. 
The word was pronounced dev with inter¬ 
vocalic aspiration (Uhlig in FI. Jahrb. 
18S0 pp. 790 ff.) and may possibly be a 
compound of da and iv (used as in iv //.iv 
r65’ i)Sr) tuiv rpiuiv TraAaiapdruiv Aesch. 
Eum. 589). dev is the usual orthography 
in Paris A, and has left some traces also 
in the Bodleian ms e.g. Gorg. 466 C. 

Te\vq SiKtHoo-wrp The Socratic view 
that Justice is an art—a view that domi¬ 
nates the whole of the conversation with 
Polemarchus—is thus introduced quite 
incidentally. 

26 to—Xe-yei. Cf. Xen. Hiero 11 2 (cited 
above on 331 e). 

332 E 30 tl 8e; 6 Stxcuos ktX. This 
punctuation throws more emphasis on 6 
OiVaios than rl Si 0 SUaios; which appears 
in some editions. It is therefore to be 
preferred in introducing the application 

of the two illustrations. So also below 
in 333 A Tt Si Sr); ttjv SiKaiotruvrjv ktA. 

32 irpoortroXepetv explains exBpovi /3Ad- 
Trreiv as £vpfMxdv explains eplAovs uxpeAeiv. 
Ast’s npoTroAendv (a conjecture of Ste- 
phanus) would leave ixfyovs pAdwreiv un¬ 
represented. Stephanus’ conjecture was 
natural enough with the wrong reading 
kcu ^vp.fj.axdv, which Ast also followed. 
For tpotye 8oKei Hartman demands Ipoiye 
SoKeiv; but cf. 333 B, Crito 43 D, Phaed. 
108 d, Menex. 236 B. These cases shew 
that SoKci can be used without tl>s : and 
e/tot (ip.olye) Soneiv does not occur in the 
Republic (Griinenwald in Schanz’s Beitr. 
zur hist. Synt. d. gr. Spr. 11 3 p. 12). 

333 a 5 |v(ipoXaia are contracts 
where money is involved. Polemarchus 
(as in ds dpyvpiov in B below), in harmony 
with the natural meaning of Simonides’ 
saying, thinks first of pecuniary dealings 
as the sphere in which SiKaioabvi) acts. 
Socrates substitutes for £vp.86Aaia the more 
general term KoivuivT/paTa, in order once 
more to introduce the analogy of the arts. 
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B vcovppiaTa Srjra. Ap' ovv 6 SiKaio^ I dyad os Kal xpijaipos koivcovos 

619 7T€TT(ioV OecTLV, p 6 TTeTTeVTlKOS / 'O TeTTeVTlKOS. ’AAA’ ets 
vXivPcov /cal \ldcov deaiv 6 SiKaios XPV0'ipscoTepo9 Te «al apieivcov 

koivcovos tov olkoSo/jUkov ; OvSapicbs. ’AAA’ ei9 Tim Koivcoviav io 

o SiKaios apieivcov koivcovos tov KiOapiaTiKov, cbairep 6 KidapiaTiKos 

tov SiKaiov eis KpovpaTcov; E19 dpyvplov, epioiye SoKei. Yi\pv y 

iacos, w Uo\ep,apxe, irpos to ^ppcrOai dpyvpico, OTav Sep dpyvplov 

C «:oivp ivpiaaQai p chroSoadai 1 lttttov' totg Se, 109 e’rya) olpiai, 

6 Ittttikos' r) yap; <PaiveTai. Kai pipv orav ye nrXoiov, 6 mu- 15 

7rpyos p 6 Kv/3epvi]Tps. WEoikcv. "OTav ovv tI Sep dpyvpico 

p XPVCTLcp Koivp xpr/crOac, 6 S'lKaios %ppo-ipi&>Tepo9 tcov aXXcov; 

"OTav Tapa/caTadeadac /cal acov elvai, c6 XcoKpaTes. Ov/covv 

Aeyeis, OTav /ipSev Sep avTco xPVa@ai aAAa Keiadai; E[aw ye. 

"OTav apa d^ppcrTov p apyvpiov, totc XPV(7Llxo9 err avTco p I -20 

D Sucaioavvp; K.ivSvvevei. Kai OTav Sp Speiravov Sep cpvXaTTeiv, 

7) Sucaioavvp xPV<Tl/Ji09 Kal /coivfj /cal ISia,' oTav Se xPVa@ai> 

p dpnreXovpyiKp; <&aiveTai. Qpaeis Se Kal daTriSa Kal Xvpav 

OTav Sep cfrvXaTTeiv Kal pipSev xppadai, Xp7]aipov elvai ttjv SiKaio- 

avvpv, OTav Se %pp&0ai, Tpv oirXiTiKpv Kal Trjv p.ovaiKpv; ’AvdyKp. 25 

Kai 7repi TaXXa Si) 7ravTa p SiKaioavvp eKaaTov iv piev ^p?;aei 

axppcrTos, ev Se ayppaTia ^p^'o-i/zo9/ KivSvvevei. 

E VIII. I Ovk av ovv, d> ifiiXe, 7raw ye ti airooSaiov e’lp p 

21. Sty q: 
01’jKOVV n. 

8^01 AII2I. 28. ovk av ovv et corr. in mg. A2: oBkovv Axqi 

333 B 10 els Tlva Sij Koivcoviav is 
idiomatic for eis rivos Sy KOiviaylav. Com¬ 
pare VIII 556 C rj iv oSuv iropelais -rj ev 

a\\acs rial Koivwvlau and ryv ti/j.t)v 
TaiTyv (where the English idiom would 
expect tt]v Tifjcyv Tatirys) in II 371 E. In 
spite of els Kpov/xaruv and eis apyvplov, it 
is not necessary to read (with Richards) 
rlvos. 

333 c 18 irapaKaTa0ecr0ai Kal «ri3v 
elvai. The double expression is necessary 
to explain Koivy xp^<r0ai: the Koivuvla 

arises because one deposits the money and 
by the other it is kept safe. 

20 axpi|<JTOV—xpvcipos. axpy<TTos 
fluctuates between ‘unused’ and ‘useless’: 
the latter sense is predominant here and 
gives an epigrammatic tone to the sen¬ 
tence (cf. ev p-sv xpi)<7Ci dxpyc/Tos, iv Si 

axpycTlq xpi'i<vpos in d). It is noticeable 
that Plato does not take into account the 
possibility of money being deposited at 
interest: in this case the money could not 
be said to be useless. 

333 D 22 Kal KOivfj Kal ISCa: not 
‘to the individual and to the state,’ but 
‘both in dealings with others, and in 
personal concerns.’ The words Kal ISlq. 

are, strictly speaking, irrelevant, for it is 
with Kocvuvripara (in the widest sense) 
that we are concerned. They are to be 
regarded merely as a rhetorical amplifi¬ 
cation for the sake of emphasis: cf. infra 
350 A, 351 Ann. 

333 E 28 ovk av ovv ktX. See cr. 
n. Some may think that we should read 
ovkoCv (with the majority of mss) and 
cancel ei'ij after cnrovoaiov (so also Vind. 

A. P. 2 
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Bucaioavvr), el nrpo<; ra dy^ppaTa yp/jaip-ov ov Tvyydvei. robe Be 

30 aKeyfrd)p,eda. dp’ ovy 6 irard^ai BeivoTaTos ev pdyp etre vvktlkt) 

ecre tlvI Kal aWy, ovto<; Kal <f)v\a%aa6cu; Yldvv ye. ’Ap' ovv 

teal voaov bans Beivo<; (f)v\d^aa0aL, Kal \adelv ovtos Beivoraros 

ep.7roi7jaa<;; ”Ep,oiye So/cet. 'AXXa p,r)v aTpaTOtre\Bov ye 6 at/Tos'334 

<pv\ag ayaOos, oairep Kal ra twv 7ToXepblwv K\ey\rai Kal fiovXevpaTa 

Kal Ta? a'Xla? 7rpd^ei<;. Tlavv ye. Otov tt? dpa Beivos cf>v\a 

tovtov Kal (f)d>p Beivo1;. ”Eoikcv. Et dpa 6 BlKaio9 apyvpiov 

5 Beivos (f>v\aTTeiv, Kal KXitTTeiv Beivos. 'fls yovv 6 A0705, £</>?;, 

appalvei. KAe7TTi79 dpa rt9 6 BlKaios, tJ? eoiKev, dvanefyavTai' 

Kal KLvBvvevev> 7rap' Optypov pbep,adr)Kevai avTO. Kal yap eKelvo<; 

tov tov 'OBvaaew? 777309 p-rjTpo9 Tramrov AxjtoXvkov I dyana le B 

Kal cpj)aiv avrov irdvra'i dvdpwTrovs KeKaaOat KXetTToavvrj 6 

xo opKW te. eoLKev ovv rj BiKaioavvp Kal Kara ae Kal KaO' "Opvppov 

Kal Kara ’S.tp.wvlBrjv KXeitTiKr] Ti? elvai, eV’ wcpeXla ptevTOi twv 

(f>l\wv Kal errl /3Xd(3y twv iydpwv. ovy ov too? eXeye<;; Ov p.a 

33. ipiroifoas coniecit Schneider: ipiroiyaai AIFH: Kal epiroirjaai Yl2q. 

D), understanding ian. The accidental 
omission of dv is however not uncommon 
in Plato’s MSS : see on IV 437 B. 

31 ovtos Kal 4>vX.a|acr0ai. Because 
knowledge of anything implies know¬ 
ledge also of its opposite, according 
to the usual Socratic view. See Phaed. 

97 D oiidtv aWo OKOireiv irpoapKeiv avdpw- 

ttov—aXX’ rj t6 apiarov Kal rb fiiXTiarov' 
avayKaiov Se elvai rbv avrbv tovtov /cat rd 

XeTpov elbivai, Charm. 166 E, Hipp. Min. 

367 a ff. See also Stewart’s Notes on the 

Nicomachean Ethics Vol. 1 p. 378. 
32 <{>vXdi;acr0ai ktX. See cr. n. With 

the emendation in the text, the argument 
is as follows: (1) he who can trard^ai, 
can ipv\d^aa9ai: (2) he who can <pv\a- 
£a<r8ai {vbaov), can XaOeiv ipiroi-fiaas (vb¬ 
aov) : (3) he who can K\i\f/at (to. twv troXe- 
plwv), is a good <pu\at; of an army. Thus 
the predicate of each step in the argument 
corresponds to the subject of the step next 
following: for \a6eiv ip.Tronpaas (vbaov) is 
to be taken as parallel to K\ipai (rd twv 
TroXeplwv). The argument is unsound, and 
not intended to be serious: it is enough 
that it suffices to bewilder Polemarchus. 
For a further discussion on this passage 
see App. II. 

334 A 1 (TTpaTOTre'Sou ye ktX. The 
OTparyybs must be both <Pv\oktik6s re Kal 
K\i7TTi)s according to Socrates in Xen. 
Mem. in 1. 6. 

2 KXfirmv and KXc'ppa were used 
(especially by Spartans) with reference 
to military operations involving surprise 
and stealth (Classen on Thuc. V 9. 5). 

6 KXfirrrjs—dvaire<|>avTai.. Cf. Hipp. 
Min. 365 C ft., where this view is worked 
out at length, ib. 369 B dvairitpavrai b 
avrbs wv ^ee5r)s re Kal dbr/d-qs and Xen. 
Mem. IV 2. 20 ff. avairicpavTai, as J. and 
C. remark, expresses an unexpected re¬ 
sult—here a paradox. Like 6 ckwv apap- 
rdvwv apelvwv, the conclusion is a logical 
inference from the Socratic identification 
of virtue and knowledge, made without 
regard to experience. 

334 b 8 ayaira, ‘esteems,’ is said 
with reference to iaOXbv in Horn. Od. xix 
395 f. p.r)Tpos iijs warip’ iad\bv, 6s dvdpili- 

7rous iKiKOOTO | KbeirToavvy O' opKtp re. 

The suggested dyarai for dyanp. re would 
be too strong: see Symp. 180 B p.a\\ov— 

davpd^ovaiv Kal dyavrai—Srav b ipwpevos 

tov ipaaryv by air a, where the meaning 
of ayairp is shewn by ovtw ire pi w 0XX0D 
iwoieiTo in 180 A. 
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tov At, ecf)7), dXX' 0VK6TL olBa eycoye 6 tl eXeyov' tovto jievTOb 

e/xobye 80/cei eri, dacpeXeiv pcev tov? <£iAov? rj Sikcuoo-vvt), fiXaTTreiv 

C Be tov? e’^^/oov?. f&tAov? Be Xeyeis I eivab TroTepov tov? Bo/covvTa<i 15 

e/cduTco 'XpyaTovs eivab, rj tov? oWa?, Kciv pbrj Bo/cShti, /cal e%#pov? 

uhtcivtcos ; Et/co? pbev, ecprj, ov? dv Ti? r/yprai ^p^ctov?, cpbXelv, 

ov? S’ av 7rovrjpov?, puaeiv. ’Ap’ ovv ov^; apapravovaiv oi avdpw- 

ttol Trepl tovto, <W(TT6 Bo/ceiv avTOis 7roAAov? pbev ^p^cttov? etvat 

p-p oWa?, 7toAAov? Se tovvclvt'iov ; 'Apuapravovaiv. TovTOt? apa 20 

oi pbev dyaOol ij^Opoi, oi Be ica/col <f)iXoi; Haw ye. ’AAA’ op,w? 

D Bi/cabov Tore tovto6?, tov? pev 7rov-ppov? oocpeXelv, 1 tov? Se dyaOovs 

/3Xd.7TT6bv; Qaiverab. ’AAAa p^v ot fye dyaOol BL/caioi re /cal 

olot pbrj dBb/ceiv. ’AXijOrj. KaTa Sp tov erov Xoyov tov? pcpBev 

dSb/covvTas Bi/cabov /ca/cws 7robelv. MrjBapbcd'i, eepy, d> ^d/cpaTev 25 

7rovppo? 7«p eob/cev eivab 6 A070?. Tov? aSt/cov? apa, rjv S’ e’iyc«, 

Bhcacov fiXaiTTeiv, tov? Se St/catov? dxpeXebv. Ovto? i/ceivov /caX- 

Xio)v (paiveTrn. TToAAot? apa, tw FIoAep-ap^e, ^vpbfdrjaerab, ocrob 

E BbppbapTrjKaaiv tmv dvdpdru^. Si'/cabov eivab I tov? pev </x,'Aov? 

/SA«7TTeiV 7rovr/pol yelp avTOt? eiaiv’ tov? S’ e’^pov? dcpeXeiv’ 3° 

dyadol yap' :cr 1 ovt<b? epovpbev avro rovvavriov rj tov ’SibpbMvbBrjv 

ecpa/iev Xeyebv. Ka; pbdXa, ecprj, ovtco %vpbj3abveb. dXXd pbeTaOco- 

pceda' KbvSvvevopbev yap ov/c opOws tov cpbXov /cal e^Opov OecrOab. 

13 tovto—?ti. So Euthyphro (15 b) 
harks back to his first definition of 
piety (6 e) after he has been refuted by 
Socrates. Cf. also vii 515 e 

14 80K61 does double duty, first with 
tovto and then with SiKaLoavvy. cf. VI 

493 A, Vii 517 B, 525 B, 530 B and 
(with Stallbaum) Ap. 25 B. Hartman 
needlessly doubts the text. 

15 <j>CXovs 8e Xe'yeis ktX. The same 
mode of argument recurs in 339 B ff. Cf. 
also Hipp. Maior 284 D. 

334 C 21 «4>£A°i. ktX. Schneider 
rightly observes that Kara Stj rbv abv 
\byov below tends to shew that aXV 8/j.m 
—p\&TrTeiv is interrogative. The argument 

is in the form of a dilemma: either (a) it 
is just to injure those who do us no in¬ 
justice (and benefit those who do), or (b) 
it is just to injure friends and benefit foes. 
The first alternative is immoral (7rovr/pis), 
and the second directly opposed to Si¬ 
monides’ view. Socrates suppresses the 
words which I have put in brackets, be¬ 
cause they lessen rather than increase the 

immorality of the conclusion: the second 
alternative is expressed in full as the abrb 
Touvavrlov ij rbv ^ip-ioviS-qv £<pap.ev \byeiv. 

334 D 28 o<roi ktX. : not ‘those of 
mankind who are in error’ (J. and C.) 
but ‘those who have mistaken their men’: 
cf. Phaedr. 257 D tov eraipov avxvbv Sia- 
papraveLS. So also Schneider, and Davies 
and Vaughan. 

334 E 30 TrovT^pol yap ktX. Stall¬ 
baum (followed by D. and V.) wrongly 
takes avrois as ‘ in their eyes.’ The reason¬ 
ing is difficult only from its brevity. If it 
is SUcaiov p\dirTeiv dbiKovs, and men some¬ 
times suppose that a man is good when he 
is bad (irovripol yap avrois eiaiv ‘for they 
have bad friends’), then since friend has 
been defined as one whom we suppose to 
be good (334 c), it is sometimes SiKaiov 
fiXA-n-Teiv cpiXovs. Stallbaum’s view is quite 
inconsistent with the definition of friends 
in 334 c as oils dv ns r)yrjraL xpVTrobs. 

33 tov 4>iXov KalexOpov. Hartman (with 
some inferior mss) wishes to insert rbv 
before ex@P°v> but cf. infra ill 400 D and 

2—2 
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n«? Oepevoi, cb YloXepap^e ; Tot1 BoKOvvTa ^prjaTOV, tovtov cpiXov 

35 elvai. Nvv Be ttcos, rjv 8' iycb, p€T a6 dipped a; T ov SoKovvTa re, 

?) S’ o?, Kal tov ovTa xpr/o-TOv cplXov tov Be Botcovvra | pev, ovra 335 

Be prj, Bo/eecv dXXa prj elvcu cpiXov' real 7repl tov i^dpov Be r/ avTrj 

deals. QiXos pev Brj, cos eouce, tovtco tco Xoyco 6 ayados earai, 

e%dpos Se o Trov'rjpos. Nat. KeA,euet? Brj r/pas 'irpoadelvai tco 

5 Buca'up, 7], cos to irpwTov eXeyopev, Xeyovtcs B ’ucaiov elvcu tov pev 

cfriXov ev iroielv, tov 8' e^dpov ica/ccos, vvv 7rpos tovtco cbBe Xeyeiv, 

oTi eaTiv Bl/caiov tov pev cfrlXov dyadov ovTa eB 7roieiv, tov 8' 

e^dpov kcucov ovTa f&Xc'nneiv ; Udvv pev ovv, e<f>r), 1 ovtcos civ poi B 

Bo/cel KaXcos Xeyeadai. 

IX. ’’EaTiv apa, i)v 8' iycb, Bucaiov avBpbs (dXcnrTeiv Kal to 

many other examples cited by himself. 
To pronounce them all corrupt is to de¬ 
stroy the basis on which our knowledge 
of Platonic idiom rests. 

35 tov SoKovvra re — Kal tov oVra 

The meaning required—‘he who botl 
seems and is good’—would be more cor 
rectly expressed by t6v SoKovvrd re—xai 
Svra (so Ast and others), but “ aliquid tri- 
buendum interpositis 77 S’ os, quae negli- 
gentiam repetendi, si est negligentia, 
saltern excusant ” (Schneider, who com¬ 
pares also infra 341 B irortpws \byeis tov 
apxovra re Kal tov KpelTTOva). In tov 8b 
Sokovvtu pev, ovra 8e p-q Polemarchus ex¬ 
presses himself more accurately. 

335 a 3 6 ayaGos—6 irovqpos. So¬ 
crates unfairly neglects the Sox tov, although 
according to Polemarchus’ amended defi¬ 
nition the ayados who seemed irovqpb% 
would not be a friend, nor the Trovqpbs 
who seemed ayados an enemy. Pole¬ 
marchus’ theory indeed points to a division 
of men into three classes: friends, enemies, 
and those who are neither (viz. those who 
seem good and are bad, and those who 
seem bad and are good). The somewhat 
ideal view that the dyadbs is <pl\os and the 
novripbs ex^pos is genuinely Socratic (cf. 
Mem. II 6. 14 ff.): it is part of the wider 
view that all men desire the good (Symp. 
206 A, Gorg. 467 C ff.). 

4 irpocrGeivai—pXaTrrav. ij after to! 
oiKaUp must mean ‘or in other words’: cf. 
infra 349 E 7rXeovexre?v rj afiovv 7r\bov %xelv 
and Phaed. 85 D errl fiefiaioTbpov 6xtip-aTos, 
ij \byov deiov Tivbs (so the Bodleian, but ij 
is cancelled by many editors). The late 
expression ‘PcuScov ij ire pi xpvxv s involves 
essentially the same use of ij. The clause 

uis—xaxivs is summed up in tovto), and the 
whole sentence means: ‘ do you wish us 
to an addition to our account of 

to say now—in 
origin' - efinition where 

, rod to friends 
.nd harm to cm it is just to do 

rodetc.’ This 
_ least vulnerable 

one. 1 the tex ‘ is to be retained. With 
•rrpoaUtivai ai utely cf. 339 B. For 
other views see App. III. 

335 B xo &ttiv apa ktX. Cf. Crito 
49 A ff., Gorg. 469 B, [1repl dperijs] 376 E. 

This chapter contains the only element of 
permanent ethical interest and value in 
the discussion with Polemarchus—the only 
element, moreover, which reappears in a 
later book of the Republic (11 379 b). The 
underlying principle—that xaxivs 7roieiv = 
xaxov iroieiv—is in accordance with the 
traditional Greek view of life. For illus¬ 
trations we may cite Od. xvm 136 f. toTos 
yap vbos IittIv emxdovloiv dvdpdnrwv | oiov 
ctt’ ijpap dyrjai irar-qp avSpuv re debiv re, 
Arch. Fr. 70 (Bergk), and Simon. Fr. 
5. 10—14 avSpa 5’ ovk lari piq ov kokov 
eppevai \ bv apaxavos trvpepopa KadbXoi- \ 
irpd^as pev e5 7ras dvpp ayados, \ xaxis 5’ el 
xaxuis < Tts >, | Karri xrXelcrrov apurroi, 
Toils xe 8eol (pikuiaiv. The same point 
of view is manifest in the transition of 
meaning in pox8r)pbs and Trov-qpbs from 
‘ laborious,’ ‘ afflicted ’ (e.g. Hesiod Fr. 
95. 1 Gottling) to ‘depraved.’ Converse¬ 
ly, prosperity makes one morally better, 
as in Solon 13. 69 f. to 88 xaxdis epSovn 
6eos Trepl rravra Tidrpnv | cvvTi’xlr)1’ ayadr/v, 
?xXvenv a<ppocvvrjs, and in the frequent 
identification of einrpayla or ei/Saipovla 
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ovtivovv divOpwTvwv; Kai irdvv ye, ecf)y, rotA ye 7rovypov<; re teal 

e^0pov<; Sei /3Xa7TTeiv. JSXawTopevoi S’ ittwoi f3eXTiov<; y %elpov<; 

ylyvovtcu; Xetpou?. ?Apa et9 rrjv twv kvvwv dperrjv, y els ryv 

twv Xttttwv ; Et? ttjv twv £7tttwv. p ovv /cal /cvves fiXairTopevoi 

%elpov<; ylyvovrat et? rrjv .twv kvvwv, aXX' ovk els ttjv twv lttttwv 15 

C dpeTyv; ’Avdy/crj. ' A.v6pd>Trov<; he, w eTalpe, py 1 ovtw (fcwpev, 

/3Xa7rTopevovi el9 ttjv dvdpwTrelav dpeTyv %etpov9 ylyveaOai; 

IIaw pev ovv. ’AXX' rj SiKaioavvy ov/c dvdpw/rela dmTij; Kat 

tovt dvdy/cp. Kcu tov<; fiXairTopevovs dpa, w tfilXe, twv avdpwTrwv 

dvay/crj aSiKWTepovs ylyveadai. ”Eoi/cev. ’Ap' ovv tfj povaiKj) 20 

of povaiKol dpoverov? SvvavTai Ttoielv; ’ASvvaTOV. ’AXXa tfj 

Itvtvi/ct] ol. IttkikoI dcplmrov^; Ov/c eaTiv. ’ AXXa t\) SiKaioavvy 

D Srj ol SiKaioi dSiKovs; y /cal IfvXXyftSyv I apeTy ol dyaOol /ca/cov9; 

’AUa dSvvarov. Ov yap OeppoTyTos, olpai, epyov ifrv^eiv, aXXa 

tov ivavTlov. Nat. Oi/Se ^ypoTyTos vypalveiv, aXXa tov evavTiov. 25 

naw ye. OvSe Sy tov dyadov fiXaTTeiv, aXXa tov evavTiov. 

<t>alveTai. O Se ye Sl/ca/o9 dyado^; lidvv ye. Ov/c dpa tov 

Sucalov /3XaTTTeiv epyov, w UoXepap^e, ovTe cplXov ovt aXXov 

ovSeva, dXXd tov evavTiov, tov aShcov. YlavTairaal poi So/cel9 

E aXyOy Xeyeiv, eifry, w 1 Hd>/cpaTe$. Ei dpa ra ocf/eiXopeva e/cdaTW 3° 

diroSiSovai cf>yalv Tt9 Shcaiov elvai, tovto Se Sy voel avtw, toU 

pev i^dpocs /3Xd/3yv ocf/elXeadai irapa tov Sucalov dvSpo<;, T019 

Se (f>lXoi<i wcf>eXlav, ov/c yv aotfids 6 Taina elircov ov yap aXyOy 

eXeyev' ovSapov yap Shcaiov ovSeva yplv ecjxlvy ov fiXairTeiv. 

'Xvyx.wpw, y S’ 09. MayovpeQa dpa, yv S’ eyw, KOivfj eyed T6 /cal 35 

with ed wpaTTeiv e.g. Charm. 172 A, 173D, 
Ale. I 116 b, Arist. Eth. Nic. 1 8. 1098’3 
20. It is by the analogy of the arts that 
Socrates in this chapter seeks to prove, 
first the identification /ca/ccDs Troiciv = KaK.bv 
iroieiv, and second that the good man 
cannot harm others: the Socratic con¬ 
ception of right conduct as an art is still 
predominant. It is important to observe 
that it was by means of this Socratic 
weapon that Plato achieved this noble 
anticipation of Christian ethical theory 
(St Matth. 5. 44 al.). Cf. also Gorg. 
472 D ff. 

16 dvOpcarrous 81 kt\. Cf. 352 E — 

353 e. „ , , 
335 E 33 ouk i)v crocpos—enriov. 

Teichmiiller (Lit. Fehd. 1 p. 22 n.) finds 
in this an allusion to Xenophon, who puts 

into the mouth of Socrates (addressing 
Critobulus in Mem. 11 6. 35) the words 
Zyi'WKas avSpos dperpu Aral, vuedv tovs pier 
<pl\ovs ev 7roiovrra, toi)s 8b exdpobs KaKuis: 

but the reference is only to 331 E aorpbs 
yap Kal deios ar-qp. The presents ipqaiv 
and roei are used in a general way, be¬ 
cause such a theory and such an interpre¬ 
tation of it might be held by any one at 
any time: in ovk qr cro<7>6s 6 raura eliruv 
the time is changed to the past to suggest 
ovk qr XipuorlSqs 6 ravra eiirtbr (Simonides 
being aocpAs 331 e). But for 6 ravra 
ehribr, qr would be eon. It is a mistake 
to take rjr as ‘ is after all ’: qr is hardly so 
used in Plato without dpa, nor is Phaedr. 
230 a (cited by Goodwin MT. p. 13) an 
example of that idiom. 
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(tv, edv t<? avTo (f)f] rj HipcovLBrjv rj Biavra rj Tlcrra/cov elprjicevai 

rj tiv' aWov tiov aocfrwv re Kal paKaplcov dvhpcov; ’£701 7ovv, ecfrrj, 

eToipo<; elpu Koivcovelv t279 pd^r]?. ’AAA’ oicrOa, rjv 8’ iyd), | ov 336 

pot Boicei elvai to prjpa, to (pdvai SLkcuov elvai toi)? pev <f>l\ov<; 

aocfieXelv, tovs 8’ i^dpoix; ^XdrrTeiv; Two?; ecfrr). Oipai avTo 

TlepidvBpov elvai »; HepSl/CKOv rj ‘B.ep^ov rj T<jpr\viov tov ©rjfialov 

5 27 Ttz'o? ciXXov peya olopevov Bvvaadai 'jrkovcrlov dv&pos. ’AAr)0e<x- 

37. lyai yovv II: lyory ovv A. 

36 tdv ns auTO 4>rj—Ei|xwvC8t)v: as 
Xenophon virtually does in Hier. II 2: 
see 331 E n. 

37 rwv o-ocj>u>v t£ Kal paKapuov dvSpuiv. 

V-andptos is somewhat stronger than 0eios, 
which it suggests, v6.Ka.pes being a usual 
epithet of gods. The whole phrase is in¬ 
tended to carry us back to 331 E ao<pos 
yap Kal deios avj\p. Ast’s view that puxKa- 
piojv means “qui ante nostram aetatenr 
floruerunt,” as if ‘sainted,’ misses the al¬ 
lusion to 331 E, and is a little far-fetched: 
it is enough that yuaxdpios conveys the 
same ironical commendation as deios: cf. 
(with Stallbaum) Men. 71 A. 

eyu yovv. See cr. n. With Hartman, 
I adopt Bekker’s restoration: cf. vil 
527 D. For youv A everywhere writes 
yovv. 

3 36 a 4 IlepidvSpou kt\. Periander, 
Xerxes and Perdiccas are taken as types 
of tyrants, and no tyrant is ooipis (Rep. 
ix 587 d). It is noticeable that Peri¬ 
ander does not appear in the list of the 
seven wise men in Prot. 343 a. The ex¬ 
pedition of Xerxes against Greece is cited 
by Callicles in Gorg. 483 D in connexion 
with the doctrine that might is right. 
In HepSlKKov the allusion is to Perdic¬ 
cas II, father of Archelaus (Gorg. 471 b): 
he died late in 414 or early in 413, three 
years before the probable date of action 
of the Republic (Introd. § 3), after 
proving himself a fickle friend and foe to 
the Athenians during the Peloponnesian 
war. Ismenias is mentioned again in 
Men. 90 a as having become rich Sbvros 
rivis—6 vvv veucrrl elXripiiis rb. IloXuzcpd- 

rovs xpVfJ-aTa- There can be no doubt 
that he is to be identified with the Isme- 
nias who (see Xen. Hell, in 5. 1) in 395 
took money from Timocrates the Rhodian, 
envoy of the Persian King, in order to 
stir up war against Sparta, and who in 

382, when the Spartans had seized the 
Cadmea, was condemned on this charge 
among others (Xen. Hell, v 2. 35; Plut. 
Pelop. 5. 2). Plato implies that Ismenias 
kept enough Persian gold to enrich him¬ 
self : he was no true Greek if he did not. 
But what is meant by saying that he had 
received the money of Polycratesl This 
question has been much discussed. Pos¬ 
sibly ‘ the money of Polycrates’ (with allu¬ 
sion, of course, to the riches of the Samian 
tyrant) was a sarcastic expression current 
in Athens for ‘the money of Timocrates’: 
this is perhaps the more likely as we are 
informed that the Athenians got no share 
of it themselves (Hell, in 5. 2). Plato 
would naturally avail himself of such a 
political gibe to express his dislike of a 
man who took gold from the natural 
enemy of Greece (Rep. v 470 c) to stir 
up not war, but sedition (ib. 470 b), and 
withdraw Agesilaus from fighting with 
the barbarian: for his political ideal in 
foreign policy was that of Cimon. See 
also on V 471 B. It is not however likely, 
I think, that the present passage was 
written after Ismenias’ death, for Plato 
is not given to reviling his contemporaries 
after their death. That the other three 
persons cited by Plato were already dead 
would only make his reproof of the living 
more marked and scathing. The present 
passage—so far as it goes—is on the whole 
in favour of Teichmuller’s view (Lit. Fehd. 
1 p. 25) that the first book of the Republic 
was written soon after 395, when the dis¬ 
graceful affair was still fresh in men’s 
minds. See Introd. § 4. 

5 olopfvou is to be pressed (as in in 
395 D, 409 C: cf. IV 431c): their power 
is fancied, not real: they cannot even do 
the thing they want: cf. Gorg. 467 a ff. 
7tujs av ovv 01 priropes peya Svvaivro rj ol 
tv paw 01 ev rais rrdXeaiv, eav 1 2ojKpa.TT]S 
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rara, eefrrj, Aeye/?. Etei/, i)v S' eyed’ eVeiS)} Se ouSe rovro i(f)dvr) 

t) SiKcuoavvr] ov ovSe to Slrcaeov, tl av aWo rt? auTO (pair] eivcu; 

B X. I Kai 6 ®paav[Jba'^o'i 7roWarcL<; peev real SiaXeyopeveov 

ppedv fj,6Ta%v edppa cLVTiXap./3exvea0aL tov \6yov, erreiTa viro tmv 

Traparcadrjp^evcov SeerceoXveTO /3ov\op,eveov Siarcoverai tov \6yov’ 10 

&)? Se SieTravadpeda /cal eyed ravr elirov, ov/ceri r/erv^lav rjyev, 

aWd avGTpeylras eavrov ederirep drjplov rjrcev ief) i)pa<; oj? SiapTraao- 

pevos. real eyed re real 6 Ho\epap'%o<; SeieravTes SeeirTO^Oppev' 

C 6 S' ell to peeerov efrdeyl-e'ip.evo'i T19, eef/r/, u/xa? TreiXai I ef)\vapia 

e^et, <w Sco/cpare?; real tl evrjdl^eade 7rpo? erWr']\ov<; virorcaTa- 15 

KXivopevoi vp.lv avTOi<;; dXXl etVep ft5? aKr]deb<; /3ov\et elSevai 

to Slrcacov 6 tl Scttl, per) peovov epeoTa pr]Se ef>i\oTip,ov iXey^eov, 

eireeSav tt? tl eiTrorcpLV7)TaL, iyveorceds tovto, otl paov epeoTav rj 

dirorcplveaQaL, aWd real aoTo? airoKpivai teal elrre, tl ef)fj<; eivai 

e^eXeyxby—on ttoioC<tii> a /3ob\ovrat;— 
ou <f>r/ru TTOLeiv avrobs a (ioiiXovrai. He 
alone (says Plato) is truly powerful wlio 
wills what is good and has the power to 
obtain it. 

336 A—337 B Introduction of Thra¬ 
symachus. 

On Plato’s representation of Thrasy- 
machus in the Republic, see Introd. § 2. 

336 B 11 iJs 8uiraucrd|j.e0a. 
Cobet’s suggestion cos SI Sy eiraverdpeda 
misses the point. No doubt Si.airabopai 
is (as he says) “intermitto orationem post 
aliquam moram denuo dicturus” (cf. 
Tim. 78 E, Symp. 191C), but this is 
precisely the sense required, for the ques¬ 
tion with which Socrates concludes (tL av 

&\\o kt\.) shews that he desires to re¬ 
sume the discussion. 

TttVT* cIitov refers to dev—(paly eivai. 
12 <rua-Tpe'c|/as—8capiracr6|j.evos: ‘ga¬ 

thering himself up he sprang at us like a 
wild beast as though he would seize and 
carry us off.’ Thrasymachus comes down 
like a wolf on the fold, yicev is not from 
17/cco, but from ly/xe: this is also Ast’s view 
(in his Lex. Plat.). The expression yieeev 
etp’ypas would be too weak after ovtsrplxpas 
eavrbv aitnrep dyplov. The object to rjicev 
is eavrbv, easily supplied from avarpl^as 
eavrbv. lit. ‘he let himself go at us.’ 
Cf. Ar. Frogs 133. It should be noted 
also that compounds of lypi occasionally 
drop eavrbv altogether and become intran¬ 
sitive (e.g. VIII 563 A, Prot. 336 a). Hart¬ 

man’s yrrev for yieev is not likely to find 
favour. For SLap-rracrbpevos Cobet would 
read SLaaieaabpevos. Plato however does 
not use Siacrrrdv of harrying by wild beasts, 
but in the sense of disiungere, seiungere 
(vi 503 b, Laws 669 d) : and even Cobet 
does not propose to change Pol. 274 B 

Seypied^ovro uir’ avroiv (i.e. Oypioiv). J. 
and C.’s citation of II. xvi 355 al\pa diap- 
erd^ovolv (i.e. ol \<jkoi ras dpva%) seems 
to me (in spite of Hartman’s wonder) 
strictly relevant, if only we take Siap-rra- 
Heiv as ‘harry,’ and not (with J. and C.) 
as ‘tear in pieces.’ 

336C 15 tl€vt]0i^€O"0€ ktX. evyOL^eode 
refers to the readiness of the interlocu¬ 
tors to assent to one another’s questions: 
cf. Charm. 175 C oilrws ypiov evydueuv 
rvxouoa y <TKb\pis Kal ov oieXypCSv. 

viroKaxaKXivopievoi: a metaphor, not 
from the wrestling schools, but from taking 
a lower or inferior seat at table or the 
like: cf. Symp. 222 E lav ovv viro crol 
KaraicXivy ’Ayadtbv and Plut. quomodo 
adul. ab amico internoscatur 58 D ras 
roiavras {nroKaraKXioeii (alluding to men 
who take the front seats at theatres etc., 
in order to flatter the rich by giving up 
their seats to them). Thrasymachus’ brutal 
frankness is not intended by Plato to be 
altogether wide of the mark: see App. II 
and 335 a n. 

17 p.ij—(juXonpov eXe'-yxwv- A com¬ 
mon reproach against Socrates: cf. Theaet. 

150 c* 
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20 to h'iKaiov Kal 07T&)? p-OL ' pp epel<;, otl to 8eov eaTiv prj8' otl D 

TO OMpeXlflOV p,T]8' OTL TO XvaLTeXoVV pL7]8' OTL TO Kep8a,XeOV pt]8' 

otl to £up.(pepov, aXXa aacpws poi kcll a/cpc/Sw? Xeye o t 1 dv Xeyp<t' 

co? eyw ovk d7ro8e£op,ai, idv vdXov<; tocootou? Xeyps. Kal iyw 

d/covaas e^eirXciypv Kal 7rpoa/3Xe7rwv avrov ecpof3ovp.r}v, Kal poi 

25 8okco, el prj 7rpoTepo<; ewpaKij avTov rj e/cetvo? ifie, d<pwvo<> av 

yeveadaL. vvv Se pvUa vtto too Xoyov rjp^eTO etjaypLalveaOai, 

irpoaefiXerp'a I avTov 7rpoTepo<;, waTe avtw o?o? t eyevoprjv arro- E 

KplvaadaL, Kal elirov viroTpep,wv ’Q Spaavpafte, per) ^a\e7ro? rjpuv 

ict6l' el yap e^apapTavopev ev tt} twv Xoywv a Kernel eyco Te Kal 

30 o8e, ev lade otl clkovtcs dp.apTavop.ev. per) yap 8rj o’lov, el pev 

Xpvalov e&Tovpev, ovk civ 1tots ?;/xa? eKovTas eivai viroKaTaKAl- 

veadai dXXijXois ev tt} 'CppTijaeL Kal 8Lacp6elpeLv ttjv evpeaiv avTov, 

8iKaioavvrjv 8e ^toOptci?, Trpaypa 7roXXwv y^pvalwv TLpLWTepov, 

etreiO' ovtco? dvorjTwe; inreiKeiv dXXrjXoL<i Kal ov arirov8d^eLV o tl 

35 pdXiaTa cpavr/vai avTo. olov ye av, cd cplXe’ aXX', olpai, ov 

8vvdpe9a' iXeelaOaL ovv r/pci<{ 7roXv pdXXov €Iko<; eaTLv | 7tov 337 

07ro vpwv twv 8eivwv rj yaXeiraiveaQaL. 
» 

35. 7c 02 et (antecedente olov) d>: re All: pro otou ye 06 praebent olov ye 

eaTiv E, pq °‘ou <rv q. 

336 D 20 on-us poi ktX. This idiom 
is colloquial and abrupt, almost rude: cf. 
337 B and the examples cited in Goodwin 
MT. p. 94. Thrasymachus will not 
tolerate the stale and barren platitudes— 
note BdXovs below—of ordinary disputa¬ 
tion : cf. \Clitoph.\ 409 C ovtos peV—to 

evpuplpov direKplvaro, fiXXos oi to deov, 

irepos oe to <hrpe\ifxov, 6 8e to \v<TiTe\ovu 

and Stewart’s Nicomarhean Ethics Vol. 
1 p. 16, with the references there quoted. 

25 cl pq -irpoTepos—yevco-0ai. The 
Br/piov of 336 B has become a wolf. This 
is the earliest allusion in Greek literature 
to the belief that if a wolf sees you first 
you become dumb. Like Virgil Eel. IX 
53 the present passage favours Schaefer’s 
emendation Avkos elSi o’; for Avkov 
eiSes in Theocr. XIV 22. 

336 E 28 pq xaXeiros qplv !!cr9i: 
del Bpaodp-axos el, said Herodicus on one 
occasion to the sophist (Arist. Rhet. 11 23. 
i400b 20). 

29 egapapravopev—apapTavopev: the 
preposition is often dropped in repeating 
a compound verb: cf. v 452 A, VII 533 a, 
X 608 A and my note on Prot. 311 A. I 

can see no sufficient reason for inserting 
Tt before l^ap.apTavopev (with II and some 
other mss), although Stallbaum and others 
approve of the addition. 

30 pq yap 8q ol'ov kt\. Cf. Laws 
931 c, where there is a similar a fortiori 
sentence couched in the imperatival form. 

31 cKovras etvai. This phrase is used 
sixteen times by Plato, always in negative 
clauses, and generally in the nominative 
or accusative (Griinenwald in Schanz’s 
Beitrdge zur hist. Synt. d. gr. Spr. II 

3- 1 ff-)- , , % 
35 ol'ov ye <ro, u <j>(Xc: i.e. qpas enrovSa- 

geiv 0 ti paXtcrra tpavijvai aiirb. For the 
justification of this view see App. IV. 

36 cIkos cotiv. There is no reason 
for omitting IotIv (with Hartman and 
apparently also Usener Unser Platotext 
p. 40). 

337 a 2 xa^cira£vc<r0ai. This strained 
use of the passive of xdAeiralvw in order 
to make the antithesis to iXeeiodai formal 
as well as real is not found elsewhere in 
Plato. For parallels see Cope’s Rhetoric 
of Aristotl Vol. 1 p. 299. 
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XI. Kat o? a/covcras dveKay^aae re pui\a aapbaviov kcu ehrev 

'Hpa/cAet?, eipr], avri] ' tceivi) 7) eiwOvla elpwveia ’Zw/cpaTow;, Kai 

4. avri) II: auTy A. 

337 A—339 B After some wrangling, 
Thrasymachns finally declares justice to 
be ‘ the interest of the stronger.' Rulers 
are stronger than those whom they rule: 
and in every state they pass laws in their 
own interest: and what is done m their 
own interest they call just. 

337 A ff. The natural history defini¬ 
tion of justice (6 (pbcra opos tov SiKalou 
Laws IV 714 c) is here for the first time 
mentioned in the Republic. It is to be 
noticed that the theory is presented by 
Thrasymachus not—in the first instance 
—as a rule of conduct for the individual, 
but as a political theory: his object is 
to describe the actual practice of Greek 
states (338 D ff.). We are thus for the 
first time introduced to the political aspect 
of SiKcuocrvvTi. The same view of the 
definition is taken in Laws 714 C ff., and 
it is the same theory which is afterwards 
(in 11 358 e ff.) represented by Glauco as 
an hypothesis on which not Thrasymachus 
only but many others (Qpaovpdxov /cal 
pitiplwv dXXwr 358 C) explained the origin 
and constitution of existing states: cf. also 
Corg. 483 A ff. We are therefore justified 
in supposing that the definition which 
Plato puts into the mouth of Thrasymachus 
represents a theory current in the politics 
of the day. The conduct of Athens to¬ 
wards her allies furnished many examples 
of the practical application of this rule of 
government; and, if we may trust Thu¬ 
cydides, similar principles were frankly 
laid down by Athenian statesmen in their 
speeches: see for example 1 76. 2 del 
KadearCiTos too ijao<0 bub too Swarwrlpov 
Karelpyeedou, and cf. I 77. 4, V 89 and 
105. 2 to dvdpdnreiov aacf>ws Sia iravrbs 
inrb <pbcrews drayralas o5 hv Kpary dpxeiv. 
It is indeed not too much to say that 
‘ Might is Right ’ was the only argument 
by which the existence of the Athenian 
empire could be defended before the 
tribunal of Greek public opinion, which 
regarded the independent w6\is as the 
only legitimate form of civic life. Hence 
the dominion of Athens is often in Thu¬ 
cydides called a TvpavrLs, from which the 
Spartans claimed to be liberating their 
countrymen: see III 37. 2 rvpavviSa 2x6TC 

rip/ dpxyv, 62. 5 ff., IV 85. 6, and cf. 
Henkel Studien Z7ir Gcsck. d. gr. Lehre 
vom Staat pp. 126—J28. The most 
conspicuous assertion of the principle 
before Plato’s time was found in Pindar’s 
much-quoted fragment (Bergk 169 and 
ap. PI. Gorg. 484 B) vbpos 6 irdvTwv 
paoiXebs | dvaruv re Kai ddavaruiv \ dyei 

SiKaiwv rb piaiorarov \ uwcpraTi} xeLPl 
ktX., though it may well be doubted 
(with Dummler Prolegomena zu Platon's 
Staat p. 34) whether Pindar intended to 
suggest any such view. It is in order 
to refute this theory, as expounded by 
Glauco and Adimantus, Thrasymachus’ 
successors in the argument (see on 7raT5es 

ckcIvov roO dvSpbs II 368 a) that Socrates 
finds it necessary to draw a picture of an 
Ideal State (ib. 368 D ff.), so that the 
political theory of Plato’s Republic may 
truly be said to commence here. For 
more on this subject see Chiappelli Per 
la storia della Sofistica Greca in Arckiv 
f. Gesch. d. Philos, in pp. 263 ff. 

3 crap8d.vi.ov. Plato uses this expres¬ 
sion as Homer does, of a sinister smile 
which bodes pain to others: Od. XX 301 f. 
peldycre Se 6vpap \ crapddviov pa\a toiov 

(of Odysseus among the suitors). Among 
later authors it more frequently denotes the 
forced smile which disguises the sufferer’s 
own pain; and so apparently Simonides 
used the phrase (Fr. 202 A Bergk). 
The explanations volunteered by the 
ancients apply only to the non-Homeric 
usage: the Scholiast, however, at the end 
of his note on this passage correctly re¬ 
marks, pfirore obv to 'OgypiKiv, odev Kai 
7) Trapoipiia laws Ippvy, “ fcddyae Se kt\.,” 

rbv air’ avTWV twv xetAdiv ylXwra Kai pixp1 
toO creayplvai yiyvbp-evov aypaivei. The 
spelling oapbbviov came into vogue through 
the popular etymology from the bitter 
Sardinian herb, ys oi yevadpievoi Sokoikh 

pev yeXwvTes, awaapip Sb aTrodvycrKovtnv 
(Schol.). The Scholiast’s suggested deri¬ 
vation from tsalpeiv (ringi, as of an angry 
dog) suits the meaning which the phrase 
bears in Homer and Plato, and is pro¬ 
bably right. Photius’ oapSapwv peTo. 
TriKpLus yeXwv preserves the 0. 
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5 tavT eyoo rjBrj re Kal tovtois nrpovXeyov, on gv cnroKpivaaOaL 

p-ev ovk edeXrjGOL?, elpwvevGOLO Be /cal iravra p.aXXov 7TOL7]goi<; 

fj dwoKpivoio, ei t'ls tl g epcora. "Socfabs yap el, rjv B' iyeo, <y 

®paavp,a%e’ ev ovV yBrjada on, et nva epoio ottogg ean ta 

BwBe/ca, Kal epop,evo<; 1 irpoeLTrov; avrw' oVai? p,oi, w avdpwire, B 

io p,rj epel?, oti Igtlv ra BwSeica Si? e% p.r)B' on t/h? rerTapa pvrjB' 

on el-a/as Bvo prjB' on, rerpaKL? rpta’ co? ovk inroBe^opiai gov, 

eav TOiavTa cj)\vapr]<;‘ BrjXov, olptaL, gol ?}y on oySei? dnroKpLVolro 

tm ovtcos Trvv9avop,ev<p. aXX' et gol .e'nrev' co ®paGvp,a'\e, 7r&5? 

Xeyea; /i>) aivoKpivwpai wv irpoelrre? ptpBev; 7rorepov, w davpaaie, 

15 /177S’ et TOt/Ttwy Tt rvy^dvei ov, aXX' erepov elirw n rov dXr]6ov<i; 

rj 7rat? Aeyei?; Tt ay at/Toi ei7re? 7t/jo? tclvtcl; Eiey, e</>t/* co? S?) C 

op,oiov tovto €Ke[v(p. OvSev ye KtoXvei, r)v B’ e’ya) • et S’ oyy /cat 

/i»7 eaTty opLOLOv, <j>aLverai Be t&> epcoTrjdevn tolovtov, tjttov Tt 

avrov oiei aTroKpiveladai to (fraLvoptevov eavnp, eav re r/p,ei<; 

20 aTrayopevcopiev eav re purj; "AXXo n ovv, eejyij, /cat gv ovtco 7roi2jaeL<;; 

wv eycb aireiirov, tovtcov ti aTTOKpivel; Ovk av davpbdaaLpu, rjv 

o eyw, et /tot cr/ceya/teyo) oi/to) oogeiev. it ot/y, e(pr), av eyco oet^w 

eTepav 1 dtroKpLGLV 7rapd 7racra? ravra9 7re/3t St/catocrt/y7/? /3eXTL(o D 

7. arroKpivoio q : drroKplvoio AS: drrOKplvaio II. 
AIIS. 19. aTroKpiveiaBai II: diroKplveaOai A. 

12. awoKpivoiTo q: aironpivoiTO 

6 Troi/rjo’ois is rejected by Cobet and 
Herwerden. “ Post ovSh aXXo rj, t! aXXo 
77,7ra^Ta naWov ij verbum omittunt” (says 
Cobet, quoting Theophr. Char. c. 25). 
■rroL-qaoLs is not however otiose, but sug¬ 
gests the phrase iraura iroielv, ‘ leave 
nothing undone,’ as in Euthyph. 8 C 
iravra iroiodm kal Xeyovai (peiiyovres ri)v 
5lki)v : cf. Ap. 39 a. 

7 tpio-ra. I formerly read ipwrip (with 
Goodwin MT. p. 277). A few inferior 
mss have ZpoLTo. The optative is cer¬ 
tainly the regular periodic construction 
in clauses of this kind: but the indicative 
may perhaps be allowed in loose con¬ 
versational style. 

337 B 15 Tvy\dvei ov. Stallbaum 
explains ov as ‘being true,’ and ti as the 
subject to rvyxdvei. This view is perhaps 
less natural than to make 6v the copula 
and ti the predicate: for the pronoun 
‘it’ i.e. to £po>T&p.evov (Schneider) can 
be quite easily understood. For the use 
of rvyxdvei ov (‘really is’) cf. II 379 A, 

vil 518 E, Euthyph. 4 E with my note 

ad loc. 
337 c 16 ws 8rj. The force of (is in 

this common ironical expression (quasi 
vero, cf. Gorg. 468 E, 499 B) is referred 
by Jebb (Soph. 0. C. 809) to an ellipse: 
‘ (do you mean) forsooth that.’ An ob¬ 
jection to this theory is that it will not 
explain cis Sri toi in cases like II 366 C, 

Phaedr. 242 c, Tim. 26 B. It seems 
better to explain these usages on the 
same principle. The view that (is is 
exclamatory will not account for 11 366 c, 
and is not specially appropriate in the 
other places. Neither is it easy to make 
(is = irrcl (‘your illustration is excellent, 
seeing that the cases are so very similar 1 ’. 
Tucker). Schneider (on 11 366 c) re¬ 
gards (is as nearly equivalent to wore 
(cf. note on 11 365 d). Probably (is is 
in reality consequential (like the English 
‘so’), the relative retaining its original 
demonstrative sense. This explanation 
will, I believe, suit all the passages in 
question. * 

337 D 23 rrepl StKaKxrGqs ktX. 
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TouTMif; t'l dffbObS iraOelv; Tt aXXo, rjv S' 670;, 17 oirep 7Tpoa>jiceb 

7rda^eiv tco /z?) elSorb; 7rpoa))/ceb Se 7row pbadelv irapa tov ebSoros’ 25 

/cat 670/ ot)j/ tovto agbco iradeiv. 'HSz/9 7a// et, e(f>r). aXXd 717/09 

tco pbadelv teal aivoTeboov dpyvpbov. Ov/covv eirebSav pbob yevpTcu, 

ehrov. ’AAA,’ ecFTiv, ecjpr) 6 TXav/ccov’ dXX' eve/ca dpyvpLov, m 

®paavp,a\e, Xeye' 7raz/re? 7«p ppels 'ZcoKpareb eiaoiaopev. Haw 

E 76, oipab, \ p S’ 09, "va 'ZwicpaTpe; to eia>6bs Biairpatjrjrai, avro9 //.ez/ 30 

/c,^ divoKpivpTai, aXXov S’ d'KOKpbvopevov Xapufidvr) Xoyov teal 

eXey^r). IIco9 7a// az/, ecjopv eycb, go fieXTMTTe, rls arro/cpivaoTO 

Trpdnov pev prj elScos /tz^Se (pdcnccov elSevab, eVetTa, et Tt /cat oterat 

7re/oi tovtgov, dyrebpppevov avrbp \eirf\, oVco9 /tz?Sev epei gov pyelrab, 

V7T dv$po<; ov cjoavXov; aXXd ere S?) pciXXov ettebs Xeyeiv <rv yap Sr) | 35 

338 </>/}9 eiSevab /cal e%€bv eiirelv. prj ovv dXXC09 Troleb, dAA’ e/cot Te 

^apb^ov diroKpbvopevo9 /cat //,?) (joOovrjar)*? /cat TAad/ccot/a rovSe 

SbSagab teal tov9 aXXov;. 

34. aurtf Bremius : auru elq codd. 

Trepi SiKaiotnJriys and toStwv are rejected by 
Herwerden, but the fulness of expression 
suits the arrogant tone of Thrasymachus. 

24 ti a£toIs iraGetv; Here and in what 
follows there is a play on the judicial 
formula iraBeiv rj divoTehrai, where ttaBelv 

refers to Setr/xis tpvyri Oavaros art/da, and 
anoTeiaai to finest In a SIkt] Ti/xyrds, the 
defendant if found guilty would be asked 
in the words tI afiots iraBelv Kal airoTeiaai 

to propose an alternative penalty to that 
demanded by the accuser; after which 
it was the duty of the judges finally to 
assess (ti/xoLv) the penalty: cf. Ap. 36 B 
and Laws 933 d. It is partly the paro¬ 
nomasia in the words iraBelv /xadelv 

(cf. the ancient text irados paBos Aesch. 
Ag. 176) which draws from Thrasymachus 
the mock compliment t)SSs yap el (‘ you 
are vastly entertaining’) although (cf. (3 
pSicre 348 c) Thrasymachus is also jeering 
at the simplicity of Socrates. 

26 irpos rep |j.a0€LV Kal airoTCurov. 

Hertz and Herwerden conjecture iraBelv 
for paBelv : but this would make Thrasy¬ 
machus ignore Socrates’ identification 
of iraBelv with padelv. In airdreLcrov 
dpytipiov Plato no doubt satirizes (some¬ 
what crudely, it must be allowed) the 
avarice of Thrasymachus and his class, 
in contrast with whom Socrates has no 
money, because his conversations are 
gratis. 

29 £l<roi<ro|j.ev. The metaphor is 
from a banquet to which each contributes 
his share: cf. Symp. 177 c tyw ovv im- 
BvpA) d/xa /xtv rovnp Ppavov elaeveyKelv 

kt\. 

337 E 34 dir£ipT)|j.evov avxw. See cr. n. 
The retention of efr? after avroj can only be 
defended by regarding pip eld els 
cpacTKaiv as equivalent to el p.y eldelt] ix-pSt 

<pd<7Koi and carrying on the el; but this 
is excessively harsh and no parallel has 
yet been adduced. Of the two alter¬ 
natives, to insert an el before aireipppivov 

or eir), and to drop efrj (with Bremius), 
I prefer the latter as simpler in itself and 
accounting more easily for the corruption. 
The accusative absolute may have been 
misunderstood and e'er) inserted by a negli¬ 
gent reader owing to el in the previous 
line. Richter (in FI. Jahrb. 1867 p. 137) 
inserts S’ before avrip and retains ei'77, 

regarding el ti Kal oterai and aweipr]- 

[xtvov S’ ai/Tip elt] as coordinate clauses 
under the rule of the same el; but to 
this there are many objections. Tucker’s 
suggestion el, 0 ti Kal oi'erar irepl toBtwv, 

diveiprip.£vov avrip eir/ kt\. (‘if, in regard 
to whatever he thinks about them, it were 
forbidden’ etc.) strikes me as heavy and 
cumbrous. 

338 A I p.q ovv d\Ao>s irout : 
328 B n. 
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XII. Rlrrovros Be pcov ravra o re VXavKtov Kal oi dXXoc 

5 eBeovro avrov pcy aUw? irocelv. /cal 6 ®paavpLa%o<; cjoavepos pcev 

yv €7ri8v/jLGuv eltrelv, iv evBoKipcyaeiev, yyovpcevos e%eiv arroKpiacv 

rrayKdXyv' rrpocrerrocelro Be (jnXoviKelv rrpo<; to ep.e elvac rov 

diro/cpivopevov. reXevrdov Be ^vve^copyaev, Karreira 1 Avry By, B 

ecf)i7, y licoKparov? aocfoia, avrov pcev per) e0eXetv B/Bdcnceiv, 1rapa 

10 Be rcov aXXcov rrepuovra pcav0dveiv /cal rovrcov pcyBe %dpt^ diroBi- 

Bovac. "On peev, yv B’ eygo, pcav0dvw 1rapd rcov aXXcov, d\y0y 

ehres, do ^ipaavpia^e’ on Be ov pee (joys yapiv e/crlvecv, ylrevBet,' 

e/crivio yap oayv Bvvapcai• Bvvapcai Be erraiveiv pcovov ^pypcara 

yap ovk e%w 009 Be 7rpo0upuo<; rovro Bpco, eav Tt? pcoi Bo/cfj ev 

15 Xeyeiv, ev eiaei avri/ca By pcdXa, e7recBav arvoKpivy olpcai yap 1 

ae ev epelv. ”A/cove By, y B' 09. (foypcl yap eyco elvac to Bl/ca/ov C 

ovk aXXo r 1 y ro rov /cpelrrovos vpccfoepov. aXXd ri ovk evaivet<;; 

dX\' ovk i0eX7]aei9. ’Emi* pcd000 ye Trpcorov, ecjoyv, ri Xeyei?’ vvv 

yap ovttci) olBa. ro rov Kpeirrovo1-> <£779 %vpuf)epov BiKacov elvac. 

20 Kal rovro, 00 ®paavp.a\e, ri rrore Aeyeis; ov yap rrov ro ye 

roiovBe (joy9* el TlovXvBdpias ypcdov Kpelrrcov 0 rrayKparia(ny<i 

Kal avrao jjupujoepei rd f3oeia Kpea 777709 to awpca, rovro to acrlov 

elvac 1 Kal ypuv Tot9 yrroaiv eKelvov Ijvpccjoepov dpca Kal BUaiov. D 

BSeA.i;po9 yap ei, ecfoy, do 'ZdoKpares, Kal ravry vrroXapcf3dvets, y av 

25 KaKovpyyrjai<i pedA/crra rov Xoyov. OvBapuos, co apcare, yv S’ eyav 

338 c 16 aicovt 8q calls for attention, 
ostentatiously, like a herald: cf. X 595 C, 
H/. 20 D,/V0/. 353 c.^ 

21 IlovXvSdpas—6 TrayKpaTiao-T^s. 
oi'Tos 0 HovXvBa/uas ano ~ZKOToioaT]i fjv, 
irdXetos QeocraXias, biaapp-OTaToi irayKpa- 
TiaffTris, inrepp.eyid-q'5, says the Scholiast. 
He was victor in the ninety-third Olym¬ 
pian games 408 B.C. Stallbaum refers 
to Pausanias (vi 5) and others for the 
wonderful stories of his prowess. His 
statue at Olympia by Lysippus was 
very famous. Cf. Boeckh Kl. Schr. IV 
p. 446. 

22 toGto to titCov kt\. Teichmiiller 
(Lit. Fehd. 11 p. 196) finds in this a con¬ 
firmation of his belief that Plato was a 
vegetarian: but it is implied merely that 
a beef diet was not considered wholesome 
for persons out of training. Aristotle 
may have had this passage in view in 
Eth. Nic. 11 5. no6a 36 fif., though his 
illustration is there taken from quantity, 

and not from quality, of food. Cf. also 
Gorg. 490 C. 

338 d 23 |up.(f>epov apa Kal SiKaiov. 
The sophistry is undisguised. If fjoeia 
Kpia is Polydamas’ crvpupipov and SiKaiov, 
and SiKaiov is assumed to be everywhere 
identical with itself, it follows that /36eia 
Kpia is our SiKaiov, but not our £v/i<p{pov, 
otherwise we are also Kpeirroves. To 
avoid this, Wohlrab ingeniously takes 
4kelvov not with rjTTOOiv but with £vp.<pepov 
ap.a Kal oiKaiov, as if the meaning were 
‘ Polydamas’ avp.<p4pov Kal SiKaiov is also 
SlKaiov for us.’ This explanation is how¬ 
ever linguistically harsh and comparatively 
pointless. On f)8e\vpbs yap cT Tucker 
aptly reminds us that the prevailing 
feature in Theophrastus’ description of 
the /35eXup6s (Char. c. 11) is TraiSia £tti- 
(pavtis Kal iTrovdStaros (‘ obtrusive and 
objectionable pleasantly’ Jebb). 

25 KaKovpyq<rais. Cope observes that 
the word is used “of the knavish tricks 
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attd aa(j)£(TTepov etVe tl Xeyei<;. Etr’ ovk ol.ad, OTt tchz/ 

7roXecov ai pev TvpavvovvTai, ai Se Sypo/cpaTovvTai, ai Se dpiaro- 

KpaTovvTcu; lift)? 7dp ov; Ovkovv tovto fcparei ev eKaary vroXei, 

E to ap^ov; Haw ye. Tuderac Se ye tou? 1 vopov; ktcdarj] rj dp^rj 

7rpo? to aoT^ ^vpcfrepov, SypoKpaToa pev SypoKpaTiKovs, Tvpavvh; 30 

Se Tvpavvucovs, Kal ai aXXai ovtcds' Qepevai Se diretyyvav tovto 

Slkcuov Tot? dp%opevoc<; eivcu, to acj)iai ^vpcpepov, Kal tov tovtov 

iicfdaivovTa KoXa^ovaiv 7TapavopovvTa Te /cal dSiKOvvTa. tovt 

339 ovv i<TTiv, w /3eXTi<TTe, o Xeyco, ev d'rrdaais tat? | 7roXeaiv TavTov 

eivai Si/caiov, to t>/? KadeaTyKvia? ijvpcfiepov aiiTy Se 7rou 

/cpaTel, aiaT€ ^vp/3aivet tm op6w<; Xoyd^opevcp travTa^ov elvai to 

avTo SiKaiov, to tov KpeiTTOVos ^vpi.fiepov. Nw, rjv S’ eyed, epaOov 

o Xeyew ei Se dXrjde<i rj py, Treipdaopai padeiv. to ifvpcpepov pev 5 

ovv, co Opaavpa-^e, /cal av aTre/cpivco SiKaiov elvai' KaiToi epoiye 

inryyopevec; o7r&)? py tovto dTtOKpivoipyv' irpoaecrTi Se Sy avTodi 1 

B to tov /cpeiTTOvos. ’Epc/cpd ye tceo?, eefiy, TrpoaOyKy. Ovttcd SyXov 

ov S’ ei peydXy' dXX’ otl pev tovto a/ceirTeov ei aXydy Xeyev?, 

SyXov. eVetS?) 7ap ^vpefrepov ye tl elvai /cal eyco opoXoyw to 10 

79. eKaoTT] II: IkA.gt-q A. 

and fallacies which may be employed 
in rhetorical and dialectical reasoning” 
[Aristotle's Rhetoric Vol. 1 p. 17). Cf. 
Gorg. 483 A (cited by Tucker). 

26 elx’ ovk olo-0a kt\. ‘ Do you 
mean to say you don’t know ’ etc. The 
division of constitutions into Monarchy, 
Oligarchy (for which Aristocracy is here 
substituted) and Democracy was familiar 
to everybody: see Aeschin. Ctes. 6, 
Tim. 4 op.o\oyovvTai yap rpels elvai tto\l- 

reiai wapa iraaiv avdpipirois, rvpavvls /cal 

6\iyapxia Kal SruaoKpaTia. Cf. Whibley 
Greek Oligarchies pp. 17, 74. Thrasy- 
machus proceeds to define Kpehruv as 
6 KparCiv (not 6 laxopbrepos, as Socrates 
had insinuated): -KpaTovvrai in S-pvo- 

kparouvrai and apioroK paTovvTai well 
brings out his meaning. Cf. Laws 714 B 
vopuav A dr) Tivls <pamv elvai Tooaura oaa- 

irep iroXireiuv, and C ovre yap irpos tov 

irb\ep.ov ovre Trpos dpeTpv o\i}v [jXeireiv 

8eiv (paai rods vbp.ovs, aXX’ fjrcs civ Kade- 

a-rr)K\}la rj TroXireia, ravT-p Seiv to |upupipov 

Situs &p£ei re del Kal v-V KaTaXvb-qaeTai, 

Kal rov tpvoei opov tov SiKaiov \lyeodai 

KaWiijd’ oilrcos. IIcos; "Ort rd tov Kpeir- 

tovos £u/x<plpov eari. 
79 TtGeTai 8e ■ye: Laws 1. c. r/derai 

Stittov, tpaoi, robs v6p.ovs ev rrj ir6\ei 

eKaarore to Kparovv. rj yap; ’A\r)6rj \eyeis. 
TAp’ ovv oifei, epaai, ttotS brjpov viKTjaavra 

ij Tiva TroXirelav dWrjv 7/ Kai Tbpavvov 

d-qaeadai eKpvra Trpos aWo tl irpurov 

vopiovs ij to avp.<plpov eavru rijs dpxijs tov 

plveiv; Ilcvs yap txv; Aristotle makes 
it the distinguishing mark of his three 
perverted forms (irapeKpiao-eis) of consti¬ 
tution [rvpavvls, 6\iyapxla, Sni/xoKpaTia) 

that they seek their own and not r6 Koivy 

<rvp.<plpov : Pol. T 7. i2 79b 4 ff. 
338 E 32 TOV TOVTOV 6K|3cUVOVTa 

kt\. Laws 714 D ovkovv Kai os civ ravra 
ra reOivTa -irapa/3atvj), /coXacrec 6 f^/revos 
cos abiKOVVTa, SiKaia ravr’ elvai eirovo- 
/jiafav; “EoiKe youv. Tavr’ ap’ del Kal 

ovtu Kal TaiiTT} to SiKaiov Slv ’lx°i- ‘h’tai 

yovv outos 6 X070S. vojuos and biKaiov are 
identified by this theory. 

339 A 1 TavTov elvai SfKaiov. Iler- 
werden would expunge tovtSv, but Tavrbv 

is not more otiose here than t6 avro 
below. 

339 b 10 £v|j.<|>e'pov ye ti. There 
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B'l/ccllov, <jv Be irpo<jTL6ri<i /cal avTo cfofjs eivcu to tov /cpeiTTOvo<;, 

iyw Be dyvow, a/cetneov By. Xk6tt€L, etyrj. 

XIII. Tavr earai, rjv B’ eya>. /cal poL elite' ov /cal TtelOeadaL 

pevTOL toU apyovaiv Bl/caiov <^rj5 elvat; ’'Eywye. Tlorepov Be 

15 avap,dpTT)Tol 1 eicTcv oi dp%ovTe<; ev tat? irciXecnv e/cdcrTats rj oloi 

tl /cal dpapTelv ; UavTw<; 7rov,ecf)7], olol tl /cal dpapTelv. Ov/covv 

e7rixetpovvTe‘; vopovs ridevac tov<; pev opOws TiOeaaiv, tov<; Be 

twas ov/c op6w$; OlpaL eywye. To Be opdw9 apa to ta tjvpcf/e- 

povTa eaTL TiQeaQai eavTol<;, to Be py opdws d£vpcf)opa; y 7r<w? 

20 Xe7et<?; Ovtws. l'A B’ civ 6winai, TtoLyTeov Tot? dp^opevoLS, /cal 

tovto eaTi to Sl/caiov; IIw? yap ov; Oo povov dpa Bl/ca/ov eaTL 1 

KaTa tov aov \6yov to tov /cpelTTOvos tjvpcfrepov ttOLelv, aWa /cal 

TovvavTlov, to py %vpcpepov. T1 Aeyet? av; ecpy. ''A av Xeyecs, 

epoiye Bo/cw‘ a/cottwpev Be [BeKTLOv. ov% wpoXoyyTaL too? ap- 

25 ^o^Ta? Tot? dp^opevois irpoaTaTTOVTas TtOLelv ana evioTe B/apap- 

Taveiv tov eaoTot? {3e\TLaT0V, d 8’ av irpoaTaTTwaiv oi dp%ovTe<; 

11. aiiro A2II: aiirbs A1. 14. SIkolov II: ko.1 SIkoliov A. 
24. 8 b S<2‘. Sr] An. 

is here a hint of the main purpose of the 
Republic, which is to prove that Sbccuov 
is tpi/uplpov in the truest sense for the 
individual and the state. 

339 B—341 A Now that the mean¬ 
ing of the definitio/i has been explained, 
Socrates proceeds to attack it. Even if we 
assume that riders seek their own ad¬ 
vantage, yet they often err, and enact 
laws to their own disadvantage: therefore, 
as it is just for subjects to obey their rulers, 
fustice will sometimes consist in doing 
what is not the interest of the stronger. 
Socrates reiterates this objection and is 
supported by Polemarchus. It is urged 
by Clitophon that Thrasymachus meant 
by ‘ the interest of the stronger ’ what was 
thought—whether rightly or wrongly— 
by the stronger to be to their interest. 
Thrasymachus declines to avail himself 
of this suggestion, and explains that, 
strictly speaking, rulers, qua rulers, can¬ 
not err. This statement he supports by 
arguing from the analogy of medical 
practitioners and others, pleading that his 
earlier concession was but a popular way 
of expressing the fact that rulers seem to 
err Therefore the original definition was 
strictly correct, fustice is the interest of 
the stronger, since rulers make laws in 

their own interest, and, qua rulers, are 
infallible. 

On the reasoning of Thrasymachus in 
these two chapters see 341 A n. 

339 B 13 ov—[ifvroi. “In inter- 
rogationibus haec particula” (fivroi) “ita 
cum ob negatione coniungitur, ut gravis- 
sima sententiae vox intercedat, quo modo 
aliquis eis quae ex altero quaerit summam 
veritatis ingerit speciem ” (Hoefer de 
part. Plat. p. 34). /sIvtoi is simply ‘ of 
course,’ ‘surely’: ‘surely you regard it 
as just to obey the rulers, do you not?’ 
The idiom is frequent in Plato. The 
other examples of it (cited by Stallbaum) 
in the Republic are infra 346 A, VII 521 D, 
IX 581 A, 584 A, X 596 E. 

14 iroTepov 81 dvapdpTr]Toi kt\. The 
reasoning echoes that of 334 c above. 

339 c 17 Ti0evtu—t(0£c-0cu: we should 
expect TcOlvan in both cases, as the apyovrcs 
according to the theory we are discussing 
are Kpdrroves and supreme as legislators: 
but the middle of personal interest is 
naturally used in combination with rd 
^v/xpipovTa eavrois: cf. infra 341 A. 

339 D 23 ti Xe-yeis cv; a favourite 
eristic formula: see Ar. Clouds 1174 tovto 

TouTixoipiov | aTeyrus eiravBci, t6 tL X?y«s 

av; 
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Bi/caiov elvai TOi? ap^opevoi^ 7roieiv; tclvt ov^ cbpoXoyyTai; 

E OIpai 170)76, 607. Olov toIvvv, 1 f/v S’ iycb, Kal to d^vpcpopa 

iroieiv Tot? ap^ovai re Kal KpeiTToai BiKaiov elvai dopoXoyrjadai 

aoi, orav oi pev ap^ovres aKOVTe9 KaKa avTov> irpoaTaTTwaiv, T0Z9 30 

Be B'lKaiov elvai ravra rvoieiv a eKeivoi ivpoaeTa^av’ apa Tore, 

co crocf)(OTaT6 ®paavpa%e, ovk avayKaiov avpftaiveiv avro ovTcoal 

BiKaiov elvai rvoieiv TovvavTiov rj 0 av Xeyei?; to yap tov KpeiT- 

TOVOS d^vpcjoopov BrjTVOV tvpo<ST<xtteTai T0t9 r/TTOaiV 7roieiv. NtU | 

340 pa At’, e(f)T], co XooKpaTes, 6 UoXepapxos, aacfreaTaTa ye. ’Eaz) av 

y, ecf>77, avT<2 papTvpijays, 6 K\eiTocf)dov vTroXaftoov. Kcti Tt, 

e<pT], Beirai pdpTvpo<;; at)T09 yap &paavpa^o<; opoXoyei tov? pev 

ap^ovTas evlove eavTov? KaKa rrpoaTciTTeiv, toi<; Be dp^opevoi? 

BiKaiov elvai Tai)Ta rvoieiv. To yap Ta KeXevbpeva rvoieiv, co 5 

IIoAe^ap^e, vrto tcov ap^ovTcov B'lKaiov elvai edero ®paavpaj(o<;. 

Kat yap to tov KpeiTTOvos, co K.XeiTocf)dov, avpcfrepov B'lKaiov elvai 

B edeTo. 1 TavTa Be apfyoTepa depevos wpoXoyr)aev av evloTe t009 

KpeiTTOvs to. avTOis d%vp<f)opa KeXeveiv tovs rjTTOvs Te Kal dp^o- 

pevovi 7voieiv. Bk Be tovtcov tcov opoXoyuov ovBev paXXov to tov 10 

KpeiTTOvo<; ijvpcfrepov BiKaiov av elr] rj to prj %vp<fiepov. ecfry 

6 KXeiTocpcov, to tov KpeiTT0V0<; ^vpcjrepov eXeyev o pyoiTO 6 

Kpe'iTTcov avTcp %vpcfrepeiv tovto rvotrjTeov elvai to3 i)ttovi, Kal 

28 to£vw: not ‘therefore,’ but ‘also,’ 
a frequent use in Plato. In the Republic 
it occurs 29 times, according to Kugler de 
particulae toi einsque comp. ap. Pl. usu 

P- 34- 
339 E 30 orav oi p«v—toIs be (i.e. rois 

apxovlvoLs). These two clauses depend, 
not on w/xoAoyycrftai, but on iroieiv : it is 
just to do ra a^v/xpopa rois Epxovtriv as 
often as the rulers unwillingly prescribe 
what is evil for themselves and so long as 
Thrasymachus says it is just for subjects 
to do what the rulers have prescribed. 
Desire for brevity and balance leads 
Plato to put both clauses under the 
government of Srav, although 1 since ’ 
rather than ‘ whenever ’ is the more 
appropriate conjunction for introducing 
the second : for Thrasymachus does not 
sometimes but always assert that it is just 
to obey the rulers. The suggested read¬ 
ing c/iris for rprps would require us to take 
rois 5^ ktK. as an independent sentence, 
and leave piiv in ol p.lv without a corre¬ 
sponding 51. 

32 avTo is ‘the matter,’ ‘the case 
before us’: cf. iv 428 A (aurip), vil 518 B 
(auT&v), 524 E (atrip), Theaet. 172 E al. 
The text has been needlessly suspected 
by Madvig and other critics. 

ovrioo-C: not ‘in that case’ (Campbell), 
but (with Jowett) simply ‘thus,’ as ex¬ 
plained in SiKaiov—\byeis : cf. Ap. 26 E 
ovTOJirl <roi SokGi ; obSlva vopi^oj ffebv 

elvai; 

34 val pa Aia ktX. The interlude is 
intended to mark that the first stage has 
been reached in the refutation of Thrasy¬ 
machus. 

340 A 1 tav o-v ye is of course 
ironical. The disciples of the rival dis¬ 
putants now enter the fray. 

5 to yap Td KsXevopcva ktX. If this, 
and no more, had been Thrasymachus’ 
definition, it would remain unrefuted; 
commands would be commands, whether 
expedient for the rulers or not. 

340 B 12 o ijyoiro—ijvp.(j>e'p6iv. This 
explanation is involved in Clitophon’s 
earlier statement to til Ke\ev6peva iroieiv 
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TO hlKCUOl) TOVTO eTldeTO. ’AAA.’ OV^ OOT&)?, ») 8’ 09 0 rio\6/Ltap^09, 

15 eXeyero. 08SeV, yv 1 8’ eyco, do IIoXepap^e, Stacfrepet, uXX' el vvv C 

ovtw Xeyei (dpaavpa%o<;, ovtoo9 avTov airoSextbpeOa. 

XIV. K ai pot elire, to ®paavpa%€' tovto fjv o e/3ovXov 

Xeyetv to StKatov, to too KpetTTOvo<; £vptf)epov Sokovv elvat tto 

KpetTTOvt, edv re ^vptjrepy edv re prj; ovtco<; tre tfxopev Xeyetv; 

20"HKitna y , etjry’ dXXd KpetTTto pe o’let KaXetv tov i^apapTavovTa, 

orav e^apapravp; "Eycoye, ehrov, toprjv ae tovto Xeyetv, otc tov9 

ap^ovTCts topoXoyet9 ovk avapapTyTOvs' elvat, dXXd tl Kal e^apap- D 

TLtvetv. 1,VK0<j)dvT7)9 yap el, etfrrj, to %d>KpaTe<;, ev Tot9 Xoyot<;‘ errel 

avTtKa laTpov KaXet9 av tov e^apapTavovTa irepl T009 KapvovTa<; 

25 KaT avTti tovto 0 e^apapTavet; rj XoytaTtKOV, 09 av ev Xoytapa3 

dpapTcivy, totc OTav dpapTavy, KaTa TavTyv tt)v dpapT lav; aXX\ 

olpat, Xey ope v tco pypart ovtco 9, oti 6 laTpov e^rjpapTev Kal 6 

XoytOTrp; etjypapTev Kal 6 ypappaTtaTrp' to S', olpat, e/ca<7T09 

tovtcov, KaO' oaov tovt etJTtv o tt poaayopevopev 1 avTov, ovSerroTe E 

30 dpapTcivet' doaTe KaTa tov aKptfir) Xoyov, erretSy Kal av aKptfto- 

Xoyet, oi)8et9 Ttov Syptovpycbv dpapTavet. iTrtXnrovaijs yap em- 

cWjprjS 6 dpapTavcov dpapTavet, ev o5 ovk eaTt Srjptovpy6<;' ware 

Sypiovpyos rj aocpos rj ap%oov ov8el<; dpapTavet totc OTav ap^cov y, 

31. tmXnroicrns A1!!: im\cnroi<rr)S A2. 

{nrb rC>v apxbvTOiv: that which the rulers 
KeXevovtn is what they believe to be in 
their interests. Clitophon’s defence finds 
no justification in the terms of Thrasy- 
machus’ definition; but it was the most 
obvious way of attempting to reconcile 
that definition with the admission that 
rulers are capable of erring. 

340 C l8 TO TOV KpeiTTOVOS |vp,- 
<j>fpov kt\. Bonitz (Zeitschr.f ost. Gytnn. 
1865 p. 648), followed by Wohlrab, pro¬ 
poses to add the words to $vp<ptpov after 
£vp</>lpoi>, “parum venuste,” as Hartman 
thinks. Neither is it well (with Hartman) 
to omit tov KpdrTovos. The apparent 
harshness of the construction (‘ that which 
seems to be the stronger’s interest to the 
stronger’) is justified by its brevity and 
precision, and by the desire to introduce 
the exact words of the original definition 
into its amended form. 

340 D 23 o"VKO<j>avTT|s. Cf. (with 
Tucker) Arist. Soph. El. 15. i74b 9 

<ro<f>i<n itcbv cvKOpdvT'ruj.a tloh ipoiTuvTwv 
and Rhet. 11 24. 1402s (4 lirl tCiv IpurriKuiv 

to Kara tl Kai irpbs tL Kal ttq 00 irpoan- 

Bipeva Troiei tt)v <TVKO<pavTiav. 

27 Xfyopiev Tui prjpaTi ovtus. Bekker 
(with whom Shilleto on Dem. F. L. § 91 
agrees) would insert pev after \lyopev: but 
(as Schneider remarks) the emphasis on 
Tip pppaTi does duty instead of the particle, 
and even otherwise, ptv is not essential: 
cf. in 398 a (where Shilleto would also 
add pAv), infra 343 C, II 363 E, x 605 c 
al. 

28 to 8e=‘whereas in point of fact’ 
is a favourite Platonic idiom: cf. IV 443 c, 

VII 527 A, 527 D al. 
340 e 31 *m\nrovo-T]s. See cr. n. 

The present, which Stallbaum and others 
adopt, may be right, but the older reading 
is at least as good. The failure in know¬ 
ledge must precede the actual error. For 
the mistake see Inlrod. § 5. 
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aXXa 7ra? 7’ av scttol, oti 6 Larpos r/pcapTev real 6 ap^cov rpiapTev. 

tchovtov ovv 8rj aoi real epee {nrbXa/3e vvv 8r) aTtoKpLvecjQai' to 8e 35 

341 d/cpi/SearaTov e/ceivo TvyyaveL ov, tov ap^ovra, read oaov \ ap^cov 

ecTTt, pep dpcapTciveiv, per) dpcapTcivovTa 8e to avTcp /3eXnarov 

ridecrOat, tovto 8e to> apyofievcp TtoLrjTeov. ware, bicep* ei; apyps 

eXeyov, blrcarov Xeyco to tov rcpecTTOvos 7roielv avp,cf)epov. 

XV. Elev, rjv 8' eya>, co %paavpcaye- 8orcco croi avrcocfiavTeiv; 5 

Haw pcev ovv, eebp. Orel yap pee it; iiri,(3ovXf)s iv too? Xbyoos 

rcarcovpyovvTa ere ipeadai &>? r/popLrjv ; ES pcev ovv ol8a, etpr/' real 

ovSev ye croc irXeov ecrTac ovtc yap av pee XdOov? rcatcovpywv, 

B oi)T6 I per) XaOcov /3cdcraa6ai tu> Xoycp 8vvaio. Ov8e 7’ av iiTL- 

yeippcraipu, pv 8' iyeb, co pearedpte. dXX’ iva per) avOv; rjpciv 10 

tocovtov iyyevrjTaL, 8ibpurac, TroTepcos Xeyew tov dpyovTa Te real 

35 diroKpfv6<r0ai. The imperfect in¬ 
finitive, as Schneider remarks (Addit. 
p. 6). 

341 A—342 E Socrates now meets 
Thrasymachus on his own ground, and 
attacks his definition according to the 
‘ strictest form ’ of argument. He shews 
by analogy that every rider qua ruler 
seeks the good of those whom he rides, 
since every art aims at the good of its own 
peculiar charge or object, and not at its 
own, for qua art there is nothing lacking 
to it. 

341 a IT. It is to be noted that the 
discussion is now transferred from the 
region of facts into an atmosphere of 
idealism. f or this, Thrasymachus is 
primarily responsible. The theory that 
the ruler qua ruler makes no mistakes, 
is no doubt true ideally, but practically 
it is of little moment, since he will suffer 
qua ruler for the errors which he commits 
in moments of aberration. The strength 
of Thrasymachus’ theory lay in its cor¬ 
respondence with the facts (real or appa¬ 
rent) of experience; it is the temptation 
to defend his theory against the criticism 
of Socrates which leads him to abandon 
facts for ideas; and as soon as he is re¬ 
futed on the idealistic plane, he descends 
to facts again (343 A ffi). The vein of 
idealism struck by Thrasymachus is 
worked to some purpose by Socrates. 
To assert that rulers qua rulers always 
seek the good of their subjects is in 
reality to set before us a political ideal, 

A. P. 

and Plato’s Ideal Commonwealth is in¬ 
tended to be its embodiment in a state. 
Plato was probably the first to develope 
and elaborate this principle of political 
science, but the legislations of Solon and 
other early lawgivers furnish examples of 
its application to practical politics (see 
especially Arist. Rep. Ath. ch. 12 and 
Solon’s verses there cited), and it is 
formulated by the historical Socrates in 
Xen. Mem. ill 2, with which compare 
Cyrop. viii 2. 14. See also Henkel 
Studien zur Gesch. d. gr. Lehre vom 
Siaat pp. 44, 145, and Whibley Greek 
Oligarchies p. 11 n. 29. 

5 cruKoc|>avT€lv is explained in e£ 
hn(3ov\Tjs—KaKovpyovvT& oe, where tca- 

Kovpyovora (as Schneider observes) is not 
used as in 338 D of putting an evil or 

sophistical interpretation on a theory, but 
of damaging a man’s personal reputation 
and credit: “scilicet existimationis et 
pecuniae detrimentum facturus sibi vide- 
batur sophista ideoque Socratem se, quam- 
quam frustra, impugnare in sequentibus 
quoque criminatur.” 

341 B 9 |m) AcifW : “si non latu- 
eris” (Schneider). Stephanus conjectured 
p-qv and Ast pe for prj: but either change 
would destroy the antithesis between 
\avdaveiv and pcdfadai—secret guile and 
open fraud: cf. II 365 D a\\d Si] deoiis 
oilre \avddveiv, oilre fiidcracrdcu Sovarbv. 
Hirschig’s excision of pi] ~Ka6wv greatly 
impairs the emphasis. 

3 
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rov Kpeirrova, rov w? error; elrrelv r) tov dicpt/3ei Xoyto, o vvv By 

eXeyes, ov to ^vpcfiepov Kpelrrovo<> oWo? BIkulov earai ra> yrrovi 

7roielv. Toy t® aKpi^eardrrp, ecf)Tj, Xoyeo ap^ovra ovra. ttpo<; 

15 ravra icaicovpyei teal avKoepdvret, el rl Bvvaaar ovBev aov rra- 

piepai' dXX’ ov py 1 0109 t 779. Olet yap av pe, elrrov, ovrw C 

pavyvai, d>a ~e %vpelv em^eipelv Xeovra Kal avKO(f>avrelv ©pacry- 

payov; NOy yovv, erpy, erreyelpyaar;, ovBev coy /cat ravra. " AByv, 

f)v B' eyd>, rcov roiovrwv. dXX' elrre poc' 6 ru> aicpi/3ei Xoy<p 

20 larpos, ov apn eXeyes, rrorepov ypypanari79 icrnv y rwv tcap- 

vovrcov 9eparrevry<;; real Xeye rov ra> ovn larpov ovra. Tcoy 

Kapvovrwv, ecf)7), Oeparrevrys. Tc Be Kv/3epvyTip?; 6 op6co? Kvftep- 

vijrys vavrwv apywv iarlv y vavryr;; NaoTcoy I apywv. OvBev, D 

oipai, rovro vrroXoyiareov, on rrXei iv rf) vyt, oi)B' iarlv KXyreor; 

25 vavrrj'i' ov yap tear a to rrXelv Kvfiepvyryr; KaXelrai, aXXa Kara 

ryv reyvyv Kal ryv rwv vavrdov dpyyv. 'AXydy, ecf)y. Ovkovv 

eKoarcp rovrcov eariv ri tjvpcfrepov; Yldvv ye. Ov Kal y reyvy, 

12. 5 A2II: om. A1. 18. yovv II: ye obv A. 

r? tov o!s In-os elrrelv. The only 
exact parallel to this use of u>s cttos eiireiv 
in Plato is Laws 656 E OKOirCv S’ evp-poeis 
abrodi to. pvpioorbv Itos yeypa.fi/xtva rj 

rerviroifieva ovx ws tiros eiireiv fivpiorrrov 
dXV Svtojs. This idiomatic phrase is rare 
before Plato, who uses it 77 times with 
the meaning ‘to put the matter in a word,’ 
implying that other and possibly more 
exact means of describing the thing in 
question might be found. In 52 of these 
cases the phrase is combined with iras or 
ovSeis and their family of words, in the 
sense of fere, propemodum: its use in 
other connexions is in part a return to 
old poetic usage; cf. Aesch. Pers. 714, 
Eur. Hipp. 1162, Heracl. 167. See 
Griinenwald in Schanz’s Beitrdge zurhist. 
Synt. d. gr. Spr. II 3, pp. 21 ff. The 
other examples in the Republic are v 
464 D, viii 551 B, IX 577 c. 

o vvv 8r| t\e4yes: viz. in 340 E Kara 

rbv aKpifirj \byov. The antecedent is the 
phrase axpqSet \6yip. The conjecture of 
Benedictus, ov for 0, though adopted 
by several editors, would (as Schneider 
remarks) leave it uncertain whether \6ytp 
or rbv was referred to by the relative. 
There is no MS authority for ov. 

341c 17 ijvpeiv—Xeovra. irapoifila iiri 

rCiv KaO’ eavriov rt rj aSvvara iroieiv ein- 
XeipobvTuv \eyofiivrj (Schol.). The pro¬ 
verb is very rare, and does not seem to 
occur elsewhere in classical Greek. 

18 oi’Sev <ov Kal ravTa: ‘though you 
were a nonentity at that too’: i.e. at 
bluffing me, as well as in other respects. 
So (I think) Schneider, rightly (“aber 
auch darin ist’s nichts mit dir”). Others 
(e.g. Shorey in A. J. Ph. xvi p. 234) 
explain ‘and that too though you are 
a thing of naught.’ But in that case xal 
ravra would surely precede ovSlv uv. 
Tucker can hardly be right in making Kal 

ravra simply ‘moreover’ ‘too,’ ‘and proved 
a failure, too.’ Nor (in spite of J. B. 
Mayor in Cl. Rev. X p. no) is it quite 
enough to translate (with Campbell) 
‘though here again you are nobody,’ i.e. 
‘with as little effect as ever.’ 

21 Kal Xeye—ovTa is expunged by 
Herwerden, but the emphatic reiteration 
is in keeping with the whole tone of the 
passage. For the sense we may recall the 
words of the so-called oath of Hippo¬ 
crates els oiKias 81 beboas av ialw, loeXev- 
oo/iai err’ uxpeXelrf ruv Ka/xvbvruv 
(Vol. I. p. 2 ed. Kiihn). 

341 D 27 €K<x<ttu> TovTiov: viz. TOIS Ka.fl- 
vovoi, rots vavrais, and in general the sub- 
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i)V S' eyd>, errl rovrep rrefyvicev, errl rep to ^vpiefrepov etedarep ^rjreiv 

re teal iteiropi^eiv ; ’E7rl rovrep, ecfrr]. ’Ap ovv teal etedarp rwv 

re^vMV earev ti ^vpupepov aWo r) 6 tl peaXeara reXeav elvai; 1 3° 

E ITw? rovro epcora<;; "flarrep, ecftrjv eyd>, el p,e epoio, el ij;apteei 

ad>p.an elvai aoopian rj TTpoaSelrai rivo<;, elnroipl av on Tiavrairaai 

pev ovv TTpoaSelrai. Sid ravra teal rj re^vp earlv 7) iarpiterj vvv 

pvpppev7), otl acvpd iari rrovppov teal ovte i^apteel avrep roiovrep 

elvai. rovrep ovv oVai? eterropi^p ta avp,ej)epovra, e-rrl rovrep 35 

irapeateevdaOp rj re^vp. p opOw? croc So/eeb, ecftpv, av eltreiv ovreo 

342 Xeyeov, p ov ; ’Op6eo<;, \ eej)p. Ti Se Sp; avrp p larpitep eanv 

rrovppa, p aXXp tt? re)(yp ea6' 6 tl TTpoaSelrai tlvos ciperr/t;, 

eLarrep ocf)0aXp,ol oifrecos teal extra dtcoi7? teal Sia ravra err avroi<; 

Sel rivo1; re^vps Tr/9 to i~vpiejpepov els ravra a/ee\jro/xevp<{ re teal 

1. auT7] A2II: avTr) A1. 

jects upon whom the art is exercised. The 
expression is a little vague (cf. vm 543 C 
n.) but it is rash and unnecessary to in¬ 
sert ei’Set or write e/cd/rrip <tu>v ei8Qv> 
tovtuv, as Tucker recommends. 

29 dp’ ovv—TeXe'av elvai. I have 
retained this reading, in deference to the 
MSS, but it is open to grave objection. As 
the sentence stands, the meaning is that 
every art (as well as every object of an 
art—this is implied by /car) has one avp.- 
<pipov, viz. to be as perfect as it can, but no 
other. In the sequel this is interpreted 
to mean that no art needs any additional 
aperri; since it is (qua art) perfect already: 
otlre yap 7rov-qpla oiire dp-aprla ovSepla 
ouSepaq t^xvV redpecniv kt\. (342 b). But 
the words of the sentence dp’ oiv—re\tav 
dvai have to be taken very loosely in 
order to admit of this interpretation. We 
must suppose them equivalent to ‘No 
art has a ffvpKplpov of its own, unless you 
are to call the fact that it is perfect its 
evp.<p£pov.' If Plato had written the pas¬ 
sage as it stands in q and in the margin of 
Flor. U (both mss probably of the fifteenth 
century), it would be open to no objec¬ 
tion: dp’ oJv /cal eKdaTy tuiv Teyvoiv ’i<STi 
ti Ijvpuptpov dWo <o5 irpotj8dTCU>, rj 
< e£ap/ce? e/cacrrTj aitT-q auTrj, atare > o ti 
paXarra reXtav elvai; This reading was 
adopted by Bekker, and by Stallbaum in 
his first edition; and a careful study of 
the whole passage confirms the judgment 
of Schneider, “ Platonem non solum po- 
tuisse, sed etiam debuisse vel haec ipsa 

vel consimilia scribere.” The same sense, 
expressed more briefly, may be obtained 
by the insertion of Set before elvai-. ‘has 
every art also a £1tfupipov besides (i.e. 
besides the ^vpepipov of its object), or 
must it be as perfect as possible?’ e/cdcr- 
Trjv does not require to be repeated any 
more than in 346 A below. The altera¬ 
tion is very slight; for del elvai, Selvai 
may have been written by mistake and 
S afterwards ejected. 

341 e 33 vvv ktX. : ‘has now been 
invented.’ The art of medicine is not 
coeval with body. I can see no reason 
for thinking (with Campbell) that vvv is 
corrupt for rip.lv. 

34 treopd ecrTi irovqpov ktX. Lys. 
2 1 7 B avayKa^erai Sb ye <rc2pia Sid vbaov 
iaTpiKrjv dated^eaBai /cal (piXelv. 

35 oiros eKiropC^r). This is said by 
Weber (Schanz’s Beilrage II 2, p. 67) to 
be the only example in Plato of Struts 
with the subjunctive after a preterite 
tense. 

342 A 3 eir’ avrois. Hartman pro¬ 
poses ?r’ auTois. adrols (sc. 6cf>da\pi°ls, 

1vaiv) may be emphatic (ipsis), and eirl, 

‘over and above,’ ‘besides’: ‘we require 
in addition to the organs themselves, an 
art’ etc. But it is perhaps simpler to 
make etri = ‘ to preside over ’: cf. ecfl oh 

iuTiv VI 511 E n. 

4 els ravra means els oipiv Kal aKoqv. 

The art in question considers what is 
advantageous with respect to (els) seeing 
and hearing. 

3—2 
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5 tKTropiouarjS; dpa Kal iv avTrj rfj Te^vp evi Tit novppia, Kal Bel 

kicd(TTr) Te^vp dXXpt Texvpt, prit avrp to ^vp,(jrepov aKe^rerai, 

Kal tt) aKOTTOvpbevr) eTepat av TOiavTpt, Kal tovt eaTiv cnrepavTov; 

rj avrr) avTrj to %vp,(f>epov 1 aKeifreTai; rj ovTe avTpt ovTe aXXpt B 

rrpoaBelTai errl Tpv avTp9 irovppiav to ^vp^cfrepov aKOirelv' ovtc 

10 7dp irovppia ovTe ufiapTia ovBejiia ovBepua Te%i>rj TvdpeaTiv, ovBe 

TTpoapKei TexvV “AXw to %vpcf)epov ^prelv rj eKeivw ov Teyvp eaTiv, 

avTT) Be d,/3Xa/3pt Kal diKepaiot eaTiv opOp ovaa, ewairep av y 

eKaaTr) aKpifipt oXp pyrep eaTi; Kal aKOTrei eKeivcp tco diKpiftel 

Xdyw' ovTcot p aXXars OvTcot, e<\>p, (fraiveTai. Ovk dpa, 

15 pv B' eyd>, iaTpiKp laTpiKy I to £vp,(f>epov GKorrel dXXa, adopaTi. C 

Nat, e(f>p. OoSe irnriKp iinriKy dXX' i7T7roi<{' ovBe aXXp T£XVP 

ovBepia eavTrj, ovBe yap TrpoaBeiTai, dXX' eKeivcp ov Teyvp eaTiv. 

QaiveTai, ecf)p, ovTcot. ’AXXa p.pv, do %paGvp.aye> ap^ovai ye ai 

Texvai Kal KpaTovaiv eKeivov, ovirep elaiv Texyai. Hwexcoppaev 

20 evravOa Kal pdXa jioyit. O vk dpa eiriaTppip ye ovBe pula to tov 

KpeiTTOvo? £vp.(f)epov aKoirel ovB' eiriTaTTei, dXkci to tov pTTOvdt I 

T6 Kal dpxop^ovov vtto eavTrjt. ’E.vvcop.oXoypae pev Kal TavTa D 

TeXevTwv, i-rrexeipei Be Trepl avTa, jidxeaOar eireiBp Be dopoXoypaev, 

A Wo tl ovv, i)v o 67 ft), ovoe carpo? ovoet 9, Kau oaov uarpos, to 

25 tu> iaTpcp ^vpcjrepov aKoirel ovB' eirnaTTei, dXXa to tco KapvovTi; 

eopoXoypTai yap 6 dKpifirjt iaTpo<; acopaTwv eivai apx^v aW* 

ov xprllJba'TLaT,A- V °VX d)po\oypTai; Hiivecfrp. Ovkovv Kal 6 

Kv/3epv7jTp<; 6 diKpiftp? vavTwv eivai dpx'ov dXX' 1 ov vavTpt; E 

5. iKiropioiarj^ q : eKiropi$ov<ny: AII2. 
12. aiirij 2■ avrt] All^y1. 

Sec II: Set ae! A1: Set alei Aa. 

5 eKiroptov<rr]s. See cr. n. (Kiropiovap^ 
appears in three Florentine MSS. The 
present is difficult, if not impossible, in 
so close a union with the future: cf. X 
604 a and VI 494 d. See Introd. § 5. 

8 fj avri)—<rKe«J/erai; This question 
(which is of course to be answered in 
the negative) shews the awkwardness of 
the reading of A in ap’ ouv—re\^av eivai 
(341 d), which might almost be construed 
to mean that each art does seek its own 
ouprf>ipov, viz. the perfection of itself. 

342 b 12 gaxrirep ktX. : ‘that is, so 
long as an art, taken in its strict sense’ 
(“streng genommen” Schneider) ‘pre¬ 
serves its essence entire and unimpaired.’ 
The predicate is 6X1/ ryirep tori, and aiepy3^s 

= aepipqs ou<ra in the sense which aKpipr/s 
bears throughout this passage (341 B al.j. 
Hartman’s insertion of i] before aKpifips 
is unsatisfactory; his alternative proposal 
to change aKpifi-qs to aepipCis spoils the 
emphasis, and gives a wrong sense. 

342 c 20 4iri(mjpr| is here a syno¬ 
nym for t(xvV- All arts rule: and ruling 
is itself an art or science, not a happy 
inspiration (cf. Mem. 111 6). Like other 
arts, ruling seeks only the good of that 
which it rules. 

342 D 26 wpoXoyriTai yap—\pqpa- 
rio-Tijs. Ast compares Arist. Pol. A 9. 
I258a 10 ff. avSplas yap ov xpvpara iroielv 
Iotiv aXXh dapoos, 0v(31: trTparriyiKTjs * al 
larpiKijs, dXXa rps pev vLktjv, rrjs tf vyletav. 
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'Cl/jLoXoyrjTcu. Ovk apa 6 ye toiovtos /cv^epvpTrj'i re ical dp^cov 

to tb KvfiepvpTrj tjvpbcfrepoi’ cncky\reTai tg ical TTpoard^ei, dXXa to 30 

T<p vavrr) re tccu dp^opcevcp. B.vvecj)r]ae p,oyi<;. Ovkovv, rjv b' eyed, 

co ®paavp,a^e, ovbe aUos ovbels ev ovbepua dp%f), icad' oaov ap^cov 

eariv, to aura $jvpL(j)epov a/coirel ovb' eViTaTTet, aWa to too 

dp^opcevtp ical <0 av aoTO? brjpuovpyf), Kal 7T/oo9 i/ceivo /3\e7rcov 

ical to etcebvcp ^vpccjpepov ical irpeirov ical \eyei d \eyei ical 7roteo 35 

a iroiel avravTa. 

343 XVI. | ’ETmSc} ovv evTavOa rjpeev tov \6yov ical iracn rcara- 

cf>ave<; rjv, otl 6 tov bucaiov \6yos els TovvavTiov irepieiaTpicei, 

6 ®pac7o/c.a.^09 avrl tov divoKpiveaQat, Et7re pcoi, ec^r], 00 SboKpares, 

tlt6t] <toi eaTLv; Tt be; rjv b' eyd>' ovic dvrotcplvecrOai xprjv pcaWov 

rj toiavTa ipcoTav; "Oti tol ere, e</>?7, /copv^cbvTa Trepiopa teal ov/c 5 

d'rropbvTTei beopcevov, o? ye avTy ovbe 7rp6(3aTa ooSe irocpeva 

342 E 34 co av—pXeirwv. ip is of 
course (rip) 6, and rip apxopLevtp is also 
neuter (not masculine), like dpxo/J.lvov in 
D. Bremius took rip apxop.bvip as mascu¬ 
line, and consequently changed (with in¬ 
ferior MS authority) irpos eKeivo into irpbs 
bKeivov: he has been followed by Stall- 
baum and others. But as <p must be 
neuter, it would be intolerable to make 
apxopivip masculine, since both words (as 
denoting the same object) are covered by 
the same article, viz. ra before apyo/J-bvip. 
ereivip is of course neuter also. 

343 A—344 c Thrasymachus with 
much insolence of tone now abandons the 
idealistic point of view, and takes an ex¬ 
ample from experience. The shepherd does 
not, as a matter of fact, seek the good of his 

flock, but fattens them for his own or his 
master's advantage. In like manner it 
is their own advantage that is aimed 
at by rulers who deserve the name. Jus¬ 
tice is ‘other men's good' (dXKbrpiov dya- 
6bv), whereas Injustice is one's own: the 
just man comes off second best everywhere, 
alike in commercial and in political trans¬ 
actions. That it is far more to one's 
interest to be unjust than to be just, we 
may see from the case of tyrants, who 
represent Injustice in its most perfect 
form. All men envy them. Finally, Thra¬ 
symachus reiterates his original theory 
with the remark that Injustice on a suffi¬ 
ciently large scale is at once stronger, more 
worthy of a freeman, and more masterly 
and commanding than Justice. 

343 A ff. It should be noted that 
Thrasymachus has in no way changed 
his theory, but only reverts to his original 
standpoint, that of experience. In the 
panegyric on Injustice in the present 
chapter, the new and important point is 
the appeal to the evidence of tyranny 
and the emotions which it roused in 
the mind of the Greeks. See on 344 B. 

2 els rowavrlov. Justice has now 
become t8 too ffirovos (rather than Kpdr- 

tovos) <rvp.(pepov. 

5 Kopi>£d>vra: ‘snivelling,’fjuopaLvovra, 

p-v^d^ovTa- K&pvpa yap r) fsb^a, i]V ol ’ AttikoI 

Kardppovv <paalv (Schol.). Ruhnken on 
Timaeus Lex. s.v. quotes among other 
passages Lucian Alex. § 20 rjv 5b t6 
fu\Xavr\p.a tovto dv8pl p.bv dip 001, ei 8b 

/iij (popruebv eiireiv, Kai o'ip e/aoi, irp88rj\ov 

Kal yvwvai pq.81.ov, tois 8b Idicorais Kal 

ko pb£r]s /xeaTois ttjv piva Tepdanov Kal 

7raw didarp o/jloiov, and Horace Sat. I 
4. 8 (of Lucilius) emunctae naris. 

6 os ye avTrj ktX. “ Apte aurrj 
interpositum; nam ipsi nutrici Socratis 
insipientiam opprobrio esse, Thrasy¬ 
machus vult significare ” Ast. Richter 
(FI. Jahrb. for 1867 p. 140) ought not 
to have suggested 8s ye avris. The sense 
is ‘ for she cannot teach you to recognise 
even sheep or shepherd,’ not ‘you do 
not know either sheep or shepherd ’ 
(J. and C.), which would require o£)re— 
otire. The phrase is clearly a half-pro¬ 
verbial expression borrowed from the 
nursery. 
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yiyvcoaKen;. "On Br) tI /jidXiara; r)v B' eyco. "Otl oiet tol»? 

7roifj,eva<; 1 77 tow? /3ovkoXov<> to tcdv TrpofiuTwv rj to tcov (3owv B 

ayadov dKoirelv Kal Tta-^yveiv ai/Tot/? Kal deparreveiv 7rpo? aXXo 

10 Tt fiXeTTOvra? i) to twv BecTroTwv ayadov /cal to avrwv, /cal Brj 

Kal too? eo Tat? 7roXeaiv dp^ovja^, oc cos aXr)0co<; apyovcnv, 

aXAta? 7ra)? »;yei Biavoeiadai 7rpo? too? ap^o/ieVoo? 77 axnrep dv 

ti? 7T/70? TTpcfiaTa BiaTedeii7, /cat aXXo tl ctKOTtelv aoToo? Sta 

oo«:to? /cal 7)p.epa<> rj tooto o#ez/ avTol dxfreXpcrovTai. Kal ovtco 

15 7Toppco ei 1 7re/H tc too BiKaLov Kal Bt,KaioavvT]<; Kal aBiKov re Kal C 

aSt/da?, wVtc ayooei?, otc 27 /xeo BiKaioavvr) Kal to BiKa/ov aXXoTpiov 

ayadov tco ovti, too /cpetTTOoo? tc /cal ap^ooTo? £vp,cf>epov, oixeia 

Be too ireidop,evov te Kal v7n]peTovvTo<> /3Xdfirj, r\ Be dBiKta Toiivav- 

TioVy Kal ap^ec twv cd? aA-ydco? evTjdiKciov Te Kal BiKalcov, oi B' 

1 on oi'a tovs Troip.€vas ktX. Thra- 
symachus gives a new turn to the nursery 
saying. The illustration from the shep¬ 
herd and his sheep (which is now for the 
first time introduced) was used by the 
historical Socrates to justify the opposite 
conclusion (Xen. Mem. Ill 2. 1) ivrvxiov 

Si rrore orparriyeiv y pi] pi v 10 ru, Tou 
cvteev, (<py, 'Opypov oi'et rbv ’Ayap.ip.vova 

rrpooayopevoat rroipiva XaCiiv ; dpi. ye otl, 

iborrep top it01 piva irripeXeiodai Sei, oirios 

oual re ioovrai al 6ies, Kal ra ernrybeia 

i£ouoiv, oirro) Kal t'ov orparrjybv impe- 

Xeiodai Sei, Srrios aCiol re 01 OTpaTitorai 

ioovrai, Kal ra errirriSeia e£ovoi, Kal ov 

eveKa orparevovrai tovto iorai; So also 
Arist. Eth. Nic. vin 13. n6ia 12 ff. eS 

yap rroiei robs fiaoiXevopivous, elrrep ayadbs 

iov empeXeirai avrCov, tv’ eS irparnooiv, 
iborrep vopebs irpofiaTioV 06ev Kal "Oprjpos 

rov ’ Ayaplpvova rroipiva XaQv ehrev. In 
Plato Pol. 271 D ff. the deities of the 
golden age are compared to shepherds, 
and the comparison of a good ruler to 
a shepherd is very frequent in Plato: 
see Ast’s Lex. Plat. s. v. vopebs. In 
Socrates’ view ‘the shepherd careth for 
his sheep.’ With Thrasymachus! attitude 
should be compared the picture of the 
tyrant in Theaet. 174 D as a ovftioTriv 
rj rroipiva ij Tiva flovKbXov—iro\S fiSdX- 

Xovra (he squeezes as much milk as he 
can out of his flock): also Solon ap. 
Arist. Rep. Ath. ch. 12 el yap tis dXXos 

ravTTfS rrjs nprjs ervxev, ovk dv earioxo 
Sijpov oi)5’ irraboaro, | rrp'tv dvrapdpas iriap 

e^eiXev ydXa. In the word dpopyoi or 
apoXyoi used by Cratinus in the sense 

of ir&Xeois ciXeOpoi (Meineke Fr. Com. 
Graec. 11 1, p. 140) the image is the same. 
Compare the eloquent words of Ruskin 
in Sesame and Lilies § 43 and Milton’s 
Lycidas 113—129. 

343 B 12 Tj'ya 8iavoeio-0ai. The 
conjecture SiaKeioOai for Siavoeiodai is 
tempting in view of Staredebi which 
follows, but Siavoeiodai is better suited 
to OKOweh and fiXiirovras just above. 
For the somewhat rare construction 
Schneider compares Laws 626 D autS Si 
irpbs aiiTov Trorepov Cjs 7roXephp trpSs ttoXI- 
piov Slavoyreov, rj 7riij in Xiyopev; and 
628 D. 

15 iroppu) el irepi. 7roppu can hardly 
(I think) mean ‘ far from ’ (sc. knowing): 
this would require rrippio el <roD n 
el8ivai> rrepi, as Herwerden suggests: 
cf. Lys. 212 A ouTio rrdppu elp.1 rod Krijpa- 

ros uore ktX. The meaning is (I believe) 
‘so far on ’; ‘so profoundly versed are 
you in justice’ etc.: cf. rrippio ijSrj earl 
too piov Ap. 38 c and phrases like rroppio 

cotpias iXavveiv : see also Blaydes on 
Ar. Wasps 192. Such biting sarcasm is 
appropriate in the mouth of Thrasy- 
machus. 

343 c 16 aXXorpiov dyaGov. Arist. 
Eth. Nic. V 3. 1130® 3 f. Sid Si to avrd 

touto Kal aXXSrpiov ayadov SoKei elvai 

r1 SiKaiooiivT] povq tiov apenov, 8ti irpbs 

erepbv eoTiv’ aXXip yap ra ovprpipovra 

rrpaTTei, rj apxovn rj Koiviovip (with 
Stewart’s note) and ib. 10. ii34b5. 

17 tu> ovtl is not rip ovti SiKaiip, but 
revera (as Stallbaum observes). 

19 <ss dXqGXs as well as aXr\dCis, np 
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dpxouevoi iroiovaiv to etcelvov ^vpcftepov tcpeirrovos ovros, teal 20 

D evBalpova etcelvov rroiovaiv vtrpperovvres avrid, eavrovs Be I oi>B' 

ottuhjttovv. atcoireladai Be, co evpdecrrare ’XwKpares, ovrcoal XPV> 

otl Bhcaios dvrjp aBltcov 7ravraxov eXarrov e%e(. rcpwrov pev 

ev rocs Trpos aXXpXovs tjvp/3oXalois, orrov dv 6 roiovros ra> roiovrw 

KOivwvrjar), ovSapov dv evpois ev rrj BiaXvcrei rrjs tcoivwvlas rrXeov 25 

exovra rov Bttcaiov rov aBltcov aXX' eXarrov erreira ev rot? irpos 

rrjv iroXiv, brav re rives eiacftopal dxriv, 6 pev Bltcaios arro rwv 

E icrcov 7rXeov elcr<j)epei, 6 S’ eXarrov, orav re Xpifreis, I 6 pev ovBev, 

6 Be 7roXXa tcepBalvei. ical yap orav dpxpv riva apxp etcarepos, 

too pev Bitcaiw vnrapxei, teal el prjBepla aXXrj tpppia, rd ye oltcela 30 

Bi apeXeiav pox^pporepcos exeiv, etc Be rov Brjpoatov pijBev 

w<f>eXeia0ai Bid to Bhcaiov elvai, tvpos Be rovrois dtrex^eadai rots 

re oltcelois teal too? yvcopipois, orav prjBev edeXp avrois virr/perelv 

rrapa to Bhcaiov rw Be dBltccp Trdvra rovrcov ravavrla vtrapxei. 

344 Xeyco yap ovirep vvv Bt) eXeyov, rov peya\Xa Bvvdpevov TrXeovetcrelv. 35 

rovrov ovv cncdirei, eitrep /3ovXei tcpiveiv, oaw pdXXov ^vpcftepei 

IBla avra> aBltcov eivai rj ro Bitcaiov. rravrwv Be paara padrjaei, 

edv 67rl rrjv reXecordrrjv dBuclav eXdrjs, fj rov pev aBitctjcravra 

evBaipoveararov Troiel, rovs Be dBitcpdevras teal aBucrjaai ovtc dv 5 

eOeXovras dOXuordrovs. eanv Be rovro rvpavvls, fj ov tcara, 

ovTi, and the like, is used to indicate that 
a word is to be taken in its strict and full 
etymological sense (eu-r]8iKQv): cf. Phaed. 
80 D eis "Ai5ou evs a\y]8evs, and infra II 

376 B, V 474 A, VI 511 B, VIII 551 E 

nn. 
343 E 30 to. ye oiKtia—|J.o\0T)po- 

Te'pojs. Wells aptly cites the refusal of 
Deioces in Herod. 1 97 to continue as an 
arbiter: 01) yap 01 \vaire\leiv tuv eavrou 

i^rjp.e\i]K6Ta roloi irpKas Sl’ 7)p.lpi)s diKafeiv. 

Cf. also Ap. 23 B, 31 B. In like manner 
Aristotle mentions it as one of the safe¬ 
guards of a democracy engaged in agri¬ 
culture that the necessity of looking after 
their private interests will prevent the 
citizens from often attending the assembly 
(Pol. Z 4. 131813 11). Plato is fond of the 
comparative ending in -cos (affected, says 
Cobet, by those “ qui nitidissime scri- 
bunt”): see Kuhner-Blass Gr. Gramm. I 

P- 577-, 
32 dir€x0ecr0cu. a7rlx^°Val as a pre* 

sent is not well attested in Plato’s time; 
and the aorist ‘to incur the enmity of’ is 

at least as suitable in point of meaning 
here. 

35 Xiyco yap ovirep vvv 81) EXeyov. 

Ast points out that nothing in what has 
been already said corresponds to the 
words t6i> /ueydAa bvvapevov ir\eoveKTtiv, 

and reads owep on slight MS authority. 
But no special reference is intended: the 
words mean simply ‘ I mean the man 
I meant just now.’ Thrasymachus asserts 
that he has all along been referring to rbv 
p.eya\a kt\. 

344 A 3 tj to SiKaiov : i.e. rj rb 
81ko.ioi> elvai. rip Sinalai. The reading 
aiiTip (found in A, but no dependence 
can be put on this MS in such matters) 
would require the omission of the article 
before hinaiov (so Stallbaum and others). 
Tucker inclines to render ‘ how much 
more he is personally benefited by being 
unjust than by justice,’ but the ordinary 
view is preferable. 

6 fj ov kt\. This laboured sentence 
is perhaps intended as a parody of some 
sophistic style: cf. Gorg. 448 C. 
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apuKpov rdWorpia Kal \dOpa Kal /3ta dtyaipeirai, Kal iepa Kal 

oata Kal iBta Kal Brjpocua, dWd l^vWrjftBrjv, * cbv i(f> e/cdcTM B 

ptepei 'otclv rt? dSt/c/Jera? per) \d6rj, ^ppuovTal re Kal oveiBr] dyct td 

10 p,e,ji(TTa’ Kal ydp iepoavXoi Kal dvBpaTroBtaral kcu TOtyu>pv\oi 

kcu diroarepriTai Ka\ KKeirrcu 01 Kara p^epr) dBiKOvvres twv tolov- 

to)v Kcucovpyrip.dT(0v kclXovvtcu’ eireiBav Be ti? 7rpo? tot? rwv 

tto'Kltwv '%pi)pa(TLV Kal avTOv5 dvBpatToBurdpLevos BovXdxrrjTai, 

aVTL TOVTCOV TCOV alxT^pWV OVOptaTtOV €v8alp,OV6 9 /cal pLUKapiOl 

15 K€K\r]VTai, OV piOVOV V7T0 T(J)V ttoXitmv I aXXd /cal VITO TO)V aW(i)V, C 

oaoL av 7rvdcovrai avrov rpv oArjv dBtKtav rjBiKrjKOTa' ov yap to 

7roieiv rd aSt/ca dXXd to 7rder^eiv (fjofiovpLevoi oveiBi^ovaiv ol 

oveiBt^ovres rr)v dSiKlav. ovt&>9, co %d>KpaT6<;, Kal la^vpoTepov 

Kal eAevdeptcbrepov Kal BemroTi.KujTepov aSiKta BiKaioavvip; earlv 

20 t/caz/co? yiyvop-ivT), Kal oTvep e^ dpxfps eAeyov, to p,ev tov KpelrTovo<; 

%vp.(j)epov to BiKaiov rvy^dvei ov, to S’ clBikov eavrat AvaireAovv 

Te Kal %vpu})epov. 

7. filq. 13: pia A. 

344 b 8 iSv depends on pepci. 
10 dvSpairoSwrraC:‘kidnappers.’ The 

word is defined by Pollux III 78 as 6 t'ov 

eXevdepov KaraSooXuadpevos rj t'ov dXX6- 
Tpiov oIkItt/v aira.y6fj.evos. Thessaly had 
an evil name for this kind of crime 
(Blaydes on Ar. Pint. 521); but the 
frequent references to it in Attic literature 
shew that Greece itself was not exempt. 
See on ix 575 b and the article in 
Stephanus-Hase Thes. s.v. 

11 Tiiv toiovtwv Ka,K0vpyr)|j.dT<<)v is 
usually explained as depending on /card 
fiipi;, but as Kara. pi pi) is adverbial, this 
is somewhat awkward. It is perhaps 
better to regard the genitive as partitive, 
rt being omitted as in Kivqaetev hv tuv 

d£<W Xoyov vipuv IV 445 E, where see 
note. 

12 irpos Tots—xP’IH^tiv is virtually 
equivalent to irpos rip to. tuv ttoXitwv 

aipeXladai, and combined by zeugma with 
SouXdxrriTai. Cf. I 330 E n. 

14 ci58a£|Jiov€S—K«KXqvrai. The gene¬ 
ric singular ns has become a plural, as 
in Phaed. 109 D, infra vil 536 A. Envy 
of tyranny and tyrants was common in 
the Athens of Plato’s younger days: 
compare Gorg. 484 A, 470 D (where it 
is maintained by Polus that Archelaus 
of Macedon is evOaipuv, and Socrates 

says 6Xlyov <roc irdvres avp<fci)<jov<n raura 

’AB-qvaXoL Kal oi £lvoi 472 A) and Ale. II 
141 A ff. The plays of Euripides in 
particular (see VIII 568 a) often eulogised 
the tyrant: e.g. Troad. 1169 ff., Fr. 
252, Phoen. 524 ff. In earlier days 
Solon’s friends had blamed him for 
not making himself tyrant of Athens: 
see the dramatic fragment (33 ed. Bergk), 
where the prevalent passion for tyranny 
is forcibly expressed in the lines ffOeXov 

yap Kev Kparr/aas, ttXoutov aipdovov XafiCov 

( Kal Tvpavveiaas ’Adijvuv poDvov ijpepav 

plav, | clokos xioTepov SeSdpOai KairiTC- 

Tpi<f>9ai yevos (4—6). See also Newman’s 
Politics of Aristotle I pp. 388—392. 

344 c 16 ov yap—njv aSitdav. Cf. 
Gorg. 483 A (piicrei pev yap irav alox^v 

eariv, oirep Kal KaKiov, t6 adtKeioOai, vopuj 

86 rd aSiKeiv. 

20 iKavws ■yi'Yvop.fvT]: ‘realised on an 
adequate scale’ (D. and V.). For the 
construction of ylyveo8ai with an adverb 
cf. (with Ast) Soph. 230 C and infra VI 
504 C. After to 5’ cLSikov below, Her- 
werden would insert t6 to go with eavrtp 

XvaireXoCv re Kal ^vprpipov, but only 
Tiiyxdvei (and not Tvyxavei 6v) is to be 
understood after &8lkov ; nor is the last 
clause intended as a strict and formal 
definition of injustice. 
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D XVII. Tavra elirbov 6 I ©paavpa^o^ iv vu> et^ev avievai,, 

wcnrep fiaXavevs ypfav KaTavrXr/aas Kara twv ootcov ddpoov ical 

7roXvv tov Xoyov. ov pcyv eiaadv ye avrov oi 7rap<We<>, aXX' 25 

r/vdy/caaav viropelval Te ical 7rapaa^elv rd>v elpypevoov Xoyov. 

teal hr) eyooye ical avTOS iravv ibeoptyv re ical ehrov ’XI Scupovie 

(dpacrvp,a'X/e, olov ip,/3aXoov Xoyov iv vu> e^et? atnivai, 7rplv SiSa^ai 

hcavws t) pbaOetv el're ovtcos 6 it 6 ctXXws eyei; rj erpeuepov olet 

E iirv^etpelv 7rpaypea I Siopl^eadai, dXX’ ov j3iov 8ia<ycoyrjv, y av 30 

Biayopievos e/caaTos ppccSv XvaoTeXeo-rdrpv ^copv ; ’E7W yap 

31. fwvj A2II: $Giv A1. 

344 D—347 E The reply of Socrates 
falls into two parts. In the first (344 D— 

347 e), after emphatically expressing his 
dissent from Thrasymackus' views, and 
protesting against the Sophist’s retractation 
(in the example of the shepherd and his 
sheep) of the doctrine that every ruler seeks 
the good of his subjects, Socrates reverts 
to the stricter form of reasoning to which 
Thrasymachus had formerly challenged 
him, and points out that no rulers, proper¬ 
ly so called, rule willingly: they require 
wages. When any kind of rule, e.g. an 
art, is attended with advantage to the ruler, 
the advantage comes from the concomitant 
operation of the ‘art of wage-earning,' 
and not from the ride itself. Medicine 
produces health ; the art of wages, wages; 
the doctor takes his fee, not qua doctor, but 
qua wage-earner. Thits it is not the rider, 
qua ruler, but the subjects, as was already 
said, who reap the advantage. The wages 
which induce a man to rule, may be money, 
or honour, or the prospect of a penalty if 
he should refuse. The most efficacious 
penalty, in the case of the best natures, is 
the prospect of being ruled by worse men 
than themselves. In a city of good men, 
freedom from office would be as eagerly 
sought for as office itself is now. Herewith 
ends for the present the refutation of the 
theory that Justice is the interest of the 
stronger. Socrates promises to resume the 
subject on another occasion. 

344 Dff. The ensuing discussion is 
not a new argument (see 345 C yap 
ra tpirpoodev emaKepuipeda) in support 
of Socrates’ view, but a restatement of 
his theory, with an addition necessitated 
by Thrasymachus’ example of the shep¬ 
herd. The shepherd (says Socrates) is 
no shepherd, when he fattens his sheep 

for his own gain, nor the ruler a ruler, 
when he enriches himself at the expense 
of his subjects. On such occasions both 
shepherd and ruler are in reality pwdw- 
riKoi—professors of pus Outwi), an art 
which is distinct from that of ruling, 
though usually associated with it. This 
analysis is new and valuable in itself; it 
also enables Socrates (in 347 d) to make 
the first explicit allusion in the Republic 
to an ideal state, and to formulate what 
afterwards becomes a leading principle of 
the Platonic commonwealth—the reluct¬ 
ance of the ruling class to accept office. 

344 D 74 KaTavrXrjo-as. For the me¬ 
taphor cf. infra VII 536 B, Lys. 204 D, 

Lucian Dem. Enc. 16 (imitated from this 
passage) and other examples in Blaydes 
on Ar. Wasps 483. 

28 4|xj3aXcuv: cf. Theaet. 165 D, Prot. 
342 E. The whole expression recalls the 
Latin proverb scrupulum abeunti (Cic. de 
Fin. iv 80). 

344 E 31 Siayopevos. The use of this 
verb in Soph. El. 782 xp^"os birjyb pe, 
Dem. 18. 89 ir6\epos—dirjyev upas, Xen. 
Rep. Lac. 1 3 and elsewhere is in favour 
of regarding diaybpevos (‘living’) as gram¬ 
matically passive and not middle both here 
and in Laws 758 A. Cf. Stephanus-Hase 
Thes. s.v. Si&yio. 

iyu> yap ktX.. I agree with Stallbaum 
and others in taking this sentence as 
interrogative; ‘do you mean that I 
think otherwise about this matter?’ i.e. 
think that it is not a question of filov 
Siaywy-f). J. and C. complain that this 
interpretation is “wanting in point.” It 
is surely much to the point to make Thra¬ 
symachus repudiate the imputation of 
trifling. His doctrine appears all the more 
dangerous when he confesses that it is no 
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olpai, e(f>r) 6 ®paavpa%o<;, tout! aXXco<; e%eiv ; VEoiKas, rjv S' iyco, 

rjroi r/pcnv ye oiiSev Kr)Sea0ai, ovSe ti (frpovTL^eiv ecTe ^elpov eire 

(HeXTiov /3uoaope0a ayvoovvre<; o av cpf/s elSevai. aXX', <Z 'yaOe, 

35 irpo0v pov Kal rjpuv ivSel^aa0ar ovtol /ca|/cet>9 er01 KetaeTai, 0 t 1 345 

av r)pa<; ToaovaSe oWa9 evepyeTparjs. iyco yap Srj aoi \eyco 

to y’ ipov, oti ov ireidopai ovS' olpai dSuclav SiKaioavvi)<; KepSa- 

XecoTepov elvai, ovS' idv id tt? avrrjv Kal pr) SiaKtoXvr) irparreiv 

5 a (3ov\erai. aXX', d> ’yade, eaTco pev aSiKOS, 8vvao0co Se dSiKelv 

7) tw Xav9dvecv r) tu> SLapdvyea0ai' 6\law? ipe ye ov Tveidei ux; ean 

T49 SiKaioavvr]? KepSaXecoTepov. ravr ovv Kal I eVepo? iaco<} tt? B 

rjpcov 7reirovOev, ov povo9 iyco. rreiaov ovv, d> paKapie, CKavai? 

?;/xa9, ot£ ovk op0co9 /3ovXevope9a SiKaioavvrjv dSiKias irepl 

10 rrXeiovos troLovpevoi. Kai 77W9, ecfri], ae -treiaco; ei yap oh vvv 

Srj eXeyov pr) Treireiaai, rL croc, eri iroirjaco; r) eh tt)v yjrv^rjv cpepcov 

iv0cd tov Xoyov; Ma At’, r)v S' iyco, pi) av ye' aXXa TtpcoTov pev, 

d dv et7T779, eppeve tovtov;, r) idv peTaTL0f), cfravepco9 peTari0eao 

Kal r)pas pr) i^airara. vvv Se opa1;, <0 1 ®paavpa%e, eri yap to C 

15 epirpoa0ev i7rioKe'\rcdpe0a, otc tov co9 dXrj9cd'i larpov to npcoTov 

opi^opevos tov 0)9 dXr)0co<; -rrotpeva oiiKeTi coov Selv vaTepov aKpiftcos 

cpvXd^ai, dXXd 7roipacveiv olec avTov ta TTpoj3aTa, Ka0' oaov 

17. rroipatveiv II et yp in marg. A2: malvecv A. 

sophistic paradox, but a rule of life. I 
can see nothing to justify Apelt’s con¬ 
jecture £7017’ ap’ for iyib yap (Observ. Crit. 

P- u). „ 
33 t|toi ij|xwv ye. fjToi or rjroi—76 = 

‘or else’ (not ‘or rather’ as J. and C.). 
The regular construction is ijroi—p, and 
■fj—tjtol was condemned by the gram¬ 
marians as a solecism, though it occurs 
in Pind. Nem. 6. 5. With the use of 
37rot in this passage cf. in 400 c, iv 433 a 
tovt6 etTTiv—rjroi tovtov rt elSos r) Slkcuo- 

mjvrj. Emendations have been suggested 
on all these passages of Plato: here ij rot 

(van Prinsterer, Hartman) and in the 
other two passages 17: but we are not 
justified in altering the text. Cf. Kugler 
de partic. toi eimque comp. ap. PI. usu 
p. 14. 

345 A 5 ?o-ro) |itv aSiKos kt\. The 
subject is 6 HSikos, supplied from dSudav. 
To ireidei also 6 &5ikos is the subject; but 
j) adtida or to ddiKtiv is the subject of 

earl. The effect is exactly as in the 
English ‘let him be unjust’ etc., ‘never¬ 
theless he cannot convince me that it is 
really more profitable than justice.’ J. 
and C. understand ns before &ttco, need¬ 
lessly, as I think, and suppose that the 
“ supposed impunity of injustice ” is the 
subject to TretSet, but vrcidu is much better 
with a personal subject. Although the 
sentence is a trifle loose, it is clear enough, 
and there is no occasion for reading 1rd- 
deis (with Vind. D and Ficinus). 

345 b 17 €v0w. cvndivai (as Wohlrab 
points out) was used of nurses feeding 
children: cf. Ar. Knights 716 f., supra 
343 A, and (for the general idea) Theognis 
435 and PI. Symp. 175 D. In pa Ala, pi) 
aii ye Socrates shudders at the prospect of 
having Thrasymachus for his intellectual 
nurse. 

345 c 17 iroipaCvuv. See cr. n. Cobet 
(Mttem. ix p. 355) calls for malveiv, but 
the “addita verba KaO' oaov noiprjv ianv 
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troLpirjv iariv, ov 7rpo? to td>v TrpofiaTtov /3e\TtaTov fiXetrovTa, 

a\\' wcirep BatTvpLova rtvd teal /.oeWovTa earuiaeaGai, 7rpo<; Tpv 

D evco^Lav, 7} av 7rpo? to aTroBoadai, watrep xpVPaTLaTVv I att’ 00 20 

Troipeva. rp Be iroLp,evucfi ov Brjirov aXXov tov p,e\ei rj, i(f> ® 

rera/cTca, 07r&)9 tout® to f3e\TiaTov e/ciropiel’ enrel ra <ye ayrr/s, 

war elvai fie'XTio'T'q, heaveas Brjirov emreiropicrTaL, e®? 7’ av pir/Bev . 

ivBep tov 7roifievi/cr) elvaL' ovrco Be orpLrjv eywye vvv Brj avay/calov 

elvai r/puv opuoXoyelv, 7racrav dpyi^v, naff oaov apyr], pirjBevl dWm 25 

to fiekTitiTov cncotreiadai rj e/ceivtp t® dpyop-evcp re /cal Oepairevo- 

E pevta, 1 ev re ttoXitl/ct} /cal lBlootlkt) dpxv- ^ too? ap^ovTas 

ev tat? 7roXecriv, too? aX.pdws apxovras, e/covTas oiei dp^eiv; 

Ma At’ ou/c, e<prj, a AX’ eS olSa. 

XVIII. Tt §e; 27^ S’ €70), co ®paavp,axe, Ta? aAAa? ap^ra? 30 

ou/c ivvoev> oTt ovBels ideXei ap^eiv e/coov, aWa piicrdov aiTovaiv, 

®9 ov^l avTolcnv ojcfreXlav eaopLevrjv e/c tov dp^eiv aWa Tot? 

346 dp^o|p.ei/ot?; eVet toaovBe elite' ovyl e/cdaTpv pievToi <fiap,ev 

enaaTOTe twv Te^i'cov toot® erepav elvai, t® eiepav ttjv Bvvapuv 

eyeiv; teal, ® pia/cdpie, p,rj Trapd 86%av aironpivov, 'tva tl /cal 

irepaivorpev. ’AA\d toot®, eefir], eiepa. Ovkovv /cal wepeXcav 

e/edattj IB'iav tiva ppuv irapexeTai, aXfd ov /coivtjv, olov laTpucp 5 

piev vyieiav, Kv/3epvr)Ti/cr) Se crcoTrjplav ev t® 7rXeiv, /cal al aWai 

5. ofov A2II: olot A1. 

circa universum pastoris negotium erran- 
tem a Socrate Thrasymachum notari do¬ 
cent ” (Schneider). How Thrasymachus 
errs is explained in ov irpbs t6 kt\. 7na£- 
veiv might perhaps be read, if the aXXa. 
clause is taken closely with what pre¬ 
cedes: you did not think it necessary 
(says Socrates) to adhere rigidly to the 
genuine shepherd, but think he fattens 
his sheep qua shepherd. In that case, 
however, we should expect aXX’ oi—ffkt- 
ireiv in place of ov—ji\tirovTa, to form 
the antithesis to malveiv. 

345 D 24 oimo 8£ o)|at|v. Some in¬ 
ferior MSS (with Eusebius Praep. Ev. xil 
44. 2) read Srj for be, and so Ast and Stall- 
baum. The connecting particle is better 
than the illative here, where Socrates is 
merely recalling his former train of reason¬ 
ing : ‘ and it was thus that I came to 
think ’ etc. 

345 E31 ovStls—|iio-0ov. Cf. Arist. Eth. 
Nic.V 10.1134b 5 ff. Kai 5ia tovto aWorptov 

ehai tjyaenv ayadbv ttjv ducouottvvt/v—puodds 

dpa Tts Sortos. 

32 avTotcriv: see 330 B n. 
346 a 1 ov%l—(revToi: 339 b n. 
3 Trapa 8o|av is simply ‘contrary to 

your opinion’ (“gegen deine Ueberzeug- 
ung” Schneider) as in Prot. 337 B, cf. 
349 A eus dv ire viro\a/J.pdmo \tyeiv direp 

biavoel and 350 E. The words could 
hardly mean an ‘ unexpected or para¬ 
doxical’ reply (as Tucker construes). 
Socrates is appealing—note t3 panapie— 

to Thrasymachus not to obstruct the dis¬ 
covery of the truth by want of candour 
and sincerity. 

4 d\\a — tTt'pa sc. eerrlv. The 
reading ertpav is in itself equally good, 
but has inferior MS authority. Herwer- 
den needlessly recommends the omission 
of erdpa, or (as alternatives) aWa Tovrip, 

'i<p77, rip eTepav, or iUi roirnp, etpi/, erbpav, 

Tip ertpav. 
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ovto) ; Ylnvv ye. Ovkovv Kal puadconKr) puadov; avrr] yap 

avTrj<; I rj Svvapus. rj rrjv IarpiKrjv av Kal rrjv KV^epvrjriKrjv B 

rrjv avrrjv KaXel<;; rj edvrrep /3ovXrj aKpiftdx; hiopi^eiv, diarrep 

10 vrredov, ovSev rl p.aXXov, eav Tt? Kvfiepvwv vyir)? yiyvrjrai 81a 

to ^vpufrepeiv avT(p irXelv iv rrj OaXdrrr), eveKa rovrov KaXei<; 

piaXXov avrrjv IarpiKrjv; Ov 8rjra, ecfrrj. Ov8e y, olpiai, trjv 

puaOcoriKrjv, eav vyiaivrj Tt? puadapvcbv. Ov Brjra. Tt 8e; ttjv 

IarpiKrjv jJuadapvrjriKrjv, eav i(op,evo$ Tt? juaOapvfj; I Ovk ecf)rj. C 
15 Ovkovv rrjv ye wcfreXlav eKaarrjs rrj<; re^vr)? ISlav w/jioXoyrjaapiev 

eivai; 'Earco, ecf)rj. f/Htmva apa oocfieXlav KOivfj oxpeXovvrai 

7rat>T6? oi Srjpuovpyol, 8rjXov on KOivrj nvl ra> avrw irpoa^pcbpievoi 

arr eKelvov wtyeXovvrai. ’’EoiKev, ecf)rj. Qap-ev 8e ye to puadov 

apvvp.evov<; d)cf>eXeia6ai too? Srj/juovpyov? a7ro too rrpoo^prjadai 

20 trj puadwTLKfj re.’yvrj ylyveadai avroi<;. Hvvecfnj p,oyi<;. Ovk apa 

drro t27? aoTOt) te^o^? eKaarcp I avrr] rj bocfreXia earlv, rj too puadov D 

Xr/yfris, aXX\ el Set aKpiftax; aKorveiadai, rj p,ev iarpiKrj vyieiav 

rroiei, rj 8e puadapvrjnKrj puadov, Kal rj p,ev oiKo8op.iKtj oiKiav, 

?) 8e puadapvrjnKrj avrrj erropievrj puadov, Kal al aXXai rraaai 

25 ooto)?' to avrrj<; eKaarrj epyov epyd^erai Kal docfreXei eKeivo, ecf) 

00 reraKrai. eav 8e p,rj pua0b<; avrrj rrpoayiyvrjrai, eaO' 6 Tt 
wcfreXelrai 6 Srjpuovpyds d'lro rrjs re^vrj<;; Ov cfralverai, ecfrrj. TAp' 

ovv ooS' cb(f)eXel Tore, orav I irpolKa ipyd^rjrai; Ot/tat eycoye. E 

Ovkovv, co ®paavp,a%e, rovro rjBrj SrjXov, oti ov8ep,la ri’yvrj ov8e 

II. ftiptplpetv S 2q: %vv<t>tpov AIIE1. Si. aiiTr] £,q: aurij A: aurrj (su) II. 

7 ovkovv ktX. Aristotle agrees with 
this analysis: see Pol. A 3. 1258“ 10 ff. 
It should be noted that the antecedent to 
aijT-q is not ptodov, but to rrapexco&cu 

piadov. 

346 B 10 81a to £v(jl4*'p£iv. See cr. n. 
Tol-vp-tplpov there are two objections: first 
that 5id with the participle used like Sid 
with the infinitive is rare and dubious; 
second that £,vp.<plpov is more naturally 
to be taken as a virtual adjective than 
as a participle. The last objection 
might be surmounted by reading £vp.<pl- 

pov<6v>, but the more serious flaw 
would still remain, and £up.<plpeiv is in 
itself so much superior, that (like most 
editors) I feel bound to adopt it. 

12 ovSe y otpai njv purBwriKrjv sc. 
icaAeis larpiKTiv. The reasoning is some¬ 
what subtle. larptKT), Kvfitpv-qTiKri, /j.urdu- 

TiK-r) (piadapwqTiKri), says Socrates, are 
three distinct arts. KvfSepvqTiKT) is not to 
be called laTpurii, even if larpiKri should 
accompany its operation, nor is puoduTiKij 
to be called larpiKri in a similar case. 
Nor is larpiKT) to be called puadwTucf), 
even if laTpucfi should be accompanied 
by piadwTiK-q. 

346c 17 KOivfj—Trpocrxpwpivoi: ‘from 
the common use of some additional ele¬ 
ment which is the same in all.’ 

18 t6 p.«r0ov apvvpevovs. Se ye as 
usual introduces the minor premise. The 
semi-poetic word dpvvpevovs is used to 
suggest pitrdapvelv and pucrdapvpTiKi,), the 
word p.i<r66i> at the same time bringing 
the product of the art well into view. As 
to—8t]piovpyovs is the subject to yiyveodai, 
the masculine rbv—so most MSS—for t6 
is impossible. 
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dpxp T° avTrj uxfceXipiov 7rapaaKevd^ei, dXX\ oirep TrdXai eXeyopiev, 30 

to to) dpxopievep Kal nrapauKevd^ei Kal eniTaTTei, to eKelvov 

%Vp,(f)epOV 2/TT0D09 ODT09 (TKOTTOVaa, aXX' OV TO TOV KpeiTTOVOS. 

81a Bp t avTa ’ey coy e, cJ <p[Xe ©paavpia^e, Kal apTi eXeyov pipBeva 

ideXeiv eKovTa dp^eiv Kal to dXXoTpia KaKa pieTayeipi'^eadai 

dvopOovvTa, aXXa puadov aiTeiv, otl 6 pieXXcov KaXws Tp Teyvp \ 35 

347 7rpa^eiv ovBevoTe avTa> to fdeXTicrTOv TtpaTTei ovB’ eviTaTTei Kara 

Tpv texypv eTTiTaTTCov, dXXd tw apxopievw' wv Bp eveKa, co? eoiKe, 

puaOov Belv virdpxeiv toi<; pieXXovaiv eOeXpaeiv dp-^eiv, p apyvpiov 

p Tipipv, p £ppiiav, iav pip dpxv- 

XIX. ITw? tovto Xeyeis, go %d)KpaTe<;; e(f>ij 6 TXavKwv. too? 5 

piev yap Bvo puadov1; yiyvcdaKoo’ Tpv Be ^ppiiav pvTiva Xeyeu; Kal 

to? iv puaOov piepet eippKa;, ov %vvpKa. Tod tcov fieXTiaTwv 

B apa puaOov, e<j>pv, ov %vviel;, Bi I ov dpxovaiv oi eTrieiKeaTaToi, 

OTav edeXcoaiv apxeiv. p ovk olaOa, otl to e^iXoTipiov Te Kal 

cpiXdpyvpov elvai oveiBo; XeyeTai re Kal eaTiv; ’’Kycoye, e<f>p. 10 

Atd tavTa toIvvv, pv B’ eyed, ovtc XPVP^TU>V eveKa eOeXovaiv 

dpxeiv ol ayaOol ov Te Tiperj;' ovtc yap efravepw 9 irpaTTopievoi Tp; 

dpxps eveKa puaOov puaOanol jdovXovTai KeKXpaOai, ov Te XdOpa 

avTol Bk Tp; dpxps Xapbj3avovTe; KXenTar ovB' av Tipip9 eveKa' 

C ov yap elai (piXoTipioi. Bel Bp I avTot9 dvayKpv irpoaelvai Kal 15 

u>v H, superscripto oS: y A : o5 Thj. 15. S)? II: 55 A. 

346 E 33 ’i\eyov p]8eva 60e\eiv. fJ-V 
with the infinitive after verbs of saying, 
thinking and the like “carries with it the 
emphasis of the witness on oath, so to 
speak the emphasis of desire ” (Gilder- 
sleeve in A. J■ Ph. 1 50). Cf. Theaet. 
155 A, Euihyph. 6 B, Phaed. 94 C al., and 
infr. HI 407 E, IV 419A. 

347A 2 «s 5oik€ belongs to tov ?v€Ka, 
and Seiv is in indirect narration after 
SXeyov above. There would be no object 
in qualifying the force of 5e2>; it is not 
disputed that rulers must have their re¬ 
ward. Hence Stallbaum is wrong in 
regarding Seiv as under the influence of 
Notice, an illogical idiom which is common 
in Herodotus (Stein on 1 65), and found 
occasionally in Tragedy (Jebb on Track. 
1238) and in Plato (Phil. 20 D, Soph. 
263 D, Euthyd. 280 D). That (is Zouee 
has no influence on Seiv in this passage 

may also be seen from the fact that Seiv 
(not Sei) would still be used if ws Some 
were removed. Seiv is not for oeov; the 
late participial form Seiv is not found in 
Plato : see my note on Euthyph. 4 D. 

4 ^PXTI- The transition from plural 
to singular and conversely is common : 
see for examples III 408 B, 411 c, 413 D, E, 
iv 426a,c, v 463 D, vi 496 c, 500 c, VIII 
554 A, c, 558 A, IX 591 A, X 6oi D, E, 
604 D, and cf. Heindorf on Gorg. 478 C, 

Prot. 319 D. 

7 (is 5v pucrBou (it'pti. (is is not 
(with Wohlrab) to be taken with iv 
tuadov but stands for the indirect 
interrogative tiwws. 

347 B 14 auTo£= ‘by themselves,’ ‘ul¬ 
tra, ’ should be construed with Xav^S-vovres. 
The conjecture avrSv for aural is very 
tame. 
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^rjplav, el peXXovcnv e9eXeiv ap^eiv' o9ev KtvBvvevei to e/eovra 

eirl to dp^etv levai aXXd prj dvdyicrjv 7repipeveiv ala^pbv vevo- 

piaOai. t2)9 Se ^r]pla<; peyiaTi) to t;7ro irovrjpoTepov dp%ea9ai, 

eav prj ai/To? e9eXrj dp%eiv' fjv BelaavTe<> poi fyaivovrcu dpyeiv, 

20 orav apyasaiv, oi eViei/cet?, Kal totc ep%ovTai iirl to ap^etv, ov% 

a>9 tV' ayaOov ti iovre? ovB' 009 evira6ijaovTe<; ev avTw, aU’ a>9 
tV’ dvayicaiov Kal ovk eyovTe<s eavtwv fieXTbocnv • evirpeyfraL ovBe D 

opoloi<;. eVe't KivBvvevet, iroXvi avBpwv ayadcibv el yevoLTO, irepi- 

pa^rjTov dv eivai to ap^eiv, uxrirep vvvl to dp^eiv, Kal evravd' 

25 dv KaTaipave9 yevecrOai, oti tu> ovtl dXr)9t,vo<; dp^wv ov 7retfrvKe to 

avTw tjvpcpepov aKOirelcrdaiaXXd to tu> ap-^opevw' tucrre ira<; 

dv 6 yiyvdnJKwv to dxfceXe'iaOaL paXXov eXoiTo vir aXXov rj aXXov 

d)<f)eXdov irpd.yp.aTa e%et.v. tovto pev ovv eycoye ovBaprj avy^wpS) I 

®paavpd^w, a>9 to B'iKaidv iaTcv to tov KpeiTTOvo? i-vptpepov. E 

30 u\Aa tovto pev Br) Kal elaavdi'i aKeyfropeda' 7roXv Be poi Bokci 

347C 16 S0£V KivSuvevti—v«vo|iicr0ai. 

These words are intended to indicate 
parenthetically that Socrates’ thesis finds 
support in the common judgment of men. 
Good men, he says, require to be com¬ 
pelled to rule. This may be why (odev) 
it is accounted a disgrace to enter on 
office willingly: that is to say, if you do 
so, you may be inferred to be, not dyadic, 
but tpiXbnpios or <pi\apyvpos, which oveiSos 
\lyeral re Kal Hittiv 347 B. There is 
no good reason for rejecting the clause, 
as some have proposed to do. 

347 D 23 iroXis av8pt5v dyaOwv is 
the first express allusion to an Ideal City 
in the Republic. The principle here laid 
down—the reluctance of the best men to 
undertake the task of government—is 
fully recognised in Tlato’s commonwealth, 
where the 3.pgavres are represented as un¬ 
willing to desert the life of contemplation 
for the cares of office. ‘ Nolo episcopari’ 
is in fact one of the leading guarantees 
which Plato gives against the abuse of 
political power (Nohle Die Staatslehre 
Plato's in ihr. gesch. Entwick. p. 119). 
See VI 520 E, 521 a, where this topic is 
resumed. Cf. also Sesame and Lilies § 43 
“The true kings—rule quietly, if at all, 
and hate ruling ; too many of them make 
‘ il gran rifiuto.’ ” 

25 tu> ovn kt\. rip ovti belongs to 
ov irlpvKe, not to iXpdivos (as Ast sup¬ 
poses). Richter suggests dX^flivds for 0X77- 

6tv6s, but what is said of a single ruler 
applies to all: cf. (with Schneider) Laws 
733 E 'Ktyvipev 57) auxppova filov Zva tlvai 

Kal cj>pbvip.ov 'Da Kal Da rbv dvSpeiov. 

26 was dv ktX. The articular infinitive 
with alpeioBai is hard to parallel, and on 
this ground Richards would cancel t6. 
I once thought that rb u<f>e\ei<rdai might 
be taken as the object after ytyvoiaKoiv 
(‘ he who knows what being benefited is,’ 
i.e. virtually ‘who knows his own in¬ 
terests ’); but this is harsh, and I now 
acquiesce in the usual interpretation. 
With yiyvwiKwv (intellegens) used abso¬ 
lutely cf. (with Schneider) Laws 733 E 
odxppova p.h ovv filov b yiyvwakoiv 6i)oei 

irpdov M iravra. For the sentiment 
cf. Soph. O. T. 584—598, Eur. Ion 

621—632, Hipp. 1016—1020. 
347 E 30 €l<rav0is (rK£\[(dp£0a. The 

reference has been much discussed. 
Pfleiderer’s idea (Zur Lbsung d. PL Fr. 
p. 72) that the words were introduced by 
Plato “ bei der Gesammtredaktion des 
Werkes ” to prepare us for the second 
half of Book x is most unlikely, because 
(among other reasons) Book x does not 
expressly revert to this topic at all. Sie- 
beck (ZurChron. d. Pl. Dialoge pp. 121 ff.) 
holds that phrases of this sort always refer 
either to some future dialogue contem¬ 
plated by Plato, or to a later part of the 
same dialogue. It is difficult to establish 
either alternative in the present case; nor 
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fiel^ov elvai, o vvv \eyei ®paav pianos, tov tov aS'ucov /3lov (jxicncwv 

elvai KpeiTTco rj tov tov SucaLov. av ovv 7rorepm?, r)v S' eyco, 

w TXavKcov, aipei Kal iroTepov d\p0e(TTepo)<; SoKel croi \eyea0ai; 

Tov tov SiKadov eycoye, efyy, XvaiTeXecnepov /3iov elvai. "Yhcovcras, 

348 pv S' iyco, \ oaa dpTi ®paavpianos ayaOa Sir)\0e tco tov dSUov; 35 

”HKovaa, ecfrp, aW' ov Trel0opiai. BouAet ovv avrov TreiOwpev, av 

Svvcop-eOd Try e^evpeiv, a><; ovk aKpOrj Xeyei; 14<7? 7dp ov ,8ov\op,ai; 

7) S' o?. ’‘Av p'ev toIvvv, pv S' eyw>, dvTUcaTaTelvavTes Xeycopev 

33. a\i]8e<rTepus v. u>s aXr/deaT^pws AIIH<7. 34- Hpy A2II: om. A1. 

has Siebeck, I think, succeeded in proving 
his point even elsewhere. It is simplest 
to suppose that such formulae (like eiaaO- 
81% i-KusKtiTTtov in Arist. Eth. Nic. 1 5. 
iog7b 14) are in general only a convenient 
way of dropping the subject, although 
there may occasionally be a specific refer¬ 
ence. Here there is none. So also Hir- 
mer Entst. u. IComp. d. PI. Polit. in FI. 
Jahrb. Supplementband xxm p. 607 n. 2. 

347 E—348 B Introduction to the 
second part of Socrates' reply to Thrasy- 
machus. See 344 D, 348 B nn. 

347 E 31 tov tov aSiKOu piov— 

SiKafou. In these words Socrates sums 
up the remarks of Thrasymachus from 
343 B (feat oiirio irbppu kt\.) to 344 C 

(Xv<nreXouv re Kal ^upuplpov). 
32 TTOTcpais — X.€y£cr0ai. Ast’s sug¬ 

gestion irbrepov, rjv 5’ eyu>, w FXaii/cwv, 
aipei; Kal irorlpus a\7]6e<rrlpios SoKei 001 

XlyeaOai; is now generally adopted, but 
(apart from its considerable divergence 
from the MS reading) the juxtaposition of 
irorlpus and aX-qdeo-rtipais is unpleasing. 
The rrorlpus aipei of A is quite unobjection¬ 
able: cf. VII 528 A ovrios—aipov/xai; and it 
is (I think) an objection to irbrepov aipei 
that it would represent Socrates as asking 
Glauco not which view he elected to take, 
but which life—the just or the unjust—he 
chose for himself. Schneider (after Bek- 
ker) retains the reading of the best MSS in 
irbrepov is aXydeaTlpuis, and explains the 
last two words as equivalent to oitrirep 8 
aX-pdeoripus Xbyerai: but us aXr)deoripus 
could not (if written by Plato) be any¬ 
thing but the comparative of ws aXi/Sibs, 
and that is quite different in sense from dX?/- 
dearlpus. I have omitted dis (with Bre- 
mius and a few MSS of inferior authority), 
“ut ortum ex varia lectione irbrepov et iro- 

ripus in irorepbvuis conflata” (Schneider). 
I am glad to find that Tucker adopts the 
same solution. 

348 a 1 SifjXOe: i.q. SirjXdev ovra 
or Sie\6iov IXe^ev elvai (Schneider). Cf. 
II 363 A atpdova Zxovoi Xbyeiv ayaffa rois 
otriois with n. ad loc. In view of iv 
eKarepip Xlyopev in B below, it is easy to 
suggest SiijXdev <ev>; but the text is 
probably sound. 

4 dv piv toCvvv ktX. The alternatives 
are between continuous speech and dia¬ 
lectic. By \byov in irapa Xbyov Thrasy¬ 
machus’ speech in 343 A ff. is meant: to 
this Socrates would reply, after which 
Thrasymachus would speak again, and 
finally Socrates. Thus each party would 
have delivered two speeches. In Athenian 
lawsuits there were often two speeches 
delivered by the accuser and two by the 
defendant (Meier und Schomann Attische 
Process p. 924), so that Plato’s imagery 
is borrowed from the law-court, whence 
SiKaarCjv rivuv rwv SiaKpivovvrwv just 
below. This point escaped Ast, who 
reads rai aSdis ouros ciXXov ir\p.iv (after 
Ficinus and Stephanus). 

dvT!Ka.Ta.T€LvavT6s is intransitive: cf. 
II 358 D Karareivas epu> tov abiKOv piov 
iiraivuv and 367 B: the notion (as in £vv- 
reivoi, ^wreraplvus and the like) is of 
nervous tension. The word cannot mean 
‘replying to one another in set speeches’ 
(J. and C.). “ Setting out alternative lists 
of advantages ” (remarks Bosanquet) “was 
the well-known method of fable or poetry. 
See Book 11” 361 D—362 c and 362 e— 

365 A : “and compare Prodicus’ Choice op 
Heracles (Xen. Mem. II 1) and the dis¬ 
cussion between the Just and Unjust argu¬ 
ments in the Clouds of Aristophanes.” 
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5 avTu> Xoyov irapa Xoyov, oca av dyada e%6i to BIkcuov elvai, 

teat au6i<; ovtos, icai aXXov p/iels, dpidpelv BeTjcrei rdyadd naX 

peTpelv oca etcaTepoi ev e/carepw Xeyopev, ical tjBtj BucacrTwv B 

tlvwv twv Biarcpivouvrcov BerjaopeOa' av Be watrep apri dvopo- 

Xoyovpevoi irp'os aXXrjXovs a/coTrcopev, apa aiiroi Te BiKacral /cat 

10 p7)Tope<; eaopeOa. Haw pev ovv, e^rj. 'OjroTepws ovv col, rjv 8' 

iyoo, apec/cei. Out ft)?, eeforj. 

XX. ’'I6l Brj, rjv S’ iyoo, w Opacvpa^e, dtrotcpivai rjp.lv itj 

dp'xfjs’ T7jv reXeav dBuclav reXeas ovcrj<; BucaioavvTrjs XvareXe- 

crepav cf>rj9 elvai; Yldvv pev ovv real (foppi, 1 ecjoTj, teal 81 d, eipp/ca. C 

15 <£>epe 8lj to ToiovBe 7repl avToov 7rw9 Xeyei<;; to pev ttov dpeTrjv 

avTolv KaXei<i, to Be /ca/clav; IIyap ov; Ovkovv trjv pev 

5. aD A2II: 8v A1. 

348 is 10 oiroTs'pws is virtually in¬ 
direct : translate ‘ whichever you please, 
then.’ Hermann reads irorcpus, but the 
text ought not to be changed either here 
or in Euthyd. 271 A rls yv, u> 2ibxpares, 
<J & Xvxeltp Sie\fyov;—rls rjv; Otto- 

repov xal epwra’s, w Kpiriov • 06 yap eh, 
aXXa 86’ -fjoryv, i.e. (it depends on) which 
of these you are asking about etc. Cf. 
also yns—abrUiv y apery 353 C. In Rep. 
IX 578 E iv iroUp av rivi xal birbooi rpbjtp 
o’iei yevlaffat avrbv and Gorg. 522 A, the 
oirbatp is perhaps due to the proximity of 
otei, which gives the question a certain 
semblance of indirectness; bwoUp in Ale. I 
hoc and oirolov infra 400 A may be simi¬ 
larly explained; while in Meno 74 D aXXa 
pi) p.01 0liras—aXX’ o rt earlv rodro, it is 
easy to supply a verb of saying. Possibly 
(as Heindorf thinks) 8n (B 8 ri) in Euthyd. 
287 B is corrupt for rl, as oiruis for irm in 
Charm. 170C. In Lys. 212 C oirbrepos 
ovv air Civ Trorlpov <pl\ov etrriv; b <pi\Civ 
tov <pi\ovp.tvov—i) b <pi\o6pevos rod (piXovv- 
ros; we ought no doubt to read 6 irbrepos 
(with Hermann). 

348 b—350 c Thrasymachus now 
identifies Justice with Simplicity, Injustice 
with Discretion. Injustice he assigns to 
Virtue and Wisdom, Justice to their op¬ 

posites. He further declares that Injustice 
is strong and beautiful, and is ready to 
predicate of it all that is usually predicated 
of Justice (348 B—349 b). 

Socrates then commences a very subtle 
refutation, addressing himself to the 
assertion that Injustice is Virtue and 

Wisdom (349 B—350 c). (1) The just 
man endeavours to overreach the unjust, 
but not the just: the unjust man to over¬ 
reach both the just and the unjust. There¬ 
fore, generally, the just man endeavours 
to overreach the unlike; the unjust man 
to overreach both the like and the unlike. 
Further, the unjust man, being wise and 
good, resembles the wise and good, while 
the just titan, being foolish and evil, re¬ 
sembles the foolish and evil; in brief, each 
is as those whom he resembles. (2) Again, 
from the analogy of the arts it is seen that 
the man 'who knows tries to overreach the 
unlike, while the ignorant man tries to 
overreach both the like and the unlike. 
But the man 'who knows is wise, and the 
wise man good; we may therefore in the 
last sentence substitute ‘wise and good 
man' for 'the man who knows,' and 
' foolish and evil ’ for ‘ ignorant.' Com¬ 

paring, then, conclusions (1) and (2), we 
see that the just are like the wise and good, 
that is, are wise and good (since they are 
such as those whom they resemble), while 
the unjust in like manner are foolish and 
evil. Thus is refuted the thesis that In¬ 

justice is Virtue and Wisdom. 
348 B ff. The second division of 

Socrates’ reply begins here. Though 
professedly attacking the section of Thra¬ 
symachus’ speech contained in 343 C— 

344 C, and summed up in the theory that 
the life of the Unjust is better than that 
of the Just (347 E), it is not till 352 D that 
Socrates directly grapples with this theory. 
In the meantime, certain further deliver- 
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Sucaioavvrjv aperijv, rijv Be aBiKuiv kclkiclv ; Et/co? 7’, e(f>rj, d 

yBiaTe, iireiBrj Kal Xeyco aBiKiav pev XvaireXelv, hucaioavvrjv B' ov. 

’AAAdrl prjv; Tovvavrlov, r) B' 09. ’H rrjv BiKaio<Jvvr\v Kcmiav; I 

D Ovk, dXXd ttcivv yevvalav evpdeLav. Hrjv dBiKiav apa KaKopdeiav 20 

tcaAec9; Ovk, dXX' evffovAlav, ecftp. ’H Kal (jypovLpoi aoi, d 

Opaavpa^e, Bokovo-iv eivai Kal dyaOol ol uBikol; Ot ye TeA,eo>9, 

e<\>p, oioL re aScKeiv, 7ro\ei<> re Kal eOvr) Bvvdpevoc dvdpdirwv vcf>' 

eavrovs TroLeladaL. av Be ol€l pe ter&)9 rov9 rd /3aA\avTia airo- 

TepvovTas Xeyeiv. XvaireXec pev ovv, i) B' 09, Kal ra roiavra, 25 

edvirep XavBdvp’ eaTO Be ovk d^ia Xoyov, d\X' d vvv Br) eXeyov. I 

E ToOto pevroi, eifirjv, ovk dyvocio o n ftovXeb Xeyeiv dXXa roBe 

eBavpaaa, el ev dpeTrjS Kal aortas pepei ttjv dBiKiav, trjv 

Be BiKaioavvrjv ev rot9 evavrtois. ’AXXa yravv ovtw tiBppi. 

Tovto, tjv B’ eyd), r/Br] arepecorepov, 16 eraipe, Kal ovKeri paBiov 30 

19. y II: rj A. 30. paSiov v. paov AllSy. 

ances of Thrasymachus on the nature of 
Injustice are refuted by means of argu¬ 
ments which have an indirect bearing on 
the question at issue (see 352 D cpalvovrai 

p.tv odv Kal vvv, iis e/xoi Sokol, i£ wv 

elpr/Ka/j-ev • ofius 5’ 8ti fiiXnov OKeirrlov). 

This part of Socrates’ reply may therefore 
be regarded as itself subdivided into two 
parts—the first being an indirect, the 
second a direct refutation of Thrasyma¬ 
chus. Cf. 352 D n. 

348 c 17 e’lKos ye—Tovvavrfov. 
Thrasymachus’ view of Sikcuogijvti is like 
Callicles’ theory of apery in Gorg. 491 e 
ff. esp. 492 B rpvipV Kal aKoXaala Kal 

i\ev8epla, eav iiriKovpiav 8xV< tovt’ early 

aperri re Kal ev8ai.p.ovla. The irony is 
clearly marked by <3 ijSiare, and Hartman 
should not have revived Hirschig’s pro¬ 
posal to read < oGkovv > eUbs ye. 

19 dXXd t£ p.ifv; ‘Well, what else?’ 
Cf. (with J. and C.) Symp. 206 E. 

348 D 20 wavu yevvcuav €vrj0ei.av : 
‘sublime simplicity.’ Such contempt for 
eu-qdeia recalls Thucydides’ description of 
contemporary morals: cf. especially ill 
83. I Kal rb eiir)des, ov rb yevvaiov TrXeiarov 

fier^xei, KarayeXaadev -pcpaviaBip. 

21 eipovXia was preeminently a po¬ 
litical virtue: cf. Ale. I 125 E iroXtrei'as 
kolvjjvoGvtuv riva KaXeis e7riarrjp.7]v ; E v - 

fiovXlav Zywye, Prot. 318 E, and infra IV 
428 li. It is therefore fitly used by 
Thrasymachus to describe his theory, 

A- P. 

which is a theory of political rather than 
of private morality: cf. wb\eis re—troiei- 

affai below. 
23 «<)>’ eaurous Tr<H€io-0cu. eavrois is 

found in some inferior mss, but the ac¬ 
cusative is also admissible. Cf. Thuc. 
IV 60 (cited by Schneider) eUbs—avrobs 

raSe rravra Trei.paaaadai virb trip as iroiei- 

adai. In re\lws Thrasymachus recalls the 
reXlav aSiKlav of 348 B. 

24 <ru 8« ol'ti—Xeyerv. Baiter (with 
Paris A) assigns these words to Socrates; 
but they come much more naturally from 
Thrasymachus: cf. 344 B. fiaWavna. 

and not fiaXavna is the spelling of A 
here and in VIII 552 D (paWavreoTbp-oe): 

in IX 575 B (paWavTioTopovcn) the second 
X is due to an early corrector. The 
double -XX- has also the best MS authority 
in Gorg. 508 E, Symp. 190 E. See also 
Blaydes on Ar. Frogs 772. For ij 8’ os 
below after £0y cf. Phaed. 78 A and 
vil 522 A. 

348 E 30 tjStj o-T6p£WTfpov : 1 still 
more stubborn.’ areplos is like <rK\-qpbs 

in Theaet. 155 E <r/cXypot)s—Kal avrirlnrovs 

dvdpuwovs, but stronger, suggesting cast- 
iron hardness and inflexibility. 

pq.81.ov. See cr. n. Schneider refers 
to Laws 737 B rxjv 8b aXydroraryv 
Kal aplarT/jv iVdryra ovkctl paScov iravrl 

idetv. pq.ov is not (1 think) possible 
here: and a scribe might easily omit IA 
in PAIAION. Cf. Introd. § 5. 

4 
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e%eiv o ri ns e'irry. el yap XvaireXeiv p,ev ryv dBiKiav eriOeao, 

Ka/ciav pievroi y ala^pov aiiro wpioXoyeis elvai, cbcnrep aXXoi rives, 

ellxopiev av n Xeyeiv Kara rci vop.ityp.eva Xeyovres’ vvv Be ByXos 

el on (jyyaeis avro Kal KaXov Kai la^vpov elvai Kal raXXa aired 

35 irdvra rrpoaOyaeis, \ a 1 pels no BiKa'up irpoaerldepev, eireiBy 349 

ye Kal iv apery avro Kal ao<pla eroXpyaas deivai. ' AXydearara, 

ecf>y, pavrevei. ’AAA’ oil pevroi, yv B' iyob, arroKvyreov ye ra> 

Xoyco eire^eXOclv aKorvovpevov, eo>? av ae inroXap^dvco Xeyeiv 

5 airep Biavoel. ifiol yap BoKels av, do ®paavp.a%e, are^vcSs vvv 

ov aKwrrreiv, aXXd rd BoKovvra 7repl rys aXyOelas Xeyeiv. Tt Be 

aoi, e<f>y, roiiro Biacfiepei, e’lre p-oi Bokci e’ire p.y, aXX' oil rov Xoyov 

eXey%et?; 1 O i/Bev, yv S’ iydo. aXXd roBe p.01 Treipdo eri Trpbs B 

rovrois drroKpivaadai' 6 BiKaios rov BiKaiov Bokci rl aoi av 

10 ideXeiv -rrXeov e%eiv; OtiSapcos, ecforj’ ov yap av yv darelos, claTrep 

vvv, Kal evyOys. Tl Be; rys BiKaias rrpd^ecos; Oi/Be rys <7rpd£eoos 

11. npdijeois rijs nos: om. codd. 

31 «t yap KT^- Gorg. 483 C v6flip 
pev tovto ddiKov Kal aloxpbv keyerai, to 
irkiov (?frelv ?xelv T^v nokkuiv, Kai aSixeiv 
avro Kakovaiv. Diimmler (Zi/r Comp. d. 
PL St. p. 13) goes so far as to assert that 
utrrrep dkk01 rives is an express reference 
to Polus in the Corgias; but nothing is 
gained by so hazardous a conjecture. 

349 a 1 irpocr€TC0€[i€v : ‘used to at¬ 
tribute to,’ sc. before you announced 
your view—with ironical deference, like 
ikiyop.iv in Prot. 353 C tl ovv (pare tovto 
elvai, 6 7]pets elvai tuv i]Sovi2v 
ektyopev; Stallbaum takes the im¬ 
perfect as referring to 345 C, but neither 
there nor in 348 C (cited by Schneider) 
is there anything to justify a particular 
reference. 

5 €[iol yap—Xe'ytiv. A similar re¬ 
mark is made after Callicles has ex¬ 
pounded kindred views in Gorg. 492 D 
aaepois yap av vvv ktyeis a ol dkkoi 5ta- 
voouvrai pev, kiyeiv 5i ovk eOikovoi. 

6 rd SoKouvTa ktX. can only mean 
‘ what you think about the truth,’ not 
‘what you think to be the truth’ (D. and 
V.) or ‘ your real mind ’ (Schneider and 
Jowett). We should expect ddidas for 
dkijdelas, as H. Wolf proposed to read, 
for it is Injustice, not Truth, which is 
the subject of dispute. But as adiKias 

has not a vestige of support from the 

MSS, I have not ventured to make the 
change. The truth in question must be 
understood as the truth about justice and 
injustice. Herwerden’s iirl rijs dkydelas 
(for which he compares Dem. de Cor. 
17, 226, and 294) will hardly command 
assent. 

t! Se'—i\ey\ei%\ Cf. Charm. 161 C 
irdvrois yap ov tovto ok(ttt(ov dans avrd 
ehrev, akka irbrepov dkrjBes kiyerai rj oO. 

349 b 10 rrXe'ov ^eiv. The literal 
and derived significations of this phrase 
are treated as identical throughout the 
curious reasoning which follows. Prima¬ 
rily, irktov ixeiv refers to quantitative 
superiority; in its derived sense, it is 
used (together with -rrkeoveKTelv) more 
generally of ‘ overreaching.’ 

11 Trjs 8iKatas irpa£€«s. ‘To have 
more than the just action ’ means ‘ to do 
more than is just ’ (cf. 7rkelio—aipeiadai— 
TTparreiv 350 a), outdo, overreach what 

is just in action. The notion of virtue as 
a peabr-qs is implied. 

ovSI Trjs ktX. See cr. n. I do not 
think that ov5£ Trjs diKaias can be right. 
The whole emphasis (as oii5i shews) must 
be on ttpdljeois, and the emphatic word 
should be expressed, ovdi rijs wpd^eus 
TTjs SiKalas (sc. any more than the avdpds 
SiKalov) gives exactly the emphasis re¬ 
quired. In the cases quoted by Schneider 
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t^?> S/Katas, ecfrrj. Tou Se aS/KOV irorepov d^/ot av irAeoveKTelv 

Kal r/yoiTO ScKaiov elvcu, rj ovk dv r/yolro SiKaiov; 'HryoiT’ av, 

rj 0 09, teat a^coc, a A,A. ov/c av ovvacTO. AW ov tovto, i/V 

C S' eyco, epcord), dAA' el tov pcev Sucalov I per} d^iot 7rAeov e%eiv 15 

pepSe (3ovAerai 6 S'ucaLos, tov Se dSltcov; 'AW' ovror9, ecfrrj, e%ei. 

Tt Se Sr) 0 dSiKos; dpa d^tol rod Sucaiov TrAeoveKrelv zeal rrj<> 

Si/calas Trpdlfeap;; IIci>9 yap ov/c; ecfrrj, 09 ye irdvrcov irAeov e^eiv 

dfjioi. Ovkovv /cal dS'ucov dvQpdrirov re /cal 7rpd£ear<; 6 aSuco<; 

irAeove/CTyaeL Kal dpuAArjaeraL 0)9 cnrdvTorv 'zrAeicrrov avro*; Aa/3rj; 20 

"Eari ravra. 

XXI. T£l8e Sr} Aeyarpeev, ecfrrj v ■ 6- S/Kaios tov peev bpolov ov 

D TrAeoveKTec, rov Se avojioiov, o Se aScKO9 rov re ' opeoiov Kal tov 

avojioiov. vAp/ara, ecfrrj, etprjKa1;. "Ecttl:' Se ye, ecprjv, cfrpovipLu9 

Te Kal dyaObs 6 aSiKo<;, 6 Se SUa/os ovSejepu, Kal tovt, ecfrrj, ev. 25 

Ovkovv, rjv S' eyed, Kal eoiKe rdr cfrpovlpecp Kal tot diyadw 6 aSiKos, 

6 Se SiKaios ovk eoiKev; IIco9 yap ov pieAAei, ’Icjrrj, 6 toiovtos d>v 

Kal ioiKevai Tot9 toiovtois, 6 Se per) eoiKevai; KaXw9. tolovtos 

dpa ecrrlv eKUTepos avrorv olarvep eoiKev. 'AAAa tI pieAAei; ecfrrj. 

(Laws 754 B, 916 B, infra VII 516 b) the 
omitted word is unemphatic and easily 
supplied. For the error cf. Crito 50 B 

where the first hand of the Bodleian MS 

reads rots Sacaadelaas by mistake for 
ras <5t/cas ras> Sucaoddoas. See also 
Introd. § 5. 

349 C 19 ovkovv Kal—Xd(3rj. The 
aSr/cos irpa£is which the unjust man over¬ 
reaches is to be regarded as &§ikos because 
it has itself overreached (not fallen short 
of) the mean, evs with the subjunctive 
after verbs of striving does not seem to 
occur elsewhere in Plato: like its use in 
a pure final clause (of which there is only 
one example in Plato, viz. Tim. 92 a) 

it is almost exclusively confined (among 
Attic writers) to Xenophon and the 
tragedians. See Weber’s tables in Good¬ 
win M7\ p. 398, and cf. Gildersleeve in 
A. J. Ph. IV p. 419. 

22 tov |iev opoiov—rov Se dvo|j.oi'ov. 
This generalisation of ‘ like ’ and ‘ unlike ’ 
into abstract notions, without regard to 
their relativity, is suggestive of (but does 
not of course presuppose) the Ideas of ra 
irpis tl which we meet with in Phaed. 
74 a- 

349 D 26 ovkovv ktX. A proviso 

which is made use of in 350 C (aXXa pyv 
-—eKarepov elvcu). 

28 6 S£ |xrj coiKevai. 6 Si is simply 
‘ the other’ (as is marked in A by a pause 
after Se), i.e. 6 per) toioutos : cf. 339 E (rois 

Se for tols Si apxoplvois), 343 D 0 piv 
olkcuos awb twv itreov ir\iov eiatpipei, 6 S’ 
SXaTTov and IX 587 B. J. and C., with 
most of the editors, adopt the reading 
of Stephanus (6 Si pp py eoticivai), which 
has the support of some inferior mss; 

but the idiom is sufficiently well authenti¬ 
cated, and the collocation of the two 
negatives would be unpleasing. I am glad 
to see that Tucker takes the same view. 

29 oltnrep EoiKev. Madvig’s oioicsTcep 
SoiKev is refuted by 350 C upo'SoyoCpev 
iii ye (i.e. ofos ip ye) opoios eKarepos ecy, 
toloutov Kal eKarepov elvai. Cf. also 
Arist. Pol. H 13. 1332s 22. The con¬ 
struction was supported by Schneider 
from Phaed. 92 B, but 6 and not ip is 
now read there on the authority of the 
best MS. 

aXXa t£ pe'XXei (sc. elvai); A rare 
formula, occurring also in Hipp. Min. 
377 D : cf. tL S' ov peWei; VIII 566 D, 

X 605 C. With the force of tL (‘ what 
else ’) cf. aXXa ri oiei supra 332 C. 

4—2 
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30 Elev, do ©paadpeaye’ pbovaiKov Be nva Xeyeis, erepov 1 Be apbovaov; E 

"Eycoye. Uorepov <\>pdvip.ov Kal rrorepov aefopova; Tov pcev/xovaiKov 

Brjrrov cf)p6vip.ov, rov Be apovcrov dcfopova. Ovkovv Kal drrep 

<ppovip.ov, dyaOov, a Se a<f)pova, fccucov; Nat. Tt Se iarpiKov; ov% 

ovtcos ; Ovrcoi. Ao/cet av ovv Tt? aoi, do apcare, peovcnKOS dvrjp 

35 appeorropbevof Xvpav ideXeiv p,ovaucov dvBpdi; iv rfj eiriTacrei 

Kal dveaei rdov ^opBdov rrXeoveKrelv rj dlfiovv 7rXeov e%eiv; Ovk 

epbOLye. T1 Se; dpeovaov; 'AvayKij, ecforj. Ti Se iarpcKO<;; | eV 350 

T17 eBcoBfj rj rvoaec edeXecv civ rt IarpiKov nrXeoveKreZv rj dvSpos 

rj rrpdyp,aro<i; Ov Brjra. M?) IarpiKov Be; Nat. Ilept 7rdai)<; 

Be opa eVtcr-n/'/x??? Te Kal dvr.TriaTr)p,oavvr]<;, et Tt? aot BokcI eTTiarrj- 

5 pvcov oarurovv rrXeico av eCeXeiv alpelcrOac rj oaa aXXo<; emcrripioov 

rj rrpcirreLV rj Xeyeiv, Kal ov ravrd rS bfioLw eavrw et? rrjv avrrjv 

wpaifiv. ’AW' taw?, ecf>r], dvdyKrj rovro ye outo/? €%eiv. Tt Se 

6 dvemurppecov; ovj t oyttotw? puev emaj'pp.ovo'; irXeoveKrrjaeLev I at», B 

o/aotft)? Se dvemarp xovo<;; ’Icro/?. 'O Se err bard] pecov cr ot/>o?; <£>r)pU. 

10 fO Se aocfoo9 dyafios; ^rjpbi. 'O dpa ciya6o<; re Kal crotfiot; rov pbev 

opboiov ovk eOeXyseb rrXeoveKrelv, rov Be avopboiov re Kal evavriov. 

”EoLKev, ecfrr). O Se /ca/co? Te /cat dpba6rj<; rov re opboiov Kal rov 

30 (louo-iKov 81 riva kt\. Here begin 
the usual Socratic illustrations from the 
arts, with the concomitant identification 
of virtue and knowledge (6 Se aotfibs 

iyadbs; &qp.l 350 b). 
349 e 34 8oKti av ovv—a|iovv TrXfov 

^\£iv. Socrates ignores the proverb Kal 

Kepa/ieSs Kepapiei Koriei Kal aoiSbs aoiSip. 

Strictly speaking, however, it is not qua 

Kepapevs, but qua moneymaker (or the 
like) that the Kepapebt Koriei. J. and C. 
cite an admirable parallel from Shake¬ 
speare (King John iv 2) “ When work¬ 
men strive to do better than well, They 
do confound their skill in covetousness.” 
The words rj d^iouv rr\lov %xeiv have a 
suspicious look, and are rejected by 
Heller (Fl.Jahrb. 1875 p. 171) and others, 
but such duplicate expressions are common 
in Plato, and as the illustration from the 
harp introduces a new and important 
stage in the argument, Plato may have 
wished to remind us that after ali ir\eo- 

veKrelv is only the rr\iov txelv with which 
we started (349 b). It should be noted, 
too, that d£ioCv is a little more than 
idl\eiv. 

350 A 1 tv Ttj (SuSf) T|' iroirci refers 
of course to the patient’s diet. Plato 
carefully writes 7r\eoveKTelv here in pre¬ 
ference to ir\iov ex(LV- The 1 overreach¬ 
ing ’ in such a case might well consist in 
giving the patient less. 

6 fj irpaTTCiv fj Xeyeiv. The idea 
of irXeoveKreiv in speaking has not been 
introduced before, nor is it made use of 
in the sequel. We must regard the ad¬ 
dition of rj Xeyeiv as merely a rhetorical 
device to increase the emphasis: see on 

333 D and 351 a. 
7 rl 8£ 6 av6m<rTrj|io)v; ktX. Pro- 

clus’ commentary on these words is inte¬ 
resting, though he probably reads more 
into them than Plato intended here: Kal 

oXus Tip p.hv ay ad ip tS kokov ijvavrfivTai 

fibvov, rip oi KaKip Kal rb Ka\bv (leg. KaKov) 

Kal tS ayadbv • avaiperiKOV ovv ban tov 

ayadou Kal tov 7rpbs avrb Evavriov kokov 

(in Ale. I p. 323 ed. Creuzer). The 
identifications in 6 Si em<TTr)tnov <ro06r 
and 6 Si crotpbs ayaO6s below have been 
allowed before in the special cases of the 
HovoikSs and the larpiKOS (349 e). 
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evavTiov. tPaLverai. Ovtcovv, w &paavp.a^€, i)v S' eyco, 6 ciSiKos 

yp.lv tov civopoiov re Kal opolov TrXeoveicTeZ; rj ou% ovtcos eXeyes; 

C 'Eycoye, e(f>y. O Se ye Slkcuos tov pev opoiov ov I TrXeoveKTyaeL, 15 

tov Se avopolov; Nat. WEoucev apa, yv S' eyco, 6 pev Sl/ccilos tw 

cro(f)qj Kal ayaOco, 6 Se aSuco9 t&> kcucu) teal apadel. K.ivSvvevei. 

'AXXa. pyv oopoXoyovpev, u> ye opoio<; etcaTepos el'.y, toiovtov teal 

e/eaTepov eivai. 'ELpoXoyovpev ydp. 'O pev apa StKaios yplv 

dva7re(f>avTai (nv dya6o<; re /cat aocf)6<;, o Se aSLKO'i apaOys re Kal 20 

KaKO<;. 

XXII. 'O Se ®paavpa^o<; (SpoXoyycre pev irdvTa tavTa, 01/^ 
D w? eyco vvv paSicos Xeyco, aXX' I eXKopevos /cat poyis, /terd ISpwTos 

OavpaaTov oaov, cWe Kal 6epov<; 0W09. tot6 Kal elSov eyco, 

350 C 20 avaire'())avTai. Stallbaum 
naively reminds us that dvarrlpavrai is 
often used of a conclusion which “praeler 
exspectationem emergit et elucet.” The 
pervading fallacy in the discussion is akin 
to the a dicto sectmdum quid ad dictum 
simplicity. Thus ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ are 
used absolutely, and each of them is 
equated with itself. The wise man is 
held to be good, because one is good in 
that in which one is wise (this might how¬ 
ever be justified on the “stricter mode of 
reasoning”). Finally, the just man is 
inferred to be wise and good, on the 
principle that one is what one resembles: 
but whether the resemblance be in essence 
or in accident, we are not told. The 
argument should be regarded as a dia¬ 
lectical tour de force,—pCX.6vLK.ov /xaXXov 
rj <f>L\d\r]des. The reasoning in the next 
section of the argument strikes a deeper 
note. 

350 C—352 D Socrates now attacks 
the second assertion made by Thrasy- 
tnachus in 349 A, viz. that Injustice is 
strong. Justice (he argues) is stronger 
than Injustice, both because it is (as we 
have seen) virtue and wisdom, and be¬ 
cause in its effects it is the antithesis of 
Injustice, which infuses hatred and se¬ 
dition, both uito aggregates of individuals, 
and into the individual himself. In¬ 
justice weakens by preventing community 
of action; it makes men collectively and 
individually hateful to themselves and to 
the just, among whom are the gods. When 
Injustice seems to be strong, it is in virtue 
of some latent Justice which it still re¬ 
tains. 

350 c ff. The argument in this 

section has a deeper ethical import than 
any which has preceded, and foreshadows 
some of the central doctrines of the 
Republic. See notes on 351 D, E, and 
(for the importance of the whole discus¬ 
sion in the general history of philosophy) 
Bosanquet’s Companion, p. 63, where it is 
justly observed that the argument “marks 
an era in philosophy. It is a first reading 
of the central facts of society, morality, and 
nature. In social analysis it founds the 
idea of organization and division of la¬ 
bour. ...In morality it gives the concep¬ 
tion of a distinctively human life which is 
the content or positive end of the dis¬ 
tinctively human will. And for natural 
knowledge it suggests the connection be¬ 
tween function and definition, and con¬ 
sequently between purpose and reality, 
which is profoundly developed in the 
sixth and seventh books. These concep¬ 
tions become corner-stones of Aristotle’s 
Philosophy, and still, when seen in their 
connection, form the very core of the 
best thought.” 

22 6 8e ©pao-vpaxos ktX. ‘Now 
Thrasymachus’ etc. SI is not “flat” 
(Tucker), but at least as good as 8?), and 
much better supported by the mss. 

ov\ <is ey<i vvv paSIws Xeyw. “ Ex- 
pectabam certe: oux tbs iyw vvv Xeyw 
pqSLws,” says Plerwerden; but the ante¬ 
cedent in Greek is idiomatically attracted 
into the relative clause (Kiihner Gr. 
Gramm. II p. 922). Translate ‘not in 
the easy way in which I now repeat 
them.’ 

350 D 24 aT€ Kal Gepovs ovtos. 

The action is probably laid in Hecatom- 
baeon (roughly our July): see Introd. § 3. 
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25 7rporepov Be ovttco, ®paavpa%ov epvdpiwvra. ir/eiBr) Be ovv Bico- 

poXoyrjadpeda trjv BiKaioavvrjv aperrjv elvai Kai aocplav, ttjv Be 

dBiKiav /carctav re Kai dpaOlav, Elev, rjv B' eyed, tovto pev rjpiv 

ovtco KelaOco, ecfrapev Be Brj Kai la^vpov elvai ttjv dBiKiav rj ov 

pepvrjaai, cd ©paavpa^e ; Mepvrjpai, ecprj’ dXX' epoiye ovBe d vvv 

30 Xeyet? apeaKei, Kai e%co 7repi avrcbv Xeyeiv. el ovv Xeyoipi, I ev E 

018' on Brjprjyopeiv dv pe cpalr;?• rj ovv ea pe elrrelv oaa j3ovXopai, 

rj, el (3ovXei epcordv, e poor a’ eyed Be a 01, coairep rai<; ypavaiv Tat? 

rot/? pvOovs Xeyovaav;, elev ipcd Kai Karavevaopai Kai dvavevaopai. 

M^Sa/icw?, rjv B' eyed, 7rapa ye trjv aavrov Bo^av. "flare aot, ecfrrj, 

35 dpeaKeiv, erreiBrjirep ovk e’a? Xeyeiv. Kairoi rl aXXo fiovXei; 

OvBhv pa Ala, rjv B' eyco, aXX’ e'lirep tovto 7roirjaei<;, rrolei’ eyco 

Be epconjaco. 'Rpcdra Brj. ToOto toIvvv ipcorco, ovep apn, iva Kai 

e£>;? BiaaKe\]rcope0a | tov Xoyov, dirolov ti rvyydvei ov BiKaioavvrj 35] 

777)09 dBiKLav. eXe^drj yap 7rov, oti Kai Bwarcdrepov Kai la-^vpo- 

repov eirj dBiKia BiKaioavvrjv>• vvv Be y, ecfrrjv, eiirep aocfila re Kai 

aperrj ianv BiKaioavvrj, paBlco9, olpai, cpavrjaerai Kai la^vpoTepov 

5 aBiKias, erreiBrjirep iariv dpaQia rj ciBiKia' ovBei<; dv en tovto 

ayvorjaeiev. aXX’ ov Ti ovtco<; a7rXco9, cd Spaavpa^e, 'ey coy e 

67nSvpcd, aXXa rrjBe T/rj aKerJraaOar iroXiv cfraiiri dv aBiKOV elvai 

3. hp-qv q et fortasse A1: t<f>-q A2IIS. 

Bekker (following the punctuation of A) 
takes rore with Svtos, but irporepov Sk 
otiirw shews that it belongs to Kai elSov. 

Tort kqI is simply ‘ then too ’; I 

cannot see anything “mock-heroic” in 
the expression, as J. and C. do. 

30 el ovv Xeyotpi ktX. el S’ oSv is 
read by Ast: “sed sufficit externum, ut 
ita dicam, vinculum oCv (Schneider).” 
Sppriyopeiv and ehrelv oaa fiouXopai are 
the opposites of OiaXkyeadai and fipaxv- 
\oyla (Pro/. 336 B, 335 a). 

350 e 32 wo-irep Tals •ypauorC. Cf. 
Gorg. 527 A raxa S’ ovv raCra p.vdbs a01 
SoKec Xlyeodai, oitrirep ypaos, Kai Kara- 
(ppoveh avriSv: Pol. 268 E aXXa Sp rut 
ptiidip p.ov ttclvu 7rpoaexe rbv vovv, Kadairep 
ol -rraiSes. rrais for rats was read before 
Ast on the authority of one MS; but rais 
is quite satisfactory. 

37 oirep apru The words t<f>apev ok 
Sp Kai laxvpov elvai rijv aOiKiav' rj ov 
pip.vr/aai; (350 d), which are referred to 
in dpri, involve the general question of 
the relation between justice and injustice; 

whence we have ottoiov ti T\iyxa.vei ov 

SiKaioavvp 7rpos akuidav. owoiov depends 
on epoiTiS, not on \6yov. 

351 A 2 tXt'xGq yap irou: 344 C, 
348 E. It has nowhere been expressly 
said that Injustice is SovaToirepov than 
Justice, but Kai Svvarwrepov is added for 
emphasis (see on rj \kyuv in 350 a) ; and 
indeed according to the theory of Thra- 
symachus Svvapxs (power in a general 
sense) rests solely on krxus (physical 
strength). Svvapcs and laxvs are clearly 
distinguished in Prot. 351 A. 

6 airXws. The Platonic use of air\ovv 

has been investigated by Bonitz in Hermes 
11 (1867) pp. 307 ff. Its antitheses are 
SittXouv, Siatpopov, avvderov, rreirXeypkvov, 

ttoikIXov, and the like, and it denotes that 
which is uniform, or single and simple, 
or true without any difference or qualifi¬ 
cations. a7rXiSs outus means merely ‘in 
this simple or general way’ (“im Allge- 
meinen ” Schneider): a more elaborate 
and profounder proof (thinks Socrates) is 
necessary. 



35i D] nOAITEIAC A 55 

B Kal I «U«5 7roXet<; errbj^ebpebv SovXovaOab dSbKax; Kal KaraSeSov- 

Xcoadai, 7roAAa? Se /cat vcf)' eavrfj e^eiv SovXcoaafievyv; Hdo<; yap 

ovk ; e(f>7)‘ Kal tovtu ye rj apiary fidXbara irocyaeb Kal TeXewTaTa 10 

ovaa aSiKos. MavBdvco, ecfoyv' on cos- ouro? yv 6 A0709. aXXa 

roSe Trepl avrov aKorvdo' rrdrepov y Kpeirroov yryvofievy 776X19 

7roXet»9 avev SiKaboavvys ryv Svvafibv ravryv e%ei, y avayKy avrfj 

C fierd SbKaboavvy;; Et fiev, e(joy, do9 av apri ' eXeyes e%eb, y SbKabo¬ 

avvy aoefola, fiera SbKaboavvys' et S’ dos eydo eXeyov, fierd dSbKbas. 15 

Haw dya/iab, yv S' iyco, do <dpaavfia%e, oti ovk emveveb<; fidvov 

Kal dvavevei<;, aXXa Kal diroKpivet, rravv /caX&k. 2ot 7dp, ecjoy, 

yapl^opab. 

XXIII. Et! ye av 7robdov aXXa Sr) Kal roSe fiob %dpiaab Kal 

Xeye’ SoKel9 av rj ttoXiv rj arpardrreSov rj Xrjard<; rj KXerrra'? rj 20 

aXXo n edvo;, oaa Kocvfj eVt ti epj^erab dSbKcoi;, rrpd^ab av Tt 

D Svvaadab, el dSbKolev aXXyXov9; 1 Oil Syra, r) S' 09. Tt S' el p,y 

dSbKolev; ov fiaXXov; Haw ye. 2raa-et9 7dp rrov, do ®paav/ia^e, 

y ye dSbKba Kal filar) Kal fid%a<; iv dXXyXob<; 7rape-^ec, y Se SbKabo¬ 

avvy ofiovoiav Kal (jobXlav y yap; ’'Earco, y S’ 69, iva aob fiy 25 

19. 
14. ii A2II: fortasse el y A1. 

Ita II et corr. in mg. A2: aol yap 8<py xaP^°Vai-' 7^ <roi ttoiQip A1. 

351 B 8 Kal KaraSeSouXwcrBai is re¬ 
jected by Cobet, but successfully defended 
by Heller (FI. Jahrb. 1875 P- lT1). 
There is in reality no pleonasm : we have 
first an attempt (eirixeipelp), then a suc¬ 
cessful attempt (KaTa8e5ovXu<r6ai), then 
the results of success (mAXas 88 Kal u0’ 
eavT-g %xelv Sov\u<Ta/j.bv7]v). A power¬ 
ful city like Athens might, and often did, 
display her energy in all three directions 
simultaneously. For the collocation of 
SovXoCadai and KaraSoaXovcrPai (middle) 
Heller compares infra IX 589 D, E and 
Metiex. 240 A. 

10 ^ apfirrrp Thrasymachus refuses 
to withdraw from the position that dSirla 
is aperi), in spite of Socrates’ refutation. 
This is why Socrates says piapOdpoo kt\. 

‘1 understand: (you say so) because this 
was your theory.’ 8ti is not ‘that’: see 
above on 332 A. Richter suggested Kpa- 

for apiary on account of Kpelrrup 
just below; but Kpelrreip is said not by 
Thrasymachus, but by Socrates. 

[4 After 8yei, ei is inserted 
by Stallbaum, following a suggestion of 
Baiter’s. Cf. also J. B. Mayor in Cl. 

Rev. X p. hi. It so happens that y is 
written in A over an erasure large enough 
to have contained el 17, but there is no trace 
of el, and mere erasures in A are seldom 
useful in determining the text. For 7/ 
Richter suggests y, which would however 
give a wrong meaning. Tucker also 
offers a variety of conjectures, but the 
text is perfectly sound: cf. II 359 B p-d- 

Xictt’ du aladolp,e0a, el roiopde iroiyaaipiep 

ry Siapolq.' Sdpres (i.e. el Sopres) e£ovcrlap 

—elr’ eiraKoXovdy<raip.ep kt\. and IX 589 D 

e'iirep roiopSe tl ylyperai, \ap.fidpup (i.e. el 

\ap,f3dpu) p)—KaTaSovXourai. 

351 c 20 fj Xt)o-tcIs kt\. Cf. (with 
Ast) Isocrates Panath. 226 ovSels dp av- 

rovs (rods Sirapridras) did ye ttjp o/oopoiap 

SiKalcos liraiplaeiep, ovdh piaXXop y rods 

KaTaTroPTiords Kal Xyoras Kal rods Trepl 

rds dXXas adiKlas opras" Kal yap iKelpoi 

eriplmp avrois opopoodpres rods aXXovs diroX- 

Xuovaip. There must be some honour 
even among thieves. 

351 D 25 opovoiav Kal cJuXCav. The 
conception of biKaioadpy which meets us 
in Book IV 433 a—434 E is dimly out¬ 
lined here. 
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Biacpepwpai. ’AXX.’ ev ye av iroiwv, to apiaae. ToSe Be poi \eye‘ 

apa el tovto epyov uBiKias, piao<; eptroielv ottov av ivy, 0v Kal iv 

iXevOepois re real BovXoi9 eyyiyvopevy piaelv Troiyaei aWyXow; 

/cal aracrid^eiv Kal dBvvdrov<; eivai Koivfj 1 p,er aXXyXwv npaTTeiv; E 

30 Udvv ye. T1 Be; av ev Bvoiv eyyevyTai, ov BiolaovTai Kal puarj- 

aovaiv zeal e^dpol eaovTai d\\y\oi<; Te zeal Tot? 8ucaloi<{; "ILcrovTai, 

ecf)y. 'Kav Be By, u> davpdaie, ev evl eyyevyTai dBucla, pwv py 

«7roXei Tyv avrys Bvvap.iv, y ovBev yrrov e%ei; tjttov 

e%eTco, eepy. Ovkovv roidvSe Tivd ef)alveTai eyovaa Tyv Bvvap.iv, 

35 oiav, d> av eyyevyTai, el’re 7roXei tiv'i e'lre yevei eire crTpaToveBq) 

e'ire aXXw otwovv, irpHoTov pev dBvvarov | avro troielv TrpaTTeiv 352 

pe6' avTov Bid to aTaaid^eiv teal Biacfrepeadai, Bti S’ e%0pov eivai 

eavTw Te teal Tip ivavTUp 7ravTi teal tc3 Bucalw; ov^ ovtco<; ; 

Tldvv ye. Kal ev evl By, oipai, evovaa taina 7rdvTa 7Toiycrei, 

5 direp 7Tecpv/cev epyd^eadai’ irpwTov pev dBvvaTov avTov irpaTreiv 

troiyaei araaia^ovTa Kal ov% opovoovvTa avTov eavTip, etreiTa 

e^Opov Kal eavTip Kal toIs BiKaloi<;' y yap; Nat. AiKaioi Be 

y elalv, d> (f)l\e, Kal ol 0eol; ' Karwv, I e<py. Kal 6eol<; apa B 

26. Siapepwpai II: 5ia<p£pup.ev A. 33. t)ttov II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 
I. Troieiv II: iTOiet A. 

27 ev eXevGe'pois ktX. : ‘ whether it 
makes its appearance among freemen or 
among slaves.’ Plato wishes to empha¬ 
size the universality of the rule, and that 
is why he specifies the two classes into 
which society is divided. Cf. Gorg. 514 D, 

515 A. It is less natural and easy to con¬ 
strue (with Tucker) ‘ in a society where 
there are both freemen and slaves.’ 

351 E 31 a.WijXois t€ Kal toI$ 81- 
kcuois. So in 349 C above it is said that 
the unjust try to overreach both one an¬ 
other and the just. 

32 ev evl ktX. The results of Book iv 
are foreshadowed more clearly in what 
follows. The notion that justice present 
in the individual keeps the individual at 
peace with himself is more fully developed 
in 441 D, and implicitly assumes a psycho¬ 
logical theory like that in Book IV, where 
soul is shewn to have ‘ parts ’ (435 C ff.). 
Further, in Book iv, Plato first describes 
justice in the State, and afterwards justice 
in the individual, using the larger aggre¬ 
gate to assist him to find it in the smaller. 
The same method is observed here in the 
description of injustice, and afterwards in 
Books viii and IX, where the varieties 

of aSiKia in states and individuals are 
described. The present passage (351 A 

—352 a), in fact, contains the unde¬ 
veloped germ of the whole method and 
doctrine of the Republic (with the excep¬ 
tion of Books V—VIl). Cf. Hirmer Entst. 
u. Kompos. d. PI. Pol. p. 608. 

pa>v pi} (a strengthened num) occurs 
only twice in the Republic, here and 
in vi 505 c. In the later dialogues 
pdv is especially frequent (Frederking in 
FI. Jahrb. 1882 p. 539). A classified list 
of examples is given by Kugler de part. 
tol eiusque comp. ap. PI. usu p. 40. 

35 ol'av—troieiv. See cr. n. ttoul 

would involve (as even Schneider admits) 
“ durissimum et haud scio an vitiosum 
anacoluthon.” Cf. ofoi 717) aSiKeiv in 
334 D. Tucker proposes to eject oiav 
and retain noiei, but the reading of II is 
preferable in every way. For the error 
see Introd. § 5. 

352 a 3 Travel: ire. whether just 
or unjust: cf. 351 E exbpol teovrai (viz. oi 
aSiKoi) aXXi)Xois re Kal rocs SiKalois. 

8 la-riov. On the form see Introd. 

§5- 
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e^9p6<; earat, 6 dSircos, cu @pacrvpa^e, 6 Se Slkcuos <£>iA,o?. Evco^ou 

tov Xoyov, e<pT], 9appwv ov yap ’ey wye croc ivavTcwaopcac, iva p,rj io 

toiaSe dire^dcopac. *16c Srj, rjv S’ iyco, /cal to. Xonrd poc tt)<; 

6ctttacreoi? aTTOirXppwaov d7TOKpcv6pevo<{ wcnrep icac vvv. otc pev 

yap teal aocfnarepoc teal apeevovs teal SvcaToorepoc 'irpaTrecv oi 

Sitcacoc (pacvovrac, oc Se aSctcoc ovSev irpciTrecv per dXXrjXcov oloc 

C T6, aXXd Sr) teal oy? I ejrapev eppwpevws 7r con ore rc per dXXrjXcov 15 

Kocvf) 7rpa^ac aSctcovs ovras, tovto ov navTanaaev aXydes Xeyopev' 

ov yap av anec^ovro aXXr/Xcov tcopcSfj oWe? aSueoc, aXXd SrfXov 

otc ivrjv rt? avTols Sctcacoavvr), rj avTovs enocec prjroc teal dXXrjXovs 

ye teal e<p’ oy? fjcrav apa aSucelv, Sc rjv enpa^av d enpa^av, 

copprjcrav Se enl ra dSctea dScteca rjpcpo^drjpoc oWe<enel oc ye 20 

napnovrjpoc teal reXecos ccScteoc reXecos eicrlv teal nparreev dSvvaToc 

D tclvtcl I pev ovv otc ot/Ta>? eXei> pavddvco, dXX' oy% co? cry to 

15. dr/ Kal oils A23: SikcUovs A1: Kal oils Ily. 

352 B 11 rd Xoiira ktX.: viz. the 
discussion which begins in D below. 

12 Stl p.ev "yap ktX. The whole 
sentence is summed up in ravra fjeev obv 
otc oUtws (352 d) and placed in this 
recapitulated form under the government 
of ficcvdavco. The introduction of the 
antithesis (dXXa St] kt\.) to ol Sb &du<oc 
ovSbv tTpaTTecv p.ef dXXijXwj' 0I0L re, 
and of the explanations required by 
that antithesis, complicates the sentence, 
without, however, rendering it obscure. 
For similar anacolutha with 8tl see 
v 465 A, vi 493 D nn. and cf. Engelhardt 
Anac. Plat. Spec, ill pp. 38, 40. The 
whole sentence forms a kind of transition 
to “ the rest of the feast ” by summing 
up what has been so far proved; viz. 
that Justice is wisdom and virtue (Kal 

aocpuTepot Kal Apcdvovs), and more capable 
of action than Injustice (SwaTiorepoi 
irp&TTecv); even the difficulty raised in 
aXka 8t)—hUbvaroi is not new, having 
been briefly explained in 351 C. Lieb- 
hold’s Itl for otc is an unhappy suggestion; 
nor should otc be rendered ‘ quoniam,’ as 
Hartman proposes. 

352 c 18 p/tjroi—-ye: a strong nega¬ 
tive somewhat rarely used by Plato: cf. 
Phil. 67 A and infra ill 388 B, C. See 
Kugler de part, toc eiusque comp. ap. PI. 
usu p. 11. 

352 d—354 c The argument here 

reverts to 347 E, and the rest of the book 
offers a direct refutation of the view that 
Injustice is more advantageous than 
Justice, in other words, that the life of 
the unjust man is better than that of the 
just. An indirect refutation, says Socrates, 
is afforded by the recent discussion {front 
348 B to 352 d); the direct is as follows. 
Everything has its peculiar work or pro¬ 
duct (§pyov)—that, namely, which it alone 
produces, or which it produces better than 
aught else. Everything moreover has its 
own peculiar excellence, without which it 
will not do its work well. Now the work 
of soul is to deliberate, to rule, to live: its 
excellence is Justice. Therefore the just 
soul will live well, and to live well is to 
be blest and happy. And as this is more 
advantageous than to be miserable. In¬ 
justice can never be more advantageous 
than Justice. In conclusion, Socrates 
sums up regretfully: until we know what 
Justice is, we are not likely to discover 
whether it is a virtue or a vice, and 
whether its possessor is happy or un¬ 
happy. 

352 d ff. The view that everything 
has its own peculiar function, which it 
can perform better than anything else, 
afterwards becomes one of the cardinal 
principles of the Ideal State (II 369 E ff.); 
and the statement that everything has an 
excellence or virtue of its own is reaffirmed 
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77-pwTov irtdeao. el Be /cal dpeivov ^(baiv oi Bl/caioi tcov uBIkcov 

teal evbaipoveaTepol elaiv, birep to varepov vpovdepeSa crtce'jraaOai, 

25 a/ceTTTeov. cfjalvovTai pev ovv /cal vvv, eo? <ye pot, Bo/cei, e’i% wv 

eiptj/capev' opco<; B' ere fieXTiov cnceiTTeov. ov yap 7repl rov 

eiTLTV)(0VT0<; 6 A0705, dAAa 7repl rov ovTiva Tpbrrov ^pr) %r}v. 

X/covei Brj, e(f>rj. %/cottm, rjv B' eyw. teal pot, Aeye1 Botcel tL <joi 

elvai Lirtrou epyov; I ”Epoiye. ’Ap' ovv tovto dv deirjs teal 'lirtrov E 

30 teal aXXov otovovv epyov, o dv rj povw etcelvw 7TOifj r 1$ rj apiara; 

Ov pavddvco, ecftrj. ’AAA’ ooBe• eaO' otw av aXXw 18019 rj 

6cf)9a\pol<;; Ot) Brjra. Tt Be; dtcovaaa aXXcp rj walv; OvBapa)1;. 

Ovkovv Bitcaiax; av ravra tovtcov (fjaipev epya elvai; ITdvv ye. 

Ti Be; | pa^alpa av dptreXov tcXfjpa d.7roTepoi<; teal aplXrj teal 353 

aAAot? ttoXXois ; II a3? yap ov; ’AAA’ ovBevl y dv, olpai, ovtco 

/eaAaiy, <09 Bperravcp tm errl tovto epyaadevTi. 'AXrjdrj. ’Ap' ovv 

ov tovto tovtov epyov dijaopev; Orjaopev pev ovv. 

S XXIV. Nw B/j, oipai, dpeivov dv pddoif o apTi r/pcoTcov, 

7rvv0avopevo<; el ov tovto etcacrTov eirj epyov, o dv rj pbvov ti rj 

tcdXXiara twv aXXiov direpya^TjTai. ’AAA’, ecf)t], pavOdvco Te teal 

poi Bo/cei tovto ktcdaTov 1 irpaypaTOs epyov elvai. Elev, rjv S' eydr B 

ovtcovv teal apeTrj Bo/cei aoi elvai etcaaTW, uyjrep teal epyov ti 

10 TrpoaTeTatcTai; icopev Be erri Ta avTa rrdXiv. 6(f)6aXpcbv, efrapev, 

25. ti's ye fioi (sic) II: uari poi A1: as y epol corr. A2. 26. S' In 'S.q: Si 
rt All. 33. (palpev Stephanus: (papev codd. 1. av v cum Stobaeo 
{FIor. 9. 63): ora. AllZy. 

in Book X, where we are also told that 
everything has its own peculiar vice, that 
of soul being aduda (608 E fif.). 

27 ovTiva Tpoirov \pq £fjv. A remi¬ 
niscence of the ttQs paoreov of Socrates: 
cf. 344 E. 

352 e 30 8 av—otpio-ra. The poli¬ 
tical applications of this principle are 
developed from 11 369 e onwards: cf. IV 

433 A ff; 
32 aKovo-ais ktX. The rapid succes¬ 

sion of questions makes it possible to 
dispense with dv in the second: cf. 
11 382 E. 

33 <j>aifi€v. See cr. n. If <papiv is 
retained, dv will belong to eivai (cf. VI 
493 C), but it is inappropriate here to 
make elvai future or hypothetical. 
Schneider, while retaining epapiv, refers 
dv to SiKaius, “ ut sensus sit: ovkovv, et 

TauTa Tovroiv (pa/xev epya elvai, SiKaius 

3v (pa.ljj.ev ”—a harsh and unnatural view. 
We may either drop dv and keep <j>avb>, 
as (with one of Stobaeus’ MSS Flor. 9. 63) 
I formerly did: or change <pa/xiv to <pai/j.ev. 
The latter solution is easier and better. 
Similarly in epal/xev below (353 D) the 1 is 
due to A2. See also Introd. § 5. 

353 a 1 diroTepois—see cr. n.—can 
hardly, I think, dispense with the particle 
dv. It should be noted that the illustra¬ 
tions are of two kinds—the first to 
illustrate f/ p.6va> iicdvip, the second to 
illustrate Apiara; after each division the 
conclusion is stated, in the second case 
more diffidently (dp’ ovv ov—dr/ao/xev), 
perhaps because it is less obvious. 

6 povov rt. Cornarius unhappily 
suggested ns for n and Stephanus fiivip 
ns for pbvov n (cf. 352 E). pbvov n is 

of course the subject to airepya^riTai. 
353 b 9 ovkovv—irpoo-reraKTai. Cf. 
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earcv epyov; ”Fiariv. ’Ap’ ovv Kai dp err) bcfrdaX/awv eanv; Kal 

apery. Tt Se; wrwv yv tl epyov; Nat. Ovtcovv Kal apery; 

Kal dperrj. Tt Se rravrwv rrepi rwv aXXwv; ov% ovrw; Ovrw. 

wE%e Sy’ ap' av rrore op. par a ro avrwv epyov KaXcos drtepyaaaivro 

C pr) e%ovra ryv avrwv I ohceiav dperyv, aXX! avrl rys dperyv 15 

icaiclav; Kal rrw<; av; ecjry' rvcjrXoryra yap taco*; Xeyea avrl 

rfjs orjrews. "Hti?, yv S' iyw, avrwv y apery • ov yap rrw rovro 

epwrw, aXX' el ry olneia pev apery to avrwv epyov ev ipydcrerai 

ra ipya^opeva, KaKia Se KaKws. 'AXy6e<i, ecfry, rovro ye Xeyeis. 

Ovtcovv teal wra arepopeva rys avrwv dperys tcatcw<; ro avrwv 20 

epyov artepyaaerac; Tlavv ye. TiOepev ovv teal raXXa rravra 

D et? I rov avrov Xoyov; "ILpoiye So/cet ”161 Sy, perd ravra rbSe 

crKerJrac’ eanv tl epyov, o aXXw rwv ovrwv oitS' av evi 

tt palais; olov ro rocovSe• to empeXeicrdaL teal apyetv teal jduv- 

Xeveadai teal ra roiavra rravra, ead' orw aXXw y ^rv^y Sucaiw? 25 

24. Trpd^ais A1!!: irpd^aLo corr. A2. 

Men. 72 A ouk airopla elireip aperies irlpi 

fj rf ioTiv. KaO' €k&(Jtt]V yap tup irpd^eup 

Kai tup t/Xiklup irpos e/cogtop ipyop e/cdory 

T/pup T) apeTT) icrTLp. uaabTus Se—/cat 77 

Kada: also infra x 608 E with Arist. 
Eth. Nic. II 5. no6a 15 ff. 

12 ijv: ‘ is, as we saw,’ viz. at 352 E: 
cf. infra IV 441 D, VI 490 A, VII 522 A. 

14 direpyao-aivTo. Heindorf (on Crat. 
424 e) would read airepya.Gai.To, and 
Baiter adopts his suggestion; but (as 
Stallbaum observes) the use of 6<pdaXpol 

just above may affect the construction. 
In the same way, perhaps, the occurrence 
of yvpatKes Kal ToiXXa dr/pia immediately 
before causes Plato to write Sei/ooiPT0 (the 
reading of A) rather than Ser/aoLTo in 
Tim. 76 E. Of the other alleged cases of 
a plural verb after a neuter plural in 
Plato, some (e.g. Laws 634 E, 683 b) are 
not supported by the best MSS ; one— 
up Ta re SpSpara Kal ra. pr/para <tvptI- 

6epTat (so AT) Crat. 424 E—is distribu¬ 
tive; some refer to living objects, e.g. 
L^aws 658 C (with which contrast Kplpor 
just before) and Lack. 180 e; at least 
one [Phil. 24 e) is perhaps corrupt. See 
also on Rep. 11 365 b. 

353 C 16 nxjjX.oT'qTa kt\. TvipXbrr/s 

is also said to be the disease or vice of 
the eyes in Ale. I 126 B, a passage pro¬ 
bably imitated from this. In the stricter 
discussion of x 608 e it is not TvipXoTr/s 

but SrpdaXpia which is the vice to which 
the eyes are subject. 

17 ov yap irto—epwTw is ‘I do not, at 
this stage, enquire’; but the words do 
not, I think, contain an express promise 
that the subject will be afterwards re¬ 
sumed. Although the peculiar vice of 
the eyes is specified in Book X (l.c.), their 
virtue is not; and toDto refers to ^Vcs 
ai)Tup t/ apeTr;. Cf. 347 E n. 

353 d 23 »J/v)(fjs ccrxiv ti Hpyov : cf. 
in 407 A and Arist. Eth. Nic. 1 6. io97b 

22—I098a 17, where this discussion is 
closely imitated. That it is the Spy op of 
soul (and in particular of pops) to rule 
(apxap, lirtpeXeiadai, and the like), is 
continually asserted in Plato: see for ex¬ 
ample Phaedr. 246 B iraaa t/ ipvxv iraPTos 
empeXeiTai top apvx°v, Crat. 400 A, Phil. 
30C, Laws 896 A. The same doctrine is 
made the ground of the subjection of 
body to soul which is inculcated in the 
Phaedo (80 A, 94 b), and in Ale. 1 130 A. 

Cf. also Isocrates irepl aPTiobaeus 180 o/eo- 

XoyeXrac pep yap tt/p <p6ai.p i/pup Sk re tou 

ouparos avyKeiadai Kai tt/s \pvxvs" avToip 

Se Tovrotp oSSels Sgtlp ootls o&k ap tpi/reiep 

T/yepoptKUTepap ire<pVKlpai tt/p 1//VXPV 

Kal irXelopos a^iap" tt/s pip yap Spy op elvai 

(3ovXetiaao6ai Kal irepl tup ISIup Kal 

wepl tup koipup, tov Si aupiXTos im/peTrj- 

cr-ai roll virS tt/s V'l'X^s yvuadeiaip. 



6o nAATQNOI [353 d 

av avTa dtroBolpiev Kal (fial/iev I'Bia eKeivov elvai; OvBevl aXXqj. 

Tt S’ av to t,r)v; (ppaopiev epyov elvai; MaXiara y, e(pp. 

Oukovv Kal dperpv cf)ap.ev tiva ■^rv'xfj*; elvai; Laptev. 1 ’Ap' ovv E 

7TOT6, d ($paavp,a%e, xjrv^p ra avrfjs epya ev direpyaaerai arepo- 

30 p.evp t?7? ot/ceta? opet?)9, ^ dSvvarov; 'ABvvarov. ' AvayKp apa 

KaKp ^Jrv^p KaKQo<s dpyeiv Kal eTripteXeladai, rp Be diyaOp irdvra 

ravra ev TTparreiv. ’AvdyKp. 0vkovv dperpv ye avve^ooppaapiev 

yfrvXV<> elvai BiKaiocrvvpv, KaKiav Be dBiKiav; Xvve^coppaapiev yap. 

'H piez^ apa BiKala xfrv^p Kal 6 8iKaio<; dvpp ev (Bidaerai, /ca/ew? 

35 Be 0 aSt/co?. cE>aiVeTcu, ecpp, Kara tov aov Xoyov. | ’AWd pjpv 354 

6 ye ev ^cov p.aKapio1; re Kal ev8aip,u>v, 6 Be pip rdvavrla. IIw? 

7ap ov; U fiev bi/ccuos apa evoaipcov, o b abttco9 aUXiOS- Jharcov, 

e(f)T). ’AWd pipv dOXiov ye elvai ov XvaireXei, evBalpiova Be. 

5 Ilw? yap ov; OvBe7ror' apa, d piaKapie (dpaavpia^e, XvaireXearepov 

dBiKia BtKaioavvr79. Tavra Bp aoi, ecfrp, cb 'ZooKpaTes, elaridadw 

ev Tot? BevBiBeiois. 'T7to aov ye, pv 8' eyd, w ®paavpa^e, eireiBp 

26. tpaipev A2n : ipapev A1. indvov Ey2: tKelvys Ally1. 

26 eKeivov. The reading iKelvrjs—see 
cr. n.—can only be defended by sup¬ 
posing that Plato was guilty of a strange 
confusion, unless we make a pause at 

and take ^ as ‘or,’ not ‘than’; but 
15 after &Wip would certainly here be 
understood as ‘than,’ and an alternative 
question should be less ambiguously ex¬ 
pressed. After 'pvxy the corruption to 
eKelv 17s was natural enough. Madvig 
would eject the word. 

27 to iyrjv is ko.t' i£oxbv the Ipyov of 'pvyv 

in Plato: cf. Crat. 399 D, E roOro Apa (sc. 
\pvxv)y oral' iraprj Tip <T(bpaTi,aiTi6v earl tov 

j'ijv airnp, tt]v tov avairveiv 8tjimp.iv iraplxov 

Kal avaxpvxov, apa Se iKkelirovTos tov 

ohlai/ojxovros to aCopa awbWvral to Kal 

TeXevra' odev 8r) poi Sonovcnv avrb ipvxvv 

KaXeaai, and Phaed. 105 D. The influence 
of this idea makes itself felt in all the 
proofs of immortality in Plato, and not 
least in X 608 E ff. See na. ad loc. 

353 E 32 o-vv€\ci>pTj<rap£v ktX. The 
reference is to 350 c, D: cf. also 348 c. 
In'these passages Justice has been identi¬ 
fied with Virtue, but not expressly with 
virtue of soul. For this reason Hartman 
would eject ipvxys- But as Plato has 
just been using aperrj ‘excellence1 in con¬ 
nexion with things other than oul (ears 
and eyes), it is important that he should 

now make it clear that in identifying 
oiKaioavvT] and aperr), he meant soul’s 
dpeT-q. Otherwise a soul may possess its 
dper-r) without being just; in which case 
the conclusion which he is aiming at will 
not follow. 

354 a 2 o pt tZ £wv ktX. The 
ambiguity (as it appears to us) of eu ffiv 
and eC irpaTTeiv is frequently used by 
Plato to suggest that the virtuous life is 
the happy one, e.g. Charm. 172 A, 173 d: 

see note on 335 B. Aristotle says that 
Plato was the first to establish this identi¬ 
fication : see the third fragment of his 
elegies vv. 4—6 ed. Bergk Ss pbvos rj 
irpuiTOS dvr/TUv KarlSei^ev ivapyQs | oUeltp 
Tt [5Up Kal pediSoKH \6yoiv \ us dyadbs re 
Kal evSalpuv apa ylvtrai dv-qp. 

6 elo-Tido-Sw. The metaphor occurs 
again in 352 B, V 458 A, IX 571 D. It is 
one of the formal links connecting the 
Timaeus with the Republic', see Tim. 17 a. 
Cf. Shakespeare Macbeth Act I Scene 4 
“In his commendations I am fed: It is a 
banquet to me.” 

7 BevSiScfins. See Introd. § 3. 
In viro (roil yt kt\. Plato seems to 

be making the amende honorable to Thra- 
symachus: cf. VI 498 c, D pij SiafiaWe— 

Ipl Kal Qpaabpaxov Apri <pl\ovs yeyovoras, 
ovbk TTpb toG ex^P°^s yeyovoras. 
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jxoi TTpao'» eyevov /cal yaXeivaivtov eiravaco. ov pevToi /ca\d><; ye 

B elcTTLafiai, Bt I i/iavTov, a\X’ ov Bid ae% dW' a/cnrep oi \fyvoi tov 

del 7rapacfrepofievov airoyevovTai, dpTra^ovres, 7rplv rod 7rporepov 10 

yu-erp/fy? airoXavaai, /cal eya> /lol Bo/cw ovtco, irplv o to irpcaTOv 

ea/co'KOvp.ev evpeiv, to Bi/ca/ov 6 tl 7tot iaTiv, acfrepbevos e/ceivov 

oppcrjaat, eVt to a/cey\raa6ab 7repl avTOv, etTe /ca/cla eaTlv /cal 

dpadia ecTe aocfria /cal apeTp, /cal ep.TreaovTo<; av vaTepov \6yov, 

otl XvcriTeXecrTepov 77 aBucia t?;? Bi/caioavvr]^, ov/c aTreayopsipv 15 

C to pep ov/c eirl tovto eXOelv atr e/ceivov, oiaTe pcou I vvvl yeyovev 

e/c tov BiaXoyov p-rjBev elBevao• 07roTe yap to Bi/ca/ov pu) olBa 

6 eaTlv, ayoXfj elaop/ai etVe c/peTr) Tt? ovoa Tvyyavei etVe /cal ov, 

/cal 7roTepov 6 e%(ov avTo ov/c evBaip/wv eaTlv r)'evBalpuov. 

tsAoc TTOAlTeiAC A. 

ir. t'yci /Jioi 0r: iywp.at A3: tyui oT/xat IIq. 

354 B 10 irapaijrepoptvov. Casaubon’s 
conjecture TrepKpepo/j.tvou is neat, but in¬ 
appropriate, the reference being to the 
successive courses at a feast, which were 
not usually carried round among the 
Greeks. In Athen. IV 33 the carrying 
round of viands is mentioned as an Egyp¬ 
tian custom: Tpirr] 5’ eorlv iSla Selirvuv 

ai-yvimaKri, rpaTrepdv plv ov -w a par 16 e- 

/iiv oiv, mvataov SI irepi<t>epop.tvo)v. 

11 eyu> p.01 8okw kt\. Lys. 222 E 

Slopuu ovv bioirep oi ootpol ev to is Si/cacrrT)- 

pi'ois, ra eipy/xlva airavra dvaTrefiirdoaodai. 

The tone of the concluding summary 
recalls the usual finish of the earlier and 
professedly negative Socratic dialogues, 
like the Charmides (175 B—176 a). The 
only section of the dialogue which So¬ 
crates passes over in silence is the refuta¬ 
tion of the statement that Injustice is 
strong (350 D—357 c). The original 

question—the quid sit of Justice—is a- 
bandoned at 347 E: the quale sit occupies 
the rest of the dialogue, and Socrates 
enquires first whether Justice is vicious 
and ignorant, or wise and good (347 e— 

350C), next whether it is strong or weak 
(350 D—352 c), and lastly whether it is 
more or less advantageous than Injustice 
(352 D—354 a). To speculate on the 
quale sit of a thing before determining its 
quid sit is condemned by Plato in Men. 
71 B 8 de p.r) oiSa tI ion, irQs av oirotiv ye 
ti elSetrjv ; cf. ibid. 86 D and 100 B. The 
words with which the first book concludes 
lead us to expect that in the remaining 
books the problem will be discussed in 
proper logical order—the essence first, 
and afterwards the quality, of Justice. 
The expectation is duly fulfilled; and 
Book 1 is therefore in the full sense of the 
term a irpooi/xiov to the whole work. 



APPENDICES TO BOOK I. 

I. 

I 327 A. irpoaev^opevos re -nrj 0€<u k«i a pa rr)v eoprrjv f3ovXouevos 
OedaaaOai rlva rpdirov Troirjaovaiv, are vvv Trpwrov ayovres. 

The question whether rrj 6ew here and in 328 a is Bendis or Athena 
is not so simple as it appears. 

In favour of Athena it may be urged (1) that rj Beds regularly means 
Athena in Attic literature (see for example Ar. Eq. 656, 903 al., and 
Plato Laws 806 b) : (2) that in view of the relation between the 
Republic and the Timaeus it is difficult to separate rrj 6e<2 here from 
tt)v 6eov and -7-175 Oeov in Tim. 21 a and 26 e, where the goddess is 
certainly Athena, (3) that it is dramatically appropriate for an Athenian 
to dedicate his ideal city to the patron goddess of Athens. Plato’s 
perfect city would thus become in a certain sense a fiaaiAeia -7175 6eov. 

On the other hand, the goddess and the festival are mentioned 
so closely together that (if we have regard to the Republic by itself) we 
are scarcely justified in interpreting rfj 6ew without reference to rrjv 

eoprrjv, and it is quite in harmony with Socrates’ principles that he 
should be among the first to pay his vows at the shrine of the new 
goddess as soon as the vopos 7roXetos received her. See Xen. Mem. 1 3. 
1, iv 3. 16. It is therefore safer to accept the usual view that Plato is 
thinking of Bendis. 

II. 

I 333 E—334 A. dp ov\ 6 rard^ai Seivoraros iv pd-XV dire miKTiKrj tire 
rivi /cat dkXrj, ovtos kou (fivXd^aaOaL; Udi-u ye. TAp’ ovv koll vocrov dans 

Seivos (ftvXdPaaOaL, ical XaBetv o'utos ScLVoraros e(i.iroir]<ras; Tpoiye SokcZ 

’AXXa pr/v arpcLTcareSov ye 6 avros <f>vXa£ dyaOus, damp /cat ra twv TroXepiwv 

xXeif/at. Kal fSovXtvpara /cat ras aXXas Trpd^as. IIuVu ye. ’Orou ns dp a 

Seivos ef>vXa$, tovtov /cat <f>ujp Seivos. "Eot/cev. 

The reading (jivXdtaaOai xal XaOeiv, ovtos Seivoraros Kal epnroirjaai, 

which has slight ms authority, is defended by Boeckh (Kl. Schr. iv 
pp. 326 ffi), with whom Zahlfleisch (Zeitschr. f. ost. Gymn. Vol. xxvm 
1877, pp. 603 ff.) and others agree. Boeckh points out that /cat Xadeiv 

(sc. j'dcrov, according to his view) suggests (from its notion of clandestine 
cunning) the idea of stealing. This may be admitted, but the idea of 
stealing is much more forcibly suggested (as Stallbaum points out), if 
/cat XaOeiv is construed with ovtos Seivoraros ktX., and this involves the 
necessity of changing (with Schneider) ip-rroirjaai of the mss to epiroi-rjaas, 

for the construction XaOelv epnoirjaai, though retained by Campbell, is 
destitute of authority. 
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Even if Schneider’s emendation be adopted, the argument is (as 
stated in the notes) fantastical and inconclusive. In order that the 
conclusion otov tis apa Setvos <f>v\a£, tovtov Kal ejrdp Setvos should be 
valid, (f>v\.d£oLcrO(u should be e£vAd£ai, and the objects of the two verbs 
in proposition (i) should be identical, as well as those in propositions (2) 
and (3). As it is, if we express e/>vAa'£ao-0at in terms of efrvXa'£at, they are not 
identical: for in (1) it is the enemy whom you smite, but yourself whom 
you guard: in (2) it is yourself (or your patient) whom you guard, but the 
disease which you secretly implant: in (3) you guard your own army, but 
steal the enemy’s plans, etc. Nevertheless Schneider’s emendation is pre¬ 
ferable to the traditional reading, which not only contains all the same 
fallacies as the other, but leaves the three stages of the argument in 
comparative isolation, attaches the first hint of ‘ stealing ’ (Xadelv) to the 
wrong member of the clause, and involves the use of the somewhat 
strained expression Xadelv voo-ov. It should be added that the change 
from ZfjLTTOLTjo-aL to e/A7ro»j(ras is not greater than the insertion of «ai 

before epnoirja-ai, and that epTroujaas was very likely to be corrupted 
under the influence of Setvos cf>vXd£acrdat. just before. The emphatic 
position of Kal Xade.lv is necessary to call attention to the first suggestion 
of the idea contained in KAe'i/tat; nor can I agree with J. and C. that in 
Schneider’s emendation “the emphasis falls on the wrong word.” In 
Xadelv eprroLijaas, which is virtually a single expression, Xadelv is more 
important, in view of the conclusion Kal KAeVTetv Servos, than epTroirjo-as. 

Hartman condemns the words Kal Xadelv, and thinks oWis and ovtos 

have changed places: “cum enim ubique to </>vAd£acr#ai urgeatur 
(6 Trara^ai Seivoraros, ovtos Kal ef>vXd£acrdai—acnrep KXexpai..., 6 aurds 

cf>vXa£ ayados), requiritur ovtos Servos ej>vXd£acrdai, ocrrts SetvoVaros ktA. ; 
quibus tribus exemplis praemissis inversa ratione concludit otov tis dpa 

Servos <f>vXa£, tovtov Kal efjdip Servos.” Tucker revives the old conjecture 
Kal aXdelv (‘ heal ’) instead of Kal Aa#etv, and suggests (as an alternative) 
that Xadelv should be p.adelv (i.e. Kal padelv ovtos Setvoraros i/J.Troiijaai 

‘clever at learning how to implant’). None of these conjectures appears 
to me so probable as that of Schneider. 

III. 

I 335 a. KeAevets SI; -qp.as Trpoadelvai. r(3 StKata), ff, us to 7rproTov 

IXeyojjxv, AeyovTes StKatov etvat tov /xev (filXov ev Trotetv, tov S’ eydpov KaKws, 

vvv Trpos tovt(o wSe Aeyetv, oti ecrTiv StKatov tov ptev ejd.Xov ayaObv ovra eS 

TToeelv, tov S’ e)(dpbv kokov ovTa fiXd.TTeiv; 

In this difficult passage Schneider takes 17 as ‘than,’ and irpoadelvai 

as equivalent to a comparative with a verb; but no exact parallel has 
hitherto been adduced, and the idiom even if admissible is exceedingly 
harsh. Neither the suggestion of Stephanus (Trpoadelvai tu> StKata> aAAws 

rj) nor that of Richards (to insert nXeov after 17) carries conviction. It 
should also be remarked that the words vvv Trpos tovtw <SSe Aeyetv follow 
somewhat awkwardly as an explanation of Trpocrdelvai t(3 SiKatu> if r) cos is 
interpreted in Schneider’s way. Stallbaum’s rj cos—tov Se e-^dpov kokcos; 

vvv irpos tovtco coSe Ae'yetv, is very unpleasing, not so much from the 
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necessity of understanding Acyeiv after rj (‘ or to say, as we said at first ’ 
etc.) as because it is extremely violent to separate rj from vvv irp6<; toutot 

iSSe Acyeiv. Faesius’ proposal (in which he is followed by Ast, Madvig, 
and several editors) to eject rj gives the required sense (‘ do you bid us 
add to the view of justice which etc.,’ 7rpoa6elvai being explained by irpos 

tovtw <3Sc Xeyeiv), but it fails to account for the presence of rj in the mss. 

It may seem an objection to the view which I take that rj in a sentence 
of this kind would naturally introduce an alternative, whereas 7rpos 
tovtw iLSe Xeyeiv only explains Trpoadelvai. This objection, such as it is, 
applies with still greater force to the view that rj is ‘ than.’ Some will 
probably regard the whole clause from rj—Acyeiv as a marginal com¬ 
mentary on rrpocr6eivcu; but this is much too drastic. Possibly rj should 
be replaced by kclC—the corruption is said to be common (Bast Comment. 
Palaeogr. p. 815); but I am not convinced that rj does not sometimes 
mean ‘or in other words’ even in classical Greek. 

IV. 

I 336 E. p.r] yap Sv) olov, el pev ypvatov itr/Tovpev, ovk av rrore rjpd<; 

tKOvras elvai vnoKaraKXlveaOai dAA.77A.01s cv nrj Ijrjrrjaei Kal 8ia<fi0elpeiv rr/v 

evpeaiv avrov, SiKaioavvrjv Sc Ijrjrovvras, rrpaypa ttoAAojv ypvalwv npidrrepov, 

erreid' ootojs ai'oryrois vrruKeiv aXXrjXois Kal oi (T7rov8d£eiv o ti pdXiara 

cfravrjvai avro. ot’ou -ye tru, <0 <f>iAe* aAA’, olpai, oi 8vvapeOa. 

Schneider’s explanation of the words o'ov ye av (sc. rjpas arrovSaljeiv 

o ti pdXiara ejravrjvaL avro) would probably have met with wider acceptance 
if he had taken more pains to justify his view. The key to the meaning 
is to be found in the affirmative oleaOal ye xpv which sometimes follows 
a fortiori reasoning of this kind in Plato. Two examples will suffice: 
Prot. 325 B, C ra pie v dXXa dp a tovs vlels SiSaaKovrai, if ots ovk ean 

Oavaros rj fcrjpla lav pr] irrlariovrai, if <3 8e rj re Ijn/pla Odvaros a draw rots 
Traial—ravra S’ a pa ov SiSaaKovrai ovS' impeXovvraL rraaav impeXeiav; 

oleaOal ye \prj, and Phaed. 68 A rj dvOpurirlvivv pev ttguSikoov—diroOavovrurv 

rroXXol S77 ckovtcs rjOeXrjaav cis aSov levai—ejrpovrjcrews Sc apa ns rd> on 1 
ipwv—dyavaKTr/aei re arroOvrjaKiov Kal ovk aapevo<: elaiv avroae; oleaOal 

ye XPV- II in place of the imperative pr] yap St) oiou, Plato had used 
an interrogation (as he generally does in sentences of this kind), writing 
let us say rj olei instead of pr/ yap St) o'ov, he would have added oleaOal 

ye xpv■ The same way of writing, dictated of course by the desire to 
emphasize the 8c clause, causes him to say olov ye when the sentence is 
in the imperatival form, av is of course necessary on account of <3 efrlXe. 

For the affirmative sense of olov cf. infra 346 e ap' ovv ov8' wcfreXel Tore, 

drav irpoiKa ipydfjrai; Olpat eyorye, and X 608 D. Of the various 
suggestions made on this passage that of O. Apelt lov, lov, <3 </»Ae “ aber 
wehe, o Freund, unsere Kraft, glaube ich, reicht nicht aus dazu ” (E/. 
Jahrb. 1891, p. 557) deserves mention for its ingenuity; but except for 
the corruption of ye to re (see cr. n.), the text is sound. There is 
certainly no occasion to follow q and Stallbaum in writing prj olov av for 
olov ye av. 
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357 I. ’E^eo fiev ovv ravTa e'nvcov tppcpv Xoyov d'lrrjXXd^daL' to S' 

pv apa, &>? eouce, vrpooipuov. 6 yap TXav/ccov del re dvSpeioraTO? 

wv rvyyavei nTpos dtravra, teal 8rj /cal tore too ®pa<rvpbd^ov tj)d 

dir6pp7](7iv ovk direSetjaTo, dXX' eefir) fl Sco/cpaTe?, 7rorepov r/ptaf 

B fiovXei hotcelv 'Keireuckvai, rj &>? dXr)0co<; I 7relaai otl rravTL rporrep 5 

ap.etvov ianv Sltcaiov elvat rj tlSucov; fl? dXr]6co<;, eirrov, eycoy av 

eXolp-pv, el eir ipbol e’lrj. Ov toivvv, eefrrj, 7rotet? o /3ovXei. Xeye 

yap p,or apa aoo Bo/cel roiovSe tl eivat dyaOov, o 8e%alp,e0' av 

e%eiv ov tcIov drvo^aivovrasv itfiiepuevoi, dXX' avro avrov eveica 

357 a—358 E Socrates had thought 
the conversation at an end., but Glauco 
revives the theory of Thrasymachus. A 
threefold classification of goods is first 
agreed upon. Goods are desirable either 
(1) for their orvn sakes, or (2) both for 
their own sakes and for their conse¬ 
quences, or (3) for their consequences 
alone. Justice is placed by Socrates in 
the second and noblest of these three 
classes. Glauco on the other hand asserts 
that the Many place it in the third, and 
proposes to advocate the belief of the Many, 
not as holding it himself.\ but in order to 
compel Socrates to defend Justice and con- 
detnn Injustice solely on their merits. 
Thrasymachus, he thinks, has cried off 

too soon. 
357 A 1 eyia ktX. Xbyov is abstract 

= tou Xlyeiv, not ‘the discussion’ (Jowett), 
which would be too XSyov. For to Se see 

on I 340 d. 
2 ijv apa:‘was after all,’as in IV 443 c 

rd SI ye r/v apa—elSioXou ti tt)s SiKaiootivris 
and Soph. TrJ 1172 to S’ yv ap’ oiiSer 
dXXo Tr\ir)V daveiv iff. With irpooipuov 
cf. infra VII 531 D, Aesch. P. V. 740 f. 
oDs ya/j vvv cwr/Koas \byovs | elvai SokcI 

col pltjSIttu) V ttpooL/aioLS, and Shake¬ 

speare Macbeth I 3 “As happy prologues 
to the swelling act Of the imperial theme.” 
For the sense see the last note on Book I. 
There is no good ground for supposing 
(with von Sybel De Platonis Proemiis 
Academicis) that either Book 1 of the 
Republic or the rest of Plato’s dialogues 
were intended merely as irpooipua or 
1 Programs ’ to attract pupils to his 
lectures. 

5 (3ou\€i ktX. The antithesis is be¬ 
tween ooKelv weireinEai and ireloai, and 
fiouXei is used in its natural sense, not 
(as Ast thinks) with the force of paXXov 
fiouXei. 

357 b 7 Xeye yap p.01. Other classifi¬ 
cations of ‘goods ’ in Plato will be found 
in Laws 631 B ff. and 697 B ff. (with 
which compare Arist. Eth. Nic. 1 8. 
i09Sb 12 ff.). See also Euthyd. 279 A ff., 
Gorg. 467 E, Phil. 66 a ff. The nearest 
parallels to the present classification are 
furnished by Stoicism, in which goods 
were classified as (a) reXacd, (b) ironjrt/cd, 
(c) both reXiKci and noir)TiKa, and the 
irpo-rjy/j.1 ra as (a) Si’ aura, (b) Si’ irepa, 
(.c) Kai Si’ aura teal Si irepa see D. L. 
VII 96, 107. 

A. P. 5 
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io davra^opevoL; olov to xalpeiv Kal al rjBoval oacu d/3\a,Qei<; Kal 

pijBev eh tov etreiTa xpovov Bid tavras yiyveTai aWo rj xalpeiv 

e%ovTa. "Epoiye, rjv B' iyw, Bokci tl elvai toiovtov. ' Tt Be; o avto C 
T6 avrov X^PLV dyairtapev Kal tcov dti avrov ytyvopevwv ; olov av 

to (fopoveiv Kal to opav Kal to vyialveiv ta yap ToiavTa ttov Bi 

15 dpefooTepa dcrira^opeda. Nat, eltrov. TpiTOv Be opas t 1, e<f)7), 

elBo<; dyadov, ev <p to yvpva^eadai Kal to KapvovTa laTpeveadai 

Kal laTpevah Te Kal 6 aWo? xpVP'aTlaP-^; TavTa yap enrlirova 

(f>aipev av, aKfreXeiv Be ypa<;, Kal avTa pev eavTcov I eveKa ovk av D 

Be^alpeda e)(eiv, tcov Be piaOcov Te x^Plv KaL T^v o.Wtov oaa 

20 yiyveTai dir av tcov. '’EaTiv yap ovv, ecfiijv, Kal tovto TpiTOv. 

dWa Tt Brj; ’Ey trolco, ecf)?), tovtcov tt)v BiKaioavvr/v tIOtjc; ; ’E7W 

pev oipai, r/v B’ e|7w, ev tco KaWiatm, o Kal Bi avTO Kal Bid ta 358 

yiyvopeva a tt avTov dyatr^Teov t to peWovTi paKaplco eaeaPai. 

Ov Toivvv BoKe 1, etyr], Tot? 7roXAot5, dWa tov etritrovov elBov<>, 

10 xa^Peiv—o.pXaP«ts. These ‘inno¬ 
cent pleasures’ are defined in Laws 
667 E as those which bring no conse¬ 
quences in their train, good, bad, or 
otherwise (cf. koX p.t)Skv els tSv ewara 

XpSvov Sea Tairas ylyverai a\\o 7} %alpeiv 

ixovra). They are not quite identical 
with the ‘pure pleasures’ of Phil. 51 B, 
which are not necessarily devoid of all 
results, but only of pain. The same con¬ 
ception recurs in Aristotle, who regards 
the aflXafieh rjdoval both as conducive to 
the ethical end and as useful for purposes 
of recreation {Pol. 9 5. 1339b 25). 

Kal pqSlv ktX. The relative passes into 
a demonstrative (Tairas) in the second 
half of the sentence, as in in 412 D, 

VI 505 D, E, vii 521 B, and elsewhere. 
The idiom is regular in Greek, but the 
second pronoun is more usually some 
case of airbs than of oStos, e.g. Ill 395 D, 

VI 511 C, Gorg. 452 D, Theaet. 192 A. 

Cobet however (Mnem. XI p. 167) goes 
too far in maintaining that avros is alone 
permissible in this idiom. Cf. Engel- 
hardt Anac. Plat. Spec, ill pp. 41—43. 
pcqSlv is used in preference to ovSlv : for 
“cogitatione circumscriptum genus signi¬ 
ficant’’(Schneider). With the sentiment 
Muretus compared Arist. Eth. Nic. x 2. 
H72b 22 oiStva yap brepwrav rlvos (vena 
r/Serai, tbs nad’ avrty oiaav alperqv tt)v 

ijSovrjv. 
12 tx°VTa ■ sc. aurds (so also Schneider), 

not the idiomatic ‘to continue rejoicing’ 
(as Campbell suggests). The essential 
mark of these pleasures, viz. that they 
give pleasure only while they last, is 
brought out by Sx0VTa> which recalls 
Se^aipieB’ av Sxeiv just above, and is 
used without an expressed object as in 
366 E. 

3S7 c T4 to <f>povctv—vyialveiv. 
aKoieiv is added in 367 C. Cf. Arist. 
Eth. Nic. 1 4. io96b 16 Kad’ aura Si 
woia Belt) ns av; rj oaa Kal povoipeva 

SuiiKerai, olov to ppoveiv Kai bpav Kal 
i,coval rives Kal np.al; raura yap el Kal 
Si’ aXXo Tt SiuKO/aev, op.01 s tuv Kad’ 
avra ayaBibv Belt) tis av: also Met. A 1. 
980s 2 ff. Aristotle himself does not sug¬ 
gest that a special class should be made 
of things desirable both in themselves and 
for their results; but integri census and 
bona valetudo are included in the Stoic 
category of irpot)yp.{va Kal Si’ aura koX 
Si’ ere pa (Cic. De Fin. Ill 56: cf. D. L. 
VII 107). 

16 YulAVCtS£<r®al KTX. Cf. Prot. 354 a 
and Gorg. 467 C, D (where XPVP-eeriapds 

is again said to belong to this class). 
Idrpevais as an example of xpVd°-T‘<sp.6s 
(in spite of the iKpipps \6yos of 1 342 B ff.) 
is suggested by iarpeieoBai. 0 a\\os is 
‘ the rest of,’ and should not be taken 
(with Stallbaum) as practerea: cf. Gorg. 
l.c. oi tPkIovtIs re Kal tSv aWov xpVl^a.- 
Tiapbv xpVP-aT^bpevoi and Crito 53 E. 
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o fjuadcov O' eveica teal evSo/u/JLijcrewv Sia So^av emrpSevreov, avro 

Se Si avro (pevKreov &>? ov %a\errov. 5 

II. OIha, r)v S' eyd>, on Sorcei ovrco, real rruXai vrro ©paavpia- 

%ov to? roiovrov ov \]seyerai, aSuda 8’ erraiveirai' aW’ iyco Tt?, 

B ft)? eouce, SvapiaOr]^. ”10i I Sr], eifrr), cikovgov teal i/uov, eav aoi 

ravra So/cfj. ®paavpianos yap fioi cfraiverai rrpwairepov rov 

SeoDTO? vrro gov warrep o^n<; Kr)\r]0fjvai, ip-ol Se oiimo Kara vovv 10 

r] drrbSei^i; yeyovev 7repl eKarepov' emOvpid) yap atcovaai ri r 

eanv eKarepov Kal riva e%et Svvap.iv avro icaO' avro ivov ev rfj 

roi)? Se piaOov; Kal rd yiyvopieva arr avrwv eciaai %alpeiv. 

ovraral ovv rroorjaco, eav Kal aol SoKrj‘ irravaveobaopiai rov ®paav- 

C pdyov \oyov, Kal I rrpwrov piev epw SiKaioavvrjv olov eival cfraaiv 15 

Kal o0ev yeyovevai' Sevrepov Se on rrdvre; avro oi emr'pSevovre? 

aKovres imrrjSevovGiv ft)? avayKaiov aW’ ov% d>? dyaOov’ rpirov 

Se on eiKona avro Spwai’ rroXv yap dpeivcov dpa o rov dSiKov 

r) 6 rov SiKalov /3to?, &$? Xeyovaiv. errel eploiye, do ^coKpare;, ovn 

SoKei o£)Tft)? * drropco pievroi SiareOpvXrr] pievo; rd cor a, ukovcov 20 

@paGvp.d^ov Kal pvplcov aWcov, rov Se vrrep rrj? SiKaioavvps 

D \6yov, I cS? apeivov dSiKias, ovSevo; 7too aK^Koa co<; f3ov\opai’ 

(3ov\opai Se avro KaO’ avro eyKcopia^opevov aKoiaai. piaXiara 

S' olpai av aov rrvOeaOai' Sio Karareiva<; epeb rov ciSikov fiiov 

irraivcov, eirrcov Se ivSei^op-ai aoi, ov rporrov av /3ovXop.ai Kal 25 

7. adiKia S’ bwaLveiTai II: om. A. 

358 A 4 fUcrOaiv 0’ £v€Ka ktX. Her- 
werden would read puad&v re p.bv iveKa., 
but for Se without fibv preceding see 
I 340 D n. The words Std digair, which 
are condemned by the same critic, may 
no doubt be a gloss on ev8oKifj.-r]oewv 
(vena. I incline however to think them 
genuine. Plato is not averse to duplicate 
ex-pressions of this kind (see Schanz Nov. 
Comm. Plat. pp. 12—r5), and the em¬ 
phatic addition of Sea Sofav helps in the 
absence of pev to prepare us for the 
antithesis aiirb Se St’ avro kt\. Cf. 262 A 
below. 

7 \|/eyeTai. See cr. n. The words 
dSt/cta 5’ hraiveirai are probably genuine: 
for the mention of dSttcta seems to be 
necessary to justify the pronoun eKarepov 

just below : cf. also in D /Boij\ofj.ai Kal <ro0 
aKovear abiKtav fj.hr xf/eyovros, 8LKaio<rbv7fV 
Sb eiraivovvTos. For the omission see 

Introd. § 5. 
358 C 17 cis avayKaiov aXX’ ov\ 

ccS aya0ov. Cf. infra 360 C and VI 493 C 
T17V Se toO avayKaiov Kai ayado0 cpwiv baov 

Scarpbpei Tip ’6vtl kt\. 

18 afuivcov apa. apa disclaims re¬ 
sponsibility for the theory: cf. 362 A, 
364 b, E al. 

21 ©pacrupaxov—aXXccv. See on I 
337 Afif. 

358 d 24 KaraTeCvas ktX. : ‘ I will 
speak vehemently in praise of the unjust 
life.’ The explanation of Photius and 
Suidas (Karardvas ipGr clvtI too paKpbv 

XSyov Sie^eXeicropai) does not suit 11 367 B 

ccs 8vva.fi.aL fiaXioTa ccararecvas \tyui. For 
this intransitive use of /cararetVcc cf. I 348 A 
and Boeckh’s emendation of Eur. Iph. 
Aid. 336 o£/'re /cararevcc (ccaracvcc MSS) 

X/av e’ycc. 

5—2 



68 nAATQNOS [358 D 

aov aKoveiv aSi/clav fiev y\reyovTos, Buccuoavvrfv Se eircuvovvTO<;. 

dW' opa, ei aoi /3ov\ofiev(p d Xeyco. IIdvrcov pakiara, r\v 8’ eyed' 
7repl yap tlvos I av fiaWov iroWd/cL5 T49 vovv €\(ov yaipoi \eycov E 

ical d/covcov; KdWicrra, e(f>r), Xeyets' Kal o irpcaTov ecprjv epelv, irepl 

30 tovtov a/cove, olov re ti /cal odev yeyove SucaiocrvvT]. 

30. oUv ri ti nos: rl 6v re AS: rl olbv re II: rl otovrai q. 

27 ti. <roi Pou\o(ie'vu). In Crat. 384 A 
tori is again omitted in this phrase. A 
still bolder example is cited by Stallbaum 
from Antipho 6. 8 eav bp.lv r/bopdvois. 
See Schanz Novae Comm. Plat. pp. 31— 

35- 
358 e 30 olov t€ ti. The reading 

of A t! ov re Kal bOev ylyove involves the 
separation of 68 tv from yiyove, and is 
otherwise much too harsh to be right. 
There is something to be said in favour of 
Schneider’s irepl tovtov aeove rl otovrai, 

xal 86ev ylyove SiKaioobvi) (see cr. n.), 
especially as the confusion between olbv 

re and olovra 1 occurs rather frequently in 
Platonic mss (see Schneider on 1 329 e), 
but the specific reference in 6 i<f>t\v -npwTov 

tpelv to 358 C irp&Tov piv ipu SiKaioouvpv 

olov elval <f>atn Kal 68ev yeyovlvai points 
to the presence of olov here. The reading 
olbv re, adopted by Stallbaum, as well as 
by Jowett and Campbell, on the authority 
of three MSS (Vind. F, Flor. RT), is un¬ 
exceptionable in point of sense, but fails to 
account for the presence of rl in the best 
mss. I have ventured to read olbv rl ti 

(sc. tori), supposing that the confusion 
arose from the accidental omission of ti, 

which was afterwards (as tI) wrongly 
inserted before olbv (where it remained 
in II), olov itself being afterwards changed 
to 6v in order to provide a kind of con¬ 
struction (‘ being what, and whence, it 
arises,’ J. and C.). This 6v was itself 
fortified by in Flor. B and the 
Aldine edition. Campbell’s suggestion 
that “ tI ov re may be a corruption of tI 

ccttI" is improbable: still less can Her- 
werden and Hartman induce us to reject 
the whole clause. Few will approve of 
Tucker’s conjecture tI Tip 6vri Kal o8ev 

kt\. Dr Jackson suggests clkovt ti, olbv 

re Kal kt\., and a reviewer of my Text 
of the Republic in Lit. Centralblatt 1898 
p. 296 olbv t Iot'i kt\. 

358 E—359 B Glauco will first de¬ 
scribe the origin and nature of Juslice 
according to the theory which he has under¬ 

taken to maintain. According to nature, to 
commit injustice is a good, to suffer injustice 
an evil. But as there is more evil in suffer¬ 
ing than good in committing injustice, 
experience causes men to enter into a 
compact neither to commit nor suffer 
wrong. The collective prescriptions of 
this compact are called Law and Justice. 
Justice is accordingly a comprom ise between 
the best policy, i.e. doing wrong without 
incurring any penalty, and the worst, 
i.e. suffering wrong without being able to 
exact vengeance. No one will accept the 
compromise who is strong enough to do 
wrong successfully. 

358 e ff. In thus resuscitating the 
theory of Thrasymachus, Glauco removes 
a serious stumbling-block by introducing 
the distinction between ipvois and vbpos. 
Civilisation revolts against the anti-social 
doctrines of Thrasymachus in their appli¬ 
cation to itself, but receives them more 
favourably when its own existence is safe¬ 
guarded by relegating them to an age 
anterior to society. The view maintained 
by Glauco is allied to that of Callicles in 
Gorg. 482 E ff.; and it has already been 
pointed out (on 1 337 A, 344 b) that simi¬ 
lar views were tolerably widely enter¬ 
tained in Plato’s time. To the evidence 
previously adduced may be added Laws 
690 B, 889 E, Eur. Phoen. 509 and Frag. 
912 t) <pi5<m IfiobXed’ if vbpwv ovbev pd\ei. 
But whereas the doctrine of Callicles 
breaks down in explaining the origin of 
Law (Gorg. 483c, cf. 488 D—489 D), 

Glauco’s theory endeavours to solve this 
difficulty by postulating a social contract. 
A kindred solution is ascribed by Aris¬ 
totle to the Sophist Lycophron: Pol. P 
1280** 10 6 vbpos ovvOr/Kri, Kal Kadawep 
l<pt] AvKbppuiv b ao<piaTT]%, cyyvrjTTjS dWij- 

Xois tCiv SiKaUov. The theory of a Social 
Contract was revived by Epicurus: see 
D. L. x 150. The views of the “in¬ 
complete Protagoreans ” in Theaet. 172 B 

(with which cf. Laws 889 e), though they 
do not offer an explanation of the origin of 
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IIecpvicevcu yap hrj <f)aatv to p,ev dhtKelv dyadov, to Se ahbKelcrOai 

ica/cov, nrXeovb he Ka/cw inrep/3dXXebv to dhbKelaOab rj ayadw to 

dhiKelv, oioV i7rebhav dXXyXovs ahbKwa'b T6 Kal ahbKcovTab /cal 

359 dpupOTepwv yevcovTab, TOi? p,rj hvvap,evob<; to p,ev e/ccfrevyebv | to he 

alpelv, hoKelv XvcrbTeXebv igvvdecrOab dXXrjXois pbrjT dhtKelv ptyt 

ahtKetadab' Kal ivTevdev hr) dp^aaOat voptov9 Tbdeadat Kal £vv0y- 

Kas avTtdv, Kal ovop,aaab to vrto too voptov iirtTaypta voptbptov T6 

Kal SbKabov Kal elvat hr) Tavrrjv yeveertv te Kal ova lav htKatoGVVT)<;, 5 

pteTatjv ovaav tov /.lev aptcrTov ovto<;, idv ahtKcov ptr) hthtf htKrjv, 

toi) he KaKbaTov, eav dhbKovptevo<; Tip-wpelcrOab ahvvaTO<; y' to he 

B hbKabOv ev pteatp ov tovtwv ap-cfroTepcov dyairdaQab ov% I 009 ayadov, 

dXX’ QJ9 dppcoaTba tov dhtKelv Ttptwptevov' eirel tov hvvaptevov 

2. Sokclv Ast: Soko. codd. 

Law, are parallel in so far as they regard 
it as depending for its binding force 
solely upon the sanction of society. 

31 irecjiuKtvai yelp—xaxov. Cf. Gorg. 
483 A (plxret plv yap irav alax^bv Iutiv 
oirep Kal kixklov, to aSiKelcrBai, vbpip 5e 

rb aSiKeiv. That the natural relation be¬ 
tween man and man is one of war is a 
view expressed in Laws 626 A rjv yap 
KaXoucnv ol irXeiiTTOi tu>v avBpdnruiv dpr/- 
vt)v, tout’ elvai pbvov ovopa, Tip S’ Ipyip 
Tracrais wpos irdaasTas TrbXeis act irbXepov 
a.KT)pvKTOv Kara <j>b<xiv elvai. A similar 
theory is contained in the myth of Prota¬ 
goras (Prot. 322 B ff.). 

34 xois p.ij Suvapevois ktX. : i.e. (ac¬ 
cording to the theory of Callicles) to~is 
aoBevboi avdpunrois Kal tois ttoXXois (Gorg. 
483 b). In place of So/cet in 359 A I have 
adopted Ast’s conjecture Soreiv. Through¬ 
out this paragraph Glauco consistently 
presents his view at second hand. For 
the collocation of infinitives cf. aSiKeiv, 

aSiKeiv 360 D, and for the error itself 
Introd. § 5. 

359 A 3 IvvQijxas avT<3v: ‘cove¬ 
nants between one another,’ ‘mutual 
covenants.’ Reading abrCiv, Tucker sug¬ 
gests that the meaning is, ‘ they esta¬ 
blished laws and covenants concerning 
them,’ i.e. concerning matters connected 
with aSiKeiv and ddiKelodai—-a very im¬ 
probable view. 

4 vdp.1p.6v t€ Kal Stxaiov: (frqpl yap 

byio Tb vbp.1p.0v oiKaiov elvai, said Socrates 
(Mem. IV 4. 12). 

6 tov p.iv dpCo-Tov ktX. Cf. the 
reasoning of Philus (whose position in 
Cicero’s work corresponds to that of 
Glauco here) in Cic. de Rep. Ill 23 “nam 
cum de tribus unurn esset optandum, 
aut facere iniurianr nec accipere, aut et 
facere et accipere, aut neutrum, optimum 
est facere, impune si possis, secundum 
nec facere nec pati, miserrimum digladi- 
ari semper turn faciendis turn accipiendis 
iniuriis.” Cicero is following Carneades 
(ibid. 8), who may have been thinking of 
the present passage. dyairaoBai below (as 
J. and C. observe) “implies acquiescence 
rather than decided preference.” 

359 B 9 eirtl tov Svvdpevov ktX. 

is further elaborated with much vigour 
in Gorg. 484 A. With is aXrjBivs dvSpa 
should be compared the emphatic avr/p 
in that passage (eav 8b ye, olpai, tpboiv 
IravTjv ybvTjrai 8x<ov dvr/p), and Eur. 
Phoen. 509 dvavSpia yap, to irXbov ootis 

aTroXlcras | TotiXacrcrov bXafie. 
359 B— 360D Secondly (urges Glauco), 

no one is willingly just. Give the just 
and the unjust the jidlest power to work 
their will, by ensuring them against all 
evil consequences—give them the faculty 
of becoming invisible, such as Gyges pos¬ 
sessed through his ring, and the just man 
will shew hbnself no better than the un¬ 
just. If, with this power to screen him¬ 
self, the just man still refused to do wrong, 
no doubt men 'would praise him openly, 
but in secret they would judge him wholly 
miserable and foolish. 
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10 avTo Troieiv Kal w? dXydd'i avBpa ovB' dv evl troTe %vvde<rOcu to 

pyre dSucelv pyTe dBiKeladai' paiveadai yap av. y pev ovv By 

<pvai<; BiKaioavvys, 00 Soo/cpara, avTy re teal toiavTy, Kal e£ dv 

7re(f)VK6, roLavra, co? 6 Aoyc>9. 

III. 'H9 Be Kal oi 67riT7)BevovTe<; diBvvapia tov dBuceiv aKOVTa 

15 avro €7riT7]Bevovai, paXitTT dv aladolpeOa, ei roiovBe 7roiycraipev 

rf) Biavola’ I Bovre9 e^ovalav eKarepco iroieiv o tl dv /3ovXyTai, tm C 

t€ Bucatw Kal T&) diBiKW, elr eiraKoXovdyaaipev Oedpevoi, 7rot 77 

eiriOvpla eKarepov d%ei. eV’ avroefreopw ovv Xa/3oipev dv tov 

BiKaiov tco diBiKW et9 ravTOV lovra Bid Tyv TrXeove^lav, o irdaa 

20 (jjvois BiiDKeiv 7re(f)VKev 0)9 dyadov, vopio Be fila Tapayerai irrl 

Tyv tov iaov Ttpyv. e’ly B’ dv y el-ovcrla rjv Xeyco ToidBe pdXiaTa, 

el avToi<; yevoiTo olav 7tot6 efraaiv Bvvapiv ra Fy'you I tov AvBov D 

npoyovw yeveaBai. elvai pev yap avTov troipeva OyTevovTa 

irapd tm Tore AvBlas dpyovTi, opfipov Be 7roXXov yevopevov 

25 Kal aeiapov payyval r 1 Tys yys Kal yeveadai yaarpa KaTa tov 

tottov y evepev" IBovTa Be Kal OavpaaavTa KaTaftyvai’ Kal IBelv 

aXXa Te By pvOoXoyovaiv OavpaaTa Kal ivntov yaXKOvv koIXov, 

*5- A2n: A1. 

359 B 15 fl toiovSs—SovTes. dbvres 
kt\. explains roibvSe. el need not be 
twice expressed: cf. 1 351 C n. 

35 9 C 20 vd|iu—irapayeTai. The 
language is perhaps suggested by the lines 
of Pindar cited in Gorg. 484 B vbp.os 6 

iravTwv 0aai\evs OvarGiv re Kal adavaruv— 

dyei SiKaiuv to piaibrarov ioreprarp 
Xeipl kt\. (cf. Pro/. 337 d), but the preposi¬ 
tion in nap dyer at adds the further notion 
that equality is not Nature’s highway. 
For ftty i.q. fiiaiws in conjunction with 
another dative Schneider cites VIII 552 E 
oOs enip-eXelg. filp xardxoutro' al dpxal. 

In the next line it is better to regard 
Toiabe as explained by el—yevbtxOai, than 
as balancing oXav, in which case el avrote 

yivoiTo would be superfluous. The op¬ 
portunity (b^ovaia) of working their will 
comes from the possession (el abrois ye- 

voito) of a certain active faculty (dbvapus) 

like that of Gyges. 
22 T<S Tvyov ktX. Cf. X 612 B rbv 

rikyou oaxTuXiov. In Appendix I I have 
given reasons for believing that the Gyges 
of the proverbial ‘Gyges’ ring’ was not 
“Gyges the Lydian”—the hero of Hero¬ 

dotus’ story (1 7), but a homonymous 
ancestor of his. If so, we must (on the 
hypothesis that the text is sound) suppose 
that Plato here omits the name of the 
original Gyges either because he wishes 
tacitly to contradict a prevalent miscon¬ 
ception, or (more probably) because his 
readers might be presumed to know or to 
be capable of inferring that the ancestor 
of Gyges the Lydian was also called 
Gyges. The MS reading is supported by 
Proclus (tu Kara tov rdyov npoyovov 007- 
yripaTi in Scholl Procli Comm, in Retnp. 
PI. part. ined. p. 60. 30). For other 
views of this passage see App. I. 

359 D 28 evs 4>ouvecr0cu : with veKpov, 
as Schneider saw: “utrum vere mortuus 
fuerit, an specie, fabula incertum reliquit.” 
Stallbaum wrongly interprets ‘nimirum 
videbalur Gyges cernere ’ etc.: this would 
be expressed by Soxelp. Ast connects the 
phrase with pel fa rj xar dvdpuirov: but 
this is very weak in point of sense. The 
words are omitted by Cicero (De Off. 
ill 38). 

29 fx.euv. See cr. n. and (for the omis¬ 
sion in A) Introd. § 5. <?xea' in the sense of 
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0vplSa<; e%ovTa, /ca6' «? ej/cvr^ravTa ISelv evovTa ve/cpov, o>? (fral- 

veaOai, peel^co rj /car avOpwirov' tovtov 8e aXXo peev e%eti/ ovSev, I 

E 7rept Se rf) %eipt ^pvaovv Sa/CTvXiov, ov 7repeeXopeevov eic/3r)vai. 30 

avXXoyov Se <yevopeevov rot? Troipeeaev elcodoTos, iv e^ayyeXXoLev 

Kara perjva t<5 /3aaeXel ta 7rej0t ra 7Toipevea, dcf)uceo-0ai ical e/ceivov 

evovTa tov Sa/CTvXiov. /ca0ijpeevov ovv peeTa tcov aXXcov rv%elv 

rrjv crcf/evSovpv tov Sa/cTvXlov irepcayayovTa 7Tpos eavTov et? to 

360 ei'o-ft) t^5 %eip6<;. tovtov Se 7evopeevoy clcpavy avTov <yeve\<j0ai tois 35 

7Tapa/ca0rjpeevoLr;, /cal 8iaXe<yea0ac w? 7repi. ol^opeevov. /cal tov 

0avped^eiv Te /cal 7rdXiv eTri\lryXacf)(bvTa tov Sa/CTvXeov aTpe-^rac 

e%co ttjv a(pevSov7]v, /cal aTpe'rJravTa cfravepov <yevea0ai. /cal tovto 

evvorjaavTa aTTOireLpdadai tov Sa/CTvXlov, el tavTrjv e^oi Tyv 5 

Svvapuv, /cal avtg3 ovtco £vy/3alveiv, aTpecjoovTi peev e’laco ttjv 

acpevSovyv aSrjXco ylryvea0ai, e£co Se SyXco. ala0opeevov Se ev0v<: 

Sia7rpd%acr0ai tcov aryyeXcov 7eveaOat, tcov irapd tov fiaaiXea' i 

B eXdovTa Se /cal trjv 71wal/ca avTov peov^evaavTa, peet e/ceLvrjs 

eTTiOepcevov too /3aaeXel aTro/CTelvae /cal ttjv dp-^rjv /caTaayelv. 10 

el ovv Svo tolovtco Sa/CTvXico <yevoia0r]v, /cal tov peev 6 Sl/caios 

7repcdeiTo, tov Se 6 aSucos, ovSel<; av <yevoiTo, a>? So^eiev, ovtco<; 

dSapidvTivo'i, 09 av peelveiev ev tt) Sucaioavvy /cal ToXperjaeiev 

twv aXXoTplcov /cal per) aTTTeadae, e%6v avTa> /cal e/c tj)<i 

79. %Xelv n: om. A. 8. twv—jHamXta q et in mg. A": om. A1: rbv— 
@a<ri\la II: tuv irepl rbv fiatn\ea S- 

‘have on’ ‘wear,’ i.q. (pope?v, is tolerably 
frequent in Homer, though rarer in Attic : 
see Stephanus-Hase Thes. s.v. For the 
change of subject in %x£iv—(i<Pv»at cf. ill 
414 D n. Other views on the text and 
interpretation of this passage are discussed 
in App. II. 

359 E 30 X£lP^ Herwerden’s SaK- 
rvXip is unnecessary, and even unpleasant 
with SaKTvXiov so near. Cf. xpU(J"XflPc5 
in Luc. Tim. 10. “ Etiamnunc homines 
ita loquuntur” (Hartman). 

31 iV tija-yys'Wouv ktX.: ‘to report, 
as was done every month.’ The present 
expresses the habit (J. and C.). 

360 A 4 crc()ev86vqv: the ‘collet* 
or ‘bezel’ (Lat. funda or pala annuli)— 
which is as it were the sling in which the 
stone is set. 

360 E 12 cos So£«i€v. “Optativus 
eandem vim liabet, quam solet in oratio- 
ne obliqua habere, efficitque, ut verba 

ouSeis civ ylvoiro ouras etc. ex aliorum 
ore missa videantur” (Schneider). This 
explanation appears to me better than 
any other, although I can discover no ex¬ 
act parallel in Greek. Glauco is most 
careful throughout the whole of this sec¬ 
tion to disclaim responsibility for the views 
he advocates: cf. ws b \6yos 359 B, hr el— 
aSiKciv in C, cis cp-qoti kt\. in D below: 
also 361 Eal. Tucker would translate ‘as 
it might seem,’ defending the optative by 
Ar. Birds 180 coairep eiVot tis and Eur. 
Andr. 929 us el-nuns. Others erroneously 
hold that cLv may be supplied from av 
ylvoiro, while Ast is desirous of inserting 
the particle on conjecture. I do not 
think that the optative can be explained 
as an instance of irregular assimilation 
or attraction. 

13 dv |«fv€i€v. For av cf. Symp. 
179 a and other examples in Kiihner Gr. 
Gr. 11 p. 934. 
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15 dyopay oBeco1; o r 1 /3ovXoito Xap/3dveiv, Kal elaiovTi ei<i I Ta<? C 
otKuas crvyytyveaOaL otw /SovXolto, Kal diroKTetvvvaL Kal e/c BecrpCiv 

Xveiv ovcTTivas /3ovXolto, Kal raX\a TTparreiv ev tok dv6pMiroL<; 

iaoOeov ovra. ovtco Be Bpwv ovBev dv Bid<popov tov erepov ttoioi, 

aXX eVt ravrov loiev dpcpoTspoi. icairoi peya tovto TeKpr/piov 

20 av (pair) Ti?, otl ovBels ckoov Bi/caio<; aXX' dvayKal^opevos, g$? ovk 

ciyadov IBia ovros, eVei Bitov y' dv oirjTai e/ca<7T0? 0I05 re eaecrOat 

aBcKelv, aBuceiv. XvaneXelv yap Btj oieTai I 7ra? dvrjp ttoXv paXXov D 
IBia trjv aBuciav Trjs Bi/caioavvrjs, dXr)6r) oiopevos, ux; (pijaei 6 7repi 

tov toiovtov Xoyov Xeywv’ eVet el' tis ToiavTrjs ei;ovaia<; tsTriXa/36- 

25 pevos prjBev 7TOT6 iOeXot dBucrjaai prjBe a\jsano T<dv aXXoTpiwv, 

d6XLMraro<; pev dv Botjetev elvai tois alaOavopevots Kal dvoyro- 

TaTO?, eiraivoiev S’ dv avTOv dXXrjXcov ivavrlov i^airaTwvTe^ 

dXXpXowi Bid tov tov aBiKeiadai (po/3ov. TavTa pev ovv Br) ovtco. 

IV. Be Kpiaiv avTrjv tov ftlov 7repo dov I Xeyopev, iav E 

26. avoyroraros A1!!: dvoyroTarors corr. A2. 

360 C 18 IcroOeov ovTa. The half¬ 
conscious irony of ioodeos foreshadows Pla¬ 
to’s attack on the popular theology. 

20 ouSels £K<ov Slkcuos here and in 
366 D sums up the Thrasymachean theory 
in a phrase which suggests the Socratic and 
Platonic antithesis ovSels eeviv rrovripos. 

360 D 23 irepl—Xeywv. ire pi can hardly 
be for inrlp, nor dare we write inrip for irepi 
(as Badham suggests). The words mean 
simply ‘qui de hoc argumento verba facit,’ 
‘the exponent of such a theory.’ Cf. 
362 D i/cavws elprjirttcu irepi tov Xoyov. 
Muretus seems to have desiderated nar-ijp 
for irepi: cf. expressions like Phaedr. 
275 E (Xoyos) tov irarpos del Seirou fiorjdov. 
On the strength of this Herwerden would 
read 6 jrarijp tov toiovtov Xoyov, reject¬ 
ing X^ywv (“ posteaquam ex irpp factum 
est 7repi, corrector addidit Xeywv”). The 
‘ father of the theory ’ would mean Thra- 
symachus: see on w ttaides in 368 A. 

It is just possible that irardip was read 
by Ficinus (“ut sermonis huius perhibent 
auctores ”), and if so, the variant may 
have some ancient authority now lost; 
but Herwerden’s proposal is too drastic, 
and the text is probably sound. 

26 Q0XiwTaTos. Apelt conjectures 
yXidiwraros, but cf. (with Hartman) I 344 A 

rovs Se-—dSiKijoai ovk dv idiXovras aBXiu- 

t&tovs. 

360 d—362 c In the third place, 
the life of the unjust man (according to 
our theory) is far better than that of the 
just. Let us suppose that each is the 
perfect embodiment of his character—the 
one a consummate artist in iniquity, able 
to coerce where needful, and so apt at 
concealment that he enjoys the highest 
reputation for justice, while guilty cf the 
worst acts of injustice; the other wishful 
not to be esteemed, but to be, good, and 
labouring until he dies under the imputa¬ 
tion of the worst injustice, although he 
remains just. Only by means of this 
supposition can we make sure that the 
just man has not been attracted by the 
rewards of justice, but by justice itself. 
What will be the result ? The just will 
be wholly miserable and unsuccessful, the 
unjust wholly prosperous and happy, doing 
good to their friends and evil to their foes; 
nay more, the unjust will be dearer to the 
gods than the just, because they have where¬ 
with to win theirfavour. 

360 D 29 ti)v 8e Kpuriv ktX. adrjjv 
opposes the third division of Glauco’s 
speech to the other two (see 358 c), 
and marks it as the most important. 
A kindred use of avrbs recurs at 370 E 
aXXd /xi)v,—KaToiKicrat ye avTpv rryv 7rb\iv 

—dShvarov. I formerly read av tt\v for 
avnjv, but the MS reading is quite de- 
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SiaarpawpieOa tov re SucaioTaTOv /cal tov dSi/cwTaTov, olou t 3° 

eaopieOa icplvai 6p0ws" el Se pip, ov. tis ovv Sp p SiaaTaais; pSe’ 

pipSev acf)aipwpiev pipTe tov aSl/cov dvo Tps dSi/cias, p,pre tov Sl/caiov 

dno Tps Sucaioavvps, dXXci TeXeov etcarepov els to eavTov eiriTpSevpia 

Tidwpiev. irpwTov piev ovv 6 aSi/cos wairep oi Seivol Sppuovpyol 

7roieiTCO’ olov /cvftepvpTps a/cpos p larpos rd re aSvvara ev rrj 35 

361 Teyvy /cal tcL Svvara SiaiadaveTai, /cal \ toIs piev eTTi^eipel, ra 

Se in’ eri Se edv dpa Try acfraXf), hcavos eiravopOovadai' ovtw /cal 

6 aSi/cos eTTi^eipwv opdws toIs aSi/cppiacriv Xavdavetw, el pieXXei 

cr(f)6Spa aSi/cos elvai' tov aXicncopievov Se tyavXov pypTeov' ea^ary 

yap aSi/cia So/celv Sl/caiov elvai pip ovra. Soreov ovv tw TeXews 5 

dShcw tpv TeXewTUTpv dSi/clav, /cal ovrc dcf/aipeTeov, dXX' iaTeov 

ta pieyicna dSi/covvTa Tpv pceyiaTpv So^av avTw irapecr/ceva/cevai 

B els Si/caioavvpv, I /cal edv dpa (T(f>dXXpTal ti, eiravopQovaQai SvvaTw 

elvai, Xeyeiv Te hcava ovti 7rpos to 7reldeiv, edv ti pipvvpTai twv 

dSt/cppaTWV, /cal ftidaacrQai, oaa civ ftlas SepTai, Sia Te dvSpecav io 

/cal pwpcpv /cal Sid irapaa/cevpv eplXwv ical ovalas. tovtov Se 

toiovtov OevTes tov Sl/caiov 7rap’ avTov laTwpcev tw Xoyw, avSpa 

dirXovv /cal yevvalov, /caT Ala^vXov ov So/celv aXX’ elvai ayad'ov 

eOeXovTa. acpaipeTeov Sp to So/celv. el yap Sotjei Sl/caios elvai, 1 

C eaovTai avtw tipial /cal Swpeal Sokovvti toiovtw elvai’ aSpXov 15 

31. rls II: rl A. 33. iavTou II: iavrip A. 

fensible. It should be noticed that Kplmv 

is at first a kind of pendent accusative, 
afterwards “resumed as a cognate accusa¬ 
tive with Kpivai” (J. and C.). Tucker 
strangely makes Kpimv = ‘ choice.’ The 
word means of course (our) ‘ judgment ’ 
concerning etc. Cf. 361 D Iv d/nporepoi 

—Kplvuvrai and els T-pv Kplaiv iKKadalpeis. 

360 E 33 els goes with riXeov. cf. 
86^av els 361 A. 

361 A 2 ovto)—Xav0av6Tco. £tti- 

Xeipuv ipdd>s means of course attempting 
possible, and abstaining from impossible, 
dOLtcqpaTa.. But as an dd'iKrpia is possible 
only if the aSiKaiv is able to conceal it 
(the alternative of open violence is recog¬ 
nised later 361 b), it is necessary that 
the unjust man should escape detection. 
Hence XavQavtrio, although XavQdvtiv was 
not attributed (because not essential) to 
the pilot and doctor (360 e). 

4 4>av\ov means a ‘bungler’ (D. and 
V.). With the sentiment cf. Prot. 317 A 

rb obv airobiSpcurKovTa pst) bvvaaSai ano- 

dpavcu, aWa KaTa<pavi) elvai, voWrj pwpla 

Kal tov ewixeipr/paTos: also Laws 845 B, 

and the Spartan practice of punishing 
boys not for stealing, but for being caught 
(Xen. Rep. Lac. 2. 8). With eoxa-rri 

yap aSuda kt\. the editors compare 
Cicero de Off. 1 41 “ totius autem iniusti- 
tiae nulla capitalior est, quam eorum, 
qui, cum maxime fallunt, id agunt, ut viri 
boni esse videantur.” 

361 B 13 KaT* At<r)(v\ov—ayaBov. 
Sept. 592—594 (of Amphiaraus) ov yap 

ooKeiv dpiUTOs, d\\’ elvai 8£\ei \ (Sadeiav 

d\oKa did (ppevbs Kapirov/ievos, \ ej to, 

KeSvd pXarjT&vei povXevp.ara. Herwerden 
would expunge dyadov (“mente repetatur 
dirXovv Kal yevvaiov”), on the ground that 
if Plato had added any adjective, it would 
have been bUaiov. (The Scholiast sub¬ 
stitutes dlKaios for apiaros in Aeschylus.) 
ayadbv gives excellent sense, and is nearer 
to the poet’s words. 
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OVV €CT€ TOV SlKdlOV e'iT€ TCVV 8wpewV T6 Kal TlfJLWV €VCKa TOCOVTOS 

e'er). yvpevcoTeos 8p ttuvtojv 7rXr)v Sucaioavvrjs, Kal Troerjreos evavrews 

8iaKeepeevos tc3 irporepcp' per/8ev yap dStKcdv 8o£av e^eror rr/v 

peeyeGTrjv aSiKias, Iva rj /3e/3aaaveapeevo<? et? 8iKaeoavvpv tm per) 

20 reyyeaOai into KaKo8o^ias Kal tmv cnr avTr)s yeyvopeevcov' dtta 

ecrTca dpeerdaraTOS pee^pe Oavdrov, \ 8okcov peev elvae a8eKos 81a D 

fieov, wv 8e 8iKaeos, Iva dpetfiorepoe els to eayarov iXrjXvdores, 

6 peev 8iKaeoavvr)S, 6 8e d8iKeas, KpevwvTae otroTepos ainoev ev8ai- 

peovearepos. 

25 V. Ba/3ae, rjv 8' eyed, co (freXe VXavKwv, &>? eppcopeevcos eKaTepov 

edayrep dv8pcavra els rrjv Kpeaev eKKaOaepees tolv av8poev. Bis 

peaXeaT, ecfrr), 8vvapai. ovToev 8e tolovtouv, ov8ev eVt, cos eyedpeae, 

/\aXe'irdv eire^eXdelv tco Xoyap, olos eKaTepov (3los empevei. XeK- 

reov I ovv‘ Kal 8r) Kav dypoLKorepcos XeyrjTae, per) epee oeov Xeyeev, E 

30 co XwKpares, dXXd tovs erraevovvras 7rpo 8iKaeoavvr)s a8iKeav. 

20. air’ Eusebius (Prcep. Ev. XII 10. 3) et Theodoretus (Gr. Affect. Curat. XII 
p. i02i ed. Schulze) : inr’ codd. 21. Iotu Vind. D Flor. V cum Eusebio et 
Theodoreto: iVu> A1: yrio A2II2Sy : (sic) II1. 

361 C 17 ftr) is explained by Stall- 
baum as an optative of wish (though in 
a subordinate clause): ‘ it is not clear 
therefore whether he is fain to be just,’ 
etc. This gives a fair sense, but the 
idiom is obscure, and unsupported by 
other examples. J. and C. remark that 
“ the optative accords with the conditional 
nature of the case in an imagined future,” 
taking a5y\ov as for dSy\ov cev e£y. But 
an omitted civ eit) cannot be responsible 
for the mood of toioOtos ely, nor could 
civ eh) easily be omitted (see Schanz Nov. 
Comm. PI. p. 33). Still less should we 
accept Hartman’s abyXov <&v> oSv, sc. 
tti). Madvig ejects ely altogether, under¬ 
standing eon after toiovtos. This may 
be right, but its intrusion is not easy to 
explain. I think the word is genuine, 
and means ‘ was ’: ‘it is not clear then, 
say they, whether he was just,’ etc. 
Glauco again disclaims responsibility: 
cf. 360 B n. ety would in direct speech 
be rjv: and the idiom is like that in 
in 406 E, where see note. For the se¬ 
quence of moods and tenses cf. vi 490 a n. 
Failing this interpretation, the word must 
(I think) be spurious. Herwerden’s pro¬ 
posal—toio&tio elvai, ddy\ov 6v (retaining 
ely)—does not surmount the difficulty and 

is also wrong in point of sense. 
20 dir1 avrfjs. See cr. n. The sense 

required is not ‘ what is produced by ’ 
(mb) ‘ it,’ but ‘ what results from it ’: 
cf. yiyveoOai curb (in a similar connexion) 
357 c and 358 B. The scribe no doubt 
assimilated the preposition to the pre¬ 
ceding mb. 

21 &rro>. See cr. n. I formerly read 
It 10 with A1 and the majority of editors, 
but I now agree with Schneider that lore) 

is right, it 10 cannot be used by itself as 
a synonym for ‘ live,’ or as a copula: we 
should require it01 5ia pliov, instead of 
itoj V-bxPl davarov (to transpose the two 
phrases would of course be too violent 
a change). The sole authority for tru is 
the first hand in A: and this is certainly 
insufficient to outweigh the inherent 
superiority of (cttio. Most MSS have 
rfroj, a late form for &xro>. 

361 D 26 iKKaSatpus: not ‘polish 
up ’ (J. and C.) but rather ‘ scour clean ’ 
(D. and V.), ‘ purge ’ from all extraneous 
matter: see 361 C yv/jivoirt os Sy iravnov 

rr\yv biKaioavvys. 

361 E 29 (VYpotKOTdpws is said with 
reference to the exaggeration and coarse¬ 
ness of the description: cf. Ap. 32 d, 
Gorg. 509 A. 
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epovcn Se tdSe, oto ovtco 8ia/celp,evo<; 6 h'uccuos paaT/ydoaeTao, 

o-Tpe/3\GO<T€Tcu, SeSpcreTai, e/c/cavOpaeTao TcocjpdaApoda, TeXevTwv | 

362 iravTct /ca/ca iraOd/v avaa^LvhvXevOpaeTai /cal yvcoaerai, otl ov/c 

elvao Si/ca/ov dWa So/celv Sel edeAeiv' to Se tov Aia^vXov iroXv 

rjv dpa opOoTepov Aeyeiv Kara rod dSl/cov. tw ovtl yap cfrpcrovai 

tov aSi/cov, are eTnTrjSevovTa irpaypoa dArjOeias e^opoevov teal ov 

7rpo? So^av fmi’Ta, ov So/ceiv aSi/cov aXA’ elvai edeAeiv, 5 

/SaOeiav aXo/ca Sod (ppevos /capirovpievov, 

B < 57? ra /ceSva /3XacTavei /3ovXevpoara, 

TrpcoTOV piev dp^eiv ev tf 7roXei So/covvti Suca'up elvai, eirena 

yapielv birodev av (3ovAr)Tai, i/cSiSovai et? oy? av fiovXrjTai, ^vpifidA- 

Xeiv, /coivwveiv oi<; av edeXrj, /cal irapa tavra irdvTa daf/eXeiadai io 

KepSalvovra tm pip Sva^epalveiv to dSi/ceiv’ et? dywva<i tolvvv 

iovTco /cal iSla /cal Sppoaia Trepiylyveadai /cal TrXeove/cTeiv twv 

e^Opwv, TrXeove/cTovvTa Se irXovTeiv /cal tou? re <j)iAovi ev 7roieiv 

C /cal tov<; e%6pov<; I fiXaiTTeiv, /cal Oeols 6vala<; /cal dvadrjpoaTa 

l/cavao? /cal pieyaXoTTpeTrcde; Oveiv Te teal dvaTiOevai, /cal Oepaireveiv 15 

tov Si/calov ttoXv dpieivov tovs Oeovs /cal tcov avdpboTTMv ou? av 

32 8e8ijcr£Tai: ‘ will be kept in chains.’ 
Seti-paeTai (so v and some other mss) is 

required by Herwerden, and may be 
right. But in Xen. Cyr. IV 3. 18 5e5r)- 

oopai is similarly combined with several 
first futures. 

£KKau0rjcreTai. kta. Schneider refers 
to Hdt. VII 18 Sep/j-oim oiSriploitri £k- 

kaleiv — tovs 6<pda\p.oiJS, and Gorg. 
473 C ecu'—<jTpef}\C)TaL Kai eKTe/xv^raL nal 

Tovs 6<pda\/xovs eKKaijrai. That £k- 

Kavd-paeTai (and not eKKoicT\<yeTai, the 
reading of some inferior mss, and of the 
ancient authorities who cite this passage) 
is right here, is probable also from 
X 613 E a ay poiKa ’iepT/oda <jt> elvai d\i)6rj 

\eywv, etra aTpefdkoxrovTai Kal eKKavO-fj- 

aovrai, whether the last clause is genuine 
or not. It is not clear that Cicero (de Rep. 
Ill 27) did not find eKKavdr/oeTai in his 
text; for though he has effodiantur oculi, 
he adds afterwards vinciaiur, uratur. 
Herwerden recasts the words of Plato to 
suit Cicero’s translation, but Cicero is 
a much less trustworthy witness than 
Paris A. 

362 a 3 dpa: see on 358 C. rip 6vtl 

in the same line belongs not to (pr/aovai, 
but to tSv aSiKov—iOPkeiv. 

6 PaGetav ktX. : “ reaping in his 
thoughts the fruit of the deep furrow, 
from which good counsel grows” (Ver- 
rall). Plato takes to. KeSva /3ov\evp.aTa 

more concretely, and places in apposition 
thereto Apyciv and the other infinitives 
down to oxpeXeiadai, Sokovvtl being the 
dative of interest after fikaoTavei. For 
the change from the dative Sokovvtl to 
the accusative KepSalvovra cf. Euthyph. 

5 A and infra iv 422 B, c. 
362 b 10 KOivwveiv. Cobet deletes 

this word, as well as Kal KoivuvripaTa in 
Laws 738 A irpos airavTa ra £vp,/36\aia Kal 

KOLvoivT\p.aTa. In view of the same passage 
Platt (CL Rev. ill p. 72) would read Kal 

Koivwveiv. No change is necessary, for 
Koivoivelv is a term of wider connotation 
than ^vp-PaWeiv (see 1 333 A n.), and the 
asyndeton has a rhetorical effect: cf. ill 
407 b, v 465 c, vi 488 c, ix 590 A nn. 

12 irXeovtKTelv recalls 1 343 D, E, 349 

B ff., as tovs re cpikovs ev Troielv kt\. 

recalls the theory attributed to Simonides 
in 1 334 B. Here however it is not Jus¬ 
tice, but Injustice masquerading as Jus¬ 
tice, which is said to benefit friends and 
injure enemies. 



;6 nAATQNOI [362 c 

/3ov\r]Tcu, cotrre Kal OecxpcXearepoi/ avTov elvcu paWov Trpocnjiceiv 

etc twv eiKorwv rj ton hiiccuov. ovtw (fraaiv, do —d)KpaT€<;, irapa 

dewv Kal Trap' avOpumwv rw acH/cw 7rapecricevdadai tov fiLov 

20 apeivov 7) tm hucaim. 

VI. T avT eL7rdvTO<; tov VXavKcovos, eyco pkv I iv vw elx°v TL D 
Xeyeiv 77/009 ravra, 0 8e a8eX(po<? avrov 'A8eipavTO<;, Ov tl rrov 

oiei, ecfot7, co XcoKpare^, l/cavao1; elpr/adai 7repl tov \6yov; AXXa 

tl pr/v; ehrov. Avto, rj 8' 09, ovk elpyraL o paXcaTa e8ei prjdrjvaL. 

25 Ovkovv, rjv 8' iyw, to Xeyopevov, d8eX(f>o9 av8pl 7rapeit]' ware 

Kal av, el tl o8e iWeiwei, iirilpwe. Hair01 ipe ye iKava Kal ta 

vtto tovtov ppdevTa KaTairaXalaai Kal d8vvarov Troirjaai (Borjdelv 

8iKaioavvTj. I Kai 09, Ov8ev, ecf>ij, Xeyeis, a A, A,’ en Kal t a8e aKove' E 

23. Zefrq n: om. A. 

362 c VJ paAXov irpoCT-^Ktiv. The 
comparative is attached to the verb as 
well as to the adjective, so as to combine 
the force of two expressions, viz. (1) wore 
xoi 8eo<pi\rj avrov elvai paWov irpooi]Keiv 
and (2) dare Kal 6eo<pi\lcTepov avrbv elvai 
irpotrqKeiv. In cases like \adpai6repov 
paWov Laws 781 A, paWov is quite 
redundant : in Hipp. Mai. 285 A ecrri Be 
ye—UKpeXipuorepov—waideveodai paWov rj 
kt\. it is resumptive. See on the whole 
subject Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 25. 

19 ■irap6(rKeud<r0at—dpeivov. For 
Apeivov Richards would read apelvov’ 
or apelvov a: cf. 358 C tto\u yap apelvoiv a pa 
6 tov 6.5'ikov r/ 6 tov SiKalov filos. The 
change is tempting at first sight; but 
Plato generally uses apelvto and not 
apelvov a, and [the adverb expresses what 
is virtually the same meaning, since a 
pios ipeivov TrapeoKevaapevos (cf. tt6\iv 

e5 irapeOKevaoplvTjv Laws 751 b) is (ac¬ 
cording to the views here described) a 
filos dpdvwv. Hermann’s yelpcv' for ydpov 
in Phaed. 85 B, though adopted by 
Schanz, is also unnecessary, for igeiv may 
be intransitive. 

362 C—363 E At this point Glatico 
gives way to Adimantus. Glauco had 
maintained the superiority of Lnjustice over 
Justice by directly praising Lnjustice: Adi¬ 
mantus will uphold the same thesis by 
describing the arguments usually advanced 
in favour of Justice. Ln the first place, 
when parents andfriends exhort the young 
to follow Justice, they do not praise Jus¬ 

tice herself, but the rewards which Justice 
earns from men and gods. Homer and 
Hesiod describe the benefits derived from 
Justice in this present life, while Musaeus 
and his son guarantee to her votaries sen¬ 
sual bliss hereafter, and others promise to 
the pious a long line of descendants, but 
relegate the wicked to punishment after 
death and unpopularity during life. 

362 D 23 &j>T). See cr. n. tepT) is 
present in the majority of mss, and can¬ 
not be dispensed with, where the inter¬ 
locutor is specified, as here. See Lntrod. 
§ 5- 

25 aSfXcfjos avSpl irapefi]: frater adsit 
fratri. Ast proposed to insert av before 
avSpl, making the sentence interrogative. 
The rhythm would thus approximate to 
the usual paroemiac rhythm of proverbs: 
but the brevity and force of the proverb 
would suffer. If change were needed it 
would be better to adopt Shilleto’s ele¬ 
gant suggestion aSe\<peos avSpl irapeir) 
(note on Dem. F. L. § 262), but even if 
this was the original expression, it would 
be quite in Plato’s manner to substitute the 
modern for the archaic word, in defiance 
of rhythm. The source of the proverb 
(with which compare ovyyvibpi) ade\if>ip 
Poydeiv F. L. § 264) is found by the 
Scholiast in Od. xvi 97 f. 7/ ti KamyvTjTois 
iiriplptpeai, old irep avrjp | papvaplvoim 
wtiroiOe, Kal el plya veiKos 6pr)rai. Cf. 
also LI. xxi 308 f. and Xen. Mem. 11 3. 
19. 
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SeZ yap SceXdelv i)p,a<; /eat tou? evainiovs Xoyovi oov oSe eiirev, 

ot Sucatoavvrjv pbev eTvabvovabv, aSucLav Se ^reyoucriv, tV p cra<f)€- 3° 

arepov 0 p.01 So/eet fiovXecrdab TXau/ccov. Xeyovai Se 7tov /eat 

irapaKeXevovTaL Trarepes re veaiv Kal irdvTei> ot tlvouv KpSopbevob 

363 to? Sticaiov | elvai, ovk avro Sttcaioavvpv e'rraivovvTei, aXXa 

to? ott' avrrjs evSoKbpbrjcrei<;, iva Sokovvti St/eatw eivcu yLyvrjTai 

tnro t179 So^? ap%at Te /eat yapbob Kal oaairep TXavKcov ScrjXdev 

apTb, (itto tov evSoKbpbelv ovra ra> SbKaicp. eirl 7rXeov Se ovrob 

ret tcov So^wv Xeyovcrbv' ta? 7ap Trapa dewv evSoKbpbpaebS ipb/3dX- 5 

Aoj/tc? dcf>0ova e%ovab Xeyecv ayada Tot? oatot?, a cjyaab deovs 

2. air' A2H: uw’ A. 

362 e 79 evavrlovs. Adimantus’ 
\6yoi are ivavrloi, because they praise 
Justice, and censure Injustice: whereas 
Glauco had done the reverse: Karardvas 

epCo tov &8ikov /3lov iiraiviov (358 D). 
363 A I avrd 8u<cuocri5vr|V. Not 

avToSiKaioabv-qv (with the second hand in 
A), which would be the (chiefly post- 
Platonic) expression for the Idea of Jus¬ 
tice (cf. auToavdpuiiros and the like), avrb 

is ipstim, ‘by itself,’ as in avrol -yap £<rp.ei>: 

cf. Theaet. 146 E yvuvai imaTrujnjv atirb 

6 ti 7tot’ cjtiv, and infra v 472 C, x 612 B 
(cited byj. and C.). abro may be thus 
used even when the feminine of the article 
is present, e.g. Prot. 361 A avrb r) dpeT-q: 

cf. also Crat. 411 D. 
2 -yCyviiTai. The nominatives are 

treated as equivalent to a neuter plural, 
whence the singular verb. Cf. Symp. 

188 B, Laws 925 E, Andocides I 145. 
ylyveadai is the verb in each of these 
examples. See also infra v 462 E. 

4 to SiKaCo*. Schneider is right in 
refusing to change the SiKaUp of A, II and 
most MSS to aSUip, which has the authority 
of a few inferior mss. The reference in 
oirjXOev apn is no doubt to 362 B, where 
the benefits accrue to the man who seems 

to be just, although in reality he is un¬ 
just. But ’6vra etc. should be taken, not 
with 5i9j\dev, but as part of the parents’ 
exhortation. This yields a better rhythm, 
and much better sense. The parents 
exhort their children to be just, in order 
that (iW depends on XPV bUaiov elvai) 

they may obtain the rewards dirb to0 
euS0kipielv ovra Tip SiKaUp. They very 
properly assume that the surest way to 
seem to be just (and so to obtain the 

rewards of justice) is to be just: cf. Xen. 
Mem. II 6. 39 (TwropoiTaTT) re Kal acripa- 

Xeardrij Kal KaWliTTr) odds—6 ti av fiouXi) 

SoKelv ayados elvai, touto Kal yeviadai 

dyaSov ireipdaBai and ib. 1 7. 1 with 
Heracl. Fr. 137 ed. Bywater avvTop.uiTd- 

ttjv oSbv—els euSo^lav rb yeviaffai ayadbv. 

Glauco’s picture of the just man as one 
who seems to be unjust is untrue to the 
facts of experience, as Socrates points out 
in X 612 D: nor did even Glauco go so 
far as to say that the unjust man, qua 

unjust, -qvSoKipiei, but only 6 Sokuiv SlKatos 

elvai (who may, of course, be unjust). 
The divorce between appearance and 
reality is purely argumentative, and out 
of place in parental exhortations. Fur¬ 
ther, in order to make a.7r6 tov euSoKip.eiv 

ovTa etc. represent what Glauco said, we 
should have to read Tip aSUip piiv Sokouvti 

Si SiKalip: otherwise the words So^a^opi- 

viov Si aSiKoiv in the corresponding phrase 
(363 e) might just as well be omitted. If 
ovra is construed with SirjXOev, the words 
Tip SiKaUp must (with Ast) be expunged: 
but that the clause represents what the 
parents say is further proved by the exact 
correspondence of dirb tou euSoKi/xeiv 

Svra Tip SiKaUp with t<xs air' aiirijs (sc. 
SiKaioavv-qs) euS0k 1 p.i)aeis, which is 
what the parents praise. I have dwelt 
on this point at some length because 
recent English editors (except Tucker) 
have wrongly deserted Paris A. 

6 rots orriois depends on ayadd (‘good 
things for the pious’): cf. dyaBa Sirjkde 

Tip tou dSiKov 1 348 a n. This is much 
simpler than to punctuate ayadd, tois 

oalois a as the other editors do. Such a 
postponement of the relative is rare, and 
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SiSovac, coairep 6 yevvalos HcrioSo? re /cat Opypos (pacrtv, 6 pev 

ra? Bpvs I tois BiKalois tovs Beovs iroielv B 

aKpas pev re (pepeiv j3a\d,vovs, peaaas Se pe\laaas. 

10 elpoirokoi S' oies, (pycrlv, paWols KarafieftplOacri, 

/cat a'XXa By 7roXXa ayada tovtcov eyopeva" Tvapa'nKyaia Be /cat 

0 erepos' ware rev yap (pyaiv 

y f3acriXyos apvpovos, ocrre OeovSy9 

evSiKias dveyya 1, (pepyac Be yala peXaiva 

15 1 irvpovs Kal Kptdds, fipidyai Be BevBpea KapTrw, (J 

titcTy S’ eprreSa py\a, 6dXacraa Be 7rapeyy lydvs. 

Movaalos Be tovtmv veaviKoorepa rdyaBd /cat 6 vos avrov 7rapa 

6ed>v BiBoaaiv rots SiKalois' els" AiSov yap ayayovres rc3 \oyw Kal 

KKTaKXlvavres Kal avpiroacov twv ocrloov KaTaaKevacravres ecne- 

20 cpavwpevovs 'noiovaiv 1 tov uiravra ypovov rjSy Sidyeiv peBvovras, D 

yyyadpevoi kclXKigtov aperys piaBov peByv alcoviov’ oi S' eVt 

here, I think, unduly harsh, in spite of 
the analogy of III 390 B and IV 425 C. 
Cobet felt the difficulty when in an 
unhappy moment he suggested ayada, 
a rots oalois ktX. 

7 ‘ HtrCoSos tc ktX. Hesiod and 
Homer are appealed to as recognised 
theological authorities: see Hdt. 11 53. 

363 B 9 aKpas — KaTa(3€Ppi0a<ri. 
OD. 232 f. touti (i.e. WvSIk’qoiv av8pa.cn) 
cpipti ptv yaia ttoXvv piov, oupecn 88 opus 
I aicpri piv re cfiipei fiaXavous, p8aat\ 88 
peXca eras’ | tlporroKOi S' otes paXXois Kara- 

fjeppLdacn. Further rewards of justice 
(dXXa 8ij TroXXa ayada) are enumerated in 
zrv. 227—231, and 235—237. Many other 
illustrations in support of Plato’s attack 
on Greek religion throughout this pas¬ 
sage will be found in Nagelsbach’s Horn. 
Theol. and Nachhom. Theol. passim. 

12 wtrrc tcu—lx0f>S- Od. XIX 109 ff. 
The ’0 before fiaoiXijos is difficult: ap¬ 
parently the author intended to give two 
comparisons, but dropped the second. 
We are hardly justified, I think, in a- 
bolishing the anacoluthon by reading 
(with Platt) <Sot8 tco pamXrjos or (with 
Ameis) ware rev p. 

363C 17 Movcrtuos ktX. By Mu- 
saeus’ son Plato probably means Eumol- 
pus (cf. Suidas s.vv. TZOpoXiros and Mou- 
craios). In this section of the argument 

Plato directs his attack against certain 
forms of the Orphic conception of a future 
life: see Lobeck Aglaophamus p. 807 
with Rohde Psyche1 II pp. 127, 129 tin., 
and Dieterich Nekyia pp. 72 ff. 77 ff. nn. 
Lobeck refers to Plut. Comp. Cim. et 
Lucull. 2 TlXaruv tmiXKwirTei tov s ire pi 
rov ’0pepia Toes tv fitfieioKbcn cfidoKovras 

aTconeiadai y8pas tv aSov pidr\v alwvtov 
and id. Ne suav. quidem vivi posse sec. 
Epic. 1105 B, where the allusion to Plato 
is less clear: also D. L. VI 4. 

19 ompirotriov r«v otrtojv. ocnoi was 
the regular appellation of the pbenai 
(ocrlovs pvaras hymn. Orph. 84. 3 ed. 
Abel). For the esvpirbcnov cf. [Axioch.] 
371 D ervpirboid re eupeXij Kal elXaTlva 1 
avTOXOprjyjjTOt Kal aKijpaTos aXvrrta Kal 

ipSeia Slaira. The stock example in 
antiquity of earthly virtue rewarded by 
the delights of a sensuous paradise is 
Heracles: see e.g. Pind. Nem. 1 71, 
Theocr. xvii 28 f. and Horace Od. in 3. 
9 b, IV 8. 29 f. A somewhat higher 
note is struck in Pind. Oi. 11 61 ff. and 
Fr. 129 f. Several of these passages shew 
traces of Orphic influence, but the special 
instance of Heracles is traceable to Homer 
(Od. xi 602 f.). 

363 d 21 pe'0T]v altoviov may be 
illustrated from the fragment of Phere- 
crates ap. Athen. VI 268 E ff. 
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tovtcov /Jbcucporepovs airoTivovcav pucrdovs trapa OewV ircuBas yap 

TraiBwv cpatrl Kal yevos tcctTOTriadev Xeltreaffai tov octlov Kal 

evopKov. ravra Bp Kal aXAa roiavra iyKcopua^ovaiv BiKaioavvrjv' 

to vs Be dvoaiovs av Kal BBIkovs els 7rrjXov t iva KaropvTTOvaiv ev 25 

"AiBov Kal KocrKLvcp vBcop dvayKamoval (foepetv, eri re £covras 1 els 

KaKas So£as ayovres, avep YXavKcov Trepl tcov BiKalcov Bo^a^opuevcov 

Be clBLkwv BifjXde Tip-coppfiaTa, ravra Trepl tcov cIBlkcov Xeyovaiv, 

aWa Be ovk eyovaiv. 6 pev ovv eTraivos Kal 6 '^royos ovros 

eKarepcov. 30 

22. b,TT OT [v OVff LV q: AtrordvovcLv AITS. 

22 d-jroT(!vovcri.v. See cr. n. The read¬ 
ing of A is defended by Stallbaum as an 
abbreviation for /xaKporlpovs Xbyovs airo- 
relvovcri Trepl picrdilv irapa deQtv; but no 
other example of this harsh condensation 
has been adduced, and the sense is far 
from satisfactory. A better meaning is 
conveyed by Schneider’s translation, 
“ Andere aber lassen die Belohnungen der 
Gotter noch writer reichen ah diese ” : for 
it is clear from the next clause that pacpo- 
rtpovs (‘ more extensive,’ not, of course, 
‘ greater,’which would be pd^ovs) refers 
to the extension of the rewards of virtue 
beyond the personality of the individual 
concerned. But paKporlpovs airordvovoiv 
p.ia8ov$ is (to say the least) an obscure 
and difficult expression; and airorlvovinv 
(i.q. Xtyovaiv diroTlvecrbcu) receives strong 
support from the parallel use of SiSbamv 
in C above, and KaroptnTovaiv, dvayko.- 
fovai, and Hyovres below. The collocation 
of paKporepovs with dirorlvovCL may easily 
have led to the corruption diroTelvovm, 
owing to the frequency of such expressions 
as parpobs Xbyovs atroTeiveiv. For the 
error see Introd. § 5. 

iraiSas—Kar6irnr0€v. The Scholiast 
remarks i£ 'Hpo56rou (VI 86) d7ro roO 
Sodevros xPTTpov TXaiiKip r<3 AAkwvl ivs 
’AvSpbs S’ eiiopKov yevep perbmadtv dpel- 
vwv. The story of Glaucus admirably 
illustrates the view herein expressed; but 
Plato is more probably thinking of Hesiod 
OD. 285 (a line which is identical with 
that quoted from the oracle), and also 
perhaps of some such lines as those of 
Tyrtaeus 12. 29 f. Kal Tupfios Kal nalSes 
ev dvdpilnrois dpicrr]poi \ Kal ttalSuiv 7ra?Ses 
(cat yevos eftmtrgj. 

25 as tttjXov riva KaTOpuTTOUtriv. 
riva is contemptuous: ‘ something which 

they call mud’: cf. 372 B infra and 
Symp. 210 D (auBponrov nvbs). The 
‘ mud ’ is Orphic: see Abel Orphic. 
p. 247 and cf. Phaed. 69 C, Rep. VII 533 D, 
and the aidop aelvuv of Ar. Frogs 146, with 
Blaydes’ note. See also Rohde Psyche2 
1 p. 313 n. and Dieterich Nekyia pp. 82 f. 
The employment of the Danaid legend in 
Orphic teaching is illustrated by Gorg. 
493 B : cf. also Dieterich Nekyia pp. 69 f., 

75- 
363 E 27 SoJja£o[i.eva>v 8e. For SI 

without ptv see I 340 D n. 

29 aXXa 8£ ovk £)(ovcn.v: sc. Xeyeiv 

npoip-ppara. Adimantus means that they 
dissuade men from injustice merely on 
account of its results, ignoring riva fyei 

Svvapiv avrb Kad’ aiirb evbv ev rij ipvxv 

(358 b). J. and C. aptly cite Theaet. 
176 D, E dyvoovm yap p-pplav aSirias, S Set 

■pKiara ayvoeiv ov yap ianv ijv Sokovolv, 

irX-qyal re Kal ddvaroi, uv iviore waaxovaiv 

oiidbv aSiKodvres, aXX’ f/v aSuvarov eKipv- 

yeiv, viz. “ that by their wicked acts they 
become like the pattern of evil.” 

363 e—365 a Secondly (continues 
Adimantus), both by poets and in private 
life virtue is called honourable but difficult, 
vice easy, and disgraceful orily by conven¬ 
tion. Injustice, men say, is in general 
the best policy: they adrnire the vicious 
rich, and despise the virtuous poor. 
Strangest of all, the gods themselves are 
said to be sometimes kind to the wicked, 
and zmkind to the good; a7id seers profess 
to have power from the gods to atone for 
unjust dealing by pleasurable rites, and 
undertake to damage enemies for a trifling 
expenditure of money. In support of such 
teachmg they quote the poets, Hesiod for 
example, and Homer. There are likewise 
books containing sacrificial formulae, by 
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VII. IIpo? 8e tovtocs a/cetyai, <Z Sw/cpaTe?, aXXo av eZSo? 

Xoycov vepl Si/ccuoavvT)<; re Kal aSt/cta9 I8la re Xeyopevov Kal wto 

TrovrjTwv. | 7rdvres yap e^o? aroparo'? vpvovaiv, &)9 KaXov pkv 364 

rj aco(f)po(Tvvrj re teal hutaLoavvi), ^aXenov pkvroi Kal eiriTrovov' 

aKoXaaia Se real a8iKia t}8v pkv teal evTrerh KTijaaadai, 8o%i7 8k 

povov Kal vop<p aiaxpov. XvaireXearepa 8k tcov 8ucaLa)v ra a8uca 

5 co9 eVt to TrXfjOo? Xkyovai, Kal n-ovppov<t ’ir'Kovaiovs Kal aXXa<; 

8vvdpei<; e^ovra9 ev8aLpovL^€cv Kal rupav eo^epco9 iOeXovaiv 8r)- 

poala re Kal I8ia, tou9 8k anpa^eiv Kal v-nepopav, o'i av 7rr) 1 

daOevel? T6 Kal Trevrjre9 waiv, opoXoyovvre9 avrov9 dpelvov<; elvac B 

tw!) erepcov. tovtcov 8k tto-vtcov ol 7repl 0ed>v re Xoyot Kal dperfjs 

10 davpacnwraroc Xkyovrat, <09 apa Kal 6eol 7roXXol<j pkv dya0ol<; 

8vaTvxia<; re Kal filov KaKov eveipav, toi9 S’ evavruois ivavriav 

polpav. dyvprai 8k Kal pdvrei'i etrl irXovaLtov 0vpa<; iovT69 7ret- 

2. re /cal StKaeocsuvi) II: om. A. 

the we of which men are persuaded that 
their sins may be pardoned both in life 
and after death. 

363 E ff. The phase of Greek re¬ 
ligious life here censured is illustrated 
by Dieterich Nek. pp. 81 f. and Rohde 
Psyche* II 74 ff.: cf. also Lobeck Aglaoph. 

pp. 643 ff. 
32 ISCa. has been understood of writing 

in prose, but the reference is only to the 
representations of private persons, e.g. 
parents, etc. ){ to poets, who were in a 
sense the professional teachers of Hellas: 
cf. x 606 C, Laws 890 A ISuotcov re Kal 

TronjTibv, and 366 E below. 
364 a i KaXov (ifcv—eirCirovov. See 

cr. n. For the omission of re Kal diKaio- 

abvt] see Introd. § 5. The sentiment may 
be illustrated by Hesiod OD. 289—292 
and Simon, ap. PI. Prot. 339 b ff. &vSp’ 
ayadov pev dXadeois yeviaOai yakesriv ktX ; 
cf. also Simonides’ imitation of Hesiod 
(Fr. 58 ed. Bergk). 

5 cos trrl to ir\r}0os: i.q. (is lirl rb 
iro\b. So also Phaedr. 275 B. The senti¬ 
ment recurs in Isocr. de Pace § 31. 

irovrjpovs is the substantive, and &\\as 
Suvapees tyovras balances sskovtslovs. 
ttXovtous, parallel to aXXas Svvdpets, and 
also dependent on ix0VTas> might appear 
neater. But there is no reason for desert¬ 
ing the MSS, although Plato is fond of 
the plural of ttXovtos (cf. e.g. VI 495 A, 

x 618 b, 619 a). The sentiment is best 
illustrated from Polus’s description of 
the happiness of Archelaus in Gorg. 
471 A ff. 

364 b 10 (is apa—poipav. &pa hints 
dissent: cf. 358 C n. The gnomic poets 
often express themselves in this vein: 
e.g. Solon 15. 1 7roXXol yap irkovreva 1 

KaKol, dyaffol Si irlvovrae, Theogn. 373— 
380. A kindred sentiment occurs in 
Sophocles Phil. 447—452. For the most 
part however it is held that Justice asserts 
herself in the end: see for example Solon 
4. 15 f., 13. 7—32. Euripides expresses 
the general teaching of Greek tragedy on 
this subject when he writes (Ion 1621 f.) 
is rikos yap ol pev ioOXol rvyxdvovaev 

a^euv, | ol KaKol S’, unssrep irerpvKaa’, oCttot’ 

ev ispdgeiav av. There is no occasion to 
write (with Richards) noXXdKes rots for 
ttoXXocs. 

12 «wl ir\ov(r£(ov 0upas ldvr«s. This 
semi-proverbial expression (cf. VI489 B,c) 
stigmatises the avarice of seers and mendi¬ 
cant priests (dySprae from ayeipeo, cf. infra 
381 D). Plato’s contempt for pavriKri in 
general is expressed in the Euthyphro 
and sporadically in various dialogues (see 
e.g. Tim. 71 E, with Archer-Hind’s note); 
but his attack is here particularly directed 
(cf. infra 364 e) against such 'Opepeore- 
Xearal or Orphic friars as Theophrastus 
speaks of in his description of the Sense- 
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dovaiv co? eati nrapa ac^lai Svyap-is e/c decov 7ropi^opevr) 0vcrlcu<; 

C T6 Kal iirtobais, etVe to ah'iKppd rov 1 yeyovev uvtov r) Trpoyovcov, 

aKeiadai pe6' r/Sovcov re Kal eoprcov’ iav re ttva i-^dpbv TrrjprivaL 15 

ide\i), p,erd o-puKpwv Sa7ravwv op,olco<; StKaiov ahiKco fiX/iyfreiv 

iiraycoyals Ticrlv Kal KaraSecrpots, row? #eou?, w? (jpacriv, 7ret#oz)Te? 

acpiaiv vTniperelv. toutoi? Se irdcjiv rot? Xoyovi p.dpTvpas 7rot77T«? 

iv-uyovrat, ol p.ev /ca/aa? 7repl einreTetas aSovres 

16. p,Ad\peiv q: @Aa\J/ei AIIH- 19. Kepi Madvig: irtpi All’S,q. qSovTes 
Muretus: SiSivres codd. 

Sal/xwv (Charact. 16) Kal reAeadyaipevos 
KpSs robs ’OpipeoreAeards Kara prjva iro- 
peuecrdai perd rys yvvaiK&s, iav Se py 
aXoAdlqy V 7W'l)> /xera rys rlrdys Kal tiSv 
iraiSloiv. The kind of ceremonies which 
they practised may be seen from Dem. 
de Cor. §§ 258 ff. Plato agreed with the 
more enlightened section of his country¬ 
men in condemning such degrading cults 
and superstitions on the ground of their 
immoral tendency: see especially Foucart 
des Assoc, religieuses ckez les Grecs pp. 153 
—157, where the opinions of ancient 
writers on this subject are collected. On 
aybprai in general reference may be made 
to J. H. Wright in Harvard Studies in 
Cl. Philol. VI p. 66 n. 

364 c 15 lav T6 ■—pXavJ/o-v is in 
oratio obliqua: 1 et si quis inimicum lae- 
dere velit, nocituros se parvo sumptu iusto 
pariteret iniusto’(Schneider Addit. p. r r). 
This explanation (which Tucker also pro¬ 
poses without knowing that Schneider had 
forestalled him) is by far the best and 
simplest. For other views see App. III. 

17 e-n-aytoycus—KaraSe'crpOLS. ewaylo¬ 

yal are dyoiyal Salpovos ipabAov eirt riva 
yevdpevai (Timaeus Lex. s.v.). The da¬ 
tives are usually construed with irelBovres, 
and raraSiapois understood as the binding 
formulae “by which the seer compels the 
invisible powers to work his will” (Rohde 
Psyche2 II p. 88 n.). But in the KaraSecrpoi 
which have been discovered it is the vic¬ 
tim and not the god who is bound down; 
see e.g. CIG 538 (an Athenian inscription 
of about 380 B.C.)—KaraSw Kryalav—Kal 
KAeotfopaSyv KaraSui—Kal roiis pera Kry- 
crlou diravras KaraSui. This and other 
instances from leaden tablets found in 
graves are given by Wachsmuth Rkein. 
Mus. xviii (1863) pp. 560 ff.: cf. also 
Marquardt Rom. Staatsverwaltung in 
p. 109 n. 6. On this account I think it 

A. P. 

better to connect iwaywyais rialv Kal 

raraSiapois with /3XaiJ/eiv, exactly as in 
Laws 933 D edv Se KaraSiaeoiv 17 eira- 
yoiyais 1} tutiv (KipSais y tCiv toiovtoiv 

(papparei&v ojvtivojvouv So^y Spoios elvai 
fHAa-KTovTi—Tedvaru. Plato is still al¬ 
luding to the debasing forms of oriental 
superstition which had gained a footing 
in Greece in his day: see Foucart 1. c. 
p. 172. 

06oiis — oxJhviv viirqp€Ttiv : whereas 
true religion consists in man’s iiKypeala 

rots deois Euthyph. 13 D ff. 

iq 01 p-ev kt\. : ‘some declaiming 
about the easiness of vice, how that ’ etc. 
oi piv—q.Sovres recalls 364 A, while oi Se 

refers to the aySprai Kal pavreis of 364 B. 
The reference in the first case is as pre¬ 
cise as possible: irdvTes ydp ei; evSs utS- 

Ixaros ipvovaiv ills kaASv pev y aoxppo- 

advy re Kal SiKaioaiivy, xa^eKSv pivroi Kal 

cttIkovov ■ aKoAaala Si Kal dSiKla ySd piv 

Kal eimreris Krycracrdai, S6^y Si pbvov Kal 

v6pa> aloxpbv (364 a). Those who vpvov- 

aiv ojs—aKoAacrla-—Kal aSiKla—eiireris 

KTyaaaBac can be accurately described as 
KaKlas Kepi eiiK er elas qSovres, but 
scarcely by ol Karlas Kipt einrerelas S1- 

Sivres, because ‘to offer facilities for vice’ 
is not the same thing as to say that vice 
is easy. Stallbaum attempts to evade 
this difficulty by taking StS&vres as equiva¬ 
lent to SiStxsdai Atyovres, but neither is 
‘saying that facilities are offered for vice’ 
quite the same as ‘saying that vice is 
easy.’ It is also difficult to find another 
instance of the plural of evKtreia. The 
verbal echoes seem to me very strongly 
in favour of Kepi—dSovres. For aSov- 

res= ‘harping on’ (like the vpvoumv to 
which it refers) cf. Lys. 205 c a Si 
y kSAis oAy qSei and 205 D aKep al 

ypaiai qSovoi (with reference to the pro¬ 
verbial ypaiov SOAos): the use of qSeiv in 

6 
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20 co? r-pv ptev Ka Korrjra Kal l\a8ov eanv eXeadai 

1 prj'iStew?' Xeir) /iev 680?, puaRa 8' eytyvdi vaief 

rf)? 8' dperrj<; L8pwra 6eol irpoirdpoiOev edrjKav 

Kai riva 68ov puanpav re Kal dvavrt]' o'l 8e r27? to)v decov vir' 

dvOpwTraov Trapa'ywyr)<; rov "Opr/pov paprvpovrai, on Kal eKelvo<t 

25 ehrev 
\mttoI 8e re Kal deol avrol, 

Kal roii? pev dvaiaiai Kal ev/^a>\ai<; ayavaiaiv 

1 Xoifif} re Kvtap re it a par p corr w a' avd pwjroi 

Xiaaopevoi, ore Kev rt? vrrepfiryri Kal dpapry. 

30 fiifiXoov 8e opa8ov 'irapeyovrai Mouo’tuov Kal Opcf/ecos, 2e\r)i>27? 

re Kal Movacov eyyovcov, co? (f/aai, Kaff a? dvyvoXovaiv, Tteidovre*; 

I 

23. av&vTT) A1!!: Kal rpayetav addidit in mg. A2. 26. Xnrroi 5^ re 
a manu rec. IT : Xnrroi Si arpenTol re A1: Xnrroi Si arpewTol Si re A2: orptiTToi 
Si re IFHy: Xnrroi crpcirrol Si re II2. 

Laws 854 C is different, but akin. For 
the corruption of q.Sovres to SiSSvres see 
In/rod. § 5. The conjectures of Liebhold 
(FI. Jahrb. 1888 p. 107) and Zeller {Arch, 
f. Gesch. d. Phil. II p. 694) Karlas iripi 
einrerdas Su\06vres and Karlas iripi ebiri- 
reiav SiSbvTas have little in their favour. 

364 c, D 20 u$ rijv—Hesiod 
OD. 287—289. us is due to Plato: 
Hesiod has tt)v piv toi kt\. For Xeir; 
the mss of Hesiod read i\lyrj: \dij (also 
in Laws 718 e, Xen. Mem. 11 1. 20 and 
elsewhere) proves the existence of a differ¬ 
ent recension. Cf. G. E. Howes Har¬ 
vard Studies in Cl. Philol. VI p. 165. 
The verses are partially quoted or referred 
to again in Laws 718 e, Prot. 340 d; their 
influence is also seen in Phaedr. 272 C. 

364 d 23 KaC nva 68ov kt\. : Hesiod 
OD. 290 parpbs Si Kai opdios olpos is 
airs)v \ ral rp-qxbs kt\. The last two 
words account for the marginal addition 
Kal rpaxdau in A. 

364 d, e 26 Xio-toI.—apapTfl. Seecr.n. 
The words are spoken by Phoenix to Achil¬ 
les in II. IX 497—501. Plato edits the lines 
to suit his own purposes. For Xttrrof our 
text of Homer has oTpeirroi. The word 
\ierol (though implied in aWioros, rpfX- 
Xurros) does not occur elsewhere, a fact 
which is strongly in favour of its genuine¬ 
ness here. We must suppose that the 
recension which Plato used had Xicrrof. 
The theology contained in these lines 

meets us continually in ancient literature: 
cf. also the words of the king in Hamlet 
in 3 “And what’s in prayer but this 
twofold force To be forestalled ere we 
come to fall Or pardoned being down?” 
Plato expresses his dissent in Laws 
716 Eff., 905 D: in Ale.u i49Ewe read 
ov yap olpat toiovtSv lari tS tCiv dean/ 
ware virb StLpeov irapayeaBai oiov rarbv 
TOKlOT-pV. 

364 e 30 ptpXuv—lyyovuv. The 
allusion is to Orphic liturgies. Musaeus 
was the son of Selene, according to Phi- 
lochorus quoted by the Scholiast on Ar. 
Frogs 1033: cf. <t>ae<s<pbpov iryove Nrji/rjS \ 
Movaaie in Abel Orphic. Fr. 4. Or¬ 
pheus’ mother was the Muse Calliope 
(Suidas s.v. ’Opepebs). There is no solid 
basis for the old view that iryovos means 
‘son,’ and iyyovos ‘grandson.’ The ety¬ 
mological form is tryovos, but Ik- was 
often assimilated to iy- before y during 
the 4th century B.C., particularly in this 
word: cf. also iyyeiTovaiv etc. on Inscrip¬ 
tions. See Meisterhans3 p. 107. Else¬ 
where in the Republic iryovos is the 
regular spelling. 

31 Ka0’ as OuiproXovcriv: sacrificial 
liturgies. A dvpiroXiKbv is mentioned by 
Suidas (s.v. ’Opipevs) as one of the ‘works’ 
of Orpheus: see also Lobeck Aglaoph. 
p. 371 and Rohde Psyche2 II pp. 112, 
113 nn. 
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ov fiovov ISicora; aWa ical 7ro\et,<;, 019 npa Xvcreb9 re /cal /cadap/iol 

365 ahucppbaToov hih, Ova/cov ical 1raihba; rjhovu/v elal pev ere | £(vaiv, 

elcrl Se /cal reXevrycraaiv, a? 8rj re\era? icaXouabv, at rcof e’/cet 

kcucwv clivoXvovcjiv rjpa;, pr) dvaavra; Se Seivci rrepLpevei. 

VIII. Tavra rravra, ecf/p, a> (jylXe —Go/cpare;, roiavra /cal 

roaavra Xeyopeva apery)*; nrept ical /ca/cia;, eo9 avOpanroi /cal deol 

ivepl avra e^ovai riper);, ri olopeOa d/covovaa9 vecov ylrv^d; Troieiv, 

32 TroXeis: as for instance when Epi- 
menides the Cretan purified Athens (see 
Grote ill 85—89). Plato may be think¬ 
ing of this event, which in defiance of 
chronology he placed ten years before the 
Persian wars (Laws 642 D, e). Cf. also 
infra 366 A and Laws 909 B. 

Xvcreis — KaBappof. AiXms means 
‘modes of absolution’ (Lobeck Aglaoph. 
p. 810): cf. 366 A ol \v<rioi Beoi and Arist. 
Pol. B 4 1262“ 32 ras vopfoplvas Ai/treis. 
The Scholium on Ar. Frogs 1033 contains 
the remark: ouros (i.e. Musaeus) db irapa- 
\vtreis nal reXeras /cat KaBappobs gvvtI- 
Bcikcv. For irapa\vaeis Blaydes proposes 
Aikreis, while Rutherford reads irepl Xt/uets 
(apparently with the Ravenna Codex), 
inserting also on his own conjecture 7ronj- 
para after ovvrldeiKev. I have no doubt 
that the Scholiast wrote irapa Xtitret?: 
‘besides Absolutions, he has composed 
also reXerai and KaBappol.’ Ka.6app.ol 
formed a distinct class of religious lite¬ 
rature, and were written by Epimenides, 
Empedocles, and others: see Grote I 
p. 27 n. 3. 

33 Tra.i8i.QS f|8ovtov: ‘pleasures of 
play.’ Trcudias depends on pSouwv, and 
is here used abstractly: cf. Thuc. ill 38. 
7 dxoijs -riSovrj and (with Schneider) Paus. 
I 21. 7 Bias i]5ov/iv. Madvig would eject 
pSovuiv, but without pSov&v Plato would 
probably have written waiSilov (cf. Laws 

829 b) : other suggestions, such as Kal 

TraiSias Kal tjSovuv, or Kal TraiSias 5ia 
TjSov&v, or Kal iraiSiiov Kal t)5ov£>v are open 
to graver objection. For iral^eiv and the 
like in connexion with religious celebra¬ 
tions Stallbaum cites Hdt. IX 11 'TaKlvdia 

re ay ere Kal waifere and VIII 99 iv Bvaly 

ci re Kal einraBdrio'i: add Phaedr. 276 B, 

Laws 666 B. Plato’s point is that atone¬ 
ment if it is made a pleasure and not 
a penance sets a premium on sin. 

365 A 2 TcXeuTijcracriv — TeXs-ras- 
The Orpheotelestae connected reXeral 

with reXeurav, sometimes on the ground 
assigned by Plato here, sometimes be¬ 

cause they alleged that the sensations of 
dying resembled those of initiation into 
the great mysteries (Plut. Frag, de An. 
725). This and other ancient derivations 
are given by Lobeck Aglaoph. pp. 124, 
126, 172. For irepiplvei Cobet needlessly 
conjectures irepiplveiv. 

365 A—367 E Finally, what is the 
effect on the souls of the young? Young 
men of ability are eticouraged to practise 
Injustice, while outwardly pretending to 
be just. To escape detection by their fel¬ 
low-men, they form political clubs, and 
employ persuasion and force. The gods 
they can afford to ignore; for either there 
are no gods, or they regard not man, or— 
according to those who are the sole autho¬ 
rities for their existence—they can be pro¬ 
pitiated out of the proceeds of Lnjustice. 
There are special rites and gods who ca?i 
deliver us from punishment after death: 
so the gods' own children say. So strong 
are the arguments in favour of Lnjustice 
that even those who can refute them make 
allowances, recognising that no one is 
vohmtarily just except from innate good¬ 
ness of disposition or scientific knowledge. 

It rests with you, Socrates (says Adi- 
mantus), noro for the first time to praise 
Justice and censure 1/ijustice in and by 
themselves, apart fro/n their accessories. 
Nay more; you must assign to each the 
reputation which is enjoyed by the other. 
Do not merely shew us that Justice is 
better than Injustice; tell us what effect 
they severally produce on their possessors, 
in consequence of which the one is good, 
and the other evil. 

365 A 6 Ti|ifjs i. q. rov Tipav. Cf. 
(with J. and C.) 359 C above. 

tl—iroieiv. The subject to Troieiv is 
ravra iravra—\eybpeva : 1J/vyas is its 
secondary object. Cf. infra 367 B rl 
iroiovoa eKarlpa rbv &yovra KTX- and 367 E. 

This view, which Schneider also holds, 
is better than to make pvyas subject to 
Troieiv and Tavra iravra kt\. dependent 
on aKovoboas. 

6—2 
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0001 ev<f)vel<; Kal iKavol eirl irdvTa ra \eyop.eva &<nrep eTrnrTop.evot 

avWoyiaaadcu e£ aiircov, 7rotoy 1 rt? av cov /cat 7H7 7ropevOeis top B 

fiiov co? dpiara BbeXOoi; \eyoi yap av etc tgov e'ucorwv 777)69 avrov 

10 KaTa YllvBapov eiceivo to IIoTepov 81/ca t€l%o<; v\friov rj <tko- 

Xcac? a7rarat9 dvafias Kal ip,avrbv ovtco rrrepi(f)pd^a<; Biafiiw; 

ra p,ev yap \eyopeva Sucaicp pev ovtl poi, eav Kal prj Bokco, ocpeXo? 

ovBev tyaaiv elvai, 7rovovi Be ical typias (f>avepa<;' dB'iKip Be Bo%av 

BiKaioavvi]9 7rapaaKevaaapevw decnreaios /S/09 Xeyerai. ovkovv, 1 

15 evreiBr) to BoKelv, eo9 Bt)\ovai poi ol aocpol, ical tav aXdd eiav C 

ftiarai Kal Kvpiov evBaipovia9, eirl tovto Brj TpeiTTeov o\a><;' 

Trpodvpa pev teal cr^r/pa kvkXw irepl epavTov cnciaypafyiav dpeTrj9 

TrepiypaTTreov, ti)v Be tov cto0cot«tou ’Ap-^iXo^ov aXcoTreica eXicTeov 

7 eiriirTopevot. The image, as Jowett 
remarks, suggests a bee gathering honey: 
cf. Ion 534 B \Iyov<n yap—ol iroi-qral oti 

airo Kpi)vwv peXippiiroiv iic Movcrbov Kpiroiv 
Tivoiv Kal vairuv Speirbpevoi ra pi\i] bpiv 
ipfpouoiv wtnrep al juiXcrrat, Simon. Fr. 
47 opiXel 5’ Hvdeaiv (viz. the poet) wre 
piXiatra gavBbv pi\i K-pSopiva and Pind. 
Pyth. X 53 f. 

365 b 10 iroTfpov 8£ko.—avapds. The 

fragment (which appears tolerably often 
in ancient citations) is restored as follows 
by Bergk (Fr. 213) Tlbrepov Slug, reiyos 
iiifaov | fj OKoXiais airAran avaftalvp | (Vt- 

XBovluiv yivos avSpwv \ Slxa poi vbos arpi- 
Keiav eiweiv. It is, I think, unlikely that 
Becnrecnos filos and Kbpiov evbaipovias 
below “si non a Pindaro, certe ex poetis 
petita sunt” (Bergk). 

12 «av Kal [itj 8ok<3 has been com¬ 
monly altered to iav pi] nai SokQ on the 
suggestion of Dobree and Boeckh (with a 
few inferior MSS): but the text is sound. 
We are dealing with raura irdvra— 

Xeybpeva kt\.; and it has not been said 
that it is useless to be just, unless one is 
also believed to be just (iav pi] Kal Soku). 

This would imply that it is useful to be 
just, if one is also considered just; but 
what has been urged is that Justice is in 
itself never advantageous, although its 
ebSoKipi/ireis (363 a) are: see 358 C, E, 

360 c (ovSeh exuiv SlKatos, dXX’ dvayxaf6- 
pevos, (is oBk ayaBov ISitf ovtos), 362 A (ovk 

dvai Slraiov, aXXa SokcIv Sei iBiXeiv). The 
words iav Kal pi) SokQ mean ‘if I also 
seem unjust,’ for 06 SokQ SIkoios elvai, not 
Soki2 ov StKaios elvai, is the Greek idiom. 
This meaning suits exactly. What has to 
be established is that SokcIv prevails over 

elvai in human life (ovkovv—piarai). The 
proof is as follows. To be just and seem 
unjust is misery (see 361 E): to be unjust, 
and seem just is bliss (see 362 a, c) : there¬ 
fore SokcIv is everything, and eiri tovto 
Tpeirriov oXus. 

13 (jjacriv. Is ra. \eybpeva the sub¬ 
ject? or is the sentence an anacoluthon? 
(“nam quo modo res ipsa comparata sit, 
nescio: quae quidem vulgo dicuntur, talia 
sunt, ut iusto mihi commodi quicquam 
fore negetur” Schneider). The latter 
view is the more likely. Similar anaco- 
lutha are cited by Engelhardt Atiac. 
PI. Spec, in p. 40. 

365 c 15 ol o-oc)>o(. Simonides 
(<roef>6s yap Kal delos avr/p I 331 e) Fr. 
76 Bergk. Plato himself sets no small 
store by a good name (coupled with 
virtue) in Laws 950 C. 

17 7rpo0vpa—<rxqpa: ‘as my porch 
and trappings.’ The mixture of metaphors 
is thoroughly Platonic: cf. VII 527 d n. 
With <rxnp-a (any kind of external or ad¬ 
ventitious means of impressing others or 
hiding one’s own deficiencies) cf. Gorg. 
e 11 E Tepiirarel iv perplip axvpaTi. 

o-Kiaypacj^av (‘perspective drawing’ 
Vli 523 B, X 602 D) with its cognate 
words is continually used by Plato of 
things unreal, ^counterfeit, illusory: cf. 
infra IX 583 B 586 B al., and Wohlrab 
on Theaet. 208 E. 

18 tov troLjjwTaTov ktX. Archilochus 
seems to have canonized the fox as the 
embodiment of cunning in Greek litera¬ 
ture: fragments are preserved of at least 
two fables of his in which the fox appears 
(86—88 and 89 ed. Bergk). In the second 
(89. 5, 6) occur the lines Tip S’ (sc. TidyKip) 
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e^omadev k epBaXeav real vrolkiXyv. dXXa yap, (fiyal rt?, ov 

paBiov del XavOavetv tccucov ovra. ovBe yap aXXo ovBev ettVeTe?, 20 

D <f>ij(Top,ev, Tcbv pieyaXcov' aXX' op,c09, I ei p,eXXop.ev evBaip.ovyaeiv, 

TavTr) ireov, C09 ta ,iyyr\ tcov Xoycov (frepei. evl yap to Xavdaveiv 

%vvcdpLO<ria<; re teal eraipia9 avva%op,ev, eiaiv re ireiOovs BiBda/caXoi 

ao<f)lav 8rjp,7]yopi/a]v re teal Bucavucrjv BiBovres, e£ wv Ta p,ev 

TTeiaop^ev, rd Be fiiacrofieOa, w? irXeovetCTovvTe<; Blktjv ptrj BiBovai. 25 

aWa Br) #601)9 ov re Xavdaveiv ovre /3idaaa6ai Bvvarov. ovkovv, 

ap' a\unrri£ KepSaXip axivqvTero \ irvKvbv 

(Xovaa vbov. The icepdaXeav Kai ttoi- 
kIXtiv of Plato corresponds in meaning 
to KephaXi-q—irvKvbv tyovera vbov, and 
may have ended one of the iambics in 
this or another Archilochean fable: it is 
at all events clear that they are from 
Archilochus. ‘The crafty and subtle fox 
of Archilochus ’ means simply ‘ the crafty 
and subtle fox of which Archilochus 
speaks’: the rest of the imagery is due 
to Plato. With the general sentiment 
cf. St Matth. vii 15 tpxovrai irpbs vp.as ev 

ivhhfmai irpofi&Twv (this is the OKiaypacpla 

aperijs), towOev SLdmv Xhroi apnayes: with 
eXKrtov i^bmo0ev (opposed to ir p 60vpa p.bv 

Kaltrxv^a) Milton Samson Agonistes 358— 
360 “Why are his gifts desirable, to tempt 
Our earnest prayers, then, given with 
solemn hand As graces, draw a scorpion’s 
tail behind?” Unnecessary difficulty has 
been caused by an erroneous gloss of 
Timaeus (ttjv dXwireKTjv tt)v iravovpylav), 

which seems to imply that he read aXw- 
TvtKTjv ‘fox’s skin’ for aX&weKa in this 
passage. Ruhnken (followed by Ast and 
Stallbaum) while retaining dXw7reKa ex¬ 
plained it of the fox’s skin; but it would 
be pointless to ‘drag behind a fox’s skin.’ 
With aXiiarttai—‘fox’ for ‘foxiness’—cf. 
infra 382 D 7roujr^s—tpevhi)s iv 0ea> ovk 
bn, Phaed. 77 E, and the well-known “ astu- 
tam vapido servas sub pectore vulpem” 
Persius v 117. 

19 a\\d yap ‘at enim,’ like <zXX4 
hi\ (infra D, x 600 A al.), introduces an 

objection: cf. infra 366 A al. 

20 ov8£ yelp—peyaXuv : an audacious 
application of the proverb xa^c7r“ ™ 
KaXd. 

22 ws—<j>€p€i. For ws we might 
expect XI (Ficinus has qtid). Tabrri must 
be taken as referring to what precedes, 
though further explained by ws—iptpei. 
ixv’n and (pipei shew that the metaphor is 
still the 666s jiiou. The words lxvrl ftpei 

may be from Archilochus. For the senti¬ 
ment cf. Ill 39+ D. 

365 D 23 ijvviop.oo-Cas—eTcuplas. An 
allusion to the political life of Athens: 
cf. Ap. 36 B, Theaet. 173 D, Thuc. VIII 54 
i;vv<i)fj.oalas, a’lirep irhyxavov 7rpbrepov iv 
rrj 7roXei oucrai iwl blrais Kai apxa-ls. 
In the Laws, Plato would suppress all 
such secret clubs and cabals with a 
strong hand : see 856 B ff. The iveihohs 
SidacncaXoi mentioned presently are the 
Sophists. 

25 ws for wore (except in idiomatic 
phrases like ws tiros elirelv, ws ye ivrevOev 
ISdv) is a curious archaism, tolerably 
frequent in Xenophon (e.g. Cyrop. 1 2. 8, 
V 2. 5, VI 4. 16, vm 5. 1 and 7. 27), 
but almost unexampled in Plato. The 
Protagoras (330 E) furnishes an instance 
with oiirws preceding (cf. Xen. Cyr. IV 

2. 13). ws in Phaed. 108 E is perhaps to 
be explained in the same way: cf. also AIc. 
II 141 B and Symp. 213 B Trapaxwprjoai 
yap rbv SwKpaTt] ws erelvov KaSlqeiv. See 
also on ws 59) in 1 337 c. As /Sidfouai 
can be followed by the simple infinitive, 
it might seem preferable to connect ws 
irXeoveKTovvTes as a participial explanatory 
clause either with piaab/xeda or with SIktjv 
p.7] SiS&vai (‘ not to be punished for ag¬ 
grandisement ’); but the first alternative 
gives a wrong sense to irXeoveKTouvTes, 
and the second involves too harsh an 
inversion. 

26 ovkovv ktX. Cf. Laws 885 B 0eobs 
■tiyov/aevos elvai Kara, vbgovs ohSels irwirore 
oOre Ipyov dcrefies elpyacraro erwv oilre 
Xbyov atpTjKev Avopov, aXXa tv Sr/ ti twv 
Tpiwv Traoxwv, 77 tovto Swep ehrov ovx 
’pyobp.evos, i} to deurepov 6vras oh ppovri- 
geiv avdpwwwv, rj Tplrov ehTrapap.vOi]Tovs 
elvai 0volais re Kai ehxais Trapayo/ievovs. 
These three classes of heretics are sever¬ 
ally refuted in 886 A—899 D, 899 D— 
905 D, 905 D—907 B. It is clear both 
from this passage and from the Laws that 
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el pev pr) elcrlv r/ pySev au-rot? tu>v dvOpwirivcov peXei, tl /cal rjplv 

peXpreov I tov Xavddveiv; el Se elal re ical eTTLpeXovvraL, oinc E 

aWoOev tol avTovs icrpev rj d/cy/coapev i) etc re twv \6ycov /cal 

30 rcov yeveaXoypadvTtov -iroirjTuiv’ oi Se avrol ovtol Xeyovatv, <y? 

elcrlv oIol Overlaid tc /cat eil^wXat? dyavfjaov /cal dvadr/paaiv 

TrapayecrOai dvavreiOopevoL' ols 7) apefrorepa rj ovBerepa treLareov’ 

el S' ovv ireLareov, dSucr/reov /cal 61neov dirb twv dSucpparcov. | 

SitcaiOL pev yap oWe? a^ijptoL viro Oecov eaopeSa, tcl S' ei; dSuclas 366 

/cepSr) dirwaopeOa' aSucoi Se icepSavovpev re ical \iaabpevoi virep- 

fialvovTes /cal apapTavovre9 irei6ovTe<; auTOt)? dt^r/piOL atraWa^opev. 

aXAd yap ev "AlSov Shcpv Sdxropev wv av iv6aSe dSucr) eras pev, 

5 rj avrol rj 7ralSes tralScov. clW' 00 (f)l\e, cjrpaei AoyL%6pevo<>, ai 

77. tL Kal v. Kal AITS : ovS’ q. 

the air was full of such heresies in Plato’s 
day. The first was doubtless fostered by 
the sceptical attitude of Protagoras—irepl 
ptv deuv oi/K ?xoj eiStvai oiid' us eloiv 006’ 
is ovk elcrlv (ap. D. L. IX 51): for the 
second cf. Aesch. Ag. 369—372 ovk e<j>a 
tls | deoi/s Pporuv a^iovodai ptXeiv \ oaois 
6.81ktuv %apis | iraToW’• 0 5’ ovk evoeprjs: 
the third—the most pernicious of all, 
according to Plato Laws 94S C—furnished 
the raison d’etre of a degenerate priest¬ 
hood. 

27 t£ Kal ljptv kt\. ‘ If the gods do 
not care for us, why should we in our 
turn (Kal) care’ etc. For the text see 
cr. n. and App. IV. 

365 E 29 d.KT|K6a|i€V—iroiqTuiv. The 
first i) is ‘ or ’ and the second ‘ than.’ In 
A67uv Plato may be thinking inter alia 
of the works of early Xoyoypdcpoe like 
Pherecydes, who wrote genealogies of 
gods and heroes in prose; but there is 
no occasion to change X6yuv into Xoyluv 
with Muretus. yeveaXoyi]<rdvTuv iron)Tuv 
refers to Homer and the Hesiodic and 
Orphic theogonies. 

31 0vcr£ais—&Yavfj<ri.v : see 364 D. 
33 airo: ‘ from the proceeds of.’ Cf. 

Laws 906 C, D tovtov Si] tov XSyov 
dvayKalov Xtyecv tov Xiyovra us eicrl 
cjvyyvupoves del Ocoi rots tuv dvOpdnruv 
aSUois Kal aSiKoOo’iv, av avrols tuv a Si- 
Ki)paruv tis airovipy, Kaddirep Kvtrl Xvkol 

tuv dpiraopdruv opiKpa. dirovlpoiev, ol St 
•fip.epovp.evoe rols Supois ovyxupoiev tcl 

irolpvia Siapird^eiv. 

366 a 2 virep(3a£vovTes KaV apapTa- 

vovtcs are subordinate to Xioaipevoi: 

“ by praying when we transgress and sin, 
we shall persuade them,” etc. There is 
again a reference to AteTobpevoi ore xev tis 
vireppiiy Kal dpdprr) quoted in 364 E. 
The position of the participles is justified 
by the allusion to this line. 

5 h—T It was a common Greek 
belief that the sins of the fathers are 
visited upon the children: see the pas¬ 
sages cited by Nagelsbach Nachhom. 
Theol. pp. 34 ft. If we take Plato at his 
word, Adimantus represents this vicarious 
punishment as extending even to the other 
world. 

fj iratSes ira£8wv. Baiter conjectures 
<57 it aides > r/ iraiSes iralSuv, and so 
I formerly printed. But iraiSes iralSuv 
means little more than ‘ descendants ’ 
(cf. Laws 927 B), and the text may stand. 
Similarly in Ruskin Modern Painters 
Ch. 1 “ all those labours which men have 
given their lives and their sons’ sons’ lives 
to complete.” 

w <J>t\e—XoYi^op^vos. (3 <f>l\e is the 
objector who urges dXAa ydp—iralSuv. 
In <p-q<rei Plato recurs to the singular of 
365 B XiyoL yap av kt\. Xoyi^opevos is 
not ‘reasoning,’ but ‘making his calcu¬ 
lation,’ ‘calculos subducens’: such a 
man’s morality is nothing but a balancing 
of profit and loss. Hermann’s devotion 
to Paris A led him to conjecture a\\’ 
(bcfteX’fiaovo'Lv ayviipoptvovs ai reXeral rather 
than admit a simple case of omission 
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B Te\eral av peeya BvvavTae teal oi Xvctlol 6eoi, oS? ai pLeytaraL * 7roAet? 

\eyoven teal oi 9ea>v TraiBes, rroLpTal teal TrpotpTjrao rav decov 

yevopLevoi, o'i ravra ovtgo? e^eiv pepvvovcnv. 

IX. K.ara tiva ovv eri Xoyov BircaLoavvpv av rrpo peeyicrTps 

aBucias aipoipeed' av; pv iav peer evcr%ppLOcrvvp<; tcifiBp\ov tcTpcrdo- io 

peeOa, teal 7rapa deols teal trap' avOpainroLS Trpd^opeev tcard vovv 

£o)VTe? re teal Te\evTpaavTes, go9 6 tgov nroWwv re teal dtcpwv 

Xeyopeevo? A.070?. etc Bp 7rdvTcov tgov eipppeevcov tt? pep^avp, go 

C Sftj/cpaTe?, Sucaioavvpv I Tipeav eOeXecv, a> tt? Bvvapu<; VTrdpyei 

yjrv%p<i p 'XpppiaTwv rj a gopear 05 rj yevovs, dXkd pep yeXdv e-naivov- 15 

peevps dtcovovra; a5? Bp roe el Tt? e%et -xJrevBij puev aTrotforjvat, d 

elpptcapeev, itcavGos Be eyvco/cev on dpicrTov Bucatotjvvp, rroWpv 

7tov (Tvyyvoopcpv e%et teal ovtc opyi^erat, tot? dBitcobs, d\X' olBev, 

otl ir'Kpv el tv? deia (fovaet, Bva-^epaLvcov to dBuceiv rj emaTppepv 

D Xaftcov dTre^erai ainov, tgov ye aWcov 1 ovBel't etceov Bi/cato?, aWa 20 

hito dvavBpia<; rj yppa><; p tlvo<; aWps daOeveias \freyec to dBuceiv, 

dSvvaTCOv avTO Bpav. 00? Be, Bp\ov 6 yap TrpcoTO5 tmv tolovtgov 

et? Bvvapuv i\0oov rrpwTO9 aBucei, tca6’ oaov av olo<; t p. teal 

tovtgov arravTcov ovBev aWo oXtlov rj itceivo, oOevirep arra? 6 A0709 

ovto<; wppepaev teal TtpBe teal ipeol 7rpo? ae, go 2gjtcpaTes, eirreiv, otl 25 

E ^£1 Oavpedaie, rravTcov vp.wv, otioi erraiveTai 1 cfoare Bucatoavvp'i 

6. ad /x^ya Svvavrat II: om. A. 22. us Sd A!n‘: u5e A>n2. 

arising from homoioteleuton: see cr. n. 
Vermehren proposes aXk’ CxpeX-paovatv at 
vofu^o/jicvai reXeral [Plat. Stud. p. 90), 
but we should certainly follow ft here. 
See also Introd. § 5. 

6 Xvcrioi: ‘givers of absolution’: cf. 
364 E. Certain Chthonian deities of the 
Orphic theology are meant, such as 
Hecate, Demeter, Dionysus Xdcrtos or 
Xvaeds, and above all Zeds ,ueiXixtos. See 
Lobeck Aglaoph. p. 303. 

366 B 7 0eo3v TraiSes: e.g. Musaeus 
and Orpheus (SeAi^s re koI Mowrui' 
Zyyovot 364 e). Madvig’s rejection of oi 
(so also Ficinus) before ravra in the last 
clause seriously impairs the rhythm of the 
sentence. 

12 aKptov. dUpos was a fashionable 
expression to apply to the Hite of any 
profession or art: cf. Theaet. 152 E rGiv 
tTotrjrojv oi dupoi T'ijs TTOtrjacGis eKartpas, 

Pol. 292 E, supra 360 E, infra ill 405 A, 

v 459 B. 

366 c 16 ws 8ij tol : see on 1 337 c. 
19 0eCa <j>u<rei—em(TTrj(j.r]v. Odq. <pvaet 

means a disposition which is good by 
divine grace or nature, not as the result 
of knowledge or compulsion. The virtue 
of such men is ddq. /xoipq. Tvapayvyvopdvr) 
ditev vov [Men. 99 e) : they are avev 
dvdyKT}$, airoipvws, delq. ptoLpt dyadoL 
[Laws 642 c), resembling Wordsworth’s 
“Glad Hearts! without reproach or 
blot, Who do thy work and know it 
not.” Cf. VI 493 A 71. imaT'rip.r)ii is 
scientific knowledge of the good in the 
Socratic, not yet in the Platonic, sense. 

366 D 20 ouSels eKuv 8£kcuos gives 
the lie to the Socratic oudels iKtbv aSucos: 
cf. 360 c. For dvavSplas below see on 

359 B- 
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eivai, diro rcov e£ dp^i)? ypcocov dp^dpevoi, ocrcov Xoyoi XeXeippevoi, 

peXP1 rcov vvv dvOpcoircov odSel? ircbirore eyjre^ev aSaclav ovo 

erryveerev Si/caiocrvvyv dXXco? r) So^a? re /cal npd? /cal Scoped? ra? 

30 a7r avrcbv yiyvopeva?' auro S' e/cdrepov rj) avrou Svvapei ev ry 

tov e^ovro? ^]n>xy evbv /cal Xavdavov Oeov? Te /cal avOpcoirov? 

oiiSel5 ircbirore ovr ev iroiyaei ovr ev ISioi5 Xoyoi9 eire^r/XOev 

i/cavcb9 ra> Xoyco, cb9 to pev peyiarov /eaucbv ocra icrxei >xy ev 

avry, Si/caioervvy Be peyiarov dyaOov. el | yap ovrco<? eXeyero elj 367 

ap^rj? 07to iravnov vpcov /cal e/c vecov 1)pa5 iirelOere, ov/c dv 

aXXr/Xov9 icpvXarropev py SBi/ceiv, a,XX' avro9 avrov yv e/caaro9 

cpvXa£, BeBico? py dSuccbv rco peylarco /ca/cco tjvvoacos y. ravra, 

5 (0 Sco/cpare?, taco? Be /cal en rovrcov 7rXelco ©paavpa^o? re /cal 

aXXo9 7too Tt? 07rep Bacaioavvy? re /cal aBi/cla5 Xeyoiev dv pera- 

arpecfoovre? avroiv ryv Bvvapiv, cfropniccb?, <0? ye poi Bo/cei' aW’ 

e7«, ovSev yap ere Beopai I diro/cpvirreadai, aov emdvpcov d/covaai B 

ravavria, cb9 Bvvapai pciXiara /cararelva? Xeyco. py ovv ypiv 

10 povov evBel^y rco Xoyco, on Bi/caioavvy aBi/cla? /epeirrov, aXXa 

ri iroiovaa e/carepa rov eyovra avry Si avryv y pev /ca/cov, y Be 

dyaOov ianv ra? Be Bo^a? acpacpei, coairep YXav/ccov Bie/ceXevaaro. 

el yap pi) acfraipyaei? e/carepcodev ra? aXyOei?, ra9 Be ^JrevBei9 

irpoaOyaei9, ov ro Bhcaiov cfyyaopev eiraiveiv ere, aXXa to So/ceiv, 

15 ovBe to dSi/cov ' elvai ^Jreyeiv, dXXa to Bo/ceiv, /cal 7rapa/ceXevecrOai C 

ciSiKov ovra Xavdaveiv, /cal opoXoyelv ®paervpd'%ep, on ro pev 

27. elvai II: om. A. 15. aXXa rd Sokui/ II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 

366 E 27 i^pwov. J. and C. think 
“Plato is referring to well-known tales 
and maxims, which the poets and logo- 
graphers had put into the mouths of 
ancient heroes.” It is simpler to under¬ 
stand the expression of Orpheus, Musaeus, 
and other 6euv natSes, woir/rcd Kal TrpotprjTat 
rCov deCiv yevd/ievoi: see 366 B n. So also 
Dreinhofer Plato's Schrift iib. d. Staat 
nach Disposition u. Inhalt p. 2 n. 16. 

29 aXAcos fj. Praise of the 86£a( of 
Justice is somewhat inaccurately spoken 
of as praise of justice itself: but it is un¬ 
necessary to insert 5ia (with Richards) 
before 86£as. Cf. 367 D tuv /xkv aWtov 

dvoSexoi/sT/o av oOtus eiraivobvTWv oikcuo- 

ouvt/v Kal xf/ey6vrwv dSudav, doijas re wept 

ai/TUP Kal p/offoin iynw/xiatlbPTUP Kal 

Xoi SopOI/PTUP. 

32 ISCois: see on 363 E. 

367 A 3 dXX’ auTos—^uvotKos fj. 
This thesis is developed and elaborated 
in Gorg. 472 D—481 B. 

6 vire'p is here little if anything more 
than irepl, cf. Laws 777 a inrep too Aids 
ayopebup. This usage, which appears on 
Inscriptions after 300 B.c. (Meisterhans3 
p. 222), is very rare in Plato. It occurs 
occasionally in the Attic orators, espe¬ 
cially with \lyeip, and is tolerably com¬ 
mon in Polybius and later Greek: see 
Stephanus-Hase Thes. s. v. inrip and 
Jannaris Hist. Gr. Gr. § 1685. I do not 
think we are justified in translating (with 
Tucker) ‘on behalf of their view of the 
relations of justice and injustice.’ 

367 B 9 KCLTCLTCivas : 358 D n. 
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B'ikcuov aXXoTpiov ayadov, ^vficfrepov tov KpeiTTOvos, to Be aSucov 

avra> p,ev £vfi(f>epov teal XvaiTeXovv, tu> Se t/ttovi d^vpujiopov. 

iTreiSrj ovv d>p,oX6yrfaa<; twv pieyiaTcov dyadwv elvai BiKCiioavvrfv, 

d twv re avo^aivovTcov air' avTcSv eve/ca a£ia KeKTr/crdai, 7roXv Be 20 

fiaXXov avra avTwv, olov opav, aKOveiv, <fipoveiv, Kal vyiaiveiv Btf, 1 

D /cal oar’ dXXa dyad a yovifia rf} avTwv cfrvcrei dXX’ ov 8o%y eariv,— 

tovt ovv avro eTralveaov Bucaioavvrys, o avrrj 81 avrrjv tov e^ovra 

ovlvifcnv kciI dSiKia /3Xa7TT€i’ fjuadov<i Be Kal 8o^a<; Trapes a:XXoi<; 

iiraivelv. &>? iyd> tcov fiev aXXwv d'rroBe'Xoifirfv av ovtcds eirai- 25 

vovvtwv BiKaioavvrjv Kal ■tyeyovTwv dB lie lav, So^as ts trepl avrwv 

Kal puadovs iyKwp-ia^ovTWV Kal XoiBopovvTcov, aov Be ovk av, ei 

E pip ffi) KeXevois, Sioti rrdvra rov /3lov I ovBev dXXo (tkottwv SieXp- 

Xvdas rf tovto, f.ip ovv r)p,iv evBel^p piovov tc3 Xoyw, on BiKaio- 

crvvrf dBiKias Kpeirrov, dXXa rl iroiovaa eKarepa tov e%ovra avTrj 30 

81 avrrjv, eav re Xavdavr) eav re p,rj deovs re Kal dvdpccnrovs, 

rf p,ev ayadov, rf Be KaKov earn, 

X. Kal eyd> aKovaas del piev Brj tt)v cjrvaiv tov re VXavKcovos 

18. v-kv A2n: ora. A1, 
contextu A. 

25. airodexol/J.r)v II et in mg. A2: airoox°dJ/rlv in 

367C 17 aXXoTpiov ct-yaGov: 1343 
C n. 

19 a>|AoXoYq(ras: 358 A. 
20 ttoXv Sk (idXXov. The sequence of 

Sk after re is frequent in Plato with ok 
Kal, el dk (3ob\ei, rl Sk, In dk, v-kyiarov dk, 
to dk KetpaXaiov and the like. For a clas¬ 
sified list of examples see Hoefer depart. 
Plat. pp. 15—17. 

21 axoveiv is added to Glauco’s list 
(357 C) by Adimantus, who is also respon¬ 
sible for the exaggeration TroXii /adWor. 

Kal—811 with vyiaiveiv marks it as 
different in kind from the other examples: 
cf. (with J. and C.) Men. 87 E /cal ttXoOtos 
Sr/ and infra 373 A. 

367 D 22 yovipa: i.q. yvijcria, but 
more forcible: cf. Theaet. 151 e, Ar. 
Frogs 96. 

24 Kal aSiKfa pX/virm. The sense 
is: Kal xf/kye rovr’ avrS d5c/das 0 avrrj Si’ 
avrr)v rbv S%ovra /SXdrrrei. Hartman 
would cancel the words, needlessly, al¬ 
though the zeugma is bolder than usual. 
For the stylistic effect cf. dSida S’ eirai- 

velrai 358 A above. 
25 o’.Tro8eyol|j.T]V and 6.vaox°frtv are 

equally good Greek (cf. Prot. 339 D, 

Phaed. 92 A, e al.), but as airo- is sup¬ 
ported by both A and II, it is more pro¬ 
bable that the error lies in -<jx°fivv than 
in airo-, especially as airoSexol/Jiriv is 
found also in the margin of A. The aVo- 
is at least as old as the Scholium, which 
mentions the two readings arrooxolv-W 
and avacrxolv-riv. The latter is an obvious 
correction of airoaxoliJiriv, and has survived 
in S and a few inferior MSS besides. 

367 E—369 B In a short interlude 
Socrates, after complimenting Glauco and 
Adimantus, remarks on the magni¬ 
tude of the task before him—none other 
than the defence of Justice against her 
slanderers. As the weak-sighted are better 
able to recognise small letters at a distance 
if they have previously studied the same 
letters on a larger scale and on an ampler 
ground, so (says Socrates) let us first study 
Justice in magno, that is, in a state, and 
afterwards look for her lineaments in parvo, 
in other words, in the Individual. The 
contemplation of a State in process of 
creation will shew us Justice and Injustice 
coming into existence. 
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Kal tod ’ASeipdvTov rjyd/J-rjv, drap ovv Kal Tore irdvv ye paBrjv \ 

Kal eWov Ov Ka/ctoS els vp.as, cd 7ralBes eiceivov rod dvBpos, tr/v 368 

dpXVv T<*>v iXeyelcov etrolpaev 6 rXavKtovos epaarps, evBoKipr)- 

aauras 7repl ti)v Weyapol pdyjqv, elircov’ 

tralBes ’ ApiffTwi'o?, /cXeivov Belov y evos divBpos. 

5 rovro fioi, co cplXoi, eii Soicel e%eiv’ 7raw yap Belov rrenrovBare, 

el pep 7re7reiaBe dSi/clav 8tKaiocrvvr)S dpetvov elvai, ovtco Bwaptevoi 

elirelv inrep avrod. So/celre Srj pot cds aXpBi09 ov ireirelaBaL' I 

TeKp.alpop.ai Be 8k rod aWov rod vperepov rpoirov, eirel Kara, ye B 

avrov>> toi)? Xoyovs pTrlaTovv av vp.lv' ocrw Be pdWov Triarevco, 

10 ToaovTco pdWov unopcd o ti ^ppacopaC ovre yap otrcos /3ot]Bd) 

10. xpt]a<jtp.ai A1 2 3!!: xpV<top.ai Aa. 

368 a I cu iralSes 6K6ivov tou avSpos. 
This curious phrase occurs once again in 
Plato viz. Phil. 36 D, where Protarchus 
is addressed in the words c3 trai dxetyou 

ravdpos. Philebus has withdrawn from 
the discussion, his part in which he has 
bequeathed to Protarchus, who is there¬ 
fore playfully called his son. That this 
is the meaning appears from Phil. 11 A, B, 

lie 5ex« Si) toutov tov vvv SiS6p.evov, (3 

Tlp&rapxe, Xbyov ; AvdyKrj SSxeada f 

<&i\ripos yap r)p.Tv 6 KaXos airdp^Kev, 12 A, 

16 b, 19 A: cf. also 15 c and 28 B. In pre¬ 
cisely the same way Glauco and Adiman- 
tus are the ‘children of Thrasymachus.’ 
They are SiaSoxoi tov X&yov as appears 
from 357 a, 358 B (iiravavecooo/Mi t8v 
Qpacrvimxov Xdyov), 367 A and 367 C, as 
well as from the substance of their argu¬ 
ments. This image is in fact one of the 
links by means of which Plato binds the 
dialogue together: as Polemarchus is heir 
to Cephalus (331 e), so Glauco andi Adi- 
mantus are heirs to Thrasymachus. In 
explaining iicdvov roD dvdpis of Thrasy¬ 
machus, Stallbaum is therefore not “ridi¬ 
culous” (as J. and C- assert) but right. 
See my article in Cl. Rev. x p. 237. 

2 6 r\avKwvos epacrnjs may be 
Critias, as Schleiermacher supposed; but 
there is no evidence in support of the 
conjecture: see Bergk Poet. Lyr. Gr.4 11 
p. 283. 

3 rijv Meyapot pdxqv: perhaps in 
409 b.c.: see Diod. Sic. xiii 65. If so, 
Plato is guilty of a slight anachronism, 
supposing that the scene of the dialogue 
is laid in 410. See Inlrod. § 3. 

4 iratSes—dvSpos. By ’ApltsTtovos, the 
author of the line of course meant Aristo, 
father of Glauco and Adimantus; but 
’Aploroiv suggests fipurros (cf. IX 580 B) 

and the pun conveys a friendly, if half- 
ironical, compliment to ‘his excellency’ 
Thrasymachus, whose raTSes (so far as 
the argument is concerned) Glauco and 
his brother are: see on (3 naiSes above. 
In Symp. 174 B, when inviting Aristode- 
mus to come as an uninvited guest to sup 
with Agathon, Socrates indulges in a 
similarly playful pun: Sirov toIvvv, 8<prj, 

Iva Kal TTjv irapoifilav 8ia<p0dpup.ev ptra- 
pdXXovres, u>s &pa Kal ayaduv eirl Sanas 
tamv avropaTOL dyaOol. (The 8ia<f>9opd 
consists in the substitution of dyaduv for 
SeiXwv, the form of the proverb which 
Plato had in view being avriparoi S’ aya- 
6ol SeiXuv liri Sairas laaiv, as the Scho¬ 
liast remarks. Arnold Hug is ill-advised 
in adopting Lachmann’s suggestion to 
read ’Ayaduv’ i.e. ’Ayadwvt for dyadwv: 
see Cl. Rev. X p. 238.) Other plays on 
proper names in Plato are collected by 
Riddell Digest pp. 250 f. In kXsivou 

Stallbaum finds a ‘ lusus facetus ’ on 
iKdvov; but this particular lusus (if it 
exists) is accidental and unmeaning. 

5 0€iov. The addition of ti (proposed 
by Herwerden) is unnecessary: cf. in 
388 D n. ddos is here used, like Svdeos, 
of inspiration: if the speaker does not 
understand or believe what he says, he 
is, like a rhapsodist or poet, nothing but 
the mouthpiece of the inspiring deity: 
cf. Phaedr. 245 A, Ion 533 E, 535 E— 

530 d. 
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6^&>' So/cw yap poi d8vvaro<; eivat' appelov 8e pot, otl a 7rpo? 

®paavpa%ov Xeycov a>ppv iiTrotyaiveiv, &>9 apeivov 8ucaLocrvvri 

dSi/cias, ovk direSe^aade pov' ovt av o7ra<? pp /3op6pao) e%co' 

C 8e8ouca yap, pp ov8’ oltlov r) 7rapayevopevov 8ucaiocrvvp I tcatcp- 

yopovpevp d/rrayopeveiv teal pit) fiopOeLV ert ipirveovTa teal 8vvapevov 15 

<f)0eyyecr6ai. tcpdrcaTOv ovv ovtcos 07t<d9 8vvapaL iirLKOvpeiv avTp. 

6 re ovv TXav/ccov teal ol clXXol eSeovTO Travrl Tpoirw ftopOpaaL teal 

pit) avelvai tov Xoyov, dXXci SLepevvpaaadaL tl re eariv etedrepov 

teal 7repl tps cdcfteXlaf avTolv rdXpde<; yroTepavi e^et. eirrov ovv 

oirep epol eSo^ev, otl To ^tjrppa m eirL^eLpovpev ov (ftauXov dXX 20 

D o^v /3\e7rovTos, C09 epol cpalverai. I iweiBt) ovv ppeis ov 8eivoi, 

80/ceL poi, rjv 8' eyed, TotavTpv Troir/aaadai ^pTpaLV avTOv, oTavrrep 

av el nrpoaeTa^e tl<; ypdppara apitcpd troppeodev avayvwvai pi] 

iravv o^v fiXeirovaLv, e-neird rt? ivevoperev, oti ra aina ypdppara 

6(ttl 7rov teal clXXoOl pel^co re teal ev pel^ovr eppaiov av ecftdvp, 25 

oipai, etcelva irpwTov dvayvovTas ovtco? eirLcniOTrelv to iXaTTW, 

el ta aina ovTa Tvyyavei. IIaw pev ovv, eeftp 6 ’ASelpavros’ 

E dXXa tl tolovtov, u> 'ZdncpaTes, 1 ev tf) 7repl to 8itcaiov £pTpaei 

tcadopa<;; ’Eyd) <jol, e<f)pv, epw. 8ucaioavvr], eftapev, ear/, pev 

av8po9 evd<i, eari, 8e irov teal oXp<; 7roA,ew9; IIaw ye, p S’ 09. 3° 

Oiitcovv pei^ov 7roXi<; 61/09 av8po<;; Metfoz/, eefty. ' \aws tolvvv 

nXelcov av 8acaioavvp ev tco pel^ovL eveip teal pdoov tcarapadelv. 

369 el ovv (3ovXea9e, irpwTov ev \ tcu9 7roXeai ^pTpacopev ttolov tl 

31. pet^ov (bis) A1!!: /uefftov (bis) A2. 

368 C 18 tl tI eernv—?x€l recalls 

the conclusion of Book 1 (354 B, c). 
368 D 22 olavirsp av sc. tiroipo-o.- 

peda, the verb being omitted as it fre¬ 
quently is with oitnrep av el. 

25 feppaiov—Tuyxavet. I have fol¬ 
lowed Schneider in printing a colon be¬ 
fore iptxaiov : for the sentence eppatov— 
Tvyxdvei is not the grammatical apodosis 
to the el clause, but a further result. The 
asyndeton with ippaiov is the usual asyn¬ 
deton of ampliative clauses. For the 
principle underlying the method of in¬ 
quiry here enunciated, see Soph. 218 c 
Soa S’ aS twv /xeyaXtov Sel Siairovelodau 
Ka\tiis, tvepl twv roioiroiv oIooktcu train 
Kal trakai rb trpor e pov £v <rp.u<pols kclI 
paooiv rvuTb. SeTv peXerav, trplv £v av- 
rois rots p-tylGTots and Pol. 286 A. (Con¬ 

trast Phil. 48 b, where the opposite course 
is recommended.) In the special case of 
the State versus the Individual, the words 
Iv opiKpois, b> PkaTTotnv are not applic¬ 
able, but tv pyoertv trpbrepov Set pteXerav 
is the essential part of the principle, and 
Justice in the State is pq.utv Karapadeiv 
(368 e) than in the Individual. Cf. also 
infra 377 c tv rots pel^onv—pthdots 6\p6- 
/uteBa Kal robs tXarrovs. Illustrations from 
letters are tolerably frequent in Plato : 
cf. e.g. IV 402 A f., Theaet. 205 D—206 A, 

Pol. 277 E ff. 

368 E 33—369 A 3 irpwTov—liri- 
o-kottouvtss lays down the method to be 
pursued in the rest of the treatise, except 
in books v—vn, which are professedly 
a ‘digression,’ and X, which is of the 
nature of an epilogue. At each sue- 
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ianv' eTTSira ovrcos e7riaKe\lrcofie0a Kai iv evl e/caaTM, ti]v tov 

flei^ovos o/JbotoTTjTa iv rfj tov eXaTTOi/o? IBea e7riaKOTrouvTe<>. ’AX\<£ 

pot, BoKets, ecf)7], /caXtw? Xeyeiv. ’Ap' ovv, rjv B’ iyco, el ytyvopevrjv 

5 iroKiv 6eaaatpe6a Xoya>, real trjv Buccuoavvijv avTrjs iBoipev av 

ytyvopevrjv icai trjv aBuclav; Ta^’ av, rj B' o?. Ovkovv yevopivov 

avrov eX7rt? einrereaTepov IBelv o ^rjTovpev; 1 IloXtt ye. t\oicei ovv B 

-Xprjvai i7n^eiprjaai 7repaiveiv; olpai p'ev yap ovk oklyov epyov 

avro elvai• aKoirelre ovv. ’'EaKeirrai, ecfrrj 6 ABelpavTos' aXXa 

10 prj aXX&)9 7rolei. 

cessive stage in the exposition of his 
subject, Plato reminds us more or less 
explicitly of the method which he here 
proposes to follow:—at the end of the 
first sketch of a State 371 E; in con¬ 
nexion with the fheypalvovoa tt6\is 
372 E; before entering on the theory of 
education 376 c, D. and again in III 392 C, 
when he has finished the treatment of 
A6yoi; at Adimantus’objection IV 42ob,c; 
at the end of the picture of the just state 
iv 427 Dff.; in passing to Justice in the 
Individual iv 434 Dff.; at v 472 b ff., 
where the question is raised ‘ Is this State 
possible?’; on beginning the account of 
the degenerate commonwealths and men 
in viii 545 B; and finally when the whole 
argument draws to a head at IX 577 c. 

369 a 2 njv tov p-sf^ovos 6|iot6rqTa. 
Justice in the State is in fact to be used as 
a means of explaining Justice in the Indi¬ 
vidual, which is after all the real Justice: 
cf. IV 443 B ff. nn. The relation between 
the two is that of a irapaStLy/ji-o. and that 
which the irapaSeiy/ra is intended to 
explain: see Pol. 278 c ovkovv tovto pev 

iKav&s ovvti\-ri<f>ap.tv, otl TrapaSeLyparis y’ 
earl T&re yeveots, oiroTav ov ravrbv Iv 

erepip Oteoiratjp.lvu), bo£a£bp.tvov bpOQs Kai 

ovvaxObv irepl eKarepov uis ovvaprpui piav 

aXyOrj bo^av aTroreXy; 'I’aivcTcu. Plato has 
been severely blamed (as e.g. by Grote 
Plato in pp. 123 ff.) for representing the 
Commonwealth as the Individual “writ 
large.” Plato, however, laid stress upon 
this view, as tending to cement the union 
between the citizen and the State, which 
was rapidly dissolving in his day. This is 
well brought out by Krohn Plat. Frag. 
p. 5. Cf. also Pohlmann Gesch. d. antik. 
Kommunismus etc. pp. 146 ff. 

4 ti yiyvop.evr)V—dSixfav. This would 
lead us to expect that we are to discover 
Justice and Injustice in the same State. 
In the sequel we find Justice only in the 

Ideal City: it is the degenerate Cities of 

VIII and IX that furnish the picture of 

Injustice. Plato does not expressly an¬ 
nounce his change of plan till IV 420 B, C: 

ip-qd-qp-ev yap Iv rrj tomIit-q paXiOTa av 

evpdv biKaioovvqv Kai av ev rrj KaKiara 

olKovp.evij aStKLav—vvv pev ovv—rrjv evSai- 

pova 7r\aTTopev—atm/ca oe tt/v evavriav 

(TKefbpeda. The discrepancy must, I think, 
be admitted (see Krohn PI. St. p. 32, 

and Kunert die doppelte Recens. d. PI. St. 
pp. 10 ff.), but such corrections and de¬ 
velopments of plan are characteristic of 
the dialogue as a form of literature, and 
do not establish the theory of a double 
recension of the Republic. Cf. Grimmelt 
de reip. PI. comp, et unit. p. 19, and 
Westervvick de Rep. PI. pp. 43—45. 

369b—372d The First Sketch of 
a City-state. 

A city is called into being by the fact 
that the individual is not self-sufficient. 
We may regard it as the union of many 
men mutually helping one another in one 
place. The individual gives and takes be¬ 
cause he thinks it betterfor himself to do so. 

Plow man's first need is food, his second 
housing, his third clothing and the like. 
The smallest possible State will therefore 
consist of a farmer, a builder, a weaver 
and a shoemaker etc.—-four or five men 
in all. Each of these must work for all, 
because Nature has adapted different men 
for different kinds of work, and because 
every kind of work has its critical mo¬ 
ment when it must be done and cannot 
be neglected. Our principle is — One 
man, one work. We shall accordingly 
require carpenters and smiths to make 
instruments for the farmer, weaver, 
and shoemaker, as well as various 
kinds of herdsmen, to furnish cattle for 
ploughing and carrying, together with 
hides and fleeces for the makers of cloth¬ 
ing. Since it is almost impossible to 
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XI. TLyvercu Toivvv, r/v S’ iydo, 7roXi?, &>? eywpcu, eVeiS?) 

Tvyydvei rj/jLwv eKacrros oinc avraptcr]9, aWa 7toXXcov ivSerjs' rj tlv 

olec dpyrjv aXXpv ttoXlv o’ucLt^eiv; OvSefiiav, r) S’ 65. Ovtco Sr) 

C apa TrapaXafiftdvoyv aXXos 1 aXXov eV’ aXXov, rov S’ eV’ aXXov 

ypeia, 7toXXmv Seopevoi, troXXov9 et? piav obtcvjcriv ayeipavTe<? 15 

koivcovovs re teal /3orjdou?—Tavrrj tt) £vvoncia edepeda ttoXlv 

make the city self-supporting, we shall 
require middlemen to introduce imports; 
and as imports necessarily imply exports, 
the number of farmers and manufacturers 
iti our city will increase, and we shall 
need travelling merchants to dispose of 
their produce. Owners of transport-ships 
will also be necessary, if there is traffic 
by sea. 

Moreover, to facilitate exchange within 
the city, there must be a market, and coined 
money, and retail traders to act as middle¬ 
men between the producer and the con¬ 
sumer. The retail traders should be those 
who are physically unfit to engage in any 
other pursuit. There will also be hired 
labourers in our city. 

Where then in such a commonwealth are 
Justice and Injustice? Along with which 
of the component parts of the State do they 
make their appearance ? Adimantus sug¬ 
gests that we should look for them in the 
reciprocal intercourse of the various classes 
in the city. Let us see, says Socrates. 
The citizens will live the simple easy-going 
life of vegetarians, satisfying only the 
modest demands of their natural appetites. 
On a hint frotn Glauco, a few additional 
vegetarian luxuries are conceded. 

369 B 11 ■yfyveTCH—iroXis kt\. The 
present episode is ostensibly an histori¬ 
cal account of the genesis of society, and 
from this point of view should be com¬ 
pared with Laws III 676 A ff. Some of 
the features are derived from an analysis 
of the industrial basis of society as it exists 
in civilised times: others (see 372 b—d), 

are semi-mythical and idyllic, recalling 
pictures of the golden age such as we find 
in Pol. 269 cff., and in the caricatures of 
the comedians (e.g. ap. Athen. VI 267 Eff.). 
But the prevailing atmosphere is not 
historical or legendary, but idealistic 
(note Set in 369 E and elsewhere), and 
Plato’s irporn] tt6\is (Arist. Pol. A 4. 
1291s 17) should primarily be regarded 
as—in its essential features—a prelimi¬ 
nary and provisional description of the 
industrial foundation on which the higher 

parts of his own ideal city are to rest. 
Cf. also on 372 B, D, Rettig Proleg. in 
Plat. remp. p. 42 and Steinhart Einleitung 
p. 156. 

12 Tu-y)(dv£L as a mere copula is 
very rare in Attic prose, and it would 
be easy here to insert uiv after ttoWlov : 

see Porson on Eur. Hec; 782. In the 
Platonic dialogues this usage recurs in 
Phaedr. 263 c, Gorg. 502 B, Ale. 1 129 A, 

133 A, Hipp. Mai. 300A, Laws 918c, Tim. 
61C, nor is it possible in the last three ex¬ 
amples to account for its omission by 
lipography. The idiom occurs in Sopho¬ 
cles and Euripides, once in Aristophanes 
(Eccl. 1141), and (though condemned 
by Phrynichus) must also be admitted 
(though rarely) in prose: see the in¬ 
stances cited by Blaydes on Ar. (l.c.) and 
cf. Rutherford’s New Phrynichus p. 342. 

iroWoov 6v8«t)s. In the account of 
the genesis of society given in the 
Laws (676 A—680 e), more stress is laid 
on the social instinct of man: in Prot. 
322 B ff the operating cause is man’s 
defencelessness against wild beasts. Grote 
(Plato III p. 139 n.) censures Plato for 
not mentioning the “ reciprocal liability 
of injury ” among the generative causes 
of civic life; but this (as well as assistance 
against external aggression) is hinted at in 
^ofjOous. 

14 a\\os—xp«£$. The words are 
short for aXXos aWov, t6v fxev iw’ aWov, 
rbv 5’ hr’ aXXou xpel? (for the omission 
of too fj.lv cf. Prot. 330 A, Theaet. 181 D 
al.): ‘one taking to himself one man, 
another “another—the one man for one, 
the other for another purpose.’ Essen¬ 
tially the same meaning would no doubt 
be conveyed without rbv 5’ lir’ aWov, 
which Herwerden following two inferior 
MSS would omit; but the fuller form of 
expression is chosen in order, I think, 
to prepare us for the principle of 1 One 
man, one work’ to be presently enun¬ 
ciated. 

16 Tavrr) rr) fjuvoiKta. Stallbaum 
rightly regards the sentence as an anaco- 
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dvopa. rj yap; Tlavv pev ovv. Mera8t8ft)a-t Brj aWos aXXft), 

e’i tl peTaBiBcocnv, rj peTa\ap(3dvei, oiopevo<; avrai apeivov elvai; 

IIdvv ye. ”Idi Brj, rjv 8’ eyed, r&5 Xoyw e$j dp^rje; iroLwpev ttoA.lv. 

20 Troipaet, Be avrrjv, (89 eoucev, rj rjpeTepa xpeia. Ilaj? 8' ov; ’AXXa 

prjv TTpdrrrj ye ical peyiaTrj 1 tcov xpeiwv rj rr)<; Tpocfrrjs 7rapaarcevrj j) 

tov elvai re /cal Bpjv eve/ca. TlavTarraai ye. Aevrepa Brj ol/crjaew9, 

Tpirr] Be eadrjros ical twv tolovtcov. "Ran tavra. <&epe Brj, yv S’ 

eyed, 7rco9 rj 7roAt9 ap/ceaec eVl ToaavTrjv Trapaa/cevrjv; aXXo tl 

25 yewpyos pev et9, o Be oi/coS6po<;, aXXo9 Be tls vcjravTrje;; rj /cal 

cncvTOTopov avToae rrpoadijaopev, rj tlv aWov twv irepl to aorpa 

OeparrevT/jv; IT dvv ye. R'irj 8’ av /) ye avay/caLOTaTrj tto\l9 e/c 

TeTTapcov rj rreme dvBptov. 1 (RaiveTai. TL Brj ovv; eva e/cacrTov E 

tovtov Set to ai/Tov epyov cnraai /colv'ov /caraTidevaL, olov tov 

30 yecopyov eva ovTa irapaa/cevd^evv aiT/a textapaiv /cal T€Tpa7r\daiov 

Xpovov Te /cal 7rovov dvaXia/cecv eirl ctltov Trapaa/cevrj, ical aXXot9 

tcoLvcoveiv, rj dpeXrjaavTa eavro povov TerapTov pepos TTOLeiv tovtov 

tov | aiTiov iv Terdprw pepeL tov xpovov, tcl Be Tpla, to pev eVt 370 

ttj Trj9 oi/cia<; 7rapaa/cevfj BiaTpifieiv, to Be ipaTcov, to Be vvoBrj- 

paTorv, ical prj dWois /coLvovovvTa rrpdypaTa e^eti), aXX’ av tov 

Si avTov tcl ai/Tov TrparTeLv; ical 6 ’ASeipavTos e<prj, ’AXX’ iaro<;, 

5 ft) ZcoKpare9, ovtco paov rj /ceLVOs. Uvoev, rjv o eyo, pa Ata 

1. cnrlov A2II: uLtov A1. 5. pqov q: ppSiov AIIH. 

luthon, the antecedent to railrij being 
the words from Trapa\ap.fidvwv to fto-q- 
0oi)5. If the subject to tdi/icda (a gnomic 
aorist) were aXXos—SeSpevoi—dyelpavres, 
we should probably have had irapa\a/j.- 
pdvovrer for Trapa\ap.pdvojv : and besides, 
Plato is not yet describing the particular 
city which we are rroieiv \6yip (infra 
line 19), but laying down the law as to 
the yLvecris of cities in general. For the 
anacoluthon see Engelhardt Anac. PI. 
Spec. HI p. 40. 

369 D 26 twv irepi to crwpa: neuter, 
not masculine; otherwise Plato would 
have written depawevruv (as in q and 
some other mss). 

27 dvayKcuoTaTT) iroXis. Referring 
to this passage, Aristotle (Pol. A 4. i29ia 
10—19) attacks Plato for making the end 
of his city not to koXbv, but tcl dvayKaia. 
No doubt, the end of this ‘first city’-— 
so Aristotle calls it—is primarily rd 
dvayKaia; but Plato would reply that 

the cities of the farmers, the auxiliaries, 
and the rulers, are in reality one city, 
yii’oufvri p.ev tov ffiv (vckcv, ova a SI tov 

eS ijijii (Arist. Pol. A 2. i252b 29. Cf. 
Lows 828 D 5ei Of avT-rjv Kadarrep eva 

dvdponrov £ijv eS). 

369 E 28 eva tKao-Tov ktX. Cf. 
Charm. 161 E 5okcl av <tol itSXis ev oi- 

KUotiai V7T0 TOVTOV TOV vdpLOV TOV Kt\eV0V- 

tos tS Savrov Iucltlov eKaOTov vepalveiv ical 

irXvveiv, Kal viroS-qaaTa. okOtoto/iclv, Kal 

Xt/kvOov Kai orXeyylSa Kal TaXXa iravra 

Kara tov atirbv \6yov kt\.; 
370 A 5 ovtw paov fj ’Kefvus. ovtco 

refers to the alternative which is more 
familiar, although mentioned first: cf. 
(with Ast) Xen. Mem. 1 3. 13 tovto to 

drjpiov-TOfTOVTU) SciVOTfpiv eon rtvv epa- 

\ayyloiv oatp (Keiva piv apdaeva, tovto 

51 ovo' airrSpLevov—ivi-qal tl. On the 
corruption paScov for paov (also in Men. 
94 e) see Introd. § 5. 
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citottov. evvoo) ydp ical avros elrrovTos aov, on, irpwTov p,ev 

g cpvercu e/caaTOS ov rrrdvv 1 op,oios e/cdaTM, aXXa ScacjpepMV Tpv 

(pvcnv, aXXos err dXXov epyov 7rpa^ov. p ov So/cei aoi; ’Eipcoiye. 

Tl Se; iroTepov /cdXXiov irpaTTOL civ tis els mv 1roXXds Te%vas 

epya^op,evos, p otclv pciav els; "Otuv, p S’ os, els p-iav. ’AXXaio 

prjv, olpbcu, /cal ToSe SpXov, ms, edv ris tlvos Trapp epyov icaipov, 

SioXXvTai. ApXov yap. Ov yap, olp,ai, edeXei to 7rparrdp,evov 

Tpv tov TTpctTTovTOS aj(oXpv 7repip,eveiv, oXX’ avay/cp tov TrpaT- 

q tovra tm irpaTTop,evM 1 eira/coXovdelv pep iv irapepyov pcepei. 

’Avdy/cp. ’E/c Sp tovtmv 7rXe/M re e/caara yiyveTat /cal /cdXXmv 15 

/cal paov, orav els ev /card (fpvaiv /cal ev /caipw, a^oXpv tmv ccXXmv 

aywv, irpaTTp. HavTcnraai pcev ovv. ITXetovMV Sp, m 'ASeipcavre, 

Set ttoXltmv p tettdpcov eirl rds Trapaar/cevas mv eXeyopuev. 6 yap 

yecopyos, ms eoucev, ov/c ai/Tos iroipaeTaL eavTM to dpoTpov, el 

D peXXec icaXov eivai,' ovSe crpuvvpv ovSe TciXXa opyava oaa irepl 20 

yewpyiav. ovS' av 6 ohcocopcos’ 7toXXwv Se /cal tovtm Sec. cocrav- 

9. ns ATI: n A1. 

7 <})«€Tai strikes the keynote of the 
City of Books II—iv. The first critic 
to lay sufficient stress on this point 
was Krohn: see PI. St. pp. 59—62, 
where he collects the references to <pvoi% 
throughout Books I—IV. The City of 
II—IV is a Kara (pvtriv oiviadeiaa tt6\ls. 
What is meant by </>vcns? Not inorganic 
Nature, but the ‘ nature ’ of a 7t6\(s or 
aggregate of iroXirai, i.e. (as the unit in 
a city is the man) human nature, in other 
words, the nature of the human soul, 
which, according to Plato and Socrates, 
constitutes a man’s true and proper indi¬ 
viduality. It is not however human 
nature as it is, but as it ought to be, 
which is the foundation bn which the 
Platonic State is built; so that, although 
the doctrine of transcendent Ideas is 
excluded from the first four books (see on 
ill 402 c), Idealism at all events is present. 
See also Krohn Plat. Frage pp. 8—11, and 
(for the connotation of epvins) Benn’s 
article on ‘ The Idea of Nature in Plato ’ 
in Archiv f. Gesch. d. Phil. IX pp. 24 
—49 and Pohlmann l.c. pp. noff. 

370 B 10 oTav— els |iiav. This 
principle—the cardinal principle of the 
Republic, reiterated also with great em¬ 
phasis in Laws 846 D—847 B—is deduced 
by Plato from (pluses, whose rule is 

specialization : cf. 370 C orav els iv Kara 
<pv a iv—TTpaTTy. Plato (as usual in the 
Republic) is thinking of Man's nature, 
one man being naturally fitted for one 
pursuit, another for another: cf. Ill 395 B, 

IV 433 a, 434 A, B. The principle of 

specialization had already been enunciated 
by Socrates: see e.g. Xen. Mem. in 9. 3, 
15, Cyrop. vm 2. 5, 6. Aristotle widens 
it into a general law of Nature: ovdlv 
yap 7] (pluses iroiel tolovtov olov 01 xaXxo- 
tuttol tt]v AeAcfiiKrjv peaxaepav Trevexplos, 
dXX’ iv irpos iv (Pol. A 2. I252b 1 ff.). 
In its application to politics, the principle 
becomes in Plato’s hands a weapon for 
attacking the foundations of Athenian 
democracy (see Gorg. 455 A—c), to 
which, in this respect, his own Ideal 
City was a kind of counterblast. 

370 c 15 KaXXiov. Did Plato write 
na\\to] ? kclWlov yeyverae may no doubt 
mean ‘ are better made,’ which is fairly 
satisfactory in point of sense, but KaWlu 
forms a better balance to irXefui re, and 
is more suited to Ka\6v just below. With 
pi,lov immediately following, the corrup¬ 
tion would be easy. On the other hand 
the collocation KaWieo Kai pq.ov is un¬ 
pleasing, and it is probably safer to ad¬ 
here to the mss. 
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to)? S’ o u<fidvrps re /cal o a/cvrordpos. ’AXpdp. Te/croves S^ /cal 

XCiX/cps /cal Toiovroi rives 7roXXol Bppiovpyoi, kolvcovoI pplv rov 

ttoXl^viov yiyvopevoi, av^vov avro rroiovcnv. Haw pev ovv. 

25 ’AW’ ov/c a// 7T<u Trdvv ye peya n elp, el avrols /3ov/coXov9 tc /cal 

rroipevas rods re aXXovs vopeas irpoadelpev, 1 2i/a 01 re yecopyol E 

eVl to dpovv e^oiev /3ovs, 01 re ol/coBopoi Trpos ras dycoyds pera 

rcov yewpywv xppaOai vvo^vylois, vcfravrai Be /cal cr/cvroropoi 

oep/iacnv re teat epiot 9. Otoe ^ye, rj 0 09, a pure pa av €tr) 

30 e^ovaa irdvra ravra. ’AWd ppv, pv S’ eya), /caroi/clcrai ye avrpv 

rpv rroXiv els roiovrov rorrov, ov eTreiaaycoylpcov pp Bepaerai, 

a^eBov t 1 dBvvarov. ’ABvvarov yap. HpoaBepaei dpa en /cal 

aXXcov, 01 e£ dXXps 7toXe(os avrfj /copiovaiv wv Belrai. Aepaeu 

Kal ppv /cevos av ip 6 Bid/covos, ppBev ciywv wv i/celvoi Beovrai, 

35 7rap’ wv av /copl^wvrai wv av avroi9 | xPeia> Kev0S dtreicnv. p yap; 371 

Ao/cec poi. Aei Bp rd oi/coi pp povov eavrols rroieiv l/cava, dWd 

/cal 01a /cal o<ra e/celvois wv av Bewvrai. Ael ydp. HXeiovwv 

Bp yewpywv re /cal rwv dXXwv Bppiovpywv Bet pplv rp rroXei. 

5 nXeto//®// ydp. Kal Bp /cal rwv clXXwv Bia/covwv ttov rwv re 

elaa^ovrwv /cal e^a^ovrwv e/cacrra. ovroi Be elaiv eprropoi • p yap; 

Nat. Kal eprropwv Bp Bepaopeda. lldvv ye. Kal eav pev ye 

/card ddXarrav p epnropla yiyvprai, av^vdov I /cal aXXcov rrpoaBep- B 

aerai rcov eiriarppovwv rps rrepl rpv OdXarrav ipyaaias. Xvxvwv 

10 pevroi. 

34. Kfvos A2n: irelyos A1. Eg q: eirj AITS 

370 e 27 eirl to apoCv. See on 

372 B> , , 
30 aurt)v -rr|v iroXiv : ipsam urbem: 

the city as opposed to the inhabitants 
(tIktovos, yaX/cys etc.). Cf. 360 D n. It 
is not necessary to adopt Hermann’s con¬ 
jecture ad for avr-qv, or (with Hartman) 
to eject rpv rrtiXiv. 

32 o’xeSov ti aSuvaxov. Plato never¬ 
theless endeavours to secure this advantage 
in the Laws: see 704 A—705 B. Cf. Arist. 
Pol. H 5. i326b 26 ff. 

34 tov €K€tvoi SsovTai. All exchange 
with foreign cities is to be in kind: money 
is used only for transactions within the 
city: see infra 371 c ff. Here again Plato 
is constructing his city Kara. <j>v<nv: cf. 
Arist. Pol. A 9. 1 257a 28 i\ pkv ovv roiavrq 

fitTap\T)TiKT) oil re irapa pi/aiv oSre XPV- 

HaTitTTtKijs eerriv dbos oiSlv. 

35 wv av avTOis XP^a- aiiroh is of 
course emphatic (ipsis). For the rare 
omission of rj cf. Ill 416 D and Schanz 
Nov. Comm. PI. p. 33 with Cope’s Rhe¬ 
toric of Aristotle Vol. n p. 328. 

371a 3 wv av 8^wvrai. wv is mas¬ 
culine in spite of wv iiceivoi Seovrai just 
above. The reading of q ireivots afownv, 
of fj-eraSuioovoLV wv av Sewvrat is a free 
correction (after 371 b) intended to make 
wv neuter. 

371 B 9 rrjs—epyaerfas is not the 
work of a seaman (as Jowett seems to 
suppose), but a special department of 
1/jtrropLa, viz. vavKKqpla: see Arist. Pol. 
A ri. I258b 21 ff. The vaiixXypos owned 
a ship and conveyed passengers and cargo 
for payment (cf. Gorg. 511 D, e): he is 
frequently mentioned along with the 
t/irropos, e.g. Pol. 290 A tpiripous Kal 
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XII. TL 8e Stj; ev avrfj rrj rroXei 770)9 dXXrjAois pera8d>aov(Jiv 

wv av e/cacTTOi epyd^covrac; cov 8rj evetca teal rcoivcoviav rvovriadpevoL 

iroXiv wtcLaapev. ArfXov 8r/, i) 8' 09, on, TrwAovvres teal dtvovpevoi. 

Ayopa 8fj rjpiv teal vopuapa ^vpjdoXov rrj9 dAXayrj<; evetca yevij- 

C <rerai etc rovrov. Haw pev ovv. ''Av ovv tcoplcras o yewpyos 1 et9 15 

TTjv ayopdv n, wv irocei, ?/ Ti9 aAAo? rwv 8r]pt,ovpywv, pi] els rov 

avrov xpuvov ptcr) TOi9 8eopevoc9 to 7rap' avrov dXAd^aadai, 

dpyrjaei rrj<i avrov 8r)piovpyia<f rcaOppevos ev dyopa; Ovbapws, 

1) 8’ 09, dXXa eialv ot rovro opwvre<; eavrovs errl rrjv 8iatcoviav 

rdrrovaiv ravrrjv, ev pev rais opdavi oiKovpevais 7roXeat a^e8ov r 1 20 

oi aadeveararot, rd crcbpara teal d^peloi tl dXXo epyov rrpdrreiv. 

D avrov yap 8ei pevovras avrov9 rrepl rrjv dyopciv rd pev 1 dvr 

dpyvplov dXXa^aadat to?9 rt 8eopevots diroSoadaL, T019 8e dvrl av 

dpyvptov 8iaXXdrreiv, oaoi n 8eovrai irpiaaQaL. Avrp dpa, r/v 8' 

eycb, rj 'xpela tcarvpXwv rjpiv yevecnv epiroiei rrj 7roXei. rj ov 25 

tcavrjXov9 tcaXovpev rob9 7rpo<; cbvtjv re teal irpaaiv 8iatcovovvra9 

ibpvpevovs ev dyopa, tou9 8e rrXavrjras errl ra<; 7roXet9 eprrbpovs; 

TIdvv pev ovv. ’'Eri 8rj rives, cos eywpai, elal teal dXXoi 8idtcovoi, 

E ot av rd pev rijs 8iavoia<? 1 pi] rravv d^iotcoivcbvrjroi dbaiv, rrjv 8e 

rod a(bparo<i laj^vv itcavpv errl robs rrovovs eywaiv' o'i 8rj moXovvres 30 

rrjv rijs Icryyos %peiav, rr)v nprjv ravrrjv piaQov tcaXovvres, 

tcetcXrjvrai, d>s iycppai, pia 6 octroi' rj ydp; TIdvv pev ovv. YLXi/pwpa 

vaVKKifipovs Kal KaTrq'Xovs, Laws 831 E, 

Xen. Vect. 3. 4, 5- 3- „ 
12 <ov Si] Ivetta. wv can hardly (as 

J. and C. suppose) refer to peraSiheoveiv: 
it must denote the same objects as the 
previous wv. The meaning is ‘ for the 
sake of which things we established the 
principle of community and founded a 
city.’ Cf. 369C kolvwvovs—peraSiSweL Sy 
aXXos aXXw jctX. 

14 vopi-crpa—evrKa. Cf. Laws 742 A 
v6/ju<rp.a S’ kveKa aXXa7^s rijs /cat?’ 
Ttpipav. See also 370 E n. Plato re¬ 
gards coined money as a necessary evil—- 
the offspring, not of tpvcra, but of vbp.os 

(cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. V 8. H33a 30 ff. Sia 
rovro Totivop.0. vbp.iep.a, Stl ov (pvaeL 

dXXa vipip tart and Pol. A 9. 1257b 10 ff.), 
a mere conventional symbol, the private 
possession of which is denied to the highest 
classes of the State (lit 416 D ff.). 

371 C 21 01 dcr0€v6(rTaTOL ktX. Cf. 
Laws 918 A—920 C, where KatnjXda is 

confined by Plato to those wv SiatpOeipo- 

plvwv ovk cLv yiyvoLTo peyd\ 17 Xti/rij ry 

iroXei (919 c). 
371 D 2 6 KatrijXovs—€(xir6povs. 

Soph. 223 D rrjs jUera/JXijTt/ajs ovx V V-tv 

Kara. irbXiv aWayrj, axcSSv avryjs ripiev 

pepos 6v, KatrpXLKri npoeayopeverai; Naf. 
To SI ye ei; dfXXijs eis aW-pv it6\lv SraXXar- 
jbpevov wvy kuI irpaaei epiropiKly, Tf 
S’ ov; 

371 E 29 dijioKoivcoviyroi: worthy 
of being admitted into the Koivwvia of 
our city. This explanation (Schneider’s) 
is better than * worthy of one’s society ’ 
(L. and S.). 

31 Tijv Tipijv ravTr\v. ra<jTT]v is idio¬ 
matic for Tatir-t]s: see 1 333 B n. 

32 p.i<r0<oroC. Plato does not admit 
slave labour in his city, unless perhaps 
in the persons of barbarians. The exclu¬ 
sion of slaves is also a touch of ‘Nature ’: 
cf. Arist. Pol. A 3. I253b 20 tols SS Trapa 

<f>uaLv (sc. Sweet) to Secnrbfeiv with Suse- 

7 A. P. 
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8rj 7roXeco? elaiv, tw? eot/ce, Kal piaOwroi Aokci poi. ’A/a o5n, 

to A8eipavre, r)8r) i)piv rjv^rjrai r) 7roXt9, war elvcu re\ea; ’lom?. 

35 Uov ovv av rrore ev avrfj eirj 77 re Buccuoavvr) /cal r) aBucla; Kal 

ran a pa eyyevopevrj wv iaKeppeda; ' Ivy&> pev, ecf>7j, \ ovk evvow, 372 

w HwKpares, el prj irov ev avrwv tovtwv %pe/a nvl t77 7rpo<? 

aXXrjXovs. ’AXX’ icroi?, 771* 8' iyw, «aXw? «:at aKemeov 

ye Kal ovk drroKvpreov. 

5 irpwrov ovv aKe\frwpe0a, rlva rporrov 8iain'iaovTai 01 ovrw 

rrapeaKevaapevoL. aXXo rt r) alrov re rroiovvre'? Kat olvov Kal 

[parLa Kal viro8rjpara; Kal OLKo8opi]adpevoi OLKia<; 0epov<; pev 

to 7roXXa yvpvol re Kal dvvrr68r)T0L ipyaaovrai, rov 8e %eipwvo9 

7]p(f>teapevOL re Kal 1 vrro8e8epevoL iKavcos' Opeyfrovrac 8e e/e pev B 

34. i] A-II: om. A1. 

mihl and Hicks ad loc. If barbarians 
may be enslaved, it is because they are 
<piiaei. SovXoi: cf. V 469 B ff., with 470 C 

and Arist. Pol. A 7. i2$2h 9 ravro <pvt?ei 
pdppapov /cat SoSXov. 

372 A 2 iv avriiv—aXXijXovs. The 
reply is to the first question, not to the 
second : see on V 465 E. In so far as 
SiKcucxrvvT) can be said to exist in so 
elementary a state, Plato would have 
identified it with the performance by 
each class (farmers, artisans, etc.) of their 
own work and no more. This is the first 
view of SiKcuotrvvr) in the Republic-, for 
the second see IV 432 ff., 441 D ff., and 
for the third or metaphysical VI 504 B n. 

7 inro8q|xaTa. I have placed the 
mark of interrogation after iarod-ripo-Ta, 
as it is only the present participles which 
belong to SiaiTrjtrovrai. ‘And when they 
have built themselves houses ’ marks a 
fresh start, no longer interrogative, for 
which reason I have also departed from 
the usual punctuation after Uavios (in B) 

and -irbXcpiov (in cl. 
37 2 B 9 0pev|/ovTai ktX. The pic¬ 

ture which Plato proceeds to draw re¬ 
presents the working of well-regulated 
cwiBvpla or appetite—the psychological 
groundwork of the third or lowest order 
in Plato’s city, ra pdv is the wheaten 
meal (aXevpa), ra SI the barley-meal 
(a\0tra). Only the wheaten meal was 
(as a rule) baked (irlcnreiv or 6tttS.v) 
into loaves (dproi): the barley-meal was 
“ kneaded into a simple dough (p.daireio. 

whence /uafo), dried in a mould, and 
afterwards moistened with water and 
eaten” (Bliimner, Gr. Privatalt. p. 218). 
juafat made of barley meal was the staple 
food of the common Greek: the wheaten 
loaf was a luxury. The double chiasmus 
aX<f>LTa, pdlavTcs, pedtpas )( aXevpa, trl- 
xf/avres, aprovs is noticeable: cf. Crito 

47 c. 
It will be observed that the inhabitants 

of this ‘ First City ’ subsist upon a vegetable 
diet. Cattle are used for ploughing and 
carrying, and supply wool and skins to 
make clothing and shoes (370 D, e), but 
animal food is unknown. It is improbable 
that Plato deliberately borrowed this trait 
from the current legends about the golden 
age (cf. Pol. 271 D ff.): for he allows the 
slaughter of cattle for skins, whereas in 
the golden age animal life was held 
sacred (see Empedocles ap. Arist. Rhet. 

1 I3- I373b ff- and Robertson Smith 
Religion of the Semites pp. 282 ff.). But 
he no doubt regarded vegetarianism as 
characteristic of the primitive innocence 
of a pastoral community (Laws 782 A—D). 

In Plato’s days, as now, the Greek peasant 
was almost a vegetarian. To argue from 
this and kindred passages (esp. Tim. 77 
A—c and 80 e) as Teichmuller does (Lit. 
Fehd. 11 pp. 187—202), that Plato was 
himself a vegetarian, is somewhat hazard¬ 
ous. Whether Plato wished his farmers 
to be vegetarians or not, he permits the 
soldiers to eat flesh: cf. in 404 b ff. 



372 C] rTOAITEIAC B 99 

tmv /cp/6wv dXcjuTa a/ceva^opevoi, e/c Se tmv Trvpwv aXevpa' ta io 

pev 7Te\]ravT€<;, Til 8e pdgavTee; pb^as yeivata9 real aprovs eVt 

/caXapov tlvcl 7rapaf3aXXopevot rj cjrvXXa KaOapd, /cara/cXiyevTe? 

errl an^dScov earporpevcov piXa/ci re ical pvppivcus, ev(o%paovTcu 

avTOL T€ ical rd ira/Sla, eTnirlvoyTes tov oivov, icrTecfravwpevoi ical 

vpvovvTes tovs 0eou<;, r)8eoj<; ^vvovres aXXijXois, ov% virep ttjv 15 

C overlay 1 rrroiovpevoi tol»? iraldas, evXa/3ovpevoi rreviav rj 7roXepov. 

XIII. Kai 6 TXavKwv inroXafib/v,'’Avev oyjrov, ecjrp, ft)? eot/ca?, 

7rotei? rou? avSpas eerruopevovs. AX.r)6rj, rjv S' eyed, Xeyeis. 

eireXaOoppv otl ical otyov e^ovaiv. d\a<? re SbjXov otl ical eXaas 

/cal Tvpov /cal (3oX/3ov<; /cal Xd^ava ola Sr) iv clypole; eyjnjpara 20 

erfri/aovTai. /cal Tpay/jpara 1tov irapadpaopev avTols tmv re 

av/ccou ical ipeftlvOcov ical Kvdpcov, /cal pvpra ical (jrpyovs enro- 

10 to p^v irev|/avTes ktX. The asyn¬ 
deton (as usual) is ampliative. The 
punctuation in the text avoids the diffi¬ 
culty of the two verbs 6pe\povrai and 
euioxvirovTai. Schneider places the colon 
before /aafas, but this is much less natural. 
For fi&fas yevvalas, ‘noble bannocks’ 
(J. and C.), cf. (with Stallbaum) Laws 
844 E ra yew ala <rvKa iirovo,aa^op-eva. 

Kakapov is not ‘a mat of reeds ’ (Jowett, 
with L. and S.), which would be much 
too artistic, but ‘ reeds,’ K&kapov being 
collective as in Arist. Hist. An. ix 36. 
620“ 35; and nva is contemptuous (cf. 11 

363 D «.). 
12 irapa.paAX6|iei/oi is also contemp¬ 

tuous for the irapandipevoL of civilised 
society : it suggests throwing food before 
animals (cf. 372 d). 

13 o-TipdSuv: not ‘mattresses’ (L. and 
S.): why should they ‘strew’ mattresses? 
The whole point of the passage is that 
instead of reclining on manufactured 
couches they lie on natural ones of bryony 
and myrtle boughs: contrast 372 D. 
orpwvvvvaL <m/3a5as is simply ‘ to make 
couches of leaves ’: cf. crropieai A?xos. 
The word pika£ means bryony (as Schnei¬ 
der saw): cf. Sandys on Eur. Bacch. 107 
Xkoripei /xikaia KakkiKapiup. The ‘ yew ’ 
of the English translators would make 
a sombre and lugubrious couch. 

14 6irnrtvovT€s. bid means ‘after’: 
cf. Xen. Cyr. VI 2 28 fxera 5? Tov ctitov 
el oivov eirarlvoipev. In Greek banquets 
there was little or no drinking during 
dinner. The conjecture •uTrowlvovres 
(Stephanus-Hase Thes. s. v. eirndvoi) is 

unnecessary. 
372 C 16 rj iroXepov. The origin 

of war is over-population (373 d). 
17 avev oi|rou ktX. o\pov is meant by 

Glauco in its narrower sense of animal 
food (whether fish or flesh); Socrates on 
the other hand uses the word in its wider 
sense of anything eaten in addition to, 
or along with, bread, e.g. vegetables 
(see Blumner Gr. Privatalt. p. 223). 
A spirited and athletic Athenian like 
Glauco cannot tolerate a vegetarian diet: 
cf. 372 D. 

18 €{rriw|j.«vous: sarcastic, with refer¬ 
ence to eiio>xv<r°vTai: ‘ you call it feasting 
when they have nothing but dry bread 1 ’ 
(J. and C.). 

19 aXas—trJnjcrovTcu. ‘Of course 
they will make salt and olives and cheese 
and vegetables whether wild ’ (/3oA/3ous) 
‘or cultivated’ (kaxava) ‘into such boiled 
dishes as can be prepared in the country.’ 
e^-qpa is not ‘ something for boiling,’ but 
something boiled; and i^-paovrai is used 
with two accusatives, one external (okas, 

&c.) and the other internal (eipripara). 

Plato hints that cookery in the country 
(ev aypois, cf. /car’ aypovs III 399 D) 

is inferior to that in the town. For the 
kind of dishes in question cf. Ath. 11 64 E 

irepl 5? rrjs tuSv pokfiwv OKevaalas Qik-ppoiv 

cpujal tov fiokfibv, el fiovkei, OKOirei \ oaa 

Sairavr/aas euboKipei, rvpov fpki \ a’qaa- 

pov bkaiov Kpbppvov o^os alkipiov \ aiirbs 

S’ etp’ avrov ’erriv Trovijpbs Kai wiKpbs. 

22 4>T17°"s: ‘acorns,’ not ‘ beech-nuts’ 
(D. and V.): see Blaydes on Ar. Peace 

1137- 

7—2 
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Biovcnv I 7T/D09 TO 7TVp, /LZ6Tp/ft>9 VTTOTTLVOVTe^' Kdi OVTCO SldyOVTeS D 

toz/ /3tW eV elpijvrj yu,er<z vyieias, co? et/co9, yypaiol reXevTtovT€9 

25 aXXov TotovTOv fiiov TOi9 i/cyovots trapaScoaovaiv. ical 09, Et Se 

vwv 7roXiv, do 1<(OKpaTe‘i, ecfor], kareakevades, tL av avras aXXo rj 

Taura e%opraise9; AAAa 7rco9 rjv S' eyed, w TXclvkwv ; " A.irep 

vope^erae, eejoiy dirt re k.Xivu>v KaTcucelcrdcu, olpuu, too9 p,eXXovra<; 

pi) raXantcopelcrdai, /cal dtro Tpcnre^ddv 1 SeiTrveiv, ical ot/ra airep E 

30 /cat ot 000 e^ovai /cal Tpayrjpeara. Etez/, 771/ 8’ e^yai, peavdavco' ov 

372 D 23 tnroirCvovres. Wine was 
sipped during dessert, in- in vwoiri- 
vovres emphasizes the moderation already 
expressed in perpius: cf. Lys. 223 B 
VTroireiruKbTes iv rots Eppaiois. Dr 
Jackson connects irpos to irvp with bno- 
irivovres, comparing iv 420 E, Ar. Ach. 
751 al. This may be right, but the ordi¬ 
nary view seems to me somewhat more 
natural. 

372 D—373 c Glaucoprotests against 
the swinish character of such a life: jnore 
comfort, he thinks, should be alloiued. 
While expressing his opinion that the 
healthy State is that which he has already 
described, Socrates is willing to describe 
the ‘inflamed’ (fXeypalvovaa) City, in 
case Justice and Injustice should be dis¬ 
covered in it (372 D—372 e). 

The Second Sketch of a City noiv begins 
(372 E ff.). 

Some will not be satisfied with the 
provisions of our first city, but will 
demand a variety of physical comforts 
and delicacies, and artistic delights. A 
crowd of hunters and imitative artists of 
different kinds will accordingly spring up, 
and the race of middlemen will be largely 
increased. As a flesh diet will come into 
fashion, swineherds will be in demand, 
and cattle will multiply. The new style 
of living will bring doctors to the front. 

372 D fif. The provisions of the Trpwrri 
7/6X15 are insufficient for the satisfaction 
of human needs: for there is 8vp.6s as 
well as imdvpla in the soul of man. 
Hence we must advance a stage further. 
Plato’s method is as follows. He begins 
by enumerating many of the features of 
ordinary Greek life, as he found it, with¬ 
out distinguishing the good from the bad. 
The resulting picture he calls a rpv<puaa 

or <f>Xeypalvovira irbXis. The next step 
is to purge this Tpv<p(2<Ta tt&Xis (cf. Ill 399 E 
XeXr)t)ap.ev ye 8i.atiada.lpovTes ivdXiv ijV dpri 

Tpv<pav l<pap.ev tt&Xiv) by excluding some 
of the features, and correcting and regu¬ 
lating others, both by prescriptive enact¬ 
ments and still more by the influence of 
education. It is this KeKadapplv-q wbXis 
which forms what we may call Plato’s 
beurtpa ttoXis (il 372 E—iv): his third 
and crowning effort, the City of the 
Rulers, is contained in Books V—VII. 
Cf. VIII 543 E n. and Hirzel der Dialog 

I PP- 235 ff- 
372 d 26 vwv. The city of Pigs is 

supposed by Zeller4 II 1 pp. 325, 893, and 
Diimmler Antisthenica pp. 5 ff., Proleg. 
zur PI. Staat p. 61, to be a contemptuous 
allusion to Antisthenes’ ideal common¬ 
wealth (on which see Susemihl in FI. 
Jahrb. 1887 pp. 207—214). This con¬ 
jecture requires us to interpret Plato’s 
first sketch of a State as wholly ironical 
and intended ‘ to warn us against the 
false ideal of a Nature-City’ (Zeller 1. c.). 
I agree with Henkel {Stud, zur Gesch. 
d. Gr. Lehre vom Staat pp. 8 f.) in think¬ 
ing that there is no solid ground for 
Zeller’s theory. The irpurri nbXis is not 
of course Plato’s ideal republic, and his 
description of it is plentifully bestrewn 
with irony, but it is nevertheless the foun¬ 
dation on which his city is built, and, in 
point of fact, although some of its features 
are implicitly corrected or superseded in 
the sequel, it still remains on the whole, and 
as far as it goes, a not unpleasing picture of 
the life of the lowest stratum in Plato’s city, 
and it is nowhere expressly cancelled or 
abolished. See also on 369 b and 372 E. 

The evxepps /3ios (Pol. 266 c) of the TTpihr-rj 
nbXis is fitly compared to that of pigs, the 
evgeplesTaTovylvos tCov ovtwv (ib.); and it is 
appropriate that Glauco, who is nothing if 
not dv/j-oeiofi (Inirod. § 2), should thus ex¬ 
press his contempt for a life which hardly 
if at all rises above the level of hridvpla. 

372 E 30 Kal oi vvv e.g. 
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ttoXlv, co? eouce, <TK07rov)iev fiovov 07T&I? ylyveTcut dXXa real rpv- 

(facoaav ttoXiv. icrai? ovv ovSe /ca/ccos e%ef cxKOTTovvTe'? 7dp teal 

TotavTTjv Ta'x av KaTiSocpcev rrjv re SiKatoavvrjv /cal a&uciav 07rp 

trore rat? troXeatv ip,cf)vovTcu. rj fxev ovv dXrjdivrj 7roXt? Soicei p.01 

elvai i)v Sie\r)\vdap,ev, wanep vyn']<; ti?' el S’ av fiovXecrQe, Kal 35 

(foXeypcalvovcrav ttoXiv 0ecoprjacofj.ev’ ovSev dvoKcoXyet. raira 7dp 

73 hp Ticnv, to? So/cei, | oinc i^apiceaec, ovSe avTT) rj Slaira, aAAa KXival 

T6 irpoaecrovTaL Kal rpaire^at /cat raXXa cncevr), /cat o-yfra 8rj /cat 

pbvpa /cat dvpudpiaTa /cal eralpai /cat Tre/tt^tara, e/caffia tovtcov 

7ravToSaird. Kal S/7 /cat a to TrpwTov iXeyofiev ov/ceTt ravayKaia 

36. Beuipr/jupev A2II: Bewp-qaopev A1. 

fish, flesh, fowl: see on 372C. The words 
direp—ixov,Tl are 1° be taken with rpayr)- 
para as well as with copa. Glauco is 
thinking of delicacies like the preserved 
sorb-apples (6a Terapixevpera) alluded to 
in Symp. 190 D. See Bliimner Gr. 
Privatalt. p. 222 n. 2. 

31 Tpu<j>ucrav iroXiv. Krohn {PI. St. 
pp. 34, 72) thinks that Plato originally 
meant to look for aSida in this Tpv<t>utra 
ttoAis : but see on 369 A. 

34 dX.T|0ivi]—(j/Xe-ypcuvovo-av. There 
is a vein of irony in aXpBivq: for the 
irpwT-r) iroXis is not the final form of Plato’s 
city. The epithets rpvtpCiaav, cfiXeypaL- 
vowav are not however ironical (as 
Dummler seems to hold Proleg. p. 62) : 
see in 399 e. 

35 tiS’av—diroKcoXi/ei. Ihaveadopted 
Richards’ suggestion, and printed a com¬ 
ma after fiooXecrde, a colon before ovSev. 
The meaning is: ‘but if you wish it, let 
us contemplate also’ etc. The scribe 
in Paris A must have understood /cat 
Beupr/crupev in the same way, for he 
assigns the words oiidiv airoKwXbei to 
Glauco. We are hardly justified in 
making Beoip-paoipev the subjunctive after 
f}ob\ea8e, in the absence of other examples 
in which the subjunctive follows a depend¬ 
ent /3ou\et (povXeode). A possible view 
would be to take Beuprjooipev as = Set Beio- 
prjaou and construe ‘but if you wish it and 
we are to contemplate’ etc., cf. Crat. 
^25 D el pi] apa dp (mss Set)—Kal rjpeis— 
airaWaywpev (‘unless we too are to get 
quit’), and Postgate in Transactions of the 
Camb. Philol. Soc. in Pt. I pp. 50—55. 
But Richards’ proposal is a better one. 

36 TaOra—tuti.v. yap is introductory 

and means not ‘for’ but ‘well.’ tktiv 

contains a sly allusion to Glauco: cf. V 
465 E, VI 504 C. 

373 A 2 Kal oi|/a Sij. For dr/ see 
367 C n. 

3 eTatpai. G. W. Nitzsch {Rhein. 
Mus. 1857, pp. 471 f.), Richter (FI. 
Jahrb. 1867, p. 141), Madvig, and Stall- 
baum take offence at the juxtaposition of 
eratpat and ireppara and suggest respec¬ 
tively aBrjpat (apparently an error for 
adapai, cf. Ar. Pint. 673), epaia ( = epi]- 
para in Schol. on 445 C), eaxapirat ‘panes 
delicati,’ and erepa (with the following 
Kal deleted),—conjectures which are alto¬ 
gether needless and refute one another. 
The text is successfully defended by Hug 
(Hermes 1876, p. 254), who cites an ex¬ 
act parallel in Ar. Ach. 1090—1092 
KXivai, rpairefai, irpotTKecpaXaia, arpupara, 
| OTetpavoi, pvpov, Tpayripad’, al nbpvai 
irdpa, | &pv\oi. irXaKOvvTes, a-qtjapoivres, 
'irpia | (varieties of irippara). Cf. also 
Amphis ap. Ath. xiv 642 A oluos r]5vs, 
<pd, (Tijoapai, | pbpov, ariepavos, aii\i)- 
tpIs and infra III 404 D, ix 573 d n. 
From these passages it may fairly be 
doubted whether Plato’s mention of erai- 
pai is in any way even trapa. irpoaSoKiau 
(as the Oxford editors suggest): for av\rj- 
rplSes were almost as common a feature 
at dessert as the cakes (itippara) etc. 
which accompany them here: see e.g. 
Xen. Mem. I 5. 4, Symp. 2. 1, PI. Symp. 
176 E, Prot. 347 d. Vahlen (Index Lect. 
per sent. hib. 1875—6 Berol.) quotes also 
Catullus’ “cenabis bene—si tecum attu- 
leris bonam atque magnam | cenam non 
sine Candida puella | et vino et sale et 
omnibus cachinnis” (13. 1 ff.). 
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S 6ei eov, o'ucias re Kai ipdna real vTro8i'jp.aTa, dWa rrjv tc ^coypacpiav 

KivTjTeov kcli Tt}v TroiKtXiav Kai ^pvaov Kai i\e<f)avTa teal irdvra ta 

TotavTa KTr]Teov. 7) yap; Nai, 1 e<f>7]. Ovkovv ptei^ovd re av ttjv B 

7roXiv 8el Troielv, i/ceivT) yap 77 vyieivy ov/cert ucavTrj, a\\’ 77877 oy/cov 

ip.7r\7)<TTea teal TrKrjOovs, d ov/cert, rov avayicaiov eveted iaTtv iv 

10 tat? 7ro\eaiv, olov o'C re OrjpevTai 'irdvTV> o" re puprjrai, 7roWol p,ev 

oi 7r€pL tci cr^ppard re Kai ^poopara, 7roXXoi 8e oi 7repl p-ovaucr/v, 

iTotr\Tai te Kai tovtcov {nnjpeTat, pa^^oi, b’noKpLTai, ^opevrai, 

ipyo\u/3oc, a/cevdov re TravroSaTTwic 8rjpiovpyoL, rwv re 1 aXKwv teal C 

tcou 7repi tov yvvatKeiov Koapov. Kai 8rj Kai 8iaK0vwv TrXeiovwv 

15 8e7]aop,eda. 77 ov 8oKei 8ei']creiv 7rai8aycoyd}v, Tndwv, tpocjxnv, 

Koppcorpiobv, Kovpewv, Kai av oT^roirocwv re Kai payeipwv; en 8e 

Kai avfiwTwv '7rpoa8er]a6peda' tovto yap rjpiv ev Trj 7rporepa 

7ro\ei ovk ivrjv' e'Set yap ov8ev• iv 8e ravrp Kai tovtov TrpoaSetjcrei, 

6. Kai ttjv iroiKiXiav II: om. A. 7. a.5 ttjv II: avT-rjv A. 

6 Kai tt|v TroiKiXiav. TcouaXia means 
variety of colour as e.g. in embroidery: 
cf. 378 C, III 401 A, Euthyph. 6 C. On 
the omission in A see Introd. § 5. 

Xpuo-ov Kai jXe^avra: with refer¬ 
ence to chryselephantine statuary. Note 
that (according to Plato) the demand 
for decorative arts does not arise till 
the physical necessities of man are 
satisfied. Cf. Nettleship Lectures and 
Remains, II p. 73. 

373B 7 pei^ova T6 au Trjv. tI is avarb- 
\ov6ov (Hoefer depart. PI. p. 14): for other 
instances in the Republic see v 463 d, 

vii 522 B, IX 575 a. In this passage 
Richter would change re au ttjv into 
ToiavT-qv, comparing 372 E; but the text 
is sound, and ToiavTijv would be quite 
wrong. avrTjv ttjv tt6\lv (cf. 370 e), 
conjectured by Heller instead of aS ttjv 
7roXiv, is neat but needless. 

9 irXq0ous d: i.e. t\tj6ovs toutojv a, 
as Ficinus understood the words. Stall- 
baum’s alternative suggestion (that a refers 
directly to 07/cou and 7rXij0ovs) gives a 
poor sense. Cf. infra 373 E n. 

10 BqpfUTal iravTcs. The addition 
of iravres shews that drjpevTal is used in 
a wide sense, including every variety of 
fishing as well as hunting: Laws 823 B 

dijpa yap wtifiiroXb tl irpayp.6. IotI, irepiei- 
\rpxp.ivov dvuuaTi vvv cxf Sbv ivl. ttoWtj 
jxtv yap T) twv ivvSpwv, noWi] Sb tj 

twv ttttjvCiv, 7rd(trroXu Sb Kai t6 irepl 
ra rrefa QtjpebpcaTa. In Eulhyd. 290 
B—D, Soph. 219 Eff., and Laws (l.c.), 
Plato makes drjpexiTiKij include ‘fishingfor 
men ’ e.g. in war, or by Sophists etc. This 
wider meaning clearly rests upon a Pla¬ 
tonic—or rather Socratic (see Xen. Mem. 
11 6. 29, quoted by J. and C.)—metaphor, 
and is not intended here. Cf. Benseler in 
FI. Jahrb. 1881, pp. 236 ff. Aristotle 
on the other hand regards hunting as 
characteristic of the most primitive society 
(Pol. A 8. i256a 35 ff.), and so too Plato 
himself in Laws 679 A. 

12 pa\J/w8oC—(p-yoXdpoi are the poet’s 
servants. In Athens and elsewhere they 
formed regular guilds or avvoSoi twv ere pi 
tov Atbvvaov TeyviTwv: cf. Arist. Probl. 
XXX 10. 9j6b 11 oi AiovvaiaKoi rexvaai. 
The ipyoXaftos contracted with the poet 
for the performance of his play, acting as 
a kind of financial agent or middleman be¬ 
tween him and the obvoSoi to which he 
belonged. See Muller Biihncnalterthumer, 

PP- 89 2—4r4- 
373 C 15 iraiSa-ytoYiov—KOvpeW. 

We infer that in the ‘healthy’ State 
fathers were TraiSaywyol, mothers suckled 
(titBwv) and nursed (rpocpwv) their own 
children, and the professional hair-dresser 
was unknown. 

17 0-vPu.rJjv. See on 372 B. 
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Be/jaec Be /cal tcov aWcov (3oa/crjjjLUTwv TrafnroWwv, el tis avTa 

D eBerai. rj yap; IlftJ? y dp ov; 1 Ov/covv /cal larpwv ev ^petals 20 

eaojjLeda ttoXv jiaWov ovtw BcaiTwpcevoc fj co? to trporepov; IIoXu ye. 

XIV. K al V X®Pa 7rov V T°Te l/cavrj tpecfrecv rov? totc 
apu/cpa Brj e% hcavr)<? ecrTar rj 7rc3? \eyopcev; Ootw?, e<f)rj. Ov/covv 

ttj? tcov ir\rj<jLov %<wpa? rjpblv aTTOTpTjreov, el p.eW.op.ev i/cavrjv 

eljeiv vepceiv re /cal dpovv, /cal e/ceivoL<; av t7/9 rjpeTepa9, eav /cal 25 

i/celvoL acfjcocnv avToiv; eVl ^prjpdrcov /crr/aiv dtreipov, v7rep/3avTe<; 

E toi^ TftJy dvay/caiwv ' opov; HoW-rj dvdy/crj, e(f>rj, w ItW/cpare9. 

IIoAeyu.?7<TO/iey to yu.6T« tovto, co T\av/ccov; rj 7rco9 earac; Ourcot, 

ecfrrj. Kat prjBev ye 7rco \eycopev, rjv B' eyed, p/jr el tl /ca/cov prjT 

el dyaOov 6 7roXepos epyd^erat, aWa roaovrov pdvov, otl TroXepov 30 

av yevecnv 1jvpdj/cap.ev, ef edv pciXccrTa tcu9 TroXeaiv /cal IB la /caX 

SrjpocTLq ica/cd ylyverai OTav yiyvrjTai. Ildyo pev ovv. ’'Eti Brj, 

23. o/j-ev A2II: Xlyoipev A1, 
mg. A2: om. A1. 

31, 32. /cal loLq. Kal 8ypoc/tq. II et in 

373 D 20 xpefais. Cobet’s XP^I is 
not, I think, necessary. The plural (for 
which cf. 369 d al.) refers to the different 
occasions when we may require the help 
of doctors. 

373 D—376 C In consequence of the 
increase of population we shall require 
more land. We must accordingly appro¬ 
priate some of out• neighbours' territory, 
just as under similar conditions they ivill 
lay hands upon ours. Herein we have 
the genesis of War. The duties of War— 
according to our principle of the subdi¬ 
vision of labour—will involve us in a 
standing army of professional soldiers or 
'Guardians.' Now as War demands 
not only concentration and application, 
but also a certain natural aptitude, our 
Guardians must be qualified by Nature for 
their duties: that is to say, like generous 
dogs, they must be qtiick to perceive, swift to 
pursue, and strong in actual fight. They 
should also be brave and spirited, but 
gentle to their fellow-citizens and one 
another. The union of gentleness with 
spirit in the same nature is rare, but not 
unknow/i among men, any more than it 
is among dogs. Our Guardians must in 
fact be 'philosophic' (<pi\6oo<t>oi), like the 
dog, who is a true philosopher when he 
defines friend and foe respectively by know¬ 
ledge and by igziorance, hating the tin- 
known, and welcoming the known. In 

brief, we shall require a guardian to be 
naturally philosophic, spirited, swift, and 
strong. 

373 D 23 Xtyopev. \lywfj.ev may 
be right, but the first hand of A was apt 
to err in these subjunctive forms (Introd. 
§ 5), and the Indicative is somewhat 
more natural here: cf. (with Schneider) 
377 E CtXXd Tins Sr) ~Klyo/j.cv Kal 7roia; 

373 E 28 iroX€|j.ij<ro(j.ev. Stallbaum 
adds after wo\cpir)(rop.cv with some 
inferior MSS. The effect of its omission 
is to lay special stress on the first mention 
of iroXepos in tro\epTr)<7opev, which should 
be pronounced with emphasis. Cf. IV 

432 IX 583 c. 
30 iroXt jjcu — ■yeveo’iv. War then 

arises from the acquisition of territory and 
wealth : cf. Phaed. 66 C Sea yap rr)v tCv 

Xpr) p-draiv Krijcriv iravres ol troXe/xoi 
r)puv ylyvovrai, where war is farther traced 
to the body and its desires, to satisfy 
which we seek to multiply our posses¬ 
sions. Cf. Arist. Pol. A 8. i256b 23 
7) Tro\ep.lKT) <t>uaei KTT) TL KT) 7TWS ifSTai. 

31 ei; wv—yfyvtjrai defines yevemv. 
War comes i£ Civ i.e. e’/c toijtuiv Civ kt\. 

(Civ for el- Civ, according to the usual Greek 
idiom, cf. Euthyph. ioc, and III 402 A iv 
airacnv oh ian al.), from that which in¬ 
volves both cities and individuals in ca¬ 
lamities, viz. from the desire of money. 
Cf. 373 B «. and (for the sentiment) 
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c!> cplXe, p.ei^ovo<; t?}? 7roAew? Set ovti crpuKptp, dXV o\w o-TpaTo|7reS&), 374 

o e^eXOov vrrep tt)<; ovaia9 dirdar)^ /cat a7rep <wi/ vvv hr) iXeyofiev 

htafia^elrai rot? iiriovaiv. To he; r; S’ o?• avroi ov% 'ucavoi; 

Ovk, el crv ye, r/v S’ e’yet), /cat rjp,el<; cnravres d>/xo\oyr)(rap-ev Ka\cb<;, 

5 rfVLKa i7fKd.TT0p.ev ttjv ttoKiv’ drpoKoyovpev he ttov, el pepvrjaai, 

dhvvarov eva iroWas /caAw9 epyd^ecjQai re^vas. ’AKr)dr} \eyei<;, 

etfrr). Tt ovv; pv S’ eyd>‘ f) 7rept tov rroKepov I dycovla ov re'xyucr) B 

ho/cel eivai; Kat pdXa, ecfrr). ’H ovv Tt cr/cvriicr79 Set pdXXov 

Krjhecrdcu 7) 7roXepucf)<;; Ovhap.w'i. ’AXA’ a pa tov pi v atcvTOTopov 

jo hietcwXvopev pf/re yecopyov ivi^eipeIv eivat apa prjre v(f>dvTi)v pf)re 

oitcohopov, aXXa aKinoTopov, iva hr) fjplv to t»;9 <tkvtlk7)<; epyov 

/caXW9 ylyvotro, /cat tcui/ aXXcov evl e/caaro) d>aavTa><; ez/ a7rehlhopev, 

11. aXXa <tkvtot6/j.ov II: om. A. 

Laivs 870 A ff. i] twv xPyHx°-Tblv Tqs a- 

ifkqcrTov Kal aireipov KTqoews ipwras pvptovs 
ivrlKTOVtra 5vva.iJ.is 8ta tpvmv re Kal airai- 
Sevolav ttjv KaK-qv kt\. The love of money 
—so Plato held—is the root of all evil. 
This explanation is due to Schleiermacher; 
others (Schneider, Stallbaum, J. and C. 
as an alternative) refer ef wv to war and 
the like=‘ex cuiusmodi rebus’ (Stall¬ 
baum). It is an objection to such a 
view that it makes Plato say that evils 
come from War (and the like), directly 
after he has declined to say anything of 
the sort (pqoev ye irw — epyafrerai). 
Further, if wv referred to wTar, the senti¬ 
ment would in itself be a platitude and 
almost deserve to be expunged from the 
text, as it is by Herwerden. On the 
other hand e£ (iv—ylyv-qrai is on Schleier- 
macher’s view quite consistent with 
pvqSlv ye irw—epyaprai, for although war 
arises from that which harms a State, in 
itself it may (and does) actually do good. 
Good in other words may come out of 
evil; which is exactly the principle on 
which Plato evolves his ideal city out of 
the Tpvtpwoa 7roXts. orav ylyvqrai (sc. 
fcaxd) is equivalent (as J. and C. remark) 
to eKaarore: cf. Phaed. 68 D (pofiip p.ei£6- 
vwv KaKwv inropivovoiv avrwv ol ivSpeioi 
tov Odvarov orav vnop.evw<nv. 

33 oXco. Herwerden’s conjecture p.e- 
yd\ip seems to shew that he connected 
<rpuKpip with CTpaTovt dtp, but the meaning 
is ‘not by a small amount, but by a whole 
army.’ For the datives cf. IX 579 cn. 

374 a 3 avroi ov\ [xavoC ; Glauco 
speaks as an Athenian citizen-soldier. In 

making war a profession, and citizens 
synonymous with soldiers, Plato is lacon- 
izing. The language which Isocrates 
(Archid. 81) applies to Sparta might in 
point of fact be used of Plato’s State: rwv 
'E\\ir]vwv 8ievqvoxap.ev oh Tip peyeffei Tqs 
7r(Skews, ov88 rip irXqBei twv avdpdnrwv, 
dXX’ on rqv TroXiTeiav op-oiav Kareorq- 
oapeda OTparoiriStp Ka\ws SioiKovptvw Kal 
ireiBapxdv iBeXovn rots apxovmv. Cf. 
Grote Plato in pp. 176, 209. 

5 <op.oXoyovp.6v: without dvai as in 
X 610 C aBavarovs ras \)/vxas opo\oyeiv, 
and Soph. 246 E. The analogy of these 
cases shews that aShvarov here is not 
neuter but masculine, agreeing with eva. 
The reference is to 370 B. 

374 B 9 dXV dp a. As 5ieKw\vopev 
is certainly interrogative, Ast conjectured 
apa for apa, but apa (nimirum) is regularly 
present in a fortiori arguments of this 
kind, either in the SI clause (Ap. 34 c, 
37 C, D, Crito 46 D) or in both (Crito 50 E, 

Prot. 325 B, c). In place of the second 
apa is here written Sq (ra Si Sq irepi tov 

irb\ep.Qv kt\.). For the combination dXX’ 
apa cf. Soph. 243 E dXX’ apa rd ap.<pw 

fiovKeoBe Ka\eiv ov; "lows. 
11 aXXa crKUTOTopov. See cr. n. and 

Introd. § 5. The homoioteleuton as well 
as the presence of the clause Iva—ylyvoiro 
is in favour of the genuineness of these 
words: and the construction itself, which 
requires eKe\evop*v or the like to be 
supplied out of SieKwXvopev (see Heindorf 
on Gorg. 457 c and Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 
p. 1072), is too idiomatic to have been 
readily invented by a scribe. 
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7rpo? o €7re(f)VKeL eKaaros Kal e<£’ cS epceXXe rbov aXXcov a%oXpv 

C aycov 1 81a (3iov avro epya^opevos ov rrapiels r01)9 Kaipovs KaXoos 

drrepyd^eaOai' ra 8e 7repi toz/ 7roXepiov rrorepov ov rrepl 15 

7rXeiarov earlv ev arrepyaadevra; p ovrco paSiov, ware Kal 

yewpywv ris apa TroXepuKos earai Kal aKvroropbwv Kal aXXpv 

re^ypv pvnvovv epya^bpievos, rrerrevriKos Se 77 KvftevriKos iKavd>s 

ov8' av eis yevoiro pip avro rovro e/e 7rai8os emrp8evcov, dXXa 

D irapepyw ■ypcbpevos; Kal darriha piev Xa/3wv 1 7/ Tt atto tgov 2a 

rroXep.iKwv orrXwv re /cat opyavwv avdppiepbv 07rXiriKps 7/ nvos 

a\A775 pid-^ps toji' Kara rroXepiov iKavos earai dywviarps, rgov 8e 

aXXwv opyavwv ov8ev ov8eva 8ppuovpyov ov8e adXprpv Xpcfodev 

rroipaei, ov8' earai ^ppaipiov rw pipre rpv imarpppv eKaarov 

Xafiovri pipre rpv pieXerpv iKavpv rrapaayopievw ; IIoAAoy yap av, 25 

rj o 0?, tcl opryava rjv agca. 

E XV. Ovkovv, pv 8’ iygo, oaw pieyiarov to rwv (jovXaKWV 1 epyov, 

roaovrw a^oXrjs re tcov aWcov rrXeiarps av dp Kal av re^vps re 

Kal eVt/ceAeta*> pieylarps 8eopevov. Oipbat eywye, p 8' 0s. ’Ap’ ovv 

ov Kal cfovaews emrp8eias els avro to emrp8evpia; IIc3? 8' ov; 30 

'Hperepov 8p epyov av dp, ws eoiKev, e'lrrep 0I0C r iapiev, eWe^aaOa.i, 

rives re Kal rrolai (fovaeis iirirpSeiai els 7rbXews (JovXaKpv. 'Yipierepov 

pievroi. Md A la, pv 8’ eyed, ovk dpa cjoavXov 7rpdypia ppdpieOa' 

375 opiws 8e ovk drroheiXiareov, oaov 7’ av 8vvap,is rrapeiKp. j Oy yap 

17. (TKVTOTOpQv II: UKVTOTO/J.Ul’ A. 

13 4<f>’ <5: with crxoXpv ayiuv (Schnei¬ 
der): cf. Ap. 36 D. The phraseology here 
recalls 370 B and C. 

374 C 16 rj olmo paSiov: singular 
in spite of the plural ra xepL Cf. (with 
Schneider) Hipp. Alaior 299 A, Laws 
708 D. 

374 d 21 Te Kal opyavwv is ejected 
by Herwerden, who is also inclined to 
denounce to. opyava below. But it is just 
these words which “point the analogy: 
the weapons of the warrior are his tools. 
(J. and C.) On similarly inadequate 
grounds twv v£uv has been condemned 
in Euthyph. 3 A Toils ru>;> v£uv ras 
pXacrras Siapdeiponras: see my note ad 
loc. tlvos aK\ris pa-xos below refers 
for example to 1or irekTaaTal; the 
aowLs (it should be remembered) was 
worn by the o-n-Xtr-qs (whence ao-irLHa 
pev \a(3ijiv—oxXiTiKrjs). The necessity 

of special knowledge and training for 
success in war is insisted on by the 
historical Socrates in Xen. Mem. in 1. 

27 <J>uXd.Kcov. This is the first occur¬ 
rence of <t>vXa/ces in the technical sense 
which it bears throughout the Republic. 
It is important to remember that the 
name includes not only the soldiers, but 
also—after they have been introduced— 
the rulers ; when it becomes necessary to 

distinguish between the two classes, the 
former are called exiKovpoi (first named 
in ill 414 B), the latter 0i)Xcuces xav- 
reXets (ill 414 b), rlXeot <pbXa.Kes (IV 

428 d) or the like, or more commonly 
&PXovTes (first alluded to in in 389 B, but 
not expressly separated off until 412 B ff., 
and finally and fully described only in 

Books VI and VII). 

374 E 34 oo-ov 7’ dv Svvapus trap- 

c'ktj. The phrase is not found elsewhere 
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ovv, ecpi]. Oi'ti. ovv n, t]v B' eyd, Biacfrepeiv cpvcriv yevvalov cncvXa/cos 

els efrvXa/cyv veavia/cov evyevovs; To rrolov Xeyeis; Olov ofvv re 

irou Bel avrolv e/cdrepov elvai repos acadrjaiv /cal eXacppov 777309 to 

5 aladavop,evov Buo/caOelv, /cal ia^vpov av, eav Bey eXovra Stap.d- 

yeaQai. Aet 7dp ovv, e<p7], rrdvrcov rovrcov. Kat p,rjv avBpelov 

ye, elrrep ev tiayelrai. IIW9 S’ ov ; 'AvBpelos Be elvai dpa eOeXrjcrei 

6 pit) 0vp,oeiBrjs elre irrrros elre /cvwv rj dXXo oriovv ^a>ov; r) 1 ov/c B 

ewevorj/cas, cos ap.ayov re /cal dvl/crjrov 9vp.os, ov rrapovros t]tii%r) 

10 redcra repos 7edvra acf)o/36s re ecrn /cal dijrrrjros; ’Ywevorj/ca. 

T« p.ev rolvvv rod ad>p.aros olov Bel rov <f>vXa/ca ecvai, Bf/Xa. Nat. 

Kat puyv Kal ra rrjs yjrv^rjs, on ye 9vp,oeiBr;. Kat rovro. IIoo? 

ovv, yv S’ eyib, d> YXav/ccov, ov/c dypioi aXXijXois ecrovrai /cal rols 

aXXois reoXirais, ovres toiovtoi ras cpvaeis; Md Ata, rj S’ 09, ov 

15 paBlcos. ’AXXa pievroi Bel ye repos piev 1 rov9 oi/celovs repaovs C 

14. aXXois q: dXXorpi'ois AIIS. 

in Plato, although irapd/cei is found with 
a personal subject (6 6(6s, 6eoi) again in 
Theaet. 150 D, Laws 934 c. Hervverden 
would eject Svvapis (cf. Sy/np. 187 E ko.6’ 
8<rov irapeUei), but such a word is very 
unlikely to have been interpolated. Svva- 
pis is simply ‘ our powers ’: the article is 
omitted as in the idiomatic Kara Sivap.iv, 
(Is Sivapiv. 

375 A 2 o-KvXaKOS. A play on 
cTKvXai; and <pi\a^ is intended. Analogies 
from the animal kingdom were freely em¬ 
ployed by the historical Socrates: for the 
dog in particular cf. Xen. Mem. IV 1. 3 Kal 
twv Kvvaiv tuv (i<f>v«jTaT<iiv, <pi\oir6vwv re 
oiawv Kal (mOeTiKuv tois 6-qplois, ras ptv 
/raXus ayBelaas aplcrras ylyveodai—, ava- 
ywyovs Se yiyvoptvas paraiovs re Kal 
pavuSSas Kat 8v<nrei6«rTd,Tas. Cf. n. on 
(pverat 370 A. 

5 alo-0a.vdp.svov: * the moment he 
perceives.’ The present (where one 
might expect the aorist) emphasizes the 
rapidity with which pursuit follows upon 
sight. 

7 avSpeios. For avSpdos applied to 
beasts cf. Isocr. 15. 211 d ire pi tovs iinrovs 
Kal tovs /divas Kal ra 7rXettrra rwv $ipa>v 
bpwvrcs reyuas Sxovrds Tivas, als ra pev 
dvSpe/6T(pa,Ta.Si irpairepa, ra St <f>povi- 
poirepa iroiovtn, irepl ttjv t<3v avSpdnruv 
<piaiv prjSeplav oiovrai Toiairyv ijvpijtrdai 
iraiSdav ktX. See also Lack. 196 D— 

197 B and Arist. Eth. Nic. in ir. m6b 

33 ff- 
8 0v|ioet8ijs. The technical term Svpo- 

(cSt]s is here for the first time used in the 
Republic. Plato probably inherited the 
word from Socrates (see Xen. Mem. IV 1. 3 
twv re Xiriruv tovs ev<pv(<jTa.Tovs, Ovpoei- 

Seis tc Kal otpoSpovs Svras ktX.) : in prac¬ 
tice he employs it as the adjective corre¬ 
sponding to Ovpds (see e.g. in 411 a, b), 

as ciri8vpi)TiK6s corresponds to iiridvpla. 

The usual translation ‘ spirited ’ probably 
expresses the meaning as nearly as can be 
done by a single word. For a full discus¬ 
sion of the word reference may be made to 
P. Meyer 6 Ovpos ap. Arist. Plato/iem- 
que (1876), whose conclusion (p. 65) is 
“rov dvpov esse earn naturalem vim, qua 
ductus suam quisque propriam naturam 
explere studeat, quaque incitatus, quae- 
cunque hanc naturam ipsi propriam 
tollere vel laedere conentur, fugiat, quae 
contra perfectiorem reddere possint, ad- 

■petat.” See also on iv 439 E. 
375 b 9 apaxov—avCKiyrov. Ast 

may be right in supposing that Plato has 
in view the words of Heraclitus, often 
referred to in antiquity, dvpip pdxcaBa 1 
Xa\(7rSv 8 ti yap av XPV^V ylveadai, 

1bvtcrai (Fr. 105 Bywater). 
ov irapovros—aqTTT|TOS. Cf. Arist. 

Eth. Nic. in 11. 11 i6b 26 iTijTiKUTaTov 
yap 6 dvpos npos rods KivSivovs. 
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avTovs eivai, 78e tov$ TroXepdovs ^aXeTrovf’ el 8e pbr/, ov 

irepifievovcnv aWov9 cr0a? 8io\eaai, aW' avrol <f)0>jcrovTcu avro 

8paaavre<;. ’AXrjOrj, ecfrrj. TL ovv, rjv 8' eyoo, iroLrjaopiev; irodev 

apca rvpaov /cal pLeyaX.60vp.ov r/Bof evp/jaopev; evavrla yap 7rov 

0vp,oei8ei irpaela <pvcn<;. Qalverai. ’AWd p/evrob rovrcov oirorepov 20 

av areprjrab, (fivXag dya0o<; ov per) yevr^rab’ ravra 8e aSvvdrob<; 

D eoi/cev, /cal ovreo 8rj 1 ^vpbftalveb ayaOov cf)u~A,a/ca a8vvarov yeveaOai. 

K.bv8vveveb, eepr], /cal iyco arroppaas re /cal either Ke'ty-ap.evos to 

epirpoa0ev, Aucal(o<; ye, r\v S’ eyed, d> <plXe, diropovpev • ?)? yap 

irpov0ep.e0a el/covo<; dire\.el^>0r]p,ev. II&5? Aeyet?; Ov/c evopaapeev, 25 

orb elalv apa cpi/crea, ota? i]p.et? ovk c6/]0r)p,ev, eyovcrai rdvavrla 

ravra. IIoD 8rj; ”ISoi pcev av ra /cal ev aX\oi<; ^wobs, ov pcevr av 

E y/cujTa ev & rjp.el<; irapejBaWopbev tu> <pv\a/a. 1 olaOa yap rrov rd>v 

yevvalwv kvvcov, oti rovro (pvaei avrwv to r/0o<>, 7rpo? pcev too? 

avvp0ec<; re /cal yvcoplpbovi oj? olov re 7rpaordrov^ elvab, 7rpo? 8e 30 

roi/? ayvedras rovvavrlov. Oi8a pcevrob. Touto pcev apa, /)v S’ iydo, 

8vvarov, /cal ov 1rapa (pvcnv frjrovpbev robovrov elvab rov (pv\a/ca. 

Ovk eoiKev. 

XVI. *Ap' ovv aob 8oKel erb rov8e 7rpoa8eca0ai 6 (pvXa/ciKos 

eaopbevo?, 7rpo? red 0vpboeb8el erb irpoeryeve<r0ab cpiAoaocpos rpv 35 

375 c 19 evavrCayap—<J>u<ris. Plato 
regarded this opposition as the funda¬ 
mental antithesis of human character, 
and thought it a statesman’s foremost 
duty to blend the BopoecSes and Trpaov 
harmoniously together: see Pol. 306 c— 
311 c, infra ill 410 iiff., VI 503 c, Theaet. 
144 A, B. 

21 TauTa—iloiKcv. Van Heusde(/«iV/« 
Phil. Plat. p. 471 n. 1) somewhat hastily 
declares these words to be corrupt, and 
supplies ap.<p6repa Sxav after ravra SI. 
ravra refers like tovtwv simply to the 
two qualities irpdov and //67a\66vpiov : 
‘ these ’—meaning the combination of 
these as opposed to one of them—‘ are 
apparently unattainable ’: cf. VI 499 D 
oi yap adivaros yeveadai, ouS’ 7)p.eis a8i- 
vara Xlyofiev. 

375 D 25 evoqera|JL€V—(jnio-eis. 4ve- 

voriaap.ev (with q) is read by most of the 
editors, quite unnecessarily, as Schneider 
shews. voelv is not ‘putare,’ nor— 
I think—perpendere,’ but simply ‘ani- 
madvertere,’ ‘notice,’ as often. Such 
a meaning is peculiarly appropriate with 

i’Jot following. Presently apa is not ‘ then ’ 
(J. and C.), but ‘after all.’ 

28 tu» cjjuXaKt: not Tip tririXaia, as 
Groen van Prinsterer conjectured (Plat. 
Prosop. p. 209). Tip (pvXaKi of course de¬ 
pends on irapepAWopev, and iv tp is for 
ev roirip 5. 

375 E 29 avrcov to ^0os. With 
airCiv (unnecessary, but welcome, after 
tQv yevvatovv kvvlov) cf. IV 428 A n. 

trpos pev—TovvavTLov. In Oil. XVI 

4—to the dogs of Eumaeus do not bark 
at Telemachus, and Odysseus remarks 
(8, 9) Bii/rat’, p p.aka tLs tol eXeicrerai 
evdaS’ eraipos | rj nal yvupipios a\Xo5, ewei 
Kvves ot>x v\dovaiv \ d\\a irepunraivovai. 
See also Od. xiv 30, where they bark at 
the stranger Odysseus, and cf. Heracl. 
115 (Bywater) /ewes /cal fiahpouai Sv civ 
pep yivuxTKojm. In Aristotle similar 
characteristics are attributed to the lion: 
see Physiogn. 5. 80915 34—36 peya\6pvxov 
Kal (pCkbviKov, ical irpaxi Kal SiKaiov Kai 
(pikboTopyov Trpbs a av opLiXpar/, and Hist. 
An. IX 44. 629b 10—12. 

35 irpos rip fiupoetSel kt\. There 
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efrvcnv; IIc5? 8i]; e<f>rp ov yap \ evvodo. Kat tovto, pv 8' eydo, 376 

ev rot? Kvcriv KaTo^ret, o ical d^iov Qavpaaai tov Gr/piov. To 7roiov; 

"Oti ov pev av iSrj dyvcoTa, ^aAetralvei, ov8ev 8rj kcucov TTpove- 

7rov0d)S* ov S’ av yvcopipov, daTra^erac, tcav pr)8ev ironTore vtt 

avrov ayaG'ov TreirovGr). rj ovttco tovto idavpaaas; Ov travv, 

ecf>rj, pe^pi tovtov 7rpoaea^ov tov vovv oti 8i 7tov 8pa taina, 

8i]\ov. ’AXAa pr/v Kop^jrov ye (f>aiv€Tai to irdOos avTov tt)? 

<f)vaeco'? I Kai to? dAr/Goo9 (fnAocroifiov. IT^ 8rj; 7Ht, rjv 8' eyco, o^friv B 

ovSevl aX\(p $l\t]v Kai e%Gpav 8iaicplvei, rj Tto ttjv pev KaTapaGeiv, 

tt)v 8e ayvorjaai. koltol 7rto? ovk av (fnAopaGe? eii7, avveaet Te 

3. on 8v H: 8v A. Sti q: 88 All: ye H. 3, 4. irpoireirovBdii II: 
•KpoatrettovBois A1: ■Kpoireirovd'os A3. 4. prjSev A3II: prjde (ut videtur) A1. 

seems to be no other example in good 
Greek of irpo/ryeveaBai meaning ‘ to be¬ 
come in addition ’: but we may compare 
Vpoa^crovTai II 373 A, wpoo^xeiv VII 521 D, 

■Kpooelnoipev x 607 B, and similar instances 
with other verbs. I formerly wrote <pi\o- 
<ro<t>ov for <f>i\ooo<t>os (‘ that to the element 
of spirit nature should have added ’— 
irpoayeviaBai, i.q. accessisse, cf. 1 346 D 

—‘ a philosophical temperament ’). The 
accusative with infinitive has however 
a harsh effect. Herwerden cuts the knot 
by deleting the irpo<r- of irpooyevtoBai. 

376 a 3 oti—irpoire-TrovSius. Schnei¬ 
der justly observes that oti is not likely 
to be an interpolation, and might easily 
have disappeared before ov, as it has 
in A (see cr. ».). In itself the presence 
of on is an improvement. For obSev op 
v (supported also by Stobaeus Flor. 43. 
149) reads 0bSiv, which may be right. 
Cobet’s ovSi ev is too emphatic. 

5 ov iravv—tov vovv : ‘ I have hardly 
thought of the matter till now.’ pdxpi 
Seupo is more idiomatic than p-exp1 toijtov 
in this sense, but Xen. Cyr. Vin 8. 9 and 
Dem. de Cor. 48 are closely analogous 
instances. The alternative rendering ‘ my 
observation has hardly extended so far’ 
is (in view of oOiru toOto e6avp.a<ras;) less 
suitable. 

376 b 8 «s aXriBws <f>i.X6(ro4)ov. 
(is a\pdws indicates that <pi\6oo<pov is to 
be taken in its etymological sense: cf. 
1 343 c rt. The dog shews ‘ a love of 
knowledge ’ because he loves the known, 
and hates the unknown. Brandt (Zur Ent- 
•wick. d. PL Lehr. v. d. Seelentheilen p. 10) 
ingeniously takes <pi\o<ro<pov as — <ro<f>bv 

toos <f>L\ovs : but the other interpretation 
is more natural and relevant. There is 
perhaps an allusion to the Cynics: see 
Schol. in Arist. ed. Brandis (Berlin 1836) 
23b 16 ff. TerdpTp Se (sc. curia too e\p- 
Bijvai KuvLKOvt) on SiarpiTiKbv ppov 6 
koojv yvuxrei Kai ayvota tov <f>l\ov Kai tov 
aWorpiov opLtpov • 8v yap yiyvoxTKei, voplipci 
<f>i\ov elvai Kai el pbwa\ov eirupipoiro, 8v 
8e ayvoei exBpbv, Kai el 84\eap eirupepbp.evoi 
elp. oUtojs ouv Kai ovroi robs pev eiriTT). 
Seiovs irpos <piKooo<piav <pi\ovs ivbpi^ov Kai 
evpeveXs eSLxovro, toos be dveiriTT]8elovT 
aTTT)\avvov StKpv kvvuv kot' avrQv vXa- 
KTovvres, and Philoponus ib. 35s 5—12. 
The Cynics were themselves very fond 
of pointing the moral from the lower 
animals to man (Diimmler Proleg. p. 58 
n. 2), and Plato here paints them not 
unkindly in colours of their own. It 
should be noted that throughout 11—IV 
Plato uses \boo<j>os and <pi\o<ro</>la with 
less of an intellectual than of a moral 
connotation. In the earlier books the 
word is for the most part connected 
with a gentle considerate disposition or 
character, whether naturally implanted 
or the result of culture (cf. m 410 E, 

411 c, 411 e) : in 407 c the sense is 
somewhat different. See Nettleship in 
Hellenica pp. 77—79, and Krohn PL St. 
p. 71. It is not until the latter part of 
Book v (473 B ff.) where Plato is pro¬ 
posing to enter on the third and final 
stage of his ideal city, viz. the KardoTaoit 
tuv apxbvruv, that the intellectual aspect 
of the word begins to predominate over 
the moral. Cf. IV 439 D n. 
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Kal ayvola opi^ofievov to tc oltcelov teal to aWoTpiov ; OuSa/ico?, 

?7 S’ 0?, 07TC09 ov. 'AXXti /xevroL, e'errov £70), to <ye (pi\op.a6e<; Kal 
cpiXoaocpov ravTov; Taviov 'yap, eepy. Ovkovv Oappovvre9 TtOwpbev 
Kal ev dvOpwrrcp, el p,e\\ei 777)09 too9 oIkciov9 /cal yvcoplfiovs I 

C wpaos TC9 eaeaOai, (pvcrei cpiAoaocpov Kal cpt,\op,aOr) avrov Beiv 15 

elvai; TiOcbpev, etpij. <£>i\bcro<po$ 8r) Kal 6vp,oei8r)<t Kal ra^v9 Kal 
l<r)(ypb<; ijp.lv rrjv (pverev ecrrai 6 p,e\\cov /caXo9 KayaObs eaeadau 
<pv\a£ 7roXe&)9; IIaoTd7rao-c /aco ovv, e^p. O0T09 /ceo S17 av ovtcos 

07rap^oi. dpeip'ovrai 8e 81) ijpuv ovtou Kal irai8evdijaovTaL rlva 
D tpoirov; Kal apd tl irpovpyov ijp.lv iarlv avro aKoirovai. 1 777109 20 

to KariSelv, ovirep eveKa iravTa aKoirovp.ev, 8iKaioavvr)v re Kal 
aSoKuav rlva rpoirov ev nroXet 7lyverai, tva p,rj ecSp,ev iKavov 
Xoyov rj av^vov 8t,e^la>p,ev; Kal 6 too V\avK(ovo<; d8eX(po<; Ildoo 

p,ev ovv, eepr), eywye TTpoaboKw irpovpyov elvai els tooto ravTijv 
Trjv a-Ke^riv. Md A la, rjv 8' iyeb, w (piXe ’A 8eip.avre, ovk apa 25 

depereov, ovS el ptaKporepa rvy^dvei ovaa. Ov yap ovv. "IBi 
ovv, coairep ev p.vdw pivdoXoyovvTes re Kal a^oXyv ayovres Xoyto 

E 7rai8evoi/j.ev 1 TO09 avSpas. AXXd XPV- 

15. <pi\6iro<pov II et in mg. A2: om. A1, 
mg. A2: om. A1. 

22, 23. tva—Sieflwpe v II et in 

376 c 15 cjjvo-ei. is better taken with 
<pi\6jo<pov than with irpaos. Cf. 375 B. 

20 dpa ti irpoupyou ktX. See on 
368 E. 

376 D 22 tva pi]—Sie^icopev. See 
cr. n. The omission in the text of A 
may be accidental (see Introd. § 5), but 
the sentence is certainly a difficult one. 
If the MSS are right, the meaning must be 
“For we do not want to be tedious,”— 
but <tvxv6s is rather ‘lengthy’—“ and we 
do not want to leave unsaid what is 
required for completeness ” (J. and C., 
comparing for trvxvbs Pheaet. 185 E, 
Phil. 23 B al.). The conjectures of 
Teuffel {Rhein. Mas. 1850 p. 469) and 
Herwerden (Mnetn. N. S. XI p. 339)— 
tva rj (so q) ew/j.O’ ovxvbv (s0 v) Xbyov rj 
Uavbv (so v) Sre^Uofiev and tva v-V V tui/rev 
avxvbv \6yov rj ovx itcavbv oidjiio/iev— 
improve the antithesis, but are much 
too violent. It is safest to retain the 
MS reading until a thoroughly satisfactory 
emendation appears. Dr Jackson sug¬ 
gests tva fir) iw/jtev ircavov \6yov rj oi>x 
Inavov Su^iw/cev. 

376 c—378 E Let ns next consider 
how to educate our future Guardians: the 
enquiry may Jielp us to discover the origin 
of Justice and Injustice. 

We tnay accept the traditional view that 
Education consists in ‘ Music,' or culture 
of the sold, and Gymnastic, or culture 
of the body. ‘ Music ’ must be begun before 
Gymnastic. Now ‘ Music' includes lite¬ 
rature [\by01), and literature is either tme 
or false (v-vdoi). We shall educate our 
children by false literature before we teach 
them true; but we shall eschew all legends 
that inculcate views inconsistent with 
those which we desire our Guardians to 
entertain when they are men. Makers 
of legend or fable must be submitted to 
a censorship, and most of our present 
legends rejected. Caricatures of the gods, 
like the stories about Cronus and Uranus, 
Zeus and Cronus, are not only false in 
themselves, but ought not, even if they 
were true, to be told to children, lest they 
breed inhumanity and filial impiety; nor 
should children be persuaded by Poetry or 
other imitative arts to believe that the gods 
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XVII. Ti? ovv rj rra theta; rj ^aXerrov evpetv fteXTtoo t^? vtto 

30 tov rroXXov xpovou r)vpi]ptevr)<;; eartv he 7tov r\ ptev effit aooptaat 

yvptvaartKij, ?] 8 errl ']t-w)(f) povattcrj. "Karev yap. 9 Ap' ovv ov 

ptovattcrj rrpbrepov ap^opteOa 7rathevovre<; rj yvp,vaarucfj; lie!)? S’ 

ov; Movaucr)<; S', elirov, riOrjs Xoyovs, rj ov; "Kywye. Aoycov he 

herrov etSo?, to ptev aXr)9e<;, rjrevhos 8’ erepov; Nat. IlaiSeuTeoi' 

35 S’ | iv dpttyorepots, trporepov h' iv Tot? yjrevheatv; Ov ptav9dvco, 377 

ecf)T], 7rco9 Xeyets. Ov ptav9dvev>, r]v S’ eyw, ore irputrov Tot? 7rath too; 

ptv9ov<; Xeyoptev; rovro he 7tov <w? to oAof eltrelv rfrevhos, evi he 

/cal aXrjOfj. rrpbrepov he ptv9ov; 777309 to rrathta rj yvptvaaiot9 

5 Xpeopeeda. "Kart ravra. Tovro hr) eXeyov, on ptovattcrj9 rrpbrepov 

arrreov rj yvptvaarttcr)<;. 0pdars, ecfrr). Ovtcovv olad' on ap^r) 

33. el7roy v: ehrwv AITS tf1: ehrev q1. I. yf/ebSemv II: pevdtoiv A. 

quarrel and fight among themselves. No 
plea of a ‘ deeper meaning’ (inrovoia) can 
justify the telling of such tales to children; 
for children cannot distinguish the spirit 
from the letter, and impressions made 
thus early are difficult to efface. 

376 E ff. tis ovv 11 iraiStCa; kt\. 
The educational scheme contained in 
Books II and ill contributes to the pur¬ 
gation of the Tpvtputxa. tto\ls, and thereby 
helps to complete Plato’s second picture 
of an ideal city: see on 372 D ff. For 
the correct understanding of these regula¬ 
tions it is well to bear in mind (1) l^iat 
Plato’s object in this preliminary discipline 
is to train the character rather than the 
intellect (cf. IV 430 c n.), and (2) that all 
the guardians have to pass through this 
curriculum. The higher scheme of edu¬ 
cation (in Book vii), on the other hand, 
is confined to those guardians who are to 
be made Rulers in the State, and its 
express aim is to educate the intellect 
rather than the will. See especially 
vi 502 E, vii 521 D—522 a nn. The 
best discussion on Plato’s theory of edu¬ 
cation in its broader aspects is still, 
I think, Nettleship’s Essay in Hellenica 
pp. 67—180. Platon's Erziehungslheorie 
n. s. Schrift. dargestellt von Dr A. Drygas 
Schneidemuhl 1880 is a useful summary. 
For Plato’s criticism of poetry, we may 
refer in particular to Heine’s excellent 
dissertation De rat. quae Platoni c. poet. 
Gr. intercedit &c. Vratislaviae 1880, and 
to Reber’s Plato und die Poesie Leipzig, 
1864. 

376 E 30 Jerri v Se irov—povo-noj. 
The usual Greek view (see for example 
Isocr. 15. 180—185), corrected by Plato 
in hi 410 c ff. 

33 elirov. Richter (FI. Jahrb. 1867 
p. 141) revives Muretus’ conjecture elSos: 
but elirov is alone satisfactory. The con¬ 
fusion of 0 and 01 occurs in Inscriptions 
from the third century B.C. onwards 
(Meisterhans3 p. 24 n. 128). See also 
Introd. § 5. 

Xoywv 8e—Jrepov. The word ‘lies’ 
is here used by Plato in its popular sense 
of that which is false in fact: his own 
definition of the ‘ veritable lie ’ is different: 
see 382 B n. ‘ Lies ’ are necessary—so 
Plato holds—in education: only they 
must be moral lies. Under ‘lies’ he 
includes stories (v-udoi) about the gods, 
about the daemons and heroes long since 
dead, about a future life—all of them 
subjects where the alleged facts cannot 
be verified. The aXi}9eis \6yoi are con¬ 
cerned with men, and are passed over by 
Plato, because he could not state his 
view without anticipating the conclusion 
which the Republic is intended to prove 
(see in 392 a—c). This point is missed 
by Rrohn (PI. St. p. 12). 

377 a 4 dXt|0fj: i.e. truths of fact 
or history, not yet with reference to moral 
truth, for nothing has been said to change 
the connotation of xpevSiis or its opposite 
a\i)9ris. In Plato’s view legend contains 
some elements of historical truth. 

6 apxij—ptyio-Tov : semi-proverbial, 
with reference to apxv r/fiurv wavrds: cf. 
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B TravTos epyov peyiatTov, aXXax; re teal veep /cal cnr<i\<p 1 otwovv ; 

paXicrTa yap 8r) tote TrXaTTeTai ical evSveTai tvttov, ov av tt? 

f3ov\r]Tai ivGpppvaaOaL e/cdcrTcp. iKopiSfj pev ovv. VAp' ovv 

pa8ico? ovtco Trapyaopev tovs eiriTvyovTas viro tmv eTriTvyovTOOv io 

pv6ov<; TrXacrOevras d/coveiv toi/? 7ral8a<; /cal Xapftaveiv iv Tat? 

\Jrvyai? &$? eVt to troXv evavrias So£a? i/celvais, a?, eVetSai/ 

TeXecodwcnv, eyeiv oiperopeda 8eiv avTovs; Ov8’ ottcogtiovv trapp- 

aopev. IIpwrov 8>} rjplv, &>? eoucev, eiuaTarpreov Tot? pvOoyroLols, I 

C /cal ov pev av icaXov Trocpacoaiv, iy/cpiTeov, ov 8' av prj, diro/cpcTeov 15 

too? 8' ey/cpcOevTas ireioopev ta? T/oocf)ovt re /cal prjTepas Xeyeiv 

Tot? 7raialv /cal irXaTTeiv to? -yfruya^ avrcov toi? pvdois itoXv 

paXXov rj ta acopara Tat? yepcrlv’ (bv 8e vvv Xeyovcu too? 7roXXoo? 

€/c/3Xt]T6ov. IIotoo? S?/; ecprj. ’Eo Tot? pel^ocnv, pv 8' eyoo, pvdoLs 

b\]rope6a /cal too? iXaTTovs. Set yap Sp too avTov tvttov elvac 20 

D /cat TaoToo Sovaadai too? tc p.et'^00? /cat 1 too? eAaTToo?. 77 00/c 

otet; ’'Eytoy’, e<£?; • aAA’ 00/c ivvocb ov8e too? /tetfoo? Ttoa? Aeyet?. 

Oo? 'H010S0? Te, et7roOj /cat "Qpj]po<; r/piv eXeyeTpv /cal ol aXXoi 

8. rinrov Richards: tvtvos codd. 

Zarnr 753 E, and (for the application of 
the sentiment) z'A 765 E. 

377 B 8 |id\urra — tuitov. See 
cr. n. To Tilzros there are two objections: 
(1) the subject of TrXaTTeTai and IvSveTai 
should be the same; but the subject of 
ir\a.TTeTcu is not rinros, but the vLp Kai 

aTraXip oripovv, cf. TrXaTTeiv rets t/'t’xas 

in C below : (7) it is more natural and 
correct to say that an object which 
‘is being moulded’ ‘puts on’ a rbwos, 

than to say that the tvttos sinks into it. 
Reading tvttov we obtain the proper 
contrast between evSverai and ivcrq/j.ri- 

vaadai: the youth puts on whatever im¬ 
pression or type the educator desires 
to stamp him with. The metaphor 
becomes more explicit in Plutarch De 
lib. edac. 3 F KudaTTep yap acppayiSes tois 

asraXois evaTro/xaTTovTai Kt/pois, ovtois ai 

/uaffpcreis rats tuv 5tc Traidiwv \pvx<ds 

ivairoTvirovvTai. Cf. also Theaet. 191 D 

and Hor. Epp. II 2. 8 argilla quidvis 
imitaberis uda. 

10 pa8Cws outw : ‘ carelessly, without 
more ado ’: cf. 378 A and 1 331 C. This 
idiomatic ouru is common with adverbs 
like paSiu.is, e'lKrj, awXws, vvv, ipaiipvt/s: for 
examples see Blaydes on Ar. IVasps 461. 

377 C 15 KaXov: sc. pvdov, which 
some MSS (including II) insert. For p.08ov 

understood from p-vdoiroiois cf. Ill 399 D, 

where tovto i.e. auX&s is understood 
from avXoTroious, 410 A, where avroi 

(i.e. iarpol) follows iarpiKTi, IV 421 E, and 
(with Schneider) Laws 886 C deoyoviav 

Sce^epyovra/, yevipevoi re (sc. oi 0eol) tos 
irpos aXXrjXovs wpiXr/crav. 

17 irXdrTeiv ktX. Mothers and nurses 
practised massage on the bodies of infants: 
cf. Laws 789 E TiOevres vbpovs tt/v pev 

nbovaav Trep/Trareiv, rb yevbpevov 5b ttXcLt- 

tciv re olov Kppivov boos vypov, Kal pexP1 

Svoiv broiv awapyavav, and Ale. I 121 D. 
A trace of massage practised for medical 
purposes appears in Zeno Fr. 180 (ed. 
Pearson). 

377 D 23 tXeyeriiv. The dual links 
together Homer and Hesiod as jointly 
responsible for Greek theology: see on 
363 A. Among the first to rebel against 
their authority were Pythagoras, Xeno¬ 
phanes, and Heraclitus (D. L. VIII 21, 
ix 18, IX 1). Xenophanes’ protest was 
particularly famous in antiquity : see 
Sext. Emp. adv. Math. 1 289 and ix 193 
ap. Ritter and Preller Hist. Philos. Gr." 
pp. 76, 77. Plato’s attack on the Olympian 
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ttoitjtcll. ovtol yap 7tov pvQovs rots av9pcotrocs yfrev8ecs CTVVTl- 

25 Oevres eXeyov re /cal Xeyovac. Uocovs 8-p, p 8' os, /cal tL avrcbv 

pepcfiopevos Xeyecs; "07rep, i)v S’ eyw, ^prj /cal rrpcbrov /cal paXiara 

pepcpeadac, aXXcos re /cal iav ns pp icaXobs i\rev8prac. 1 Tt rovro; E 

"Orav el/caCfl ns /ca/ccds tco Xoycp irepl 6ed>v re /cal rjpcbcov oloL 

elcrcv, coarrep ypac^evs pr)8ev ioc/cora ypdcfxov ols av opoca /3ovXi]6r) 

30 ypdy\rac. Kai 7dp, ecf)r), opOco9 e%et rd ye rocavra pepcf>ea9ac. 

dXXa 77ws Sr) Xeyopev /cal rrola; Tlpcorov pev, rjv 8' eyed, to peyiarov 

/cal irepl rcdv peylarcov ifrevSos 6 elrrcov ov /caXcbs eifrevaaro, a>? 

Ovpavos re elpydaaro d (prjcn 8pdaai avrov 'Haio8os, o re av 

Kpovos cos enpcop/jaaro avrov rd 8e | rov Kpovov epya ical 378 

iravT] viro tov veo9, ovo av et rjv aXrjutj, (p/irjv oeiv paoLQ)9 ovto) 

XeyeaSac rrpos acfipovds re /cal veovs, aXXd paXtara pev cnyacrOat, 

ei 8e dvay/cr) ns rjv Xeyecv, 8c a7roppijrcov d/covecv cos oXcylarovs, 

S Ovaapevovs ov %olpov, dXXd n peya ical airopov 6vpa, oircos o n 

iXa^lcrrocs avv^Qi] d/covcrac. Kat 7dp, rj 8' os, ovroc ye oi Xoyoi 

yiaXerroi Kat ov Xe/creoc y', ecf)ijv, cb 'ABecpavre, I ev rf/ rjperepa B 

rroXei, ov8e Xe/creov veep d/covovn, cos d8i/c(bv rd eayara ov8ev av 

theology in this and the succeeding book 
was perhaps the severest blow that Pagan¬ 
ism received before the Christian era, and 
pointed the way for those exaggerated 
diatribes against the heathen gods in 
which it afterwards became the fashion 
of early Christian apologists to indulge, 
beginning with the Apology of Aristides 
(cc. 8—11). Cf. x 607 b n. 

26 oircp—\}/«v8r|Tai. oirep is rb eUa- 
£etv KaiciSs irepl deuv etc. A distinction 
is drawn between mere lies and the lie 
which is in itself oil K<x\bv, unbeautiful 
and immoral in tendency, e.g. the story 
of Uranus and Cronus (6 elwwv oil kclKcos 
tyevoaTO in E below). Such legends not 
merely misrepresent the gods, but also 
corrupt mankind. 

377 E 28 elKa^T). It is taken for 
granted that Poetry is a species of imita¬ 
tion : cf. Laws 668 A—c. 

32 tmv peyio-Tuv: masculine, not 
neuter : cf. 378 B. 

33 'Her 1080s. Theog. 154—181. 
34 tA 8e 8rj ktX. 5q emphasizes the 

case of Cronus as the most important 
(cf. Prot. 311 D, 312 e) : it is so because 
the delinquent is Zeus, the reigning king 
of gods and men. The example set by 

Zeus on this occasion was no doubt some¬ 
times used to justify wrong-doing: see 
for example Aesch. Eum. 640, 641, Ar. 
Clouds 904—906 7rus Srjra SIki)s oderr/s 
6 Zeils | oilk air6\oj\ev rbv irarlp’ ailroO | 
5?ycras; id. 1079 Eur. H. F. 1317— 
1319, and especially PI. Euthyph. 5 E— 
6 A, where Euthyphro urges the analogy 
in all seriousness to justify his vexatious 
prosecution of his own father. The per¬ 
nicious effect of such legends on human 
conduct is again pointed out in Laws 
S86c, 941 B : cf. also Isocr. Bus. 38—43, 
Luc. Men. 3, and Grote Plato III p. 194 n. 

378 A 2 paStois oStw: 377 B n. 

5 Guirape'vous —aKoCtrai. 6.iropp-qTuv 
suggests the mysteries, whence the allu¬ 
sion to the ‘mystic pig’ (Ar. Ach. 764). 
For airopov, ‘unprocurable’ (Jowett), dirv- 
poo has been suggested, absurdly enough. 
airopov is further explained by ojtuis— 
aKouoai. It should be noted that oirtos 
with a past tense of the indicative in 
clauses of this kind is rare in Plato: it 
occurs again only in Laws 830 B, 959 c 
(where &v should be expunged). Cf. 
Weber in Schanz’s Beitrage zur hist. 
Sytit. d. Gr. Sprache 11 2, p. 64. 
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Oav/iaarov ttolol, ov8' av ahucovvTa Trarepa KoXa^cov ttclvtX Tpoirtp, 

aWa hpuyi/ av oirep Oedov oi TrpwroL re /cal p,eyiGTot,. Oii pa tov io 

Ala, rj 8 09, ov8e avT(p pun 8o/cel e7riTrj8eta elvai Xeyetv. Ov8e ye, 

rjv 8 iydo, to Trapdyrav, do9 6eo\ 6eoi<} TroXepovGL re Kal iiTiftov- 

CXevovGL Kal peayovTai' ov8e yap d\r]0r)' * et ye 8el rjpdiv rov9 

pieWovTas rrjv ttoXlv fyvXa^eLV atayLGTOv vopui^eiv to pa8ioo<; dWrj- 

Xol9 aTre^Odveadai’ 7roWov 8el yuyavTopLa%la$ re p,v0o\oyr)Teov 15 

avTols Kal 7TOLKikTeov, Kal aA.A.a.9 e^dpas 7roAAa9 Kal 7ravroSa7ra9 

Oecov T6 Kal yp-wcov Trpo9 avyyevel<; T6 Kal oiKtiovs avTwv. dXX' et 

7r&)9 pi.eWop.ev 71-elaeiv, 009 ov8els TtdoTroTe 7to\lti]<; eTepo<i erepw 

UTTpxdeTO ov8’ ecrTiv tovto oglov, ToiavTa XeKTea ptaWov 7rpo9 

D to 7rai8la evOv9 1 Kal yepovGi Kal ypaval, Kal TrpeafivTepois 20 

ycyvopevovi Kal tov<; Trow/Tas eyyix? tovtcov avayKaoTeov Xoyo- 

11. SoKei v: 5o/cu> AnS q. 19. XeKT^a. II: om. A. 

378 B 9 ovS’ av has been need¬ 
lessly doubted by Richter (Ft. Jahrb. 
1867 p. 142), who suggests ovdiv. The 
words oiSlkcov—iroio? correspond to the 
conduct of Uranus and Cronus towards 
their children : 01)S’ aS—Tpbmp to Cronus’ 
treatment of Uranus, and Zeus’ of Cronus. 
Cf. Euthyph. 5 E—6 a. The Euthyphro 
presents so many parallels to § 378 that 
some have—erroneously, no doubt—sup¬ 
posed it to be a spurious elaboration of 
that section: see my edition of the dia¬ 
logue p. xxix. 

378 c 15 iroXXov Set—TroiKiXTe'ov. 
woWov Set is not adverbial (like y/ciora), 
as J. and C. assert: otherwise Set would 
be 8eiv (so Herwerden would read Mnem. 
N. S. XI p. 339). The asyndeton is 
justified by emphasis and the ampliative 
character of the sentence. The verbals 
are best explained (with Stallbaum) by 
supposing an ellipse of et^at: cf. Schanz 
Nov. Comm. PI. p. 33. 

16 iroiKiXTeov. iroiKlWeiv is used of 
depictmg in a variety of colours (vm 557 
c), not necessarily by embroidery. Cf. 
373 A 7i. There is probably a special 
reference here to the ttSttXos. At the 
greater, if not also at the lesser, Pana- 
thenaic festival, a robe woven by Athenian 
maidens and representing the triumph of 
Athena and the Olympians over the giants, 
together with other celestial fights, was 
carried in procession to the Acropolis, 
and presented to the statue of the goddess 

A. P. 

in the Erechtheum : cf. Euthyph. 6 B, C 
and Mommsen Feste d. Stadt A then 
pp. 107 ff. The subject was depicted on 
the Parthenon frieze: see Baumeister 
Denkm. d. kl. Alterth. II p. 1185. The 
allusion to the ceremony is the more 
appropriate in this connexion, if, as 
appears to be probable, the action of the 
dialogue takes place just before the great 
Panathenaea of 410 B.C. See Introd. 

§ 3- 
18 <is ouSels ktX. Plato desires to 

obtain a religious sanction for his institu¬ 
tions, as in the myth in 414 b ff. The 
best dTjpriybpos, according to Socrates, 
is 6 ordtreis re irabwv Kal bp.bvoi.av epirouSv 

(Xen. Me>7i. IV 6. 14): and the Platonic 
State may from this point of view be 
regarded as “an attempt to determine 
the ways and means of securing political 
bpbvoia ” (Krohn PI. St. p. 369). 

19 XtKrta—see cr. n.—cannot be dis¬ 
pensed with. Madvig’s suggestion, that 
paWov is corrupt for <partov or parhov 
or the like, and Liebhold’s peX^Tbov for 
paWov, are much less probable than the 
accidental omission of Xe/cr^a in A. See 
Iiitrod. § 5. Vermehren (PI. Stud. p. 92), 
rejecting Xeerba, would carry on pvBo\o- 
yrjrtov or the like; but this solution is 
much too difficult. 

378 D 20 Kal TTp€(r(BuT€pois yiyvo- 
pivois. The dative goes with Xoyoiroietv 
(‘to make tales for them as they grow 
older’), and Kai before rous iroir/rds means 

8 
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rroceiv. f/Hpa? Be Beaptovs into veos ical 'Hcf>a!(TTOV piyjreis vito 

rrarpoi?, pteWovros rf) pLtjrpl rvirroptewp aptvveiv, teal deopta^ias 

oaas "Opvqpos rrenroirjtcev ov rrapaBetcreov els rrjv ttoXlv, ovr ev 

25 inrovoiais rrerroirjpevai? ovre dvev vrrovoiwv. 6 yap veos ov% olos 

re tcpivetv o ri Te vrrovoia teal o pur/, aAV’ a av rrfkttcovros wv \d/3rj 

ev rals Bo^ais, Bvae/cvnrrd 1 Te teal apteraarara (fn\el yiyveaQai. E 

wv Br] law9 evetca irepl rravros 7roirjreov, a rrpwra atcovovatv, 0 n 

tcdWtara p,ep,v6o\oyr)p,eva 7Tpos aperrjv atcoveiv. 

3° XVIII. ’'E^ei 7dp, e(p7], \6yov. aW' ei ns av tca'i ravra 

epwTWT) 7;/ia?, ravra drra earlv teal rives oi pcvdoi, rivas av 

(paiptev; teal iyw elrrov ’fl ' ABeiptavre, oinc eap.lv rroLTjral eyw re 

teal av ev rw irapovnt, | «AA’ oitaaral 7roXews. oituarais Be rods 379 

p.ev rvrrovs rrpoar]tcei elBevat, iv ols Bel ptvOoXoyelv rods rroirjras, 

rrap ovs eav rroiwaiv ovtc emrpeirreov, ov pvrjv avroes ye rrovqreov 

p-vOovs. ’Op6ws, eept)' a\\' avro Br) rovro, oi rvrrot. 7repl deoXoyias, 

e/iam. This explanation was proposed 
by Richter (/■'/. Jahrb. 1867 p. 138) and 
Vermehren (1. c. p. 91), and is probably 
right. Cf. Ar. Frogs 1054 f. Others 
connect the words with nai yipovm nal 
ypavot: old men, old women, and the 
boys themselves as they grow older, must 
tell such stories irpbs to. iraiSla eudbs. But 
it is difficult to understand rots iraiSlotj 
with yiyvoplvots unless TrpfcrfivTtpois yiy- 
vopivois is construed with \oyoiroieiv. 

22 wos. Hephaestus. Aios is a false 
reading derived from a mistaken reference 
to II. xv 18 ff. The story (according to 
Clement ap. Suid. s. vv. "Hpas St Seop.ovs 
biro vitos) was in Pindar: rrapa IIivSapip 
yap virb 'Htpalcrrov Secrpeberai tv Tip Sir' 
aiiTou KaTaaKtvaadtvTL Bpbvip—/cal ipaai 
Stdrjvai auTi}i> impovXebaacrav 'Hpa/cXei. 

Cf. Paus. I 20. 3. 
‘Hcf/aloTOU plvj/CLS. II. I 586—594. 
23 0eo(j.a\Cas—ov irapa8«KT&>v. Ho¬ 

mer II. XX 1—74, XXI 385—513. Cf. 
Xenophanes Fr. 1. 19—22 (Bergk) 
and Pind. 01. IX 43, 44 pd\ vvv XaXayei 
ra Toiavr ’ ea irbXepov /caxav re rracrav 
\ioph dOavaruv. 

24 ev virovolais: adverbial, like iv 
<t>appuxKov e'iSei III 389 B (J. and C.). 
The allegorical interpretation of Homer 
probably originated in the desire to save 
his character for piety and morality: 
vSvtti yap rja^Sycrej' (says Heraclides 
Alleg. Horn, ad init.), ei pySev 

ybp-qaev. Before the time of Plato it was 
practised by Theagenes of Rhegium, 
Anaxagoras, Metrodorus of Lampsacus, 
Stesimbrotos of Thasos and others: see 

Wolf Proleg. ad Homerum pp. 161—166 
and Jebb’s Homer p. 89. In Plato’s day 
the Cynics were the chief exponents of 
this school of criticism, especially Anti- 
sthenes: examples may be found in 
Winckelmann’s Antisth. Frag. pp. 16, 
23—28: cf. also Diimmler Antisthenica 
pp. 16 ff. Diimmler, many of whose 
combinations are highly speculative, re¬ 

gards the present passage as directed 
against Antisthenes, whose rivalry with 
Plato is well known: but there is no¬ 
thing to suggest any personal reference. 
The historical Socrates occasionally played 
with the same weapons, as appears from 
Xen. Symp. 3. 6, and Mem. 1 3. 7: so 
also does Plato, but seldom, if ever, with¬ 
out irony, e.g. Rep. 1 332 B ■pvl^aro— 
6 2iyua/W5?;s toit)tiku>s : cf. also Theaet. 
194 c, Ale. II 147 B—D al. Plato’s attacks 
upon Homer lent a great impetus to this 
method of exegesis—the only method, as 
it was thought, by which his animad¬ 
versions could be met: cf. Schow’s 
Heraclides pp. 223—234. 

378 E—380 C What then are the 
moulds in which our legends must be 
cast ? God should always be represented 
as He realty is. Now God is good, and 
as good cannot be the cause of evil. He 
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Tive? av elev; ToiOtSe 7tov tives, rjv S' eyor olos rvy^dvei 6 deos 5 

a>v, del Srjrrov diroSoreov, eav re tt? avrov ev eirecjiv trotfj, eav re 

ev peXeaiv, eav re ev rpayaSla. A el yap. Ov/covv ayados o ye 

B deos ta> ovtl 1 re ical Xe/creov ovtco ; Tl prjv; ’AXXa ppv ovSev 

ye Tcbv ayadcov /3Xa/3epov. rj yap; Ov pot, Sotcel. ’Ap' ovv o pp 

/3Xa(3epov, fiXairrei; OvSapws. ‘'O Se prj fiAdTrrei, tcatcbv ti 7rotel; io 

OvSe tovto. 1'0 Se ye ppSev tcatcov 7rotei, ovS' av tlvos e’tp tcatcov 

aiTiov; n&)9 yap; Tt Se; oo^eXtpov to ayadov; Nat. AItlov 

apa evirpaytas; Nat. Ovtc apa 7rdvTtov ye uItlov to ayaOov, 

dXXd twv pev ev eyovTutv atTiov, twv Se tcatcwv avabTiov. Tlav- 

C TeXbos y, ecf)r]. OvS’ apa, pv S' eyed, 6 fleo<;, etreiSr) dyad os, 15 

irdvTcov av etp aiTios, w? ot ttoXXoI Xeyovcriv, dWd oXlycov pev 

Tot? dvd parrots aiTios, 7roXXcbv Se dvaiTtos’ 7roXv yap iXaTTto 

Tayadd twv tcatcwv pplv /tat twv pev dyadwv ovSeva aXXov 

6, 7. idv re iv piXtatv II: om. A. 
mg. A2: om. A1. 

io. v-V p^&TfTei—"0 Si ye II et in 

is the cause of little to the hu?nan race, 
for evil is far more conation in the world 
than good. This is one of the canons 
which our poets are to observe; but it is 
constantly violated by Homer and others. 
Evil must never be attributed to the gods; 
or, if it is, it must be represented as a 
chastening visitation for the sufferer's 
good. 

379 A 5 olos ruyxavei—£V peXeeriv. 
rvyxdvei uiv = ‘ really is’: cf. 1 337 B n. 
On the omission of eav re iv (u^\e<r»' in A 
see Introd. § 5. 

379 B 8 aXXd p.pv ktX. It is first 
proved that good is not the cause of evil 
(aXXa /J-Vv—ir<3s yap;), and next that 
good is the cause of evirpay'ta (tL Si;— 
vai): the conclusions are then stated in 
the reverse order. The step by which 
each conclusion is reached—the identifi¬ 
cation of ayadov and tbcpi\tp.ov—is Socratic 
(cf. Xen. Mem. IV 6. 8); but it is doubtful 
if the historical Socrates ever went so far 
as to deny that God is sometimes the 
cause of real evil or adversity to man, 
in spite of his belief in Providence (Mem. 
I 4 and iv 3; yet I 4. 16 oi'ei 5’ av to in 
0601/s Tots avdponrots Sb^av iptpvcrat, (is 
tKavoi eiaiv eS teal /ca/ccDs icoteiv, el VV 
SvvaTol rjtrav;). The moral goodness 
of the Deity himself was proclaimed 
before Socrates and Plato by Xeno¬ 
phanes, Pindar, and the dramatists, 

but the inference, that God, because 
He is good, is never the cause of evil, 
is probably due to Plato. Bacchylides 
expresses a kindred sentiment in Fr. 29 
(Bergk) Zei/s vpipiotov, 8s airavra Sip- 

Kerat, | ovk atTtos dvardts pteyaXtov dxiuv. 

Read in the light of Book Vl, the theology 
of this and the succeeding chapters gains, 
no doubt, in significance and depth; yet 
it is illegitimate to argue on this account 
(as Susemihl does Genet. Entwick. 11 
p. 121) that the existence of the Idea 
of Good is already presupposed, unless 
it is shewn that Plato could not have 
purified his theology except by meta¬ 
physics. In point of fact, Plato might 
have written the end of Book ill even 
if he had never thought of the Ideas 
at all. 

379 C 15 088’ apa—iravra/v. Con¬ 
trast Aesch. Ag. 1485, i486 A tbs rvavatTlov 

tvavepyira. \ tI yap ppoTois Ctvev Albs tc- 

XeZVcu; Suppl. 822—824 and many other 
examples in Nagelsbach Horn. Theol. 
pp. 26, 51 ff., and Nachhom. Theol. pp. 
16, 18, 60 ff., 73 ff. 

17 iroXv yap—pp.iv. An old saying, 
as appears from Pind. Pyth. 3. 81 ff. 
pavdavoiv oltsda irpoTiptov • | iv Trap’ ia\Sv 

wripaTa avvSvo Salovrat ppoTois \ aSavarot, 

and Eur. Suppl. 196, 7: cf. also Horn. 
II. XXIV 527 ff., Philem. Fr. Inc. 65 
(ed. Meineke). Plato and Aristotle 

8—2 
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dindreop, tu>v Be kcucmv c'lW' arro Bee reip ra dir id, dW' ov 

20 top deov. ' AXydeardro, ecj)r), Bok€i<; poi Xeyeip. Oii/c apa, rjv B' 

eyu>, diroBenTeov ovre 'Opi'jpov ovr dXXov voirjrov Tavrrjv 1 rrjv D 

apopridv 7repl roi/? deoiu; dvorjros^ dp-apravovTos Kdl Xeyovro<;, 

a)? B0101 TTldoL 

KaraiceiaTcu ev Aio<; ovBei 

25 Krjpwv eptrXe 101, 6 pev iadXdbv, avrap o BeiXd>V 

zeal co pev av pei%a<; 6 Zeiis Bgo apcporepcov, 

aWore pev te na/ccp 6 ye Kvperdi, aXXore B' ea6X<2, 

(p o av fir), aAA a/epara ra erepa, 

top Be kcucj) /3ov/3pcoari<i errl y^Oovd BldP eXdvvei' 

30 1 ovB' C05 Tdpids rjpiv Zei)5 E 

dyddwv te Kd/cwp re rervKrdi. 

XIX. Trjp Be tcop opzccop Kdl (tttopBwp avy^vcnv, ijp 6 Yiav- 

Bdpos avve^eev, edp Tt5 cf>fj Be ' AdrjPd<i re Kdl Aio5 yeyovevdi, ovk 

eTTdipecropedd, ovBe Oewv epiv re Kdl Kpi\aip Bid ®epiro<t re Kdl 380 

Aco5" ovB' dii, C05 Aia%vXo<; Xeyei, idreov ciKoveip rov<> veov5, on 

make room for it in their philosophies: 
see e.g. Pol. 273 D, Laws 906 A, and 
Arist. Probl. X 45. 895b 39 ff. i] <pv<ns 
<pav\a piv irbvra irotet, Kal irXelovs Kal 
irXelai, crirovSala S’ iXarrui, Kal oi irdvra 
Suvarai. The counterpart in the sphere 
of morals is Bias’s ol iroXXol kokoI : with 
which may be compared Rep. IV 428 e, 

431 A, 442 A, C, IX 588 D. It is a melan¬ 
choly cry born of the age of iron: in the 
golden age—so Plato tells us Pol. 273 c 
—the balance was the other way. 

19 &XX'a-rra—ra atria. The dualism 
should not be taken too seriously, in spite 
of the good and evil souls in Laws 896 e. 

Plato is not now constructing a philo¬ 
sophy, but casting moulds for theology 
and poetry. 

379 D 23 8010I irtOoL. See II. XXIV 
527—532 Soiol yap re irlOoi KaraKelarai 
iv Aids oOSei | Supoiv ola SlSwai KaKidv, 
irepos SI idw | ip pAv k dppl^as Sdry 
Zfus repiriKipavvos, \ aWore ptv re kokw 
3 ye Kiperai, EXXore S’ ic6X$4 | $ Si xe 
ruiv Xilypuv Su>y, Xeifi-qrbv iOrjKev \ Kal i 

KaKT] (iovppuoTLS ini Slav iXavvei. 
In our Homer there is apparently only 
one jar of good to two of evil (see 

Leaf ad loc. and cf. 379 c «.): in 
Plato there is one of each. So great 
a difference is not likely to be due to 
Plato: it is easier to believe that he 
used a different recension from the Alex¬ 
andrian. The use of rrjpes unpersonified 
was apparently not admitted by the 
Alexandrian critics. Cf. Wolf Proleg. 
p. 37, and Howes in Harvard Studies 
in Cl. Phil. VI p. 204. 

379 E 31 ayaGiav—'Htuktcu is either 
from a lost line of Homer, or from some 
other poet (as Schneider inclines to 
think): note oSr’ aXXov woi-prov just 
above. There can hardly be any refer¬ 
ence to 11. IV 84 Zeds, os r avdpdmuv 
rapd 77s TroXtp.010 rirvKrai, as Howes 
imagines (1. c. p. 196). The sentiment 
is common: cf. e.g. Hes. O. D. 669 and 
Pind. Isthm. IV 52, 53 Zeds ra re Kal ra 
vipei, Zeds d itdvroiv Kupios. 

32 enrovSiov crvYXvtriv. II. IV 69 ff. 
34 0eiov £piv re Kal KpiViv. This is 

usually explained as referring to the 
Theomachy (II. xx 1—74), which was 
caused by Zeus and Themis in the sense 
that Zeus sent Themis to summon the 
gods to the council at which it was 
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Oeos fjbev ai 

or av KdKMcrcu 

tiav (j)vei /3poTol<;, 

8djfx,a 7rap.’irpb'pv OeXrj. 

dXX' idv Ti? 7Tocfj, iv ols ravra Ta lapjBela eveartv, ta rrjs Nio/3^? 5 

TvaOrj i) rd UeXomScSv rj ra Tpcoitcd rj ti aXXo twv toiovtcov, rj ov 

6eov epya iareov avra Xeyeiv, rj ei 6eov, i^evpereov civtois a^eSov 

ov vvv r/p.eIs A.oyov £provp,ev, teal Xenreov, ws 6 p,ev Oeds 8'ucaia t€ 

ical cvyaOa ' eipya^ero, o! Se dovtvavTO KoXa^optevoL' bos 8e dOXioi 

sanctioned (v. 4). But (1) Themis’ part 
in causing the Theomachy is very small, 
(2) the simplest and most natural mean¬ 
ing of Kplms is not ‘contention,’ but 
‘judgment’ or ‘decision,’ and (3) the 
Theomachy in Homer is not productive 
of evil to men, but only to the gods them¬ 
selves : its citation here would therefore 
be quite irrelevant. W. R. Hardie (in 
Cl. Rev. IV p. 182) is, I believe, right in 
supposing that the strife of the goddesses 
three and Paris’ judgment is meant. Upts 
and Kpltris are regularly thus used: e.g. 
Eur. /. A. 1307 Kpicrw—oruyvav Ipiv re 
KaWovas; cf. id. 581, Hel. 708, Troad. 
924, Hec. 644 f. Kpicns was the name 
of Sophocles’ play on the judgment of 
Paris [Fr. 330). The poem referred to 
by Plato is the Cypria (so also Wilamo- 
witz Horn. Unters. p. 367 n. 46), which 
traced the war of Troy to the judgment 
of Paris, and that to Zeus’ deliberations 
with Themis (Zet>s PovXevera 1 /xera rijs 
QlpuSos 7repl roO TpwiKou ttoXlfxov Kinkel 
Epic. Graec. Fr. p. 17. QlpiSos is 
Heyne’s emendation for QlnSos: but it 
is scarcely open to doubt: for the marriage 
of Peleus and Thetis, at which the three 
goddesses quarrelled, was an episode of the 
poem, and Thetis could hardly therefore 
have been privy to the plot. See Kinkel 
1. c. pp. 20, 22 and Jebb’s Homer p. 153). 
Themis was Zeus’ dpxa.ia a\oxos (Pind. 
Fr. 30 Bergk), and still appears as one 
of the Olympians in II. xv 87. The 
Cypria is quoted again by Plato in 
Euthyph. 12 A. We may fairly suppose 
that 0etD</ ipis re koX Kpims was the head¬ 
ing of one of the introductory episodes in 
the poem: to this also the omission of 
the article with tpiv re Kal kpiew seems 
to point. Mr Hardie thinks Plato may 
have attributed the poem to Homer ; but 
Euthyph. 1. c. (6 7ron)T7)s 6 7ronj(ras) does 
not favour this view. 

380 A 3 0eos (rev—BeX/fl : Aesch. 
Fr. 160. For other examples of this 

familiar Greek idea see Nagelsbach Horn. 
Theol. p. 321 and Nachhom. Theol. pp. 

54 ff- 
5 iv ols—Hvccttiv. I have left these 

words in the text, although they are 
certainly open to suspicion, and have 
been condemned by Platt (Cl. Rev. ill 
p. 72). The antecedent to ols is ap¬ 
parently ra rrjs N(6/3t;s ttABti; but the 
play was not called ‘ The sufferings of 
Niobe’ but ‘ Niobe,’ and the relative can 
hardly precede its antecedent in sentences 
of this kind. If ols is referred to Tain a 
understood after iroijj, then iv is difficult: 
‘ if any one puts into poetry topics in 
which these iambics occur ’ gives no good 
sense. Unless Plato is writing very in¬ 
accurately, we must pronounce the clause 
a marginal gloss on ra—irad-p. 

380 b 9 uvivavro Ko\a£6|j.evoi. An 
earlier generation looked upon punish¬ 
ment as retributory—Spaeavn iradelv. 
This view appears in Hes. Fr. 217, ed. 
Goettling, and especially in Aeschylus, 
e.g. Ag. 1563 f., Choeph. 309—314, 400 
—404, 886, 927 : in Sophocles and Euri¬ 
pides it is rarer (Ant. 1074—1076, El. 
i4iif., 1495!., Andr. 438, Suppl. 614 
—616), and Euripides expressly argues 
against it in Or. 508 ff. Traces of a 
milder theory were however contained in 
the doctrine irddos /xados (Ag. 176 ff.), as 
well as in the use of words like <rai<ppovl- 
feiv, SucaioOv, evBiveiv, for ‘ punish.’ In 
Plato punishment is remedial. Ignorance 
or vice is in the soul what disease is in 
the body (iv 444 C, cf. IX 591 A, b), and 
the judge is the soul’s physician (ill 

409 E ft'., Gorg. 478 d) : hence (Gorg. 
480 B ff.) the sinner should go before the 
judge as a patient visits his doctor, and 
we should even prosecute our guilty 
friends and relations. See also Laws 
854 D, 862 E, 934 A, <744 D rbv -yap 
kokov del Set KoXdpiv, Iv’ apeivuv y. The 
punishment, again, which awaits the 
wicked after death is intended to cure 
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10 pev oi Bhct)v BiBovres, rjv Be Brj 6 Bpdsv ravra deov, ovtc iareov Xeyeiv 

rov 7toitjti'jv. dX\' el pev on eBejjdrjaav KoXdaeoJs Xeyoiev a>? 

adXioi oi Kcucoi, BiBovres Be Biktjv wcfieXovvro vtro tov deov, iareov 

tcaKtov Be ainov tpavai deov nvi yiyveadai ayadov ovra, Biapa^ereov 

rravrl rpoircp prjre nvcl Xeyeiv ravra ev rf) avrov 7roXei, el peXXei 

15 evvopyaeadai, ppre riva atcoveiv, ppre vewrepov I ppre irpea^vrepov, C 

ppre ev perpw ptjre avev perpov pvdoXoyovvra, at? ovre oaia av 

Xeyopeva, el \eyoiro, ovre %vp<ftopa rjpiv ovre crvptpwva avra 

avrois. ’Zvp-\]rr)(f)6‘; aoi elpi, etfrr), rovrov rov vopov, ical pot 

apeatcei. Ovr0? pev rolvvv, pv S' eyd>, eh av eir) rcov trepl 6eov<; 

20 vopcov re teal rinrcov, ev q> Bepaei rov<; \eyovra<; Xeyeiv teal rov<; 

rtoiovvra<; troielv, prj trdvrtov a'irtov r'ov deov, dWa rwv dyadcov. 

Kal paX', e<f)7], diro^pr). 

ll 06 orj 1 o oevrepos ode; apa yoTjra tov ueov otet ecvac kcu D 

olov e% i7n(3ovXrj<{ (fiavrdfeaOai aXXore ev aXXais lBeat<;, Tore pev 

16. V-VTe ev H: VV &v A. 

their souls, unless they are incurable: 
and such as are themselves incurable, 
help to cure others by their deterrent 
example (x 616 a) : so that in its 
deepest relations this doctrine reaches 
to the very roots of Plato’s philo¬ 
sophy, with all due deference to Mr 
W. S. Lilly, who with much intemper¬ 
ance of language denounces those who 
attribute such a view to Plato [Fortnightly 
Review N.S. xlvi p. 116). 

14 «v -rrj avTov TroXei: ‘in one’s 
own city,’ with reference to the subject 
of Siapiaxerlov, not to ru'd. Plato implies 
that the preachers of such theology must 
be suppressed in his ideal city. In all 
this Teichmtiller (Lit. Fehd. 1 p. 114) 
detects an assault upon Isocrates, but his 
evidence is of the slightest. 

380 c 16 (ivOoXo-ycCvra is rejected 
by Herwerden: Ast suggested fxvdoXo- 
yovpeva. The choice of the participle 
is determined by \lyeiv, which is more 
important than clkovciv : for without say¬ 
ing hearing is impossible, /xvjre vewrepov 
VriTe TpeafivTepov belongs both to \cyuv 
and to aKoveiv. 

20 vopwv t* Kal ruircov. All laws 
are in Plato’s view only moulds or out¬ 
lines, within which our actions should 
fall. Cf. infra 383 C and especially Pol. 
294 A ff. 

380 D—383 C In the second place, 
God is changeless, and incapable of deceiv¬ 
ing. He is changeless, since He is the best. 
That which is the best cannot be changed 
by others, and will not change itself, for 
it can only change to what is worse. 
Homer and the other poets err in attri¬ 
buting changefulness to the gods. Neither 
can God deceive, for while the true or 
veritable lie, that is to say, ignorance 
of truth within the soul, is hateful alike 
to gods and men, the spoken lie, which is 
but an image of the other, is admissible 
only when used against enemies, or on 
behalf of friends, or to invest the ancient 
and unknown with a semblance of reality. 
God has no need of lying for any of these 
ends; he is therefore wholly true. In 
this respect also Homer and Aeschylus 
misrepresent the divine nature. 

380 d 23 apa yoT]Ta ktX. Although 
the gods are constantly represented as 
deceivers in Greek poetry and legend, 
Plato was by no means the first to up¬ 
hold the opposite view. In Pindar 
(01. 10. 4) Truth is the daughter of Zeus, 
and the dramatists often teach a similar 
doctrine: see Nagelsbach Nachhom. Theol. 
p. 46. There is a close imitation of Plato’s 
argument throughout this passage in Arist. 
Fr. 15. i476b 14 ff. ed. "Rose. 
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avrov yiyvopcevov teal aWarrovra to avrov ei8o? ei? iroWas 25 

/wpefras, tote 8e f)p,a>? drrarwvra Kal rrotovvra 1repl avrov roiavra 

SoKetv, rj drrXovv re eivcu Kal rravrcov rjKiara rrjs eavrov t’Sea? 

bcftaiveiv; Ovk e^w, ecf)rj, vvv ye ovrwi eirrelv. Tt 8e ro8e; ovk 

avaynr), elrrep n e^icrrairo tt}? avrov I8ea$, rj avro vcf)' eavrov 

E ptedtaraadai I rj vrr aWov; ’Avdy/ci]. Ovkovv vrto pbkv aWov 3° 

to dpcara e%ovra p/ciara dWotovraL re Kal KiveZrai; otov erdrpua 

vito oltlcov re Kal rrorwv Kal rrovtov, ical rrav (frvrov vrto eiXrjaewv 

re Kal dvep.cov Kal rwv roiovrcov rraByp-droiv, ov to vyieararov Kal 

381 ia-^yporarov IjKiara \ dWoiovrai; ITco? 8' ov; ^¥vyr]v 8e ov rrjv 

dvSpeiorarrjv Kal (f}povip,cordryv rjKio r av n e^coOev rrdOos rapd- 

%eiev re Kal aWoimaeiev; NaL Kat p,rjv rtov Kal to ye £vv9era 

rravra aKevy re Kal oiKo8op.yp.ara Kal dpefneo para Kara rov avrov 

\oyov ra ev eipyaapeva Kal ev e^ovra vrr6 %p6vov re Kal rcov 5 

aWcov rraOrjparwv rj Kiara dWoiovrai. ’'Ect/ 8rj ravra. Ylav 

B 8rj to KaXco<; e-^ov, rj cjrvaei rj I re^vy rj dpujrorepov;, eXa^iarrjv 

31. Kal KiveiTcn—mrloiv re II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 
4. Kal 6.p.<j>U<xp.ara II: om. A. 

33. ov II: ov A. 

25 avrov is emphatic: the contrast 
is between actual and apparent trans¬ 
formations of the Deity. After atirbv, 
Herwerden would insert iravToSatriv, 
comparing 381 E; before it, Richards 
adds aXXov, by which Benedictus and Ast 
replace avrbv. Hartman proposes <rt> 
yiyvbvevov. It has apparently escaped 
notice that 717vbp.evov, as well as aXXdr- 
rovra rb avrov elSos, belongs to e/s 7roXXas 
fj.op<pds in the sense of ‘ passing into ’: cf. 
Tim. 57 A e/s aXXo ri yiyvbpevov, infra III 
400 B e/s ftpaxv re Kal paKpbv yiyvbp-evov, 
IX 588 C, and the frequent idiom ybvems 
els e.g. Phaed. 71 B, 71 e, Phil. 26 D, 
Tim. 49 c, 54 B. 

2 7 airXovv: one of the watchwords 
of Plato’s State (370 B, C, 374 A—D al.): 
his citizens are to be nothing if not inr\oi. 
In making the gods a reflection of the 
type of human character which he desired 
to foster, Plato is acting strictly in accord¬ 
ance with the method of Greek theology, 
whose Olympus is an image of human 
society. The end of human action is 
opLoioims deip Kara rb Svvarbv (Theaet. 
176 b) ; and Plato’s God, changeless and 
with ‘ no shadow of turning,’ furnished 
the citizens of his ideal city with an 
abiding standard of human conduct. Cf. 

383 C. 
28 t£ 8£ To8e; Steinhart (Platon s 

Werke v p. 680) justly observes that the 
method of reasoning employed here— 
the disproof of each of the two members 
of the opposite alternative—recalls the 
arguments by which Parmenides estab¬ 
lished the attributes of Being (see RP.7 
§§ 95, 98); but the resemblance is not 
close enough to suggest that Plato was 
thinking of Parmenides when he wrote 
this chapter. Although the unchange¬ 
ableness of God was taught by Xeno¬ 
phanes and the Eleatics, there are few 
if any traces of such a doctrine outside 
the philosophers before Plato. 

380 E 30 vtto plv dXAov kt\. plv 
has its counterpart in aXX’ dpa avrbs avrbv 
kt\. 381 B. 

31 Kivclrai: a more general word for 
change than aWoiourai: cf. Theaet. 181 D 

Sbo Si7—elSi] Kivijoeus, aWoloimv, rijv 8b 
wepMpopdv. The doctrine of the perma¬ 
nence and immutability of good enunciated 
here foreshadows, but does not presup¬ 
pose, the metaphysical predominance of 
the Good in Book vi. 

381a 4 Kal d(j.tj>i6<r(iaTa. See cr. n. 
and Inlrod. § 5. 
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p,era/3o\i)v inr aWov evBe^erai. ”Eoucev. ’AAAci p.rjv 6 deo<} 

ye Kal rd rov deov rrdvrp apiara e^ei. I1m? S' ov; Tavrij pdev 

10 Sr) r/Kicrra av rroWa<; p,opcf)d<; iax0i ° ^eo?. ViKLora Sr/ra. 

XX. 'AW' dpa avTos avrov p,era/3dWoi av Kal dWoioi; 

Arfkov, e<pi], on, e'lrrep dWoiovrai. Uorepov ovv eVt to /3eXriov 

re /cal KaWiov p.era/3aWei eavrov, r) iirl to XeW°v Kai T° a'i<rxL0V 

eavrov; 'Avdy/ci/, ecfnj, eVt to ^etp°v, e'irrep dWoiovrai. 1 ov yap C 

15 rrov evSea ye (f>pcrop,ev rov deov /caWovs rj dperrj<; eivai. 'Opdorara, 

pv S' eyw, \eyet?' /cal ootco? e^oi^To? 80/cet av Tt? croc, w ' ASelpiavre, 

e/ccov avrov ^eiptw 7roteiv drrpovv r) Oeu/v r) avdpwrrwv; 'ASvvarov, 

ecfiij. ASvvarov dpa, ecj)T]V, Kal dew edekeiv avrov dWoiovv dW', 

a)? eoiKe, KaWiaros Kal apiaro<t wv els to Svvarov €Kaaro<; avrwv 

20 pievei del drr\w<; ev rfj avrov p,op(j)r). " Arvaaa, ecfitj, dvdyKi), ep.oiye 

Sok€l. M^Set? dpa, I ?}v S' eyw, w dpiare, \eyerw pp.lv rwv rroiprwv, D 

0)9 

deol ^elvoicnv eoiKore9 aWoSarrola1 

rravrolo l Te\e#ODTe? emarpwifiwai rroXpa^' 

25 p.pSe ripojTeo)? Kal 0tTtSo? Kara\frevSeadco p,pSei<;, ppS' ev rpayw- 

Slais p,r)S' ev Tot? dWocs rroipp-aanv elaayerco "Hpav ifWoiwpevpv 

o)? iepeiav dyeipovcrav 

'lvaxov Apyeiov rrorap.ov iraia'iv /3ioSwpoi?• 

9. 76 II: re A. 

381 C 20 avtryKT] : sc. early. For 
(poiye SoKel without vis see on 1 332 E. 
Hartman needlessly suggests ?poiye 60- 
KCtV. 

381 D 23 0eol—irdXqas. Od. XVII 

485 f. Cf. Kagelsbach Horn. Theol. 
pp. 166—168. 

25 Ilpam'ios Kal Oe'riSos- For Pro¬ 
teus see Od. iv 456—458. Aeschylus 
also wrote a satyric drama called Proteus: 
Fragg. 208—213. The transformations 
of Thetis to escape marrying Peleus had 
been celebrated by Pindar (Nem. IV 
62 flf.), Sophocles (Fr. 548), perhaps also 
(as Stallbaum thinks) by Hesiod in his 
im9a\Apiov els HpXea xal Qlriv (see 
Goettling’s Hesiod pp. xlix and 304). 

27 u>s Upeiav—PioSupois: fromAesch. 
Savrplai (Schol. on Ar. Frogs 1344). 
Dindorf (Aesch. Fr. 170) restores as 
follows : bpeoaiySvaien | Niipipais Kppvidaiv 

KvSpaicri Oeditnv ayelpw, \ Iv&xov ’ Apyeiov 

rrorapov iraurlv fiioouipois. Herwerden’s 
/SioSoipou is a wanton change: the sons of 
the river-god are his tributaries, and life- 
giving like himself. It is not clear why 
Hera was disguised as a priestess. The 
incident in Inachus’ history most suited 
to dramatic treatment was the persecution 
of his daughter Io by Hera in consequence 
of her intrigue with Zeus. As Io was 
a priestess of Hera, Hera may have dis¬ 
guised herself as another priestess in order 
to discover her husband’s unfaithfulness: 
see Apollod. Bibl. 11 1. 3 <f>wpa.9els 6i 
(sc. 6 Zeds) v<(> "IIpas, tt)s pen Kopps 

atf/apevos els (SoOv peTep6p<pu<re XevKpv, 

airrijv Si airupbaaTO pp ovve\9elv. The 
subject seems to have been treated by 
Sophocles in his satyric drama Inachus 
(Fragg. 255—2/8). With Cis ttpecav ayel- 

povtrav cf. dyvprai in 364 B and note 
ad loc. 
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E Kal aXXa I to Lavra 7roWa pu) pp.lv ■yfrevSeadcov p.r)S av viro 

tovtoov avaTreidu/aevaL al p,prepe^ ta 7raiSla eKSeipaTouvrcov, Xe- 3° 

7ovaat tov? fiv&owi /ca/cco?, a>? apa Oeol TLves 7repLep^ovTaL vvKTwp 

7roAAots ^evov; Kal iravToSaTroZ*; ivSa'SKop.evoL, iva p-rj dp.a p,ev ei<> 

Oeov9 (3\aa capped a lv, dpa Se tou? 7ratSa-5 arrepya^covTaL heL\orepov<;. 

7dp, e<j>r]. ’AAA,’ dpa, pv S' eyed, avrol p.ev ol 6eoL eicriv olot 

p,p p,eTa/3aXXeiv, pp.lv Se ttolovctlv SoKelv acj)d<i iravToSaTov^ 35 

(pauveadai, e^atrarLdvre^ Kal yopTevovres; ’’laws, ecj)p. Tl Be; pv 

382 S’ eyed' y\revBeadai \ 9eb<; edeXoL av p Xoym p epya (f>dvTaap,a 

7rpoT6Lvcov; Ovk olSa, p S’ 05. Ovk ol<r0a, pv S' eyed, otl to ye 

a>? dXr)0w<> TlrevSos, el olov re tovto elirelv, 7ravres deol re Kal 

avdpwTTOL pLicrovcnv; Iltw?, e(f)p, Xeyeis; Ovtcos, pv S' iy(d, otl rut 

KvpLWTa.T(p 7rov SavTcbv TjrevSeaOaL Kal irepl tcl Kypicdrara ov8el<; 5 

eK(dv edeXei, dWa irdvroiv pcaKLcna (f>o/3eZTaL eKel avro KeKrpadai. 

B OvSe vvv tvw, p S' 09, p.avQdvu>. Olei yap tl p.e, ecppv, I aepvov 

Xey6LV’ iyed Se Xeyco, otl trj Tjrv^f) 7repl ra ovra y\rev8eodai re Kal 

381 e 79 TOiavTa 7ro\Xd. For ex¬ 
amples see Heyne’s Virgil II pp. 146— 
152 (cited by Ast on 381 d). rroAXa. 
\f/evSovrai aoiSol, said the proverb. 

31 kcikws: like oil /caAws 377 E. 

us—lv8aXXo(j.6Voi.. &pa expresses in¬ 
credulity (358 C n.) and rives contempt. 
Plato is thinking, inter alia, of the bug¬ 
bears of the nursery—Lamia, Mormo, 
and Empusa, whose power of self-trans¬ 
formation was unlimited: see Blaydes on 
Ar. Frogs 293. %tvois need not here be 
limited to the masculine gender. Cf. 
Strab. I 19 iraicrl irpoircplpopev—els airo- 
rpoir^v—robs cpoj3epolis (pvdovs). y re yap 
A a/da p.086s lari Kal r) Topyu /cal 6 
’E0/ixXt?;s Kal 17 Mop^uoXv/oj. 

382 a 1 <()dvTa<rpa is said with 
reference to cpalveodai just above, and 
should be taken both with \byip and 
fpyip. The epavraapa \6yip is the spoken 
lie: an example of the (pdvraapa ’Ipyip 
is a (pavraoia or unreal appearance 
(382 e). The words 8pyw (pdvraapa irpo- 
relvuiv must not be understood of actual 
self-transformations of the gods. 

2 to ye ws (xXt]0<3s i|/6v8os ktX. Cf. 
roD aKydios pevSovs Theaet. 189 C, and 

(for the sentiment) Laws 730 C. 
5 ouSels €Kuv ktX. With Plato, as 

with Socrates, vice is ignorance, and in¬ 
voluntary. The doctrine reappears below 

in III 413 A, IX 589 C: it is further implied 
by the entire scheme of education in Books 
vi and vii. For other assertions of this 
view in Plato see Simson der Begriff d. 
Seele bei PL p. 125 n. 359. Cf. also Soph. 
Fr. 663 y SI pcopla \ pidXiar’ dSeXipi] rrjs 
Trovrjplas 2(pv. The identification of igno¬ 
rance and vice is in harmony with popular 
Greek psychology, in which the intellect 
was not clearly distinguished from the 
will; it can be traced in the moral con¬ 
notation of words like dp.adr)s, diralSevros, 
dyvdip.wv. In close connexion with this 
conception of vice is Plato’s view of 
punishment as remedial: see 380 B n. 

382 B 8 tcl ovTa ktX. ra ovra 
= ‘ the truth.’ The contrast between the 
act and state in 1pevSeoBal re Kal Itpevtrdai 
resembles I 351 B: ex/zeuadai, moreover, 
suitably bridges the distance between 
\pev5eodai and dp.adi) elvai. 2xelv T?> 
xpevdos corresponds to \//evdea6ai, KtKry- 
adai rb \pev8os to ixf/evadai: the contrast 
is between ‘ holding, ready for use, that 
which is already possessed,’ and perma¬ 
nent possession: cf. Soph. Ant. 1278 and 
Jebb ad loc. The words Iv rip roiobrip, 
‘in such a case’ (i.e. iv rip e\pedadai ry 
\pvxy repl rd ovra), are quite satisfactory 
(cf. ill 393 C), and ought not to have 
caused Herwerden difficulty. 
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i\{seva0ai kcu dfxaOi] eivai Kal evravda e^eiv re Kal KeKrpaOai to 

10 yJrevSos 7rdvre<; rjKiara av Se^atvro Kal puaovcn pvaXiara avro iv 

too toiovrw. II0A.1t ye, ecprj. ’AUa fjbrjv opdorard y av, o vvv 

Si] eXeyov, tovto &>? aXydcos yjrevSo'i KaXoiro, p iv tf) dyvoia, 

r] tov e-yjrevapLevov iirel to ye iv too? Xoyoc<; fiLpvrpid ti tov iv 

tt) ’^rv^rj iaTiv 7ra0p]iaTo<;, Kal varepov yey01/09, I eiSwXov, ov 7raw C 

15 aKparov ■ftevSos. 7) ov% ovtco ; Haw p,ev ovv. 

XXI. To p,ev Stj too ovti \JrevSo<> ov fiovov viro 6ewv dXXd Kal 

ini dv6pa>7rwv puaelrau. Ao/cet p.01. Tt Se Sp; to iv 1 019 Aoyoi<; 

ylrevSos irore Kal too xpr/acfiov, ware per} a%iov eivai /aiaovs; ap’ 

ov TTpos re tol"? 7roXep,iov<;, Kal rcSv KaXov/ievoov (jylXcov, orav Sia 

9. ifevoBai Kal II et in mg. A2: om. A1, 

13 pfpqpd ti—vJ/tOSos- tov iv rrj 

\pvxv iradripaTos must not be explained 
(with Bosanquet 'Companion p. 93) as the 
state of mind of him who tells a lie: for 
that is knowledge, and the spoken lie 
certainly is not an imitation of knowledge. 
They refer to the ‘ true lie,’ which is a 
certain ird6r)pa in the soul of the ‘true 
liar,’ viz. ignorance, and of which the 
spoken lie is an imitation. It is a toler¬ 
ably accurate definition of a lie to call it 
‘ an imitation of ignorance in the soul ’: 
cf. iv 443 c n. The spoken lie is ‘ not 
a wholly*unmixed lie,’ because it implies 
that the speaker knows the truth: in a 
certain sense therefore it is mixed with 
truth. It is vtsTtpov yeyovbs, because the 
spoken lie cannot be uttered until the 
truth is known. Inasmuch as the spoken 
lie is mixed with truth, it is better than 
the ‘ veritable lie.’ We have here no¬ 
thing but a special application of the old 
Socratic paradox 6 exwv apapravoiv apeivuv 
(see on 1 334 a). I have placed a comma 
after yeyovbi. to mark the antithesis be¬ 
tween eldoiXov and aKparov xpevSos, and 
because ei'SuXov is not so much to be 
taken with tov iv Trj xf/vxv iradripaTos: 
rather it stands for elSwXov \pev5ovs, as ov 
trdvv &Kparov xpevdos shews. The dis¬ 
tinction between veritable and spoken 
lies savours, no doubt, of idealism: but 
it enables Plato to call his ideal archons 
ideally truthful, even when practically 
they tell lies, and it is with this object 
in view that the distinction is introduced. 
See hi 389 B. 

382 c 18 7t6t£—pfcrovs; ra is mascu¬ 
line : it is presently shewn that the spoken 

lie is useless to God. Plato does not 
permit a man to lie in his own interest. 
Ordinary Greek morality, in spite of 
Achilles’ ixdpos ydp p.01 Kelvos opu>s ’Atoao 
TrvXyaiv etc., probably did. The saying 
of Democritus dXr)8opvde6eiv xpcobv, ottov 

Xvnov (Stob. Flor. 12. 13) leaves us to 
infer that we may also lie ottov Xdnov. 
Cf. Soph. Fr. 323 KaXbv piv ovv ovk lart. 

to. \pevSi) Xiyuv • | drip S’ oXedpov Setvov 
dX-qdei &yei, | avyyvutsTov elirelv iarl Kal 

tS pp KaXiv. The cynical immorality of 
Hdt. ill 72 exceeds what Greek public 
opinion would have tolerated: cf. Arist. 
Eth. Nic. IV ch. 13. See also on ill 
389 B and Nagelsbach Nachhom. Theol. 
pp. 240 ff. 

dp’ ov—troXepfovs ktX. Cf. I 331 E— 
332 B. _ 

19 twv Ka.Xovp.evwv tjuXwv depends 
on aTTOTpoTrrjs. If 8rav Sid pavlav—Tore 
had been omitted, the construction would 
be quite clear: as it is, some difficulty 
has been felt. Schneider understands 
rives as subject to imxeipuxn-. by Her¬ 
mann 6'rav is changed to ot dv: by 
Herwerden Srav to ot av and tSte to 
tovto : while Stallbaum resot ts to an 
anacoluthon, as if Plato had intended to 
say tuv KaXovpivuv <f>lXuv eve/ca. None 
of these expedients is so simple as to 
connect caroTpoTrijs with tpiXiov. The 
clause orav—wparreiv cancels out with 
Tire and does not affect the construction. 
KaXovpivoiv, ‘so-called,’ involves a theory 
of friendship, viz. that no one who is 
dvbi)Tos Kal paiv&pevos can be a friend 
to man (any more than to Goa: cf. 
382 E). 
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piaviav ?’/ tiva avoiav /ca/cov ti enn^eipwaiv 7rparreiv, Tore cnroTpo- 20 

D 7n}? eve/ca w? fyappa/cov 'xppaip.ov yiyverai; /cal iv als vvv I hrj 

ikeyopiev 7m? pivdokoylais, Sia to /a?) elSevai oirr) rdkpde<; e%et 

7rept twv Trakaiobv, arpopioiovvTe? tco akpdel to a|ret)So9 6 re pidkiaTa, 

ovtco ■yppaip.ov Troioi/piev; Kat pidka, p S’ 05, oyra? e%ei. Koto, 

ti S^ oyt' tovtcov T/S dew to T^eDSo? ^prjaipiov; irbrepov Sea to /at; 25 

elbevai to 7rakaia dfyopboiwv av afrevSoiTo; Yekoiov pcevT av ecp, 

ecj)p. IloipTps pcev dpa ■^revSrjs iv deal ov/c evi. Ov poi So/cet. 

E ’AAAa SeStco? too? i^dpovs I aJrevSoiTO; IIoAAot} 76 Set. ’AAAa 

St ol/ceiwv avoiav ?} piaviav; ’AAA’ ooSet?, e<f)p, tgSv avoprcov /cal 

piaivopievcov deoefakps. Ov/c dpa eanv ov eve/ca av deos yjrevSoiro. 3° 

Ov/c eanv. YlavTp dpa a^evSes to Saipioviov Te /cal to delov. 

YlavTairaai piev ovv, ecf>p. YLopubrj dpa 6 deos cnrkovv kcu dkpdes 

’iv re epyep ical iv koyep, /cal ov re avros piediaraTai ovre akkovs 

i^airaTa, ovre /card epavraaias ovre /card koyovs ovre /caad 

383 appieiwv Tropvrras virap ouS’ ovap. | Ootco?, ecprj, epioiye /cal avnp 35 

(paiverai aov keyovros. ^vy^wpeis dpa, ecprjv, tovtov Sevrepov 

Tinrov elvai, iv a> Set 7repl dewv /cal keyeiv /cal 7roieiv, 009 pir/Te 

avToii9 yo/jras ovras ra pi€ra/3dkkeiv eavrov9 pipre r/pids yJrevSeai 

irapayeiv iv koyep p iv epyep; %vy^copw. IIoAAa. dpa 'Opajpov 5 

34. oilre Kara ipavraolas II: om. A. 
ovap oil6’ inrap oiid’ ovap q1. 

35. iinap ovS’ 8vap A1: odd’ inrap ovS’ 

382 D 22 p.vOoXo’yCais ktX. Plato 
seems to have supposed that ancient 
history and mythology could be manu¬ 
factured to order. Cf. Arist. Pol. B 9. 
I269b 28 and Susemihl ad loc. He at¬ 
tempts the task himself in ill 414 B ff., 
Prot. 320 C—322 D (unless this is really 
an extract from one of Protagoras’ own 
works), Pol. 269 A—274 E, Tim. 21 A— 
25 D, Critias, and Laws 676 B—682 D. 

26 elSevcu. The omniscience of the 
gods was no new doctrine: see Nagels- 
bach Horn. Theol. p. 23, Nachhom. Theol. 
pp. 23 ff. 

27 'iroiTjrijs—?vi. ‘There is nothing 
of the lying poet in God.’ Cf. 365 c n. 
I can see no point in Stallbaum’s notion 
that there is a play on the two senses of 
iroiyTris—1 poet ’ and ‘ creator.’ 

382 e 28 iJkvSoito. &v is carried 

on: cf. I 352 E n. 
30 paivopevuv. Phaedr. 265 a pavlas 

81 ye e.orj buo, tt]v p.iv otto voarip.dTuv 

avdpuirlvwv, tt]v 88 8w8 8e[as e£a\\ayrjs 
tiZv tiled hr oiv vop.lp.03v yiyvopevyv. Plato 
refers here only to the first variety: the 
second is discussed in Phaedr. 265 B ff. 

32 KopiSf) otpa ktX. The words 
cnrAovv, oilre auros ptdiorarai sum up 
380 D—381 E (see on awXovv in 380 d), 
the rest ^82 A—d. 

34 ovre Kara <f>avTacr£as. See cr. n. 
and Introd. § 5. (patveirOai and ipyo? 
(pdvr as pa irporelviov in 381 E, 382 A 
favour the view that these words are 
genuine. 

35 V7rap ovS’ ovap. See cr. n. iiirap 
ou5’ ’ovap is not co-ordinate with oilre 
Kara ipavrairlas etc., but subordinate to 
them : for tpavraalai, \6yoi, and especially 
<jr)peio3v rropiral might be vouchsafed 
either in waking moments or in dreams: 
see Stengel and Oehmichen in Iwan 
Muller’s Handbuch V 3 pp. 37—47. For 
the doctrine cf. Xen. Mem. 1 3. 4. 

383 A 5 irapayav. irapayovras 
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erraivovvre'? aWa tovto ovk iiraiveaopeBa, ttjv tov evinrvlov 

Tro^LTTTjv vito Ato<? t(p Ayap.ep.vovi, ovBe Alcr^vKov, otclv (f)j) 

r) 0eTi9 toi/ AttoAAw ev roll avTrj<i I yap,ot<; ahovra B 

evBaTelaBap Ta? ea? einrcuBLas, 

10 vocrwv t* (iTreipovs nai paKpaia)va<; fiiov<t. 

£vp,7ravrd t’ elrroov, BeoefnXel9 9 Tup^a9 

iraiwv' eirrjvcfiripipaev, evBvpbd)v epe. 

Kaya) to <$>ol/3ov Belov dtp'evBe9 aTopa 

rjXvL^ov elvac, pavTCKjj fipvov re^vy. 

15 6 S’, auT09 vpvwv, auT09 iv Boivy iraputv, 

''UT09 TaS’ eivcov, avTo9 iariv 6 Kravcov 

tov iralBa tov epov. 

I OTav Tt9 ToiavTa Xeyy yrepl Bewv, xaXeiravovpev tc /cat X°P°V C 

Bcoaopev, ovBe tov<{ BiBaaKaXovs edaopev eVt TraiBeia xprjaBai tmv 

8. 'AttoWw A2]!: ’A7r6XXa»' vel ’AwoWuv’ ut videtur A1. ai/rijs A2II : 
afnois A1. 

(conjectured by Richards) would be 
easier, but the slip, if such it be, is 
excusable. 10s—bvras is not the accusa¬ 
tive absolute: if it were, d/s would express 
the reason, and here it does not. We are 
defining the tvttos: and the construction 
is (they must noielv) d/s ppre avrovs yopras 
6vras, ‘ represent the gods as neither 
themselves being sorcerers,’ etc. In 
wapayeiv the construction is changed, 
but the change is natural, for our rule 
applies both to X6yos and irolricns (/cal 
\iyeiv /cal iroitiv), and \iyeiv takes the 
accusative and infinitive. Both \iyeiv 
and woieiv affect the construction, which 
involves a sort of chiasmus. Cf. ill 
390 b n. * 

6 tov evvirvCov iropmjv. II. II I— 

34- , 
8 ij ©fns ktX. The verses are 

perhaps, as Schneider conjectures, from 
Aeschylus’ “OirAoiv KpLois, in which Thetis 
was one of the characters (Schol. on Ar. 
Ach. 883). Apollo with his harp (lxwv 
tpipfuyya) appears as present at the 
marriage of Thetis also in Homer (//. 
xxiv 62, 63). Plato accommodates the 
beginning of the quotation to his own 
sentence : in Aeschylus perhaps it ran 6 5’ 
ivedaretTO ras ip.as einrai&ias (so Butler, 
quoted by Schneider). ivSareiadai, ‘ to 

dwell upon or emphasize,’ is elsewhere 
always used in an ominous sense (see 
Jebb on Soph. O.T. 205): and here too, 
perhaps, it strikes a foreboding note. 
The words paKpaiivvas fiiovs were doubted 
by Stephanus, who suggested paKpalwvos 

plov (so Euseb. Praep. Ev. xm 3. 35) or 
panpaiiovas filov: but Apollo’s prophecies 
did not refer to Achilles only, so that the 
plural is justified, arrdpous should be 
taken not with (vnaioias, but with plovs, 
which is in apposition to dnraiblas. In 
the next line OaxpiAeis ipas rvxas de¬ 
pends on the compound expression iraicov’ 
iTTtpxpriprjacv—a construction frequent in 
Aeschylus, especially with verbs which 
denote singing, celebrating, etc. (Ag. 174, 
175 al.): after enumerating all the bless¬ 
ings in store for Thetis (^upwavra t’ 

chr&v) Apollo raised a paean over her 
dtotptkeis ri/xar. This explanation— 
Schneider’s—is much better than to con¬ 
nect Ziipiravra adverbially with &eo<fit\eis. 

383 B 13 Kayw—elvai. Contrast 
Aesch. P. V. 1032 p(u5i)yopuv yap ovk 

iirioTaTou. tjrbpa \ rb Alov, aXXa irav iwos 
TeXet: see on 380 D above. 

14 rjXmJov : ‘ fancied,’not ‘hoped’: 
cf. V 451 A, IX 573 C, and iAirls in VII 
517 B. This idiomatic usage is illustrated 
by Rutherford on Babrius 9. 2. 
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vewv, el /xeWovcriv rjpi'iv ol (fiuXa/ces 6eoae(3ei<; re kcu deioi ylyveaOai, 

Ka0' oaov avOpunrw eVt 7rXelarov olov re. Ylavravacnv, ecfcr), 

eycoye tov? Tinrow? toutou? avy^apcS icai ft><? vop,ot,<; av ^pwpirjv. 

teAoc noAiTeiAC B'. 

383 C 20 Oeloi—olov t«. The object action in general, is assimilation to God : 
of all worship and all religion, as of human cf. x 613 a n. 
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I. 

II 359 D. Tip rvyov tov AvSov irpoyovia. 

Most of the emendations (e.g. Fvyij tiv tov AvSov trpoyovw) which 
have been suggested in order to bring the present passage into harmony 
with the allusion in Book x 612 b, assume that the Gyges of ‘Gyges’ ring’ 
is identical with the famous Gyges (who reigned about 687—654 B.c.), 
founder of the third or Mermnad dynasty of Lydian kings (Hdt. 1 8—13). 
On this assumption tov AvSov cannot mean ‘Lydus’ (the eponymous 
ruler of Lydia: see Hdt. 1 7), but must mean ‘the Lydian’ i.e. (accord¬ 
ing to the usual interpretation) Croesus, who was the 7re/j.7rros aVoyoios 
Tvyeio (Hdt. 1 13). There is however no proof to shew that 6 AvSo's 
could without further specification denote Croesus; and on this ground 
alone Wiegand’s proposal (adopted by Hermann, Baiter, and Hartman) 
Tip [rvyov] tov AvSov Trpoyoi’o) breaks down: while Jowett and Campbell’s 
alternative suggestions tiv Kpoi'crov tov AvSov -n-poyorw, and Tvyrj Tip 
KpoiVov tov AvSov 7rpoyoVo>, although satisfactory in point of sense, fail 
to account for the disappearance of KpoiVov. The proposals of Ast— 
Tip rvy>7 tov AvSov (or AvSifv) irpoyorut, and [tio] Tvyov tov AvSov [Vpo- 
yoviv]—will hardly win favour, while Stallbaum’s Tip Tvyg [tov AvSov 

TTpoyovw] merely cuts the knot. 
There is however no solid reason for connecting the Gyges of 

the proverb with the historical Gyges. In narrating the adventures 
of the latter, Herodotus makes no mention of a magic ring; but if 
such a legend had been told of the founder of the Mermnadae, 
Herodotus is hardly likely to have ignored it. In Plato’s narrative, 
on the other hand, everything hangs on the ring. Nor is the 
magic ring known to Nicolaus Damascenus, whose account of Gyges 
seems to follow a different tradition from that of Herodotus: see 
Muller’s Frag. Hist. Graec. m pp. 382—386. It is therefore possible 
that Plato’s story refers not to Herodotus’ Gyges, but to some homony¬ 
mous ancestor of his, perhaps (as Stein suggests on Hdt. 1 13) the 
mythical founder of the family, whose name may have survived in the 
\Lp.vt] Tvyan; (Hdt. i 93). The Gyges of history was not the first 
member of his family to bear that name: his great-grandfather at least 
was also called Gyges (Nic. Dam. l.c.). The resemblance between the 
two stories—that of Herodotus and that of Plato—is confined to two 
incidents, viz. the joint murder of the reigning sovereign by the queen 
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and her paramour, and their succession to the throne. In these two 
features the history of the later Gyges may well have been embellished 
from the legends about his mythical namesake, or he may actually have 
copied his ancestor’s example. It is noticeable that Cicero says nothing 
to shew that he identified the Gyges of Plato’s story with the Gyges of 
history; and in a poem by Nizami (as Mr J. G. Frazer has pointed out 
to me), where Plato tells the story of the ring, the name of Gyges is not 
even mentioned. (See Prof. Cowell’s article in the Journal of the Asiatic 
Society of Bengal, Vol. 30 pp. 151-—-157. Prof. Cowell thinks Nizami 
became acquainted with the legend through Arabic translations of the 
Republic.') Thinking it probable, therefore, that the proverbial ring of 
Gyges belonged not to Herodotus’ Gyges, but to one of his ancestors 
bearing the same name, I have retained the ms reading. I do not think 
that the suppression of the name is a difficulty, though it would be 
easy to write (as I formerly did) <tS Yvyri>, to Tiiyov tov AvSov trpo- 

■yoVcp. See Bitrod. § 5. Such a solution would bring the text into strict 
verbal harmony with x 612 b, with Cicero De off. 111 38 (where the story 
is related, not of an ancestor of Gyges, but of Gyges himself—hinc ille 
Gyges inducitur a Platone), with Lucian Nav. 41 and Bis Acc. 21, and 
with Philostratus Vit. Apoll. 101. In each of these places we hear 
of ‘ Gyges’ ring,’ not of ‘ Gyges’ ancestor’s ring.’ But it is better to 
adhere to the almost unanimous testimony of the mss, especially as in 
this particular passage they are reinforced by Proclus. Schneider can 
hardly be right in supposing that the older Gyges is an invention of 
Plato’s, although in other respects his note is deserving of attention : 
“ Platoni vero licebat alterum Gygen fingere, ingenio et fortuna similem 
interfectori Candaulae, quem ideo genus ab illo ducentem facit, prioris 
nomen, quippe quod commune ei cum posteriori esset, reticens.” 

II. 

II 359 E. tovtov Se aXXo plev e'x.ew ovSe'v, rrept oe rrj XeLp'L XPV(T0^V 

SaKTvXiov, ov 7rep1.eX6p.evov ei<f3ijva 1. 

If (with A) we omit exetv> t^e meaning must still be : ‘ the corpse 
(tovtov) < had > nothing else upon it, only on its hand a gold ring, which 
he (Gyges) took off and went out.’ But it is impossible in Greek, as in 
English, to dispense with ‘ had.’ 

Dr Jackson proposes to read tovtov for tovtov, and omit 'lxeLV and °*/> 
understanding the sentence to mean ‘ he took nothing from the corpse 
except a gold ring on its hand, and then went out ’ (.Proceedings of the 
Cambridge Philol. Soc. Vol. 11 1882, p. 12). In favour of this view he 
urges that ‘ the nudity of the corpse is not mentioned, either in Cicero’s 
paraphrase de Officiis 111 9 § 38, or in that of Nizami’ (see App. I). 
Philostratus is also silent on the subject {Heroic. 28). If the principle of 
this solution is correct, I should prefer to retain tovtov : for there seems 
to be no reason why Trepiaipeio-Oat. should not take two accusatives like 
de^aLpeicrOai, irepLiepovecv, irepueoirTeiv, and the like; or, as Dr Verrall 
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remarks (.Proceedings, etc. l.c.)—I think with less probability—tovtov 
might be ‘ regarded as a second accusative after iroi^o-arra understood 
with aAAo pev ovSev.’ The reading tovtov Sc aAAo pev ovScv, 7repl Sc rjj 

XeiPl XPV(T0^V So-xtvXlov irepieXbpevov tK^rjvm is adopted also by the 
Zurich editors (1839) on the suggestion of Winckelmann. 

Dr Jackson’s view of the passage, in which I formerly concurred, 
gives excellent sense, and may be right. But it is to be noticed (1) that 
our chief authority for c^civ is Ven. II, a ms which is quite independent 
of Paris A and constantly enables us to restore lacunae in that ms, and 
(2) that there are other examples in Paris A of the omission of a single 
word without the excuse of homoioteleuton. See Introd. § 5. S and 
Flor. B omit «xctv> but add <£cpeiv after So.kt-vA.iov—an obvious attempt to 
amend the error which survives in A. 

Madvig conjectures ttXovtov Sc ovScv and Liebhold {FI. Jahrb. 1888, 
p. 107) Koo-fiov Sc aAAo pev <exovr> ovScv for tovtov Sc aAAo piv ovScv. 

Neither of these proposals has any plausibility, and it is best to regard 
this as one of the places where we owe the right reading to n. 

III. 

II 364 C. eav tc Ttva exOpov Trr/prjvat effeXy, pera crptKpiZv SaTravtov 
o/aoiios Sixaiov aStKoj p\dv|/eiv ktA. 

Instead of /?Aa'i/i«v, the best mss read f3Xdi(/ei. If /3\a\]/ei is re¬ 
tained, the subject must be either (1) tis or 6 WeAwv Trqpaiveiv supplied 
out of irqprjvai. eOeXrj, or (2) the prophet consulted. The latter alter¬ 
native gives the right sense, but the change from the singular to 
the plural (in irel9ovTe<;) is very harsh. If we adopt the first alternative 
(to which J. and C. incline), we must regard the clause eav tc Tiva— 

fiXdxpei as semi-parenthetical, and connect 7rettfovres with ayvprai Sc 
Kal /xavTcts at the beginning of the sentence. Such a solution is 

not less harsh than (2). jSAai/'ei must, I think, be pronounced corrupt. 
Muretus read /SAdi^ai, depending, like aVelo-^ai, on Svva/ais; but /3Acu/an 
is not likely to have been corrupted into /3Adt/'«, nor is it clear why the 
aorist should take the place of the present (as in axelo-Gai). Reading 
/3Adt/retv, we might perhaps regard the construction as one of the rare 
cases in which Sv'va/ris and the like are followed by a future infinitive : 
see Jebb’s Soph. Phil. p. 252, Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 164, and cf. 
Phaed. 73 a ovk dv 0X0I t rjcrav tovto noL-rjaeLv (so the Bodleian ms). 

There is still however a serious difficulty in the collocation of the present 
aKtivOoLL with the future fiXdipeiv. The explanation given by Schneider 
in his Additamenta is linguistically unassailable and gives an excellent 
sense. For the common confusion of -et and -«v see Introd. § 5. 

IV. 

II 365 D, E. ovkovv, el pev p->} elcriv, rj pr)8ev avrois tah' arOpoimytov 
peAct, tl Kal riplv peXrjreov tov XavOdyav • 

The reading of the best MSS, koX rjplv peXr/Teov tov Aav6dveiv, is 
defended by Shorey {A. J. Ph. xvi p. 231), but (as I think) unsuccess¬ 
fully, and even the most conservative editors abandon it. 
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We have to choose between (1) <ri> Kal y/Ev neXyrlov rov Xavdd- 

veiv; (found in several inferior mss besides v), (2) ou’8’ ryEv fieXyreov ktX. 

(y Flor. U), (3) Kal y/Ev < ov > (j.eXyreov ktX. (Paris D in margin), (4) Kal 

ryEv ayeXyriov (a conjecture of Baiter’s). It is possible that each of 
these readings is due to conjecture, and we can scarcely hope to restore 
the hand of Plato with certainty in this passage. 

I formerly (with Bekker and others) printed ov’S’ y/Ev. The meaning 
is satisfactory, but the correction does not seem probable in itself. The 
same may be said of (3) and (4). I have now followed Stallbaum in 
supposing that rt was accidentally omitted after the -ei of yiXei. Such 
a slip is easy enough, and would be most likely to be corrected by the 
introduction of a negative, as in (2) and (3). Moreover, as Stallbaum 
says, rt Kal y/Ev “ huius sermonis alacritati plane est accommodatum,” 
and Kal is, I think, sufficiently justified by the obvious contrast between 
the gods and ourselves. Tucker objects that ‘ “ If the gods do not care, 
why should we also care?” is as bad in Greek as in English’: but Kal is 
hardly so much as ‘also’: it merely points the contrast. Cf. m 414 e n. 

There is no difficulty in ovkovv followed by a question, so long as the 
question is merely rhetorical. Hermann proposes ovkow—Kal -ryEiv 

fieXyreov, but the negative would require to be reinforced before yfEv. 

1 can see no probability in Tucker’s conjecture, viz. ovkow—<ov8h/> 

<al y/Ev fieXyreov. 

A. P. 9 



r. 

T rpvN^v \ /) ' ^ r jr 
1. Vo fiev orj 7repc tfeovSy vv o eyo)y tolclvt array co9 eoifcev, 386 

UKOvareov re /cai ov/c uKovcrreov evdus e/e traiBoov rot? deovs re 

TLfii'jaoucuv /cal joveas rrjv re aXXrjXwv (pcXlav /mi) rrepl apucpov 

7roirjaopevoi<;. Kal olpal y, ecprj, opdws rjp.iv (foaivecrdai. Tt 8k 

5 B/j; el peXXovcriv eivai dvBpeloi, upa ov ravrd re Xe/creov /cal ola 

avrovs TTOcijaac y/cicrra rbv ddvarov BeBievai; rj ijyel 1 Tiva 7tot’ B 

av yevecrdai clvBpeiov, e^ovra iv avTw tovto to Selpa; Ma Ata, 

7; o 09, ou/c eycoye. Ll oe; Tax' Aioov r)yovfievov ecvat re /cat oeiva 

elvac otei Tivil Oavdrov dSerj eaeadai /cal iv tat? pcvyatg alprjaeadai 

10 TTpo 7/TT//9 re /eat BovXelas ddvarov; OvBapovi. Aet 8/7, 009 eoi/cev, 

rjpas kmar are.lv /eat 7rept rovrcov twv pvOcov T019 im^eipovaLV 

386 A—389 a .So much for the doc¬ 
trines by means of which we are to foster 
the sentiments of piety towards gods and 
parents and mutual friendship among the 
citizens. 

In order to encourage Bravery, we shall 
require our poets to extol and not to decry 
the life which awaits us after death : other¬ 
wise their poetry will be not merely untrue, 
but detrimental to our future soldiers. 
Here again Homer deserves censure. Fear- 
inspiring names like Cocytus must be dis¬ 
carded, as well as lamentations put into 
the mouths of famous men: for the good 
man has no cause to bewail the death of a 
good comrade, either for his comrade's sake 
or for his own. Homer offends against 
this canon when he represents Achilles and 
Priam as indulging in lamentations over 
their dead ; and still more when he makes 
the gods, and even the greatest of the gods, 
give way to grief. Moreover, as excessive 
mirth is apt to rebound into the opposite 
extreme, our youths must not be laughter- 
loving. Homer errs in depicting good 
men and gods as overcome with laughter. 

386 A I tcI |Uv 8ij irtpl Gtovs ktX. 

Kettig (Proleg. pp. 61 ff.J and others sup¬ 

pose that the virtue of ocn&Tt)s is alluded 
to here—a virtue which in the earlier 
dialogues is sometimes placed by the side 
of the four cardinal virtues (Prof. 329 C, 

Men. 78 D, Gorg. 507 b). But oaibn/% is 
not specifically named (in spite of 11 
380 c), and it is clear from the words koX 

yoveas—-iron/ao/iivois that Plato is think¬ 
ing at least as much of duty to man as of 
duty to gods: cf. 11 378 b c, 381 e, 383 c. 
See also App. I. 

5 avSpeioi. Plato has in view chiefly 
courage in war: hence the import¬ 
ance which he attaches to removing the 
fear of death. Cf. Tyrtaeus 10 (redva- 
pcvai yap Ka\6v kt\.) and 12. 23—32. 
The poems of Tyrtaeus are not open to 
Plato’s censure in this connexion. Pflei- 
derer (Zur Losung der PI. Fr. p. 23) 
wrongly represents the present passage as 
tantamount (or nearly so) to a denial of 
the immortality of the soul, which is 
affirmed in Book x. It is possible to 
criticise the popular conception of im¬ 
mortality without disbelieving in a higher 
form of the same doctrine, and this is just 
what Plato does here. 

11 kcu irtpi tovtcov Tciv p.v0u>v should 
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Aeyecv, Kal SecaBac pet) AocSopecv uttAws ovtcos to iv "A cSov, dAAa 

C fidAAov iiracvecv, w? ovre ccAr/dr) I Ae-yoPTa? ovre uxf>eAi/ia Tot? 

peAAovacv paycpocs eaeaOac. Aec pevToc, e<jsp. ’EfaAenJro/iev 

apa, t)v 3’ iyw, utto rovSe tov eVou? ap^dpevoc irdvra td rocaina, 15 

f3ovAocppv k e7rdpovpo<? e’a/p Br/revepev aAAcp, 

dvSpl 7rap' d/cAppcp, u> pr/ /3coto9 ttoAvs et?/, 

rj irccacv veKveaat Kara(f)0 cpevocacv ccvaaaecv• 

/cat TO 

D 

/cat 

' oik,la Se 6vr/rola c Kal d6avdr oca 1 (paveup 

apepSaAi' evpmevra, rd re arvyeovac 6eol 7rep' 

eo ttottol, 77 pa rt? earc Kal elv ’A'l'Sao Sop,occrcv 

\jrir%7) Kal ecScoAov, drop cppeves ovk eve Trapirav 

Kac to 

OLW 7T67r vvad ac, r at Se e cr/ctat acaaovai' 

Kac 

’p'v'x?) S’ e’/c peOewv 7TTapevr/ "AcSoaSe j3ej3r/Kec, 

ov Trorpov ’yoocoaa, AcTrova' dvS porr/ra Kal r/fipv’ 

20 

25 

17. ip—ei-q II: om. A. 20. dvr/ToZm II: dv-qrois A. 

be taken with itTUTTareiv rather than with 
Xlyecv (sc. auTOiis, i.e. rods ptidovs). Hart¬ 
man, connecting the words with Xeyeiv, 
would expunge twv pSBwv “ cum poetae 
non de fabulis ra iv A'ISov describentibus 
Xeyeiv soleant, sed ipsi Orci territamenta 
narrent ”—a just criticism, and conclusive 
in favour of the construction which Hart¬ 
man rejects. 

12 XotSopelv. The traditional literary 
picture of the Greek Hades deserves what 
Plato says of it (see the quotations in 
Nagelsbach Horn. Theol. pp. 397 ff., 
Nachh. Theol. pp. 396—398), although 
a brighter prospect was held out in the 
Eleusinian mysteries and the Orphic theo¬ 
logy (Nachh. Theol. pp. 398—407). 

airXios ouTios. II 377 B n. 
386 c 13 XeyovTas. For the accu¬ 

sative after the dative eirixeipoOm cf. 
Euthyph. 5 A, Crito 51 D. Before \i- 
yovras H1 (with a few other MSS) adds &v, 
as if ei XoiSopoiev should be understood 
(cf. 11 380 c); but we should supply not 
XoiSopoiev, but ei XoiSopouai (Schneider). 

15 ToiSe tov Kirovs ktX. The singu¬ 

lar ^7ros is sometimes used of more than 
one verse, e.g. Hdt. vil 143. The lines 
are addressed by the shade of Achilles 
to Odysseus: Od. xi 489—491. On the 
omission of ip pit] /3toros woXbs e’i-q see 
Introd. § 5. 

386 D 20 olkCci—06of irep. II. XX 

64, 65. The words in Homer are under 
the construction of SeLaas—p-q. 

23 <0 TToiroi. The exclamation of 
Achilles when the ghost of l'atroclus 
eludes his embrace: II. xxm 103, 104. 
On r/tpives as the “ physical basis of life ” 
in Homer see Leaf ad loc. 

26 oi'u)—ato-croucri. Tiresias retained 
in the other world something of the 
physical reality of his earthly existence : 
Od. X 493—495 tou re (jtpives ipweSol 

elaiv‘ | rip Kcd reBvqQiTi vdov irbpe Ilepo-e- 

epbveia \ oftp ireirvv<y9ai' rol Si OKial at<r- 

aovaiv. Plato allows the force of attrac¬ 
tion to alter rol to ral: cf. Men. 100 A 

otos irlirvvTcu twv ev "AiSov, at Si anial 

diaaovai. 

28 ij/uxf)—rjpr)v. II. XVI 856, 857. 
pediwv, explained by the ancients as piXt) 

9—2 
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| kcu to 387 

'p'l’XV Kara %0ov6<;, rjvre nairvos, 

w%€to rerpcyvla' 

Kal 

o>? S’ ore vvKrepi8e<; avrpov 6earreaioio 

TpL^ovaai rroreovrai, etreL Ke ns drr orr eapa iv 

upp.a0ov i/c 7r€tp7j^t dva r' aWr)\yacv e^ovrac, 

co? at rerptyvlat apt rjeaav. 

1 ravra Kal rd roiavra rravra rrapanpadp.e0a" O pt]pdv re Kal Toy? B 

aWovs TrocTjTas pu) '^aXerralveiv dv diaypdcfxopcev, ov-% o>? ov 

TvoirjTiKil kcu i)Sea toi? ttoWoi<; d-Kovetv, dXXl ocrw rroiTjriKwrepa, 

Toaovrw tjttov aKovareov 7raial Kal dvdpdatv, oy? Set e\,ev6epov<i 

elvai, BovXelav Oavdrov pcaWov 1recf)o/3r)ptevov<;. II avrdvaai ptev 

ovv. 

II. Ovkovv 6tl Kal rcl trepl ravra dvoptara rvavra rd Seiva re 

Kal c])o{3epd uTrofiXyrea, kwkvtov<; re Kal arvyas 1 Kal evepov<; Kal C 

dXifiavras, Kal aWa daa tovtov rov rvrrov dvopta^opteva cftpirreiv 

13. ir£<pofiiyxh>ovi A2II: iretpop-qpivois A1. 

rou aufiaros (Hesych. s.v.), more pro¬ 
bably denotes the mouth (as part of the 
face) : cf. Leaf ad loc. and II. ix 409. 
Leaf plausibly suggests that dv in avSpo- 
TTjra, ‘ manhood ’—found in all but two 
MSS of the Iliad—was only the written 
sign of the nasalis sonans, and counted as 
a short vowel. 

387 A 2 4ruX1] 81—reTpeyvIa. II. 

xxili 100. “ The voice,” says Leaf, “is 
as weak a copy of the living voice as is 
the elBoiXov of the airbs ”: whence rerpi- 
yvia and rerpcymai. again just below. 

5 us S’ ore — jjttrav. Said of the 
souls of the suitors following Hermes 
down to Hades: Od. xxiv 6—9. Pos¬ 
sibly we should read T)iaa.v for rjeaav (with 
Howes, Harvard Studies in Cl. Philol. 
VI p. 190). 

387 C 16 Ivfpovs Kal dXi'Pavras. 
The Scholiast writes: ivlpovs tovs veKpotis, 
and tov iv rrj ipq. (6 lari yrj) retadai. Cf. 
?pa£e. Early psychology scarcely sepa¬ 
rated the dead body from the surviving 
spirit: the latter still lived where the 
body lay 1 within the ground.’ Hence 
‘ those within the ground ’ (opposed to 
the ImxSbvioi or living) became an ex- 
piession for the spirits of the departed, 

and the denizens of the lower world in 
general: see 11. xv 188, xx 61. The 
Scholiast’s derivation is more probable 
than that of Bmgmann, who (Grundriss 11 
p. 180) derives the word from ev and 
a nominal suffix -epo. Plato at any rate 
would have preferred the Scholiast. On 
dM/lavras (not found in Homer or Hesiod) 
see Plut. Quaest. Symp. VIII 736 a (cited 
by Ast) 6 Be aXf/Jas /cat 6 oneXerbs IttI tois 
vtKpoi'S ytyove,Xoioopovplvrj'j ovopara £?jp6- 
ti}tos. The ancients derived the word 
from d and the root of \eip<i> Xl\p etc., 
calling the dead ‘ sapless ’ Bid r-tjv rijs 
\tf3d8os dp,ede£lav (Schol.). L. and S. 
object that the d is long, relying perhaps 
on the line of Callimachus in Et. M. 
63, 51 ipyijay olov aXtpavra nivovres 
(where dXlpavTa = o£os). There, however, 
the right reading may be aXipavra, i.e. oi 
aXipavra. But in Sophocles Fr. 751 ed. 
Dindorf the a is certainly long, unless the 
text is corrupt. Possibly the word is 
connected with TjXiparos; cf. Hesych. 
s. v. riXipaTov, where we are told that 
T.’rqalxopoi Taprapov i)Xipa.Tov t'ov pativv 
Xlyei. 

17 tovtov tov tvttov. Instead of 
writing dXXa BvBpara oaa tovtov tov 
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Bt) 7roiei Trdvras toi)? a/covovras. Kal tacos' e5 e^ei irpd<; aWo tr 

rjpieis Be inrep tcov <pv\d/ccov (joo/3ovp,eda, pur) etc rrj<; TOiavTrj<; 

<f>piKr]<; OepporepoL teal p,a\a/ccorepot tov Beovro? yevwvTai r\puv. 20 

Kat opdobf <y, ecf)?], cfooftovpieda. ’Acfxuperea apa; Nat. Top Be 

evavTLOv tvttov TowTot? XeKTeov Kal 7roirjTeov; ArjXa Brj. Kat TOO? 

D oBvppov'i apa i^aipyaopiev ' /cat toi/9 oiktov? toi/? t<wp i\A.oyip.cov 

dvBpcbv. ’Avay/a7, €<£77, eiirep ical to Trpbrepa. —Korrei Brj, rjv 8' 

67a), 66 OpUCOS €£CUpi]CTOp,€V 7] OV. (pCLfieV 0€ 07], OTl O €7Tt€LfC779 (lV7]p 25 

tc3 eViet/cet, ovrrep /cat eralpos eariv, to tedvdvai ov Beivov 

r/y/jaeTai. <£>ap,ev 'yap. Ovk apa inrep <y etceivov &>? Beivov rt 

ireTrovdoTO'i oSvpoiT av. Oo Srjra. ’AAAa pirjv Kai roSe Xeyopev, 

18. iroret Hertz: 7roiei ills otercu AIlS: ttoie? dis otbv re q. 19. i/7rcp II: 
inrb A. 26. irdipbs Sq et idem (vel potius eraipbs) A2: 'trepos A1!!. 

tijttov 6vra Plato writes dXAa otra toutou 
toO tijttov 6vopa^bpeva, with precisely 
the same meaning: toijtov tov tSttov 

therefore depends on the copula involved 
in bvopa^bpeva. Stallbaum takes ovopa'qh- 

peva as “ quum pronuntiantur ”; but this 
is pointless. The words mean simply 
‘ other names of this type which make all 
who hear them shudder ’ etc. 

4>p£TT€iv Si] iroiel. The remark ws o’ierai, 
which appears in the best MSS—see cr. n.— 

after irotet gives no sense, and is admittedly 
corrupt, cis otbv re, found in four inferior 
mss besides q, is a rare phrase, occurring, 
I believe, nowhere else in Plato (except of 
course in combination with superlatives, 
e.g. ill 412 B, VI 484 c), though found in 
Aristotle (Pol. E 11. 1313a 39, where 
Bekker conjectured olovTai); but ‘ to shiver 
as much as possible ’ is painfully frigid. No 
emendation at all satisfactory has yet been 
proposed—neitherWinckelmann’sohcdras, 
nor Hermann’s 00a Stt] (with reference to 
recitations of the rhapsodists !), nor Mad- 
vig’s iis oiijrda, nor Campbell’s ws irea. 
Hertz(Fl. Jahrb. 1872 p. 852) supposes the 
words to be a gloss by some Christian read¬ 
er, meaning ‘ as he ’ (i.e. Plato) ‘imagines.’ 
The author of the gloss wished to indicate 
that he at least could hear such tales 
without shivering. After oss oterai found its 
way into the text, it was probably altered 
to olovtcu (to suit the plural aKobovras), 
from which olov re is a corruption: cf. II 

358 E, where q has olovrai as against otbv 
re of the best mss. See also on VI 504 E. 

18 Kal tcrws—aXXo ti: “videlicet ad 

suavitatem et delectationem : v. p. 387 B, 

390 A, 397 D, 398 A al.” (Stallbaum). 
19 pi) tK—ijp.lv. cppUr) is a cold 

shiver, sometimes followed by sweat, 
whence Ik tt)s tomvttjs (pplK-qs deppb- 

repoi. Cf. (with Hartman) Phaedr. 251 A 
ISovTa St avrbv, olov Ik rijs (pplups, pera- 

/3o\ri to Kal ISpios Kal deppbrips dpdqs 

Xap.pa.vei, where Thompson remarks that 
(ppU-q is used by Hippocrates of the ‘ cold 
fit of a fever.’ In deppbrepoi Kal paXaKtb- 

repot Plato is thinking of the softening 
effect of heat upon iron : cf. (with J. and 
C.) infra 411 B wtnrep alS-ppov epdXa^e, 

Laws 666 C, 671 B KaOaTrep Tiva aldripov 

ras \pvxa.s tojv TTivbvTOjv Siarnjpovs yvyvo- 

pevas pa\6 aKOjrb pas -ylyveoSai', see 
also II. XVIII 468—477 and Whitelaw on 
Soph. Ajax 651 in Cl. Rev. v pp. 66, 
230. In so far as it associates heat with 
cowardice, the comparison breaks down, 
for heat meant courage to the Greeks. 
For this reason Stephanus conjectured 
adeppbTepoL and Ast advpbrepoi, a reading 
afterwards found in v. Ast’s conjecture 
is thus refuted by Hartman (l.c.) : “ Astii 
coniectura inepta est, quum advpla vitium 
sit, non vero iusta ac temperata paXaAa 

(dixit enim paXaKWTepoi tov SIovtos).” 

In the next sentence Hartman expunges 
(popobpeda without sufficient cause. 

387 D 23 twv «WoytiAwv avSpcov: a 
subjective, not an objective genitive: see E 

below, and 388 E, 390 D el irob Tives— 

Kapreplai—Kal Xbyovrai Kal irpaTTovrai 

inrb SXXoylpwv dvSpuiv with X 605 D. 

25 6 eineiKijs dvijp—irpotrSeixai. This 
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&)? 6 TOtouTO? paXtara avrbs ai)Tut avrapicys 7rpo? to eu %f)v, kcu 

30 Biatpepovrax; 1 twi/ aXXwv pKtara hrepov TTpocrBetTai. ’A\y6rj, etpy. E 

HKiara dp' avTu> Betvov (neppdrjvaL veo‘? 17 dBe\(f)ov rj ^ppparoov 

rj aWov tov rwv tolovtcov. "H/curra pevrot. "W.kujt apa Kal 

bBvperai, (f>epei Be w? 7rpaorara, orav t49 avrbv roiavri] %vp<f)opd 

KaTaXafir). IT0A0 76. ’Op#a>9 ap? av e^aipolpev too? Oprjvovs 

35 two ovopaarbov dvBpwv, yvvcutjl Be cnroBtBolpev, Kal ovBe Tavrais 

(TTrovBatais, Kal \ oaoi KaKol tcov avBpwv, iva rjplv Bva^epalvcoaiv 388 

opoia TOUTot? 7roielv ou? Stj cfrapev eVl (pvXaKrj Trjs ^ajpa? tpetfreiv. 

’Op6w<;, etj^rj. UaXiv S7 'Opu'jpov re Berjaopeda Kal rwv aXXcov 

7rot,r)Tcov py 7roielv ’A%iWea, #ea? rralBa, 

5 aWor' eVt 7rAeupa? KaraKeipevov, dWore 8' avre 

vtttlov, aWore Be 'Trppvrj, 

Tore 8' opdov dvaardvra 

tt'Kool^ovt' dXvovr' €7rt #44/’ aXo? cltpvyeroio, 

33. iSuperat, pi pet coniecit Stallbaum: obvpeaQai, <ptpew AllSy1: x/”) Pro *<4 y2- 
34. ap’ Sv II : <5t/>ct A. 

passage is full of Socratic colouring, ovrrep 

Kal iraipbs e’<m contains a suggestion that 
only good men can be comrades: cf. 
Xen. Mem. 11 6. 19, 20 and PI. Lys. 
214C. That death has no terrors for the 
good man is laid down in Ap. 41 cff. 
The self-sufficiency of virtue was illus¬ 
trated in the person of Socrates himself 
(Mem. I 2. 14, IV 8. n), and continually 
preached by him (Mem. 11 6. 2, cf. IV 

7. 1). Steinhart appears to me to ex¬ 
aggerate the force of avrapKn/s when he 
characterises the doctrine of this passage 
as anti-christian (Einleitung p. 160). 

387 e 31 veos. The fortitude of 

Pericles on receiving the news of the 
death of his two sons was a case in point, 
and may have been known to Plato. It 
is commemorated in a fine fragment of 
Protagoras preserved by Plut. Consol, ad 
Apoll. 33. 118 E, F. 

33 oSvpeTcu, (j>cpci. See cr. n. The 
infinitives 686peadai. and pipeiv are ex¬ 
plained by Stallbaum as dependent on 
'Klyop.ev, but this is too harsh. The 
rhetorical repetition of prier’ dpa proves 
that like arepijtbjvcu they should be under 
the government either of Secvov itself, or 
of some notion supplied out of Seivbv. 
As the former alternative gives the wrong 
sense we must, if the text is sound, take 

refuge in the latter. Hartman by a tour 
de force resolves rj Kiara Seivbv into rjeiara 
eUbs avrov SeSiivai, and carries on the 
eU6s. It would be somewhat easier, I 
think, though still very harsh, to supply 
Seivbs out of Seivbv, Seivbs being used as 
in Seivbs KarapdaaaOai rip \l8ip (Theophr. 
Char. 15, cf. infra 395 c): but it is diffi¬ 
cult not to believe that the text is corrupt. 
In q, Kal has been corrected to xpVt and 
the insertion of Sei before Kal is suggested 
by Hartman. The question however is 
not what the good man ought to do, but 
what he actually does, and for this reason 
Richards’ ioiee after 656pea8ai is better, 
although otherwise unlikely. Stallbaum’s 
alternative proposal to read oSvperai, 
pipei 51 seems to me far the best both in 
point of sense, and because it might easily 
pass into 6S6peo0ai, pepeiv 56 under the 
influence of arepridrjvai. For these rea¬ 
sons I have printed it in the text. Cf. 
In trod. § 5. 

388 A 5 qXXot’—dTpuyercuo. The 
picture of Achilles sorrowing for Patro- 
clus in Iliad xxiv 10—-12. Plato ac¬ 
commodates the Homeric narrative to 
his own rroieiv, and reads rrXviVqovr'— 
drpvylroio instead ot oiveueOK a\6u>v rrapa 

6iv' a\bs, which appears in our Homer. 
irXwlfa elsewhere is always used of sail- 
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B 1 per/Se dpufsorepat.aiv \epalv eXovra kovlv aid aXoeaaav 

%ei>ap,evov kclk KefyaXps, peySe aXXa /cXaiovra re ical oSvpopeevov, io 

oaa /cal ola etcelvos irroitjae' ppde Ylplapov, eyyv<; dewv yeyovora, 

Xiravevovrd re /cal 

kvXivSopeevov Kara Korrpov, 

e^ovopcaKXijSrjv ovo pea^ovr' avSpa eKaarov. 

7roXv S ere rovrcov paXXov Serjaopeeda peproe deov<i ye rvoielv 15 

oSvpopbevovs /cal Xeyovras 

C 1 wpeoi eyw SeiXi), wpeoi Svaapiaroro /ceia' 

el S' ovv deov9, peproc rov ye peeyiarov rwv dewv roXp,rjaaL ovtws 

dvopLol(6<5 puperjaaadai, ware, w rrenvoi, ejpavai, 

7) (f>lXov avSpa Slcokopeevov 7repl darv 20 

6<f)daXp,olaiv opwpcai, epeov S' oXocpvperai r/rop' 

Kal 

at at eywv, 6 re pcoi HaprvySova cf)iXrarov dvopwv 

D 1 peolp' inro Tlarpo/cXoio WlevoinuSao Sapuijvai. 

23. 0 re Leaf ad II. XVI 433: ore codd. 

ing in the literal sense (yet Ik roO vou 
eKirXCoeiv in Hdt. VI 12), but it cannot 
bear such a meaning here. If the mss 
are right, 7rXwl^ovt must be regarded 
(with Schneider) as a metaphor, the 
agitated movements of Achilles being 
compared to the unsteady motion of a 
ship upon the sea. Achilles is so to 
speak ‘at sea’ and shews it in his gait; 
cf. the metaphorical sense of xet/iafo/iai. 
The picture savours of the burlesque, and 
Howes suggests that irXmtpwv may be a 
deliberate parody on Plato’s part (Har¬ 
vard Studies etc. VI p. 202). As no 
other example of such a use of irXwlfoi 
has been adduced, the word is perhaps 
corrupt. Heyne’s irpwitpovT' “matutinum 
se agentem” (ovSe piv rjilis 1 cpai.voij.tvri 
X-qOeaKcv inrdp a\a, says Homer) will 
never command a wide assent: still less 
irAciiowr’ (Benedictus), irpip tovr’ (Ast), 
whose quantity is not above suspicion, or 
■n-pip U^ovt’ (Liebhold FI. Jahrb. 18S8, 

p. 108). aWfovr’(Herwerden and Naber) 
is better in point of sense, but the altera¬ 
tion is too great. I have thought of iroW’ 
tpiovr' ((jlfets ‘cry u’ and not oj'feis is the 
spelling of the Codex Mediceus in Aesch. 
Eum. 124), or dcpXol^ovT’ (cf. dcpXo/cp.6% 

in II. XV 607). Perhaps, however, 7rWi- 

£ovt' conceals some word meaning ‘to 
rush wildly from his tent,’ ewi 8iv’ being 
probably for cttI Siva, not for enl 6tvL 
There is apparently a contrast between 
Achilles’ anguish within his tent and 
without, and some word is needed to 
mark his exit. Nothing can be made of 
the variant irXaipovT' (in a few inferior 
mss). In default of anything better we 
must (I suppose) provisionally acquiesce 
in Schneider’s interpretation. 

388 B 9 pirjSfe—K6<j>a\rjs. II. XVIII 

23, 24. 
11 eKelvos. Homer. 
eyyvs 0eiov. Zeus was Priam’s seventh 

ancestor (Apollod. ill 12). The phrase 
has a dash of old-world romance about it: 
cf. 391 E infra and Stallbaum on Phil. 
16 C oi pkv iraXaiol, Kpdrroves Tjpwv Kal 

(yyvTtpw BeGiv oIkoOvtcs. 

12 XiravcvovTQ t«—^Kcur-rov. II. 
XXII 414, 415. 

388 c 17 w|noi kt\. Said by Thetis 
in II. XVIII 54. 

19 a> iro'iroi. 11. XXII 168. 169. The 
words are uttered by Zeus with reference 
to Hector. For darv our Homer has 

Teix°s- 
23 at at—8ap.rjvai. 11. XVI 433, 434. 

The only variant is up.01 for a'i al. 



I36 riAATQNOl [388 D 

25 III. Et yap, co cpiXe 'ABeipavre, ra roiavra rjpZv ol veoi 

airovBy d/covoiev ical pi] /carayeXcdev a>9 dva^lcos Xeyopevcov, a^oXf} 

av eavrov ye n<; dvdpcoirov ovra dvd^iov rjyrjaairo rovtcov /cal 

eiriirXi]^eiev, el /cal eiriot avrco roiovrov rj Xeyeiv rj iroieZv, aXX' 

ovBev ala~)(yvopevo<; ovBe /caprepwv 7roXXov<; eirl api/cpoZaiv 1raOr)- 

30 paaiv dprjvov9 av aBoi /cal o8vppov<;. 1 ’AXyOearara, ecf)T), Xeyei<;. E 

Ael Be ye ov%, C09 apTi rjpZv 6 Xoyo<; eaijpaivev a> ireiareov, e&»; civ 

t 19 rjpd<; clXXco /caXXiovt rreLay. Ov yap oiiv BeZ. ’AXAd prjv ovBe 

<piXoyeXa)Td<: ye BeZ elvai. a^eBov yelp orav ri<; ecpirj la^apcd 

yeXcon, iaxvpav ical pera/3oXr)v ^rjreZ to tolovtov. Ao/ceZ pol, 

35 ecj)r\. Ovre apa dvdpcdirovs d£iov<; Xoyov /cparovpevovi inro yeXwro<; 

av Tt9 7roirj, | airoBe/creov, 7roXv Be tjttov, edv 9eov<;. IIoX,i) pevroi, 389 

77 S’ 09. Ov/covv 'Oprjpov ovBe ta roiavra diroBe^ope9a irepi 

0ecov‘ 

ao’/Seo‘T09 B' ap' evwpTO yeXw<; paKapeaai 9eoZaiv, 

5 d)9 iBov r/H(paicrTov Bid Bcdpara iroiirvvovra 

ov/c airoBe/creov Kara rov aov Xoyov. Et av, ecf/rj, (dovXei epov 

Tidevai• ov yap ovv 1 Brj airoBe/creov. B 

33. d<pirj (vel potius i<ply) 3: t<priv Ay: ?<py IE. 

388 D 28 «t Kal eirtoi avru. Kal 
is not ‘even’ (J. and C.), otherwise there 
would be too much emphasis on Ciriot, 

but ‘also’: ‘if it should also occur to 
himself’ (sc. as Homer says it occurs to 
gods). The emphatic word is avrip. 
For tolovtov Hartman requires either 
tolovt6v tl or to tolovtov; but cf. 416 B, 

IV 426 B, 429 E, IX 590 E and II 368 A n. 
29 <rpiKpoio-iv. See on 1 330 B. iirl 

LTfjLLKpOLtn TraBypaoL has a poetical rhythm, 
and may possibly be from a hexameter. 

388 E 31 av ns—ireCo-g. Cf. 
Phaed. 85 C, D, Gorg. 527 A. 

33 eefu-rj—toioOtov. See cr. n. The 
present b<p:y is slightly better than e<prj: 
for rb tolovtov denotes the state or con¬ 
dition rather than the act. t<prj comes 
rather nearer to the reading of A and II, 
and is preferred by Baiter and Hartman. 
For fiyrct H. Wolf conjectured tolcl, 

Herwerden tIktcl or IvtIktcl, in both 
cases needlessly: cf. with J. and C. idb\ei 
in 11 370 b. The sentiment is generalised 
in VIII 563 E. 

35 ovt6 apa.. 0Ore followed by 5^ is 
rare (examples in Ktihner Gr. Gr. 11 

p. 832) but hi follows re very often, 
especially in tto\u 5b, piyiarov 5b etc.: 
see 11 367 c n. Cobet’s oOrapa i.q. 
outol apa, though approved by Hartman, 
is therefore unnecessary. 

389 a 2 ovkovv—Xoyov. The lines 
are II. 1 599, 600. Hermann wished to 
read ovkovv and reject dnoSe^dpcBa wepi 

Beoiv, placing to. Toiavra under the go¬ 
vernment of dTrodeKTbov. oBkouv may be 
right, but the change is not necessary. 
tcl roiavra does not refer specifically to 
the verses, but means t5 KpareiixBaL vnb 

ybXwTos and the like; while the two 
verses are themselves the object of a7ro- 
SeKTbov. I have accordingly placed a colon 
after Bewv and removed the pause after 
iroLTrvbiovTa; a remedy which removes, I 
think, the objections felt by Hermann to 
awoSel-dpeBa irepi Belov, and by Herwer¬ 
den to irepi BeCiv. The asyndeton in 
dapeiTTOi 5’ Ap’ etc. is common in amplia- 
tive and illustrative sentences. 

389 B—392 a A high value should 
also be placed upon truth. The medicinal 
lie may indeed be permitted to our rulers, 
in the interests of the State: but any others 
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’AXXd fi-qv /cal dX/jOe/dv ye 7repl iroXXov irottjTeov. el yap 

opddos iXeyopiev apTC, /cal ra> ovtl dealer/ pu'ev d^pyjarov ^JrevSof, 

avOpunroLS Se y^prjcnp.ov &>9 ev (pap/xd/cov e’lSei, SrjXov, otl to ye 10 

toiovtov laTpois Soreov, ISid/rais Se ov% airreov. ArjXov, edpy. 

Tot? ap^ovcriv Sr) Trj<; 7roAeco?, eiirep Tialv aWoos, irpoarj/ce/ yfrev- 

Seada/ rj iroXepLLCOV rj ttoXltwv eve/ca eir dxpeXt'a t>;9 iroXeoos, rot? 

tolovtovs ap^ovras ISicorp yfrevaaadaL ravrov /cal jiel^ov dpLdpTnjjia 15 

<pr/ao/iev rj /cdfivovTi irpo<; iarphv rj ckt/covvtl 7rpo? iraLSoTplfirjv 

irepl tcov tov avrov acojiaTos 7radrjfjLaTcov jirj tdXrjOfj Xeyeov, rj 

irpos /cv/3epvrjTrjv irepl T779 vedvi Te /cal twv vavrwv jjb/j rd ovra 

Xeyovn 07r&)9 ^7 avids r) tls ray jpvvvavrwv irpcl^eco<; e%ei. ' AArjdea- 

D rara, ecprj. *Av dp’ aXXov nva Xa/afldvr) yj.revSojievov 1 eV if/ 20 

iroXei t5>v ot Sr]puovpyol eacrt, 

jiavTLV rj Irjirjpa /ca/corv rj le/ciova Sovpcov, 

15. toiovtovs II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 

who lie are to be punished. To lie to the 
rulers is worse than lying to a physician 
about one's illness. 

Not less necessary is self-control, which 
will enable our citizens to obey the rulers, 
and to rule their own appetites. Homer 
frequently represents heroes and gods as 
lacking in this virtue—as insubordinate, 
gluttonous, lustful, avaricious, prone to 
revenge, and mean. The effect is to dis¬ 
courage in the young the virt/ie which we 
desiderate, and all such representations 
must therefore be forbidden: they are both 
impious and untrue. 

389 B 8 aXXa p/qv Kal dXr]0ei.av ff. 
On the place of this section in the gene¬ 
ral plan of the Republic see App. I. 

9 ©eotcri p.£v—c’iISel. For the dative 
Oediai see I 330 B n. ev <pap/j.aKOv el'Sei 
(cf. II 382 C, d) implies the usual Socratic 
analogy between body and soul: see on 
II 380 B. 

1 r ov\ airreov ktX. Cf. Laws 916 Eff. 

389 c 15 toiovtovs is omitted by 
Hartman, and is certainly open to doubt. 
The balance of ms evidence is in its 
favour, although a few inferior MSS and 
one MS of Stobaeus (Flor. 46. 95), agree 
with A1 in omitting it. It must either 
mean rulers who act iir' uMpeMq. rijs irb\em, 
or else such rulers as Plato’s. The former 
alternative is not altogether satisfactory, 

and it is difficult not to believe that Plato 
was in reality referring to his own rulers. 
The serious objection to this view is that 
we have not yet heard anything of 
Plato’s rulers: they are not described till 
412 B. I think the solution may be that 
the present section on truth is a later 
addition made by Plato after he had 
written his first account of the rulers in 
Book ill. See also App. I. 

19 Xe-yovTi has caused difficulty, and 
Madvig would expunge the word. The 
explanation is simple enough. pri raX-qdri 
\eyeiv should be repeated between ij and 
7rp6s, and pA] to, ovra \lyovri onus taken 
closely together, ‘or to lie’ (pri TdK-qBij 
\tyeiv understood) ‘ to a pilot about the 
ship and its crew by misrepresenting the 
facts about one’s own condition etc.’ One 
ms of Stobaeus (l.c.) has Xlyovra, which is 
also possible, and could only be explained 
in this way. I have removed the comma 
usually printed after \eyovtl. 

20 XapPavr): sc. 6 dpxuv. Cf. 1347 AM. 
XappdvTjs (Ficinus and Benedictus) gives a 
wrong sense. 

389 D 21 T«v oi—Sovpwv. Od. XVII 
383, 384. KaKtuv is of course neuter. If 
Schneider could shew that this quotation 
refers to a case in which a chieftain in 
Homer did or did not punish a b-qpiovp- 
ybs for lying, he would make out a 
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KoXdcret, to? emrijBevpta eladyovra 7roXeco? marrep vews dvarperr- 

rucov re ical oXeOptov. 'Ejdv ye, 1) 8’ 09, erri ye Xoyco epya 

25 reXrjrai. 

Ti Be; aw(ppoavvt]<; dpa ov Berjcrei rjp.lv roz? veaviais; IIco? B' 

ov; Xwcfrpoavvrjs Be to? 7rXijdei ov ra roidBe p.eytara, dp^ovrcov 

pev vnttjkoovs elvai, avrovs Be dp^ovra1; rwv 1 7repl 7t6tou? ical E 

a<ppobiaia kcu irepi eocooas 7]dovcov; tj^ocye ootcet. la roiaoe 

30 (f)t](Top,€v, olpLai, /caAco? Xeyeo9cu, ola teal 'Opijpcp Aiop,r)8r)<; Xeyei, 

Terra, auo7rrj rjcro, ep.a> S’ emrreiOeo pvdcp, 

ical ra rovrcov eyopeva, ra 

laav pevea rrveiovres 'K^atol, 

aiyfj, BeiBcores ar) pdvro pas, 

35 teal oaa aXXa roiavra. KaXtw?. Ti Be; rd roid.Be 

oivofiapes, kvv'os oppar e^cov, KpaBiijv B eXacfroio 

23. KoXdaei ws II: KoXaaecos A. 

prima facie case for his view that Plato 
is here prescribing canons for poetical 
representations, but there is nothing of 
this in Homer; and we must suppose 
that Plato is speaking here of his own 
citizens. See App. I. 

24 eav ye—TtXfjTcu does not mean ‘if 
our theory is carried out’ (J. and C.) or 
‘if our ideal city is ever realised ’ (Rettig). 
Such a remark would be frigid and super¬ 
fluous. The meaning is merely that the 
ruler will first use words, but, if these fail, 
he will afterwards proceed to deeds i.e. 
KoXaaec. The first ye assents : the second 
enters a caveat, Ipya reXijrai = Ipyuv rtXos 
ylyvr)Ttu. 

27 (roxj>po<rvvr]s 8e—peyicrTa: ‘for the 
mass of men, are not the cardinal points 
of temperance such as these?’ (Jebb on 
Soph. O. C. 20 paKpav yap cos yipovrt 
Trpov<TTaXr)s boov—a precise parallel). 
There is no authority for interpreting 
these words (with Stallbaum, Hartman 
etc.) as ‘plerumque’ ‘in universum.’ 
Plato is warning us not to regard his 
account of crcotppoavvi) here as scientifi¬ 
cally accurate and complete. It is the 
most obvious and conspicuous aspects of 
self-control which poets should chiefly 
impress upon the multitude, and to these 
Plato confines his attention. On the 
Greek conception of aoKppoabvri see the 
passages collected by Nagelsbach, Nach- 
hom. Theol. pp. 227 S'. 

389 e 30 '0|Atjpa>. For this Sand a 
few other mss read trap’ Opr/pui. Schneider 
successfully defends ‘Opi)pip by Arist. 
Pol. 0 5. I339b 7 ob yap 6 Zeus avros <ji.8ei 
Kai Kidapljjei roh woir/rais. The line is 
addressed by Diomede to Sthenelus in II. 
iv 412. 

32 T<1 rovrcov «x.°H-Eva- The two 
verses which Plato here quotes do not 
follow rirra, nuirrj ktX., and do not even 
occur together in our Homer, laav— 
’Axatol is from II. in 8 (of 6’ dp’ laav 
aiy-g pivea ttvcIovtcs ’A^atoi), etyg—arj- 

pdvropas from IV 431. Some editors 
bracket the first verse, but (as Hartman 
points out) it is not likely that a scribe 
should have interpolated a line from II. ill 
before one from II. iv. Plato may be 
guilty of ‘contamination,’ or the lines 
may really have occurred together in his 
text of Homer. J. and C. suggest that 
Plato perhaps did not mean the lines to 
be connected. The objection to this 
view is that aiyy (as in our text of 
Homer, though there it is in a different 
place) goes best with laav, and that laav 
pivea TTveiovres ’Axaiol is not by itself an 
illustration of obedience to rulers, and 
therefore would not be relevant here. 
See on the whole subject of Platonic quo¬ 
tations from Homer, Howes in Harvard 
Studies etc. VI pp. 153—237, with whose 
conclusions (p. 210) I heartily agree. 

36 oivojlapts ktX. Achilles to Aga- 
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390 | /ecu rd tovtcov If?}?, apa /caXco<;, /cal oaa dXXa Tt? ev Xoym r) ev 

nroiycrei elpy/ce veavievpaTa IhicoTcov et? dp^ovTas; Ov /caXoi?. 

03 yap, oifiai, eif? ye acocppoavvrjv veois inriTijheia cucoiieiv. el he 

Tiva aXXrjv rjhovyv nrapeyerai, Oavpacrrov ovhev. rj nrco<; aoi 

cfoalveTai; Ovtcos, ecjorj. 5 

IV. Tt he; nroieiv avhpa rov aoefxoTaTov Xeyovra, &>? ho/cei 

avTw kciXXkttov elvai nravTCOv, orav 

7rapa nrXeai wen, Tpdnre^ai 

B 1 (tItov real /cpeicov, piedv S’ e/c /cprjTr) pos dcjova-crcov 

oivo%6o<; (joopeyai real ey%elr) henraeacri, 10 

ho/cei aoi inriTyheiov elvai 7rpo? iy/cpdreiav eavTOV d/coveiv vew; 
* V 
rj to 

Xip,w S’ oiictkttov daveeiv ical nroTpiov inrianreiv ; 

rj A la, /caOevhovTiov tcov aXXcov deoov T€ ical dvOpwnrcov, ft)?, povo<; 

iypvyopio9 a eftovXevcraTO, tovtcov ntclvtcov pahlox; inriXavdavopievov 15 

C 1 hid trjv tcov dcfopohialcov hnriQvplav, /cal ovtoos e/cnrXayevTa Ihovra 

Tyv "Hpav, oocTTe pvrjh' et? to hwpciTiov edeXeiv eXdeiv, dXX' ai/TOV 

7. veo.vitvp.aT a IT2 q: veaviKeuparo. A: veavuiKevpara H et fortasse II1. 
8. irapa irXiai nos: irapairXeiai vel irapairXeiai AllJJy. 

memnon in II. I 225. The point of this 
illustration is not in the abusive epithets, 
but in the insubordination which they and 
the rest of the speech (rd tovtcov e£?)s) 

express. 
390 A 2 v€avi6v|iaTa. See cr. n. 

The spelling seems established by the 
verb veavreveadai: e.g. Gorg. 482 C. veavi- 

CKevpara has however some authority, for 
veavuTKeiJopai was used (Photius s.v.). 
veaviKeupaTa, to say the least, is doubtful, 
nor is veaviKovv (Photius s.v.) enough to 
justify such a form, in spite of Schneider 
(Addit. p. 19). 

8 irapa irXeai—Seiraecrtri. Odysseus 
in Od. ix 8—10. Our text of Homer has 
irapa 5e irXrjdiom. I have written irapa 

irXlai for irapairXeiaL or irapairXeiai of 
nearly all the MSS. Vat. r and Vind. Bhave 

e t 
irepiirXeiai, Cesenas M irapdirXelai (sic). 
irapdirXeiai (which Howes l.c. p. 205 
thinks Plato found in his text of Homer) 
is in reality a vox nihili; even if it did 
occur, it could not mean ‘almost full,’ as 
L. and S. say : and such a meaning would 
be ludicrously inappropriate here. With 
irapa irXlai cf. Anacr. 94. 1 ed. Bergk 

Kpi/TijpL irapa irXlip olvoirord^wv. See 
my article in Cl. Rev. XI p. 349. 

390 B 13 Xipiv 8’—eirttrireiv. Od. 
XII 342. 

14 rj Ala—6mXav0av6p.£vov. povos 
lypvyopdis refers to II. II 1—4 : the inci¬ 
dent itself is narrated in II. xiv 294 ff. 
For the postponement of the relative a cf. 
IV 425 C. The effect is to throw emphasis 
on p&vos eyppyoptos—that Zeus should 
forget what he had purposely kept awake 
to devise makes the scandal all the worse 
—and brings it into sharper contrast with 
Ka6evS6vT0iv—avOpcmwv. tvs must be 
taken with iiriXavdavipevov, the construc¬ 
tion being p iroidv Aia tvs hriXavdavb- 
pevov: cf. II 383 A. Stallbaum explains 
tvs pbvos iypipyopibs as “ut solus vigil”: 
while J. and C. supply aKobeiv after 17. 

Neither view seems to me at all satis¬ 
factory. The text has been often called 
in question. Instead of tvs Hermann 
reads /cal: Herwerden and Richards sug¬ 
gest baa (dropping a before ifiovXevoaTo). 
The best emendation is perhaps Jackson’s 
els for tvs (Journal of Phil. IV p. 147), 
but I see no good reason why tvs cannot be 
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/3ovXo(ievov 'yap.aX %vyyLyveadai, Kal Xeyovra o>? ovtcos bnro inri- 

6vp,Las e%erai, cos ov8' ore to nrpwrov ecfioircov nrpos aXXnjXo vs 

20 cfriXovs Xi]6ovre rotcr/as; ov8e "Apecos re Kal ' Acf)po8iTr)s bnro 

H <f)alarov 8eapiov 81 ere pa roiavra. Ou p,a tov Ala, rj 8' os, 

ov p.01 cpalverai ennTi)8eiov. ’AAA’ ' ei nrob rives, Vv S’ e’^co, D 

Kaprepiai nrpos anravra Kal Xeyovrav Kal nrpcnTovTai bnro eXXo- 

ylp,cov dv8pcov, deareov re Kal aKovcrreov, olov Kal to 

25 arrjdos 8e nrXrj^as Kpa8it]v rjvinranre pvvQco' 

rerXaOi 8rj, KpaSirj• Kal Kvvrepov aXXo nror' erXrjs. 

Wavranracn piev ovv, ecfyq. Ov p,ev 8rj 8o)po8oKov9 ye eareov elvai 

robs av8pas ob8e cf)iXo^pr]puiTovs. 1 Ob8ap.cbs. Ob8' tiareov abrols E 
H 

OTL 

30 8cbpa 0eovs nrelOei, 8wp' al8oiovs (3acriXfjas' 

ob8e tov tov 'A^iXXecos nrai8ayu>y'ov <t>OLViKa enraivereov, cos fierpicos 

eXeye avp./3ovXevcov abrco 8bbpa piev Xafiovn inrapvveiv tols 

’A^aiols, avev 8e 8cbpcov, pvrj dnraXXaTTeadai rrjs pnrjvios. ob8' 

avrov tov 'A^iXXea atjuoaopiev ov8’ opioXoyyaopiev ov too <f>iXo- 

construed with emXavBavbpevov. The 
pause which on this view is necessary 
after c!js helps still further to increase the 
stress on pbvos eypjjyopus, which Plato 
certainly intended to emphasize. 

390 C 18 povXoptvov—TOKrjas. /3ou- 
Xbpevov is not otiose after e9e\eiv (as 
Hartman alleges): ‘ to wish ’ (/3ob\e<rBai) 
and ‘ to be willing ’ (eBeXeiv) are different 
ideas. The same critic also rejects kcU 

before Xe-yovra “quia ea verba excusa- 
tionem too eBeXeiv humi consuescere 
continent ”; but it is more effective to 
represent so gross an utterance as an 
additional part of the picture. For epotrav 
irpbs cf. Lys. 1 15, 19, where the meaning 
is the same. Herwerden should not have 
wished to replace the preposition by irapa. 
In Homer the line els ebvty (poirbovre 
(piXovs Xrjdovre roKpas (II. XIV 296) is 
not said by Zeus, as Plato—doubtless in¬ 
tentionally, to increase the effect—makes 
it appear to be. 

20 "Apecus—8«crpov. Od. VIII 266 ff. 

Seapbv is still under the government of 
iroieiv. 

390 D 23 Kal XtyovTai Kal irpar- 

rovTai ktX. : ‘ are either described or 
done by famous men’ etc. : described e.g. 
in poetry by Homer’s heroes, or done in 

actual life before our eyes. Beariov refers 
to irparrovrai, aKovareov to Xeyovrai by 
the usual chiasmus. J. and C. translate 
“ performed by famous men or told con¬ 
cerning them,’’understanding irepi iXXoyl- 

pwv avSpdv with Xbyovrai, but this cannot 
be right. 

25 o-TtjOos 8c—?rXr)s. Odysseus in 
Od. xx 17, 18. 

27 SwpoSoKovs ktX. The excessive 
love of money is a sign of aKpareia : so 
that its mention here is relevant enough, 
although the vice was not specifically 
named in 389 D. 

390 e 30 8wpa—PacriXfjas : an old 
saying attributed by some to Hesiod (0i 
pev UcioSeLOV otovrai rbv arlxov Suidas 
s. vv. Supa ktX.). It is referred to by 
Eur. Med. 964 weldeiv oCipa Kal ffeous 
Xdyos. Cf. Nagelsbach Nachhom. Theol. 
II p. 64. 

32 <rupPovX€viti)v. II. IX 515 ff. The 
genitive prjvios, for which a few mss read 
pr/vibos, is natural in paraphrasing Homer. 
Cf. the form OaXeu in x 600 A. 

34 ou8’ opoXoYqvopev. “ Dele futile 
interpretamentum ” exclaims Hartman. 
The words are genuine, and add a new 
point : cf. 391 A tpavai Kal aWwv Xeybv- 

roiv tteldeoBat. 
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XpypiaTov eivai, cccrre 7rapa tov ’Ay a p,ep,vov os Scbpa Aaf3eiv teal 35 

391 Tipiyv av Xafiovra veicpov ci7ro\veiv, \ aWcos Se fiy 'deXeiv. 

Ovkovv SiKaiov ye, eepy, iiraiveiv ra roiavra. ’Okvw Se ye, i)v 

S’ eyco, Si "Opypov Aeyeiv, on ovS’ oaiov ravrd ye Kara ' A-^iWecos 

cpdvai /cal dWcov XeyovTcov TreiQeaQai, /cal av cos 7rpos rov 'AttoWco 

elirev 5 

efiAaifras pd e/caepye, 6ewv oXocbrare 7rdvrav 

y a’ av teiaaipiyv, ei pioi Svvapi'is ye irapely, 

B 1 /cal d>s 7rpos tov 7roTapov, 6eov ovra, dneidws ei%ev /cal pid^ecrOai 

eroiyfto? yv, Kal av tos tov erepov iroTapiov 27rep^eiov iepas Tpfyas 

HarpoKXw ypeo'i, eepy, Kopiyv oiracraipu cpepecrdai, 10 

veKpqi ovti, Kal on? eSpacrev tovto, ov 'Keiareov. to? T6 av ^E/c-ropo? 

eX^eis 7repl to aypia to HaTpoKXov Kal td? twv ^coypydevTwv 

aepayas eh Tyv irvpclv, %vpnravTa Taxna ov (pyaopev dXrjdrj eipyaOai, 

C ovS’ edaopiev ireldeadai tovs 1 ypieTepovs, &>? 'A^iXXevs, Oecis wv 

7rat? /cal IT^Aeft)?, acocppoveGTciTov T€ Kal TpiTov airo Aios, /cal u7ro 15 

7"ft> aotficoTaTw Xeipcovi TeOpappievos, ToaavTys yv Tapani]$ 7r\e&)?, 

coctt e\eiv ev avTco voaypaTe Svo ivavTico aWyXoiv, dveXevdeplav 

pi€Ta cpiXo^pypaTias Kal av vuepycpavlav decov Te Kal dvOpcottcov, 

’Opdcbs, eepy, Xeyeis. 

V. to'ivvv, yv S’ eydo, piySe TaSe 7rei6wpie6a piyS' eobpiev 20 

D Xeyeiv, ft>? Sycrevs UoaeiSwvos vos Tleipidovs re 1 Aios coppiyaav 

ovtcos eVl Seivas upvayds, piySe tiv aXXov deov iralSd Te Kal ypco 

11. aXKov II: aXXov A, sed u puncto notavit A2. 

35 Suipa Xa|3«tv. II. XIX 278 ff. 

Plato is unjust to Achilles : see ib. 147 ff. 
(J. and C.). 

36 Ti|irjv kt\. II. XXIV 502, 555, 

594- 
391 a 1 uXXws—IGcXeiv is again un¬ 

fair : see II. l.c. 560. 

6 ?pXa»J/as—irapar). II. XXII 15, 20. 

391 B 8 Trorapov. Scamander : II. 

XXI T30—132, 212—226, 233 ff. 

9 Kal au ktX. tbs should be repeated 
with £<p-i7 (J. and C.). Herwerden rejects 
both tov and Zirepxeiov, the former be¬ 
cause he thinks the article would suggest 
the Simois. Why should it not specify 
the other river towards which Achilles 
(according to Plato) shewed insubordina¬ 
tion? Plato (as Hartman remarks) has 
just as much right to mention the river’s 

name as that of Achilles’ tutor (390 e). 

The reference is to II. xxm 140—151. 
Although the locks were ‘ sacred to Sper- 
cheius,’ the vow was nevertheless con¬ 
ditional on Achilles’ safe return, which he 
knew was hopeless. This is the reason 
which Achilles gives for offering his locks 
to the shade of Patroclus rather than to 
Spercheius : ib. 150. oTrdo’ai/j.i—‘suffer 
me to give ’—is in reality a prayer to the 
Spercheius. 

11 “Ektopos 2X£eis. //. xxiv 14 ff. 

13 <rc()ayds //• xxm 175 ff. 
391 c 15 TpCrou airo Aios. Peleus’ 

father, Aeacus, was son of Zeus. 
20 p.T]8e—pr|86. Bekker read pr)re— 

pijre; but raSe is of course ne haec 
quidem. 

391 D 21 (upp^crav—apira-yas. Pi- 
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roXppcrai av Betva ical a<ref3f} ipydaacrdai, ola vvv KarayJrevBovTcu 

clvtwv dWd trpoaavay/cd^wpev tovs 7roipTa<; r) pup tovtmv avra 

25 epya (pdvcu, rj toutou? prj elvai 6eu>v 7ralSas, dpcfrorepa Be prj 

Xeyecv, prjBe r)plv em^ecpelv rreidetv rov? veovs, &>? 01 deol iccucd 

yevvwaiv, koX tfpwes avdpdnrwv ovBev (3e\rLov<;. oirep 1 yap ev rot? E 

7Tpoadev ekeyopev, ov9' oaia ravra ovre d\p6rj. erreBeL^apev yap 

7rov, on eic Oecov /cared yiyveaOai dBvvarov. TTw? 7dp ov; Kat prpr 

30 Tot? ye d/covovcrtv ftXa/Sepd. 7ra? yap eavrw %vyyvwpyv e£ei 

/ca/cw ovn, irecadel'i at? dpa rocavra rcpdrrovcriv re ical err parr ov 

/cal 

oi 9ed>v dy^icnropoi, 

<oi> Zrjvo9 eyyv<;, u>v /car' ’I Balov rrdyov 

35 A cos 7rarpepov fiorpos iar' ev aiOepv, 

/cal ov 7red acfiiv e ^IrrjXov alpa Baipovcav. 

(Lv eve/ca rravareov tovs tolovtov'> pv6ov<;, pi] rjplv ttoWtjv ev%e- 

pecav | evr'acrwac rot? veoi<; 7TOvrjpLas. KoptBjj pev ovv, ecjrrj. 392 

34. oi Bekker: om. codd. up 3q: up All. 

rithous assisted Theseus to abduct Helen : 
and Theseus Pirithous in his attempt to 
carry off Persephone from the lower 
world, ovtus belongs to SeiPas : the 
order is regular and idiomatic: cf. Ap. 36 A, 
Symp. 192 c al. Sophocles and Euripides 
each wrote a play called ‘ Theseus ’: but 
Plato is probably alluding to some epic 
Theseis. Cf. Kinkel Epic. Gr. Frag. 
p. 217. 

24 avra is censured by Heller, who 
conjectures roiavra, while Hartman keeps 
aura but rejects Ipya. Stallbaum says 
we should expect ravra for avrd : but 
ravra would be too precise, avrd means 
simply ‘the actions in question.’ Cf. 
I 339 e n. The turn of the sentence 
recalls II 380 A rj ov deou tpya eariop 
avra \iyeip rj kt\. Cf. also infra 408 C. 

26 KaKa. Hartman approves Cobet’s 
conjecture Karovs, “cum yeppup hie trans- 
laticiam vim non obtineat.” Why not? 
Cf. Kara ylypecrffai just below. rarobs 
would be extremely tame and common¬ 
place. 

391 E 27 tv toIs irp6(T0€V. II 378 B, 

380 C. 
31 dpa : II 358 C n. 
32 oi—8aipova>v. From Aeschylus’ 

ATiobe: see Dindorf Fr. 155. The passage 
js also quoted in part by Strabo (xil 8. 21), 

from whom it appears that Niobe is the 
speaker, and that oi deup dygiirwopoi are 
her father Tantalus and his kindred (oi 
ircpl TavraXov). up—aide pi means‘whose 
is the altar to ancestral Zeus on Mount 
Ida high in heaven,’ i.e. their Beds ira- 
rpipos is Zeus (who was Tantalus’ father), 
and they worship him on the heights of 
Ida. Tantalus’ territory extended to Ida: 
see Strabo l.c. 6 TdvraXos \tyei aireipu 
S’ apovpap SuSex' vpepup o86p, \ Bepirvpra 
Xupop, ZpB’ ’ ASpaoreias e5os|T5tj re 
pvKrjdpoin rat ppuxvpaaip | rrpirrovori yuij- 
\up. For up rar’ ’ISatov Trayop Strabo 
has oh ip ’ISaiip irdyui, a much inferior 
reading, rai before odwu may be Plato’s 
(so Stallbaum and others),—in which case 
the last line is from a different part of the 
play,—but is much more likely to come 
from Aeschylus, the resolution of koSttu 

being due to Plato. The line follows 
naturally on the others, and is not suffi¬ 
ciently important to have been selected 
from a different context. The verses are 
complete in themselves, and present a 
stately picture of the sons of the gods, 
which is the only reason why they are 
cited here. 

392 a—C So much for legends about 
gods, heroes, daemons, and the unseen 
world: it remains to determine what shall 



392 C] TTOAITEIAC V 143 

Tt ovv, r/v 8' eyd>, yuiv 6T1 Xoltvov etSo? Xoycov irepL opt^o/zeVot? 

o7ov<? re Xe/CTeov /cal pep; irepl yap 9ewv co? 8el Xeyecrdai eipyrai, 

/cal 7repl 8aip,ova)v re /cal ypdxov ical tmv iv r'Ai8ov. Ylavv pelv 

ovv. Ov/covv /cal 7repl uvOpdnrcov to Xolttov eiy av; AyXa Sy. 5 

’ASvvarov 8y, d> cfiiXe, ypiiv tovto ye iv t<m TvapovTi rd^ai. IIw?; 

"Otl olpcai ypca<i ipeiv, w? cipa /cal 7roiyral /cal XoyoTroiol ica/ccbs 

B Xeyovcnv 1 irepl dvdpunrcov ra /.ceycara, otl elcrlv dSi/coi pcev, 

evSaipioves 8e 7toXXol, 8i/ca;oi 8e clQXlol, /cal &>? XvaiTeAei to 

dSucelv, iciv XavOdvy, y 8e Sucaioavvy dXXoTpiov pcev dyaOov, 10 

ol/ceia 8e £ypda• /cal Ta piev TOiavTa direpeiv Xeyeiv, ta 8' ivavTia 

tovtcov 7TpocrTa^eiv a8eiv T6 /cal pivdoXoyeLW y ov/c oiei; E3 p,ev 

ovv, eeby, ol8a. Ov/covv iav op,oXoyfj<; opdebs pee Xeyeiv, cfryaio 

<xe dopioXoyy/cevai a. 7raXai IjyTovpiev; ’Opdoos, eepy, v7reXa/3e<;. 

C 1 Ov/covv 7repl dvOpd/TTcov otl tolovtov'? 8ei Xoyovs Xeyeadai, tots 15 

8iop.oXoyya6p.e6a, OTav evpcopcev, olov iciTiv 8i/caioavvy, /cal tbs 

2. pplv II: om. A. wlpi opi£op/4vois q: irepi.opi£op.ev oh A: irepiop/^o- 
pdvo/s IIS. 14. frTovfiev Stallbaum (cum Ficino): i'^t/Tovpev codd. 

♦ 

be said about men. But on this subject 
we cannot lay down rules until we have 
discovered the nature of Justice, and proved 
that Justice benefits the just, apart from 
all appearances. 

392 a 2 t£ ovv kt\. This is the 
a\Tidls eiSos \bytav. Plato has prescribed 
canons for the pevSeh \6yoi or legends 
about gods etc.; but rules for aXr/deh 
\6y01, i.e. \oyoi relating to men and 
human affairs, cannot be drawn up with¬ 
out begging the conclusion which the 
Republic seeks to establish. See also on 
II 376 E. 

r](uv. See cr. n. Without iip.lv, we 
should have rots \byuv ir4pi opfoplvois. I 
agree with Hartman and the majority of 
editors in retaining the word. See 
Introd. § 5. 

6 dSiivaTov Srj. For S17 Stallbaum 
approves Ast’s conjecture 84. 81 would 
be too weak, if the meaning were ad¬ 
versative, but it is not. 5ij is only ‘well’: 
cf. 11-368 A (Schneider). 

7 Kal iroiijTal Kal Xo-yoiroiot. On Xo- 
yoiroiol see 11 365 E n. ; and for the state¬ 
ment itself Laws 660 E ff., 662 B. 

392 B 10 d\\oTpi.ov — d"ya0dv. I 

343 c »• 
74 ^tjrovpev. Stallbaum’s conjecture 

—see cr. n.—is now generally accepted. 

e^pTovpev would imply that the discussion 
had changed, but it has not. Cf. IV 

420 C 3 rrdXai ^y/TOv/cev. 
392 c 15 Tore 8iopoXo-yr)o-ope0a ktX. 

This is not “an ironical or fanciful excuse 
for varying the order of the subject” (J. 
and C.), for if Socrates declared at this 
stage that justice is a good for its posses¬ 
sor he would in point of fact be presup¬ 
posing the results of the whole investi¬ 
gation. See ix 588 B—592 b. Others 
(e.g. Hirzel der Dialog p. 237 n.) have 
taken r6re 8/op.o\oyr)o6p.eda as a hint of 
the additional discussion on Poetry in 
Book x: but there is nothing either here 
or in that book to justify any such inter¬ 
pretation. Cf. x 595 a n. What Plato’s 
regulations about \byoi irepl avdponrcov 
would have been may be easily gathered 
from the end of Book IX and x 608 c ff., 
although the subject is nowhere specifi¬ 
cally and expressly resumed in the Repub¬ 
lic. Cf. I 347 E n. 

392 c—394 D We have now finished 
our treatment of the subject-matter of poetry, 
and have next to discuss its form. All 
composition is in a certain sense narrative, 
narrating things past, present or future. 
Narration in this sense may be either (1) 
simple and unmixed, (2) imitative, (j) both 
simple and imitative. Homer furnishes 
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cfivaei XvacreXovv tu> 6%ovti, idv re So/cfj idv re per) tolovtos elvai; 

’AXrjOearaTa, i(f)y. 

VI. la fiev orj Xoyeov irepi e^ero) reXos, to oe Aefeco?, co? e^ct) 

20 olpcai, peera tovto cnceirreov, /cal rjpccv a re Xe/creov koI o>? Xetcreov 

TravreXoas icnce-^rercu. real 6 ’ ASeipcavros, Tovto, rj S' o?, ov 

f.LavOdvw 6 tl Xeyeis. ’AXXa pcevroi, 1 r/v S’ eyda, Set ye. taw? D 

ovv tfjSe pcaXXov eicrei. dp' ov rravra, oaa vito pcvOoXoywv rj 

7ron]Tcov Xeyerai, Snjyjjcris ovaa rvy^dvei rj yeyovoroov rj ovtcov 

257) peXXovrwv; TL yap, t<fir), aXXo; ’Ap’ ovv oi)(l r/roi drrXfj 

Scrjyijaec, 7) Sea, pupc7)creu><; yiyvopcevr), rj Sc dpctyorepwv rrepaivovaev; 

Kat tovto, 77 S' 05, ere Seopcac aacfiearepov pcaOecv. TeXoto?, r/v 

S' eyed, eocKa ScSdcncaXo<; eivac kcll daatp/j'i. wenrep ovv ol dSvvaroi 

Xeyeiv, ov /card oXov 1 aXX’ d'troXa^drv pcepo? tl Treipdaopcac erot E 

30 ev TOVTtp SpXwaac 6 /3ovXopcai. teal poc elire • eTTLaraaaL rrjs 

’iXtaSo? ta TTporra, ev ol? o 7rot^ri?? (ppai tov pcev Xpvcrrjv SecaOac 

tov ' Ay a pee pevov os diroXvaai trjv Ovyarepa, tov Se '^aXeTralveev, 

tov Se, i7recSr) ovtc ervy%avev, | Karev^eadac tcov ' A^aeorv 7rpos tov 393 

deov; '‘JLywye. O2a0' ovv, ore pe^pe pev tovtcdv twv e7rcov, 

Kac eXiaaero trdvTas 'A^aiovs, 

' At peeSa Se pdXeaTa Svco, /cocrpeprope Xawv, 

an example of the third kind: his poetry 
is purely narrative, when he is speakmg in 
propria persona, it is imitative, when he 
puts his words into the mouth of any of 
his characters. Tragedy and Comedy ex¬ 
emplify the imitative style. The best 
example of the purely narrative is the 
Dithyramb, of the third or mixed variety, 
the Epic. Which of these forms shall we 
admit, and on what occasions? 

392 cff. That Poetry and Art are a 
species of /j.lfii)<ns, was an accepted canon 
in Greece even before the time of Plato: 
see Butcher Aristotle's Theory of Poetry 
and Fine Arp p. 121. Starting from this 
principle, Plato gradually deepens and 
intensifies the connotation of /d/iyots as 
the dialogue advances. At first, the 
word denotes a specific variety of style— 
the dramatic as opposed to the narrative 
(392 D—394 d). But as according to 
Plato style is at once the expression of, 
and also exercises a reflex influence on, 
the soul (400 D n.), nlnnais begins to 
assume an ethical import and is used to 
express imitation or assimilation in matters 

appertaining to or bearing upon cha¬ 
racter and conduct (394 E, 395 c nn.: cf. 
also 401 b—404 c). Finally, in Book x, 
after the psychological point of view has 
been superseded by the metaphysical, 
the word acquires an ontological or me¬ 
taphysical significance: see on x 595c. 
On the subject generally, reference may 
be made to the dissertation of Abeken 
de /uiiTjctaos apud Platonem et Aristotelem 
notione. 

19 to Se Xe'|etos. Hartman approves 
the variant ra 8( Xfeios: but the subject 
of Xffts is better treated as a unity until 
it has been subdivided. 

392 D 23 (ivOoXoyiov fj irouproiv. 
/ivOo\6yuv is said so as to include writers 
of fevdot in prose: cf. 394 B and II 365 Kit. 

28 wtrirep ovv ktX. Plato means 
that poor speakers cannot grapple with 
an abstract notion, but use a part of it, 
i.e. a concrete example, oil Kara o\ov 

kt\. may be illustrated from Symp. 
205 B, C. 

393 A 3 Kal eXia-o-6TO—Xawv. Jl. 
I 15, 16. Leaf reads \i<r<rero because 
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Xeyec Te avros 6 iroLpTpt; teal ovSe eirb^ebpel ppwv Tpv Sbdvobav 5 

aXXoae Tpeirebv, &>9 «Wo9 Ti<? 6 Xeycov p avTO<;' ra Se /actci ravra 

B 1 (bairep avros dv 6 Xpvaps Xeyec /ecu 7Teiparcu ppa<; o tl paXcaTa 

Troepaab pp "Opppov So/ceiv eivcu tov XeyovTa, dXXa tov iepea, 

TrpeafivTrjv ovra. /cal Tpv dXXpv Sp irdcrav ay^edbv tl ovtco 

TTS'jroipTaL Sbpypabv 7repi re tmv ev ’IXiw /cal 7repl twv ev 'lOcucrj 10 

/cal oXp 0Svaaeia iraOppaTcov. Tiavv pev ovv, eefrp. Ov/covv 

Sbpypab<; pev eanv /cal orav ta? ppaebs e/cdcrTOTe Xeyp /cal OTav 

td pera^ii twv ppcrecov; IIco? yap ov; ’AXX’ orav ye tlvu Xeyp 

C pperev <#9 Tt? 1 aXXo9 gov, dp’ ov Tore opocovv avTov <f>7)cropev 6 ti 

pdXiara Tpv avrov Xe^bv e/cdcrTW, ov av irpoeiirp &>9 epovvra; 15 

<Ppaopev’ tl yap; Ov/covv to ye opoiovv eavrov aXXw p /card 

cjxovpv p /card cr^ppa pcpeladal iartv e/celvov w av tls opobol; 

Tt ppv; ’Ey Sp tw tolovtw, 009 eob/cev, o5to<? Te /cal oi aXXob 

Troipral Sea piprjaecos Tpv Sbpypacv TvobovvTab. Ilayy pev ovv. 

Et Se ye ppSapov eavrov divoKpvTrTObTO 6 Trocpr/p, Tvaua av avtc3 20 

D avev peppaea/e; p Tvoipcri^ re /cal Sbpypacv yeyovvla elp. 1 I'va Se pp 

ebTrp'i, otl ov/c av pavddvecs, oVa)? av tovto yevo/TO, eyw cf/pdaco. 

el yap 'Opppos etVaiy, oTt pXdev 6 lXpvcrp<; Tps re Ovyarpd> XvTpa 

(fiepcov /cal L/cerp9 tcov ’Kyabwv, paXurTa Se twv /3aabXewv, pera 

tovto pp &>9 X-pvap1; yevopevos eXeyev, dXX’ ert 009 'Opppos, oiad' 25 

otl ov/c av plppavi pv dXX' aTrXp S/pypaLS. ei^e S’ av cbSe 7ra)9‘ 

cppaaco Se avev peTpov' ov ydp elpu TroipTi/cos’ eXdcov 0 iepevs 

E pvyeTO 1 e/celvoL<; pev tov9 6eov9 Sovvac eXovTa<; ttjv Tpolav avTov*? 

aorOpvai, Tpv Se QvyaTepa oi Xvaau Se^apevov; dirobva /cal tov 

debv alSeadevTac;. TavTa Se ebTrovTos avTov oi pev aXXob ecreftovTO 30 

“Xitrtrofiat apparently had a second initial 
consonant, and is never preceded by a 
short vowel.” The word had probably 
been Atticised by Plato’s time. 

393 B 8 SoKelv—ovTa. SokcTv is 
here ‘to fancy’ not ‘to seem.’ Contrast 
II 381 E ri/up 7roio0crt SoKelv a<pas 7ravro- 

5a7roi>s (paiveudai—a passage which is 
cited by Hartman to justify 7roi^crat as 
against the variant irelaai. 

10 TrfpC T6 twv—iraOripaTwy. This 
clause is rejected by Herwerden. The 
difficulty—which lies in the collocation 
of ’I0a/qj the place and ’OSutraeig. the 
poem—is no doubt lessened by reading 
(with Richards) ko.1 £v or nav before o\y, 
but does not wholly disappear. Possibly 
the last twelve books of the Odyssey, in 

which the scene is Ithaca, were sometimes 
known collectively as T(?d/c?;. 

393 D, E 23 otl fj\0ev—Pao-tX^wv 

paraphrases II. I 12—16. 
25 ws XpucrT|s -yevopevos: ‘as if he 

had been transformed into Chryses,’ not 
merely ‘in the person of Chryses’ (Jowett). 
In ‘simple narrative’ he is Homer: when 
Chryses begins to speak, he becomes 
Chryses. Cf. 393 B uttrirep aiiros wv 6 
Xpijor]s (‘as if he himself were Chryses ’). 

27 4X.0wv—al8eo-0evTas. II. I 17—21. 
The emphatic avrobs accurately represents 
Homer’s vpuv ptv. For XOtrai H. Wolf 
conjectured 6.iro\vao.L\ but Plato is closely 
following Homer, who has Mature, rbv 
6ebv is Apollo. 

30 ravra 8£—PeXtcriv. II. I 22— 

IQ A. P. 
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Kal ervvrjvovv, 0 Be 'Ayapepveov pypiaivev evTeXXopevo<; vvv re 

airievai Kal avdis pr) iXOelv, pr) avra> to re aKr/Trrpov Kal ra tov 

6eov areppara ovk etrapKeaoi • 7Tplv Be XvOrjvai avTov rr/v Ovyarepa, 

ev "Apyei eefrrj yypdejeiv per a ov• cnrievaL S' eKeXevev Kal prj 

35 epeOi^etv, iva crw<; o'UaBe | eX9oi. 6 Be 7rpea/3vTT)<; d.Kovaa<; eBeurev 394 

re Kal carpel aiyp, enro^copijerae; Be eK tov arparoTreBov 7roXXd 

tm ’A7roXXcovi T)v%eTO, Ta? re eacowpla^ tov deov avaKaXcov Kal 

v7ropipvfiGK(0v Kal e'nraiTedv, el' tl irdnroTe r) ev vaedv oiKoBoppaeaiv 

5 1) ev lepcdv 6vaiais Keyapicrpevov BcopijaaiTO • edv Bp KaTpv%€TO 

Teicrai tovs 'Agatovs ra a BciKpva rot? eKeivov [BeXecnv. ovtcos, 

r/v 8' eyed, cu eTalpe, avev 1 peppaea)? dirXp Bipypaa; yiyveTai. B 

XlavOdvco, ee\>p. 

VII. Mdvdave toivvv, pv B' eyed, oti TavTrj<; av ivavTia 

10 ylyveTai, OTav tis Tel tov iroipTov Tel peTa^v toov ppereaiv e^aipcdv 

tcl dpoi/3aia KaTaXeiirp. Kat tovto, eepp, pavOaveo, oti eaTiv 

to 7repl ta? tpayepBla<; toiovtov. 'OpdoTaTa, eef>pv, inreXa/Be^, 

42. The paraphrasis is accurate, and 
Plato leaves nothing essential out. There 
is no sign that his text differed from ours 
in this passage. 

32 (J.r)—ovk eirapKecroi. inapKiaoi 
presupposes inapKecret in the narratio 
recta: Homer has pq vO rot ov xPaL<TtJ-V 
aierjiTTpov Kal arippa Oeoio. It is usual 
to regard this sentence as final: if so, it 
is the solitary instance in Plato where 
the future after a final pq must be 
admitted. See Weber in Schanz’s Bei- 
trage II 2, p. 60 and Goodwin MT. pp. 
45, 91. The nearest parallel is Euthyph. 
15 D aWa Kal robs deot/s av iSeirras napa- 
KivSuveueiv, pq ovk opdu/s avrb noiqaois, 
where pq depends on a verb of fearing. 
It is better, both in point of grammar and 
of sense, to regard this sentence also as 
expressing apprehension (‘for fear lest’), 
although no verb of fearing is present. 
It is not final in any proper sense of the 
word. Bekker read inapKiaeie, saying 
that 0 has inapKiae/ev. 

34 pf| fpe0r^eiv. Valckenaer’s conjec¬ 
ture pq i ipedijyiv (pq p ipiOife in Homer) 
is attractive in view of ra a SaKpva in 
394 A for Homer’s ipa SaKpva, and be¬ 
cause it provides an object for ipeOlpiv. 

Plato uses the pronoun tolerably often 
(e.g. in 1 327 B, x 617 E, Symp. 175 c, 
223 B): other Attic writers seldom, if 
ever (Kuhner-Blass Gr. d. Gr. Apr. I 

p. 592). It is not however clear that 
ipedlfeiv could not be used without an 
object expressed, and I therefore revert 
to the ms reading. 

394 a 4 tvvaiovolKoSoprj<r€<riv shews 
that Plato understood Homer’s ipepa (el 
nori rot xapGvr' ini vqov l pep a) of build¬ 
ing. According to Leaf, ipepa seems to 
denote the most primitive form of temple 
—“a mere roof to protect the image of a 
god standing in a grove.” 

6 Tftcrcu—(BeXfo-iv. ’A xacous is of course 
the subject to reurai (‘pay for,’ ‘expiate’): 
in Homer it is rlaeeav Aavaol ipa SaKpva 
troicri (SiXeacnv. The translation ‘that he 
would avenge his tears upon the Achae- 
ans’ (D. and V.) is wrong, a is appa¬ 
rently a solitary instance of Ss= ‘suus’ in 
Attic prose (Kiihner-Blass l.c. 1 1, p. 
602). Plato chooses the word because 
it expresses Homer’s ipa briefly and 
neatly, rather than from any conscious 
desire to make the paraphrase archaic. 

394 b 12 rpayipSCas. Adimantus 
quotes a single concrete instance—‘ trage¬ 
dies ’—to shew that he now apprehends 
the meaning of plpqais. Socrates, out of 
politeness and because he wishes to make 
progress, interprets this as a recognition 
of the imitative character of Tragedy and 
Comedy in general (aianep <rii Xiyeit 
rpay/pSla re Kal Ko/pqiSia), as in point of 
fact it virtually is. wanep aS Xiyeis is not 
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Kal oepeai croc tjStj brjAovv 0 epeirpoadev ov% olos f rj, ore Tr)? 

C Trotpaeco^ re Kal fivdoXoyuas rj peev Sea peeper) cr ears 1 oXrj early, 

&airep av Aeyecs, rpaycobea re Kal Kcopcpbla, rj Se Sc d'lrayyeAcas 15 

avrov rod ttoctjtov’ evpoa S' ccv avrrjv peaXeard 7tov iv ScdvpdpcjBoc?• 

7] S' av Sc apecfroTepcov ev re rf) rwv irrwv 1rovpaec, 7roWa^ov Se Kal 

aX\o0e, e’e pcoc pcav0dvees. ’AXXri ^vverjpcc, etyi7, o rore eftovAov 

Xeyeev. Kat to 7rpo rovrov Sr) avapevpadpre, ore eepapeev, a. peev 

XeKriov, pSp eeppadae, o>? Se XeKreov, ere aKe-rrreov ecvac. AXXa 20 

D peepcvypeac. Tovro roevvv avro pv o eXeyov, 1 ore XPe^V ScopoXoyp- 

aaadac, rrorepov eaaopcev too? 7rocprd<; peepeovpeevov<; ppeev ra? 

Scpypaec9 iroceladac, rj ra peev pecpeovpeevovs, ra Se pep, Kal brrola 

eKarepa, rj ovSe pccpcecadac. Alavrevopeac, ecfrp, aKoireladac ae, e'ere 

TrapaSe^opceOa rpayupSlav re Kal KwpcwScav et? rpv iroXcv, e’ere Kal 25 

ov. ’Icra)?, pv S' iyeb• t<xa)? Se Kal TrXeeco ere rovrcov’ ov yap Sp 

eycoye rreo oeSa, a-XX’ birr) av 6 Xo^yo? warrep rrvevpca (f>epp, ravrp 

E ireov. Kcu /caAco? y, eejip, Xeyecs. 1 ToSe roevvv, co 'ASecpcavre, 

true in the beggarly literal sense of \byav, 
but it is sufficiently so for polite conver¬ 
sation. To insert—with Herwerden and 
Hartman—re <cai /cw/rySlas after rpayifiSias 
seems to me unnecessary and pedantic. 

394 c 16 eilpots 8’av—8c0vpap.|3oi5. 
The dithyramb was at first purely narra¬ 
tive or nearly so; it afterwards became 
mimetic (Arist. Probl. xix 15. 9i8b 19). 
Only one of Pindar’s dithyrambic frag¬ 
ments appears to be ‘mimetic’ [Frag. 
74). On the growth and decline of 
the Dithyramb see Smyth Greek Melic 
Poets pp. xliii—lviii. 

17 T€—8e Ka£. II 367 C n. 
18 el! poi pavGriveis : ‘if I can make 

you understand,’ with reference to fiav- 
Bavw in 392 C, 394 B, C. Heindorf’s 
ei’ fj.ov fiavdaveis (as in Phil. 51 c) is at¬ 
tractive, but the corruption is not easy to 
explain, and the MS reading is sufficiently 
defended by I 343 A os ye corny ouSe irpb- 
/3ara—yiyvdxrms (so also Hartman). 

21 tovto—avTo refers to on X9f-f— 

p.ip.elaBai, and Aeyov is ‘ was saying ’ i.e. 
‘was trying to say,’ viz. when I digressed. 

394 D 24 el'Te irapaSe|6pe0a ktX. 

Krohn [PI. St. p. 13) declares this pas¬ 
sage to be inconsistent with 11 373 B, 

where viroKpiral, x°pevral, epyo\&iSoi are 
admitted. He forgets or ignores the fact 
that in § 373 Plato is describing the rpv- 
(pwera mWus, which he is now engaged in 

‘purging’ (399 e). See II 372D n. 
26 tacos Se—tovtojv. In this re¬ 

mark J. and C. find “an anticipation of 
the condemnation of epic poetry in Book 
x.” I cannot see that it does more than 
prepare the way for aXV Sjtt; av—Iriov. 
See on X 595 A. 

394 E—397 D Our guardians must 
not be prone to imitation. We have agreed 
that one man can do but one thing well, 
and it is impossible for one man even to 
imitate two things aright, as we may see 
from the special instances of poetical com¬ 
position and acting. The sole duty of our 
guardians is to make and keep the city 
free; if they practise imitation at all, their 
models must be such as are appropriate 
to the free—that is to say, men of brave and 
virtuous character, for imitation means 
assimilation. Dramatic poetry continu¬ 
ally offends against this cation. In general, 
the good man will not make use of imitation 
except when he is narrating the sayings or 
deeds of the virtuous, or some lapse of the 
vicious into virtue, or sometimes in mere 
play. His style of speech will combine 
plain narrative and imitation, but he will 
use the latter sparingly; whereas the bad 
man will imitate more often than nan-ale, 
and no kind of imitation will come amiss 
to him. In respect of mode and tiene, the 
language of Virtue will be nearly uniform, 
that of Vice varied. 

IO—2 
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adpei, irorepov pip-yTi/covs yp.lv 8ei elvai tovs cf>vXa/ca<; rj ov. 

30 rj /cal tovto Toh epurpoadev etreTai, otl eh e/caaros ev pev av 

iiriTyhevpa icaXco? eiriTrjSevoi, TroXXd S' ov, aXX' el tovto eir/y^e/pol, 

ttoXXcov etyanTO pevos iravToov aTVOTvyyavoi av, uxtt elvai ttov 

eXXoyipos; Tl 8' ov peXXei; Ov/covv ical irepl pipyaea><; 6 avTo? 

X070?, otl 7roXXa 0 avTo<; pipeicrOai ev o/crirep ev ov 8vvaTo<t; 

35 Ov yap ovv. ’S'^oXfj apa e\TUTy8evaei ye tl apa tmv di^icov Xoyov 395 

erKLTi)8evp,aT(i>v /cal ttoXXci pipycreTai /cal eaTai pipyTucox;, evei 

7tov ovhe ta ho/covvTa eyyi/$ dXX/jXcov elvai Svo pipypaTa SvvavTai 

oi ai/Tol apa eii pipeicrOai, olov /ccopwSiav ical TpaywSiav iroiovvTe5. 

5 i) oi/ pipypara apTi tovtco e/cdXeis; 'Eycoye' /cal dXr)0rj ye Xeyei<>, 

otl oi/ SvvavTai oi avToi. Oi/Se prjv paifrwSoi ye /cal inro/cpiTal 

5. pipripara S : pipr/para re A (sed r<£ in litura) II: plp-qpa ti q^: 1x1p.r1iJ.aTe q-. 

394 E 79 irorspov p,ip.qTiKovs ktX. 
The question is not ‘ Are our guardians 
to become dramatic poets?’ but ‘Are 
they to have the imitative habit of m;nd?’ 
The answer is in the negative, and the 
drama is banished because it fosters this 
habit in spectators. Cf. 395 D n. 

30 on—iroXXa 8’ oil explains rots 
Ip-n-pooBeo, as Hartman points out, and 
not tovto, as D. and V. translate. Ip- 
wpooBeo refers to II 370 B. 

32 iroXXwv ktX. suggests, perhaps 
intentionally, tt6\\’ ryn-'iiTTaTO Ipya, xa/ccDs 
S’ ■qirloTo.To iraora. The words uJot’— 

i\\6yipos—equivalent to a neuter accusa¬ 
tive—are undeservedly cancelled by Her- 
werden and Hartman. Translate ‘ he 
will fail in all of them to attain credit¬ 
able distinction’: cf. the adverb kcikQs in 
KaKWi S’ rtwloTOLTo iraora. 

33 ovKovv ktX. The reasoning is a 

fortiori: if two or more departments of 
merely imitative art cannot be represented 
by the same person, still less can imita¬ 
tion be combined with any serious pursuit 
(<7x0X77 &pa kt\.). 

395 A 3 ov8£ Ta 8oKovvTa—iroi- 
ovvt€s. The reverse is affirmed by 
Socrates in Sytnp. 223 D tov aurov aoSpos 

that KwpLipStav /cal rpayipSiao iirioTaodai 
iroieio, /cat too rlxvV TpayipSoiroibo Soto. 

/cat KiopwSoiroibo eloat. The solution is 
that in the Symposium Socrates is apply¬ 
ing to the drama the Socratic principle 
pda imoriipi) s. Sboapxs two eoaorlwo : 
theoretically, therefore, and ideally, the 

tragedian is also capable of writing a 
comedy. In the Republic, on the other 
hand, he is describing Greek dramatic 
art as he found it: for which reason he 
writes Sboaorai and not Sboaior’ 8.0 (a 
corruption in v, wrongly adopted by 
Stallbaum). Cf. Ion 534 c. Aristo¬ 
phanes did not write tragedy, nor the 
tragedians comedy. The passage in the 
Symposium is interesting as an uncon¬ 
scious prophecy of the Shakespearian 
drama. Cf. Reber Plato u. d. Poes/e 
p. 11. 

5 p-ipqpara. See cr. ?i. Former edi¬ 
tors variously read pxprjpara or pcpijpaTe. 
Either is admissible, so far as concerns 
the Greek, but the plural was perhaps— 
owing to the proximity of tovtco—some¬ 
what more likely to be corrupted to the 
dual in this instance than vice versd. Cf. 
X 614 C Svo—xaupara ixoploot d\\-r)\oio 
with n. ad loc. The reading pipppara 

re represents the correction pipy) par a. 
This is, I think, a somewhat simpler 
view than to suppose that an original 
pip-qpaiTe became pipy)pare re by ditto- 
graphy, and tI was afterwards changed 
to to. Roeper, however, pronounces in 
favour of the dual (tie dual, usu PI. 
p. 14), and it must be admitted that duals 
are peculiarly liable to corruption in the 
MSS of the Republic. See In trod. § 5. 

6 paxJ/«8o£—viroKpvrai. Even papio- 
Sol seem to have generally confined them¬ 
selves to a particular poet : see Ion 531 c, 
336 B. 
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dpia. ’A\r)0{]. ’AAA’ ovSe toi inro/cpiTcd tcwpupSois re teal Tpa<yw- 

B Sois 1 oi avToi' vavra Se Taura piipippiaTa. rj ou; MipippeaTa. 

K<u gtl <ye tovtcov, w ’ASeipiavre, tyaiveraL pioi els apatcpoTepa 

icaTCuceKepp<aTLG0cu r) tov avOpwTTOv cfrvais, a>crre dSvvaTOS eivai 10 

TToWd /caAw? pupieia0ai, rj avTci etcelva irpaTTeiv, a>v Srj teal ta 

pupeppeaTci eaTiv dejpopiouopiaTa. 'A\r]0eaTara, r/ S' 09. 

VIII. Ei apa tov 7rpcoTov \6yov Siaawaopiev, too? cfrvXatcas 

rjpiiv Tcbv aXktov vracrcbv Srjpaovpyionv dipeipievovs Seiv eivai Sr/puovp- 

C 7009 1 eXev0epia9 Trjs 7roAe&>? it aw cite pixels teal pirjSev aWo eViT rj- 15 

Seveiv, o rt per] els toOto (jrepei, ovSev Sr) Scot ctv avrovs aAAo 

TrpciTTGLV ovSe pupieia0ai' eav Se pupiwvTai, pupeeiadai to tovtois 

irpoaptcovTa ei)0vs etc 7raiScov, avSpeiovs, oalovs, e\ev- 

0epovs, teal ra rotavra nravra, rd Se dve\ev0epa pep re iroieiv pepre 

Seivovs eivai pupir]aaa0ai, per/Se aXXo pipSev tmv al<r%pwv, iva per] 20 

D etc ttjs pipnjaeons tov eivai cnroXavawaiv. rj ovk fja0r]aai, 1 oti ai 

pupipaei9, eav etc vewv rroppw SiaTeXeawaiv, eis e0rj re teal efrvaiv 

20. v-V II: om. A. 

7 aXA’ oi8t—ol avToi. This was 
true without exception till comparatively 
late times : see Muller Gr. Biihnenalt. 
pp. 185—188. KiopipSois and rpayipSols 

(literally ‘ at the tragedians ’ etc.) are 
local—almost adverbial—datives, regu¬ 
larly used to denote the exhibitions of 
comedies and tragedies : see e.g. Arist. 
Eth. Nic. iv 6. ii23a23, Aesch. in Ctes. 
36, and cf. the Latin use of ‘gladiatoribus ’ 
for ‘ at a gladiatorial show. ’ 

395 B, C ii fj auTa eK€iva irpaTTiiv. 
xaXuis should be repeated with irparreiv, 
and -rj is simply ‘ or,’ not ‘ or else.’ The 
alternative rendering given by J. and C. 
‘ or else—if able to imitate—is not able 
to do the things themselves,’ does violence 
to both grammar and sense. 

14 Srpiioup-yovs «\ev06pias. An arti¬ 
ficial and somewhat strained expression, 
selected in order at once to compare and 
contrast the guardians with other artists. 
They too are artists, and their ipyov is 
Freedom. To iXevdepia Plato attaches 
his own meaning: true freedom lies in 
the subordination of the lower to the 
higher, both in private conduct and in 
political life : cf. Xen. Mem. 1 2. 5, 6 and 
infra IX 577 D, E, x 617 E nn. It is 
in this sense that eXevSepovs is used 
below. 

17 tovtois : viz. rots Sppiovpyois eXev- 
depLas rrjs TrdXeois. 

20 tva |iij— diroXavo-iotriv reveals 
the object of this attack upon the drama: 
cf. II 383 C and infra 401 B. An ad¬ 
mirable illustration of the sentiment is 
quoted by Susemihl from Plut. Sol. 29. 6 
pera SI rpv Oiav irpocrayopevcras (sc. 6 
26Xiov) adrov (viz. rbv Qicrrriv) pp&Tpaev, 

el Toaoiiraiv evavrlov ovk alaxoverai ttjXi- 

Kavra xf/evSipevos. cppaavTos SI rod Qe- 

(TiriSos pp Seivov eXvai tS pera iraiSias 

Xiyeiv roiavra Kal irpdoaeiv, oxpoSpa rj; 
flaKT-qplq. rpv yfjv 6 2iXiov irara^as Taxv 

pdvroi rpv -rraiSidv, irpp, raxjrpv eiraivoCfTes 

Kal TipOvres evppiropev iv rods ovpfioXalois. 

To omit pp (with A and a few other 
MSS), and govern ’iva by pipeladai above 
is grammatically difficult, and gives an 
unsatisfactory sense. The genitive rod 

eivai has been called in question by Plart- 
man (following Ast) on the ground that 
“qui tov eivai (sc. ahrxpol) diroXavtrucnv 

iam sunt turpitudine infecti.” This 
would be true, if Plato had written the 
present diroXadoimv, but the aorist is in- 
gressive, and rod eivai diroXadcriijaiv is 
virtually equivalent to yevwvrai rood' S 
pipodvrai. Few will acquiesce in Ast’s 
conjecture tS eivai, or in Stallbaum’s 
view that tou eivai is a partitive genitive. 
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KadiaravTcu Kal Kara awpa Kal (f)(ovd<; Kal Kara rrjv Bidvoiav; 

Kal pdXa, 7) B' 05. Ou Br) imrpeijropev, r/v 8’ iyu>, o>v (frapev 

25 KrjBeadat Kal Belv avrov5 avBpa? ayaOovs yeveadat, yvvaiKa 

pipelaOai avBpas ovras, rj veav rj rtpea^vrepav, rj dvBpl XoiBopov- 

pevrjv rj vpos 6eov<; ipl^ovaav re Kal peyaXavxovpevrjv, oiopevrjv 

evBalpova eivat,, i) iv £vp<popal<; re Kal rrevdeaiv 1 Kal dpijvoc5 E 

i^opevrjv Kapvovaav Be rj ipwaav r) drBivovaav 1roXXov Kal 

30 Beijaopev. WavrarraaL pev oiiv, rj S’ 05. OvBe ye 8oi>Xa<; re Kal 

BovXov; 7rpdrrovra<; ocra BovXtvv. OvBe rovro. OvBe ye avBpa<; 

KaKov<i, C05 eoLKev, BeiXov5 Te Kal rd ivavria 7rpdrrovra<i div vvv 

Brj el'rropev, KaKTjyopovvrds re Kal KoopcpBoiivras aXXrjXovi Kal 

ala^poXoyovvra5, peOuovras 7) Kal | v7j<povra<;, rj Kal aXXa oaa 396 

oi tolovtoi Kal iv Xoyoi<; Kal iv epyois dpapravovaiv el<> avrov5 

Te Kal et5 dWovs. olpai Be ovBe pacvopevoi<; idiareov acjropoiovv 

avroii5 iv Xoyot5 ovBe iv cpyovs. yvwareov pev yap Kal paivopevovs 

5 Kal 7rov7jpov^ avBpas re Kal yvvaiKa<;, rroirjreov Se ovBev rovrcov 

ovBe piprjreov. ’AXrjdearara, e<p7). Tl Be; rjv 8' iya>- ^aXKevovra<? 

rj n aXXo Brjpiovpyovvra5, rj iXavvovra? rpiTjpeis rj KeXevovra<; 

395 D 23 Kal Ka-rd <r<Ii|ia—Siavoiav. 

For oHfia Stallbaum conjectured axvixa, 
but Plato would surely have said ax')' 
p-ara, as in 397 B. Hartman boldly ejects 
Kara tpiovds and reads Kal Kara. <rd> 
awpa Kal Kara rr/v Siavoiav, remarking 
that Kara t6 awpa by itself includes 
“gestus, habitus, vocem, vultum, similia.” 
This is in a sense true, but there is no 
reason why one particular instance of 
physical resemblance should not be 
selected for special remark. Plato differ¬ 
entiates the external from the internal 
characteristics by combining awpa and 
<pwvas under a single preposition, and 
repeating Kara, before tt]v Siavoiav. 

25 avTovs. For airrovs following ah' 
see on 11 357 b. The rule against the 
repetition of the relative in such cases is 
sometimes dispensed with for the sake of 
rhetorical emphasis, e.g. in 11 374 B and 
perhaps Theaet. 192 B. 

26 |U|ielo~0ai. In what sense can the 
guardians be said to ‘imitate’ in such a 
case, or in those specified in 396 a, b? 

Not as actors, but as spectators. Acting 
involves three elements—the character, 
the actor, and the spectator. In good 
acting the spectator identifies himself 
with the actor through sympathy ; and as 

the actor ‘imitates,’ so does he. Such is 
Plato’s theory, though merely glanced at 
here. Cf. x 605 c ff., Ion 533 d ff., and 
see the excellent remarks of Nettleship 
Lectures and Remains II pp. 100—104. 

fj avSpl ktX.. avSpl is of course ‘ hus¬ 
band,’ not simply ‘a man ’ (D. and V.). 
Contemporary comedy doubtless furnished 
abundant illustrations. In 7rp6s deovs ipl- 

fovaav kt\. Plato may be thinking of 
Aeschylus’ Niobe (see on 11 380 a). The 
emphasis on oloptvpv should be noted : 
cf. I 336 A n. 

395 E 29 Kajivovcrav—loSivovcav 
glances at Euripides and his school: cf. 
Ar. Frogs 1043, 1044 and 1080, with the 
Scholiast’s remark on 1080 typaipe yap 

(6 Ev/jutISt/s) tt)v Abyrjv wSivovaav tv lepu. 

Plato’s strictures throughout this passage 
tell much more heavily against Euripides 
than against the other two dramatists. 

396 A 1 fj Kal dXXa. aWa must be 
coordinated with aiaxpoKoyoOvras, not 
with vptpovTas, so that Hartman’s correc¬ 
tion (ral for rj Kal), though scarcely neces¬ 
sary, is an improvement, and may be 
right. 

3 paivoffrvois. As in the Eumenides, 
Ajax, Hercules Furens. 

4 ■yvwo-Ts'ov kt\. cf. 409 A. 
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B TOVTOIS, 7) TL aWo TO)V 7T€pl 1 TaVTd pUpipTeOV ; K(U 7TW9, 607?, ol<> 

ye ov8e 7rpoae^eiv tov vovv tovtcov ov8evl i^earcn; TY 8e; lttttov1; 

■XpepLeTL^ovTas Kal ravpovs p,v/ccop,evovi Kal Trorapovs 'y{ro(f}ovvTa<> 10 

Kal dakcLTTav KTVTTOvcrav Kal /3povra<; icai irdvTa av to toiavTa 

p pipipcrovTai; ’AAA,’ drrelppTai avrois, ecf)p, pu)re p-aiveadai p,7]re 

paivopievon> dcfiopioiovaOai. Et dpa, pv S eyob, pvavOdvco d av 

Xeyeif, eariv tl ei8o<; \e%ecos re Kal 8ipypaew<;, ev w av 8ipyoiTO 

C 0 tw ovtl Ka\o<; 1 Kayados, ottotc tl 8eoi avTov Xeyeiv, Kal erepov 15 

av dvopboiov rovTcp ei8o<;, ov av eyoiTO del Kal ev w 8ipyoiTo 6 

evavTL(o<; eKelvcp 0U9 re Kal rpanels. Ylola 8p, ecfrp, tavra; O piev 

pioi 8oKei, pv S iyco, pieTpios dvpp, eireihav d(f>LKpTai ev tj) 8ipypaeL 

€7rl \e£iv Tiva rj irpa^iv dvSpos dyaOov, eOeXpaeiv w? avTo<; dov 

eKelvo<; a7rayyeW,eiv Kal ovk aiayyve'iaQ ai eVt rfj ToiavTp puppaei, 20 

pcaXiGTa piev pupiovpievo9 tov dyaOov «er0aX&>9 re Kal epu^povco9 

D 1 7rparrovra, iXdrrw 8e Kal prrov rj viro voacov rj vito epcoTWV 

iafyaXpievov rj Kal viro pieOp9 p tlvo<? aWps £v pup op as' orav 8e 

yiyvpTai Kara Tiva eavTov dva^iov, ovk eOeXr'jaeLV avrovSf) direi- 

Ka^eiv eavTov to> %elpovi, el pip dpa KaTa (3paj(y, oTav tl %pparov 25 

7Toirj, aXXl aia'xyve'LaOai, dpa piev dyvpvaaTO<; d>v tov pipelaQai 

25. eavrbv II: eavrou A. 

396 B 8 [U(jlt)T£ov. See on pipeiadai 

395 D- 
9 hrirovs—ppovTas. The reference 

is probably to stage machinery and musi¬ 
cal effects etc. in dramatic poetry gene¬ 
rally, as well as in the later and degenerate 
form of the dithyramb (see on 394 c). Cf. 
(with Nettleship Led. and Rem. II p. 
105) Laws 669 c ff. and Ar. Plut. 290 ff. 
The /3povreiov and KepavvoOKOtreiov for 
producing thunder and lightning were 
familiar enough (Muller Gr. Buhnenalt. 
p. 157 n. 2). It is clear, as Nettleship 
remarks, that “ Plato felt strongly that 
Greek literature and music were declin¬ 
ing” in his days: see Laws 659 a ff., 
700 A ff., 797 a ff. 

396 c 17 6 piv—avijp. It seems 
difficult (as Schneider remarked) either to 
connect 6 pAv with ptrpios avr/p, or to 
understand 0 piv as 1 the one ’ and sup¬ 
pose that pirpios avr/p is in apposition to 
it. If the latter alternative is right, we 
should expect perpios < uv > dvqp, or 
< 6 > perpios avr/p, and in view of other 
cases in which the article is placed at 

some distance from its noun (e.g. 6 8e ye, 
olpai, qv S’ eyeS, KaraKqipdeis 6a.v6.Ttp 
SiSoraL viii 566 c), I still prefer the former 
view. Some may be inclined to regard 
pirpios avr/p as a gloss. I have sometimes 
been tempted to make p.01 Soklc paren¬ 
thetical (exactly = ‘ methinks’), in which 
case 6 pAv can easily be connected with 
/Lirpios. The idiom occurs in Phaed. 
108 D 6 /31os p.01 SoKei b ep&s—Tip pr/Kei 
too \6you ovk i^apKei and Menex. 236 B : 

cf. also Crito 43 D, 50 B, and 1 332 E n. 
This solution would involve the change 
of tde\r\oeiv to ide\r/<ret—so v—and of 
aioxweiaBaL to aiaxweiraL just below, as 
well as again in D. Such a corruption, 
once started, Spxerai—as Plato might say 
— us kvkXos av^avopivq; but I do not 
venture to change the text. 

396 D 22 Kal lijTTov is not super¬ 
fluous with SX&TTu. eXarru means ‘ in 
fewer respects,’ and rjttov ‘to a less 
degree.’ 

24 cnrouSr). Cf. S rt pr/ iraiStas X'-LPtv 
in E and cnrovdrj 397 a. 
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tou9 roiovrovs, dpia 8e Kal 8vtr)(Gpaivwv avrov eKparreiv re Kal 

eviardvai et? rovs rwv kcuuovwv rvrrovs, 1 aripul^cov rfj 8iavoia, E 

o tl fMtj rrai8id<; %dpiv. Et/to?, ecpy. 

30 IX. Ovkovv biTj’yt'/aei ^ppaerai o'ia rjp.el<; oXlyov rrporepov 

8tr)XQop.ev 7repl ra rod Opir/pov errrj, Kal earai avrov rj Xe^i^ 

pere^ovaa piev dpufiorepcov, p,ipiijaecb<i re ical rf)<; a^Xr/s 8ir]y't]Geo)<;, 

apiiKpov 8e r1 /xepo? ev rroXXa> Xoyip tj}? piipitjaei«9” rj ov8ev Xeyco; 

Kal pidXa, e(f)rj, olov ye avay/ct) rov rvrrov elvai rov roiovrov 

35 prjropo^. Ovkovv, rjv 8' eyed, 6 p,rj | roiovro'? av, deny av <f>avX6repo<; 397 

p, rrdvra re paXXov pup,rjaerai Kal ov8ev eavrov dvdi^iov oir/aerai 

elvai, ware rrdvra em^eipjjaei pup,eia9ai arrovSf) re Kal evavriov 

rroXXcov, Kal a vvv 8rj eXeyopev, fipovrds re Kal yfrocpow; dvep.wv 

5 re Kal ^aXa^cov Kal d^oviov Kal rpo^iXicov, Kal aaXrriyywv Kal 

avXwv Kal avpiyywv Kal rravriov opyavcov cf)cova<;, Kal en kvvwv 

Kal 7rpo/3drwv Kal opvewv cf)6byyov<;' Kal earai 8rj r/ rovrov Xe£i<; 

drraaa 81a 1 pupnjaeo)9 (frcovai9 re Kal a^rj piaa iv, fj apuKpov ri B 

8ir)yr)aea)s e^ovaa; ’AvayKt], e<pr), Kal rovro. Tavra roivvv, r)V 

10 8' eyid, eXeyov ra 8vo ei8rj tP/s Xe^eox;. Kal yap eanv, 

32. air\ri$ nos: aXXrjs codd. 2. p,ip.ri<reTai q: 01777 ijcrerat All*. 4. Si) 
IXeyopev A2II: OteXeyop-ev A1. re II: ye A. 

396 E 29 on (19 1ra1.81.as \dpiv. 
Cf. VII 518 B. 

30 o'ia. According to Van Cleef (de 
Attract, usu Plat. p. 36), oIos is not else¬ 
where attracted in Plato. 

32 Tijs dirXijs. See cr. ft. The read¬ 
ing of the mss rrjs tLXX-qs ought strictly 
speaking to mean ‘the rest of Sir/yyois,’ 
i.e. besides pinyois. A reference to 392 D 
will shew that the rest of Siyyriais includes 
(1) simple Sctiyr/ois, (2) the mixed style. 
If the text is sound, Plato therefore says 
that the good man’s Xe£is will resemble 
Homer’s in partaking of all three varie¬ 
ties. This is a cumbrous and unnecessary 
elaboration : for if style partakes both in 
p.lp.77<m and in simple 8cqyr)<ns, it is already 
ipso facto ‘mixed.’ To take aXXijs as 
‘ besides ’ may be admissible, but in any 
case it is desirable to define the kind of 
Siliyr/ms meant. I believe that Plato 
wrote atr\r)s. The good man’s style will 
resemble Homer’s, which has already 
been said to partake of pip.7)<ns (393 c) 
and of airXij Siyyrjffis (394 B). The cor¬ 
ruption—common in uncial mss—is illus¬ 

trated by Bast Comment. Palacogr. p. 730. 
Cf. my article in Cl. Rev. X pp. 384 f. 

33 |X€pos (as Schneider points out) 
depends on peTtyovaa: cf. Euthyd. 306 A 
thv aiKporipuv aepos nertyovcn. 

397 A 2 (U|ii)or€Tai. See cr. n. 
The choice of reading lies between this 
and Madvig’s emendation < pigpoeTai 
9) > oir/ypcteTai. In favour of pipifcrerai 
is fMaWov, which correlates with ootp av 
paoXirepos 77. The corruption doubtless 
arose from a misinterpretation of /xaXXov. 
Thinking that an 9j clause was needed to 
explain it, a scribe added fj daiyt/verai in 
the margin, and SrqypoeTai was after¬ 
wards taken as a variant and ousted p.i- 
pLir)<reTai. These arguments, which are 
Hartman’s, seem to me conclusive in 
favour of pip.i)oeTai, which Schneider first 
restored. 

3 o-irovSfl T6 Kal evavrfov iroXXuv: 
like the professional dramatist or actor. 

5 Tpo)(iX.i(uv kt\. Cf. supra 396 B n. 
397 b 8 <r)(i)p.a(ri.v ‘gestures.’ 
10 iXeyov. 396 B,c. 
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Ov/covv avToiv to pev apiKpas to? psTafioAds ^Xei> Kai ^av Tt? 

arroStSeo rtpetrovaav appoviav kcu pvOpov tfj Xe^ei, oX'iyov 7rpo? 

ttjv avTrjv yiyveTcu Xeyeiv tm opdws XeyovTi teal iv pia appovia' 

C erpuepai yap ai perafioXai’ /cal Srj iv pvdpM ooaavtb? 1 7rapa- 

TrXyaUo tlvl ; KopiSfj pev ouv, ecfrr), ovtms e%ei. TL 8e; to too 15 

erepov etSo? ov tmv ivavTiMV SeiTcu, rrraawv pev dppovicov, iravTMV 

Se pvOpcov, el peXXei av ohce'i<09 Aeyecrdai, Sia to 7ravTo8cnrd<? 

popcf>d'? tcov peTa/3oXb5v eyeiv; Kal acfibSpa ye ovtm<; e%et. ’Ap’ 

000 TravTes oi 7roir)ral ical 01 ti XeyovTe? ^ tg> erepw tovtmv 

e7rLTvyxdvovcriv Tintm trjs Xetjeax;, rj tm eTepw, rj it; dpcfroTepMv 20 

D Tivl %vy/cepavvvvTes; *Avay/crj, ecf)rj. 1 Tt 000 Troir/aopev; i)v S’ iyw>■ 

iroTepov et? t?)o ttoXiv 7ravTa<; tootoo? 7rapaSe^opeda rj toov d/epaTiov 

tov erepov rj tov /ce/cpapevov; ’E*av y iprj, e<jbp, vuca, too too 

imeiKOvs piprjTTjV aicpaTOv. ’AXXa pi70, ® ’ASeipavTe, rjSii1; ye 

Kal 0 Ke/cpapevo<;, rroXii Se ySicrTos rraiai Te ical rrcuhayMyols b 25 

ivavTios ov ai) aipei, Kal tm TrXeiaTM oyArp. f,HSterT09 ydp. ’AAA,’ 

13 irpos njv aunjv: sc. apgovlav, as 
Schneider saw. To supply A^£<v with 
Stallbaum, Hartman, and others is not 
satisfactory, nor is it easy to understand 
XopSrjv (with Campbell). On the other 
hand apgovlav may be readily supplied in 
view of iv pip apgoviq. following. 6 X670S 

qualifies rrjv avT-pv. The somewhat vague 
expression irpds tt/v air-qv, where the 
musical sense of irp6s may be illustrated 
by irpos Aidin’ \aKeiv l aii\ov (Eur. Ale. 
346), is afterwards made more explicit 
and precise by tv gitf, apgovlq. i.e. ‘ in one 
musical mode ’ (see on 398 e), as opposed 
to iraoCov—appovidv in C. peTafioXri was 
technically used of passing from one 
apgovla to another: see Cleonid. /sag. 
Harm. 13 and Bacchius Isag. 53 ed. von 
Jan. We shall best apprehend the full 
meaning of the whole passage if we 
read it in connexion with 399 A, B. 

The general sentiment may be illustrated 
from Arist. Eth. Nic. iv 8. 1125* 12 ff. 
Kal Klvricns St fipadeia tov geya\o\p6xov 
Sokci etvai, Kal (fnovr) fiapeia, Kal \t%is 
ararngos, PI. Charm. 159 B, Dem. 37. 52 
and elsewhere. 

397 C 17 81a to iraVToSairds—?X£IV. 

As the \t£is itself is full of variety, it 
requires for its proper or appropriate 
(oLKeto)s) expression every variety of mode 
and rhythm or musical time, poprpas toiv 

p.erafio\G>v is surely good enough Greek : 
I cannot see the point of Richards’ gop- 
<pas Sk t&v pieTafioAQv, still less why 
Hartman should eject t&v /airaPoXOv or— 
as an alternative—gopepas. 

20 eirvru-yxavovcriv = ‘hit upon,’ 
‘stumble upon,’ as if by accident and 
dvev vov, not ‘succeed,’ as J. B. Mayor 
is disposed to construe (Cl. Rev. x p. 
109). The same scholar proposes to 
change ivyKepawvvres into ivyKeKpagtvip, 
but the text is much more idiomatic as it 
stands. 

397 D—398 B We shall therefore 
admit that style only which imitates the 
good man's way of speaking. The mixed 
and mimetic varieties do not suit us, for 
the character of our citizens is simple and 
uniform. Those poets who refuse to 
comply we will dismiss with compliments 
into another city. 

397 D 23 tov ?xepov : ‘ one or other.’ 
Presently rou iwieiKovs ‘the good man’ 
is said for ‘the good man’s style of 
speaking’; see 398 B and cf. 399 B n. 
Before &Kparov, many editors add tov 

(with E2): but the position of a-Kparov is 
normal : cf. ra iv SSacri tpavTaugara Bela 
VII 532 c and note ad loc. 

25 iraicrf—to TrXeLCTtu o)(Xa>. The 
expression recurs in Laws 700 c (quoted 
by J. and C.). 
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i<rw?, ?)v S' 67ft), ovk av avr'ov app.oTT€iv (palps tt) rj/xeTepa TroXtTeia, 

oTt 1 ovk tanv SnrXovs avr/p Trap’ rpxlv ovSe iroXXaTrXovs, iireiSt) E 

eKaaTos ev ttptirrei. Ov yap ovv dppuOTTei. Ovkovv Sia ravra 

30 ev p-ovp tt) Toiavrr] 7roXet tov re gkvtotoixov auvroropov evp-paoptev 

Ka\ ov KvfiepvijTr/i’ irpos rfj <r kvtoto pula, Kal tov yeatpyov yeatpyov 

Kal ov StKaarpv irpos tt) yecopyla, Kal tov TroXepaKov TroXefjUKov 

Kal ov xprj/JLaTMTTijv 7rpos tt) 7roXepuKr), Kal 7ravTas ovtco ; ’AXtjOt), 

ecpp. "AvSpa St), &>? eoiKe, Svvaptevov \ vtt'o aocplas TravToSairov 398 

yiyveadai Kal p.ipela6ai iravTa %pt)paTa, el rjpfiv dcpiKoiTo els tt)v 

7toXlv avTos tc Kal tcl TroippuaTa /3ovXop,evo<; eTnSei^aaOaL, 1rpoaKV- 

volp,ev av avTov a>? lepov Kal davpaaTov Kal rjSvv, eiiroipcev S' av, 

5 oTi ovt ecrTLV tolovtos dvpp iv tt) 7roXei Trap' rjpZv OVT€ OejJUS 

iyyeveadai, diroTrepTroipev re els aXXrjv ttoXlv pvpov KaTa tt}? 

Ke<pa\r)s KaTa^eavTes Kal eplw aTe-^ravTes, avTol 8’ av ra> avaTTj- 

5. 0St’ nos: ovk codd. 

397 E 29 ovkoCv 8id Tavra ktX. 
There is probably a satirical reference to 
Athenian democracy: see Prot. 319 D. 

398a 3 auros—«m8ti£ao-0ai: ‘anxious 
to shew himself off together with his 
poems.’ iwiSel^aodai is intransitive—i.q. 
iwidei^iv woipoaodai, cf. Lack. 179E—with 
avT&s, but transitive with wocriuaTa. This 
explanation, which is due to Schneider, 
gives a much better sense than if we regard 
avris re Kal ra wocr/paTa as subject to 
atpLKOtTo, or translate ‘himself, and want¬ 
ing to shew his poems’ (J. and C.). A 
reference to avris re Kal r'ov a5e\<pov 
wapaKa\ei in iv 427 D is therefore hardly 
to the point. 

irpocrKvvoqjLCV. The insertion of piv, 
recommended by Shilleto (Dem. F. L. 
§ 91) and Richards, is unnecessary: cf. 
I 340D «. Tor wpooKvveiv ‘to kiss the 
hand’ (adorare), as to the image or shrine 
of a god, see Cope’s Rhetoric of Aristotle 
Vol. 1 p. 86. 

5 out’ £<rriv—ovt« 0e|xis. It is per¬ 
haps better to correct ovk into oOr’—see 
cr. n.—than the second ovre into ov8i 
(with Bekker and the other editors). 

6 pvpov—trT€i|/avT€S- The idea sug¬ 
gested by wpooKvvoipev and lepbv, that 
the poet is a sort of Beds or Oeios aviipt is 
now elaborated with ironical politeness. 
The images of the gods were anointed, and 
crowned with garlands, not only on great 
occasions (cf. Cic. Verr. IV 77), but also at 

other times, according to Proclus, who 
remarks on this passage pipov atiTps (sc. 
rijs TTOLTjTLKTj s) Karaxias, us rutv iv rots ayiut- 
rdrois iepois aya\p6.roiv depus, Kal 1is iepav 
oripas avrr)v, werwep Kal ieeiva orlrpeiv -qv 
vipos (in remp. p. 42 ed. Kroll). Schnei¬ 
der aptly compares Paus. X 24. 6 roB- 
tov (a sacred stone) Kal i\aiov bcrqpipai 
Karaxlovtri xal Kara eopryv eKCujrpv ipia 
iwirtdlaoi ra apyd. For other illus¬ 
trations see Frazer on Paus. l.c., and 
Munro on Lucr. v 1199. Apropos of the 
present passage, Dio Chrysostom and 
other ancient writers cited by Ast refer 
to the anointing of swallows by Greek 
women: Kai KeXevet pa\a eipotviKus (so 
Ast: MSS elpr/vLKuis) OTetfiavras avrov cpltp 
Kal puvptp Karaxeavras atpievai trap’ aXXous' 
tovto 8e al yvvatKes etcl tG>v x£Xfbovuv 
TToiovat (Dio Chr. Or. 53 p. 276 ed. 
Reiske). To this custom Ast supposes 
that Plato is alluding, the poets being as 
it were faithless and garrulous swallows 
(cf. %e\i5 bvoiv pouts da), as well as to the 
Pythagorean precept ‘ not to admit swal¬ 
lows into the house’ (Plut. Symp. vm 
727 B ff.), on which see Frazer in Cl. Rev. 
v pp. 1—3. This explanation lends an 
additional point to a-rrowip.Troip.ev: and 
wpoaKvvoipev might fairly be interpreted 
of the joyful salutations with which the 
Greeks hailed the advent of the swallow 
in the spring (see e.g. Baumeister Denk. 
d. Kl. Alterth. p. 1985). G. B. Hussey 
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B porepco Kal apheaTepw Troiyrr} %pcppeeOa 1 Kal ptvdoXoyw wcjjeXla? 

eveica, 09 fjpuv ttjv tov eineiKov? Xe^LV pufioiro Kal ra Xeyopteva 

Xeyot ev eKelvoi? tol? Tinroi?, ol? Kaf apj^a? evop.o9eT7]aapte6a, ore 10 

tou9 (TTpaTiooTas eTre'^eipovp.ev it a ideveiv. Kat pudX\ e<j>7], otirw; 

av 7roLolpiev, el icf)’ rjp.lv e’lrj. Nuy 8p, elirov eyw, do (plXe, KivSvvevei 

rjp.lv rfj? pbovaiKip> to irepl Xoyov? re Kal p.v9ov9 travreXco? 8barire- 

7repavdar d tc yap XeKTeov Kal do? XeKreov, etprjTai, Kai avrdo 

p.01 SoKei, etjyrj. 15 

G X. Ovkovv 1 pera tovto, rjv 8' eyed, to 7repl 008!)9 rpoirov Kal 

8. xpVVe^a II: xP^P-e^a X. 

(.Proceedings of the American Philol. As¬ 
sociation Vol. XXII pp. xliii ff.) thinks 
that Plato has in his mind the well- 
known xe^iSoinopbs of which we read in 
Athenaeus (vm 360 Bff.), remarking that 
in the swallow song ‘the custom seems 
to have been to carry some sort of symbol¬ 
ic swallow from house to house.’ It is 
perhaps more probable (as Mr J. G. Frazer 
suggests to me) that “the ceremony of 
anointing the swallows and crowning 
them with wool was performed on the 
children who went from door to door in 
spring, singing the swallow song and 
apparently personating the swallow.” But 
the tone of the whole passage, with its 
air of studiously exaggerated politeness 
and compliment, as well as the particular 
expressions irpo<TKvvdipev, lepbv, and dav- 
paarbv, are strongly in favour of Proclus’ 
interpretation, although Plato’s thoughts 
may have dwelt for a moment on the 
practices connected with the xeMSovioynis 
when he wrote the words aircnrtp.Troip.ei’— 
arijavres. 

398 B 10 Kar’ ap^as- II 379 A ff. 
398 C—399 E We have now to treat 

of lyric poetry. Song involves three 
factors, viz. words, a certain musical mode, 
and a certain movement or time. Our 
regulations about words when unaccom¬ 
panied by music apply equally to words 
when sung, and the musical mode and time 
must conform to the words. Now we pro¬ 
scribed all lamentation in our city, so that 
we must exclude the lugubrious modes; 
and those which are relaxing in their 
effects must be rejected on similar grounds. 
In short, we shall retain two modes and 
no more, one to imitate the brave man's 
utterances in times of stress and strain, the 

other to imitate his accents in seasons of 
peace and calm. We shall deal similarly 
with instruments of music, forbidding all 
those which lend themselves to a variety 
of modes. It is thus that we purge our 
‘luxurious city l 

398 C 16 to irepl co8r|S kt\. The 
discussion has hitherto confined itself 
chiefly to tragedy and comedy. It re¬ 
mains to discuss lyrical poetry also on its 
formal side. Now the chief formal cha¬ 
racteristic of lyric poetry is its invariable 
association with music. It is therefore 
necessary to lay down canons for musical 
composition. This is the justification 
for the sections on ‘harmony’ and rhythm, 
which are wrongly pronounced to be ir¬ 
relevant by Krohn (PI. St. p. 15). 

The present section, and its ancient 
commentators (Arist. Pol. 0 7. 1342s 28— 
i342b 34, Plut. de A/us. cc. 15—17, 
Aristid. Quint. 1 pp. 21, 22 ed. Meibom), 
have been fully discussed by Westphal 
(Gr. Harmonik pp. 187-234). Westphal’s 
views have been combatted by C. von 
Jan (see especially his article Die Tonarten 
bei Platon im dritten Buche der Republik 
in FI. Jahrb. 1867 pp. 815 ff. and 1883, 

PP- I3S4—!362 and 1568—1579), and 
more recently (in other respects) by 
Monro in his ‘Modes of ancient Greek 
Music.’ The last edition of the Harmonik 
(1886) contains Westphal’s reply to von 
Jan’s criticism (pp. 209—215). See also 
von Jan in Baumeister’s Denkmaler d. Kl. 
Alt. pp. 976 ff., Susemihl and Hicks The 
Politics of Aristotle Vol. I pp. 595 ff. and 
624—631, and H. S. Jones and Monro in 
the Cl. Rev. vm pp. 448—454 and IX 

pp. 79—81. The writers in Meibom’s 
Anliquae Musicae auctores septem have 
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peXoov Xotirov ; Ai]Xa Si']. Ap' ovv ov 7ra? f]Sri av evpot, a fjplv 

XeKTeov 7rep! avTcov, ota Set eivat, ehrep peXXopev Tots 7rpoetpr)pevot<; 

avpcptovrjaetv; Kal 6 VXavKwv eTnyeXctaas, ’£70) To'tvvv, ecf)T], w 

20 HcoKpaTes, KtvSvvevw c’/cto? tu>v ttcivtcov eivat' ovkovv i/cavoos ye 

e^w ev tm 7rapovTt %vp[3aAea9at, irola ana Set rjpcts Xeyetv, 

v7ro7TT€vc0 pevTOt. VLdvTws Si']7rov, fjv S' eyw, Trpwrov pev ToSe 

ucavws e%et? Xeyetv, 1 on to peXo<; etc rptwv iarnv crvyrcetpevov, D 

Xoyov re teal appovtas /cal pvdpov. Nat, £(£77, tovto ye. Ovkovv 

25 oaov ye avTov A0709 eartv, ovSev Si)ttov Stacpepet tov prj aSopevov 

Xoyov 7rpo9 to ev Tot9 avToh Setv Tvirot9 Xeyeadat oh apTt 

TrpoeiTTopev, Kal waavTcos; 'AXrjdr], eipr], Kai prjv Trjv ye dppovtav 

Kal pvdpov aKoXovdelv Set tm Xoyqi. II&>9 S’ ov; ’AXXd pevTot 

dpijvoov Te Kal oSvppwv eifiapev ev Xoyots ovSev TpoaSetadat. 

3° Ov yap ovv. Ttve<c ovv dprjvd>Set<; 1 dppovtat; Xeye pot' av yap E 

now been re-edited—Aristoxenus by 
Marquard (Berlin 1868), Aristides Quin- 
tilianus by A. Jahn (Berlin 1882), Alypius 
and others by von Jan in his Musici 
Scriptores Graeci (Lipsiae 1895), where 
also the passages of Aristotle bearing 
on the subject are carefully collected, 
together with all the extant remains of 
Greek Music. The account of Die Musik 
der Griechen by Gleditsch in Iwan Muller’s 
Handbuch will be found a useful and 
compendious introduction to the study of 
this part of the Republic. Von Kralik’s 
recent monograph Altgriechische Musik 
(Stuttgart und Wien) is interesting, but 
too slight to be of much service. Taken 
by itself, the language of Plato in this 
chapter seems to me to point to the 
existence of four leading or simple modes, 
viz. Dorian, Phrygian, Lydian and Ionian 
(the last two having each two varieties, 
a (tIivtovos and a xdbapa), and one com¬ 
posite mode, the Mixolydian. See App. II. 

16 Tpoirou. Hartman suggests rpoirov, 
in view of rb irepl pvBpobs 399 e; but cf. 
392 C. rpiiros is not here used in its 
technical sense, for which see Monro 1. c. 
p. 63. 

19 <rupc|>tovijo-6iv. The metaphor may 
be suggested by the subject under dis¬ 
cussion : cf. Phaed. 92 C. 

398 D 24 \6yov—pv0p.ou. In the best 
period of Greek music, lyric poetry was 
written only for music, and music only 
for poetry, the separation of the two 
being condemned as illegitimate: see 
Monro l.c. pp. 119, 120. The elements 

of music are pvdpbs and appovLa. The 
former ‘reconciles’ raxt) and f3pa.Su by 
arranging a proper sequence of short and 
long notes and syllables, the latter of 1) 
and fiapv by a proper arrangement of 
notes of higher and lower pitch (Symp. 
187 a—c). In the wider sense, therefore, 
any opoKoyla of oft) and (Haptj is a appovia, 
but in practice the word was used speci¬ 
fically of certain scales or modes, and it 

is in this sense (according to Westphal) 
that Plato uses it here and in 398 E, 

where see note. 
27 dxravTus: i.e. bv rrj airy Wfet 

as defined in 396 E, 397 D. 
Kal pijv kt\. The poet should be 

his own musician, and write the music to 
suit the words, not vice versd. This was 
another characteristic feature of classical 
Greek music, although a change set in 
during the fourth century B.C. See West¬ 
phal Gr. Rhylhmik p. 1 and Laws 669 D, E, 

812 D. 
398 e 30 dppovfai. (according to the 

orthodox view) are ‘musical modes’ and 
not simply ‘keys.’ They differed from 
each other both in the arrangement of the 
intervals (like our major and minor 
modes) and also in pitch. It must have 
been the former difference which chiefly 
—though not perhaps exclusively—ac¬ 
counted for the different effects of differ¬ 
ent modes upon the character and emo¬ 
tions, just as we are ourselves affected in 
different ways by music written in major 
and in minor keys. See H. S. Jones in 
Cl. Rev. VIII p. 449. 
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fJbOVCTLKO9. MifoXuStCTTt, e<p7], Kal <TVVTOVoXvSl(Trl Kal TOtaVTCLL 

rives. Ovkovv avrai, yv S' eyuj, acfraipereai; d^prjaroi 7dp teal 

yvvai^lv as Set emeiKeis elvai, prj on dvSpdai. Yldvv ye. 'AXXa 

prjv pedrj ye cjrvXa^iv arc perreararov iced paXaKia Kal dpyla. 

ndi? 7dp ov; Tlves ovv paXaKal re /cal avpTroriKal redv dppoviwv; 35 

399 'laarl, rj S' os, /cal XvSiarl av rives xaXapal KaXovvrai. | Tavrais 

ovv, a> cf)iXe, irrl iroXepiKwv dvSpwv ea6' 6 ro xpr/aei; OvSapcds, 

ecf)iy dXXa KivSvvevei croc Scopiarl XeinreaOai /cal (jrpvyiarl. Uu/c 

olSa, eepr/v eyed, ras dppovlas, dXXa /caraXeiire e/ceivijv rrjv dppovlav, 

rj ev re iroXepiicfi irpd^ei ovros dvSpeiov /cal ev 7rderp fiiaicp ipyaaia 5 

7Tperrovroos av pap/jaairo cfrdoyyovs re /cal irpoacpSlas, /cal drvorv- 

yovros rj els rpavpara rj els davdrovs lovros rj e’ls riva aXXrjv 

B ijvpcfropav 1 ireaovros, ev rvdcri rovrois rrapareraypevws /cal /capre- 

31. avvrovoXvSiarl A2H : avvrovoi\vdiarl A1: abvrovoi XvSiarl II q. 36. 
rives A1 II1: arrives A2H : Kal roiavral rives H-y. 

31 [u£oXv8ia~r! kt\. The omission 
of the article has been questioned, but in 
merely naming the scales it can be dis¬ 
pensed with: cf. (with Stallbaum) Arist. 
Pol. 0 5. 134015 1 (rr\v pi^oXvSiarl 
KaXovptvr}v). On the appovlai recognized 
by Plato see App. II. 

36 ’Ia<rrl—KaXoOvTai: ‘ there are 
also varieties of Lydian and Ionian which 
are called ‘‘slack’.’ Jowett and Campbell, 
reading aXrives (see cr. n.), remark that 
the “indefinite relative suits with Plato’s 
affected ignorance”; but the speaker is 
Glauco, not Socrates, and Glauco is pov- 
aixbs. See note on 399 C. Richards 
condemns aXrives xaXapai KaXovvrai as 
spurious because ainves “cannot be used 
in this way in good Attic prose of Plato’s 
date.” With the older and better at¬ 
tested reading av rives, which I have 
ventured to restore, everything is plain. 
The words aS rives establish once for 
all what Westphal (l.c. p. 198) and von 
Jan (l.c. p. 816) detected even when 
ainves was read, viz. that Plato is refer¬ 
ring not to Ionian and Lydian, but to slack 
Ionian and slack Lydian, a point which 
escaped Monro (l.c. p. 7) but not his 
reviewer (Cl. Rev. VIII p. 449). See 
also my article in Cl. Rev. x pp. 378 f. 
We learn from Aristotle that certain 
musical critics censured Plato for reject¬ 
ing rds aveiptvas appovlas and for cha¬ 
racterising them as peOvariKai, paK\ev- 

rixbv yap ij ye ptdri rroieX pdXXov (Pol. 
0 7. 134213 23—27). It was partly per¬ 
haps in deference to these criticisms that 
Plato altered his view of ptdrj in Laws 
666 Aff.: see also Grote Plato in p. 328 n. 

399 A 3 Scopiorrl Kal <j)pvyurTl 
The absence of the Aeolian mode is re¬ 
markable, for it must certainly have been 
known to Plato (see Pratinas quoted in 
App. II). Westphal agrees with Beller- 
mann in supposing (l.c.p.195) that aloXiari 
is included under dupiarl. Aristotle also 
ignores aioXiarl, unless indeed (as West¬ 
phal holds ib. p. 196) it was identical 
with vrroSupiarl. In Lack. 188 D <ppv- 
yiarl is excluded (perhaps because the 
speaker is Laches, whose ideal of courage 
is military rather than pacific), and Do¬ 
rian, ‘the only national Greek mode,’ 
alone recognized. 

4 €KeCvt]v Tijv appovtav : viz. Dorian, 
not Phrygian, as Ast seems to have 
thought. 

6 pip/qa-aiTO. Cf. Laws 798 D ra 
rrepl rovs pvdpoiis Kal rrdaav povaiK-pv tan 
rpbiroiv pipr/para fieXribvwv Kal xeipbvwv 
avdptinrwv and 397 B above. 

Kal dirorv^oVTOs. Kai connects ovros 

and ap.vvop.tvov. cnrorvxbvros (which is 
itself logically subordinate to dpvvoptvov) 

has three subordinate alternatives (rj—rre- 
aovros), all of which are summarised in 
iv rrdai robrois. 



i58 nAATQNOI [399 B 

poiivt&)9 dpvvopevov rrjv rv^rjv Kal aWr/v av iv elpijviKrj re Kal 

10 p-rj /3iai(p aW’ iv eKovalcp 7rpa^ei ovtos, r/ nvd tl 7TeidovTOS re Kal 

Beopevov, rj ev^V @e°v V Ka^ vovOerijcrei avOpcoirov, rj 

rovvavTLOv dW(p Beopivw rj BlB<agkovtl r/ peraTreiOovTL eavrov 

viri^ovra, Kal eK tovtcov irpagavra Kara vovv, Kal pr) vTreprjtydvax; 

e^ovra, dWa aaxfipovax; re Kal perplcos iv ttcIgl tovtols TTparrovTa 

15 re Kal ra 1 inroftaLvovTa ivya'Kwvra. ravras Bvo dppovia<;, (Siaiov, C 

eKovaiov, Bvgtv^ovvtcov, einvyovvrwv, aoocppovoov, dvBpeioov amve? 

13. vnlxovTa unus H: errtxovra All: iraplx0VTa q. 15. rh. II: om. A. 
16. dvoptLiov 2: avSpeloiv appovias AIT q. 

399 b 9 aX.XT|v : viz. Phrygian. 
Aristotle blames Plato for retaining the 
Phrygian mode, while rejecting the av\6s, 
with which it was usually associated : 
&p<pw yap dpytaariKa. Kal iraOpriKa (Pol. 
0 7. i342b 3). Plato, however, rejects 
the flute, not' because it is orgiastic, 
but because it is rro\vappbviov (399 d). 
In Plato’s opinion the Phrygian mode 
expressed sobriety and resignation : Aris¬ 
totle thought it ecstatic and purgative 
(l.c. 1341s 23). The difference of view 
is interesting and important as shewing 
that the ethical effect of different modes 
was a disputed point even among the 
ancients. 

11 rj euxtl—avBpurrov is subordinate 
to irelOovrbs re Kal Oeopevov. 

13 vnre'xovra. errlx0VTa—see cr- n-— 
cannot, I think, be right, hr ext tv ri]v 
Stavoiav (Laws 926 b) certainly does not 
justify iTrlxttv eavrbv, and even if it did, 
1 submitting to ’ and not merely ‘ attend¬ 
ing to ’ is the sense required. With virt- 
Xovra cf. Gorg. 497 B vrrb<rxes "ZoiKparei 
llje\lyi;ai oirws av fiouX-prai, where the 
reflexive pronoun is omitted, as often with 
7raplxctv. Here it is better to take eavrov 
with virlxovra than with perairetdovn. 
By changing the construction and writing 
accusatives instead of genitives, Plato 
makes the man himself rather than his 
tpffbyyot appear the object of imitation 
(cf. 397 D n.). This is natural enough, 
because the situations described in rj rov- 
vavriov—ayairQvra give less scope for 
tpdbyyoi. Stephanus wished to read the 
genitive throughout (uirexovros, irpd^avros 
etc. : so also v and two Florentine mss), 

but there is also inscriptional evidence 
for a genitive or dative participle followed 
by an accusative in the course of a long 
sentence: see Meisterhans3 p. 205. 

Kara vovv: ‘to his liking’: cf. 
ebrvxovvrbjv below. 

399 c 15 TavTas—Xelirt. The style 
is intentionally weighty and formal, as 
befits a solemn pronouncement : cf. X 
617 D, E. After rabras there is a slight 
pause : ‘ Just these, two modes and none 
other.’ The insertion of rds would im¬ 
pair the effect, besides suggesting that 
Socrates had in view two of the current 
modes, which, not being himself povoiKbs, 
he professedly had not. It is Glauco’s 
business to fit the cap (398 E, 399 a) ; 
Socrates only makes it. The indefinite 
ai'rives (before <p6byyovs) is therefore 
strictly appropriate in the mouth of 
Socrates, although it would not be in 
Glauco’s. appovlas is rejecte4 by Her- 
werden in both places (see cr. n.), but it 
is almost as indispensable here as it is 
wrong after dvSpeitov, although Stallbaum 
rejects the word here and retains it there. 
The genitives 8v<rrvxobvro)v etc. must de¬ 
pend on tpdbyyovs. For fiiaiov, eKobcriov 
(‘ one involuntary, one voluntary ’), Ast 
suggests /3talov, eKovaiov, Hartman ptatwv 
eKovoltov. A human being cannot how¬ 
ever be called ftlatos because he is engaged 
ev fiiaUp rrpa^et, although the mode which 
imitates his accents may be so described 
with propriety and even elegance: cf. 
(with Schneider) such expressions as <j>bvos 
kvyyevr/s for the slaughter of kindred. 
The words Svorvxobvruv—KaWtora sim¬ 
ply define the meaning of piatov and 
eKovfftov (‘ whatever musical modes they 
be that shall best imitate the accents of ’ 
etc.): the relative is postponed in order 
to keep the essential marks of the appovlat 
together, but the careful reader will note 
that Plato begins a chiasmus with Svarv- 
Xovvtojv, as if to separate the genitives 
from what precedes and prepare us to 
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{p0oyyov<? fjufirjaovTCLL KaWiara, ravra9 Xet7re. ’AW’, 97 S’ 05, oS/c 

aWas curecs Xenrecv, yj a$ o?) e^co eXeyov. \Jv/c apa, 77^ 0 

€7®, ttoXv^o polar; ye ovSe iravappcoviov rjp.LV Setjaet iv rat? coSai? 

T€ /cat peXecnv. Ov pot, ecprj, (palveraL. T piywvarv apa /cat 20 

D ttpktlScov /cat iravTwv opyavcov, oaa 1 7roXv^opSa teal 7roXvappovia, 

Srjpuovpyov9 ou 9pet\ropev. OS cpaivopeda. Tt Se; avXoTrotovs 97 

avXrjTas 7rapaSel-ei et? rrjv ttoXlv ; rj ov tovto iroXv^ophoTaTov, 

find their construction in the sequel. 

Hadhe written ei/Texo|h,'rw,'> SviTTVXobvThiv, 
avdpduv, tnocppivwv the double chiasmus 
would have compelled us to connect the 
genitives with Svo appovlas. 

17 ovk cfXXas—^Xeyov. The Dorian 
to express avSpela. the Phrygian oonppo- 

aivrt. These are the two contrasting 
virtues which Plato’s p-owikti endeavours 
to combine (410 e). 

19 iravap|iovCov. In Plato the noun 
travappoviov occurs only here and in 404 D 

aidy rrj iv Tip iravap/iovlip Kal iv train 

pvffp-ois ireTroi-qpivrj. In the latter passage 
it certainly does not denote a musical 
instrument of any kind. Here the word 
is sometimes understood of a particular 
and definite musical instrument, but a 
careful study of the context shews that 
it does not bear this meaning even here. 
Plato has decided to admit only two 
modes, the Dorian and the Phrygian. 
‘ Consequently,’ he continues, ‘we shall 
have no need in our songs and melodies 
of ir oXvxopSLa or irav app.6viov, and 
therefore (cLpa.) we shall dispense with 
rplycovoi, irriKTldes etc., with all instru¬ 
ments, in short, which are TroXvxopSa 
and woXvappovia.’ The prohibition of 
certain musical instruments is an inference 
from the general principle that iroXvxopSla 

and wavappoviov are unnecessary, so that 
iravappi&viov cannot itself be a particular 
musical instrument. Probably, as Mr 
Archer-Hind has suggested to me, the 
navappdviov was “ not a mode or modes, 
but a style of composition, in which the 
‘Tondichter’ passed freely from dwpurri 

to (ppvyurrL and XvSiotl and as many others 
as he chose. The name may even have 
been given to well-known compositions 
in this style—cf. vopos rroXvKhpaXos—the 
fantasia with many subjects. The effect, 
I should think, may have been analogous 
to a series of bold and sudden modula¬ 
tions in modern music.” See also on aura. 

to. iravappovia in 399 D. 

20 xpcyiovuv—irrjKTfSwv. These were 

foreign instruments of high pitch, and 
many strings. The rpiycovov in particular 
was associated with loose and voluptuous 
melodies. For an exhaustive account of 
both see Susemihl and Hicks’ Politics of 

Arist. vol. 1 pp. 632—636 or von Jan’s 
defidibus Graecorum pp. 29 ff., 33 ff. 

399 d 23 avX.T|Tds- The ai)\<5s re¬ 
sembled the clarinet. It had a “mouth¬ 
piece (fe&yos) in which a vibrating reed 
(yXu>tto) was fitted,” and was sometimes 
played in pairs. See Diet. Ant. s.v. 
tibia. Plato banishes the ‘flute’ and re¬ 
tains the Dorian mode, although Dorian 
melodies were often played on it, as 
Milton well knew : see the noble descrip¬ 
tion of the “Dorian mood of flutes and soft 
recorders” in Par. Lost 1 550 ff. In 
Boeotia, where the aiiX&s was highly 
esteemed, it was supposed rather to calm 
than to excite the feelings. See Rhys 
Roberts The Ancient Boeotians pp. 33— 

35-„ 
fj ov tovto TroXv^opSoTctTov; tovto is 

that with which auXoiroiol and avXrjTal 

are concerned, viz. the ‘flute’: cf. II 
377 C n. ovtos instead of tovto would 
have been a trifle harsh. iroXvxopSbraTov 

has been repeatedly called in question, 
and there is the usual crop of emenda¬ 
tions, intended to obliterate the metaphor. 
Schneider has however shewn that the 
ms reading is sound, by citing Pollux iv 

67 nXdr&»' Si Kal iroXbxopSov dp-qre tSv 
abXov, and Simon. Fr. 46 6 KaXXifi&as 

7ro\il%opSos avXSs, and comparing expres¬ 
sions like avXSv Kpireiv, apfii^eiv, Kpobeiv. 

Many other illustrations are given by 
Smyth, Greek Melic Poets p. 326. Here 
the metaphor is intended to arrest atten¬ 
tion by its boldness and prepare us for 
the theory of the origin of iravappovia in 
the next clause ; but iroXvxopS&TaTov in 
itself, like Trdp.<puvos in Pindar (Pyth. 12. 
19 al.), refers only to the number of 
different notes which the flute, thanks 
to various contrivances, such as plugs, 
wax, etc., was capable of producing. 
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Kal avra ra iravap/xovia avXov rvyydvei ovra fii/JLiyia; Ar)Xa 877, 

17 S' 09. Avpa Sp a 01, i\v 8 iyco, Kal Kiddpa Xeitrerai, Kal Kara 

ttoXiv xpijaipia' Kal av Kar dypovs toi<; vopievai avpiy% av rt? et'77. 

'H9 7ovv, ecpT], 6 X0709 ppuv ar/fialvei. OvSev ye, 1 r/v 8’ iyd), E 

Kaivov TToiovp.ev, co ifriXe, Kpivovre9 tov 'AnroXXw Kal ra tov 

'AttoXXwvo1; opyava 1rpo Mapavov re Kal tmv eKeivov opydvcov. 

See Abdy Williams in Proceedings of the 
Musical Association 1897—8 p. 135. 
Plato objects to the multiplicity of strings 
and notes as admitting and even in¬ 
viting change and fusion of modes. We 
are told by Paus. IX 12. 5 (cited by 
Monro l.c. p. 38: cf. Ath. xiv 631 e) 
that it was one Pronomus of Thebes who 
trpCbTos iirtvbpoev avXovs es awav appovlas 
Ados txovras eiriTpSeleos. Down to his 
day there were three forms of ‘ flutes,’ 
intended for the Dorian, Phrygian and 
Lydian modes respectively. On the 
means by which this change was effected 
see Did. Ant. s.v. tibia. 

24 avTcl Ta Travappovta: sc. 6pyava, 
such as TnjKrlSes and rplyoivoi. Plato 
means those instruments on which pan¬ 
harmonic melodies could be played (cf. 
Proclus in remp. p. 63 ed. Kroll): but 
we must beware of translating (with D. 
and V.) ‘the panharmonium itself,’for no 
single specific instrument is here intended, 
as some later lexicographers appear to 
have supposed. The gloss in Hesychius 
iravappbviov • elSos dpydvov, it, o\ov rtray- 
pivov is not quite clear, and may con¬ 
ceivably refer to a whole class of instru¬ 
ments, but Photius apparently thought 
that there was a special instrument called 
iravappbvLov. His note (p. 388, 26 ed. 
Porson) is as follows: iravappbviov 6p- 
yavov p.ov<tik6v • ”A\e£ts, Iv <p rb iravap- 
pbviov rb Kaivov Ivtuvov rexySiv (Texvwv 
Meineke). Photius may of course be 
right in his interpretation of Alexis’ line: 
but iravappbviov in Plato never, I believe, 
refers to one particular instrument: and 
even Alexis may mean no more than 
‘perform the new panharmonic melody,’ 
evTcivai being used as in to kclWiotov 

Ivrdvas pi\os, Dionys. Hal. de admir. 
vi dicendi in Dent. c. 48. 

25 Xvpa—KiOapa. The X^pa was the 
stringed instrument in common use; the 
Kiddpa was employed chiefly by pro¬ 
fessional musicians or KidapipSol. See 
Monro in Did. Ant. s.v. Lyra, where 
illustrations of the two instruments are 

given, and von Jan de fid. Gr. pp. 5—26. 
By admitting the professional Kiddpa, 
Plato perhaps lends his sanction to 
musical festivals or contests in the ap¬ 
proved modes. 

Kal Kara ktX. After xpVaiPa supply 
IotIv. This is better than to eject Kal 

(with Ast and—according to Bekker— 
Vat. 0). Demetrius (irepl epp. § 185, 
cited by Schneider) finds in the words Kal 

aC KaT by pots tois troiplai (sic, not vo- 

pevoi) ovpiyt av tis dp an imitation of the 
sound of the ovpiyt. “ Ceterum Demetrii 
rationem me non perspicere fateor,” 
says Schneider. Demetrius’ remark is, I 
believe, correct, and has reference to the 
sigmatismus in the words of Plato: cf. 
Laws 700 C rb be Kupos robruv—oil ov¬ 

piyt (used for ovpiypbs) f/v ovbd rives 

dpovooi fioai tt\t)8ovs, Kaddirep ra vvv. 

The ovpiyt was either povoraXapos, re¬ 
sembling our flute, or iroXvKdXapos (like 
Pan’s pipe): see Diet. Ant. s.v. The 
indefinite rts shews that Plato did not 
wish to specify which variety he intended. 

399 E 27 oiStv Y6—opyavtov. Plato 
puts himself in the position of the Muses, 
who preferred Apollo’s performance on 
the Kiddpa to that of Marsyas on the flute 
(Apollod. 1 4. 2). This is the force of 
ov&ev ye Kaivbv iroiovpev. The words ra 
tov ’AwbXXuvos opyava must not be 
pressed; for although Apollo invented 
the cithara, the lyre was ascribed to 
Hermes (Paus. v 14. 8 : cf. the Homeric 
Hymn to Hermes'), and the syrinx to Pan. 
The discovery of the flute was also 
ascribed to Athena, especially by the 
Boeotians. A third account represents 
Marsyas as picking up the instrument 
after Athena had discovered and dis¬ 
carded it. This legend may be an attempt 
to reconcile the two conflicting stories, 
and probably dates from the decline of 
the flute as an instrument of education 
in Athens during the fourth century 
(Arist. Pol. 0 6. 1341“ 32 ff. Cf. Preller 
Gr. Myth. p. 223). In making Marsyas 
its discoverer, Plato declares the flute a 
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Ma A [a, rj S’ 0?, ov pot <f)cuvope0a. K al vr) tov Kvva, eltrov, 30 

XeXrj0apev ye §LaKa0aipovTe<; nrdXtv rjv dpTL Tpvtpav ecjrapev ttoXlv. 

^axfipovovvTes ye ppeis, rj S’ 05. 

XI. ”I0i 8ij, ecfryv, Kal ret Xovra Ka0alp(opev. enopevov yap 

Srj Tats dppovpais av rjplv elp to irepl pv0pov<i, pp ttolklXov<; 

avTovs Suoicetv ppSe iravToSaTrcis /3aaei<;, dXXa /3lov pv0poi)<t ISelv 35 

400 Koapiov re Kal avSpelov Tives eiaiv ou? ISovra | tov iroSa tm 

toiovtov \oy(p avayKa^eiv eTrea0ai Kal to peXos, dXXd pp Xoyov 

ttoS'l tc Kal peXei. oltives S’ av elev ovtol oc pv0pol, aov epyov, 

&cnrep ta? dppovLas, cfopdcrai. ’AXXa pd At’, etpp, ovk e%a) Xeyeiv. 

oti pev yap Tpi' arra earlv el Sr], d>v al ftacreis irXeKOVTai, 5 

oienrep ev Tot? <p0oyyoi.<; rerrapa, o0ev al rrdaai dppovlai, re0ea- 

foreign instrument, and appropriately ex¬ 
cludes it from his ‘Greek city’ (v 470 e). 

30 vi] tov Kvva. This peculiarly 
Socratic oath occurs only once again in 
the Republic (ix 592 A). In both passages 
it marks the highest degree of emphasis. 
On the oath itself see my note on Ap. 
21 E and Blaydes on Ar. Wasps 83. 

31 apTi: II 372 E n. 
399 e—401 A Let us now continue 

the purgation of our city by laying down 
rules for rhythm and time. Our rhythm 
must not be varied or manifold; for time 
as well as tune should conform to words, 
and not conversely. It is agreed that 
there are certain rhythms expressive of 
sobriety and courage. These and these 
only will be admitted into our city. For 
particulars, we shall apply to Damon; 
but we can enunciate the general principle 
ourselves. Rhythm and Mode reflect style, 
and style expresses character. It is to 
promote the growth of character that we 
shall require the young to pursue the 
beautiful throughout the realms alike of 
Art and Nature. 

The section on Rhythms is hardly less 
difficult than that on Modes. Westphal 
translates it with a short commentary in 
his Gr. Rhythmik pp. 237—239, but 
without shedding any light upon the 
darkest places. Schneider and Stallbaum 
give little help. I have found Gleditsch’s 
summary account of die Metrik der Grie- 
chen (in Iwan Muller’s Handbuch) a most 
useful guide in dealing with the subject. 

35 (3do-£is. The word /3atrts in the 
technical writers on Rhythm generally 
means a dipody or combination of two 

A. P. 

feet under one main ictus: cf. Schol. 
in Heph. 13. 1 p. 124 ed. Westphal fiaens 
SI ion t6 Ik Svo iroSCrv avveoT-qKbs, tov 
dpaei, tov Se 61<tcl TrapaXa/j.pai’oMvov. 
Such a technical use of the word would 
be out of place here, especially in the 
mouth of Socrates ; and the word is em¬ 
ployed throughout as equivalent simply 
to ‘step’ or ‘foot.’ Even technical writers 
sometimes so use it: cf. the Scholiast 
already cited SQctcu St (sc. the Iambic 
metre) iv piev tt/ irpuiTip fidtrei tappov Kal 

oirovSeiov II 5. p. 151 and Gleditsch l.c. 
p. 702. 

36 Koo-|uov Tt Kal avSpaov recalls 
399 C aanppbvwv avSpduv, and would 
seem to point to the necessity of two 
kinds of rhythm, one to go with the 
Phrygian mode and express sobriety and 
self-control, the other to join the Dorian 
mode in expressing courage. On the 
ethical qualities of Greek rhythm in 
general, consult Westphal Gr. Rhythmik 
pp. 226—239 and Arist. Rhet. Ill 8, with 
Cope’s notes. 

400 A 2 p.i] Xoyov—peXei. See 
398 D n. 

5 rpC’ arra «l8i]. Arist. Quint. I 34 
ed. Meibom ylvt] toIvvv 1<ttI pvd/uKa. rpla' 

to hjov (§), t6 i)Jui6Xioj' (■§), to Siir'Kamov 
(J). To the first belong dactyls, spon¬ 
dees, anapaests: the second includes 
paeons, cretics, and bacchei: under the 
third fall trochees, iambics, ionics. See 
Gleditsch l.c. p. 694. 

6 tio-irep — appovfai. What are the 
T^TTapa eiS-q ? The following answers 
(among others) have been given : i° the 
intervals of the fourth, fifth, octave, and 

11 
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p,evo<; av cI'ttol/ju * iroia S’ ottolov (3lov pupr/pLara, Xeyew ovk e^w. 

’AXXa 1 ravTCL ptev, r)v 0 6701, Kal ptera /XapLoovos /3ovXevaop,e9a, B 

rives T6 dveXev9epla<; Kal vftpecos rj pavlas Kal aXXr)<; KaKLas 

10 TTpeirovaaL fidaeis, Kal riva<; tol<; evavrlois Xenrreov pv9p,ov<;. 

olptai Se pee aKpKoevai ov aaffrcbs €vottXl6v re tiva 6vop,a£ovTO<; 

avrov ^vvderov Kal SaKrvXov ical i)pd>ov 76, ovk olSa oVai? SiaKO- 

7. ei'noipi v: euroi A: enioipi IIH q. iTota. S’ ottolov piov II: om. A. 

double octave (Ast): 20 the four notes 
of the tetrachord, which was probably the 
historical and at all events the ‘theoreti¬ 
cal unit of the scale’ (Stallbaum, Jowett 
and Campbell): 30 “the four ratios which 
give the primary musical intervals—viz. 
the ratios 2 : 1, 3 : 2, 4 : 3 and 9 : 8, which 
give the octave, fifth, fourth, and tone ” 
(Monro l.c. p. 106 n.; cf. also Diet. Ant. 
II p. 193): 40 the four appoviai 4‘pvyuTTi, 

AvSiutl, Aupiorl, AokplutL (Westphal 
Rhytkmik p. 238). Ast’s view cannot be 
right, unless we suppose that appoviai 

here includes scales of double compass, 
which is most unlikely. Westphal’s ex¬ 
planation is improbable, for Plato has 
said nothing of AoKpiorL, and (though 
perhaps no great stress should be laid 
on this) it is awkward to derive the ap- 

poviai (08 ev ai iraoai appoviai) from them¬ 
selves. If the principle of Westphal’s 
interpretation is right, I should be in¬ 
clined to substitute ’Iclcttl for AoKpiari, 

having regard to 398 e, where see«. Cf. 
Cl. Rev. x p. 379. (I have since found 
that Prantl also took this view : see n. 
116 in his translation.) I do not think 
that Stallbaum has hit the truth, for 
Plato’s language is not suggestive of any 
allusion to the origin of the octave from 
the combination of two tetrachords, and 
a single tetrachord cannot produce a ap- 

povia (odev ai iraoai appoviai). Possibly 
the rirrapa eiSt] ev tois (pOoyyois denote 
simply the keynote, its octave, and the 
intervals of a tone and a semitone: for 
these are as it were the threads out of 
which all modes ‘ are woven ’ (nX^xovrai 

should be repeated with appoviai), the 
difference between the modes depending 
on the difference in position of the tones 
and semitones. But Euclid lays the great¬ 
est stress upon the ratios 3 : 2 and 4 : 3 as 
the component elements of the octave : 
see for example Sect. Can. 6 tS SnrXdiriov 

6LajTrjU.a ek Suo tuv peyloriiiv empopiuv 

avvtoTrjKev, ?x re rod ypioXiov Kai iK tov 

ewirpirov and cf. ib. 8, 12, and for this 
reason I now believe that Monro’s view 
has most in its favour. 

7 iroia 8’ oirofov kt\. On onoiov see 
I 348 B «., and for the error in Paris 
A Introd. § 5. 

400 b 8 Adpcovos- perb. Adpwvos 
is almost a formula with Plato : cf. 
infra C, 424 C, and Lack. 200 B. Susemihl 
(on Arist. Pol. 0 5. I340b 5) thinks that 
Plato is alluding to a special work by 
Damon on the r/dos and irados of modes 
and rhythms. The word dnyKotvai and 
the general tone of the passage seem 
rather to refer to an oral demonstration. 

10 rCvas—pvGpovs. In general, nS- 
Ses and apoeois, or feet in which the deais 
(i.e. the syllable bearing the ictus) followed 
the apms, were believed to express more 
energy and life, than 7r65es duo dtaeus. 
See Gleditsch p. 694, and for details as 
to the ydos of the different rhythms ib. 
pp. 713, 721, 725, 730, 739, 744, 766. 

11 olpat 8« |ie kt\. Schneider’s St 
ye (found in some inferior Mss) is not 
appropriate here. The superfluous pro¬ 
noun after oXpai is a well-established 
colloquialism : cf. Charm. 173 A, Symp. 
175 E. oipai, dupKoevai, and ov ca<f>G>s 
Svopd^ovros are just the words one might 
employ in giving one’s recollections of an 
abstruse and half-understood lecture, and 
this is just what Plato is either doing or, 
more probably, affecting to do. A few 
technical terms and a vague idea (ovk olS’ 
onus) of some of the processes are all that 
he remembers. 

tvonXiov—ijpulov ye. evinXios £vvderos, 
SdieruXos, ypipos are expressions from the 
lecture : in English they would be in in¬ 
verted commas. The ivinXios is not 
—-- (Proclus in remp. p. 61, if, 
as appears probable, by napiappis he 
means the napiappos or pyrrich), nor the 
cretic (J. and C.), nor, strictly speaking, 
the anapaestic foot (Hartman), but 
^ j.-t —a common processional 
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c[JLOvvTO^ /cal Xoov avco /cal kcitcd tidevTO$, et? ^pa^v re /cal pca/cpov 

jLyvo/ievov, /cal, ax; tyco oifiai, lapfiov, /cat tlv aXkov Tpoyalov 

C a/vopia^e, pb/j/CT] Se /cal {3pa^vTr)Ta<; 1 TTpocjrjirTE. /cal tovtwv tlalv 15 

14. riv' A2*: fortasse rbv A1: rt II q, qui sequentia AXXov—PpaxliripTas omittunt. 

(■n-poaoSiaKbs) or marching rhythm, con¬ 
sisting of an IwviKbs awb pdfrvos and a 
choriambus (Hephaestion c. 15), or (as 
the Scholiast on Ar. Clouds 651 measures 
it) a spondee, pyrric'h, trochee and iam¬ 
bus. For examples we may cite Sappho’s 
ailra bk tri) KaXXibTrp (Fr. 82) and Tyr- 
taeus’ &yer' w SwdpTas kvoirXoi (Fr. 16). 

See Gleditsch l.c. pp. 717, 722, and 
Bacchius /sag. ior ed. von Jan, whose 
example is 6 rbv ttItvos ardpavov. £vv9eros 

probably refers to the composite character 
of the rhythm, as described, for example, 
by the Scholiast on the Clouds. The 
later technical expression for this peculi¬ 
arity was eTruxln/deTos (Gleditsch p. 746). 
H&ktvKov must be understood as a foot, not 
as a rhythm, although the kvbTXios ^uvOeros 
certainly, and probably also the ripQos, are 
rhythms. There is no difficulty about 
this, provided we remember that Plato is 
quoting (or pretending to quote) isolated 
technical expressions from Damon’s lec¬ 
ture. The ingenious, though hazardous, 
proposal of Blaydes, to read Kal < Kara. > 

SaKTvXov (cf. Clouds 651), would confine 
the instances to rhythms until we reach 
iiappov. Dr fackson suggests SuktoX/kov 

in place of 8o.ktvXov. It is tempting 
(with J.and C.) to take ?)pwos as ‘spondee,’ 
but there seems to be no authority for 
such a use of the word. The r/pipos /robs 

is apparently a dactyl; although the 
•f/pipos pvdpbs admits of the spondee. 
Unless, therefore, we take ppipos as a 
rhythm, the spondee seems to be alto¬ 
gether excluded. It is unnecessary to 
do more than allude to Hartman’s ex¬ 
cision of ^bvOerov Kal 5&ktvXov. 

13 Verov—TiGe'vTos. dvw and kcltio 

refer of course to the position of the arsis 
and thesis (cf. 6 du<o, 6 rdno xpiyos said 
of the notes at which the foot or baton is 
raised and brought down respectively), but 
Westphal’s remark that Plato uses rb 
&vu and ro k&tw is misleading (Rhythmik 
p. 104). The words must be taken as 
adverbs, and can only be explained by 
supposing that when Damon was demon¬ 
strating the equality of arsis and thesis 
he ‘placed’—ndevros is not ‘assuming’ 
as SiaKoapovvTos shews—the former in a 

diagram above the latter, in some such 
way as The position of the ictus 
—&vu Kal Kara, not k&toi Kal Sm--shews 
that Plato is speaking of the dactyl and 
spondee which replace the anapaest in 
the anapaestic rhythm: for in the dac¬ 
tylic rhythm proper the ictus falls on 
the first syllable (see Gleditsch p. 693). 
Now the ivo-n-Xios is also anapaestic, so 
that it looks as if Damon had taken as 
the subject of his demonstration some 
passage like Persae 9, 10 | KaKipavrcs 
dyav dpo-oXoireirai, and analysed it into 
an Iv6ttXios £1/vBctos, a dactyl, and a 
spondee (included, as stated above, under 
the rjpipos pvdp&s). 

C19 Ppa.\ii—■yeyvd|J.evov. These "words 
can only mean ‘passing into a short 
and a long,’ “mit kurzem und langen 
Ausgang” (Schneider), “so dassersowohl 
in eine kurze als auch in eine lange Silbe 
auslief ” (Prantl): see on II 380 D. The 
slight inaccuracy involved in saying yiy- 
vbpevov, where TeXevTwvra (cf. VI 511 c) 
would have been more precise, is perhaps 
in keeping with the airy nonchalance of 
Socrates’ description. The construction 
is missed by Westphal (Rhythmikp. 237) 
and the English translators and editors. 
yiyvbpevov agrees with T/pwov : the rjpwos 
pvdpos ylyvtrai ds fipaxb when it uses a 
dactyl, ds parpov when it uses a spondee 
(or anapaest), the two alternatives being 
denoted by re Kal. I have sometimes felt 
disposed to take the words as referring 
to the iambus, and place them just before 
iis ^Ytl> olpaL, translating ‘and when it5 

(the rhythm) ‘changed to a short and a 
long, I think he called it an iambus ’: 
but although this interpretation gives 
a somewhat better sense to yiyvbpevov, I 
am not convinced that the MSS are wrong. 
Hartman also suggests the transposition 
of Kal, but he might have spared his 
“minime audax coniectura” ex Ppayeoiv 

re Kal paKpuiv yiyvbpevov. See also the 
next note. 

15 |xrjKT]—irpoo-fjirre. Hartman takes 
these words as explaining the trochee 
only, laying emphasis on the precedence 
given to p-pK-q; but the use of the plural 
shews that the iambus is also included. 

II-2 
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olpcai Ta? aywyas tov 1roSo<; avrov ov% yrrov ^eyeiv re /cal 

eircuvelv rj tou? pvO/iovs avrov9, r]TOi, igwapceporepov rr oil yap 

e%(0 Xeyetv. dXXd ravra pev, boavrep elirov, et? Adpcova dvafie- 

/3Xr/a0w SieXea0at yap ov apu/cpov Xoyov. rj av ooei; Ma At’, 

20 ov/c 'ey wye. ’AAA, a roSe ye, on to rrj<; eva')^r]p,oavvr]<i re real 

da'^rjp.oavvrjt; ra> evpv0pcw re teal dppvdpup d/coXov9el, Svvaaat 

8ieXea0ai; IIw? 8' ov; ’AAXd pur/v to evpv0p.6v ye 1 /cal to appvOpuov, D 

to peev rfj icaXfj Xefjet, erverai opbocovp-evov, to Se tf) evavria, /cal to 

evdppcoarov ical dvdppboarov waavrw9, e’lirep pv0pco<; ye /cal dppeovia 

25 Xoyco, denrep apn eXeyero, aXXd per] \0709 toi/toc?. AXXa per/v, 

r/ S' 09, tavrd ye Xoyw d/coXov9r)reov. Tc S' 6 rporros; rrj<; \efec09, 

y)v S' eyd), /cal 6 \0709; ov rd rrj<> rfrv%rj<; tjOei errerai; II009 yap 

oS; Tfj Se Xe%ei ra aXXa; Nat. HvvXoyla dpa /cal evappeoar/a 

/cal ev<j'yr)p,ocrvvri /cal evpvdpda 1 evrjOela d/coXov9el, 01% fjv avoiav E 

30 ovaav viTOKOpi^opcevot /caXovpcev &>9 evrjdeiav, aXXa rrjv d<{ dXr)0d>; 

24. koI avappoarov IT: om. A. 

The meaning is simply ‘and he assigned 
them longs and shorts,’ i.e. to each one 
long, and one short. This clause is in 
favour of keeping els (3paxd—yi.yv6p.evoi' 
in its place; if we transpose (as sug¬ 
gested in the last note), the short and 
long of the iambus will be alluded to 
twice. 

400 C 16 dycoyds. d.71077) is tempo 
(Gleditsch p. 688). The unit of measure¬ 
ment was the xP^vos 7rpoiros or and 
hence the dactyl, for example, has usually 
a rerpaatipos aywyq, the iambus a rpi- 

aqpos, and so on. See Excerpta Neapol. 
in von Jan’s A/us. Script. Gr. § 14. The 
duration of the xpbvos irpSrros was of 
course relative, and not absolute, so that 
the time occupied in singing or declaim¬ 
ing a foot often varied, and we are told 
that HffTLV Sre Kal ev Siaqpxp (sc. ayuyij) 
ylverai SuktvXlkos worts (Exc. Neap. 1. c.). 

But it is clear that in general the aywyal 
of the different kinds of feet were different 
from one another. Hartman ejects rod 

7ro56s, “cum apud Platonem ttovs et pvdpds 

non discrepent. ” The distinction between 
ttovs and pvdpds is not always preserved 
by writers on metre (e.g. Bacchius I sag. 
100 ff. ed. von Jan), but Plato seems to 
make the worts differ from the pvdpds as 
the unit from the whole. 

17 tJtoi. See on 1 344 E. 

20 eiltryr|po(rijvT]s: grace or beauty of 
form in the widest sense. The word is 
introduced in view of the application of 
these principles to objects appealing to 
the eye: see 401 A. 

400 d 24 avappocrTov. The article 
(which Baiter and Hartman require) is 
unnecessary. See on 1 334 E. 

26 aKoXovSqTe'ov (i.q. Sei aKoXovdeiv) 
has ravra for its subject, as Stallbaum 
points out: cf. Laws 803 D rf wal^ovra 
earl Siafiiwriov; and infra v 467 C. 

27 to Trjs 'I'vxjjs fjflet Httctcii. Le 
style e’est l’homme. Conversely, thought 
is the dialogue of the soul with itself: 
see Theaet. 189 E (with Wohlrab’s note) 
and Soph. 263 E. Cf. also IV 437 c n. 
and Homer’s dieXi^aro dvpds. 

400 E 30 cos tvrjSecav is expunged by 
Herwerden; Baiter would omit cos. If 
cos belonged to ertr/deiav (as these critics 
apparently supposed), it would deserve 
expulsion; but it goes with ortaav under¬ 
stood. The antithesis is between dvoiav 
and ei-qdeiav : and if the sentence is read 
so as to lay stress on these two words, it 
will be seen how easily ovaav can be 
repeated after evqdeiav. The sense is: 
not the ertqdeLa which is really dvoia, but 
which we euphemistically designate as 
if it were ert-i/deia (i.e., as before, in the 
good sense of the word), but evijdeia in 
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ev re /cal ica\w<; ro ?)#09 /careaKevaapbevr/v Sidvoiav. UavrcnraaL 

p,ev ovv, ecjorj. Ap ovv ov 7ravrayov ravra bico/crea Tot? veois, 

el peWovac to avrcbv rrpdrreiv; Auo/crea pev ovv. ''Ecmv 8e 

401 ye 7tov 7r\/]pr)<; pev ypa\cf)t/cr] avrcbv /cal rrciaa rj rocavrtj bpuLovpyla, 

7r\>'ipr)s 8e vcpavrucr) /cal TroiK/Ala /cal ol/coSopla /cal iraua av rj 

rwv aKkwv a/cevwv epyaa'ia, en Se rj rwv awparwv cjovais ical rj 

rwv aWwv cfivrwv ev rvacri yap rovrov? eveanv evayrjpoavvrj rj 

dayrjpoavvrj. /cal rj pev dayrjpoavvrj /cal dppvOpia /cal avappoaria 5 

Ka/co\oyia<; /cal Ka/coij0ela<; aSeXcfxi, ra S’ evavrla rov evavrlov, 

crwcjopovos re /cal dyadov XjOovs, aSeXcjod re /cal pbprjpara. Yiav- 

re\cb$ pev ovv, ecforj. 

B XII. ’Ap ovv rot? 7roir)ra?<; r/plv povov 1 emararrjreov kc/X 

TrpoGavay/caareov rrjv rov dyadov el/cova rjOovs eprroietv rocs 10 

its true and etymological sense (ws dAy- 
0<2s)—the eu to yd os KaTe<TKevaa/j.pyv 

Stapoiar. This explanation seems to me 
better than to regard ws euri0eiai> as at¬ 
tracted for ujs evyOeia (sc. ecrriV), a con¬ 
struction for which we may compare 
Prot. 357 D: see my note ad loc. For 
ujs aXydois cf. I 343 C n. 

33 to aviTwv irparreiv. The principle 
of dirXoTys, which is the corner-stone of 
Plato’s city, presents itself in the educa¬ 
tion of the young, as the pursuit of 
evydeia. 

&rn.v 8e ye iron ktX. This lofty 
conception of app-ovla and puff/j.6s—for 
auTuv shews that these are included no 
less than ciioxy/rocnjvy—stretching through¬ 
out the whole domain of art and nature, 
may have been suggested by Pythagorean 
teaching: but the view of education as 
the pursuit and assimilation of all this 
beauty is due to Plato himself. Cf. 
403 c n. 

401A 2 -n-OLKiXCa. I1 378 c«. 
401 A—403 c To these canons not 

only poets but all other artists must con¬ 
form. We shall admit no artists save 
only those who are able to track out the 
nature of the beautiful, and beguile our 
children even in their earliest years into 
unconscious harmony with the beauty of 
reason. The value of a musical training 
lies in its peculiar power of imparting 
grace and beauty to the sold. It enables 
the learner to discriminate between the fair 
and the foul in other spheres, admitting 
only that which is beautiful and fair, at 
first instinctively, but afterwards, when 

reason comes, with fullest consciousness, 
and joyf/d recognition of the beauty to 
which he is himself akin. No one is tridy 
imbued with musical culture until he can 
recognise the originals of virtue wherever 
they are found, as well as their copies 
everywhere. Such an one will love su¬ 
premely the union of a beautiful soul with 
physical beaidy, but will let inner beauty 
atone in part for outward defect, and his 
passion will be pure from sensual taint. 
Our account of Music is now ended: for 
the end of Music is the love of Beaidy. 

401 B 10 tt]v tou ayafloO ktX. This 
famous section describes in glowing lan¬ 
guage, like that of the Symposium, Plato’s 
ideal of art. He does not desire to 
banish art, as is sometimes asserted, but 
rather idealises it by effecting—as he be¬ 
lieved—its reconciliation with beauty and 
truth. Art aspired to be ko.\6p in his 
day : Plato wished it to be so in the 
fullest sense of the word : and his idea of 
beauty is sufficiently comprehensive to 
include moral and spiritual beauty as well 
as physical. Plato was doubtless unfair 
in the application of his principle to some 
of the Greek artists and poets, but in 
itself his ideal—the love of spiritual beauty 
—is one to which the best and most en¬ 
during art—which alone can find a place 
in an ideal city—consciously or uncon¬ 
sciously ever seeks to conform. See 
Nettleship Led. and Rem. 11 pp. 112— 
116. 

toIs iroi/qpacriv ktX. Cf. Laws 6560, E. 
Nettleship [Hell. pp. H7f.) remarks on 
the fact that “Plato in his criticism of 
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iroL/jpaaiv fj plj 7rap' ijplv 7roielv, rj /cal toz<? a\Xoi<; 8rjpioupyol<; 

imaTaTrjTeov /cal 8ia/cwXvTeov to /ca/corjde<; tovto /cal iucoXaaTov 

/cal dveXevOepov /cal aa-^rjpov pijre iv el/coai £a>cov pijTe iv ol/coBo- 

pijpaai pijTe iv aXXw prjBevl Brjpiovpyovpevw ipiroielv, rj 6 prj olos 

15 re cov ovk eaTeo? 7rap' rjp.lv Brjpiovpyelv, iva prj iv /ca/cias el/coai 

tpecjropevoi rjp.lv ol cfivXa/ces ioairep iv /ca/cfj fiordvr], 1 7roXXa C 

e/cdaT7j<i ijpepas /card api/cpov diro ttoXXwv Bpeiropevoi re /cal 

vep.6p.evoL, ev r 1 ^vviaTavTe<; Xavddvwaiv /ca/cov peya iv rfj avTwv 

'ty'VXV’ aX^ i/celvovs £ijTijTeov tov<; Brjpiovpyov9 toi)? ei'cfrvcbs 8vva- 

20 pevovs Ixyeveiv ttjv tov /caXov Te /cal ei/axtjpovos cjrvaiv, Iva itiairep 

iv vyieivw tottw ol/covvTe<; ol veoi diro iravTos dicfieXwvTai, orrodev 

av ai/Tol? curb twv /caXwv epycov r) 7rpo? oyjriv r) 7rpo<; d/coijv tis 

7rpoa/3dXr] wairep avpa <f>epovaa diro xpijaTcov totcwv vyleiav, 

/cal evdvs 1 i/c 7ralBcov Xavddvy els opoioTijTa Te teal (piXiav /cal D 

25 tfvpcfrwvlav TW /caXw Xoyw dyovaa; IIoXz) yap av, ecfrr], /caXXiaTa 

ovtco Tpacpelev. ’Ap’ ovv, 77v 8' iyaj, w TXav/ccov, tovtwv eve/ca 

/cvpiWTciTrj iv povai/cfj tpoefrij, oti pdXiara KaTaSveTai els to ivTo<; 

Trjs r]rvxrj<t 6 Te pv9po<; /cal dppovia, /cal ippcopeveaTaTa divTeTai 

18. vtp.6p.evoi II: avefj.6v.eyoi A et in mg. dvipwpevoi A2. 

Greek art has almost ignored the painters 
and sculptors, and confined his assaults to 
the musicians and still more to the poets.” 
This is true, although the present passage 
shews that his canons were intended to 
regulate painting, sculpture, architecture, 
and the minor arts as well as music and 
poetry. Among other reasons, Nettle- 
ship plausibly suggests that Plato “did 
not see in the sculptors and architects of 
his time the signs of degeneracy which 
drew his attention to the poets and musi¬ 
cians.” Cf. 401 c. 

401 C 21 oirdGev civ ktX. No Greek 
could read these words without thinking 
of Olympia; no Athenian without re¬ 
calling the glories of the Acropolis. It 
was probably in the spirit of this ideal 
that Epaminondas—himself a man of 
Platonic sympathies, if not a Platonist— 
hinted to his countrymen that their city 
could not be truly great until the Pro- 
pylaea crowned their citadel (Aesch. irepl 
irapawpecflelas 105. See also Nettleship 
Hell. pp. 115—123). Partly on grounds 
of style, and partly for grammatical 
reasons, I believe that Plato wrote rts and 

not Tt (see cr. u.). ‘Wherever anything 
strikes on their eyes or ears from fair 
works of art’ sounds material and gross 
in a passage so full of poetic feeling ; and 
in the second place dyovaa agrees with 
aflpa, whereas it should be dyov and agree 
with Tt if Tt is right. Translate ‘Whence¬ 
soever from beautiful works of art there 
smites upon their eyes or ears as it were 
a salubrious breath from healthful re¬ 
gions.’ In the same way a sort of tpepos 
flows into the soul from beauty, awaken¬ 
ing love and admiration (Phaedr. 257 C). 
The melodious current of Plato’s rhythmic 
utterance flows onward like the steady 
though gentle breeze which it describes. 
With ad pa—vyleiav cf. Arist. Probl. 1 52. 
865b 19 7t6\is {/yieivi] Kal roiros eihrvovs 
(5to Kal 17 Qa\aa<ja vyieivfj). For the syntax 
of ns—dienrep avpa <ptpovaa cf. Tas rfis 
yeviaeios Ijvyyeveis oiairep po\vfi5l8as VII 

519 B, where a similar corruption occurs 
in some of the MSS : see n. ad loc. Paris A 
has tL for rls again in II 360 E. 

401 D 27 €V povcriKT) Tpo^rj. The 
insertion of 77 before ev (suggested by 
Riickert) is needless: cf. 404 B. 
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clvtt)s, (jrepovra rrjv evayr]p,ocrvvr)v, Kal iroiel eva^pova, eav Tt9 

E op6w<; Tpa<f>j}, el Se pbrj, rovvavrlov; 1 Kal oro av rwv irapaXenro- 30 

p,evwv Kal p,r) KaXws 8r)fuovpyr)0evT(ov rj pr/ KaXw<; (jrvvrwv o^vrar 

av alaOavoLTO 6 e’/cet tpanels a>? e8ei, Kal op0w'; 8rj 8va^epalvwv 

ra puev KaXd irraivol Kal %aipcov Kal Kara8e'Xiop,evo<; et? rpv rjrv^rjv 

402 tpe<j)OCT av dir’ avrwv Kal ylyvoiro KaXo<; re Kaya0b<;, | ra, 8' 

aicrxpd rfreyoi r av op0w<; Kal puaol en veo? wv, 7rplv Xoyov 

8vvaro<; elvau Xaftelv, eX0ovro<; 8e rov Xoyov darva^oir av avrov 

yvwpl^wv 81 oiKeLOTirjTa paXiara 6 ovtco tpanels; ’Ep,ol yovv 

8ok€l, ecjrr], rwv roiovrwv eveKa iv pLovciKT) eivai rj rpoefrrj. "Ha7rep 5 

dpa, r)v 8' eyw, ypapbpbdrwv rrepi rore iKavw<; elyopev, ore to 

arovyeia pdrj Xav0dvoi r//j,a<; oXlya ovra ev diraaiv ot? ecrriv 

7repicpepopeva, Kal ovr ev apuKpw ovr ev p-eydXw r)rip,a£op.ev 1 

B avrd, &>? ov 8eoi alcrdaveadai, dXXa rravrayov TrpovdvpLovp,eda 

SiayiyvdxxKeiv, &>? ov rrporepov iaopevoi ypappariKol rrplv ovrax; 10 

eyoipev—’AXrj0fj. Ovkovv Kal elKovas ypappdrwv, el 7rov rj ev 

30. av rwv II : avrwv A. 
3q • el elrovas All. 

4. ipol yovv A1!!: ’ipoiy ovv A2. 11. eUbvas 

79 <j>epovTa: not‘imparting’(Jowett), 
but ‘bearing,’ ‘carrying,’ like (ptpouaa in 
the simile: cf. Symp. 188 A rj/cet tpipovra 

eberriplav. 

■401 E 31 Kal (XT) KaXws. Herwer- 
den’s conjecture y for KaL misses the pre¬ 
cise force of Trapa~Kenropivu)v ‘ falling 
short’: cf. Critias 107 D <5£^o>s aladavb- 

pevoi rb -jr apa\eiwopev ov. The word 
is explained in Kal pi/—<pvvrwv, where the 
contrast is between imperfections of art 
and imperfections of nature. 

32 Ik«i: i.e. iv povaiKy. 

opGws Stj ktX. I formerly (with Baiter 
and others) adopted Vermehren’s proposal 
(PI. Stud. p. 94) to read bpdws Sp <xal- 

puv Kai> Suo’xepahwv T“ V-^v Ka\a in-aivoi 

Kal [xalpwv /cal]' Karadexbpevos kt\. The 
correction is certainly an attractive one, 
in view especially of Laws 653 It, C, 

where education is defined as piaeiv piv a 

XPV puretv—crripyeiv hi a XPV trripyeiv, 

and 654 D ra piv aatrafropevos baa Ka\A, 

ra Si Sv<rxePalvuv 07rbaa ptj kaXct, and 
Arist. Eth. Nic. 11 2. 1 i04b x 1 ff. But the 
MS reading, though less pointed and 
pregnant, is in itself satisfactory enough, 
if Si/crxepaivuv be understood with refer¬ 
ence to what precedes (tuv TrapaXeiiro- 

pivuv), and we are therefore hardly justi¬ 

fied in altering the text. (The omission 
of %afpuv Kal in q should not be used as 
evidence of dislocation.) Hartman (after 
Stallbaum) excises Kal between xalpwv 
and KaraSexbpevos, but this too is un¬ 
necessary. We may translate (with 
Jowett) ‘and rejoicing in them’ (as op¬ 
posed to Svayepalvoiv just before) ‘ and 
receiving them into his soul.’ The pre¬ 
position Kara- in KaraSexbpevos suggests 
that beauty is an exile coming home 
again: the return of exiled truth and 
beauty is indeed with Plato the aim of 
education and of life. Cf. Phaedr. 250 A 

—252 A. 
34 Tpg'cfxHTO. For the metaphor cf. 

Phaedr. 248 B ff. 
402 A 6 -ypapparrov. See on II 

368 D. The reference in dyopev, how¬ 
ever, is not to that passage, but to the 
actual experience of the speakers. 

7 ev curacriv ols ’i<rtiv : i.q. iv airaaiv 

iv ols ion, by a common idiom : see on 
II 373 E and cf. Vil 520 D, IX 590 c. 

402 B 9 vis oil Se'oi depends on the 
idea of thinking involved in dripafrpev. 

Richards suggested Siov, “sine causa,” as 
Hartman observes. 

11 elKovas ypappaTuv. The refer¬ 
ence to letters throughout this part of the 
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vSaaiv r/ iv /caTOTTTpois ipcf/acvoivro, ov irporepov yvwaopeda, 

Trplv av avra 7vwpev, d\\' ecrTiv tt}<; avrrjs Te^vr]<; re /cal peRer/pi ; 

HavTchraac pev ovv. ’Ap' ovv, 0 \eyw, irpo<; Oecov, ovtcv; ovSe 

15 povaucol irpoTepov iaopeOa, ovre avrol ovT€ ov9 cf/apev 1 rjplv C 

TracSevreov elvai tow? <\)v\a/ca<;, irplv av rd T/79 acocppoavvrjs 61817 

/cal dvSpecas ical i\ev0epioTT)TO<; /cal peyaXotrpetrel as /cal oaa 

tovtwv dSeXcf/a /cal ra tovtcov av evavria travTa^ov 7reptcf/epopeva 

Republic is only by way of illustration, 
and we must beware of reading more 
into Plato’s words than they are capable 
of meaning in the context where they 
occur. No doubt it is true, as Dr Jackson 
remarks, that “ this passage makes us 
acquainted with the relation of copy and 
model which is to become important 
later,” but Bosanquet goes too far when 
he asserts that “the expression ‘images 
of letters 'points foi-ward to the classifica¬ 
tion of grades of knowledge, at the end 
of Book VI, the allegory of the cave at 
the beginning of Book VII, and the argu¬ 
ment of Book x.” 

13 av-ra is emphatic: ‘the letters 
themselves ’ as opposed to their eir&ves. 
There is of course no allusion to ‘Ideas’ 
of letters. 

402 C 16 to. tt)S o-tdcppo<rvvT|S efSq 

ktX. Are the dSq Plato’s Ideas ? So 
Zeller (il4 1 p. 560 «.), and many other 
critics, understand the word ; nor can it 
be denied that the language of Plato, if 
interpreted in the light of Book VII, can 
bear this meaning. Nevertheless we are 
bound in the first instance to interpret this 
passage by itself, and not by Book VII, the 
more so as the doctrine of transcendent or 
separate (x«/>urrai) Ideas appears nowhere 
else in I—IV, and seems to be expressly 
reserved by Plato for his philosophical, as 
distinct from his musical education (see IV 
435 D and vi 504 b «.). What is meant 
by the words eirivas avrCiv ? The context 
shews conclusively that drives refers to 
copies (sc. of the virtues oujppoabvr) etc.) 
represented in poetry and the fine arts 
(so also Krohn PI. Frage p. 47). On 
any other interpretation the introduction 
of these drives is irrelevant in a discussion 
on the rules which imitative art must obey. 
This being so, if elS-q means the Ideas, 
Poetry will be a direct imitation of the 
Ideas, which is inconsistent with X 595 C 
—598 d. Or does Plato mean to suggest 

that Poetry and Art in his ideal city are 
really to imitate the Ideas directly? This 
is a bold and attractive solution,and there 
are several hints elsewhere to the same or 
nearly the same effect, but Plato expressly 
speaks of the eiS-q here only as immanent, 
and not transcendent (ivivra ev ols Be¬ 

er nv), and we must therefore suppose that 
the artist copies from the life (cf. ev rrj 

pvxv ra\a ijOq evivra d). The word 
eiSq is repeatedly used by Plato without 
reference to transcendent Ideas, as has 
been amply proved by Krohn (PI. St. 
pp. 65, 66), Pfleiderer (Zur Losi/ng etc. 
p. 17), and Campbell (11 pp. 296 ff.). 
Here it does not mean ‘varieties’ (as if 
there were more than one variety of 
trurppoobvq), but simply ‘forms’ or ‘kinds,’ 
in the sense in which the immanent reality 
which every general notion attempts to 
express is a ‘form’ or ‘kind’—a genus 
or species—of the totality of things. Cf. 
IV 435 B n. The genitives are genitives 
of definition. The use of e’lSq in the sense 
of “immanente Seinsformen ” (Krohn) is 
interesting as a harbinger of the Ideal 
theory of VI and vil—a sort of half-way 
house between the Socratic X6yot and 
Plato's ideas. It recurs in iv 434 d, 435 B, 
437 D. See further Krohn PI. Frage pp. 
54 —58, and cf. VI 504 D n. But although 
the separatists have (as I think) made out 
their claim that transcendent Ideas do 
not appear in Books I—IV, I agree with 
Hirmer (Entst. u. Komp. d. PL Pol. p. 
645) in thinking their deductions from 
this fact unwarrantable. 

17 (leyaXoirpEireias. peyaXoirpeTreia 

in Plato is ‘highmindedness,’ not, as in 
Aristotle, ‘magnificence’: cf. vi 486 a n. 
In like manner Plato’s IXevBepidrqs de¬ 
notes the virtue proper to an eXevdepos, 

and is not restricted to liberality in 
spending money. Contrast Arist. Eth. 
Nic. iv cc. 2—6. 
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yvcopt^coptev /cal evovra ev ots eveartv aladavwpteda /cal avrct /cal 

el/covas avrcov, /cal ptyre ev afu/cpocs ptyre iv pteydXot<; artp,d^a>p,ev, 20 

oU« ry<; avry<; oldopteda re%vys elvai /cal pteXery<;; IIoXXy dvdyKy, 

D e<py. Ovkovv, yv 8' eyed, 1 orov av £optirtirry ev re rfj tyv%y KaXa 

ydy evovra /cal ev ra et8ei optoXoyovvra e/celvoi? /cal ^vpcpwvovvra, 

rov avrov p-ereyovra rinrov, rovr av ety KaXXtarov Oeapta rw 

8vvaptevcp Oeaadat; FIoAt; ye. Kat ptyv to ye KaXXtarov epaapttw- 25 

rarov. II c3? S' ov ; Twv 8y o re fiaXtara rotovrwv dvOpwirtov o ye 

ptovatKo<; epwy av el 8e dlfvptepoovo'i el77, ovk av epepy. Ov/c av, 

el' ye n, ecf>y, /card ryv yjrv^yv eXXetTrot' el ptevrot re Kara to awpta, 

E viroptelvetev av, ware eOeXetv dairdi^eaQat. Mavddvw, yv 1 S’ eyed• 

on ear tv aot y yeyovev 7ratStKa rotavra' Kal avyywpw. aXXa 30 

ToSe ptot elire.’ aweppoavvy /cal y8ovy virepfiaXXovay eart rt? 

Kotvcovia; Kat rrd)5, eepy, y ye eKtppova rrotet 01'1% yrrov y Xviry; 

403 'AXXa rfj aXXy apery; | O v8aptw<;. T L Se; vftpet re Kal iiKoXaaia; 

Ylavrcov ptaXtara. Mettfco Se nva Kal otfvrepav e^ets elrrelv 

y8ovyv rys 7repl ra dcppoStata; Ovk e%&>, y S’ o?, ov8e ye ptavtKto- 

repav. O Se opdos epcos 7retpvKe Koapttov re Kal KaXov awcppovwi 

re Kal ptovatKW'; epav; Kal ptdXa, y S’ o?. Ov8ev apa 7rpoaotareov 5 

ptavtKov ov8e tfvyyeves aKoXaatas rq> dp9a> epcon; Ov Trpoaotareov. 

B Ou rrpoaotareov apa 1 avry y y8ovy, ov8e Kotvcovyreov avrys 

epaary re Kal 7rat8tKot<; op0cd<; epwat re Kal ipcoptevots; Ov ptevrot, 

ptct At’, e<py, w XooKpares, 7rpoaotareov. Ovrco 8y, &>? eotKe, 

voptoderyaets iv ry oiKtlfoptevy 7roXet, (ptXetv ptev Kal Ifvvetvai Kal 10 

19,20. yvojpl^ojp.ev—aladavdipieda—drifid^wpiev ATI: yvoipipopev—alaSavbfxeOa— 
CLTiiJ.dpofj.ev A2. 21. oloifieda II: 0lip-eOa A. 26. Sr] 6 tl II: Sidri A. 
10. vofxo6eT7]<reis II: 6 voptodeT^s (sic) els A, sed 6 addidit A2. 

402 D 26 ruv 8i)—dcrird^etrGai. Cf. 
Syrnp. 209 B and 210 B,C. The whole 
of Diotima’s wonderful speech (210 D— 

212 a) should be compared with the 
closing sections of this chapter. In point 
of language the words koXKustov diapa— 
ipao-fj/LoraTov closely resemble Tim. 87 D. 

27 a|i5(juj)a)vos: i.e. (as Glauco’s answer 
shews) strictly speaking one whose soul 
and body do not harmonise in point of 
beauty, but the word also suggests “the 
man who has no music in his soul.” Cf. 
Symp. 206 C rd SS (kotjctls Kal yivvrfms) 
iv rip dvapfj,6<TT(p dSivarov 7eviaBai. With 
the sentiment in general cf. Tun. 87 D fi:. 

402 e 29 |Jiav0dvw—on: ‘I under¬ 

stand : (you say so) because ’ etc.: see 
I 332 A n. 

403 A 7 ou irpocrotcrTeov apa. This 
somewhat extreme example of a common 
liberty in concord serves to increase the 
rhetorical emphasis by the energetic re¬ 
petition of Glauco’s ipsissima verba. 
The emphasis becomes still greater in 
Glauco’s reply ov /jlIvtol, /rd A la, irpoa- 

OLGTebv. The particle pivroi is especi¬ 
ally used in replies when the words of 
a previous speaker are repeated (Hoefer 
de part. Plat. p. 32). q and Flor. U have 
irpocroiaTia. 

403 b 10 tjnkciv is ‘kiss’ (as Schnei¬ 
der rightly translates the word): cf. 



170 rFAATQNOI [403 B 

a7TTea0aL wcnrep veos 7tcu8lkwv ipacrrrfv, tcov tcaAwv yapiv, iav 

irelOy ra 8' aWa ovtcds opuXeiv 7rpo? ov tis a7rov8d£oi, ottoi? 

pr]8e7roT€ 8o%ei paicporepa tovtcov ^vyylyveadai- ' el 8e pcrf, ^/royov C 

dp,ovala<; teal inreipoicakias v(f)e^ovTa. Ourw?, SAp' ovv, 

15 ijv 8' iyco, tca\ aol (ftalverat Te\o? rjpuv e%eiv 6 7repl povcrucrjs Xoyos; 

ol yovv 8el reXevrdv, reTeXevTTjicev 8el 8e 7rov reXevrav ta 

povauca els ra rov kciKov epwruca. ’E.vp.cprjp.t, y 8' 09. 

XIII. MeTa 8r) povaiicrjv yvpvaarucfj dpeiTTeoi ol veavlai. 

V 468 B and Arist. Pol. B 4. 1262“ 32 ff., 
where xpva'eii (as Hicks observes) means 
‘endearments.’ 

11 airx€cr0ai ktX. We think of 
Socrates and the ‘ disciple whom he 
loved ’ in the Phaedo : el&Oei yap, oirore 
tl>x0lt ical^eiv pov els ras rpixa-s (89 b). 

(iio-irep tit'os. Herwerden’s conjecture cos 
irarrip veos (or diisleep iraspp Wos) deserves 
the praise of ingenuity, but Plato’s text 
is better and more expressive, because it 
represents the object of affection almost 
as the lover’s very son. It should be 
noted that in Plato’s Zpus it is the elder 
who loves, and the younger who is loved; 
and that the aim and purpose of Platonic 
love is t6kos ev eaXG (Symp. 206 b)—the 
bringing to birth of noble thoughts and 
aspirations from the beautiful soul of 
youth. Socrates was the embodiment 
of Plato’s ideal in this respect (Symp. 
216 D If.). Some true and excellent ob¬ 
servations on the subject will be found in 
Dugas EAmitie Antique pp. 50—53 al. 

twv koXwv xt*Plv- Plato is resolved 
that Love, as well as Art, shall serve 
Virtue and not Vice. 

12 TaS’dXXa—£uYyiyve<r0ai. cnrouSd- 
irpos nva occurs with the same sense 

in Gory. 510 C. Madvig’s irepl wv for 
irpbs bv would give quite a wrong mean¬ 
ing. (nrovSd^ei has been suggested for 
cnrovdafoi (Ast, Richards, Hartman), but 
the optative puts the case more generally: 
any one in whom one may be interested. 
Cf. Soph. Ant. 666 aXX’ 8v niXis <stI\- 
aete, rovSe xpV xXiiecv, with Jebb’s note. 
The previous sentence has told us what 
the actual relations of the pair of friends 
must be; and Plato now forbids all 
conduct likely in any way to occasion 
scandal or misapprehension: hence 56£e 1 
(‘be supposed to’). Such conduct is in 
bad taste (\pbyov dpovcrlas), rather than 
positively al<sxp^v or immoral, like actual 
vice, papybrtpa rovrip (Herwerden) in¬ 

stead of pax pore pa tovtuv is a singularly 
gross conjecture. 

403 C 14 v<(>e'|ovTa. “Si vtjsO-ovTa 

non sanum, corrige iipe&iv ” (Hartman). 
This catches the point, but, as Hartman 
admits, the text can be defended as it 
stands. The participle agrees with the 
subject of bpiXeiv, el SI pp being all but 
adverbial, and therefore not followed by 
a main clause. Cf. Prot. 311 D. 

16 8el 8f 7tou ktX. The love of 
Beauty is <piXotro<pla (Symp. 204 b) ; so 
that the famous saying of the Phaedo 
(61 A) <piXo<ro<pla peylarp povtmcf] re¬ 
sembles this. I agree with Krohn (PI. 
St. p. 71) in holding that rod KaXoO is 
still beauty as it is revealed in Nature 
and in Art (see on 402 c), the iro\i> irt- 
Xayos toO KaXoi of Symp. 210 D, and not 
yet the transcendent Idea of the Beauti¬ 
ful, the contemplation of which demands 
a still higher flight (ib. 210D—212 a). 
But Plato leaves his povoixbs already 
knocking at the gates ‘of the blest pro¬ 
mised Land.’ 

403 c—405 A Let us now discuss 
the subject of physical training. IVe may 
safely entrust the duty of making specific 
rides to the intelligences which we train, 
and content ourselves with tracing out¬ 
lines. Every kind of excess or self-in¬ 
dulgence in eating, drinking, and the other 
appetites, must be forbidden. Gymnastic 
must be ‘simple’ like her sister Music. 
Complexity in the one case breeds disease, 
in the other vice; so that doctors and 
judges rise in public estimation, and chi¬ 
canery and medicine give themselves airs. 

403 c 18 yupvatrriKTj kt\. Pla¬ 
to’s statements on yupvaoTix-q have been 
carefully collected and expounded by 
Kanter Platos Anschauungen iiber Gym- 
nastik, Graudenz 1886. Admirable re¬ 
marks on the whole subject will be found 
in Nettleship Hell. pp. 132—134: cf. 
also his Lectures and Remains II pp. 
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D Tt pyv; Ae? /^ey S?) teal ravry dtcpi^cb1; rpe(pea0at etc iralScov ' Sta 

j3lov, e^et Se 7to)?, o>5 eyebpat, wSe’ atcbirei Se teal av' epol pev 'yap 20 

00 cpalverat, o av xpyarov y acbpa, rovro rrj avrov apery ^Irvxyv 

dya0yv irately, dXXa rovvavriov 'tyvXV dya0y ry avry5 apery acbpa 

irapexetv 005 olov re /3eXnarov aol Se ircb<; cf>alverai; Kal epol, 

eefiy, outo)5. Ovtcovv el ryv Scdvoiav Itcavcbs Oepairevaavres rrapa- 

E Solpev avry rd irepl ro acbpa a/cpc/3oXoyela0ai, ypev> Se 1 oaov T005 25 

rvirov<; vcf)yyyaalpe0a, iva py patcpoXoycbpev, op0ob<; ay 1roiolpev; 

IIaw pev ovv. Xle0ys pev Sy ehropev on dcpe/creov avrol<;' irayrl 

yap irov paXXov eyxcvpel, y cf>vXatct, pe0va0evn py elSevai, oirov 

7775 early. TeXolov yap, y S' 05, rov ye cf>vXatca tyvXatcoc; Sela0ai. 

Tt Se Sy alrcov irept; a0Xyral pev yap oi avSpes rov peylarov 30 

dycbvos. y ov^l; Nat. 9 Ap' ovv y rtbvSe rcbv datcyrcbv e^a 

404 irpoaytcova' \ av e’ly rovrov;; 'laco^. AXX', yv S' eycS, viTvcSSys 

avry ye Tt5 teal acftaXepa irpo<; vyieiav y 0vx opas on tea0evSoval 

re rov /3lov teal, iav a pin pa itcf3cbaiv rys reraypevrp Stair ye;, 

peydXa teal acfroSpa voaovatv ovrot ol datcyral; Opcb. Kop'^rorepa<; 

Sy nvos, yv S' eycS, aa/cyaeco5 Sel rot5 rroXepiKov? d0Xyral<i, ov5 5 

26. paKpoXoyoipev A2II: paKpoXoyolpev A1. 

123—126. Plato deals here chiefly with 
the hygienic aspect of gymnastic—a sub¬ 
ject which was much discussed in his day: 
see Diet. Ant. 1 p. 929, where we are 
reminded that gymnasia were dedicated 
to Apollo, father of Asclepius, and him¬ 
self a god of healing. In his interesting 
treatise Die Platonischen Dialoge in 
ihrem Verhaltnisse zu den Hippokra- 
tischen Schriften (Landshut 1882) Po- 
schenrieder has shewn that Plato was 
strongly influenced throughout this pas¬ 
sage by the views of Hippocrates and his 
school. See also Plaser Lehrb. d. Gesch. 
d. Med. etc. 1 pp. 94 ff. The athletics of 
Gymnastic are treated of in Laws 795 D ff., 

833 ff. 
403 D 22 OYa(hj-PeX-TLCTTOV. 

No very recondite theory of the relation 
of body and soul is here involved. Plato 
simply means that the soul has more 
power over the body than the body over 
the soul. (The restriction in cos olbv re 
should be noted.) On this principle some 
doctors held that to cure the body one 
should minister to the mind diseased: see 
the curious passage in Charm. 156 B—157 
c. The general sentiment is well illustrated 

by J. and C. from Democr. Fr. Mor. 128 
(Mullach) dvBpwrroicn appbSiov \pvxys pdX- 
Xov rj <n3/xaros irodeodaL Xbyov \j/vxi pev 
yap reXeuT&TT] UKr/veos pox^ypiyo bpdoi, 
(TKr/veos 8b hrxus dvev XoyuxpoG i/vxV 
ovdbv ti apeLvw troiel. 

403 E 27 €lbro|j.ev. 398 E. 

30 &0\r|Ta! — aytovos. Cf. Laws 
829 E dOXyTas twi> peyiOTuv dywvuv, 
and Lack. 182 A. 

31 Tuv8e means contemporary athletes: 
cf. IV 42502. With Plato’s strictures 
on Greek athletics cf. Arist. Pol. 0. 4. 
1338b 10 (with Susemihl and Hicks’ note) 
and especially Eur. Fr. 284: for his 
attack on the diet and training of athletes 
cf. Diet. Ant. I pp. 98, 928 and the 
authorities there cited. 

404 A 3 edv o-|UKpd 6Kpw<riv kt\. 

Poschenrieder (l.c.) cites the Hippocra- 
tean Praedictiones II c. 1 Littre tovs 
aOXyras yii’ii<TKeii>...iji' ti tov crm'ou airo- 

Xliroxnv, i) irepolbv tl tpaywmv, rj tot<2 

ttXIovl XPVaojurai, rj tov irepLTrdTOV arroXt- 

TTuxnv -ij dppoSiolwv ti 7rpatjojor tovtwv 

TcdvTwv oiiSbv Xavddvei, ov5’ el opuKpbv ti 

eii) diraflyvas uivOpoiiros. 
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ye wairep tcvvas dypvTrvov; re dvdyKt] elvai Kal 6 tl ptaXoara 

of;v opav Kal aKOveiv Kal 7roXXa<; peTa/3oXas ev ral<; arparelavi 

pteTafioXXovras 1 vSdrcov re Kal twv dXXcov gltwv Kal eiXyaetav B 

Kal yeipd>vu>v pty aKpoacfoaXels elvai 717109 vyletav. ^aiverai poi. 

10’Ap ovv rj /3eXrLaT7] 7vpivauTiKy aSeXcfoy tis dv eiy t775 p,ovai- 

k?)<;, i)v oXLyov irpoTepov 8if)p,ev; 11(09 Xeyei<;; 'AtrXf/ ttov Kal 

eTueiKr)<; yvpivaaTiK?'], Kal pidXiara rj tmv 7repl rov 7roXep,ov. 

8y; Kal Trap' 'Op,i)pov, i)v S’ eyed, to. ye Toiavra piddoi av Tt?. 

olada yap oti eirl arparela<; ev ral? twv rjpbbwv eaTiaaeaiv ovre 

15 l^Ovaiv avTovs earia, Kal ravra 1 evl BaXarry ev 'KXXycrTrbvTO) C 

ovras, ovre e(f)9oi*? Kpeaaiv, dXXa piovov 07TT0t9, a 8rj pbdXiaT dv 

el'77 aTpaTtroTais eviropa• 7ravrayov yap, a>9 67T09 elirelv, avrd) ta> 

7rvpl xprjadai eviropdorepov, rj dyyela f;vp,Trept<j)epeiv. Kal p,aXa. 

6. re II: re Kal A. 7. arparelais 9r: <tt pariah A a 17: err par tan (sic) II. 
14. arpartlas II2 q: arpanas A2: vranas (sic) II1. 

6 iitrirep KWas. II 375 A. 

7 iroXXas p.€TaPo\as kt\. Cf. [Hip- 
pocr.] de umoribus v p. 496 c. 15 Littre 
ai perafioXal paXtara tIktovch voappara 

Kal ai piyiorat paXtora Kal iv rf/mv aippatv 

ai peyaXat peraXXayal Kal iv roiai AXXot- 

<nv: cf. also Aphorism. 1 v p. 486 § 1 al. and 
PI. Lazvs 797 d ff. (Poschenrieder l.c. 

PP- 31 ff-) , 
404 B ii dirXrj—iroXtpov. The sen¬ 

tence is usually explained by carrying on 
i) /SeXtiVtij yvpvatrTiKp dv dp and regard¬ 
ing dwXij—7vpvaariKp as the predicate 
both to i] f}e\Ti<TTT) yvpvaartKp and to p 
tuv nepi*rov itSXcpov. Besides its ex¬ 
treme cumbrousness, this view makes 
Plato say that the best gymnastic is good 
(imeiKps is practically synonymous with 
ayadp), which is, to say the least, un¬ 
necessary. It seems to me much simpler 
and better to make eViei/crjs 7vpvaariKp 
the subject to air\p. The meaning is: 
will the best course of training be sister 
to the music we described? How so? 
emeiKTjs 7vpvaoTiKp, like izneiKps pov- 
oiK-p (this is the force of /ecu), is (earl 
understood) a-rrXp, and so above all is 
that of soldiers. Hartman, who saw that 
the passage must be taken in this way, 
would write p for Kal, and I once pre¬ 
ferred Kal <p>, but the article can be 
dispensed with (cf. 401 D n.), and Kai is 
necessary. As the emphasis is primarily 
on yvpvaartKp, some may prefer to read 

yvpvaartKp imtiKps or yvpvaartKp p iirtei- 

Kps; but if the stress of the voice is laid 
on yvpvaartKp, and itruiKps yupvaariKp 

treated as a single expression (cf. v 
453A».), I think the text may stand. 

14 oiire lx0u<riv kt\. Cf. Eubulus 
ap. Athen. I 25 C (Jackson). 

404 C IJ tv ' EXXtpnroVTu is re¬ 
jected by Cobet and Hartman; if the 
Homeric heroes were iv 'E\\p<nr6vTti>, 
the fish forsooth would more easily have 
eaten them than they the fish 1 This is 
however so obvious that even Cobet’s 
“ scriba sciolus ” would have seen it, and 
avoided the preposition iv. The fact is 
that 'EXXi)cr7rovros was constantly used to 
denote the whole coast stretching from 
the Pontus to the Aegean, including 
Bosporos and Propontis. See Stein on 
Hdt. IV 38 and cf. Thuc. II 9. The usage 
is also found in Inscriptions (Meisterhans3 
p. 226. 16). An Athenian of Plato’s day 
was much more likely to employ the 
name 'EWpawovros in this idiomatic sense 
than a later copyist; and for this reason 
I have no doubt that the expression is 
genuine, although the words of Hartman 
“ nihil refert utrum iv 'EXXpcnrivTip an tv 
AlydiTTtp sint ” are nearly, if not quite, 
true. Plato may however intend to re¬ 
mind us that fish were plentiful in the 
region of the Hellespont: cf. It. IX 360 
and Athen. IV 157 B. 

17 tos ^iros eiireiv. I 341 B «. 
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Ov8e pJr\v rjSvafu'iTon, co? eyco/iai, "O/u.ijpos irwirore e/LVY}<s0r/. 

rj tovto /iev /cal ot aXXoi da/cr/ral laaaiv, oti to> fieXXovn ado/ian 20 

e5 e^eiv dcfre/creov toov toiovtcov dtrdvTwv; Kcu op0do<; ye, 

D taaal re /cal dtre^ovTai. 1 'Zvpa/coalav 8e, 00 cjolXe, rpaire^av teal 

'S.uceXucr/v iroacCXlav o'yfrov, &>? eoi/cas, ov/c alvei’;, eirrep croi ravra 

80/cel opOco; e%eiv. Ov p.01 8okco. M*eyei? apa /cal K.opiv9lav 

/coprjv cplXr/v elvai dv8paaiv pieXXovcnv ev aco/iaro; e^eiv. Havrd- 25 

7raai p,ev ovv. Ov/covv /cal ’Attikcov Tre/ipuiToov ra? 8o/covaa<; 

elvai eviraOia1;; ’Avdy/cr]. "OXt/v yap, ol/iai, rr/v Toiavrr/v ain/aiv 

/cal Slairav tj) /leXoTroila re /cal w8fj rrj ev tu> rravap/iovlcp /cal ev 

E Tvacn pv6/iol<; 1 rjreriroir//jievp drnei/cd'C>ovTe<; op0w<; av iiTrei/ca^oi/iev. 

n«9 yap ov; O v/covv e/cel piev d/coXaalav rj Ttoi/cCXia everi/crev, 3° 

evravda 8e voaov, r/ 8e d-rrXon?<? /card /iev /lovai/cr/v ev -^rv%al<; 

(Toocfipocrvvr/v, /card 8e yv/ivaan/cr/v ev aw/iaaiv vyteiav; ’AXr/9e- 

405 (TTara, e<jbp. ’ A/coXacrla<; 8e /cal vocrcov | 7rXr/0vovarwv ev 7roXei dp' 

ov 8i/caarrjpid re /cal larpela TroXXa dvoiyerai, /cal 8ucavi/cr/ T6 /cal 

71 Kal op0ws Ye—aire'xovTai. 6p6G>s 
must be taken with both verbs: ‘Yes, 
and they do well in knowing it and in 
abstaining.’ 

404 D 22 SupaKocrtav—ox|/ov. For 
5^ (‘ autem ’) Stallbaum unnecessarily 
reads dq. The 2vpaKOtrla rpenre^a was 
proverbial: see Blaydes on Ar. Fr. 206 
and the curious account of Syracusan 
gluttony in PI. Epp. vn 326 B If. There 
is no sufficient basis for Cobet’s idea that 
Plato is here borrowing from some comic 
poet. Later scandal insinuated that it 
was the delights of Syracusan living that 
drew Plato thrice to Sicily (Hermann 
Gesch. u. System p. ri6 n. 133, where the 
authorities are cited). 

24 KopivGCav Kopr]v. Cf. 11 373 a n. 
Kopwdla Kbpq is a grisette: see the com¬ 
mentators on Ar. Pint. 149, and on the 
general subject Bliimner Privatalt. pp. 
254—256. <pl\qv is more refined for 
‘mistress’ (iralpa). The word rbpqv 
has been doubted: “innocentem puellam 
eicere ex Platonis republica voluerunt 
triumviri praestantissimi Buttmannus, 
Morgensternius, et nuperrime Astius.” 
So says Stallbaum, her successful cham¬ 
pion. 

26 ’Attikwv ireppaTcov. The fame 
of Athenian pastry was as great as its 
variety: see Athen. xiv cc. 51—58 and 
other references in Bliimner l.c. d. 220. 

28 iravapp.ovftp. See on 399 C. 

405 a 2 laTpela were both dis¬ 
pensaries and consulting-rooms etc. See 
Laws 646 C and other references in 
Bliimner l.c. p. 359. In some larpela 
patients were also housed and treated by 
doctors (Haser Lehrln/ch d. Gesch. d. 
Med. etc. 1 pp. 86 ff.), so that in 
certain cases they resembled a sort of 
private hospital. For the remedial con¬ 
ception of punishment prevailing in the 
whole of this section see II 380 b n. 

SiKaviKip Cobet calls for Su-cumKi), 
and at first sight biKaarSiv just below 
seems to favour his view. But Plato 
deliberately selects the less reputable 
word, meaning by it the arts by which 
men try to lead the true Stxacrrrjs (cf. Ap. 
40 a) astray: see infra b, C. In his own 
city there is no 5u<aviKq, but only Sina- 
crTiKtri (409 E, 410 a). It appears from 
Laws IV 720 C ff. that a doctor’s assistants 
were usually slaves, and that slaves for 
the most part treated slaves, and freemen 
freemen, but the rule was not universal 
(see Bliimner l.c. p. 359 n. 1). Plato 
holds that the increase of citizen doctors 
points to the spread of self-indulgence 
among the free-born population. 

405 A—410 A It is a sign of bad 
education when we req/dre first-rate 
physicians and judges; still more shame¬ 
ful is it to pride oneself on escaping the 
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larpiKT] aepvvvovTat, orav hi) ical ikev0epoi 7roXkol ical acfiohpa 

Ttepl avTti airovhd^waLV; Tt yap ov pekket; 

5 XIV. TV79 he Ka/cr)<; re nal ala^pa<; 7ratSeta? ev 7rukeL apa prj 

tl pel^ov e£et? kafielv teicpi)piov, r) to heiadai laTpwv ical hcKaarwv 

atcpoov pr) povov Toy? <f)av\ovs re teal ^etpore^ya?, akka teal Toy? 

ev ekev0epw ayjppaTi 7rpoa7roiovpevov<; Te0pd<f>0at,; r) oit/c 1 ala^pov B 

ho/cel teal an a eh ev a las peya Tetepppiov to iiratcTU) nap' akkoov, 

10 to9 heanoTedv Te teal tepiTwv, t&> huealep dvayted'C1e<T0ai /xpf)cr0ai 

teal dnoplci olteeleov; IIcivtcov pev ovv, eepp, aXeryieiTOV. hoteet 

aoL, i)v h' eyed, tovtov a'leryiov eivai tovto, OTav tis pr) povov to 

7rokii tov (3lov ev hiteacTTT]plots epevyeov Te teal huotecov teaTaTplfirjTai, 

dkka teal Into dneipoteaklas in' avtS hr) tovtw nei<T0y teakkeonl- 

15 £eer0ai, cos heivos d>v nepl to dhueeiv 1 teal Iteavos 7rdcras pev crTpoepas C 

1TTpe<pea0at, ndaas he hie^ohovs hiel;ek0d>v dnoerTpaepf/vai kvyi^o- 

15. licavbs A2II: Uavus A1. 16. Ste^e\du>v A2II: 5iet;e\0eiv A1. 

punishtnent of wrong-doing by the aid 
of legal subterfuges. We should also be 
ashamed to enlarge the terminology of 
medicine by our self-indulgence. It was 
otherwise with medical science in the time 
of Homer, although Herodicus has now 
invented a new sort of treatment, whose 
only result is to prolong the process of 
dying. Asclepius knew better; for he saw 
that work was more than life. We recog¬ 
nise this fact in the case of artisans and 
mechanics; but Asclepius knew that rich 
men also have a work to do, and in the 
interests both of his patients and their 
country, declined to treat incurable diseases. 
Legends *to the contrary effect are false. 
Yet we cannot dispense with doctors and 

judges: only they must be good doctors and 
good judges. The most skilled physicians 
are those who, besides having learnt their 
art, have had the largest experience of 
disease in their own persons; but no one 
can be a good judge whose soul is not 
unstained. Our judges must be old, and 
gain their knowledge of crime by science, 
not by personal experience. The vicious 
judge cannot recognise innocence when he 
sees it. Vice will never know Virtue, but 
Virtue may be taught to know Vice as well 
as herself. Our doctors will permit the 
physically incurable to die; the morally 
incurable our judges will put to death. 

405 B ii Kai airopia oiksiwv has 
suffered severely at the hands of critics, 
ivho have bracketed ical (Ast and others), 

or read /cal airopia olKeiiov (Hermann), 
or Sucaiiov airopia oUeioiv (Madvig), or 
finally denounced the words as a ‘ futile 
interpretamentum.’ Schneider explains 
nat as “ idque ” (“ und zwar ” in his trans¬ 
lation), and so also Prantl, and Shilleto 
(on Dem. F. L. § 101). This interpreta¬ 
tion appears to me forced and unnatural. 
It is simplest to make airoplq. as well as 
rip ducaiip depend on xPV<s8ai, and regard 
Xpvadac airopia. as equivalent to Aval 
airopoi, just as xpff@al dpadiq (for ex¬ 
ample) means no more than eivai apiaBeU. 
The plural oinelwv does not refer to Seairo- 
tQv, but is the genitive of oUda, which 
means ‘resources of one’s own,’ ‘personal 
resources’ )( iiraKTip irap’ dXXiov. Cf. the 
use of ret olneia in the literal sense for res 
familiaris I 343 E al. 

t] Sok€i kt\. Glauco has said that 
XPViOai eiraKTip rip Suraiip is the most 
disgraceful thing of all. Socrates asks 
him whether it (toCto) is more disgraceful 
than the other case (tovtov) which he is 
about to mention; and Glauco’s reply is 
‘no: this other case is even more dis¬ 
graceful than the first ’ (infra c). The 
meaning was missed by the critic who 
(see Rev. de Philol. xv p. 83) ingeniously 
suggested the insertion of r) oil; after 
Sinaorod just before Glauco’s reply. In 
what follows the litigiojisness of the 
Athenian nature is satirised. 

405 c 16 diroCT-Tpaefnrjvat: an ex¬ 
pressive and epigrammatic condensation 
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fievos, ware p,y nrapacryelv Si/cyv, /cal ravra aptucpwv re /cal ovSevos 

a^icov eve/ca, dyvoobv, oaw /cdXXiov /cal apieivov to 7rapaa/ceva^eiv 

tov filov avra/ piySev SelaOai wara£ovro<; bacaarov; Ov/c, aXXa 

rovr, ecf)7], e/ce'ivov en alayiov. To Se larpucrpyv S' eyw, Seladai, 20 

o n per) rpavptarwv eve/ca y rivoov irrereicov voaypuirwv imrreaovrcov, 

D aXXa 1 Si apy'iav re /cal Stairav oiav SiyXOopiev pevpuirwv re /cal 

rrvevptarwv warrep Xlpivas epmpnr\apievov<; cf)vaa<; re /cal /carappovs 

voaypiaaiv ovop,ara r'ldeaOai avay/cd^eiv too? /copftyovs 'Aa/cXy- 

7naSas, ov/c aia^pov So/cel; Kal pidX\ ecf>y, w? aXyOcbs icaivd ravra 25 

Kal arorra voaypidrwv ovopiara. Ola, yv S' iyco, co? olpai, ovk 

yv err 'Aa/cXyrriov' reKp.aipop.ai Be, on avrov 01 wet? ev Tpola 1 

for awoXvdrivai arpeip&pevos. \vyiti6pevos 
is rightly explained by the Scholiast as 
orpetpbpevos, Kap.irT6p.evos, a7rd rwv \6yuv 
\vyos 8i iart tpvrov IpavrtoSes. The cor¬ 
ruption \oyi£6pevos (found in all mss 

except A and—according to Rostagno 
—M) was easy and almost inevitable. 

17 irapa(rx«vv SiKqv. The same phrase 
appears in Eur. Hipp. 49, 50, and Her- 
werden should not have proposed viro- 
ax^lv. Plato’s view in the Gorgias is that 
the guilty should denounce themselves 
to the judge and be cured by suffering 
punishment: see II 380 B n. 

405 D 23 (jiucras re Kal Ka-rappovs. 
The order is chiastic, <j>uoas referring to 
Trvevpdruv, and Karappovs to pevparuv. 
Plato clearly indicates that the medical 
use of these words was only beginning 
in his day, and it is the application of 
these words to diseases which he derides, 
not the words themselves when used of 
bellows, blasts, and torrents (see the 
Lexica). The experiment in language is 
better preserved by rendering ‘ blasts and 
torrents’ than ‘flatulence and catarrh.’ 
For <pvaa cf. (with Poschenrieder 1. c. 
p. 47) [Flippocr.] de Jlatibus VI p. 94 c. 3 
Littre wvevpara 8e rd p6v ev rotat atopaat 
<f>vaat KaXbovrat, ra 86 efw rCov aupdruv 
a-qp, and ib. c. 7 orav ovv rd arwpa airioiv 
irXqodrj, Kal irvebparos irXqapovq iirl 
irX6ov ylyverai rwv atrlviv xP0VLZ0Vtvwv ■ 
Xpovl^erat 86 ra atria 8td rb irXqdos ov 
Svvdpeva SteXPelv eptppax^claqs 88 rrjs 
Karto KotXlqs, es 8Xov rd awpa SPSpapov 
al tpvaat. Other examples of the use 
of the term in the Hippocratean corpus 
are cited by Stephanus-Hase Thes. s.v. 
With Karappovs cf. Crat. 440 C arexvtos 
viairep oi Kardpptp voaovvres avdponroi. 

The word is found in the Hippocratean 
writings, and denotes “defluxionem aut 
omnem humoris ex capite ad os et asperam 
arteriam, atque per earn ad pulmonem, 
delationem ac descensum ” (Stephanus- 
Hase s.v., where examples are quoted). 

24 TOVS Kopu|/ov>S ’AtrKXrjmdSas. The 
epithets Kop-pol and xaPlevTe$ were often 
applied to the more advanced and scien¬ 
tific sort of physicians (Bliimner Privatalt. 
p. 358 n. 2). The ’AaKXqirtdSai were a 
well-recognised sect or college of physi¬ 
cians, with schools in Cyrene, Rhodes, 
Cos and Cnidos. See Gunther in Iwan 
Muller’s Handbuch V 1 p. 103, and Hug 
on Symp. 186 E. 

25 Kal p.d\’—ovojj.aTa: ‘Yes, indeed, 
these are truly ’ etc. Glauco does not 
reply to ovk alaxpbv SokcT, but simply 
corroborates what Socrates has said about 
the new medical terminology. This is 
simpler than to place (with Schneider) 
a colon after 8<pq, and take Kal pdXa with 
alaxpbv. The asyndeton on Schneider’s 
view is too harsh, and would almost 
require the insertion of Kal before <is, 
or (if cos aXqOQs were taken as u>s aXqdtbs 
alaxpbv) before Katvd; neither of which 
alternatives is satisfying. For similar 
inexactness in replies see V 465 E n. 

405 DE 27 01 vets—eir6Tf|Ai]<j-av. In 
themselves these words can only mean 
that Machaon and Podalirius (the two 
chief army doctors to the Greek host, 
II. XI 833) found no fault with the damsel 
who gave the wounded Eurypylus an 
inflammatory potion, or with Patroclus, 
who was curing him, for directing or per¬ 
mitting her to do so. In our Homer, 
however, the potion is given, not to Eu¬ 
rypylus but to the wounded Machaon, by 
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KvpvtrvXrp Terpcofievep eir oTvov Tlpdpiveiov aXefnTa 7roXXd eTTLiraa- E 

Oevra Kal Tvpov e\iri^vadevTa, a St] SoKei cfrXeypiaTcoSr) elvai, ovk 406 

£p,ep,yfravTO rfj Sovar/ Trie tv, ovSe IT arponXip too Icop-evco iireTip-paav. 

Kal p.ev Sr}, ecfrr], droirbv ye to irwpa ovtw<; €%ovti. Ovk, el y 

evvoeis, ehrov, oti rfj TraiSaycoyiKr) twv voarjpidTwv ravrp rf} vvv 

5 larpiKT] irpo tov ' AaKXpTndSai ovk e^pcbvTO, do? (fracn, 7rplv 'HpoSiKov 

yeveadai’ }ipoSiKO<; Se 7raiSoTpi/3rp? mv Kal voacbSrji; yevopievos, 

pel^as yvp,vaaTiKrjv larpiKp, cnreKvaiae rrpwTOv piev 1 Kal p,dXiaTa B 

eavTov, eTreir aXXov; vcrrepov toXXoik;. Ylf) Sr}; ecfsp. MaKpov, 

rjv S' £yd>, tov Odvarov avtu> Tron}aa<;. TrapaKoXovOwv yap tu> 

10 voappaTi Oavaaipup ovti ovtc laaaaOai, oip-ai, olos t r/v eavTov, 

ev aa^oXla Te 7rdvTiov laTpevop.evo<; Sia fliov e^rj diroKvai6p,evo<;, 

el Tt tt}? elcodvlas Sialt??? etc flair], SvcrdavaTwv Se vtto aocpias et? 

Hecamede, Nestor’s slave (//. xi 674); and 
this is correctly related in Jon 538 B. The 
inconsistency led Ast to suspect the genu¬ 
ineness both of EbpvwbXip—see however 
408 a—and of oo5<r IIarp6/c\<p rip lorpevui; 
but there can be little doubt that the text 
is sound. We must suppose either that 
Plato is confused, or else that in his text 
of Homer such a potion was administered, 
not only to the wounded Machaon (as in 
the Ion l.c.), but also to the wounded 
Eurupylus, with Patroclus’ sanction. The 
first alternative is possible, and approved 
by Howes (Harvard Studies etc. VI p. 

198): but as it is clear from the Ion— 
if the Ion is genuine—that Plato was 
familiar with the story of Machaon’s treat¬ 
ment, I think it more likely that Plato’s 
Homer related a similar incident in con¬ 
nexion with the treatment of Eurypylus 
also. For the healing of Eurypylus see 
II. XI 844 ff., XV 394. 

405 e 78 otvov npctpvriov. Athe- 
naeus, alluding to this passage, informs 
us that Pramneian wine was iraxvs Kal 

TToXvTpbcpOS (1 10 b). 

406 a 1 <J>X.6yp,aTcoST]: ‘inflamma¬ 
tory.’ Cf. [Hippocr.] Irepi vovaoiv iv c. 35 
(VII p. 548 Littre) eirqv ns (payy Tvpov 

ij 6 ti earl Sptpb, y S.XX0 ti (pdyy rj iriy 6 
Tt (art cpXty par CoSes, airUa 0i eirtdiet 

iirl to arbpa Kal Tas pivas (Poschenrieder 
l.c. p. 49). 

4 Ttj iraiSa-ytoyiKfj — laTpiKrj. Cf. 
Tim. 89 C iratSayuyelv Set Stairats 

TtavTa rd roiaDra—aXV 01) (pappaKevovra 

KOKpV OLKTKoXoV iptOlUTtOV. 

5 'HpoSiKov. Herodicus, a native 
of Megara, and afterwards a citizen of 
Selymbria, is mentioned by Plato again 
in Prot. 316 E and Phaedr. 277 D. He 
was one of the earliest to study scienti¬ 
fically the therapeutics of exercise and 
diet, and particularly recommended long 
walks, according to Plato (Phaedr. l.c. 
tov TriphvaTov MdyapaSe. Cf. Haser 
Lehrb. d. Gesch. d. Med. etc. I p. 94). 
The description of his health given here 
is confirmed by Aristotle Khet. 1 5. 
I36lb 4—6 ttoXXoI — vyialvovaiv Coairep 
’Hp65txos Xeyerat, oOs ovSels av eiSatpo- 
vlaete rys vytelas Sia rd irdvruv aTrexeadat 
tQ>v avdponrivuv ij tuiv irXeioTOJv (a passage 
curiously misunderstood by J. and C., who 
seem to take Xiyerat for Xiyet). Plato 
himself thoroughly appreciates the con¬ 
nexion between yvpvaoTtKy and laTpiKiy : 
see for example Gorg. 452 a ff., 464 b ff., 
Soph. 228 e, Pol. 295 c. 

6 votroj8r|s yevoprvos. els (pOlcnv avi)- 
KeoTov irados epiranov, says Plutarch (de 
his qui sero etc. 554 c). 

406 B 8 paKpov—tov Gavaxov ktX. 

Cf. Eur. Suppl. 1109—1113 pu<rt3 5’ Strot 
Xpytpvoiv eKTelvetv fllov | fipuiToiat Kal xo- 
toiol Kal paytupacn | irapeKTpiirovTes oye- 

t6v ciltrre pi) daveiv | oOs XPVV< IrretSav 

pydev axpeXQm yyv, | davbvras (ppetv kolk- 

ttoSojv etvai viots, and Aesch. Fr. 395, 
Soph. Fr. 689. 

12 Sucrflavaruv: not “ dum malam 
obit mortem” (Stallbaum), but ‘dying 
hard ’ like SvodvijOKaiv. 
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yrjpas a(f>iK6TO. K aXov apa to ye pm, ecfip, rr)? Teyvys r/vey/caro. 

C Olov el/cos, r/v S' iyco, 1 tov pip eiSoTa, ore 'AcncXpnibs ov/c dyvoia 

ovSe dneip'ia tovtov tov jaSou? t??? laTpuci7? top? i/cyovois ov 15 

/caTeSei^ev avTo, aXX' eiSco<; oti Traci toi<; evvopiovpiivois epyov ti 

eicacrTp) iv T7) noXei npocTeTa/cTai, o dvay/caiov ipyd^eaOai, teal 

ovSevi a-yoXy Bid (3iov Kapiveiv iaTpevopiivco. o ypLeis yeXo'iios ini 

piiv tgov Sypaovpycov aiaOavopieda, ini Si tcov nXovaiwv te /cal 

evSaipiovcov Sokovvtcov eivai ov/c alaOavopieOa. II to?; eejoy. 20 

D XV. Te/CTcov /.lev, yv S' 1 iyco, tcdpivwv d^ioi napa tov iaTpov 

(joappia/cov nicbv i^epiiaai to voaypia, y kcitco tcaOapOel*; y tcavaei y 

Topufj ypyaapievos dnyXXdyOar idv Si tis ainw piaicpdv SiaiTav 

npoaTaTTr), niXiSid tc nepl Tyv /cecpaXyv nepiTiOei<i teal Ta tovtoi9 

inopieva, Tayv einev, oti ov ayoXy Kapiveiv, ovSe XvaiTeXei ovtco 25 

tp)v, voaypiaTi tov vovv npoaeyovTa, ti7? Si npoKeipievys ipyaaias 

E dpieXovvTa. Kai pieTa TavTa yaipeiv einwv tc0 toiovtco iaTpco, 1 et? 

T7)V eicoOviav SiaiTav ipi/3a<;, vyiys yevopievos £77 Ta eavToi) npdTTCov 

idv Si pip i/cavov y to acopia vnevey/ceiv, TeXevTyaas npaypiaTcov 

dnyXXayy. Kat tco toiovtco piev y, eejoy, Sorcei npineiv ovtco 30 

23. /AUKpav H: /AiKpav All: opiKpav q. 

13 koAov. Because he was the first to 
profit by his own invention. The asson¬ 
ance yrjpas—ylpas is quite in Plato’s 
manner: cf. IV 439 C, VI 487 c, vm 

557 C nn. 
406 C 18 ovStvl ct^oXt] ktX. Stein- 

hart (Platon's Werke v p. 172) thinks it 
strange that so idealistic a thinker as 
Plato should not recognise the power of 
spiritual strength to rise superior to 
bodily weakness. This truth was not 
ignored by Plato (see infra 408 E and VI 

496 b), although here, perhaps, he forgets 
that conspicuous examples of fortitude 
and resignation have a political as well as 
a private value: “they also serve who 
only stand and wait.” 

406 D 22 Kaiia-ei rj Topfj. The two 
methods of ancient surgery: see Blumner 
Privatalt. p. 353 n. 

23 paKpav has less authority than 
pixpdv (see cr. n.), but is probably right. 
The contrast with the immediate reme¬ 
dies just described seems to require an 
allusion to the duration of the regimen : 
cf. also paxpov—rbv ddvarov in B above. 
puKpdv is not sufficiently defended by a 
reference to Kara trpiKpov in 407 D, nor 

by the allusion to iriKiSia xal tci tovtois 
ewopeva. Moreover trpuKpbs, and not 
puxpbs, is the prevailing form throughout 
the Republic, puxpos appears to occur 
only in v 453 D and vi 498 D. On the 
inscriptional usage see Meisterhans3 p. 89. 

24 mX(8La. Felt caps were worn by the 
sick and delicate (see the references in 
Bliimner l.c. p. 180 n. 5) ; but as artisans 
and sailors usually wore felt caps too 
(Diet. Ant. 11 p. 427), Plato perhaps 
alludes to some special coverings for the 
head prescribed by doctors from time to 
time in a course of medical treatment. 
The plural also points to this. If not, he 
uses the expression quite generally, as an 
example of the treatment he condemns. 
Well-to-do Greeks generally went bare¬ 
headed. 

25 elirev. The ‘ momentary ’ aorist well 
expresses the carpenter’s decided business¬ 
like tone. His view of life resembles 
that of the ‘meditative skipper’ in Gorg. 

51' off- 

406 E 28 uyi/qs—dirrjXXd-Yq. He 
regains his health on losing his doctor, or 
if he dies, dies without help. Cf. Pint. 
Apophlh. Lac. 231 A roO 5^ iarpou dirovros 

A. P. 12 
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laTpi/cr) xpfjcrdai. *Apa, yv S' eyed, otl r/v tt avtm epyov, | 0 el 407 

p,r) npaTTOL, ovk iXvcireAei %fjv; ArjXov, ecprj. O Se Srj 7r\ovcno<f, 

0)? <papev, ovS'ev e^et tolovtov epyov irpoKeipevov, ov dvayKa^opevar 

a7re%ecrdcu afilcoTOv. Ovkovv Sr) XeyeTal ye. <P(okvAlSov yap, 

5 i)v S eyed, ov/c a/coveis, 7rco<f (f>i)al Seiv, OTav tm r/Sr) /3lo<; f), apeTrjv 

aaicelv; Oipai Se ye, ecfrrj, /cal irporepov. MijScd, elrrov, irepl 

tovtov avTM paydopeQa, dXX' r/paf avrov<; SiSa^Mpev, 7rorepov 

pe\eTT)reov tovto tu> TfXovaLM Kal dfiicoToi tm pr) 1 pe\eTWVTi B 

i) vocroTpocfrla re/CTovucr) pev Kal Tat5 aXXai5 Te%vai<; epiroSiOv rf) 

10 7rpoae^ei rod vov, to Se ^mkvXlSov TrapaKeXeupa ovSev epToSl^et. 

Nat pd tov Ala, rj S’ 05, a^eSov ye t 1 TrdvTMV pdAurra rj ye 

9. 17 IT : r/ A. 

aurtp, ripitiv yiyovas, Aton, eXrrev, ovk 
(XPWrAfi-yv croi iarppj. (The anecdote is 
told of Pausanias the Spartan king.) 

31 qv. The carpenter is now dis¬ 
missed : hence the imperfect yv, which 
should be retained in translating. Stall- 
baurn (followed by J. and C.) explains 
Tjv as the ‘philosophic’ imperfect = iariv, 
dis &prL iXiyopev (in 406 c). This is 
much less simple and lively. “Wohl 
weil er ein Geschaft hatte, bei dessen 
Unterlassung es ihm nicht erspriesslich 
war zu leben?” Schneider, rightly. Cf. 
II 361 C n. 

407 A 3 ?pyov irpoKeCpevov. The 
view of work and duty here presented 
recalls 1 352 E—353 E. 

5 aKovus. Phocylides, being dead, yet 
speaketh. The present droveir is just as 
legitimate as <pyal, and well expresses the 
living voice of poetry in oral circulation. 
Heindorf (on Gorg. 503 c) misses the 
point of the idiom when he says that 
dKobeis is for dr.r]Koar; while Stallbaum’s 
explanation * probas ’ is positively wrong. 
The line, as restored by Bergk Phoc. Fr. 
io, is Sl^rjaPat /3iot7)V, dperijv S’ bWav rj 
fiios rjS-q. The Horatian ‘ quaerenda 
pecunia primum, | virtus post nummos’ 
gives the meanings if primum and post 
are understood in a strictly temporal 
sense. Phocylides’ maxim is one of the 
earliest expressions of the all but universal 
cry xpVPaTa XPVP-aT’ dvrjp (first in Alcaeus 
Fr. 49 Bergk), which Socrates and Plato 
continually preached against. It will be 
noticed that Plato for his own purposes 
represents Phocylides as laying the stress 
on aperijv aareiv rather than on Slfrjadai 
pioTTjv, where it really falls. 

8 tovto : viz. to aptrpv dareiv, as ex¬ 
plained in the margin of A. 

407 B 9 Trj irpoire^ei tov vov is 
added as a kind of afterthought or addi¬ 
tional specification, precisely like the 
infinitives in Gorg. 513 e irrixeipyTtov 
iari Trj iro\ei Kal tois rroMrais Peparreveiv, 

infra 407 C, IV 437 B, 443 B, v 450 B, 

X 598 B, Crito 52 B. The datives tckto- 

viKrj etc. depend grammatically on ip- 

rroSiov only, and have nothing to do with 
rrpoaeljei. rrapaKiXevpa presently is of 
course the accusative, the subject to ip.- 

TroSlfeL being voaoTpo<f>la, and oiSiv ad¬ 
verbial. Richter (in FI. Jahrb. 1867 
p. 140) should not have revived the read¬ 
ing of Bekker peXeruvri rj vooorporpla' 

T£KTOVLKrj piv yap kt\., which is lacking 
both in authority and point. 

11 val |id tov ACa—cIkos ye, &f>T|v (in 
c). See cr. n. With the MS reading 
ehro's y’ S<pt], the distribution of the 
speeches causes difficulty. It will be 
enough to mention three alternatives, for 
no one has adopted or is likely to adopt 
the punctuation of A, where axeSSv yi rt 
—rrepl too ailrparos is assigned to Socrates. 
We may give either (1) the whole speech 
val pd—rrepl tov crupaTos to Glauco, ex¬ 
cising elKos ye, S<pr7 with II q and some 
other MSS (so Schneider 1830); or (2) val 

pd—empiXeia tov auparos to Glauco, and 
Kal yap—rrepl tov ail) par or to Socrates 
(Stallbaum); or (3) val pd—SuokoXos to 
Glauco, and tS Se Sri—rrepl tov o&paros 
to Socrates (Baiter and others, including 
Schneider 1842). The first view fails to 
account for the appearance of eUos ye 
i<t>r) in A, but is right, I think, in assign¬ 
ing the whole speech to Glauco. Neither 
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7repacrepco yup,vacrriKy<;, 77 rrepcrry avry eV^aeAeia rov ad>p.aros' 

iced yap 7rpo? ohcovopbla'? /cal 7T/do? arpareias /cal 7rpo? e8palou<; 

iv 7roAei dp^a? Sua/coAo?. to de S4 pceyicrrov, on /cal 7rpo5 

C p.adyaevi danvaaovv /cal ivvoyaei<; re /cal pceXera^ 1 77-po? eavrov 15 

^a\eTT7], K6(f)a\r)<i nva<; atel Siaracreis /cal IXiyyovs vTTorrrevovaa 

/cal ainwpbevTj e/c tyikoao<\)La<; iyyoyveadat, ware, orvy avry, apery 

da/celadat /cal So/ci/id^eadat rravry ip,7to8lo<;' /capcveiv yap oleaQai 

yroiel del /cal hSlvovra puyrrore \yyetv 7repl too acbp,aro<;. Et/co? 

76, ecj>yv. ov/covv ravra yiyvwa/covra cpwpbev /cal ’Aa/ckymov too? 20 

yu.ei/ cf)vcrei re /cal Biacry vyieivw<; e^ovrae; ra ahpbara, vdaypea Se 

D tc arro/ce/cpipuevov 1 layovras iv avrols, rovrois pev /cal ravry ry 

16. was 3y: twos (sic) AIT. diaracreis z> cum Galeno (v p. 874 Kuhn): 
Siaaraoeis AIDE q. 17. cturiy 3.: ravry' All. In <7 legitur oiry apery daKelra 1 

Kal SoKipafercu, avry T&vry 4p.Tr68ios. 18. aaKeiadai Kal 8oKip.a£eadae 3: aoKeirai 

Kal SoKip.afcTau All q. 20. ‘i<t>yv nos: i<py AS: et/c6s y e<py om. IIq. 

at Kal yap -repos olKOvopias nor at to 8k 8t/ 
piyurrov is it easy and natural to change 
the speakers. The simple expedient of 
writing i<pyv for i<py appears to me to set 
matters straight. For the corruption see 
Introd. § 5. ovkovv ravra etc. is also said 
by Socrates. 

rj ye irepaiTtpw ktX. ‘ This excessive 
care of the body, which goes beyond what 
sound bodily regimen permits.’ The 
Greek has a rhetorical effect like rb Seivbv, 
rb peya eKeivo—8pipp.a IX 590 A. With 
leepairipu and the genitive cf. Gorg. 484 C 
irepaLripw roD Slovros. I once conjectured 
i) ye leeparripoi yvp.vaariKy, ys (‘cuius est’) 
etc. (Cl. Rev. x p. 385), but Plato 
seems to mean that treatment of this 
kind has no claim to the name yvpvaan- 
kt] at all, and not that it is yvp.vaariKy run 
mad. The MS reading is defended also 
by a reviewer of my Text of the Republic 
in Hermalhena xx p. 752. 

407 C 15 irpos iavTov : with p.e\i- 
ras, as in peXerav, tppovri^eev irpbs eavrbv 
etc. 

16 SiaTao-eis, though its MS authority 
(see cr. n.) is slight, can hardly fail to be 
what Plato wrote. Similarly in 546 C 
A1 has 'eKaarov twice for eKarbv. See 
Introd. § 5. 

17 oiTfl—IptroSios. The reading of 
3 (followed by Stallbaum and the older 
editors) is certainly right, avry (sc. 
ianv) is voaorpo<f>la; and ip.ieb8eos aperr/ 
ioKeiaBai is exactly like i-mxeipeiv rrj 
ir6\ei depawebeiv (see 407 B n.). The 

presence of voaorpocf>ia makes it impos¬ 
sible for virtue to be practised or tested, 
as when, for example, to take a pedant’s 
illustration, a boy evades both lectures 
and examinations by cherishing a nervous 
headache. Recent English editors have 
followed Baiter, and read oirr/ ravry apery 

aGKeirai Kal SoKip-a^erai, taking ravry as iv 

(frCkoGoiplq., but this gives a much less satis¬ 
factory meaning. After avry had been 
changed to rabry, the rest of the corrup¬ 
tion was easy; but a trace of the original 
reading may survive in the apery (not 
apery) of A. 

22 airoKSKpipcvov: an isolated, local 
malady; “morbum separatum, non totum 
corpus afficientem ” (Ast). Unnecessary 
difficulty has been raised. The word is 
in no sense technical, and airoKplvoi in the 
sense of ‘separate’ is common enough. 
The corruption aieoKeKpvp.p.lvov might 
have been foretold. 

407 D tovtois p-e'v ktX. The words 
robs p.iv vyieivurs ^%ovras led us to expect 
laodai, but the construction changes in 
order to introduce the invention of medi¬ 
cine, and the ‘healing’ reappears in a dif¬ 
ferent form in <papp.a.Kois re—Slairav. 

The sentence is bad grammar, but good 
conversational style of the looser kind. 
It is not easy to say whether re after 
<papp.&KOLS connects the clauses, or only 
<papp.a,Kois with rop-ais. The former use 
is comparatively rare in Plato (Iioefer, de 

part. Plat. p. 7). Partly on this ground, 
and partly because the union of the aorisl 

I 2-2 
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e£ei KaraSel^ai laTpucijv, cfrappdiKois T€ Kal to pals t a voaypara 

iicftaWovTa avTwv ttjv eiwOvlav irpoaraTTeiv Biairav iva py ra 

25 7to\ltlkci (3\utttoi, ra S’ ei'crco 81a 7ravTos vevoarjKora awpara ovk 

eiTL^eipelv SiatTais Kara apucpov airavTXovvTCL Kal iiri’yeovTa 

paKpov Kal KaKov fi'tov uvdpcoTrcp 7roielv, Kal eKyova avTwv, <09 to 

€lkos, erepa roiavra <j>VTeveiv, aXXa tov py Svvapevov 1 iv rrj E 

KadearrjKv'ia TrepioSco £yv py oiecrdai Selv depayrevecv, to? ovre 

30 avtoo ovre 7roXet XvatTeXy; UoXltckov, ecf>y, Xeyeis ’AaKXymov. 

ArjXov, yv S’ iyco, on tolovtos yv Kal 01 iralSes avTov ov% opcls 

a>9 Kal iv Tpoia dyadol 7rpos tov 7ro'Xepov icfidvyaav, Kal Ty 408 

laTptKy, cos eya> Xeyco, i^pwvTO; y ov pepvyaai, otc Kal to> 

M ez'eXeto Sk tov TpavpaTos, ov 6 YlavSapos e/3a\ev, 

alp’ eKpv^yaavT’ 67rl t ytroa cf)dppaK’ etraacrov, 

31. in—rjv, quae ante oi>x o/>(is praebent All, e Schneideri coniectura hue 
transtulimus. 

naraSetljai with npoorarreiv is a little 
awkward, I prefer the second alternative. 
The asyndeton, which is of the usual 
explanatory or ampliative kind, is in 
keeping with the loose structure of the 
whole sentence, and seems to me to add 
a certain didactic impressiveness here: 
cf. 409 B. Tct 5’ elcno—a 6} par a depends not 
so much on aTravrXouvra directly as on 
the composite notion anavrXouvra Kal 
imxiovra, which expresses a certain mode 
of treatment, and is as it were a species 
of the general idiom noielv nva rt. 
tpvrevetv must depend on ttoic.iv. Plato’s 
sentences are seldom so disjointed as 
this: cf. however VI 488 Bff., vm 558 a. 

407 e 29 p) otW6cu: for the nega¬ 
tive (which is the more natural here, as 
it belongs logically to 5e.1v, though gram¬ 
matically to o'ieodai) see I 346 E n. ot- 
eoffai, like imxeipeiv, depends on epupev. 

30 XucriT6X.fi is taken by Schneider 
as the accusative neuter in apposition to 
the idea in dcpaneiieiv. If so, aimp for 
avrtp must be written (with A). It is 
however so natural to take XvnreXrj as 
masculine that Plato would surely have 
expressed the other meaning in a less 
ambiguous way. The usual view yields a 
satisfactory sense, and should be pre¬ 
ferred. 

31 SqXov ktX. See cr. n. The awk¬ 
wardness of taking on as ‘because’ was 
early felt and led to the insertion of Scik- 

vioiev &v in several MSS (xai ol naioes 

auTou Seucvuoiev civ on toioOtos rjv)—a 

reading adopted by the older editors. 
Few will now dispute that SeucviioLev av is 
a gloss. Besides Schneider’s suggestion, 
which I adopt, two other proposals merit 
consideration : (1) SrjXoi, pv 5' eyui, Kal oi 
waides aiiroO in tolovtos rjv (Sauppe, 
comparing Crito 44 D), (2) SrjXov, rjv 
S’ iyo>, Kai oi ttaloes airou on rotovroi. 
rj 01’>x °P& ktX. (Madvig). The first, 
though regarded as possible by Schneider 
(Addit. p. 25), involves what is, to say 
the least, a very exceptional use of SrjXos, 
with which “subiectum sententiae verbo 
on incipientis idem esse solet quod sen¬ 
tentiae primariae” (Hartman). Sauppe’s 
parallel from the Crito is a doubtful excep¬ 
tion to Hartman’s rule. Moreover oi>x opas 
xrX. is too lively: we should expect rj (so II'2 
S2 and other mss) oux °p$s ktX. Madvig’s 
correction already involves two changes 
(tolovtoi and ij), but would be improved 
by making a third, viz. SrjXoi for SrjXov. 
The minimum of dislocation which yields 
a satisfactory sense is the reading which 
suggested itself to Schneider, although 
he did not himself adopt it. Some may 
be inclined to pronounce on tolovtos 

rjv a marginal gloss on SrjXov, as once 
occurred to Hartman. 

408 a 2 ws eyw Xe'yw. cis is em¬ 

phatic, ‘in the way I describe.’ 

4 atfji’—eiraa-crov. II. iv 218 alp.’ 
iKpu^paas in’ Up’ rjwia 1p6.pp.aKa ciSois | 
naoae, said of Machaon only. Plato 
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6 ti B' eXPVv pe^a tovto p irielv p cfrayelv ol/Bev paXXov p tu> 5 

FivpvrrvXw irpoaeraTTOv, 019 l/cavwv ovtcov tmv cf>appd/ccov IdcraadaL 

avBpas 7rpo rcov rpavpiaTcov vyieivov<; re Kal Koaplov<; ev Bialrp, 1 

B tcav el rvxoiev ev rep 7rapa^pppa KVKecbva iriovre<;, vocrd/Bp Be cjpvaei 

re /cal aKoXacrrov ovre ai/Tols ovre to£9 dXXois wovto XvcnreXeiv 

£pv, oi/B’ eVt TovroL<i tpv texypv Beiv elvai, ol/Be depairevreov 10 

avrov<;, ovS’ el MtSou TrXovaLooTepoi, elev. IIaw Kopylovs, ecj)p, 

Xeyeis ’AaKXpiriov iralBa<;. 

XVI. TlpeireL, pv S’ eyco. /ca'iTOi aireidovvTes ye pplv ol 

TpaycpBoiroLol re /cal TllvBapos 'AiroXXcovo’i peev cfracriv ' AcrK/Xpiriov 

C elvai, vnto Be xpvcrov ireiaOpvab 1 7rXovcnov avBpa davacripov pBp 15 

ovTa Idcracrdai, odev Bp ical Kepavvwdpvai ainov. ppels Be /card 

Ta irpoeipppeva ov 1reidopeda avrols apeporepa, aXX’ el pev deov 

pv, 01/K pv, eppaopev, alcrxpo/cepBps, el Be alaxpo/cepBps, ov/c pv deov. 

’Opdorara, p S’ 09, ravra ye. dXXd ire pi rovBe rl Xeyeis, 00 

’Zco/cpares; ap' ov/c dyado1/9 Bel iv rp 7roXet, /ce/crpadai larpov9; 20 

elev S’ av irov pdXiara toiovtoi oaoi irXelaTOVS pev vyieivovs, 

D irXelcTTOvs 1 Be vocrcbSeis perexeiplcravTO, /cal Bucaaral av waavTWi 

ol iravToBairals cpvcreaiv wpiXp/coTes. Ktu pdXa, elirov, dyadovs 

Xeyco. dXX’ olcrda ov 9 pyovpai tolovtov^ ; * Av 6177779, eepp. ’A XXa 

ingeniously accommodates the line to his 
own purposes. expo^-qaavr' is of course 
the aorist indicative expo^qaavro, not the 
dual participle as J. and C. hold. This 
was pointed out by Schneider. Verbs 
denoting any kind of organic action are 
apt to be middle in Attic (Rutherford 
New Phrynichus pp. 138 ff.). It would 
be easy to write expiifacrav r’ (as I once 
did) and retain Homer’s active, but it is 
not worth while. 

408 b 8 Kciv el has come to mean 
no more than /cal el: cf. infra v 477 A, 

IX 579 D, x 612 c and Jebb on Soph. El. 
pp. 224 b The change from the plural 
rndvres to the singular vo<ru>5q has been 
doubted by Herwerden; but see 1 347 An. 
In illustration of xvxedva rndvres Schnei¬ 
der (Addit. p. 25) refers to Hippocr. rrepl 
Stalrqs iljetov II p. 304 f. Littre ol yap 
dpxbpevoi rCiv dljlwv vovcqpdrwv ianv ore 
ol pev atria ttpayov—ol 51 teal xvxeuva 
ippiefteov • atravra 55 ravra xaxloj plv 
eartv rj el erepolas ns Statrqffelq kt\. 

it MISov irkoi/o-uorepoi.: with reference 
(as Stallbaum observes) to Tyrt. 12. 6 
(Bergk): cf. Laws 660 E. 

14 rpa-yioSoiroiol T€ Kal IltvSapos. 
Aesch. Ag. 1022 f., Eur. Ale. 3, Pind. 
Pyth. 3. 55—58 (aWtov dt xepavvbs evl- 
axipipev pbpov). 

408 c 17 7rei06pe0a was much more 
likely to be corrupted to rretabpeda (so q, 
with Stallbaum and others) than vice 
versd, on account of cp-qaopev. The 
present is more pointed and expressive; 
our rule has been laid down (391 d), and 
we abide by it now and always. 

21 otroi kt\. Glauco’s conception of 
the medical art resembles that of the later 
epireipixol: see Celsus de med. Proem, 
pp. 5—9ed. Daremberg, and infra 408 vn. 

408 d 23 Kal paXa—Xe-yw. Socra¬ 
tes replies to ap’ ov/c—iarpovs; ignoring, 
or nearly ignoring, elev S’ civ—u/jUiXTj/cSres: 
cf. v 465 E n. xal pct\a is simply ‘cer¬ 
tainly,’ and ayaOovs \lyoi lays stress on 
ayadois: ‘that is, if they are really good,’ 
‘good ones, I mean.’ There is perhaps 
a hint that the good physician and the 
good judge must also be good men: 
cf. 409C. To substitute with Hartman 
paXiara for pd\a (as in many MSS) is to 
mistake the force of \lyoi. 
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25 7reipdaopai, yv S’ eyco. av pevTOi ov% opoiov TTpdypa tm avrut 

Xoyco ypov. Ilw?; eifiy. IaTpol pev, elirov, Beivoraroi av yevoivTO, 

el iic iralBMv dp^apevoi 7rpo? rw pavddveiv ryv Teyyyv co? 'aXeiaroie; 

Te /cat 7rovripoTciTOLS acopaaiv opiXyaeiav 1 ical avrol irdaa<; voaovs E 

Knpoiev ical eiev py iravv vyieivol cjpvaei. ov yap, olpai, adbpari 

30 acopa Oepairevovaiv' ov yap av avra eve%Mpei KaKa elval it ore ical 

yevea6ar dX\a ’'ji'V'xf/ acopa, fj ovk ey^copel KaKyv yevopevyv re ical 

ovaav ev tl Oepaireveiv. ’Opdoos, ecfiy. /XiKaarys Be ye, a> cfolXe, 

^vXV ykvX*1'i apX6L> V I °vK tyx^P6^ e/c ^ea? *v "Fovypal^ ijrvxals 409 
TeOpacfiOai re ical oopiXyKevai ical irdvra dBiKypara avryv yBiKy- 

Kvlav Bie^eXyXvdevai, ware o^eai? dcj) avry<? teicpalpeadai rd tmv 

aXXcov dBuojpara, olov Kara acopa voaov<;’ dXX' ayreipov avryv 

5 ical ciKepaiov Bel icaicwv yddiv veav ovaav yeyovevai, el peXXei KaXy 

ovaa Kplveiv vyta>? to Blicaia. Bio By ical evyOeis veoi 

oi/T€9 01 hrieiKels (palvovrai teal eve^airdryToi inro tmv uB'ikmv, 

are ovk e%ovre<; 1 ev eavrov> irapaBelypara opoioirady rol<; irovypols. B 

Kat pev By, eefoy, acjooBpa ye avro Traa^ovai. Toiyaproi, yv S’ iyco, 

10 ov veov dXXa yepovra Bel tov dyaOov BiKaaryv elvai, oyjripady 

yeyovora rys dBiKia<; olov iariv, ovk o'lKeiav ev ry avrov tyvxy 

evovaav yadypevov, dXX" dXXoTpiav ev dXXorplais pepeXeryKora 

ev 7ToXXa> XP°V(P Biaiaddveadai, olov 7recpvKe KaKov, emarypy, ovk 

epireipia 1 o'lKela Ke%pypevov. Yevvaioraros yovv, eepy, eoiKev elvai C 

31. V II: rj A. 33. 5 11: 5 A1: i A2. 

26 laTpol kt\. The combination of 
scientific knowledge (irpos tu p.a.vdaveiv 
tt)v Ttxvrlv) and medical experience which 
Plato desiderates reminds us of the stand¬ 
point of the /xedoSiKoi, whose principles 
were in some respects a compromise be¬ 
tween those of the 5oyp.a.TiKoi or Theorists, 
and those of the Empirics: see Celsus 
l.c. pp. 9—13 and Haser Lehrb.d. Gesch. 
d. Med. etc. pp. 245 ff., 268 ff. 

408 E 33 v|/uXTj t|n.Xqs. Cf. Gorg. 
523 C—E. 

409 A, B 2 avrqv: ipsam, not earn, 
as Jowett apparently translates it. 

6 810 8t) Kal €ui^0€is. “ For unstained 
thoughts do seldom dream on evil: Birds 
never limed no secret bushes fear” (Rape 
of Lucrece). Cf. infra vn 517 D ff., 
Theaet. 174 C ff. The use of napaSeLy- 
ftara recalls Theaet. 176 E, though the 
idea is somewhat different here. The 

word means ‘models,’ ‘standards,’ not 
‘samples of experience’ (J. and C.), and 
tois 7rovrjpots is equivalent to roh tCiv 
irovn]pCiv -rapaSelyfxatTC. Cf. infra C, D, 

where Trapd5eiyp.a roO toiovtov is ‘ a 
model’ (not ‘a sample’) ‘of such a cha¬ 
racter.’ So also Schneider, who trans¬ 
lates by ‘Vorbild.’ 

10 oi|npa.0q kt\. The common taunt 
hpifiaBrjS is in such a case an epithet of 
praise. 

11 ouk olxefav ktX. For the asyn¬ 
deton see 407 D n. del aloBaveodcu for 
SiaLcrdaveodai (Stob. Flor. 45. 96) is 
ingenious, but weak. As Steinhart re¬ 
marks (Einleitung p. 173), the scientific 
knowledge of virtue, according to Socrates 
and Plato, implies a knowledge of its 
opposite, viz. vice: see on I 334 A, and 
cf. infra 409 D. 
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0 roiovro9 Si/caarys. Kal dyados <ye, r}v S’ iyd), o av T/pcbra?’ 15 

0 7dp e%6i)v ifrvxrjv dyadrjv dyaObs' 6 Se Seiyo? ekelvos Kal 

Ka^vToirTos, o TroXXa ayro? r)8iK7]Koc><; Kal Travovpyos ts Kal ao(f)b<; 

oibpEvos elvaL, orav pev opoioi? opiXf}, dsivos (palverac i^EvXafiov- 

p,evo<;, 7rpo? to ei/ avrw TrapadslypaTa diroaKoncov orav Se ayaOols 

D /cat 7rpecrf3vTepoL<; r]8r] irXpaidcrr], dfteXTepos av 1 (fialverai, dmaTMV 20 

Trapa Kaipov Kal dyvowv vyies rj6o<i, are ovk e%cov 1rapadsiypa 

tov tolovtov. 7r\eovdiKV; 8e irovripo'is rj ^ppaTOL>; ivTvy^dvwv 

aocfrooTepos 7) dpadsaTepos 8okel eivai avra> re Kal dXXovi. Ylav- 

TomaaL psv ovv, e0?/, dXrjdrj. 

XVII. Ov tolvvv, >]v S’ iyd), tolovtov xpp tov SiKaaTrjv 25 

£‘tjtelv tov ayaOov T6 Kal aocpov, dXXa tov irpoTEpov. Trovrjpla pev 

yap apeTijv te Kal avtljv ovttot av yvolr), apert) Se cfjvaeax; TraiSevo- 

E pevrjs xpovcp dpa avTrjs te 1 Kal Trovppia<i ett lgtij pyv Xr'y^reTaL. 

cro(f)b<; ovv oyro?, gj? pot 8okel, aXX’ ov% o /ea/co? yiyvETai. Kal 

Epot, E(f)7], f;w8oKEL. OvKOVV Kal laTpLKTjV o'lUV ELTTOpEV pETCL Tp? 30 

T0iavT7]<; 8LKacTTLKrp; Kara 7toXlv vopoOsTpaEVi, ai twv itoXltwv gol 

410 tou? psv EixfivEis to GcopaTa Kal | Ta? t/ry^a? dEpaiTEVGOVGL, Toy? 

Se prj, ogol psv KaTa Gtopa tolovtol, dTTodvpGKELV eogovglv, tov<; 

23. aocpwrepos A2H q\ a<ro<purepos A1!!3: aaacpuirepos (sic) II1. 

409 c 18 olop.«vos. Cf. Tlieaet. 
173 B Seivol re Kal cro<j>ol yeyovbres, ws 

oiovrai, and 1 336 A n. 
20 Kal irpeo-pimpois kt\. The touch¬ 

ing allusion to Socrates’ condemnation 
will not escape the sympathetic reader. 
Plato seldom talks in this vein without 
thinking of his master: cf. Theaet. 174 c 
and the still more affecting words in 
vii 517 a. It is from incidental refer¬ 
ences such as these that we can best 
appreciate the profound influence which 
the death of Socrates exercised upon 
Plato. See also VIII 560 D n. 

409 D 26 irovripia piev yap—XT^\(/e- 
Tai. See on 409 B and the suggestive 
remarks of Stewart on Aristotle’s Eth. 
Nic. v 1. ii29a 17. Strictly speaking, 
Vice cannot have scientific knowledge 
(eTrurrypy) even of herself, since Vice is 
ignorance (and scientific knowledge of 
Vice would imply a scientific knowledge 
of Virtue); but she recognises herself by 
e pir eipla olnela: cf. 409 B. 

27 apeTi) 84 kt\. : ‘whereas Virtue 
will in course of time, if natural endow¬ 

ments are improved by education, attain 
to scientific knowledge at once of herself 
and Vice.’ The contrast between iroin/pla 
piv and Apery 8e is much impaired if we 
connect apery with cpvaews (in the sense 
of ‘ a virtuous nature ’): and for this 
reason I now' agree with Schneider in 
thinking epvaews waiSeuopevys a genitive 
absolute. I formerly accepted Richards’ 
emendation wa:8evop£vy, which is de¬ 
cidedly more logical, if <ptltrews depends 
on apery: but Schneider’s view is better. 
XpAvip belongs to \yperai, and not to 
wa:8evopivys (as if ‘ educated by time,’ 
Jowett): mere lapse of time will never 
give emarypy. Cf. dpipady and iv 
7roX\<2 XP^VV 8iaL<jdave<jdai in 409 B. 

410 A 2 diroGv^crKeiv eatroua-iv. Cf. 
Plut. Apophth. Lac. 231 A Kparurrov 54 
£\eye (sc. Havcravlas) rourov iarpov efoai 

rbv py Karaaywovra robs appworovvras, 

aK\a raxiora dawrovra. In laying down 
this law, Plato speaks from the stand¬ 
point of the Regal or Political Art, 
prescribing for the subordinate arts of 
Medicine and Justice the conditions under 
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Se Kara rrjv 'p'i’XVv KaKotyveis Kal aviarov9 avrol arvoKrtvovcnv ; 

To yovv apiarov, etyr/, avrols re rots trdaxovaiv Kal tt) noAei ovtco 

5 7T€(j)avTai. Oi Be Brj veoi, rjv B' eyto, BrjXov oti ev\a/3i)aovTai aoi 

BucaaTiKr]'? et? XPeLClv tevai, rfj cnr\fj e/ceivr) fioven/c?) xptofievoi, 

fjv Brj e(f>ap,ev aux^poavvrjv evTiKTetv. Tt pujv; e(f>T). TAp' ovv ov 

Kara ravTa 1 iXvV ra-vTa 6 p,ovauco<; yvp.vacrTiKrjv Biookoov, eav B 

i6e\r), alpijaei, ware p.r)Bev iarpucrjs Beladai o Tt /.irj dvd’yicp; 

io’,E/tot'ye Bo/cei. Avta p.rjv ta <yvpu’data Kal too? 7roi/01/9 7rpo? to 

dvp,oeiBe<; tj}? <fivcrecos fiXetrwv icdicelvo iyetpwv 7Tovr/erei ptaXXov 

rj 7rpo? lctyvv, oi'x wcrirep o! dWoi dffXrjTal pcbp.rjs eveica airia 

Kal 7rovou9 peTaxeipi^ovTai. 'OpOorara, r] B' 09. ’Ap’ 000, rjv B’ 

670}, w r\ao/Cft)j/, /cat ot Kadurravres povaiKt) Kal ^vpivaariKy 

15 1 iraiBeveiv oi>x ov eveKa rives o’iovrai KaOiaracnv, iva rf) /xev to C 

13. peraxeipl^ovrai Galenus (v p. 875 Kuhn): peraxeipietra 1 codd. 

which it is good to live and good to die. 
See Grote Plato 1 p. 362. 

3 avroi = ipsi is said in opposition 
to the mere ‘ permission to die ’ which 
bodily disease requires, aural (suggested 
by Richards) is unnecessary: see II 

377 c «• 
410 A—412 B Our young men will 

seldom need the help of judges and doctors, 
thanks to their education in Music and 
Gymnastic. They will pursue both arts 
with a view to the cultivation of the soul 
rather than of the body. Exclusive de¬ 
votion to one of the two makes men in the 
one case hard and fierce, in the other, 
effemitiate and mild. The psychological 
elements of Spirit and the Love of Know¬ 
ledge must be attuned to one another. 
Music and Gymnastic are intended to effect 
this harmony: and excess or deficiency in 
either of these educative instruments reflects 
itself in morbid and degenerate phases of 
character. He who can best blend Music 
with Gymnastic is the true musician; 
and such an one we must provide in our 
city, if it is to last. 

410 a 7 dp’ ovv kt\. This epilogue 
describes concisely the aim and under¬ 
lying principle of Plato’s earlier scheme 
of education. Its object is to produce 
citizens who shall combine gentleness and 
strength—sensibility and courage—intel¬ 
lectual activity and moral stedfastness. 
It is an ideal in which the distinctive 
virtues of Athens and Sparta—of Greece 
and Rome—are united and transfigured. 

See II 375 C and the passages referred to 
there. The ideal of Pericles (<pi\o<ro<peiv 
S.vev paXamas) in many ways resembles 
Plato’s (Thuc. II 40). Cf. also Nettleship 
Hell. pp. 88—90 and Bosanquet Com¬ 
panion pp. 115—117. It is noteworthy 
that the doctrine of this section is best 
explained by a comparison with one 
of the dialogues often held to be late 
(Pol. 306 c—311 c) : see also Laws 
773 C, D. This is not pointed out by 
Krohn in his otherwise acute analysis 
(PI. St. pp. 24—28). 

410 B 8 6 P-OUCTIKOS—cupqVei. b pov- 

<sik6s is 6 rfj airXrj povoucrj xpupevos, as 

defined in the last sentence. lxvr) bitoKtov 
and 01^77oei are metaphors from the chase: 

see II 375 A. 

10 aura ptjv—lo^vv. The theory 
of gymnastic propounded here was ap¬ 
parently new in Plato’s time (see on 11 
376 e), although the practice of athletics 
as an educative discipline, especially at 
Sparta, conformed to it in no small 
measure (see Plut. Lyc. 17 ff., Xen. Rep. 
Lac. 2 ff.). 

13 (i6Taxapl£ovTcu. See cr. n. I 
have followed Hermann in adopting 
Galen’s text. With oi>x (pv) ws or diinrep 
the verb should have for its subject the 
nominative contained in the u>s clause: 
cf. VII 539 D, X 610 D. Symp. 179 E is 

in reality no exception to this rule. 
410 c 15 tiv€S. It has been sup¬ 

posed that rives refers to Isocrates, who 
in his Atiltdosis (180—185) expounds at 
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<rwpa OepanevoLVTO, rfj 8e tt/v tJcv^v; ’AWn tl pfv; t<p7]. 

KivSvvevovcriv, ?)v 8' eyco, dpcfiOTepa t4? eveica to peyLCTTOV 

KadicrTnvaL. IIco? 8p; Ovk evvoeis, ehrov, co? 8iaTL0evTCU avTrjv 

ttjv 8iauoiav o'i av yvpvaaTLKjj pev 8lcl j3iov opLAijawaLV, pcovaucr)'; 

8e pr\ a-^rcovTai; rj oaoL av TovvavTLOV Siaredwcnv; Tcvos 8e, i) 20 

D 8’ 09, 1 7repi Aeyeif; 'AypioTTjro^ re Kal crKXrjpoTrjTo^, Kal av 

paXa/ccas T€ /cai 7)pepoT7]TO<;, r/v S’ iyco. '’Eycoye, ecj)7], otl oi pev 

yvpvaaTLK.fi aKparw ^ppcrdpevoL aypiMTepoi rov 88ovto<; dirofiai- 

vovcriv, oi 8e povcriKf/ paAaKcoTepoi av yiyvovTai 7) d><; koAAlov 

avTois. Kcu pfv, fv 8’ eyco, to ye aypiov to 0vpoeL8e'i av T49 25 

(pvaeco9 TrapeyoLTO, kcll op<9£>9 pev Tpacpev dv8pelov av elr\, pakXov 

S’ eTTLTa0'ev tov 88ovto<; aKAypov te kcll yaXeTrov ylyvoLT av, 009 

E TO €t/C09. A0K6L pOl, e(f)7]. TL 88; to ypepov 1 ov% 7) (friAocrocfo1; 

av eyoL (pvcris; Kal paXAov pev dve0evTOS avTov paXaKcoTepov elr] 

length the usual Greek view of gymnastic. 
This is possible only if the present section 
was added within the last four years or so 
of Plato’s life, which is most improbable. 
See Hirmer Entst. u. Komp. d. pi. Pol. 
p. 663, and Introd. § 4. In other passages 
the Antidosis has been held to presuppose 
the Republic: see Diimmler Chronolo- 
gische Beitr. etc. pp. 12, 13. 

Ka0(.<rTacriv. Cf. Dem. 24. 145 ovros 

yap (sc. 6 vbpos)—o6k iivl rot's (ce/cpt- 
pivots—Keirai, aXA’ iirl rots a/c/nrois, 
1W per)—av ay k&^oivt 0 ay aivlfcodai, and 
Phil. 34 c (where however it is easy to 
write \d/3o>p.ev). In the first of these 
cases the reference is, as here, to the 
establishment of laws or ordinances. 
KadLcraaiv is used somewhat like <pr)oi 
407 A. Madvig’s emendation Kadiorauav 

commends itself to Weber (Fntwick. d. 
Absichtssalze in Schanz’s Beitrage 11 2 
p. 58) and others, but has not yet been 
proved to be necessary, and Ka6ajTavai 

below tells rather against it. For other 
examples of the idiom see Kiihner Gr. 
Gr. 11 pp. 897, 898. Cases like Soph. 
0. C. 11 and El. 57, 760 are different, 
and have been justly emended. As re¬ 
gards the sentiment, it is characteristic 
of Plato to invent a historical sanction 
for his theories (cf. 414 B ff.); but he 
doubtless sincerely believed that the spirit 
of Greek gymnastics had degenerated. 

410 D 22 ijv 8’e-yio. There seems 
to be no other case in which rjv S' eyi!) is 
so long deferred. Stallbaum and Bekker 

insert the words after <7k\tip6ttitos without 
any ms authority. If change is needed, 
r/v 8’ eyd> had better be omitted (so q, 

whose reading is very different here). 
But it is better to note than to obliterate 
such peculiarities. 

24 fj cos is not ‘ pro simplici ij vel ci>s 
positum ’ (Stallbaum), but = ‘quam quo- 
modo.’ 

410 E 29 avTOu. Does the pronoun 
mean roD r)pbpov or rod (piXotrbcpov? Four 
qualities are first distinguished: viz. the 
wild, the hard, the soft and the tame. 
The source of wildness is the spirited 
element, which if rightly cultivated be¬ 
comes brave, if unduly strained, hard. 
So far, all is clear; but difficulties now 
begin. We should expect Plato to con¬ 
tinue : rb ijpepov is an attribute of tS 

(f>i\6(ro<pov, and tS pi\bao<f>ov—not tS 

r/pepov—when relaxed becomes too soft, 
when rightly educated becomes Kbapuov 

(the virtue which contrasts with t6 av- 

Spdov). At first sight, then, it looks as 
if avroO meant ‘ the philosophic tempera¬ 
ment ’ (so Stallbaum and J. and C.); 
but this is grammatically impossible, 
unless we make tS ijpepov the subject to 
p.a\aKWTepov dr) and therefore to rjpepbv 

re Kai k&o/uov, which is hardly tolerable. 
We must therefore acquiesce in taking 
avrou as tov rjplpov, unless there is cor¬ 
ruption somewhere. If Plato had written 
Kal paWov pbv avedkv paXaKtbrepov dr) 
tov Slovros, Ka\(2s rpapiv awppbv 

re Kal Kbap-Lov, everything would be clear, 
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30 toil 8£ovto<;, KaXcbs Be rpa(f>evro<i Ijpepov re Kal Koapiov; WEan 

ravra. Aeiv Be ye <f>apev tou? (pvXa/ca9 aptyorepa e%eiv rovrco tw 

cpvaei. Aet 7dp. Ovkovv rjppoadai Bei avras 7rpo? 
Tlftj? S’ ov; Kal tov pev r/ppoapevov adxppwv re Kal avBpeia r/ | 
'4rvXV; ITdvv ye. ToO Se dvappoarov BeiXrj Kal aypoucos; Kat 411 

pdXa. 

XVIII. Ovkovv orav pev Tt? povaiKrj Trape^r) KaravXeiv Kal 

Karayeiv tj)? y]rv,%ri<; Bid rwv dircov axnrep Bid ■)£(bvr)‘; a? vvv Brj 

5 rjpeis iXeyopev ra? yXvKeias re Kal paXaKa<; Kal OprjvwBeis appovias, 

Kal pivvpiKiov re Kal yeyavcopevos vnto tr/? C0S779 BiareXrj rov /3lov 

0X0v, ouTO? to pev irpairov, el r 1 OvpoeiBe<; etyev, &cnrep 1 aiBr/pov B 
epdXa^ev Kal %ppaipov ef d^prjarov Kal aKXrjpov erroiyaev orav 

31. apiportpa Schneider: bptporepa codd. 

but I do not venture to change the text. 
oCxppov for ijpepov is suggested also by 
Krohn (PI. St. p. 26). Apelt proposes 
lp-p.trpov (Perl. Philol. IVochenschr. 1895 

P' 969); , , , , . 
31 apcpoTtpa—<pu<rti.: viz. to 6vp.oeiSbs 

and t6 <pi\b<ro<pov. 

33 <r<i<}>pcov t€ Kal avSpeta. <rojtppo- 
criivri is the virtue of to <pi\bao<pov, avSpela 

of to dvpLoeioes : cf. 399 C and Pol. 307 C. 

The meaning would be caught more easily 
if Plato had written-—as perhaps he did— 
ooxppbv to Kal Kbapuov for 7)p.epbv re Kal 

Koaptov above, just as he wrote dvbptiov 

(410 d). bypotKos (implying, like dveXev- 

8epos, auSpaTroodiOps, with which it is 
coupled in Laws 880 A, lack of power to 
control the feelings) is properly opposed 
to aoxppojv here. 

411a 3 KarauXetv—dppovCas. ko.t- 

aiiXdv (as Ast observes) does not govern 
appovlas, but is used absolutely: cf. Laws 

790 e (of mothers singing and rocking 
their children to sleep) aTexyw olov 

KaTavXoCtri tG>v xaibluv, KadaTrep al tuv 

iK<ppbvo>v paKxeiuv laaeis, raurp rrj tt}s 

Ktvr/oeus dp.a xopeli} Kal povay xpwpavat. 

So expressive a word could ill be spared, 
although van Heusde’s /caravTXefv is in¬ 
genious enough. Cobet would read 
KaravTXeiv and cut out Kal Karaxecv, 

while Hartman inclines to eject KaravXeiv 

Kal, but the text is sound, appovlas 

depends on Karaxeiv. With xd>vvs cf. 
(with Hiller PI. Jahrb. 1874 p. 174) 
Ar. Thesm. 18 51kt]v 5b x°dvijs uri: 

see Blaydes ad loc. The context in 
Aristophanes lends some colour to Hiller’s 

notion that the comparison was taken from 
some earlier philosopher: cf. Theophr. de 
sensu § 9. 

411 b 7 o-fSqpov tpd\a|f kt\. See 
on 387 c. Apparently then the first effect 
even of the paXaKal appoviai is good. 
This apparent inconsistency with 398 E ff. 
is emphasized by Krohn (PI. St. p. 25), 
but Krohn fails to observe that Plato is 
here describing the facts of common ex¬ 
perience, whereas before he was making 
laws of his own. It is quite possible to 
admit that the relaxing modes are bene¬ 
ficial in moderation, and yet forbid them, 
because moderation in them is difficult to 
maintain. 

8 oTav—rqKei. The object of K7)\rj, 

T-r/Kei and Xelfiei is to Bvpoubbs : that of 
woiritrri is rpp 1pvxvv- So much is, I 
think, certain; but iirbxuv is less easy. 
The word has been interpreted as (1) 
‘ listening to ’ (Schneider, comparing 
399 B, where, however, vnbxoVTa should 
probably be read), (2) ‘pressing on,’ 
‘ persevering,’ ‘ continuing ’: cf. Theaet. 
165 D iirlx^v Kal owe avals (J. and C.). 
The sense which Schneider gives to 
birbxlj3v is ill-supported: and we must 
accept the second alternative. Morgen- 
stem’s emendation iirixluv (accepted by 
Herwerden and Hartman) is attractive 
but not quite convincing (“ when he ceases 
not to pour the music in” etc.). bmxLov 
would preserve the metaphor, which is 
clearly intended (in Karaxft*', and 
<rl8r)pov e/xdXaJe) to suggest the process of 
smelting, and of which an echo still sur¬ 
vives in Tjjxei, \el)Set and tKTrj^p. See 
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S’ eVe^cov prj dpip aXXa KrjXf], to fiera. tovto i']Si] Ti]Kei Kal Xelftei, 

eW av i/CTiji'rj top Ovp'op Kal eKTepp wcnrep vevpa £k tt)? 10 

Kal iroLpar) paXd aKov al-^prjTrjp. Hdvv pep ovp, ecfip. Kal 
eav pep ye, i)p S’ eyco, e% (f)v<T€i ddvpop \ctf3r), ta%v tovto 

Sieirpa^aTO’ iav Se OvpoeiSfj, dadepi) Trotr/aas top dvpop o^vppoirov 

C diretpyacraTO, «7ro apuKpoop 1 Ta%v ipedt^opepop T6 Kal KaTaafiep- 

vvpepop. cLKpa^oXoi ovp Kal opyiXob clptI OvpoeiSovs yeyeprjpTai, 15 

SvaKoXlas epTrXeoL. KopiSrj pep ovp. Tt Se; dp av yvpvacrTLKrj 

7roXXa 7ropr) Kal evco^P/Tai ev pdXa, povaiKiy? Se Kal tyCXoaodpLas 

pi] I'lTTTpTaL, ov TrpwTOP pep ev ta^cop to awpa (fipopppaTos re /cal 
dvpov epTTbpTrXaTaL Kal dpSpeioTepos ylypeTai avTos avTov; Kal 
paXa ye. Tl Se; i7reLSdv aXXo prjSep 7rpaTTp ppSe koipcopj) 20 

D Moo<77/? pySaprj, I ovk el tl Kal epr/p avTov <pi\opa6e<; ip tfj ''Jrv^fj, 

uTe ovTe padppaTO9 yevopevop ovSepbs ovTe ’C,r\Ti]paTOS, ovTe Xoyov 

peTicryov ovTe trj<; aXXi75 povcrbKrj?, da0eve<; tc Kal Kaxjibp Kal 

TV(j)Xop yiypeTab, are ovk iyetpopepov ovSe Tpetfiopevop ovSe Sia- 

KaQaipopepwp twp aladpaecop avTov; Ovtcos, e<j)r]. McaoXoyos Si], 25 

15. aKf>axo\ob II: a.Kp&xo\oi A. Cf. Lobeck Phryn. p. 664. yeylv-pVTai 

A2II2a^: yeytvT)Tcu A1!!1. 16. yvu.va.cjTi.K-r) A1!!: yvpvaariKbs corr. A2. 
22. yevb,aevov q\ yevopbvov A: yevoplvov II. 24, 25. SiaKadaipopbvuv A2S^: 
5iaKa.daip6p.evov A1!!. 

Bliimner Techno/ogie eic. ivpp. ioSflf.nn. 
The OvpoeiSis is the iron which music 
softens and may even dissolve : farther 
than this the comparison is not to be 
pressed. 

9 KrjXfj : as one might charm or 
fascinate a snake : EuthycL. 290 A, Phaedr. 
259 A. 

Kal Xetpsi—alxpvnjv. For Xel/Set thus 
used cf. Ar. Knights 327. paXdaKbs 

aixpwvs is said °f Menelaus in II. xvn 

588- 
12 eav—Xa|3r| : ‘if he has received,’ 

not ‘if he act upon’ (J. and C.). Plato 
means that if the individual in question 
received at the beginning a soul—'pvxyv 
is understood—naturally spiritless, he 
soon makes it a ‘feeble warrior.’ “ Wenn 
er gleich eine von Natur zornlose Seele 
bekommen hat” (Schneider). The sub¬ 
ject throughout is the ns with which the 
sentence began. For the usual Greek 
idiom, by which the person concerned is 
represented as acting on himself (iKT-pip) 
rbv Bvpbv etc.) instead of being acted on, 
ct. Eur. I. A. 187 cpoivlaaovaa TrapjS' 

epav | aiax^vct1 veodaXei with Pleadlam’s 
note : also V 462 C, D nn. and IX 572 
A n. 

411 C 14 €p£0i£6|J.€VOV. pcm^bpevov, 
suggested by Herwerden, is picturesque 
enough: but ‘provoked and extinguished’ 
is even more natural in Greek than in 
English, for epedLfa could readily be used 
of fanning a fire : see the lexica s.v. 

15 avrl 0up.O6i.8oCs—^p-n-Xroi. dvpoei- 
SoCs is of course masculine and not neuter 
(as J. and C. suggest). Even if we allow 
that the dative is neuter in cases like 
Symp. 195 C vbos—lari, irpbs 5b rip vbcp 
airaXis, and Theaet. 185 E, the presence of 
the article makes all the difference. Ast 
(with S) reads dvpoecSCiv. So harsh a 
change from plural to singular (dpylXoc 
but dvpoeiSous) is remarkable, but hardly 
more so than dirodavovplvovs os in iv 
426 c. Cf. also 1 347 A n. Krohn points 
out that avSpeiov is here represented as 
a peabrrjs between alK-ppov and 6pyl\ov 
(PL St. p. 27). 

17 evwxrjTai: should be understood 
literally, of good living. 
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oipai, 6 tolovtos ylyver0,1 Kal dpovao<;, Kal 7reidol pev 81a \6ywv 

ovdev eri xpfjTai, /3la 8e Kal dypioryri warrep Orjpiov I 7rpo<; rrdvra E 

BiaTTparrerai, Kal ev dpaOia Kal aKatorrjTi pera dppvdplas re Kai 

a^ap tanas £rj. YiavTcnraGLVy r) o 09, ovreo9 H.7rt otj 0v 

30 ovre rovrw, cos eoiKe, 8vo refya 6eov eywy dv nva (jialyv SeSwKevai 

roU dvdpwTTOLS, povaiKpv re Kal yvpvaariKpv €7rl to dvpoetBe? Kal 

to cj)iX6cro(f)ov, ovk 67rl ‘^ru%rjv Kal aw pa, el prj el'r) rrdpepyov, akA,’ 

eV’ eKelvw, oVo)? ay dWrfkoiv ^vvappoadprov | eirneivopevw Kal 412 

dviepevw pe%pi rov TTpoapKovros. Kat yap eoiKev, eefi-rj. Toy 

KaXkLar dpa povaiKt) yvpvaariKpv Kepavvvvra Kal perpiwrara 

rfj yjrvxf) 7rpoaeftepovra, rovrov opdorar dv (fraipev elvai re\ew<i 

5 povaiKwrarov Kal evappoarbrarov, 7ro\v paWov rj rov ra? ^opSa? 

aWrfkais £vviardvra. EIkotws y, eeprj, w "EwKpares. Ovkovv 

Kal ev rfj 7ro\ei rjpcv, w TXavKwv, Bepaei rov roiovrov Ttyo? del 

29. axapiarlas A'll : dympt-alas corr. A2. enl Sy q: iireiSy A: iirel 8y IIS. 
32. ely irapepyov II- q: elirtp epyov (sic) A1: y irapepyov A2: et iroptpyov II1: y 
(i.e. y) irapepyov S- 3. per piurara S q2: peTpiorara All <f. 

411 D 27 aio-irep Grjpiov—SiairpaT- 

T6TC11. If the MSS are right, irdvra is 
masculine. But although SiairpdTTeaOai 
by itself can be used without an expressed 
object (Prot. 319 C al.), it is strange to 
find 5i<nrp&TTto8ai irpos nva so used : see 
Crat. 395 B, Ale. 11 143 c. On this 
account Siairparrerai has been by some 
ejected (Hermann), by others emended 
into SiaporTtroL (Morgenstern), Siararre- 
rai (Madvig and one Florentine MS); while 
others read dypiov to. iravra SiairpaTrerai 
(Lambrechts), or it poaSiair paTTerai 7ravra 
(Chandler), or expunge Trpos (Bywater). 
Perhaps we should read oiairep Oyplov irpos 
<Oyplov> kt\. (‘attains all his ends by 
violence and ferocity, like one wild beast 
with another’). Cf. Shakespeare Rape of 
Lucrece “ The rough beast that knows no 
gentle right.” 

411 E 28 o-KaioTT^n. ‘Ineptitude.’ 
Cf. Soph. Ant. 1028 with Jebb’s note. 

29 axapicrrlas is ‘ ungraciousness.’ 
32 el prj eli] irapepyov occurs also in 

Phaed. 91 A (according to the Bodleian 
ms). Phrases of this kind seldom admit 
of variation ; for which reason we should 
hesitate to admit the el py el irapepyov 

of n1. 
33 oTrios dv ktX. The soul has, so 

to speak, two strings, the <pt\6ao(pov and 
the 0vp.oet.8es, which make a kind of 

dppovia when they are tuned to the proper 
pitch by Music and Gymnastic. The 
OvpoeiSes is slackened (avleTai) by povaucy, 

tightened or braced (eirirelverai) byyvpva- 

(TTucy (410 d, 411 a—e); conversely, we 
must suppose that the tpCKoaopov is 
slackened by yvpvaariKy, and tightened 
by povoiKy. Music and Gymnastic are 
therefore both of them necessary for each 
of the two strings (cf. IV 441 E n.), al¬ 
though the slackening of the OvpoeiSes of 
itself also tightens the <j>i\b<ro<f>ov, which 
is likewise slackened when the tension of 
the other is increased. Cf. Tim. 88 B, C. 
The effect of all this musical imagery is 
to suggest that Character is the Music of 
the Soul: cf. Lach. 188 D. 

412 a 7 tov—emorTaTov. Some 
MSS (including E and q) omit tov, and no 
precise parallel has yet been adduced for 
6 toiovtAs tis used in this way. In IX 

581 E, cited by Schneider (Addit. p. 27), 
Paris A has iv Toiovup tivI, not ev 

rip ToiovTtp tivI. The article may per¬ 
haps be justified by the description of the 
imtTT&Tys in the last sentence, and nvds 

taken closely with toioutov (‘some such 
superintendent as we have described’); 
but there is certainly some ground for 
suspecting interpolation (with Bekker and 
others). The eirurTarys, as Jowett ob¬ 
serves, is a sort of minister of education, 
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B k’KKJTCuToxj, el /xeWei y yroXiTeia acc^eaQac; i Aerjaei fievroi, co? 

olov re ye p,d\iaTa. 

XIX. Ot pev SI] tvttol tfjs TrabSelas re real Tpo<\xi}? ovtol av 10 

elev. %opelas yap tl av tt? Soe^Lot twv toiovtcov real dypas T€ real 

Kvvyyecna real yvp.vLtcov<i dywvas real tV^rt/coy?; a%e&bv yap tl 

8rjXa Sy, otl tovtois eiropbeva Set avra elvai, real ovrceri %a\e7rd 

evpelv. Icrcw?, y 0 o?, ov ^aXeira. Ibiei', yv o eya>• to by pteTa 

tovto tl av yp.lv Soatpereov ety; dp' ovre avTobv tovtcov oiTives 15 

C aptgovai re real ap^ovrai; I T1 p.yv; "Otl p,ev 7rpea/3vTepov<; too? 

apxpvTas Set elvai, vecoTepovs Se too? dp^opevovs, SyXov; ArjXov. 

Kal otl ye too? dpiarovi avrwv; Kal tovto. Ol Se yeeopycbv 

apicTTOL dp' ov yecopyi/ccoTaToi ylyvovTai; Nat. Noo S', eireiSy 

(j)v\aK(ov aoTOO? aptaTOO? Sei elvai, dp' ov (f)u\axiKa>TdTov$ 7ro\ew?; 20 

Nat. Ovkovv (bpovLpiov^ Te els tovto Sei 07rdpyeiv real SwaTovs 

such as we find in Laws 765 D fF. 
The same function is in Pol. 308 it fF. 
assigned to the Regal or Political Art. 

412 B 8 <is olov re ye p.dXitrTa. I 
have placed a comma before tbs; cf. 
Phaed. 74 B ipuigev glvToi VV AP, icf>r\ 6 
Zryit/ifas, dav/j-aoTu.is ye (Hoefer Part. Plat. 

P- 33)- 
412 b—414 b So much for Education. 

It remains to ask ‘ Which of the guardians 
are to be our rulers ?’ The elder shall rule 
the younger, and the better the worse. 
Now the best guardians are those who care 
most for their country and her interests. 
We shall make our selection on this 

principle ; and we must further try those 
whom we select and see whether their 
patriotism is proof against all seductive 
influences. Every true opinion or belief 
■—and the belief on which patriotism rests 
is true,—like everything else which we call 
good, is unwillingly discarded, but may be 
forcibly expelled by persuasion or forget¬ 
fulness, by pain, pleasure and the like. 

We shall apply these tests to prove our 
guardians. Those who emerge unscathed 
will become our rulers. They are the 
true Guardians; the others should be 
called Auxiliaries. 

412 b IF. This is the first appear¬ 
ance of the Rulers in Plato’s State, if we 
except the passing allusion in 389 C. 

Their presence is necessary to take the 
place of the original vo^odery, when the 
State has once been founded (vx 497 d) ; 

they represent in fact the Royal or Kingly 

art, whose business it is to prescribe to 
others their specific good or end. See 
on 410 A and Nohle die Statslehre Platos 
pp. 47 f., 85 fF., 113 fF. Such is their 
duty according to the later books ; but 
here it is not so described, and the whole 
subject is treated in an exoteric way. The 
full and esoteric discussion of this subject 
is reserved for VI and vii. To this later 
treatment reference is made in 414 A and 
416 B. The advocates of the original 
unity of the Republic justly lay stress upon 
the tentative and provisional nature of 
the regulations here laid down (e.g. Suse- 
mihl Gen. Entw. p. 143, Zeller4 11 1. 
p. 560 n.); whereas the separatists hold 
that Plato’s wider conception of the 
Ruling class is chronologically later than 
the account now given (Krohn PI. St. 
pp. 28—31). An excellent defence of 
the conservative view will be found in 
Idirmer Entst. u. Komp. d. pi. Pol. pp. 
613 fF. See also hit rod. § 4. 

11 x°Pe^as — lircriKovs. See Laws 
814 D ff., 822 D fF., 830 C fF., 832 D fF. 

13 ovKtri: ‘ not now,’sc. when we have 
trained our Guardians. On such idio¬ 
matic uses of ovkItl and its opposite 77577 
see Cope’s Rhetoric of Aristotle, Vol. 1 

P- id- 
412 C 16 irpco-pvTspovs ktX. The 

different principles on which rulers may 
be appointed are fully discussed in Laws 
690 a fF. 

21 (fjpovCpous ktX. Intellectual ability 
and accomplishments, authority, and pa- 
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Kal etc K7]$e/i6va<i r7roAew?; 1 ’’EcrTt ravra. KtjBolto Be y civ D 

r/9 paXiaTa tovtov o Tvyydvoi cpiXwv. WvdyKT). Kal prjv tovto 

y av pdXcaTa cf)iXoi, u> ^vptpEpsiv r/yoiTO ta aura /cal eavrcp Kal 

25 ekelvov piv ev 7rpaTTOVTO<; oI'octo %vpf3aiv£iv Kal eavTW ev irpaTreiv, 

pcrj Be, rovvavTLOv. Ovt&)?, e<prj. 'EkXekteov ap’ e’/c twz/ aXXcov 

tpvXaKcov toiovtovs civBpas, o't av gkotovglv •pp'iv paXiaTa (paivwvTai 

irapd 7ravra tov /3iov, o piv av rr) 7roAet rjyrjcrwvTai 1 £vpcpEpstv, E 

Trdap Trpodvpia ttoleIv, o S’ az/ /x?7, prjBEvl rpoircp 7rpa^ai av eOeXelv. 

30 ’E7rtT?;Seco£ ydp, eepr). Aokel Br/ poc TT]pr]T£ov avToix; elvai iv 

diratrai? Tat? yXcKtac^, el (pvXaKiKoi elcu tovtov tov BoypaTO<; 

Kal prjTE yoTjTEVopEvoi pr]T£ ftiafypEvoi EK/3aXXovaiv ETTiKavOaVO- 

fLEVOl So^av TTjV TOV 7TOIECV BelV tt Tjj TToXeL fieXTMTTa. TLVa, £(f)T), 

Xsyel<; Trjv ek/3oXt]v; ’E^cd aoi, EEprjv, ipeb. (paivETai pot Bolja 

35 i^iEvac ek Biavoias rj ekovglcos t) aKovai(0<;, ekovctlco9 piv 77 yfr£v\Brj<; 413 

tov pETapavOdvovTos, aKovai(0<; Se irdaa 27 dX‘pdrj<;. To pez/ 7-779 

ekovgcov, eepr], pavddvo>, to Se TI79 ciKovaiov Biopac padsiv. TL Bai; 

ov Kal ai) ijyEi, £(pi]v eycb, tcov piv dyadcov aKOvcriax: GTEpsadat 

74. Kal iKeivov Hermann: Kal 6tov paXiaTa (Ketvov codd. 

triotic sentiment are the three requisites 
of the Rulers as laid down here. In VI 

and VII it is the first which is emphasized, 
here it is the last. This is in harmony 
with the whole spirit of I—IV, in which, 
as Krohn remarks (PI. St. p. 29), “the 
intellect is subordinated to the moral 
powers, and with the education of the 
character in richly-endowed natures the 
fruits of insight ripen of themselves.” 

412 D 24 Kal tKtivov. See cr. n. Sto- 
baeus (Flor. 43. 152) reads Kal on (or 0 n) 

fidXitrra (Keivov kt\., which is good enough 
Greek, and would mean ‘whatever policy 
he thinks by bringing prosperity to the 
other brings prosperity also to himself,’ 
0 n being an accusative of respect belong¬ 
ing to eS TrpaTTovTos. If the principle of 
this interpretation is right, I should read 
0 tl 6.v for drat', taking &v with £vpfial- 

vav. av loves the shelter of a relative, 
particularly 0 rt, and the corruption is the 
easier because orav in A and other MSS is 
written or’ &v. But <piXdv cannot well 
be said of one’s attitude to a policy or 
course of action; and Hermann’s pro¬ 
posal gives a more satisfactory sense. 
The occurrence of (roOr)d 7’ av /ta- 
X terra just before may be responsible for 
the slip. It is to be understood—though 

Plato has not expressly said so—that the 
guardians believe their own interests to 
be best consulted by promoting those of 
their country, vv d4 is pv d« eS irp&T- 
tovtos, and Tovvavrlov is ^vpfiatveiv Kal 

eavTip kokujs Tpamiv. 

412 E 32 4iri\av0av6(j.evoi helps out the 
idea in dKp&Wovatv and forms a natural 
antithesis to <f>v\aKiKol which, while play¬ 
ing upon <pv\aK£s, also implies the notion 
of remembering: cf. pov/riKijs 
413 e. The word has been undeservedly 
attacked, chiefly because in 413 B it 
receives a more special and precise signi¬ 
fication. But each of the three tempta¬ 
tions to be presently enumerated, /cXon-ij, 
pia and yor/Teta, may be correctly de¬ 
scribed as varieties of forgetting; nor is 
it in Plato’s manner to introduce a clas¬ 
sification prematurely, as he would have 
done by writing p-pre yotirevip-evoi p-r/Te 

fiia^opevoi — < pyre > iwiXavdav&pevoi 

(with Heller), or adding pyre K\eTrr6pevoi 

before cKfidWovatv (with Hartman). Co¬ 
bet, more suo, expunges the word. 

35 *kovctI<os fj aKOvcrCtas : with reference 
to the usual Socratic theory that Know¬ 
ledge or Virtue is voluntary, Ignorance 
or Vice involuntary : see on II 382 A. 
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tovs avdpM'irov'S, tmv Be /ca/ccov etcovaLws; rj ov to piev ei\reva0at 5 

t279 aXrjOeias kclkov, to Be d\r]0evetv dyadov; rj ov to to ovra 

Bo£d£etv akrjdeveiv Bo/cet aot elvat; ’AAA,’, p B’ 09, opOws Xeyets, 

/cat pot Bo/covatv a.K0VTe<; dXr]0ov<; Bo^y1; aTepta/cea0at. Ov/covv 

B 1 /cXarrevTe9 rj yor]Tev0evT€<; rj fiiaaOevTe9 tovto 'Kiia'yovatv; OvBe 

vvv, ecf)7], pav0dvco. Tpayi/ceos, r)v S’ iycb, icivBvvevco Xeyetv. 10 

/cXarrevTas pev yap tov9 peTaireta0evTa<; Xeyco /cal TO09 eTtXav0a- 

vopevov<;, Btl toov pev ^poz/09, twv Be A,oyo9 e^atpovpevo1; \av0dvei. 

vvv yap ttov pav0dvet<i; Nat. T009 tolvvv fttaa0evTa<i \eyco ov9 

av oBvvr] Ti9 rj aXyr/Bdov peTaSo^daat Troirjar). Kat tovt, ecprj, 

C epa0ov, /cat dp0cb<; Xeyet9. T009 ppv yor)Tev0evTa<;, 1 do9 eycppat, 15 

Kav av cfoatr]9 elvat ot av peTaSo^aaMatv rj vcjo’ rjBovrp? K7j\r)0evTe<; 

rj vito cf)6/3ov ti BetaavTe<;. ”Eot/ce yap, rj B’ 09, yopTevetv rravTa 

oaa airaTa. 

XX. ''O tolvvv upTL eXeyov, 'QrjTrjTeov, Ttves dptaTot <puXa/ce<; 

tov irap’ avTots BbypaTOS, tovto <09 7TotrjTeov, o av tj} 7roA,ei del 2c 

Bo/cdoai (3eXTLaTov elvat avTot<; rroteiv. TrjprjTeov Bp ev0v<; i/c 

naiBcov, irpo0epevotc; epya, iv 019 civ tic; to toiovtov pdXtaTa 

413 a 4 tcov p.4v ayaGwv—€kovo-£(os. 

See iv 438 A n. 
6 rj ov—elvat. It is necessary ex¬ 

pressly to equate a\r]detjeiv with s 
<S6£a, because ordinarily it means to 
speak rather than to think what is true. 
Cf. II 382 A. Hartman approves of Ast 
for. bracketing the words “quod argumen- 
tationem turbant,” but the contrary is 
true. Men unwillingly relinquish what 
is good. dXrjSebeiv is good; and 
5<5£a is aXijdedeiv; therefore we unwil¬ 
lingly relinquish dX?)07)s S6£a—which is 
just what we wished to prove. 

413B 10 Tpa-yiKws: i.e. u^XoXoyod/re- 
vot, in lofty high-flown metaphorical lan¬ 
guage such as may well become obscure: cf. 
vni 545 e. KXiirTeiv thus used is tragic: 
cf. (with J. and C.) Soph. Ant. 68r d /u-Jj 
rip XP^VV KCK\^/ifjie6a. 

13 ToCvvv=‘praeterea’ here, not ‘igi- 
tur’: 1 339 d n. 

413 c 17 ti 8e£<ravTes= ‘having some 
fear’ (J. and C.). 

20 tovto <os ttoit]t£OV kt\. : ‘ that it 
is their duty to do that which on each 
occasion they think it is best for them to 
do in the interests of the State.’ I have 
provisionally retained the reading of the 
best mss, although it is open to suspicion 

on several grounds. The position of 
tovto is unusual, and auroTs iroieiv is, to 
say the least, superfluous. Gaisford (with 
whom Cobet agrees) wished to expunge 
the entire clause as a gloss on Sby^aros. 
This solution, though drastic, may be 
right: for an explanation of Siyuaros is 
hardly needed after 412 D, E, and tovto 

looks like the commencement of an ex¬ 
planatory note ‘this, viz. that’ etc. A 
simpler alternative, adopted by most 
editors, is to cancel avrois iroidv, but it is 
difficult to see why a scribe should have 
introduced the words. The sentence, if 
genuine, seems to want the finishing 
touch. Cf. 407 D n. 

22 irpoGepevois 4pya. It is clear that 
Plato is referring to specific tests, and 
not (as Bosanquet seems to think) to the 
duties of war and the public service 
generally. So also Susemihl [Gen. Entw. 
II p. 143), and Steinhart (Einleitnng p. 
173), the latter of whom compares, not 
very aptly, the tests of the Pythagorean 
brotherhood and the appalling spectacles 
displayed in the mysteries. Three kinds 
of tests are required: (1) kKottt], (2) fiia,, 
(3) yorjTeta. Examples of the second 
kind are furnished hy the severer disci¬ 
pline of gymnastic, the chase etc.: cf. 
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t7TcAav6avoito /cal e^airarono, /cal tov pev pvrjpova /cal 8uae£a- 

irdryTov 1 ey/cpcreov, rov 8e prj diro/cpcreov. y ydp; Nat. Kat D 

25 ttovous ye av /cal dXyy8ova<; /cal dycova? avroc<; Oereov, ev ol<; rax/Tcc 

ravra rypyreov. ’Opdws, e(f>y. Ov/covv, yv 8' eyed, /cal rplrov 

ei8ov<? rod T/79 yoyrelas dpcAAav irocyreov, /cal deareov—wenrep 

tovs 7redAovs eirl toik T^o^oti? re ical 0opv/3ov<? ayovres a/coiroi/acv 

el cf>o/3epolt ovreo veovs ovras et? 8eipar ana Kopcareov /cal els 

30 y8ova<; av pera^Xyreov, 1 /3aaavc%ovra<; 7roAv paWov y ^pvaov ev E 

irvpl,—el Svayoyrevro? /cal eva^ypcov ev irdac cf>acverac, <f>v\at; 

avrov (ov dyaOb1; /cal povac/cys ys if.cdvOavev, evpvdpov re /cal 

evdppoarov eavrov ev irdac rovroa irape^eov, oto? 81) av edv /cal 

eavTM /cal 1roKec y^pyercpeoTaToc; e'er), /cal tov del ev re iracal /cal 

35 veavia/cov> /cal ev dv8pdac /3aaavc^opevov /cal d/ajparov e/cftacvovTa | 

Karaarareov apyovTa rrj<; 1roAeco? /cal <pu\a/ca, /cal ripas 8oreov 414 

/cal £covtc /cal TeXevTyaavTC, Taef/eov re ical rwv aWcov pvypeceov 

peycara ye pa XayydvovTa’ tov Se prj tocovtov diro/cpcreov. rocavTr) 

rt?, yv 8’ eyed, 8o/cec poc, ed YXav/ceov, y e/cXoyy ecvac /cal KardaTaac<t 

5 twv dpyovTeov re /cal ef)vXd/ceov, a>? ev rvirco, py 8c d/cpcj3ela<;, 

elpyadac. Kat epoc, y 8’ o?, ovtcos iry (f>acverac. ’Ap' ovv cdf 

dXyOebs opOoraTov icaXecv 1 tovtovs pev (f>vXa/ca<; iravreAecs tcov B 

if. tov trjs H: tovtols Ay: toBtovs n. 

Laivs 633 Bff., where the probationary 
value of these and similar exercises is 
appropriately insisted on by the Spartan 
stranger. It was fully recognised in the 
Spartan aytoyr/ (Plut. Lyc. 17. 4 ff.). The 
third order of tests may be illustrated from 
Laws 634 A, B, 635 c, 647 Dff., 649 a, 

673 Eff. r\ tv otvoi pj.oa.vos (649 D) con¬ 
sists in giving wine to test men’s self- 
control (tov ooxppoveiv tveca peXtryjs 673 E). 

Plato gives no account of the first va¬ 
riety; but a good illustration of one 
species of it (cf. rolls p.eTairuo6tvTas 
413 B) is provided by the speeches of 
self-seeking statesmen and unpatriotic 
sophists and poets. It is a curious fact 
that Plato’s kXotdj still leaves a loophole 
by which vicious poetry may creep in 
again. On the general question, Plato 
does well to insist on the educational 
value of temptation ; the theory and prac¬ 
tice of modern times recognises it in 
connexion with §la, but experience too 
often shews that xXojnj and •yoijreia mean 

playing with fire. Cf. Grote Plato lit 
p. 328. 

413 d if tov r*js—SeaTe'ov. Two 
ei'Sy of tests have been described, k\otHi 

and/3(a: the third is yor)rda. I incline 
to think that Stallbaum is right in re¬ 
storing tov Trjs: see cr. n. and In trod. 
§ 5. to&tols ‘misere languet,’ and if a 
dative were needed, it should rather be 
avrois. Herwerden expunges Sear tov; 
but asyndeton before ivoirep is frequent in 
sentences of this kind. 

413 E 31 Svo-yoqTeuTos. For the 
change from plural to singular cf. 1 

347 A n. 
414 a 3 XayxavovTa. The accusative 

recurs to </>v\aKa, and is all the easier 
because Ti/xas Bortov is little more than 
TivqTtov. Plato’s usage is lax in such 
matters, and it is better not to emend: 
cf. (with Schneider) Laws 760 E, 877 a 
and Engelhardt Anac. PI. Spec, ill p. 45. 

5 (is tv Tvirw—tipijcrGai. Cf. VI 

502 D «. 
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Te e^codev TroXefiLcov twv re eWo? (joiXloiv, ottcos ol pev py /3ovXp- 

(tovtcu, oi 8e prj SvvncrovTcu /caKovpyetv, Toy? 8e veovs, ovs vvv 8rj 

(pvXatcas i/caXovpev, e'rrucovpows Te teal fiopdov9 r06? twv ap^ovrcov 10 

86ypaatv; "Epotye 8o/cei, eejoy. 

XXL Ti? ay oyy ppiv, f]v 8' iyco, pi)XavV yevoiro Ttoy ijrevSwv 

tmv ev 8eovTL yiyvopevwv, wv vvv 8p eXeyopev, yevvaiov tl ev 

C 'yjrev8op6vovii 1 ireZcrcu paXicrra pev teal avTov*; tou? ap^ovTas, el 

8'e pij, rpv aXXpv iroAtv; Yloiov t 1; eipp. MiySey tcaivov, pv 8’ 15 

9. vvv 5?) II: Sr] vvv A. 13. vvv Si) v: Sr] vvv AllSq. 

414 B 10 liriKOijpovs. Plato hencefor¬ 
ward uses this expression when he wishes 
specifically to allude to the second class of 
his citizens. <7>iiAa/ces remains the general 
term including both tipxovres and eiri- 

Kovpoi. See on II 374D. 

414 b—415 D In order to establish 
all these regulations in the city, we must 
have recourse to a heroic falsehood. We 
shall tell the citizens that they were only 
dreaming when they believed themselves 
'to be trained by us. In reality, they were 
being moulded and fashioned in the womb 
of Earth, they and all their equipments; 
so that it is their duty to defend their 
country like a mother, and regard their 
fellow-citizens as brothers born of Earth. 
We shall add that in creating some to be 
rulers, God mingled in their substance 
gold; silver he put in the auxiliaries; 
iron and copper in the fanners and arti¬ 
sans. The citizens will for the most part 
produce children like themselves; but silver 
offspring will sometimes come from gold, 
or gold from silver and the like. It is the 
first and foremost duty of the Rulers to 
lift and degrade children into their proper 
classes, alleging an oracle that the city 
shall perish when iron or copper becomes 
its guardian. It may be impossible to 
convince the first generation of our citizens 
that the lie is true; but their posterity 
may credit it. 

414 B ff. After discrediting the cur¬ 
rent mythological and religious views, 
Plato now proceeds to replace them by 
something more in harmony with his own 
principles. Throughout this episode he 
is making legend in accordance with 
II 382 D Sia t6 /J.r) eiSevcu diry ra\r)6P 

Sgc- Trepl tuiv iraXtuQv, arpop-oioOvres Tip 

aXuidei rd pevSos 0 tl paKiara oilru xPVaL' 

p.ov iroiovpev. His particular object is 
to give a religious and quasi-historical 
sanction to the sentiment of patriotism 
and the institution of caste. With this 
aim in view he frames a pvdos in which 
the belief of many Greek communities 
(especially the Athenians: cf. Isocr.Paneg. 
24 f., Eur. Fr. 362) in an autochthonous 
ancestry is skilfully combined with the 
popular association of different metals 
with different degrees of merit, as in the 
Hesiodic ages of man. Cf. Hirzel Da- 
Dialog pp. 263 f. The episode should 
not be understood as ironical: without it, 
the present sketch of a State would be 
incomplete. We require some guarantee 
for the permanence of the city and its 
institutions; and nothing could be more 
in keeping with the prevailingly moral 
and religious spirit of Plato’s ‘musical’ 
education than that he should find that 
guarantee in laith rather than in reason. 
The case is different when the Platonic city 
attains its full maturity, and it is equally 
appropriate that Reason, embodied in 
the Rulers, should then become the final 
guarantee. 

414 b 13 wv vvv 8rj. See cr. n. Al¬ 
though vvv occasionally refers to the 
immediate past (e.g. 1 341 c, IX 592 a, 

x 6iib: see also Jebb on Soph. Ant. 
151), neither here nor in ofls vvv Sr) just 
before can Si) vvv be retained: for SI) 
“neque per se intelligi neque ad uv referri 
potest” (Schneider). The reference is 
to 11 382 D, III 389 b. 

414 C 14 p.d\i.crTa |rr'v. See on 
415 D. 

15 |i,T]8ev Kaivov kt\. We want no 
novelty, but something with which the 
Greeks are already familiar, for our city 
is a Greek city (v 470 e). 

A. P. >3 
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£7(0, (tWtt <\?OLVLKlKOV TL, TTpOTCpOV pel' 7]Bt) 7ToWa^OV 767 01/05, 

o/5 (fraaiv ol 7roi7]Tai Kal Treireiicacnv, icf)' 7)pcbv Be ov 76701/05 ovB' 

oiBa el yevopevov av, rrelaai Be <ri%vrjs rrei,0ov<;. '125 coi/cas, ecbp, 

okvovvtl Xeyetv. Ao^oo Be aoi, rjv B' eyw, tcai pd\' e'ucoTws OKvelv, 

20 e7reiBav eirro). Ae7’, ecpr], ical prj (fiofiov. Aeyw Brj' 1 tcalroL ovk D 
oiBa o7rola roApr) rj 7toloi<; Xoyov; ^ptape 1/05 epw Kal eTn'^eLprjcrw 

irptorov pev avrov*; T005 apxovras irelOeiv Kal T005 (TTpaTicoras, 

tire it a Be Kal rrjv a\Avv ttoAiv, £05 dp' a i)p.ei<; dvrov 5 erpetpope v re 

Kal e7raiBevopev, dxjTrep oveipara BBokovv tavra irdvra irda^eLV 

25 re Kal 717veaOat Trepl avrovs, r)aav Be Tore trj dXrjdeia into 7275 
eWo5 irXaTTopevoi Kal rpetpopevoi Kal avrol Kal ra oifKa avrwv 

Kal rj dWrj aKevrj B71p.10vpyovp.evr). 1 eirecBr) Be vravTeXws il-eipya- E 
crpevoi ijaav, Kal rj 7rj avrovs prjrrjp ovaa iivrjKev, Kal vvv Bel a>5 

28. del q : 5i) AflS. 

16 ‘fcoivutucov ti: because the story 
of the "ZirapToi was Phoenician, Cadmus 
the Phoenician having sown the dragon’s 
teeth from which they sprang (Apollod. 
Ill 4. 1). Cf. Laws 663 E. Steinhart 
(Einleit. p. 177) and Susemihl (Gen. 
Entw. II p. 144) find in Qolvikikov a 
further hint that the institution of caste 
was something foreign and non-Hellenic: 
but the words cannot be thus interpreted. 
The Egyptian system of caste (see Hdt. 
11 164 ff.) differed from Plato’s in essen¬ 
tial points, and there is no real evidence 
to shew that he was influenced by it in 
any way: nor is ‘Phoenician’ (‘Sido- 
nian’ in Laius l.c.) equivalent to ‘Egyp¬ 
tian.’ Cf. Hermann Gcsch. n. Syst. p. 
55 and nn. 'Jrevo/ua $oivnai<bv afterwards 
became a proverb, perhaps owing to this 
passage. 

•rro\Xa\ov yeyovos means simply 
‘ which has happened in many places.’ 
yeyovbs and yevbp-evov in themselves refer 
to the actual occurrences, which 10s <j>a- 
aiv—neireiKaaiv reduces again to legend 
and matter of faith. -rroWaxoD is plenti¬ 
fully illustrated in Preller Gr. Myth. 
pp. 79 ff. Presently ovS oloa ei yevbp.evov 
av (for which Herwerden neatly but need¬ 
lessly suggests 01IS’ oiS’ av ei yevbfievov) 
hints that the age of miracles is past. 

414 D 21 oiroCa—Vf irofois. Cf. 
400 A n. It is very exceptional to find 
the indirect interrogative preceding the 
direct: cf. Soph. O. 7171 with Jebb’s note. 

€p<<). I have removed the colon after 
tpCo on Richards’ suggestion. 

24 wcrirrp ovetpara—avrovs: lit. ‘all 
these things which they fancied them¬ 
selves suffering and happening to them 
were so to speak dreams.’ ebbieovv is 
‘imagined’ as in Aesch. Pers. 188 (also 
of a dream) and elsewhere. The object 
of iraaxei.v, viz. ravra iravra, becomes 
the subject of ylyveodai: cf. (for the 
change of subject) Ap. 40 A, Symp. 200 D 

and supra 1 333 C, II 359 D, E, 360 A. 

It must be allowed that the effect of this 
idiom is here unusually harsh. I once 
conjectured inrapxeiv for iruoxei-v, taking 
eSoKovv still as ‘ fancied ’: but the text is 
probably sound. 

25 viro y^s kt\. Herwerden bids us 
bracket either for6 or evrbs: but Plato 
rarely if ever lets the preposition (vt6s 
follow its noun. vtA is ‘under,’ not ‘by’ 
(it is 6 debs, not ij yrj, who ir\a.TTei, infra 
415 a), and evrbs is adverbial; “drinnen 
unter der Erde ” (Schneider). Mortal 
creatures are similarly moulded within 
the earth in Protagoras’ prehistoric myth 
(rvirovtnv avra deal yfjs Zvdov 320 D): 
cf. also Symp. 191 c, Pol. 272 a, Tim. 
42 D. The myth of the Politicus (269 A ff.) 
connects the autochthonous origin of man 
with the golden age, in agreement with 
a wide-spread tradition, which gave rise 
to a considerable literature (Diimmler 
Proleg. zu Platons Staat p. 46). It is in 
the spirit of this tradition that Plato here 
represents the first generation of his ideal 
city as autochthonous. 

414 e 28 kq£—Ka(. The double 
Kai marks “ the correspondence of the 
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Tepl pyTpo; ical tpocfrov ry; %copas ev fj elcrl /3ov\eveadai re ical 

apivve.iv avrov;, eav xt9 err ainyv 'irj, ical inrep twv aWoov tto'Kltwv 30 

&)? dSe\(f)cbv ovtcov ical yyyevcbv hiavoeicrOaL. Oihe eVo?, e<py, 

415 7ra\ac ya^vvov to ^edSo; Xeyecv. Tldvu, yv S’ eyed, | et/corto?' 

dW' opco; a/cove ical to Xoltt'ov too pvOov. eexe pcev yap 8y 

7ravT€ii oi ev tfj iroXec d8e\cj)ol, 009 (pyaopev 717109 avTov; pv6o\o- 

yovvTe;, dW' 6 deo9 7rXdrTcov, oaoi pev vpwv l/cavol ap^eiv, 

j(pvabv ev ty yeveaei avvepei^ev avroc;, Sto TipuwTaroi eiaiv° 5 

ocroi S’ eTTLKovpoi, dpyvpov aihypov Se ical %a\icbv tol; re yecopyoi9 

teal TOi9 aWoL; SypLovpyoL;. are ovv ifvyyevei; ovT69 Travres to 

B Jtez' ttoXv bpoiov; dv vplv avrol9 yevvwre, ean S’ oxe e’/c 1 ^pvaov 

yevvydeiy dv dpyvpovv ical e% dpyvpov %pvaovv eicyovov ical raWa 

Trdvra ovtco; dWyXcov. toll; ovv dp^ovat ical 7rpeoTov ical 10 

two clauses ” (J. and C.). As the Earth 
proved herself their mother, so they must 
shew themselves her sons. If the text is 
sound, it must be explained in this way; 
but exact parallels are rare. Thuc. iv 8. 
9 (cited by Schneider Addit. p. 27) is 
different: see Classen ad loc. and on 
vm 27. 5. More to the point is Soph. 
Ant. 1192 f. koX irapoiv epJD, \ KovSev 

irap-qaoi tt)s a\rj6tias tiros: see Jebb ad 
loc. Ast expunges ical before y yy, while 
Hermann alters it to cos (carrying on the 
ws of cos &pa). Neither change can be 
called salisfactory. I formerly suggested 
o-qp.LOvpyovp.tvr) tn. ySy Se kt\. (Cl. Rev. 
X p. 385): cf. Symp. 220 C 0)Sy yv pe- 
o-qpppia, xai &vOpo)iroL yodavovro. The 
change is slight, but Utl ‘languet,’ and it 
is better to retain the MS reading. 

cos irepl |xt]Tpos — 8iavoetcr0ai. Cf. 
(with J. and C.) Aeseh. Sept. 10—20, 
412—416, and infra v 470 n. For the 
omission of the preposition before rys 
Xiopas cf. VIII 553 B n. inrtp with tuv 
dXXiov is scarcely more than irepi: see 
11 367 A n. 

415 a 3 cos cjj^cropev. The sense 
(as Schneider observes) is cos 6 pvdos 
\eyec, dv irpbs avrous epovpev. Hartman 
cancels cos, but it was more likely to have 
been wrongly omitted here than inserted. 

5 XPW°V kt\. The metals are borrowed 
from Hesiod (O. D. 109—201), as Plato 
indicates in VIII 546 E. Hesiod enume¬ 
rates five ages of men (interposing the 
age of heroes between those of copper 
and iron), but the older legend probably 

recognised four only: see Rohde Psyche2 
1 p. 87. Plato makes the golden and the 
other classes coexist—a truer and pro¬ 
founder view than Hesiod’s. In other 
respects, the myth (as Jackson has pointed 
out in Susemihl and Plicks Politics of 
Aristotle p. 244) is not to be pressed: 
for “ it does not recognise the promotion 
of eirUovpoL ” to be dpxovres. We should 
expect the </>i5\axes to contain admixtures, 
both of gold and silver, such as are to be 
Rulers receiving more gold than silver, 
and conversely; but the Greek does not 
favour this idea. Iron again seems to 
be exclusively (though less emphatically) 
reserved for the farmers, and copper for 
the artisans: cf. infra B, c, vm 547 a, b, 

and Arist. Pol. B 5. i264b 14. It makes 
the pevSos all the more yevvaiov and 
effective to tell the citizens that the 
classes are even more distinct than they 
really are. 

7 <xt€ ovv ijvyyevfis ovres is said with 
reference to the Se clause, on which the 
stress falls. The fundamental kinship of 
the different classes will occasionally re¬ 
assert itself in their offspring. So J. and 
C., rightly. 

415B 9 apyupou: sc. tKybvov, 

which should also be supplied with 
Xpvaov. Plato sees in lancy the onward 
march of generations Kaddirep XapirdSa. 

rov j3iov irapaSiSdvTes: cf. IV 424 A. Ast’s 
proposal dpyupov should not have received 
the approval of Hartman ; and D. and V. 
miss a characteristic touch by translating 
dpyvpov “ a silver parent.” 

13 — 2 
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fidXiara TrapayyeXXet 6 Geos, 077-co? pr/Bevo^ ovtco (frvXaices dyaOol 

eaovTcu p.i)B ovtco a<f)oBpa (pvXd^ovan, pujBev o>? tou? i/cy6vov<;, 

6 Tt avTocs tovtcov ev rat? -v|ri/^at? 7rapap-epuKrai, ical idv re 

cr^erepo? e/cyovos vnrop^aX/co? r; VToaiBypot; yevyTai, pvyBevl 1 Tpoirro C 

15 icaTeXerjaovaiv, dXXa tt/v tj) tpvaei TrpoayKovaav Ttpdyv aTroBovTes 

wcrovaiv et? Byp-Lovpyov^ y et? yewpyovs, kcll av av etc tovtcov Tt? 

inro'XpvcTos y vttdpyvpos cfivy, TcpiyaavTe^ dvd^ovai tovs pcev et? 

(f)v\a.Kt]v, Toil? Be et? etnicovplav, w? %pyapcov oVto? totc tj)j/ toXiv 

Bia<f)dapr)vai, OTav avrrjv o aiBypo<; y 6 p^aX/eo? cpvXd^rj. tovtov 

20 ovv tov puvOov 07ra)? av ireicrOeiev, e%et? Ttz/a p.r\yavr)v; OvBap,w<i, 

ecfry, 07r&)? 7’ at/ ai/Tot ovTor 1 07rw? pcevT av oi tovtcov oet? /tat oi D 

eire it a ot t aXXot dvOpcoiroL oi vaTepov. ’AXXa /tat tovto, yv B' 

eyco, ev av ep^ot 7r/3°? p-aXXov aiiTOvs t/}? 7roXeco? Te /tat aXA^Xcoi/ 

KyBeadar ax^Bov ydp Tt pavOdvco o Xe^et?. 

19. 6 aiSqpos 77 6 xaXvos q\ 6 aiSqpos <7>i/Xa£ 77 6 x^X/rous A1 II : 6 aiSqpovs <f>v\a£ 
^ 6 xaX/,oOs A2: 6 oiSqpovs ij 6 x“Xkoos S- 

13 eav Tt ktX. This provision is the 
corner-stone of Plato’s State, and as soon 
as it gives way, the edifice is doomed 
(viii 546 E—547 a). It is only by the 
elevation of the worthy and the degrada¬ 
tion of the unfit that class-distinctions 
can be made to coincide with those of 
Nature (cf. IV 423 D); and unless they 
do, the foundation of the city, which is 
to ravroD irpaTTciv, is sapped. Hence 
the emphasis with which Plato introduces 
this subject. His theory, it should be 
noted, conforms at least as much to the 
interest of the individual as to that of the 
State; for it provides congenial work for 
all according to their natural capacities, 
and uncongenial labour, whether above 
or below one’s powers, is a fertile source 
of misery and crime. Aristotle (Pol. B 4. 
Ia6ab 2;) seems to doubt if Plato’s scheme 
was feasible. Granted rulers who are 
<f>p6viixoi cis tovto, Swarol, and KT)8ep.6ves 

ttjs 7rA\6cos (412 c), in a small city—a 
thousand warriors, says Plato, will suffice 
(IV 423 a, cf. Grote Plato in p. 206 «.) 
—it could probably be worked without 
much difficulty. See also IV 423 E ff. 
We are not of course to suppose that the 
child was once for all assigned to his 
class at birth; he would be watched and 
tested again and again, before being 
finally disposed of, so that the likelihood 
of mistakes on the part of the Rulers is 
greatly lessened. Cf. Tim. 19 a. 

415 c 17 Tipjo-avTts: not “having 
estimated their values ’’ (J. and C.): but 
simply 1 they will do him honour and’ etc. 
The suggestions avriTinquavTcs or Tip.i)- 

oavres /car’ a£iav will hardly command 
assent. Tipip/ in Tiprqv diroSivTes above 
may also be translated ‘ honour ’ if rqv 
T-rj (pvoei TrpooqKovoav is taken in its full 
force: the honour appropriate to his 
nature and no more. 

416 D 21 oir<i>s pevr av ktX. Cf. 
Lotus 663 E—664 A. Grote justly ob¬ 
serves that “ Plato has fair reason for his 
confident assertion that if such legends 
could once be imprinted on the minds 
of his citizens, as portions of an estab¬ 
lished creed, they would maintain them¬ 
selves for a long time in unimpaired force 
and credit” (1. c. Ill p. 188). The first 
generation of citizens would remain in¬ 
credulous, but the 7evvaiov 1pcvSos would 
be impressed upon their children, and 
soon be universally believed. It would 
require but little effort for a Greek city 
like Plato’s (v 470 e) to entertain in 
course of time a view which has so many 
points of contact with Greek tradition. 
Here Plato seems to hint that even his 
Rulers (for oi tovtwv vets must include 
these also) will in time believe; the 
Rulers of VI—vii might teach the legend 
as an iv Slovn \fevSos, but would them¬ 
selves refuse their assefit. 

24 cr^eSov—Xeyeis: viz. that the story 
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XXII. Kcw tovto p,ev 8>) e^ei otttj av avro r) (fopp.)] dyevyrj' 25 

yfjbel9 Se tovtovs tou? ypyevels OTvXbaavTes 7rpodiycopev rjyovpbevcov 

tcov ap^ovTwv. i\06vT€<; 8e 0eaada0cov 7-279 7roAew? 07toj7 tcdXXb- 

E (jtov aTpaTO7re8evcraa0ab, odev tovs re evSov 1 p.dXiaT av Kare^mev, 

el' tis p,rj i0eXob Tolf vopoLs nT€L0ecr0at, tov9 re e^wdev dnrapvvoiev, 

el 7roXe/ito5 Ivcnrep Xv/C09 eVt 7Toipbvpv t 1$ 101, crTparoTrehevardpevoL 3° 

8e, dvaavre9 0I9 ewa? wroLyadaOcov. rj 7TW9; Ovtcos, e</>r;. 

Ov/covv rotavTas, ol'as %ebp.wvo<; re areyeiv ical 0epov<; hcava<i 

elvai; II <5 9 yap ovyl; oherjaebs ydip, e(f>y, 80reels pot Xeyecv. Nat, 

416 r)v S’ eyco, crrpancon/cus ye, aXX’ ov "£pr\p.aTiaTucds. | n«9, et£?/, 

av tovto Xeyecs 8ba(f)epecv e/celvov; ’Eyco aoc, yv S’ eyco, Tvecpdicropab 

el'irelv. SeovoTaTov yap tvov ttcivtwv teal aio-^baTov iroipckab tolov- 

tov9 76 teal ovtco Tpecpebv tevvas errucovpovs 7TObpbvlcov, claTe vito 

cucoXaalas p Xip,ov rj tlvos aXXov ica/cov e0ov9 avTovs tov9 Kvvas 5 

3. al(Txl(rrov S <} • OLiax’-TTov irov A: aXax<-bv 7rov II. 

is intended to form part of the city’s 
permanent religious creed, and so en¬ 
courage patriotism and fraternity. 

415 D—417 15 Our Rulers and Auxi- 
liaries shall have a camp within the city, 
so as to check lawless citizens and ward off 
foreign foes. Their education will prevent 
them from preying on the others, provided 
we arrange their circumstances rightly. 
We shall assign them common property 
and houses, as well as common meals, to 
be furnished by the other citizens in return 
for the protection they enjoy. The use of 
gold and silver must be forbidden to our 
Guardians. 

415 D ff. The communism of the Re¬ 
public is, next to its educational curri¬ 
culum, the principal guarantee which 
Plato provides against the abuse of 
political power on the part of his 
Guardians (Nohle die Statslehre Platos 
pp. 129 ff.). At the present stage 
Socrates gives only a brief and exoteric 
account of the system, reserving the full 
and final exposition for Book V. Plato 
may have been thinking of certain 
Spartan and Pythagorean institutions 
when he framed some of the regulations 
in this section: but his communism is 
much more thorough-going than anything 
of the kind before his day. See Steinhart 
Einleitung pp. 179—181, and especially 
Grote 1. c. ill pp. 207—216. Aristotle’s 
criticisms (Pol. B 5. 126213 37—i263b 29) 

are interesting and acute, although he 
ignores some essential points, and is 
unable throughout to rise to the level 
of Plato’s idealism. See also Jowett 
Introd. pp. 175—179 and Nettleship 
Led. and Rem. 11 pp. 136 f. 

25 tovto—d-yctyr] : ‘ this will be as 
the vox populi shall determine’: i.e. it 
will depend upon f’qv-V whether our fable 
is believed or not. fr/w is not of course 
an oracle (as Ficinus supposed), but the 
half-personified voice of popular belief. 
Cf. Lazos 838 C, D. 

28 tovs T€ £v8ov ktX. 1 lenkol (Studien 
zur Gesch. d. Gr. Lehre vom S/aat p. 52 
71. 13) remarks that the prevention of fac¬ 
tion inside the city is characteristically 
put in the foreground. The greatest 
danger to a Greek city was from internal 
dissension : cf. V 470 C ff. tm. 

415 E 30 o-TpaTOTreSevo-apevoi. The 
Spartan government was compared to that 
of a oTparbweSov (Isocr. 6. 81: cf. Gilbert 
Gr. Cozist. Atit. E. T. pp. 61 ff.). Plato’s 
city is literally a camp. His proposals 
would probably strike the average 
Athenian as a dangerous and tyrannical 
exaggeration of Spartan usages. See 
Jowett Introd. p. 176. 

416 a 2 Sia<j>e'peiv exeCvov is re¬ 
jected by Herwerden ; but Schneider’s ex¬ 
planation hits the mark: “au alterum hoc 
de discrimine insolentius dictum notat: 
prius fuerat quod domos eur&s dixerat.” 
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eTn^eipricreu Tot? irpo[3t'tTois KaKovpyelv Kal avrl kvvmv Xvkoi<; 

opoiwdrjvai. Aeuvov, 7} 8 09 • 7ra>? S’ ov; Ovkovv (pvXaKreov ' 

7TdVTL Tp01T(p, p7) TOLOVTOV r)piV OL dirLKOVpOL 7TOl7](TWaL 77/509 TOV? B 

7roX(Ta?, t'7retS^ avTwv /cpeiTTou? elcrlv, dvrl ^vppdywv evpevdbv 

IO 8ecriT0TaL<; (lypLOlS (l(£>0pbOLwOwcTLV j QvXaKTeOV, e(f>7J. OvKOVV TTJV 

peylaTrjv t?}? evXa/3elaii 7rapeaKevaapevoi av elev, el Tib ovtl KaXdbs 

ireirai8evpevoL eccriv; AXXa prjv elcrlv y', ecf)7). Kal eycb eiirov, 

Tovto pev ovk agtov 8/ta^vpl^eadai, do <f)IXe VXavKwv o pevToi 

clpTL eXeyopev, cl^iov, otl 8el avTovs t?}? opdf/s 1 rv%eiv irai8ela<;, C 

!5 VTV$ 7tote eariv, el peXXovai to peyiaTov efteiv irpo<; to rjpepoL 

elvai avroi? re Kal to?? (pvAaTTopevois vir avrdov. Kal op6w<; 

ye, 7} 8’ 09. ripo? Tolvvv tt) 7rai8ela ravrp (pair] av Tt? i'ow e^cov 

8eiv Kal ta? ct/o^cret? (tat Trjzt oXXt^v ovalav TOiavTTrjv avrols 

irapeaKevdaOai, r)T1? /t«/Te too? (pvXaKas do<; dplarovs elvai, 7ravaoi 

20 avTov9, KaKovpyelv xe ^4 eirapol irepl too? dXXov<; 1 iroXiTa<;. D 

Kal dAx/^w? ye cfod/o-eL. "Opa 81'), eiirov eycb, el Toiov8e riva ipoirov 

12. £70) w: 4yioy' AITHy. 

20. eirapoi 0: iirapr) AIIEy. 
19. wapcoKevaffdai II: irapaoKevarraoBai A. 

6 raKoupyeiv. See 407 B «. The 
idiom is abundantly attested, both in 
Plato and in other Greek authors, al¬ 
though Madvig and Cobet have done 
their best to expel it from Plato’s text 
here and wherever else it occurs. 

416 B 8 pi) tolovtov—iroiijo’wo’i. 

For toioutov cf. 388 D n. Richter con¬ 
jectured p.r\ toioutoi—Tron/BQm, “ parum 
venuste,” as Hartman mercifully says. 

9 olvtI (jvppdxwv — d(|>o|jLOia)0a)O-iv. 

For the usual ampliative or explanatory 
asyndeton cf. 409 b. Aristotle objects 
that Plato’s regulations would virtually 
divide his city into two hostile camps 
(Pol. B 5. 1264s 24), and Grote does not 
see “what reply the Platonic Republic fur¬ 
nishes to this objection” (l.c. ill p. 213). 
In reply to Aristotle, Plato might have 
pointed to his regulations about the inter¬ 
change of classes (415 B fif.), which would 
have the effect of binding them together 
more securely. Moreover, where each 
individual has the work to do for which 
he is best qualified, one fruitful cause of 
discontent and sedition is removed. The 
wives and families of the lower class 
would also tend to keep them quiet. 
Nor does Aristotle’s objection allow 

sufficient weight to the training by which 
Plato tries to protect his guardians from 
such ‘ spiritual pride ’ as would alienate 
their subjects. 

12 Kal tyiu eiirov. See cr. n. Kal 
iyoiy eiirov, though generally retained, is 
surely wrong : it could only mean ‘ I too, 
said I.’ No editor cites any other in¬ 
stance of ihyioye in this formula. 

13 tovto pev kt\. prepares us for the 
second scheme of education in Book vil : 
cf. 412 B, 414 A nn. 

416 C 19 ijTts—eirapoi. avrovs is 
emphatic: “ipsos per se” (Schneider). 
The contrast is between the guardians in 
themselves, and in their dealings with the 
others. It is difficult to decide between 
Train?a—iirapel (Bekker and others) and 
iraiooi—eirapoi. The latter is cxquisitius, 
and better supported on the whole. For 
the confusion between -y (subjunctive) 
and -ot (optative) in A see Introd. § 5. 
Cobet calls for tou instead of roes before 
ipiiXaKas, but </>ii\aKas requires the article. 
iraijeiv with the infinitive is rare, and 
means ‘prevent,’ not ‘make to cease’: 
cf. Ildt. v 67 (with Stein’s note) and Ar. 
Ach. 634, where Reiske’s conjecture 7re((raj 
should not be accepted. 
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Bel al/Tovs £P]V re teal o'ucelv, el fieWovcr/ tolovtoc eereaBar irpMTov 

fiev overlay KeKTiffievov /xpSe/ilav fir/Beva IBlav, av fit) 7raera dvajKp• 

eireiTa o/Kpcnv /cal rafuelov fipBevl elvat fir/Bev rolovtov, els 0 ov 

7ra? 0 /3ov\6fievos e/aecai’ ta S’ eVtTj/Seta, ocrcov Seovrac avBpes 25 

E dd\pral TroXefiov aoufipoves re /cal dvSpelot, ta^afievovs 1 7rapd 

tcov aWcov 7to\ltmv Be^eaBai fuadov Trjs (pvRa/cps toctovtov, oaov 

fjLtfre irepielvai avTols els tov eviavrov fiyre ivBelv cpoiTwvTas Be 

els £vcrcr/Tia werirep eaTpaTOireBevp/evovs koivj} £r)v ^pvcrlov Se 

Kal dpyvpiov elrrelv ainols oti delov irapa dewy alel ev rf) ’']rv%f) 30 

eyovai /cal ovBev TrpoaBeovTat, tov dvOpcoirelov, ovBe ocr/a rrjv 

e/celvov KTtjaiv tt/ tov 6vt)tov verov /cTpcreL ^vfifivyvvvTas fualvecv, 

417 Sioti 7toWci Kal dvocria irepl to tmv | 7toXKwv vopuafia yeyovev, 

to Trap' eKelyois Se uki)paTov • dWa /iovois avTols tcjv ev T/j 7roXei 

fieTa^eLpl^ecrBai Kal dirTeerdai xpvcrov Kal dpjvpov ov defus, ovB' 

vito tov avTov opocjpov levat ovBe irepid'yJraerOai ovBe Trive/v e£ 

apyvpov rj %pverov. Kal ovtco fiev ctw^olvto t av Kal crw^oiev trjv 5 

4. tov avrov A2!!2^1 : tCiv ainGv A1: tojv aurov II1: tov avruv corr. in 
mg. q1. 

4X6 D 22 irpoSrov |Hv ktX. A cer¬ 
tain measure of communism in property 
seems to have existed among the Pytha¬ 
goreans (RP.7 p. 43); but there is no 
reason to suppose that Plato is deliberately 
borrowing from them here : cf. Steinhart 
Einleitung p. 179. The main object of 
Plato is of course to prevent the forma¬ 
tion of private interests likely to compete 
with the claims of public duty. We re¬ 
mark that there has been no hint so far 
of common wives and children, although 
Blaschke (der Zusa/n/nenhang d. Earn. u. 
Giitergemeinschaft d. pi. St. m. d. pol. u. 
phil. Syst. Platos p. 7) thinks he finds 
one in 415 A. Cf. 415 D n. 

23 civ pij ircura avdyKip For y 
omitted see 11 371 An. The conjecture 
yv for S.v (Herwerden) is elegant, but 
superfluous. 

25 Td 8’ «TriTij8eia—(j.ur0ov. It is 
fair that the lower classes should provide 
the others with the means of leisure, for 
it is they who ‘reap all the benefit of 
the laborious training bestowed on the 
guardians.’ They are the ‘ultimate and 
capital objects’ of Plato’s solicitude. Grote 
justly adds that “this is a larger and more 
generous view of the purpose of political 

institutions than we find either in Aristotle 
or in Xenophon” (l.c. ill p. 213). 

26 Ta£ap.evovs is strangely represented 
in Schneider’s translation by “ zu be- 
stimmten Zeiten.” It refers to the fixing 
of fees or payments in return for services 
rendered. Cf. Men. 91 B. 

416 e 29 fjvcr<rcTi.a. A Spartan fea¬ 
ture: see Gilbert Gk. Const. Ant. E. T. 
p. 65. Cf. Laws 762 B ff. 

Xpvodov kt\. So also in Sparta, ac¬ 
cording to Xen. Rep. Lac. 7. 6; with 
which cf. Pint. Lys. 19. 6, where the 
ephors are said to have put to death 
a friend of Lysander Xa/36vrcs apyvpiov 

ISlq KCKTyp-tvov. Plato is keenly conscious 
of the corrupting influence of wealth : see 
Gorg. 525 D ff., and cf. II 373 E, IV 421 D 
n/t. His guardians are <f>v<iei irXov/rlta 

tas fuyds (vill 547 b) and need no 
other riches. 

417 A 4 vtto—levai: as though 
Wealth communicated a taint, like a 
murderer sub isdem trabibus (oyoipbcpLos). 
The Greek is much more expressive and 
picturesque than Apelt’s conjecture vtt6 

t6v avruiv opoepov irpotrUvai (Observ. Cr. 

?. 11 )- 
5 o-oj‘olvt6 t’ civ Kal crc'i^oiev. Cf. 
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7roXiv ottotc B' avrol yrjv re IBiav Kal oiklcl^ Kal vopiapara 

KTrjaovTcu, oiKovbpoi pev Kal yewpyol avrl (pvXdiKwv eaovrai, 

Bearrorai S’ e^0pol avrl ^vppdiywv 1 twv aXXwv ttoXltwv yeiir/aovrai, B 

piaovvre^> Be Brj Kal picrovpevoi Kal e7ril3ovXevovTe<; Kal imfiov- 

10 Xevopevcu Bid^ovai rrdvra tov (3lov, rroXii 7rXeiw Kal paXXov 

BeBiore*; t0179 evBov rj tov<; e^wOev 7roXepiowi, Oeovres rjBr] Tore 

eyyvrara oXedpov avroi re Kal rj aXXrj 7roXis. tovtwv ovv irdvTwv 

eveKa, rjv S’ eye!), (pwpev ovtw Beiv KareaKevaaOai tovs (pvXaKa<f 

OLKpaedis Te 7repi Kal twv aXXwv, Kal ravra vopodeTrjawpev, rj prj; 

15 ITdvv ye, rj S’ 09 0 YXa> kwv. 

TeAoc noAiTeiAC r* 

621 B /J.O0OS icnidri — Kal T]/j,as av <rd)(reiev. 
crcti^ecrOai of moral salvation is common in 
Plato : cf. e.g. VI 492 E, 502 B. 

6 ottotc 8’ auTol—&rovT<u. From 
this sentence it seems clear that the com¬ 
munity of goods does not extend to the 
lower classes, although Aristotle com¬ 
plains that Plato has not said anything 

precise upon the matter (Pol. B5. 1264* 
15). Aristotle seems, however, to have 
understood that they were not to have 
common wives, for he cynically observes 
that it would have been better if they had, 
as then they would have been more divided 
and less likely to combine against the 
guardians (ib. 4. 1262s 40 IT.). 



APPENDICES TO BOOK III. 

I. 

Ill 389 B—D. The section on truth offers some serious difficulties. 
Throughout the whole of this division of the Republic (377 a—392 a) 

Plato is laying down precepts to which the p.vOoi of poets are to conform 
(cf. 377 b and 392 a), and in each case it is pointed out how the precept 
in question has been violated by Homer and other poets. Here, 
however, nothing is said to shew that we are prescribing for the poets, 
and no illustrations, either of our precept or of its violation, are cited 
from them. Schneider, indeed, attempts to extort this meaning from 
the section; but his theory, strictly understood, would require us to 
suppose that iarpois Soreov, tSiairats ov\ airrlov, TrfxxrrjKa if/cv8ecr0ai, 

ov\ aTrreov tov toioutov in B, xjitvaao-Ocu, if/evSop-evov in C, and KoXacrei in D 

refer not to Plato’s own city, but to poetical representations; that 
TrdAeajs in b is not Plato’s city, but any city figuring in poetry ; and that 
toK tolovtovs apxovTas in c are not Plato’s rulers, but others. Such a 
supposition is hardly possible, if tolovtovs in c is genuine (see note ad 
loc.), and in any case it is neither natural nor obvious. It may with 
safety be asserted that if the section had occurred in any other context 
no one would have supposed it to contain rules for poetical fables : in 
itself it merely lays down the duty of the lower classes to speak the 
truth, with the conditions under which the rulers may lie. Cf. Rettig 
Proleg. pp. 62, 63 and notes on 389 d. Rettig, following up a hint of 
Schleiermacher’s, thinks the section was introduced to prepare the way 
for the rulers’ ‘lie’ about the origin of the State; while Susemihl {Genet. 
Entw. 11 p. 120) in some mysterious way appears to connect it with the 
theory of Ideas “ as the true and higher Measure of the correct repre¬ 
sentation of Gods, Daemons, Heroes and the lower world.” The latter 
view is altogether fanciful; and neither of these explanations justifies 
Plato for having inserted the passage in this particular connexion, where 
he is discussing poetical legend, however much Rettig may extol the 
“art” with which he has concealed his art. The following seems to me 
a more probable explanation. We are professedly dealing with poetical 
representations of the gods and heroes, and we should expect Plato to 
require the poets to represent them as truthful and to enforce his 
remarks by poetical illustrations. He does not do so, because it has 
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already been done in n 382—383. Instead of this, he reverts to 382 c 
(rdre dTTOTpoirrj<s ere/ea ok <f)dpfxa.KOV xpr/aipov ylyverai SC. to eV rois Aoyois 

i/'tvSo?), and emphasizes, more than he has hitherto done, the reason 
why truthfulness must be ascribed to the gods, viz. in order to encourage 

the virtue among men. That Plato laid the greatest stress upon the 

virtue of Truth appears from the fine passage in Laws 730 b, c, be¬ 
ginning ’AXr/Oeia Sr/ 7rdvrtor piv ayaOwv #eois i/yelrai, vavTiov Si dvOpwirois : 

thus it is not unnatural that he should recur to the subject here. The 

section should be taken as a kind of afterthought to 382—383, which it 

is intended partly to explain and partly to supplement. The whole 

section on Truth is for this and other reasons possibly later than the 

context in which it appears: see also on tovs tolovtovs ap^ovra9, 389 C. 
A further question has been raised as to what Plato intended by the 

virtue of dAyOeia. Rettig (l.c. pp. 61 and 65 ff.) and Stallbaum, 
anxious to find in all this a preliminary sketch of the cardinal virtues, 

interpret it as a sort of wisdom; but in that case, why did not Plato call 

it by its name? He is content to use the names of two other cardinal 
virtues, avBpeta and vwfypovvvrj, although they have not yet been defined. 

Nor does this account of aAijOeia contain any of the distinctive features 

of Wisdom, either in its popular sense or in the sense which it bears in 
Book iv. There is no reason to suppose that Plato means anything but 

what he says, and he himself describes the virtue as * speaking the 

truth.’ The whole attempt to see in this division of the dialogue a 
foreshadowing of the psychological theory of the virtues is, I believe, a 

mistake: only two of the virtues are named at all, avSpeia and crw<f>po- 

avvT), and these quite without any ulterior meaning or motive. Plato is 
simply describing in a somewhat desultory way (o-rry dv 6 Aoyos dxr-ep 

Trv€vp.a (fiipy)—since a rigid plan is not necessary here—the kind of 
character which Poetry should endeavour to foster: a character which 

shall honour gods and parents, set value on reciprocal friendship 

(386 a), be courageous, truthful, and distinguished for self-control. To 

force this description into the strait-jacket of the cardinal virtues would 

be pedantic. As it is, no essential feature of the kcAos Kayados is 

omitted. 

II. 

On Plato's appovlau 

III 398 e—399 b. Plato enumerates in all six scales in three groups. 

The first group is 8pyrtoSes, and includes Mixo-Lydian, Syntono Lydian, 

and such like; the second is paXaKov, and embraces Chalaro-Ionian and 
Chalaro-Lydian ; to the third, which occupies a middle position between 

the other two, belong Dorian and Phrygian. Chalaro-Ionian seems 

further to imply the existence of Syntono-Ionian, and we read of both 
in Pratinas Fr. 5 Bergk, pyre avvroyov Slwks pyre rav aveipevav ’Iacrt 

povcrav, 1 aAAa rdv pecrav... vewv dpovpav aldXi£e rai ju.eA.ei, if Westphal’s 
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interpretation is (as I believe) right (Harmonik p. 186. See also 
Monro Modes of Greek Music pp. 5, 6). It has been supposed that 
Plato’s ufoXvSio-TL is only <tvvtovolo.otl under another name; but the 
name Mixo-Lydian seems rather to point to a compromise between two 

distinct modes, one of which was the Lydian. Possibly the owtovoiolcttl 

is included under roiavrai rives, as von Jan holds FI. Jahrb. 1867 p. 823. 
According to Westphal (l.c. pp. 215 ff.), whose theory is partly based 

upon what must, I fear, be regarded as a speculative deduction from 

Aristides Quintil. 1 pp. 21, 22 ed. Meibom, Plato’s appoviai were as 

BCDEFGAB, 

ABC' IT E' F' G' A', 

G A B C' D' E' F' G', 

F G A B C' D' E' F', 

E F G A B C' D' E', 

D E F G A B C' D'. 

follows 

<0 Mixo-Lydian 

(2) Syntono-Lydian 

(3) Chalaro-Ionian 

(4) Chalaro-Lydian 

(5) Dorian 

(6) Phrygian 

It will be observed that Westphal’s scales are all of them apfxoviai in 
the strict sense of the term, i.e. they differ in the order of their 
intervals; and that the Syntono-Lydian begins a major third higher 

than the Chalaro-Lydian. 

An entirely different theory has been propounded by von Jan 

(FI. Jahrb. 1867 pp. 815 ff.), who gives the following series of scales:— 

(1) Mixo-Lydian 

(2) Syntono-Lydian 

(3) Chalaro-Ionian 

(4) Chalaro-Lydian 

(5) Dorian 

(6) Phrygian 

EjjFSGSASB C'Jf D'ff E'jf, 

E F# G# A B C'tt D'S E', 

Eb F G Ab Bb C' D'b E'b, 

Eb F G Ab Bb C' D' E'b, 

E F G A B C' D' E', 

E Fit G A B C'S D' E'. 

According to this view, the Syntono-Lydian and the Chalaro-Lydian 
are in reality the same mode, differing from one another only in pitch. 

Plato’s language appears to me to point to such a conclusion (see on 
398 c, e), but it is not altogether easy for us to believe that the differ¬ 
ence of a semitone in pitch could have converted to fynyviuSes into to 

wpLiroTiKov. It will further be remarked that if we take the Dorian as 
the original and fundamental dpp.ovCa (Lack. 188 d), the Op-qvulSas 

dpp.oviai, according to von Jan’s theory, can be made from it by tuning 
different strings a semitone higher, and the xaAapcu by tuning different 

strings a semitone lower. 
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Von Jan’s hypothesis is severely censured by Westphal (l.c. pp. 209— 

215), and strong arguments can be urged against it from the standpoint 
of modern music. I have quoted it in this Appendix because of its 

symmetry, and also because, so far as it goes, it seems to me to be more 

in harmony with the scanty indications furnished by Plato’s language 

than the theory of Westphal. It is true, as Westphal urges, that Plato 
applies the term dppovla to Syntono-Lydian and Chalaro-Lydian as well 

as to Dorian, Phrygian etc.; but I do not think it follows that Syntono- 
Lydian and Chalaro-Lydian differed in the arrangement of intervals: for 

o-wtovos and \aXapd ought to refer to pitch alone: and crwrovoXvBarTL or 

XaXapaXv&MTTL may have been called a dpp.nvta not qua crivTovos or 

\a\apd, but qua XvSlctti. The references to Plato’s appoviai in Arist. 

Pol. © 5. 1340s 40 ff. may be explained in the same way. Wherever 

Aristotle speaks of dveip.ei'ai and avvrovoi dp/xoviai, he is referring, as the 
editors hold, to Chalaro-Lydian, Chalaro-Ionian, and Syntono-Lydian, 

Syntono-Ionian ; and these are properly called appovlcu as being varieties 

of XvSktti and latrri. See my article in Cl. Rev. x pp. 378 f. The 
passage on the modes or (as he calls them) rponoL in Bacchius’ Isagoge 

§ 46 ff. seems—as far as concerns the relative pitch of the scales—to 
point to a solution with which neither Westphal nor von Jan agrees, but 

Bacchius gives us no information about the order of intervals in Plato’s 
app.uilaL. 



A. 

419 I. Kal o ’A^et/zavro? viroXaficov Ti ovv, ecfry, w wto/t-pare?, 

atroXoyyaeo, edv ti? ere (fry fiy 7raw tl eiiSal/xovas irouelv tovtow; 

7-01/9 avhpas, Kal ravra 81 eavTovs, d>v eari fiev y 7roXt? rf akyOela, 

ol Se fxrjhev cnro\avovcnv ayaOov t/}? 7roA.eri>9, olov aWoi dypovs re 

419 A—423 B Adimantus now inter¬ 
poses with the objection that the Guardians 
will be far from happy. Although they 
are in reality masters of the city, they have 
nothing which they can call their own—- 
none of the contributing factors of indi¬ 
vidual or personal gratification. In reply, 
it is not admitted that the Guardians will 
be unhappy, but even supposing that they 
are, our purpose was, not to make happy 
Guardians, but to found a happy City, 
in order to discover Justice within its 
borders. Our Guardians must not be 
made happy at the cost of efficiency in 
their peculiar duty. Wealth is hardly less 
unpropitious to the exercise of arts and 
professions than Poverty. When our city 
is at war with two communities, she will 
not lack resources; for she will make 
alliance with one of the two by promising 
to it the other's wealth. Nor will she be 
in danger from her ally afterwards. 
Other States are each of them not one but 
manifold, and our city, if she have but 
a thousand defenders, is the greatest single 
state in Greece or Barbary. 

419 A ff. I Kal 6 ’AStipavTOS kt\. 

Adimantus’ objection is the dying echo 
of the view already advocated by Thrasy- 
machus, that a ruler should rule for his 
own profit : cf. 1 343 A, 344 B nn. 
Socrates declines to discuss the question 
now, because it is irrelevant. In the 
further account of the communism of the 
ruling class, the difficulty solves itself. 
A higher happiness—so we are told— 

comes from self-victory than from in¬ 
dulgence (v 465 D ff.: cf. tx 583 C «.). 
Compare the conversation of Socrates 
with Aristippus in Mem. 11 1. 17 ff. 

2 (j.rj. On pd\ with the infinitive after 
verbs of saying see I 346 E n. 

3 Si’ lauTous: i.e. they have them¬ 
selves to thank for not being evdal/xoves. 

Cf. V 465 E ovk ol5a otov \6yos Tjfur 
ewiir\r}^ev 6'n to its 4>v\aK as ovk evSai/xovas 

TTOioifsev, oh i^ov ndvra %xelu Ta tujj' 

woXiTuiv ovbbv £xolev! ar|d Solon 33 1 f. ovk 
e<pv 26\wv f3adv<f>piov ovbb f3ov\r)e:s dvpp' \ 

ccrdXa -yap deov 8:86vtos si/tos ovk (Stfiro 

(he of his own initiative refused). did is 
used exactly as in 1 354 B. This view, 
which is Ast’s, gives an excellent mean¬ 
ing, and Schneider, who at first proposed 
a subtler explanation, adopts it in his 
translation (“durch ihre eigene Schulct”). 
The various conjectures dr/, airroh tlv 

(Stephanus), Si) avrobs div (Buttmann), 
abrobs 81 uv (Herwerden) need no refu¬ 
tation. 

4 aXXoi: not ol dWoi (Bekker, Stall- 
baum, etc.), which might be taken as 
referring to the lower classes in Plato’s 
State. Plato would not be likely to 
permit these to have oiKiai xaXai Kal 

fj.e-ya\ai. aXXoi means ‘other rulers,’ 
i.e. rulers in other cities; and KeKTtj/xiv01 
belongs to ol 81: ‘ possessing, like other 
rulers, lands,’ etc. So Schneider, rightly. 
For the idiomatic position of otov &W01 
cf. VII 515 A, 328 B, IX 589 B al. 
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? KeKippevoi Kal o'ucias oiKobnpovpevoi /caXa? Kal peyaXa<; /cal 

taurat? irpeirovcrav KaTaaKevpv KTcbpevoi ical Ovaia? #6o£? t8/a? 

Ovovres Kal £evo8oKovvTC<; Kal 8p Kal, a vvv 8p av 6X676?, %pva6v 

Te Kal dpyvpov KeKTppevoi Kal irc'ivra oaa vopl^erai toi? peXXovaiv 

paKaplois elvac; dXX’ aTe^i'w?, cj)alp civ, o/cnrep iiriKovpoi piaOco- 

10 toI iv rfj 7roXet cfraivovTai \ KadpaOai ov8ev aXXo ?} cf>povpovvTe?. 420 

Nat, pv 8' eyed, Kal ravra ye iiriaiTLOL Kal ov8e piadbv irpb'i toi? 

atTtot? Xapfidvovres tocnrep 01 aXXoi, acrre oi)S’ ay dvo8pppaaL 

/3ovXcovrai, I8la, e^earai avTolc. ov8' eralpaic; 8i8ovat, ov8' ava- 

5 XlaKeiv dv ttol fiovXcovaai dXXoae, ola 8>) oi ev8aipove<; BoKovvres 

elvac dvaXiaKovai. TauTa ko! aXXa rocavTa av%va tt)? /carp- 

yopia'» a7roXe/7re/?. ’AXX’, ?; 8’ o?, eara /tat Tavra Karpyopppeva. 

Tt ovv 8r) 1 d'jroXoypaopeda, type;; Nat. Tot» avrov olpov, pv 8' B 

67C0, iropevopevoi evppaopev, a>? iycppai, cl XeKrea. epovpev yap, 

10 oTt Bavpaarov pev dv ov8ev eip, el Kal ovrot, ot/rw? ev8aipoveaTaToi 

elenv, ov ppv irpos tovto fiXerrovres rpv ttoXlv oiKL^opev, oVto? eV 

Tt ?;/xtz/ €0vo§ earac biacfrepovTcos ev8aipov, aXX’ oVar? o ti paXiara 

oXp p uoXt?. cppdppev yap ev tt) roiavrp paXiara dv evpelv 

8/Kaioavvpv Kal av ev rfj KaKcara oiKovpevp ddiKcav, Kari86ine<: 

13. av ci/pelv IT: avevpeiv A. 

9 (XLcrGcoTot is not otiose as Badham 
supposes. We should translate ‘just like 
paid auxiliaries.’ The emphasis on pu<s6w- 
toI prepares us for Socrates’ correction 
when he says they do not, strictly speak¬ 
ing, even get pu<r06s. 

420 A 2 tmcriTioi. eirlmTOi (which 
Cobet and Hartman call for) would be 
more in accordance with the analogy of 
irapacnros etc.; but the longer form is 
established by fragments of comic poets 
(ap. Ath. VI 246 F—247 A, where ctti- 
(titiuv in the fragment of Timocles defies 
emendation). 

3 oi otXXoi: sc. CTTLKovpoL oi mer¬ 
cenaries. 

d.7ro8rpj.fjcrcu. Regulations about airo- 
8-rjfj.io. are laid down in Laws 949 E ff. 

5 ola 8rj ktX. For ola Hermann 
once conjectured of: neatly, but of is too 
precise, ofa 5i) = ofa 5r) dvaXiijUara. With 
oi evdalpoves SokoCvtcs clvai cf. Ill 406c. 
It is ci’daLpovia in the popular sense of 
‘having a good time’ which Adimantus 
complains is denied to the guardians. 

4 20 l! 8 olpov. A poetic word. 

Plato is perhaps thinking of some such 
phrase as Pindar’s eirtwv oipos (01. IX 47). 
The ‘ way ’ is simply that each class must 
do its own appointed work, if the city is 
to be a happy and harmonious whole: 
cf. 423 D. 

10 «l Kal ovTor ktX. Kal means ‘as 
well as the rest of the city.’ Aristotle 
misrepresents Plato w hen, in spite of this 
sentence and V 465 D ff., he says that 
the guardians are deprived of cvSaipovla 
(Pol. B 5. i2'>4b 15 ff., with Susemihl’s 
note). They are happy not only because 
they triumph over self (465 d), but—like 
the others—because they do the w'ork to 
which Nature has called them : cf. I 352 D 

—354 A. 
1 1 oircos ?v ri ktX. Cf. Laws 715 B 

and Thuc. II 60. 2, where Pericles says 
eyui yap i]yovuat tt6\iv w\elco £tipiraaav 

6p8ovp.^vt]v uxptX.iv roils lotwras 7) Kad' 

eKatSTOV iCiv noXiruv evirpayovaav, adpoav 

Se acpaWofiCvrjv. 

13 torjO'iixev—o-Kojiopffla. See on 11 
369 A. ‘ 
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C 8e I Kplvai av, o 7rdiXai i^rjTovpev. vvv pev ovv, o>9 oiopeda, T7)v 15 

ev8a.Lp.ova irXaTTopev ovtc aTroXafiovTes oXiyovs ev avrfj toiovtovs 

tlvcls rcOevres, dXX' oXrjv avr'uca 8e ttjv ivavrlav aKe^opeda. 

wavep ovv av el fjpds dv8pidvra<; ypd(f)0VTa<; TTpoaeX6d>v tvs 

e-^reye Xeycov, otl oil toi? KaXXicrTOLS too £o>oo ra tcaXXi<JTa 

(f)appatca TTpocrridepev' oi jap ocpdaXpol, /cdXXiarov ov, ovk 20 

oarpeLU) evaXrfXippevoi elev, aXXa peXavr perpLco9 av e8o/covpev 1 

D 7T/30? avrov d'TToXojela'daL Xeyovres’ davpdcne, pp o’lov 8elv 

rjpd<; ov to) /caXovs 6(p8aXpov<; ypdifyeiv, coare pp8e ofyOaXpovs 

(f)aivecr0aL, pp8' av raXXa pepp, dXX' dOpet el td 7rpoapKOvra 

eicda-TOis a7roStSo2-'re9 to oXov tcaXov iroiovpev' /cal 8p /cal vvv pp 25 

avdyica^e ppa9 TotavTpv evBaipovlav T019 (fcvXa^L TrpocrdirTeiv, 

E l) eKeivovs irav pdXXov atrepyacreTaL rj (poXa/cas. eiriaTapeOa 1 7dp 

Ka't tov9 yecopyov<; ^vaTiBas ap^neaavTe9 teal %pva'ov 7repidevT€<; 

717709 pBovpv epyd^ecrdai /ceXeveov Tpv 7pv, ical T009 tcepapeas 

KaTa/cXivavres eirl 8e£ia irpd> to 7rvp Btairivovra9 re ical evco^ov- 30 

30. e7ri 5e£ia S y : emSl^ia A: <br! 5e£ia (sic) IT. 

420 C 16 ovk aiToXa^oVTES—TiOe'vTes. 
atroXapbvTes is absolute, almost adverbial 
(cf. Gorg. 49,s e) ; and oXlyovs goes with 
Tidivres. So Schneider and others rightly 
explain the construction. 

17 av-rCxa 8e njv tvaviaav kt\. Here 
we have the first express promise of 
Books VIII and IX, although the promise 
is afterwards fulfilled in an ampler manner 
than is indicated here. See also 427 D. 

18 (otrirtp ovv oiv—pe'Xavi. Cf. (with 
J. and C.) Hipp. Maior 290 B. dvdpiavras 
ypaepovras means ‘ painting statues of men.’ 
Cf. Euripides Fr. 764. 2 ypawroiis ev 
aerdiai wpoa^Xt-rruv tbiro vs. The ques¬ 
tion whether statues were ever painted in 
the best period is an old controversy, the 
echoes of which have hardly yet died 
away. Schubart (FI. Jahr. 1874, pp. 
20 ff.) and others prefer to take avSpidvras 
merely as ‘ likenesses of men,’ but the 
word was regularly, if not indeed always, 
used of statues. That the surface of 
archaic statues was regularly painted is 
now no longer doubtful : see Gardner 
Flandbook of Greek Sculpture pp. 28 ff. 
During the best period, in the case of 
marble or other polished surfaces, the 
painting was regularly confined to the 
eyes, eyelids, eyebrows, hair and the like. 
See on the whole subject Sittl’s Arch. 

dei" Kunst (in Iwan Muller’s Handbuch) 
pp. 413, 414. p.IXavi does not necessarily 
mean jet black, but only some dark and 
quiet colour. In point of fact, the eyes 
of the early marble statues on the Acro¬ 
polis “ are painted with a dark pigment, 
almost black” (Gardner l.c. p. 30). The 
use—regular in Greek—of ypdtpeiv for 
painting is an interesting survival of the 
time when decorative art was little beyond 
carving in relief (Sittl l.c. p. 416). The 
present passage is strangely ignored by 
Sertorius in his interesting article “ Plato 
und die Malerei ” in Arch. f. Gesck. d. 
Phil. IX pp. 123—148. 

420 E 28 ^vcrrfSas. The name 
£vcrn's was given to various kinds of 
purple robes or mantles—among them 
those worn by kings upon the stage, and 
by riders in festal processions. The autho¬ 
rities are cited in Muller Gr. Biihnenalt. 
p. 234 7i. 1. If the Scholiasts on Ar. 
Clouds 70 and Theocr. 11 74 are to be 
trusted, we should write (vondas, not 
^vcriSas. 

30 iirl 8e|ia. Whether we read em- 
St^ia or eirl Se^ia the word should be 
understood as ‘ from left to right.’ At 
a Greek banquet, the guests were always 
placed eirl Sejux, i.e. so that the guest on 
your right hand occupied a lower place 
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pevot>9, tov rpo'yov trapaOepevov^, oaov av €7ridvp(bai tcepapeveiv, 

teat Tov? aXXovs 7rdvTas tolovtw rpovcp patcapLov<i Trocelv, iva 8r) 

oXtj 7) 1roXa evhaipovfj. dXX' rjpds pi) ovreo vovQerei' C09, av aol 

Treidoopeda, oine 6 yecopyos 7601/3709 earac, ovre | 6 tcepape09 icepa- 421 

pevs, ovte «XXo9 ouSei9 ov8ev e%(DV a'xrjpa e’i- d>v 7roXt9 717verai. 

dXXa twv pev aXXcov eXarnov Xo709‘ vevpoppdtpoc yap cpavXoi 

yevopevoi teal 8iacpdapevT69 ical TrpoaTroiTqcrdpevoi elvai prj ovres 

7roXei ov8ev 8eivov <pvXaice<; Se vopaiv re teal 7roXeo)9 //,?) ovres 

ciXXa 8okovvt6<; opd<; 8rj on 'rrdaav dp8rjv ttoXlv dyroXXvacnv tca\ 

av tov ev ohceiv ical evSaipoveiv pbvoi tov tcaipbv e\ovacv. el pev 

ovv ?;/xet9 pev (pvXaica<; d>9 dXr)6cb<; Ttoiovpev, r/KiaTa 1 Ka/covpyovs B 

T/79 7roXe&)9, 6 8' iicelvo Xeycov yea>pyov<> nva<; ical ebanep ev 

’navpyvpei dXX' ovk ev 7roXet eanaTopas ev8aipova<;, aXXo av r 1 

7) irbXiv Xeyoi. a/ceyrreov ovv, trorepov 7T/do9 tovto fiXetrovrei7 T009 

<pvXa/cas Kadcarcbpev, 077009 o tl trXelaTT] avrois ev8aipovia eyyevrj- 

creTai, r/ tovto pev els ttjv ttoXcv oXrjv f3Xe7rovra<; OeaTeov el etceivT) 

(uTroKaTaKedKiplvos) than you, and the 
wine circulated from left to right of the 
banqueters. See B1 limnerPrivatalt. p. 237 
11. 7 and Darbishire Relliq. Philol. p. 78. 
The word suggests a banquet with all the 
formalities, and heightens the incongruity 
of the situation, like the purple robes and 
golden crowns of the farmers. Schneider's 
exhaustive discussion seems to me con¬ 
clusive in favour of writing eirl 5e£ia as 
two words. Casaubon has been followed 
by most of the editors (except Schneider) 
in taking ewiSe^ia as an adverb =‘com¬ 
mode’ (Ast), ‘commode et eleganter’ 
(Stallbaum etc.), or ‘ dexterously,’1 clever¬ 
ly ’ (J. and C.); but it may well be doubt¬ 
ed if the word could mean ‘commode,’ 
and ‘ dexterously ’ is inappropriate. Cf. 
Darbishire l.c. p. 78 n. 1. eirl Se!-ia 
goes with KararXivavres and irpos to irvp 
(cf. Blaydes on Ar. Ach. 751) with 81a- 

Trivovras. The fire is that by which the 
potters bake their pottery; their work¬ 
shop has for the nonce become a hall of 
banqueting. 

421 A 7 e£ cov : i.e. tovtiov tiov 
axl0P'O.Tbiv 11 ibv. Ct. 11 373 E n. 

6 tea! av: rursusque (Ficinus), i.e. 
sicuti et contra, as Ast observes. 

7 tl |itv ovv—Xeyoi. This difficult 
passage has suffered severely at the hands 
of critics, but the text is probably nearly, 

if not quite, sound. If we take the 
words as they stand in A, they mean, 
broadly speaking, that if we are making 
true guardians, and he (6 IkcIvo Xlyuv 

means the ns in 419 a) is making some¬ 
thing different, he cannot, like ourselves, 
be speaking of a irbXis, but of some¬ 
thing else. This is logical and gives an 
excellent sense: cf. 422 E evSalpuov el— 

on oiei rtf tor elvai tivo. wpoaenrelv 

tt6\iv 7) Trjv ToiauTTjv oiav 71/J.eli KO.TC- 

oKev6.fop.ev. Now we are making guard¬ 
ians in the true sense of the term, such as 
are least likely to harm the city; whereas 
the author of the other proposals is making 
(not guardians, but since he gives them 
a-ypol 419 a) a sort of farmers (cf. in 417 B 

oUovbp101 p.ev Kal yeiopyoi avrl 0vXaKiov 

Zoovrai) and men who do harm their city, 
because they “ for their bellies’ sake, 
Creep, and intrude and climb into the 
fold.” The advocates of such a theory 
must mean something different from a 
city—something like the “shearers’ feast” 
in Lycidas: cf. 1 343 A n. yeupyovs is 
possibly corrupt; if so, I think we should 
read \etopyovs to contrast with TjKiOTa 

KaKovpyohs. The word occurs in the 
Memorabilia, if not in Plato. See Cl. 
Rev. X p. 385. Other emendations are 
enumerated in App. I. 
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eyylyverai, tol>9 S’ emKovpovs tovtovs kcu tow? cfivXaica9 eKelvo ' 

C dvay/caareov 7roieiv /cal ireecrTeov, 07T&)? o tj dpiarpt S?yuovpyol 15 

toO kavTcov epyov eaovrai, /cal robs aWovs a7razmz9 cocravTC09, icai, 

ovtco ^vp-iraapc; r279 7roXe&)? av^avoptevipf /cal KaXws oi/cb^opevr]*; 

eareov ottw9 e/caoroi? toi? edvecnv rj cpvai<; cnroh'ihu/aL rob peera- 

Xap.[3aveiv evSaip.ovla1;. 

II. AXX\ r) S’ 05, /caA,&)9 /laoi 8o/cel<; \eyetv. ’Ap’ oui', ?/v S’ 20 

eycS, /cat to tovtou d8e\<f>ov Bo^co croc peerplco9 Xeyeiv; Ti pedXeara; 

D T009 aXXov9 a5 hripuovpyovs a/correc el raSe 1 8iacp6elpei, ware /cal 

ica/covs ylyveadai. Ta rrola Srj ravra; IIAo0to9, 27v S’ e’y&j, /cal 

rrevla. Ilco9 S27; THSt'. rrXovrqcrac; ^vrpev9 So/cei croc en 

cdeXrjcreiv ivipeeXeladai T279 re^vr)?; OvSap.w'i, ecjrq. ’Apyo9 Se 25 

/cal dpeeXr]<; yevrjaerae peaXXov avro9 avrov; IIoXo ye. Ov/covv 

Ka/clwv 'xyTpevs ylyverai; Kal rovro, e</>y, rroXv. Kal prjv /cal 

opyavd ye per] e^cov rrape^eaOai biro rrevlac; 77 ri aXXo rwv els 

E Tqv Te%vr)v Ta re epya rtovpporepa 1 epyacrerai Kal robs oet9 r) 

aXXov9, ou9 ao SiSaaKr], ^elpov9 Srjpuovpyob9 hihd^erai. 11009 S’ 30 

22. 8ia<p6elpei II : Scafopu A. 

14 €K€tvo ktX. : i.e. to pursue the 
other policy, which k/« enjoin, ineivo 
does more than merely anticipate ottcjs— 
Eaovrai. 

421 c 18 eaTcov. The infinitive, 
which would naturally follow iariov, 
is ‘ drawn into construction ’ with oirws 
—dwMSwai. I once thought of ckt£ov 

(i.q. Sec Hxeivt cf. v 468 a), taking the 
genitive as in ttu>s e'xris roD pieraXapifidveiv 

evScu/j-ovtas; But the MS reading is satis¬ 
factory enough. 

421 D 22 ci)OT€—■yi-yv6(r0ai: ‘so that 
they also become bad.’ These words, 
though expunged by Hartman, are wel¬ 
come, if not necessary, in view of kc/kUoi* 

Xvrpei/s ylyverai and xefovi S8 avrol in 
D and E. xal indicates that kokous 

ylyveadai is more than 8ia(f>0elpei; and 
so it is represented in the sequel. The 
reading of A (see cr. n.) perhaps points 
to a variant Siacpdepei. 

24 irXovrijo-as—T€'xv1ls- Ar. Pint. 
510—534 (cited by Ast) furnishes an ex¬ 
cellent commentary on this text. See 
also on ill 416 E. 

28 irapexeTGai is ‘ to provide out of 
his own resources ’ (de suo praebere) : 

cf. VIII 554 A. Cobet cancels the word ; 
Herwerden and Hartman prefer iropl- 
teadai, for which there is no MS authority. 
irop’feodai would imply that the xarpeus 
buys his opyava ready-made from others, 
whereas naptxeadai expresses no opinion 
on this point. 

421 e 30 8i8d£tTai. W. II.Thompson, 
Cobet, and others peremptorily call for 
5i5a£e(. See however Riddell Digest of 
Idioms § 87 and E. S. Thompson’s edition 
of the Me/10, p. 195 ff. It is clear that the 
alleged distinction between SiSdoico} ‘ I 
teach ’ and SiddoKOfiai ‘ I get a person 
taught’ cannot be fully maintained; for 
iSida^e is used of a parent getting his 
sons taught by others in Men. 94 b and 
94 D (bis). Another example of this 
usage is Prot. 324 D. The fact is that 
“ the Active Voice is quite as susceptible 
as the Middle of the meaning ‘ to get a 
thing done by another’; neither Voice, 
however, by any proper inherent force, 
but in virtue solely of the common 
principle, that qui facit per ali/im facit 
per se,” Riddell. Jebb (on Soph. Ant. 
356) observes that “once or twice eSi- 
Sa^dpyv is merely tSlda^a with the idea of 

14 a. r. 
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ov; 'T7r dptporepcov By, rrevlas re teal ttXovtov, yclpus pev ra rdov 

reyvdov epya, yelpovs Be avroi. ddalverac. r/Erepa By, cos eoi/ce, 

rocs (pvXa^iv yvpy/capev, a rravrl rpoirw cpvXa/creov 07ra>? pyirore 

avrovs Xyaei els ryv ttoXiv 7rapaBvvra. IIola ravra; IIAoOto? 

35 re, yv B' iyco, /cal 7revla' | to? rov pev rpvcpyv real dpyiav /cal 422 

vecorepiapov ttoiovvto?, rod Be aveXevBepiav /cal /ca/coepylav irpos 

T&j vecorepiapco. Tldvv pev ovv, eepy. roBe pevroi, a> Hco/cpares, 

a/cotrei, irtios yp.lv y 7roXt? ola r earac TroXepelv, eireiBav ytpypara 

5 py /ce/crypevy y, aXXcos re /cav 77730? peyaXyv re /cal tcXovalav 

avay/eacrBy TroXepelv. AyXov, yv B' eyco, ore 7rpos pev plav yaXe- 

7rcorepov, 777309 Se Bvo roiavras I paov. ITco? eltres; y S’ 09. B 

IIpevrov pev 7rov, elrrov, eav Bey payecr&ac, dpa ov irXovcriois 

dvBpdai payovvrai avroi ov res rroXepov dBXyral; Nat rovro ye, 

10 eefoy. Tt ovv, yv S’ eyco, co ' ABeipavre; els rrv/crys cos olov re 

KciXXcara eVt rovro irapea/cevacrpevos Bvolv py irv/craiv, TrXovalocv 

Be /cal movoiv, ov/c av Bo/cel aoi paBicos pdyeaBai; Ov/c av Icrcos, 

e<py, dpa ye. OoS’ el etjely, yv S’ eyco, virocpevyovri rov rrporepov 

del iTpocrcpepopevov I dvacrrpecf/ovra /cpoveiv, ical rovro 7rotot 77’oXXa- C 

15 /as ev rjXlcp re /cal rrviyec; dpa ye ov /cal rrXeiovs yeipcoaair av 

roiovrovs 6 roiovros; ’ApeXei, eejoy, ovBev av yevoiro Bavpaarov. 

’AXX’ ov/c oiei 'Kv/crucys rrXeov pereyeiv too? rrXovalovs emerrypy 

re /cal eprreipia y 'jroXepi/cys S ”Eycoy , eepy. PaBlcos dpa yplv 

the teacher’s interest superadded ”: it 
may be doubted if “ once or twice ” is 
strong enough, but at all events this is 
the usage here, and in v 467 E. The 
active SiSaoK-g is appropriately used of 
teaching others (dXXoi/s kt\.) ; in 5i5a- 
£erat the personal interest reappears, for it 
is the sons who are the prominent pupils 
(whence 77 fiXXovs and not /cai dXXous). 
Richter’s view (FI. Jahrb. 1867 p. 147) 
that 5<5d£erai denotes the result of the 
action rather than the action itself is 
partly true, but it is not the middle 
which gives it this force. In Ar. Clouds 
783, as Socrates is not Strepsiades’ father, 
we may accept Elmsley’s emendation 
diodtaip &v for hida^aiix-qv without preju¬ 
dice to the present case. 

32 avrof: viz. oi tc\vito.i: see II 
377 C n. We need not change rexi’wv 

to Tex'’iTu>i>. 

422 A 2 iroiouvTos = ‘ producing ’ 

gives a satisfactory sense. Wealth and 
Poverty are not to be allowed irapaduvai 
eis TTfv irb\iv, because—we have here the 
statement of a general law—they are the 
authors of luxury etc. (/j.ttoiovvtos (in E 
and other mss) is an obvious ‘ emenda¬ 
tion,’ though adopted by Stallbaum and 
others : cf. 444 D. 

KaKoepyiav. If the form is right, 
Plato must intend to draw attention to 
the etymology of the word. KaKovpyiav 

appears in two or three inferior mss, and 
(as e seems to be written over an erasure) 
was perhaps the original reading in 
Paris A. 

422 c 14 iroXXaKis: not‘perhaps’ 
(one of J. and C. ’s alternative suggestions) 
but ‘frequently,’ ‘repeatedly.’ jroWaKis 
does not mean ‘ perhaps,’ except after ei, 
edi\ IVa, up and the like: see Ast’s lex. 
Plat, ill p. 144 and Heindorf on Phaed. 
60 E. 



422 E] TTOAITEIAC A 211 

oi adXpTal i/c twv ehcoTcov SnrXacriot? re KaX TpnfKaaLOis avTcov 

/.la^ovvrai,. ^vy^coppaopai croi, ecj)p' Bo/cels yap poc opdax; Xeyecv. 1 20 

D Ti S’; av irpeafieiav <jrep'yjravTe<; eis rrjv erepav ttoXlv ta\p0p 

elirwauv, on ppels pev ovSev ^pvalw ovB' apyvpiw xpwpeda, ouS 

pplv Oepis, vplv Se- avp'iro'KeppaavTes ovv ped' ppwv e^ere to twv 

erepcov otet Tivds dicovaavTas ravra alppcreadcu kvgI 7roXepeiv 

aTepeoLS re Kal la^voc^ paWov rj pera kvvcov 7rpo/3d.TOi<; irioai re 25 

teal cnraXols; O v poi So/cel. a A A,’ iav ei? piav, ecfsp, 7to\lv crvva- 

E dpoioOf) td tmv aWwv y^pppara, opa pp 1 klvBvvov 4>epp T77 pp 

ir\ovTovap. l&vBalpoov el, pv S’ iyco, oti oiei a^iov elvai aXXpv 

tLvci irpocteiirelv ttoKlv rj rpv Toiavrpv olav ppel9 /caTea/cevd^opev. 

AAAa tl ppv; ecf)77. Meit^ovws, pv S’ iyd), ^pp TTpoaayopevecv t«? 30 

aAAa?" eKucTTp yap avrwv 7roAei? etVJ irdpiro'Kkai, «AA’ ou 7roAt<?, 

31. irdpiroWai A2II: irdpiroXai A1. 

422 D 21 Ti Se; ktX. (?v it pea fit iav 

kt\. has for its apodosis 0U1 rivas kt\. I 
have placed a mark of interrogation after rl 

SA The alternatives are to place it after 
rujv erlpwv, or else to suppose with Ast 
that the construction is suddenly changed 
at otei. Neither solution is so simple as to 
write tl 5’; Cf. 425 C, 426 A, and (for the 
elision before a pause) 428 C. 

24 kiktC. In the game of ir6\eis, the 
counters were called ‘Dogs’ (Pollux IX 

98). The comparison of our auxiliaries 
to dogs prepares the way for the allusion 
in 422 e: where see note. This has been 
pointed out by Ridgeway (Journal of 
Hell. Sludies xvi p. 288), who gives 
illustrations of three ‘ dogs ’ of this de¬ 
scription found in Egypt and now in the 
British Museum. 

422 E 28 eiSaCjuov tl ktX. : ‘you 
are fortunate to be able to think etc.’: cf. 
v 450 c. ev5a.ip.wv is less common in this 
ironical sense than paieapios. 

31 iKacrTTi -yap ktX. : ‘for each of 
them is, as the saying goes, no city, but 
a-many cities.’ The phrase rd twv 

pdvTwv in Plato seems always to mean ‘ as 
they say in the proverb ’ or ‘ proverbial 
saying’: see IX 573 c, Laws 780 c, and 
cf. ib. 723 D. Now it is probable from 
the position of to tuiv ttcu^ovtwv that aXX’ 
ov tt6\ls forms part of the proverb : so 
that the whole saying may have run ttoXcis 

plv eiai Tra.p.Trb\eis, dXX’ oil 7roXis. (Her- 

werden, more si/o, cancels dXX’ ov 

but we have of course no right to take 
this step.) The form irapiroXeis for irdp.- 

iroWai may be allowed in a pun on 
iroXeis, especially as the Epic plural of 
7roXiX is sometimes found with feminine 
nouns. It should be remarked also that 
the first hand in Paris A wrote irapiroXai 

(see cr. n.), though this may be merely 
accidental. What the ordinary applica¬ 
tion of the proverb was, we cannot say : 
presumably it was generally employed, as 
here by Plato, in speaking of a city 
divided against itself. The origin of the 
saying is to be sought in the variety of 
irerTeia known as TrdXeis Traipeiv, an ex¬ 
pression which, according to the Scholiast 
on this passage of Plato, as well as Suidas 
s.v. 7roXis, and Hesychius s.v. no\eis wai- 

peiv, had itself also a proverbial signifi¬ 
cation. In this game the abacus was 
divided into 60 spaces, each of which was 
called tt6\ls in ancient times (Photius s.v. 
jroXeis iraipeiv ed. Porson. Porson’s 
alteration of £' i.e. 60 into f is a gratui¬ 
tous change, as Schneider hints. See 
also Eustathius on Od. 1 p. 29. 13 ff., ed. 
Lips., quoted by Schneider). The name 
ttoXis was moreover sometimes applied to 
the game itself (Cratinus Apawerides Fr. 3 
ed. Meineke Kal Kvva Kai ttoXlv rjv Trai- 

povsiv), as well as to the -rrXtvdiov or 
abacus on which it was played (Pollux IX 

98). There is also, I think, some reason 

14—2 
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to tcov 7rai^ovTcov. Bvo fiev, nav otiovv f/, iroXefiia aXXrfXaLS, 

t) fiev 7revTjTcov, 17 Be ttXovo-lcov • tovtcov 8' \ iv etcarepa. trdvv 423 

7roAAat, aZ? edv fiev a>? /tua Trpoafyepr], 7ravT0<; av dfidprot?, eaj/ 

8e co? TroXXal9, BiBovs rd twv erepcov rot? erepoc? ^pr/fiard re /cal 

Bvvdfieis f] Kal avrov<;, £vfip,d%ot<; fiev del 7roWoc? ^pparei, 7ro\e- 

5 pZot? 8’ oXlyoi<i. teal eco? ay rf 7ro/U? croc oc/cj? aooeppovax; cu? apTC 

eTu^dr), fieyLUTT) ecrTcu, ov tu> evBoKifielv Xeyco, d.XX' co? aXrjdu><; 

fieyiairf, teal edv fiovov y ^iXlwv rdov TrpoTtoXefiovvTwv. ovreo yap 

fieyaXrjv ttoXiv fiiav ov paBico? oot6 e’y 1 "EW^crcy oi/Te eV /3ap- B 

/Sapoc? eopperec?, Bo/covcras Be 7roXAa? ccac 7roXXatrXaaia<: r»}? 

10 TrfXucavTi/?. 77 aAAco? ocec; Oo pa Toy Ac’, etprj. 

32. Tro\(fj-la II: iroXhua A. 2. 7roXXal A2II: iro\al A1. 
5. ?tos y: dis A113: oifraj q. 

for believing that each of the players’ sides 
was called collectively his iroXis. In Su- 
semihl and Hicks Politics of Aristotle p. 
148 n., Dr Jackson remarks that the words 
rrdpiroWai rroXeis, aXX’ oh ttoXis make it 
likely “that a compact body of pieces was 
called 7roX(s.” If we may go further, and 
suppose that the whole of a player’s side 
was called his iroXts, the words of Plato 
oho fji.lv—iroXe/da aXXTjXais, r) piv irevyroiv, 
if SI irXovolaiv • tovtoiv 5’ tv {Karlpa irdvv 
7roXXaf receive additional point by be¬ 
coming an exact counterpart of the game. 
A defeated player, gazing ruefully at his 
depopulated squares, each of which, as 
well as the whole of his side, is a ‘city,’ 
might therefore well exclaim, ‘Cities upon 
cities, but no city!’ for there can be no 
city without men (tpr/pos avbpoiv py £uvoi- 
kovvtuv tou Soph. O. T. 57). I have 
thought of other possibilities, but this 
hypothesis as to the origin of the proverb 
suits the words of Plato better than any 
other which I can devise. For a different 
view see Hoffmann in FI. fa/irb. 1863 
pp. 240 ff. Cf. also Meineke Fr. Com. 
Gr. 11 pp. 44 f. It should be mention¬ 
ed that Stewart (Cl. Rev. vii p. 359) 
thinks there need be no allusion to the 
game of iroXeis in this passage, but only 
a jest about making one into many (cf. 
Men. 77 A 7ra0<rai iroXXd iroiuiv Ik toC 

evos, owep <paol rods ovorpi^ovras n exa- 
orore oi (xkuittovt(s), while Schneider 
finds only a “lusus in verbis atque in con- 
sociatione singulars et pluralis.” Neither 
of these suggestions meets the situation. 

32 8uo—Koiv otiovv Vj: ‘ two, in any 
case,’ lit. ‘ if there be even anything at 
all,’ i.e. ‘whatever there be.’ So also 
Schneider. The subject to onouv y is 
impersonal, and not the city, as Jowett 
seems to suppose. 

iroXj|ifa. On this—comparatively rare 
—termination of the dual feminine in 
Plato see Roeper de dual, usu PI. 
pp. 3 ff. Cf. IX 587 B n. 

423 a 6 evSoKipeiv. Stallbaum and 
others read SoKeiv with one inferior 
ms. But ehSoKifiHv is at least equally 
good: ‘great, I do not say in fame, but 
great in the true sense of the word 
“great.”’ oonppoohvri is a city’s truest 
greatness, not aggression, and “ the ap¬ 
plauding thunder at its heels, Which men 
call Fame.” 

7 \iXuov. Aristotle takes this seri¬ 
ously as fixing the number of Plato’s 
errUovpoi (Pol. B 6. I2fi5a 9), but it is 
only the minimum: see 423 B n. We 
hear of constitutions of a thousand very 
frequently throughout Greek political 
history, especially in the Greek colonies 
of Italy; and Plato may have had some 
of these precedents in his mind, both 
here and in Pol. 292 E ev Xiavdpcp noXet. 
See Whibley Gk. Oligarchies pp. 134 ff. 
By Aristotle’s time the ruling Spartans, it 
is interesting to notice, numbered under 
1000 (Pol. B 9. i270a 29—31). See Grote 
Plato ill p. 206 n. 

423 B 9 Kal iroXXairXaorfas is the 
predicate to Souovoas, and xaf means 
‘even.’ So J. and C. rightly. 
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III. Ovkovv, pv S' eyed, ovtos av etp Kal /cdWtcrTOS opus rols 

pp-erepots dp^ovcnv, bapv Set to peyeOos Tpv tvoKlv 7rotelodcu /cat 

pXbKp over) oapv ^cdpav d^optaap-evovs Tpv aWpv %atpetv eav. 

Tt?, e<pp. opos; Oipat pkv, pv S' eyed, TovSe‘ pte^pt ov av edeXp 

av^opevrj etvat pia, pte\pi tovtov av^etv, 7repa Se pep. Kal KaXws I 15 

C y, ecprj. Ovkovv kcli tovto av aXXo irpocrTaypa rots cf)vXa^t 

TTpoard^opev, cfovXdTTecv iravri Tpoircp, ottos ppre apUKpa p ttoXls 

earat ptpre peydXp SoKovaa, ciXXd tis tKcmn Kal ptia. Kal cjoavXov 

y, ecpp, tacos avrots TTpoard^optev. Kat tovtov ye, pv S' eyed, ert 
<pavXorepov toSe, ov Kal ev tw 7rpoaOev eTrepcvpaOpptev XeyovTes, 20 

cos Seot, eav re toov (fovXdiKcov Tts cpavXos eKyovos yevpTat, els tovs 

D aXXovs avTov cnroTrepbireadai, idv t I ck twv aXXcov airovSalos, els 

tovs cfovXaKas■ tovto S' eftovXeTo SpXovv, otl Kal tovs aXXovs 

TroXtTas, irpos 0 Tts 7recjovKev, 7rpos tovto eva 7rpos ev eKaaTOV epyov 

Set Kopt^etv, dittos av ev to ainov eirtTpSevcov eKaaTos p*p 7toXXol, 25 

aXX' els yiyvpTat, Kal ovtco Sp £vpvaaa p 7toXis pda cfovpTat, 

dXXd ptp 7ToXXat. "EaTt yap, ecfip, tovto eKetvov apuKpoTepov. 

22. avrbv IT: ai/Ttov A. 

423 B—424 c Our city must not be 
increased beyond the limits essential to its 
unity. It will be the duty of the Guardians 
to see to this, as well as to assign the 
children to their proper classes in the State. 
These and similar duties will be easy, if 
our educational curriculum is stedfastly 
upheld; and it will readily appear that 
the principle of community should also 
be applied to tnalrimony and procrea¬ 
tion. Our citizens will thus improve as 
one generation succeeds another. We must 
forbid all innovatio?is in music and 
gymnastic becatise they are productive of 
political change. 

423 B 14 pe'xpi—ire'pa [x-rj. The 
extent to which the city may safely in¬ 
crease beyond 1000 TrpoTro\ep.ovvTes (and 
the necessary farmers etc.) is therefore left 
to the judgment of the guardians. Like 
every natural organism, it should grow to 
the limits prescribed for it by nature (cf. 
424A«.); but Plato probably conceived 
of it even in its maturity as relatively small. 
The regulations about marriage and the 
interchange between the different classes 
would be easier to work if the State was 
not too large. See also on 'n 
423 A, and on the general subject New¬ 

man’s Politics of Aristotle I pp. 3x3— 

3i> 
423 c 18 p-cyaAr} SoKoucra: ‘seeming- 

great’: see 422 e. 
19 icrws points the irony, which is 

continued in <pav\6repov. 

20 irpocrGev. in 415 B, Cnn. 
423 D 24 ^kcuttov: with eva, not of 

course with Hpyov, as Hartman seems to 
suppose. With what follows cf. Laws 
847 B dvayKa^bvTuv ’tva p-ovov aAXa pirj 
7roA\oi)s elvai and infra 443 E. 

26 pCa—dXXd p/rj iroXXcu. Aristotle’s 
criticism (Pol. B 2. i26ia 17—b 15) is 
interesting, but captious. Plato would 
entirely agree with him that rb foov rb 

avTCireTrovdbs crcp^ei tcls iroXcreias. ‘The 
reciprocity of services and functions’ 
between the three classes is the very 
foundation of Plato’s city, which is far 
from being an undifferentiated unity. It 
is rather a £v ck ttoWwv, the 7roXXd being 
the three divisions of the State. See 
Susemihl and Hicks l.c. 1 p. 215. 
should be noted ; unity of this kind is 
Kara <pbmv. 

27 a-piKpoTcpov is still ironical. In 
what follows Plato speaks his real mind : 
cf. Laws 813 D. 
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Ovrot, rjv S eyd). (?) ayaOe ’ASeipavre, dx; So^etev civ rt?, ravra 

7roXXa Kal peydXa avrols rrpoardrropev, 1 dXXa rrdivra cfravXa, E 

30 eav to Xeyoptevov ev peya (jrvXdrrcoat, paXXov S' dvrl peydXov 

tKavov. T i rovro ; ecf)r]. Trjv 1rcuSeiav, rjv S' eyd), Kal rpo^rjv. 

eav yap ev rratSevoptevot pterptot avSpes yiyvwvrat, irdvra ravra 

paSicoi; Sio-yjrovrat Kal aXXa ye, ocra vvv rjp.et<; irapaXeirropev, rrjv 

re tmv yvvaiKoov Krrjatv Kal ydpcov Kal iraiSoiroua'i, oti | Set ravra 424 

Kara rrjv irapotptiav rrdwra 6 rt paXtara Kotva rd (ptXcov iroteiaOat. 

Opdorara yap, e<j)rj, yiyvotr dv. Kat prjv, ehrov, iroXtreia, edvirep 

dira£ opprjcrrj ev, ep^erat wairep kvkXos av^avopevrj. rpo(f>rj yap 

423 £ 30 Evp-eya. Iv balances 7roXXa: 
we need but one regulation, ‘ the proverbial 
one great thing, or rather not great, but 
adequate.’ J. and C. err in translating 
Uavbv “to a sufficient extent”; and Stall- 
baum in making Xeybpevov “ quod dice- 
bamus.” p.bya is illustrated by J. and 
C. from Pol. 297 A. 

32 cv rrai.8eud|j.£voi. Does this refer 
to the scheme of education already given, 
or is it a promise of the philosopher’s 
training in Books VI and vil? Krohn 
takes the former view (PL St. p. 127), 
and (if we have regard only to the pre¬ 
ceding discussion) it must be allowed that 
this is the natural interpretation of Plato’s 
words. At the same time, it is not easy 
to see how the musical education of 11 
and ill would enable the guardians to 
grasp such a conception as the commu¬ 
nity of wives and children. And in the 
later books Plato expressly declares that 
the training necessary for the Rulers was 
inadequately discussed before: see VI 

497 C ff., 502 D. For these reasons we 
must, I think, suppose that Plato when 
he wrote these words was thinking of the 
education still to be provided. Cf. also 
III 414 A. 

33 Trjv T£ twv yuvaiKuv ktX. is the 
first mention of communism in wives 
and children. According to an ingenious 
chorizontic theory, it was this sentence 
which inspired the Ecclesiazusae of Ari¬ 
stophanes, to whose caricature Plato 
replies in Book v (Stein de Ar. Eccles. 
arg. etc. and Brandt Zur Entwick. d. 
PL Lehre v. d. Seelentheilen, p. 6). See 
on the whole subject App. I to Book v. 
In ydptwv and -rraibowouas there is a 
kind of zeugma: for Krrjoiv suits only 

ywaiKwv. Plato marks the difference by 
placing re after rr/v and not after twv. 

yduovs (conjectured by Richards) would 
depend on Sibipovrai', but Sioxpovrai ya- 

povs Kal iraiSoirodas is surely an impos¬ 
sible expression. 

424 a 2 Koiva Ta “Locus 
brevitatem loquendi paullo insolentiorem 
habet, quam sic explico : Set irdvra ravra 

0 n paXiora iroieiodai Koivd, wo re Kara rr)v 

wapoi/jdav Koiva rd rpiXwv elvai” (Schnei¬ 
der). Hartman’s proposal to omit rd 

cplXwv has much in its favour. It is more 
elegant to suggest than quote so familiar 
a proverb; and the note rd <pi\wv might 
well have been added by a scribe upon 
the margin. In V 449 C on the other 
hand the addition of rd tpiXwv is appro¬ 
priate and right. 

3 opSoTara kt\. Adimantus accepts 
the principle, both here and in v 449 c. 
The doubts which he expresses later con¬ 
cern not the principle, but the rpbiros 

rijs Kowwvlas (ib.). It is obvious that the 
principle Koiva ra tpiXwv might be applied 
to marriage etc. in a sentimental kind of 
way, without involving such a kind of 
community as is afterwards described. 
As Rettig points out (Proleg. p. 95 «.), 
Adimantus takes 0 rt pdXiora as “in 
quantum fieri posset maxime.” 

4 £pxeTai kt\. : ‘goes on growing like a 
circle.’ SoSchneider, rightly. Others take 
kvkXos (1) as a hoop or wheel—“goes on 
with accumulating force like a wheel” 
(J. and C.), or (2) as an ever-widening 
circle in ruffled water (Krohn, Herwerden 
etc.). As to (2), kIikXos cannot mean a 
circle in water, unless we insert tv iSSan, 

which Herwerden has the audacity to do. 
If we adopt the first solution, we make 
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Kal TralBevais ^prjcTTr] crco^opevr] cpvcreis dyadas epTrotel, Kal av 5 

cfrvaeis xprjaTal tolclvttjs iracBeias dvTiXap/3avopevai eTi fteXTiovs 

B tcov itpoTepcov (fivovrao e’ls re taXXa Kal els to ye wav, ' wenrep Kal 

iv tocs aXXocs Repots. EtVo? y, e<J>T]. 'ils toIvvv Bed /3pa%ecov 

e'nrelv, tovtov dvdeKTeov toIs empeX^Tals ttjs troXecos, ottcos av 

uvtovs p*l] XdOrj Biacpdapev, dXXa 7rapa irdvTa avTo cf)v\aTTcocn, 10 

to prj vewrepl^eiv 7repl yvpvaariKpv re Kal povacKpv irapa rrjv . 

rd^iv, aXX’ cos olov re pdXcara cfrvXaTTeiv, cf>o/3ovpevovs orav rt? 
Xeyp, cos rpv doiBrjv 

paXXov €7TL<ppoveova avd pcoiroi, 

pris deiSovreacn vecoTciTp dpcfinreXyrai, 15 

C I prj 7roXXc'iKis tov TvoipTpv tls oiprac Xeyew ovk aapara vea, dXXa 

Tpoirov coBps veov, Kal tovto eiracvrj. Bel S’ ovt eiraivelv to 

tolovtov ovTe viroXapfidveiv • etBos yap Kaxvov povcriKps peTafidX- 

Xecv evXappTeov cos iv oXco KcvBvvevovTa • ovBapou yap KLiovvTai 

k-ukKos a specific kind of circle: but 
nothing in the context warrants this. It 
is also very doubtful if av^avopivrj can = 
‘with accumulating force’: certainly kv- 

kAos aii^dverat could not bear this mean¬ 
ing; and to exclude av^avopiv-p from the 
comparison (as J. and C. also suggest) 
renders Sioirep kvk\os practically otiose. 
The fact is that the growth of a natural 
((card tpvatv) city is just like the drawing 
of a circle in Plato’s way of thinking. 
Like a circle it grows and expands, like 
a circle too, when its zenith is passed, it 
narrows to the inevitable end. Here it 
is only the growth which is dwelt upon; 
but dicnrep kvk\os seems to warn us of 
impending decay and foreshadow Books 
viii—IX. For more on this point see 
•my Number of Plato pp. 58—62. ab^a- 

vopevp is ‘growing’ in the widest sense 
i.e. reaching its full maturity of size and 
strength and beauty; but in what follows 
Plato characteristically confines himself 
to what he conceived to be a city’s truest 
growth, the improvement of the citizens. 

Tpocfii) yap kt\. Plato seems therefore 
to hold that acquired characters can be 
transmitted to posterity. The general 
sentiment may be illustrated by the 
quaint catches sung by choirs of old men, 
men in their prime, and boys at Sparta: 

(1) 'Apis 7tok po.es &\iapoi veaviat, (2) 
'Afits Se 7’ eip.es’ ei Si Xrjs, tveipav Ad/3e, 
(3)’ Apis Se 7’ eocopeoDa wo\Aip kdppoves 
(ap. Plut. Lyc. 2\. 3). Cf. v 461 a. 

7 els to yevvay — £wois. Cf. V 

459 A ff- 
424 b 9 toutou is not intended to 

anticipate the owtos clause, but means— 
like avrd below—our system of educa¬ 
tion. This is clear from Staepdaplv, which 
is the antithesis to oip^opivri above, and 
like it, is said of the -rratSeia. rd pp 
vetorepi^etv is in loose apposition to avri. 

13 tt\v—ap.<()nre\r|Tai. Od. 1 351 f. 
tt)V yap aotSrjv paAAov ewiK\eiova’ dvdpuj- 

iroi kt\. Plato’s variant probably points 
to a different recension; for ewuppovev- 

ovmv (sic) ’ iiraKovovcnvm Hesychius seems 
to refer to the same passage (Schneider). 
For the sentiment cf. Pind. 01. 9. 48 
alvei Si ttaAatSv piv oivov, dvdea S’ vpvwv | 

vewripwv, Xen. Cyr. I 6. 38 and many 
other illustrations in Smyth Greek Melic 
Poets p. 174. 

424 C 16 TroAAaKis. 422C 11. 
17 Tpoirov toSrjs V€ov. Pind. 01. 3. 4 

Mohra S’ pot wapeordKot v eoaly a\ov 
evpbvrt rpSirov. Pindar would incur 
Plato’s censure for these words. 

18 inro\a|i|3dveiv: i.e. understand 
such to be the poet’s meaning. 
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20 fjiovcrucris rpoiroi avev ttoXltlkmv vuptoov tu>v fieybartov, <w? <p7]al re 

tXapbcou teal eyco 7reidopbcbi. Kcu ifi£ toivvv, etfir] 6 ' ASeipbavTOS, 

6e<f TCOV 7T67T6bCTfJbeV(OV. 

IV. I To 8r] cfrvXa/cTijptov, pv S' iyco, a>? eoucev, ivTavda 7rov D 

olicoSop,r}Teov Tot? (fiv\a£tv, iv pbovcrucy. H yovv Trapavopbia, ecpi], 

10 (j.ouiri.K'^s Tpoiroi. In later musi¬ 
cal theory Tpoiroi was technically used to 
denote the three varieties of musical com¬ 
position—vopudis, SidvpapfitKbs, rpayiK&s. 

They were called Tpoiroi (according to 
Aristid. Quint, p. 30 Meib.) because they 
expressed different psychical characters 
(5ia to <rvvep<paivav iron to r/dos Kara 

t& pi\ij TTj% diavoias), because, in short, 
they were pipppaTa Tp&iriov. Plato’s 
povouerjs Tpoiroi need not however be 
confined to Aristides’ three varieties. On 
the connexion between musical and poli¬ 
tical changes see Laws 700 A—701 D. 

The connexion was recognised universally 
throughout Greece, and particularly at 
Sparta, where—as Pausanias (ill 12. 10) 
tells us—Timotheus had his lyre con¬ 
fiscated for adding to it four new strings: 
cf. alsoCic. de Leg. II 39. Wherever in the 
ancient Greek irb\i% the conception of the 
individual is hardly separated from that 
of the citizen, moral and political changes 
are believed to go hand in hand; and the 
effect of music on morality is explained in 
in 400 D—401 A: cf. Laws 673 A to. pkv 
TolwV T1]S <ph>VT\S P^Xpl Trjs 'pVXVS ’’’’pOS 
apeTijs iraiSeLav ovk old’ ortivo. Tpbirov 
uvop.aaap.tv povaiK-pv. Bosanquet raises 
the question whether musical innovations 
are the cause or only the symptoms of 
political. Plato, I think, regarded them 
primarily as the cause (Laws ll.ee.). We 
can better understand their effect if we 
remember that they were accompanied 
by changes not only in rhythm, but also 
in the quality, ethical and otherwise, of 
the words sung; and if we also bear in 
mind the enormous influence of the theatre 
in Greek life. The latter point is em¬ 
phasized in this connexion by Plato 
(ll.ee.) and Aristoxenus (ap. Ath. XIV 

31). See on the whole subject Newman’s 
Polities of Aristotle 1 pp. 359—369 and 
Nettleship Hellenica pp. 123—130. 

4>qtTL—Adpwv. Ill 400 B n. 
21 Tofvvv = ‘ also ’: seel 339 Tin. 

424 D—427 A Our Guardians must 
above all things guard against changes in 

musical education. Musical innovations 
even if sanctioned only in play soon make 
themselves felt in every quarter of the 
State. The spirit of law and virtue must 
be infused into children even through their 
pastimes. For this reason, we should not 
neglect details of dress and manners, 
although they call for no special enact¬ 
ments, but will readily conform to the 
spirit of our rules about education. Many 
other individual points may safely be left 
to our guardians, if only God vouchsafes 
to them the preservation of our laws; 
otherwise it is in vain for them to pass 
law upon law, acting like those who hope 
to cure their diseases by continually chang¬ 
ing their medicines. As nothing but a 
complete change in their habits will bene¬ 
fit such men, so only a revolution will 
cure a state which is similarly situated. 
Such cities honour and make proud the 
men who minister to their desires; but 
the true statesman does not care to cut the 
Hydra. Ln a bad city, petty legislation is 
useless; in a good, superfluous. 

424 d ff. This section has a certain 
historical interest from its scarcely-veiled 
impeachment of Athenian politics and 
manners: see on 425 A, 425 C, 426 C. 

23 <j>v\.aKTT)piov—(lova-iKT). povotKij is 
at once the vital and the most vulnerable 
—see next note—part of our State; hence 
the guard-house must be built in Music. 
iv is quasi-local, as ivTavda. irov shews; 
we shall confuse the metaphor if we sup¬ 
pose (as some have done) that Music is 
itself the guard-house. 

24 i) yovv—ailnp avri] is T) iv pov- 
auerj. Madvig’s suggestion toxitt) should 
not be accepted; it would make irapa- 
vopia ‘ lawlessness ’ in general, whereas 
Socrates’ reply and Adimantus’ next re¬ 
mark shew that only t\ apovoos wapavopia 
(Laws 700 d) is meant, napavopia is 
aptly used of heterodoxy in music, thanks 
to the musical sense of vdpos. Cf. infra 
424 E and Shorey in Chicago Studies in 
Cl. Phil. 1 p. 222 n. 4. The position of 
avr-q increases its emphasis. 
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pqSlws avTrj \av0dveb 'rrapaSvop.evr). Nat, e(f)7]v, A? iv 7ratSta9 76 25 

p,epet /cal cos ica/cov ovSev epya^opcevr). OvSe yap epyd^erai, ecjrrj, 

aWo ye i) Kara apu/cpov eiaouciaapcevri rjpepca viroppel 7rpos ta 

r)0rj re ical ta e'm,Tr)SevpLaTa’ e/c Se tovtcov et? rd 7rpo9 dWy\ov9 

£1>p,/36\aia pteL^cov e/c/3aivei• e/c Se Srj tmv '^vp/fioXaLow ep^erai 

E eVt 1 tou? vopbovs /cat 7roAtTeta? aw 7roXXfj; cb 'Zco/cpaTes, daeXyeiq, 30 

ew? ai) TeXevTcbaa irdvra iSLa nal Sppcocriq dvarperjrp. Elev, r)v 

S' iycb• ovtco tovt e%ei; Ao/cet /tot, ecf)?). Ov/covv, o el- dp^rpi 

eXeyopcev, Tot? rjpLerepobs iraialv evvopbcorepov ev0v<; 7rai,Sid<; pce0e/c- 

reoVj a>9 Trapavopcov ycyvopbevipi avrfjs /cal 7ralS(ov tolovtcou evvo- 

425 yaoi/9 t6 /cat cnrovSaiovs e£ | avTcov avSpas av^aveaOau dSvvarov 35 

11(09 S' ov%b; ecfrrj. "Orav Sr) apa /caXco9 dp^dpuevoi TralSes ov, 

rvai^eiv evvopbiav Sid Trj<; pbovaucr/9 elaSe^covrai, 7Takiv TovvavTiov 

■f) ’/celvois et9 iravra ^vveirerai re /cat at/^et, 67ravopdovcra et Tt /cat 

irpoTepov rf)1; TroXew; e/cetro. ’A\r)0rj pcevToi, ecfrr). Kat Ta apu/cpa 5 

apa, eiTrov, So/covvra elvai vopupua e^evpla/covcnv ovtol, a oi 

TTporepov aTrobWvaap TravTa. Ilota; Ta TObdSe• aiyd<; Te tcop 

25 «v ircuSias "ye n«pei. Plato is 
animadverting on the common view that 
music should be cultivated irpbs Tvcubvau 
rather than irpbs tvaiSelav. Aristotle al¬ 
lows a threefold use of music—for pastime 
(rrcuSia), education, and the rational em¬ 
ployment of leisure: Pol. 0 5. 1339s '6 
and b 14 ff. 

27 tnroppet kt\. : as a gentle river 
may become a destructive torrent before 
its course is ended. The sentence elo¬ 
quently describes the decay of Athenian 
music, character, and politics from the 
simplicity of earlier times, as appears 
from Laws 700 A—701 D. See also on 
oi Trporepov 425 A. For TvoXirdas Hart¬ 
man would read the singular; but the 
plural is more forcible. Laws and con¬ 
stitutions are overthrown by the devouring 
flood, crvv in Plato (as in good Attic 
generally) is rare; one of its recognised 
uses is in modal phrases of this kind, 
especially where (as here and in VI 492 B, 

vm 564C, x 619 b) the style seeks eleva¬ 
tion : cf. Lina De praep. usu. Plat. pp. 32 
—34 and Mommsen Beilrdge z. d. Lehre 
v. d. Gr. Praep. pp. 376 ff. 

424 e 32 o—eXi-yopev: ‘ as we were 
trying to say at the outset,’ i.e. of this 
discussion 424 A. No specific reference 

to an earlier part of the dialogue is 
intended: at all events 11 377 B is not 
in point. According to Plato Troubia 
should—(to borrow a saying of Aristotle’s) 
—TvaiSeveLV ivpbs tt/v TvdkLTeiav—educate 
children in the spirit of their common¬ 
wealth : Laws 798 B ff. Conversely, 
Aristotle reminds us, education is itself 
the older boys’ rattle (Pol. 0 6. I340b 30). 
It should be noted that wcudias (cf. irai^CLv 
in 425 a) refers like iraiSias in D above to 
music; if music is to be a pastime, it 
must be one which is Iwopos. In evvo/xw- 
rlpov and wapavb/J-ov there may also be 
a play on the musical sense of vbp.os: cf. 
424 D n. 

34 TotouTcov : viz. irapavbpwv. 
425 a 4 ’keCvols: those whom Adi- 

mantus in effect described in 424 D. See 
also next note. 

6 01 -irpoTtpov : ‘ their predecessors ’ 
(Jowett), i.e. the predecessors of our 
citizens. The expression betrays the fact 
that Plato is now censuring the decay of 
Athenian manners, as of Athenian music 
and character in 424 D. In l^evpitTKovcriv 
-—tvavTo. Plato speaks as if his regulations 
were a programme for the reform of his 
native city. Cf. Krohn PI. St. pp. 32, 

33- 
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vewrepcov rrapd TrpeerftvTepois, <£9 rvperrei, kcu KaraKXterev; Kal B 

inravaaTtiatis Kal yovecvv Oeparreia'i, Kal Kovpds ye Kal dprre^6va<; 

xo Kal VTroSeaeis Kal oAov rov rov aeopbaros a^Tjpbarbapbov Kal rdWa 

oaa roiavra. 77 ovk otei; "JLywye. Nopboderelv 8’ aura olpuab 

evades' oute 7dp 7tov yiyverab ovr dv pbeivebev Aoyw re Kal 

ypdpbpbaabv vopboOerr/Oevra. ITco? yap ; K.iv8vveveb yovv, rjv 8' iyeb, 

d> ' A8elpbavre, ck T779 TrabSelas ovoc dv rx? opprjar), robavra I Kal C 

15 ta erropbeva elvab. 77 ovk del to op-obov ov opboiov 7rapaKaXel; 

Tx pbbjv; Kai reXevrcbv 8y, olpbac, epalpeev dv ex? ev rx teXeov Kal 

veavbKov cvnofiaiveiv avro rj dyadbv 7) Kal rovvavriov. Tx yap ovk; 

77 8’ 09. ’E7oj pev Tolvvv, elrrov, 8ba TaOra ovk dv ert ra roiavra 

eTTb^eipTjaabpb vopboOerelv. Ex/cotxu? y, eef)77. Tx 8e; cS 7rpo<; Oewv, 

425 a, B 7 criyas tx—Toiavra. Cf. 
Ar. Clouds 961 —1023. Aristophanes 
mentions the aiyal tlov veoirtpoiv (963), 
the bwavatSTaaeis (993)) the yovloiv Qtpa- 

weiai (994, 998), and various details of 
tov cr&paTOS o’xVbLaTia’fb6s (973, 983). 

8 KaraKXCo-eis means literally 1 set¬ 
tings down,’ i.e. causing or permitting 
others to sit down, as when the Spartans, 
for example, in the well-known story, 
made way for the aged stranger at the 
Panathenaea (Plut. Apophth. Lac. 52. 
235 D). Cf. KaTaxXlvavres in 420 E and 
II 363 C. The word—-which has been 
curiously misunderstood—is coupled with 
vwav 6.0 tools also in Arist. Eth. Nic. IX 2. 
1165s 28. See also Xen. Mem. II 3. 16. 
After wpiwei supply oiyav out of oiyas. 

The older editors read u>s for as with 
several deterioris notae MSS. 

9 Kal—y« with xovpas marks the 
transition to a new class of particulars: 
cf. Crit. 47 B, Corg. 450 D al. Hartman 
should not have suggested Kal—re. It was 
the Spartans who laid greatest stress upon 
the points enumerated here: cf. Xen. 
Rep. Lac. 3. 5, Plut. Cleom. 9. 1 (xelpetsdaL 

tov pboraxa Kal irpoolxuv T0‘s vbpois). 

See also Xen. Cyr. VIII 7. 10. 
425 B 12 oiirt yap—vopo0€TT|0€VTa. 

Plato means that specific enactments are 
powerless either to produce or to maintain 
civilities and proprieties of this kind. 
The flowers of civilisation must bloom 
naturally, or not at all. With the general 
sentiment of this passage cf. Isocr. Areop. 
41 Seiv be robs dpdtos waXirevoplvovs ov 

rds (stools epwipwXavai ypappxLTOjv aXX’ ev 

ra?s pvxa-LS £xa(' T° Slxaiov • ov yap to is 

pilpla paenv aXXa tois ijOecn xa\uis oUelodai 

Tas w6\cls. 

14 ottoi—xlvai: “the bent given by 
education will determine all that follows” 
(D. and V.): “ wohin einer die Richtung 
durch die Erziehung bekommen hat, dem 
auch das folgende entspricht” (Schneider). 
The sense is satisfactory, nor is the ap¬ 
parent correlation of owol and Toiavra 
a sufficient reason for impugning the text, 
as (in common with Dobree and others) 
I formerly did. Swtj (so Ast with q) 

would convey the idea of direction more 
precisely than oVot, but as the route is 
determined by the goal, we may be 
satisfied. Of the various emendations— 
biroV (Heller), owdios (Stallbaum, who 
afterwards recanted), owolas (Dobree)— 

that of Dobree deserves high praise for 
elegance and point. The meaning would 
be ‘as is the education from which one 
starts, so is the sequel ’; and for owolas 

= ef owolas we might compare III 402 A, 

vil 520 D. I once thought of owola dv 

tls opp.7) 77, but am now content with the 
text as it stands. 

425 c 16 TxXevrwv—aya0ov. Cf. 
424 A eavwep awal; oppTjtsr) eS, epxerat 

dxswep kijkXos av^avopevi). 

18 ovk dv ^ti. On in see III 412 B si. 

19 tC 8e; ktX. ‘ Once more: in 
heaven’s name, said I, these market- 
troubles about contracts which the diffe¬ 
rent classes of citizens make with one 
another in the market-place etc.—shall 
we condescend to make laws about any 
of them?’ I have placed a mark of 
interrogation after rl 5e (quid vero ?): 
cf. 422D n. and 426 A. This increases the 
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e(f>T)v, raBe ta dyopala £vpi/3oXal(ov re •nkpi tear ayopav eicaaTOL 20 

D d rrpcx; uXXrjXovs ^vp/SaXXovaiv, el Be I /3ovXei, Kal '^eipoTe’^yiKMV 

7repl $jvp,/3o\aio)v Kal XoiBopuSv Kal alKelas Kal Bukwv Xij^ecos /cat 

SiKaarrov KaTaaraaecos, Kal el' irov reXwv rive<? rj Trpa^et? rj Oeaeis 

dvayKalol elenv rj Kar ayopas rj Xip,evas, rj Kal to rrapaTvav 

dyopavopuKa drra rj aarwopuKa rj eXXipieviKa rj ocra aAAa Toiaina, 25 

tovtcov ToXpurjaopev tl vopboderelv; ’AAA’ ouk d^iov, eeprj, dvBpdai 

KaXols Kayadols erriTaTTeiv to 7roAAa yap avTwv, ocra Bel vopo- 

E OeTrjcraadai, I paBlco9 7rov evprjcrovcriv. Nat, d> cplXe, elirov, eav ye 

6eo<; avTOt? BcBcp acoTrjplav rdiv vopicov (bv epcnpoaOev BirjXdojxev. 

Et St' p,p ye, rj S’ 05, TroXXa roiavra Tidepevoi del Kal eqravopOov- 3° 

pievoi tov (Blov BiareXovcriv, olopievoi eTriXrjyJrecrdai tov /3eXrtaTov. 

Aeyeis, eibrjv eydo, Biobaeadai to 1/9 toiovtovs warrep tovs KapivovTas 

re Kal ovk eOeXofra? into aKoXaalas eK^rjvai irovppd'i BialTip;. 

20. raSe IT : om. A. 22. Xi)£ea)s q : AIIE. 24. irapanav S : 
srapwav All q. 29. hir\\Bopev A2H q : -rjXBopev A‘II. 

emphasis on to 7rpos Be too: cf. I 332 C to 
irpbs Atos, i)v 5’ ^710, et oSv ktX. Her- 
werden puts the pause after TaSe, where 
it is less suitable; others wrongly omit the 
word. raSe (see cr. n.j cannot well be 
dispensed with : it means ‘these familiar’: 
cf. ill 403 E, and for the omission in A 
Introd. § 5. Herwerden also cuts out 
ayopata on account of /car’ ayopdv, but 
the reduplication is quite in Plato’s way. 
The postponement of ci throws emphasis 
on /car’ ayopav, and thereby helps to con¬ 
trast ayopata £u///36\aia with xeiP0TeXvll<:°' 

etc.: cf. ill 390 B. It is natural to see in 
this sentence a reference to the judicial 
and mercantile arrangements of Athens 
and her empire : see 424 D n. 

425 D 21 xeiP0T€XvlK“v KT^- XeV0' 
rexoi/cd ^vp/36\aia are contracts with 
builders and the like (Laws 920 d). 

22 8ikisv Xrj|«os means simply ‘the 
bringing of lawsuits ’: originally ‘ obtain¬ 
ing (by lot) one’s rights,’ hence ‘obtaining 
leave to claim one’s rights ’ (Meier and 
Schomann Att. Process pp. 790—794). 
The reading Xyijets (see cr. n.) cannot be 
defended. 

23 0ecr€is: not ‘the imposition of 
taxes ’ (L. and S.), but ‘ the payments,’ 
as irpd£eis is ‘ the exactions.’ 

24 to wapdirav means ‘in general,’ 

‘generally.’ t6 wap-rrav (see cr. n.) is 
never (I believe) so used, not even in 
Tim. 64 E cited by Baiter. Regulations 
on nearly all the points here specified are 
laid down in the Laws', on %vp.fio\aia 

913 A ff., 920 D ff., on XoiSopta 934 E ff., 
on aUda (unprovoked assault) 879 B ff., 
on SlkLv Xrj^is 949 C, on SiKacrroiv rara- 

araens 767 A ff., 956 B ff., on aarwopoi 

and ayopavbp.01 763 C ff. There is no 
taxation in the city of the Laws (847 B). 

27 KaXois KayaSots. Cf. VI 489 E n. 
ocra 8ec vo|JLO0CTT)crao-0ai shews that 

Plato does not wish to leave all these 
matters undefined by legislation ; but the 
legislation is to come from the guardians 
he has educated. One reason is that laws 
on matters of this kind can never be final: 
cf. Laws 769 D. If the guardians are true 
to the spirit of Plato’s commonwealth, 
they will easily frame such minor regula¬ 
tions, and re-adjust them—should it prove 
necessary—from time to time. The effort 
to obtain finality (ol6p.evoi iiriXripeiiBai 

tov peXritTTov) in such matters is fore¬ 
doomed to failure (cf. 426 e), and no 
one makes it, until he has forgotten the 
real foundation of a nation’s greatness, 
and lost his sense of the proportion cf 
things. This is Plato’s meaning, 
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lltlvv p'ev ovv. Ka.1 pr/v \ oxnoi ye ^apievTas^ BiaTeXovcriv. 426 

iarpevopevoL yap ovBev TrepaivovaLV, ttXt/v ye 7Touu\u>repa zeal 

pel^w iroiovcn Tu vocnjpaTa, teal del i\tri%ovTe<;, edv ti<? tydppazcov 

avp/3ov\evap, vito tovtov eaeaOat vyiels. IIdvv yap, ed>r), twv 

5 ovtw zcapvovTwv to. Toiavra 7rdOr], Ti Be; r/v B' eyd>- toSc avtwv 

ov %apiev, to TtdvTwv eydiarov rqyelaOaL tov TdXrjdr) XeyovTa, oti, 

trplv av peQvwv icai ep'jrip'jrXbpevos zeal dcf>poBicnb£wv zeal dpywv 

iravarjTai, 1 ovre (ftbppazea ovre zcavaeLs ovre Topal ovB av evrwBai B 

avrov ovBe TvepiaitTa ovB'e dXXo twv toiovtwv ovBev ovrjaei; Ov 

10 Travv %apL€v, ecf)zy to yap tw ev XeyovTi %aXe-rraiveLV oizzc e%ei 

\apiv. Ovie eTraLveTrjs el, etfzrjv eyed, a>9 eoucas, twv tolovtwv 

dvBpwv. Ov pevToi pa A la. 

V. Oi/8’ av rj 7roAi? dpa, otrep apTC eXeyopev, oXy tolovtov 

7roirj, oinc eiraivecret. rj ov (fzalvovTai aoz, TavTov epya^eaOai 

15 tovtols twv TtoXewv oaat zeazews TroXiTevopevat 1 Trpoayopevovai C 

rot? 7roXtVai? Trjv p'ev KaTaoTacnv tt)9 7roXeco? oXrjv prj zctvelv, 

cos atrodavovpevov9, 09 av tovto bpa‘ 09 B' av atpa9 ovtw 

4. vyiels S q : vyir/s All. 9. avrov A1!!: avruiv A2. 

426 a 2 TrXfjv -ye ktX. If the text 
is sound we must take ir\r)v ye as ttXtjv 
ye Sri (which H. Wolf was wishful to 
restore) and Kai before del iXtri^ovres 
as = idque (with Stallbaum), unless we 
supply Sidyovai or the like by a sort of 
zeugma after iXiri^ovTes. As regards Kai 
del eXsrlfovres, J. and C. hold that the 
participle is resumed from iarpevopevoi; 
but the effect of this interpretation is very 
harsh, because iarpevbpevoL goes so closely 
with ovSev irepaivovm as almost to form 
a single expression. It is not ‘ they make 
no advance, submitting to a cure and 
always hoping,’ but ‘ they make no ad¬ 
vance under treatment.’ The troublesome 
Kai before eXirlfovTes is omitted by some 
inferior Mss, is dotted in q, and apparently 
erased in S. I once conjectured iroioOi'Tes, 
comparing Critias 109 B -irX-qv ov—/3tafo- 
pevoi, but it is perhaps safer to acquiesce 
in the MS reading. Diimmler (Chron. 
Beitr. pp. 9—it) believes that Isocrates 
Antid. 62 expressly alludes to this passage. 
Isocrates at all events censures rods im- 
ir\i)TTOVTas rots vvv apapravoplvois in 
words that might easily refer to Plato. 
See also on 426 c. 

5 avTiiv—(J.€0uojv. On the plural 
passing into the singular see 1 347 a n. 

426 B 13 toiovtov. Cf. ill 388 D». 

426 c 15 irpoa.Yop€uoi;<ri ktX. Athens 
is plainly in Plato’s mind. The Athenians 
carefully guarded their constitution by 
means of the ypaepp wapavopeov and the 
eiaayyeXia (see Gilbert’s Gk. Const. Ant. 
E.T. pp. 299, 3046!); but nowhere were 
q/pepiopara so common, and in these the 
demagogue found a wide field for exercis¬ 
ing the arts of flattery and insinuation. Cf. 
Gilbert Beitrage zur innern Gesch. Athens 
pp. 73—93. With airodavovpivovs os cf. 
ill 411 C n., viii 566 D {iravras <p Slv 
tt epLTvyxdvri). 

17 os 8’ av o"4>ds ktX. Diimmler 
(l.c.) takes this to be Isocrates, who is 
also—so he thinks—satirised in the similar 
passage vi 493 a ff., and elsewhere. If 
so, <ro0os ra peyciXa, oiovrai rj dXrjdeiq 
iroXiTiKoi Civ at, and 17 oiei—irepl avrov 
(d, e) are sufficiently true and scathing. 
We must however observe that Plato is 
describing a type, and the type is that 
of the demagogue rather than the merely 
academic and sophistical rhetorician, as 
appears from Seiv6s 5 diroirXtzpovv and 
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7roXiTevop.evov<; pScaTa Bepanevr) Kal ^api^praL vnTOTpeywv Kal 

TrpoytyvooaKWv to? acf)eripa9 /3ovXr/aei<; /cal ravra? Seivo<; f) cltto- 

TrXppovv, ovtos apa dya0o<i Te earai avrjp /cal aocpo? to pceyaXa 20 

Kal Tip,paeTcu vtto acf)cbv; Tavrov peev ovv, ecfip, epcovye SoKovai 

D Spav, Kal ovS' ottcocttlovv eTracvcb. 1 TL S' av; tov<{ e0eXovTa<; 

0epa7reveiv ta? roiavTas 7roAei? /cal Trpo0vpLOvpLevov<; ovk ayaaac 

TT/9 dvSpela<; re ical ev^epeias; "J^wy , eipij, TrXrjv y oaot, e%p- 

rrdTpvrai inr avTcov ical o'iovTai rr) dXpBela ttoXltlkoI eivai, otl 25 

eTraivovvTai viro tcov 7roXXcbv. ITw? Xeyei<;; ov avyyiyvcoaicei1;, 

rjv S' iyeb, Tot? dvSpdaiv; rj o'lei olov t eivai dvSpl p,rj eiriaTapievcp 

pieTpeiv, erepcov toiovtcov 7roXXoSv XeyovTtov oti TeTpd'Trp'xys icrriv, 

E avrov touto 1 pci) rjyeiaBai 7repl avTov; Ovk av, ecfr'r), tovto ye. 

M?) tolvvv %aXeiraive• Kal yap 1tov elcn irdvrcov %apieararoi 01 30 

tolovtoi, vop,o0erovvTe<; re ola apTi SipX0opiev Kal eTravop0ovvT€S, 

del olopievo'i tl 7repa? evprjcreiv irepl to ev toc? %vp.(3oXa'ioi<; KaKovp- 

yrjpiaTa Kal irepl a vvv Sr) eycb eXeyov, dyvoovvres oti tm ovti 

427 Ibairep r,TSpav Tepivovcriv. Kal /.irjv, \ e<p7], ovk dXXo t'l ye iroiovaiv. 

’E7tb piev tolvvv, rjv S' iyco, to toiovtov elSo<i vopuov nrepi Kal 

TroXiTeias ovt ev KaKws ovt ev ev wroXiTevopievp iroXei 01/4271/ av 

426 e. These two types are cast in similar 
moulds; and Diimmler may be right in 
supposing that Plato thought of Isocrates 
as he wrote this satire, and pointed his 
shafts accordingly. If so, they hit the 
mark, and rankled, as it was natural they 
should. Isocrates apparently attempts 
a reply in his Antidosis (Diimmler l.c. 

P- 9)- „ 
20 outos apa—&TTai. To insert ws 

after ouros (as Richards proposes) would 
spoil the effect, and be grammatically 
awkward. Plato wishes to suggest the 
language of a proclamation ‘ he shall be 
a good man and true,’ etc. apa is enough 
(as Hartman notes) to mark the indirect: 
cf. 11 358 C n. 

426 D 24 avSpeCas—eu^cpcias :‘cour¬ 
age and complaisance.’ evx^peia is not 
‘ dexterity (L. and S., with the English 
translators), a meaning which the word 
never bears in Plato; but ‘ facilitas,’ 
1 humanitas,’ kind, obliging behaviour. 
“ Herzhaftigkeit und Gulmiithigkeit,” 
Schneider, rightly. 

28 T€TpdirT|xvs: ‘a six-footer.’ Diimm- 
ier (l.c.) questions this word, without 

saying why. It is more appropriate than 
a word expressing greater height; especi¬ 
ally if any personal allusion is intended. 
Isocrates was not an intellectual giant, 
nor would even his applauding contempo¬ 
raries (I think) have called him so. 

426 E 29 ovk afi—tovto ye: sc. 
oto/iai. The point of ad is that Adi- 
mantus returned an affirmative answer 
last time (426 d). ovk av, which is 
generally read, has not sufficient au¬ 
thority, and is difficult to justify. For 
ovk av cf. Ill 393 D and infra 442 A. 

30 ttvIvtoiv xaPL6<rTaT01" To this 
perhaps Isocrates replies in Antid. 62 
Xapdvrus /x£v elpyadai raura tpijcrovtri, 

rb yap ev (pdov^aovav eiirecv (Diimmler 
l.c.). 

31 vop.o06TouvT€S kt\. It improves 
the rhetorical effect to treat all the parti¬ 
ciples as coordinate, instead of making 
the first two dependent on the third, or 
the third subordinate to them. For this 
reason I have placed a comma after 
cTravopdodvres. 

427A 3 out’—<up.r|v av: ‘I should 
not have thought so’ were it not for these 
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Belv t'ov oAtjOivov vopodeTijv vpaypaTeveadai' iv tt) pev oti 

5 avwfyeXrj /cal TrXeov ovBev, iv £e rfj. oti to pev avTwv tcav 

ootlctovv evpot, ra Be oti avTopaTa eiretcrcv e/c to>v epTrpoadev 

eTTiTrjBevpaTcov. 

1 T i ovv, ecf)7], ert av rjplv \017rbv Trj<c vopo0eala<; eir); /cal eyco B 

eiTTOv oti, Hplv pev ovBev, tw pevToi ’AvoWcovt tu> iv Ae\<f>ol$ 

10 ta T€ peyicsTa /cal /caWiaTa /cal Trpd/Ta tmv vopodeTrjpdTcav, 

Ta 7rota; rj B' 09. lepcbv re iBpvaeis /cal Ovalac /cal aWai Oecov 

t€ /cal Batpovwv /cal ijpcooov depatrelaL, TeXevTijcrdvTcov ts av Orj/cac 

/cal baa T019 i/cel Bei vTrrfpeTovvTas cXeco9 avTov9 e^eiv. to, yap 

Br) ToiavTa ovt eTr/aTilpeda rjpeit ol/ci£ovTe<; Te 7toXiv 1 ovBevl C 
15 aXXw TretaopeOa, iav vovv eywpev, ovBe -^pyaopeda efyyrjTrj, dXX’ 

12. TeXeuTyodvroiv re 2: Te\euTyedi/Ton> AIT q. 

great authorities. Jowett misses the irony 
by neglecting the tense (‘ I conceive that 
the true legislator will not trouble him¬ 
self,’ etc.), tov aKydivbv voptoBlryv and 
kSlv bariaouv eOpot would strike home, if 
Isocrates is meant. 

5 dvaxj>eX.Ti — €7riTT}8f u(j.clto)v. For 
avu<pe\y 2 has avwcpeXh, an obvious 
‘correction.’ The plural, as Schneider 
observes, is supported by to. pev aurtSv 
(where auruv is also neuter), art after 
ra 81 has been called in question by 
Stallbaum and Hartman. Taken strictly, 
it must depend on a verbal notion sup¬ 
plied out of Trpaynareveadai (Stallbaum) 
or kcLv bartaouv eiipoi; but in a half- 
adverbial phrase like ra SC, we should 
not pry too closely into the grammatical 
construction. The effect is exactly like 
the English ‘ because some of them, etc., 
in other cases, because,’ etc. 

427 B, C In all that appertains to 
temples and religious worship, as well as 
services paid to the dead, Apollo, the guide 
of our fathers, and indeed of all mankind, 
shall direct us. 

427 b t£ ovv kt\. With this section 
of the Republic we should compare V 461E, 

469 A, vn 540 c, and Laws 738 B ff. Plato 
would fain be no iconoclast: his object 
is to purify, rather than to abolish, the 
old religion. He tries, in short, to put 
new wine into old bottles. In particular, 
when he makes Apollo preside at the 
foundation of his city (oi’xi'fovres re irb\a> 

ovSevi &W01 ircLabpeOa), he is acting in 

accordance with the universal custom of 
the Greeks, who consulted the oracle at 
Delphi before planting colonies, and 
revered him as the universal apxyytrys 

and olKurrqs (Preller Gr. Myth. p. 269). 
It is equally in harmony with Hellenic, 
and especially Athenian, usage to refer 
all matters of public worship to Apollo: 
see on 427 C. Delphi was the abiding 
centre of Greek religious and political 
unity; and it is therefore right that a 
Greek city (v 470 e), one of whose 
objects is to promote unity and comity 
among Greeks (ib. 469 B ff.), should 
attach itself to Apollo. 

9 Tu> pevroi. ’AiroXXom ktX. Cf. 
Mem. I 3. 1 (of Socrates) tpavepos yv xai 

ttollou xai \lyiov, yirep y IIvflla diroKplyerai 

rocs ipbiTwot, 7nSs Set TTOieiv y wept dvolas 

y 7repl itpoydytov 6epaireias y irepl 

&Wov Ttvos two tolovtwv. The answer 
of the priestess was * Serve the gods vbptp 

Tr&\eios’ (l.c. and IV 3. 16). The spirit 
in which we worship matters, rather than 
whom or how we worship. So large and 
tolerant a sentiment is worthy of the 
Delphic priesthood and of Plato. 

12 T€\evTT)crdvTo>v re. See cr. n. 
Asyndeton is indefensible here. We 
must either with all the editors (except 
J. and C.) read re, or add xai after 
depaireiai. 

427 C 15 e^ipyrirg—iraTpfu). warpthtp 
instead of narpUp is called for by Ast on 
slight MS authority. ’AttSWup was an¬ 
cestor of the Ionians, being father of Ion 
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rj T&> iraTpitp' ovtos yap Bijirov 0 debs 7repl ra rotavra 7raacv 

avdpunroLS TrarpLos e^rjyrjTTjs ev peacp t?}? yrjs eirl tov op(pa\ov 

Kadr/pevos e^rjyelrai. Kai, /caXoos y\ etfprj, Xiyeis' xai iroLpreov 

OVTO). 

D VI. 'fluctapev7] pev tolvvv, i)v 8' iycb, 1 r/br) av aoi e'bTj, to nai 20 

(Euthyd. 302 d), and was worshipped by 
them as ’AiriXXwv irarpipos (Preller Gr. 
Myth. p. 272). But (as Schneider ob¬ 
serves) “ Socrates hie non magis quam 
alibi in his libris tanquam Atheniensis 
loquitur, sed tanquam Graecus. Graecis 
autem omnibus 7rarpios, hoc est, a maio- 
ribus traditus harum rerum arbiter et 
interpres erat Delphicus Apollo.” An 
allusion to the special connexion of 
Ionians with Apollo would be out of 
place, particularly as naoiv dvdpibirois 
follows. In Athens the e^Tj-y-qral formed 
a college of three members, charged with 
religious duties. According to Scholl 
(in Hermes VI pp. 36 ff.) the members 
were partly chosen by Apollo in his 
capacity of iraTpios il;T)-yT)TTis; apparently 
the Athenians chose nine, out of whom 
three were selected—one from each triad 
—by the representatives of the god: 
whence their designation irv06xpv(TTOC- 
It is on this model that Plato perhaps 
frames his regulations in Laws 759 D. 

16 iramv avGpioirois. Delphi is then 
a religious centre, not for Greeks only, 
but for all mankind. It was certainly 
the nearest approach to such a centre 
that antiquity provided, for it commanded 
the homage of barbarians as well as 
Greeks. See Middleton Journ. of Hell. 
Studies IX p. 308. Middleton cites Livy 
xxxvni 48. 2 “commune humani generis 
oraculum,” Cicero pro Font. 30 “oraculum 
orbis terrae,” and gives examples of the 
offerings paid by foreigners at Apollo’s 
shrine. Even now, perhaps, Plato would 
deny that the oracle is dumb, though—true 
to its own principle of worshipping vbpup 
iroXeus—it speaks through other voices, 
and of other gods. See also on v 470 C. 

17 ev pecru)—e|rcyeiTat. Cf. Eur. Ion 
5, 6 6p(f>a\bv ] piaov kol91£wv d>of^os 

vpvusdei fipoToU. The 6p<f>a\6s was “a 
conical mass of ‘ white marble or stone ’ ” 
(Paus. X 16) in the sanctuary of Apollo 
at Delphi, “ said to mark the centre of 
the earth.” Two gold eagles stood at 
its sides, representing the eagles which. 

according to the legend, met there, having 
been despatched simultaneously by Zeus 
from the extreme East and West of the 
world (Strabo IX 3. 6). The opepdKos is 
frequently represented as the seat of 
Apollo (IttI tov op<pa\ov Ka.8rip.evos), 

“ especially upon coins, when he is re¬ 
presented in the character of the giver 
of oracles ”: see for example Imhoof- 
Blumner and P. Gardner in J. H. S. VIII 

p. 18, and Plate lxxiv vii. Middleton, 
on whose article “The Temple of Apollo 
at Delphi ” (cited above) this note is 
chiefly based, thinks “ the word 6p<f>a\6s 
was probably derived from <5pejyq, a voice, 
because the divine voice was heard there.” 
If this is true, the legends associating the 
shrine with the ‘ navel ’ or centre of the 
earth may be due to popular etymology. 
6p(f>a\6s, ‘navel,’ is an Indo-Germanic 
word (Brugmann Grundriss 11 p. 187). 
Herwerden’s excision of the words ev 

plcrip betrays ignorance of what the 
op.(f>a\6s really was. See also Frazer on 
Paus. l.c. 

427 D—429 A Our city is now 
founded. Where then is Justice, where 
Injustice I How do they differ, and 
which is essetitial to happiness ? Let us 
approach the question thus. Our city is 
perfectly virtuous, and must therefore be 
wise, brave, temperate and just. If roe 
discover three of these elements in the city, 
the residue will be the fourth. 

Let us take Wisdom first. It is not 
the technical knowledge or skill of the 
lower classes which renders our city wise, 
but rather the knowledge which deliberates 
for the whole city's interests. How this 
knowledge is embodied in the Rulers. 
They form the smallest section of the 
State, but it is none the less in virtue 
of their presence that we call the whole 
city wise. 

427 D ff. The process of purgation 
has now been ended, and Plato’s devrlpa 
ttoAjs is complete (see 11 372 e ff.). We 
are therefore ready to look for the second 
view of Justice. See on 11 372 4. It 
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'AplaTWVOS, T) 7T0At?’ TO Be Br) fl€Ta TOVTO (TKOTTei iv aVTrj (f)U)<{ 

irod'ev rroptadpevo<; itcavov auTO? re Kal rov dBe\<f>ov rrapaKakei 

Kal Ylofepap^ov /cal too? aAAou?, edv nno? iBcopev, nrov 7tot av 

e'lrj rj BiKaioavvrj Kal 7rov rj dBtKia, Kal ri dXkrjXoiv Btatfreperov, 

25 Kal rrbrepov Bel KeKrrjaQat rov peWovra evBaipova eivai, edv re 

\av6dvy edv re p-V 7ravra<; <9eou? re Kal av6pdnrov<;. OvBev \eyei<;, 

ecf)?] 6 TXavKoov av yap vrrea%ov fyryaeiv, 1 &>? ov% oaiov aoi ov E 

p,r) ov fioTjdelv BiKaioavvp eU Bvvap.iv iravrl rpbtrtp. 'AXr)6fj, 

e<f>T)v eyd>, viropupvr/aKevKal rrovr]reov pev ye ovrox;, %pr) Be Kal 

30 vp.a<=; gvAAapftdveiv. ’AAA’, ecforj, Troirjaopev ovro). ’EA7rt£<y roivvv, 

r\v B' eyd), evprjaeiv avro wBe. olpai yplv rrjv rroXiv, eirrep opOws 

ye wKiarai, TeAeto? dyadrjv eivai. ' AvdyKy, e<p?). Af/Xov Bt) on 

aocprj r earl Kal dvBpeia Kal adxjopcov Kal BiKala. ArfKov. Ovkovv 

22. woBev aq\ irbdev All. 

should be observed that this part of the 
Republic has an independent value in the 
history of Ethics as the first explicit 
assertion of the doctrine of four cardinal 
virtues (427 E «.). For an account of 
Plato’s teaching on the Virtues we may 
refer to Michaelis die En! wick lungs stiffen 

in Plato's Tugendlehre, and especially to 
Hammond On the Notion of Virtue in 

the Dialogues of Plato Boston 1892. 
427 D 22 avTos T€ Kal—irapaKaXti. 

For the idiom cf. (with Schneider) Phaedr. 

253 B fufj.oufj.evoi aiiTol re Kal to. iraibiKa. 

welOovres. 

24 irov ij aSuua. If our city is reXlios 

aya.0if (427 e), it is useless to look for 
aSiKia in it. On this difficulty see II 

369 A n. 

25 rroTtpov. Herwerden’s irorlpav is 
quite unnecessary, as Hartman shews; 
cf. 428 A, 433 D, 434 C, 445 B, v 449 D. 

jav x€ Xav0avr) ktX. recalls 11 367 E. 
427 E 27 cos oux. ocriov—rpoiruj: 

II 368 B, C. 

33 orocjj'n—8iKa£a. This is apparently 
the earliest passage in Greek literature 
where the doctrine of four cardinal virtues 
(if by cardinal virtues we mean those 
which make up the sum of perfect 
goodness) is expressly enunciated. The 
doctrine may of course be Pythagorean, 
but evidence is wanting, and it is doubt¬ 
ful whether Pindar’s re coapes aperal 

Nem. ill 74 are to be interpreted as the 
cardinal virtues: see Bury ad loc. The 

nearest approach to the doctrine before 
Plato is in Xen. Alem. Ill 9. 1—5 (as 
Krohn has pointed out PI. St. p. 372), 
with which compare IV 6. 1—12, where 
Justice, Wisdom, and Courage are named, 
as well as other virtues, including evai/Haa. 
Cf. also Aesch. Sept. 610 cduppoiv SIkcuos 
ay a. 6 os euae ftifs dvrfp. From other passages 
in Plato, none of which is so precise and 
technical as this, it would seem that 
babr-ps made a good fight for a fifth place: 
Prot. 329 C, Lack. 199 D, Men. 78 D, Gorg. 
507 B. In Phaed. 69 C and Laws 631 C 
ouxfjpoavvr], SiKaiocvvt], avbpda and tfjpbvi)- 
<m (not co<t>ia) are named together, without 
ocibrijs, which in the Euthyphro (12 Dff.) 
is a subdivision of ducatoavvy. From Adi- 
mantus’ ready assent (cf. v 476 A «.), we 
may reasonably infer that the doctrine of 
four cardinal virtues was already a familiar 
tenet of the Platonic school. Schleier- 
macher thinks it may have been taken 
over “aus dem allgemeinen Gebrauch” 
(Einleitung p. 26). There is however no 
evidence to shew that these four virtues 
and no others were regarded as the essen¬ 
tial elements of a perfect character before 
Plato. If the theory was originated by 
Plato himself, it is possible enough that 
in restricting the number to four, Plato was 
not uninfluenced by the sacred character 
of the number four in Pythagoreanism, 
just as Aristotle has been supposed to have 
limited his categories to ten on similar 
grounds. An interesting conjecture is 
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0 tl av avTWV evpco/iev ev avT]), to viroXoLirov ecrrai to ov% 

428 rjv\p7]/j,evov; Tt ptijv; "Tlairep tolvvv aWcov tlvwv re-rrapcov, el 35 

ev tl e^rjTovp-ev avTwv ev otcoovv, 61rore irpcoTov e/celvo eyvoopev, 

ticavoos av el%ev pplv, el Se ra rpla trpoTepov iyvwplaapev, avTa> 

av tovtm eyvcopLcrro to tprjTOvpevov' SrjXov yap otl ovk aWo eTi 

rjv r) to v7ro\eL(f)9ev. Opdws, ecpy, \eyeL$. Ov/covv ical 7repl tovtcov, 5 

i7reiSr] TeTTttpa ovra rvyy^avei, docravToo? 'QrjTrjTeov; Ar/Xa Sr/. 

B Kat pev Srj irpwTov ye poi So/cel ev avtu> KaTaSrjXov I elvai f) 

crocfrla■ ical tl citottov 7repl avtt)V (f>alveTai. Tl; rj S' 09. So0^ 

suggested by the remarks of Schleier- 
macher (l.c. p. 21). Our city is ex hypo- 
thesi perfectly virtuous. Its constituent 
elements are Rulers, Auxiliaries, Farmers 
and Artisans. Now the virtues which 
are exhibited in the lives and mutual 
relationship of these classes are, as Plato 
holds, Wisdom, Courage, Temperance, 
and Justice. Consequently these virtues 
are the component factors of moral per¬ 
fection ; in other words they are the 
cardinal virtues. We may admit that 
there is no petitio principii in such a 
method of investigation, which is, in fact, 
akin to the perfectly legitimate method 
described in Men. 86 E: cf. also v 458 A. 

If this suggestion is correct, the doctrine 
of four cardinal virtues will be directly de¬ 
scended from the arrangements of Plato’s 
ideal city. But it is clear from what Plato 
himself says, both here and in 429 A, 

430 D, 432 B, 433 B f., that the doctrine 
is already an accepted part of his ethical 
system, and not merely a provisional hy¬ 
pothesis which is intended to be confirmed 
by what follows. For the relative value 
and importance of the four cardinal vir¬ 
tues in Plato’s way of thinking see Laws 
630 D ff. 

ovkovv — T)vipr||j.evov. Essentially the 
same method is used by Aristotle to 
reach his conclusion that virtue is a 
(Elh. Nic. 11 4). Cf. also (with J. and C.) 
Lys. 216 D, E. Jowett observes that the 
true function of “ this half-logical, half- 
mathematical method of residues ” is in 
dealing with “ abstract quantity ” and 
“ the laws of Nature.” It is undeniable 
that this method is much more likely to 
lead us astray in ethics than in mathe¬ 
matics or the natural sciences, owing to 
the nature of the subject; but it is valid 
if our analysis of the phenomena is ex¬ 
haustive and exact. A similar method was 

frequently employed in the Eleatic school: 
see 11 380 D n. Plato not unfrequently 
extends the methods of mathematical 
reasoning beyond what we should consider 
their proper sphere: the whole of the 
preliminary studies, for example, in Book 
VII are to be pursued according to the 
methods of pure mathematics. See on 
vil 528 E ff. and the Appendix to Book 
vil “On the propaedeutic studies of the 
Republic.'" 

428 a 1 <vo-7rep roCvvv—av-nSv. For 
the logically superfluous (though welcome) 
avrCiv cf. II 375 E, infra 439 B, VIII 558 A, 

and Heindorf on Got-g. 482 D. Theaet. 
155 E is a much harsher example, and has 
often been emended. The apodosis to 
the uicnrep clause is contained in oukovv— 
prjTQTeov. 

4 ovk aX\o gri itjv. On O-i (i.e. “ after 
the other three were found” J. and C.) 
see III 412 B n. 

7 avTai. A corrector in q wrote 
auTrj, which Schleiermacher preferred. 
Hartman suggests avrocs. auruj is, how¬ 
ever, not the city, but simply ‘the matter,’ 
1 the subject under discussion ’; an idio¬ 
matic usage for which cf. 1 339 E n. For 
the neuter KaraSr}\ov cf. 427 D 11. Hart¬ 
man’s KaTad-rjXos is unnecessary. 

428 b 8 o-o<j>Ca as here described means 
<pp6vri<rts—so it is called in 433 B, c—^ 
in its application to politics, not meta¬ 
physical knowledge of the Idea of Good. 
It deliberates for the good of the whole 
city (428 d), but the good is not yet 
elevated to the rank of an Idea. This 
point has been rightly emphasized by 
Krohn (PI. St. pp. 40, 362), who points 
out the essentially Socratic character of 
this virtue, comparing Xen. Mem. 1 2. 
64 and IV 1. 2 (a sentiment of which 
Books 11—IV of the Republic are an 

amplification and exposition in detail). 

T5 A. ?. 
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pev too ovti Bo/cel poc rj 7roXt? elvai rjv Bir/k0opev ev/3ouXo? 7dp. 

10 ou^i; Nat. Kat prjv tovto ye aino, rj ev/3ovkca, Brjkov oti 

eTTMJTr) pi) Tt? ecrnv' ov yap ttov up, ad La ye akk emaTrjpp ev 

flovXevovTat. Arjkov. Uokkal Be ye /cal iravToBairal ima-Tr/pat 

ev rfj 7ro\ec elaiv. IId>? yap ov; ’Ap' ovv Bed ttjv tcov tcictovcov 

eTreaTr\pr\v ao<pr) ' /cal ev/3ov\o<; rj 7roXt? irpoapr/Tea; OvBapoo?, C 

15 ecf)7], Bui ye ravTrjv, aXXa Te/CTOViicrj. Ov/c clpa Bed ttjv vttep tcov 

%vkevcov a/cevcov eir eaTr; pr/v fiovkevopevpv eo? av e%oe fieAricrra, 

aocjorj /ckrjTea 7roXt?. Ov pevToe. Tt Be; ttjv virep tcov i/c tov 

%a\/cov 77 tiva aXkrjv tcov tocovtcov; OvB' rjvnvovv, ecprj. OvBe 

rrjv virep tov /capirov tt)? yeveaeco<; e/c t?}? 7?)?, aXXa yecopye/crj. 

20 Ao/cee poe. Tt B'; r)v S’ eyco • eerrt Tt? eireaTppr] ev rfj apn v<f>' 

r/pcov ol/ciadeicrp irapd nai tcov itoActcov, i) ov% inrep tcov I ev Trj D 

7roXet Til'd? j3ovkeveTae, cikk' virep avTrj<; oki]<;, ovtcv av Tpoirov 

ai/Trj T6 7T/30? avT/jv /cal Trpo? to.? aXXa? 7rdXet? apecrTa 6 pekoe; 

“EtTTt pevTOi. Tt?, ecj)T)v eyco, /cal ev T/aev; Avtt), rj B' o?, 77 

25 cf)vkaictiCT) /cal ev tovtoi? Tot? apyovenv, ot)? vvv Brj teXe'ou? tyvka/cas 

16. (iov\evop.lvn)V Ileindorf: fiovKevopivr) codd. 22. ovtiv' av Ast: ovrtva codd. 

See also Prot. 352 B and Laws III 689 B. 

Commentators before Krohn (Steinhart 
for example Einleit. p. 185, and Susemihl 
Gen. Entw. 11 p. 153) did not sufficiently 
grasp the almost exclusively political cha¬ 
racter of corpia here, although it is ex¬ 
pressly dwelt upon by Plato throughout, 
and particularly in 429 A. I say * almost,’ 
because here, as elsewhere, Plato, as his 
manner is, contrives to drop some hints 
preparing us for a still higher conception 
of the virtue of the guardians. See on 
429 C and 442 C. 

d-roirov: because it is its smallest 
section which makes the whole city wise 
(428 e). 

9 tvpovXos. eipovkla. was primarily 
a political virtue: see on I 348 D. 

428 c 16 povX€vopevT]v. Heindorf’s 
emendation (see cr. «.), which is accepted 
by Ast, Stallbaum, Baiter and Hartman, 
appears to me certain for these reasons. 
First, in tt\v inrep tQv ck tou p^aXicoO i) 

riva aWrjv tojv toiovtwv below we must 
understand £ttigtt)p.t]v fiouXevopivqv, so 
that jiov\evo/UvT)v and not (3ov\evop.evri 
must have been written before. Secondly, 
if we read /3ovXei)op.£vr/, we must write 
(with Hermann etc. and a few inferior 
MSS) y for r) before ovx inrip rwv below. 

Schneider retains fHovkevofxtvq, but under¬ 
stands pov\evontvr)v before CirLdTpp-pv— 
an indefensible construction, which Laws 
807 C (to which he appeals in Addit. 
p. 31) in no way justifies. 

17 Ttjv virrp—toiovtwv. For the 
carrying on of the preposition (here 5(d) 
cf. (with Schneider) P/iaed. 64 D eerrrov- 
oa.Ktvo.1 ire pi ras ijdovas Ka\ovp,evas ras 
roidade, olov cnrloiv kt\. "IIktard ye kt\. 

T( 5e; ras tujv d<f>poSialoiv; 
428 D 22 ovtiv’ fiv—cpiXoi. dv 

cannot, I think, be dispensed with here. 
It is better to insert it after Svnva than 
(with Baiter) after dpurra, for (as Schneider 
shews by many examples) &v likes to 
attach itself to the relative in sentences 
of this kind. The political wisdom here 
described is akin to the paai\u<r] rex1’’! 
of Euthyd. 291 C ff. and elsewhere, as 
well as to Aristotle’s view of 7roX(nx^ 
as the architectonic art {Eth. Nic. I 1. 
io94b 27 with Stewart’s note). It knows 
what is good and evil, and legislates for 
the other arts, but the good which it 
knows is a political and moral con¬ 
ception, not (as yet) the metaphysical 
Idea of Book vi. 

25 vvv Sij. HI 414 B (<pv\a.Kas iravrc- 
Xefj). 
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oovopatfopev. Aid tcivttjv ovv Tpv imcrT/jpTjv tl Tpv ttoXiv rrpocra- 

yopeveis; Fivf3ovXov, e<pr), ical tco ovti aocprjv. Ylorepov ovv, rjv S' 

E iyco, ev rfj 7roXei oiei rjplv %aX/cea<? 1 7rXeiovs eveaeadai rj tovs 

dXyOivovs cpvXa/ca<; tovtovs; IToAy, ecprj, ^aX/ceas. Ov/covv, ecprjv, 

/cal td)v aXXcov, oaoi eiriayppas e%ovres ovopdlfovrai rives eivai, 30 

rrdvritiv tovtcov ovroi av eiev oXlyiaroi; IT0X1! ye. To! api/cporarcp 

apa edvei /cal pepei eavrrjs teal rfj ev rovreo eirio'Trjpr), ra> rrpoecrtwTi 

ical ap^ovri, 0X7) aoepr) av eh) /card (pvcriv ol/ciadeiaa 7toXis’ /cal 

429 rovro, cos eoi/ce, cpvcrei oXlyiarov yiyverai \ yevos, co rrpoaijicei 

ravrys rrjs imaT/jp-ps peraXay^dveiv, rjv povrjv Set rdov aXXcov 

erriarr)penv crocplav tcaXeladai. 'AXrjOecrrara, ecprj, Xeyeis. Towto 

pev 8rj ev rcov rerrdpeov ov/c oiSa ovnva rporrov rjvprj/capev avro 

re ical Sirov rrjs rroXecos iSpvrai. ’Epol yovv So/cel, ecprj, diro- 5 

Xpcovrcos rjvprjcjQai. 

27. odv 3 : om. All q. 5. i/ioi -yovv n: ipoiy obv A. 

26 TC Tijv iroXiv irpocra-yopeueis. It 
should be noted that ‘ wise ’ (to confine 
ourselves for the present to the virtue of 
wisdom) is used (1) of the rulers in the 
State and the Xoyiarutbv in man, (2) of the 
city and the individual as wholes: cf. 
441 D ff. Which of these two meanings 
is intended to be original and primary? 
This subject is admirably discussed by 
Hirzel Hermes vm pp. 379 ff., who shews 
that the wisdom of the rulers and the 
Xoyicm/c6v is the fundamental one: cf. 
Arist. Top. v 8. 138b 1 ff., where t6 

irpCirov (ppivi/jLov is said to be t'Siov 
XoyLOTiKou. The same, mutatis mutandis, 
holds good of Courage; and also, though 
with a difference, of Temperance and 
Justice. In calling the whole city wise 
because the rulers are wise, Plato is 
influenced by its analogy with the indi¬ 
vidual man, whom we readily and easily 
call wise, although strictly speaking he 
is wise only by reason of the \oyioTu<6v 
within him. Comparing 443 c ff., we 
observe that the city is wise because its 
rulers are wise, and its rulers are wise 
because their hoyicm/civ is wise. In 
other words the wisdom of the XoyioTiKbv 
is the unit out of which the wisdom of 
the whole city is constructed. See on 
443 B ff. 

27 iroTcpov ovv. See cr. n. We have 
still to explain rt aroicov in 428 B, for 

Adimantus’ rr has not yet been answered. 
For this reason oSv after irbrepov is wel¬ 
come, if not (as Schneider thinks) indis¬ 
pensable. 

428 e 29 iroXv—\aXiceas. Cf. II 

379 C n. 
33 oXr) o-ocjnj ktX. The subject is 

tt6\is Kara tpboev ohuodetaa., ‘ a city 
founded in accordance with Nature.’ On 
Kara pbaiv see II 370 A n. 

429 A 2 i)v |j.dvr^v—o'otjffav Ka- 

XetorBai. Pfleiderer (Zur Losung d. PI. 
Frage pp. 46 ff.) compares Symp. 209 A ff. 
tto\v 5? /xtyloTr)—koI KaWloTp rrjs cjrpovi)- 
trews ri wept ras rCiv w&Xeuu re Kal olKr/creun' 
SLaKoop.riaei's, y dr) ovo/xa. iari owebpoobry 
re Kal biKaioabvy. The difference in 
phraseology does not obscure the essential 
kinship of the two passages. 

429 a—430 c The virtue of Courage 
will reside in the IVarrior-class. It is 
owing to their bravery that we call the 
city brave, for the general character of the 
city as a whole cannot be determined by 
any courage or cowardice present among 
the others. The Soldiers will in spite 
of every temptation continue true to the 
principles laid down by law concerning 
what should, and what should not, be 
feared; and they will do so the more sted- 
fastly, because their musical and gymnastic 
training has already prepared them for 
the legislation in question. It is in the 

r5—2 
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VII. ’AXXd pirjv avBpela ye avTrj re tcai ev d> Kelrcu tt}? 

trbXecix;, Be o ToiavTi) icXr]Tea rj 7roXi<;, ov trdvv %aXerrov IBeiv. 

Ilw? Brj; Tt? av, pv B' eyu>, 1 ei? aXXo ti d7ro/3XeyJra<; rj BeiXrj 1/B 

10 rj dvBpeiav rroXiv eitroi, dXX' rj eh tovto to p.epo<;, o TpoiroXepiei 

re teal (TTpaTevercu vrrep ainrjs; OvB’ av eh, ecp-p, eh aXXo ti, 

Ov yap olfiai, ehrov, 01 ye aXXoi ev avT-rj rj BeiXol rj uvBpeioi ovTe<t 

Kvpioi av elev rj Toiav avTpv elvai rj toiav. Ov yap, Kat avBpeia 

dpa 7ro\t? p-epei tlvi eavrijs iarL, Bid to ev itceivw e^eiv Bvvapuv 

15 ToiavTpv, ?'} Bid 7ravTo<; crwaei Tpv 1 7repl twv Beivwv Bo^av, TavTa C 

re aura elvai nai toiavra, a Te teal 01a 6 vop.o0eTp<; Ttapi'jyyeiXev 

ev tfj rraiBeia. rj ov tovto dvBpeiav tcaXeh; Ou Taw, e<pp, ep.a6ov 

o et7re9, dXX' avths elire. XtOTppiav 'ey coy, eirrov, Xeyco t ivd elvai 

Tpv dvBpeiav. Iloiai7 Bp aiOTppiav ; Tpv Trjs Bo^ps Trj<i Into vopiov 

20 Bia tt}? 7ra/Se/a? yeyovvias 7repl twv Beivwv, a Te ecTi /cal ola’ 

Bid iravTos Be eXeyov avrrjs awTppiav to ev T€ Xinrai't ovra 

16. rrapqyyet\ev v : rrapqyyeiWev (sic) A': rrapqyyeWev A211 q : rrapqyycXev (sic) 
*. 20. yeyovvias q : yeyovvtav A11H. 21. avrqs nos : aurrjv codd. 

preservation of these principles that the 
courage of a city consists, a kind of courage 
which is distinct from the correspondingvir- 
tue in lower animals and slaves, because its 
basis is education. Another time we may 
discuss the virtue of Courage more fully, 
but for our present purpose this suffices. 

429 c 16 6 vofioBenis—ircuStCa. The 
6<5£a is then prescribed by the legislator 
(i.e. in Plato’s city, by Plato, cf. vrrb 
vbpov below, vop.ip.ov in 430 B, and av 6 
vopodlrqs in VI 497 d), not by the rulers 
from time to time. It is important to 
notice this point, because it shews that 
the rulers are not here, as in a certain 
sense they are in VI—vn, in the position 
of the original legislator: see VI 497 C n. 
Cf. however III 414 A n. and infra 
442 C n. 

19 irotav 811 o-a>TT)pfav; rroiav ex¬ 
presses incredulity and wonder, which 
5q saves from falling into contempt. See 
1 330 A n. On the definition of courage 
given here see 430 C n. 

20 ytyovvlas. Cf. yeyovvtav in 430 b. 

21 auTijs <rwrqplav. Seerr. n. avrqv 
of the mss must mean either (1) the 
auirqpia or (2) avSpeia (so Hartman). In 
either case the avrqv which follows has a 
different antecedent viz. rqv rrepl rCiv 
Setvtav dofv, so that the sentence becomes 

both awkward and obscure. Moreover, 
in whichever way we understand avrqv, 
the mss leave us with three accusatives 
(aiirijv, awrqpiav and the clause introduced 
by t6), the precise relationship of which 
is far from clear. Various suggestions 
have been made to escape these diffi¬ 
culties. Instead of avr-qv Jackson sug¬ 
gests av rqv (f. Ph. IV p. 148); while 
Stallbaum and others read tw (eo quod) 
for t6, before which Hartman for his part 
wishes to insert Sid. Hermann and Baiter 
cut the knot by expunging both avrqv and 
trurqpiav. Jackson’s remedy is the sim¬ 
plest, but aS creates a difficulty. The 
new point in the explanation which he 
supposes it to mark is, I think, empha¬ 
sized too much by ad; nor indeed is it 
quite easy to separate ai5 from eXeyov. 
I believe Plato wrote avrqs. The words 
Sta rravrbs avrqs atorqpiav recall and cor¬ 
respond exactly to rj Sta rravrbs atiitret 
rqv ire pi ru>v Setviov Sbiiav, and to 430 B 
atorqpiav Sia rravrbs Sb^qs ktX., and the 
meaning is ‘by preserving it perpetually 
I meant preserving it throughout when 
one is in pains and in pleasures ’ etc. 
Grammatically, the infinitives are the 
direct object of eXtyov (‘I called’), and 
Sta rravrbs avrqs croirqpiav is its secondary 
object. The presence of avrqs ooirqptav 
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D Siaadr^ecrdai avrrjv real iv 1 y$ovat<> ical ip iiridyfilais ical iv <f)6f3ois 

ical fir) iic(3dX\ecv. a> Se pot Soicel opoiov elvai, ideXco cnreucaaai, 

el fiovXet,. ’AXXd flovXopai. Ovkovv olaOa, r/v S’ i'yw, cm oi 

ftacfrels, eTreoSdv (3ovkr)9ooai ftdyjrai epia war elvai dXovpya, 2 

7TpdiTov fiev itcXeyovrai iic toctovtcop ^pcopaTwv plav efrvenv ttjp 

tcov \evK<Sv, eirena 7rpo7rapaa/cevd^ovaiv ov/c oXlpp Trapaa/cevr} 

OepanrevaapTes, oVai? Several 6 ri paXiara to Updos, ical ovtco £>r) 

is necessary to correspond to Srcurytfeadcu 
avrriu, but Sia iravTbs takes the first place, 
because it is the phrase requiring eluci¬ 
dation. The corruption of avrijs to avr-pv 
is of a piece with that of yeyovvias to 
yeyovuTav (see cr. n.) and its all but in¬ 
evitable consequence. The correction 
printed above is accepted by a reviewer 
of my Text of the Republic in Hermathena 
xxiv p. 252. 

\vircus—(jjopois. Ill 412 E ff. 
429 d 25 dAovp-yd = ‘purple *: see 

Tim. 68 B, with Archer-Hind’s note. 
Herwerden cuts out war’ civai, but with¬ 
out these words the wool which we are 
dyeing would be purple, whereas it is 
white, and we are making it purple. See 
on eav re real ravra in E. 

26 TrpwTov plv kt\. As far as con¬ 
cerns the language and grammatical 
construction of this passage it is clear 
that the object of iK\iyovrai should be 
the same as that of irpoTrapacnavdlfovoiv, 
depairetaavTes, and fSdirrovai, and identical 
with the subject of Several. Now the 
object of P&wtovoi is the wool selected to 
be dyed; it is therefore the wool which is 
subjected to irpoirapaa-Kevii, and conse¬ 
quently white substances of wool are 
meant by piav tpvaiv tt]v tuv Xeu/cuiv (so 
also Bliimner Technologie etc. I pp. 221 ff.). 
That this interpretation is right, appears 
also from the application of the simile. 
The guardians are the white woollen sub¬ 
stances specially selected (note it-e\eyd- 
,ue0a 429 e), their education is the irpo- 
TapaaKevij; and the S6£a irepl SeivQv kt\. 
is the dye. This is expressly pointed out 
in 429 E—430 A. TooovTwv is strictly in 
point, for woollen substances may be of 
any colour, since they may have been 
already dyed. Plato informs us that dyers 
selected white woollen substances when 
they wished to impart a lasting purple 
hue. Cf. Tim. 50 D, E. The irpoirapa- 
(TKevij included the process called orb-ip is, 
i.e. steeping the wool in an astringent 
solution (Trpo<7Tvp.p.a) to make it take the 

dye better (Arist. de Col. 4. 794a 29 and 
Probl. XXII 11. 93la 13 ff. 7rpoPpexovcnv 
iv to?s orpvcjrvdis Tip Siepyaodev paWov 
Sixeodai ttjv flarp-qv: cf. also Theoph. de 
Odor. 17 birooTutpovoi yap irdv ds to 
Setfaodai paWov rr/v ooppv oioirep rd ipia 
eis Tpv (iarfypv). Aristotle uses a metaphor 
from dyeing in a similar way in Eth. Nic. 
II 2. 1105“ 3. Cf. also Cicero Hortens. 
Fr. 62 ed. Nobbe “ ut ei qui combibi 
purpuream volunt, sufficiunt prius lanam 
medicamentis quibusdam, sic litteris tali- 
busque doctrinis ante excoli animos et ad 
sapientiam concipiendam imbui et prae- 
parari decet,” and see on the whole subject 
Bliimner 1. c. 1 pp. 221 ff., 238 ff. 

28 Sepairevo-avTes. If the text is sound, 
we must suppose either that two pro¬ 
cesses of preparation are alluded to, viz. 
Oepaireia and irpoirapaoKevr) ■ or else that 
Oepaireboavres is used for ffepawebovres. 

The first alternative is inadmissible : for 
irpodepaireboas in E shews that the Oepaireia 

and wpoirapaaicevT] are identical. As for 
the second, Schneider remarks “aoristum 
ipsum pro praesenti positum vix credo.” 
There are some instances in which “ an 
aorist participle denoting that in which 
the action of a verb of past time consists 
may express time coincident with that of 
the verb, when the actions of the verb 
and the participle are practically one” 
(Goodwin AIT. p. 52 : cf. Kiihner Gr. Gr. 
II pp. j61 ff.), but as wpoirapaOKevaifovmv 

is a verb of present or universal time, 
Goodwin’s rule is inapplicable here. 
Hartman ejects the participle, and Schnei¬ 
der is anxious to read depairebovres. In 
my edition of the Text, I had recourse to 
transposition, and placed depancboavTis 

before oOrar Stj (‘and they do not dip 
the wool till they have finished dressing 
it ’). It is, however, safer to adhere to 
the MSS and regard depaireboavres as one 
of those ‘timeless aorists,’ of which many 
examples are quoted by F. Carter in Cl. 
Rev. v pp. 4 ff. The MS reading is sup¬ 
ported not only by Stobaeus (Flor. 43. 
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ftaiTTOvai. /cal 1 o p£v av tovtm tu> rponco fiacfrr}, Sevcroiroiov E 

30 yiyveTai to fiacfrev, /cal r) 7rAlbert? ovt aveu pvppaTcov ovre p.era 

pvpbpdrcov Svvarai ai/Twv to uvOos acfraipelaOar u 8’ av prj, olaOa 

ola Sy yiyveTat, eav t£ Tt? dWa ^pebpara ftarrTr) eav tc /cal TauTa 

py TTpoOepaTTevaas. 0iSa, eefry, otl e/cjrXvTa /cal yekola. Toiovtov 

tolvvv, rjv S' eyed, {/TroXafie /caTa Svvapiv epya^eadai /cal r)pa<;, 

35 ot€ e’feXeyopeda toos <TTpaTid)Ta<; /cal inraiSevopev \ povcri/cy ical 430 

yvpvaeTTuefj’ pr/Sev oiov aWo pyyavaaQai, rj ottcos rjplv 6 tl 

/cdWiaTa tov<; vopov<; 7reia6evTe<; SO-oivto cuatrep j3a<pyv, tva 

Sevao7roio‘; avTwv y So%a yiyvotTO /cal 7repl Seivd/v /cal 7repl td>v 

5 aWcov Sia to Tyv re cfrvaiv /cal Tyv Tpocfryv etriTySeiav ea^y/cevai, 

/cal py avrdiv e/cirXvvai ttjv fiaefryv ta pvppaTa Tavra, Seiva ovtu 

e/c/cKv^eiv, y Te ySovy, iravTos ^aXearpalov SeivoTepa ovaa tovto 

1 Spav /cal /covias, \viry Te /cal cj)6/3o<; /cal etridvpia, 7ravTo<; aWov B 

pvppaTO<;. ttjv Sy Toiainyv Svvapiv /cal carypiav Sia TravTos 

97), but also (as Jackson has pointed 
out to me) by Theo Smyrnaeus de utilit. 
math. p. 13 ed. Hiller. 

•28 to av0os: the colour, as appears 
from Arist. de Col. 1. c. 794s 34 et al. 
Though it is used of purple here, it was 
not confined to purple: see onvm 557c. 

429 E 29 Scvo-oiroiov—|3a<j>ev. devoo- 
iroiov' eppovov Kai SvcraxbxXvTov (Timaeus 
Lex. s.v. Sevooxotbv, where Ruhnken il¬ 
lustrates the word very fully). The point 
of course is that such xpowapaoKevri ren¬ 
dered the colour proof against washing. 
Seviroiroios, aveKirXuTos, and pbvipos were 
constantly used in connexion with dyeing: 
see Bliimner 1. c. 1 p. 221 tin. The words 
to fjcMpiv are bracketed by Herwerden; 
but S &v is not ‘quod,’ but ‘si quid’ 
(Schneider). 

30 pvfi(j.artov. pvppara is the generic 
word for detergents of any kind (Bliimner 
Privatalt. p. 214 n. 1): cf. xavrbs aXXov 
pvfj.p.a.TO'; 430 B. 

32 eav re Kal TaiiTa. ravra is ra 
Xcvko. i.e. white substances: cf. tviv Xcvkwv 
in D above. Even white wool, unless 
specially prepared, will not retain the dye 
when it is dipped: much less other colours. 
This is the force of Kai in Kai ravra. The 
words aXXa xp^aara refer to the colour of 
the wool which is dipped, not to the colour 
of the dye, as Herwerden supposes when 
he calls for tovto: cf. n. on <*i<rr’ dvai 
in D above. 

33 gKirXvra Kal yeXoia: a sort of 
hendiadys: cf. VIII 558 A dcoireaia Kai 
ijSeia. Stallbaum’s suggestion ayeXaia for 
7eXoia is itself yeXoiorepov. For toiovtov 

cf. ill 388 D n. 
430 a 6 EKirXvvai. Not IkxXvvoi 

(with Herwerden); for the action of Ik- 

xXvvat is more rapid than that of yiyvoiro. 
7 xaXeorpaCou ktX. xaXcoTpaiov 

XlTpov (or virpov, but Xirpov is the Attic 
form) came from XaXtcrTpa, a lake and 
city in Macedonia. Xirpov is supposed 
to be ‘native carbonate of soda’: see 
Blaydes on Ar. Frogs 712. The spelling 
XaXeoTpdiov is established (as against 
xaXaoTpaiov in Tim. Lex. s. v. and the 
Scholiast) by Hdt. vii 123 (xaXcorpa) 

and other authorities quoted by Schneider. 
Kovia as appears from ij/evOoXirpov rovias 

in Ar. 1. c. was a preparation of Xirpov, 

whence Plato couples them here. See on 
the subject generally Diet. Ant. I p. 881. 

430 B 8 iravTos aXXou pvpparos 

is cancelled by Badham and others. It is 
difficult however not to feel that some¬ 
thing is wanted to balance x^Xcorpaiov 

and Kovias, especially as these are two 
specific detergents of the same class. 
Further, without xavrbs aXXov pb/ip.aTos 
Plato would probably have written Kal 

Xbrn] ktX. The sentence as it stands 
rings Platonic; nor was xavrbs aXXov 
pOpparos at all likely to be added by a 

scribe. The words were also in the text 
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8o^y<; op9y<; Te teal vo/jLifMov hetvwv 7repi teal puy dv8peiav eycoye 10 

tcaXoS teal tLdepai, el pa) 71 au aWo Xeyet?. ’AAV oi)8ei/, y 8' 09, 

\ey(o’ So/cet9 yap pool tyv op9yv 8o^av irepl tmv avrwv tovtcov 

civev 7rat8ela<; yeyovvlav, tt)v re 0ypico8y teal dv8paTro8w8y, olire 

C Travv pLovipiov yyeladau aWo re tl y dv8pelav tcaXelv. 1 ' AXyOearaTa, 

yv 8' iyw, Xeyeis. 'Air 08 e^o peat tolvvv tovto av8pelav eivai. 15 

Kal yap aTroSe^ov, yv 8’ iyw, jroXcTi/cyv ye, teal opOws cnro8e%ei. 

14. pbvipov Stobaeus {Flor. 43. 97) : vopipov codd. 

used by Stobaeus and Theo Smyrnaeus: 
see Flor. 43. 97 and de utilit. math. p. 14. 
I suggest the following interpretation. 
The action of pleasure differs from that 
of pain, fear, and desire, in being more 
gentle, and less violent (piaios). Pleasure 
in short relaxes (xaX<i) while pain (of 
which fear and desire as such are both 
varieties) contracts: cf. ill 411 A on the 
effect of yXuKeiai appovlai, Tim. 66 C 

and Stallbaum on Phil. 46 D. Now 
XaXeorpalov suggests xa^biv, and it is 
probably for this reason that Plato com¬ 
pares pleasure to it. Such a play on 
words is quite in Plato’s manner: cf. 
Prot. 361 D. If we suppose that other 
pippara were harder, and less agreeable 
in their action, the point of comparing 
pain etc. with 1 every other detergent ’ 
will appear. 

12 rqv c5p0qv 8o|av has been ques¬ 
tioned, on the ground that beasts can¬ 
not have Apdr] 56£a. It was no doubt 
a feeling of this kind which gave birth 
to the reading avT-qv for dpdqv in some 
inferior MSS. Herwerden employs his 
favourite remedy of excision; and other 
equally unsatisfactory remedies will be 
found in Hartman. The text is quite 
sound. True opinion is in Plato the basis 
of action done in ignorance of what is 
right but in obedience to an authority 
which knows. A dog and a slave act 
from true opinion as often as they obey a 
master who orders them to do what is 
right. So also (among others) Rettig 
{Proleg. p. 109) and Krohn (PI. St. p. 42) 
rightly understand the passage. Cf. n. on 
TroXiTiKriv in C below. 

13 oiire—Te= ‘ not only not—but also ’ 

lays stress on the second clause: cf. 

427 c, viii 566 D, e, ix 587 Aal. 

14 |xovi(iov. See cr. n. The reading 
of some of Stobaeus’ mss {Flor. 43. 97) 
(which Dobree and others approved) 

appears to me almost certainly right, 
although it has been adopted by no recent 
editor, vbpipov, as Rettig shews {Proleg. 
p. no), must be used in precisely the 
same sense as in Sdfiys dpdijs re Kal vopipov 

just before. If so, Plato flatly (except 
for the oiire iravv) contradicts himself. 
For the only reason why a 56£a is 6p0ri is 
that it is vbp.1p.0s ‘ in accordance with the 
law’: nor is it possible for even a dog to 
possess an bpdq 5o£a which is not vbpipos. 

In obeying a just command, the a of a 
dog is therefore not ou rravv vbpipos, but 
wholly vbpipos. On the other hand pbvi- 

pov is not only appropriate but necessary 
in what is practically a resume of Socrates’ 
whole account of courage (SoKels yap poi 

■—KaXeiv). The only difference between 
the bp6r] db^a of a guardian and a dog lies 
in this, that the former has received 
rraiSela, while the latter has not. And it 
is precisely this difference which makes 
the guardian’s 56fa lasting, as the whole 
of the simile from dyeing was intended to 
shew (tva Sevoowoibs ktX. 430 a). Finally, 
the soldier’s opdr/ 5o£a has just been de¬ 
fined (in 430 B) as awrripiav Sia iravrbs 

ktX. To dia rravros the words ov travu 

pbvipov are the necessary contrast: the 
Sofa is in both cases bpd-q re Kal vbpipos, 

only you can depend on the guardian 
always, 'iv re Xinrais Kal iv TjSovais Kal ev 

emdvplais Kal ev tpoflois (429 D), but not 
always on your dog and slave. Cf. Men. 
97 E f. 

dX\o re — avSpefav. With the senti¬ 
ment cf. Lack. 197 A ff., where however 
it is because they are destitute of know¬ 
ledge that courage is denied to the lower 
animals. Isocrates Antid. 211 speaks of 
dogs etc. as brave. 

430 c 16 iroXixiKTjv ye—Supev. 
In this passage iroXiriKqv avSpelav means, 
I think, primarily the virtue of a irbXis as 
opposed to that of an ISuvrqs: cf. 442 D 
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avdi? 8e vrepl avrov, eav f3ov\r), eri tcdWiov 8up.ev‘ vvv yap ov 

tovto efy]Tovp.€v, dWd hwaioavvrjv' 7rpo? ovv rrjv iicelvov ftjttjcuv, 

a)? iycLp-cu, wav ms e^ei. ’AWa KaXws, e<py, Xey et?. 

20 VIII. Avo p,r)v, 7}v 8' eydo, en I \onrd, d 8el KanSelv iv ttj D 

7roX,ei, rj re aMcfopocrvvrj ical ov 8r) eve/ca 7rdvra £t]Tovp.ev, 8uccuo<tvvt]. 

IIdvv pcev ovv. lift)? ovv av rpv Sucaioavvrjv evpoip,ev, iva p,r)iceTi 

7rpayp.aTevdop.eda 7repl aM^poavvrjs; ’E^co p,ev tolvvv, e<pr), ovre 

TrbXedis re ral iSubrov. Our v6\ls is brave 
because her soldiers are brave (429 b) ; 
so that in describing the courage of the 
soldiers we have really and truly been 
describing that of our city. But the 
dvopda with which we are now concerned 
is TroXiTiKTj in another, and more import¬ 
ant sense, being based on ‘ correct opinion ’ 
(cf. Phaed. 82 A, b), i.e. in this instance 
on opinion which is in conformity with the 
law of the 7r<5Xis (cf. Aristotle’s to\iti.kt] 
avSpda. Eth. Nic. ill 11. rn6a 16 ff.), 
and not on ‘knowledge,’ like the scien¬ 
tific or philosophic virtue to which we 
are introduced in Books VI and VII. In 
this Platonic connotation of the term, 
orjp.oTLKri or ttoXitik-q avSpda. is inferior 
both to the courage which rests upon 
knowledge in the Socratic sense (Lack. 
195 a, 196 E ff., Prot. 349 D ff.) and 
to that which rests on knowledge of 
the Idea of the Good (cf. VI 506 A), 

although it is nevertheless on a much 
higher plane than the so-called courage 
of slaves and brute beasts, because it is 
Herd TraiSdas yeyovvia. In avdis—SUpev 
Siebeck (Zur C/iron, d.* PI. Dial. pp. 
126 ff.) finds a promise of the Laches. 
To this view it seems to me a serious 
objection that the Laches has nothing 
to say of the characteristically Platonic 
distinction between emaT-qpri and opOp 
86£a: for that very reason it is probably 
earlier than this passage. Courage in 
the Laches is little more than Socratic 
courage (cf. Mem. IV 6. 10 ff.), for the 
knowledge of the good into which it is 
finally resolved is not knowledge of the 
Idea. Others have found in avdis a refer¬ 
ence to the account of Courage in the 
individual (442 b), or to V 467 A ff., or to 
VI 486 B. None of these references are 
in point; and it is simplest to take Plato 
at his word. He drops the subject be¬ 
cause further discussion of it would be 
irrelevant; he will resume it on another 
occasion if Adimantus wishes, but Adi- 
mantus is content. Cf. VII 532 D n. and 

see also on I 347 E. The whole of this 

section of the dialogue is important be¬ 
cause it emphatically reaffirms the prin¬ 
ciple that courage as well as the other 
virtues enumerated here rests on 6p6rj 5o£a 
and not on 1-KiaTqp.t]. We have already 
seen that Plato’s earlier scheme of educa¬ 
tion aims at implanting only dpdr) fio|a. 
Cf. 11 376 E 71. 

17 viv yap—e£r)Tovp.ev. i>Sv = ‘zs it 
is’: so that Cobet’s ^qrodpev (found also 
in one or two mss) is unnecessary. 

430 D—432 A Thirdly, we consider 
Tempera/ice. This virtue resembles a knid 
of ‘ harviony ’ or mutual accord. It is 
ofte/i explained as self-control. Self-control 
mea7is that the better self rules the worse; 
and this is surely true of our city, for in 
it the higher controls the lower, and the 
irrational desires of the inferior ma/iy 
are subject to the rational desires of the 
virtuous few. Further, our citizens are 
in accord with one another as to who 
shall rule and who shall be ruled, so that 
Temperance is present in both ruled and 
rulers, pervadi/tg the whole city through 
and through and rendering it accordant 
with itself. fVe tnay defitie Tempera7ice 
as accord belwee7t the naturally better a/id 
the naturally worse, o>i the questio>i which 
of them should rule. 

430 d ff. The difficulties connected 
with Plato’s view of Temperance and 
Justice and their mutual relationship 
have been to a large extent cleared up 
by Hirzel (Hermes vm pp. 379—411). 

Hirzel’s conclusions, some of which have 
been attacked by W. A. Hammond in 
his instructive dissertation “ On the notion 
of Virtue in the Dialogues of Plato,” but 
not, I think, successfully, are now ac¬ 
cepted in the main by Zeller4 II 1, pp. 
884 ff. Till Hirzel wrote, the tendency 
was to regard the two virtues as nearly, 
if not quite, identical—in which case one 
of the two would be practically super¬ 
fluous. In that case, Plato’s search for 
Justice is little better than a fiasco, and 
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ol8a out av fiovXolprjv avro TTporepov cfravrjvai, etTrep pp/cen 

e’7Ticnce-tyopeda aaxfipoavvpv aXXl ei epocye /3ov\et yapi'C^aQai, 25 

<T/correi TTporepov rovro e/celvov. ’AWcl pevroi, rv 8' eyco, j3ov\opai 

E 1 ye, el prj d8ucob. X/coirec 8rj, ecj)p. X/ceirreov, elrrov' /cal &)9 76 

ivrevdev I8elv, $jvp<j)covla nvl /cal dppovla Trpocreot/cev paWov rj 

ra TTporepov. ITo)?; Koapos 7rov ti?, rjv S’ e’700, p acocfopoavvy 

earlv /cal rj8ovcbv nvcbv /cal imOvpuwv ey/cpareia, w? cjoacn, /cpeirrco 30 

8p avrov Aiyovres ov/c 0I8’ ovriva rporrov. ical aWa arra rocavra 

coarrep cxvV clutt)1? Xeyerat. p yap; Yldvrcov pdAiara, ecj)r]. 

Ov/covv to pev /cpeirrco avrov yeXocov; 6 yap eavrov /cpelrrcov 

431 /cal r/rrcov Sptrov av avrov e’er) /cal 6 prrcov /cpelrrcov | 6 avros 

yap ev diraacv rovrovi Trpoaayopeverai. Tt 8’ ov; ’AW\ r/v 8' 

31. \iyovres in mg. A2 : tpcdvovrai IIH q et (punctis notatum) A. 

his ideal city falls to pieces. Cf. Rettig 
Proleg. p. 137. Hirzel succeeds in shew¬ 
ing that Justice and Temperance are 
different, and both of them necessary to 
Plato’s perfect city; nor does he employ 
any other method than a strict interpre¬ 
tation of Plato’s own words as they occur. 
See on 432 A. 

430 D 24 irporepov is omitted by 
Richards as illogical. So slight a flaw is 
easy to forgive; and in in p-r/Kin suggests 
that irpdrepov is genuine. Nor could 
Adinjantus well have said that in any 
event he did not wish J ustice—08 5y ivena 
iravra. faToOpev—to be discovered. 

430 E 27 €1 p/lj dSlKW. Cf. X 608 D, 
612 D, Charm. 156 A, Menex. 236 B. 
The translation “as I am an honest man ” 
(D. and V.) is inaccurate; but Schneider’s 
“ ich thate ja sonst nichts recht ” hits the 
mark. In English we require an inde¬ 
pendent clause, ‘ I have no right to 
refuse.’ 

ws "ye evTtv06v ISeiv: ‘ seen from 
where we stand,’ i.e. on a first view: 
cf. us evffivde Ideiv Pol. 289 D, infra 432 B, 
x 595 B, and see Griinenwald in Schanz’s 
Beitrdge etc. II 3 pp. 1—37. 

28 £vp.<J>wvfa—ci.pp.ovta. On dpp-ovia 
see ill 398 E n. In its musical applica¬ 
tion <rvpL(f>oivla is used both of consonance 
as in the octave or double octave and also 
of other musical intervals: cf. VII 531 a 
and von Jan’s Mus. Script. Gr. p. 102 
and passim. The £vp.<pu>vLa in which 

tTiorjspoaiJvri consists is apparently of the 
former kind: cf. 432 A n. 

30 ijSovwv—eyKpdraa. It is chiefly 
this which is insisted on in the popular 
view of owppoovvT) taken in ill 389 D ff. 
Cf. Xen. Cyr. vm 1. 32, Isocr. 3. 44, 
and other passages cited by Niigelsbach 
Nackhom. Theol. 11 p. 233. Here the 
essential mark of owcppocrvoT) is £vp.<puivia 
as to who shall be rulers, and who sub¬ 
jects; a point which is not mentioned 
in III. In other fundamental respects, 
also, the two descriptions differ; and 
Hirzel rightly insists that the crwcppoovori 
of Book iv must be examined independ¬ 
ently and by itself (l.c. p. 409). 

KpetTTw—avrov: a common formula 
in the popular acceptation of outppooinrri: 
see Nagelsbach l.c. 

31 Xcyovres. See cr. n. \iyovTes is 
found also in Flor. A, in some MSS of 
Stobaeus (Flor. 43, 97) and in Cesenas M. 
\iyovres should (with Stallbaum) be taken 
as agreeing with the nominative of <paai, 
‘ as men say, calling one lord of oneself 
in some mysterious way.’ ‘forsooth,’ 
helps out ovk oiS’ ovnva rpbirov. For other 
views on this passage see App. II. 

33 KptiTTG) avrov. Stallbaum reads 
KpeLrTuir avrov, and wishes to do so also 
in 431 A below. The accusative is more 
natural in both places, partly because it 
suggests rb Kpdrno avrov elvai (cf. 6 yap 
eavrov KpelTTuiv nai rjrruv—cty avrov elij), 
partly because of Kpdrrw avrov just before. 
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iyoi), cf>aiveTai poi /3ovXeadai Xeyeiv outo? 6 \oyo<;, w? ti iv avT<p 

Tw avffpooTTM wepl ttjv yfrv^rjv to p'ev fieXriov evi, to Se %elpov, icai 

5 oTav pev to /3eXriov (frvaei tov '^eipovo'i ey/cpare9 fj, tovto Xeyeiv 

to Kpe'mw avrov' iiraivei yovv" otclv Se vtto Tpocfrrjs Kaicrj<; 

i] tivos opiXias KpaTrjOr) into TrXpOovs tov %eipovo<? apucpoTepov 

to fteXTiov ov, tovto Se to? iv oveLSei \Jreyeiv 1 tc /cat naXelv t/tto) B 

eavTov real cucoXacrTov tov ov too Siatcelpevov. Kat yap eoucev, e(f>rj. 

10 'ATTofiXeTre Toivvv, rjv S' eyw, 7rpo? ttjv veav rjpiv iroXiv, /cat 

evpi]crei<; iv avTrj to eVepov tovtwv ivov Kpelttco yap avTrjv 

avrip St/caicos (ptjaeis irpoaayopevecrdai, eiirep, ov to apeivov tov 

%eipovo<; dp%ei, aw(f)pov icXyTeov /cat upeiTTov avrov. 'AXX' enro- 

/3Xe7T(o, eepr], /cat aXrjOr) Xeyeis. Kat prjv /cai ta? ye 7roXAa? /cat 

15 TravToSairas i7n0vpia<; /cat rjSovd<; Te I /cat Xviras iv Traicrl pdXia~a C 

at/ Tt? et/pot /cat yvvai^i /cat ot/C6Tat? /cat tcoj/ iXevOepiov Xeyopeviov 

iv Tot? 7roAAot? tc /cat (pavXots. Yidvv pev ovv. Ta? Se ye cnrXa<; 

6. tJ II: tov A. 12. ou a (/: ofiv AH. 15. iraitrl H. Wolf: iratn codd. 

431 A 3 ti—to |a£v—to 8e. For 
the subdivision of rts cf. v 463 B, vm 
560 a, Gorg. 499 c. Other examples of 
* partitive apposition ’ are v 461 D, 477 C, 
vm 552 C: cf. also vm 556 B, IX 592 A, 

X 618 E. 

6 to KpttTTto aiiTOv: sc. ipaiveral poi 

tovto \iyeiv. The expression KpeirTu 

avTov is the subject, and tovto the object. 
t6v for r6 (see cr. n.) is indefensible. See 
also on tovto Si below. 

7 irXTjGous tov T^clpovos. II 379 C «. 
8 tovto —StaKcipcvov. tovto is 

the object of \piyeiv, whose subject is still 
strictly speaking to KpeiTTio airov or 
(which is the same thing) ovros 6 Aoyos. 
In \plyeiv and ndKeiv the \oyos is half- 
personified : ‘ this the phrase censures as 
something disgraceful, and calls the man 
who is in this condition a slave to himself 
and intemperate.’ For the recapitulatory 
tovto Si cf. Ap. 28 E with my note ad loc. 
Hartman’s tovto St; is an unhappy sug¬ 
gestion. 

431 B 9 JoiKev: sc. 6 Aoyos tovto 

PovXeodcu Xeyeiv: not (as J. and C.) “it 
seems a natural way of speaking.” 

11 KpelTTco—avTtjs. Cf. Laws 626 F.ff., 
where Kpeirruv avrrjs is similarly applied 
to a city and explained in the same way. 

12 oi: not the adverb, as Stallbaum 
supposed, but a partitive genitive: ‘ that 

whereof the better part rules the worse’ 
etc. 

43lc 15 ircuo-C. See cr. n. The 
corruption—an easy one in minuscule 
mss—recurs in VI 494 b. See Introd. § 5 
and Bast Comm. Pal. p. 705. The object 
of this part of the argument is to shew 
that our city is ailxppoiv not only as being 
KpdTTWV avTrjs but as being KpelrTuv qSo- 

vuv to kcll iinOvfu&v—a kindred, but not 
quite identical, notion: cf. 431 D. In 
adding yvvai^l Plato speaks from the 
ordinary Greek standpoint; in permitting 
some women to be guardians, he tacitly 
allows that in some cases their desires 
(unlike those of oUItcu etc.) are pera 

vov. Cf. Laws 780 E ff. 
16 Xeyopt'vwv is emphatic. No one 

is free who is a slave to his desires. Cf. 
I 336 A n. 

17 Tas 8e' ye ktX. I have returned to 
the ms reading. The accusative with 
tvyxo-voi and its congeners is—except 
with neuter pronouns (Jebb on Soph. 
O.T. 1298)—almost unexampled (iiriToa- 

crais with accusative in Pind. Pyth. 10. 33), 
and Herwerden reads the dative, an easy 
correction; but it is perhaps safer to take 
the accusative as a sort of anacoluthon 
“ occasioned by the parallel of the previous 
sentence ” xos ye troXXas—evpoi (J. and 
C.). Baiter brackets the verb eTrerev^et. 
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Te Kal perpta<;, at 8rj perd vov re teal 8o%rj<; op6ij<; XoytapM ayovrai, 

iv 0X17049 tc iirtrev^et Kal rot9 /3eXriara pev (fivaiv, fieXrtara Se 

rratSevOetatv. ’AXrjdrj, etfirj. Ovkovv Kal ravra opas ivovra aot 20 

iv rrj rroXet, Kal Kparovpeva^ avroQt ra<% irrtdvplas rd<; ev T049 

D 7roXXo69 Te Kal 1 tyavXots vito re rwv irrtOvpiwv Kal rrj<; (frpovrjcrews 

tt)s iv T049 iXdrrocrt tc Kal imetKearrepot^; ’’Eycoy', eejri7. 

IX. Et apa Set Ttva 7roXtv rrpoaayopevetv Kpetrrco rjSovwv re 

Kal irrtdvpiwv Kal avrrj v avrrj9, /cat tavrrjv rvpoaprjreov. IlavTa- 25 

rvaatv pev ovv, ecjyrj. ’Ap’ ovv ov Kal aoocfrpova Kara 7ravra ravra; 

Kcu paXa, etjrrj. Kal prjv e’trrep av iv aXXrj 7roXet 17 avrrj So^a 

E eveerrt rot<; re apyovat Kal dpyopevot<; 1 7repl rov ovartvai; Set 

apyetv, Kal iv ravrrj av e'trj rovro ivov. rj ov SoKei; Kat pctXa, 

etfrrj, atpoSpa. 'Ev rrorepots ovv tjrrjaev> rcov rroXtrwv to craxfipovetv 30 

ivelvat, orav ovrco<; eyuratv; iv Tot9 apyovatv rj iv top? dpyopevov?; 

’Ev aptfiorepots 7rov, ecfrrj. 'Opas ovv, rjv S’ iyw, on irrtetKu><; 

ipavrevopeda aprt, co<; dppovta nvl rj atoeppoavvrj drpotwrat; 

It op; Urt ovy orarrep rj avopeta /eat rj aoqna ev pepet rtvt 

432 eKarepa ivovera rj pev \ aocfvjv, rj Se dvSpetav rrjv rroXtv rrapetyero, 35 

ovy ovreo rrotet avrrj, dXXa St oXrj<; dreyveos rerarat, Sta rracrwv 

I. irapdxtro A2II: rrapluxcTO A1. 

431 D 27 Kal p/ijv—(r<j)6Spa gives a 
third feature of the oweppoobvrj of a city. 
We have shewn our city to be (r) KpelrTuv 
abrijs, (2) KpdTTWV riSovwv re Kal em- 

dvpuuiv. It is also (3) opLovoriTiKr) irepl 
rov oiloTivas 5d S.pxeiv. (3) corresponds 
to /ciu/ros, (2) to eyKpaTeia, (1) to KpeirTui 

avTov in 430 e. Thus the discussion in 
this chapter follows a chiastic order. 

431 E 32 «v dixtjjoTepois. Cf. 442 c,D. 
Aristotle and others seem to have sup¬ 
posed that crox/>po<TtjvTj was the special 
virtue of the lowest class in the State and 
the lowest element in the soul: see Top. 
V 6. 136b 10 ff. and 8. 138b 1 ff. and 
[Arist.] irepl aperdv Kal KaKiruv 1. 1249s 
30 ff. ev ap.(poTipois proves this view 
erroneous. The error arose partly per¬ 
haps from a desire to make the theory 
superficially symmetrical, partly perhaps 
from a notion that Plato’s rulers would 
not be likely to dispute their own right 
to rule. But rrbirppooivi) in Plato’s sense 
is necessary for his Rulers as well as for 
their subjects; without it, they might nolle 
episcopari: cf. 1 347 D n. 

432 A 2 81’ oXi^s—81a iraa-«v. 5i’ 
6\ys sc. T7}s ir&Xeas, not Xiipas, as J. and 
C. strangely suppose. Sia iraaGiv sc. tQv 

XopSHv should be taken with fwijSoi'ras 
(so also Schneider). ^ 5ia waaiov ovp.- 

(puvla is the octave (Arist. Probl. xix 
35. 920s 27 ff.), the KaWloTT) <Tvp.<piovla, 

according to the Greeks (Arist. l.c.), 
readily sounding to the ear as absolute 
unison; hence the point of ravriv, which 
is an accusative depending directly on 
tJuv/pSovras. See Arist. l.c. 14. 9i8b7ff. 
81& rt \avdavei to Sia iraovv Kal Sonel 
o/x6<piovov dvat, olov iv tw cpoiviKlip Kal iv 

rip av0pwirip; The whole expression 5ia 
iraaoiv ^vvySovTas Taurdv therefore means 
that the concord of the citizens on the 
matter in question is absolute and com¬ 
plete. Further than this I do not think 
the comparison is to be pressed. If we 
seek to find analogies between aoOevema- 

tovs, laxopoTaTovs, //.ioovs and the virdri], 

v7)tt) and ulcrri of the scale, we are met by 
the difficulty that the p.'t<rr\ cannot be said 
to produce the same (ravTbv) note as the 
viraTT) and vi]Tr\, and we are not at liberty 
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Trape-^opevt] gvvdBovras toi/? re aaOeveaTUTOvs ravrov ical tou? 

Icr^vpoTaTov^ /cal T01/5 p,eao1/9, el p.ev (3ov\ei, <f>pov7]aei, el Be 

5 (3ov\ei, layvl, el Be, /cal 7rXijOei r/ y^pi')p,aaLV r) a\\a> otwovv toov 

tolovtwv ware opdoTaT av <palp,ev ravTTjv ttjv opovoiav aweppo- 

avvrjv eivai, 'xelpovos re /cal dp-elvovos Kara cf>vaiv ^vpcfycoviav, 

otrorepov Bel ap^eiv, /cal ev iro\eL ' /cal ev evl e/edarep. Haw p.01, B 

eepr/, %vvBo/cel. YLlev, r/v B’ eyco’ ra p,ev rpla 7]p,lv ev ttj 7roAet 

to suppose that Plato is thinking of ij Sis 

Sta wacsQu in the face of his own words, 
which refer only to a single octave (5ia 
it a. a Hu 7rapexop’uri kt\.). In talking of 
crcixppoavvr) Plato usually distinguishes only 
between two classes—rulers and ruled: 
431D, E and infra xdpovbs re ko.1 apeiuovos. 

See also on 443 r>. 
4 <|>povf|o-€i — Icrxui — irX.f|0ei define 

a<T0eve<rT&Tovs, laxupordrovs, petrous. The 
equipoise and measured cadence of this 
stately sentence may well suggest a chorus 
of voices singing in unison. Cf. ill 401 C. 
Cobet’s excision of the second povXei is 
sadly out of tune. 

6 Tavn-qv Ttjv opovoiav prepares us 
for the definition about to follow. There 
are various o/j.6uoiai: this one is agreement 
OTTorcpov Set &pxau etc. 

7 \€tpovos kt\. : ‘ concord between 
the naturally better and the naturally 
worse, on the question which should rule, 
whether in a city or in an individual.’ 
eu evl (KaaTui anticipates 442 C f.; but is 
justified here by 431 A, B. 

We may now sum up Plato’s account 
of <Tio<t>po<rvuT) so far as it is a virtue of the 
State. It involves three elements: (1) the 
rule of the better over the worse, (2) the 
rule of (ppour/ais over the desires, (3) the 
agreement of better and worse as to which 
shall rule. (1) and (2) are different ways 
of expressing the same thing; neither is 
fundamental, for (granted the presence 
of ao<j>La. and ciudpda.) both of them follow 
from (3), whereas (3) does not follow 
from either. Plato accordingly admits (3) 
only into his final definition. It follows 
from (3) that ait)<t>poavvrt, unlike <xo<pia 
and auSpeia, is a virtue possessed by all 
the three classes of the City. Krohn 
(PI. St. p. 372) pronounces aui<ppoavu-q 
otiose and “ ornamental.” The charge 
is best refuted by considering whether 
the City is complete without it. (The 
part played by Justice will be discussed 
later.) Apart from o<u<ppo<n!ivr), what 

virtue remains for the third class of 
citizens? and what guarantee is there 
that aotpia will consent to rule? (see on 
ev aperporepois 431 e). Whereas aueppo- 
avvr) not only provides for the third class, 
but furnishes a point of union in which 
all the classes may meet, and the City, so 
far, become pia etc iroWwv (cf. 443 e). 
If we bear in mind that the Rulers are 
only select Guardians, and that tpiiXaiees 
includes both Rulers and Auxiliaries, we 
may tabulate the virtues of the three 
classes thus:— 
Virtues of Rulers, 

<Tocpia + auSpeia + aweppoavurj. 
Virtues of Soldiers, 

auSpeia + <riocppoaivr). 
Virtues of Farmers, etc., erweppoavuri. 
Hirzel is, I think, mistaken in holding 
that atixppouvvr) is a virtue of the whole 
and not of the parts; the fact is that 
it is a virtue both of the whole and 
of each of the parts. Strictly speaking, 
of course, bpbvoia or £vp<pwvia implies 
more parts than one, and con cord is im¬ 
possible to a unit; but the essence of the 
virtue consists in the view that the best 
shall rule, and this view is present in 
each of the three classes. For StKaioovur) 
see 434 C n. 

Plato’s account of ouippoovvri in other 
dialogues differs in many respects from 
this, and is rather a hindrance than a help 
in elucidating the present passage. Cf. 
Hirzel l.c. p. 409. The erauppocrvuT] of 
the Charm ides is fully discussed by Knuth 
Quaestiones de tiot. rrjs erutppoovu-qs Plat, 
criticae (1874): cf. also Hammond l.c. 
pp. 138 f., 157 f. 

432 b—434 c Where then is justice? 
We must beware lest she escape us. Socrates 
presently exclaims that he has found the 
trail. Justice is the principle, or else one 
form of the principle, which we laid denvn 
at the beginning, viz. that each individual 
shall fulfil that function only for which he 
is naturally best filed. In other words, 
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KaTcoirTCU, <2? ye ovtcoctI 8o£ai • to Se Sr; \onrbv eiSos, 8i o av eVt IO 

dperfjs jtteTe^oi 7roAt?, rL 7tot’ air gir;; bf/Aov ydp, oti jovt eartv 

r) 8i/cacoavv7). AfjXov. Ov/covv, co TAav/ccov, vvv lipids Set 

cbarrep KwipyeTCv; Tina? Odpcvov kv/cAw TrepuaTacrdcu irpoae^ovTa^ 

Ton nonn, pur] 7rp Sia^vyp r) Si/caioavvi] Kal d<paviar9ei(ra aSrjAos 

C yevrjrar (f>avepov yap I Sr; oti ravry Try e'errm. opa onn /tat 15 

npodupov KdTiSeiv, idv nrco? 7rpoTepos epov iBrjs /cal ipol cf/pday;. 

Et yap wepeAov, e<£p* a\Xa p.aXXoi', idv p.oi enropevcp %pfj /cal ra 

heucvi/peva Svvapevw /cadopav, tram pot perpttp ^pr/aet. r/E7rov, 

r;n S’ e’yw, en^a/teno? /ict’ epov. Xlocrjaco rai/ra' aXXa povov, 

?; S' 0?, ?;yon. Kat ppv, ehrov iyd>, Si/crfiaTos rye ti? o to7to? 20 

<patveTai /cal i7rio-/ao<;• eart youn cr/tOTetno? /cat SvatHiepevvrjTO'i' 

13. Bdpvov II: Bapvuv A. 16. tppaaps II: <ppa<reLS A. 
o<pe\ov A. 18. perpUp H. Richards : perpiojs codd. 

yustice is, in a certain sense, ‘ minding 
one's own business' Four considerations 
point to this conclusion. In the first 
place, it is in order to make the other three 
take root that we require a fourth virtue; 
and it is just the division of duty accord¬ 
ing to natural capacity which renders the 
other three virtues possible. Secondly, 
this is the only principle which can be 
compared with the other three virtues in 
respect of benefit conferred upon the Stale: 
and fustice must be comparable with them 
in this respect. Thirdly, it is by this 
principle that the Rtders will direct their 
judicial decisions, and y ustice is the prin¬ 
ciple by which our Riders judge. Lastly, 
the violation of this principle works the 
greatest mischief in the City. So does 
Injustice; so that the principle itself is 
identical with yustice. 

For Plato’s view of Civic Justice see on 

434 c. 
432 b 10 ws ye—8o£ai. This phrase 

is apparently quite unique in Plato: see 
Griinenvvald cited on 430 E. 

13 illo-n-ep KvviyytTas. The image is 
a favourite one with Plato: cf. Laws 
654 e, Parm. 128 c, Lys. 218 c. Other 
examples may be found in Stallbaum’s 
note on this passage. The particular kind 
of hunting from which Plato takes his 
illustration is clearly described in Xett. 
de Veil. 8. 4—8. A net was drawn, round 
the bush where the hare was, and the 
hunters stood round, readv peradelp Kara 

ra txv7l’ cay eKKv\iodrj eve tu>p Siktump. 

432 C 16 <f>pcCa-ris; ‘point out.’ 
There is no occasion to read (with Ast 
and q) Kal poi <ppdoeis. 

18 (i€TpCa). See cr. n. perpUos XPV- 
adai could only mean ‘to treat fairly,’ but 
this is not to the point. The only relevant 
meaning is ‘ you will find me very toler¬ 
able,’ and perpLip poi xpijcm conveys this 
sense exactly. Cf. eiropevip xPV—Ka^ 
dwapivip and Xen. Cyr. Ill 2. 4 6X17015 
re /cat acrfieiAri xP7?<7a‘iue^’ ToXeplois, 
Symp. 2. 9, to. On the error see Introd. 

§5- 
19 euSapcvos : like a pious huntsman : 

cf. Xen. de Veil. 6. 13 eiiia.ptpop rip ’Aw6\- 

Xtoi't Kal rrj ’Aprepidi rij ’Ayporepp pera- 

dourai rrjs Gypas. Cf. also (with Stallbaum) 
Phil. 25 B eilxov Sp Kal ardirei and Tim. 

27 C. eirov oSp (suggested by Richards) 
seems to me much less spirited and pic¬ 
turesque than tirov; and the cacophony is 
also unpleasing. For the asyndeton cf. 
II 373 E n. 

21 2o-ti yovv—8i)cr8i.ep6uvT]TOS has 

been objected to as adding little or no¬ 
thing to 5u<7|8aTos—eirloKios. But SoaSte- 
pelv-qTos, ‘difficult to beat,’ said of beating 
or scouring the brake to rouse (Kiveiv Xen. 
de Veit. 8. 7) the game and drive it out 
into the net, could ill be spared; so apt a 
word is much too good for a copyist. 
Cf. Menex. 240 B, where SiepevuacrOai is 

used of the famous ‘beating’ of Euboea 
by Datis’ soldiers: and see also Laws 
698 D. 
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dXXa yap opco<; Ireov. 1 ’Iteov yap, ecfyr). real eycb icaTiScov ToO iov, D 

elnov, w TXavtccov KLvSvvevopev tl e%eiv i^yo?, /cat poi So/cec ov 

ttclvv tl eKcjrevgeladaL r)pa<;. Ey dryyeXXei?, rj S' 0?. ’H prjv, rjv 

25 S' eyed, jBXaicucov ye rjpcov to 7ra#o?. To ttolov ; ITdAat, cd patcdpie, 

(fraiveTai 7rpo ttoScov rjplv it; apxfj’i KvXivSelaOaL, teal ov% ewpcdpev 

dp' avTo, aXX' rjpev KarayeXacrToraTOL' edenrep oi iv Tat? XeP(TLv 

e^oz/Te? gr)rovenv 1 iviore o e^ovaLV, /cat »;/xet? et? avTo p'ev ovk E 

aTrefiXeTTopev, iroppco Se ttol dtreaKoirovpev, f/ Sr) ical iXavdavev 

potato? ?//za?. Ilct)?, ecjrr), Aeyet?; Ovtcos, ehrov, a>? SoKovpev poi 

/cat XeyovT6? avro /cal d/codoi/Te? irciXaL ov pavddveiv rjpcdv avTcdv, 

otl eXeyopev Tpotrov Ttva avro. Maicpov, ecf)T), to nrpooipiov red 

i'TriOvpovvTL aKovaai. 

X. ’AW’, 171/ S' eyed, aicove, | et tl apa Xeyco. o yap eg ap^rj1? 433 

iOepeda Selv iroLelv Slcl 7ravTo<;, otc tt)v ttoXlv KaTcotcigopev, tovto 

icrTLV, co9 epol Soicei, t/tol tovtov tl eiSos rj SLicaLoavvi). idepeda 

Se Srjirov /cat 7roA\d/ct? eXeyopev, et pepvrjaaL, otl eva etcaaTov 

5 ev Seol iTTLTijSeveiv tcov irepl ttjv ttoXlv, et? o avTOv r) t^yat? 

iviTrjSeLOTaTi) TrecpVKvla e’er), ’KXeyopev yap. Kat prjv otl ye 

to ta avTov TTpciTTeLV /cat pt) voXvirpaypoveLV Sucaiocrvvr) e’crTt, 

22. lov lov nos: lov loti codd. 4. St A2II: om. A1. 

432 d 22 lov, lov: ‘Joy! Joy!’ 
lov dolentis, lov gaudentis, according to 
the Scholiast on Ar. Peace 318: cf. Suidas 
s.v. Ancient authorities differed on the 
point (see Blaydes’ critical note l.c.), but 
modern scholars for the most part agree 
with Suidas. 

24 eK(j>ev^€to-0ai—ev dyycXXeis. The 
contracted form of the future of tpevyio 

is established by the authority both of 
the Paris ms, and also of Aristophanes 
and Euripides, as Schanz has proved 
(Vol. XII p. xvi). Schanz may be right 
in supposing that it is borrowed “ ex ore 
populi.” f or eS ayyeWeis Phrynichus 
(s.v. evayye\lt)opai oe) apparently read 
cvayyeXeis, on which see Lobeck Phryn. 
p. 632 and Cobet N. L. p. 163. evayye\C> 

does not seem to be used in Attic prose. 
In Theaet. 144 B eD ayyeWeis is read by 
B, ev ayyeXets by T. 

433 a 3 ^jroi. See I 344 E n. 
ti cIBoS, like rpbirov tiva in 432 E 

and 433 B, hints, I think, that Civic 
Justice is not, after all, the true and 
original form of Justice. Hence, in 434 D, 

Plato is careful to warn us that the subject 

of Justice is not exhausted till individual 
Justice has been discussed. See on toiovto 

in 443 c. 
6 cim-r)8€iOTaTT]. SirtTifSeibraTa 

(Herwerden) is not good: cf. 11 374 e 
and supra 430 a. A few mss omit trerpv- 

Kvla, not unnaturally; but the redupli¬ 
cation in 0u<ns—7re(pvKvia adds to the 
emphasis. Plato never tires of emphasiz¬ 
ing the ‘ natural ’ features of his city in 
Books 11—iv. 

7 SiKaiocrvvr) has been questioned 
by Richards, on the ground that “ the 
inference announced in tovto to’ivvv kt\. 

is already stated in xal pijv 5rt kt\., 

which from its form (/cai pr)v) is yet 
evidently only a step in the reasoning.” 
Richards suggests SUaiov, and Hartman 
SiKaioovvris, neatly but needlessly. toIvvv 

in B does not express an inference, but is 
simply ‘well,’ as in II 369 B, III 413 c, 
IV 436 B and a host of other passages 
collected by Kugler (de part, tot etc. 
p. 35). Plato first states a popular view, 
and then proceeds to shew that it is 
mainly right on grounds presently to be 
stated (whence 0106' odev reKp.aipop.ai;). 
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B /ecu tovto aWwv re 7roWwv aKrjKoapev Kai ' avTol 7roWaius 

elpr/Ka/iev. EIppKapuev yap. ToOro tolvvv, i)v b eyed, cd <fit\e, 

Kivbvvevei rpoirov tlvcI yiyvopuevov rj Bikcuogvvt) elvau, to to avrov 10 

TTpaTTeiv otada odev TeKp.aipop.ai; Ovk, aWa Xey\ etforj. Aoicei 

poi, rjv S’ iyw, to vttoXovttov ev rf) 7roXei <dv eaKeppeda, aco(f)po- 

avvys Kai 1Ivbpeia5 Kai (ppovijaeox;, tovto eivai, o 7raaiv eKeivoi<; 

Ti]v Svvapuv irapea^ev, ware iyyeveaOai, Kai eyyevop.evoi<; ye 

GcoTppiav 7rape^ei, ecocnrep av ivfj. koltol ecfoapev biKaiocrvvrjv 15 

15. wap^xel Vind. DF: ttaptxelv AITHy. 

No stress should be laid on the fact that 
SiKaioavv-q is in one case the predicate, 
and in the other the subject: complete 
identity is predicated in both cases, as 
the abstract SiKaioavvi) shews. It might 
be different if we read SIkoiov, but for 
this there is no occasion. There is still 
however a difficulty in SiKaioovvi]: see 
next note. 

433 b 9 «ipijKa(jLfv 7<xp. This has not 
been said in the Republic, nor (so far as I 
know) in any of Plato’s earlier dialogues 
(if we except Ale. 1127 c), so that elpr/Kapev 
refers to ordinary conversation. Such 
a view has affinities with the legal view 
of Justice as the virtue which respects the 
rights of others (cf. 433 E and 1 331 A ff.), 
and is natural enough, especially with the 
loose connotation which SiKcuoavvr] had in 
popular language. It is however curious 
that in Charm. 161 B ff. precisely the 
same account is given of Temperance: 
apre yap dvep.v7)odr)v 8 ijSr/ tov ijKovaa 
k^yoi/Tos, on aonppoavv-q av e’lr) t6 ra 
eauroC ttpdrTeiv: cf. Tim. 72 A eb Kai 
rrd\ai Xeyerai rb itparreiv Kai yvoivai 
rd re avrov Kai eavrbv aduppovi pbvip 
rrpoariKeiv. In its popular connotation, 
troKppoavvr) was not always distinguished 
from SiKaioavvrj, and even the philo¬ 
sophers (as Strabo VII 3. 4 observes) 
sometimes used the words in nearly an 
identical sense. See Niigelsbach Nach- 
hom. Theol. p. 238. Steinhart and others 
find in the difference between this passage 
and the Charmides l.c. an indication of 
the Socratic and Platonic doctrine of the 
unity of Virtue. No doubt there is a 
certain sense in which virtue is one (see 
below on 434 c), but vye must insist 
that the specific virtues are represented 
by Plato in the Republic as distinct; 
on any other hypothesis, the perfect City 
falls to pieces. Perhaps oiKaioouvp after 

rroXvirpaypoveiv is an error for aouppo- 

avv-q, and Plato is here deliberately 
correcting the popular view. If so, Kai 

p.t)v—ye means ‘and yet,’ i.e. in spite of 
what we now say that Justice is els tv 

Kara <pv<nv, * we and others have also 
said that Temperance is ra, avrov irpdr- 

reiv.’ Adimantus assents. * Well,’ con¬ 
tinues Socrates, ‘it is apparently (not 
Temperance, but) Justice which is rd 
avrov irparreiv.’ This view gives a much 
better sense to Kai in Kai tovto, and ^ 
SiKaioavv-q receives the proper emphasis. 

11 Soke!—evpoipev. Things which are 
equal to the same thing are equal to 
one another. Now (1) the Virtue which 
enables the others to take root, and 
(2) Justice, each = rb birbXonrov. There¬ 
fore Justice enables the other Virtues to 
take root. <But that which does so is 
ra avrov wpaTreiv. Consequently Justice 
is ra, avTou rrpdTTeiv.> Plato seldom 
leaves so much to be mentally supplied 
in his reasoning. 

15 irape\£i. See cr. n. Former 
editors (except Ast) retain iraptx^LV and 
explain it as depending directly on doKei. 

If this is right, Kai before iyyevoptvois 

joins tovto elvai and iraptxeiv; but Kai 

eyyevopevois ye, following immediately 
on tyyevtadai, naturally suggests that 
rraptxav and eyyevtodai are coordinate 
and both under the government of wore. 
That this was felt in antiquity is proved 
by the variant eyyevbpeva for iyyevo- 

pevovs, preserved in Stobaeus (Flor. 43. 
98) and in 0. The author of the reading 
eyyevbpeva must have understood Plato 
to mean ‘which enabled them all to make 
their appearance in the city, and having 
done so, to keep it safe, so long as they 
are there,’ and this, I think, is the natural 
meaning of Plato’s words, if napexeiv is 
retained. But the sentiment is compara- 
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1 eaecrOcu to vvoXeKjrBev e/celvcov, el td tpla evpoipev. Kal yap C 

avdy/ci], ecfrrj. AU« pevToi, rjv S' eyed, el Seoc ye Kplvai, rl rrjv 

ttoXlv r/pcv tovtojv pdXiaTa ayaBrjv direpyaaeraL eyyevopevov, 

Sva/cpirov av el?/, irorepov rj opoSo^la tcov dpyovTwv tc Kal 

20 dp^opevcov, rj rj 7repl Seivodv re /cal prj, ana earl, Sd£//? evvopov 

awTrjpla ev Tot? arpaTudrai’; eyyevopevr), rj 77 ev tot? dp^ovcri 

(ppdvpal^ re ical cf)v\a/cr) evovaa, rj I tovto pdXiaTa ayaBrjv avrrjv D 

7roiel evov /cal ev 7racSl /cal ev yvvaucl /cal SovAcp /cal iXevdepm /cal 

Sppiovpyco /cal ap^ovri /cal apyopevcp, oti to avTov e/caaro<; elt 

25 d>v eirparTev /cal ov/c i7roAv7rpayp6vei. Ava/cpirov, ecfrrj' 7rcS? S’ 

ov; ’JLvapiAAov clpa, a>? eouce, 7rpo? dperpv 7roAeco? T17 Te aocjrla 

avTrjs /cal Trj acocppoavvrj /cal rrj dvSpela rj tov e/caaTOV ev avrfj tcl 

avrov TTpciTTe/v Svvapus. Kal pdAa, ecfjp. Ov/covv Sucaioavv'pv 

to ye tovtois ivap/XXov av els * apeTrjv 7roAeto? Belr]<;; TTavTarraai E 

30 pev ovv. 2«o7rei Sp /cal Tr/Se, el ovtoo Soj^ei. clpa Tot? apxovaiv 

ev trj 7ro\ei ta? ScKat TTpoaTcl^ec1; Si/cd^eiv; Tl pr/v; ’H aXAov 

ovrivoaovv paWov ecfnepevoi Sc/cdaova/v rj tovtov, oVai? av e/caaTOi 

prjT e%a)<Ti TaXXoTpia prjre tmv avTwv GTepwvTat; Ov/c, dWa 

tovtov. O? Sucalov ovto<; ; Nat. Kal TavTrj apa 7rrj 77 tov 

35 ohceiov Te /cal eavTov etjis T€ Kal 7rpa^u; SiKaiocrvvr) av \ opoXoyotro. 434 

21. rj ijS2?: rj AS1: r) II. 30. ot!rw All: in mg. yp. aavrip A2. 32. ovnvotr- 

ovv 3: Tivds ovv Ally. roirrov II: tovto A. 34. tovtov A2II: tovto A1. 

tively weak; and consequently Ast and 
Hartman wish to cancel rraptxci-v, making 
owT-qplav depend upon 7raptaxcv; but a 
present tense is necessary. rrapexel seems 
to me what Plato wrote, ‘ aye, and after 
they have appeared it preserves them, so 
long as it is present in the city.’ A rela¬ 
tive clause often passes into an indepen¬ 
dent sentence (see on II 357 b); and the 
idiom is appropriate here because it 
responds to the emphatic Kal—yL For 
Kal—ye cf. 425 B n. 

433 D 23 SouXw—apx<>|i.eVt}>. On 
SoijXip see v 469 c n. Richards would 
insert ko.1 yeiopyip after orjpiovpytp, point¬ 
ing out that the other words go in pairs; 
but the difference between Sr]p.iovpyip and 
yeoipyip is insignificant, since both artisan 
and farmer belong to the same class in 
the city. 

24 ets oiv. Most of Stobaeus’ mss 
(Flor. l.c.) read efs tov tv. tv is un¬ 
necessary with Kai ovk trro\vrrpayp.bvei 
following (Schneider). 

433 E 30 o-Koim ktX. This reie- 

pvtipiov turns on the judicial sense of 
SiKaiootivi): cf. I 331 E ff. The judicial 
functions of the rulers follow naturally 
from 428 D, where it is said that oo<pia 

povXeveTai—Svtiv’ av r poirov av t 1) re 

(sc. T) 7ro\is) tt/jos auTpv—apiaTa o/u\ot 

kt\. It is clear that no class except the 
rulers can be judges in the State, and 
judges are necessary: see ill 408 D ff. 

35 lavroi ktX. eavTov is a possessive 
genitive depending on tov. It should be 
noted that although lijts tov oIkcIov is 
not the same thing as irpa£is tov oUeiov, 

the latter involves the former. Plato 
is looking for a point of contact be¬ 
tween his own view of Justice and the 
popular judicial meaning of the word, 
and finds it in ?£is tov olxelov. Krohn 
(PL St. p. 49) appears to me to attach 
too much weight to ££is toO oIkciov when 
he calls it a new “ Begriffselement,” and 
complains that it is “ weder sachlich 
erlautert, noch logisch streng abgeleitet.” 
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tfEcm ravra. ’ISe Sr/, idv aol orrep eyiol f-vvSo/cj}. re/CTorv gkvto- 

TopLov eVi^eipcop epya epyd^eadai rj cncvTOTopios re/CTOVos, rj ra 

opyava p,6TaXap,/3avovTe<; TaXXr/Xcov fj tcp-a?, rj /cal 0 avros em- 

%eipcov dpccfrorepa TTparrecv, iravra raXXa pberaXXarropbeva dpa 5 

aoi av tl Sofcei pceya j3Xdr\rab 7roXbV; Ov 7raw, ecfrp. ’AXX' orav 

ye, olpbab, Sypbbovpyo'; wv rj tis aXXcx; %pry pear bar rj^? cfrvaeb eirebra 

B eirabpopbevo9 I rj ttXovtm rj irXrjdeb rj layyl rj aXXw rco tolovtco et? 

to too iroXepbb/cov elSos eirb^ebpfj ievai, rj rwv 1roXepbb/ccov Tt? et? to 

too fiovXevTL/cov /cal cfrvXa/cos dvd^bos cbv, nal to- aXXrjXcov ovtoi 10 

opyava pbeTaXapbfidvoocrb /cal ta? repeat, rj orav 6 avros iravra 

ravra apba iirb^ebprj rrparrebv, rore oipcab /cal aol do/celv ravrryv 

trjv rovrcov pbera/3oXrjv /cal iroXvirpaypboavvrjv oXedpov eivai rfj 

7roXei. Uavrdiracrb pbev ovv. 'H tpbdrv dpa ovrcov yevoov iroXvirpay- 

C pboavviy /cal peer a j3oXrj 1 et? aXXryXa pbeyiarry re /3Xa/3r) rfj 7roXei 15 

/cal opdorar av irpoaayopevobro pbdXiara /ca/covpyia. Kopubf) 

pbev ovv. Ka/covpyiav Se rryv pceyiarryv Trj9 eavrov iroXeav; ov/c 

dbuclav <^?;cret9 elvac; ITco? S’ 00; Tooto pbev dpa aSb/cia. 

XI. YlaXbv Se (SSe Xeyoopbev %pr) pear bar b/cov, iirb/covpb/cov, 

8. tlo II: t<5 A. 

Cf. 442 E. It should be mentioned that 
the poet Gray (with less than his usual 
critical acumen) conjectured roO <ttol<uv> 
to oiKelbv re Kai <r6> eauroC, comparing 
ohceioirpayLa in 434 C. 

434 A 5 iravTa TaXXa means every¬ 
thing except what Socrates is about to 
mention, that is everything except the 
interchange of rulers and ruled. So J. 
and C., rightly, I think: cf. 421 A, VII 

518 D and Laws 798 D. Other editors 
explain raWa as “ reliquorum opificum 
opera ”; and so also q, reading 77 iravra 

raXXa to. ye roiaura; but it is difficult to 
extract this meaning out of r&Wa without 
rd ye ToiaCra, and the asyndeton is also 
very harsh. Madvig’s conjecture ravra 

is improbable, though adopted by Baiter. 
Adimantus would catch the meaning all 
the more easily on account of the similar 
statement in 421 A, and because iravra 

would be pronounced with emphasis, as 
the asyndeton also indicates. I have re¬ 
moved the comma usually printed after 
fj.eraWaTT6iJ.eva; for iravra rdWa in¬ 
cludes within its scope all the cases men¬ 

tioned, and is directly the subject of 
So/cei. 

6 aXX’ orav ktX. Plato is probably 
thinking of Athens again: cf. supra 
424 D n. and Ivrohn PI. St. p. 46. cj>vaei 
belongs to tiiv. Hartman needlessly ex¬ 
punges 65v and reads <pvs for <pvcrei. The 
subject to wv is simply the pronoun ‘ he,’ 
used loosely, as often in English. 

434 B 10 PouXcuTiKoi)—ujv. “Valde 
miror editt. verba f3ov\evriKoS Kal <)>v\aKOi 
ava&os civ concoxisse ” cries Hartman. 
The genitives of course depend on rt> 
(efSos), and ava^ios is used absolutely, 
as often. 

434 c 16 (idXio-Ta KaKoupyla. fxd- 
Xiara is omitted in 3 and one or two 
other MSS ; but cf. VII 532 B in adwa/xta, 
VIII 564 A eis ayav SovXeiav (with Stall- 
baum ad loc.), and other examples in 
Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 526. That /jaXurra 
should be taken with Ka/eovpyla is clear 
from fieytaTi) fiXdjirf and KaKOvpylav tt)V 
fjey’ujTifv. 

19 iraXiv: not ‘again,’ but ‘con¬ 
versely,’ “umgekehrt” (Schneider). 

16 A. P. 
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20 <pv\a/cucov yevovs olKOiorvpayla, eKaarov rovrcov to avrov rrpdrrov- 

to? ev 7roXei, rovvavrlov eKelvov hiKaioavvp t av eir) Kal r-qv ttoXcv 

Sucaiav rrape-^ot. Ovk aXXr) epvoiye I hoKel, *7 h' 09, e%eiv rj ravrrj. D 

Mqhev, rjv h' eyu>, 7too rrdvv tvaylcoe; avro Xeywpcev, dXX' iav p.ev 

rjfilv /cal et’9 eva eKaarov ru>v dvdpdorrwv iov to eZSo9 rovro 

25 opoXoyr/rai Kal eKel hiKatoavvq elvat, cjvyywpqaopeQa qhry rl yap 

Kal epovpev; el he p,q, rore aXXo n aKe\]rop<e0a. vvv S' eKreXe- 

croopev rqv aKey\nv, i}v (pqOppev, el ev ptel^ovl rivi rwv eyovrwv 

hiKaioavvpv 7rporepov eKel em^eipyaaipev dedaaadai, paov av ev 

70 tKacrrov—troXei is cancelled by 
Herwerden as a marginal note on otVao- 
irpayla. The words add to the weight 
and impressiveness of the sentence, and 
have a decidedly Platonic sound. 

21 rouvavrCov «KtCvou. tKelvov is ‘the 
other,’ i.e. TroXvtrpaypoavvTjs (rather than 
d5odas); and robvavrlov is probably nomi¬ 
native, and not adverbial accusative. So 
also Schneider. It is not necessary to 
add ov after rovvavriov as I formerly did. 
The style of argument is the familiar rotros 

Ik tG>v evavrloiv (see Arist. Rhet. 11 23. 
i397a7fif.). _ . 

To sum up. Civic Justice is the fulfil¬ 
ment of the maxim rb avrov srparreiv by 
the three classes in the City. There is 
nothing transcendental or metaphysical 
about it, as Krohn rightly observes (PL 
Si. p. 48); it is simply the principle eh 
tv Kara Ipvaiv applied to the three com¬ 
ponent units or factors of the State. Cf. 
II 370 a n. It is moreover the soil out 
of which all the other virtues grow; its 
fruits are Wisdom, Courage, Temperance, 
of which the last appears in the Farmers 
and Artisans, the last two in the Auxi¬ 
liaries, while the Rulers possess all three 
(432 A «.). Thus all the Virtues meet in 
Justice (ev hi diKaioovvy cv\\t)I35t]v irao’ 
aper-q ’vi ap. Arist. Eth. Nic. V 3. U29b 
25 ff.) and it is in Justice, not in aorpla 
(as the historical Socrates held Mem. ill 
9. 5), that the true unity of Virtue consists. 
Plato’s Justice is in reality not so much 
a specific virtue, as Virtue or Righteous¬ 
ness in general: Kal odd’ tairepos ovB' 
etpos ovru Bavpaorbs (Arist. l.C.)I cf. 
442 E n. He desired to build a city, 
wherein Righteousness dwelleth (raivovs 

5e oiipavous Kal yfjv Kaivrjv—irpoaboKupev, 

tv oh StKaiocrvvT) KaroLKet 1 Pet. 3. 13), 
and interpreted Righteousness as the law 
of eh tv Kara tpvaiv. In taking this view 

of political SiKaioavvij, there is every 
reason to suppose (with Krohn l.c. p. 46) 
that Plato was not uninfluenced by the 
iro\virpayp.oavvri (as he conceived it) of 
Athenian democracy, although it is in 
reality a particular psychological inter¬ 
pretation of Nature’s law of arrXdrjjs that 
forms the true philosophical basis of the 
City described in Books II—IV. See also 
on 11 370 a. 

434 d—435 a Adimantus agrees; 
but Socrates will wait until he has dis¬ 
covered Justice in Man before being sure 
that he is right. If the features of Justice 
are the same in Man and in the State, we 
shall be satisfied. 

434 D 23 irayCws—Xfywprv : cf. V 

479 C irayUos vorjoai, Theaet. 157 A vof/aai 
—wayltos, Tim. 49 D. ovk tan iraylus 
voijaai was probably a phrase in vogue 
among Heraclitus’followers: see Wohlrab 
on Theaet. l.c. 

24 lov to etSos. et5os is not yet the 
Idea (ill 402 c) but refers to oiKeioirpayla. 
For Ibv Richards conjectures lovaiv; but 
surely eh would then be wrong. How 
can ‘ we ’ be said to pass into an indi¬ 
vidual? The elbos is half personified (cf. 
6rav—tXBbv tpurr/pa tpyrat VII 538 D); 
it is said to ‘ pass into ’ the individual 
merely because we have discovered it 
first in the State. See also on airapj3Xv- 
verai 442 D. The passage in Phaedr. 
249 B is different, whether we accept 
Badham’s conjecture Ibvr or not. 

27 fjv is a loose internal accusative, 
exactly like 6' in 443 B below. The refer¬ 
ence is to II 368 D. 

28 «K«t. The reading tKeivo, found 
in E and other second-rate MSS, would 
probably have been discarded sooner, if 
it had been known that A as well as II 
reads irei. Campbell first pointed this 
out. tKeivo is not quite suitable because, 
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E cvl dvOpdnrcp /canSeiv olov iaTiv. /cat ' e8o£e 8rj rjp.lv rovro eivat 

7roAt?, /cal ovtu) al/ci^opcev at? i8vvdp,e6a dpio"rrjv, ev el8ore<; otl ev 30 

rye ttj ayadrj av etrj. o ovv rjplv etcel itpdvrj, eTravafyepcopev et? tov 

eva, /cav pev opoXoyrjTat, /caA<w<? e£et* iav 8e t 1 aAAo ev ru> evl 

435 ept^atvyrai, 7rd\iv eTravtovTe? eVt ttjv ttoXlv fiacraviovpev’ \ /cal 

Ta%’ av Trap' aWrjXa a/coTrovvTe9 /cal rplftovres doarrep e/c Trvpeiwv 

i/cXdpyjrai 7rocrjaaipev ttjv 8ucaio<Tvvrjv, ical (f)avepav yevopevrjv 

fiefiaiwaalpeO' civ av rpv Trap' rjplv avrols. ’AAA’, ecprj, /cad' 

68ov re Xeyeis ical 7roielv ^prj ovtco?. ’Ap' ovv, r)v 8' eyw, o ye 5 

4. f3epa,iw<Ta[[j.e9' q\ /3E[3cuu(ru)fJicd’ A’ll: /3e/3auvc7<5,ue#’ A2H. 

although it must mean justice, it suggests 
something more remote. £keT on the 
other hand helps out the antithesis be¬ 
tween iv /XEifopt—ixhvTbiv and iv ivl 
dpOputru), and is in harmony with £kei 

hpdpn] below. SiKaKxrvprjP depends on 
dedaaodai, and tup ex£ptup is ‘ its pos- 
sessors ’: cf. II 367 B, D, E. In reciting 
the sentence, the voice pauses after exh- 
tup and pronounces ekei with emphasis. 
£kei (with which cf. ekeIpov in Farm. 133 d) 

was rightly retained by Stallbaum, who 
did not know that it was the reading 
of A. 

434 E 79 toCto : i.e. rb pel fop tup 

ixbPTUP SlKCUOauPT)P. 
435 A 4 Ka0’ 080'v. Cf. (with 

Schneider) infra VII 533 B and Crat. 
425 B. fitdobop for Kad’ ob&p (Ilerwerden) 
is a sorry piece of criticism. 

435 a—435 D The point to be de¬ 
termined is this: are there three psycho¬ 
logical forms or kinds in the soul of the 
Individual, corresponding to the three 
orders in our City l And is the Indi¬ 
vidual temperate, brave, wise and just in 
virtue of the corresponding affections of 
these kinds ? Our present methods of in¬ 
vestigation are -wanting in exactness; but 
they are sufficient for our immediate object. 

435 a ff. The passages in Plato deal¬ 
ing with psychology have been collected 
and carefully expounded by E. W. Simson 
Der Begriff der Seele bei Plato (Leipzig 
1889) . I have found Simson’s treatise more 
serviceable than Chaignet De la Psycho¬ 
logic de Platon (Paris 1862). Dr Brandt’s 
Program Zur Entzuickelung der Platoni- 
schen Lehre von den Seelentheilen (Leipzig 
1890) will also be found useful in studying 
the psychological theory here unfolded. 
For an attempt to shew that Plato always 
believed in the unity of soul see Archer- 

Hind in y. Ph. x pp. 120—131. The 
fundamental principle on which the theory 
of Book IV should be interpreted is that 
the just soul is an image of the just city. 
Now the just city is a h with three isoWd: 
so therefore is the just soul. Plato states 
this quite clearly in 443 E ha yer&ficpor 
£k ttoXXup. In this sense, therefore—and 
to Plato it was something real and no 
mere figure of speech—the soul has unity; 
but not, strictly speaking, in any other 
sense; otherwise we are in danger of ob¬ 
literating the distinction between the three 
orders of the city, and so destroying the 
whole fabric. Of course nothing which 
Plato now says should be taken as pre¬ 
judging the question about the nature of 
soul in its db'qdeoTdT'q <J>v<sls, i.e. when 
exempt from all the evils which are 
inseparable from matter (x 611 B ff.): 
if wholly separated from material ac¬ 
cretions it is probably popoeibls (612 a), 
A07uTTitcbp alone remaining. See on x 
61 r B. But for the present we are con¬ 
cerned with soul incarnate; and Plato 
certainly speaks of this as having three 
parts. Cf. Zeller4 II 1, pp 845 ff. In 
what sense an immaterial thing like the 
soul even when present in body can be 
said to contain ‘parts’ or ‘kinds’ (pipy, 
eISt), -ylpy) is a further question, which 
Plato does not here raise, although his 
followers have done so. It is doubtless 
true (as Archer-Hind holds l.c.) that 
‘parts’ of soul can only be different modes 
of its operation; and a consciousness of 
this fact seems to betray itself in 439 B, D; 

but we shall best apprehend the meaning 
of Plato in this passage by treating the 
analogy as Plato does, i.e. as valid 
throughout, and speaking, in common 
with Plato and his commentators, of 
‘parts’ of soul. See also on 435 b. 

16—2 
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ravTov av Ti9 Trpocre'nTcn pei^ov re Kal ekaTTov, dvopoiov Tvy^avei 

ov ravTT), y ravTov wpoaayopeveTai, y opoiov; "Opoiov, e<py. 

Kai 81kcuo<; apa dvyp 8iKaia<; 7rokew<; I /car avro to trjs Sucaio- B 

crvvrjs el8o<; ovbev bioiaei, akk' opoiov ecrrat. "Opoio*?, e(py. AXXa, 

10 pevToi 7rokiv ye e8o$jev elvai biKaia, oti ev avTy TpiTTa yevy 

(pvaewv evovTa to avtwv eKaarov etrpaTTev awcppwv be av Kal 

avbpela Kal aocpy 8id twv av twv tovtwv yevwv akk' aTTa trddy 

T€ Kal e^eiv. ' Akydy, ecpy. Kal tov eva apa, w (pike, ovtwv 

d^iwaopev, Ta avTa tavTa ei8y ev tt} avTov 1 tfev^y eyovTa, 81a C 

>5 t a avTa irady eKeivoiv twv av twv ovopaTwv opdwv d^iovadai Ty 

7rokei. II acra dvayKy, ecpy. Et? cpavkov ye av, yv 8' eyw, w 

Oavpdarie, aKeppa epTreiTTWKapev 7repl tp'V^yv, elVe e%ei to, Tpia 

ei8y TavTa ev avTy eiTe py. Oil 7raw poi SoKovpev, e(py, eiv 

(pavkov. laws yap, w 2,coKpaTe<to keyopevov dkyOev, oti ^akerra 

20 Ta Kakd. QaiveTai, yv 8' iyw. Kal ev y XaQi, w YkavKwv, 1 a>? D 

y epy 8o%a, d/cpiftwv pev tovto Ik toiovtwv peOobwv, oiaiv vvv ev 

IO. &ti II: ore A. airy II: eawjj A. 

435A 6 p.ei£ov—?Xarrov: ‘whether 
greater or smaller.’ The insertion of ov 
after (Xarrov, suggested by Dobree, is 
unnecessary. 

435 B 14 Ta aura TauTa «181]. etSij 
used in this sense is slightly confusing 
after elSos has just been applied to Sikcuo- 

cnjvT]-, and rQiv airuv tovtwv yevwv would 
lead us to expect ytvi). The psychological 
elements are called etdij, yivrj, or pepp: 
etSu] in 435 B, C, E, 439 E, ytvr\ in 441 C, 

443 D, pipy in 442 B, C and (by im¬ 
plication) 439 B, C, D and passim. Cf. 
lirandt l.c. p. 17 and Zeller4 11 1, p. 845. 
etSrj xf/vxvs does not, strictly speaking, 
mean ‘varieties of soul’ but rather ‘kinds’ 
belonging to or present in soul [eiSy iv 

\pvxy 439 E: see also on III 402 c), and 
much the same is true of ytvy. There 
is some authority for holding that the 
Pythagoreans before the time of Plato 
recognised at least two * parts ’ of soul—- 
an aXoyov and a \0yiK6v (see Diels Dox. 

Gr. pp. 389 f. and other evidence in 
Rohde Psyche211 p. 170 n.); but Zeller I5 

pp. 447, 448 may be right in regarding 
the Pythagorean form of this theory as 
post-Platonic. 

435 c 16 <)>avXov is of course ironi¬ 
cal, although Glauco pretends to take it 

seriously. Cf. (with J. and C.) 423 c—e, 
426 A, B. 

435 D 20 Kal (v 7’—4£apKecra. The 
difficulties connected with this passage 
have led to much discussion: see for 
example Rettig Proleg. pp. 126 ff., Krohn 
PI. St. pp. 128 ff., 144, Pfleiderer Zur 
Posting etc. pp. 25, 73, Hirmer Entst. u. 
Komp. etc. p. 618. tovto in aKpifiws fj.lv 

tovto and in if Ivl tovto ayovoa ought, so 
far as grammar goes, to mean the question 
whether the soul has Tpia etSy or not. 
But the paKportpa TepioSos in VI 504 B ff., 
where Plato expressly refers back to this 
passage, eschews the psychological pro¬ 
blem altogether. The fiaKporipa 7repio&os 

of Books VI—VII is in harmony with the 
present enquiry in so far as it seeks to 
determine the nature of Justice and the 
other virtues (vi 504 D, 506 a), but it is 
nowhere in the Republic expressly used 
either to confirm or to overthrow the 
triple division of soul which is here pro¬ 
pounded. (The analysis of mental faculties 
in VI 509 D—511 E is introductory to the 
ptanpoTipa neplodos, not a result obtained 
by it; nor has that analysis, strictly speak¬ 
ing, any bearing on the question whether 
soul has three et5y or not: cf. Pfleiderer 
Zur Posting etc. p. 25.) Krohn accordingly 
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rot? Xoyois -^poofieOa, ov fi>'] 7Tore \d/3co/xev aWr/ yap pLa/cporipa 

Kal 7r\eiwv 0S0? rj iirl tovto ayovcra• IVo)? pcevTOL twv ye irpoetpr]- 

p,evcov re ical 'jvpoeanep.p.evwv afta>?. Ovkovv dyanprov; ecpp" 

ip,ol p,ev yap ev ye tc3 irapovru Uavcos av e%oi. ’AAAa puevTOL, 25 

eiyrov, epoiye teal rrdvv i^ap/cecre'i. Mr/ tolvvv diroKdp.y^, etprj, 

E aXXa cr/coTrei. 9Ap' ovv rjp,lv, I r\v S' eyco, 7roWrj avdyKr\ op.o\oyelv, 

otl ye ta atrTa iv enciaTW eveaTiv ppcoov etSy re Kal tfOr], direp ev 

tt) 7roXei; ov yelp ttov aWodev eKelae difiiKTai. yeXotov yap av 

22. aW-q Flor. T cum Galeno (v p. 481 Kuhn): aWa AllS</. 

holds that the ‘longer ways’ of iv and VI 
are different and distinct (PL St. p. 128); 
and Schleiermacher supposes (Einleitung 
p. 71) that the w\elwv 656s of iv is to be 
found in the psychology of the Timaeus; 
but that Plato meant the two ways to be 
identical is certain, for he explicitly says 
that they are (vi 504 B ff.). The only 
way out of these difficulties is to suppose 
that tovto here was not intended by Plato 
to »efer to the psychological, but to the 
ethical question, to which the psycho¬ 
logical enquiry is introductory. tovto 

must then be taken as 5^aioavvq$ re Wpi 
Kal ouHppoouv'qs Kal avSpeias Kal aotpias S 
^Kaorbv e<xn (vi 504 a). This view be¬ 
comes easy if we suppose that the words 
Kal eO -ye—e^apKiaa were not written by 
Plato immediately after he wrote 435 C, 
but at a later time, when vi 504 A—D was 
composed. It is in itself highly probable 
that the most important passages refer¬ 
ring forward or backward to one another 
throughout the dialogue were either writ¬ 
ten together, or at all events revised by 
Plato side by side. Cf. Brandt 1. c. p. 13 
n. 3, where a kindred view is taken. In 
any case, we must adhere to our expla¬ 
nation of tovto, if we would preserve the 
artistic unity of the Republic. See also on 
VI 504 A—D. 

22 olUi). See cr. n. dW-q is in itself 
much better, to say the least, than a\\d, 
and is confirmed by aWq p.aKpoTlpa— 
ireplobos in vi 504 B. The corruption was 
easy, owing to the frequency of aWa yap. 

435 E—439 E The presence of three 
kinds or characters in the city establishes 
the existence of the same characters in the 
individual; but the question is, do they 
exist in him as three separate elements, or 
not l Do we employ the whole soul in 
every psychical act, or do we learn with 

one part, feel angry with a second, desire 
with a third ? In examining this question 
we begin by laying it down that the same 
thing cannot do or suffer opposites at the 
same time in the same part of itself, and 
with reference to the same thing. This 
rule is of universal application ; apparent 
exceptions there may be, but never real. 
Desire and Aversion are opposites; and 
Hunger and Thirst are two specific va¬ 
rieties of Desire, relating to meat and 
drink, considered absolutely and without 
qualification. Now it sometimes happens 
that we are at one and the same moment 
both thirsty and unwilling to drink, in 
other words, experience both Desire and 
Aversion. But Desire aiui Aversion are 
opposites. They must therefore spring 
from different psychical elements. The 
truth is, in such cases it is one part of soul, 
the Rational part, which says '•Refrain!', 
another, the Appetitive, which bids us 
drink. 

435 e 28 on ye—iroXei. Broadly 
speaking, what Plato says is true, that the 
predominant character of a State depends 
on the predominant character of the in¬ 
dividual citizens (cf. Bosanquet Companion 
pp. 147 f.): but it does not necessarily 
follow, because a city contains three 
psychologically different classes of citizens, 
that each of us (6/cd<rra; qy-Civ) has within 
his soul the three corresponding psycho¬ 
logical elements. In making this asser¬ 
tion, Plato relies upon the fundamental 
hypothesis of the Republic, viz. that the 
individual is a commonwealth writ small. 
See on It 369 A. ye after 6'rt, though 
omitted in H, is strictly appropriate, and 
warns us of a further point—r66e 56 77577 
Xakeirbv 436 A—on which agreement is 
not so easy. 
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30 ell), CL TLS OLTjOeLT] TO 6v)ZOCtSe? p.7] CK TWV ISlWTWV iv TCLLS 7ToXeCTLV 

eyyeyovevaL, ol Sr) Kat cloven ravrrjv ttjv alriav, olov ol Kara ttjv 

OpaKijv T6 real 5,kv6ikt)v Kal a-^eSov tl Kara rov avw tottov, rj to 

<jnXop,ade<;, o Srj 7repl tov Trap' rjp.lv pdXiaT av ti? aindcrcuTO 

tottov, r) to | fyiko-xpr)plcltov, o 7repl too? te f&otw/ca? clvcu Kal 436 

too? KaTa AXyvrrTOV (f)aL7) Tt? av ov% rjKiaTa. Kat paXa, C(f>tj. 

Tooto p'ev Srj ovtoj? e%et, rjv S' iyo!>, Kal ovSev %aXetrov yvwvaL. 

Ov Sf/Ta. 

5 All. lode 06 7)07} ^aKeiroVy ec tm avreo tovtoov 6/caaTa 

irpaTTopev rj Tpidlv ovenv aXXo aXXw' pavddvopev pev CTcpw, 

dvpovpeOa Se aXXw tcov iv rjplv, iTTL0vpovpev S' av TpLTCp tivl 

twv ircpl tt)v Tpoifipv T6 Kal yewr/aiv rjSovwv Kal I oaa tovtcov B 

dSeXcpd, rj oXrj tt} ^rvyy Kad' CKaarov avrwv irpaTTopev, orav 

io opprjacopev. Tavr earac to ^aXeira SiopLaaaOai d^lw<; Xoyov. 

Kat ipol Sokcl, c<f>7). 'flSe tolvvv iTTLycLpwpev aoTa 6pt£ea0ai, 

cltc to avTa aXApAot? etVe CTepa ccttl. Ila)?; ArjXov otl TavTov 

tdvavTia ttolclv rj irdayeiv Kara Taxnov ye Kal trpdg TavTov ovk 

ideXijaei dpa, ware av itov evplcrKwpev iv aoTot? Tavra yryvopeva, 

I. 6 3 et in mg. q-\ t6 All ql. 5. tovtuv Apelt (cam q2): To&np AIIS q1. 

31 ot 811—aiTiav: ‘ that is, among 
peoples who b?ar this reputation.’ ■ravTi)v 

is tov BvpoeiSeis elvai. The phrase alriav 

exet-v is used both in a good and in a bad 
sense as the passive of airuopai: for the 
good sense cf. (with Ast) Gorg. 503 B. 
What follows is (as Teichmuller observes 
Lit. Fehd. 1 p. 146) conceived in the vein 
of Hippocrates’ enquiries as to the in¬ 
fluence of climate on character: see his 
treatise de aere aquis locis 12 ff. ed. 
Kuehlewein, and cf. also Arist. Physiog. 
2. 8o6b 15, Probl. XIV 8, 15, 16, and es¬ 
pecially Pol. H 7. 132713 23—33 with 
Susemihl’s note. Aristotle for his part 
represents the Greek nature as the mean 
between the two extremes of oriental 5ia- 
vor)TiK.bv and reyvtrdv and northern dvpos. 
There is no good reason for supposing 
(with Steinhart Einleitung p. 191) that 
Plato was thinking of the wild races of 
the North when he instituted his second 
order of citizens, and of Egyptians etc. 
w'hen he established his third. On the 
Phoenician and Egyptian characters cf. 
Laws 747 C ff. 

32 tov avw tottov : ‘ the Northern 
region,’ not ‘the highland country’ (L. 

and S.): cf. Arist. Meteor. II 5. 362s 33 
tov avio iro\ov and Hdt. I 142 al. 

33 amri<raiTo. thou should be under¬ 
stood. For the construction cf. X 599 E. 

436 a r 4>|AoXPTlH-aTOV is another 
name for eindvpriTLKov, oti Sea xpvpb-Tiov 

pd\i<STa aTTOTeXodvrai ai Totavrcu eiridvplac 

(IX 580 E). 
5 tovtwv ^Kao-Ta refers to the actions 

described in pavddvopev plv erlpip etc. 
rovTiji (see cr. n.) can only be defended 
by referring it (with Schneider) “ to the 
subject of the triple predicate t6 dvpoei- 

Ofs, t6 cpiXopadls, and t6 <pCKoxpyva.Tov 

There is a certain obscurity in this con¬ 
struction, and tovtcov eraora prepares us 
for pcavdavopcev p.lv erlpip, dvp.obp.eda 

Si etc. better than ?xa<rra alone would do. 
436 b 12 TavTov—apa is the earliest 

explicit statement in Greek literature of 
the maxim of Contradiction; cf. Theaet. 

188 A, Phaed. 102 E, 103 B, Soph. 230 B 
and infra x 602 e. Plato may have been 
led to formulate it in opposition to Hera- 
cliteanism, which was supposed by some 
to be the negation of the principle 
(see Arist. Met. P 3. roo;b 24 and Theaet. 

152 D ff.), or against the Megarian puzzles 
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C eiaopeOa otl ' ov ravrov yv dXXci 7rXelo}. Etei/. ’S/coiret, By o 15 

Xeyco. Aeye, e<py. 'Ecrravai, ehrov, kcu Kivecadai to avro apa 

Kara to avTo apa BvvaTov; OvSap.cos. "Eti tolvw cucpiftecrTepov 

opoXoyyacdpeda, pip Try 7rpoiovTes dp(j)L(Tf3yTycrwpev. el 'yap Tt? 

XeyoL avOpanrov eaTyicoTa, KLVovvTa Be to? te /cal Tyv 

icecfoaXyv, otl 6 avTos euTytck Te ical KLvelTaL apa, oinc av, olpai, 20 

D a^iolpev ovtoo Xeyeiv Belv, dXX’ otl to pev tl 1 avTOv eaTyice, to 

Be KivecTao. ov^ ovtco; Ovtco. Ovkovv ical el ctl paXXov 

yapievTi^oLTO 0 TavTa Xeycov, icopy]rev6pevo<i &>? ol ye arpo^cXoc 

oXol eaTacri Te apa teal KLVovvTaL oTav iv to3 ai/Tco iry^avTe^ to 

KevTpov TrepLcjrepLovTaL, y ical aXXo tl kvkXco Trepuov iv ty avTy 2S 

eBpa tovto Bpa, oinc av d-TroBe^olpeOa, &>? ov /cara TavTa eavtmv 

E Ta TOiavTa Tore pevovTcov Te teal (jrepopevcov, dXXd 1 cfralpev av 

26. awoSexoi/J-eOa q: aTroSexa/pefla A1*: airobex^V-c^0- ASII. 

(see RP.7 § 226), or as a counterblast to 
both. Many of the sophistries of the 
Euthydemus turn on the violation of this 
law. In Aristotle’s formula (Met. l.c. 
ioojb 19) Trpbs TavTbv does not occur; 
and Hartman would cancel /cat wpos 

tclvtou here and irpbs to avro in 436 E, 
on the ground that it means the same as 
Kara Taxnbv. But assuredly it does not. 
/caret TavTbv is ‘ in the same part of it ’ 
as the instances presently cited shew; 
while irpos Tavrbv is ‘ relatively to the 
same thing,’ viz. to something other than 
the subject of the proposition, irpbs ra 

aura and /card radra are also both of 
them found in the parallel passage Soph. 
230 B. irpbs Tavrbv covers such cases as 
are adduced in Theaet. 154 c—155 c: 
six dice are irXPovs irpos rbrrapas, 

eXarrovs irpbs 5 id5 ex a, but they are not 
evavria irpos Tavrbv. Cf. VII 524 A ff., 

and see also on rj /cal ei'ij in 437 A. 

436 c 15 rjv is not precisely icrrlv 
uxxirep ipbp.e6a (Stallbaum); for the refer¬ 
ence is actually to the past, and the past 
tense should be kept in translating it. 
See 11 357 A n. and cf. X 609 B. The 
so-called ‘ philosophic imperfect ’ gets 
credit for more than it deserves, because 
we are apt to suppose that the past ex¬ 
cludes the present, which is not always 
true: cf. vi 497 c n. 

elev by itself in replies is rare. It 
occurs (if the MSS are right) in Symp. 
206 E, Crat. 410 c, Men. 75 C. In the 
last two passages, Heindorf (on Crat. l.c.) 

is inclined to rearrange the speakers; but 
it is safer, both there and here, to keep 
the traditional arrangement. See on 

1 332 D- 
436 D 23 xapievrC^oiTO—Kop.x|/Evo- 

pevos may refer to some Megarian quibbles 
on this subject. Zeno’s argument to shew 
that i] olcrrbs <j>epop.bvij 'boT-qKtv proceeded 
on a different principle: see Arist. Phys. 
vi 9. 239b 30 ff. 

25 rj Kal—Spa. “ Repetendum d/s 
ex praegressis ” (Stallbaum). Schneider 
connects Spy. with orav: in that case we 
must understand after tovto Spy some¬ 
thing like d/s Kal tovto tiXov i<jTr)ni re 
apa Kal Kiveirai. Stallbaum’s view is 
the simpler, and should, I think, be 
preferred. I have accordingly removed 
the comma usually printed after klvovv- 

rat. 

26 dis ov—4>«popevidV. This clause 
has proved a source of great perplexity. 
Schneider suggests that pievbvTuv is a 
partitive genitive, i<xrL being omitted; 
Stallbaum, that ra roiavra is adverbial, 
like TOLovTOTpbirws; while, according to 
J. and C., ra Toiavra “is to be taken as 
cognate accusative with the participles.” 
Rather than accept any of these sug¬ 
gestions, it would, 1 think, be preferable 
to expunge ra roiavra altogether (with 
Ast), or to place it after a7ro5exoipe0a 
(as Gildersleeve suggests, A. J. Ph. vi 
p. 333 n. 2), or even perhaps to read tQv 

Toiotnoiv with Richards, although little 
short of a miracle could have corrupted 
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e%eiv avra evdv re Kal 7repi(frepe<; ev avTois, Kal Kara p'ev to ev9v 

eardvac, ovBapf/ yap diroKXiveLv, Kara Be to 7repi<frepe<; kvk\w 

30 KLveladar orav Be rpv evOvwpiav rj els Be%iav rj ei’9 apiarepav 

rj et? to 7rpoadev rj els to omadev iyKXlvp apa TrepLtfrepopevov, 

Tore ovdafiT] egtlv earavcu. iVat opuo)<; 76, ecprj. vJvoev apa rjp,a<; 

tmv TotovTcov \eyopevov eKTrXrj^ei, ovBe paWov ti 7reiaei, w? 7TOT6 

Tt at* to aoTo 01/ r/yaa naTa to avTO rcpd> to at/To TavavTia \ Ttadoi 437 

77 /cat etT; ^ /cat rropr/aecep. Ovkovp epe ye, e(frp. ’AAA.’ o/aco?, 

771/ 8’ 670/, iva prj apayKa^copeda Trdaas Tas TOtat/Ta? dpcfricrftpTijaeis 

eTre^Lovres /cat /SeySatoo/cet'ot W9 oi//c a\pdei<; ovaa<; prjKweip, 

5 viToOepevoi, 0/9 tovtov ovtw9 e^oz/T09 et9 to irpoadev irpoicopep, 

6poXoyrjaapTes edv iroTe dXKp (frapp tavTa rj TavTrj, irapTa pplp 

30. 77 eis Se^iav II: 
notavit A2. 

^ xai eis Se^iOLf A. 2. 17 Kal dr) A'll: punctis 

tCiv toiovtuv to ra roiaCra. The follow¬ 
ing interpretation, which appears to me 
right, has not, so far as I know, been 
hitherto suggested, raira goes closely 
with the partitive genitive eavrwv, and is 
a predicate to ra roiaura, which is also 
governed by Kara (cf. the familiar usage 
with uioirep and a preposition in similes, 
e.g. Theaet. 170 A oiairep irpbs deobs 
?Xeiv rous ev iiidaTais dpxovras etc.: 
see on VIII 553 B). p.ev6vroiv re /cal 

<;pcpop-tvwv is a genitive absolute. The 
sentence is in every respect an elegant 
and idiomatic piece of Greek, and means: 
‘ because such parts, in respect of which 
they both stand still and move on these 
occasions, are different parts of them.’ 
ra roiaOra—the meaning of which is easy 
to catch after the examples given above 
—forms a welcome preparation for ebQii 
re xal irepipepis in the following clause. 

436 e 32 ccrriv. I formerly rejected 
this word (with Galen de Hipp. et Plat, 
deer. IX Vol. V p. 799 ed. Kuhn, Her- 
werden, and Flor. U). It is certainly 
more pointed to connect eardvai with 
<paip.ev &i>, and Glauco's /cal dpdCbs -ye 
(sc. <paip.ev dv) is easier without eanv. 
But there is not sufficient ground for 
deserting the best MSS. For other ex¬ 
amples of replies referring to the earlier 
part of the previous sentence see v 
465 E n. 

437 A 2 rj Kal tit). I agree with 
Bekker, Schneider, and J. and C. in 
retaining these words, which Galen l.c. 

also read, and only a few inferior MSS 

(with the majority of editors) omit. If 
the words are spurious, no satisfactory 
theory has yet been advanced to account 
for their presence in the text; certainly 
no scribe is at all likely to have added 
them. A fuller and more emphatic state¬ 
ment of the maxim is natural enough after 
the emphasis with which the sentence 
opens (ovoev—eKirXri^ei), and Schneider 
truly observes : “ obiter et quodam modo 
praeter exspectationem eius ” (i.e. roO 
elvai), “ mentionem fieri adiectum Kal 

indicat, quod sernel positum mox sine 
offensione repetitur, omissis vero verbis 
rj Kal eit] ante iroi-qoeiev non magis quam 
supra p. 436 B ante irdaxav locum habi- 
tururn fuisset.” rraOoi and iroir/aeiei> have 
reference to actions, etri to a state, and 
£17) naturally follows iraOoi because e.g. 
irXelovs yLyve<rdat (an example of iratr- 

Xeiv) leads up to irXelovs elvai. It should 
also be observed that the meaning of irpos 

to ai'no, which the discussion has not yet 
brought out, is best apprehended in ex¬ 
amples not of ird<rxe“' or iroiecv, but of 
elvai ravavrla: see 436 B n. 

dXX’ opus ktX. The usual Greek 
idiom, as shewn for example in aXyui rr\v 

KeipdXijv (cf. v 462 C ff.)_, rests on a psy¬ 
chological theory which is inconsistent 
with that now proposed by Plato. This 
may be one reason why Plato is at such 
pains to establish and emphasize his 
point. 
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ra a7ro tovtov £vp,/3abvovTa Xe\vp.eva eaeadab. ’AAAa £<py, 

ravra 7roiecv. 

B XIII. ’Ap' ovv, 1 yv S' eyed, to emvevebv tu> avavevebv Kal to 

e<plea9ab tivos \a(3eiv tw d'tvapveladab Kal to irpoadyeaBcu tc3 io 

cnrcodeladac, TrdvTa ta TObavTa tcov evavTbwv av dXky\ob<i delys 

€iTe irobypaTcov £LTe TraOypaTcov; ovSev yap tavTy Sbolaeb. ’AAA’, 

y S' 09, tcov evavTLcov. T L ovv; yv S' iyd>‘ Sv\]ryv Kal 7reevyv Kal 

o\(os Ta9 e7TtdvpLia^, Kal av to i6e\eiv Kal to /3ovXea0ab, ov irdvTa 

C TavTa els eKetvd 7rot av 0ely<i Ta elSy Ta vvv Sy \ey0evTa; 1 olov 15 

del Tyv tov iiTb9vpb0VVT0<; ^jrv^yv ov^b yroc e<plea0ab (pycrebs eKelvov 

ov av eivbOvpbfi, rj irpoadyeaBai tovto o av fiovhyTai oi yeveoBab, 

y av Kad' oaov iBedeb tl ol iropbaByvab, e’7Tbvevebv tovto 79009 

avTyv ebenrep tovos epwT&VTo*;, eTropeyopevyv avTov Trp> yevecrew;; 

'^r/coye. Ti Se; to dj3ov\elv Kal pby iBeXebv p,yS' eTrbdvpelv ovk 20 

6i9 to d'rrcoBe'iv Kal aireXavvebv air' avTy9 Kal et9 diravTa TavavTba 

D eKelvob<; Byaopev; 11(09 1 yap ov; Tovtcov Sy ovtco9 i^ovTcov 

€7Tbdvpbbwv Tb cpycropev eivab elSo9, Kal ivapyeaTaTa<; avTcov tovtcov 

yv re Si-^rav KaXovpev Kal yv irelvav; Qyaopev, y S' 09. Ovkovv 

n. av Baiter: om. codd. 19. ipuruivTos A1!!: epQvros A3. 

437 b io \aP«tv has been doubted: 
but see ill 407 B n. 

11 av (see cr. n.) is better inserted 
after evavriiov than after Seirjs (Ast) or 
ToiavTa (Hartman). Stallbaum (who 
formerly read av Beips) in his last edition 
acquiesces, like Schneider, in the omis¬ 
sion of ixv; but few will agree with him. 
I have noted the—certain or probable— 
omission of &v in all or the best MSS 

in Phaed. 62 C, 109 e, Euthyd. 291 E (?), 
Rep. v 457 D, VII 516 E, viii 558 D, 

where the omission is lipographical; also 
in Phaed. 72 B, Euthyd. 281 C, Crat. 
389 E, 409 A, Ale. I 132 B, 133 E, Soph. 
260 a, Phil. 47 B, H. Mai. 295 A. Some¬ 
times (as occasionally after irplv) the 
omission is perhaps a poetical touch : see 
my note in Cl. Rev. iv p. 103. 

14 Kal av. Krohn (PI. St. p. 57) 
presses ad too much when he says that 
e6l\ei.v and /3ou\e<r0at are definitely re¬ 
presented as not belonging to the category 
of emQvp.iai. Plato expresses no opinion 
on this point; for a3, ‘also,’ merely marks 
the introduction of two new terms. 

437 C. 18 e0e'\ei—epuTuvTOS. The 

difference between edCKei, ‘is willing,’ 
and poiiXeTai, ‘ wishes, ’ is well brought 
out by the contrast between the more 
active process described in irpoadyeaQab 

and the passive assent which lirivevav 

expresses. The point is missed by trans¬ 
lating (with J. and C.) ‘beckons this with 
a nod towards herself’: it is merely 1 nods 
assent to this in reply to herself.’ One 
part of the soul asks, and the other 
answers, the psychological process being 
compared to a kind of dialectic or ques¬ 
tion and answer inside the soul: see 
III 400 D n. and cf. Isocr. Antid. 256. 
For the confusion of tp&vTos and Ipui- 
tuvtos—ip&vros is found in several mss— 

cf. \_Erast.~\ 132 D, and Euthyphr. 14 c. 
With the analysis of desire in this passage 
cf. Phil. 34 E ff. 

21 air’ avTqs- a<j>’ avrrjs Hartman 
(with Vind. E only), but aire\avveiv is 
active, not middle. The actions are 
described as though by a spectator ab 
externo. 

437 D 23 €7tl0\»|j.u5v : a defining 
genitive. For eldos see ill 402 C n. 
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25 trjv pev 7TOTOV, T?]U 8' iBwBrjs; Nat. ’Ap' ovv, tca6' oaov Bl^p-a 

eon, rrXeovo^ av twos rj ov Xeyopev imOopia iv tt) yp'V)(rj eirj; 

olov Sripa earl Blrpa upd ye deppov ttotov rj yp-v^pov, rj 7toWov 

rj oXtyov, f) teal evl \oyw 7tocov tivos ttu> paros; rj idv pev Tt? 

Oepporrjs T(p Biyp-ei rrpoaf), rrjv 1 tov ypv%pov imQvpiav irpocnrape- E 

30 XotT’ civ, idv Be yjrv^poTrj^, ttjv tov deppov; idv Be Bid 7r\r)6ov<; 

Trapovaiav 7roWr) 7) Slip-a f), rrjv rod 7toXXov irapi^erat, idv Be 

dXiyrj, rrjv tov oXcyov; avro Be to Biyp-rjv ov ptj rrore aWov yevrjTcu 

■26. TJ OV Ast: 7rov A’HE: rj ou A2: ij iroTov q. 
iv oXLyifi codd. 

28. evi \6yw Cornarius : 

25 ap’ oviv ktX. This discussion 
(down to 438 e) is apparently regarded 
by Susemihl (Gen. Entw. II pp. 163 f.) as 
unnecessary for the immediate purposes 
of the argument, but it is not so. Plato’s 
object is to remove a difficulty which 
might be felt in holding that desire is 
restrained, and that by the \oy10TiKbv. 
Why should thirst be restrained ? an ob¬ 
jector might ask. You yourself, Socrates, 
hold that (1) desire is always of the good ; 
consequently (2) thirst is always the desire 
of good drink, and (3) is therefore always 
good. See 438 A, where the gist of the 
objection is contained. Socrates would 
reply: The fallacy lurks in (2), for ‘good’ 
drink is ambiguous. If ‘ good ’ drink 
means drink which desire thinks good, 
then (2) is true; if it means drink which 
is in reality good, (2) is not true. Desire 
cannot know what is good. We must 
therefore amend (2) by omitting ‘good,’ 
for in reality it is sometimes good and 
sometimes bad to drink. To what then 
is the final appeal? To the \oyi<rTiKov. 
It is this which decides on each occasion 
whether it is really good or bad to drink, 
and gives or refuses its assent accordingly 
(439 c). Bosanquet takes a somewhat 
similar view (Companion p. 154). See 
also notes on 438 A. 

27 otov 8fvj/a—vj/b’xpov. ‘ Thus thirst 
is thirst—of hot drink, is it, or of cold ? ’ 
For the genitive with 5i\j/a (which 
Richards doubts) cf. 439 A. The re¬ 
petition of Sipa is like that of imor-qM 
in 438 C, and makes the statement formal 
and precise. 

437 E 29 ijruxpoi — Seppov. Her¬ 
mann transposes these words and is 
followed by Stallbaum, Baiter, and others. 
“ Palmaria emendatio,” cries Stallbaum; 
whereas J. and C. hold that it “makes 

nonsense of the passage.” It is not at 
first sight quite easy to decide between 
these conflicting views. The words iav 

fxiv tls—TTpo<7wapixOLT' bv clearly mean 
that the desire of cold drink is due to 
thirst plus heat, i.e. thirst supplies the 
desire of drink, and the heat present in 
the thirst supplies in addition (irpoo-n-api- 

Xotr’ &v) the desire of cold: see also on 
too Si—Trpoeyt.yv6p.eva below. This is in 
harmony with common sense and also 
with the theory of Lys. 215 E indufieiv 
yap too toloI/too (sc. ivavriov) iicaerov, 

aW’ 06 toO optoioo. to fiiv yap %-t)pbv 

bypoo, t6 Si \//vxpSv depp.00 kt\.: cf. 
also Symp. 186 B. But iav Si—iroWi) y 

Sipa rj seems to proceed on the opposite 
or homoeopathic principle. The presence 
of xXrjdos produces a desire not for its 
opposite but for itself. The solution of 
the difficulty is to be found in the different 
character of the notions Oepphr-qs and 
rrXrjOos. 6epp,iT7)s is something distinct 
from 8i\pos, though superadded to it, for 
which reason Plato does not use the 
expression OeppSv Sipos; whereas xXfjffos 
is in reality x\rj9os Slpqs, and ttoXXt) 

SLpa, as experience shews, desires much 
drink. The common sense point of view 
is taken by Plato throughout, and is 
expressly justified by him in 438 E 00 tl 
Xiyoi is olwv av 5, Toiaura Kal ienv. 

For these reasons I heartily agree with 
the Oxford editors. Hermann’s proposal 
is a product of the inveterate tendency to 
suppose that wherever we turn in Plato 
we rub against the theory of Ideas; but 
the use of xapooela here (in spite of 
Peiper’s Ontol. PI. pp. 602 ff., Zeller4 II 
1, p. 560 n., and many other critics) is 
not metaphysical, but logical, and xXrjffoi 

is certainly not an Idea in this passage. 
See on this point 438 B, 438 C tin. 
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iiri0vfiua rj ov-rrep 7re<f>v/cev, avrov wcop-aTos, Kcd av to 7Teii'rjv 

f3pcbp,aTOS; Ovtqj?, e<firj, avrrj ye 1) eiTL0vpia kicaarr) avTov ptovov 

e/cacTTOv ov iretyv/cev, tov Se tolov r) toiov ra 7rpoaytyvop.eva. 35 

438 j M^toi Tt?, rjv S’ eyco, da/ceiTTovs rjp.as ovTas 0opv(3ijaj), cos ovSels 

7totov i'jridvp.el, aWa %prjcrTov ttotov, /cal ov ctltov, aWii ^prjarov 

(tCtov ‘ rrdvTes yap apa tcov aya0cov eTn0vp,ovcriv. el ovv p Stya 

em0vpbla eaTL, %prjcrTov av e’lt] erre TrcopbaTos etVe aWov otov eaTiv 

i7ri0vp,lat /cal al aWat ovtco. ’ Iacos yap av, ecf)r), So/col tl key e tv 5 

B 6 ravTa keycov. ’AAAa ptevTot, rjv S’ eyco, oaa y' eaTL TOiavTa ' ola 

elval tov, ta ptev rroid ana 7tolov tlvos eaTiv, cos epol So/cei, ra 

S’ avTa e/cauTa avTov e/cdaTOV puovov. Ov/c epta0ov, ecprj. Ov/c— 

ep,a0es, ecprjv, otl to ptel^ov tolovtov icrTiv olov tlvos eivai pcel^ov; 

Ilai'u ye. Ov/covv tov ekaTTovos; Nat. To Se ye 7rokv ptel^ov 10 

irokv ekciTTOvos. rj yap ; Nat. ’Ap' ovv /cal to rroTe ptel^ov 7Tore 

33 avTov irci(iaTos: ‘ merely of drink’ 
)( much drink, cold drink, etc. Cf. vm 
559 A avrov oItov te Kal oxpov. For 
Kai a5 k.t'K. Herwerden would expect 
Kal avro <rd> iteevr/v <ai)roO> fipui- 

p.aros. Further specification than Plato 
gives is unnecessary, for t6 Trtivrjv as 
well as auro to Slxf/os is subject to ov 

pd] ttote — obirep irecpvKev. The voice 
pauses slightly after Treivrjv. 

35 tov Be—irpoo"yiYvo|i€va: as e.g. 
deppbrqs, where it irpoaylyveTai. Tip SLpei 

(cf. E above), is the desire of 1pv\pov, 

xJ/vxpoT-ps of deppov. The type of desires 
illustrated by the desire of ipvxpbv nCipa 

appears to Plato composite and not 
simple. 

438 A 1 (jujxoi. has been doubted, 
and is not, apparently, elsewhere so used 
in Plato (Kugler de part. toL etc. p. 11), 
though often in Tragedy. Here too it 
strikes, I think, a lofty note ‘ Wherefore 
let not any ’ etc. dopvfHicrri is also highly 
dramatic. All this parade is affected 
because it is a deduction from one of 
his own favourite commonplaces which 
Socrates is about to parry: see next 
note. 

3 iravrts "yelp kt\. yap &pa—a rare 
combination—occurs also in Prot. 315 D, 

Symp. 705 B (according to Ven. T, but 
the Bodleian reads yap), Laws 698 D. 

&pa indicates that the objector is quoting 
another man’s view (II 358 c «.), and 
the doctrine that all men desire the 
good was in point of fact a common¬ 
place in the Platonic school. See for 

example Gorg. 468 A, Men. 77 c ff., 
Symp. 704 E and Rep. ill 413 A, VI 505 D. 

Here, as always, Socrates would of course 
concede that all men desire the good; 
but we need the X07lariKbv in each act 
of desire to specify what the good really 
is (437 D n.). Moreover, according to 
our present theory, the desire of good 
drink is the product of two desires, viz. 
(1) thirst or the desire of drink, and 
(7) the desire of good. That (7) is in 
a certain sense universal, does not alter 
the fact that the two desires are logically 
distinct. See on tov Sb—Trpooyiyvbpcva 

437 E- 
438 B 8 avTa ?KacrTa. aura is 

ipsa, i.e. by themselves, alone, without 
qualification: cf. abra—pbva avroiv povoiv 
in D and avrov Traiparos etc. 437 E. 

Plato now proceeds to establish the 
universality of his rule. It is obvious 
that the reasons for believing the rule 
true of iwiffvpla are -confirmed if we can 
shew that it is true universally. The 
phraseology of this passage — ir\r/0ovs 
7rapovala, avrd ettaoTa, avrr) eicuiT-ppT]— 
is no doubt interesting for the light which 
it throws on the origin of the terminology 
adopted in the Theory of Ideas (cf. vi 
507 B ».): but we could make no greater 
mistake than to suppose that Plato is 
here speaking of hypostasized Ideas. Cf. 
Pfleiderer Zur Losung etc. p. 19. 

9 to p.€l£ov—pei£ov. Cf. (with Stall- 
baum) Charm. 168 Bff., where the nature 
of relative notions is similarly defined : 
also Gorg. 476 B ff. 
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iXc'iTTovos, Kal to iaopevov pec^ov iaopevov iXarrovos; 'AXXa tl 
prrjv; 7) b' 09. Kat Ta 7rXeixo bl] 7rpo9 to iXdrrco 1 /cal, to bcTrXaaia C 

777/09 to rjplaea Kal iravra ta roiavra, Kal av j3apvrepa 717/69 

15 Kovcporepa Kal 9attco irpos ra ftpabvrepa, Kal ere ye ta Oeppa 

irpos ta y]rvxpd Kal trdvra rd rovrocs opota dp' ov% ovtcos e%et; 

Ilaz/y yaji/ ow. Tt Se Ta 7re//t Ta9 inrcaTr^pas; 01/^; 6 at/T09 rpovos; 

67Ttarypij pev avT7) paOyparos avrov ir-carr/pi] iarlv, rj orov by 

bee Oecvac ryv imaryprjv, iTrcarypy Se Tt9 Kal trocd Tt9 rrocov rcvo9 

20 /cal Tti/09. \e7a7 Se to rocovbe’ • ovk, iiretby ocKias ipyaacas D 

imarypy iyevero, bcyveyKe rcbv aXXcov irrcarypcov, ware olKobopiKy 

KXyOyvac; Tt pyv; ’Ap' ov rco rroib rt9 elvac, oia erepa ovbepla 

rcbv aXXcov; Nat. Ovkovv itreiby voiov rtvos, Kal avry 1rend 

Tt9 iyevero; Kal at dXXac ovreo re^i>ai Te /cal imarypac; ’'Earti/ 

25 ovreo. 

XIV. ToDto rolvvv, yv S’ €7(0, <f)d6i pe Tore fiovXeaOac Xeyecv, 

el apa vvv epaOes, ore oaa iarlv oca elvai rov, avrd pev pova 

avrebv povcov iarlv, tcov be 7roccov revebv I 7rota arra. Kal ov Tt E 

Xeyco, 009, occov civ y, rocavra Kal earev, cos apa Kal tcov vycecvcbv 

30 /cal voacobcov y imarypy vyiecvy Kal voacobys Kal tcov kokcov Kal 

tcov clyaOcbv KaKy Kal ayaOrj’ aXX' ir-eeby ovk avrov oinrep 

imarypy iarlv iyevero imarypy, aXXa 7rocov revos, rovro b’ yv 

20. oba'as S q: olxeias All. 

438 C- 15 Ta PpaSuTCpa. Stallbaum 
and others read (IpabuTepa without the 
article (on slight MS authority), hut 
praestat lectio dijficilior. Cf. efre iyyeiorv 
dre tCjv fpwv VI 491 D. rd is certainly 
not wrong, and the variety of expres¬ 
sion is pleasing: ‘ and heavier also to 
lighter, and swifter to that which is 
slower—do they not stand to one another 
in this relation?’ i.e. such that if (3apbrepa, 
for example, is qualified, KovtpoTepa is 
qualified too. 

18 4irio-Tf|p.Ti pev avTrj. ‘Knowledge 
and nothing more,’ as opposed to know¬ 
ledge plus some specification, e.g. astro¬ 
nomical knowledge, literary knowledge 
etc. It is interesting and instructive to 
study Farm. 134 a ff. side by side with 
this passage. There airrij emorifprf has 
for its object rrjs 8 iorev aXijtfeta, i.e. the 
Ideas; here we do not soar so high, for 
tia.drjp.aTos at/roD is only ‘learning and 
nothing more’ )( eg. physical learning, 

classical learning, etc. 
438 D 20 erreiSi)—K\q0rjvai. Plato’s 

theory is very clearly conceived. oIkoBo- 
fiiKT) (TnaTr/pri is a combination of aMj 
emoTTffirf and oixoSopia: erri<jTT\p.r\ cor¬ 
relates with fiddiffia, oiKobopia. with oUtas 
ipyaola, so that Cm<TTr\prf oiKoSopmrj is 
emoTTfpT) oLKtas epycurias fia.drffia.Tos: it 
is therefore rroiov rivbs (i.e. in this case 
ohcodofiiKoi)) padrffiaTos. Cf. note on 
toD Be—Trpoayiyvbpcva in 437 E. 

438 E 29 rwv ■uyieivwv Kal vo<ra»- 
Swv. If we carry the analysis less far 
than Plato, we can still make the added 
determinants the same by saying that 
iaTpiKT] emtTTTfprf is of larpiKbv padrjpa. 
But this will not suit with /ca/07, for ‘ bad 
knowledge ’ is not ‘ knowledge of bad 
things ’; nor does it—in many cases— 
apply to desires. Cf. 437 e n. 

31 avTov ov-rrsp—e<rriv : i.e. paOr/pa- 
tos avrov. aiiTov is emphatic and con¬ 
trasted with iroioC Ttvbs. 
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vyieLvov /cal voawSes, iroca St] tls avve/3t] /cal avTt) yevea9ac, /cal 

tovto avTTjv eiroiriaev p.t]/ceTL &TrLGTr]fir)v diTXws /caXelaOai, aXXct 

tov ttolov tlvos tt poayevo]ievov larpuc/jv. ’’EpLaOov, ecftrj, /cal ]xol 35 

439 So/cel ovtcos e^eiv. To Be Sr] Bi'yjros, t)v S' iy00, ov | tovtcov Opaeis 

twv twos elvai tovto oirep egtIv—e<XTt Se St]itov Sitfro9—; "Eycoye, 

T) S’ 09* TTCOpLaTOS ye. O V/COVV TTOLOV ]ieV TLV0S TTOtpiaTOS TTOLOV 

tl /cal Slyjros, Sl^os S’ ovv avTo ovTe ttoXXov ovTe oXiyov, ovTe 

ayadov ovTe /ca/cov, ov S' evl Xoyw ttolov tlvos, dXX' avrov TrwpLaTos 5 

povov avTO Sitfros Trecftv/cev ; UavTavaaL ]iev ovv. ToO SitjroovTOS 

apa rj yjrv^h tad’ oaov Sit^f], ovk aXXo tl /3ovXeTai t) TTLelv, /cal 

B tovtov 1 opeyeTai /cal irrl tovto oppba. ArfXov St]. Ov/covv el 

ttot€ tl avTyv dvdeX/cei SL-^rwcrav, eVepov av tl iv avTtj elr] avTov 

tov Sli^mi'tos /cal dyovTos wgtrep OrjpLov eitl to TTLelv; ov yap St], 10 

cpap.ev, to ye avTo to> avTw ea.vTOv irepl to avTo dp,a idvavTia 

irpaTTei. Oo yap ovv. "flairep ye, difiat, tov to^otov ov /caXcos 

e^ei Xeyeiv, otl avTov dpia ai %elpes to t6%ov diratdovvTaL Te ical 

7rpoaeX/coinai, dXX’ otl aXXt] p,ev t) diru/Qovaa %etp, eTepa Se t] 

5. ov S’ evl vel ovdb evl 3q'■ oiiSevl All. g. avrrj A2II : eavry A1. 
10. drjpiov 3- drjpiov All q. 12. irpaTTei Ast: irpaTTOi AIlHy. 

36 to 81 8rj 8h|/os ktX. Here begins 
the application of the argument on 
Relativity. 

439 A I ov toutiov ktX. : i.q. ov 

6r)oeis to 5i\f/os elvai tovto, oirep iari, 

tovtuv tuv tivoi sUim esse id, qtiod esf, 
inter ea s. tanquam unum eorum, quae 
alicuius sunt (Schneider). We must, 
I think, acquiesce in this interpretation, 
if the text is sound; but there is grave 
difficulty in taking elvai twice over, as 
Schneider virtually does (‘ is that which 
it is, and is one of,’ etc.). I am strongly 
inclined to think that Plato wrote ov rov- 

tojv dtjcreis Tu>v Tivbs, deal Tivbs> elvai 

tovto tiirep IttIv kt\. With this emenda¬ 
tion the meaning is: ‘Well now, about 
thirst, will you not place it in this category 
of things relative, and hold that it is what 
it is—that is, of course, thirst—relatively 
to something? Yes, said he, relatively 
to drink.’ to. nvbi i.e. ‘ the things relative 
to something ’ for ‘ the category of things 
relative,’ is further explained in nal tivos 

—oirep IotIv. Zywye answers the first 
part of Socrates’ question, and iriopiaTbs 

ye the second. For other views on this 
passage see App. ill. 

4 8h|;os 8’ ovv kt\. S’ oSv=‘how¬ 
ever,’ as in 1 337 C. The reading S’ ad 
(q and some other inferior mss) is un¬ 
pleasantly cacophonous before avrS. 

439 b 10 ov yap Si)—irpaTTei. See 
cr. n. Ast’s emendation irpaTTei is prefer¬ 
able to inserting &v or changing Si) to av 
(with Schanz). The particle Sy could ill 
be spared. The infinitive irpaTTeiv is read 
by Galen (de Hipp. et Plat. deer, v p. 488 
ed. Kuhn) and two inferior mss. Those 
who retain the MS reading suppose that 
&v is carried on from erepov av el-q • but 
the instances cited in support (1 352 E, 
11 360 c, 382 D, III 398 a) are very much 
easier than this, irepl rS ainb refers of 
course to the object of the action in 
question: irCipia for instance in a case 
of thirst. Note that Plato betrays a sense 
of the unity of soul when he uses the 
expressions avTijv—Sipioaav, and t6 ye 
ai/Tb—irpaTTei. So also in D below w 
Xoylferat sc. t\ ipvXV- See on 435 a ff. 

13 avrov. See 428 A n. The illus¬ 
tration, as Bosanquet conjectures, may 
have been suggested by Heraclitus’ ira\lv- 

Tpoiros appovl-r) OKioairep rb^ov ral Xvpys 
{Fr. 45 Byw.). 
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15 Trpocrayop,evT). I HavraTraai pev ovv, ecfsrj. UoTepov Brj cj^copev C 

Tiva<; eaTLv ore Bv^roovTa^i ov/c iOeXeiv 7nelv; Kai paXa y, €(f>rj, 

7toXXovs Kal 7toXXo-kv;. Tt ovv, ecftrjv eyed, cftair) rt? av tovtcov 

trept; ov/c evetvat pev iv rf) ^v^t) avrcov to KeXevov, iveivai Be 

to kcoXvov 7Tielv, aXXo ov /cal /cpaTOi/v tov KeXevovTO<;; '’Epoiye, 

20 e<f)i7, Bo/cei. ’Ap' ovv ov to pev kcoXvov Ta toiavTa eyyiyveTai, 

oTav iyylyvrjTai, e/c Xoyiapov, I Ta Be ayovTa ical eX/covTa Bid D 

7radr)pd.Tcov Te Kal voappaTcov irapaycyveTai; QaiveTai. Ov Brj 

aXoyws, rjv B’ iyco, d^tcoaopev avTa Blttci re Kal eTepa dXXrfXcov 

elvai, to pev a> Xoyi^eTab XoyiaTiKOV trpoaayopevovTe<; T27? 9, 

25 to Be a epa tc /cat 7rebvfj Kal Br^rf) Kal trepl Ta? aXXa<; e7Tbdvpba<: 

e7TTor)Tab dXoyiaTov Te Kal iTridvprjTbKov, irXppa/aea/v tivcov Kal 

rjoovcov eTabpov. Uvk, aXX ebKOT(o<;, 1 ecpp, rjyobpeo av ot/T&>9. E 

21. lyylyv-prai coniecit Schneider: lyyiv-qrai codd. 27. eraipov II: crepov A. 

439 c 16 ovk sfle'Xav: ‘refuse’: cf. 
infra rb kuiXvov—k par ovv rod KeXeiiovros. 

50 also Bosanquet ‘ decline to drink.’ 
18 tvtlvai 8«. The repetition of iveivai 

with p-iv and Si has almost the force of a 
conjunction: cf. Phaed. 83 A airdTps p.iv 

pear/] p oid tG>v oppcLToiv <rKi\J/is, airbrps 

51 ?j 01a rCov wtuiv. It is quite unneces¬ 
sary to insert Kal after Si (with Ast and 
Hartman). For the verbal play in KeXevov 

—koiXvov cf. ill 406 B n. 
21 OTav fyytyvqrai—irapa-yCyveTai. 

See cr. n. The present lyylyv-qrai is, 
I think, necessary, and the corruption 
(through iyylvrirai) easy enough. Srav 

iyyivi)Tai could scarcely mean en&eTore, 

which is the meaning here required. The 
subject to iyyLyvrirai is rb kwXvov. It is 
not hinted that ‘all men have not right 
reason ’ (T. and C.), but only that there 
is not on every occasion a conflict between 
reason and desire. See 431 C and 437 D n. 
Reason readily acquiesces when it is good 
to gratify desire, ra—&yovra Kal eXeavra 

is translated byjowett ‘that which bids 
and attracts’: but dyovra is said like dyov- 

tos in 439 B and HXkovto, is ‘dragging.’ 
The plural should also be retained in the 
translation, otherwise ra dyovra may be 
identified with the ewiBupr/TiKov, which 
would be a mistake, for the appetitive 
part of soul is certainly not produced by 
■n-adrtpara of any kind, ra dyovra Kal 

iXKovra. are in reality ‘ impulses leading 
and dragging ’ the soul, impulses en¬ 

gendered by ‘ particular conditions and 
diseases’ (not ‘passive states’ or ‘passion,’ 
etc. with the English translators), i.e. in 
other words by abnormal bodily states 
favourable to desires, as for example 
fevers etc.: cf. Phil. 45 A, B. These 
impulses are no doubt special instances 
of the action of iin6vp.T]TiKbv, but should 
be distinguished from the appetitive prin¬ 
ciple itself. 

439 D 24 Xo-yio-riKov. The <piX6- 
ooepov of II and ill shewed itself in moral 
rather than in intellectual relations: see 
II 376 B n. XoyiuTiKbv, though as yet 
directed only to moral questions, is in¬ 
tellectual more than moral. Intellect 
gradually asserts its predominance over 
will until in Books VI and VI1 it achieves 
its final triumph. Cf. 439 E, 441 E nn. 

439 E—441 C There is also a third 
element or part of soul, that which we call 
the element of Spirit. It is distinct from 
the Appetitive element, with which, in¬ 
deed, it frequently contends. Its function 
is to support the Rational part of the soul. 
In a man of noble character the spirited 
element is quiescent or the reverse in 
accordance with the commands of Reason. 
It must not however be identified with 
Reason; for it is present in children and 
the lower animals, whereas Reason is not. 
Homer also recognises that the two elements 
are distinct. 

439 e ff. The analogy between the 
righteous city and the righteous soul is 
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TavTa fiev toLvvv, rjv S’ £<yw, Bvo 7jp.lv ooplcrdco etBp ev ^rv^rj 

evovTa' to Be Brj tov dvpov teal to dvpuovpeda Trorepov rpirov, rj 

tovtcov 7rorepw av e’irj op,ocpve<;; ’’Icra)?, ecfrrj, tco erepco, tm eiri- 3° 

OvpLTJTLKtp. ' A\\\ 7JV B' €700, 7TOT6 CUCOvaaS Tl TTLCTTeVU) TOVTW, 

0)5 apa Aeovrcos 6 ’A<y\ata>vo<; uvlwv etc Tleipcuecos vnto to f3opeiov 

T6i%05 6zero5j aia6opevo<; ve/epovs irapa tu> Bpp-icp tceipevov5, apua 

continued throughout this section. It 
should be noted however that the parallel 
is no longer quite exact. The difference 
between dvfxoeidts and \0y1aTiK0v in the 
soul is greater than that between auxi¬ 
liaries and rulers in the State: for the Xo- 
yurriKiv is not a select part of the Ovpoei- 
58s—as the rulers are of the soldiers—but 
something generically distinct from it. 
Otherwise the analogy holds (with the 
reservations mentioned on 435 a). Cf. 
Steinhart Einleitung p. 192 and Susemihl 
Gen. Entw. II p. 166. 

439 E 29 to Sij too 0u|xoC kt\. 

Hitherto 6vp.oei8ls has been chiefly the 
source of courage and the natural anti¬ 
thesis of <pi\b<xo<pov (11 375 A ff., Ill 
410 D, 411 c). It now enters on a 
wider sphere as the ally of \oyiOTiKbv, 
and becomes, thus far, more intellec¬ 
tual, as Krohn points out: note also 
the op07) S6£a of 430 B. Its ethical con¬ 
notation is also intensified; for it is 
not now simply spirit, but the sentiment 
of moral indignation at everything evil— 
“ein edler Unwille fiber alles Schlechte” 
(Krohn PL St. p. 55)—everything which 
tends to destroy the irokiTtla iv iipliv. It 
becomes in short, as Brandt (Zur Entwick. 
d. PL Lehr. v. d. Seelentheile?i p. 18) says 
truly enough though ponderously, “ leiden- 
schaftlicher Selbsterhaltungs- und Selbst- 
vervollkommnungstrieb.” Cf. Simson der 
Begriff der Seele bei Plato p. no, and 
see also on 11 375 A. 

30 ictus ktX. The Oirrjrbv dSos ipvxps 
of the Timaeus includes both the dupoei56s 
and the (mdv^7]TLKbv: see 69 C ff. and 
cf. Pol. 309 C. Similarly in the Pkaedrus 
the two lower faculties are figured as 
the two horses, and the highest as the 
charioteer of the soul’s chariot (253 d): 

cf. Simson l.c. p. 109 7in. 
31 iroTe—TofiTO). The antecedent of 

toutu) is ri: ‘ having once heard some¬ 
thing I trust to this,’ i.e. ‘ I rely on an 
incident which I once heard.’ 7rurreuw 
means that he relies on it for a proof; 

and us tlpa goes with arovaas. So 
Schneider correctly explains the Greek. 
The precise force of mirreuu rovrip has, 
I think, been missed by most of those 
who have suspected corruption. For tl 

there have been various conjectures: ert 
(Madvig), &pri (Liebhold Fl.Jahrb. 1888 
p. no), rivos (Zeller Archiv f. Gesch. 
d. Phil. 11 p. 694)—all superfluous, and 
the first two very weak; while Campbell 
suggests that ou has dropped before m<r- 
rei/u, taking tovtip to refer to Glauco’s 
suggestion. But in that case tovto would 
be necessary. 

32 Aeovnos. “ Ad hunc Leontium 
eiusque insanam cupiditatem spectat de- 
pravatissimus Theopompi comici Kcnr?)- 
\t5uv locus” (Herwerden Mn. N.S. XI 

p. 346). The fragment is emended by 
Kock (Com. Att. Frag. 1 p. 739) into 
Aewr/)o0l57)S 6 rpl/xveios (trium librarum 
homo, i.e. levissimus) KeovrUp I eii'xpus re 
<palverai yaplfL^ 0’ woirep verpbs. Bergk 
was the first to connect the two pas¬ 
sages. 

bird—6ktos : ‘close to the outer side 
of the North wall.’ Cf. (with Stall- 
baum) Lys. 203 A rrjv 8£u rei'xous inr’ 
avrb to Te?xos. The North wall was 
the outer of the two walls connecting 
Athens with the Piraeus; the other, or 
South wall, was called to 5ia /udrov 
tcTxos, because it lay between the fibpeiov 
and the iaKripiKov, which connected 
Athens and the Phalerum. See Gorg. 
455 E and the other authorities cited by 
Milchhofer Schriftquellen zur Topographie 
von Athen pp. cxill ff., and Curtius u. 
Ivaupert Atlas von Athen Bl. II. 

33 irapd—Keipe'vous : ‘lying by’ or 
‘near the executioner’; not of course 
‘ at the executioner’s ’ as has been sug¬ 
gested. When seen by Leontius, the 
hangman was engaged in throwing the 
bodies into the pit (opvypa or fiapadpov, 
from which he was often called 6 M s. 
77/965 tlo opuyfiaTi). The fidpadpoo into 
which the bodies of executed criminals 
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pev IBeiv e’7n0vpoi, 'dpa 8e av Bva^palvoL KaL airoTpiirOL kavTov, 

35 Kal Tew? pd\0LT0 t€ Kal Tra\pa/ca\.v7rT0iT0, KpaTovpevos 8' ovv vito 440 

Tt)? eVi^y/tua? 8ie\Kvaa<; Toy? 6<f>0d\,pov<; 7rpoa8papwv 7rpo? Toy? 

veKpovs, ’\8ov vp.lv, ecf)i/, w KaKoBalpoves, ep7r\padrjTe tov koAov 

dedparos. "HKovcra, e(f)7?, Kal avros. Oi/to? pevTOi, e<f)T)v, 6 X0709 

5 appalvei rrjv bpyrjv TroXepelv iviore tat? eVt^y/itat? a>? aWo ov 

aW(p. XppaiveL yap, e<f)r). 

XV. Ovkovv Kal dWodi, eLppv, 7ro\\a%ov alcrOavopeBa, orav 

(3id£tovTaL tLva irapd tov Xoytapbv iTTL0vplaL, 1 \oi8opovvrd tc B 

avrov Kal 0vpovpevov tm /3ta^opevw iv avrtp, Kal uxnrep 8volv 

jo araaia^ovTOLV £vppayov tg> \oy(p yiyvopevov tov 0vpov tov 

tolovtov ; Tat? 8' bvL0vpLai<; avTov KoiveovijaavTa, atpovvTos \6yov 

pi] 8eiv dvTLTrpaTTeiv, olpal <re ovk av (fxivai yevopevov 7rore iv 

aavToi tov tolovtov ala0ea0aL, olpaL 8’ 0118' iv aW<p. Oy pa 

tov Aia, ityr]. Tl 8e; rjv 8' iyu> • I oTav tls oir)Tai aBiKelv, ov% C 

15 oaw av yevvaLOT€po<; rj, toctovtw t/ttov BvvaTaL opyl^ea0aL Kal 

7t€lvu>v Kal pLyu)v Kal aWo otlovv tmv tolovtwv 7rda^wv vir 

iKeivov, ov av olrjTaL 8iKaLa><; TavTa 8pav, Kal, o \iyco, ovk i0e\€i 

7rpo? tovtov avTov iyelpea0aL 6 0upo<;; ,A\r)0fj, e^rj, Tt 8i; 

13. cravrip (vel <reaur«) A’H q: iavrip A2II. 

were thrown, was a deep ravine outside 
the walls, in the deme KeipiaSat. Leontius 
would pass near it, just before entering 
the city (probably by the MeXirlSes niiXai): 
see Curtius u. Kaupert l.C. Bl. II. The 
place is still pointed out to visitors to 
Athens on the western declivity of the 
Hill of the Nymphs. For the ancient 
authority see Milchhofer l.c. pp. 1—n. 
Various suggestions have been made for 
Siy/dip. Valckenaer’s d-rffueUp is a coinage 
of his own, and otherwise objectionable; 
AvKelu (also Valckenaer) is topographic¬ 
ally impossible, and so is ALOfidifi (Hem- 
sterhuis), if it has anything to do with the 
Ato/jL-qts ttv\v. The explanation which 
I have given seems also to have been 
held by Milchhofer, for he quotes the 
present passage among the authorities 
for the fiapaSpov. 

440 A 3 to KaKoScup-ovts. ‘ Con¬ 

found you ! ’ 
e; njv opyijv. q reads tov Ovpbv, 

which Ast and others have preferred. 
But, as Schneider observes, bpryb is to 
dufibf, as (nidvplai to evidvprjTLKov. If 

anger fights with desire, the source of 
anger, dvfioeidts, must be different from 
that of desire, emdvpTfTLKov. This is the 
whole moral of the anecdote, which is 
intended to establish the difference be¬ 
tween dvpotiSbs and eTriBvfirfTLKbv only, 
not also \oyiCTiKov. 

440 B 11 Tats 8’ eiriBupfais ktX. 
aiirov is tov Bvfuov. avriirpaTTciv “ad 
singularem aliquam actionem referendum 
est, quam ratio suscipere eaque in re sibi 
repugnare prohibeat, quasi dictum sit: 
fir) Seiv ti irpirreiv Kal toDto Spwvra 

a.vTL7rpa.TTclv ” (Schneider). The words 
yevopAvov rod tolovtov refer to rats— 

KOLVoivriaavTa. The anacoluthon is an 
easy one. Plato means merely that 0tyt6s 
does not unite with the desires against 
the reason. For aipoCvros \6yov cf. x 
604 C n. On other views on this passage 
consult App. iv. 

440 c 15 oo-io—t). The restriction 
will be noted. It is not ol yevvaToi who, 
as the saying is, hate those whom they 
have injured. 
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OTav dhiieelcrdaL ti? pypTai, ov/c ev tovtw £e? re /cal ^aXeTracvei, 

/cal ^vpcpa^el tw ho/covvTi hc/calw, /cal hid to irecvpv /cal hi a to 20 

D piywv /cal 7ravra rd to/avra 1 Trduyeiv, /cal v'rropcevwv vc/ca, /cal 

ov \pyei twv yevvacwv, irplv av p hiavpa^pTac p TeXevTpap p 

wenrep kvwv {jtto vopcew9 vtto tov Xoyov tov Trap' ax/Tw ava/ckpOel? 

irpavvOr); Yldvv pcev ovv, eef/p, eouce tovtco to Xeyeis" /cairoc y ev 

rj) pperepa 7roXei too? eTrc/covpovs wenrep /cvvas edepceda virp/coovs 25 

twv dpxovtwv wenrep Trocpcevwv iroXews. KaAco? yap, pv S’ eyw, 

voels o ftovXopiai Xeyecv. aU’ /) 7rpos tovtw /cal ToSe evOvpcel; 

E 1 To 7roLov; "Oti TovvavTLOv f) apTLWi ppdiv (palveTai irepl tov 

Ovpoeihovs. Tore pcev yap eTriQvppTi/cdv tl avro epopceOa elvai, vvv 

he 7roXXov heiv ef/apiev, elXXd 7roXv pcaXXov avTo ev Trj tt)? \jrvxpt 30 

<rraerec tldeadai tcl oirXa 7rpo? to Xoyicniicov. UavTayraacv, eejpp. 

VAp ovv eTepov ov /cal tovtov, p XoyurTi/cov tl echos, wcrTe pep Tpca, 

19. fet 3q: (ijra All. 21. Kal vrrop.lvuv &: vrropJvuv Kal All: Kal 

om. q. 27. rj Ast: d cocld. 29. ailrd Sq: avrip All. 
32. toijtov EJ: touto Ally. ti II: om. A. 

19 ovk 4v TouTio ktX. : ‘ does not he 
then fume and chafe—and fight on the 
side of what he believes to be just—both 
at hunger and at cold and all such in¬ 
flictions, and bide his ground and conquer, 
abating not his noble indignation, until he 
has either achieved his purpose, or perished, 
or has been called back and soothed by 
the reason within him, as a herdsman 
recalls his dog?’ The words Kal Sid rd 
rreivrjv—rrdax€l-v must be taken with fef re 
Kal xoXciralvei, but possibly Kal fiipipaxei 
tw Sokovvti SiKalw has been displaced, 
and we should read fet re Kal x’Aerralvei 
Kal 5id tS rreivrjv—rrd<xxelvi Kal ^vppaxei 
7<f) Sokovvti SiKalip, Kal vrropiivwv kt\. 
viKq. is not merely ‘ tries to conquer ’ or 
‘ perseveres ’ (Schneider), but 1 conquers,’ 
in spite of the pardonable inconsistency 
of this translation with TeKevryap— 
rrpavvdy. tGiv yevvalwv cannot mean “in 
the case of the noble ’ (P. Shorey A. y. 
Ph. XVI p. 237), unless Qvpos is the subject 
of Aij-vei, which is not, I think, the case. 
The meaning is caught the more readily 
by reason of odx daip av yevvaiorepos rj 
in C, and we ought not to substitute aya- 

vaKTu)v or the like with Richards. See 
on the whole passage App. v. 

440 D 24 kciCtoi ye = ‘ and surely’ 
has no adversative force here. See Kugler 
de part, tol etc. p. 18. Hartman emends, 

but see on 1 331 E. 
27 fj. See cr. n. el in direct inter¬ 

rogation is unclassical, and IpeoTw cannot 
be supplied. Nor can el well be taken 
as conditional (with Stallbaum) and tS 

rrolov as a sudden interruption. For the 
confusion of ei and 1? see Introd. § 5. 

440 e 28 apTlws. 439 E. 

31 tI06(t0cu kta. : ‘defends the rational 
element.’ I have retained the accusa¬ 
tive on the strength of CIA 11 317. 9 
Xafi&VTOS tov SrjfMov rd or-Xa vrrep tt)% 

i\evd<epl>as Kal wapaKa\ov <v >tos Kal 

rods arparuIiTas Tideodai wpbs ryv 

ttoXiv. The inscription dates from about 
280 B.C. Other editors read rod \oy10Ti- 

koO (with S alone among the mss), but do 
not cite any example of the phrase rl- 

6ea6ai to, oTr\a rrpos tivos, although repos 

with the genitive is common enough in 
similar expressions. Thucydides (II 2. 4) 
has rrapd with the accusative like rrpos 

here. The original meaning of the idiom 
was to take up a position in arms by the 
side of: see Schneider’s Xen. Anabasis 
pp. 537—540 and the commentators on 
Thuc. l.c. For the metaphor cf. Arist. 
Pol. Ath. 8. 5. F. K. Hertlein (quoted 
in Hartman) also defends the accusative, 
citing Aen. Polior. 4. 3, which should read 
irWevro Ta 6rr\a rrpos Toils rro\ep.lovs ws 

rrpbs tjxXlovs (see Hercher’s ed., Berlin, 
1870, p. 11, note ad loc.). 
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Wa S’'o el'Srj eivcu ev ‘'p'vxfj, XoyiaTi/cov teal i7ri0upr]TUc6v; r/ 

KaOaTTtfj <tv rfj 7roAec guvefyev ai/Tyv rpla ovra yevr], \ ^prjpaTi- 441 

aTucvv, eirucovpucov, ftovXevTi/cov, outoi? /cal iv "ty'VXV rplrov tovto 

ear/ to 0vpoei8es', eTri/covpov ov Tip XoyLaTc/cw cjovcret,, edv prj vtto 

/ca/crp; rpocj)fi<i 8iacp0aprj; 'Avay/cy, ecforj, TpiTov. Nat, rjv 8' eyed, 

5 dv ye tov XoyurTucov aWo tl 4>av[), wcnrep rov i7rt0vp7)Tiicov 

ecpiivt] eTepov dv. 'AW.' ov ^aXeTrov, ecpp, (ftav/jva/. /cat yap iv 

rot? 7ratB/ot? tovto y dv tt? 1801, oti 0vpov pev ev0v<; yevopeva 

pteaTa iaTt, Xoyiapov S’ evtot pev epoiye Bo/covatv 1 ov8etroTe B 

peTaXapfidvecv, oi 8e ttoXXoI o\}re 7roTe. Nat pci At’, rjv S’ eyed. 

10 /caAcos ye elmes. en Se ev rot? #27/51019 dv tt? tSot o Aeyeis, oti 

ovTcoi e%et. Trp'oi; Se tuvtoi<; /cal o dvco 7rov e/cel e'erropev, to tov 

'Oprjpov papTvpijaei, to 

(TTrjOos Se 7rA?;^a? /cpadtrjv r/VLTratre pvdeo' 

evTav0a yap 8rj aacf)dj<; a)? eTepov eTepco e7rnr\rjTTOV Tvenoiy/cev 

15''Opppos to dvaXoyurdpevov 1 trepl tov /3eXTtov6li Te /cal %etpovo9 C 

too dXoyL(TTW<; 0vpovpevcp. Kopi8f/, eepr), op0(d<; Xeyet<;. 

XVI. TaoTa pev apa, rjv S’ eyed, poyi<; 8/avevev/capev, icnl 

rjptv ernei/Ctos opoXoyetTat, to. avTcl pev ev 7roXet, tci avTa S’ iv 

2. imKovpucbv II: liriKovpi)TiKbv A. 

441 A 3 edv (jltj ktX. See App. IV. 
441b ii tK«I: ‘in the other place,’ 

viz. ill 390 D. If Kiihn is to be trusted, 
Galen (Vol. V p. 500) does not, as 
Hartman asserts, omit the word; and 
there is no good reason for suspecting 
corruption. 

441 c—443 b Thus we see that the 
soul contains within itself the same kinds 
or elements as our city. It follows that 
the individual is wise, brave etc. in the 
same way and in virtue of the same 
internal elements. IVe are therefore just 
when each of our psychological factors 
does its own work. Reason should rule, 
with Spirit for its obedient ally; and both 
of them together, harmonised by music 
and gymnastic, will control Desire, and 
ward off foreign enemies from soul and 
body. The individual is brave in virtue 
of the element of Spirit, if in spite of pain 
and pleasure that element continuesfaithful 
to the commands of Reason touching what 
should and should not be feared; wise, by 
reason of the part of soul that rules and 
knows; temperate, through the harmony 

of ruled and rider on the question which 
shall ride; and just, in virtue of our oft- 
repeated principle. IVe may examine our 
view of Justice by various tests derived 
from the popular connotation of the word, 
and we shall find that we are right. 

441 c ff. The parallel between the 
City and the Soul is maintained through¬ 
out this section. Like the City, the Soul 
is also wise and brave, in virtue of the 
wisdom and courage of its parts, and 
temperate and just for similar reasons 
(see on tl rr\v icoKiv rpoanyopeveis 428 d); 

the relation between \0y1oTiKbv, dvpoeibis, 
and Imdvp-riTiiiov is the same as that 
between the three orders of the city (see 
however on 442 c); and the specific 
virtues are defined in the same vay. 
Finally, as Justice in the State was ai last 
identified with Righteousness or Moral 
Perfection, so likewise is Justice in the 
soul (442 E—443 b). 

441 C 18 6|j.oX.oyuTcu. cijUoXoyei- 
rai (sic) tf: ih/j.o\oyrjrai if1 (with Stob. 
Flor. 9. 64). The present, ‘ we pretty 
well agree,’ is satisfactory enough. 
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ei/09 e/cdaTOV rfj ^rv^fj yevp ivelvcu /cal taa Tov dpi9p.ov. ’’EaTt 

tavTa. Ov/covv e/celvo ye pSp dvay/calov, co? 7roXt? pv aocf>p /cal to, 20 

o{5t<m /cat tov IStcoTpv /cal tovtco aocpov eivai; TL p.pv; Kat A Sp 

D dvSpelos lSicoTp<; ical co?, tovtco ' /cal 7ro\tv avSpeiav /cal ovtcos, /cal 

TaXXa TrdvTa irpb<; apeTpv d>cravTco<; apa^oTepa e%eiv. ’A.vdytcrip 

Kat Sc/cacov Sp, d> YXav/ccov, oip.ai, cf)pcrop,ev dvSpa eivai tu> avtoo 

tpoirco, cpTrep /cal 7roXo? pv Si/caia. Kat tovto Tvacja dvay/cp. 25 

'AW’ ov Trrj ppv tovto eTTiXeX.pcTp.e9 a, oti e/ceivp ye too to eavTov 

e/cacTTOv ev avT>} TrpaTTeiv Tpicov ovtcov yevcov Si/caia pv. Ov p.01 

So/covp.ev, ecf)p, eTTiXeXpaQai. Mz/r7/i,oz/ei/Teoz/ apa pp.lv, oti /cal 

E pp.cov e/cacrTO?, otov av to, avTov e/caaTov tcov ev uvtco 1 irpaTTp, 

outo? Si/caio<; re eaTai /cat ta avTov TrpaTTcov. Kat p.aXa, p S' 09, 30 

pvppovevTeov. Ov/covv ra p.ev XoyiaTi/cco ap^eiv TTpocrp/cei, aocpco 

ovti /cal e^ovTL ttjv inrep d.Trdcrp'i Tps ^Jrv^p'} 7Tpop.p0eiav, tco Se 

6vp.oeiSei vTrp/coco eivai /cal %vp,p.dyu> tovtov; IIaw ye. ’Ap' ovv 

ot/%, &cnrep iXeyop.ev, p,ovai/cp<; /cal yvp.vacjTiKp9 /cpaat? avpcjrcova 

42 avTa 7roipcrei, to p,ev iiriTeivovaa /cat Tpecf/ovaa Xoyo/s | Te /caXot? 35 

/cat p.a9ppaaiv, to Se dvielcra TTapap.vQovp.evp, pp.epovaa dppovia 

Te /cat pvdpcp; Kop,iSp ye, p S' 09. Kat tovtco Sp ovtco 

TpacpevTe /cal a>9 dXpQco9 to avTcbv p.a.9ovTe /cat TraiSevQevTe 

irpocTTaTpcjeTOv tov eTTi9vp.pTi/cov, o Si) TrXelcrTov Tps yfrv^pi ev 5 

e/cdicTTcp ecrTt /cat ^pppcaTcov cjpvcrei dirXpaTOTaTov' o TpppaeTov, 

fip to) Trip.TrXa<rQai tcov irepl to acop.a icaXovp.evcov pSovcov ttoXv 

19. 7vds 3y: 7W AH. 
Kal avSpeiav AIL 
6. S s 17: <3 ATI: y A2. 

II23 q: 7^vet All1. 22. dvSpdav %q\ 

5. TTpoaraT-qaeTov coniecit Bekker: trpoaT-qaerou codd. 

441 D 22 avBpelav. See cr. and 
for the error in A ct. IX 573 B n. 

23 ^x€lv ls intransitive, and not transi¬ 
tive as D. and V. suppose. 

441 E 34 wcrirep eXe^yopev. Ill 411 E 
-—412 A. This passage enables us to 
identify the 'koyiariKov with the tpt\6ao<j)ov 

of Books 11—hi. See on 439 v, and cf. 
Krohn PI. St. p. 57. 

35 to pev: i.e. to \oylttikov, as t6 37 
is rb dvpLoeiSh. As the subject to the 
participles is Kpdais, we see again that 
Plato did not intend ‘ Music’ and Gym¬ 
nastic each to affect one part of Soul 
exclusively. It is curious however that 
the participles here describe the effect 
of music only: for it is music [not gym¬ 
nastic) which tTTLTtLvzi t6 (ptKoootf)ov : see 
on 07RJS av—irpocrriKOVTOs III 411 E. The 

partial ignoring of gymnastic in this 
passage is perhaps premonitory of the 
intellectualism of VI and VII: cf. on 439 d 
and E. 

442 A 2 avieica ktX. : ‘ slackening 
the other by soothing address, taming it,’ 
etc. The three participles are not co¬ 
ordinate, but Trapap.v8ovp.tori explains the 
action of dvieiaa. It is unnecessary to 
desert the best MSS (as I once did) and 
read avietaa, Trapapvdoupevr) Kal -qpepoOtra 

with 3 v and the older editors. 
5 7rpoo-TaTtjcr£Tov ktX. Bekker’s 

emendation—see cr. n.—is now generally 
accepted, tovto) means XoyicrTiKoi' and 
dvpoei37s: so also in b below. On 3 51) 

7rXe?<rrov etc. see 11 379 C n. 

7 KaXoupt'vwy ktX. KaXovptviov is 
said because such pleasures are no true 

*?—■* 
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Ka'i ia%vpbi' yevopevov ovk av ra avrov rrpdirrp, aXXd KarahovXco- 

aaaOai I Kal cip^eiv eiri-^ei.p^ar] civ ov irpoa^KOv avrep yevei, Kal B 

£vprravra rov fiiov irdvrcov dvarpeyfrp. Haw pev ovv, ecf>r]. *Ap' 

ovv, tjv h' iycb, teal rov<; encodev iroXeplov? rovreo av KaXXiara 

(pvXarrotrrjv VTrep dyrderr]^ rr)<; ''/ryX% tc /cat tou awparo<;, to /zei/ 

/3ovXevopevov, to he irpoiroXepovv, eiropevov he ra apyovri /cat tj} 

dvhpeia kmreXovv ta /3ovXevdevra; ”E<7Tt ravra. Kal dvhpelov 

hrj, olpa l, rovrw rep /xepet KaXovpev eva e/cacTOV, I orai/ avrov to C 

6vpoeihe<; hiaacp^p hid re Xvttcov /cat phovbbv to vito tov Xoyov 

rrapayyeXd'ev heivov re /cal pp. ’Op6<o<; y, e^>p. So(f>ov he ye 

etceivco rep crpiKpqi pepei, rat o ppx^v T' *v clvtm /cat ravra vappy- 

yeXXev, e%ov av rcuiceivo imarpppv iv avrat rpv rov %vp(f>epovro<-? 

ir. toi'tw A2IT: rouro) A1. 12. <t>v\aTrotrr)v q: <pv\arrof rpv A: 
<pv\drroi II1: <f>v\a.TTOiTov tt]V II2: <pv\drroi • ru> H. 16. roO X670V £q2: 
ruiv Xoyuiv All et fortasse ql. 17. 5^ ye (vel Se 7’) A2n: S’ A1. 

pleasures: cf. I 336 A n. and (for the im¬ 
plication itself) IX 583 B fif., Phil. 36 c ff. 
On ovk av see 426 E n. The imagery 
of this passage suggests that the Imdv- 
Ht>)tik6v is a sort of dr/plov: cf. IX 588 e ff. 

442 B 9 <ov—yevci : sc. &pxeiv. 
“ Dativus causam indicat, cur tertiae parti 
non conveniat duabus reliquis praeesse et 
imperare, eamque in ipsius genere et in¬ 
dole positam demonstrat ” (Schneider). 
If this is the meaning, we should expect 
epvoei rather than ytvei. Perhaps Plato 
wrote yevbv (so q Flor. U, Stallbaum 
etc.): cf. 7Ivt) in 441 C. To irpooijKov 

Campbell prefers irpoorjKev, but the pre¬ 
sent (irpoirrjKov sc. iorlv) is better here. 

12 <|>u\aTTo£TTp>. The two higher 
parts of soul are to be <pb\aKes both of 
the lower part and (in a different sense) 
‘also’ (/cat) ‘of external enemies’: cf. 
Ill 415 D, E. Dobree’s q>v\aTTolodr)v fails 
to give its proper force to Kal before 
robs Isoldev. For <pv\arriti used in this way 
cf. II 367 A ovk av aXXijXovs t<fiv\drrop.ev 
/xt) aSiKeiv, aXX’ avros avrov r/v l/iaoros 

</>b\af 
442 C 16 uiro tov Xoyov. In this 

particular the analogy between the city 
and the soul is not quite exact, otherwise 
it would be the rulers in the city who 
prescribe to Seivov re Kal psf], whereas it 
is the legislator (see on 6 vopodtnis 429 c). 
This point is emphasized, perhaps unduly 
so, by Krohn (PI- Si. p. 43). Unless 
Plato made the Deity the oUior-qs of the 

soul, as the original legislator is of the 
city, it was impossible for him to avoid 
placing the Xoy«ttik6v in a position of 
even greater authority than the rulers. 
In Books vi and vii the inequality is 
redressed by making the power of the 
Rulers in the city commensurate with 
that of X670S in the soul: see Vi 497 C n. 

18 qp\ev t€ ktX.: ‘ ruled within him 
and issued these instructions.’ The im¬ 
perfect is used because the instructions 
must be given before they can be obeyed 
by BvpoeiSls, as described in the last 
sentence. J. and C. say that vpxe refers 
to 428 E; but Plato is not there speaking 
of the individual, only of the State. Al¬ 
though a reference to 439 C or 441 E is 
barely possible, it is much simpler to 
regard the imperfect as real, and not 
‘ philosophic.’ See above on 111 406 E. 
Schneider, to judge from his translation, 
takes the same view. With o/xiKptp p-lpei 
cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. X 7. 1177b 34 ff- el 
yap Kal rip oyKw puKpdv eon (sc. rb 
Kpanorov rbv ev avrtp) kt\. 

19 av Kaxuvo ktX. av Kal has been 
interpreted (1) as implying that the 
dvpoeibls also has a sort of knowledge: 
cf. 429 C and 439 e n.: (2) as ‘like the 
rulers in the State ’: cf. 428 B ff. The 
first view is slightly more natural on 
linguistic grounds, but I think Plato 
would hardly have attributed tm<rr-tip.ri 
in any shape to the dvpoeiSts. Probably 
(2) is right, for the analogy between the 
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kna<JT(£> T6 Kal o\(p T(p KOiVCp a(])(i)V CIVTCOV Tpicov OVTOOV. Ylavv 20 

pev ovv. Tt he; adxppova ov rfj cj:>i\la Kal ^vpcfyoovla rfj avroov 

D 1 tovtcov, orav to re ap^ov Kal tco dpyopevu) to XoyLariKov 

opoho^wai helv ap^eiv Kal pyj aTacnd^waLV avrcp; ^cotjrpoavvr] 

yovv, y) h’ 09, ovk aWo tl ianv rj touto, 7roXe&>9 to Kal ISimtov. 

’AXXci pe v hr) hiKacos ye, cp TroXXa/a? \eyopev, tovtco Kal ov tco? 25 

earai. IToXX?/ dvdyKt). Tl ovv; elrrov eyed' pur; irr) rjplv dyrap- 

/3\vverac aXXo tl hiKaioavvi) hoKelv etvai t) orrep iv rf/ rroXei 

iefravr); Ovk epoLye, e<pr), hoKel. 'flhe yap, y)v S' eycu, rravTarraaLV 

E I av /3e/3aLO)aalpe0a, el tl rjpoov eVt iv tfj ^Jrv^r) dpcpiafipTei, 7a 

(fyopTiKa avT(p irpoa^epovre^. Tiola hr); Olov el heoi r/pas dvo- 30 

poKoyeladai 7rept re eKelvr]<; tj)9 7roXea)? Kal rov eKelvp opoiw9 

Tre^vKOTOs re Kal reQpappevov avhpo9, el hoKel av TvapaKaTa0r)Kr)v 

'Xpvalov rj dpyvplov hetjapevos 6 tolovtos aTTOGTepyjaaL, tiv av 

443 olet olr)6r)vai touto avTov \ hpacrac paWov rj ogol pi) tolovtol ; 

22. Tio dpxopivoi v: rip apxoptv? ADS: to apxopevov q. 26. dwap- 
p\vverat A1 II : dirap.p\tivr)Tai A2. 34. touto 3q: tovtov All. 

city and the soul is in Plato’s mind all 
through this section: see 441 C, D, and 
442 D. 

442 D 25 <B iroXXaKis ktX. :‘in virtue 
of our oft-repeated maxim and in that 
way’: i.e. ry ra avTov irpaTreiv. Ficinus 
seems to have read Kal ws after \tyopev. 

At first sight Kal outois appears to de¬ 
mand the insertion; but Plato is speaking 
with less formality and precision than in 
441 C, D. The reading of Vind. E Kal 

oCros (for Kal outois), i.e. ‘the individual, 
as well as the city,’ is attractive, but un¬ 
necessary. Flartman proposes <7roXiv> 
iroXXa/as <i>\eyopev, touto? Kal outos 

Zcrrai, a solution which will commend 
itself to few. 

26 (xrj itt)—elvcu. ‘ Do we find Justice 
growing dimmer in any way? Does it 
appear something different from what it 
was discovered to be in the city?’ lit. 
‘ blunted, so as to appear ’ etc. In the 
language of 434 D (to which Socrates’ ques¬ 
tion refers) J ustice has nowr ‘ passed into ’ 
the Individual; and no feature has been 
blunted, or lost its clearness of outline. 
We are therefore confirmed in our view 
of Justice, both civic and individual. 
Hartman would read airqp.fi\uvTaL, taking 
ilpiv as ‘ by us,’ but the present is more 
expressive, and (with ijpiv) represents us 

as in a certain sense spectators of the self¬ 
evolution of Justice: cf. eav pkv r\pXv Kal 
et’s eva Ibv to eldos touto kt\. 434 D. 
airapp\uveTai = ‘ retunditur ’ (Schneider). 

442 E 29 to, ((jopriKa. Plato tests 
his view of Justice by four criteria taken 
as it were de foro and turning on various 
popular associations of the word: cf. IX 

573 B ff. Of these the first three are 
concerned with honesty and trustworthi¬ 
ness in public and private life ; while the 
last (poix*l — aSepawevalaL) refers to 
morality in general, including the service 
of the gods. Taken together, they sum 
up the leading features of the perfect 
character, and shew that Plato’s con¬ 
ception of private, as of political, Justice 
is in reality Righteousness or Moral 
Perfection, whereof the other virtues 
are the fruit. Plato’s innovation lay in 
interpreting Righteousness as ra aCtou 

irpaTTeiv, or rather in the peculiar mean¬ 
ing which he attached to this phrase: see 
on 434 c and infra 443 B n. 

32 TrapaKaTa0rjKr|v \pucr£ou ktX. 

Honesty and truthfulness were generally 
recognised as characteristic of the 5Ua 10s 
av-qp: see the passages collected by 
NagelsbachNachhom. Theol.pp. 240—246. 

34 touto auTov. See cr. n. “ Fortasse 
Plato tovtov a\nt> scripsit ” (Schneider). 
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OvBev' av, e<j)t]. Ovkovv Kal lepoavXithv Kal kXottoov Kal wpoSocnwv 

rj ihia eralpwv rj hr]p.o<j'ia iroXecov £kto<; av outo? eiij; ’E/cto?. 

Kai p.Tjv ovS' otrcoanovv airiGTOs rj Kara opicovs rj /card t«? aUo? 

5 opioXoylas. IIw? yap av; Mot^ettu p-rjv Kal yovecov dpeXeiat Kal 

Oeorv ddepaTrevaiaL rravTl aXXw ptaXXov rj rev tolovtm trpotjrjKovcn. 

llaim p,evToi, ecfrij. Ovkovv tovtcov 1 ttcivtcov airtov, oti avrov B 

rorv ev avTW eKaarov tu avrov rrpdrrei dpyrj^ re 7repi Kal rov 

dp^eaOai; ToOto p,ev ovv, Kal ovdev aXXo. “Et 1 tl ovv erepov 

10 ^prels SiKaioavvrjv elvau rj ravrrjv rrjv 8vvap.1v, rj tou? toiovrovs 

avSpas re rrapeyerai Kal 7roXet?; Ma Aia, rj 8’ o?, ovk eywye. 

XVII. TeAeoi> dpa rjpiv to evvrrviov dirorereXearaL, o etpapev 

1. ouSiv’ II: ovSbv A. 
5. v-rjv II: pkv A. 

4. rj Kara opxovs H (]: ij Kara, opxovs All. 
11. rlXeov II: TcXevraiov A, sed in mg. yp reXeov. 

443 A 1 UpocrvXuov— irpoSocruuv. 

See Nagelsbach l.c. pp. 293 ff., 298 f. 
4 airicTTOS — Karo optcovs. tvopda 

was an indispensable element in Greek 
morality: see Nagelsbach l.c. p. 242, 
and the interesting monograph of Augustin 
Dcr Eid im Gr. Volksglauben u. in d. PL 
Ethik Elbing 1894. 

5 p,oix“al — a0tpair«v<riai. Nagels- 
bach l.c. pp. 264 ff., 275 ff., 191 ff. 
The virtue of evoefieia was commonly 
regarded as diKaioevvij rj rrepi robs deobs 
(e.g. Euthyph. 12 e), and eiWjSeia is con¬ 
cerned with dewv 0epo.trda. See Euthyph. 
l.c. and cf. also the Stoic Zeno in D. L. 
VII 119 etval re ttjv ciioefteiav itriUTrjprjv 
6ewv depatrdas, and Sext. Emp. adv. Math. 
IX 123. 

443 B—444 A IVe were right then 
in suspecting that Justice in a certain 
shape was with us from the first when 
we founded our city. But the principle 
that every one should do his professional 
work arid no more, is in reality only an 
image or shadow of Justice. True Justice 
is concerned with the inner man and 
consists in the performance of its own 
peculiar office by each of the three elements 
within the soul. It is this 5which produces 
spiritual unity, and spiritual unity shews 
itself in outward acts. We may now claim 
to have discovered Justice both in the City 
and in the Individual. 

443 b ff. This section deals with the 
relation between Civic and Individual 
virtue. Although we discovered the latter 
by means of the former, it is the virtue of 
the soul which is alone original; the other, 
its outward expression, is but a copy. All 

true virtue therefore rests upon psycho¬ 
logy; not yet, as in VI and vil, on the 
metaphysical knowledge of the Idea of 
Good. The full meaning of Plato’s 
‘ natural city ’ ((card cpvoiv obaoOeioa. 

irbXis) now appears. It is a common¬ 
wealth whose institutions and political 
life are the outward expression or embodi¬ 
ment of the true and uncorrupted nature 
of the soul, regarded as in very truth a 
Pvtov ovk eyyciov, aXX’ ovpaviov (Tim. 

90 a). Hence arise the three orders of 
the city; hence too, each order performs 
its own function; for it is part of soul’s 
‘ nature ’ rd eairrijs it parr civ, and 7roXu- 
irpay/soveiv is a consequence of unnatural 
degeneration (441 a). This optimistic 
view of ‘ nature ’ is noteworthy. It rests 
on the wide-spread Greek belief that 
good is natural, and evil unnatural; cf. 
infra 444 D and Aristotle’s d Se 6eos xai 
ij 1pint is ovSev pAr-qv ttoiovcti (de Caelo 1 
4. 27la 33), ovdev rwv irapa cpvoiv xaXuv 

(Pol. H 3. I325b 10) and the like. For 
more on this subject I may be allowed to 
refer to my essay on Classical Education, 

Deighton, Bell and Co. 1895 pp. 12 ff. 
Although not itself expressly a deduction 
from the theory of Ideas, Plato’s con¬ 
ception of ‘nature’ as good and not evil is 
altogether in harmony with the sovereignty 
of the Idea of Good in Book VI: see on 
505 a ff. 

12 Tt\cov ktX. The language is sug¬ 
gested by Homer’s ovk 6vap, aXX’ iiirap 

eodXbv, o toi TeTeXcaplvov lorai (Od. 

XIX 547). S is a vague internal accusa¬ 
tive : see on rjv wpdrjp.cv in 434 D. 

t'4>a(i€v ktX. The reference is to 433 A. 
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vrrorrrevaac, o>? ev0v<> dp^opcevoc rpt 7roXew9 oitcl^eiv /card 9eov 

C tiva 66? dp^r/v re I /cal tvttov Tivd rr/s Si/caioavv779 iuvSvvevop.ev 

ep,/3e/3picevai. Havrairaacv peep ovv. To Se ye rjv apa, 00 YXavK0.1v, 15 

Sc o /cal rbcjieXet,, elScoXbv ri T779 Sucaio<TVvr]<;, to tov pcev aKvroro- 

pcL/cov cf)vaei 6p9w<; e%eiv mcvroropcelv /cal aXXo pcpSev irparre/v, 

rov Se Te/CTovucov tc/ctaivecr9ai, /cal taXXa Sr) ovrco<;. <YaLverai. 

To Se ye dXp9e9, roiovro pcev ri r/v, 019 eo/tcev, 1) SucaLoavvp, dA,V 

D ov irepl rrjv 1 e%(0 irpa^iv rwv avrov, dXXd irepl rrjv evro<;, &>9 20 

dXp9ws 1repl eavrov /cal ta eavrov, per) edcravra tdXXorpea irpdrreiv 

etcaarov ev avrw pepSe iroXvirpaypcovelv irpo<> aXXpXa to ev rfj 

yl/'uXV y^vrl> dXXd tco ovn to ol/ceia ev 9epcevov /cal api-avra avrov 

avrov /cal Koapcrjcravra /cal fylXov yevopcevov eavrw /cal %vvappeboavra 

rpia ovra cbairep opovs rpels dppbovcas dre^vwr;, vedrps re /cal 25 

16. dxpbXei Ast: wrpeXel AITHy. 21. eavrov II: eavrGiv A. 
23. avrbv—eavrip II: om. A. 

On olicifreiv see III 407 B/i. For Kivbvvedopev 
Hartman suggests iiavdvvevopev ; but pre¬ 
sents do not of course become imperfects 
in indirect. 

443 c 15 to 8e ye: ‘yes, but in 
point of fact.’ For rb Sb in this sense 
cf. I 340 D n. rb db ye a\-/]8es below 
expresses the same meaning more fully 
and emphatically. 

16 Sl’ 8—outws. The imperfect wr/re- 
Xei (see cr. n.), ‘for which reason also it 
was of service to us,’ viz. in discovering 
the real or original justice, seems to me 
better than the present. See 11 368 D ff. 
Plato is justifying himself for having taken 
so much trouble about a mere e’lSwXov ; it 
was in order to learn the original through 
the copy. So also Hartman. The present 
could only mean ‘ benefits the city ’ (so 
Schneider, Rettig and others). Madvig, 
strangely enough, suspects the whole 
phrase. Civic Justice is an e’lSoiXov of 
justice in the soul as being its reflection 
in outward conduct. See also on 443 b ff. 
above. 

19 toiovto takes its meaning from to 
rbv fikv <rKvroropuicbv etc. ‘Justice was 
indeed something of this kind’ (i.e. a sort 
of ra avrov irpdrreiv), but not irepl rrjv 

irpd^iv. The warning conveyed by 
elSos and rpbirov nvd in 433 A (where see 
note), 433 B and 432 E is now justified : 
for justice is said to be irepl ri)v bvrbs 
irpa^iv, and is therefore not, strictly speak¬ 
ing, that which we have called ‘ Civic 
Justice.’ 

443 D 20 ds d\r)0ws should be con¬ 
strued with irepl eavrov. The soul is the 
true self, as Socrates continually main¬ 
tained. It is better to regard irepl before 
eavrbv as coordinate with irepl in irepl ri)v 
bvrbs, than to translate “with internal 
actions which are in very truth concerned 
with himself” (J. and C.). (is dX-ridds 
irepl eavrbv etc. merely emphasizes and 
explains irepl rrjv evros. 

22 ^kcuttov. Ast would read 'bnaorov 
rQv; but the meaning is easily caught 
after ra eavrov just before. 

23 T(p ovti kt\. : ‘ having set his 
house in order in the truest sense.’ So 
Schneider, rightly. For ohcela cf. Ill 
405 B n. * 

24 |vvap(j.ocravTa—ijppo<rp.evov. Cf. 
432 A, where a similar image is em¬ 
ployed. The figure here is taken from 
the Octachord, the \oynrriKbv being re¬ 
presented by the virarr) or highest string 
(which gave out the lowest note), the 
eir(dvp.r)T(Kbv by the veari) (an octave 
higher in pitch), and the 6vp.oei8bs by the 
p.e<rp or fourth. See Diet. Ant. II p. 195 
or Gleditsch Die Musik d. Gr. p. 860. 
The single notes of a appovla could be 
called opoi because they were in reality 
terms in a proportion and depended on 
the relative length of the string: cf. Tim. 
35 B, c. Hartman’s correction of vedrys, 
virdrys, pint)s to vedri)v, virdryv, pbtryv 
is very attractive: for the genitives can 
only be explained as Spov vedrys etc., and 
the effect is unpleasing, especially with 
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V7rnr7]<; /cal fiearjs, /cal el 1 aWa drra pteTa^v rvyyavei ovra, E 

7ruvTd raina £vvBrjaavra Kal iravrarraaiv eva yevopeevov etc ttoWwv, 

aaKppova Kal r/p/xoafievov, ovtco Brj irpciTTeiv rjBr), edv t 1 irparTr], rj 

7repl y^ppp.ciTWv Krrjaiv rj ttepl abdpLaTos Oeparreiav rj Kal ttoXitikov 

ti rj 7repl t d ib La %vp(3o\aia, ev it dab tovtols rjyovfievov Kal 

ovopba^ovra SiKalav peev Kal Ka\yv 1rpa^iv, rj dv ravrrjv rrjv e%iv 

cw£77 T6 Kal avva'Trepyd'QijTai, aocfrlav Be trjv imaTaTOvaav TavTrj 

rrj 7Tpd^eb emarr]pbijv, aBbKov Be TTpagiv, \ rj dv del tavrrjv Xvrj, 444 
apeadlav Be rrjv TavTrj av imaTaTOvaav Bo^av. Tlavrarraaiv, 

rj B’ 09, (v "ZwKpaTe9, aXyOrj \eyei,<;. Ylev, rjv B eyed- tdv p,ev 

Blkulov Kal dvBpa Kal 7toXlv, Kal BiKatoavvrjv, 0 rvy^avet ev avTols 

26. Kal el II: el Kal A. 

dppovlas coining between. Retaining the 
Greek nomenclature, we may translate: 
‘ having harmoniously joined together 
three different elements, just like three 
terms in a musical proportion or scale, 
lowest and highest and intermediate,’ 
etc. In aXXa drra pera^v Plato indicates 
(as J. and C. observe) that his threefold 
division of soul may not be ‘ strictly ex¬ 
haustive ’ (cf. viii 548 D «.). The missing 
faculties would thus correspond to the 
notes intervening between the virarp and 
ptap, and the plop and vedrp. It will 
be noted that the unity resulting is not 
that of unison, but that of a scale or 
mode. Nevertheless it is clear from 
the language used that the appovia which 
Plato describes is, as before, tronppoauvp: 
cf. ap^avra ain'ov avrou with 431 A, B, 

<j>l\ov yevbpevov with 442 C; KotTpliaavTa 
too suggests Koapiorps, and the word 
aweppova itself is finally employed. Cf. 
434 C n. A different explanation is given 
by the Scholiast. Holding that Plato is 
referring to a system of two octaves (51s 
Sia traaCiv) he explains vedrp, plop and 
inrarp as e.g. A', A, and b (not a, which 
is the irpoaXapfia.vbpevos). His note is as 
follows: vedrp ijyovv vprp virepfioXalwv p 
iaxo-rp x°pbp rod Sis Sia iraauv avtrrp- 
paros, inrarp St p per a. r'ov irpoXapfiavb- 
pevov (leg. irpoaXapflavbpevov) tpdbyyov 
irpurp X°P^V T°fi avrou rod Sis Sia iraadiv 
ouarpparos. ptap St Kal avrp ijroi tpffbyyos 
p X°P^V V reXeurala pen tou irpibrov Sia, 
iraauv, dpXP St tou Sevrepou, us eivai 
robroiv Koivpv, us UroXepalbs re (ppai Kal 

oi &XX01 pouaiKol. But in the Sis Sia 
iracruv adarppa, the inrdrp is not aup- 
rpwvos with the vprp inrep^oXaluv, although 

the TTpoaXap.fiavbpevos of course is (see 
Gleditsch l.c. p. 861 and Euclid Sect. Can. 

10 ed. von Jan): so that according to the 
Scholiast there is a serious breach of 
avpipuvla. It seems to me quite clear 
that in bltrirep Spous rpeis—ptaps Plato is 
thinking of three £1)ptpuv01 rpdbyyoi, and 
in the single octave or Sid iraauv, the 
uirarp, peap or fourth, and vedrp were 
avprpuva aXXpXois: see Cleonid. /sag. 
Harm. 5 ed. von Jan. In 432 a also, 
Plato contemplates only a single octave: 
see note ad loc. 

443 E 27 £va—TroWaiv. Cf. 4230**. 
and \_Epin.~\ 992 B eK iroXXuv eva yeyovbra. 
The phrase els er itoXXuv is a sort of 
Platonic motto or text (like the tjxiival of 
post-Aristotelian ethics). 

28 oi/Tio 81)—rjSr): emphatic, as Hirzel 
points out (Hermes \\U p. 393): for the 
just man will not take part in practical 
affairs until he has ordered his own soul 
aright. Cf. Ale. I 113 B ff., Ap. 36 C, and 
Xen. Mem. Ill 7. 9, iv 3. 1. 

29 ij' KaC. Stallbaum and others add 
wepl (with E) before ttoXitikSv, but rt 
irparTp irepl ttoXitikSv ti is very un¬ 
pleasing. ttoXitikSv depends directly on 
irpdTTp and is equivalent to irepl irbXiv. 
The slight variety of expression is easy 
and elegant after rj Kal ‘ aut etiam.’ 

33 €iri<mjp.T]v—8o|av. This is, as 
Krohn points out (PI. St. p. 68), the first 
precise and explicit separation of eiri- 
arppp and <5o£a in the Republic. Each 
of them, however, is still concerned with 
conduct, and not, as in the end of v, with 
the theory of knowledge. 

444 a 4 ruy\dvti—ov= ‘really is ’: 

1 337 B »• 
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ov, el (f)ai/u,ev ijvprj/cevcu, ov/c av 7rdvv ti, olp.at, So^ac/j-ev i]reu8ea0cu. 5 

M» A la ov pcevTOi, ecf)tj. <&wp,ev apa; Qw/xev. 

XVIII. "Ectto) Sp, pv S’ iydr /xera yap tovto cnceiTTeov, 

oip,ai, aSuclav. At/A.oz'. Ovkovv <ttu<tlv Tiva av rpiwv ovtoov 

B 1 tovtcov Set avjpv eivat, ical 7ro\vnpayp,oavvrjv /cal aWoTpioTrpay- 

p,oavvrjv ical iiravdaTacnv /xepovs tivos tm o\® t?}? \jrvyrj<;, Tv ia 

apypp iv avTrj ov Trpoarj/cov, aWa toiovtov cWo? (j)vaei, olov 

upeireiv avTa> 8ov\eveiv tco tov dpyiKov yevovs ovtl; roiavr 

d,TTa, oipai, cf)7]crop,ev /cal Tpv tovtcov Tapayrjv /cal TvXdvrjv eivai 

TTjv te ahuclav /cal d/coXacrlav /cal SeiXlav /cal dpcadiav /cal avK- 

C \rjj38r)v 7raaav /ca/ciav. Tavrd pc'ev ovv ravra, 1 ecpTj. Ovkovv, 15 

11. aXXa—ylvovs Svti 3: pro rip rod All habent tov S’ aS SovXeheiv, q ru S’ aS 
Sov\e veiv. 

444 A—444 E Injustice, like every 
variety of Vice, implies seditio/i and con- 
fusio/i among the parts of the sold. It is 
spiritual disease, deformity and weakness; 
while Virtue is the reverse. Virtuous 
institutions promote virtue, vicious insti¬ 
tutions vice. 

444 a 8 aSiKt'av. Now that we 
have discovered Justice, it is necessary 
to look for Injustice, in order that we 
may compare the two and decide the 
question at issue, viz. irbrepov Set KeKTTjadai 
tov plWovra evSaL/xova eTvai, lav re \av- 
davy lav re p.y ttdvras deals re ical dvdpoi- 
ttovs (427 d: cf. II 368 E ».). The full 
exposition of Injustice is reserved for 
Books viii and IX, where Plato takes 
the subject in its proper order, consider¬ 
ing civic injustice first, and afterwards 
that of the individual. At present he 
contents himself with a preliminary or 
exoteric sketch of Injustice in the soul, 
representing it as unrighteousness in 
general, just as Justice, both in the State 
and in the individual, has been identified 
with righteousness or moral perfection 

(434 C, 442 E ««.)._ 
444 B ii ctXXd toioutov—ovri. See 

cr. n. The reading of 3 and other 
inferior mss, which (in common with all 
the editors) I have printed above, seems 
to be an attempt to emend the older and 
more difficult reading preserved in A 
and II. Stallbaum supposes that A here 
represents a corruption of 3, ad SovKeleiv 
being presumably a correction (of avrip 
SovXeveiv) which has crept into the text; 
but this is unlikely in itself, and also 

leaves tov 5’ before au Sov\eveiv unex¬ 
plained. The text of 3 is not in itself 
quite satisfactory, as Richards has pointed 
out. olov irplweiv avrip for wore irplireiv 
avrip seems unexampled, although olov 
SouXeleiv would of course be right. The 
expression rip tov apyucov ylvovs 8vti, 

‘ that which is of the ruling class,’ is also 
curious for the more direct and accurate 
Tp ipyucip ylvei. The reading of A and 
II yields no tolerable sense, and certainly 
cannot come from Plato. Madvig (with 
X’ind. E) proposes olov irplireiv avrip Sov- 
Xeleiv, rb S’ aS <p.y> SovXeveiv apyiKov 
ylvovs Svti, which is intelligible, if weak. 
I have thought of olov itplireiv avrip Sov- 
\evetv, rip S’ aS @ov\e veiv (or Seoirbfeiv, 
after Schneider) apyocov ylvovs ovtl, but 
there are obvious objections. I should 
not be surprised if the whole clause dXXd 
—ovtl, as it appears in A and II, is only an 
attempt by some illiterate scribe to work 
out the antithesis of TrpoayKov: lit. 1 being 
by nature such as to be proper for it to 
be a slave, and the slavery again < being 
such as to be slavery > to that which is 
of the ruling class. ’ The clause, even as 
read in 3, adds nothing to the sense, and 
the references in Toiavr’ terra and toItvjv 

just below are caught more easily without 
the obnoxious words. See 442 B tipyeiv 
liriyeipyiry uiv oh irpooynov avrip ylvei. 
Cf. ill 413 C n. 

13 toutwv: sc. twv yeviov. 
15 TauTcv—TavTa. p.ev ovv corrects 

roiavr’arra: “immohaeceadem” (Schnei¬ 
der). For Taira some prefer, with one 
MS of Stobaeus Flor. 9. 64, avra (‘ immo 
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yv S' iyco, /cal to aSuca iTparreiv /cal to dSc/celv ical av to SL/caia 

iroielv, TavTa iravTa Tvy%dvei ovTa /caTaSyXa ySy aa/pws, elirep 

/cal y dSucia re /cal Sucaioavvy; ITcS? Sy; "On, yv S' iyd>, 

Tvy^avei ovSev SiacpepovTa tu>v vyteivwv T6 /cal voacoSwv, <09 i/celva 

20 ev adopaTL, TavTa iv ’'Jcv^rj. IT?}; e<py. Ta pev 7rov vyieiva 

vyceiav epirotel, Ta Se voaooSrj vocrov. Nat. Ov/covv /cal to pev 

Si/caca irpaTTeiv Sucaioavvyv epiroiel, to S' aSuca I aSuclav; D 

'Avay/cy. ’Ecttc Se to pev vyleiav iroielv to, ev tw acopaTt /caTa 

cftvaiv /caOiaTavai /cpaTelv Te /cal /cpaTelaOat vir' aXX/jXwv, to 

25 Se voaov irapd cftvaiv ap^eiv Te /cal ap^eadai, aXXo inr aXXov. 

"Eoti yap. Ov/covv av, ec])yv, to Sucaioavvyv epiroielv Ta iv Ty 

xjrv^y Kara cpvatv /caOiaidvat /cpaTelv Te /cat /cpaTelaOai vtt' 

dXXyXcov, to Se dSi/clav irapd <pvcriv apyeiv Te /cat apyeaQai aXXo 

vir aXXov; KopiSy, etyy. ’ApeTy pev dpa, &)? eoucev, vyieia Te 

30 Tt? av eiy /cal /caXXos /cat eve^la 1 "»/ct/%)7?, /ca/cta Se t/ocro? re /cat E 

alamos /cat dadeveia. "EaTtv ovtco. ’Ap' ovv ov /cat Ta pev /caXa 

eimySevpaTa ets ap6x179 KTyaiv <f>epe 1, Ta S' ala\pd et’9 /ca/cta9; 

'Avay/cy. 

XIX. To Sy Xoiirov ySy, &19 eoucev, yplv earl a/ceyjraadai, 

16. ab t6 q : ad Tcb AS: aura II. 

haec ipsa’), others roiavra, but there is 
not sufficient reason for deserting A. 

444 c 22 StKaia—tpirotel. Krohn 
(PI. St. p. 59) reminds us of Arist. Eth. 
.Vic. II 1. H03a 34 ff. ra pbv SiKaia irpar- 
Tovret SlKaioi yivopeOa kt\. On the 
Socratic analogy between body and soul 
cf. II 380 B n. 

444 D 23 vyCeiav iroielv. S (with 
a few other mss) reads eparoieiv; and 
Stallbaum and others adopt this reading. 
iroieTv, 1 to produce,’ is however satis¬ 
factory : cf. 422 A. 

24 to 8e voo'ov—vtt' aXXov. Here 
and in Tim. 82 A ff. Plato adopts the 
Hippocratean theory of the origin of 
disease: see de nat. hom. vi p. 40 c. 4 
Littre vyialrei plv ow paXiora, onorav 
perpiios lXV Taura (sc. af/ta /cal <j>\eyp.a 
/cal xoXij ijavOri re /cal p.€kaiva) tt)s irpos 
d.\\r)\a KpTjCTids re /cal dvvdpuos /cal too 
ttAi)0eos, /cal paXurra piepuyplva 77. aKylet 
Se orbrav tl rovriiav iXaaaov rj irXtov rj f) 
X<opur9rj ev Tip oibpaTi Kai p-t) keKpr/pivov 
y rdicn ijSpuratnv (Poschenrieder die pi. 
dial, in ihr. Verhdltnisse zu d. Hippokr. 

Schr. p. 37). Cf. also PI. Symp. 186 D 
with Hug ad loc. On /card tpi/aiv see 

443 » n. 
30 KaWos — euefjia: with reference 

perhaps to Thrasymachus’ statement in 
1 348 E f. that Injustice is na\bv and 

laXvP°v- 
444 e—445 E It remains to ask 

whether Justice is better than Injustice. 
Regarding Injustice as a disease of soul, 
Glauco is ready to declare for Justice; 
but Socrates would examine the question 
more carefully. There are four varieties 
of Vice which deserve uivestigation, alike 
in cities and in individuals. Let us take 
them in order. The perfect commonwealth, 
which we have described, may be called 
Kingship or Aristocracy, according as 
there are one or more rulers. Glauco 
assents. 

444 E 34 to Srj Xoiirdv kt\. ‘What 
remains for us now to enquire is whether,’ 
etc. For the position of ripiiv cf. that of 
tt&vtuv in 445 B. Herwerden suggests 
rbbe or rbSe Sij, neither of which is 
necessary. 
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445 7roTepov av \vaiTe\ei SiKaid re TrpaTTeiv Kal \ tcaXd eiriTt^Seveiv 35 

Kal elvai SiKaiov, eav re Aav0dvrj eav Te p,rj tolovtos wv, rj dStKelv 

re Kal aSiKov elvai, eavirep p,r) SiSc3 SIktjv prjSe fieXTiwv ylyvrjTai 

ico\a^op,evos. ’AAA’, eepr/, w 'ZwKpaTes, yeXoiov epioiye (palverai 

to UKepipa ylyvecr0ai rjSrj, el tov p,ev awpiaTO^ ttj? (fivaews Sia- 5 

<J)0eipop,6vr]<> SoKel ov [BiWTov elvai ovSe pieTci ttuvtwv ctitIcov re 

Kal ttotwv Kal TravTos ttAovtov Kal irdarjs dpxfj'i, tt/s Se avrov 

B tovtov w ^wjiev (f>vaeco<; TapaTTopevrje; Kal 1 Sia^0eipopitvr]<i j3iooTov 

dpa earai, eavirep t4? iroif) o av (3ovAi]0rj aAAo ir\r)v tovto, 

OTrbOev KaKias p,ev Kal dSt/cta? diraWaypaerai, SiKaioavvpv Se 10 

Kal dpeTrjv KTrjaeTai, eireibrjirep etpavr) ye ovra eKarepa ola rj/xel1; 

Sie\r]\v0apev. TeAolov yap, r)v S' eyoo. ’AAA’ bpcos eirelirep 

ivTav0a eXrj\v0ap,ev, oaov olov re aacpearara KaTiSelv on TavTa 

ovTco? exei> °v XPV diroKap^veiv. "HKiara vrj tov Ala, ecjorj, irdvTwv 

C airoKvrjTeov. Aevpo vvv, I r/v S' eyoo, iva Kal iSp9, oaa Kal eiSrj 15 

e%€i rj tca/cta, cos e/iot oo/cet, a <ye orj /cat a£ta Ueas. i^irojiat, e<p?/* 

povov Aeye. Kat prjv, rjv S’ eyoo, wanep airb aKoincv; poi (joalverai, 

iTreiSr) evrav0a dvafiefirjKapev tov A0700, ev pev elvai eiSo9 t?}? 

dpeTrjs, direipa Se tj;? /ca/cta?, tetTapa S’ ev avTois arTa, wv Kal 

35 iroTCpov av ktX. See 1 354 B, C, 
and note on 444 A. 

445 A 2 eav Te Xav0dvr|. Cf. 427 D 
and II 367 E. 

3 PeXxCwv—KoXa^opevos. II 380 B n. 
8 <S ^i3(iev. Cf. I 353 D rt 5’ av to 

%r\v; ipvxys (pri<ro[/.ev Zpyov elvai.; fiaXiara 

ye and note ad loc. /3lut6v &pa Zarai 

should not be made interrogative. The 
sentence means: ‘ if life, which men 
deem unbearable when the bodily con¬ 
stitution decays, even when they are 
surrounded by every variety of food and 
drink and wealth and power, shall be, 

' forsooth, when tumult and decay affect 
the constitution of the very principle 
whereby we live, worth living, if so be 
we do what we desire, and take no steps 
to escape from wickedness and injustice, 
and acquire justice and virtue.’ Life is 
not (says Plato) (3uotos to the guilty man 
who works his will; it may become so 
if he takes steps to rid himself of vice, 
i.e. iav diSip SlK-qv Kal peXTiuiv ylyv-qrai 

Ko\a£bp.evos. For the sentiment cf. Crit. 
47 D, E, Gorg.^y; B—E, Prot. 313 A, B. 

445B 13 oaov—(racjjtcrTaTa. “ Quam 
certissime fieri potest” is Ficinus’ render¬ 

ing, with which Schneider and later editors 
agree, taking KanSelv as explanatory of 
evravda. But it is hard to find another 
instance of Serov olov Te, although KaO’ 'oaov 
016v re and oaov dvvarov (Thuc. I 22. 2) 
occur. iis oUv re is the almost invariable 
phrase. For oaov Stephanus proposed 
oSev, Ast Sirov. I think the meaning is 
‘now that we have come far enough to be 
able most clearly to descry that these 
things are so,’ evravOa being equivalent 
to iiri Toaovrov, and oaov olov re to oaov 
eXdovras oliv rt tanv. 

445 c 15 airoKvqTeov. I have re¬ 
verted to the MS reading. Bekker’s 
emendation airoKp.-qTtov is very attractive, 
but aTroKvi)Tbov gives excellent sense 
(cf. I 349 a), and there is no real reason 
why Glauco should repeat the word em¬ 
ployed by Socrates (see on v 465 e) ; nor 
does there appear to be any instance in 
Greek literature of the verbal of a7ro- 
Kdp.voi. 

16 d|ia 0eas. Plato does not claim that 
his enumeration of degenerate common¬ 
wealths is complete. Cf. vni 544 D. 

18 ev—Kaxias. An old Pythagorean 
principle, whence the parade with which 
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20 d£iov t7TLfivrja6F]vai. TTw? \eyeis; e<f)T). "Oaoi, Fjv S' eyw, 7to\c- 

reicov rporroi eialv elSr/ e^ovres, roaovrot, KivSvvevovai Kal ’'Jrvxfjs 

rpoiroL elvai. ITocrot 1 S77; Tlevre pev, rjv S' eycb, rroXtreidiv, D 

rrevre Se ■^rv^rjs. Aeye, e^>r], rives. Aeyw, elrrov, on els pev ovros 

ov rjpeis SieXrjXvBapev iroAireias elrj av rpoTvos, errovopaadeit] S' 

25 av Kal Si%f)• eyyevopevov p'ev yap avSpos evos ev rols ap^ovcn 

Siatyepovros fiaaiAeia av KXrjOeir), 7r\eiovcov Se dpiaroKparia. 

’A Xr/dfj, ecfot]. Tovro pev roivvv, r)V S' eyed, ev eiSos Xeyw ov re 

yap av 7r\eiovs ovre els eyyevopevos 1 Kivrjaeiev av rd>v d^iwv E 

A0701; vopcov rrjs 7ToXews, rpoepp re Kal 7ratSeia ^prjaapevos, jj 

30 SirjXQopev. O v yap etKos, e(f>p. 

TeAoc TioAiTeiAC A'. 

a8. lyytvop-tvos £ q: P/ytvbp.evoi All. 

Plato announces it. See Arist. Met. 1 5. 
986® 22 ff. (RP.7 § 55) and Eth. Nic. I 
4. i096b 6 with Stewart’s note. 

21 ei'S-rj t'xovTts: ‘having’ (i.e. as we 
should say ‘ forming ’) ‘ specific kinds ’: 

cf. VIII 544 D. 
445 D 25 eyyrvopevov—dpnrroKpa- 

■Ha. Knowledge, not number, is the 
criterion of good government: cf. Pol. 
292 c. Hitherto however the rulers have 
always been represented as a plurality, 
and we have heard nothing of a king. 
In the later books (from v 473 c on¬ 
wards) we often hear of kingship; and 
in IX 576 D (as Newman points out 
Politics of Aristotle I p. 413 n.) the ideal 
city is called f3a<ri'\evop.{irr]i>, oiai' to 

irpoiTov beqKBop.a’. With the present 
passage cf. VII 540 D ij v\dovs rj els and 

IX 587 D, where the apurroKpariKos and 

the /SatriXiKos are identified. The fact is, 
as Henkel has pointed out (Stud, zur 
Gesch. d. gr. Lehr. v. St. p. 57), that 
“ Kingship is only a form of Aristocracy 
throughout the whole political theory of 
antiquity, and rests on no distinct and 
independent basis of its own.” It must 
be regarded as exceptional when in the 
Politicus (302 c ff.), probably a later dia¬ 
logue, Plato distinguishes between king- 
ship and aristocracy and places aristocracy 
on a lower plane. See also Whibley Gk. 
Olig. pp. 15 ff. 

445 e 28 tuv—vofuov. For the 
genitive cf. (with Stallbaum) Gorg. 514 A 
b-qp-ocda irpa^ovras tuiv irohiTindv irpaypa- 
tw, and infra VI 485 E. 
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I. 
IV 421 A, B. ei pev ovv ypeis pev cfrvXaKas tus aXyOios noiovpev, r/KLcrra 

KaKOvpyovs rys TroXews, 6 S’ h<ei,vo Xeywv yeupyovs rivas Kal wcnrep ev 

Travqyvpei a A A’ ovk ev TroXei earidropas eiSaipovas, dXXo dv Ti /) ttoXiv 

Xeyoi. 

I hope my note has proved that this sentence is sound in the main; 
but Madvig’s emendation has obtained such a wide currency, owing to 
its adoption by Baiter, that the text has fallen under grave suspicion, 
and it may be well to record the different conjectures. 

They are as follows : 

(i) elev ovv ypeis ktA. (Orelli, cited by Schneider): (2) ypeis pev 

ovv cfrvXaieas ktX. (Ast in his third edition): (3) y pev ovv ypeis <Xeyo>pev, 
(f)v\aKa<; ktA. (Hervverden, with whom Hartman agrees so far, although 
Hartman goes further and expunges raC before wairep as well as the 
entire clause aAAo av ri y ttoXiv Xeyoi): (4) el pev ovv—eoTidropas, evSaipov 

aAAo av ri y ttoXiv Xeyoi (Madvig) : (5) el [p.ev] ovv ypeis—Aeyo>v apyovs 

(or KaKovpyovs) Tivas—eiSaipovas, aAAo Sr) n y ttoXiv Xeyei (Richards). 
It should be mentioned also that Wyttenbach (quoted by Stallbaum) 

had conjectured eo-ridropas Kal Sairvpovas instead of eaTidropas eiSaipovas 
(ecrTiaTopas Kal eiSaipovas in a few inferior mss). 

A glance at these proposals will shew that the difficulties felt have 
been chiefly in connexion with (a) el pev ovv ypeIs pev, (b) yewpyovs, 

(c) ecrTidropas eiSaipovas and (ff) uAAo av ti y ttoXiv Xeyoi. I can see no 
reason for Richards’ correction of (d): ‘mixed’ conditional sentences of 
this kind are surely common enough. 

For eandropas evSaipovas cf. Ill 420 A 01 eiSaipoves Sokovvres eivai and 
especially X 612 a twv eiSaipdvwv Xeyopevwv eo-ndcrewv. The pev after el 

is omitted in one Florentine ms, but pev without Se occurs tolerably often 
in Plato (cf. v 475 e n.). Here it has the effect of italicising the preceding 
word by suggesting a possible antithesis. The only real difficulty is in 
yewpyovs, and in view of 419 A to which 6 S’ eKelvo Xeywv refers, some may 
doubt whether even yewpyovs is not also genuine. For my own part I am 
inclined to think that Plato wrote Xewpyovs. 

II. 

IV 430 E. Kdoyios 7rod T15, yv S’ eyw, y awcjrpocrvvy ecrriv Kal ySovwv 

tivwv Kal eTriOvpiwv iyKpdreia, ws (jracri, Kpeittu> Sy avrov Xeyovres ovk 0I8 

ovriva TpoTrov. Kal dXXa arra roiavra wairep l\vy airrjs Xeyerai. 
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The reading <f>atvovTai, which replaces Ae'yovTes in A1, II and a 
majority of mss, is admittedly corrupt. One Florentine ms has Ae'yovTes 

4>aSovTaL, another </>cuVovTai Aeyovres: and it is possible that <£atvovrcu 

was originally only an adscript intended to be taken with AeyovTfs. The 
emendations proceed for the most part on the assumption that Aeyovres 

and not <f>alvovTiu is the gloss. This may be so, but unfortunately no 
satisfactory remedy has yet been suggested on these lines. The most 
important corrections are drocf>alvoyTaL (Cornarius), e^alvovra (Madvig, 
taking the participle in agreement with Ko'oyios and eyiepdreLa, but 
<t>aivovTa cannot be used for drepyat,6p.eva, as Hartman points out), 
<f>aLvea6aL (Hartman, who connects the infinitive with 4>aal, and construes 
cos boldly as quoniam). Other corrections enumerated by Hartman are 
4>acriv tlva (Dobree), <f>ap.ev (Badham), a7ro(£cu'vovT€s (Richards). Apelt 
has thought of cancelling the entire clause Kpelrro} 8y—rpdrov as an 
“ interpretatio etymologica ad praegressam vocem eyiepdreia pertinens ” 
{Ohs. cr. in PI. dia/ogos, p. 11). It would be easy to multiply conjectures 
of this sort; but until something better is proposed, we should hold fast 
to Ae'yovres. The Ae'yeTcu of the next sentence suits Ae'yovres very well, 
for the phrase KpelrTw avtov is itself one of the i\vrj. I have placed a full 
stop before nal d\Aa. Ast suggested a colon, and wished to add d after 
rotavra, but no change is necessary. 

III. 

IV 438 e—439 a. To Se Sy Si!pos, yv S’ lyd>, ov tovto)v 6yaei$ twv 

tivos etvai tovto orrep early—eari Sc Syirov Sti//os—; ’Tyojye, rj S’ os* 
7ro)jaaro5 ye. 

In this difficult passage Stallbaum, who is followed by the Oxford 
editors, construes emu with tovtw (“is one of” etc.), and regards tovto 

dvep iariv as no more than “ipsam per se” (“as far as its essence is 
concerned,” J. and C.). This interpretation is grammatically awkward, 
and otherwise objectionable, inasmuch as it anticipates Sii^o? S’ ow airo 

below. Plato evidently means to present his argument in two steps: 
(1) Thirst, as you will agree, is something relative to drink, (2) Thirst 
qualified is relative to drink qualified, and thirst by itself, without 
qualification, to drink by itself, without qualification. 

A large number of emendations has been proposed. The late 
Mr W. A. Gill was inclined to omit tovto onep early {Proceedings of 

the Cambridge Philol. Soc. xvm p. 35), and Hartman boldly expunges 
the words, leaving ear 1 Se Sijvov Sti/'os, as it appears to me, in a lonely 
and unsheltered situation. The suggestion rdjy oia>y tivos (Madvig), 
i.e. ‘which are such as to be that which they are relatively to something,’ 
is very cumbrous, and renders earc Se Syrov Su/'os far from natural. 
Mr Cook Wilson’s defence or explanation of Madvig’s proposal in the 
Acade/ny no. 824 (Feb. 18, 1888) does not carry conviction to my 
mind. Baiter combines the conjecture of Madvig with Morgenstern’s 
Sy tov for Syrov, in which case Socrates repeats his question, if eari 

Syrov Styos is interrogative, or, if not, answers it himself. It 
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seems to me clear that ecrrt Se 8ijirov Styos is intended to explain rovro 

direp earriv and nothing more. J. and C. translate “Thirst is, I imagine— 
Yes, said he, thirst is of drink,” remarking that “ two questions are 
asked ; before the second is completed Glauco breaks in with a reply 
to the first (eyoiye): and in 770^10.1-05 ye he completes and answers the 
second.” I can see no occasion for so much impatience on Glauco’s 
part. The insertion of «at nvos after rwv tivo's appears to me to solve all 
the difficulties, and the error is of a kind that frequently occurs in our 
oldest ms. See Introd. § 5. 

IV. 

IV 440 B. rats S’ eVi(9u/xiais avrov KOLVwvrjcravra, aipovvros Aoyov fir] 

Seiv dvmrpdrTeiv, olfiaC ere ovk dv cjrdvai. yevofievov rrore iv cravrio rov 

tolovtov aier&eerOai, 01/xai 8’ ovS’ iv aAAa>. 

The difficulties of this passage have been much canvassed. The 
only important variant is ev eavru (II and corr. A2, with several other 
mss) instead of iv aavrw. II does not, as Bekker asserted, give /irjSev, 

but fir] Sell/ like A. The dv n rrpdrreLv for dvTLrvpaTTeLv of q, although 
adopted by Bekker, is indefensible, as other editors have observed, for 
av has no meaning or construction. 

Against the ordinary interpretation, which I have given in the notes, 
it has been urged that Ovfids does, in point of fact, sometimes join with 
the Desires against the Reason. Thus in the degenerate phases of 
character depicted in vm 553 c fif. and elsewhere, tfv/xoeiSes is the slave 
and minister of the im6vfir]TiK6v, and in 441 a irriKovpov ov rw doyicm/edi 

ejrvo'e 1 idv fir] vtto Kaxrjs rpocjrrjs Seaefidapr], the same implication appears to 
be involved. Cf. Krohn PI. St. pp. 5 2 fif. But in such cases the 
XoyienLKov would seem also to be corrupted (to Si ye, oTpai, Aoylcttlkov 

re kolI 0up.o€toA yeifiol evOev kcu evdev rrapaKa.6Liras vir iieeLvip—SC. to) 

im6vp.r]TLKip—kou KaTaSovX.oKrdfievo<s vm l.c.), so that there is no conflict 
between the allied forces of the 6vp.oeiSes and i-mOvfirfTLKOv on the one 
hand and the Aoyto-rtkov on the other. It is true that the language of 
441 a, taken in its full force, appears to imply that the $upoeiSe's can be 
corrupted without the Aoyto-rtKoV, but Plato would hardly, I think, have 
held such a view, and the implication is not to be pressed. See 
Phaedr. 253 d—-256 e. There is some difficulty about the construction 
of avTiTTparreLv, and Hartman would expunge the word. Schneider’s 
punctuation, which I have adopted, connects it with Seiv. Others make 
its subject avrov (‘ but that ffiyios, having made common cause with the 
desires, when Reason forbids, should oppose Reason—this’ etc.). The 
explanation of Hermann (adopted also by Schmelzer) avoids the 
anacoluthon, but is exceedingly tortuous and unpleasing : ‘ I think you 
would not say that you have perceived 6vp.o<; making common cause 
with the desires and opposing Reason when Reason forbade’ etc. 
Richter also [Ft. Jahrb. 1867 p. 139) evades the anacoluthon by defend¬ 
ing the more than dubious construction alerOeerOai avrov Koivwrjaavra. 
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Finally Nitzsch conjectures (Rh. Mus. 1857 p. 472) pH] SeZr <n 
TTpd,TTav>, diTnrpaTTeLV, or prj8’ €?v<at ti irpa.TTtiv>, avTiirparreiv. None 
of these devices seems to me so probable as Schneider’s view. 

An entirely different view of this passage is suggested by a 
Scholiast’s note, to which Warren has recently again called attention. 
The Scholium runs : 6 Sc vovs ovtos. rats Sc emdoplais ere KoivivvijcravTa 

reus eiXoyioTois, Kal yivuerKovTa ere tovto ck rrjs irelpas, ovx xnro\ap(idvm ere 

elrrelv on rjerOrjpai iv rats TOiavrais dyaOals rjcWaZs tov Ovjxov dvTnrpdrTOVTa 

TaZs iinOvplais, axnrep errl rats too AeovTiov aAoyois rjSoraZs avTcVpaTTCV. 
It is obvious that the Scholiast connected <re with airov and took the 
sentence to mean, broadly speaking, that when Reason on the other 
hand sanctions indulgence (alpovvros Aoyov pi] ScZv avTiirparreiv sc. Tats 

€Tu6vp.LaLs), we do not find any conflict between Qvpos and the desires. 
The meaning is satisfactory, and furnishes a fair antithesis to the first 
half of the sentence drav /3id£a)VTai—too toiovtov, but it is difficult to 
reconcile this view with the Greek as we have it. Warren, who 
sympathises in general with the Scholiast, translates “ but that dealing 
with desires it”—viz. 6vp.d%—“should, when reason says it ought not, 
oppose them, this I imagine” etc. KoivuvijaavTa must however be more 
than ‘ dealing with,’ and the aorist (which on the ordinary view means 
‘having joined,’ ‘made common cause with’) presents a serious difficulty 
in this interpretation. 

Reading eV cavraJ, for which there is good authority (see cr. n.), 

I formerly construed the passage as follows: ‘ but when he ’ (avrov with 
reference not to tov 6vp.ov, but to Tivd and tov toiovtov alone) ‘has joined 
partnership with his desires, because reason decides that he ought not to 
oppose them, you will not, I imagine, say that he has observed anything 
of the sort’ (i.e. such internal o-Tacns as has just been described) ‘ever 
happen in his own soul, or in the soul of another ? Assuredly not.’ By 
this solution we get rid of the anacoluthon, while adopting generally the 
Scholiast’s view; but it is an unnecessary and irrelevant elaboration to 
make Glauco speak of what the hypothetical person has observed in 
himself or in another: we wish to know what Glauco has himself 
observed. 

On the whole I am now inclined to believe that the traditional 
interpretation is correct. 

V. 

IV 440 C. Tt Se; otov dSiKelaSat tls yyrjTOL, ovk iv Tovno £et re Kail 

^oAeTraiVei, Kal ivppayel toj dokovvtl Sucatui, Kal 81a to imvrjv Kal 8ux to piywv 

«at 7tovto to. toiovto Tratr^civ, Kal viropivtav viko, Kal ov Xrjyti Tali' yevvalmv, 

irplv dr rj 8ianpd^t]Tai rj TeXevTpcrr) rj idenrep kvldv Into vopeuis vtto tov Xoyov 

tov Trap’ avrw dvaKXrjOels rrpavvOfj; 

The interpretation of this sentence is very difficult, and has given 
rise to a vast amount of discussion. The only important variants are 
Kal did tov ireivrjv Kal did tov piyovv in (] and Flor. U, and V7ro/x£raj| teat 

(A, 11 etc.) instead of Kat vVo/teratv. 
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On account of opyljecrOai kcu ireivurv Kal piyoiv Kal dXXo otiovv twv 

ToiovT(xiv 7ra(r)(<j)v in the previous sentence, it appears to me certain (1) that 
Kal Sid to 7reivrjv etc. is right as against /<al Si a tov ireivrjv etc., and (2) that 
these words should be construed with £ei re Kal xade7raiV«. That which 
in the first case was represented as the cause of anger should be so 
represented in the second case also. The same view was held by- 
Schneider. It is more difficult to defend virop.evi»v kcu', and Schneider is 
probably justified in preferring the less authoritative reading Kal viro- 
p-evtav. The expression irdayciv virop-evivv can hardly be a mere peri¬ 
phrasis for Tracr^eu', nor is 7racryeu 'nropievwv altogether equivalent to 
virop.eveiv irdax^v, as Jowett supposes. If the best mss are right in 
placing Kal after virop.ev(vv, it is possible that viropievwv is corrupt, and 
conceals ibro' with a genitive (cf. Trda^uov uV eKeivov in the parallel passage 
just before), but until the right correction has been proposed, we must 
adhere to the text of S. 

The subject of and the other verbs is supposed by J. and C. to 
be not the man himself, but 6 Ovpos. This is unlikely, on account of 
7T6ivrjv etc., and still more of TeXevTrjar}. The parallel with 440 c 
TocrovTio 7]ttov Svvarai opyUjeaOai kt\. is also in favour of making the 
individual the subject. 

That the text of A is in the main sound I have no doubt, although I 
should like to read Kal £vp.p.a^ei t<2 Sokovvti SiKai'io after irdaxeiv rather 
than after xi^sralvei. 

There is an unusually large supply of emendations. That of 
Madvig is peculiarly unhappy, though adopted by Baiter in his text, 
and apparently approved by Apelt (Perl. Philol. Wochcnschr. 1895 
p. 968) : Ka! Si avro ireivrjv Kal 81 avro piyovv Kal iravra ra TOiaSra 7rdcrxeiv 

vTropieviDv, Kav viKaTai, ov X.yjyei kt\. The other proposals are enumerated 
by Hartman. They are as follows: Kal Sid to Treivrjv Kal Sid to— 
Trdcrxel-V Kal VTrop.iVf.1 viKav Kal oil Xijyei ktX. (Ast) : Kai Si’ avro ireivrjv Kal 

81 avTO—7rdcrxeiV VTropiva>v SiaveKrj oil Xijyei ktX. (H. Sauppe, quoted by 
Hartman) : Kal Sid TOV ireivrjv Kal 8id TOV—irdijx<vv viropieveiv viko. Kal ktX. 

(Liebhold): Kal Sid tov ireivy'. Kal Sid tov ktX. (Campbell, who in 
other respects acquiesces in the text of A): Kal Sid tov ireivrjv i<al Sid 
tov—virop.eva>v [koi] viKav [ko!] oil Xrjyei ktX. (Hartman). Richards 
apparently accepts the suggestion of Madvig as far as it goes, but thinks 
that tov yevvalmv ‘ is most feeble. Plainly Plato wrote oil Xrjyei 

ayavaKTwv, possibly with some additional word before dyavaKrion’ 
(C,l. Rev. vxi p. 254). The reading printed above is not only more 
authoritative but also in my judgment infinitely better than any of 
these rash and unjustifiable alterations. 

a. y. 18 



E. 

I. 'A.’yaOrjv p.ev tolvvv ttjv Toiavrrjv 7ro\iv re Kal iroXireiav 449 

Kal opBrju Ka\(io, Kal avBpa tov toiovtov' /caica<; Be ra? aWas Kal 

rjpLaprrjfievas;, ehrep avrr] opdt), 7repL re •noXecov Biouajaeis Kal 7repl 

IBuotcov rpoTrov KaraaKeuijv, iv reTTapac 7rovrjpia<; eiBeaiv 

449 A—451 C Socrates is about to 
describe the different kinds of depraved 
polities, when Adimantus, prompted by 
Polernarchus, and supported by Glauco 
and Thrasymachus, demands from him a 
fuller explanation of the community of 
wives and children, and of the arrange- 
ments for begetting and rearing offspring. 
Socrates professes reluctance, both because 
it will be doubted whether his scheme is 
either practicable or expedient, and because 
he is himself uncertain of his ground and 
unwilling to involve his friends in possible 
discomfiture. At last,, after propitiating 
Nemesis, and being exonerated by his 
friends, he proceeds to comply with their 
request. 

449 a ff. Considered in its merely 
formal aspect, the portion of the Republic 
contained in Books V—VII may be de¬ 
scribed as a digression (avap.vpa8Cbp.ev 
TcbOev Sevpo i^erpanbpeda VIII 543 c). 
In reality, these books fulfil the hopes 
held out in sundry parts of III and IV 

(see ill 414 A, 41611, iv 423 E, 435 D, 

439 E, 442 C nn.), and complete the picture 
of the perfect city and the perfect man by 
giving us Plato’s third or crowning effort 
—the philosophic City and the Philoso¬ 
pher-King. See on II 372 D. As we 
often find in Plato (see e.g. Phaed. 84 C ff.), 
the new departure is occasioned by an 
objection, or rather a request for further 
information, on the part of one of the 
interlocutors. Adimantus invites Socrates 
to explain the remark made by him in iv 

423 K f. and fully expound the principle 

of Kotva. to. <pL\uv as it affects women and 
children. The challenge is accepted, and 
Socrates deals with the question under 
three main heads, which he figures as 
waves through which the argument must 
swim in safety. The first wave concerns 
Community of Education between the 
male and female Guardians (451 C— 

457 b) ; the second. Community in wives 
and children (437 B—466 d); the third 
and greatest, whose advent is long delayed, 
deals with the question whether Com¬ 
munism and therewithal the perfect city 
itself can be realised in the world (471 cff.). 
The last of these three waves is not finally 
surmounted until the description of the 
Philosopher and his City reaches its con¬ 
clusion at the end of VII: so that Books 
v—vil closely cohere together. In the 
first two divisions (v 451 c-—466 D), 
the dominating principle is still ipbais 
or Nature (see on 451 c): but from 
474 D onwards the psychological stand¬ 
point is gradually superseded by the 
metaphysical, until in Book vil the Idea 
of Good becomes the supreme inspiring 
force—at once the formal, the efficient, 
and the final cause—of Plato’s City. See 
on vi 506 E, 509 B ff. On the alleged 
connexion between the earlier part of 
Book v (451 C—466 d) and the Eccle- 
siazusae of Aristophanes see App. I. 

4 ISitorwv—Kaxao-Keuijv: 1 the organ¬ 
ization of the character of the individual 
soul.’ 'f'vxv* was doubted by Ast; but 
cf. IV 445 C toooOtoi KivSvvebovtri Kal 

\j/ vxvs TpoTroi elrai, and for the collocation 
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ovaas. ITota? 8rj tavras; ecf)p. Kal iycb pev pa to? i<pei;f)S 5 

B epcov, cos yu,ot ifyaivovTo e/caarac 1 dXXpXcov pera/Sacveiv 6 8e 

TloXepapxos—apbKpov yap arrcorepco rov ' A8ebpavrov KaOr/aro— 

eKrelvas ttjv xebpa Kal Xa/3opevos rov ipariov avcodev avrov rvapa 

rov copov eKelvov re irpoapyayeTO Kal Tporecvas eavrov eXeyev 

arra irpoaKeKvfycbs, cbv aXXo pev ov8ev KarpKOvaapev, robe 8e% 10 

’Atypcropev ovv, ecf)7), rj re 8pdaropev; 'H/acrra ye, ecjrp 6 ’ASet- 

pavros, peya i]8p Xeycov. Kal iycb, Tt paXbcna, ecjjpv, vpels ovk 

C dtp cere; 2e, p 8’ os. I "On iyeb eirrov tl pdXbcrra; ’Arroppadvpebv 

pptv 8oKels, ecpT], Kal ei8os oXov ov to eXa^icrrov eKKXeirreiv rov 

Xoyov, Lva pp 8beX6ps, Kal Xrjaeiv oipQpvai elrrcov avro cpavXcos, 15 

cos apa 7repl yvvaiKcov re Kal 7rab8cov 7ravrl 8pXov, on Kocvd ra 

cp'bXcov eerrat. Ovkovv opOws, ecppv, d> ’Adelpavre; Nat, p 8' os’ 

dXXd to opdebs tovto, ebenrep taXXa, Xoyov 8elrab, rls 6 rporros 

trjs KOLvcovias. rroXXol yap &v yevoivro. per) ovv rrapps ovnva av 

D Xeyeis■ a>? ppels rraXab I 7Tepip.evop.ev olopevoi ere 7rov pvpadp- 20 

crecrdab rrabdoirobbas re rrepb, 7rw? 7rab8oTrobtj(TOVTab, Kal yevopevovs 

7reds Opeyjrovabv, Kal oXpv ravTpv pv Xeyecs KObvcoviav yvvabKwv 

5. tcfir) II: om. A. 13. i'n 3: Zti AIlHy. 

of genitives VII 525 C avrrjs tt}s ^tx’5s 
paaTuivrjs p.eraaTpocprjs, VIH 544 D, 559 E, 
560 B, Tim. 24 B and other cases in 
Kiihner Gr. Gr. II p. 289- rpbirov 

is practically a single word like ‘ soul-cha¬ 
racter’ (“Seelenbeschaffenheit” Schnei¬ 
der). 

449 B 7 <T|j.iKpov ktX. explains 
tKTdvas T7]v %dpa: ‘ paullo longius ab 
Adimanto, quam clandestinum colloquium 
requirebat’ or ‘paullo remotior, quam 
reliqui a suis vicinis,’ not “a little further 
away from Socrates than Adimantus ” (J. 
and C.): for “ cur propterea manum pro- 
tenderit et Adimantum attraxerit, non 
apparet” (Schneider). 

449 B, c 12 ti paXuTTa ktX. ‘What 
particular thing is it that you decline to 
let off?’ ‘You,’ said he. ‘Because of 
what particular remark of minel' (lit. 
‘ because I said what in particular ? ’) 
There is not, as J. and C. suppose, a play 
on the two senses of n p.aXusTa.—cur 
potissimum and quid potissimum : for it 
must be observed that a<pT]<rofJLev has no 
expressed object, and Socrates could not 
have known that it was intended to refer 

to him. The removal of the commas 
usually printed after on and elirof restores 
sense, I think, to the remainder of this 
passage. 4?n for Stl (see cr. 11.) can 
scarcely stand, for fri Cyih ehrou cannot 
mean ‘I repeated’ (Jowett), nor can we 
read trt, eyu> dirov, tL pdXiara ‘ once more, 
said I ’ etc. In none of the parallels 
hitherto cited does tn mean merely ‘once 
more ’ or ‘again.’ Those who print on, 
eyco etirov, tL /xciXiotci (Stallbaum) mostly 
take 6'n—tL p-akiara as in I 343 A on 5t) 

tL p.d\iara; r/u S' eyw. "On kt\. But in 
such cases (as Schneider points out) there 
must be a second on to introduce the 
answer, and here there is not. 

14 eKKXtirTriv = ‘ to cheat out of’ as 
in p.ri — £kk\{ \pys \byov Soph. Track. 
43d f. : see Jebb ad loc. 

16 Koiva ra 4>lXo)v. See iv 423 e, 
424 A nn. KOLva ra twi> </>t\uv is preferred 
by Ast and Stallbaum (with two late 
mss), but the shorter form is far more 
racy of the soil, and occurs also in Lys. 
207 C, Laws 739 c (Schneider on IV 
424 a). 

449 d 22 Kal oXt]v ktX. : i.e. Kal 

18 — 2 
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re Kal traiBcov' peya yap ri olope0a cfrepeiv ical oXov et? iroXcreiav 

6p0(b<; rj pi) op0w<; ycyvopevov. vvv oiiv, eTrecBr) aXXys eiriXapfidvei 

25 iroXcreia9 irplv ravra hcavCis BieXea0ac, BeBoKrai r/plv rovro, o av 

rjKovaa<;, to ere | pi) pe0ievai, rrplv av ravra 7ravra warrep raXXa 450 

BieX0r)<;. Kai ipe rolvvv, 6 VXavKcov e<f>7), koivcovov rr)<; yjrrjcfrov 

TavTipi rc0ere. ’ApeXec, ecfpt) 6 ®paavpianos, irdcn ravra BeBoy- 

peva 1'ipLLV vopi^e, a> 2co/epare?. 

5 II. Olov, rjv S’ eyed, elpydaaa0e eTuXaftopevoi pov. oaov 

Xoyov rraXiv warrep dpyfj<; Kivelre rtrepl rrj<; 7roXireba<;' rjv w? 

rjBr) Bie\ifkv0u>$ eycoye eycupov, dyarredv el tc? edaoi ravra diro- 

Be£apevo<; at? rore eppi)0i). a vvv apels I rrapaKaXovvre9 ovtc lare B 

oaov eapov Xoycov erreyelpere' ov opedv iyco rraprjKa rore, pi) 

10 rrapdayoi rroXvv oyXov. Ti Be; rj B' o? 6 ®paavpayo<;' ypvao- 

yoijaovras olei rovaBe vvv ev0aBe dcf)ly0ai, dXX’ ov Xoywv aKovao- 

3. ravra II: rdvrh (sic, ut solet) A. 

(^yfjaecdaL or the like, supplied from 
pvriadrjaeadai.. The construction cannot 
(as J. and C. suggest) go back to p'q ovv 
■jraprjs. 

23 peya KT^- Ka-t after iplpeiv = ‘ or 
rather’ (atque) as in 6\lyov nvbs—Kal ovSe- 
vbs (Ap. 23 a). For yiyvbaevov Liebhold 
proposes yiyvoplv-qv, but see on IV 427 D. 
The feminine would be awkward after 
7roXirelav, and Koivoiviav—iralSwv, though 
grammatically feminine, is logically neuter. 

24 dXXqs—iroXvmas is explained by 
77a ras £<pet;rjs Ipuv (449 A). Stallbaum 
makes a curious slip : “quoniam ad alias 
iroKireias partes considerandas celeriter 
accedis.” 

450 A, B 3 TCSere. Glauco ad¬ 
dresses both Polemarchus and Adimantus. 
There is no occasion to write ridei (with 
Hartman). 

5 otov—elpydtracrOe ktX. Chiappelli 
(Riv. di Filologia etc. xi p. 195) finds in 
this and the following sentences a vati- 
cinium ex eventu of Aristophanes’ Eccle- 
siazusae. But the word rraprjKa shews 
that the lapios Aoywv does not refer to 
swarms of adverse criticism, but merely 
to the topics which Socrates must now 
discuss. See App. I, and (on the subject 
in general) Laws 779 E. 

8 tot€. iv 423 E. 
c£ vvv vjaeis ktX. : ‘ in appealing to these 

topics now you’ etc. rrapaKaXovvres means 
literally ‘calling to you’: “das ruft ihr nun 

herbei” (Schneider). This interpretation is 
in harmony with irreydpere, and gives the 
right antithesis to edaoi. Neither “exci- 
tantes” (Ast), nor “in disputationem 
vocantes ” (Stallbaum) is quite accurate. 
J. and C. give two alternative renderings 
(1) “ and in now calling in this fresh argu¬ 
ment,” (2) “and in now urging me to this.” 
But the antecedent can only be ravra. 

450 B 10 xPvcroX01l<rovTas ktX. 
Socrates shudders at the swarm of X670: 
to be encountered. ‘Why,’ says Thrasy- 
machus, 1 it was precisely to listen to 
\6yoi, and not to smelt ore for gold, that 
we came here.’ xpv<roxoe?v is a proverbial 
expression said of those who neglect their 
proper duty for some more fascinating— 
if less profitable—pursuit. Cf. Harpocr. 
s.v. xpva°xodov: Aelvapxos £v rip Kara 

IIvWov rrakiv trap Alaxivriv arrocpoirriaai 

rrapa rodrip SfjXov on xpvaoxoeiv epavdavev, 

dXX’ oil rd rr poKelpiev ov aiirb rroielv rj 
7raaxav. Here rb rrpoKelpevov is X6- 
707V aKoteiv. The origin of the proverb 
is thus explained. A heap of gold-dust 
having been discovered on Hymettus, 
the Athenian populace deserted their 
usual avocations, and sallied out to seize 
it. But as it was guarded vrro ruv pa^l- 

fiotv pvKTr/piov (cf. Hdt. Ill 102 ff. with 
the parallels cited by Stein), they failed. 
On returning eaKwrrrov dXX?)Xovs Alyovres 

‘ av S£ 1pov xPl'<roxo^<rr<v.’ Cf. Suidas 
s.v. and Leutsch u. Schneidewin Paroem. 
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fievov?; Nat, eirrov, pcerplcov ye. Xlerpov 8e y, ecjpp, w 'Sdr/cpare?, 

6 rXav/ccov, tolovtcov Xoycov a/coveiv 0A0? 6 /3to? vovv e^ovabv. 

dXXa to //,ei/ pp-erepov ea* aa 8e 7rept az/ epwrwpbev pp8apbdr<; 

C avro/ca/t?/? p aoo 80/cel 8ie£t,oov, rt? p I /coLvwvla Tot? (fpvXa^iv pp.lv 15 

TTaihwv Te Tvepi /tat yvvaucciov ecrrai icai rpocpljs vecov eri, ovrcov, tt)? 

iv raj pcera^v xpova) ycyvopevp'i yevecred/s re /cat 7ratSeia?, 77 St; 

emrcova/rarr-] 80/cel eivcu. rveipur ouv eiirelv riva rpoTrov 8el ylyve- 

o6cu avrpv. Ou pa.8bov, w evSatpcov, 1)v S’ iyw, SieXdelv rroXXd<i 

yap a7rtaTta<7 e^et eVt pcdXXov rwv epbrrpocrdev wv SbpXdopcev. /cat 20 

7/z/j co? Sward Xeyerai, dmarolr civ, /cal el o n pcaXiara yevoiro, 

D to? apiar dv eip ravra, /cat I ravry dmorpaerai. 8to 8rj /cal 

o/cvo<; Tt? avrwv drvreaQai, per) eu%p 8o/cfj elvac 6 A0709, co cjplXe 

eralpe. Mp8ev, p S’ o?, o/cvec • ovre yap dyvwpove'? o{/T6 arviaroc 

ovre Svcrvoi, oi d/covaopLevot. /cat e’yco eirrov ’El apiare, r) rrov 25 

/3ouAoptez/o? /te rrapaOappvveiv Aeyet?; ”£7007’, ecf>p. Yldv rolvvv, 

pv S’ 6700, rovvavriov rroiels. marevovror; pbev yap epcov e’/cot 

lS. oiV IT: a/> A. 23. SottJ Asy“: Soxet A'lL/1: So/cot S. 

Ct. I p. 464, 11 pp. 91, 727. A gloss in 
Bekker’s Anec. Gr. 1 p. 316 (cited by 
Schneider) explains xPv(rox°av in Dinar- 
chus as proverbial for noppebeiv; but it 
cannot have so offensive a meaning here, 
for (among other reasons) Thrasymachus 
and Socrates are now reconciled. Ast’s 
explanation “aurum fundere proverbialiter 
dicitur, quem magna, quam animo con- 
ceperat, spes frustratur ” expresses only 
one side of the proverb: the other—neg¬ 
lecting the duty which lies nearest—is 
more important and relevant here. “To 
find an Eldorado ” (Warren) may perhaps 
meet the case. Thomas Gray’s expla¬ 
nation is not altogether right: “a pro¬ 
verbial expression used of such as are idly 
employed or sent (as we say) on a fool’s 
errand.” 

12 pe'xpov 84 kt\. An argumentum 
ad hominem, for the sentiment is Socratic: 
cf. VI 504 C. 5e 76=‘yes, but’ helps to 
bring out this point. dicoueiv is the com¬ 
mon epexegetic infinitive: cf. Ill 407 B n. 
To insert rod before toloutuv (with Her- 
werden and Richards) is both unnecessary 
and inelegant. 

14 to pev tjptTcpov 4a: ‘never mind 
us ’: we are equal to a long discourse (so 
also J. and C.). 

450 C 17 tm pexaijv xpdvan The 
interval between yevems and 7raiSeia is 
nowhere defined in the Republic: in 
Laius 794 C it is reckoned at six years. 
For the regulations applying to this period 
see infra 460 B—D, and cf. Laws 788 D ff. 

18 cSv. See cr. n. It is admitted 
that II is independent of A, so that oSv 
(which most mss have) may well be right. 
The tendency to confuse ovv and &v may 
help to explain A’s variants oUkovv and 
ovk civ obv in 1 333 E. Baiter reads Sy. 
The confusion of &v and S?) occurs no 
doubt in MSS, but its frequency has been 
much exaggerated, as for instance in 67. 
Rev. VI p. 338. 

19 <0 euSaipov. Cf. IV 422 E n. 
450 D 23 pi) 6vxil ktX. Forei/xi7 = an 

impossible aspiration, a Utopian or chim¬ 
erical proposal, cf. 456 C, vil 540 D and 
see Susemihl and Flicks on Arist. Pol. B 
I. I26ob 29. 

24 d-yvoipoves: i.q. dvemcrTripoves, as 
explained (with reference to this passage) 
in Bekker’s Anec. Gr. 1 p. 334: cf. Phaedr. 
275 A. Hence ppovi/wis in E below. 
The more usual meaning, 1 inconsiderate,’ 
‘ unkind,’ is less suitable here on account 
of Svavoi. 
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elBevai d Xeyio, KaXms; el%ev V trapap-vdia' ev yap 1 (f>povlp,oi<> re E 

teal (friXoLS 7repl toov peyiarwv re Kal (plXiov rdXrjdP/ elBoTa Xeyeiv 

30 dcrcfraXes Kal dappaXeov, dirmttovvtci Be Kal frjTovvTa ap,a tov<; 

Xoyovs iroielaOai, o Brj eyw Bpco, (poftepov re Kal aipaXepov, ov t 1 

yeXwTa j 6(f)Xelv iraiBiKov yap tovto ye’ aXXd p,rj acpaXels tt)? 451 

dXrjdela5 ov piovov avros aXXa Kal roi)? cfilXovs ^vvemcriTaadpievos 

Keiaop,ai 7repl a pKiara Bee acjraXXeaOai. irpoaKvvw Be ’ABpaareiav, 

co rXavKwv, ov peeXXco Xeyeiv • iXiri^at yap ovv eXarrov 

5 dp.dprr]p,a diKovoLo)<; tivo<; epovea yeveaBai, rj d-rraTedva KaXidv re 

Kal dyaddjv Kal BiKaiwv vop.ip.cov 7repi. tovto ovv to KivBvvevpa 

KivBvveveiv ev e^pols KpeiTTOV rj cpiXois’ ware ev I pie irapapvBel. B 

450 E 29 <|>(Xwv ktX. (pCXoiv though 
neuter is of course intended to balance 
(piXois. The conjecture (pCKraruiv (Richards, 
Hartman) destroys the balance and is in 
itself superfluous: see Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 
p. 23. Note the characteristic chiasmus 
acrcpaXes Kal OappaXeov— <poftepov re kcu 

ocpaXepov. 
451 a i ocfjXetv ktX. The infini¬ 

tive depends on (poftepov, and is like the 
infinitive after tpoftovpai. In the anti¬ 
thetical clause Plato substitutes the more 
usual construction with pr/. The future 
indicative (xelaopm) is rare after words 
of fearing (Goodwin MT. p. 132), and 
represents the danger as imminent. To 
regard 06 ti yeXoira 6<pXetv as a reference 
to the Ecclesiazusae is rash and unjustifi¬ 
able : see App. I. 

3 irpoo-Kvvco kt\. The apology looks 
forward, and not backward ; whence be 
rather than Sr) (which Herwerden would 
read). 

’ASpao-mav. Adrasteia was originally, 
perhaps, a personification of dvayicq in 
its relation to humanity and the issues of 
human conduct. This meaning survived 
in the Orphic theology (Abel Orph. Fr. 
36, 109—in) and appears in Phaedr. 
248 c. Specifically, she was viewed as 
a variety of Nemesis, ded rts tovs vweprj- 
tpavovs ripoipovoa (Schol. on Aesch. 
Prom. 936), and in this sense Aeschylus 
(l.c.) writes ol irpooKvvovvTes ttjv ’ASpd- 
<rr«av ao<pol (the first mention of Adrasteia 
in Greek literature). Adrasteia is in a 
still more special sense the punisher of 
proud words; so that irpooKvvCi ’ASpd- 
oretav becomes, as here, a sort of apolo¬ 
getic preface to a bold assertion or rash 
utterance: cf. Eur. Kikes. 342, 468 (fw 

S’ ’ ASpaorelp Xeyoi). See Nagelsbach 
Nachhom. Theol. p. 47 and Seymour in 
the Proceedings of the Amer. Philol. 
Assoc, for July 1891 pp. xlviii ff. 

4 eXiritp ktX. eXirifa is ‘ I fancy,’ 
not ‘I expect’: cf. 11 383 B n. The 
omission of dvai is curious: Madvig 
would restore it after apapr-ppa. I can 
find no parallel to its omission with 
eXtHipo), but otopcu, ijyoup.ai and other 
verbs of thinking often dispense with it. 
For examples see Schanz Nov. Comm. 
PI. p. 34. _ 

5 KaXcov ktX. : “ concerning noble 
and good and just institutions ” (D. and 
V.), not “ about the beautiful, the good, 
and the just, in the matter of laws ” 
(J. and C.). The latter explanation gives 
a good sense, but it is harsh to separate 
SikcUuv from vop.ip.oiv, and still harsher 
to take kuXoiv as equivalent to irepl 
KaX&v. Schneider was inclined to treat 
SikcUoiv as a gloss on vopipoiv. But ‘ about 
things beautiful and good and institutions ’ 
is an anti-climax; and, besides, it is of 
institutions in conjunction with, not as 
distinct from, justice etc. that Plato is 
about to speak. In his translation 
Schneider takes the right view. 

7 eS. q has ovk ev, an obvious but 
audacious correction, suggested, no doubt, 
by KaXws etxev 7/ itapapvBia. in 450 D. 
ev is ironical. Glauco had comforted 
Socrates by saying inter alia that his 
hearers were friendly (oihe bvovoi ol 
aKovodpevoi 450 D). Excellent comfort 1 

says Socrates: I had rather, in the 
circumstances, that they were enemies! 
Stallbaum and others read owe ev, and 
Hermann oil, for eft, thinking the irony 
misplaced ; but Glauco’s smile (yeXdiras) 
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teal 6 TXavtcwv yeAdaas 'AW.’, u> ’ScoKpares, ecjpr}, iav tl Tradco/iev 

ttAjififieAes into tov Aoyov, acfriefiev ae wairep cjpovov /caOapov elvai 

Kal p,rj airaTewva rjp.dov. dAAa 6apprjaa<; Aeye. AAAa pievroi, 10 

eiTrov, KaOapos ye Kal e/cet 6 «0e#et?, ax; 6 vopios Aeyei’ eiKOi; Si ye, 

eiTrep i/cel, /cdvBdSe. A eye toivvv, efir/, tovtov 7’ eveica. Aeyeiv 

Sp, ecf)7]v eya>, 'xpr) dvairaAtv av vvv, a Tore l'aco<; eSei e(f)el~r)<; Aeyeiv. 

C Ta^a Se outcos av 1 opdeos e%oi, pierd avSpeiov Spdpia iravreAa>9 

9. KaOapov II: Kal KaOapbv A. 13. Si] II: 5b A. a Tire v: a iroTe AIIHy. 

favours the ironical interpretation, and 
so does the ‘ Socratic irony ’ with which 
the whole sentence is overflowing. I agree 
with J. and C. in rejecting the pointless 
alternative rendering ‘ you do well to 
comfort me.’ 

451 B 9 (IScnrep cjrovou kt\. See 
cr. n. Kal before Kadapdv is absent from 
the great majority of mss and can scarcely, 
I think, be sound: for the difference in 
meaning between Kadapov and p.T] aira- 
reQva is hardly enough to carry off the 
double Kal. uxsirep belongs to the whole 
expression ipbvov Kadapbv, which is virtu¬ 
ally one word. Hartman would expunge 
Kal fir) airaTt&va Tjputv, but it is quite in 
Plato’s way to subjoin the interpretation 
of a metaphor or simile (cf. 470 C, vm 

553 D> 555 D> anc^ my note on Prot. 
314 A), nor have we any right to excise 
such expressions wholesale, as many 
Dutch critics would do (especially 
J, J. Hartman de embl. in PI. text, obviis 
1898). 

11 €K«I: viz. in cases of <pbvos dxot/<nos 
(so Schneider, Stallbaum, etc.), not (with 
D. and V.) ‘in the next world.’ Ka.v0a.5e 

is relevant only if it means ‘ in this case 
too,’ i.e. tv rip awareQiva elvai Ka\Qv re 
Kal dya0C>v kt\. : and this fixes the mean¬ 
ing of exet. 

cos 6 vopos Xfyei is explained by 
Dem. 7Tpbs TLavralverov 58 Kal yap dKobmo: 

tpovo 1—Kal 7roXXa &XKa roiavra ylyverai■ 
aXX’ Ojtuos airdvruiv Tobroiv opos Kal Xtlcrcs 
toIs TTadoum rtraKTai rb weLoOtvTas 

dtp elvai, and ib. 59. See also Lazos 
869 E. 

451c 14 avSptiov Spdpa kt\. There 
is probably a playful allusion to the mimes 
of Sophron, as was first pointed out by 
R. Forster in Rhein. Mus. xxx (1875) 
p. 316. According to Suidas (s.v. Scbippuiv) 
and others, Sophron’s mimes were classi¬ 
fied as avbpeioi p.ip.01 and yvvaiKeioi pipoi. 

In the former, as may be inferred from 
Choricius’ Defence of Mimes (first pub¬ 
lished by Graux in Revue de Philologie 1 
pp. 209 ff.) Sophron represented male 
characters, in the latter female (pupelrai 

pbv tivdpas, pupeirai 5b yvvaia ib. p. 215). 
This is corroborated by many of the titles 
of his plays, such as 6 aypoubras, b Ovvvo- 

dr/pas, 6 &yyeXos contrasted with ral 

aKeorplai, a vvpupbirovos, a nevdepa etc. 
Sophron’s mimes are called Spdpara 

(cf. avSpeiov Spapa) by Demetrius zrepl 

bppi]velas § 156 axeSbv re irdoas Ik tQv 

5 papdrwv auToO ras zrapoiplas eK\b^ai 

barlv. The point here is that just as 
custom required an avSpeios pupos to pre¬ 
cede a ywaiKeios—this is not otherwise 
attested, so far as I can discover—, so it 
will be proper (op0cDs av ?xoi) for Plato’s 
women to come on the stage after his men 
have played their part. Plato’s partiality 
for Sophron is frequently mentioned by 
ancient authors, as for example by D. L. 
in 18, Quintil. 1 10. 17: see Schuster in 
Rhein. Mils. XXIX (1874) pp. 605 ff., 

where these and other authorities are 
cited. Susemihl (Bursian’s Jahresbericht 
r874—1875 III p. 343) doubted whether 
Plato has Sophron in view here; but the 
allusion, which was admitted by Graux 
(l.c. p. 215 n.), and successfully reaffirmed 
by Forster {Rhein. Mus. for 1880 p. 472), is 
highly probable. I can see no point in 
making Spdpa yvvaiKetov an ironical refer¬ 
ence to the Ecclesiazusae of Aristophanes 
(with Munk die nat. Ordnungd. PI. Schr. 
p. 296, and Chiappelli l.c. p. 196), nor is 
it likely that the words allude to a dram¬ 
atic caricature of Plato’s policy by some 
other comedian, as is supposed by Bergk 
Gr. Literaturgesch. IV p. 462 n. 134. 
On Sophron’s prose-mimes as a pre¬ 
paration for the Socratic Dialogue see 
Hirzel der Dialog I pp. 20—26. 

451 c—452 e We declared at the 
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bicnrepavdev to 'yvvaucelov av Trepalveiv, a\\co$ re ical eVetSr) av 

OVTCO TTpOKCLkei. 

III. ’Ai'6p(o7roL<; 7dp cfsvai /cal TraiSevfleiaiv oj? ypceis BirjXdopev, 

/car ep.i)v ho^av ov/c ear aWy opdi) Traihtov re /cal yvvauccov 

KTpais re /cal XPe^a V Kar' e/cetV^t' T?7Z' op/jurjv lovacv, /jv/rep ro 

outset that our men were to be as it were 
guardians of theflock. Now the principle 
of community requires that our female 
watch-dogs shall share the active duties of 
the males, allowance being made for their 
inferiority in strength. Their education 
must therefore be the same: they will have 
to learn music, gymnastic, and the art of 
war. No doubt the spectacle of women, 
especially old women, exercising themselves 
naked along with men, will seem ludicrous 
at first; but it is not tong since the Greeks 
would have thought it ludicrous even for 
men to strip for athletic exercises. Nothing 
is truly ludicrous except what is mis¬ 
chievous. 

451 c ff. Socrates now prepares to 
encounter the first ‘wave’ (451 C—457 b) : 
see on 449 A ff. The outstanding feature 
in his argument throughout this part of 
the dialogue is the constant appeal which 
he makes to (pluses (452 E, 453 B, C, e, 

454 Cj D, 455 A, 456 A, B, C, D). 
He maintains that community of work 
and education between certain selected 
men and women is ‘ natural ’ in two 
senses. In the first place, it is, he main¬ 
tains, in harmony with human nature, 
that is, with the nature of man and woman 
(455 e ff.), and in the second place, it is 
recommended by the analogy of Nature’s 
other children, the lower animals (451 d). 
See also on 11 370 A. Pohlmann (Gesch. d. 
antik. Nommunismus etc. pp. 114—146) 
has shewn that the desire for a ‘return to 
Nature’ found frequent and manifold ex¬ 
pression in the literature of Plato’s times, 
and we can see that Plato was himself 
powerfully affected by the same impulse, 
although his interpretation of ‘ Nature ’ is 
coloured by an Idealism which is pecu¬ 
liarly his own (iv 443 b n.). The special 
regulations of Book V may be illustrated 
in some particulars from the practices of 
certain ‘Natur-volker’ before the time of 
Plato (see e.g. Hdt. iv 116 and infra 
463 C «.), as well as by certain features of 
the Pythagorean and Spartan disciplines 
(see RP.7 48 a f. and nn. on 452 B al.), 
but it is more important and relevant 

to observe that Plato’s assignment of 
common duties and common training to 
the two sexes is part of a well-reasoned 
and deliberate attempt by the Socratic 
school to improve the position of women 
in Greece. In this respect, as in many 
others, the teaching of Socrates inaugu¬ 
rated an era of protest against the old 
Hellenic view of things. See in particular, 
for the views of Socrates himself, Xen. 
Mem. 11 2. 5, Sytnp. 2. 9 17 yvvaueda (plots 
olSd \dpoiv trjs too avbpos ootra Toyxarei, 
yvel/ir/s Se /cal iaxlos Sdrai, Oecon. 3. 12— 
15, 7. 11 ff.; for Plato, Symp. 201 d ff. 
and Laws 780 E ff.; and for the opinion 
of Antisthenes consult D. L. VI 12 avbpbs 
/cal yovcuKOS 7/ avri] aperr). It is possible 
that some of Euripides’ pictures of noble 
and disinterested women were also in¬ 
spired in some measure by the influence 
of the same movement. In later times 
the Stoics constituted themselves the 
champions of similar views, and Cleanthes 
wrote a treatise entitled trepl too oti i) 

aori) aperr/ /cal avbpbs /cal ywaiKos: see 
Dyroff Ethik d. alten Sloa pp. 311—314, 
where other evidence is cited. A learned 
and acute discussion on the attitude of 
the Socratic school in this matter will be 
found in Chiappelli Riv. di Filologia etc. 
XI pp. 229 ff. Finally it should be ob¬ 
served that, from Plato’s point of view, 
the selection of suitable women as <pv\ai<es 
is strictly in harmony with the fundamental 
principle of our city, viz.1 to each one work 
according to his or her nature’ (11 370 B 
n.); that it removes a dangerous source 
of unrest, intrigue, and sedition, by pro¬ 
viding an outlet for the energies of able 
and politically-minded women in legiti¬ 
mate channels and silencing them with 
the responsibilities of rule, while it at the 
same time secures for the service of the 
State all that is best in the other half of 
the population (Laws 781 a), and justifies 
the claim of the perfect city to be in literal 
truth an Aristocracy. 

451 c 19 kit’ eia(vT)v ktX. : “in 
following out that original impulse which 
we communicated to them ” (D. and V.). 
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7rpwTov wp[A>'/crafiev' eTre^eippaafxev Se itov co? dyeXt]? <£i/A,a/ea? 2o 

D toii? avSpas Kadiaravai ru> Xoycp. Nat. ’A.KoXov6wpiev I rolvvv 

Kal tt)v yeveciv /cat Tpofypv yrapaTvXifcrlav aTroSidovres, Kal ctkottm- 

pLGV, el pp.iv irpeTrei rj ov. ITw?; e(f>7], Til8e. Ta? 07]Xela<; tcov 

<f)v\d/ca)v Kvvdov 7rorepa ^vpcfbvXdrTeiv olop,e0a Seiv, airep av oi 

appeves cf)vXdTT(oai, Kal %vv0ppeveiv Kal taXXa koivt) irpaTreiv, 25 

17 ta? p.ev otKovpeiv evSov «? dSvvdrovs Sid rov tcov crKvXdKcov 

tokov re Kal rpo^pv, tov? Se irovelv re Kal irdcrav eivipeXeiav 

eXeLV ’7repl Ta Tvolpvia; YLoivf], ecf>r), iravTa' irXpv &;? do0eve- 

E are'pat? I ^pcop-e^a, toZ? Se co? tV^oporepot?. Otot/ t’ ovv, ecfjr/v 

eyed, 67Tt Ta at/Ta xPVa@ab TlVL ®p-p Tpz/ avrrjv Tpocfjr/v re 30 

/cat 7raiSelav dnroSiScps; Oir^ oto// re. Et apa Tat? yvvai^lv eVt 

Tat/Ta ^ppcrope^a /cat Tot? civSpdcn, ravra Kal SiSaKreov avra?. 

452 | Nat. Moaat/cp p.ei/ e’/cett/ot? tc /cat yvpvaaTiKr) 88607]. Nat. 

Kat Tat? yvvai^lv apa tovtco too Te%va /cat Ta 7rept toz/ 7roXepov 

diroSoTeov Kal xprjaTeov Kara ravra. Et’/co? e£ toz/ Xeyei<;, ecj^rj. 

vIcra)? Sp, einrov, irapa to e#o? 7eAota at/ (f>alvotTo 7roAAa 7rept Ta 

t/Of Xeyopeva, el irpa^eTai fj Xeyerai. Kat pdXa, ecj)p. Tt, r]v S’ 5 

32. teal oiOaKriov A2II: olOo.kt£ov A1. 

20 topp/rjcrapev (sc. avrob5) is causative, 
and not intransitive, as Jowett supposes. 

d-y€\r|s. Cf. II 375 D and infra 460 c, 
466 D nn. 

451 D 28 irAijv kt\. One MS 

inserts rais fUv after iv\-f]v; but, ‘ ‘ rats 
8p\dais utpote ex ipsa sententia et ex 
adjectivo aodeveoTepais facile intelligen- 
dum enuntiatum non est” (Schneider). 
Schneider’s explanation is more accurate 
than to say (with Stallbaum) that rats plv 

is idiomatically suppressed, like to p.lv 

before aXAo in Prot. 330 A (aXAo, to bk 
aXAo) : cf. infra 455 E. This passage is 
thus criticised by Aristotle (Pol. B. 5. 
I264b 4) aroirov 5e Kal to Ik twv 6-qplwv 

Troidtrdac tt\v Trapapo\r)v, otl dei ra aura 

eTriTT)8eveiv ras yvvacKas roh dvSpdmv, oh 

oIkovo pdas ovSkv filrecrTlv. But,from 
Plato’s point of view, the analogy holds; 
for he regards oUovofx.ia as irapa. </>v<nv 

even for human beings, and aims at 
abolishing it. 

452 A 1 p.ovo-ixii (icv. The particle 
p.lv “Latino atqui non multo debilius” 
(Schneider, comparing 1 339 B and ill 
4I2C ort p.h itpe<r(3vTlpous robs apxovras 
jet elvai—SrjXov). Richards conjectures 
p-Tfij, which would certainly be more usual 

(cf. 465 b) : but no change is necessary. 
Although the position of re (which a few 
inferior MSS omit) is irregular, we ought 
not to read ye: cf. infra 465 E n., and 
(with Schneider) Laws 800 A, 966 A 

(■ij Kal birws ev re Kal oirp). In these cases 
re suffers hyperbaton, being attracted for¬ 
ward by Kal. The reverse kind of hyper¬ 
baton is more usual with this word; see 
Prot. 316 D, with my note ad loc. Here 
it would be awkward to place re after 
either fiovoiKT) or piv. For eSddr) Richards 
proposes dirzbbdrf, to correspond with 
d-n-oSiSys above; but cf. SotIov infra 457 a 

and see on 1 336 E. 

4 irapa to £0os : ‘ contra consuetu- 
dinem,1 not ‘ respectu consuetudinis ’ as 
Hartman thinks. The phrase specifies 
the particular variety of ye\oia intended 
by Plato: ‘ many ludicrous breaches of 
etiquette.’ It is not quite easy (with J. 
and C.) to understand wpaTTbpeva. 

5 irpa£«Tai. q has weirpa^erai, which 
is tempting, and may be right; but, as 
Schneider points out, ‘si peragentur’ is 
somewhat more appropriate than ‘ si per- 
acta fuerint.’ 7rpdjerai as passive seems 
to occur only here in Attic. 
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eyed, ycXoLoraTov avrwv opa<;; rj 8rj\a Bp, otl yvp,vd<; ra? yvvcuKas 

iv Tat? 7raAatcrTpat? yvp,va£opLeva<; /tera twv dvBpcov, I ov povov Ta? B 

veai, dWd Kal rjBp Ta? 7Tpeaftvrepas, axjirep toi)? yepovras ev rol<; 

yvpvaaloLS, orav pvaol Kal prj rjBels Trjv o-^tlv opcos (f)i\oyvpvaoT(d- 

10 cnv; N/} tov Ala, e(f>r) • yeXoiov yap av, a;? ye ev tm trapeaTWTL, 

(paveir). Ovkovv, rjv 8' eyed, irteLirep dopprjaapev Xeyeiv, ov (pofirjTeov 

ta twv ^apL^vrcov aKwppaTa, oaa Kal ola av eliroiev ei? Tpv 

ToiavTtjv peTafioArjv yevopevrjv Kal 7repl ra yvpvaaia 1 Kal irepl C 

povaLKrjv Kal ovk eXa^icTTa irepl t?)v tcov ottX<dv aykaiv Kal ltttlov 

15 6%i']aei<;. Op9w<s, e<pp, Xeyeis. ’AW’ eireLirep Aeyeiv rjp^apeda, 

iropevTeov 7rpo? to rpa^ii tov vopov, BepOeoalv re tovtwv pr\ ra 

avTcov irpaTTeiv dWd <nrov8d£eiv, Kal viropvpaaaLV, otl ov 7roAix; 

^poz/o? ef ov Tot? 'FjWrjaiv iBoKei ala^pa elvai Kal yeXola, direp 

vvv Tot? iroXXol<; tgov /3ap/3dpcov, yvpvoix; av8pa<; opaaOai, Kal OTe 

2° ijp^ovTO twv yvpvaaiwv irpdoTOL pev Kpj^Te?, 1 eireLTa AaKeBaipovioL, D 

e^rjv Tot? tot6 doTeloL<; irdvTa TavTa KooptoBelv. rj ovk oiei; 

452 B 8 tjSr) = demum adds em¬ 
phasis to aXXa Kal. We may translate: 
‘ but positively also the older women.’ 
On this use of 1j6r) (‘now that we have 
reached this point ’) and kindred words 
see Cope Aristotlds Rhetoric Vol. I 
pp. 13 ff. J. and C. (with other editors) 
suppose a hyperbaton for ras ijbrj irpea- 
/3vT(pas (which Herwerden would actually 
read): but the hyperbaton is harsh, and 
no parallel has yet been adduced. The 
rules laid down by Plato in this passage 
are an exaggeration of Spartan usage: cf. 
Plut. Lyc. 14 and the passages cited by 
Paley on Eur. Androm. 596 ff. "Zirapridhoiv 
—at fi'iv vlounv i^epppovaai Sopovs | yvp.- 
volai pppois Kal iriirXois bveipevois \ opbpovs 
iraXalarpas t’ ovk avaaxerovs ipol | Koivas 
^xovai, and by Blaydes on Ar. Lys. 82: 
cf. also Laws 813 E ff., 833 C ff. and 
infra 457 A. The words orav pvaol— 
<piXoyvpvaoTo>otv are a characteristically 
Hellenic touch: cf. Theaet. 162 B. 

12 tuv \apievTu»v. It is tempting to 
see in this an allusion to the author of the 
Ecclestazusae (with Krohn PL St. p. 81 
and Chiappelli Riv. di Filol. XI p. 198). If 
—with the majority of modern critics— 
we hold that the Ecclestazusae is earlier 
than Book V, and if we consider the play 
as at least in some measure directed against 
theories on communism and the position 
of women with which the Socrauc school 

sympathised, it is easy to interpret Plato 
here as addressing a rebuke to the comic 
stage in the form of a further challenge. 
In any case, however, the words ov <t>ofir)- 
rtov—oxpaeis are not a valicinium ex 
eventu, for the Ecclesiazusae does not touch 
on any of the points specifically mentioned 
here. See also on 452 d, 455 a, 457 b, 

464 b, and 473 e f. In each of these 
passages there is some prima facie ground 
for suspecting a personal or polemical 
motive of some kind. See on the whole 
subject App. I. 

452 C 16 Ta airaiv irpaTTeiv: i.e. 

7ralpeiv. Herwerden’s conjecture ra roi- 
aOra iralpuv is both needless and in¬ 
elegant. 

17 ou iroXvs \pdvos KT^- Stallbaum 
cites Hdt. 1 10 irapa yap roiai AvSoiot, 
axcSdv Se Kal irapa roiai aXXoiai fiapfidpoioi, 
Kal avSpa 6<pdrjvat yvpvov Is alaxvvqv 
peydXpv <pepti, and Thuc. I 6 iyvpvwdi)odv 
re irpCiToi (AaKeSaipinoi) ktX. 

20 yupvao-Cuv is used in its strict ety¬ 
mological sense of yvpvol dyuves-. we 
ought not to insert yvpvuiv (with Richards) 
or rotovTwv (with Herwerden) before yvp- 
vaaloiv. 

irpwTOi — Kpijres. Plato contradicts 
Thucydides l.c. Cf. [Minos] 318 D, where 
Spartan institutions are derived from 
Crete, and see Hermann-Thumser Gr. 
Stoat salt. p. 141 tin. 
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’'E'y&j'ye. ’A\\’ eVeiS?7, otpcai, xpcopievois apeivov to dirobvecrOat 

tov a-vyKaXvTTTeiv travTa to. roiavra i(f>avrj, kcu to ev rot9 

6(f)9a\p,ov? yeXotov i^eppvr/ viro tov ev tot? Xoyois fx,r)vvdevTO<; 

apiarov, Kal tovto evehei^aTO, otl pbaTaios o? yeXolov aWo n 25 

pyeirai, rj to kclkov, Kal 6 yeXaTotroielv eTTixeipcbv 7rpo? aWrjv 

E Ttj/a o^friv dno/3Xe'jr(ov a>? yeXolov rj rrjv 1 too d(f)pov69 tc /cal /ca/coO 

/cal KaXov av aTrovSd^ei 7rpo? aWov Tiva ctkottov (TTrjcrdpLevos rj 

tov tov ayadov. Uavrcnracrt p,ev ovv, ecf)r). 

IV. ’Ap' ovv ov 7rpcoTov ptev tovto Trepl avrwv dvo/xo\oyr]Teov, 30 

el Sward rj ov, teal Soreov dp,(f)ial3rjT/r)at,v, ewe tc? (f)L\o7ral(rp,oov 

30. avriov S q : cu/tAi' All. 

452 D 23 Kal kt\. ko.1 begins the 
apodosis: ‘ then too ’ etc. The general 
idea is that when experience proved that 
it was better to take exercise in a nude 
condition, nudity also ceased to be ludi¬ 
crous. Plato thus prepares the way for 
the identification to be presently made 
(see next note). The particle Sr) (‘for¬ 
sooth’) hints that the eye is less trust¬ 
worthy than the reason; and the contrast is 
further accentuated by the somewhat arti¬ 
ficial balance between ev rofs 6cp0a\/j.ois 
and iv rots X6701S. D. and V. wrongly 
make the apodosis begin with Kal tovto 

(where tovto is of course nominative). 
25 (idraios kt\. I have (with the 

Oxford editors) retained the text of A. 
It at least affords an intelligible sense, and 
none of the numerous variants or emen¬ 
dations is at all convincing. The general 
drift of the passage is clear enough. 
Nothing is yeXoTov except what is KaKbv 
(ixaraios—KaKbv), and, conversely, nothing 
is cnrovSacov except what is ayaBbv (Kal 
KaXov—ayadov. inrovdaiov is involved 
in cr7rouSafei). Both inferences are ex¬ 
pressed in such a way as to suggest a 
personal reference: cf. xapteVrux' in B, 

and see App. I. yeXuroiroieiv, es¬ 
pecially after Kto/iySeiv just above, points 
to the comic stage: and Aristophanes is 
perhaps intended. See on 452 B. The 
whole sentence means: ‘Foolish is the 
man who identifies the laughable with 
anything but the bad, and he who attempts 
to raise a laugh by looking at any spectacle 
as laughable except the spectacle of folly 
and evil aims in all seriousness also at 
another standard of beauty, which he has 
set up for himself, than the standard of 
the good.’ The analysis of to yeXolov, 

so far as it goes, is in harmony with 
Phil. 48 a ff. : cf. especially 49 a. With 
aTr\<sa)xevos we must supply avrov, i.e. 
t6v OKoirbv. On the difficulties of this 
passage see App. II. 

452 e—456 c Let us first determine 
•whether our proposal is possible—in other 
•words, whether woman is naturally able to 
share the duties of man—all, or none, or 
some, and, if some, whether war is one of 
these. It may be argued: ‘ man's nature 
is different from that of woman: we should 
therefore assign them different duties.' 
A little analysis will shew the supeificial 
and eristic character of such reasoning. 
The word ‘ different ’ is ambiguous. 
Natures may differ without differing at 
all in respect of the powers by which certain 
duties are performed. Consequently, if 
man and woman differ only in sex, they 
may each perform those duties in ivhich 
sex plays no part. Among such duties 
are those which, appertain to the adminis¬ 
tration of a city. Doubtless man is su¬ 
perior, as a whole, in capacity and strength, 
although many women excel many men; 
but the natural aptitudes of individual 
women are as various as those of 7nen, and 
there is no administrative duty which is by 
Nature exclusively appropriated either to 
men, or to wometi. Thus Nature produces 
wo:nen who are fitted to guard our city. 
These we shall select as the wives and 
colleagues of the male guardians. Our 
proposal is possible, because it is natural: 
the term ‘ unnatural' may sooner be applied 
to the prresent condition of women. 

452 e ff. On the principle laid down 
in this part of Socrates’ argument see 
451 C ff. nn. 
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etre aTrovBddTiKo9 i0eXei d pcjudfipTpddi, iroTepov BvvdTp cfcvaris 

p dv\0punrlvp p 0pXebd tt) tov appevos yevov<: KOLvcovfjacu et’s 453 
r/ \ >/ * 5 CO 9 f/ * 9 \ n r/ 9 £ \ \ >r 
cnravTa ra epya, rj ovo €69 ev> rj €69 Ta fiev oia re, €69 o€ ra ov> 

Kdi TOVTO Bp TO TT6pl TOV TToXepiOV TTOTOpCOV idTiV / dp' OV% OVTOOS 

av /cdWiaTa Tt? ap^o^evos cos to eiKO<i teal KdXXcaTd TeXevTpaeiev; 

5 TIoXu <ye, ecf>p. BouXet ovv, pv 8' eyed, ppel'i irpos pp.d<i avTov>j 

hirep tgov dXXcov dp,<f}icr(3pTpcr(op,ev, lvcl p,p eppp,a ta tov eTepov 

Xoyov noXiopicpTcu; I OvSev, e<fip, KwXvei. Aeywp,ev Bp vvep B 

ovtcov oTi Yl S&j/cpare? re ical TXavKwv, ovBev Bel vp.lv aXXof? 

ap,(j)ia/3pTelv’ ovtoI 7dp iv dp^p Tps KaToiKLaecos, pv wKi^eTe 

10 7roXiv, copoXoyelTe Belv /cara <pvaiv eKdcnov eva ev to clvtov 

TTpaTTeiv. 'YlpoXoypadpev, olp,cu’ 7T65? 7dp ov; ,rEariv ovv oVais 

ov irdpTToXv Biatyepeb yvvp dvBpds Tpv epvcnv; IIw? S’ ov 8id(j)epei; 

Ovkovv dXXo Kdi epyov e/cdTepa irpoapKei tt pouTdTTeiv to KdTa. 

Tpv dvTov I (j)vaiv; Tt ppv; IIco? ovv ov% dpdpTdveTe vvv Kdi C 

15 TdVdVTLd Vplv dVTOV? XeyeTe, (frddKOVT6? dV TOV? dvBpd'S Kdi Tdf 

yvvaiKdS Belv ta aura TrpoTTeiv, irXelcrTov Ke^wpbapevpv (f)vaiv 

e%0VTdS; e£ei? tl, w 0ovpd<Tie, 7rpo? TdVT diroXoyelaOdi,; 'll? 

pev i^dlcpvps, eepp, ov irdw paBiov dXXa aov Bepaopdl Te Kdi 

Beopdt, Kdi tov virep ppwv Xoyov, oVrt? ttot IutIv, epppvevadi. 

20 TdOr’ eaTiv, pv S’ eyed, a> YXdVKWv, Kdi dXXd 7roXXd Tocaina, 

d eyed 7TaXdL I Trpoopwv eef)o/3ovppv Te Kdi cokvow uTTTeaOdi tov D 

vopov TOV Trepl Tpv Toi)V yVVOLKWV Kdi TTdbBcOV KTpaiV Kdi Tpocf)pv. 

Ov pbd tov Aid, ecfjp, ov 7dp evKoXw eoLKev. Ov 7dp, ecTrov dXXd 

33 r| dvBpcoirivii was objected to by 
Cobet; but 7/ 0>?\eia alone would be too 
general: we are dealing only with ‘female 
human nature.’ 

453 A 4 teal KaXXurra. Dobree 
conjectured /caXXurra Kal, neatly, but 
needlessly, for Ka\i) TeXevrri, like icaXr/ 
apxv 1 may be treated as a single notion. 
Cf. in 404 B n. 

453 B 9 KaToiKttrcoJS: sc. rrjs iro- 
Xews, but the antecedent is attracted into 
the relative clause (fjv ipKlfrre ttoXlv), as 
often: cf. 1 350 c n. 

10 <ifroXoy€rT€. II 369 E ff. 
12 Trios S’ ou Sia<j>epet; Baiter follows 

Hirschig in bracketing 8ta</>epei. The 
formula 7rios S’ off; is however so common, 
that no scribe is likely to have added 
Sia<ptpei. Cf. Siaipbpei in VI 496 A. For 
the sentiment see Xen. Oec. 7. S2 r:qv 

(pvcnv—-ei/Bbs irapeaKevaaev 6 debs—rr/v p.ev 
rrjs yvvaLKbs ini to. ivSov £pya Kal eTn/jceX-ri- 
para, rr/v S£ tov avSpos eVl ra £pya Kal 

emp.t\y]p.aTa—the orthodox Greek view. 
453 d 23 od yap €vk6X<o ktX. The 

MS reading has been defended in two 
ways. Schneider prints a colon after 
b<pt], and explains oil pa rbv Ala as “mini- 
me, per Jovem, ctemere tu et sine causa 
hanc rem tractare dubitabas > but it is 
exceedingly difficult to supply the words 
in brackets. This difficulty induced Apelt 
(Obs. Crit. p. 12) to suggest oil <.pa.Tr)v> 
pa rbv Ala, (<pt)' oil yap kt\. Others 
explain the oath as emphasizing ov yap 
eiiKbXip ’ioLKCv, and compare X 605 E oil 
pa rbv At’, £<pr\, oiiK eilXiiyip goiKev and 
Farm. 131 E oil pa tov Ala, (pavai, oil poi 
SoKel oOkoXov clvai to tolovtov Siopiaaadai. 
But the whole difficulty centres round ydp, 
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8p d>8' e%et' av re rt? et? KoXvp,/3>jdpav puKpav ipnreap, av T6 eis 

to pteytaTOv TreXayos p.eaov, op.co<; ye vel ov8ev rjTTOv. Tlavv p,ev 25 

ovv. Ovkovv Kal rjpuv vevaTeov teal nretpaTeov aco^eadat e’/c tov 

Xoyov, 7]tol 8eXef)lvd Ttva eXTri^ovTas pp^as inroXafielv dv, r/ riva 

E aXXrjv aivopov crcoTr/pLav. I ”Eoucev, ecfrr]. <Pepe Sp, i)v 8' eyoo, idv 

Trr) evpcop,ev ttjv e^oSov. dopioXoyovpev yap 81) ciXXrjv efivatv aXXo 

8eiv iTUTTjSeveiv, ywaiicos 8e Kal dvSpos ciXXr/v elvao" ra? 8e aAXa? 30 

(fivaeis td avrd (pap.6v vvv Setv eTUTipSevaat. Tavra r/pucov KaTijyo- 

454 peire; KopuSfj ye. ’H yevvala, i)v S' iyd>, co TXavKoov, 1) \ Svvapus 

Trjs dvTiXoyiKrjs te^vrj^. Tt 8;;; "Oti, elirov, Sokovgl p,oi et? 

avrrjv Kal clkovT6? ttoXXoI ipuTriirTeLV Kal oleaOai ovk ipi^etv, 

aXXa StaXeyeadai, 8id to pu) Svvaadai Kar el8p Siaipoupevot to 

29. ApoXoyovpev S q : opoXoyovpev All. 

and 7dp is absent from each of these 
passages. Hartman strangely explains 
7dp as ‘profecto’; while Stallbaum in¬ 
clines to cut it out. Groen van Prinsterer 
(Prosop. Plat. p. 209) proposed to read 
oil yap eiiKbXip toiKev. Oil pa rbv Ala, i<pr]. 
Ov yap, ehrov. It appears to me that the 
emphatic oil pa rbv Ala is more appropriate 
in the mouth of Socrates, who is con¬ 
tinually dwelling on the difficulty of his 
task, and I therefore think that Plato 
wrote Oil yap eiiKbXip ioLKev, Oil 
yap, ehrov, oil pa rbv Ala, although I have 
not ventured to change the text. ei/KoXw 
is of course neuter, not masculine, as 
Richter supposed (PI. Jahrb. 1867 p. 

143)- 
24 Ko\u|j.pri0pav : a swimming tank. 

See Bliimner Privatalt. p. 210 >1. 2. 
In what follows we have the first sug¬ 
gestion of the wave metaphor, which 
dominates nearly the whole of Book V : 
see on 449 A. 

28 airopov. As aXXi)v here means 
‘ other ’ and not ‘else,’ the epithet airopov 
(‘difficult to procure,’ cf. II 378 a) must 
be applicable to the dolphin also. The 
Platonic litotes seems delicately to suggest 
that the miraculous story of Arion and 
the dolphin is not above suspicion. Her- 
werden conjectured droirov, but no change 
is necessary. 

453 E 31 KaTTjyopetxc. Socrates 
identifies his audience with the imaginary 
opponents of 453 A—c, and Glauco replies 
in their name. As i/puiv means primarily 
Socrates and Glauco (453 b). the situation 
is somewhat confusing: and some may 

wish to read KaT-pyopelrai, as I formerly 
printed (with Vind. F, Flor. R T, Fici- 
nus and Hartman). The confusion of e 
and ai is of course common (see Introd. 
§ 5), but it is better to adhere to the best 
MSS. Cf. vi 489 B. 

454 A 2 dvTiXoyiKrjs T*XVT1S- dv- 
•7-1X07007 is defined in Soph. 225 B as a 
variety of dp(pca/3r]TriTLK6v : viz. to iv 

Iblois-—opposed to t6 SucaviKbv, which is 
Sr/pooly.—ai) Kal KaraKeKeppanaplvov epos- 

TTjirecrt irpbs airoKploeLS. It is described in 
Phaedr. 261 D ff., and practical illustra¬ 
tions are given in the sophisms of Euthyd. 
275 C ff. The ’AvTiKoyiKol are spoken of 
as almost a distinct sect in Plato’s time: 
see Lys. 216 A and Isocr. irepl avriSbaews 

45 dAXoi Se Tives irepl ras Ipurriaeis Kal rds 
diroKplaeis—oils dvTiXoyiKobs KaXouotv. 

Here Plato probably has in view some of 
the ‘Sophists’ (as in vi 499 a) as well as 
the Megarian school, whose well-known 
puzzles—6 pevdbpevos, 6 SiaXavOavwv, 

HXAcrpa, 6 eyKeKaXvpplvos: see D. L. II 
108—are excellent examples of verbal 
fallacies. The same class of people are 
also called ipioriKol and dywvi.aTi.Kol: see 
Men. 75 C and cf. Theaet. 167 E, Phil. 
17 A and Isocr. in Soph. 20 rtov irepl rds 
ZpiSas KaXivSovpivaiv—roiaura Xoyldia 
Sie^iivres oh e'l tis iirl twv irpd^ewv ip- 
pelveiev, ei/diis av iv iraarv e'h) KaKoh. On 
the history and place of Eristic in Greek 
philosophy see E. S. Thompson’s elabo¬ 
rate excursus in his edition of the A/eno 
pp. 272—285. 

4 Kar’ 6189 8Laipoi5(j.6voi. eiSij is 
not of course ‘the Ideas’: but ‘species’ 



286 nAATQNOZ [454 a 

5 Xeyop-evov enter Korrelv, aXXa tear avro to ovopa Sico/ceiv tov 

Xe%devT0<; Trjv evavTLaxriv, epi8i, ov BiaXe/crw 7rpbs aXXr/Xou<! 

■%pcbp,6voi. “Egti yap 8rj, ecfrr), 7repl noXXovs tovto to Tradov 

aXXa pcov teal 7rpo? ypas tovto relvei ev ra napoVTL; HavTarracri 

1 pev ovv, yv S’ £yd>" Ki.v8vvevop.ev yovv aKovre? avTiXoyia9 anre- B 

10 affai. II <5?; TS py Tyv avrrjv (frvcriv otl ov twv ai/Twv 8el 

e7riTT)8evp.dT(ov Tvyyciveiv navv dv8peLoo<; te Kal ipiarLKU)? /cara 

to ovopa 8ui)K0p.ev, eireaKey\rdpe6a 8e ov8’ onyovv, tl el8o<; to tr)s 

erepa? te Kal Ty<; avrfjs (ftvaeox; Kal 7rpdf tl Telvov eopil^opeda 

Tore, ore td enLTy8evpaTa dXXy efrvereL aXXa, ttj Se avTrj tcl avTa, 

15 dire8i8opev. Ov yap ovv, eefiy, hTeerKe^Jrapeda. 1 ToiydpTot, elnov, C 

e^eexTiv yp.LV, a>? eoiKev, avepwTciv ypds avTovs, el y avry cpvaLS 

ejraXaKpoov Kal KopyTwv Kal ov% y evavTia, Kal eneiSav opoXoycbpev 

evavriav eivai, eav <f>aXaKpol aKVTOTopclaiv, py eav KopyTa<;, eav 

S' av Kop.yTai, py too? £tepov<;. TeXolov pevr av ety, eejry. ’Apa 

20 Kar aXXo ti, elirov £yd>, yeXolov, rj otl Tore ov irdvruv? Tyv avryv 

10. v-V 3: om. All#. 

‘kinds’: cf. Pol. 785 A /car’ eldri — 
Siaipovjilvovs and Soph. 753 D Kara ylv-rj 
Siaipeiadat. That Kara ylvrj (s. efSij) 
SiaXlyeiv is the peculiar province of 
dialectic was the view of Socrates as well 
as of Plato: see Xen. Mem. IV 5. 17 l<f>ij 
Se Kal rb StaXlyeadai bvop.aadrjvat Ik 
tov ovvibvTas Koivy fiovXeueodai SiaXly- 
ovras Kara yIvy to. irpSy/xara. See 
also on ill 407 C. 

5 Kar’ avTo—evavrlcoa-iv: lit. ‘pursue 
the contradiction of what has been said 
according to the name and nothing more ’ 
i.e. ‘aim at the merely verbal contradic¬ 
tion of what has been said.’ We are told 
by Clement [Strom. 11 7. 968 B ed. Migne) 
that Critolaus called such persons dvopta- 

TO/uaxoi. With StSiKeiv Ivavrluaiv cf. Ill 
410 B yvp.vaoTLK’pv SitliKetv. The implied 
antithesis to Kar’ avrb tS ovopa is /car’ 
avro to ir pay pa: cf. Soph. 718 C Set Se del 
Travros irlpi to irpaypa avrb paXXov, 81a 

Xbyoiv rj roSvopa fibvov avvopoXoy/i- 

aaaBat XWP'LS Xbyov. 

6 ?pi8i—SiaXeKTw: a common opposi¬ 
tion: cf. Men. 75 cff. and Phil. 17 a. 

454 b 10 to pi) Ttjv avTijv kt\. See 
cr. n. The omission of pr\ was perhaps 
due to the erroneous idea that SioiKopev 
below meant ‘to attack.’ In reality, it 
means ‘we are pursuing ’ (the proposition 

that), i.e. ‘we are insisting that.’ The 
way for this somewhat strained use is pre¬ 
pared by Siwkclv ttjv evavrluoiv just above. 
Plato is in fact applying the expression 
tov XeydivTOS ryv tvavrloioLV to the special 
case before us. rS \exOlv would in this 
case be that ‘different natures are to fol¬ 
low the same pursuits’ (453 E ras aXXcts 
<piioeis Ta avra <papev vvv SeXv ImrySevaaC). 

Its evavTlwoLS is that ‘ different natures 
are not to have the same pursuits.’ For 
tt]v avr-qv we must therefore read either 
<pri> ttjv avTTjv or else ttjv 6.\\tjv (with 
Baiter). I prefer the former, both because 
it has some MS authority, and also because, 
if Plato had chosen to use aXXos, he would 
probably have written ras dXXas </>wreis as 
in 453 e. It is also true, as J. and C. 
observe, that “the opposition of ph ttjv 

avTfjv, ov tQv avruv is more like Plato 
than the conjectural reading t^jv dWtjv.” 

Translate ‘ we cling to the verbal point 
and insist that what is not the same nature 
ought not to have the same pursuits.’ 

454 c 16 <is EoiKev marks the irony. 
For ij Ivavrla in the next line a few MSS 
have evavrla, which Hartman approves. 
If tj avTrj were predicative, Plato would 
have written evavrla, but, as it is, tj evavrla 
is correct, being, like ij aurrj <puns, the 
subject to an early understood. 
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/cal trjv erepav (frvaiv inQipeOa, a\.\' i/ceivo to elSo? tt}? aWoico- 

D <reoo<; re /ecu opoubaecos pbvov 1 icfrvXaTTopev, to irpd<; avra relvov 

ra imryZevpara; olov larpucov pev /cal larpucov rrjv avTrjv cj)v<Tiv 

e^eiv iXeyopev' rj ov/c olec; ’’E^co^e. ’larpucov Se /cal re/crovucov 

aWrjv; Y\.dvTa><; 7rov. 25 

V. Ov/covv, rjv S’ eyed, /cal to tcov dvbpcbv /cal to tcov yvvaucwv 

yevos, iav pev rrpos re^vrjv riva rj a\\o eVtTy&evpa Scacfrepov 

cpalvrjTac, tovto Srj cfrrjaopev e/carepep Self a7ro8t.86vai’ iav &' avTa> 

Tovrcp cj)aiV7]Tac Scacfrepeiv, red to pev 6rj\v rl/cTecv, to 8e appev 

E o^eveev, oii8ev tl I iroc cf>r/aopev paXXov arrohehelj^da/, to? rrpb<; o 30 

ypeti \eyopev 8iacf)epei yvvy av8po<;, dxX’ eri olyaopeda 8elv ra 

avra i7TLTp8eveiv tov$ re <fiv\a/ca$ r/plv /cal tcl<; yvval/cas avtcov. 

Kal opO/ds, ecf)T). Ov/covv perd tovto /ceXevopev rov rd ivavrla 

21. Kal tt]v II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 22. rb—relvov ra q cum 
Galeno V p. 738 ed. Kuhn: ra—reivovra All et in mg. yp EJ2: rd—relvov H1. 
23. larpLKOv pev A2II: iarpiK&v pbv A1. iarpiKbv nos: larpiKyv ryv ij/vxyv 

ovra All : iarpiKOv ryv \pvxyv bvra q : rrjv ipvxyv bvra H, omisso Kal iarpiKbv. 

454 D 22 irpos—Ttivov corresponds 
to irpos rl relvov in B above. On the 
corruption in A see I/itrod. § 5. 

23 la/rpiKov kt\. Plato is illustrating 
that particular variety of bpolums and 
aWoiioai s which irpbs aura reive1 ra 

eirirybebpara. As an instance of opoioims 

he gives two iarpiKoi (cf. I 350 a) : 

these clearly have the same nature 7rpds 
aura ra ewirySevpara, i.e. in this case 
7rpos to iarpebeo&ai. aWoiuais he il¬ 
lustrates by the difference between an 
iarpiKbs and a reKroviKbs: these have dif¬ 
ferent natures irpos ra eirirybevpara, for 
the one is qualified iarpeveaCai, the other 
reKralveodai. Nothing could be more 
clear; but the text has been plunged into 
confusion by the introduction of the words 
ryv xpvxyv bvra after the second ia.rpi.Kbv. 

The reading of A—see cr. n.—is inde¬ 
fensible ; and the majority of recent editors 
print iarpiKbv pbv Kal iarpiKbv ryv \jevxyv 

ovra with q. But ryv \j/vxyv bvra adds 
nothing to IarpiKbv. It has indeed been 
thought that iarpiKbv by itself suggests a 
doctor in actual practice, whereas an 
iarpmbs ryv ipvxyv need not practise. If 
so, we may fairly doubt whether the two 
have the same nature; and at all events 
the difference between them renders them 
inapt illustrations of Plato’s argument. 
Jowett and Campbell attempt to escape 
these difficulties by taking ryv xj/vxyv bvra 

with the first IarpiKbv as well as with the 
second; but the Greek does not permit 
of this solution. Similar objections apply 
to the readings of Bekker (and apparently 
Ficinus) iarpbv pbv Kal IarpiKbv ryv 

i/ivXV1’ Hvra, of Stephanus and other early 
editors iarpiKbv pev Kal larpiKyv ryv 

\jivxi]v bxovra (partly supported by 0), and 
also, with some modifications, to Richards’ 
otherwise unhappy proposal iarpiKbv ptv 

Kal iarpiKbv <ev(pva> ryv \pvxyv 6vra. 

Hermann reads IarpiKbv pev Kal iarpiKyv 

ryv ipvxyv &vras, but the introduction of 
women is of course premature. I regard 
ryv x/euxyv 6vra as a relic of iarpbv ryv 

ipvxyv bvra, a marginal annotation on 
iarpiKov. Cf. Inlrod. § 5. 

24 tXeyopev: ‘we were saying,’ i.e. 
‘we meant.’ Nothing of the sort was 
actually said before. 

27 8ia<j>epov : ‘ excelling ’ rather than 
‘differing’ (D. and V.): hence roSro by— 

cnroSiSbvai. Richards proposes Siaeptpeiv, 
to avoid the singular. But the subjects 
are distributed, as appears from Kal to— 

Kal rb, as well as from eKarepip; and the 
infinitive is somewhat less suitable here 
than it is below. Translate ‘if either 
the male or the female sex plainly excels 
the other ’ etc. 

454 E 33 ovkovv kt\. ‘Is not our 
next step to invite?’ &c. EJ reads Ke- 

\eviopev, which may be right, but the 
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XeyovTa tovto avTO Bi\Bdcrieeiv ppas, npo<; tIva Teyvpv rj ri 455 

intTpBevpa twv 7repl 7roXeats teaTaateevpv ov% p avTp, aXXa 

erepa (f>vcn<; yvvaiteo<t T€ teal avBpo’i; Aiteaiov yovv. Ta^a toivvv 

dv, onep av oXtyov 7rporepov eXeyes, einot av teal aXXos, oti iv pev 

5 tm 7rapa^ptjpa lteava><; elnelv ov paBiov, intateerfrapevep Be ovBev 

-^aXenov. EI'noi yelp av. Bot^Aet ovv BecopeOa tov ta roiavra 

dvTiXeyovTos eiteoXovdpaai pp.lv, iav 7rtu? »7/zet? 1 iteeivep ivBet^ebpeda, B 

oTt ovBev eerTLV intTpBevpa tBtov yvvattel npos Biot/epaiv TroXews; 

11 dvv ye. '’\6t Bp, (frpaopev 7rpos avrov, anotepivov apa ovTeoi 

io eXeye<; tov pev eiefrvp 7rpo? tt eivat, tov Be dcfrvp, iv at o pev pctBt(o<; 

ti pavddvoL, 0 8e %aXetrw9, teal 0 pev and ^pa^etas padrjaecos ini 

noXv evpeTiteo9 et?7 ot» epadev, 6 Be noXXfjs paOpaeco? tv%u>v teal 

peXeTrjs ppB' d epade aep^ono, teal rw pev ta tov crcopaTos lteavdv; 

I vnppeTol Tp Btavoia, tc3 Be ivavTtotTO; dp’ aXXa aTTa iaTlv rj C 

15 rauTa, ol? tov eveftvrj 1rpo? eteaaTa teal tov prj wpl^ov; OvBets, p 

S' 09, aXXa efrpaet. Oiada tl ovv vno dvOpeonwv peXeTedpevov, 

iv 00 ov ndvra tavTa to tcov dvBputv yevo<; StaefrepovTcos €%ei rj to 

tcov yvvaitewv; p patepoXoywpev Tpv Te vcpavTttepv Xeyovre<; teal 

Tpv tojv nondvcov Te teal e\]rppaTcov Bepanetav, iv 019 Bp ti Boteel 

20 I to yvvatteelov yevo<; eivat, ov teal teaTayeXaaTOTaTov iaTi ndvrarv D 

r/TTcopevov; ’AXpBp, etfrp, Xeyet<{, oti noXit tepaTetTat iv dnaeriv 

a>9 67T09 elnelv to yevos tov yevov<;. yvvaltee'> pevrot noXXal 

indicative is quite defensible. With tov 

to. tvavria \eyovra cf. infra 455 A. It 
is not likely that a specific allusion to 
Aristophanes is here intended (see Chiap- 
pelli Riv. di Filolog. XI p. 200), but there 
is some plausibility in the conjecture that 
the coming argument may be inspired in 
some measure by the Ecclcsiazusae, where 
the essentially domestic qualities of women 
are contrasted with their incapacity for 
government. See App. I. 

455A 4 oXcyov irpOTepov. 453 C. 
6 tov—avTiXeyovros. 454 E n. 
455 c 18 fj paKpoXoywpev ktX. So¬ 

crates is unwilling to bore us (/xa.Kpo\oyeiv) 

by enumerating the exceptions, which are 
—he implies—quite trivial. Cf. Xen.Mem. 
Ill 9. 11 tv Si TaXaoia. teal rots yvvcuKas 
iireSdKvvev apyovoas tGiv avSptov, Sia to 

Tas ptv eiSivat 07rus xPV TaXaaiovpyelv, roils 
5^ p-q elSivai. It is hinted in o5—•fjTToipevov 
that, even in these, women may sometimes 
be excelled by men; but the general rule 

was the other way, otherwise the ridicule 
would be pointless. Grote somewhat ex- 
aggerates the significance of the clause oC 
—riTTuipevov, when he suggests that Plato 
may have seen finer webs in Egypt— 
where weaving was performed by men— 
than in Greece (Plato ill p. 200 //.). Cf. 
Proclus in remp. I pp. 242, 253 ed. Kroll. 

455 D 21 KpccmTcu is construed like 
r/TTaTcu, peiovrai, vikutcu and the like ; 
but a parallel instance is hard to find. 
(In Aeschin. F. L. 152, cited by J. and 
C., the reading is troiq. KparpOeis pSovrj;). 
Richards proposes Kparei, in which case 
to yevos would be the male sex—an awk¬ 
ward change of subject. 

22 «s ibros elimv. See 1 341 b ». 

The sentiment is illustrated by J. and C. 
from Crat. 392 C irbrepov ovv ai yuvatucs 
iv Tais TroXeoiv ppovipwrepal 001 Sokovoiv 

etvai rj oi avSpes, ws to S\ov eiireiv yivos; 

Oi avSpcs. 
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7roXXcbv dvSpcbv /3eXrlovs els 7roX\d’ to Se oXov e%ei cos ffu Xeyeis. 

OvSev apa eariv, co cfriXe, iiriTphev^a tcov 7toXiv Slol/covvtcov 

yvvaucos Sioti yvvr), ot/S’ avSpos 8lotl dvpp, d/VA,’ opcoicos Siecnrap- 25 

pcevau ai (pvaets iv dpufooiv tolv i^cooiv, /cal rcavTcov pcev pceTe^ei 

E yvvr) eTTCTpSevpidrcov Kara, (pva/v, irdvTcov Se I dvpp, eVt 7raao Se 

dadevecrTepov yvvr) clvSpos. Haw ye. ’H ovv dvSpdac irdvTa 

irpoaTa^opcev, yvvaucl S’ ovSev; Kat ttoos ; ’A\V eart yap, oi/aai, 

cos (for/cropcev, ical yvvr) larpacr), y S’ ov, /cal pbovaucr), r) S’ dpeovaos 30 

456 (fovcrei. Ti pcr/v; Vvpbvaa-Tucr) S’ apa ov, ov8e 7roXepu\/cr), rj Se 

cnrbXepbos tal ov (pCkoyvpbvacrTucr); Oip.ai eycoye. Tl Se; cjoiXo- 

aocfoos Te real puaoaocjoos; /cal 6vp,oei8r)S, V S’ ddvpcos; WEcm /cal 

ravra. MEcttlv apa /cal cfovXa/cucrj yvv/j, rj S’ ov. rj ov To/avrpv 

/cal tcov avdpcov tcov fyvXa/cuccov cjovcriv e^eXe^dpceda; Toiavrrjv 5 

p.ev ovv. Kai yvvaucos apa /cal dvSpos r) avrr) cfrvcris els cjovXa/crjv 

7roXecos, 7rXrjv ocra daOevearepa rj IcT^vpoTepa eerriv. Qaivera/. 

B VI. Kat yvvai/ces apa ai To/avra/, rols I tolovtols dv8pdcnv 

e/cXe/crea/ avvoucelv re /cal crvp,<fivXdTTeiv, iireiirep elalv i/caval /cal 

Ijvyyevecs avrols Tijv cpvo-iv. Udvv ye. Td S’ e'/rorrjBevpbaTa ov 10 

29. irpoard^op-ev A23q: irpoaTa.iiwv.ev A1]!. 
A1: iaxoporipas A2. 

7. rj laxvporipa II: laxvporipa 

26 iravTcov |j.ev ktX. Plato, in short, 
makes government a question of capacity, 
and not of sex. With what follows cf. 
the passages cited above on 451 C. For 
the relative weakness of woman cf. infra 
457 A and Laws 781 A. 

455 E 27 lir! irdo-i is doubted by 
Herwerden, who proposes iv iraai or iv 
airaai. iirl may however mean ‘ with a 
view to,’ ‘for,’ as in 471 A. 

30 ^ 8’ ou. it p.ev is idiomatically 
omitted: see 451 D n. 

31 apa is better, I think, than apa, 
though somewhat more difficult: the in¬ 
terrogative apa is moreover generally 
elided before 06. The sentence (as J. and 
C. remark) is “an ironical negation with 
an interrogative tone.” The irony in this 
passage lies in apa. As might be ex¬ 
pected from the accumulation of negatives, 
late mss shew a great variety of readings. 
Bekker follows q and reads /cat yvp.vaariK.ri 
apa Kal 7ro\epiK-q—an obvious but wholly 
superfluous attempt to simplify the au¬ 
thoritative text. 

456 A 7 wA^v o<ra ktX. For 6'cra 

Eusebius (Praep. Ev. xii 32. 5) read oaip 

followed by aadevearipa, 17 8i laxvpo- 

ripa earl, and the dative was also preferred 
by Schneider (Addit. p. 38). The neuter 
plural of oaos is how’ever used adverbially 
as well as the neuter singular; and the 
dative of ‘ amount of difference ’ is scarce¬ 
ly to the point. Instead of aadevearipa 

rj iaxoporipa we might read (wdth A2) 
aadevearipa laxvporipas. But the reading 
in the text is preferable, because it lays 
more stress on the identity of the male 
and female nature. It is the same nature, 
only it is stronger in men, and weaker in 
women. fj= ‘or ’ and not ‘ than.’ 

456 B 10 |uyyev6ls—tt]v cJuktiv. J. 
and C. remark that “in the Politicus and 
Laws, on the other hand, the aim of the 
legislator is rather to unite in marriage 
opposite natures that they may supple¬ 
ment each other: Pol. 309, 310, Laws 
773 ff.” Such a marriage law is unneces¬ 
sary in the Republic, where the opposite 
qualities of strength and sensibility are 
already united in the character of each of 
the parents. See on 11 375 c. 

A. P. J9 
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Tfi GLVTi'i cnroBoTea Tat? aurnt? (jn'aeatv; Ta avrd. "HKopev dpa 

et? Tu Trporepa irepicpepopevoL, koi opoXoyovpev pur) irapa (frvcriv 

elvai Tat? twv cpvXaKcov yvvat^l povaiKpv re /cat yvpvaciTiKpv 

dwoBiBovcu. Havrairaaiv pev ovv. Ovk dpa I dBvvaTa ye ovBe C 

15 etr^at? opoia ivopoOeTovpev, ejre’nrep Kara cftvaiv iriOepev tov 

vopov dXXa ra vvv irapa tavia 717vopeva irapd cpvcriv paXXov, 

&)? eoi/ce, yiyveTCU. ’'Eot/cei/. Ovkovv p eVtcr/cei/rt? pplv pv, el 

Bvvcltd Te /cat /3eX/rtcrTa Xeyoipev; ’Hi/ 7dp. Kat oti pev Bp 

Bvvcltu, BctopoXoypTcu; Nat. C>Tt Be Bp /3e\TicrTa, to peTct 

20 tovto Bel BiopoXoypdrjvat; ApXov. Ovkovv 7r/oo? ye to (pvXaKtKpv 

7vval/ca yevecrdai oxjk dXXrj pev pplv dvBpa<; trocpaei itcuBeia, 

aXXp Be yvvalxas, aXAco? Te /cat 1 ti)v avTpv cfrvaiv 7rapa\a/3ovaa; D 

Ovk aXXp. n&j? ovv e^et? Bo^ps tov TOtovBe irepi; Tti/o? Bp; 

Tov inroXapftdvetv irapa aeavTM tov pev dpeivco dvBpa, tov Be 

25 ^eipw p iravTas opolow; pyel; OvBapws. ’Ed ovv tt) iroXei, 

>)v cp/cl^opev, 1roTepov otet pplv dpeivovs dvBpas i^ecpydaOat tou? 

0L'\a/ca? Ti/^oi/Ta? 17? Bitj\0opev 7raiSeta?, p tow? <jkvtotopov<; tt) 

(tkvtlkp 7raiBevdevTa<;; VeXolov, ecfrp, epana<;. Mavddvco, ecfrpv. 

Tt Be; tmv dXXcov iroXiTwv 1 ov% ovtol dpiejTot; HoAu ye. Tt Be; E 

30 at yvvaiKes tcvv ywaiKcnv 01/^ ccvtcu ecrovTac fieXTbOTcu; Kat 

tovto, ecpp, iroXv. ’'Ectti Be Tt 7roXei dpebvov p ywalKiis; Te /cat 

avBpac> o5? dpiaTov<; eyylyveadai; Ovk €<jtlv. Tovto Be povaiKp 

Te /cat yvpvaaTiKr] irapaycyvopevat, &!? ppel<s | BipXdopev, airepyd- 157 

aovTai; II w? B' ov; Ov povov dpa Bvvarov, aX\d Kal apicsTOV 

7roXei vopipov Bride pev. Ovt &)?. ’ AiroBvTeov Bp Tat? toov (fovXaKcov 

18. re Flor. T: ye AllEy. 

456 C 15 opoia. Cf. 450 D n. 
KaTa cf>i'i<riv. 449 a tin. Plato’s pro¬ 

posals— so he asserts — are ‘natural,’ 
because in harmony with the natural en¬ 
dowments of gifted women; and it is 
because they are natural that he calls 
them possible. The definition of Svvonbv 
is interesting and noteworthy : see 466 n 
and 471 c n. Grote (Plato ill p. 201) 
has observed that Plato is here refuting 
a current objection to his theories: in 
the next sentence he turns his adversaries’ 
weapon against themselves. 

17 tjv. 452 E. 

456 C—457 B It remains to prove 
that our policy is the best Jor the State. 

IPe are agreed that the training which 
qualifies a man to be a guardian will 
qualify a woman also, if their natural 
capacities are the same to start with. Now 
our male guardians, owing to their edu¬ 
cation, are the best men in the city. Our 
female guardians will in like manner be 
the best women. And there is nothing 
better for a city than to be peopled by the 
best women and the best men. This end is 
secured by our system of education. There¬ 
fore our women must strip for athletic 
exercises, and share all the labours of 
guardianship, in spite of the foolish laugh¬ 
ter of those who forget that utility is the 
true standard of good taste. 
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'/vvcu^LV, eTrettrep dpeTrjv dvrl ip-aricov ap^Leaovrai, teal Koivu>vr)Tkov 

7ro\ep,ov re teal rrjs aXXy; <pvXaKr}<; TrJ? 7repl t?)v 1toXiv, ical ov/c 5 

aXXa TrpcLKTeov' tovtcov S' avraiv rd iXacftporepa rals jvvai^iv 

B f) toi? avSpdab Soreov Sia tt)v tov 7evovs 1 dadevetav. 6 Se jeXcov 

dvrjp e’7rl 7vp,vaU jvvab^i, tov /3e\rl<ttov evetca jvpva^op,evab<;, 

areX-i} tov 7eXocov Speircov tcapTvov, ovSev oiSev, a><> eoi/cev, i(j> 

at jeXa ovS' 6 tl irpaTTei. KaXXiara jap Sr/ tovto Kal Xeyerai 10 

9. ye\olov J. G. S. Schneider: ye\olov aocplas codd. 

457 A 4 dp6Tr|v—apJascrovTai: ‘they 
will clothe themselves with excellence in¬ 
stead of garments,’ viz. by thus stripping 
for exercise, because roO j3e\rlaTov eveKa 

yvixva^ovrai: see B below. Jo weft’s trans¬ 
lation “for their virtue will be their robe” 
is incorrect, and would require the future 
perfect instead of dp.cpUaovTai. The cor¬ 
rect explanation is given by Schneider on 
p. 300 of his translation, d/ucpilaovTai (for 
the usual Attic dpL<piovvTat, which Her- 
werden would write) has a certain archaic 
effect (cf. 1 330 B ti.), and the saying may 
be borrowed or adapted from some earlier 
author. The same metaphor is found in 
Plutarch Praec. Coning. 10. 139 c roiivav- 

rlov yap r] auxppotv dvrevSiierai tt]v aiSSt 
(with reference to Hdt. 1 8, a passage 
which is hardly likely—as Ast supposed— 
to have suggested Plato’s phrase), but 
Plutarch’s meaning is different from 
Plato’s. So—except for the metaphor— 
is Tennyson’s in the line quoted by 
Warren from Godiva “ Then she rode 
forth, clothed on with chastity.” 

KoivwvTfreov iroXepou ktX. The wives 
of the Sauromatae are described by 
Herodotus (tv 116) as eirl drjpyv Sir’ iirwwv 

tKcponiovaai dga tolol avSpa.cn Kal xwP‘s 
tu>v dvSpoiv, Kal es iroXepov cpocrlovaaL teal 

otoXtjv tt\v avrijv Tcii<n dvSpdtn cpoplovaai. 

Cf. also Laws 804 E—806 B. See also 
on 451 C ff. 

7 SoTt'ov. There is no reason whatever 
for thinking (as some critics have thought) 
that Plato is not serious in making these 
regulations. Stobaeus (Flor. 43. 100) has 
dtroSoTiov: but see 452 a n. 

457 B 7 -yeXcov avirjp. dvr\p is said 
with a fine touch of scorn. It is difficult 
to read this passage without suspecting a 
personal reference, perhaps to some re¬ 
presentative of the comic stage. J. and 
C. remark that jests of the kind objected 
to by Plato occur in Ar. Lys. 80—83. 

See also next note and App. I. Spartan 
precedents are cited by Hermann-Thum- 
ser Gr. Staatsalt. p. 180 11. 3. 

9 drtXrj—Kapirov : ‘ plucking unripe 
fruit of laughter.’ Pindar (Fr. 209 
Bergk) satirised physical speculation (roils 
<pvaioXoyovvras) in the words areXi) aoeptas 
Spltroiv Kapir6v, where aocplas is a defining 
genitive, denoting not the tree, but the 
fruit. Pindar means that their aocpla is 
dreXijs or inconsummate—misses its mark 
-—is no real aocpla at all. More suo Plato 
adapts the Pindaric fragment to his own 
purpose. The object of his attack is 
Comedy, and Comedy cultivates, not 
aocpla, but to yeXocov. Hence—according 
to the reading of the text-—Plato replaces 
Pindar’s aocplas by the words too yeXolov. 
The humour of his adversary is areXA or 
inconsummate—no real humour at all: for 
oitdev olSev—Sep’ ip yeXtj. 068’ 6 tl it parr el. 

Cf. 452 D pLaTaios Ss yeXolov <ffXXo ti 

r]yeiTai rj tS teatebv. This interpretation 
assumes that aocplas in Plato is a gloss 
interpolated to complete the quotation. 
See cr. n. and App. III. 

10 KaXXicrra ktX. The doctrine of 
this famous sentence, which sounds like a 
manifesto, and was characteristically se¬ 
lected by Grote as one of the mottoes 
to his Plato, is essentially Socratic: see 
especially Xen. Mem. iv 6. 8, 9 and 
other passages quoted by Zeller4 11 1. 
pp. 149—153. Utilitarianism of this kind 
pervades the Republic, as Krohn has amply 
proved (Pl.St.p. 370), andasserts itself even 
in the highest flights of Plato’s idealism 
(■}] too dyaOov Idea—1) Sltcata Kal raXXa 
■trpooxpyo'dp.eva xPVaLP-a- Kal onpl\Lp.a 

ylyveTai VI 505 A). But even Socrates 
ennobles his utilitarianism by placing soul 
far above body in dignity and worth. In 
Plato utilitarianism becomes transfigured 
by Idealism and the doctrine of Immor¬ 
tality. Here it should be noted that ko\6v 

X Q — 3 
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teal XeXelgeTcu, on to p.ev J)(peXip.ov naXov, to Se fiXaftepbv alay^pov. 

T[avT('nracn p,ev ovv. 

VII. ToOro p.kv joivvv ev obatrep Kvpta (pcbp,ev Siacfsevyeiv rov 

combines, as often, the ideas of artistic 
fitness or propriety, and propriety of 
conduct. The moral sense of the Greeks 
lay in their appreciation of the beautiful. 

45 7 b—458 b Thus do we success¬ 
fully evade one of the waves which threat¬ 
ened us, but a more formidable wave is 
now approaching. The women and children 
are to belong to all the guardians in com¬ 
mon. No one shall know his father or his 
child. That stick a state of society is both 
possible and beneficial, we shall have to 
prove; but for the fsresent, we will assume 
its possibility, and try to shew that com¬ 
munity of wives and children is the best of 
all policies for the city and its guardians. 

457 B ff. We now confront the second 
wave (see 449 a ff. ».). The Platonic 
doctrine of community in wives and 
children, as a certain critic drily remarks, 
has been more often censured than under¬ 
stood. The object of the present note is 
not to sit in judgment upon Plato, but to 
endeavour to explain his attitude on this 
subject. In its general aspect, the theory 
should be regarded as an extreme de¬ 
velopment of the Naturalism prevailing 
in Books 11—iv: see on II 370 A f. and 
supra 451 c ff. Several precedents have 
been cited from the institutions of various 
primitive peoples who were sometimes re¬ 
garded by the Greeks as types of ‘natural’ 
societies, as for example the Scythians (see 
on 463 c and other references in Pohlmann 
Gesch. d. antik. Kommunismus etc. pp. 
12 x ff., with Newman’s Politics of Aristotle 
Vol. 11 p. 282 and especially Riese’s in¬ 
teresting tract on Die Idealisirung der 
Naturvolker d. Nordens in d. gr. u. rom. 
Literatur 1875), and even Sparta, a State 
which was constantly extolled by Greek 
political theorists as a model of the Kara 

(pixnv oUioOeitra w6\is (Pohlmann l.c. pp. 
125 ff., Grote Plato in p. 209 f.), furnished 
some parallels to the Platonic communism 
in this respect (Plut. Lyc. 15. 9—11, Xen. 
Rep. Lac. 1. 8, 9). But Plato’s real 
motive in advocating his theory is simply 
and solely the good of the commonwealth 
(462 a). On the one hand, he dreaded 
the effect of domestic ties in encouraging 
selfishness and weakening the bonds of 
civic obligation ; and, with his customary 
disregard of the limitations of ordinaiy 

human nature, he expected his citizens to 
transfer the domestic affections, without 
surrendering aught of their intensity, from 
the family to the State. We may therefore 
truly say that Plato’s intention was not to 
abolish the family, but rather to enlarge 
its borders and make it coincident with 
the State. “ Die Sonderfamilie,” as Noble 
remarks (die Slatslehre Platos etc. p. 133), 
“ wird nur aufgehoben, damit das Ganze 
eine grosse Familie sei.” On the other 
hand, he was profoundly impressed with 
the necessity of restricting the population, 
and at the same time maintaining and im¬ 
proving the breed of guardians, and the 
measures which he here prescribes are to 
a large extent devised with a view to 
securing these ends (459 A—461 e). In 
this respect Plato might fairly hope that 
his proposals would not be abhorrent to a 
nation whose idea of marriage was pri¬ 
marily only a legalised union for the pro¬ 
creation of legitimate children. It may 
be argued that Plato sacrifices more 
than he gains, even if we judge him from 
the standpoint of his own political ideal¬ 
ism, but it shews a complete misappre¬ 
hension of the situation to chaige him 
with deliberate encouragement of vice : 
the community of wives and children 
“hat mit * freier Liebe’ nichts zu thun” 
(Pohlmann l.c. p. 280). Finally, we 
should remember that it is only the Guar¬ 
dians and Auxiliaries who are subject to 
these rules (see on III 417 a), and that in 
the second-best city depicted in the Laws 
Plato revives the institution of marriage, 
as we understand the word, without, how¬ 
ever, surrendering in the smallest degree 
his earlier ideal (807 b). Perhaps the 
wisest and most temperate discussion on 
Plato’s conception of marriage and the 
family is that of Grote (Plato III pp. 220 
—234). Some judicious remarks will 
also be found in Jowett Introduction 
pp. clxxxi—cxciv, and Nettleship Lectures 
and Remains 11 pp. 174—180: but Jowett 
goes beyond the province of the inter¬ 
preter, and lays too much stress on the 
antagonism between the views of Plato 
and those of modern civilised communi¬ 
ties. See also on 458 E and App. I ad 
fin. 

13 8ia<j>tuyav. The present is less 
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7vvauceLov rrepi vopiov Xeyovres, (dare fir) rravrdrraai KaraKXvaOy- 

C vai ridevras 1 &>9 Set KOivy rrdvra emrySeveiv rou9 tc (j)v\a/ca<; 15 

yfiiv Kal ra? (pvXaKiSas, dWd rry rov \dyov avrov avrip ofio\o- 

yeladai, w? Sward re real dxfieXbfia Xeyei; Kal fidXa, e<j)y, ov 

afiucpov KVfia Siacfrevyebs. Qyaeis 76, yv S’ eyco, ov fieya avro 

eivai, orav to fierd rovro ISr79. Aeye Srj, ISo), eepy. Tout®, yv 

S’ iyco, errerai vofios Kal rois efirrpoadev rois aXXois, «9 iym/iai, 20 

oSe- T19; Ta.9 yvvaiKas ravras rcSv dvSpwv rovrwv rrdvreov 

D it da as eivai Koivds, ISla Se I fiySevl fiySefilav avvoiKeiv, Kal rods 

rraiSas av KOivovs, Kal fiyre yovea eKyovov elSevai rov avrov fir)re 

rraiSa yovea. II0A.U, e(j)y, rovro eKelvov fiel^ov rrpos dmarlav Kal 

rov Svvarov rrepi Kal rov dn^eXifiov. Ovk oifiai, yv S’ eyed, rrepi ye 25 

rov dx^eXlfiov d/icjua(3yrela9ao av, d>9 ov pieyiarov dyadov Koivds 

fiev ras yvvaiKas eivai, kolvovs Se rods rraiSas, eirrep olov re' dXX’ 

oifiai rrepi rod el Svvarov r) fir) rrXeiaryv av d/icf)ial3yryaiv 

E yeveadai. I Ilept d/Kporeparv, y S’ os, ev fidX' av dficjua/Syrydely. 

Aeyeis, yv S’ eyed, Xoycov avaraaiv' eydr S’ wfiyv e/c ye rod erepov 30 

drroSpdaeadai, ei cot So^eiev drcjieXifiov eivai, Xoirrov Se Sy /tot 

16. opokoyelaBai AJH: upoXoyriadai IT q et corr. A2. 
28. av q2 (cum v): om. AIIH ql. 

presumptuous than Siarpvyeiv conjectured 
by Herwerden. It is proved to be right 
by Siaipeijyeis below, which Herwerden 
more suo ejects. 

14 -yuvaiKuou—vopov. ] yvvaiKeio s 
is equivalent only to -rrepi ywairurv, it is 
strangely used. I suspect that Plato is 
playing on the musical sense of vbpo%, as 
in VII 532 A: cf. IV 424 D, E nn. yvvai- 
neiov vbpov—a melody sung by women— 
is thus exactly parallel to the yuvaiKeiov 
Spdpa (451 c n.), which it is clearly in¬ 
tended to recall. 

457 c 19 \iyt is changed to pipe 
by Cobet, to Aye by Richards. Aye may 
of course be right: the confusion occurs 
in the mss of Plato Theaet. 162 D and 
169 c (see Schanz’s critical notes on these 
two passages), and doubtless elsewhere 
also. But in default of MS authority, it 
is safer to retain \iye. Praestat lectio 
difficilior. ‘ Say on : let me see it ’ gives 
an excellent meaning, and could not have 
been otherwise expressed. The hortatory 
subjunctive of the first person is occasion¬ 
ally used after imperatives other than Aye 
and rpepe, as in Eur. Hipp. 567. See 

Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 185. 
21 rds yuvouKas ktX. Plato imitates 

the emphasis and precision of a legal 
enactment. The Aristophanic parallel is 
Kal Tabras yap Koivas -rroiH role avSpdai 
avyKaTaKeloBai (Eccl. 614, 615). See 
App. I. , 

457 D 25 ovk ot|ACu kt\. Aristotle 
disappointed Plato’s expectations : for he 
will not admit that such arrangements are 
even u>cpt\ip.a (Pol. B 1. i26ia 2 ft'.). 

28 ■irXeto-Trjv av kt\. On the omission 
of av see IV 437 B n. and Prot. 316 C, 

with my note ad loc. Without Av, the 
reference must, I think, be to the past, in 
which case TrXelarrjv—yevladai will allude 
to some controversy which the doctrine of 
the community of wives may have oc¬ 
casioned before these words were written. 
But eS /rdX’ av dp.<fH<rf3-r)TT)delp makes it 
pretty clear that Plato is thinking of the 
future. 

457 E 30 Xo-ywv crvcrrao-iv: “ ser- 
monum conspirationem ” Ficinus, rightly. 
The passage which follows is an excellent 
example of Socratic elpuveia. 
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eaeadai trepl rov Swarov Kal firj. 'AW' ovk eAaBes, 17 S’ 05, 

inroSiSpuaKoov' aW’ dpuporepwi' 7repi SlSov Aoyov. TcpeKTeov, rjv 

S’ eyco, Slktjv. roaovSe pevToi, yapiaai por eaaov p-e | eopTaacu, 458 

cvanep 01 apyol rrjv Sbdvobav eicoOacriv kaTbdadab v(f5’ eavrcov, orav 

povob TTopevcovTcu. Kal yap oi toiovtou ttov, yrplv iijevpeiv, rtva 

tpoirov euTab tt a>v eirbdvpovab, tovto Trapevres, i\va pr) Kapvwcn 

5 ftovAeuopevob irepl tov Svvarov Kal prj, devres o5? vvap^ov elvai 

o /3ovAovTab, pSp rd Aonrd SiaTarrovaiv Kal %alpovaiv Siejpiovres 

ola Spdaovab yevopevov, apyov Kal aA\a>? i]fvxr)v eri dpyorepav 

Trobovvres. i]Srj ovv I Kal ainos paXOaKb^opab, Kal eKeiva pev B 

iTTbOupd) dva/3a\.eadab Kal varepov imaK£y\raa6ai, rj Sward, vvv 

10 Se ft5? SwarcSv ovrwv dels aKe\jropab, dv pob rrapifi<;, 7r<£? Scara- 

tjovcriv avrd oi dp-^ovTes yiyvopeva, Kal orb 7Tavrcov %vp<j)opcoTaT’ 

33 i<|>€KTeov—Sficqv: ‘ I must pay the 
penalty,’ viz. for trying to run away. The 
natural penalty for running away is of 
course to have to stay and fight. Her- 
werden misses the point when he proposes 
to excise SIk-ijv and understand \byov. 

34 facrov pue ktX. For the metaphor 
in eoprdoai and ioridodai see 1 354 A n. 
iaridodai vcj> eavruv is like our ‘ castles 
in the air.’ 

458 A 3 Trplv e£evptiv ktX. Cf. Men. 
86 e. 

5 Sevres ktX. ehai goes with Sevres: 

“das Dasein desgewiinschten alsgegeben 
annehmend” (Schneider). A few inferior 
MSS omit elvai; but “apparet elvai facile 
supervacaneum, minime vero explicationis 
gratia addendum videri librariis potuisse” 
(id.). To write ijdT) for elvai (with Vind. 
E: cf. also Postgate iny. Ph. xv p. 113) 
is too great a change, and otherwise ob¬ 
jectionable, in view of the ijdr) which 
follows. 

458 b 9 Kai iloTTtpov. Kal is ‘and’ 
(Jowett), not ‘also’ (Campbell). 

fj Swa-ra. Stallbaum (with q and a 
few late mss) reads el Sward, which is 
more accurate, no doubt. But in saying 
1 how it is possible ’ instead of ‘ whether 
it is possible ’ Socrates hints that he will 
be able to prove the possibility of his 
scheme. We have here in fact a sort 
of prophecy of 473 B ff. Schneider (Addit. 
p. 39) cites a close parallel from Tim. 
27 c rj yeyovev rj Kal ayevh ianv. 

11 on irdvTwv ktX. Cf. Ar. Eccl. 
583 Kai p.7)v on /xlv xP7<rra SiSa^u nuTreble. 

See App. I. 

458 B—4 61 E The mutual association 
of male and female guardians will natur¬ 
ally lead them to form conjugal ties. But 
no irregular unions will be permitted. We 
too shall have our ‘holy wedlocks' but by 
'holy' we shall mean ‘profitable' or ‘bene¬ 

ficial.Now the most beneficial unions 
among lower animals are those by which 
the best offspring is produced from parents 
in the prime of life. If the same is true 
of the human race, hmv skilful must our 
rulers be! They must unite the best 
couples as frequently, the worst as rarely 
as possible; and only the children of the 
best couples shall be reared. No one except 
the archons is to know how this result is 
attained. Bridegrooms and brides will be 
brought together at certain marriage festi¬ 
vals, accompanied with sacrifice and song; 
and the number of marriages will be settled 
on each occasion by the rulers, so as to keep 
the population as far as possible the same. 
The rulers will effect their object by using 
lots with which they have already tampered. 
They will also reward excellence infighting 
and otherwise by more liberal intercourse 
with women. The children who are to be 
reared will be taken to an establishment of 
nurses, where the mothers, and other wo¬ 
men, will come to suckle them, but every 
precaution will be taken to prevent the 
mothers from recognising their offspring. 
Woman is in her prime from twenty to 
forty, man from twenty-five to fifty-five, 
and it is only during these periods that we 
shall permit them to bear and beget children 
for the Stale. Violations of this rule will 
be severely condemned. After the prescribed 
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av eirj jTpayQc.vja rrj iroXei /cal rot? cfrvXaljiv. tavTa iteipdcjopai 

<jot irporepa avvSiacncoTrelcrdcu, varepa S' i/cetva, etnep 7raplr]<;. 

’A~\Xd Trap Ip pc, etfir], ical a/coirei. 

Olpac toLvvv, rjv S' eyoo, ehrep eaovTat ol dp^ovre? d^tot 15 

C tovtov I tov ovoptctTos, ol t€ tovtocs eirhcovpoL /card ravra, tov? 

pev iOeXi'jaeiv 7rotelv ret iircTaTropeva, tous Se eirnd^eLv ta pev 

aiTovs ireiOopevovs rot? vopois, td Se /cal p/povpevov<;, oaa av 

e/celvoa eTrLTpeifrcopev. Et/co?, eepr/. St) pev tolvvv, t)v 8 e’<y&>, 

o vopboOerrp? avTols wenrep tov<s dvSpas efeAe^a? ovreo /cat ta? 20 

yvval/cas e/cAe^a? 7rapaSoocret<; /cad' oaov olov re op-ocpveis' ol Se 

are oi/clas tc /cal £vacrlrta /cotva e^o^re?, iSla Se ouSe^o? ovSev 

D tolovto /ce/cTrjptevov, opov Sr) 1 ecjovjat, opov Se avapepiypevcov /cal 

ev yvpvaalois /cal ev rfj aWr7 Tpocprj inr avdy/cr;?,• oipat, rrj<; 

ipcpvrov at-ovrat 7rpo<; Tt)v aWpXarv pt^tv. r) ov/c avay/cald croc 25 

So/co) Xeyeiv; Ov yecopeTpucal<; ye, 1) 8’ 09, dW' epumicais dvdy- 

age has been passed, we j/iu// remove the 
restrictions on sexual intercourse, observing 
only such regulations as are necessary to 
prevent incest; but, if possible, these un¬ 
official unions shall be barren, and, in any 
case, their offspring must not be reared. 
Socrates lays down some further regulations 
about new meanings to be attached to names 
of family relationships, and adds that 
‘ brothers ’ and ‘ sisters ’ may 1narry, with 
the sanction of the lot and the Pythian 
priestess’s approval. 

458 c 18 avTois—vopois- In issuing 
their commands, the rulers will either 
themselves obey the laws (i.e. issue such 
orders as the laws direct) or act in accord¬ 
ance with the spirit of the laws: see next 
note, avrovs = ipsos sc. as well as robs 
apxo/xevovs. The reading avrois (K and 
Ficinus) is intrinsically good, and may be 
right: for it accentuates the contrast be¬ 
tween cases prescribed for by actual law, 
and such as are left to the rulers’ dis¬ 
cretion. But there is hardly sufficient 
ground for deserting A. 

|up,ou|i£vous: sc. roils v6/xovs. In 
matters not actually prescribed for by 
legislative enactment, the rulers will 
‘imitate,’ i.e. will issue commands in 
harmony with the spirit of, such laws as 
do exist. The reading of q1, /xp ireido/xiv- 
ous, recommended by Hervverden, gives a 
poor,if not actually an erroneous,meaning. 

21 opocjweis. See on 456 B. 
•458 D 23 ava|i.t|j.i.-y[j.ev<«)i'. ava/xe- 

puyvlvoi would be more usual, but the 
genitive lays more stress on the parti¬ 
cipial clause : cf. Thuc. Ill 13. 6 porjdr/- 
advroiv Se v/xwv ttpoffvfxus iro\iv re irpoaXr}- 

\peade kt\., and other examples quoted in 
Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 666. See also 
infra on 459 c. Here, too, it should be 
noted that the addition of a parenthetical 
ol/xai helps to render avap.e/xiyp.evuv inde¬ 
pendent of a^ovrai. The genitive abso¬ 
lute in lSiq. 5b—KeKTTj/xtvov may also, as 
Jackson suggests, have influenced Plato’s 
choice of construction in this clause. 
Plato perhaps thought of Sparta when 
he wrote the present sentence : cf. Pint. 
Lyc. 15. 1 rjv p.iv o5v Kai ravra irapopp.i)- 

tiko. wpbs yd/xovs ’ \eyu Si ras iropnras tiov 

rrapdivorv Kai ras awodvoeis Kal robs ay upas 
ev otf/ei tCsv view, dyo/xivwv ov yewp-erpi- 

Kats, d\\’ ipuriKais, ills <pr\<jiv 6 Ilkarwj', 
avayKais. 

26 •ycaijj.eTpi.Kals ye : sc. dvayiraia, with 
which the dative goes, as in Soph. 
252 D Tabs p.eylarais avayKais dSvvarov 
(cited by J. and C.). We have here one 
of the earliest assertions of the famous 
doctrine which has played so large and 
important a part in the history of philo¬ 
sophy—the doctrine of the so-called 
‘ necessity ’ of mathematical reasoning. 
See for instance Mill’s Logic Book 11 c. 5. 
In the rest of this sentence Schneider 
suspects that Glauco is paraphrasing some 
passage of poetry, tov tto\vv \eo.v cer¬ 
tainly sounds tragic. 
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/ecus, at kiv8vv€vovglv 8k€lvwv 8ptpvTepat elvat repos; to rreiOeiv re 

Kal eX/ceiv top 7roXvv Xewv. 

VIII. Kat paXa, eirrov. dXXd p,eru 8rj Tavra, w VXavKWV, 

30 rtTa«Ta)<? pev ptyvvadat aXXrjXov; fj1 dXXo otlovv rrotetv oine oaiov E 

8v ev8atpovwv iroXei ovt bdaovcnv oi ap-^ovre*;. Ov yap 8tKatov, 

e(j)T). ArjXov 8tj otl yapovs to pern tovto rrotpaopev iepovs els 

8vvaptv 0 T6 paXicrra• eiev 8' av lepol ol wcfteXtpwTaTOi. ITavra- 

iracn pev ovv. \ II&)9 ovv 8p wejreXtpwTaTOL eaovrai; ro8e poi Xeye, 45 
to VXavKWV opw yap gov 8v Trj obcia teal Kvvas OrjpevTtKovs Kal 

twv yevvalwv opvldwv paXa av^vovs’ dp' ovv, w 7T/oo9 Aco?, 

7rpoaeG')^r)Kd(; ti tols tovtwv ydpois re Kal 7rai8orroLtais ; To 

5 7rolov; e(ftp. Upwrov pev avTwv tovtwv, Kaiirep ovtwv yevvalwv, 

dp' ovk elal Tives Kal ylyvovTat dpiGTOt; Elalv. IIoTepoz' ovv 8if 

dredvrwv opoiws yevvas, rj rrpodvpel 6 ti paXtGTa 8k twv dpiaTWv; 

E/c twv apiGTWV. I Tt 8'; 8k twv vewTurwv rj 8k twv yepatraTwv B 
rj 8i% aKpa'C,ovTwv o ti paXiaTa; ’E£ aKpa^ovTwv. Kat av prj 

10 ovtw yevvaTai, rroXv gol r/yel %elpov eG6G0ai to T6 twv opviOwv 

30. plyvvaBai II: yv/xi’ovcrOai A. 
4. iraiSoirouats S: TrcuSoiroUq. A q: TracSoTrolq. (sic) II. 

458 E 32 yap-ovs—Upovs. Cf. Laws 
841 D to.is pera 6eu)v Kal iepuv yapoiv 

iXdovaais els ttjv oUiav. The nuptials of 
Zeus and Hera were known as the Qeo- 

yapla, or lepos yapos, and were celebrated 
by a special festival in Athens and else¬ 
where : see H. Graillot’s article on lepos 

yapos in Daremberg and Saglio’s dic¬ 
tionary, where the authorities are cited, 
or Farnell’s Cults of the Greek States I 
pp. 184—192. To Greek religious senti¬ 
ment the marriage of Zeus and Hera was 
(as Graillot says) the ideal type of all 
human marriages, and for this reason 
Plato characteristically applies the ex¬ 
pression lep'os yapos to his ideal of 
marriage in his ideal city. Cf. also 
Proclus in Tim. 16 B tG>v iv avoppp- 

rois Xeyopivuv lepCov yapoiv, ols Kal 6 

IIXaTUH' els Svvapiv i£opoia>v irepl robs 

TroXlras Kal robs ruivSe yapovs lepobs 

yapovs irpoapybpevae, and see Abel Or¬ 
phic. p. 243. It is clear from Plato’s 
words that he would have repudiated with 
scorn the charge of seeking to abolish 
marriage. We have already seen that he 
endeavours to make the State into one vast 
family (457 B «.); and it is in the same 

spirit that he now tries to raise marriage 
from a private into a public institution, 
without sacrificing any of the religious 
ceremonies and associations by which 
the union of the sexes was hallowed 
in the eyes of his contemporaries : cf. 
459 E. If his vaulting idealism “ o’er- 
leaps itself and falls on the other,” 
that is no reason why we should impugn 
his motives, or refuse our homage to his 
unquenchable faith in the possibilities of 
human nature. 

459 A 2 Kvvas SqpevTiKous ktX. 

Cf. 451 d and Plut. Lyc. 15. 12 7roXXijv 

apeXrepiav Kal rvepov iveuipa rois irepl 

ravra toiv &XXuv vopo0err]pa<riv ol Kbvas 

pev Kal lirirovs biro tois KparioTois tuv 

6xeloiv fiijiafvBi—ras Si yvvaiKas eykXcl- 

aapevoi <ppovpou<nv ktX. See also on 
451 C, 460 c. 

6 ■yeyvovTcu: ‘prove themselves to 
be’ (J. and C.), rather than ‘ grow to be ’ 
(D. and V.): cf. Ill 412 c ol Si yeoipySiv 

apuToi ap’ ob yeoipyiKioraroi ylyvovrai; 

459 b 10 ■yEvvaxai: viz. t6 re—yivos, 

not to yevvdbpevov (suggested as an alter¬ 
native explanation by J. and C.). For the 
sense cf. Xen. Mem. iv 23 (Jackson). 
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Kal to twv kvvwv yevos; '\&ywy, e<f>y. TL 8e lttttwv oiec, yv S 

eyw, teal twv dWwv £awv; y aX\y Try exeiv; "Atottov puevt av, 

y S’ 09, 6lt). Bafiai, yv S’ eyw, w (f)L\e eratpe, «9 dpa aepoSpa yplv 

Set a/epwv elveu twv dpx°vtwv, etTrep Kal irepl to twv av6pwttwv 

C yevo? waavTW<; e^et* 1 ’AAAa p,ev Sr) 6%et, e(f)y" d\\d tl 8y; 15 

"Otl avdyKy avToi9, yv S’ eyw, (fiappLaKois ttoWol^ XP^erOaL. 

iaTpov Se 7tov p,y SeopLevot9 piev awpaao fyappaKwv, dWa ScatTy 

iOe’XovTwv viraKOveLV, Kal (pavXoTepov e^apKelv yyovpeOa' OTav 

Se 8rj Kal (pappaKevew 8ey, laprev otl dvSpeooTepov Set elvaL tov 

IaTpov. ’AXy6y' aWa 7rpo9 tl XeyeL?; IIpo9 ToSe, yv S’ iyw‘ 20 

avx^w tw ifrevSeL Kal ry dirdTy KLvSvvevet yplv SeyaeLv xPVa@aL 

D toi)<? dpxovTas I eV’ wtyeXela twv apxopevwv. etyapev Se irov iv 

(frappciKov et'Set 7rdvTa tcl TOiavTa ^prjert/xa. elvaL. Kat op6w9 7c, 

e^)?/. ’Ezr Tot9 yapoL'i tolvvv Kal 7ratSo7rottat9 eot/ce to opdov tovto 

12. 17 II: 5 A. 19. etvcu post Sel nos: post yyoipeda codd. 

14 aKptav elvai. dvai is omitted by 
q and Flor. U. Without it, however, as 
Schneider points out, <npoSpa might be 
taken with Sel; whereas the sense re¬ 
quires it to go with aKpwv. We should 
expect &Kpovs elvaL—tous Hpxovras, but 
the accusatives are attracted into the 
genitive by del. For an analogous idiom 
see ill 407 B n. 

459 c 17 IaTpov 8« irov ktX. mv 
after SeopivoLS balances Si in orav Si 8-q, 
and not aXXct—viraKoheLv, which merely 
explains cpappaKwv by stating its anti¬ 
thesis. There is consequently no suffi¬ 
cient reason for changing ede\bvTuv into 
ediXovcnv (with some inferior MSS, Ste- 
phanus, Madvig, and others), although 
4Se\ovaiv would no doubt be more usual. 
For the genitive absolute cf. 458 D n. I 

agree with Schneider and Campbell in 
taking the participle as neuter and not 
masculine (so Stallbaum and Jowett). 
vTraKoveiv is not ‘submit to’ but ‘respond 
to’—‘are willing to respond to,’ i.e. be 
cured by ‘a course of treatment without 
drugs’: cf. Prot. 325 a, and for Slaira 
contrasted with drugs in 406 D. 

18 T|-yov|A€0a ktX. See cr. n. If 
elvaL is retained after rjyovpeda, we must 
(with Ast in his second edition) under¬ 
stand Plato to mean r/youpeda e^apKelv 
Kal epavKorepov elvaL, i.e. Kalirep cpavXb- 
repov 6vra, or else suppose that larpbv Kal 
(pavXbrepov elvaL is an accusative and in¬ 
finitive forming the subject to e^apKelv. 

Neither explanation is simple or natural ; 
and Stephanus, Madvig, and others have 
in my judgment some reason for expung¬ 
ing elvaL, although its intrusion is not 
altogether easy to explain. It is possible 
enough that Plato wrote dvSpeioripov Sel 

<elvai> toD larpoO in line 19 (cf. Sel 

aKpLov elvaL tGiv apxbvTWv in B above) ; 
and the possibility is raised, I think, into 
a probability, when we thus obtain a 
natural explanation of the erroneous elvaL 

after rjyoipeda. elvaL following Sel ap¬ 
peared difficult, and was omitted, as it is 
in B above by q ; a later scribe reinserted 
it in the wrong place. I have therefore 
ventured to transpose the word. 

19 avSpeioTc'pov. It needs more cour¬ 
age to use drugs than to prescribe a 
regimen, because the risk is greater. 
Nothing could be more appropriate than 
Plato’s use of the word, although it has 
been doubted by Richards, who proposed 
aS Spipvrlpov at first, and afterwards 
dvSpLKitiTepov. With the general senti¬ 
ment Poschenrieder (die Plat. Dial, in 
ihrem Verhdltnisse zu den Hippokr. Schr. 
p. 57) compares [Hippocr.] de viclus 
ratione VI p. 592 c. 67 Littre irpoKara- 
XappiaveLV tt)v byleiav, ilicrTe ras vovaovs 
pL7) irpoa-rreXa^eLV, el pd] tls peyaKa irdvv 
e^apaprcivoL Kal 7toWclkls’ ravra Si <pap- 
paKcvv SieraL ijSri. 

459 D 22 &f>a|«V. Ill 389 B. Cf. 
also 11 382 C, D. 

24 to op0ov tovto : i.e. this which 
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25 yi'yveadai ovic eXd^iarov. IIws' 8rj; Aet p,ev, eirrov, etc rwv 

wpoXoyrjpiivwv rovs dpiarovs rais dplarais crvyyiyveaOai ws 

rrXeiaraKis, rovs Se <pavXordrovs rais (jravXordrais rovvavriov, 

Kal rwv piev rd eicyova rpecf)eiv, 1 rcov 8e pp, el yu.eA.Xet to rrolpviov E 

o tt diKporarov eivai' Kal ravra rrdvra yiyvopeva XavQdveiv rrXpv 

30 avrovs rovs dp-^ovras, ei av ?; dyeXp rwv cpvXaKwv 6 n pdXiara 

daraaiaaros earai. 'OpOorara, ecf)p. Ovkovv Bp eoprai rives 

vopoderpreai, iv als ^vvd^opev ras re vvpfias Kal rovs vvpipiovs, 

Kal dvcriai, Kal vpvoi rroipreoi rols pperepois rroiprais rrperrovres 

| rols yiyvopevois ydpois* to Be rrXpOos rwv yapwv irrl Tot? 460 

ap^ovcri rroipaopev, iv ws pdXiara Biaaw^wai rov avrov dpiOpov 

rwv avBpwv, repos rroXepovs re Kal voaovs Kal rrdvra rd roiavra 

drrocrKorrovvres, Kal ppre peydXp ppiv p rroXis Kara to Bvvarov 

5 ppre apuKpd yiyvprai. ’OpdcSs, e(f>p. KXrjpoi By rives, oipai, 

rroipreoi Kop-^roi, ware rov iftavXov eKelvov alnaadai e<£’ eKaarps 

avvep^ecos rv^pv, dXXd pp rovs dpyovras. Kal paXa, eipp. 

IX. Kat rois 1 dyadois ye rrov rwv vewv iv rroXepw p aXXoOi B 

you call right, viz. to 1peoSos. The medi¬ 
cinal lie frequently appears (yiyverai ovk 

eX&xarrov) in connexion with the marri¬ 
ages of the guardians, as Plato proceeds 
to shew, rots yapois should not be made 
general ; the reference is specific. 

25 Set p.£v kt\. “The case resembles 
that of a breeding stud of horses and 
mares, to which Plato compares it: 
nothing else is wanted but the finest 
progeny attainable” Gioie Plato nip. 205. 
It is worth while to compare Plato’s 
arrangements with those of Aristophanes 
in Eccl. 616—634, in spite of the 
comedian’s lewdness and buffoonery. 

459 E 28 twv 8e p/rj. Cf. 460 C 

and 461 c. It seems to me certain from 
these passages that Plato in this book 
lends his sanction to infanticide. This 
has often been denied, but without suffi¬ 
cient reason. The subject is discussed in 
App. IV. 

29 aKpoTarov- Cf. (with Schneider) 
oepbopa aKpuv in B above and us aKpbra- 

rov in Laws 730 E. Stephanus’ ok par b- 

toltov is neat, but unnecessaiy, in spite of 
Ka.da.pbv in 460 C. 

30 a-yeXt], like irolpsnov, is intended 
“ to recall the analogy of the lower 
animals” (J. and C.). Cf. 451 c n. aZ> 

selves the same purpose, by suggesting 
that ayeXtj has another and a more primi¬ 
tive signification. 

31 topTai ktX. As the lepos yapos 
was celebrated with a procession and 
sacrifices, ending with the k\iv-q Tfjs'Hpas, 
so Plato’s lepoi ydp.01 are attended with 
religious rites and ceremonies: see 
458 E n. Plato apparently does not in¬ 
tend these State-marriages to last beyond 
the duration of a single festival. At each 
successive festival fresh unions would be 
tried. 

460 a 2 rov avrov apiBpov. See 
IV 423 A 71. 

460 b 9 yepa KTX Special privi¬ 
leges seem to have been awarded at 
Sparta for bravery in the field (cf. Tyr- 
taeus Fr. 12. 35—44): it is certain at all 
events that cowardice was visited with 
every mark of disgrace (Xen. Rep. Lac. 
9. 4—6 and other references in Gilbert’s 
Gk. Const. Atit. E. T. p. 77). ye pa must 
be nominative, and Bortov passive, in 
spite of its singular number: cf. Symp. 
188 B ttdxva.i Kai x“Xafcu /cat epvoij3ai— 

yiyverai. Examples like Crat. 410 C 
al pev St) upai Attikioti us to TraXaiov 

pyreov (cited by Schneider and others) 
are not to the point, because oi—upai 
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tcov yvvaiKcov tjvyKoipdjcrecos, iva Kal cipca p.era nrpocf)daecos cos 10 

nrXelcxTOi tcov nralScov itc tcov toiovtcov anrelpcovTai. ’()pdcos. 

Ovkovv Kal Tci del ycyvopeva e/oyova irapa\ap,l3dvovcrcu at inrl tov- 

tcov icf)€crTr)Kvlcu dp^al e’cre dvSpcov e’tTe yvvaiKcov etVe dpcfioTepa— 

KOival pcev ydp nrov ical ap-^al yvvai^l re ical avSpdcuv. Nat. 

C ' Ta p,ev Srj tcov dyadedv, So/cco, Xafiovacu els tov arjtcbv oiaovcriv 15 

nrapd TLvas Tpocfoovs %copls oiKovcras ev tivc pcepec, ttjs nroXecos, 

tcl Se tcov yeipbvcov, /cat iav ti tcov eTepcov avdnrrjpov ylyvrjTcu, 

ev anropppTcp Te Kal dSrjXco KaTaKpvifrovcriv cos nrpenrei. EtVep 

pceWec, ecforj, Kadapov to yevos tcov <pv\aKcov eaeadac. Ovkovv 

Kal Tpocpijs ovtol inripeXycrovTai Ta? tc pcyTepas enrl tov apKov 20 

19. peWe4 S: peXKoi All* <7. 

means to 6vopa ‘ai wpai.' It is scarcely 
possible to take Soreov as active, and 
understand from it a passive Sorea with 
i£ov<rla, because the connexion between 
7epa, aS\a, and e^ovtrLa—note aXXa. re ko.1 

kt\.—is too close to permit of yepa being 
in the accusative case. 

in eiri toutwv. For the construction 
cf. Dem. F. L. 298 toi>s ewi rrjs TCoXireias 

i</>e<TT7]K0Tas and de Cor. 247 to its lire toiv 

irpaypaTuiv. 

13 d|xcf)6Tcpa. q and some other MSS 
read apiporepai, which is quite wrong : 
cf. Lack. 187 A icddoipev rj Scupocs rj X“P1' 
env rj dpepdrepa. 

14 Kal apxaC: sc. as well as the other 
duties of guardians. It has not yet been 
specifically said that magistracies are to 
be open to women as well as men. J. 
and C. observe that “Plato seems to 
betray a certain consciousness that the 
office immediately in question might be 
specially suitable for women.” Kindred 
duties are actually assigned to a female 
vigilance committee in Laws 784 A, 
794 A ff. 

460 C 15 tov ctt]k6v. A <t>jk6s is an 
enclosed pen or fold in which the young 
of animals may be reared. Hartman pre¬ 
fers Tiva arjKov (with q and a Florentine 
Ms), because the cnj/cos has not been men¬ 
tioned before. The way has, however, 
been prepared for it by 459 A, 459 B (ti 
Sd 'Ltctcwv ktX.), irolp.vi.ov (459 e), dyiXr) 

(ib.), and otivepi-is (460 a). The com¬ 
parison with a sort of ‘breeding-stud’— 
see above on 459 D—runs through all this 
passage and supplies the metaphors. See 

also on 460 E. The whole discussion 
affords an excellent example of the un¬ 
compromising rationalism with which 
Plato carries out his theories to their 
logical conclusion. 

17 avdirqpov. Pollux (11 61) ex¬ 
plains this word as 6 tcolv to aoipa Tceirppo}- 
pevos; but it is little more than mjpos : 
cf. avdicXeus, dvampicXavac etc. The 
present passage is not inconsistent with 
III 415 B, for uttoxo-Xkos and vicoaiSrjpos 
do not imply deformity. 

18 tv diroppijTip ktX. is a euphemism 
for infanticide : see App. IV. Compare 
the Spartan usage: d S’ ayevvis Kal 

ap.opcpov, diceicepTcov et’s Tas Xeyopivas 
’ATCodiras, rcapd Tavyerov fiapaffptbSri 
towov (Pint. Lyc. 16. 1). (The word for 
the exposure of infants was dirodecns.) 
See also Whibley Greek Oligarchies p. 
113 nn. 

tlirtp ptXXti. ptXAoi (see cr. 11.) 
might possibly be defended, if it referred 
to a previous statement to the same effect 
(‘if, as we saw,’ etc.). But there has 
been no such statement, unless with 
Stephanus we write aKpardrarov for aKpo- 
tcctov in 459 E. e'lirep ye pAXXei, con¬ 
jectured by Herwerden, would be in 
danger of meaning kut cue pdxpovcriv, 
eiTcep pCKKei ktX. As it is, direp piXXei 
qualifies 10s icpitth ‘ as is proper.’ Gl. 
‘If the class of guardians is to be kept 
pure.’ Glauco, in fact, takes the words 
out of Socrates’ mouth. On the meaning 
and usage of eiicep in Greek see E. S. 
Thompson’s edition of the Aleno pp. 
258—264. 
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ayovres, orav atrapywai, iracrav p.r]\avr)v p,r)yavwp.evo/., 07ra>? 

pbr/hepia ' to avr;}? cucrdijaeTcu, /cal aXAa? yd\a e^ottcra? hciropi- D 

t,ovT69, lav pr) avral inaval wen, teal ai/Twv tovtwv iTnpieXpaovTCu, 

07T&)? p-erpiov xpovov OrfKderovrai, dypvirvia<; Be ical tov aXXov 

25 7rovov tlTdais re /cal rpoefiov; Trapahwerovcnv; rioXA^z/ paerTwvyv, 

ecprj, Xeyeis Trjs TrachoTrouas Tat? twv ef/vXa/cwv yvvai^iv. Tlpe7rei 

yap, yv 8' iyeo. to 8' iepe^/j5 8ieX.dwp.ev 0 7rpovdepeOa. ecf>apev 

yap 8r) l£ d/cpa^ovTwv 8elv ta heyova yiyveerOat. 'AXrjd!}. I *Ap' E 

ovv (tol £vv8o/cei peTpios y_povo<; d/cpp<; ta el/coat erp yvvaucL, 

24. Bifhaeovrcu *: OrfkacuvTaL All 7. 27. irpovdepeOa v (cum Stobaeo Flor. 
116. 50): irpo6vij.ovp.e0a. A et (antecedente non 8 sed w) S1: Trpop.tidovp.eda. II*2 q. 

21 irdcrav pqxavijv ktX. Aristotle 
(Pol. B 3. 1262s 14 ff.) argues that no pre¬ 
cautions would prevent parents from occa¬ 
sionally recognising their children. In 
such cases Plato might reasonably hope 
that the general weakening of parental 
sentiment would secure his city against 
serious harm. 

460 D 22 aXXas. The mothers of 
the children who have been exposed. 

23 avTcov tovtwv : viz. the mothers. 
This provision is conceived in their in¬ 
terests, rather than in the interests of the 
children, as the next clause also shews. 

24 OqXatrovTai.. drfKaooivTae has more 
MS authority than dtiXaaovTa 1; but the 
future indicative (and not the aorist sub¬ 
junctive) is the regular construction after 
ottojs in semi-final clauses: cf. IV 429 D, 
VII 519 E. The exceptions are—besides 
this passage—Symp. 198 E, Phaed. 91 A, 

Gorg. 480 A, B, 510 a. In most of these 
places there is inferior MS authority for 
the future, which editors now for the most 
part read. See Weber Entwickelung d. 
Absichlssatze in Schanz’s Beitrdge 11 2. 
p. 66; and for the confusion in Paris A 
of 0 and w Introd. § 5. 

27 ■n-pov0ep£0a. See cr. n. -rrpovdi- 
peda is intrinsically so much better than 
Trpodvpotjpeda that we can hardly refuse 
to regard this as one of the passages in 
which v has preserved the right reading. 
See Introd. § 5. 

?4>ap.£v. Cf. 459 B. 

28 4g &Kp.a£6vTwv. The same prin¬ 
ciple was observed in Sparta (Xen. Rep. 
Lac. x. 6 and Plut. Lyc. 15. 4). It is 
possible, though I believe incapable of 
proof, that Plato’s limits of age were in 
agreement with Spartan usage. 

460 E 29 to. et’Kocri 4nj ktX. A 

woman’s a.Kp-q lasts ‘ the twenty,’ a man’s 
‘ the thirty ’ years. Glauco asks ‘ which 
twenty and which thirty ? ’ and Socrates 
then explains, to. before ettcoen is cor¬ 
rectly explained by Stallbaum: “articu- 
lum ponit de certo quodam cogitans 
temporis spatio quod deinceps definit ac- 
curatius.” The antecedent to avrdv is 
not simply Itt] (so J. and C., with the 
English translators), but the duplicate 
expression etxcxri err\ and rpiatcovra. In 
yvvatKi ph kt\. Socrates proceeds as if 
Glauco had not interrupted : the construc¬ 
tion is plrpios xpbvos aKpjjs—yvvaud, 

avSpi 54 to. Tpi&KOVTa, yuvaifd piv— 

tLkteiv, avSpl Si—yevvav. to iroiov, to. 

7rola and the like are idiomatically used 
in asking for further specification, and 
are sometimes only impatient interrup¬ 
tions, intended to draw attention to the 
important point and add liveliness to the 
style: see Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 540. 
Schneider takes to. etpoai err) and rd 
Tpia-Kovra. as twenty and thirty years of 
age respectively, comparing rwv evevt)KovTa 

erwv in Tim. 21 A, but xpovos in xp°v°s 
aKpr/s means duration, as is clear from 
dpeporipaiv—eppovqaews below. It should 
be observed that in the Laws Plato fixes 
the inferior limit for men sometimes at 
25 (772 D), sometimes at 30 (721 A, 785 b). 

By thirty-five he expected them to be 
married (id-). Girls are to marry between 
16 (785 b) or 18 (833 d) and 20 (id.). Cf. 
Hesiod OD. 696 ff., pseudo-Solon Fr. 
27. 9 and Arist. Pol. H 16. I335a 28. 
The Greeks seem generally to have re¬ 
commended men to marry a little under 
or a little over thirty. See on this subject 
Bliimner Privatalterthiimer p. 36 n. 1. 
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dvBp't Be t« Tpia/covTa; Ta 7rola avrmv; e<f>y. Tvvauci pev, yv 30 

B' eyed, dp^apevrj dnro elicocrieTiBos p£XPL TeTTapaicoviiieTiBos 

TLKreiv rfj 7To\ei’ dvBpl Be, iireiBav tt)v o^vraryv Bpopov dupyv 

Trapfj, to 07to tovtov yevvdv tf) 7roXei yu-e%pt 'KevTetcanrevTytcov- 

461 ToeTOO?. ’Apfyorepcov | yovv, erfry, avry d/epy acdparo1; re ical 

(fppovyaewt;. Ovkovv edv ts rrrpecr(3vTepo<; tovtcov idv T6 ved>Tepos 

tmv els to koivov yevvyarecov ayfrijrai, oine ocnov ovre Slkcuov 

<f>yaopev to dpdprypa, eJ? 7ralBa (frcrvovTos tj) 7roA,et, o?, av \d6rj, 

yevvyaeTat ovx vtto dvcndov ovB’ viro evx&v <£t/?, «? e’<£’ e/cooTot? 5 

Tot? ydyoLS ev^ovTCU real lepecai ical [epees /cal £vpiracra y 7ro\t? e£ 

dyaOwv dpeivovs teal e£ wcf>e\ipwv oocjjeXepcoTepous del too? i/cyovou5 

4. rfrqaopev A1 II : dr/oop-ev corr. A2. 5. </>i)s 3 <7: </>(/(ras AIT. 

37 tCkteiv Trj ttoXcl—-yevvav xrj iroXei. 
These phrases express concisely the Plato¬ 
nic view of marriage. They are equally 
applicable to the Spartan ideal, and may 
have been borrowed from Sparta. Cf. 
Plut. Pyrrh. 28. 5 tQv 8b TrpetrflvTlpaiv 
rives 4wqKo\oti6ovv (SoiovTes ‘ Ot^e, ’Arp6- 
rare, ical ol<f>e tclv XiXwvi'Sa' povov iraidas 
a7a0ous 27r£t prg, iroiei. “What 
Lucan observes about Cato of Utica, is 
applicable to the Guardians of the Platonic 
Republic:—Venerisque huic maximus 
usus | progenies: Urbi pater est, Urbique 
maritus ” (Phars. II 387 f.) Grote. 

eiT€iSav—aK(j.rjv: ‘when he has out¬ 
lived his swiftest prime of running.’ 
The expression d^vTar-qv Spbpov curp-qv is 
doubtless borrowed from some epinikian 
poet, perhaps Bacchylides or Pindar. The 
dactylic rhythm is not in itself enough to 
justify us in assigning the phrase (with 
Herwerden) to epic or elegy. The author 
of the quotation was probably speaking 
not of a man, but of a race-horse. By 
applying the phrase (of course in a meta¬ 
phorical sense) to his bridegrooms, Plato 
contrives again to suggest the now familiar 
analogy of a ‘ breeding-stud of horses and 
mares ’: see on 460 c. The comparison 
gains in realism and point, if it was the 
custom of antiquity, as it is now, to bring 
a first-rate racer to the stud ('nnro<f>6pl3iov, 
iirwoTpoipeiov) when he ceased to run. This 
is probable in itself, and supported to some 
extent by a comparison of Plut. Lyc. 15. 
12 'lirirovs virb Tots Kparlarois tQv dxe'uov 
/3i|8afoi/<ri, x^PlTl rreidovres 17 piaOd) rot)s 
Kupious with Virg. Georg. 3. 209—211. 

Just so Plato will not allow his guardians 
to marry until the fever in the blood has 
somewhat cooled: cf. Laws 775 B—776B 

and J. B. Mayor in Cl. Rev. x p. 111. 
Stallbaum was the first to detect the 
poetical quotation. J. and C., though 
translating by “ his swiftest prime of run¬ 
ning,” follow Schleiermacher in under¬ 
standing the phrase literally; but we may 
fairly doubt if Greek runners had passed 
their prime at 25, and, even if they had, 
“non hie erat tali designationi locus, nisi 
forte ob id ipsum, quod cursui minus 
idonei forent, ad nuptias idoneos visos 
credimus ” (Schneider), iraprj means ‘ let 
go by,’“hinter sich hat” (Schneider): cf. 
such expressions as irapdvai ratpbv (11 
370 B al.), vi/KTa pbaqv wapevres (Hdt. VIII 

9), and especially Soph. O. C. 1230 eur’ 
av to veov Trapp ‘ when he hath seen youth 
go by ’ (Jebb), and Bacchylides 3. 88 ed. 
Kenyon dvSpi 5’ [01) 6\epis 7robibv ir[ap]evTa 

|7%>as dd\\_eia]v aurrs dyKopiaoai | qfiav. 

-£61 A 4 av XaGrp “Si non latuerit 
foetus praeter legem susceptus, ne in lucem 
quidem edetur, sed antea opprimetur ” 
(Schneider). Cf. C below. 

5 ■yevvrja-eTai = ‘ will be produced ’ 
must, if right, refer to birth (“hervorkom- 
men wird” Schneider), otherwise <pvs is 
superfluous. Bekker and others are 
possibly right in reading 7ev-qaerai with 
31 q, and some other mss : cf. Hdt. vi 69, 
where Stein prints yeyevqptvos in place 
of yeyevvqpbvos. See Introd. § 5. 

4>i>s as. See cr. n. and Introd. § 5. 
7 io<j>eX(fiuv ktX. Cf. iv 424 a v. 
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ylyveaOai, I aXX' vnto atcorov pern Beivrjs d/cparelas yeyovws. B 

’Opda>s, ecf)7). 'O avros Be y\ eiirov, vopos, eav rt? twv eri 

10 yevvoovrwv pi) avvep^avro*> up^ovros aTTTrjTcu rcov ev rfXuclq 

yvvaucoov’ voOov yap teal aveyyvov teal dvlepov tpijaopev avrov 

TralBa rr) iroXei Kadtardvai. ’Opdorara, ecf)T). "Orav Be Brf, 

olpai, at re yvvahees ical oi dvBpes rov yevvav e/efidien rrjv r/Xticlav, 

dcftrjaopev 7rov eXevOepovs avrovs avyylyveadai to av ideXtoai, 

15 7rXr]v dvyarpl ical 1 pr/rpl /cal rals rwv dvyareptov 7ratal ical rat? C 

avu> prjrpos, ical yvvaiicas av 7rXr)v bel ical rrarpl ical rocs rovrtov 

els to kutco ical iirl to ava>, ical ravrd 7’ y8y rrdvra Bca/ceXevaa- 

pevoc rrpoQvpelaQai paXcara pev prjB els (puts eiccfiepeiv icvrjpa 

pi]8e ev, eav yevrjrac, eav Be ri /3cdat]rac, ovrto rcdevac, w? oinc 

14. atp-fiaopiev Eusebius (Praep. Ev. Xin 19. 18) et Theodoretus (Therap. IX 

p. 941): rpyaop-ev codd. 19. /r?j5£ iv Cobet: pnjot y' iv A1, sed i et 7 punctis 
notavit A2: fiySiv IlSq. 

461 B 8 tiro ctkotou. Cf. (with J. 
and C.) ok6tios = ‘an unlawful child.’ 

■yeyovws = ‘ produced,’ ‘a product of,’ 
is cancelled by Hartman ; but <pvs is too 
far away, and yiyveaQae (‘to be produced’) 
is sufficiently accurate: cf. yivyrat in 
461 c. 

11 aveyyuov: ‘ unauthorised,’ because 
the child of an irregular union. An 
avlyyvos yapos is a marriage without an 
iyyin) or contract between the parents of 
the betrothing parties (Bliimner Privatalt. 
p. 262 n. 2). 

14 <S. rj is read by E, Vind. E and 
Eusebius (Praep. Ev. xm 19. 18); but 
clutous includes both sexes, and in such 
cases the masculine is preferred to the 
feminine. Hartman strangely thinks y 
neuter. 

15 Bu-yaxpl ktX. The cases enu¬ 
merated are all in the direct line, and 
nothing is said forbidding unions between 
‘ brothers ’ and ‘ sisters. ’ See however 
461 E n. Greek law permitted the mar¬ 
riage of uncles with nieces, aunts with 
nephews, and even half-brothers and half- 
sisters, provided they were not opoprirpioi 
(Becker’s Charicles E. T. p. 478, with 
the passages there cited). Some of Plato’s 
contemporaries, notably the Cynics, enter¬ 
tained peculiarly revolting views on this 
subject, and the question was frequently 
agitated in his time: see Diimmler Proleg. 
zu PI. St. pp. 52 ff. The Stoics agreed 
with the Cynics: see the authorities cited 

in Henkel Stud, zur Geschichte d. Gr. 
Lehre vom Staat p. 30. 

461c 17 Kal Taurd y fjSr) ktX. : ‘ and 
all this only after we have exhorted them ’ 
etc. ijS-q goes with drfrqcropev (or the like) 
understood after iravra. J. and C. wrongly 
connect iravra with 7rpoBv/eeiaBai (‘ to use 
all diligence ’). The voice should pause a 
little before StaKe\evcrdp.evoi. 

18 pltjS’ tls 4>ds ktX. : ne in lucent 
quidem efferre. Much less shall we per¬ 
mit it to live if born: see App. IV. pr\St 
prepares the way for eav Si rt jSidaqrai. 
kt\. Hartman strangely prefers /ri), “ cum 
post pd\iara coniunctio pyde prorsus 
frigeat.” But fcd\i<rra p.tv is, of course, 
‘ if possible.’ 

19 pqSi ?v. See cr. n. p-qSi y iv 
occurs in a few inferior MSS besides A, 
and is read by Baiter and others, but we 
do not find 76 thus interposed between 
ouSt (pqSe) and efs. 

■yevTjxcu ktX. ylvqrai sc. Kvqpa. fiid- 
aqrai means ‘force its way ’ sc. eh to 0c3s 
(J. and C.). The extreme emphasis 
shews what importance Plato attached 
to this provision. The procuring of 
abortion, though perhaps in certain cases 
punishable by law (Meier and Schomann 
Att. Process p. 381), was in practice 
common enough: see Bliimner Privatalt. 
p. 76. Plato permits it also in the Laws 
(740 d). The general Greek sentiment 
on this matter is fairly represented by 
Aristotle when he says (Pol. H 16. 1335b 
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ovapc; rpo(f>7](; t&> tolovtw. Kat TavTa pev y, e<f>p, perpicos 20 

D A676tcu’ 7rarepas Se /cal 6vyarepa<; /cal a vvv Sr) 6X676?, 1 7rco? 

S/ayvcocrovTat, dWpXwv; OvSapdos, pv S' eyc6‘ aW' d<p' rjs civ 

ppepa<i Ti? avrarv vvpcfilos yevprai, per e/ceivpv Se/cara ppvl /cal 

efiSopcp Sp d av yevprai e/cyova, ravra rrdvra 1rpocrepei ra pev 

dppeva vecs, rd Se 6p\ea Qvyarepa^, /cal e/cecva e/celvov 7rarepa, /cal 25 

ovrar Sr) tu rovroov e/cyova iraiSarv 1ratSa?, /cal e/celva av e/ceivovi 

’Kairirovc; re /cal rpdas, Ta S' ev e/celvco rco ^povco yeyovora, iv a> ai 

pprepes /cal ol rrarepes avrcov iyevvwv, dSeXcfras re ical dSeXcpovs, 

E dnrre, o ! vvv Sp eXeyopev, dWpXarv prj drvreaQat' dSeXcfrovs Se /cal 

75. CKeivov AeII : eKecvuv A1. 76. eKecva 3<J'. eKecvov AIT. 

77 ff.) upladac yap Sec tt)% TeKVOirodas to 

tr\i)Bos. edv Si rcac ycvrjrac 7rapcc ravra 

avvSvaadivTuv, irplv a’caQijacv eyyeviaBac 

Kai (an/)v, ipcrrocecoBac Sec rpv &pcf3\wocV 

to yap Sacov Kai tA per) Scwpcapcivov Trj 

aiaBr)aei /cat Tip (rjv Sarac. 

TiBevaL ktX. : ‘so deal- with them.’ 
Tidlvac is more delicate than iKTcdivac, 

which was read before Belcker, although 
it has no MS authority. Herwerden sug¬ 
gests that TcBevac means Bccwrecv (as in 
469 a), but Plato expresses himself with 
more refinement. Tpocprjs does not mean, 
as some are fain to believe, merely the 
educational system reserved for the guar¬ 
dians: see on 459 E and App. IV. 

71 irarepas ktX. : ‘how will they dis¬ 
tinguish one another’s fathers ’ etc.? The 
Aristophanic parallel is here very close: 
IIcDs oSv OVTU (WVTUV T)pc UV TOVS avrov 
wa’cSas SKaaros \ iarac Swards Scaycyvco- 
accecv; Tf Se Sec; lraripas yap arravras | roils 
Trpeapvripovs avruv elvac rocac xp/>vocacv 
vopuovacv (Feel. 635—637). The question 
touches an obvious difficulty in any system 
of the community of children; but, as 
a link in the chain of evidence connect¬ 
ing the Ecclesiazusae and the Republic, 
the parallel deserves to carry weight, 
although it has sometimes been pressed 
too far. See on the one hand Teichmiiller 
Lit. Fehd. 1 pp. 18—19 and Chiappelli 
Riv. di Filolog. XI p. 713, and on the 
other Zeller4 11 1. p. 551 rt. 7. Cf. also 
App. I. 

461 D 73 StKaxco ktX. : ‘in the tenth 
month and also in the seventh month.’ 
Sr) (as J. and C. remark) draws attention 
to the more exceptional case: cf. 11 367 c 
n. The Greek cannot, I think, be taken 
as an inexact way of saying “from seven 

to ten months after” (J. and C.). In 
point of fact the majority of ancient writers 
on the subject denied that children were 
ever horn in the eighth month of preg¬ 
nancy: see Gellius Noct. Att. lit 16 and 
Censorinus de die natali 7.7. 

78 eyt'vvcov: ‘were engaged in be¬ 
getting children’: cf. 460 E, and 461 B 

(row Stc yevvuvTuv). Richards has 
pointed out [Cl. Rev. iv p. 7) that the 
imperfect refers “to the whole time of life 
during which father and mother were 
allowed, if the lot fell upon them, to take 
part in the regular unions.” Cf. Tim. 18 D 

vopuovac Si irdvres weevras avrods opcoyevecs, 
ccoe\(/>ccs pciv Kai ccSeXcpoiis oaonrep av rrjs 
rrpeirovarjs evrbs r)\cKcas ycyvuvrac. 
Jowett’s version—“ all who were begotten 
at the time when their fathers and mothers 
came together ”—mistakes both ev and 
eytvvoiv. Schneider translates the passage 
correctly. 

79 wore—airrccrOai. I agree with 
Richards in understanding this of the 
“irregular unions which were last men¬ 
tioned” (461 c). But in spite of the 
explicit reference in 8 vvv Sr) SXiyopcev, 
Plato has not as yet forbidden such unions 
between ‘ brothers ’ and ‘ sisters ’: see 
461 C n. The discrepancy is hard to 
explain, especially as the list in 461 C 

seems intended to be exhaustive. The 
effect of the prohibition (owing to the 
meaning now given to ‘ brother ’ and 
‘sister’) would be greatly to restrict, but 
not to abolish, unauthorised liaisons. 

461 E 79 d8eX(j>ous ktX. refers only 
to State-marriages, as 6 KXrjpos shews. 
Without this exemption Plato’s proposals 
would (according to Richards l.c.) “have 
rendered all unions whatever practically 
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30 aBe\<fia<; Bcoaet 6 vofios avvouceiv, inv 6 ic\ijpo<; rravrr) ^vp-trltttij 

Kal i] YlvOia Trpocrai'aipr). ’OpOorara, ?; B' 0?. 

X. 'H pev B>} KOLvwvia, u> YXavKWv, avrr) re Ka) roiavTT] 

fyvvaiKwv re Kal 7raiBcov rot? cfivXa^l croi Trjs 7roX.ea>9‘ o>? Be 

€7rop.ei’T) re tt) aWrj 7ro\iTeia Kal paKpw /3e\rlaTi?, Bel Brj to peTa 

35 toOto /3e/3aiw(racr0ai 7rapa tov \6yov. r) 7r&j? Troiwpev; | 0{/t&> 462 

Am, r; o o?. Ap ovi/ ov% r)06 ap^i) ri]9 o/io\oyia^, epeaaat 

ypa<; avrovs, rt 7tot6 to peyiaTov ayaOov e^opev eiirelv et? 7ro\e&)9 

KaraaKevr]v, ov Set aTo^a^opevov tov vopoOeTrjv TiOevcu too? 

5 vopov9, /cat Tt peyiaTov kcikov, eira eVlaKeyfraadai, apa a vvv Brj 

BiyXOopev et’9 /tev to too ayadov lyvo<; njpUv appoTTei, rq> Be tov 

KaKov avappocrTel; YIuvtwv pdXiaTa, etprj. "K^opev ovv n 

33. cur 5? E./: wo? (sic) A, eraso super u> accentu: cJ5e II. 34. eiropioij— 
PeKTlcTt) II: eiro/ievy—/JeAn'org A. 

impossible.” Surely not; although they 
would have unduly favoured the rvjXuyeros 
Trots. A son, for example, who is born 
when his mother is 21 and his father 26, 
cannot marry till he is 49, because he is 
29 before his bride can possibly be born, 
and she cannot marry under 20; whereas 
a son, whose father is 54 and mother 39 
when he is born, can marry a girl only 
one year younger than himself, because 
his father and mother retire at 55 and 40 
respectively. Did Plato intend the sons 
of elderly couples to marry young, and 
those of young couples to marry late? 
Such an inference is unlikely, although 
it is the logical outcome of his theories. 
In any case Plato did well to introduce 
a saving clause. The Kopipos KXijpos, 

obedient to the archons, would couple 
‘ brothers ’ and ‘ sisters,’ whenever it 
seemed desirable in the interests of the 
State, so long as they were not really 
blood-relations. (This the archons of 
course would know.) Apollo’s priestess 
would platonize. We must suppose that 
her assent is given in advance, and once 
for all (although irpooavaiprj is present 
and follows ^vp-irlirTtp), unless she had an 
accredited representative on the spot, 
which there is nothing to indicate. On 
Plato’s attitude to Apollo see iv 427 c n. 

461 e—464 b Let us now endeavour 
to shew that community of wives and 
children is best, and in agreement with 
the general plan of our constitution. That 
it is the best policy Plato proves as folloivs. 
A legislator should above all things aim 

at maintaining unity within his city. 
The most effective instrument for this 
purpose is community of pleasure and 
pain. As in an individual man, the 
sufferings of a single member affect the 
whole, so also in a well-governed city, the 
joys and sorrows of every citizen are 
shared by all. It is easy to sherv that 
our ideal city fulfils this condition in 
a unique degree, both by means of its other 
institutions, and more especially through 
the community of wives and children. 

461 e 34 €7ro|jL€vr)—iroXiTeCa. This 
topic was not specified in the original 
distribution of the subject (458 b), but it 
is closely connected with cos par pep f3e\- 
rioTi). Plato does not deal with it till 
464 B. 

35 pepauu<raa-0cu ktX. Hirschig can¬ 
celled wapa tov \6yov: but cf. (with 
Stallbaum) Gorg. 489 A Xva—f}e/3aiu<ra>p.ai 
77877 ir a pa. crov. ‘The argument’ is per¬ 
sonified, as often. 

462 a 5 apa. <d> dp a was 
suggested by Dobree; but cf. (with 
Stallbaum) Gorg. 475 B icpanov piiv St) 
cnu\pibp.eda, apa—vireppaWei kt\. The 
exact translation is ‘ to enquire, Do the 
institutions we have described ’ etc. 

7 !'xop.ev ovv ktX. Cf. IV 422 E. 
OTaaiT was the greatest evil which a Greek 
city had to fear, and Athens had suffered 
from it grievously. Now individualism 
was the peculiar pride and glory of the 
Athenian State (Thuc. 11 37), so that we 
need not wonder if Plato traced <rrd<r<s 
to individualism, and rushed to the 
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B fiel^ov tcatcov 7ro\ei rj i/ceivo, o av avrrjv Siacnra Kal ttoit] I irdXKa^ 

avrl /Mas; rj fiei^ov dyaOov tov o av %vv8{) re Kal iroifi fiiav; 

0vk e^ofiev. Ovkovv rj fiev rf8ovrj$ re Kal \wtt]$ Koivwvia %vv8ei, io 

orav 6 tl fx,a\icrTa TvdvTe$ ol iroXlTai twv avTwv yiyvopeevtov Te Kal 

diroWvfievwv 7rapa7r\7]aLW$ ^alpwcrL Kal XvTrwvTaL ; Havrairaai 

/lev ovv, e(f>r). H Se ye twv tolovtwv 181(0(71$ SiaXvei, brav ol fiev 

irepLaXyel9, ol Se '7rep(~^ape'i$ yiyvwvTai eirl rot? avrois iradrjpaai 

c 1 Trj$ ir6\ew$ Te Kal tcov ev tt} yrokei; T1 8’ ov; ?Ap' ovv 4k 15 

rovSe to toiovSe yiyveTai, OTav firj dfia (pdeyywvTat ev Trj irokei to 

TOidSe pyfiaTa, to Te ifiov Kal to ovk ifiov; Kal irepl tov aWoTplov 

Kara Tavra; KopuSy puev ovv. ’Ep rjrLVL 8rj 7roXei 7fkeicrTOL eirl 

9. £uv5rj eZq: i-vi>8ei All. 

opposite extreme. Cf. Krohn PI. Fr. 
p. 4, Pohlmann Gesch. d. ant. Kommu- 
nismus etc. pp. 146—184, and see on 
II 369 A. 

462 B 9 irouj |uav. J. and C. 
assert that Plato “ has no idea of a unity 
of opposites or differences—rb avrl^ovv 
av/uKptpov,” and Aristotle argues to the 
same effect in Pol. B 2. i26ia 22 ff. But 
it is in fact on such a unity that the entire 
fabric of Plato’s city rests: see IV 423 D n., 
and cf. also 432 a, 443 d. The perfect 
city is a 'iv with three 7roXXa—rulers, 
auxiliaries, farmers and artisans, or, if 
rulers and auxiliaries are classed together 
as guardians, then with two. Plato’s 
object throughout this episode is to keep 
the whole city ‘ one ’ by preventing one 
of its constituent factors, viz. the guard¬ 
ians, from becoming ‘many.’ If the 
guardians are united—so he holds—no 
danger to the city’s unity need be appre¬ 
hended from the others (465 b). With 
the sentiment generally cf. Ar. Eccl. 
594 and 674 (pLlav otKrjtrlv cpripLi ito^aei.v 
aopp-q^aP els ev airavra | uScrre j3adl£eiv 
els aWijXous). See also on 463 E and 

APP- , 
13 ol [rev—ttjs iroXeus. As when 

a national disaster is made the occasion 
of a party victory. Plato may be think¬ 
ing of scenes which he had witnessed 
in his native city. Bosanquet cites an 
excellent illustration from Dem. de Cor. 
217. 

462 C 17 KaV—TauTci: i.e. orav peri 
ap.a <f>0tyyuvTai—r6 re dXK&rpiov Kal to 

ovk aWorpiov. Hartman ejects Kal -rrepl 
tov dWoTpiov as a “futile interpreta- 

mentum ” on t6 ovk eybv. There is 
nothing to prove that Kal—Tavra was 
read by Aristotle {Pol. B 3. i26ib 18), 
Plutarch (140 D, 484 B, 767 d), Iam- 
blichus (devita Pylhag. 167) or Proclus (in 
remp. ed. Kroll 11 pp. 78. 28, 365. n), 
though Iamblichus uses the word a\\6rptov 
instead of Plato’s ovk epeov. But as none 
of these authors pretends to be quoting 
Plato’s ipsissima verba, the omission 
proves nothing. Although the words 
add nothing to the sense, they approach 
the matter from another point of view, and 
are in my judgment certainly genuine. 

18 ev flnvi ktX. ‘Thus in whatever 
city the largest number of men agree in 
applying these expressions, “mine’’and 
“ not mine,” to the same thing,’ etc. 
tovto agrees with the nearest of the two 
objects, viz. rb ep.bv. For the use of eirl 

cf. Farm. 147 D. The reading eirl rb 

av to—see cr. n.—is as old as Iam¬ 
blichus: see the passage referred to above, 
where Iamblichus has lirl rb aiirb to 

eprbv rp&tyyeadai Kal to aWorprov. It is 
retained by the majority of editors; but 
no other instance of \lyeiv eirl tl has yet 
been adduced, and the expression is 
certainly very strange. rjrlpeiv ovopra 

itrl tl (Soph. 237 c, D: cf. also Tim. 
37 e), of which Schneider reminds us, is 
a different thing from \tyerv ovopra eirl 

tl. Various emendations have been pro¬ 
posed. The choice seems to me to lie 
between eirl rip aimp and eirl tov aiirov. 

The latter emendation—which I once 
adopted—was (as I learn from Schneider) 
proposed by Kiister instead of eirl rb 

aorb in Iamblichus: cf. dxrwep eirl rod 

A. P. 20 
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tto avrw Kara ravTa tovto Xeyovai to ipbv Kal to ovk epov, 

20 avTT] apiaTa BiotKeiTat,; II0X.U ye. Kal tjtls Brj eyyvraja evo<} 

avOpboTTOV e^ei; olov orav ttov r)pwv BaKToXos tou 7rXrjyp, Ttaaa 

f] Koivwvia rj kutcL to awpa 7rpo? tt)v ^vxVv> teTaypevr) els plav 

avvTa^tv ttjv 1 tov c'lpxovTo<; ev avTrj, fjaOeTO Te Kal 7raaa apa D 

%vvi)Xyrjaev pepovs tTovrjaavTO^ oXr], Kal ovtco Brj Xeyopev, otl 6 

25 avdpo)7ro<; tov BciktvXov aXyel' Kal nepl aXXov otovovv twv tov 

avdpooTrov 6 avTo9 X.0709, 7repi Te Xvtt7]<; ttovovvtos pepov<; Kal 

19. rifJ aurtp Wyttenbach: rb aurb AS: KopiSrj—ravra om. II q. 
22. TeraypivT) S: rerapAvr} All q. 

SaKTvXov iXiyopev vil 524 E (‘ in the case 
of the finger ’) al. Although the genitive 
may be right, the dative now seems to 
me slightly more natural and easy. Hart¬ 
man ejects ^7rt to aurb altogether, but 
there is no occasion for the knife. Cf. 
IV 436 B n. For the error see Introd. 

§ 5- 
20 Kal Tjris 81) ktX. 5jj is illative, 

and Kal ‘ also.’ Kal—?xei (sc. &piara 

SioiKelrai) is certainly interrogative, as 
Schneider pointed out: see in D below 
tovto S ipoiras. Plato recurs to his 
favourite analogy between man and the 
State : cf. II 368 E f. nn. 

21 otov orav ktX. Poschenrieder 
(Die Pl. Dial, in ihrem Verhdltnisse zu 
d. Hippokratischni Schr. p. 67) cites 
a remarkable parallel from the author 
of the treatise de locis in homine (Littre 
VI p. 278 C. 1) el tis fioSXeTai tou adiparos 

cnroXapCv pipos xa/avs irodeiv to apiKpo- 

rarov, ttolv to 0Cipa aladpaerai tt)v ireicriv, 

okoIt) &v tls 5, Oib. Tide, Sti tou aiiiparos 

to apiKpirarov iravra txeL> Saawep Kal Tb 

pAyiorov • tovto S' bnoiov &v tis irddy 

ewavatpipei irpbs tt)v bpoe6vb]v iKaarov 

wpbs ttjv ioivTov, ijv re KaK&v, fjv Te ayaBdv 

27" Kal Sia raura Kal aXyeei Kal TjSerai uiro 

Idveos tou opiKpoTaTou to aCpa, oti iv Tip 

apj.KpOTa.Tip irdvr' ivi ra piped Kal raura 

eiravatpipovai es to. a<f>Cv avrCv iKaara Kal 

SiayytXXovoi 7raura. The ‘ sympathy ’ of 
the different parts of the human body was 
a Hippocratean tenet (yvpiraOia iravra 

de alimento IX c. 23 Littre). Cf. Shake¬ 
speare Othello hi 4. 146—148, “For let 
our finger ache, and it indues Our other 
healthful members ev’n to that sense Of 
pain.” Plato goes farther, and represents 
the partnership as extending also to the 
soul: see next note. 

ircUra ij KOivwvfa ktX.: ‘the entire 

partnership pervading the body with the 
soul, organized into a single composite 
organization, viz. that of the ruling power 
in the partnership ’ etc. Plato’s language 
is precise, but difficult. I take 7/—pvxvv 
As defining the Koivoivla. Kara rb aCpa is 
written rather than tou awparos, because 
the partnership is not only a partnership 
of body with soul, but also a partnership 
of the different parts of body with one 
another, reraypivt]—see cr.n. and App. V 
—appears to suit abvra^is better than 
Terapevi). A advra^is is the ordered 
combination of two or more elements: 
cf. Tim. 24 C and Laws 903 D puxv 
awreraypevp aCpari. The words tou 

&Pxovtos define the abvra^is; although 
neuter in gender, they really refer, not 
to the soul, but to the whole aOvra^is 
or abvoXov, i.e. 6 avdpuiros. It is 6 av- 
dpwwos who rules in the partnership, 
although he is himself a partner only in 
the sense in which the whole is partner 
with its parts. The expression 6 av- 
dpwiros rbv SclktuXov aXyeT is thus seen 
to be as exact as possible. The confusion 
between rerayptvos and rerapAvos is easy: 
awrerapAvais, for example, and avvre- 
rayplvais are often confused in MSS: see 
Ast’s Lex. Plat. s.v. £wTerapAvois and my 
edition of the Apology p. 127. Cf. also 
infra 474 A n. 

23 *v avTrj: i.e. ev rj KOivuivlp (so 
also Schneider), not (as Stallbaum) tv r-rj 
l/'i'xS- Plato means that every single 
man (evos avdpCirov above) is a single 
organized whole—a partnership in which 
the whole is partner with, and rules, the 
parts. See also App. V. 

462 d 23 jjo-SrTo—^vvrjXyrio-ev : ‘mo¬ 
mentary’ aorists: cf. Theaet. 156 E. 

25 aXXov otouovv: sc. besides the 
finger. 
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7repl 27801/779 pat^ovTOS. 'O avros yap, e$rj • /cal tovto o epccra?, 

tov tolovtov eyyvTaTa rj apurra iroAiTevopevrj 7roAi? obcel. 'Ez/09 

Sr), olp,ac, Trao-fcovTO'i tcov ttoAitwv otoovv rj ayadov rj rcatcov 17 

E TOLavTrj 7roX,i? paAiGTa I re (frrjcrei. eavTrj9 etz/at to iraa'xpv ical 30 

17 avvrjadrjaeTai, ctTraaa rj ^vAAvirijaeTai. ' Av ay ktj, ecfrrj, rrjv ye 

evvopov. 

XI. r'£lpa av e’lrj, rjv S' eydr, 67ravievai rjp.lv iirl rrjv rjp.eTepav 

7roAiv, Kal td tov Aoyov 6p.oAoyrjp.aTa gkottgcv ev avTrj, el avTrj 

paAiaT e%6i, etTG real clAArj Tt9 paAAov. Ovkovv XPP’ 35 

463 Tt ovv; ggti p,ev \ 7tov Kal ev Tat9 aAAais rroAeaiv apxovTes tg 

Kal Sr)p,o'?, ecTTi Se Kal ev avT-r); ’’Ectl. IIo?UTa9 p.ev Srj TrdvTe<i 

ovtoc dAArjAovs TrpoaepovGL; II<09 S' ov; 'AAAa TTpos tco 7roAtra9 

Ti 6 ev Tat9 aAAais Srjp.o<; T009 ap^ovTas Trpocrayopevei; ’Ei/ p.ev 

Tat9 TroAAals Secr7roTa9, ev Se Tal<; SrjpoKpaTOvpevaL<; avTo tovvop-a 5 

tovto, apxovTas. TY S' 6 ev tfj rjp.eTe.pa Srjp,o<;; 777009 tw TroAiTa'i 

B ti tou9 ap-^ovTcis (jrTjaLv elvai; ’ScoTr/pas I re /cat eVt/coi/poi/9, e</>7?. 

34. aCrij q : auTTj AI1H. 

28 evos Sr) ktX. We may compare 
the Stoic doctrine “ incommoda autem 
et commoda (ita enim evxpva"’"'IVara. et 
Svrrxpyo’TyvaTO. appello) communia (sc. 
inter sapientes) esse voluerunt ” (see 
Cicero de Fin. in 69, and Madvig’s 
note). Not a few of Plato’s regulations 
in Book v foreshadow the communistic 
theories of Stoicism: see Dyroff Ethik 
d. alten Sioa pp. 211 f., 226—231. Plato 
however contrives to make his com 
munism live; whereas the Stoics seldom 
did. 

462 e 34 av-rip See cr. n. Schneider 
says avT-q is “ ea potissimum,” referring 
to vil 516 b, where however we should 
(I believe) read oSror. See note ad loc. 
Here atirrj is required by the contrast 
with ei're Kal a\\rj ns /iaXXov. For the 
error cf. vm 552 A, where q and several 
MSS wrongly read avr-q. See also Introd. 

§5- 
36 &tti. For the syntax see on 

II 363 A. Ian is a privileged verb in 
Attic prose: cf. Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 6r. 

463 a 5 SecriroTcts. Demosthenes 
remarks that the subjects in an oligarchy 
are ‘ cowards and slaves ’ (dvavSpo 1 Kal 

SoDXoi). See in Timocr. 75 and Whibley 
Gk. Oligarchies p. 143. 

6 dpxovTas. Plato is thinking of 

the Athenian Archons. The object of 
this chapter, which seems at first sight 
somewhat loosely constructed, is to prove 
that ffv/j.irddeia prevails to a unique extent 
in the Platonic city. The appellations 
aoiTTjpes and iirUovpoi, on the one hand, 
and puadoSbrai and rpoepeis on the other, 
involve a greater degree of interdepend¬ 
ence than is expressed by the correspond¬ 
ing names in other cities. The archons 
too are more than fellow-rulers: they are 
fellow-guardians, their official designation 
among one another serving continually 
to remind them of their duty to the lower 
classes. Among themselves they use the 
terms of family relationship, and with 
these their actions correspond. Thus the 
distinction between meum and tuum is 
more nearly obliterated than in any other 
city. Everything is meum. 

463 it 7 ImKOiipovs. The official 
designation of the second order is applied 
by the people to the ruling class as a 
whole. They are expected to look upon 
the lirLKovpoL as ‘helpers of the people’ 
rather than as the rulers’ auxiliaries, al¬ 
though it is the latter function which 
gave them their name (ill 414 b). This 
is clear from aurf/pas re Kal erriKotipovs, 

both of which epithets are suggestive 
of protecting deities. See also on 464 B. 

20—2 
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Tt S' ovTOi tov Srjpov; AIor^oSoTa? re Kal rpocfreas. Ol S' ev 

tat? aXkcus dpp^ovTe? tov? Srjpov<;; AovXov?, ecj)rj. TL S’ ol 

10 app^ovte? aXXrjXovs; zivvdp)£OVTa<;, ecfrp. Tt S’ ol rjpeTepoc; 

\avpfpvXa/ca'?. ’’Ep^et? ovv elirelv twv dp^ovtwv twv ev rat? aAXat? 

rroXeacv el rt? Ttva e%et rrpoaeiTrelv twv £vvap%6vTWV tov pev co? 

ohcelov, tov S &>? dXXoTpiov; Kat 7roWov? 76. Ov/covv tov pev 

obceiov ft)? eavTov vopl^ec re /cat Xeyei, 1 tov S’ aXXoTpiov &>? ovy C 

15 eavTov; Ovtw. Tt Se ot trapa aoi cjrvXaKes; ea6' oaTt? avTwv 

e\OL av twv tjvpcfrvXaKwv vopiaai Ttvd rj irpoaeLirelv &>? dXXoTpiov; 

Ov8ap,w<>, ecpry 7ravTt yap, w av ivTvy^dvrj Tt?, ^ &>? aSeXcfrcp rj w<; 

dSeXcfrrj rj ft)? vaTpl rj cv? pr/Tpl rj vet rj dvyarpl rj tovtwv etcyovoi? 

17 irpoyovov? vopiel evTvy^dveiv. KaXXicrTa, rjv S’ ey&), A^yet?* 

20 dXX’ ert /cat ToSe eiVe' noTepov avTOt? to ovopaTa povov ohcela 

vopodeTijaea;, rj /cal rd? 7rp«fet? irdcras 1 /caTa Ta ovopaTa TT’paTTeiv, D 

7rept T6 tov? 7raTepa?, oaa vo/ito? 7rept 7raTepa? at’Sov? Te 7rept /cat 

KpSepovias teal tov inrrjKoov Selv elvai twv 7ovewv, rj prjTe 7rpo? 

06ft)v yU,?;Te 7rpo? avOpwnwv avtw apeivov eaeaOac, &)? ovtc data 

25 ovTe Slicaia 7rpaTT0VT0? av, el dXXa irpaTTOi rj taura; avTal aoc 

rj aXXat (prjpac el% arravrcov twv ttoXltwv vpvrjaovaiv evdvs rrepl 

Ta twv traiSwv WTa teal 7repl traTepwv, ov? av avTOt? Tt? arrocfr'ijvr), 

Kal rrepl twv aX\&>v Igvyyevwv; 1 Avtat, £<£77 • yeXoiov yap av elp, E 

et avev epywv ohcela ovopaTa Std twv aropaTWv povov cjrdeyyocvTO. 

30 ITacrftiv dpa 7roXewv pdXiaTa iv avTrj £vpcfrwvpaovaiv evo? Ttvo? 17 

ev rj Kaicws irpaTTOVTo? o vvv S^ eXeyopev to prjpa, to otl to epov 

11. tCjv iv q\ ev AIIa. 

463 C 17 n-avTi Yap—evrvy^dv«iv. 
A slight exaggeration: see 461 D, E tin. 
Cf. Hdt. IV 104 eirlKoivov Si tup yvvaucuv 
Tr)V fu^iv TTOieuvrcu (ol ’AydOvpuoi), 'iva 

KaalyvrjTol re a\\r)\itiv iwm Kal ohcfjLoi 

eAvres irivres V-r)T€ <pOovu> ;U7jre ix@(t 

XpAuvrcn is d\\r/\ovs and ib. 180 ad Jin. 

Similar motives for domestic communism 
are mentioned by Diod. Sic. 11 58. See 
also, for other traces, whether real or 
legendary, of community of wives and 
children in antiquity Xanthus Fr. 28, 
Ephorus Fr. 76 and Theopompus Fr. 222 
(in Muller Frag. Hist. Gr. Vol. 1), to¬ 
gether with Arist. Pol. B 3. i262a 19. 

463 D 22 irepi re kt\. re is di'a- 
riXovdov: we should expect ral irepi tovs 
SXKovs £vyyeveis to follow. Instead, we 

have a change of construction, and Kal 

7repi Traripoiv—Kal irepl twv &\\wv ijvy- 

yevwv (line 27). Cf. II373B n. ^ = ‘alio- 
quin,’ as often after a verb of obligation 
(here Setv): cf. VI 489 E, 503 A. 

vopos : sc. #<m 7rparreiv. 
24 avTu : though aiirois in C: cf. I 

347 A n. 
26 <j>iipai. See on III 415 D. <pr)p.t) 

is the half-personified voxpopuli, vox Dei: 
cf. Nagelsbach Nachhom. Theol. p. 165. 
It is the quasi-personification of cpijpai 
which accounts for the active {/p.vr)oou<nv 
(‘will sing in the ears of’ etc.): cf. IX 

573 A irepl aiirbv flopfiovirai. 
463 e 31 6—prjpa is the object of 

ip>p.<pwvr\oovoev (Schneider), just as in iv 
432 A ravT&v depends upon ^wpSovras. 
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ev 7rparrei, -fj on to epuov /ca/cw?. ' KXp9earara, r) S’ 09. Ovkovv 

464 p,era \ rovrov rov Boypbaro<; re Kal ppparos 6<f>ap.ev %vvaKoXov9eiv 

rds re ‘pBovcv; Kal r«? Xinra? Koivrj; Ktu op9w<; ye ecfiaptev. 

Ovkovv ptdXtara rov avrov Koivoovr/aovaiv rjpiv oi rroXlrai, o Bp 

ep-ov ovopuiaovaiv, rovrov Be Koivcovovvre<; ovrco Bp Xinrp<; re Kal 

pBovps pbdXiara Koivcovlav e^ovcnv; IIoA,u ye. ’’Ap' ovv rovrcov 5 

alria 7rpo9 rfj dXXp Karaardaei p rcbv yvvaiKcov re Kal rraiBwv 

Koivcovia Tot? <f)vXa%iv; TIoAu pcev ovv fiaXiara, efyp. 

B XII. 'AXXd pirjv pieyiarov ye 1 rroXei avro wpoXoypcrapbev 

dyadov, inreiKa^ovre*; ev oiKovpcevpv rroXiv criapiari rrpos ptepos 

avrov A,u7r?7? re 7repi Kal pBovp'i w? e%ei. Kcu opdw'> y, ecfip, 10 

cbp.oXoyr'](rap,ev. Tov pieyiarov apa aya9ov rrj 7rbXei alria ppulv 

7recfiavrai p Koivwvia rot? erriKovpoi<; rwv re rralBcov Kal ruiv 

Aristotle’s criticism deserves to be quoted 
(Pol. B 3. 1262* 1 ff.) oxjtois @KaoTos ‘quos’ 
\lyei rov eS irpaTTovra tSiv 7to\itwv 7/ 

KCLKCOS, OWOOTOS TUyxdvei T^u o-pidv-bv &V, 

0loo ‘e,nos rj tov Seioos,’ tovtov tov Tpbnov 

\eyoiv Kad’ eKaorov two xiMav, 17 00010 17 

iroXis lari, Kai touto Scordfao * dorfXoo yap 

tp owip-q yeveodai tIkvov Oj ooidrjoai yeu6- 

p-ivoo. There is a far deeper truth in 
Plato’s saying than in Aristotle’s animad¬ 
versions thereupon, and “das schone 
Wort, dass alle dasselbe mein nennen 
sollen, hat es nicht verdient, von Aris- 
toteles mit logischen Regeln gehetzt zu 
werden. Die Geschichte hat uberall wo 
eine erhabene Idee eine Gruppe von 
Menschen so durchdringen sollte, dass 
der Wille jedes Einzelnen nur auf dieses 
Gemeinsame gerichtet sei, dem platoni- 
schen Gedanken im Prinzipe Recht gege- 
ben” (Nohle Die Statsle/ire Platos etc. 
p. 133). See also on 457 B ff. 

464 A I £<|>a|XEv ktX. 462 B, C. 

oAkovv—'i^ovoio sums up. 6 Sr/—ouopa- 
oovoiv is parenthetical, ‘ to which, as we 
have seen, they will apply the name 
“ mine.” ’ 

464 b g dirEiKatovTes ktX. See on 
462 C and App. V. 

12 eiriKoupois. Why not </>ilXa£t? 
The word <7>vXaxes regularly includes both 
the apxovres and the iirLKOvpui, but it is 
strange to find eiriKovpoi including the 
reXeor <pl>\aKes or rulers (see on 11 374 d), 
as it appears to do here and in 466 A. 

The following explanations may be sug¬ 
gested. (1) Plato intends the community 
of wives and children to extend only to the 

Auxiliaries, and not also to the Guardians. 
This view is taken by Blaschke (Familien- 
u. Giitergem. d. PI. St. p. 10), who asserts 
that the Rulers proper have already past 
the limits of age prescribed for matrimony. 
In point of fact, however, a man may 
become a r^Xeos cpv\a^ at 50 (vil 540 A, 

B), whereas he can marry till he is 55 
(460 e). (2) As by far the largest num¬ 
ber of husbands would be only Auxiliaries, 
Plato speaks somewhat loosely, as if 
matrimonial community were confined to 
them. This explanation is possible enough 
in itself, but fails to explain the usage in 
466 A. (3) hrUovpoi is used with the new 
and deeper meaning given to it in 463 B 

(where see note), ‘helpers of the people,’ 
rather than in its original and technical 
sense of the rulers’ auxiliaries. This suits 
all the passages, and is in my judgment 
what Plato intended. eir'iKovpos is not the 
only term whose connotation deepens as 
the Republic proceeds: cf. II 376 B, 

ill 392 C nn. 
464 B—465 D Domestic communism 

is also in harmony with the general com¬ 
munistic character of the city. It will 
cement the union of the guardians and so 
consolidate the State. It will also deliver 
us from lawsuits arising out of disputes 
about the family and property. In cases 
of attempted violence to the person, we shall 
expect a man's fellows to defend him. The 
older citizens will exercise disciplinary 
powers over the younger; reverence and 
fear will keep the latter from retaliating. 
All these arrangements will tend to keep 
the riders at peace with one another, and, 
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'yvvaucwv. Kcu pd\, e(f>T). Kai pev hr} ical tois rrpdadev ye 

copoXoyovpev ’ ecfrapev yap 7tov ovtc ol/clat7 tovtols Ihlas helv 

15 eivai oure yi)v ovtc ti /crrjpa, aWd irapa rwv 1 aWasv rpo<pr/v C 

XapftavovTas piaOov trjs cf)v\a/crjs /coivf) 7rdvTas avaXla/ceiv, el 

peWoiev ovtcos (f)v\a/ces eivai. ’Op6d)S, ecf)r). 7Ap' ovv ov%, 

oirep \eya>, ra re 7rpoaOev elpr/peva ical rd vvv Xeyopeva ert 

paXXov aTrepya^erai avTovs aXrjdivovs <pv\a/cas ical Troiel prj 

20 hiacnrav ttjv ttoXiv to epov ovopa^ovTas prj to avro, dXX' aXXov 

aXXo, rov pev els Trjv eavTov ol/clav eX/covra, 6 tl av hvvrjjai %<w/h? 

tmv aXXiov KTpaaadai, tov he els ttjv eavTov eTepav I ovaav, /cal D 

yvvaitca Te teal 7raihas Stepovs, phovas Te /cal dXyrjhovas ep'/roiovv- 

Tas Ihicov ovtcov Ihlas, aU’ evl hoypaTi tov ol/celov trepi ini to 

25 avTO TelvovTas 7rdvTas els to hvvaTov opoiraOels Xvtttjs Te /cal 

rjhovrjs elvac; Kopihf) pev ovv, ecf>r). Ti he; hl/cai Te /cal ey/cXtj- 

paTa 777009 aXXrjXov9 ov/c ol-^r/aeTai it; avTiiov, d>9 cttos eltreZv, hid 

to prjhev ihiov i/CTr/aBai irXr)v to aupa, to, h’ aXXa /coiva; oBev 

hr) vTrdpyei tovtols daTaaiaaTois eivai oaa 1 ye hia ^prjpaTOov E 

3017 Tralhcov /cal t;vyyevdov /CTrjaiv avBpooTroi araaid^ovaiv ; IIoXXrj 

avdy/CTj, e(f)r), dir'pXXd'^Bai. Kcu prjv ovhe fiialcov ye ovh' al/celas 

hl/cai hacalws av elev ev avTois. rfXi^i pev yap r/Xi/cas dpvveadai 

if they are united, we shall not expect 
sedition in the rest of the State. Other 
minor advantages there are, too trivial to 
specify. 

464 b 14 wp.oXoyovp.ev. I formerly 
read bpoXoyoupev with 3 <f> Stallbaum, 
and others; but Schneider, as I now 
think, is right in retaining the imperfect 
and referring it to the original mention of 
domestic communism in Book IV. The 
whole of this discussion may in fact be 
regarded as a defence in the form of an 
explanation of the sentence IV 423 e— 
424 A. See also App. I. 

464 c 15 Tpocjiijv XapipavovTas ktX. 
summarises ill 416 i>, E. 

464 D 23 €T€pous — //.T] roi)s avrovs 
depends on doopa^ovras understood. D. 
and V. make SXkovto. govern yvvaiKa— 
ertpovs, as Stallbaum formerly did, but 
Plato could not have said anything so 
ludicrous. 

25 6p.o7ra.0tis: ‘ simultaneously affected 
by’ D. and V. bp.0L07ra.Qf (Ast) would 
mean ‘of like passions with.’ 

27 cos ibros tirrciv with oixpoerai = ‘al¬ 
most have disappeared,’ “so gut wie ver- 

schwunden sein ” (Schneider): see on I 
341 B. The English translators either 
omit or misinterpret the phrase. Aristo¬ 
phanes furnishes several pretty close 
parallels to Plato’s reasoning here: cf. 
Eccl. 560—610 and especially 657 (d\X’ 
obSb oLkcu irpurov ItrovTai)—672. See 
Chiappelli Riv. di Filol. XI pp. 212 ff. 
and on the whole subject App. I, 

464 E 31 ov8e—avrois. The first oiSi 
is of course ne—quidem. Hoefer should 
not have conjectured oCre—oilre (depart. 
PI. p. 41). 

32 SueaCws is ejected by Cobet and 
Herwerden, but Sixeuov just below sup¬ 
ports it. There cannot justly be any law¬ 
suits for outrages on the person, if we 
declare it just and honourable for a man 
to take the law into his own hands. This 
explanation is perhaps better than to 
translate ‘we may fairly suppose that 
there will not be ’ etc. 

fjXdji ktX. Cf. (with J. and C.) 
Laws 879 E 7jXc£ oi ij\cKa—dpvvlodio Kara 
tpvmv dvev (SAous pt\ais rats xePa^v- 
It should be remembered that in cases of 
aUda. the guilty party was the one 6s Sr 
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fcaXov Kal SiKatov ttov <f>ijcrop.ev, dvdy/cr/v awpbaTWv imp,e\eia 

465 tbOevre?. ’OpOws, ect)T]. Kal yap toSe opdov j eyei, yv S' eyw, 

outo? 0 vopo?’ e’l 7tov T6? to) dvp.ocTO, ev tw tocovtm rrXrjpwv tov 

Qvpov fjrrov eVl p,eb^ov? av toi ardaec9. Tldvv p.ev ovv. Tlpecrftv- 

Tepco p,yv vecoreprov irdvTwv ap^eev re Kal KoXd^eiv irpoaTerd^rai. 

ArjXov. Kal p.yv ore ye vednepo? 7rpea/3vTepov, av p,rj dp^ovre? 5 

irpoaTaTTwanv, ovre dWo (3id£e(r6ab iTrc^eip/jaec 7tot6 ovre rvnrreiv, 

d>9 to eiKo?' olpai S' ovSe aWa)? uTipbaaeb’ iKavd> yap tco cj)v\aKe 

B 1 KcoXvovre, Seo9 re Kal aiSco9, aiSco9 fiev ax? yovecov prj dirreaQai 

eipyovaa, Seo9 Se to tu> irdayovTi tov9 aWov9 /3orj0elv, T009 /u,ev 

33. irrcp.e\eiq A2II: emfitXeiav A’H: empeXeias q. 4. ndvruv A1]!: 
iravry corr. A2. 7. ctXAws Hy: fiXXos All- 

xeiptSk dSUoiv irpbrepos (Meier u. 
Schomann Ari1. Process p. 648). 

33 dvaYKT|v—TL0evTts = ‘ curae cor- 
porum necessitatem imponentes,’ ‘com¬ 
pelling them to keep themselves in con¬ 
dition.’ Cf. Xen. Rep. Lac. 4. 6 avdyKy 

5’ avrois eie^ias imp-eXetad ac Kai yap 

TTVKTeuOVtTl 5ld TT]V £piv, ottov dv gv/ifi&Xuai. 

It is probably of Sparta that Plato is 
thinking. I have now reverted to the best 
supported reading, although the use of 
ridevtres as virtually equivalent to tmri- 

Btvres is not free from difficulty. There 
is considerable MS authority (including 
II) for avdyKy, and as impi\ei.av was read 
by A1 (see cr. n.) and several other mss, 

I once conjectured <iv> avdyKy awpd- 

tojv irripiXeiav Tid&res, taking ev avdyKy 

as meaning avaynaiav; but this idiom is 
very rare except with tori, yv and the 
like. Stobaeus (Flor. 43. 102) and Stall- 
baum read ava.yr.-qv awparuv empeXeias. 

In q and two other MSS the text runs 
dvdyKri (or dvdyKrj) awp-drwv empeXeias 

TiOivres. Does this mean ‘ requiring them 
to guard against violence to the person ’ 
(avdyKy aoipdrwv) ? If Plato meant to 
convey this meaning, it would be prefer¬ 
able to read avdyKy awparoiv dnpdXeiav 
TtOtvres (for which there is also better MS 

authority), or possibly avdyKy awparoiv 
iirtpiXeiav < dvn > Tidevres, but avdyKy 

iTbifidTuv would be a fantastic expression, 
though perhaps intelligible after fiiaiuv 
and aimas. On the whole, I think the 
reading printed above has most in its 
favour. 

465 A 2 4v Tiu Toiovixio: i.e. by a 
personal encounter. 

3 irpso-pimpio ktX. This too is pro¬ 

bably Spartan: cf. Xen. Rep. Lac. 2. io- 
Patriarchal discipline is in perfect harmony 
with Plato’s conception of the State as a 
single family. 

5 Kal p/i)v on ye ktX. An nnaco- 
luthon, the construction being broken by 
dtp.at 5’ ovSe ktX. : see 1 352 B n. and 
infra 471 c. Here the apodosis would 
have been SyXov ’dv ei'77 or the like: cf. 
Stallbaum on Laws 677 B. Schneider 
and others suppose that tbs to eU6s is 
substituted dvaKoXodBios for ei/c6s 4<rn— 
a tolerably common form of anacoluthon 
in Plato and elsewhere (1 347 a n.): but 
such an idiom is awkward here. It 
is difficult again to supply SyXov from 
Glauco’s answer, though the presence of 
SyXov may render the anacoluthon a trifle 
easier; nor can a governing verb be elicited 
from 7rpoarerd^eTai. Others propose to 
abolish the anacoluthon: Ast by reading 
6 ye vewrepos, Hartman by emending to 
irpoaTerd^eadaL < SyXov >. Lfj'hov. Kai 

p.yv kt~K. Neither alternative is satis¬ 
factory: and Hartman’s is not even 
Greek. It should be noted that Aristo¬ 
phanes deals with the same subject in 
Eccl. 638 ff. See App. I. 

dpxovT«s. Stallbaum reads ol dp- 

Xovres with q. “At varii sunt in civi- 
tate magistratus, neque semper eorundem 
nedum omnium est, tale quid mandare 
iunioribus ” (Schneider). 

465 B 9 to—(3oT]0av. to belongs 
to Seos, “ ut sensus idem sit, ac si dictum 
esset Seos 54 t6 tt)s tuv aWuv fioyBetas rip 

iraoxovTi. 54os earl rods dXAous ftoyBeiv 

quin recte dicatur, nemo ambigit: quidni 
etiam to tovs aXXous fioyBetv Sdos dicere 
liceat ” (Schneider)? Cf. ov wapd <t>voi.v 
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10 w? tie??, tou? Se w? aSe\<£oti?, toi/? 8e w? rrarepas. zZup.fialvei yap 

oi/Tft)?, e^»;. HafTa^)) 8?) e« tcod vopcov elprjvrjv irpos aXXyXovs 

ol avSpes a^ovai; UoXXr/v ye. Tovtcov pqv iv eavTois prj araata- 

%ovto)v ov8ev 8eivov pur) 7Tore rj aXXrj 7roAt? 7rpo? tovtow; r\ 7rpo? 

«\X)/Aod? BixoaTaTpar). Ov yap ovv. Ta <ye prjv 1 apucporaTa C 

15 TWD KaKutv 8i airpe-Tieiav 6/cvd) ical Xeyeiv, cov aTnjXXaypevoi av 

eiev, KoXatceias Te 7TXovaicov 7revr)re<; airopiar; re ical dXyr)86va<; 

oaas iv TraiSorpocfiLq ical ^pp pay La pol<; 8oa t pocfsrjv o'uceTWV 

dvayicaiav layovai, ta pev 8aveL^opevoi, ra 8' i^apvovpevoo, ra 

8e 7rdvTco<; iropiadpevoL, OipevoL 7rapci yvvai/cas re ical o'uceTa<i, 

20 tapueveiv 7rapaSovres, oaa re, co cfrlXe, 7repl aura ical ola yrda^ovaL, 

8rjXd re 8rj ical dyevvrj ical ovk d%ca 1 Xeyeuv. D 

14. SixocrTaTrjjr) A2E q : SixooTaTTjtjei A1!!. 

rr)v tov 9r)\eos wpos to dppev (466 d). 
Madvig’s change of to to too has met 
with much favour, and is accepted even 
by J. and C. To my mind it destroys 
the balance of the two clauses, by drop¬ 
ping the personification of Seos, while 
retaining that of aiSus. For the sense 
cf. Ar. Eccl. 641—643 aW’ 0 irapeiSTWS 
ovk iwtTpe\J/ef rdre S’ aurots ovk £pe\’ 
ovSev | tCiv aWoTpUov (sc. iraripoiv) oans 
tStttol * vvv 5’ ijv TrXijyivTos aKOvarj, | prj 
avrov ixulvov (ilium ipsum sc. suum ipsius 
parentem, as Blaydes explains) tvtttp 
SeSids tois Spwtstv tovto paxctraL. Aristo¬ 
phanes’ verses illustrate tovs pev ws vets 
exactly; the parallel could scarcely be 
closer. Cf. App. I. 

13 ovSIv 8uvov |jn]. This construction 
occurs only four times in the Platonic 
corpus: viz. in Ap. 28 A, Phaed. 84 B, 

Gorg. 520 d, and Epp. 7. 344 E (Weber 
in Schanz’s Beitrdge II 2, p. 50). 

465 C 16 KoXaxaas kt\. iriv-pres 
has been variously explained as (1) for 
< ah Ivoxoi av elev > wlvT/res or the like 
(Schneider), (2) in partitive apposition 
with the subject of dirrjWay pivot dv 
elev (one of J. and C.’s alternatives), 
(3) nominative to i'crxou(ri (Shorey in 
A. J. Ph. XVI p. 237). J. and C. also 
suggest that KoXaxeias is “ genitive singu¬ 
lar in the same case as oiv.” If so, we 
should read a\yr]Sbvos with q: but there 
is no room for doubt that /coXaxefas is the 
accusative plural. Of these interpreta¬ 
tions (1) is too difficult, while (3) is hardly 
possible, unless irivrjres is placed after 

i'crx0V(Tlj as was once proposed by Ast, 
who afterwards preferred to read dw-q\- 
Xaypivot dv elev < irivrjTes >, and finally 
wished to excise the word altogether. 
(2) is, I think, defensible, if we remember 
the Greek partiality for this kind of con¬ 
struction (iv 431 A «.), and the occasional 
irregularities of Platonic style. See also 
on viii 556 C, D. Jackson conjectures 
it£vt]tos (‘the poor man’s flatteries of the 
rich ’), Stallbaum irevtas in the sense of 
irevrjToiv. I think wivqres is probably 
due to Plato: but if not, the word may 
be a gloss on KoXaKeias re irXovaLwv or on 
tcrxovtri. 

17 olxeruv : not = oUduv as the Scho¬ 
liast says, but domesticz, ‘ those of the 
household ’ (oi Kara, tov oIkov iravres 
Hesychius), including, of course, slaves. 
Where there is no oIkIa, as in Plato’s 
city, there can be no oixerai. Plato’s 
communism involves the abolition of 
domestic slavery as well as of family 
ties. See also on 469 b, c. 

18 ra (itv—irapaSovres: an interest¬ 
ing glimpse of the economic condition 
of the Athenian poor. Cf. Ar. Clouds 
1172 ff. The agreement in tense makes 
it probable that iroptcrdpevoi, dtpevoi, and 
irapaSovTes are grammatically coordinate; 
although the money must of course be 
procured before it is deposited. The 
asyndeton has a rhetorical effect: cf. 
11 362 B n. Hartman would omit irapa- 
SSvres; but irapaStSovat takes an infinitive 
more easily than TidetsOat. 

20 o<ra re kt\. : ‘ and the various and 
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XIII. Ap\a yap, e$p, /cat TvcjrAqr. Tldvrwv re Sr) tovtcov 

airaWa^ovTcu, ^paovai re tov paKapiuTov (3lov, ov oi oAvpiriovlKai 

£coctl, paKapiarTepov. Yip; Aid apucpov 1tov pepos evSaipovl^ovTai 

i/celvoi u>v tovtois vvap^ei. rj re yap TwvSe vi/cp KaXkioov, p r 25 

e/c tov SppocrLov rpocfrrj teXecorepa. viKpv re ycip vucwai pnrdcrp*; 

tps 7roAeco? crcoTppiav, rpocpr) re teal Toh aAAot? ttcigiv, oacov /3to<? 

E Seirai, avToi re ical 7ratSe? avaSovvTai, ical yepa Se^ovrai 1 irapa 

tps avTwv 7roAew? ^wz/Te? re ical TeXevTpcravTe9 racfirjs d£ia<; 

peTe%ovaiv. Kat pdXa, e$p, KaXd. M.ep,vpaai ovv, r)v S’ eyw, 30 

oti iv Tot? 7rpoadev ovk olSa otov Xoyos ppiiv erreifXp^ev, oti tov$ 

466 (pv\a/ca<; ovk evSaipo\va<> iroioipev, oh e|ov irdvTa e%eiv to twv 

I. rroidipev II: irmoGpev A. 

manifold troubles which men suffer in 
connexion with such matters, all of them 
obvious enough and ignoble, and not 
worth spending words upon.’ 5«Xd re 

for 677X11 re Sr/ has slight MS authority, 
but is only an absurd attempt to repre¬ 
sent 61’ airpiireiav in C above. Still worse 
is the conjecture 5ov\a, which Herwerden 
approves. 

465 D—466 D The life of our guard¬ 
ians will be more glorious than that of 
victors in the games. So far from being 
unhappy, they are the happiest of the 
citizens, and any attempt to aggrandise 
themselves at the expense of their country 
will only make them miserable. We con¬ 
clude that the best policy for a city is to 
make women share with men in every¬ 
thing, and such community is in harmony 
with the natural relations between the 
sexes. 

465 D 23 diraWdijovrcu. I formerly 
adopted Cobet’s conjecture drrfKKd^ovTaL 
[N. L. p. 243), which is attractive in 
itself, and also because of its correspond¬ 
ence with dirfKKa.yp.iv01 &v etev in C. But 
even on the score of meaning the change 
can hardly be called a necessary one, and 
there is no MS authority for the form 
dirr]Wd^ovTai either here or (so far as I 
can discover) elsewhere. 

dXujjnriovlKai. kt\. ‘To him that 
overcometh’ etc. Plato frequently bor¬ 
rows similitudes and phrases from the 
national games. Cf. VI 503 A, 504 A, 

IX 583 B «., x 613 B, C, 621 D, and 
Phaedr. 256 B. Here he sings a sort of 
paean in honour of his more than Olympic 
conquerors, vier), rj ex rob 8-qp.oaiov Tpotpi) 

(cf. Ap. 36 D), dvaSovvrai, yepa (such as 
irpoeSpta Xenophanes Fr. 2. 7) and Ta<j>r)s 
ajias p.eTlxomlv are each of them signifi¬ 
cant points in the comparison. 

25 tSv—iirdp)(eL. The nominative of 
a relative pronoun is very rarely attracted 
into the genitive. Van Cleef (de attract, 
in enunt. rel. usu Plat. p. 42) cites only 
two other certain instances in Plato, viz. 
Theaet. 158 A and Ale. 11 148 A. irepl 
irdvTaiv wv yiyove is found in an Attic 
inscription about the end of the fourth 
century' B.c. (Meisterhans3 p. 238). In 
Phaed. 69 A the nominative passes into 
a dative: cf. also 01s i£6v in 466 A and 
Gorg. 492 B. 

465 E 29 £iovres tc. We should 
expect re to follow 7ipa, but cf. 452 A. 

Here, as there, one or two MSS (with 
Stobaeus Flor. 43. 102 ad fin.) omit re. 
Hartman is suspicious of ra^ijs a£fas 
perixovoiv, especially as nai pa\a—xaAa 
refers to 7ipa. xa\d might conceivably 
be the marginal comment of an approving 
reader; but this kind of looseness is not 
uncommon in replies (cf. 11 372 A, ill 
405 D, iv 436 E, 468 A, VI 300 B, VII 

535 C, VIII 558 A, B, Gorg. 467 E and 
elsewhere, with Riddell Digest of Platonic 
Idioms § 306), and the expression raipr)s 
aftas perexovinv is much too quiet and 
refined for the ordinary scribe. 

31 ovk olSa otov: said with a glance 
at Adimantus, who had been the spokes¬ 
man of these views (iv 419 a if.). Cf. 
the use of naiv in II 372 E. 

466 A 1 iroiolpev — o-K6vl/°iH1'£®a- 
See cr. nn. I agree with most of the 
recent editors in writing the optative. 
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ttoXitwv oiiBev ej^oiev; ypieis Be 7tov e’iiropiev, oti tovto piev, ei ttov 

TrapcnrLTrTOL, elaavOis a/ce'^rotfieda, vvv Be Toils fiev (fivXaKas 

(fivXaicas iroiolpiev, ttjv Be 7roXiv ws oloi r elpiev evBaipiovecrTaTrjv, 

5 dXX' ovk els ev edvos dvo/3Xe7rovTes ev avry tovto evBaipiov 

ir'KdTTOifxev; Mepivrjpiai, e<f>i]. Tt ovv; vvv rjp.lv 6 twv eiriKovpwv 

fiios, ehrep tov ye twv oXvpnrioviKwv 1toXv tc KaXXlwv ical apielvwv 

(fmlveTcu, pu] ttt) 1 kclto, tov twv cncvTOTopbwv (palverai /3lov rj tlvwv 

aXXwv Bijpuovpywv rj tov twv yewpywv; Ov pioi Boicei, e(f)T). 

10 'AXXa puevTOL, 6 ye ical e/cet eXeyov, Bhcaiov Kal evTavda elirelv, 

oti el ovtws o (frvXai% em^eipyjaei evBalpuwv ylyveadai, wcrTe pirjBe 

cpvXag eivai, pirjB' dp/ceaei avtw ftlos ovtw pieTpios teal j3efiaios 

Kal ws ijpiels (papeev dpiuTos, aXX' avoijTos Te Kal p-ecpaKUvBrjs Bo^a 

ipnreaovaa evBaipiovlas irepi oppujaei aiiTov Bid Bvvapuv errl to 

15 diravTa I ra ev trj 7roXei olKeiovadai, yvdxreTai tov ' HerloBov oti 

tw ovTi rjv crowds Xeywv 7rXeov eival irws rjpuav iravTOs. ’E/aoI 
piev, ecjrrj, %vp./3oi>Xw %pwpievos pievel BttI tovtw tw /3lw. "$vy%wpels 

apa, rjv B' eyw, ttjv twv yvvaiKwv KOivwviav tols dvBpdaiv, rjv 

3. GKeipoipeOa v. CKerp&peda AIlHy. 4. rroLoipev II: iroioupev A. 

GKefopeOa is perhaps defensible, for we 
may regard tovto piv—onepopeda as 
oratio recta; but iroLovpev would be very 
awkward, if not positively wrong, in view 
of the optative ws oloi t elpev. It is 
noticeable that Plato did not expressly 
promise to examine this point; although 
the solution is already hinted at in IV 

420 B. 

ols e£ov. Hirschig would write ot for 
ofs, but see 465 dm. The same attrac¬ 
tion is found in other authors besides 
Plato: see Kiihner Gr. Gr. II p. 925. 

6 emKOupwv has now a more ex¬ 
alted sense than formerly (see 463 b, 

464 b ««.), and includes the Rulers. 
Aristotle perversely misrepresents Plato’s 
position in regard to the happiness of the 
guardians when he remarks in Si Kal tt/v 
evSaipoviav arpatpovpevos twv <pv\aKwv, 
S\t/v tjirjai SeXv evSaipova iroieiv ttjv irb\iv 
tov vopoBeripi (Pol. B 5. i264b 15 ff.): 
see Susemihl ad loc. 

466 B 10 exel. IV 420 ff. 
14 Sid Svivapiv: ‘because he has the 

power,’ “ weil er kann ” (Schneider). The 
possession of the power to do wrong is 
itself a temptation, according to Plato: 
cf. Gorg. 525 D ovtoi (tyrants etc.) yap 

Sia T-rjv igovaiav plyiora ko! avoatti- 
rara ap.apTruj.aTa apapravovat, and ib. 
526 a. Whibley points out that in the 
language of Greek politics and political 
science Stivapis was often used in a quasi- 
technical sense, denoting * power due to 
wealth, connexions,’ etc. (Gk. Olig. p. 125 
n. 7), but it can hardly have such a mean¬ 
ing here. Madvig conjectures, absurdly 
enough, SiaSvvai. 

466 C 15 'HcrCoSov. OD. 40. 
17 |X€vel eirC: ‘will remain true to,’ 

as in vi 496 B. 

truYX“P6ls ’s followed first by the 
accusative Koivoivlav and afterwards by 
the accusative with infinitive Kara re 
7ro\iv—&ppev (J. and C.). Ast desired 
to cancel Kai before iralSoiv, and is com¬ 
mended for this by Hartman, who remarks 
“ quasi unquam iraiSes gigni possint sine 
mulieris et viri Koivoiviq.! ” “ Nodum in 
scirpo,” as Schneider caustically observes. 
Plato is speaking of Koivuvia irepi iralSuv 
not between one woman and one man, 
but between several women and several 
men (twv yvvaiKwv rois avSpaoi). The 
children are common to all the guardians 
of either sex. 
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8Le\i]\v0a/j,ev, 7rcu8eia<; re irepi /ecu 7ralScov /cal (f)vXa/cy9 tcpd 

aXXcov ttoXltwv, /card re 7toXlv pevovaas eis 7roXep6v re iovaas 20 

D /cal gv/J-ejjvXaTTeiv 8ecv /cal j-vvOypevetv oienrep /cvva<; ical 1 Trdvra 

iravry /card to 8vvcltov /coLva/velv, /cal ravra 7rpaTTOvaa<; ra re 

f3e\TicrTa wpa^eiv ical ov 7rapa (frvcrtv ryv rod OyXeo'i 777)09 to 

appev, y 7r€(pv/caTov irpo1; aXXyXco icoivcoveiv; XvyycopcS, eefry. 

iv dvOpooTroLs 8vvarov, wairep iv aXXovi ravryv Tyv /cocvcovlav 

iyyevecrdai, ical oiry 8vvarov; ’’EtyOys, e<f>y, e dr cov y epeXXov 

E vnroXyyJreo-0ai. Uepl pev yap tcov iv tco 7roXepcp olpat, 1 ecf/yv, 

8yXov ov rpoirov TroXepyaovcriv. 11(79; V 8' 09. "On /co/vy 

CTTparevcrovTai, ical irpo9 ye a^ovai rcov 'iraL8a>v els tov yroXepov 30 

oaoc d8pol, iv cocnrep oi tcov aXXcov 8yp/ovpyd>v decovTcu ravra, 

a reXecodivras 8eyaei 8ypiovpyeiv 777)09 8e ry dea 8/a/covelv /cal 

467 | virrjperelv rrdvra rd rrepl rov iroXepov ical Oeparrevecv rrarepas 

re /cal pvyrepas- y oinc ycrOyacu t<z irepi ras re%vas, olov rov9 

tcov icepapecov rral8as, ®9 ttoXvv %povov 8ia/covovvres Oecopovcri 

rrplv arrrecrQai rov /cepapevecv; Kal paXa. ?H ovv e/ceivois 

iircpiXecnepov vai8evreov y rots (f>vXa£t rovs avrwv eptrretpta 5 

T€ /cal 6ea rwv rrpoay/covrcov; KaTayeXaarov pevr civ, ecf)y, 

B e’ly. AXXd pyv ical payeirai ye rrav %wov 8ia(pep6vroos I rrapovroov 

466 D 23 oi irapd ^tiv. Before 
taking leave of the subject, Plato reite¬ 
rates the principle on which his com¬ 
munism rests. “ Equal companionship 
in the work and interests of life is the 
natural relation of the sexes, whereas it 
is the existing relation which is unnatural ” 
(Bosanquet). Cf. 456 C n. 

466 D—467 E We have still to deter¬ 
mine whether such a state of society is 
possible among men, as it is among the 
lower animals. But first let us provide 
for the management of war. 

Our men and our women will take the 
field in common, accompanied by such of 
their offspring as are not too young. The 
children will attend to their parents' wants 
and encourage them by their presence on 
the ground. They will thus have the 
advantage of witnessing the actual exercise 
of the profession which awaits them in 
later life. The risk is considerable, but 
the issues at stake require it to be run : 
and we shall take every precaution to 
ensure the children's safely. 

466 D 26 werirep—£wois. Cf. 451 D. 
28 irepi pJv •yap kt\. = ‘ for as to 

war' etc. is a dexterous way of making 
room for the episode on war, and at the 
same time postponing ‘ the great peri¬ 
peteia, the on-rushing of the third wave,’ 
which “is made more impressive by being 
delayed " (J. and C.). For p.kv yap cf. 
viii 562 A n. 

466 e 31 wtnrep kt\. Handicrafts 
were usually hereditary among the Greeks: 
cf. Prot. 328 a and Bliimner Privatalt. 
p. 395 nn. dLaKoveiv should be taken 
with d^ovm. The change of construction 
is illustrated by Schneider (Addit. p. 41) 
from Tim. 74 B i/xrixavaTO, Iva—-irapt- 

X01-, Tty 8e adpKa—toeodai kt\. Her- 
werden inserts Set, and Richards 8i8d- 
aKwvTai, after 8l<f, but the text is probably 
sound. 

467 A 7 p.a\€tTat—tckt). Cf. Xen. 
Cyr. iv 3. 2 and Tac. Germ. 7 quodque 
praecipuum fortitudinis incitamentum est 
—in proximo pignora, unde feminarum 
ululatus audiri, unde vagitus infantium. 
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u>v av T6KT]. "Eanv ovrco. k'ivBvvo? Be, «3 'EoiKpares, ov apiKpos 

acfiaXeZaiv, ola Bp ev rroXepco (fnXeZ, rrpo? eavroZs 7raZBas drro- 

10 Xeaavras rroipaai Kai rpv aXXpv rroXiv dBvvarov dvaXafieZv. 

’A\i]6p, pv B' eyd>, Xeyeis. dXXa av rrpwrov pev pyeZ 7rapa- 

CK.evaare.ov ro pp 7rore KivBvvevaai; OvBapws. Ti 8'; ei rrov 

KivBvvevreov, ovk ev to /3eXriovs eaovrat KaropQovvres ; ApXov 

Bp. I ’AXXd apiKpov oiei Biatfrepeiv Kai ovk d^iov klvBvvov decopeZv C 

15 p pp rd 7repl rov rroXepov 7ralBas too? avBpas 7roXepiKovs eao- 

pevovs; Ovk, aXXci Biatfiepei rrpos o Xeyeis. ToOto pev dpa 

vvapKreov, dewpovs 7roXepov too? 7raZBas 7roieZv, rrpoapp^ai'dadai 

8 avroZs datpdXeiav, Kai KaX&>? e%ei. p 7dp; Nat. Ovkovv, 

pv 8' eyw, rrptorov pev avroiiv ol 7rarepes, oaa dvdpcorroi,, ovk 

20 dpadeZs eaovrat, ciXXa yvcopoviKoi rwv arpareiwv, oaat I re Kai D 

pp irriKivBvvoi; Et/co?, etjip. Et? pev dpa to? dj-ovaiv, et? Be 

ra? evXaj3y)aovrai. 'Opdcbs. Kai. dpyovrds ye rrov, pv 8' eydi, 

ov rovs cfiaoXorarovs avrols emarpaovaiv, aXXd too?, eprreipia. 

re Kai pXiKia iKavovs pyepovas re Kai rraiBa.ya>yovs elvai. Tlpe- 

25 7ret yap. ’AXXd 7dp, tfipaopev, Kai 7rapa Bo^av rroXXa rroXXoZs 

Bp eyevero. Kai paXa. IIpo? roLvvv rd roiavra, to <fiiXe, rrrepovv 

Xpp rraiBia ovra evdvs, iv av Tt Bep rreropevoi arro^evycoaiv. 

1 IIa3? Xeyeis; e(f>p. ’E7ri too? irrrrovs, pv S’ eyto, avaftifiaareov E 

467 b 10 dva\apetv= ‘ to recover.’ 
This intransitive use of avaXafifiaveiv is 
especially common in medical writers: see 
Stephanus-Hase Lex. s.v. It arises from 
the omission of the reflexive pronoun, 
which is a common way of making 
transitive verbs into intransitive : see on 

I 336 B. 
467C 15 rraiSas tovs avSpas- 2 with 

several other MSS reads tovs talbas instead 
of nalSas. But -rralbas is predicative, and 
goes with deoipelv. “Socrates plurimum 
referre dicit, ut qui adult 1 bellicosi futuri 
sint, iam pueri res bellicas spectent ” 
(Schneider). Hartman seriously weakens 
the contrast between iralSas and an5pas 
by reading avhpas < tovs > irokepuKous. 

16 8ia<j>6p£i. We should at first sight 
expect <5roXu> Siatplpet, and so Richards 
suggests. But (as Hartman points out) 
the introduction of oIik a£iov tavSvvov 
breaks the continuity between the original 
question and the reply. Hence, too, the 
reply has Siacptpei, not bia<f>ipuv (the read¬ 

ing of E and a few other MSS, wrongly 
preferred by Hartman). 

toOto p,ev ktX. virapKTeov = Set vn- 

apxav (intransitive), not ‘ we must 
begin with,’as J. and C. suppose. Cf. 
£ktIov 468 A. toOto (accusative: see on 
III 400 d) is explained by deupobs— 
Troieiu. With wpocrp.-rixavaadai, del or the 
like is understood out of inrapuTtov: cf. 

Gorg. 492 D ras p.h 6Tri6vp.tas <j>ys oh 
Kodaariov—edivTa SI auras a>s p-eyiaras 
ir\ripu<nv—eroi/xatleiv and Crito 51 c. 
Richards needlessly proposes to read 

7Tpo<xp.-qxavrlT^ov or to insert “ something 
like Styaei.” 

467 D 22 evXapqcrovTat: sc. ayeiv. 
24 iraiSaywyovs. The tutorial office 

in Athens was assigned to slaves. In 
Plato it is exercised by the very best of 
the citizens. Bosanquet justly emphasizes 
the revolution which Plato’s arrangement 
would involve in the education of the 
young. 

25 dXXa -yap. II 365 C n. 
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&><? vecorarov^, /cal BLBa%ap,evovs ItrireveLV eft lttttlov aK.re.ov irrl 

rr)v Qeav pfi 6vp,oeLBcov p,r)Be pa^pr lkwv , dXX' o tl rroScoKeararcov 30 

Kal evrjvMordrcDV. ovrco yap KaWicrra re deacrovrai to avrcov 

epyov, Kal do-fyaXearara, dv tl Sep, crwOpaovraL pera 'irpeaftvTepwv 

468 >)yepovwv enrdpevoL. 'Opdft, efyrj, poL BoKeft | XeyeLV. 

Tl Be Bp, ehrov, to, irepl tov 1roXepov; 1reo? eKreov aoi to ft 

aTpaTtcoTa<; 7rpo? auTou? re Kal tou? iroXepiove;; dp' op6ft p.01 

KaTa^aiveraL rj ov; Aey, eft], iroia. Avtwv pev, ehrov, tov 

Xnrovra taftv rj oirXa diro/3aXovTa p tl toov tolovtcov iroipaavTa 5 

Bid KaK-pv dpa ov Bppiovpyov TLva Bet Ka0LaTuvai p yecopyov; 

Wavv pev ovv. Too Be ^dovra eh to ft iroXeplov? dXovra dp' ov 

B Bcopeav BiBovai too? eXovcrL %ppcrdaL rf] ay pa o tl dv I /3ovX(ovraL; 

29. SiSa^a/alvovs q-\ 5i8ai;op.tvovs All q1: SiSaxOlvTas S- 4. iroia 3: 
■trot dv A: irolav II: iroiov q. 8. eXouai J. van Leeuwen: GIXoiun AII3 q. 

467 E 29 8iSa£ap.«vovs. Schneider 
reads SiSaxdlvias, while preferring his 
own conjecture 8e8i8a^oplvovs. The future 
5(da^opbvovs cannot be right: for the 
children would certainly be taught to 
ride, before going on such expeditions 
(J. and C.). It would be too hazardous 
in such a case ev irldip Kepap-ebeiv. Against 
Schneider’s conjecture it may be urged 
that the future perfect participle should 
not be used where the aorist participle is 
enough. SiSaxSlvTas is an obvious ‘cor¬ 
rection.’ With SiBa^aplvovs the meaning 
is simply ‘ when they have taught them 
to ride.’ The middle expresses personal 
interest; and does not imply that the 
iirlKovpot. get them taught by others. 
See on this point iv 421 E n. It may 
be noted that in Sparta great importance 
was attached to learning the accomplish¬ 
ment of riding (Muller Dorians 11 
p. 316). 

468 A—469 B Touching the citizens' 
duty to one another in the field, Socrates 
enumerates various means by which 
cowardice will be discouraged and bravery 
rewarded. 

468 a 2 t£ 8£ 8ij kt\. This 
punctuation is better than to place the 
mark of interrogation after 517, and take 
r& irepl rbv irbXe/aov as an internal accusa¬ 
tive with irGs IktIov kt\., because ra irepl 
tov irbXepov is already practically involved 
in the word ffTpanuTas. I agree with 
Hartman that Richards’ proposal—tL 81 

8-q; eXirov ra irepl rbv irbXepov, irCis— 
iroXeplovs, apa ktX.;-—is far from elegant. 

4 iToia. See cr. n. irdi' av, which 
is generally read, surely cannot be right. 
Schneider remarks “ irdi’ av breviter dic¬ 
tum accipio pro iroia dv ovra to. irepl rbv 

irbXepov opffws Ax^ev Xlyeis.” J. and C. 
are content with supplying etij ra trol 
KaTatpaivbpeva. But ellipses of this kind 
are too severe a strain upon the imagina¬ 
tion. iroia bp is suggested by Richards, 
irrj dr] by Hartman: but is 877 in place 
here? I think not. I take iroia sc. emi 
to refer to ra irepl tov irbXep.ov. Glauco 
addresses himself to the first of Socrates’ 
questions: cf. 465 E n. and Soph. Track. 
421—423. The corruption is common 
enough : see Introd. § 5. 

avrwv = ‘ ipsorum ’ contrasts Plato’s 
soldiers with their enemies (cf. irpbs abrous 
Te Kal robs iroXeplovs just before). pAv 
prepares us for the second part of this 
topic, beginning at 469 B. We certainly 
should not read ppv (with Hartman). 
Plato’s treatment of cowardice in battle 
may be compared with the punishment 
of Tplaavres in Sparta : see Gilbert Gk. 
Constit. Ant. E.T. p. 77. Cf. also Laws 

943 D A'- 
8 eXovcri. Van Leeuwen’s emenda¬ 

tion—see cr. n.—seems to me admirable. 
The contrast between aKbvra and eXovai 
is precisely what is wanted: cf. Xen. Cyr. 
VII 5- 73 vbpos yap ev irdaiv avdpunroes 
dtStbs etiTiv, orav iro\ep.obvTO}v irbXis aXip, 
tQiv eXbvTUv eXvai Kal to. owp-ara— 

Kal to, xpvvara. With the infinitive 
van Leeuwen compares Laws 879 a 

irapaSbrcv tov SouXov—xpW&al 8 ti dv 
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Ko/uSr) ye. Tov Be dpLarevcravTa tg Kal evBoKipr]aavTa ov 

10 7rpwrov p'ev eirl arpareLa<; vito tgov cvaTpaTevopevcov peipaKicov tg 

/cal iraLBwv iv pepec into gkogtov Bokgl aoi ^prjvac arecpavcodrjvai; 

r/ ov; ”Epoiye. Ti Be; Bel^LCodrjvcu; Kal tovto. AXXd toB\ 

olpcu, rjv B' iyco, ovkgtl aoi Boicel. To ttoIov ; To (p/Arjaai re /cal 

(pc\7]0r)vai into e/cdarov. HavTcov, ecf)7?, paXnjTa' Kal irpoaTiQ^pi 

15 ye tw vopcp, 6&)? av iyrl ravTrps 1 coai ti/9 arpaTelas, prjBevl i^eivai C 
d’Kapvrfirjvai, ov av /3ovXr/Tai cfrcXeiv, iva Kai, idv tl<s tov Tvyr; 

ipcdv rj appevos rj 07]\eia<s, 7rpo6vpoTepo<s rj 7rpo<; to Tccpiareia 

cfrepGiv. KaA.(W9, rjV B' eyed, otl pev yap dyad/p ovti ydpoi re 

eroipoi 7rXetoi/9 rj rots d\Aoi<s Kal aipeaei<i tgov tolovtcov 7roXAaKi<s 

20 Trapd tov<s aAAov's ecovrai, Xv o tl TrXelaroL gk tov tolovtov 

yiyvwvTat, e’iprjTai rjBr). WkTropGV yap, eejor). 

XV. AXAa prjv Kal KaO' "Oprjpov toc<s ToioicrBe Bixatov Tipav 

tgov vecov daoL ayadoL Kal 1 yap "Oprjpo'i tov evBoKip/jaavTa iv D 

12. tL Si; Se&udrjvai A?3q: rt Sal S’ i^iaOrjvai corr. A2 et in mg. yp rl St 
i^Ladrjvai. Pro Se^iiodrjvai II praebet ot^iadrjvat (sic). 15. arpardas q1: arparias 
AH : arparias (sic) II q1. 

tdfK-g. OfKovo 1 is not free from objection. 
Paris A generally has idiXw, the usual 
Attic form; moreover, the word itself, 
if taken with xPV<r^cu, is too weak; nor 
can we (with J. and C.) readily under¬ 
stand txeiv- Plato’s ordinances on this 
matter are far more drastic than anything 
known even in Sparta: see Muller 
Dorians II p. 238. 

468 B 13 ouKtri croi Sokci: said 
with playful irony, for Glauco is an avrip 
ipwTiK&s (474 d). A vein of irony runs 
through all this passage, as Dugas has 
pointed out (L'Amitie Antique p. 121); 
but it is not wholly ironical. Plato may 
have been willing to allow more latitude 
to soldiers on a campaign than he would 
permit to others, without sanctioning the 
usual abuses of camp life (see Dugas I.c. 
p. 87). There is nothing in this passage 
which is necessarily inconsistent with the 
self-restraint enjoined in ill 403 B, al¬ 
though in practice abuses might have 
arisen. See also Laws 636 C ff. 

14 Kal irpoo-Tt0T)|xi yt ktX. Glauco’s 
enthusiasm is in keeping with his character: 
see last note. 

468 C 16 pouXr|Tai: sc. 6 apioreOtras 
re /cal ev8oiap.rioas. 

idv ns — <j>e'peiv. See Symp. 178 E— 

179 B. The principle underlying Glauco’s 
remark was widely accepted by Greek 
military authorities (see Hug on Symp. 
I.c. and Dugas l.c. pp. 90—104). The 
Theban Sacred Band, composed of tpaaral 
and ipiS/JLevoi, is the best-known instance 
of its application in actual warfare (Athen. 
XIII 561 F). • 

19 alpeVeLS means selections by the 
rulers (so also Schneider): cf. 460 B, to 
which eipr/rai “jS-q refers. J. and C.’s 
alternative rendering “success in winning 
such prizes” cannot stand: still less the 
translation of D. and V. “ to exercise 
more than the usual liberty of choice in 
such matters.” 

Tiov toioutwv: i.e. tCiv ayaddv. 
468 D 23 "Op.T]pos ktX. II. 7.321 f. 

v&toksiv S' A lavra SirjVCKCuj GL yepatpev | 

rjpus ’ArpelSrjs. In Plato, kiavra. is 
omitted by q, and three other MSS: one 
MS places it before vutouiv, and four 
after t/prj. The word may be a gloss; 
but as it is present in AII3, in the same 
position as in Homer, it is safer to retain 
it. Plato often makes his Homeric quo¬ 
tations complete, even at the cost of n 
little awkwardness: cf. 11 363 B. Aristo¬ 
phanes, it may be noted, has the converse 
of Plato’s proposal in Eccl. 680. 
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too iroXefLO) vcotoictlv Alavra ecf>p Btpve/ceeacrL yepaipecrdac, 

co? ravTpv ol/ceiav ovaav ripJpv to3 pficovTi Te kcil avBpeccp, i$j 2/9 25 

cipca T(p Tipcdadac /cal Tpv la^vv av^paec. ’Opdorara, e<fip. 

Tleiaopceda apa, pv 8’ iyco, ravra ye 'Opuppco. /cal yap pp,el<; ev 

T£ Overlap? /cal Tot? tocovtois 7raert tow? ayadov<i, /cad’ oeroi/ av 

dyadol cf/auvcovTat,, /cal vpuvov? /cat 009 z/t)i/ 8r) eXeyo/xev Tip/paoptev, 

E 777/09 8e tovtois eBpai9 re 1 /cat. icpeacriv IBe rrXeLoL^ Berra- 30 

eacrtv, iva apea tco npuav da/ccopcev rovs dyadovs dvBpas re /cal 

yvval/cas. KaXAtara, ecf>p, Xeyeis. Elev tcov Be Bp drrodavovTcov 

irrl aTpareia'> 09 dv evBo/up,paa:; TeXevTpap, dp' ov 7rpcoTOv p/ev 

c^paopuev tov xpvcrov yevovs elvai; YldvTcov ye pcaXioTa. ’AAA’ 

ov rreiaopceda 'Hcrcc/Soo, errecBdv reves tov toiovtov yevovs reXevTp- 35 

acoacv, co9 apa 

469 | 01 pcev Baipcoves dyvol enri^dovcoi TeXeOovacv, 

eadXol, dXe%i/ca/co 1, cfrvXa/ces pcepoircov dv6peorreov; 

IIeuropceda pcev ovv. AiairvOopbevob apa tov deov, 77-009 xpp T009 

Baipcovlovs Te /cal Oeiovs TiOevai /cal tlvl B/atyopco, ovtco /cat TavTp 

Qpaoptev 7) av e^pypTai; Tt 8’ ov pceXXop/ev; Kat tov Xonrov 5 

Bp xpovov, (89 Bacpcovcov, ovtco deparreveropiev Te /cal rrpoa/cwpcropcev 

B ai/Tcov 1 Ta9 9p/ca<i; TavTa Be tavTa vopuovpcev, oTav Tt9 7ppa p 

33. arparelas II: arpands A. 
rrpooKwqiropev A‘II: wpooKvvr)criopev A2. 

6. Oepairebffopev II: deparrebmopev A. 
7. ravra V. ravra AlljiJy. 

27 ye reminds us that Homer is not 
in other respects a persona grata in our 
c 

468 E 30 £8pais ktA. '£8pr\ re Kpla- 

olv re ISe wXelois Seicdeamv in II. VIII 
162 al. 

33 <TTpaT€ias : not of course arpands 

(Herwerden), for arparia is ‘ army,’ 
arpareia ‘ campaign.’ 

34 TouxputroO yevovs. Ill 415 A. Cf. 
Heracl. Fr. 102 ed. Bywater aprp<pdrovs 

6eol rip&m /cai dvdponroi. 

35 tou toiovtov -ye'vovs. Plato com¬ 
pares his ‘ golden citizens ’ with the 
heroes of the Hesiodic golden age. He 
would fain surround them with some of 
the romantic and religious sentiment that 
clung around the golden age of Greek 
poetry and legend. 

469 A 1 ot (lev — dvOpcoiruv. Cf. 
Crat. 397 E. The nearest approach to 
these lines in our Hesiod is to be found 
in OD. 122 f. toi per— the departed 

children of the golden age—Salpovls elm 
Aibs peyd\ov did fiovXas \ eo6\ol, £tti- 
XSbvioi, (pvXanes dvprvjv dvdpunrwv. 

3 toO 06ov. Apollo, our irdrpios i^rj- 
yrjrris: see IV 427 B n. 

4 TiOeVcu : ‘ to bury.’ 
Ttvi 8iac(>opu): ‘ with what distinc¬ 

tion ’ (“ mit welcher Auszeichnung ” 
Schneider). The occurrence of 677/cas 
Siacpbpovs in Laws 947 B is no ground for 
reading <dr)Kri> rlvi Stacpbpip here, as 
Richards bids us read. 

6 (is 8a.1p.dvwv — 0tjKas is another 
link with Greek religion. Cf. Eur. Ale. 
1000 ff. Kai ms 8oxpla.v KlXevffov \ ep- 
(iaivwv r6S’ epei | “ aiira rrorb irpoildav' 
di>Sp6s, | vvv S’ £<rrl pdraipa daipojv. | 
Xmp’ <3 rrbrvi\ et Se doirjs.” \ rolal viv 
irpoaepovai tpdpai, and other passages 
cited by Niigelsbach ATachhom. Theol. 
pp. 108—no. 

469 B—471 C We have also a duty 
to o/tr enemies. No Greek city is to be 
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TLVi ciW(p rpotrcp TeXevrrjar) rwv oaoi av 8ta(f)6p6vT(o<; iv ru> (3'itp 

dyaOol KpiOwaiv; Alkcuov yovv, e$?]. 

id Tt Be; 7rpo? rou? trokepi'iovs 7reo? Troirjcrovaiv r\p!iv oi aTpariw- 

tcu; To irolov 8r/; Ylpoorov fiev av8patro8urp,ov Tripe hotcel 

Bitccuov "ILWrjvas 'EWyi>L8a<{ 7rd\et5 dv8pa7ro8i£ecrdcu, rj pcr)8' a\\rj 

€7riTpeTreiv kcitcl to Bvvarov Kal tovto idl^eiv, too 'E\,\?7i>t/co0 

yevovs (f)6L8ea0cu, €v\a/3ovp.evov>; 1 tr\v otto tmv fiapfiapwv 8ov\eiav; C 

15 "OXp Kal iravTL, Biacfrepei to (ftetBeadai. M^Se "KWrjva clpa 

enslaved, and there must be no unseemly 
plundering of the dead. A rmour captured 
in the field shall not be dedicated in temples, 
least of all such armour as we lake front 
Greeks, unless the God shall otherwise 
decree. We forbid Greek territory to be 
ravaged, or Greek houses to be burnt. 
The entire Hellenic race are children of 
one family, and conflicts between its 
members should not be called war, but 
civil strife. Our natural,enemy is the 
Barbarian, and if we plunder Greece, 
we do but ravage our nurse and mother. 
Remember that our city is a Greek city. 
She may chastise, but will not enslave, 
other Greek States. Glauco agrees: he 
thinks our citizens should treat the Bar¬ 
barian as Greeks now treat their fellow- 
countrymen. 

469 b ff. In this episode Plato dis¬ 
cusses the principles which are to regulate 
the international policy of his city in her 
dealings both with Greeks and Barbarians. 
The Greeks themselves recognised certain 
unwritten laws or usages (vbpoi kolvoI t9js 
EXAdSos, vofufia tGiv 'Y.W-qvwv) in matters 
of this kind, and to these Plato frequently 
makes allusion throughout his argument: 
see on 469 e, 470 c al. Cf. Nagelsbach 
Nachhom. Theol. pp. 300—307. The 
policy which Plato here prescribes for his 
ideal city was clearly intended by him to 
have a direct and immediate bearing on 
the circumstances of his own day; and 
this part of the Republic is in no small 
degree, as Jackson remarks, “a contribu¬ 
tion to practical politics.” See on 470 C. 

12 "EAAiivas—aXArj. 'EXA^vas is the 
object, not, as is sometimes held, the 
subject, of avSpairoSi^ecrOai. It rightly 
occupies the emphatic place, because the 
point is that Greek cities should not 
enslave Greeks—no one objects to their en¬ 
slaving barbarians,—and not that Greeks 
(as opposed to barbarians) should not 
enslave Greek cities. Cf. the order in 

471 A ovo’ apa rqv 'EAAdSa "EXXijres Svres 
Kepovatv. A further reason for taking 
this view is that 'EXAijWoas iroXeis points 
the allusion to Plato’s city, which is a 
'EXXijvis 7t6X(s (470 e), and therefore will 
not reduce Greeks to slavery. Finally, 
pq5’ &AX77 (sc. 'EWqvlSi 7r6Xet) is easy and 
natural only if'EAAip/iSas it6Aeis is treated 
as the subject. The difficulty of fir/5’ 
aWy (on the usual interpretation) led to 
the correction pqi’ dAAois (Stallbaum with 
v and Flor. RT), and has recently caused 
Hartman to propose pqSapfj, on the 
ground that aAX?j after "EXX^ras could 
only mean flapfidpip. In so saying, he 
goes, I think, too far; but my explana¬ 
tion removes the difficulty. 

13 e0i£av: sc. tovs "EAXijpas. 
14 6vXapovp«vous agrees with the 

subject of (pdSasdcu rather than with that 
of tdfav. The Spartan Callicratidas 
agreed with Plato here: oi/K Gpq cavrov 

7e apxovros ovStva 'EXXijvuv els rol/Keivov 

HwaTov dvSpairoduTdrjoai (Xen. Hell. I 
6. 14). To enslave barbarians, on the 
other hand, is just: for the barbarian 
is 0i/(X€i SoOAos (Eur. Iph. Aul. 1401 and 
elsewhere: Arist. Pol. A 2. i252b 9). 
See also on 470 C. 

469 c 15 oXu) Ken -rravTi. So in 
Phaed. 79 E, Crat. 433 E. In vil 527 C 
we have rip 6’Aw Kal iravrl, and even rip 
TravTL Kal o\ip in Laws 734 E. 

pqSe: with eKTTjisdai. They must 
neither enslave their countrymen (avSpa- 
TroSl^ecrdai above), nor hold a Greek in 
slavery: cf. 1 351 B. J. and C. wrongly 
translate pq5t as ‘ not even,’ and Hart¬ 
man needlessly proposes pqStA. Greek 
slaves were of foreign nationality, except 
such as had been sold into slavery on the 
destruction of their city by war (Bliimner 
Privatalt. p. 87 n. 1). Plato disapproves 
of the exception: does he mean to ap¬ 
prove the rule, so far as his own city is 
concerned? Steinhart (Einleitung p. 20;) 
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SovXov ifCTrjcrdai p»;re avTov? tot? re oAXot? ''KXXr/criv ovtco 

£vp/3ovXeveiv; Udvv pev ovv, ecf)7)‘ paXXov y av ovv ovtco 7rpo? 

tov? ftapfiapovs Tj06TTOLVTO, eavTwv S’ uTre^ocvro. Tt Se; a/cvXeveiv, 

r/v S’ eyaS, tov? TeXevrpaavra^ TrXpv onXcov, eVetSav vucpacocnv, 

V /caXcos z'yei; rj ov irpocfiacriv pev toi<; SetXot? e^et yti?; 7rpo? tov 20 

D 1 payopevov levai, aS? tl tcov Bgovtcov hpwvTas, oVav irepl tov 

tedvecoTa /cvTTTci^coaL, 1roXXa Se i]8p aTpaToireha hid Trjv tomvttjv 

dpTraytjv dircoXeTO; Kcu pdXa. ’AveXei'idepov Se ov So/cet ical 

cfnXoypy']paTov ve/cpov avXav, /cal yvvancelas re /cal apucpas Siavola<; 

to 7roXepcov vopl^eiv to crcopa tov TedvewTos d-noTCTapevov tov 25 

eyBpov, XeXonroTO‘> Se eS eVoXe/zec; rj oiei ti 8idcf)Opov hpav tov? 

E 1 tovto 7tocovvtiz? tcov kvvcov, at toi? Xl6o1?, ot? av fiXpOwcri, 

y<aXeiralvovcn, tov /3«XXovto? ovy ciTCTopevai; OvSe apucpov, ecfyt], 

’EaTeov apa to? ve/cpoavXla<; /cal tcls tcov dvaipecrecov Sia/ccoXvcrev; ; 

’EaTeov pevTOL, ecprj, vrj Ala. 3° 

XVI. OvSe ppv ttov 7rpo? tcz cepti t« 07rXa. o’ccropev co? dvadrj- 

28. fiaWovTOS II: fioCKbvros unus A. 

asserts that Plato expressly recognises 
slavery in his State. It is clear from the 
present section that Plato does not impugn 
the principle of slavery, so long as the 
slaves are of barbarian origin; but he 
nowhere says that his perfect city is 
actually to contain slaves, nor is it easy 
to see what there would be for them to 
do, unless they were employed to work 
under the farmers and artizans, or as 
personal attendants at the crvaeiria and 
the like. Slaves are present, of course, 
in the city of the Laws (776 c ff.). 

18 <tkv\€v€lv—Kakiis i'x61- Cf. Xen. 
Hell. It 4. 19 (quoted by j. and C.) koX 

to. p.bv Hir\a i\afiov, robs 8b Xiruiyas 
obdevbs rdv tto\ltCiv eaKv\evaav. Such 
moderation was unusual. 

469 D 25 diroirTa|ievov is (as Schulze 
pointed out in FI. Jahrb. 1887 pp. 226 ff.) 
a reminiscence of Homer’s curb S’ ihrraro 
8vfj.6s {II. 16. 469 and elsewhere). Hence 
the poetic form, as in o’lxeTaL dirowrA- 
fievos (Symp. 183 e from II. II 71). The 
ordinary aorist in prose is -eirTbpryv, as in 
11 365 A. Compare Phaed. 115 C f. and 
Eur. Fr. 176. 3—6 tls yap 7rerpabov <tk6- 
rreXov ovrdpuv Sopi | dobvaccn Swaei; rls S’ 
d.Ti/xdfui' vbicvs, I ei p.-q8bv aiadavouo rwv 
Tradri/iaruy; and Plut. Apophtheg. Lac. 
228 F. 

469 E 27 oX—dirTO|itvcu. Aristotle 
read fiaWovros, and not pdXbvros (see 
cr. n.), as appears from Rhet. ill 4. 
i4o6b 33, where he refers to Plato’s 
illustration as follows: Kal rb kv ry irobi- 

rdq. rrj HXaruvos, otl ol robs redveuras 

aKvbebovres colKacn robs kwiSPls, a robs 

\L6ovs SaKvcL rov pdWoicros oux dirrb- 

fj-cva. The present is more picturesque 
and true to nature: the dog worries 
the stones, while his tormentor amuses 
himself by throwing more. It is true 
that the simile is not quite accurate, 
because a ‘flown antagonist’ cannot con¬ 
tinue to do mischief; but fia\bvros, which 
is generally read, though not by Schnei¬ 
der, is also inexact, because you cannot 
attack a vanished foe. In either case, 
the analogy is near enough. Moreover 
the consensus of all the other mss, coupled 
with Aristotle, outweighs the authority 
of A where lipography is possible. See 
Introd. § 5. 

29 avcupeVeiov. The laws of Greek 
warfare permitted avalpems of the dead, 
unless the petitioning parties had forfeited 
their rights by robbing a temple or dese¬ 
crating a shrine (Busolt Gr. Alterth. p. 55, 
where the authorities are cited). 

31 ofSs |j.i)v—'EX\t]v(ov : as was usual 
in Greece : see for example Thuc. ill 

21 A. P. 
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crovTes, aXXco<; re Kal ra tcov 'EXXrjvcov, idv ti pplv peXy tj}? 7rpb<; 

rovs | aXXov9 "KXXr/vag evvolas' paXXov 8e /cal <po/3r)aope9a, prj 470 

ti piacrpa 77 7rpo? tepov ra roiaxna air6 tcov obceicov cf)ipeiv, idv per) 

ti 8/) 0 $€09 al\o Xeyp. O pOoTaTa, ecf/nj. Tt 8e; yPjs T€ tprjcrecog 

t?}9 KXXrjviKr}<; /cal oi/ciwv ipirp-rjcrecog nrolov ti aoi 8paaovaiv ol 

5 crTpaTiwTai TTpo9 tov9 nroXeplovs; Xov, ecjirj, Sotjav anrocfoaivopevov 

ydeco9 av aKovaaipi. ’E/40t pev toivvv, r/v 8’ iyeb, 8orcei tovtcov 

1 prj8eT6pa 7roieiv, aXXa tov inreTeiov /capirov dcjiaipeiaOai, /cal cov B 

eve/ca, flovXei aoi Xeyco; Wavv ye. QalveTai pioi, ioanrep /cal 

ovopa^erai 8vo tavaa to ovopaTa, nroXepo'> tc /cat aadais, ovtco 

io *:al etrai St/o, ovra inrl 8voiv tivoiv 8iacpopaiv. Xeyco 8e to Sl/o, 

to pev oucelov /cal £vyyeve<;, to 8e aXXoTpiov /cal odveiov. inrl pev 

oi/v Tp tov ol/ceiov eyQpa ardaig Ke/cXrjTai, inrl 8e tt) tov aXXoTpiov 

g. ra A2H: om. A1!! q. 

114. 1. Plutarch however implies that 
the Spartans were an honourable excep¬ 
tion to this rule (Apophtheg.. Lac. 224 b). 
With Plato’s sentiment cf. “ aetemum 
inimicitiarum monumentum Graios de 
Graiis statuere non oportet” (Cic. de Inv. 
11 70. Cicero is referring to an incident 
arising out of a war between Sparta and 
Thebes). 

470 A 2 tdv pf ti—Xeyg. Apollo 
might not wish to surrender his rights, 
and Plato would do no violence to the 
patron god of his city (IV 427 B). It was 
usual to dedicate a tithe of the spoil to 
the gods (Xen. Hell, in 3. 1). 

3 ti 8e; ktX. So Schneider punc¬ 
tuates. Stallbaum and others place the 
mark of interrogation after ipnrprjoeajs, 
comparing vil 515 B, IX 582 C (where 
however see my notes), and other exam¬ 
ples: but the analogy of 469 B and 469 C, 
as well as the emphasis on yrjs, is in favour 
of Schneider’s view. We may compare 
the use of the genitive instead of irepl 
with the genitive after verbs of speaking, 
asking about etc.; cf. IX 576 D and Jebb 
on Soph. Track. 169. 

470 B 8 uienrep Kal—8vo. Literally 
‘as these names, war and civil discord, 
are named two, so also they are two.’ 
ovop-dferai Svo is opposed to chat Svo, 
which means Svo ova Lai chat ‘ are,’ ‘ ex¬ 
press two realities,’ as is further explained 
in ovra—Siacpopaiv. Instead of ravra ra 
iv&para, ravra Svipara—see cr. n.—is 

now usually read. With this reading, 
the sense would be ‘ as these things ’ 
(viz. War and Discord) 1 are called by 
two names, so also they are in reality 
two,’ 6vra eirl kt\. That is to say, ovra 

enl would be said of things; but it is 
clearly intended to be said of names: 
cf. k^kXt/tui iiri just below. Schneider 
noticed the difficulty, but thought the 
confusion between names and things 
excusable. It is surely a grave blemish 
in a passage which is written expressly 
to distinguish between the two. Richards 
would transpose and read wawep Kal— 

ardais, ovra lirl Svdiv rivdiv Siatpopaiv, 
oil to) Kal civai ovo, or make 6vra—Sia¬ 
cpopaiv follow ivbpara. This solution 
effects, at great cost, what is only after 
all a partial cure. 

10 ovra lirl ktX. eirt governs Sia- 
ipopaiv, and ovdiv rivdiv, which is neuter, 
depends on Siatpopaiv. The literal mean¬ 
ing is ‘ being applied to two kinds of 
disagreements, arising in two things.’ 
The two things—continues Plato—are 
rb oUeiov (£vyyevls), and to aWSrpiov 
(bdveiov). Disagreement—for Siatpopd is 
substituted ex@pd—in to oUeiov is called 
ardan, in rb aWSrpiov, TroXepoi. ovra— 

Siatpopaiv is a marvellous example of 
Greek brevity, simplicity, and precision. 
Schneider, and J. and C., explain the 
words correctly; but D. and V. plunge 
everything into confusion by taking Svoiv 
rtvoiv with Siatpopaiv. 



470 D] TTOAITEIAC E 323 

iroXepos. Kal ovdev ye, ecfap, airo rporrov Xeyets- "Op'a dp ical et 

C toSc 1 7rpos rporrov Xeyco. cfappl yap to pev fEXXpvucbv yevos avro 

avri3 obcetov elvat ical ^vyyeves, tw Se f3ap/3apticc3 odvelov re /cal 15 

aXXorptov. KaAco? ye, ecfarj. r/EXXpvas pev apa /3apf3apot<? /cal 

/3ap/3dpovs'T&XXpat rroXepelv pa^opevovs re cfapaopev ical 7roXeptovs 

cjavaei elvat, ical rroXepov rrjv e^dpav ravrpv icXpreov "MXXpvas 

Se r/EW?7crii', orav rt roiovro dpcoatv, cfavaet pev cjatXov9 elvat, 

D voaetv S’ ev tw rotovrco ttjv 'EXXdSa real araatd^etv, ^ /cal ardatv 20 

rrjv rotavrpv e^dpav icXpreov. ’E^yw pev, ecfap, avyycvpda ovraa 

vopi^etv. It/coTret Sp, eirrov, on ev rrj vvv opoXoyovpevp ardaet, 

Sirov av rt rotovrov yevprat, ical Staarff 7roXts, edv e/edrepot 

eicarepcov repvoaatv dypovs ical ohetas eprrtprrpwatv, das dXtrpptdadps 

470 C 14 4>-p(xX -yap ktX. : a formal 
declaration of Plato’s political faith in 
the Panhellenic ideal, which Cimon—- 
llaveAXiyvciii' 7rp6/ros, as Cratinus calls him 
{Archil. 1 ed. Meineke)—and Callicratidas 
(see Grote vn pp. 406—415) had striven 
to realise in fact, and which Isocrates as 
well as Plato constantly proclaimed in 
theory. See on 1 336 a, and cf. Spengel 
Isokrates 11. Plato pp. 7 ff. and Isocrates 
Panegyricus passim. The rallying points 
of Plato’s Panhellenism are two—inter¬ 
nally, the Delphic oracle (iv 427 b, c nn.), 
and externally, hostility with Persia : cf. 
Menex. 245 C ff. See also on iro\ep.iovs 
(pvoei below. 

17 iroXrpeiv pa^opevovs. Hirschig 
and others transpose these words, on 
slight MS authority, including a marginal 
correction in A. But it is hard to see 
why they should have become displaced. 
By adopting the order in the text Plato 
restricts paxo/ilvous to 7To\ep.eiv: other¬ 
wise the participle would naturally go with 
iro\ep.iovs pvtret too. The MS order also 
lays more stress on the emphatic TroXepeiv 
than Hirschig’s transposition would do. 
Cf. (with Stallbaum) Ap. 18 D. 

TroXepfons 4>ucr€i. The universal Greek 
view: see e.g. Hdt. 1 4 ad fin., Eur. 
Hec. 1199, Isocrates Paneg. 158 ah, and 
Nagelsbach Nachhom. Theol. pp. 305— 
307. “We should bear in mind,” says 
Bosanquet, “ that Greek civilisation was 
to Plato much what white civilisation is 
to us.” This is, in part at least, true ; 
but sentiments of chivalry and romance 
were far more powerful factors in foster¬ 
ing the ancestral feud with Persia than 

any apprehensions for the safety of Greek 
civilisation. The idea of a war against 
Persia always stirred the pulse of Iiellas 
with a sense of continuity with the heroic 
past; and it was more than a meaningless 
ceremony when Agesilaus sacrificed at 
Aulis, and Alexander visited Achilles’ 
tomb. See Grote IX p. 81 and xi pp. 
395—397. None the less, in spite of his 
emphatic expression of the old Greek 
policy of splendid isolation, it is difficult 
to overestimate the effect of Plato’s writ¬ 
ings, and especially of the. Republic, in 
breaking down the barrier between Bar¬ 
barian and Greek. See on 470 E. 

20 voerctv ktX. Compare the melan¬ 
choly picture of the state of contemporary 
Greece in Isocr. Paneg. 115—117. Hart¬ 
man would cancel xai araaadfeo' ; but see 
451 b 

470 D 21 <ruy)(a)pa) ktX. ‘ I agree 
to view the matter in this way.’ out us 

dvo/aafav would be more pointed, but is 
unnecessary. We are hardly justified in 
making vopdt;ei.v = ‘ to hold this language’ 
(with J. and C.): for cptov-g vo/xlfeiv, 
<poivT]v vofiL^eiv and the like have a some¬ 
what different meaning. See Stephanus- 
Hase Thes. s.v. vopt^eiv. 

22 0T1—<is. iis can hardly be ex¬ 
clamatory, as J. and C. suppose. For 
the anacoluthon cf. Pldt. ill 71 ad fin. 
(ore vpuv Stl, rjv inrepTrlirr) T) vvv -iyxepri, 

<is ovk dAXos <p6ds e/xev Karr/yopos £<ttcu 

and other examples cited in Kiihner Gr. 
Gr. II p. 886. tt)—orchm is not ‘ that 
which we have acknowledged to be 
sedition’ (Jowett), but ‘that which, as 
things now are, is allowed to be sedition,’ 

2 I—2 
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25 re So/cei rj crToVt? elvai Kal ovBerepoi avrcov (piAonoXiBes' ov 7dp 

dv 7tots iroXpcov Ttjv rpocfiov re Kal p,7)repa Keipeiv dXXa p,erpiov 

elvai tov? KapTrovs dt^aipeladai toi? 1 Kparovai twv Kparovp.evwv, E 

Kal Biavoeladai co? BiaXXaypaopievoov Kal ovk del TroXeprjaovToov. 

lIoAv 7dp, e(f>7], 7]p,ep(orepcov avrij r/ Bidvoia €K€lvt)<;. TV Be Btj ; 

30 ecf)7]V' rjv crv 7roXiv oiKi^ea, ov% 'Ettijw? ecrrai; A el 7’ avrtjv, 

e<f>7). Ovkovv Kal ayadoi re Kal r/p-epoi eaovTai; "E(f)6Bpa ye. 

'AW' ov (fuXeXXr)ve<;; ovBe oiKeiav rr/v 'EXAaSa ijyr/aovTai, ovBe 

Koivwvr)aovaiv wvjrep oi aXXoi lepcbv; Kcu aipoBpa ye. Ovkovv 

ttjv rn’pb<; too?" Etttjra? Biatyopav | at? otVcetov? ardaiv r)yr)<Jovrai 471 

Kal ovBe ovopuiaovaiv’jroXep.ov; Ov yap. Kat &>? BiaXXayrjaopevoi 

apa BiolaovTai; Haw piev ovv. Hvp.evd><% Brj aaxppoviovaiv, ovk 

€7rl BovXela KoXa^ovres ovB' eV’ oXeOpw, aux^poviaTal ovres, ov 

33. oi A2S: om. A1!!^. 

viz. when one city is divided against itself 
(5laorfi 7r6Xis). Plato, it will be observed, 
does not deny that the abuses which he 
condemns occasionally happened in Greek 
civil strife: they certainly often did. He 
only asserts (and the admission is interest¬ 
ing and important) that the public con¬ 
science of Greece condemned them. The 
conduct of Athens in emergencies of this 
kind was sometimes honourable and 
patriotic: see for example Grote VII 

p. 318, VIII pp. 69, 70. 
76 TpO<}>OV T€ Kal (lt]Tfpa. Cf. Ill 

414 e. Not patriotism only, but filial 
love, such as Virgil felt for Italy (Georg. 
II 136—176), inspires these words. 

(itTpiov tlvai: sc. Sokci. Plato is still 
describing Greek public opinion. 

470 E 28 8iavo£ur0ai ktX. The 
converse of Bias’s maxim tpiXetv us piar\- 

oovtcls (D. L. I 87). inelvris = ‘ than the 
other,’ viz. the yvdiptij which Siavoeirat 

(is oi SiaWaypoopivuv Kal del sroXe/i?)- 
abvTuv. In view of Arist. Rhet. II 21. 

1395a 25> where an orator is recom¬ 
mended, if he wishes to seem amiable, 
to say oil Set umrep tpaoi, (piktiv (is pioTj- 

oovras, dXXa poXKov fuoeiv tis (piXT/trovras, 

it is tempting on a first glance to regard 
eKelvr)s as the maxim of Bias itself: but 
the other interpretation is more natural 
and relevant. On Bias’ saying see Jebb’s 
Appendix on Soph. Ajax 679 ff. 

30 ovx 'EX\r|vls ifirrai; Plato 
speaks hopefully, as if his perfect city 
were but one Greek city among many— 

a living example to the brotherhood of 
Hellas. It may be admitted that the 
city of II—iv has not a few claims to be 
called Hellenic. But the ‘third city’— 
that of the philosopher-king—is not Hel¬ 
lenic, nor even, in any proper sense, an 
earthly city at all: it is an ideal, an 
ensample in the heavens — iv oi/pavip 
Trapa.dayp.0. tu ftovXopivip bpav Kal bpuvn 
iavTov KaTOiKljiv (ix 592 b). The ani¬ 
mating spirit of v 473 B—vii is assuredly 
not Hellenic exclusiveness, but the en¬ 
thusiasm of humanity, if by ‘ humanity ’ 
we understand (with Plato) the divine 
element in man, in virtue of which we 
are most distinctively and truly human. 
See on VI 501 B, IX 589 D. In a certain 
sense it is even true that Platonism is the 
“ strongest protest ever raised against 
pre-Christian hellenism ” (Krohn PI. Si. 
p. 33). But Plato’s is no barren protest; 
for his city foreshadows the future while 
it passes judgment on the past. Cf. VI 

499 c n. and ix 592 b nit., with Zeller4 
II 1. pp. 921—923 and the same author’s 
article on Dcr platonische Staat in seiner 
Bedeutungfur die Folgezeit in his Voririige 
u. Abhandlungen 1 pp. 68—88. 

471a 2 ovS£ ovopcurovovv: much 
less consider it so. 

3 crojtfjpovioitriv. The word crutppo- 
vl£u (‘make outppuv,’ i.e. ‘chastise’) 
implies the remedial view of punishment: 
see on II 380 B. 

4 ov iroX€(iioi. A few inferior MSS 
read iis 01) iroXi/uoi, and u>s appears also 
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7roXepuoi. Ovtto?, ecf)r). Ov8' dpa ttjv 'EXXdBa "EXXrjves oWe? 5 

icepovcnv, ovSe ounpcrei'? epirprjcrovaiv, oi38e opboXoyrjcrovaiv ev 

eKaarp iroXec 7ravra? i%6poii<; avTois elvai, /cal dvhpas /cal yv- 

B vabcas /cal iraiSas, dU’ oXlyovs del i^6pov<; 1 tou? aLTLovs rrj<; 

Stacfoopa^, ical 81a ravra 7rdvra oxne ttjv ypv edeXpaovaiv /ceipeiv 

avTU/v, &>? $lXmv tmv 7toXXmv, oine ol/cias avaTpeiveiv, aXXd p-typi 10 

tovtov Trocr/crovTaL tt)V Biacpopdv, p.expi ov av ol aiTioi avay/ca- 

crdwauv vtto tmv dvaiTiMV dXyovvTMV Bovvai BL/cpv. ’E7co pev, 

ecf/p, opoXoycb ovtm Beiv 7rpo? tou? ivavTiovs tou? pperepovs 7roAtVa? 

7rpocrcfxspeadai, 7rpo<t Be tovs /3apf3dpov<> at? zw ot "EXXpve'i Tpb<; 

C dXXpXovs. Tidcopev Srj /cal tovtov tov vopiov Tot? cjovXa^i, I (Utfre 15 

yr/v Tepcveiv pr}Te ol/clas epmpTrpdvai; ®cbpev, etpp, /cal e^ecv ye 

/caXcos tavTci Te /cal to, TrpoaOev. 

XVII. ’AXXd yap poi Bo/ceU, m Udo/cpaTes, idv tl9 aoi ta 

TO/avTa eTUTpeirr] Xeyeiv, ovBe7TOTe pivpadpaeaOai o ev tm irpoadev 

TrapMcrapLevos iravTa TavTa e’lpp/cas, to a>? SvvaTp avTp p iroXiTeia 20 

20. clvtt] IT et in mg. A3: om. A1. 

in the margin of A. Campbell suggests 
<jcai> oil icoXl/uoi, Forster <iis> ooxf>po- 

vurral; but neither suggestion is nearly 
so expressive and good as the reading of 
tlie best mss. 

7 avTots. The ambiguity in abrois 
can mislead nobody, and avrofs (Hartman, 
with A etc.) would be very unpleasing. 
In such cases the authority of Plato’s MSS 

is nought. The behaviour of Athens in 
connexion with the Mitylenean revolt is 
a conspicuous example of the inhumanity 
which Plato here condemns: see Thuc. 
ill 36 ff. 

471b 12 aVyovvrttv. “ Significatur 
necessitas innocentibus quoque damnum 
inferendi, quo nocentes punire et ad pacem 
adigere cogantur ” Schneider. 

13 tous evavTious. “ Graecos adver¬ 
saries vocat, non hostes ” Stallbaum. 
q has "BAX^as for evavriovs—an obvious 
* interpretamentum.’ 

14 irposSe—aXAriAous. A bitter com¬ 
mentary on the foreign policy of Greek 
cities. The ‘natural’ relations between 
Greece and Barbary had been reversed: 
not only did Greeks treat Greeks as 
enemies, but they had begun to treat 
barbarians as friends. Christ (PI. Stud. 
pp. 37—39) supposes that Plato wrote 

this passage in 374, when Plataea was 
destroyed by Thebes, and the surviving 
inhabitants fled to Athens (Xen. Hell. VI 

3. i, Isocr. Plat. 1 ff.). The same view 
is held by Hirmer Entst. u. Komp. etc. 
p. 662. Plato’s rebuke would have been 
equally or even more telling in 386, when 
Greece was exhausted by the Corinthian 
war, and friendship with the ‘ natural 
enemy ’ had forced the peace of Antal- 
cidas upon the Greeks, to the bitter grief 
and shame of patriots: cf. Isocr. Paneg. 
120, 12i. In any case vvv should no 
doubt be referred to the time when Plato 
wrote these words, and not to the date of 
action of the dialogue. See also Introd. 

§ 4- 
471 C—472 B Glauco recalls Socra¬ 

tes to the task, already twice postponed, 
of demonstrating that such a State is 
possible. 

471 C Here begins the transition to 
the ‘ third ’ or philosophic city. See on 

449 A- 
20 ws Suvarr). In a certain sense, 

this has already been proved, for the city 
is kolto. (pvtnv: cf. 456 c, 466 D. We 
have, however, still to shew that the 
harmony with nature can be attained, 
and this is what Plato proceeds to do. 



326 FIAATQNOI [47i C 

yei/eadai /cal nva rpoirov 7Tore Bvvary" errel on ye, el yevoiro, 

it dvr av ely dyad a 1ToXei y yevoiro, teal a arv 7rapaXel7rei<; iyw 

Xeyw, on /cal roi? TroXeploi<; apior av 1 payoivro rw y/ciara D 

drroXeirreiv dXXyXov<;, yiyvwa/covre? re /cal dva/caXovvre<; ravra 

25 rd ovopara iavrovs, dBeXcfiovs, rrarepas, veU' el Be /cal to dr)Xv 

<rilarparevoiro, e’lre /cal ev rfj ai/ry ra^ei e’lre /cal omerdev em- 

reraypevov, (f)6j3wv re eve/ca Tot? e^dpol'i ical el rrore rt? dvcvy/cy 

)Soydela9 yevoiro, 018' on ravry 7rdvry apayoi av elev /cal ol/coi 

ye d irapaXelrrerai ay add, oaa av ely avroi<i, opw’ dXX' cos epov 

3° 1 opoXoyovvro'? rrdvra ravra on ely civ, /cai aXXa ye pvpia, el E 

yevoiro y rroXireia avry, py/ceri irXeiw rrepl avrys Xeye, aXXa, 

rovro avro yBy ireipcopeda ypas avrovs rreideiv, o5? Bvvarov /cal 

y Bvvarov, rd 8' dXXa %aipeiv iwpev. | ’E%al(f)vy<; ye av, yv S' iyco, 472 

warrep /caraBpopyv erroiycrw errl rov Xoyov pov, /cal ov avyyi- 

yvd/a/ceis arpayyevopevw. law9 yap ov/c olada, on poyi<; poi rdo 

Bvo Kvpare e/ccpvyovn vvv to peyiarov /cal %aXerroorarov tt}<> 

5 rpi/cvplas errdyei'i, o irreiBav IBys re /cal a/covays, rravv avyyvwpyv 

e^ei?, on el/corw5 apa w/evovv re /cal eSeSoi/cy ovrw vapaBo^ov 

Xeyeiv Xoyov re /cal em^eipelv Biacncoireiv. "Oaw av, ecf>y, roiavra 

7rXeiw Xeyys, yrrov acjoedyaei inf)' ypwv ' 7rpo? to pi) elrreiv, rry B 

29. 76 E et corr. A2: re A’ll q. 
3. arpa.yywopchnp corr. Vind. F: orparevopdotp AITS q. 

21 eirel on ye ktX. We should 
expect o/coXoyu after 77 ylvocro, but ana- 
colutha after on are so frequent that 
something of the sort may be mentally 
supplied : cf. I 352 B, v 465 A nn. 
Richards would insert opcoXoyu in the 
text. I formerly proposed kcU eyu Xeyw, 
<xal> a <ri) TrapaXdrrecs Sti kt\., 11 too 
assert ’ (sc. no less than you), ‘ and also 
what you omit, that ’ etc., but now ac¬ 
quiesce in the anacoluthon. 

471 D 27 4>dp<ov—txflpois. Cf.Laws 
806 B. 

472 a 3 (rrpayy€vo(j.tva). See cr. n. 
orparevophtp could only be understood 
(with Stallbaum, who retains it, and 
Huber zu den Plat. Gleichnissen p. 10) 
as half-jocular for ‘ de re militari dis- 
putanti.’ Such a usage is possible in 
itself (see on atroTivovoi 11 363 c); but 
wkvovv re Kal ISeSoci07 and per] Siarpifie 
(in B) are strongly in favour of txrpay- 
yevopdvep. The same corruption—due to 

confusion of 7 and r, combined with 
lipography—occurs in the MSS of Ar. 
Ach. 126, as well as in Hesychius {arpa- 
rebopcac ScarpIftw) and elsewhere: see 
Blaydes on Ar. l.c. 

t» 8uo Kvpare. See 457 B, C. The 
first was us Sec KOivrj 7ravra e-KcrySevtcv 
rods re <pv\aKas Kal ras <f>v\aKlSas ; the 
second community of wives and children. 

7 Xeyeiv Xoyov re. J. and C. read 
\&yop Xeyeiv re with E and M; but the 
other reading has far more authority, and 
is perhaps exquisitius. Cf. 452 A. 

472 b — 472 E Socrates reminds 
Glauco that it is the investigation of 
Justice and Injustice which has brought 
us to this point. It was in order to reach 
a standard or model of Justice that we 
examined the nature of perfect justice and 
the perfectly just man. By comparing 
them with their opposites in respect of 
happiness and unhappiness, we intended 
to obtain a measure oy which to estimate 
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8vva.Tr] yiyveaOaL avTr) p TroXireia. dWd Xeye teal p,rj huiTpifie. 

Ovteovv, r)v S’ eyco, irpwTov pcev roSe %p>) dvapLvpcrOfjvat,, otl r/pceis 10 

^rjTOvvTes hucaLoarvvpv olov itjTL teal dhuciav 8evpo ptcop-ev. Xpr; • 

aXka tL tovto ; ecfri7. Ovhev dW' idv evpcopiev olov iart Sc/caio- 

crvvr], dpa teal avhpa tov Slteaiov d^udaop,ev pephev 8elv avTrp; 

C itceivt79 8tacf)epeiv, dWa iravTa’xfl tolovtov eivai, olov 1 hucaioavvp 

iaTLV; rj dyamjcropLev, iav o tl iyyvTara avr>79 77 teal ’ifke'icrTa twv 15 

d\X(i)v itceivp<; pceTi^r]; Ovtcds, ecjrp, dyairpaopev. Uapa8el<yp,aTO<; 

dpa evetca, ijv S’ eyed, i^pTovpcev avTo re Sitcaioavvpv olov icrTi, teal 

avhpa tov reAecu? hitcaiov, el yevoiTO, teal 0105 dv dip yevop,evo<;, teal 

dhuciav av teal tov dhucwTaTov, ova els i/ceivow; «7ro/3Ae7roi'Te9, 

oloi dv ppciv cfraivatVTat, €vhaipiOvLa<; re Tripe teal tov ivavTLOU, 20 

D avay teamed peed a teal irepl ppudv avTcSv op.o\oyelv, 09 dv 1 iteelvoc 9 

6 tl 6p,oioTaTo<i fj, ttjv etceivon; peoepav opLoiOTciTpv e^eLv, aXXi ov 

tovtov evetca, iv dtrohel^wpLev a>9 hvvard TavTa ylyvecrOao. Touto 

12. touto A1!! : tout6 y A2. 

the effect of Justice and Injustice upon 
happiness in human life. Our object was 
not to prove that perfect justice is attain¬ 
able, and therefore we are not obliged to 
shew that our city can be realised. 

472 b 12 dWari tovto; See cr. n. 
ye after touto is certainly wrong. It has 
no ms authority except that of A'2, and 
(as Stallbaum shews) aXXd rt touto is the 
regular form of this phrase in Plato: 
cf. Gorg. 497 E, Charm. 164 A. In both 
these cases the reply is OuSiv, followed 
by aXXd, as here. 

472 c 16 irapaStf-ypaTos ktX. irapa- 
deiyjua is not here an ‘illustration,’ but 
a ‘model’ or ‘standard’ (“ Musterbild” 
Schneider) exactly as in IX 592 B and 
Theaet. i]6 e. 

17 avTo—8iKaioo-vvT)v : ‘justice by 
itself’: see II 363 a n. Here however 
the expression means ‘ abstract justice ’ 
rather than merely ‘justice apart from its 
consequences.’ It is not yet a meta¬ 
physical ‘Idea’ in the sense of VI and 
VII: see on in 402 c, and cf. Pfleiderer 
zur Losung etc. p. 19 with Susemihl Gen. 
Entw. 11 pp. 176 f. 

Kal av8pa kt\. : ‘ and the man who 
is perfectly just if he should come into 
existence, and what his character would 
be if he did.’ ei yivoito must be under¬ 
stood as a kind of protasis to tov TeXlus 

6Lkcuov (i.q. tov reXews ovtol or av ovtcl 

Sleaiov). Schneider’s explanation is less 
simple: “virum perfecte iustum quaesi- 
turi ea conditione rem susceperant, si 
fieri et existere tabs posset.” We must 
beware of translating ‘ num existeret ’ 
(Stallbaum): for it is just in order to 
shew the irrelevancy of the question, 
‘ Can such a man exist ? ’ that Plato wrote 
this sentence. Madvig omits ko.1 before 
010s. In that case el yivotro goes with 
the following clause (cf. IV 419 a n.), 
and the meaning is: ‘if he should come 
into existence, what his character would 
be when he did.’ By this means we 
obtain an exact parallel between dutaio- 
<rvvr)v ottv Ioti and avdpa—ofos av ei'jj. 
It must be admitted, I think, that the 
emendation is an improvement: but the 
MS reading may stand. Campbell need¬ 
lessly questions el yivotro, thinking it a 
gloss on yevbgevos. The pleonasm is 
characteristic: cf. 471 C el yevoiro, 
7ravr’ dv elr) ayaOd rj yevoiro. 

18 Kal aSiKiav av kt\. See IV 
420 C ti¬ 

lt) Iva—Kijeiv. Cf. vin 544 A. 
22 SKefvois. See cr. n. iieelvris, which 

Schneider alone retains, can hardly be 
defended. For the error see Introd. § 5. 

472 D 23 tovto pe'v. On jj.lv with¬ 
out 8e see 475 E n. 
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pev, e(f>7], uXy6e5 Xeyet?. Otet av ovv tjttov tl tvyaObv fypypdcfiov 

25 eivai, 05 av ypdy\ra$ 7rapdbeiypa, olos av eiy 6 KaXXiaTO<; avOpwiros, 

Kal TTavra eis to ypdppa hcavws dirobov1; py e%y cnrohetfpaL, a>? 

Kal SvvaTov yeveadai tolovtov avbpa; Mo At’ ov/c eywy, e(f>y. 

Ti ovv; ov Kal ypels, ifiapev, wapaSeiypa 1 eTfOLOvpev Xoytp ayaOrpj E 

7r6Aea)5; Haw ye. fHttov tl odv oleu ypds ev Xeyecv tovtov 

30 eveKa, eav py e^wpev atrohel^aL, o>? SvvaTov ovtlo 7roXiv OLKyaaL 

<*>? eXeyeTo; Ov hyTa, e<f)y. To pev tolvw dXyOe9, yv S’ iycb, 

ovtco" el Be By Kal tovto TrpoOvpyOyvai Set ayv ydptv, diroSel^ai, 

Try paXiaTa Kal KaTa tl SvvaTWTaT av ely, 1tclXlv poL irpo5 Tyv 

TOLavTyv diroSei^LV Ta avTa BiopoXoyyaaL. Ta 7Tola; 9Ap’ olov 

35 re tl | 7rpa^dyvai &)? XeyeTaL, y c()vclv e^et irpa^LV Xe^ecos t\ttov 473 

dXyOelas etydirTeadaL, Kav el py ra> Sokcl; aAAa av TTOTepov 

25. ofos q\ olov An*. 

24 of«t—avSpa. For otu av Richards 
reads ofet drj: but 617 is unpleasing here. 
See also on 450 C. After av—elvat we 
might expect 5s civ—vv cxot> ‘ who would 
not be able,’ and so S, q and several 
other mss actually read. The irregu¬ 
larity is however no more than ‘ cannot ’ 
for ‘ would not be able to ’ in English. I 
have restored olos (which used to be read 
before Bekker) for olov (see cr. n.). The 
corruption is easy, and in such cases the 
relative regularly agrees with its subject: 
see Phil. 29 E with Stallbaum’s note. It 
is also wrong in point of sense to refer 
the relative to irapaSecypca here. Art is 
credited with higher possibilities in this 
passage than in Book x, unless we sup¬ 
pose that the painter’s koWlotos dvdponros 
is only an artificial combination of indi¬ 
vidual features imitated from human 
beings. But in that case the illustration 
is less apposite; for Plato’s perfect city is 
more than imitation of the actual. See 
also on x 598 A, and cf. Xen. Mem. Ill 
10. 2 and Arist. Pol. T. 11. I28ib 10—15. 

28 irapaSteypa ktX. Cf. Laws 713 B 
and 739 c—E. 

472 e—474 c 1 am nevertheless 
willing, says Socrates, to shew you how 
our constitution may be realised most 
nearly. A perfect realisation we cannot 
expect, for action is everywhere less true 
than language or theory. One great, yet 
possible change, and only one, is needed, 
and it is this. ‘ Philosophers' must be¬ 

come kings or kings ‘philosophers.' Till 
this shall come to pass, there will be no 
respite from trouble, either to cities or to 
mankind, nor will our hypothetical city 
ever become (so far as may be) a reality. 
A paradox, you say, and certain to arouse 
hostility and scorn; but let us explain 
what we mean by ‘philosophers.’ 

472 E With the breaking of the third 
and greatest wave (473 C n.) begins the 
transition to the third and final stage of 
Plato’s ideal city. See on 449 A. 

33 8wa.TcoTa.Ta ktX. “ Superlativus 
facultatem, quam relativam dicunt, indi¬ 
cat ” Schneider. It is important to ob¬ 
serve that Plato does not expect a perfect 
realisation even when philosophers be¬ 
come kings: cf. 473 e. Why he does 
not, is explained in 473 A. vraXiv refers 
to 472 c. 

47 3 A 2 Kav et prj tu> Sokci shews 
that Plato is contradicting a common 
view: cf. IX 577 D. Most men would 
of course admit that a perfect scheme 
must usually be modified if it is to be 
put in force. But they would not allow 
that X5£ts has more truth than rrpafts; 
for the truth of a theory—they would say 
—is best tested by experience. Not so 
Plato, according to whom the world of 
Mind is not only more perfect, but truer 
than the world of Matter: cf. i) vavreXus 
dXrjffijs VI 502 D and note ad loc. The 
pointed aXXd ad invites the assent of 
Glauco as a Platonist : cf. infra 475 E. 
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opokoyet1; ourtu? rj ov; 'Opokoyat, 60?;. Todto pev Sr) pt) dvd- 

ytca^e pe, ola rot Xoycp SttjXOopev, rotavra rravrdrraat teal rot epyw 

Setv ytyvopeva diroejtatvetv dW', eav olol re yevotpeda evpetv, 5 

&)? av eyyvrara rdtv elprjpevotv 7ro?u? ol/ctjaetev, ejtdvat ypas 

B e^yvprj/cevat, &>? Sward ravra ytyveaOat, a av emrarret?. 1 rj ovtc 

ayamjaev; rovrcov rvyyavatv; eydt pev yap av ayairatrjv. Kal 

yap eydt, ecfyij. 

XVIII. To Se 8rj pera rovro, &)? eottce, rretpotpeOa £rjreiv re xo 

teal diroSeucvvvaL, rl irore vvv /ca/ccS? ev Tat? rrokeat 'jrpdrreraL, 

St o ov^ ovtcos oltcovvrat, teal tido? av apuepordrov pera(3a\ovro<i 

ekOot et? rovrov rov rporrov rrj<; 7roA,tTeia? 7roAt?, paktara pev 

edo?, el Se pr), Svolv, el Se prj, o rt oXtytaratv rov aptdpov teal 

C apueporarotv rrjv Svvaptv. Uavrdrraai I pev ovv, ecfyt). 'Edo? pev 15 

rolvvv, pv S' eyed, perafiaXovros So/covpev pot e%etv Setljai ort 

perarveaot av, ov pevrot apttepov ye ovSe paSlov, Svvarov Se. 

TtVo?; ecjtr). ’E7t’ avro St], pv S' eydt, elpi, o rot peytarot irpoaptcd- 

£opev tevparr elprjaerat S' ovv, el real peXXet yeXotrl re dre^vovi 

16. peraflaXivTos A1!!: perafidWovros corr. A2. 18. irpoariKd^opev v: 
trpoeiKafopev All q : irapeiKa^opev 3. 19. drexvCts A1!! : arlxvV corr. A2. 

5 8etv ktX. Setv is tautological after 
dvdyKa'qe, but the addition of rovro plv 
makes it easier. II has Set, perhaps a 
mistake for Sr/, which was read by Sto- 
baeus Flor. 43. 109. For yiyvbpeva 
Bywater (y. Ph. x p. 73) would write 
yiyvbpev’ &v or av yiyvbpeva. The cate¬ 
goric statement is however more in 
harmony with dp’ oUv rb ti—dpdirreadai. 
‘ Do not compel me to shew that what 
we described in words is in all respects 
reproduced by experience.’ See also on 
imrdrreii below. 

6 cftdvcu: infinitive for imperative as 
in VI 508 B, 509 B, all of them examples 
of ejtdvai, although Plato is not averse to 
<f>a6t (vi 508 e) and l-Spcpadt (vn 523 A). 
The imperatival infinitive is very common 
in Attic inscriptions (Meisterhans3 p. 244). 

7 eiriTaTTeis: sc. yiyveaOai. It is 
hardly possible to understand e^evpelv cos 
Suvard. ravra ylyveadai (with J. and C.). 
As in yiyvbpeva above, so also here 
Socrates represents Glauco as requiring 
that the city should be made into a reality: 
cf. rjv av irb\iv obeefas in 470 E. 

473 B 10 TT6ipoo(jcc0a: subjunctive, 
i.q. Set ireipaaBai: cf. Xbyotpev Sr/, cos 
goinev (Theaet. 173 c, quoted by J. 

and C.). 
473 C 18 «ir’ auTO—el|U: ‘well, 

said I, I will enter on the very topic 
which’ etc. Cf. Thuc. II 36. 4 elpi Kal 
iirl rbv rcooSe 'irraivov. I have returned to 
the most authoritative reading, though pre¬ 
viously I read (with Richards) err’ avrip Sr) 
—elpi. In point of sense, dpi is only a sort 
of quasi-future, and should be compared 
with aAA’ dpi in the mouth of characters 
just about to leave the stage (e.g. Soph. 
Track. 86). Cf. also Phaed. 100 B ipxopai 
—emxeipvjv—/cat dpi wa\iv bir’ ineiva— 
Kal dpxopai kt\. According to Ktihner- 
Blass [fir. Gr. 1 2, p. 217) the present 
use of elpi is found only in poetry and 
late prose; but avlaaiv in VII 531 C is 
a certain case, and so also in my opinion 
are eirlaoiv and drriaoi in Thuc. IV 61. 3, 8. 
It should also be remembered that Plato 
by no means abjures archaic and poetic 
forms and idioms : see I 330 B n. Vind. 
F reads brr’ aird (i.q. avrip) 5’ elpi, and 
dpi was the reading of ql. iP avrip or) elpi 
is highly idiomatic and may be supported 
(with Richards) by VI 490 D, Pol. 274 b ; 
but it is safer to follow the MSS, which 
are all but unanimous. 

19 el Kal—KaTaKkucreiv : ‘even al- 
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wcnrep Kvp,a e/oyeXwv Kal aBo^La KaTcocXvaeLV. a/cowet Be o poeWca 

Xeyeiv. Aeye, ecj)T]. ’Eai/ p.r\, pv B’ eyas, rj oi (fsiXoaocfsoi /3aai\evaa)- 

cnv ev tat? 1 troXeaiv, rj oi /3aai\.rj<; re vvv Xeybpevot Kal Bwaarat D 

(juXoaocfs-paasai, yvrjaiw^ Te Kal iKavass, Kal tovto el? ravrov £v/x- 

Trear), Bvvapvi9 Te 7toXltlkt) Kal (fnXoaocfsia, twv Se vvv 7ropevopevcov 

though it is likely—just like a wave with 
its cachinnations — to swamp me with 
laughter and disgrace.’ Hartman would 
insert </re> before but the object 
is easily supplied; and p.e before pilXKei is 
very cacophonous. For other views of 
this passage see App. VI. 

21 tav (iij ktX. Cf. Laws 709 E ff. 
Plato’s famous and often quoted paradox 
is not in its essence so paradoxical as it 
appears. The abiding truth of Plato’s 
suggestion is “ that somehow or other 
the best and deepest ideas about life and 
the world must be brought to bear on the 
conduct of social and political administra¬ 
tion if any real progress is to take place 
in society” (Bosanquet). But it was a 
paradox in the Athenian democracy, or 
so at least Plato, like Socrates, thought: 
hence no\ii irapa Sb^av p^d-qaerai 473 E. 
See for example Prot. 319 A—323 A and 
Gorg. 514 a—5x9 D: ana cf. Krohn PI. 
St. p. 93. Political evil is in Plato’s 
view the result of a divorce between 
political power and knowledge of the 
good; it can only be cured by effecting 
their reconciliation. In the Politicus 
Plato’s remedy is to make the philosopher 
(who is the true king) act through the 
statesman (305 c ff.: cf. Nohle Die Stats- 
lehre Platos pp. 82, 88, whose interpreta¬ 
tion is—wrongly, as I think—questioned 
by Zeller4 II 1, p. 901 n. 5): but in the 
Republic the union between Thought and 
Action is complete, and the philosopher 
is himself a statesman. Whether even 
then he would be strong enough to found 
the perfect city of the Republic, depends 
upon the amount of resistance which he 
would be likely to encounter: see on 
VI 499 b and IX 577 A. 

473 d 22 Xeyopevoi. Though called 
kings and potentates, they are so in no¬ 
thing but the name: cf. 1 336 a n. True 
kingship belongs only to the scientific 
ruler: Euthyd. 291 B ff. It is probable 
that Plato was already thinking through¬ 
out this passage of the hopes which he 
seems to have formed of the Syracusan 
dynasty: see Epp. vil and XIII with n. 
on VI 499 B. 

23 tovto ktX. : ‘ unless this coalition 
of political power and philosophy come 
to pass,’ lit. ‘unless this coalesce,’ i.e. 
unless there be this coalescence, viz. 
* political power and philosophy.’ For a 
somewhat similar idiom see VII 527 B n. 
bvvap.is~<pCKo<so<pLa is in explanatory appo¬ 
sition to the whole phrase tovto—£vp.irtar), 

rather than to tovto alone. Otherwise 
we must suppose that tovto is virtually 
for TauTa, the singular number emphasiz¬ 
ing by anticipation the union of political 
power and philosophy (so J. and C.). 
But on this explanation the singular tovto 

goes ill with els TavTov £vp.irt<rri, and 
with eK&Tepov; nor are we justified in 
writing ravra (with Richards). The dual 
ToiiToi might easily have been corrupted 
into tovto, but tovto) £vp.irdrr) is hardly 
defensible, in spite of et fern tovto) Sittu 

tCo pio) (Gorg. 500 d) : cf. Kiihner Gr. 

Gr. 11 p- 57- 
24 tiSv SI vvv ktX. : ‘ while the 

numerous natures who at present pursue 
either to the exclusion of the other are 
forcibly debarred,’ sc. from exclusively 

pursuing either. The genitive revv— 
7Topevopdvwv is not partitive (Schneider, 
Stallbaum, and others), but rather posses¬ 
sive, and depends on </>6<reis. Had Plato 
meant to say ‘ most of those who pursue ’ 
he would have written oi ttoWoI instead of 
at 7roXXai (pvaas, as Hartman points out. 
There is moreover no reason to suppose 
that Plato wishes to allow any exceptions 
whatever to his rule. Nor is iroWal 
‘ volgares ’ (Baiter), or ‘ commoner ’ 
(Jowett), but simply ‘ numerous,’ ‘ plenti¬ 
ful ’: cf. the usage of 6 ttoXixs in II 376 E 
T7]S VTT& ToO TToXXou XPt>v°V T)vpTtp.lvr]t 
(waiSdas) and rbv noXi/v Xeiiv 458 D. 
Exclusive devotion either to politics or 
<f>i\ooocpla was common, but by no means 
universal, as the examples of Pythagoras, 
Solon, and many others sufficiently attest: 
see Arist. Rhet. 11 23. i398b 16—19. 
Various emendations have been proposed 
for 7roXXal, such as xwb.al (Madvig), 
irovT)pa.l (Liebhold), and iroXiTiKal (Apelt), 
but the above explanation removes the 
difficulty. As regards the sentiment, it 
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%o>pt9 e(f) e/carepov at 7roXXal cpvaGts e£ dvdyKTjs cnroKXGiadooatv, 25 

ovtc earl KaKtdv TravXa, cd <£tXe TXavKcov, rat? iroXeaL, Sokco S' 

ovSe Tu> avOpcoirivco yevei, ovSg avTrj 77 TroXtTGta pp ttotg trpoTGpov 

E <fiuf) 1 Te et? to Svvarov Kal cf>cds rjXiov tSy, fjv vvv Xoyco SieXrjXv- 

OapGv. aXXa tovto eanv, o ipol TraXat okvov GVTtQpai Xeyeiv, 

opcbvTt co? iroXv Trap a So%av ppOpaGTat. %aXe7roj/ yap ISelv, oti 30 

ovic av aXXp re? evSatpovpaGiGv ovtg ISta ovtg Sppoata. /cal 0?, 

12 2ft)/cpaTe9, ecf)T), toiovtov ifc(3e/3XriKa<; pppd tg Kal Xoyov, ov 

glttcov rjyoi) gttl (tg travv 7roXXovs tg Kal ov cf>avXovs VVl> OVTCOS 

474 oiov payfravTas Ta ipana | yvpvovs Xa/3ovTas o ti GKaaTco 7rapirv^GV 

oirXov, 9elv StaTGTapGvov9 cJ? Qavpdata ipyaaopGvovs" ov9 gI pp 

apvvGL Tw Xoyco Kal gkc^gv^gi, tco ovti Tcoda^opGvos ScoaGts SUpv. 

Ovkovv av pot, pv S' iyeb, tovtcov atTios; KaXco? 7’, e<£?7, 67a) 

TroLutv. aXXa toL ce ov 7rpoScdaco, aXX' dpvvco ols Svvapai' 5 

Svvapai Sg gvvoicl tg Kal tco 7rapaKGXGVGaOai, Kal tacos av aXXov 

B tov GppeXGaTGpov aoi I diroKptvoLppv. dXX’ cos dycov toiovtov 

fiopObv TTGipcd Tots dlTtaTOVaiV GvSGL^aaOai, oti g%gl rj av XiyGLS. 

31. dWy q\ aXXij AIIS. 2. epyaoojxlvovs A2H q: cpy aoav-tvovs A1!!. 

should be noted that Plato refuses to 
sanction the exclusive pursuit of know¬ 
ledge as well as of politics. He holds 
“ that a specialised study of merely abstract 
questions unfits a man for the true grasp 
of life and character which is the centre 
of real philosophy” (Bosanquet), and on 
this ground he would probably have con¬ 
demned the one-sided enthusiasm which 
many persons now profess for what is 
usually called by them ‘research.’ Cf. VI 
497 A n. and 499 B. 

473 E 28 els to SwaTov. See 
472 E n. 

30 iroXv irapa 8o£av. 473 C n. 
32 «K(3epXqKas = ‘have let fall’ is more 

appropriate here than ivl3tp\yKas, which 
Hartman (with Flor. T) prefers, on the 
strength of 1 344 D and other passages. 
eKfid\\eii> in this sense is half-poetic, 
and suits well with Glauco’s excited 
mood. 

33 iravu iroXXous te ktX. Chiappelli 
(l.c. p. 202) supposes that the allusion is 
to Aristophanes and the comic stage. 
Comedy would doubtless join in the out¬ 
cry; but the loudest clamour would be 
raised by the ‘ practical politician ’ to 
whom philosophy is foolishness, and 
worse: see Gorg. 484 c—486 C and cf. 

Theaet. 172 D—175 B. The attitude of 
Isocrates and his adherents would also 
be hostile and contemptuous (Diimmler 
Chroti. Beitrdge pp. 43—45). Glauco 
clearly anticipates a combined assault from 
different quarters. 

vvv otjtws: “jetzt ohne weiteres” 
(Schneider), outws is used as in i£ai<pvys 
oiirus and the like: cf. XI 377 B n. 

34 pfv|/avTas ra ipana is illustrated 
by Blaydes on Ar. Wasps 408. 

474 A 2 SiaTerapevovs. Here and 
in VI 501 C 3 (with a few other mss) reads 
Siarerayptevovs, which is less appropriate: 
“ nulla enim ra£is in turba tumultuan- 
tium ” (Stallbaum). Cf. 462 C n. 

ws—epycurop-evovs : “ intending to do 
heaven knows what” (Jowett). The 
phrase is idiomatic in Plato for any excess 
of ill-regulated zeal: c*. Ap. 35 A with 
my note ad loc. 

3 tw ovti—8£kt)v : ‘ you will learn 
to your cost what flouting means.’ Tip 
6vti indicates that Twfiafopievos is to be 
taken in the fullest sense of the word : 
cf. IX 579 D, I 343 C, VI 511 B nn. ruddfa 
always implies personal abuse, often of an 
indecent kind : see Cope’s interesting ac¬ 
count of the word in Aristotle's Rhetoric 
Vol. II pp. 49 f. 
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Tletpcneov, yv 8 eyoo, iTrecSrj teal av ovtm fieydXyv ^v/x/ia-^Lav 

10 7rapex61- dvay/caiov ovv p.<u 8o/cei, el p,e\\op.ev Try eiccfrevtjeadcu 

ov9 A.eyet?, hiopicraaOcu Trpo<; avrovs tou? c/hAoo-o^ous rivets Xe- 

yovres ToXp.wp.ev cravat 8etv ap%eiv, iva 8ia8yXwv yevopevwv 

8vvrjrai ns dpvveadai, ev8eucvvp.evo<i on rots ptev TTpoar/Kei cfrvaei 

dirreadai re 1 (f)iXoaocf)ias yyepovevetv r iv 7toXei, rots 8' aXXot? C 

15 pep re arrreaQat dtcoXovdelv re rw rjyovpevw. "tlpa av e'ir], eefry, 

opi^eadat. “19t 8y, cucoXovdyaov ptot rfj8e, edv avro apf) ye Try 

bcavws e^yyyawpeOa. ’’Aye, ecf)r). 'Avapuptvrja/ceiv ovv ae, rjv 8' 

iyci), 8erjaet, r) pepvyacu on ov av (j^wpev <f)iXelv n, 8et (pavyvcu 

avrov, eav opdws XeyrjTcu, ov to pev cjuXovvra etcetvov, to 8e pep, 

20 dXXd 7rav arepyovra; 

XIX. ’Avapup,vr)aiceiv, eepy, a>s eoucev, Set' ov yap 1 rrdvv yeH 

evvow. ''AXXw, elrrov, eirperrev, w YXavtcwv, Xeyetv a Xeyets' 

474 b 13 d|juuve(r0cu. The promise 
is fulfilled in VI 501—502 C. 

474 c—480 A The philosopher, as 
analogy proves, is one who loves not a part 
of knowledge, but the whole. His passion 
is for Truth, and Truth means the Ideas. 
The Ideas are each of them One, but they 
appear many by union with particular 
things and one another. Lovers of sights 
and sounds and such like persons believe 
only in the many beautifuls; they cannot 
understand the One. Like dreamers, they 
mistake the copy for the original. Their 
condition of mind may be described as 
Opinion, that of the philosophers as Know¬ 
ledge. 

Let us proceed to prove this statement. 
The object of Knowledge 'is'; that of 
Ignorance ‘ is not.' If therefore anything 
both ' is' and ‘ is not,' it must lie between 
Being and not-Being, and the faculty 
which cognizes it will be something between 
Knozvledge and Ignorance. 

'Powers' differ from one another accord¬ 
ing to the objects over which they preside, 
and the effects which they produce. The 
'power' called Knowledge presides over 
Being, and produces the act of knowing. 
It is therefore different from the 'power' 
called Opinion, whose result is opining. 
What then is the object over which Opinion 

presides ? We have seen that it is not 
Being; neither is it not-Being. Therefore 
Opinion is different both from Knowledge 
and from Ignorance. It is, in fact, 
something between Knowledge and Ignor¬ 

ance, less luminous than the one, more 
luminous than the other. Its object will 
therefore be that which both ' is ’ and ' is 
not.' 

Now it is just the many beautifuls 
etc. zvhich both are and are not. There is 
not one of them zvhich ‘ is ’ more than it 
‘ is not' that zvhich we say it is. We are 
therefore justified in saying that the many 
beautifuls etc. lie between Being and not- 
Being. Thus we have discovered the object 
of Opinion. 

We conclude that those who have eyes for 
the many beautifuls etc., opine; while those 
who see the Beautiful itself, know. The 
former are lovers of Opinion, the latter 
lovers of Knozvledge or philosophers. 

474 d ff. The Sevripa zro\is of Books 
II—IV rested on a psychological basis and 
was the expression of a moral rather than 
of an intellectual ideal: see on II 370 A 

and IV 443 B. In harmony with this 
conception Plato formerly used the word 
<pi\6ootpos primarily and for the most part 
in its ethical sense (11 376 B n.). Now 
that he is about to leave psychology for 
metaphysics, and describe the kingship 
of Knowledge, it becomes necessary to 
analyse again the meaning of <t>i\6cro<f>os. 
Henceforward, throughout Books VI and 
vii, the 4>t\6oo(pos is one whose consum¬ 
ing passion is the love of Truth, that is, 
of the Ideas. See 480 A and vi 486 e nn. 

12 evvoio: i.q. yip ‘remember,’ 
not ‘ understand ’ (as D. and V.). Cf. 
Euthyphr. 2 B, Polit. 296 A. The illus- 
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avBpl S’ ipooTiica) ov Trpeirei dpLvypiovelv, otl TravTes oi ev wpa tov 

(jn'Konraiha Kal epwTucov dpty ye Try Sa/cvovaL re Kai klvovcjl, 

boKovvres a^ioi elvai eVt/AeAeta? T6 Kal tov aaTra^ecrdai. y ov% 25 

ovtco Troielre 7rpo<; tow? /caAou?; 0 pev, otl aip^o*;, eirL^apL^ KTeydeis 

eiraLveOycreTaL vcj) vpwv, tov Be to ypvvrov /3a<Ti\,iKov (f>aTe elvai, 

E tov Be By Bid peaov tovtcov ip,p,eTpcotclta e%eiv, ' p,e\ava<; Be 

avBpLKOvs IBeiv, \evKov<; Be 6ewv 7ral8a<; eivcu’ p,e\i,)(\u>pov<; Be 

Kal tovvopba oiei tlvo<; aWov 7rolypa elvai y epacnov viroKopi^o- 30 

p,evov Te Kal eir^epcbs (f>epovTO<> Tyv w^poTyTa, eav etri wpa y; Kai 

475 evl \oyw irdaa<; TTpocfodaei'i Trpotpaal^ecrde Te | Kal iracra^ (pwvas 

cKplere, wcrTe piyBeva dirofiaWeiv twv avOovvTwv ev wpa. Et 

/SovXei, ecpy, itr epov \eyeiv 7repl twv epwTiKwv otl ovtw ttolovctl, 

avy^wpw tov \6yov ^dpiv. Tt Be; yv B iyw’ toi»? (fn\oivov<; ov 

27. eiraiveOritreTtu A1!!: eiraivenai. corr. A'2. 29. pieXiyXihpovs yp A2 in 
marg.: ,ueXa7xXu>povs A1!!*. In q refingitur to 54 p.e\ixXupov, rivos fiXXou Toiivo/xa 

otei elvai ij epaorov ktX. 

tration which follows is all the more 
appropriate because the 0iX6<ro</>os is him¬ 
self an (paoT-qs, in love with Truth: cf. 
VI 490 B. 

23 iravres ot 4v wpa kt\. So in 
Charm. 154 B (cited by J. and C.) 
Socrates, an dvqp epwrtKbs (Symp. 177 D), 
confesses arexvds yap XevKq OTadixq el/xi 
Trpos rods KaXous" axcSbv yap rl p.°l 
irdvres oi ev tt) 77X1x19 xaXoi cpatvovrai. 

26 6 pev, on tripos ktX. The point 
is that the dvqp epwriKbs, loving irdvras 

tous ev dpc/., finds beauty even where 
there is none. He ‘ sees Helen’s beauty 
in a brow of Egypt.’ The passage has 
often been imitated, and may have sug¬ 
gested the well-known satirical outburst 
of Lucretius (iv 1160—1170). 

eirfxapis: ‘pleasing,’ X“j°“' ^xovaa 
Trpos T7)v o\pLv Arist. Pol. E 9. 130913 24. 
With t5 ypvirov fiaaChuebv cf. Phaedr. 
253 D and Arist. Physiog. 6. 81 ia 36 oi 54 
ypvirqv $xovTes {TVV piva) Kai tov fxeTihwov 

di'qpdpwp.lvqv p.eya\&\j/vxoi’ dvatplperai 

iiri rods aerovs. Neither to tnp.6v nor t6 
ypvwbv are marks of beauty; the straight 
nose is the fairest (Arist. Pol. 1.c.). 

474 E 29 XeuKods 84 0ewv inxiSas is 
in harmony with Laws 956 a xpdp-ara 54 

\evKa wplTrovr' dv deois eirj Kal &W0&1 Kai 
Iv v<py. See also Dieterich Nekyia pp. 

39 ff- 
peXi-xXwpoiis ktX. : 1 and honey-pale 

darlings, with their name—do you sup¬ 

pose they are the creation of anybody 
but a fond and euphemistic lover, who 
readily excuses pallor, if appearing on 
the cheek of youth?’ Plato is ridiculing 
the idea, as well as the name, peblyXoipos: 

there never was a /reXixXwpos except in 
the lover’s brain. The word is not, ap¬ 
parently, earlier than Plato, and does not 
occur again till Aristotle (Physiog\ 6. 
8t2a 19J: Theocritus uses it hypoco- 
ristically of the silkworm (10. 27). It 
is difficult, if not impossible, to connect 
Toilvofia with peXtxXcdpous, as is usually 
done, translating, ‘ and the name honey- 
pale, too,’ etc. Hartman proposes peXf- 
xXwpos, which is ungrammatical, Richards 
yueXixXtdpov. /ifXixXiupov (which the poet 
Gray had already conjectured) is harmless 
enough: but emendation is unnecessary if 
Kai is ‘ and.’ peXtxXwpous—see cr. n.— 

has less MS authority than /ieXa7xXcdpovs, 
though supported by the Scholiast on vi 
485 B, by yurXtxXwpo! in Aristotle and 
Theocritus (11. cc.), and by the suitability 
of the word in the mouth of an epaarqs 
VTroKopcfbvtvos. fxe\ixpovs was apparently 
read by Plutarch (de recta rat. audiendi 
45 a) and other ancient authorities: see 
Schneider’s note. 

475 a 3 4ir’ 4p.ou: ‘in my case,’ 
‘ taking me as your example ’: cf. vil 
524 E uicrirep eiri rod SaKTuXov eXtyo/iev 

and X 597 B. 
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5 ta avrd ravra 7roiovvTa$ opd<s, iravTa olvov iiri Trdarjs irpo(fidaeai<; 

aaira^opevovs; Kal paXa. Kal pijv (fnXoTipov<{ ye, co? eyaipai, 

Ka6opa<;, oti, av pr; aTparpyr/aai BvvcovTai, Tpmvap%ovaiv, tcav 

pi; vito pei^ovcov Kal aepvoTepwv 1 TipdaOai, inro apiKpoTepaiv ical B 

<pavXoTepcov Tipuipevoi ayairdiaiv, a>9 6Xoi<; Tipij<; e7ri0vpr]Tai ovres. 

io KopiBrj pev ovv. ToOto Br; <pddi r) pij• apa ov civ tivos etriOvpT;- 

tikov Xeyoipev, Travros tov el'Sov9 tovtov (fiijaopev eiriOvpeiv, rj tov 

pev, tov Be ov; IIaz/T09, €(f>V- Ovkovv Kal rov (fiiXoaoifiov ao<pia<; 

(fiijaopev e7ri6vpr)TT)v elvai, ov tt/s pev, trj<; B' ov, aXXd 7raar)<;; 

'A\r)6rj. Toy apa trepl td 1 paOijpaTa Bva^epaivovra, dXXa>9 Te C 

15 Kal veov ovTa Kal pijirco Xoyov e\ovTa tL re %pr/arov Kal pij, ov 

(pijaopev (fiiXopaOr; oiiBe (fnXoaoefiov elvai, oiattep tov irepl ra aiTia 

Bva^epi; ovre 7reivrjv (papev ovt etriOvpelv aiTioiv, ovB'e (fuXoaiTov 

dXXa KaKoanov elvai. Kal opOdi9 ye (fiijaopev. Tov Be Br; 

ev^epois edeXovTa TravTo<; pa0ijpaTO<; yeveaOai Kal dapevoi<; eirl 

20 to pavddveiv iovra Kal d/ifXrjaraK; e^ovra, tovtov B' iv Biktj 

(fiijaopev (f>iX6ao(fiov. 77 yap; Kal 6 YXavKuiv etfyrj, IT0W0I apa 

Kal aT07roi 1 eaovTai aoi toiovtoi. 01 Te yap <piXo6edpove<; irdvTes D 

epoiye Bokoimji tu> KaTapavQdveiv ^alpovre(; toiovtoi elvai, 01 Te 

(fnXrjKooi (LToirdiTaToi Tive9 eiaiv C09 7’ iv (fnXoa6(f>ov; Tidevai, 01 

25 7Tpo9 pev \070u9 Kal ToiavTijv BiaTpiffijv eKovTee; ovk av ideXoiev 

eXdeiv, idairep Be diropepiaOaiKOTes ta wra eiraKovaai irdvTQiv 

%opoiv irepideovai T0I9 Aiovvaiois, ovTe twv /cara TroXeis ov re 

7 rpiTTuapxoitriv. If they cannot 
become (not ‘be’ as J. and C.) or parity ol, 
they are glad to be rpirruapxoi. In time 
of war, a <srpari)ybs was commander in 
chief; next to him came the 10 ra^lapxoi, 
or “ commanders of the 10 ra^eis of hop- 
lites corresponding to the 10 rpvXal ”; 
under the ra^iapxoi were the rpirruapxoi, 
who each commanded the hoplites of a 
single rpirrbs. There were in all 30 
rpirrves, 3 in each tribe. See Gilbert’s 
Gk. Const. Ant. pp. 209 f. and Sandys on 
Arist. Pol. Ath. 61 §§ 1—3. 

475 B 14 tov dpa ktX. Cf. Lack. 
182 D dXX’ Ion piv—xa^f7r°*' Xlyuv ircpi 
orovoOv uathiuaros. iis oO xpV pavOaveiv’ 
iravra yap enioTacOai ayaOov doicei elvai 
and Xen. Mem. iv 1. 2. 

475 D 23 KaTapavBavtiv. Apelt 
conjectures xa\a piavOaveiv, but the text 
is free from objection. 

toiovtoi rival: i.e. <pi\o0eapioves elvai, 
not <pi\6cro<poi elvai, as the English 
translators appear to suppose. Glauco 
has clearly indicated that he does not 
consider such men philosophers. But as 
it is the love of learning which produces 
them, they will have to be included, un¬ 
less Socrates narrows his definition, as 
Glauco is in fact inviting him to do. ooip'ia 
in <pi\o-eo<pla is presently defined so as to 
exclude sense-perception: hence ‘ lovers 
of sights and sounds ’ are not ‘ lovers of 
knowledge.’ See also on opiolovs pkp 
<pi\oir6<pois in E. 

25 irpos piv Xoyous ktX. Cf. Prot. 
347 C, D with my note ad loc. <bra- 
Kovaai should be taken with airopiepiia- 
OioK&res. 

27 ovTe—Kidpas. Hartman would 
read n6\iv for 7n5Xeis, “verum non Atticis 
solis urbana et ruralia erant Dionysia” 
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tcov Kara /cco/iac> diroXeLTropcevoi. tovtovs ovv irdvTa1; /cal aWovs 

E tocovtcov Ttvcov ' fiadrjTL/covs /cal tou? tcov ’vSpicov (f>iXoao(f)ov<; 

(foijaofjiev; OvSap,co<;, e/Trov, a\\' o/Jio'iovs /.lev <pt\o<rocf)OL5. 3° 

XX. Tou? Se akrjdcvov?, ecfrrj, rlva<; \eyei<;; Top9 trjs a\r]- 

delas, tjv S' eyco, <J)i\odecifxova<;. Kat tovto pcev y, ecj^rj, opOcos’ 

aWd 7rw? avro \eyev;; OvSapcoos, rjv S' eyco, paSicos irpos ye 

aWov• ere Se olp-ai op.oXoyijcretv p-oi to ToiovSe. To itolov ; 

476 ’E7reiS?; iaTLv evavTiov icaXov ala^pco, Svo ao|Tco elvai. TTco? S' 35 

ov; Ov/covv eTreiSrj Svo, ical ev e/cdrepov; Kal tovto. K<u Tepl 

Sucaiov /cal dSi/cov /cal ayadov /cal ica/cov /cal 7rdvTcov tcov elSdov 

29. //.adtiTiKoiis A1: /zad-ij/iaTiKous AIIEly et corr. A2. 

(Schneider, quoting Laws 637 a, b). In 
Attica rural Dionysia were held during 
the month of Poseidon in many Kw/rai, 
e.g. Eleusis, Phlya, etc. “ Prizes were 
offered by the different demes, and com¬ 
panies seem to have been formed in 
Athens for the purpose of travelling 
about the country and taking part in 
these provincial competitions” (Haigh 
Att. Theatre pp. 42 ft. Cf. Mommsen 
Fest. d. Stadt Athen pp. 349—359). 

475 E 29 TOVS Tuiv T£xyvSpfwv: 
sc. nadririKovs, or rather perhaps 0fXovs 
or the like, supplied from the termination 
of /j-adyriKovs. Cf. (piXor^x^ovs in 476 A. 

Athenaeus (x 452 c) wrongly connects 
Toils with cpCKoabcpovs. 

30 opoLovs plv <|>i\ocrd<{>oi.s. pAv with¬ 
out 51 is common enough after aXXa, the 
antithesis being contained in the preced¬ 
ing negative: cf. Prot. 344 a and Crito 
43 D. It is also found in other cases 
where the antithesis is easy to supply: 
cf. IV 421 a, v 472 D, and Pleindorf 
on Theaet. 161 E. Such men resemble 
<7>tX6iro0oi as the shadow resembles the 
substance; for the objects of sense, which 
they love, are shadows or copies of the 
objects of knowledge. The phrase re¬ 
ceives its fullest interpretation from the 
simile of the Cave in Book VII. 

33 ovSapiis—ToiovSe. Cf. 473 A n. 
Socrates again appeals to Glauco as one 
Platonist to another. We are to infer 
that the Theory of Ideas was already 
familiar in the school of Plato. 

35 8vo avTcu elvai should not be 
translated ‘ that they are two things ’ 
(D. and V.), but simply ‘ that they are 
two.’ 

476 a 2 Kal irepl SiKaCou ktX. This 

is the first appearance of the Theory 
of ‘ Ideas ’ properly so called in the 
Republic. It should be carefully noted 
that Plato is not attempting to prove the 
theory: Glauco, in fact, admits it from 
the first. The Theory was approached 
from two directions, from the side of 
Mind or Thought (oi X6y01 ol Ik t&v 

eiricrTrj/xdh' Arist. Met. I 9. 99015 12), and 
from the side of Existence (t6 In eirl 
noWQv l.c. Cf. Zeller4 II 1, pp. 652 ff.). 
It is the first of these methods which is 
followed throughout the present investiga¬ 
tion. The etSri provide objects for Know¬ 
ledge, as opposed to Opinion, and they 
are capable of being known : see 476 c, 
E ff., 478 A, 479 E. Throughout a large 
part of the following discussion, we are 
not much concerned with the Ideas as 
strictly transcendent entities or xwpnrra, 
existing apart not only from particulars 
but also from the knowing Mind, for it 
is only in so far as he knows the Ideas 
that the philosopher-king can make use 
of them (cf. VI 484 C, d) : he cannot 
possibly frame political institutions on 
the model of Ideas which he does not 
know. We must admit that the philo¬ 
sopher’s apprehension of the Ideas is the 
relevant consideration here (cf. VI 484 C 

Ivapyes ev Trj \//vxV exovres irapdSeiypa), 
but it is none the less true, and the fact 
cannot be too strongly insisted on, that 
the Ideas themselves are not mere con¬ 
cepts of the mind, but have a separate 
and independent existence of their own. 
See the Appendix to Book vil ‘ On Plato's 
Dialectic.' The translation ‘ Class ’ for 
eTSos (Jowett) is inappropriate on many 
grounds: «‘Form’ is better: but it will 
be most convenient to retain the usual 
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7rept- 6 avTos \0709, avro fiev ev eKaarov elvat, tt) Be twv irpd^euyv 

Kal au>p,(iTU)v Kal dXXyXcvv Kotvcavla 7ravra^ov ipavra^opieva 7roXXa 

(fxiLvecrdcu eKaarov. ’Opdws, etfip, \eyev;. TavTrj roivvv, r\v 8' 

eyd>, BiaipcS, pt'ev ot>9 vvv By eXeyes $CXo6edp.ovd<; re Kal 

<piXoTe-)(vov<; Kal ttpaKTiKovs, Kal ^oop19 av 1 7repl wv 6 A0709, B 

ovs pbovovs av Ti? op6(b‘> irpoaeiiroL (])iXocrb(f)ov<;. II«9, ednj, 

Xeyeis; O l p.ev vov, i)v 8' eyed, <$>iXr)Kooi Kal <f>i\o6edp,ove<> Ta9 

T6 KaXd? (freovas daird^ovrai Kal %poa9 Kal cr^rjpaTa Kal iravTa 

rd Ik tcov tolovtcov 8r)puovpyovp.eva, avrov Be rov KaXov dBvvaro<; 

avtwv 1) Biavoia rr/v (pvaiv IBelv re Kal darrdcjaaQai. ’'E^ei yap 

10. iron II: iroi A. 

expression ‘ Idea,’ although it is not a 
translation, but a transliteration, whose 
unfortunate identity with the English 
word ‘ idea ’ is responsible in no small 
measure for many imperfect and erroneous 
interpretations of Plato’s Ideal Theory. 
The German translators mostly render 
by ‘ Begriff.’ The further specifications 
of the Ideal Theory in this passage are 
as follows. Each Idea is, in and by 
itself, one (476 a), changeless (479 a, 

479 e), and perfect (VI 484 C, D), con¬ 
trasting, in each of these respects, with 
the phenomena which ‘ partake ’ of or 
‘imitate’ it (476 D «.). Plato does not 
now touch on the question how it is that 
Mind has knowledge of a perfection above 
and beyond what can be derived from 
observation and experience. This faculty 
of Mind is elsewhere—in the Menu and 
the Phaedo—explained by the pre-exist¬ 
ence of the Soul. See on 476 c. 

Krohn has pointed out (PI. St. p. 96) 
that the examples of ei'Sy now cited by 
Plato are all of them attributes—SUcuov, 
aSiKov, ayaObv, ko.k&i', etc. It does not 
however follow from this that the theory 
of Ideas is still in process of formation: 
on the contrary, the appeal to Glauco just 
above (475 e) implies that it was already 
a recognised dogma of the Platonic school. 
The simple explanation is that Plato pre¬ 
fers to cite relevant examples. The etSi) 
of SlKaiov, ayadbv, KaXbv etc. are precisely 
those which it is the philosopher’s duty to 
introduce into the practical administration 
of the State: cf. VI 484 C and X 596 A n. 

4 avTo plv ktX. : ‘each is, in itself’ 
(i.e. viewed apart from its association 
with jrpd£e(s etc.), ‘one, but by reason 

of their partnership with actions and 
bodies and one another, they each of them 
make their appearance everywhere and 
appear many.’ The etSos of Beautiful, 
for example, is, in itself, one, but by 
Koivwvla. with e.g. an act of heroism, 
a sunset, a river, etc., it appears many. 
Similarly the dSos of Beautiful appears 
many by noivoivia with other efoij, as when 
we say ‘the Good is beautiful,’ the ‘Use¬ 
ful is beautiful’ etc. The expression 
iravraxov tpavTafbueva. is better suited 
to describe Ideas allied with sensible 
particulars, than Ideas allied with Ideas; 
but statements involving the kolvuvlo. of 
Ideas with Ideas ‘ make their appearance 
everywhere’ as well as those which con¬ 
nect the objects of sense with Ideas. In 
all such cases the statements themselves 
are of course true or false according as 
the Koivwvla is real or imaginary; but 
whether they are false or true, the appear¬ 
ance of plurality which they give to the 
Idea is always fallacious. Cf. Zeller4 II i, 
p. 738 n. 3 and see on 479 D. The 
words aXKr)\<jiv kolvwvIol are further dis¬ 
cussed in App. VII. 

8 irpaxTiKous: ‘ men of action.’ These 
were not mentioned in 475 D, but they 
clearly belong to the same category. 

476 B 13 rqv <j>vcriv. Krohn (PI. St. 
p. 95) justly observes that the cpuais rov 
KaXov of in 401 c is “the true beauty, 
which has an adequate external form, 
whereas that of Book V is the essence of 
Beauty, which is never fully expressed in 
any outward form.” The contrast signifi¬ 
cantly marks the greater Idealism of 
Books v—VII. Cf. X 597 B «. 



476 D] T10AITEIAC E 337 

ovv 8^, e(f)T], ovtg><;. Oi 8e Si] eir avro to KaXov Svvarol ievai 

C re teal opav Ka0' avro a pa ov airavioi av 1 elev; Km pidXa. 15 

rO ovv KaXa piev irpaypiaTa vopii^cov, avro Se KaXXo<; pirjTe vopil^cov 

perfTe, civ ti<; pyr/Tai eirl rrjv yvdoaiv avTov, Swapeevos eirea0ai, 

ovap 7) virap SoKei aoi ^rjv; aKOirei Se. to oveipcoTTeiv apa ov 

roSe eariv, eav Te iv inrvco t£9 eav t eyppyop009 to opioiov tco per] 

opioiov d,XX' avro pyr/Tai eivai co eoucev; ’E^co yovv av, 7) S' 09, 20 

cfiaipv oveipcoTTeiv rov toiovtov. Tt Se; 6 rdvavria tovtcov 

D ?)yovpiev6<; Te ti avTO KaXov Kal Svvdpievo9 I /caOopav /cal avTo 

/cal ta e/ceivov pieTe^ovTa, Kal ovTe Ta ]LeTeyovTa avTo oi/Te avTo 

tci pceTe^ovTa pyovpievo9, virap 7) ovap av Kal ovto9 SoKei aoi ^r/v; 

Kal pidXa, ecprj, virap. Ovkovv tovtov peev tr/v Sidvoiav &>9 25 

yiyvdxjKOVTO'? yvcopiTjv civ 6p0d)<; (pacpiev eivai, tov Se So^av do9 

So^d^ovTos; Haw piev ovv. Tt ovv, eav r/piiv ycCXeiraivr] ovto9, 

476 C 16 KaXa—irpd-yp.aTa. irpdy- 

/j-ara is a sufficiently general term to 
include all the <pcuvb/ieva iroXKa which 
are specified in 476 A. The persons in 
question may be willing to assert that a 
tT&fia, a 7rpa£is, t6 Sixaiov, to ayaBov etc. 
are xaXd. But they refuse to go beyond 
isolated observations of this sort and 
admit that Beauty itself exists avTb ko.9’ 

avrb p-ed' ai/roD povoeiSis del ov (Symp. 

211 b); and hence their notions of beauty 
are uncoordinated, inconsistent, unstable. 

17 av tis ijyTjTai ktX. Cf. Symp. 

210 A. 

19 4av Te tv iiirva) ktX. It is the 
pre-existence of the soul which qualifies 
her by nature to distinguish between the 
Idea or Original, and the phenomenon 
or copy. But as we lost at birth our 
ante-natal knowledge of the Idea, we 
cannot distinguish between Ideas and 
phenomena until we recover that know¬ 
ledge. To effect this recovery is the aim 
of education. The uneducated wander 
in a sort of dreamland, taking shadows 
for realities, the copy for the Original. 
Cf. Phaed. 74 a—76 D, Men. 81 a ff., 
Symp. 209 E—212 A. 

476 D 23 |X£Te'yovTa. Cf. Phaed. 
100 D. The words by which Plato de¬ 
scribes the relation of Ideas and particu¬ 
lars are of necessity figurative. Koivuvia 

is the vaguest, and least metaphorical; 
side by side with it comes irapovaia (of 
the Idea) and peBe^is (of the particular). 
A somewhat different figure is involved 

when the Idea is regarded as the Original 
(Urbild), and the particular as its likeness. 
Plato does not scruple to use both figures 
side by side : here, for example, the Idea 
was a TrapdSeiypia just above (avrb—Up 

’toixev 476 C: cf. VI 500 E ff., X 596 b). 
27 ovtos- Dummler (Antisthenica p. 

42) supposes that Plato means Antisthenes. 
There was undoubtedly no love lost 
between the two philosophers: see the 
authorities cited in Urban Ueber die Er- 
wahnungen der Phil. d. Antisthenes in d. 
PI. Schr. (Konigsberg 1882), and Zeller4 
11 1, p. 296 n. 2. Antisthenes was in par¬ 
ticular a bitter opponent of the Theory of 
Ideas. The passage of arms between Plato 
and him is well known : c5 nAdroiv, IVirov 
pev opdi, hnrbTTjTa 51 oi>x opQ, Kal 6s ehrev 

?Xeis p.ev ip lttttos 6pdrai, rooe rb 6/J.pia, 

<S 5b lirir&TTjs Becopeirai, ovSIttu KeKTrjaai 

(Simplicius in Schol. Arist. 66b 44 ed. 
Brandis, and other authorities quoted by 
Urban l.c. p. 3). It is no doubt true, as 
Stein observes in his Geschichte des Plato- 
nismus, that Plato’s “Kunst verallge- 
meinert nicht bloss das Historische, son- 
dern individualisiert auch das Allge- 
meine”; but Antisthenes himself could 
scarcely deny that the cap fits. The 
deictic ovtos is in favour of Dummler’s 
view, which certainly adds point to the 
whole passage ; note in particular x“Xe- 
Traiwij, irapap.vde'iadai, TreiSew r/pepa (al¬ 
lusions perhaps to the ferocity of his 
opponent: Antisthenes had nicknamed 
Plato 2a6u}v! cf. Ath. v 220 d), ovg 

A. P. 22 



338 FIAATQNOI [476 D 

ov tfiapev Bo^d^eiv aXX' ou ytyvcoaKeiv, kcu dpcfiia/SyTy &>? ovk 

dXyOy Xeyopev; e^opev tl 7rapapv6ela6aL 1 avrov teal TrelOeiv E 

30 ypepa, eTriKpvTTTopevoL otl ov% vyialvei; Aet ye roc By, e<f>y. 

”\6l By, aKOTrec tl ipovpev 777)09 avTov. y ffovXeL diBe irvvOavwpeOa 

Trap' avTov, Xeyovres, co? el' tl olBev, ovBels avTaj (f)0ovo<;, aXX' 

dapevot av IBoipev elBoTa tl. aXX' yp.iv etVe toSe* 6 yiyvdaKcov 

yiyvuxiKeL tl y ovBev; av ovv poL inrep etcelvov diroKplvov. 'A.tto- 

35 KpivovpaL, eefry, otl yiyvcoaKCL tl. HoTepov ov y ovk ov; ”Ov’ 

7TC09 yap | av py ov ye tl yvcoaOely; 'lKavco<; ovv tovto e%opev, 477 

Kav el TrXeova-^fj aKoirolpev, otl to pev TravTeXd9 ov TravTeXco<; 

yvooaTov, py ov Be pyBapfj TrdvTy dyvcoaTOv; 'lKavooTaTa. Eiev 

el Be By tl ovtco<; e^et 019 elval re Kal py ecvai, ov peTa^v av Keono 

5 tov elXiKpivuv; 6Vto9 Kai tov av pyBapy ovto<;; Meratjv. Qvkovv 

el eiri pev tu> ovtl yvwaie; yv, dyvcoala S’ e% dvdyKy<; eVt py ovtl, 

6. el q\ ora. All*. 

vyialvet (‘is barely sane’), ovSeh avrtp 

(pdovos, and the delightful innuendo &<rpe- 

vol av iootpev eiSbra tl. Antisthenes him¬ 
self wrote a work irepl Sopr/i Kal tiri<rT,/jp.r)s 

(D. L. vi 17), and Plato may well be 
thinking of it here: see next note. But 
we must be careful to note that Plato, 
even if we allow that Antisthenes is in 
his mind, does not refer to Antisthenes 
alone; he merely individualizes the type 
in him. 

476 E 36 irus yap—yvcoo-OetT]; ‘ for 

how can something which is not, be 
known? ’ Cf. Farm. 132 B, C tv eKaarbv 

eon twv vopparuv, vbr/pa Se obSevos; 

’AXX’ aSvvarov, eiweiv. ’AXXa Tiidrs; Na(. 
“Ovtos i) ovk ovtos; "Ovtos. Ovx evbs 

rivos, 8 iiri iraoiv rb vbrjpa tirov voei, 

filav Tiva oberav ISeav; Hah “ Quod 
Parmenides simpliciter dicit ravrov S’ 
tori voelv re Kai ovvckIv eOTi vb-pp-a, id 
sibi prorsus probari Plato plus semel 
significat ” Bonitz Disput. Plato, duae 
p. 11. That everything which is known 
exists in a certain sense, is of course 
a truism. But when Plato says that the 
objects of knowledge ‘ are,’ the kind of 
oba'ia which he means is substantial, self- 
existent ovola. If it is really Antisthenes 
for whom Glauco is answering (virtp 

iKelvov atroKplvov), the words irus—yvoj- 

cBelp are exceedingly well chosen; for 
Antisthenes (perhaps in his irepl Ships 

rj tmoT7)p.T]S, perhaps in IZadiov, r) ovk 

e<TTiv avTiXeyeiv) had argued in almost 

exactly the same way to prove the im¬ 
possibility of contradiction. See Proclus 
in Crat. 37 (Zeller4 11 1 p. 302 n. 1) 
’ XvtloBIvtjs eXeyev pi) Selv avriXtyeiv iras 
yap, (ppol, Xo-yos aXpBevef 6 yap Xtyoiv 
ri Xtyef 6 Se tI \tyoiv to ov Xeyei ‘ 6 St 
to ov Xeyoiv aX-r/devei and cf. Plat. Crat. 
429 D. It is by no means improbable 
that Plato has this or some similar argu¬ 
ment of Antisthenes in view, and feathers 
his arrows from his victim’s wing. Anti¬ 
sthenes and his friends would not of 
course admit the connotation which Plato 
gives to 6v, but Plato is not attempting to 
prove the Ideal theory. The object of 
the whole investigation is to shew that his 
opponents possess only Sofa, on the as¬ 
sumption that the theory of Ideas is true : 
cf. 476 a n. 

477 a 2 Kav el— <ncoirot|i.€v. Further 
investigation from other points of view 
cannot weaken the conviction which 
Socrates and Glauco have already formed. 
The phrase is another indication that we 
are not here proving the Ideal Theory: 
see last note. Hartman should not have 
revived Ast’s conjecture txopev <ri> Kai 
irXeovaxv (TKOTrupev. 

6 cl cirl ktX. See cr. n. Hermann’s 
conjecture, that eirel has been lost before 
eirl, has met with most favour. But eirel 

eirl has an unpleasing sound, and el might 
just as easily have disappeared as tirel. 

Schneider and Stallbaum (with H and the 
older editors) read ovkovv eirl filv—eirl Tip 
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B e7Tt rw pieTa^v tovtco 1 iiera^v ri /cal ^yTyTeov dyvoia<} re /cal 

erriaTypiys, el' ti Tvy^dvei ov roiovtov; Tlavv piev ovv. ’Ap ovv 

Xeyopiev ti 8ot;av elvai; 11(3? ydp ov; Tlorepov dXXyv Bvvapiiv 

eTriaTypiy^ y Tyv avTyv; 'AXXyv. ’Ett’ aXXcp apa teta/cTai 8o£a 10 

/cal 67r’ aXXcp eiriaTy piy, /car avTyv Tyv 8vvap.1v e/carepa Tyv avTy<;. 

O'vtco. Ov/covv iiriaTypy pev irrl tm ovti 7re<pv/ce, yvcovai, w? 

earc to ov; paXXov 8e w8e poi 8orcei TrpoTepov dvay/calov elvai 

8ie\eadai. 11(3?; 

C XXI. Qyaopev 1 8vvdpei<; elvai 7eVo? t 1 ta>v ovtwv, at? 8y 15 

/cal ypei<; 8vvape6a a 8vvape0a, /cal aXXo irav 6 tI irep av 

SvvyTai; olov Xeyco oyjriv /cal d/coyv tcov 8vvdpea>v elvai, ei apa 

pavdavei? o (3ov\opai Xeyeiv to etSo?. ’AAAci pavddvco, eepy. 

"Akovctov 8y 6 poi cpalveTai 7repl ai/Tidv. 8vvdpeco<; yap eyed ovt6 

tivcl y^pdav oped ovTe ayypa oi/Te ti tcov toiovtwv, olov ical aXXcov 20 

rroXXcdv, 7rpo? a drjro/3Xer7rcov evia 8iop'i^opai Trap ipavT/d t« pev 

D aXXa elvai, ta Se dXXa‘ 8vvdpew<; S’ I et? e/celvo povov /3Xe7ra), 

ecf id t€ eaTi /cal o arrepya^eTai, /cal tavTy e/cdaTyv avTcdv Svvapiv 

e/cdXeaa, /cal Tyv pev errl tco ai/Tco TeTaypevyv /cal to avTO 

drrepya^opevyv Tyv ainyv icaAw, Tyv Se iirl eTepw /cal erepov 25 

enrepya^opevyv aXXyv. tl Se av; 7rco? 7rotet?; Ovtox;, eepy. 

Aevpo 8rj ttclXiv, yv S’ eyed, cd apiaTe. erriaTypyv rroTepov Svvaplv 

E Tiva cf.)?}? elvai ainyv, y et? ti yevo<; Tidy1;; Et? 1 tovto, eepy, 

II. aiiTTjv tt]v C. Schmidt: tt/v air))v .711 q : (car’—airijs om. S* 

ytieraji> Se kt\., but the reading of q is 
intrinsically better, and the error an easier 
one. The reference in -qv (‘is, as we saw’) 
is to 476 E—477 A. 

477 b ii k<it’avTijv—oumijs : ‘each 
of them in accordance just with its own 
peculiar power,’ i.e. in accordance with 
this, and nothing else, aurijr' is ipsam 
in the sense of solam. Cf. 477 D, where 
it is shewn that Swa/ias should be classi¬ 
fied on this same principle : also 478 A i</>’ 
ertpi1) apa irepSv tl Svvapivtj enartpa 
avridu irtipvKev. The reading Kara tt)v 
avT-pv—see cr. n.—gives precisely the 
wrong sense. Schneider and others— 
perhaps rightly—omit avTpv (with Vind. 
F), while Baiter adopts Hermann’s a\\rii> 
—a very improbable correction. It is 
best, I think, to follow Schmidt, suppos¬ 
ing that avrpv was accidentally omitted, 
and afterwards wrongly replaced. 

13 |id\\ov 81 kt\. Socrates had 

somewhat awkwardly called S6£a a Suva- 
yms, and at the same time spoken of it 
as possessing a Sijvapis. The present 
sentence introduces a sort of irapepyov in 
which the notion Swajiis is more accurate¬ 
ly defined. We may infer that Svvapeis 
in the sense of (the intellectual) ‘powers’ 
was unfamiliar at the time when this 
section was written. It was perhaps— 
like itoiStijs for example—one of Plato’s 
experiments in language. ‘ Faculties ’ is, 
I think, too concrete to be a right trans¬ 
lation. 

477 D 28 avrfjv is difficult. It is not 
quite easy to understand the word as 
ipsam, especially as it is so far from 
imtsT-pp-qv. Had Plato written avTqv rpv 

eiriarr/priv, or eiTLaT-pp-pv—teal aiiT-pv there 
would have been little or no difficulty. 
As it is, if the text is right, we should 
probably (with Schneider and others) re¬ 
gard auTTjv as tautological: cf. iv 428 A n. 

22—2 
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7raaorv ye Bvvdjiecov ippco/ieveaTaTr/v. Tt Be; Bo^av els Bvvajx.iv 

30 rj els aXXo elBos oiaojiev; OvBa/j.b)s, ecpiy u> yap Bo^d^eiv Bvva- 

p,e6a, ovk aXXo Ti rj B6£a earlv. ' AXXa jiev Brj oXlyov ye 7rporepov 

drjx,oXbyeis P'V to avro elvai eTriaTtjpbrjv re ical Bb%av. IT<y? yap dv, 

e<prj, to ye dvajidipTrjTov tu> jirj iivajiapTrjTO) TavTov TTOTe tis vovv 

eywv Tided]; KaXws, r)v B' eyd>, icai BrjXov, on eTepov errcaT/j pps 

35 Bo'^a 6fx,oXoyeiTai rjjx.iv. f/ETepov. E</>’ eTepw apa eTepov ti 478 

Bvvapievrj etcaTepa avrorv 7recfxvKev. ’Avdyicr). ^TriaTrjjx.r] jiev ye 

7Tov errl ra ovTi, to ov yvwvai cos e%ei; Nat. Aofa Be, cfrajiev, 

Bofja^ei; Nat. ’H tuvtov, 07rep emaTrjjirj yiyvdxTKet; /cal earai 

5 yvu>aTov Te /cal Bo^aarov to avro; rj aBvvaTOV; ’ABvvaTOv, ecfrij, 

e/c tcov MfMoXoyijjievcov, e'lrrep err' aXXcp dXXr) Bvvajus rrecfrv/cev, 

Bvvdpeis be dfu})6Tepal iarov, Bo^a Te 1 /cal emaTrjjirj, dXXr) Be B 

e/caTepa, cos (jra/iev. e/c tovtcov Brj ovk ey^copei yvcouTov /cal 

Bo^aaTov TavTov elvai. Ovtcovv el to ov yvwarov, aXXo ti dv 

10 Bo^aaTov rj to ov eirj; ”AXXo. ’Ap' ovv to fir) ov Bo^d^ei; 

rj aBvvaTOV /cal Botfdaai to fit) ov; evvbei Be. ov% 6 Bo£a£wv irrl 

4. So^atjei nos: So^apeiv All et (antecedente Sb^av) Sq. 11. rb A1!!: rb 
ye corr. A2. 

Should we perhaps read Aedpo Sr) ira\iv, 

qv 8’ e’yu>, a dpiare, < itri > imaTqpqv. 

irbrepov kt\. ? The conjecture is not con¬ 
vincing, although it was at ImaTqpq that 
the digression began in 477 B. “If I were 
to make any change’’ says Jackson “I 
would put avrqv before or after rlOr/s.” 

477 E 30 otcropev. 0 with two 
Vienna MSS reads Gqaopev, which is also 
a correction in Cesenas M. Oqaopev was 
likewise conjectured by Cobet. A precise 
parallel is hard to find; but <j>lpeiv is 
used elsewhere of the operations of the 
mind (cf. 478 B), and Oqaopev would not 
be likely to suffer corruption, especially 
as eis Tt yivos rlOqs occurs just before. 

31 8o£a. Instead of 36£a O. Schneider 
(Versuch ein. genet. Entw. d. PI. dyaObv 
p. T3) would read Svvapis, but SvvapeOa 
should of course be taken in its full etymo¬ 
logical sense. 

32 mis yap dv—The infalli¬ 
bility of knowledge is a cardinal principle 
with Plato: cf. Gorg. 454 D and Theaet. 
152c, i86cff. See Zeller4 11 1, p. 591. 

478 a 4 8o|dj€i. See cr. n. The 
same conjecture had occurred to Jackson. 
5o|riffu' is in itself defensible and seems at 
first sight required by the balance of clauses 

eiruTT-fipq piv yi rrov—56£a Si. But the 
introduction of tpapiv breaks the balance, 
and suggests a new departure. The real 
reason for writing Sojjapei is the occurrence 
of dp' o8v to p.r) ov oofafei (sc. 5<5{a); in 
478 B. Unless So£afei is read here, it is 
very difficult to supply the subject of 
Sofafei there. Reading Sofafei, again, 
we supply after q ravrbv not 5o£afetv 
(as must be done if the infinitive is read), 
but 6o|d("e(. This too is an improvement, 
because it provides an exact balance to 
yiyvibtTKeL. If Plato had meant q tolvtov 

Sofafctv, we should expect him to have 
written not yiyvoioKei, but yiyvdiaKeiv. 

On the corruption see Introd. § 5. 
7 dp.4>0Tepai to-rov. The union of 

a plural subject with a dual verb is toler¬ 
ably frequent in Plato: cf. Euthyd. 278 E, 
303 C. These and other examples are 
quoted in Roeper de dual/s usu Plat. 
p. 30. 

478 B 10 dp’ ovv—So|d£ei; J. and 
C. understand 6 Sofafwv: but oo£a is 
more appropriate in itself, and much 
more easily supplied, especially if 5o£afei 
is read in 478 a : see note ad loc. 

11 fj dSiivarov ktX. Cf. Theaet. 189B 
ovk Apa olbv re to pq ov So^dpeiv, oCre 
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tl cpepei TTjV 86£av; f) olov re av So^d^eiv pev, Soipd^eiv 8e prj8ev; 

’ASvvarov. ’AW' ev ye ti 8o$jd£ei 6 So^a^cov; Nat. ’AWd, pr\v 

C pp ov ye ov% ev ti, aWd pi)8ev opdorar av 1 irpocrayopevoiTo. 

ITdvv ye. M?) ovti ppv ayvoiav e% avay/cps dnrebopev, ovtl 8e 15 

<yvtD(TLV. UpuooSj 6(prj. Uv/c apa ov ovoe fir] ov doga^et. vJv <yap. 

OvTe apa ayvoia ovre yv/dcu'i 8o^a av elrj. Ov/c eoucev. ’Ap' ovv 

c/cto? rovtcov iarlv, virepfdaivovcra rj yvuxsiv aacppvela 7) ayvoiav 

daacpeiq; OvSerepa. ’AW’ apa, tjv 8’ eyed, yvibaeox; pev aot 

cpaiveTai 8o^a atcorcodearepov, dyvoias Se cpavoTepov; Kat 7ro\v 20 

D 76, e<p7]. ’Ez/to? 8’ 1 dpcpoiv /celrai; Nat. Mera£i< apa av eii) 

tovtoiv Sotpa. KopiSfj pev ovv. Ovkovv ecpapev ev rot? 7rpoerdev, 

e'i ti /paveItj olov apa ov re teal pr/ ov, to toiovtov peTa^v /celadai 

tov eiAi/cpivbdi ovtos Te /cat tov ttcivtco9 prj 0W09, /cat ovre eiricrTr)- 

pr/v ovTe ayvoiav err avTid eaeadai, dWd to peTa^ii av epavev 25 

dyvolas /cal eir iaTp pys ; Opdw<;. Nw Se ye 7recpavTai peTal-v 

tovtoiv b 8r) /caAovpev 86%av. UeipavTai. 

E XXII. ’Fi/ceivo 1 8rj AeiTToiT av r/piv evpeiv, eoi/ce, to 

dpcpoTepcov pereyov, tov eivai Te /cal pvj eivai, /cal ovSeTepov 

eiAi/cpives op0ob<; av irpocrayopevopevov, iva edv epavr), So^acnov 30 

avTo eivai ev 8i/cy Trpoaayopevcopev, Tot? pev a/cpois to, a/epa, rot? 

Se peTa^v Ta peTaipv d'lroSiSovTee;. fj ov% ovtw<c ; Ovtm. Tovtcov 

479 8rj vTO/ceipeviov AeyeTco poi, eppaoo, Kal diro/cpiveadco | 6 j^p^crTO?, 

irepl rail ovtoiv oiire avrd ko.9' avrb. p.V 
ov is here the bare negative—absolute 
not-being. Cf. Bosanquet Co?npanion 
p. 212. 

14 pii ov yt: i.q. to /ir/ ov ye (cf. p.V 
&vtl just below), not el p.r\ e'iri ye (as Stall- 
baum and Campbell suppose). Schneider 
and Jowett take the right view. 

47S c 16 8oijai;ei.. The subject is 
5o£a rather than 6 Soljdfav, in spite of 
6 Sofafow above. 56£a was the subject 
of the verb where the two stages of the 
argument began (478 A rj ravrov sc. Sofa 
Sofafet and 478 B ap’ odv to p-V ov So^a^ei), 
and ought to be so in the conclusion 
also. 

18 <rac|>i}v€£a—a<ra.(j>eta. The full sig¬ 
nificance of these words does not appear 
till VI 508 D ffi, where the relation between 
Light and Truth is explained. See note 
ad loc. and vi 511 c n. 

21 «vros 8’ d|i<f>o!v. Hartman (with 
Ast) prefers ivros oq ap-rpolv. It is much 

better to regard the expression as a step 
in the argument, leading to the conclusion 
/ueraft) &pa kt\. 

478 d 23 olov—ov. olov is adverbial; 
if it were an adjective the infinitive would 
follow. The qualification suggests that 
in the ultimate analysis it is inaccurate 
to say that phenomena ‘ both are and are 
not’: the truth is that they lie somewhere 
between being and not being. Hence also 
oiirus #xeL eivai re Kal p.q eivai in 
477 A. See also on Kal yap ravra kt\. 

in 479 c. It should be noted that Plato 
now adds dp.a: in 477 A it was absent. 
See on 479 A toIitiov yap &r/ kt\. 

479 a 1 6 xP’Ittos. Antisthenes 
is perhaps in Plato’s mind (Diimmler 
Antisth. p. 42). Others have thought of 
Isocrates, but with less reason. Xeybrw 
p.01, (p-qaio, Kal aTroKpivtoBu) certainly 
sounds like a personal challenge. See 
also on 476 D and 480 a. 
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09 avTO p,ev /caXov /cal I8eav rivd avTov /cdWov9 p,r]8ep.iav rjyeiTai 

del /card ravrd waavTws e^ovoav, 7roXXd 8e ra KaXa vopU^ei, 

eKelvos 6 <piXo6edp.(t)v /cal ovbapifj dve^opievo<;, av T15 ev to KaXov 

5 <pr/ elvai /cal 81/caiov, /cal taXXa ovtco. tovtoov 'yap 8rj, w apiare, 

(pijaopev, twv 7roWdov KaXwv pidov ti ecttiv, o ovk aicrypov tpavrj- 

creTai; /cal twv hiKalwv o ov/c abucov; /cal twv ocrUov, o ov/c 

dvocriov; Ov/c, ciXX avccy/cTj, ecf>r), /cal KaXa 7rw<; avrd I /cal aicr^pa B 

cfravrjvai, /cal baa aXXa ipa/Tas. Tt 8e; rd 7roXXd 8nrXaaia 

o t/ttov ti ijpiiaea, rj bnrXdaia cfraiveTai; OoSev. K<u p.e<yaXa 

8rj /cal apu/cpa /cal /covcpa /cal /3apea p-rj ti paXXov, a av <f>r]acop,ev, 

rai/Ta TrpoaprjdrjaeTaL, rj rdvavrla; Ov/c, aXA’ dec, ecfrrj, e/caarov 

dp,cj)OTepa>i’ e^erai. IIorepov ovv eari p.aXXov rj ov/c ecttiv e/caarov 

twv 7roXXwv tovto, o av Tt9 (frf) avTO elvai; Tot9 ev Tat9 eaTia- 

3. del II : del plv A. 

2 ISe'av riva. Idea has not yet been 
used in the Republic of the Idea; hence 
ru'd. Krohn {PI. St. pp. 64, 96) has 
pointed this out, but makes too much 
of it. In Idea, as Cohen remarks (Platons 
Ideenlehre u. d. Mathematik p. 12), “das 
ISeiv pulsirt”: cf. 475 E rods tt)s aXyOelas 
—ipiXod e dpov as, VI 486 D and Symp. 
211 D. 

3 del—vop.C£«i. fj.lv after ae£—see 
cr. n.—is retained by Schneider and 
others. It is however much harsher than 
the ordinary cases of plv without 51 (see 
on 475 E), and the majority of mss agree 
with II in omitting it. Madvig would 
delete the article before naXa; but its 
retention provides a better antithesis to 
&v tis Iv to KaXov <prj elvai. to. KaXa 

is here the plural, not of KaXiv ti, but 
of t5 KaXov; and Plato means that the 
piXodeafjuov has many standards of beauty; 
cf. 479 D nn. 

4 eKeivos — ko£. These words are 
certainly genuine, though omitted in E, 
and supposed by Hartman to be a mar¬ 
ginal note on 6 xp'PaTbs- ouSaarj ave- 
xbpevos by itself would be comparatively 
tame. 

5 tovtuv yap 8ij ktX. The many 
KaXa ‘are’ and ‘are not,’ because they 
are beautiful and not-beautiful. We may 
infer, on the other hand, that the aiirb 
KaXXos always ‘ is,’ because (among other 
reasons) it is always beautiful. In other 
words, the essence of an Idea consists 
in its eternal unity and identity with 
itself. Cf. Symp. 211 A, where the aiiro 
KaXiv is said to be oil rrj pev KaXiv, rrj 5’ 

aioxpov, oil5£ Tire plv, Tore 5’ od, ovSe 

irpos /lev to KaXiv, irpbs 51 to aioxpov, 

oils’ lv6a plv KaXov, evda 51 aioxpov, ois 
rial plv ov KaXiv, rial 51 aloxpbv. This 
passage will explain what Plato means 
by saying that there is not one of the 
iroXXa KaXa which is not also aioxpov. 

Cf. also Bosanquet Companion pp. 213 f. 
Krohn (PI. Fr. p. 73) argues that this 
passage is inconsistent with the Maxim 
of Contradiction as laid down in IV 436 B. 

But Plato does not mean that to. iroXXa 

KaXa are aioxpa Kara Tabrov Kal irpbs 

Tavriv, nor should apa in 478 D be 
interpreted in this sense. A particular 
KaXov is apa KaXbv Kai aioxpov, iij rurl 
pev ov KaXov, tioI 51 aioxpov. Cf. 
Zeller4 II I, p. 627 n. 2. 

479 B 9 to! iroXXa SurXao-ia are 
irpbs pev rb SnrXdoia, irpos 5e to ifploea, 
whereas the avrb bnrXdoiov is always and 
in every relation SnrXaoiov: see last note 
and vil 523 C ff., Phaed. 102 B, C. The 
examples of SnrXdoia, peyaXa, papla are 
examples and nothing more; the others, 
KaXa, SUaia, Soia, are relevant in a wider 
sense, for the aim of the philosopher- 
king is to frame his KaXXliroXis on the 
model of the airrb dyaOiv. See on 
476 A. 

13 ap4>0Tcpuv e£eTcu: “utrisque ad- 
haerescet ” Stallbaum. 

14 rots tv Tats ktX. eirapi<poTepl- 

fovoiv is certainly neuter, as Schneider 
shews, and not masculine: cf. tovto 

iirap<poTep'i£ei below. The word is very 
frequently used in agreement with neuter 
or inanimate subjects: see Stephanus- 
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C aecrtv, eepr], eTraptepoTept^ovcnv eot/cev, teal tw 1 twv iratScov alv'typtaTt, 15 

tm 7repi tov evvov^ov, t 179 /3oXrj<; 7rept tt); vvteTepiebo;, a> teal iep’ 

ov axnov avrrjv atvtTTOVTat fiaAetv" teal yap ravra etrapipoTept^et, 

teal ovr elvat ovre pep elvat ovBev ainwv hvvarov Trayiw; vorjerat 

ovre apepoTepa ovre ovSerepov. “E%et? ovv aitTol;, r/v S’ iyeb, 6 t 1 

Xpijaec, rj birot Qpcev; tcaWteo deertv trjs peera^v ovata<; re teal tov 20 

pep elvat; ovre yelp 7tov (TteoTwbeeTTepa ptrj 0W09 7rpo; to ptdWov 

D ptl] elvat (pavrjaeTat, ovre 1 epavorepa ovto; 7rpo? to ptaWov elvat. 

’AXtjdeerTaTa, eeprj. Yivpptcaptev apa, ox; eottcev, ort to. twv 7roWcbv 

17. iiraficporepl^ei Vind. E et corr. q-: Z■^■a^J.4>0T€P^e'■,’ AIlHiy. 

Hase Thes. s.v. The ‘ children’s riddle ’ 
is (according to one of the two versions 
given by the Scholiast) alms ris f<mv cis 
cin-rip re kovk avpp | 6pvida koCik bpvid’ ISaut 
76 /route Ido.>v, | eirl fuXou re kou £vXou 
Ka6r)p.evriv \ \I610 re kov \ldip /3aXot re kou 

paKoi. Athenaeus (x 452 c) assigns it (on 
the authority of Clearchus) to Panarces. 
The interpretation is “ a eunuch aimed at 
a bat which he saw imperfectly sitting 
upon a reed with a pumice-stone and 
missed him” (J. and C.). This riddle 
was used as an exercise in logic among 
the Stoics (Diimmler Antisth. p. 43), 
but that is not a sufficient reason for sup¬ 
posing (with Diimmler) that they took it 
from Antisthenes. 

479 C 16 Trjs PoXfjs irepi kt\. The 
MSS apparently read irepl: iripi is due to 
Benedictus. Stephanus wishes to delete 
the second, Richards the first preposition, 
but the whole sentence is loosely con¬ 
structed, as if a mere child’s riddle was 
not worth remembering or dwelling on: 
‘ the children’s riddle about the eunuch, 
don’t you know, about hitting the bat, 
what it was the riddle says he struck it 
with, and on what it was sitting.’ ip and 
not ws (as Baiter supposed) is the reading 
of A. 

17 Ktti yap TauTa ktX. ravra is of 
course ra itoXXa, as Jowett and others 
rightly explain. Campbell appears 
strangely to take it of the children’s 
riddle. I agree with Ast that eirap.<po- 
repipeiv—see cr. n.—must be wrong. It 
is usual to supply looce, but this is very 
difficult, and the categoric affirmative is 
much more to the point. For the error see 
Introd. § 5. Hartman hastily pronounces 
oCr’ ap.<porepa ovre ovSZrepov spurious on 
the ground that “ illas res ovberepov esse 
modo (of/re rival—voficrat) dictum est,” 
and that “ non verum est illas res non 

esse dp.,P°TePa” The text is perfectly 
sound. Phenomena, says Glauco, can¬ 
not be ‘ fixedly conceived of’ as either 
(a) being or (b) not being, nor yet as 
(c) neither of the two. The fourth 
alternative is to ‘ fix them in the mind ’ 
as (d) both being and not being. This 
too is impossible, although we may say 

that they ‘both are and are not’ (477 a, 

478 d). The reason is that they are not, 
in the last analysis, ‘ both being and not- 
being,’ but something between the two, 
as Socrates presently points out. (See 
also on olov in 478 D.) Phenomena can¬ 
not be fixedly conceived (trayiws vorjoai) 

in any kind of way, because they have 

no fixity themselves. They are in a 
constant state of Heraclitean flux: cf. 
/cuXivSeiTat, ir\avt]ruv in D and (for irayiws) 

IV 434 D n. 
479 D 23 to. twv ttoXXwv ktX. : 

“the multitude’s multitudinous formulae” 
Bosanquet. The words refer to general 
rules, standards, canons, believed in by 
the multitude (cf. ra rar 7roXXu)v boypara 
VI 493 a), who have on every single 
subject many such standards (n-oXXa vb- 
tuva), mutually inconsistent and unco¬ 
ordinated, because they do not know 
that rd /caXov, to ayadov etc. are each of 
them Zv. They say, for example, ‘ rb 
r]du is /eaXdv,’ 1 rb <xviJ.<t>Zpov is /eaXdv,’ 
‘ rb ayadov is /eaXdv,’ and so on. Such 
assertions give the appearance of plurality 
to rb KaXov, by connecting it, not indeed 
with the objects of sense, but with other 
elbtj (cf. 476 A, 476 C tin.). The form 
in which Plato expresses his conclusion 
(ra rcov ttoXXujv 7roXXa vo/ri/ta /caXou 
rrZpi and not simply ra 7roXXa /eaXa) 
prepares us for VI 484 C, where the whole 
purpose of this enquiry is disclosed. It 
is the business of the philosopher-king to 
bring order out of chaos by remodelling 
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7roXXd vbpipa /caXov re nrepL /cal rgov aXXcov fieratjv irov kvXlv- 

25 Bely at tov re pt] 0W09 /cal tov ovto<; elXi/cpLV(d<;. Hvpij/capev. 

UpoGopoXoyyaapev Be ye, el tl tolovtov cfraveir), Sogacrrov avTo 

aXX' ov yvcoarov Beil/ XeyeaGai, rfj peTa^v BvvdpeL to peTa^v 

7rXavrjTov aXia/copevov. ' QpoXoyy/capev. Tot/? apa 7roAAa /caXa 

Gecopevov*;, 1 avro Be to /caXov prj opcovTas prjB’ aXXco eV’ avto E 

30 ayovTL Bvvapevow; eireadaL, ical 7roXXa Bl/cata, avTo Be to Bl/caiov 

pi], /cal TTavTa outgo, Botjd^eiv (foijaopev diravTa, ycyveoa/ceiv Be gov 

Bo^d^ovacv ovBev. 'kvdy/cr), ecpr]. Tl Se av tov$ avTa e/cacjTa 

Gecopevov; /cal del /cara taura waavTco^ ovTa; dp ov yiyvuxr/ceiv 

dXX' ov Bo£d£eiv; ’Kvdy/cr] /cal TavTa. Ov/covv /cal awna^eaGaL 

35 re /cal cfnXeiv tovtov<; p'ev taura (fu'/aopev, ecp' ol<; yvS)<TL<; eaTiv, 

| e/celvous Be e</>’ oi? Bb£a; r/ ov pvrjpovevopev, otl (fxovds Te /cal 480 

^poa? /caXa? /cal tu ToiavT ecjoapev tovtov<; cfuXeiv Te /cal GedaGai, 

avTo Be to /caXov ovB' dve-^eaGat at? tl ov ; MepvijpeGa. ovv 

tl 7r\i]ppeXi']<7opev cficXoBo^ovs /caXovvTe? avTov<i paXXov 1) (fiLXoao- 

5 (^01/9; /cal apa yplv acpoBpa %aXeiravovaiv, av outgo Xeycopev; 

Ov/c, av y epol TreiGaivTaL, ecfii]’ tu> yap dXyGel 'yaXeiraLveLv ov 

Gepi<i. Toi/? avTo apa e/cacxTov to ov acnra^opevovs (jnXoab(f)ov<; 

dXX' ov (fnXoBo^ovi /cXrjTeov; YlavTairacn pev ovv. 

TeAoc noAiTeiXc e. 

the vbpipia of tile many in conformity 
with the Idea. He must not allow them 
to predicate Koivowia of el Sr] unless the 
eidr) really intercommunicate. 

28 iroXAd Ka\d. Is /caXa, the plural 
of ‘ the beautiful,’ or of 1 a beautiful ’ ? 
This question is raised by Bosanquet, 
who answers it thus: “ the sentence 
about formulae leads me to interpret it 
in the former sense = ‘ many standards,’ or 
cases accepted as standards, ‘of beauty.’” 
Cf. 479 A, where however we have xoXXb. 
to xaXd, and its antithesis to koIXov. 
The expression xoXXa KaXa must, I think, 
be taken in its usual sense, as the plural 
of /caXov rt; but it includes not only the 
objects of sense, but also v6p.ip.a. wepi 
Ka\oC, which are themselves iroXXa /caXa, 
because they connect aiird to /caXov with 
another dSos. See last note. 

479 E 32 avToi ^Kaora: the gene¬ 
ralised expression including avrS /caXov, 
avro SUcuov and all the Ideas. Cf. VI 
507 B n. 

400 a 2 iiij'c.p.ei'. 476 B. 

5 apa — Xtycopev; See Isocrates de 
Soph. 8 irXdio KaropOouvras roils rais 
So^ais xP^V^vovs ij roiis ttjv ixuTT'qp.T)V 
ixa-v ixayyeXXo/pvovs. To this (accord¬ 
ing to Teichmiiller Lit. Fehd. I p. 103) 
Plato here replies, and the retort is sup¬ 
posed to be the more telling, because 
Isocrates, in spite of the sentence just 
quoted, aspired to the name (fiiXoootpos: 
see Spengel Isokrates u. Platon pp. 13, 
22 ff. Diimmler, on the other hand, 
supposes that Antisthenes is meant, as 
before (see on 476 d). I can see no 

sufficient reason for holding that Plato is 
here thinking specially of either, although 
the cap fits both. 

4 4,lXotr°4)0'’S. The connotation of 
rpiXocrorpos has greatly altered or developed 
since Book 11: see 11 376 b n., and cf. 
Krohn Pl. St. pp. 9, 20, 102. Krohn is 
fully justified when he calls the concluding 
part of Book v “the turning-point” of 
the Republic (ib. p. 107). Plato’s hitherto 
‘ Hellenic city ’ is now well on the road 
to become an ‘ensample in the Heavens.’ 



APPENDICES TO BOOK V. 

I. 

On the relation of the fifth book of the Republic to Aristophanei 

Ecclesiazusae. 

That there is some kind of connexion or interdependence between 
the Aristophanic and Platonic descriptions of a communistic ideal, is 
a theory which has been strenuously advocated by a succession of 
distinguished scholars from the middle of the 18th century to the 
present day. The author of the suggestion was apparently Bizet, who, 
as I learn from Tchorzewski (de Politia, Timaeo, Critia 1847 p. 150), 
appended to his argument of the Ecclesiazusae the note 6 S’ ’Apio-ro- 
<pavri<; 8la tovtwv tow <£(Aoo-d(/>ous, ots igOpos 7)v, p-aX-icrra Se to. tov 

IIAaTtovos irepl iroAiTetas fii.fiX.La ifeyeiv crKWTrreiv Kai Kco/uuoSeiv Sokcl. An 
attempt to establish the connexion was made by Lebeau in 1760 
(Tchorzewski 1. c.), but the first to advance any serious arguments in 
its support was Morgenstern (de Plat. Rep. comment, prima 1794 pp. 
74—78). In one form or another, the theory received the support 
of, among the older generation of scholars, Boeckh (de simultate 

Xen. et Plat. 1811 p. 26), Bergk (Comment, de rel. coju. Attic, antiq. 

1838 pp. 8r, 404 n.), Meineke (Hist. crit. cotn. Graec. 1839 pp. 
287 ff.), and Tchorzewski (1. c.): see Susemihl Gen. Entivick. n pp. 
296 ff., where the author mentions the most important writings on 
the subject down to 1857. The original theory has undergone some 
new and remarkable developments since the efflorescence of the 
chorizontic school of criticism, in whose hands the apparent con¬ 
nexion between the Ecclesiazusae and the Republic has formed a useful 
weapon for attacking the unity of Plato’s dialogue. Foremost of these 
critics is Krohn (PI. St. 1876 pp. 72—83, and PI. Frage 1878 pp. 36 fi); 
among the others, we may refer in particular to Stein (de Ar. Eccles. 

arg. e quarto reip. Plat. lib. sumpto 1880), Teichmuller (Lit. Felulen 1 
i88r pp. 15 ff. and n 1884 pp. 41 fi), Bergk (Gr. Literaturgesch. 1887 
iv pp. 85, 462 ff.), Usener (in Brandt’s zur Entwick. d. PI. Lehr. v. d. 

Seelentheilen 1890 p. 6), and above all Chiappelli (in Riv. di Filologia 
etc. xi pp. 161—273 and xv pp. 343—352), to whom we owe what is 
in my opinion by far the most interesting and valuable discussion on 
the whole subject. A few distinguished writers still maintain that 
the philosopher and the comedian are probably independent of one 
another, notably Zeller (Phil. d. Griechen4 11 1, p. 551 n. 2) and on 
the whole also Hirmer (E?itst. u. Komp. d. Plat. Pol. pp. 655—660), 
but the balance of published opinion is in favour of recognising in 
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some shape or other a historical connexion between the socialistic 
burlesque of Aristophanes and the serious communism of Plato. 

In reviewing the available evidence, it will be convenient to con¬ 
sider, in the first place, any external indications which may be supposed 
to have a bearing on the theory; secondly, any alleged or possible 
references to Plato himself in the Ecclesiazusae, or to Aristophanes in 
the fifth book of the Republic-, thirdly, the general similarity between 
the two writings; and finally, such particular resemblances of language 
and idea as have been adduced in support of the allegation that Plato 
has in view Aristophanes, or Aristophanes Plato. 

I. Alleged external evidence. 

According to Aristotle {Pol. B 7. 1266s 34 ff.), ovScls—ovre ttjv irepl 

ra TtKva KoivuTrjTa kcll tols ywaiKas dWos (i.e. Other than Plato) kckouvo- 

TO/xrjKtv ovre Trepi ra cnxrcrma twv ywaiKwv, and Plato himself in the 
Timaeus 18c remarks, with reference to the communism of the Republic, 
r) tovto pev Sia ttjv arjOeiav twv \e\6 cvtwv cvpvrjpovevrov, on Koua 

ra twv yapwv Kai ra twv TraiSwv iracnv a.7rdvTWV eTideptv kt\; On the 
strength of these passages Teichmiiller (ll.ee.) has argued that the fifth 
book of the Republic must have preceded the Ecclesiazusae. The 
argument is, however, as Zeller points out (l.c.), altogether incon¬ 
clusive ; for Aristotle does not assert that Plato was the first, but that 
he was the only authority, who introduced this innovation. It is there¬ 
fore clear that Aristotle, who must have known the Ecclesiazusae, is 
excluding the fantastic creations of comedy from his survey. This 
inference is further supported by another passage in the Politics (ib. 12. 

I2 74b 9—11), where rj tc twv ywaiKwv Kai TraiSwv Kai rijs ouertas koivot^s 

Kai ra oxaa-'ma twv ywaiKwv are said to be 18 ta nXaTwvos. See also 
Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, Vol. 11 p. 282. It has been main¬ 
tained on the other hand that the Ecclesiazusae is earlier than the 
Republic, because Aristophanes declares his proposals to be pyre SeSpa- 
p£va prjT (iprjplva ttw 7rporepov (Eccl. 579), but, in point of fact, the 
educated Greeks of Aristophanes’ time probably knew that com¬ 
munistic societies had already existed (see on v 451 c, 457 b), and Zeller 
takes the comedian much too seriously when he supposes this line to 
demonstrate the priority of Aristophanes’ play even to the proposals of 
the philosopher. No ancient writer, so far as I am aware, has sug¬ 
gested either that Aristophanes refers to Plato, or that Plato refers to 
Aristophanes; and there is no other external evidence of any kind, if 
we except certain chorizontic conjectures which are in harmony, so 
far as they go, with the well-known statement of Gellius (Noct. All. 

xiv 3) about the separate publication of part of the Republic. See 
Introd. § 4. The question must therefore be decided, if at all, on other 
grounds. 

II. Alleged or prima facie possible allusions either {a) to Plato in 
the Ecclesiazusae, or (b) to Aristophanes in the fifth book of the Republic. 

(a) The name of Plato does not occur in the Ecclesiazusae. This 
fact has sometimes been used as an argument against the theories 
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connecting the Ecclesiazusae and the Republic, see for example Zeller4 
ii i, p. 551 n. But, as Bergk (Gr. Literaturgesch. iv p. 86) and others 
have pointed out, the later comedies of Aristophanes comparatively 
seldom attack contemporaries by name1, and in any case Aristophanes 
was quite at liberty, if he thought fit, to caricature the scheme of Plato 
without specifying its author. Cf. Krohn PI. St. p. 76. Is Plato 
present in disguise in any portion of the play ? Some critics have 
detected an allusion to the philosopher in the words with which the 
Aristophanic chorus introduces the communism of the Ecclesiazusae : 

vvv Or] Set ere TrvKVyv cfrpeva kou <j>i\6tro<|>ov eyetpeiv 
(ppOVTiS" €TrL<TTap.€VY)V 

ratert <fiiXcuai.v dp.vve.iv (vv. 57 1—573)- 

The reading of the mss is <jnX6<To<f)ov, and there is no sufficient justi¬ 
fication for the conjectures (frLXoSypov or (jnXoKoivov, for the dactylic 
measure may easily pass into the trochaic, as in Frogs 884 (quoted in 
Blaydes’ note). It is of course possible, on the face of it, that Plato is 
in Aristophanes’ mind, and the possibility becomes still more evident if 
we read <£iA.oo-o<£(ov, which Bergk declares—somewhat hastily, I think— 
to be necessary on metrical grounds (Gr. Literaturgesch. iv p. 463 71. 

x35). But cfrcXoo-ocfjov gives the better construction and sense, and the 
words of Aristophanes as they stand in the mss do not in themselves 
suggest a reference to the theories either of Plato or of any other 
philosopher. The adjective <£iAoo-o<£ov is merely an amplification of 
■rrvKvrjv. Cf. Hirmer 1. c. p. 659 n. 2. Others may be inclined to 
recognise Plato in the evirpe-n-r)s veavias who proposes the ywcuKOKpaTca 
of Aristophanes’ play : 

p.ern. tovto tolvvv evirpeirr/s veavias 
XevKOS ns dveTryOya d/xoios Nucia 
SrjpyyopycrQiv, ko.itegeipr](Tev Aeyeiv 
ojs xpr] TrapaSovvai rais ywai£i tt)v 7rdA.1v ktA. 

(vv. 427—454.) 

But in this instance also the identification would be purely speculative, 
and much the same may be said of Bergk’s conjecture (Comm. de reliq. 
Com. Att. a?it. p. 404 ni) that rov t<Lv ypae^eorv apurrou in verse 995 
refers to Plato: 

Neav. 

Near. 

Neav. 

dXX’ w /AX' oppurSo't tov epaerryv aov. 

Pp. TLva; 

tov tiSv ypacjreorv apierTov. 

Tp. ouros S’ eerrt -us ; 

os tols veKpouji £(oypaq!>ei ras Xy]kv6ovz, 

dXX! d.m6\ oVcus p.rj <r e7rl OvpaiTTLV oi/zerat. 

(vv. 994—997.) 

1 Plato and his school are however frequently mentioned by the poets of the New 
Comedy. The following references are due to Stein (l.c. p. 9 n.)\ Theopompus ap. 
Meineke Frag. Comic. Gr. 11 p. 797, Anaxandrides ib. ill p. 170, Amphis pp. 302, 
305, Ephippus p. 332, Epicrates p. 370, Cratinus Junior p. 378, Alexis pp. 382, 451, 
453> 455) 468, Philippides IV p. 468. See D. L. ill 26 ff. 
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There remains a single passage in which the fertile imagination of 
the same scholar discovered a precise and positive allusion to Plato. 
It is a tolerably well established tradition that Plato was originally 
called Aristocles (D. L. iii 4, and other evidence in Zeller4 n 1, p. 392 
71. 1), and Aristyllus is a diminutive or hypocoristic form of that name. 
See Etym. M. p. 142. 55 ^ ’ApiorvAAos ‘ oyopui Trapa ’ ApLcno<f>a.vei. 

eiprjrai 8e v7roKopio-TLKwz o ’Apicrro/cA^s, and Eustath. ad II. p. 989. 45 
VTTOKeKOpUTTai O "HpuAAoS £k TOV 'Hpa/cAjjs <0$ £k TOV ’ Apl(TTOK\.rjs 6 

AptcrTL'AAos irapa toj Kwpuxw, with Fick Griech. Perso?ientia?n. p. lii 
Now in the Ecclesiazusae 646 ff., after Praxagora has described the 
advantages of domestic communism in language very like Plato’s, we 
read:— 

IIpa£. ttoXv p-ivToi Seivorepoy tovtov tov irpdyp.aTos ecrri,— 

BA«7r. to 7roiov; 

ripa£. e* ere. (jnXrjaeuy ApurruAAos, <pdai((ov avTOv ira.Ttp eiva.1. 

BActt. otpuo^oi ray <cat kwkvol. 

llpaE. (tv 8e y o£ois ay Ka\ap.LyOrjz, 

aXX' ovtos p.ey Trporepoy yeyovev irp'iv to if/y(f>i.(Tp.a yeve<j6aiy 

<jjCTT oi\l Seos pdj ae (juXrjarj. 

BAe7r. Seu'dv p-evrav iirtTroyOrj. 

Why should not Aristyllus be Plato ? Bergk had the boldness to 
suggest their identity (l.c. p. 403 n.), and in the following year Meineke 
upheld the same view by the citations which I have given. The con¬ 
jecture deserves the praise of ingenuity, but is far from probable in 
itself, and has met with little favour at the hands of recent writers. If 
Plato is personated by Aristyllus, we can only say that his features are 
distorted beyond the possibility of recognition both here and in the 
Plutus 

p.Ly6u)(rop.ev 6 wertrep rpayov 

TT)v piva• av 8’ ’ApiorvAAos vTroyjdiKwv epeiz 

eireaOe p.r)Tpl xotpoi (vv. 313—315): 

nor is it at all likely that Aristophanes, even in a late comedy like the 
Ecclesiazusae, would have had recourse to so far-fetched a cryptogram. 
We meet with Aristyllus as a distinct and separate proper name 
before the archonship of Euclides (CIA 1 299, CIA 1 447 col. 1, quoted 
by Hirmer l.c. p. 659), and we have no reason for disbelieving the 
Scholiasts when they remark that this particular ’ApumAAos was only 
some ala-xponoLos or other whom Aristophanes wished to deride. To 
judge from his posthumous history of Greek literature (iv pp. 86, 463), 
Bergk himself afterwards abandoned the idea that Aristyllus stands for 
Plato. 

It will be seen that the available evidence under this head is quite 
insufficient to establish the probability of any kind of connexion 
between the Ecclesiazusae and the Republic. 

(b) It has been maintained by Chiappelli (l.c.) and other writers 
that Plato makes frequent reference to Aristophanes in the course of 
Book v. The expressions in question have been separately dealt with 
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as they occur : but it will be easier to estimate the cumulative value of 
their evidence if we bring them under the compass of a single survey. 

The following passages claim consideration : 

(1) ovk i are ocrov ecrpov Xoywv erreyeLpeTe- ov eyu> op till' TraprjKa Tore, 

p.p irapda^OL ttoXvv dyXov 450 B. 

(2) aTTLCTTOVVTa Se Kal tflTOVVTO. d/xa roii? Xoyous TroLctcrdai, o Sr] eyw 

Spur, ejroftepov re (cai aejraXepov, ov tl yeXwra oejrXetv ktX. 450 E. 

(3) ra^a Se ovtw<; av op6w\j e^oi, pera avSpeLOv Spdpa 7ravTeX(ijs 

Sia.Trepa.v6ev to yvvaiieeiov av irepaiveLV 451 B C. 

(4) ov <f>o(3r]Teov ra twv xaPlevruiv aKopi/xara, ocra Kal ota dv elirolev 

eh tt]v tolo.vt7]v /xeTafjoXrjv yevopevrjv Kal Trepl ra yvp.vdaia Kal rrepl 

/xovaru<r]v Kal ovk eXa^iora irepl tt]v tu>v oirXwv cr^e'crtv Kal hrtrwv o^n-ei? 

45 2 BC- 

(5) p-draws os yeXoiov dXXo tl T^yeirai rj to icanoi', Kal 6 yeX(0TO7roi6iv 

eiTLxeipdiv 7rpos dXXr/v Tivd oifnv dirofiXeTrwv (3s yeXoiov rj ttjv tov d(jrpov6<; 

re Kal kokov, Kal KaXov av cnrovSaljei 7rpos aXXov nvd aKoirov crTr/aap-evo'> rj 

tov tov ayaOov 452 D. Cf. also SerjOelcri re tovtutv pr) ra avrwv irpaTTeiv, 

aXXa cnrovSaljeLV 452 C. 

(6) tov ra evavTia Xeyovra 454 E and tov to. Toiavra avTiXeyovrog 

455 a. 

(7) 6 Se yeXuiv dvr/p errl yvpvaii yvvai£iv, tov fieXr'.crTOV evei<a yvp.va- 

fjopevats, aTeXrj tov yeXoiov [aoc/j/as] Speirwv Kapirov, ovSev olSev, ols eoiKev, 

eef> (2 yeXa ovS' o tl 7rpdrret 457 B. 

(8) Kal p.ev Sr] Kal rots irpoaOev ye wp.oXoyovp.ev 464 B. 

(9) w ScoKpares—tolovtov eKf3efiXr]i<as prjpa re Kal Xoyov, ov elirwv 

r/yov errl ere 7raw ttoXXovs re «ai ov cfravXovs—0eiv SiaTeTa/xevovs 10s 

6a.v]xd.aux epyaaopevovs 473 Ef. 

In nearly all these places Chiappelli (l.c.) suspects that Plato has 
Aristophanes in view. As regards the first, it is tolerably clear from 
Plato’s choice of the word TraprjKa that the eV/xos Xoywv means the 
swarm of subjects which Socrates will now have to discuss, and not the 
hostile criticism which he will encounter: see note ad loc. The notes 
on (2) and (3) will shew that neither of these passages warrants the 
conclusion that either Aristophanes or any other representative of 
Athenian comedy is intended. It would be almost equally rash to 
identify tov to. evavrta Xeyovra in (6) with Aristophanes, and in (9) 
Plato is manifestly thinking of a coalition of antagonists, not to mention 
the fact that the subject of the philosopher-king, which evokes this 
exclamation from Glauco, is nowhere hinted at in the Ecclesiazusae. If 
the imperfect wpoXoyovpev is to be retained in (8), the sentence be¬ 
comes more pointed on the supposition that Plato is replying to some 
criticism or caricature of his communistic theories; but even without 
such a hypothesis, the meaning is satisfactory enough. In the other 
three passages, viz. (4), (5) and (7), it is difficult to resist the impression 
that Plato’s vigorous invective, though professedly general, has also a 
personal application. There are several places in the Republic where 
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Plato has with much probability been supposed to be thinking of an 
individual in describing the type, as, for example, when he pours 
contempt on the epideictic rhetorician in the person of Isocrates (vi 
498 e n.); and it is quite possible that he thought of Aristophanes 
when he wrote these words. But there cannot be any reference to the 
Ecclesiazusae in particular, for the Ecclesiazusae does not touch upon 
any of the special topics which Plato here mentions, such as the 
athletic and military exercises of women. The most that we can 
reasonably affirm is that, if the Ecclesiazusae can be shewn on other 
grounds to be an attack either on Plato’s own theories, or on views 
with which he sympathised, the personal tone of (4), and especially of 
(5) and (7), is most easily explicable on the hypothesis that they are a 
sort of counter attack on Aristophanes by Plato. 

III. The general resemblances between the two works in respect of 

subject-matter and content. 

The Ecclesiazusae falls into two well-marked divisions (1—876, and 
877—n8r), the second of which merely elaborates and illustrates the 
idea expressed in vv. 615—618, and contains nothing which can fairly 
be quoted in this connexion. It is otherwise with the first half of the 
play. There Aristophanes deals with a number of subjects which are 
treated also by Plato, viz. Community of Goods (590—594, 597—610, 
673—692), Community of Women (611—634), Community of Children 
(635—650), the absence of every kind of Sikai (657—672), and the 
establishment of ivcro-lTia. (715 f.). The coincidence is remarkable and 
certainly requires explanation. 

IV. Specific parallels in idea, or in language, or in both idea and 

language. 

These are more numerous and sometimes, perhaps, more remarkable 
than is generally supposed. We may tabulate them as follows: 

Plato. Aristophanes. 

(i) Taz ywatKas ravraz nov av- 

8puiv tovtojv ravrijiv 7racras civai 

KOivaz, 181a Sc prjhxvL fj.rjhxfj.Lav 

(TWOLKtiv 457 C f. 

kou ravraz yap KOivaz ttolm tolz 

dvSpdai rri’yKara*€ia-flat ' kou iraiSo- 

ttoulv t<Z/3ov\op.evui (614 f.) 

(2) on 77avTWV £vfL<f>opd>Tar av 

etr] TTpayQtvTa rrj ttuXxl Kat Toiz 

(fruXa^LV 458 B. 

Kal fjdfv on pev gprjard 8i8a£(0 iri- 

o-txvw (583). 

7T<I)Z OVV OVTOJ £(ih'TU)V TfpdjV TOVZ 

avTOV 7rai8az ei<aaToz 1 ccrrat 8vvaroz 

SiayiyroicTKeu'; Tt Sc Set; 7rartpaz 

yap diravTaz 1 tovz TTpxaflvTtpovz 

avTutv etvai toicti gpovoicnv vopi- 

ovaiv (635—637). 
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(4) eyopev ovv—fitl^ov ayaObv 
tov 6 av £vv$fj re kol Troifj pfav (sc. 
TT]V 7roXlv) ; OvK e^OpeV 462 A f. 

(s) ri Se; SiKai re kcl'l e’ykXtj- 

fxara 79005 aXXrjXov; ovk ol^ijcreTai 

e£ abrcov, a5s «7ros thrdlv ktA. ; 464 D. 

(6) (cat pi)r ort ye rewrepos 7rpecr- 

fivTepov—ovre dXXo /3ia£e(T0ai e7ri- 

^eipTjcei TTore, ovre rvirreiv tos to 

€lk6<s- olfxaL S’ ovSe aAAws cmpaaei* 

travel) yap toj cfyuXaKe KwXvovre, Seos 

re Kat atStos, aiScvs pei' als yovecvv p.7] 

airrecrOai etpyovera, Se'os Se to tu> 

TraV^ovTi tovs dXXovg fiorjdelv, too? 

pey (os vei?, toos Se (os aSeX(f>ovi, 

Toils Se (os -jraTepas 465 A fi 

(7) aAAa p^v Kai Ka$’ ’'Op.rjpov 

Tots TOLolaSe Sueaiov Tip.av twv veiov 

ocroi ayado'f koX yap 'Oprjpos tov 

ebSoKipyaavra iv toj 7roAep.(o vootoi- 

civ Aiavra etjyr) SirjveKeecrai yepat- 

pordat, (os Tavrrjv oIkcmv ovaav 

Tiprjv T(p rjfifdvTL re Kat etvSpeiu), £<; 

r)<; apa TaS Tipa(r0ai Kat T17V Icr^vv 

av^rjcreL. ’OpOorara, erfvq. Iletero- 

pe#a apa, 8’ eyoi, TaSra ye 

'Opr/ptp 468 C f. 

aAA’ eVa grotto koivov Trdaiv /3lorov 

Kat tovtov opoiov (594 : cf. 590— 

5?3\ 
T7]v Se StatTav TtVa 7rotr/(Tets; Koivpv 

Truer iv ■ to yap o.<jtv I piav otKr/ertV 

rjyrjpu TrovrjfTCLV crvppyj£acr ets ev 

a7ravra, I (oare /SaSt^etv ets aAAryAous 

(673—675 : cf. 690 ff.) 

a’AA’ ovSe StKat TrpioTov ecrovrai kt\. 

(657—672: cf. also 560—567). 

etAA’ o 7rape<TT(os ovk eViTpei^et • TOTe 
S auTOts ovk epeA’ ovSev I tow a’AAo- 

TpiiliV OtTTtS TV7TTOL • VVV S’ ijv TrXr)- 

yevTOS aKOvcrrj ^ p>} avrov ckcivov 

TVTrrrj SeSttos Tots Sptocrtv tovto 

pa^etTat (641—643). 

Kat pat/aoSetv etrrat tots 7raiIa.pL0t.aiv 1 

tovs aVSpetovs ev Ttp 7roAepto, Ket Tt? 

SetAos yeyevr/TaL, I tVa pv; Seuriaotr’ 

ato-^vt'opet'ot (679—681). 

I have drawn attention to the Aristophanic parallels in commenting 
on each of these passages of Plato individually. The impression which 
they produce as a whole will vary according to the observer’s bent and 
attitude of mind. To Zeller and Hirrner they appear for the most 
part only accidental coincidences natural enough in the independent 
exposition and development of the same fundamental idea. By way of 
illustration Hirmer reminds us that one of the reasons which Plato 
assigns for domestic communism finds an echo in the motive to which 
Herodotus had already attributed the community of wives among the 
Agathyrsi: see note on 463 c. Susemihl on the other hand seems to 
think that the resemblances are too striking to be merely accidental 

Entwick. 11 p. 297). Experience has shewn that it would be rash 
to limit the possible degrees of approximation between two writers of 
ability discussing the same or similar subjects; but for my own part I 
am disposed to think that we should give the preference to an ex- 
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planation which, while it is probable on other grounds, leaves room 
for the possibility that some at least of these coincidences are not 
altogether fortuitous. 

On a retrospect of the foregoing discussion, we see that the residue 
of solid fact awaiting explanation is first, the general resemblance of 
subject and treatment between the fifth book of the Republic and the 
Ecclesiazusae, and secondly, certain particular coincidences of idea and 
phraseology. No very great stress should be laid on the personal and 
polemical tone which seems to make itself felt in some of the passages 
cited under heading II (b); but it may be found that a solution which 
explains the other phenomena will provide a reasonable account of this 
matter also. 

What explanations may be, or have been, offered ? 
It may be suggested, in the first place, that Aristophanes and Plato 

are borrowing from the same literary source. According to Aristoxenus 
ap. D. L. hi 37 and Favorinus ib. 57 the Republic of Plato was found 
almost entire iv tois Hpwrayopov ’Ai'riAoyocois, but the fable is unworthy 
of serious discussion, and has not been accepted by any responsible 
critic (cf. Frei, Quaestiones Protagoreae p. 187). Apart from this testi¬ 
mony, there is no evidence to support the view that the resemblances 
between Aristophanes and Plato are due to imitations of the same 
original. 

Secondly, it has been held that Aristophanes copies from Plato. 
According to this theory, the Ecclesiazusae caricatures the Platonic 
community of goods, wives and children, referred to or expounded in 
the end of Book 111, in iv 423 e f., and especially in Book v of the 
Republic. Zeller and others have endeavoured to refute this view by 
urging that communism in the Ecclesiazusae is represented rather as an 
extreme development of democracy and the democratical spirit than 
as “das Hirngespenst eines aristokratischen Doctrinars ” (Zeller l.c. p. 
552 n.)\ that Aristophanes depicts a ywaiKOKparia, and exhibits in fact 
“ a bill in Parliament for the putting down of men ” (Merry Wives of 

Windsor 11 1), whereas in Plato we have an dpuTTOKparla. in which the 
best women and the best men are on an equality; and that there are 
many proposals in the fifth book of the Republic to which there is no 
analogy in the Ecclesiazusae, although they would have formed an 
admirable subject for Aristophanes’ peculiar kind of wit, such as the 
KXrjpoi rives Kopif/oi (460 a), the gymnastic exercises of the female 
guardians (452 bc al.), and their presence on the field of battle (471 n 
ah). These observations are certainly true, and conclusive against the 
theory that the Ecclesiazusae was intended by Aristophanes as an ex¬ 
haustive polemic against Plato’s communism, and nothing more; but 
such a theory is quite indefensible and betrays a complete misappre¬ 
hension of the genius of Comedy. The primary object of Aristophanic 
Comedy, when all is said and done, was to amuse (452 bc, 457 b), 
and the accurate and complete recapitulation of Plato’s theories would 
not only be slavish and pedantic, but also much less amusing than a 
partial and distorted view. “ Dass Aristophanes nicht naturgetreue 
Farben liebt, wenn er seine Opfer der Biihne iiberantwortet, braucht 
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nicht besonders gesagt zu werden; er hat am Sokrates eine wahrhaft 
thersiteische Rolle gespielt. Also soli Niemand behaupten, er babe 
den Wortlaut der Politie vor Augen seine Komodie gedichtet, bedacht 
deni Verfasser kein Unrecht zu thun. Er nahm, was seinem Zwecke 
diente; fur seine Extravaganzen muss man zunachst das Wesen der 
Komik verantwortlich machen ” (Krohn PI. St. p. 79). The real 
question is whether the actual points of contact between the Republic 

and the Ecclesiazusae are sufficiently numerous and of such a kind as 
to shew that Aristophanes had the Republic in view in any part of his 
play. If we confine ourselves to the internal evidence, the possibility 
of such a direct and immediate reference to Plato’s dialogue cannot 
be denied; but it is impossible for many reasons to believe that the 
whole of the Republic is earlier than 393—390 B.C., between which 
dates the Ecclesiazusae falls. 

It is at this point that the separatist critics step in. In discussing 
the relationship between Aristophanes and Plato, Morgenstern (l.c. 
p. 83) had already made the suggestion that the Republic as we have it 
now is an editio aucta et emendata of an earlier Republic, and that 
Aristophanes had before him this preliminary treatise; and Teichmiiller 
for his part places the first five books of the Republic in 392 or 391, 
and the Ecclesiazusae in 390 b.c. (l.c. 1 pp. 15 ff.). But the resem¬ 
blances between the two works can be explained without having 
recourse to the hypotheses of the separatists, and the question whether 
the different books of the Republic were published together or not 
should be kept distinct from the present enquiry. See Introd. § 4, 
where I have tried to shew that the xMP^°l'T€S have hitherto failed to 
prove their case. 

Thirdly, Plato may have had the Ecclesiazusae in view when he 
wrote the fifth book of the Repitblic. This opinion was first, I think, 
expressed by Boeckh, who remarks “Plato quinto Reipublicae lepidorum 
hominum facetiis perstricta haec placita significans Aristophanis comoe- 
diam videtur respicere ” (1. c. p. 26). Boeckh’s view seems to be 
regarded as possible both by Zeller (1. c.) and Hirmer (1. c.), the latter 
of whom reminds us that Plato alludes to Aristophanes also in other 
parts of the Republic (see on vn 529 b, c, and cf. vi 508 b n.): and, 
among the separatists, Krohn, Stein, Usener and Chiappelli, in one 
form or another, hold what is fundamentally the same belief. Accord¬ 
ing to Krohn (PI. St. 1. c.), the order of publication was Republic 1—iv, 
Ecclesiazusae, Republic v. In the Ecclesiazusae Aristophanes ridicules 
the Platonic community of wives and children alluded to in IV423 Ef., 
and doubtless familiar enough as a topic of conversation in the more 
cultivated circles of Athenian society; while the first half of Republic v 
reiterates, in view of Aristophanes’ travesty, the principle of «oim ra 
<f>lX.oiv, adding new and well-considered arguments in its support. Stein 
and Chiappelli (11. cc.) agree pretty closely with Krohn, except that 
Stein thinks the remark of Socrates in iv 423 e f. was enough by itself 
to inspire the author of the Ecclesiazusae, without any assistance from 
the oral diffusion of Plato’s paradoxical innovations. The hypothesis 
proposed by Usener (ap. Brandt l.c.), regarded merely as a work of art, 

A. P. 23 
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is singularly perfect and complete. Starting from the thesis that the 
recapitulation of the Republic in the Tiinaeus (17 c ff.) refers to a 
preliminary draft of a portion of the dialogue published before the 
production of the Ecclesiazusae, Usener maintains that in Republic 11 
c. 15—iv c. 5 inclusive we have the substance of that earlier treatise, 
which included also a sketch of the community of wives and children, 
afterwards compressed into the single sentence iv 423 e f. Aristo¬ 
phanes’ travesty of this forerunner of the Republic is contained in the 
Ecclesiazusae, which was put on the stage, according to Usener, in 
393 B.c., and in Book v of the Republic Plato treats the whole subject 
afresh in view of Aristophanes’ attack. 

So much for the most important and representative theories which 
have been advanced on the question. In an enquiry of this kind, we 
cannot hope to attain the certainty of absolute demonstration; but 
I am strongly inclined to admit the probability that Plato had the 
Ecclesiazusae and its author in his mind when he wrote that part of the 
fifth book which deals with the subject of women and children. 
Granted that the Ecclesiazusae is earlier than Book v of the Republic, 
Plato must have known the play, and the subjects treated of in the two 
writings are so closely allied that it would have been difficult to ignore 
the comedian altogether in traversing what is nearly the same ground. 
The positive coincidences, again, both general and particular, though 
they do not perhaps compel us to assume any connexion between the 
two works, are, at all events in some cases, most readily explicable on 
that hypothesis. A similar remark will apply to the instances already 
cited of personal or apparently personal references to some representa¬ 
tive of the comic stage in more than one passage of Book v. But 
there is nothing in this admission which lends support to any of 
the chorizontic hypotheses, and the separatists, with few exceptions, 
take much too narrow a view of the question at issue. No doubt 
Aristotle asserts that the community of wives and children and the 
avaaina ywaiKuv were novelties peculiar to Plato among all the authors 
both of theoretical and of practical polities (Pol. B 7. 1266s 34 fif.). As 
far as concerns actually existing States, Aristotle’s remark is demon¬ 
strably incorrect, if the word ‘ polity ’ is held to include barbarian as 
well as Hellenic constitutions1; and though what he says may be true of 
the 77-oA.iTttai tow <^i\oa-6(f)a»', there is a considerable body of evidence 
to shew that the community of wives and children as well as of 
property was an idea freely mooted in Athenian speculative circles, 
even when it was not embodied in a formal ttoAitkoi like that of Plato, 
or that of Diogenes2 after him. The attitude of Euripides is highly 
significant in a question of this kind; and Diimmler (Proleg. zu Platons 
Staat p. 55) has drawn attention to a fragment of the Protesilaus 
where Euripides forestalls the Platonic conception in the words koivov 
yap elvai xprjv ywaLKtiov y«Vos (Fr. 655 Dindorf. Cf. also Fr. 406, Med. 
573 ff. and Hipp. 616 ff.). The wide-spread desire in Plato’s age to break 

1 See on v 457 l), 463 C. 

2 See Zeller4 II I, pp. 321—326. 
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with ‘convention’ and reorganize society on a ‘natural’ basis, with the 
frequent appeal to the analogy of the dumb creation (see on 451 c), in 
which the ‘ vox Naturae ’ was supposed to be most plainly audible, 
points towards the same conclusion ; and I do not think that Diimmler 
overshoots the mark when, in reviewing the available evidence, he 
affirms “ Es ist kein Zweifel, Weiber- und Giitergemeinschaft liegen auf 
dem Wege der Weltbegliickungsplane des fiinften Jahrhunderts ” (1. c.). 
See also Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophic 111 p. 458 f., where Diels 
remarks “beriihmte Gedanken, deren schulmassige Fassung uns erst aus 
dem Anfang des vierten Jahrhunderts vorliegt (z. B. Sclavenemanci- 
pation und Weibergemeinschaft), bereits im Jahrhundert der Aufklarung 
geboren sind.” That such aspirations commanded a large measure of 
sympathy and support among some of Socrates’ followers, including 
of course Plato, may be easily believed, both on account of the views 
which were afterwards promulgated by Plato and the Cynics, and also 
because there are signs that such an innovation would not have been 
altogether repugnant to the historical Socrates, whose attitude on sexual 
questions is almost repulsively utilitarian : see Xen. Mem. 1 3. 14, n 1. 
5, 2. 4. It is from political and social ideas of this kind that Aris¬ 
tophanes, who everywhere shews himself familiar with the intellectual 
movements of his day, derived the materials of his comedy. Every¬ 
thing else had been tried in Athens; why not have recourse to the 
remedy offered by the so-called ‘ natural ’ state of society ? eSo'/cei 
yap tovto jJLOvov iv Trj iroXa. 1 ovrro) yeyevrjadai (Eccl. 456 f.). Aristo¬ 
phanes’ Ecclesiazusae is thus a satire both on Athenian democracy and 
on the socialistic theories of his age. The philosopher may well have 
been dissatisfied with the comedian’s unscrupulous travesty of views 
with which he had himself no little sympathy. In the fifth book of 
the Republic Plato touches with serious purpose on nearly all the pro¬ 
posals which Aristophanes had tried to make ridiculous, sometimes 
expressing himself as if he were the self-nominated champion of the 
ideal so licentiously burlesqued upon the stage, and even appears to 
carry the war into the enemy’s camp by a vigorous onslaught upon the 
principles and practice of Athenian comedy (452 c fi). 

II. 

V 452 D, E. /xaraios os yzXoiov dXXo ti rfyeLTai 1'/ to kokov, Ka l 6 
yeXcoTOTroiecv cVt^etpaw 7rpos aXXrjv riva oipiv drrofiXzTuvv oj's yeXolov rj Trjv 

tov a<£povos T€ Kal KaKov, Kal KaXov av CT7rou§d£ei 7rpos <xAAov Ttva (tkottov 

OTT]odp.evo<; rj tov tov ayaOov. 

With this text (that of Paris A) II agrees, except for the trifling 
error Tivav cnjnv for tlvcl difriv. The words Kal KaXov av are omitted in 
E and a few late mss : in q they are replaced by Kal ov KaXov av. 

There is no other variant of any consequence in the mss. 

The explanation which I have given agrees with that of the Oxford 
editors except that they do not make o yeXivToiroieLv £7rt^etpuiv subject 

23—2 
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to (T7rovSa^€i, but to /jlultclios, which will therefore have a threefold 
subject, viz. (i) Si—koko'v, (2) 6—kokov, (3) os (understood) koXov ov 
(TirovSdt,€L ktX. I think the view taken in the notes is both gram¬ 
matically easier and better in point of sense. In any case, however, 
the sentence must be allowed to be ill-constructed and awkward, 
although that in itself is not enough to justify us in accepting emenda¬ 
tions which are far from probable or satisfactory. 

The difficulties connect themselves (1) with <Js yeXotov, (2) with ko! 

koXov av, (3) with irpdi aXXov Tivd (tkottov <TTrj(rdp.cvoi. ols yeXotov is 
cancelled by Cobet and Herwerden, and may of course be a gloss on 
«<£poi'ds re Kai kokov. The omission of these two words improves the 
style, but, as they are in all the mss, it is safer to retain them as a 
Platonic pleonasm. 

As regards koi KaXov av, the introduction of KaXov (‘beauty’ or 
1 taste ’) as apparently a sort of duplicate of dyatfoV seems at first sight 
unnecessary and irrelevant. But KaXov appears in the sister passage 
below (457 b), and I think that KaXov here makes Plato’s allusion to 
the Old Comedy somewhat more pointed and telling, for Comedy, like 
every form of Greek art, might be supposed to aim at to KaXov. It 
cannot however be denied that koi KaXov may be an erroneous dupli¬ 
cation of Kai kokov, and in that case the meaning will be ‘ and he who 
attempts to raise a laugh etc. aims seriously also at another goal ’ etc., 
d yeXwTOTroL€Lv i7nxeipwv being the nominative to <nrovSdCeL. I formerly 
felt disposed to take this view. 

The expression 7rpds aXXov two. ctkottov (mcjcrdpevos has been taken 
by Jebb to mean ‘having set himself to some other aim’: cf. Soph. 
Ant. 299 Trpoi alaxpa Trpayp.a6' Larao-Oai. The Sophoclean line might 
justify eras, but surely not o-r^o-d/xtvos, which is always I think— 
except of course where it means ‘ having stopped ’ (desisto, desino, 

quiesco: see Stephanus-Hase s.v.)—transitive in good Greek. My 
explanation of orpcrdpLcvoi is due to J. and C.: it receives some support 
from the parallel idiom in 450 b (p.erpov—toiovtwv Xoywv Akovclv), 

where see note: but at best we must allow that the participle is 
somewhat awkward. W. H. Thompson and others expunge the pre¬ 
position 7rpoi. 

The other proposed solutions are as follows : (1) yudratos os yeXoToy 

dXXo tl yyeLTai—kokov, fj o-7rov8a'£ei ktX. (Bekker, Schneider. There is 
however no ms authority for r). Schneider also favours Stephanus’ 
conjecture o-7rov8a£etv for (T7r(rvSd£et). (2) pdratoi—KOKOV, Kal av enrov- 

Sd£ti (Stallbaum). (3) Hermann bracketed 6 ycXcoTOTromi'—kokov, Kai, 

and (4) Cobet desired to cancel os yeXotoi—kokov, koi, as well as als 
yeXotov and koi KaXov av, reading, after kokov, rj o-jrov8d£(iv [yrpds] aXAov 

nva (tkottov <TTpoxTT'(j(rdpevoi ktX. (5) pidraios—kokov, Kal y(Xo>T07rot€iv 

■—dnofiXeTreL [ols yeXotov]—kokov, koi [koXov] av o"7rovSd£ei [7rpds] aXXov 

ktX. (Herwerden). 
There is, it will be observed, a general tendency to omit Kal koXov 

av, or at least koXov. The presence of these words both in A and in n 

carries great weight. I have thought of suggesting paraios—kokov koi 

koXov av (T7tov8ulL(i 7rpds <aXXo>, aXXov rtva ctkottov ktX. (‘aims 
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seriously also at another standard of taste, having set himself another 
goal’ etc.), or Kat xaAoG av <X7rou8a£ei irpos aAAov riva ctkottou, <aXXov 

Ttva aK07rot > aryjaap-e 105 ktA. 

III. 

V 457 B areXrj rov yeAotov [<ro<J>£as] SpeVtoi/ Kapirov. 

The word aortas is in all the mss, but there is no consensus of 
opinion as to how it should be explained. Schneider translates “ die 
Weisheitsfrucht des lacherlichen,” explaining this to mean “fructum 
sapientiae, quern risor iste quasi de arbore sapientiae suae decerpere, 
h.e. sapientia sua invenisse sibi videtur.” “ Plucks from his laughter an 
unripe fruit of wisdom ” is Campbell’s translation. Each of these 
editors therefore understands one of the two genitives as representing 
the tree—Schneider o-o^fas, Campbell toG yeXotou; but neither alter¬ 
native is satisfactory, although Schneider’s gives the better sense. A 
third possibility would be to make toG yeXoiov depend on the negative 
idea contained in dreXrj (cf. dreXel<; tiJs toG ovtos 6eas Phaedr. 248 b), 

the sense being that their wisdom or art falls short of to yeXoiov, and so 
does not attain the end at which Comedy should aim. If the ms 

reading is to be retained, this explanation seems to me the best, but 
the relation of the two genitives still remains difficult and obscure. 
Jackson suggests that the expression may mean “ a witcrop of ridicule.” 
To me it appears most probable that o-o^>ias has been added by some 
scribe desirous of completing the quotation. See Introd. § 5. Others 
(Ast, Stallbaum, Herwerden, Hartman) retain ao<t>fas and omit toG 

yeXoiov, but the interpolation of these words is less easy to explain, 
and p-oltcuos os yeXoiov aXXo tl rjylirai rj to kokov in 452 D is strongly 
in favour of keeping toG yeXoiov here. The object of Plato’s strictures 
in both passages is a particular view of to yeXoiov with which he 
has no sympathy : see on 452 d. 

IV. 

On Infanticide in the Republic. 

The disputed passages are as follows 

(r) V 459 D, E Set p.ev, elnov, eK t<ov <3poXoyrjp.evu)V rovs dp'orov; 

Tats aptVxTats avyylyvecrdaL ols 7rXetcrTaKis, toGs 8e (jyavXoTarovs Tats <f>avXo- 

TtGrats TovvavTiov, Kal tcuv pev tol exyoi/a tp eejyeiv, tiZv Se prj, el 

peXXeL to -jrolpLviov o tl aKpOTaTov etvat, Kal TaGra Travra yiyvopeva 

Xavdaveiv TrXrjv avToGs toGs ap\ovTas, el av rj ayeXr] tw ef)vXaK(i)v o tl 

p.aXto'Ta ao'Taoaaoros earai. 

(2) V 460 C to Se t<2v xeipoviov, Kal eav tl tojv eTepmv dvdirqpov 

ylyvrjTaL, ev aTroppijTui Te Kal dSrfXa) KaTaKpinf/ovo-LV, <os 7rpe7ret. 

(3) V 461 B, C OTav Se 817, oTp.at, at Te yvrauES Kal ot avSpes toG 

yevvav eK/Swcn ttjv ijAt/aai', dejyijoopev ttov iXevffe'povs airroGs (TvyyiyveaOaL 
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w dv iOlXwai—, kill ravra y v&v TrdvTa 8iaKeXtvcrdp.evoi TTpoOv/xciaflai, 

paXiara /Av pr)8' As iK(f>tptiv xvrjp.a p.r]8e ev, edv ytvrjrai, edv 8e rt 

fdidarjrai, oura> TiOlvai, ajg ovk ovarjs rpo(f>rjs tiS tolovtw. 

From these passages it would seem undeniable that Plato con¬ 
templates in Hook v the exposure of (A) the offspring of inferior 
guardians, (B) any deformed offspring produced by guardians of the 
better sort, (C) the offspring of guardians who have passed the limits of 
age laid down for those who are to produce children for the State1. 
We have no right on linguistic grounds to suggest that rpecfxtv in 
(i) and rpocf}rj in (3) are “used in the emphatic sense of educating as 
Guardians and Auxiliaries” (Nettleship Led. and Rem. 11 p. 174 n. 3. 
The same explanation has been advanced by others). 

Nevertheless, a number of critics, from Morgenstern (de Pc. Rep. 

p. 228 n. 141) onwards, have taken a different view, and that for two 
reasons. It is desired, on the one hand, to acquit Plato of sanctioning 
“a practice so repugnant to modern Christian notions.” The argument 
is irrelevant; and it is a sufficient reply that the practice was widely 
prevalent in ancient Greece (see Bliimner, Privatalterthiimer p. 77 n. 1), 
and expressly enjoined in Sparta on precisely the same grounds on which 
Plato prescribes it in the Republic (Plut. Lyc. 16. 1). Aristotle also 
permits infanticide in the case of deformed offspring (Pol. H 16. i335b 
19 ff). In point of fact, Plato’s abolition of marriage would strike the 
Greeks as far more revolutionary and offensive than his toleration of 
infanticide; nor would a legislator who is bold enough to overthrow the 
institution of marriage, as it is commonly understood, be likely to 
prohibit the exposure of weaklings, if it seemed to him conducive to 
the welfare of the State. 

The second objection is at first sight more serious. When he is 
recapitulating the leading features of the Republic in the opening of the 
Timaeus (19 a), Plato writes : Kal p.rjv on ye ra p,(v tiZv ayaOuiv Opeirreov 

i<i>ap.ev Aval, ra Se rwv KaKiZv eis rr/v aXX-qv XdOpa SiaSoreov 
it6Xiv i~av£avop.tvwv Se o~Ko—ovvTa<; del roiis dliovs irdXiv avayeiv Setv, 
roes Se Trapd (Tpuriv avaliovs ei<s rrjv tu>v eVaetoi’Toji/ pay /J.eraAAarretv ; 
OvTtos. This sentence, taken strictly, asserts that the offspring of in¬ 
ferior guardians in the Republic were to be distributed among the lower 
classes, but says nothing about the other two classes enumerated above, 
viz. (B) and (C). The apparent contradiction has been variously ex¬ 
plained. Zeller (Phil. d. GrI n 1, p. 909 n. 2) and others suppose 
that Plato had changed his view when the Timaeus was written, and 
this is doubtless possible, especially as nothing is said about the 
exposure of children in the Laws. The suggestion made by Jowett, 
that Plato “ may have forgotten,” surely lacks every element of pro¬ 
bability. 

A recent chorizontic theory on the subject is deserving of mention. 
According to Usener and Brandt, the earlier books of the Republic, as 

1 Aristotle also understood infanticide to lie intended, when, in criticising Plato’s 
community of children, he wrote a5ri\ov ydp <1) <rvve(ir] yeveaSai tckvov ko.i (ruBrjvai 
yev&fievov (Pol. B 3. 1262“ 5). 
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we know it now. contain material which was originally published 
separately, and it is to this earlier edition that Aristophanes alludes 
in the Ecclesiazusae. It is further supposed that Plato’s recapitulation 
in the Timaeus refers, not to the existing Republic, but to the original 
publication1, in which, therefore, Plato did not countenance infanticide, 
but was content merely to degrade the offspring of the inferior 
guardians. The bulk of the present Book hi, according to Usener, 
formed part of the first edition. Now, in in 415 B, c Plato does actually 
propose to deal with unsatisfactory offspring by the method de¬ 
scribed in the Timaeus. His words are eav re erejjerepos enyovos vtt6- 

XaAxos y vvoirlSypos yevyrai, pySevl t pinna KareXey trover iv, a A. Ad rr/v rrj 

cfiv(T€L TrpoarjKOVcrai' ripyv cbroSovres wcrovaiv els Sypiovpyovs y els yewpyovs, 

Kal av av ex tovtiov tis irro^pvaos y vrrdpyvpos ejrvij, Tipyaavres dvd$ovcn 

tovs pev els ejrvXaieyv, rods Se els eiriKovpiav. The cases of deterioration 
referred to in eav re afyerepos—yevyrai do not exactly coincide with any 
of the three cases for which Plato prescribes infanticide in the Republic; 
but he may have originally applied the milder remedy in dealing also 
with the offspring of inferior parents (A), as he tells us in the Timaeus 
that he did (ecfrapev). The difficulty of keeping down the population 
may have afterwards induced him to recommend the more drastic 
course. In the Laws, colonization provides an outlet for the surplus 
inhabitants (740 e) ; but this expedient is unknown in the Republic. 

So much for Usener’s theory. This is not the place in which to 
discuss it at length, but we may admit that it provides, though at 
tremendous and quite unjustifiable cost, an ingenious explanation of 
the particular difficulty with which we are here concerned. For my 
own part, I do not think sufficient stress has been laid upon the fact 
that the reference in the Timaeus is not to Book v of the Republic, but 
to in 415 b, c. That this is so, appears clearly from the words inav£avo- 

pevwv—peraXXaTTeiv, which correspond to a’AAa ryv rrj tfrvarei irpoery- 
Kovcrav Tipyv—dvaljovai in Rep. rn 415 c, but are not echoed anywhere 
in Book v. It is true that the reference is inaccurate, for ‘ the offspring 
of inferior parents ’ (ra twv xaxtov) is not quite synonymous with the 
exyovos wo^aAxos r) xnroerihypos of Book hi; but it is not more inaccurate 
than Plato’s cross-references often are, even within the limits of a single 
dialogue. The difficulty which calls for explanation is therefore Plato’s 
silence on the subject of the exposure of children in the summary of 
the Republic which he prefixes to the Timaeus, rather than any positive 
contradiction—if we make allowance for the inaccuracy which I have 
spoken of—between the two dialogues. How is that silence to be 
accounted for ? Plato may no doubt have altered his views; but his 
recapitulation in the Timaeus is by no means complete even in other 
respects (see Archer-Hind on 17 b), and I think it much more likely 
that he omitted this point because it seemed to him, as in point of fact 
it would have seemed to many, if not most, of his contemporaries, by no 
means one of the most peculiar and distinctive features of his common- 

1 See App. I and Brandt Zur Entwickelimg der Plalonischen Lehreti von don 
Seclentheilen, Leipzig 1890, pp. 1—9. 
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wealth. Although Plato says nothing about the exposure of children in 
the constitution of the Laws, that is only a second-best polity, and he 
nowhere surrenders his earlier ideal (see Laws 739 c ff.). In any case, 
we must interpret the Republic by itself: and none of Plato’s own 
contemporaries could possibly have read the sentences printed above 
without supposing that he meant Infanticide. 

V. 

V 462 c, d orav ttov rjpwv SixktdXos tod TrXrjyrj, Traaa 7} KOivwvla 77 

Kara to crivpa 7rpos rrjv ipv)(rjv T€Tay(A€vr) els piav avvra^iv tt)v tod dp^ovTos 

tv avrrj -paOero re kuu vacra dpa ^vvrjXyqaev pepovs irovrio'avTOS 0X77, xai 

odto) 817 Xeyopev otl 6 dvOpiviros tov SaKTvXov dXyel. 

The difficulties of this passage have not received sufficient attention 
at the hands of editors. 

The only textual question is whether we should read rerapevq or 
Ttraypevt], TtTaypivr) occurs in one ms of Stobaeus (F/or. 43. 102), 
and also in ® and Vind. E, as well as in S. Terapev-q is much better 
supported, and has been preferred by former editors. 

Schneider, Davies and Vaughan, and Jowett respectively translate as 
follows: “die ganze durch den I.eib nach der Seele zur Einheit der 
Zusammenordnung unter das regierende in ihr” (i.e. der Gemeinschaft) 
“ sich erstreckende Gemeinschaft,” “ the whole fellowship that spreads 
through the body up to the soul, and then forms an organized unit under 
the governing principle”; “the whole frame, drawn towards the soul as 
a centre and forming one kingdom under the ruling power therein.” 
They apparently agree in taking Terapevr) both with 7rpos rrjv \pvxyjv and 
with els piav awTa^iv, although the English translators evade the 
difficulty by a paraphrase which can hardly be elicited from the Greek. 
It is, I think, difficult, if not impossible, to connect Ttrapivt] with both 
7rpos and tts, and as it cannot be separated from els plav o-wragiv, I 
take 7rpos with Koivmvta as in Symp. 188 c. If Terapevrj is right, it 
should probably be separated from trpos tt/v 4'vXVv and understood as 
* strung into a single organization,’ an expression which suggests the 
Stoic theory of toVos (see Stein, Psych, d. Stoa 1 pp. 73, 74 nn.). 

Jowett’s “forming one kingdom” shews an instinctive sense of what 
the meaning ought to be. The ambiguity in Terapevrj is however 
perplexing, especially in view of ix 584 C a? ye Sia tod awparos eiri 
Trjv Teivovirat—rjSovai and Theaet. 186 c oaa 81a tov crwpaTos 

TraOijpaTCL eirl tt/v xj/vyrjv Telvei, although the general sense of these 
passages is somewhat different. Partly for this reason, but more for 
that mentioned in the notes, I now prefer Teraypev77. The translators 
agree also in their view of tod dp^ovTos, which they apparently take as a 
sort of possessive genitive, the awra^is belonging to the ap^ov as a 
kingdom belongs to its ruler. It is grammatically easier and more 
natural to regard tod apxovTos as a genitive of definition ; and the sense 
also—see note ad loc.—favours this view. If Stallbaum is right in 
understanding «V avrfj as ev rfi i/'dxj?, the Stoic parallel is remarkably 
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close, rov apxovTos would then correspond to the rjyepoviKov, or ruling 
part of soul, from which the various psychical activities radiate ‘like 
the arms of a cuttle-fish’: see Zeller3 in 1, p. 199 n. 1. But it is more 
natural to refer airrj to Koivwvia. In view of 464 b, where Plato speaks 
as if he had merely compared the body with its parts, and not the 
whole man, consisting of body and soul, I have sometimes suspected 
that 7r/)09 tt/v {{/vyr'y and rr/v rov dpyovros iv airrj are from the pen of 
some Stoic, who may also have altered reraypievr) into rerapievr): but 
the reference is precise enough for Plato’s purpose, and 6 dv6pa>rro<s 

rov SaKTvXov aXyei makes it probable that room was made for the 
in working out the illustration. 

VI. 

V 473 c elp-^crerai S’ ovv, el Kal peXXei yeXcori re dre^vtov warrep Kvpa 

eKyeXcZv Kal aSo£iq KaraKXvcreiv. 

These words have given rise to much discussion. The literal 
translation is : ‘ said, however, it shall be, even although it is likely to 
drown me in laughter—just like a wave that laughs outright—and 
disgrace.’ eKyeXav should be compared with “leviterque sonant plangore 
cachinni” (Cat. 64. 273), and not with Aeschylus’s ttovticov re Kvp.dru>v 
avripiOpov yeXaapa and similar expressions, which refer rather to the 
rippling of the sea’s surface than to the sound of its waves : cf. Arist. 
Probl. xxiii 1. 931s 35 fif- Thus understood, Kvpa eKyeXwv is, I think, 
taken by itself, an intelligible expression, although no exact parallel to 
it has yet been found in Greek. (In Euripides Troad. 1176 f. eVyeAa 
refers, as Paley has pointed out, ‘ to the open lips of a wound ’ through 
which the mangled flesh is seen. So also E. S. Thompson in Pro¬ 

ceedings of the Camb. Philol. Soc. 1889 p. 13.) The simile of the wave 
runs riot throughout the fifth Book, and when the last and greatest 
wave is about to break, and deluge him with ridicule, Socrates may be 
pardoned for a little extravagance of language. The sound of the 
wave was also hinted at in 472 a (aKovV^s). 

Whether the simile is applicable in all its details may be doubted. 
The wave is the proposal which Socrates is about to make; the 
laughter is that of derisive opponents. On a strict interpretation, 
Plato personifies the wave, and makes it laugh at itself. But a 
simile should not be hounded to death in this fashion; and the 
same difficulty is already implicitly involved in yeXom KaraKXvaeiv. 

The general idea is merely that the proposal dissolves in laughter 
as a wave in spray. For these reasons, I am inclined, on the whole, 
to believe that the text is sound. Numerous corrections have been 
proposed. The reading of q—el Kal p.eXXei yeXws re ns dregvw<; dxrrrep 

Kvpa Kal aSo^ta KaraKXvcreiv—is doubtless one; it is comparatively tame, 
but unobjectionable, and was formerly adopted by Stallbaum. Her- 
werden’s proposal is on the same lines : el Kal peXXei eKyeXws ye tis Kal 

dSofa dre^vcos viairep Kvpa KaraKXvcreiv. (The word eKyeXcos is mentioned 
by Pollux vi 199, but it is not clear that he meant to attribute it to 
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Plato.) Few will feel themselves able to assent to this; nor is 
Richards’ eK-n-rjdwv for eKyeXcSv probable or satisfactory in point of 
meaning. Excision has also been freely resorted to. In his second 
edition Ast was disposed to bracket wcnrep Kvp.a eKyeXwv, and Hartman 
applauds the proposal. E. S. Thompson (1. c.) would eject eKyeXdlv; 
but it is difficult to see why such a word should have been added by 
itself. If excision is necessary, it would be better to cancel the whole 
phrase drexvais—eKyeXuv as a marginal explanation of yeXwrL KaraKXv- 

o-etv. This suggestion was made in my edition of the Text, and I still 
hanker after it at intervals. Another solution has recently occurred to 
me. If we transpose and write el kou p.eXXee drexvds warrep Kvp.a yeXwri 

re tK-yeXcoi' Kal a8o£ta KaraKAwrecv, the whole sentence might be trans¬ 
lated ‘ Spoken, however, it shall be, even although it is likely to swamp 
us beneath a wave of roaring laughter’—lit. ‘roaring with laughter’— 
‘ and disgrace.’ On this view Kvp.a is the object of KaraKAdcreiv, as Ast 
in his third edition wished it to be, although his emendation yeAwv ns 
arexv<os wcnrep Kvp-a a8o£ia KaraKXvcreiv can hardly be right. (Bene- 
dictus’ change of p-eXXei into /ae'AAeis gives the same construction to 
Kvp.a.) But it is not possible, I think, to extract this meaning from the 
Greek without transposition, and such a double transposition is very 
improbable. On the whole I believe the text is sound. 

VII. 

V 476 A kai irep'i SiKaiov teal uSikov teat aya6ov kcu kclkov kou 7rdvra)v 

rd>v etSalv Trepi d auros Aoyos, avro p.ev ev eKacrrov eTvai, rrj 8« twv 

irpd^ewv Kat <jwp.aTwv Kal dXX-tjXaiv koivwvlcl navTa^ov (f>avTat,op.eva ttoXXol 

efiatvecrBai eKacrrov. 

The words Kal aXXrjXwv are in all the mss. They present no 
difficulty in point of construction; for it is an error to suppose, as 
Hartman does, that the subject of <^>aiVeo-(?ai is eKacrrov. The subject is 
irdvra ra elSr), with which cKaarov is in ‘ distributive apposition,’ as 
usual with this word : see Kiihner Gr. Gr. xi p. 245. 

If Kal aXXijXwv is genuine, there can be no doubt that Plato is 
speaking of the Kotvoma of e!with one another. It is impossible to 
take dXXrjXiDv in the sense of eavrdiv, and interpret 1 by the partnership 
of actions and bodies and’ i.e. ‘with’ ‘themselves’ viz. etS^. Nor can 
the words be explained by 479 a, b, for there it is not the etSos Beautiful 
which becomes ugly, but ra ttoXXcl KaXa. It is thought by Stumpf 
(Verhdltniss d. PI. Gottes zur Idee des Guien p. 49) that Plato means 
the Trapovaia of two ei8rj in one object, as when a man is both beautiful 
and just. In such a case there is, no doubt, a sort of Kotvcovta 
between the two etSr], but the juxtaposition of dXXrjXwv with 7rpd£ecov 
and crwpuxTwv shews that the kind of Koivonda between eiSrj which 
Plato has here in view is analogous to the Koivwvla between an etSos 
and a 7rpa£is, an e!8os and a awp.a, etc. He is thinking, for example, 
of sentences like ‘The Beautiful is good,’ in which there is Koivmda 
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between the two Ideas, Good and Beautiful, just as ‘Simmias is tall’ 
is an instance of Koivama. between a particular body and the Idea of 
Tallness. 

The Koivwvi'a of eiSrj in Plato’s philosophy has been discussed by 
Bonitz, Plat. Stud. pp. 200 ff., by Jackson in the Journal of Philology 

xiv pp. 212—-218, by Zeller4 11 1, pp. 673 ff., and by many other 
critics. The doctrine in question is sometimes supposed to be a later 
development, or at all events a 1 Weiterbildung,’ of the Theory of Ideas. 
It is explicitly laid down in the Sophist (251 a ff.), a large section of 
which dialogue is an attempt to prove the intercommunion of certain 
eiSrj. (Of course all r) do not communicate with one another, other¬ 
wise every general statement would be true: it is the business of the 
philosopher to discover which do and which do not unite: Soph. 
253 c ff. We should therefore distinguish between real or ontological 
Koivoma elSwv and the kouwia which we attribute to ei.87] when we 
predicate one general notion of another : see on 479 d. The former is 
true Koivosvia elScuy: the latter may be either true or false.) Unless 
rat dX\r/\w)' is corrupt or spurious, the Koiviovia of ellSr; must be 
attributed also to the Republic. 

In point of fact, according to the Platonic theory of predication, the 
real and ontological Koivwia of one elSos with others is inevitable, if 
any true proposition of any kind is to be predicated of the Ideas. 
And Plato constantly throughout the Republic describes the Ideas by a 
variety of predicates, such as ov, avro Ka6' avro, act Kara Tavra utaavruss 

e\ov etc. Moreover, the Koivwvia of the Idea of Good with the other 
Ideas is surely implied in the description of the Good as the cause of 
Truth and Being in vi 508 e ff., although Plato does not himself 
express the relationship in this way. Such a statement as that ‘ the 
elSos of SiraLov is good ’ is not merely admissible, but necessary, in the 
metaphysical theory of Books v—vii. And no such statement can be 
made, unless there is Kowwvla of the Ideas of Justice and Goodness. 
If it be urged that such a communion of Ideas is open to the objection 
known as rptros avOpumos, it may be replied ‘ So is the communion of 
Ideas and particulars, which Plato certainly maintains in the Republic.’ 
If he was not aware of this objection in the one case, or deliberately 
ignored or overruled it, why not also in the other? Similarly with the 
unity of the Idea. The communion of Ideas with Ideas affects their 
unity just as much or as little as the community of Ideas with par¬ 
ticulars. Compare Fouillee La Phil, de Platon 1 pp. 202—211, and 
Chiappelli Della lnterpeirazione panteistica di Platone p. 119. There 
is accordingly, I think, no reason whatever for holding that Plato in the 
Republic denied the possibility of Koivwvta between eufyj although the 
full exposition of this difficult and important subject is reserved for 
the Sophist. We should therefore hesitate before regarding the words 
dWfkasv KOivusvia in our dialogue as either spurious or corrupt. Nor 
can it be said that any of the attempts at emendation is in the least 
degree convincing. The most elegant, I think, is Badham’s a\\77 
d/YAow (accepted by Schmitt Die Verschiedenheit d. Ideenlehre in PL 
Rep. und Philebus p. 3), though d'AAy is somewhat unpleasing. Hart- 
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man proposes aXXwv, Bywater (/. Ph. v p. 123) dXX' dXXwv (surely 
a doubtful piece of grammar), Voegelin the excision of icat, Liebhold 
aXXwv TroXXiuv. Others will no doubt think of cancelling *ai dXXijXwv 

altogether, regarding it as a confused attempt to indicate that the 
KOLvwvta in question is a koivmvlo. between ‘ one another,’ i.e. between 
Ideas on the one hand, and ttor au>/j.aTa on the other. I have 
myself no doubt that the text is sound. Jackson writes as follows : 
“I believe the text to be right. Plato realizes that Ideas must carry 
predicates: e.g. p.tydXt] <r<Dcf>poo-vvr) is a possible phrase. But it has not 
yet occurred to him that there is any difficulty in thus making one 
idea ‘ contain ’ other ideas. That there is a difficulty in this immanence 
is not perceived before the ParmenidesI do not feel sure that Plato 
was unaware of the difficulties involved in this conception even when he 
wrote the Republic: he may have known but passed them by: nor do I 
think that the Parmenides is certainly later than the Republic: but I am 
glad to find that Jackson also holds emphatically that dXXijXwv kolvwvm 
was written by Plato in this passage. 
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