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Plato’s Philosophical Terminology
A History of Words Central to the Ontology of His Middle Dialogues
(Abstract of Thesis)

The purpose of this thesis is to provide preliminaries for a better understanding of central
parts of Plato’s philosophy. Its method is a combination of traditional diachronic semantics and
the study of the literary and social contexts of words which may be termed pragmatics. Its
justification, it is hoped, is provided by an application of the results of those studies to a portion
of Platonic text which is, in parts, reinterpreted in the light of some new findings.

The point of departure of the investigation undertaken is a passage from one of the dialogues
of Plato’s middle period which is generally assumed to contain the essence of his thoughts on
matters ontological at the time of composition: Phaedo 100d - 105e. From this text, a number
of significant terms, most of them recurring in other dialogues of similar date, have been
selected: petéystv, mapeival, mpoosival, £veival, €180g, 186a and some of their
cognates; the histories of these terms have been traced, from their earliest occurrence in extant
Greek literature, usually Homer, through the various authors and genres of epic, lyric and tragic
poetry, historical, philosophical, medical and rhetorical writings, to the early dialogues of Plato
himself. In the course of investigation it seemed appropriate to study the nouns £180¢ and
10€0. in greater detail and to a degree approaching comprehensiveness, for two reasons: on the
one hand, their semantic development is more marked and variegated, and therefore deserved
more careful scrutiny; on the other, scholarly opinion, which has been taken into account
throughout, is more divided as to the meaning and senses of these two nouns than with any of
the other terms selected. For the same reason, it was deemed necessary to translate by far the
majority of pre-Platonic occurrences of the two nouns in their contexts - that often required
interpretation and discussion which may at first seem to be mere diversions - a measure not
required in the case of the verbs under consideration. That in itself is a first result: nouns are
more readily employed with extensions in meaning than verbs; they are more likely to acquire a
fixity in application which may amount to a technical terminology. The difference in status and
importance of the nouns over against the verbs is reflected in the separate arrangement of the
material in Parts I and II.

Part III consists of an application of some the results yielded by the semantic studies of the
individual words in Parts I and II. It is in the nature of the exercise that many of the .
developments traced in Parts I and II are not made use of in Part III; however, it was felt that
unless a complete study of all the various actual contexts prior in time were undertaken, it
would not be possible to determine with certainty the meaning and connotations of any given
term in any given text. The effort was not in vain, as it can be shown with fair precision not
only what the terms selected actually meant with Plato but more importantly, which literary
and intellectual contexts Plato derived his philosophical terminology from: being able to
determine to whom Plato reacted in his thoughts, and with whom he was in dialogue in his
writings, is more important than bare linguistic reconstruction of ‘meaning’.

We see Plato in the central philosophical passage of the central dialogue Phaedo in interaction
with three at least partly distinct parties of pre-Socratic philosophers: Anaxagoras and his
followers, the Pythagoreans, and Democritus. While most of that conforms with received
opinion, reaction to Democritus at that early a stage in Plato’s writing career is not usually
assumed. That in itself, and the use Plato makes of the thoughts of his predecessors in fusing
and correcting their assumptions while adapting their language to his own purposes may
prompt us to reconsider some commonly held views on Plato’s ontology.

However, the study here attempted is intended to be preliminary in nature; the application to a
Platonic text in Part III is to be understood as one example only of how the semantic
investigations of Parts I and II may be applied to the dialogues of Plato and other near-
contemporary philosophical texts.
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INTRODUCTION

What gave rise to this investigation are those well-known and much discussed pages of
Plato’s Phaedo where Socrates - perhaps not for the first time, but certainly in a more
explicit form than in any other dialogue before the Symposium and the Republic -
explains to his friends how and in what ways, from a certain stage in his life onwards, he
thought he should view the world and look for the causes and reasons of why things are
as they are, Phaedo 100b - 105e. It is from there that a number of potentially
philosophically significant terms have been chosen for semantic investigation (Parts I and

IT) and subsequent interpretation in the context of the Phaedo (Part III)

The passage as a whole poses difficulties, not so much to a proper comprehension of its
philosophical import and implications, as first and foremost to the understanding of the
text itself; and that not so much because of deficiencies of the transmitted text - though
there are textual uncertainties here as well; nor because of a lack of modern discussion -
for translations and commentaries abound; the difficulty is that there are no translations
of the Greek text available which seem to be sufficient to help understand what Plato’s
text meant. That, it seems, is not so much due to inadequacies of translators: there is no
dearth of conventional renderings for each and every word of Plato or indeed any other
author of those times, as manifested not least in that invaluable achievement of
collaborative scholarship and - in its application - that epitome of imposing dogmatism,
the Greek-English Lexicon by Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, revised and

augmented throughout by Sir Henry Stuart Jones with the assistance of Roderick



McKenzie' . It is rather due to our lack of knowledge of Greek usage in the fifth and
fourth centuries B.C. in general.

This state of affairs is compounded by a general ignorance of our ignorance in those
matters. A recent comprehensive and thorough discussion of Plato’s early and middle
dialogues expresses that much explicitly. Having discussed four apparently general
features of the Greek language, one of which is “participation as a metaphor for
properties and attributes”, C. Kahn concludes: “These [four ways of speaking and
thinking] simply provide part of the pre-theoretical raw material out of which Plato will
construct his theory. And the same is true for the two terms for “form”: eidos and idea,

which are well attested in early prose with the meanings “physical appearance,” “bodily

LN 11 LAY

form,” “shape,” “structure,” “kind of thing.” The pre-Platonic usage of these terms has
been fully studied, and there is no need to return to the subject here. (footnote: For a
survey of the literature on eidos and idea see Ross (1951) 13-16. Ross rightly remarks
that “What was original was not the use of the words, but the status he [Plato] assigned
to the things for which the words stood” (p. 14).)*

This statement, which I regard as representative of current communis opinio, entails
that all we can know about usage concerning the terms mentioned, and all that is worth
knowing, has been available for forty-five years at least, and that no advance need or
indeed could be made by further study. We know what terms like mapetval and
napayiyvecot, petéyxelv and petadlapBavely, €160¢ and 186a meant before
Plato. All that is left to be done is to see what Plato applies them to.

My objection to this view is not in the first place of a theoretical but rather of a
practical nature. I share with Ross and Kahn the primitive and naive view that terms have
meanings, and that often words stand for things, and I will not attempt a justification of
this manner of speaking and thinking. What I am not convinced of is that the

connotations of those and a few other Greek terms recurring in Plato’s early and middle

' H.G. Liddell, R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon. Revised and augmented throughout by H. S. Jones
with the assistance of R. McKenzie, Oxford ?1940; henceforth LSJ.

2 C.H. Kahn, Plato and the Socratic Dialogue. The Philosophical Use of a Literary Form, Cambridge
1996, p. 334f. with footnote 6. His reference is to: W.D. Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas, Oxford 1951.



dialogues in contexts concerned with ontology, broadly speaking, are sufficiently
understood for a just appreciation of Plato’s philosophy. That may have to do with a

different approach to how one can determine the meaning of words and phrases in texts.

IL.

In principle, of course, the age of the text or the language it is written in does not make
a difference to how we go about that exercise of determining meaning. The only practical
difference may lie in the circumstances and conditions in which we learn the Classical
languages, namely in a way highly determined by tradition and without any direct means
of checking the validity of the nuances of the information provided. But as long as one is
aware of that, reading Homer and observing differences in usage to fifth and fourth
century Greek texts is, from the point of view of semantics, much the same as reading
Shakespeare and observing differences in usage to nineteenth and twentieth century
texts. Both activities presuppose a basic knowledge of the language of the authors
compared. In both cases one must be wary not to take a meaning attested only later as
the starting point of one’s investigation, though given the sparse state of preservation of
Greek literature it is inherently more likely that a meaning or connotation perfectly
common at all times is attested in a late source only.

In both cases it may be helpful to take a word’s etymology as one’s starting point; that
does, of course, not imply that in the course of the history of a language a word may not
change its meaning beyond recognition by taking on new connotations and losing
inherited ones; nor does it imply that every or any speaker of a language is aware of the
etymology of a word he uses, nor even that he need be awake to the notion of etymology
as such; but leaving aside the question to what extent there was a theoretical awareness

in those matters, we will see examples of word play and folk etymologies bringing



together words we would call etymologically related, and with those plays on words’
there are connections implied or explicit conclusions drawn which have a bearing on the
content of the text in question, a phenomenon that may be observed from Homer to
Plato and beyond just as much as with Shakespeare; employment in that way of two
terms rightly or wrongly connected by juxtaposition because of some sort of resemblance
may on occasion lead an author to use those terms with higher frequency, or with
additional connotations derived from such etymologizing, or in other ways semantically
altered; in that way etymology does have a rdle in any study of the usage of a text or an

author, regardless of the relative age of the period of writing.

Knowledge of etymology may also help avoid another danger, that of taking the
meaning of a term to be either what one is led to expect in a certain context from a
modern point of view or simply what accidentally seems to fit the context. An example
may illustrate that: “My DESK is my dearest possession; my life centres around my DESK.
Without my DESK I would be an unhappy man. Only when spent there, is time not
wasted. When I was given my first own DESK, that was like an initiation, it irreversibly
changed the course of my life which henceforth revolved around that precious object
alone.” This passage could be elaborated and extended. One would read it as the story of
an industrious, laborious, studious man. One’s perception of situation and character
would change were one to learn that the word rendered as or understood to mean DESK
really meant BED. In both cases the text is meaningful, coherent and consistent; that is to
say, the immediate context in itself is not sufficient to determine the meaning of an
individual word recurring in the text. External information is indispensable for a proper
understanding.* Sometimes a knowledge of a word’s etymological connections may be

the only external information available.

* I use the terms ‘word play’, ‘play on words’ and ‘pun’, if not indiscriminately so at least not with any
implied judgement about the seriousness of a passage under discussion; pun does not imply an intended
joke.

* It is a potentially serious shortcoming of J. Lyons, Structural Semantics. An Analysis of Part of the
Vocabulary of Plato, Oxford 1969, not to have taken this fully into account; cf. also D.B. Robinson’s
review in CR XXI (1971).



In the fictitious example the confusion of DESK and BED relates to words for material,
corporeal objects.” That type of confusion, however, is not restricted to such objects.
The same sort of inaccuracy may occur in contexts of a different kind: “Aeneas was a
CUNNING man. His CUNNING made him respected by other mortals and loved by the
gods. His eventual success can be seen as a reward for his CUNNING.” Again, this
example could be drawn out indefinitely. Not only would the result be a story coherent
and consistent in itself, one could adduce the example of Odysseus as a parallel and
perhaps a model for this Aeneas. It is obvious that our whole evaluation of character and
plot would change with the knowledge that the adjective and noun rendered as or
understood to mean CUNNING really meant PIOUS and PIETY.

Though these two examples are fictitious, the matter as such is not. An example from
Homer may serve to illustrate the point. Common belief had assigned to @1AOG a
meaning approximating that of the possessive pronoun, and generations of school
children learned it as such; and that despite the fact that there is not only no compelling
need to render the word as anything but ‘dear’ and ‘friend’, there is, as D.B. Robinson
has convincingly demonstrated,” overwhelming evidence within and outside Homer for
that and only that latter meaning. The example of @1A0G is particularly instructive. What
prompted modern readers to assign a meaning of ‘his’ rather than ‘dear’ to the word was
not founded on any philological evidence: it was simply a reluctance and inability to
realize and acknowledge a way of thinking and speaking different from ours. Whatever
the origins of this manner of expressing oneself, the ‘dear heart’, ‘dear head’, ‘dear
limbs’ addressed or referred to by the Homeric heroes are dear to them and are perceived
as such; it is not only a different manner of speaking, it is a different view of the world,
underlying the text throughout. In order to understand that difference, one has to ask for
the reasons why one’s limbs were not just ‘one’s own limbs’ but in fact ‘one’s dear

limbs’. It is possible that for many terms the ancient texts we have do not provide a

5 T use the words material and corporeal in an unsophisticated way as referring to things existing in
space and time and having matter or body, without committing myself to any particular theory of matter
or physics at large, neither on my part nor on the part of a text discussed.

® D.B. Robinson, Homeric ®1L0C, in: E.M. Craik (ed.), Owls to Athens, Oxford 1990



complete answer, perhaps not even a satisfying answer at all; it is also possible that
retranslating Homer consistently with ‘dear’ instead of ‘his’ etc. for @1AOG will in the
end make only a slight difference to our appreciation and to our interpretation of the
text. It is, however, conceivable that in some way, from a certain perspective, or for

certain, albeit restricted purposes the difference may prove decisive.

Two more practices of modern linguistics must briefly be considered. The first one is
somehow related to the issue of 1A0G just discussed. The reluctance to call one’s limbs
‘dear limbs’ is paralleled by a reluctance to accept, not only in theory but also in the
practice of translating, that in another language there may be a word for a notion or
concept’ of narrower or wider extension only than that of its nearest equivalents in the
language into which a text is translated, but no single word for a notion or concept of the
same extension; the fact itself is often enough stated, but too often without due
consideration of the necessary consequences for the translator: sometimes it will do to
use the word commonly employed for the wider notion, with the loss, perhaps, of some
connotations, but sometimes that loss of connotations will be too heavy a price, and one
will be forced to use the word usually employed for a concept narrower than the one
referred to in the language of the original text, even if that entails stretching the language
into which one translates beyond the commonly acceptable; a measure, of course, to be
reverted to only in the last resort; examples will be found in the chapters on £180¢ and
18€a below.

At this point, mention must be made of a certain cultural prejudice detrimental to
translation. Common examples of the above phenomena of wider and narrower concepts
are, among Hellenists, Kalég, among linguists in general, the ‘eight words for snow in
some Eskimo language’; the Greeks, we learn, could not differentiate between nice, fine,

handsome and - even - good, because the word l{akég could mean all those things;

many confusions are created, we are told, in particular in philosophical arguments in

" 1 use the words notion and concept here oblivious of any philosophical theories potentially attached to
them otherwise.



Plato’s dialogues, due to a lack of disambiguation which would have been necessary.
Against that, we hear: ‘the Eskimos have eight words for snow’.

Instead, one could say: the English language does not have a word for KaAOG, just as
the Eskimo language does not have a word for snow. Or else: The English language
cannot differentiate between different sorts of snow in the same way the Eskimo
language can.

At the root of that lies, perhaps, not only a natural focus on one’s native language, but
also a sub-, semi- or fully conscious rejection of an idealizing classicistic view of Ancient
Greece and the Greeks to overcome which is the task of any decent, self-respecting
cultural theorist, a rejection paired with a residue of modern admiration for the noble
savage, but also, at the same time, with a certain mechanism of self-defence. The result
of that is that in the case of Greek, a shortcoming is noted on the part of the Greek
language which could not differentiate where English can, but in the case of the Eskimo
language, usually referred to as that, those ‘primitive’ people are praised while no blame
is incurred by the English language or its speakers. If idealizing classicism is to be

rejected, other cultural prejudices should be avoided on the same grounds.

There is another difficulty in determining the meaning of certain words which has to do
with the extension of notions or concepts in a different respect. The following exemplary
sentences may serve as an introduction: “Of all the things in this garden, it has always
been the old oak tree I cherished most. A chair and table are useful things to have.
Friendship is a fine thing when you have it. Justice is the one thing a state should aim
for.” Some commentators and translators, when faced, in any language, with a number of
occurrences of one and the same lexical item in a number of apparently different contexts
react by making statements of the following sort: ‘thing’ has a number of meanings; in
the first sentence the meaning of ‘thing’ is ‘natural physical object’, in the second
‘artefact’; in the third, the meaning of ‘thing’ is ‘an emotion, state of mind, or
interpersonal relationship’; in the fourth it is ‘a state of affairs obtaining in society as a

whole, potentially by prevailing bilaterally and multilaterally between its members’.
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This fictitious example is, admittedly, painted in stark colours; the principle, however,
of creating different, distinct meanings in that way can readily be observed.® By contrast,
I would claim, and would not consider it an extravagant claim, that the meaning of
‘thing’ in all four sentences is the same, but that it is in the nature of so general a term, a
word referring to so general a notion as that referred to by ‘thing’, that such a word can
be employed as referring to things as different from each other in their ontological status
as a tree, a chair and table, friendship, or justice.g Implications of that will become clear

in the discussions of the meaning of particular Greek terms below.

In what follows I am not concerned with the words DESK, BED, CUNNING, PIETY,
O1AOG, KaAOG, ‘snow’ or ‘thing’. The above examples, however, should warn against
letting modern practice and modern prejudices influence our understanding of a word, a
sentence or a text. As with @1A0G, so with any other word, there is a possibility that we
will not know its meaning at any given time in any given author before we have both
studied its application in context and traced its history as far as possible. The latter of
these two processes will on the whole take precedence. As with @1AOG and the other
words adduced above, on the other hand, the outcome must remain uncertain until the
result of the semantic investigations are applied to an interpretation of the texts from
which they took their departure. This application is, for the most part, outside the scope
of the present modest exercise which I see as establishing some preliminaries to Plato’s

ontology.

¥ For STSOC_‘ cf. i.a. C. Ritter, Neue Untersuchungen iiber Platon, Miinchen 1910, e.g. p. 322, as
discussed by D. Ross, op. cit., p. 14f.; or K. Weidauer, Thukydides und die Hippokratischen Schriften,
Heidelberg 1954, passim.

% A ‘difference in ontological status’ is not meant to say more here than that, e.g., the tree is a natural
corporeal object, the table an artificial one; the tree and the table referred to are corporeal, the friendship
and justice referred to are not. By using the word ‘ontological’ in this context I do not mean to commit
myself to any particular philosophical theory of the world or to any particular ontology.
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III.

Going back to the pronouncement by Kahn quoted in Section I:'’ after briefly
discussing some alleged features of common Greek language, he states that they “do not
constitute a theory of Forms in any sense”, but that they “simply provide part of the pre-
theoretical raw material out of which Plato will construct his theory. And the same is true

for the two terms for “form™: eidos and idea, which are well attested in early prose with

LN 1Y 1% &

the meanings “physical appearance,” “bodily form,” “shape,” “structure,” “kind of thing.”
The pre-Platonic usage of these terms has been fully studied, and there is no need to
return to the subject here.” Kahn’s only point of reference are pp. 13-16 of Ross’ Plato’s
Theory of Ideas of 1951. Ross’ discussion of pre-Platonic and early Platonic use of
£180¢ and 16 is indeed a good critical summary of the views expressed by Taylor,
Gillespie, Baldry and Ritter,"' combined with Ross’ own views on those matters. He
holds, i.a., (p.14) “that Socrates’ inquiries as to ‘what virtue is’, ‘what courage is’, and
the like, led Plato to recognize the existence of universals as a distinct class of entity, and
that he took over as names for them the words £180¢ and 18€a, which in ordinary Greek
had already begun to be used in the sense of ‘quality’ or ‘characteristic’. What was
original was not the use of the words, but the status he assigned to the things for which
the words stood.” Then he summarizes Ritter’s views and concludes that his overly
subtle distinctions are not tenable. Instead, he states (p. 15f.), “what we find is that Plato
not seldom uses both words in their original meaning ‘visible form’, that he uses both
words in various non-technical senses in which they had been used by earlier writers, and
that he uses both words in the two technical senses of ‘Idea’ and ‘class’. While in the

dialogues from the Phaedo onwards, with the exception of the Parmenides, the meaning

‘class’ is the commonest meaning of €180, it is only rarely that 18éa is used in this

10 C.H. Kahn, op. cit., p. 334f.

'' A.E. Taylor, The Words £100¢, 106 in Pre-Platonic Literature, in: id., Varia Socratica. First Series,
Oxford 1911, pp. 178 - 267; C.M. Gillespie, The Use of E100¢ and I6éa in Hippocrates, in: CQ VI
(1912), pp. 179 - 203; H.C. Baldry, Plato’s “Technical Terms”, in: CQ XXXI (1937), pp. 141 - 150; C.
Ritter, loc. cit. ef passim.
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sense. 10£Q is the more vivid of the two words, and tends to be preferred in the more
highly coloured and imaginative passages. It may be added that Plato often uses 0G0
and QUO1G as ways of referring to an Idea, and that he so uses YEVOG in the Sophistes,
and £vdG and pOVAG in the Philebus.” On the following pages (18 - 21), Ross briefly
discusses Plato’s use of oboia, abto0 1O and abTO kad LTS in the dialogues he
believes to precede the Phaedo; towards the end of the book, in his ‘Retrospect’, Ross
has a very useful list of a significantly larger number of Greek terms connected with the
‘Theory of Ideas’, together with a substantial, albeit selective table of their occurrences
in Plato’s dialogues (pp. 228 - 230).

It may have been noted that when Kahn quotes Ross’ preliminary conclusion - “What
was original was not the use of the words, but the status he assigned to the things for
which the words stood.” - he forgets to state that Ross means that “€180¢ and 18éa. (...)
in ordinary Greek had already begun to be used in the sense of ‘quality’ or
‘characteristic’.” Therefore Kahn’s assertion about “the two terms for “form”: eidos and
idea, which are well attested in early prose with the meanings “physical appearance,”
“bodily form,” “shape,” “structure,” “kind of thing” ”, must be treated with caution, since
the meanings he presupposes for the two terms do not include the ones assumed by

Ross'? whom he cites as evidence that the terms have been studied sufficiently.

A different but closely related issue is that Ross was not, and did not pretend to be,
exhaustive in his engagement with previous scholarly opinion. Contrariwise, his selection
serves only as a foil to his own views rather than constituting anything approaching
Forschungsgeschichte. Nor do 1, for that matter, propose to fill that gap here. Instead, I
will leave discussion of significant passages or aspects of those works to footnotes where

and when appropriate.

2 As shown above, those are, of course, not the only meanings Ross believed £180¢ and '18&a to have
had.
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I will make an exception, though, for A.E. Taylor, The Words €ld0¢, 10éa in Pre-
Platonic Literature, one in a collection of essays by the author, Varia Socratica, Oxford
1911, whose essay, though questioned as to the validity of its conclusions from the very
beginning, has had a lasting impact on Platonic scholarship. Taylor’s effort is aptly
characterized in a review of his Varia Socratica by P. Shorey which appeared that same
year.”” In it, Shorey writes: “The central aim that unifies the volume is the attempt to
prove that much more of Platonism than is commonly supposed is Socratic, or may be
traced back even to the Pythagoreans and other pre-Socratics. ... . The valuable
concluding study on the words €160G and 1660 in pre-Platonic literature rests on a
complete collection, we are told, of every occurrence of the words down to Aristotle.
Here again the object is to show that the philosophic use of these words was familiar not
only to Socrates but to Pythagoras and the pre-Socratics. ... . Professor Taylor’s
collections lay all students of Plato under obligation. But a sound “semantic” of the word
STBOQ demands more discrimination than he has yet found time to bestow upon the
subject. His contention is that the philosophic meaning of the word goes back through
rhetoric and medicine to Pythagorean geometry. He holds that in Plato it is usually
synonymous with @UG1C, and even thinks that it is worth while to raise the question
whether in Plato €180¢ ever means “class” at all - a question which re-reading of the
Euthyphro and the Meno surely will answer, if it be borne in mind that Greek logic is
generally expressed in terms of intension rather than extension. What his examples
establish, I think, is simply that Siﬁog in ordinary Greek normally means “form,” or
“animal body,” or “beauty,” but that it might mean a little more abstractly and, in the

L 1S

infancy of abstraction, somewhat vaguely “kind,” “mode,” “manner, “species.” The
transition from “kind” to a particular kind, substance, element, or nature is no more
surprising than the shift in modern times from species to spice. Professor Taylor properly
emphasizes the significance of the Hippocratean corpus for the study of Greek

philosophy. But I think he makes too much of the anticipation of the terminology of the

'3 In: Classical Philology VI (1911), pp. 361 - 365.
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doctrine of ideas in section 15 of the treatise TEPl apyaing 1atpikig.'* The phrase
abto0 EQ’ E®LTOL is normal Greek idiom, as is the use of KOIV@WVELV with the
dative. The use of €100G in the sense of element is, as we have seen, a perfectly natural

extension of meaning, and early Greek thought would not distinguish sharply an element
from an elementary quality. All of Plato’s language is anticipated in this way by earlier
writers. He was too great an artist in style to coin a Kantian technical terminology. His
originality consists in the use of these and other expressions to denote the substantive
reality which he ascribed and was the first consciously and consistently to ascribe to all
concepts. ... .”

I agree with Shorey’s characterisation of Taylor’s study, and also with much of his
criticism. Taylor’s investigation is guided throughout by the overall aim of his studies, to
present a Socratic Plato who inherited his thought from a Pythagorean Socrates.
Shorey’s aim, however, is to prove the superiority of Plato over his predecessors (cf. the
remarks on p. 361 of his review) and the unity of Plato’s thought. To Shorey’s mind, that
thought consists not least of what he states in the last sentence quoted, “[Plato’s]
originality consists in the use of these and other expressions to denote the substantive
reality which he ascribed and was the first consciously and consistently to ascribe to all
concepts” - a statement which reminds us that Shorey’s own doctoral thesis was a
Munich dissertation of 1884."

Apart from not agreeing with that last sentence of Shorey’s, there is one point of
substance where I am inclined to differ: I would not dismiss out of hand Taylor’s
suggestion “that it is worth while to raise the question whether in Plato 8{80(; ever

means “class” at all”.

'4 For the dating of that Hippocratic treatise see Appendix I below.

' p. Shorey, De Platonis Idearum Doctrina atque Mentis Humanae Notionibus Commentatio, Miinchen
1884, reprinted with an English translation by R.S.W. Hawtrey, with a Preface by R. Kent Spprague, as:
A Dissertation on Plato’s Theory of Forms and on the Concepts of the Human Mind, Pittsburgh 1982.
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IV.

There have been partial treatments of the topic since Taylor’s influential essay, some of
them of excellent quality.'® However, Shorey’s declaration that a sound ‘semantic’ of the
word €180 is still outstanding is still valid. Part II attempts to provide such as semantic
study of 8[80(; and 18€a from Homer to Plato’s early and middle dialogues; for the
purpose of this investigation, the Hippias Major will not be considered since its
authenticity is less than certain; to my knowledge this is the first enterprise of that scale
which makes a serious attempt to distinguish between €180¢ and 18£a. Some repetition
is unavoidable, but the results justify the effort. Although it cannot be denied that there is
a great deal of semantic overlap between the two words in almost all their senses, 1€
may on occasion mean what E:TSOQ could not mean; and STSOQ is employed in some
contexts in which 1060 was, to our knowledge, never employed. As will be
demonstrated in Part III, this may affect our reading of Plato in a fundamental way.

Part I, though of equal length as Part II, is in a sense subordinate, due to its subject
matter. Even casual inspection of the verbs selected as connected with Plato’s
ontological thoughts will show that there was much less, if any, semantic development
there. For that reason, it was not necessary to translate every instance cited, as was the
case with €100¢ and 186a.. What is of interest regarding the verbs is mostly the context
in which they are employed. The contexts of rhetoric, medicine and philosophy can be
linked with passages in Plato’s early dialogues in particular not through subject matter
alone, but in particular by way of comparing choice of expressions. That will become

decisive in the combined application of the collective results of the semantic

'® Notably C.M. Gillespie on The Use of E160¢ and I in Hippocrates, in: CQ VI (1912), pp. 179 -
203; H.C. Baldry, Plato’s “Technical Terms”, in: CQ XXXI (1937), pp. 141 - 150; and H. Diller, Zum
Gebrauch von £100¢ und 156a in vorplatonischer Zeit, in: Medizingeschichte in unserer Zeit, ed. H.-H.
Euler et al., Stuttgart 1971, pp. 23 - 30. Cf. also G.F. Else, The Terminology of the Ideas, in: HSCP
(1938), pp. 17 - 51; and P. Brommer, EIAOZX et IAEA. Etude sémantique et chronologique, Assen
1940 - two works too much determined by preconceived views of what Plato meant and therefore of little
use for our purpose. The thorough study of C. Sandoz, La notion de la forme en Grec ancien, Fribourg
1972, provides a useful collection of material, but slightly lacks focus; Sandoz’ interpretations are on
very traditional lines and too much determined by convention.
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investigations in Part III, where I hope to be able to demonstrate that, in the Phaedo,
Plato reacts at once to a number of different pre-Socratic schools of thought, the
Pythagoreans, Anaxagoras and Democritus; while the last may come as a surprise,
another result of the examination of 100d - 105e is that Hippocratic medicine did not

actually have a r6le to play at all.

However, even if the results of the final application in Part III are not accepted as valid,
the semantic studies of Parts I and II may be of value in their own right; it is hoped, not
only as collections of material. €180¢ and 18£a are terms relevant not only to the
Phaedo within Plato’s work, and not only to Plato within Greek philosophy. A
knowledge of their semantic development may be useful to the Aristotelian scholar, the

historian of medicine, or any Classicist interested in the history of concepts.
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PART I

METEXEIN, METEINAI

When in the first half of the dialogue bearing his name Parmenides criticizes Socrates’
notion of on the one hand certain entities which are there by themselves and on the other
hand objects which share in these entities and become in sharing what they share in, a

central point of his critique is the nature of this sharing'” .

The Greek words here rendered by sharing are forms of the verbs METEYELV and
petadapPavely, the one denoting the state of sharing, the other the process of
coming to share."® To some extent at least, Parmenides’ (professed) difficulties are
connected with his (professed) understanding of these words and with the way Socrates
comments on this understanding. Parmenides appears to take the words to mean partake,
participate, a meaning which they may have in certain contexts; but unlike the Latin
parti-cipio, derived from Latin pars, ‘part’, neither LETAAQUPAVELV nor HETEYELY

are inherently or necessarily connected with LEPOG, the common word for ‘part’.'* Only

"7 Parmenides 130e ff.
'® The discussion will focus on HETEYELV. LETAAQUPAVELV plays a subordinate role only; its usage is

always determined by that of METEYELY. Whatever type of ‘having’ or ‘sharing’ is denoted by
UETEYELY in a particular context, LETAAUUPAVELY in this context denotes a ‘coming to have’ or
‘coming to share’ with connotations identical to those of HETEYELV in the same context; in that, the
relation of LETEYELV to METUAUUPAVELY is parallel to that of Elvat in its simple and prefixed forms
to the respective simple and prefixed forms of Y1yvec0at; examples of that will be provided below.

1 Since there are differing views on the semantics of HETEYELY, let me quote one which I consider
representative in many ways of the majority view; H. Meinhardt, Teilhabe bei Platon,
Freiburg/Miinchen 1968, p. 16f.: “ “UETEYELV” selbst ist gegeniiber seinen Umschreibungen bereits im
weiteren Gebrauch (i.e. if not applied to €101 /10£wt) abstrakt und fast ohne Bildgehalt. Es ist ein
Compositum aus “EY€LV - haben, halten” und priverbalem “p€T@”. Die Konstruktion mit partitivem
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if that were the case, would a question like the one of Parmenides be inevitable: 0bKOUV
1tot 6Aov ToL £ldovg fj HEPOUG ... ; (131a5). Though this particular weakness
of Parmenides’ criticism is well known, his view has frequently played a part in
interpretations not only of Plato’s Parmenides, but also of such passages in the dialogues
of the so-called middle period as Phaedo 100b-10le, Symposium 210e-211b, or
Republic V 476¢-d. There as well, certain of the many things surrounding us are said to
be such-and-such as they share in what is such itself. To see if Parmenides’ criticism is to
the point or, more generally, how this sharing in something could be understood, it may
be helpful to look at instances of the word PHETEYXELV in pre-Platonic literature and
passages in early dialogues which contain examples of sharing, where this sharing in
something is denoted by HETEYELV. The way in which something is shared in there will
help to understand in what manner e.g. beautiful things can be said to share in the

beautiful itself.

IL.

It does not make sense to discuss the semantics of METEYELV without having

considered the semantics of éxaw first, not least because, as is common with prefixed

Genitiv kennt schon das Simplex: etwa Sophokles, Oed. Rex 708f.: “... €671 6ot Bpdtelov obLIEV
UHAaVTIKNG ExOoVv TEXVNG - es gibt nichts Sterbliches, das die Seherkunst besitzt.” - “UETEY® ist
éxu) mit Partitiv ..., verdeutlicht durch peta.” (Eduard Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik. 2. Bd.
Miinchen 1950, S. 103.) “Der Partitiv bezeichnet hier den allgemeinen Bereich der Teilnahme, wiihrend
ein bestimmter Teil, den jemand erhilt, im Akkusativ steht.” (Eduard Schwyzer a.a.0.) Das priaverbale
|.181:(i bringt das Moment der Gemeinssamkeit (Vgl. Eduard Schwyzer a.a.0.S. 482.) (“mit,
zusammen”) zum Ausdruck. - Beides wird fiir den philosophischen Gebrauch wichtig: Alle
Partizipierenden “haben” gemeinsam das Partizipierte, aber “partitiv”, einen Teil vom Ganzen, wobei
“Teil” hier natiirlich qualitativ (= in abgeschwichter Weise) und nicht quantitativ zu verstehen ist. -
Gleichbedeutend mit “UETEYXELV” und “UETEELC” werden in der vorliegenden Arbeit die von der
lateinischen Ubersetzung “participatio” gebildeten Vokabeln “partizipieren” und “Partizipation”
verwandt, auBerdem die deutschen Ubersetzungen “teilhaben” und “Teilhabe”.” - The German
equivalents employed by Meinhardt are loan-translations of the Latin words and have as one of their
elements the German for ‘part’, “Teil’. - Cf. also LSJ s.v. u€T€x® “II. In Platonic Philos., participate in
a universal”. E. des Places, Lexique de la langue philosophique et religieuse de Platon, Paris 1964, s.v.
METEYELV “ “participer” (a) a) en général ; b)  une Idée.”
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verbs?® in Greek, the derived word pS‘CéXSW, as far as one can judge from the words it
can meaningfully connect, seems to have retained a closeness to the simple £Y€lv. In
terms of etymology, EXELV goes back to an Indo-European root *seg'-, also found in
German ‘siegen’, defeat; the original meaning of the root may have been something like
‘hold down, subdue’ and then ‘hold (as a possession), have’; it may also go back, at the
same time, to a root *ueg"-, meaning ‘bear, carry, heave up, lift’, preserved in English

»21

‘weigh’”’, ‘way’, et al., German ‘bewegen’, move, “‘Weg’, Latin ‘vehere’, carry, convey;

both roots would have yielded an identical proto-Greek *hek"- and, with dissimilation of

2

aspirates according to Grassmann’s Law, £X-;* the two roots could have been

collapsed into one all the easier because of the semantic overlap in ‘holding down’ and
‘holding up’; much of that is, of course, speculation.

Already in the Iliad, £X€1V can mean ‘to have, hold, possess, keep’ with reference to
both ‘physical and material objects’ and ‘habits, states and conditions, bodily and
mental’. Partly due to its origin, its application is by no means restricted to the ‘having’
of physical objects, things with spatio-temporal extension. Even if one were to posit an
original restriction to a particular class of objects®, it is questionable if that was still felt
even at the relatively early time of the composition of the Iliad. On the contrary, by
comparison it seems that the extension of the word £)€lV, the number and nature of
subjects and objects it can meaningfully connect, is larger than that of its English

counterpart ‘have’.

20 1 use the term ‘prefixed verb’ as the modern distinction between ‘compound words’, i.e. those
‘consisting of two or more free morphemes’, and ‘complex words’ , i.e. those ‘containing one free and at
least one bound morpheme’, does not apply to many prefixed Greek verbs whose first element otherwise
functions as a preposition. In many cases, for example, it is impossible to determine a distinction
between TaPEGTL TVl and €071 WapG TV cf. Schwyzer II, p. 423. For UETA in general cf.
Schwyzer, II, pp. 481-487; for pre-verbal LETWU-in particular p. 482.

I Cf. The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, ed. C.T. Onions et al., Oxford 31944, Reset with Revised
Etymologies and Addenda 1973, s.vv. ‘way’, ‘weigh’.

22 Cf. R. Plath, Hauchdissimilation im Mykenischen, in: MSS 48 1987, pp- 187-193.

B Cf. H. Frisk, s.v. £ 0'.
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The concept of £YE1V, as that of its English counterpart, is so general as just to signify

that there is a relation between two parties®* , with the subject referring to the superior or
governing, the object to the inferior or governed party - superior and inferior only
through the emphasis given by the author of an utterance. As the notion of ‘having’ is at
once so general and so fundamental, it is very difficult to circumscribe or define it;
fortunately, it is not necessary to do so in this context. It is necessary, though, to draw
attention to the difficulties in which any attempted definition of the particular relation of
‘having something’” which is not a physical or material object would be involved - in the
case of such ordinary and every-day examples as ‘having a skill’. The particular nature of
that ‘having’ seems to depend to a large extent on the nature of the respective object.
The difficulty of defining the verb, though, does not result in a difficulty in understanding
a well-formed sentence containing it, as long as the points of reference of the

grammatical subject and object are known.

III.

These preliminary observations about €Y1V were necessary as a basis of a discussion
of petéxelv. Before turning to Plato, some passages from authors earlier than and

contemporary with Plato will be considered, selected to illustrate the range of usage and

connotations, and therefore arranged thematically rather than chronologically.

The prologue of Euripides’ Heraclidae is spoken by Heracles’ long-standing friend and
companion, Iolaos. After a gnomic opening, he introduces himself as an actual example

of his general statement (6): EY® Yap a1dol kai 10 cvyyeveg oéfwv, | EEOV

% Cf. A. Meillet, Le développement du verbe “avoir”, in: ANTIAQPON. Festschrift Jacob
Wackernagel, Gottingen 1924, pp. 9-13. C.D. Buck, A Dictionary of Selected Synonyms in the Principal
Indo-European Languages, Chicago/London 1988 = Chicago 1949, pp. 739-749; particularly relevant
for the semantic connections and developments of £(€lV and related words are ch. 11, sections 11
‘HAVE’, 12 ‘OWN, POSSESS’, 15 ‘HOLD’, 17 ‘KEEP, RETAIN’.
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kat' "Apyog Nobywg vaisty, movov | mAsiotwv petéoyov sig avrip
"Hpax)iéet, | 6T’ v ped’ NUAV- ... . One man, I had of many toils indeed with
Hercules. Or: I shared in very many toils for Heracles or for the sake of Hercules.
Iolaos ‘had of® many toils which are not specified. ‘Toils’ as such are not material
objects, even if they involve physical labour; the emphasis of TTOVOC is on the process of
‘working, exerting oneself’. The subject refers to a single person; the one with or for
whom he worked is given in a dativus sociativus, not a dativus commodi. This sentence
of Euripides reflects the original situation. A parallel example is provided by Pindar.
After an enumeration of the vain deceitfulness of a dishonest person, Pindar contrasts
himself with that man and his practices (Pythian II, 83): 00 01 peTEX® OpAceOs: ...
Here it is seen more clearly than with the previous example that the dative is a

i = 2
sociaftive. "

A variant to the dative - in terms of the history of the language later in origin - is HETG
with the genitive. An example is found in a Theognidean epigram. ‘Poverty, why don’t
you visit our neighbour?’ (353): ... , unde ped’ Huéwv | aiel dvoTrivov TOLSE
Biov pEteye. Another example is found at Euthydemus 279¢6. Socrates asks Clinias:
i 8¢; oTpaTELONEVOG HETO TOTEPOL GV fdtov TOL Kivévvou Te Kai
TG TOYNG HETEYOLS, META COPOL GTPUTNYOL T META Gpabovg; - META
copov. - Ti 8¢; Gobevddv petd motépov Gv NdEmwg kivdvvevolg, peta
coPOL 1aTpoL N| METO GUOOOVS; - HETO GOQPOV. In this latter example, the
periphrastic construction is prompted by the participle GTPATEVOUEVOS on which
},LS‘Cli Tl:O‘CépOU could depend as well; it is, at any rate, less ambiguous than the bare

dative.

In most cases, however, the point of reference of the sociative dative or the genitive

with pS‘C(i, respectively, would be known from the context; that is why the complement

 Cf. also Xenophon, Historia Graeca 11, 4, 20 (LETEXELY 1EpAOV Kal BLGIDV TIoL).
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can frequently be omitted altogether, as at Herodotus III, 80: €10eTe pEV Yap TNV
Kappvosw UBpitv &n’ doov EmeEnibe, peteoynkate 8¢ kol ThHg 7O
pdyov UPplog. Here it is understood from the possessive genitive that it was the
Magus who ‘had’ the hubris the others experienced together with them. Or Herodotus I,
127: g 8¢ o1 Mndor otpatevcdpevol toiot [Iéponct cvvépisyov, ot
pHEV Tiveg abTOV Epdyovto, 6cot punl Tov Adyov petéoyov, ot Of
abtopdreov mpog tovg [I€poag, o1 &€ mAeloTol EBehokdkedyv T Kai
£pevyov. Even without a wider context, it is obvious that those who are in the secret
are contrasted with those who are not, or in other words, that those who do not have the
secret do not ‘have it together with those who do’.

This may be compared with the beginning of the Euthydemus. Crito asks Socrates with
whom Socrates had a conversation the previous day; Socrates replies (271b6):
Eb@bdnuog obtog kotvy, @ Kpitov, Ov Epotic, 6 8¢ map’ Eué
kaffuevog EE Gprotepag GdeA@Og TOVTOL, AlOVLGOdWPOG: UETEYEL O
Kai o0Tog T@V AOY®V. The only difference between this last sentence and the one
of the previous example is that, in the case of Herodotus, AOYOG refers to the content of
the statement while, in the Euthydemus, Socrates refers to the conversation, the process
of talking in which both Socrates’ neighbours took part while others were silent by-
standers.

One final example of this application of PETEYELV may suffice. Sappho 68, quoted by
Stobaeus (Florilegium IV, 12): Tepl @@pocvVNG Zan@ovg: mpog araidsvtov
yovaika- kotbdvoloa 3¢ keioear oLIE Tivi pvapocvva oébev | Eooet’
obdEMOT’ <€15> VoTepOV- ob Yap medéxelg Ppoddwv | Tdv ek ITiepiag,
aAL’ dodvng kv 'Aida d6poilg | pottdoelg med ApavpOV VEKLMV
EKTENOTAUEVA. In this case, the GOPPOVES who have those ‘roses of Pieria’ are by
way of contrast tacitly implied in the description of the one addressed who does not have

them.
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That last example is of particular importance in one respect. Although one would
naturally assume that Sappho’s admonition is a sensible one in a context where there are
others who do gain fame, with a negative clause in particular one could imagine a
situation in which nobody actually does. If a situation of someone’s having something
together with someone else is negated for an individual, there are the three possible cases
of a number of others’ having the object, another single individual’s having the object,
and no-one else’s having the object. This can be extended to positive statements in the
following way: If someone has something together with someone else, ‘someone else’
may refer to more than one person or just one person. The next step is to think of a
situation in which many people could have something together with others. For each
individual, one would say that once he has acquired something he ‘has of” it together
with those others who also have acquired it. To say that, however, does not presuppose
that anyone else actually has acquired it or ‘has of it’. If the qualification ‘together with
those who have acquired it’ is left unexpressed as in the instances quoted, it would seem
a natural extension for the application of the verb LETEYELV to be applied to cases of
only one person’s actually ‘having of” something, if the nature and extent of that having

is left unspecified, and if potentially there could be others who also have of it.

There is a different common type of situation in which HETEXELV is employed to
denote the ‘having of” something together with someone else or, in fact, more frequently,
together with many others.?® Herodotus describes the land of the Massagetae whom
Cyrus wants to subdue after his conquest of Babylon. Having mentioned some
peculiarities of other Caucasian people, he continues (I, 204): T0 pEV OM TPOG
gonépny  1hc Oaidoong tavtng g Kaoming «xaieopévng 0O
Kabvkooog anépyet, 10 6¢ mpoc @ 71e kol fiitov avatédlovia
nedlov Ekdéxketar mANPog dmelpov £C Amowylv. Tob vV 81 mediov

<ToUTOL> TOL peydlov obk Elayxiotnv poilpav peTtéyovot ol

2.0 Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik 11, p.482.
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Maocoayétal, £n’obg 6 Kvpog €oxe mpobupinv otpatevcachaut-

Two different explanations of the syntax are conceivable. Either potpaV is taken to be
the direct object of LETEYELV, in the accusative because it refers to one concrete,
defined physical object; in that case the genitive would be ad-nominal. Or we have here
an extension of the construction of HETEXELV with genitive. By way of specification,
potpav is added in the accusative. They had of the plain: not the smallest part.
Although this latter way of construing the sentence may initially seem less plausible, it is
in fact impossible to know with absolute certainty which of the two is the correct
explanation, let alone to say how Herodotus himself would have taken the sentence.

The same difficulty obtains at Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 506f. The herald, the first of the
Greeks returning to Argos to announce the coming of his master, first greets his land: O
yYap mot’ noxovv TS &v 'Apyeig ybovi | Bovaddv pebéEetv eiATdTou
TAOOL MEPOG. At his death he will have with <his compatriots> of the dearest burial,
his share. Or will he have his part of the dearest burial? The former may be preferable in
the light of Republic 465e1 where apparently the same sentiment is expressed: Kai
vépo. déxoviar mopd ThHg abt®dv  méhewg (AdviEG T Kai
televtnioavieg Taong a&iag petéxovotv.

In the case of physical objects or perceptible events concerning physical objects, it does
not matter greatly which way the syntax of these examples is construed. Given the
recession of the free-standing ad-verbal genitive, however, and the comparatively large
number of instances of it, it seems to me to be much rather the case that the accusative
objects HEPOC and POTPaV are reinforcements of the older construction, in cases where
it seemed appropriate, than that the many other cases are instances of elliptical
construction. This usage could, of course, be extended to cases to which, in their own
right; it would perhaps not have suggested itself. An example of that may be Thucydides,
1737: kol yap Ote £dpdpev, En’ deeAig EKivdvveveto, fig 100 pev

7 Modelled on that and therefore not to be counted separately is Isocrates, IV, 99: T®¢ & obk @Gv
deva mabopev, €1 TOV KaK@OV TWAEICTOV MEPOG HETAOYOVTEG &V TalC THaic
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EPYOL MEPOG HETECKETE, TOL O0& Adyouv pn mavtdg, el 11 deElet,
oteplokpeda. If it is correct to take the clause Tjg TOL MEV EPyov HEPOG
MUETECYETE as referring to part of the gain of the Athenian efforts which now the
Spartans and the other Greeks have together with the Athenians, LEPOG does here at

least not solely refer to a physical part of a physical object.”®

One peculiarity, though, is shared by all the examples of PHETEXELV HEPOG TLVOG,
namely that there is a flaw in the logic of the construction: if someone ‘has of” something
and someone else also ‘has of” it in the way we have encountered that usage so far, they
‘have of” it together; alternatively one may say: someone has something together with
someone else. If, however, someone has a part of something and someone else also has a
part of it, neither of them has his part together with the other party unless they both
happen to have the same part. That, though, is clearly not the case in Herodotus’
description of the habitat of the Massagetac. When he says that they have not the
smallest part of the plain, and uses LETEYELV to express that relation of possession, it is
implied that there are others who live in and possess other parts and not the same part of
the same plain. In the same way, I doubt if the herald in the Agamemnon thinks of
anything but his own burial in his native land, a burial he will have for himself, just as his
compatriots, both those who stayed behind and those who have now returned together
with him, will have their own burials respectively. Even with the last example,
Thucydides I, 73, I believe it is correct to say that whereas the gain is ‘had’ by all Greeks
together with each other, each part of it is ‘had’ by each city on her own.

I do, of course, not suggest that Aeschylus, Herodotus and Thucydides did not know
how to use their own language. The logical difficulty, however, inherent in the notion of

having a part of something together with someone else who has not the same but a

ghattov Exelv Gflwbelpev kol 1éte mpotaybévieg LmEp amaviev VOV ETEpOLg
(aKOAOVOETY GVaYKAOTEIUEY;

28 Cf., however, how closely material possessions and what could be non-material rights are linked at
Herodotus, IV, 145: déecbal 3¢ olkéely Gua to0TOwoL polpd 1€ TIHEMV pETEXOVTES Kai
g Mg amolayOvrec.
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different part of the same thing suggests, I think, that the phrase peté€xelv pHEPOG
T1VOG is in fact an in some way redundant extension of the original and logically flawless
one, LETEYELV TLVOG. That in itself, as we have seen, is an extension of the simple
EYELV TLVOG, originally for the purpose of making explicit that there are others who

‘have of” the same thing.

If not chronologically - that could not be established with any certainty - so at least in
terms of a hypothetical semantic development, there are three possible contexts with
METEYELV TLVOG which have to be considered in connection with PETEXELY HEPOG
TIVOG. In cases in which that which one ‘has of’ something is not precisely specified,
there can nevertheless be some kind of adverbial complement, as in e.g. Xenophon,
Hiero, 11, 6: T®V peylotov Gyoddv EAdYloTO peTéYovoilv?’. Here
EMAY16TA is clearly adverbial, indicating some sort of degree - it is not precise, as it
would be difficult to measure and quantify the pEY16TO (yoBd precisely. Semi-
adverbial is also the usage in Xenophon, Cyropaedia, VII, 2, 28: LETEXELV TO 1GOV
TOV dyad®dv Tivi. Of course, TO 16OV is not an adverb, but in its application it
amounts to functioning like something between adverb, numeral and demonstrative: fo
have ‘the equal’ of the good <things> with someone.”® In a way, Xenophon’s usage
comes close to that of Sophocles at Electra 1168. At the news of Orestes’ death, Electra

addresses the urn in which she supposes the ashes of her brother: ... TOlyap oU d&€at
L & 10 60V T0de OTEYOS, | TNV undev &g 10 undév, @g ovv ool
Kato | volow 10 Aotmdv. kol yap fvik' fio0’ dve, | EVv ool petelyov
Tdv {owv- kal viv mofd | 1oL ocov Bavovoa un amolsimechHat

TaQov.”

¥ Pace Kiihner-Gerth, p. 344, who class this example as a case of MHETEYELV with the accusative.

0 A translation ‘to have an equal / the same amount of good things as someone else’, 1 suppose,
prompted LSJ to say - unjustifiedly - HETEYELY TO 100V (sc. HEPOG) TAV dyaddV TivL.

' Incidentally, this latter example shows that contrary to common belief 100¢ is not restricted to
meaning ‘equal’ in a mathematical sense; rather like German ‘gleich’ which can translate ’ioog where
English has ‘equal’, ‘same’ or ‘identical’ respectively.
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It is not a long way from PETEYELY TO 160V TAV Ayod®V TiVi to Lysias
XXXI, 5 where he speaks of the true citizens: TOUTOLG MEV YOP HEYAAQ TA
Srapépovtd Eotiv €0 T€ mpdrTTeEly TNV MOALY TVde Kol dvemitndeiog
d1a 10 avaykaiov oopiciv abrolg fiyeloBor slvar petéyxstv 10 pépog
TOV JeIVOV, omep Kai TV ayaddv peTEyovot. Here TO MEPOG, on their
part, can be seen as an addition to an already complete sentence in the same way TO

{00V, to the same extent, is one in the previous example.

There are, finally, cases of LETEXELV with a direct accusative object. This usage is
confined to few, clearly specifiable situations. With all instances, the object is a precisely,
often quantitatively defined entity. An example is Aristophanes, Plutus, 1144: oL yap
petelyeg t0g ioag mANYAg Epol. The adjective 160G defines the object as
something which is known or has occurred already, in this case ‘the same number of
strokes’. In the same way, adjectival @DTOG is employed by Demosthenes (Lexic. ad
Philemon. gramm. p. 253 Osann.): petéyovies TnHv abtiv do0&av 7101g
Aoxedo1poviolg. As with the simple EYELV, it is a concrete, specified instantiation of
something which - as direct object - is in the accusative. Additionally, one should note
that with the last two examples also those together with whom one has something are

explicitly given in the sentence.

There is a limit to all grammatical analysis, and all classification is to some extent
arbitrary when the objects under _consideration are generated according to habit and
custom rather than created according to unchangeable natural laws. A case like
Herodotus VII 16, 3 may therefore be left undecided. There are, however, some clear
and unambiguous cases which prove that LETEYELV, like EYXELV, governs the accusative
when the object referred to is something concrete, known and defined, or a particular
instantiation of something. More often it governs the genitive, for the same reason

£YELV sometimes governs the genitive, when the object, or the relation between subject
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and object expressed by the verb, is in some way undefined or undefinable, lacking
specification, qualification or quantification.

This uncertainty or lack of precision is inherently linked with the notion of ‘having
something together with someone else’ as such. Other languages, like Latin, English or
German, start from the notion of ‘cutting or dividing something up and distributing it
thereafter’. So ‘participare’ is ‘to take a part’, where ‘pars’ - like Greek LEPOG - is
originally that which is granted (and received as such), but in historical times simply
means partn. English ‘share’ is derived from a root *s-ker which denotes a cutting® .
German ‘teilen’ is a denominative of “Teil’**, part, and in contemporary German the verb
can denote both dividing and sharing.

In all these languages, the word for ‘share’ can imply the ‘having of a part’ if the
grammatical object denotes something physical and material which can be divided. That
is the case regardless of the etymological origin of the respective verbs. Conversely, if
the grammatical object denotes something immaterial, the notion of divisibility often does
not arise or does not apply at all. Of the examples discussed so far, the following at least
do by their content not qualify for an interpretation in terms of parts and wholes.

Even if Pindar, Pythian 11, 83 - 00 01 pETEX® OpAGEOS: ..., I do not share that
boldness with him, and Theognis’ address to Poverty (353) - ... , und¢ ped fHuéwv
| aiel dvotrivov ToLde Blov PETEXE, do not with us have always of this wretched
life - are left aside because the clauses are negative so that it is both indeterminable and
irrelevant if part or whole of the object is had, or rather not had, at Herodotus III, 80 -
gidete pev yap v  Koppdoew UPpiv &n’ Ooov  EmeENAOs,
pueTeoxNkKote 8¢ Kai TG ToL pdyov UPPlog, you know to what it came with
Cambyses’ hubris, and of the hubris of the Magi you have had yourself - no-one would

assume that Otanes addresses his audience LETEGYNKATE (with genitive) because of an

implication that they had (or had experienced) one part of the tyrants insolence, while

32 Cf. Walde-Hofmann I1, s.v. pars. Frisk I1, s.v. HEpOC.
3 Cf. Walde-Pokorny II, pp. 573ff. Walde-Hofmann I, s.v. caro.
M “Teil’ is equivalent to ‘deal’ in its old sense of ‘part’. Its ultimate etymology is uncertain.
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there was another part they did not have or ‘have of’. And while it could be argued -
mistakenly, in my view - that Sophocles’ Electra implies that while Orestes was alive he
had one part or portion of the same things and she had another (Electra 1168) - xai
vap fviK’ fod dve, | EOv ool petelyov 1@V icwv: kol vov mold |
700 60V Oavovoa pry dmoleinecOal TAEOV - it is inconceivable to advance an
argument of that sort for Herodotus I, 127 - ... , 01 pév Tiveg abT®V EPGYOVTO,
0cot p1} ToL AGyov HETEGYOV, .. , Ol O MAEIOTOlL EBELOKAKEOV TE
Kol £QevyoV; those who were ‘in the secret’ had not heard part of the words or part

of the speech or story, they knew the full story.

IV.

Turning to Plato’s dialogues, a suitable passage to begin with may be the myth of
Protagoras, together with its exegesis (Protagoras 320c-328d), as there we find a large
number of instances of both €€V and PETEYELV, concentrated in one continuous,
closely argued context. I will discuss instances both of the pre-fixed and of the simple
verb in order to demonstrate in detail the validity for Plato’s dialogues of claims made
concerning pre-Platonic usage. Some repetition is inevitable. The dialogue Protagoras is
generally considered early, being composed before or shortly after the Gorgias, at a time
when Plato, whatever his thoughts might have been, did not let Socrates hypothesize
about certain entities of independent status. Before we turn to the discussion of the myth,

let me give a brief summary of the part of the dialogue preceding the myth.

In the discussion between Hippocrates and Socrates on their way to the sophist
Protagoras who is on a visit in Athens, Socrates points to the dangers of laying oneself
open to a learning of something about which one does not know what it is or what it is
going to be from someone, a sophist, of whom one does not even know what he is when

he is a sophist (311e ff.). When they arrive and Socrates states their case, Protagoras
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presents himself eloquently (316c-317d), stating explicitly that he is a sophist, and has
been one for many years (OHOAOY® T€ 600i6TNG sival kol modevelv
avBpwmovg 317b. toAAG ye £tn NdN €l Ev T €YV 317¢”). Everything
is arranged for a public display as Protagoras has declared his willingness to show how it
is good for Hippocrates to be together with him (316c). Socrates’ more specific question

is what would come of Hippocrates’ being together with Protagoras (6Tt obv abT®
amofnioetar £Gv Got ouvvy) 318a). Soon he gets the answer TO 0 paONUA
gotiv ebPovric mepl TAOV oOlkelwv, Onwg Gv dproTta TV aLTOD
owkiav doikol, kal mepl TOV NG MOAewg, OMG TA THG TOAEWG
duvatddtatog Gv ein xal mpdrtelv kai Agyelv (318ef.). To which Socrates’
immediate reply is: @pa. ... Emopal cov T® AOY®; dokelg ydp por Afysiv
v moMTiknlv té€yxvnyv kal Lmooyveicbar molelv dvdpag dyadovg
moAlTaG (319a). Protagoras agrees to this terminologically specific fixation of his
object of teaching as a specific TEY VN, and Socrates proceeds to explain that and why he

does not think that one can teach what Protagoras claims to be able to teach. He

describes what Protagoras promises to convey as a TEYVNUQ to be possessed by
acquisition (KEKTNOOL 319a). His reasoning is by analogy: First, about everything that
has to do with a specific profession, art or craft (tgpi pév odv ®v oiovial &v
‘Céxvn elvat 319¢%* ), only specialists are consulted, while in political matters all are on
a par (Emeddav O T1 mepl TAOV 1TNG TOAEwg dlolknoewg  SEM
BovAevoacHatl, cvppovievel abtolg &vicTdpevog mepi TOVTOV (TAG)
f)uo'lcog 319c,d) without there being teachers”’ . Secondly, also in private, the wisest
and best are not able to convey and transfer that p€T1] which they have (AQAAQ 181Q
MUV 01 60QP@TaTOl Kol @PLeTOL TOV TOALTAOV TadTnV THV GpeTtniv

fiv &xovotl oby oloil e dAAoIG mapadidovat 319).

% Note the usage: lvat &v T€xvN TiVi. That it is the 5OQ1oTIKTY T&€Y VT will be stated in 317d.
*® This is picking up the phrase used by Protagoras in 317b.

* 3 For the connection between teachability, teachers, professions and dpeT/apetal cf. Meno, passim;
esp. 89d ff.
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Socrates’ speech allowed him in this way to shift from the TEYVNua which one
possesses when one is ‘in a profession’ (Ey® ydp TobTo, & IIpotaydpa, obk
dunv  Sdaktov €lvar 319ab) to the term apeth (€1 odv  EYEIC
gvapyéotepov Nulv emdeléal @wg 61dakTOV EGTLV | Gperr], ... 320b,c).
These seem to be the premises of both content and language for the telling of the myth
by Protagoras. Protagoras spoke of his own accord of his GOQIGTIKY TEYVN,
Socrates introduced the term TTOALTIKT] TEX V). Protagoras has distinguished between
his own activity and that which he conveys to those who do not want to become sophists
themselves (cf. "AvTipolpog 6 Mevdaiog, donep ebdokipel pdiiota TAOV
[Tpotaydpov pobntdv xoi Emi T€xvn pavldvel, ©g coeioTNg
EOOUEVOG 315a; cf. also 318e f. supra). Socrates identifies this pd@npa Protagoras
claims to teach, the ebBovAla, not Protagoras’ own TEX VT, with TOALTIKT TEYVN.
By his phrasing kol Lmooyveiohalr moielv Gvdpag dyadovg moAitag (319a)
and AP1OTOL TAOV TOALTAV (319€), he can move from TEYVN to GPETT, the noun
connected with &Y000G and cognate to GP1GTOG. This shift is done in a way which at
least does not provoke any explicit reaction in the dialogue, so that it might be safe to
say that for those present and actively taking part in the discussion this usage sounds
natural. The implications of a potential distinction are at least at this stage of
interpretation not relevant. It must be born in mind, however, that Socrates had
previously in discussion with Hippocrates reached the conclusion (212a,b) that the
education, PLAONG1G, one could expect to receive from Protagoras would be Emi
naldely, AG TOV 1OLWTNV Kai Tov EAeVBepOV mpEnel. That, of course, was
contrasted with those teaching and thereby conveying their own profession; nevertheless,
naldeia as a broad concept of the training of body and mind does not suggest any
particular TEYVN, not even the MOALTIKY TEYVN, so that the statement about
Protagoras’ teaching of that art in 219, even if agreed upon by all present, must be held

against Socrates’ initial position in 212.
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The scene being set, Protagoras’ myth can now be examined. It is to be noted that
Protagoras had given his audience a choice before his decision to tell a pOOOG rather
than a AGY0G (320c). In every respect, this alternative choice seems to have affected the
manner of presentation, not the content: the causation and the agents in Protagoras’ tale
do not belong to a rational account of how things have come about; Protagoras’
interspersed comments and language, however, could - apart from an occasional poetical
word - equally well belong to an exposition like the AOYOG with which he concludes his
speech. At least from 322a3 onwards, it would be difficult to say which words if any
have been chosen because the audience is still hearing a p0O0G. Even 61K1 and 0(18®¢
are not mere mythical or poetical words. Of course, in Hesiodic fashion they suit the
context as goddesses sent and conducted by gods (cf. Op. 197ff.; 248-272); but whether
Hesiod is regarded as writer of myth or philosophy, the two words belong to the regular

*¥ and are not confined to the sphere of poetry. On

vocabulary of Presocratic philosophy
the other hand, d1ka1060VN and 6OEPOGUVN are used by Protagoras (323a) before
he switches to the mode of AOYOG, and in his reply to Protagoras, Socrates can say
gheyeg yap OtL 0 Zebg T1jv dikatoovvny Kai TNV ad® TEPYELE TOTG
avBpomolg, kali ad mollayxob Ev 1oilg Adyoig EAEYETO LMO GOV 1
dikatoovvn kal coepocHvn kai 0616TNg kal mavia TavTa ®G £V Tl
ein oLAANPONYV, apeTn (329c), thus having the two, 018DG and COEPOCHV,
side by side as synonymous. Similarly, the distribution of 6O@10, &peTN| and TEYVN is

determined by factors of content, not style of the exposition.

To turn to the myth itself: Epimetheus equips all the animals with attributes and abilities
necessary for survival, but through his lack of prudence leaves men unequipped. To
make up for that omission, Prometheus steals a certain wisdom, skill, or knowledge of

Hephaestus and Athena that concerns arts, crafts or skills, together with fire (KAETTTEL

"Hoolotov kal 'ABnvag tiv €vieyvov copiav ovv mupil 321d) and gives

% Cf. Diels-Kranz III, Wortregister, s.vv. €18®¢, dikm. It is a different question if G13A¢ and 31k
are otherwise mere equivalents of 31KQ10G0UVT] and 6OEPOCHVN.
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it to man. So man had the wisdom, skill, or knowledge about life, but the political or
social or communal GOQia or TEYVN he had not (Tfjv pév obv mepl tov Biov
coplav dvBpomog tavty Eoxev, TNV 8¢ moAltiknv obk &lyxev 321d).
Perhaps in imitation of features of certain archaic myths, the decisive deed is told for a
second time only a few lines later, this time, however phrased differently: (Prometheus,)
stealing the art, craft, or skill that concerns fire which was Hephaestus’, and the other
one which was Athena’s, gave them to man (KO1 KAEWQAGC TNV 1€ EUMLPOV
téyvnvy v tov "Heaiotov xal thv dAAnv v 1hg "Adnvag
didwolv avipwnw 321e).

At this point, Plato lets Protagoras summarize: 0 GvOpwTOg Oelag pETEC)E
HO1pOg (322a), man shared the divine lot, portion, share or condition.”” Why does
Protagoras say Oglag péTeoye MoOipog rather than Bgiav £oye poipav? Up to
now, when someone was in possession of a TEXVN or co®ia (319, 321d), Exelv
with accusative seemed to be the appropriate way of describing the situation. What
difference is there, in the Protagoras, between £XE1V with accusative and PETEYELV
with genitive? - It will again be helpful to see what sort or sorts of objects the verb

g€V can govern, both in the Protagoras and in other early dialogues.

% For present purposes it is not important to scrutinize the concept of pHolpa; it is clear from the
context that it has here to do with the 60Q1a mentioned twice in the preceding paragraph; this coQia
seems to be equivalent to or at least to imply the twin T€)va. Cf. e.g. W. Wayte, Platonis Protagoras,
Cambridge *1883, p. 106. For the sentiment cf. perhaps Pindar, Nemean VI, 1-8
A" &V avdpdv, &v 0edv yEvog- EK ulag € mvEouev
paTpog auedtepol- dieipyel 8¢ maow Kekpluéva
dbvapic, g 10 pev obdév, O 8¢ ydhkeog AoEUAES A1EV £50C
puéver obpavoe. GAAG Tt TpoopEpouey Eunav N nEyayv
5 voéov firotr oy abavarolg,
kainep gpopepilav obk €100Teg 0LdE petd viKTUC
Quue TOTHOG
aviy' Eypaye dpapelv motl otdduay.
(Protagoras 320c,d 0gol pév fioav, Ovnta 8¢ yévn obx Hv.
321c AOITOV ... iV 10 avBpdTev YEvoc.
321c €36l kal avlponov EEEvar gk YRg €1 0AC.)
The divine lot consists of a share in GOQ1a or VOOC.
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On the first page of the dialogue, Socrates reports that Homer says (309bl)
yopieotdtnv fipnv elvar 1o <npdTov> LANVATOL, and he adds: jv VOV
"AAK1PLadNG E£xet. It is important in this context that the direct object does not
consist of a noun on its own but of a noun with some qualification. The qualification in
the Greek example becomes more obvious if we separate the two clauses: f| TOU
<mpOTOV> LRNVITOL 1PN yapiectdtn Eotiv. Tavtny v fnv
"AAK1BLAdNG VOV EXEL. The relative pronoun in the clause jv VOV "AAK1B1AdNG
€€l has as its antecedent something more complicated than the simple unqualified noun

7iBN. Nevertheless, )BT is one of the potential direct objects of the verb EXELV.

Ten pages further on in the dialogue, Socrates tries to explain to Protagoras why he

does not think that &pETY is S18aKTOV, teachable or taught. One of his reasons is that
(319e1) 18ig fulv o1 coPWTATOl KOl GPLOTOL TAOV MOALTAOV TOVTNV
v apetjv fiv &xovoilv oby oloil 1e dAlolg mapadidovat. petr| thus
seems to be another possible word to go with £Y€LV in the required construction. Again,
however, it is not simply @PETTV but TAVTNV THV GPETNV which is the antecedent

to the relative pronoun.

The very next sentence is an example of a different but equally possible construction
(319e): enel IlepikAilg, © TOLTOVI TAOV veaviokwv mothp, TOOTOLG @
pgv didackdiwv eixeto kaldg kol g0 Enaidevoey, @ 8¢ abTog GOPOG
EOTLV 0UTE aDTOG matdevel oVTE T® GAA® TOPadidWoLV, ... . The relative
pronoun @ is probably short for ToUTQ @& where the demonstrative is in the accusative
as the thing taught. As the demonstrative has no antecedent but is qualified by the
relative clause only, the disciplines for which there were the teachers mentioned in the
relative clause are not specified. That is to say, the teachers themselves cannot be named

or described with any further precision. They cannot be specified with regard to either
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number or subject, quantity or quality. That may explain why when they become a direct
object of an active transitive verb they are in the genitive, not in the accusative. Pericles
educated his sons in those <disciplines> which had ‘of teachers. This seems to me to
be a more plausible explanation than that offered by some who postulate an additional,
separate meaning of the verb £X€lV in the face of constructions like the present one;
they translate: “in all that depended upon teachers” and adduce Protagoras 324d and
Meno 93d and 94ab for “both the idiom and the fact™. In contrast, I maintain that the
genitive is employed solely because of the different nature of the object as it is viewed in
the sentence, its indefiniteness. Sense and meaning of the verb are not affected. For the
purpose of deciding what sort of object the verb €X€1V can have, teachers ‘had by a
discipline’ fall under a different category from what has gone before as the grammatical

subject here is inanimate.

The next instance of the verb is encountered at the beginning of Protagoras’ myth. The
case is slightly different from the previous instances of £X€lV with the accusative.

Protagoras describes how Epimetheus distributes different powers or abilities to different

animals. He then gives the reasoning behind that distribution (321a2): TaLTO Of
gunyavato sbrafeiav Exov un Tt yEvog AicTwOelN. Here the final clause
U Tt Yévog &ioTwBeln is dependent, I think, not on the predicate EPNYOVATO
but on the participial phrase eDAafeiav £YwV, or more restrictedly on the verbal noun
gbAapeiav. Thus it modifies that noun. Epimetheus had or took the particular care that
no class <of animals> would be extinguished; i.e. it is again not eDAOPei by itself,

but ‘a particular eDAafeia’.

A little further down on that same page, Prometheus comes by and sees (321c4): Td
pHev dAla (Do EPPEADS TAVI®OV £xovTa, TOV 8¢ GAVOPOTOV YLUVOV

... . Some translators and commentators*' state that the phrase EUPEADG TAVIOV

¥ Wayte, op. cit., ad loc.; J. Adam, A.M. Adam, Platonis Protagoras, Cambridge 1893, ad loc.
1 E.g. Wayte, Adam, opp. citt., ad loc.
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£YOVTQ is to be construed as parallel to e.g. TKOVAG TOL Pdbovg £xovra in
Theaetetus 194d2; the two phrases, it is maintained, are to be rendered as “suitably

"2 and “being adequate in

provided with (literally situated in respect of) all things
respect of their depth”®. Taken that way, the genitive TAVT®V would ultimately
depend on the adverb EMPEAQDG in the same way that TOL BABovg is supposed to
depend on 1KOV®G. I doubt that that be so. 1KAVOG governs an infinitive or an
accusative or a dative or one of a number of prepositional phrases, but not the genitive.
The phrase 1KAV®DG EXELV, to be sufficient, can be used absolutely, as at Sophist
245¢7 1KAVAG EYET®, or with a complement as at Republic 430c6 TPOg OOV THV
Exelvov (ATnoly, d¢ EYDROL, 1KavAG EYEL, Republic 402a7 ... YPOUUUATOV
néPL TOTE 1KAVAG EIYOUEV ..., or Gorgias 493c5 dvTi TOoL anAnotwg kol
axoldotwg &xoviog Piov 1OV koopimg kai 7Toilg del mopovolv
Kkaveg kol EEapkodvimg Exovia Plov gAEcHal. If there is a complement, it

is in a form found with the adjective otherwise as well. That the case with Theaetetus
194d2 is a different one may be seen if we adduce Philebus 62a6 Gp’ 00v 00TOG
Kavag Emotiung £€et, kbkAov pév kal coaipag abthg thg Oeiag
T0V Adyov X0V, .. ;

Here ETMIOTAUNG EEEL seems to be parallel to TOV AOYOV EY®V. The rational
explanation or account is the specific account of <the> circle <itself> and the sphere
itself, the divine one. As something definite, it is in the accusative if and when it is the
direct object of an active transitive verb. The genitive EMIGTNUNG, I suspect, is likewise
dependent on the verb and not on the adverb. The difference in grammatical case is to be
explained by the different nature of the object. Socrates’ question is: Does he have

enough (of) knowledge** who has an account of <the> circle <itself> and the sphere

2 Wayte, loc. cit.

3 Cf. L. Campbell, The Sophist and Politicus of Plato, Oxford 1867, commentary on Sophist 245¢7.

“ Here and elsewhere one must not be misled by the English way to construe enough with the
preposition of which points to an old Germanic genitive.
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itself, the divine one, ...? Here knowledge is not any particular piece of knowledge in the
way the account in the participial phrase is a particular account.

An example of a particular ETIGTH)UT] someone ‘has’ is Charmides 169de. After an
aporetic attempt to solve the question if there is something like ETIGTHUN
ETMLOTNHUNG, Socrates, “in order that the argument may proceed”, proposes - in an act
of hypothesis - to assume that there is such a thing, and asks Critias if on that assumption
one would be able to know what one does and what one does not know. To that, Critias
replies (Charmides 169d9): TGvv ye ... kol ovpfaivel y€ mov, @ ToKPATN.
g1 yap Tig £xel Emwotnunv f| abtn) abLTv Ylyvaookel, TO0LTOG AV
abtog €in oldvrep Eotlv O £xel. The object EMGTNHUNV is qualified by the
relative clause | bty abLTNV Ylyvdoket. It is this specific knowledge which
knows itself itself which enables the one who has it to be himself such as to know
himself**. The case is similar to Charmides 170b6: oObLKOLV Edv  pn
npoosnioTNTtol TG TO Uyletvov kol 10 dikaitov, GAA WEmMGTHUNV
povov yryvaokn dte todtov povov Exmv EMGTNHNY, 0Tt pév TL
enioTatal kol OTL EMOTAUNV Tivd £xel, €1KOT®wg GV Ylyvdokol kal
nepl abTov kol mepl TOV AAA®V- 7| Yap; Here EMIGTAUNV as object of
EYELV is in the first case qualified by the demonstrative in the genitive, in the second by

the indefinite pronoun.

In clear contrast with these cases, Socrates refers to knowledge in general, knowledge
without any specification as to its quality or form, at Philebus 62a6: ap' ovv o0TOog
KAVAG EMOTNUNG EEEL, will he sufficiently have of knowledge, is his question.

Likewise the signs at Theaetetus 194d1 have of depth sufficiently, i.e. they are deep

% The clauses following can only partly be analysed in the same way: perhaps one could say that in
domep Otav TaYog T YN, TUYVS, the noun TA)OS denotes not any speed but high speed; the
rest of the sentence, however, Kol Otav kdAiog, kaAddg, kel Otav YVAOLY, Y1YVAOCKOV,
Otav 8¢ 31 yvaowy abtiv abtig TIc YN, YIYVOOKOV Tov abTdg Eavtov ToTE
£07TAL, is deliberately construed in syntactical parallelism to make a particular point. Therefore it cannot
be taken to prove anything for the grammar of the common language.
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enough. One could perhaps say, in cases where the grammatical object refers to
something in the abstract it is in the genitive, where it denotes a concrete object it is in
the accusative. Or perhaps: if and when the point of reference of the grammatical object
is a particular instantiation of something, be it a certain age, virtue, skill, or anything else,
it is in the accusative; if and when something is referred to in general, either without
qualification at all or without the notion of a particular instantiation, it can be in the
genitive* .

In the passage in question, Protagoras 321c4, T4, pev GAAa (Do EMPEADG
naviwv £xovia, TOV 8¢ AvOp®MOV YLUVOV ... , the substantival collective
pronoun is both abstract and indefinite; thus as an object it would be expected to be in
the genitive, TA VTV, not in the accusative, TAVTQ; the animals ‘had of everything’ in
a harmonious way, but man was naked. On the level of content, physical attributes,
abilities, and features of behaviour are to be added to the list of things ‘which can be
had’.

A few lines later, Protagoras says (321d4): Tv pév odv mepl tov Blov
coglav GvBpwmnog tavty £oxev, TNV 8¢ moAlTikrlv obk elyev. Again,
coQia as direct object of EXELV is qualified as TePl TOV PLOV in the first clause, and

as TOAMLTLKT] in the second”’ .

% Cf. also e.g. Philebus 16c2; Aeschylus, Eumenides, 574f., on which see below. A slightly different
interpretation of the presence of the genitive may be required in the case of Lysis 217b4: TO u1te
Kakov dpa pufit ayabov o@idov yiyvetar tod ayabod dd kakod mapovoiav. -
gotkev. - dNAov B¢ ye OTL mpiv yevEohHal abto Kakov HmO TOL Kakod o £xel. Here
it is a particular KAKOV which is envisaged, what is uncertain or unspecified is the way in which, and
in particular the extent to which it is ‘had’; alternatively, or in addition, there may be a simple attraction
of case here.

7 Such a case could be Protagoras 321d4, TV 8¢ mOALTIKNV obk €lyev. It is questionable if a
specifying adjective in itself is enough to determine a generic noun in the required sense. At any rate, in
this negative clause there is no notion of any particular instantiation. Through the first clause, however,
™v pév odv mepi t0v Pilov coglav dvOpomog tadty Eo)eV, there is some pressure
towards a parallel construction in the second clause which could on its own have been strong enough to
prompt the use of the accusative rather than the genitive. - Perhaps, even the accusative TV mepl TOV
Biov copiay at 321d4 has to be explained simply in terms of the recession of the genitive, but I would
not want to commit myself too strongly here. Cf. also 322b5 - 7.
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Two sentences later, Protagoras summarizes the first part of his myth with the words
quoted above, 0 AvOpwTOG Oelag pETEs)E HOiPOG (322a). Here the adjective
0elog is possessive, Bsia polpa is polpa T@V BsdVv*® | the lot of the gods some of
whom were mentioned in the myth. In that sense, LOTp@ is not defined or modified by
the adjective as to its content. Moreover, it is not any particular instantiation, no-one’s
particular fate which is referred to, as © GVOP®TOG is no particular man. Both that
felo. poipa is not marked as to its quality or quantity and that no particular instance is
referred to in the sentence, are reasons for the object’s being in the genitive. In that wéy,
one can explain the case of the object. It is not determined by the verb alone, and it does
certainly not depend on the presence or absence of a prefix of the verb, but is rather a
consequence of the nature of the object referred to, its relation to the subject, and the

angle from which this relation is viewed.

The difference between £Y €LV and LETEYELV, however, is as yet not accounted for. It
is, I believe, a simple and straightforward one. In all the cases quoted above of éxaw as
predicate with the grammatical subject referring to an animate being, a human being or
group of human beings - apart from 321d4 where animals are contrasted with human
beings as having something the latter do not have - the point of reference of the subject
was looked at in isolation. ‘Alcibiades’, ‘the wisest and best citizens’, ‘Epimetheus’, ‘the
animals’, ‘man’ at 321d4: they are all seen as individuals or groups in isolation, having
something for themselves or having something someone else does not have. At 322a, in
contrast, ‘man’, i.e. all human beings, has something the gods also have, he has
something ‘together with’ someone else. This ‘having together with’ someone else is
expressed in Greek with the prefixed verb petTé€yelv. This is confirmed by the

subsequent instances of the word in the text.

8 perhaps, however, 0610 HOTpa. is a standing phrase (cf. various places), and therefore the two words
are to be considered as one single term and no longer as two separate words. Then it would be
unqualifiedly true to say that at 322a the object is not qualified in any way.
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Because, recounts Protagoras, men did not yet have social skills - TOMTIKN\V yap
TEXVNV OV® €10V (322b5) - they were neither able to wage war against the
animals nor to live together without doing each other wrong. Zeus fears for the
extinction of the race and sends Hermes to bring 1ld®¢G and 61K™) to mankind, so that

there be order and chains of friendship bringing them together (322c2). Protagoras
continues (322¢3 - 323d2)¥:

gEpowtqd obv "Epufic Ala tiva odv 1pomov doin diknv kol oidd
avOpdnolg: "mdTepov @G 01 TEYVOL VEVEEMVTAL, OLT® Kal TavTag
velpw; vevéunvtar 8¢ dde: €lg Exov tatpiknlv moAlolg 1kavog
1d1dtalg, kai ot dAlot dnupovpyoi- kai diknv &M kai aidd ¢ oVt
0® &v 1olg avOpomolc, | Eni mdvtag velpw;" - "eni mavtog," £€omn O
Zevg, "kai mdvteg petexdviov- ob ydp av yévoivto moOAels, el
OAilyol abt@®v petéyolev domep GAAA®V TEXVOV: Kol VOpov ye 0Eg
nap’ EPOL TOV ur) duvduevov aidodg kai dikng petéyelv kteivelv Mg
vooov moOAEwe." obtw &Y, ® Zdkpateg, kal d10. Tadta of 1€ GAAOL
koi’ Afnvaiotl, dtav pév mepi Gpetiic tekTovikig N AOyog 7| GAANG
TIVOG dnutovpyilkig, OAilyolg olovtar peteivar ovpPoviriic, kol &av °
T1G EKTOG DV TAV OAiywv cvpPouvredn, obk avéxoviatr, dg o ONG -
elkOTwg, ®OC Eyd onut - 6tov 8¢ €ig ovpPovrnv moAttikig ** apeTig
iwowy, fiv 8el dd dikatoovvng macov iévar kai ocwepocvvng,
glkdtwg dmaviog Gvépog avéyovial, ™G TOVIL TPOCTKOV TAOTNG YE
petéyxstv thg apetic f pun elvar méreic. abtn, @ Zdkpoteg, TOVTOL
aitia.

iva 8¢ pn oin aratacbor g t@® Ovtl fyobviar mdvteg GvBpwmot

TAVTO AVOpo HETEYELV O1KO100UVNG T€ KOl TNG GAANG TOALTIKTG

% 1 quote this passage at length as it contains an agglomeration of relevant material.
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apetng, TOde ab Aofe tekunplov. Ev ydp Talg dAlalg dpetalg,
domep ov Afyeig, EGv Tig of) GyeBog abintig elvar, 7| GAANV
fnvtivodv téxvnv fiv un gotivy, | katayshdowv ®fj xaAemaivovoy,
kai ol oikelol mpooitdvieg VOLBETOVOLV G HOoLVOpEVOV: EV 38
dikatoovvn kol &v tf) GAAN moMTIKY Gpetd), &Gv Tiva xai eiddolv
o6t adikdg kotiv, kav obtog abtdog ke abrob TAANeR ALy
gvavtiov moAldv, 6 kkel ocwoepocvvny fiyovvio elvai, TaAnON
Aéyety, Evtalba poviav, kai o@actv mdavtag delv @dvar elvai
dikaiovg, Edvte @olv  Bdvte upf, f paivesBor  tov  pi
npocmolovpevov dikatoovvnv’- @¢ avaykaiov ©obdéva Ovtiv' obyi
audc vé mog petéyxelv abtic, A pun slvar kv avbpodnols.

Ot1L pgv odv mavt Avépa eikdtwg Gmodéyoviar mepl TavTng THg
apetig ovpPovrov dd 10 Tyelocbar mavti peteivar abthg, TavLTO
Myom- Ot1 8¢ abtiv ob ¢vost fiyodvior elvor obd amd  Tob
abtopdrov, aAAd S1daxtov te kai B Empeleiog mapayiyvesbor @
av mapayiyvnral, ToLTO 6Ol PETd TOLTO Telpdoopol Gmodet&al. doa
Yop fiyobviar GAANAOLG kokd E£xelv AvBpomor ¢ evost 7| O,
obdeic Bupovtor obde voubetel obLOE S1ddokel 0LOE KOAALEL TOVG

Tavta £Xoviag, ..

Hermes asks first if he should distribute a18®¢ and 8ikM, whose status is left
unspecified, the way the téxvm are distributed. By that it is implied, I think, that -
whatever €18®G and 31K be - they are not TE) val. Hermes then explains to Zeus that

with regard to each of the TE)Y VOl it is sufficient for a large number of people, if some

% Cobet’s seclusion of d1Ka106OVNV would leave abtf¢ in the next line without antecedent, or
would, respectively, require the reader to supply the notion referred to from b2 after having extrapolated
it there from &V T} GAAN MOATIKT &pety).
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one person ‘has’ it’' . But Zeus insists that €18®¢ and d1kN be given to all men, and
that everybody should ‘have <of them> together with <everybody else>’. For there
would not be cities if <only> few <men> ‘have of them as with the other skills.’*

While in the sentences with £Y€lV as predicate discussed so far the subject stood in
relation to someone else, individual or group, here the emphasis is on the single members
of the group which is the subject. When Zeus says that all should have of (16®¢ and
O1KM, he means it distributively and not collectively: each member of the class of human
beings should be endowed with 018®¢ and 8ikM, so that all men have of them
together. Likewise, in the second sentence (322d2), where OA1YOL1, few, are the subject,
these ‘few’ are treated severally. In consequence of what has been said above about the
nature of the object, it should be noticed that one of the features of its indefiniteness is
that it is not marked as to quantity or quality. It is only much later (327a5, e2; 328a8)
that Protagoras introduces even the thought of gradation to make the particular point of
its being sensible to hire him as a teacher. Without that interested standpoint of
Protagoras’, the story in itself would if anything run counter to differentiation of degrees
of &peT1). That is, of course, not to say that with 018®G-and-81kN’s being the object of
UETEYELV, one has to think of A10MG as a whole and 81KT) as a whole which are both
as wholes being had or possessed by someone; to the contrary, the very notion of part
and whole, completeness and defectiveness, of amount or gradability as such, is absent.
The genitive just states the object, with a minimum of information as to its relational

characteristics and the perspective under which it is viewed.

In passing, a comparison with OAiyolc olovtar peteivol ouuBovAfic, they
believe that ‘to few there is’ (i.e. ‘few have’) of counselling (322d7), shows on the one

hand that the prefix LETQ- here as well denotes ‘together with others’ - one of the few is

a co-adviser together with the rest of the few. That becomes plausible from a comparison

°!' In accordance with what has been said above, as Hermes has a particular instantiation in mind, an
individual having some one art or craft or skill, £€1V governs the accusative.

32 On the use of ‘other’ in contexts such as this one, cf. Collinge, Thoughts on the Pragmatics of Ancient
Greek, in: PCPhS 1989, 1 - 13.
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with e.g. Herodotus I, 171: &modeikviol 8¢ &v Mvuldoowst Atog Kapiov
1pov apyatov, 100 Mvucolor pev  kal Avdolot pETESTL @G
Kaolyvitolot govot toiot Kapoi: t0v ydp Avdov kai tov Mvuoodv
Aéyovor elvar Kapdg adehpovc. Tovtolot pev 81 péteoti, doot 68
govteg dAlov £Bveog Opdylwocor tololt Kapoi eyévovto, ToOTO0L
d¢ ol pérta. Here it is the Mysians and the Lydians who have the sanctuary ‘together
with’ the Karians. The dative Mvooiot pév xai Avdoiot is determined purely by
£07Tiv and has nothing to do with the prefix® . Just as €lvat with dative is virtually
synonymous with &yelv, petelvol with dative is virtually synonymous with
UETEYELV. The person or people or things ‘with whom’ one has something need not be

stated in the sentence, or rather, in most cases they are not. That is important for other

applications of the verbs. On the other hand, the case of pPETEIVAL shows that the
genitive which connotes indefiniteness or non-specificity can function as subject and

object alike and be in the place of nominative or accusative respectively.

The myth is finished now and Protagoras has started with its application. Starting with
the contrasting example of deliberation in matters of arts and crafts as an instance of

which he quotes GPETT TEKTOVIKT, he moves to deliberation of political matters
which he does not call GUUBOVAT} TAOV TOALTIK®V but GUUBOVAT] TOALTIKTG
Gpetnc, and says that it is beseeming to everyone TAVTNG YE METEYELV THG
GpeTnc. Everybody together with everybody else should have of it. As to the
indefiniteness of TOALTIKT] @PETY, it is true that it is referred to as ‘this’ one as
opposed to the one of the architect; neither, however, has Protagoras any particular
instantiation in mind, nor is it specified what it is concretely any one has if and when he

‘has of” @peTt). That is made explicit at 323c1 when he Protagoras says that it is

considered necessary that there should not be anybody who has not in some way of it,

5% One could, but should not, be tempted to think that in this case the dative is the sociative found with
HETA in Homer and early poetry and otherwise with LETEYELV.
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dikatoovn: ®¢ avaykoalov obLdéva Oviy' obyl audg Y€ 7og
HeTéxelv abTNG . Here QUG Y€ TG is indicative of the indefiniteness.

Finally, at 323c3ff. Protagoras infers that everybody is admitted to public counsels as all
think that to everybody ‘there is of ° this QPETN, and he continues to prove its
teachability by contrasting the behaviour and attitude of men towards those bad qualities
or attributes of which they think that one has them by nature. Here he describes a
concrete example of men criticising particular faults they perceive among themselves and
with each other. These faults are quantified and denoted as countable with the neuter
plural relative OG@.. As they are the individual possession of individual human beings, the

expression is KAK0. £XELV, the simple verb with the direct object in the accusative.

As regards £YXELV and PETEYELV, the same usage as in the Protagoras is found in
other early dialogues. The Laches starts off as a conversation on the right education of
the young, held in Athens at some time between the battle at Delium in 424 B.C. (cf.
181b) and that of Mantinea in which Laches fell in 418 B.C. The initial question, if it is
useful for youths to learn how to fight in full armour from someone who practises that as
an art form, is turned into an enquiry into the nature of &v3pela when Socrates enters
the discussion. He does so on commendation by Laches, a renowned general, who
praises Socrates for his prowess in battle. At one point, Laches’s opinion that justice is
some sort of perseverance is questioned by Socrates. When conclusions drawn from the
original statement and additional premises held by Laches start to contradict each other,
Socrates urges Laches to be careful (Laches 193.e.3): Epy® MEV Yap, ®OC EO1KE,
oain av Tig fuog avdpeiog petéyxsty, Aoy &, ®g Eyduat, obk dv, i
VOV NUOV aKoVoELlE SLOAEYOUEVOV. For, as it seems, someone overhearing our

conversation now may say that in our deeds we share in bravery, but not, as I believe, in
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our words. The point of that remark clearly is that while both Laches and Socrates are
brave in battle, in contrast with others (cf. 181b), they are not able to sustain an
argument in conversation. In conversation they have no share in bravery at all, it seems.
With regard to their deeds, however, Socrates does simply state that they have displayed
courage, not that they are in partial but not full possession of it. In fact, any suggestion
that they be not really or fully courageous would almost defeat the purpose of the
argument at this point. It seems to be unlikely that the author or his character had the
notion of ‘part’ in mind when employing the ‘partitive genitive’ &vOpeiag here™ .
Towards the end of the dialogue Nicias proposes his view of justice as some sort of
EMGTNAUN or understanding. Laches who is in almost hostile, at least mocking
opposition after having been refuted by Socrates, tries to ridicule Nicias for his semantic
distinction of ‘daring’ and ‘courageous’ and believes that he will find Socrates’ approval
when he brands it as vain sophistry, not worthy of one entrusted with a leading rdle in
the city. To that Socrates replies (Laches 197e2): TPEMEL PEV TOL, ® HAKAPLE,
TOV PEYIOTOV TPOGTUTOLVTL HEYIOTNG QPOVNOEWG HeTEYELV: dOoKEel
8¢ por Nikiag d€ilog slvar Emokéyemg, 6nol moté PAénwv todvoua
TovTo TiOnot THv avdpeiav. It is not necessary for the present purpose to
determine if @POVNOLG here denotes practical wisdom as would be required for
governing, ruling or administering a city, or theoretical knowledge like linguistics, or if
Socrates does not differentiate at all between the two, consciously or otherwise. He
advances a general prescription, TTPETEL, it is fitting or beseeming. Fitting or beseeming

is sometimes different from what is actually achieved. It is what is aimed at. This is the

% One could construct an argument to the effect that Socrates posits as an entity Courage, and of that
Courage he and Laches have the part concerned with deeds, but do not have the part concerned with
words. Anything like that, however, does not seem to me to be implied in Socrates’ position anywhere in
the dialogue.

Also to be left aside is Laches 199¢c where Socrates speaks indeed of ‘parts of courage’; that, however,
is in an artificial argument contrived to refute Nicias, and I would contend that what Socrates says there
is meant to show that courage - if defined by way of reference to a human beings’ reaction to the
external world and its afflictions - does not deal with unchanging objects and is as such different from
the sciences which do, as, for example, medicine which deals with human nature. In what sense courage
could nevertheless be called an ETIGTHKT is not discussed in the dialogue.
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premise for an argument from content: one should aim at having - together with others
who are also capable of having - of the greatest wisdom. One does not aim at having part
of wisdom, even if that is all that is achieved in the end. If Prodicus, Damon and Nicias
all have insight into the distinction between OpacVg and @vOpPETOG, one can say
PETEYOLOL TAOTNG TNG PPOVNOCEMC, and the meaning of that is that they have all
understood that distinction, not that each one of them has understood part of it, let alone
each one a different part.

It is to be noted that in the passage under discussion, there is no differentiation as to
degrees of courage. From 196d1, the moment when Socrates starts interrogating Nicias,
onwards, he treats that ETIGTUN which is &vdpela as something which is either
present or absent. Not everybody has it (196d4); a physician or prophet - who each have
their own specific EMIGTHUN - will not be brave £av ur} abtiv tadtnv THiv
EMGTNUNV TPOCAGPT; all animals - which were called GAOYQ as we have seen
(Protagoras 321cl) - do not have it. Laches and Lamachus, however, are brave and in
that respect wise. The question if they are brave in one respect but not in another, or

brave but not fully so, is not raised.

The same is true of Charmides 158c4: 0bTOG oDV potr €iné moTEPOV
opoloyelc T@®de «xai ONg 1kavdg NN cwEpPocLVNG HETEXEWV Ty
EVOENG elvar; ... - have you or have you not this quality of temperance? This
translation of Jowett’s is not literal but correct as regards the exclusiveness of choice.
Degrees of GWEPOGUVN are at no stage the topic of the dialogue. Instructive in that
respect is its conclusion. After the failure of Charmides’, Critias” and Socrates’ attempts
to see what G®OEPOCGVVN is, and Socrates’ suspicion that it be altogether useless, he
takes back this last verdict turning to Charmides (175e5): TOOT OOV TdVL pevV
obk olopar obtwg Exetv, GAL" Epg eavrov elvor {nntiv- knel v

Ye cwepoovvny péya Tu ayabov elvar, kai sinep ye £xeic abro,
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' paxkdplov elvai oe. aAL’ Opa €1 Exelg te kol pndev &En TNG
EM@ONG €1 yap EXELS, ...

At the beginning of the conversation - when Charmides was compared with the other
youths of his age and before a discussion of what G@@POGVVN is had been entered into
- ONG 1KaVAG 10N 0WEPOGHVNG HETEYELV; asked for his sufficiently ‘having of’
moderation and health of soul. At the end of the conversation which centred first on
Charmides and then on GWEPOGULVT|, Socrates defines it as pEya T1 Qyadov, a
great ‘good’, and can then address Charmides as an individual who has or has not
something which is at that moment seen as a defined unity: €inep ye &xeig abd1o,
.., 0pa €1 EXELG ... , €L YAP E£YELG, ... The choice of LETEYELV with genitive

or £YELV with accusative is - in all these cases - a matter of perspective and context.

The three instances of PETEXELV in another definitely early dialogue, the Go}gias,
confirm the previous observations. Near the beginning of the dialogue, Socrates’ friend
Chaerepho and Gorgias’ pupil Polus have a short exchange of words before Socrates and
Gorgias continue to pursue the argument. In Socratic manner, Chaerepho asks Polus for
the profession of Gorgias, and what one should call him accordingly. Polus answers
eloquently (Gorgias 448¢c5): & Xalpep®v, mOAAal TéYval £V AvOPOTOLC
gl EK TOV EUmEIpLOV Epmeipwg nLpnuéval gumeipia pev  yop
notel TOV aidva Hudv mopedeohal kata TéEXVNY, Gmepia 8¢ katd
TOXMV. EKAGTOV 8 TOUT®V peTadapfdvovciv GAAOlL GAA®V GAA®C,
OV 8¢ dpictwv ol dpioTor- dv kai Topyiag Eotiv 68e, kal petéyet
TS KaAAOTNG TAOV TeXVAV. Of course, the phrasing of the statement is highly
rhetorical, and perhaps not too much emphasis should be put on any individual word. If
one takes the words seriously, though, petaiappdvovoty dAhot GAA®V GAAMG
says both that different people take up different arts and crafts and that they do it in

different ways. It is likely that Polus does not mean to imply that in any society any one

5 Cf. Charmides 167 and the discussion in note 45 above.
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occupation is pursued by one individual only; GAA®G, however, could well imply that
each and everyone take up their respective professions in their own way. This
assumption is not necessary, but if granted it would add to the general indefiniteness of
the notion of ‘having of” something like a TEY V™). The use of pLETAAAUPAVOLOT rather
than PHETEYOLOL denotes the process of obtaining something which is prior in time to
the state of having it.

Gorgias 467e is a slightly different case. A distinction has been drawn between what we
do and what we do it for. What we want is the end, not the means to that end.
Everything is good or bad or between the two, neither good nor bad. Socrates continues
(467¢6): obkovv Afyeig glvar dyobov pev cooplav te kai Lyiswav kai
nAOLTOV Kai TdAAa TO TOolavTa, Kakd 8¢ thvaviia tovtwv; - EYmys. -
0 &8 pnfte Qyofa pnte kokd dpa Towdde Aéysig, & Eviote pév
peTéXEl TOL Qyadod, Eviote 8¢ 1oL KakoL, Eviote 8¢ obdetépov, olov
kabfolar kai Paditelv kai tpéxstv kol mielv, koi olov ad AiBoug
kol E0Aa kol TdAAa Td TOlavTO; Other than with all the examples discussed so
far, the subject of LETEYELV in the last sentence is not a human being™ .

Later on in the dialogue, Callicles enters the discussion and delivers a long speech on
the propriety of philosophy and practical pursuit of political matters. At one point he
summarizes (Gorgias 485a3): GAA’ olpotl 10 OpBOTATOV EGTIV GUOOTEPWV
petacyelv. orlocopiag pev Ocov mawdeiag xapiv KaAOV HETEXELV,

r >

kai obk oaioypov pepaki Ovit @liocoeslv- Enedav 8¢ 1N
npeofitepog AV Avlponoc £TL @1A0000T, KaTAyEAAGTOV, ©
TOKPOTES, TO YPTMO YiyveTal, ... . Syntactically, P1AOGOQIQ is here treated
like a TEY VY). Again, there is no indication that Callicles intends to suggest that young

men as long as they are young should only ‘have a part of” philosophical activity.

56 If that constitutes an argument which could be used for relative dating of the dialogues, I am not
going to discuss it here.
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VL

HETEYELV is thus employed with a wide range of objects, but particularly, in Plato,
with non-physical objects from the domain of psychology or characterology. When
governing the genitive, the verb denotes a ‘having of” something where that relationship
is vague, where no specific qualitative or quantitative portion is specified; this
construction is shared with the simple verb éxew which, however, is more often
employed with the accusative, the case referring to objects of a more specified and
delimited nature. Most importantly, LETEYELV by itself does not mean ‘having a part (of
something); if that meaning is intended, it must be clearly expressed in the context, e.g.
by means of addition of a word for ‘part’ like LEPOG. Not only with regard to that, pre-
Platonic and early Platonic usage are in concord as to meaning and applicability of the

verb.
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I[TAPOYZIA, ITAPEINAI, ITAPATITNEZOAI

An investigation into the usage of TapoOLGia and TAPETVAL is necessary - if for no
other reason - because of Socrates’ use of the word TOPOLGLO at Phaedo 100d5.
There, Socrates declares that his explanation for any thing’s being KQAOV is OT1 0bK
arro 1t motel abtd kahov 7| | Ekelvov TOL koAOL €ite mapovcia
elte kolvovia eite Onn 61 xai OnwWG FTHPOcyevOUEVT). Leaving aside for
the moment the textual difficulty with TPOGYEVOUEVT), the gist of his statement seems
to be that the relation which holds between TO KOAOV on the one hand and any
particular thing which is KG@AOV on the other is reasonably well described by
mapovcia. Before looking at the two early instances of that noun in dialogues earlier

than the Phaedo, 1 will briefly consider instances in earlier Greek literature, not only of

the noun TaPOLGiA, but also of the much commoner verbs Topeival, and
apaylyveobal, in order to establish their meaning and application in pre-Platonic

usage.

A number of distinct uses of TaPeTVaL can, I think, sensibly be regarded separately” .
First, TapeTval is used of people who are present at an occasion or, in particular, with
other people. This usage is found from the Iliad onwards throughout Greek literature™®,

and it is so frequent that I will refrain from giving examples. It is found all over Plato’s

dialogues, e.g. Gorgias 447b6, 457b6, 458b6,7, 461c7, d1, 474al, 482b1, 518d3.

%7 The order in which I have arranged the different uses is not meant to indicate a semantic development
and is chosen purely for the sake of convenience.
58 Cf. LSJ s.v. mdpetpt (1l sum) I (and IV).
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Secondly, there is an occasional use of impersonal TTAPEGTL where it could be said to
come close in meaning to ££€07T17, e.g. Gorgias 448a5 where it could be attributed to
Gorgias’ high-flown or poetical style.

Thirdly, it is used of ‘the present time’®, with Plato notably in the phrase £V T®
(VOV) TopovTL® .

Fourthly, napsi‘vat can be used of ‘things’, in the widest sense of that word, present

to someone®” . This usage, again, is found from Homer onwards.

As said above, there was, on all accounts, no single verb for ‘having’ in Indo-
European® . Instead, ‘being’ was used, with the dative of the person to whom something
‘was’ or belonged or at whose disposal it was. This usage is well preserved in Archaic
and Classical Greek down to Plato’s times, as may, exempli gratia, be seen with an

example from the Gorgias (486c,d): (NAAV obk EAEYYOVTOG AVOpOG TO

9 Cf. LS s.v. TapeLpt (€1l sum) 1L
% Cf. LST s.v. tdpetpt (€11 sum) IL 4. T would see this as a category distinct from the following one.
! Cf. L. Brandwood, A Word Index to Plato, Leeds 1976, p. 715. He asserts in a footnote: “Ttupévtl:
all instances occur in the phrase £V T® TaPOVTL and its variant EV T® VOV TapOVTL ... .” Phaedo
59a2 is an exception to that rule.
2 One division of this group is the nominal use of TapOVTa or TAPEOVTA. The notion of time is
present here as well, in that there is no distinction made between the circumstances or things present
and the present circumstances or things. Often, the things present or at hand, are contrasted with
andvta, the things absent. A common exhortation amounts to ‘a bird in hand is worth two in the
bush’, with all its variations. Echoes of that are Odyssey 1, 140b and Democritus, B191, B224. A
reflection of it is also found at e.g. Gorgias 493c: Z®. ... TAVT EMIEIKAOG pév EoTiv DO T1
atoma, dnrol unv O Eyd BodAoupai oot evdelEduevog, E4v mwg oldg te @, meloat
petaféobat, avti Tod amANoTeE Kol dkoAdotwg Eyxovtog Piov tov koopimg koai
10l Gel mupovolv ikavde kol EEapkodviwg Exovia Piov EAEcOal. Here Socrates tries
to persuade Callicles to choose the BlOC, the life or way of living (possibly another allusion to the last
words of Callicles’ introductory speech) which has enough or is content with those things which are
present or at one’s disposition or at hand at any given time. Cf. also Gorgias 499c4: ... , xKal ©¢
g01KEV QVAYKN MOl KaTd TOV TeAUOV AO0YovV ‘T0 mapdv €D molely’ .. , where the
thought is labelled as a proverb or standing phrase. Cf. Dodds, Plato. Gorgias, Oxford 1959,
commentary ad loc.
 See Section I in the chapter on HETEYELY above. Cf. also B. Mader in LfgrE II, col. 837.

It is to be noted that mutatis mutandis the same is true for the Semitic languages. ‘Having’ there is also
expressed by either ‘possessing’ as in the possession of e.g. land or ‘being to someone’. This goes to
show how abstract a notion ‘having’ is in itself.
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pikpa tavta, @Al olc &otiv kal Blog kai d6&a kai driia méALQ
Gyabd.

When this rather general notion of ‘being to or for someone’ was felt not to express
specifically enough the relation holding between the ‘had’ and the ‘haver’, it could be
delimited by the addition of certain adverbs® which over time became preverbs. The

general meaning of the preverb AP~ is ‘close by’, ‘next to’. The emphasis is often on

the immediate closeness and proximity of the object.”®

An example of TdPQ in that sense is Odyssey 4, 559. Menelaos relates to Telemachus
what Proteus has told him about Odysseus (4, 555 - 560): V10G Aoéptem, ' 10dkm
gvi oilkia vaiwv- | Tov & idov &v viio® Baiepov katd dAKpv yxEovra,
| vopeng &v peydporot Kaivyovg, fj piv avdaykn | ioxer 0 &’ ob
dbvartar fijv matpida yalav 1kécbat. | ob ydp ot mdpo Vieg EmnpeTOl
kal gtaipot, | of kév piv méumotev En’ ebpea vadta Bardoons. In 558,
we have a good example of Y€1V having its old, original force of ‘holding subdued’ an
adversary®. 559 is a nominal clause without copula.”’ ‘Ob ydp o1l vijeg
gnnpeTpol kol £taipotl’ would have been a complete well-formed sentence. The
addition of TAPQ. serves to specify that he did not have anything or anybody ‘with’ him
or ‘at’ him or ‘by’ his side. The subject of the sentence is complex, with an inanimate and

an animate component.

% Cf. E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik 11, Miinchen 1950, pp. 411-432, in particular 411f., 431f.
Cf. also M. Meier-Briigger, Griechische Sprachwissenschaft 1, Berlin 1991, pp. 154-156, with references
to more recent literature.

Ll s Schwyzer, op. cit., pp. 491-498. He says on p. 492: “Mbglicherweise hat auch Tapd in einigen
Verwendungen eine alte, nicht sekundire Bedeutung ‘vor’; die allgemeine Bedeutung von TUpd usw,
ist jedoch ‘(unmittelbar) neben, nahe’ (..). Neben Kasus (Lok., Akk., Abl.)) kann jedoch das
Bedeutungsmoment der Nihe verblassen; J'E[Ip(i unterstreicht dann als ‘bei’, ‘zu (- hin)’, ‘von (- her)’
lediglich die Bedeutung, die der Kasus an sich hatte.” I would stress that this shift away from expressing
‘local closeness’ to expressing some sort of more abstract proximity which serves to ‘underline the force
of the case’ is carried by the preverb as well. In that respect, Schwyzer's paragraph on ‘Tapd as a
preverb’, p. 493, needs slight modification.

% Cf. on )€1V / PETEYXELY note 63 above; cf. German ‘siegen’.

87 Cf. Schwyzer, op. cit., p. 64f.
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Comparable is Odyssey 14, 80. Eumaeus, the swine-herd, invites the stranger,
Odysseus: £601 VOV, @& &glve, T4 Te duddecot mapeotiy, ... *. Historically
speaking, this again is a nominal clause. The difference is that with ‘T T&€ OUWECGL
TAPECTLV’ there is a copula, and TAPQ is bound as a preverb, no longer free as an
adverb.

The two previous examples had physical or material objects for grammatical subjects.
But already with the Iliad, non-physical, immaterial things can function as subjects as
well. At Odyssey 17, 345ff., Telemachus advises the swine-herd, Eumaeus, to tell the
beggar, Odysseus, not to be too shy to ask the suitors for alms. He finishes with the
sententious remark (17, 347): a1dw¢ & 'obk ayadn wexpripueve avopt
nopelval. Bashfulness is not good for a needy man, to be with him. In the particular
case of 016G, it is to be noted that this sort of construction, and the consequent 130G
TAPECTL, may well be older than any verbalised form like aidOpal to express the
presence of awe, reverence, fear or shame® .

That is different with the following Iliadic example. Apollo, the god, has deceived
Achilles, the best and strongest of the Greeks, in the guise of Agenor. When the god
destroys the illusion and mocks Achilles, Achilles replies in angry tones. He could have
taken the life of many Trojans (22, 18): VOV & Eue pev puéya kvdoc aopsileo,
T0Ug 8¢ cdwoag | pnidiwg, Enel ob T tiow 7' €8deic0g Oniccw. | 7
¢’ v tewoaipny, €l pot dvvapic ye mapein. SOVOULS is a verbal noun, both
semantically and by its actual derivation. A conditional like Iliad 1, 393, @AAO GV, €1

dOvaocal ye, mepioyeo matd0g ENOG, Achilles’ imploring his mother to help him,

5 For the present purpose, it is of no import how the line following is punctuated.

% Pace H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Warterbuch 1, Heidelberg 1960, s.v. a’iﬁopm. His
assertion, “Von aidOpal, bzw. von einem ilteren athematischen Verb stammt aid®¢ f. ‘Scheu,
Ehrfurcht’ “, is not well founded. Rather than positing an athematic verb of the same root whence the
noun be derived, one should be content with stating that both the thematic verb and the - very old - noun
are derived from the same root. Its formulaic occurrence in the Iliad as absolute nominative in
exclamations or exhortations, i.e. in places where a verbal imperative form could have been used just as
well, rather points to the antiquity of the noun; lliad 5, 787; 8, 228; 13, 95; 15, 502; 16, 422. Cf.
Schwyzer op. cit., p. 65f. I would contest his assertion that in the Homeric lines quoted EOTL is
understood or has to be supplied.
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shows that it was the speaker’s choice to give a verbal or a nominal form to his
statement.

While in the case of ®18G it could be argued that "’A180d¢ was a goddess like
D6Pog, "Epig, '"AAKN and Tokmn at lliad 5, 739f., or like Kpdtog and Bia in
Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound, and that therefore the above mentioned instances of
010G should be counted with the personal use of TaPeTVaAL, it would be much more
difficult to claim the same in the case of SOVANLG. And even if in the case of lliad 22, 18
one could imagine AOVaAU1G standing by Achilles as did Athena at Iliad 1, 193 - 222 - a
picture, I think, not intended by the poet - the same could not be said of Odyssey 2, 62.
where the half-line Iliad 22, 18b is repeated. There, Telemachus complains to the people
of Ithaka about his situation with the suitors’ consuming his father’s property and
making a general nuisance of themselves; he declares (2, 60): fIuelg &’ o0 vU T1
tofot Guuvépev- N kol &merto | Asvyodéor T Eodpecba kol obd
dedankoteg GAKNV. | | T°av auovaipnyv, i por dbvopic ye mapein.
Compare with these words, spoken at the height of desperation, what Telemachus says
to his father Odysseus when the suitors are slain. After the complete reversal of the
external and internal situation, Homer lets him use the same words in a statement
indicating his newly gained confidence (23, 127): ... | fpuelg & Eppepo®TEG QW
gyoped’, obdE T enui | dAkng devnjoecbal, Oon dOVOUIG Ye TAPECTL.
In these two passages, both fl?Ll(f], which is somehow taught and known at 2, 60, and
dUVaLG are practical abilities or properties of human beings. _

That is already true of SOVONLG at [liad 8, 294, from which the last half-line of the
previous example is quoted. Teucer, praised for his skill by Agamemnon, replies (8,
292): 'Atpeidn k¥Odote, Ti pe omevdovria kal abTtov | OTpvvelg; obd
pév tot Oomn dOvapic ye mdpeott | mavoupat. The sentence shows a clear

development in the usage and application of the phrase nominative with TAPECTL.

TAPEOTL, from being an addition to the subject in the nominative and the person in the
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dative, has become more like a real predicate. The person ‘to whom’ the subject ‘is’,

though understood from the immediate context, is not - i.e. no longer - expressed.

In lyric poetry and tragedy, a wider range of subjects to Tapeival is found. In the
seventh century, Mimnermus says in an elegiac couplet (8 West): ... @Anfein o¢
napéot®w | ool kal Epol, mdviov ypnua dikaidtatov. A litle later,

Theognis declares at the imagined occasion of someone’s stealing his verses (21 West):

obd¢ T1g GAMGEEL kdKlOV TOLOOAOL TapPedVTOG. In one of his political
elegies, Solon says about unjust statesmen (4, 9 West): ob ydp Egmnictavial
Katéxelv koOpov obde mopovoag | ebepoovvag Koopelv daitog Ev
fiovyin. With him, we also find the sentence that death will take away rich and poor
alike (24 West): iIo6v 101 mAovTEOLOLY, OT® TOAVG GpYvpdg EoTt | kal
xPLOOG kol yfg mupopopov media | immoi 6 fuiovol te, kal dt
pova tavta mapeoti, | yaotpl Te Koi mAevpaic kal méowv appa
nafely, | maddg T Hde yuvarkdg, Emnyv kal tavt aoikntar, | dpn,
ovv & fifn yivetar appodin. | ... This is a good example both of how £6TLV

with dative can be used in parallel, i.e. in this case virtually synonymously, with

TAPECTLV with dative, and of how physical or material objects can function as
grammatical subjects to TAPECTLV side by side with immaterial ones. In the sixth
century, Anacreon gives his version of man’s fear of old age and death (50 Page):
nmoAtol pev fuiv Ndn | kpdtapor kdpn T Agvkodv, | xapiécoa &
obkét 1fifn | mdpa, ynpoAiéor & O3Ovieg, | YAuvkepoL & 0bkETL
TOAAOG | PLOTOov %pOVOG AEAELTTAL. A generation later, Simonides (?) writes in
an elegy part of which Stobaeus quotes under the heading ‘About life, that it is short and
cheap and full of concern’ (8, 4 West): ... MAPECTL YAP EATIC EKACT® |
avopav, f| 1& véwv otndsolv EpeveTal. A Theognidean variation of the old
sentence LETPOV APLOTOV is (693f.): TOAAOVG TOl KOPOG AvOpac dmwAecsv

dppaivoviag: | yvaval yap yoAenov pétpov, 0T’ EcBAd mapi).
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Turning to fifth century Athenian tragedy, Aeschylus has in one messenger-speech
alone (Persae 353 - 432) the following three instances: .. @OBOg 6& mao1
BapPdapoirc mapfiv | yvodung anoceoreiov: ... . (391f). ... kol mophv
Opov kAVELWV | TOAANYV Borjv: ‘... . (401f). ... - dG & MANPOG EV OTEVQD
vedVv | fifpotot’ , dpwyn & ovtig dAANAOG maphV, | .. . (413f). In each
case, the subject is non-tangible.

The guard who has to inform Creon of the attempt to perform burial rites for the
outlawed Polynices in Sophocles’ Antigone explains that he does not know who it could
have been (253): 6nwg & 6 mMpdTOg Nulv NUEPOOKOTOG | delkvuot, mact
fadpa Svoyepec maptVv. And in Sophocles’ late play Electra, Electra admits in a
speech to her sister which began with the statement that no friends are present” (959ff.):

. | mapeott pev otévely | TAOOTOL TOTPWOL KTNOLV EGTEPNUEVT, |
ndpeott & @Ayslv .. . A little later, the two sisters Electra and Chrysothemis
exchange the following lines (1031f.): @neAfe- 6ol ydp DEEANCGLG OLK EVi. -

EveoTiv- AAAA col pdbnolg ob mdpa.

Euripides’ Hecuba says in reply to the lament of the chorus leader (Hecuba 585): &
BOyatep, obk old €15 0 11 PAEYV® KOKAV, | TOAADV TOPOVTI®OV: Qv
yap dyopal Tivog, | T8 obk EG pe, mapakoaiel § Exelfev ad | Avmn
TIG GAAN 14800 KOK®V KaKOIC. The last two lines are relevant in that they
show that ‘the bad <things>" here are subjects to predicates which otherwise have
animate subjects. One could argue, however, that the personification in these lines was
invited by the apposition TOAA®V TOPOVIW®YV, in which the verb - while perfectly
natural with inanimate things for subjects - could be seen, or re-interpreted, as denoting
the presence of an active agent. Whereas the one bad <thing> touched upon is still

neuter, the grief or pain in its wake is feminine. - It is to be noted that while Greek usage

" See below on TaPOLGTA.
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allowed for constructions of the type AvOpmwnog kol td dAla {®da’', GAlog
most often denotes another of the same kind. If thus Hecuba uses the phrase AOTtN 71
G@AAY, she somehow implies that the aforementioned KOKG are ADTOL of some
description.”

In the Orestes, the following words are exchanged between Electra and her brother
(1177): Eyd, xaoiyvnt’, abto TovT’ €xelv dok®, | cotnpiav ool TMHE
T £k Tpitwv T Epol. | - Bg0b Afyelg mpdvolav. dAAd movL TOde; | Emel
10 ovvetov v’ olda of) yuxi] mapdv. Electra ‘has’ salvation, and Orestes knows
that ‘the intelligent is present to her soul’. With comparable words, Cadmus addresses
Agaue in the Bacchae (1268): TO0 8¢ mtondev 168’ £11 61) yuyl} mdpa; In both
instances, it is somebody’s soul to which something, intelligence and excitement

respectively, is present.

Among the Presocratics, Empedocles addresses his audience at the beginning of one of
his writings (B 114, 1): @ ¢iAot, olda pev obvek’ ainbein mdpa povborig,
olg Ey® EEepfw- ... . The implications of the difference between Mimnermus 8, ...
aAndein 8¢ mapéotw | ool kal Epoi, where @ANBELN is present to the people,
to Empedocles 114, @An0ein mdpa pobo1s, cannot be discussed here.

In the context of his physics of mixture and separation, with the ontological premise
that nothing will come out of nothing, Empedocles remarks about fire, water, earth and
air, with strife apart from them and love in amongst them (B 17, 27): Tavto. Yop lod
1€ mdvta kal fiAika yévvav €aot, | TIuNG & GAANG AALO uédel, mdpa
8’ 0og EkdoTE, | v 8¢ pépel KpaTEOLOL TEPLTAOUEVOLO YPOVOLO. It is
fairly safe to assume that this usage of mapa &’ TN00¢ ExGGTW is transferred from
the human to the elementary sphere. At a different point in the same book, Empedocles

draws the conclusion that - as a result of those insights into the physics of the world - no

" Cf.N.E. Collinge, Thoughts on the Pragmatics of Ancient Greek, in: PCPhS 1989, pp. 1 - 13.
2 perhaps, however, not too much weight should be put on this poetic, even though Euripidean, text
when it comes to a comparison with the passages of the Gorgias discussed below in Sections IV - VI.
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wise man will hold (B 15, 3): &g Oppa pEV 1 Pirdot, 10 &1 Piotov
Karéovot, | TOppo pEV obv gloiy, kal ooy mdpa delhd kol EGOAG, |
nplv 8¢ mdyev te Ppotol kai <emei> Avbev, obdEV AP’ €1o1v. It would be
rash to restrict the reference of d€1Ad Kol £6OAQ to material goods as if Empedocles
referred just to poverty and wealth, to the exclusion of pain and pleasure. It should also
be noted that from a fourth, and probably also fifth, century point of view, his diction is
archaic, and when he, like Homer, says 0€1A0. Kal EOGOAQ, later generations would

say Kakd koi ayadd.”

If we can trust our source (Stobaeus III, 18, 35), Democritus declared (B 235): 6c01
amo yootpog 1ag ndovag moteoviatr LmepPePAnkOTEG TOV KAPOV Emi
Bpcdoeoiv f| méoesowv 1| Gepodiciolsiy, Tolor maciv o1 pev ndovai
Bpayetoi te xail 81’ OAiyov yivovial, at 8¢ ALmal mwoAAai. TOLTO pEV
yap 10 Embopeilv del tOvV abtdv mdpesott kal OkOTav yEvnTal
okolowv Embupéovot, dta tayfog te f| Ndovn mapoixerat, kai obOEV
Ev abtolol ypnotév Eotiv GAA §i tépyic Bpaxeia, kal adfig TdV
abT®V Oel. That, if genuinely Democritean, is interesting not only because of its

subject matter which betrays a simple pragmatism, attacked by Socrates, but later to be

found with Epicurus, but also because on the one hand T0 £m1Bvpely, which could be
said to be close to EmiBupia, just as the Euripidean TO0 GLVETOV could be said to
equal OUVEO1G, is said to be present, and on the other because Democritus uses the
phrase | idovn] mapoiyetal. In Presocratic contexts, however, TapoOixecoal is

used as the first member of a temporal sequence TAPOLYOUEVOV, TAPOV, HEAAOV': .

™ Cf. also Empedocles DK 31B110: €1 ydp k&v 6@’ 4divijolv bmd mparnideootv Epsicag |
gbuevéwg kabapnotv emomtedong perétnowv | tadtd 1€ oot pdia mavia St

didvog Tapéoovrat, | GAra e TOAL &mo TAVS EKTHOGEAL: ... . It is unfortunate that we do
not know if TaDTQ refers to ‘Empedocles’ teachings’ (Diels) or ‘the elemental components’ (Mansfeld),

or yet something else.
™ E.g. Gorgias, B 11, 11.
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If that be so, 10OV} TapoiyeTAl would imply that previous to the time referred to

noovn mapeoTtl.

To resume, of the following non-material things it is said that they ‘are to, with or at
someone’: 018G, dOvaulg, aindeia, 10 £o0lov, ebppooivn, afpo mabely,
opa, 1PN, EAnic, E6OAA, @OPog, kAVELY mOAANV Por)v, dpwyr|, Havua,
uadnoig, otévely and GAYETY, Kakd TOAAL, TO GULVETOV and TO MTONOEV
N woux, N0og, dsida kal E60Ad, 1O EmiBupelv. Furthermore, it is implied at
two places that AOTtT (Euripides, Hecuba 585ff.) and, respectively, NO0VY] (Democritus
235) are present.

While it is possible that many of those words denoted at some point in time, or else in
certain contexts, gods or divine powers, namely 100G, dOvaplg (?), dAnbeia,
gbopoovvn, dpa, fipn, EAnic, eopoc, Badpa, A0, it is evident from the
passages quoted that there were other contexts in which that was clearly not the case.
The application, moreover, of the verb to gerunds and substantivised adjectives shows, I
think, conclusively that Top€TvVal did not exclusively or necessarily convey the notion
of a person’s or a material object’s presence. On the contrary, a whole range of concrete
and abstract things figure as subjects: forces, emotions, states of mind, qualities,
properties, actions and passions’ . They are said to be present with the people, or in
some cases (Euripides, Orestes 1177ff.; Bacchae 1268) with their souls. It is difficult and
perhaps not altogether necessary to decide what exact status was or would have been
assigned to things like e.g. EDOPOGVVN or EATIC, whether the words denote emotions
or states of the mind or of the soul or of the whole person. Likewise, what is a man’s
fiBN? Is LAONG1G an action or a faculty or a quality? Is QOPOG, if present to a crowd of
people, something external to the individual or internal in each of them? I pointed to the
difficulty in deciding whether Empedocles’ d€1A0. Kol EGOAA are external or internal,

or if the terms cover both the external and the internal.

5 In using these conventional terms, I do not commit myself to claiming the actual existence,
appropriateness or significance of any of them.
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It would be even more difficult to say what this ‘presence’ signified by mapetval
amounted to. Or perhaps, it is too much already to claim that there is anything
‘signified’. What can be claimed with certainty is that, in a broadly speaking
psychological context, TaPelval is employed to connect non-material things with
animate subjects. In addition, Empedocles at least can ascribe an 100G, a ‘character’ or
‘characteristic’ to either his forces VETKOG and QIAOTNG, or even to them and the

elements together’® .

II.

As opposed to the verb mapeival, the noun TAPOLGLQ is absent from Homer,
Hesiod, and the early poets. As far as our sources are concerned, it seems to be an
altogether Attic word. With the tragedians, it usually denotes the presence of a person
with others or at a particular event. As such, it is not very frequent. Its occurrence in that
sense at Sophocles Electra 948 deserves particular attention. In the second line of the
long speech addressed to her sister, Electra declares: mapovsiov pév oloba xai
oV mov QiAwV | dg ovtig NUIV EOTLV, ... . It is one thing to speak of the
presence of friends when friends are present. It is quite another thing to declare about
presence of friends that none is present. Instead of saying : @iAovg pgv olofa koi
ol ®G oUTIg Nulv ECTLV, thus making the friends the object of knowledge, it is
their presence of which Chrysothemis is said to have knowledge. Source or at least
consequence of the nominalisation of TOPEIVAL is that this ‘presence’ has become

something in its own right, something one can talk about. Its status approximates that of

e Empedocles, B 17, 27ff. It is not clear to me if Empedocles at this point refers to the two forces of
‘love’ and ‘strife’ and their ruling in turn, or if he is stating more generally that each of the elements
and the forces has its specific place and function in the universe at any given moment. Although not of
ultimate importance, it may be relevant in certain respects to know if he assigned an H0O¢ only to
Nelkog and P1AGTNG which appear to be personalised, or also to (17, 18) Top kol Ddwp Kai
vala kol hEpog amdetov Dyog, which clearly are not.
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Gpwy1 in Aeschylus’ Persians where the messenger reports (402): Gp®y1] &' 0UTIg
aAALOLG TapT)V. Nevertheless, it is not necessary to postulate a new meaning, ‘help,
support’, for TAPOLGLiA here. TAPOLGIA LAWYV is the state of affairs obtaining when
@ilol mdpeioty. Sophocles’ sentence: mapovciav pev oilcba kol oV mOL
PlA®V @G oUTIg MUV EGTLV, offers the opportunity of asking ‘what is the status
of this TOPOLGLQ which is not but could be there’. One need not suppose that
Sophocles himself thought about that question. Poetical usage serves as preparation for

philosophical speculation without entailing it.

There are only a few cases of TaPOVG1A where the noun does not denote the presence

of a person at some place or occasion, but the presence of an object, be it material or
non-material, to either a person or an inanimate object.”” They can be regarded as
straightforward nominalisations of clauses or phrases containing the verb mapeivart.
One instance is Euripides Hecuba 227f.: Yiyvwoke &’ GAkNV kol mopovciav
KOKQV | TOV o®V. Odysseus advises Hecuba to acknowledge and accept her own
situation: the power of the victor and her own helplessness, her KaKG which are with
her. A similar case is Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazusae 1048f. Mnesilochus, attendant
to Euripides, bewails his fate: @ xotdpatog Eyd- tig Epov obk Emdyetan |
ndfog auéyaptov EML KOK®V TapPovciq; Mnesilochus’ style is the tragic style

of Euripides.

apovcia before Plato is thus a poetical word, used by the tragedians in contexts

which require a heightened mode of expression. The noun which is comparatively rare

does not betray any semantic development beyond the nominalisation of the verb

77 Sophocles Electra 1250 is a different case. The employment of TpOvG1Q there is unusual enough to
have created confusion in some of the manuscripts. Nevertheless, I think TapOLGic may be the correct
reading. Orestes declares that he is aware of Electra’s unending suffering from her mother’s deed but
has mentioned it despite that: ££018a kail TadT - @AL' Otav mapovoia | epdln, 16T Epywv
TOVde peuviodal ypedv. Here, TaPOLGLQ is the present time, the present, which ‘indicates it’ or
‘advises’ to think or act in a certain way. This use of the word seems to be unique and confined to this
one place.
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napsfvm. With the noun, however, the temporal aspect, always present with

TaPETVAL, is more pronounced.

III.

As opposed to mapetval, mapayiyvecOal seems to be much less frequently used
with subjects other than human beings, individuals or groups’®. Stobaeus, notoriously
unreliable as to the wording of his quotations, reports as a saying of Democrates
(Stobaeus IV, 23, 39; Democritus (?) DK 68B108): di{npévolot tayaba pOALG
napayiveral, 1 8¢ kokad kal pn ditnuévoloiv. A little earlier, Stobaeus
quotes a long passage from Antiphon the Sophist ‘Tépt OpOvoilag’ (Stobaeus IV, 22,
II, 66; DK 87B49)”: v 1@ abt® o6& ye ToUT®, €vBa 10 NdY, Eveoti
nAnciov mov kai 10 Avmnpov: ai yap fdoval obk Enl codv abTdV
gumopevoviar, AL’ dxolovbovolv abtaic Avmor kal movol. emel kol
dlvpumiovikor kai mobovikar kol ot TolovTol Aydveg kal cogiat
kal maoar fidovai &k peydiwv Avanpdrtov EBEAovct mapayivecHat-
Tiwol yop, @Ola, Seiéata, 6 O 0s0c Edwkev AvOpdTOLS, pEYAA®V
novov kol 1¥pdtov €¢ dvdykag kadioTaoclv. If the clause Emel
napayiveshat is taken on its own, Tapayivestat could be said to be as good as
equivalent to YlyveoOual. avOpwmolg, however, should be understood from the
context as object to the verb. If this text belongs in the fifth century, it is the closest

extant pre-Platonic parallel to the usage of Gorgias 506 .

" Cf. LSJ s.v. mapayiyvecOal. Since mapeival and mapayiyveobat, like HETEXELV and
peTaAappavetly, are otherwise correlatives in pre-Platonic and Platonic philosophical usage, and
respectively used to denote state and process, I discuss TapayiyvecOat here.

7 T start quoting at DK II, p. 358, 8 because of the affinity of the passage with Phaedo 60b, pointed out
by Diels.

% See below ad loc.
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One doubtful example of TaPay1yvecOal with inanimate subject is Thucydides I, 15:
Katd ynv 8¢ moiepog, O0sv Tig kol SVvaplg mapeyEveto, obdelg
EUVESTN.® If the text of the manuscripts is to be kept, it is to be translated ‘wars by

. . 82
land there were none, none at least by which power was acquired,””” or ‘there was no

¥ ie. dOVapIG

warfare by land which resulted in the acquisition of an empire’®
TOPEYEVETO is to be taken as absolute, power arose or power came into being or even
there was power; if TIG Kal SOVOULG is any power at all, SOVAULS TAPEYEVETO
instead of SOVOpULG EYEVETO suggest ‘to anybody whomsoever’; for that, it is probably
not necessary to change the text by converting T1G to T101, or inserting T101 into the

clause somewhere.®*

81 Pace W.H. Forbes, Thucydides. Book I. Part II, Oxford 1895, p. 21 note ad loc., p.118: « ... &0gv
T1¢ Kol dOVOpLS TapeYEVETO ... . These words may also mean, not ‘whence any power accrued,’
but ‘which brought any considerable force into the field.” mapayiyvopal is very common in
Thucydides in the sense ‘come into the field,” and is never used by him in the sense of TPOGY1YyVOMQL,
‘accrue.” On the other hand wapaylyvopatl is found in the sense of TPOGYLYVOUWL in other Attic
prose authors (see Liddell and Scott): and the use of OOV here (not (ﬁ or £¢  OV) and the parallel in
sense with 1oYOV 8¢ meplenooavto UM obk EAayioTny just above are in favour of the
interpretation ‘power accrued.’ Stahl proposes to read TEPLEYEVETO, a slight change which removes all
difficulty.” If or in what sense it is correct to declare that ‘other Attic prose authors’ use
‘Tapaylyvopat in the sense of TPOCY1LYVOUL is another matter; Thucydides does not. Cf. also
E.C. Marchant, Thucydides. Book I, London 1905, p. 160f.; and also A.-W. Gomme, A Historical
Commentary on Thucydides 1, Oxford 1945, p.126: “00gv T1¢ kol dOVaplg mapeyEveto: OBev
shows that the result of a war is meant, and we should therefore read TEPLEYEVETO with Tournier,
Stahl, Hude (1908), or T161 for T1¢ with Wilamowitz and Hude (1913); though even with Tl we
should expect TPOGEYEVETO. Croiset, however, keeping the MSS. reading, translates: “par suite de
laquelle des forces vraiment considérables aient été mises en ligne”; which is perhaps right.”

2 Thucydides, The History of the Peloponnesian War, translated by R. Crawley, revised by R. Feetham,
Chicago 1952.

= Thucydides, The History of the Peloponnesian War, translated by R. Warner, London 1954.

% Another doubtful case is Archytas 47B1 which if the textual tradition were sound would be of
particular importance owing to the alleged influence of the Tarentine on Plato. In a treatise on
Harmonics, Archytas discusses the generation of sound by way of things hitting each other. Some of
those sounds we cannot perceive at all. He continues (DK I, p. 433, 13): T0. uév odv motixinTovTa
notl Tav aicBaotv @ pév anoé tav mAayav taxd mapayivetal kal <oyvpds>, 0&ea
oaivetal, 10 3¢ Ppudéwc kol (obevadg, Papto d0KOLVTL TUEV. The context (cf. in
particular p. 435, 1 - 5), however, suggests very strongly that the correct reading is TOPUKIVEITAL
instead of Tapayiveral.
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With or without dativus commodi, TTapaylyvecBol with inanimate subject is not in
frequent use before Plato. It is difficult to say if many examples like Isocrates Philippus
(V, 34), [ TOAG N finuetépa] povn ... Tovg maidag TOV POPev TAOV Gel
Tapayly vopévav abtolg [=10lg " EAANGLY] dnniAla&ev, were around at the

s 85
time.

IV.

As would be expected, the different uses of the verb Tapetval are found in Plato’s
early dialogues as well. Most often, naturally, it is people who are present. Second to
that, as said above, the present participle of the verb is used, denoting present time both
in the phrase £V T® (VOV) TOPOVTL (passim) and in phrases like T| TapovGa TOXN
and f| TOPOLOA GLUPOPG (Crito 43c3; 47al). In the early dialogue Ion, Socrates
once refers to those 01 VOUC M1} TAPEGTLV (Jon 534d3). That is comparable to
both Sophocles Electra 1032: GAAQ 601 pdOnoig ob mdapa and Euripides Orestes
1180: Emel 10 ouvvetov Y’ olda off wuxfl mapov. When Socrates asks Meno
(Meno 77d3): mOTepov flyobpevog Ta kako weelelv Ekelvov @ av
yévital, | YlyvOoKov Ta kako 6Tt BAdntet @ Gv mapf), that usage of
noapelvat is like that of Hecuba (Euripides Hecuba 585): @ 00yatep, obk o018’
g1 O T1 BAEY® KOK®OV, | TOAAOV TopOVI®YV; Plato’s usage does not differ

from common Greek usage as far as those applications of the word are concerned.

That may be slightly different with the noun TPOLGiQ and the use of the verbs
napelvol and mopayiyvesBatl in connection with the noun. The two contexts in

which Topovceia occurs in Plato’s dialogues before the passage in the Phaedo, Gorgias

85 See below on Gorgias 506d1. Xenophon, Memorabilia TV, 11, 2, adopts usage employed by Socrates
and others in Plato’s dialogues.
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497f. and Lysis 217f., will therefore now be discussed in turn. By Gorgias 461, rhetoric,
the topic of discussion between Gorgias and Socrates, has been linked with the subject of
justice and injustice. As Gorgias appears to contradict himself, Polus, a younger friend of
Gorgias, takes over and gets involved in an argument whether it is better to suffer or to
do wrong. After a hint at 463, Socrates introduces the categories of beautiful and ugly in
connection with good and bad and pleasure and pain at 474. Socrates manages to obtain
Polus’ agreement that it is worse to do than to suffer wrong on the grounds that doing
wrong is ‘uglier’, and concludes, a little abruptly, that the just man has no real use for the
practice of rhetoric. At that point, at 481b, Callicles, the Athenian host of Gorgias and -
except for 447, the very beginning of the dialogue, and a brief remark at 458 - passive
by-stander to the conversation, enters angrily into the discussion. He introduces the
distinction ‘by nature’ and ‘by law or custom’ and maintains that by ‘nature’ suffering
wrong is both worse and ‘uglier’ than doing wrong. His second distinction is that
between the weak people who constitute the largest part of the population and are
responsible for law and custom, and those who are capable of having more, the stronger,
more able, better and worthier (483). In his search for who these ‘better’ people are,
Socrates makes Callicles concur that they are those who are more °‘sensible and
knowledgeable’ (489¢). Callicles is then forced to specify that he means those who are
more ‘sensible and knowledgeable’ in matters concerning state and society, and who are
‘courageous’ enough to enforce their views; and further, those who rule and know no
bounds to their rule, be it over others or themselves (491). Callicles position is that
‘pleasurable’ and ‘good’ is one and the same, ‘understanding’ and ‘courage’, however,
are different from each other and from ‘the good’ (495d). Socrates first proves this
wrong by showing that while one cannot live well and badly at once, it is possible to
experience pleasure and displeasure at once, and while the latter two may cease to exist

simultaneously, that is not the case with the former two (497).

Socrates then begins an new argument to the same effect with the following words

(497e1): Tovg &yabovg obyi Gyabdv moapovciq dyabovg kaiels, MOTEP



66

[Tovg] kalovg olg v kGAAOg mapt); He continues by reminding Callicles of his
calling the brave and sensible good, the cowardly and senseless bad, and showing that
these two groups of people experience pleasure and pain to the same extent. Are then
both the good and the bad both good and bad to the same extent? He resumes (498d2):
obk olo® 011 toUg Gyabovg Gyabdv ©1c mapovoig slvar dyadovg,
Kol kakovg 8¢ kokdv; 10 8¢ byeba elvar tdg ndovdg, kakd 8¢ tdg
aviag; - &ywys. - obkobv 7Tolg Yaipovoiv mdpeostiv Thyedd, ot
ndovai, ginep yaipovoiv; - O ydp ov; - obkovv ayubdvV mapdvIwV
ayafoi eiov ot yoipovteg;, - voi. - 1i 8¢ tolg &vimpévolg ob
TAPEcTIV TA KAKG, ai ALmaAl; - TMAPECTLV. - KAK®V O ye mapovciq
o1g oV elvar kakovg Tovg Kakovg: fi obKETL QY|G; - EYWYE.

The same thought recurs seven pages later in the dialogue. After Callicles has
introduced the distinction ‘good pleasures’ and ‘bad pleasures’, Socrates restates what
he established with Polus at 467c - 468e, that everything else is done for the sake of the
good (499e). That includes pleasant things, so that we do ‘the pleasant’ because of ‘the
good’, TO HIBV €veka TOL &yaBoL (506c9; cf. 500a2). Socrates continues (506¢9):

nov 8¢ kotiv tobTO O Tmapaysvopévov Nddueba, ayodov d¢ ob
napdvtog Gyabol Eopev; - mavv ye. - G@AAAd pnv ayoboi yE Eopev
kol fuelc xai tdAlo mdvta 66’ byofd Eotiv, Gpetfic  TLvOg
napayevopévng; - Epotye dokel avaykoiov sivar, @ KailikAels. -
alha pgv oM 1 ye apetn €kdotov, kai OKeLOLG Kol COMATOG Koi
vuxfic ad koi {@ov mavtog, ob 1@ eiki] kdAAiota mapayiyvetar, ... ;
This last passage, as can be seen from the presence of TapayiyveoHatl besides

napeival, deals with the process of becoming in addition to the state of being good.

napovcia at Gorgias 497f. occurs in the context of psychology or characterology or

whatever other term be deemed most suitable. At its first occurrence, a case parallel to

that of the presence of good things is added by way of explanation: Do you not call the
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good <people> good through the presence of good <things>, just as <you call>
beautiful <those> to whom beauty is present? When the statement is repeated a page
later, it is expanded; different types of people, people with differing qualities are
characterised. The reason for their difference is seen in the presence of something or,
respectively, the presence of its opposite. What is present in the one case are 0ya9d,
good things, and these good things are then said to be al |dovai, the pleasures; in the
other case KOK(, bad things, are present, and these bad things are 01 @viat or at

AVTtat, the distresses and griefs or displeasures.

Before one can begin to explore logical implications of this repeated statement, and
draw inferences for the rest of Socrates’ argument, it is necessary to see what exactly
Socrates is proposing at this point. Callicles is asked to agree that he call TOVG
ayabolg Gyabdv mapovoiq dyodovg, domep kahovg oig Gv KAAAOG
Tt(lp'i:‘\. And he does agree to it. That is at a stage where Callicles still speaks his mind
and does as yet not simply reply ‘if it please you’, with only little variation in his choice
of words. So, whatever we as modern readers may feel, the addressee of Socrates’
statement takes no offence at the words in their present form. Plato thus presents them as
acceptable. Nevertheless, there is an indication that something is slightly unusual with the
first part of the sentence: that one calls good people good ‘through’ or ‘by’ or ‘because
of’ the presence of good <things>. If it did not have anything peculiar about it, the
additional clause, just as <one calls> beautiful <those> ‘to’ or ‘with’ or ‘at’ whom
beauty is <present>, would not be necessary. Or, conversely, as there is an additional
clause, its presence must be explained, and I think it is best understood as a necessary
explanation of what is said in the first clause. Necessary because something is not clear in
terms of content, or of language, or of both language and content.

It seems, at least, as if Socrates thought that Callicles would find it easier to understand

or to accept the statement KOAOG  KAAAOG TAPEGTL, or the generalising and

therefore perhaps slightly stronger one KaAOG @ @V KAAAOG mapf), than the
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other, 01 &yafol ayabdv mapovsiq &yaboi. If we suppose for the moment that
this latter statement is a semantically and pragmatically fully equivalent linguistic
alternative to &yaf0¢ @ &yabd mApeoTti, the difference between that and KOAOG
@® KGAAOG TAPESTL is twofold. On the one hand there is the lexical difference of the
predicate adjective of the main clause, @YQ@00GC versus KOAOG, on the other the lexical
and grammatical difference of the subject of the relative clause functioning as subject of
the main clause, Ya0d versus KAAAOG. Apparently, Socrates considers the statement
that someone is ‘beautiful to whom beauty is present’, with the noun KAAAOG in the

singular, as more readily intelligible than that someone is ‘good to whom good <things>
are present’. That could be so either because there is a difference in content relevant for
those statements between ‘good’ and ‘beautiful’, or between the subject’s being a noun

in the singular and, respectively, a neuter adjective in the plural.

Perhaps it is best, however, to start with looking for how Callicles could understand the
sentence in a way which enabled him to agree without question. Callicles says to
Socrates in his first long speech at 484cd that those who concern themselves with
philosophy for too long a time will be unacquainted (GTEYPOC) with all those things with
which to be acquainted (ELTIELPOG) is necessary for ‘a man who wants to be KAAOV
KboyoBov kol eb3OK1poV’. He then provides a number of examples of what one
should have experience of: ‘the laws of the state, the language used in private and public
negotiations, the human pleasures and desires, and altogether the customs’. After a
lengthy exposition on the evils of philosophy when practised excessively, he finishes his
speech by quoting and interpreting some Euripidean lines (486b): KaiTol 7dG
60QOV TOLTO E6TLY, @ ZdKpaTeg, NTIG €VQULR AaBovoa TEYVN
oD T £€0Onke yxeipova, ... ; GAL, ®yadE, gpol meibov, tavoat d¢
EAEYYOV, TPOAYRATOV & gOpovolav Gokel, kol dokel OmOOev
d0&g1c opovelv, .. - MAOV obk EAEyyovTag AVOpag TO pIKPA

tobta, GAL olg £otiv kai Plog kol d6&a kal dAro mOAAQ &yadd. For
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how is this <a> wise <thing>, Socrates, an art which taking a well-endowed
man renders him worse ... ? But, my good man, trust me, stop scrutinising words,
exercise the soundness of practical pursuits, and exercise what will make
you seem sensible, ... : do not imitate men scrutinising such small matters, but those ‘to
whom is’ [i.e.: who have] a living, a reputation, and many other good <things>.

In his last clause, Callicles presumably refers to those men who would fit his earlier
description of being KaAoli k@yafol xai €bOOK1IpOL, but here he paraphrases
olg £otiv kal Piog kxai 86&a xoi dAla méAAa Gyadd. As Piog kol
O06&a are themselves good things, Callicles’ usage suggests indeed that he calls KOAOUG
Kayafovg those olg &oTiv mOAAa GyaOd. That is not at all far away from
Socrates’ question at 497e: TOUg @yafovg obyl &dyabdv mapovsiq &yadovg

koielg, donep kadovg olg &v kGArog mapi;

I think, therefore, that one need not suppose that Callicles need have interfered at this
point on grounds of the content of Socrates’ question which in terms of the dramatics of
the dialogue may even contain a deliberate verbal allusion on Socrates’ part to the
closing sentence of Callicles’, just as the latter’s words are echoed by Socrates at 490e
when he says: GAL" €1 puniy 10 TowaLTo Afyels, icwg Tad TOldde: olov
YeWPYIKOV avdpa mepli ynv @poévipdv te kal kolov kai ayadov,
ToLvToV 8N 10Wg TAEOVEKTELV TAOV Oneppdtov kol ®O¢ mAsioTe
onéppatt xphobar €1 TV abLTOL YMNV. This part as well of Socrates’
examination begins with an address in the second person singular and is thus phrased in a
way to suggest that ‘what Callicles séys’ is of interest to Socrates. In his search for what
Callicles meant by declaring that ‘the better men’ had by nature a right to have more,
TTAEOVEKTELV or TAEOV EXELV, he modifies Callicles’ phrase KOAOV Koyadov
Kol €DOOKIHOV by saying @POVIRHOV Te Kal kKoAOV Koi GyaBov. It is to be
noted, though, that this modification is not distorting, and that although it was Socrates

who at 489¢ introduced the term QPOVIHOG by asking: ... TOUG Peltiovg kai
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KPElTTOUg TOTEPOV TOVG QPOVILMTEPOLG AEYElS 7| GAAOLG Tlvdg,
Callicles had used @POVELV in his final exhortation at 486¢c, and he readily picks up
Socrates’ suggestion when he confirms (490a): GAAG TALT ECGTLV O AEY®. TOLTO
yap olpar Ey® 710 Sikatov elvor ¢vost, 10 Pertio Ovia kol

QPOVILOTEPOV KOl APYELV KOl TAEOV EXELV TAOV QALAOTEPMV.

More importantly, if Socrates is in accordance with Callicles’ usage and sentiments in
asking (497e): TOUG @yabovg obyi ayaddv mapovoiq ayabovs koAelg,
womep kalovg olg v KGAAOG Tapi), one need not speculate at this point what
Socrates could have meant by d'yaOd, or what he wanted Callicles to understand, or
how Callicles understood it. The content of &Ya0d need not be specified for Callicles,

since he cannot be expected to find fault at this point with an expression he himself had
used.® This is not to deny that Socrates knew where he wanted the argument to be
leading to. It is, however, to forestall attacks on Socrates by modern readers of the
dialogue who suggest that Socrates’ question is both misconceived and unfair in

suggesting that Callicles calls TOVG &yafovg ayaddv mapovsiq éyadovc® .

When Socrates asks Callicles (497¢): ToUg @yafovg obyi ayabdv mapovciq
ayabovg kaiels, domep kaAolg olg Gv KAAAOG mapf), he uses AyaddV
TAPOLOiw in just the same way Euripides had used Kak®v mopovcia (Hecuba
227f.). KGALOG TAPEOGTL has its parallel in Anacreon’s TN mdpa. Likewise with
Socrates’ and Callicles’ exchange at 498d2: obk 0160’ ©6T1 TOUg dyaBovg
ayaddv o1 nopovoig elvar dyabolds, kai kakovg 8¢ kKak®dv; Ta &8

ayafa sivar tag fdovag, kaka d¢ tag Gviag; - £ymye. - obkodv Toig

8 Cf. also Gorgias 461b4: TIQAOX .. 1 oier - 6t Topylag foxdvOn oot un
TPOCOUOAOYTICAL TOV PNTOpIKOv avdpa 1 obyl kxal ta Jdikaww €dévar kol ta
Kala xoil ta ayebd, .. ;

87 Pace T. Irwin, Plato. Gorgias, Oxford 1979, p. 203. Cf. E.R. Dodds, op. cit., p. 314. Dodds renders
ayaf@v Tupovsig by “owing to the presence in them of good things”. ‘In them’ seems to me to be
an addition, and it leads to confusion with Irwin who adopts it (loc. cit.).
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yoipovoilv mapeotiv Thyadd, ol hdovai, einep yaipovoiv; - ndOC ydp
ov; - obkovv ayabdv mapdvieov ayaboi eiotv ot yaipovreg; - voi. -
ti 8¢; 1olg avimpévolg ob mdpeoTiv Td KOKG, al ADTOL; - TAPECTLV.
- kak®v 8 ye mapouvsig ONg oV slvar kokovg TOUG KakovS: M
oLKETL ONG; - E€Y®YE. As we have seen, the use of &yafd, kakd, Hdovr, and
AUTN as subjects to TAPETVAL has its precedents in poetical and philosophical usage.

The same is true with Socrates’ second dealing with that topic (Gorgias 506¢ - 508c).
Socrates declares (506c9): MOV &€ E£6TIV TOLTO OL TOPAYEVOUEVOL

fo0ueda, ayadov 8¢ ob mopdvtog &yaboi Eopev; ... aAAG piv &yaboi
vé kopev koi fuelc kol TdAAa ndvio 66 dyadd Eotiv, apetfig TIvog
TAPUYEVOUEVNG; ... GAAA pe&v 01 1] ye Gpetn| EkdcTOL, Kai GKELOLG
Kai oopatog kai yuyfc ad kai {®ov mavtdg, ob T@® €ikf KdAAioTa
Tapayiyvetal, .. ; Again, N80 and @yoOOvV are present. APETNG TLVOG
napayevouEVNG and dpet] mapayiyvetal, however, are expressions introduced

here for the first time in the dialogue.

The expression OPETT] TAPAY1YVETOL and the notion connected with it is found
elsewhere in Plato’s early dialogues. The opening question of the dialogue Meno is
(70a1): Exeic pot einely, @ Zdkpateg, Gpa didakTov f| dpetn; f| ob
d1daktov GAL’ dokntdv; f| olte GoKkNTOV 0UTE padntdv, aArd @UoEL
napayiyvetal 1ol avOpomolg f| AAA® Tivi TPOT®; This is an elaborate
Gorgianic period, and we learn presently that Meno who asks Socrates this question is
himself a pupil of Gorgias. Socrates explains that, before deciding that, one has to know
what @p€TY| is. When Socrates poses this question for the fifth or sixth time after
various unsuccessful attempts at an answer by Meno, Meno repeats his original request
(Meno 86d1): AL’ Eywye £kelvo dv fdota, Omep Npdunv 10 mpdTOV,
kol okeyaipnv xai axovoaipt, métepov @ O1dakT®d Ovil abt® Oel

gmxepely, | g @boel f| g Tivt moteé TPdnw mupaylyvopévng Toig
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avOpomolg NG GpeTNG. Eventually, it is Socrates who summarises their efforts at
the end of the dialogue. He says to Meno (99e2): €l 8¢ VOV fuelg &v mavti @
AOY® To0T® KaA®G E{ntrioapév e kai EAEyopev, dpetn av ein ovte
evosl obte Sidaktdv, aAArd Osig poipg mapayryvopévn dvev vod oig
av mapayiyvnrot, €l pnf tig €in 10100106 TAOV TOALTIKAOV &vipdV
olog kai @AAov molfjcal TOALTIKOV. The repetition of the words, not only the
thought of GpeT mapaylyvetal, suggests that they were a sort of set phrase,
perhaps a stock topic of Gorgias’ own teaching.

Earlier than that, in the Protagoras, Protagoras declares in the explanation following his
myth (323c4): 6Tt pdv odv mdvt ' dvdpa €1kdtog amodéyoviar mepi
tadvtng Thg Gpetng obpPovrov da 10 fyelobor mavri petetval
abtfig, Tadto Aéyw: 6T1 88 abtiv ob @uvoet fiyobvtar slvar obd’ ano
00 abtopdtov, GAld d1dakTOV T Kai £ Empeleiog mopayiyveobHor
® Gv mopayiyvnrai, tovT6 GOl peTd TOLTO melpdoopar Gmodeitat.
That in saying OD (UGEL Protagoras means ‘not by nature alone’ is evident from 327b/c
where he admits differences in skill, and analogously &peT™], according to an individual’s
being EDPLNG or APLNG respectively. All that is said in what Socrates later (329a,b
etc.) calls a pOKPOS AOYOG. In a fragment of one of Protagoras’ own writings,
referred to as PEYAS AOGYOG, Protagoras expresses a similar thought (DK 80B3). 0Tt
EV 10 Emlypa@opéve ‘peydl® Aoyw’ 6 Ilpwtaydpag eine: ‘@boswg
kol doknoewg odaockaria dettar’ kol ‘@mo vedtntog 3¢ GpEapevog
detl pavodverv’.

While the Protagoras contains constructive doctrines proposed by the master, the
Euthydemus is full of destructive arguing by two of his adherents® . In their manner of
speaking and, most of all, their usage® they follow Protagoras, and their program as

well is modelled on his. In the beginning of the dialogue, the younger brother

% Cf. Euthydemus 286c.
¥ Cf. F.G. Herrmann, Wrestling Metaphors in Plato’s Theaetetus, in: NIKEPHOROS 8 (1995), 77 -
109, pp. 101 - 106.
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Euthydemus declares (273d8): dpetiiv, €01, @ Zdkpateg, oldusda oiw te
elvar mapadobvar kGAiiot avBpdnov kol Tdylota. Here mapadodval
is the causative or factitive to TOPAYiyvecBal; by their action of &PeTHV
nopadovval they effect GpeTnv mapayiyvecbatl. The common prefix Tapo- is

suggestive of the semantic relation.

While in many respects the Euthydemus is connected with the sophist Protagoras,
Euthydemus’ statement a few lines later (274a10), £’ abtd Ye TOLTO TAPECUEYV,
® ZdKPOTES, is strongly reminiscent of the opening paragraphs of the Gorgias where
Chaerephon uses the same words in response to Callicles when he says (447b6): £’
abtd Y€ TOlL TOLTO TAPECUEV, even if the context of the remark is a different one.
Reminiscent of the dialogue Gorgias as well, both in usage and in content, is the
following passage from the Euthydemus (280bl): GLUVOUHOAOYNOANEDO
TelevT@VTEG obk 018 Onmwg Ev kepalai® oLT® TOLTO £Yelv, COOiag
napovong, ® Gv mapf), undeév npoodeicbar sbrvyiag: Eneldn 8¢ tovrto
cuvopoloynodueda, mdAlv  Emovlavounv abtod td  mpdTepov
oporoynuéva mdg av nuiv £xot. wpoloynoauev yap, Epnv, i fHuilv
ayaBa moird mapein, ebdaipovelv v kai €0 mPATTELV. - GULVEQM. -
ap’ obv ebdaipovoipev av d1d Ta mapdvia byodd, st pundev fHuag
®eerol | el OEeLOT; The substitution of GOQia for &PeT had been effected by
Socrates at 237d,e where he moves from Gp€TT, the term used by Euthydemus, first to
EMIGTHUN, and then to 60@1a. Otherwise, the affinity of this passage to Gorgias 497f.
and 506f. is remarkable. Incidentally, the statement that €1 fjuiv Gyafd moAAd
napein, ebdatpovelv av kai €0 mpdrTtelv <AUOC> which is readily agreed
upon here can serve as external confirmation for the conclusion reached above for
reasons internal to the Gorgias, that the similar statement there could be readily

understood by all present.”

% T. Irwin, op. cit., p. 219, objects to Socrates’ argument at Gorgias 506c,d: “Socrates begins with the
over-simplified account of the relation between the presence of a good and a person’s being good, which
he used against Callicles at 497de. Here he also claims that the presence of goods produces ‘goodness’
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While that passage of the Euthydemus pointed to its connection with the Gorgias, a
related one two pages later suggests the theme of Gorgianic Meno and the Protagoras’*
(Euthydemus 282c2): mdvv pdv odv b pot Sokelg Aéysiv, §§ & Oc. - €l
gott ve, & Khewia, fiv & kyd, f| coopia S18aktdv, GAAG pni &mo

tabTopdTov mopayiyvetal toig Gvlpomols: .. .

The thought of &peTn Tapayiyveral is thus present in the context of Plato’s

dialogues with both the Sophist Protagoras and his followers, and the rhetor Gorgias and
his pupils. It is clearly connected with education, and even if in what is reported verbatim
of either Protagoras or Gorgias they do not use those words, I think it can be deduced
with a fair degree of certainty from the four dialogues Gorgias, Protagoras, Meno and
Euthydemus that the phrase Gpetr] mapayiyvetot itself was current among the

Sophists.

If all that be so, if Plato’s usage at Gorgias 497f. and 506f. has its precedents with

regard to both the semantic and the syntactic conventions of napsivat, napoocia,
and mopaylyveoat, is that to say that there is nothing unusual or new at all with

Socrates’ question (497e): TOUG @yafovg obyi ayabdv mapovciq &yabovg

(excellence, virtue; arete; see 457¢) in whatever it is present in - an equally implausible claim. The
parallel with “‘When pleasure is present, we have pleasure (enjoyment)’ should surely be “When good is
present, we are well off (i.e. it is good for us).’... .” To leave aside the confusion over ‘presence in
something’ - cf. Section IV. n. 87 above - the objection loses its ground in the light of this statement in
the Euthydemus. If it is at all correct to say that €1 fjulv &yabd moAld mapein, €0 av
TPATTEV <NMAC>, and if overall 8D TPATTELY equals EDSAIUOVELY, and if EDSAINOVELY and
(yaBdc €lvat are the same thing, then it is not objectionable to hold with Socrates and Callicles
(506c9) that as MOV 8& EGTIV TOLTO OD mapayevouévov Hdoueda, so ayadov 8¢ od
napOvtog (yafoi Eopev. The difficulty for both the ancient and the modern reader does not lie
with the language or the logic of Socrates’ argument, but with a basic disagreement over what is good. It
is resolved when the &ya0d of the protasis really are &ya0d.

°! Cf. also 274d.e.
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kaAelg, donmep karovg olg Gv KAAAOG mapf? Is it correct unqualifiedly to
adduce as a similar and comparable case Charmides 158¢7, SijAov ydp Ot1 €l cot
TAPESTLY COEPOGUHVY, £xelg Tt mepi abtig do&dlety, and to assume that

that is common Greek from Homer onwards?’?

In one point, I think, Gorgias 497¢elf. does differ from both the pre-Platonic examples
discussed above and the early Platonic examples collected in the previous section - but I
am not sure if that is a matter of usage.

When Homer says €1 pot dOvapic ye mapein (liad 22, 20), that is virtually the
same as €1 duvaiuNV Ye (cf. Iliad 1, 393). A sentence like Odyssey 17, 347, 0(1OMG
& obk @yabn keypnpeve avdpt mapelvat, as good as amounts to saying either
aidecBar obk ayabov kexprpev@ Gvopt or keyprueve Aavéprt obdk
ayaBov 0180i® elvat. In these and most of the other cases cited in the previous
sections, the phrase containing the verb mapelval could be replaced by a phrase

containing an adjective or a verb which expressed the notion denoted by the respective
subjects to the verb Tapeival. In each case it would be difficult to say wherein the
exact difference between the two corresponding clauses lies.

A good example of this apparent semantic equivalence of different ways of phrasing the

same thought is Charmides 158b: €1 péV ool TMdN TAPEOTLY, OG AEYEL
Kpttiac 68g, cowppoovvn kol el coppov ikavdg, obdev £tt col £dst
. .98l 8’ &1t tobtv Emiderg slvar Sokelg, Emgotéov mpo THg TOD
pappdkov décsws. abtog odv pot sing notepov dporoyeic t@de kol
NG Kavdg fdN cwepocvvng petéxelv fi Evoeng elvai; Here it seems as

if to the native Greek speaker, cOQP®V €1, cOEPOGHVN TAPEGTIV 601, and

%2 Cf. Dodds, op. cit., ad loc. G. Vlastos, The Individual as Object of Love in Plato. Appendix I: Is the
Lysis a Vehicle of Platonic Doctrine?, in id., Platonic Studies, Princeton 1973, pp. 35 - 37. Irwin, op.
cit., ad loc. - For Charmides 157a6, cf. the discussion in the chapter on £yYlyvecOal and Evelval
below.



76

CWOPOCVVNG UETEXELS were not only describing the same state of affairs, but were
also otherwise fully equivalent.”

All three phrases say something about the person they are predicated of. They say of
Charmides that he is moderate. In the fifth century at least, that does not presuppose
anything about the status of what is predicated. It does not imply anything about
cOEPOCHVN. If COEPOGVHVN TaPesTILV 601 and 6PV €l are equivalent,
o®EPOGHV need not be anything in itself.”

Charmides exists, and he is moderate. But does moderation exist? - A native speaker
employing the phrase COEPOOCLVN TAPECTIV need not have thought about
cWEPOGLVN as something in its own right at all. That is different with Charmides
158¢7: dNAov ydp OTL €l GOl TAPEGTIV COEPOCUVY, EYELG TL Tepi
abthg 80EGCeLy. Instead of declaring that “if moderation ‘is to’ Charmides one can
say something about Charmides”, Socrates postulates that “if moderation ‘is to’
Charmides one can say something about moderation”. - That is Socrates’ new and

original assumption.

The question Ti &07TiL @pPeT can be, and in Platonic dialogues frequently is,
understood as a question about people. It is understood that way notably by Socrates’
interlocutors. As such, it is not Socrates’ question but a question which belongs to his
times and circumstances. Only if Ti £0TL &peTn}, or T1 ECTL GOEPOGLVT, is
understood as a question about &pP€TT and about CWEPOGVVT, and not about people’s
being good and people’s being moderate, &PETH and GOPPOGUVV respectively can be
regarded as something in their own right. That, of course, does as yet not tell us anything

about the status assigned to them, it does not even imply that they were thought of as

9 The same could presumably be said of OOPPOVELS. Cf. Protagoras 332a - e, with comments by W.
Wieland, Platon und die Formen des Wissens, Gottingen 1982, p. 138f. There, however, it is not clear to
me if \TO 6OQEPOGHVNG MPATTELY really is in conformity with common Greek usage, but that does
not affect Wieland’s general point. Cf. generally J. Lyons, Structural Semantics. An Analysis of Part of
the Vocabulary of Plato, Oxford 1969.

** Cf. Section I above.
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having any particular status. Asking for 4p€TY] and 6WEPOGVVT, however, rather than
for a person’s being good or moderate, is a premise to asking what status GpP€TT] and
oWEPOCVOVN have. Charmides 158¢7, dnlov ydop 0Tt €l colr mdApeoTiv
ocPPOCHVT, £xelg Tt mepl abTng O0&dlely, implies that COEPOCHVN is

something - at least an object of thought.

In the same way, Gorgias 497elf., TOUG Gyafovg obLyli &yobdv mapovoig
ayafovg kadelc, domep kaAovg olg Gv kGAAOG mapiy, implies that both
Gyafd and KAAAOG are something. Just as at Charmides 158¢7, Socrates assumes that
if one has moderation, one can pronounce an opinion about moderation, so at Gorgias
497el he postulates a relation between good people and something good, between
beautiful people and beauty. Regardless of how that relation is conceived - the
instrumental dative TQPOLGLQ suggests a causal relation - for there to be a relation
there have to be relata.

The &ya0d by whose presence good men are called good are something distinct from
those good men. Likewise with the second clause. While KGAAOG TAPESTIV ALTQ
can be said to equal KAAOG EGTLV, in which case nothing is implied as to what

KGAAOG may be, saying that that person is beautiful ‘to whom there is beauty’®

implies
that that beauty is something distinct from that person. As we have seen,”® in the case of
the &yadd it need not be surprising either to find that they are something distinct’’ , or
that it is their presence by which people are said to be good. - What is surprising is that

KAAAOG, beauty, is said to be something distinct in the same way.

% Note especially that KGAAOG is in the singular and KGAOVC in the plural.

% See Section IV above.
7 Cf. Gorgias 486b.
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VI

498d2 does not offer anything more specific on the relation between &yafd and
&yafoi either: obk 0lc8’ 611 Tovg dyabovg dyabdv @1g mopovsiq lvat
ayofovg, kol kakovg 8¢ kakdv; ta 8¢ ayabd sivar tag Hdovdg,
Kako 8¢ Tdg Gviag, - €ywys. - obkoLv 7Tolg Yaipovoiv mdpecTiv
thyadd, oi fdovai, simep yaipovoiv; - mdg yap ov; - obLkoLV
dyafdv mopdévtov ayabol eioiv ot yaipovieg; - vai. - ti 8€; 1Olg
aviopévolg ob mapeoTiv Td Kakd, ol AUTal, - TEPESTLV. - KAKADV OE
ve moapovsiq @1g oL elval kakovg TOUG KAKOUG: ... . Here it is not only
stated that the good are good by the presence of good things, but also that ‘fo those’
who are cheerful (or: experience pleasure) there are the good things, the pleasures, if
only they are cheerful. That is on the premise that all that is good is pleasure. But on that
assumption, it seems, the two statements that ‘someone is good or experiences pleasure’
and ‘good things or pleasures ‘are to’ someone’ are materially equivalent: ‘those who
experience pleasure experience pleasure if and only if good things or pleasures ‘are to’
them’.

Neither this nor the following passage, however, specify the precise nature of the
relation which underlies this concomitance of ‘good things being present’ and ‘people
being good’. Instead, Gorgias 506c9 presents further difficulties. On the newly granted
assumptions that good is not the same as pleasant, and that we do what we do for the
sake of the good, Socrates declares: OV & £GTLV TOVTO OV TAPAYEVOUEVOL
Ho6ueda, ayabov 8¢ od mapdvtog dyaboi Eopev; - mavL ye. - GAAC
unv &yobol vé topev kol fuelg kai TdAAa mavia 66’ dyabd Eotiv,
apetiic Tvog mapaysvopévng; - Epotye dokel avaykalov elvai, @
KaAlikAels. - aAra pev oM f| ye dpetn €xkdotov, xai okebovg Kai
copatog kai yuxfic ad kxai {dov mavtog, ob T eikfy kdAAioTa

napayiyverat, ... ;
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The passage gives rise to a number of questions without providing the answers. First, as

noted above, TapayiyVeTal refers to a process, not to a state of affairs. Something

comes to be present. Does what comes to be present exist before it comes to be present,

or does it not? Secondly, while at 497f. Socrates spoke of G'ya8d which are present, at
506 it is &yaBOVv. This term, the adjective in the neuter singular, was introduced in a

natural way in the context of discussion of the goal of and motivation for our actions.

Does replacing &'yad by 'yaBOv make a difference to the content of the statement at
506? Does the introduction of the term @PETY] make a difference to the argument? And
fourthly, is it the same relation which holds between the &yafd and the &yafoi at
497f. and that at 506 between the &yaOOV on the one hand, the &ya001 and all that is
GyaBd on the other? - Answers to at least some of these questions are suggested by

points raised in the dialogues from the Meno onwards; that is not to suggest, though,

that Plato had an answer ready at the time of composition of the Gorgias.

VIL

The question raised by Socrates half way through the short dialogue Lysis is (212a8):
gnelddv Tig Tiva Q1AT, métepog mOTEPOL GIAOG Yiyveral, O QLADV
TOL OLAOVHEVOL T| O OLAOVUEVOS TOL @OLAOLVTOC. In the course of
answering, investigation is ecxtended to cover thc meaning of QIAOG in all its
applications. In a conversation with Menexenos, Socrates explores the uses of the word
@1AOG as an active, a passive, and a reciprocal term. Next, in a conversation with Lysis,
he propounds ‘the poets’ saying’ that TO OpoO1OV T Opoi® &vdaykmn bel eilov
glvat (214b3). This is modified since the bad person or thing cannot be friend of or with
anything at all, the good one, on the other hand, seems to be self-sufficient, and therefore

not to be in need of anything or anyone. So, again with a poet’s support, the opposite
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opinion is reached, T0 &vavtiov T@® Evovti® pdiicta @ilov elvat (216a4).

The implications of that appear to be nonsense.

Thus at 216c, Socrates has a new suggestion: that the neither good nor bad is friend of
the good. This is elaborated by way of a medical example (217a,b): the diseased person’s
body, being neither good nor bad as a body, longs for and is friend of medicine through
illness, 610 VOGOV. From there, Socrates continues (217b4): TO HNTE KAKOV apa
unt ayabov oilov yiyvetar tobv ayafov d1d kokoL mapovciav. -
golkev. - ONAov & ye OTL mpiv yevécHar abTO KakKOV LMO TOV
KaKoL ob £xel. ob yap 81 yYe KOKOV YEYOVOG ¢ £TL GV T1 TOL &yafov
gnbopot koi @idov €in- Gdbvatov yap £papev Kakov ayadd oilov
elvat. - adbvatov ydp. - okéyache 61 O Aéyw. Aéyw yap 611 Evia
pév, olov av 1| 10 mapdv, Toladtd £oTt Kol abtd, Evia 8¢ ol. donep
el EBEhor TG Ypopati T OTOLV dielyar, mdpeotiv mov TH
arelpBévTt 10 Emaielpféy. - mdvv ye. - Gp’ odv koi Eotiv ToTE
T0100TOV THV Ypdav 10 ArelPHEV, olov TO Emdv; ¢ - ob pavldve, 1 &
0c. - GAN ®de, v & Eyd. el tig oov Eavldg ovoog Tdg Tpixog
vipvlie aleiveiev, motepov tOTe Asvkai elev 7| Qaivoiwvt’ av; -
oaivolvt’ av, § & 6¢. - kai pufv mopein v av abtalc Aevkotng. -
vai. - 4AA Opuwg obdév Tt paiiov Gv elev Asvkoi mw, @Al
TaPoOvoNG AELKOTNTOG OVTE TL Agvkai ovTe pélaivai giotv. - aAnoOn.
- GAL Otav &M, @ @ike, 10 yhpag abrtailc Tabtov TOLTO YPOUQ
Enaydyn, 16te Eyévovio oldvmep 10 mapdv, AsvkoL mapovsig
Aevkai. - mdg ydp ov; - ToLTO TOivLV EPp®T® VOV &M, €1 @ av Tl
nopf}, Towovtov Eotal 10 £xov olov 10 mapdv- f| Edv pév Katd Tiva
Tpoémov mapi), €otal, Eav 8¢ un, ov; - obtw paiiov, £pn. - Kai 1o
unte Kakov apa pnt dyobov Eviote kakolL mopOVTOG OUNM® KOKOV
EoTly, £0TLV & OTe 1dN TO TOLOLTOV YEYOVEV. - TAVL YE. - OLKOULV

Otav ume Kakov f| kakod napdvrog, abtn peév f| mapovsia dyadod
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abto motel EmBupelv: 1 8¢ kKakOV molovoa Gmoctepel abLTO TNG 1€
gmbupiac Gpa xoi thHg ohiog Tob dyofov. ob yap £t1 Eotiv *'® olte
KakOv oUte ayafov, aAld xokov- @ilov & &yabd kakov obk fv.

(Having obtained consent on that last point, Socrates resumes the argument after a brief

286 yhv apa, fiv & Eyd, & Avot kol MevéEeve, mavtog

digression.)
parrov eEgvpnkapev O £otiv T0 @ilov kal ov. eapev yop abtd, kai
Kato TV yuxnv kai kotd 10 ¢ odpo Kol Taviayxov, 10 HNTE KaKOV
unte ayafov 61d kakod mapovciov ToL ayabob oilov sivat. -
TOAVTATOOLY EQATNV Te KAl ouvex®peitny obTm TOLT EXELV.

On the basis of what has been said in the previous sections, this passage can be dealt
with briefly. The KaKOV which is present could be something external or internal. It is
distinct from that ‘to which it is’. It affects that ‘to which it is’ just as if it were
something active ( ... YlyveTatl ... 810 KaKOL mapovciayv. ... yevéshatl ... LTO
TOL KOKOL OV £YEL). As a result, that ‘to which it is’ may or may not become olov
av | 70 mapov. In the example of something which by being present does not turn
that ‘to which it is’ into something which is such as itself, what is present is something
external. That its presence is of an external nature is emphasised by the phrase olov 10

EMOV, in which TapoV is replaced by EmOV. In the example of something which by

being present does turn that ‘to which it is’ into something which is such as itself

(Eyévovto oldvrep 10 mapdv, AELKOL TaPOLGiQ AEvKOl), what is present
is something internal. The distinction between the two cases is being introduced to

answer the question €1 @ @Gv Tt mapf}, TowovTov Eotar 10 &xov olov 10
napov- f| Edv pev xatd Tiva TpOmovV mapm, £0tal, £4v 8¢ pr], ov; The

same thing can be present in different ways.”

It is one thing to ask how successful an example ‘white’ or ‘whiteness’ in the context of

‘real’ and ‘true’ versus ‘merely perceived’ colour of hair is in the Lysis; and it may be

% LevKOTNG must therefore be taken as referring always to the colour, and at no place to the paint.
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argued that, because colour is something so inextricably linked to the sense of vision, it is
not a good example after all. It is quite a different matter to claim that Plato was not
aware of the implications of the term aPOLGi0 when composing the early dialogues.
In the Gorgias, the word is used with apparent unconcern, but nevertheless in a fully
conscious way, as analysis of 497f. has shown;” what is present there is not a physical,
corporeal object; whether what is present there exists at all is a question not raised.
Grammatically, though, TapOLGia is treated identically in the Gorgias and in the Lysis.
That is to say, the ox, whose presence meant so much danger to the integrity of
Socrates’ character at Euthydemus 30la, would not have threatened Lysis and

Menexenus after their conversation with Socrates.

VIIL

From Homer to Plato, usage of mapelval is altogether uniform. Leaving aside
impersonal use - a large number of composites in -E£6GTLV may be used to denote ‘it is
possible’ - the verb can refer to the presence of people, at a place, an event, a
conversation; the present or contemporary time; and finally the presence of things, in the
widest sense of that word. The things present may be material objects, but - from Homer
onwards - they may just as well be in-corporeal entities. Present in that way are not only
potentially divine powers, but a whole range of concrete and abstract things: forces,
emotions, states of mind, qualities, properties, actions, passions.

The noun TOPOLOLQ is narrower in its application; it can denote the presence of the
same sort of things the verb Tapelval does; it belongs to a different register, though,
and when used in prose may well have had connotations of poetic style and gravity.

T:apaYi‘YVSGGU.L come to be present, on the other hand, tends to be used mostly with
people in early texts; the rise of sophistic teaching and education, however, made it

necessary to stress the advantages of acquisition of positive characteristics and abilities;

9 Cf. the discussion in Section IV above.
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consequently, the application of the verb was extended in that context so as to cover all
those qualities which were said to ‘be present’ with someone.

Sophistic education, influence of Gorgias and also Protagoras, is also the context in
which that potentially ontologically significant sentence is pronounced at Gorgias 497el:
ToVg Gyafovg obyil dyabwv mapovoiq dyadovg kadelg, Adomep KAAOUSG
oilg Gv kdAAog mapf}; It cannot be said, however, how abstract a thing either the
Gyabd or KAAAOG were thought to be, and, whether genuine or not, the Hippias
Major should serve as a warning not to assume too readily that either was thought of as
even potentially abstract. An advance towards that distinction is made, though, when
TaPOLGia is employed and its meaning and implications discussed at Lysis 217ab,
where it is established, at least partly explicitly, that things can be present in different
ways with different consequences, and that the consequence of the presence of a thing to

another thing or to a person depends also on what sort of thing it is.



85

ITPOZEINAIL ITPOZTII'NEZ®AI

npooceival is not Tapeival, TPOGYiyvesOul not Tapayiyveshat. Tpoceival
is ‘to be besides’, ‘to be <to something> in addition <to something else>’.
npocylyveoBal is ‘to get to besides’, ‘to accrue’; ‘to be added to’. In the case of
TPOGETVOL TLVL or TPOCYiyvesBal Tivi, the dative, be it of whatever gender,
depends on - €£1vaLl, as with the simplex or any other of its compounds; TPOG- may be
taken quasi-adverbially'® . The two verbs may occur in Platonic dialogues in the context
of discussion of ontological matters as shorthand for mpPOCGTAPETVAL,
npoonapaylyvechat, two formations not found with Plato, nor, as far as I am aware,
in Greek texts earlier than Plato either. Some confusion is created by a manuscript
reading at Phaedo 100d, and by the dialogue Hippias Major'®' . Since Plato does not
employ either of the two verbs with great frequency, all the occurrences of TPOGETVaL
and TPOcYiyveohal in the early dialogues will be discussed in this chapter. Before

that, a few instances of the words in earlier Greek literature.

Aeschylus’ Agamemnon is among the earliest extant texts containing either word. The
herald of the army has arrived at Argos and has greeted the land and the gods, and
praised Agamemnon, in the presence of the chorus of elderly citizens. In the ensuing

exchange between the herald and the chorus-leader, the latter’s warnings about what has

' Cf, on mapd and mapeivai, Section I of the chapter on mapovoia, mapeivat, and
napayilyveodat, with note 65. For Tpooeival and TpO¢ with locative cf. E. Schwyzer, Griechische
Grammatik 11, p. 509, 512f.

%" tpooyiyveohat is found as one of the terms in Ross” “group of words implying or suggesting the
immanence of Forms” (Plato’s Theory of ldeas, Oxford 1951, p. 228). He adduces Hippias Major
289d4, 8, e5, 292d1; Phaedo 100d6. As explained in the Introduction, I do not consider the Hippias
Major as genuine; how TPOCGEIVaL and TPOoylyveshul are employed there, is only one of the
contributing factors. On Phaedo 100d6, see Section II of Part I1I below.
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happened at home in the king’s absence pass unheeded. Perceiving only a general air of
lament, the herald gives a general description of the soldier’s toils in war. The toil and
hard lodging, pox00¢ kal ducavAlia, in the narrow ships at sea. And he continues
(558): T & abte yEpow kol mpooflv nAEéov 6TOYOG ... . Then again on
land, there was even greater pain in addition: ... , and there follows a description of the
adversities on land. — Toils are mentioned. Some are specified. Then some more are

added to those mentioned already.

In Sophocles’ Ajax, Tecmessa replies to Ajax’ long speech which he concluded with the
words (478): GAL" 1] KOA®G (v | KOA®DG TeBvnkéval | TOv ebyevn xpn.
TAvT aKkNKoag AOYOV. It is necessary that a noble man live well, or be dead well.
You have heard the whole speech. Having reminded Ajax of their past, of their son, and
of his parents, Tecmessa declares that in him, there is all that is left for her. And then
(520): @AL' ioyxe xbGuov pviotiv- Gvépl TOl Ypewdv | HVAUNV
npooeival, tepnmvov el Ti mov mdBor. | yapig yapiv yap EoTv M
tikTovs’ deil- | 6tov § bmoppel pviioTic €0 memovOdtog, | obk GV
vévolt' €8 obtog ebyevig GvNp. But have remembrance also of me: surely, it is
necessary that, to a man, | there is recollection besides, if ever he suffers anything
pleasant. | For grace it is that always brings forth grace: | but if remembrance flows
away from one who has suffered something good, | this will no longer be a noble man.
Ajax’ speech ended with a sententious remark on what is necessary for a noble man.
Tecmessa refers to that when she ends her plea. She does not contest what Ajax has said.
But she adds that, besides and in addition to what Ajax claimed, there is something else
which is also necessary for the noble man. He must have remembrance in addition to
whatever else Ajax considers relevant for himself to have.

Later on in the same play, Menelaus reproaches Teucer and commands him not to bury
his brother. He founds his request for obedience on general principles of government. A

city and an army cannot be ruled without a barrier of fear and shame. He continues
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(1077): AL @vdpo xpn, kGv odpo yevvnon péyo, | dokelv meoslv av
KAV amo OUIKPOL KaKOoV. | 860g yYop @ mPpocestiv aioybvn 6 Opov, |
cotnpiav £yxovta TOVd Enictaco- | O6mov & UPpilstv dpav O &
Bovietal mapt), | Tadvtnv véule v MOV ypdve mote | EE obLplwv
dpapovoav &G PuBOV TeCELV. But it is necessary that a man, even if endowed with
a strong body, | is aware that he may fall, even if only through a small mishap. | Indeed,
to whom there is fear besides and sense of shame at the same time, | understand him to
be safe: | but where there is insolence and doing as one please, | this city consider - in
time - | to fall from a plain sailing into the depth. Again, the topic is what is necessary
for a good man. Menelaus begins: ‘even if he has a strong body’. That is not enough. In
addition he must have fear and sense of shame. Fear and sense of shame must be there in
addition to whatever else there is, otherwise there will not be salvation. Conversely,
regardless of whatever else there is, even if a man has a strong body, ‘if there is the
insolence and doing whatever comes to mind on the spur of the moment’, there will be
disaster. Omov &' UPpiletv dpav 6 & PovAretar mapl) — where there is
insolence and doing as one please, it does not matter whatever else there is, it does not
even matter if there is anything else at all. The passage illustrates well the difference

between TPOCETVOL and tapsival'®.

192 Or, indeed, between TPOGEIVAL and any other compound of €lvat. If, for example, it is true of
something to say ‘€VE€GTL TLVU, and if there is something else of which that would also be true with
regard to the same thing, one would normally say TPOGEGTL rather than TPOGEVEGTL. Accordingly,
we find in the Hippocratic Diseases 1, 19, in a section on tubercles in the lung: .. am)&epa'wsrai 1€
xal aroybyetal, kai Eoppdet ta (pkéﬁm EV 10 odpatt mavia, dte 1oL aipatog &
abTdV EKKeKavpévon Hmo mopeT®v, Eviote 8¢ bDmo ypoévov 1€ mWANBeog «xal
peyéfeog g vooov Kai 1@V EVEOVTIOV KaKAV Kol TAOV TPOCETLYLYVOUEVV. ... he
is dried up and breathes out his spirit, and all the small vessels in his body close, inasmuch as the blood
from them is burnt out by the fevers, and sometimes also by the extent of time, by the magnitude of the
disease, by the evils first present, and by those added. (Text and translation: P. Potter, Hippocrates V,
Cambridge/Massachusetts and London 1988.) As shown in Sections IV - VI of the chapter on EVElval
and £YY1lyveo0at, these two verbs are common words used in the context of contracting and having a
disease. So it is normal to speak of TAV EVEOVTWV KaK®V. Those added are not TPOGEYY1YVOUE-
V@ but, with pleonastic doubling of the prefix indicating addition, TPOGEMLYLYVOUEVW. For the latter
doubling, cf. Diseases 1, 27; there, EREABOVTQ is taken up by mpocentyiyvetal €tepa, then
EMLYLYVOUEVMV which, by way of a macabre pun, is set side by side with Gmwoylyvovtat, the
patients expire.
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While in the last example the contrast was that of an able body which is there already,
and soul or mind which has to be there in addition, the next presupposes that mind or
understanding grows or is acquired when a person grows old. In Sophocles’ Antigone,
Creon, the king, tries to establish for himself a position of sovereignty by dissociating
himself from the elders and the rest of the people as ruler, from the members of his own
family as elder. His exchange with his son Haimon is characterized throughout by their
difference in age and generation. Creon’s first address to his son commences @ 701
(632), Haimon replies TdtEP, 060G E1UL- ... (635), whereupon Creon’s long speech to
his son begins with the words (639): obT® ydp, & mail, xpn Sld GTEPVDV
EXELY, | yvadung matpgog mavt dmiobev £6Taval. That way, indeed, child,
things must stand in your mind, | nothing must be of higher rank than your father’s
‘good judgement’. And for another seven lines he lays down the law on how good
children must behave. Then he turns to his proper subject, Haimon’s relation to Antigone
(648); this section, again, starts with an interjectory ‘@ 7ol’. The tenor of the whole
exchange is that the son, through lack of authority and position, but above all lack of age
and experience, should submit his judgement to his father’s. Haimon’s second reply duly
begins ‘TATEP’ (683), but he continues: B0l @VOLOLY &vOpwTOIS Qpévag, |
TaAvIov 66" E6TL YPNUGTOV LNEPTATOV. The gods let understanding grow for
men, | of all the goods we have the highest. Thus insight is not determined by position
and age alone. It is against this background that we have to read the final lines of
Haimon’s considerate, prudent, and altogether reverent speech (719): yvadun yap €i
TIG KA EROL vewTéPOL | mpdoeoTi, MU Eywye mpeoPevelv TOAU |
obvaol TV’ avépa mavt Emothiung mAfwv- | €1 & obv @lAsl yap
T00T0 pn tadvtn pénelv, | kel TOV Agydvtov ed kalov 1O
HOVOAQVELY. If, indeed, any ‘good judgement’ is also with me, the younger, I should
certainly say that it would be by far the best thing that each and every man were by
nature full of understanding: but since, indeed, it usually does not turn out that way, it

is also a fine thing to learn when someone speaks well. After an interspersed comment
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by the chorus, Creon’s answer is (726): 01 TnAlkoide koi dda&opecha o1 |
@pOVelV TPOg GvopOog TNALKOLdE TNV QUGLV; Of such an age, we should
learn proper understanding from a man of his age? The last words, TV @QUG1V, refer
back to Haimon’s @UVal. Haimon requests that, though on the assumption of his father
knowledge is something added to one’s being only with age, Creon should grant the
possibility of his having YV®uUT|, ‘good judgement’, a phrase borrowed from Creon’s

speech, despite his youth. Good judgement ‘is to’ the elder, it could ‘be to’ the younger
‘in addition’. It is to be noted that, instead of the simple dative, Sophocles uses the
prepositional phrase £l EPOV. From the point of view of Haimon, YVOUN EMEGTL.
But since he wants to grant Creon ‘good judgement’ and imply that his father does have
‘good judgement’ , he declares: but in addition to you I have it as well. kail £ni, not Emi

on its own, balances TPOG.

A different case is Euripides Phoenissae 528. locaste admonishes her son: ) TEKVOV,
oby dmavia 1@ YNpe kakd, | 'Etedxiesg, mpdosotiv- AL’ Hunepia
| €xel T A&LOl TAV VE®V GOQMTEPOV. Child, not everything there is in
addition to old age is bad, Eteocles: but experience can say something wiser than the
young. obY dmavia TQ® YNPQY KOKA 7TPOCEGTLV - there are things which
accompany old age when a woman has old age. Those things she has in addition to old
age. The dative T@® YMPQ depends on the prefix TPOG-. The dative of the person ‘to
whom those things are’ in addition to old age is left unexpressed.

A comparable construction is found with Kritias’ sentence (DK 88B7): ﬁv
Aakedoipoviog, Xilwv co<p6g, g 168" €lefer | undev dyav: Kalpd
TAvIa TPOGEGTL KAAL. Once there was a Spartan, Chilon the sage, who spake
thus: Nothing too much! Everything fine is there in addition to the right moment. Here
as well, all that is fine is there for a human being, but that is not stated. Everything fine is

there at the same time with, and in that way in addition to, the right moment. When the
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right time has come, nothing else than that which it brings with it will be needed in

addition.

In fifth century prose as well, TPOGETVOL is ‘being there in addition’. At the beginning
of 11 99, Herodotus summarizes: LEXPL HEV TOVTOL OW1G T€ EUN| Kol yvaun
kKal 1otopin Tavta AEyovsd £6Ti, TO O6¢ Gmo ToLde A'lyvmtioug
gpyopar Adyouvg EpEmv kKatd TO TKOLOV: TPocEstal dE TL abroict
Kal TNG EUNG OW10G. Up to now, what is said is what I have seen myself and my
own judgement and experience, but from now on I proceed relating Egyptian stories
according to what I have heard: but in addition to that, there will also be something of
what I have seen myself. There is a story he has heard. Besides, he adds a story from
what he has seen. As with the poetical examples, what is there in addition is somehow of
the same nature or status as that which is there already.

Likewise, at VII 173, when Herodotus recounts on the occasion of the gathering of a
collected Greek army in defence of their country in Thessaly where a dispatchment of
their infantry was sent by sea: £vabTa EoTpatonedsbovio Tov EAAvov
Katd puplovg OmAitag ocvAieyévieg, kai ot mpoonv 1] Oeocor®dV
{MTOG. There, nearly ten thousand Greek hoplites, gathered together, took up position,
and with them was in addition the Thessalian cavalry. There were soldiers; and in
addition there were more soldiers. Again, what is there in addition is of somewhat like
nature with what had been said to be there first.

This latter usage, TPOGETVAL as well as TPOGY1yvesHal in a military context, seems
to have been, if not technical, at least customary. So at V 103, Herodotus relates how
the Ionians after having been defeated by the Persians did not cease in their efforts,
though bereft of the Athenian symmachy. On the contrary, they added various cities to
their alliance: kol 7ydp 7tnv Kabvov mnpdtepov oL PovAopévnyv
CUHPOYEELY, MG EvEmpnoav 7TAg 2dpdlg, TOTE OOl Kol aiTn

npooeyéveto. % Komplot 8¢ EBEAoviai 6@l mdvieg mPOCEYEVOVTO
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ANV "ApaBovciov: ... And while Caunus first did not want to be an ally, now
that they had burnt down Sardis even she ‘added herself’ to them. And all the Cyprian
cities ‘added themselves’ willingly except for Amathousia. TpocylyvecOal as ‘to add
oneself to’ can naturally be used in the context of ‘joining one’s own forces with
someone else’s’, or ‘becoming an ally’.
Another instance of that is Thucydides VI 6; he has just given the catalogue of the
Sicilian cities, their origin and inhabitants, and summarizes: TOGOVTA é@vn
‘EAMvov kol BopBdpov Zikeliav dkel, kol Enl toonvée oloav
abtiiv ot 'Afnvaiol otpatedely  dpunvto, EEEpevolr  pev  Th
aAnbeotdtn mpopdost TNg mdong ap&at, Ponbelv de dpa ebmPEnAC
BovAdpevor 71oilg EowTAV Euyyevéost kai TOlg TPOOYEYEVNUEVOLS
Eoppayols. pdioto § Cabtovg EEdpuncav ‘Eyectaiov  mpecPeig
napovies Kai mpoBupdtepov EMIKOAOOUEVOL. Those were the Greek and
foreign people who settled in Sicily, and against her, being that strong, the Athenians
urged to send an army, desiring - that was in truth their reason - to rule over all of
Sicily, at the same time wishing in a comely way to help their kinsmen, and the allies
who had attached themselves besides. Most of all urged them the ambassadors of the
Egestaeans, who were present and called for help rather eagerly. Again, the general
difference between TPOCEIVAU/TPOGYiy VeSOl and Tapelvay/napayiyvecsdor is
apparent. The ambassadors from Egesta are present and call for help. They are with the
Athenians. Their ‘being close by’ makes them TAPOVTES. An altogether different
situation is characterized in the previous sentence. The Athenians have kinsmen in Sicily
with whom they are naturally allied; over time, other allies have come into being and
added their forces to the Athenians in addition to the Athenians’ own and those allied
forces already in existence. Since they have been added or have added themselves as
allies, they are characterized as TTPOGYEYEVNLEVOL EOUUAYOL.
This usage of TPOGETVAL in a military context may also be the explanation of the

occurrence of the verb in Aristophanes’ Clouds. In the epirrhema after the parabasis,
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the coryphaeus addresses the audience and reproaches them for not showing due
reverence for the Clouds, the only gods who consistently try to help the city (575 - 580).
When the Athenians meant to elect Cleon as GTPATNYOG, general in command, it was
the Elements who sent their warnings with thunder and lightning. Even the Sun, reports
the chorus-leader, withdrew (586): .. | obL @avelv £packev vulv, €1
otpatnynost KAiéwv. | aAL Opwg e€ikecbs 71oLTOV. @QaGl Ydp
dvoPovriav | tNde Tf) mOAel mpooeival, tavta pEVTOL TOvg Beovg |
att’ av bduelg EEapdptnt’, Enl 10 BEATIOV TPETMELV. And he said he would
not shine for you if Cleon should be general. But yet you chose him. They say, indeed,
that ill counsel ‘is an ally’ to the city, yet that the gods turn to the better whatever you
get wrong. The context is that of election to a military office. There, it is not unusual to
have SUGPBOVALQ, ill counsel, or AveBovAia, Folly, present as ally. The other allies,
EOppay o1, are mentioned, quite naturally, a few lines later (609). Having AvopovAia

as a daimon or divine power, if that is felt necessary for this sort of explanation, would
not be irritating in comedy, particularly in a passage with a number of gods not usually

thus conceived: the Clouds themselves, A101}p (570), ’Avamvor] and 'ANp (627).

It is to be noted that in the case of allies adding themselves, it is always the case that
like is added to like, soldiers to soldiers, one military unit to another military unit, a
person - man or god - to a group of people, one thing to another thing or group of
things. This is also the case with an argument of Zeno of Elea, reported by Simplicius
(Physica 139,5 = DK29B2): Ev 8¢ ToUT® dgikvuvoly OTL ob pnfte péysbog
unte mayog unte O0ykog unbeic Eotiv, obd’ av €in tovLTo. “€1 yap
Al Ovtr’, onol, “mpocyévoilto, obdEv dav pelfov moinoelev:
peyébovg yap pndevog Ovtog, mpooysvouivou €, obdev oldv te €1g
péyebog Emdovvar. kol obtwg Gv 1dN 10 mpoosyilvopevov obdev ein.
gL 8¢ Gmoyivopévov 10 E£tepov undev Elattov £otar pnde  av

npocytvopévou abénostal, dNAov 611 10 mpooysvousvov obdev v
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o0de 10 GmOYlYVOUEVOV.” In that <book> he shows that of whatever there is
neither size nor thickness nor weight: that <thing> would not ‘be’ either. “If indeed”,
he says, “it got besides something else which is, it would make <that other thing>
bigger in nothing: if indeed it is of no size, and it got besides, it can not give anything
to the size on top of what is there. And in that way already, that which gets besides
would be nothing. And if something will be smaller in nothing when a thing gets away,
nor again will it increase when a thing gets besides, it is clear that that which got
besides is nothing, and likewise that which got away. Something of a certain size gets
besides something else of a certain size, and something of a certain size gets away from
something else of a certain size. In that they are of a certain size, those things have the
same status. On the implicit assumption that everything there is has a certain size, Zeno
states that if anything that gets besides or gets away without changing the size of that
besides which it got or from which it got away, that thing will not ‘be’, or does not exist,
at all. Regardless of how one evaluates this statement, in each case, Zeno speaks of two
things which have in common that they are of the sort of things which exist and have
size. In that case, one of them can get besides the other.

Part of the same discussion, with time as an additional factor, is an argument by
Melissus, likewise reported by Simplicius. That which is, T0 OV, “is everlasting,
unlimited, one, and like throughout”. It cannot suffer anything since in the event a
previous state would be other than an ensuing state so that that which is would no longer
be one and like throughout. And he continues (Physica 111, 18 = DK30B7): ... . AL’
obde petakooundijvar dvootdv- 0 yap kOopog O mpocbev Edv obk
amoiivtar ovte O un E®V yivetal O1e 6 uNTE MPOCYiveTAl UNOEV
unte améilvtal pnte £TEpolovLTAL, TAOC GV pETAKOOUNOEV TAOV
EOVTWV €lN; ... . But neither is it possible for it to be restructured. The structure,
indeed, which is there beforehand, does not perish, nor does the one which ‘is not’ get
there. But if nothing gets besides, and nothing perishes, and nothing alters, how would

there be something restructured among what ‘is’? And it does not feel pain since what
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feels pain and what is healthy do not have the same power, that feeling pain being
deficient and not everlasting: 003’ v Opoiov €in, €1 dAy£olr ATOYLVOREVOL
Yap tev Gv dAyéor 1| mpooyivouEvov, Kobk @v €Tl Opotov €in. And it
would not be similar, if it felt pain: pain it would feel, indeed, if something got away or
something got besides, and it would no longer be like.

While Zeno’s was a physical argument, Melissus’ is a logical one. The concept of
alteration, that is to say the introduction of time together with the - perhaps unwittingly -
assumed position of the timeless spectator, opens up the possibility of lifting the
restriction to physical elements as elements of structure which can be added or
subtracted. The example, however, of change of health, conceived as addition or
subtraction of something, seems to revert to a model of physical components making up
the structure which is the whole. Within that model, what is being added or gets there
besides is again of the same status as that which is there already - one structural element

is added to another one, or to a group of others.

As always, things are slightly different when it comes to negations. In order to say that
it is not the case that ‘to or for someone or something, something is there in addition’, it
need not be presupposed that anything is there already, nor that that of which it is said
that it need not be there exist itself at all, nor even that it would be possible for
something to be there in the first place. An example is Sophocles Trachiniae 250f.: ... .
T00 Adyov & ob ypni ©B6vov, | yOvai, mpooeivai, Zevg OTov
Tl:p{il(‘!:l’.op cpuw:}. Grudge felt against the word must not be there in addition, my lady,
where Zeus appears as the doer <of the deed>. When Zeus does something, anything,
there must not be grudge, ill-will, discontent. To a deed of Zeus, nothing need be added,
no comment or anger must be there in addition. In a negative clause, as opposed to a
positive clause, ‘in addition’ need not presuppose that anything else ‘is there for’ or ‘to’

the thing already.
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In all the different genres of literature before Plato in which the words are used at all, in
poetry and prose alike, there is a remarkable uniformity and constancy in the semantics
of the verbs TPOGETVAL and TPOGY1YVEGOAL, to be and to get besides or in addition.
With the exclusion of negation which always is a special case, that which is there in
addition is somehow like something which is there already. That which is there already is
either mentioned explicitly or can be deduced from the immediate context. TPOGETVAL

and TPOGY1yvECGOUL are not simply to be there and to get there.

1.

Comparing common usage with that of Plato’s early dialogues, I cannot detect any
difference in meaning. At Gorgias 469c, Polus asks Socrates if he would want to be a
tyrant, someone who, in his city, has the power to Kkill or exile whomsoever he please,
doing all that just according to his own opinion. Socrates decides to answer with a story
(469d1): € yap Eyd Ev Gyopyd mAnBovon Aefdv LRMO  pPAEANG
Eyxepidiov Aéyowut mpog o 611 “@d IldAe, Epol ddvapic Tic xai
Topavvig Bavpacia GPTL TPOCGYEYOVEV: ... If, indeed, I said to you, having
taken a dagger under the arm in the market place when it is filled with people: Polus, to
me, a power and marvellous tyranny has just accrued, ... . Socrates, as human being, has
certain OUVANELS, powers, faculties, or abilities. He takes a weapon. Now he has
power in addition to that he had before. The new power has come into being for him in

addition to those in existence, those he had already.

At the beginning of the Charmides, Socrates who has just returned from the battle at
Potidaea, asks Chaerepho, Critias, and their companions in the palaestra of Taureus,
about the state of philosophy among them in general, and in particular if among the

young there were any distinguished in wisdom, or beauty, or both. This inspires Critias
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to praise the physical beauty of his nephew Charmides who at that very moment is
entering the palaestra with a number of friends. Socrates is impressed by his stature and
beauty, and so are all the others present. They agree with Chaerephon when he tells
Socrates just to wait until he undresses (154d5): obtwg 10 €180¢ mAYKOAOG
EOTLV, so altogether beautiful is he as to his appearance. And Socrates continues:
Koy, ‘HpdkAielg, Epnv, ®¢ duayov Aéyste tOv Gvdpa, €l €Tl adT®
€v 01 povov Tuyyxdvel TPocov cuikpov Ti. - Ti; Een 6 Kpitiag. - &t
v yoxny, fiv & Ey®, tuyydvel b mEQUK®DG. And I said: Heracles, how
invincible you describe the man, if only yet one more small thing there ‘were to him in
addition’. - What?, said Critias. - If he happened to be, I said, well-grown as to his
soul.

Charmides has a beautiful appearance, or, as the Greeks would say, ‘to Charmides there
is a beautiful appearance’. Socrates demands that, ‘in addition, something else should be
to him’, he should have something else besides. Of the two things a man should have
Socrates enquired about in the beginning, wisdom and beauty, Charmides has one; does
he have the other in addition, is Socrates’ question. The prefixed TPOG- makes sense
only in a context in which it is implicitly or explicitly stated that something else is, or is

supposed to be, there already.

Several times, Meno tries to answer in a way Socrates would accept the question what
GpeTN, goodness, is. After Socrates has made it clear, with the help of examples, how
he conceives an answer according to and stemming from the whole of the subject, KATA
OAov €MV apeTig mEPL OTL EGTLV (Meno 77a), not from one of its parts or
aspects, Meno declares in a final effort that, with ‘the poet’, he thinks that ‘goodness is
that someone desiring fine things, KA, has the power to obtain them’. Socrates
obtains Meno’s consent that everybody always wants what is fine and good, so that a
difference in goodness would lie exclusively with the power to obtain fine or good

things. Only then, he asks Meno if by ‘good things’, {tyafd, he means things like health
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and riches. Meno agrees and adds gold and silver to the list; only such things are good.
Thereupon Socrates asks (78d1): glev. ypvciov kail apydplov mopifechat
apeT EOTLY, ... . MOTEPOV TPOOGTIOElS TOVT® TA TMoOp®, ® Mévov, 10
dikaimg koi Oclwg, fj obOEV ool drapépel, GAAA KAV AdKWOG TG
abta mopifntal, opoiwg oV abtd GpetnVv KOAElS; Well then. To manage to
obtain silver and gold is goodness, ... . Is it that you add to that obtention, Meno, ‘justly
and piously’, or does it not make any difference for you, and even if someone manages
to obtain all that unjustly, would you likewise call that goodness? And when Meno
agrees that that would be KoKiQ, badness, Socrates concludes (78d7): 8el @pa, g
g€olke, TOUT® TQ TOpw dikatoobvny N cwepoocvvny 1 O616TNTA
npooeival, f| GAA0 T1 poplov Gpetng el 8¢ pn, obk &otar Gpetn,
kainep Exmopilovoa ThyaOd. So it is necessary, as it seems, that to that
obtention, justice and moderation and piety be there in addition, or another part of
goodness: otherwise, it will not be goodness even if enabling to obtain the good things.
On the level of description of the world with language, Socrates asks Meno if he does
not want to add something to his thesis, his 0€61G, which amounts to saying that to be
able to obtain things of the sort specified as good things is goodness. He asks TOTEPOV
TPOCGTIOETG TOOT® TQO TOPW ... TO dkaimg Kai O6lwg. TPOsTiONUL, to
lay down or set up in addition demarcates Meno’s definition as his own product. He can
modify it by laying down something in addition to what he has laid down already.
Correspondingly, looking at the reality thus described, Socrates asks if when a man has
népog, the obtention of the good things he desires, that is sufficient, or if he must have
something else in addition. His question, 8¢l dpa .. TOUVT® 7T® 7OPW
dikatoobvnvy f| cwepochivny 17 OctdtnTa mpoosivar, 7| GAAO Ti
poéplov Gpethic, is parallel in terms of usage to the construction of Euripides
Phoenissae 528 discussed in Section I above. There, it was old age to which it was said
that other things were present in addition, when the situation was that of an woman’s

having old age and something else, experience, in addition. Here, it is TOPOG, obtention,
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to which it is said that there is something else in addition, when the situation is that of a
man having obtention of good things and needing something else in addition. As said
above, this part of the working or pragmatics of the language does not affect the range

of meaning or the semantics of the verb Tpoceivar.

Subsequent to Meno’s failure in that last attempt to answer Socrates’ question, and to
his professed confusion how anybody can at all find out anything he does not know,
Socrates tries to demonstrate the possibility of learning and discovery under guidance by
letting a slave of Meno’s find out the way of geometrically doubling a square. Having in
that way restored Meno to his spirits, Socrates wants to start afresh, but Meno
interposes and demands to go back to his original question if goodness is taught and
teachable or comes about by nature. Socrates, thus pressed, restates that of something of
which he does not know what it is, he cannot say if it is such or such; but if Meno
granted him an assumption about goodness, he would proceed to discuss if it is teachable
or if it is not on that assumption. They agree that if goodness is one of the things about
the soul which is like understanding, it is teachable and taught since what is teachable
and taught is understanding and what is understanding is teachable and taught. They also
agree that through goodness we are good, and that goodness is beneficial for us. If there
is anything which is good and beneficial besides understanding, goodness need not be
understanding. In an exclusive process, it is shown first of the good things previously so
called by Meno, namely health, beauty, and riches, that they are beneficial only if used
and employed correctly. Then Socrates turns to the things about the soul, namely
moderation, justice, courage, intelligence, memory, magnanimity, and all such things.
Socrates asks (88b1): okOTEL 81}, TOVT@WV @TTA GOl SOKET M1 EMIGTNUN
glvar aA) 'dAdo Emothiung, st obyl toté pév PAdntel, TOTE &8
meelel; olov avdpeia, €1 pun ot Epoévnolg N Gvdpeia &AL’ olov
BGppog T1- oby Otav pev dvev vov Bapply dvlpwmog, PrdamTETAL,
o0tav 0¢ ovv vQ, deeleltatl; Now consider, of those, those which do not seem to

you to be understanding but something other than understanding, if they do not
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sometimes harm, at other times benefit? As with courage, if it is not reason but like a
certain daring: is it not that whenever a man is daring without thought, he gets harmed,
but whenever with thought, he benefits?

On this occasion, Socrates separates courage, moderation and intelligence from reason
and understanding, as far as we can tell in accordance with common practice, and obtains
Meno’s consent that they can be exercised with or without thought. Any engagement of
the soul, if governed by reason, is beneficial. Socrates draws the conclusion (88c4): €1
dpa apetn T@OV Ev T} wuxl ti Eotiv kal dvaykaiov abt® oeeAip
elval, @povnoly abto el slvai, Emedfimep mdvra Td koTd TRV
vuxnv abta pev kad abtd olte weéAlpo ovte PraPepd Eotiv,
TPOCYEVOUEVNG OE o@povicewg T aopoovvng PhoPfepd 7te kot
oeéMpa yiyvetat. kato 81 ToLtov 1OV Adyov GQEMPOV ye oloav
v dpetiv epovnolv el TV’ glvat. So, if goodness is one of the things in the
soul, and if it is necessary that it is something beneficial, it is necessary that it is
reason, since all the things pertaining to the soul are for themselves neither beneficial
nor harmful, but if reason is added or unreasonableness, they become harmful or
beneficial. According to this argument, it is necessary that goodness as something
beneficial is reason of some sort. A man can have courage, moderation and intelligence.
He benefits from them only if he uses them with understanding and thought. He needs
reason in addition. If reason gets there in addition, exercising the other qualities will be

beneficial and he will be good.

II1.

What was postulated at the beginning of Section I above is borne out by the evidence,
npooetval and TPooyiyveohal do indeed always denote a ‘being besides’ or ‘being

in addition’. The uniformity in application noted with regard to pre-Platonic usage is also
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found with Plato’s employment of the two verbs TPOGETval and TPOGYiyvesBal in
the early dialogues. When something ‘is” or ‘comes to be’ in a certain area or sphere,
regardless of which compound of the simplicia elval and YiyveoOat applies, and
something else ‘is’ or ‘comes to be in addition’, that is expressed with Tpooglval and
npooyiyveohat.
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ENEINAI EITIINEZOAI

In the discussion between Socrates, Cebes, and Simmias at Phaedo 100b - 105e, it
looks as if a lot of Socrates’ final proof that the soul is immortal hinges on the fact that
certain things like the beautiful itself, the good itself, and the large itself are in us and the
other objects of this world, and determine what anything is, and what it is called, by
being in them. EVElval and EyyiyveoOal are terms used to denote that relation at

103b and 105b,c, but elvat &v is found much more frequently, with reference to the

same sort of relation.

That has led students of Plato - to use conventional terminology - to postulate that
‘forms are in particulars’, or, more precisely, when ‘forms’, or ‘ideas’ are mentioned, one
of the ways in which they are talked about suggests that they are in particulars. One
representative opinion on Phaedo 102d7 is that “Socrates proceeds to point out that not
only cannot an Idea itself be characterized by its opposite, but also the particularisation
of one Idea in a particular thing cannot be characterized by the opposite Idea”; he also
lists v, elvar &v, Evelvon, £yylyveoBat, keloBal v, as the first sub-group of
that “group of words implying or suggesting the immanence of the Forms”. It is clear
from the context that ‘immanence’ here is used as an ontological, not an epistemological

103
term.

183 W.D. Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas, Oxford 1951, pp. 30, 228. - Ross seems to me to be a good
guide to the communis opinio of his time, and for the points he discusses, communis opinio generally has
not changed over the past 45 years. Cf. e.g. ER. Dodds, Plato. Gorgias, Oxford 1959, p. 314; G.
Vlastos, An ambiguity in the Sophist, in: id., Platonic Studies, Princeton 1973, p. 298f.; T. Irwin, Plato.
Gorgias, Oxford 1979, p. 203.; cf. also G. Fine, On Ideas, Oxford 1993, pp. 50f., 52 with n. 33.
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IIL.

Before turning to Plato, I will look at the uses of the words &velvat, elval gv, and
gyylyveoOal in early Greek literature, to see what sorts of subject and object they
could connect, and what sort of relation the verbs were used to denote. Then I will
adduce instances of the verbs in early dialogues of Plato, and ask if there is anything in

their employment there suggestive of a semantic development.

First, the purely spatial usage of the words will very briefly be considered. Whether or
not we regard it as primary in origin, spatial usage is the example against which all other
usages seem metaphorical. An early instance of the verb £VETVOl - as opposed to glvat
EV - in that spatial application is Odyssey 10, 45. On their way home from the island of
Aeolus, Odysseus has fallen asleep. Since he had given strict orders not to touch the
wine-skin entrusted to him by their host, his comrades expect it to contain a wealthy gift,
and their leader addresses them: .. QAL dys OBacocov idopeda, O1TL TAS
gotly, | 06060¢ TG YPLOOS Te Kal APYLPOG AOKD EVEGTLV. Come, let us
see quickly, what that is, how much gold and silver there is in the wineskin.

Similarly, out of the eight occurrences of the word in Herodotus’ Histories, five denote
spatial ‘being in’. People, animals, treasures are in houses or ships, the ring of Polycrates
is in the belly of the fish. And Hecataeus, in many ways Herodotus’ predecessor, says in
a description of a foreign country (292 J.): Ev 10lolV 0Upeoct OEvOpea £vi
&Ypla, there are wild trees in those mountains.

There are trees in the mountains. Should one say that this spatial use of EVelval
already is metaphorical? - That is perhaps not appropriate. It is worth noting, though,
that there are two distinct concepts of ‘being in’. Two different sorts of situation can be
thought of and described in the same terms of ‘being in’; for those trees are certainly not
in the same way in the mountains as pieces of gold are in a wineskin, or a man in a house,

or a ring in the belly of a fish.
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Earlier than that, however, earlier even than the first attested usage of the verb
connecting two material things, is an instance of a different kind of extension. In Book
24 of the Iliad, Priam scolds the Trojans who have gathered in his palace and sends them
away with the words (XXIV 239): €ppete AoPntnpeg EAleyyéeg: ov vu Kai
butv | oikot &veott ybdog, OTL W MABete kNdNoOVTES; Go, worthless
cowards: Is not there now wailing in the house also for you, that you come distressing
me? There is wailing in the house. Of course, one could say one of two things; either:
what is meant is that there are people wailing in the house, and in that sense wailing is in
the house; or: '00¢ was a god or daimon, like 'A1309G at Odyssey XVII 347, or like
d6Boc, "Eptg, 'AAk1 and Tokn at lliad V 7391, or like Kpdtog and Bia in
Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound, and that therefore the example is just one of a person
being in a house. If the need of explication is felt at all, however, if the clause ‘there is
wailing in the house for you as well’ is felt to require interpretation, a different kind of
metonymy seems to be closer at hand: there is cause for wailing in your houses, too.'*
That would, if anything, be more abstract a notion. Quite apart from the interpretation of
what YOOG signifies in this particular case, though, introducing a noun of the class of
words which can denote states of the mind of individuals, expressions or personal

characteristics or qualities, opens up the possibility of using the same sort of thing as

subject of the verb in other situations.

While it cannot be ruled out altogether that YOOG with Homer is a daimon or spirit, the
same could not be said of the next example. Early in the sixth century BC, Solon wrote
in one of his elegies, in a tone of scornful exhortation, that men must not blame the gods
for grief they suffer by their own fault, in this case tyrannical government. ‘Each one of
you’, says Solon, ‘looks for his own individual advantage’ (11, 6): oﬁpnamv o i)p'fv
XAOVOG EVEGTL VOOG, in all of you together, however, there is a porous, empty

mind. Here mind, whatever else it may be, is neither a person nor a physical object, as

1% Note, however, Ze0¢ GAYE E3WKE in the next line; what is the ontological status of GAYEQ?
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OPNV, for example, could be said to be. And mind is said to be in a person or in a group

of people.

This usage - something like mind being in someone - is common with the tragedians of

105

the fifth century.” On one occasion, Aeschylus has material and non-material things as

subjects to EVETVL side by side (Sisyphus, frg. 229f.): Kol <yap> Bovoviov olv
obk &veoT’ 1kpdG, ool & obk €veott Kikug obd aipdpputol | AEPsG.
For in the sinews of the dead there is no moisture, and in you there is no vigour, nor

veins flowing with blood.

It is difficult to say if the range of subjects to EVETVOL was extended first to a person’s
qualities or characteristics, like KTKUQ, vigour, or to temporary states or actions of a
person, like YOOG, wailing. In some cases, it is hard to attribute that which is in someone
to one of these categories at all. When Orestes says (Electra 1244), Opa. ye pev o
K&v yovai&iv @g “ApNG | EVESTLV, I see that Ares is in women as well, what is
Ares? A general characteristic? A passing state? A set of thoughts or actions? Or, again,
a god? This last possibility must be taken seriously, though it would lead too far to
exploit it fully.

With Sophocles, at any rate, actions are prevailing as points of reference of the subjects
of Evelval. When Deianeira and her attendants hear of Heracles” imminent return at the
beginning of Sophocles’ Trachiniae, they rejoice. Deianeira, however, modifies
cautiously (296): 6pwg & €veoti Tololy €0 okomovpévolg | TapPelv 1OV
g TPAocovTa PN 6QAAf) TOTE. Yet there is ‘fearing’ in those who consider well
the one who does well: lest he fall one day; and she continues £poi ydap olktog
dewvog €1oéPn, oihai, for powerful pity comes upon me, friends, which seems to

imply that pity, having entered her, is now in her.

195 See, e.g., Sophocles, Electra 1328.
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But as we have seen with Solon’s VOfJg, it is not only emotions which are in men. So, a
few scenes later in the same play, Deianeira declares before carrying out her plan to win
back Heracles (591): oUtwg €xel Yy N mioTig, WG 10 pev dokelv | EveoTt,
neipg & ob TPOCWUIANGAE 7. Such is <my> trust <in what has been done>
that there is ‘believing’ in <me>, yet so far I have not engaged with experience.
Admittedly, it is conceivable that in this last case ‘believing’ is in the situation or the

circumstances; I think that less likely, though.

Use of £VEGTL in the sense of ‘it is possible’ will be passed over. There are cases
where it seems that like £6T1V, ££€071, and sometimes TAPECTL, EVEGTL could be
employed that way, but a case such as Antigone 213, vOu® 8¢ xpnobar mavrti
oy Y’ £veoti oot | kol TAOV Bavoviov xOnocol (duev TEPL, in you,
(Creon,) it is to use every law, both about the dead and about us who live, makes it
difficult to assert that the force of £v€GTi GOl is just to denote possibility, it is possible

for you to use every law. Alternatively one could render: ‘the using every law is in yow’
which would not be English but serves to bring out the parallel to the foregoing

examples. Then one could compare the grammatical subjects of £VEGTL and say that
while in the previous passage OOKELV as denoting an action can be seen as referring to a

mental state, something internal, the last example shows an extension of the potential

point of reference of the subject of EVETVAL to action of whatever sort. The using of the

law which is in Creon potentially refers to an externally manifested action.

A characteristic whose effects are external is found side by side with one whose effects
are internal in Sophocles’ late play Electra, a play also otherwise rich in constructions
with both Evelval and mapetval. When Electra understands her sister to refuse help,
she reproaches her (1032): GreAfe- 6ol yYap GOEEANGCLC oK EVL. Away, for in
you there is no aiding. To which Chrysothemis replies: EveoTlV: @AAG GOl

nadno1g ob mapa. There is in <me>. But with you there is no learning. It should be
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noted that in this particular context, in the realm of personal qualities, EVEGTLV and

TAPECTLY seem to be interchangeable.

Before I leave Sophocles, let me mention one further case which may become important
in a later context. With it, we leave the sphere of human beings as things in which
something else is. The sort of characteristics we found as being in men can also be said
to be in AOYO1, words, or sentences, or speeches, or perhaps thoughts. Again it is the
late play Electra from which the first example is drawn. After a heated exchange between
the two sisters, the chorus of attendants admonishes them to refrain from anger (369):
®¢ tolg AOYOlg | EvesTiv Guoolv KEPSOGC, ... . As in your thoughts there is
profit for both of <you>, ... .

Likewise, we read in a fragment the general advice (frg. 259.1 Radt): £veoTi Yap
T1¢ Kol Adyowoiv fidovry, | ANV 6tav moldol TV VIOV KAKDV ... .
For there is pleasure even in words, when they make you forget what is bad ... .
KEPDOOG, profit, and NOOVY|, pleasure, are said to be in the words. In both cases, it is
not a consideration of or thought about ‘profit’ or ‘pleasure’ mentioned in the speeches,
but the words ‘have it in them’ to be profitable or pleasurable.

To say that profit or pleasure are in the words, of course, may just be a manner of
speaking, just as the AOYOL in the fragment are said to make or produce something,
namely forgetfulness - grammarians could say the AOYO1 are personified - and just as in
the Euthydemus Socrates is told off for saying that ‘a sentence wants to say something’,
where Dionysodorus exploits a colloquial expression by pretending that language is a
logical construct (287c - e).

So long, however, as no other way of expressing a thought like ‘words can afford
consolation’ is in use at all, one has to reckon with the possibility that in saying ‘pleasure

is in the words’ the speaker thinks of ‘pleasure in the words’, literally, and not of ‘words
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referring to’ or ‘reflecting’ or ‘causing pleasure’, just as one must not exclude the

possibility of Orestes’ referring to a god when he says that ‘Ares is in women, too’.'%

III.

Two more distinct applications of EVETVa1 have to be mentioned before we can turn to
Plato: certain Presocratics, notably Anaxagoras, say that the elements they posit are in
something, or something is in the elements. Simplicius reports (Physica 155, 23; DK
59B1): 0t1 6¢ "Avafoayopog £ &vog piypotog amelpa T@® TANOEL
Opotouept) amokpivesOai onolv maviov peév Ev mavii Evoviov,
EKAOTOL 8¢ KATO TO EMIKPOTOLV YapoKTnpliopévov, dniol dtd TOL
TPAOTOL TAOV QUOIKAOV Afywv &r’ apyfg “Opod mdva ypruate #yv,
drepa kai wANPo¢ kai opikpdINnTa: Kol yodp TO GUIKPOV ATELPOV
fiv. kol mavtov Opod E6vimv obdev Evéniov fiv LO SUIKPOTNTOG:
navia yap anip te kai aifip kateiyxev, Gpedtepa dneipa Edvra-
TaUTe Yap MEYIOTA EVvesTLY &v Tolg obumact kai 7wANler koi
HeYEDEL”, that Anaxagoras says that ‘homoiomera’, indefinite in amount, separate
themselves out of one mixture, while all things are in everything, that each one of them
is characterized by what is prevailing <in it>, may become clear from what he says at
the beginning of his first book of Physics where he says: “Together were all things,
indefinite both as to their amount and their smallness: for also the small was indefinite.
And while all things were together, nothing was clear<ly discernible> through their
smallness: for mist and aether held everything down, both of them being indefinite: for
those are the biggest and most in all the things together, both as to their amount and as

to their largeness.”

1% For H30VH as a goddess, cf. Crates 8, 9 Bergck.
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If the identification of the last lines as genuine words of Anaxagoras is correct, he
himself used the word EVEGTLV to describe the relation he supposed to hold between
individual elements and the whole of his KOGHOG. Considering what else is reported of
him, this seems to be altogether likely. EVETVOL also occurs in two other passages in
Simplicius commonly recognized as a genuine Anaxagorean fragments, Physica 34, 28;
DK 59B4: To0T@V 8¢ olLtwg £xdviov ypn dokelv Evelvar moAAd te
Kol maviolo &v TAcl TOTG GLYKPLVOUEVOLS Kai GTEPUOTO TAVTI®OV
pPNrdTov kal 1déag mavroiag €xovia kai yxpotdg kai fHdovdgs. ..
nplv 8¢ Gmokpidfjval TavTo TAVIOV OpoL E0vIeV obLdE ypou
gvéniog fiv obdepio- amekdive yap f| oOupiélc maviov ypnudTov,
0L T d1epol kai ToL EMpov kai ToL Beppov kai ToL yuypoL Kai
T0L0 AQUTPOL Kai ToL ({opepol, kol YNNG TOAANG Eveovong kKai
onepudtov aneipov mARBog obdEv Eolkdtwv @AANAOLG. 0oLOE Yap
TOV GAAV oDOEV €olke TO £Tepov TR ETEPW. TOLTOV 8¢ OLTWG
gYOvImv Ev Tl ovpmavtt xpn dokelv evelvar mavta yprpoto. If that
be so, it is necessary to believe that in everything combined there are many and varied
<things>, namely seeds of all objects, having varied guises and colours and tastes, ...
But before those were separated off, while everything was together, not a single colour
was apparent: for the mixture of all things forbade that, of the moist and the dry, the
warm and the cold, the bright and the sombre; and much earth was therein, and seeds
unlimited in number, alike in nothing. For neither was any of the other things in
anything like one another. If that be so, it is necessary to believe that in the all, all

objects are in.

With that, one can compare Simplicius Physica 164, 25 (DK 59B6): kal Ote 6¢
icalr poipal €61 TOL 1€ peydAiov kol TOL ouikpov mAf0og, Kai
obtwg v €in &v movil mavia- obde ywpic Eotiv elvar, dAld mdvia

Tavtog polpav petéxel. 0te tobAdyiotov pun &otiv eivar, obk av
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dbvarto ywplodfjvar, obd av £Q &avtov yevécsHar, GAA Omwornep
apynv elvar kai vov mdvta Opov. Ev nact 8¢ moAAd £VESTL Kai TAOV
anokpivopévov oo mAfifog Ev 10lg peiCooi te xai EAAOCOGL. And
when there are equal parts of the big and the small, as to their amount, also in that way
everything would be in everything: nor is there being apart, but everything has a part of
everything <together with everything else>. When there is nothing which is the smallest,
no ‘being parted’ is possible, nor coming to be by itself, but as it was in the beginning,
so now everything is together. And in everything there are many things of those

separated off, equal in amount in the bigger and the smaller <things>.

The same use of EVETval in the context of physics is found with Diogenes of

Apollonia, as with Anaxagoras both in the doxography and in what is recognized as his
genuine words. (Aristotle, de respiratione, 2. 471a 3: Aloyévng & Otav Ge®do1
[ol lixﬁi)sg] 70 Vdwp Od 1OV Ppayyiov &k 100 mepl 10 oTOMQ
TEPLEGTAOTOG VOATOG EAKELV TA KEVO TO EV T® oTOpATL TOV Gépa
®¢g EvOvtog Ev TAL VOATL GEPOG ... .) Again, it is Simplicius who preserves
extensive extracts, among which we find the following (Physica 151): Kol pot dokel
0 TV vonoiv &xov glvar 6 anp kaioduevog LIO TAOV AvipdTOV,
kal bo TovToL MAvTag koi kuBepvacHal kai maviov kpoatelv: abto
Y4p pot tovto 0edg dokel elvar kai Emi mav Gelybar kai mavia
dtatibévarl kol Ev mavti Evelvatl. kai €otiv obde Ev O TU pny petéyel
To0TOL: peTéXel &€ obLdE &v Opoilwg 10 £tepov 1M ETEPW, GAAA
noAiol tpomor kai abtov 1oL @épog kai THg vonoldg €iolv. 0Tt
yap moAvtpomog, kol Oepudtepog xkai wuypotepog kal ENpotepog
Kkal bypdtepog kal otacipwtepog kal dEutépnyv kivnoiwv &€xov, kail
allar moAdral ETepoloieg €velst kal Ndovig kol ypoifig dmeipot.
And to me it seems that that which has understanding is what is called air by men, and

that by it everything is governed, and that it has power over everything: and even that
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seems to me to be god who has got to everything, who orders all things, and who is in
everything; and there is not one thing that does not ‘have of’ it: but not one thing has
<of it> in like wise with a single other one, but there are many ways both of air and of
understanding. For it is manifold: warmer and colder, drier and moister, stiller and
having quicker motion, and there are many alterations of taste and colour in it,

unlimited.

We see that as Anaxagoras had his many elements in everything, and VOUG in some, so
Diogenes has his one O1p in everything. Diogenes here seems to be dependent on
Anaxagoras. If there are many things it makes more sense to say that everything is in
everything, since while it is not nonsensical to say that the one thing which in its
undifferentiated form underlies everything is in all the differentiated things, this manner
of speaking is more easily understood as transferred from a model of explanation of the
world where there are many different things which can be said to be in the various things

there are.

IV.

The other area abundant in £velval, and moreover £YYilyveoOat, is medicine. A

brief glance at the entries of the two verbs in the new Index Hippocraticus'” will suffice.
About the general usage the editors comment: “saepe de signis, velut O30VT, dlya,
ayoyin, g, Vvog, KabUQa”, pain, thirst, fainting, cough, sleep, fever.

In Airs, Waters and Places, for example, the author declares about cities exposed to
cold winds (4, 33): Tolol O0¢ maidiololvy Ldpwmeg Eyylyvoviar Ev toilolv

Opxeotv, £€wg opkpd 1+ Emeito, mpoiovong Thg  AAking,

197 3 H. Kiihn, U. Fleischer (eds.), Index Hippocraticus, Géttingen 1986/89.
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doavifovtal. ‘Children suffer from dropsies in the testicles while they are little,
which disappear as they grow older.”'®

But since the various authors of the treatises were physicists as well as physicians, we
also find physical elements being in the body as in e.g. the Nature of Man (1,5): 0UTE
yap 10 maumav hépa Aéyw TOV dvOpmmov elvai, ovte 7TLp, ovTe
UOwp, ovTE YNy, oOT GAAO obLBEV, O TL Un Qavepodv EGTLV EVEOV EV
‘Cé:) (')Lvep(bnq). For I do not say that man is wholly air, nor fire, nor water, nor earth,
nor anything else which is not apparent as being in man. And the author continues a

little later (2, 13): TOAAG Ydp EOTLV EV T® COUATL EVEOVTQ, for many things

are in the body.

Countless examples could be added for all those uses, but instead of pursuing further
differentiations in application I will now turn to Plato. In the various early dialogues,
£yYlyveoOal and EveTvol occur in connection with subjects and objects taken from
all the different groups of words mentioned. As would be expected, the two words are
not all too common (42 instances in the early dialogues up to and including the
Symposium). I will leave aside - as not relevant at present - first, occasional purely spatial
use without consequences of any sort to the argument; secondly, occurrences in
quotations from poetry if the clause containing the words is not subsequently discussed;
thirdly, though slightly reluctantly, casual occurrences of common expressions like VOUG
EVEOTLV.

Even common expressions like that are regularly analysed and on that basis
reinterpreted by Plato. Jon 534b is a case in point. Socrates declares at 533d that, in
explaining Homer, people like Ion do not exercise a skill, but that a godly, divine power
moves them, or that a power, SOVQULG, is put into them (EvVTIiONGL, 533d). In 534a,
the state of being s’-:veeog, enthused, is contrasted with the normal one of being

EUOPWV, mindful, or in one’s right mind. In that latter state a poet is unable to make

1% Text and translation from W.H.S. Jones, Hippocrates 1, Cambridge, Mass. 1923.
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poetry; and Socrates continues (534b): Kai ob mpdtepov oldg 1 moielv mpiv
av £vbedg te yévntonl kol EkEpwv kai O voUg pUNkETL &V abTd &V
Emg & @v Touti &N 10 KThpa, adbvatog nag molelv AvOpwndg EoTLv
Kol YPNOUWOSELV. And he will not be able to compose until he becomes enthused and
‘out of his mind’ and until the mind is no longer in him: but so long as he has this
possession, a man is incapable of composing or foretelling. This, of course, is an
interpretation of the words £vO€0G, EKQPW®V, mindless, or out of one’s mind, and
voﬁg EVECTLV EV TIVA, mind is in someone, someone is mindful or in his right mind.
The phrases are taken literally and reinterpreted. Mind becomes something in itself. As
governing one’s thoughts it is here in opposition to the god. Both mind and god seem to
be something separate in principle, something other than the person they relate to at any
given moment. This is apparent a short while later in the text (534c,d) when Socrates
declares O 0£0¢ EEQIPOVUEVOG TOVTWV TOV VOULV, that the god takes the mind
out of the poets, and that it is not the poets who speak, Ofg VOUG un TMAPECTLY,
GAL’ O Be0g abTOG E0TLV O AEYWV, to whom there is no mind, but that it is the
god himself who speaks. VOUG TAPECTLY, rather than EVEGTLV, is the marginally
commoner phrase, employed here after the pun on the alternative expression.

To be sure, Plato does not make anything of that in the Jon in terms of a theory of
mind. The example goes to show, however, that Plato wilfully plays with the language
when it is to his advantage. It is this sort of serious pun which often makes it difficult to
assess the full implications of certain phrases or colloquial expressions, or again of
analogies adduced from other spheres of life, as for example the sciences. It also makes it
difficult to judge whether any given term is part of an in any way fixed terminology of

Plato’s, or used on the spur of the moment to illustrate a particular point.
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In the light of that, I will now comment on a few passages in a number of dialogues also
otherwise of particular importance to anyone interested in Plato’s ontology, namely the
Gorgias and Charmides. Protagoras, Meno, and Euthyphro all contain either Evetlvat,
or £yyiveoBai, or at least elvatl Ev, in contexts which by some are considered
relevant to the ‘theory of forms’, but at close examination all these occurrences turn out
to be of a common nature; they can either be explained on the lines drawn out above, or

they are similar to those instances at which I will now look in detail.

For readers of Plato familiar with the Phaedo, Plato’s usage at Gorgias 497ff. is
reminiscent of the ‘Theory of Forms or Ideas’, and scholarly opinion is divided as to the
significance of that phenomenon. It is notably the use of TapPOLGia and mapeival
there that gives rise to differing interpretations.'” In this environment towards the end of
the dialogue Gorgias, we find four occurrences of £Yy1yvecs0al in close proximity. Is
their occurrence there connected with that of the other words suggestive of Plato’s later
ontological statements? - Socrates and Callicles have just returned to the original
question of what rhetoric is, and then if it aims at the good or at the pleasant; and
Socrates had tried to persuade Callicles that the two are distinct. Callicles holds that

there were rhetors in the past in possession of what Socrates requires: their aim was ‘that

1 For a detailed discussion of the passage, see Section IV to VI of the chapter on mapovoia,
napeivat, and Tapayiyveodal above. Cf. E.R. Dodds, Plato. Gorgias, Oxford 1959, commentary on
497e, TOVg @yabovg obyl Gyaddv mapovoiq &yabodc Kalelg, AOGmEP TOVE KAAOLC
olg v KAAAOG mapf); Don’t you call the good men good: “ “owing to the presence in them of good
things”. In Callicles’ view these “good things” are pleasures (498d3). In later dialogues Plato used
ToPOVGia in a half-technical sense to describe the “presence” of a Form in a particular; but the use of
the plural &yaO®v, here and at 498d2, is sufficient to show that the Theory of Forms is not
presupposed. We find a similar use of mapelval at Charmides 158¢7, €1 GOl TAPECTLV
coOEPocHvN, sxmg i nepl abthig do&dLely, and elsewhere.” Likewise at Gorgias 506d1, Nov
8¢ gotv tOLTO 0D mupayevopévov Hd0ueda, yabov 8¢ od mapdvrog dyaboi
EOMEV; Is not pleasant that: when it is there, we are pleased; but good that: when it is there, we are
good? Dodds comments: “This sounds like the language of the theory of Forms. But see above on 497el
and 503el. ... .” At 503el the expression AWOPLET®YV TPOC T, looking at something, receives
Dodds’ attention.
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the souls of the audience be as good as possible.” Socrates remains sceptical. Then, at
503e, he makes some remarks as to the method of finding out if one of those named
really had the soul of his audience in mind. He maintains that a good man, one who says
what is best, does not speak at random, &AL’ AMOPAENWV TPOC T, but looking at
something, just as all the other craftsmen look each at his own work or task, not
randomly, but so that what they produce have a certain form.

In his usual fashion, Socrates then lists a number of other professions: the painters, the
builders, the shipwrights, whomsoever you like, and he continues that one can see that
each of them €1g Ta&lv Tiva ... TiONOLVY O GV TN, sets what he sets in a

MlEwg av 10 Gmav

certain arrangement, and fits one thing together with the other,
cvoTHONTOL TETAYUEVOV TE KOl KEKOOUEVOV TPAYUQ, until each one thing

stays together as one well-arranged and ordered object. Likewise, the craftsmen
concerned with the body, sports coaches and physicians, KOGpOfJGl 70 Gc'f)ua LA
OLVTATTOVOLYV, order and arrange the body. TA51G and KOGUOG, declares Socrates,

is their aim. He obtains Callicles’ consent that that is true for the soul as well as the body.

Then he asks for the name of that order and good arrangement in the body (504b7): Ti
obv Svopd EOTIV EV 1@ odpatt t® £k thg TdEedc T Kol TOD
KOGUOVL Y1YVOUEV®; What, then, is the name in the case of the body for that which
results from the arrangement and order? - 1 would, by the way, emend the text here to
i obv Ovopd EOTIV T® &V T odpatt £k The Tdéedc 1 kai TOL
KOGHOVL YUYVOUEV®W; What, then, is the name for that which results from the
arrangement and order in the body? Fortunately, the difference of whether Yiyvopat
EV TV1 occurs here already, or only in Socrates’ next sentence as k’YYi’YVOp&I, does
not matter greatly. - Callicles replies (504b9): Lyielav kai ioyvv lowg Aéyelg,
perhaps you mean health and strength. Socrates: Eywye. ti 8¢ ad 1@ kv 710
Yoy Eyyryvopéve ek 1hg taéewg kol ToL KOGHOV; Yes. And what <is
the name> for that which comes into (or comes into being in) the soul from

arrangement and order? Callicles does not answer, and Socrates has to explain (504¢7):
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gpol yop OSokel talg pév tob odpatoc tdésotv Ovopa slvat
Uytewvoy, €€ ob kv abt® f| Lylewo ylyveror kol f| dAAN apetr) ToL
odNaATOC. ... . ‘Talg 8¢ ye Thg wuyhg Tdéeot kal KOGUNOESLY VOULUOV
e kol vopog, 00ev kal vouwpotr yiyvoviar kai koOcpior- tavte &
goTlv dlkatoovvn Te Kol ocwepocvvi. .. . ¥ obkobv 7mpdg TavTa
BrEmwV O pritop Exelvog, O Texvikdg te Kol &yadog, ... <gpel> ... , ¥
mPOg TOLTO Gel TOV vovv Exmv, 6nwg dv abt® Toilg moiitalg

dikatoovvn pev ev talg yuyals yiyvnrot,

adikio 8¢ amairdTTnrat,
Kai cwEPooLVN MEV EYYiyvnTat,

dxolacia d¢ GmoaArdTTnTaL,
Kol N GAAN apeth Eyylyvnra,

kakia 8¢ amin.

It is impossible not to perceive the Gorgianic antithetical couples at the end of
Socrates’ exposition.''” But not only the last paragraph of that section is imitation of
Gorgias; and it is not only the style that is Gorgianic. For, while it is correct to state that
Plato has Socrates also elsewhere draw parallels between the health of the body and the
health of the soul, and while one is justified in pointing to Gorgias 447¢ - 449¢ where
Socrates already spoke of medicine and justice, and of bad states of body and soul, side
by side, there are elements in the discussion of Gorgias 503e - 507c which cannot be

1

explained in so general a way.''' 504ff. in particular has seemed so striking to

"% The sole function of the layout is to emphasize that structure.

""" On 504d in particular, cf. W.H. Thompson, The Gorgias of Plato, London 1905, p. XXf.: “ This
description, if we compare it with those given in the purely Socratic dialogues, the Laches, for instance,
the Charmides, or the Protagoras, will be seen to mark an epoch in Plato’s mental growth, or, what is
the same thing, in the History of Moral Science. Order or Harmony is the germinal idea of the Republic,
as it gives unity and coherence to the parts, otherwise ill-connected, of the present dialogue.” Dodds as
well has the Gorgias late in Group I of Plato’s dialogues, close in doctrine to the Meno and the Phaedo.
A judgement on those lines seems to underlie interpretation and subsequent relative dating of the
dialogues to the present day.
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commentators that is has been marked as a watershed in Plato’s development. But while
it may be true that Socrates argues un-Socratically here, what is perceived as un-Socratic

is mostly not advanced Platonic thought but conscious discussion of Gorgianic tenets.

When does Plato adduce the painter as primary example of a craftsmen who looks, not
at the physical objects surrounding him, but at a certain order so that his work have a
certain form? Compare, for example, the passage about the painter in Republic 10,
starting at 596a, and culminating at 598a in Socrates’ question (597e10): €1m€ € pot
nepl 00 (wypdeov 168 métepa Exelvo abtd 10 Ev T @lost
¢kaoTov dokel ool Emiyelpelv pipeiohal 1 10 TOV dNUovPYDV Epya;
Tell me about the painter the following: if he seems to you to try to represent that itself
<which we have mentioned>, that in nature, or those works of ?he craftsmen? And a
little later, 598b, Socrates asks if the painter represents what is or what seems to be; the

answer is obvious.''?

Starting a list of dNLLOVPYOL with painters, however, makes good sense as a reaction
against Gorgias’ own picture of the methods of YPOQETC, painters, in his Encomium on
Helen, where painters are characterized thus (18): GAAG pfv Ol ypaeelc Otav
EK TOAADV YXPpOUATOV Kol COUHATOV &V odpo kKol oyfpa teleiomg
anepydomvial TEPmMOLGL TNV OWLV. But painters please the eye when in a

Jfinished manner they construct, from many colours and bodies, one body and shape.

"2 Cf. M. Kardaun, Der Mimesisbegriff in der griechischen Antike, Verhandelingen der Koninklijke
Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afd. Letterkunde, Nieuwe Reeks, deel 153, Amsterdam/
New York/Oxford/Tokyo 1993, pp. 63ff.

It would be wrong to adduce “Republic 400d - 401a where 1| YPUQIKT TEXVN is listed as a
dnunyopia”, or “for painting as a TEYVN ... lon 532e - 533a” in order to prove that Plato thought
otherwise elsewhere, since at the former place Socrates says how things should be but are not, and at the
latter he draws a parallel between the visual arts and poetry only to establish a point against Ion. Pace P.
Murray, Plato on Poetry, Cambridge 1996. At Phaedrus 248d, where dNULODPYOL are classed below
MO T, a possible explanation of the different order is that Socrates refers to those who are commonly
called craftsmen, those who just go through a set of motions and rules they have copied from their
elders.
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This is in a speech which commences with the words (1): KOGHOG TOAEL HEV
ebavdpia, oodpatt 8¢ kdArog, yuyxll 8¢ cooela, mpdypott &8¢ apet,
Moyw 6¢ ainfela- ta 6 Evaviia TOVTWV GKOGWLQ. Order for a city is
being well-bemanned, for a body it is beauty, for a soul wisdom, for an object goodness,
for a speech truth: but the opposites of these are disorder.

Here, KOGUOG is what makes something, anything, good and praiseworthy.'"> The
order of the body is found side by side with the order of the soul. And later on in the
same speech, Gorgias declares (14): TOV abTtov 8¢ Adyov £xet f| ToL Adyov
dOvVapulg mpog TNV ThHg wuxng Ty | 1€ TOV eapudkmv TG TPog
TV TOV COUAT®V QUGLV. The power of a speech has the same ratio to the
arrangement, TAEG, of the soul as prescription, TAELG, of medicine has to the nature
of the body.

Here, we see that Gorgias not only drew a parallel between the order of the body and
the order of the soul, he also compared the influence of speech on soul with the influence
of medicine on body. Seen under that perspective, it appears natural for Plato - in a
passage in which Socrates implicitly criticizes and attacks Gorgias in general and in
matters of detail, using the very examples Gorgias had advanced - to elaborate on those
examples, to take over the language of Gorgias, and to take Gorgias’ comparisons
further. Having adopted the Gorgianic - though not necessarily exclusively Gorgianic -
notion of the KOGPOG and TAELS of body and soul, Socrates proceeds to talk of health
coming to be in a body, and subsequently moderation and justice coming to be in a soul,
using the medical terminology of £EYYlyvopol. AmoAAGTTONAL as well is regularly
used of the disappearing of diseases or symptoms in the Hippocratic Corpus.''* - The

same language is used in the summary of the present passage at 506dS - e4.

'3 M.C. Stokes suggested in reading this passage that, in Gorgias’ Helen, KOGLOG means ‘adornment’
rather than ‘order’, and, accordingly, @kOouia ‘lack of adornment’; however this matter is decided, it
does, to my mind, not affect the subsequent argument.

14 J.H. Kiihn, U. Fleischer (eds.), Index Hippocraticus, Gottingen 1986/89, s.v. ATaALGCC®.
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Consequently, what can be observed is that the medical usage of £YY1yveoBal with
health and diseases as order and disorder coming to be in the body gave rise to the use of
the word with moderation and justice and their opposites as order or disorder coming to
be in the soul. Plato is in that way developing imagery and patterns of comparison used
previously by Gorgias whose views he attempts to disprove, using the opponent’s own
language and methods. The language of medicine, by the way, is also the explanation of
the repeated occurrence of ‘something’s’ being in something else, e.g. health and
strength being in man and women,’ at the beginning of the Meno (72f.); Meno, we recall,

is presented as a pupil of Gorgias.

VL

In the Charmides, the situation is not altogether dissimilar from that in the Gorgias.
Again it is a context of approximately three pages, this time near the beginning of the
dialogue, where £yY1yveotat, and subsequently Evelvat, are employed repeatedly.

Socrates, returning from a military campaign, is eager to get to know young men of
philosophical disposition, and he asks his friends if there are any. In an attempt to enter
unobtrusively into a conversation with the youth Charmides, he uses his uncle Critias’
advice to pretend to be a medical man in possession of a cure for Charmides’ headache.
For a moment it looks as if Socrates would not get far at all with his plan, since
Charmides knows who Socrates is. But Socrates can proceed despite that. He knows a
magic spell, he says, but just as - as the doctors rightly say - one cannot cure a part of the
body, for example the head, by itself, so one cannot cure the body without the soul. At
156¢c, the phrase used of ‘the head by itself’, abTiiv £¢ ’EavTNG, is used by
Anaxagoras and can thus be associated with scientific terminology. After it has been
stated that it would be wrong to treat the head abTiv &0’ EQLTTNG, Socrates repeats
that his teacher Zalmoxis emphasizes that it would be wrong to try and treat the body
alone (157a): Oepameecbar & v wuxnv £omn, & pakdpie, Enmdoic
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TIo1Y, T4G & Emwddg tavtag Tovg Adyoug elvat Tovg karoig £k 8
TAV To10VTOV AOY®wV Ev toic wuyals cwepocdvny Eyyiyveobai, fg
gyyevopévng kol mapovong p¢drov 1dn elvar tiv byiewav kai th
KeQoAf) kol 1@ GAA® ocdpatt mopilelv. He said that <it is necessary> to
treat the soul with spells, but that those spells are the speeches, namely the beautiful
ones: from speeches of that sort, moderation would come into being in the soul: when it
has got there and is close by, it is easier already to procure health both for the head
and for the rest of the body.

Up to that point, there is nothing unusual with Plato’s usage. Following the same
pattern as in the Gorgias, Plato has Socrates use £Y7Y1yveo0at, the common word for
diseases’ being in the body, for GEPOGVVN being in the soul. It is only two pages
later, when the matter is taken up again, that we can see Plato making a slightly distinct
point while apparently simply repeating what he has stated already. At first, Socrates
simply restates at 158b5: €1 pév oot NdN mapeotiy, g Afyel Kpitiag Ode,
ocwepooHvn kol €l coppov ikavdg, obdév £tt oot £del ovte TAV
Zalpd&rdog ovte TV’ ABapidog tob  Ymeppopéov EM@ODV, ... . If it is
already with you, as Critias here says, moderation, and if you are moderate, you are no
longer in need of spells, be it of Zalmoxis or of Abaridos the Hyperborean,

This is again ordinary Greek usage. SC®O@POCUVT TAPecTi 6ot and €l COEPOV
can be two different ways of saying the same thing.'"> The picture changes slightly a few
lines later. Charmides is hesitant about praising himself, and Socrates proposes to
conduct an investigation. He says at 158e: T1)0€ TOivvv, €PNV Eyo®, dokel pot
Bertiotn elval 1| oxéyig mepi abtod. Sfjhov yap 611 €l ool mapeotiv
cwepoohvn, &xelg Tt mepl abtiig do&dieiv. ° avdykn ydp mov
gvovoav abtnv, inep £veotiv, aicnoiv tiva moapéxestv, EE fig d0&a

av tig oot mepi abtig €in 61t EoTiv Kol O6mOTOV T1 1) cWEPOSHVN: §

15 See Section I of the chapter on Tapovoiw, ... above; cf. J. Lyons, Structural Semantics, Oxford
1969, passim, esp. Chapter VII, p139f.
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obk oiey; ... ¥ {va tolvuv tondowpev eite cot Eveotiv gite pun, siné,
fiv & £yd, i 01)g elval cwepochviy katd v onv d0Eav. In this way,
I said, an investigation into that seems to me to be best. For it is clear that if
moderation is with you, you can give an opinion about it. For it is necessary that being
in, if it is in, it affords some perception, from which there would be an opinion at your
disposal, what and how (= of what sort) moderation is. ... Therefore, so that we may
guess now if it is in you or not, tell me, I said, what you say moderation is according to

e 1
your own opmzon.l "

In the same way as in the passage from the Jon quoted above, Socrates moves from a
natural expression to an unwarranted conclusion, this time mediated by an additional
step. Between ‘moderation is with youw’ and ‘therefore you must know what it is’,
Socrates inserts: ‘so it must yield some perception’. Perception, it may be noted, leads to
opinion, here already, not to knowledge. (That distinction, again, goes back at least to
Gorgias, this time his Palamedes.) In each case, one could say, a compound verb-phrase
representing a monadic, one-place or monovalent predicate is interpreted as a dyadic,
two-place, or bivalent predicate, stating a relation between two relata. The soul, or the
particular human being on the one hand, and moderation on the other. The significance

this has for subsequent discussion in the Charmides need not be considered here.

Finally, whereas the being in someone of H1K01OGUVN and 6OQPOGVVY in Gorgias
and Charmides are introduced by way of medical examples, and whereas in both cases

initially the process of reaching a state is described with £yy1yveo0at, there are places
in both the Protagoras (352b) and the Meno (85c; 86a) where ETIGTIUT or AANOETG
d0&an are said to be in people, without further ado. It is just conceivable that those
expressions were close enough in content to VOUG or @POVELV EVEGTLV to pass

unheeded, whereas few people besides Socrates would accept a construction with one of

116 Cf. discussion of Charmides 157f. in Section V of the chapter on TapoOVGiQ, etc., above.
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the traditional virtues in place of some sort of knowledge, and that therefore an
introduction is needed in those cases. More importantly, we have seen that, in the
Charmides and more pointedly in the Gorgias, Plato uses the language of those whose
views he discusses or attacks; but that is not to say that he makes that language part of
his own terminology henceforth; not even that he is committed to it at the time he

employs it.

VIL

Of all the composite verbs derived from €lvat and yiyveoOai, Evelval and
gyylyveoBon are the widest and most general in their application, due to the nature of
the semantic vagueness of £V-, in. They can connect things in a purely physical, spatial
way, but can also refer to the mind’s or thoughts’ being in a person, or to certain
qualities’ being in words; because the relation expressed by the two verbs lacks
specificity, they were found suitable in particular in physical theory and speculation as
that of Anaxagoras, just as much as in medicine, where £yyiyveofatl and Evelval
(with the dative of the person affected) became the standard terms for ‘contracting’ and
‘having’ a disease respectively. In this latter context, the verbs are encountered on more

than one occasion in early Platonic usage.
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PART II

EIAOZ

The earliest occurrence of the noun STSOQ in extant Greek literature is at Iliad 11, 58.
Zeus has sent a pernicious dream to Agamemnon. About the dream it is said (20): 6T
8 ap’ bmep kepaific Nninie vit kowkdg, | Néotopt, 10V pa pdiicta

[all *

yepoviov T "Ayapépvove | T® MV EE0GUEVOS Tpooepadves Belog
"Ovelpog: | ... . He stood above <Agamemnon’s> head, being like the son of Neleus,

Nestor, whom Agamemnon esteemed most highly of all elder men, looking like him, the
godly dream addressed him: ... . The dream’s speech follows. This is reported to the
council of kings by Agamemnon the following morning (56): KAUTE, @iAol 0e16G
pot gvomviov MfABev "Oveilpog | auPpocinv dd vikta: pdiiote ¢
Néotopt diw | €186¢ 1€ péysbdg te Quiv 1’ dyxlota EQker | .. .
Listen, friends: a godly dream came to me during the ambrosian night: being most like
Nestor in guise and size and growth. And Agamemnon reports what the dream, standing
by his head, has told him.

The dream was like Nestor in £160¢, pLEye00¢, @UT|. The verbs used to express this

likeness are £01K @ and aiﬁopal, to be like. Both verbs have strong visual connotations.
£01K0 seems to be a more general word for ‘being like’; but ‘that which is like’, the
E1KMV, is in the first place something visual, a picture. And though €1d0pOl T1VL, in
particular its participle ELGQAUEVOG, could be ‘being like’, or rather ‘appearing like’ in
other respects as well - e.g. @00y at Iliad 11, 791 and XIII, 216, @®VY] at XX, 81- it
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is originally the visual aspect which is the point of comparison, as at Odyssey 1, 105 after
the description of the visible attributes of Athena’s disguise, or at Odyssey II, 267f., ...
oyedobev 8¢ ot NABev 'ABMvn, | Mévtopt €idopévn Huev dépag Mo
Kol abdNV, to him came Athena, appearing like Mentor in build and also in voice.
Here, as at XIII, 45 where it is said of Poseidon: €l0dpevog Kdiyxoavtt dEpag
Kol QTeEpEa QWVNV, appearing like Calchas in build and unwearied voice, QWVN
is added because in each case the god is to say something presently; even where that is
the case, however, EIGANEVOG suggests the likeness in appearance, in guise, in ‘looks’,

in the first place.

STSOQ is derived from the same root *ueid-, ‘see’, as 8’1'50}1(11, ‘appear, seem, give
oneself the appearance, appear like’, and as 18€1v, €180V, ‘see’, used in suppletion as
aorist to OPAW, ‘see’. 180G is ‘that which looks at' and ‘that which is seen’. With
Homer, however, it is always the £180¢ of someone ‘which looks at’ or ‘which is seen’

by someone else; ‘that which looks at’ in the sense of ‘that which is facing’ the spectator.
At Iliad 11, 58 quoted above, the STBOQ of Nestor is set side by side with, and thereby
distinguished from, his p€y€00G and his QUN. Those two aspects of Nestor’s were, of
course, visible and seen as well. 160¢ must therefore be more specific than just ‘that
which is seen by someone else’. LEYEDOG is ‘size’ straightforwardly. QUT) is something
like ‘growth’ in that old sense of the word, which encompasses ‘stature’. At Iliad XX,
370, it is again found side by side with €180¢. After Achilles has slain Hector, the other
Greeks rush forward: ol kali Onmfoovio ouiv xoi €ldog ayntov |
"Ext0p0G. And they looked at the admirable stature and appearance of Hector. At
Iliad 1, 115, Agamemnon is furious about Calchas’ proposal to hand Chryseis back to
her father, her, whom he wants to take home since she is no worse than his wife
Clytaemnestra, 00 d€pag obOE @univ, obT ap pévag olte TL £pYya, not in
build nor in growth, nor yet in wits nor in any of her works. S3Ep0G, the noun to SER®,

build, is ‘build’. It is, for the present, not necessary to determine with precision what
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exactly QUT), growth or stature, is when it is contrasted with ‘size’, ‘guise’ and ‘build’; it
seems as if whenever it is found with one or two of them it could bear connotations of
the other.

d€pac, on the other hand, which we have seen in opposition to QUT), is on occasion set
against 85[80@ as well. When Priam sets off to ransom the body of Hector at night when
other men are asleep, Hermes, sent by Zeus, declares that he will give Priam safe
conduct, QIA® O0¢ oe matpl EIGKW, for I liken you to my father (371). To him
replies godlike Priam, [Iplapog 0£0€1d1|g, that a benevolent god must have sent such
a guard and leader (376): .. olog & oV Ofpog xal €ldog ayntog, |
nénvucal T€ VO, ... . You, how admirable in build and guise, you are endowed

with mind, ... .

From the Odyssey, one may adduce Calypso’s usage when in a last attempt she tries to
persuade Odysseus to stay with her. She knows that he is longing to see his wife,
pelpépevog nep 186écbarl oy AAOYOV (Odyssey V, 209f.). But she, Calypso, is
no worse than her (212): ob dépag obde @unv, Enel o0 mwg obdE €oike |
Bvntog @Bavdtnot dépag kal €180g EPILeLv. Neither in build nor in growth,
since it is not seemly in any way that mortals strive with immortals as to build and
guise. To that, Odysseus replies (215): ... - olda kol abtog | mavia pdA,
obveka oeclo mepilppov IInveddneia | €16oc axidvotépn pEyedodc T’
elodvta 10£060al. I know full well myself that against you, thoughtful Penelope seems
rather weak in guise and in size, when looked at. In this passage of a dozen lines,
186000t and €180¢ are the two terms repeated in the comparison of the two women. I
have no doubts that in line 217, €180¢ @&xi1dvotépn péysbog 1T €iodvo
10€000at, the poet relies on the reader’s realizing the etymological connection of the first

and last words of that verse.'"’

"7 That does, of course, not imply that the poet had a notion of etymology necessarily equivalent to our
own.
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The potential differences between external appearance and other characteristics of a
person, underlying the debate with Calypso, are dealt with more explicitly later on in the
Odyssey.""® When in Scheria Odysseus is taunted by Eurylaus (VIII, 164): o0&’
GOANTNPL E01KOG, you are not like a fighter, Odysseus retorts (167): 00T®WG 0L
navtecol Ogol yapievia Sdovowv | Gvdpdoiv, ovte Qulv 00T ap’
opévag ovt’ dyopntov. | dAhog pev yop €ldog Gkidvdtepog mEAEL
avip, | GAlo 0s0g poponv E£mect oTEQPEL, O1 66 T &G abTOV |
TepnOpeEVOL Agvooovotv: O & Gopalémg ayopevel | oidol perdiyin,
Heto 88 mpémel Gypopévololv, | Epyopevov & dva Gotv Bedv B¢
gloopdwoty. | GAhog & ad €1dog pév ariykiog &boavdroiotv, | AN
ob ol Yapic auoineplotépetol Emésoolv, | d¢ kol ool €ldog pév
apimpenéc, obdE kev AAA®G | 0LOE Bedg TevEete, voov & AmOPWALOG
£001. Not in one way do the gods give pleasing things to all men, neither as to growth
nor yet mind nor eloquence. One man, indeed, is of weak guise, but god wreathes shape
around his words, and the other men look at him, delighted; but he speaks unfailingly
with soothing reverence; he is conspicuous among those who are gathered, just as if
they looked at a god walking through the city. Again, another man resembles the gods
as to his guise, but for him, no grace is wreathed around his words; just so you are very
stately as to look, even a god could not fit it otherwise; as to mind, however, you are
useless. Odysseus names three characteristics of a man, QUY}, growth, QPEVEG, wits,
GryopntOg, ‘speaking-in-public’. The first one of these, growth, seems to contribute to
how one looks, one’s look or guise, STSOQ. It is difficult to say if the positive qualities of
the eloquent man are to be attributed exclusively to his &yOpTMTUC, the ability to speak
well, or if that is somehow subordinated to his (ppévsg, his wits, which in that way

contribute to his speaking ‘with soothing reverence’. Regardless of how that matter is

decided, however, these two internal qualities or characteristics are strictly separated

"8 Other aspects of this passage are discussed below in APPENDIX 4 on ‘UOP®T] in Archaic Greek
Literature’.
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from the external appearance; and if, with regard to both the Iliad and the Odyssey, some
commentators may feel inclined to postulate a relation in Homer’s mind between the
good look of a hero and other positive and valuable attributes, this passage clearly shows
that while beautiful appearance is something positive in itself, the poet was capable of
separating and isolating that characteristic as something external, and he probably
expected his audience to do so, too.

Against the objection that this is the poet of the Odyssey, while the poet of the Iliad did
not so distinguish between the external and the internal characteristics of a person, it is
worthwhile to compare that passage from the Iliad on which this last passage, and the
related one in Book XI of the Odyssey, are clearly modelled. In Book III of the lliad,
Helen is on the tower of the Scaean gate, overlooking the battlefield, together with the
old men of Troy. Priam asks her to identify various Greek leaders. First he sees
Agamemnon and inquires who he is. Next, he asks for Odysseus whom he describes as
shorter but broader than Agamemnon. Helen replies that it is Odysseus, £100G
TavVTOlovg T€ dOAOLG Kol pUNdea TLKVA, who knows various crafts and dense
cunning (202). This is confirmed by Antenor who once was host to Odysseus and
Menelaos when the two came on an embassy to negotiate terms for a return of Helen
without armed conflict. Antenor declares (208): GQuEOTEP@V O GLHV EdANV Kai
UNdea UK VA. Of both, I then learned their growth and dense cunning. Standing up,
Menelaos made the stronger impression, sitting down it was Odysseus, and Antenor
continues (212): &AL’ 6te &1 pvbBouvg xal pndec maocitv Leaivov, | NTol
pev Mevéhaog Emitpoyxddnv a&ydpeve, | mavpa pev, GAAA pdAa
Myéwg, Emel ob moAbpvbog | obd doapaptosmng N kol YEvel
botepog fev. | GAL Ote &) moAvuntic Gvaiteiev 'Odvooedc |
otdokev, bral 8¢ 1deoke katd xBovog Oppata mHEaAc, | ... | ... | ®Eing
ke (AKoTOV T€ TV &upeval depovd T avtw. | AL’ Ote 81 Omo 1€
peydAnv gk otndeog €in | kal €nea vipddeooiv otkdta yxeipepinoty,

| obk av &nert’ 'Odvoiii Y’ Epioosie Bpotog dAroc | ob tote ¥’ DS
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'Odvofog ayacodued €180c 180vtec.'”® But when they wove their words and
cunning for all of us, verily, Menelaus spoke fluently; little, but very clearly; a man
neither wordy nor missing the point; and that while he was later by birth. But when
Odysseus, of much cunning, got up: he stood there; he looked down, fixing his eyes to
the ground, ... . You would have said that he were full of ill-will, and witless, too; but
when he sent forth his big voice from his chest, and words like snow-bearing winter-
storms, then no other man would have rivalled Odysseus: and not so did we wonder
when we saw his guise. There cannot be any doubt that both Menelaus and Odysseus are
of kingly appearance. Odysseus is broader than Agamemnon, and Menelaos broader still.
Yet, Odysseus is more awe-inspiring when sitting. The description of the two is positive
throughout. It is against this background that the closing remark of Antenor is to be
seen. The Trojans were amazed when they saw the two kings. But their amazement when
they heard Odysseus speak was not related to, and not rivalled by, that other one which
resulted merely from the impression of his look, his €180¢, which for the poet of the
Iliad was just as much something purely external, which did not tell the spectator
anything about what is inside a person, as it was for the poet of the Odyssey. It should be
noted as well that the 8150(;, the look, or guise, of a person, is not the same as his habits
or gestures either; just as Agamemnon could recognize the figure of the god-sent Dream

as that of Nestor in the first place because it was like in look.

So, 8760(; is derived from a root meaning ‘see’. It was felt by Homer to be thus
connected. It is always the ‘€100G of a person’ which is talked of. Of the visible
characteristics of human beings, £180¢ is contrasted with p&ye00g, size, U, growth
or stature, and aép.ag, build; as a physical, external attribute, it is also contrasted with
non-physical attributes like @PEVEG and VOUG. It can safely be rendered ‘guise’, ‘look’,
‘looks’, ‘appearance’, perhaps ‘complexion’ and ‘countenance’, but it is doubtful

whether it should at any given place be reduced to ‘the appearance or complexion of the

"9 Here, £180¢ '180VTEC need not, but may be another case of the poet’s showing awareness of an
etymological connection.
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face’. Nor is there, on the other hand, any indication that £180¢ has come to mean

‘body’ with Homer.

IL.

These general words have to be modified in two ways. First, there is one, and only one,
case in which €180 is applied not to a human being but to an animal. In Odyssey XVII,
Odysseus returns to his palace after having been absent for twenty years. He is disguised
as a beggar. When he arrives in the company of the swineherd Eumaeus, Argos, his dog,
whom he had left when he went to Troy, recognizes him, but is too weak to leave his
position on the dung-hill where the negligence of the house-maids has banished him.
Odysseus hides a tear and asks the swineherd (306): E¥pat’, | pdia 6adpa kdov
06e kelt’ Evi kOmpw. | KaAog pev dEpag EoTiy, Gtap 16de Y ob
ocapa olda, | A 1 kol Tayvg Eoke Béelv Emi €id€l TQOe, | ... ; Eumaeus,
what a wondrous thing that this dog lies in the dung. Surely, he is beautiful in build,
though that I do not know for sure, if he has speed to run on top of this appearance'® .
Considering that the term €180C has its particular application in the context of
description of animals later on in Greek literature, this passage has attracted particular
attention. The whole characterisation of the dog Argos, however, portrays him as, if
anything, more human than the other human beings.'*' If the passage cannot be used in
this respect, it nevertheless serves as confirmation that the poet of the Odyssey in
particular draws a sharp line between outward appearance and other qualities. As at
VIII, 167ff., it is QUT), growth, which contributes to the 160G of a person, here it is
KAAOV OENOC, beautiful build, to which in the first place TOS€ €180¢ refers. Perhaps

it is necessary to stress that though, undoubtedly, the whole description of the dog is

120 el €186l TQOE, on top of this appearance, could perhaps be rendered a little more freely as

matching his appearance.
121 Cf. e.g. U. Holscher, Die Odyssee, Miinchen 1988, p. 193f.
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meant to be positive, it is not €1860¢ on its own which picks up KaAOG HEV SEpAC
£07T1V as a somehow inherently positively inclined term, but 180¢ TG8€, this particular
g180G, which refers to something positive just because the point of reference of the

demonstrative phrase is something positive.'*

So, while this occurrence of 8?.50g can probably not be counted as a proper exception
to the general observation that siﬁog in Homer is always ‘the 8'{50(; of a person’, the
following consideration may compel one to postulate a semantic extension of the noun
beyond ‘the guise’, ‘the look (of somebody)’: There is a group of adjectives in - E1ONG,
which is derived from the noun S'fﬁog. In Iliad and Odyssey it is represented by
gbe1dn|g, Nepoetdr|g, BeoeldNG, 10e10MG, and PLAOELONG. If what has been said
about £180¢ above is correct without qualification, one would expect these words to
mean ‘of beautiful or handsome guise’, ‘of good look’ or ‘of good looks’, ‘of the guise
or look of WY\P’, ‘of the guise or look of a god’, ‘of the guise or look of violets’ and ‘of

the guise or look of a mill-stone’, respectively.

Now, that is, for example, clearly the case with the one instance of 8081§T’|g in the
Homeric epics, Iliad 111, 48, yovalk ELEWSE GVTYES, you abducted a good-looking
woman. Hector, who says these words to Paris, had begun his speech with the words

(39): Avomapt, €180g Gp1oTE, wretched Paris, best of look, and had added that the
Greeks now laugh at him (44), @dvteg @ptotho mpopov Eupevatl, obveka
kaAov | €ldog &n’, aAL’ obk &oti Bin opesoi obdé T GAkH,

<previously> thinking of you as a champion of the foremost rank, because ‘to you, there

22 pace e.g. H. Diller, Zum Gebrauch von €I60¢ and 156@ in vorplatonischer Zeit, in:

Medizingeschichte in unserer Zeit, ed. H.-H. Euler et al., Stuttgart 1971, p. 24f.

Though it is certainly correct that when a hero is praised, one of the objects of praise can be his STSOQ,
and though most Homeric heroes are both strong and beautiful, the examples discussed above, and
perhaps already the counter-examples adduced by Diller himself, should serve as a warning against
seeing siﬁog as anything but the vox media or neutral term it is in both Iliad and Odyssey.
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is’'* a beautiful guise, but there is no force to your wits, nor any strength. And a little

later he pictures a fight of Paris with Menelaus (54): obk @Gv TOl Ypaioun
kibaplg td 1€ dDdP  'Appoditng, | | T kO6un 16 18 €160g, 6T EV
KOVINOL MLYEING. Then the cithara and the gifts of Aphrodite, your hair and guise,
would hardly be of any use to you, when you were mixed with the dust. This reference to
Paris’ good looks is taken up two lines later in the formulaic line of reply (58): TOV &
avte mpooteinev 'ANEEAVOPOC Oe0EONG. To him, again, replied Alexander of
the guise of a god. Since physical beauty is one of the topics of this passage, and, in
particular, physical beauty in contrast with other characteristics which are not positive in
the same way, it seems appropriate to take EDEIONG and OEOE1ONG as referring just to
‘look’, or ‘guise’, here. The other occurrences of 0€0€1ONG in Iliad and Odyssey may all

likewise refer to ‘the guise or look of a god’ only, as opposed to any other of the god’s
characteristics; one may think of @vT10€0G or 00€1KEAOG as comprising those other

characteristics as well; it is difficult to prove the matter either way.

10€101]¢ is used as an epithet to TOVTOG at Iliad XI, 298 and Odyssey V, 56 and XI,
107. )epOEONG occurs much more frequently; sometimes likewise with TOVTOG, as

for example at Iliad XXIII, 744 and Odyssey XII, 285:'** but it is also epithet to the
cave and rock of Scylla at Odyssey XII, 80 and 233, and to a lovely grotto, sacred to the
nymphs, on Ithaca at Odyssey X111, 103. The only instance of LPUAOELONG, derived from

WOAN, millstone, is at Iliad VI, 270. The scene is the duel between Hector and Ajax.
Both send forth their spears and run atilt at each other. Hector, though wounded, then
lifts a stone (264): AL’ avayocoduevog AiBov eileto xeipl mayein |
Kelpevov kv mediew pélava tpnydv te péyov te- | 1@ Pdiev Alavtog
delvov odkog entapdéelov | HECCOV EMOUQAALOV, TEPLYNOEV & aApa

yalkoc. | devtepog advt’ Alag moAd peifove Aoav beipag | Ak

12 Ene0T1 where one could also expect TAPEGTLY.
' Probably also at Iliad V, 770 - despite the wide hyperbaton.
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gmdiviicog, enépeloe 8¢ v’ anéledpov, | siow & domd Eafe Pardv
HOAOEOEL TMETPW, | ... . But driven back he lifted, with his broad hand, a stone
which lay on the ground, black and rough and big. With it, he hit the mighty seven-
hided shield of Ajax right on the boss, and loud echoed the bronze-frame. Second came
Ajax, lifting a much bigger rock and whirling it about, and he applied vast strength to

it: in he broke the shield hitting it with a boulder ‘of the guise of a mill-stone’, ... .

There is a fundamental difference on the one hand between €D€1ONG and the other
compounds in - £101G, on the other hand between the pair €D€1O1G and BE0E1OM|G, and
the remaining three, EPO-, 10-, and PLAOEIING. EDEWONG is derived from an adverb,
not, like all the other adjectives in - Slﬁng, from a noun. In itself, it does not provide any
information pertaining to a potential semantic development of £180¢; whatever €160¢
may be, anyone or anything €D€1811G has a good €160¢.'*

At its one and only occurrence, however, it is applied to a person, as is always the case
with B€0€101|¢. Now, if anybody looks like anybody else, there is no restriction to the
degree of resemblance in look. It is conceivable that two distinct human beings look
perfectly alike. It is certainly implied in the tale of the Dream appearing to Agamemnon
that the Dream looked quite like Nestor. That is not to say that Homer or his audience
thought of the degree of resemblance at all. If, on the other hand, O€0€1O1\G is ‘of the
guise of a god’, it is not necessary to know what a god looks like. Perfect resemblance
should be possible in this case as well.

This is clearly not the case with 10€101G. If the sea is ‘of the look of a violet’, that
must refer to colour or shading or brightness, somehow - however different from ours

the Greek concept of colour may have been; the sea does not have shape or size of a

123 The parallel case of ED®ING, ‘good of smell’, shows that these early formations could retain their
original meaning regardless of the later more general use of - 101G and - WONG as means of forming
denominal adjectives.
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violet, and does not otherwise look like it in those respects. That is, of course,

understood whenever the word is used. It does not require explanation.

HUAOEWONG is a less transparent case. Any stone of approximately adequate
composition may perfectly resemble a mill-stone in look. But is that what is intended?
Colour is probably irrelevant; it may be that of a mill-stone. Shape, perhaps, does not
matter greatly; a boulder washed down in centuries may be perfectly circular. But did the
stone Ajax lifted and threw have a hole equivalent to the one of the netherstone into
which the mill-rind would have been fitted? - Perfect resemblance in look or guise is not
excluded, but it is much more likely that the stone only pértly resembled a mill-stone,
namely first and foremost in size, and further, given that the stone Hector had lifted is
described as A10ov pédava TpNnyOV 1€ UEYQV TE, a stone, black and rough and
big, perhaps also in roughness or even colour; it is possible that the poet also thought of
resemblance in shape. That is something we could not possibly know. But while
speculation of that sort is permitted and in itself of little consequence, translation is a
different matter. All the above assumptions as to reference were made on the basis of
translating LOAOELONG as “of the guise or look of a mill-stone’. ‘Of the size of a mill-
stone’, ‘large as a mill-stone’, or ‘of the shape of a mill-stone’, are not translations of
the word PUAOELWING, but interpretations of the whole context. In a poetic translation of
a text that may be permissible; a dictionary, or philological commentary, should be more
precise.'”” Even a translation ‘like a mill-stone’ implies more than can be proved with
any degree of certainty.'”® -€181¢ in both gbg1d1|g and B£0£181C, occurring in the
same text, is frequently rendered with reference to ‘guise’ or ‘look’. As we have seen,

the correct translation of €LEWNG is ‘good-looking’ or one of its semantic

126 Tn this context it is relevant that TOV first denoted the flower ‘violer’, and only secondarily the
colour. Vid. H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch 1, Heidelberg 1960, s.v. Cf. also M.L.
West, Hesiod: Theogony, Oxford 1966, p. 152f., ad 1. 3.

127 Pace, e.g., H.W. Nordheier in: Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos 111, Gottingen 1993, col. 281, s.v.:
“von der Gestalt eines Miihlsteines, grof8 wie ein M(iihlstein)”.

128 Pace LS s.v.: “like a mill-stone”; H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch 11, Heidelberg
1970, s.v. LOAT: “UOAO- E1ONG ‘wie ein Miihlstein’ (H 270 ...)".
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equivalents.'” B£0€181|G is bound to be ‘looking like a god’ at least in some cases, and
0

it is doubtful if it can safely be rendered ‘godlike’ anywhere in Homer."

Thus, in order to render LOAOELONG by ‘like a mill-stone’ one has to postulate that -
€10NG as a means of deriving adjectives from nouns has lost its original force, the
reference to the ‘guise’ or ‘look’ of the thing. That could have happened under the
influence of the verb derived from €160¢, eldopLat, which, as we have seen, could refer
to ‘resemblance in voice’ as well as ‘look’. But in order to postulate this semantic
development for Homer already, one would want positive, compelling evidence of some

sort. That, however, is not provided by the instances of words in - €1dNG adduced and

discussed above.

For 1)epo€1d1|G, one could construct a case parallel to that of PLAOEIING. AT)p is
‘haze’ or ‘mist’."”*" In order to see in what way objects are called ‘of the look of haze’ or
‘of the look of mist’, it is necessary to see what it is in the look of haze that is paralleled
in the look of the object which is surnamed HEPOELONG. Since we do not even know
exactly what sort of ‘haze’ or ‘mist’ was referred to by 1)p, that is only possible by
comparing occurrences of JEPOELING in their context.

At Odyssey XII, 260, Odysseus and most of his comrades have just escaped Scylla and
Charybdis. Although they are all tired, Odysseus intends to avoid the island of Helius
with his cattle, and wants to sail all through the night. Eurylochus scolds him and says

that he should let his tired comrades rest; and he continues (284): ... | AL’ aOT®G

12 pace LS s.v.: “well-shaped, comely”.

il o e.g., H.W. Nordheier in: Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos 11, Gottingen 1991, col. 996, s.v.:
“mit dem Aussehen e. Gottes, gottlich schén”; the latter is, again, interpretation. Since ‘mit dem
Aussehen eines Gottes’, however, is literal, while ‘von der Gestalt eines Miihisteines, grof8 wie ein
Miihistein’ for POAOEWNG is not, Nordheier may in the latter case have been influenced in his
translation by the scholiast he quotes: “X) sch. D zSt.: 6TPOYYOA®, | TPayEl.

With 0£0&131¢ in lliad and Odyssey, ‘looking like a god’, cf. later usage at, e.g. Phaedo 95c, where
YUY, the soul, is called OE0EIBEC (T1), something godlike; there ‘godlike’ is appropriate, since
YUY T has otherwise been said to be 0610V and &OPUTOV, something godly and something invisible, so
that ‘looking like a god’ is ruled out as translation for 0€0€13M|G here.

Bl vid. H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch 1, Heidelberg 1960, s.v., with
bibliographical references.
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e vokta Borjv GAdAncBar aveyeg | vioov amomiayybEéviag Ev
Nepoetdél mOVTE. | €K VUKTAV & dvepor yaiemoi, dninuata vnov, |
Yiyvovtar nf) k€v T1g Lmekevyol aimvv OAedpov, | fiv wg E&anivng
ELNON Gvépolo BVerra, | i NOotov f) Zepvpolo dvoatog, oite pdiioTa
| vijo droppaiovot BedvV &EKNTL AVAKTOV. ... But you order us all the same to
steer away from the island and err through the fast-setting night, on the sea looking like
haze. And from the nights, harsh winds come into being, banes of the ships: how could
anyone escape utter destruction, if in some way suddenly there came a burst of wind,
either the Notus or stormy Zephyrus, which - above all - rip apart ships against the will
of the ruling gods. NEPOELONG is here epithet to the sea; but the situation is that of an
imagined storm at sea; is there a relation between the storm at sea and the sea’s quality
of ‘looking like haze’?'*? In that case, it may also be relevant to decide whether as an
attribute iePOE1SN|G denotes a permanent or a transitory characteristic.

Most of the time, iEPOELONG is an epithet to TOVTOG. TOVTOG, the sea, has other
epithets as well; we find, for example, Evi oivomt ‘It(')VT.(p, in the sea looking like
wine, at Iliad XXIII, 316; (EvOope) peihavi mOVT®, (she threw herself into) the
black sea, at Iliad XXIV, 79. These are two cases of colour-terms'* serving as epithets
to név*cog. The noun does, of course, also occur on its own; as, for example, at Iliad
VIII 478f.: Ta velata meipata ... yaing xal mdvTolo, the lowest bounds of
land and sea. But while there cannot be any doubt that TOVTOG meant ‘sea’ for Homer
as for the Greeks of later days, it is relevant that having lost the Indo-European word
cognate to Latin mare, the Greeks employed a great number of different terms of
different provenance to denote the sea; and their etymological origin may be relevant as
well, in particular when the word or a cognate form was otherwise still in use. An

obvious case in point is KEAELOOG and the neuter plural KEAELOQ, track. Since the

12 Tentatively suggested as a possibility by W. Beck in: Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos 1, Géttingen
1979, col. 898, s.v.

133 1f olvow is always ‘looking like wine’, or at least sometimes ‘like wine as to his or her or its gaze’,
‘wine-eyed’, is not relevant here.
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word is also otherwise in use in the general sense of ‘track’, it is necessary to distinguish
its application to the sea by the addition of epithets. Uypa KEAeLOQ, the wet tracks,
and 1yBvdevta kéEAeLOa, the fishy tracks, denote the sea, while AlyE®V GvEpV
Aoynpa kKEAELOQ, the swift tracks of loud winds, are situated in a different region.
Likewise with TOVTOG. MTOVTOG, derived from a root *pnth-, is an old word for a
path."** The phrase TOVTOG GQAOC TOMNG, the path of the grey sea, at Iliad XXI,
59, serves as an indication that TOVTOG meant a ‘path’ even at a time when GAG had
already come to mean ‘sea’; for, on the one hand, even in poetry it would not make
sense to say ‘the sea of the grey sea’, on the other, AG does show a qualification not
only in having the attribute ‘grey’ but also in being feminine here, while @AC meaning

‘salt’ is always masculine; that is how Homer can connect the two words allegedly both

13 ndvtog, like

denoting ‘sea’ in the one phrase ‘the path of the grey salt-water
K€AeLBa, needs some qualification to be applicable to the sea. Only after having been in
use in that way for a long time, and in particular when the word is no longer used with a
different application, can that sort of qualification be dropped, as at Iliad VIII 479."¢
Accordingly, we find &TEIP1TOC MOVTOG, the path without boundary, at Odyssey 10,
195; or HEYOKNTING TMOVTOG, the mighty-monstered path, at Odyssey 11, 158; and
also phrases like ‘the black path’, ‘the wine-looking path’, ‘the path of the look of

violets’, or ‘the path of the look of haze’, TOVTOC TEPOELING.

134 Cf. H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Waorterbuch 11, Heidelberg 1970, s.v. TOVTOC.

35 Or ‘the path of the grey salts’, if &lg is feminine as a collective; cf. H. Frisk, Griechisches
Etymologisches Wérterbuch 1, Heidelberg 1960, s.v. TOVTOGC: “Als urspr. Bed. ist ‘ungebahnter, durch
Gelidnde, Wasser usw. fiihrender Weg’ anzusetzen; vgl. Benveniste in: Word 10, 256f.; TOVTOG ist
somit eig. “Fahrwasser” (vgl. bypd x€Aev0a) mit Beziehung auf eine fiir ein seefahrendes Volk
primire Funktion des Meeres. Vgl. zu TEAQYOS and 0GA00G0GQ.” Pace D.H.F. Gray, Homeric Epithets
Sfor Things, in: CQ 41, 1947, p. 112.

136 1t is in accordance with this assumption when, as stated and amply illustrated by LSJ, s.v., TOVTOg
is “common from Hom. downwards, exc. in Prose, where it is chiefly used of special seas”. If not only in
Indo-European but also in early Greek times TOVTOG was a ‘track’ or ‘way’, it would be natural that the
name of a location is added when the word is applied to a water-way. In expressions like 0 Alyatlog
TOVTOC, there is a univocal qualification as to which track is referred to.



136

When one walks on land, the path is solid and non-transparent. When one fares at sea,
the path is not solid and nearly transparent, depending on the grade of perturbation, in
the same way mist or haze are not solid and nearly transparent. But is it the look of haze
which distinguishes the sea as a path from other paths? Or is it the quality of being
penetrable like mist or haze? If it is the former, EPOELONG could be classed alongside
other colour-terms, if the latter, alongside other qualitative adjectives like @mEIP1LTOG
or LEYAKT)TNG. Can one adduce in support of the former interpretation application of
NEPOELSNG to a cave or a grotto, probably on the strength of the look of their openings

which, especially at the seaside, are likely to be misty?"*’

It is very difficult to decide if PLAOELONG and NEPOELNG, of the guise of a mill-
stone and of the look of haze, mean to say that the objects to which they are attributed
have the visual appearance of a mill-stone or haze, respectively, or some other quality or
function of the objects denoted by the nouns the adjectives are derived from, or both.
More important, perhaps, than to decide this question, is to note that unlike EDELNG
and O€0€181|G, the other three Homeric adjectives in - €10MG, 101G, HIEPOELONG,
and LLAOELONG, serve as attributes to nouns denoting objects, not people. Once
adjectives in - €18MG are derived from nouns denoting objects in that sense, and are
applied to objects, too, it is no longer perfect resemblance in look, but partial
resemblance of some sort, which is referred to. When adjectives in - £101G are applied
where there is partial resemblance between the look of one thing and the look of another
thing, but also partial resemblance in some other quality or function, like the lack of
solidity or the purpose of crushing and grinding, it is only a short step from using those
adjectives in - £181¢ no longer exclusively as signifying ‘of the look of® and ‘looking
like’, but also in the more general sense of ‘being like’. In a way, this extension, at least

prefigured in Homer, is parallel to that of the verb €ldopat, with which ‘appearing like’

137 The rock of Scylla at Odyssey XII, 233, can be neglected, I should think, since it is the rock with the
cave which bears its epithet only because it was the epithet of the cave at XII, 80. But cf. A, Heubeck -
A. Hoekstra, A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey 11, Oxford 1989, p.171, on Odyssey XIII, 103.
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first must have referred to visual appearance only, but then could encompass other
aspects of the appearance of a person, too. With Homer, there always seems to be a
visual element in the likeness referred to by the verb or one of the adjectives. These
words, however, show in which way the noun STSOQ will change from referring to
‘visual look and appearance’, if this expression be granted, to ‘look and appearance’ in a

more general sense. This semantic development of BTSOQ, however, does not set in

immediately.

III.

While for the most part in concord with Homeric usage as far as €180¢ is concerned,
the works of Hesiod show the first stages of a different semantic development of the
noun. Of the four instances of the word in Hesiod’s Theogony, the first can be directly
compared to the description of Odysseus’ dog Argos at Odyssey 306 - 308: after an
enumeration of the attributes of the hundred-handed Giants it is said (153): 16Y(VG &
&RKT]’COQ Kpatepn peydio &mi €1detl. Immense mighty strength on top of big
appearance. That is resumed in the description of the Titanomachy, when the three
Hundred-Handers are mentioned again at 617ff. Their father had imprisoned them (619):
fvopénv brépondov dydpevog f16e kol £ldog | kai péyedog, in awe of
their overweening manliness, as well as their guise and size."”® Not unprecedented
either is the use of S{SOQ in a passage of the Works and Days: at 714, Hesiod concludes
a paragraph of admonition to his brother with the words: ... , 6€ 8¢ un T voov

KATELEYXET® €180C. ... let your disposition not disgrace your appearance.”®® This

% Cf. M.L. West, Hesiod. Theogony, Oxford 1966, commentary ad loc.: “cf. h. Dem. 275 pé&yefog
ki €ldoc duswye. ... "

139 Translation by M.L. West, Hesiod. Works and Days, Oxford 1978, commentary ad loc. He continues:
“i.e. let it match it. Tyrt. 10. 9 o) OVEL 1€ Yévog katd & ayladv €ldog EAEYyeEL; Pind. O.
8. 19Mv & &oopav kardc, Epy® T’ ob xatd £180¢ EAEYY®V. The same dichotomy appears
in Od. 8. 176f. g xal ool &ldo¢ pgv apinpenéc ... voov & GmoedAlOC Eoot, 17. 454
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opposition of external and internal characteristics, £160¢ and VOOG, is parallel to that of
Odyssey V111, 164ff., or Iliad 111, 212ff., discussed above.

At Theogony 259, in the middle of the catalogue of sea-nymphs, one of them'* is
introduced thus: Ebdpvn te ounv ©° Epoty kal £180¢ Gpwpog. Euarne, of
lovely growth as well as blameless guise. While there is nothing new in this usage, it
should be noted again that £180G can refer to the look of a woman just as well as to the
look of a man; naturally, due to their subject matter, that is frequently the case in the
Hesiodic fragments known as 'Hola1. One principal context in that work is that of
comparison of mortal and immortal females, of which Calypso’s comparison of herself
and Penelope at Odyssey V, 212ff., quoted above, is both example and model. A
standard line is: ... 7| €180g Epnfplot’ &OavVAINGL, ... who competed with the
immortals as to guise (e.g. frgs. 23a, 16; 180, 14 Merkelbach - West). Another oft-
repeated half-line, applicable to any female character, is: .. Emfpatov €ldog
Eyxovoav, having loveable look (e.g. frg. 25, 39 M. - W.); a metrically slightly different
variant thereof is: ... TOALTPaTOV €180¢ &xovoav (e.g. Theogony 908). Just
because 160G can refer to the guise of a woman as well as to that of a man, however,
one must not be led to render it ‘beauty’ instead of ‘guise’, ‘look’, or ‘appearance’. That
also applies to cases like Ibycus, frg. la (Page). The poet sings of the Greeks who
destroyed Troy, [EalvBag ‘EAévag mepl €ider | [dfjlptv moAdupvov
EYOVTEG, having a much-besung struggle about the looks of Helen (5). The war was
about Helen. The poet can say that it was about the looks of Helen. Of course, Helen
was good-looking; everybody knew that; so Ibycus can talk of her ‘looks’ and need not

mention her ‘beauty’ explicitly.'*'

obk dpa ool ' Eml &idel kol @péveg Tioav; epitaph of Scipio Barbatus (Dessau, ILS I) 3
quoius forma uirtutei parisuma fuit.”

140 But cf. M.L. West, Works and Days, commentary ad loc.

141 pace M.L. West, Greek Lyric Poetry, Oxford 1993, p. 96.
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Related to the type of comparison of divine and human females discussed above is also
the first of the two occurrences of £160¢G in Hesiod’s Works and Days. Pandora is
created and equipped by the gods. Zeus orders Hephaestus (62): ... @8avdtng o€
Befic €1g dna Elokev | maphevikiic kadov €ldog ennpatov: .. ... that
he liken the beautiful loveable appearance of the maiden to the immortal goddesses as

1“2 This sentence serves as a confirmation that €160¢ denotes ‘appearance’,

to face.
‘look’, in general; by the phrase €1¢ ®ma it is specified which part of the body should
be like that of goddesses in appearance; the attribute KQAOV indicates in a similar way
that €160¢ in itself does not mean beauty.

In one respect, however, Works and Days 62 is different from the other Hesiodic
comparisons of mortals with immortals. eTSog is here direct accusative object, not
accusative of respect. That is significant since an extension of the ways in which a word
can be employed syntactically regularly precedes, and often implies, a change in the
semantics of that word. The noun €180¢ occurred almost exclusively as an accusative of
respect'®’, as a modal complement to a clause; here it denotes the direct object. That is

3

why one can think of translating the whole clause ‘... that he liken her to immortal
goddesses as to her face, the beautiful loveable appearance of a maiden’'**, which
would give ‘appearance’ a status different from that of a mere attribute.'*

At Hesiod frg. 43a (Merkelbach-West), 70ff., siﬁog is the subject. The context there is

somehow similar to that of Works and Days 60ff. Athena teaches her skills to a maiden,

"2 Cf. also M.L. West, Hesiod. Works and Days, Oxford 1978, commentary ad loc. He suggests to
punctuate differently, ‘... &Bavdtng 8¢ Oefic €1¢ dna Elokev, | mapbevikfc kaAdv ldog
EMNPATOV- ... ." If I understand his commentary correctly, that would amount to something like: ...
that he liken her to immortal goddesses as to her face, the beautiful loveable appearance of a maiden.’
If one accepts that as possible, this would be the first instance of dﬁog where the noun does not refer to
‘the appearance of a named individual’, person or animal, but as a general term to ‘an appearance’, ‘a
figure’. That would not only be unprecedented, but also difficult to explain in the Hesiodic context of
language and thought. There are no temporally close parallels to this usage.

3 Oran equivalent transformation, e.g. as an accusative object of a verb like éxm.

1 Cf. note 142.

5 One indication of this is that, using traditional grammatical terminology, one would speak of a
possessive genitive in the phrase ‘the appearance of this maiden’ or ‘this maiden’s appearance’, while in
the case of the phrase ‘an appearance of a maiden’, as against ‘an appearance of a youth’, one would
speak of a qualitative genitive.
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perhaps Eurynome'* . Hesiod continues (72): ... , voeoke yap loa Oefjor | [t7g
kol amd yploific N8 sipatog dpyveéolo | [Adue oldv 1] Bg00
xopiev T amo €ldoc dnto- | .. . She equalled goddesses in thought, and
brightness beamed from her skin and silver cloth as of a god, and graceful look
breathed from her. Here €180G, like KGAAOG in the probably related passage in the
Hymn to Demeter'®’ | is active subject of a clause. This new syntactical position of 8'{50g

will play a role in fifth century usage.

IV.

In non-epic archaic poetry, the noun 8150(; generally denotes guise or outward

appearance.'*® In Attic tragedy, there are two occurrences of £180¢ in the extant works

of Aeschylus; in both cases the word refers to the external appearance or guise.'* Of the
two instances in Sophocles’ tragedies as we have them, the first one, in the early play
Trachiniae, refers straightforwardly to Heracles’ disfigured guise (1069); the second one
is found in the late play Electra. Orestes returns in disguise and asks Electra who has
received the urn which allegedly contains his ashes (1177): ] 60V TO KAELVOV

gldoc 'HAéktpag Td€; Is yours here Electra’s renowned guise? As with Works

16 For the sake of readability, I will give West’s reconstruction of the text. Cf. R. Merkelbach - M.L.
West, Fragmenta Hesiodea, Oxford 1967, apparatus ad loc. They also adduce h. Cer. 278 (misprint for
276) as a parallel.

"7 In the Hymn to Demeter it is described how the goddess lifts her disguise (275): ®g €irovoa Oed
péyedoc xal €1dog duewye | yhpog arnwoauévn, mepl T apol 1€ KGALog GnTo- |
08N & epdecca Bunéviev ano mETA®V | okidvato, Thie 8¢ @éyyog amd ¥ poog
abavdrtolo | Aaure Osac, Eavlal 8¢ kOpatl kateviivobev @duovg, | abyfig & EmArotn
TUKLVOG SOHOG UOTEPOTNG MC. Having said that, the goddess changed her size and guise,
pushing away her age, and about and around her breathed beauty. Charming odours are spread from
her fragrant peplos, far shone splendour from the skin of the immortal goddess, auburn hair lay upon
her shoulders, and sparkling brightness filled the house like lightning.

148 E.g. Archilochus 196a. 7 (West); Tyrtaeus 10. 9; Alcman 1. 58 (Page); Ibycus 1. 5 (cf. sectio II
supra); id. S166. 26; Simonides 50. 4.

199 Seven Against Thebes 507, frg. 393.
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and Days 62£."°, it is difficult to decide if sfﬁog is just the external appearance of a

named individual; or rather the whole person, metonymically. With Euripides, too, the
use of the word as denoting the external, perceptible guise or appearance is

predominant. o

V.

With Herodotus, the semantic range of ST.BOQ widens and becomes more
differentiated.'™ Of course, there are enough cases where €100 is used of a person and

just denotes guise, appearance, looks."”® That is also the case when Siﬁog is in the

150 Cf. note 142 above.

151 Nine times 8180@ denotes the guise of a person: Electra 1062, Alcestis 333, Hecuba 269, Suppliants
889, Helena 263, Trojan Women 929, frgs. 15. 2; 690 (Bacchae 53 should be considered in the context
of the discussion of LOP@Y| in Appendix 4 below). Once €180¢ is used of the guise of things: Jo 585.
For discussion of Iphigeneia in Tauris 817, see Section XII on Thucydides below.

152 For this and the following sections, I make use of the by no means complete, but on the whole
representative, collections of instances of 8180@ in fifth and fourth century prose authors compiled by
A.E. Taylor in his essay The Words 8{509‘, 106a in Pre-Platonic Literature, in: id., Varia Socratica.
First Series, Oxford 1911, pp. 178-267. Since he quotes most of the passages fairly fully, there is no
need to give the same material in full here.

Taylor’s extensive treatment of £180¢ and 18£0. in the Hippocratic Corpus in particular (pp. 212 - 248)
has received immediate discussion and criticism from P. Shorey in a review in Classical Philology VI
(1911), pp. 361 - 365; and from C.M. Gillespie, The Use of EE100¢ and Idé in Hippocrates, Classical
Quarterly VI (1912), pp. 179 - 203. Cf. more recently H. Diller, Zum Gebrauch von €100 und 10 in
vorplatonischer Zeit, in: Medizingeschichte in unserer Zeit, Stuttgart 1971, pp. 23 - 30. Cf. section VI
on the Hippocratic writings below.

153 Pace Taylor, p. 184 - 186; he is right, though, in emphasizing that 81809 here as elsewhere, does
not refer to the complexion or beauty of the face alone. Herodotus I, 8 (2x); I, 196; I, 199; 11, 24; III, 61
(2x) - while Taylor comments: “The likeness meant is, of course, of physique in general, not merely of
features, though this is included.” I should reply: The likeness meant is, of course, of look in general,
not merely of the appearance of physique or features, though that is included; VI, 61 (3x) - here the
reason for the look’s not being beautiful is SVGHOPP1Q; naturally, the body’s shape, LOP®T), is one of
the factors determining one’s look; VI, 127; VII, 70: there are two different Aethiopian tribes; in
comparing the ones in the East with those in the West, Herodotus says: S1aAAdoc0ovTeg €100 pév
obdev tolot e1é€poict, povrv 3¢ kol Tpiyopa HOVVOV, they differ in nothing from the
others in guise, only in voice [language] and hair; from that, no more can be inferred than that voice, or
language, and hair, or fashion of carrying one’s hair, is here not thought of belonging to one’s £180¢;
Taylor’s interpretation ‘body’ is again over-interpretation (cf. VII, 56: someone addresses Xerxes who
has crossed the Hellespont: & Z gD, 11 81 avdpi £186pevog ITépon kail obvopa avii Alog
EépEnv 0épevog avdotatov tiv ‘EALGSa 06deig mowfioal, .. ; Zeus, why do you liken
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plural, as at II, 53: in II, 52, Herodotus declares that the Pelasgians did not have names
for their gods ( ... , ET@vopinv 8¢ obd olvopa Emotebvto obdevi abTtdV);
later on they adopted foreign names for their gods; those names were then taken over by
the Greeks; Herodotus continues: 60gv 8¢ EyEvovio £k00T0g TOV Osdv, gite
alel foav mdvieg, O6kxolol e Tiveg™ 710 €idea, obk HmioTéaTo PEXPL
ob mpdnv te kol xBsc ¢ gimelv AOY®. .. [ Holodog ydp «ai
“Ounpdc] €1 o1 mowjoavieg Osoyoviny "EAAnot xai toilotr Oeoiot
Tag Emwvopiog d6vteg kol Tipdg 1e kai téyvag diEAovieg kal eidea
abT®V oNUNVAVTES. But whence each of the gods stems, or if they were always
there, and how which of them was with regard to their looks, <all that> was not known
until yesterday or the day before, so to speak. ... [Hesiod, indeed, and Homer] were the
ones who made the theogony for the Greeks, gave the gods their benamings, divided the
honours and skills for each of them, and gave notice what be their looks. Even at VIII,
113, I would maintain, S{SOQ is used in its original sense of ‘looks’, ‘appearance’,
‘guise’: once he has reached Thessaly, Mardonius employs the entire armies of some of
the nations following the Persians: £K 8¢ T®V GAA®V cvppdyov EEeAéyeto
kat OAiyoug, tolol €ided 1e LmNpxe SwAéywv kol €1 téolol T
XPNOTOV GULVNOEE TEMOLNUEVOV" ... . From the other allies he selected few,
choosing those who had the looks, or of whom he knew that they had done something
worthy. Here it is a matter of pragmatics, not semantics, to observe that any evaluatively
neutral word may adopt positive or negative connotations when it is in a certain position
in the sentence, or when it has the appropriate emphasis, or when it is marked with other

specific devices, or when it occurs in a certain context - in many a language'>’ .

yourself to a Persian man and assume the name Xerxes instead of Zeus when you want to subdue Greece
.. ? Here €180UEVOCG refers to ‘Zeus’ * likening himself to a Persian in guise, in external appearance,
even if that includes voice - it is set against OOVOUQ ... BEUEVOC); VIII, 105.

154 1 prefer this accentuation to 0K0101 T& T1VEC, the one usually adopted.

153 In the English language, the definite article is one of the devices employed to achieve this pragmatic
transformation: ‘Mardonius chose those men who had the looks, or about whom he knew that they had
done something worthy.” may be said instead of ‘Mardonius chose those men who were of strong looks,
or about whom he knew that they had done something worthy.’
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Appearance, guise, look, is also denoted by STSOC_, in the context of animal

® Herodotus states in writing about Egyptian animals (II, 69):

description."
kpokoOdeidovg 6 Tmveg dvépaoty, gikdlovieg abtdv ta €ideo ToloL
napd oQPicl  YLYVOUEVOLOlL KPOKOOEIAOWOL. The Ionians called them
crocodiles, however, in likening their appearances to the crocodiles which occur in
their country. In a description of Arabia, we read (III, 107): Td Y0P dévdpea TavLTO
76 AMPavotoedpa 0pleg LROTTEPOL, GUIKpOl Td peydbea, moikilot
1a €idea, QuAdocovolr mANOel moOAAol mepl SEVOPOV EKOGTOV,
Winged snakes, small in size, varicoloured in look, guard these frankincense-bearing
trees, many in number about each tree. - The last translation differs in one point of
grammar from the original; as with all the examples so far quoted from Herodotus, here
as well STSOQ is in the plural. Homer used €160¢ in descriptions of named individuals;
there it was, naturally, in the singular. As we observed, the usage of Hesiod and the early
lyric poets does not differ from that of Homer in that respect. That Herodotus has 8:[80@
in the plural when it comes to animal description, may be taken as an indication that it
still denotes the look, the guise, the appearance of the individual animal, not of a species
of animal. ‘The winged snakes have varicoloured appearances’ does not show the same
degree of abstraction as ‘the winged snake has a varicoloured appearance’ when this
sentence refers to a type of snake, not an individual one.

Sentences of this general type, however, are also frequent with Herodotus. In
comparing them to the ants of Greece, he says about a gigantic breed of Indian ants
which are not as large as dogs, peydfea (plural!) £XOVTEG KLVAV HEV
gENdoocova, but larger than foxes (III, 102): OoDTOL @V Ol HOPUNKES
TOleVUEVOL OiKNOLY, LIO YNV GvaopEéovot THV YAUHOV KaTd mep Ol
gv tolot"EAANct pdpunkes kata tov abtov tpdémov, €0l 8¢ kai 10

STSOQ ONO10TATOL. Now, these ants, in building their habitation, carry up sand from

136 For Herodotus II, 76, cf. Section IV of the chapter on 13£0. below.
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under the earth, just as the ants with the Greeks; they are, after all, most similar also as
far as their look is concerned. Here €160C may still refer just to the outward
appearance. The statement, however, that the gigantic ants look like the normal ants in
Greece is made after a remark about their activities. The clause €161 0¢ kol TO
£1d0¢c Opo1dTOTOL has explanatory force, 8¢ Kal almost causal function. And
although it is not an individual animal, and though in talking about their size Herodotus
has the plural peydfea, the €160¢ which is the tertium comparationis of the Greek and
the Indian ants is in the singular. The Greek ants have one £180G, and the Indian ants
have one €160¢; with regard to that 180G the members of the one group are most
similar to those of the other group; the functions all these ants perform are identical; the
only difference mentioned is the difference in size.

Does Herodotus mean to say that as far as their ‘species’ is concerned, the two groups
of ants are most similar? - I do not think one can safely assume that much. When
Herodotus has in mind this biological distinction, he uses Tévog, as at I, 113, where he
talks about the wonders of Arabia: 800 8¢ yévea Olwv 0@l £€0T1 BWOMHATOC
G&la, ... . They have two kinds of sheep worth marvelling at. Against that, the
statement about the ants, €161 8¢ kai 10 £180¢ OpOLGTATOL, seems to refer to the
look of the animals, even if a connection between look and bodily functions is implied in
the description.

The same use of €180 as at III, 102 recurs in the section following (III, 103): TO pév
&1 €18o¢ O6kxolov 11 Exel f| kGuniog, Emiotapévolst tolot"EAAnct obd
ovyypdow: 10 8¢ pn Emotéatar abThg, TOLTO EPAC®. KAUNAOG &V
tolol OmicBiolor okéheot Exel téooepag pnpovs kol  yodvarto
1€00€pa, TG 1€ C1dola d1d TOV OMcOimV okeAéwV TPOg TV obpnv
TETPAUPEVA. Now, what appearance the camel has I will not write down for the
Greeks who know; but as to what is not known of it [i.e. the camel], let me say this: at its
hind legs, the camel has four thighs and four knees, and its genitals are stretched out

between the hind legs towards the tail. Here again, the singular, this time of both the
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animal and its Sfﬁog, is used in the description, not of an individual animal, but - as we
would say - of a type, or of a species. As to the meaning of afﬁog, however, there
cannot be any doubt that the word refers to external appearance or guise or look: non-
apparent features, common to the whole species, are contrasted with the visible €160G.

We observe that in the context of animal description, Herodotus can talk about
members"’ of one species, of one YEVOG, as he would say, and use the plural form both
of the name of the animal and of s"iﬁog; or he can talk about the appearance of an
animal, having both €180¢ and the name of the animal in the singular, while referring to
the species and specific, not individual, characteristics. The latter implies a higher degree
of abstraction, not necessarily conscious on Herodotus’ part, and represents at the same
time a semantic extension, in that the ‘look’, ‘guise’, or ‘appearance’ is no longer bound
to be ‘the look of an individual’.

That use is also found once in the context of description of human beings. Various
peoples, £€0vea, follow the Persians against the Greeks. Among them are the

Aethiopians. Of them, there are two different sections.'”®

In comparing the Aethiopians
in the East with those in the West, Herodotus says (VII, 70): dtaAAdocovteg €1dog
pev obdev Tolol £TEPOLot, VIV 0¢ Kai Tpiywpa HoLVOV, they differ in
nothing from the others in guise, only in voice [language] and hair. Here, the people
compared with each other, belonging to two groups, are many; the appearance of any
one member of one group does not differ from that of any one member of the other
group. They all have one appearance. Ethnography is thus the other, closely related, area

besides zoology where reference to an S{BOQ need not be reference to the ETSOQ of an

individual person.

The third such context is, naturally, one in which neither human nor other animate

beings are described. It is necessary to regard employment in that sphere separately. To

157 In talking about members of one species Herodotus does not differentiate if he refers to many or to all
members of that species; but it is clear from the context that the latter is to be assumed.
158 Cf. note 153 above.
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talk of the 8[30@ of a thing is a new development. A simple case with Herodotus is IV
185, where he describes salt production in western Libya: 0 8¢ @Ag abTté01 Kai
AevkOc kol mopeupéog 10 €1d0g OPLOGETAL. The salt dug there is white as
well as purple in look. Of worked up minerals, the main visible distinguishing mark is
colour. So, for someone whose emphasis is clearly on relating and depicting things at
home and abroad, it is natural to mention the colour of a mineral while describing its
appearance.'”

The other instance of €180 as not referring to the £180G of something animate carries
far wider implications. In I 94, Herodotus relates that the Lydians have more or less the
same habits and customs as the Greeks. They were, however, the first to coin gold and
silver; the first to become merchants; and, he relates, they say that also the games,
TEU.I‘YV'IG.L now common in their place and with the Greeks, were their invention. Once,
at a time of dearth, they had to find a way to pass their time without thinking of food.
gEevpebnvar 3 dv 16te kol TOV kVBov kol TOV Gotpaydiov koi
g ooaipng kol TdvV GAAé®V Tacé®v molyviéowv ta €idea, ANV
TECODV: TOVTOV Yap DV TV E&ebpeoiv obk otknoLviar Avdol. Then
were invented: of cubes and ankle-bones'® and of the ball and of all other games the
appearances,'® except for draughts; indeed, now, the invention of those, the Lydians

do not appropriate.

159 Pace Taylor, op. cit., p. 185f.
10 Both k0PBO1 and GOTPAYOAOL are what we call dice, the ones cubical, the others tetrahedrical; it
seems to be implied that the rules of the games played with the respective sets of dice were different.
161 Pace Taylor, op. cit., p. 184. Taylor quotes E&gvpedfivar 81 v 1é1e xal 1OV KHPov ..
Kol 1@V GAréov mactov malyviov ta £19&q (the figures, shapes, of all sorts of toys)”. This
is remarkable even for Taylor. Misreading TalyVi®V for TalyVIE®V, the genitive plural of the neuter
noun TALYVIOV, plaything or toy, for the genitive plural of the feminine noun Ty Via, play, game,
pastime, is an easy oversight in other contexts. Here, the accusative plural T0G molyviag had occurred
only a few lines before, and the adjectival genitive plural feminine TUCE®V makes malyviov
impossible. atyvia, on the other hand, cannot anywhere, to my knowledge, mean toy. - It is
conceivable that reading something like ‘then it was that of cubical dice and of tetrahedrical dice and of
the spherical ball ...’ suggested to Taylor that the emphasis of Herodotus’ statement lay on the
distinction of geometrical figures and shapes, and that Taylor was thus mislead to think of the toys
rather than the games played with them.

The other mistake Taylor shares with many interpreters and commentators of this passage. They
translate as if Herodotus had said kel T@V maryvié®v T GAla €idea mavTa, that being
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If Herodotus were speaking of the toys, the playthings, which the Lydians invented, T0
€1dea could be the looks or guise or appearance of these implements. Now, in the case
at hand, the games played bear the names of those gadgets they are played with. But in
what way could TOV TalyViE®V TO. €1de refer to ‘the appearances of the games’?
- If it is ‘appearance over time’, i.e. what creates the impression one gets while watching
the games being played, or that impression itself, that would be a decidedly different
application of ‘appearance’, reflecting a decidedly different application of S{SOQ:
application to a process or action.

Since, however, Herodotus speaks of the invention of games, it is more than doubtful if
he is thinking of ‘appearance’ at all. What is invented is on the one hand, indeed, the
implements, the toys; on the other hand, the rules which determine the way the game is
to take place. In a sense, the ‘appearance’ of something happening or being done seems
to be closely connected with the ‘way’ something happens or is done. The invention,
however, is invention of the rules, of the way of the game, not of the appearance which is
the outcome of the application of the rules.

To decide what prompted that shift in the application of ET.SOQ, and how it came about,
is by no means a simple and straightforward matter. €160G as ‘the way (something
happens or is done)’ could have arisen as consequence of a transfer from ‘the appearance

of an individual’, person or thing, to ‘the appearance of an action’.

There are thus two distinct, though not necessarily strictly separate, developments in
the semantics of €160G which can be traced for the first time with Herodotus. In Book I,
the plural €1d€a seems once to refer to ‘the ways (things happen or develop or come
about or are done)’. In various places in Books II and III, in the context of animal
description, sfSog refers collectively to the appearance all members of one species have

in common. In that context, comparisons of animals contain phrases like ‘most similar in

allegedly ‘all other sorts of games’, rather than Kol TOV GAAE®V Tactwv malyviéov Td
€10ea, and of all other games the appearances. - For further discussion of this passage of Herodotus see
end of Section X below.
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€180¢’, and it is implied that identity in €180¢ is somehow connected with identity in

Y€VOG - that, though, is not made explicit.'*

VL

For all we know, some Hippocratic writings antedate Thucydides, and the sections on
£180¢ in early Hippocratic literature will therefore precede that on Thucydides.'® It will
also precede the brief section on the use of STSOQ by pre-Socratic philosophers, some of
whom are certainly earlier than anything in the Hippocratic writings; that is because the
Hippocratic writings form a corpus large enough for drawing definite conclusions about
semantic developments, a basis not provided by the scanty fragments of the pre-
Socratics.'*

There seems to be no general agreement as to when exactly any one Hippocratic treatise

165

was written. ° Any selection of writings of the Corpus as pre-Platonic will be arbitrary

'®2 See below section XII on Thucydides.

183 On the chronology of Thucydides and various Hippocratic treatises cf. e.g. K. Weidauer, Thukydides
und die Hippokratischen Schriften, Heidelberg 1954, and more recently G. Rechenauer, Thukydides und
die hippokratische Medizin, Hildesheim 1991, with bibliography and discussion of pertinent literature.
1% See section XI below.

15 On the question of assignment of authorship and date of composition of treatises of the Hippocratic
Corpus cf. the methodological remarks by G.E.R. Lloyd, The Hippocratic Question, Classical Quarterly,
N.S. XXV (1975), pp. 171 - 192. He begins his survey by saying: “The question of determining the
genuine works of Hippocrates, a topic already much discussed by the ancient commentators, still
continues to be actively debated, although the disagreements among scholars remain, it seems, almost as
wide as ever.” Lloyd has a bibliography of 86 titles on this question, “the most important contributions
since 19307, as he says. '

Cf. also, e.g., the opening remarks of the introduction of a recent edition of Affections, Diseases 1 - 111,
Internal Affections, Regimen in Acute Diseases (Appendix), P. Potter, Hippocrates V/VI, Cambridge
Massachusetts/London 1988, p. IX, XI: “These volumes contain the most important Hippocratic works
on the pathology of internal diseases. ... About the Treatises’ interdependencies, authors, and relative
dates of composition, nothing can be said with any degree of certainty. There is neither | any evidence
that would confirm, nor any evidence that would call into doubt, their traditional time of origin about
400B.C.”

Since, however, it is decisive for the present purpose if any one treatise concerned was written just
before or just after a Platonic dialogue exhibiting similarities in usage, I will restrict myself to
considering only those Hippocratic writings against whose composition at a time early enough for Plato
to have read them no serious objections have been raised.
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to some extent. The following works at least, however, seem to be generally agreed to
be of an early date: mepl G€pwV, LIATWV, TOMWV, On Airs, Waters, Places,
TPOYVAOOTIKOV, Prognostic, EMSNUIOV «', 7Y', Epidemics 1 + III, KAt

MMrpelov, In the Surgery, Tepl AYUADV, On Fractures, tepl apbpov (EPPOATC),
On Joints, POYAKOV, Instruments of Reduction, TEPl YOUDV, Humours, mePl
0bol0g GvOpTOov, Nature of Man, and mepl 1epfic vOoOL, The Sacred

' The Nature of Man will be discussed in the Section V of the chapter on

67

Disease.

18€0. I do not at all think it safe to regard either TPl QLO®V, Breaths,'’” or the

potentially highly important, but actually highly controversial, mepl @apyaing

168

INTPLKNG, On Ancient Medicine,'”® as pre-Platonic, and will therefore not discuss its

usage here.

166 The order of the titles is that in which they occur in Littré’s edition, adopted here only for the sake of
simplicity.

167 W H.S. Jones, Hippocrates 1I, Cambridge, Massachusetts/London 1923, p. 221ff., n. 2, writes in his
introduction to Breaths which he holds to be a “sophistic essay”: “Breaths shows a tendency to similes
and highly metaphorical language which Plato attributes (Protagoras 337C-338A) to Hippias. ... . I do
not suggest that Hippias was the author, but I do hold that the book must have been written at a time
when the sophistry he represented was a living force.), ... .” He seems to imply that with Plato sophistry
and public display associated with it came to a sudden end.

For a date of composition of Breaths in the fourth century cf. also F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeit
I?, Leipzig 1887, p. 89, adduced by Diller, Hippokratische Medizin, p. 393, n. 1.

The passages from Plato’s dialogues which F. Poschenrieder, Die platonischen Dialoge in ihrem
Verhdltnisse zu den hippokratischen Schriften, Metten 1882, pp. 42, 46ff., adduces as parallels to what
is said in Breaths display, apart from the different wording, similarities in content of too general a
nature to be conclusive in any way; Poschenrieder’s extensive comparison of passages from Breaths with
Eryximachus’ remarks in the Symposium, pp. 60 - 66, if taken to convey more than the communis opinio
of the time, suggests a common source for both rather than dependency of one on the other, since either
one contains relevant medical material not found in the other.

For the view that the relative chronology of Breaths and the Platonic dialogues cannot be established
with certainty, vid. also A. Nelson, Die hippokratische Schrift I1gpi QLOWYV. Text und Studien,
Uppsala 1909, p. 92f., thus adduced by J. Jouanna, Hippocrate. L’ancienne médecine, Paris 1990, p. 81,
n. 3.

18 On Ancient Medicine has received attention in connection with Plato’s philosophy for a long time.
For reasons why I think it should not be considered as a basis of arguments on pre-Platonic usage see
Appendix I below.
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VIL

Turning to Airs, Waters, and Places, the first point to be noticed is the relative
frequency with which the word €180¢ occurs in this treatise.'® On the assumption that
€180¢, as from Homer onwards, denotes appearance, guise, look, in the first place, that
would seem natural since the author’s task is to describe what sort of environment has
what sort of influence on people in different regions, and for him that includes a
description of the people he has met in those regions. One of the first things, however,
even a layman notes when coming to an inhabited foreign country is if the people there
look different from the ones at home. It is also natural that - while Homer predicates a
man’s appearance as excellent, godlike, or most beseeming - a medical man draws

attention to different distinctions.

So we read in section III'"°

about men living in cities exposed to hot winds in winter:
16 te €ldea Eml 10 mARPog abTdV Gtovddtepa elvar ... . Their guises are,
for the most part, rather slack.

About those in eastward facing cities with hot winds in summer we learn in section V:
T4 1e €ldea TAOV GvOpdnwv edypod Te kKol avnpd Eott pailov f
GAAT Aiv pN TG VOVOOG KWAVY. The appearances of the people are of good
colour and flowering more than elsewhere, unless some disease prevents this.

In section XII we are told about a mild region in Asia Minor: T00G 1€ &vOp@dTOULG
ebtpogéag elvar kal ta €idso kaldiotovg kal peyéfet peyictoug
Kai fikiota dapopovg &g Td Te €idea abTAOV Kal Td peyédea ... . The
people are well-nourished, most beautiful as to their looks, very tall of size, very little

different <from one another> as to their looks as well as their size.

' The term is found 19 times, or in twelve passages, on 34 Loeb pages.
"7 If not stated otherwise, I give the text and chapter/section numbers of the Loeb editions of the
Hippocratic texts by Jones, Withington and Potter.
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A general statement concludes section XIII: Land is affected by the changes of the
seasons, and so, in the same way, are human beings, too. €161 yOp QUO1EC 01 pEV
Opeolv Eotkviatl devdpwdesi te kol EUOpololy, ol d¢ Aemtolcl te
kol avOdpotg, at 8¢ AslpakeotéPolg te Kal EAMOest, al d¢ medlw Te
[kai]” wir] xai Enpfy YN ot ydp dpar at petodlrdocovcat TG
popeng TV @Volv €1oi dtdeopot. fiv 8¢ d1deopot Emol péya GOEMV
abtéov, dtapopol kail mAsioveg yivovtal T1olg €1de0l. There are, indeed,
natures'” which are like mountains, the ones wooded and bewatered, others light and
unwatered, others rather meadowy and marshy, then again those which are like a bare
plain and dry land. The seasons, indeed, which change the nature of the shape are
different; but whenever they are very different from one another, the differences will

also become larger for the appearances. Sﬁaog here is apparently a term more general
than pLOP®T), which refers to the shape of the body alone.

There is much fog in Phasis, the author reports in section XV, and he continues: ola
Tabtag o1 TOC TPoedolog TA £idsx AMNAAaYHEVA TAOV  AOLTAOV
avipodnwv &yxovoily ot Pacinvoil- td te yap uMeyEbea peydiotr, Ta
nayeo & LmepmayxNTes, Apbpov TE€ KATAdINAOV 0LOEV 0DOE OAEY: THV
TE POV PNV EYovolv domep LMO 1KTEPOL ExOuevol: EOEYyovtal
1e Papvtatov GvOpdmwv, T NHEPL YPEWHEVOL OL AQUTPY, GANA
votaddel kol Borepd: mpdg Te TOAUITWPEIV TO OO GpyoTEPOL
NEQPUKAGLV. Due to those causes, then, the Phasians have looks different from all

other people. As to their sizes, they are tall, as to being fat, they are overly fat, and no

Jjoint is visible, nor vein. They have a pale colour, as though they were affected by

' Something seems to be wrong with the text. I omit K.

172 Note the absolute use of (,Dt')()lg, nature; ‘a nature’ is a human being of a certain nature, both
individually and collectively. For @0G1¢ in Hippocratic writings and beyond, cf. e.g. the recent, very full
treatment of the topic by G. Rechenauer, Thukydides und die hippokratische Medizin, Hildesheim 1991,
pp. 112 - 258, especially 167 - 174.
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Jaundice; they sound deepest of <all> men, since the air they use is not clear, but moist
and thick. They are rather idle as to straining their bodies.
In section XX of the same treatise, it is said that the Scythians are of moist constitution.

I3 1. eidea.

.. T0 8¢ ONea Bavpactov olov poikd Eoti e kol Pradéa
... as to the female children, it is astonishing how crooked and soft they are as to looks.
By way of summary, the author states in section XXIII that, as against Asia, in Europe
except for Scythia, there are violent seasonal changes, different in different regions. He
continues: 5107t Td €idea dinAAdybar vopilw tdv Evponaiov paiiov
A TdV 'Acinvadv kol td peyébea Stapopidtata abtd tmvtols elvat
KQTA TOALV EKAGTNV. Therefore, I believe, differ the appearances of Europeans

more than those of the Asians, and their ‘sizes’ are most different from one another

according to each state.

As with Homer, £180¢ co-occurs several times with, or is employed in the vicinity of,
nEYEOC; people are predicated KAAAMGTOL T0. £idea; the £180¢ itself is sDY POV
or avONpASV which though not attested would be feasible with Homer. Predicates like
aTovov, slack, poikOV, crooked, PAadY, soft, on the other hand, point to the
particular interests of the physician. Yet, those latter adjectives as well all belong to the

174

visible sphere, and can be part of someone’s appearance. © When in section XV of Airs,

'3 BLadéa Coray (Kiihlewein, Taylor) : Bpadéa mss. For all the rarity of the word, BAaS0G, soft,
seems to fit the context much better. One’s choice will, of course, partly be determined by one’s
preconceptions about €180¢, since if €180¢ can mean body, it is possible to predicate it Bpadd, slow; if,
on the other hand, 8150(; still has strong visual connotations, and at the same time is, as here, the
‘STSOQ of a person’, that would seem more difficult; I wonder how well-attested the meaning “heavy”,
given in the abridged version of Liddell and Scott’s Greek-English Lexicon of 1926, is for Bpad0.

H. Diller, who in his personal copy of Jones’ edition underlines Coray’s emendation, has “BAad&n”
also in the margin of line 3 of the same page, where he wants to read: POlKd 3¢ yivetar Kai
PLadéa, ..., thus suggesting repetition of the same two adjectives in line 20f. That, to my mind, would
give more weight to the phrase 00VLAGTOV OlOV of line 20. The author of Airs, Waters, and Places
would then say: the bodies, GOOMATA, of the Scythians are crooked and soft, poikd kol PAadéa; and
their girls’ appearance is so par excellence.

174 Cf. also Airs, Waters, and Places XIX, where in a brief passage €10&a occurs three times, twice with
a possessive genitive, once as an accusative of respect; 106 is predicated maEx Kol CUPKOIER
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Waters and Places it is said of the Phasians that they have an £180¢ different from that
of the rest of mankind, and when that statement is followed by a reference first to their
size, their volume, their colour, and then their ‘sounding deep’, it need not be inferred
from that that the author thought of someone’s 180G as also comprising voice; starting
from his usual point of departure, he lists a number of factors contributing to the
difference in guise or appearance, and then, I suppose, names an additional distinction,
that in voice.

It is to be noticed that in all the examples quoted %ﬁﬁog is in the plural. Many people of
one éevog, one race or nation, or at least one (p'kaov, one tribe, are described, and so
the author refers to their €18€a, just as the Ionian Herodotus talked of the €1dea of

animals of one species.

The noun 81.50(; in Airs, Waters, and Places, however, is not always either accusative
of respect, or a direct object accusative to a verb of having, or has a genitive of a noun
denoting a human being depending on it.'” The following may be an example of an
absolute use of €160G:

In section X, it is reported that in years with dry winters and rainy spring, various
diseases are likely to occur. Kol dvoeviepiog €1k0g £6tt yiveoHal kai Thiol
yovaiél kol tolg €ideot 101g LYPOTATOLGL. It is also probable that dysentries
occur, both with the women and with the moistest ‘appearances’.

This usage recalls Hesiod’s Works and Days 62.'" After the creation of Pandora, Zeus

gives orders to Hephaestus. As an alternative to ‘... @favdatng 8¢ Oefig €15 dna

Elokev | moplevikflc kalov €ldog EmNPATOV: .. . .. that he liken the

kal avapBpa kai dypa kol dtova, fat and fleshy and without joints <showing> and moist and
slack.

173 Cf. note 143 above. - In Airs, Waters, and Places XIII quoted above, €180¢ in the clause dtapopal
kol mheloveg yivovtar tolg €ideot falls under the category of ‘someone’s £180C’; for the sake
of the peculiar comparison of lands and people, the otherwise required qualifications, here of £180¢, in
the previous line of HOPQT, are omitted.

76 Cf. Section III above, with notes 142 and 145. Cf. also, on a similarly absolute use of UG1C, note
172 above.



154

beautiful loveable appearance of the maiden to the immortal goddesses as to face’ it
was suggested to punctuate differently, and to read and translate ‘ ... @Bavdtng o6&
Befic €1 dma Elokev, | mapdevikiic kaAov €18og Emfipatov: .. ., ... that
he liken her to immortal goddesses as to her face, the beautiful loveable appearance of
a maiden.” This suggestion, while perhaps leading to an anachronistic result in the case
of Hesiod, was possible in the light of a usage like that of the Hippocratic author. In his
case, it seems obvious from the grammar of the sentence that 180G does not refer to
‘the appearance of a person’ but to ‘a person’, the same shift in application which took
place with the English word ‘appearance’ in the context of inanimate objects, when, for
example, E. King writes in Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society 11, 1667:
“White and clean appearances ... all figur’d like the lesser sort of Birds Eggs.”'”” There,
the objects themselves, not their impressions they make, or the perceptions they provoke,
are called ‘appearances’, and it is in that way that Td &idea T0 LypdéTOTQ, the
wettest, or perhaps softest, ‘appearances’, can be co-ordinate with 01 YOVOTKEG, the
women.

One must, on the other hand, not judge rashly as to the absolute and independent status
Sf&)g has acquired. The final section of Airs, Waters, and Places contains six instances
of the plural £1d€a. in different grammatical contexts, and it is most difficult to decide if -
in those cases in which the word neither is accusative of respect nor has a possessive
genitive depending on it - one has to supply ‘of the people’ with €{6€a, or what the
word is supposed to mean when standing on its own.

In section XXIV, the author has finished his description of Europe and Asia.

gvelol d¢ xal &v 17 Ebpdnn ovra didpopa Etepa etépoiot kai Ta
peyebea xai tag popeag kai tag avopeiag. 1d d¢ daAAdocovia
tabtd Eotiy, 6 kol Eml tOV mpdtepov sipntal. £11 6 cOQEGTEPOV
Qpdow. OKOGOl pev yopnv Opeivilv 1€ olkéovot kol tpnyetav kol

byniiv kal &vudpov, kal at petaPoroi abrtolor yivovtar 1AV

"7 Quoted in The Oxford English Dictionary, Oxford 1933, s.v. “Appearance. 14.”.
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dptwv péya drdgopot, Evtatbo €ikog €idea peydia elvar kal mpog
10 Ttalainwpov kai 10 dvdpelov e mepuKOTO, Kal T 1€ dyplov Kol
70 Onpi®deg o1 TtolavTOl @Uoleg oby fKiota €xovoiv. .. (kolia
xopia) ... . €1 pévrol motapoi pev pr einoav, ta 6¢ Ldata Apvaid te
kol otdowpo mivoltev kol EA®den, Gvdaykn 1o Tolabta  iden
npoyactpotepa  Kai omAnvaddea sival. oO6kdcor 8¢ LynAiv  1Te
olkéovot yopnv kal Aeinv kal dvepwdea kol Evudpov, glev dv €idea
peydror xoi Emvtolol  mapamAnociorr  &avavopotepar o€ kai
NUEPWTEPUL Gl Yvdual. Ok6col 8¢ Aemtd te kol dvudpa kol WiAd,
tiol petaporfior T@OV dpéwv obk edkpnta, v TadTn TN XOPN Td
gidea €1k0¢ okAnpd e elvar kol &viova kol EavBotepa M
peddviepa kai ta nMbea kol Tadg Opyag abBddeds 1te  kai
1310yvopovag. 6kov yap at petaforol €0l mukvéTaTAl TAOV OPEDV
kol mhelotov didpopor abtal twvthiolv, Exel kal ta €idea kol tad
Nosa kol tag evolag sbproelg mAEIGTOV SLAPEPOLCAS.

péytotal pév odv golv avtarl thg @votog ol drariiayai, Emeita 8¢
Kal f| xopn, &v §| av 11 TpéenTan kal T Ldata. sbprosig yap Emi
10 mANOog THG XWdpng TN @vost akolovbéovta kal ta eidea TAOV
avipdnov xai Tovg TpPOTOLG.

In translating this passage, it will be helpful to discuss its language paragraph by
paragraph as the author’s style is as rough and rugged as some of the regions he
describes. Numerous inconcinnities and anacoluthous constructions in a text laconic and
terse make it difficult to determine if a particular occurrence of £160¢ marks a semantic
development or is just an instance of an elliptical or merely careless construction.

In Europe as well, there are tribes different from one another as to size, as to shape,
and as to manliness. The points of difference are just those which I have indicated on
the preceding <pages>. I will, however, describe them yet more clearly. All those who

inhabit a mountainous, rough, high, and bewatered country - and if the changes of the
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seasons are great with them - there it is probable that ‘appearances’ are tall and by
nature tending to ‘the hard-working’ and ‘the manly’, and such ‘natures’ do not least
have ‘the wild’ and ‘the brutish’."™

It seems as though at least in this one instance, the phrase ‘€180, peydia elvar
Kol mpog 10 talainwpov kol t0 dvdpelov b mepukdta’, £160G is to be
taken as absolute in the above said sense. This, one could argue, is most telling due to
the way the sentence is continued, again by way of change of grammatical construction:
kal 10 1€ dyprov kal 10 Onpiddeg a1 TolavTal QUoleg oby fKloTe
£YOLOLV; in that latter clause, QUG1EG, natures, is the subject. It seems as if just as a
person of a certain QUGG or nature can be referred to as a certain QUG1G, so a person
of a certain i-ﬁﬁog, appearance, can be referred to as a certain 81509 But whereas in
English that same semantic shift has taken place in the case of ‘nature’, perhaps furthered
by authors of a Classical education, it has not in the case of ‘appearance’. There would,
consequently, be a difficulty for the translator in how to render STSOQ in such a context.
‘Appearance’ would be possible in the case of things, inanimate objects. It is, though, not
commonly considered suitable as a word that covers in its application both things and
people.

There is, though, a different way to construe the same phrase. One could see the clause
in question, there it is probable that ‘appearances’ are tall and by nature tending to
‘the hard-working’ and ‘the manly’, as parallel to a hypothetical ‘there it is probable that
eyeballs are shortened and by nature tending to ‘the short-sighted’’, or some such clause
referring to the maké-up of any particular part of the body. €16ea and QUGG would
then simply refer to the appearances and natures of the people described. STSOQ would
not be ‘an appearance’ in the sense of ‘a person appearing’, but simply ‘appearance’,
namely of a person, in the accustomed way. I do not see any way to choose between
these two alternatives if the sentence is considered in isolation. It may be stated, though,

that if one decides for the latter, conservative way of construing the text, one can at the

' 1 have deliberately refrained from an idiomatic rendering to point to the employment of
substantivized neuters in the context of character depiction in a fifth century text.
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same time see how from contexts such as this one the former, semantically innovative
absolute use of £160¢ as ‘an appearance’ may arise.
To resume translation: after a few general remarks about the influence which hollow

179

regions have on their inhabitants, regions where rivers render the water healthy, "~ the

author continues:

"0 drank waters mery, stagnant

Certainly, though, if there were no rivers and thus they
and marshy, it would be necessary that such ‘appearances’ were pot-bellied and with
enlarged milt.

Though at first this sentence seems to resolve the issue just discussed in favour of an
absolute use, since in the phrase TO1aVTa €1dea the determining ‘such’ is apparently
anaphoric in a way which prevents ‘such appearances’ from referring to anything else
but the people just implicitly referred to by the main verb of the second part of the
protasis, it can again not be excluded that ‘such appearances’ is simply a shorthand for
‘the appearances of such people’, a case parallel to what was suggested for TOLXUTAL
@UO1EG above. Taking the phrase that way may be supported by the next occurrence of
gldog:

People, however, who inhabit land high, light, windy, and bewatered, are tall as to
<their> appearances, and very much like one another: their minds rather unmanly and
tame.

In this instance, STSOQ is clearly accusative of respect. The very next sentence, though,
a case of anacoluthous construction, presents the same ambiguities which were
encountered above, though the grammatical context is a little more complicated.

People <who inhabit land> thin, unwatered, bare, and not well-balanced as to the
changes of the seasons - in that land it is probable that the ‘appearances’ be hard and
intense, fair rather than dark, and the characters and tempers wilful and independent.

Indeed, where the changes of the seasons are most frequent, and <the seasons> most

'7 T have not quoted these lines since they are not relevant for the point at issue.
180 Note the repeated unmediated change of subject.
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different from one another, there you will also find the appearances and the characters
and the natures as differing most widely.

Here, it is impossible to decide if in the sentence ‘OKOCOl 0& AemMTd 7Te Kai
dvodpa kol Wikd, Thot peTofoArflol TOV GpEé®V ObK evkpnta, &V
a0t T xOpn Td €iden €1kog okAnpd e elvar kal &viova kol
EavBotepa | peldviepa kol ta 1ffsa kal tag Opyag abOddeds te kai
1810y vAOPOVaC’, there is to be a caesura after EDKPNTA so that T0. €idea ... kol
Td Nfsa Kal Tag OPYAC were to be the subjects of the accusative with infinitive, or
if TOGOVTOLVG or TOVTOVG or the like is to be supplied so that Td. £idea ... kKol T
ffea kol Tog OpYOg were accusatives of respect,’ as is clearly the case in the
preceding sentence.

These, now, are the greatest differences in nature, then also the land in which someone
is reared, and the waters. You will find, indeed, that for the most part the appearances

and the ways of the people follow the nature of the land. In that concluding sentence, TG,
eldea TOV GVOPOTWYV, the appearances of the people, is unambiguous again, due to

the presence of the possessive genitive. It is, thus, possible, but by no means certain or

necessarily the case, that the plural €180 refers to persons as ‘appearances’ in Airs,

Waters, and Places XXIV. I would maintain, though, that - partly due to the author’s
obscure style - external confirmation would be required before a final verdict could be

pronounced.'®

VIIIL

Once in Airs, Waters, and Places, Eﬁaog is in the singular. In section XI of the treatise,

it 1s stated that changes of season especially, but also other astronomical events, have

81 Jones, loc. cit., if taken literally, seems to construe the sentence in this latter way.
182 Cf. in general Section IX; for Airs, Waters, and Places XXIV, cf. also Section II of the chapter on

16€q.
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serious consequences for the diseased. T T€ Ydp VOCEVHOTA MAAIGTO EV
TavTNol Tholtv fuépnotv kpivetat. kal td pév anoebivel, ta o8
AfyeL, 1o 8¢ dAAa mdvta pebioTtatar £¢ Etepov €ldog kal Etépnv
KaTAdoTaolV. And mostly, indeed, the diseases are decided in those days. And some
die away, others calm down, all the others change to another appearance and another

condition.

The sentence containing STSOQ seems to admit of several interpretations.'®® One is to
say that here, €180¢ is not the ‘€180G of a person’ but ‘the 180G of a disease’. A
disease, one could infer, has at any stage of its occurrence an 8{80(;, an appearance or
guise. One is reminded of the words of Sir William Temple, who says in his Health &
Long Life: “Both [diseases] were thought to appear in many various Guises.”'**

In view of general Hippocratic tenets, on the other hand, one could take the sentence
‘kol ta pev amopbiver, 1o 8¢ Anyel, td 8¢ GAA mavTo pebioTatal
&c Etepov €180¢ kail ETEPNV KATAGTOGLV’ to mean that the disease in question
gives way to another disease altogether. For this use of pefictacat, one could
adduce, e.g., Diseases 1, 29. Overheating of the upper cavity is given as a cause for

vomiting. Then it is added: 610 ToLTO & abLTO kol &G mepimAsvpovinv Ek

'8 Taylor, Varia Socratica, p. 219, comments: “The context shows that the meaning is “and the rest
pass into a different phase.” €180¢ = a distinct stage in an illness marked by special symptoms, a sense
derivative from that of “shape,” “structure.”

Gillespie, The Use of E100¢ and ISéa in Hippocrates, p. 186f., remarks that Taylor does not
recognize the advancement of 818(:«; “in the direction of the purely logical meaning of kind or class”. A
“divisory or classificatory suggestion is found in the numerous examples where €180¢ and 18&a is
conjoined with TOLOG, AAAOG, or £TEPOG, TAVTOTOG, or TAVTOSUTOS.” One of the examples is
“nepl Gépov 11, I 53 K. 10 pév (vooevpata) amopdivel, ta 8¢ ANyel, 1d 3¢ dAAa
navto pebiotatar &g E€repov €ldoc kol ETépnv KatdoTOolv. T. ‘phase,’ but this is
inaccurate: the writer does not think of the disease as persisting in another shape, but as passing into
another disease or another form of disease; see TEPL TaOAV 8, vi. 216 L. kpivechal d& £6TLV EV
Tflot vovooiotly, Otav abémvral ol vobool 1| popaivovial 1| HETaminTooly &g
£1epov vovonua 7| TELELTAOLY.”

Jones, Hippocrates 1, p. 105, translates the sentence of Airs, Waters, and Places XI. “For it is
especially at these times that diseases come to a crisis. Some prove fatal, some come to an end, all
others change to another form and another constitution.”

18 'W. Temple, Works I, 1720, p. 283, quoted in The Oxford English Dictionary, Oxford 1933, s.v.
“Guise. 5.”
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Kaboov t€ kol mAevpitidog pditcta pedictatar T voorpaTo:

For that same reason, too, diseases often change from fever and pleurisy to

pneumonia.’ 8

For the question of the meaning of 8?50(; in the sentence from Airs, Waters, and
Places XI, kal 10 pev amoebiver, ta O€ AnNyel, 1d 8¢ AAAQ TAVIQ
pebiotatar &g £tepov £1dog kai £TéPNV KOTAGTOGLV, one has to decide
between the two possibilities outlined above. A clue may lie in the proper understanding
of what is signified by Ka.TdoTOG1G."®

As for the use of KATAGTAG1G as applied to the seasons, one may compare Prognostic

XXV. First, some general medical advice is given to those who want to forecast

accurately; then it is added: xp1| 0¢ kol TAC QOPAG TAOV VOOSHUATOV TAOV
alel Emdnuedviov tayémg evlvpeloBar kai pny Aavldveiv Thiiv Tng
APNG KATAGTAGLV. But it is also necessary quickly to give thought to attacks of
diseases which are at any given time epidemic, and not to forget the constitution of the
season. The application to the season seems to be excluded, though, since on the one
hand the point of talking about change of season at all seems to be to draw attention to
the change of weather conditions that goes with it; on the other hand, it would be
awkward to have different points of reference for £180¢, namely the diseases, and
KOTAGTAGLG, namely the astronomico-meteorological situation.

As for the use of KO.TAGTAGLG as applied to a disease, one may compare Prognostic
XX. There, it is declared that there are certain critical days for fevers. They are not
always easy to make out. GAAQ YPT| QMO TNG TPWOTNG NuEPNGg EvOvpeichat

kKol xaf' exdotnv tetpdda mpootifepévny okénteshar kol ob Anoet,

185 vOomua seems to be ‘someone’s being ill’ rather than a named disease.

18 Cf. Jones, Hippocrates 1, p. 141, n. 1, in the Introduction to Epidemics 1: * “Constitution” is the
traditional translation of KQTAGTAGLS, climatic conditions of such a marked type as to give a
distinguishing character to a period of time. The word is also used of diseases, and so on, to denote a
fixed type prevalent at any particular time.”



161

onn tpéyetat. yivetor 8¢ kal 1OV Tetaptaiov ) KOTAOTAOLS EK
TOVTOL TOL KOGUOV. But it is necessary to give thought to <the matter> from the
first day and at each additional fourth day - and you will not fail to see where things
turn. The constitution also of quartan fevers develops out of this order. Now, the author
of Airs, Waters, and Places does not always write in the clearest style. His grammar is
not always coherent. Yet, if each and every disease of which it is not correct to say either
bdmoeBivel or A yel, whatever the exact meaning of those two words be, turns to a
different condition, and that condition is a different ‘constitution of disease’, then -
though “Td &8¢ dAla mdvro pebiotatar &g £tepov €ldog kal Etépnv
KQTAoTAo1V’ need not imply anything about the disease’s being the same or not - one
could argue in terms of pragmatics in the sense that one provides the reader with what is
relevant: a different disease implies a different constitution anyway; therefore, if it is
stressed that the disease passes into a different constitution with change of season, it
must be the same disease.

But that, I think, is not a cogent line of argumentation. The context of Airs, Waters,

and Places X1 is ambiguous. Neither the point of reference of 160G nor the meaning of

the word there can be determined with any degree of certainty.'’

IX.

There are five instances of STSOQ in Epidemics 1 and III; in all of them, the word seems
to be employed in the same way, marking a transition to a new meaning of £160G.
Epidemics 1, section 19: TAN00C HEV ODV TAV VOONUAT®OV EYEVETO. EK 88
TV Kapvoviov. anédvnokov pdiiota peipdkia, vEol, GKUALOVTEG,

Aelol, LTOAELKOYPWDTES, 1OVTPLYES, MEAAVOTPLYES, MEAAVOQOAANOL, Ol

'8 Taking £¢ £1epov £180¢ Kal £TEPNV KOTAGTAGLY as a sort of £V- 310~ dVOTV, or hendiadys,
‘the diseases turn to a different appearance, and that is to say a different constitution’, does not decide
the matter either.
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gkl kol &nl 10 pdbvpov Pefrwkoteg, toyxvoewVoL, TPNYLO®VOL,
tpaviol, Opyilot. kal yvvaikeg mAeloTal £k TOUTOL TOL €1d€0G
anEOVNOKOV. ‘Now the number of illnesses was great. And of the patients there died
chiefly striplings, young people, people in their prime, the smooth, the fair-skinned, the
straight-haired, the black-haired, the black-eyed, those who had lived recklessly and
carelessly, the thin-voiced, the rough-voiced, the lispers, the passionate.’'®® Very many
women, too, of this type died.

The list of types of people includes some which are mutually exclusive, such as the age
groups and, probably, some of the types of voice. It is therefore people who displayed
one or more, not all, of the said characteristics, who were most likely to die. ‘And not
only the male’, the author adds; this is not because the adjectives used for the description
of the diseased are of masculine gender; it is his common practice to remark how women
were affected by the several diseases occurring in a given constitution.'® When he
declares ‘kai yvvaikeg mAEloTOL £K TOUTOL TOL €1de0g AMEBVNOKOV’, he
does not seem to draw a line between the age classes and the other characteristics either;
among the characteristics, moreover, ‘those who had lived recklessly and carelessly’
does refer to a style of life rather than to any personal features, appearance, or guise. The
author, therefore, does not seem to say: ‘women of that appearance died’, but more

likely something like ‘women of that type’.

Epidemics 1, 20: o1 pév olv mAeloTol TAOV voonoaviov &v 1)
KOTAOoTdosL ToUT) TOVT® TQ Tpome® dievéonoav, kol obdéva oida
TV meplysvopévoyv, @tivt oby Lméotpeyav ol kotd  Adyov
brnocTpopol yevopeval, kol dieociovio mdvieg, olg kby® oida,
ololwv o1 Lmootpopoi d1d ToL £ideog TOVTOL Yevoiato. obde TAV

dlavoonocdviov dd tovtov ToL Tpdénov obdevi oldo bLrooTpoPNV

'8 Up to this point, the translation is Jones’.
'8 E.g. Epidemics], 1, 12, 16.
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YEVOUEVNV TAALV. Now, most of the diseased in this particular season went through
their disease in that way, and I do not know any one of those who recovered, whom the
relapses did not affect according to the list I have set out, and all were saved, of whom I
know, whom relapses affected of this type. And I do not know of anyone going through
their disease whom relapse did not affect in that way.

If there is a difference in sense between TOVT® TQ TPOT®, an instrumental dative,
and the modal-cum-instrumental prepositional phrase 1@ TOUTOVL TOL TPOTMOV, it is
a very slight one.'”® The force of the phrase 810 ToU €ide0¢ TOOTOUL should be
modal-cum-instrumental in the same way.'”' It may well be that siﬁog is chosen mainly
for the sake of variation, since otherwise TPOTOG would occur three times in succession
in a context which appears to be redundant anyway. While I think that possible, I do not
think that one would have to assume that it is thereby implied that 160G and TpdmOG
are synonymous here. TPOTOG is the turn something takes, the way something gcnf:s."}2
8150(; is here appearance, in the sense of how a thing - object, person, or event -
habitually or typically appears: ‘all those I know were saved when the relapses affected
them in that guise’. It is because relapses coming about in one guise were fatal, relapses

coming about in a different guise were not fatal, that 160G, guise, could come to be

applied in cases where one would tend to translate ‘fype’.

The three instances of STSOQ in Epidemics 111, are again in the ‘constitution’, not in one

of the ‘cases’. Several diseases are named which occurred in this period. Then it is said

(I, 3): T0. MEV EMONUNOAVTA VOOTIUOTO TOVTO. EKGOTOL 3¢ TAV

LoyeYpapUEVOV EOEDV ﬁcdv ol kdpvovteg kol £0vnokov moAloi.

1% The author of Epidemics uses TPOTOG regularly to refer to ‘the way’ of a disease, i.e. the way in
which particular symptoms occur in a particular order, e.g. Epidemics 1, 1, 2, 3; in I, 10, lcmcm’]ﬂsa
TPOTOV, an accusative of respect, means in a bad way.

1 8la as a preposition is, to my knowledge, otherwise not at all frequent with either aiﬁog or
TPOTOG.

92" A somewhat different interpretation of the use of TPOTOG in the Hippocratic corpus is given by
Gillespie, p. 183f. Discussing its implications here would lead too far astray.
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ouvémnte & £Q’ EKAGTOIGL TOOVTOV MOE. Now, those were the epidemic
diseases <in this constitution>. And of each of the above-said types there were patients
and died many. As symptoms occurred, with each of those, the following. An
enumeration of the symptoms follows.

After a description of other diseases, including ardent fevers, in the preceding sections,
section 12 begins: TOAAGQ &8¢ kal GAAQ TLPETOV Emednunoev &idea,
TpLTOL®V, TETAPTAIOV, VUKTEPLVAV, GLVEXEDY, HAKPDV,
TETAQAVNUEVOV, ACWOEMV, AKOTACTAT®V. But also many other types of fevers
were epidemic, ‘tertians, quartans, night fevers, fevers continuous, protracted,
irregular, fevers attended with nausea, fevers of no definite character.”'” In both these
cases, translating £100C by ‘guise’ would be just possible, but stretching the language
beyond what is commonly acceptable. It seems more natural to talk of ‘these’ and ‘other

types of fever’.

In section 13 we learn that ‘consumption’ was the worst and most widespread disease
of that constitution. Its symptoms and development are described in detail. Then section
14 commences: £180¢ 8¢ TA®V EOvwdiwV fv 0 Aelov, 10 LmOAgvkov, TO
Pak®deg, 1O LmEPLOPOV, TO XOPOTOV, AELKOPAEYHATiOL, TTEPLYM-
deeg- kol yvvalkeg OUTW. But the type of the consumptive people was: the
smooth, the whitish, the lentil-coloured, the reddish, the bright-eyed; leuco-phlegmatous
people, those with shoulder-blades projecting like wings. And the women likewise.

It is impossible to say whether STSOQ here is meant to refer just to the external
appearance or guise of the people affected by consumption, or whether it is the type of
those affected which is characterized;'” and the characterisations happen to be

externally visible. Against the latter position, it could be objected that since among the

19 The latter part of the translation is Jones’.
"% Jones translates: “The physical characteristics of the consumptives were: - skin smooth, whitish,
lentil-coloured, reddish; bright eyes; a leucophlegmatic condition; shoulder-blades projecting like wings.
Women too so ([note 3:] This brief phrase seems to mean that the same characteristics marked
consumptive women as consumptive men.)”.
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characteristics are found AELKOQAEYpHOTIOL and TTEPLYWEES, both denoting

people,'®

the author must speak of a type or types, not about appearance or
appearances. To that it could be replied that that is not certain since these two types of

people come last; they could be added inconcinnously to the list of appearances.

While this last case may be left undecided, the extension which took place with the
application of the noun 180G cannot be called into question. In Epidemics I + 111, there
are instances of €180G which a translation of the word with ‘appearance’ or ‘guise’
would perhaps not render unintelligible, but at least potentially misleading for the
uninitiated. Translating STSOQ as ‘type’ seems to preserve the sense of the passages
quoted in every case. One must bear in mind, however, that to the Greek ear it was still
the same word €180C which was employed in each case; and Epidemics 1 + III shows
that, at least in some cases, the same clause seems to admit of two alternative renderings,
with ‘guise’ or ‘appearance’, or with ‘type’. While the two English words ‘guise’ and
‘type’ stand quite apart, I wonder if the question if the author had meant ‘guise’ or ‘type’

could have been asked at the time of composition of the treatise.

Nothing is gained by accumulating more instances and showing in each case that the
above observations are confirmed in one way or another. Neither, I believe, is there new
or substantially different evidence which would tell against the interpretations offered in
the preceding sections, nor do I detect a further semantic development. ‘Type’ seems to
be firmly established as a meaning of €180¢ separate from, and co-existing with, ‘guise,
appearance’. With all the instances of £180¢G in the treatises In the Surgery, On

Fractures, On Joints, Instruments of Reduction, Humours, and The Sacred Disease,"*®

195 This, I believe, was overlooked by Jones.
1% There are no instances of £180¢ in either Prognostics or On Fractures.
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the word seems to denote either ‘guise, appearance’ or ‘type’, in the ways outlined

197
above.

The last instance of €180G in the Histories of Herodotus discussed in the section V
above was that of I, 94: EEgvpednvat 61 dv 10te kal AV kv Kol TAV
aotpaydlov kal Thg oeaipng kai TV GAAEOV MACE®V TAlyVIE®V
16 €iden, mANV meoodv: TovT®V yap dv THv EEehpsoiv  obk
0lKkNoLVTAl AvOOi. Then were invented: of cubes and ankle-bones and of the ball

and of all other games the appearances, except for draughts; for, the invention of those,
the Lydians do not appropriate. 180G there appeared to be applied to how the games

were played: i.e. either to the process, something not static but dynamic, or to the rules;

but definitely not to a material object. ‘T®V GAAEOV TOCE®V TOALYVIE®V TA
£1dea’ could not mean ‘all other sorts of games’.
A clue to what it could mean is furnished by the use of 8’[50(; in some of the early

Hippocratic treatises. There, sfﬁog is applied to things characterised by any set of

197 There are, naturally, some cases like those of Epidemics discussed above which mark a transitional
state; attribution of them to one or the other group will to some extent be arbitrary.

‘Guise, appearance’ is denoted by STSOC_; at In the Surgery 1llb, VIId; Instruments of Reduction 1a,b,
VI; Humours 1.

‘Type’ is denoted by STSOQ at In the Surgery llla, VIla,b,c, VIII, XIX; On Joints XXVII, XXXIV; The
Sacred Disease IV, XVI (cf. the chapter on LOP@N] above).

I admit that I do not fully understand Humours XIIL. Gillespie, The Use of Eid0¢ and I5éa in
Hippocrates, p. 189, adduces it in a collection of “passages in which the classificatory notion seems
more or less important”, and writes: “TEPL YVUAV 13, v. 494 L. Otav odv xai flp obteg
aydyn (sc. yoyea ex BuAnéwv kxail 0GAmog £k W) €Og, the characteristic of POLVOT®WPOG,
which gives rise to TKTEPOL, jaundice), kKal fjpog yivovral iktepor- Eyydratm ydp abdtn
kivnolg Tf] dpn katd tovto T0 €180g EoTLV. Apparently = fiv obtwg &ydyn. This
affection, when it takes this form, is most akin to the season. Not in T[aylor].” If that be so, the passage
would belong to the second group.

Let me add here that the one occurrence of €100¢ in mepl daltng OEE®V, Regimen in Acute
Diseases, which is sometimes thought early, or even ‘by Hippocrates’, likewise belongs to that second
group. When the author reminds his less knowledgeable colleagues in section 43 @¢ Xpn
dayvédokely ... doa 1€ Nuéwv f| ool kal f| €€1g Exdotoloy Ektekvol mdbea
kal €idea mavTolq, that latter phrase is short for Kol €idea mavtola nabE®@V: that it is
necessary to understand ... which affections our nature and habit engender, and that there are manifold
types <of affections>. Cf. also Gillespie, p. 186f.; pace Taylor, p. 220.
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characteristics, visible or not visible. commonly, the noun €180¢ would appear in a
genitival phrase of the type ‘a person of that 8180@’, ‘a disease of that Sfﬁog’. In these
cases, ‘type’ suggested itself as a translation of €180G. The reverse phrase is also found:
‘these and other types of disease’, ‘two types of something’.'"”® But there is also a
possibility of referring to diseases or patients characterised as to ‘the above-said 18ea’,
or again by declaring: ‘the £180¢ of them was this or that’. In those cases, neither ‘type’
nor ‘guise, appearance’ would be fully appropriate as a rendering of STSOQ; it is not that
either word would necessarily be incorrect as a translation, but in each case the context
shows that the connotations of €180¢ are slightly different from those of its English
renderings; the difference becomes apparent in the differing syntactical relations €160g
can enter. Bearing that in mind, ‘of all other games the types’ may be acceptable as a
translation of ‘T®V AALEDV TOGEDV TALYVIE®V TO £1dea’.

In the same way, the passage discussed at the end of section VIII above could be
explained, if not translated. At Airs, Waters, and Places X, it is declared: kKol Td pgv
anopdiver, Ta 8¢ Anfyel, 1d 8¢ GAAQ mdvta pebictatar &g Etepov
gldog xail £TépnV KaTEOoTAGLY. That could now be understood as meaning: ‘And
the ones die away, others calm down, all the others change to another type and another
condition’. Considering the usage of Epidemics 1 and III, and also, as I think, of
Herodotus, this rendering in itself would not presuppose a decision as to whether the

author has in mind the same disease or a different, new one.

In the Hippocratic corpus, STSOQ is used with a high degree of abstraction. What
determines an 180G and what is referred to by €160G need not have a visual component

at all; the noun in either singular or plural can be applied to something - person, object,

state or event - marked by one or more than one characteristic. Syntactically, £180¢

appears to be more versatile than either ‘guise, appearance’ or ‘type’, in that in all its

19 <300 €idew’ is a phrase of particular frequency in In the Surgery; there, it is used somewhat

stereotypically.
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senses it seems to be employable with any one of the constructions possible with any of

the English renderings.

XI.

Among the pre-Socratic philosophers, it is Empedocles who employs SISOQ with any
frequency or significance.'” If Plutarch, De facie quae in orbe lunae apparet 926d (DK

31B27), quotes accurately, a line by Empedocles contains the formulaic iEA1O10
dyhaov €180¢, the bright appearance of the sun.*®

£180¢ as ‘the appearance of something’ is found once more, though with slightly
different emphasis. In B71 (4ff.), the €161 of mortals are opposed to their Xpo1a, and in

this context the question of Greek concepts of colour and colours may be relevant: €1

19 The few other instances of the word in pre-Socratic philosophical or sophistic texts can all be
subsumed under one of the categories discussed above: Gorgias (DK 82B22) contrasts the 8?30@. guise,
appearance, of a woman with her 80&(, here reputation rather than judgement or opinion. With Critias
(DK 88B48), £180¢ likewise denotes guise, external appearance.

When Melissus discusses that there is only one, €v Hévov €011V (DK 30B8), he constructs as one of
the absurdities which follow from the opposite assumption that while we say that we perceive and
comprehend rightly or correctly, OpO®C, nevertheless we see again and again that things are one thing
and its opposite, whence it follows that we neither see nor recognize what is; that does not agree with the
initial assumption. He continues (B8, 4): @auévolg yap eivat moAla kol &idia (?) kol €idn
e Kol oydv £xovia, mdvia gtepolovobar fuly dokel kal petamintelv Ek TOd
EKAOTOTE OPWUEVOVL. Indeed, to us, when we say that there are many eternal things, having
appearances and power, all things seem to alter and change, from what is being seen at any one given
time. Here having appearances and power refers to the assumed objects’ having their own, distinct
appearance and power or strength; that S'iﬁog is appearance is partly confirmed by the participle
Op@UEVOV, indicating that the evidence adduced is in the sphere of what manifests itself visibly.

For Philolaus DK 44B5, see the discussion of Phaedo 100b - 105¢, Part ITI below.

200 1t is impossible to determine if the genitive HEA1010 is a genitivus possessivus or an appositivus (cf.
Kiihner-Gerth, Griechische Grammatik I, pp. 264f., 280f.; Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik II, p.
121£.). If it be the latter, EA1010 ... &yAadv €180¢ would amount to ‘the bright appearance which
is the sun’; a potential line of linguistic development could then be constructed thus: ‘I see the bright
sun’, ‘I see the sun bright in appearance’, ‘I see the sun’s bright appearance’, ‘I see the bright
appearance which is the sun’; a next potential step in that line could be the dropping of the qualification:
‘I see a bright appearance’. In the last sentence, the adjective could then be changed, or perhaps even
left out altogether. This hypothetical absolute use of ‘appearance’ would be similar to what is found with
some of the medical writers (vid. Section VII above).
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d¢ 11 oot mepl TAOVOe AmOLvrog EmAeto mioTIg, | MAOG VOUTOG Yoing
te Kai oifépog fiehiov te | Kipvapévov €idn 1€ yevoiato ypold 7e
fvntdv | 1666, doa VOV yEYAact GLuVOPHOGOHEVT 'AQpodit ... . But if
trust concerning those things be in any way deficient for you: how from water and earth
and aether and sun, when they are mixed, appearances and colours of mortal beings
come about, whichever have come about now, fitted through Aphrodite ... . Translating
xpoia as colour suggests itself, especially as it is found side by side with €160¢ which
could then be shape or form™" .

It may, however, be worth bearing in mind that - though admittedly more than half a
century later and in a predominantly Attic context - an opposition of colour and shape
was expressed as that of xP@pa or xPOQ and 6Y AR, not €160¢. That is all the more
significant as in that text, Meno 73e -76e, Socrates states that Meno as a follower of
Gorgias accepts and adheres to the views of Empedocles (76c). But elsewhere in pre-
Socratic philosophy as well, GYTjua, rather than £180G, seems to be the term firmly
established to denote physical shape or form.** It is, therefore, rash to see an opposition
of form versus colour in Empedocles B71. STBOQ, appearance, as a term for the more
general concept may be followed in any description of a thing by any term for a concept
which strictly speaking forms part of it; colour does belong to appearance, as well as to
‘an appearance’; appearance, as well as ‘an appearance’, comprises colour: that does not
rule out the slightly redundant wording of ‘appearances and colours of mortal beings

come into being’, neither in verse nor in prose.

In B22, as most other extant lines of Empedocles preserved by Simplicius, the world we

live in is described as containing on the one hand things in concord with their parts,

21 Pprovided one accepts Diels-Kranz 1, p.338, apparatus ad loc.: “Yp0oia. wohl Neutr. Plur. neben
YPOWd, YPAC wie AOla (Hes. s.v. TITUPQA) neben PAOLA, PAOOC” - on conventional lines of
interpretation, however, €181 Kol Y poia could just as well be bodies and skins, or bodies and bodies,
or appearances and appearances (vid. LSJ s.vv. €180¢, X pOld, ¥ paQ).

22 Not an absolutely compelling argument, as Plato might as well - here as elsewhere - have changed
the terminology, if only in this one point; cf., however, for examples: Diels-Kranz III (index) s.v.

oxfpe.
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namely the sun, the earth, the sky, and the sea; then those mixed well and fittingly,
likewise in concord; and, he concludes: Exfpa <d @G> mAieiotov &n’ GAA A @V
diEyovot pdiota | yévvn 1€ Kproel te koi €idectv EKpdkTolot, |
navTn ovyyivecBar anbea ... . But those which stand furthest apart from one
another are most hostile to birth and mixture and moulded appearances, wholly
unaccustomed to get together ... ** Here, €100¢ is used absolutely; ‘an appearance’ in
the sense of ‘a thing that appears’. The same usage is found in two more fragments. B73
as well belongs to a physical or cosmological context (4f.): ... | ®¢ 8¢ TOTE YOOV
Konpig, enel tv’ &dinvev &v OuPpw, | €idea moimvbovca Bo®d mupi
ddKE Kp(l‘tf)\/(ll. ... and how at that time Cypris, when she had moistened earth in
rain, eagerly making appearances, gave them to swift fire to strengthen them. As with
B22, the product of a process of YEVEGLG, of becoming and coming into being, that
which as a result appears as distinct, is called an appearance. Such a distinct result of a
process is also the picture a painter produces; the work and craftsmanship of painters is
described in B23 (7ff.): oit’ kmel olv pdpywol nolvypoa @dpupaka
xepoiv, | appovin peiéavie 10 pév mAéw, dGAla & EAGOOW®, | EK TOV
gldea maolv aAiykio mopovvouot, | 0Evdped te kTilovie Kai avépag
8¢ yuvaikag | ONpdg T olwvoig 1e kai LdaToBpéupovag 1x0OLC. Now,
when they grasp with their hands drugs of varied colour, mixing with fitting measure
more of the one, less of the other, they prepare from them appearances similar to all the

things, creating trees and men and women, animals and birds and fish, nourished by the

23 For this way of construing the syntax cf. J. Mansfeld, Die Vorsokratiker, Stuttgart 1987, p.413: “Am
feindlichsten dem Entstehen und der Mischung und den ausgeprigten Gestalten [...] sind jene [Teile],
die am meisten voneinander verschieden sind, ganz und gar ungewohnt, zusammenzutreten, ... .” A
different, but to my mind less satisfactory, solution is proposed by e.g. Diels-Kranz: “Feindlich dagegen
ist am meisten, was am meisten voneinander absteht in Ursprung, Mischung und ausgeprigten
Gestalten, ginzlich ungewohnt der Verbindung ... 7, also adopted by e.g. J. Barnes, Early Greek
Philosophy, Harmondsworth 1987, p. 168f.: “But most hostile are the things which differ most from one
another | in birth and blending and moulded shape, | quite unaccustomed to come together ... ”.
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water. It should be noted that painters do not just create shapes or forms, but indeed

reproduce the whole appearance of the things they set out to represent.”*

The case is different with the three remaining instances of STBOQ, different in the same
way some of the instances of €180¢ in the medical writers discussed above were
different. And it may not be irrelevant that at least one of the three contexts, B98 (11ff.),
while certainly part of a cosmological discussion, is distinctly physiological or medical®® :
N 6¢ xBdv TovtOowoLY iom ouvvékvpoe pdAilsta, |"Hoaloto 1T SpPpw
1€ kol a1Bépt mopoavéwovtt | Kompidog Oppicbeica teieiolg Ev
Mpéveooly, | it OAMyov peilov eite mhedveooilv Eldocwv- | Ek
TV oipd 1e Yévto kai GAANG &ideo oapkOG. But earth, most equal with
them, met them, Hephaestus and rain and all-shining aether, anchoring in the perfect
harbour of Cypris; be there a little more or a little more less: from those, blood came
into being, and also the types of other flesh. The various types of flesh, whatever they
are,”® would ‘appear’ differently; in that sense they could be said to be different, distinct
‘appearances’. But in the same way as with the examples discussed above, the
grammatical construction, €180 in the plural, with a dependent genitive, indicates the
transition to a separate new sense of 180G as ‘type’, whether or not that development
would immediately have been perceived as such. I do, however, think, that the semantic
development outlined took place in a non-poetic context and was only afterwards
employed in Empedocles’ verse. The irreducibly ambiguous transitional occurrences of

the word found in the professedly medical writers are absent from Empedocles. That is,

4 Use of Siﬁog in this sort of context may be seen as paving the way for the semantic development
seen at e.g. Thucydides, 3.82.2.3 and Euripides, Iphigenia in Tauris 817; vid. section XII below.

% In this context one is reminded of the report on Empedocles by Diogenes Laertius (VIII, 58 = DK
31A1): pnol 3¢ Zdtvpog v 1oig Blolg OTL kal tutpdg fiv kol pitewp 4ploTog. And
Satyros in the Lives says that he was a physician as well as an excellent orator. Cf. M. Schofield (in:
G.S. Kirk, J.E. Raven, M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers, Cambridge *1983, p. 282) who in
commenting on Al adduces B147 as potential indication of Empedocles’ affiliations with the medical
profession.

% That is to say, leaving aside the question if (fl'p(l was, or was not, seen as one type of flesh; an
interpretation of the line which is grammatically possible.
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of course, not to say that there are not varying degrees of abstraction in Empedocles as
well; in B98 €101 clearly refers to types of things visibly different, and so does B115 (53
ff): daipoveg oite poxpaiowvog Aeddyact Piowo, | tpig piv popiag
opag amo pokdpov aidinodoi, | euopévouvg mavrole Sid xpdvov
gidea OvnTdVv | dpyaréag Protolo petadrdocovia KeAevBous. It's an
old law that demons who have committed a crime must wander about a long time,
growing (or living) as manifold types of mortal beings, with time exchanging the
toilsome ways of life.

In B125 (2f.) the appearances of the two types of things in question are different as
well. I think, though, that here, perhaps for the first time, E-ﬁﬁog is used absolutely, that
is to say without the qualification of e.g. a genitive, with the meaning of type.: £k HEV
vap (odv Etifer vekpa €ide’ adpeifov, | <€k 8¢ vekpdV {dovta>.
From living bodies he (or: she) made dead, exchanging the types, <and from dead

;!iw'ng>.2°7 The context of this line, though, is too uncertain to reach a firm conclusion.

But even if B125 is left aside altogether, it cannot be doubted that Empedocles
employed Sfﬁog in the sense of ‘type’ without comment, explanation, or even only the
slightest indication that this usage reflects a very recent semantic development. The
observations made on the occasion of our discussion of the Hippocratic writings above
are therefore to be seen as systematic rather than narrowly chronological; to our
knowledge, Empedocles’ verses were written down before any of the Hippocratic
writings were; both the authors of the latter and Empedocles, however, used material
which had been used before, describing and setting it out in a language which had
gradually evolved in a way suited to that material. It is not surprising that all stages of
linguistic development should coexist in one and the same text, or collection of texts as is

the Hippocratic Corpus, especially when the text in question is composed in a way as

27 Not: From living beings he made dead bodies, changing <them>, ... . Pace J. Mansfeld, op. cit.,
p.473. J. Barnes, op. cit., p.197: “From living things he made corpses, changing their forms”, too, seems
to mean something different from what is proposed above.
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conservative as we must assume the Hippocratic Corpus to have been. Oral traditions of
the secret craft of medicine can be expected to be riddled with archaisms - or, at least,
layers of old or antiquated diction - in the same way legal or religious texts are. Thus,
when we considered a supposed development of €160¢ within selected Hippocratic
writings, that need not necessarily imply that that development took place for the first
time in those chance survivals under scrutiny; it is rather the case that what has been
reconstructed as a potential semantic development is reflected or survives in the passages
discussed; they are a reflection of a development which seems to have taken place, and in

a sense come to a conclusion, by the time Empedocles composed his poem or poems.

XII.

In all of Thucydides, there are six instances of the word S{SOQ. His usage does not
seem to be markedly different from what could be observed so far. There is, however, a
slight development. On occasion, £180G refers to the appearance, not of an object but of

an action: Towards the end of his account of the fifth year of the war, in relating the
events of the summer of 427 B.C., Thucydides comments on how GT(iGlg, civil strife,
had become more common in communities all over Greece after Athens and Sparta had
gone to war, since the opposing parties in the cities, democrats and oligarchs, could rely
on help from those two cities respectively, as both of them were in need of allies.

Thucydides continues (III 82.2): Kol EmEmece MOAAG Kol YOAEnmd KaTo
otdolv tailg mOAeost, ylryvOopeva pev kol olel Eodpeve, Ewg av 1
abth @volg avipdnwv 1), parrov 8¢ kol fiovxaitepa kol Toig eideot
dINMlaypéva, @¢ av Ekaotat ol petoforoi TV Euviuyxldv
gplotdvTal. Ev pgv yap €ipnvn xai dyabols mpdypactv ai te mOielg
Kal ot 181dTatl Gueivovg Tag Yvopog €xovot dtd 0 un &g dkovsiouvg

avaykog mimtetv: O 8¢ mOAepog LEEAWV TNV ebmoplav TOL KOO
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nuépav Pilatog S1ddokarog kal mpog T mapdvia TAS OpYdS TOV
TOAMA®V ONO101. And many hardships befell the cities in civil strife, as always come
about and always will, as long as the nature of men remains the same, yet more so, or
quieter, or changed in their appearances, according to how all the several changes of
fortune occur. Indeed, in peace and when things are well, both cities and individuals
have better judgement because they do not fall into involuntary need; but war that takes
away well-being of everyday life is a violent teacher and assimilates to current
circumstances the emotions of the many. The way in which circumstances, events that
occur, appear as different, according to fortune, are the €10T), ‘the appearances’, of
those events which are said to have changed.

This usage is in some ways parallel to Euripides, Iphigenia in Tauris, 817. Orestes has
just disclosed his identity to Iphigenia. Disbelieving, she demands proof of identity.
Orestes reports what, he says, he has been told by Electra: Iphigenia once wove a
garment depicting the quarrel of their ancestors Atreus and Thyestes. Iphigenia agrees,
and Orestes continues (816): €1k T &v 1oTolg NAlov petrdotactv. - 1.
bonva kol 108 £ldog ebpitolg mroxaic. Orestes And you depicted on the
loom the sun’s reversal. - Iphigenia I wove also that ‘appearance’ with fine-threaded
twinings.

We see how once STSOQ has been established with its absolute sense of ‘an
appearance’, the word can be employed to refer to any thing thus denoted, the point of
reference need not be a single object or a single living being; with Euripides, it is the
appearance of an action, a snapshot of an event, which is referred to.**®

While there is, I believe, no principal difference in usage with the Thucydidean example,
it is nevertheless worth observing that in the case of Thucydides on the one hand what is
referred to as being capable of different appearances has previously, at the beginning of
the sentence, been denoted by a neuter plural adjective, i.e. the diction of the passage as

a whole is in itself inherently more abstract; secondly, and more importantly, the events,

2% For this usage, cf. also the forth-century poet Timotheus 15 (Persae), 136.
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Y1YVOUEVQ, are many, and the syntax is undecided as to whether each and every event
is different according to circumstances, or whether there are several types of events, a
possibility which may be suggested by the way the next sentence continues that thought.
Use of €180¢ as ‘the appearance (of an action)’®” is not far from that of £180¢ as ‘the
type (of an action)’ and thus ‘the way (something happens)’. Accordingly, one could
translate: Kol EMENECE MOAAGL Kal YAAEMA KATA OTACLV TAIG TOAECL, ...
paiiov 8¢ koi fovyaitepa kol 1olg €idect dinAAlaypéva, ®¢ av
¢kaotor o1 petaforal TOV ELVILXIOV EQLOTAVTAL. And many hardships
befell the cities in civil strife, ... yet more so, or quieter, or changed in their ‘ways’,

according to how all the several changes of fortune occur.

What may appear as a further extension of the semantics of €160¢, ‘way’ in addition to
‘appearance’ and ‘type’, is much less so than the use of a completely different word as a
rendering of the Greek might at first suggest. The innovation in usage is application of
the word 8?60(; to an action or event, something dynamic, rather than to a physical or
corporeal body, object or thing. This move has not to the same extent taken place in
English, so that in the majority of cases ‘appearance’ or ‘appearances’ would not serve
as an idiomatic translation.*"

It is, on the other hand, not surprising that clear cases of this new application occur at a
time when €160C as ‘type’ is firmly established; in speaking of ‘types’ of things, one
need not exclusively, or as may be not at all, refer to visual features of the things
discussed. When sfﬁog is used to denote ‘the way’ things happen, there may be a visual
element to the action, event or scene referred to, as was the case with Euripides,
Iphigenia in Tauris, 817; that, however, need not be so, and in the case of Thucydides

IIT 82.2 the difference in €101 of the hardships occurring is probably not primarily one of

29 As elsewhere, brackets indicate that the terms in parentheses are not part of the meaning of the word
under consideration but are supplied in the text. The terms in parentheses are given solely to indicate
application, i.e. immediate context, of the words discussed and translated.

21 Cf. above end of Section V on Herodotus I 94.
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visual appearance. In that, application of STSOQ to events is more abstract and less
concrete than the original application of the word to physical objects. This degree of
abstraction is also found with the use of €180G as referring to ‘type’. Extension of
applicability from things to events may have been prompted, but was definitely facilitated

by the more abstract meaning €160¢ had acquired in denoting ‘type’.

The next instance of €180¢ I will discuss has previously been taken as evidence for a
peculiar, separate meaning of the word. This, I believe, resulted from looking at a very
small portion of text and trying to interpret it in isolation. However, in order to
understand Thucydides III 62, the wider context of the passage has to be taken into
account. The scene is that of the confrontation of Theban and Platacan opinion after the
defeat of Plataea at the hands of the Spartans and their Theban allies. The Thebans plead
for harsh punishment, rejecting the historical account given by the Plataeans to justify
their allegiances. Having summarized events before the Persian wars, the Thebans
continue: Emeldn) 8¢ xai O PdpPapoc AABev Emi v “EAAGda, ¢@aci
pévot Bowwtdv obd pndicar, kai 7TovTE® pdicta  abtol Te
aydiloviar kai fpuag Aotdopovorv. Nueig 8¢ pundicatr pev abtovg od
papev 81071 obd 'Abnvaiovg, TN pévror abth 16éq botepov OvimV
'Adnvaiov gni tovg “EAANvag poévouvg ad Boiwtdv dttikicat.

koitol okéyaobe &v ol €idel exdtepor MOV TOLTO EMpatav.
Auly pev yap N méig téte Etdyyavev olte kat OAryapyliav
1o0vopov ToAlTebovoa OUTE KOtd Onpokpatiav- Omep OE EOTL
VOpolC pév kal T) OmEPOVESTAT® EVAVIIOTATOV, EYYLTET® o8
Tupdvvov, duvaoteia OAlywv avdpdv elye to mpdypata.

‘Subsequently, during the foreign invasion of Hellas, they say that they were the only
state in Boeotia which did not collaborate with the Persians. This is the point which
they use most frequently for their self-glorification and for deriding us. We say that the

only reason why they did not collaborate was because the Athenians did not do so
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either, and, following up the same principle, we shall find that when the Athenians
began to attack the liberties of Hellas, Plataea was the only state in Boeotia which
collaborated with Athens.

Consider, too, what type of government we each had at the time of these events. Our
constitution then was not an oligarchy, giving all men equal rights before the law, nor
was it a democracy: power was in the hands of a small group of powerful men, and this
is the form of government nearest to dictatorship and farthest removed from law and the
virtues of moderation.”*"!

I quote this translation because it seems to me to represent a majority opinion on the
meaning of STBOQ in this passage. The Greek sentence in question, KO1TOl 6KEYAGHE
Ev ol® €1del Ekdtepol MUAV TOLTO Empa&ay, is rendered on the basis of the
immediately following statement as: Consider, too, what type of government we each
had at the time of these events. A reasoning behind this translation may run on the
following lines: The Thebans, in giving their version of events, try to justify their actions
during the Persian wars two generations ago, contrasting their own situation with that of
the Platacans who, they say, were ‘atticizing’ then as they are now. They, the Thebans,
however, had hard times. Kaitol okéyacbe &v olw €1del EkATEPOL NUDV
TOLTO Enpatav. Yet, see also in what sort of SISOQ each of us [two states] acted.
This announcement is followed by an account of constitutional matters at Thebes at the
time, and therefore £100¢C here must mean something like ‘type of government’,

. . 212
‘constitution’.

211 Translation by R. Warner, Thucydides. The Peloponnesian War, Harmondsworth, 1954, p. 198.

22 For this passage cf. in particular K. Weidauer, Thukydides und die Hippokratischen Schriften,
Heidelberg 1954, pp. 21-31. In an elaborate attempt, Weidauer tries to establish a meaning “Zustand,
Verfassung’, which may approximately be rendered ‘state (of affairs), constitution (of things)’, a
meaning Thucydides has allegedly taken from Hippocratic usage. In sections VI-X above, I arrived at a
different conclusion for the usage of the medical writers; in what follows, I hope to show why
Weidauer’s position is not tenable for Thucydides either. G. Rechenauer, Thukydides und die
hippokratische Medizin, Hildesheim 1991, does not make his meaning sufficiently clear. He seems to
reject Weidauer’s further conclusions, but seems to accept his interpretation of Thucydides III 62.
Rechenauer claims (p. 20f.): “Eine weitere methodologische Gemeinsamkeit zwischen Thukydides und
der hippokratischen Medizin bildet das semeiotische Verfahren, der SchluB mittels Indizien
(texunpla, onueilo) auf Verborgenes. Wie der Arzt nach dem Prinzip OWig GdMAev 7Td

(pawépevu [footnote 39] aus den sichtbaren Symptomen die gesamte “Verfassung” (ETSOQ) [n. 40]
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If that were so, we would be justified in our expectation to find next a contrasting
description of the ‘constitution’ of the Platacans at the time, since the Thebans had
announced that they would show in what STSOQ each of the two parties acted. As we
read on, however, we find nothing of the sort, apart, perhaps, from the one phrase not
central to the Theban argumentation, that the Platacans acted £YOVTES .. TOUG
vopovg obomep PEYPL TOL OEVPO, having just those laws which you have to this
day (64, 3). While, I maintain, this phrase is not central to their argumentation, its
context provides the point the Thebans want to stress, the point to which they have led
up from 62, 3 onwards. In 64, 3, the Thebans criticize the involvement on the part of the
Plataeans in action against Aegina, where they supported the Athenians instead of
preventing the campaign: Kol TaUTA OVTE GAKOVTEG £XOVTEG TE TOVG VOHOULG

obomep péxpt ToL devpo kal obdevog bupag Pracapévov domep HUOC.

erkennt und, falls moglich, die Krankheitsursache bestimmt, so schlieft Thukydides an Hand von
Indizien aus der Gegenwart auf die Vergangenheit zuriick [n. 41] und erkennt, indem er die
geschichtlichen Ereignisse in ihren Wirkungszusammenhingen zuriickverfolgt, die tiefere Ursache der
Geschehnisverkettung [n. 42].” Le., Rechenauer seems to posit a meaning ‘Verfassung’, ‘constitution
(?) for 8180@ in the Hippocratic corpus and Thucydides at large; that, however, seems to be something
different from what Weidauer tries to establish for Thucydides III 62, for Rechenauer’s footnote 40 on p.
21 reads: “Fiir nicht iiberzeugend halte ich die Untersuchung Weidauers iiber den Begriff e’iﬁog (a.a.0,,
S. 21-31). Zu der aus den hippokratischen Schriften erschlossenen Bedeutung E:TSOQ = “Gesamte
Verfassung” findet sich nur eine einzige Parallele in einem nebensichlichen Zusammenhang bei
Thukydides (IIT 62, 3).” Be that as it may, neither ‘Verfassung’ nor ‘Gesamte Verfassung’, neither in
the general sense of ‘constitution (of a thing)’ nor in the particular one of ‘constitution of a state’, seem
to me to be justified on the basis of the texts we have. - I therefore cannot agree with S. Hornblower, A
Commentary on Thucydides 1, Oxford 1991, whose judgements on €180¢ and in particular 13€q are
more judicious than those of other commentators. On p. 455, he translates Il 62, 3, Kaitotl
okéyacbe ev oiw £idel exdtepor U@V todto Empalav, “But think how different were the
circumstances in which we and they acted.” This suggests 100G has, and therefore has acquired, a very
general meaning; and that, of course, would require an explanation of how the word came to have that
general meaning. But Hornblower continues immediately: “For €196l (‘circumstances’) here see
Weidauer (...), 21ff.: the word for which see 82. 2n. below, here means almost ‘constitution’ - in Greek,
as in English, a word with medical associations. See my nn. on vi. 77. 2, viii. 56. 2, and 90. 1 (where
Andrewes’s nn. are inadequate; Dover on vi. 77. 2 is better). In all these passages the notion of a
‘political arrangement’ is present, most clearly at viii. 90; in the other passages it has travelled further,
and can almost be rendered ‘policy’ or ‘plan’. It is interesting to find €19€1 used here in a political sense
so soon after the closely related word 18£Q (2n. above) has been used of political motives.” - If it can be
shown that £180¢ at III 62, 3 does not carry those alleged political connotations, Hornblower’s note on
82, 2, as well as on the other passages he adduces, would have to be reconsidered as well; see also the
discussion of Thucydides I 109, 1 in Section VI of the chapter on 13£a below.
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And that [you did] not unwillingly, and having just those laws which you have to this
day, and while there was nobody forcing you as was the case with us. The double
opposition central to this part of the Thebans’ speech is that of EKOVTEG - AKOVTES
and o0 Prafépevor - Bralduevor, willingly - unwillingly and not forced - forced. 1t
culminates in the sentence concluding this section of the argument (64, 5): T0. P&V ovV
£C TOV Mpétepldv 1€ GKOVOLOV PNOIGUOV Kail TOV DPETEPOV EKOVOLOV
ATTIKIOPOV TOUTA UTOQUAVOUEV. Such are the things we advance as to our
unwilling Medizing and your willing Atticizing. This point has been carefully prepared
in the intervening section of the text. At 62, 4, the Thebans claim with regard to their
own city: ... kal | Eopunaco nOAG obk abTtokpdtwp ovoa Eavthig TOLT
ENPOEEV, ... and that the city did, as a whole not exercising power over its own affairs.
In this sentence, OUK abTOKPAT®P 0VGA EQLTTG is equivalent to GKOVTEG Kai
Bralépevolr. The word GKOVTES itself occurs a few paragraphs later, when the
Platacans are accused of collaboration; had they entered into an alliance with the
Athenians solely for purposes of defence against Thebes, they could have refrained from
joining aggressive Athenian ventures and could have counted on Spartan help since they
had been allies of the Spartans from the time of the Persian wars; the Thebans allege the
Platacans would have done so: €l Tt «kxai dkovieg mpoonyeche LT
"ABnvaiwv, if in any way you were brought forward by the Athenians against your
will. And in the next sentence that is reinforced by: @AA’ EkOvVTeg kai ob
Brafopevor £t eihecbe poiiov ta 'AOnvaiwv. But willingly and not forced
you chose rather the side of Athens.

This, then, is the context in which the statement ‘KaitOl 6KEYaohe EV Ol €1del
£EKGTEPOL UMV TOLTO EmPa&oV’ must be read. The argument of the Thebans is:
where we acted against Greece, that happened involuntarily and when we were forced to

do so; where the Platacans acted together with the Athenians against Greece, that
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happened voluntarily and without anybody forcing them to do so.2'* Thus, the Thebans’
introductory advice to the Spartans is: Yet, consider in which ‘way’ each one of us did
that. Constitutional considerations play only a subordinate rdle in an argument that
serves to establish that one party acted in a voluntary manner, the other forced by one
thing or another. Use of STBOQ as ‘the way’ in which something happens or is done is the
same as that observed at III 82, 2. 8150(; at II1, 62, 3 does neither refer to the ‘situation’
of the two parties involved in general, nor to their ‘type of government’ or ‘constitution’

in particular.

We have seen that Thucydides on occasion uses £160¢ in the sense of ‘manner’ or ‘way
(in which something is done)’, and how this usage may have developed on the one hand
by extension of application from ‘appearance (of a thing)’ to ‘appearance (of an action)’,
prompted on the other hand by the presence of use of 180¢ meaning ‘type (of person)’,
‘type (of thing)’ from which could be derived, again by way of extension of application,
‘type (of action)’, “‘manner or way (of acting)’.

On that basis, the two instances of STBOQ in Book II present no difficulties, bearing in
mind that what in translation may suggest two, three, or more different meanings of the
one word S{SOQ need not have been viewed as such by Thucydides and his original
readership. By II 50, 1, Thucydides has given a detailed account of the way the epidemic
of 430 B.C. affected people, giving both the symptoms of the disease and in particular
the order in which they occurred. Those who survived an attack did so only with loss of
limbs or of eye-sight or of memory. He continues: YEVOUEVOV YOp KPEIGGOV
Aoyov 10 £1dog thig vooov, Td Te GAAX XOAERM®TEPMOG T KOTA TNV

avlponeiav @UOLY TPOCEMITTEV EKAGOT® Kol &V Tdde EdNAwoe

1t may be worth comparing Gorgias’ Defence of Helen for the type of argument; in his speech,
Gorgias outlines four possible reasons for why Helen acted as she did; Bia, force, plays a prominent part
in two of them and is mentioned in connection with the third; if Helen was forced, she is excused; this
must be considered a valid argument even if Gorgias’ speech as a whole is a Ta1yV10V. The speech by
the Thebans is constructed along the lines of contemporary sophistic technique, as was that of the
Platacans.
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udiiota GAAO Tt OV | TOV EUVIPOO®V Tl ... . Indeed, the way of the
disease having become greater than could be said, it also otherwise befell everybody
harder than is fit for human nature, but in the following <respect> it was most clear
that it was something other than any of the indigenous <diseases>: ... . 1 take
Yevopevov yap Kpelocov AOyov 10 €180g THg vOOoOU as a free nominative
preceding the main clause whose subject is VOGOG, with TPOGETINTEV as predicate,
that is to say, the disease befell the people, not the STSOQ of the disease. The STSOQ of
the disease is here on the one hand the ‘way’ it took, on the other hand its ‘appearance’
in the sense of its manifestation in the various symptoms so vividly and visually described

by Thucydides in the preceding paragraphs.®'*

(It would perhaps not be absolutely
incorrect to translate TO €160¢ TG VOGOV as the type of the disease; one would have
to bear in mind, though, that ‘type’ on the whole is a much more abstract term in English
than STSOQ is here.) II 50, 1 is a particularly good example of how and why translation is
impossible; ‘way’, ‘manner’, ‘appearance’, ‘type’, all capture aspects of what Siﬁog
entails, and it can be demonstrated with a fair degree of precision how the word came to

denote all those things; nevertheless, not one of the English terms has remotely the same

range of connotations the Greek word has.

The following occurrence of £180¢ may at first seem slightly less straightforward. Half
way through his funeral oration (II 35 - 46), Pericles captures what is to him the essence
of Athenian nature and culture (II 41, 1): EveA®V T AEym TNV 1€ TOCOQV
noAv thc  EAAGSoc maidevoiv elvor kol ka® Exoctov Sokelv av
pot TOvV abdTov avépa map’ 'ﬁudw enl mhelot’ av €idn kal peto
xapitov pdiiot’ av ebTpanéAmg T0 cOpa avTapkeg mapExecdal. And,

in summary, I declare that the whole city is an education to Greece, and that it seems to

214 Regarding the two faces of T0 §180¢ TTig VOGOV, the dynamic or processual and the static aspects
of the disease, one could render the phrase with the German medical terms “Krankheitsverlauf’ and
“Krankheitsbild” respectively; the latter, however, Krankheitsbild, does not capture the purely static,
visual aspects alone; Bild, like STSOg, can refer to a whole scene, either at one moment in time or
evolving over a period time.
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me that with us, in each and every case, the same man possesses a body in <the> most

8 self-sufficient. In this sentence,

ways <possible>™ and, with grace, most seemingly®'
enl mietotT @v €1dn aOTOPKES could, I believe, either mean ‘in the most ways
possible... self-sufficient’” or, construing the preposition more strictly, ‘self-sufficient for
the most 8{81]’; if the latter were a possible way of construing the sentence, one would
have to posit absolute use of €160¢, or at least of the plural €161); the word would have
acquired a meaning like ‘type(s) of action’ or ‘way(s) of acting’, or else ‘type(s) of task’
or ‘type(s) of situation’, i.e. what was supplied in the text with the examples discussed
above has here become part of the meaning of the word itself. Since, however, there is
no necessity of construing the sentence this way, I am inclined to refrain from accepting

this explanation, which would require positing a major semantic development, unless and

until unambiguous instances of this usage occur.

That stage of semantic development may have been reached towards the end of
Thucydides’ work, assuming that, roughly speaking, composition of the account of the
war proceeded on the whole from the first to the last book. The same idiomatic

expression containing £180¢ is found once at VI 77, 2 and once at VIII 56, 2. At VI 77,

2, Hermocrates from Syracuse declares in a speech at Camarina that all Sicilians should

oppose Athens together; he presents the alternative in form of a question: 7| pévopev
g av £kacTol Katd TMOAElS ANOOdUev, €180Teg OTL TAVT povov
almTol Eopev kol OpdVTEG abTovg Enl TOLTO TO €180¢ TPEMOUEVOLG
®oTe TOUG eV AOYOolg Nu@dV duotdvair, Tovg 68 Euppdymv EATiS
EKTOAEHOLY TPOG GAANAOVG, TOlg 88 g EKAGOTOLG TL TPOCTVEG
AEyovteg dOvavTal KaKOVPYELV; Or should we wait until all of us are defeated,

city by city, knowing that in that way alone we are conquerable and seeing them turning

215 1 translate ‘in the most possible ways’ rather than ‘in most ways’ because Thucydides’ point is not
that Athenian men are self-sufficient in most, but not in all ways; rather, comparison is made with men
from other cities who are not self-sufficient in as many ways as Athenian men are.

218 ghtpaméAmg encapsulates both ‘versatility’ and ‘beseeming behaviour’.
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to just that way,< namely> that some of us they make oppose each other with the help
of words, some they make fight each other creating the expectation of military support,
some they manage to harm by saying something soothing to each of them. At VIII 56, 2,
the Athenian general Peisander arrives at the camp of the Persian satrap Tissaphernes
after Athenian victory over Chios; Alcibiades, who is with Tissaphernes, wants to return
to Athens, but sees that his time has not come yet since Tissaphernes is likely not to take
side against Sparta as yet: 'AAK1B14dNG &€ - ob ydp abT® mdvv 10 GO
Tiocagépvoug BEBara fiv, ofovpévov tovg Ilelomovvneiovg paiiov
kal €t Poviopévov, kabdmep kol LT Ekeivov Ed1dGokeTO, TPiPetv
apoeotépovg - Tpénetan £nl To16vde ldog dote OV Tiooapépvny ad¢
HEyloTa o1TovvTa mapl TOV Adnvaiov un EvuPfivai. But Alcibiades -
indeed, things from Tissaphernes’ side did not seem quite decided to him (who was
fearing the Peloponnesians more than he still wanted <to act>, also according to what
he himself had taught <Tissaphernes>: to let them [Athens and Sparta) extirpate each
other - Alcibiades turned to such a way, <namely> that Tissaphernes would not get
together with the Athenians by demanding too much from them.

Obviously, translating £180¢ with ‘way’ here is not wholly satisfactory; ‘way of action’
or ‘way of acting” would probably make the meaning clearer. A planned, considered
‘way of acting’, a sequence of actions in that sense, may be called a ‘scheme’, and
perhaps ‘scheme’ is acceptable as translation for €180¢C in these two cases where a
phrase £Entl T00TO 10 €180¢ TPeMOpEVOLG or TpEneTal Enl TO16VSe €180C is
followed by O TE, rendered above as ‘namely that’; in both cases the subordinate clause
is factative rather than consecutive, the MGTE clause states the content of the £160¢ to
which people turn, which is the content of their intentions and actions, rather than giving
the consequence or resulting event or state of affairs which comes about after people
have turned to a certain €150.

In a sense, it does not matter if one settles for ‘way of acting’ or ‘way of action’, or

rather for ‘scheme’; the latter, however, has the advantage of being one word rather than
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a phrase, and therefore, if it could be shown that STSOQ had in some contexts the
connotations of ‘scheme’, that word may be preferable as a translation which could help
preserve not only the general meaning, but also the tone of a passage.

Confirmation that the meaning of STSOQ could indeed approximate ‘scheme’ is
provided by the remaining instance of €180¢ in Thucydides. In his account of the events
of the summer of 411, Thucydides outlines the various considerations different factions
of the Four Hundred held when it looked as if Alcibiades’ return to Athens were
imminent. Many tried to dissociate themselves from the radical regime, so that, although
being part of the oligarchic government, they would be considered as reformers and
would, by introducing a real rule of the Fife Thousand, be immune from punishment.
But, so says Thucydides, most of them proposed that for the sake of their own political
advancement alone, as is typical with oligarchies; looking at Alcibiades, they themselves
wanted to achieve a position of sole ruler. There were others who wanted to uphold the
current system. Over against the reform party and their plans, these others are
characterized by Thucydides in the following words (VIII 90, 1): Ol 8¢ T®V
TETPAKOGI®V HAAlGTO  EvavTiolt Ovieg T@® TolovT® €idel  Kai
TPOECTADTES, ... . But those of the forty who were most opposed to such a way of
acting, and their leaders, ... . And he continues by relating that that faction sent for help

to Sparta, and that they fortified portions of the city walls. >’

217 For the sake of easy reference, I provide here the full text of what has just been summarized, together

with R. Warner’s translation. VIII 89, 3:
fiv 8¢ 1todt0 10 oxfua mOATIKOV TOL Adyov abroig, xat 'Wdilag &8
ouotipiog Ot moAlol abT@AV TO TOVLTE TPOCEKELVTO, EV Omep kai
paiiota OAlyapyle &k dnuokpatiag yevouévn GmOAAvLTAL: TWAVTIES YAp
abOnuepov aEovov oby Omwg ioor, GAAd kxal mOAD TmPATOG abTOC
gExaotog €lvar &k 8¢ dnuokpatiag dipécemg  yryvopévng paov  Td
anofaivovia ®¢ obk Gand TAV OpolwV EAACCOOUEVOS TIC QEPEL. CUPESTATA
d abtovg Emfipe 1d Ev 1N Zdpw Tob AAkPrddov oyvpd Ovia kxai Ot
abtoig obk £d0kel pdvipov 10 the OAlyapylag £oeobal- fiywvieto odv €ig
£Ka070¢ abTOg TPATOG TPOGTATNG TOL dMuov yevéshal. (90, 1) Ol 3¢ TAOV
TETPAKOCi®mV pariota gvavtiot Ovies 1@ TO100TE €£idel Kol TPOESTATES,
Ppoviydc 1€, 0c xal otpatnynoog &v T Zdpue @ 'AAkipddn Tdte
dimvéxon, xai 'Apilotapyog, avip &v 1ol¢ pdGAlota Kol &K mAgioTov
gvavtiog 1@ dMuw, xal Ileicavdpog kol ‘Aviigdv kol GAlor ot
duvatdtatol, mpdtepdv 1€, Enel tdy0TA KatéoTnoav kal Emedn T Ev 1M
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Here £180¢ refers to a whole course of action retrospectively. The reason why this
passage may support a rendering of 180G with ‘scheme’ here is that before Thucydides
brands the proposals of the reformers as born out of self-interest alone, he refers to them
by saying (89, 3): jv 8¢ TOLTO 1O GYHMa MOALTIKOV TOL Adyov abrolg, ...

218
17,

. That was the political (or: constitutional) scheme of their proposa ..« ‘Scheme’,

of course, is here used without any intended connotations of deviousness.*"”

Taue oedv &g dnuokputiav améotm, mpéoPelg te UnECTEAAOV GOAV EC
v  Acakedaipova kel v Opoloyiav mpovBvpodvio kel 10 EV 1
'Hetiovelg kadovpévn Tely0g EMOOLVTO, MOAAQD T€ MAAAOV £T1, Emed
Kol ot &k Thg Zdpov mpéoPeig opdv HABov, OpdVTES T00¢ T€ MOALODS Kai
cOAV TOUg d0KODVTAG TPOTEPOV TIGTOVS lval HETABUAAOUEVOLC.

“This, in fact , was mere political propaganda: it was for motives of personal ambition that
most of them were following the line that is most disastrous for oligarchies when they take over
from democracies. For no sooner is the change made than every single man, not being content
with being the equal of others, regards himself as greatly superior to everyone else. In a
democracy, on the other hand, someone who fails to get elected to office can always console
himself with the thought that there was something not quite fair about it. But what had the most
evident effect in urging on the dissident party was the strength of Alcibiades’s position in
Samos and the fact that they did not believe that the oligarchy would last. Each one of them
therefore tried to get in first as leader and champion of the people in general. (90, 1) Those
among the Four Hundred who were chiefly opposed to the idea of democracy were led by
Phrynichus, the man who had quarrelled with Alcibiades when he was in command at Samos,
Aristarchus, who had been for a long time a particularly bitter enemy of the democracy,
Pisander, Antiphon, and others belonging to the most powerful families. Even before this time -
in fact as soon as they came into power and the army at Samos revolted from them and
constituted itself a democracy - they sent representatives of their own party to Sparta and did
all they could to make peace; and they had also been building the wall in Eetionia. But now,
after the return of their representatives from Samos, they became more active than ever, as
they saw that not only the people in general but also members of their own party who had
previously been regarded as reliable were turning against them.”

218 For the present purpose it does not matter what exactly the connotations of A&YOG are at this point,
whether it is what they reason or what they say to each other, or what they propose in a speech in public.
I do not, however, agree with Warner who seems to take TO G i@ TOAITIKOV TOD AGYOL as one
phrase and translates it with ‘political propaganda’; perhaps he has inferred this alleged meaning from
the content of the next clause, which is, to my mind, the beginning of Thucydides’ interpretation (as
opposed to his professedly objective account of events).

29 Thucydides’ choice of words may be determined by the principle of variation; on the other hand, the
whole chapter seems to have a more colloquial ring; so in the sentence immediately preceding the
passage quoted above, 89, 2, he states that some of the oligarchs just wanted to get rid of everything they
had let themselves in for: ... Kol Ndéwg Gv amairayéviag wn AOQEADS TOL TPAYHATOC
TOAA® &1 HOAAOV ETEPPWOQV. “... would have been glad enough to get out of the business, if
they could do so safely.” (Warner) - a rather loose use of TPAYMLQ. - For ‘scheme’, cf. Hornblower on
III 62, 3, who suggests ‘plan’ as a translation of Siﬁog in some contexts.
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The connections of Thucydides’ method and diction with those of the Hippocratic
writings have been stated repeatedly; the particular use of 8?50(,‘ as ‘way of acting’ or
‘scheme’, however, seems to have been general Attic rather than a specialized usage
adopted by Thucydides for his own reasons. A passage in Aristophanes’ Plutus which,
though undoubtedly later in composition than the last Book of Thucydides’ history and
therefore potentially under its influence, is free from any medical or otherwise specialized
vocabulary confirms that: Chremylus has invited Plutus into his house and has sent off
Cario to fetch the old men from the fields, Cario summons them, and there is an
entertaining interlude in which the chorus of old men assume different roles from
mythology, and they and Cario mockingly threaten each other with punishments
associated with those mythical characters; they are acting as if they were a chorus, in one
case at least a chorus in a Satyr play; this goes on to mutual amusement until Cario puts
an end to it by saying (316): GAA’ €la VOV TOV CKOUUATOV AmaAAoyEVTeg
non | vuelc &n’ @AL' €1dog 1Tpémecd’, | EYd & 1@V ... . But well now,
stopping with those jests right now, turn to another way of action, but I will go and ... .
Cario tells the chorus to behave differently, to ‘turn to another 8?.50(;’. Given that
Thucydides can use the phrase in the same way, I see no need to look for any
connections 87.80(; in that sense could have with acting a part in the passage quoted from
Aristophanes. We do not know how common a phrase &ml GAAO / TOLTO /

T0100TOV €180¢ TPEMEGOAL was, but it seems to have been part of common Attic

220
usage.

With Thucydides, the first Attic prose author we have considered, STSOQ is fairly
cohsistently applied to actions, often qualified as ‘this’ or ‘that’ or ‘another’; it seems to
denote a ‘type of action’, a ‘way (of acting)’, and then a ‘scheme’ or ‘way or type of
action or acting’; that this usage may be colloquial Attic is confirmed by Aristophanes. It

could be shown that this development is a natural extension of application of STSOQ to an

220 The only other occurrence of Eiﬁog in Aristophanes is at Thesmophoriazusae 267, where it is said of
a man in disguise that ‘in appearance’, STSOQ, he is a woman.
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action instead of to a thing, facilitated by use of the word as denoting ‘type’ in addition

to appearance.

XIIIL.

Turning to Plato’s own use of the word €180, it is not surprising to find almost all the
shades of meaning, or all the various senses STSOQ had acquired over the centuries, given
that the dialogues vary so widely in tone, subject matter, and most of all interlocutors.
On the whole, though, €180¢ is as frequent or as rare a word in Plato’s early dialogues
as it is, on average, with Herodotus, Thucydides or the orators.

What we identified as the earliest Homeric usage, €180¢ as referring to a person’s
appearance, used in particular in contexts of praise of a person, occurs naturally in the
aristocratic Athenian circles in which most of the early conversations of Socrates are set.
Praise of a youth’s pleasing appearance is found at the beginning of more than one
dialogue. Thus when Socrates enquires at the beginning of the Lysis whom Hippothales,
an acquaintance of his, is enamoured with, and when upon that Ctesippus instead of his
unexpectedly bashful friend in answer supplies the name of Lysis, and Socrates confesses
not to have heard of a youth answering to that name, Ctesippus declares (204e3): ob
yap mavv, Eomn, ti abtod tobvopa Afyovoiv, GAL ETt matpdlev
gmovopdietal 816 T0 G6POdpa TOV maTEPA YlyvaokesHar abtov. Emel
eb 018 611 mMOAAOL delg 10 €180 Gyvoelv ToL TadOg 1KAVOg Ydp
Kai @no povov tovToL Y1YvAoKesHl. Not very much indeed, he said, do they
use his name, but he is still benamed after his father, due to his father’s being so well
known. For I know well that you are far from not knowing the boy’s guise; he is capable
indeed of being recognized even from that alone.

A parallel instance of £180¢ denoting guise or appearance is Charmides 154d5. The

setting is again a palaestra; this time Socrates, having just returned from a military
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campaign, had asked more generally whether there was any youth distinguished in
intelligence or beauty or both; when Charmides was announced and had entered,
Socrates reports, he seemed to him wondrous as to size and beauty, EKETVOG Epoi
Bovpaoctog EQAvn 1O T pEYEBOG Kai TO KAAAOG (c1). When all, old and

young, were overwhelmed, Chairephon addressed Socrates (d1): T1 601 @aivetal O

VEOVIGKOC, ... , ® ZdKpatec; obk €LMPOGWNOG; How does the youth seem to
you, Socrates? ... Not handsome of face? And when Socrates agrees strongly,
Chairephon continues (d4): 0DTOG pEVTOL, ... , €1 EBELoL Gmoddval, dO&et

ool anpéocmwnog €ival ovTwg 10 €160¢ MAYKAAOG EOTLV. Yet, were he
willing too undress, he would seem to you to be without face: so all-beautiful of
appearance is he. To that, all agree. Charmides is TO £180¢ TGyKaAOG, all-beautiful
of appearance or guise; or maybe beautiful as to his whole appearance, not only as to
his face.”?' Socrates gives a twist to that answer by exclaiming that Charmides would be
well-nigh invincible if only he were in addition TH{V WuYNV .. €0 MEQLKAG, by
nature well endowed as to his soul (el). Kritias, aristocrat and uncle to Charmides,
eagerly asserts with aristocratic terminology that that is the case (e4): @AA’, ... , TAVL
KaAog kol ayafog £otiv kal TalTa. But, ..., he is very ‘beautiful and good’
as to that as well. Thereupon Socrates suggests (e5): Ti olv, .. , obk
anedboauev abTob abTo TOoLTO Kai E0sacducdo mpdtepov ToL &idovg;
What then, ... , wouldn’t we rather undress of him just that and look at it before looking

at his appearance.

22! This is not to be taken as a suggestion to read T0 €180¢ TAV KUAOG, though ‘may’ for ‘mav’
would be a common enough misspelling, or rather spelling variant. I rather think that given that the
whole appearance is contrasted with that of the face, the prefix need not qualify the adjective to which it
is attached alone. - I will not here repeat the argument, set out at length in the discussion of Homer and
other early poetic passages, that there is no need and no justification to take eiﬁog to mean ‘body’ just
because the appearance of a person undressed is contrasted with the appearance of his face; that they are
looking at Charmides’ body, head to toe, is implied by the mention of undressing; one could say it is a
matter of pragmatics, not semantics.



189

Just as in the case of this last example a person’s appearance was contrasted with his
soul, so, on one occasion in the Protagoras, Socrates - in providing a model for how he
would like his discussion with Protagoras to proceed - sets a person’s appearance against
T4 TOV CWMOTOG EPYC, ‘functions of the body’, which are not necessarily purely
visible or physical (352al): @p’ olv, fjv & Eyd, N8 7N katapovig Gv
nuiv yévoito; domep el T1g AvOpOTOV GKOMAV EK TOL &idovg
npog bLyiewav f| mpdg GALO TL TAV TOL COMHOTOS EPY®V, 18DV TO
npoécwnov Kai tag xelpag akpag eimor- "0t & potr anokaAvyag kai
Ta oton «kal 10 petdopevov EmideiEov, 1va EmokEyopol
caéoTEPOV”, Kol EY® TOLOLTOV TL MOB® TPOC TNV OKEYLV: ... . Now,
could things perhaps, said I, somehow become clear in the following way? Just as
somebody examining a man from his appearance with a view either to health or to
another one of the functions of the body, seeing his face and his hand ** may say:
“Come on, then, undress and show me also your chest and your back, so that I may
examine you more clearly”, so I, too, long for some such thing for <our> examination:
... . This is an important example of £180¢ clearly denoting appearance of a person as a
whole, comprising appearance of the face and the hands as well as appearance of chest
and back.

As with Herodotus, €180¢ can on occasion be applied to the appearance of an animal,

as in Meno’s famous comparison of Socrates with the torpedo fish or electric ray whose

Greek name is ‘numbness’ (Meno 80a4): Kal d0kelc pot mavieA®dg, €1 del T1
xal okdyal, opotdtatog elvar 16 1e €ldog kal TdAla TavTn T
nhatelg vapxn TN Oarattigr kol yap adtn tov del mAnocidlovia
kol amtéuevov vapkav molel, ... . And you seem to me in everything - if

mocking, too, is in order at times - to be, both in appearance and otherwise, most

222 y£ip can mean arm or hand; the adjective GKPOG serves to disambiguate - Socrates wants to stress

that the person is fully clothed.
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similar to that flat torpedo fish: indeed, that too makes whoever comes close and

touches be numb.

There is one instance of STSOQ as applied to the appearance of an object. In that section

of the Gorgias in which Socrates fervently discusses with Callicles what rhetoric really is,
he draws at one point a comparison between what the orator does and what craftsmen
do (503d6)**: @épe yap, 6 GywBog avrip kol Emi 10 Bé).'cic'cov AEY@V,
@ av Aéyn GAlo 11 obk €kf) Epel, GAN amoprénwv mpdg T
@omep kol ol GALOlL mdvteg dnpiovpyoi PAEMOVIEG TPOG TO ALTAOV
gEpyov Ekaotog obk €1ki] EKAEYOUEVOC TPOCPEPEL <@ TPOCYEPEL>,
AL Onwg Gv £186g TL abt@® oyl TobTo & Epydietat. olov €1 BodAet
10elv  T0UG¢ Loypdeovg, TOUG Ol1KOSOMOUS, TOVG VOLTNYOUS, TOUG
GAlovg maviag dnupiovpyols, Ovriva Poviel abT@V, OG €15 TAELV

~

TIvd £K00T0g £kacTov Titnowv O av 1161}, ... . Come, now, the good man
and the one who speaks to the best <end>, will, of course, say whatever he says not at
random, but looking at something: just as all the other craftsmen as well, looking at
their own work, each produces what he produces not selecting <things> at random, but
so that that which he is working at have a certain appearance. For example, if you want
to see the painters, the builders, the shipwrights, all the other craftsmen, whomsoever of
them you want, how each one of them puts whatever he deals with into a certain order,
... . The Greek phrase translated literally as ‘just as all the other craftsmen’ does, as
usual, not imply that the orator as orator is a craftsman. Those craftsmen listed

subsequently do all produce something, some object that can be seen. This object is to

have a certain appearance, £160G T1, and that appearance which is to be achieved is to

22 For the Gorgias, the edition of E.R. Dodds, Oxford 1959, whose notes are always worth consulting,
is used throughout. On p. 328, he translates 503elff. as “just as all other craftsmen, with an eye to their
own function, each of them applies the measures he applies, not at random but selecting them in order to
get the thing he is making a particular form”, and has an elaborate note on previous discussions,
parallels, and possible implications of the sentence.

2% Here I am inclined to punctuate differently from Dodds.
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be envisaged and aimed at in the process of production. The knowledgeable craftsman

knows what the finished product will look like, he knows its £160¢.**

There are, likewise, examples of €180G as ‘type’ or ‘way’. In his conversation with
Gorgias about Gorgias’ profession, a conversation in which nothing is taken for granted,
Socrates had obtained a preliminary answer (454b5): Ta0TNG TOivuv THG mELBOVG
Aeyw (sc. TV pnropikny elvar téxvny), @ Zdkpateg, Thg EV TOlCg
dikaotnpiolg kal Ev tolg dAlolg OyAolg, ddomep kal ApTL EAEYOV,
kol mepl TovTt®V @ Eott dikald te kol AdKO. I say, now, Socrates, that
[rhetoric is the art] of that persuasion which <has its place> in the law-courts and in

other crowds, such as I have just mentioned, and which is about the things that are just

and unjust. Upon that, Socrates draws a distinction between pepoOnkévatl and
MEMIGTEVKEVAUL, having understood something and having gained trust in

something”®, and when Gorgias agrees he continues (454el): GAAd p1iv of 1¢

225 That is all that can be asserted about this passage. I would therefore disagree with Dodds who
declares, loc. cit., after having adduced for comparison Euthyphro 6e4, Cratylus 389a-c, and Republic
596b: “Nothing, however, requires us to read the full-blown theory of Forms into the Euthyphro or the
Gorgias, though the striking similarity of language in all four passages is suggestive of how Plato may
have been led to it.” - My point of disagreement, apart from the notion of a ‘theory of Forms’ itself, is
that either Plato had already thought for himself or discussed with his friends what he will say when
writing the Republic: in that case, the sentence in the Gorgias would be an explicit allusion to what
Dodds terms ‘the full-blown theory of Forms’. Or else, Plato had not yet thought the thoughts he was
later to express in writing; in that case, it would indeed be wrong to ‘read back the full-blown theory of
Forms’ into this passage, but so to speak a fortiori, because in that case it would be wrong to read any
‘theory of Forms’ into the Gorgias. One cannot allude to something which has not been thought of yet.
Perhaps, however, that is what Dodds means when he says that “the striking similarity of language in all
four passages is suggestive of how Plato may have been led to [the full-blown theory of Forms]”. In that
case my criticism would only regard the ill-chosen ‘full-blown’. - A different question is what a reader
of the Gorgias, who had already read the Republic, would have thought while reading the passage at
hand; but that is not our present concern.

26 . Hamilton, Plato. Gorgias, Harmondsworth 1960, reprinted. with revisions 1971, translates
‘knowing’ and ‘believing’ which is not wrong altogether, but eliminates the activity and the process
which lead to those states, something crucial to the argument; R. Waterfield, Plato. Gorgias, Oxford
1994, renders the words in his rather free translation of the dialogue as ‘T've been taught’ and ‘I'm
convinced’ - that will not do, because one can have been taught that the earth is flat and can,
subsequently, be convinced of it; the distinction Socrates is aiming at is blurred with this translation.
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7 pepodnkoteg memelopévol €16lv Kol Ol TEMIOTELKOTES. - £0TL

Y€
To00Ta. - PovAst obv OVo €idn Odpev medolg, 10 pév mioTiv
nopexOpevov Gvev ToL €1déval, 1O & EMOTAUNV; - TAVL YE. But yer,
persuaded <of something> are certainly both those who have understood <something>
and those who have gained trust <in something>. - That is so. - Now, do you want us to
posit two types of persuasion, the one conveying trust without knowledge, the other
<conveying> understanding”*® ? - Most certainly.

Later on in the same dialogue, Socrates alludes in irony to that differentiation in dealing
with Gorgias’ pupil Polus, whose manners are much less dignified and refined than those
of his master. When Polus - after previously laying down the law on how to lead a

discussion - laughs off one of Socrates’ representations, Socrates replies (473e1): GAAO

ad tobvto €18og EAEyyov eotiv, Emewddv tic TL €inpy, katayelav,

227 Dodds notes (p. 206): “e 1. T€ [Y€). This combination is decidedly rare (Denniston, 161). Here Y&
has little point, and the omission of 7€ in F suggests that T€ and Y€ were originally alternative variants,
which have been conflated in BTW.” - That is not necessarily so. In the sentence ‘@ALd pnv oi 1€
YE MEHAOMKOTEG MEMEWGHEVOL €101V Kol Ol WEMOTEVKOTES’, Socrates introduces a new
thought which contains in some sense a qualification to what has just been agreed upon; this is
expressed most of all by NV, though or yet, which follows the generally contrasting GALQ, but or
however; since, however, Socrates wants to obtain Gorgias’ consent to that further statement as well, he
gives it the form of a generally accepted assertion; that is achieved by the particle YE, certainly. In a
hypothetical phrase dAAG PNV Y€ Ol 1€ pepaONKOTES, there would be an accumulation of three
particles in sentence initial position - I refrain from passing any judgement on whether that would have
sounded odd in fifth and fourth century Greek ears; it is, however, perfectly common for an enclitic Y&
placed after a noun or adjective (here after the article depending on the substantival participle) not only
to qualify that word it leans against, but the whole phrase, clause or sentence; and TE as connective must
have precedence as a matter of course; a connective correlative to the K@i later on in the sentence,
however, is to be expected. I should therefore accept the text of BTW.

28 1t is difficult and awkward to find an appropriate translation for ETIGTYUY), since knowledge,
learning, science, craft, profession, understanding would all do in certain contexts but not in others, all
capture aspects the Greek word had at some time in some dialect (cf. B. Snell, Die Ausdriicke fiir den
Begriff des Wissens in der vorplatonischen Philosophie, Berlin 1924, and J. Lyons, Structural
Semantics. An Analysis of Part of the Vocabulary of Plato, Oxford 1969); since I have just used ‘having
understood’ as a translation of HeuadMNKEVAL, 1 here use ‘knowledge’ for EMLGTMUY) because it is
more important to have distinct translations for these two words, and less important in terms of
Socrates’ argument to differentiate between ETIGTNUN and E10EVAL in the preceding clause (and the
substantivated infinitive £10£VvaLl is to my mind best rendered with ‘knowledge’). - Fortunately, nothing
depends on any of that for the present purpose.
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ENEyxewv 8¢ uN; Is that another type of proof”” again, when somebody says
something, to laugh it off, but not to disprove it?

This seems indeed to be an allusion and not just a chance repetition of £180¢ in a
vaguely similar context; for although there is nothing surprising about the use of €180g
as meaning ‘type’ with either Plato or, if one is inclined to believe that Plato’s Socrates is
using Gorgianic diction, Gorgias himself towards the end of the fifth century B.C., to
speak of 800 £18N me100VG or of an €160¢ EAEYYOUL has something technical about
it.

Less confirmation than could be expected is found in the diction of that great follower
of Gorgias, Isocrates®’. In his speech Against the Sophists, written about 490 B.C. and
at least implicitly alluded to elsewhere in the Gorgias,”' Isocrates explains in detail how
to compose speeches; learning the various elements by heart is not difficult (16), but
choosing from them and arranging them appropriately requires a good teacher and good
natural abilities (17), ... kKai delv TOV pe€v pobntniv mpog 1@ T1v @volv
Exewv olav ypn 1a pév €idn ta TAOV AOywv padelv, .. . and it is

necessary that the learner in addition to having the required nature learns the types of

2 gheyyoc and ELEYYELV are voces mediae, meaning respectively proof or refutation and proving

or disproving, proving right or proving wrong, according to context and circumstances; here, it seemed
appropriate to translate the noun with ‘proof’ in the first place, since that is what Polus was talking
about (and the word ‘proof” itself can in certain contexts in English be a vox media); the verb, however,
must be rendered ‘disproving’ or ‘proving wrong’.

20 And in this context it does not necessarily matter if any one particular piece of Isocrates was
composed before, after, or simultaneously with any one of the dialogues of Plato. Cf., however, C.
Eucken, Isokrates. Seine Position in der Auseinandersetzung mit den zeitgendssischen Philosophen,
Berlin 1983; in a systematic investigation based on content and language, Eucken (cf. in particular the
summary p. 284f.) is led, if I understand him correctly, to posit more or less the following chronology of
selected works of Isocrates and Plato: Against the Sophists (390), Gorgias, Euthydemus, Meno, Phaedo
(), Helena (385), Symposium, Panegyricus (380), Busiris, Republic (374), To Nicocles - Nicocles -
Euagoras (371-368/7), Phaedrus (ca. 370), Isocrates’ Letter to Dionysius (369/7), Theaetetus (367/6),
Politicus, Timaeus, Areopagiticus (354), Antidosis (354/3), Philippus (346). Without endorsing
individual arguments for this particular sequence, I accept this chronology in so far as works published
after the Republic - and to a certain extent that includes Isocrates’ Busiris which Eucken interprets as
written as a reaction to Platonic material related to the Republic circulated before its completion - cannot
be used as evidence for our purpose of investigating Greek usage potentially influencing Plato while
composing his early and middle dialogues. That excludes from consideration Euagoras 9, Antidosis 74
and 280; nevertheless, those instances could confirm semi-technical use of €180¢ by the rhetorician.

»1 Cf. Eucken, op. cit., pp. 36 - 43.
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speeches. This, however, refers to different types of speeches delivered for different
purposes and on different occasions.

A context similar to that is found in the Protagoras at that point where Socrates feels
he has to cut short his discussion with Protagoras because they cannot agree as to how
one should proceed with question and answer; in particular, Socrates proclaims that he
cannot cope with the long speeches, and he requests that since Protagoras claims to be
able to lead any kind of conversation, he should comply. Callias, Alcibiades and Critias
intervene, then Prodicus and Hippias, the other two famous sophists present, each give a
brief address to convince Socrates and Protagoras to continue. Hippias argues for a
compromise (337e2): £Y® ueév odv kol déopor kal ovpPovred®, @
IMpwtaydpo te kol Zodkpateg, cvppiival bpag donep LNO STNTOV
NUAV ovppBaloviov €1 10 péoov, kal pnte o€ 10 axpipeg tovto
eldog TdV Soddywv (nreElv 10 katd Ppaxd Alav, € pn HdL
I[Ipotaydpq, aAL’ Epelvar kal yoidoor tdg nviag Tolg Adyolg, iva
peyalonpenéotepol Kal sboynuovéostepor fuiv eaivovior, pnit ad
IMpwtaydpav madvia kdAwv exkteivavta, obpig EpEvrta, @edYeElV €1g
10 7mEAOYOS TOV AOYwv amokpdyavia yny, GAAA pécov Tl
ApEOTEPOVG TEUELV. Now, I for one ask and advise, Protagoras and Socrates, that
you come together in front of us who gather as arbiters, and that neither you seek that
extreme type of conversation with very short <questions and answers>, if that is not
pleasant to Protagoras, but to let loose and relax the reins for your words, so that they
seem to us grander and in better shape, nor again, I call upon Protagoras, may he,
stretching out everything, letting loose with a fair wind, flee to the sea of words, hiding

away the land, but that both somehow cut <through the sea of words>>* in the middle.

B2 Cf. LSJ, s.v. Téuvewv VI 2 b, VI 3 a; Hippias is still in his extended metaphor of sea-faring
vocabulary; therefore this occurrence of the word should be listed under VI 3 a, unless one is of the
opinion that the phrase LEOOV TEUETV, of whatever origin, had become a standing phrase for ‘striking
a deal, making a compromise, meeting in the middle’, before Plato employed it in this passage; in that
case, Plato would in accustomed fashion reactivate a metaphor, i.e. make it apparent as metaphor, by
setting it into an extended quasi-allegorical context (for this standard practice of Plato’s cf. C.J. Classen,
Sprachliche Deutung als Triebkraft platonischen und sokratischen Philosophierens, Miinchen 1959, and
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10 Gakp1Pec ToLTO €160¢ TOV S1AAOYWV, that extreme type of conversation, is
set against a stretched out way of speaking, for EKTELVELV, the hinge on which Hippias’
metaphor hangs, can be used for drawing out one’s speech. Since both AOYOG and
d14A0Y0G are nouns closely connected to the verbs AEYELV and d1aAEyecHal which
express the actions of ‘speaking’ and ‘conversing’, those €101 T@®V SlaAOywV are

‘types of conversation’ and ‘ways of conversing’; but whereas in translation the one pays

more attention to the nominal, static quality of a 31@AOYOG as an event, the other more

to its verbal, dynamic quality as a process, there is no such differentiation in the Greek.

The next occurrence of STSOQ to be considered may just be another instance of S{SOQ
meaning ‘type’, but there are difficulties which oppose that neat solution. The Laches is a
report of a discussion about education between the two Athenian generals Nicias and
Laches; the two have been consulted by Lysimachus, son of Aristides, and Melesias, son
of Thucydides, who are uncertain as to how to educate their own two sons; when
Socrates is drawn into that conversation by Laches, he shifts the focus from particular
pieces and devices of education to why education takes place in the first place, and what
it is concerned with. They agree that education is concerned with the soul, with
excellence in the soul; and since the conversation arose from watching a display in arms,
Socrates suggests to look at &VOPELQ, courage, first. When Laches replies that ‘courage
is fighting in battle without leaving one’s rank’, Socrates agrees but asks if there is not
courage in flight as well, as in the fighting techniques of the Scythians, or as Homer
reports of Aeneas in the Iliad. To that, Laches replies (191b4): Kal kKaA®g ye, @
Zokpatec: mepl dpudtov yap Eleys. Kali oV 10 1OV ZkLOwV 1nni®yv
EPL AEYELS: TO HEV YOP IMMIKOV [T0 EKElvV] oLT® pdyetat, TO O¢
ONALTIKOV [T Ye TV 'EAMVOV], G £Y® AEY®. And rightly so, Socrates:

indeed, he spoke about chariots. And what you mention of the Scythians is about horse-

also id., Untersuchungen zu Platons Jagdbildern, Berlin 1960); the phrase as found in this passage,
however, is MEGOV TU TEUVELY, and the indefinite pronoun seems to me to suggest that Plato lets
Hippias indicate that he is coining a metaphor, rather than employing an already existing one.
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men. Indeed, cavalry fights so, but infantry as I said. After a brief modification of that
statement by Laches, Socrates resumes (191c7): TOUTO Toivuv O dpTL Eleyov,
0Tl EYd aitiog p1 keAdg oe anoxpivacbal, 6t1 ob KAA®dG NPOUNV -
BovAOpevog ydp ocov muBécOar prp pévov Tovg EV TQ OTALTIKD
avépeiovg, GAAG kol Tovg £V 1@ mmik® kal &V OGOUTAVTL T
nolepik® €1del, kai pn pévov ToUg EV T mMOAEU®, GAAA Kol TOUG
gv tolg mpog T1iv Bdrattav kivdbvolg avdpeiovg Oviag, kol ool ye
mpog vooovg kail Ocor mpog meviag f| kol mMPOg TO MOALTIKA
avdpelol €ioty, kal &tt ad pny pévov Hootr mpog Avmag avdpelol
glowv f| e6Poug, aAra xal mpog embuvpiag | Hdovag detvol pdyechat
kal pévovteg kal Gvaoctpépovieg - €iol yap mod Tiveg, & AAYNG,
Kol &v T01g T0100TOlG AVOPETOL. Now, that is what I said just now, that it is my
fault that you do not answer well, because I did not ask well - indeed, I meant to learn
from you not only those courageous in infantry fighting, but also those in cavalry
fighting and in the whole type of fighting in war, and not only those courageous in war,
but also those courageous over against the dangers at sea, and those who are
courageous over against diseases, and poverty, and politics, and moreover again not
only those who are courageous over against griefs and fears, but also over against
desires and pleasures, strong in fighting them both keeping in rank and turning around
against them - indeed, there are somehow those, Laches, courageous in such things,
too.

One could interpret this explanation by Socrates as containing a classificatory

3

scheme®? not too dissimilar in nature from those in the Sophist and the Politicus. This is

suggested in particular by the repeated use of nominalized neuter adjectives in -1KOV.

Now, in both those late dialogues, the nouns STSOQ and YEVOG are used with reference

23 See the diagram APPENDIX 2 below.
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to items at various levels of such classificatory schemes.** Therefore encountering
gldog in the phrase £V OOUTAVTL TQ TOAEUIK®D €£idel does not surprise; TO
noAepikov €180g or 10 €180¢ TOL TOAEUIKOV is one type of pursuit or
situation, here opposed to being faced with danger at sea, illness, poverty, politics; in all
those different types of situation men can be courageous or otherwise, courage in battle
is only one type of courage, and - as we learn subsequently - only one type of courage
over against hardships, as opposed to courage over against pleasures. Following that line
of thought and going back to the beginning of the passage, one realizes that showing
courage £V T® OTALTIK®, ‘in infantry-fighting’, £V TQ MMK®, ‘in cavalry-
fighting’, v T® mepl GpUAETOV, ‘in chariot-fighting’, are three different types, three
different €101 of courage in three different types or €101 of fighting in war.

If that were so, there would be some slight oddities in the structure of Socrates’ picture
of where we find courageous men. The nominalized neuter adjectives are in themselves
not uncommon in late fifth early fourth century philosophical discourse.”® So there is
nothing unusual about Laches’, not Socrates’, introducing TO 1mMIKOV and TO
OMALTIKOV, nor in Socrates’ picking up those terms. But Socrates does not speak
about courage * EV T® OTMALTIK® Kol &V TQ mmik® kal &v Al Tivi

TOAEMIKGD €1der™

, in infantry-fighting and cavalry-fighting and any other type of
fighting in war, he calls TO TOAEUIKOV an £160C before naming anything else which
is another 180G of what T0 TOAgUIKOV is an €180G of; he does not at all state

explicitly what fighting in war is supposed to be a type or way of; nor is the term STSOQ

24 For a recent, brief discussion of this usage, adducing a number of relevant passages and some
pertinent secondary literature, see: C.J. Rowe, Plato. Politicus, Warminster , pp. 4 - 8: “Forms, classes,
and division.”

25 For a collection, cf. AN. Ammann, -IKOX bei Platon. Ableitung und Bedeutung mit
Materialsammlung, Freiburg (Schweiz) 1953; for method and concept of d1aipECIC, or division, and a
collection of passages in early Platonic dialogues comparable to that at Laches 191, cf. C.J. Classen,
Sprachliche Deutung als Triebkraft Platonischen und Sokratischen Philosophierens, Miinchen 1959, pp.
78-84; cf. also in general H. Koller, Die dihdretische Methode, Glotta 39, 1960, pp. 6-24.

28 Or... €10€1 TOL TOAEULKOY; s.a.
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used again subsequently. Given all that, it is not really possible to translate £V
OOUTTAVTL TQ TOAEULK®D €IO€L as in the whole type (or: way) of fighting in war.

It is not only difficult to translate £180¢, it is difficult to see why €180¢ is introduced
here at all. In the most obvious parallel to our passage in an early dialogue, Gorgias
465f., an extended classification®®’ , abundant with words terminating in - 11(0(;.238 Yet
the only word which could be regarded as even a semi-technical term in that discussion is
HOPLOV, part (463a3 et passim); no mention is made of €160G or Y£vOG. That is to
say, arrangements of pursuits and activities in the way of our passages in the Gorgias
and the Laches do not require the terminology of Y£vOC and £180¢.

If that is accepted - and since on the basis of what can be known about £160¢ at the
time of composition of the Laches no satisfactory translation can be provided, no sense
be made of the phrase £V GUUTOVIL T® TOAEUIKD €idel - I do not see an
alternative to athetizing €10¢€1; a radical cure, but one which leaves a text consistent in
itself in terms of sense and diction. My suggestion is that a reader of the dialogue,
possibly at an early stage, detected the scheme, connected it with what heimew from the
Sophist and Politicus, or from reading Aristotle, or from an oral tradition which had its
origin in the Academy or the Lyceum, made a note that here we have a process of
division; in that note the word STBOQ was used; subsequently, it was incorporated in the

text in an apparently plausible way.**

27 Here as above, the term ‘classification’ is used with a pinch of salt; it is an anachronism and only to
be regarded as a convenient shorthand, as will be discussed in more detail in Section XIV below.

2% For Gorgias 462e5 - 466a3, see Dodds, op. cit., pp. 224 - 233, especially table and explanation p.
226f.

2% The text of the Laches as a whole, but of that and the preceding pages in particular, is not in a good
state. On the one hand, there are numerous places in which any two of B, T and W go against the
remaining one, leaving aside testimonial evidence; and no one manuscript seems to be significantly
more trustworthy than the others. On the other hand, there is a fair degree of consensus among editors to
athetize two phrases in Laches’ statement 191b4 - 7; and with the repetition of @v3peiol €101V at d6
and d6/7, there arises the question if some or all of the clause kal OcOl ye€ mPOg voOoovg Kol
0cot poc meviag f| kai mpog Td TOALTIKG (vdpelol €101y should go as well, especially
as it creates an odd imbalance of five types of courage over against griefs and fear- mspmng things; my
guess is that Kol 0601 pog meviag N Kal TPOS Td TMOALTIKG QvOPEiol €101V at least is a
later addition; but that need not detain us here. What is more relevant is that at 187¢7, in a statement of
Nicias about Socrates, there is a form YEVEL which defies explanation and has by common consent been
excluded from the text; was it in origin an annotation by the same early reader? - Finally, and just as an
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There is one other instance of €180¢ in the early dialogues which seems to diverge
from usage of the word discussed so far. Towards the end of the Lysis, and after
apparently going round in a number of intersecting circles, Socrates proposes to Lysis
and Menexenos the following conclusion to their investigation of 1A1q., friendship, and
in particular on who loves whom and who is loved by whom when two men are @iAOt1,
dear friends (221€7): Ko €1 dpa Tig £Tepog ETEPOL EmBupel, v & EYW,
& maideg, | EpQ, obk &v mote Emehopet obde fipa obde Epilet, €1 py
olkeldg 1N T Epwpéve ETdyyavev @dv f| kotd TV yuxnv fi Katd
11 Thg oy fidog fj Tpomovg 7 sldoc.

This has been rendered as: “‘And boys,’ I said, ‘if one man desires another or adores
him, he’d never desire or adore or love him, if he weren’t in some way in fact akin to
the man adored, either in his soul, or in some disposition of his soul, or in his conduct,

or in his looks.” ™ Translating the sentence in this way, taking the genitive TG

alternative thought to which I do not want to commit myself, there is a possibility that somebody who
had read the Republic read ‘people courageous in infantry and cavalry’, was reminded of the QOAUKEG
or ‘guardians’ of the Republic and for some reason associated this stratum of society with post-
republican terminology of TO TOAEUIKOV €180¢, ‘the warrior-class’; but I should stress that that
would strike me as post-Aristotelian.

0 p. Watt, Plato. Lysis, in: T.J. Saunders (ed.), Plato. Early Socratic Dialogues, Harmondsworth
1987. Cf. B. Jowett, The Dialogues of Plato II, ed. R.M. Hare, D.A. Russell, London 1970: “And I say,
my boys, that no one who loves or desires another would ever have loved or desired or longed for him if
he had not been in some way congenial to him, either in his soul, or in his character, or in his manners,
or in his form.”. Cf. also M. Bordt, Platon. Lysis, Gottingen 1998, p.33: “Und wenn also irgendjemand
einen anderen begehrt, Kinder”, fuhr ich fort, “oder in ihn verliebt ist, wiirde er ihn doch weder
begehren noch verliebt in ihn sein oder ihm freund sein, wenn er nicht eigentlich seinem Geliebten
irgendwie angehorig wire, sei es in bezug auf seine Seele oder in bezug auf einen bestimmten Charakter
seiner Seele, oder sein Verhalten oder sein Aussehen.”; Bordt comments on 222a2f. (p. 227f.): “Die
Uberselzung von ‘I:péTEOUC_, mit ‘Verhalten’ (statt, wie es eigentlich iiblicher wire, mit ‘Charakter’)
[note 561: Vgl. z.B. Rep. 329d3.] legt sich an dieser Stelle deswegen nahe, weil Platon bei seiner
Aufzihlung von Dingen, in bezug auf die zwei Freunde angehorig sein konnen, zunichst bei dem
ansetzt, was einen Menschen innerlich bestimmt, und damit endet, wie ein Mensch duBerlich aussieht.
[note 562: Platon gebraucht eidos in 222a3 nicht als ein (sic!) terminus technicus fiir die Idee, sondern
im Sinn der sichtbaren duBeren Gestalt, die ein Mensch hat.] Insofern wird man unter l’]Bog hier am
besten den Character eines Menschen verstehen und unter TPOTOG die Art und Weise, wie sich dieser
Character nach auBen hin zeigt.” - As can be seen, Bordt resembles Jowett closely both in taking the
genitive TG WUYNG as depending on TOC alone, and in translating TR yoxfc fifog 7
TpOTOVG T €180C as “Charakter seiner Seele, oder sein Verhalten oder sein Aussehen”, mirroring
Jowett’s “in his character, or in his manners, or in his form”.
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YUYMNG in the phrase THg Wuyxhg M0og | Tponovg 7| £180¢ as depending on
and thereby qualifying only ﬁ@og and not TPOTOLG and STSOQ as well, could make
sense if one thinks of Diotima’s speech, reported by Socrates in the Symposium. There,
at 209b, c, it is indeed the case that the one who loves and desires, and therefore wants
to beget in what is beautiful, first looks at beautiful bodies, 0(61.1(11:(1, and then at
beautiful souls; this is repeated and extended in what follows; so one may be led to see
the same thought in reverse order in our passage in the Lysis, a dialogue paving the way
for the Symposium in more than one respect.”*'

There is, however, an alternative way of understanding Plato; Socrates says: And so, if
anybody desired anybody else, said I, children, or were enamoured, he would not ever
desire or be enamoured or love, if he did not somehow happen to be familiar*** to and

with the beloved, either as to soul or any habit of the soul or wonts or ways.** This way

2 Cf. Symposium 207¢2: Kal pn 0Tt katd 10 odpa, GArd kol kata Ty youxiv ot
pdémot, tad MM, d6&at, Embupiat, Hdovai, Adral, eoéPol, TobteV £kacTta obLIETOTE
T4 abtd TapPeoTlV EKAGT®, ... . - I do not know of anybody who does, but one could further
adduce a passage like Airs, Waters, and Places XXIV 38, discussed in Section VII of the chapter on
€180¢ above: kol doyvépovag. 6kov yap ot petaPorai €61 mLKvVOTATAL TOV
optov kol mAiglotov ddpopor abtai swvtholy, kel kal ta eidea kal ta Mbew
kol 1dg @dolag ebprioelg mAglotov dlagepodoag. - péylotar pév odv oy adtat
g @bolog a1l draAdayai, Emelta 8¢ xal f) xdpn, &v §| av T1g TpéenTal xai td
vdata. ebprioelg yap eml 10 mANBoc TR ydpng TH @voel dxoiovbéovia kai td
eldea 1OV avOpdTeV Kal TOUC TPOMOVC. Indeed, where the changes of the seasons are most
frequent, and <the seasons> most different from one another, there you will also find the appearances
and the characters and the natures as differing most widely. - These, now, are the greatest differences in
nature, then also the land in which someone is reared, and the waters. You will find, indeed, that for the
most part the appearances and the ways of the people follow the nature of the land. 1 would argue that
co-occurrence of T4 €idea and Td ﬁ(‘]&‘a here, where the one clearly refers to external, physical,
outward appearance and the other to character, something internal, may have prompted Plato, or indeed
a philosophically inclined person preceding him, to talk of the €161) and 1|01 of the soul. - Note, by the
way, how my translation of TPOTOG in this passage differs from the one proposed for the passage in the
Lysis. It cannot be denied that there is an overlap of concept or an overlap of connotations between the
several words.

22 1t is not here the place to justify ‘familiar’ as appropriate rendering of O1K€10V, ‘that which belongs
to the house, household and family’.

23 Cf. W.R.M. Lamb, Plato. Lysis, Symposium, Gorgias, Cambridge, Mass. 1925: “And in a case where
a person desires another, my boys, or loves him, he would never be desiring or loving or befriending
him, unless he somehow belonged to his beloved either in soul, or in some disposition, demeanor, or
cast of soul.”; cf. also D. Bolotin, Plato’s Dialogue on Friendship. An Interpretation of the Lysis with a
New Translation, New York 1979, p.50: ““And therefore,” I said, “if someone desires another, boys, or
loves him passionately, he would never desire, nor love passionately, nor love [as a friend] unless he
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of construing the syntax is supported, to name only one instance in Plato’s dialogues, by
connection of both )00¢ and TPOTOL with the soul at Symposium 207el. Diotima has
asked Socrates for the reason why man and all the animals would risk even their lives for
EPWG, love and desire. She explains that behind that is a wish to be immortal; and that
this immortality can only be achieved through procreation, through leaving something
young in the place of what is old and passes away. Throughout life, a man is called the
same from early childhood to old age; and Diotima continues (207d6): 00TO¢ péVTOL
obdénote Td abtd Exwv Ev abT® Ouwg 6 abtog kaieltar, &AL VEOG
ael yryvépevog, 1a 8¢ anoiric, xal xatd tdg tpiyxes kai odpka xai
oota kol oipa kol ovpmov 10 odpe. kai pn 6t kotd 10 odua,
aAhd kai katd TV yuynv ot tpomoi, ta Mon, 86&ar, Embupio,
ndovoi, Abmai, @o6for, TovtwV £kacta obdémote TAd abTA TMAPEGTLYV
EKAOTQ, GALA T pev yiyvetal, td 8¢ AmOAALTOL. That man who certainly
does not ever have the same <things> within himself is yet called the same, always,
however, becoming young, losing other <things>, as regards his hair and flesh and
bones and blood and the whole body; and not only as regards the body, but also as

regards the soul: its wonts, its habits, opinions and beliefs, desires, pleasures, pains,

happened to be akin in some way to his passionately beloved - either in his soul, or some of its ways, or
some aspect®® of it.” ” - I agree with Bolotin on how to take the syntax of the final phrase, I disagree in
respect of semantics, not least the semantics of €160¢. Bolotin’s note 83, p. 61, reads: “The word here
translated by “aspect” is eidos. See note 12. The three “parts” of the soul , as delineated in Book Four of
Plato’s Republic, are also called eide of the soul. See, for example, Republic 440e8 - 441a3.” Note 12, p.
54, on the occurrence of €180 at 204e, where Bolotin translates “the boy’s looks”, reads: “To eidos,
which means primarily the “look” or *“looks” of a thing, is the same word commonly translated by “idea”
or “form” in Plato’s so-called “Theory of Ideas.” For the kinship between the ordinary and the
philosophic uses of the word, see Jacob Klein, A Commentary on Plato’s “Meno” (Chapel Hill, 1965),
pp. 49 - 51.” - Bolotin is right in referring to the use of £180¢ in connection with the soul in the
Republic; 1 do see a connection between the usage of the two dialogues, albeit on lines slightly different
from his. 8?80@,, however, although it has retained its strong visual connotations in some contexts, does
not mean aspect. It is tempting to translate the word as that both at Lysis 222 and at Meno 72c7; but it is
only a necessary, not a sufficient condition that a certain translation, a certain assumed meaning, makes
sense in a context; it is necessary in addition to show how a word could have come to mean this or that;
and while it is correct that ‘aspect” would make sense at the two places in question, the sense of ‘aspect’
required in those contexts is not one which £180¢ seems to have acquired in fifth and fourth century
Greek, near enough though it may seem to be to ‘look’ and ‘appearance’.



202

fears - of all these each one never is by each one of us as the same, but the one comes
about, the other passes away. There are TPOTOL and 1|0N of the soul; likewise at Lysis
222a, where the one who loves is said to be familiar to and with the one who is loved ﬁ
kotd thv yoxnv f| katd Tt thg wuxhig fidog f| tpdmovg fi £ldoc,
‘either regarding the soul, or some habit of the soul, or some wonts of the soul, or some
way of the soul’.

What is ‘a way of the soul’? - There are several ways in which a man can behave, act,
react to the world and to different situations he may be faced with. In different situations,
different parts of the soul are active and at work; but the concept of a part of a soul, a
soul with parts, is a complex one, and one which is, for example, not present in the
Phaedo; it does not seem to be present in the other early dialogues either. But the soul is
active in one way in one situation, in another in another. Different qualities of the soul
are required to cope with different things, and each one of those qualities is one £180¢ of
the soul, one way; I believe that the notion underlying is that of an active soul, a soul that
is dynamic, not static.>** Whether or not this is so cannot be proved on the basis of the

Lysis; use of STBOQ on the lines sketched above, however, is frequent in the Republic.**®

XIV.

At this point, it may be appropriate to reflect very briefly on the picture which has
arisen so far, on the one hand accentuating and summarizing previous usages of 160G in
early Greek literature, including Plato’s early dialogues, on the other hand justifying
some of the choices hitherto proposed as suitable translations of the word in its several

contexts.

** In that lies my objection to Bolotin’s translation ‘aspect’ which is otherwise close to the sense of the
word.
25 Use of €180¢ in the Republic cannot be discussed in this context.
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For that, I will once more return to the etymological root which £180¢ shares on the
one hand with 10€1V, seeing, and 16£0., another word which must originally have meant
something like ‘appearance’ and which will be discussed in due course, and on the other
with €18évar, olda, knowing, I know. The Indo-European root behind all these
formations is *ueid-. Derivations from this root are preserved in many of the Indo-
European dialects, and though all matters concerning etymology contain an element of
speculation and have to be treated with caution, comparison of the Greek with semantic
developments of words of other languages derived from the same root in this case can
contribute to a better understanding of inner-Greek developments. To present the
material, together with some of the commonly accepted interpretations, here are some

extracts from pertinent dictionaries and lexica:
H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch, Heidelberg *1973:

“€100G n. ‘species, Aussehen, Gestalt, Beschaffenheit, Gattung (auch
Liedgattung), Zustand’ (seit IL.). ... . Als Verbalnomen zum Wort fiir ‘sehen’,
18€1V (s.d.), mit aind. védas- n. ‘Besitz, Erwerb’ formal identisch; der bei 10V
‘ich erblickte’ = aind. dvidam ‘ich fand, ich erwarb’ vorliegende
Bedeutungsunterschied kommt auch bei den zugehdrigen Nomina zum Ausdruck.
Semantisch besser zu €180¢ stimmen aksl. vid (serb. vid) ‘€160¢, Bswpia’ aus
ueido(s)-), lit. véidas ‘Angesicht’ (wohl urspr. Langdiphthong) und das von

3

einem s-Stamm ausgehende ahd. wisa ‘Art, Weise’. ...

C.T. Onions, G.W.S. Friedrichsen, R.-W. Burchfield, The Oxford Dictionary of English
Etymology, Oxford 1966:

“wise' waiz (arch.) manner, fashion. OE. wise (rarely wis) mode, condition,

thing, cause, occas. song, corr. to OFris. wis, OS. wisa (Du. wijze), OHG. wisa,
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wis manner, custom, tune (G. weise), ON. visa stanza, * vis in 0O0ruvis otherwise
: - CGerm. (exc. Goth.) wison, wiso, f. *wit WIT?; for the sense-development cf.

rel. Gr. eidos form, shape, kind, state of things, course of action. See -WISE.”

“.wise waiz terminal el. (suffix) descending from OE. wise WISE' as used (like
cogn. forms in other Germ. langs.) in various adverb. expressions meaning ‘in
such-and-such a manner, way, or respect’ and containing an adj. or an attrib. sb.
with or without a governing prep., €.g. OE. (on) opre wisan in another fashion,
OTHERWISE, on scipwisan after the manner of a ship, like a ship. Several of these

have become permanent, as anywise, likewise, nowise. Sense-contact with -
WAYS, denoting direction, appears in late ME., and lengthways, longways,

sideways are contemp. in XVI with lengthwise, longwise, sidewise.”

s.v. other: “ ... o-ther-wiSE (OE. on opre wisan; cf. ON. oOruvis).”

“guise gaiz  style, fashion. X11. - (O)F. guise = Pr. guiza, Sp., It. guisa: - Rom.

*wisa - Germ. *wison WISE'. Cf. DISGUISE.”

F. Kluge, F. Lutz, English Etymology, London 1899:

“guise ME. gise fr. OFR. guise ‘way, wise’, which is of Teut. origin; cp. wise.”

P. Robert, Le petit Robert, ed. A. Rey, J. Rey-Debove, nouvelle édition, Paris 1991:

“ GUISE [giz]. n. f. (v. 1050; germ. “wisa “maniére”). ¢ 1° Vx (dans en cette
guise, de telle guise). V. Facon, maniére, sorte. ¢ 2° Mod. A SA GUISE, selon

son goiit, sa volonté.”
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F, Kluge, A. Gotze, Etymologisches Worterbuch der deutschen Sprache, ed. W.
Mitzka, Berlin '71957:

“Weise f. Mhd. wis(e), ahd. wis(a), asachs. wisa, mnd. wis(e), mnl. ags. wise, nnl.
wijse, afries. wis, engl. wise ‘Art’, anord. visa ‘Strophe, Vers’, vis in o0ru vis
‘anders’, norw. ddn. schwed. vis filhren auf germ. *wisa- n., *wiso(n) f. aus *uid-
to zu der unter wissen entfalteten idg. Wurzel *ueid- ‘sehen’. Grundbedeutung
ist somit ‘Aussehen, Erscheinung’, woraus sich ‘Beschaffenheit’ usw. entwickelt
hat. Aus den westgerm. Nachbarsprachen entlehnt sind. frz. guise, prov. guiza,
ital. guisa. Vgl. Idee. - Als Adv.-Suffix in stiick-, teilweise hat sich -weise erst
im Nhd. ausgebildet; Wendungen wie mhd. in regenes wis ‘wie Regen’ gehen

voraus.”

F. Kluge, A. Gotze, Etymologisches Worterbuch der deutschen Sprache, ed. E. Seebold,
Berlin 21995:

“Weise f. (< 8. Jh.) Mhd. wis(e), ahd. wisa, as. wisa aus g. *weis-/on f. “Weise’,
auch in anord. vis, ae. wis(e), afr. wis. Bezeugt ist das Wort zunichst einmal in
adverbialen Wendungen (‘auf andere Weise’ u. dgl.) in allen auBlergotischen
Sprachen, althochdeutsch auch unflektiert, altnordisch in erstarrten Formen, dann
in allgemeiner Bedeutung ‘Art und Weise’ (I. modus m.); speziell ‘Melodie’
(althochdeutsch und altnordisch, weniger deutlich auch sonst) und ‘Sitte,
Gewohnbheit, Ritus’, ‘Handlungsweise’. Zugrunde liegt offenbar ein dem gr. eidos
n. ‘Erscheinung, Aussehen, Gattung’ entsprechender s-Stamm zu (ig.) *weid-
‘erscheinen, sehen, wissen’ (s. wissen); dieser scheint in den endungslosen
Formen als Konsonantstamm bewahrt zu sein; im flektierten Simplex liegt eine

Erweiterung vor.”
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“-weise Suffixoid (zur Bildung von Adverbien). Gehort heute zu Weise,
doch ist die Entstehungsgeschichte der frilhbezeugten Formen noch nicht

ausreichend untersucht.”

From the material set out above, it can be seen at once that English, as a Germanic
language, has two words sharing the same root and part of the semantic developments of

6 «wise’ and ‘guise’, going back to a proto-Germanic

gld0c, the s-stem derivatives
*wisa. English ‘wise’ has not survived as part of common usage as a noun in its own
right; it is found, however, as the second part of compounds such as ‘otherwise’ or
‘clockwise’; for although Seebold s.v. ‘-weise’ suggests in a rare etymological joke**’
that the etymology is not clear, the accumulated Old Norse, English and German
evidence, combined with the analogous development in Greek, point strongly in the
direction of an original connection with the noun.

The reason, or at least one strong reason, why ‘wise’ is no longer in active use is that in
certain contexts, notably again in compounds terminating in ‘-wise’, there was a semantic
overlap with the similar-sounding ‘ways’ and ‘-ways’. Thus, a colloquial ‘there is no way
of doing this or that’ has supposedly replaced an earlier ‘there is no wise of doing this or
that’, or rather ‘this cannot be done in any wise’, with which it may have co-existed for
some time. There is no way of telling if a sentence like ‘if it does not work that way, try
it in some other wise’ is just wrong or merely very archaic. And even if we are told that
‘several of these have become permanent, as anywise, likewise, nowise’, I cannot recall
having heard ‘anywise’ or ‘nowise’ lately, and ‘lengthwise and widthwise’ are certainly

rare; ‘otherwise’, ‘likewise’ and ‘clockwise’ are probably the only ones to survive with

fair frequency.

246 No universal consensus has been reached as to the respective original noun-stems of £180¢ and
Germ. *wisa, but that need not detain us here.

%7 Seebold, in the 23" edition of Kluge’s dictionary, has an entry ‘-oid’, deriving that modern German
suffix from Greek -0-£101MG.
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Thus to the statement that ‘sense-contact with -WAYS, denoting direction, appears in
late ME., and lengthways, longways, sideways are contemp. in XVI with lengthwise,
longwise, sidewise’, one could have added: ‘and that, together with the fact that the
plural of the noun ‘way’ is similar in sound to the singular of the noun ‘wise’, is why

‘way’ and ‘(-)ways’ have virtually replaced ‘(-)wise’ in contemporary language.’

This, then is in part a justification for choosing ‘way, ways’ as an appropriate
translation of €180¢ in Thucydides. It has to be borne in mind that only a few centuries
back ‘wise’ could have served in its place. That is still the case in German, where the
word ‘Weise’ is part of the living language. Usage of German ‘Weise’ exhibits another
interesting feature. When referring to two actions of a different type, one could say about
the agents that they are acting ‘auf unterschiedliche Weise’, in different ways. (NB:
‘Weise’ in that phrase is in the singular.) In talking about the two agents and their
characters and motives which form the basis of their actions, one would say that the two
people of a different type are ‘von unterschiedlicher Art’. This distinction between
dynamic and static is not made in fifth century Greek usage where the one word £180¢
in the sense ‘type’ covers both notions; that is, of course, not to say that such a
distinction could not be made at all; and even without a detailed study, it may be stated
that UGG, nature, can come close in meaning to referring to the ‘type’ or ‘Art’ of a
thing or an animate being, in some of its uses at least; conversely, TPOTOG, way,
manner, expresses the dynamic aspects of, on the one hand, an event, on the other, a
man’s acting, and thereby often referring to the ‘type’ or “Weise’ of an action or a person

acting.

A word should be said on the choice of the English word ‘type’ in preference to words
which can in certain contexts be counted as near-synonyms. The disadvantage of ‘type’
as a term chosen to render sﬁﬁog in this context is that it is in origin a loan-word,
ultimately going back to a Greek word other than the one it is used as an translation of:

'tl'JTl:og, a blow, strike, impression (as a result of a blow or strike) does in itself not bear
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any visual connotations. The semantic development, however, which led to a meaning
‘type’, a development which can be traced back to the second half of the fifth century
and which came to completion in Hellenistic times,”*® relies on the visual impact of the
physical impression that was, originally, the result of a physical blow or strike. At any
rate, in common English usage, specialised vocabulary of numismatics and printing apart,
‘type’ is first and foremost an abstract term, denoting “the general form, structure, or

249 .
7 or, it

character distinguishing a particular kind, group, or class of beings or objects
should be added, something characterised by that distinguishing mark.

This last lexical definition provides a sound basis for demonstrating the advantages
which ‘type’ has over other possible English renderings of £180G. Perhaps, most
justification is needed for having avoided the word ‘form’ which would appear to be an
obvious translation of 8'{50g, if only because it is a traditional one. But while
conventions are convenient, they are not always helpful. In the case of ‘form’, two
reasons in particular speak against its employment: on the one hand, the word ‘form’ has
strong connotations of ‘bodily form’ and ‘shape’. (As to its etymology, Latin forma may
be the same as a hypothetical Greek *pHOp@-pa, that is to say closely related to
popon, a word which does indeed denote ‘form’ or sometimes ‘shape’; but this
etymology is of secondary importance only, when the usage of the English word ‘form’
is concerned.) As has been shown, 8'{806; does mean ‘looks, appearance, guise’, it does
not mean ‘bodily form’, ‘shape’, ‘body’, just as it does not mean ‘beauty’. Of course,
physical objects do have ‘shape’ and ‘bodily form’; those two concepts may even be
subsumed under the concept of ‘appearance’; but just as ‘appearance’ in English does

not mean ‘form’ or ‘shape’, €180¢ in Greek does not mean the same as either HOPON,

form, or oxNpQ, shape.”

8 See LS s.v. TOTOC,.

29 The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, ed. C.T. Onions et al., Oxford 31944, Reset with Revised
Etymologies and Addenda 1973, s.v. Type, 3.

20 For this and the following paragraphs cf. C.M. Gillespie, The Use of E180¢ and I8(a in
Hippocrates, in: CQ VI (1922), 179 - 203. I find myself as often in disagreement with him as in
agreemem.
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The second and perhaps even stronger reason for avoiding ‘form’ as a translation of
S{SOQ - stronger, because one could argue that the English word ‘form’ does indeed in
some of its senses refer to what the Greek word £180¢ refers to in some of its senses -
the second reason is that, without any attempt to define in what sense the English word
is employed, ‘form’*' has so universally been used as a translation of the word €180¢ in
Plato that it has become wholly devoid of meaning; even if one were to suppose that at
some stage in the history of philosophy and Classical scholarship there was a true
understanding of what was meant by ‘form’.

It would be wrong in principle to translate the Greek word £180¢ into Latin as forma
whenever it occurs if in one or more, but not in all of its senses STSOQ may correctly be
translated as forma; related to that, there is a danger in translating the Greek word
£180¢ into English as ‘form’ without having checked which sense of the word £180¢ is
intended at any given passage. In the case of Plato, the most important task is to see how
and why STSOC_, came to be used to refer to something like ‘the beautiful’ or ‘the good’,

and in what sense it referred to them.

Going back to the lexical definition of ‘type’ as “the general form, structure, or
character distinguishing a particular kind, group, or class of beings or objects”, or, as
said above, something characterised thereby, ‘structure’ may do as a translation of STBOQ
in some cases in which the word refers to a thing of a certain type; however, even if the
objection that the word ‘structure’ conveys the notion of ‘construction’ and ‘being
constructed’ is not universally valid, the range of applicability of ‘structure’ as translation
of €180¢ is far smaller than that of ‘type’; only a small part of the instances of £180¢
that may correctly be translated with ‘type’ may correctly be translated with ‘structure’

alternatively. Mutatis mutandis, the same applies to ‘character’.

3! (and ‘idea’ which has of late gone out of fashion )
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One could argue on that basis that it is mainly on grounds of connotations that ‘type’ as
translation of €180¢ is preferable to the other words discussed. But since £180¢ is
sometimes translated as ‘kind’ or ‘class’ as well, it is important to point to a difference in
denotation often overlooked.”” Leaving aside strong claims to historicity of this
particular anecdote, ‘class’ is ultimately derived from Latin classis as denoting “each of
the six orders into which Servius Tullius divided the Roman people for purposes of

23253

taxation””. In all its subsequent applications, ‘class’ denotes a group of people or

things, be it a division of society, of people, of animals or plants, or “of things according

»3%  ‘Class’ denotes a plurality, a group, with the exception of a

to grade or quality
derivative attributive usage, and of ‘class’ as a shorthand for ‘class degree’, distinct
senses which by their occurrence in specific contexts are unambiguous and will not be
considered here.

‘Kind’, as related to ‘kin’, is a Germanic word derived from an Indo-European root
*gen- that is also found in Greek YEVOG, kin, race.”> ‘Kind’ originally refers to things
somehow related by birth or descent. When Milton says (Paradise Lost VI 73): “As
when the total kind of birds came summond over Eden”, he refers to a group of animals
related to each other, a kin-group, so to speak. Such a group can be compared and
contrasted with other groups; one kind can be set against another. Birds are one kind,
fish another; each bird is an animal that belongs to the one kind, each fish an animal that
belongs to the other. Both bird, collectively, and fish, collectively, are kinds; and they are

kinds of animals or kinds of animal, collectively.*® In all these combinations, and also in

‘one kind of animal as opposed to another’, ‘kind’ is a word denoting a group.

52 For the following cf. in particular Gillespie’s reaction, op. cit., p. 183ff., to A.E. Taylor, The Words
£ldog, 156a in Pre-Platonic Literature, in: id., Varia Socratica. First Series, Oxford 1911, p. 221f.

3 The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. ‘class’, 1.

2% Loc. cit., 5.

55 Cf. The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. ‘kind’.

¢ Cf. The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, loc. cit.: “Phrases. Kind of, in all kinds of trees = ‘trees
of all kinds’, this kind of thing = ‘a thing of this kind’. As the original genitive phrase (see O.E.D. s.v.
KIN sb.' 6 b) was in attrib. relation to the following sb., the natural tendency is still to treat all kind of,
no kind of, etc., and, hence also, kind of, as an attrib. or adj. phrase qualifying the sb.”
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Just as YEVOG denotes a group, namely a ‘family, clan, race’, ‘kind’ in its original
application denotes any one of the groups of related animate beings. By nature, ‘kind’
thereby refers to what may be termed ‘count-nouns’, words which refer to entities or
units which can be counted; as opposed to mass-nouns, nouns which refer to non-
countable entities such as water, gold, or heat.

Now, the phrase ‘this kind of animal’, meaning ‘(the) animal(s) of this kind (or kin-
group)’, does by implication also mean: ‘this kind of animal and not another kind of
animal’ or ‘(the) animal(s) of this kind but not of another’. Talking of groups of related
things often occurs in a context where there are other things which are not related. In
stressing that aspect of relatedness versus non-relatedness, one can apply ‘kind’ not only
to countable but also to non-countable items. ‘This kind of thing’ as opposed to ‘that
kind of thing” may be applied to, exempli gratia, ‘metal’ just as much as ‘animal’. (And
here the use of the collective singular of count-nouns, here ‘animal’, instead of the plural
(‘animals’), may have played a role.) Thereby, ‘this kind of metal’ is virtually
synonymous with ‘this type of metal’.

‘Type’, however, does not refer to a group; ‘type’ refers to “the general form,
structure, or character distinguishing a particular kind, group, or class of beings or
objects”, that is to say ‘type’ is something a group of related things may have or display -
or something which has that general form, structure or character. And even if the
universal validity of this prescriptive-sounding definition of the English word is disputed,
the Greek noun £180¢, when used in the sense of ‘type’, does in none of the cases
discussed refer to a group, but always to a ‘characteristic of a group’ or ‘a thing
characterised in a certain way’. Casual inspection of £160¢ and Y£VOC in the Sophist
and Politicus and in Aristotle’s writings on topics of natural history suggests to me that

in his usage as well, 8150(; does not refer to groups either, that is to say, a distinction

between Eﬁﬁog and Y£VOC in this respect is generally preserved.”’

57 Cf. the seminal essay by D.M. Balme, ' ENOZ and EIAOZX in Aristotle’s Biology, in: CQ (NS)
12 (1962), 81 - 98, whose statements, though, require some modification in this respect. In need of
modification is also C.J. Rowe, Plato. Politicus, Warminster 1995, pp. 4 - 8; in Section 2 of his
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I would, therefore, suggest that although the semantic development of STSOQ from
meaning ‘look, looks, appearance, guise’ to ‘type’ and ‘wise, ways, way’ may have been
a prerequisite for scientifically conducted classification, it would be misleading to talk

about a classificatory sense of €180¢ in pre-Platonic literature.”®

introduction, entitled “Forms, classes, and division”, Rowe seems to treat £180¢ and YEVOC as
synonyms and proposes that the words best be taken to mean ‘class’.
28 Pace Gillespie, loc. cit.
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IAEA

18&0a may be as ancient a formation as €180G, but its first occurrence in extant Greek
literature is late. 10€a is not part of the Homeric dialect, and that not for metrical
reasons, as is shown by the first occurrence of a form of the word in a Theognidean
elegiac poem. On etymological grounds, one would expect 10€@, an a-stem derived from
the zero grade of the root *ueid-, to refer to the totality of a visual impression as given
or perceived in an instant.”®® As usual, theoretical considerations of that sort are not
really helpful, especially when applied to a relatively late stage of a language. But even if
one leaves that last, likewise theoretical, consideration aside, were one to capture the
notion of ‘the totality of a visual impression as given or perceived in an instant’ in one
word, English equivalents would be something like ‘look’, ‘looks’, ‘appearance’, ‘guise’.
For that reason, and because there is indeed a considerable overlap in meaning, €160¢
and 18€a are often treated as, or explicitly stated to be, synonyms. Wherever that is
obviously the case, it is therefore not necessary to repeat what has already been stated in

the preceding chapter.z's'0

= ‘Totality’, if one believes in a ‘collective’ case as the origin of a-stems; ‘in an instant’, if the function
of the zero-grade of graded roots is just to state the verbal action, as witnessed in the aorist. A
comparison of the analyses of 18€Q by two of the foremost historical linguists of the twentieth century
can show how little can be stated for certain at this remote level: P. Chantraine, La formation des noms
en grec ancien, Paris 1933, (nouveau tirage 1979), p. 91: “§ 70. De méme que le grec posséde un suffixe
-1a répondant au masculin -10¢, il existe une finale - £ reposant sans doute sur -y a c6té de la
finale - €0C. ... . - 1060 “apparence, forme” (ionien-attique) est tiré de I’aoriste 131V qui repose sans
doute sur une contraction.” By contrast J.B. Hofmann, Griechisches etymologisches Wérterbuch,
Miinchen 1950, p. 70, s.v. £180¢: “6180¢ n. Aussehen, Gestalt : aus *ueides- ... . - 13U f. duBere
Erscheinung, Gestalt, Anblick (wohl *F13£6Q ), ... .” Hofmann’s “wohl” signifies, in his own words, an
‘uncertain assumption’; I believe Chantraine’s ‘sans doute’ has the same force. (Given that the first two
instances of the word are in Theognis and Pindar, Chantraine’s comment ‘ionien-attique’ may seem in
need of justification.) We cannot be ultimately certain about the word’s formation, and connotations can
- if at all - only be gleaned from the actual contexts.

% On related grounds, it seemed on occasion more practical to diverge from a treatment in
chronological order.
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The first instance of 10€a to be considered is found at the end of a poem by Theognis,

by scholarly consent considered genuine, which may be complete (119 - 128" ):

xpLooL K1BdNA0l0 kai Gpyvpov GvoyeTOg ATN
120 Kvpve, kai g&gvpelv pddlov avopi copd
gl 8¢ OlAov voog avopog evi o11lfecot AeAnon
WLdpog Edv, d6Atov & kv ppeoiv fitop £xn,
T00T0 0e0g k1BdNAGTaTOV moince Bpotoioty,
Kol yv@vol Taviov Tovt avinpdTatov.
125  obde yap €18eing &vdpog voov olte yuvalkog,
plv melpndeing wdonep vmoLvyiov,
oLd¢ Kev glkdooalg fdomep mOT £C dplov EAODV-F

TOARAKL Yap YVOUNV EEanatdo’ 1déat.

“False gold or silver is a threat that can be checked,
120 Cyrnus; an expert quickly finds it out;
but if a comrade’s secret disposition’s false
and in his breast he has an untrue heart,
this is the basest counterfeit that God has put
before us, and it costs most pain to test.
125  You cannot know a man’s or woman’s character
until you've tried if it will bear a load,
nor can you judge as if inspecting merchandise:

so often the appearances deceive.”

26! Text and translation of M.L. West, lambi et Elegi Graeci 1, Oxford 1989; and: Greek Lyric Poetry,
Oxford 1993.
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It looks as if this were just another case of contrasting a person’s external looks or
appearance with his mind or thoughts of the sort familiar from Homer onwards.**
Cyrnus is warned to beware of a man’s or woman’s VvOOG, mind, character, disposition
- that is not known; what can be seen, and therefore known>®, is only the looks, the
external appearance of a person. One could point to Aristophanes’ Plutus for an exact
parallel; Penia, or Poverty, claims that she produces better men than Plutus, or wealth, is
capable of producing (557 - 561): OK®OTTEV TEWPQ Kol KOPOSEIV TOD
onovdalslv dueinocag, | ob yiryvookwv 0tt tov ITAovtov mapéyw
Bedtiovag avdpog | kal v yvounv kol v 6éav. mopd TR HEV
Yop modaypdvieg | kol yaoTpddelg kol mayxvxkvnpotr kol miovég
gloly  doshy®dg, | map’ Epol & ‘toxvol kxal oenkddelc kol 7Toig
gxBpolc aviapol. Try to mock and be funny, not concerned with being serious, not
realizing that I produce men better as to their minds and their appearance than Plutus
can. With him there are <men> gouty, with bellies, broad-legged, licentiously fat, with
me <there are men> thin and wasp-like, grievous to their enemies. YVOUN and 10
are here contrasted in a different fashion, but the same opposition is presupposed by the
argument. It may further be noted that the features associated with 10€a. all refer not just
to the ‘appearance’, but specifically to the ‘figures’ of the men compared. The same
opposition of ‘mind’ and ‘appearance’ or ‘figure’ could be assumed for Theognis.

However, especially if line 128 is supposed to be the end of Theognis’ poem, it could
contain a gnomic statement, a conclusion in form of a proverb; TOAAGKL YOp
yvouny EEanat®c’ 16Eal - Often indeed appearances deceive the mind. If that be
so, the 1€l need no more be the appearances of the individuals just mentioned than
they are in the standing phrase that ‘appearances deceive’. Reading the line that way

would, of course, cover the particular interpretation that the people Theognis warns

2 Cf. e.g. Odyssey VIIL, 164ff., Iliad 111, 212ff., discussed in Section I of the chapter on £180¢ above.
263 There is a distinct possibility here that regardless of the precise meaning of 186 Theognis felt an
etymological connection between €011 in line 125 and 1d€01 in line 128; cf. note 119 in Section I of
the chapter on £180¢ above.
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Cyrnus of give the appearance of reliability without being reliable, that is to say, 10£a1
may refer to ‘the individuals’ appearing other than they are’ in a non-physical sense.
From the context in Theognis alone one cannot say if in the sixth century B.C. 18€éa
meant just ‘looks (of a person)’ or ‘appearance’ in general, with all the connotations

either of STSOQ or of the English word ‘appearance’.

Other early fifth century instances of the word likewise just confirm that 13£0 may have
meant just ‘looks, appearance, guise (of a person)’; Pindar concludes Olympian X by
stating that he has praised Archestratos for his boxing victory some time ago as a youth
at Olympia (103), 106Q¢ T€ KOAOV | APQ TE KEKPAUEVOV, ..., him, beautiful
with (or through, or by) his appearance, filled”® with youth, ... . It is interesting that the
form of 16€a is the dative rather than the accusative of respect so frequently encountered
with €160¢ in similar contexts; that may point to a difference, if not in meaning, so in
connotations; but again, the context does not allow to draw any further conclusions with

any degree of certainty.”®’

Close in time are the following lines by Xenophanes (Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata
V 109, 3 = DK 21B15): &AL’ €1 yxelpog &xov Posg <immor 1> he
Aéovteg | N ypayal yeipeoot kal Epya Telelv dmep dvdpeg, | immot

pév 0 inmowor PBoeg &€ 1e Povoiv oOpolag | kol <ke> Bsdv 1déag

264 Literally: ‘mixed’.

263 For an accusative of respect, cf. the first fragment of Eupolis’ Golden Race, in which one person
accuses another of being KAKOC TNV 186V, bad of appearance or bad of figure. - A passage in the
fables of Aesop (Fabulae Dosithei, ed. Hausrath and Hunger, Corpus fabularum Aesopicarum, vol. 1.2),
telling the tale of a stag discovering its image in the water of a spring, relates (1.3) how it encounters 'C"I:]
TOD GAOUATOG 1SEQ, the appearance of its body, and continues: Kol pdA1GTA pév ETHvel TV
@OoLY TAV Kepdtov avatetapévov e €1g moAdv dépa kal G¢ koOopog €in mavti
‘L'é:) COUATL. And most of all it praised the nature of its antlers both for being stretched out high into
the air and for being an adornment for the whole body. At whatever time this was written, 13£ did not
mean ‘body’ (a claim often made about €180C by those who also state that €180¢ and 136w are
synonyms); perhaps it is also significant that what is praised most of all, that is to say one part of what
was referred to by 10€q, is distinctive in particular by its shape.

266 The rather speculative nature of this emendation, as well as the slightly difficult syntax of this and
the following line need not detain us here.
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Eypagov kal cdpat’ gmoiovv | Towadd’ oldv mep kabrol dépag elyxov
<EKOOTOL>. But if oxen and horses or lions had hands and could draw with those
hands and accomplish works men can accomplish, horses would draw the appearances
of their gods like horses and oxen like oxen, and would make their [i.e. the gods’]
bodies such as they themselves each have their build. OO and SEPAG, it could be
argued, are variants, for metrical reasons, expressing the same concept; on those grounds
even 100 might be included. However, although the evidence is by no means decisive,

the statement®®’

that EpaG denoted the ‘living body’ in the first place may be correct
and significant. If that be so, the animals named would craft their devotionalia, at once
works of worship and of art, on the model of their own living bodies; and they would do
that according to their chosen medium of production in three dimensions, the GONATA

or bodies of statues, or in two, the 10£01 or figures in drawings and paintings.

Arguing strictly on the lines of investigation set out above in the chapter on £180¢,
18€a here would have to be translated ‘appearance, looks, guise’, because that would
make perfect sense, and therefore there is no need to posit a semantic development. It
may, however, be significant that ‘figure’ would do as translation in all cases looked at
so far, with the potential exception of Theognis 128; and not only that, it would add

something to the sense of each passage. This needs bearing in mind.

I

Overall, assuming that sense of 10€Q, certainly appearance, but more specifically
figure, is confirmed by a sufficiently large number of fifth century texts. Close in context
to Xenophanes is Protagoras, provided Diogenes Laertius quotes verbatim (D.L. IX 51 =

DK 80B4): tepl pev Bedv obk £xm €1d6évat, o0 dg €ioiv 008 dg obk

267 LSJ s.v. dEpag.
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glolv oU0’ Omolol Tiveg 18éaVv. About the gods I cannot know, neither that they
are nor that they are not nor again how they are as to their figures. With that may be
compared the final lines of the choral ode the Clouds sing at their entry in Aristophanes’
eponymous play. Having described to the audience their ascent from the sea to the sky in
adhortative subjunctives, they conclude, still out of view (288ff): GAA’
anoocsiodusvar vépog Oupprov | GBavdtac 18éag Emddueda |
TNAECKOT® OMMaTL Yoilav. But having shaken the rainy mist off our immortal

figure, let us look upon the earth with our far-seeing eye.**

Aristophanes’ Clouds, as they appear on stage, are anthropomorphous - as Greek gods
were portrayed in literature and art also otherwise; and it is against that background that
Xenophanes and Protagoras can speak of the ‘figures’ of a god or gods. The human
figure, asserted, questioned or denied, is in the background of their arguments. This
usage is probably also found in the Hippocratic treatise Airs, Waters, Places. After a
detailed discussion on different environments and the differences in inhabitants which
result, the concluding lines of this work as we have it read (XXIV 49): a1 pev
EvavTidTatol QUo1Eg 1€ Kol 18éar £YOovely oLTMG: AmO &8¢ TOLTEWV
TeEKpalpOuevog ta Aowna Evlopeechatl, xai oby apaptnom. Such are the
natures and figures most opposed to each other: judging from those infer the rest, and
you will not go wrong. From the context, it is difficult to say if @UG1EG refers to the
different types of environment and nature in that sense, or if - as may seem more natural

269

at first sight - it refers to the different natures of man there are™” ; in either case, but in

28 For a discussion of the syntax, cf. K.J. Dover, Aristophanes. Clouds, Oxford 1968, commentary ad.
loc.; and for the sense A.H. Sommerstein, Aristophanes. Clouds, Warminster 1982, note ad. loc. 18£a¢
may well be genitive singular and nevertheless refer to each cloud’s individual figure, just as OUMQTL in
the singular does not imply either that all the clouds had one eye collectively, or else that each cloud was
in possession of one eye only.

%9 Cf. in general the discussion of the preceding pages in Section VII of the chapter on £180¢ above;
note in particular the two occurrences of QUGG in Airs, Waters, and Places XXIV 36 - 45: KOv Ydp
ol petaPorai €0t mokvotatal TOV  GOpéev kel wAglotov didpopor abtai
govtfiowv, tkel kxal ta eidea kol tad Mbea kal Tag @vowag ebprioelg mAeloTOV
Srapepodoag. - péylotar pev odv gov adtal ThHe evolog al dedlayai, Emerta 88
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the latter in particular, 18€Q refers to the totality of what is perceived of a person by

¥ i 270
inspection, a person’s figure.

III.

After Xenophanes, but not necessarily that long after Xenophanes®’', Anaxagoras uses

the word 18€a in a way significant for subsequent Greek philosophy. Simplicius tells us

kol f| xdpn, &v fi av tig tpéenrar kai ta Hdata. sbprioelg yap eml 16 mARBOC
g xdpng TH odoel akolovbéovia kol ta eldea TAV avBpdrov xai TOlg
TPOMOVS. Indeed, where the changes of the seasons are most frequent, and <the seasons> most
different from one another, there you will also find the appearances and the characters and the natures
as differing most widely. - These, now, are the greatest differences in nature, then also the land in which
someone is reared, and the waters. You will find, indeed, that for the most part the appearances and the
ways of the people follow the nature of the land.

21 1t may not be by accident that the rarer, more elevated, and perhaps also more comprehensive word
is used only at this point at the end of the treatise, a treatise in which the author frequently talked about
the £180¢ or appearance of people, and in which it is not easy to decide if the extension in meaning
from ‘appearance’ to ‘type’ has already taken place or is approached but as yet to come. - Could it
therefore be that one should understand: Such are the natures and types most opposed to each other:
Jjudging from those infer the rest, and you will not go wrong? - A decision cannot be reached for Airs,
Waters, and Places; for the general semantic development, however, see Section IV below.

' For chronological matters concerning Xenophanes, cf. K. Reinhardt, PARMENIDES und die
Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie, Bonn 1916, especially pp. 89-106, 155-158, 221-230.
Reinhardt’s views concerning chronology were generally regarded as so quaint that refutation was not
deemed necessary; consequently, they are usually not considered at all in recent literature, despite
valuable arguments providing justification and additional support advanced by his pupil U. Hélscher in
his collection Anfingliches Fragen, Gottingen 1968; to date, I know of no compelling refutation of
Reinhardt’s chronology; it may be worthwhile drawing attention to the judgement of J. Barnes, The
Presocratic Philosophers, London 21982, bibliography, p. 650: “[Reinhardt’s PARMENIDES is] for my
money, the most sparkling book in the whole field”.

For Anaxagoras, I follow M. Schofield, An essay on Anaxagoras, Cambridge 1980, chapter I,
Appendix: Anaxagoras’s floruit, p. 33: “In the previous section I have implied that the formation of
Anaxagoras’s thought antedated the rise of the Sophistic movement, and that his book must be dated
significantly earlier than the treatise of Diogenes of Apollonia and the oldest treatises in the Hippocratic
corpus (I mentioned On the Sacred Disease and On Ancient Medicine in this respect, but the same goes
for Airs, Waters, Places [note 71]). This is not a controversial opinion. But it is worth while adducing
some reasons for putting the date of the composition of his book, as I incline to put it, at roughly 470-
460 B.C.” Schofield then produces five distinct arguments for this dating, all but the last of which carry
sufficient conviction. He concludes (p. 35): “A floruit of 470-460 B.C. fits well enough with what little
we can say of the relation between Anaxagoras’s thought and that of other fifth-century philosophers. It
is late enough for him to have taken profit from the reflection he evidently devoted to Parmenides’ work.
It is early enough for his book to have antedated, as it probably did, the physical poem of Empedocles
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(Physica 34, 28 = DK 59B4): Aéyel yap pet’ OAlya Tng GpyNg TOL mpwTov
‘tepl QUOEWS” "Avagayopag oLT®G: “To0T®V 8¢ oLTWG EYOVIOV YPN
dokelv Evelvalr moAAdd e kal mavtola &v MAGL TOTG GLYKPLVOUEVOLS
Kol oméppata maviov xpnpdtov kol 16éag mavroiag €xovia kod
xPpo10g kol NOOVAG.” Indeed, Anaxagoras, close to the beginning of Book I of On
Nature, speaks thus: “These things being so, it is right to think that there were, in all
the things that were being put together, many things, of all kinds, and seeds of all things
- [seeds) having figures and colours and savours of every kind” *”* Leaving aside the
details of what little we have of the context of this statement, it sets out one of the
principles of the ontology and physics of Anaxagoras. The sentence was found close to
the beginning of his work about which Simplicius, giving his interpretation of the pre-
Socratic, declares (Physica 155, 23): ... dNAoT 814 TOV TPWOTOL TAOV ‘PUOIKDV’
AEyov Q' apyfc: “Opov yprpate mavia fv, dreipe koi mAf0oc kol
CULKPOTNTQ.” It is clear [that Anaxagoras says what has just been summarized] from
Book I of the Physics where he says: “All things were together, infinite as to amount
and as to smallness.” If one gives a temporal interpretation to those fragments, there
was a state when nothing was distinct, when none of the composite bodies which
constitute our world had come into being, when all the seeds were in one mixture from
which nothing had separated off. Later, in our world, where there are GD‘YKpWépSVU.,
composite bodies which somehow have separated off, they contain those seeds which are
the seeds of all things. These smallest and ultimate constituents are said to have Kol
10€ag mavrolag kKol xpotdg xail NOOVAS, appearances, and colours, and tastes
and smells of all sorts. It is not impossible, as we have seen in the opening sections of
the chapter on £180¢, that 15€a1 are in general the ‘appearances’ things can have, that

one aspect of appearance, is then highlighted by way of grammatical co-ordination, and

[note 86] and the work of Leucippus. It leaves the temporal relation of his thought with that of Zeno
[note 87] and Melissus appropriately obscure.”

12 The translation of fragment 4 is a slightly modified version of Schofield’s (p. 101) slightly modified
version of the version by D.J. Furley, Anaxagoras in response to Parmenides, in: Canadian Journal of
Philosophy, Supp. Vol. 2 (1976), p. 72.
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that - as if by way of an afterthought - (00Ovai , tastes and smells, are added. It is,
however, likewise possible, that the three words refer to three distinctive properties or
qualities of the seeds, their figures, colours and tastes. The 10€an, the ‘figures’ of the
seeds of all things may have been named first because they constitute their most
distinctive feature; but that is speculation.

A slightly different context, but nevertheless one in many ways dependent on
Anaxagoras is that of the physics of Diogenes of Apollonia as quoted and summarized by
Simplicius (Physica 151, 28 = DK 64B2-5).*”> Diogenes attempts to prove that
everything is one, as can be seen from the interaction of things; that all things are ordered
by some sort of mind or understanding, for otherwise they would not have the measures
we see them having; that for all living beings it is air that is life and soul and
understanding. Therefore (B5), T0 THV VONOLWv &YOV, that which has
understanding, is what men call air. Everything has a share in it, and air displays as many
variations as understanding does. Air is at times warmer, at times colder, drier, wetter,
calmer, more agile, and changing as to taste and smell and colour in infinite ways. Yet,
differences are not complete, nor are similarities, for complete similarity amounts to
being the same. And he continues: &te OOV TOALTPOTOL Eovong 7Tig
ETEPOLOOIOC TOAVTpOmO kKai Td (da, kol 7ToAAG kol olte '18éav
dAArog E01kOTO OUTe dlarttav oUte VONGLY L0 TOL TANPEOC TAV
ETEPOLWOEWV. Now, because alteration is manifold, manifold are also the animals,*"*
and many and neither like each other in figure nor in diet nor in understanding,
through the multitude of the alterations. Speaking of the 10€a, the figure of an animal,
is, as will be seen, common with Herodotus and therefore presumably within common
usage; with Diogenes, however, this is linked with physical theory, and since he is
arguing here from physics to biology, one may be justified in seeing changes in the states

of air - as to all the qualities mentioned, as to smell and taste, colour, and it may be

B3 For a revaluation of the significance of Diogenes of Apollonia, and a sketch of his position in fifth
century philosophy, see M.C. Stokes, One and Many in Presocratic Philosophy, Washington,
D.C./Cambridge, Mass. 1971, pp. 238 - 244.

a4 C(E)(l are, of course, all living beings.
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added also as to figure - behind the differences in diet, understanding and figure of living
beings. Regardless of whether this is so, given that Diogenes of Apollonia clearly
depends on Anaxagoras for his physical theory, one can see from 64B5 how little there is

of terminological fixity in the use of 10£ at this stage.

Whether Empedocles’ poem or poems preceded the writings of Anaxagoras or not, the
one occurrence of a form of 13é in what is preserved of Empedocles is found in a
context very similar to that of Anaxagoras. At one of the extreme points in the struggle
of friendship and quarrel, quarrel is at the depth of the whirling rotation, friendship in the
middle; from there she begins with her work of composition, putting together what is
unmixed. At first, quarrel is still within the whirl and within some of the members and
parts of everything, but he is retreating to the outer edges, and friendship is spreading
(Simplicius Physica 32, 11 = DK 31B35, 14ff.): alya 8¢ Ovijt’ Eevovto- 71a
npiv pdlov &bdvatr elvar, | fopd 1€ td mplv  dxpnratt’
dtadddEavta kelevboug, | TOV 66 Te pioyopévov xelt £Bvea pupia
ovntayv, | tavroialg 1W8Enoty apnpota, Bavpo 18660at. But forthwith there
grew mortal beings: what previously understood to be immortal; [...] changing their
ways; but of the mixed things, there poured forth innumerable species of mortal beings,

fitted together, with all sorts of figures, a marvel to behold.

5 The phrase t{@pd 1€ Td TPiv &Kpntat of Plutarch’s text does not make sense, for {OPOS is
something like ‘strong, hot’ , and the five passages contrasting {@POTEPOC and GKPATOC 0IVOC in
Philumenus De Venenatis Animalibus (ed. Wellmann, CMG X 1, 1; ch. 2, 3; 4, 2; 14, 7; 23, 4; 37, 3),
does not prove what Kranz and subsequent editors suppose it to prove: ‘rather strong wine’ can indeed
be opposed to ‘unmixed wine’; that does not stop ‘strong wine’ from being a synonymous expression for
‘unmixed wine’, as indeed it is from archaic to Hellenistic Greek literature. Cf. M.R. Arundel,
Empedocles, fr. 35. 12-15, in: Classical Review N.S. XII, 1962, pp. 109 - 111. As for the text, in
addition to the solution offered there, two possibilities worth considering are: either to read something
like (opd T€ Kal mpiv dxkpnra StoArGEavio keAebOOVS: ... , and what was strong and
unmixed before, changing its ways: ... - that is to say, a free-standing nominative, picked up by the
genitive of line 16; or: to read something like .): alya 8¢ Ovijt’ Epvovio- Td mpiv pddov
afavat’ elvat, | (®a t€ 1A TPlv GKPNTQ, But forthwith there grew mortal beings: what
previously had understood to be immortal; living beings: what previously had been unmixed
<elements>.
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Whoever came first, Anaxagoras or Empedocles, both share the TePLX®PNOLS or
dtvog or divn with Leucippus and Democritus; this whirling rotation has a central role
in their cosmology, roughly speaking as set off by VOUG, mind, with Anaxagoras (cf.
Simplicius, Physica 300, 27 = DK 59B13); either just being there, or set off by friendship
and quarrel with Empedocles (e.g. B35); and coming about by chance and developing by
necessity with Leucippus and Democritus (Diogenes Laertius IX 31 - 33 on Leucippus =
DK 67A1). In all three cosmological systems, there are things smaller than and prior to
what we perceive around us. Democritus allegedly declared (Simplicius Physica 327, 24
= DK 68B167): divov amo TobL mavtog Gmoxkpidfjvol mavioiwv 18edv,
that a whirling of all sorts of appearances was separated off from the all. What those
appearances are is impossible to say from this fragment alone, whether or not one is
prepared to accept Gomperz’ emendation of E10£@V to 1OEWV. They could be the
smallest particles which were floating about in the emptiness and are now separated off,
in ordered or as yet in unordered form (cf. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos
VII 116f. = DK 68B164). On the other hand, they could just as well be what results from
this process of separation, comparable with Empedocles’ £€0vea puvpia Ovnrav,
navTolalg 1déntoty apnpota of 31B35 quoted above; they could be the product
of that whirling separation.

There is evidence favouring the former interpretation, gathered by Diels and Kranz

under the heading of 68A57.2® Whatever else the passages collected there may entail,

?76 “SCHOL. BASILII [ed. Pasquali Gott. Nachr. 1910, 196] A. '18éag. [CLEM.] Recogn. VIII 15
[DOX. 250 de principiis] D. ideas. PLUT. adv. Colot. 8 p. 1110F ti yap Aéyer A.; oboiag
aneipovg 10 mAfifog atdpovg te KUdraedpovg, £Tt & amoiovg kol amabeic Ev Td
Keved oépecbat deomapuévag: Otav 3¢ meAdowolv GAANAaG T ocvumécwolv
TEPITAAK®OL, Quiveshal T@v dbpollopévev 10 pév Hdwp 10 d& mOp 10 3¢ ELTOV
10 & dvipomov- glvar 3¢ ndvta tdg dtdpovg 1¥éag b’ abtod kadovuévag, £Tepov
8¢ undév- tx pév yap tod un Gvtog obk elval yéveoiv, Ex 8¢ 1AV Oviev undév
av yevéobal T® prfte maocyswv unte petaparielv tag @tduovg Hmd oTeppdTNTOC:
00ev obte ypdav EE aypuootov ovte @bowv N yuxnv &£ anolov kal <anubdv>
bapyELy. ... .” Most of the passage from Plutarch is translated by R.D. McKirahan, Philosophy Before
Socrates, Indianapolis 1994, p.323: “What does Democritus say? That substances unlimited in
multitude, atomic and not different in kind, and moreover incapable of acting or being acted upon, are in
motion, scattered in the void. When they approach one another or collide or become entangled, the
compounds appear as water or fire or as a plant or a human, but all things are atoms, which he calls
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they seem to prove that 100 was a word of some significance for Democritus; and it is
possible that Hesychius did think of Democritus when he glossed (68B141): 10éa- T
opoldtng, popon, €1doc. kxal TO0 EAGYoTOV oD’ Direct,
incontrovertible evidence for 100 as a technical term for the atoms in Democritus’
philosophy is not strong at all*’® - yet, had the word not occurred in his writings, and
moreover in those sections concerned with atoms, it is difficult to see why anybody
should have introduced it in discussions of his philosophy, since in his description of
atoms there are plenty of other terms Democritus has either coined himself, or at least
used in his own peculiar way.?”” If he should so have used it, he would have done so
presumably because ‘appearance’ or ‘figure’ is a sufficiently vague word for a body
which does have a certain extension and certain physical characteristics;**® but at the
same time sufficiently precise, since 10€0 was not a common word in frequent use and
because it had figured, albeit most probably in a less specialized sense, in Empedocles
and in particular in Anaxagoras. Democritus’ atoms did not differ in solidity; they may
have differed in weight; but they definitely did differ in their figures, they differed as

figures, they were different figures: otherwise, Democritus’ whole system of

forms; there is nothing else. For from what is not there is no coming to be, and nothing could come to be
from things that are because on account of their hardness the atoms are not acted upon and do not
change. (Plutarch, Against Colotes 8 1110F - 1111A)”.

277 1 will not attempt to translate this lexicon entry. - One could further think of Tepl 8@V, given as
the title of one of Democritus’ many books (DK 68B6), but this has convincingly been emended to ‘.I'I:E:pi~
EDA®V. See J. Mansfeld, Die Vorsokratiker, Stuttgart 1987, p. 648. He groups 68A135, for which he
accepts Schneider’s emendation of £I3®V to €18WA®YV, together with 68B6, for which he proposes
emendation of 13£@V. For the whole question of the meaning of 18£& with Democritus cf. also H.C.
Baldry, Plato’s Technical Terms, in: Classical Quarterly XXXI (1937), pp. 141 - 150, p. 141f, n. 4,
Baldry does accept the emendation of GTOMOVG 1OEUG to ATOMOVS 13IMC in the passage from
Plutarch and retains €10£@V in B167. Of Hesychius, he says that the gloss may just as well refer to,
exempli gratia, Timaeus 54d f. While I do not agree with Baldry’s assertion that €130¢ and 13€a. are
synonyms, nor with his suggestion that both terms or either one of them has developed to mean
something like ‘quality’ (p. 142ff.), it must be noted that if all emendations changing forms of 18£a into
something else, but not the one changing €10£®V to 186®V, are accepted, we are left with very little
evidence even for the occurrence of the word, let alone its significance or meaning with Democritus.

28 Thence K. v. Fritz, Philosophie und sprachlicher Ausdruck bei Demokrit, Platon und Aristoteles,
New York 1938, does not mention 1€ at all in his section on Democritus, pp. 12 - 38.

?7% Cf. the discussion of v. Fritz, loc. cit.

20 (f. e.g. Simplicius In ‘De Caelo’, pp. 294, 33 - 295, 24 = Aristotle fr. 208 Rose = DK 68A37.
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conglomerates would no longer cohere. The difference in figure was the only reason

atoms stuck together.”®'

IV.

With Herodotus as well, 16€0. can refer to the figure of a human being, an animal, or
even a plant. In Book IV, he describes the countries and people neighbouring Scythia
(100ff.); the Tauri, Agathyrsi, Neuri, Man-eaters, Black-cloaks, Geloni, Budini, and
Sauromatae (102). Talking about the Budini and the Geloni (108), Herodotus gives a
description strongly resembling descriptions in the Hippocratic Airs, Waters, and Places.
Bouvdivol 8¢ £0vog EOv péya kol mMOAAOV YAQUKOV TE TMAV 10YLPDG
E0TL KOl MUPPOV. The Budini, being a people great and numerous, are all very
bright-eyed and ruddy. The Geloni are of Greek origin and speak a language mixed from
Greek and Scythian elements. Bovdivolr 8¢ ob 1f) abtf) yAdoon ypovrat
kol I'eAovoi, obde dlartta f| abth. (109) ot pev yap Bouvdivor £6vrteg
abTdxboveS vopddeg T€ €161 Kal PBelpoTpay£oust PoLVOL TAV TaVTY),
I'shovol 6¢ yNg te Epydtar kai ortopdyor kal KNmovg EKTnuévot,
obdev TNV 18énv Opotot obde 10 Yxpdpa. LmO pévior | EAARvaov
kaAiéovtal kol ot Bouvdivor I'ehwvoi, obk OpOdc kareduevor. But the
Budini do not speak the same language as the Geloni, nor do they have the same diet.
Indeed, the Budini, being autochthonous people, are nomads and, alone of all the
people there, eaters of pine-seed, but the Geloni work the soil and eat grain and have
gardens, being in no respect similar as to their figure, nor as to their colour. Yet the

Budini, too, are called Geloni by the Greeks - not being called correctly. And

2! The reason why ‘appearance’ will not do well as a translation in this context is that the atoms are
small beyond perception; that does not stop them from appearing, theoretically, but there would not be
anybody they could appear to. If it is accepted that 1€ had at least connotations of ‘figure’ from its
earliest surviving occurrence onwards, it will appear more natural that Democritus should have adopted
the term in this context.
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Herodotus goes on to describe the land they inhabit. — Though it is possible that
Herodotus points to a difference in appearance generally, and then proceeds by stressing
one aspect of appearance, namely colour, the text can naturally be interpreted as stating a

difference between the two people in figure and in colour.

Just as Herodotus speaks of the £180¢, the appearance, of an animal in the course of

2

his descriptions of foreign countries,”® so he also speaks of an animal’s 18£a. As with

the cases of the word’s being applied to human beings or gods, ‘appearance’ is a possible
and acceptable translation, but ‘figure’ may seem more appropriate. When the Persian
army is arranged for the decisive battle against the Lydians, Harpagus the Mede advises
Cyrus to set up an ad hoc ‘camel cavalry’ in front of his army to disable the cavalry of
Croesus (I 80): TaLTA pevV moapaiveoe, 10G 6¢ kapniovg £tate avtio Tig
inmov T@OVde elvekev: kduniov inmog @oPféetar kol obk avéyetan
obvte TNV 18NV abthig Optéwv ovte Triiv OduNv 00EPaLvOUEVOGS. That, he
recommended - but he positioned the camels opposite the cavalry because of the
following: the horse fears the camel, and it can neither stand seeing its figure nor
smelling its odour. What the horse sees is, of course, the camel’s ‘appearance’,
everything there is to see about the camel, the totality of its visual impact. But what it
perceives from the distance is the camel’s ‘figure’, not any particular attribute, as the
eyes, or the colour, or the hair. And even if the horse is near enough to smell the camel,

what is most impressive in term of its appearance is its figure.

In Herodotus’ description of Egypt, we read the following about hippopotami (II 71):
ol & immotr ot motduiotr <kv> vop® pev 1@ ITampnuitn ipoi €iot,
tolol 8¢ dAAolst A'lyvntiotot obk ‘1pol. ebolv 8¢ mapéyoviar 186ng
Toujvde: 1eTpdmovy £oti diynAov, T omhai Podg, oludv, Loeiv £xov

inmov, xavAlodoviag eaivoyv, obprv inmov kol ewvny, péyadoc Goov

282 See Section V in the chapter on £180¢ above.
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1€ PoUG O MEYIOTOC. The hippopotami, however, are sacred under Papremitian
law, but not sacred for the other Egyptians. And as to the nature of their figure, they
present the following: it is a cloven-hoofed quadruped, T hooves of an ox, flat-nosed,
having the mane of a horse, visible tusks, the tail and voice of a horse, and as to size it
is like the biggest ox. Apart from voice - which is added as being like that of a horse
after it is stated that the tail is that of a horse - apart from voice, all features enumerated
are both visible and distinctive in terms of outline and contour. That agrees with a

meaning ‘figure’ for 10€a in this context as well.

In II 92, Herodotus describes two types of lilies which grow in Egypt. One grows in the
water and is called Lotus by the Egyptians. He continues: g€0TL 8¢ xal dAla

Kkpivea pédotot Eppepéa, Ev 1@ moTap® yivopeve koi tavta, E§ dv
0 kopmog &v GAAN KAALKL mopa@uoOpEVT EK TNG PIing yiverat,
KNPl oconkdv 186NV Opo1dTaTOV: £V TOOVT® TPWKTA OO0V TE TLPTV
gElaing Eyyivetar ovyvd, tpdystar 8¢ kol amald tavta kai ada.

“Other lilies also grow in the river, which are like roses; the fruit of these is found in a
calyx springing from the root by a separate stalk, and is most like to a comb made by
wasps; this produces many eatable seeds as big as an olive-stone, which are eaten both

fresh and dried.”” The phrase KNpl® CENKAOV 18NV OROLOTOTOV, most

similar to a comb of wasps in appearance or figure, displays the accusative of respect so

commonly found in constructions with £180G.

At first sight, IT 76 is just another instance of 18£a in that sense: £180¢ 8¢ THG
iflog TOde: péEAova Bdelvdg TaCH, OKEAEM OF QOpPESL  yEPAvVOv,
npoécwnoV O6¢ &G Ta pdAlota Emiypuvmov, péyabog Ocov KpEE. TV

HEV 8 pEAOIVE®V TAV payOpévav mpog Tovg 8e1c fide 186N . 1dv

2 A.D. Godley, Herodotus 1, Cambridge, Mass. 1926.
% T am not absolutely convinced that our knowledge of the usage of Greek pronouns is sufficient to
justify the emendation [f}d€] 186N <adTN>. The sense of the clause is unambiguous.
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d kv mooil paAilov . €lheopévov toiot avpdnolost - dEal ydap oM
gl ifieg - Nde: wiM) v kepoAnv kol v depriv  macav,
LevkOntepog AV KEQPAANG Kol abyxEvog kal dxkpémv TOV mTepvY®V
kol o0 muyaiov dkpov - tavte 88 td elmov mAvio pélava EoTi
delvdg - okélen 08 kal mpoOcwNOV EREEPNS TN ETEPT. TOL &€ OPlog
N popor oin mep TV Vdpwv, ntila 3¢ oL mTEpTA QOpEel GAAG
Tolol THg VukTepidog mTepPOiot PAAIGTE KT EPQEPESTOTA. “Now this is
the appearance of the ibis. It is all deep black, with legs like a crane’s, and a beak
strongly hooked; its size is that of a landrail. Such is the figure of the black ibis which
fights the serpents. Those that most consort with men (for the ibis is of two kinds) have
all the head and neck bare of feathers; their plumage is white, save the head and neck
and the tips of wings and tail (these being deep black); the legs and beak are like those
of the other ibis. The serpents are like water-snakes. Their wings are not feathered but
most like the wings of a bat””*® Tt is tempting to see Herodotus’ style as governed by
the principle of variatio. He talks first of the appearance of a bird, then of that of a
snake. First he uses the term 180G, then, referring to the description he has just given,
by way of variation the term 10€0.; finally, and only a few lines later, he employs LOPOT
to refer to the appearance of serpent and water-snake. I will not discuss in any detail the
meaning of LOPQMN here, but merely point out that in the case of serpent and water-
snake, it is specifically the form of the bodies of those animals which is said to be alike;
by contrast, the description of the appearance of the ibis contains a number of features
besides bodily form. As for €180¢, the word does indeed mean ‘appearance’, as is the

6
However,

case with many like examples of animal descriptions in Herodotus.*®
regardless of the perceived textual difficulty, does 10€@ just summarize what is said in
the three preceding lines? While that is perfectly possible since there is indeed a sufficient

semantic overlap between £180¢g and 18€q, it is to my mind likewise possible that

2% The translation is a very slightly adapted version of that by Godley, op. cit. He has a note explaining
‘for the ibis is of two kinds’: “Geronticus Calvus and Ibis Aethiopica”.
286 See Section V of the chapter on £180¢ above.
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Herodotus introduces a new thought in the sentence in question and does not just
summarize what went before. The sentence TV HEV 01 MHEAULVEQV TAV
payopEVeV mpog Tovg O00lg Nde 10€M could mean: Now, that is the type of the
black <ibises> which fight against the serpents. That is to say, what is expressed in the
parenthetical clause S1£01 yap 0N €101 1P1eC, indeed, twofold are the ibises, may
have been anticipated in the clause which points out that the description hitherto has
been that of one type of the bird.*®’ - As so often, it is impossible to come to a firm

conclusion on the basis of one instance.

To posit a meaning ‘type’ for 10€a in Herodotus, though, does not depend on II 76.
Towards the end of Book I, on the occasion of the narration of Cyrus’ expansion to the
north, Herodotus describes a number of Asian regions and peoples with their customs.
The Caspian sea, we are told, is a sea by itself, not connected with the Mediterranean,
the Atlantic and the Red Sea which are all one. To the west of the Caspian, there is the
Caucasus mountain range. And he continues (I 203): £0vea 6¢ avOpwdT®V TOAAL
kai mavtolta &v eovt® €xel 60 Kadkaoog, ta moAAd mdvia an’ DANG
dyping (dovta. &v tolor kol dEvdpea @UAAQ TOOOE '18€Mg
napeyopeve sivor Aéystar, ta tpifovidc te koi mapapicyoviog
Vdwp (Do Ewvtolol &g v koBfjita Eyypdoeiv- 10 8¢ (Da obk
EKTTAOVESOAL, ... . The Caucasus has within it many and varied tribes of men, all of
them living from the wild forest. In the <forest>, there are said to be trees having
leaves of the following type: those who grind them, and mix them with water, paint
pictures with them on their clothing: and the pictures cannot be washed out, ... . There
is no question here of 10£0’s meaning ‘appearance’ since there is no reference at all to
the leaves’ actual appearance. Leaving the slight grammatical inconcinnity aside, what is

referred to in the following clause is the leaves’ property and function. They are leaves of

287 For a more detailed analysis of the semantic development leading to ‘type’ cf. Sections IX - XI and
XIII of the chapter on £180G above.
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an unusual sort. So, without repetition of how a word like 18€a originally denoting
‘appearance, guise’ may have come to mean ‘type’, it can be observed and stated that

here it does.

There is one more instance of 10€0 in Herodotus where the word may mean ‘type’.
When his satraps had defeated and enslaved the rebellious Eretrians, Darius decided not
to punish them but instead to let them settle in a place called Ardericca of which we are
told (VI 119): .. &mé pev Zovowv ofka kol dinkociovg o©Tadiovg
anéyovti, Teoospdkovia O GMO TOL  QPERTOG TO  MOPEXETOL
tprpaciag ‘1déac. kol yap doeoArov kol dAac kai Elaiov
apvocovtal £ abTod TPOT® TOWDIE" ... . ... its distance from Susa was two
hundred and ten stadia, and forty <stadia its distance> from the well which provides
three appearances. And indeed, asphalt and salt and oil is brought up from it in the
following way: ... . It is indeed the case that three types of stuff are produced from this
well; but that is not said. There is no qualifying genitive, we are not told three types of
what. In that, the use of 10£0 here comes close to that of Democritus when he asserts
(Simplicius Physica 327, 24 = DK 68B167): divov &mo 7TOUL TOVTOG
anokpOfval maviolwv 8e®V, that a whirling of all sorts of appearances was
separated off from the all. If anything, Herodotus’ usage is more definitely abstract,
since with Democritus the possibility remains that TavTolwV 186wV is a descriptive
genitive: ‘a whirl of many appearances’ could be ‘a whirl that has many appearances’, ‘a
whirl that appears now in one way, now in another’. That is not possible with Herodotus,
and so taking 10€a as a term referring to a material object with Democritus as well
becomes inherently more likely. The well produces three distinct ‘appearances’ or
‘figures’, if those terms can be stretched so as to accommodate any sort of physical

object.
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The one remaining occurrence of 1€ is interesting in a different respect. At the outset

of the campaign of the Persian against Eretria, the Eretrians ask Athens for help.

Nevertheless, Herodotus relates, the city was divided (VI 100): T®v 8¢ 'Epetpréwv
fiv dpa obdEv Lyleg PovAsvpa, ol peteméumovio pev "A6nvaiovg,
Eppoveov 8¢ Odpaciog 18éag- o1 pev yap abtdv EPoviedovto
exMmelv v méiv &g 10 dkpa thg EbPoing, diiotr 8¢ abtdv ida
képdea mpoodekduevor mopd Tov [Iéposw oicecbor mpocdocinv
E0KELALOVTO. Yet, the counsel of the Eretrians was not healthy, for on the one hand
they sent for help to Athens, on the other they had in mind two schemes: indeed, part of
the citizens had decided to leave the city for the mountains of Euboia, but others,
thinking of the profit for themselves from the Persian prepared to carry out treason. For
a detailed description of how a word like 10€0., originally meaning ‘appearance’, ‘guise’
or ‘figure’, then also ‘type’, can come to mean ‘scheme’, see the discussion of
Thucydides VI 77, 2 and at VIII 56, 2 in Section XIII of the chapter on STSOQ above.
10€a, at any rate, does here refer to what is in somebody’s mind; in the clause
EQPOVEOV 8¢ dlpaciag 10€ac, 18€ag is the direct object of a verb of thinking. It
would, of course, be an anachronism and incorrect to translate ‘they had two ideas’; the
clause rather means something like ‘they contemplated two ways of acting’; those two

ways are then narrated.

V.

10€a is not a term frequently encountered in early Hippocratic treatises.”® The one

instance in Airs, Waters, and Places has already been discussed.”®® The other treatise to

be considered is The Nature of Man. Close to the beginning of that work there is a

88 For the selection of Hippocratic writings considered see Section VI of the chapter on 8150(; above;
cf. also Appendix I below.
% See Section II above.
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reference to Melissus; in thought and terminology there seem to be echoes of
Anaxagoras; and as far as the subject matter set out in the opening paragraphs is
concerned, there appears to be a reaction to Diogenes of Apollonia.”*® To all probability,
therefore, this Hippocratic treatise is also later than most or all of what we have of

Herodotus.

In Chapter I of Nature of Man, the author, who professes to write about medicine only,
rejects the ideas of those writers on nature who claim that everything is one, and that that
one thing is everything; the one thing they cannot agree on, though, is what that one
thing is, air, fire, water or earth. They overthrow themselves with their arguments, and
this EQLTOV KATUPAAAELV is here attributed to Melissus rather than Protagoras,
perhaps because of Melissus’ closer connection with the argument that everything is

291

one.”" In Chapter II, the author turns to the physicians, some of whom, he says, say that

man is blood, others that he is bile, yet others that he is phlegm. And comparing these
medical men with those writing on nature, he continues (II, 4): Emidloyov 0&¢&
notéovtal kai obTol mdvteg Tov abtov- v ydp slvai eactv, 6 T
£¢kaotog abTdv PovAetar dvoupdoag, kKai TOLTO UETAAAGCOELV TNV
1Wénv kol v dvvapry, dvaykaidpevov Lmd e TOL Beppod kal TOL
yuypov, kal yivesBor yAvky kal mikpov kai Agvkov kal péhav koi
navtolov. Epoi 8¢ obde tabta dokel dde Exelv. ... . MOAAA Yap EoTLV

Ev 1@® odpatt Evedvta, @, Otav O dAANAoV mopd  @volv

20 Compare in particular Nature of Man 11 with Diogenes 64B2 and 5; cf. e.g. G. Plambock, Dynamis
im Corpus Hippocraticum, Wiesbaden 1964, pp. 12 - 16, especially p. 14, n. 1: “Die Verwandtschaft mit
Gedanken des Anaxagoras und des Diogenes von Apollonia ist natiirlich auffallig genug, vgl. etwa Vors.
59B4, 8, 12, 15 und 64B5, ... .”; cf. also M.C. Stokes, loc. cit. (note 15 above) - Stokes’ view that
Diogenes is the first explicitly to name and posit one substance as underlying all fits well with the other
features of Nature of Man reminiscent of the eclectic. For a brief recent survey on the date of The Nature
of Man cf. also G. Rechenauer, Thukydides und die hippokratische Medizin, Hildesheim 1991, pp. 175 -
178, with whose views on the date of some of the other Hippocratic writings I do not necessarily agree;
see also Appendix I below.

21 1 am inclined to disagree with the interpretations of the significance of the mention of Melissus at
this point in the text offered by W.H.S. Jones, Hippocrates IV, Cambridge, Mass. 1931, p. 5, n. 1; and
by J.-H. Kiihn, System- und Methodenprobleme im Corpus Hippocraticum, Wiesbaden 1956, Ch. 3:
‘Hypothesis und Wissenschaftssystem von De Natura Hominis’, p. 70.
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Oeppoiveral te kxai wyoyntar, koi Enpaivetar koi  Lypaivetat,
VOUOOLG TIKTEL MOTE MOAAOL HEV 1301 TAOV VOLOTHAT®OV, TOAAN &€
kal f| inoig kotiv. GE1® 8¢ Eywys TOv @dokovia aipo €lvar povvov
0V dvBpwmov, kol GAA0 pndev, detkvoely abtov pn peTtaAAdocovia
v 18énv punde yivesbar mavrtolov, &AL fj dpnv Tivd TOL Eviawtod
A g HMking thg Tob avepdmov, v i aipa Evedv @aiverar pobvov
Ev 1@ avlpodne: €kdg ydp slvar piav tiva dpnv, Ev 1| oaivetat
adbTo EQ E0wTOL Evedv- .. . But those as well all make the same postscript:
indeed, they say there is one [viz. ‘one thing’], whatever each one of them wants to call
it, and this, they say, changes its appearance and its force, compelled by the warm and
the cold, it becomes sweet and bitter and white and black and of all sorts. But to me, it
does not seem to be so. ... . Indeed, there are many <things> in the body, which, when
against nature they are warmed or cooled or dried or wetted by each other, engender
diseases: so that there are many appearances of illnesses, but there is also many a
healing. I ask the one who says that man is blood alone, and nothing else, to show me
that he [viz. man) does not change his appearance and does not become of all sorts, but
show me either a certain season of the year or a certain age of a man<’s life> when
there seems to be only blood in a man: indeed it is plausible that there be one such
season in which it appear as being in itself by itself. And summarizing that part of his
work, he declares in Chapter V (V, 5): onui 81 elvor kai eAéypa kai yoAnv
EavOnlv Te kol pélaivav. Kol TOLTEMV TPAOTOV HEV KOTA VOUOV Ta
obvopata dwpichar enui kai obdevi abtéwv TbTO odvopa elvat,
EMELTA KOTO VOV TAG 10€0G kexwpiobol, xal ovte 10 AEYua 0DOEV
gotkévar 1@ ofpati, obte 10 aipa T YXOAf), ovte TV YOANV TA
(plélyp.uu. nAC ydp Gv Eoikdta €in tavta GAANAOIGLY, OV 0VTE TA
xpopoto Opota @aivetalr mTPOcGOopwUEVO, OVTE TN YEWPL WavovTl
dpota dokést glvat; ovte yap Beppo. dpoimg Eotiv, obte Wuypa, odte

Enpd, ovte ULypd. avdykn 7toivuv, Ote 7TOGOLTOV SNAANKTOL
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AAAMNA @V TV 18NV e kol v dVvapty, un &v abta lvat, sinep pn
mop Te kol Véwp Ev 1 kail tabtdv EoTiv. yvoing & av toicde, OtTL
oby &v taovta mavia Eotiv, GAL ExacTtov abtéwv &xel dVvauiv e
kal @UoLV THV E®LTOV: ... . Therefore I say that there also is phlegm and yellow
and black bile. And of those 1 first claim that their names are defined by custom and
that to none of them there is the same name [viz. as to another one of them], then that
the appearances are separate by nature, and neither is phlegm in anything like to blood,
nor blood to bile, nor bile to phlegm. Indeed, how should those <things> be like each
other of which neither the colours appear similar to look at, nor do they seem to be like
to the touching hand? Indeed, neither are they alike warm nor alike cold nor alike dry
nor alike wet. Now surely there is a necessity, when they differ so much from each other
in appearance and force, that they are not one, if really fire and water are not one and
the same. So you may know with that, that those are not all one, but that each one of
them has its own force and nature: ... .

The first occurrence of 10€a in Chapter II refers indisputably to the appearance of
whatever is posited as the one stuff of which man consists.””® With the second
occurrence in that chapter, TOALOL 18601 TAV VOLOTUAT®V, there is a good case
for arguing in favour of many types of diseases; yet, since the actual appearances of the
diseases are different, there is at least a possibility that the transition from one meaning to
the other, from straightforward ‘appearance’ to ‘type’ in the sense defined in the
preceding chapter, has as yet not taken place; not much rests on that for our purposes,
but the qualifying indefinite TOAAQ1 may point to a meaning ‘type’. In Chapter V, the
author states that of the things which are in the body, not only the names are different by
convention, but also KatTd QUGLV TAG 1060 KeYwPloBatl; from the emphasis on
lack of £01KEVaLl or being like in the following clauses, it is clear that it is again the

appearances of the things which are distinct: that their appearances are separate by

2 For these two passages, and in particular for the meaning of 1360 and SOVaMIG therein, cf. G.
Plambdock, loc. cit., whose interpretation of Chapters II and V I follow to a large extent.
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nature. Then colour is named as an obvious element of appearance, warm, cold, dry and
wet, what is sensed by the touching hand, as primary OUVALELS or forces.

While the word 10€0, meaning ‘appearance’ and perhaps on one occasion ‘type’, is
confined to those two places in the first half of the work, there are three occurrences of
€180¢ towards the end. In Chapter IX, the author states that diseases must be cured with
a treatment which is the opposite of their causes.”” 10 8¢ ocbumav yvdvai, Sel
TOV INTpov Evovtiov {otacbar tolol kabeotedol kai voonuooct kol
eldeol kol @wpnotr kol HAlkinot, kal Ta ovvieivovia Avelv, kai ta
AEALUEVA GUVTELVELV: ... . But to know all, it is necessary that the physician
positions himself opposite the prevailing diseases, types, seasons and ages, and must
loosen what is tight and tighten what is loose: ... . There seems to me a measure of
rhetoric in this prescription: the disease is the general object of concern for the physician,
to an extent independent of the patient; the patient’s appearance and type are what the
physician sees himself with any given case, the time of year is again independent of and
external to the patient, the age internal. The theory of treatment by opposite is
consistent: one can loosen what is tight: but how does one treat a young person or a
ruddy person on that principle? - A little later in the same chapter, it is repeated that for
those diseases which depend on regimen, treatment should be preceded by examining
T00 GvBpdmov TNV evolv v 1e NAkinv kal 10 £ldog xal v
@pNV ToL £1€0G KO1 TNG VOUGOL TOV TPOTOV, a man’s nature and age and
type and the time of year and the way of the disease. Here the order of things to
consider is different in that everything pertaining to the person is enumerated first. Age,
season, type and disease, in that order, are mentioned again two lines later. Finally, in
Chapter XV, the last section of the treatise, we learn: 01 TAEIGTOL TAOV TUPETDOV
yYivovior ano yoAfg: €idsa 8¢ coéwv EoTi TE060PQ, ... . Most fevers
come from bile: there are four types of them. We then learn that those types are the

continued, the quotidian, the tertian and the quartan.

293 The abstract language is mine, not the author’s.
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VL

In all, there are 14 instances of the word 18€a. in Thucydides. The word appears in all
the various senses discussed so far. It denotes ‘appearance’ or ‘figure’ on one occasion,
‘appearance’ potentially on another one. The context of VI 4, 5 is an excursus on the
history and geography of Sicily. In fair detail, the foundations and affiliations of the
various colonies are listed. Among others, we learn about the foundation of Zankle from
Kyme, itself a Chalcidian town in Opikian territory; this settlement was later called
Messene, but, we are told: Gvopo 8¢ 10 pév mpdtov Z4aykin fiv bmo tdv
Z1keh®dVv kAndeica, 6Tt dpemavoeldeg v Wd€av 10 xwpiov Eoti - 1O
3¢ dpémavov ot Zikedol (GYKAOV KAAOUGLV ... . At first, the name was
Zankle, <the city> being called so by the Sicilians, because as to its figure the place is

294

like a sickle®* - and the sickle the Sicilians call ‘zanklon’ ... . 10 does refer to the

‘appearance’ of the land, but more specifically to its “figure’.

10€a in that transitional stage in meaning between ‘appearance’ and ‘type’ can be seen
at II 51,1. At the end of his description of the epidemic which befell Athens in the
summer of 430, a description in the style of professional medical treatises of his time,

Thucydides has this concluding sentence®’: T0 pev obv voonua, moAAd Kai

24 For adjectives in - £181C and their meaning, cf. Section II of the chapter on £150¢ above.

25 Cf. the discussion of STSOQ in the preceding passage in Thucydides in Section XI of the chapter on
8{50g above: “By II 50, 1, Thucydides has given a detailed account of the way the epidemic of 430 B.C.
affected people, giving both the symptoms of the disease and in particular the order in which they
occurred. Those who survived an attack did so only with loss of limbs or of eye-sight or of memory. He
continues: YEVOHEVOV Ydp Kpelooov AOyov 10 €ldog Thg voOoov, T4 te GAAQ
eAer®TéPOS T katd THV GvBporeiav @bolv mpoctmimtev EKAOTE kal Ev TMdE
edMAlwoe pariota GALO Tt OV | TOV EUVIPOQ®Y TU- ... . Indeed, the way of the disease
having become greater than could be said, it also otherwise befell everybody harder than is fit for
human nature, but in the following <respect> it was most clear that it was something other than any of
the indigenous <diseases>: ... . [...] The €180 of the disease is here on the one hand the ‘way’ it took,
on the other hand its ‘appearance’ in the sense of its manifestation in the various symptoms so vividly
and visually described by Thucydides in the preceding paragraphs. [...] It would perhaps not be
absolutely incorrect to translate TO £180¢ TT|g VOOOU as the type of the disease; one would have to
bear in mind, though, that ‘type’ on the whole is a much more abstract term in English than STSOQ is
here.”
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GAA0 TOPAAITOVTIL GTOTiaG, MG EKAGT® ETVYXOVE TL SAOEPOVTIMG
ETEPW MPOg £TEPOV YlyvOpevov, tolobTov fiv Eml mav Thv 18&av. Now
- leaving out a number of peculiarities as would befall any one person in a way
different from any other - such was the disease on the whole with regard to its
appearance. With 18€a, Thucydides refers to the totality of the appearance or
appearances the disease had with all the people it had befallen; that does involve
appearance over time, but most of all 13€a refers to the appearance of the disease
collectively. This collective use of 13€0 may be seen as an intermediate stage between
‘appearance (of a single object)’ and ‘type’, since it does contain, at least implicitly, an

abstraction from the particular instance whose appearance can be observed as such.

To be considered next is a number of passages where 10£0 means ‘type’, either as ‘type
(of an event)’ or as ‘type (of an action)’. On five occasions, the word is part of a phrase
naco ‘10éa KatéoTn / moAAol 18601l KaTESTNOAV (with genitive), every type /
many types (of something) obtained. Not found in that constellation before Thucydides,

it seems to be a standing phrase with him. Its first occurrence is at I 109, 2.>® There,

2% 1t will suffice to give that one example. It is discussed, and the others are listed, by S. Hornblower, A

Commentary on Thucydides 1, Oxford 1991, note on Thucydides I 109, 1, whose note I quote in full,

since on the one hand he gives an accurate summary and apt criticism of previous views on the matter

(G. Rechenauer, Thukydides und die hippokratische Medizin, Hildesheim 1991, was published

simultaneously but does not discuss the word 10€Q or its uses at all), on the other hand he serves as a
good backdrop against which my sketchy discussion may be read; Hornblower writes (p. 172ff.):

“mroAAai Wéal TOAEN®Y KaTESTNOWV: ‘they experienced the many different forms and

fortunes of war’. As the scholiast noted, both notions (forms, fortunes) are probably conveyed

by 1déat, lit. ‘kinds’. Phrases like this one, often expressed in the words T0CQ ‘&

Kat€01TT, ‘there was every form of ...", are frequent in Th., esp. with words meaning death

(BavdTov, OAEBPOY). Cp. iii. 81. 5, 83. 1, 98. 3; vii. 29.5; also ii. 19. 1. Th.’s fondness for

the locution has not interested commentators, though Classen/Steup do give parallels. It has

been studied by K. Weidauer, Thukydides und die hippokratischen Schriften (Heidelberg,

1953), 26f. As he says, the Hippocratic corpus of medical writings uses 10£ with the genitive

to differentiate particular instances of a general phenomenon, e.g. four kinds of fluid (blood,

bile, etc.): T€ocapeg WEaL X OLOV, On Diseases, iv. 32. Cp. ‘all the discharges of bile’ to

which doctors have given names, &moxafdpoglg YoAfg macal, at Th. ii. 49. 3 (though

this is really a way of disclaiming excessive technicality; cp. Thucydides, 97, 134). Note also ii.

51. 1, in the description of the plague, where we have ETl wav THv 18£av, ‘in all its forms’,

used of the plague itself. These Hippocratic usages are discussed in C.M. Gillespie, ‘The Use of

E150¢ and Td£a in Hippocrates’, CQ 6 (1912), 179ff., a sensible reply to some needlessly
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Thucydides describes the situation of the Athenian contingent in Egypt towards the end
of the Egyptian Expedition of 454: o1 & &v Tf} Alydmte 'A6nvaiol kai ot
Ebppayol enepevov, kai abtolg mOAANl 13E0L MTOAEU®V KATEGTNOQV.
But in Egypt there remained Athenians and allied troops, and for them many types of
warfare obtained. It is to be noted that the verb K0TEGTNOAV is employed like (if not
as) an auxiliary, with the same construction otherwise used with glvan, viz. verb plus
nominative of the thing ‘had’ plus dativus commodi of the person / people ‘having’. The
noun in the genitive, TOAEP®YV, is here in the plural, indicative of the early, pre-
rationalised stage of semantic development. What was experienced were many different

situations of the sort one experiences in war, and that plurality is expressed - in what

complicated pages of A.E. Taylor, Varia Socratica, 1 (Oxford, 1911). (Note Gillespie, 202. ‘in
Thucydides, T0Ga ‘130 has become so much a formula that it does not matter whether we
translate form, mode or kind’.) Taylor is, however, useful for his collection of all (but see
below) relevant passages in Th. and other relevant fifth-century authors. He points out that Th.
uses KTEOTT only with 18£a, not with the closely related word £180¢. Of kxaT€01TN Taylor
claims (189) that it is ‘itself a word of medicine’ and concludes (190) that ‘the repeated
conjunction TACQ 186 TIVOG KATEGTN points to a borrowing by Thucydides from the
language of medicine’. Taylor gives no authority for the claim about KaT€6TN (nor does
Weidauer, quoting Taylor), nor does it seem to be particularly ‘medical’ (the treatises
sometimes use the verb in the special sense ‘recover’, but that is not relevant here). Perhaps
Taylor is thinking of the undoubtedly medical connotations of the related noun KaTdoTAOLS,
‘constitution’ (three instances in one Hippocratic paragraph at Epidemics, iii. Xvi (Loeb
Hippocrates, 1. 256)). Even if Katé0Tn could be shown to be frequent in the Hippocratic
writings, it is too common and favourite in Th., as are the other parts of the verb from which it
comes, for this to mean much (there are over five pages on K016TaGvVal in Bétant’s Lexicon
Thucydideum). Equally, 130 is clearly not a recherché word, though it was perhaps a
fashionable one: see below (it is relevant that Hdt. anticipates Th.’s use of 1déa, vi. 119. 2:
Tp10aciag 19€ag).

Weidauer (above), discussing 10£& and KaTEGTT, says that Th. and the Hippocratics use
some of the same language not because of any borrowing but because they are both fond of
tracing divergent phenomena. One can perhaps go a little further than this (though less far than
Taylor wanted): if Th.’s language in the present passage sounds semi-technical, or rather -
given that the context is warfare, not death or disease - a little pretentious, that is perhaps
because such terms as he uses were the small change of philosophical or rhetorical discussion.
Cp. Demokritos, DK 68 B 11, ‘there are two kinds, 3£, of knowledge, YVOUT, one genuine,
the other bastard [or ‘obscure’].” (I do not know why Taylor’s section on sophists and
Presocratics omits this interesting passage, which is quoted by Sextus Empiricus); and the Hdt.
passage cited above. See above, 1. 1n. on AE10A0Y®TATOV for the indebtedness of both Th.
and the doctors to the language and methods of rhetorical debate.

But what of Th.’s fondness for the whole phrase TaG0. 1860 KTEGTN or the similar phrase
found here, TOAA QL 106at Katé0TNOWV? This seems, despite Taylor, to be an idiosyncrasy
of his own.” (sic!)
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could be called a constructio ad sensum of a sort common, at a colloquial level, with
words denoting ‘type’ or ‘sort’ or ‘kind’ in many a language - through use of the plural
of both the noun denoting ‘type’ and the noun typified; a purely logical construction
would demand the singular for the latter. On the four occasions later on in his account,

the phrase has - disregarding the tense of the verb - the form 000 1860 KATEGTN, so

that the question does not arise.

A closely related use of 186 is found at III 112, 7. The phrase maca 1déa
KaTEGTN just discussed is employed with nouns like 8avATOV, of death, OAEBPOVL, of
disaster, and, on one occasion (III 98, 3), Tacd Te 16é0 katéotn Thg GOYNG
Kai Tov OAEBpov T(E) GTPATONEOW TOV 'ANVvaiwv, there was every type of
flight and disaster for the army of the Athenians. Shortly afterwards, and still as part of
the description of events of 426, the sixth year of the war, that is to say, to all probability
written at more or less the same time, we read of the defeated forces of the Amprakiots
(Il 112, 6): MPOKATEIANUUEVOV dE TOV 08DV, kal Gua TAOV pév
'ApeidAdyov Euneipov Oviov THg EaLTAV YN Kal WYiIADV 7pog
omAitag, t@v 8¢ ameipov xal avemotnuéveov Onn  TpdnovIAl,
gomintovieg € TE Yapddpag kKol TAG TPOAEAOYICHEVAS EVESPQG
dtepbeipovto. kal &g macav 18éav ywprioavieg Thg Quvyhg ETpdnovtd
Tiveg kal &g Ty 8dAaccav ob mOAD GmExovoay, ... . With the roads taken
in advance and, at the same time, the Anphilochians being acquainted with their own
land and fighting in light armour against hoplites, but them (= the Amprakiots) being
unacquainted and not knowing whither they should turn, they perished, falling into
gullies and prepared ambushes. And giving way to any type of flight some even turned
to the sea which lay not far off. The phrase £ TAGAV 18éav Y®PNOAVTEC TNG
QLYTG
that £¢ macav 18éav TNG QULYTNG depends solely on X®WPNOAVTEG and not

27 should, to my mind, not be looked at in isolation, even if one were to agree

7 Hornblower, op. cit., ad loc., translates: “They tried every means of escape.”
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somehow also on ETPATOVTO. Behind the phrase there are common expressions like £G

QUYNV TpEnecbal, turmn to flight;”

a hypothetical and, I think, plausible line of
development moves from ‘turn/rush/give way to flight’ to ‘turn/rush/give way to any
type of flight’; from there it is but a short step to isolating the phrase ‘turn to any type
of’; that may be at the origin of the phrase Eml @AAO0 / TOVTO TO €1d0Og
TpénecBat.”® There is, of course, the alternative possibility that a collocation of the

noun €160¢ and the verb TpEnecOat arose from the closeness in meaning of the noun

£180¢ in the sense of ‘way, manner’ and the noun TPOTOG.

Returning to Thucydides’ use of 10€a., the word can be translated as ‘way’ or ‘ways’
on four occasions,’® including III 62, 2, where the Thebans accuse the Plataeans of
‘atticizing’, demonstrating that they have behaved like that on one occasion, namely
when they alone of all the Boeotians did not medize solely because the Athenians did not
- while the Thebans did - .. Tf)] pévror abtf] '1déq bVotepov 1OvT®V
‘Adnvaiov Eni tovg"EAANveg pévoug ad Boiwtdv dttikicat. kaitot
okéyaohe Ev olw £ldel ekdtepor UMDV TOLTO EmMPAQV. ... in the same
way, though, they later atticised again alone of all Boeotians when the Athenians went
against the Greeks. Yet look in what way each of us did that. And there follows the
distinction of acting voluntarily and acting against one’s will forced by circumstances. -
Seeing Thucydides as guided by the principle of variatio seems preferable to attempting

to detect differences in connotations between 18£a. and 180G here.

28 Cf. &g @OYNV ETPATOVTO Herodotus VIII 89; cf. Tpanduevol Epgvyov Thucydides IIT 98, 1;
cf..also the immediately preceding paragraph in Thucydides, IIl 112, 5: 01 8¢ Aowmwol katd pd
0pn &S @OYNV APUNCQV, the rest rushed to flight in the mountains.

2 At Thucydides VI 77, 2 and VIII 56, 2, and at Aristophanes, Plutus 316f. Cf. Section XI of the
chapter on £180¢ above.

3% For III 62, cf. the discussion in Section XI of the chapter on €130¢ above. IV 55, 2 mapd THV
brdpyovoav oAV 18£av NG TaPACKEVNG - against their accustomed way of fighting. V176, 3
N 8¢ abti) 1¥éq Exelvd te Eoyov Kal Ta EVOGdE VOV TEWPAOVTAL - in the same way they
got hold of those, they now also try here; note the use of the phrase Eml TODTO 1O €180C
TPEMOUEVOVG (OTE in VI 77, 2 - another case of variation as with IIT 62? VII 82, 1 Tadty 1) '18éq
- in that way; the phrase refers to a way of acting described in the preceding clauses.
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In the two remaining passages to be considered, 10€0 seems to mean something like ‘a
way of acting’ or ‘scheme’ in more or less the same way STSOQ does at VI 77, 2, VIII
56, 2 and VIII 90, 1, and at Aristophanes’ Plutus 317" At II 19, 1, Thucydides
describes the devastation of Attica at the hands of the Peloponnesian forces. Before
destroying the crops, they tried to take the garrison Oinoe: EMeLdT) MEVTOL
npooParovieg T Ovon kol macav déav nelpdoavieg obk ESVVOVTO
gLely, ... , EcEParov &G TRV 'ATTIKNV. But when in attacking Oinoe and trying
every scheme they were not able to take it, ... , they invaded Attica. TOOQ '136Q is
either ‘every way’, namely of TPOGBaAELV, of attacking, or it is - in absolute use of the
phrase - ‘scheme’, that is to say ‘device’, ‘plan’, ‘way of action’ as such, without
reference to the preceding phrase.

The second context of 10€@ in the sense of scheme is very similar indeed. The
Peloponnesians are attacking Plataea; their efforts fail and they think of encircling the
whole city with a wall (I 77, 2): TpOTepOV 8¢ mupl £80&ev abtoig melpacat
g1 dVVaLVTO TVELHOTOG YEVOHEVOL EMEAEENL Triv mOAlv oldoav ob
peydAnv- macav yop On 18éav Emevoovv, &l mwg ooicitv dvev
damdvng kai moAtopxiag mpoocayOein. But before <resorting to> that, it
seemed to them <good> to try it with fire, if, with a breeze setting in, they could set
alight the city, which was not a big one: indeed, they thus thought of every scheme - if
only the city could be taken by them without expenditure and siege. In both cases, the
attacking forces try in every way to take the place they attack. A shift in meaning, if
there is a shift, is effected by the fact that the action under consideration is not actually
carried out and completed but attempted and thought of only. A ‘way of acting” which
has its existence only in somebody’s mind is a ‘scheme’ or ‘plan’. If a Greek native
speaker would have perceived that application as semantic extension cannot be answered

with confidence.

30! For a discussion of these passages cf. Section XII of the chapter on a‘iﬁog above.
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VIIL.

With Aristophanes, the word 10£a has the same semantic range as with Thucydides.’®
Besides denoting ‘appearance’ and ‘figure’, it can also mean ‘type’, as at Frogs 383f., an

»303

‘exhortation to invoke Demeter’” ", preceding the actual hymn to the goddess by the

chorus: dye vuv gtépav Luvov Wéav TRV Kapmogodpov Paciieiav, |
ANuntpa Oedv, Emkoopovvieg {abéag poAmnals keladelte. Come now,
exalting the fruit-bearing queen, the goddess Demeter, sound another type of hymn with
reverend dancing-songs.

10€a means ‘type’ once, and once ‘figure’, at Birds 992 - 1003, where a pun may be
intended: Meton: fjk® map’ UMAC - Pisthetairos: £Tepov ad TOLTL KAKOV. |
1 dal ov dpdowv; 1ig 18 PovAedparog; | Tig fmivola, Tic O
KO60opvog Thg 080L; | M: yewperpfioatr Boviopar Ttov afpa | Luly,
diehelv 1e katd YOG P: mpog TV Bedv, | ov & £l 1ic avdpdv; M:
ootig iy’ Eyw; Métwv, | Ov oldev ' EAAag xd Kolwvdc. P: elne pot,
| tavtl &€ oot 11 Eoti; | M: kavoveg aépog. | abtika yap anp ot
v 18éav O6Aog | k0Tl TViyéa pdAloTa. mpooheig obv Eyd | TOV
Kavov' dvmbev touvtovi 1OV kaumolov, | Evleic SwPitnv -
pavldvelg; P. ob pavldvw. M: I come to you - P: This is yet another evil. So, what
are you doing? What type of plan? What is the thought? What is the buskin of your
way? M: I mean to measure the air for you, dividing according to land-measures. P: By
the gods. And who of all men are you? M: Who I am? Meton, whom all Hellas knows
and Colonus. P: Tell me, what is it you have there? M: Measures of the air. First,
indeed, air as to its figure is as a whole most like an baking-oven. Now, attaching from
above this curved measure, I, setting in this compass - do you understand? P: I don’t

understand. There cannot be any doubt that in this quick stichomythic, and sometimes

%2 For Aristophanes Plutus 557 - 561 (‘appearance’) and Clouds 288ff. (‘figure’), cf. Sections I and II
above.
3% K. Dover, Aristophanes. Frogs, Oxford 1993, commentary ad. loc.



243

even semi-stichomythic exchange, repetition of 10£@ would have been intentional, and
noted as such by the audience. It is more difficult to say what significance that repetition
had, and in particular if there was an implied joke relying on two different senses of the
word.

A ‘way’ of doing something is denoted by LOEQ at Thesmophoriazusae 434 - 439,
where the chorus of women praises Mikka, the woman who has just finished her speech:
oUn® TAOTNG NKOLOA | TOALTAOKMTEPAG YLVALKOG | 0DOE de1voTEPOV
Aeyovong. | mavta yop Afyel dikaiwa- | mdoag & 1déag EENTOoev, |
navia § EPdotace @pevi mMukVAG T | mOlkidovg Adyouvg Gvnupsv |
gd SeLMNTNUEVOVG. Not ever have I heard a woman more versatile or more able to
speak than that one. Indeed, everything she says is right: she has tried out all figures
and ways <of speaking>, and she has put to proof everything in her mind and shrewdly
found out varied expressions, well searched out. It seems as if 10£Q, used in a rhetorical
context, but by laymen, could either just denote the various ways of speaking open to the
orator, a usage which need not presuppose any specialisation in vocabulary, or
conversely 10€0 could be a semi-technical term of rhetoric theory, a rhetorical ‘figure’,
as it will be in the fourth century. However that may be, the word comes in naturally, and
the uncertainty as to whether technical usage is intended or not is in itself indicative of

how technical terminology proper could naturally arise from common usage.

A slightly more complicated context is that of Clouds 545ff. In this part of the
parabasis, the chorus as the poet’s mouthpiece mildly scold the audience for not
awarding the first version of the Clouds first prize despite his innovative and inventive
way of writing. He does not bother the audience with vulgar common-place jokes, and
he does not reproduce over and over again a joke which was successful once: K@y®
HEV TOlOLTOG Gviip dv monTrg ob Kop®, | obd’ bupag (NTd Eamatav
dlg xal 1pic Tavt €lodymv, | AL’ alel kaivdg 18éag €160épwv

copifopar | obdev GAANAaoly oOpoiog kai mdcag Oe£1dg: ... . And
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being such a poet, I nevertheless don’t think too highly of myself, nor do I try to deceive
you by producing the same things twice and thrice, but I, always introducing new
schemes, devise them in nothing similar to each other and all alike clever. There are, I
think, two possible ways of reading this passage. Alternatively to the translation just
given, one could take KQ1vaG 10€0G as referring to what Aristophanes provides in the
lines immediately following, namely an assembly of personages he introduced and treated
or mistreated, but only until his purpose was served, not ad nauseam as his colleagues.
The named individuals Aristophanes then enumerates can be regarded as the ‘new
figures’ he introduces on stage. In favour, however, of the translation proposed above,
adhering to the traditional way of interpreting this passage, one could adduce the first
fragment of Eupolis’ Autolykos, in which one character accuses the other: £mi
Kawvotépag 18éag Goefdv Piov, & poxdnpoc, £tpiBeg. Worthless one,
being impious, you wasted your life on newish schemes. Here KO1VOTEPOG, rather
new, means ‘new and therefore bad’, as does VSO.')'ESpOg elsewhere; nevertheless,
although this connotation is clearly absent from Aristophanes, it is not impossible that
Kawval ‘10€al, new schemes, was something like a standing phrase, with positive or

negative overtones according to context.’*

VIIL

10€a in early Plato is as rare a word as it is in the fifth century authors discussed so far.
There are two dialogues in which the word is used in an aristocratic context with
reference to the figure of a beautiful youth. The three occurrences in the Charmides may
be counted as one, as it is in a recurring context that first Critias and then Socrates refer

to Charmides’ 10€Q or figure. At the beginning of the conversation, Critias is full of

praise for his nephew and assures Socrates (157d1): Afy®w pEvior oot OT1

** In fifth century oratory the word 180 is very rare. On the two occasions it occurs it denotes a human
being’s figure, without any connotations of beauty (Andocides, On the Mysteries 100, 5; Lysias 11 4, 8).



245

Xoppidng tdv HAkioT@v ob povov 17 10é¢ dokel drapépety, dArd
kol abt® TovT, 00 oV ONg THV Enwdnv Exeiv: 01¢ 8¢ cwepocHvng:
ﬁ YGp; For sure, I tell you that Charmides appears to differ from the youths of his age
not only in his figure, but also in that very thing of which you say you have an
incantation: and you mean temperance, don’t you? As at its earliest occurrence, 1080 or
figure is in some way contrasted with qualities of the mind. Taking up this praise by an
uncle for his nephew, Socrates begins a conversation with the youth by praising his
descent and states (158a7): ... TG HEV OOV Opauevo Thg 18éag, & ¢ile mal
Favkwvog, dokelg por obdéva 1TV 7po ood &v  obdevi
broPepnkévar- €1 8¢ 81 kal mpog cwepocvvny kal mpog TdAAa KoTa
TOV TOLdE AOYOV 1Kav®AG mEQLKAG, MoKEpLOv og, fiv & Eyd, & o¢ile
Xappidn, | NP ETIKTEV. As far as what is visible of your figure is concerned,
dear son of Glaucon, you seem to me not to lag behind any of your forbears in
anything: thus, if, as this man says, you are also naturally fit as regards temperance
and the other things <mentioned>, I said, your mother has born you a lucky man. Both
reference and context are virtually identical. - Finally, at a point in their discussion when
Socrates’ arguments and concerns have produced an aporia, he scolds Charmides
(175d6): ... bngp 8¢ oov, v & £yd, & Xapuidn, mdvv ayavakt®d, €1 oV
TO0VTOG DV THV ‘1déav kol TPOg ToVT® TV YLuxNV COEPOVESTATOC,
pundsv ovron ano tavtng TG CWPPOCUVNG ... . ... but on your behalf, I
said, I am rather annoyed, Charmides, that you, being such <as you are> as to figure
and in addition to that very temperate as to your soul, should not benefit at all from that
temperance ... . |

The context in the Protagoras is less elaborate, but otherwise similar. In describing the
scene they encountered when they entered the house of the rich Callias, Socrates says
while talking about those gathered around Prodicus (Protagoras 315d7):
nopekdnvto 8¢ abtd &mi taic mAnciov kAivaig IMavoaviag 1e 6 &k

Kepapéov xoi petra Ilavoaviov véov T1 €11 pepdkiov, d¢ pév
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EyQuotl kaldv 1e kbyaBov v ovoty, THv & olv 18éav mavy KaAog.
By him, there sat on nearby benches Pausanias from Kerameus, and with Pausanias a
young man, still a youth, as I think noble and good as to his nature, but certainly very
beautiful as to his figure. Without entering into a discussion if 1060 in these four
instances is supposed to refer to the ‘figure’ of the two youths or to their ‘appearance’ in
general, Plato employs 1060 in his early dialogues to bestow ‘heroic praise’ in
aristocratic circles; the term refers to the external, visible figure as opposed to the mind

or nature of the young men described.

IX.

At the end of the discussion of Thucydides’ use of ETSOQ it was stated that’” , with
Thucydides, STSOQ is fairly consistently applied to actions, often qualified as ‘this’ or
‘that’ or ‘another’; it seems to denote a ‘type of action’, a ‘way (of acting)’, and then a
‘scheme’ or ‘way or type of action or acting’; that this usage may be colloquial Attic is
confirmed by Aristophanes. It could be shown that this development is a natural
extension of application of STSOQ to an action instead of to a thing, facilitated by use of
the word as denoting ‘type’ in addition to appearance. That can now be supplemented
and modified. We have seen that, with Herodotus, the word 18€a has a range of
meanings and applications, beginning with what was, to all probability, the original
meaning and application, the ‘appearance’ and ‘guise’, with the connotations of ‘figure’,
of a person; that the noun was then applied to animals, probably again with connotations
of ‘figure’; that there is an extension from that to ‘type’, applied to animals and plants. In
a different direction, there is the same extension as with Democritus: a certain particular
object or thing or entity can be referred to as an 10€a. Lastly, there is an instance of

10€a referring to a ‘way of acting’ or ‘way of action’, where 10€a could be translated as

305 Section XII of the chapter on £180¢ above.
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‘scheme’, since the way of action is presented as envisaged, as being present only in the

mind as yet.

A remarkable aspect of this usage is that if one assumes that Herodotus had written at
least part of his account by the mid-forties, a number of semantic extensions which 10€a.
apparently shares with €180¢ seem to have taken place with 180 first; and that at a time
of which it is doubtful and uncertain which of the medical treatises on which Thucydides
is sometimes said to depend in his style had yet been composed. It is, of course, possible
that the Ionian Herodotus of Halicarnassus was familiar with the parlance of the medical
men from the neighbouring island of Cos, in which case this must serve as a warning not
to rely too heavily on what has by chance survived; it is, however, likewise possible that
the semantic extensions ‘type’, ‘way of acting’ and ‘scheme’, as a sense of ST.SOQ at least
also found with Aristophanes®® , was common fifth century Greek rather than specialized

397 That, of course, has serious consequences for

vocabulary of one particular profession.
an evaluation of the semantic development of £180¢. While both the actual respective
meanings and the reasoning behind the development can be retained as valid, the
arguments which have been outlined above for underlying any one particular
development should be transferred to the corresponding instances of 10€@. In the
semantic development of €180G, a preceding parallel development of 18&a will have
played a r6le. Since there is an original semantic overlap between the two Greek words,

there is always the possibility that subsequent extensions of connotations and in

application of one of the two terms will be transferred to the other.

If a conclusion can be drawn from the one definitely early medical treatise in which

1860 and £180¢ co-occur, The Nature of Man,*® it is perhaps the following: both

306 See Section VII above.

%97 1f Herodotus VI 119 can really be taken as evidence for 13 as ‘appearance’ or ‘figure’ in the sense
of ‘a certain thing’ must, I fear, be left undecided; the sentence is, to my mind, not sufficiently clear and
unambiguous.

38 See Section V above.
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Greek nouns can mean both ‘appearance’ and ‘type’. The author speaks of TOAAai
10601 VOUCTUATWV, many types of diseases, and of TE06QPO. €160, TLPETAV,
four types of fevers. However, as we have seen, the 10€01 in Chapter II may refer more
closely to visible manifestations.”” Otherwise, the author uses 136 when he talks about
what we would call physics and chemistry, when he discusses pre-Socratic philosophical
theories and their application to medicine. He employs Siﬁog when he talks about the
appearance of a person or the type of person the physician is dealing with. It is
conceivable that this is not so by accident. It is possible that there was a large semantic

overlap between £180¢ and 18£a, but that the latter word was more closely associated

with physical theory.*"°

399 Cf. Plambock, op. cit., p. 15, n. 1.

319 Note that on the one surviving occasion Democritus distinguishes between two types of something,
68B11, he uses the word 10€Q. - Just as the author of The Nature of Man uses 10éa for ‘type’ in that
section of his work in which he otherwise discusses things and their 13&a, but uses €180¢ for ‘type’ in
that section in which he otherwise discusses the £180¢ of something; i.e., on the assumption that both
£180¢ and 18£a could be synonyms when they meant ‘type’, the author’s choice of one or the other may
have been determined simply and solely by earlier use in the same work or section of a work of either
noun in any of its senses; if an author happened to have used the word 10€ with any of its senses, and
then had to use a word for ‘type’, he would use 18£a rather than £180C; that, however is a subjective
impression rather than anything I should like to attempt to prove.
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PART III

PHAEDO 100b - 105e

Many of the claims generally made concerning the ontology of Plato’s middle dialogues
are based on the report of Socrates’ last hours by Phaedo of Elis, a report Plato makes
Phaedo give to Echecrates and his friends at the town of Phlius in the Peloponnese. By
the end of the first ten lines of page 100 of the Phaedo, a dialogue that occupies pages
57 to 118 of Volume I of Stephanus’ edition, Socrates, who saw fit to relate some of the
thoughts and attitudes he had held in his earlier years, has described how, as part of a
general interest in natural phenomena, he had come across a book by Anaxagoras; in that
book, Anaxagoras had submitted that mind, ordering the world, is the cause and reason
(aitiog, aitia) of things’ being as they are (97c); Socrates was attracted by that
proposition as he hoped therewith to see how everything was ordered for the best,
thinking that he would no longer yearn for another type of cause and reason, ®G
obkéTt mobecdusvog oitiog GAAo £180¢ (98a2); but he was dissatisfied when
he discovered how Anaxagoras adduced as causes and reasons airs and aethers and
waters and many other such unlikely things, G€pag 0& kKol 010épac kal Voot
altidpevov kol GAle ToOAACL Kol GTtoma (98cl). Socrates proceeds by making
a distinction between ‘cause and reason’ and ‘that without which a cause and reason
could not be cause and reason’ (99b), and then declares that because he could not find
that ‘cause and reason’ which would have provided an explanation in terms of what is
good and best, it therefore seemed to him to be necessary to escape into the AOYOl and

to search and look in them for the truth of the things that are, €00 01 MOl
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xpHvol €1 Tovg AOYOUg KaTaeLYOVTO £V EKELVOLG OKOTMElV TAV
Oviov TRV aAndsiav (99e4). As is explained in the following lines, these AGYOl

are arguments which proceed from the strongest, that is to say most accepted and
plausible, assumption, and which are in agreement with each other. Socrates expresses
his concern that what he has said is perhaps not quite clear to Cebes and the others, and

when Cebes agrees, he clarifies:

L GAN, | & Og, dde Afyw, oLdEV kaivov, GAAN dmep bel te
alriote kol &v TQ® mopeAnivbdtt Adyw obdEV mEmovpor ALyov.
Epyopar yap oM Emiyxeipdv oot Emidei&acbar tfg oitiag 1o £ldog O
nempaypdtevpol, kol elpt mdAwv En’ Exelvo 10 moAvBpvAnta koi
dpyopar ' Exkeivov, bmoBépevog €lval Tt kalov abto kxad abto
kal &yodov kol péye kol T@Alo mavias & sl por didwg te kol
ovyxwpelg elvar tavta, EATIL® oot £k ToUTOV THV altiav Emidei&ely
Kol avevprocelv ag abdvatov 1| yoyn.
¢ aaho pnv, gon 6 KéPng, @dc 8186viog oot obk AGv ©OdEvolg
nEPAivmv.

okonel dM, €omn, ta £ENG Exeivolg £€dv oot cuvvdokf @omep Epoi.
ooivetar ydp pot, &l 1l &oTv GAAO KaAOv TANV abto TO KaAOV,
obde &1’ Ev dAlo xaAov sivar 7| d1dt1 petéyel Ekeivov TOL KaAOL-
Kol mdvta &M obtwg Afyw. TN Togde aitig ocvyyxwpels;

CLVYOPD, EON.

ob toivuy, ] 8 Og, €11 pavldve obde dOvapor tag GAAag aitiog
T0G 0O0PAG TaUTOG Ylyvwokelv: @AA’ &dv tig por Afyn ¢ &' Ot
KaAOV 6TV OTI0VY, i xpdpa sbavieg Exov f| oxfjpa f| GAA0 OTIODV
TOV TOLOVTOMV, T MEV GAAQ Yaipelv E®, - TapdrtTopotl yap Ev 1Ol

GAlolg maot - Tovto 8¢ GnAdg kai Gtéxveg kai fowg sbnbwg Exw
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nap’ Epavt®, 01t obk dAro TL motel abto kaAov §i f| Ekeivov ToOL
karob eite mopovoia eite kowvovia eite 6nn &) kol Onwg
TPOCAYOPELOUEVN: oD ydp €Tt TOLTO dSuoyvpifopar, @A OT1 1@
KaA® mavio Td Kol KaAd. ToLto Ydp pot dokel dooaréctatov
elvar kol Epavt® amokpivocbar kol GAA®, kKol TOvTOL EXOMEVOG
flyobpar obk dv mote meoelv, GAL’ dooadlég elvar kol Epol kal
O0T@oLV AL amokpivacHor 6Tt 1@ kaAd Td KoAd Yiyvetar KaAd-
| ob kol ool doket;

dokef.

kol peyéber dpo 1o peydia peydia kol tad peilo peilw, koi
CULKPOTNTL TA EAGTTO EAATT;

vadi.

10Ib10- 71 §¢; Evi EvOg mpocBEvtog TV mpocbeoty aitiav €lvat © Tod
dvo yevéosbBar 7| draoyicbéviog Tty oxiolv obk ebrafolio av Afyeiv;
kai péya Gv Boong 611 obk oloba GAA®G mWG £KOGTOV Y1YVOUEVOV
i petaoyov thg idlag oboiag Exdotov ob Gv petdoyn, Koi Ev
to0To1g obK &)elg GAANV Tiva aitiav Tov dv0 yevésbBar GAL’ 7| TV
g dvddog petdoyeoiv, kal Selv TovTOL peTooyelv Td péEALoOvVIQ
dvo &oecbar, xoi povadog O Gv péAAN &v £oecbor, tog O6& oyloelg
TavTag Kol mpooBécelg kol Tdg GAAOG TAG TOOTAG KORWELRG EDNG

av yaipelv, mopeig anokpivacbal Tolg GEALTOL COPOTEPOLS: ...

10222 gAnodéotata, Eon, Aéysig, O te Sppiag Gua kol 6 KéBng.
EXEKPATHZ v Alo, & ®aidov, €ikdtog ye Oavpastdg yap
pot dokel g Evapyds T@ Kol opikpov voLv €xovtl €imelv Ekelvog

TAVTA.
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DPAIAQN mdavyv pev odv, & 'Exéxkpateg, kal nact 1ol napoLoly
£60&ev.

EXEKPATHXY «al ydap fiulv toilg &movotl, viv 8¢ akovouvotv.
aAAa tiva 81 flv To peto tadta AexBEvra;

DPAIAQN ¢ pgv Eym olpat, Enel abt@ tavto cvvexwpndn, ® kai
oporoyelto elvai 11 £kaoctov AV €lddv koi tovTOV TEAAQ
petaioppdvovto adt@®v TovT®V TNV Em@vupiav icxeltv, T0 61 petd
TaLTO NPOTA-

gl 8, | & O¢, tTavta obtwg Aéysig, Gp’ oby, O6tav Ziupiav
Zokpdtovg ofic peilow elvar, Paidwvog 8¢ ErAdTTo, Aéyelg 10T elvat
gv 1 Zwupiq auedtepa, kal péyedog kal opikpdtnta;

Eymye.

aria yap, f| & Og, Oporoyeic 10 TOV Zwupiav bmepéxsiv
Zokpdtovg oLy @G TOlg prjpact AEyetar obvT® kol 1O © &ANOEg
gxelv; ob ydp mov mepukéval Zippiav drepEyely ToVTE, T Ziupiayv
glvar, aAhd T® peyéhet 6 Tuyxdvelr Exov- obd ad Zwkpdroug
bmepéxelv 0T1 Zwkpding 0 Zwkpdtng £otiv, GAL 0Tl cpikpdTnTO
gxel 0 Zwkparng npog 10 Ekeivov péyebog;

aANoR.

1026 Aéyw O ToLd Eveka, PovAoupevog 86&ar ool Omep Epoi. Epoi
yap oaivetar ob povov abto 10 pEyebog obdEmotT’ EOEAELV Qua péyo
kol opikpov elvar, aAAd kal 10 Ev fulv péysbog obdémote
PpocdExechol T0 opikpov obd’ E0EAely Lmepéyecbal, aAld dvolv 1O
etepov, | pevyety kal brekywpelv © dtav abt® mpooin 10 Evdviiov,
T0 GHIKPOV, T| TPoceABOVTOG Ekeivov dnmolwAéval: Lopévov d¢ kol

deEdpevov TV opikpotnta obk £BEAelv elvar Etepov §i Omep fv.
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wonep Eyw defdpevog kal Lmopeivag THV OplkpoOTNTA, KAl €11 @OV
domep €ul, obTog O abTdg GuIKPAS €lut Ekelvo 8¢ ob TeTOAunkev
péya Ov opikpov glvar @¢ § adtwg kol 0 opikpdov 0 Ev fHulv
obk EBEAEL mote péya yilyveosBor obde elvar, oS d@Alo obLSEV TAOV
gvavtiov, £t O6v Omep 7Mv, Gua '®** tobvavtiov yiyvesboi e xai
glvar, aAL’ 1fitol anépyetar fj andAlvtal Ev ToUTE TQ TadiuaTL.

[Somebody objects that it had previously been said that opposites come out of
opposites. Socrates replies that there is a difference in context.]
1002 td1e puev yop EAEYETO EK TOL EvavTiov mPAypatog T0 EVAVTIOV
npaypo yiyvesbar, vov 8¢, 6tL abtd 10 Evdvtiov Eaut® Evaviiov
obk Gv mote YEvolto, ovTe TO Ev MuUlv oUte TO £V QUOEL. TOTE MEV
vap, @ o@ike, mepi OV  ExOviov 1td  Evaviia  EAEyopev,
gEmovopdlovteg abta 1) Ekeivov Enwovopig, viv 8¢ mepl Ekeivov
abT®dv @V Evéviov £xel v Enovopiav 10 dOvopaldpeva: © abzo &
gkelva obK Av moté€ Qapev EBeAnoar yEveolv aAAAov déEachat. ...
192 goTv dpa, N & 6¢, mepi Evia TAOV TOlOVT®V, AGTE U1 pOVOV
abto 10 £1do¢ GEovoBal ToL abTod OVOpOTOC €1 TOV el yxpdvov,
Al kol dAro 1L O €oTt pev obk Ekelvo, £€xet 0& TNV Exeivov
poponv aei, 6tavrep 1. £11 8¢ kv t®dde lowg Eotal cagéctepov O
AEY®: TO yap mePLTTOV el mov del TOUTOL TOL OVOUATOS TLYYAVELV
Omep VOV Aéyouev: §j ov;

TAvVL YE.

104a Tl 6

dpa pOvov T®V GVIOV - TOLTO YOp EPMOTA - f| kKol dAAO
€0TL pev oby Omep 10 mepLTToV, Op®g 8¢ el abTO pPETA TOL EQLTOL
ovopatog kai Tovto koAelv del 81d 10 oUT® mMEPLKEVAL DOTE TOL

TEPLTTOL undénote amolieinesbar; Aéyw &6¢ abto elvar olov kal f
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Tplag mémovle kal dAAa moAAd. okoOmel 8¢ mepl Thg TPLadoc. dpa ob
dokel oot Tt 1€ abthg Ovopatt del mpocayopsvtén elvar kol Td
TOL TePLTTOy, OVTOog oby Omep TNG TPLAdog; GAN OSpwg obtw mwg
népuke kal 7 Tplog kol f| mepmtag kal 6 fjpovg TovL GpBuod °
armag, dote obk dv Omep 10 meptTTov Gel £kaotog abTd®V EoTi
nep11Tég- kol ab Td dvo kal térTopa kol dmog O Etepog ad oTiyog
T00 Gplipod obk v Omep 1O APTIOV OpMG £KOOTOG abLTAOV APTIOC
E0TLV Gel. ouyxwpelg | ov;
TG yap ob; Eon.

0 toivuv, £on, Poviopar dnAdocar, GOpet. €otiv 8¢ T6de, OTL
eaivetat ob povov Ekelva ta gvavtia aiinioa ob dexdueva, GALdA
kol 6ca obk Ovi GAANAOIG Evavtia £xel del thvavtia, obde TavTO
gowke Odeyopévolg Exeivnv v 18éav f| &v Tf} Ev abroig olon
gvavtia 1, @AA Emwovong abtfic 1Mror ¢ amoAidueva f
brekywpovvta. fj ob ericopev 10 Tpia koi anoieicbur mpdtepov kol
arro Otwovv meicecBar, mplv Lmopelvar £t Tpla Svia dpTia
vevéoHat;

navy pgv ovv, Epn 6 Kéne.

obde pnv, N & Og, Evavtiov y€ Eotl 10 dptiov* TpLadi.

obL ydp obv.

obk apa povov ta €idn ta evavtia oby Lmopével Emdvia GAANAQ,
aALa kol GAA dtta Ta Evavtia oby Lmoupével Emdva.

aAnbéotata, £on, AEyeELC.

BovAel odv, 1| & Og, kdv olol T° duev, Oploducba dnola TaALTA
EOTLV;

Tavy Ye.

*104c5 10 GPTIOV Stokes : SVAS mss.



255

¢ @p’ odv, Epn, & KéPng, tdde €in dv, & 611 dv katdoyn un poévov
avaykdier v abTtov 8éav abto ioxeitv, GAAd kol Evavriov™ del
TLVOG;

TG AEYELS;

domep @ptt EAEyopev. oloba ydp dnmov O6TL & Av f| TAOV TPIOV
186 katdoyn, avaykn abtolg ob pévov Tprolv elvar @Ard xai
TEPLTTOTG.

vy YeE.

gmi 10 tolobtov O8N, eapév, f| Evavtia 18éa Ekeivn TN popet fi av
ToLTO amepydintatr obdémot  av ElBot.

ob yap.

glpyaleto 8¢ ye f| mepirTn;

vadi.

gvavtia 8¢ Tavtn f| TOL dptiov;

vai.
¢ gmi ta Tpila dpa 1) ToL dptiov 1déa obLdEmOTE el

ob dnra.

dpotpa 41 ToL Gptiov Ta TPia.

auotpa.

avaptiog dpa 1 TPLAS.

vadl.

10565 maav O pot, £om, EE apyfc Aéye. xal punf pot O av EpOTD
amokpivov, GAAG pipovpevog Epé. Aéyw O map’ fiv 10 mpdTOV

gleyov amoxpioly, THv GoQarf] Ekeivny, Ek 1OV VOV AeYOPEVOV

*104d3 gvavtiov &gl TIVOC scripsi : EVavTiov abt® &€l Tivog B : Evavtiov @gl Tivog
abT® W : Evavtiov del abt® Tivog T
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GAANV OpdV GoedAisiav. g1 yap Epotd pe @ Gv 11 Ev 1® ocopatt
Eyyévntoar Oeppov £otar, od TNV GoQaAl] ¢ oot Epd Gmékpiolv
gxkelvnv v apadf, 6Tt @ av Bspudtng, GAAL Kopyotépav Bk TOV
Vv, 6TL @ Qv nop: obde av Epn @ Qv cdpatt Ti Eyyévntal voonost,
obk Ep®d 6TL @ v vocog, GAL @ Gv mupetdg obd @ Gv apBud ti
Eyyévnror meptttog £otal, obk Ep® @ Gv mepittotng, AN @ av
povdg, koi tdAla obtmwg. AL Opa £l NN ikavdg oicHd OT1
BovAopat.

GAAd mavy ikavdg, Eon.

anokpivov 81, | & 6g, ® av ti Eyyévnrar copatt (Av Eotat,

® &v yoxn, Epn.
¢ obkovLv Gel ToLTO OVt EXEL;
nog yap odbyi; | & O¢.
yoxn apa Ott av abty katdoymn, ael fiker &n’ Ekelvo @épovca
Coonjv;

fikel pévrol, £on.

ndtepov & EoTt T1 {wf} Evdviiov §j oLSEy;

E0TLV, £01).

1

favartoc.

obkobv wuxn T0 Evaviiov @ abt Emwpépst aei ob pn mote
deENTal, dg £k TV mpdobey dpoAdynTal;

Kol pdia oeddpa, £on 6 KEPnG.

i obv; 10 pn deydpevov TRV TOL aptiov W8éav 11 vuvon

OVOUALOUEY;

avaptiov, £on.

70 8¢ dikaiov pr dexdpevov kai 0 av povoikov pun dExetat;
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¢ dupovcov, £pn, TO0 6 AdIKOV.
glev- 0 & dav Bdvatov pn déxnrtat Tt Kalodpeyv;
afdvatov, Eon.
obkoLV yuyrn ob déxetarl Bdvatov;
ov.
GBdvatov apa yuxn.

afdvatov.

191 But, said he [Socrates], I mean it this way, nothing new, but what I have not ever
stopped saying both at other times and in our preceding conversation. Indeed, I am
therefore going to try to show you the type of cause and reason which I am and have
been concerned with, and I go again on to those things much talked about and start
from them, assuming there to be something beautiful itself by itself and something good
and something big and all the other things: and if you grant me that and agree that they
are, I hope, out of them, to show you the cause and reason, and to find out that the soul
is something immortal.
 But certainly, said Cebes, don’t hesitate to proceed to the end, since I grant you that.
So see, said he, if you agree, as I do, to what comes after that. Indeed, it seems to me
that if anything else is beautiful other than the beautiful itself, that it is beautiful
through nothing else than because it has of that beautiful: and all else accordingly, 1
say. Do you agree to such a cause and reason?
I agree, said he.
Therefore, said he, I do not any longer understand, nor can I come to recognise, the
other clever reasons and causes: but whenever someone tells me wherefore whatever it
may be is beautiful, be it that it has nice colour or shape or something else of that sort,
I let go everything else - indeed, 1 get disturbed with everything else - but retain this for
myself, simply and unsophisticatedly and perhaps naively, that nothing else makes it

beautiful than, of that beautiful, the presence or community or however and whatever it
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be called: indeed, that latter I do not insist on in addition, but <I do insist> that
through the beautiful all things beautiful are beautiful. To give that as an answer to
myself and to everybody else seems to me to be safest, and having of that © I trust never
to fall, but to be safe in answering to myself and to whomsoever else that through the
beautiful things beautiful become beautiful: or does it not seem to you to be so?

It does.

And thus through largeness large things large, and larger things larger, and through
smallness smaller things smaller?

Yes.

101010 What about this: would you not be on your guard not to say that when one is
added to one, the addition is the cause and reason of there coming to be two, or in the
case of division the dividing? And say with loud voice that you do not know with regard
to each and everything that it come to be in any other way than having of the very own
being of each and everything which it has of, and in those matters you do not have any
other cause and reason of there being two than the having of twoness, and that it is
necessary that whatever shall be two has of that, and of unity whatever shall be one, but
those dividings and additions and other such elaborate <causes and reasons> let go,
leaving <them> to those more clever than you to answer <with>: ...
10222 prost truly spoken, said Simmias, and with him also Cebes.

ECHECRATES By Zeus, Phaedo, plausibly so: to me it is indeed wonderful with what
evidence, even to one with a small mind only, that man has said that.

PHAIDON Very much so, Echecrates, and so it seemed to all present.

ECHECRATES Indeed, also to us who are absent and hear it now; but what was then
said after that?

PHAIDON As I believe, when that was granted to him, ® and it was agreed that each

one of the €10 is something, and that, by coming to have of them, the other things

acquire their benaming of those themselves, after that he asked this:
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If, then, said he, you say that that is so: is it not the case that when you say that
Simmias is larger than Socrates, but smaller than Phaedo, you thereby declare that both
are in Simmias, both largeness and smallness?

It is.

But indeed, said he, do you agree that ‘Simmias’ exceeding Socrates’ does not in that
way have the truth as it is said in words: indeed, it is not that, ‘being Simmias by
nature’, he exceeds through that, through ‘being Simmias’, but through the largeness
which he happens to have; nor again with the ‘exceeding Socrates’: it is not because
Socrates is Socrates, but because Socrates has smallness over against his <, Simmias’,>
largeness?

True.

19295 Now, I am saying that because of the following, wishing that it seemed to you as it
does to me. Indeed, it seems to me that not only largeness itself is never willing to be
large and small at the same time, but that also the largeness in us does never admit of
the small, nor is it willing to be exceeded, but one of the two <obtains>, it either flees
and recedes © when(ever) the opposite, the small, approaches it, or, as it [the opposite]
comes on, it perishes: but it is not, enduring and admitting of smallness, willing to be
something other than just what it was; just as I, admitting and enduring the smallness,
and still being just who I am, am small as this same man: but that thing, being large,
does not dare be small; and, in the same way, the small, that in us, is not ever willing to
become or be large, nor does any other of the opposites, still being what it was, at the
same time "®* become and also be its opposite, but it either goes away, or it perishes in
that situation.

[Somebody objects that it had previously been said that opposites come out of
opposites. Socrates replies that there is a difference in context.]
'0%2 Then, indeed, it was said that an opposite thing comes to be out of an opposite
thing, but now it has been said that the opposite itself would never become what is

opposite to it itself, neither that in us nor that in nature. Indeed, then, my friend, we
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talked about the things which have the opposites, benaming them with the benaming of
those, but now we talk about those themselves of which the named things have their
benaming while those are in them: © and we say that those themselves would not ever
want to admit becoming each other. ...
193¢ Now, it obtains, he said, with some of the things of that sort, that not only the
e180¢ itself demands the same name for all time, but that another as well, which is not
that <thing>, but always and forever has the pOP®Y| of that <thing>, as long as it is
<,demands its name>. But perhaps what I mean will be yet clearer in the following:
indeed, somehow the odd always requires to have that name which we call it now; or
does it not?

It certainly does.

But it alone of all things there are - that, indeed, is what I ask - or is there also some

other '

thing which is not just what the odd is, and nevertheless it is necessary to call
that thing as well with its name <, i.e. the name of the odd,> always, because it is by
nature such that it never falls short of the odd? I mean that it is such as happens with
threeness and many others. But consider threeness. Does it not seem to you that, in
addition to its own name, it must always also be called with that of the odd, <the name
of the odd> not being just what that of threeness is? But nevertheless, threeness and
fiveness and one half of the numbers altogether is by nature such ® that - not being just
what the odd is - each of them is always and forever odd: and again the two and the
four and so the other series of number altogether, not being just what the even is,
nevertheless each of them is always and forever even. Do you agree or not?

Indeed, how could I not agree? said he.

Now see, said he, what I want to make clear. For it is the following: that it seems that
not only those opposites do not admit of each other, but also the things which are not
each other’s opposites but always have the opposites; they as well do not seem to admit

that 1O€0. which in each case is opposite to the one in them, but were it to approach,

they would with certainty either perish or recede. Or do we not say that the three will
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rather perish or suffer whatever else, before it endured, while still being three, to
become even?

Very much so, said Cebes.

And that though the even is certainly not the opposite of three, said he.

Indeed not.

So, not only the opposite 10V do not endure each other when approaching, but also
certain other things do not endure the opposites when they approach.

Most truly spoken, said he.

Do you now want, said he, if we are at all capable, that we determine of what sort
those things are?

Most certainly.
4 Is it now, said he, Cebes, that they be those, which - when they possess something,
they do not only force it to have its own 0€Q, but also, through it, to have of some
opposite.

What do you mean?

As we said just now. Indeed, you know that whatever the 10€W of the three possesses,
for those things it is necessary not only to be three but also odd.

Very much so.

And it was thus upon such a thing, we said, that that 1360 would never come which is
opposite to that LWOPQN which brought that about.

Indeed not.

But certainly the odd <L\OPQOY\> brought it about.

Yes.

And the one opposite to it is that of the even.

Yes.
¢ So, upon the three, the 10£Q. of the even will never come.

Certainly not.

For the three is without part in the even.
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Without part.

The three is thus uneven.

Yes.
1955 Now, tell me again from the beginning, said he. And do not answer me in the terms
I ask, but doing as I do. Indeed, I declare that because besides the answer which I first
talked about, that safe one, I see another safety from what has now been said. Indeed, if
you asked me: ‘for whatsoever, when what comes to be in its body will it be warm?’, I
will not give you that safe and unlearned answer that ‘for whatsoever warmth <will
come to be>’, but a more elaborate one from what has now been said, that ‘for
whatsoever fire <will come to be>’; nor if you asked: ‘for whomsoever, when what
comes to be in his body will he be ill?’, I will not say ‘for whomsoever illness’ but ‘for
whomsoever fever <comes to be in his body>’; nor again, ‘when what comes to be in
whatever number will it be odd?’, I will not say ‘in whatever <number> there comes to
be oddness’, but ‘in whatever <number> there comes to be oneness’; and likewise in
other cases. But see if as yet you know sufficiently what I want.

Sufficiently indeed, he said.

So answer, said he, for whomsoever, when what comes to be in his body will he be
living?

For whomsoever soul <comes to be in his body>, he said.
¢ Now, does that always obtain?

Indeed, how not, said he.

So soul, whatever it possesses, it always comes upon it bringing life?

That is certainly so, he said.

And is there any opposite to life, or none?

There is, he said.

What?

Death.
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Now the soul will never admit of the opposite to that which it always brings with it, as
was agreed from what was said before?

And very certainly so, said Cebes.

What then? What did we call just now that which would not admit of the O£, of the
even?

Uneven, he said.

But that which would not admit of the just or of the musical?
¢ Immusical, he said, and the other unjust.

Well. But what do we call whatever does not admit of death?

Immortal, he said.

Now, the soul does not admit of death?

No.

So the soul is immortal.

Immortal.

IL.

The overt purpose of the discussion which Socrates has with his friends in the last hours
before his death is to prove the immortality of the soul, and - although there is a brief
subsequent exchange in which the soul’s indestructibility is asserted in addition - this aim
seems to have been achieved by the end of 105e.

This is after 100b, where Socrates had announced that he hoped to be able to show that
the soul is something immortal, if Cebes grantec him that ‘the beautiful by itself and the
good by itself and the large by itself” existed. What is odd in that enumeration is not so
much the phrase ‘by itself’; that is familiar from earlier dialogues, if not necessarily with

the same application; and it was introduced in the Phaedo at an early stage.’'' What is

M Lysis 220c; Meno 88c, and especially 100b; Phaedo 64c, 65¢, 66a, 67a, c, e, 70a, 78d, 79d, 81c, and
especially 83b. In terms of content most closely related is, of course, Phaedo 74a - 75d. For a discussion
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odd is the inclusion of ‘the large’ alongside ‘the beautiful’ and ‘the good’. It will become
clear shortly afterwards why ‘the large’ is introduced here, but it is worth noting that in
whatever terms Socrates may, in earlier dialogues, have talked about the good or
goodness, the beautiful or beauty, the just or justice, the holy or holiness, the moderate
or moderation and temperance: the large had never been one of his concerns. The
statement at 75c,d, in which the equal, the bigger and the smaller and all such things
were grouped together with the beautiful itself and the good itself and the just and the
holy and all things of which it is said that they ‘are’, came likewise unexpected, again
partly because the equal, the larger and the smaller are not usually things Socrates talks
about, while the beautiful, the good, the just and the holy are. The Phaedo is thus from
the start a dialogue in which Socrates does unusual things.’'* But these unusual things
are embedded in customary conversation on matters concerning good life and the soul in
a way which makes their introduction unobtrusive. So, the example discussed in detail at
100c is that of the beautiful, a topic which we are not surprised to find Socrates

discussing.

As yet, we do not know what relevance exactly Socrates’ long account of his reaction
to Anaxagoras will have in the proof of the immortality of the soul; we can guess,
though, that his request that Cebes grant him the existence of the beautiful, the good and
the large is connected with the discussion of avduvnctg, recollection, at 72e - 78b,
since it was there that ‘the equal itself” and the other things ‘which are’ were introduced.
At 100c2, Socrates indicates that he carries the argument one step further. Not only is
there a ‘beautiful itself’: if there is anything else beautiful, it is beautiful because ‘it has of
that beautiful’, potentially together with other things which also ‘have of’ that beautiful -

that is implied in LETEYELV.

of the phrase abt0 xw® «abTO and related phenomena, cf. G. Vailati, A Study of Platonic

Terminology, in: Mind XV (1906) , 473 - 485.
*12 One may also think of his exercises in composition (60c - 61c).
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3 petéxelv had been used by Plato in connection with the good

As we have seen,
before he composed the Phaedo. At Gorgias 467e, it had been said of actions like
sitting, walking, running and sailing, and of materials like stones, wood, and other such
things, that they were neither good nor bad, as opposed to good things like wisdom,
health, riches and other such things; the ‘neither good nor bad’ was characterised as @
gEviote pev petéxel tov Ayabov, Eviote 8¢ TOL KOKOL, Eviote 8¢
00OETEPOV. It was left open if stones and wood belonged to the last category only, in
which case £vi0T€ would not have a strictly temporal meaning, or if stones sometimes
had of the good, sometimes of the bad, and sometimes of neither, probably according to
what use was made of them. It was definitely left open what we had to understand by
‘the good’, which first seemed to refer to things ‘had’ by the mind, the body internally
and the body externally, but then, probably, to something more abstract, something in
which stones and wood could have a share. The same ambiguity as to what ‘the good’
could be, it will be remembered, is again encountered at Gorgias 497ff 31

HLETEXELV, however, is also encountered in a pre-Socratic context quoted above
(Simplicius Physica 164, 25 = DK 59B6)’": kai O0te 8¢ iocar poipoi €61 10D
1€ peydiov kal ToL opikpov mARBog, kol obtwg av €in &v mavri
navta- obde ywpig Eotiv elvar, GAAd mdvta mavtog polpav HETEXEL.
O6te tobAdylotov pun £otiv glvat, obk Gv dbvaito ywpiobhval, odd’
av @’ tavtod yevécBar, aA)’ Onwomep apynv elvar kai viv mavia
Opov. kv mact 8¢ moAAd €vesTi kai TAV dmokpivopévov ica mAN00g
gv 101lg peifooi te kai ENAOCOOL. And when there are equal parts of the large
and the small, as to their amount, 1-:1150 in that way everything would be in everything:
nor is there being apart, but everything has a part of everything <together with
everything else>. When there is nothing which is the smallest, no ‘being parted’ is

possible, nor coming to be by itself, but as it was in the beginning, so now everything is

*3 Sections IV and V of the chapter on HETEYELY and PETAAAUPAVELY above.
314 See Section IV of the chapter on Tapovoia, Tapeival and Tapayiyvecdat.
315 Section III of the chapter on Eveivat, £YyiyveoOat.
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together. And in everything there are many things of those separated off, equal in
amount in the bigger and the smaller <things>.

It is Anaxagoras who declares about the large and the small that equal parts of them are
in everything and that everything has of them, that they cannot be separated, and that
they cannot come to be £Q’ EQVTOV, by themselves. That is to say, whatever it was
Anaxagoras meant, he did speak about ‘equal parts’, ‘large’, ‘small’, things being, or as
it is the case not being, ‘by themselves’. Because Anaxagoras’ KOGNOG, his universe,
was despite the mention of VOUG or mind an entirely and thoroughly physical world,
anything in it which ‘has of’ something ‘has part of something’, LOTPOV HETEYEL,
because that is the only way in which anything can ‘have of” something purely physical.

What Plato does, therefore, is to let Socrates use Anaxagorean terminology, or at least
Anaxagorean usage, and combine it with Socratic thought as expressed for example in
the Gorgias and the Protagoras. The Protagoras in particular displayed a large number
of instances of ‘having of’, where this ‘having of’ referred to matters concerning the
mind;’'® the phrase PETEYEL TOL GyYaBOVL as such figured in the Gorgias. Socrates
supplies what he said he missed in Anaxagoras’ account: he supplies what is KGAOV
Kai &yaBov to an account of the world in terms of distinct constituents in which the
things as we know them ‘have of” other things. Anaxagoras had said (Simplicius Physica
164, 24 = DK 59B12): Td p€v dAA0 maviog poipav peTEXEL, VOUG &€
EoTlV amelpov kai abtokpates kai pépeiktar obdevi ypnuatt, aAld
povog abtog En’ E®LTOL EOTLV. €1 un Yop £’ Eavtod fiv, aAAd TE®
EMENEIKTO AAA®, petelyev av andviov yxpnudtov, €1 EPEPEIKTO
Te®- &V mavii ydp mavtog poipa EVesTly, AOTEP &V TOlg mpdobev
pot Aéhektolr kKol @v EkdAvev abTOV TO OULHUEUELYHEVE, (OOTE
uUNdevog xpNuatog kpatelv Opoilwg dg kai poévov E6vta £’ Eavtov.
Now, everything else has a part of everything else, but mind alone is undelimited and

self-governed and mixed with nothing, but is alone itself by itself. Indeed, if it were not

316 See Sections IV - VI of the chapter on HETEYELY and peTaAauPavery.
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by itself, but were mixed with something else, it would have of all the things, if it were
mixed with anything: for in everything there is a part of everything, as said by me in
what went before; also: what would be mixed with it would prevent mind from
governing any <one> thing in the same way it can when being alone by itself.
Anaxagoras had introduced mind and postulated that it was itself by itself, but he had
not done anything with it; his mind is in everything and governs everything, but at the
same time is not mixed with anything; we are told that it is mind who or which governs
all, but we are not told why and how; ‘large’ and ‘small’, on the other hand, are on a par
with all the other physical things, thin and dense, cold and warm, dark and light, moist
and dry (B12); considering all that, it does not become clear in what way, if any, mind is
distinct from physical stuff, nor, according to what principles or considerations mind
governs and rules; it almost seems as if mind just observes the process of cosmogony

described in B12.

With the introduction by Socrates of the beautiful and the good, and by extension of the
large and the equal, as existing by themselves, Anaxagoras’ picture is completely
subverted, not only modified in one respect, despite adoption of Anaxagorean
terminology on a large scale. A plurality has taken the place of the one mind, and at least
some of the things explicitly said by Anaxagoras to have a share in each other have

apparently been elevated to a status of independence and self-government.

The most fundamental change introduced by Socrates, however, is the introduction of
the beautiful and good: what he had said an explanation of things in terms of mind
amounted to. The connection of the beautiful with matters of the mind is implicitly
strengthened by Socrates in the next paragraph, when he says that if there is anything
beautiful in this world, that nothing else makes it beautiful than, of the beautiful, the
presence or community or however and whatever it be called: indeed, that latter I do
not insist on in addition, but <I do insist> that through the beautiful all things beautiful

are beautiful, | £kelvov T0L kalov eite mapovcic site xoiwvovia site
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ot o kol Onmwg mpoocayopsvopévn: oL  ydp €Tt TOLTO
duoyvpifopar, GAA’ 011 T® KOAD TAVIO TA KOAOQ KOAQ. Both
napovcia or mapeival of the beautiful and the good and the construction with a
vaguely instrumental dative occurred at Gorgias 497ff. in a context in which the good
life was at stake. TOPOVGIO. TOL KOAOL to beautiful things around us therefore

suggests a relation like the one which things can have to the mind or the mind to things.
The discussion at Lysis 217f., on the other hand, prevents the reader from being

confused by a sophism based on the ambiguity of TO.pOVG10. depending on the nature of

things present, but also the difference of ‘presence’ intended.’"’

III.

While the associations which mapovcia evokes enrich Anaxagoras’ physical
discussion by the introduction of non-physical things connected with the soul,
KOlv@Via seems to have a slightly different function. KOlv®Vvia is not a very
common word; by itself, it signifies any sort of community between things which are, for
the specific purposes of specific contexts of discussion, considered to be on one level; in
the majority of cases, however, KOlv@Via refers to communion between people,
sometimes in allegorical passages between animals or things which stand for people,
occasionally between gods and men.’'® In the Phaedo in particular, however, the one
instance of KOlv@Via is embedded in the also otherwise philosophically significant
context 64c - 66a; there, it was stated that death is something, TL TOV 0dvaTOV

glvat. It was then defined thus (64c5): kol €lval tobTo 10 TeBvdval, ywpig

317 Cf. Section VII of the chapter on Tapovsia, Tapeivat and Tapayiyveshal.

% For detailed discussion of KOlV@Vid in Plato and in pre-Platonic authors, albeit on lines not
applicable to the present context, cf. P. Impara, Aspetti Semantici della Filosofia Platonica, Roma 1978;
in appendices to his general interpretations, Impara gives collections of pre-Platonic (p. 155f.) and
Platonic (pp. 87 - 104) testimonia. His very useful collection of material is slightly impaired by his
tendency to see, as governing Plato’s thought, “una potenza misteriosa e soprannaturale”
(“Conclusione”, p. 147).
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pHev amo g yuxng aroAlayév abto kof abTto TO0 odpe ysyovéval,
xopic 8¢ v yuxnlv and 1oL odpatog amaiiaysicov abdbtiv kad’
abTnVv elvat; And is not this ‘being dead’: that the body is separated on its own,
away from the soul, itself by itself, and the soul separated on its own, away from the
body, ‘herself by herself’? Next, it is stated that one must not devote oneself too much
to clothes, jewellery and physical adornments in that there is no great necessity to have
of them, k0" 6o0v u1} MOAAN Gvdaykn pPeTEXELV aDTOV (64el). When that is
granted, Socrates characterizes the philosopher as (65al) &moAV®V O0Tl1 pdAloto
TV yuxniv amd Thg Tob odpatog kolvoviag, loosening as much as
possible the soul from community with the body. Subsequently, both KOlV®VETV and
the phrase abT1lv K00 LTV are repeated, just before it is stated for the first time in
the Phaedo that ‘the just itself’ ‘is something’, and likewise ‘the beautiful’ and ‘the good’
and ‘largeness’ and ‘health’ and ‘strength’ and the being of all other things, whatever
something happens to be, T®OV GAAA®V .. Gmaviov ThHg oboilag 6 Tuvyydvel
£KOOTOV OV (65d13), and that we perceive those things with something other than the
senses of the body, with the soul ‘herself by herself’.

That is the only previous context in which there was talk of KOtv@Via in the Phaedo;
there, the human soul was envisaged as doing things ‘by herself’, somehow taking leave
of her community or communion with the body; what was under consideration was ‘an
individual human body’ and ‘an individual human soul’, at a particular time and in a
particular place on earth; it is the beginning of the discussion between Socrates and the
Thebans; therefore it would be wrong to declare that Kotvwvia at 65a2 refers to a
relation of asymmetry.’’> The differentiation in ontological status of body and soul
respectively is introduced only later on.

What is suggested, though, by the use of KOlv@Vid as an alternative to TAPOLC1Q at
100d is specifically that - with everything we have heard about the soul since the
beginning of the conversation - the relation of the beautiful to a beautiful thing may be

% Pace Impara, op. cit., pp. 24ff., 145.
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parallel to that of soul to body. It is to be noted that KOlvwVia is the more specific
word in this context, directed more particularly at a specific point earlier on in the same
discussion; TaPOLGLa, although used in earlier dialogues in not altogether dissimilar

contexts, is the more general term.

One aspect of the usage of KO1vVia, however, seems to have been overlooked in its
potential significance for the structure of the Phaedo. Despite frequent assertions of the
Phaedo’s being a Pythagorean, or at least Pythagoreanizing, dialogue®®®, and despite the
fact that ‘community’ played a significant rdle among Pythagoreansm , KOlvovia as a
term is not usually associated with fifth century Pythagorean philosophy; there is, indeed,
no firm evidence that it was. I should nevertheless suggest that Stobaeus, Eclogae .
proem 3,** whether it is pre-Socratic or not, and if pre-Socratic whether it is by
Philolaus or not, may contain echoes of original terminology (I do not adopt a number of
emendations, however possible or plausible they may be, which let the passage appear
more Doric than the manuscript of Stobaeus warrants): @1AoAdov: Bswpelv Oel
Td Epya kai T1jv oboiov TV &plpdv xatd dOvaplv atig Eotiv &v
TQ dekadt- peydia yap kol mavieAng kai mavtoepyos kai Oeim xai

obpavim Biow kal aviporive dpyxo kal dysudv KolveovolLoa |

] dvvopig kol tog dekddog. dvev 8¢ TovTOG TMAVT dAmelpo Kai

adnia kol G@avY). ... . It is necessary to contemplate the works and the being of

320 All standard commentaries abound with references to Pythagoreanism on a general level; cf. e.g. C.J.
Rowe, Plato. Phaedo, Cambridge 1993, p. 6f.; but cf. in particular the recent excellent essay by T. Ebert,
Sokrates als Pythagoreer und die Anamnesis in Platons Phaidon, Mainz/Stuttgart 1994

2L Impara, op. cit., p. 52, n. 19 cites specifically Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos IX 127,
who alleges that Pythagoras and Empedocles and the whole Italic bunch postulate not only a KOlv@Via
of men amongst each other and with the gods, but also with Td GAoya T@V {OWV, non-rational
animals.

322 1. 16. 20 Wachsmuth = DK 44B11 = F 11 Huffmann; cf. C.A. Huffmann, Philolaos of Croton.
Pythagorean and Presocratic, Cambridge 1993, pp. 347 - 350, who follows Diels-Kranz closely in text
and translation; he comments (p. 349): “There is a great deal both in the style and content of the
fragment that links it to the philosophy of the Academy and the later tradition of Platonism, while
virtually nothing that accords with what one would expect from a Presocratic author or with fragments
1 - 7 of Philolaus. It must be regarded as almost certainly spurious.”
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the numbers according to the power which obtains in ten-ness: Great indeed and all-
fulfilling and all-working, and of divine and heavenly life, and of the life of humans, is
beginning and leader in community and communion [...........] power also of the ten-
ness. But without this: all things unlimited and unclear and non-apparent. ... . Of
course, the passage may be post-Platonic, in which case the author could, and to all
probability would, have read the Phaedo; that would explain the occurrence of 00G1q,
repeated a few lines later, in the sense of ‘being’ usually attributed to Plato.’”® It would
also explain, a little later in the text, the assertion that W€000G 0€ 0bOEV dEYeTOL &
T® GplOpu®d @volg obde appovia- ob ydp oikelov abtoic £0TL. The
nature of the number, and also harmony, do not admit any falsity: indeed, it would not
be familiar to them - use of 0D SEYETAN is strongly reminiscent of the Phaedo passage
under consideration. Likewise, T0. Tpdypata 7Td 7Te Anewpo kal To
nepaivovta could be taken from the Philebus.

It is, I think, nevertheless a strange use the author makes of the Phaedo, and potentially
other dialogues by Plato, or of what was known about discussions in the Early
Academy.’® The words are there, but their combination strangely distorts any original
Platonic meaning beyond recognition. - I should not wish to maintain that, therefore, this
passage quoted by Stobaeus is pre-Platonic; I do think, however, that regardless of the
time of composition, it is best understood as containing Pythagorean material, and to a
large extent the same material which was at Plato’s disposal when he wrote the Phaedo,
namely: importance of the role of ppLOVia; of mathematical considerations; of the soul;
also of things which do, and things which do not admit each other; things which are, and
things which are not in harmony with each other; certain 6(16€1G or dividings; and so

on.

323 Cf. in particular the excellent ‘EXCURSUS I. Oboia AS A PHILOSOPHICAL TERM IN PLATO (on 72 B
22) by E.S. Thompson, The Meno of Plato, London 1901, pp. 255 - 258; and C.J. Classen, Sprachliche
Deutung als Triebkraft platonischen und sokratischen Philosophierens, Miinchen 1959, pp. 158 - 164.
324 Cf. Huffmann, op. cit., p. 350.
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Be that as it may, as soon as the word KOlv@Via is pronounced in the Phaedo, it is
taken back, or at least relativized, in two ways, first by addition of €ite Onn o1 xai
Omwg mpocoyopevopévn to €ite mapovsia €ite kolvovia, and then
explicitly by the assertion: 00 yap £T1 TOLTO dtioyvpilopat - that latter phrase
should be taken to mean indeed, I do not insist on that in addition, namely what the
precise nature of the presence or community or communion is; alternatively, one could
translate: ‘indeed, that I insist on no longer’; that would imply that there was a time
when he insisted on the precise choice of word, and therefore probably also on a specific
type of relationship; assuming that, would be puzzling in more than one respect: we are
left to guess whether Socrates insisted previously on KO1v®Via, or whether he insisted
on napoucia, or whether there was a time when he insisted on one of the two terms,
and another when he insisted on the other; clarification would have been welcome; the
other consideration is that Plato’s device to have Socrates declare that he has always
talked about the things discussed here is just about acceptable when the existence of the
just, the good and the beautiful are concerned, since these issues did indeed figure in
earlier dialogues; but to claim in addition that there were times when Socrates insisted on
one or other specialized terminology in addition, when there is evidently no trace of that
in any of Plato’s earlier writings, would go too far. In writing fiction, Plato always took

great care to give his fiction some air of plausibility.

IV.

As for the choice of an unattested TPOGAYOPELOUEVT] in preference to
TPOCYEVOUEV or TPOCYL(Y)VOUEVT, J.C.G. Strachan’s decision to adopt

Wiyttenbach’s conjecture in the new Oxford Classical Text is wholly plausible since, as

we have seen,”” Tpocyiyvecs0al denotes a ‘coming to be in addition’; it is doubtful if

323 Cf. the chapter on TPOGETVUL and TPOGYiyvesOaL, passim.
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that could be said of ‘the beautiful itself’, that it comes to be in addition to what is there
already - it can definitely not be said of ‘the presence of the beautiful’ or ‘the community
of the beautiful’ that either of them come to be in addition to what is already there; and
that does not depend on which form of the verb Tpooyiyveshat is chosen. On the
other hand, casual inspection of instances similar to Ont] 81 kol Om®G in Plato’s
early dialogues shows that a verb of naming is usually in the place of the predicate
introduced thus; besides mpooayopedectal, kaieloBal and Ovoudlecbar are
frequent. Socrates’ meaning would then be that while he thought the relationship
expressed through the instrumental dative in clauses like T® K@A® 7T0 KOAQ
Ylyvetolr KOAd essential, the precise nature of that relationship, and therefore in
particular what it was called, is of secondary importance; what matters is the recognition
of the existence of the beautiful and the good and the like. That is what Socrates does

not get tired of stressing.

V.

After that has been granted, Socrates adds (100e5): kol peyéfer dpa To peydia
peydia xoi 0 peifm, kol opikpoOTNTL T0. EAATT® EAGTTO. And through
largeness the large things are large, and also the larger ones, and through smallness
the smaller things smaller. What surprises with that addition is again the insistence on
seemingly un-Socratic concerns, but also in particular the introduction of the
comparative beside the positive in the case of the large, in place of the positive in the
case of smallness. The attentive reader will not fail to notice that that may make a
difference to the validity of subsequent arguments. The immediate positive gain,

however, is the fact that the difference in root of GUIKPOV and EALATTOV demonstrates

that Socrates’ point is not on the level of punning sophism.



274

Next, after dealing with the beautiful and the big, Socrates returns to relations between
numbers, what could be called simple arithmetic. From 101b10 onwards, the metaphor of
UETEYELV is again prominent, the word ODG1Q, being, is employed, and besides the
aorist forms METAOYOV, HETAOYN and METOOYELV, the noun PETAGYECLS is
introduced, a noun perhaps coined on this occasion. As yet, it seems as if there were one
‘thing itself’ for every one ‘name’ for a thing in the world; in terms of explanation by
attia, ‘with reason and cause’, this would, of course, already be a significant reduction
of explanantia, since for all the instances of ‘two’ in the universe there would be one
dLAG or twoness, for all the instances of ‘one’ there would be one pOVaAS or ‘unity’ or
rather ‘oneness’.

In 101d3, Socrates employs the rather rare construction of the simple verb £x® with
genitive, €1 8¢ T1g abTNG TNG LmoBECEWS £YO1T0, if (only) someone had a hold
on (or: had mastered) this assumption, one should continue with the enquiry, and
building on the first and subsequent assumptions in agreement with it,”** one may

eventually reach the best, that is to say a sufficient assumption.

VL

It is at this point, after the introduction of a mathematical example and the repeated
emphasis on the method of LOOECIS or assumption, a method introduced in a
mathematical context in the Meno, that Echecrates of Phlius intervenes with the
enthusiastic assertion that even somebody with GUIKPOG VOUG would see the clarity
and conviction the argumentation of Socrates carries. The choice of words, the
modification of VOOV £X®V to GUIKPOV VOLV E£Y®V, is an implicit mockery of

Anaxagoras and his NOUG. The applause itself, however, is appropriate at this point

326 1 do not attempt to set the text right at this place, but I believe that aipelv Mg @v at d4 has
somehow entered the text on the model of E®NG @V Y OIPELV in c8f.
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327
f,

because Echecrates, a Pythagorean himsel would be on familiar territory when it

comes to mathematics. (He may well have been puzzled by some of what Socrates had

previously said on the beautiful and the good.)***

Echecrates asks Phaedo to resume his narration of what was said. Phaedo, however,
does not resume narration in the accustomed fashion. Instead, he summarizes the next bit
of the conversation before reverting to his previous form of report. It is in this summary,
that Phaedo of Elis, guest in a Pythagorean community, states (102a11): ®G pEV EY®

* xai GOpoioyeito elvai Tt

olpat, emel abt® ToLTA GLVEXWPNON,
gkaotov TV €lddvV kol Tobtv TAAAQ peToAapPdvovia abT@OV
ToVTV TV Enovopiav ioystv, 10 &1 petd TavTe HPOTO: ... . As I
believe, when that was granted to him, ® and it was agreed that each one of the €1dn is,
and that, by coming to have of them, the other things acquire their benaming of those
themselves, after that he asked this: ... . This is the first place in Plato’s dialogues at
which the ‘being itself by itself’ of certain things is explicitly asserted and at which - at
the same time - those things are then called €161).

It is difficult to find a translation for €18M at this place without begging the question.
Apparently, nothing new in terms of subject matter is being introduced here by Phaedo.
He seems more or less to summarize what he had reported already; perhaps there was
some additional generalizing statement by Socrates which has not been reported
verbatim; but not even that need be assumed. From what has been said on STSOQ

329

above,”” the noun should be expected to mean ‘look, looks, appearance, guise’ or ‘type’

or ‘way, ways’ or else perhaps ‘scheme’. In the Phaedo itself, STSOQ occurred previously

32T Cf. Rowe, loc. cit.; apt criticism of the views there submitted, and a good summary of what we know
and what we can conclude about Echecrates and other personae in the Phaedo, is found in Ebert, op.
cit., pp. 4 - 20 (on Echecrates see pp. 5 - 8 with notes).

328 Whether there is a punning allusion to Pythagorean &KOOOUQT® in Echecrates pronounced
assertion that for them, the absent recipients of this report, Socrates’ arguments are plausible ‘while we
listen’ (102a9) may be left aside. Cf. also 88c9, where it is again Echecrates interrupting: Kai yap
abtév pe vdv dxkobdoavia oov ...

329 See in particular Section XIII of the chapter on £160C€.
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on several occasions in one or other of its senses.”” From the syntactical context at
103e5, it is clear that in whatever sense ETSOQ is used, we are dealing with an absolute
application of the noun, that is to say ‘an appearance’ as ‘a thing that appears’, or the

like. To my mind, none of the translations established above suggests itself immediately.

There is, however, one instance of 180G in pre-Platonic literature not considered as
yet, Philolaus BS, and I believe that it may form the missing link, in the sense that it can
be shown how and why £180¢ had come to be used in that pre-Socratic Pythagorean
context, and it can also be shown why Plato would then want to adopt it. It is again
Stobaeus who reports (Eclogae I 21, 7¢)': 6 ya pdv &piBuog €xet 800 pev
e  €idn, meplocov kai Aaptiov, 1Tpitov dE Am  AuEOTEPW®V
pelxbéviov aptionépittov: exkatépm 6 T@ €ideog moAiai popeai,
ac £KaoToV abDTO ONUOLIVEL. Now, number has certainly two types, odd and even,
and mixed from both of them as a third even-odd; and of each of the two types, there
are many shapes or forms which each one itself indicates. A number of points
concerning text, translation and interpretation of this fragment are controversial. It is,
however, generally regarded as genuine, and if it is genuine, there cannot be any
reasonable doubt that Plato must have read it; and, to the modern reader of the Phaedo,
it cannot be controversial either, that Plato in the long subsequent discussion of the
example of the odd and the even not only had Philolaos in mind and reacted to Philolaos,

but also that every educated and philosophically interested reader was supposed to see

330 “This human appearance’ at 73a2; ‘a boys appearance’ at 73d8; ‘a man’s appearance’ at 76¢12; ‘this
appearance’, absolutely, with reference to man’s existence on earth, at 87a2; ‘a man’s appearance and
body’ at 92b5; £180¢ means ‘type’ at 79a6, b4, d10, for discussion of which see below; ‘type (of cause
and reason)’ at 98a2, 100b4.

331 1. 188. 9 Wachsmuth = DK 44B5 = F5 Huffmann; for a recent discussion of different ways to read
the lines see Huffmann, op. cit., 177 - 193, whose text I adopt for the purpose of the present, limited
investigation. For questions of authenticity, see ibid., p.178. As can be seen from my translation, I do not
agree with Huffmann’s note on how to construe and therefore translate EKAGTOV (p. 192): “6KUGTOV
is confusing at first sight. The only antecedents immediately available are the two “kinds” of number.
However, these were picked out by EKATEP® (“each of the two™) at the beginning of the sentence and it
would be odd now to use £KAGTOV. ... .” I do not think that ‘it would be odd’ at all.
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that this is a conscious dialogue of Plato with the Pythagorean. That much is, in general,

not disputed.”

With regard to the meaning of €160¢ in Philolaus B5, there is no difficulty in translating
the word as ‘type’ on its first occurrence. A close parallel from the Phaedo is 79a6, when
Socrates suggests: OOUEV o0V PovAel, £om, d0o £ldn TOV Sviwv, T0 pev
0patov, 10 8¢ U1OEC; Do you now want us, he said, to posit two types of things that
are, the one visible, the other invisible? This usage was, of course, perfectly common
with the medical writers; one need not, therefore, assume that anybody reading the
sentence at 79a6 would have thought of any particular significance as to terminology. It
was the case that besides mathematics, including astronomy, it was medicine that
Pythagoreans concerned themselves with; philosophers frequently connected with
Pythagoreanism were Alcmaeon and Empedocles who are both medical men by
profession; but there need not have been any special influence on philosophical
terminology in this particular case since we have seen that by the end of the fifth century
a meaning ‘type’ for ai&og is well enough attested.

What is interesting is the second occurrence of the term in Philolaus BS. SISOQ has the
same point of reference; it has a qualifying adjectival pronoun attached to it, in that way
parallel to expressions like GAAO €180¢ or mavta T €I0N; there is, however, no
qualifying genitive; that is, of course, not absolutely necessary, since the point of
reference is in close proximity, and the context does not create any ambiguity in sense;
nevertheless, Philolaus BS is a precedent for the absolute use of STSOQ, where 8{5065
refers to an abstract, philosophical notion (for number theory is - and always has been -
as much part of philosophy as it is of mathematics; or rather: at that level of abstraction,

the distinction between the sciences and philosophy has disappeared).

32 In discussion, I will leave aside the interesting but for our purposes not centrally relevant question of
the GPTIOTEPLTTOV; see M.E. Hager, Philolaus and the Even-Odd, in: CR XII (1962), pp. 1 - 2; cf.
also Huffmann, op. cit. ad loc., and the review of Huffmann by P. Kingsley in CR XLIV (1994),
294 - 296. - It is worth noting, though, how Plato introduces and re-introduces HOVaG.
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Yet more can be said about the use of S{SOQ here. Pythagoreans were interested in
numbers. For that we have the direct evidence of fragments. But they were not interested
in numbers in isolation, as witnessed by reports like that of Aristotle at Metaphysics AS,
985b ff. At 986al5, his report comes close to summarising Philolaus B5. Then, a few
lines later, he resumes (986a22): £Tepol 8¢ TAOV aALTAOV TOVTOV TAG GPYOG
déka Aéyovolv eglvar 1ag kato ovotolyiov AEYOUEVOS: ... But others of

those same people say that there are ten principles, gathered in columns:>> ..

TEPAG kal dneipov limit and  unlimited
TEPLTTOV Kol  ApTIOV odd and even

gv kal mAnfog one and  multitude
OéEov kal  apiotepov right and left

appev kai  OnAv male and  female
fhpspodv  kai  kivobuevov still  and  moving/moved
gbOv kol  kKapmoAov straightand ~ curved

PDG kal okdTog light and dark

ayabov kol  kokov good and  bad
TETPAYOVOVKAL  ETEPOUNKES: ...  square and  oblong: ...

For our purposes it does not matter which group of Pythagoreans had exactly this table
of opposites, if any; it does not matter if all of the pairs were included for any one group;
it does not even matter if the ‘good and bad’ were included for Philolaus or Echecrates,
although that would make things more readily comprehensible for them from the start.
What matters is that just as with numbers, one could say that there are two types of
animals, male and female; two types of line, straight and curved; two types of
quadrangles (or geometrical numbers), square and oblong. It is true, Aristotle does not

mention the term €180 in connection with this list of &P a.i; but Aristotle uses his own

3 For the arrangement of the opposites in columns, I follow G.S. Kirk, J.E. Raven, M. Schofield, The
Presocratic Philosophers, Cambridge 1983, p. 337f.



279

terminology throughout, and he did not mention efﬁog before, when he was either
writing about Philolaus himself or about someone holding virtually identical views on the
odd and even.

If it is correct that there were two types of all those things, Philolaus’ use of S{SOQ in
an absolute application for one or other of odd and even is understandable; the same
term will have been applied beyond the one attested example. What was listed in tables
of opposites were the primary constituents of the KOGHOG or universe; they can be
called ‘opposed, or opposing, principles’, but one can also talk about them as ‘two
types’, of whatever it happens to be; the next step is to speak of ‘each type’, without
qualification of what the type is supposed to be a type of. And that is exactly what
Phaedo does in summarizing the discussion for Echecrates and the other Pythagoreans
(102b1): dpoAOYELTO €lval TL £KAOTOV TAV E18QV, it was agreed that each
of the types is something; in the same way it had previously been agreed that ‘death is
something’ and that there are a number of things to which we give the predicate: ‘it is’.

Phaedo’s use of a’[ﬁog is best understood in that Pythagorean context.

VIIL

If it is accepted that it is Philolaus, and indeed this particular part of Philolaus’
philosophy, whose terminology is adopted here, another issue receives clarification. At
103e, Socrates advances the argument by summarizing what he had said about warm and
cold, and fire and snow: £6T1v dpa, f| & Og, mepl Evia 1OV ToloVTOYV, dOTE
ur} pévov abto 10 €16o¢ G&lovobal Tod abTOL OVOMATOS €16 TOV ael
xpovov, aAra xal ailo Tt O £oTt pev obk Ekelvo, €xet &€ Tnv
gxeivov poponv Gei, Otavmep N &1t 68 Ev 1@dde fowg E&oton
capéotepov O AEym- 1O ydp mepltTov el mov el TovTOL TOL

Ovopatog tuyxdvelv Omep vOv Afyouev: T| OU; Now, it obtains, he said,
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with some of the things of that sort, that not only the Eﬁﬁog itself demands the same
name for all time, but that another as well <demands its name>, which is not that
<thing>, but always and forever has the LOPOY| of that <thing>, as long as it is. But
perhaps what I mean will be yet clearer in the following: indeed, somehow the odd
always requires to have that name which we call it now; or does it not? Scholarly
opinion as to the relevance of the term pop@1 besides €160¢ is divided.*** The majority
view is that £160¢, 186 and pLOPPT are synonyms. A minority suggests that there is a
distinction between €180C on the one hand, pOP®T| and 1660 on the other, with
HopON and 100 being used synonymously here. Without endorsing all the arguments
and conclusions connected with that latter view,”” I suggest that the following’
considerations may lend support for upholding a distinction between 8150(; and the other

two nouns.

Thinking in terms of opposites, there are two types of number, odd and even; there are
two types of temperature, hot and cold; those types themselves have their names for all
time. Then there are also other things - and it is not specified if they are physical and
corporeal or otherwise - which have the ‘shape or form’ of those types which are the
opposites; examples are fire, one of the hot things, snow, one of the cold things, three,
one of the odd things, and two, one of the even things. In the sentence T] TPLAG £XEl
TV HOPONV TOV TEPLTTOV, threeness [or, for that matter, the triad or the number
three or a collection of three items) has the shape or form of the odd, pOPOY refers to
the ‘shape or form’ in its concretion: if it is correct that what prompted the use of £180¢
in this context was application of the term in the sense of ‘type’, where on some

occasions at least - as in the case of odd and even, or of right and left - ‘type’ referred to

% For a selection of modern views on the meaning and significance of HOPOT at 103e5f., see
APPENDIX 3 below. For the earliest extant instances of the word in Greek literature, see APPENDIX 4
below.

35 R.S. Bluck, (Plato’s Phaedo, London 1955, p. 17, n. 7) and R. Hackforth (Plato’s Phaedo,
Cambridge 1955, p.150, n. 1) connect the distinction in reference of €180¢ on the one hand, HOPOT
and 18€0 on the other, with the question of the ‘immanence of forms’.
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something which does not have a physical appearance, then a different word was needed
if something like ‘appearance’ or ‘shape’ or ‘form’ or ‘figure’ was to be denoted.

In the case of Philolaus B5, & ya pov apiOuog £xet dvo pev idwa €idn,
MEPOCOV Kol dptiov, 1Tpitov 8¢ am’  dpootépov  peryfEviov
Gptionépittov: EkaTéP® 8¢ TO €16e0¢ MOAAQi popoai, GG EKAGTOV
abDTO ONWOAVEL, now, number has certainly two types, odd and even, and mixed from
both of them as a third even-odd; and of each of the two types, there are many shapes
or forms which each one itself indicates, the several particular instantiations of the two
types, all the odd and even numbers, are metonymically referred to as ‘shapes or forms’
which the types, odd and even, signify or characterize. The difference between Philolaus
B5 and Phaedo 103e5 is apparently that in the case of the Pythagorean, the ‘things
characterized by a type’ are called LOP®T, in an absolute way, while Socrates’ usage
suggests that the ‘types’ have LOPOT). This difference may be more apparent than real
since, as we saw in the case of €180, any word denoting something like ‘appearance’ or
‘shape’ may easily shift in applicability from ‘appearance (of a thing)’ to ‘an appearance’,
taken absolutely. In the realm of non-corporeal, non-physical things, such a word may be
applied to things at different levels, that is to say, one could use LOP@®T| with reference
to ‘the odd’ just as well as with reference to ‘three’; they both have their peculiar ‘shape
or form’; the word LOP®Y] lends itself to such application as even at its earliest
instances, Odyssey VIII, 170, and XI, 367, and Empedocles B21, the term does not refer
to ‘physical shape’.**®

The difference between €160¢ and pOPQT in this context would thus be the following:
when, exempli gratia, the odd is referred to with reference to its ontological status, it
will be referred to as an €180, i.e. a ‘type’, one of those primary things underlying
reality; when the odd is referred to with reference to its characteristic nature, it is
referred to as having a certain ‘shape or form’, or being a ‘shape or form’; the various

particular ‘odd things’ in the world may likewise be denoted with this latter term, since

36 Cf. APPENDIX 4 on “uop®n] in Archaic Greek Literature” below.
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they, too, have this ‘shape or form’; however, those things, numbers like three and five,

etc., do not belong to the ‘types’, they would not be called ‘€180¢’.

This distinction, I think, is borne out by the subsequent instances of the two Greek
terms, and the interpretation receives further support from the way 19€a is introduced at
104b9 and employed thereafter. At 104b7, Socrates is still elaborating on the same
phenomenon of things which are not opposites of anything themselves but have in them
something that is an opposite to something else: ... @aivetar ob poévov Exetva
Td Evavtio GAAnAa ob deydpeva, dAra kol 6oo obk Ovi @AANAOLG
gvavtia &yer Gel tavoavtia, obde ToLTA £o0lke deyopEVOlg EKeivnv
v Wéav §i &v 7] v abrolg ovon Evavtia §, &AL Emtovong abrig
ntot ¢ amoAdvpeva fj Lmekywpovvta. f| oL @Noopev Tad Tpia Koi
anoleicOar mpdtepov kol GALO OTioLV meicecbar, mplv Lmopeival
£TL Tpla Ovta dpTio yevéohat, ... [oD] povov ta €1dn ta Evavrtia oby
bmopuével Emovia GAANAQ, GAAG Kol QAL dtTta T Evavtia oby
LopEvel EMIOVTQ. ... it seems that not only those opposites do not admit of each
other, but also the things which are not each other’s opposites but always have the
opposites; they as well do not seem to admit that \O£Q which in each case is opposite to
the one in them, but were it to approach, they would with certainty either perish or
recede. Or do we not say that the three would rather perish or suffer whatever else,
before it endured, while still being three, to become even? ... [not] only the opposite
€101 do not endure each other when approaching, but also certain other things do not
endure the opposites when they approach.

When something ‘becomes even’, it displays the nature of ‘what is even’, ‘the even’; one
of the characteristics of ‘three’ is its ‘oddness’; this ‘figure’, the oddness of the three, is
opposed to that other ‘figure’, the ‘evenness’; ‘figure’ here suggests something concrete,
characterised, plastic, graphic. 10€Q, figure, seems to refer to oddness, evenness, three,

two, etc., in the same way LOPQT), shape or form, does. Whether 10€0. at 104b9 refers
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to ‘the oddness of a particular group of three, five, etc., things’ or rather to ‘oddness’
itself need not be determined, and, as far as the text goes, cannot be determined.
Whatever is ‘odd’ will not admit ‘even’. The two ‘figures’ are incompatible, in whatever
context. That is conditioned by the fact that the ‘types’, ‘the odd’ and ‘the even’, are
opposed. As stated above, that does not imply that there are two things, ‘the odd’ and
‘the even’, which are ‘types’, and two other things, ‘the figure of odd’ and ‘the figure of
even’. However, ‘the figure of odd’ is peculiar to both the ‘type’ and any of its particular
instantiations. That can also be witnessed in the subsequent passage, 104d1 ff.:

@p’ obv ... 1ade €in dv, & 6t Gv katdoyxn un povov avaykdiet v
abToL 18éav abto ioxelv, aAra kal Evavtiov abt® dei Tvog; ..
oloba ydp dfmov 611 & Gv 7| TAOV TPV 1860 Katdoyy, Qvdykn
abtolg ob povov 1proiv eglvar dArd kal mepittols. ... &mi 10
Toovtov &M, eapév, N Evavtia 18éa Ekeivn th popen f| &v TovLTO
anepydlnror obdEémot’ av €ABor. .. €pydieto o€ ye N mepitTy; ...
gvavtia 8¢ tavtn f| T0L Gptiov; ... ¢ Eml 10 Tpla dpa f| TOL GpTiov
1060 obdémote NEeL. Is it now, ..., that they be those, which - when they possess
something, they do not only force them to have their own 18€Q, but also, through it, to
have of an opposite. ... . Indeed, you know that whatever the 10£Q. of the three
possesses, for those things it is necessary not only to be three but also odd. ... . And it
was thus upon such a thing, ... , that that 1WO£Q would never come which is opposite to
that LOPOY| which brought that about. ... But certainly the odd <pOPON> brought it
about. ... And the one opposite to it is that of the even. ... © So, upon the three, the
10€0 of the even will never come.

‘That which possesses’ may refer to one of the ‘types’, which forces a thing to have its
figure, it may - to employ Philolaus’ usage - refer to one of the LOP@QAi, the ‘shapes or
forms’ of that ‘type’; that is the case with the ‘figure of three’ upon which the ‘figure’
opposite to that ‘shape’ which has brought it about that what is ‘three’ is also ‘odd’

would never come; that is the ‘odd shape’, as seems to be implied by f| mEPLTTN in
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104d12. It is opposite to the ‘shape of the even’, so that the ‘figure of the even would
never come upon the three’. After phrases such as Tjv Tob @ptiov, THv 7TOL
TEPLTTOV (twice), THV TOL OAOUL, in 105a, b, Socrates speaks of TEPLTTOTNG in
105c, and again of TH{V TOL @ptiov 18éav in 105d13. The one occasion, however,
where one of two opposite ‘types’ is referred to qua ‘type’, STSOQ is used again
(106d6): 6 8¢ ye 0ed¢ olpat, £on 6 Zwkpdtng, Kal abtd 10 ThHg (NG
gldoc koi € 11 dAho &8dvatov EoTiv, mapd mAvTOV @v Opoloyndesin
pnodéEnote anOAAvcOat. I believe, said Socrates, that the god and the ‘type’ of life
and if anything else is immortal, that would be agreed upon by all to be indestructible.
Death was established as the opposite of life at 105d9; there are, therefore, the two
opposing ‘types’ life and death, and the phrase abt0 10 1fig {wfic €180¢ is in

concord with that.

It is one thing to claim the existence of a distinction in meaning and to show that this
distinction is consistently observed by an author in a particular context: that is the case
with €180¢, 166, and pOPQY| at Phaedo 100b - 105¢; it is a different matter to
demonstrate what the terms involved actually mean, and why they are chosen for a
particular context. In the case of STSOQ, Pythagorean, and more specifically Philolaic
origin could be established, and it could be shown how £180¢ as a word for ‘type’ could
have come to be applied for certain, specified opposed ‘types’ which were the
fundamental realities of this world order. It could then be shown in what way Socrates,
speaking and behaving on the day of his death like a Pythagorean, could adopt this
terminology which was applied first in a context Pythagoreans themselves would have
had an interest in, but then more widely to what were for Plato the fundamental realities
of this world order. It should be stressed that the meaning of €160G among Pythagoreans
which I propose was ‘type’, in common Greek fashion; the meaning of £180¢ was not

‘smallest constituent’, ‘fundamental reality’; it was through a thinking in polarities, in



285

pairs of opposites, that ‘type’ could be applied, as is the case in Philolaus BS5, to those

opposing principles which did, for some, underlie this world order.

Philolaus B5, on the other hand, & Yo pdv apiBuog £xel d0o pev idra €idn,
neplocov  kal dptiov, Tpitov 3 am  GuEOTEPWV  pELXBEVTI@V
QPTIOMEPLTTOV: EKATEP® O T €1de0g moAlal popeai, ag £kacTOV
abTO ONUOLVEL. Now, number has certainly two types, odd and even, and mixed from
both of them as a third even-odd; and of each of the two types, there are many shapes
or forms which each one itself indicates, also provides LOPQY], shape or form, as the
word which may be applied to all the things characterised by those principles, or perhaps
initially just to their shape or form; LOP®T)] thereby refers to something more concrete,
more characteristic, while STSOQ points rather to the status the principal realities

occupy.’”’

There may be an early reflection of Pythagorean LOPQT in the sense indicated here: As
far as we can reconstruct it, the second half of Parmenides’ poem was designed to
counteract other systems of belief, other cosmogonies, other scientific explanations of
the world. Parmenides claims that his account is better than any other provided by men;
and he goes on to report what men believe. One puzzling feature of the common beliefs
of men is how elaborate a system is potentially presupposed. Parmenides commences his
exposition of this system with the words (B8, 51)*: ... - 86&ag & @mo TOLdE
Bpoteiag | pdavlove xOGpOV Ep®V EmEmV  GmatnAdv  akodowv. |
HopQag Yap katébevio dVo yvduag dvopdielv, | T@V pilav ob xpedv
goTiv- Ev @ memhavnuévol gioiv. | dvtia & Ekpivavrto dépag kail

onpat’ €0evto | yopig arn’ aAAAov- T pév eroydg albéplov mop, |

337 For a similar relation between €180¢ and HOP@M, cf. the discussion of Airs, Waters, and Places
XIII, in Section VII of the chapter on £180¢.

38 For discussion of a number of points of detail, and general remarks on LOP®T] in this fragment, see
Appendix 4 below.
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nnwov Ov, p&y’ ELaepov, EOLT® TaVTooe TOLTOV, | TA & ETEP® un
TobToV: dtap xbxelvo xat abtd | thvtio vokt &dar, mLKLVOV
depag EuPproég te. | TOV 6Ol EY® OAKOGHOV £01KOTA TAVTA QATi{W,
| &g ob pn moté 1ig o PPOoTAOV YVAOUN TAPELECOT). ... - but from here on
learn the human belief and opinions, listening to the deceptive order of my words. They
laid down as their cognitions to name two shapes, to name one of which is not right: in
that, they have gone astray. But they judged them as opposite things as to build, and
posited signs separated from each other. For the one <shape> aetherial fire of the
flame, being mild, very light, in every way the same as itself, not the same as the other
one: again also the other one for itself, as opposite, unknowing night, of dense and
heavy build. I report to you the whole order as it is likely; thus not any one cognition of
mortals will ever drive past you. It may not be the place here to discuss at what stage
Pythagoreans were influenced by non-Pythagorean philosophers; but Heraclitus (DK
22B40; 81; 129) is witness of Pythagoras’ notoriety at the time of Parmenides. If,
therefore, Parmenides speaks of 000 pOpP@ai, and then goes on to specify that one of
them is light, the other one night, that may echo Pythagorean thought and usage;
likewise, onpat &€bevio ywplg am’ AAANA®V does not only indicate a
separation of first principles from each other and from everything else, the fact that these
principles are referred to as GT)LLOTOL may in some way be connected with Philolaus B5,
EKATEP O T® €1de0g mMoAAoil popoai, &g £kactov abTO ONuaivetl;
what exactly is meant by the relative claﬁse is difficult to determine with precision,*® but
if LOPQAG is here direct object to GNULALVEL, they could supposedly be referred to as

oTuata with Philolaus as well.

39 For discussion of some of the difficulties, cf. Huffmann, op. cit., p. 192f.
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VIII.

While pop@™ is thus part and parcel of Pythagorean terminology taken over by Plato
for the purposes of exposition of his thoughts in a Pythagorean setting, 18€@ is not, to
the best of our knowledge. On the other hand, 10€a. is the word associated above all
with the discussion of ontological matters in the Republic and the Phaedrus; and 10€Q is,
of course, also the word introduced in the Euthyphro side by side with a’[ﬁog, in a

context which is at least anticipatory of some of the aspects of Plato’s ontology of the
middle dialogues. All that could not be said about LOP@1, a word which does not occur
at all in the early dialogues. That is to say, judging from the early and middle dialogues
other than the Phaedo, Plato seemed to have an interest in introducing the term 186€q,
while he does not make use of LOPON.

As we have seen,’® 18€a,, other than £180¢, was a word associated in some way with
natural science, physical theories and speculations; it was used there in the sense of
‘figure’. Anaxagoras, 59B4, had declared that the Gnéppaw, seeds, or smallest
particles, have all sorts of ’tﬁéag. Subsequently, Democritus, 68B167, stated that dTvov
amo ToL mavTog GmokplOnval mavtolov 18wV, a sentence which at least on
one reading, a whirling was separated off <consisting> of all sorts of figures, yielded
18€atl or ‘figures’ as the ultimate constituents of the world; but 1060 seems also
otherwise to have been not only of significance, there is evidence that it was a standard

term employed for denoting his atoms.**'

Given that Plato never mentions Democritus,’*> but that there are clear traces of

Democritus’ thoughts in Plato’s later dialogues, it is inherently unlikely that Plato had

30 Cf. Sections III and VIII of the chapter on 13€a.

**! For discussion of 68A164 and 68B141, see end of Section III of the chapter on13£a.

42 While there may be agreement that Plato reacted to Democritus in his later dialogues, absence of
direct references usually excludes Democritus from modern discussions of early Platonic dialogues. Cf.
e.g. J. Stenzel, Platon und Demokritos, in: NJbKlassAltPad 1920, 891f., repr. in: id., Kleine Schriften,
60 - 71. The situation has not changed dramatically since.
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not come in contact with Democritus’ work at all at the time of composition of the
Phaedo. However, if Plato had decided, for whatever reason, not to mention the name of
Democritus, one way of discussing his views is to let Socrates talk about Anaxagoras
who was - apart from Leucippus - the one pre-Socratic who influenced Democritus
most; what was Anaxagorean and what Democritean could have been discerned easily by
a contemporary readership. I therefore suggest that in amongst a discussion starting from
Anaxagoras and directed towards a readership with knowledge of things Pythagorean,
Plato introduced a term that had its significance in the atomistic theory of Democritus.
The reason for that will have been the same as with Anaxagoras and the Pythagoreans: In
dealing with the most powerful and plausible ontological theories of his time, Plato
singles out what he considers usable in terms of subject matter; he then adopts, at least
for the purposes of discussion in this dialogue, items of the terminology with which those
views were presented; in applying those terms selectively and, where necessary, with
modifications as to the point of reference, Plato at once accepts and acknowledges
achievements of his predecessors, criticizes and, where necessary, implicitly refutes their
opinions, and speaks in a language a contemporary readership of some education would

at least have been prepared for.

IX.

What is at stake in this section of the Phaedo in particular is the nature of the ultimate
constituents underlying this world-order, since if we know the make-up of the universe
we will be in a better position to answer questions concerning the nature and the fate of
the soul. Anaxagoras had posited a mixture of small bodies of all sorts, but had
introduced besides something ‘itself by itself’; some of the Anaxagorean examples of
those ‘seeds’, like ‘the big’ and ‘the small’, ‘the warm’ and ‘the cold’, Plato uses as
examples in his discussion; whatever he makes of this VOUG or mind - and we do not

have to decide here if Socrates’ criticisms are justified - the notion of something ‘itself by
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itself” is useful; so are the verbs expressing the relation among the ‘seeds’, and between
the ‘seeds’ and ‘mind’; Plato adopts, at least in this part of the Phaedo, EVETVUL, being
in, and PETEYELV, having of; the latter was particularly suitable for his purposes since
he uses UETEYELV frequently in his early dialogues to denote the soul’s or mind’s
sharing in some virtue or vice, non-physical things, and since in the Phaedo the soul is in
some way likened to those non-corporeal, invisible things which are ‘themselves by
themselves’; that is to say, because LETEYELV was familiar from both an Anaxagorean
and a Socratic context, it could serve as a link and point of departure for an integration
of Anaxagorean into Platonic views.

This connection with ‘Socratic’ terminology lies behind the use of Tapovcia. The
noun, and the verb napai‘vm, had formed part of Plato’s own considerations of how
attributes, in particular in the moral sphere, are connected with their bearers; in the
Gorgias and in the Lysis, various possibilities of how things present can influence or
determine that to which they are present, had been explored; there had, as yet, not been
any theoretical discussion as to the ontological status of those things; they are here in the
Phaedo given the independent status, almost, of Anaxagoras’ mind.

KOWVOViQ, community or communion, was offered as an alternative relation
obtaining between the visible objects of this world and the invisible constituents; it served
the double purpose of implicitly suggesting a relationship between physical and non-
physical things parallel to that of body and soul - for it was in this context that the term
had been used in the Phaedo before - and at the same time of introducing a word
probably connected with Pythagorean physical theories; and that was the area Plato
wanted to turn to next; it is to be noted that nothing is made of KOl1v®@Via as a term for
the relation between €101 or 1€l and particulars subsequently; it is therefore safe to
say that the word was primarily chosen ad hominem, viz. ad Pythagoram.**®
While for Anaxagoras the ultimate constituents of the world were ‘mind itself by itself’

and ‘mixed seeds of all other things’, the ultimate constituents of the Pythagoreans were

*3 Note that the use and application of KOWV®ViQ in Republic and Sophist are quite different from
what we find here in the Phaedo.
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certain opposites; these opposites were arranged in pairs; for some fundamental things
underlying reality, there were ‘two types’ of those things; these types could not be
reduced further; they were the principles of reality and existence. These principles were
also called £10m, ‘types’, in an absolute use of the word. Plato adopts the word €180¢
for what he considers as ultimately underlying reality, and he says of these €1dM that
they are ‘themselves by themselves’, just as Anaxagoras said of his ‘mind’. The
Pythagoreans also spoke of LOPQ, signifying with that term the nature, character and
characteristics of the ‘types’ they posited; LOP®T] is a word Plato does not make use of
in other contexts; it seems to be introduced in the Phaedo because it is an integral part of
Pythagorean terminology. But it is, within the same context, gradually replaced by
another word which was in some of its senses a near-synonym of LOP@®1] in some of its
senses. That word is 16€a.

10€a is introduced, to all probability, because it was the word which denoted the
smallest particles, the ultimate constituents of the cosmological system of Democritus.
Unlike Anaxagoras’ seeds, Democritus’ ‘atoms’ in a sense existed ‘themselves by
themselves’; the flaw in Democritus’ system was, from Plato’s point of view, on the one
hand the elimination of ‘mind’ altogether, on the other the fact that Democritus’ ultimate
constituents were corporeal. Nevertheless, since Plato wanted to posit a plurality of
ultimate constituents, existing ‘themselves by themselves’, independent from corporeal
stuff and to some extent independent of each other, and since he did not necessarily want
to adopt such independent entities for all opposites, nor for opposites alone, Democritus’
term 13€0Q, figure, a term also otherwise familiar from physical-cum-ontological theories,
was suited as denoting something concrete, full of content, plastic, and as graphic as is

possible for a word referring to something invisible.

With all three parties Plato addresses, his main innovation is what he chooses as
ultimate constituents more than what he calls those constituents or which precise

ontological status he assigns to them. For Anaxagoreans, Pythagoreans - despite the fact



291

that one of the pairs of opposites in the table reported by Aristotle is actually ‘good and
bad’ - and Democriteans, it was not in the first place ‘the beautiful’, ‘the good’, ‘the just’
and ‘the moderate’ which were underlying the world; and while Plato talks in the Phaedo
about ‘the equal’, ‘the big’ and ‘the small’, ‘the odd’ and ‘the even’, those un-Socratic

items are not considered in the Symposium, the Republic and the Phaedrus.

In a sense, therefore, Plato’s innnovation does not lie in the field of language and
terminology, but wholly in the field of subject matter. However, it would have been
impossible even to state that much before the origins of the terminology or terminologies
he adopts had been investigated. Conversely, once the origin of a particular expression
has become apparent, it is easier, or in some cases only then possible at all in the first
place, to determine in exactly what way Plato diverged from his predecessors; to see to
what extent his philosophy adopted content together with form, and to what extent he

introduced new ideas of his own.

Up to now the Phaedo has been discussed as if there were no transition between the
early Socratic dialogues and the Phaedo, Symposium, Republic and Phaedrus. That, of
course, is not the case. The Euthyphro and Meno form a transition, linking some of
Socrates’ ways of asking questions with some of the answers Plato is prepared to give in
the middle dialogues. Especially and in particular, the words £180¢ and 18&a are
introduced, £180¢ alone in the Meno, both words in the Euthyphro. It would go too far
to discuss Euthyphro Sc - 6e and Meno 72a - 73a here in detail. Suffice it to say that the
terms are there employed in a way which could not possibly be understood from earlier
Greek usage. Occurrence of the terms in question there does therefore not invalidate
what has been said about the Phaedo. It does suggest, though, that rather than producing

his newest doctrines in writing before discussing them in the Academy, there was
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discussion, so that the words would have been familiar to those present. What Plato does
in the Phaedo, then, is providing for a larger audience the origins of his thought and
diction; perhaps because the need was felt to provide the information withheld in the

transitional dialogues. This, however, is speculation.
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CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study has been to provide preliminaries for a better understanding
of central parts of Plato’s philosophy. Its method is a combination of traditional
diachronic semantics and the study of the literary and social contexts of words which
may be termed pragmatics. Its justification, it is hoped, is provided by an application of
the results of those studies to a portion of Platonic text which is, in parts, reinterpreted in
the light of some new findings.

The point of departure of the investigation undertaken is a passage from one of the
dialogues of Plato’s middle period which is generally assumed to contain the essence of
his thoughts on matters ontological at the time of composition: Phaedo 100d - 105e.
From this text, a number of significant terms, most of them recurring in other dialogues
of similar date, have been selected: PETEYELV, mapelval, Tpooeival, Evelval,
STSOQ, 10€0 and some of their cognates; the histories of these terms have been traced,
from their earliest occurrence in extant Greek literature, usually Homer, through the
various authors and genres of epic, lyric and tragic poetry, historical, philosophical,
medical and rhetorical writings, to the early dialogues of Plato himself. In the course of
investigation it seemed appropriate to study the nouns £100¢ and 10£a in greater detail
and to a degree approaching comprehensiveness, for two reasons: on the one hand, their
semantic development is more marked and variegated, and therefore deserved more
careful scrutiny; on the other, scholarly opinion is more divided as to the meaning and
senses of these two nouns than with any of the other terms selected. For the same
reason, it was deemed necessary to translate by far the majority of pre-Platonic
occurrences of the two nouns in their contexts, a measure not required in the case of the
verbs under consideration. That in itself is a first result: nouns are more readily employed
with extensions in meaning than verbs; they are more likely to acquire a fixity in

application which may amount to a technical terminology. The difference in status and
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importance of the nouns over against the verbs is reflected in the separate arrangement of
the material in Parts I and IL.

Part III consisted of the application of some the results yielded by the semantic studies
of the individual words in Parts I and II. It is in the nature of the exercise that many of
the developments traced in Parts I and II are not made use of in Part III; however, it was
felt that unless a complete study of all the various actual contexts prior in time were
undertaken, it would not be possible to determine with certainty the meaning and
connotations of any given term in any given text. What may at first have seemed to be
mere diversion from the proper task proved to be indispensible; without it it would not
have been possible on the one hand to show what the words could not mean, on the
other, it would have been impossible to be sure what is relevant and what not before
such an investigation was carried out. Had one been content with Anaxagoras and
Pythagoreans in general as the background to the Phaedo, one or two essential elements
would be missing. The effort was not in vain, as it could be shown with fair precision not
only what the terms selected actually meant with Plato but more importantly, which
literary and intellectual contexts Plato derived his philosophical terminology from: being
able to determine to whom Plato reacted in his thoughts, and with whom he was in
dialogue in his writings, is more important than bare linguistic reconstruction of

‘meaning’.

We see Plato in the central philosophical passage of the central dialogue Phaedo in
interaction with three at least partly distinct parties of pre-Socratic philosophers:
Anaxagoras and his followers, the Pythagoreans, and Democritus. While most of that
conforms with received opinion, reaction to Democritus at that early a stage in Plato’s
writing career is not usually assumed. That in itself, and the use Plato makes of the
thoughts of his predecessors in fusing and correcting their assumptions while adapting
their language to his own purposes may prompt us to reconsider some commonly held

views on Plato’s ontology.
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However, the study here attempted is intended to be preliminary in nature; the
application to a Platonic text in Part III is to be understood as one example only of how
the semantic investigations of Parts I and II may be applied to the dialogues of Plato and
other near-contemporary philosophical texts, and how this may change our perceptions

of aspects both of the authors studied and of the history of Greek philosophy.
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APPENDIX 1
On Ancient Medicine and the Hippocratic Corpus

On Ancient Medicine has received attention in connection with Plato’s philosophy for a long time. Cf.
in particular Taylor’s comment, op. cit.,, p. 214: “a work indispensable to the serious student of the
theories about bTOOEGELS expounded in the Phaedo.” And a little further, p. 214ff.:

“The ITepl apyaing ITpikNg is, as I have already hinted, of the first importance for the
whole history of Greek Philosophy, so important indeed that no one who has not made a study
of it should be esteemed competent to speak or write on the subject. It supplies us with the key
not only to the conception of “hypotheses” which is fundamental for the understanding of the
Phaedo and Republic, but also to the Platonic conception of the connection of pleasure and pain
with &VaTAP®O1S and KEVMO1LS, and to the “Aristotelian” doctrine of the “mean”. But no
passage in the work is so important as the lines now before us. [On Ancient Medicine 1,15.] Of
themselves they are sufficient to destroy the whole current theory of the origin of the “doctrine
of €1dM.” For they show that the terms €180¢, abTO &@  E®LTOD (Plato’s abhTé Kab’
ab1d), Kkolvmvia already had a known and definite meaning in the medical science of the
fifth century. In other words, the technical phrases of the Phaedo are not Plato’s invention but
belong to fifth-century science, and science of a kind with which we have already found that
Socrates was familiar. Exactly what the phrases mean may briefly be explained thus. The
writer, who shows his knowledge of the work of Empedocles by his repeated reference to just
those four “opposites” which correspond most closely to the four Empedoclean “roots”, is
arguing against physicians who try to base a doctrine of diet on one of the philosophical
theories (the bTOBECELS he calls them) about the elementary “body” or “bodies” of which man
and other things are made. To these cosmological theories about the primary body or bodies he
gives the name bOBEOELC, clearly a technical term in this sense, and his illustrations show
that it is specially the Empedoclean DtG0€01¢, that man, and everything else, is made of four
such “roots”, with which he is specially concerned. His own object is to show that medical
knowledge has grown and will continue to grow best when it is based on careful knowledge of
empirical facts, and unencumbered by any speculations about the ultimate forms of body. He
argues, therefore, against those who insist on treating Empedoclean cosmology as a proper
basis for medicine, that you cannot, | in actually prescribing for a sick man, order him to take
“something hot” or “something cold.” That is, you cannot prescribe a diet which consists of
absolutely pure “elementary” matter. You have to prescribe one or more of the articles with
which we are all familiar, and none of these is a pure £10¢; none of them is an “element” with
a single specific property, “hot,” “cold,” etc.; all of them are compounds and therefore exhibit a
“combination” of “opposites” (a KOLV@Via of €18M). For, as he goes on to say, if you prescribe
“something heating,” your patient will at once ask “what thing?” and the moment you specify
the “heating thing,” you find that to be “heating” is not its only characteristic. It may be
Oepuov kal oTpuevoOV or Beppov kol TAadapOV or Bepudv dpadov £xov; it will
never be merely 0£pp6V. ([note 1] Compare the exactly similar argument of Anaxagoras (TG
yap dv &K pn tpyog yévorto Opif kal oapf Ex pn oapkog; Fr. 10, Diels),
where the facts of nutrition are employed in exactly the same way against the belief in a finite
number of simple “elements”.) If we ask exactly how we are to translate 8150; in this
connection, the answer is instructive. As the example shows, 0gppOv, Yo pOV, and the rest
of the “opposites” are £131), but also each of these “opposites” is looked on, in the fashion of
Empedocles and Anaxagoras, as a substantial thing, not as an attribute to some still more
ultimate body. The discussion belongs to the time after the criticism of Parmenides and Zeno
had destroyed, for men who could think, the old notion of a single primary body, but before
anyone had grasped the notion that a thing could be real without being a body. ([note 2] As
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Professor Burnet has shown, exactly the same ambiguity affects Anaxagoras’ use of the word
yPARHata. It is wrong in principle to ask if the Tdvta YXpYHaTe which are “in all things”
are simple qualities. The distinction had not yet been felt. TO 0€puOV is at once what we
would call a simple “quality,” and a simple body which is a “bearer” of the quality.) Hence
£180¢ here means at once an ultimately simple body, and an ultimately simple sense-quality,
and is, as for Plato, an exact equivalent of @G1C. The conception of the things of the actual
world as constituted by a KOlv@via of several 8'1'81‘1 is, in fact, exactly that which Plato
ascribes to Socrates, | except that it has not yet been suggested that the simple “reals” are
incorporeal.”

I have quoted the two pages in full since although many if asked today would deny links between their
own and Taylor’s view most would employ the terminology and conceptual framework here used by
him. Now, I do, of course, not dispute Taylor’s assertion that the language of the Phaedo was “not
Plato’s invention but belong[s] to fifth-century science” in the sense that many terms found in the
Phaedo were used there with more or less specific meaning and that Plato was familiar with that usage.

As to the position of Ancient Medicine within that context, however, Taylor simply assumes that its
date is pre-platonic, and does not react to the converse suggestions by F. Z. Ermerins, Hippocratis ...
reliquiae 1 - 111, Utrecht 1859 - 1864, II, p. 28f., who is quoted approvingly by F. Poschenrieder, Die
platonischen Dialoge in ihrem Verhdltnisse zu den hippokratischen Schriften, Metten/Landshut 1882,
pp.12, 52 (p. 37f.,, n. 5, Poschenrieder seems to argue only for dependence of Ancient Medicine on
Nature of Man, and not, in addition, for a dependence on Plato - pace H. Herter, Die Treffkunst des
Arztes in hippokratischer und platonischer Sicht, Sudhoffs Archiv fiir Geschichte der Medizin und der
Naturwissenschaften 47 (1963), pp. 247 - 290, p. 262, n. 2), nor does Taylor answer the stylistic
arguments for a date of composition in the fourth century advanced by F. Blass, Die attische
Beredsamkeit I, Leipzig 1887, p. 89.

The present situation is not dissimilar to that in 1911. The arguments for a post-platonic date of
composition of Ancient Medicine by H. Diller, Hippokratische Medizin und attische Philosophie,
Hermes 80 (1952), pp. 385 - 409, adduced in addition to what had been said by Ermerins,
Poschenrieder, and Blass, are to my mind in their essence not sufficiently refuted by J.H. Kiihn, System-
und Methodenprobleme in Corpus Hippocraticum, Wiesbaden 1956, pp. 40 -56, especially p. 46ff., and
H. Herter, op. cit., especially p. 261ff. - pace H. Diller, Das Selbstverstéindnis der griechischen Medizin
in der Zeit des Hippokrates, in: La collection Hippocratique et son réle dans I’ histoire de la médecine,
Leiden 1975, pp. 77 - 93, p. 92f.; nor by F. Heinimann, Eine vorplatonische Theorie der TEyvi,
Museum Helveticum 18, 1961, pp. 105 - 130, p. 112, n. 32 - pace G. Rechenauer, op. cit., pp. 176, n.
154,

A date of composition in the fourth century, perhaps between 390 and 380, but perhaps after 380, is
suggested by C. Lichtenthaeler, Chronologische und gedankliche Bezugssysteme in und um “Uber die
alte Medizin”, Hippokratische Studien XI, Genf 1980, p. 26ff., who supposes that the treatise was
written by a sophistically trained author.

J. Jouanna, Hippocrate. L'ancienne médecine, Paris 1990, pp. 76f. and 85, interprets methodological
remarks on medicine in the Gorgias as going beyond anything said in this context in Ancient Medicine;
his conclusion that therefore the Hippocratic treatise must antedate the Platonic dialogue would be
convincing only if one assumes that the author of Ancient Medicine, if writing after the composition of
thé Gorgias, would by necessity have read the dialogue, and in addition that he would have reacted to
Plato’s distinction when writing on related subjects; that, however, need not be the case. Since Jouanna
himself regards the remarks at Phaedrus 270c,d as inconclusive so far as the relation of the dialogue to
any of the Hippocratic writings is concerned (cf. his concluding remarks p. 81, n. 3.), his dating of the
treatise as pre-Platonic is not conclusive either. The same is true of his remarks on Ancient Medicine
and Empedocles (p. 84f.), since we do not know and cannot say in what circles any of the pre-Socratic
philosophers enjoyed what sort of influence and recognition.

A final decision on the relative and absolute chronology of Ancient Medicine would, in my view,
require a new, comprehensive investigation of matters of style and content of the treatise.



DAIIYOU DL Sodu
_
_

et

AOLDTIdY 1032 B2 A3 Oxmnuy, O A3 ON12172Q B A3
_ _ _
_ _ _

SmA3e Sodu
_
_

dxirizyor 1 12a0uTQO A3 =

50000A Sodu 310AQQAI AD22DYPY Al Sodu Grizyor M1 A3
_ _ _
_ _

Spaogl U Smragiug Sodu
_
_

_
|
2aodod b Souqy Sodu

_

_
013dQAD

[61 Seyd®T]

¢ XIANdddV



299
APPENDIX 3
On pop@ at Phaedo 103e ff.

Different commentators hold different views on how to understand HOP®Y| at Phaedo 103e; in
particular, there is no agreement as to whether or not the term is used there synonymously with 13éa, or
with £180¢ and 18£0, or with neither of the two:

R.D. Archer-Hind, The Phaedo of Plato, London 1883, commentary ad loc., TNV E€KELVOL
popenv] On this Wyttenbach observes ‘notatur alius verborum usus: quo £180¢ ut universalius
habetur, LOP®T) minus universale et quasi communio TOD €Id0VG : veluti numerus impar €180G
dicitur, tria autem illius LOP@T|V habere’. But this distinction cannot be maintained; for as Wyttenbach
himself points out, 104 D Plato says f| &vavtia 13éa &xeivp T} popefiy fi dv Todro
amepyaletat, where HOPOT) = T® TEPLTTA. In fact HOPPT, 180G, and 18£w are in the present
passage interchangeable words. ‘The species has the LOPOT of the genus present, with whatever else
that HOPPN may be combined’, says Prof. Geddes, rightly.”

H. Williamson, The Phaedo of Plato, London 1904, commentary ad loc.: “Here HOP®T] is used as a
synonym of €180 and 18£a, as is proved by 104D 1 Evavtia 186a Exelvn TN HOp@T: ‘snow is
not the same as “cold” (E0TL MEV ObK EKEIVO) but always contains the Idea of cold” (EYel TNV
EKelvov pHOpenNY).”

J.Burnet, Plato’s Phaedo, Oxford 1911, commentary ad loc.: “TN|V €KELVOD HOPOMV : ie. TNV
Exeivov 186av, T0 Exeivov €180¢. The three words are synonyms. Observe how the doctrine is
formulated. There are things, not identical with the form, which have the form as an inseparable
predicate (@el, dtavmep 1).”

R.S. Bluck, Plato’s Phaedo, London 1955, ‘Introduction. 2. The theory of Forms in the Phaedo’, p.
17f.: “It has been supposed [note 6: “Cf, e.g. Professor Dorothy Tarrant, the Hippias Major, introd. pp.
Ivii.-lviii.”] that here [i.e. Phaedo 99ff.] and in the course of the proof of immortality that follows Plato
must be thinking of the Form itself (in its capacity as the principle of existence) as entering and leaving
sensible objects - that when a thing is beautiful, for example, the Form itself is somehow ‘immanent’ in
it, when it ceases to be beautiful, the Form literally ‘withdraws’ - and that this absurdity is due to a
confusion of metaphysical with logical values. Now here and there (e.g. 102B, 103B-C, 104B) Plato
might appear to mean that the Form itself resides in particulars, but elsewhere a clear distinction is
drawn between ‘Tallness Itself” and ‘that tallness which is in us’ (102D), and in general between ‘that
which is in us’ and ‘that which exists in nature’ (103B); and the alternative ‘perish’ and ‘withdraw’
could hardly apply to Forms themselves, which cannot move or change, still less perish. That alternative
must be regarded as presenting itself to copies of Forms that inhere in sensible objects. [note 7: “The
extent of the ambiguity is lessened if we take the terms pOPQ1] and 1O€a alike to mean Form-copy or
‘character’, as in the Timaeus, and reserve the translation ‘Form’ for the word aiﬁog (cf. Cornford,
Plato’s Cosmology, p. 184 with n. 1). But even so, and in spite of the above-mentioned phrases (102D -
103B) distinguishing ‘that which is in us’ from ‘that which exists in nature’, Plato’s language is still in
places. liable to be misleading on the point (e.g. 102B, E, 103B-C, 104C). (In fact, I avoid rendering
10€a ‘Form’simply because that would imply that the soul must be a Form, cf. 104D2-3; and the term is
not necessarily technical.) Plato was enjoying using metaphorical imagery (cf. 102B, 104B, 106A), so
that to speak as though Forms themselves were ‘in’ particulars would be in keeping with his mood; and
the distinction between Forms and Form-copies was not relevant to his immediate point (viz., the
incompatibility of opposites - whether they be Forms or merely Form-copies - when one of the opposites
concerned is what we should call an essential attribute). This conception of what I have called Form-
copies seems to recur in the Timaeus (50C), where ‘things that enter into and pass out of’ the
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‘Receptacle’ are described as ‘copies of the etenally existent, modelled from them in a fashion hard to
explain and marvellous’.”] Such a Form-copy will be what we might call | the ‘quality’ or ‘character’ of
a thing; like the Form it represents, it cannot take upon itself the nature of its opposite (if it has one)
[note 1: “102D, 103B.”], but unlike the Form - presumably because of its lower ontological status,
inasmuch as it appears in this world of sense and imperfection - it is capable of perishing (so that a
particular manifestation of the Form may simply cease to exist) or else of ‘withdrawing’.

R. Hackforth, Plato’s Phaedo, Cambridge 1955, p. 150, n. 1 (on 103e): “At first sight it might seem
natural to take abtO TO €180¢ in E3 and £K€1VO in E4 to mean the transcendent Form, and this
would make the words £X€l TV EKELVOL HOPQTNV easier to understand. But it is immanent forms -
characters like TO YvY POV which can approach and reside in concrete subjects that Socrates has been
and still is concerned with; and although when he needs a noun (rather than the adjective EVAVTIOV) to
denote the immanent form he mostly uses 18€a (104B9, D2, 6, 9, E1), yet €131 is used at 104C7, where
oby bmopével emidva GAANA rules out reference to transcendent Forms.

The ‘something else’ (AAAO T1) which ‘always bears the form’s character’ is, in terms of the example
just given, the concrete lump of snow which always has ‘cold’ immanent in it. The words £x&l THjv
EKELVOL MOPOMNV are, strictly speaking, illogical, since EKEIVO (in the example, TO YvypoV) is
itself a HOPON (character); they are loose for €€l EKEIVO EVOV. That HOPOT and 18&a are
synonymous is evident from 104D9 - 10. ... .”

D. Gallop, Plato. Phaedo, Oxford 1975, note ad loc., refers to his note on 65d4 - e5 (p. 93 - 97), where
he comments i.a. on “the terminology of the Theory” (p. 93): “Two of Plato’s commonest semi-
technical terms for Forms are eidos (102bl, 103e3, 104c7, 106d6) and idea (104b9, 104d2, 10449,
104e1, 105d13). Both derive from a common root which appears in the Greek verb ‘to see’, and they are
thus connected with the visual appearance of a thing. Ordinarily, they connote ‘shape’ or ‘figure’, and
also ‘sort’ or ‘species’. These associations are preserved in the conventional translation ‘form’, which
has been adopted for both words in Form-referring use. A third word, morphe, also normally meaning
‘shape’, has been translated ‘character’ (103e5, 104d10). As used for Forms, the three words seem
interchangeable. See note 72.” Note 72 on 104d9 reads (p. 236): “No clear distinctions seem marked by
Plato’s usage of £100¢, 18, and HOPON. At 104d9, as at 104b9, 104d2, 104d6, and 105d13, 18&a
appears to be used as a variant for STSOC_, as used at 104c7. Bluck (17, n. 7) and Hackforth (150, n. 1),
both with reservations, suggest that €130 on the one hand, and 18£a and pOP@™ on the other, may be
alligned with ‘transcendent’ and ‘immanent’ Forms respectively. But no safe inferences can, in fact, be
drawn from the use of any of these expressions.”

C.J. Rowe, Plato. Phaedo, Cambridge 1993, comments on 102bl: “€18@V: P. here unobtrusively
brings in one of his standard terms for ‘form’.” On 103e: “e3 ADTO TO €&180C ‘the form itself’
(nothing can be true of ‘the F in us’ €1¢ T0 &gel yxpdévov, but only dtavrep M, ‘whenever it
exists’, as in the case of the category about to be mentioned: e4 - 5). ... . e4 - 5 GAAQ K&l KTA. ‘but
also something else which is not that [the form itself], but which always has its character, whenever it
exists’. LOPOT, like €180, is used in a special meaning, but one that is clearly deducible from the
immediate context (both terms usually range between ‘visible form’ and ‘class’). ... .” On 104b: “b9
0UdE TADTA ... ¢l VTEKYWPOVVTA ‘neither do these resemble things which admit [i.e. neither do
these seem to admit] that character (13€a), whichever it is that is opposite to the character which is in
them, but when it advances, they [clearly] either perish or get out of the way’ (...). 10€u is here
synonymous with 103e5 HOPON (see d9 -10 7| Evavtia 18€a Exelvn THL HOPEMNL); in other

EREL]

dialogues it is used, like &ﬁﬁ(}g, in the sense of (Platonic) ‘form’.
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APPENDIX 4

On pOPP1] in Archaic Greek Literature

MOPOM] is a word of uncertain etymological origin. Its original meaning and subsequent early semantic
development are not, and perhaps cannot be, sufficiently explained. In what follows, I do not attempt to
give a full history of the word, but rather to establish some fundamental features of its early usage.

HOPPN| occurs twice in the Odyssey and not at all with Hesiod. In Book VIII of the Odyssey, when in
Scheria Odysseus, guest of the Phaeacians, is taunted by Eurylaus (164): 008’ @0AnThpt £oikag, you
are not like a fighter, Odysseus retorts (167): 00T®¢ ob mdvteoot Ogol yapievia didovorv |
avdpdotv, obte Quiv ovt dp @pévag oUT ayopnTdv. | dAAOG pEv ydp €180¢
ax1dvotepog méAEL avnp, | AL 060G popenv €mect GTEQEL, Ol &€ T EC abTOV |
1epTOUEVOL AEDOGOVOLY: O & Gopurémg dyopedel | adol peldiyin, peta 8¢ mpémet
aypopévoloty, | epyduevov & @va dotv 0edv B¢ €loopdwoty. | dArog & ab €idog
pév riykiog @avdtolotv, | @AL' o0 Ol xdplg QueimeploTéPeTal EMEEGOLY, | @OC
kol ool eldoc pév apimpenéc, obdE kev GAAmg | obdE 0edg tedtele, voov &
UTOQPWOALOS EOOL. Not in one way do the gods give pleasing things to all men, neither growth nor yet
mind nor eloquence. One man, indeed, is weak in appearance, but god wreathes shape around his
words, and the other men look at him, delighted; but he speaks unfailingly with soothing reverence; he
finds favour with those who are gathered, just as if they looked at a god walking through the city. Again,
another man resembles the gods as to his look, but for him, no grace is wreathed around his words, just
as you are very stately as to look, a god could not fit it otherwise, as to mind, however, you are
useless.>* ‘0e0¢ poOpONV Enect OTEQEL, god wreathes shape around his words’>* | seems to be
connected with: © & GCQUAE®S QYOPEVEL, but he speaks unfailingly; and it seems to be in contrast
with: VOOV & ATOQMOALOC EOCL, as to mind, however, you are useless. That this would be a
simplified acount of the situation shows a comparison with the related passage three books later in the
Odyssey.

In Book XI, Odysseus recounts his errands to the Phaeacians. When he has finished, Arete, the queen,
addresses her people (336): ®ainkec, ndg VSupiv aviip 68 eaiverar glvar | €186g te
péyedog e 10& epévag EvOov ELOWUC; Phaeacians, how does this man seem to be to you, as to
look and size, and also equal wits within? When Alcinous, the king, is asked to speak as well, he
promises Odysseus gifts and a safe conduct home, provided he continues with his tale. Odysseus agrees
to that request and does not fail to stress the need of copious gifts in order to establish his position as
king on his return home. To that, Alcinous replies (363): @ 'O3voeD, 10 p&v ol 11 ¢ Elokopev
gloopdmvieg | fmeponnd t’ éuev kal emikdomov, old 1e moAlolg | Bdokel yala
péraiva molvomepéag avBpodmovg | weddea T’ aprdvoviag, O8ev k€ T 0LOE
130170° | ool &' &mt pév popoen emtwv, vt 8¢ @péveg Eobral, | pdbov &' @g O
Qo180¢ EMOTANEVOC KATELEEQS, ... . Odysseus, looking at you, we do not liken you to a cheater
and swindler, such as the black earth nourishes many man scattered all over the world who compose
their deceits whence one would not see it: but with you, there is, surely, the shape of your words, and in
you, there are noble wits, when you tell your tale with insight like a singer, ... . LOPOT| ETEWV, the
shape of your words, may not seem to be a satisfying translation; in order to make it look less
paradoxical, ‘shapeliness’ and even ‘comeliness’ have been suggested;**® but that seems to evade rather

34 Other aspects of this passage are discussed in Section I of the chapter on E:TSOQ.

345 Rather than: ‘god crowns his <deficient bodily> shape with words’, as has been suggested.

3¢ Even U. Holscher, Die Odyssee, Miinchen 1988, p. 219, translates ‘Schinheit’, and builds part of his
interpretation, not only of this particular passage, on that notion.
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than further interpretation. LOPQM, I think, is not a distinction of Odysseus’s words that implies truth.
‘Shape’ is a property also of the liar’s words which deceive 00ev k€ T1¢ 00O 180110, whence one
would not see it. The external shape of Odysseus’ words would not guarantee their truth; but ‘to him’,
there also is understanding, insight like that of an &O130¢, a singer, whose office it is to tell the truth.
What Odysseus is praised for by the queen is his own outward appearance and his wits inside; that latter
praise is taken up by the king who grants him ‘shape of his words’, but adds that he also has wits within
- that is what makes himself and his story valuable rather than just deceptively pleasing. In this passage
at least, LOPQY), shape, seems to refer to something external, something from which one cannot see,
and therefore cannot deduce, what the thing having this shape is like, in this case, if the words are, or
are not, true.

In like wise, in the first passage, Odyssey VIII, 167ff., Odysseus starts off with ‘what is pleasing’. That
can be physical growth, in the broad sense of that word, wits, that is something mental, and, on this
occasion, eloquence. &yopnTs is derived from the verb &YOPEO® and signifies ‘speaking-in-public’.
Though ‘speaking well in public’ can be contrasted with ‘looking good’, it could also be contrasted with
‘having understanding’, just as ‘having understanding’ could be contrasted with ‘looking good’. In
Odysseus’ statement, the tertium comparationis is ‘pleasing’, not ‘good’ or ‘true’. At Odyssey VIII, 170,
LOP®T) is that shape which words must have if they are to be pleasing, so that Odysseus, in speaking
about the man whose words do not have that shape, can declare in paraphrase (175): @AL' o0 Ol
xaplc apoineprotépetal EnEEGOLV, but for him, no grace is wreathed around his words. That is
not to be interpreted as if Y GP1G is a synonym of HOPPT, just as little as €180¢ could be said to be a
synonym of LOP@1 here. 180 is the ‘look’, the ‘appearance’ of a person, LOPOT is the ‘shape’: and
here it is the shape of the words, the £7T], which are in the text as a necessary complement, just as
v1p, the man, is that ‘to which there is’ €180¢. If the shape of words is pleasing, those words can be
said to be pleasing, to have X@p1g, and if the look of a man is pleasing, that man can be said to be
pleasing: ‘in that respect’, as the dialectician Odysseus does not fail to emphasize.*’

A similar use of HOPQTN can be seen with Empedocles (Simplicius Physica 159, 13 = DK31B21):
AL’ dye, Tovd OGpov mpotépuv Empdptupa dEpkey, | €l 1L kal Ev mpotépoiot
AMmOEVAOV ETAETO HOPPT), | ... . Well then, look at this witness of my earlier words, if in them
anything at all was incomplete in shape, ... >*®* We do, of course, not know what exactly had come
before this passage, but for the present purpose that is probably not relevant. Whatever it was,
Empedocles presumably did not mean to say that his former words were incorrect or false; they were in
some way insufficient. They were lacking in shape. This use of LOP®T] is the same as that of Alcinous
who says that Odysseus’ words have shape, or that of Odysseus who speaks more generally about
someone who is capable of speaking pleasingly since his words have shape. Additional information
about Empedocles’ use of the word, however, can be derived if one compares B21 with B71 (Simplicius
De caelo 529, 28): €1 8& T1 ool Tepl TOVIE MmOEVAOG EMAETO TIOTIC, | ... . But if, for you,
persuasion was incomplete in anything with regard to those things, | ... . In both cases, the four
elements are afterwards mentioned as that which Empedocles is going to explain. In both cases, he

7 So it is slightly misleading if B. Mader declares in Lexikon des friihgriechischn Epos 11, Gottingen
1991, col. 424, s.v. €180¢: “Austauschworter: £1(30¢) ... wird aufgenommen von: popeny ¥ 170,
xapic 9 175.

38 Pace Diels - Kranz I, p. 319, who - in translating “Doch wohlan, schaue auf folgenden Zeugen
meiner fritheren Worte, falls etwa noch in meinen fritheren ein Mangel an ihrer (der Elemente) Gestalt
geblieben war: ... .” - let HOPQT) refer to the apparition of the elements rather than the shape of the
words; they probably think of LOP®1] as somehow synonymous with 130 or £180¢, which two words
are reported to have been Democritus’ names for the elements (cf. DK68B141; AS57).
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employs the adjective ATTOEVAOC, incomplete, literally, lacking wood.>*® But whereas in the one case
something in or with the words is incomplete in shape, in the other it is the words’ power to persuade
which has this predicate. Incomplete TIGT1C and incomplete LOPQM alike require further explanation;
one seems to go together with the other. TiG7T1C, however, does not imply GANOEL, truth, as can be
seen from Parmenides DK28B1, 30, when he says that not only the truth must be learned, but also the
belief and opinions of mortal men, ... TOig ObK &vi mioTig UANONG, in which there is no true
power and cause of persuasion. That seems to imply that there could be a TioTIg obkx &AnNOMG;*°
Parmenides does not declare that there is no T1GTIC in what men say. On the contrary, if he thought
that there were none, there would not have been any need to contrast his own doctrines so sharply with
common belief, let alone a need to construct an elaborate system of human belief and opinions which are
not true but nevertheless valid or accepted belief , S0K1U®C (B1, 32).

Parmenides commences his exposition of this system with the words (B8, 51): ... - d0Eag & &mo
003 Ppoteiag | pavbave KOGHOV EHAV EMEQV GmATNAOV GKOD®V. | HOPYAS Yap
Katéfevio 800 yvodpag Ovopaletv, | t@v plav ob xpedv EoTIV: EV
nemAavnuévol €olv. | avtia § expivavto dépag kxal onpat’ €6evio | yopig ar’
MA@V TN] pév @AOYOG dBéplov mp, | Mmiov Ov, péY EAappdv, EOVLTQ
ndvtooe TOLTOV, | T® & ETép pn TOLTOV- dtdp kbakelvo kat abto | Thvtia
vkt @daf), Tukivov dépag EuPploég te. | TOV ool EYM ddkoopov Eotkdta mavia
0atifo, | g ob un moté Tic o PPoT®V YVAUN TUPELAOON). ... : but from here on learn
the human belief and opinions, listening to the deceptive order of my words. They laid down as their
cognitions351 to name two shapes, to name one of which is not right: in that they have gone astray. But
they judged them as opposite things as to build, and posited signs separated from each other. For the
one <shape> etherial fire of the flame, being mild, very light, in every way the same as itself, not the
same as the other one: again also the other one for itself, as opposite, unknowing night, of dense and
heavy build. I report to you the whole order as it is likely, so that not any one cognition of mortals will
ever drive past you.

It is to be noted that i—:OlKég, likely, in line 60, is i.a. a term of rhetoric. In the absence of facts, one
produces arguments from what is likely, €& £€01KOT®V, in order to achieve persuasion. That fits in well

9 It would be interesting to know how widespread the use of ATOEVAOG was. The word is not
attested in pre-hellenistic Greek apart from these two instances. Its etymology points to the sphere of
wood-working crafts as place of origin. If that be so, one would like to know if Empedocles modelled
B21 on B71 or the other way round. If ATOEVAOV pOPOT) is earlier than AimdEvAog mioTIC,
could HOPPN have been applied to the shape of a wooden structure? - We know too little about either
word.

30 A o TIC which leads to 3OEa, not &A1|0ELw, is mentioned by Socrates, Phaedrus 274€7 - 275b2.
! On YVOUN in early Greek literature, cf. B. Snell, Die Ausdriicke fiir den Begriff des Wissens in der
vorplatonischen Philosophie, Berlin 1924, pp. 31 - 39; on Parmenides’ usage in particular, vid. p. 37
with note 2. I am not sure, however, if Snell’s interpretation of Parmenides’ usage as revaluation of
YVOUN as 8OEQ is correct in this instance. For mortals, what they posit is cognition and insight; they
lay down that ‘there are two shapes’ as insight, as if they knew. When in B8, 61 other systems of
thought are classed under the general term of BpOT@V YV, that is ‘what humans call VU’
rather than simply ‘human opinion’ in contrast with ‘divine opinion’. Cf. also J. Lyons, Structural
Semantics. An Analysis of Part of the Vocabulary of Plato, Oxford 1969, p. 176, n. 4. It is tempting to
take KATEOEVTO ... YVORS as £0EVTO YVAOUTNV. While the prefix does not present a problem, it
perhaps remains difficult to account for the plural of YV®MOS. Pace e.g. E. Heitsch, Parmenides. Die
Fragmente. Miinchen 1974, 1991, p. 180: “In Vers 53 ist YVOUNV Katatifeobat [sic!] (vgl.
Theogn. 717) zu verstehen wie YVOUTV T10€0001: ‘seine Meinung im Sinne einer WillensduBerung
kundtun’ (Herodot I 80,6; VII 82; VIII 108,2).” The places adduced all have YV@UNV in the singular.
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with Parmenides’ earlier mention of mi6T1S #AMONG in connection with his exposition, and in
particular with B8, 38ff.: ... | obDAov axivntév T’ £uevar t® mavt Svopu’ &otarl | Gooa
Bpotol katéfevto memo0dteg glvar aANON. (Being) is whole and unmoved: so that everything
will be <mere> name, <everything> laid down by mortals, persuaded of its being true. Here the
goddess says explicitly that something which is not true has TiGT1G, power and cause of persuasion.***
The verb employed by Parmenides for ‘the laying down’ of a name is KaTaTiOMuU1, a verb used in legal
context in the sense of decree; the same verb used in B8, 53: HOpPQGC Yap katélevto SO0
YVORAS OVOUGLELY, they laid down as their cognitions to name two shapes. Men decree to name two
shapes, etherial fire and night. From the point of view of the goddess, these two shapes are not real, but
only apparent; just names. As names and in their outward shape they are manifest. HOPQQL is the
* characterisation given by the goddess. LOP®1] here refers to the opposite of what something really is, its
mere outward shape. That is in agreement with the usage of Empedocles who contrasted the content of
his exposition with the shape he had given it, and also in agreement with the use of the word in the
Odyssey, where words which are true and spoken with insight can have the additional predicate of
having il;;xpe, that is to say good shape which makes a speech pleasing in addition to its being true in
content.

This contrast is also found with Empedocles in another context. Sextus Empiricus and Origines, in
discussing Pythagorean abstinence from meat, and metempsychosis which by Origenes (Contra Celsum
V 49) is termed TOV mepl ThG Wuxfg HETEVOOUATOVHEVNG MUBOV, the myth about the soul’s
being reembodied, adduce verses of Empedocles. Sextus quotes (Adversus Mathematicos IX 129 =
DK31B137): poponiv & aArdEavia mathip @ilov VoV aeipag | o@dlsl emevyduevoc
... . The father, lifting his dear son who has changed his shape, slaughters him praying. The point of
the thought expressed here is that the soul which is re-embodied remains the same; and that thereby the
continuity of the person, in the modern sense of that word, is guaranteed. What changes is only the
outward shape, a shape which does not determine what, or who, somebody or something really is.

This is the background against which other early passages containing the word HOP®T| can be
understood.

352 That is not contradicted by Parmenides’ use of the adjective T1GTOG in B8, 50, for the goddess
herself, from her position of universal insight, declares only the one truth as trustworthy, regardless of
the persuasiveness of any other view.

333 Pace e.g. A.H. Coxon, The Fragments of Parmenides, Assen/Maastricht 1986, p. 219f., who asserts
that “the word LOP®T in its earliest use signifies beauty of form, or external form or shape generally,
usually- as an attribute of a person or of a thing but sometimes, as here, denoting the person or thing
itself. ... . P[armenides] uses the word in the plural to refer to a pair of homogeneous, unchanging
substances with both sensible and non-sensible characteristics.” The passages adduced by Coxon in
support of this usage are Aeschylus Prometheus Vinctus 209f., Sophocles Electra 197f., and Euripides
frg. 484, 2. - For some further instances, cf. LSJ s.v. LOPOT).

Cf. also A.E. Taylor, Varia Socratica 1, Oxford 1911, p.252f., who would translate “they have made up
their minds to give names to two bodies, whereof one should not receive a name”; he supposes that
Parmenides’ “reasoning throughout turns on the assumption that if you admit that empty space is at all,
you must believe that it is a kind of body, as has been well brought out by Professor Burnet.”
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