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PREFACE. 

THE Republic of Plato touches on so many problems of 

human life and thought, and appeals to so many diverse 

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

have exhausted its significance by means of a commentary. In 

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

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

those few works of genius which have a perennial interest and 

value for the human race; and in every successive generation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

supersede that personal apprehension of Platonism through 

which alone it has power to cleanse and reanimate the individual 

soul, we cannot too strongly insist that certain particular images 

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

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

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

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

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

personal prejudice and predilection. The sentiment should then 

be expounded and explained, wherever possible, by reference to 

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

and afterwards from other Greek authors, particularly those who 

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

Goethe, 
Wer den Dichter will verstehen 

Muss in Dichters Lande gehen, 

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

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

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

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

provided it is securely based on a careful analysis of the 

language, we may hope to disentangle in some degree the 

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

contribute something towards an objective and impersonal inter¬ 

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

and philosophical monuments of any age, and not merely a 

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

or dogma. 

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

Republic in accordance with these principles. Although it has 

sometimes appeared necessary, for the better exposition of 

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

Republic with the views of later writers on philosophy, any 

systematic attempt to trace the connexion between Platonism 

and modern political, religious, or philosophical theory is foreign 

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

interest and importance of such an enquiry: no intellectual 

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

is unfortunately fraught with danger for anyone whose object is 

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

The history of Platonic criticism from Proclus to the present 

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

constantly looking for parallels in contemporary thought to 

maintain the degree of intellectual detachment which the study 

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

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

preparation for following its flight is to make ourselves co¬ 

heirs with him in his intellectual heritage, and transport ourselves 

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

influence of Plato on succeeding thinkers from Aristotle down 

to the present day is a subject of extraordinary range and 

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

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

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

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

meantime we can only rejoice that Platonism is still a living 

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

One of the most toilsome duties which an editor of the 

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

the dialogue, particularly during the last century, has given 

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

opportunity allowed; and if the labour has sometimes proved 

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

instances the perusal of obscure and half-forgotten pamphlets 

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

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

writer seeks to prove is demonstrably false, the evidence which 

he accumulates in its support has served to illustrate and enforce 

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

ing and ingenuity which have been expended on the Republic 

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

of which no satisfactory explanation has hitherto been offered, 

and a still larger number which have been only imperfectly and 

partially explained. I have submitted all these passages to a 

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

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

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

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

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

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

borrowed anything of importance from previous commentators 

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

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

more indebted than to any other single commentator on the 

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

the Republic by Jowett and Campbell has made its appearance, 

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

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

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

not available until the larger part of this edition had been 

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

in the later books. 

I have to thank a number of friends for assistance rendered 

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

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

and contributed many corrections and suggestions. Mr Archer- 

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

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

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

to my appeal an exhaustive discussion of the astronomical 

difficulties in Book X, and unreservedly placing at my disposal 

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

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

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

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

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

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

and often discussed with me many questions connected with the 

interpretation of Plato in general and the Republic in particular. 

Nor can I refrain from mentioning with affectionate gratitude 

and veneration the name of my beloved friend and teacher, 

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

deen, to whose high enthusiasm and encouragement in early 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

which the Republic opens. 

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

University Press for their unremitting courtesy and care. 

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

edition by publishing the introductory volume to which occa¬ 

sional reference is made throughout the notes. The introductory 

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

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

Plato, together with essays on various subjects connected with 

the doctrine of the Republic. 

Emmanuel College, 

Cambridge. 

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

The materials for the text of the Republic will be discussed 

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

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

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

the apparatus criticus. 

The fundamental principle to which I have endeavoured to 

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

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

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

are valuable for correcting its errors and supplying its omissions ” 

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

The MS which stands next in authority to Parisinus A is 

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

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

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

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

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

text of A. 

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

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

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

evidence of ancient writers who quote or paraphrase parts of 

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

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

Monacensis q, partly because I have found by experience that 

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

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

collations. It is difficult to overestimate the debt which 

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

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

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

Bekker in which his work has been revised and supplemented by 

subsequent collators. 

It sometimes, though comparatively seldom, happens that 

the reading which appears to be correct occurs only in MSS 

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

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

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

testimony is supported by that of other MSS. My experience 

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

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

of A. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

sole authority for the text adopted, but occasional reference is 

made to it in the commentary. 

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

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

Considerably fewer emendations have been admitted than in my 

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

found to be conservative; but there are still some passages 

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

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

they appear to me either highly probable or right. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Schneider has been estimated by the assistance which they give 

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

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

and afterwards examined again in order to settle the few 

discrepancies between the results of Professor Campbell’s colla¬ 

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

to give a tolerably complete record of the traces of double 

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

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

the apparatus criticus is constructed are analogous to those 

already explained, as will appear from an inspection of the 

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

where. 

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

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

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

used. 

1 I have however as a rule refrained 

from chronicling in the notes those cases 

in which I abandon the punctuation, ac¬ 

centuation, breathings, or spelling of A. 

Questions of orthography are most con¬ 

veniently treated in a separate discussion, 

and something will be said on this subject 

in the Introduction. In the meantime I 

may be allowed to borrow from my edition 

of the text a statement of the rules which 

I have endeavoured to observe in matters 

orthographical. “ As regards the spelling, 

A1 preserves several traces of the true 

Attic orthography, such as aTTOKreivv/u 

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

others. These I have sedulously pre¬ 

served. In general I have silently aban¬ 

doned the spelling of A wherever the 

evidence of Inscriptions appeared con¬ 

clusive against it, and sometimes also 

(though rarely) on other grounds, as for 

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

Otherwise, in doubtful cases, where no 

sure guidance comes from Inscriptions, 

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

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

like, I have invariably aimed at following 

the practice of the first hand in A. I 

have also deferred to Inscriptions so far 

as to exclude those grammatical forms 

which have conclusively been shewn to 

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

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

c6cu), and a few others; but when there 

seems to be some room for doubt, the read¬ 

ing of A has been retained. In general, 

the cases where it has seemed necessary to 

abandon A on these and similar grounds 

are few and insignificant.” The ortho¬ 

graphy of this edition will be found to be 

in practical agreement with that adopted 

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

Venetus n ( »» Ven. C) XII Castellani 

„ s ( 99 Ven. B) XV 

Monacensis q ( 99 Mon. B) XV Schneider 

Angelicus v ( 99 Ang. B) XVI Bekker 

Vaticanus © ( 11 Vat. B) XV Bekker* 

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

99 

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

„ K ( n Par. K) XV 
99 

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

Florentinus A (Stallbaum’s a) XIV de Furia 

» B*( n b) XIII6 99 

C ( n c) XIV6 99 

R ( 99 x) XV 
99 

T ( 99 a) XV 
99 

„ u ( 99 0) XIV 99 

„ v ( 99 y) XIII 
99 

Vindobonensis D° ? Schneider 

„ E7 ? 
*1 

» F XIV 11 
Monacensis C8 XV M 

Lobcovicianus ?XIV or earlier 11 

Cesenas M XII or XIII Rostagno 

I hope to say something on the relationship between these 

MSS in my introductory volume. 

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

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

following ms to a communication from Dr Mercati. 

3 iv 429 c—442 D is missing. 

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

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

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

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

6 Contains only 1—v. 

7 It 379 B—III 399 B is missing. 

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



TTAATQNOI TTOAITEI A. 

TA TOT AIAAOrOT nPOSMIA. 

SfiKPATHS TAAYKON IIOAEMAPXOS 

0PA2YMAXOS AAEIMANTOS 

KE$AAOS 

St. T. 
II. p. 

327 

A. 

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

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

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

3. are A2II: ware A1. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

A. P. 

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

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

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

} 



2 T1AATQN0I [327 A 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



rTOAITEIAC A 3 328 c] 

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

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

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

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

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

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

8’ iyco, ovtco ftp?) iroieiv. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I-2 



4 riAATQNOI [328 c 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



329 B] FfOAITEIAC A 5 

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

Trap' avTMv TtwOdveadat, araitep nvd oBov TrpoeXrjXvdoTcov, rjv 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

34. ai5ro A1!! : avrbs A2. 

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

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

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

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

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

account of tovto in 8 tL col (palverai tovto, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



6 fTAATQNOI [329 B 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

00 avdpcoTve' dapeevecxTaTa peevToo avTO direcpvyov, cdcrnep \vttcovtcx 

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

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

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

eTnBvpdai 7ravacovTdi KdTdTelvovcjai xal %aXaacocnv, TravTairacnv 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

reivouaai: see Phaed. 94 C and 98 D. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

yepea ra irapa AaKeSaifcovluv, dXX’ oil 81’ 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



8 riAATQNOS [330 A 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lysanias. 
13 tovtoktiv. Bekker and others read 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

’AXpdr), ecf)7], Xeyebs. 

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

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

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

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

eiaepxeTab avTcd Sios Kal cfrpovrls rrepl cov epvTrpoadev ovk elcrpeb. 

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

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

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

20. ywep II: ijirep A. 

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

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

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

tGiv 7rXouaiuiv Kal -ypyp-aTiGTcuGiv, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

orav rj, (ppovrlS’ tyei Kap&Tov. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 drdXXoLera yrj poTpocfro1; avvaopel iXiris, a pidXiaTa Ovarcbv 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

imeiKUP rj tup tvx&tup. 

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

added by Plato in contrast to per a KaKrjs 
eXnldos. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

13 ouk eXaxycrTov is not adverbial (as 

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

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

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

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

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

aaodai being generalised into dX-pdeiav 

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

r) avdpuimp xpvVaTa into airodiSovai av t’is 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

0Ipat vpds rrdcreiv bpb pbv lav dedcdai Kal 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

TraparcaTaOepevov rt otwovv pr) acocfipovci)1; anaiTovvat dnoSiSovar 

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

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

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

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

33 trocjios—0€ios. Cf. Prot. 315 E. 

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

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

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

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

Xeyovcri. 

avijp. I formerly read avrip, but avpp 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o SiKaios apieivcov koivcovos tov KiOapiaTiKov, cbairep 6 KidapiaTiKos 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

21. Sty q: 
01’jKOVV n. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

97 D oiidtv aWo OKOireiv irpoapKeiv avdpw- 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7rous iKiKOOTO | KbeirToavvy O' opKtp re. 

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

davpd^ovaiv Kal dyavrai—Srav b ipwpevos 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Bo/cel KaXcos Xeyeadai. 

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

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

35 tov SoKovvra re — Kal tov oVra 

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

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

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

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

to say now—in 
origin' - efinition where 

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

rodetc.’ This 
_ least vulnerable 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

/3Xa7rTopevovi el9 ttjv dvdpwTrelav dpeTyv %etpov9 ylyveaOai; 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

eXeyev' ovSapov yap Shcaiov ovSeva yplv ecjxlvy ov fiXairTeiv. 

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

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

16 dvOpcarrous 81 kt\. Cf. 352 E — 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

37. lyai yovv II: lyory ovv A. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

336 A—337 B Introduction of Thra¬ 
symachus. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

07ro vpwv twv 8eivwv rj yaXeiraiveaQaL. 
» 

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

eaTiv E, pq °‘ou <rv q. 

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

evpuplpov direKplvaro, fiXXos oi to deov, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. avri) II: auTy A. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. awoKpivoiTo q: aironpivoiTO 

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

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

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

vil 518 E, Euthyph. 4 E with my note 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SbSagab teal tov9 aXXov;. 

34. aurtf Bremius : auru elq codd. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

kt\. 

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

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

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

regarding el ti Kal oterai and aweipr]- 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

338 c 16 aicovt 8q calls for attention, 
ostentatiously, like a herald: cf. X 595 C, 
H/. 20 D,/V0/. 353 c.^ 

21 IlovXvSdpas—6 TrayKpaTiao-T^s. 
oi'Tos 0 HovXvBa/uas ano ~ZKOToioaT]i fjv, 
irdXetos QeocraXias, biaapp-OTaToi irayKpa- 
TiaffTris, inrepp.eyid-q'5, says the Scholiast. 
He was victor in the ninety-third Olym¬ 
pian games 408 B.C. Stallbaum refers 
to Pausanias (vi 5) and others for the 
wonderful stories of his prowess. His 
statue at Olympia by Lysippus was 
very famous. Cf. Boeckh Kl. Schr. IV 
p. 446. 

22 toGto to titCov kt\. Teichmiiller 
(Lit. Fehd. 11 p. 196) finds in this a con¬ 
firmation of his belief that Plato was a 
vegetarian: but it is implied merely that 
a beef diet was not considered wholesome 
for persons out of training. Aristotle 
may have had this passage in view in 
Eth. Nic. 11 5. no6a 36 fif., though his 
illustration is there taken from quantity, 

and not from quality, of food. Cf. also 
Gorg. 490 C. 

338 d 23 |up.(f>epov apa Kal SiKaiov. 
The sophistry is undisguised. If fjoeia 
Kpia is Polydamas’ crvpupipov and SiKaiov, 
and SiKaiov is assumed to be everywhere 
identical with itself, it follows that /36eia 
Kpia is our SiKaiov, but not our £v/i<p{pov, 
otherwise we are also Kpeirroves. To 
avoid this, Wohlrab ingeniously takes 
4kelvov not with rjTTOOiv but with £vp.<pepov 
ap.a Kal oiKaiov, as if the meaning were 
‘ Polydamas’ avp.<p4pov Kal SiKaiov is also 
SlKaiov for us.’ This explanation is how¬ 
ever linguistically harsh and comparatively 
pointless. On f)8e\vpbs yap cT Tucker 
aptly reminds us that the prevailing 
feature in Theophrastus’ description of 
the /35eXup6s (Char. c. 11) is TraiSia £tti- 
(pavtis Kal iTrovdStaros (‘ obtrusive and 
objectionable pleasantly’ Jebb). 

25 KaKovpyq<rais. Cope observes that 
the word is used “of the knavish tricks 
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attd aa(j)£(TTepov etVe tl Xeyei<;. Etr’ ovk ol.ad, OTt tchz/ 

7roXecov ai pev TvpavvovvTai, ai Se Sypo/cpaTovvTai, ai Se dpiaro- 

KpaTovvTcu; lift)? 7dp ov; Ovkovv tovto fcparei ev eKaary vroXei, 

E to ap^ov; Haw ye. Tuderac Se ye tou? 1 vopov; ktcdarj] rj dp^rj 

7rpo? to aoT^ ^vpcfrepov, SypoKpaToa pev SypoKpaTiKovs, Tvpavvh; 30 

Se Tvpavvucovs, Kal ai aXXai ovtcds' Qepevai Se diretyyvav tovto 

Slkcuov Tot? dp%opevoc<; eivcu, to acj)iai ^vpcpepov, Kal tov tovtov 

iicfdaivovTa KoXa^ovaiv 7TapavopovvTa Te /cal dSiKOvvTa. tovt 

339 ovv i<TTiv, w /3eXTi<TTe, o Xeyco, ev d'rrdaais tat? | 7roXeaiv TavTov 

eivai Si/caiov, to t>/? KadeaTyKvia? ijvpcfiepov aiiTy Se 7rou 

/cpaTel, aiaT€ ^vp/3aivet tm op6w<; Xoyd^opevcp travTa^ov elvai to 

avTo SiKaiov, to tov KpeiTTOVos ^vpi.fiepov. Nw, rjv S’ eyed, epaOov 

o Xeyew ei Se dXrjde<i rj py, Treipdaopai padeiv. to ifvpcpepov pev 5 

ovv, co Opaavpa-^e, /cal av aTre/cpivco SiKaiov elvai' KaiToi epoiye 

inryyopevec; o7r&)? py tovto dTtOKpivoipyv' irpoaecrTi Se Sy avTodi 1 

B to tov /cpeiTTOvos. ’Epc/cpd ye tceo?, eefiy, TrpoaOyKy. Ovttcd SyXov 

ov S’ ei peydXy' dXX’ otl pev tovto a/ceirTeov ei aXydy Xeyev?, 

SyXov. eVetS?) 7ap ^vpefrepov ye tl elvai /cal eyco opoXoyw to 10 

79. eKaoTT] II: IkA.gt-q A. 

and fallacies which may be employed 
in rhetorical and dialectical reasoning” 
[Aristotle's Rhetoric Vol. 1 p. 17). Cf. 
Gorg. 483 A (cited by Tucker). 

26 elx’ ovk olo-0a kt\. ‘ Do you 
mean to say you don’t know ’ etc. The 
division of constitutions into Monarchy, 
Oligarchy (for which Aristocracy is here 
substituted) and Democracy was familiar 
to everybody: see Aeschin. Ctes. 6, 
Tim. 4 op.o\oyovvTai yap rpels elvai tto\l- 

reiai wapa iraaiv avdpipirois, rvpavvls /cal 

6\iyapxia Kal SruaoKpaTia. Cf. Whibley 
Greek Oligarchies pp. 17, 74. Thrasy- 
machus proceeds to define Kpehruv as 
6 KparCiv (not 6 laxopbrepos, as Socrates 
had insinuated): -KpaTovvrai in S-pvo- 

kparouvrai and apioroK paTovvTai well 
brings out his meaning. Cf. Laws 714 B 
vopuav A dr) Tivls <pamv elvai Tooaura oaa- 

irep iroXireiuv, and C ovre yap irpos tov 

irb\ep.ov ovre Trpos dpeTpv o\i}v [jXeireiv 

8eiv (paai rods vbp.ovs, aXX’ fjrcs civ Kade- 

a-rr)K\}la rj TroXireia, ravT-p Seiv to |upupipov 

Situs &p£ei re del Kal v-V KaTaXvb-qaeTai, 

Kal rov tpvoei opov tov SiKaiov \lyeodai 

KaWiijd’ oilrcos. IIcos; "Ort rd tov Kpeir- 

tovos £u/x<plpov eari. 
79 TtGeTai 8e ■ye: Laws 1. c. r/derai 

Stittov, tpaoi, robs v6p.ovs ev rrj ir6\ei 

eKaarore to Kparovv. rj yap; ’A\r)6rj \eyeis. 
TAp’ ovv oifei, epaai, ttotS brjpov viKTjaavra 

ij Tiva TroXirelav dWrjv 7/ Kai Tbpavvov 

d-qaeadai eKpvra Trpos aWo tl irpurov 

vopiovs ij to avp.<plpov eavru rijs dpxijs tov 

plveiv; Ilcvs yap txv; Aristotle makes 
it the distinguishing mark of his three 
perverted forms (irapeKpiao-eis) of consti¬ 
tution [rvpavvls, 6\iyapxla, Sni/xoKpaTia) 

that they seek their own and not r6 Koivy 

<rvp.<plpov : Pol. T 7. i2 79b 4 ff. 
338 E 32 TOV TOVTOV 6K|3cUVOVTa 

kt\. Laws 714 D ovkovv Kai os civ ravra 
ra reOivTa -irapa/3atvj), /coXacrec 6 f^/revos 
cos abiKOVVTa, SiKaia ravr’ elvai eirovo- 
/jiafav; “EoiKe youv. Tavr’ ap’ del Kal 

ovtu Kal TaiiTT} to SiKaiov Slv ’lx°i- ‘h’tai 

yovv outos 6 X070S. vojuos and biKaiov are 
identified by this theory. 

339 A 1 TavTov elvai SfKaiov. Iler- 
werden would expunge tovtSv, but Tavrbv 

is not more otiose here than t6 avro 
below. 

339 b 10 £v|j.<|>e'pov ye ti. There 
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B'l/ccllov, <jv Be irpo<jTL6ri<i /cal avTo cfofjs eivcu to tov /cpeiTTOvo<;, 

iyw Be dyvow, a/cetneov By. Xk6tt€L, etyrj. 

XIII. Tavr earai, rjv B’ eya>. /cal poL elite' ov /cal TtelOeadaL 

pevTOL toU apyovaiv Bl/caiov <^rj5 elvat; ’'Eywye. Tlorepov Be 

15 avap,dpTT)Tol 1 eicTcv oi dp%ovTe<; ev tat? irciXecnv e/cdcrTats rj oloi 

tl /cal dpapTelv ; UavTw<; 7rov,ecf)7], olol tl /cal dpapTelv. Ov/covv 

e7rixetpovvTe‘; vopovs ridevac tov<; pev opOws TiOeaaiv, tov<; Be 

twas ov/c op6w$; OlpaL eywye. To Be opdw9 apa to ta tjvpcf/e- 

povTa eaTL TiQeaQai eavTol<;, to Be py opdws d£vpcf)opa; y 7r<w? 

20 Xe7et<?; Ovtws. l'A B’ civ 6winai, TtoLyTeov Tot? dp^opevoLS, /cal 

tovto eaTi to Sl/caiov; IIw? yap ov; Oo povov dpa Bl/ca/ov eaTL 1 

KaTa tov aov \6yov to tov /cpelTTOvos tjvpcfrepov ttOLelv, aWa /cal 

TovvavTlov, to py %vpcpepov. T1 Aeyet? av; ecpy. ''A av Xeyecs, 

epoiye Bo/cw‘ a/cottwpev Be [BeKTLOv. ov% wpoXoyyTaL too? ap- 

25 ^o^Ta? Tot? dp^opevois irpoaTaTTOVTas TtOLelv ana evioTe B/apap- 

Taveiv tov eaoTot? {3e\TLaT0V, d 8’ av irpoaTaTTwaiv oi dp%ovTe<; 

11. aiiro A2II: aiirbs A1. 14. SIkolov II: ko.1 SIkoliov A. 
24. 8 b S<2‘. Sr] An. 

is here a hint of the main purpose of the 
Republic, which is to prove that Sbccuov 
is tpi/uplpov in the truest sense for the 
individual and the state. 

339 B—341 A Now that the mean¬ 
ing of the definitio/i has been explained, 
Socrates proceeds to attack it. Even if we 
assume that riders seek their own ad¬ 
vantage, yet they often err, and enact 
laws to their own disadvantage: therefore, 
as it is just for subjects to obey their rulers, 
fustice will sometimes consist in doing 
what is not the interest of the stronger. 
Socrates reiterates this objection and is 
supported by Polemarchus. It is urged 
by Clitophon that Thrasymachus meant 
by ‘ the interest of the stronger ’ what was 
thought—whether rightly or wrongly— 
by the stronger to be to their interest. 
Thrasymachus declines to avail himself 
of this suggestion, and explains that, 
strictly speaking, rulers, qua rulers, can¬ 
not err. This statement he supports by 
arguing from the analogy of medical 
practitioners and others, pleading that his 
earlier concession was but a popular way 
of expressing the fact that rulers seem to 
err Therefore the original definition was 
strictly correct, fustice is the interest of 
the stronger, since rulers make laws in 

their own interest, and, qua rulers, are 
infallible. 

On the reasoning of Thrasymachus in 
these two chapters see 341 A n. 

339 B 13 ov—[ifvroi. “In inter- 
rogationibus haec particula” (fivroi) “ita 
cum ob negatione coniungitur, ut gravis- 
sima sententiae vox intercedat, quo modo 
aliquis eis quae ex altero quaerit summam 
veritatis ingerit speciem ” (Hoefer de 
part. Plat. p. 34). /sIvtoi is simply ‘ of 
course,’ ‘surely’: ‘surely you regard it 
as just to obey the rulers, do you not?’ 
The idiom is frequent in Plato. The 
other examples of it (cited by Stallbaum) 
in the Republic are infra 346 A, VII 521 D, 
IX 581 A, 584 A, X 596 E. 

14 iroTepov 81 dvapdpTr]Toi kt\. The 
reasoning echoes that of 334 c above. 

339 c 17 Ti0evtu—t(0£c-0cu: we should 
expect TcOlvan in both cases, as the apyovrcs 
according to the theory we are discussing 
are Kpdrroves and supreme as legislators: 
but the middle of personal interest is 
naturally used in combination with rd 
^v/xpipovTa eavrois: cf. infra 341 A. 

339 D 23 ti Xe-yeis cv; a favourite 
eristic formula: see Ar. Clouds 1174 tovto 

TouTixoipiov | aTeyrus eiravBci, t6 tL X?y«s 

av; 
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Bi/caiov elvai TOi? ap^opevoi^ 7roieiv; tclvt ov^ cbpoXoyyTai; 

E OIpai 170)76, 607. Olov toIvvv, 1 f/v S’ iycb, Kal to d^vpcpopa 

iroieiv Tot? ap^ovai re Kal KpeiTToai BiKaiov elvai dopoXoyrjadai 

aoi, orav oi pev ap^ovres aKOVTe9 KaKa avTov> irpoaTaTTwaiv, T0Z9 30 

Be B'lKaiov elvai ravra rvoieiv a eKeivoi ivpoaeTa^av’ apa Tore, 

co crocf)(OTaT6 ®paavpa%e, ovk avayKaiov avpftaiveiv avro ovTcoal 

BiKaiov elvai rvoieiv TovvavTiov rj 0 av Xeyei?; to yap tov KpeiT- 

TOVOS d^vpcjoopov BrjTVOV tvpo<ST<xtteTai T0t9 r/TTOaiV 7roieiv. NtU | 

340 pa At’, e(f)T], co XooKpaTes, 6 UoXepapxos, aacfreaTaTa ye. ’Eaz) av 

y, ecf>77, avT<2 papTvpijays, 6 K\eiTocf)dov vTroXaftoov. Kcti Tt, 

e<pT], Beirai pdpTvpo<;; at)T09 yap &paavpa^o<; opoXoyei tov? pev 

ap^ovTas evlove eavTov? KaKa rrpoaTciTTeiv, toi<; Be dp^opevoi? 

BiKaiov elvai Tai)Ta rvoieiv. To yap Ta KeXevbpeva rvoieiv, co 5 

IIoAe^ap^e, vrto tcov ap^ovTcov B'lKaiov elvai edero ®paavpaj(o<;. 

Kat yap to tov KpeiTTOvos, co K.XeiTocf)dov, avpcfrepov B'lKaiov elvai 

B edeTo. 1 TavTa Be apfyoTepa depevos wpoXoyr)aev av evloTe t009 

KpeiTTOvs to. avTOis d%vp<f)opa KeXeveiv tovs rjTTOvs Te Kal dp^o- 

pevovi 7voieiv. Bk Be tovtcov tcov opoXoyuov ovBev paXXov to tov 10 

KpeiTTOvo<; ijvpcfrepov BiKaiov av elr] rj to prj %vp<fiepov. ecfry 

6 KXeiTocpcov, to tov KpeiTT0V0<; ^vpcjrepov eXeyev o pyoiTO 6 

Kpe'iTTcov avTcp %vpcfrepeiv tovto rvotrjTeov elvai to3 i)ttovi, Kal 

28 to£vw: not ‘therefore,’ but ‘also,’ 
a frequent use in Plato. In the Republic 
it occurs 29 times, according to Kugler de 
particulae toi einsque comp. ap. Pl. usu 

P- 34- 
339 E 30 orav oi p«v—toIs be (i.e. rois 

apxovlvoLs). These two clauses depend, 
not on w/xoAoyycrftai, but on iroieiv : it is 
just to do ra a^v/xpopa rois Epxovtriv as 
often as the rulers unwillingly prescribe 
what is evil for themselves and so long as 
Thrasymachus says it is just for subjects 
to do what the rulers have prescribed. 
Desire for brevity and balance leads 
Plato to put both clauses under the 
government of Srav, although 1 since ’ 
rather than ‘ whenever ’ is the more 
appropriate conjunction for introducing 
the second : for Thrasymachus does not 
sometimes but always assert that it is just 
to obey the rulers. The suggested read¬ 
ing c/iris for rprps would require us to take 
rois 5^ ktK. as an independent sentence, 
and leave piiv in ol p.lv without a corre¬ 
sponding 51. 

32 avTo is ‘the matter,’ ‘the case 
before us’: cf. iv 428 A (aurip), vil 518 B 
(auT&v), 524 E (atrip), Theaet. 172 E al. 
The text has been needlessly suspected 
by Madvig and other critics. 

ovrioo-C: not ‘in that case’ (Campbell), 
but (with Jowett) simply ‘thus,’ as ex¬ 
plained in SiKaiov—\byeis : cf. Ap. 26 E 
ovTOJirl <roi SokGi ; obSlva vopi^oj ffebv 

elvai; 

34 val pa Aia ktX. The interlude is 
intended to mark that the first stage has 
been reached in the refutation of Thrasy¬ 
machus. 

340 A 1 tav o-v ye is of course 
ironical. The disciples of the rival dis¬ 
putants now enter the fray. 

5 to yap Td KsXevopcva ktX. If this, 
and no more, had been Thrasymachus’ 
definition, it would remain unrefuted; 
commands would be commands, whether 
expedient for the rulers or not. 

340 B 12 o ijyoiro—ijvp.(j>e'p6iv. This 
explanation is involved in Clitophon’s 
earlier statement to til Ke\ev6peva iroieiv 
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TO hlKCUOl) TOVTO eTldeTO. ’AAA.’ OV^ OOT&)?, ») 8’ 09 0 rio\6/Ltap^09, 

15 eXeyero. 08SeV, yv 1 8’ eyco, do IIoXepap^e, Stacfrepet, uXX' el vvv C 

ovtw Xeyei (dpaavpa%o<;, ovtoo9 avTov airoSextbpeOa. 

XIV. K ai pot elire, to ®paavpa%€' tovto fjv o e/3ovXov 

Xeyetv to StKatov, to too KpetTTOvo<; £vptf)epov Sokovv elvat tto 

KpetTTOvt, edv re ^vptjrepy edv re prj; ovtco<; tre tfxopev Xeyetv; 

20"HKitna y , etjry’ dXXd KpetTTto pe o’let KaXetv tov i^apapTavovTa, 

orav e^apapravp; "Eycoye, ehrov, toprjv ae tovto Xeyetv, otc tov9 

ap^ovTCts topoXoyet9 ovk avapapTyTOvs' elvat, dXXd tl Kal e^apap- D 

TLtvetv. 1,VK0<j)dvT7)9 yap el, etfrrj, to %d>KpaTe<;, ev Tot9 Xoyot<;‘ errel 

avTtKa laTpov KaXet9 av tov e^apapTavovTa irepl T009 KapvovTa<; 

25 KaT avTti tovto 0 e^apapTavet; rj XoytaTtKOV, 09 av ev Xoytapa3 

dpapTcivy, totc OTav dpapTavy, KaTa TavTyv tt)v dpapT lav; aXX\ 

olpat, Xey ope v tco pypart ovtco 9, oti 6 laTpov e^rjpapTev Kal 6 

XoytOTrp; etjypapTev Kal 6 ypappaTtaTrp' to S', olpat, e/ca<7T09 

tovtcov, KaO' oaov tovt etJTtv o tt poaayopevopev 1 avTov, ovSerroTe E 

30 dpapTcivet' doaTe KaTa tov aKptfir) Xoyov, erretSy Kal av aKptfto- 

Xoyet, oi)8et9 Ttov Syptovpycbv dpapTavet. iTrtXnrovaijs yap em- 

cWjprjS 6 dpapTavcov dpapTavet, ev o5 ovk eaTt Srjptovpy6<;' ware 

Sypiovpyos rj aocpos rj ap%oov ov8el<; dpapTavet totc OTav ap^cov y, 

31. tmXnroicrns A1!!: im\cnroi<rr)S A2. 

{nrb rC>v apxbvTOiv: that which the rulers 
KeXevovtn is what they believe to be in 
their interests. Clitophon’s defence finds 
no justification in the terms of Thrasy- 
machus’ definition; but it was the most 
obvious way of attempting to reconcile 
that definition with the admission that 
rulers are capable of erring. 

340 C l8 TO TOV KpeiTTOVOS |vp,- 
<j>fpov kt\. Bonitz (Zeitschr.f ost. Gytnn. 
1865 p. 648), followed by Wohlrab, pro¬ 
poses to add the words to $vp<ptpov after 
£vp</>lpoi>, “parum venuste,” as Hartman 
thinks. Neither is it well (with Hartman) 
to omit tov KpdrTovos. The apparent 
harshness of the construction (‘ that which 
seems to be the stronger’s interest to the 
stronger’) is justified by its brevity and 
precision, and by the desire to introduce 
the exact words of the original definition 
into its amended form. 

340 D 23 o"VKO<j>avTT|s. Cf. (with 
Tucker) Arist. Soph. El. 15. i74b 9 

<ro<f>i<n itcbv cvKOpdvT'ruj.a tloh ipoiTuvTwv 
and Rhet. 11 24. 1402s (4 lirl tCiv IpurriKuiv 

to Kara tl Kai irpbs tL Kal ttq 00 irpoan- 

Bipeva Troiei tt)v <TVKO<pavTiav. 

27 Xfyopiev Tui prjpaTi ovtus. Bekker 
(with whom Shilleto on Dem. F. L. § 91 
agrees) would insert pev after \lyopev: but 
(as Schneider remarks) the emphasis on 
Tip pppaTi does duty instead of the particle, 
and even otherwise, ptv is not essential: 
cf. in 398 a (where Shilleto would also 
add pAv), infra 343 C, II 363 E, x 605 c 
al. 

28 to 8e=‘whereas in point of fact’ 
is a favourite Platonic idiom: cf. IV 443 c, 

VII 527 A, 527 D al. 
340 e 31 *m\nrovo-T]s. See cr. n. 

The present, which Stallbaum and others 
adopt, may be right, but the older reading 
is at least as good. The failure in know¬ 
ledge must precede the actual error. For 
the mistake see Inlrod. § 5. 
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aXXa 7ra? 7’ av scttol, oti 6 Larpos r/pcapTev real 6 ap^cov rpiapTev. 

tchovtov ovv 8rj aoi real epee {nrbXa/3e vvv 8r) aTtoKpLvecjQai' to 8e 35 

341 d/cpi/SearaTov e/ceivo TvyyaveL ov, tov ap^ovra, read oaov \ ap^cov 

ecTTt, pep dpcapTciveiv, per) dpcapTcivovTa 8e to avTcp /3eXnarov 

ridecrOat, tovto 8e to> apyofievcp TtoLrjTeov. ware, bicep* ei; apyps 

eXeyov, blrcarov Xeyco to tov rcpecTTOvos 7roielv avp,cf)epov. 

XV. Elev, rjv 8' eya>, co %paavpcaye- 8orcco croi avrcocfiavTeiv; 5 

Haw pcev ovv, eebp. Orel yap pee it; iiri,(3ovXf)s iv too? Xbyoos 

rcarcovpyovvTa ere ipeadai &>? r/popLrjv ; ES pcev ovv ol8a, etpr/' real 

ovSev ye croc irXeov ecrTac ovtc yap av pee XdOov? rcatcovpywv, 

B oi)T6 I per) XaOcov /3cdcraa6ai tu> Xoycp 8vvaio. Ov8e 7’ av iiTL- 

yeippcraipu, pv 8' iyeb, co pearedpte. dXX’ iva per) avOv; rjpciv 10 

tocovtov iyyevrjTaL, 8ibpurac, TroTepcos Xeyew tov dpyovTa Te real 

35 diroKpfv6<r0ai. The imperfect in¬ 
finitive, as Schneider remarks (Addit. 
p. 6). 

341 A—342 E Socrates now meets 
Thrasymachus on his own ground, and 
attacks his definition according to the 
‘ strictest form ’ of argument. He shews 
by analogy that every rider qua ruler 
seeks the good of those whom he rides, 
since every art aims at the good of its own 
peculiar charge or object, and not at its 
own, for qua art there is nothing lacking 
to it. 

341 a IT. It is to be noted that the 
discussion is now transferred from the 
region of facts into an atmosphere of 
idealism. f or this, Thrasymachus is 
primarily responsible. The theory that 
the ruler qua ruler makes no mistakes, 
is no doubt true ideally, but practically 
it is of little moment, since he will suffer 
qua ruler for the errors which he commits 
in moments of aberration. The strength 
of Thrasymachus’ theory lay in its cor¬ 
respondence with the facts (real or appa¬ 
rent) of experience; it is the temptation 
to defend his theory against the criticism 
of Socrates which leads him to abandon 
facts for ideas; and as soon as he is re¬ 
futed on the idealistic plane, he descends 
to facts again (343 A ffi). The vein of 
idealism struck by Thrasymachus is 
worked to some purpose by Socrates. 
To assert that rulers qua rulers always 
seek the good of their subjects is in 
reality to set before us a political ideal, 

A. P. 

and Plato’s Ideal Commonwealth is in¬ 
tended to be its embodiment in a state. 
Plato was probably the first to develope 
and elaborate this principle of political 
science, but the legislations of Solon and 
other early lawgivers furnish examples of 
its application to practical politics (see 
especially Arist. Rep. Ath. ch. 12 and 
Solon’s verses there cited), and it is 
formulated by the historical Socrates in 
Xen. Mem. ill 2, with which compare 
Cyrop. viii 2. 14. See also Henkel 
Studien zur Gesch. d. gr. Lehre vom 
Siaat pp. 44, 145, and Whibley Greek 
Oligarchies p. 11 n. 29. 

5 cruKoc|>avT€lv is explained in e£ 
hn(3ov\Tjs—KaKovpyovvT& oe, where tca- 

Kovpyovora (as Schneider observes) is not 
used as in 338 D of putting an evil or 

sophistical interpretation on a theory, but 
of damaging a man’s personal reputation 
and credit: “scilicet existimationis et 
pecuniae detrimentum facturus sibi vide- 
batur sophista ideoque Socratem se, quam- 
quam frustra, impugnare in sequentibus 
quoque criminatur.” 

341 B 9 |m) AcifW : “si non latu- 
eris” (Schneider). Stephanus conjectured 
p-qv and Ast pe for prj: but either change 
would destroy the antithesis between 
\avdaveiv and pcdfadai—secret guile and 
open fraud: cf. II 365 D a\\d Si] deoiis 
oilre \avddveiv, oilre fiidcracrdcu Sovarbv. 
Hirschig’s excision of pi] ~Ka6wv greatly 
impairs the emphasis. 

3 
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rov Kpeirrova, rov w? error; elrrelv r) tov dicpt/3ei Xoyto, o vvv By 

eXeyes, ov to ^vpcfiepov Kpelrrovo<> oWo? BIkulov earai ra> yrrovi 

7roielv. Toy t® aKpi^eardrrp, ecf)Tj, Xoyeo ap^ovra ovra. ttpo<; 

15 ravra icaicovpyei teal avKoepdvret, el rl Bvvaaar ovBev aov rra- 

piepai' dXX’ ov py 1 0109 t 779. Olet yap av pe, elrrov, ovrw C 

pavyvai, d>a ~e %vpelv em^eipelv Xeovra Kal avKO(f>avrelv ©pacry- 

payov; NOy yovv, erpy, erreyelpyaar;, ovBev coy /cat ravra. " AByv, 

f)v B' eyd>, rcov roiovrwv. dXX' elrre poc' 6 ru> aicpi/3ei Xoy<p 

20 larpos, ov apn eXeyes, rrorepov ypypanari79 icrnv y rwv tcap- 

vovrcov 9eparrevry<;; real Xeye rov ra> ovn larpov ovra. Tcoy 

Kapvovrwv, ecf)7), Oeparrevrys. Tc Be Kv/3epvyTip?; 6 op6co? Kvftep- 

vijrys vavrwv apywv iarlv y vavryr;; NaoTcoy I apywv. OvBev, D 

oipai, rovro vrroXoyiareov, on rrXei iv rf) vyt, oi)B' iarlv KXyreor; 

25 vavrrj'i' ov yap tear a to rrXelv Kvfiepvyryr; KaXelrai, aXXa Kara 

ryv reyvyv Kal ryv rwv vavrdov dpyyv. 'AXydy, ecf)y. Ovkovv 

eKoarcp rovrcov eariv ri tjvpcfrepov; Yldvv ye. Ov Kal y reyvy, 

12. 5 A2II: om. A1. 18. yovv II: ye obv A. 

r? tov o!s In-os elrrelv. The only 
exact parallel to this use of u>s cttos eiireiv 
in Plato is Laws 656 E OKOirCv S’ evp-poeis 
abrodi to. pvpioorbv Itos yeypa.fi/xtva rj 

rerviroifieva ovx ws tiros eiireiv fivpiorrrov 
dXV Svtojs. This idiomatic phrase is rare 
before Plato, who uses it 77 times with 
the meaning ‘to put the matter in a word,’ 
implying that other and possibly more 
exact means of describing the thing in 
question might be found. In 52 of these 
cases the phrase is combined with iras or 
ovSeis and their family of words, in the 
sense of fere, propemodum: its use in 
other connexions is in part a return to 
old poetic usage; cf. Aesch. Pers. 714, 
Eur. Hipp. 1162, Heracl. 167. See 
Griinenwald in Schanz’s Beitrdge zurhist. 
Synt. d. gr. Spr. II 3, pp. 21 ff. The 
other examples in the Republic are v 
464 D, viii 551 B, IX 577 c. 

o vvv 8r| t\e4yes: viz. in 340 E Kara 

rbv aKpifirj \byov. The antecedent is the 
phrase axpqSet \6yip. The conjecture of 
Benedictus, ov for 0, though adopted 
by several editors, would (as Schneider 
remarks) leave it uncertain whether \6ytp 
or rbv was referred to by the relative. 
There is no MS authority for ov. 

341c 17 ijvpeiv—Xeovra. irapoifila iiri 

rCiv KaO’ eavriov rt rj aSvvara iroieiv ein- 
XeipobvTuv \eyofiivrj (Schol.). The pro¬ 
verb is very rare, and does not seem to 
occur elsewhere in classical Greek. 

18 oi’Sev <ov Kal ravTa: ‘though you 
were a nonentity at that too’: i.e. at 
bluffing me, as well as in other respects. 
So (I think) Schneider, rightly (“aber 
auch darin ist’s nichts mit dir”). Others 
(e.g. Shorey in A. J. Ph. xvi p. 234) 
explain ‘and that too though you are 
a thing of naught.’ But in that case xal 
ravra would surely precede ovSlv uv. 
Tucker can hardly be right in making Kal 

ravra simply ‘moreover’ ‘too,’ ‘and proved 
a failure, too.’ Nor (in spite of J. B. 
Mayor in Cl. Rev. X p. no) is it quite 
enough to translate (with Campbell) 
‘though here again you are nobody,’ i.e. 
‘with as little effect as ever.’ 

21 Kal Xeye—ovTa is expunged by 
Herwerden, but the emphatic reiteration 
is in keeping with the whole tone of the 
passage. For the sense we may recall the 
words of the so-called oath of Hippo¬ 
crates els oiKias 81 beboas av ialw, loeXev- 
oo/iai err’ uxpeXelrf ruv Ka/xvbvruv 
(Vol. I. p. 2 ed. Kiihn). 

341 D 27 €K<x<ttu> TovTiov: viz. TOIS Ka.fl- 
vovoi, rots vavrais, and in general the sub- 
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i)V S' eyd>, errl rovrep rrefyvicev, errl rep to ^vpiefrepov etedarep ^rjreiv 

re teal iteiropi^eiv ; ’E7rl rovrep, ecfrr]. ’Ap ovv teal etedarp rwv 

re^vMV earev ti ^vpupepov aWo r) 6 tl peaXeara reXeav elvai; 1 3° 

E ITw? rovro epcora<;; "flarrep, ecftrjv eyd>, el p,e epoio, el ij;apteei 

ad>p.an elvai aoopian rj TTpoaSelrai rivo<;, elnroipl av on Tiavrairaai 

pev ovv TTpoaSelrai. Sid ravra teal rj re^vp earlv 7) iarpiterj vvv 

pvpppev7), otl acvpd iari rrovppov teal ovte i^apteel avrep roiovrep 

elvai. rovrep ovv oVai? eterropi^p ta avp,ej)epovra, e-rrl rovrep 35 

irapeateevdaOp rj re^vp. p opOw? croc So/eeb, ecftpv, av eltreiv ovreo 

342 Xeyeov, p ov ; ’Op6eo<;, \ eej)p. Ti Se Sp; avrp p larpitep eanv 

rrovppa, p aXXp tt? re)(yp ea6' 6 tl TTpoaSelrai tlvos ciperr/t;, 

eLarrep ocf)0aXp,ol oifrecos teal extra dtcoi7? teal Sia ravra err avroi<; 

Sel rivo1; re^vps Tr/9 to i~vpiejpepov els ravra a/ee\jro/xevp<{ re teal 

1. auT7] A2II: avTr) A1. 

jects upon whom the art is exercised. The 
expression is a little vague (cf. vm 543 C 
n.) but it is rash and unnecessary to in¬ 
sert ei’Set or write e/cd/rrip <tu>v ei8Qv> 
tovtuv, as Tucker recommends. 

29 dp’ ovv—TeXe'av elvai. I have 
retained this reading, in deference to the 
MSS, but it is open to grave objection. As 
the sentence stands, the meaning is that 
every art (as well as every object of an 
art—this is implied by /car) has one avp.- 
<pipov, viz. to be as perfect as it can, but no 
other. In the sequel this is interpreted 
to mean that no art needs any additional 
aperri; since it is (qua art) perfect already: 
otlre yap 7rov-qpla oiire dp-aprla ovSepla 
ouSepaq t^xvV redpecniv kt\. (342 b). But 
the words of the sentence dp’ oiv—re\tav 
dvai have to be taken very loosely in 
order to admit of this interpretation. We 
must suppose them equivalent to ‘No 
art has a ffvpKplpov of its own, unless you 
are to call the fact that it is perfect its 
evp.<p£pov.' If Plato had written the pas¬ 
sage as it stands in q and in the margin of 
Flor. U (both mss probably of the fifteenth 
century), it would be open to no objec¬ 
tion: dp’ oJv /cal eKdaTy tuiv Teyvoiv ’i<STi 
ti Ijvpuptpov dWo <o5 irpotj8dTCU>, rj 
< e£ap/ce? e/cacrrTj aitT-q auTrj, atare > o ti 
paXarra reXtav elvai; This reading was 
adopted by Bekker, and by Stallbaum in 
his first edition; and a careful study of 
the whole passage confirms the judgment 
of Schneider, “ Platonem non solum po- 
tuisse, sed etiam debuisse vel haec ipsa 

vel consimilia scribere.” The same sense, 
expressed more briefly, may be obtained 
by the insertion of Set before elvai-. ‘has 
every art also a £1tfupipov besides (i.e. 
besides the ^vpepipov of its object), or 
must it be as perfect as possible?’ e/cdcr- 
Trjv does not require to be repeated any 
more than in 346 A below. The altera¬ 
tion is very slight; for del elvai, Selvai 
may have been written by mistake and 
S afterwards ejected. 

341 e 33 vvv ktX. : ‘has now been 
invented.’ The art of medicine is not 
coeval with body. I can see no reason 
for thinking (with Campbell) that vvv is 
corrupt for rip.lv. 

34 treopd ecrTi irovqpov ktX. Lys. 
2 1 7 B avayKa^erai Sb ye <rc2pia Sid vbaov 
iaTpiKrjv dated^eaBai /cal (piXelv. 

35 oiros eKiropC^r). This is said by 
Weber (Schanz’s Beilrage II 2, p. 67) to 
be the only example in Plato of Struts 
with the subjunctive after a preterite 
tense. 

342 A 3 eir’ avrois. Hartman pro¬ 
poses ?r’ auTois. adrols (sc. 6cf>da\pi°ls, 

1vaiv) may be emphatic (ipsis), and eirl, 

‘over and above,’ ‘besides’: ‘we require 
in addition to the organs themselves, an 
art’ etc. But it is perhaps simpler to 
make etri = ‘ to preside over ’: cf. ecfl oh 

iuTiv VI 511 E n. 

4 els ravra means els oipiv Kal aKoqv. 

The art in question considers what is 
advantageous with respect to (els) seeing 
and hearing. 

3—2 
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5 tKTropiouarjS; dpa Kal iv avTrj rfj Te^vp evi Tit novppia, Kal Bel 

kicd(TTr) Te^vp dXXpt Texvpt, prit avrp to ^vp,(jrepov aKe^rerai, 

Kal tt) aKOTTOvpbevr) eTepat av TOiavTpt, Kal tovt eaTiv cnrepavTov; 

rj avrr) avTrj to %vp,(f>epov 1 aKeifreTai; rj ovTe avTpt ovTe aXXpt B 

rrpoaBelTai errl Tpv avTp9 irovppiav to ^vp^cfrepov aKOirelv' ovtc 

10 7dp irovppia ovTe ufiapTia ovBejiia ovBepua Te%i>rj TvdpeaTiv, ovBe 

TTpoapKei TexvV “AXw to %vpcf)epov ^prelv rj eKeivw ov Teyvp eaTiv, 

avTT) Be d,/3Xa/3pt Kal diKepaiot eaTiv opOp ovaa, ewairep av y 

eKaaTr) aKpifipt oXp pyrep eaTi; Kal aKOTrei eKeivcp tco diKpiftel 

Xdyw' ovTcot p aXXars OvTcot, e<\>p, (fraiveTai. Ovk dpa, 

15 pv B' eyd>, iaTpiKp laTpiKy I to £vp,(f>epov GKorrel dXXa, adopaTi. C 

Nat, e(f>p. OoSe irnriKp iinriKy dXX' i7T7roi<{' ovBe aXXp T£XVP 

ovBepia eavTrj, ovBe yap TrpoaBeiTai, dXX' eKeivcp ov Teyvp eaTiv. 

QaiveTai, ecf)p, ovTcot. ’AXXa p.pv, do %paGvp.aye> ap^ovai ye ai 

Texvai Kal KpaTovaiv eKeivov, ovirep elaiv Texyai. Hwexcoppaev 

20 evravOa Kal pdXa jioyit. O vk dpa eiriaTppip ye ovBe pula to tov 

KpeiTTOvo? £vp.(f)epov aKoirel ovB' eiriTaTTei, dXkci to tov pTTOvdt I 

T6 Kal dpxop^ovov vtto eavTrjt. ’E.vvcop.oXoypae pev Kal TavTa D 

TeXevTwv, i-rrexeipei Be Trepl avTa, jidxeaOar eireiBp Be dopoXoypaev, 

A Wo tl ovv, i)v o 67 ft), ovoe carpo? ovoet 9, Kau oaov uarpos, to 

25 tu> iaTpcp ^vpcjrepov aKoirel ovB' eirnaTTei, dXXa to tco KapvovTi; 

eopoXoypTai yap 6 dKpifirjt iaTpo<; acopaTwv eivai apx^v aW* 

ov xprllJba'TLaT,A- V °VX d)po\oypTai; Hiivecfrp. Ovkovv Kal 6 

Kv/3epv7jTp<; 6 diKpiftp? vavTwv eivai dpx'ov dXX' 1 ov vavTpt; E 

5. iKiropioiarj^ q : eKiropi$ov<ny: AII2. 
12. aiirij 2■ avrt] All^y1. 

Sec II: Set ae! A1: Set alei Aa. 

5 eKiroptov<rr]s. See cr. n. (Kiropiovap^ 
appears in three Florentine MSS. The 
present is difficult, if not impossible, in 
so close a union with the future: cf. X 
604 a and VI 494 d. See Introd. § 5. 

8 fj avri)—<rKe«J/erai; This question 
(which is of course to be answered in 
the negative) shews the awkwardness of 
the reading of A in ap’ ouv—re\^av eivai 
(341 d), which might almost be construed 
to mean that each art does seek its own 
ouprf>ipov, viz. the perfection of itself. 

342 b 12 gaxrirep ktX. : ‘that is, so 
long as an art, taken in its strict sense’ 
(“streng genommen” Schneider) ‘pre¬ 
serves its essence entire and unimpaired.’ 
The predicate is 6X1/ ryirep tori, and aiepy3^s 

= aepipqs ou<ra in the sense which aKpipr/s 
bears throughout this passage (341 B al.j. 
Hartman’s insertion of i] before aKpifips 
is unsatisfactory; his alternative proposal 
to change aKpifi-qs to aepipCis spoils the 
emphasis, and gives a wrong sense. 

342 c 20 4iri(mjpr| is here a syno¬ 
nym for t(xvV- All arts rule: and ruling 
is itself an art or science, not a happy 
inspiration (cf. Mem. 111 6). Like other 
arts, ruling seeks only the good of that 
which it rules. 

342 D 26 wpoXoyriTai yap—\pqpa- 
rio-Tijs. Ast compares Arist. Pol. A 9. 
I258a 10 ff. avSplas yap ov xpvpara iroielv 
Iotiv aXXh dapoos, 0v(31: trTparriyiKTjs * al 
larpiKijs, dXXa rps pev vLktjv, rrjs tf vyletav. 
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'Cl/jLoXoyrjTcu. Ovk apa 6 ye toiovtos /cv^epvpTrj'i re ical dp^cov 

to tb KvfiepvpTrj tjvpbcfrepoi’ cncky\reTai tg ical TTpoard^ei, dXXa to 30 

T<p vavrr) re tccu dp^opcevcp. B.vvecj)r]ae p,oyi<;. Ovkovv, rjv b' eyed, 

co ®paavp,a^e, ovbe aUos ovbels ev ovbepua dp%f), icad' oaov ap^cov 

eariv, to aura $jvpL(j)epov a/coirel ovb' eViTaTTet, aWa to too 

dp^opcevtp ical <0 av aoTO? brjpuovpyf), Kal 7T/oo9 i/ceivo /3\e7rcov 

ical to etcebvcp ^vpccjpepov ical irpeirov ical \eyei d \eyei ical 7roteo 35 

a iroiel avravTa. 

343 XVI. | ’ETmSc} ovv evTavOa rjpeev tov \6yov ical iracn rcara- 

cf>ave<; rjv, otl 6 tov bucaiov \6yos els TovvavTiov irepieiaTpicei, 

6 ®pac7o/c.a.^09 avrl tov divoKpiveaQat, Et7re pcoi, ec^r], 00 SboKpares, 

tlt6t] <toi eaTLv; Tt be; rjv b' eyd>' ovic dvrotcplvecrOai xprjv pcaWov 

rj toiavTa ipcoTav; "Oti tol ere, e</>?7, /copv^cbvTa Trepiopa teal ov/c 5 

d'rropbvTTei beopcevov, o? ye avTy ovbe 7rp6(3aTa ooSe irocpeva 

342 E 34 co av—pXeirwv. ip is of 
course (rip) 6, and rip apxopLevtp is also 
neuter (not masculine), like dpxo/J.lvov in 
D. Bremius took rip apxop.bvip as mascu¬ 
line, and consequently changed (with in¬ 
ferior MS authority) irpos eKeivo into irpbs 
bKeivov: he has been followed by Stall- 
baum and others. But as <p must be 
neuter, it would be intolerable to make 
apxopivip masculine, since both words (as 
denoting the same object) are covered by 
the same article, viz. ra before apyo/J-bvip. 
ereivip is of course neuter also. 

343 A—344 c Thrasymachus with 
much insolence of tone now abandons the 
idealistic point of view, and takes an ex¬ 
ample from experience. The shepherd does 
not, as a matter of fact, seek the good of his 

flock, but fattens them for his own or his 
master's advantage. In like manner it 
is their own advantage that is aimed 
at by rulers who deserve the name. Jus¬ 
tice is ‘other men's good' (dXKbrpiov dya- 
6bv), whereas Injustice is one's own: the 
just man comes off second best everywhere, 
alike in commercial and in political trans¬ 
actions. That it is far more to one's 
interest to be unjust than to be just, we 
may see from the case of tyrants, who 
represent Injustice in its most perfect 
form. All men envy them. Finally, Thra¬ 
symachus reiterates his original theory 
with the remark that Injustice on a suffi¬ 
ciently large scale is at once stronger, more 
worthy of a freeman, and more masterly 
and commanding than Justice. 

343 A ff. It should be noted that 
Thrasymachus has in no way changed 
his theory, but only reverts to his original 
standpoint, that of experience. In the 
panegyric on Injustice in the present 
chapter, the new and important point is 
the appeal to the evidence of tyranny 
and the emotions which it roused in 
the mind of the Greeks. See on 344 B. 

2 els rowavrlov. Justice has now 
become t8 too ffirovos (rather than Kpdr- 

tovos) <rvp.(pepov. 

5 Kopi>£d>vra: ‘snivelling,’fjuopaLvovra, 

p-v^d^ovTa- K&pvpa yap r) fsb^a, i]V ol ’ AttikoI 

Kardppovv <paalv (Schol.). Ruhnken on 
Timaeus Lex. s.v. quotes among other 
passages Lucian Alex. § 20 rjv 5b t6 
fu\Xavr\p.a tovto dv8pl p.bv dip 001, ei 8b 

/iij (popruebv eiireiv, Kai o'ip e/aoi, irp88rj\ov 

Kal yvwvai pq.81.ov, tois 8b Idicorais Kal 

ko pb£r]s /xeaTois ttjv piva Tepdanov Kal 

7raw didarp o/jloiov, and Horace Sat. I 
4. 8 (of Lucilius) emunctae naris. 

6 os ye avTrj ktX. “ Apte aurrj 
interpositum; nam ipsi nutrici Socratis 
insipientiam opprobrio esse, Thrasy¬ 
machus vult significare ” Ast. Richter 
(FI. Jahrb. for 1867 p. 140) ought not 
to have suggested 8s ye avris. The sense 
is ‘ for she cannot teach you to recognise 
even sheep or shepherd,’ not ‘you do 
not know either sheep or shepherd ’ 
(J. and C.), which would require o£)re— 
otire. The phrase is clearly a half-pro¬ 
verbial expression borrowed from the 
nursery. 
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yiyvcoaKen;. "On Br) tI /jidXiara; r)v B' eyco. "Otl oiet tol»? 

7roifj,eva<; 1 77 tow? /3ovkoXov<> to tcdv TrpofiuTwv rj to tcov (3owv B 

ayadov dKoirelv Kal Tta-^yveiv ai/Tot/? Kal deparreveiv 7rpo? aXXo 

10 Tt fiXeTTOvra? i) to twv BecTroTwv ayadov /cal to avrwv, /cal Brj 

Kal too? eo Tat? 7roXeaiv dp^ovja^, oc cos aXr)0co<; apyovcnv, 

aXAta? 7ra)? »;yei Biavoeiadai 7rpo? too? ap^o/ieVoo? 77 axnrep dv 

ti? 7T/70? TTpcfiaTa BiaTedeii7, /cat aXXo tl ctKOTtelv aoToo? Sta 

oo«:to? /cal 7)p.epa<> rj tooto o#ez/ avTol dxfreXpcrovTai. Kal ovtco 

15 7Toppco ei 1 7re/H tc too BiKaLov Kal Bt,KaioavvT]<; Kal aBiKov re Kal C 

aSt/da?, wVtc ayooei?, otc 27 /xeo BiKaioavvr) Kal to BiKa/ov aXXoTpiov 

ayadov tco ovti, too /cpetTTOoo? tc /cal ap^ooTo? £vp,cf>epov, oixeia 

Be too ireidop,evov te Kal v7n]peTovvTo<> /3Xdfirj, r\ Be dBiKta Toiivav- 

TioVy Kal ap^ec twv cd? aA-ydco? evTjdiKciov Te Kal BiKalcov, oi B' 

1 on oi'a tovs Troip.€vas ktX. Thra- 
symachus gives a new turn to the nursery 
saying. The illustration from the shep¬ 
herd and his sheep (which is now for the 
first time introduced) was used by the 
historical Socrates to justify the opposite 
conclusion (Xen. Mem. Ill 2. 1) ivrvxiov 

Si rrore orparriyeiv y pi] pi v 10 ru, Tou 
cvteev, (<py, 'Opypov oi'et rbv ’Ayap.ip.vova 

rrpooayopevoat rroipiva XaCiiv ; dpi. ye otl, 

iborrep top it01 piva irripeXeiodai Sei, oirios 

oual re ioovrai al 6ies, Kal ra ernrybeia 

i£ouoiv, oirro) Kal t'ov orparrjybv impe- 

Xeiodai Sei, Srrios aCiol re 01 OTpaTitorai 

ioovrai, Kal ra errirriSeia e£ovoi, Kal ov 

eveKa orparevovrai tovto iorai; So also 
Arist. Eth. Nic. vin 13. n6ia 12 ff. eS 

yap rroiei robs fiaoiXevopivous, elrrep ayadbs 

iov empeXeirai avrCov, tv’ eS irparnooiv, 
iborrep vopebs irpofiaTioV 06ev Kal "Oprjpos 

rov ’ Ayaplpvova rroipiva XaQv ehrev. In 
Plato Pol. 271 D ff. the deities of the 
golden age are compared to shepherds, 
and the comparison of a good ruler to 
a shepherd is very frequent in Plato: 
see Ast’s Lex. Plat. s. v. vopebs. In 
Socrates’ view ‘the shepherd careth for 
his sheep.’ With Thrasymachus! attitude 
should be compared the picture of the 
tyrant in Theaet. 174 D as a ovftioTriv 
rj rroipiva ij Tiva flovKbXov—iro\S fiSdX- 

Xovra (he squeezes as much milk as he 
can out of his flock): also Solon ap. 
Arist. Rep. Ath. ch. 12 el yap tis dXXos 

ravTTfS rrjs nprjs ervxev, ovk dv earioxo 
Sijpov oi)5’ irraboaro, | rrp'tv dvrapdpas iriap 

e^eiXev ydXa. In the word dpopyoi or 
apoXyoi used by Cratinus in the sense 

of ir&Xeois ciXeOpoi (Meineke Fr. Com. 
Graec. 11 1, p. 140) the image is the same. 
Compare the eloquent words of Ruskin 
in Sesame and Lilies § 43 and Milton’s 
Lycidas 113—129. 

343 B 12 Tj'ya 8iavoeio-0ai. The 
conjecture SiaKeioOai for Siavoeiodai is 
tempting in view of Staredebi which 
follows, but Siavoeiodai is better suited 
to OKOweh and fiXiirovras just above. 
For the somewhat rare construction 
Schneider compares Laws 626 D autS Si 
irpbs aiiTov Trorepov Cjs 7roXephp trpSs ttoXI- 
piov Slavoyreov, rj 7riij in Xiyopev; and 
628 D. 

15 iroppu) el irepi. 7roppu can hardly 
(I think) mean ‘ far from ’ (sc. knowing): 
this would require rrippio el <roD n 
el8ivai> rrepi, as Herwerden suggests: 
cf. Lys. 212 A ouTio rrdppu elp.1 rod Krijpa- 

ros uore ktX. The meaning is (I believe) 
‘so far on ’; ‘so profoundly versed are 
you in justice’ etc.: cf. rrippio ijSrj earl 
too piov Ap. 38 c and phrases like rroppio 

cotpias iXavveiv : see also Blaydes on 
Ar. Wasps 192. Such biting sarcasm is 
appropriate in the mouth of Thrasy- 
machus. 

343 c 16 aXXorpiov dyaGov. Arist. 
Eth. Nic. V 3. 1130® 3 f. Sid Si to avrd 

touto Kal aXXSrpiov ayadov SoKei elvai 

r1 SiKaiooiivT] povq tiov apenov, 8ti irpbs 

erepbv eoTiv’ aXXip yap ra ovprpipovra 

rrpaTTei, rj apxovn rj Koiviovip (with 
Stewart’s note) and ib. 10. ii34b5. 

17 tu> ovtl is not rip ovti SiKaiip, but 
revera (as Stallbaum observes). 

19 <ss dXqGXs as well as aXr\dCis, np 
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dpxouevoi iroiovaiv to etcelvov ^vpcftepov tcpeirrovos ovros, teal 20 

D evBalpova etcelvov rroiovaiv vtrpperovvres avrid, eavrovs Be I oi>B' 

ottuhjttovv. atcoireladai Be, co evpdecrrare ’XwKpares, ovrcoal XPV> 

otl Bhcaios dvrjp aBltcov 7ravraxov eXarrov e%e(. rcpwrov pev 

ev rocs Trpos aXXpXovs tjvp/3oXalois, orrov dv 6 roiovros ra> roiovrw 

KOivwvrjar), ovSapov dv evpois ev rrj BiaXvcrei rrjs tcoivwvlas rrXeov 25 

exovra rov Bttcaiov rov aBltcov aXX' eXarrov erreira ev rot? irpos 

rrjv iroXiv, brav re rives eiacftopal dxriv, 6 pev Bltcaios arro rwv 

E icrcov 7rXeov elcr<j)epei, 6 S’ eXarrov, orav re Xpifreis, I 6 pev ovBev, 

6 Be 7roXXa tcepBalvei. ical yap orav dpxpv riva apxp etcarepos, 

too pev Bitcaiw vnrapxei, teal el prjBepla aXXrj tpppia, rd ye oltcela 30 

Bi apeXeiav pox^pporepcos exeiv, etc Be rov Brjpoatov pijBev 

w<f>eXeia0ai Bid to Bhcaiov elvai, tvpos Be rovrois dtrex^eadai rots 

re oltcelois teal too? yvcopipois, orav prjBev edeXp avrois virr/perelv 

rrapa to Bhcaiov rw Be dBltccp Trdvra rovrcov ravavrla vtrapxei. 

344 Xeyco yap ovirep vvv Bt) eXeyov, rov peya\Xa Bvvdpevov TrXeovetcrelv. 35 

rovrov ovv cncdirei, eitrep /3ovXei tcpiveiv, oaw pdXXov ^vpcftepei 

IBla avra> aBltcov eivai rj ro Bitcaiov. rravrwv Be paara padrjaei, 

edv 67rl rrjv reXecordrrjv dBuclav eXdrjs, fj rov pev aBitctjcravra 

evBaipoveararov Troiel, rovs Be dBitcpdevras teal aBucrjaai ovtc dv 5 

eOeXovras dOXuordrovs. eanv Be rovro rvpavvls, fj ov tcara, 

ovTi, and the like, is used to indicate that 
a word is to be taken in its strict and full 
etymological sense (eu-r]8iKQv): cf. Phaed. 
80 D eis "Ai5ou evs a\y]8evs, and infra II 

376 B, V 474 A, VI 511 B, VIII 551 E 

nn. 
343 E 30 to. ye oiKtia—|J.o\0T)po- 

Te'pojs. Wells aptly cites the refusal of 
Deioces in Herod. 1 97 to continue as an 
arbiter: 01) yap 01 \vaire\leiv tuv eavrou 

i^rjp.e\i]K6Ta roloi irpKas Sl’ 7)p.lpi)s diKafeiv. 

Cf. also Ap. 23 B, 31 B. In like manner 
Aristotle mentions it as one of the safe¬ 
guards of a democracy engaged in agri¬ 
culture that the necessity of looking after 
their private interests will prevent the 
citizens from often attending the assembly 
(Pol. Z 4. 131813 11). Plato is fond of the 
comparative ending in -cos (affected, says 
Cobet, by those “ qui nitidissime scri- 
bunt”): see Kuhner-Blass Gr. Gramm. I 

P- 577-, 
32 dir€x0ecr0cu. a7rlx^°Val as a pre* 

sent is not well attested in Plato’s time; 
and the aorist ‘to incur the enmity of’ is 

at least as suitable in point of meaning 
here. 

35 Xiyco yap ovirep vvv 81) EXeyov. 

Ast points out that nothing in what has 
been already said corresponds to the 
words t6i> /ueydAa bvvapevov ir\eoveKTtiv, 

and reads owep on slight MS authority. 
But no special reference is intended: the 
words mean simply ‘ I mean the man 
I meant just now.’ Thrasymachus asserts 
that he has all along been referring to rbv 
p.eya\a kt\. 

344 A 3 tj to SiKaiov : i.e. rj rb 
81ko.ioi> elvai. rip Sinalai. The reading 
aiiTip (found in A, but no dependence 
can be put on this MS in such matters) 
would require the omission of the article 
before hinaiov (so Stallbaum and others). 
Tucker inclines to render ‘ how much 
more he is personally benefited by being 
unjust than by justice,’ but the ordinary 
view is preferable. 

6 fj ov kt\. This laboured sentence 
is perhaps intended as a parody of some 
sophistic style: cf. Gorg. 448 C. 
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apuKpov rdWorpia Kal \dOpa Kal /3ta dtyaipeirai, Kal iepa Kal 

oata Kal iBta Kal Brjpocua, dWd l^vWrjftBrjv, * cbv i(f> e/cdcTM B 

ptepei 'otclv rt? dSt/c/Jera? per) \d6rj, ^ppuovTal re Kal oveiBr] dyct td 

10 p,e,ji(TTa’ Kal ydp iepoavXoi Kal dvBpaTroBtaral kcu TOtyu>pv\oi 

kcu diroarepriTai Ka\ KKeirrcu 01 Kara p^epr) dBiKOvvres twv tolov- 

to)v Kcucovpyrip.dT(0v kclXovvtcu’ eireiBav Be ti? 7rpo? tot? rwv 

tto'Kltwv '%pi)pa(TLV Kal avTOv5 dvBpatToBurdpLevos BovXdxrrjTai, 

aVTL TOVTCOV TCOV alxT^pWV OVOptaTtOV €v8alp,OV6 9 /cal pLUKapiOl 

15 K€K\r]VTai, OV piOVOV V7T0 T(J)V ttoXitmv I aXXd /cal VITO TO)V aW(i)V, C 

oaoL av 7rvdcovrai avrov rpv oArjv dBtKtav rjBiKrjKOTa' ov yap to 

7roieiv rd aSt/ca dXXd to 7rder^eiv (fjofiovpLevoi oveiBi^ovaiv ol 

oveiBt^ovres rr)v dSiKlav. ovt&>9, co %d>KpaT6<;, Kal la^vpoTepov 

Kal eAevdeptcbrepov Kal BemroTi.KujTepov aSiKta BiKaioavvip; earlv 

20 t/caz/co? yiyvop-ivT), Kal oTvep e^ dpxfps eAeyov, to p,ev tov KpelrTovo<; 

%vp.(j)epov to BiKaiov rvy^dvei ov, to S’ clBikov eavrat AvaireAovv 

Te Kal %vpu})epov. 

7. filq. 13: pia A. 

344 b 8 iSv depends on pepci. 
10 dvSpairoSwrraC:‘kidnappers.’ The 

word is defined by Pollux III 78 as 6 t'ov 

eXevdepov KaraSooXuadpevos rj t'ov dXX6- 
Tpiov oIkItt/v aira.y6fj.evos. Thessaly had 
an evil name for this kind of crime 
(Blaydes on Ar. Pint. 521); but the 
frequent references to it in Attic literature 
shew that Greece itself was not exempt. 
See on ix 575 b and the article in 
Stephanus-Hase Thes. s.v. 

11 Tiiv toiovtwv Ka,K0vpyr)|j.dT<<)v is 
usually explained as depending on /card 
fiipi;, but as Kara. pi pi) is adverbial, this 
is somewhat awkward. It is perhaps 
better to regard the genitive as partitive, 
rt being omitted as in Kivqaetev hv tuv 

d£<W Xoyov vipuv IV 445 E, where see 
note. 

12 irpos Tots—xP’IH^tiv is virtually 
equivalent to irpos rip to. tuv ttoXitwv 

aipeXladai, and combined by zeugma with 
SouXdxrriTai. Cf. I 330 E n. 

14 ci58a£|Jiov€S—K«KXqvrai. The gene¬ 
ric singular ns has become a plural, as 
in Phaed. 109 D, infra vil 536 A. Envy 
of tyranny and tyrants was common in 
the Athens of Plato’s younger days: 
compare Gorg. 484 A, 470 D (where it 
is maintained by Polus that Archelaus 
of Macedon is evOaipuv, and Socrates 

says 6Xlyov <roc irdvres avp<fci)<jov<n raura 

’AB-qvaXoL Kal oi £lvoi 472 A) and Ale. II 
141 A ff. The plays of Euripides in 
particular (see VIII 568 a) often eulogised 
the tyrant: e.g. Troad. 1169 ff., Fr. 
252, Phoen. 524 ff. In earlier days 
Solon’s friends had blamed him for 
not making himself tyrant of Athens: 
see the dramatic fragment (33 ed. Bergk), 
where the prevalent passion for tyranny 
is forcibly expressed in the lines ffOeXov 

yap Kev Kparr/aas, ttXoutov aipdovov XafiCov 

( Kal Tvpavveiaas ’Adijvuv poDvov ijpepav 

plav, | clokos xioTepov SeSdpOai KairiTC- 

Tpi<f>9ai yevos (4—6). See also Newman’s 
Politics of Aristotle I pp. 388—392. 

344 c 16 ov yap—njv aSitdav. Cf. 
Gorg. 483 A (piicrei pev yap irav alox^v 

eariv, oirep Kal KaKiov, t6 adtKeioOai, vopuj 

86 rd aSiKeiv. 

20 iKavws ■yi'Yvop.fvT]: ‘realised on an 
adequate scale’ (D. and V.). For the 
construction of ylyveo8ai with an adverb 
cf. (with Ast) Soph. 230 C and infra VI 
504 C. After to 5’ cLSikov below, Her- 
werden would insert t6 to go with eavrtp 

XvaireXoCv re Kal ^vprpipov, but only 
Tiiyxdvei (and not Tvyxavei 6v) is to be 
understood after &8lkov ; nor is the last 
clause intended as a strict and formal 
definition of injustice. 
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D XVII. Tavra elirbov 6 I ©paavpa^o^ iv vu> et^ev avievai,, 

wcnrep fiaXavevs ypfav KaTavrXr/aas Kara twv ootcov ddpoov ical 

7roXvv tov Xoyov. ov pcyv eiaadv ye avrov oi 7rap<We<>, aXX' 25 

r/vdy/caaav viropelval Te ical 7rapaa^elv rd>v elpypevoov Xoyov. 

teal hr) eyooye ical avTOS iravv ibeoptyv re ical ehrov ’XI Scupovie 

(dpacrvp,a'X/e, olov ip,/3aXoov Xoyov iv vu> e^et? atnivai, 7rplv SiSa^ai 

hcavws t) pbaOetv el're ovtcos 6 it 6 ctXXws eyei; rj erpeuepov olet 

E iirv^etpelv 7rpaypea I Siopl^eadai, dXX’ ov j3iov 8ia<ycoyrjv, y av 30 

Biayopievos e/caaTos ppccSv XvaoTeXeo-rdrpv ^copv ; ’E7W yap 

31. fwvj A2II: $Giv A1. 

344 D—347 E The reply of Socrates 
falls into two parts. In the first (344 D— 

347 e), after emphatically expressing his 
dissent from Thrasymackus' views, and 
protesting against the Sophist’s retractation 
(in the example of the shepherd and his 
sheep) of the doctrine that every ruler seeks 
the good of his subjects, Socrates reverts 
to the stricter form of reasoning to which 
Thrasymachus had formerly challenged 
him, and points out that no rulers, proper¬ 
ly so called, rule willingly: they require 
wages. When any kind of rule, e.g. an 
art, is attended with advantage to the ruler, 
the advantage comes from the concomitant 
operation of the ‘art of wage-earning,' 
and not from the ride itself. Medicine 
produces health ; the art of wages, wages; 
the doctor takes his fee, not qua doctor, but 
qua wage-earner. Thits it is not the rider, 
qua ruler, but the subjects, as was already 
said, who reap the advantage. The wages 
which induce a man to rule, may be money, 
or honour, or the prospect of a penalty if 
he should refuse. The most efficacious 
penalty, in the case of the best natures, is 
the prospect of being ruled by worse men 
than themselves. In a city of good men, 
freedom from office would be as eagerly 
sought for as office itself is now. Herewith 
ends for the present the refutation of the 
theory that Justice is the interest of the 
stronger. Socrates promises to resume the 
subject on another occasion. 

344 Dff. The ensuing discussion is 
not a new argument (see 345 C yap 
ra tpirpoodev emaKepuipeda) in support 
of Socrates’ view, but a restatement of 
his theory, with an addition necessitated 
by Thrasymachus’ example of the shep¬ 
herd. The shepherd (says Socrates) is 
no shepherd, when he fattens his sheep 

for his own gain, nor the ruler a ruler, 
when he enriches himself at the expense 
of his subjects. On such occasions both 
shepherd and ruler are in reality pwdw- 
riKoi—professors of pus Outwi), an art 
which is distinct from that of ruling, 
though usually associated with it. This 
analysis is new and valuable in itself; it 
also enables Socrates (in 347 d) to make 
the first explicit allusion in the Republic 
to an ideal state, and to formulate what 
afterwards becomes a leading principle of 
the Platonic commonwealth—the reluct¬ 
ance of the ruling class to accept office. 

344 D 74 KaTavrXrjo-as. For the me¬ 
taphor cf. infra VII 536 B, Lys. 204 D, 

Lucian Dem. Enc. 16 (imitated from this 
passage) and other examples in Blaydes 
on Ar. Wasps 483. 

28 4|xj3aXcuv: cf. Theaet. 165 D, Prot. 
342 E. The whole expression recalls the 
Latin proverb scrupulum abeunti (Cic. de 
Fin. iv 80). 

344 E 31 Siayopevos. The use of this 
verb in Soph. El. 782 xp^"os birjyb pe, 
Dem. 18. 89 ir6\epos—dirjyev upas, Xen. 
Rep. Lac. 1 3 and elsewhere is in favour 
of regarding diaybpevos (‘living’) as gram¬ 
matically passive and not middle both here 
and in Laws 758 A. Cf. Stephanus-Hase 
Thes. s.v. Si&yio. 

iyu> yap ktX.. I agree with Stallbaum 
and others in taking this sentence as 
interrogative; ‘do you mean that I 
think otherwise about this matter?’ i.e. 
think that it is not a question of filov 
Siaywy-f). J. and C. complain that this 
interpretation is “wanting in point.” It 
is surely much to the point to make Thra¬ 
symachus repudiate the imputation of 
trifling. His doctrine appears all the more 
dangerous when he confesses that it is no 
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olpai, e(f>r) 6 ®paavpa%o<;, tout! aXXco<; e%eiv ; VEoiKas, rjv S' iyco, 

rjroi r/pcnv ye oiiSev Kr)Sea0ai, ovSe ti (frpovTL^eiv ecTe ^elpov eire 

(HeXTiov /3uoaope0a ayvoovvre<; o av cpf/s elSevai. aXX', <Z 'yaOe, 

35 irpo0v pov Kal rjpuv ivSel^aa0ar ovtol /ca|/cet>9 er01 KetaeTai, 0 t 1 345 

av r)pa<; ToaovaSe oWa9 evepyeTparjs. iyco yap Srj aoi \eyco 

to y’ ipov, oti ov ireidopai ovS' olpai dSuclav SiKaioavvi)<; KepSa- 

XecoTepov elvai, ovS' idv id tt? avrrjv Kal pr) SiaKtoXvr) irparreiv 

5 a (3ov\erai. aXX', d> ’yade, eaTco pev aSiKOS, 8vvao0co Se dSiKelv 

7) tw Xav9dvecv r) tu> SLapdvyea0ai' 6\law? ipe ye ov Tveidei ux; ean 

T49 SiKaioavvr]? KepSaXecoTepov. ravr ovv Kal I eVepo? iaco<} tt? B 

rjpcov 7reirovOev, ov povo9 iyco. rreiaov ovv, d> paKapie, CKavai? 

?;/xa9, ot£ ovk op0co9 /3ovXevope9a SiKaioavvrjv dSiKias irepl 

10 rrXeiovos troLovpevoi. Kai 77W9, ecfri], ae -treiaco; ei yap oh vvv 

Srj eXeyov pr) Treireiaai, rL croc, eri iroirjaco; r) eh tt)v yjrv^rjv cpepcov 

iv0cd tov Xoyov; Ma At’, r)v S' iyco, pi) av ye' aXXa TtpcoTov pev, 

d dv et7T779, eppeve tovtov;, r) idv peTaTL0f), cfravepco9 peTari0eao 

Kal r)pas pr) i^airara. vvv Se opa1;, <0 1 ®paavpa%e, eri yap to C 

15 epirpoa0ev i7rioKe'\rcdpe0a, otc tov co9 dXrj9cd'i larpov to npcoTov 

opi^opevos tov 0)9 dXr)0co<; -rrotpeva oiiKeTi coov Selv vaTepov aKpiftcos 

cpvXd^ai, dXXd 7roipacveiv olec avTov ta TTpoj3aTa, Ka0' oaov 

17. rroipatveiv II et yp in marg. A2: malvecv A. 

sophistic paradox, but a rule of life. I 
can see nothing to justify Apelt’s con¬ 
jecture £7017’ ap’ for iyib yap (Observ. Crit. 

P- u). „ 
33 t|toi ij|xwv ye. fjToi or rjroi—76 = 

‘or else’ (not ‘or rather’ as J. and C.). 
The regular construction is ijroi—p, and 
■fj—tjtol was condemned by the gram¬ 
marians as a solecism, though it occurs 
in Pind. Nem. 6. 5. With the use of 
37rot in this passage cf. in 400 c, iv 433 a 
tovt6 etTTiv—rjroi tovtov rt elSos r) Slkcuo- 

mjvrj. Emendations have been suggested 
on all these passages of Plato: here ij rot 

(van Prinsterer, Hartman) and in the 
other two passages 17: but we are not 
justified in altering the text. Cf. Kugler 
de partic. toi eimque comp. ap. PI. usu 
p. 14. 

345 A 5 ?o-ro) |itv aSiKos kt\. The 
subject is 6 HSikos, supplied from dSudav. 
To ireidei also 6 &5ikos is the subject; but 
j) adtida or to ddiKtiv is the subject of 

earl. The effect is exactly as in the 
English ‘let him be unjust’ etc., ‘never¬ 
theless he cannot convince me that it is 
really more profitable than justice.’ J. 
and C. understand ns before &ttco, need¬ 
lessly, as I think, and suppose that the 
“ supposed impunity of injustice ” is the 
subject to TretSet, but vrcidu is much better 
with a personal subject. Although the 
sentence is a trifle loose, it is clear enough, 
and there is no occasion for reading 1rd- 
deis (with Vind. D and Ficinus). 

345 b 17 €v0w. cvndivai (as Wohlrab 
points out) was used of nurses feeding 
children: cf. Ar. Knights 716 f., supra 
343 A, and (for the general idea) Theognis 
435 and PI. Symp. 175 D. In pa Ala, pi) 
aii ye Socrates shudders at the prospect of 
having Thrasymachus for his intellectual 
nurse. 

345 c 17 iroipaCvuv. See cr. n. Cobet 
(Mttem. ix p. 355) calls for malveiv, but 
the “addita verba KaO' oaov noiprjv ianv 
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troLpirjv iariv, ov 7rpo? to td>v TrpofiaTtov /3e\TtaTov fiXetrovTa, 

a\\' wcirep BatTvpLova rtvd teal /.oeWovTa earuiaeaGai, 7rpo<; Tpv 

D evco^Lav, 7} av 7rpo? to aTroBoadai, watrep xpVPaTLaTVv I att’ 00 20 

Troipeva. rp Be iroLp,evucfi ov Brjirov aXXov tov p,e\ei rj, i(f> ® 

rera/cTca, 07r&)9 tout® to f3e\TiaTov e/ciropiel’ enrel ra <ye ayrr/s, 

war elvai fie'XTio'T'q, heaveas Brjirov emreiropicrTaL, e®? 7’ av pir/Bev . 

ivBep tov 7roifievi/cr) elvaL' ovrco Be orpLrjv eywye vvv Brj avay/calov 

elvai r/puv opuoXoyelv, 7racrav dpyi^v, naff oaov apyr], pirjBevl dWm 25 

to fiekTitiTov cncotreiadai rj e/ceivtp t® dpyop-evcp re /cal Oepairevo- 

E pevta, 1 ev re ttoXitl/ct} /cal lBlootlkt) dpxv- ^ too? ap^ovTas 

ev tat? 7roXecriv, too? aX.pdws apxovras, e/covTas oiei dp^eiv; 

Ma At’ ou/c, e<prj, a AX’ eS olSa. 

XVIII. Tt §e; 27^ S’ €70), co ®paavp,axe, Ta? aAAa? ap^ra? 30 

ou/c ivvoev> oTt ovBels ideXei ap^eiv e/coov, aWa piicrdov aiTovaiv, 

®9 ov^l avTolcnv ojcfreXlav eaopLevrjv e/c tov dp^eiv aWa Tot? 

346 dp^o|p.ei/ot?; eVet toaovBe elite' ovyl e/cdaTpv pievToi <fiap,ev 

enaaTOTe twv Te^i'cov toot® erepav elvai, t® eiepav ttjv Bvvapuv 

eyeiv; teal, ® pia/cdpie, p,rj Trapd 86%av aironpivov, 'tva tl /cal 

irepaivorpev. ’AA\d toot®, eefir], eiepa. Ovkovv /cal wepeXcav 

e/edattj IB'iav tiva ppuv irapexeTai, aXfd ov /coivtjv, olov laTpucp 5 

piev vyieiav, Kv/3epvr)Ti/cr) Se crcoTrjplav ev t® 7rXeiv, /cal al aWai 

5. ofov A2II: olot A1. 

circa universum pastoris negotium erran- 
tem a Socrate Thrasymachum notari do¬ 
cent ” (Schneider). How Thrasymachus 
errs is explained in ov irpbs t6 kt\. 7na£- 
veiv might perhaps be read, if the aXXa. 
clause is taken closely with what pre¬ 
cedes: you did not think it necessary 
(says Socrates) to adhere rigidly to the 
genuine shepherd, but think he fattens 
his sheep qua shepherd. In that case, 
however, we should expect aXX’ oi—ffkt- 
ireiv in place of ov—ji\tirovTa, to form 
the antithesis to malveiv. 

345 D 24 oimo 8£ o)|at|v. Some in¬ 
ferior MSS (with Eusebius Praep. Ev. xil 
44. 2) read Srj for be, and so Ast and Stall- 
baum. The connecting particle is better 
than the illative here, where Socrates is 
merely recalling his former train of reason¬ 
ing : ‘ and it was thus that I came to 
think ’ etc. 

345 E31 ovStls—|iio-0ov. Cf. Arist. Eth. 
Nic.V 10.1134b 5 ff. Kai 5ia tovto aWorptov 

ehai tjyaenv ayadbv ttjv ducouottvvt/v—puodds 

dpa Tts Sortos. 

32 avTotcriv: see 330 B n. 
346 a 1 ov%l—(revToi: 339 b n. 
3 Trapa 8o|av is simply ‘contrary to 

your opinion’ (“gegen deine Ueberzeug- 
ung” Schneider) as in Prot. 337 B, cf. 
349 A eus dv ire viro\a/J.pdmo \tyeiv direp 

biavoel and 350 E. The words could 
hardly mean an ‘ unexpected or para¬ 
doxical’ reply (as Tucker construes). 
Socrates is appealing—note t3 panapie— 

to Thrasymachus not to obstruct the dis¬ 
covery of the truth by want of candour 
and sincerity. 

4 d\\a — tTt'pa sc. eerrlv. The 
reading ertpav is in itself equally good, 
but has inferior MS authority. Herwer- 
den needlessly recommends the omission 
of erdpa, or (as alternatives) aWa Tovrip, 

'i<p77, rip eTepav, or iUi roirnp, etpi/, erbpav, 

Tip ertpav. 
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ovto) ; Ylnvv ye. Ovkovv Kal puadconKr) puadov; avrr] yap 

avTrj<; I rj Svvapus. rj rrjv IarpiKrjv av Kal rrjv KV^epvrjriKrjv B 

rrjv avrrjv KaXel<;; rj edvrrep /3ovXrj aKpiftdx; hiopi^eiv, diarrep 

10 vrredov, ovSev rl p.aXXov, eav Tt? Kvfiepvwv vyir)? yiyvrjrai 81a 

to ^vpufrepeiv avT(p irXelv iv rrj OaXdrrr), eveKa rovrov KaXei<; 

piaXXov avrrjv IarpiKrjv; Ov 8rjra, ecfrrj. Ov8e y, olpiai, trjv 

puaOcoriKrjv, eav vyiaivrj Tt? puadapvcbv. Ov Brjra. Tt 8e; ttjv 

IarpiKrjv jJuadapvrjriKrjv, eav i(op,evo$ Tt? juaOapvfj; I Ovk ecf)rj. C 
15 Ovkovv rrjv ye wcfreXlav eKaarrjs rrj<; re^vr)? ISlav w/jioXoyrjaapiev 

eivai; 'Earco, ecf)rj. f/Htmva apa oocfieXlav KOivfj oxpeXovvrai 

7rat>T6? oi Srjpuovpyol, 8rjXov on KOivrj nvl ra> avrw irpoa^pcbpievoi 

arr eKelvov wtyeXovvrai. ’’EoiKev, ecf)rj. Qap-ev 8e ye to puadov 

apvvp.evov<; d)cf>eXeia6ai too? Srj/juovpyov? a7ro too rrpoo^prjadai 

20 trj puadwTLKfj re.’yvrj ylyveadai avroi<;. Hvvecfnj p,oyi<;. Ovk apa 

drro t27? aoTOt) te^o^? eKaarcp I avrr] rj bocfreXia earlv, rj too puadov D 

Xr/yfris, aXX\ el Set aKpiftax; aKorveiadai, rj p,ev iarpiKrj vyieiav 

rroiei, rj 8e puadapvrjnKrj puadov, Kal rj p,ev oiKo8op.iKtj oiKiav, 

?) 8e puadapvrjnKrj avrrj erropievrj puadov, Kal al aXXai rraaai 

25 ooto)?' to avrrj<; eKaarrj epyov epyd^erai Kal docfreXei eKeivo, ecf) 

00 reraKrai. eav 8e p,rj pua0b<; avrrj rrpoayiyvrjrai, eaO' 6 Tt 
wcfreXelrai 6 Srjpuovpyds d'lro rrjs re^vrj<;; Ov cfralverai, ecfrrj. TAp' 

ovv ooS' cb(f)eXel Tore, orav I irpolKa ipyd^rjrai; Ot/tat eycoye. E 

Ovkovv, co ®paavp,a%e, rovro rjBrj SrjXov, oti ov8ep,la ri’yvrj ov8e 

II. ftiptplpetv S 2q: %vv<t>tpov AIIE1. Si. aiiTr] £,q: aurij A: aurrj (su) II. 

7 ovkovv ktX. Aristotle agrees with 
this analysis: see Pol. A 3. 1258“ 10 ff. 
It should be noted that the antecedent to 
aijT-q is not ptodov, but to rrapexco&cu 

piadov. 

346 B 10 81a to £v(jl4*'p£iv. See cr. n. 
Tol-vp-tplpov there are two objections: first 
that 5id with the participle used like Sid 
with the infinitive is rare and dubious; 
second that £,vp.<plpov is more naturally 
to be taken as a virtual adjective than 
as a participle. The last objection 
might be surmounted by reading £vp.<pl- 

pov<6v>, but the more serious flaw 
would still remain, and £up.<plpeiv is in 
itself so much superior, that (like most 
editors) I feel bound to adopt it. 

12 ovSe y otpai njv purBwriKrjv sc. 
icaAeis larpiKTiv. The reasoning is some¬ 
what subtle. larptKT), Kvfitpv-qTiKri, /j.urdu- 

TiK-r) (piadapwqTiKri), says Socrates, are 
three distinct arts. KvfSepvqTiKT) is not to 
be called laTpurii, even if larpiKri should 
accompany its operation, nor is puoduTiKij 
to be called larpiKri in a similar case. 
Nor is larpiKT) to be called puadwTucf), 
even if laTpucfi should be accompanied 
by piadwTiK-q. 

346c 17 KOivfj—Trpocrxpwpivoi: ‘from 
the common use of some additional ele¬ 
ment which is the same in all.’ 

18 t6 p.«r0ov apvvpevovs. Se ye as 
usual introduces the minor premise. The 
semi-poetic word dpvvpevovs is used to 
suggest pitrdapvelv and pucrdapvpTiKi,), the 
word p.i<r66i> at the same time bringing 
the product of the art well into view. As 
to—8t]piovpyovs is the subject to yiyveodai, 
the masculine rbv—so most MSS—for t6 
is impossible. 
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dpxp T° avTrj uxfceXipiov 7rapaaKevd^ei, dXX\ oirep TrdXai eXeyopiev, 30 

to to) dpxopievep Kal nrapauKevd^ei Kal eniTaTTei, to eKelvov 

%Vp,(f)epOV 2/TT0D09 ODT09 (TKOTTOVaa, aXX' OV TO TOV KpeiTTOVOS. 

81a Bp t avTa ’ey coy e, cJ <p[Xe ©paavpia^e, Kal apTi eXeyov pipBeva 

ideXeiv eKovTa dp^eiv Kal to dXXoTpia KaKa pieTayeipi'^eadai 

dvopOovvTa, aXXa puadov aiTeiv, otl 6 pieXXcov KaXws Tp Teyvp \ 35 

347 7rpa^eiv ovBevoTe avTa> to fdeXTicrTOv TtpaTTei ovB’ eviTaTTei Kara 

Tpv texypv eTTiTaTTCov, dXXd tw apxopievw' wv Bp eveKa, co? eoiKe, 

puaOov Belv virdpxeiv toi<; pieXXovaiv eOeXpaeiv dp-^eiv, p apyvpiov 

p Tipipv, p £ppiiav, iav pip dpxv- 

XIX. ITw? tovto Xeyeis, go %d)KpaTe<;; e(f>ij 6 TXavKwv. too? 5 

piev yap Bvo puadov1; yiyvcdaKoo’ Tpv Be ^ppiiav pvTiva Xeyeu; Kal 

to? iv puaOov piepet eippKa;, ov %vvpKa. Tod tcov fieXTiaTwv 

B apa puaOov, e<j>pv, ov %vviel;, Bi I ov dpxovaiv oi eTrieiKeaTaToi, 

OTav edeXcoaiv apxeiv. p ovk olaOa, otl to e^iXoTipiov Te Kal 

cpiXdpyvpov elvai oveiBo; XeyeTai re Kal eaTiv; ’’Kycoye, e<f>p. 10 

Atd tavTa toIvvv, pv B’ eyed, ovtc XPVP^TU>V eveKa eOeXovaiv 

dpxeiv ol ayaOol ov Te Tiperj;' ovtc yap efravepw 9 irpaTTopievoi Tp; 

dpxps eveKa puaOov puaOanol jdovXovTai KeKXpaOai, ov Te XdOpa 

avTol Bk Tp; dpxps Xapbj3avovTe; KXenTar ovB' av Tipip9 eveKa' 

C ov yap elai (piXoTipioi. Bel Bp I avTot9 dvayKpv irpoaelvai Kal 15 

u>v H, superscripto oS: y A : o5 Thj. 15. S)? II: 55 A. 

346 E 33 ’i\eyov p]8eva 60e\eiv. fJ-V 
with the infinitive after verbs of saying, 
thinking and the like “carries with it the 
emphasis of the witness on oath, so to 
speak the emphasis of desire ” (Gilder- 
sleeve in A. J■ Ph. 1 50). Cf. Theaet. 
155 A, Euihyph. 6 B, Phaed. 94 C al., and 
infr. HI 407 E, IV 419A. 

347A 2 «s 5oik€ belongs to tov ?v€Ka, 
and Seiv is in indirect narration after 
SXeyov above. There would be no object 
in qualifying the force of 5e2>; it is not 
disputed that rulers must have their re¬ 
ward. Hence Stallbaum is wrong in 
regarding Seiv as under the influence of 
Notice, an illogical idiom which is common 
in Herodotus (Stein on 1 65), and found 
occasionally in Tragedy (Jebb on Track. 
1238) and in Plato (Phil. 20 D, Soph. 
263 D, Euthyd. 280 D). That (is Zouee 
has no influence on Seiv in this passage 

may also be seen from the fact that Seiv 
(not Sei) would still be used if ws Some 
were removed. Seiv is not for oeov; the 
late participial form Seiv is not found in 
Plato : see my note on Euthyph. 4 D. 

4 ^PXTI- The transition from plural 
to singular and conversely is common : 
see for examples III 408 B, 411 c, 413 D, E, 
iv 426a,c, v 463 D, vi 496 c, 500 c, VIII 
554 A, c, 558 A, IX 591 A, X 6oi D, E, 
604 D, and cf. Heindorf on Gorg. 478 C, 

Prot. 319 D. 

7 (is 5v pucrBou (it'pti. (is is not 
(with Wohlrab) to be taken with iv 
tuadov but stands for the indirect 
interrogative tiwws. 

347 B 14 auTo£= ‘by themselves,’ ‘ul¬ 
tra, ’ should be construed with Xav^S-vovres. 
The conjecture avrSv for aural is very 
tame. 
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^rjplav, el peXXovcnv e9eXeiv ap^eiv' o9ev KtvBvvevei to e/eovra 

eirl to dp^etv levai aXXd prj dvdyicrjv 7repipeveiv ala^pbv vevo- 

piaOai. t2)9 Se ^r]pla<; peyiaTi) to t;7ro irovrjpoTepov dp%ea9ai, 

eav prj ai/To? e9eXrj dp%eiv' fjv BelaavTe<> poi fyaivovrcu dpyeiv, 

20 orav apyasaiv, oi eViei/cet?, Kal totc ep%ovTai iirl to ap^etv, ov% 

a>9 tV' ayaOov ti iovre? ovB' 009 evira6ijaovTe<; ev avTw, aU’ a>9 
tV’ dvayicaiov Kal ovk eyovTe<s eavtwv fieXTbocnv • evirpeyfraL ovBe D 

opoloi<;. eVe't KivBvvevet, iroXvi avBpwv ayadcibv el yevoLTO, irepi- 

pa^rjTov dv eivai to ap^eiv, uxrirep vvvl to dp^eiv, Kal evravd' 

25 dv KaTaipave9 yevecrOai, oti tu> ovtl dXr)9t,vo<; dp^wv ov 7retfrvKe to 

avTw tjvpcpepov aKOirelcrdaiaXXd to tu> ap-^opevw' tucrre ira<; 

dv 6 yiyvdnJKwv to dxfceXe'iaOaL paXXov eXoiTo vir aXXov rj aXXov 

d)<f)eXdov irpd.yp.aTa e%et.v. tovto pev ovv eycoye ovBaprj avy^wpS) I 

®paavpd^w, a>9 to B'iKaidv iaTcv to tov KpeiTTOvo? i-vptpepov. E 

30 u\Aa tovto pev Br) Kal elaavdi'i aKeyfropeda' 7roXv Be poi Bokci 

347C 16 S0£V KivSuvevti—v«vo|iicr0ai. 

These words are intended to indicate 
parenthetically that Socrates’ thesis finds 
support in the common judgment of men. 
Good men, he says, require to be com¬ 
pelled to rule. This may be why (odev) 
it is accounted a disgrace to enter on 
office willingly: that is to say, if you do 
so, you may be inferred to be, not dyadic, 
but tpiXbnpios or <pi\apyvpos, which oveiSos 
\lyeral re Kal Hittiv 347 B. There is 
no good reason for rejecting the clause, 
as some have proposed to do. 

347 D 23 iroXis av8pt5v dyaOwv is 
the first express allusion to an Ideal City 
in the Republic. The principle here laid 
down—the reluctance of the best men to 
undertake the task of government—is 
fully recognised in Tlato’s commonwealth, 
where the 3.pgavres are represented as un¬ 
willing to desert the life of contemplation 
for the cares of office. ‘ Nolo episcopari’ 
is in fact one of the leading guarantees 
which Plato gives against the abuse of 
political power (Nohle Die Staatslehre 
Plato's in ihr. gesch. Entwick. p. 119). 
See VI 520 E, 521 a, where this topic is 
resumed. Cf. also Sesame and Lilies § 43 
“The true kings—rule quietly, if at all, 
and hate ruling ; too many of them make 
‘ il gran rifiuto.’ ” 

25 tu> ovn kt\. rip ovti belongs to 
ov irlpvKe, not to iXpdivos (as Ast sup¬ 
poses). Richter suggests dX^flivds for 0X77- 

6tv6s, but what is said of a single ruler 
applies to all: cf. (with Schneider) Laws 
733 E 'Ktyvipev 57) auxppova filov Zva tlvai 

Kal cj>pbvip.ov 'Da Kal Da rbv dvSpeiov. 

26 was dv ktX. The articular infinitive 
with alpeioBai is hard to parallel, and on 
this ground Richards would cancel t6. 
I once thought that rb u<f>e\ei<rdai might 
be taken as the object after ytyvoiaKoiv 
(‘ he who knows what being benefited is,’ 
i.e. virtually ‘who knows his own in¬ 
terests ’); but this is harsh, and I now 
acquiesce in the usual interpretation. 
With yiyvwiKwv (intellegens) used abso¬ 
lutely cf. (with Schneider) Laws 733 E 
odxppova p.h ovv filov b yiyvwakoiv 6i)oei 

irpdov M iravra. For the sentiment 
cf. Soph. O. T. 584—598, Eur. Ion 

621—632, Hipp. 1016—1020. 
347 E 30 €l<rav0is (rK£\[(dp£0a. The 

reference has been much discussed. 
Pfleiderer’s idea (Zur Lbsung d. PL Fr. 
p. 72) that the words were introduced by 
Plato “ bei der Gesammtredaktion des 
Werkes ” to prepare us for the second 
half of Book x is most unlikely, because 
(among other reasons) Book x does not 
expressly revert to this topic at all. Sie- 
beck (ZurChron. d. Pl. Dialoge pp. 121 ff.) 
holds that phrases of this sort always refer 
either to some future dialogue contem¬ 
plated by Plato, or to a later part of the 
same dialogue. It is difficult to establish 
either alternative in the present case; nor 
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fiel^ov elvai, o vvv \eyei ®paav pianos, tov tov aS'ucov /3lov (jxicncwv 

elvai KpeiTTco rj tov tov SucaLov. av ovv 7rorepm?, r)v S' eyco, 

w TXavKcov, aipei Kal iroTepov d\p0e(TTepo)<; SoKel croi \eyea0ai; 

Tov tov SiKadov eycoye, efyy, XvaiTeXecnepov /3iov elvai. "Yhcovcras, 

348 pv S' iyco, \ oaa dpTi ®paavpianos ayaOa Sir)\0e tco tov dSUov; 35 

”HKovaa, ecfrp, aW' ov Trel0opiai. BouAet ovv avrov TreiOwpev, av 

Svvcop-eOd Try e^evpeiv, a><; ovk aKpOrj Xeyei; 14<7? 7dp ov ,8ov\op,ai; 

7) S' o?. ’‘Av p'ev toIvvv, pv S' eyw>, dvTUcaTaTelvavTes Xeycopev 

33. a\i]8e<rTepus v. u>s aXr/deaT^pws AIIH<7. 34- Hpy A2II: om. A1. 

has Siebeck, I think, succeeded in proving 
his point even elsewhere. It is simplest 
to suppose that such formulae (like eiaaO- 
81% i-KusKtiTTtov in Arist. Eth. Nic. 1 5. 
iog7b 14) are in general only a convenient 
way of dropping the subject, although 
there may occasionally be a specific refer¬ 
ence. Here there is none. So also Hir- 
mer Entst. u. IComp. d. PI. Polit. in FI. 
Jahrb. Supplementband xxm p. 607 n. 2. 

347 E—348 B Introduction to the 
second part of Socrates' reply to Thrasy- 
machus. See 344 D, 348 B nn. 

347 E 31 tov tov aSiKOu piov— 

SiKafou. In these words Socrates sums 
up the remarks of Thrasymachus from 
343 B (feat oiirio irbppu kt\.) to 344 C 

(Xv<nreXouv re Kal ^upuplpov). 
32 TTOTcpais — X.€y£cr0ai. Ast’s sug¬ 

gestion irbrepov, rjv 5’ eyu>, w FXaii/cwv, 
aipei; Kal irorlpus a\7]6e<rrlpios SoKei 001 

XlyeaOai; is now generally adopted, but 
(apart from its considerable divergence 
from the MS reading) the juxtaposition of 
irorlpus and aX-qdeo-rtipais is unpleasing. 
The rrorlpus aipei of A is quite unobjection¬ 
able: cf. VII 528 A ovrios—aipov/xai; and it 
is (I think) an objection to irbrepov aipei 
that it would represent Socrates as asking 
Glauco not which view he elected to take, 
but which life—the just or the unjust—he 
chose for himself. Schneider (after Bek- 
ker) retains the reading of the best MSS in 
irbrepov is aXydeaTlpuis, and explains the 
last two words as equivalent to oitrirep 8 
aX-pdeoripus Xbyerai: but us aXr)deoripus 
could not (if written by Plato) be any¬ 
thing but the comparative of ws aXi/Sibs, 
and that is quite different in sense from dX?/- 
dearlpus. I have omitted dis (with Bre- 
mius and a few MSS of inferior authority), 
“ut ortum ex varia lectione irbrepov et iro- 

ripus in irorepbvuis conflata” (Schneider). 
I am glad to find that Tucker adopts the 
same solution. 

348 a 1 SifjXOe: i.q. SirjXdev ovra 
or Sie\6iov IXe^ev elvai (Schneider). Cf. 
II 363 A atpdova Zxovoi Xbyeiv ayaffa rois 
otriois with n. ad loc. In view of iv 
eKarepip Xlyopev in B below, it is easy to 
suggest SiijXdev <ev>; but the text is 
probably sound. 

4 dv piv toCvvv ktX. The alternatives 
are between continuous speech and dia¬ 
lectic. By \byov in irapa Xbyov Thrasy¬ 
machus’ speech in 343 A ff. is meant: to 
this Socrates would reply, after which 
Thrasymachus would speak again, and 
finally Socrates. Thus each party would 
have delivered two speeches. In Athenian 
lawsuits there were often two speeches 
delivered by the accuser and two by the 
defendant (Meier und Schomann Attische 
Process p. 924), so that Plato’s imagery 
is borrowed from the law-court, whence 
SiKaarCjv rivuv rwv SiaKpivovvrwv just 
below. This point escaped Ast, who 
reads rai aSdis ouros ciXXov ir\p.iv (after 
Ficinus and Stephanus). 

dvT!Ka.Ta.T€LvavT6s is intransitive: cf. 
II 358 D Karareivas epu> tov abiKOv piov 
iiraivuv and 367 B: the notion (as in £vv- 
reivoi, ^wreraplvus and the like) is of 
nervous tension. The word cannot mean 
‘replying to one another in set speeches’ 
(J. and C.). “ Setting out alternative lists 
of advantages ” (remarks Bosanquet) “was 
the well-known method of fable or poetry. 
See Book 11” 361 D—362 c and 362 e— 

365 A : “and compare Prodicus’ Choice op 
Heracles (Xen. Mem. II 1) and the dis¬ 
cussion between the Just and Unjust argu¬ 
ments in the Clouds of Aristophanes.” 
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5 avTu> Xoyov irapa Xoyov, oca av dyada e%6i to BIkcuov elvai, 

teat au6i<; ovtos, icai aXXov p/iels, dpidpelv BeTjcrei rdyadd naX 

peTpelv oca etcaTepoi ev e/carepw Xeyopev, ical tjBtj BucacrTwv B 

tlvwv twv Biarcpivouvrcov BerjaopeOa' av Be watrep apri dvopo- 

Xoyovpevoi irp'os aXXrjXovs a/coTrcopev, apa aiiroi Te BiKacral /cat 

10 p7)Tope<; eaopeOa. Haw pev ovv, e^rj. 'OjroTepws ovv col, rjv 8' 

iyoo, apec/cei. Out ft)?, eeforj. 

XX. ’'I6l Brj, rjv S’ iyoo, w Opacvpa^e, dtrotcpivai rjp.lv itj 

dp'xfjs’ T7jv reXeav dBuclav reXeas ovcrj<; BucaioavvTrjs XvareXe- 

crepav cf>rj9 elvai; Yldvv pev ovv real (foppi, 1 ecjoTj, teal 81 d, eipp/ca. C 

15 <£>epe 8lj to ToiovBe 7repl avToov 7rw9 Xeyei<;; to pev ttov dpeTrjv 

avTolv KaXei<i, to Be /ca/clav; IIyap ov; Ovkovv trjv pev 

5. aD A2II: 8v A1. 

348 is 10 oiroTs'pws is virtually in¬ 
direct : translate ‘ whichever you please, 
then.’ Hermann reads irorcpus, but the 
text ought not to be changed either here 
or in Euthyd. 271 A rls yv, u> 2ibxpares, 
<J & Xvxeltp Sie\fyov;—rls rjv; Otto- 

repov xal epwra’s, w Kpiriov • 06 yap eh, 
aXXa 86’ -fjoryv, i.e. (it depends on) which 
of these you are asking about etc. Cf. 
also yns—abrUiv y apery 353 C. In Rep. 
IX 578 E iv iroUp av rivi xal birbooi rpbjtp 
o’iei yevlaffat avrbv and Gorg. 522 A, the 
oirbatp is perhaps due to the proximity of 
otei, which gives the question a certain 
semblance of indirectness; bwoUp in Ale. I 
hoc and oirolov infra 400 A may be simi¬ 
larly explained; while in Meno 74 D aXXa 
pi) p.01 0liras—aXX’ o rt earlv rodro, it is 
easy to supply a verb of saying. Possibly 
(as Heindorf thinks) 8n (B 8 ri) in Euthyd. 
287 B is corrupt for rl, as oiruis for irm in 
Charm. 170C. In Lys. 212 C oirbrepos 
ovv air Civ Trorlpov <pl\ov etrriv; b <pi\Civ 
tov <pi\ovp.tvov—i) b <pi\o6pevos rod (piXovv- 
ros; we ought no doubt to read 6 irbrepos 
(with Hermann). 

348 b—350 c Thrasymachus now 
identifies Justice with Simplicity, Injustice 
with Discretion. Injustice he assigns to 
Virtue and Wisdom, Justice to their op¬ 

posites. He further declares that Injustice 
is strong and beautiful, and is ready to 
predicate of it all that is usually predicated 
of Justice (348 B—349 b). 

Socrates then commences a very subtle 
refutation, addressing himself to the 
assertion that Injustice is Virtue and 

Wisdom (349 B—350 c). (1) The just 
man endeavours to overreach the unjust, 
but not the just: the unjust man to over¬ 
reach both the just and the unjust. There¬ 
fore, generally, the just man endeavours 
to overreach the unlike; the unjust man 
to overreach both the like and the unlike. 
Further, the unjust man, being wise and 
good, resembles the wise and good, while 
the just titan, being foolish and evil, re¬ 
sembles the foolish and evil; in brief, each 
is as those whom he resembles. (2) Again, 
from the analogy of the arts it is seen that 
the man 'who knows tries to overreach the 
unlike, while the ignorant man tries to 
overreach both the like and the unlike. 
But the man 'who knows is wise, and the 
wise man good; we may therefore in the 
last sentence substitute ‘wise and good 
man' for 'the man who knows,' and 
' foolish and evil ’ for ‘ ignorant.' Com¬ 

paring, then, conclusions (1) and (2), we 
see that the just are like the wise and good, 
that is, are wise and good (since they are 
such as those whom they resemble), while 
the unjust in like manner are foolish and 
evil. Thus is refuted the thesis that In¬ 

justice is Virtue and Wisdom. 
348 B ff. The second division of 

Socrates’ reply begins here. Though 
professedly attacking the section of Thra¬ 
symachus’ speech contained in 343 C— 

344 C, and summed up in the theory that 
the life of the Unjust is better than that 
of the Just (347 E), it is not till 352 D that 
Socrates directly grapples with this theory. 
In the meantime, certain further deliver- 
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Sucaioavvrjv aperijv, rijv Be aBiKuiv kclkiclv ; Et/co? 7’, e(f>rj, d 

yBiaTe, iireiBrj Kal Xeyco aBiKiav pev XvaireXelv, hucaioavvrjv B' ov. 

’AAAdrl prjv; Tovvavrlov, r) B' 09. ’H rrjv BiKaio<Jvvr\v Kcmiav; I 

D Ovk, dXXd ttcivv yevvalav evpdeLav. Hrjv dBiKiav apa KaKopdeiav 20 

tcaAec9; Ovk, dXX' evffovAlav, ecftp. ’H Kal (jypovLpoi aoi, d 

Opaavpa^e, Bokovo-iv eivai Kal dyaOol ol uBikol; Ot ye TeA,eo>9, 

e<\>p, oioL re aScKeiv, 7ro\ei<> re Kal eOvr) Bvvdpevoc dvdpdirwv vcf>' 

eavrovs TroLeladaL. av Be ol€l pe ter&)9 rov9 rd /3aA\avTia airo- 

TepvovTas Xeyeiv. XvaireXec pev ovv, i) B' 09, Kal ra roiavra, 25 

edvirep XavBdvp’ eaTO Be ovk d^ia Xoyov, d\X' d vvv Br) eXeyov. I 

E ToOto pevroi, eifirjv, ovk dyvocio o n ftovXeb Xeyeiv dXXa roBe 

eBavpaaa, el ev dpeTrjS Kal aortas pepei ttjv dBiKiav, trjv 

Be BiKaioavvrjv ev rot9 evavrtois. ’AXXa yravv ovtw tiBppi. 

Tovto, tjv B’ eyd), r/Br] arepecorepov, 16 eraipe, Kal ovKeri paBiov 30 

19. y II: rj A. 30. paSiov v. paov AllSy. 

ances of Thrasymachus on the nature of 
Injustice are refuted by means of argu¬ 
ments which have an indirect bearing on 
the question at issue (see 352 D cpalvovrai 

p.tv odv Kal vvv, iis e/xoi Sokol, i£ wv 

elpr/Ka/j-ev • ofius 5’ 8ti fiiXnov OKeirrlov). 

This part of Socrates’ reply may therefore 
be regarded as itself subdivided into two 
parts—the first being an indirect, the 
second a direct refutation of Thrasyma¬ 
chus. Cf. 352 D n. 

348 c 17 e’lKos ye—Tovvavrfov. 
Thrasymachus’ view of Sikcuogijvti is like 
Callicles’ theory of apery in Gorg. 491 e 
ff. esp. 492 B rpvipV Kal aKoXaala Kal 

i\ev8epla, eav iiriKovpiav 8xV< tovt’ early 

aperri re Kal ev8ai.p.ovla. The irony is 
clearly marked by <3 ijSiare, and Hartman 
should not have revived Hirschig’s pro¬ 
posal to read < oGkovv > eUbs ye. 

19 dXXd t£ p.ifv; ‘Well, what else?’ 
Cf. (with J. and C.) Symp. 206 E. 

348 D 20 wavu yevvcuav €vrj0ei.av : 
‘sublime simplicity.’ Such contempt for 
eu-qdeia recalls Thucydides’ description of 
contemporary morals: cf. especially ill 
83. I Kal rb eiir)des, ov rb yevvaiov TrXeiarov 

fier^xei, KarayeXaadev -pcpaviaBip. 

21 eipovXia was preeminently a po¬ 
litical virtue: cf. Ale. I 125 E iroXtrei'as 
kolvjjvoGvtuv riva KaXeis e7riarrjp.7]v ; E v - 

fiovXlav Zywye, Prot. 318 E, and infra IV 
428 li. It is therefore fitly used by 
Thrasymachus to describe his theory, 

A- P. 

which is a theory of political rather than 
of private morality: cf. wb\eis re—troiei- 

affai below. 
23 «<)>’ eaurous Tr<H€io-0cu. eavrois is 

found in some inferior mss, but the ac¬ 
cusative is also admissible. Cf. Thuc. 
IV 60 (cited by Schneider) eUbs—avrobs 

raSe rravra Trei.paaaadai virb trip as iroiei- 

adai. In re\lws Thrasymachus recalls the 
reXlav aSiKlav of 348 B. 

24 <ru 8« ol'ti—Xeyerv. Baiter (with 
Paris A) assigns these words to Socrates; 
but they come much more naturally from 
Thrasymachus: cf. 344 B. fiaWavna. 

and not fiaXavna is the spelling of A 
here and in VIII 552 D (paWavreoTbp-oe): 

in IX 575 B (paWavTioTopovcn) the second 
X is due to an early corrector. The 
double -XX- has also the best MS authority 
in Gorg. 508 E, Symp. 190 E. See also 
Blaydes on Ar. Frogs 772. For ij 8’ os 
below after £0y cf. Phaed. 78 A and 
vil 522 A. 

348 E 30 tjStj o-T6p£WTfpov : 1 still 
more stubborn.’ areplos is like <rK\-qpbs 

in Theaet. 155 E <r/cXypot)s—Kal avrirlnrovs 

dvdpuwovs, but stronger, suggesting cast- 
iron hardness and inflexibility. 

pq.81.ov. See cr. n. Schneider refers 
to Laws 737 B rxjv 8b aXydroraryv 
Kal aplarT/jv iVdryra ovkctl paScov iravrl 

idetv. pq.ov is not (1 think) possible 
here: and a scribe might easily omit IA 
in PAIAION. Cf. Introd. § 5. 

4 
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e%eiv o ri ns e'irry. el yap XvaireXeiv p,ev ryv dBiKiav eriOeao, 

Ka/ciav pievroi y ala^pov aiiro wpioXoyeis elvai, cbcnrep aXXoi rives, 

ellxopiev av n Xeyeiv Kara rci vop.ityp.eva Xeyovres’ vvv Be ByXos 

el on (jyyaeis avro Kal KaXov Kai la^vpov elvai Kal raXXa aired 

35 irdvra rrpoaOyaeis, \ a 1 pels no BiKa'up irpoaerldepev, eireiBy 349 

ye Kal iv apery avro Kal ao<pla eroXpyaas deivai. ' AXydearara, 

ecf>y, pavrevei. ’AAA’ oil pevroi, yv B' iyob, arroKvyreov ye ra> 

Xoyco eire^eXOclv aKorvovpevov, eo>? av ae inroXap^dvco Xeyeiv 

5 airep Biavoel. ifiol yap BoKels av, do ®paavp.a%e, are^vcSs vvv 

ov aKwrrreiv, aXXd rd BoKovvra 7repl rys aXyOelas Xeyeiv. Tt Be 

aoi, e<f>y, roiiro Biacfiepei, e’lre p-oi Bokci e’ire p.y, aXX' oil rov Xoyov 

eXey%et?; 1 O i/Bev, yv S’ iydo. aXXd roBe p.01 Treipdo eri Trpbs B 

rovrois drroKpivaadai' 6 BiKaios rov BiKaiov Bokci rl aoi av 

10 ideXeiv -rrXeov e%eiv; OtiSapcos, ecforj’ ov yap av yv darelos, claTrep 

vvv, Kal evyOys. Tl Be; rys BiKaias rrpd^ecos; Oi/Be rys <7rpd£eoos 

11. npdijeois rijs nos: om. codd. 

31 «t yap KT^- Gorg. 483 C v6flip 
pev tovto ddiKov Kal aloxpbv keyerai, to 
irkiov (?frelv ?xelv T^v nokkuiv, Kai aSixeiv 
avro Kakovaiv. Diimmler (Zi/r Comp. d. 
PL St. p. 13) goes so far as to assert that 
utrrrep dkk01 rives is an express reference 
to Polus in the Corgias; but nothing is 
gained by so hazardous a conjecture. 

349 a 1 irpocr€TC0€[i€v : ‘used to at¬ 
tribute to,’ sc. before you announced 
your view—with ironical deference, like 
ikiyop.iv in Prot. 353 C tl ovv (pare tovto 
elvai, 6 7]pets elvai tuv i]Sovi2v 
ektyopev; Stallbaum takes the im¬ 
perfect as referring to 345 C, but neither 
there nor in 348 C (cited by Schneider) 
is there anything to justify a particular 
reference. 

5 €[iol yap—Xe'ytiv. A similar re¬ 
mark is made after Callicles has ex¬ 
pounded kindred views in Gorg. 492 D 
aaepois yap av vvv ktyeis a ol dkkoi 5ta- 
voouvrai pev, kiyeiv 5i ovk eOikovoi. 

6 rd SoKouvTa ktX. can only mean 
‘ what you think about the truth,’ not 
‘what you think to be the truth’ (D. and 
V.) or ‘ your real mind ’ (Schneider and 
Jowett). We should expect ddidas for 
dkijdelas, as H. Wolf proposed to read, 
for it is Injustice, not Truth, which is 
the subject of dispute. But as adiKias 

has not a vestige of support from the 

MSS, I have not ventured to make the 
change. The truth in question must be 
understood as the truth about justice and 
injustice. Herwerden’s iirl rijs dkydelas 
(for which he compares Dem. de Cor. 
17, 226, and 294) will hardly command 
assent. 

t! Se'—i\ey\ei%\ Cf. Charm. 161 C 
irdvrois yap ov tovto ok(ttt(ov dans avrd 
ehrev, akka irbrepov dkrjBes kiyerai rj oO. 

349 b 10 rrXe'ov ^eiv. The literal 
and derived significations of this phrase 
are treated as identical throughout the 
curious reasoning which follows. Prima¬ 
rily, irktov ixeiv refers to quantitative 
superiority; in its derived sense, it is 
used (together with -rrkeoveKTelv) more 
generally of ‘ overreaching.’ 

11 Trjs 8iKatas irpa£€«s. ‘To have 
more than the just action ’ means ‘ to do 
more than is just ’ (cf. 7rkelio—aipeiadai— 
TTparreiv 350 a), outdo, overreach what 

is just in action. The notion of virtue as 
a peabr-qs is implied. 

ovSI Trjs ktX. See cr. n. I do not 
think that ov5£ Trjs diKaias can be right. 
The whole emphasis (as oii5i shews) must 
be on ttpdljeois, and the emphatic word 
should be expressed, ovdi rijs wpd^eus 
TTjs SiKalas (sc. any more than the avdpds 
SiKalov) gives exactly the emphasis re¬ 
quired. In the cases quoted by Schneider 
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t^?> S/Katas, ecfrrj. Tou Se aS/KOV irorepov d^/ot av irAeoveKTelv 

Kal r/yoiTO ScKaiov elvcu, rj ovk dv r/yolro SiKaiov; 'HryoiT’ av, 

rj 0 09, teat a^coc, a A,A. ov/c av ovvacTO. AW ov tovto, i/V 

C S' eyco, epcord), dAA' el tov pcev Sucalov I per} d^iot 7rAeov e%eiv 15 

pepSe (3ovAerai 6 S'ucaLos, tov Se dSltcov; 'AW' ovror9, ecfrrj, e%ei. 

Tt Se Sr) 0 dSiKos; dpa d^tol rod Sucaiov TrAeoveKrelv zeal rrj<> 

Si/calas Trpdlfeap;; IIci>9 yap ov/c; ecfrrj, 09 ye irdvrcov irAeov e^eiv 

dfjioi. Ovkovv /cal dS'ucov dvQpdrirov re /cal 7rpd£ear<; 6 aSuco<; 

irAeove/CTyaeL Kal dpuAArjaeraL 0)9 cnrdvTorv 'zrAeicrrov avro*; Aa/3rj; 20 

"Eari ravra. 

XXI. T£l8e Sr} Aeyarpeev, ecfrrj v ■ 6- S/Kaios tov peev bpolov ov 

D TrAeoveKTec, rov Se avojioiov, o Se aScKO9 rov re ' opeoiov Kal tov 

avojioiov. vAp/ara, ecfrrj, etprjKa1;. "Ecttl:' Se ye, ecprjv, cfrpovipLu9 

Te Kal dyaObs 6 aSiKo<;, 6 Se SUa/os ovSejepu, Kal tovt, ecfrrj, ev. 25 

Ovkovv, rjv S' eyed, Kal eoiKe rdr cfrpovlpecp Kal tot diyadw 6 aSiKos, 

6 Se SiKaios ovk eoiKev; IIco9 yap ov pieAAei, ’Icjrrj, 6 toiovtos d>v 

Kal ioiKevai Tot9 toiovtois, 6 Se per) eoiKevai; KaXw9. tolovtos 

dpa ecrrlv eKUTepos avrorv olarvep eoiKev. 'AAAa tI pieAAei; ecfrrj. 

(Laws 754 B, 916 B, infra VII 516 b) the 
omitted word is unemphatic and easily 
supplied. For the error cf. Crito 50 B 

where the first hand of the Bodleian MS 

reads rots Sacaadelaas by mistake for 
ras <5t/cas ras> Sucaoddoas. See also 
Introd. § 5. 

349 C 19 ovkovv Kal—Xd(3rj. The 
aSr/cos irpa£is which the unjust man over¬ 
reaches is to be regarded as &§ikos because 
it has itself overreached (not fallen short 
of) the mean, evs with the subjunctive 
after verbs of striving does not seem to 
occur elsewhere in Plato: like its use in 
a pure final clause (of which there is only 
one example in Plato, viz. Tim. 92 a) 

it is almost exclusively confined (among 
Attic writers) to Xenophon and the 
tragedians. See Weber’s tables in Good¬ 
win M7\ p. 398, and cf. Gildersleeve in 
A. J. Ph. IV p. 419. 

22 tov |iev opoiov—rov Se dvo|j.oi'ov. 
This generalisation of ‘ like ’ and ‘ unlike ’ 
into abstract notions, without regard to 
their relativity, is suggestive of (but does 
not of course presuppose) the Ideas of ra 
irpis tl which we meet with in Phaed. 
74 a- 

349 D 26 ovkovv ktX. A proviso 

which is made use of in 350 C (aXXa pyv 
-—eKarepov elvcu). 

28 6 S£ |xrj coiKevai. 6 Si is simply 
‘ the other’ (as is marked in A by a pause 
after Se), i.e. 6 per) toioutos : cf. 339 E (rois 

Se for tols Si apxoplvois), 343 D 0 piv 
olkcuos awb twv itreov ir\iov eiatpipei, 6 S’ 
SXaTTov and IX 587 B. J. and C., with 
most of the editors, adopt the reading 
of Stephanus (6 Si pp py eoticivai), which 
has the support of some inferior mss; 

but the idiom is sufficiently well authenti¬ 
cated, and the collocation of the two 
negatives would be unpleasing. I am glad 
to see that Tucker takes the same view. 

29 oltnrep EoiKev. Madvig’s oioicsTcep 
SoiKev is refuted by 350 C upo'SoyoCpev 
iii ye (i.e. ofos ip ye) opoios eKarepos ecy, 
toloutov Kal eKarepov elvai. Cf. also 
Arist. Pol. H 13. 1332s 22. The con¬ 
struction was supported by Schneider 
from Phaed. 92 B, but 6 and not ip is 
now read there on the authority of the 
best MS. 

aXXa t£ pe'XXei (sc. elvai); A rare 
formula, occurring also in Hipp. Min. 
377 D : cf. tL S' ov peWei; VIII 566 D, 

X 605 C. With the force of tL (‘ what 
else ’) cf. aXXa ri oiei supra 332 C. 

4—2 
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30 Elev, do ©paadpeaye’ pbovaiKov Be nva Xeyeis, erepov 1 Be apbovaov; E 

"Eycoye. Uorepov <\>pdvip.ov Kal rrorepov aefopova; Tov pcev/xovaiKov 

Brjrrov cf)p6vip.ov, rov Be apovcrov dcfopova. Ovkovv Kal drrep 

<ppovip.ov, dyaOov, a Se a<f)pova, fccucov; Nat. Tt Se iarpiKov; ov% 

ovtcos ; Ovrcoi. Ao/cet av ovv Tt? aoi, do apcare, peovcnKOS dvrjp 

35 appeorropbevof Xvpav ideXeiv p,ovaucov dvBpdi; iv rfj eiriTacrei 

Kal dveaei rdov ^opBdov rrXeoveKrelv rj dlfiovv 7rXeov e%eiv; Ovk 

epbOLye. T1 Se; dpeovaov; 'AvayKij, ecforj. Ti Se iarpcKO<;; | eV 350 

T17 eBcoBfj rj rvoaec edeXecv civ rt IarpiKov nrXeoveKreZv rj dvSpos 

rj rrpdyp,aro<i; Ov Brjra. M?) IarpiKov Be; Nat. Ilept 7rdai)<; 

Be opa eVtcr-n/'/x??? Te Kal dvr.TriaTr)p,oavvr]<;, et Tt? aot BokcI eTTiarrj- 

5 pvcov oarurovv rrXeico av eCeXeiv alpelcrOac rj oaa aXXo<; emcrripioov 

rj rrpcirreLV rj Xeyeiv, Kal ov ravrd rS bfioLw eavrw et? rrjv avrrjv 

wpaifiv. ’AW' taw?, ecf>r], dvdyKrj rovro ye outo/? €%eiv. Tt Se 

6 dvemurppecov; ovj t oyttotw? puev emaj'pp.ovo'; irXeoveKrrjaeLev I at», B 

o/aotft)? Se dvemarp xovo<;; ’Icro/?. 'O Se err bard] pecov cr ot/>o?; <£>r)pU. 

10 fO Se aocfoo9 dyafios; ^rjpbi. 'O dpa ciya6o<; re Kal crotfiot; rov pbev 

opboiov ovk eOeXyseb rrXeoveKrelv, rov Be avopboiov re Kal evavriov. 

”EoLKev, ecfrr). O Se /ca/co? Te /cat dpba6rj<; rov re opboiov Kal rov 

30 (louo-iKov 81 riva kt\. Here begin 
the usual Socratic illustrations from the 
arts, with the concomitant identification 
of virtue and knowledge (6 Se aotfibs 

iyadbs; &qp.l 350 b). 
349 e 34 8oKti av ovv—a|iovv TrXfov 

^\£iv. Socrates ignores the proverb Kal 

Kepa/ieSs Kepapiei Koriei Kal aoiSbs aoiSip. 

Strictly speaking, however, it is not qua 

Kepapevs, but qua moneymaker (or the 
like) that the Kepapebt Koriei. J. and C. 
cite an admirable parallel from Shake¬ 
speare (King John iv 2) “ When work¬ 
men strive to do better than well, They 
do confound their skill in covetousness.” 
The words rj d^iouv rr\lov %xeiv have a 
suspicious look, and are rejected by 
Heller (Fl.Jahrb. 1875 p. 171) and others, 
but such duplicate expressions are common 
in Plato, and as the illustration from the 
harp introduces a new and important 
stage in the argument, Plato may have 
wished to remind us that after ali ir\eo- 

veKrelv is only the rr\iov txelv with which 
we started (349 b). It should be noted, 
too, that d£ioCv is a little more than 
idl\eiv. 

350 A 1 tv Ttj (SuSf) T|' iroirci refers 
of course to the patient’s diet. Plato 
carefully writes 7r\eoveKTelv here in pre¬ 
ference to ir\iov ex(LV- The 1 overreach¬ 
ing ’ in such a case might well consist in 
giving the patient less. 

6 fj irpaTTCiv fj Xeyeiv. The idea 
of irXeoveKreiv in speaking has not been 
introduced before, nor is it made use of 
in the sequel. We must regard the ad¬ 
dition of rj Xeyeiv as merely a rhetorical 
device to increase the emphasis: see on 

333 D and 351 a. 
7 rl 8£ 6 av6m<rTrj|io)v; ktX. Pro- 

clus’ commentary on these words is inte¬ 
resting, though he probably reads more 
into them than Plato intended here: Kal 

oXus Tip p.hv ay ad ip tS kokov ijvavrfivTai 

fibvov, rip oi KaKip Kal rb Ka\bv (leg. KaKov) 

Kal tS ayadbv • avaiperiKOV ovv ban tov 

ayadou Kal tov 7rpbs avrb Evavriov kokov 

(in Ale. I p. 323 ed. Creuzer). The 
identifications in 6 Si em<TTr)tnov <ro06r 
and 6 Si crotpbs ayaO6s below have been 
allowed before in the special cases of the 
HovoikSs and the larpiKOS (349 e). 
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evavTiov. tPaLverai. Ovtcovv, w &paavp.a^€, i)v S' eyco, 6 ciSiKos 

yp.lv tov civopoiov re Kal opolov TrXeoveicTeZ; rj ou% ovtcos eXeyes; 

C 'Eycoye, e(f>y. O Se ye Slkcuos tov pev opoiov ov I TrXeoveKTyaeL, 15 

tov Se avopolov; Nat. WEoucev apa, yv S' eyco, 6 pev Sl/ccilos tw 

cro(f)qj Kal ayaOco, 6 Se aSuco9 t&> kcucu) teal apadel. K.ivSvvevei. 

'AXXa. pyv oopoXoyovpev, u> ye opoio<; etcaTepos el'.y, toiovtov teal 

e/eaTepov eivai. 'ELpoXoyovpev ydp. 'O pev apa StKaios yplv 

dva7re(f>avTai (nv dya6o<; re /cat aocf)6<;, o Se aSLKO'i apaOys re Kal 20 

KaKO<;. 

XXII. 'O Se ®paavpa^o<; (SpoXoyycre pev irdvTa tavTa, 01/^ 
D w? eyco vvv paSicos Xeyco, aXX' I eXKopevos /cat poyis, /terd ISpwTos 

OavpaaTov oaov, cWe Kal 6epov<; 0W09. tot6 Kal elSov eyco, 

350 C 20 avaire'())avTai. Stallbaum 
naively reminds us that dvarrlpavrai is 
often used of a conclusion which “praeler 
exspectationem emergit et elucet.” The 
pervading fallacy in the discussion is akin 
to the a dicto sectmdum quid ad dictum 
simplicity. Thus ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ are 
used absolutely, and each of them is 
equated with itself. The wise man is 
held to be good, because one is good in 
that in which one is wise (this might how¬ 
ever be justified on the “stricter mode of 
reasoning”). Finally, the just man is 
inferred to be wise and good, on the 
principle that one is what one resembles: 
but whether the resemblance be in essence 
or in accident, we are not told. The 
argument should be regarded as a dia¬ 
lectical tour de force,—pCX.6vLK.ov /xaXXov 
rj <f>L\d\r]des. The reasoning in the next 
section of the argument strikes a deeper 
note. 

350 C—352 D Socrates now attacks 
the second assertion made by Thrasy- 
tnachus in 349 A, viz. that Injustice is 
strong. Justice (he argues) is stronger 
than Injustice, both because it is (as we 
have seen) virtue and wisdom, and be¬ 
cause in its effects it is the antithesis of 
Injustice, which infuses hatred and se¬ 
dition, both uito aggregates of individuals, 
and into the individual himself. In¬ 
justice weakens by preventing community 
of action; it makes men collectively and 
individually hateful to themselves and to 
the just, among whom are the gods. When 
Injustice seems to be strong, it is in virtue 
of some latent Justice which it still re¬ 
tains. 

350 c ff. The argument in this 

section has a deeper ethical import than 
any which has preceded, and foreshadows 
some of the central doctrines of the 
Republic. See notes on 351 D, E, and 
(for the importance of the whole discus¬ 
sion in the general history of philosophy) 
Bosanquet’s Companion, p. 63, where it is 
justly observed that the argument “marks 
an era in philosophy. It is a first reading 
of the central facts of society, morality, and 
nature. In social analysis it founds the 
idea of organization and division of la¬ 
bour. ...In morality it gives the concep¬ 
tion of a distinctively human life which is 
the content or positive end of the dis¬ 
tinctively human will. And for natural 
knowledge it suggests the connection be¬ 
tween function and definition, and con¬ 
sequently between purpose and reality, 
which is profoundly developed in the 
sixth and seventh books. These concep¬ 
tions become corner-stones of Aristotle’s 
Philosophy, and still, when seen in their 
connection, form the very core of the 
best thought.” 

22 6 8e ©pao-vpaxos ktX. ‘Now 
Thrasymachus’ etc. SI is not “flat” 
(Tucker), but at least as good as 8?), and 
much better supported by the mss. 

ov\ <is ey<i vvv paSIws Xeyw. “ Ex- 
pectabam certe: oux tbs iyw vvv Xeyw 
pqSLws,” says Plerwerden; but the ante¬ 
cedent in Greek is idiomatically attracted 
into the relative clause (Kiihner Gr. 
Gramm. II p. 922). Translate ‘not in 
the easy way in which I now repeat 
them.’ 

350 D 24 aT€ Kal Gepovs ovtos. 

The action is probably laid in Hecatom- 
baeon (roughly our July): see Introd. § 3. 
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25 7rporepov Be ovttco, ®paavpa%ov epvdpiwvra. ir/eiBr) Be ovv Bico- 

poXoyrjadpeda trjv BiKaioavvrjv aperrjv elvai Kai aocplav, ttjv Be 

dBiKiav /carctav re Kai dpaOlav, Elev, rjv B' eyed, tovto pev rjpiv 

ovtco KelaOco, ecfrapev Be Brj Kai la^vpov elvai ttjv dBiKiav rj ov 

pepvrjaai, cd ©paavpa^e ; Mepvrjpai, ecprj’ dXX' epoiye ovBe d vvv 

30 Xeyet? apeaKei, Kai e%co 7repi avrcbv Xeyeiv. el ovv Xeyoipi, I ev E 

018' on Brjprjyopeiv dv pe cpalr;?• rj ovv ea pe elrrelv oaa j3ovXopai, 

rj, el (3ovXei epcordv, e poor a’ eyed Be a 01, coairep rai<; ypavaiv Tat? 

rot/? pvOovs Xeyovaav;, elev ipcd Kai Karavevaopai Kai dvavevaopai. 

M^Sa/icw?, rjv B' eyed, 7rapa ye trjv aavrov Bo^av. "flare aot, ecfrrj, 

35 dpeaKeiv, erreiBrjirep ovk e’a? Xeyeiv. Kairoi rl aXXo fiovXei; 

OvBhv pa Ala, rjv B' eyco, aXX’ e'lirep tovto 7roirjaei<;, rrolei’ eyco 

Be epconjaco. 'Rpcdra Brj. ToOto toIvvv ipcorco, ovep apn, iva Kai 

e£>;? BiaaKe\]rcope0a | tov Xoyov, dirolov ti rvyydvei ov BiKaioavvrj 35] 

777)09 dBiKLav. eXe^drj yap 7rov, oti Kai Bwarcdrepov Kai la-^vpo- 

repov eirj dBiKia BiKaioavvrjv>• vvv Be y, ecfrrjv, eiirep aocfila re Kai 

aperrj ianv BiKaioavvrj, paBlco9, olpai, cpavrjaerai Kai la^vpoTepov 

5 aBiKias, erreiBrjirep iariv dpaQia rj ciBiKia' ovBei<; dv en tovto 

ayvorjaeiev. aXX’ ov Ti ovtco<; a7rXco9, cd Spaavpa^e, 'ey coy e 

67nSvpcd, aXXa rrjBe T/rj aKerJraaOar iroXiv cfraiiri dv aBiKOV elvai 

3. hp-qv q et fortasse A1: t<f>-q A2IIS. 

Bekker (following the punctuation of A) 
takes rore with Svtos, but irporepov Sk 
otiirw shews that it belongs to Kai elSov. 

Tort kqI is simply ‘ then too ’; I 

cannot see anything “mock-heroic” in 
the expression, as J. and C. do. 

30 el ovv Xeyotpi ktX. el S’ oSv is 
read by Ast: “sed sufficit externum, ut 
ita dicam, vinculum oCv (Schneider).” 
Sppriyopeiv and ehrelv oaa fiouXopai are 
the opposites of OiaXkyeadai and fipaxv- 
\oyla (Pro/. 336 B, 335 a). 

350 e 32 wo-irep Tals •ypauorC. Cf. 
Gorg. 527 A raxa S’ ovv raCra p.vdbs a01 
SoKec Xlyeodai, oitrirep ypaos, Kai Kara- 
(ppoveh avriSv: Pol. 268 E aXXa Sp rut 
ptiidip p.ov ttclvu 7rpoaexe rbv vovv, Kadairep 
ol -rraiSes. rrais for rats was read before 
Ast on the authority of one MS; but rais 
is quite satisfactory. 

37 oirep apru The words t<f>apev ok 
Sp Kai laxvpov elvai rijv aOiKiav' rj ov 
pip.vr/aai; (350 d), which are referred to 
in dpri, involve the general question of 
the relation between justice and injustice; 

whence we have ottoiov ti T\iyxa.vei ov 

SiKaioavvp 7rpos akuidav. owoiov depends 
on epoiTiS, not on \6yov. 

351 A 2 tXt'xGq yap irou: 344 C, 
348 E. It has nowhere been expressly 
said that Injustice is SovaToirepov than 
Justice, but Kai Svvarwrepov is added for 
emphasis (see on rj \kyuv in 350 a) ; and 
indeed according to the theory of Thra- 
symachus Svvapxs (power in a general 
sense) rests solely on krxus (physical 
strength). Svvapcs and laxvs are clearly 
distinguished in Prot. 351 A. 

6 airXws. The Platonic use of air\ovv 

has been investigated by Bonitz in Hermes 
11 (1867) pp. 307 ff. Its antitheses are 
SittXouv, Siatpopov, avvderov, rreirXeypkvov, 

ttoikIXov, and the like, and it denotes that 
which is uniform, or single and simple, 
or true without any difference or qualifi¬ 
cations. a7rXiSs outus means merely ‘in 
this simple or general way’ (“im Allge- 
meinen ” Schneider): a more elaborate 
and profounder proof (thinks Socrates) is 
necessary. 
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B Kal I «U«5 7roXet<; errbj^ebpebv SovXovaOab dSbKax; Kal KaraSeSov- 

Xcoadai, 7roAAa? Se /cat vcf)' eavrfj e^eiv SovXcoaafievyv; Hdo<; yap 

ovk ; e(f>7)‘ Kal tovtu ye rj apiary fidXbara irocyaeb Kal TeXewTaTa 10 

ovaa aSiKos. MavBdvco, ecfoyv' on cos- ouro? yv 6 A0709. aXXa 

roSe Trepl avrov aKorvdo' rrdrepov y Kpeirroov yryvofievy 776X19 

7roXet»9 avev SiKaboavvys ryv Svvafibv ravryv e%ei, y avayKy avrfj 

C fierd SbKaboavvy;; Et fiev, e(joy, do9 av apri ' eXeyes e%eb, y SbKabo¬ 

avvy aoefola, fiera SbKaboavvys' et S’ dos eydo eXeyov, fierd dSbKbas. 15 

Haw dya/iab, yv S' iyco, do <dpaavfia%e, oti ovk emveveb<; fidvov 

Kal dvavevei<;, aXXa Kal diroKpivet, rravv /caX&k. 2ot 7dp, ecjoy, 

yapl^opab. 

XXIII. Et! ye av 7robdov aXXa Sr) Kal roSe fiob %dpiaab Kal 

Xeye’ SoKel9 av rj ttoXiv rj arpardrreSov rj Xrjard<; rj KXerrra'? rj 20 

aXXo n edvo;, oaa Kocvfj eVt ti epj^erab dSbKcoi;, rrpd^ab av Tt 

D Svvaadab, el dSbKolev aXXyXov9; 1 Oil Syra, r) S' 09. Tt S' el p,y 

dSbKolev; ov fiaXXov; Haw ye. 2raa-et9 7dp rrov, do ®paav/ia^e, 

y ye dSbKba Kal filar) Kal fid%a<; iv dXXyXob<; 7rape-^ec, y Se SbKabo¬ 

avvy ofiovoiav Kal (jobXlav y yap; ’'Earco, y S’ 69, iva aob fiy 25 

19. 
14. ii A2II: fortasse el y A1. 

Ita II et corr. in mg. A2: aol yap 8<py xaP^°Vai-' 7^ <roi ttoiQip A1. 

351 B 8 Kal KaraSeSouXwcrBai is re¬ 
jected by Cobet, but successfully defended 
by Heller (FI. Jahrb. 1875 P- lT1). 
There is in reality no pleonasm : we have 
first an attempt (eirixeipelp), then a suc¬ 
cessful attempt (KaTa8e5ovXu<r6ai), then 
the results of success (mAXas 88 Kal u0’ 
eavT-g %xelv Sov\u<Ta/j.bv7]v). A power¬ 
ful city like Athens might, and often did, 
display her energy in all three directions 
simultaneously. For the collocation of 
SovXoCadai and KaraSoaXovcrPai (middle) 
Heller compares infra IX 589 D, E and 
Metiex. 240 A. 

10 ^ apfirrrp Thrasymachus refuses 
to withdraw from the position that dSirla 
is aperi), in spite of Socrates’ refutation. 
This is why Socrates says piapOdpoo kt\. 

‘1 understand: (you say so) because this 
was your theory.’ 8ti is not ‘that’: see 
above on 332 A. Richter suggested Kpa- 

for apiary on account of Kpelrrup 
just below; but Kpelrreip is said not by 
Thrasymachus, but by Socrates. 

[4 After 8yei, ei is inserted 
by Stallbaum, following a suggestion of 
Baiter’s. Cf. also J. B. Mayor in Cl. 

Rev. X p. hi. It so happens that y is 
written in A over an erasure large enough 
to have contained el 17, but there is no trace 
of el, and mere erasures in A are seldom 
useful in determining the text. For 7/ 
Richter suggests y, which would however 
give a wrong meaning. Tucker also 
offers a variety of conjectures, but the 
text is perfectly sound: cf. II 359 B p-d- 

Xictt’ du aladolp,e0a, el roiopde iroiyaaipiep 

ry Siapolq.' Sdpres (i.e. el Sopres) e£ovcrlap 

—elr’ eiraKoXovdy<raip.ep kt\. and IX 589 D 

e'iirep roiopSe tl ylyperai, \ap.fidpup (i.e. el 

\ap,f3dpu) p)—KaTaSovXourai. 

351 c 20 fj Xt)o-tcIs kt\. Cf. (with 
Ast) Isocrates Panath. 226 ovSels dp av- 

rovs (rods Sirapridras) did ye ttjp o/oopoiap 

SiKalcos liraiplaeiep, ovdh piaXXop y rods 

KaTaTroPTiords Kal Xyoras Kal rods Trepl 

rds dXXas adiKlas opras" Kal yap iKelpoi 

eriplmp avrois opopoodpres rods aXXovs diroX- 

Xuovaip. There must be some honour 
even among thieves. 

351 D 25 opovoiav Kal cJuXCav. The 
conception of biKaioadpy which meets us 
in Book IV 433 a—434 E is dimly out¬ 
lined here. 
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Biacpepwpai. ’AXX.’ ev ye av iroiwv, to apiaae. ToSe Be poi \eye‘ 

apa el tovto epyov uBiKias, piao<; eptroielv ottov av ivy, 0v Kal iv 

iXevOepois re real BovXoi9 eyyiyvopevy piaelv Troiyaei aWyXow; 

/cal aracrid^eiv Kal dBvvdrov<; eivai Koivfj 1 p,er aXXyXwv npaTTeiv; E 

30 Udvv ye. T1 Be; av ev Bvoiv eyyevyTai, ov BiolaovTai Kal puarj- 

aovaiv zeal e^dpol eaovTai d\\y\oi<; Te zeal Tot? 8ucaloi<{; "ILcrovTai, 

ecf)y. 'Kav Be By, u> davpdaie, ev evl eyyevyTai dBucla, pwv py 

«7roXei Tyv avrys Bvvap.iv, y ovBev yrrov e%ei; tjttov 

e%eTco, eepy. Ovkovv roidvSe Tivd ef)alveTai eyovaa Tyv Bvvap.iv, 

35 oiav, d> av eyyevyTai, el’re 7roXei tiv'i e'lre yevei eire crTpaToveBq) 

e'ire aXXw otwovv, irpHoTov pev dBvvarov | avro troielv TrpaTTeiv 352 

pe6' avTov Bid to aTaaid^eiv teal Biacfrepeadai, Bti S’ e%0pov eivai 

eavTw Te teal Tip ivavTUp 7ravTi teal tc3 Bucalw; ov^ ovtco<; ; 

Tldvv ye. Kal ev evl By, oipai, evovaa taina 7rdvTa 7Toiycrei, 

5 direp 7Tecpv/cev epyd^eadai’ irpwTov pev dBvvaTov avTov irpaTreiv 

troiyaei araaia^ovTa Kal ov% opovoovvTa avTov eavTip, etreiTa 

e^Opov Kal eavTip Kal toIs BiKaloi<;' y yap; Nat. AiKaioi Be 

y elalv, d> (f)l\e, Kal ol 0eol; ' Karwv, I e<py. Kal 6eol<; apa B 

26. Siapepwpai II: 5ia<p£pup.ev A. 33. t)ttov II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 
I. Troieiv II: iTOiet A. 

27 ev eXevGe'pois ktX. : ‘ whether it 
makes its appearance among freemen or 
among slaves.’ Plato wishes to empha¬ 
size the universality of the rule, and that 
is why he specifies the two classes into 
which society is divided. Cf. Gorg. 514 D, 

515 A. It is less natural and easy to con¬ 
strue (with Tucker) ‘ in a society where 
there are both freemen and slaves.’ 

351 E 31 a.WijXois t€ Kal toI$ 81- 
kcuois. So in 349 C above it is said that 
the unjust try to overreach both one an¬ 
other and the just. 

32 ev evl ktX. The results of Book iv 
are foreshadowed more clearly in what 
follows. The notion that justice present 
in the individual keeps the individual at 
peace with himself is more fully developed 
in 441 D, and implicitly assumes a psycho¬ 
logical theory like that in Book IV, where 
soul is shewn to have ‘ parts ’ (435 C ff.). 
Further, in Book iv, Plato first describes 
justice in the State, and afterwards justice 
in the individual, using the larger aggre¬ 
gate to assist him to find it in the smaller. 
The same method is observed here in the 
description of injustice, and afterwards in 
Books viii and IX, where the varieties 

of aSiKia in states and individuals are 
described. The present passage (351 A 

—352 a), in fact, contains the unde¬ 
veloped germ of the whole method and 
doctrine of the Republic (with the excep¬ 
tion of Books V—VIl). Cf. Hirmer Entst. 
u. Kompos. d. PI. Pol. p. 608. 

pa>v pi} (a strengthened num) occurs 
only twice in the Republic, here and 
in vi 505 c. In the later dialogues 
pdv is especially frequent (Frederking in 
FI. Jahrb. 1882 p. 539). A classified list 
of examples is given by Kugler de part. 
tol eiusque comp. ap. PI. usu p. 40. 

35 ol'av—troieiv. See cr. n. ttoul 

would involve (as even Schneider admits) 
“ durissimum et haud scio an vitiosum 
anacoluthon.” Cf. ofoi 717) aSiKeiv in 
334 D. Tucker proposes to eject oiav 
and retain noiei, but the reading of II is 
preferable in every way. For the error 
see Introd. § 5. 

352 a 3 Travel: ire. whether just 
or unjust: cf. 351 E exbpol teovrai (viz. oi 
aSiKoi) aXXi)Xois re Kal rocs SiKalois. 

8 la-riov. On the form see Introd. 

§5- 
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e^9p6<; earat, 6 dSircos, cu @pacrvpa^e, 6 Se Slkcuos <£>iA,o?. Evco^ou 

tov Xoyov, e<pT], 9appwv ov yap ’ey wye croc ivavTcwaopcac, iva p,rj io 

toiaSe dire^dcopac. *16c Srj, rjv S’ iyco, /cal to. Xonrd poc tt)<; 

6ctttacreoi? aTTOirXppwaov d7TOKpcv6pevo<{ wcnrep icac vvv. otc pev 

yap teal aocfnarepoc teal apeevovs teal SvcaToorepoc 'irpaTrecv oi 

Sitcacoc (pacvovrac, oc Se aSctcoc ovSev irpciTrecv per dXXrjXcov oloc 

C T6, aXXd Sr) teal oy? I ejrapev eppwpevws 7r con ore rc per dXXrjXcov 15 

Kocvf) 7rpa^ac aSctcovs ovras, tovto ov navTanaaev aXydes Xeyopev' 

ov yap av anec^ovro aXXr/Xcov tcopcSfj oWe? aSueoc, aXXd SrfXov 

otc ivrjv rt? avTols Sctcacoavvr), rj avTovs enocec prjroc teal dXXrjXovs 

ye teal e<p’ oy? fjcrav apa aSucelv, Sc rjv enpa^av d enpa^av, 

copprjcrav Se enl ra dSctea dScteca rjpcpo^drjpoc oWe<enel oc ye 20 

napnovrjpoc teal reXecos ccScteoc reXecos eicrlv teal nparreev dSvvaToc 

D tclvtcl I pev ovv otc ot/Ta>? eXei> pavddvco, dXX' oy% co? cry to 

15. dr/ Kal oils A23: SikcUovs A1: Kal oils Ily. 

352 B 11 rd Xoiira ktX.: viz. the 
discussion which begins in D below. 

12 Stl p.ev "yap ktX. The whole 
sentence is summed up in ravra fjeev obv 
otc oUtws (352 d) and placed in this 
recapitulated form under the government 
of ficcvdavco. The introduction of the 
antithesis (dXXa St] kt\.) to ol Sb &du<oc 
ovSbv tTpaTTecv p.ef dXXijXwj' 0I0L re, 
and of the explanations required by 
that antithesis, complicates the sentence, 
without, however, rendering it obscure. 
For similar anacolutha with 8tl see 
v 465 A, vi 493 D nn. and cf. Engelhardt 
Anac. Plat. Spec, ill pp. 38, 40. The 
whole sentence forms a kind of transition 
to “ the rest of the feast ” by summing 
up what has been so far proved; viz. 
that Justice is wisdom and virtue (Kal 

aocpuTepot Kal Apcdvovs), and more capable 
of action than Injustice (SwaTiorepoi 
irp&TTecv); even the difficulty raised in 
aXka 8t)—hUbvaroi is not new, having 
been briefly explained in 351 C. Lieb- 
hold’s Itl for otc is an unhappy suggestion; 
nor should otc be rendered ‘ quoniam,’ as 
Hartman proposes. 

352 c 18 p/tjroi—-ye: a strong nega¬ 
tive somewhat rarely used by Plato: cf. 
Phil. 67 A and infra ill 388 B, C. See 
Kugler de part, toc eiusque comp. ap. PI. 
usu p. 11. 

352 d—354 c The argument here 

reverts to 347 E, and the rest of the book 
offers a direct refutation of the view that 
Injustice is more advantageous than 
Justice, in other words, that the life of 
the unjust man is better than that of the 
just. An indirect refutation, says Socrates, 
is afforded by the recent discussion {front 
348 B to 352 d); the direct is as follows. 
Everything has its peculiar work or pro¬ 
duct (§pyov)—that, namely, which it alone 
produces, or which it produces better than 
aught else. Everything moreover has its 
own peculiar excellence, without which it 
will not do its work well. Now the work 
of soul is to deliberate, to rule, to live: its 
excellence is Justice. Therefore the just 
soul will live well, and to live well is to 
be blest and happy. And as this is more 
advantageous than to be miserable. In¬ 
justice can never be more advantageous 
than Justice. In conclusion, Socrates 
sums up regretfully: until we know what 
Justice is, we are not likely to discover 
whether it is a virtue or a vice, and 
whether its possessor is happy or un¬ 
happy. 

352 d ff. The view that everything 
has its own peculiar function, which it 
can perform better than anything else, 
afterwards becomes one of the cardinal 
principles of the Ideal State (II 369 E ff.); 
and the statement that everything has an 
excellence or virtue of its own is reaffirmed 



58 rtAATQNOI [352D 

77-pwTov irtdeao. el Be /cal dpeivov ^(baiv oi Bl/caioi tcov uBIkcov 

teal evbaipoveaTepol elaiv, birep to varepov vpovdepeSa crtce'jraaOai, 

25 a/ceTTTeov. cfjalvovTai pev ovv /cal vvv, eo? <ye pot, Bo/cei, e’i% wv 

eiptj/capev' opco<; B' ere fieXTiov cnceiTTeov. ov yap 7repl rov 

eiTLTV)(0VT0<; 6 A0705, dAAa 7repl rov ovTiva Tpbrrov ^pr) %r}v. 

X/covei Brj, e(f>rj. %/cottm, rjv B' eyw. teal pot, Aeye1 Botcel tL <joi 

elvai Lirtrou epyov; I ”Epoiye. ’Ap' ovv tovto dv deirjs teal 'lirtrov E 

30 teal aXXov otovovv epyov, o dv rj povw etcelvw 7TOifj r 1$ rj apiara; 

Ov pavddvco, ecftrj. ’AAA’ ooBe• eaO' otw av aXXw 18019 rj 

6cf)9a\pol<;; Ot) Brjra. Tt Be; dtcovaaa aXXcp rj walv; OvBapa)1;. 

Ovkovv Bitcaiax; av ravra tovtcov (fjaipev epya elvai; ITdvv ye. 

Ti Be; | pa^alpa av dptreXov tcXfjpa d.7roTepoi<; teal aplXrj teal 353 

aAAot? ttoXXois ; II a3? yap ov; ’AAA’ ovBevl y dv, olpai, ovtco 

/eaAaiy, <09 Bperravcp tm errl tovto epyaadevTi. 'AXrjdrj. ’Ap' ovv 

ov tovto tovtov epyov dijaopev; Orjaopev pev ovv. 

S XXIV. Nw B/j, oipai, dpeivov dv pddoif o apTi r/pcoTcov, 

7rvv0avopevo<; el ov tovto etcacrTov eirj epyov, o dv rj pbvov ti rj 

tcdXXiara twv aXXiov direpya^TjTai. ’AAA’, ecf)t], pavOdvco Te teal 

poi Bo/cei tovto ktcdaTov 1 irpaypaTOs epyov elvai. Elev, rjv S' eydr B 

ovtcovv teal apeTrj Bo/cei aoi elvai etcaaTW, uyjrep teal epyov ti 

10 TrpoaTeTatcTai; icopev Be erri Ta avTa rrdXiv. 6(f)6aXpcbv, efrapev, 

25. ti's ye fioi (sic) II: uari poi A1: as y epol corr. A2. 26. S' In 'S.q: Si 
rt All. 33. (palpev Stephanus: (papev codd. 1. av v cum Stobaeo 
{FIor. 9. 63): ora. AllZy. 

in Book X, where we are also told that 
everything has its own peculiar vice, that 
of soul being aduda (608 E fif.). 

27 ovTiva Tpoirov \pq £fjv. A remi¬ 
niscence of the ttQs paoreov of Socrates: 
cf. 344 E. 

352 e 30 8 av—otpio-ra. The poli¬ 
tical applications of this principle are 
developed from 11 369 e onwards: cf. IV 

433 A ff; 
32 aKovo-ais ktX. The rapid succes¬ 

sion of questions makes it possible to 
dispense with dv in the second: cf. 
11 382 E. 

33 <j>aifi€v. See cr. n. If <papiv is 
retained, dv will belong to eivai (cf. VI 
493 C), but it is inappropriate here to 
make elvai future or hypothetical. 
Schneider, while retaining epapiv, refers 
dv to SiKaius, “ ut sensus sit: ovkovv, et 

TauTa Tovroiv (pa/xev epya elvai, SiKaius 

3v (pa.ljj.ev ”—a harsh and unnatural view. 
We may either drop dv and keep <j>avb>, 
as (with one of Stobaeus’ MSS Flor. 9. 63) 
I formerly did: or change <pa/xiv to <pai/j.ev. 
The latter solution is easier and better. 
Similarly in epal/xev below (353 D) the 1 is 
due to A2. See also Introd. § 5. 

353 a 1 diroTepois—see cr. n.—can 
hardly, I think, dispense with the particle 
dv. It should be noted that the illustra¬ 
tions are of two kinds—the first to 
illustrate f/ p.6va> iicdvip, the second to 
illustrate Apiara; after each division the 
conclusion is stated, in the second case 
more diffidently (dp’ ovv ov—dr/ao/xev), 
perhaps because it is less obvious. 

6 povov rt. Cornarius unhappily 
suggested ns for n and Stephanus fiivip 
ns for pbvov n (cf. 352 E). pbvov n is 

of course the subject to airepya^riTai. 
353 b 9 ovkovv—irpoo-reraKTai. Cf. 
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earcv epyov; ”Fiariv. ’Ap’ ovv Kai dp err) bcfrdaX/awv eanv; Kal 

apery. Tt Se; wrwv yv tl epyov; Nat. Ovtcovv Kal apery; 

Kal dperrj. Tt Se rravrwv rrepi rwv aXXwv; ov% ovrw; Ovrw. 

wE%e Sy’ ap' av rrore op. par a ro avrwv epyov KaXcos drtepyaaaivro 

C pr) e%ovra ryv avrwv I ohceiav dperyv, aXX! avrl rys dperyv 15 

icaiclav; Kal rrw<; av; ecjry' rvcjrXoryra yap taco*; Xeyea avrl 

rfjs orjrews. "Hti?, yv S' iyw, avrwv y apery • ov yap rrw rovro 

epwrw, aXX' el ry olneia pev apery to avrwv epyov ev ipydcrerai 

ra ipya^opeva, KaKia Se KaKws. 'AXy6e<i, ecfry, rovro ye Xeyeis. 

Ovtcovv teal wra arepopeva rys avrwv dperys tcatcw<; ro avrwv 20 

epyov artepyaaerac; Tlavv ye. TiOepev ovv teal raXXa rravra 

D et? I rov avrov Xoyov; "ILpoiye So/cet ”161 Sy, perd ravra rbSe 

crKerJrac’ eanv tl epyov, o aXXw rwv ovrwv oitS' av evi 

tt palais; olov ro rocovSe• to empeXeicrdaL teal apyetv teal jduv- 

Xeveadai teal ra roiavra rravra, ead' orw aXXw y ^rv^y Sucaiw? 25 

24. Trpd^ais A1!!: irpd^aLo corr. A2. 

Men. 72 A ouk airopla elireip aperies irlpi 

fj rf ioTiv. KaO' €k&(Jtt]V yap tup irpd^eup 

Kai tup t/Xiklup irpos e/cogtop ipyop e/cdory 

T/pup T) apeTT) icrTLp. uaabTus Se—/cat 77 

Kada: also infra x 608 E with Arist. 
Eth. Nic. II 5. no6a 15 ff. 

12 ijv: ‘ is, as we saw,’ viz. at 352 E: 
cf. infra IV 441 D, VI 490 A, VII 522 A. 

14 direpyao-aivTo. Heindorf (on Crat. 
424 e) would read airepya.Gai.To, and 
Baiter adopts his suggestion; but (as 
Stallbaum observes) the use of 6<pdaXpol 

just above may affect the construction. 
In the same way, perhaps, the occurrence 
of yvpatKes Kal ToiXXa dr/pia immediately 
before causes Plato to write Sei/ooiPT0 (the 
reading of A) rather than Ser/aoLTo in 
Tim. 76 E. Of the other alleged cases of 
a plural verb after a neuter plural in 
Plato, some (e.g. Laws 634 E, 683 b) are 
not supported by the best MSS ; one— 
up Ta re SpSpara Kal ra. pr/para <tvptI- 

6epTat (so AT) Crat. 424 E—is distribu¬ 
tive; some refer to living objects, e.g. 
L^aws 658 C (with which contrast Kplpor 
just before) and Lack. 180 e; at least 
one [Phil. 24 e) is perhaps corrupt. See 
also on Rep. 11 365 b. 

353 C 16 nxjjX.oT'qTa kt\. TvipXbrr/s 

is also said to be the disease or vice of 
the eyes in Ale. I 126 B, a passage pro¬ 
bably imitated from this. In the stricter 
discussion of x 608 e it is not TvipXoTr/s 

but SrpdaXpia which is the vice to which 
the eyes are subject. 

17 ov yap irto—epwTw is ‘I do not, at 
this stage, enquire’; but the words do 
not, I think, contain an express promise 
that the subject will be afterwards re¬ 
sumed. Although the peculiar vice of 
the eyes is specified in Book X (l.c.), their 
virtue is not; and toDto refers to ^Vcs 
ai)Tup t/ apeTr;. Cf. 347 E n. 

353 d 23 »J/v)(fjs ccrxiv ti Hpyov : cf. 
in 407 A and Arist. Eth. Nic. 1 6. io97b 

22—I098a 17, where this discussion is 
closely imitated. That it is the Spy op of 
soul (and in particular of pops) to rule 
(apxap, lirtpeXeiadai, and the like), is 
continually asserted in Plato: see for ex¬ 
ample Phaedr. 246 B iraaa t/ ipvxv iraPTos 
empeXeiTai top apvx°v, Crat. 400 A, Phil. 
30C, Laws 896 A. The same doctrine is 
made the ground of the subjection of 
body to soul which is inculcated in the 
Phaedo (80 A, 94 b), and in Ale. 1 130 A. 

Cf. also Isocrates irepl aPTiobaeus 180 o/eo- 

XoyeXrac pep yap tt/p <p6ai.p i/pup Sk re tou 

ouparos avyKeiadai Kai tt/s \pvxvs" avToip 

Se Tovrotp oSSels Sgtlp ootls o&k ap tpi/reiep 

T/yepoptKUTepap ire<pVKlpai tt/p 1//VXPV 

Kal irXelopos a^iap" tt/s pip yap Spy op elvai 

(3ovXetiaao6ai Kal irepl tup ISIup Kal 

wepl tup koipup, tov Si aupiXTos im/peTrj- 

cr-ai roll virS tt/s V'l'X^s yvuadeiaip. 



6o nAATQNOI [353 d 

av avTa dtroBolpiev Kal (fial/iev I'Bia eKeivov elvai; OvBevl aXXqj. 

Tt S’ av to t,r)v; (ppaopiev epyov elvai; MaXiara y, e(pp. 

Oukovv Kal dperpv cf)ap.ev tiva ■^rv'xfj*; elvai; Laptev. 1 ’Ap' ovv E 

7TOT6, d ($paavp,a%e, xjrv^p ra avrfjs epya ev direpyaaerai arepo- 

30 p.evp t?7? ot/ceta? opet?)9, ^ dSvvarov; 'ABvvarov. ' AvayKp apa 

KaKp ^Jrv^p KaKQo<s dpyeiv Kal eTripteXeladai, rp Be diyaOp irdvra 

ravra ev TTparreiv. ’AvdyKp. 0vkovv dperpv ye avve^ooppaapiev 

yfrvXV<> elvai BiKaiocrvvpv, KaKiav Be dBiKiav; Xvve^coppaapiev yap. 

'H piez^ apa BiKala xfrv^p Kal 6 8iKaio<; dvpp ev (Bidaerai, /ca/ew? 

35 Be 0 aSt/co?. cE>aiVeTcu, ecpp, Kara tov aov Xoyov. | ’AWd pjpv 354 

6 ye ev ^cov p.aKapio1; re Kal ev8aip,u>v, 6 Be pip rdvavrla. IIw? 

7ap ov; U fiev bi/ccuos apa evoaipcov, o b abttco9 aUXiOS- Jharcov, 

e(f)T). ’AWd pipv dOXiov ye elvai ov XvaireXei, evBalpiova Be. 

5 Ilw? yap ov; OvBe7ror' apa, d piaKapie (dpaavpia^e, XvaireXearepov 

dBiKia BtKaioavvr79. Tavra Bp aoi, ecfrp, cb 'ZooKpaTes, elaridadw 

ev Tot? BevBiBeiois. 'T7to aov ye, pv 8' eyd, w ®paavpa^e, eireiBp 

26. tpaipev A2n : ipapev A1. indvov Ey2: tKelvys Ally1. 

26 eKeivov. The reading iKelvrjs—see 
cr. n.—can only be defended by sup¬ 
posing that Plato was guilty of a strange 
confusion, unless we make a pause at 

and take ^ as ‘or,’ not ‘than’; but 
15 after &Wip would certainly here be 
understood as ‘than,’ and an alternative 
question should be less ambiguously ex¬ 
pressed. After 'pvxy the corruption to 
eKelv 17s was natural enough. Madvig 
would eject the word. 

27 to iyrjv is ko.t' i£oxbv the Ipyov of 'pvyv 

in Plato: cf. Crat. 399 D, E roOro Apa (sc. 
\pvxv)y oral' iraprj Tip <T(bpaTi,aiTi6v earl tov 

j'ijv airnp, tt]v tov avairveiv 8tjimp.iv iraplxov 

Kal avaxpvxov, apa Se iKkelirovTos tov 

ohlai/ojxovros to aCopa awbWvral to Kal 

TeXevra' odev 8r) poi Sonovcnv avrb ipvxvv 

KaXeaai, and Phaed. 105 D. The influence 
of this idea makes itself felt in all the 
proofs of immortality in Plato, and not 
least in X 608 E ff. See na. ad loc. 

353 E 32 o-vv€\ci>pTj<rap£v ktX. The 
reference is to 350 c, D: cf. also 348 c. 
In'these passages Justice has been identi¬ 
fied with Virtue, but not expressly with 
virtue of soul. For this reason Hartman 
would eject ipvxys- But as Plato has 
just been using aperrj ‘excellence1 in con¬ 
nexion with things other than oul (ears 
and eyes), it is important that he should 

now make it clear that in identifying 
oiKaioavvT] and aperr), he meant soul’s 
dpeT-q. Otherwise a soul may possess its 
dper-r) without being just; in which case 
the conclusion which he is aiming at will 
not follow. 

354 a 2 o pt tZ £wv ktX. The 
ambiguity (as it appears to us) of eu ffiv 
and eC irpaTTeiv is frequently used by 
Plato to suggest that the virtuous life is 
the happy one, e.g. Charm. 172 A, 173 d: 

see note on 335 B. Aristotle says that 
Plato was the first to establish this identi¬ 
fication : see the third fragment of his 
elegies vv. 4—6 ed. Bergk Ss pbvos rj 
irpuiTOS dvr/TUv KarlSei^ev ivapyQs | oUeltp 
Tt [5Up Kal pediSoKH \6yoiv \ us dyadbs re 
Kal evSalpuv apa ylvtrai dv-qp. 

6 elo-Tido-Sw. The metaphor occurs 
again in 352 B, V 458 A, IX 571 D. It is 
one of the formal links connecting the 
Timaeus with the Republic', see Tim. 17 a. 
Cf. Shakespeare Macbeth Act I Scene 4 
“In his commendations I am fed: It is a 
banquet to me.” 

7 BevSiScfins. See Introd. § 3. 
In viro (roil yt kt\. Plato seems to 

be making the amende honorable to Thra- 
symachus: cf. VI 498 c, D pij SiafiaWe— 

Ipl Kal Qpaabpaxov Apri <pl\ovs yeyovoras, 
ovbk TTpb toG ex^P°^s yeyovoras. 
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jxoi TTpao'» eyevov /cal yaXeivaivtov eiravaco. ov pevToi /ca\d><; ye 

B elcTTLafiai, Bt I i/iavTov, a\X’ ov Bid ae% dW' a/cnrep oi \fyvoi tov 

del 7rapacfrepofievov airoyevovTai, dpTra^ovres, 7rplv rod 7rporepov 10 

yu-erp/fy? airoXavaai, /cal eya> /lol Bo/cw ovtco, irplv o to irpcaTOv 

ea/co'KOvp.ev evpeiv, to Bi/ca/ov 6 tl 7tot iaTiv, acfrepbevos e/ceivov 

oppcrjaat, eVt to a/cey\raa6ab 7repl avTOv, etTe /ca/cla eaTlv /cal 

dpadia ecTe aocfria /cal apeTp, /cal ep.TreaovTo<; av vaTepov \6yov, 

otl XvcriTeXecrTepov 77 aBucia t?;? Bi/caioavvr]^, ov/c aTreayopsipv 15 

C to pep ov/c eirl tovto eXOelv atr e/ceivov, oiaTe pcou I vvvl yeyovev 

e/c tov BiaXoyov p-rjBev elBevao• 07roTe yap to Bi/ca/ov pu) olBa 

6 eaTlv, ayoXfj elaop/ai etVe c/peTr) Tt? ovoa Tvyyavei etVe /cal ov, 

/cal 7roTepov 6 e%(ov avTo ov/c evBaip/wv eaTlv r)'evBalpuov. 

tsAoc TTOAlTeiAC A. 

ir. t'yci /Jioi 0r: iywp.at A3: tyui oT/xat IIq. 

354 B 10 irapaijrepoptvov. Casaubon’s 
conjecture TrepKpepo/j.tvou is neat, but in¬ 
appropriate, the reference being to the 
successive courses at a feast, which were 
not usually carried round among the 
Greeks. In Athen. IV 33 the carrying 
round of viands is mentioned as an Egyp¬ 
tian custom: Tpirr] 5’ eorlv iSla Selirvuv 

ai-yvimaKri, rpaTrepdv plv ov -w a par 16 e- 

/iiv oiv, mvataov SI irepi<t>epop.tvo)v. 

11 eyu> p.01 8okw kt\. Lys. 222 E 

Slopuu ovv bioirep oi ootpol ev to is Si/cacrrT)- 

pi'ois, ra eipy/xlva airavra dvaTrefiirdoaodai. 

The tone of the concluding summary 
recalls the usual finish of the earlier and 
professedly negative Socratic dialogues, 
like the Charmides (175 B—176 a). The 
only section of the dialogue which So¬ 
crates passes over in silence is the refuta¬ 
tion of the statement that Injustice is 
strong (350 D—357 c). The original 

question—the quid sit of Justice—is a- 
bandoned at 347 E: the quale sit occupies 
the rest of the dialogue, and Socrates 
enquires first whether Justice is vicious 
and ignorant, or wise and good (347 e— 

350C), next whether it is strong or weak 
(350 D—352 c), and lastly whether it is 
more or less advantageous than Injustice 
(352 D—354 a). To speculate on the 
quale sit of a thing before determining its 
quid sit is condemned by Plato in Men. 
71 B 8 de p.r) oiSa tI ion, irQs av oirotiv ye 
ti elSetrjv ; cf. ibid. 86 D and 100 B. The 
words with which the first book concludes 
lead us to expect that in the remaining 
books the problem will be discussed in 
proper logical order—the essence first, 
and afterwards the quality, of Justice. 
The expectation is duly fulfilled; and 
Book 1 is therefore in the full sense of the 
term a irpooi/xiov to the whole work. 



APPENDICES TO BOOK I. 

I. 

I 327 A. irpoaev^opevos re -nrj 0€<u k«i a pa rr)v eoprrjv f3ovXouevos 
OedaaaOai rlva rpdirov Troirjaovaiv, are vvv Trpwrov ayovres. 

The question whether rrj 6ew here and in 328 a is Bendis or Athena 
is not so simple as it appears. 

In favour of Athena it may be urged (1) that rj Beds regularly means 
Athena in Attic literature (see for example Ar. Eq. 656, 903 al., and 
Plato Laws 806 b) : (2) that in view of the relation between the 
Republic and the Timaeus it is difficult to separate rrj 6e<2 here from 
tt)v 6eov and -7-175 Oeov in Tim. 21 a and 26 e, where the goddess is 
certainly Athena, (3) that it is dramatically appropriate for an Athenian 
to dedicate his ideal city to the patron goddess of Athens. Plato’s 
perfect city would thus become in a certain sense a fiaaiAeia -7175 6eov. 

On the other hand, the goddess and the festival are mentioned 
so closely together that (if we have regard to the Republic by itself) we 
are scarcely justified in interpreting rfj 6ew without reference to rrjv 

eoprrjv, and it is quite in harmony with Socrates’ principles that he 
should be among the first to pay his vows at the shrine of the new 
goddess as soon as the vopos 7roXetos received her. See Xen. Mem. 1 3. 
1, iv 3. 16. It is therefore safer to accept the usual view that Plato is 
thinking of Bendis. 

II. 

I 333 E—334 A. dp ov\ 6 rard^ai Seivoraros iv pd-XV dire miKTiKrj tire 
rivi /cat dkXrj, ovtos kou (fivXd^aaOaL; Udi-u ye. TAp’ ovv koll vocrov dans 

Seivos (ftvXdPaaOaL, ical XaBetv o'utos ScLVoraros e(i.iroir]<ras; Tpoiye SokcZ 

’AXXa pr/v arpcLTcareSov ye 6 avros <f>vXa£ dyaOus, damp /cat ra twv TroXepiwv 

xXeif/at. Kal fSovXtvpara /cat ras aXXas Trpd^as. IIuVu ye. ’Orou ns dp a 

Seivos ef>vXa$, tovtov /cat <f>ujp Seivos. "Eot/cev. 

The reading (jivXdtaaOai xal XaOeiv, ovtos Seivoraros Kal epnroirjaai, 

which has slight ms authority, is defended by Boeckh (Kl. Schr. iv 
pp. 326 ffi), with whom Zahlfleisch (Zeitschr. f. ost. Gymn. Vol. xxvm 
1877, pp. 603 ff.) and others agree. Boeckh points out that /cat Xadeiv 

(sc. j'dcrov, according to his view) suggests (from its notion of clandestine 
cunning) the idea of stealing. This may be admitted, but the idea of 
stealing is much more forcibly suggested (as Stallbaum points out), if 
/cat XaOeiv is construed with ovtos Seivoraros ktX., and this involves the 
necessity of changing (with Schneider) ip-rroirjaai of the mss to epiroi-rjaas, 

for the construction XaOelv epnoirjaai, though retained by Campbell, is 
destitute of authority. 
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Even if Schneider’s emendation be adopted, the argument is (as 
stated in the notes) fantastical and inconclusive. In order that the 
conclusion otov tis apa Setvos <f>v\a£, tovtov Kal ejrdp Setvos should be 
valid, (f>v\.d£oLcrO(u should be e£vAd£ai, and the objects of the two verbs 
in proposition (i) should be identical, as well as those in propositions (2) 
and (3). As it is, if we express e/>vAa'£ao-0at in terms of efrvXa'£at, they are not 
identical: for in (1) it is the enemy whom you smite, but yourself whom 
you guard: in (2) it is yourself (or your patient) whom you guard, but the 
disease which you secretly implant: in (3) you guard your own army, but 
steal the enemy’s plans, etc. Nevertheless Schneider’s emendation is pre¬ 
ferable to the traditional reading, which not only contains all the same 
fallacies as the other, but leaves the three stages of the argument in 
comparative isolation, attaches the first hint of ‘ stealing ’ (Xadelv) to the 
wrong member of the clause, and involves the use of the somewhat 
strained expression Xadelv voo-ov. It should be added that the change 
from ZfjLTTOLTjo-aL to e/A7ro»j(ras is not greater than the insertion of «ai 

before epnoirja-ai, and that epTroujaas was very likely to be corrupted 
under the influence of Setvos cf>vXd£acrdat. just before. The emphatic 
position of Kal Xade.lv is necessary to call attention to the first suggestion 
of the idea contained in KAe'i/tat; nor can I agree with J. and C. that in 
Schneider’s emendation “the emphasis falls on the wrong word.” In 
Xadelv eprroLijaas, which is virtually a single expression, Xadelv is more 
important, in view of the conclusion Kal KAeVTetv Servos, than epTroirjo-as. 

Hartman condemns the words Kal Xadelv, and thinks oWis and ovtos 

have changed places: “cum enim ubique to </>vAd£acr#ai urgeatur 
(6 Trara^ai Seivoraros, ovtos Kal ef>vXd£acrdai—acnrep KXexpai..., 6 aurds 

cf>vXa£ ayados), requiritur ovtos Servos ej>vXd£acrdai, ocrrts SetvoVaros ktA. ; 
quibus tribus exemplis praemissis inversa ratione concludit otov tis dpa 

Servos <f>vXa£, tovtov Kal efjdip Servos.” Tucker revives the old conjecture 
Kal aXdelv (‘ heal ’) instead of Kal Aa#etv, and suggests (as an alternative) 
that Xadelv should be p.adelv (i.e. Kal padelv ovtos Setvoraros i/J.Troiijaai 

‘clever at learning how to implant’). None of these conjectures appears 
to me so probable as that of Schneider. 

III. 

I 335 a. KeAevets SI; -qp.as Trpoadelvai. r(3 StKata), ff, us to 7rproTov 

IXeyojjxv, AeyovTes StKatov etvat tov /xev (filXov ev Trotetv, tov S’ eydpov KaKws, 

vvv Trpos tovt(o wSe Aeyetv, oti ecrTiv StKatov tov ptev ejd.Xov ayaObv ovra eS 

TToeelv, tov S’ e)(dpbv kokov ovTa fiXd.TTeiv; 

In this difficult passage Schneider takes 17 as ‘than,’ and irpoadelvai 

as equivalent to a comparative with a verb; but no exact parallel has 
hitherto been adduced, and the idiom even if admissible is exceedingly 
harsh. Neither the suggestion of Stephanus (Trpoadelvai tu> StKata> aAAws 

rj) nor that of Richards (to insert nXeov after 17) carries conviction. It 
should also be remarked that the words vvv Trpos tovtw <SSe Aeyetv follow 
somewhat awkwardly as an explanation of Trpocrdelvai t(3 SiKatu> if r) cos is 
interpreted in Schneider’s way. Stallbaum’s rj cos—tov Se e-^dpov kokcos; 

vvv irpos tovtco coSe Ae'yetv, is very unpleasing, not so much from the 
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necessity of understanding Acyeiv after rj (‘ or to say, as we said at first ’ 
etc.) as because it is extremely violent to separate rj from vvv irp6<; toutot 

iSSe Acyeiv. Faesius’ proposal (in which he is followed by Ast, Madvig, 
and several editors) to eject rj gives the required sense (‘ do you bid us 
add to the view of justice which etc.,’ 7rpoa6elvai being explained by irpos 

tovtw <3Sc Xeyeiv), but it fails to account for the presence of rj in the mss. 

It may seem an objection to the view which I take that rj in a sentence 
of this kind would naturally introduce an alternative, whereas 7rpos 
tovtw iLSe Xeyeiv only explains Trpoadelvai. This objection, such as it is, 
applies with still greater force to the view that rj is ‘ than.’ Some will 
probably regard the whole clause from rj—Acyeiv as a marginal com¬ 
mentary on rrpocr6eivcu; but this is much too drastic. Possibly rj should 
be replaced by kclC—the corruption is said to be common (Bast Comment. 
Palaeogr. p. 815); but I am not convinced that rj does not sometimes 
mean ‘or in other words’ even in classical Greek. 

IV. 

I 336 E. p.r] yap Sv) olov, el pev ypvatov itr/Tovpev, ovk av rrore rjpd<; 

tKOvras elvai vnoKaraKXlveaOai dAA.77A.01s cv nrj Ijrjrrjaei Kal 8ia<fi0elpeiv rr/v 

evpeaiv avrov, SiKaioavvrjv Sc Ijrjrovvras, rrpaypa ttoAAojv ypvalwv npidrrepov, 

erreid' ootojs ai'oryrois vrruKeiv aXXrjXois Kal oi (T7rov8d£eiv o ti pdXiara 

cfravrjvai avro. ot’ou -ye tru, <0 <f>iAe* aAA’, olpai, oi 8vvapeOa. 

Schneider’s explanation of the words o'ov ye av (sc. rjpas arrovSaljeiv 

o ti pdXiara ejravrjvaL avro) would probably have met with wider acceptance 
if he had taken more pains to justify his view. The key to the meaning 
is to be found in the affirmative oleaOal ye xpv which sometimes follows 
a fortiori reasoning of this kind in Plato. Two examples will suffice: 
Prot. 325 B, C ra pie v dXXa dp a tovs vlels SiSaaKovrai, if ots ovk ean 

Oavaros rj fcrjpla lav pr] irrlariovrai, if <3 8e rj re Ijn/pla Odvaros a draw rots 
Traial—ravra S’ a pa ov SiSaaKovrai ovS' impeXovvraL rraaav impeXeiav; 

oleaOal ye \prj, and Phaed. 68 A rj dvOpurirlvivv pev ttguSikoov—diroOavovrurv 

rroXXol S77 ckovtcs rjOeXrjaav cis aSov levai—ejrpovrjcrews Sc apa ns rd> on 1 
ipwv—dyavaKTr/aei re arroOvrjaKiov Kal ovk aapevo<: elaiv avroae; oleaOal 

ye XPV- II in place of the imperative pr] yap St) oiou, Plato had used 
an interrogation (as he generally does in sentences of this kind), writing 
let us say rj olei instead of pr/ yap St) o'ov, he would have added oleaOal 

ye xpv■ The same way of writing, dictated of course by the desire to 
emphasize the 8c clause, causes him to say olov ye when the sentence is 
in the imperatival form, av is of course necessary on account of <3 efrlXe. 

For the affirmative sense of olov cf. infra 346 e ap' ovv ov8' wcfreXel Tore, 

drav irpoiKa ipydfjrai; Olpat eyorye, and X 608 D. Of the various 
suggestions made on this passage that of O. Apelt lov, lov, <3 </»Ae “ aber 
wehe, o Freund, unsere Kraft, glaube ich, reicht nicht aus dazu ” (E/. 
Jahrb. 1891, p. 557) deserves mention for its ingenuity; but except for 
the corruption of ye to re (see cr. n.), the text is sound. There is 
certainly no occasion to follow q and Stallbaum in writing prj olov av for 
olov ye av. 
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357 I. ’E^eo fiev ovv ravTa e'nvcov tppcpv Xoyov d'lrrjXXd^daL' to S' 

pv apa, &>? eouce, vrpooipuov. 6 yap TXav/ccov del re dvSpeioraTO? 

wv rvyyavei nTpos dtravra, teal 8rj /cal tore too ®pa<rvpbd^ov tj)d 

dir6pp7](7iv ovk direSetjaTo, dXX' eefir) fl Sco/cpaTe?, 7rorepov r/ptaf 

B fiovXei hotcelv 'Keireuckvai, rj &>? dXr)0co<; I 7relaai otl rravTL rporrep 5 

ap.etvov ianv Sltcaiov elvat rj tlSucov; fl? dXr]6co<;, eirrov, eycoy av 

eXolp-pv, el eir ipbol e’lrj. Ov toivvv, eefrrj, 7rotet? o /3ovXei. Xeye 

yap p,or apa aoo Bo/cel roiovSe tl eivat dyaOov, o 8e%alp,e0' av 

e%eiv ov tcIov drvo^aivovrasv itfiiepuevoi, dXX' avro avrov eveica 

357 a—358 E Socrates had thought 
the conversation at an end., but Glauco 
revives the theory of Thrasymachus. A 
threefold classification of goods is first 
agreed upon. Goods are desirable either 
(1) for their orvn sakes, or (2) both for 
their own sakes and for their conse¬ 
quences, or (3) for their consequences 
alone. Justice is placed by Socrates in 
the second and noblest of these three 
classes. Glauco on the other hand asserts 
that the Many place it in the third, and 
proposes to advocate the belief of the Many, 
not as holding it himself.\ but in order to 
compel Socrates to defend Justice and con- 
detnn Injustice solely on their merits. 
Thrasymachus, he thinks, has cried off 

too soon. 
357 A 1 eyia ktX. Xbyov is abstract 

= tou Xlyeiv, not ‘the discussion’ (Jowett), 
which would be too XSyov. For to Se see 

on I 340 d. 
2 ijv apa:‘was after all,’as in IV 443 c 

rd SI ye r/v apa—elSioXou ti tt)s SiKaiootivris 
and Soph. TrJ 1172 to S’ yv ap’ oiiSer 
dXXo Tr\ir)V daveiv iff. With irpooipuov 
cf. infra VII 531 D, Aesch. P. V. 740 f. 
oDs ya/j vvv cwr/Koas \byovs | elvai SokcI 

col pltjSIttu) V ttpooL/aioLS, and Shake¬ 

speare Macbeth I 3 “As happy prologues 
to the swelling act Of the imperial theme.” 
For the sense see the last note on Book I. 
There is no good ground for supposing 
(with von Sybel De Platonis Proemiis 
Academicis) that either Book 1 of the 
Republic or the rest of Plato’s dialogues 
were intended merely as irpooipua or 
1 Programs ’ to attract pupils to his 
lectures. 

5 (3ou\€i ktX. The antithesis is be¬ 
tween ooKelv weireinEai and ireloai, and 
fiouXei is used in its natural sense, not 
(as Ast thinks) with the force of paXXov 
fiouXei. 

357 b 7 Xeye yap p.01. Other classifi¬ 
cations of ‘goods ’ in Plato will be found 
in Laws 631 B ff. and 697 B ff. (with 
which compare Arist. Eth. Nic. 1 8. 
i09Sb 12 ff.). See also Euthyd. 279 A ff., 
Gorg. 467 E, Phil. 66 a ff. The nearest 
parallels to the present classification are 
furnished by Stoicism, in which goods 
were classified as (a) reXacd, (b) ironjrt/cd, 
(c) both reXiKci and noir)TiKa, and the 
irpo-rjy/j.1 ra as (a) Si’ aura, (b) Si’ irepa, 
(.c) Kai Si’ aura teal Si irepa see D. L. 
VII 96, 107. 

A. P. 5 
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io davra^opevoL; olov to xalpeiv Kal al rjBoval oacu d/3\a,Qei<; Kal 

pijBev eh tov etreiTa xpovov Bid tavras yiyveTai aWo rj xalpeiv 

e%ovTa. "Epoiye, rjv B' iyw, Bokci tl elvai toiovtov. ' Tt Be; o avto C 
T6 avrov X^PLV dyairtapev Kal tcov dti avrov ytyvopevwv ; olov av 

to (fopoveiv Kal to opav Kal to vyialveiv ta yap ToiavTa ttov Bi 

15 dpefooTepa dcrira^opeda. Nat, eltrov. TpiTOv Be opas t 1, e<f)7), 

elBo<; dyadov, ev <p to yvpva^eadai Kal to KapvovTa laTpeveadai 

Kal laTpevah Te Kal 6 aWo? xpVP'aTlaP-^; TavTa yap enrlirova 

(f>aipev av, aKfreXeiv Be ypa<;, Kal avTa pev eavTcov I eveKa ovk av D 

Be^alpeda e)(eiv, tcov Be piaOcov Te x^Plv KaL T^v o.Wtov oaa 

20 yiyveTai dir av tcov. '’EaTiv yap ovv, ecfiijv, Kal tovto TpiTOv. 

dWa Tt Brj; ’Ey trolco, ecf)?), tovtcov tt)v BiKaioavvr/v tIOtjc; ; ’E7W 

pev oipai, r/v B’ e|7w, ev tco KaWiatm, o Kal Bi avTO Kal Bid ta 358 

yiyvopeva a tt avTov dyatr^Teov t to peWovTi paKaplco eaeaPai. 

Ov Toivvv BoKe 1, etyr], Tot? 7roXAot5, dWa tov etritrovov elBov<>, 

10 xa^Peiv—o.pXaP«ts. These ‘inno¬ 
cent pleasures’ are defined in Laws 
667 E as those which bring no conse¬ 
quences in their train, good, bad, or 
otherwise (cf. koX p.t)Skv els tSv ewara 

XpSvov Sea Tairas ylyverai a\\o 7} %alpeiv 

ixovra). They are not quite identical 
with the ‘pure pleasures’ of Phil. 51 B, 
which are not necessarily devoid of all 
results, but only of pain. The same con¬ 
ception recurs in Aristotle, who regards 
the aflXafieh rjdoval both as conducive to 
the ethical end and as useful for purposes 
of recreation {Pol. 9 5. 1339b 25). 

Kal pqSlv ktX. The relative passes into 
a demonstrative (Tairas) in the second 
half of the sentence, as in in 412 D, 

VI 505 D, E, vii 521 B, and elsewhere. 
The idiom is regular in Greek, but the 
second pronoun is more usually some 
case of airbs than of oStos, e.g. Ill 395 D, 

VI 511 C, Gorg. 452 D, Theaet. 192 A. 

Cobet however (Mnem. XI p. 167) goes 
too far in maintaining that avros is alone 
permissible in this idiom. Cf. Engel- 
hardt Anac. Plat. Spec, ill pp. 41—43. 
pcqSlv is used in preference to ovSlv : for 
“cogitatione circumscriptum genus signi¬ 
ficant’’(Schneider). With the sentiment 
Muretus compared Arist. Eth. Nic. x 2. 
H72b 22 oiStva yap brepwrav rlvos (vena 
r/Serai, tbs nad’ avrty oiaav alperqv tt)v 

ijSovrjv. 
12 tx°VTa ■ sc. aurds (so also Schneider), 

not the idiomatic ‘to continue rejoicing’ 
(as Campbell suggests). The essential 
mark of these pleasures, viz. that they 
give pleasure only while they last, is 
brought out by Sx0VTa> which recalls 
Se^aipieB’ av Sxeiv just above, and is 
used without an expressed object as in 
366 E. 

3S7 c T4 to <f>povctv—vyialveiv. 
aKoieiv is added in 367 C. Cf. Arist. 
Eth. Nic. 1 4. io96b 16 Kad’ aura Si 
woia Belt) ns av; rj oaa Kal povoipeva 

SuiiKerai, olov to ppoveiv Kai bpav Kal 
i,coval rives Kal np.al; raura yap el Kal 
Si’ aXXo Tt SiuKO/aev, op.01 s tuv Kad’ 
avra ayaBibv Belt) tis av: also Met. A 1. 
980s 2 ff. Aristotle himself does not sug¬ 
gest that a special class should be made 
of things desirable both in themselves and 
for their results; but integri census and 
bona valetudo are included in the Stoic 
category of irpot)yp.{va Kal Si’ aura koX 
Si’ ere pa (Cic. De Fin. Ill 56: cf. D. L. 
VII 107). 

16 YulAVCtS£<r®al KTX. Cf. Prot. 354 a 
and Gorg. 467 C, D (where XPVP-eeriapds 

is again said to belong to this class). 
Idrpevais as an example of xpVd°-T‘<sp.6s 
(in spite of the iKpipps \6yos of 1 342 B ff.) 
is suggested by iarpeieoBai. 0 a\\os is 
‘ the rest of,’ and should not be taken 
(with Stallbaum) as practerea: cf. Gorg. 
l.c. oi tPkIovtIs re Kal tSv aWov xpVl^a.- 
Tiapbv xpVP-aT^bpevoi and Crito 53 E. 
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o fjuadcov O' eveica teal evSo/u/JLijcrewv Sia So^av emrpSevreov, avro 

Se Si avro (pevKreov &>? ov %a\errov. 5 

II. OIha, r)v S' eyd>, on Sorcei ovrco, real rruXai vrro ©paavpia- 

%ov to? roiovrov ov \]seyerai, aSuda 8’ erraiveirai' aW’ iyco Tt?, 

B ft)? eouce, SvapiaOr]^. ”10i I Sr], eifrr), cikovgov teal i/uov, eav aoi 

ravra So/cfj. ®paavpianos yap fioi cfraiverai rrpwairepov rov 

SeoDTO? vrro gov warrep o^n<; Kr)\r]0fjvai, ip-ol Se oiimo Kara vovv 10 

r] drrbSei^i; yeyovev 7repl eKarepov' emOvpid) yap atcovaai ri r 

eanv eKarepov Kal riva e%et Svvap.iv avro icaO' avro ivov ev rfj 

roi)? Se piaOov; Kal rd yiyvopieva arr avrwv eciaai %alpeiv. 

ovraral ovv rroorjaco, eav Kal aol SoKrj‘ irravaveobaopiai rov ®paav- 

C pdyov \oyov, Kal I rrpwrov piev epw SiKaioavvrjv olov eival cfraaiv 15 

Kal o0ev yeyovevai' Sevrepov Se on rrdvre; avro oi emr'pSevovre? 

aKovres imrrjSevovGiv ft)? avayKaiov aW’ ov% d>? dyaOov’ rpirov 

Se on eiKona avro Spwai’ rroXv yap dpeivcov dpa o rov dSiKov 

r) 6 rov SiKalov /3to?, &$? Xeyovaiv. errel eploiye, do ^coKpare;, ovn 

SoKei o£)Tft)? * drropco pievroi SiareOpvXrr] pievo; rd cor a, ukovcov 20 

@paGvp.d^ov Kal pvplcov aWcov, rov Se vrrep rrj? SiKaioavvps 

D \6yov, I cS? apeivov dSiKias, ovSevo; 7too aK^Koa co<; f3ov\opai’ 

(3ov\opai Se avro KaO’ avro eyKcopia^opevov aKoiaai. piaXiara 

S' olpai av aov rrvOeaOai' Sio Karareiva<; epeb rov ciSikov fiiov 

irraivcov, eirrcov Se ivSei^op-ai aoi, ov rporrov av /3ovXop.ai Kal 25 

7. adiKia S’ bwaLveiTai II: om. A. 

358 A 4 fUcrOaiv 0’ £v€Ka ktX. Her- 
werden would read puad&v re p.bv iveKa., 
but for Se without fibv preceding see 
I 340 D n. The words Std digair, which 
are condemned by the same critic, may 
no doubt be a gloss on ev8oKifj.-r]oewv 
(vena. I incline however to think them 
genuine. Plato is not averse to duplicate 
ex-pressions of this kind (see Schanz Nov. 
Comm. Plat. pp. 12—r5), and the em¬ 
phatic addition of Sea Sofav helps in the 
absence of pev to prepare us for the 
antithesis aiirb Se St’ avro kt\. Cf. 262 A 
below. 

7 \|/eyeTai. See cr. n. The words 
dSt/cta 5’ hraiveirai are probably genuine: 
for the mention of dSttcta seems to be 
necessary to justify the pronoun eKarepov 

just below : cf. also in D /Boij\ofj.ai Kal <ro0 
aKovear abiKtav fj.hr xf/eyovros, 8LKaio<rbv7fV 
Sb eiraivovvTos. For the omission see 

Introd. § 5. 
358 C 17 cis avayKaiov aXX’ ov\ 

ccS aya0ov. Cf. infra 360 C and VI 493 C 
T17V Se toO avayKaiov Kai ayado0 cpwiv baov 

Scarpbpei Tip ’6vtl kt\. 

18 afuivcov apa. apa disclaims re¬ 
sponsibility for the theory: cf. 362 A, 
364 b, E al. 

21 ©pacrupaxov—aXXccv. See on I 
337 Afif. 

358 d 24 KaraTeCvas ktX. : ‘ I will 
speak vehemently in praise of the unjust 
life.’ The explanation of Photius and 
Suidas (Karardvas ipGr clvtI too paKpbv 

XSyov Sie^eXeicropai) does not suit 11 367 B 

ccs 8vva.fi.aL fiaXioTa ccararecvas \tyui. For 
this intransitive use of /cararetVcc cf. I 348 A 
and Boeckh’s emendation of Eur. Iph. 
Aid. 336 o£/'re /cararevcc (ccaracvcc MSS) 

X/av e’ycc. 

5—2 
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aov aKoveiv aSi/clav fiev y\reyovTos, Buccuoavvrfv Se eircuvovvTO<;. 

dW' opa, ei aoi /3ov\ofiev(p d Xeyco. IIdvrcov pakiara, r\v 8’ eyed' 
7repl yap tlvos I av fiaWov iroWd/cL5 T49 vovv €\(ov yaipoi \eycov E 

ical d/covcov; KdWicrra, e(f>r), Xeyets' Kal o irpcaTov ecprjv epelv, irepl 

30 tovtov a/cove, olov re ti /cal odev yeyove SucaiocrvvT]. 

30. oUv ri ti nos: rl 6v re AS: rl olbv re II: rl otovrai q. 

27 ti. <roi Pou\o(ie'vu). In Crat. 384 A 
tori is again omitted in this phrase. A 
still bolder example is cited by Stallbaum 
from Antipho 6. 8 eav bp.lv r/bopdvois. 
See Schanz Novae Comm. Plat. pp. 31— 

35- 
358 e 30 olov t€ ti. The reading 

of A t! ov re Kal bOev ylyove involves the 
separation of 68 tv from yiyove, and is 
otherwise much too harsh to be right. 
There is something to be said in favour of 
Schneider’s irepl tovtov aeove rl otovrai, 

xal 86ev ylyove SiKaioobvi) (see cr. n.), 
especially as the confusion between olbv 

re and olovra 1 occurs rather frequently in 
Platonic mss (see Schneider on 1 329 e), 
but the specific reference in 6 i<f>t\v -npwTov 

tpelv to 358 C irp&Tov piv ipu SiKaioouvpv 

olov elval <f>atn Kal 68ev yeyovlvai points 
to the presence of olov here. The reading 
olbv re, adopted by Stallbaum, as well as 
by Jowett and Campbell, on the authority 
of three MSS (Vind. F, Flor. RT), is un¬ 
exceptionable in point of sense, but fails to 
account for the presence of rl in the best 
mss. I have ventured to read olbv rl ti 

(sc. tori), supposing that the confusion 
arose from the accidental omission of ti, 

which was afterwards (as tI) wrongly 
inserted before olbv (where it remained 
in II), olov itself being afterwards changed 
to 6v in order to provide a kind of con¬ 
struction (‘ being what, and whence, it 
arises,’ J. and C.). This 6v was itself 
fortified by in Flor. B and the 
Aldine edition. Campbell’s suggestion 
that “ tI ov re may be a corruption of tI 

ccttI" is improbable: still less can Her- 
werden and Hartman induce us to reject 
the whole clause. Few will approve of 
Tucker’s conjecture tI Tip 6vri Kal o8ev 

kt\. Dr Jackson suggests clkovt ti, olbv 

re Kal kt\., and a reviewer of my Text 
of the Republic in Lit. Centralblatt 1898 
p. 296 olbv t Iot'i kt\. 

358 E—359 B Glauco will first de¬ 
scribe the origin and nature of Juslice 
according to the theory which he has under¬ 

taken to maintain. According to nature, to 
commit injustice is a good, to suffer injustice 
an evil. But as there is more evil in suffer¬ 
ing than good in committing injustice, 
experience causes men to enter into a 
compact neither to commit nor suffer 
wrong. The collective prescriptions of 
this compact are called Law and Justice. 
Justice is accordingly a comprom ise between 
the best policy, i.e. doing wrong without 
incurring any penalty, and the worst, 
i.e. suffering wrong without being able to 
exact vengeance. No one will accept the 
compromise who is strong enough to do 
wrong successfully. 

358 e ff. In thus resuscitating the 
theory of Thrasymachus, Glauco removes 
a serious stumbling-block by introducing 
the distinction between ipvois and vbpos. 
Civilisation revolts against the anti-social 
doctrines of Thrasymachus in their appli¬ 
cation to itself, but receives them more 
favourably when its own existence is safe¬ 
guarded by relegating them to an age 
anterior to society. The view maintained 
by Glauco is allied to that of Callicles in 
Gorg. 482 E ff.; and it has already been 
pointed out (on 1 337 A, 344 b) that simi¬ 
lar views were tolerably widely enter¬ 
tained in Plato’s time. To the evidence 
previously adduced may be added Laws 
690 B, 889 E, Eur. Phoen. 509 and Frag. 
912 t) <pi5<m IfiobXed’ if vbpwv ovbev pd\ei. 
But whereas the doctrine of Callicles 
breaks down in explaining the origin of 
Law (Gorg. 483c, cf. 488 D—489 D), 

Glauco’s theory endeavours to solve this 
difficulty by postulating a social contract. 
A kindred solution is ascribed by Aris¬ 
totle to the Sophist Lycophron: Pol. P 
1280** 10 6 vbpos ovvOr/Kri, Kal Kadawep 
l<pt] AvKbppuiv b ao<piaTT]%, cyyvrjTTjS dWij- 

Xois tCiv SiKaUov. The theory of a Social 
Contract was revived by Epicurus: see 
D. L. x 150. The views of the “in¬ 
complete Protagoreans ” in Theaet. 172 B 

(with which cf. Laws 889 e), though they 
do not offer an explanation of the origin of 



359 b] FTOAITEIAC B 69 

IIecpvicevcu yap hrj <f)aatv to p,ev dhtKelv dyadov, to Se ahbKelcrOai 

ica/cov, nrXeovb he Ka/cw inrep/3dXXebv to dhbKelaOab rj ayadw to 

dhiKelv, oioV i7rebhav dXXyXovs ahbKwa'b T6 Kal ahbKcovTab /cal 

359 dpupOTepwv yevcovTab, TOi? p,rj hvvap,evob<; to p,ev e/ccfrevyebv | to he 

alpelv, hoKelv XvcrbTeXebv igvvdecrOab dXXrjXois pbrjT dhtKelv ptyt 

ahtKetadab' Kal ivTevdev hr) dp^aaOat voptov9 Tbdeadat Kal £vv0y- 

Kas avTtdv, Kal ovop,aaab to vrto too voptov iirtTaypta voptbptov T6 

Kal SbKabov Kal elvat hr) Tavrrjv yeveertv te Kal ova lav htKatoGVVT)<;, 5 

pteTatjv ovaav tov /.lev aptcrTov ovto<;, idv ahtKcov ptr) hthtf htKrjv, 

toi) he KaKbaTov, eav dhbKovptevo<; Tip-wpelcrOab ahvvaTO<; y' to he 

B hbKabOv ev pteatp ov tovtwv ap-cfroTepcov dyairdaQab ov% I 009 ayadov, 

dXX’ QJ9 dppcoaTba tov dhtKelv Ttptwptevov' eirel tov hvvaptevov 

2. Sokclv Ast: Soko. codd. 

Law, are parallel in so far as they regard 
it as depending for its binding force 
solely upon the sanction of society. 

31 irecjiuKtvai yelp—xaxov. Cf. Gorg. 
483 A (plxret plv yap irav alax^bv Iutiv 
oirep Kal kixklov, to aSiKelcrBai, vbpip 5e 

rb aSiKeiv. That the natural relation be¬ 
tween man and man is one of war is a 
view expressed in Laws 626 A rjv yap 
KaXoucnv ol irXeiiTTOi tu>v avBpdnruiv dpr/- 
vt)v, tout’ elvai pbvov ovopa, Tip S’ Ipyip 
Tracrais wpos irdaasTas TrbXeis act irbXepov 
a.KT)pvKTOv Kara <j>b<xiv elvai. A similar 
theory is contained in the myth of Prota¬ 
goras (Prot. 322 B ff.). 

34 xois p.ij Suvapevois ktX. : i.e. (ac¬ 
cording to the theory of Callicles) to~is 
aoBevboi avdpunrois Kal tois ttoXXois (Gorg. 
483 b). In place of So/cet in 359 A I have 
adopted Ast’s conjecture Soreiv. Through¬ 
out this paragraph Glauco consistently 
presents his view at second hand. For 
the collocation of infinitives cf. aSiKeiv, 

aSiKeiv 360 D, and for the error itself 
Introd. § 5. 

359 A 3 IvvQijxas avT<3v: ‘cove¬ 
nants between one another,’ ‘mutual 
covenants.’ Reading abrCiv, Tucker sug¬ 
gests that the meaning is, ‘ they esta¬ 
blished laws and covenants concerning 
them,’ i.e. concerning matters connected 
with aSiKeiv and ddiKelodai—-a very im¬ 
probable view. 

4 vdp.1p.6v t€ Kal Stxaiov: (frqpl yap 

byio Tb vbp.1p.0v oiKaiov elvai, said Socrates 
(Mem. IV 4. 12). 

6 tov p.iv dpCo-Tov ktX. Cf. the 
reasoning of Philus (whose position in 
Cicero’s work corresponds to that of 
Glauco here) in Cic. de Rep. Ill 23 “nam 
cum de tribus unurn esset optandum, 
aut facere iniurianr nec accipere, aut et 
facere et accipere, aut neutrum, optimum 
est facere, impune si possis, secundum 
nec facere nec pati, miserrimum digladi- 
ari semper turn faciendis turn accipiendis 
iniuriis.” Cicero is following Carneades 
(ibid. 8), who may have been thinking of 
the present passage. dyairaoBai below (as 
J. and C. observe) “implies acquiescence 
rather than decided preference.” 

359 B 9 eirtl tov Svvdpevov ktX. 

is further elaborated with much vigour 
in Gorg. 484 A. With is aXrjBivs dvSpa 
should be compared the emphatic avr/p 
in that passage (eav 8b ye, olpai, tpboiv 
IravTjv ybvTjrai 8x<ov dvr/p), and Eur. 
Phoen. 509 dvavSpia yap, to irXbov ootis 

aTroXlcras | TotiXacrcrov bXafie. 
359 B— 360D Secondly (urges Glauco), 

no one is willingly just. Give the just 
and the unjust the jidlest power to work 
their will, by ensuring them against all 
evil consequences—give them the faculty 
of becoming invisible, such as Gyges pos¬ 
sessed through his ring, and the just man 
will shew hbnself no better than the un¬ 
just. If, with this power to screen him¬ 
self, the just man still refused to do wrong, 
no doubt men 'would praise him openly, 
but in secret they would judge him wholly 
miserable and foolish. 
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10 avTo Troieiv Kal w? dXydd'i avBpa ovB' dv evl troTe %vvde<rOcu to 

pyre dSucelv pyTe dBiKeladai' paiveadai yap av. y pev ovv By 

<pvai<; BiKaioavvys, 00 Soo/cpara, avTy re teal toiavTy, Kal e£ dv 

7re(f)VK6, roLavra, co? 6 Aoyc>9. 

III. 'H9 Be Kal oi 67riT7)BevovTe<; diBvvapia tov dBuceiv aKOVTa 

15 avro €7riT7]Bevovai, paXitTT dv aladolpeOa, ei roiovBe 7roiycraipev 

rf) Biavola’ I Bovre9 e^ovalav eKarepco iroieiv o tl dv /3ovXyTai, tm C 

t€ Bucatw Kal T&) diBiKW, elr eiraKoXovdyaaipev Oedpevoi, 7rot 77 

eiriOvpla eKarepov d%ei. eV’ avroefreopw ovv Xa/3oipev dv tov 

BiKaiov tco diBiKW et9 ravTOV lovra Bid Tyv TrXeove^lav, o irdaa 

20 (jjvois BiiDKeiv 7re(f)VKev 0)9 dyadov, vopio Be fila Tapayerai irrl 

Tyv tov iaov Ttpyv. e’ly B’ dv y el-ovcrla rjv Xeyco ToidBe pdXiaTa, 

el avToi<; yevoiTo olav 7tot6 efraaiv Bvvapiv ra Fy'you I tov AvBov D 

npoyovw yeveaBai. elvai pev yap avTov troipeva OyTevovTa 

irapd tm Tore AvBlas dpyovTi, opfipov Be 7roXXov yevopevov 

25 Kal aeiapov payyval r 1 Tys yys Kal yeveadai yaarpa KaTa tov 

tottov y evepev" IBovTa Be Kal OavpaaavTa KaTaftyvai’ Kal IBelv 

aXXa Te By pvOoXoyovaiv OavpaaTa Kal ivntov yaXKOvv koIXov, 

*5- A2n: A1. 

359 B 15 fl toiovSs—SovTes. dbvres 
kt\. explains roibvSe. el need not be 
twice expressed: cf. 1 351 C n. 

35 9 C 20 vd|iu—irapayeTai. The 
language is perhaps suggested by the lines 
of Pindar cited in Gorg. 484 B vbp.os 6 

iravTwv 0aai\evs OvarGiv re Kal adavaruv— 

dyei SiKaiuv to piaibrarov ioreprarp 
Xeipl kt\. (cf. Pro/. 337 d), but the preposi¬ 
tion in nap dyer at adds the further notion 
that equality is not Nature’s highway. 
For ftty i.q. fiiaiws in conjunction with 
another dative Schneider cites VIII 552 E 
oOs enip-eXelg. filp xardxoutro' al dpxal. 

In the next line it is better to regard 
Toiabe as explained by el—yevbtxOai, than 
as balancing oXav, in which case el avrote 

yivoiTo would be superfluous. The op¬ 
portunity (b^ovaia) of working their will 
comes from the possession (el abrois ye- 

voito) of a certain active faculty (dbvapus) 

like that of Gyges. 
22 T<S Tvyov ktX. Cf. X 612 B rbv 

rikyou oaxTuXiov. In Appendix I I have 
given reasons for believing that the Gyges 
of the proverbial ‘Gyges’ ring’ was not 
“Gyges the Lydian”—the hero of Hero¬ 

dotus’ story (1 7), but a homonymous 
ancestor of his. If so, we must (on the 
hypothesis that the text is sound) suppose 
that Plato here omits the name of the 
original Gyges either because he wishes 
tacitly to contradict a prevalent miscon¬ 
ception, or (more probably) because his 
readers might be presumed to know or to 
be capable of inferring that the ancestor 
of Gyges the Lydian was also called 
Gyges. The MS reading is supported by 
Proclus (tu Kara tov rdyov npoyovov 007- 
yripaTi in Scholl Procli Comm, in Retnp. 
PI. part. ined. p. 60. 30). For other 
views of this passage see App. I. 

359 D 28 evs 4>ouvecr0cu : with veKpov, 
as Schneider saw: “utrum vere mortuus 
fuerit, an specie, fabula incertum reliquit.” 
Stallbaum wrongly interprets ‘nimirum 
videbalur Gyges cernere ’ etc.: this would 
be expressed by Soxelp. Ast connects the 
phrase with pel fa rj xar dvdpuirov: but 
this is very weak in point of sense. The 
words are omitted by Cicero (De Off. 
ill 38). 

29 fx.euv. See cr. n. and (for the omis¬ 
sion in A) Introd. § 5. <?xea' in the sense of 
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0vplSa<; e%ovTa, /ca6' «? ej/cvr^ravTa ISelv evovTa ve/cpov, o>? (fral- 

veaOai, peel^co rj /car avOpwirov' tovtov 8e aXXo peev e%eti/ ovSev, I 

E 7rept Se rf) %eipt ^pvaovv Sa/CTvXiov, ov 7repeeXopeevov eic/3r)vai. 30 

avXXoyov Se <yevopeevov rot? Troipeeaev elcodoTos, iv e^ayyeXXoLev 

Kara perjva t<5 /3aaeXel ta 7rej0t ra 7Toipevea, dcf)uceo-0ai ical e/ceivov 

evovTa tov Sa/CTvXiov. /ca0ijpeevov ovv peeTa tcov aXXcov rv%elv 

rrjv crcf/evSovpv tov Sa/cTvXlov irepcayayovTa 7Tpos eavTov et? to 

360 ei'o-ft) t^5 %eip6<;. tovtov Se 7evopeevoy clcpavy avTov <yeve\<j0ai tois 35 

7Tapa/ca0rjpeevoLr;, /cal 8iaXe<yea0ac w? 7repi. ol^opeevov. /cal tov 

0avped^eiv Te /cal 7rdXiv eTri\lryXacf)(bvTa tov Sa/CTvXeov aTpe-^rac 

e%co ttjv a(pevSov7]v, /cal aTpe'rJravTa cfravepov <yevea0ai. /cal tovto 

evvorjaavTa aTTOireLpdadai tov Sa/CTvXlov, el tavTrjv e^oi Tyv 5 

Svvapuv, /cal avtg3 ovtco £vy/3alveiv, aTpecjoovTi peev e’laco ttjv 

acpevSovyv aSrjXco ylryvea0ai, e£co Se SyXco. ala0opeevov Se ev0v<: 

Sia7rpd%acr0ai tcov aryyeXcov 7eveaOat, tcov irapd tov fiaaiXea' i 

B eXdovTa Se /cal trjv 71wal/ca avTov peov^evaavTa, peet e/ceLvrjs 

eTTiOepcevov too /3aaeXel aTro/CTelvae /cal ttjv dp-^rjv /caTaayelv. 10 

el ovv Svo tolovtco Sa/CTvXico <yevoia0r]v, /cal tov peev 6 Sl/caios 

7repcdeiTo, tov Se 6 aSucos, ovSel<; av <yevoiTo, a>? So^eiev, ovtco<; 

dSapidvTivo'i, 09 av peelveiev ev tt) Sucaioavvy /cal ToXperjaeiev 

twv aXXoTplcov /cal per) aTTTeadae, e%6v avTa> /cal e/c tj)<i 

79. %Xelv n: om. A. 8. twv—jHamXta q et in mg. A": om. A1: rbv— 
@a<ri\la II: tuv irepl rbv fiatn\ea S- 

‘have on’ ‘wear,’ i.q. (pope?v, is tolerably 
frequent in Homer, though rarer in Attic : 
see Stephanus-Hase Thes. s.v. For the 
change of subject in %x£iv—(i<Pv»at cf. ill 
414 D n. Other views on the text and 
interpretation of this passage are discussed 
in App. II. 

359 E 30 X£lP^ Herwerden’s SaK- 
rvXip is unnecessary, and even unpleasant 
with SaKTvXiov so near. Cf. xpU(J"XflPc5 
in Luc. Tim. 10. “ Etiamnunc homines 
ita loquuntur” (Hartman). 

31 iV tija-yys'Wouv ktX.: ‘to report, 
as was done every month.’ The present 
expresses the habit (J. and C.). 

360 A 4 crc()ev86vqv: the ‘collet* 
or ‘bezel’ (Lat. funda or pala annuli)— 
which is as it were the sling in which the 
stone is set. 

360 E 12 cos So£«i€v. “Optativus 
eandem vim liabet, quam solet in oratio- 
ne obliqua habere, efficitque, ut verba 

ouSeis civ ylvoiro ouras etc. ex aliorum 
ore missa videantur” (Schneider). This 
explanation appears to me better than 
any other, although I can discover no ex¬ 
act parallel in Greek. Glauco is most 
careful throughout the whole of this sec¬ 
tion to disclaim responsibility for the views 
he advocates: cf. ws b \6yos 359 B, hr el— 
aSiKciv in C, cis cp-qoti kt\. in D below: 
also 361 Eal. Tucker would translate ‘as 
it might seem,’ defending the optative by 
Ar. Birds 180 coairep eiVot tis and Eur. 
Andr. 929 us el-nuns. Others erroneously 
hold that cLv may be supplied from av 
ylvoiro, while Ast is desirous of inserting 
the particle on conjecture. I do not 
think that the optative can be explained 
as an instance of irregular assimilation 
or attraction. 

13 dv |«fv€i€v. For av cf. Symp. 
179 a and other examples in Kiihner Gr. 
Gr. 11 p. 934. 
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15 dyopay oBeco1; o r 1 /3ovXoito Xap/3dveiv, Kal elaiovTi ei<i I Ta<? C 
otKuas crvyytyveaOaL otw /SovXolto, Kal diroKTetvvvaL Kal e/c BecrpCiv 

Xveiv ovcTTivas /3ovXolto, Kal raX\a TTparreiv ev tok dv6pMiroL<; 

iaoOeov ovra. ovtco Be Bpwv ovBev dv Bid<popov tov erepov ttoioi, 

aXX eVt ravrov loiev dpcpoTspoi. icairoi peya tovto TeKpr/piov 

20 av (pair) Ti?, otl ovBels ckoov Bi/caio<; aXX' dvayKal^opevos, g$? ovk 

ciyadov IBia ovros, eVei Bitov y' dv oirjTai e/ca<7T0? 0I05 re eaecrOat 

aBcKelv, aBuceiv. XvaneXelv yap Btj oieTai I 7ra? dvrjp ttoXv paXXov D 
IBia trjv aBuciav Trjs Bi/caioavvrjs, dXr)6r) oiopevos, ux; (pijaei 6 7repi 

tov toiovtov Xoyov Xeywv’ eVet el' tis ToiavTrjs ei;ovaia<; tsTriXa/36- 

25 pevos prjBev 7TOT6 iOeXot dBucrjaai prjBe a\jsano T<dv aXXoTpiwv, 

d6XLMraro<; pev dv Botjetev elvai tois alaOavopevots Kal dvoyro- 

TaTO?, eiraivoiev S’ dv avTOv dXXrjXcov ivavrlov i^airaTwvTe^ 

dXXpXowi Bid tov tov aBiKeiadai (po/3ov. TavTa pev ovv Br) ovtco. 

IV. Be Kpiaiv avTrjv tov ftlov 7repo dov I Xeyopev, iav E 

26. avoyroraros A1!!: dvoyroTarors corr. A2. 

360 C 18 IcroOeov ovTa. The half¬ 
conscious irony of ioodeos foreshadows Pla¬ 
to’s attack on the popular theology. 

20 ouSels £K<ov Slkcuos here and in 
366 D sums up the Thrasymachean theory 
in a phrase which suggests the Socratic and 
Platonic antithesis ovSels eeviv rrovripos. 

360 D 23 irepl—Xeywv. ire pi can hardly 
be for inrlp, nor dare we write inrip for irepi 
(as Badham suggests). The words mean 
simply ‘qui de hoc argumento verba facit,’ 
‘the exponent of such a theory.’ Cf. 
362 D i/cavws elprjirttcu irepi tov Xoyov. 
Muretus seems to have desiderated nar-ijp 
for irepi: cf. expressions like Phaedr. 
275 E (Xoyos) tov irarpos del Seirou fiorjdov. 
On the strength of this Herwerden would 
read 6 jrarijp tov toiovtov Xoyov, reject¬ 
ing X^ywv (“ posteaquam ex irpp factum 
est 7repi, corrector addidit Xeywv”). The 
‘ father of the theory ’ would mean Thra- 
symachus: see on w ttaides in 368 A. 

It is just possible that irardip was read 
by Ficinus (“ut sermonis huius perhibent 
auctores ”), and if so, the variant may 
have some ancient authority now lost; 
but Herwerden’s proposal is too drastic, 
and the text is probably sound. 

26 Q0XiwTaTos. Apelt conjectures 
yXidiwraros, but cf. (with Hartman) I 344 A 

rovs Se-—dSiKijoai ovk dv idiXovras aBXiu- 

t&tovs. 

360 d—362 c In the third place, 
the life of the unjust man (according to 
our theory) is far better than that of the 
just. Let us suppose that each is the 
perfect embodiment of his character—the 
one a consummate artist in iniquity, able 
to coerce where needful, and so apt at 
concealment that he enjoys the highest 
reputation for justice, while guilty cf the 
worst acts of injustice; the other wishful 
not to be esteemed, but to be, good, and 
labouring until he dies under the imputa¬ 
tion of the worst injustice, although he 
remains just. Only by means of this 
supposition can we make sure that the 
just man has not been attracted by the 
rewards of justice, but by justice itself. 
What will be the result ? The just will 
be wholly miserable and unsuccessful, the 
unjust wholly prosperous and happy, doing 
good to their friends and evil to their foes; 
nay more, the unjust will be dearer to the 
gods than the just, because they have where¬ 
with to win theirfavour. 

360 D 29 ti)v 8e Kpuriv ktX. adrjjv 
opposes the third division of Glauco’s 
speech to the other two (see 358 c), 
and marks it as the most important. 
A kindred use of avrbs recurs at 370 E 
aXXd /xi)v,—KaToiKicrat ye avTpv rryv 7rb\iv 

—dShvarov. I formerly read av tt\v for 
avnjv, but the MS reading is quite de- 
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SiaarpawpieOa tov re SucaioTaTOv /cal tov dSi/cwTaTov, olou t 3° 

eaopieOa icplvai 6p0ws" el Se pip, ov. tis ovv Sp p SiaaTaais; pSe’ 

pipSev acf)aipwpiev pipTe tov aSl/cov dvo Tps dSi/cias, p,pre tov Sl/caiov 

dno Tps Sucaioavvps, dXXci TeXeov etcarepov els to eavTov eiriTpSevpia 

Tidwpiev. irpwTov piev ovv 6 aSi/cos wairep oi Seivol Sppuovpyol 

7roieiTCO’ olov /cvftepvpTps a/cpos p larpos rd re aSvvara ev rrj 35 

361 Teyvy /cal tcL Svvara SiaiadaveTai, /cal \ toIs piev eTTi^eipel, ra 

Se in’ eri Se edv dpa Try acfraXf), hcavos eiravopOovadai' ovtw /cal 

6 aSi/cos eTTi^eipwv opdws toIs aSi/cppiacriv Xavdavetw, el pieXXei 

cr(f)6Spa aSi/cos elvai' tov aXicncopievov Se tyavXov pypTeov' ea^ary 

yap aSi/cia So/celv Sl/caiov elvai pip ovra. Soreov ovv tw TeXews 5 

dShcw tpv TeXewTUTpv dSi/clav, /cal ovrc dcf/aipeTeov, dXX' iaTeov 

ta pieyicna dSi/covvTa Tpv pceyiaTpv So^av avTw irapecr/ceva/cevai 

B els Si/caioavvpv, I /cal edv dpa (T(f>dXXpTal ti, eiravopQovaQai SvvaTw 

elvai, Xeyeiv Te hcava ovti 7rpos to 7reldeiv, edv ti pipvvpTai twv 

dSt/cppaTWV, /cal ftidaacrQai, oaa civ ftlas SepTai, Sia Te dvSpecav io 

/cal pwpcpv /cal Sid irapaa/cevpv eplXwv ical ovalas. tovtov Se 

toiovtov OevTes tov Sl/caiov 7rap’ avTov laTwpcev tw Xoyw, avSpa 

dirXovv /cal yevvalov, /caT Ala^vXov ov So/celv aXX’ elvai ayad'ov 

eOeXovTa. acpaipeTeov Sp to So/celv. el yap Sotjei Sl/caios elvai, 1 

C eaovTai avtw tipial /cal Swpeal Sokovvti toiovtw elvai’ aSpXov 15 

31. rls II: rl A. 33. iavTou II: iavrip A. 

fensible. It should be noticed that Kplmv 

is at first a kind of pendent accusative, 
afterwards “resumed as a cognate accusa¬ 
tive with Kpivai” (J. and C.). Tucker 
strangely makes Kpimv = ‘ choice.’ The 
word means of course (our) ‘ judgment ’ 
concerning etc. Cf. 361 D Iv d/nporepoi 

—Kplvuvrai and els T-pv Kplaiv iKKadalpeis. 

360 E 33 els goes with riXeov. cf. 
86^av els 361 A. 

361 A 2 ovto)—Xav0av6Tco. £tti- 

Xeipuv ipdd>s means of course attempting 
possible, and abstaining from impossible, 
dOLtcqpaTa.. But as an dd'iKrpia is possible 
only if the aSiKaiv is able to conceal it 
(the alternative of open violence is recog¬ 
nised later 361 b), it is necessary that 
the unjust man should escape detection. 
Hence XavQavtrio, although XavQdvtiv was 
not attributed (because not essential) to 
the pilot and doctor (360 e). 

4 4>av\ov means a ‘bungler’ (D. and 
V.). With the sentiment cf. Prot. 317 A 

rb obv airobiSpcurKovTa pst) bvvaaSai ano- 

dpavcu, aWa KaTa<pavi) elvai, voWrj pwpla 

Kal tov ewixeipr/paTos: also Laws 845 B, 

and the Spartan practice of punishing 
boys not for stealing, but for being caught 
(Xen. Rep. Lac. 2. 8). With eoxa-rri 

yap aSuda kt\. the editors compare 
Cicero de Off. 1 41 “ totius autem iniusti- 
tiae nulla capitalior est, quam eorum, 
qui, cum maxime fallunt, id agunt, ut viri 
boni esse videantur.” 

361 B 13 KaT* At<r)(v\ov—ayaBov. 
Sept. 592—594 (of Amphiaraus) ov yap 

ooKeiv dpiUTOs, d\\’ elvai 8£\ei \ (Sadeiav 

d\oKa did (ppevbs Kapirov/ievos, \ ej to, 

KeSvd pXarjT&vei povXevp.ara. Herwerden 
would expunge dyadov (“mente repetatur 
dirXovv Kal yevvaiov”), on the ground that 
if Plato had added any adjective, it would 
have been bUaiov. (The Scholiast sub¬ 
stitutes dlKaios for apiaros in Aeschylus.) 
ayadbv gives excellent sense, and is nearer 
to the poet’s words. 
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OVV €CT€ TOV SlKdlOV e'iT€ TCVV 8wpewV T6 Kal TlfJLWV €VCKa TOCOVTOS 

e'er). yvpevcoTeos 8p ttuvtojv 7rXr)v Sucaioavvrjs, Kal Troerjreos evavrews 

8iaKeepeevos tc3 irporepcp' per/8ev yap dStKcdv 8o£av e^eror rr/v 

peeyeGTrjv aSiKias, Iva rj /3e/3aaaveapeevo<? et? 8iKaeoavvpv tm per) 

20 reyyeaOai into KaKo8o^ias Kal tmv cnr avTr)s yeyvopeevcov' dtta 

ecrTca dpeerdaraTOS pee^pe Oavdrov, \ 8okcov peev elvae a8eKos 81a D 

fieov, wv 8e 8iKaeos, Iva dpetfiorepoe els to eayarov iXrjXvdores, 

6 peev 8iKaeoavvr)S, 6 8e d8iKeas, KpevwvTae otroTepos ainoev ev8ai- 

peovearepos. 

25 V. Ba/3ae, rjv 8' eyed, co (freXe VXavKwv, &>? eppcopeevcos eKaTepov 

edayrep dv8pcavra els rrjv Kpeaev eKKaOaepees tolv av8poev. Bis 

peaXeaT, ecfrr), 8vvapai. ovToev 8e tolovtouv, ov8ev eVt, cos eyedpeae, 

/\aXe'irdv eire^eXdelv tco Xoyap, olos eKaTepov (3los empevei. XeK- 

reov I ovv‘ Kal 8r) Kav dypoLKorepcos XeyrjTae, per) epee oeov Xeyeev, E 

30 co XwKpares, dXXd tovs erraevovvras 7rpo 8iKaeoavvr)s a8iKeav. 

20. air’ Eusebius (Prcep. Ev. XII 10. 3) et Theodoretus (Gr. Affect. Curat. XII 
p. i02i ed. Schulze) : inr’ codd. 21. Iotu Vind. D Flor. V cum Eusebio et 
Theodoreto: iVu> A1: yrio A2II2Sy : (sic) II1. 

361 C 17 ftr) is explained by Stall- 
baum as an optative of wish (though in 
a subordinate clause): ‘ it is not clear 
therefore whether he is fain to be just,’ 
etc. This gives a fair sense, but the 
idiom is obscure, and unsupported by 
other examples. J. and C. remark that 
“ the optative accords with the conditional 
nature of the case in an imagined future,” 
taking a5y\ov as for dSy\ov cev e£y. But 
an omitted civ eit) cannot be responsible 
for the mood of toioOtos ely, nor could 
civ eh) easily be omitted (see Schanz Nov. 
Comm. PI. p. 33). Still less should we 
accept Hartman’s abyXov <&v> oSv, sc. 
tti). Madvig ejects ely altogether, under¬ 
standing eon after toiovtos. This may 
be right, but its intrusion is not easy to 
explain. I think the word is genuine, 
and means ‘ was ’: ‘it is not clear then, 
say they, whether he was just,’ etc. 
Glauco again disclaims responsibility: 
cf. 360 B n. ety would in direct speech 
be rjv: and the idiom is like that in 
in 406 E, where see note. For the se¬ 
quence of moods and tenses cf. vi 490 a n. 
Failing this interpretation, the word must 
(I think) be spurious. Herwerden’s pro¬ 
posal—toio&tio elvai, ddy\ov 6v (retaining 
ely)—does not surmount the difficulty and 

is also wrong in point of sense. 
20 dir1 avrfjs. See cr. n. The sense 

required is not ‘ what is produced by ’ 
(mb) ‘ it,’ but ‘ what results from it ’: 
cf. yiyveoOai curb (in a similar connexion) 
357 c and 358 B. The scribe no doubt 
assimilated the preposition to the pre¬ 
ceding mb. 

21 &rro>. See cr. n. I formerly read 
It 10 with A1 and the majority of editors, 
but I now agree with Schneider that lore) 

is right, it 10 cannot be used by itself as 
a synonym for ‘ live,’ or as a copula: we 
should require it01 5ia pliov, instead of 
itoj V-bxPl davarov (to transpose the two 
phrases would of course be too violent 
a change). The sole authority for tru is 
the first hand in A: and this is certainly 
insufficient to outweigh the inherent 
superiority of (cttio. Most MSS have 
rfroj, a late form for &xro>. 

361 D 26 iKKaSatpus: not ‘polish 
up ’ (J. and C.) but rather ‘ scour clean ’ 
(D. and V.), ‘ purge ’ from all extraneous 
matter: see 361 C yv/jivoirt os Sy iravnov 

rr\yv biKaioavvys. 

361 E 29 (VYpotKOTdpws is said with 
reference to the exaggeration and coarse¬ 
ness of the description: cf. Ap. 32 d, 
Gorg. 509 A. 
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epovcn Se tdSe, oto ovtco 8ia/celp,evo<; 6 h'uccuos paaT/ydoaeTao, 

o-Tpe/3\GO<T€Tcu, SeSpcreTai, e/c/cavOpaeTao TcocjpdaApoda, TeXevTwv | 

362 iravTct /ca/ca iraOd/v avaa^LvhvXevOpaeTai /cal yvcoaerai, otl ov/c 

elvao Si/ca/ov dWa So/celv Sel edeAeiv' to Se tov Aia^vXov iroXv 

rjv dpa opOoTepov Aeyeiv Kara rod dSl/cov. tw ovtl yap cfrpcrovai 

tov aSi/cov, are eTnTrjSevovTa irpaypoa dArjOeias e^opoevov teal ov 

7rpo? So^av fmi’Ta, ov So/ceiv aSi/cov aXA’ elvai edeAeiv, 5 

/SaOeiav aXo/ca Sod (ppevos /capirovpievov, 

B < 57? ra /ceSva /3XacTavei /3ovXevpoara, 

TrpcoTOV piev dp^eiv ev tf 7roXei So/covvti Suca'up elvai, eirena 

yapielv birodev av (3ovAr)Tai, i/cSiSovai et? oy? av fiovXrjTai, ^vpifidA- 

Xeiv, /coivwveiv oi<; av edeXrj, /cal irapa tavra irdvTa daf/eXeiadai io 

KepSalvovra tm pip Sva^epalveiv to dSi/ceiv’ et? dywva<i tolvvv 

iovTco /cal iSla /cal Sppoaia Trepiylyveadai /cal TrXeove/cTeiv twv 

e^Opwv, TrXeove/cTovvTa Se irXovTeiv /cal tou? re <j)iAovi ev 7roieiv 

C /cal tov<; e%6pov<; I fiXaiTTeiv, /cal Oeols 6vala<; /cal dvadrjpoaTa 

l/cavao? /cal pieyaXoTTpeTrcde; Oveiv Te teal dvaTiOevai, /cal Oepaireveiv 15 

tov Si/calov ttoXv dpieivov tovs Oeovs /cal tcov avdpboTTMv ou? av 

32 8e8ijcr£Tai: ‘ will be kept in chains.’ 
Seti-paeTai (so v and some other mss) is 

required by Herwerden, and may be 
right. But in Xen. Cyr. IV 3. 18 5e5r)- 

oopai is similarly combined with several 
first futures. 

£KKau0rjcreTai. kta. Schneider refers 
to Hdt. VII 18 Sep/j-oim oiSriploitri £k- 

kaleiv — tovs 6<pda\p.oiJS, and Gorg. 
473 C ecu'—<jTpef}\C)TaL Kai eKTe/xv^raL nal 

Tovs 6<pda\/xovs eKKaijrai. That £k- 

Kavd-paeTai (and not eKKoicT\<yeTai, the 
reading of some inferior mss, and of the 
ancient authorities who cite this passage) 
is right here, is probable also from 
X 613 E a ay poiKa ’iepT/oda <jt> elvai d\i)6rj 

\eywv, etra aTpefdkoxrovTai Kal eKKavO-fj- 

aovrai, whether the last clause is genuine 
or not. It is not clear that Cicero (de Rep. 
Ill 27) did not find eKKavdr/oeTai in his 
text; for though he has effodiantur oculi, 
he adds afterwards vinciaiur, uratur. 
Herwerden recasts the words of Plato to 
suit Cicero’s translation, but Cicero is 
a much less trustworthy witness than 
Paris A. 

362 a 3 dpa: see on 358 C. rip 6vtl 

in the same line belongs not to (pr/aovai, 
but to tSv aSiKov—iOPkeiv. 

6 PaGetav ktX. : “ reaping in his 
thoughts the fruit of the deep furrow, 
from which good counsel grows” (Ver- 
rall). Plato takes to. KeSva /3ov\evp.aTa 

more concretely, and places in apposition 
thereto Apyciv and the other infinitives 
down to oxpeXeiadai, Sokovvtl being the 
dative of interest after fikaoTavei. For 
the change from the dative Sokovvtl to 
the accusative KepSalvovra cf. Euthyph. 

5 A and infra iv 422 B, c. 
362 b 10 KOivwveiv. Cobet deletes 

this word, as well as Kal KoivuvripaTa in 
Laws 738 A irpos airavTa ra £vp,/36\aia Kal 

KOLvoivT\p.aTa. In view of the same passage 
Platt (CL Rev. ill p. 72) would read Kal 

Koivwveiv. No change is necessary, for 
Koivoivelv is a term of wider connotation 
than ^vp-PaWeiv (see 1 333 A n.), and the 
asyndeton has a rhetorical effect: cf. ill 
407 b, v 465 c, vi 488 c, ix 590 A nn. 

12 irXeovtKTelv recalls 1 343 D, E, 349 

B ff., as tovs re cpikovs ev Troielv kt\. 

recalls the theory attributed to Simonides 
in 1 334 B. Here however it is not Jus¬ 
tice, but Injustice masquerading as Jus¬ 
tice, which is said to benefit friends and 
injure enemies. 
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/3ov\r]Tcu, cotrre Kal OecxpcXearepoi/ avTov elvcu paWov Trpocnjiceiv 

etc twv eiKorwv rj ton hiiccuov. ovtw (fraaiv, do —d)KpaT€<;, irapa 

dewv Kal Trap' avOpumwv rw acH/cw 7rapecricevdadai tov fiLov 

20 apeivov 7) tm hucaim. 

VI. T avT eL7rdvTO<; tov VXavKcovos, eyco pkv I iv vw elx°v TL D 
Xeyeiv 77/009 ravra, 0 8e a8eX(po<? avrov 'A8eipavTO<;, Ov tl rrov 

oiei, ecfot7, co XcoKpare^, l/cavao1; elpr/adai 7repl tov \6yov; AXXa 

tl pr/v; ehrov. Avto, rj 8' 09, ovk elpyraL o paXcaTa e8ei prjdrjvaL. 

25 Ovkovv, rjv 8' iyw, to Xeyopevov, d8eX(f>o9 av8pl 7rapeit]' ware 

Kal av, el tl o8e iWeiwei, iirilpwe. Hair01 ipe ye iKava Kal ta 

vtto tovtov ppdevTa KaTairaXalaai Kal d8vvarov Troirjaai (Borjdelv 

8iKaioavvTj. I Kai 09, Ov8ev, ecf>ij, Xeyeis, a A, A,’ en Kal t a8e aKove' E 

23. Zefrq n: om. A. 

362 c VJ paAXov irpoCT-^Ktiv. The 
comparative is attached to the verb as 
well as to the adjective, so as to combine 
the force of two expressions, viz. (1) wore 
xoi 8eo<pi\rj avrov elvai paWov irpooi]Keiv 
and (2) dare Kal 6eo<pi\lcTepov avrbv elvai 
irpotrqKeiv. In cases like \adpai6repov 
paWov Laws 781 A, paWov is quite 
redundant : in Hipp. Mai. 285 A ecrri Be 
ye—UKpeXipuorepov—waideveodai paWov rj 
kt\. it is resumptive. See on the whole 
subject Kiihner Gr. Gr. 11 p. 25. 

19 ■irap6(rKeud<r0at—dpeivov. For 
Apeivov Richards would read apelvov’ 
or apelvov a: cf. 358 C tto\u yap apelvoiv a pa 
6 tov 6.5'ikov r/ 6 tov SiKalov filos. The 
change is tempting at first sight; but 
Plato generally uses apelvto and not 
apelvov a, and [the adverb expresses what 
is virtually the same meaning, since a 
pios ipeivov TrapeoKevaapevos (cf. tt6\iv 

e5 irapeOKevaoplvTjv Laws 751 b) is (ac¬ 
cording to the views here described) a 
filos dpdvwv. Hermann’s yelpcv' for ydpov 
in Phaed. 85 B, though adopted by 
Schanz, is also unnecessary, for igeiv may 
be intransitive. 

362 C—363 E At this point Glatico 
gives way to Adimantus. Glauco had 
maintained the superiority of Lnjustice over 
Justice by directly praising Lnjustice: Adi¬ 
mantus will uphold the same thesis by 
describing the arguments usually advanced 
in favour of Justice. Ln the first place, 
when parents andfriends exhort the young 
to follow Justice, they do not praise Jus¬ 

tice herself, but the rewards which Justice 
earns from men and gods. Homer and 
Hesiod describe the benefits derived from 
Justice in this present life, while Musaeus 
and his son guarantee to her votaries sen¬ 
sual bliss hereafter, and others promise to 
the pious a long line of descendants, but 
relegate the wicked to punishment after 
death and unpopularity during life. 

362 D 23 &j>T). See cr. n. tepT) is 
present in the majority of mss, and can¬ 
not be dispensed with, where the inter¬ 
locutor is specified, as here. See Lntrod. 
§ 5- 

25 aSfXcfjos avSpl irapefi]: frater adsit 
fratri. Ast proposed to insert av before 
avSpl, making the sentence interrogative. 
The rhythm would thus approximate to 
the usual paroemiac rhythm of proverbs: 
but the brevity and force of the proverb 
would suffer. If change were needed it 
would be better to adopt Shilleto’s ele¬ 
gant suggestion aSe\<peos avSpl irapeir) 
(note on Dem. F. L. § 262), but even if 
this was the original expression, it would 
be quite in Plato’s manner to substitute the 
modern for the archaic word, in defiance 
of rhythm. The source of the proverb 
(with which compare ovyyvibpi) ade\if>ip 
Poydeiv F. L. § 264) is found by the 
Scholiast in Od. xvi 97 f. 7/ ti KamyvTjTois 
iiriplptpeai, old irep avrjp | papvaplvoim 
wtiroiOe, Kal el plya veiKos 6pr)rai. Cf. 
also LI. xxi 308 f. and Xen. Mem. 11 3. 
19. 
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SeZ yap SceXdelv i)p,a<; /eat tou? evainiovs Xoyovi oov oSe eiirev, 

ot Sucatoavvrjv pbev eTvabvovabv, aSucLav Se ^reyoucriv, tV p cra<f)€- 3° 

arepov 0 p.01 So/eet fiovXecrdab TXau/ccov. Xeyovai Se 7tov /eat 

irapaKeXevovTaL Trarepes re veaiv Kal irdvTei> ot tlvouv KpSopbevob 

363 to? Sticaiov | elvai, ovk avro Sttcaioavvpv e'rraivovvTei, aXXa 

to? ott' avrrjs evSoKbpbrjcrei<;, iva Sokovvti St/eatw eivcu yLyvrjTai 

tnro t179 So^? ap%at Te /eat yapbob Kal oaairep TXavKcov ScrjXdev 

apTb, (itto tov evSoKbpbelv ovra ra> SbKaicp. eirl 7rXeov Se ovrob 

ret tcov So^wv Xeyovcrbv' ta? 7ap Trapa dewv evSoKbpbpaebS ipb/3dX- 5 

Aoj/tc? dcf>0ova e%ovab Xeyecv ayada Tot? oatot?, a cjyaab deovs 

2. air' A2H: uw’ A. 

362 e 79 evavrlovs. Adimantus’ 
\6yoi are ivavrloi, because they praise 
Justice, and censure Injustice: whereas 
Glauco had done the reverse: Karardvas 

epCo tov &8ikov /3lov iiraiviov (358 D). 
363 A I avrd 8u<cuocri5vr|V. Not 

avToSiKaioabv-qv (with the second hand in 
A), which would be the (chiefly post- 
Platonic) expression for the Idea of Jus¬ 
tice (cf. auToavdpuiiros and the like), avrb 

is ipstim, ‘by itself,’ as in avrol -yap £<rp.ei>: 

cf. Theaet. 146 E yvuvai imaTrujnjv atirb 

6 ti 7tot’ cjtiv, and infra v 472 C, x 612 B 
(cited byj. and C.). abro may be thus 
used even when the feminine of the article 
is present, e.g. Prot. 361 A avrb r) dpeT-q: 

cf. also Crat. 411 D. 
2 -yCyviiTai. The nominatives are 

treated as equivalent to a neuter plural, 
whence the singular verb. Cf. Symp. 

188 B, Laws 925 E, Andocides I 145. 
ylyveadai is the verb in each of these 
examples. See also infra v 462 E. 

4 to SiKaCo*. Schneider is right in 
refusing to change the SiKaUp of A, II and 
most MSS to aSUip, which has the authority 
of a few inferior mss. The reference in 
oirjXOev apn is no doubt to 362 B, where 
the benefits accrue to the man who seems 

to be just, although in reality he is un¬ 
just. But ’6vra etc. should be taken, not 
with 5i9j\dev, but as part of the parents’ 
exhortation. This yields a better rhythm, 
and much better sense. The parents 
exhort their children to be just, in order 
that (iW depends on XPV bUaiov elvai) 

they may obtain the rewards dirb to0 
euS0kipielv ovra Tip SiKaUp. They very 
properly assume that the surest way to 
seem to be just (and so to obtain the 

rewards of justice) is to be just: cf. Xen. 
Mem. II 6. 39 (TwropoiTaTT) re Kal acripa- 

Xeardrij Kal KaWliTTr) odds—6 ti av fiouXi) 

SoKelv ayados elvai, touto Kal yeviadai 

dyaSov ireipdaBai and ib. 1 7. 1 with 
Heracl. Fr. 137 ed. Bywater avvTop.uiTd- 

ttjv oSbv—els euSo^lav rb yeviaffai ayadbv. 

Glauco’s picture of the just man as one 
who seems to be unjust is untrue to the 
facts of experience, as Socrates points out 
in X 612 D: nor did even Glauco go so 
far as to say that the unjust man, qua 

unjust, -qvSoKipiei, but only 6 Sokuiv SlKatos 

elvai (who may, of course, be unjust). 
The divorce between appearance and 
reality is purely argumentative, and out 
of place in parental exhortations. Fur¬ 
ther, in order to make a.7r6 tov euSoKip.eiv 

ovTa etc. represent what Glauco said, we 
should have to read Tip aSUip piiv Sokouvti 

Si SiKalip: otherwise the words So^a^opi- 

viov Si aSiKoiv in the corresponding phrase 
(363 e) might just as well be omitted. If 
ovra is construed with SirjXOev, the words 
Tip SiKaUp must (with Ast) be expunged: 
but that the clause represents what the 
parents say is further proved by the exact 
correspondence of dirb tou euSoKi/xeiv 

Svra Tip SiKaUp with t<xs air' aiirijs (sc. 
SiKaioavv-qs) euS0k 1 p.i)aeis, which is 
what the parents praise. I have dwelt 
on this point at some length because 
recent English editors (except Tucker) 
have wrongly deserted Paris A. 

6 rots orriois depends on ayadd (‘good 
things for the pious’): cf. dyaBa Sirjkde 

Tip tou dSiKov 1 348 a n. This is much 
simpler than to punctuate ayadd, tois 

oalois a as the other editors do. Such a 
postponement of the relative is rare, and 
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SiSovac, coairep 6 yevvalos HcrioSo? re /cat Opypos (pacrtv, 6 pev 

ra? Bpvs I tois BiKalois tovs Beovs iroielv B 

aKpas pev re (pepeiv j3a\d,vovs, peaaas Se pe\laaas. 

10 elpoirokoi S' oies, (pycrlv, paWols KarafieftplOacri, 

/cat a'XXa By 7roXXa ayada tovtcov eyopeva" Tvapa'nKyaia Be /cat 

0 erepos' ware rev yap (pyaiv 

y f3acriXyos apvpovos, ocrre OeovSy9 

evSiKias dveyya 1, (pepyac Be yala peXaiva 

15 1 irvpovs Kal Kptdds, fipidyai Be BevBpea KapTrw, (J 

titcTy S’ eprreSa py\a, 6dXacraa Be 7rapeyy lydvs. 

Movaalos Be tovtmv veaviKoorepa rdyaBd /cat 6 vos avrov 7rapa 

6ed>v BiBoaaiv rots SiKalois' els" AiSov yap ayayovres rc3 \oyw Kal 

KKTaKXlvavres Kal avpiroacov twv ocrloov KaTaaKevacravres ecne- 

20 cpavwpevovs 'noiovaiv 1 tov uiravra ypovov rjSy Sidyeiv peBvovras, D 

yyyadpevoi kclXKigtov aperys piaBov peByv alcoviov’ oi S' eVt 

here, I think, unduly harsh, in spite of 
the analogy of III 390 B and IV 425 C. 
Cobet felt the difficulty when in an 
unhappy moment he suggested ayada, 
a rots oalois ktX. 

7 ‘ HtrCoSos tc ktX. Hesiod and 
Homer are appealed to as recognised 
theological authorities: see Hdt. 11 53. 

363 B 9 aKpas — KaTa(3€Ppi0a<ri. 
OD. 232 f. touti (i.e. WvSIk’qoiv av8pa.cn) 
cpipti ptv yaia ttoXvv piov, oupecn 88 opus 
I aicpri piv re cfiipei fiaXavous, p8aat\ 88 
peXca eras’ | tlporroKOi S' otes paXXois Kara- 

fjeppLdacn. Further rewards of justice 
(dXXa 8ij TroXXa ayada) are enumerated in 
zrv. 227—231, and 235—237. Many other 
illustrations in support of Plato’s attack 
on Greek religion throughout this pas¬ 
sage will be found in Nagelsbach’s Horn. 
Theol. and Nachhom. Theol. passim. 

12 wtrrc tcu—lx0f>S- Od. XIX 109 ff. 
The ’0 before fiaoiXijos is difficult: ap¬ 
parently the author intended to give two 
comparisons, but dropped the second. 
We are hardly justified, I think, in a- 
bolishing the anacoluthon by reading 
(with Platt) <Sot8 tco pamXrjos or (with 
Ameis) ware rev p. 

363C 17 Movcrtuos ktX. By Mu- 
saeus’ son Plato probably means Eumol- 
pus (cf. Suidas s.vv. TZOpoXiros and Mou- 
craios). In this section of the argument 

Plato directs his attack against certain 
forms of the Orphic conception of a future 
life: see Lobeck Aglaophamus p. 807 
with Rohde Psyche1 II pp. 127, 129 tin., 
and Dieterich Nekyia pp. 72 ff. 77 ff. nn. 
Lobeck refers to Plut. Comp. Cim. et 
Lucull. 2 TlXaruv tmiXKwirTei tov s ire pi 
rov ’0pepia Toes tv fitfieioKbcn cfidoKovras 

aTconeiadai y8pas tv aSov pidr\v alwvtov 
and id. Ne suav. quidem vivi posse sec. 
Epic. 1105 B, where the allusion to Plato 
is less clear: also D. L. VI 4. 

19 ompirotriov r«v otrtojv. ocnoi was 
the regular appellation of the pbenai 
(ocrlovs pvaras hymn. Orph. 84. 3 ed. 
Abel). For the esvpirbcnov cf. [Axioch.] 
371 D ervpirboid re eupeXij Kal elXaTlva 1 
avTOXOprjyjjTOt Kal aKijpaTos aXvrrta Kal 

ipSeia Slaira. The stock example in 
antiquity of earthly virtue rewarded by 
the delights of a sensuous paradise is 
Heracles: see e.g. Pind. Nem. 1 71, 
Theocr. xvii 28 f. and Horace Od. in 3. 
9 b, IV 8. 29 f. A somewhat higher 
note is struck in Pind. Oi. 11 61 ff. and 
Fr. 129 f. Several of these passages shew 
traces of Orphic influence, but the special 
instance of Heracles is traceable to Homer 
(Od. xi 602 f.). 

363 d 21 pe'0T]v altoviov may be 
illustrated from the fragment of Phere- 
crates ap. Athen. VI 268 E ff. 
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tovtcov /Jbcucporepovs airoTivovcav pucrdovs trapa OewV ircuBas yap 

TraiBwv cpatrl Kal yevos tcctTOTriadev Xeltreaffai tov octlov Kal 

evopKov. ravra Bp Kal aXAa roiavra iyKcopua^ovaiv BiKaioavvrjv' 

to vs Be dvoaiovs av Kal BBIkovs els 7rrjXov t iva KaropvTTOvaiv ev 25 

"AiBov Kal KocrKLvcp vBcop dvayKamoval (foepetv, eri re £covras 1 els 

KaKas So£as ayovres, avep YXavKcov Trepl tcov BiKalcov Bo^a^opuevcov 

Be clBLkwv BifjXde Tip-coppfiaTa, ravra Trepl tcov cIBlkcov Xeyovaiv, 

aWa Be ovk eyovaiv. 6 pev ovv eTraivos Kal 6 '^royos ovros 

eKarepcov. 30 

22. b,TT OT [v OVff LV q: AtrordvovcLv AITS. 

22 d-jroT(!vovcri.v. See cr. n. The read¬ 
ing of A is defended by Stallbaum as an 
abbreviation for /xaKporlpovs Xbyovs airo- 
relvovcri Trepl picrdilv irapa deQtv; but no 
other example of this harsh condensation 
has been adduced, and the sense is far 
from satisfactory. A better meaning is 
conveyed by Schneider’s translation, 
“ Andere aber lassen die Belohnungen der 
Gotter noch writer reichen ah diese ” : for 
it is clear from the next clause that pacpo- 
rtpovs (‘ more extensive,’ not, of course, 
‘ greater,’which would be pd^ovs) refers 
to the extension of the rewards of virtue 
beyond the personality of the individual 
concerned. But paKporlpovs airordvovoiv 
p.ia8ov$ is (to say the least) an obscure 
and difficult expression; and airorlvovinv 
(i.q. Xtyovaiv diroTlvecrbcu) receives strong 
support from the parallel use of SiSbamv 
in C above, and KaroptnTovaiv, dvayko.- 
fovai, and Hyovres below. The collocation 
of paKporepovs with dirorlvovCL may easily 
have led to the corruption diroTelvovm, 
owing to the frequency of such expressions 
as parpobs Xbyovs atroTeiveiv. For the 
error see Introd. § 5. 

iraiSas—Kar6irnr0€v. The Scholiast 
remarks i£ 'Hpo56rou (VI 86) d7ro roO 
Sodevros xPTTpov TXaiiKip r<3 AAkwvl ivs 
’AvSpbs S’ eiiopKov yevep perbmadtv dpel- 
vwv. The story of Glaucus admirably 
illustrates the view herein expressed; but 
Plato is more probably thinking of Hesiod 
OD. 285 (a line which is identical with 
that quoted from the oracle), and also 
perhaps of some such lines as those of 
Tyrtaeus 12. 29 f. Kal Tupfios Kal nalSes 
ev dvdpilnrois dpicrr]poi \ Kal ttalSuiv 7ra?Ses 
(cat yevos eftmtrgj. 

25 as tttjXov riva KaTOpuTTOUtriv. 
riva is contemptuous: ‘ something which 

they call mud’: cf. 372 B infra and 
Symp. 210 D (auBponrov nvbs). The 
‘ mud ’ is Orphic: see Abel Orphic. 
p. 247 and cf. Phaed. 69 C, Rep. VII 533 D, 
and the aidop aelvuv of Ar. Frogs 146, with 
Blaydes’ note. See also Rohde Psyche2 
1 p. 313 n. and Dieterich Nekyia pp. 82 f. 
The employment of the Danaid legend in 
Orphic teaching is illustrated by Gorg. 
493 B : cf. also Dieterich Nekyia pp. 69 f., 

75- 
363 E 27 SoJja£o[i.eva>v 8e. For SI 

without ptv see I 340 D n. 

29 aXXa 8£ ovk £)(ovcn.v: sc. Xeyeiv 

npoip-ppara. Adimantus means that they 
dissuade men from injustice merely on 
account of its results, ignoring riva fyei 

Svvapiv avrb Kad’ aiirb evbv ev rij ipvxv 

(358 b). J. and C. aptly cite Theaet. 
176 D, E dyvoovm yap p-pplav aSirias, S Set 

■pKiara ayvoeiv ov yap ianv ijv Sokovolv, 

irX-qyal re Kal ddvaroi, uv iviore waaxovaiv 

oiidbv aSiKodvres, aXX’ f/v aSuvarov eKipv- 

yeiv, viz. “ that by their wicked acts they 
become like the pattern of evil.” 

363 e—365 a Secondly (continues 
Adimantus), both by poets and in private 
life virtue is called honourable but difficult, 
vice easy, and disgraceful orily by conven¬ 
tion. Injustice, men say, is in general 
the best policy: they adrnire the vicious 
rich, and despise the virtuous poor. 
Strangest of all, the gods themselves are 
said to be sometimes kind to the wicked, 
and zmkind to the good; a7id seers profess 
to have power from the gods to atone for 
unjust dealing by pleasurable rites, and 
undertake to damage enemies for a trifling 
expenditure of money. In support of such 
teachmg they quote the poets, Hesiod for 
example, and Homer. There are likewise 
books containing sacrificial formulae, by 
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VII. IIpo? 8e tovtocs a/cetyai, <Z Sw/cpaTe?, aXXo av eZSo? 

Xoycov vepl Si/ccuoavvT)<; re Kal aSt/cta9 I8la re Xeyopevov Kal wto 

TrovrjTwv. | 7rdvres yap e^o? aroparo'? vpvovaiv, &)9 KaXov pkv 364 

rj aco(f)po(Tvvrj re teal hutaLoavvi), ^aXenov pkvroi Kal eiriTrovov' 

aKoXaaia Se real a8iKia t}8v pkv teal evTrerh KTijaaadai, 8o%i7 8k 

povov Kal vop<p aiaxpov. XvaireXearepa 8k tcov 8ucaLa)v ra a8uca 

5 co9 eVt to TrXfjOo? Xkyovai, Kal n-ovppov<t ’ir'Kovaiovs Kal aXXa<; 

8vvdpei<; e^ovra9 ev8aLpovL^€cv Kal rupav eo^epco9 iOeXovaiv 8r)- 

poala re Kal I8ia, tou9 8k anpa^eiv Kal v-nepopav, o'i av 7rr) 1 

daOevel? T6 Kal Trevrjre9 waiv, opoXoyovvre9 avrov9 dpelvov<; elvac B 

tw!) erepcov. tovtcov 8k tto-vtcov ol 7repl 0ed>v re Xoyot Kal dperfjs 

10 davpacnwraroc Xkyovrat, <09 apa Kal 6eol 7roXXol<j pkv dya0ol<; 

8vaTvxia<; re Kal filov KaKov eveipav, toi9 S’ evavruois ivavriav 

polpav. dyvprai 8k Kal pdvrei'i etrl irXovaLtov 0vpa<; iovT69 7ret- 

2. re /cal StKaeocsuvi) II: om. A. 

the we of which men are persuaded that 
their sins may be pardoned both in life 
and after death. 

363 E ff. The phase of Greek re¬ 
ligious life here censured is illustrated 
by Dieterich Nek. pp. 81 f. and Rohde 
Psyche* II 74 ff.: cf. also Lobeck Aglaoph. 

pp. 643 ff. 
32 ISCa. has been understood of writing 

in prose, but the reference is only to the 
representations of private persons, e.g. 
parents, etc. ){ to poets, who were in a 
sense the professional teachers of Hellas: 
cf. x 606 C, Laws 890 A ISuotcov re Kal 

TronjTibv, and 366 E below. 
364 a i KaXov (ifcv—eirCirovov. See 

cr. n. For the omission of re Kal diKaio- 

abvt] see Introd. § 5. The sentiment may 
be illustrated by Hesiod OD. 289—292 
and Simon, ap. PI. Prot. 339 b ff. &vSp’ 
ayadov pev dXadeois yeviaOai yakesriv ktX ; 
cf. also Simonides’ imitation of Hesiod 
(Fr. 58 ed. Bergk). 

5 cos trrl to ir\r}0os: i.q. (is lirl rb 
iro\b. So also Phaedr. 275 B. The senti¬ 
ment recurs in Isocr. de Pace § 31. 

irovrjpovs is the substantive, and &\\as 
Suvapees tyovras balances sskovtslovs. 
ttXovtous, parallel to aXXas Svvdpets, and 
also dependent on ix0VTas> might appear 
neater. But there is no reason for desert¬ 
ing the MSS, although Plato is fond of 
the plural of ttXovtos (cf. e.g. VI 495 A, 

x 618 b, 619 a). The sentiment is best 
illustrated from Polus’s description of 
the happiness of Archelaus in Gorg. 
471 A ff. 

364 b 10 (is apa—poipav. &pa hints 
dissent: cf. 358 C n. The gnomic poets 
often express themselves in this vein: 
e.g. Solon 15. 1 7roXXol yap irkovreva 1 

KaKol, dyaffol Si irlvovrae, Theogn. 373— 
380. A kindred sentiment occurs in 
Sophocles Phil. 447—452. For the most 
part however it is held that Justice asserts 
herself in the end: see for example Solon 
4. 15 f., 13. 7—32. Euripides expresses 
the general teaching of Greek tragedy on 
this subject when he writes (Ion 1621 f.) 
is rikos yap ol pev ioOXol rvyxdvovaev 

a^euv, | ol KaKol S’, unssrep irerpvKaa’, oCttot’ 

ev ispdgeiav av. There is no occasion to 
write (with Richards) noXXdKes rots for 
ttoXXocs. 

12 «wl ir\ov(r£(ov 0upas ldvr«s. This 
semi-proverbial expression (cf. VI489 B,c) 
stigmatises the avarice of seers and mendi¬ 
cant priests (dySprae from ayeipeo, cf. infra 
381 D). Plato’s contempt for pavriKri in 
general is expressed in the Euthyphro 
and sporadically in various dialogues (see 
e.g. Tim. 71 E, with Archer-Hind’s note); 
but his attack is here particularly directed 
(cf. infra 364 e) against such 'Opepeore- 
Xearal or Orphic friars as Theophrastus 
speaks of in his description of the Sense- 
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dovaiv co? eati nrapa ac^lai Svyap-is e/c decov 7ropi^opevr) 0vcrlcu<; 

C T6 Kal iirtobais, etVe to ah'iKppd rov 1 yeyovev uvtov r) Trpoyovcov, 

aKeiadai pe6' r/Sovcov re Kal eoprcov’ iav re ttva i-^dpbv TrrjprivaL 15 

ide\i), p,erd o-puKpwv Sa7ravwv op,olco<; StKaiov ahiKco fiX/iyfreiv 

iiraycoyals Ticrlv Kal KaraSecrpots, row? #eou?, w? (jpacriv, 7ret#oz)Te? 

acpiaiv vTniperelv. toutoi? Se irdcjiv rot? Xoyovi p.dpTvpas 7rot77T«? 

iv-uyovrat, ol p.ev /ca/aa? 7repl einreTetas aSovres 

16. p,Ad\peiv q: @Aa\J/ei AIIH- 19. Kepi Madvig: irtpi All’S,q. qSovTes 
Muretus: SiSivres codd. 

Sal/xwv (Charact. 16) Kal reAeadyaipevos 
KpSs robs ’OpipeoreAeards Kara prjva iro- 
peuecrdai perd rys yvvaiK&s, iav Se py 
aXoAdlqy V 7W'l)> /xera rys rlrdys Kal tiSv 
iraiSloiv. The kind of ceremonies which 
they practised may be seen from Dem. 
de Cor. §§ 258 ff. Plato agreed with the 
more enlightened section of his country¬ 
men in condemning such degrading cults 
and superstitions on the ground of their 
immoral tendency: see especially Foucart 
des Assoc, religieuses ckez les Grecs pp. 153 
—157, where the opinions of ancient 
writers on this subject are collected. On 
aybprai in general reference may be made 
to J. H. Wright in Harvard Studies in 
Cl. Philol. VI p. 66 n. 

364 c 15 lav T6 ■—pXavJ/o-v is in 
oratio obliqua: 1 et si quis inimicum lae- 
dere velit, nocituros se parvo sumptu iusto 
pariteret iniusto’(Schneider Addit. p. r r). 
This explanation (which Tucker also pro¬ 
poses without knowing that Schneider had 
forestalled him) is by far the best and 
simplest. For other views see App. III. 

17 e-n-aytoycus—KaraSe'crpOLS. ewaylo¬ 

yal are dyoiyal Salpovos ipabAov eirt riva 
yevdpevai (Timaeus Lex. s.v.). The da¬ 
tives are usually construed with irelBovres, 
and raraSiapois understood as the binding 
formulae “by which the seer compels the 
invisible powers to work his will” (Rohde 
Psyche2 II p. 88 n.). But in the KaraSecrpoi 
which have been discovered it is the vic¬ 
tim and not the god who is bound down; 
see e.g. CIG 538 (an Athenian inscription 
of about 380 B.C.)—KaraSw Kryalav—Kal 
KAeotfopaSyv KaraSui—Kal roiis pera Kry- 
crlou diravras KaraSui. This and other 
instances from leaden tablets found in 
graves are given by Wachsmuth Rkein. 
Mus. xviii (1863) pp. 560 ff.: cf. also 
Marquardt Rom. Staatsverwaltung in 
p. 109 n. 6. On this account I think it 

A. P. 

better to connect iwaywyais rialv Kal 

raraSiapois with /3XaiJ/eiv, exactly as in 
Laws 933 D edv Se KaraSiaeoiv 17 eira- 
yoiyais 1} tutiv (KipSais y tCiv toiovtoiv 

(papparei&v ojvtivojvouv So^y Spoios elvai 
fHAa-KTovTi—Tedvaru. Plato is still al¬ 
luding to the debasing forms of oriental 
superstition which had gained a footing 
in Greece in his day: see Foucart 1. c. 
p. 172. 

06oiis — oxJhviv viirqp€Ttiv : whereas 
true religion consists in man’s iiKypeala 

rots deois Euthyph. 13 D ff. 

iq 01 p-ev kt\. : ‘some declaiming 
about the easiness of vice, how that ’ etc. 
oi piv—q.Sovres recalls 364 A, while oi Se 

refers to the aySprai Kal pavreis of 364 B. 
The reference in the first case is as pre¬ 
cise as possible: irdvTes ydp ei; evSs utS- 

Ixaros ipvovaiv ills kaASv pev y aoxppo- 

advy re Kal SiKaioaiivy, xa^eKSv pivroi Kal 

cttIkovov ■ aKoAaala Si Kal dSiKla ySd piv 

Kal eimreris Krycracrdai, S6^y Si pbvov Kal 

v6pa> aloxpbv (364 a). Those who vpvov- 

aiv ojs—aKoAacrla-—Kal aSiKla—eiireris 

KTyaaaBac can be accurately described as 
KaKlas Kepi eiiK er elas qSovres, but 
scarcely by ol Karlas Kipt einrerelas S1- 

Sivres, because ‘to offer facilities for vice’ 
is not the same thing as to say that vice 
is easy. Stallbaum attempts to evade 
this difficulty by taking StS&vres as equiva¬ 
lent to SiStxsdai Atyovres, but neither is 
‘saying that facilities are offered for vice’ 
quite the same as ‘saying that vice is 
easy.’ It is also difficult to find another 
instance of the plural of evKtreia. The 
verbal echoes seem to me very strongly 
in favour of Kepi—dSovres. For aSov- 

res= ‘harping on’ (like the vpvoumv to 
which it refers) cf. Lys. 205 c a Si 
y kSAis oAy qSei and 205 D aKep al 

ypaiai qSovoi (with reference to the pro¬ 
verbial ypaiov SOAos): the use of qSeiv in 

6 
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20 co? r-pv ptev Ka Korrjra Kal l\a8ov eanv eXeadai 

1 prj'iStew?' Xeir) /iev 680?, puaRa 8' eytyvdi vaief 

rf)? 8' dperrj<; L8pwra 6eol irpoirdpoiOev edrjKav 

Kai riva 68ov puanpav re Kal dvavrt]' o'l 8e r27? to)v decov vir' 

dvOpwTraov Trapa'ywyr)<; rov "Opr/pov paprvpovrai, on Kal eKelvo<t 

25 ehrev 
\mttoI 8e re Kal deol avrol, 

Kal roii? pev dvaiaiai Kal ev/^a>\ai<; ayavaiaiv 

1 Xoifif} re Kvtap re it a par p corr w a' avd pwjroi 

Xiaaopevoi, ore Kev rt? vrrepfiryri Kal dpapry. 

30 fiifiXoov 8e opa8ov 'irapeyovrai Mouo’tuov Kal Opcf/ecos, 2e\r)i>27? 

re Kal Movacov eyyovcov, co? (f/aai, Kaff a? dvyvoXovaiv, Tteidovre*; 

I 

23. av&vTT) A1!!: Kal rpayetav addidit in mg. A2. 26. Xnrroi 5^ re 
a manu rec. IT : Xnrroi Si arpenTol re A1: Xnrroi Si arpewTol Si re A2: orptiTToi 
Si re IFHy: Xnrroi crpcirrol Si re II2. 

Laws 854 C is different, but akin. For 
the corruption of q.Sovres to SiSSvres see 
In/rod. § 5. The conjectures of Liebhold 
(FI. Jahrb. 1888 p. 107) and Zeller {Arch, 
f. Gesch. d. Phil. II p. 694) Karlas iripi 
einrerdas Su\06vres and Karlas iripi ebiri- 
reiav SiSbvTas have little in their favour. 

364 c, D 20 u$ rijv—Hesiod 
OD. 287—289. us is due to Plato: 
Hesiod has tt)v piv toi kt\. For Xeir; 
the mss of Hesiod read i\lyrj: \dij (also 
in Laws 718 e, Xen. Mem. 11 1. 20 and 
elsewhere) proves the existence of a differ¬ 
ent recension. Cf. G. E. Howes Har¬ 
vard Studies in Cl. Philol. VI p. 165. 
The verses are partially quoted or referred 
to again in Laws 718 e, Prot. 340 d; their 
influence is also seen in Phaedr. 272 C. 

364 d 23 KaC nva 68ov kt\. : Hesiod 
OD. 290 parpbs Si Kai opdios olpos is 
airs)v \ ral rp-qxbs kt\. The last two 
words account for the marginal addition 
Kal rpaxdau in A. 

364 d, e 26 Xio-toI.—apapTfl. Seecr.n. 
The words are spoken by Phoenix to Achil¬ 
les in II. IX 497—501. Plato edits the lines 
to suit his own purposes. For Xttrrof our 
text of Homer has oTpeirroi. The word 
\ierol (though implied in aWioros, rpfX- 
Xurros) does not occur elsewhere, a fact 
which is strongly in favour of its genuine¬ 
ness here. We must suppose that the 
recension which Plato used had Xicrrof. 
The theology contained in these lines 

meets us continually in ancient literature: 
cf. also the words of the king in Hamlet 
in 3 “And what’s in prayer but this 
twofold force To be forestalled ere we 
come to fall Or pardoned being down?” 
Plato expresses his dissent in Laws 
716 Eff., 905 D: in Ale.u i49Ewe read 
ov yap olpat toiovtSv lari tS tCiv dean/ 
ware virb StLpeov irapayeaBai oiov rarbv 
TOKlOT-pV. 

364 e 30 ptpXuv—lyyovuv. The 
allusion is to Orphic liturgies. Musaeus 
was the son of Selene, according to Phi- 
lochorus quoted by the Scholiast on Ar. 
Frogs 1033: cf. <t>ae<s<pbpov iryove Nrji/rjS \ 
Movaaie in Abel Orphic. Fr. 4. Or¬ 
pheus’ mother was the Muse Calliope 
(Suidas s.v. ’Opepebs). There is no solid 
basis for the old view that iryovos means 
‘son,’ and iyyovos ‘grandson.’ The ety¬ 
mological form is tryovos, but Ik- was 
often assimilated to iy- before y during 
the 4th century B.C., particularly in this 
word: cf. also iyyeiTovaiv etc. on Inscrip¬ 
tions. See Meisterhans3 p. 107. Else¬ 
where in the Republic iryovos is the 
regular spelling. 

31 Ka0’ as OuiproXovcriv: sacrificial 
liturgies. A dvpiroXiKbv is mentioned by 
Suidas (s.v. ’Opipevs) as one of the ‘works’ 
of Orpheus: see also Lobeck Aglaoph. 
p. 371 and Rohde Psyche2 II pp. 112, 
113 nn. 
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ov fiovov ISicora; aWa ical 7ro\et,<;, 019 npa Xvcreb9 re /cal /cadap/iol 

365 ahucppbaToov hih, Ova/cov ical 1raihba; rjhovu/v elal pev ere | £(vaiv, 

elcrl Se /cal reXevrycraaiv, a? 8rj re\era? icaXouabv, at rcof e’/cet 

kcucwv clivoXvovcjiv rjpa;, pr) dvaavra; Se Seivci rrepLpevei. 

VIII. Tavra rravra, ecf/p, a> (jylXe —Go/cpare;, roiavra /cal 

roaavra Xeyopeva apery)*; nrept ical /ca/cia;, eo9 avOpanroi /cal deol 

ivepl avra e^ovai riper);, ri olopeOa d/covovaa9 vecov ylrv^d; Troieiv, 

32 TroXeis: as for instance when Epi- 
menides the Cretan purified Athens (see 
Grote ill 85—89). Plato may be think¬ 
ing of this event, which in defiance of 
chronology he placed ten years before the 
Persian wars (Laws 642 D, e). Cf. also 
infra 366 A and Laws 909 B. 

Xvcreis — KaBappof. AiXms means 
‘modes of absolution’ (Lobeck Aglaoph. 
p. 810): cf. 366 A ol \v<rioi Beoi and Arist. 
Pol. B 4 1262“ 32 ras vopfoplvas Ai/treis. 
The Scholium on Ar. Frogs 1033 contains 
the remark: ouros (i.e. Musaeus) db irapa- 
\vtreis nal reXeras /cat KaBappobs gvvtI- 
Bcikcv. For irapa\vaeis Blaydes proposes 
Aikreis, while Rutherford reads irepl Xt/uets 
(apparently with the Ravenna Codex), 
inserting also on his own conjecture 7ronj- 
para after ovvrldeiKev. I have no doubt 
that the Scholiast wrote irapa Xtitret?: 
‘besides Absolutions, he has composed 
also reXerai and KaBappol.’ Ka.6app.ol 
formed a distinct class of religious lite¬ 
rature, and were written by Epimenides, 
Empedocles, and others: see Grote I 
p. 27 n. 3. 

33 Tra.i8i.QS f|8ovtov: ‘pleasures of 
play.’ Trcudias depends on pSouwv, and 
is here used abstractly: cf. Thuc. ill 38. 
7 dxoijs -riSovrj and (with Schneider) Paus. 
I 21. 7 Bias i]5ov/iv. Madvig would eject 
pSovuiv, but without pSov&v Plato would 
probably have written waiSilov (cf. Laws 

829 b) : other suggestions, such as Kal 

TraiSias Kal tjSovuv, or Kal TraiSias 5ia 
TjSov&v, or Kal iraiSiiov Kal t)5ov£>v are open 
to graver objection. For iral^eiv and the 
like in connexion with religious celebra¬ 
tions Stallbaum cites Hdt. IX 11 'TaKlvdia 

re ay ere Kal waifere and VIII 99 iv Bvaly 

ci re Kal einraBdrio'i: add Phaedr. 276 B, 

Laws 666 B. Plato’s point is that atone¬ 
ment if it is made a pleasure and not 
a penance sets a premium on sin. 

365 A 2 TcXeuTijcracriv — TeXs-ras- 
The Orpheotelestae connected reXeral 

with reXeurav, sometimes on the ground 
assigned by Plato here, sometimes be¬ 

cause they alleged that the sensations of 
dying resembled those of initiation into 
the great mysteries (Plut. Frag, de An. 
725). This and other ancient derivations 
are given by Lobeck Aglaoph. pp. 124, 
126, 172. For irepiplvei Cobet needlessly 
conjectures irepiplveiv. 

365 A—367 E Finally, what is the 
effect on the souls of the young? Young 
men of ability are eticouraged to practise 
Injustice, while outwardly pretending to 
be just. To escape detection by their fel¬ 
low-men, they form political clubs, and 
employ persuasion and force. The gods 
they can afford to ignore; for either there 
are no gods, or they regard not man, or— 
according to those who are the sole autho¬ 
rities for their existence—they can be pro¬ 
pitiated out of the proceeds of Lnjustice. 
There are special rites and gods who ca?i 
deliver us from punishment after death: 
so the gods' own children say. So strong 
are the arguments in favour of Lnjustice 
that even those who can refute them make 
allowances, recognising that no one is 
vohmtarily just except from innate good¬ 
ness of disposition or scientific knowledge. 

It rests with you, Socrates (says Adi- 
mantus), noro for the first time to praise 
Justice and censure 1/ijustice in and by 
themselves, apart fro/n their accessories. 
Nay more; you must assign to each the 
reputation which is enjoyed by the other. 
Do not merely shew us that Justice is 
better than Injustice; tell us what effect 
they severally produce on their possessors, 
in consequence of which the one is good, 
and the other evil. 

365 A 6 Ti|ifjs i. q. rov Tipav. Cf. 
(with J. and C.) 359 C above. 

tl—iroieiv. The subject to Troieiv is 
ravra iravra—\eybpeva : 1J/vyas is its 
secondary object. Cf. infra 367 B rl 
iroiovoa eKarlpa rbv &yovra KTX- and 367 E. 

This view, which Schneider also holds, 
is better than to make pvyas subject to 
Troieiv and Tavra iravra kt\. dependent 
on aKovoboas. 

6—2 
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0001 ev<f)vel<; Kal iKavol eirl irdvTa ra \eyop.eva &<nrep eTrnrTop.evot 

avWoyiaaadcu e£ aiircov, 7rotoy 1 rt? av cov /cat 7H7 7ropevOeis top B 

fiiov co? dpiara BbeXOoi; \eyoi yap av etc tgov e'ucorwv 777)69 avrov 

10 KaTa YllvBapov eiceivo to IIoTepov 81/ca t€l%o<; v\friov rj <tko- 

Xcac? a7rarat9 dvafias Kal ip,avrbv ovtco rrrepi(f)pd^a<; Biafiiw; 

ra p,ev yap \eyopeva Sucaicp pev ovtl poi, eav Kal prj Bokco, ocpeXo? 

ovBev tyaaiv elvai, 7rovovi Be ical typias (f>avepa<;' dB'iKip Be Bo%av 

BiKaioavvi]9 7rapaaKevaaapevw decnreaios /S/09 Xeyerai. ovkovv, 1 

15 evreiBr) to BoKelv, eo9 Bt)\ovai poi ol aocpol, ical tav aXdd eiav C 

ftiarai Kal Kvpiov evBaipovia9, eirl tovto Brj TpeiTTeov o\a><;' 

Trpodvpa pev teal cr^r/pa kvkXw irepl epavTov cnciaypafyiav dpeTrj9 

TrepiypaTTreov, ti)v Be tov cto0cot«tou ’Ap-^iXo^ov aXcoTreica eXicTeov 

7 eiriirTopevot. The image, as Jowett 
remarks, suggests a bee gathering honey: 
cf. Ion 534 B \Iyov<n yap—ol iroi-qral oti 

airo Kpi)vwv peXippiiroiv iic Movcrbov Kpiroiv 
Tivoiv Kal vairuv Speirbpevoi ra pi\i] bpiv 
ipfpouoiv wtnrep al juiXcrrat, Simon. Fr. 
47 opiXel 5’ Hvdeaiv (viz. the poet) wre 
piXiatra gavBbv pi\i K-pSopiva and Pind. 
Pyth. X 53 f. 

365 b 10 iroTfpov 8£ko.—avapds. The 

fragment (which appears tolerably often 
in ancient citations) is restored as follows 
by Bergk (Fr. 213) Tlbrepov Slug, reiyos 
iiifaov | fj OKoXiais airAran avaftalvp | (Vt- 

XBovluiv yivos avSpwv \ Slxa poi vbos arpi- 
Keiav eiweiv. It is, I think, unlikely that 
Becnrecnos filos and Kbpiov evbaipovias 
below “si non a Pindaro, certe ex poetis 
petita sunt” (Bergk). 

12 «av Kal [itj 8ok<3 has been com¬ 
monly altered to iav pi] nai SokQ on the 
suggestion of Dobree and Boeckh (with a 
few inferior MSS): but the text is sound. 
We are dealing with raura irdvra— 

Xeybpeva kt\.; and it has not been said 
that it is useless to be just, unless one is 
also believed to be just (iav pi] Kal Soku). 

This would imply that it is useful to be 
just, if one is also considered just; but 
what has been urged is that Justice is in 
itself never advantageous, although its 
ebSoKipi/ireis (363 a) are: see 358 C, E, 

360 c (ovSeh exuiv SlKatos, dXX’ dvayxaf6- 
pevos, (is oBk ayaBov ISitf ovtos), 362 A (ovk 

dvai Slraiov, aXXa SokcIv Sei iBiXeiv). The 
words iav Kal pi) SokQ mean ‘if I also 
seem unjust,’ for 06 SokQ SIkoios elvai, not 
Soki2 ov StKaios elvai, is the Greek idiom. 
This meaning suits exactly. What has to 
be established is that SokcIv prevails over 

elvai in human life (ovkovv—piarai). The 
proof is as follows. To be just and seem 
unjust is misery (see 361 E): to be unjust, 
and seem just is bliss (see 362 a, c) : there¬ 
fore SokcIv is everything, and eiri tovto 
Tpeirriov oXus. 

13 (jjacriv. Is ra. \eybpeva the sub¬ 
ject? or is the sentence an anacoluthon? 
(“nam quo modo res ipsa comparata sit, 
nescio: quae quidem vulgo dicuntur, talia 
sunt, ut iusto mihi commodi quicquam 
fore negetur” Schneider). The latter 
view is the more likely. Similar anaco- 
lutha are cited by Engelhardt Atiac. 
PI. Spec, in p. 40. 

365 c 15 ol o-oc)>o(. Simonides 
(<roef>6s yap Kal delos avr/p I 331 e) Fr. 
76 Bergk. Plato himself sets no small 
store by a good name (coupled with 
virtue) in Laws 950 C. 

17 7rpo0vpa—<rxqpa: ‘as my porch 
and trappings.’ The mixture of metaphors 
is thoroughly Platonic: cf. VII 527 d n. 
With <rxnp-a (any kind of external or ad¬ 
ventitious means of impressing others or 
hiding one’s own deficiencies) cf. Gorg. 
e 11 E Tepiirarel iv perplip axvpaTi. 

o-Kiaypacj^av (‘perspective drawing’ 
Vli 523 B, X 602 D) with its cognate 
words is continually used by Plato of 
things unreal, ^counterfeit, illusory: cf. 
infra IX 583 B 586 B al., and Wohlrab 
on Theaet. 208 E. 

18 tov troLjjwTaTov ktX. Archilochus 
seems to have canonized the fox as the 
embodiment of cunning in Greek litera¬ 
ture: fragments are preserved of at least 
two fables of his in which the fox appears 
(86—88 and 89 ed. Bergk). In the second 
(89. 5, 6) occur the lines Tip S’ (sc. TidyKip) 
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e^omadev k epBaXeav real vrolkiXyv. dXXa yap, (fiyal rt?, ov 

paBiov del XavOavetv tccucov ovra. ovBe yap aXXo ovBev ettVeTe?, 20 

D <f>ij(Top,ev, Tcbv pieyaXcov' aXX' op,c09, I ei p,eXXop.ev evBaip.ovyaeiv, 

TavTr) ireov, C09 ta ,iyyr\ tcov Xoycov (frepei. evl yap to Xavdaveiv 

%vvcdpLO<ria<; re teal eraipia9 avva%op,ev, eiaiv re ireiOovs BiBda/caXoi 

ao<f)lav 8rjp,7]yopi/a]v re teal Bucavucrjv BiBovres, e£ wv Ta p,ev 

TTeiaop^ev, rd Be fiiacrofieOa, w? irXeovetCTovvTe<; Blktjv ptrj BiBovai. 25 

aWa Br) #601)9 ov re Xavdaveiv ovre /3idaaa6ai Bvvarov. ovkovv, 

ap' a\unrri£ KepSaXip axivqvTero \ irvKvbv 

(Xovaa vbov. The icepdaXeav Kai ttoi- 
kIXtiv of Plato corresponds in meaning 
to KephaXi-q—irvKvbv tyovera vbov, and 
may have ended one of the iambics in 
this or another Archilochean fable: it is 
at all events clear that they are from 
Archilochus. ‘The crafty and subtle fox 
of Archilochus ’ means simply ‘ the crafty 
and subtle fox of which Archilochus 
speaks’: the rest of the imagery is due 
to Plato. With the general sentiment 
cf. St Matth. vii 15 tpxovrai irpbs vp.as ev 

ivhhfmai irpofi&Twv (this is the OKiaypacpla 

aperijs), towOev SLdmv Xhroi apnayes: with 
eXKrtov i^bmo0ev (opposed to ir p 60vpa p.bv 

Kaltrxv^a) Milton Samson Agonistes 358— 
360 “Why are his gifts desirable, to tempt 
Our earnest prayers, then, given with 
solemn hand As graces, draw a scorpion’s 
tail behind?” Unnecessary difficulty has 
been caused by an erroneous gloss of 
Timaeus (ttjv dXwireKTjv tt)v iravovpylav), 

which seems to imply that he read aXw- 
TvtKTjv ‘fox’s skin’ for aX&weKa in this 
passage. Ruhnken (followed by Ast and 
Stallbaum) while retaining dXw7reKa ex¬ 
plained it of the fox’s skin; but it would 
be pointless to ‘drag behind a fox’s skin.’ 
With aXiiarttai—‘fox’ for ‘foxiness’—cf. 
infra 382 D 7roujr^s—tpevhi)s iv 0ea> ovk 
bn, Phaed. 77 E, and the well-known “ astu- 
tam vapido servas sub pectore vulpem” 
Persius v 117. 

19 a\\d yap ‘at enim,’ like <zXX4 
hi\ (infra D, x 600 A al.), introduces an 

objection: cf. infra 366 A al. 

20 ov8£ yelp—peyaXuv : an audacious 
application of the proverb xa^c7r“ ™ 
KaXd. 

22 ws—<j>€p€i. For ws we might 
expect XI (Ficinus has qtid). Tabrri must 
be taken as referring to what precedes, 
though further explained by ws—iptpei. 
ixv’n and (pipei shew that the metaphor is 
still the 666s jiiou. The words lxvrl ftpei 

may be from Archilochus. For the senti¬ 
ment cf. Ill 39+ D. 

365 D 23 ijvviop.oo-Cas—eTcuplas. An 
allusion to the political life of Athens: 
cf. Ap. 36 B, Theaet. 173 D, Thuc. VIII 54 
i;vv<i)fj.oalas, a’lirep irhyxavov 7rpbrepov iv 
rrj 7roXei oucrai iwl blrais Kai apxa-ls. 
In the Laws, Plato would suppress all 
such secret clubs and cabals with a 
strong hand : see 856 B ff. The iveihohs 
SidacncaXoi mentioned presently are the 
Sophists. 

25 ws for wore (except in idiomatic 
phrases like ws tiros elirelv, ws ye ivrevOev 
ISdv) is a curious archaism, tolerably 
frequent in Xenophon (e.g. Cyrop. 1 2. 8, 
V 2. 5, VI 4. 16, vm 5. 1 and 7. 27), 
but almost unexampled in Plato. The 
Protagoras (330 E) furnishes an instance 
with oiirws preceding (cf. Xen. Cyr. IV 

2. 13). ws in Phaed. 108 E is perhaps to 
be explained in the same way: cf. also AIc. 
II 141 B and Symp. 213 B Trapaxwprjoai 
yap rbv SwKpaTt] ws erelvov KaSlqeiv. See 
also on ws 59) in 1 337 c. As /Sidfouai 
can be followed by the simple infinitive, 
it might seem preferable to connect ws 
irXeoveKTovvTes as a participial explanatory 
clause either with piaab/xeda or with SIktjv 
p.7] SiS&vai (‘ not to be punished for ag¬ 
grandisement ’); but the first alternative 
gives a wrong sense to irXeoveKTouvTes, 
and the second involves too harsh an 
inversion. 

26 ovkovv ktX. Cf. Laws 885 B 0eobs 
■tiyov/aevos elvai Kara, vbgovs ohSels irwirore 
oOre Ipyov dcrefies elpyacraro erwv oilre 
Xbyov atpTjKev Avopov, aXXa tv Sr/ ti twv 
Tpiwv Traoxwv, 77 tovto Swep ehrov ovx 
’pyobp.evos, i} to deurepov 6vras oh ppovri- 
geiv avdpwwwv, rj Tplrov ehTrapap.vOi]Tovs 
elvai 0volais re Kai ehxais Trapayo/ievovs. 
These three classes of heretics are sever¬ 
ally refuted in 886 A—899 D, 899 D— 
905 D, 905 D—907 B. It is clear both 
from this passage and from the Laws that 
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el pev pr) elcrlv r/ pySev au-rot? tu>v dvOpwirivcov peXei, tl /cal rjplv 

peXpreov I tov Xavddveiv; el Se elal re ical eTTLpeXovvraL, oinc E 

aWoOev tol avTovs icrpev rj d/cy/coapev i) etc re twv \6ycov /cal 

30 rcov yeveaXoypadvTtov -iroirjTuiv’ oi Se avrol ovtol Xeyovatv, <y? 

elcrlv oIol Overlaid tc /cat eil^wXat? dyavfjaov /cal dvadr/paaiv 

TrapayecrOai dvavreiOopevoL' ols 7) apefrorepa rj ovBerepa treLareov’ 

el S' ovv ireLareov, dSucr/reov /cal 61neov dirb twv dSucpparcov. | 

SitcaiOL pev yap oWe? a^ijptoL viro Oecov eaopeSa, tcl S' ei; dSuclas 366 

/cepSr) dirwaopeOa' aSucoi Se icepSavovpev re ical \iaabpevoi virep- 

fialvovTes /cal apapTavovre9 irei6ovTe<; auTOt)? dt^r/piOL atraWa^opev. 

aXAd yap ev "AlSov Shcpv Sdxropev wv av iv6aSe dSucr) eras pev, 

5 rj avrol rj 7ralSes tralScov. clW' 00 (f)l\e, cjrpaei AoyL%6pevo<>, ai 

77. tL Kal v. Kal AITS : ovS’ q. 

the air was full of such heresies in Plato’s 
day. The first was doubtless fostered by 
the sceptical attitude of Protagoras—irepl 
ptv deuv oi/K ?xoj eiStvai oiid' us eloiv 006’ 
is ovk elcrlv (ap. D. L. IX 51): for the 
second cf. Aesch. Ag. 369—372 ovk e<j>a 
tls | deoi/s Pporuv a^iovodai ptXeiv \ oaois 
6.81ktuv %apis | iraToW’• 0 5’ ovk evoeprjs: 
the third—the most pernicious of all, 
according to Plato Laws 94S C—furnished 
the raison d’etre of a degenerate priest¬ 
hood. 

27 t£ Kal ljptv kt\. ‘ If the gods do 
not care for us, why should we in our 
turn (Kal) care’ etc. For the text see 
cr. n. and App. IV. 

365 E 29 d.KT|K6a|i€V—iroiqTuiv. The 
first i) is ‘ or ’ and the second ‘ than.’ In 
A67uv Plato may be thinking inter alia 
of the works of early Xoyoypdcpoe like 
Pherecydes, who wrote genealogies of 
gods and heroes in prose; but there is 
no occasion to change X6yuv into Xoyluv 
with Muretus. yeveaXoyi]<rdvTuv iron)Tuv 
refers to Homer and the Hesiodic and 
Orphic theogonies. 

31 0vcr£ais—&Yavfj<ri.v : see 364 D. 
33 airo: ‘ from the proceeds of.’ Cf. 

Laws 906 C, D tovtov Si] tov XSyov 
dvayKalov Xtyecv tov Xiyovra us eicrl 
cjvyyvupoves del Ocoi rots tuv dvOpdnruv 
aSUois Kal aSiKoOo’iv, av avrols tuv a Si- 
Ki)paruv tis airovipy, Kaddirep Kvtrl Xvkol 

tuv dpiraopdruv opiKpa. dirovlpoiev, ol St 
•fip.epovp.evoe rols Supois ovyxupoiev tcl 

irolpvia Siapird^eiv. 

366 a 2 virep(3a£vovTes KaV apapTa- 

vovtcs are subordinate to Xioaipevoi: 

“ by praying when we transgress and sin, 
we shall persuade them,” etc. There is 
again a reference to AteTobpevoi ore xev tis 
vireppiiy Kal dpdprr) quoted in 364 E. 
The position of the participles is justified 
by the allusion to this line. 

5 h—T It was a common Greek 
belief that the sins of the fathers are 
visited upon the children: see the pas¬ 
sages cited by Nagelsbach Nachhom. 
Theol. pp. 34 ft. If we take Plato at his 
word, Adimantus represents this vicarious 
punishment as extending even to the other 
world. 

fj iratSes ira£8wv. Baiter conjectures 
<57 it aides > r/ iraiSes iralSuv, and so 
I formerly printed. But iraiSes iralSuv 
means little more than ‘ descendants ’ 
(cf. Laws 927 B), and the text may stand. 
Similarly in Ruskin Modern Painters 
Ch. 1 “ all those labours which men have 
given their lives and their sons’ sons’ lives 
to complete.” 

w <J>t\e—XoYi^op^vos. (3 <f>l\e is the 
objector who urges dXAa ydp—iralSuv. 
In <p-q<rei Plato recurs to the singular of 
365 B XiyoL yap av kt\. Xoyi^opevos is 
not ‘reasoning,’ but ‘making his calcu¬ 
lation,’ ‘calculos subducens’: such a 
man’s morality is nothing but a balancing 
of profit and loss. Hermann’s devotion 
to Paris A led him to conjecture a\\’ 
(bcfteX’fiaovo'Lv ayviipoptvovs ai reXeral rather 
than admit a simple case of omission 
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B Te\eral av peeya BvvavTae teal oi Xvctlol 6eoi, oS? ai pLeytaraL * 7roAet? 

\eyoven teal oi 9ea>v TraiBes, rroLpTal teal TrpotpTjrao rav decov 

yevopLevoi, o'i ravra ovtgo? e^eiv pepvvovcnv. 

IX. K.ara tiva ovv eri Xoyov BircaLoavvpv av rrpo peeyicrTps 

aBucias aipoipeed' av; pv iav peer evcr%ppLOcrvvp<; tcifiBp\ov tcTpcrdo- io 

peeOa, teal 7rapa deols teal trap' avOpainroLS Trpd^opeev tcard vovv 

£o)VTe? re teal Te\evTpaavTes, go9 6 tgov nroWwv re teal dtcpwv 

Xeyopeevo? A.070?. etc Bp 7rdvTcov tgov eipppeevcov tt? pep^avp, go 

C Sftj/cpaTe?, Sucaioavvpv I Tipeav eOeXecv, a> tt? Bvvapu<; VTrdpyei 

yjrv%p<i p 'XpppiaTwv rj a gopear 05 rj yevovs, dXkd pep yeXdv e-naivov- 15 

peevps dtcovovra; a5? Bp roe el Tt? e%et -xJrevBij puev aTrotforjvat, d 

elpptcapeev, itcavGos Be eyvco/cev on dpicrTov Bucatotjvvp, rroWpv 

7tov (Tvyyvoopcpv e%et teal ovtc opyi^erat, tot? dBitcobs, d\X' olBev, 

otl ir'Kpv el tv? deia (fovaet, Bva-^epaLvcov to dBuceiv rj emaTppepv 

D Xaftcov dTre^erai ainov, tgov ye aWcov 1 ovBel't etceov Bi/cato?, aWa 20 

hito dvavBpia<; rj yppa><; p tlvo<; aWps daOeveias \freyec to dBuceiv, 

dSvvaTCOv avTO Bpav. 00? Be, Bp\ov 6 yap TrpcoTO5 tmv tolovtgov 

et? Bvvapuv i\0oov rrpwTO9 aBucei, tca6’ oaov av olo<; t p. teal 

tovtgov arravTcov ovBev aWo oXtlov rj itceivo, oOevirep arra? 6 A0709 

ovto<; wppepaev teal TtpBe teal ipeol 7rpo? ae, go 2gjtcpaTes, eirreiv, otl 25 

E ^£1 Oavpedaie, rravTcov vp.wv, otioi erraiveTai 1 cfoare Bucatoavvp'i 

6. ad /x^ya Svvavrat II: om. A. 22. us Sd A!n‘: u5e A>n2. 

arising from homoioteleuton: see cr. n. 
Vermehren proposes aXk’ CxpeX-paovatv at 
vofu^o/jicvai reXeral [Plat. Stud. p. 90), 
but we should certainly follow ft here. 
See also Introd. § 5. 

6 Xvcrioi: ‘givers of absolution’: cf. 
364 E. Certain Chthonian deities of the 
Orphic theology are meant, such as 
Hecate, Demeter, Dionysus Xdcrtos or 
Xvaeds, and above all Zeds ,ueiXixtos. See 
Lobeck Aglaoph. p. 303. 

366 B 7 0eo3v TraiSes: e.g. Musaeus 
and Orpheus (SeAi^s re koI Mowrui' 
Zyyovot 364 e). Madvig’s rejection of oi 
(so also Ficinus) before ravra in the last 
clause seriously impairs the rhythm of the 
sentence. 

12 aKptov. dUpos was a fashionable 
expression to apply to the Hite of any 
profession or art: cf. Theaet. 152 E rGiv 
tTotrjrojv oi dupoi T'ijs TTOtrjacGis eKartpas, 

Pol. 292 E, supra 360 E, infra ill 405 A, 

v 459 B. 

366 c 16 ws 8ij tol : see on 1 337 c. 
19 0eCa <j>u<rei—em(TTrj(j.r]v. Odq. <pvaet 

means a disposition which is good by 
divine grace or nature, not as the result 
of knowledge or compulsion. The virtue 
of such men is ddq. /xoipq. Tvapayvyvopdvr) 
ditev vov [Men. 99 e) : they are avev 
dvdyKT}$, airoipvws, delq. ptoLpt dyadoL 
[Laws 642 c), resembling Wordsworth’s 
“Glad Hearts! without reproach or 
blot, Who do thy work and know it 
not.” Cf. VI 493 A 71. imaT'rip.r)ii is 
scientific knowledge of the good in the 
Socratic, not yet in the Platonic, sense. 

366 D 20 ouSels eKuv 8£kcuos gives 
the lie to the Socratic oudels iKtbv aSucos: 
cf. 360 c. For dvavSplas below see on 

359 B- 
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eivai, diro rcov e£ dp^i)? ypcocov dp^dpevoi, ocrcov Xoyoi XeXeippevoi, 

peXP1 rcov vvv dvOpcoircov odSel? ircbirore eyjre^ev aSaclav ovo 

erryveerev Si/caiocrvvyv dXXco? r) So^a? re /cal npd? /cal Scoped? ra? 

30 a7r avrcbv yiyvopeva?' auro S' e/cdrepov rj) avrou Svvapei ev ry 

tov e^ovro? ^]n>xy evbv /cal Xavdavov Oeov? Te /cal avOpcoirov? 

oiiSel5 ircbirore ovr ev iroiyaei ovr ev ISioi5 Xoyoi9 eire^r/XOev 

i/cavcb9 ra> Xoyco, cb9 to pev peyiarov /eaucbv ocra icrxei >xy ev 

avry, Si/caioervvy Be peyiarov dyaOov. el | yap ovrco<? eXeyero elj 367 

ap^rj? 07to iravnov vpcov /cal e/c vecov 1)pa5 iirelOere, ov/c dv 

aXXr/Xov9 icpvXarropev py SBi/ceiv, a,XX' avro9 avrov yv e/caaro9 

cpvXa£, BeBico? py dSuccbv rco peylarco /ca/cco tjvvoacos y. ravra, 

5 (0 Sco/cpare?, taco? Be /cal en rovrcov 7rXelco ©paavpa^o? re /cal 

aXXo9 7too Tt? 07rep Bacaioavvy? re /cal aBi/cla5 Xeyoiev dv pera- 

arpecfoovre? avroiv ryv Bvvapiv, cfropniccb?, <0? ye poi Bo/cei' aW’ 

e7«, ovSev yap ere Beopai I diro/cpvirreadai, aov emdvpcov d/covaai B 

ravavria, cb9 Bvvapai pciXiara /cararelva? Xeyco. py ovv ypiv 

10 povov evBel^y rco Xoyco, on Bi/caioavvy aBi/cla? /epeirrov, aXXa 

ri iroiovaa e/carepa rov eyovra avry Si avryv y pev /ca/cov, y Be 

dyaOov ianv ra? Be Bo^a? acpacpei, coairep YXav/ccov Bie/ceXevaaro. 

el yap pi) acfraipyaei? e/carepcodev ra? aXyOei?, ra9 Be ^JrevBei9 

irpoaOyaei9, ov ro Bhcaiov cfyyaopev eiraiveiv ere, aXXa to So/ceiv, 

15 ovBe to dSi/cov ' elvai ^Jreyeiv, dXXa to Bo/ceiv, /cal 7rapa/ceXevecrOai C 

ciSiKov ovra Xavdaveiv, /cal opoXoyelv ®paervpd'%ep, on ro pev 

27. elvai II: om. A. 15. aXXa rd Sokui/ II et in mg. A2: om. A1. 

366 E 27 i^pwov. J. and C. think 
“Plato is referring to well-known tales 
and maxims, which the poets and logo- 
graphers had put into the mouths of 
ancient heroes.” It is simpler to under¬ 
stand the expression of Orpheus, Musaeus, 
and other 6euv natSes, woir/rcd Kal TrpotprjTat 
rCov deCiv yevd/ievoi: see 366 B n. So also 
Dreinhofer Plato's Schrift iib. d. Staat 
nach Disposition u. Inhalt p. 2 n. 16. 

29 aXAcos fj. Praise of the 86£a( of 
Justice is somewhat inaccurately spoken 
of as praise of justice itself: but it is un¬ 
necessary to insert 5ia (with Richards) 
before 86£as. Cf. 367 D tuv /xkv aWtov 

dvoSexoi/sT/o av oOtus eiraivobvTWv oikcuo- 

ouvt/v Kal xf/ey6vrwv dSudav, doijas re wept 

ai/TUP Kal p/offoin iynw/xiatlbPTUP Kal 

Xoi SopOI/PTUP. 

32 ISCois: see on 363 E. 

367 A 3 dXX’ auTos—^uvotKos fj. 
This thesis is developed and elaborated 
in Gorg. 472 D—481 B. 

6 vire'p is here little if anything more 
than irepl, cf. Laws 777 a inrep too Aids 
ayopebup. This usage, which appears on 
Inscriptions after 300 B.c. (Meisterhans3 
p. 222), is very rare in Plato. It occurs 
occasionally in the Attic orators, espe¬ 
cially with \lyeip, and is tolerably com¬ 
mon in Polybius and later Greek: see 
Stephanus-Hase Thes. s. v. inrip and 
Jannaris Hist. Gr. Gr. § 1685. I do not 
think we are justified in translating (with 
Tucker) ‘on behalf of their view of the 
relations of justice and injustice.’ 

367 B 9 KCLTCLTCivas : 358 D n. 
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B'ikcuov aXXoTpiov ayadov, ^vficfrepov tov KpeiTTOvos, to Be aSucov 

avra> p,ev £vfi(f>epov teal XvaiTeXovv, tu> Se t/ttovi d^vpujiopov. 

iTreiSrj ovv d>p,oX6yrfaa<; twv pieyiaTcov dyadwv elvai BiKCiioavvrfv, 

d twv re avo^aivovTcov air' avTcSv eve/ca a£ia KeKTr/crdai, 7roXv Be 20 

fiaXXov avra avTwv, olov opav, aKOveiv, <fipoveiv, Kal vyiaiveiv Btf, 1 

D /cal oar’ dXXa dyad a yovifia rf} avTwv cfrvcrei dXX’ ov 8o%y eariv,— 

tovt ovv avro eTralveaov Bucaioavvrys, o avrrj 81 avrrjv tov e^ovra 

ovlvifcnv kciI dSiKia /3Xa7TT€i’ fjuadov<i Be Kal 8o^a<; Trapes a:XXoi<; 

iiraivelv. &>? iyd> tcov fiev aXXwv d'rroBe'Xoifirfv av ovtcds eirai- 25 

vovvtwv BiKaioavvrjv Kal ■tyeyovTwv dB lie lav, So^as ts trepl avrwv 

Kal puadovs iyKwp-ia^ovTWV Kal XoiBopovvTcov, aov Be ovk av, ei 

E pip ffi) KeXevois, Sioti rrdvra rov /3lov I ovBev dXXo (tkottwv SieXp- 

Xvdas rf tovto, f.ip ovv r)p,iv evBel^p piovov tc3 Xoyw, on BiKaio- 

crvvrf dBiKias Kpeirrov, dXXa rl iroiovaa eKarepa tov e%ovra avTrj 30 

81 avrrjv, eav re Xavdavr) eav re p,rj deovs re Kal dvdpccnrovs, 

rf p,ev ayadov, rf Be KaKov earn, 

X. Kal eyd> aKovaas del piev Brj tt)v cjrvaiv tov re VXavKcovos 

18. v-kv A2n: ora. A1, 
contextu A. 

25. airodexol/J.r)v II et in mg. A2: airoox°dJ/rlv in 

367C 17 aXXoTpiov ct-yaGov: 1343 
C n. 

19 a>|AoXoYq(ras: 358 A. 
20 ttoXv Sk (idXXov. The sequence of 

Sk after re is frequent in Plato with ok 
Kal, el dk (3ob\ei, rl Sk, In dk, v-kyiarov dk, 
to dk KetpaXaiov and the like. For a clas¬ 
sified list of examples see Hoefer depart. 
Plat. pp. 15—17. 

21 axoveiv is added to Glauco’s list 
(357 C) by Adimantus, who is also respon¬ 
sible for the exaggeration TroXii /adWor. 

Kal—811 with vyiaiveiv marks it as 
different in kind from the other examples: 
cf. (with J. and C.) Men. 87 E /cal ttXoOtos 
Sr/ and infra 373 A. 

367 D 22 yovipa: i.q. yvijcria, but 
more forcible: cf. Theaet. 151 e, Ar. 
Frogs 96. 

24 Kal aSiKfa pX/virm. The sense 
is: Kal xf/kye rovr’ avrS d5c/das 0 avrrj Si’ 
avrr)v rbv S%ovra /SXdrrrei. Hartman 
would cancel the words, needlessly, al¬ 
though the zeugma is bolder than usual. 
For the stylistic effect cf. dSida S’ eirai- 

velrai 358 A above. 
25 o’.Tro8eyol|j.T]V and 6.vaox°frtv are 

equally good Greek (cf. Prot. 339 D, 

Phaed. 92 A, e al.), but as airo- is sup¬ 
ported by both A and II, it is more pro¬ 
bable that the error lies in -<jx°fivv than 
in airo-, especially as airoSexol/Jiriv is 
found also in the margin of A. The aVo- 
is at least as old as the Scholium, which 
mentions the two readings arrooxolv-W 
and avacrxolv-riv. The latter is an obvious 
correction of airoaxoliJiriv, and has survived 
in S and a few inferior MSS besides. 

367 E—369 B In a short interlude 
Socrates, after complimenting Glauco and 
Adimantus, remarks on the magni¬ 
tude of the task before him—none other 
than the defence of Justice against her 
slanderers. As the weak-sighted are better 
able to recognise small letters at a distance 
if they have previously studied the same 
letters on a larger scale and on an ampler 
ground, so (says Socrates) let us first study 
Justice in magno, that is, in a state, and 
afterwards look for her lineaments in parvo, 
in other words, in the Individual. The 
contemplation of a State in process of 
creation will shew us Justice and Injustice 
coming into existence. 



90 nAATQNOZ [367 E 

Kal tod ’ASeipdvTov rjyd/J-rjv, drap ovv Kal Tore irdvv ye paBrjv \ 

Kal eWov Ov Ka/ctoS els vp.as, cd 7ralBes eiceivov rod dvBpos, tr/v 368 

dpXVv T<*>v iXeyelcov etrolpaev 6 rXavKtovos epaarps, evBoKipr)- 

aauras 7repl ti)v Weyapol pdyjqv, elircov’ 

tralBes ’ ApiffTwi'o?, /cXeivov Belov y evos divBpos. 

5 rovro fioi, co cplXoi, eii Soicel e%eiv’ 7raw yap Belov rrenrovBare, 

el pep 7re7reiaBe dSi/clav 8tKaiocrvvr)S dpetvov elvai, ovtco Bwaptevoi 

elirelv inrep avrod. So/celre Srj pot cds aXpBi09 ov ireirelaBaL' I 

TeKp.alpop.ai Be 8k rod aWov rod vperepov rpoirov, eirel Kara, ye B 

avrov>> toi)? Xoyovs pTrlaTovv av vp.lv' ocrw Be pdWov Triarevco, 

10 ToaovTco pdWov unopcd o ti ^ppacopaC ovre yap otrcos /3ot]Bd) 

10. xpt]a<jtp.ai A1 2 3!!: xpV<top.ai Aa. 

368 a I cu iralSes 6K6ivov tou avSpos. 
This curious phrase occurs once again in 
Plato viz. Phil. 36 D, where Protarchus 
is addressed in the words c3 trai dxetyou 

ravdpos. Philebus has withdrawn from 
the discussion, his part in which he has 
bequeathed to Protarchus, who is there¬ 
fore playfully called his son. That this 
is the meaning appears from Phil. 11 A, B, 

lie 5ex« Si) toutov tov vvv SiS6p.evov, (3 

Tlp&rapxe, Xbyov ; AvdyKrj SSxeada f 

<&i\ripos yap r)p.Tv 6 KaXos airdp^Kev, 12 A, 

16 b, 19 A: cf. also 15 c and 28 B. In pre¬ 
cisely the same way Glauco and Adiman- 
tus are the ‘children of Thrasymachus.’ 
They are SiaSoxoi tov X&yov as appears 
from 357 a, 358 B (iiravavecooo/Mi t8v 
Qpacrvimxov Xdyov), 367 A and 367 C, as 
well as from the substance of their argu¬ 
ments. This image is in fact one of the 
links by means of which Plato binds the 
dialogue together: as Polemarchus is heir 
to Cephalus (331 e), so Glauco andi Adi- 
mantus are heirs to Thrasymachus. In 
explaining iicdvov roD dvdpis of Thrasy¬ 
machus, Stallbaum is therefore not “ridi¬ 
culous” (as J. and C- assert) but right. 
See my article in Cl. Rev. x p. 237. 

2 6 r\avKwvos epacrnjs may be 
Critias, as Schleiermacher supposed; but 
there is no evidence in support of the 
conjecture: see Bergk Poet. Lyr. Gr.4 11 
p. 283. 

3 rijv Meyapot pdxqv: perhaps in 
409 b.c.: see Diod. Sic. xiii 65. If so, 
Plato is guilty of a slight anachronism, 
supposing that the scene of the dialogue 
is laid in 410. See Inlrod. § 3. 

4 iratSes—dvSpos. By ’ApltsTtovos, the 
author of the line of course meant Aristo, 
father of Glauco and Adimantus; but 
’Aploroiv suggests fipurros (cf. IX 580 B) 

and the pun conveys a friendly, if half- 
ironical, compliment to ‘his excellency’ 
Thrasymachus, whose raTSes (so far as 
the argument is concerned) Glauco and 
his brother are: see on (3 naiSes above. 
In Symp. 174 B, when inviting Aristode- 
mus to come as an uninvited guest to sup 
with Agathon, Socrates indulges in a 
similarly playful pun: Sirov toIvvv, 8<prj, 

Iva Kal TTjv irapoifilav 8ia<p0dpup.ev ptra- 
pdXXovres, u>s &pa Kal ayaduv eirl Sanas 
tamv avropaTOL dyaOol. (The 8ia<f>9opd 
consists in the substitution of dyaduv for 
SeiXwv, the form of the proverb which 
Plato had in view being avriparoi S’ aya- 
6ol SeiXuv liri Sairas laaiv, as the Scho¬ 
liast remarks. Arnold Hug is ill-advised 
in adopting Lachmann’s suggestion to 
read ’Ayaduv’ i.e. ’Ayadwvt for dyadwv: 
see Cl. Rev. X p. 238.) Other plays on 
proper names in Plato are collected by 
Riddell Digest pp. 250 f. In kXsivou 

Stallbaum finds a ‘ lusus facetus ’ on 
iKdvov; but this particular lusus (if it 
exists) is accidental and unmeaning. 

5 0€iov. The addition of ti (proposed 
by Herwerden) is unnecessary: cf. in 
388 D n. ddos is here used, like Svdeos, 
of inspiration: if the speaker does not 
understand or believe what he says, he 
is, like a rhapsodist or poet, nothing but 
the mouthpiece of the inspiring deity: 
cf. Phaedr. 245 A, Ion 533 E, 535 E— 

530 d. 
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6^&>' So/cw yap poi d8vvaro<; eivat' appelov 8e pot, otl a 7rpo? 

®paavpa%ov Xeycov a>ppv iiTrotyaiveiv, &>9 apeivov 8ucaLocrvvri 

dSi/cias, ovk direSe^aade pov' ovt av o7ra<? pp /3op6pao) e%co' 

C 8e8ouca yap, pp ov8’ oltlov r) 7rapayevopevov 8ucaiocrvvp I tcatcp- 

yopovpevp d/rrayopeveiv teal pit) fiopOeLV ert ipirveovTa teal 8vvapevov 15 

<f)0eyyecr6ai. tcpdrcaTOv ovv ovtcos 07t<d9 8vvapaL iirLKOvpeiv avTp. 

6 re ovv TXav/ccov teal ol clXXol eSeovTO Travrl Tpoirw ftopOpaaL teal 

pit) avelvai tov Xoyov, dXXci SLepevvpaaadaL tl re eariv etedrepov 

teal 7repl tps cdcfteXlaf avTolv rdXpde<; yroTepavi e^et. eirrov ovv 

oirep epol eSo^ev, otl To ^tjrppa m eirL^eLpovpev ov (ftauXov dXX 20 

D o^v /3\e7rovTos, C09 epol cpalverai. I iweiBt) ovv ppeis ov 8eivoi, 

80/ceL poi, rjv 8' eyed, TotavTpv Troir/aaadai ^pTpaLV avTOv, oTavrrep 

av el nrpoaeTa^e tl<; ypdppara apitcpd troppeodev avayvwvai pi] 

iravv o^v fiXeirovaLv, e-neird rt? ivevoperev, oti ra aina ypdppara 

6(ttl 7rov teal clXXoOl pel^co re teal ev pel^ovr eppaiov av ecftdvp, 25 

oipai, etcelva irpwTov dvayvovTas ovtco? eirLcniOTrelv to iXaTTW, 

el ta aina ovTa Tvyyavei. IIaw pev ovv, eeftp 6 ’ASelpavros’ 

E dXXa tl tolovtov, u> 'ZdncpaTes, 1 ev tf) 7repl to 8itcaiov £pTpaei 

tcadopa<;; ’Eyd) <jol, e<f)pv, epw. 8ucaioavvr], eftapev, ear/, pev 

av8po9 evd<i, eari, 8e irov teal oXp<; 7roA,ew9; IIaw ye, p S’ 09. 3° 

Oiitcovv pei^ov 7roXi<; 61/09 av8po<;; Metfoz/, eefty. ' \aws tolvvv 

nXelcov av 8acaioavvp ev tco pel^ovL eveip teal pdoov tcarapadelv. 

369 el ovv (3ovXea9e, irpwTov ev \ tcu9 7roXeai ^pTpacopev ttolov tl 

31. pet^ov (bis) A1!!: /uefftov (bis) A2. 

368 C 18 tl tI eernv—?x€l recalls 

the conclusion of Book 1 (354 B, c). 
368 D 22 olavirsp av sc. tiroipo-o.- 

peda, the verb being omitted as it fre¬ 
quently is with oitnrep av el. 

25 feppaiov—Tuyxavet. I have fol¬ 
lowed Schneider in printing a colon be¬ 
fore iptxaiov : for the sentence eppatov— 
Tvyxdvei is not the grammatical apodosis 
to the el clause, but a further result. The 
asyndeton with ippaiov is the usual asyn¬ 
deton of ampliative clauses. For the 
principle underlying the method of in¬ 
quiry here enunciated, see Soph. 218 c 
Soa S’ aS twv /xeyaXtov Sel Siairovelodau 
Ka\tiis, tvepl twv roioiroiv oIooktcu train 
Kal trakai rb trpor e pov £v <rp.u<pols kclI 
paooiv rvuTb. SeTv peXerav, trplv £v av- 
rois rots p-tylGTots and Pol. 286 A. (Con¬ 

trast Phil. 48 b, where the opposite course 
is recommended.) In the special case of 
the State versus the Individual, the words 
Iv opiKpois, b> PkaTTotnv are not applic¬ 
able, but tv pyoertv trpbrepov Set pteXerav 
is the essential part of the principle, and 
Justice in the State is pq.utv Karapadeiv 
(368 e) than in the Individual. Cf. also 
infra 377 c tv rots pel^onv—pthdots 6\p6- 
/uteBa Kal robs tXarrovs. Illustrations from 
letters are tolerably frequent in Plato : 
cf. e.g. IV 402 A f., Theaet. 205 D—206 A, 

Pol. 277 E ff. 

368 E 33—369 A 3 irpwTov—liri- 
o-kottouvtss lays down the method to be 
pursued in the rest of the treatise, except 
in books v—vn, which are professedly 
a ‘digression,’ and X, which is of the 
nature of an epilogue. At each sue- 
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ianv' eTTSira ovrcos e7riaKe\lrcofie0a Kai iv evl e/caaTM, ti]v tov 

flei^ovos o/JbotoTTjTa iv rfj tov eXaTTOi/o? IBea e7riaKOTrouvTe<>. ’AX\<£ 

pot, BoKets, ecf)7], /caXtw? Xeyeiv. ’Ap' ovv, rjv B’ iyco, el ytyvopevrjv 

5 iroKiv 6eaaatpe6a Xoya>, real trjv Buccuoavvijv avTrjs iBoipev av 

ytyvopevrjv icai trjv aBuclav; Ta^’ av, rj B' o?. Ovkovv yevopivov 

avrov eX7rt? einrereaTepov IBelv o ^rjTovpev; 1 IloXtt ye. t\oicei ovv B 

-Xprjvai i7n^eiprjaai 7repaiveiv; olpai p'ev yap ovk oklyov epyov 

avro elvai• aKoirelre ovv. ’'EaKeirrai, ecfrrj 6 ABelpavTos' aXXa 

10 prj aXX&)9 7rolei. 

cessive stage in the exposition of his 
subject, Plato reminds us more or less 
explicitly of the method which he here 
proposes to follow:—at the end of the 
first sketch of a State 371 E; in con¬ 
nexion with the fheypalvovoa tt6\is 
372 E; before entering on the theory of 
education 376 c, D. and again in III 392 C, 
when he has finished the treatment of 
A6yoi; at Adimantus’objection IV 42ob,c; 
at the end of the picture of the just state 
iv 427 Dff.; in passing to Justice in the 
Individual iv 434 Dff.; at v 472 b ff., 
where the question is raised ‘ Is this State 
possible?’; on beginning the account of 
the degenerate commonwealths and men 
in viii 545 B; and finally when the whole 
argument draws to a head at IX 577 c. 

369 a 2 njv tov p-sf^ovos 6|iot6rqTa. 
Justice in the State is in fact to be used as 
a means of explaining Justice in the Indi¬ 
vidual, which is after all the real Justice: 
cf. IV 443 B ff. nn. The relation between 
the two is that of a irapaStLy/ji-o. and that 
which the irapaSeiy/ra is intended to 
explain: see Pol. 278 c ovkovv tovto pev 

iKav&s ovvti\-ri<f>ap.tv, otl TrapaSeLyparis y’ 
earl T&re yeveots, oiroTav ov ravrbv Iv 

erepip Oteoiratjp.lvu), bo£a£bp.tvov bpOQs Kai 

ovvaxObv irepl eKarepov uis ovvaprpui piav 

aXyOrj bo^av aTroreXy; 'I’aivcTcu. Plato has 
been severely blamed (as e.g. by Grote 
Plato in pp. 123 ff.) for representing the 
Commonwealth as the Individual “writ 
large.” Plato, however, laid stress upon 
this view, as tending to cement the union 
between the citizen and the State, which 
was rapidly dissolving in his day. This is 
well brought out by Krohn Plat. Frag. 
p. 5. Cf. also Pohlmann Gesch. d. antik. 
Kommunismus etc. pp. 146 ff. 

4 ti yiyvop.evr)V—dSixfav. This would 
lead us to expect that we are to discover 
Justice and Injustice in the same State. 
In the sequel we find Justice only in the 

Ideal City: it is the degenerate Cities of 

VIII and IX that furnish the picture of 

Injustice. Plato does not expressly an¬ 
nounce his change of plan till IV 420 B, C: 

ip-qd-qp-ev yap Iv rrj tomIit-q paXiOTa av 

evpdv biKaioovvqv Kai av ev rrj KaKiara 

olKovp.evij aStKLav—vvv pev ovv—rrjv evSai- 

pova 7r\aTTopev—atm/ca oe tt/v evavriav 

(TKefbpeda. The discrepancy must, I think, 
be admitted (see Krohn PI. St. p. 32, 

and Kunert die doppelte Recens. d. PI. St. 
pp. 10 ff.), but such corrections and de¬ 
velopments of plan are characteristic of 
the dialogue as a form of literature, and 
do not establish the theory of a double 
recension of the Republic. Cf. Grimmelt 
de reip. PI. comp, et unit. p. 19, and 
Westervvick de Rep. PI. pp. 43—45. 

369b—372d The First Sketch of 
a City-state. 

A city is called into being by the fact 
that the individual is not self-sufficient. 
We may regard it as the union of many 
men mutually helping one another in one 
place. The individual gives and takes be¬ 
cause he thinks it betterfor himself to do so. 

Plow man's first need is food, his second 
housing, his third clothing and the like. 
The smallest possible State will therefore 
consist of a farmer, a builder, a weaver 
and a shoemaker etc.—-four or five men 
in all. Each of these must work for all, 
because Nature has adapted different men 
for different kinds of work, and because 
every kind of work has its critical mo¬ 
ment when it must be done and cannot 
be neglected. Our principle is — One 
man, one work. We shall accordingly 
require carpenters and smiths to make 
instruments for the farmer, weaver, 
and shoemaker, as well as various 
kinds of herdsmen, to furnish cattle for 
ploughing and carrying, together with 
hides and fleeces for the makers of cloth¬ 
ing. Since it is almost impossible to 
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XI. TLyvercu Toivvv, r/v S’ iydo, 7roXi?, &>? eywpcu, eVeiS?) 

Tvyydvei rj/jLwv eKacrros oinc avraptcr]9, aWa 7toXXcov ivSerjs' rj tlv 

olec dpyrjv aXXpv ttoXlv o’ucLt^eiv; OvSefiiav, r) S’ 65. Ovtco Sr) 

C apa TrapaXafiftdvoyv aXXos 1 aXXov eV’ aXXov, rov S’ eV’ aXXov 

ypeia, 7toXXmv Seopevoi, troXXov9 et? piav obtcvjcriv ayeipavTe<? 15 

koivcovovs re teal /3orjdou?—Tavrrj tt) £vvoncia edepeda ttoXlv 

make the city self-supporting, we shall 
require middlemen to introduce imports; 
and as imports necessarily imply exports, 
the number of farmers and manufacturers 
iti our city will increase, and we shall 
need travelling merchants to dispose of 
their produce. Owners of transport-ships 
will also be necessary, if there is traffic 
by sea. 

Moreover, to facilitate exchange within 
the city, there must be a market, and coined 
money, and retail traders to act as middle¬ 
men between the producer and the con¬ 
sumer. The retail traders should be those 
who are physically unfit to engage in any 
other pursuit. There will also be hired 
labourers in our city. 

Where then in such a commonwealth are 
Justice and Injustice? Along with which 
of the component parts of the State do they 
make their appearance ? Adimantus sug¬ 
gests that we should look for them in the 
reciprocal intercourse of the various classes 
in the city. Let us see, says Socrates. 
The citizens will live the simple easy-going 
life of vegetarians, satisfying only the 
modest demands of their natural appetites. 
On a hint frotn Glauco, a few additional 
vegetarian luxuries are conceded. 

369 B 11 ■yfyveTCH—iroXis kt\. The 
present episode is ostensibly an histori¬ 
cal account of the genesis of society, and 
from this point of view should be com¬ 
pared with Laws III 676 A ff. Some of 
the features are derived from an analysis 
of the industrial basis of society as it exists 
in civilised times: others (see 372 b—d), 

are semi-mythical and idyllic, recalling 
pictures of the golden age such as we find 
in Pol. 269 cff., and in the caricatures of 
the comedians (e.g. ap. Athen. VI 267 Eff.). 
But the prevailing atmosphere is not 
historical or legendary, but idealistic 
(note Set in 369 E and elsewhere), and 
Plato’s irporn] tt6\is (Arist. Pol. A 4. 
1291s 17) should primarily be regarded 
as—in its essential features—a prelimi¬ 
nary and provisional description of the 
industrial foundation on which the higher 

parts of his own ideal city are to rest. 
Cf. also on 372 B, D, Rettig Proleg. in 
Plat. remp. p. 42 and Steinhart Einleitung 
p. 156. 

12 Tu-y)(dv£L as a mere copula is 
very rare in Attic prose, and it would 
be easy here to insert uiv after ttoWlov : 

see Porson on Eur. Hec; 782. In the 
Platonic dialogues this usage recurs in 
Phaedr. 263 c, Gorg. 502 B, Ale. 1 129 A, 

133 A, Hipp. Mai. 300A, Laws 918c, Tim. 
61C, nor is it possible in the last three ex¬ 
amples to account for its omission by 
lipography. The idiom occurs in Sopho¬ 
cles and Euripides, once in Aristophanes 
(Eccl. 1141), and (though condemned 
by Phrynichus) must also be admitted 
(though rarely) in prose: see the in¬ 
stances cited by Blaydes on Ar. (l.c.) and 
cf. Rutherford’s New Phrynichus p. 342. 

iroWoov 6v8«t)s. In the account of 
the genesis of society given in the 
Laws (676 A—680 e), more stress is laid 
on the social instinct of man: in Prot. 
322 B ff the operating cause is man’s 
defencelessness against wild beasts. Grote 
(Plato III p. 139 n.) censures Plato for 
not mentioning the “ reciprocal liability 
of injury ” among the generative causes 
of civic life; but this (as well as assistance 
against external aggression) is hinted at in 
^ofjOous. 

14 a\\os—xp«£$. The words are 
short for aXXos aWov, t6v fxev iw’ aWov, 
rbv 5’ hr’ aXXou xpel? (for the omission 
of too fj.lv cf. Prot. 330 A, Theaet. 181 D 
al.): ‘one taking to himself one man, 
another “another—the one man for one, 
the other for another purpose.’ Essen¬ 
tially the same meaning would no doubt 
be conveyed without rbv 5’ lir’ aWov, 
which Herwerden following two inferior 
MSS would omit; but the fuller form of 
expression is chosen in order, I think, 
to prepare us for the principle of 1 One 
man, one work’ to be presently enun¬ 
ciated. 

16 Tavrr) rr) fjuvoiKta. Stallbaum 
rightly regards the sentence as an anaco- 


