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PLATO’S VIEW OF POETRY! BRI

By WiLiiax CHASE GREENE

NY one who reads the dialogues of Plato even superficially is

bound to be first surprised, then perplexed, by the treatment that
poetry receives at the hands of the philosopher. A further reading
discloses such apparent inconsistencies that one is tempted to ask
whether Plato really had a definite view about the value of poetry.
Himself an artist endowed with a richly poetic spirit, he never wearies
~ of quoting the poets. At times he appears to attribute their art to
divine inspiration 2 or to a form of madness.® In his ideal state a large
part of the education of the young is based on the study of certain
kinds of poetry. Nevertheless he fiercely criticizes poetry as a whole,

and professes to banish the tribe of poets from his commonwealth;.

they are perverters of morality, mere imitators and deceivers, and their
art is concerned with the world of appearance, not of reality. So, as
the founder of a city, he insists upon the ancient quarrel between phi-
losophy and poetry;* the legislator can brook no rival® )

If we turn to modern critics for an explanation of these apparent
contradictions, we are met by most divergent views. J. Reber ® holds
that Plato criticizes poetry because it is imitation,” because the artist
is ignorant of the things which he imitates? and because poetry ad-
dresses itself to the lower faculties of man, with which he can not grasp
truth® Reber therefore concludes that Plato, loyal to a political pur-
pose, definitely deprives poetry of its freedom.”? Again, F, Stihlin 1
defends a similar view with greater thoroughness, and concludes!? that

1 This essay in its original Latin form, entitled Quid de poetis Plato censuerit, was
presented in 1917 in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor
of Philosophy in Harvard University.

2 Jom, 534c. 3 Phaedrus, 244aff. ¢ Rep. 607 bfl. § Laws, 858 c ff.

¢ J. Reber, Platon und die Poesie, Leipzig, 1864.

7 Ibid., pp. 30 ff. 8 Ibid., 24 fI. 9 Ibid., pp. 27 ff. ® Ibid., p. 40.

ut F, Stiihlin, Die Stellung der Poesie in der Platonischen Phslosophie, Munich, 1go1.
8 Ibid., pp. 18; 38; 46; 59 ff.
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Plato’s poet ih,('iependmg on mspxratlon renounces knowledge, and can
at best attain only to right opinion. On the other hand, J. A. Stewart,!
ho.ld.uig that the Platonic doctrine of ideas is a method of accounting
fOr tp'ncepts in use, goes so far as to contend that it is in poetry that
“.#e come into contact with reality that is timeless, because the poet

; = concentrates his attention on that which interests him; and “ gro

which interest us as groups acquire a coherence Whlch makes them
what we call ‘ Things.”’? Thus it is only in the world of aesthetic
experience that there are eternal and immutable archetypes.? Stew-
art’s views are criticized by J. Burnet* and by A. E. Taylor.5
Burnet argues that for Plato the Form of the Good is the uéyiworor
péfnua, and that judgments of value are impossible without the exer-
cise of the intellect, since they imply a reference to the Good, which
is known by the intellect only. He urges that for Plato everything is
mythical except the ideas; in the world of sense and of time, knowledge
ceases and myths become appropriate. And Taylor points out that
the account which Stewart gives of the eldn neglects the fact that
Plato represents the scientific treatment of them as an act of contem-
plation. Further, the discussion of poetic imagination and of mystic -
reverie that Stewart gives us, however interesting and valuable it
may be, can not take the place of a sober examination of the dia-
logues of Plato. The question of Plato’s views is, despite Stewart’s
contempt for the * Critics, most of whom have attended too much to
the letter of Plato’s text,” ® not so much one for the psychologist as
for the student of Plato’s own utterances. The problem which con-
fronts those who are puzzled by the apparent inconsistency in Plato’s
writings and by the disagreement of modern interpretations, is: What

7/ sort of truth did Plato attribute to poetry, and what is its relation to

philosophy ? Did Plato really intend to exclude the poets from his
polity ?

1 J. A. Stewart, The Myths of Plato, Oxford, 1gos; his reply to a review of this
work by J. Burnet, in Mind, xxxi (1906), pp. 519 f.; and Plato’s Doctrine of Ideas,
Oxford, 1909, especially Part II, The Docirine of Ideas as Expressing Aesthetic Ex-

perience.
" % Plato’s Doclrine of Ideas, p. 130. 3 Ibid., p. 173.
¢ J. Burnet, review of The Myths of Plato in Mind, xxxi (1906), pp. o4 ff.
8 A. E. Taylor, review of Plato’s Docirine of Ideas, in Mind, xxv (1910), pp. 83 ff.
¢ Plato’s Docirine of Ideas, p. 171. ’



Plato’s View of Poelry 3

If modern discussions were not warrant enough for this investiga-
tion, we have still the invitation of Plato himself, extended immedi-
ately after what reads like a complete expulsion of the poets, ¢ we
should give the champions of poetry, though not themselves poets but
lovers of poetry, an opportunity to speak in prose in her behalf, to show
tkt she is not only pleasant but useful for states and for human life.
And we shall listen in a friendly manner; for we are likely to profit if
she proves to be not only pleasant but useful.” ! For a study in Plato
one could ask for no better imprimatur than the authority of the
philosopher himself.

It is chiefly in Plato’s own works, then, that we must look for the
answer to the challenge. And if we examine them carefully, perhaps
we shall discover that the explanation of Plato’s apparent inconsist-
encies is not the hopeless task that some writers have thought it to be.
When one remembers how far divergent are the views of the most
eminent scholars on this point, it seems pertinent to ask why such
differences of opinion with regard to the same author are possible. A
great deal of the current  misunderstanding of Plato’s views about
. "poetry is due to an examination of only parts of his writings and to an
attempt to fit these into a formula which is assumed to represent the
Platonic philosophy. Those who consider chiefly the Republic ce.rry,"
away only the impression that he banished the poets and denied poetry
all access to truth; whereas those who think chiefly of the Phaedrus
often remember only the apotheosis of poetic madness, and suppose
that Plato intended to dethrone the reason. It is therefore, of the
greatest importance to consider every piece of evidence, even when it
is imbedded in logical discussions. Above all, it is important not to
regard each passage as an isolated dictum, but to consider it in its
relation to the context, and in relation to Plato’s historical and philo-
sophical miliew. Though such a precaution would doubtless be neces-
sary in the case of most philosophers, it is supremely necessary in the
case of Plato; for Plato, more than any other philosopher, adapts his
procedure to the circumstances. It is a commonplace that we must
never forget that his dialogues are dramatic; but we often forget what
that implies. We must remember that Plato’s own thoughts are
actors in the drama, and make their exits and their entrances in ac-

1 Rep. 607 d.



4 William Chase Greene

cordance with the plot, sometimes, as it were, in the spirit of the mime,
The phase of any subject that shall be presented on any particular
occasion is therefore determined by the particular interest of the oc-
casion; another occasion may suggest that a contrasting phase be
introduced. Many remarks about poetry and inspiration and imita-
tion are no more intended to be regarded as Plato’s ultimate views
than are the ironical and dialectic obster dicta and excursus of his logical
discussions. Sextus Empiricus, no doubt a prejudiced witness, tells
us:! ‘Some said that Plato was a dogmatist, others that he was a
doubter, still others that he was at times a dogmatist, at times a
doubter.” It transpires nevertheless that in almost every case where
Plato discusses poetry he seems to play the réle of doubter. A dilemma
confronts him, and he solves as best he can the particular problem,
never imagining that he has disposed of the whole question. The
examination of the occasion and of the context ought to help us in
determining how Plato came to make each remark, and how far it goes
to show that all his remarks together imply a definite belief in the value
of poetry.?

At the outset we must ask what evidence is fairly to be admitted in
our investigation. One would suppose, to be sure, that the natural
recourse for light on the views of Plato would be to the dialogues of
Plato. But although we have always realized that Plato is a dramatic
artist and that we must be on our guard against imagining him to speak
at all times in propria persona, we have lately been told by Taylor 3
and by Burnet * that much that we had been prone to regard as dra-
matic is in truth historical, and is to be regarded as giving an account
not of Plato’s thought but of that of Socrates, who thus becomes a
Pythagorean and Orphic philosopher, the head of a cult, and the
champion of a well-developed doctrine of ideas. If this is true, our
evidence for the views of Plato is much decreased. Yet the grounds
on which this evidence is denied us are slender.® Unconvinced by

1 Hypotyposes, i, 221.

* Cf. P. Shorey, The Unity of Plato’s Thought, Chicago, 1903, pp. 1-8.

3 A. E. Taylor, Varia Socratica, Parker, Oxford, 1911.

4 J. Burnet, edition of Phaedo, Oxford, 1911; Greek Philosophy: Thales to Plato,
London, 1914.

§ In view of the host of arguments that have met the challenge of Taylor and
Burnet, I need do no more than emphasize them, adding a few of my own. (See
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them, I shall proceed in this study on the hypothesis that Plato’s great
interest was not in the history of philosophy but in philosophy.

in particular: G. C. Field, Socrates and Plato, Parker, Oxford, 1913; A. C. Pearson,
review of Burnet’s Thales to Plato, in Class. Rev. xxix (1915), pp. 141 ff.; W. A.
Heidel, review of the same in Phkslosophical Review, xxiv (1915), p. 314; A. S. Fer-
guson, The Impiety of Socrales,in Class. Quart. vii (1913), pp. 157 ff.; P. Shorey,
review of Varia Socratica, in Class. Phil., vi (1911), pp. 361 fI.; his rejpinder to
Taylor, ibid., vii (1912), pp. 89 ff.; and his review of Burnet’s Phaedo, viii (1913),
pp. 233 ff.) ‘

(1) Itisnotclear that Xenophon, the author of the Anabasis and of the Hellenica,
was incapable of writing serious history, or that his picture of Socrates is essentially
false. He expressly denies that Socrates was interested in mathematics and science;
he is silent with regard to any ¢ inner circle ” of Pythagoreans and with regard to the
theory of ideas. If Xenophon was trying to refute charges of impiety based on no-
torious facts, his silence is a strange sort of refutation.

(2) Aristotle doubtless derived most of his information about Socrates from Plato;
but he need by no means have learned all that he knew from Plato’s writings; in
fact, he frequently distinguishes between the historical Socrates and the dramatic
character Socrates in the dialogues. The passages in which Aristotle most ex-
plicitly tells of the genesis of the theory of ideas (Met. 1. 987 a 32-b 10; 13.1078 b 9;
cf. also 13.1086 a 32) make it clear beyond all possibility of doubt that Aristotle
sharply distinguished between Socrates, who was responsible for universals and
definitions, and Plato, who was the author of the doctrine of ideas.

(3) The so-called Pythagorean comrades of Socrates were only in a limited sense
Pythagoreans; and it is at least as significant that these young men (cf. Phaedo,
89 a 3) were Socratics. So it is fair, I think, to hold against Burnet (Early
Greek Philosophy®, p. 355) that when “ we” discuss a familiar theory of ideas
(Phaedo, 76 d 8; 75d 2; and passim), ““ we ”’ means not an older philosophical
school but simply “ you and I,” the speakers in the dialogue.

(4) In adducing Plato’s dialogues as evidence, we must distinguish between the
one dialogue in which a certain degree of historical exactness was to be expected
and the other Socratic discourses which were, according to Aristotle (Poetics,
1447 b 4) a form of poetic imitation. In the 4 pology, Plato could hardly make any
actual misrepresentation; in it not only is there no reference to Pythagorean or
Orphic cults in either accusation or reply, but Socrates declares that his interest
is not in the teaching of specific philosophical or scientific tenets but in practical
life. He expressly rules out of court one of Taylor’s chief witnesses, Aristophanes
(18, 19), and explicitly denies the charge of an inner circle of pupils (33). (Burnet,
in The Socratic Doctrine of the Soul, Oxford, 1916, makes much of the use in the
Apology of the word yux# in a specialized sense. But that the word as used by
Socrates did not imply what we mean by an * immortal soul ”’ seems clear, I think,
from Xen. Mem. 3. 10, 7; 3.3,14; 4.8,1; 1.4,9,13,14,17.) The interest of the
other Platonic dialogues varies from the purely ethical to the metaphysical. If
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Though he began by considering the topics that interested Socrates,
his interests expanded and his doctrine developed far beyond their
origin. Taylor and Burnet, on the other hand, are in the present case
interested in the history of philosophy; unfortunately their very in-
terest has prevented them from applying a proper canon to the his-
torical evidence involved.

I

When Plato declared in the Republic! that there was an ancient
quarrel between philosophy and poetry, he was stating no more than
the truth. He did not invent the quarrel; he found it already old, and
he was so much impressed by its importance that he undertook to solve
it. We are too often inclined to remember only that Plato used the
phrase ¢ ancient quarrel ” in the Republic, and to neglect both the long
development of thought that preceded his treatment of the problem
and the survivals of older creeds that were potent even in his day. In
order to understand Plato’s discussion, we must trace rapidly the his-
tory of the quarrel ab ovo. And that means that we must realize as
vividly as possible the conflict between emotion and reason, between
the immediate intuition and the progressive discovery of truth that

Socrates really had a theory of ideas at the centre of his philosophy, it is curious that
Plato should have expounded this philosophy in some ten dialogues, according to
the ordinary arrangement of the works, before he mentioned it at all. It is cer-
tainly more natural to explain the silence of the dialogues before the Phaedo as
indicating that Plato did not regard the doctrine as Socratic, and that he resorted
to it after some years of speculation, influenced not only by the interests of Socrates
but by those of the Ionian scientists and of the Pythagoreans. Because his interest
came primarily from Socrates, however, he continued to express his opinions through
the mouth of his master. Similarly, we are not surprised to find in the dialogues -
earlier thinkers — as Parmenides — discussing doctrines that they could not have
known, or the “ Pythagorean ” Cebes defending a distinctly Heracleitean view
(Phaedo, 8. eff.). We notice that although the theory of ideas is mentioned as
familiar (Phaedo, 76 d) it is nowhere in the dialogues explained in detail. It is
natural to suppose that the introduction of the theory in this way is a mere literary
device, and that Plato reserved a more exhaustive account of it for his oral dis-
courses in the Academy; we know from Simplicius that several of his pupils pub-
lished their notes on his lecture on the Good. And it is by no means necessary to
hold that Plato’s own conception of his doctrine was ever entirely definite and capa-
ble of complete demonstration; it was a living thing, rather than a formula.
1 Rep. 607 b.
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was a part of Greek life and thought. For in Greece, as in all countries,
men found that their lives were controlled by two forces; the power
of instinct and the love of reason. Man acts before he knows why he
acts; so it is not surprising that the earliest records of Greek civiliza-
tion must be sought not in science or in history, but in religion and
poetry. In these activities the early Greeks expressed their concep-
tions of their relation to the world about them and of the way that
they must act toward it. When they asked what might be the source
of their ideas, they could not do otherwise than reply that the gods had
inspired them. :

The Greeks generally held that this immediate approach to truth
was a gift of the gods. Dreams, for example, were a vision of the truth,
though there were false dreams as well as true! and Prometheus
taught men to distinguish the true from the false? Pindar says that
the soul alone “ is from the gods; it sleeps while the limbs of the body
are active, but when they sleep it gives in dreams clear knowledge of
future joys and troubles.” # Socrates is said to have inferred the day of
his death from the dream of a woman who quoted Homer;* and
Plato distinguishes between dreams in which man’s lower nature con-
trols and those in which the reason rules; these may attain truth.®

Some persons are divinely endowed with a greater gift than ordinary
mortals possess. In Homer, prophets like Teiresias, Helenus, and
Calchas know the divine will, and expound it to the common people;
they interpret dreams and omens and portents. Others act under the
inspiration of madness; the uévris is especially &feos. Cassandra
is ¢pevouaris and Beopdpnros,® since she has the épfouavrelas wévos.”
Plato gives an account of the common belief of his day about uarrus
&feos which is better, as a divine gift, than human owgpostivy.! And
he mentions, as examples of divinely-inspired tellers of truth, % &
Aelgols wpodiiris al v° & Awdlwp lépeiar pavetloar. The gods spoke
through the lips of the prophets at the oracles. -

The Olympian religion was closely related to the established order of
the state; it could be invoked in the interest of conventional morality

1 0d. 19, 563. 2 Aesch. Prom. 48s.
3 Pind. Frag. 96 (108) ed. Christ. Cf. Aesch. Eum. 104.
4 Crilo, 44 b. ¢ Aesch. Ag. 1140. 8 Phaedrus, 244 b.

5 Rep. 571c¢. 7 Ibid., 1215.
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and of constituted polities. To question the right of kings would have
been an offence not only against law but against religion. For the
individual, accordingly, the old religion had little significance; it
could not solace him in distress or give him hope of a happier life in the
hereafter. In the political revolutions of the sixth century, it is not
surprising that the tyrants founded their claims on other grounds, and
were inclined to favor newly-discovered forms of religion that promised
greater contentment to the common people whose champions they
professed to be. And these new forms of religion offered immediate
revelations of divine things not only to privileged persons but to ordi-
nary men, satisfying their desire for a more abundant life, a life of
greater hope and significance than their daily round. So arose the
ritual of the Eleusinian mysteries, so too the intoxication of Bacchus
and the ecstasy of his worshippers. His religion was purified, the
Greeks supposed, by Orpheus.! The principle of Orphic worship is
that its initiates may attain divine life; they become 8stot.? In order
to secure this end, the initiates lived a sober life, and engaged in
various symbolic rites that survived from the more savage Dionysiac
ritual. Inlater years these observances were carried to absurd lengths,
and became the object of ridicule.?

Both the Eleusinian mysteries and the Orphic religion encouraged
their adherents to believe that through initiation and their presence
at certain rites they could win blessedness.* Yet the act of initiation
or of participating in the rites was not an intellectual act; according
to the testimony of Aristotle, ¢ the initiated do not learn anything so
much as feel certain emotions and are put into a certain frame of
mind.” ®* And all that we know of the ritual suggests that it consisted
of the enactment of a simple drama and of spoken formulae.® Of the
mysteries, the central part was the éxonrela, which meant either the
revelation to sight of symbols or the beholding of a play that repre-
sented the union of the human and the divine. In the Orphic ritual
carried on at the oracle of Trophonius near Delphi, there was a vision

1 Diod. Sic. 3, 65. 2 Cf. Eur. Cret., Frag. 475: Béxxos &\ dousbels.

3 Cf. Theseus in Eur. Hipp. 952; Theophrastus, Ckar. 28; Plato, Rep. 364 b.

¢ Soph. Frag. 753 (Nauck?); Pind. Frag. 102 (114) ed. Christ.

§ Synesius, Dions, p. 47 d (Migne, Patrologia Graeca, Ixvi, p. 1134).

¢ Galen, De Usu Part. 7, 14§ 469: “ the things done and the things spoken *’;
of. Paus. 2. 37, 3f.; 3. 22, 2.
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of 7d péMlovra;! the initiate drank of the springs of A#fp and of
Mimuoaivy; and the Orphic sometimes had inscribed on his tomb the
formula etwolas xal pvhuns xapw, in the hope that he might remember
his vision of the divine.? Other Orphic inscriptions testify of the per-
formance of ritual acts by which the initiate conceives that he has
achieved purity and a sort of divinity.?

Not different from the early Greek view of religion was the view of
poetry. As the gods sent dreams and inspired prophets, so they in-
spired bards. So in Homer the blind bard Demodocus was * beloved
by the Muse ”’ who gave him the gift of song; and is * impelled by a
god.”* Phemius, we find, was ““self-taught but god-inspired.”* Homer
himself appeals for knowledge of his story to the ¢4 or to the Moboa.®
And the Muses are the daughters of Memory.” Democritus held that
‘¢ all that a poet writes under the influence of enthusiasm and of holy
inspiration is exceedingly beautiful ”’; 8 he ‘‘ denies that any one cap
be a great poet unless he is mad.” * Plato, whether seriously or ironi-
cally, was giving only the current notion of the poet when he referred
to Homer as divine.®® Through the poets, then, the gods speak, and in
poetry the people seek for truth.

At Athens, the poems of Homer were familiar in the sixth century;
by the fifth century, Homer had become the ‘‘educator of Hellas,”
In fact we have in the Protagoras of Plato, in the course of an argument
intended to show that virtue can be taught, a picture of the Athenian
boy’s education in virtue; a large part of it consists of the study of the
poets.? This description, we notice, comes from the famous sophist
who was the arch-champion of humanism in the conflict that was be-
ginning between humanism and science.

1 Paus. 9. 39, 5-14.
t Cf. J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion3, p. 583.

3 Ibid., pp. 572 ff. $I1l.1.1; 0d. 1. 1.
4 0d. 8. 63, 73. ) 7 Hes. Theog. 54, 915.
¥ Od. 22. 347. 8 Clem. Al Strom. 6. 18, 168.

® Cic. De Div. 1. 80; cf. Hor. 4. P. 295 ff.

¥ Plato, Ion, 530 b; cf. Pind. Isth. 3. 55 ff. 1 Rep. 606 €. -

13 Protag. 325 e-326 €; cf. also Laws, 810e. Niceratus was forced by his father
to know all Homer by heart (Xen. Symp. 3). Even Aristophanes proclaims that
the comic poet educates as well as amuses. Cf. Butcher, Aristotle’s Theory of Fine
Ar, p. 218; C. L. Brownson, Reasons for Plato’s Hostility to the Poets, T. A. P. A.,
xxviii, pp. 18 ff.
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For Homer was not universally praised. Xenophanes, the first to
rebel against anthropomorphic religion, declared,  Homer and Hesiod
have imputed to the gods all that is blame and shame for men.”” !
Heracleitus exclaimed, “ Homer and Archilochus deserved a sound
thraghing,” because they held that happiness is dependent on the will
of Heaven.? And Pythagoras was said to have seen in the lower world
the soul of Homer hanging from a tree, encircled by serpents, for his
words about the gods.? The poets were apt to retaliate against these
rebels; the philosophers who reduced the universe to a mechanism
resembled barking dogs.* And in reply to those critics who were
shocked by the obvious moral inferiority of the Homeric gods, judged
by the standards of their own day, the students of Homer had at-
tempted to interpret the poet by finding in him allegorical meanings.®
Theagenes of Rhegium suggested a double interpretation: the names
of the gods expressed either the mental faculties of man or the elements
of nature. Antisthenes was a commentator on Homer;* the poet rd
pdv 86kp 74 8¢ &Mnbelg elpnras, he held. He, too, interpreted the poet
allegorically, denying that Eros was a god, and calling him mere xaxia
Ploecs.”

But the “ancient quarrel ” between philosophy and poetry lay still
deeper. It was not enough for the humanists to apologize for Homer’s
lapses in morality, to allegorize his gods, or to turn their backs on
science as a profitless and confusing pursuit, and to expound trivial
matters in the poets® or to discuss the characters of Homer, as did
Gorgias® and Hippias.® For science and philosophy were raising more
profound questions. Men were asking about the nature of reality and
the meaning of knowledge. What could men know ?

The earliest Greek thinkers, to be sure, had not put the question in
this form. They had not realized that the relation of man to nature
involves man as much as it involves nature. But the very one-sided-
ness of their views had brought to light the need for the larger question.
Plato suggests that the contradictions brought to us by the evidence
of our senses are the source of our inquiry into the nature of being. For

1 Sext. Emp. Math. 9. 193. ¢ Dio Chrys. Orat. 53. p. 164, ed. Dindorf.
! Diog. Laert. g. 1. 7 Clem. Al. Strom. 2. 20, 107.

8 Ibid., 8. 21. 8 Pyotag. 338 ¢ ff.

4 Laws, 967 c; cf. Rep. 607 b. 9 Arist. Rket. 3. 17.

' twéwoua, Rep. 378 d. 19 Plato, Hipp. Min. 365 b.
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example, dua ydp Tabrdy is & 7e dpduev xal is dxepa 76 TAAHos.! The
Milesian physicists, impressed by the manifoldness of natural phenom-
ena, had tried to discover a single essence which should explain every-
thing. Water, the boundless, air — these were their names for the
primal unity in diversity. The Pythagoreans fixed upon number as
the counterpart of reality, and therefore as their chief study. Heraclei-
tus, scornful of the opinions of the mob and of the poets, declared
‘“Wisdom is one thing. It is to know the thought by which all things
are steered through all things.” 2 This ¢ thought ” or law,? he holds,
is the unity of the many conflicting things that we perceive, and the
plurality of the one. Plato says that Heracleitus remarked that it was
safest to say that reality is both many and one and is kept together
by Hate and Love.* Burnet has pointed out ® that the discovery of
Heracleitus can not be called a logical principle. Logic, it is true, did
not exist as a specialized branch of study; but Heracleitus was trying
with the best logical instruments at his command to state a paradox
that has always existed and that will always exist. Later thinkers did,
indeed, use the doctrine of Heracleitus as the basis for a logical theory;
since the only permanent thing was change, the only knowledge must
be relative.

The Eleatics, in their several ways, demonstrated the unity of na-
ture® Aristotle tells us that Parmenides believed only in a sensible
reality; 7 this sensible universe is one; it can not change, or it will
become what it is not — which is absurd. In order to account for
change, it is necessary either to deny that reality is one or to deny that
it is merely sensible. Empedocles therefore, supposed there were a
number of physical elements, two of which, Love and Strife, caused
change. He made no distinction between thought and perception.®
Anaxagoras conceived of an infinite number of elements, whose mo-
tion was caused by wobs, which, however, is nothing more than a
material substance. Leucippus dispensed with any imputation of a
rational principle. But it was not hard for Zeno to attack such posi-
tions; his book ‘ argues against those who uphold a Many, and gives

1 Cf. Rep. 523 a-525 a.

* H. Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Heracl. Frag. 41.

3 Ibid., 114. ¢ Arist. Met. 1. 986 b 10,

4 Plato, Sopk. 242 d. 7 De Caelo, 3. 1, 298 b 21.

§ J. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy®, pp. 159 f. 8 De An. 3. 3, 427 a 21.
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back as good and better than they gave; its aim is to show that their
assumption of multiplicity will be involved in still more absurdities
than the assumption of unity, if it is sufficiently worked out.” !
Confused by such contradictions, the teachers of Greece naturally
supposed that science must be incapable of discovering an absolute
truth. They therefore abandoned inquiry into the unity of the
world of sense, and sought for principles of human conduct. Yet in
the world of human affairs they found no less confusion; opinions and
customs vary. From this Protagoras concluded that what appears to
each man is for him true. Though he probably did not himself hold
that knowledge consists entirely of sensations, Plato intimates in the
Theaetetus * that the doctrine was held in his own time, and that he
regarded it as sprung from the doctrine of Protagoras, which in turn
was the offspring of the flux of Heracleitus. What Protagoras really
was interested in maintaining was doubtless not the fluidity of the
outer world, but the positiveness of the perceptions. The result was
however, the same; there can be no absolutely true statements which
are true for all persons, and judgments about particular things are
all that we can make. This doctrine certainly was held by Aristippus.
Gorgias maintained by means of Eleatic dialectic that there is no truth
at all. .
Such was the world in which Socrates began to teach. The poets
and their interpreters still claimed a divine inspiration as the warrant
for the truth of their works. Ordinary men believed, if not in all the
mythology of the old Olympic religion, at least in a world of super-
natural powers that spoke to men through dreams and oracles, and
that could even be approached by means of rites which made men
blessed. Eternal things could be seen, things that satisfied men’s
craving for perfection and for union with a world larger than them-
selves. Concerning the physical world, to be sure, the wisest men dif-
fered, and their opinions involved them in absurd contradictions. In
matters of conduct, however, it was possible to learn enough to be a
good artisan, a good soldier, a good citizen; and there were clever
foreigners to teach them how to speak well in the courts and to explain
the old literature to them. In human affairs all was relative; but even

1 Plato, Parm. 128 d. 2 Theaet. 152 a ff.
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what was accepted as ordained by convention was often valuable in
practice; those who did not choose to obey it were deterred by no
dictate of an absolute right or wrong. For every man, his own percep-
tion was the most positive thing that existed.

The work that Socrates set before himself was to find in this world
of flux and confusion certain permanent principles. It is customary
to emphasize the skepticism of Socrates, the man who knew only that
he knew nothing. We ought long ago to have been put on our guard
against these rational doubters. Descartes built a colossal system on
a smaller foundation. It is not likely that Socrates would have under-
gone poverty, ridicule, and death simply to convince Athens of his
ignorance.! It is clear that Socrates distinguished between the sub-
jects in which sure knowledge can not be found and those in which we
can know something. He had nothing but ridicule for those con-
temporaries who speculated about the physical universe and its laws;
they were not only ignorant of human affairs, but were vainly trying
to learn what man can never learn. Speculation about it led to the
most inconsistent explanations, and in the end had no practical appli-
cation.? He himself, however, discoursed on human affairs, trying to
define 76 eboefés, 70 daefés, 70 kakbv, 70 aloxpdy, and other concepts of
the same type.? And in the definition of these qualities, he was always
using an inductive method and citing analogies drawn from those
practical arts where, for ordinary purposes, no one could doubt that
something fixed could be found. For him the type of all knowledge
was that possessed by the artisan, who knows how to apply special
knowledge to appropriate ends. Indeed, his ideal of knowledge is nots
really that of science but that of art; and this conception tinges not
only his ethical notions but even his idea of creation as teleological.
For example, his interpretation of * y»&6: ceavréy ” might ahnost be
paraphrased as: ‘“ know what you can do for the service of mankind.” ¢
He was in fact always trying to find the peculiar capabilities of his as-
sociates for special purposes; ® hence the virtues are different kinds of
knowledge. And his whole account of the physical universe is directed

1 Cf. Burnet, The Socratic Docirine of the Soud, pp. 7-11; A. W. Benn, The Greek
Philosophers?, pp. 104-106.

2 Xen. Mem. 1. 1, 11-15. 4 Ibid., 4. 2, 24 ff.

3 Ibid., 1. 1, 16. § Ibid., 4. 7, 1; and passim.
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toward showing that it was designed for the satisfaction of man’s
needs.!

So far Socrates answered the doubters of his own time. It is possi-
ble, he asserted, by looking into the mind of man to find and by rational
discourse to fix principles of conduct. Yet there is another side of his
creed. Xenophon tells us that Socrates advised a resort to divination
in those affairs whose termination was doubtful, but not in those in
which the result was a necessary consequence of certain acts;? it was
in accordance with this view that Socrates would depend at times not
on the exercise of reason but on a god-given voice, that datubwbéy ¢
whose promptings were never reducible to the form of connected
reasoning. It was for this reason, too, that he observed the »éuos
x6Aews in matters of religion, and obeyed divine injunctions.?

In like manner, Socrates quoted the poets often, as popular con-
veyers of knowledge.* Yet he finds that because they can not account
for their wisdom they are ignorant,® unlike the artisans, who have
learned how to make things adapted to special uses. Art, then, is a
technical matter; and things are not absolutely beautiful, but are
good or beautiful only with regard to purposes for which they are
adapted.® He takes it for granted that sculpture is an imitation of
visible objects, yet holds that it should be more than literal imitation;
it should try to imitate expression and emotions.” If there is any his-
torical element in the Pkaedo, it must be in the opening passage; and
there Socrates is represented as debating how to express in a myth the
abstract idea of the relation of pleasure and pain.®

Throughout all his restless life, a life that combined the ardor of the
prophet with the common-sense of the man of affairs, Socrates main-
tained these two aspects. To him, a life that did not examine ration-
ally the ethical concepts that guided it was no life at all; on the other
hand, he did not give up a faith in powers and motives that transcend
reason.

1 Xen. Mem., 4. 3, 3-14; cf. 1. 4.

2 Ibid., 1. 1, 6-9. 3 Ibid., 1. 3, 1-4.
¢ Ibid., 1. 2, 3, 56, §7; 2.1, 25; 3.2, 1, 2; Plato, Apology, 28.
§ Apology, 22. ¢ Xen. Mem. 3. 8; cf. 4.6, 8, 9.

7 Ibid., 3. 10, 1-7.
¢ That Socrates did at times resort to fables we know from Xen. Mem. 2. 7, 13, 14.
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I

That Plato, the happy son of a happy age, grew up under the influ-
ence of poetry, seems certain. As a member of an aristocratic family
in comfortable circumstances, he must have had the traditional educa-
tion in Homer and the other poets whom he so frequently quotes, even
to the end of his life, with signs of respect. We can detect in the words

" which he puts into the mouth of Socrates ! the affection which he felt
for Homer even when he was preparing to express the most severe
censure on the whole tribe of poets: ‘ And yet a certain friendship and
a respect that I have felt from boyhood keeps me from speaking about
Homer; for of all these fair tragic poets he seems to be the first teacher
and leader.” We need not believe implicitly the tradition that he
wrote a great deal of poetry in his youth, but burned it when he came
to know Socrates; nor are we obliged to hold that the poems which
have come down to us under his name are genuine, or again to trust
the story that later in his life he used to sleep with a copy of the mimes
of Sophron under his pillow. For even without these pleasant tales,
we can readily perceive in his own writings an instinct for beauty that
is akin to poetry, and that occasionally kindles his discourse with a
divine flame. Yet his great master had discovered that the poets
understand nothing of what they say; their poems are the result not
of oopla but of ¢ptais 7is; they write &fovaiaovres domep of Beopdvres
xal ol xpnoudol.?

So Plato himself, in his first 3 consideration of poetry, takes up just
this problem: how much do the poets know, and what is the source of
their knowledge ? One who reads the Jon might almost imagine him-
self to be present at one of those conversations with the poets that are
mentioned in the 4 pology. The conceited rhapsode Ion, who professes
a superlative ability to expound Homer, is unable to account for his

1 Rep. 595 b. * Apology, 22 a—.

3 In this study it seems unnecessary to discuss the chronology of Plato’s dia-
logues; I shall assume them to have been written in the order in which they are
placed by Lutoslawski (Tke Origin and Growth of Plato’s Logic, London, 1897). It
will be seen that I am far from accepting all the methods and results of Lutoslaw-
ski; but his arrangement of the dialogues is of service to all students of Plato,
whether they acknowledge the fact or not.
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inability to rhapsodize except in the case of Homer.! Socrates sug-
gests that it is not by virtue of any réxyn that Iom can discourse about
Homer, but that a fela §lvams moves him, like a magnet.? The Muse
communicates her inspiration from one inspired person to another. So
the poets: “For all good poets compose their beautiful poems not by art
but by inspiration and in a state of possession; and good composers of
songs are not in their senses when they write their beautiful songs, but
are just like Corybantes who are not in their senses when they dance.
. . . For a poet is a light and winged and holy creature, and can not
make poetry until he is inspired and is out of his senses and his reason
is no longer in him; and until this comes to pass, no man can make
}"J}) or give forth oracles. For it is not by art that they make their
any beautiful poems and speeches about things, . . . but by a divine
X dispensation each man can make a beautiful poem only about the
single matter to which the Muse inspires him; . . . about all else he
is incapable. . . . And this is the reason why the god chooses their
minds and uses as his servants the deliverers of oracles and the divine
soothsayers, that we who hear them may know that it is not they who
speak who are of much account, since they have no reason, but that
it is the god himself who speaks and addresses us through them.” 3
This explanation is enthusiastically accepted by Ion. Socrates pro-
ceeds, however, to show that in all the special fields of action treated
by the poet, the specialist is better informed than the poet and than
the rhapsode who derives his inspiration from the poet.# Ion must
therefore admit either that he is a deceiver or that his pretensions are
founded on inspiration; he prefers to be regarded as inspired.

I have quoted extensive passages of this dialogue because they ex-
hibit the traditional view of poetic inspiration ® which Plato was com-
ing to weigh. Some suppose that Plato is here seriously upholding
this view; others contend that the dialogue was written expressly to
ridicule it and to discard it. Neither interpretation, I think, is right.
Plato here is weighing the common Greek notion that attributes the
inspiration of the poet to an external influence. Just as the Greeks
tended to find a myth in order to account for whatever they happened

1 Jom, 5§30~533 C. 3 Ibid., 533 e-534 b.
2 Ibid., s33d. 4 Ibid., 536 e-s41 €.
§ As expressed, for example, by Democritus; cf. p. 9.
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to believe, and to find ancestors for everything! in the same way,
recognizing that poetry is obviously a different thing from a man’s
ordinary expression, they assumed that some one else must have sug-
gested it to him — a Muse or a god. So the poet was not his normal
self; he was &feos, or the victim of &orasis. Plato does not in the
Ion discard this notion. He does, indeed, indicate the futility of ap-
peals to inspiration for special knowledge in the ordinary affairs of
life, in medicine and in chariot-driving, for example. Like the Socrates
whom Xenophon knew, he distinguishes between things that are a
matter of learning and left to human understanding and things that
are not a matter of réxwm. That is a distinction that Plato himself
almost always preserved,? though he enormously increased the province
of human understanding. And the irony that undoubtedly exists in
the Zon is not that Socrates is supposed to deny the bewildered Ion all
knowledge, but that Jon does not realize the meaning of knowledge.
Plato at all periods of his life attributes inspiration to the poets in utter
seriousness,® as giving forth wisdom in a way that can not be reduced
to a 7éxvn. What kind of wisdom this is, Plato had yet to consider.
We must remember that at the time this dialogue was written,
although the germ of the doctrine of ideas may well have been in
Plato’s mind, the doctrine itself had not yet been broached; the in-
spiration of the poet is therefore contrasted not with the knowledge
afforded by science or by dialectic but with the purely practical
kind of knowledge required in ordinary life — in other words, with
the ideal of knowledge that Socrates had sought, typified by the
arts. If we had to recast the conclusion of the Zon in modern language,
it would be something like this: The poet’s work is not produced in
the same rational way that other things are produced; it is the result
of his having a peculiar power, greater at some times than at others,
of giving utterance to thoughts that are in some way more precious
than those of ordinary life. Naturally Plato does not imply that all
who pretend to be poets are thus inspired, even though otherwise bad
poets may have occasional flashes of inspiration. And the irony of the
dialogue lies in the fact that the fatuous assumption of the rhapsode

1 Cf. Benn, The Greck Philosophers®, pp. 47-52.
? Not in every case, however; see pp. 52 f.
3 Cf. Phaedrus, 245 a; Laws, 682 a.
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that he, too, shares in the inspiration of Homer, is apparently accepted
by Socrates.

In the Meno we begin to see the emergence of a new standard of
truth. “ Can virtue be taught ? ” is the question. Only that can be
taught, the argument proceeds, which can be known. Yet it appears
that a man can not seek either for that which he knows or for that of
which he is ignorant.! As a solution of this dilemma, Socrates proposes
the previous existence of the soul, which he accepts from the priests
and from Pindar and many other poets. ‘ The soul, then, being im-
mortal and having many times come to birth, and having beheld the
things of a former life and of Hades and all matters, there is nothing
which it has not learned; so it is not strange that it can recollect what
it knew before about virtue and about other matters. . . . For in -
truth investigation and learning are altogether the same as recollec-
tion.” 2 This doctrine is confirmed by the geometrical reasoning of an
untrained boy, who is described as recalling opinions that he previously
held.? Human affairs, however, are conducted not by science, but by
right opinion, which must be distinguished from science because it can
not, like science, deduce things rationally from a cause* Hence
é&rworiun is more valuable than ép6y) 86£a, though in practice épfy 86¢a
is as effective as &mamun.8 So the statesmen, who act through 6o
86¢a and not through éxworiun, are, like the xpnouepdol and ubdvres and
ol mouprwol dravres, divinely inspired.’

In the Meno two points should especially be noted. In the first
place, Plato is hinting at a standard of truth that shall be nothing less
than absolute. The soul in its previous existence knew everything,8
and can recover this knowledge by degrees. That is different from the
knowledge of practical arts with which the inspiration of the poet and
of the rhapsode was contrasted in the Iom; for it discovers necessary
relationships among things, and it does not depend on inspiration. Of
the methods of &vdpﬁ)&s, Plato does not here say more than that the
opinions which a man has always held are aroused by questions; ® the
method was later to be developed further in the Phgedo. We must
note moreover that inspiration, which in the Zon was contrasted with

1 Meno, 8oe. 4 Ibid., 98 a. 7 Meno, 99 cd.
3 Ibid., 81 cd. 5 Ibid. 8 Ibid., 81 c.
3 Ibid., 85 c. ¢ Ibid., 98 be. ? drephoeras, Ibid., 85 d.
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the knowledge of the practical arts, is here placed in the same category
with it. The reason, however, is patent; the inspired roupruwol dravres
together with the statesmen, are unable to refer their opinions to a
cause, and can not therefore be credited with science in the strict sense.
But their opinions may be as valuable for practical purposes as if they
were causally connected. So o9 a may imply a real possession
of truth, and is inferior to érw%hn only because it can not explain the
truth. It is not Plato’s intention, of course, in this place to laud the
practical value of inspiration, which is in theory only a makeshift; on
the other hand, it becomes a makeshift only when the theoretically
possible grasp of truth by means of &véuats is assumed to be not an
ideal but an actuality. We shall see that a similar valuation of d6ta
occurs in later dialogues.

The Symposium is so full of imagery and of poetry that it is a hard
and not altogether a gracious task to seek in it a definite formulation
of philosophic doctrine. Yet the dialogue, in spite of its exceedingly
complex form, throws a new light on our problem. At the home of
Agathon, the tragic poet, the guests engage in a series of encomia on
love. Although Socrates does not altogether omit, in his own contri-
bution to the discussion, the ideas of his other predecessors, it is par-
ticularly the speech of the poet Agathon that is taken up and developed
by him. For Agathon in his eulogy of Love has asserted that Love is
a poet and the source of poetry in others.! “ Since the birth of Love,
and from the Love of the beautiful, has sprung every good in heaven
and earth.”? Using this rhetorical panegyric, which was ‘“ half playful,
yet having a certain measure of seriousness,’” as a sort of text, Socrates
proceeds to contribute his share to the discussion. Only he will not,
like the others, say only what is good of Love, whether true or false;
he will say only what is true. From his predecessors, then, Socrates
accepts the conception of Love as a force that permeates all nature;
he agrees with Agathon that Love is of the beautiful, and emphasizes,
in a bit of dialectic, the point that it is of a beauty not in possession of
the lover. And since the good is also beautiful, Love in wanting
the beautiful wants also the good.?

The discourse of Diotima, which Socrates recounts, may be regarded
as giving the views of Plato himself, who wishes to represent Socrates

1 Symp. 196 de. $ Ibid., 197 b. 3 Ibid., 201.
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as too tactful to give utterance on his own authority to views that in a
way contradict those of his host. He is also a learner. And what does
he learn ? Diotima explains to him, in allegory, the paradox of the
position of Love between possession and non-possession. In the
Meno, we saw, a similar paradox was solved by an appeal to the doc-
trine of &véumoaus; the soul recovers what it formerly had.! Here the
solution is in mythical form; as the child of Plenty and Poverty, Love
is neither fair nor foul, and is between divine and mortal, as he is be-
tween ignorance and knowledge.? Love then, aims at the beautiful,
or rather at the everlasting possession of the beautiful and the good.?
Further, in accordance with its nature, Love desires to procreate,
and to bring forth offspring, since only in this way can mortals achieve
a sort of immortality. For in a world where all is change, both in body
and in soul, it is only reproduction on the one hand and recollection on
the other hand that conserve identity; hence the desire for immor-
tality of either kind.* Diotima describes the creations of the soul:
““wisdom and the other forms of virtue, of which all the poets and those
who are called creative are the begetters.” ®* And the fairest part of
wisdom is that which is concerned with the ordering of states and
families. Whoever has the seed of these qualities planted in him in
his youth, in maturity seeks the beautiful so that he may beget off-
spring. His children are fairer than mortal children; and so it is that
Homer and Hesiod, that Lycurgus and Solon have achieved im-
mortality.® .

At this point, though there is not an actual break in the thought,
Diotima indicates by her language that we are passing to a new stage
in the argument. She adopts the language of the mysteries, and tells
Socrates that the mysteries so far described are within his grasp, but
that the complete initiation and the sight of the mystic revelation to
which they lead are perhapsbeyond him. When we remember the ironic
assumption by Socrates of the rdle of pupil in this part of the dialogue,
we are justified in regarding what follows as exactly the new doctrine
that Plato is interested in putting forth, and which he wishes expressly
to distinguish from what has gone before and to mark as something
not easily to be grasped by the average man. In what has gone before,

! Meno, 8o c ff. 3 Ibid., 206 a. § Idid., 209 8. '
2 Symp. 204 b. ¢ Ibid. 207 c fI. ¢ Ibid., 209 a-e.
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the aspiration for permanence in a life of change has resulted, through
the loving embrace of beauty, in the begetting of wisdom and virtue.
Of these the types are the productions of the poet and of the legislator.
In what follows, we have a glowing forecast of the stages by which the
lover should! proceed. In other words, a programme is being an-
nounced. The lover should begin with the love of a single beautiful
body, and should thus beget beautiful thoughts; then, perceiving that
the beauty in any body is akin to that in other bodies, and that their
beauty is one, he should be a lover of all beautiful bodies. Next, he
should realize the superiority of the beauty that resides in souls, and
should proceed to the contemplation of the beauty that is to be found
in practices and in laws, and hence to think little of bodily beauty. He
will then approach the sciences and contemplate their beauty, till
drawing near to the vast sea of beauty he gazes upon it and begets a
host of fair thoughts in his love of wisdom, and at last he beholds a
single science, namely, that of beauty. The scholar in love who has
reached this point then suddenly catches sight of a wondrous beauty,
the goal of all his toils, a beauty that is eternal, absolute, and unchang-
ing. It can not be represented to sense 2 or stated in terms of intellect.?
It is absolute, and the source of the changing beauties of other things.
This is the goal toward which tends the right love of beautiful things,
rising as by the steps of a ladder from the love of particular beauties,
through fair practices and fair sciences to the science of beauty itself,
which ends in the knowledge of the essence of beauty.¢ This life, lived
in the contemplation of real beauty, is the noblest ideal that a man
could have; and the lover, always desirous of procreation, would at
this stage have come into contact with truth, and so would beget not
mere images of virtue, but true virtue.

In the Symposium, Plato develops further the notion at which he
merely hints in the Meno — the ideal of a knowledge that is absolute.
But whereas in the Meno the method was one of simple remembering,
in the Symposium Plato, influenced no doubt by the image of the

1 Symp. 2108: v 7is 80608 perly; $bid., 2108: 7ov p8Bs léwra dxl robro 78
wpyua.

3 Ibid., 3118: ob & al ¢arracthoerar adr@ 70 xal\v olov wpbowmdy 7 obSd
Xxeipes obdé 8N\ oldd» dv olua perbxe.

3 Ibid., ob3& Tis Nyos o8k 7is bxarhun.

¢ Ibid., 211 c.
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lover’s separation from the beloved, proposes knowledge of the abso-
lute as the goal of love of the beautiful. From this point of view, the
discourse must be regarded as the sketch of the end toward which the
aesthetic experience logically tends. Particular beautiful things impel
us to go beyond the world of sense into the world of thought where
beauty itself is contemplated. But inasmuch as this ultimate beauty
is neither corporeal nor even capable of representation in terms of intel-
lect, it may be distinguished from the absolute that is finally envisaged
by the philosopher who goes through the various steps of dialectic
described in the Phaedo and the Republic. In this case, Plato seems to
have been carried away by the enthusiasm of his imagination, in
his attempt to assume a goal for the activity which deals with beauty.
In later discussions of the dialectic process Plato does not indeed try
to describe his absolute, but he makes it clear that he is dealing with
a postulate of reason. In a certain sense, therefore, Love may be said
to philosophize;! but in order to accomplish this end, Love is forced
to give up its contact with the things of sense and to seek real beauty
by the exercise of the intellect. What he finds is something that would
ordinarily hardly be described as beauty at all. The later stages of the
lover’s ascent are described much as are those of the diahexrixds, who
proceeds from the perception of particular objects to universal quali-
ties and finally to an absolute. Is the account in the Symposium, then,
simply an account of dialectic ? The answer must be, I think, that it
includes dialectic and something more. The lover of beauty aspires
not only to know the truth but to embrace it ardently and to beget
true virtue. His path, like that of the diahex7ixés, leads to the sum-
mit of the same mountain;? the mountain to him, however, is known
as beautiful, to the dialexTwés it is known as good. That does not
mean that we have in the Symposium merely a dialectic tinged with
emotion, such as we undoubtedly find in the Republic. We have
rather the purifying of emotion by the intellect. And this conception
was the more easily entertained by Plato by reason of the Greek
tradition that extended the meaning of xa\é» to conduct; it seems
to be Plato above all, however, who extended the meaning of the word
still farther to include the region of the intellect. Is it then fair to sup-

1 Symp. 203 d: ¢uhogopdw; ibid., 210 d: & Pihocopla &phbre.
? Symp. 211 c: Goxep éravafaouols; Rep. 511 ab: olow éwriBbous e xal dpuds.
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pose that any other concept would have served Plato’s purpose as
well as that of beauty ?! Could he have begun as easily with justice
or equality ? From a logical point of view, no-doubt he could, as in
fact, in the Phaedo, he did. Where Plato seems to make a distinction
is in the greater impetus that the love of beauty gives to the lover.
Though the perception of similar qualities in any kind of sensibilia
may arouse a reminiscence of universals,? we are told in the Phaedrus,
as we shall see,? that it is especially the sense of beauty which instigates
this reminiscence. It is in fact hardly too much to say that it is the
love of beauty that first gives Plato the incentive to rise from the
world of sense to the world of pure thought, and that he makes the:
method which is outlined in the Symposium his general type of philo-
sophic investigation. It is possibly going too far to find with Lévéque
in the preceding growth of Greek art the seeds of the doctrine of ideas.*
Yet it is true that whenever Plato has occasion to mention a quality
and regard it as an eldos, 70 xalév is usually the first or one of the first
that comes into his mind; in the later dialogues, 70 éyafév more fre-
quently comes first.® Further we note that in the Symposium the only
concept that is mentioned is the single one of beauty. Now it would
of course be absurd to imagine that Plato ever thought he could solve
all metaphysical problems by the use of this one concept.® Clearly
Plato deals in the Symposium with the concept that fits his immediate
subject; the significant thing is that his consideration of it leads him
to sketch for the first time an ideal something like the science of
dialectic. '

1 Cf. C. P. Parker, H. S. C. P., xxvii (1916), p. 73.

2 Phaedo, 75 c fI.; see p. 25. 3 Phaedrus, 250 d; see p. 6o.

4 Cf. C. Lévéque, Quid Phidice Plato Debuerit, Paris, 1852, p. 60, quoted by
Lutoslawski, The Origin and Growth of Plato’s Logic, p. 235.

$ Euthydemus, 301 a: xéN\\os 7«. The doctrine of ideas has not been distinctly
broached before this dialogue; this passage may therefore indicate that Plato used
to talk about 76 xaAév before he had a regular theory of ideas. Cf. Cratylus, 439 c:
xal\dw xal dyafby xr\.; Gorgias, 474 de: 7 xa\d xévra; Phaedo,65d: dlxaiov, xakéw,
&yabbv; ibid., 77 a: xal\éw Te xal &yabdv xal T&\Na whrra; #bid., 100 b: xaAdv alrd
xab’ atrd xal &yafdv xal pbya xal 7&N\\a wérra; Rep. 507 b: woA\d xal& . . . xal
xoAAd &yafd xal &aora obrws; Phaedrus, 246 de: xal\év, gopbde, dyabdv xal xér 371
rowbrov; Theaetelus, 157 d: é&vabdr . . . xaNéw; Parmenides, 130 b: dixalov xal
xalo? xal dyafod; Philebus, 55b: &yafbv . . . xalbv.

¢ Cf. Shorey, The Unity of Plato’s Thought, pp. 35 f.
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The contribution of the Symposium to the solution of our problem,
then, is twofold. In the first place, we have a statement of the actual
results of the love of beauty, and of the productions of the soul that
come to birth thereby; the typical examples of these are the works of
the poets and the other creative artists, and of legislators. As in the
Meno, there is no depreciation of the works of poets, except, of course,
as they necessarily rank lower than the productions of the ideal activity
that is to follow. Secondly, we have a statement of the end toward
which the love of the beautiful ought to lead if carried to its logical
extreme. This end is described as no more than a desirable, though
never attained, ideal;! and it takes us from the perception of particu-
lar beautiful objects to the pure concept of beauty. It is really the
denial of the principle on which modern languages describe the love
of the beautiful by expressions derived from the word alofyaes. It
ends, we notice, with the statement that he who is in contact with
reality will bring forth true virtue. That means that truth can be
begotten by the ecstatic vision of the lover of beauty. The truth so
begotten, of course, would be of a purely intellectual nature.

III

Even more than the Symposium, the Phaedo affirms a distinction
between body and soul, between sense and thought. In the acquisition
of wisdom the body is an obstacle; the sight and the hearing can not
give truth, still less the other senses.> Even the soul is hampered in
its search by the body, and can grasp the truth only as it succeeds in
getting rid of this disability. Of such a process, the life of the philoso-
pher is the supreme example.> He alone has learned the necessity of
purification from bodily impediments that must precede all knowledge,
and regards the attainment of the several virtues as an initiatory pur-

1 That this passage describes an experience whose realization can be only ap-
proximated appears from the language: Symp. 210a: & 7is 8p03s perly . . . v
8p03s lovra txl Tobro T8 wpdypa . . . &dy bpBds iryfirar & dyobpevos; dbid., 210e: Oedo-
pevos bpekiis Te xal dpBds Td xal&; $bid., 211 b: rav 8 Tis &xd TAMe 5id TO SpBds
wadepacrely brardy xetvo 10 xa\dv Epxnral xabopdy, oxeddv &» 1L &xTotTo TOV TéNOUS;
ibid., 211 d: bratfa . . . elxep wov ENNob:; tbid., 211d: 3 t&v wore Wps; ibid.,
211d: 7l 8fra . . . el 7@ Yboro; ibid., 2123: elxep T ENNg.

* Phaedo, 65 b. 3 Ibid., 65 ¢ 11.
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gation.! Hence the philosopher is, of the many wand-bearers at the
mysteries, one of the few inspired.?

It would seem that the severance between body and soul, between
sense and thought, could go no further. But Plato makes reservations.
In the proof of the immortality of the soul, as in the definition of virtue
in the Meno, Plato has recourse to the doctrine of recollection. Knowl-
edge of the abstract ideas may arise by a process of association.? For
example, the lover may be reminded of his beloved by a lyre or by a
garment; to see Simmias may remind one of Cebes; to see a painted
horse or Iyre may remind one of a man; a picture of Simmias puts one
in mind of Cebes or of Simmias himself.* This reminiscence arises
partly from the perception of similarity, partly from the perception of
dissimilarity.®* Moreover, in addition to the recognition of sxmlla.nty,
we notice whether one thing falls short of another with regard to simi-
larity. Now there is such a thing as abstract equality, not one of a
number of particulars. Yet we are put in mind of it by our perception
of particulars. On this point Socrates is explicit; it is the senses
through which we attain to our rediscovery of the universals.®

What is more to our purpose, 76 kah\év is described as being in ex-
actly the same relation as the other qualities that have been discussed.?
The demonstration of the immortality of the soul, moreover, rests on
the affirmation of these qualities as having a real existence prior to the
particular things which we refer to them; and this affirmation is de-
scribed as familiar.® In fact, nothing is to Socrates so clear as the ex-
istence of these things.? Unlike the particulars, they are immutable
and invisible, and can be apprehended only by a process of thought.!?
Accordingly, the universe is divided into two types of existence: the
visible and the invisible, of which the former is ever-changing, the

1 Pkaedo, 65 c—69 c. 3 Ibid., 73 c.

% Ibid., 69 c. 4 Ibid., 73 de. § Ibid., 74 a.

¢ Ibid., 75 ab: 763¢ duoloyoluer, pu) E\Nofer alrd [i. e. 78 loov] bvevomkiévas
undt dwardw elvar bvoficas AN’ 9} & 70D iy 9} &Y actas A & Tvos EANys Qv alobhoewr.
Talrdw 8¢ wéwvra Tabra Aéyw . . . & ye 7av alobfoewr St brofioar 87 xévra 73 b
7als aloffoeow dxelvov e dpbyeras Tod 8 Eorw loov, kal alrod bdeboreph boriv.

7 Ibid., 75 c ff.

8 Ibid., 76 d. I have already explained in what way it seems to me that this
statement should be understood, p. 4, n. 5 (4) on p. s.

? Ibid., 77 a. © Ibid., 79 a.
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latter changeless. This circumstance is given as the reason for an
ascetic life; the senses are to be distrusted,! and one should guard
against being deceived by the emotions, and especially by the emotions
that are excited by the sense of sight, into accepting for true what is
really not true; in this condition, above all, the soul is shackled by the
body.?

Again, in order to investigate the nature of causality, Socrates has
recourse to a second resort,? that is, to thought,* making use of hy-
potheses.® This process brings him back to what he describes as a
familiar and often discussed hypothesis, namely, the real existence of
certain concepts.® Further, how the relation of beautiful things to
beauty itself is to be expressed, he is not quite sure; he is sure, how-
ever, of the fact that they are beautiful by reason of beauty.?

In the Phaedo, then, as in the Symposium, we find a sharp division
between the world of sense and the world of thought. Sure knowl-
edge can be only of the world of thought; it follows, therefore, that in
order to attain sure knowledge one should get rid of the dependence on
the evidence of the senses as far as possible. Whereas, however, the
transition from the senses to thought is in the Symposium effected by
the discovery of beauty first in sensible forms, then in intellectual
forms, in the Phaedo it is effected by the discovery of an intelligible
principle beyond particulars ¢ or inherent in them, which is to be ac-
cepted as an hypothesis as certain as anything that is known.? We
note further that however anxious Plato is to get rid of the dependence
on the senses™ and the emotions,? the senses are indispensable as a
means of acquiring knowledge of ideas. Of themselves, they can give
no truth; yet without them we can not recapture the eternally existing
realities that we once knew. Now the doctrine of recollection is only
a poetic way of throwing into quasi-historical form a logical principle.

1 Phaedo, 83 a. 2 Ibid., 83 cd.

3 Ibid., 99 c: Selrepor xhot». Which, after all, is not worse than the sight of
things themselves (ibid., 99 e-100 a).

4 Ibid., g9 e: els Tods Aoyous. ¢ Ibid., 100 b.

§ Ibid., 100 a: dwoBéueros. 7 Ibid., 100 c-e.

s Pllaedo, 4a: wapd Tabra whrra Irepby 1.

9 Ibid., 100C §: peréxer; 100d §5: wapovola elre xowwria elre &rp &y xal Gtm i
xpocyeroubry.

® Jbid., 1008; 107 b. 1 Ibid., 83 a. 1 Jbid., 83 [
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Just as the Greeks had tended to attribute to a power outside them-
selves the inspiration that they could not account for within them-
selves,! Plato finds it convenient to suppose that the knowledge of uni-
versals which we acquire, though we have previously seemed not to

- know them,? is to be explained by a knowledge of them before this life.
The logical truth that is contained in this explanation, however, is not
dependent on the explanation; it amounts to what modern philos-
ophers would call the @ priori ® possession of forms of thought and
perception. Indeed, one is tempted to compare the doctrine of évéuvnas
with the doctrine of Kant, in which the universals are forms of cogni-
tion, and are not valid except in relation to perception. But Plato
would never have admitted that the universals are dependent for their
validity on perception; all that he will grant to the senses is that for
us they are the means by which we first obtain our acquaintance with
universals.

In the Symposium, the only universal discussed, as we saw, was that
of beauty. In his discussion of the love of beauty, he found that love
of beautiful sensible objects leads to love of beauty itself. In the
Phaedo, the perception not only of beautiful objects but of other objects
may lead to the knowledge of their respective universals. Naturally
we find that these universals are now not the end of desire, as was
appropriate in the Symposium, but objects of knowledge. That is
because we have here the logical statement, in a general form, of the
principle that leads us from sense to thought. We note, however, that
just as in the Symposium Plato foreshadowed a science of beauty
which was to crown all lower forms of experience, in the Phaedo again
we have the presage of a science ¢ which is to deal with the hypothesis
of forms, which are to be examined so as to secure the greatest degree
of certainty of which man is capable.® Each universal is the cause of
the particulars to which it is related; and in general, everything is dis-
posed in the way that is best for it.*

Since in the Phaedo Plato does not discuss directly the matter of
poetry proper,” we can only reconstruct from it the views that he

! Cf.pp.8f.;16ff. 2 Meno,8s5c. 3 Cf. Phaedo, 76 de: Sxbpxovaar xpbrepov.
4 Phaedo, 9o b: % wepl Tods Noyous Téxom. 8 Ibid., 107 b.

¢ Ibid., 97 c: BéATioTow; cf. Symp. 205 €: &yabév.

7 Unless the passage 6o b-61 b is to be regarded as Platonic. I have already
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would probably have expressed, and then note in succeeding dialogues
how far these views are confirmed. Knowledge of the truth must mean
knowledge of universals; to concern oneself only with the world of
sense is to shut oneself off from the only region where truth can be
found. Therefore the poet who attempts to convey truth simply by
the use of sensible images is lending himself to deception. In order to
make sure that his poems give some sort of knowledge of truth, he
must choose his images in such a way that the reader or hearer shall
be reminded by the particulars of the universals. Further, Plato
would deprecate any attempt by the poet to appeal so strongly to the
emotions that the mind would think only of the sensible images, and
forget to pass beyond them to the realities that can be apprehended
only by the mind. So much, and perhaps not more than so much,
Plato might have said. There is no suggestion yet that poetry as a
whole is to be distrusted.!

v

In the previous dialogues we have seen Plato gradually approaching
¥ the problem of the nature of truth. In each case he has chosen a single
aspect of the problem, because of a special interest. In the Republic
we find his most extended and his most serious attempts to formulate
an answer to the problem; we find in it also several discussions about

x the value of poetry in its relation to philosophy.

indicated (p. 14) my belief that there is no reason to suppose this passage not to be
Socratic. If the passage, however, is Platonic, it supports the view here defended,
since Socrates is represented as trying to express in the form of a myth, dealing
with sensible material, a universal idea. Moreover, povows in the popular sense
is portrayed as a form of ¢«\ooodla, the highest povouch.

1 Lutoslawski suggests, The Origin and Growth of Plato’s Logic (p. 264), that in the
Phaedo Plato treats the poets with less respect than in the Symposium. He says
that they are quoted “ with a certain irony ” (65 b) or with a * certain air of superi-
ority and contempt ”’ (70c). But 6pvhobow (65 b), the word which Plato here
uses of the poets, is exactly the word which he himself uses of the precious doctrine
of ideas (76 d). Cf. Plotinus 10. 6 (I, 101, ed. Kirchhoff); GpvANobueror surely
means merely “frequently discussed.” Again, the mention of the comic poets
(xwpgdoxobs 70c) is a good dramatic touch; it was the comic poets who had just
been among the indirect accusers of Socrates, and they had made the very charge
that they are here said to make (cf. 4pology, 18 d; 19 c). But it is impossible to
deduce from these references a notion of Plato’s attitude. Can we argue a respect
for Homer from the use of quotations (94 d—95a) ?
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We have already seen ! that the claim of Homer to be regarded by
the Greeks as their chief educator had been disputed on moral grounds
by several early philosophers. Further, a writer of great learning and
insight has told us:? ‘ The underlying presumption of the whole of
Plato’s attack upon Greek poetry is that poetry was the universally
recognized teacher of Greece. The head and front of his indictment is
not that poetry does not teach, but that her doctrines — so Plato at
least believed — are too often demoralizing and degrading.” These
words sum up very aptly a part of Plato’s criticism; they err, as I
think it will appear, in pretending to explain * the whole of Plato’s
attack.” They describe well and truly the criticism of the second and
third books of the Republic; the criticism is there based on ethical
grounds. They do not account for the criticism of the tenth book,
which is based, as it is easy to show, on another view of the nature of
truth and of knowledge. Similarly, Stihlin argues? that the banish-
ment of Homer is apparently founded on the impossibility of finding
knowledge in him, but that in reality the reason is his imitation of the
immoral, and that the result of the discussion in the tenth book is es-
sentially the same as that in the third book. Again, it will not be hard
to show that there is a real difference in the point of view of the two
discussions, and that the difference rests on the metaphysical discus-
sion that has intervened.

The first half of the Republic deals with the founding of a city
not essentially different from the best Greek states* This fact ap-
pears in the ordering of many of the social institutions on Spartan
‘models.®* Indeed many of the regulations that deal with poetry in the
second and third books of the Republic are like those of Sparta, which
kept ancient traditions about music and poetry, permitting only hymns
to the gods. Accordingly, the criticism of poetry in the early books of ¥
the Republic is based partly on the difference between the morality of /
Homer and that of his own day, partly on his observation of the psy-

1 P. 10.

% J. Adam, The Religious Teachers of Greece, p. 10. Adam, of course, realizes
that there is more to the problem than this (cf. his note on Rep. 508 a); he has
here, however, committed himself to a popular half-truth.

3 Stihlin, Die Stellung der Poesie in der Platonischen Philosophie, p. 28.

4 Rep. 470e.

8 Cf. Jowett, transl. Plato, iii, pp. clxx ff.
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chological effect of contemporary drama. It will suffice to illustrate
briefly each of these points.

Plato begins his account of the education of the gua.rdxans of his state
by suggesting the traditional training.! This training includes the tell-
ing of stories,? which may be either true or false. Since these are used
at any early age, when children are impressionable, it is important to
choose only good fictions. But of the old story tellers of Greece even
the greatest, Homer and Hesiod, not only tell lies but tell them badly,
in that their stories do not give true pictures of the gods. They de-
scribe the gods as committing all sorts of immoral acts of which chil-
dren ought not to hear. And children are incapable of understanding
allegorical interpretations of these stories. At this time Socrates and
Adeimantus are not poets, but founders of a state; so they can not say
just what poems shall be written, but can merely indicate what forms
will be accepted. In the first place, God is always to be represented as
he is; that is, as good and as the cause only of good. In the second
place, God never changes. Stories of Homer to the contrary are to be
condemned. God has no need of any kind of lie; though there is room
for an innocent sort of lie, in which the liar is not himself deceived.
This serves its purpose in mythology, where we make falsehood as
much like truth as we can, since we know little about ancient times.*
. Itis justified because it gives a notion of truth even before children are
capable of understanding the truth by the use of their reasons; ® but
the use of lies is permitted only to rulers.® There is another reason for
censuring Homer,@ns poems tend to make men fear death and the
lower world.(> No less reprehensible are the lamentations of heroes and
above all the lamentations and the laughter of the gods. Plato shrinks
from accusing Homer of impiety in telling immoral stories about
Achilles; Qyet all stories that impute evil-doing to the gods and that
make heroes no better than men are to be done away with, lest they
make the young lax in morals.A-Finally, the poets are not to be allowed
to represent wicked men as prospering and just men as wretched.?

1 Rep. 376 €. 2 Ibid., 376 e: Neryovs; 377 a: uifovs. 3 Ibid., 379 a: Thxovs.

4 Ibid., 382 d: ddowuowoivres 73 &Anbel 78 Yebdos 81¢ udMara, obrw xphowuor Fowd-
uev; cf. 414 be ff.

b Ibid., 402 8; 424 a; 425a. ¢ Ibid., 389 b. 7 Ibid., 391 a.

8 Ibid., 392 €. 9 Ibid., 392 b.
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So far Plato has discussed the subject matter of poetry.! All his
criticism of Homer to this point is based on ethical grounds; it is, in-
deed, a more complete and illustrated version of the criticisms which
Xenophanes and Heracleitus had made.? It would be true to say that
it exemplifies the ancient quarrel between poetry and philosophy, if
we limit philosophy in this instance to moral philosophy. But there
has not yet been any hint of a criticism of poetry as such; stories and
poems even though fictions, are retained, provided that they are purged
of immoral elements.

Plato next discusses the forms of poetry.! He divides poetry into '
kinds, according to the extent to which imitation is employed. Thus
tragedy and comedy are altogether imitations of action and of speech;
dithyrambic is devoid of imitation; epic is in part imitative. The
question propounded is whether poets are to be admitted as imitators
in general, or whether they shall be allowed to imitate only certain
things, and, in that case, what they may imitate, or, finally, whether
they shall be debarred altogether from imitation.* This may mean
only a question whether tragedy and comedy are to be admitted, or the
argument may lead us further.® As it turns out, the argument in this >{
passage is concerned with the effect of imitative poetry on the minds/
and characters of the public. Plato begins by asking whether the
guardians ought to be imitators; this question, however, he finds, has
been settled by the rule already laid down that one man can do only
one thing well. If a man is to play a serious part in life, he can not at
the same time imitate other parts also. Even when two kinds of imi-
tation seem to be close to each other, the same persons cannot succeed
in both; they can not write comedy and tragedy equally well.® The

1 Rep. 392d. 2 Cf. p. 10. 3 Rep. 302d. 4 Ibid., 304 d.

§ This is not a reference to the discussion of epic in the tenth book, as Jowett and
Campbell wrongly hold. (Cf. Adam on 294d; 5952.) Here the reference is
clearly to the question that immediately follows: shall the guardians be imitators
at all (394¢e)? Note the word rolvw, 394 € 1; this word introduces the Aéyos
just mentioned, 394 d 8.

¢ But in Symp. 223 d Socrates tries to make Agathon and Aristophanes admit
that the same man ought to be able to write both tragedy and comedy. We notice
that the two poets do not quite follow the argument (ob o¢édpa éwouérovs); as a
matter of history, the Greek comic writers did not write tragedy, nor did the Greek
tragedians write comedy (in the strict sense). That, perhaps Socrates meant to
argue, was because their notions were derived from the world of sense about them,
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reason for this lies in human nature;! we can not do more than one
thing well. And the art which the guardians have adopted is the ex-
clusive art of making freedom for the city; therefore ¢ if they imitate
at all, they should imitate only those characters which are suitable to
their profession — the courageous, temperate, holy, free, and the like,”
since ““ imitations begun in youth and continued into later life grow
into habits and are established in the body and voice and mind.” The
guardians accordingly must not imitate women, or base men, oranimals,
or natural phenomena; they will, in fact, prefer to imitate the sayings
and actions of good men, and will shun those of inferior men. The
worse a man is, the more he will be inclined to imitate any and every
sort of thing — even all the sounds and voices that are to be heard in

. )the decadent theatre. Plato will admit only the pure imitator of

: l virtue? He grants that the mixed style is pleasant, but it is unsuitable
for his state, in which men are not double or manifold, but play only
one part.? The man who imitates everything in his poems is, there-
fore, to be treated with all courtesy, but is to be sent out of the city;
only the austere and severe poet is to be employed who imitates only
the style of the virtuous and submits to the forms that the legislators
have prescribed.

In this passage, Plato has announced that he is going to discuss mat-
ters of literary form or style. And he begins, to be sure, with an analy-
sis of literature from the point of view of form. In this analysis he
makes use of the obvious fact that poetry, like other kinds of art, is
imitative; that is, it represents persons and things. In this sense,
Plato is making no innovation. Socrates had expressed only the obvi-
ous and accepted notion when he said that sculpture is an imitation of
visible objects; * and it is in this obvious sense that Aristotle declares
that epic poetry, and tragedy, and comedy, and dithyrambic, and most
flute and lyre playing are, generally, imitations.®* To Socrates, how-
not from the contemplation of such pure beauty as Diotima had described to him.
And such a contemplation would include the understanding of opposites (cf. Laws,
816 d). But this sort of argument is not in Plato’s mind here; he is thinking here
not of the understanding that creates drama, but of the character that drama pro-
duces, a character that must be one and not many.

1 Rep. 395 b: % rob ésfpdrov pbos.

1 Ibid., 397 d: Tdw 10D éxvesxols unriv xparor. 4 Xen. Mem. 3. 10, 1.

3 Cf. also 387 b. § Arist. Poef. 14478 6.
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ever, imitation was not a problem, except so far as technique was con-
cerned: it was Plato who first found that the obvious sense of the term
had to be explained and changed.! In the present passage, Plato
divides literature according to the extent to which direct imitation
enters into the various forms; tragedy has a larger amount of direct
imitation than epic. At first, then, it seems as if Plato is going to base
his decision about the admission of poetry strictly on the question of
literary form. That, indeed, is the conclusion to which Adeimantus
leaps.? But that is just what Socrates will not say; all that he will lay
down at this point is that the question must be determined as the argu-
ment leads.® Now the argument that follows, we must note particu-
larly, is based not on, the distinction of literary form, but on the effect
produced by poetry on its hearers. The question that immediately
follows is whether the guardians ought to be imitators, and, if so, what'
they ought to imitate. Plato almost seems to suggest that his guardi-
ans are actually to become actors on the stage; but that he expressly
deénies.* Yet he proceeds at once to suggest that if they are to imitate
at all, they shall imitate only characters that are becoming to their
profession. It is clear that his meaning is not that they are to become
actors, but that they shall by force of imagination and sympathy enter
into the spirit of poetic imitations; they shall imitate, not on the stagey,
but with their minds and emotions, and as result, in their character.®
In this sense, the spectator of a play is as much an imitator as the poet
or the actor. Now it can not be doubted that Plato is thinking in the
present passage especially of the sort of plays that were being exhibited

1 Aristotle, of course, changed the meaning, too, but in a different way. It will
be seen that in this study I make a very sparing use of Aristotle. That is partly
because the relation of Aristotle’s theory of art to Plato’s has been well discussed
(C. Belger, De Aristotele etiam in Arie Poetica Componenda Platonis Discipulo,
Berlin, 1872; G. Finsler, Platon und die Aristotelische Poetik, Leipzig, 1900), partly
because although, as all writers agree, the germs of most of Aristotle’s ideas about
art are to be found in Plato, Aristotle’s purposes and views are so different that his
writings are in this matter a misleading guide to the meaning of Plato.

2 Rep. 304 d: pavrebopas . . . oxoweiofal oe elre rapadetépdda rpaypdlar re xal
xwupdlay ds Ty w6\, elre xal ob.

3 Ibid., 374 d: 8xp &» 8 Noyos Goxep wrvelua Pépy, Tabry lréov. Cf. p. 31,1. 5.

4 Rep. 395 be.

$ On this point, cf. the admirable discussion of R. L. Nettleship, Lectures on the
Republic of Plato, London, 1910, Pp. 99-108.
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in his own day, in which strange and debased types of character were
shown in morbid or questionable situations, and in which at the same
time every device that the stage could devise was being used to make
the representation seem lifelike. And the purpose of this drama, as
Plato had already pointed out, was not to be of profit to the spectators,
but to give them mere pleasure of a low sort, and to flatter the mob.?
This appeal was all the more dangerous if the poet happened to be a
man of talent.? Yet Plato does not here attempt to decide on a basis
of literary form what kinds of poetry are to be admitted. What he
does lay down as a principle is that poets must not be allowed to pre-
sent realistically all sorts of persons and situations; only those things
are to be imitated which would serve as examples for imitation by the
citizens.

In this passage, several points should be especially noted. In the
first place, although we are led to suppose that the argument is to be
one of literary form, it turns out that the argument is really concerned
with ethical questions. That is because Plato begins by defining the
types of literature according to their use of imitation, but then asks,
not which is the best type, but quite a different question. He asks
what sort of human nature ought to be imitated. The conclusion is,
the sort of human nature that we ought in actual practice to imitate is
the sort that poets ought by their art to imitate. The answer, then, is
ethical. In the second place, we note that Plato does not here raise
at all the question whether it is possible for poetic imitation to give
any grasp of truth, Here it is assumed that imitation may, so far as it
goes, give a true picture of its object. In a word, the metaphysical
criticism of imitation has not come into the argument. We note
further what is implied in the view of imitation that is here advanced.

' Plato seems to hold that poetic imitation may to a certain extent deal
with universals. He has blamed Homer for not representing the gods
as they are;* that implies at least that a true representation of them
is not impossible. Again, he says that there is a sort of style in which
a good man would speak,' and he admits the poet who imitates the

1 Gorgias, 502 b—d.

3 Cf. Rep. 387 b (about “ Homer and the other poets ).

8 Rep. 377¢; 388c. Cf. also p. 68, n. 2. A

4 Ibid., 396 b: Sorw 7t «ldos Nikews e xal Sipydoews, & ¢ &r Sinyoiro & 7@ Svmu
xalds xdyabbs.
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style of the virtuous.! In theory, at least, then, there is a form or type
of activity and of speech which not only can be imitated but which
should be imitated.? Finally, we note in passing that Plato hints that
even comedy is not to be ruled out of the state, provided that it is pro-
duced in a proper spirit of pleasantry.?

The next passage concerns us, because although it is not about
poetry it is about other forms of art, the discussion of which is expressly
based on the same principles.* Just as subject matter and style were
subjected to a censorship, to make sure that they tended to produce
certain kinds of character, melody and harmony and rhythm are to
receive a similar purgation. Plato implies that in some way it is pos-
sible to imitate character by these musical modes, and that character
may therefore be influenced by them.* And in words that are full of -
feeling and of poetry he describes what may be the influence on the
young of an environment of beautiful sculpture and architecture and
other works of creative art; if the artists are naturally endowed with
the power to track out the essential nature of the beautiful and the
graceful,® the young receive the good in everything, and through eyes
and ears an effluence of every beautiful thing, like a breeze from a
healthful region, reaches them, and they are insensibly brought into
harmony with the beauty of reason.” Music above all sinks into the
inward places of the soul, and breeds in one an appreciation of the
beautiful and the good, so that when, later, reason comes to one, it is
greeted as no stranger. But education will not be complete till the
guardians have learned to know the essential forms of temperance and
courage and liberality and magnificence and their kin and their oppo-
sites and can recognize them in every context wherever they are found,
and also their images, not slighting them in small things or in great,
but regarding them as all within the same art or study.® Finally, the

1 Rep. 398 b: 8s . . . riv 10D breexols Nekw ppoiro.

2 Cf. also 401 b: 7o%s woprals Yuiv . . . éxoraryrior xal wpocavayxaoréor Tiv
700 dyaBob elxbva #0ous duwoiely Tols wohuacw § p) wap® Yuiy wowetr. Concerning
this point, more will be said below, p. 37.

3 Rep. 306d: odx . . . owovdfi; 396 e€: 8re uY waudids xhoww.

¢ Ibid., 308 c.

§ This matter will receive further consideration below, pp. 67 ff. Cf. also Rep.
424 C; obSapod . . . xwolrras povauwis Tpbroi dvev ToMTkly Pouwy Td» peylorws.

¢ Ibid., 401 C. T Ibid., 401 d: 7@ xa\d Moy, 8 Ibid., 402 C.
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fairest of sights is a beautiful soul in harmony with a beautiful body;
the defect of the body can, however, be pardoned sooner than that of
the soul, and true love is not that of violent sensual pleasure, but of
order and beauty. So education ends in the love of beauty.!

Since Plato explains that his attitude toward music is to be consistent
with the statements that he makes about the other arts, we are justified
in looking for light on the foregoing passages in the present passage.
And the principle, as it appears, that governs Plato in the discussion of
music is again an ethical principle. Again it is the man of single and
fixed purpose whose character is in the first place to be the model
which music should try to express and which in the second place it
should try to produce — sustum et temacem propositi virum. So far,
Plato’s criticism is negative; certain types of art are to be repressed.
But he also sketches the positive benefits that art can give. Here once
more the effect of art seems to be ethical, or rather the idea of beauty
and of goodness are so mingled that it is impossible to distinguish
them; for in both, it is implied, there is a rational element, so that
the culmination of an early acquaintance with the beauty and goodness
everywhere to be discerned is a similarity or friendship or harmony
with the beauty of reason. Education is thus nothing less than the
process that is instigated by the perception of ordered beauty in
the world of sense, that sinks into the soul and breeds character, that
then rises from love of sensible things to love of beautiful character in
the soul, and that ends in the love of pure beauty. Of course this
process reminds us not only in its general thought but even in its
language of the discourse of Diotima.? What is here especially interest-
ing is that not only beauty, or even beauty in sensible form, is given the
power of influencing the soul in a rational way, but works of art. One,
may find it curious that Plato’s instances here are not drawn from
poetry, which he has just limited, but from sculpture and architecture
and other constructive arts * and music.* Perhaps the reason is that
Plato could not approve of contemporary poetry, or indeed fully of
any poetry that had ever been written, whereas it would be hard for
sculpture to change much without ceasing to be sculpture® And so
Plato “ did not see in the sculptors and architects of his time the signs

1 Rep. 403 : 86 3k wou rehevrds 7 povoucd els 7é 700 Kaod dpwric.
* Symp. 201 e ff, 3 Rep. 401 b. 4 Ibid., 401 d. § Ibid., 420 c.
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of degeneracy which drew his attention to the poets and musicians.”!
In any case we should notice that Plato wishes to consider the poets -
and the sculptors as subject to the same laws; that is, they are to be
required to express the image of the good.* Moreover, we notice that
the guardians, if they are to be truly educated, must have learned to
know the forms ? of temperance and courage and liberality and magnifi-
cence and the like, wherever they are to be found, and also the images
of them.* These images must be copies of the forms just mentioned,
represented in poetry and the other arts.® What, then are the elén ?
The first suggestion that occurs to one is that they are the ideas toj|"
which Plato’s famous doctrine is related. If that is the case, we find
it laid down here that the poet and the artist are to imitate directly
the ideas. Such a conclusion is of course in opposition to the doctrine
of the tenth book of the Republic. Is that any reason for supposing
Plato not to have had this meaning here ? It depends, I think, on the
extent to which the ideas are supposed by him in this passage to be
separate. Though we have not had, to be sure, the discussion of the
seventh book, in which the ideas are undeniably separate, in the Sym-
posium and the Phaedo we have had the discussion of 76 xa\év, which
is separate; and education here, we are told, ends in the love of 76
xalév. Adam,® admitting that if the language of this passage be in-
terpreted in the light of Book VII it can bear the meaning that I have
suggested, argues that the doctrine of separate ideas does not appear
elsewhere in books I-IV, and that the ideas here are spoken of as im-
manent.” He concludes therefore that we must suppose that the artist.
copies from the life. The use of eldy is thus “ a sort of half-way house
between the Socratic Myot and Plato’s ideas.” 8 But even if these eldy
are not separate, we must ask what it means “ to copy from the life.”
It is clearly something more than the literal kind of imitation that is

1 R, L. Nettleship, in Hellenica, London, 1880, p. 117.

2 Rep. 401 b. 3 Ibid., 402 c: elBy.

4 Ibid., elxbvas abrdv.

$ As Adam (note on 402 c) holds. ‘“On any other interpretation the introduction
of these elxéwes is irrelevant in a discussion on the rules which imitative art must
obey.”

¢ Ibid. 7 Rep. 402 ¢: bvévra & ols breorwr.

8 But Adam feels that the uougwés is mear the realm of eldy; cf. his note on
403 ¢ 16.
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implied in the tenth book. It is the discovery in things everywhere of
the essential natures of all elements that constitute or that contribute
to beauty; and it is this concern for beauty that unites our interest in
small things and in great.
. We have seen, then, that all the discussion of poetry in the second
and third books of the Republic is based on ethical grounds. Imitation;
is not, as such, criticized in an unfriendly spirit; on the contrary, the
imitation of the good and of the beautiful that is to be discovered every- -
where, in bodies and in souls, is expressly encouraged.! Each art is to
assist, in its own medium, in the ennobling of character. This is not
a complete theory of poetry and of the other arts, but it is by no means
a low or an unworthy theory. Moreover, Plato is not committed by
the introduction of the theory of ideas to any adverse criticism of the
arts, as such.

Plato explains that the object of the training of his soldiers in uovows
and in yvuraoTuwe is to prepare them to take the dye of the laws so that
their opinions 2 may sink indelibly into their natures. In this passage,
there is no reason to suppose that Plato speaks of 36fa in a tone of
disparagement.® In fact, for practical purposes, courage exists through
the saving power of true opinion. But, as it will appear, Plato never
confuses true opinion with knowledge.

When Glaucon brings down upon Socrates the * third wave,” it is
in the form of a question whether the state that is being described could
ever exist.® To this Socrates replies that the very essence of an ideal is
that it can not exist, and that this is no reproach against it. So one
must not insist on his proving that any actual state will coincide with
his ideal state; one must be content with an approximation. But he
will go so far as to lay down the principle that actual states might be
reformed so as to agree with the ideal state, provided only that phi-
losophers were to become kings or kings were to become philosophers.
The explanation of this. principle requires Plato to ask what is the

1 Lutoslawski is simply wrong in saying (Origin and Growtk of Plato’s Logic,
p- 286) “Plato now (i.e. in Rep. ii-iv) despises poetry as a mere uiunots, and banishes
Homer from his state.” Perhaps he is thinking of Rep. 59s5a. Of thatpassage I
shall have something to say below, pp. 50, 54.

3 Rep. 430a: 4 86k . . . xal wepl Sewwdv xal wepl 7aw ENNww.

3 Cf. Meno, 98 bc. '

4 Rep. 430b. § Ibid., 471.
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nature of the philosopher,! to explain his relation to society,? and to
consider the methods by which the philosopher is to be trained.?

Who, then, is rightly to be called a philosopher ? As the lover loves
all things that are lovable, the philosopher, if he is true to his name, is
a lover of all knowledge. But this does not mean that the name of
philosopher is deserved by all lovers of sights or by the frequenters of
the theatre who run to hear every chorus; they are merely somewhat
like the true philosophers, who love the vision of truth.* The lovers of
sights and sounds® are fond of beautiful tones and colors and figures
and all that is made of them, but are incapable of seeing or loving
absolute beauty.® They are like dreamers who take the resemblance
for the reality, unlike waking persons, who recognize the existence of
absolute beauty, and who do not confuse it with the objects of sense
that are beautiful. They only who know this have knowledge; the
others have only opinion — though Plato does not grudge them any
knowledge that they may have. In general, knowledge is of being,
and ignorance is of non-being; opinion, which lies between knowledge
and ignorance, is of that which is between being and non-being. Now
the ¢uhofebuwr, who does not believe that beauty is one, must admit
that beautiful things are also base, and that all visible things are rela-
tive, and do not deserve one name more than another. The notions of
the multitude about these things therefore are tossing about between
being and non-being; they must, then, be opinions, not knowledge.
And those who see the many beautiful things that are visible to sense,
and who yet neither see absolute beauty nor can follow any guide who
points the way thither, have opinion, not knowledge; they are ¢«\é-
dofoi, not ¢puhbéoodor.

Attempts have been made to show that Plato is here gracefully re-
futing the views of Antisthenes, who is depicted as the ¢i\ofetucwr.?
There is no doubt that rivalry existed between Plato and Antisthenes,
or that their philosophies were opposed at every point.* The interests

1 Rep. 474 b—-480. * Ibid., 484 a—502 a. 3 Ibid., 5032 c-541 b.

4 Ibid., 475 e: Tods Tis é\nfelas . . . Pihofeduovas.

§$ Ibid., 476 b: ol . . . Pihhroot xal Ppilofeduoves.

¢ Ibid., 476 b.

7 Diimmler, Antisthenica, p. 42, cited by Adam, ad Rep. 476 d 27; Stihlin, Die
Stellung der Poesie in der Platonischen Philosophie, pp. 26, 32.

8 Diog. Laert. 6. 7; Athenaeus, 5. 220 D.
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of Antisthenes included not only ethics but oratory, rhetoric, gram-
mar, and physics.!. He was a writer whose works, in style imitating
Gorgias, were compared by the ancients with those of Thucydides and
Plato; in fact, Plato was even accused by Theopompus of borrowing
from Antisthenes.? What is more to our purpose, Antisthenes was a
commentator on Homer, who interpreted parts of his author allegori-
cally, and who said, as I have already observed,® that Homer spoke at
times from mere opinion, at times from knowledge of the truth. But
his philosophy was the negation of the possibility of real knowledge;
though he required concepts of things,* he limited all predicates to
proper names, so that only identical propositions were possible. For
him, general conceptions are mere names. Thus he denied the real
existence of gemera in the famous remark, “I see a horse; but horseness
Ido not see.”® It is not at all unlikely that Plato intended a glancing
blow at this doctrine of Antisthenes; it is possible, too, that in 480 a
Plato is replying to Isocrates,® the man who, though claiming for his
notion of culture the name “ philosophy,”” preferred to limit himself to
matters in which opinion is more valuable than knowledge.” But what
we must not fail to notice is that Plato’s aim here is the definition of
the philosopher. Accordingly, the philosopher, or lover of knowledge,
is contrasted with the lover of opinion; and the distinction rests en-
tirely on the doctrine of ideas. Now this doctrine is exactly the doc-
trine that Antisthenes of all people would not admit.® Further, we
notice that in this place there is no attempt to demonstrate the theory
of ideas. It is introduced, with hardly a word of explanation, as some-
thing familiar, much as in the Phaedo. It is, as in the Phaedo, readily
accepted. We must conclude, then, that the theory has already been
conceived in Plato’s mind, and that he introduces it here for the ex-
press purpose of distinguishing between knowledge and opinion. Art

1 Jerome, conira Jovin. 2. 14; Diog. Laert. 6. 1.

? Athenaeus, 11. 508 C. 3 P. 10, 4 8 70 7l #» &ore. Diog. Laert. 6. 3.

§ Simplicius in Arist. Cat. p. 211, 1. 17, ed. Kalbfleisch.

¢ So Teichmiiller, cited by Adam ad Joc.

7 But Isocrates did not, like Antisthenes, deny the possibility of a science of ab-
solute truth. “ Rather he implicitly recognizes it. His contention is that this
knowledge, supposing it attained, is worth less than judicious, though inexact
opinion on the affairs of practical life.” Jebb, A#tic Orators, ii, p. s0.

$ Cf. p. 56, n. s.
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and poetry have already been described as implanting 86a,! though
it has been intimated 2 that artists can go beyond particular objects.
Here Plato attacks the habit of mind, shown by the ¢chofeduwr and by
most people, that rests content with particulars, and shows that such
people have no real knowledge, but only d6fa. Here, then, for the
first time, we have an announcement on the part of Plato that he is
going to set up a doctrine that opposes the ordinary conception of the
value of poetry and art. And this opposition comes not from any
ethical reason, but is made expressly in the name of philosophy; for
it is the philosopher who is opposed to the lover of beautiful sights.
And the philosopher is, in a word, no longer merely he who by a gift of
nature loves to learn,® but he who accepts and applies the doctrine of
ideas. But even now Plato does not condemn poetry or art as such;
all that he says is that if the spectator rests content with the contem-
plation of sensible objects, he has no true knowledge. The theory of
ideas which Plato has already held for some time does not make art
impossible; it actually explains that which is valuable in art. Why
does Plato write in so different a spirit in the tenth book ? In order to
. understand the change of spirit, we must consider the theory of ideas

" that comes between the two discussions of art in the Republic, noting
especially the grounds on which Plato came to hold this theory and his
attitude toward the theory after he had conceived it.

\'

The theory of Ideas has been so often discussed that I need not in
this study give an exposition of it. But I must call attention to a
number of points that have been too little noticed, or, at least, that
have often been forgotten in the final estimate of the Platonic philoso-
phy. I wish in the first place to point out the reasons that drove Plato
to formulate the doctrine. I intend, moreover, to inquire to what ex-
tent he believed absolute knowledge to be attainable, noticing several
indications on Plato’s part of a failure to adhere to his own tenets. It
is the neglect of this discrepancy that has led to the misunderstanding
of Plato’s treatment of the poets in the tenth book of the Republic.

1 Rep. 430 8. 2 Ibid., 402 c.
3 Cf. ibid., 375 e-376 b; esp. 376 b: 76 ye duhopualis xal giNéoopor radrév.
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In the first place, then, we can do no better than recall Aristotle’s
account of the genesis of the theory.! There, we remember, Plato was
portrayed as having at one time adhered to Heracleitan views, and as
having been weaned from them by Socrates. In order to escape from
the flux of Heracleitus, in which no knowledge was possible, Plato
had to assume that there is a different kind of reality that could be
known. And this he did by supposing the moral concepts of Socrates
to have a real existence. That is the germ of the whole theory of ideas:
if knowledge exists, it must be of general ideas; it is impossible to deny
the existence of knowledge; therefore general ideas must exist. “ This
argument, which Aristotle calls the ‘argument from knowledge,’?

. . is the only formal argument in defence of the Ideal Theory with
which we meet in the writings of Plato himself.”? The ideas, then,
are the postulates of the reason.

In the Cratylus, Plato deals especially with this matter. They who
gave names to things gave them under the wrong impression that all
things are in motion and flux, and try to drag others into the same
whirlpool in which they themselves are.* But Socrates dreams of a real
and unchanging beauty and goodness.® And we can not rightly speak
of a beauty that is always passing away and is first this and then that;
it is born and vanishes while we speak.® Nor can knowledge exist if
everything changes and nothing abides;? but if there is a permanent
thinker, and a permanent object of knowledge, they are not like the
changing objects of sense.® Socrates does not positively affirm his
view, but observes that the contrary view is very unlikely.?

This appeal to permanent objects of thought as the alternative to
the denial of knowledge that is implied in a Heracleitean philosophy
persists in other dialogues. The everlasting change in body and in
thought is the reason why the soul, like the body, desires immortality.1®
That is, the relativity of the world of sense can be escaped only by
postulating a real object of knowledge, in this dialogue, beauty. In
the Timaeus, that which is apprehended by intelligence and reason is
always in the same state; but that which is conceived by opinion with

1 Md. 1. 6, 987 a, 29 fl. § Ibid., 439 d.
2 ol Noyou ol & 73w bxioTnuGY. ¢ Ibid. 7 Ibid., 440 .
3 Adam, The Religious Teachers of 3 Ibid., 440 b.

Greece, p. 423. ® Ibid., 440 d.

¢ Cratylus, 439 c. © Symp. 207 e-208 b.
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the help of sensation and without reason is always in a process of be-
coming and never really is.! So the soul, when caught in a tumult of
change, does not at first attain to truth, but has only sensations; when
the torrent is abated, the soul regains its proper motion, and may be-
come rational.? Phenomena, since they change, have no fixed identity;
it is better to say of them that they are * of such a nature,” rather than
that they are “ this ” or “ that.” * Again, it is asked whether there is
such a thing as self-existent fire, and the other things that are ordinarily
supposed to have self-existence. Although the present subject, it is
answered, does not allow a long digression to establish the point, it will
suffice to set forth briefly the great principle to which Timaeus adheres.®
The principle then laid down is that these intelligible, imperceptible
forms do exist; the ground, which for us is the important thing, is that
reason and true opinion are not the same, but two distinct species, and
that the object of reason must therefore be different from that of true
opinion. The ideas again appear as practical postulates of reason; if
there is knowledge, there must be ideas. Again, in the Parmenides,
the difficulties that are involved in supposing ideas to have a real
existence are clearly set forth; ‘he who hears what may be said
against them will deny the very existence of them.” ¢ And yet, as
Parmenides points out, if one fixes one’s attention on these difficulties
and will not admit the existence of ideas, one will have no object for
one’s mind, and so will utterly destroy the power of reasoning.” What
then is to become of philosophy, if ideas are unknown ?8 The recourse
to the theory of ideas, it appears, is once more a postulate of thought.
So in the Theaetetus, the Heracleitean doctrine is dismissed as unable
to give an account of knowledge; ? the separate senses give percep-
tions of particular things, but general ideas are perceived by the mind
alone, without the help of the senses.® In the Sophist, again, we find
a discussion of the conflict between idealism and materialism. It is
admitted that the mind employs a certain kind of motion in the act of
thinking; yet if it is admitted that all things are in motion, the mind
has no existence. For identity and permanence can not exist without

1 Timaeus, 28 a. ¢ Parmenides, 135 a.
2 Ibid., 43, 44. 1 Ibid., 135 b.
3 Ibid., 49 C. 8 Ibid., 135 c.
4 Ibid., st b. 9 Theaetetus, 179 fI.

§ Ibid., 51 d. 1 Ibid., 184, 185.
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a principle of rest;! and without these, mind can not exist.? Against
him who would annihilate knowledge and reason and mind and who
yet speaks confidently about anything, a great struggle must be made;?
and the philosopher will include in his definition of being both rest and
motion. Here we have in a few words the whole of Plato’s position;

the cat is out of the bag. He has adopted the theory of ideas as a less \.:

evil than its alternative, the confession that knowledge is impossible.
Finally, in the Philebus, Socrates explains the common paradox abou
the one and the many, which are an impediment to thought* by the
use of a divine gift,® which turns out to be nothing else than the theory
of ideas, used for the purpose of definition. There is no attempt to
prove the existence of ideas; it is not profitable to deal with the diffi-
culties involved in the assumption of their existence. It is better to
assume them, and to use them.®

The theory of ideas, then, is in origin, according to Plato’s account,
a postulate of the reason. He even describes it as an hypothesis. In
the Phaedo, he assumes the real existence of beauty, goodness, great-
ness, and the like, as giving an explanation of immortality.” This is
the hypothesis which he judges to be the strongest, and by agreement
with which he proposes to test everything else? If the hypothesis is
attacked, it is to be defended by being deduced from another hypothe-
sis which appears best of those higher in the scale, till one is reached
which is satisfactory.? Plato gives an example of the method in the
Meno® And Plato expressly directs that the hypotheses be examined,
and says that the testing of them will carry one as far in the pursuit
of knowledge as it is possible for man to go.l!

1 Sophist, 249 b. 2 Ibid., 249 c.

3 Ibid.: xal ujw wxpds ve Tobrov wavrl Ny paxeréov, 8s &» éxworhuny 4 dpbmow 4
»oir &pavitwr loxuplinrar wepl Twos dxpodw.

¢ Philebus, 14 d. § Ibid., 16 c.

¢ Cf. Shorey, Unity of Plato’s Thought, p. 63.

7 Phaedo, 100 b: dxoféuervos elrval Ti xal\dw alrd xaf’ adrd xal &yabdw xal uéya xal
7é\\a wdrra & el pot 8ldws Te xal ovyxwpels elvas radra, E\xitw gou & Tolrwy Tiv
alriar trideltar xal dvevphoar s &Bdvaror [4] Yuxh.

8 Ibid., 100 2. ? Ibid., 101 de: &ws &xl 1o lxardy ENBous.

© Meno, 86 e ff. Cf. Laches, Euthyphro, passim; Phaedrus, 249 b; 265 ff.

U Phaedo, 107 b. Adam (ed. Rep. i, p. 175) thinks that this exhortation * hints
at something like the dialectic of {Rep.] vi and vii, for the original xoféseas cannot be
satisfactorily proved (xd» robro aimd capis yépras) except by connecting them with
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The dialectic method described by Plato in the passages thus far
discussed is a practical method of which his own works furnish
many examples. But Plato was unwilling to stop at this point. The
love of beautiful things had led him to the love of beauty itself;
and this beauty was a permanent thing, free from the vicissitudes to
which particular beautiful things were subject. But the existence of
this beauty was only an hypothesis. So the same faith that impelled
Plato to postulate the existence of ideas carried him still further to
postulate a first cause to which they were related. Ideas must exist,
he argued, since knowledge is possible; absolute knowledge must have
as its object an absolute idea that is unconditioned. In this way Plato
projected an ideal that was nothing more than the logical end toward
which the method of dialectic tended. To put the matter in the form
of a paradox, the Idea of the Good, like the mental operation of which
it is the correlate, is the end of an infinite line. That does not mean
that the Idea of the Good, or that the ideas, are mere notions of the
mind. For the argument is not: “ knowledge is possible if I think
that ideas exist;” it is rather: “knowledge is impossible unless ideas
really exist.” That is what Plato means when he declares that the
Idea of the Good, though the cause of being and of knowledge, is
higher than being and knowledge.! But we may notice a general tend-
ency of Plato to assume conceptions, sciences, and objects of knowl-
edge where the tendency of a course of reasoning seems to demand
them. It was in this spirit that real beauty in the Symposium was
spoken of as incapable of representation in terms either of sense or of
thought; 2 that is because language could not keep apace with Plato’s
imagination. It is for this reason, too, that Plato made the sciences of
harmonics and astronomy unduly abstract, in the hope of getting rid
of all the bonds of the flesh. So, moreover, he arranged the subjects in
his higher education, on the principle of an advance from the sensible
to the intellectual, introducing certain of them simply to find suitable
objects for the faculties of the mind which he had assumed.?

the Idea of Good.” This notion, however, implies that Plato had already thought
of the Idea of the Good. I think Burnet is nearer the truth when he observes (ed.
Phaedo, note on 107 b g), “ the argument ends with a fresh confession of human
weakness.” Cf. Phaedo, 66 b ff.; Timaeus, 29 c; Parmen. 135 e~136e.

1 Rep. 508 e; 509 b. t Symp. 211 a.

3 Cf. Jowett, transl. Rep. iii, pp. xciv f.
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We need not pause long to ask why Plato chose the Idea of the
Good as the first principle of his philosophy. There are enough indica-
tions in the history of philosophy before him of attempts to find final
causes; ! moreover Plato had good authority in Greek usage for giving
to the word éyaflés more than a merely moral or eulogistic meaning —
something perhaps more akin to what is implied in the idea of fitness
for a particular use.? Plato, however, was the first to attempt to unite
the whole content of the universe in one orderly scheme, in which the
operation of things was to be not mechanical but rational; * in which
existence and goodness were to be merged; and in which each part
was to be explained not as separate, but as deduced from one perma-
nent principle which was the reason and cause of all things. Thus to
know anything would be to explain its relation to this principle.*

It is this explanation that is the goal of the higher kind of dialectic,
which proceeds by the use of reason only, without any reliance on
sense, till it reaches the end of the intellectual world, which is the per-
ception of the absolute good.® The nature of this perfect kind of
dialectic can be understood only by those who have passed through
the preliminary sciences.® But whereas even the highest of these de-
pend on the use of hypotheses which are left unexamined and unac-
counted for, it is only dialectic that proceeds by the destruction of
hypotheses to the actual first principle, in order to make itself secure.?
Since the dialectician in general is he who has apprehended the essence
of each thing,? the same principle holds with regard to the Good; only
he knows the Good or any good who can abstract and define it ration-
ally and pass through all tests, appealing not to opinion but to real
existence.® From this it appears that just as in the lower form of
dialectic, exemplified in Phaedo 101 d and 107 b, one hypothesis is
deduced from another, and consistency with the highest hypothesis
discovered is the supreme test, here all the ideas are regarded as hy-

1 Cf. Xen. Mem. 1. 1, 11.

? Ibid., 3. 8, 1-8; 4. 2, 31-35; and Cratylus, 389 c; Gorgias, 503 e.

3 Phaedo, 97 c; Laws, 967 a.

4 Rep. 534 b: Noyov éxéorov . . . 7ijs obolas . . . Sdbwac.

8 Ibid., 532 8. § Ibid., 533 a.

7 Ibid., 533 C: 9 Siahexrec)) péfodos pbvn rabrp wopeberas, Tds dwoBéces draipoioa
x' atriy iy &px lva BeBaiboerar.

8 Ibid., 534 b. 9 Ibid., cf. 510b; 11 b.
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potheses and are tested by each other; their mutual consistency is the
highest standard to which reason can appeal. The Idea of the Good is
thus known indirectly, as the principle that orders the other ideas.

The conception of the higher dialectic, like that of the Idea of the
Good, is a bold leap of the imagination. It tries to complete in theory
what is seen in practice. But when it professes to be a completed
science, no longer merely a method, it is only an ideal, an aspiration to
which Plato himself is unable to give content: “ his mind seems to be
filled with a vacant form which he is unable to realize.” ! That would
not, perhaps, in his eyes imply any censure of the conception;? he
would be content to have pointed out the true end of philosophy. We
must, however, note that the ideal is one that not only he but no phi-
losopher could more than approximate, valuable as the ideal undoubt-
edly is; we must note, also, how far the criticism of art and poetry in
the tenth book of the Republic comes from the assumption of a com-
pleted science of knowledge and an absolute attainment of truth, such
as Plato defined in 511 be.

So far we have examined the reasons that led Plato to adopt the
theory of ideas, and have found that it was an hypothesis demanded
by the possibility of knowledge, the testing of which, theoretically,
would lead one eventually to a vision of the perfect Idea of the Good.
We must now ask how far he believed that he, or that any one, could
attain to this vision.

In almost every dialogue we find expressions of doubt and of hesi-
tancy in the affirmation of important doctrines. Many of these, to be
sure, are only examples of Socratic irony, and are used for the purpose
of calling attention to these doctrines. But others are the genuine
expression of 2 man who feels that much is at stake,? and that he must
feel his way in darkness. He speaks truly through the mouth of
Socrates in the Meno: he does not lead others into difficulties when he

1 Jowett, transl. Rep., iii, p. xciil. Plato does not even have any explanation of the
relation of mathematical ideas to the Good, or of numbers to ideas. The differences
of opinion shown by commentators on the analogies of the Line and the Cave show
not that the commentators are lacking in ingenuity or perseverance, but that Plato’s
own thought about these matters was not capable of being made perfectly precise
and consistent. Cf. Adam. ad loc., and Appendix I to Rep. vii; Nettleship, Lectures,
PP- 238~277; Stocks, “ The Line and the Cave,” Class. Quart. V, 2 (1911).

2 Cf. Rep. 472 C. 3 Phaedo, 114 c; Rep. 608 be.
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himself has an easy way of escape from them; but he himself is in
genuine difficulty.! But he will not on this account refrain from in-
vestigating the truth. The one thing in his argument on which he will
insist is his duty to seek for knowledge of the things of which he is at
present ignorant. So he could hope to be better and more manly and
less idle than if he were to suppose that he could not find out what he
did not know.? In the same spirit Simmias in the Phaedo, expecting
Socrates to agree with him, observes that knowledge is hard or impossi-
ble to gain, but that only a weak man will refrain from testing views
and acting on the best of human reasonings, risking himself as on a
raft, unless he can get a divine reason.? So far, the discussion is only
of the attitude of mind; the philosopher must not be discouraged by
difficulties. But a little later Socrates lays down nearly the same
principle as the limit of argument that is humanly possible.* And
Socrates expressly warns his comrades against uiooloyla,® hinting that
although arguments seem to be unstable, if one is not skilled in reason-
ing, there is a true and stable kind of argument that is intelligible, and
that could lead to truth and science.® What, then, is the hypothesis
that Plato regards as most secure? It is simply that of the real exist-
ence of ideas, criticized and defended by the appeal to any higher
hypothesis that he can find? There is in the Phaedo no suggestion
that human beings can attain to absolute knowledge; there is merely
the exhortation not to be afraid to use the reason, to make use of the
hypothesis of ideas, and to test the ideas as far as is practicable.

How far does Plato imply in the Republic that absolute knowledge
is attainable? The discussion of the higher dialectic and of the Idea
of the Good occurs in the course of the creation of the state whose
realization is confessedly impossible! Even so, when Adeimantus
asks how the Good is to be conceived, and will not be content with

1 Meno, 80 c. ? Ibid. 86 b. 3 Phaedo, 85 c.

4 Cf. ibid., 85 c: 7ov yolv BéATigTov TGw &vfpwxivor Noywr NaBbvra xal Svoefeheyx-
rérarov. Ibid., 107b: &4 abras [i. e. 7ds dwoBlous Tds wphras] Ixards Sbhnre, s
&yQuas, dxohovbfoere 7@ Aoy xal’ Soov Suvardy ubhior’ &vlpdxy Exaxohovdivas:
8y Tobro aldrd cadls yYémrar, obder {nriicere wepairépw.

8 Ibid., 89 d—g9od. § Ibid., go cd.

? Ibid., 100 d: &opaléoraror; 101 d: dxduevos &xelvov 700 dodalols riis dxrobécews;
101 €: &ws éxl 70 lxardy ENDous.

8 Rep. 472d; 592a; cf. Laws, 739.
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opinions, Socrates is unwilling to commit himself to an answer; he
would be content if he could give an account of the Good such as he
has given of justice and temperance and the other virtues, but he is
afraid that he can not even do this.! Indeed, he has more in his mind
than he can express, and will only describe the * child of the Good.” ?
The importance of this passage has been too often overlooked. The
confession that Socrates is here represented as making is one that is
never retracted or even modified. Plato is no misologue; but he
simply can not give a reasoned account of the Idea of the Good. He
can only hint at its existence, or depict it by means of a comparison,
or describe the steps that one should take in order to approach it. If
it be urged that because Plato says that he can not now? describe
the Good he hopes at a later time to do so, we must remember that in
no dialogue does he do so.* In fact, in no dialogue after the Republic
does he even mention the Idea of the Good.® It is his opinion, whether
true or false, that in the world of knowledge the Idea of Good appears
last of all and is beheld with an effort; when it is beheld, it is inferred
to be the cause of all things good and beautiful; and it is this which
one must look upon if one is to act rationally.® Yet when Glaucon
asks for a description of the higher dialectic and of its divisions, and
the paths by which the end was to be reached,” Socrates replies that
Glaucon could not follow him, however eager his explanation; yet if
he should try to set it forth, he could enable one to see something like
the truth, and that is all he dares affirm.® Here again Plato refuses to

1 Rep. 506 d. 3 Rep. 506 e: 70 viv elvar . . . 7d ¥iw.

2 Ibid., 506 d fi. 4 Cf. Adam ad loc.

§ But Plato did discourse orally about the Good in the Academy (cf. p. 4, n. 5 (4)
onp. 6). He was averse to committing his views on this subject to writing; it was
not capable of expression like other subjects. If he thought they could be ad-
equately written out and communicated, what finer and more useful occupation
could he have than to reveal Nature to the light ? But he thought it wiser only
to indicate it briefly to a few. (Episile 7. 341 c-e. I do not think it necessary
here to inquire into the authenticity of the Epistles. I will merely remark that many
scholars to-day regard most of them as genuine. Even if the present passage were
a forgery, however, it would be a stupid forgery if Plato had left any exposition of
the Idea of the Good.) Cf. also Phaedrus, 275 d ff.

¢ Rep. 517 b. 7 Ibid., 532 e: TéNos Tijs wopelas.

8 Ibid., 533 C: €l 8 Svraws § uh, obukr’ &kwow Toiro Suoxvplfesfa AN’ Bre ud» 33
Towobréy 71 L€ty loxupioriéor.
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commit himself to a pretension to absolute knowledge; even if Glaucon
could follow his description, all that he will promise is that he could
indicate “something like ” the truth. To use the figure just suggested
by Glaucon,! he could point to a path which leads in the right direc-
tion, but he could not see the end of the path. For Plato, as for us,
dialectic, like the Idea of the Good, is a limit which can never be
reached: like the sailor’s horizon, it always lies before one.2

At times, however, Plato speaks as if the experience of the higher
dialectician were actually an attainable goal. We remember that the
Pprocess, as it is described in the sixth book of the Republic, theoreti--
cally involves a double journey; first an ascent by means of hypotheses
up to the unconditioned first principle, then a descent, starting from
the summit and proceeding without the use of any sensible object,
through and to ideas (which are no longer hypotheses but perfect
ideas, since they are deduced from the Idea of the Good).* In the
Timaeus, Plato proceeds on the assumption that he has already reached
the unconditioned first principle, and that he is coming back into the
world of sense. But in describing the creation of the world in accord-
ance with a divine pattern he is aware of the fact that he can not
entirely follow the rule laid down in the Republic, since he must to a
certain extent use sensible materials; of the created copy he can speak
only in the language of probability.* We shall see that Plato’s criti-
cism of poetry in the tenth book of the Republic is based on the
. temporary assumption that absolute knowledge of this sort is before

VI

|at the beginning of the tenth book of the Republic, Plato expresses
his gratification at the legislation that has been passed with regard to
poetry. “ What is that ? ” Glaucon asks. “ The exclusion of poetry
so far as it is imitative,” Socrates replies.® We remember, however,
that imitative poetry was not excluded in the earlier discussion, but
only the imitation of the bad. The sentence therefore puts us on our
guard for the remainder of the present discussion. If all imitative

1 Cf. p. 49, 1. 7.
* Cf. also Parmenides, 133 c-134 c: absolute knowledge is not within our grasp.
3 Rep. s11 b, 4 Tim. 29 b. § Rep. 595 a.
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poetry is now to be excluded, it must be on some new ground; and,

what is more, Plato must have some new motive for wishing to exclude

it. The reasons which Plato brings forward in this discussion are two.
( *; In the first place, the theory of ideas is to be used in order to account
for the nature of imitation; this part of the argument extends from
596 a to 602 c. The theory of ideas, we have seen, was Plato’s method
of dealing with the fact that knowledge is impossible in a flux. The
" second ground is the division of the soul into parts;! this division was
made, we remember, because it was discovered that the soul can be
affected in contrary ways by the same object, and because the soul can
apprehend truth only by thought, not by sense. In both arguments,
then, what Plato is interested in deciding is whether imitative poetry,
as such, can give us an apprehension of truth, it being understood that

* truth can be apprehended only by the reason.

The account of the theory of ideas which Plato here sketches strikes
us at once as curious. Whereas in most of the previous discussions of
the doctrine he has used ethical ideas and general notions as his ex-
amples, in the present instance it is not the beautiful or the good that
he adduces, but a bed. Now Plato did at times admit the existence
of ideas of created things and of natural gemere, as well as of ethical
notions.? So it can not be argued that Plato is giving here an account
of the theory of ideas that was for him absolutely false. The interest-
ing question for usis: When it was possible for Plato to use as examples
in this discussion either the idea of the beautiful or the idea of the bed,
why did he choose the latter ? The answer must be that Plato deliber-
ately chose the example that lent itself to exhibiting the artist in the
most unfavorable light. Such an interpretation is supported by th
fact that Plato begins the discussion of imitation with painting, and
argues about poetry by analogy; for it is painting that most obviously
imitates the objects of sense. Again, when it is possible for Plato to |
use as his example any of the created things of nature, such as man, he
deliberately chooses an artificially created thing, in order to interpo-
late another process and to remove the imitative artist still further
from the truth. All this discussion is doubtless influenced by the
analogy of the divided line; but the analogy can not be pressed in

1 Ibid., 595 a; the results of this division are discussed in 602 c. ff.
2 Cf. Cratylus, 389; Meno, 72 c; Parmenides, 130 de.
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detail. For example, in the present discussion, the created things of
nature and those created by the artisan are regarded as having a dif-
ferent degree of validity, since the febs is higher than the x\woxoids; !
whereas in the Line, {@a and oxevacré are placed together.? In the
allegory of the Cave, however, it is only images  and shadows of them
that are in the Cave, while the prisoner who is led into daylight, though
he sees things at first most easily in shadows and images, finally sees
things themselves.* These discrepancies I cite merely to show that the
analogy of the Line and the allegory of the Cave can not be pressed in
detail to illustrate the principle of poetic imitation. All that Plato
wishes in any case to insist upon is the inferior value of sense to thought
in the search for truth; and he places the imitator at one or two or
three removes from the truth according to the demands of his special
contexts.®

Here, then, he asks once more for a definition of imitation in general.$
Although he has previously reached the conception of an imitation of
universals,” here he wilfully reverts to the primitive and obvious notion
of imitation — the imitation of particular objects of sense.® But to
this notion he further applies the general condemnation of the objects
of sense that is implied in the theory of ideas. Imitation is therefore
condemned now, not for the imitation of evil, but because, as imita-
tion, it is incapable of apprehending the truth. If one could make
both the original and the copy, would one seriously make mere copies
and set this sort of imitation as the principle of one’s life ? ®

Further, imitative art creates false notions in the minds of specta-
tors, who take the image for the reality — though only children and
simple persons are deceived. The instance chosen here is curious:
they may, at a distance, take a picture of a carpenter (which aims at
representing the carpenter as he appears, not as he is) for the real
carpenter. This argument is connected in thought with the argument
that immediately follows only by reason of the fact that both are

1 Cf. also Sophist, 266 b ff. 3 Ibid., 514e¢.

2 Rep. 5104, ¢ Ibid., 516 a.

§ The best discussion of the Line, I think, is that of J. L. Stocks, Class. Quart.
V, 2 (1911). As he argues, the Line “ is not primarily a classification of kinds of
intelligence, but of kinds of things accessible to the intelligence.”

¢ Rep. 595 C. ¢ Cf. pp. 32f.

7 Cf. pp. 36 ff. % Rep. 599 a. 10 Ibid., 598 bc.
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examples of copies substituted for realities by one who is ignorant of
thereality.! The poet, though he speaks of generalship and statesman-
ship and all the other arts, speaks of things of which he is ignorant, but
imposes on ignorant people by the incantation of metre and other '
adornments. This is the same matter that Plato discussed in the Jon; 2
and, as in the Jon, Plato will not admit that the poets are authorities
to whom one can go for enlightenment in ordinary practical affairs.?
In that dialogue, however, Plato left to the poet the appeal to inspira-
tion, a conception whose possibilities he has not yet exhausted; 4 here,
the only sort of knowledge that Plato will admit as valid, since he has
adopted the method of original and copy, is knowledge of the original
which is being copied. And in the present case, of course, the poet
turns out to be ignorant. The only reply to this argument would be
that the aim of the poet is entirely different; but that reply has been
forestalled by Plato in the present case ® by the assumption that the
mere definition of imitation in general will cover the aim of poetry.
In a word, he ds already begged the question at the start: the rest
follows easily enough.

Imitation having been proved, by reference to the theory of ideas, .
to be third from the truth, Plato gives a subsidiary proof of the igno-
rance of the artist, not strictly dependent on the theory of ideas.® It
proceeds in Socratic fashion to distinguish degrees of knowledge ac-
cording to practical familiarity with things; the user is higher in the
scale than the maker, who, in turn, is higher than the imitator. Cor-
responding to the arts of these men are three states of mind, knowl-
edge, opinion, and ignorance.” This argument, too, hinges on the as-
sumption that the aim of the poet is to give information on the practical
affairs of life.

The other main argument which Plato adduces for the condemnation
of poetry is based on the division of the soul, and the discovery that
poetry appeals to the irrational part of the soul that can see only ap-
pearances. This argument is not strictly new; ® it derives new force
however, from the analogy of the Line and the allegory of the Cave, in

i

[

1 Rep. 600 e. § Not, of course, in general.

* Cf. pp. 16 1. ¢ Cf. Adam, on Rep. 601 b, 14.
3 As the Greeks did go; cf. p. 9. ? Rep. 601 e~602 b.

¢ For a discussion of the Phaedrus, 8 Cf. Protagoras, 356 d.

cf. pp. 56 ff.
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the light of which the argument must in general be read. Imitation
appeals to the faculty that is deceived by the illusions of sense, not to |
that which is able to correct rationally the variety of appearances.
This fact is not confined to the sense of sight, but extends also to hear-
ing and to poetry, which imitates men’s strifes and inconsistencies,
and their lapses from fortitude in pain and sorrow. These passions,
indeed, offer a greater variety for imitation than does the equable
temperament; and they appeal especially to a promiscuous crowd.
But the imitative poet who aims at being popular is not by nature able,
nor is his art intended, to please the rational part of the soul. He is
like the painter, in that he is interested in appealing to the lower part
of the soul, and in that his creations have an inferior degree of truth.
Most important of all, poetry can harm even the good; few escape its
evil influence. It calls forth our sympathy for imaginary woes,
whereas in real life we restrain our feelings; and out of sentimental
pity grows a real weakness. In the same way, the enjoyment of
comedy tends to turn us into buffoons. In general, poetry feeds and
waters the passions, instead of drying them; it enthrones the passions,
rather than the reason.

For these reasons, Plato concludes, we can not accept Homer as an
educator, or admit that he is profitable for the ordering of human
affairs. We can admit no poetry in our state save hymns to the gods
and praises of famous men; for if the Muse of pleasure is admitted, in
epic or in lyric verse, the place of law and of universally accepted -
reason will be usurped by pleasure and pain. In short, there has
always been a quarrel between philosophy and poetry; so that the
former judgment of exile passed against poetry is justified by the
nature of poetry.!

If Plato is trying in the tenth book merely to support his former
argument, he has proved his case far too well. It is clearly his purpose
in this place to damage the cause of poetry as much as he can. In
order to do so, he (a) makes an inaccurate statement about the con-
clusion reached in the earlier discussion of art,? () narrows the meaning
of the term uiunos, (c) tacitly assumes that the aim of the poet is
either to give practical advice or to play on the passions of the mob,
(d) uses trivial or sophistic arguments which he can not himself have

1 Rep. 607 b: rowaimp oboar. 1 Cf.p.38,n. 1.
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regarded as conclusive,! and (¢) does all this in the name of philosophy!
Does Plato mean us to take it all seriously ? Is it Plato’s final judg-
ment on poetry ? Is he altogether ingenuous ?p

Plato himself gives us a clue to help us out of the difficulty. He who
listens to poetry should, fearing for the safety of the city whick és
" within him, be on his guard against her seductions.? That very phrase
has just been used 2 of the city which is an ideal that can not be real-
ized* Plato, then, tells us as plainly as words can tell us that poetry
is being brought into opposition with an ideal of philosophy such as
he himself admits is unattainable. Further, whereas in the earlier
discussion of poetry and of art it was in general the higher possibilities
of art which Plato had in mind, and which he believed could deal with
universals, here it is art as he found it in his own Athens that he con-
- demns. Having sketched his picture of the ideal philosopher and of
the absolute knowledge which is to engage his activity, Plato returns
to the world about him, as the liberated prisoner of his allegory returns
to the cave, and looks once more at the objects from the contemplation
of which his fellow-countrymen hope to attain truth; the images of
the cave happen to be the poets. In a certain sense, Plato’s task is
finished when he has pointed the path to the ideal world. But the
_temptation to imagine this world to be realized is too great; he must
needs, in the spirit of the mime, contrast it with our visible world. So
he calls into being his Paradiso, the Civitas Dei, and to it he opposes
feeling and the senses in their most specious form. Of course they
seem pale and unsatisfactory shadows when they are confronted with
the dazzling radiance of the ideal world. Poetry is, poetry in this
world must always be, like opinion, in some degree a makeshift. This
is not the time to remember all that Plato has said about the contact
of poetry with the ideal world, or, on the other hand, his frequent ad-
missions that dialectic and the Idea of the Good are only ideals of the
imagination; if we have the reality, the poet, as an imitator, is of
course superfluous. At this stage, we need remember only that the
philosopher is the sole hope of man’s happiness, and that philosophy

1 Cf. 600 a—¢; note especially obxolv (600e). Would Plato regard the number
of pupils that the sophists gathered as a trustworthy index of the value of their
teachings ?

2 Rep. 608 ab. 3 Ibid., 591 €. ¢ Ibid., 592 ab.
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is the leading of the soul from sense to pure thought. The poet, as
he is, has been pronounced to be the ally of the tyrant;! he is a
sophist; 2 and he is actually taken as an all-sufficient guide.?

It is hardly fair, then, to say that Plato’s argument is insincere,
though it is so complex as to lend itself easily to misunderstanding.
Plato himself realizes how great are the chances against his own ideal
being taken seriously, even as an ideal; * we must not outdo him and
suppose that his exile of poetry from a Paradise is tantamount to sober
literary criticism.® It must be read rather as a dramatic gesture, as
a bit of satire on the accredited educators of Hellas. Plato himself
adopted the rdle of poet in his sentence against the poets, and the very
excess of his argument is almost a sufficient indication that he did not
mean us to take him altogether seriously.

* The “ ancient quarrel,” then, is simply the quarrel between sense
and thought which we have been tracing. And the whole of the present
argument is directed toward showing that any one who is content with
the world of sensible things or who is content with imitations of them
is thereby cut off from any possibility of real knowledge. If poetry is
content with such imitation, it is to be condemned. If Plato seriously
meant more than this in the Republic, we may expect to find traces of
the more severe condemnation in the later dialogues. We may expect
also to discover whether the theory of ideas in itself necessarily con- -
demns imitative poetry.

v

The subject of the Phaedrus has been much disputed. Some have
held that the subject is love, others that it is rhetoric. Jowett sug-
gests ¢ that “ the dialogue is not strictly confined to a single subject,
but passes from one to another with the freedom of conversation.”
The unity of the dialogue, however, seems to me to have been estab-

1 Cf. Rep. 568 a-d. 3 Cf. Laws, 701 8.

2 Protag. 316 d. 4 Cf. Rep. 473 e.

‘§ As most critics take it. Cf. Zeller", ii, pp. 940-945. Stihlin, Die Stellung der -
Poesie in der Platonischen Philosophie, following Diimmler, argues (pp. 26 ff.) that
Plato is here engaging in a polemic with Antisthenes, and beating him with his own
weapons. But Antisthenes would not admit just the theory (of ideas) on which
imitative art is here condemned. Cf. pp. 39 f.

¢ Jowett, transl. Plato, i, p. 393; cf. pp. 402 fI.
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lished by Bonitz.! He has shown that the dialogue falls into two

parts: (g) the speeches on love, and () the discussion of rhetoric.

These are intimately related, and neither alone is tke subject. The
_ proposition that Plato is putting forward in the dialogue is this: A

speaker must know the truth in order to speak.? So Plato echoes
almost the words of the myth about love when he comes to deal with
rhetoric® This dialogue, then, like several others — the Protagoras,
. the Euthydemus, and the Gorgias — are examples of an attempt on
the part of Plato to carry philosophy over into life, and to make it not
merely a theoretical study but a principle of action.* Plato is opposing
the sophistic rhetoric of his contemporaries and putting before them
a philosophical ideal; ® he tries “ to establish the conditions of a phil-
sophical rhetoric,” ¢ and to show in what way it is possible to impart
the knowledge that he has in theory attained. Although the primary
aim of the dialogue is, then, the elucidation of the conditions to which
rhetoric should conform, it contains a general statement of the rela-
tion of all utterance to truth, and is therefore of concern to us in deal-
ing with our special problem.

In the second discourse of Socrates on love,” the speaker distinguishes
from the kind of madness which is evil a noble madness. The distinc-
tion is made more clear in a later passage, where it appears that the
divine sort of madness liberates us from ordinary conventions.® The
liberating power of this madness is seen in each of its species— in
prophecy, in the inspired rites and mysteries that deliver the guilty
from sin, in poetry, and in love. Each of these is one of those mani-
festations of feeling and intuition by which the Greeks supposed that
they could pass from the immediate object of sense to something be-

1 Bonitz, Platonische Studien, pp. 270 ff.

2 Cf. Phaedrus, 259 e.

3 Ibid., 249 bc: ob yap # ye pfiwore IBoboa riv &\hfear els T63e fte 70 oxTina. Set
yap &rfpwrov oumévar xar' eldos Aeyouevor, & ToANGY Wy alobfoewr els & Noyioud
awaipobperor. T0br0 8¢ ot dvbuvnous bxelvww, & wor’ lder Wudv 3 Yux) ovuropeleica
0ed xal dxepidodoa & »iw elval pauev, xal bvaxipaca es 10 8 Svrws. 265 d: els play
7¢ 8¢ay ovroplvra &yew 10 ToM\axf Sieorapubra, va daorov dpilbuevos Shilov woufj,
xepl ob &v Gel Sdbdoxer WiNy. 273d: tav ph . . . xar’ eldy Te Sapeiofar Td Sora
xal g ldkg Swwards §j xal’® & Ixaorov TephapPive.

¢ Bonitz, pp. 287 ff. 8 Phaedrus, 257 b.

¢ Lutoslawski, Origin and Growth of Plato’s Logic, p. 326; cf. 346.

7 Phaedrus, 243 e ff. $ Ibid., 265 a.
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yond, under the guidance of divinity.!" So poetry, Plato says, can not
be produced by mere art, without the madness of the Muses.2 Is this,
then, simply a reversion to the doctrine of inspiration that was dis-
cussed in the Jon and mentioned in the Meno? And is the criticism
of poetry made under the aegis of the theory of ideas here repudiated ?
We must examine more carefully the nature of the inspiration that is
here given as the justification of poetry.?

In the account of love, which is the best kind of madness, we are re-
minded of the earlier dialogue on love, the Symposium, in which the
love of beautiful objects of sense incited the lover to the love of abso-
lute beauty. In the Phaedrus, however, Plato not only attempts to
depict the process with greater wealth of mythological detail, but he
gives us more hints that enable us to connect the account with his
view of poetry proper. The soul is figured as a charioteer with a pair
of winged horses; in the human being, the pair is ill-matched, one
horse being noble, the other ignoble. The wings, the corporeal element
most like the divine, tend to soar to * the upper region which is the
habitation of the gods, where is the divine — beauty, wisdom, good-
ness, and the like— on which the wing is especially nourished.” ¢
The gods go to the vault of heaven easily, and at the outside of heaven
behold “ the things beyond.” ® At this point, Plato can hardly find
words to describe the vision of the absolute that awaits the charioteers;
it is absolute reality; it is without color or form, and is intangible; it
is visible only to the intelligence that is at the helm of the soul, and
with it true knowledge is concerned. On this feeds the divine intelli-
gence, and the intelligence of every soul that is capable of receiving its
proper food. It beholds perfect justice, temperance and knowledge,
not under the form of generation or of relation, but in existence abso-
lute.® But most souls have difficulty in beholding true being, because
their steeds are unruly. Many fail, and feed on opinion instead. So
with broken wings, they drop to earth, and are born as men. Those
souls that have seen most of truth pass into the body of a philosopher
or of a lover of beauty or of some other musical and loving nature.?

1 Cf. pp. 6 f. 2 Phaedrus, 245 a.

3 Ibid.: éxd Movobw xaroxwxh Te xal parla, Nafoboa dxal)w xal &Baror Yuxiw,
&yelpovaa xal &Baxxebovoa xkard e pdas xal xard Ty N\ wolnow.

4 Ibid., 246 a-e. § Ibid., 247 c. ¢ Ibid., 247 c-e.

7 Ibid., 248 d: ¢uhooddov § dehoxéov § povoixod Tivos xal Epwrixod.



Plato’s View of Poeiry 59

The others, according to the degree of truth they have beheld,
pass into other classes. In the sixth class are found poets and other
imitative artists. All must undergo a period of probation, in order to
grow their wings again, and to determine what form they are to assume
in their next transformation.! Then, in the midst of this highly poeti-
cal passage, we are told in purely logical language of the principle that
governs the choice of these forms: the human form is reserved for those
only who have seen the truth; and this vision is nothing else than the
vision of universals, generalized from particular perceptions.? When
Plato comes to apply the present discussion to the subject of rhetoric,
he will not pretend that everything in this myth was uttered seriously,
but two principles were implied in his discourse the effectiveness of
which he would be glad if art could set forth; these are, the compre-
hension of particulars under a single idea, and, conversely, the division
of wholes into parts according to natural species.? This power of divi-
sion and generalization,* the power of seeing a One and a Many in
nature, is a faculty of which Socrates is very fond; it is, indeed, the
mark of the dialectician, as distinguished from the mere rhetorician;
it is the most important part of the reformed art of rhetoric that
* Socrates sketches.®

By dialectic, therefore, man is to try to recover the vision of reality.
We must notice, however, that whereas the dialectic described in
the sixth and seventh books of the Republic is entirely free from any

1 Phaedrus, 249 b.

? Ibid., 249 bc: ob vap § e phwore ldoboa Ty &NPaar els Téde fEe TO oxfina.
3¢l yap &vfpwror ouvibvar xat’ eldos Aeyduevor, & xoAAGY v alobfigewy els & Noyioud
owaipobuevor. Tobro 8k torwy dvéuimaus dxelvuwr & wor’ eldey Hudv 3 Yux) ouuropeleica
B¢ xal dxepidoboa & viv elval Ppauer, xal dvaxiyaca els 70 8y Svrws. . . . 6id &%) Swxalws
ubvy xrepobrar 3 700 Piloodgov Stévoa: wpds yap dxelvois el Eorwy prhup xard
Stwauy, wpds oloxep Oeds dv Oetds tariv.

3 Ibid., 265 c fl.: &uol udv palverar 7d udv E\Na 7@ Svmi Taudid wexaiobar: Tobrww
8¢ Ty & Tlixns nfivrwr dvoty eldotv, el alroty Ty dlwauw Téxvy Aafety Slwaird 7is,
obk &xapt . . . () es play e idéay avwopdvra &yeaw Td TON\axf Siecowapubva, bra
Ixaoror dpitbuevos 3iiov woufi wepl o Ar &el Sidboxew WiNp . . . (b)) 7 x& v xar’
€ldn Stvacfos Siaréuvew xar’ &pbpa § xépukey . . . xvA. The first of these principles
is that discussed in 249 bc; the second, though not expressly mentioned till 265 e,
is the one on which the second speech of Socrates was constructed, as he proceeds
to show.

¢ Ibid., 266 b: 7av Siarpboeww xal owaywydw. 8 Cf. ibid., 377 be.
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contamination of sense, the Phaedrus recognizes two forms of dialectic,
a higher and a lower.! So it is necessary for all who are to become men
to proceed from the particulars of sense to one form comprehended by
reason; ? and this process is expressly affirmed to be the reminiscence
of reality.? The process is not different, therefore, from that which was
described in the Phaedo,* in that there is a passage from semsibilia to
the idea by means of &vdurnois. This, apart from the imagery and the
conception of the preéxistence of the soul, means that the experience
of individual objects of sense may lead one to envisage directly an idea
that one possesses @ priori.® This process is to be distinguished from
the higher dialectic, in which the memories of these ideas are used,® and
by which only one can attain to a perfect initiation into the mysteries.
That is the higher dialectic that was sketched in the Republic.

So far the description of the regained vision of reality has been given
in general terms. The soul beheld beauty, wisdom, goodness, and the
like,” justice, temperance, and absolute knowledge.® But at this point
Plato restricts the description so as to include, as the channel by which
the vision of reality is recaptured, only one concept — that of earthly
beauty.? The reason that Plato gives for this restriction is significant.
It is hard for man to recall the things of the other world, which he may
have seen imperfectly, and the memory of which may have been im-
paired during this life. Few, indeed, retain it; and when they do per-

1 Cf. Adam, ed. Rep. ii, pp. 173f. 3 Ibid., 249 c.

3 Phaedrus, 249 b. ¢ Cf. Phaedo, 73 c; 75ab. ® Cf. pp. 26 f.
8 Phaedrus, 249 c: Tots 8¢ 81) rowolrois &vip dxourhipacwy 8pBis xplueros.
7 Ibid., 246 de. 8 Ibid., 247 d.

9 Ibid., 249 d: 8rar 10 T8¢ Tis dpGv x&A\Nos xrA. W. H. Thompson, in his edi-
tion of the Phaedrus (London, 1868), has a good note on 249 ¢ (¢s7¢ % odw 3eipo).
He points out the fact that the brilliant episode just concluded was designed as a
picture of the fourth madness, that of love, or rather as a theory of the philosophic
habit of mind. “ Why is this enthusiasm to be styled Love, and what have the two
states of consciousness in common ? ... Beauty furnishes the connecting link.
Beauty, the object of Love, is one of the Ideas, and it is that one of which alone the
world of sense presents a vivid and approximately adequate resemblance. The tran-
sition from ideal truth in general to this particular variety, in other words from
73 & t0 79 xaléw, had been prepared by the vivid imagery of the dxepovpérios xopela,
and the speaker is able to slip in the word xé\M\os at the very commencement of this
portion of the discourse, as if it were synonymous with 76 &, and had formed the
subject of the foregoing episode, when in fact it has never once been mentioned.”
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ceive an image ! of reality, they are bewildered, because their percep-
tions are inadequate. Moreover, in the images of justice and temper-
ance and other precious ideas there is no gleam of light, so that they
are dimly beheld, and few can pass from the contemplation of them to
the contemplation of their originals. But beauty was beheld in the
other world shining brightly;? and we who have come to earth find
her shining here, too, by means of our clearest sense — that of sight.?
For though sight can not behold wisdom, it is yet the sharpest of the
senses; and beauty alone of the objects of desire, has the privilege of
being the most lovely and the most palpable.* The perception of
beauty in this world therefore incites the lover to the sight of absolute
beauty,® and the wings grow anew, though the recollection may be
tardy, if the lover’s initiation is not recent.®

The meaning of all this discussion appears to be this: it is possible
by the perception of visible beauty to gain an immediate apprehension
of truth. Sensible objects, to be sure, are not affirmed to be real —
Plato does not in the Phaedrus raise this point so explicitly as in the
Phaedo — but they may put us in mind of beauty itself. So at least
a part of our inquiry is answered;” we find that the theory of ideas,
which is by no means given up in the Phaedrus, is not an obstacle to
the passage of the mind from the world of sense to truth; it is rather
a bridge. Neither has the figure of image and original been dropped,®
though it is not employed in such a wooden way as in the tenth book
of the Republic.

! dpokwpa, Phaedrus, 250 a. ! Ibid., 250 b. 3 Ibid., 250 d.

¢ Ibid.: viw 8% xbANos ubwor ralrpy Eoxe poipar Gor’ ixpavéoraror elva: xal
dpagubraror.

§ Ibid., 250 e: bBévde txeloe Ppéperar xpds abrd 18 k&A\os.

¢ It would be hard to say how much of the thought and language in this remark-
able passage is of Orphic origin or derived from the Mysteries. It will suffice to
notice the phrases: &fovaiéoewr, 249 €; Mgy . . . wriuns, 250 8; Ocdoras . . . Oebo,
250 b; éredotwro TG» TENerdw . . . pakapuwréryy, 250 b; dpyibtouer, 250 C; uvobuerol
7e xal xoxrebovres bv alryf xabapd, xabapol Bvres, 250 C; dofuarro . . . odpua, 250 C;
»eotelfjs, 250 . But more important than the use of such language is the idea that
underlies it; the idea that it is possible by the contemplation of sensible objects to
suffer initiation into a blessed state in which one beholds reality. The Plato who
wrote the Republic might have used there such ecstatic language about the con-
templation of ideas; the significant thing is that it is used here to connect the
world of ideas with sensible objects.

7 Cf. p. 56. 8 Cf. dpolwua, Phaedrus, 250 a; elxbwas, 250 b; eldwlor, 250 d.
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So much may be granted by every reader of the Phaedrus. Possibly
it may be objected, however, that we have here only a general account
of the aesthetic experience, somewhat idealized, and that little has been
said of poetry proper. It may be admitted that Plato places the lover
of beauty in the same class with the philosopher;! but it is in the very
same passage that the imitative poet is placed in the sixth rank.? The
reason is not, however, far to seek. Plato is giving, as we have just
said, an idealized account of the aesthetic experience: this may well
be compared with the account of the higher dialectic given in the Re-
public. It is exactly because such an experience can not be completely
realized that Plato is unable to give a description of the super-celestial
region that is any more clearly defined.? The imitative poet, whom
Plato has already criticized, so far as he is content with mere images,
could not at best attain to the same level that is reached, theoretically,
by the lover of beauty; 4 he must, then, perforce be ranked lower. In
the assigning of ranks I think we must recognize a certain spirit of
humor, another touch of the mime;® the poet comes after the poli-
tician, the economist, the trader, the gymnast, the physician, and the
hierophant. If, on the other hand, we are required to suppose that
Plato was serious in his arrangement of ranks, we must notice that
the imitative poet is here ranked above the artisan. How that is to
be reconciled with the fact that the imitative poet was ranked below
the artisan in the tenth book of the Republic is a question that I leave
to those critics who hold that Plato was always in earnest when he
attacked the poets. Perhaps it may serve the rest of us as a warning
against too great literalness of interpretation.

Yet there is one more passage in the Phaedrus that will help us to
understand the bearing of the dialogue on poetry proper. We remem-
ber that the object of the dialogue is to give an idea of the conditions
of a truly philosophical rhetoric, a rhetoric that is to be different from
that of Plato’s contemporaries. The method involves an account of

1 Phaedrus, 248 d. 2 Ibid., 248 e.

3 Cf. Jowett, transl. Plato, i, p. 413: “ This is because force of language can no
further go.”

¢ Cf. Phaedrus, 277 ef: obdéva wéwore Noyor & pbrpp old’ vev pérpov ueybhns
Gtwor oxovdils ypadhivar . . . &N\& 7@ Sy alrly Tods PerrloTovs eldbrwy dxdwmow
yeyorévar.

¥ Cf. 265 c.
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the nature of truth, and of the approach to truth from sensible things
by generalization, and the deduction of particulars from an idea by
natural division. Near the end of the dialogue, Plato, having briefly
applied these principles to the art of rhetoric, sends an imaginary mes-
sage to “ Lysias and the other writers of speeches.” And here, we
must notice, although the discussion has been in the main on the
principles of rhetoric, Plato goes out of his way to include the poets:
they, and the political writers, if their compositions are based on such
knowledge of the truth as surpasses their poor compositions, deserve
the name of philosophers; if they can not rise above their compila-
tions, they are mere poets and speech makers.! If Plato’s main sub-
ject in this dialogue had been the conditions of a philosophical poetry,
we should undoubtedly have more indications of the methods by
which the vision of truth was to be realized in poetry;? as it is, the
notable thing is that Plato cared at all to pause in his argument to
give us the clues by which we are enabled to relate his view of the
aesthetic experience as a whole, by means of the theory of ideas, to his
view of poetry. Perhaps, then, it is not too much to say that Plato in
this manner answers the question that he raised in the Jon about poetic
inspiration; he does not, indeed, do away with the conception and the
language of inspiration,® but he replaces it in his mind by the con-
ception of the state of enthusiasm that the vision of beauty produces
in its lover. In a word, then, inspiration by a god gives place to in-
spiration by the vision of the ideas.

Vil

In the Laws, Plato is describing a * second best state ;¢ he is not,
therefore, concerned with the conditions of an ideal state that can not

1 Phaedrus, 278 c-e: xal ‘Oufipy xal €l 7is &\los ad wolnaw Yy § & @5F
owréhnxe . . . el pv eldds § 70 &\nfts Exe ovwréinke Tabra, xal Exwr Bonbeiv, es
Oeyxov lav wepl dv Eypaye, xal Aeywy abrds Suvatds 7 yeypappbva paila dxodeifar,
ob 7¢ TGvde txwwvplay ¥xorra Sel Néyeslar 70 Towdrow, AN’ . . . ) PiNSoodor #
Towdréy ¢ . . . Olxow ad Tov u1) Exovra Tyudrepa &v ovvéiner § Eypayer . . . &
Slxp wov wouyrhy . . . wpooepels;

2 He does incidentally throw out hints of great value. So in 264 ¢ and 268 c-e,
we find the principle of the organic unity of a composition. On the use made of
this by Aristotle, cf. Finsler, Platon und dic Aristoteliscke Poetik, pp. 50, 177.

3 Cf. Phaedrus, 245 a. 4 Laws, 739 a; 807 b.
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be realized. Yet he does not abandon the theory of ideas.! In his

criticism of poetry, ll_e, does not once suggest, however, that poetry can _
not imitate reality; on the contrary, he expressly enjoins that it shall

imitate universals. In the second book, he explains that the object
of early education is to train the young in right opinions and habits of
character.? Education is, in a word, the attempt to bring the soul into
harmony with reason and law.? The legislator, therefore, will persuade
or compel the poet to express the character of good men;* he should
be compelled to say that the good man, if he is temperate, is fortunate;
and he “shall compose nothing contrary to the idea of the lawful, or the
just, or the beautiful, or the good, which are allowed in the state.” ¢
So poetry is to be subject to a censorship.” For Plato still opposes the
sort of poetry that exists in his own day; the poets are now subject to
no restrictions, and so introduce whatever novelties they think will
please and flatter their audience.® They also are responsible for the
idea that injustice can be expiated by sacrifices.? So far, then, Plato’s
criticism in the Lgws is much like that of the second and third books
of the Republic. He is not satisfied with poetry as it is, for it inculcates
bad moral notions and seeks rather to appeal to the mob than to assist
in the reign of reason and law.

But Plato goes farther than that. He actually raises again the
question whether comedy and tragedy are to be admitted in the state
that he is planning, and, with certain restrictions, admits them. For
comedy, he finds, is essential to a complete understanding of things,
and may teach us what sort of folly we should avoid.® But only
slaves and hirelings are to be allowed to impersonate comic characters;!t
and the comic writers shall be admitted only on the condition that
their ridicule shall be mere pleasantry, not bitter and serious vilification
of citizens.’? What is to be said to the tragic writers, if they beg to be
admitted to the state ? Plato cautiously but definitely admits them,
provided that they will submit to the censorship. He, too, is a crea-

1 Cf. Laws, 965. 4 Ibid., 660 a.
* Ibid., 653 ff.; cf. 815 d ff. § Ibid., 660 e.
3 Ibid., 659 d. ¢ Ibid., 8ox c. 7 Ibid., 802 a.

8 Ibid., 660 b; 668 a ff.; 700 a-701 a.

® Ibid., 885 d; cf. 716 e; 9go6-907; cf. Rep. 363 e-366 b.
¥ Laws, 816 d; cf. p. 31, n. 6. 8 Lows, 935 d ff.
U Ibid., 816 e; cf. Rep. 395 b fl.
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tive poet, and their rival, and will not be so mad as to brook their in-
trusion, unless they can convince his censors that their ideals are at
least not inconsistent with his.! This passage may be regarded as
Plato’s answer to Republic 6o7 bff. In the earlier passage, Plato is
working from sense to thought, from particular to universal. Finding
poets, as they exist, to be an obstruction, he resorts to the poetical
expedient of banishing them. His motive there, as he tells us, is the
building of a city;? and this city proves to be not any actual city, by
the time that the exile of the poets is decreed, but a city expressly de-
voted to the fulfilment of an ideal which Plato admits is unattainable.
In the Laws, Plato is speaking as a poet,? but as a poet who has
achieved a greater degree of truth and hence a greater seriousness of
purpose than other poets. When he undertakes here to step back into
the world of sense, he welcomes the cotperation of these other poets,
so far as their aims can be made to fall in with his own. Indeed, when
we remember the dramatic character of the whole discussion, it is per-
haps not too much to say that Plato is himself speaking in the mouths
of the petitioning poets, as well as in the mouths of the legislators.
Since he has once used the image of a state and of exiled poets to ex-
press the conception of a conflict between thought and sense, he ad-
heres to it in the expression of a partial reconciliation. If this be true,
. Plato is himself definitely announcing his own belief in an austere and
chastened poetry as a vehicle for the realization of his ideals. The
poetic faculty is still irresponsible; 4 yet the inspiration ® of the poet
is to be enlisted in the discovery of the best hymns.® Thus the legis-
lator (i.e. the philosopher) does not surrender the right which he
claimed in the Republic, of laying down the forms to which the poets
are to submit;? but he is more friendly to the poets than he was in
the Republic, since he is now dealing with a possible commonwealth
more like ordinary Greek states® If he had written the third plan of

1 Laws, 817 a~d.
2 Rep. 378¢e: obx boud» wopral &yd te xal o) & 7@ wapbrri, &N\’ olxioral

3 Laws, 817b. 4 Ibid., 670 e; 682 a.

§ Ibid., 802 b; 682a. Note also that there is to be a variety in the songs, in
order that the singers may not weary of them (665 c); this is a greater liberty than
was allowed in the Republic (cf. Rep. 399 €). ¢ Laws, 802 b.

T Rep. 379 a. $ Cf. Jowett, transl. Plato, v, pp. ccxiii ff.

L\
4
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a state that he contemplated,! might he not have recognized the poets
even more fully ? 2

X

In all these dialogues we have seen Plato struggling with the prob-
lem of the opposition between sense and thought. Reality can be ap-
prehended only by thought, yet we live in a world of sense; poetry
can be approved only if it helps us to pass from sense to thought. It
remains for us to consider a number of indications that Plato has given
of the way that he viewed the opposition, indications widely scattered
in the dialogues, giving evidence of a persistently held attitude. Asin
the Symposium, the Phaedo, the Republic, and the Phaedrus the lover
of beauty climbs from beautiful things up to beauty itself, he comes
back in the other direction, Plato hints at times, to express this vision
in the world of sense.

We must note, then, in the first place, the difficulty that Plato finds
in expressing the relation of the world of sense to the world of ideas.
In every case he has to resort to a metaphor, though no single phrase
is altogether satisfactory.! He can show us the Good only through the
“ child of the Good.” The reason is that our minds can not easily
grasp abstract ideas without visible symbols.* But it is because the {}
ideas are in some way represented in the world of sense, however im-
perfectly, that we begin our search for them. So the discussions in the'
Symposium, the Phaedo, and the Phaedrus imply the existence of the
universal beauty in particular things, not necessarily in ‘“ works of
art,” but among beautiful things of all sorts.® It is only because of a

! Laws, 739 c.

? Finsler suggests (Plaion und die Aristotelische Poetik, pp. 243 f.) that Plato’s
views in the Laws, though reflecting the struggle through which he had passed, rep-
resent almost a return to those of his youth. Possibly this is going too far; yet it
is not mere caprice that sees in the partial reconciliation of the Laws something like
the aspiration for a purified love of beauty that we find in the Symposium.

3 ulbetis, wapovsla, xovwwia, xapbdeyua, plunois are all used with a show of
dissatisfaction.

4 Theaetetus, 149 c: 811 3 &vbpwxivy Pplois dobevearépa # Nafeiv réxompy dv &» §
&xepos; Politicus, 277d: xalexdv . . . up wapadelypuao:t xpluevor ixavds rdelx-
wobal Tt 7Oy patémor xt\; Phaedrus, 262 c: Yi\ds wws Aeyouer odx Exorres lxard
wapadelypara. Cf. Tim. 47 a; Sophist, 224 d. These passages, and others, are cited
by Shorey, Unity of Plato’s Thought, p. 45. 5 Cf. Rep, 402 a~d.
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contact with beauty itself, in a past existence or as the goal of present
activity, that particular things are appreciated as beautiful; on the
other hand, the start toward beauty in this life comes only because of
contact with particular beautiful things.

It is possible, then, for a universal idea to find expression in sensible
form. This may mean simply the shaping of material for a certain
purpose: so the workman, if a shuttle is broken, will use not the broken
instrument as a model for a new one, but the imagined shuttle which
expresses the essential nature of the shuttle.! Indeed, this conception
of an ideal to which the artisan “ looks ” is a favorite one with Plato.?
The orator, likewise, should have an ideal in view.? The ideal may be
only an imaginary perfection, such as we never see in our visible
world; yet it may be exactly such an ideal that an artist sets himself .
to depict.* Such a procedure is Plato’s own purpose in seeking for per- | :
fect justice.® Yet the philosopher who has gained a vision of truth will \
be no mean artificer of virtue.® When the divine Demiourgos of the .
Timaeus stamps the ideas upon the matter, using the unchangeable
as his model, his creations are fair; when he uses the changeable, they
are not fair; 7 but in ordinary life we have to admit that the goodis a .
mixture of different qualities and to accept music although it is an
impure form of knowledge.? The value of any sort of imitation, Plato
holds, depends on the extent to which the imitator knows the thing
that he professes to imitate; so the sophist is criticized because he has
no knowledge of virtue. But there is such a thing as a scientific or

1 Cratylus, 389 b: BNéwwr wpds xeivo 10 eldos wpds Swep xal Av xaréater Exoles;
. Otxoby . . . wéoas utv 8l 10 Tijs xepxidos Ixew eldos, ola &’ ixbory xaANory
&«ﬂaxu, rabry &xoddbvar Ty pbow ds 76 Epyov &aorov.

2 Cf. Rep. 596 b: Otwobwr xal ddfaper Neyew 87 & Snuovpyds ixarépov rob oxebovs
wpds T I3éay fAéxwy obrw woret & udy 7ds x\lvas, & 88 rds rpaxélas, k7. . . .; od vép
xov Ty e I5kay abriy Snpmovpyel obdels Taw Snuovpyaw. Cf. Timaeus, 28 a.

3 Gorgias, 503 e ff. Note the phrase dxof\éxwr wpbs 7¢.

¢ Rep. 472d. In the words olor &v el, Plato of course foreshadows the words
ola & yéroiro, with which Aristotle introduces the discussion of the difference be-
tween history and poetry (Poetics, 1450 a 38).

$ Rep. 472 c: wapadelyparos &pa &exa . . . ¥nroduer abré re Sucawoalivyy olby
dori, xal &vdpa T0v TeNbws Slxaov el y&voiro, xal olos &» eln yevduevos . . . &AM’ o
7obrov Ivexa, U’ dxodelwper ds Suvard Tadra ylyveslar.

¢ Rep. sood. Cf. Politicus, 308 c-309 d. i

7 Timaeus, 28 a. 8 Philebus, 61 f.
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learned sort of imitation, differing from the other in that the imitator
has a knowledge of the things that he imitates.! So far as universals
(not merely sensibilia) are known, then, Plato would admit the pos-
sibility of imitating them.?

It is not hard to apply the notion of imitation in sculpture and
painting, from which the notion of copy and original may well have
been derived in the first place and transferred to the vocabulary of the
theory of ideas.®* How ideas are to be expressed in other media is a
more difficult problem. Yet Plato believed that not only can a physi-
cal shape be expressed in different materials,* but physical and mental
qualities can be imitated in painting and music,® and beauty is to be
found embodied in different forms.® That is because things are similar
to each other by reason of their relation to the same idea;? and in this
way it is possible to speak of spiritual beauty.! So the problem that
confronts the artist is that of correctness of imitation;® he must,
since music is imitative, seek that which represents the beautiful.®
Although Plato’s illustrations here have been drawn chiefly from music
and sculpture, the same principles hold, he affirms, in the other arts.
And it is precisely because the poets of Plato’s time deny the existence
of any such standard of correctness that they are censured.?

1 Sophist, 267 d: Tiw 8 per’ txworhuny loTopuchy Twa plunow.

2 It has been held that since in the Republic the poets are always regarded as imi-
tators, the admission of certain kinds of poetry is tantamount to a distinction be-
tween a true and a false imitation. Cf. Finsler, Platon und die Aristotelische Poelik,

p- 22
3 Cf. Lévéque, cited, p. 23. ¢ Cratylus, 389 d ff.
S Politicus, 306 c. ¢ Symposium, 210.

7 Symp. 2108; cf. Tim. 52a: 70 8 dudwvuor Buodr e kxelwp Selirepov; Parmen.
1488. 70 6& wov Tabrdv wexorlfids Suowov.

8 Symp. 218e.

% Laws, 667 b: épBéryra.

® Tbid., 668 b: ixelrmy 1w Exovoay Tiw dpodryra @ 706 KaNoD piphuare . . . mphoews
yapHv . . . dpBbrys, e 70 puundiy Soov 1€ xal olov v dxoreloiro.

1 Jbid.,669 a: wepl ixboryy elxbva, xal & ypadufi xal & povowxf xal xérrp, TO
pé\\ovra qudpova xpiriy tgeclas det Tadra Tpla Exew, 8 7l tore wplrTov YiyPhoxew,
trara ds op0ds, Exeld’ ds b, 70 Tplrov, elpyaoras v elbv phpacl re xal péheot xal
Tols pufuots.

18 Cf, ibid., 700€: povowiis dxorres Ox’ drolas xarapevdoueror Gs dpférnra ui»
ol Exou, oS’ Jrrwoly povowh, Joovi 8¢ T Tob xalporros, elre Behriwy elre xelpwwr &»
ely 113, xplyorro dpbbrara.
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Clearly, however, there are many things in the world of ideas that»
can not in any literal sense be imitated in the visible world. This Plato
recognizes. Yet he holds that it is possible to appeal to the soul
through the eyes and the ears in such a way that it shall be properly,
disposed toward the truth, because good habits are inculcated an
fostered. So the dances of the unwarlike Muse express an escape fro
danger or labor into good, or the preservation and increase of former
good.! Music, in a similar way is to be used to symbolize the character,
of a brave man, and should be adapted to the words, rather than
words to the music;? indeed, Plato’s objection to instrumental music
without words is the difficulty presented to the hearer of recognizing
that any worthy object is being imitated by it.> His perception of the
difficulty of explaining in just what way music and words are related
to ideas may be traced in his diction.# Indeed the relation is one that
can not be precisely stated, any more than could the hierophant at the
mysteries always say why certain rites and symbols were supposed to
give access to grace. Plato would have to admit, as Aristotle said of
the mysteries,® that the hearer of music does not learn anything so
much as feel certain emotions and fall into a certain frame of mind.
It can not be doubted, however, that Plato had in mind also a notion
of the relation of mathematics to ethics.®

We have come very near to the heart of Plato’s conception of poetry.
When he remarks in the Republic that he is afraid that he is speaking
like a tragic poet,” he means only that he is speaking metaphorically;
for he has half revealed, half hidden in symbolic language the truth
that he would fain express. And that is the trait of the poet.? Enigma-
tical or figurative language may be used to darken counsel,? or to hint

1 Laws, 815 de. 2 Rep. 399 €. 3 Ibid., 669 e.

4 Ibid., 3098 6: mphowmro; 399 C3: mufoorras; 4008 2: Ewesbar; 4008 7:
xola 8'4wolov Slov wuhuara; 400 b 3: wpéwovoar; 400C 7: éxohovfel; 4o00d 2:
Exeras duoobuevor; 400 d §: Tabré ve Aoy dxohovinréor; 400d 7: 7 Tis Yuxiis He
Ixeral; 400€ I: dxolovfel; 401 & 7: ddehddb Te xal uphuara; Phileb. 17d: & e rals
xurfigeow ad Tob obuaros ¢repa Towabra bbvra xéby viyvdueva; Laws, 661 C 7: éxoué-
»ous; 956 a 6: xpbuara 8¢ Aevkd wpéxorr’ &y Oeols ely.

$Cf.p.8n.5. ¢ Cf. Gorgias, 507 e.

T Rep. 413 b: rpayixis . . . xrduvelw Neyew.

8 Rep. 332 b: "Hultaro 8pa . . . & Ziyuwvidns wounruxds 16 Slxaiov 8 ely.

% II Alcibiades, 147 b: alvlrrerar . . . xal odros xal &\ho 3¢ wonral oxedéw
7L wérres. 0Ty Te Ydp Ploe TOUYTIKY ) dluTaca alrviyparddys xal ob Tob wpooTuXbyTOS
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at deep truths.! The poet, then, or the enigma maker, puts something
for the truth, something that shall affect his hearer in such a way as
to let him pass on to an immediate grasp of the truth. The poet, as
seer, has beheld the truth; it is as artist that he seeks to convey it by
means of images.? We have therefore come back to the problem that
puzzled Socrates in the Phaedo; how is the poet who has conceiv
an idea that embodies truth to find the images that will constitute
myth ?? Socrates is represented as perplexed by the difficulty of find
ing a myth that will express a certain abstract idea. This, it appeart
is his conception of the end of poetry; for, although he recognizes
philosophy is the greatest form of music,* nevertheless when he is co
vinced by a dream that he should apply himself to music in the popula
sense, he tries for the first time to compose poetry. First he com
hymns to the god of the festival;® then he reflects that the mark of a
poet is the invention of myths, not reasoned discourse,? and so, adopt-
ing some myths from Aesop, he sets them to music.” In this distinction
between udbos and Aoyos, here made by Socrates in the Pkaedo, Plato

perseveres.®

&rdpds yrwploar: ¥ri Te wpds 7§ ploe Toalry elvar, Srar NéSnrar &vSpds Pphovepod Te
xal uy) Bovhoubrov Huly Wdelvvofar &N\’ dxoxpirresfar 81 péhiora Ti» adrob codlay
Owrepduds 89 10 xpfina ds Sboyrworor dalverar i word roodow &aoros alrdr.

1 Phaedo, 69 c: xal xuwdvrebovos xal ol Tds Teherds Julr odroc karaorhoarres ob
dallol rves elvas, dAN& 7@ Svrs wéhau alvirreofas 8re 3s &» dulmros xal &rélesros els
“Aov dolyrar & BopBépy xeloerar, & Se xexalapuéros Te xal Tereheoubros &xeloe
dduxdueros uerd 6edv olxfoer. elaly vdp 54, pacw ol el Tds relerds, *‘ raplycopdpo
uty woldol, Béxxos 8¢ re wabpor.”

? Aristotle has interpreted Plato somewhat narrowly; but his general concep-
tion is the same. Cf. Posfics, 1450 a 5 f.: wold 52 ubyioror 19 ueradopucds elrac, pévor
7vdp rolro obre wap’ &N\\ov fort AafBeilr edpuias Te onueldr dorw. 710 Ydp ) peradéper
70 0 Suowor Geapelr dorly. Cf. also Mef. 1. 982b 18: 8 puhbubos duléoodds wds
dorw. :

8 Phaedo, 6o c ff. ¢ Ibid., 61 a. § Ibid., 61 b: els 10 Oedw txolyoa.

S Ibid., rodoas dri TOr woigTir Sdoi, elxrep b\t wouyrys elvas, wouelr uibovs
&M\’ od Noyous. Cf. Aristotle, Poefics, 1451 b 27: 100 wouyr§p pdddow rie ulbuw
dras 3 wouyrir § T pivpow. do@ woyrys xard viw pluyoly bom, mpeirar R rds
wpdlus. Aristotle’s point is approached from a different interest, but it is iden-
tical. Cf. Plutarch, IIds 3¢ dv »ior worgubrow dxobar, p. 16 b; there is no wolyes
Epullos oddd dpevdigs. T relvas, Phaedo, 60 d.

S Burnet (on Phoed. 61 bgy), cites Gorgias, s23a1; Prolagorss, 324 d 6;
Timaens, 26¢ 4. In each case, uibos stands for fiction, contrasted with Ayes,
which is fact.
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So much has been written about Plato’s myths that it seems un-
necessary for me here to discuss them in detail. In general, I am glad
to be able to agree with Stewart in holding that thg myths are to be
distinguished from allegory; they do not take the place of reasoned
discourse.! They appeal rather to that “ part of the soul ” whi
expresses itself not in “ theoretic judgments ”’ but in * value-judg
ments,” or rather in * value-feelings.” Plato never resorts to myths
when his meaning could be adequately stated in logical formulae#
Hence he is always careful to explain that he does not affirm his m; yths\
to be true in detail, or real objects to correspond with each part of ;
them.? He does hold, on the other hand, that one would do well t
act on the belief that they are in some sense true.? They are, perhaps%
like the “ noble lie.” ¢

How does Plato himself believe that the poet ® comes to find th
particular images that are to assist his hearers to contemplate truth ?

1 The Myths of Plato, pp. 20 ff. * Cf. pp. 69 f.

3 Phaedo, 110; 114d; Rep. 621 b; Phaedrus, 252 ¢; 265c; 274 c¢; Politicus,
277a.

¢ Cf. Rep. 414 bfl.; 377 de; Politicus, 309.

§ It may be convenient at this point to ask in what sense Plato regarded the poet
asa creator. The word wolpua was at first used of any sort of created thing. So
Herodotus speaks of xoihuara xpioea (4. 5), OF Toufiuara xbhkea xal oibfipea (2. 135).
In this sense, too, Plato could speak of the woupris of a x\irg (Rep. 597 d). Plato also
distinguishes the xoinas that is carried on by man from the divine creation (Sopkist,
266 d Oelas qpya xohoews; cf. Symp. 197 a: 7éw Féwr wolnow wérrwv). He distin-
guishes likewise between the general meaning of xolnats as a creation of something
that did not previously exist (Symp. 205 bc; Sophist, 265 b), and the special mean-
ing of the word as applied to metrical composition (Symp. 205 c. So Protag. 325 €;
Rep. 600a; Laws, 802 b, refer to the poet simply in the accepted and narrowed sense.
Gorg. 449 d; 5022a; Rep. 304 c; Phaedrus, 245 a, 278 c, refer to poetry specifically
as concerned with metre and music). In this sense, the poets leave creations, that
is, the poems which are their offspring (Symp. 209; cf. Sophist, 265 b: 4§ vép xov
plunois wolyols 7ls torw, elBdhuw pévror . . . &N’ obx abrdv &éorwr. Plato could,
on the other hand, refer to the writing of poetry in a depreciatory sense, as mere
compiling (Phaedrus, 278 de).

From this it appears that to Plato, as to Greeks generally, the activity of the poet
was creative only so far as it created poems; it could not create ideas (cf. Rep.
596 b: no workman can create the {3éa). In this respect the imitative poet is dif-
ferent from the ideal lover of beauty who does, by union with beauty, beget fair
discourse (Symp. 210 d) and truth (212 a). Henri Weil has proved that the Greeks
generally used the derivatives of the word xoww in a narrower sense than we com-
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This is a matter in which the legislation of the state not only could not
help but would have a positively baleful effect;! nor can even an art
produce poetry by laws of its own.? Plato wisely does not try to tell
how poetry is produced. So far as he commits himself on the subject
at all, it is by falling back on the doctgine of inspiration, which, to be
sure, he has modified considerably.? ~ He is himself too much a poet to
believe that it can ever be possible to Tay down rules for the composi-
tion of poems. It is impossible, too, for him to solve the problem by
an appeal to the conveniently ambiguous language of modern discus-
sions. He ‘“ has no term for imagination as a faculty intermediate
between abstract or verbal thought, on the one hand, and sense-
perception, on the other. For ¢avrasia takes its color from ¢aiveras
and ¢arréferar, which includes all forms of opinion and illusion, and
it is often merely a disparaging synonym of 86¢a.” ¢ Most modern
appeals to ‘“ imagination ”’ as the source of poetic inspiration are de-
cidedly less helpful than Plato’s recourse to divine madness.

Perhaps a still more significant reason for Plato’s failure to give a
reasoned account of the poet’s method is his perception of the fact that
poetry is produced under the conditions of a flux, to which reasoned
rules could not possibly apply. The vision of the poet as seer is de-
termined by the immutable principles that are the same for all individ-
uals, however imperfectly individuals may envisage them; but the
poet as writer must deal with the evanescent sensibilia that no @ priors
principles can completely order. Generally the process will work in
one of two directions, although it may be hard to pigeon-hole given
cases too nicely. Either a definite experience encountered in the
world of flux, an experience that appears to be unique, impresses the
monly attach to the word poet (Etudes sur I’ Antiguité Grecque, Paris, 1900; pp. 2371f.:
L'Origine du Mot Poédte). He seems to me, however, to be mistaken in saying
(p. 239), that what the Attic writers meant by woweiv uifor was not to invent a
story but to put it in verse, and in citing the Phaedo as proof of this. Doubtless
the expression did generally mean “ to tell a story in verse ”’; but the very remark
made in this place by Socrates is that he was not himself good at telling stories (atrés
obx § uvfooywss, 61 b), and, therefore, borrowing stories from Aesop, he set them
to music (cf. Burnet, note on 60 d 1). The task of the genuine poet, then, would be
to find the udos as well as to put it in verse; he is the creator, not, to be sure, of
ideas, but of images.

1 Politicus, 299 b-e. 3 Cf. p. 63.

2 Phaedrus, 245 a. ¢ Shorey, Unity of Plato’s Thought, p. 48.
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poet so strongly by some phase of beauty that he determines to fix it
in words, and in the process of so doing he lets shine through his work
the ideal beauty that he beheld during his experience. The poems of
Homer would be, in the main, an example of this process. Or the poet
may conceive an abstract idea, and then endeavor to clothe it in such
imagery as will present it concretely to those who have not yet become
acquainted with it, trusting that their perception of the concrete
imagery will serve as an initiation for them into the perception of the
ideal beauty that he has seen. Of such a process we find instances in
the hymns to the gods that Plato approves, and in his own myths.

X

We have now reached a point where we may turn and look back on
our study in the hope of disengaging certain results. Yet once more
we must caution ourselves against hoping for a definite formula that
shall represent Plato’s views. Plato himself knew better than that.
He realized that truth is elicited from the conflict of views, and from
the struggle with ever-recurring problems. He felt at liberty to modify
and expand or even to retract statements, if the argument so de-
manded. He did not build a system of philosophy; he did much more
than build a system, for he laid bare the springs from which all later
streams of philosophy have flowed. His work then could never be
finished or completely consistent. Above all, we must remember that :
Plato was a man in whose own breast raged the conflict between
poetry and philosophy. Had he not himself been a poet, he had not -
been able to feel with such desperate seriousness the danger of poetry,
or to resort, in a rash moment, to the poet’s gesture of exiling the poets;
had he not been a philosopher, he had not been able to see the heights
to which poetry, regarded as an ideal, should climb. What makes our
study so difficult is that the whole problem is not a mathematical puz-
zle but the workings of a human personality, the least ponderable of
-all things. We can set forth all that is certain; the rest can not be
explained till personality can be explained.

We must suppose Plato, it follows, to have been born with a genius
of many kinds. In his boyhood, the love of poetry and of the world
of images and colors and sounds appealed strongly to him. As a stu-
dent of philosophy he inclined to the creed that recognized most defi-
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nitely this fascinating world. He had also a leaning toward reasoning
about ethical matters, which found nurture in his association with
Socrates. Later, during travels in Magna Graecia, he came into touch
with the Pythagorean and Orphic sects, which stimulated, on the one
hand, his tendency to speculate in a mystical fashion about the origin
and the destiny of the soul, and which aroused, on the other hand, his
interest in mathematics and pure science. When he startéd to teach
in the Academy, all these interests crowded his mind, and he wavered
in his devotion to them. Gradually the scientist in him came more
and more to the fore, and tended to crush the poet; but the suppres-
sion was never complete. For one thing, the instinct of the poet was
born too deep in him; and, as he came to realize after his first flush of
enthusiasm was over, science itself has a limit. If man can not rid
himself altogether of the trammels of sense, he may then at least use
his earthly surroundings in order to see through them or to express by
them the reality beyond them that his faith gives him.

We have traced the opposition of Plato’s interests through a number
of dialogues. In the Ion, we saw him weigh and reject the ordinary
notion of poetic inspiration, reserving for some later occasion a more
adequate explanation of the value of poetry. In the Symposium, we
saw him sketch the ultimate goal to which the experience of the love of
beauty, breaking away from sense and ascending by means of thought,
should proceed. In the Phaedo, we found him elaborating the distinc-
tion between sense and thought, and indicating the manner in which,
by the use of the theory of ideas, the ascent may be made from sense
to thought. In the Republic, we saw him restrict the province of po-
etry, because of an ethical interest; and we watched him develop the
hope of finding absolute knowledge to such a point that, for a moment,
he almost imagined himself to have attained it, and spurned the poetry

t clung to the world of sense. In the Phaedrus, we discovered him
returning to the problem of inspiration, and relating it to the doctrine
of ideas, distinguishing between the perfect experience of the ideal
lover of beauty and the imperfect experience of the imitative poet.
And, finally, in the Laws, we beheld him in a more practical mood
reopen the issues of the Republic and, without his assumptions of om-
niscience, waive the condemnation of poetry in favor of a more temper-
ate, though still an austere, acceptance of the art.
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Plato, then, did not formulate a definite creed about the poetic ¥
faculty, and his special utterances are moulded by special interests.
Accordingly, those interpreters are mistaken who attempt to make a
sweeping generalization — as that Plato expelled the poets,! or that
his real doctrine is contained in myths. But in spite of minor incon-
sistencies it is possible to see that Plato held during most of his life
that thought and an understanding of life are possible only on the
hypothesis that eternal forms exist, and that thought is ultimately an
act of intuition which passes from the perception of particulars to the
contemplation of these eternal forms. The absolute, for him, is both
a principle of existence and a principle of goodness and beauty, and
hence, in theory, can be approached either by a hypothetical science
of dialectic or by the direct intuition of the lover of beauty. In prac-
tice, this goal is never attained, for both thought and aesthetic experi-
ence are corrupted by sense. Sensible objects and symbols may, how-
ever, put one in a way of approximating a vision of reality; and though
the lover of beauty has to a certain degree a vision of reality, he can
communicate this vision only by the imitation of it by means of sen-
sible objects. If this imitation is regarded as true and valuable of it-
self, it is to be condemned; and since most contemporary poetry was
content, Plato thought, to produce images without passing on to the
ideal world, it was so far to be condemned. He recognized, however,
that the poet might express eternal forms, and so far as he did so, he
became a philosopher. In some such way Plato imagined that the
ancient conflict between philosophy and poetry might cease.

1 So, for example, I am obliged to disagree with R. K. Hack (The Doctrine of
Literary Forms, H. S. C. P., xxvii (1916), pp. 1~65), who holds that Plato, in order
to enthrone scientific truth, excluded poetry (p. 44; pp. 47 {.), ignoring the fact that
poetry is really the expression of man’s creative power (p. 45), and has nothing to
do with universals (p. 54). I hold, however, that Plato was right in believing that
some sort of ideal theory must penetrate even the province of art, as a counterblast
to the hopeless confusion that would come from a mere creative impulsive or mere
expressiveness. My disagreement with the author of this brilliant essay on one
point does not prevent me from admiring the essay in general. And I agree with
him that the too literal interpretation of the doctrine of ideas has led the practi-
tioners of literary art and the critics at times into grave errors.






COLLATIONS OF THE MANUSCRIPTS OF
ARISTOPHANES’ AVES

By JoBN WrLLiaMs WHITE and EARNEST CaARry

HE critical and exegetical edition of Aristophanes that Pro-

fessor White had so long contemplated as the goal of his inti-
mate and sympathetic study of the comic poet was unhappily not
to be carried beyond the preliminary stages. With the scholarly
thoroughness and exactness so characteristic of him he had built
his foundations broad and deep; while gradually amassing the
most complete apparatus, including collations of the MSS. for both
text and scholia, and determining the general outlines of the work,
he had been clearing the way by a series of preliminary studies, the
most conspicuous of which were his Verse of Greek Comedy (1912)
and his Scholia on the Aves of Aristophanes (1914). But scarcely
had he completed his final revision of the text and commentary for
one-third of the first play selected for publication — the Aves —
when death suddenly interrupted his labors.

Professor White found his greatest satisfaction, as a classical
scholar, in entering into the mind and thought of the ancient
authors and in making that thought vital to his students and read-
ers; all who have ever been privileged to listen to his interpre-
tation of the plays of Aristophanes in the classroom will realize
what an invaluable part of the projected edition his commentary
would have formed. At the same time he held that the only sure
foundation for the study of an author consists in an accurate
knowledge of his text as handed down by the manuscripts; and he
was more and more convinced of the essential correctness of the
texts of the classical writers as they have come down to us, and
always maintained that it was an editor’s bounden duty to make
every effort to understand the text as handed down before resort-
ing to emendation. He was content, therefore, with nothing short
of complete collations of all the manuscripts of his author,* at least

* With the single exception of G, conclusively shown by Dindorf to be a copy
of V; but for his own satisfaction he took account even of this MS. for the Aves.

77 .
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for the non-Byzantine plays, and in order that these collations
might be as free from error as possible, had already equipped him-
self with complete sets of photographic facsimiles for four plays —
the Aves, Acharnenses, Vespae, and Pax. The actual work of mak-
ing the collations he entrusted almost entirely to Dr. Cary; but
inasmuch as he had the collation sheets constantly before him in
his critical study of the text and was always verifying any readings
that seemed in any way striking or questionable, he would eventu-
ally have made the collations to all intents his own. This was
actually the case with at least the first third of the Aves; but for
the rest of that play and for the other plays named the collations
remained virtually without revision on his part, and full responsi-
bility for any errors that may occur therein is assumed by Dr. Cary.

Inasmuch as there is no edition of the Aves or Vespae equipped
with a complete and reliable critical apparatus, the collations for
these two plays have been prepared for publication in the ““ Studies **;
those for the Aves are here presented, and those for the Vespae will
follow in the next volume. The collations are given in the
form of a critical apparatus, thus constituting a condensed tran-
script of the collation sheets, each of which contains in tabular
form all the variants on a single verse. The text taken as the
standard is that of Hall and Geldart (first edition, 19oo). Since,
however, the numbering of the lines in this, as in most modern edi-
tions, while in the main that of Brunck, is nevertheless sometimes
very confusing in the lyric passages, Brunck’s numbering has been
rigidly followed throughout these collations; but, as the numbers
in the two editions never differ by more than two and usually by
only one, no embarassment should result to the reader. Not all the
entries made on the collation sheets are recorded in the following
pages. A great many minor details of accentuation, punctuation,
and the like, were entered on the sheets as evidence of the practice
of the various scribes; all erasures and changes of any sort were
also entered, as well as differences in verse division. Much of this
detail was never intended by Professor White to appear in his
critical apparatus, which was planned to contain only significant
variants. In the present report the principle followed has been to
include all variants involving a difference of spelling, including »
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movable, and differences of accentuation, aspiration, and even
punctuation, wherever there is any room for doubt as to the cor-
rect form; also all differences in the assignment of verses are noted.
Where a reading has been corrected, this fact is stated, if apparently
of any significance, and the original reading reported, if legible.
The details omitted, except for special reasons, are: (a) neglect of
iota subscript in inflectional forms, but not in the root forms of
words of doubtful spelling or in adverbial forms such as =évryp,
Adbpg, etc.; (b) accentuation of &pa and &pa where only one form is
permissible, and of enclitics and the various forms of elul whether
enclitics or not; (¢) forms resulting from elision and crasis, except
in cases such as amp.* The designations of the various parts of
the parabasis are not recorded for the Aves, since nearly all the
MSS. give them in the regular form (except the xvtyos, omitted by
all); they are, however, given for the Vespae because of irregulari-
ties in several of the MSS.

The MSS. containing the Aves and the symbols adopted for them
by Professor Whitet are as follows:

R = Ravennas 137,4,A . . . . . .. (X or XI)
V=Venetus474 . . . .. ... .. (XI1)
G=Venetus 475 . . . .. .. ... (XV)
A =Parisinus 2912 . . .. ... .. (XIII)
M = AmbrosianusL 39sup. . . . . . (XIV)
. Laurentianus XXXI 15
r= {Leidensis §2. 4 v 4 v e e e } X1v)
U=Urbinasz4xr . ... ... ... (X1V)
E=EstensisIIID8 . . . .. (XIV or XV)
Mg = AmbrosianusL 41 sup. . . . . . . (XV)
E2=EstensisIIID1g4 . . . . . . .. xXv)
B =Parisinus 2715 . . . . . . . .. (XVI?)
A = Laurentianus XXXI16 . . . . . (XVI1?)

* Also a dozen instances of recessive accent of the oblique cases of juels in the
Vespae (vs. 67 in R; vs. 41, 242, 247, 268, 404, 519, 600, 822, 831, 961, 1073 in V),
and a few places in the Vespae (vs. 230, 1033, 1072) where C apparently has -ulo»,
etc., for -ubor, etc., through a misunderstanding of the ligature for uer in the
archetype; at least one of these errors (vs. 1072) is also found in Vp3.

t See his article in Classical Philology I (1906), pp. 9—20.
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Vp2 = Vaticano-Palatinus 67 . . . . . . (xXv)
C =Parisinus 2717 . . . . . . . .. (XVI)
H=Havniensis . . . . . ... ... xv)

For the Vespae the MSS. are R, V, G, T, B, A, Vpz, C, H, and
Vp3 = Vaticano-Palatinus 128 . . . . . XVv)

G, however, was not collated for the Vespae.

Accepting Dr. Cary’s published proof* of the derivation of Mo,
E2,and A from E, Mg, and B respectively, for the Aves, and unpub-
lished proof of very close relationship between Vp2, C, and H { for
the Aves, Professor White had decided to simplify his critical ap-
paratus, first, by ignoring Mg, E2, and A, as well as G, the recog-
nized copy of V, except in a few cases where their departure from
their parent MSS. seemed noteworthy, and, secondly, by using
Vpzt to indicate the group Vp2CH when these three MSS.
agree on readings. With slight modifications this plan has been
adopted for the present purpose. Vpa* in the Aves collations is
used as an abbreviation for Vp2CH, and similarly in the Vespae
Vpa2+ stands for the group Vp2H and Vp3* for the group Vp3C.{
As regards G, Mo, Ez, and A, the principle here adopted is to cite
these MSS. only when they differ from their respective archetypes
V, E, Mg, and B, and in case the parent MS. has been corrected,
only when they differ from the corrected reading; but in applying
this principle to B4, it is the corrections of B! that are to be con-
sidered — not those of B2, which were all made after A had been
copied.§ In other words, if in a given passage only E out of the
group EMgE?2 is cited, all three MSS. agree; if only E and Mg are

* In Harvard Studies, XVIII (1907), pp. 166 f., 177 f.

t Although these three MSS. apparently derive from the same archetype for
this play, Vp2 and C agree very frequently in minor details against H, owing to the
fact that they are both slavish copies of their original, whereas the scribe of H cor-
rected many trivial errors and, on the other hand, often made matters worse.
No one of the three can be a copy of either of the others, since each omits verses
contained in the other two.

$ The three groups Vp2H, Vp3C, and BA have much the same characteristics
in the Vespae as in the Ackarnenses (see Cary, loc. cit., 171-179; cf. 181 fI.), but the
metrical recension of the first group is not carried out on the same scale in the Vespae
as in the Acharnenses and in the Aves.

§ Cf. Cary, loc. cit., 178 f.



Collations of the Manuscripts of Aristophanes’ Aves 81

cited (for different readings), E2 is the same as Mo; if only E and
E2 are cited, Mg follows E; in the few cases where E and E2 agree
against Mo, all three symbols appear. In the case of corrected
readings, if the derived MS. agrees with the original rather than
the corrected reading of the archetype, its symbol appears after the
appropriate reading. Where the corrections in the parent MS. are
indicated by such forms of statement as “ 54 B sup(ra),” or *“ 231—
33]om V, add. V!in marg.,” or * woel (corr.) from xoet E,” it will
be naturally understood that the derived MS., unless cited to the
contrary, has followed the intent of the corrector, not that it has
repeated both error and correction. In the few cases where alter-
native readings are cited by the symbols Vyp, Evp, etc.,* every MS.
is reported separately, and no such entry is to be attributed to G,
Mg, E2, or A unless expressly mentioned; it is always to be under-
stood in such places that the word of the text rather than the alter-
native form is copied in the text of the derived MS.

As regards the correcting hands seen in the MSS., both Professor
White and Dr. Cary were content to accept Mr. T. W. Allen’s views
in respect of Rf and V;} so in the case of R we have to deal with
a second hand for both plays, and in the case of V for the Aves only.
In T three correcting hands were recognized in the text of the Aves
and two in the text of the Vespae, in addition to the corrections
made by the original hands. For B there is a second correcting
hand. No clear case of a second hand was to be found in any of
the other MSS. with the possible exception of one instance each in
A (Av. 1565) and C (4v. 40>—41*), where omitted words are added
in the margin. In designating the various hands, Professor White
employed the symbols V!, Vp2l, etc., to mean the original hand
correcting itself; in A and M, where the corrections are sometimes
made in minium, the symbols A!min. and M'min. are used.
V* he used instead of V2 in the Aves to denote Allen’s hand “A”,
because this scribe seems to have been the general reviser of the
whole MS.; similarly I'"® is Zacher’s * Corrector I,” § whose activi-

* Such variants are cited only when they appear in immediate connection with
the text in some of the MSS.; variants mentioned only in the scholia are ignored.

.1 Journal of Philology XXIV (1896), pp. 311-317.
1 Introduction to the Facsimile of the Codex Venetus, pp. 9-15.
§ See his Handschriften und Classen der Aristophanesscholien, pp. 550-552.
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ties are seen in almost every play, and I'* (= Zacher’s Corr. I1?)
is used for a hand (identified by Dr. Cary* with B?) seen hardly at
all in the Aves,} but frequently toward the end of the Vespae, in
the Acharnenses, and elsewhere. For the two plays with which
we are concerned I'* seems merely to have added alternative read-
ings (I'™yp) and I'r to have supplied missing words and lines; the
original hands and I? (Zacher’s “ Glossator *’) made the other
corrections. As it is very frequently impossible to determine posi-
tively which hand made a given correction in R, V, or T, particu-
larly when only one or two letters or an accent have been changed,
Professor White proposed to employ the symbols R, V¢, I in all
such doubtful cases. Where assignments of verses have been
changed in T and B, it has seemed simpler not to specify the
hands, since in these MSS. the names of the speakers were entered
in the first instance by one of the correcting hands (I'* and B? in
the Aves, I'" and B? in the Vespae).

U has no names of speakers entered after verse 1 of the Aves,}
but regularly leaves a space in the middle of a line where I had
one before the entries were filled in. Similarly A has no speakers
entered for either play, but has the same breaks in the middle of
lines that B showed at the time A was copied from it. A is there-
fore completely ignored in the matter of assignments and U is
rarely mentioned except where a peculiar division of the verses
in this MS. renders a space or its absence significant. The abbre-
viation “sp”’ is used for spatium; and — and : are the well-known
symbols found in the MSS. to indicate a change of speaker (the
former found at the beginning or in the middle of a verse, the latter
in the middle or at the end). The spatium will be mentioned
only when there is no other indication of a change of speaker.§

* Loc. cit,, 187 f.

1 Vs. 115 supplied; perhaps also speakers before 1038, 1351, 1353.

$ Except on vs. 656 and a few instances (vs. 228, 448, 646, 648, 1204, 1572) where
the scribe evidently took them for part of the text.

§ The first scribe of V frequently failed to leave space in the middle of a line for
any indication of a change in speaker, and one of the correcting hands (V®?), in
order to gain the space necessary for the symbols — or : —, has often erased and
rewritten part of a line. In a few prominent instances these corrections will be
found assigned to V°, but they are usually ignored, inasmuch as V, V3, and V* are
believed to have used the same archetype.
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When the punctuation of the MSS. is cited, the comma and in-
terrogation point are enclosed in parentheses to avoid any con-
fusion. It must be borne in mind that U regularly uses the comma
also as an interrogation point; in fact, the scribe hardly seems to
know the regular sign. Here and there C seems to follow the same
practice. When it is simply a question whether a sentence is in-
terrogative or not, full information is not always given in regard
to the MSS. that do not indicate a question; for example, the
entry “(;) AT'” or “(;) AT, (,) UC” means simply that these are
the only MSS. indicating a question, the other MSS. either agree-
ing with the standard text or omitting punctuation.

A lemma is given wherever confusion might result from its
omission, so particularly where the reading of a MS. has been cor-
rected to or from that of Hall and Geldart or where any one of the
four MSS. G, Mg, E2, or A gives that reading instead of the reading
of its archetype. The MSS. named immediately after the lemma
are not, of course, to be regarded as the only MSS. offering the
reading, unless all the rest are otherwise accounted for, either by
their separate symbols or by the abbreviation “rel.” Where all
the MSS. agree on a variant, the abbreviation *lib.” is used.

For the Hypotheses, see Professor White's Scholia on the Aves.

1 ETEAINIIAHZ] eveN™ RH, eber™ V, ebeN Vp2, ebeAmis Mg and B
at first, ebeAxidns rel. (no names of speakers appear in the photo-
graph of C before vs. 5, but the photograph is apparently defec-
tive)* 2 IIZOETAIPOZ] weobérapos E2B, rewOalf(e)pos A,
xeofer(e)pos T, weode™® M, miod Vp2, refe’” H, res® or 7™ rel.t
Swappayolns U, —yelns(?) from -y»as C 3 ET] cortected from re H
dvw kal k7w G 4 éxoANued’ U wpogopovuéwr R § IIIJom R
wbpevov U, rebopevor Vp2 6 xhely from x\p (?) C 7 ET]Jom R,
xohwoi M 8louovor C  8otxas M 9 IIIJom R  obderot RV,
obd¢ 7 B, obde¢ 708 C, otd¢ w0l (wo. H) Grel. toutv]JomEz &ywyén E
10 E¥YJ]om R  xarpfp’ C 11 IIIJom R, —M  Hiénkeoridns H
12 EfJom R,—M IIJom RM r&vB 13 ET]omR —M #]

* After vs. 1 GMT regularly use the abbreviation for ebeAxidns, VAEBC favor
ebems, and RVpzH are always ambiguous.
-t After this all the MSS., including Vp2, abbreviate z«(o9) or xad (H).
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# R, 4U,% Vpat o] ob « (two or three letters erased?)
M,0’x U 14 pedaxohdv U 15 738" A, 7p8° M, 768’ U épaoxer
V (not G)  »wl R, vaw bis Vp2+ (but second »&w deleted in C)
17 Oappeleldov] R, GapeAheldov RA, fappeXheldov Al, GappeNidov E2,
Oappiheldov B 18 7w ¢ 8! RVMITE, v 8¢ 61 GA, rvéedl M!B,
i 6L 8¢ U, mp 8¢ (rhvde H) 8¢ Vpat 19 748° U &p’ erased be-
fore oix Mg (not E2)  #é7w R, fofpy E2, torév B, florqpvrel. 20
xéxnwas V (not G) 21 (;) after &teis ATMg(or Mg!)BVp2+, om
U, point Ezrel. &0’ VE,éorv Mg 22 II]: R,om M dlaV
23 ET]Jom R,—M 008’ ] %8’ R, #6° AMTI'U, vp xal ob perd dxobi-
agrohijs I* 7] om MVpz2+, rirel. (;) after xépe ’M9B, (,) UC
24 IIJom RM  of- BVp2+ (changed to o0 C) rabrd] E, rabra
RAVp2?, 7 M, ravrd MgVpa'rel. pd Ala]pd 8’ R, pd 8’ VI?, om
T'U 25 Ef]Jom RM 53]6¢ M (and A at first?) Meyes Mg III]
sp R,—M 26 Bplxous G, Bplkovoa wédecfar E2 27 ET] om R,
—M ofv]Jom A 28 xal bis (second xal deleted) R wapackevaoué-
vous G 29 phtevpely RM, ) tfevpely GVp2t 30 duels A 31 vbow E2
Zéxg] G, caxat R, caxaw V, cbxav H 32 vdp] om Vp2+  elofi-
4¢era lib. 33 7wwobuevor U 35 dvarréudd’ U, dverréued’ E2 &)
els E2  &uotv totv modotv M 36 uiootvr’] R°B?, wooivres R?MB
37710]1@M 38 Waworicar RI'B, vamooriioat U, & dxorioar Vp2C,
& &rorloar Mg, &vamoricarrel. 39 ydp]*Mg!,om I'Mg 40 &dovot
GAC, dubovow (or &3-)rel. ’Abnvaior . . . §dover (41)] om RVC, add
R2V2Ce in marg. (om del R2, om §dovar C°); R2V® repeat wévra 7dv
Blov, G has &fnvator. .. Blov asone vs. 43 — deleted before kavoiv R
éxovre] R, &xovres RG 44 {nrotwre] RTUBVp2C, {nroivres RT°A
rel. 45 87 B  xadpulévre RVMog «xal diayevolued’ U 46 rapd]
xpds A 47 webéofar U (and Mo atfirst) deoubvwr R, Seopbywr UC
48 eld¢] olde AMgVp2+ wxréAw A  xéxrrarar AVp2*, wéxraral BA,
‘wéxraro T, wéwrarorel. 49 éor U,abbr.T II]:R,—M 50 1]
UVp2t, 1t M, rirel. ET] A sup. (no sp),sp R,—M obdroslv Mg

51 xéxnumy V (not G) 52 xal otk Mg &rw] éd’ R é&vraida A,
8065° M 53 elobuefa 8] elobpued” U  &v lib. wofowuer R 54 II]
om RMVp2+ &pioov] RVAII'BVp2C, dpdoes MIU, dpboov GA
rel. 6éve] R, Ocive Re, Biva Mg 55 ET] om R, e MVp2t "]
om MB 4] RTUB,omrel. 56 III] om R, —M, e Vp2+ \ifor
M  EY]sp R, —M, xa Vp2* 57 — before vs. V(not G)M,
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sp U (in middle of line), ev Vp2+ HI]sp R,—M R punc-
tuates after Néyeis, not after odros; the rest punctuate after odros if
atall xaiJom E2 58 ¢’]y’ BVpat, om rel.,, but U has oe (as
gloss?) over » of éxpiiv. @roma® H 59 om R ET]om MVp2, re
E sp after éwowoi Mg wouhoeis] AE2, xofiges ATE  &n] B, 70l V
A'MY, 7t AMrel. 60 OEPAIION ENOHIOZ] R!in marg., sp R,
Oe(pax) ATE, 0e (as text, attached to éxowot) Vp2C, followed by ex
Vp2, 6p" over xea C, 0¢° followed by ér (as text) H 61 ET] 7e
RITEB,—M,om H 62 6E]—M  4prifobfipa] E2, -¢ ME (and
Mog?) Twiet B 63 ET] om R, —M, re TEB ofrws 7]
A, obrw ‘orirel. After davév T'B have (;), UACH (,), A omits,
the rest have a point; after Aéyew TEB have (;), C(,) 64 OE]
omR,—M ET]sp R,—M,r«TEB &pirw]évae R OGE]sp R
—M, om Vp2 46al]8TUE 65 ET] om RVp2, —M, r« TEB
&AN’ dmodeduis M, dwode (sic) H Mvfudv Vp2+ 66 OE] C!, om R,
—M, xe Vp2+ ET] sp R,om M, re TEBC!, ¢ (in Vp2 as part of
text) Vpzt &pob ]I, épovI'rel. 67 OEJom RVp2t,—M 8¢5l M
9] B in marg., C in ras.,, om AMUMg &peis] A!, épds A 68 III]
C,om R, —M, & TEBC! ¢aciavds VVp2t 69 ET] om R, ¢
A, —M, ¢ TEB 4rép] R, é\Ndrel. 7av] E!,om AE 70 6E]
om R, —M dothos] Mg (SodM)es Mg'E2! both in min. (gl.? cf.
dovlis in lemma of schol. E) - ET]: R, —M, re TEB  sdr7nfeis B
71 EJom R,sp M oix] Vp2,ob M, obx or odkrel., nearly all with
point following &re xep]8mep Mg 72 nitaro] M, eb-rel. 73 éxo. B
74 E¥Jom R,—M,x«TEB %5 GEJom R,—M olro. E2 «v’4r’
R, vdp &7’ TUEB, yap I'*?rel.  #wpdrov V. 76 767¢ RVMVp2t,
wor¢ U(and Mg atfirst)  agulas R®, égvias R 77 'x’] by correc-
tion R, wor’ A, &x’ Vp2t  agulas R . ’x’ dolas] ‘radtas E  Nafiw
&yd] R, &yd Nafdwrel.  tptBhiov] Mo!, Tpufhiov AMMg 78 5]
I,om T, 8¢ Vp2t el wfuuet U  8et] B, 8¢t 7¢ B'Vp2t 79 éxl
Vpz+ (and Mg at first)  ET]sp R,—M, re TEBVp2C!, om CH
Tpoxihos E, rpbxihos H odroslv UH 80 ev before vs. Vp2+ 8] A},
omV,&A 8pdoov] T, dpbtoov GMgH, Spboeis MI'U  rpoxine] H,
7pbxihe VHY, 7poxihe UE 81 futv] V, dut» VU OE]sp R, —M,
rpox Vp2+t 82 ubpras A 83 ET]om R, —M, 7« TEB  twéyerpor]
B, ixlyepov B OE]—M, 7p0x Vp2t 84 o¢pd M (and I'?), oplow I
airov] ReVe, atrév RVVp2t  elvexa M, elvex’ rel. treyepd] Ve
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(letter erased before p), exevyepd R, txvyepd Vp2t 85 dxého’] B!
Vpz2t, oo Brel.  ds]3 AME 86 u’ elxeras Mg 87 III] sp
R,— 1 od]Jom M 6npiwvr RMVp2+ 88 é¢eixas G ET]sp R,
— 1 goNJomRM ET]:R,—M +~4]& M torwlib.
OI]: R,—M  axéxavro G, évérraro A, éxéxrarorel. - 91 ET]
om RGM  No MS. punctuates after &dfxas; RV have (;) after
dyéd’, Bapoint 93 wa VM 93 ET]om R, v« MTEB  174]
RVMU, om rel. 95 ElJom R ET]sp R,om A, —M, 7e
TEB 06 fitacww ME2,%- U  é&xrplyaclib. oe]E2), 0o E2 EI]
sp RA,—M pue] B om MB g7 dpavres RM  sp after xrépwow E,
xee Mg  ~vdp bis C, corr. C*  ¢8 ET] E2, sp RA, —M, ra TEB
xarayehovper H EI]: R,om A,—M, sp E2 99 ET]xee RTEB,
om M ~yehoiov GAMIEB 100 vs.inras. V! EIJom MMy
ZogoxAéns ] RVpa+, -k\fs rel.

10X 7paywdlais A Tnpéa] rmpéa Vp2 R has last three words of
verse first, but correct order indicated 102 ET] om RE2, —M,
7aTEB elom R,#M 7ads RV?GII'*Mg?Vp2C, rads V* (accent
by corrector) GTE2rel. 103 om H ET]sp R,—M, »« TEB
oovB xod Vesup. 104 ElJom RM &eppimxev H ET]sp R,—M,
xee TEB  wvboovs Vp2+ 105 EIJom RM  rdprea] A, 7d Sprea rel.
106 wrepoppuel 7€ ] wTepoppuetTar A, wreppppvel T¢ B, wreppuel T¢ A,
wrefppvet e E2 107 oo R,06iv M ET]sp R, om M, re TEB
(;) afterwo] BV2t, (,) T,omrel. 108 EMJom R,—M ET]spR,
—M, 7« TEB 109 EOJom RM #Macral A, fi\acrd MBVp2C
ET]sp R,—M, 7« TEB ' &\ T (apostrophe by correction?),
pada R, péha VAM, ofx é\\d T°UB, uf &\\a E, ob (ov Vp2, ot H)
péha Vp2t  7pbxov] Viyp, yévous V. 110 dxqhaoral AU  EII]
sp R 7obro Vp2t 111 owépp’] T°BVp2C, oxéppa I rel.; only
VArBhave (;) ETY]sp R,—M,xa«TEB  Aé&Bois] I'°, NéBowo A,
NefnsTEB,Néfn U 112 EIlJom. R 89700 ] 70080 A  Seopém R
&ro” deleted before detpo C 113 EYJom R,—M, 7« TEB  ovyyeré-
ofae Vp2*+  Bovhopéwan R, BouNbpere A EI]sp R,—M 114 ET]
om R, xe« MTEB v woré] MB (and so in 11§, 116), »d wore rel.
115 om I'A, add I'"I'"A! (the last at bottom of page after vs. 125);
placed after 116 E  &¢eiApoas Mg 116 xotx]xéid&y V  xobwodidods
Mg 117 lr’]H!, l6’ Vp2+ 118 éxérovlib.  xal my f4Narray
(-0o- R)lib. &JomV 119 x40’] C!, wéwr’ Vp2C 4l deleted in
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R after dca 120 oixérar Vp2t wd]siv B 121 4uiv bis R, corr.
Re ebepov] RVTEB and M! (letter erased after ete), efpov V,
ebdepov AVp2t, dépwov U, edépiov B2 122 awipar] C, awob pav R
(letter erased after v), glovpay Vp2t  &wxaraxhwijvar R, &ykaraxho~
Ofvac MT, -x\bjvar T'° rel. uaMaxiy] RMBVp2+, uakaxiw rel.
123 EJom R  «xpavedw U 124 EY]from » I',om R,—M 125
EldJom RM 6¢5fNos M, djdov E2 ETY]sp R,—M ET.é&d]om
Vp2zH &wé¢, U VA om punctuation after&éyd 126 ydp] om lib.
o0 MU 79v M awelMov M, axilNlov B, axeN\lov rel. (ras. after « T')
BdeANbropar V (not G) 127 EM]J om R, —M  «al moléy G olxeir’
MgVp2t 128 ETJom R,—M uéywra from péywr’ dv R €ely]
Cl, &n Vp2CH?, & H? 701adl B 129 wpg 7is EN0Av] I'?B, wpbrior’
eNow R, wpdn (wpd GA) eloeMiiw VAE, wpg 7is eloendiw T? U, 7o (o
M) elogeNdévra M, is éNGow Vp2zt (but Vp2 adds wpwl after ¢idwr)
70y pidwr ] pihov M 130 Neyer G, Neyew M 748° Vp2C, réde H
131 wapéoy MT'UB, wépeici H kalod]od A xararadia U 132 Nov-
obueva A, Novobuevor M wpd VAC, corr. C!  ~yépuovs] véha E2
133 wooes A 134 &Ops G 135 EllJom R,—M ralawrdpwr] C,
-mwpdv A, -mopov C 136 dal] ¢ GTUBVP2C, 3 B! II]sp R,
—M; in B we was entered by mistake before i, but corrected
pd]eyd G EN]sp R,—M 137 III] E2, om RMg,—M 139 uot
E2 ord\Bovidn AU 140 elpadv E2 141 &boas Vp2C, &imoas H
wxpoonyéyov] Al, pydyw A 142 dpxurédnoas lib. 143 EIIJ om R
o] o) ¢ed U 144 torwv M dmwolav] V©, éwola E, érota V?Mg 145
mepl U EY]sp R,om M 146 4uiv] om G wapd] I'°, ve wapd
RAMIU W’ dvaxinberar] v &y xierar A, I’ dvakaNiperar M, U’
dvaxiyar Vp2 147 xpnriip’ M 8yova’] Ve, &yovoa VE 4 cakauwla
first written before &#fev in R, but deleted 149 EII] G, om RVM
#\etov RT" and M or M! (breathing changed) U has (:) after
olxiterov 150 ENO6v9’ BVp2t, éNdérov U, éNdévrerel. ET] sp R,
—M éru)] BV2*, $rurel. 85 lib.

151 om C,add C'! 152 ElJom RM 153 ET]sp R, —M
dmobwrios MI'Vp2t 155 obros yap 8¢ M €0'] BVp2+, torw rel.
per’]rav M 156 EIl]Jsp R,—M & 7w rofv]om U miw B sup.
157 uv]om Vp2t  {iw] R, feiv R Bakavriov GMI'UE2BVp2+
158 ET] om RVp2C,—M, xee TB  xiS3n\av] T2, xifaxNiav T 159
ENlJ om RVp2t wepbpefa GUE2 7d]om Vpz+t 160 ubpra with
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dot under 7 C  pfixwra] I'®, phxwras TUB, ufkwpa C 161 ET] om
RVpzt tire] Al preéire AE  wupglova A, yupdlov E2 (and Mg at
first) 163 % Vp2 welfeafal R, welfecbé rel. 164 EII] om R, —M
xBbpecd’] AT, webiuesd’ R, wboluectd’ VI*EHB! (i and o in ras.),
xefoluead’ Vo, weboluefa G, refouecfa M, relbiueda U, mlfelucstd’
Vp2, mfeuefa C OI] sp R, —M, exe (i.e. ex changed to xe)
Vpz  welfoiofe RV°M, wifoofe Vrel. 165 wavraxi] RV, -ob A,
-1 Grel. xexnwéres V (not G) 166 &ripov] dvrpoy Vp2+ RBVp2+
punctuate after éorlv, GAMMg after alrixa, I' after both 167 Huav
Mg (and C at first) rodsJom V werropébvovs H #v]4 C ris odros
%onis BVp2t  7eNlas B RB punctuate after instead of before
d7eNéas 169 &vfpwmoslib. 170 obdéxod’ R,olééxw M 171 ravrdrl
Vp2C, ravrat H, ravracl E2 172 &v] A sup.  wooluev G, wouijuer
U, roiduev Vp2+  III] B sup. (no sp), sp R,—M olxigare RAU
173 ElJom M  olxioaiueyr UMg 174 IIJom M E2BVp2+* have
a comma or point after &\nfles, the others omit; no MS. has (;)
after &xos 178 EIlJsp R,—M II]sp R,—M 176 E0I]Jom RM
PBA\éxrw] Al min., \Mére A IOI]: R,—M ENO]sp.R,—M 197
7] BVp2t,omrel. 4']8 R 178 IIJom R,—M  el¥’cont
R,eldes rirel. EN]spR,—M +yeJom Mg 179 II]E2, om
RGMg,—M ow]T,om VI'*E ¢orlv Mg (not E2) 180-182
om A, add A! in marg. EII] C by correction (first written before
181), om R (but : after 179), —M 180 wéMos G sup. Nearly all
MSS. punctuate after xéMos, but only GI'B have (;)  III] A sup.
(no.sp),sp R,—M  &v]Jomlib. 7émov M 181 8¢] &) Vp2t
182 All except AMg punctuate after dxavra, none after robro
robrov] Tobr6 ye BIVp2*, roiro Brel. »iv] om Vp2t 183 8] om
R olklonre] second ¢ in ras. AU?E2, ninras. A  ¢pbined’ UA,
dpbind’ rel. (6 by correction ')  dxad’ R 185 &pter’] &pt’ Mo
utv]Ver,om VI'E  xwapvbmwy VI'® (and E at first?) 186 Aud
MnAip] V*, unNlw Mpd V- 187 EII] om RMH (but : after 186 H)
OI] A sup. (no sp),sp R,—M, ex H 189 IMudde] AB, xfdde
(last letter lost in photograph) V, m0& 6¢ GMUH, xmf@derel. 191
» U dutv] AL, dutv RVA?PME, dudv U 193 unplw U, uwplwy
Vp2t  xvicav] R, wwloav VE, xplocav C, wwiooay Elrel.  Siapi-
oere] B2, Siagopficere A, Siap phioerac M (letter erased?), Siagopioeras
U, Swaphioere B 1094 vfiv] om Ez, largely erased in Mg 193
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xw] wov VAE 197 tuwdoxoln] T, doxel VI'E  7otaw] E2l, -gu E2
198 II] Vp2*, om rel.  abrols 70 xpdyua V. wpiyua E  Supys-
gavro C (and H at first) EIl] Vp2*, sp R, re VATEB, —M
199 ex VATEB, sp U (in middle of line) &d] Mg!; ov Mo
200 wo\dw fwwaw xpévov B In C fvykaléoeias was first written (cf.
201), then corrected

201 IIJom R,—M  EIO]sp R, —M, re E2 202 Noxunv]
M1, Myxupy M 203 é&ndbva] E2!, deadbva E2 204 xahobuer ]
xahotp’ &v TypU, xalotue av R2yp, kahotue v’ d&v T'ypEvp; cf. &vrl 1od
xalotue Mg (not E2) 205 éxotowse VUE, dwaxobowor A, dxotowvrar
M Oeboovrac] Oeboov 7@ E2 206 épvibwv] ésfpbmwry U lorade A
207 o’ 8y’ ]Joéy' R esEz MNyxupw R 209 EII] E2, add 7pds
(s mpds A) 7ov &° (v &dpa T'°E, mip éndbva GAMT) VAMTE
otvoué UE2, tbwwoué Vp2t  wol]T, uovT°E  u&]viv U 210 after
211 U, but corrected  Adgov] RUB, xbgov VI'Vp2+, xloov V° rel.,
doov U sup., xdoov(or Aboov?)xal doov Mg sup., yp Aigov xal door
VI?E, vp Nooov G (cf. vp xal Agov . . . kal doov M in schol.)
212 wohvdbdxpww Mo!, wohvdéxpuror Mg, moAbdaxpvor Vp2, moNvdpéxpvoy
C, woNdéxpvov H GMTI'Mg(not E2)Vp2C omit punctuation
after "Irww 213 é\eNfouérn lib.; no punctuation after this word in
any MS. &’ lepots] H, Siepols rel. péeow] BVp2C, -ccoe VM!EMg!,
-«cst MMgrel. 214 vévos E2  :and sp after fouffis U; all except
GAMMyg punctuate here xbpet T, xdpee B 215 ¢loxduov C
ulhaxos] Re, opul- R 216 &pas’ V (Y perhaps a signum), &pagas G
218 dvrfdA\w Vp2 219 lothoo C 22X olugwros G 222-601
lost in E, but contained in Mg 222 —before fela and before adhet
M  atAet] om AUVp2t, atdet is B 223 II] om ME2, e Vp2+
70D dpniflov M, Tobpvilfelov U 224 xarepeNirrwoe Mg  Aoxunv] Re,
Nyxumw R 225 ET]7e Vp2t  II]sp R,—M, e Vp2C, om H
7is M sp before o0 RUH, —M, 7et Vp2C, ewrel.  cwmfoe]
I, -on AMT, -gas BVp2+t  ET] Vpzt, sp R, —M, wec rel. 226
OI] Vp2t,om RB, —M, ewrel. déxoy H  mapaokevifovras M
227 EII] om RVp2t, txof 80 M &xo wou w6 w0 70 wo 7oL 7o wol
R, txé wol- x6 (w0 G): w6 xb (x& G) 76 xo (x6 G): 7o (w6 G)-
wol V, éxbwol- xémb: xbxd* wéwd wowol A, txowol: %6 w6 wb* wb* w6 xb-
x6- wol (last x6 from wot?) M, é&xd wot (éxé wol I'?): xb- 76 w6 w6 wol
(xol T'?) xoxol (xémol I'?) I'I, éxowol: moxoxomomornot xowol U, & 7o 70
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w0 70 w0 7o %o wo wol Mo, éwowol: w6 xb: wé: wowol- wowoi B, émwowol
(-0t H) mowowol (-0t H)- wowol wowol Vp2t 228 andéw before vs.
I'B and (as part of text) U b o] «él o H  %rd four times T,
trw (4) UB (but last two ird UY)  The punctuation of the MSS.
varies from a point after each ib and lrd (MMgB) to none at all
. (U) 229 lr& A &wdv] om A dpowrépwy Mo, du- E2 230
Soo.] B?, 8ca BVp2t  édypolxwr] B2, dypév BVp2t  ybas] MI'e,
qulas T rel. 231 ¢piA\a A 232 rejom A vy e, yéve T
233 paNéx’ A 234 S0a]d7a U, 800a BVp2t 235 dudirirruBited’]
T, -ifer’ VMoI®, -ifesf’ AB, dupirrivBlifesd’ U; in T' u stands
over v but has been deleted; MI'E2B write dudl (<), Vp2* &udpe
236 HSbueva M, Hdouta U owvij U 237 b (10) A (and Mg at
first), (7) H, (8) rel.; most of the MSS point after each 76 238
80a 0’ C, 800 xad’ Mg 239 x\édeoi ] T, -eow I'?2, -ecot R vouov
AUVpat 240 ofipea U 241 aidév] MypB, dodav VMI'MoB?
242 7pwotd: Tprotd: ToToPplt R, Tporré: TpLorré TofplE V, Tpiord TpoTid
T670BpiLt A, TpLoThd* TpoTioTd: TofpltE MT, 7pior7é: TporiorTé: ToPplt I Mo
and (roBpdt) B rpworvrporiororpBpit U, 71potd: 7pord- rtoTplord
(roprpiord Vp2, rpord H) 7ofplt Vp2!CH 243 ol] B2, 80a BVp2+
ebhelas A 244 tds dfvoréuovs BVp2+ U adds (as part of text
after dfvoréuovs) ébdeis Témous 245 xdwreod’ A, xduwred’ Vpz+t
dcac R, 8c0a Vp2+ ebdpbaovs e Vp2t 246247 vas B xal
Aewdva 70v épbevra BVp2t épbevra M 248 8pwis 7¢ BVp2+
wreporolxihos lib. 7] om lib. 249 4rrayds bis B

250—25I repeated at beginning of new pageI' 251 &\xvévesor]
I’ (second time) Mg, é\kvévesr AT (first time) MgE2, d\xibvest U,
&\xibvegae T (second time) Ut worfirar] wéwrarar B, wordrau rel.
253 ¢\ Jptha v’ M &polfouer lib. 254 Tavaodepdv A, 7° dvadelpwy
M, 7&v Tavaodeipwy Vp2+ 255 misJom M 256 xawds yvouny] om
A 257 between 254 and 255 Vp2 7’ épyov] ABVp2t, épyav M,
doyovr'rel. 258 1] C, ire VP2C'H 259 dedipo (4)] AUVp2C,
(3) H, (5) rel. 260 X0 OPN] AE2, xo épv # yYAatt VI'MgB, om
RMVp2+  ropo (4)] RTUH, (5) MBVp2C, (6) VMg, (7) A; B
has 7opd- four times, C has ropd three times with accent deleted,
E2 has point after ropo the first three times, and the MSS. gener-
ally leave a space after each ropo except the last (R after each
syllable)  -rif] RVMy, riyErel. 261 % yAad¢ before vs. E2 (cf.
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Mg in 260)  xwkxafds bis G, xuxiBav xuxiBafd A, xukafav bis M,
xuxadad kixafad U 262 in marg. U we Vp2 (cf. 263)  7opo (4)]
RA, (3) V in ras. T'UVp2t and (ropd-) B, 7opororopo M, 7pworo
T*ypMg  -MMAE] RA, 7oMANE VMVp2C, rohiAlyE T'UB, ToAhe-
MME T2ypMo, NivE H 263 IIIJ om. Vp2  8pds] VGT, -fs RAT*U,
-ms Ve,-fis M 7°] V by correction, 7y MgC ET]spH of]Re,
olv R 264 xéxnwa V (not G) & M, els rel.  obpavdv] dépa U
265 II]om RMVpz+  #\\ws] MY, 4AN és A, 8\os M & &woy H
els ABVpat 266 éxgie] RI'U, -3-rel. 267 OPNIZ TIZ] 8pv’
W R, e Ez,errel.  7oporit bis] RMo, roportyt bis R°Mo! rel.
268 NI ]E2,e» M,om Mg els]Jomlib. odrovel G 87t R &xe
racdpns V. 269 EYJom M 8pws bis M éjra] om U (but sp)
7is]Te, 7#i TU  8fwov] 8fira wov M, &ww Vp2C  rads] -@s RVT®
MgVp2,-bs Vel rel.  (;)]T'Vp2C,om GAUH, pointrel. 270 om
H OIJomR,exMg »@v]om Vp2C é&orw]T° (abbr.),omTU,
tore Mg  8pwis]obpwis (8p- G) RVMMg 271 placed after 274 M
EN]—M,ewE2 #04bwv]#04andspU 272 —M ET]—M, re rel.
Bafal]Bafalkal B yeAsup. ¢owots AU 273 omU EN]—M
yeJomlib. ‘eri]éore M, v’ éorl Vp2t 274 EY]I'B, —VM, xe
Vpzt,spU,om Grel. MI]spR,—M,eVpz,evC,erH ET]sp
R, —M, ra Vp2t,exrrel. 275 II]E2,er RVp2t,—M,om Mg &)
réx’ (réx V, réx G) odros VAMMo xpbay] xopavlib. &xe U 276
—A, 7a Vp2t  xor’] M1, %00’ RVMUVp2+t  &6’] om U, éorilv
Mg 6]CY, o8 C épaBbrns E2 277 EII] om AVp2t, —M  ¢o7i]
VT, -w VAI'*Mog, abbr. H III]sp R,ex H 278 &xrraro A, érérraro
BVp2t, toéxraro rel. 279 ET] Vp2t,om R,—M, exrrel. 280 III]
omR,—M  &p’ o0’ twoy] Gpxsp ol éxrsp U 281 — before vs. A
EIJAsup. (nosp.),om R,—M obroslib. puév éor]B, éore (éorl
Vp2*) uév Bl(in ras.)Vpzt 282 dowepel A Neyois] E2!, -os in
ras. B, Meyes GE2Vp2t 283 iwxovixov G 284 III]J om R, —M
ép’ GAMgVp2t tarwlpms A  obpws]obp- R°AVp2C, odp- V, dbp-
V°I'B, olp- H, 8ppis RMMoA (;) after éoriv VATMg!(min.)
BVp2C, (,) H, om V°MUMogE2, point RG wrepoppuel | Ve,
opvel V285 ET]Jom R,—M, errel.  yevaios U, yawvaios E2
7¢] 7év Vp2t,omrel. 286 wrepd] mhevpé A 287 IIIJ om R, —M
&repos] s Erepos lib.  8pmis8ws R 288 ElJom R,—M  (;) after
ovrosl VBMg!(min.), (,) GU, point R,omrel. karwgayds]'*HB!,
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-4s RTBH! 289 IIJom R,—M  «karwdayds] Bl, -4s RBVp2+
ris]Usup.,,omE2 290 ETJomlib. &]I%, omTU  é&xéSale
70 Mooy E2 291 IIIJom RATMgB, ex V, —M, ew Vp2+ puévro]
uy U Mgwow C  #]B! (inras.), eor’ i m R, &8’ 4 *xl (4 &l V, fal
M) VVCAMMo, é8’ éxl TU, # 'xil Vpz*,sxl B 202 #]4 R, # Vp2*,
frel. EDJom G 293 Nogwr] Al, Noov A, 70w Nodwv R olxobowv]
BVpzt,-oc'rel. evexa M 294 NMIJom R,—M & Héoedov] om
U wboedov from xoceldav C 295 épvéw V. ET] Vp2+, small sp Mo,
omrel. 296 é¢orlv M pueroutvwv C 297 EII] om RVpzt, —M
ve]vuC 298 otrés C  mquédoy] GI%, oy’ RV, anpAédoy T, mréwy B
(mwé)N(wf) B, mwvéoy Vp2t  &xewoosllib. oy’ ]yerndl R 299
OIJom R,—M, ew Vp2+ EI]:R,—M, 7ee Vp2t  xepbhos ] T U,
xnpbdos RVI'Vp2t, xfpudos V°B, xipbhos (¢ and v in ras. A) AI?,
xipvAhos M, knpthos Mg 300 IIIJom RM, ev Vp2t (by correction
from re H) xetpbhos ] T'U, xnpthos RVMoVp2H, sfpvhos V°B,
xipbhos A, xfipuAhos M, knhbhos C  8pms] 8pos M ()] (,) T, point
MU ENO]T sup. (nosp),om RU, —M, e Vp2C,ev H &1 U
oxopyidos VMo (;) after Zwopyidos] B, (,) UCH, om VAM,
point G rel.

301 er before vs. T' yAadt] RBC, yAabf rel. ET] Vp2t,
sp R,—M, recrel. (and Hatfirst) affwnt’ G, d8vafe U fyayer]
VI'Mg, -«rel. 302 EII] om RMVpz+t  «irra] V°?, xirra(?) V,
xbrra G xopudds] RAT*B?, xopoudds T'U, xépvdos Brel.  &\eds] Al,
&\eds A, E\éas (& H or H)Vp2t, é\ads A  dwobepls A  weporevd C
303 vépros] B, véprepos M, véoros T, veords I', véwros? (w over ep) B?
¢brra] e, pbaraT, ¢’ drra Vp2C xéxvE Mg  xeSMimupis ] kal SAjrupws
U 304 xepxpnts M, xepxmwis C, xepxwnis rel. 305 II]om R, —M
lodonceonlyI'U 307 ola]ol Vp2z mwxifovor M, raxifovae U, xo-
witovar B, moxxifovor B!  diakexpayéra G 308 e before vs. R
&redoboly]I?, ot T rel.  ~ve]I' sup. and B2, om B  sp before ofuo:
R,—M «kexivaclv] RB,-ourel. 309 &] U, elsT (inras.) rel. ET]
Vp2* (C by correction), sp R, —M, exrrel.  xéuol] Almin., sp A
310 XO] RAVp2H, xo opvif rel. (the form regularly used in this
scene by VI'Mo, and occasionally by A; E2 uses it only before
310) o (9)] RVMI'MgB, (8) AVp2C, (7) U, (5) H; A has =6
each time, M =6 each time but the last; AMB point after each xo.
-x0i] VI'UMgB, -xol rel. 311 4p AMU (and T atfirst), &’ MgVp2
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&éNeoe] GT', -oev VI'*Mg 312 : before 7iva M, sp Vp2+  xore] B?,
om BVp2+ 313 The photograph of fol. 160* of Vp2 (vs. 311-338)
shows no speakers entered bdefore verses, but is probably defective
éxoorariv G 314 7 or 7i (8)] RVMI'Mg and (with #{ for fourth
and sixth 7{) B, (10) A, (5) U, (4) Vp2C, (3) H; AMB write i each
time, H the first time, GMg the last time; MB point after each
7i; there follows in I'U rwuwrrpod miruwrrpod, in B 7iuwpod: ririumpod,
in A 7euxpod, Teumpod, in Vp2t riumepol 3185 8pa wor¢]I'2,om I' 317
EOD]Jom M 318 Aexrodoyiord MB, but corr. M!; Aexrc gopuard U
d¢ixbov] T'U, dgixfor ' M, aplxfor’ 6' R, &dtxBa A, dpixord’ Ttyp
rel. 319 XOJom M =xg]B? inras.T, & M (and T at first?), xod
B 320 EOH]—M é4x’Jom Vp2t é&¢ixfar from dpixde I'°, dpixrar
A 321 &ovre] M, éxere M ueydlov after xehwplov as part of text
Vpzt 322 iboov RAM, & 8oov VI'My, & Soovmep G, &brov U
*rpbgmv] V, érp- Vp2t, 7p-rtel. 323 ex before xds A EII]sp R,
om A,—M ¢ofinfis] Mg!Al, -fels UMgA XO]sp R elpydow lib.
324 ¢pacrd] G, -&s RVAI'UMg owwovelas AMgBVp2+ 325 EII]
spR,—M 326 X0OJom M  Only R continues rap’ Huiv to the
chorus; M has — before xap’, the rest er dutv Mo, #uty from
#udv C EN]sp R,omrel. 327 XO]om RVpzt 329 dubrpodé
0'] dubrpa™, 048’ H 330 &véuere U 332 udv Oeouods (repeated
from 331) deleted after xapéfn C 333 é&dhese] RVMI*UMo'H,
- TMgE2rel. wapéBalé 7°] wapesBéler’ A, wapaféi\er’ M, rapé-
Bar 7' B xapd] wepl TU 334 &8 B, #or' H  bybverb v &’
Vpa2t &uob A 335 wohéudv v’ &rphdm Vp2t 336 éNd ... u&v]
xpds udv 70y Spmy VI'Mog, xpds uév olv 7ov Spmy V'I'? rel. torl R
Borepov Mg 337 7d]7a U 7&6¢ R[?U 338 dwolotued’ GAMBC,
éxohobuesd’ M!rel. 339 xe deleted before rotrwv C 340 &xi]
&xed Veinras. HI]sp R,—M éxohowbelns V(not G)UMoH 341
ErJom R,—M séxs M 1MI]:R,—M 342 — before vs. M
xis] R, — xds —M, ew s ra rel.  x\aboe] AB, xhavefi T'UMo?,
avoet '*Mogrel. spbeforefiy R &xat]érxat U ’xxorfis] Vp2t,
&worj GUMo, oxorfi M, "xxoxfirel. 344 &éxay’] E2BVp2t, &ravyerel.
] xad’ RA, txar” M 345 Oep before vs. H (misunderstanding
of xw[Awr] 8 of metrical note seen in Vp2C before 343,345) wévra
T'BA, xévm U, xévraye Vp2t, vévrarel. 350 &éom I'E2, abbr. H.

352 ué\oper AU, uidoper M 354 ET]Jom M 7obr’] obr’ M
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xoiJxob MA II]sp R 355 ET]Jom R, e A,—M 1II]sp RA,
—M robrovs] robrov G doxels] R?VMy, -is rel. 356 ET] : R, om
M HOI]:R,—M 7], nT, 7t Vp2t,7¢ E2  go] 0d E2
358 ET]Jom R,—M &&]dal A xbrpav G vadi A HI]sp R, —M
YAadt] VB, yhadt’ R, yAadt Verel. »ai G 359 ET]TIB, :sp U (in
middle of line), om rel. 7ois 6¢] G, rotade V, 7otade rois A, Tols 5¢ ye
Mo rowwdl] R, om A, rois 8¢ Vp2+, rolode rel. (;)]T'UB, point RA,
omrel. HOIJTB, sp U, om rel. 7év dBeNioxov] V°T, 7av éfeNioxwy
VI?(gloss?)Mg 360 xardrrpiovr M xpds abréw lib. ETY]:R,—M
361 IIJom R, —M &reidev B  xpbobov lib. 7puPhiov A, TpliSNiow
M 362 ET]om R, —M oogar” R el sup. A 7’ dvyipes] v’ &
evpes (- ME2)RMMo, ydp edpes T'UB, v’ dveipes rel. 363 #n ob
¥’V 4’ by correction I' 364 The scribe of R first wrote xo-
e\elel- xbper: wale: delpe: kéwre . . . xbTpav, then verses 364 and 365 in
full, except that xo was omitted &NeheNed ] Vpat,énehebrel. péNew]
uivew R 365 deipe] Saipe placed after xéwre A, detpar M xéwre]
R (first time) R! (second time), o in ras. V, xaxrre R (second time),
xirre MgVp2t,om M xphryw 7w ] xpd v Vp2, xpd v C, wpdornw
H 366 El]deleted(?)A  xéxora]-a(?) by correction T', kbxigra™
U  Onplwv]-plwv in ras. Ve 367 Siaowdgac RV 368 turyevée R,
tvyvevess G, fuvyyevéerel. 369 decbuela ATUMoBVp2+  Aikwy from
Naxwv(?) C 370 Twas Vp2t  myoaluesd’ R, nioaluesd’ VMI'Mo,
rwalued’ rel. 371 EOD] —V, om GM  elow RB, elol (-t) rel.
372 7] in ras. Ve, from 7¢? A dikovow] G, dikover V, dxacw U
duds] vuds 7t (1o V) RV, Huds 7« AM, duds rel. 373 X0] om VM
ol6"] ol (of,0i) v’ lib.  duels Mg  xphowwor] BVp2+, xpiawuov 4 rel.
374 mirmooe R, wérwor Vp2  7olsJom CH 375 EII]G,om V
Sfira] Vp2t, 8¢l A, &) Al rel. 376 o¢fe] R, - rel.  : after wévra
RI°? oy Gsup. o¢hwv M 377 7006"] B2, 7008’ A, obdéy BVp2t
ebs] R, atros rel.  énqpéykaxev E2, éavéykacer B 378 v’] om
ATUM9oB &fpav] G, éxpadv V. 380 odte] R, <o-rel.  olxov]
Ve, olkwv V. xphuara] n by correction I', xpduare I't 381 XO]
“om R 4y deleted after éo7¢ A  duiv]inras U,uoe M 383 III]
G,o’ R,7&&’V 384 y¥Jom M 385 X0] G,0p" R, x0 60"V,
om AMg xw] RAMVp2t, xovrel.  mpdyua M dpavribuefa
lib. 386 II] G,a’ R, »&a’ V, om A, dvos 4 xee Mo &yovor
») Al"] &yovow dutv lib.  7iw 7€ xbrpav Vp2+ 387 7$ ME2, &
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UMgBVp2t  7¢]ye BVp2t 7pufks RM  390-301 =wap’ almiy
v xbrpay 8xpav] wap’ abmiy xtrpav &xpav abriy AM, xapd (wepl U)
i xUrpav &pay admiy rel. 393 ET]Jom R,—M 3904 xaropv-
xOnobueda (karnp- I'?) lib.  xob] wov MA 395 III]Jom RV, —M
8Jod V. 396 dnuocia] R°M, -la rel. (Veinras.) 398 maxomévw:
RE2, papvauévw B 7olow woheulois Vp2+ 399 érofavetv] v from
o A, éxofavii U  'Opreais] e by correction A 400 X0]é x° wpds
éovrov A,om M xéw]T%omT

403 xévarofbuefa (breathing erased over second a) V, xdv dxo-
0bpefa G, kbvamlbd (sic) U 405 &xl riva 7°] Mo,! xal éxl 7lv’ Mg
riva]Tia A 406 ] U 408 XO0] —M  xor’ R, wore Vp2+t
409 ENJomV,—M ¢wo U 410 XOJom V,—M 411 3o~
ras Vp2C 412 EII] G,sp V, —M  7¢] V! sup. (letter erased
after dwalrys), om M 414 X0] G,om V 415 8)] U, &¢ R, 8¢
rel. 416 EN]G,—V,om M =xépac R 417 XO0] G, cor-
rected from ex H,—V,om M 7] MogA, 7l M, rirel. 418 &r¢]
obro M wéwoé poclib. 419 er deleted before kparetv R dv]om
U 7dvéxfpov] Vp2t, 7av éxfpiv rel. 420 pldovs A éxwv (with
dot underw) M 421 EII] G,—VM  \éye] Vo, Neyeww V, Aeyew
rwa Vp2t (retaining 7w’ after ubyav) péyay Visup.  8N\Sov] Al,
E\Bwv U, 8\Bov A 423 od Tadra yap &) wavra Vp2t, od yép rabra
xavrarel. 424 xal (second)]BVp2t, rexal A, rerel. 425 wpoo-
BB&] B2, xposPiafa B, tvuBiBa (Bal deleted after fwu H) Vpa+
426 Bawduevos M 427 EMJom V,—M 428 XO]om VA,—M
copdy 7] copdraror M, copév 7t kai U 429 EII] om VM, —A
430 — before oé¢iopa M 7plua U, rpippa rel. . xauwd\'y’ AMo,
xaxdw’ T'U, rexédp’ E2 431 X0Jom VM Aeyew eyew kéhevé
por] R, Neyew xéhevé pou Neyew (\eyee C) rel. 432 — M, sp U ydp]
om U 433 Myww]Jom M 434 ob (first)] "B, om ATB  «xal
ad erased after kal o0 U oV (second)]om E2  ué&v wavowrhav A
s#&v] om UBVp2t 435 kpeupboarov Mo, xpepboavror C  7hxn
dvabij(-09 M) AMMo, rix’iryab I'°, 70X’ &yaby U, rixn "yabh B, 70x’
dyaff T?Mg'rel. 436 eislib. Tobwoordrov C 437 70l0d’] 748’ U
olowep | ols wepl A 7ols Néyous Mo, rovs Néyous E2 fwwélet” AVp2t
440 iuélero A 441 Tobrous]tols * U 442 épaxired U  XO]
Vpz2+,om RGMU,: V,—A sup. (no sp),sp I'UB (something deleted
inI'?),exr Mg, 7ee E2 443 76v] 76»8’ Mg  sp before otdauds R,
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—M O] MgVp2t,sp VB,om GUrel. 444 XO]B by correc-
tion, —VM, ex GI'Mg (and B at first)  darifen’ éywye BVp2+,
Siarifen’ by rel. II] G,sp RM?,:—V,evf v A  xéwbuooov A,
xaréxooov C 445 XO] B at first, v« R, —VM, ex G and B by cor-
rection, xo # 6 &woy T' S A 7obrois xdo] xdoe Tobrov M
446 MI]sp R, : V,om G, —M, exr Mg  7avrat Mg 447 XO]
om RVM 448 KHPTE] A sup., as part of text U, xipvE § xee Mo,
7me Vp2t  Gxove vehedd A wuvperl] TMo'Ez2, viv udv GA, viv uevl
Mogrel. 449 66xN'] R, 0°4xN’ VI'Mg, 0°5x\’ Grel. 450 wpoypé-
¢wpuev] Mo', -opev GMg

452 Ovlpwmos Vp2 453 taxa] M9?B?, rixa B, rvxa Mg'?E2
tixos] roxns U 454 xpnoréa A pou] ud A 456 — before vs.
M  rapddexovuévy U Ox'] dxép M ¢pevds] om Vpzt 457 6¢]
’3A,omM odpds] dpais (-as) lib.  Néy’ & Neyes Mo, Ny’ els
rel. 450 7obrot A kowdv] ko in ras. T, xo »v (ras. after xo?) M
460 mpbyuar. Ty o fxes| &y dixois Ty oy xpbyuar. BVp2t, fixes mip
oWy xphyparitel. 461 wpbrepov lib. 462 MIJom V  Ala] 8¢
V 463 ovom R  orépavov]aréd® V,orepbvovs G karaxeiofar]]
AU, -xetofe (-xelofe with ofe inras. V) Grel. 464 xepds VAT UMo
ET] om GA, xo rel. 465 1I] G, om VAMB ud dla Vp2+
gty M Napwdv] Mimapdy Vp2t 466 Oaloee M 467 olrw’
Svre A wpbrepov] B2, wérepov B BagiNfs] RIVT, ~ts RGT rel.
X0] R sup..(no sp), : V, er G, —M dueis M Bagi\ijs] V,
abbr. R, -€is G rel. punctuation after Basilfjs omitted in
GMI'BH (and Vatfirst) IHI]JRsup.(nosp) G,:V,—M (;)
after duets VB, (,) UT, point RMgVp2C; om Grel. 468 éxbowy
Moy, éxéor* A  point after xpdrov RMMg, om rel.  point after
Tovdl RVMI'MgB, om rel. point after aimod RMTE2B, (,)
GMog, om rel. 469 dpxaidrepol e A point after &pxawbrepor
RGMI'MgVp2C, (,) Homrel. 7¢] rexal E2  é&yéveste] E2l,
-ofar E2 470 XO] R sup. (nosp), : V, er GTMgB, —M  III]
G, : —R,om V, —M  XO] R sup. (no sp), er VIMgB, —M
ravrl A rexeloumy Mg 471 III] om VM, e Vp2t «xoi] B?,
xal B 472 xopvddv] kopvdwv R wphorqpv]om V  éprlfwr R 473
wxarép’] xpa VVp2t  éwobvioxew lib. 474 wpooxeiofas H  weux-
ratov]Jom U 475 9wd M xpa’ Mg avrfis G, at-rel. 476 ET]
om RM, —V, re& G, xo AVp2*, ex TMgB dxarpp C v I

-
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(ras. after secondv) Mg reéfvedss H  keparfiow Mo, -jioe RVM,
<fior GA, -fow rel. 477 IOI] ex RVMVp2t, om rel.  otxobw lib.
478 atriv]Jom A No MS. has (;) after Bacihela 479 ET] Vpat,
xarel. 480 — before vs. B, ex rel.  Spvokohdrry AM (and Mg
at first), SpukoNdoey C  (;) after vs. RAT, (,) C, om VUMo, point
GEz2rel. 481 8’Jom RE2 7w &vbplomww fpxovlib. 70 V sup.
483 iredeltw M dlextpubva A 484 wepoav bis A pueyafSitov
ATUMgB 485 xakéire E2 &’ placed before 8pyis M &xely
(ras. over ») U, kelvois E2 486 ET] om RGM, —VA, er rel.
6 Bac\eds 8 RVAMMog  dwaBboxee GA 488 III] I'MgB, —A,
om.rel. «kal (first) Asup. 7ére]mord U  xoMods A 489 &p-
Oowv] B?, 8pfov RAUB  delop M 490 dvamnddow] B, -ou rel.
éyov from &oywv R xalkfis kepaufis AT'B2, -€is bis GMI'*UMgB
oxvrodefol RVAMI'Mg, oxvrod&for UVp2t, oxvrodéfar I'°U'B
491 oxvrfis Bakavfis AlMg!'B, -€is bis GMI'°*UMoA, -fs -€is Vpzt
&\poirapofol Mg ropvevrohvpagmidornyol] R, ropvevracxiSolvpo-
anyol (-7’ do-T') rel.; T'° adds ot over n,i.e. -wowol(?) 492 Paditov-
ow droduocéuevoo Mg  ET]in marg. R, —R sup. (nosp.) 7obré v’
Tour' R 493 4rdhesev A poxfnpds ] AB, ubxOnpos rel. 495 xép-
7] T2yp, kal TU  x8fevdov Mo, xéfevdov rel.  dexveiv] 8¢ xivew
AM,5¢metv TU  &p']Jav A #oe AMTUB 496 "Ahuovwréde]
U, d\potwrade Mg, d\uodvrade B (B2 adds acute accent over second
a), &\podvrade (6¢ VM) rel. wpoxbrrwy A 497 éw T0b
relxovs Mg ue (?) deleted after waie V° pe pordlw U, corr.
Ul pue] Ie, u&y AT? 73] ABVp2t, rovrel.  viarov] viwrov U
498 uiA v A 1e] 8¢ Vpzt &xéBhoe] « by correction Ve
0bluériov TB, Ooi-rel. 499 MIJom M  Irwos lib. (but ~ or blot
over second : M) 6 ]Jom AVp2+ #pxev] R, -erel.  7ére] Mg
sup., xoré¢ R, ré6re v¢ B xéBacihever] RABVp2t, - V° (in ras.) rel.
500 om V, add in marg. V* X0] om V*M, ev A, er rel. aI]
:—R,om VM «xalJ om U «xarédete AVp2zt +’] BVp2t, om
rel.  xplros odros A Pacihelwy Tav Nvaov M

sor ET] R! in marg., :—R, —M  Awbwoor] §33* A, 8’ Vp2+
&y yoiv] Vp2t (yw Vp2), &ywy’ ov rel.; there follows in Vp2+t »)
700 Sbvwooy 502 &xvAwdobuny] BVp2t, -déunv rel. W&rwov lib.
W]OA 503 xkevdv]utv M Obhaxby v’ B, O0haxéy C  &petrx(ov)
changed from or to &gethor(?) R, dpethwy Vp2C, dopeihov H 504
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II]—RYV, om GMI'Vp2t alylorov C &' ad] 8¢ Mg Powixns]
douns G xéxvt E2 505 xe Vp2t  767°] RVGA?B, 760’ G!A!
rel. &]alB,omrel. 506 rds]rods U so07 ET] om RG,
—VM, ex Vp2+  — before é\pfds M xéxxv] GE2, xoxxd R (and
V?), xokkw VI'UMog, xéxqy A 508 II]—RM,omV  &]T, ¢
I'Mg obtrws RAU «xalJom M Bacihebo] E2, -e.(?) Mg
509 wéheow] B, -ou rel. 51I-§13 after 515 in A s11 ET]
er RG,—V,om M, e 4 xo I'B, xo Vp2+  7olvwv] viv M, 7olvvw v°
Vpat  §on] e, eld’ R, %6’ R, fideww M, ol6’ Vp2t, fide T, #0n (49
V) Grel. & RMVpzt, 8 &y Mg  &776] 6% B édvfave A
512 7ois AM9 513 elorixe] R, éo7- rel.  Avowpdrn] I'°?, Avoi-
xpbrgy RMTI'?U, Avookpbm™ A 514 +’] BAl, om A rel. »iv] voiw
Vp2 (but dot under o), vad (?) C 515 ¥omx’ (éo7- Vp2t) Spyww
BVpz+, &ormxev Spyw rel.  Bac® TU 516 yYhaly’ C  Gorwep]
Mo!, &s Mg 517 Sjunrpav M, Sfuerp’ E2  olvexa] Mg!, olv &exa
AVp2H, @wexa Mo, vép vexa C rabr’] rour R éovor RAUC
518 II] G, —RM,om V  eslib. xelpa A &7l GAMUMg
510 owhdxva MoA, oxhdyxa C at first 8ot lib.  abdrol] E2, adrol
Mg  =xpérepor] om R, wpbrepoy M oxhdxva MgA  N&Bwae
VUC, Neywow E2 520 Guwv '] G, duvber’ MT'Vp2t, &uvvé (or -€)
7’ rel. 4] om lib. fecv G dxavres] T°Al, &xavras TA
521 Suwe’ ] Mo!, -o¢ Mg, -ow Vp2t, -olv v’ B &i] Mg}, in ras. Ve,
om Mg siwlib. xiv’] Mo, xiiva MgE2 . &arard GM, -r4
E2 (and Mg?) rm]nstiVpzt 8§22 —M  édvylovs 7] 0° dylovs
AB, 6’ avlovs " M, 7’ aylous T, kakols 7’ U 523 »iv by correction I'
] om VA &wdpamod’] Vp2z+, -da rel. 7\Blovs Vp2z  pavias
from pawas A, péavas Vp2+ 524 om M 525 VMgVp2* punc-
tuate only after duds, MU only after iepois, 'E2 have a point after
both words, B a comma after duds and a point after lepols 526 dpwi-
Oevris from épbevris I' 5§27 — before lornoe M pé4Bdous] I'yp,
Bpbxovs T', om M; vp oravpobs T™ Mog(in schol.); A has évrl Tov
oravpods after dpvfevris as if part of text. 529 dfpdbdv U, épbous
rel. 531 xobdtv olv M doxfi Mg 532 éwrpoduevar V, axr- G
xapievr’ RV, rapalfévres A 533 éxuvdow] V, -xpdar C, -xviar V°
rel. 535 xaraxvu’ E, xardoxvu’(?) A 536 xareskédacas Vpzt
537 tudv M 538 xevefplww lib. 539 di(second)] R!, om RI'UB
540 &vbpwx’ RVMoH  ds] ¢ (sic) Vp2C,om H  éudv] duov M
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541 xaxy Vp2t 543 éuol AM 544 00 dé]oldé G 7wa] om
lib. 545 gwrvxiav Vp2t 547 7] Vpzt, 74 re rel.  vebrria
lib.  xépavrdv] B?, xal éuavrdv B, xar’ éuavrdv A olxiow My,
olxiow &) Vp2t 548 &AN 8] R, 4Marirel. xpfiv B ds] xal
Ez ¢, U #uv]JomTU 550 &) rolwwv] Almin., »iv 53 A, 83
M  xpdra] U, xpdrov AMU!

551 re¢ E2 wivra]om M  «xixhg]robrov U xdv] xepl G 7ouri]
7t C 552 wepraxitev ]I, -« ' 553 EII] —R, om VMEz2, xo
ATB  «kefoubvalib. ds]dandsp U ouepdaléor] Al, uepSaléor
AC, dxepdiheov E2  wé\oua] B2, xr6Mopa M, reixiopa B 554 III]
—R,om VME2 «érera A, xéred’ B dvlib. éxaveorixe RG,
&ravaotiky A, éxdv éorixn TUMg H repeats the first half of this
vs. at the top of a new page. 555 wee Mg (om E2), xo Vp2+  us]
om A ¢f R, ¢ Vp2t  Hehjoee AVp2t  ywwapuaxhoe AVpat
(and V at first?) 556 wpwiddr] I'?UVp2C, wpovddr MoH, mpwv-
dav (-av RM)I'*?Mo'rel. atrg]Jom M  7olow V(not G)  Geols
MU 557 duerépas AUMgVp2 éorukéar] RVT, éorniboe rel.
Siagporav] Re?, purav R 558 moixeboavres AU 550 6’Jom M
trivow AMg 560 Ywhiv] xwhiy BVp2t  Buwda’] Ve, Be-VG &
G &'es A 5618 ]V,omV xéupw E2 563 feois] 7ols Beots Mg
xpovelpactar Mo (cf. xfv- V, xfr- U) 564 Ocolow] B, feotor Vp2+,
Oeots rel.  Uorepov deleted after feotoe C  80° RVI'UB  dpubte
RE2A, apubtn R'E2'Alrel.  xafékacror AMI'UMg  565-566 om
M, add in marg. M! #p 6’ M!  4¢podtry Vp2C  Obe Vp2t (but
-7#HorH!) No MS. punctuates after 6ip; after xvpods RVI'BVp2+
doso 566 éav U olvov A, 8iv M, v BVp2t  7is Botw Myp in
schol. (cf. BVp2t in 567), Botv 7is Mgyp over 568 (= lemma of
schol. on 566)  6ip] Mo, fbee Mg  wirrp] Mo, virrg MC, virri}
Mo, virr’ § E2  xabayitev] UMgB, xafayibiew T, karayifew rel.
567 6] om R, 8¢ Vpzt  dpaxhet lib.  6ip 7] 7is Botw BVp2+,
0tm 7s(or 7is) rel. Népw vagrods ] Npwvas ods (s G) V. Napww
éorods A and (as-)E2 pelrobrras V, uelirobras T'°, uehirrobras
(-08- R) GT'rel.; U adds whaxowwrddes as if part of text 568 xé»
.« « kptbv] Av 8¢ woced@ve Bobw Tis Bim MoypE2 Olee U bpxthos
GMg 569 100 ]mod U  &opxw AH, &bpxw Vp2C 570 xo be-
fore Bpovrérw A Pporérw R, Povrarw U Zév] Mg!, fav RVC,
teds AMgH s71 om A XOJex lib.  feots vouoic’ M x’
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ovxt R, xo0 M 572 werbueda GUE2Vp2+ OI] —R sup. (no
sp), winmarg. R*  mJom Vp2+ &+’ ‘Epufis]épwsyeA 7]
om B 8§73 wérerar] Typ, wéraras T rel. xal 8\« VAMMog
v¢] om I’'UB 574 wérarad lib, xpvooiv VAM 575 “Hopw]
M, lpw (- RGA) rel. ¥’] RVI*Mo, x’ VT rel. dunpos TU
wehelp] xehelpare E2 H omits v’ dunpos . . . #v 8’ (577), reading lpw
8’ (corr. from &¢) odw duds etc. 576 ET] om Vp2C, ex rel. ot
omM  xéwba] A, n MgA'?  point after vs. MAVp2C, (,) U,
(G)rel.  s77 OI]—R,om MVp2C  u&v]Jom U éwolas VA
voulowos] voplow e E2 5§78 8] E2!, om E2  feods] I'?, om I'U
xp0]8) A orpofiv lib.  végos orpordiv Mg, corr. Mg! 579 éva-
xégar] V, dvaxbupar V°A, dvaokéyac M 580 —VA (om G)  «&-
mara A ) Anuirnp] #0n w5’ E2 581 ET]exlib.  aimp]om
Vpzt &ovoav M 582 olow] B,olourel.  xarapobow] RVVp2t,
-0t Grel. 583 wpopdrwv R tmuwelpar R, xuwepd V, éxl xelpn U
584 0] VCHY, I’ RVVp2+  8+°] Mol, 8 Mg larpds bis A
v Jomlib. 585 ET] corr. from xee C  xowdaplw G, Boidaplw AB,
Bodapiw rel.  wp deleted after fodapiw R wpbricr’ E2 . 586 o¢
8¢]Mo!BY,s¢ TUMgB ¢ Kpbvov] Mo, o¢ 8¢ kpbvov VMMg!  g¢
3¢ moocedd VMMg 587 alrotow] B, alroioe Vp2t, abrols rel.
EIl] :—R,—VM, e G, xoT'BVp2t &a Mg 588 II]G,—RYV,
om M xpara] Ve, -ov VM atréwv] IB?, om I'U, abras B
olvéyfas’] 8pvifas A xbpvowes]| wapbvres A, adijkes IT™yp (cf. gloss
in R) Between 588 and 589 R has the first three words of 591,
but deleted 589-590 after 599 in V, om A, add in marg. V*Al;
V* deleted V’s entry after 599  els V, els VFAMVp2t  abrods]
I, omTU xepxvindaw (?) A, kepxnvidwy Vp2t, xepxmtduww rel. &~
Tolym Mg 590 l0’] V,elr” RV ai A wiwes] V", cvizes VMM,
xviires A Yipes U 50T ex A i G, mg Mg 592 EII]
G,—RVAM, x Vp2+  rovravt A tpdaw] VVp2at, épdo G rel.
593 OI] G, —RVAM uéralN’ abrois] I*yp, uéralla tois RV
AMI'U  puavrevopbwovs Vp2t  réa]Jom M xpnoré] B, xpvod
B?  504-505 repeated at topof newpage H 504 —A  xare-
povae RAU 505 &or’. . .obdels]om A &ot’ olk drolelTar TGV
vavkNjpwr 7is odels Vp2t  EII] : —R, —VA, e G, om M (at be-
ginning of new line), x Vp2* 596 OI]G,—RVA,om M uarre~
ouerwy R 597 w\etv V (bis), wAée U (bis) trtorar] rerar G,
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éorar U, txréorw Mg 5908 ~yailoy from 7'1.‘ vavkAppdvy G
otx M 4] Ve, om V pelvw A ﬂpw 8 (and A at first?)
500 IIJomB rJomM  airol R, abroto: A Lo ~xpbrepo] Ve,
xpérepov RVGI'UB 600 loagi]oloast Vp2C, owa.m H' M‘yov—
o JomE2 8¢7dToide A  whvra A

601 oldev] RB, olde rel. §p’Jom R 602 E here tesumes
ET]G,—V xwA3] E2!, x0A\& VVp2*t, x0Ad E2  ddplas] #5pbgsA--

&vopirrw] om A, &voplrrw U 603 EII] —RVA, om GBVpaz,"%" _.:

CH yiaav lib. 8de’ M mepl U rots M feols TU™ °
604 II] G, —RV xpbrrwe’] V, -ow V° Uyela A, dyled ve B,
tylaarel. 605 ve] by correction 'yom B  otdér V°(ev in ras.)M
UxAalve C 606 EI] —RVA, & G, x Vp2+ s lib. torw
A 607 wawdbdp’ dvr’] radépl &’ 8vr’ RV, wadbdpiov 8vr’ T'U, rac-
Sépuby v EVp2t, xadbpwov 8v B, waldpov (?) A, xadbpiov M émo-
Orhoxew lib. oI} G, : —R,om V, —M 608 EII] : —R,
:V,ew G, om A, —M, x Vp2t wapd 700] V°, wapavr- V, wod
o6 M II]G, :—R,:V,omM  =ap’ §0v] 7apd rob lib.  ad-
v T 609 —V (om G) yeveds mévre avdpdv E, wévre yeveds
avdpév Elrel.  ¢dne R, $dm GMU  Naxépvia Vp2C 610 ET] G,
—RV  aiBol] aifot s lib. moAMol A «kpelrovs E2 70D Auds]
Ve sup., om G (but 7ob 5uds &n" as gloss) Bacirebee G 611
OI] —R, om A xpdra TUB - 4] om lib. 612 Suas M
8t ] doket A 613 alrods A 614 xpvoats M 615 oixfioovow]
RVUVp2C, -0t Grel. 617 é\alaslib. 618 xotd’ AVp2t s lib.
o6’ Jotx M elsinras. Ve "Appwr’] UL duwv’ U 619 iet] om M
&bboouev M 620 ratow] RV, -ourel.  xoubpoior Vp2+ 622 eb-
toued’E  alrods V. bvarelvavres R, dvapelvavres M 623 xeipe
A 7 dbbvar A 625 wpoPalobow] xapafakod toflovow A 626 xoAd]
om U 627 &v]Jom G 628 7oloi] Vp2t, rots rel. 629 &tn-
xel\noa A 632 adhdovs Vp2t  :after 4dodovs V (om G) 633 fe
ots GM tps] los M, lois rel. (corr. from loats R) 635 Oeods
from 6edv (?) T ] T, tor A, &xl T2ypE oxhrrp’ dud CH
636 xparrew phoun I’ reratduedtd’ R 637 ex M véxewrar
ME 638 EmMjJom M 639 &p’ dorw A, &p’ boriv H ~ ueo-
vu@r] Re, -lav RU, ué\\w vy A 640 ve] 7. B, e rel. 641
elotNere M &s] els (o deletedin M?) m4v ME, els rel.  veorridn]
I'*B, -lav T'B? rel. 643 Tolwoua GA wiv] U, (iu)év U sup.
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(gloss?) ¢pd¢e¢oy~1~‘ UB (¢péae)re U sup. (gloss?) OI] ATB,
:R,omrel. 844 <V, xe GMEVp2*  xewofairepos ATE2, wer-
Oéorepos VpaH.pmobérepos C, reobérarpos I rel.; followed by : —R,
er GAMI'EBYVp2t, sp U Tdedl] Tdn 81 8¢ 7 RV?Viyp, 78 ¢ 7l
BVpzs, 75 8¢ 8l 7L T'?, r@de 8¢ 7L V°GI*?2 rel.  All MSS. except
RD. punctuate at end of vs. 645 —V, re« GAMVp2t, @ TE,
-sp $53 Kpuibev] RV?, kpiwbev V?, kpiéfer GMypE, Opinfer AMEv)p

.. MoypE27p, Oplwber T with « added over p and #j over w by T', fpf-

ndev U, Bpudfev BA!, Opiifev B2, Opidofler A; cf. the Scholia EII] G,
: RV, —M All MSS. except GAU punctuate after xalperor
646 — before &upw M, of S0 I'U (in U as part of text), rea
EBVp2t HI] A sup., : —R, : V (no sp VA), om G rel.; A
alone punctuates after &ugw dexbueafa EBVp2t En] G,
:—R,:V,—M 647 1] GB, —RVM, oi 800 I'U (in U as part
of text), ev B sup. EO]G,:RV,ewA,—M 648 III] G, om
RVA (but : after 1. V), —M, &mp® ) ex T, oi 8o (as part of text)
U &civa detp’}in ras. Ve, delv’ Vp2t  travaxpotoac B 649 ex
dép’ bw me Vp2t,spafter 8w B ¢ép’]debp’ I'*(ev by correction) U
¢pbowv U ¢pboov ve viv drws Vpat éyarye A, &ydirye E2
650 twvebued’] GE2, -ueot’ RVATE, tuvéofaiéch’ M morouévois E2

651 EIT] Vp2C,—A, om H (but : after 650), ev rel.  III] Vp2C,
er H,spB,omrel. 4pd Vp2C  652-54 after657 A &orlv]V,
éorwv REB, éore AMg, abbr. H, éo7l V° rel. 653 ¢haipos A, dat-
Mos H 654 ¢oPnbels U(and MgA atfirst) rmJomE  pifwr Vp2+
655 irrepouévan R 656 III1—AM, 95 T, v U, v B : be-
fore &ye R, —M, er E 657 AaufBévere] V°, NauBave RV, AauBéve-
tov B 658 Nyw]kadd® R X0] GMI'BVp2+, om rel. (at begin-
ning of a new line VAUE) u&]viv U  cavrod] carod R, oob V,
aob 700 Vp2H, 700 g0t C 659 éplorioov] RIE, éplarnoov I'? rel.
e0] in ras. V, om BVp2t  obupwwor Vp2t  Moboass] -ns lib.
660 rxaré\gp’ TUE  &uBiBéoas C 661 III] om Vpat  abroi-
ow] RVAIB, -ot GArel. 7800] Ve, reflob V. 662 om VM, add
in marg. V!; placed after 663 in E2, but corrected 7' bpvifiov A
663 ET] om lib. 664 Ocacucofa] TEBA!Vp2t, ~buefa RGA'M
UMoA, feacéue” V, buefa A 665 opiniv R 414 M Ipéxwn]
wikiop E2 666 &uBawe Vp2C 667 rolpvifeov G (and A at first)
668 ETJom RGAM, —R°,: —V,er TEB 669 diauepifoy’ UE2
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atmy] RTUEB, abris rel. 670 III] TEB, om rel. 671 ET]
G,om R, —VAM, ree Vp2t  x@&]«xallib. 672 II] G, om RV,
—AM, e Vp2t dBeloxow] GT', é8eNlaxov AU, ~wv I?(gloss?)B,
dBeNlaxowov Vp2t  &xe]V,&o V¢ 673 ET] G,om RV, —AM,
xe Vp2t @] R, &ov Vo (in ras.) rel. 675 EII]Jom RVM, re
G,—A HOIJom RVAM ]G, RA, 6 V,omE 7ixn
"vafij AT°B, 70xp &vabf M, &yabfj rixn Vp2*, r0x’ éyabfj T rel.
676 X0] G, om RVM 677 ¢ty U épréwv] R, éppifwv R
ATBVp2C punctuate after dpvéwv, RTE after wavrwv (678), T'E2
after éuav, I'Vp2C after fuvwv (679) 678 ttwoue V(not G) UE2
679 éndot] M?, dodi GM? and (+9) Mg?, dodot Mo?, dodfis E2 680
0 Vpz, feparr C, ep H (due to misunderstanding of [xwh\] 6’ of a
metrical note prefixed to 676) 681 #5tw] B, déiw TUB?  ¢f6y-
yov M 682 «xéxpove’ MgE2, xpéxpova’ Mg! (but xpéxovoar in marg.
Mg!) 683 épwots E2 685 &rdp’ A duavpdBion] duaBpbBio
Vp2+, duaipbBioc A, Huepdfroe E2I%ypI™ypEvpMoyp wpoobuow R
686 ox. oedta T (ras.?) &6 RAU, oA ME 687 édori-
ves C elkeNévepor ABVp2t, lkeh- (i- R, i- V) rel. 688 rov
voivJom A &obow] VBVp2+, olio A, éobor Grel. 689 rolow]rols
E  dyfpes] A, -wsrel.  7ois] B, 7olow B2 rel.  &¢bira] MY,
apbirois M undouévosc R~ 690 Hudw from dudw (?) T 691 olo-
vavV (not G) 7 Jom A 692 wap’ euod rpodikae R 693 xbov
C  elpls] etfds Vp2+ 694 olpavol E2  #v]Jom M éwelpoar
RA 695 ¢ov] RV, &6y Grel. 696 &)t Vpz  wobewds] mdvds
R 697 elxds Vp2t  dveusikeor E2 698 wuxiwv A kard] wob
xard U 699 &vebrrevsev] RVB, tvebrrevoe GMTEMgE2'Vp2C,
tvebrevoe UMg(?)E2H, &vebreve A els AMEVp2t 700 fuvéuiter
Vp2zt, owéuter rel.

701 ovpuvyvwpbvoy B 5 Jom RM  ~éver’] BVp2t, &yévero &’
M, éyéver'rel. reJom A 702 re]Jom M, 8¢ Vp2+  &¢foiror C
703 "Epwros ] T'®, epw” R, épwres T'?PB 704 moANotor A  werbuefa
GMogVp2H, woréuefa E2, ueréueda C  re] om lib. ¢pda] GT,
épdaww VVp2t, dpwor AMI'®B 705 8¢ xadods]om R xahhods GH
wréppacw’ V. 7006 &unpioav A, Swophpioay M, dieufipvoar U, dieuépioar
E2H &ép’ A 707 &prvya Vp2C wmopduplwy U, -lwva E2
(and Mg at first) xiv'] Mo'?, xiiva MgE2 Soveov E 708
wévra] radra V. 710 vépavos] E!, -oo AME?Vp2t  els BC and
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H (by correction)  79» Vesup.  ueraxwpf] V?GMo!, -€t V°Mo,
~xwpely AVp2+, -xwpbij E2 7II ¢péfe]om A xpeppboarte Mg
712 idaive M &xodoln VM 713 Ixrwos lib. 5’] om lib.
&raipay U 714 tika]lva Vp2t  wéxrew VA, xixew(?) T, wéxew
Terel. &pa]V, dpav VoA, dpg M Hpuwév R, épudv E2, eapuwdr
(-xdv C) Vp2+t  xe\ddv R 715 Apdbpubv] T'UB, Ap- RMgVp2C,
Mi- VAT*MEH, AMpdépor E2 717 Spvas RVBVp2t obro C
xpds xavra TU rpéxesbar RAC 718 & R 719 dcaxep]
d0a GB xepljom A 720 éoriv RE, abbr. TH 721 olu-
Borov Vpat Svov] oy A 722 ép’] al’ E2 pavrelas A
d&xéMwv Mg 723 —R 726 mviyew otk U 727 xafevdolued’
A 729 Sbowpev R Hutv A 730 wawsl (bis) AMI'UBVp2t
and wawl (second) G 731 xhodd’ dylecav RVATI?, x\obrov Uryelar
M, xhovbvyieav T'? rel.; add r’ Vpzt 732 veoyra E2 733
Oalelas RVAVp2t  yéla 7°) yihaxr’ E2 735 dxd]dxep A 738
70 (7)] R, (5) I'B, (4) rel.; RGAB accent each 7w, E each but
the last; RAB point after each, GMg after each but the last.
Tt Mo, 7yt rel. 739-741 om T, 730740 add I'? 739 om
B xouiA\\y Mo 740 véxgor M, véxais Vp2t  «xai] om lib.
xopugais ] kopudaiol 7’ lib. &vopelais MMgVp2C 741 7 (4)]
RVMEVp2t, (5) AB, (3) G, rwrwrirorore U; RGAEB accent
each 7w, E2 each but the last; B points after each, GMg after
all but the last, A after the first three 7l MgC, riy¢ C! rel.
742 ifouévovs A, -ubm B peMas] peMais R (but perhaps correct-
ed), unilas(?) A éxl A sup. 743 70 (4)] RVAIMI'Vp2t,
(3) AUE, (5) B; RGATEBVp2C have 76 or 70 each time, V
only the first time and U the last, I'H 7io each time; GAMgB
point after each -riyt] AMB, rurlyi T, om rel. 744 toubijs] I'e,
fobwv T' 746 oeuvé] VAM, oeuvd R? rel. (H corr. to or from -&)
rejom A 7€ T4 pnrpl Vp2t dplac R, épla VA, 8pera MVp2t
747 7o (11) A, (5) U, (8) Vp2C, (4) H, (9) rel.; R accents the
first three and fifth, E every second one; Mg points after every

second one, B after each 7§ MMgVp2C, 7iyé rel. 748
— before &6ev M dorepel] dorep 4 lib. 750 &xoBéoxero C
xapxiv A

751 el repeated after ¢pépwr E  dowdav E, ddjy UVp2t, dudéw(d-)
rel. 752 7 (4)] 76 (3) RAEB, 710 (3) VMI'UVp2C, rio rio 710 H;
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MpogB point after each it RMMoC, 7iv¢ rel. 753 Juds M
754 ¢iv U 7ohowdv H 755 torw 8045°] AMVp2t, 048’ torly
rel. aloxpovE 756 tarilib.  7olow] rols M, om Vp2t  Spwi-
ow] RVB, épvéoior Mo, 8pvorar C, 8pmiar GMo'Clrel. 757 rixrew]
Ve, -« V. 758 The scribe of V first wrote this vs. with wouwiNos
xexAjoerac in place of #v . . . wa7pl, then deleted and wrote the verse
correctly  &et] &xetvo U wap’ Huiv xaMdy Vp2t  tore xap’ Juiy
E 750 dlxoo A  7warhtas]om A péxe VAVp2t, udxne () rel.
760 rvyxéve from -pe R 761 wowxidos]om U 762 firrov E 764
tor] G, -lv RV, abbr. H 765 ¢vochrw U, pvohro C  ¢avoivrar]
dapotvrar C  ¢hropes A, abbr. U, ¢paropes rel. 766 6 Heolov]
éxwolov AVp2, 8 midlov T, 8 mglov T rel. 767 vyevésbae AU wa-
Tpos ] wéxwov B webrriov lib. 768 oldéy aloxpév] xpnordv otdéey M
tort G 769 7oudvde TUBVp2t 770 after 771 M 7 (4) RAEB,
10 (4) VVp2t, 70 710 710 76 MT'U; AMgB point after each, R
after first two  -rly§] BAVp2t, 7if A, omrel. 771 ovumydy
Vp2t 772 xrepoioe RBH, -oiow Vp2C  xpbvovres G laxxov]
VAM, laxov rel.  773-774 om H 773 70 (4)] AVp2C, (3)
GI'B, (2) U, 76 6 e RVE, 70 110 70 7« M; RAEB accent each 7w,
AMgB point after each 7.0 7if RMo, rlytrel. 774 “EBpov]I'U,
éBpov R, eBpov V, éBpov M, éBpp M1, elpov AB (8 over v B2)C, &oop C,
ebpov G rel. wxoraubv] M, -¢ M! 775 7w (3) UH, (4) rel.;
RAMgBVp2t accent each 7o, MTE only the last; AMgB point
after each  -rlyt] om lib. 776 alféplov végos™ U  Pos] RS,
Bod RMg, Bad A 777 wouxiha (wouxl U) ¢dha 7e¢ (ptAarre Vp2t)
lib. 6Gnpav] xrepiv M 778 xbparé v°] xbpar’ V, xbpar’ &7° Vp2H,
xbpa xar’ &1’ C éoBesev E (not Mog) alfpn] Typ, albhp T'U
779 70 (5) UH, (10) Vp2C, (6) rel.; A accents each,and AB point
after each  7if Mo, rlytrel. 780 éxrexrimmoey MMy, ixrimns’ B,
&rexrtina’ C 781 0éufos] pbfos Vp2t  dvaxras] M'min., dxar-
ras M 782 othvuwibdes BVp2zt ] om H 783 7] 7¢e Mo
VpzH,om C 784 76 (3) UEVp2+, (4) rel.; R accentsfirst three,
A last three, Mg first two, B all; E2 points after first two, B after
each 7t Mo, rivirel. 785 éorw Mg o8¢ G  #dwov] 1w Mg
787 rpaywdiav G fixfero from #x- R 788 ixxerduevos C, éx-
merbuevos rel.  EN0etv M 789 x§7’] G, kar’ V, x4’ Mg  d4v] ad
G &urhotis A  ad] & A «xaréxraro lib. 79092 om A
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701 Obiubriov B,Ooi-A rel.  &véxrarolib. 792 om.V  «dr’ éxo-
wxapdiw (from -Gv) R, kdxoxapdov MUE  alfis] T, adris RIT? sup.
MUE  «aréxrraro lib. 7903 ris éorw duawv A Soris] &s 7is C
704 xafopg M Bolevparx® H  795-796 repeatedin U at top of
new page dvéxraro B, dvixratorel. 796 Bwicas VMg  ixei-
6ev]om R, but add R!'in marg. ad AVp2t, dv rel.  xaféfero lib.
797 wavrés from wévrws R éorrw] om Vp2t A alone has (;)
after &ty 798 durpédns TUE, 8ul 7pedms M, durpedis T°rel.  xvri-
vala] v inras. B, mrwata AM  &wV 799 dbhapxas V, pvhép-
xas G trapxos VMMoVp2H, trxrapxos CH! elr’] dor’ VM
T'UE, vp xal elra T"E; cf. el7a sup. Mg'min. (not E2) towavds G
800 wphrrew C  xlarw Vp2t  iwalexrpvdw V (not G), dhextpviow
Vpz*

801 7otavrot M sp before ua Al’ RA; E begins a new verse
here 802 yehowbrepor M 803 II] : R, —V,om G éxl]
'xsiVp2 7ols TUBVp2* 804 omA ¢]8M 805 ovyye
ypapévw C (and VU at first) 806 om R, add R?*in marg. ET]
om R2G,—V o0 6¢]otd¢ G xouixey E2 ~ve]linras. wapare
Ti\pévan R, drorerhpévo M 807 IJom RV,—M  uév]om Vp2+
fxbouesfa Vp2t, fxboueda VAT, fxbouefa A'T°EMog! (p in ras.), dxé-
ouefo U, elxbopecfa BA!, elxboucfo RGMA 808 airav EBM (or
M?), abrois E2, abrév Mg rel. 809 EII] G, om R, —VM, ew AT'B
xpi] I*B?, om I'BVp2t  §pav ve BVp2t 1III] : R, om V, sp
GME:2 810 ri]Jom A, 7¢ C 811 ET]: —RV°, —M, xe G,
ex Vp2t  fuwdoxet Vp2t 812 EI] G,om R, —VM, recrel. eldw
G duiv]JomE2 olwop’ B, dvop’ Arel. ésrw M, éorl E and (éort)
A at first. 813 ET] om lib.  péya] uera R 7olk] 7ov T, 700K’
e 814 oxbprav B II] G,sp R, —Ve° (inras.) M, ew ATB, ex
rel. ‘Hpéxhes]Veinras. 815 oxédprav B 816 xapelwyy BVpa*
xvplay B '] om TUBVp2t 817 ET] —RM, om V, xe rel.
7] T '8 U  Onobuect’] AT?B, bnocoued’ R, Gnobued’ VCH,
Onobuecba T, Gnodpefa UE, bnobued’ Vp2, Onodue — 0’ (sic) M EII]
corr. from we. H, sp R, om VM, v ATB areder G, rafel C
818 —R 819 xaipor C II]sp RU, om VMVp2t MVp2+
punctuate after SobAet, not after xéww 819a EII] GE, —V, &
ATB, om RMVp2t 820 yJom A, 7 U od]omlib. elpes
lib. 821 ET]E,omrel.  adrpyl]atrh v’ 4V, abr 4 M, abry U,
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abrn v’ Hrel.  Nepehoxokkvyla] Ve, epeho-V 822 xee G feayé-
vous (~yépous C)lib. 823 v']JATMgBVp2t, om G, ve Mg'rel. 1II]
ATB, sp RV, ex GE,om VVp2t  otw]4 BVp2tand A'min. (over
70 in 824) 825 d&Nafoveouévous Vp2, dhatoveuévovs C, dhafovevoué-
vos H x40’ (xad’ R) dxep- RME 826 EII] Vp2t,om R,—VM,
xet GE, w ATB  Sal] ¢ GMg 828 ET] —RVM, er GE, 7a
AT'BVpz2t 829 II] G,—RVM, ev ATE, ex Vp2t,om B &r]
Ve,omV,ér0. C 830 wavoxNois E2 831 &xovear U  «kepxida] T,
xepxbda I' 832 ET] —RVM, om G, rerel.  dal] RA, & ad
BVp2t, d¢ rel.  xafétor Vp2t 833 EII] EVp2t, —RM, om V,
e ATB 834 dewds Vp2+ 835 ev before “Apews MgEz2, but cor-
rected by Mg!  &peos AM  ET] EMg!, —RVM, om GMgE2,
xee ATBVp2t 836 er before ws Vp2+t  émurideos R olkeiv]
oty A 837 IIJom AMI'B ww]é) M, vivrel. 838 rois A
839 xéMpas E  éwodos M 8pyacov]op by correction I'®, &pyacar
A 840 véveyxar ATypUB, &M\’ &éykac ' 841 er before ¢iha-
xas E2  &puxrr’ T, &yxpvrrar Mg!, &ypv- Mg  alel G 842 xodovo-
dopav A weplrpexe] V, wmeplrpex’ del V1 843 & AM, els rel.
844 &' dvlev ad] 8’ ol &vwfev A 845 adbis] GC!, alris RVMEC
&t A  ET]ATB,:R,om VGM, —Ve, 7 E, ex Vp2+ 846 &ué
lib. IHOI]:R,om VMMg & 'vyéf’ B, & 'yad’ (&y- C) Vp2t, &-
vaft R, & 'yafirel. 847 o06¢ G & Meyw] &\\wv E2, but deleted
848 xawoiow] R°ATEB, -0« RE2 rel. 850 xéowiBa] Mo, xepvifa
RVEMg!, xepvlav G, xépnifa C.

851 IEPETZ] xo lib.; H adds orpodav (cf. o7plo¢d] Vp2C)
852 owrapawtoas R 853 7pocbdia] TMo!, xpooddia T°Mg  ceuvd
bis TUB? 856 mpéfarév lib. misble V 857 trw (2)] U, (3)
rel. Bod VMEC 7 Oein lib. 858 fwadéro G @év] om
Vpzt 859 IIJom G ¢uooav A : before ‘Hpéxhes R, :—V°, ev
GE,sp A,—M, no break Vrel. = GUE2C omit punctuation after
#w,Bhas (,) 860 point after rovri BVp2, (,) CH,omrel.  deiv’]
BVp2C, s¢tv’ rel. - 6dw] R, thov R 861 Wov RV® (a erased
before ¢) T'UB, ldov H, ibaw Vp2C turepopPewwptvor] T, -Buo-
T rel. 862 iepd E2, iepot C 7ots] ABVp2t, rolaw E, rolae
MogB?rel.  xawois] ABVp2t, -ow E, -g1 V° (= feols in ras.) Mg
rel. 863 IE] G, —V 7rdsup. V° 864 7po* before etxestle H
(due to a misunderstanding of o7p|x|: seen in Vp2C) ‘Eorig]
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épla C 865 wep before xal 7@ Ikrlvw H (see on 864) éoribyxw G
866 dpviow from Spvorow C  SAvuBlos M ’Ohvprxipor] RVe(ne in
ras.)M!(p from ot ?) Mg, -powv EVp2t, et RGAB 867 xdo] G, xal
xdow R (but xal deleted), xal xdot A, 7dow V  xéopow] E2, xé-
onee RITUMgC, xénow Vp2 868 IIIJom RVMVp2t & Zor-
viépaxe] s olv lépaxe A, & oovmdpaxe M (& by correction?); over ov
I'e has writtenv 869 IE]om RVMVp2t  Sy\iw xal mvbiw Vp2+
871 dpréud’ C 'Axalawdisi] Mg!(?), dxalawdise A, dxalardidn Mg
E2, 4xalavafis. (from -id9?) C 872 II] om Vp2+ xohwvls A
éxavfalis T', kahavlls Typ, dxoavbls U, &A\d kadavbls E2  (;) after
vs. VAT (not G) 873 IEJom AE2  ocafatiw A 874 arpodd
lib. 876 II] A, om RGVp2t, —V, ebxh M, xorel.  orpofde R,
orpodé rel. uhrnp Newxplrov M 877 IE] ATB, omrel. 878 dyetar
A, iyelav Vp2Cl, dyleav C rel. 879 atrolor] G, -w RVVp2C
Xiowr] M, xloor G, xelowow C?, xlowoww rel. 880 Xiowgw] T, xioow
Te?  (;) after xlowow VB, point R, (,) MI'UA,omrel.  wpoxeiuévocs
A, wpooxalovuévos E2 881 IE]om Mg  #pwow] #pwor xal lib.
dodwr] om Vp2H, #pd C  wawily MgB, rawsilv xal Vp2t 882 : be-
fore wopguplwr. Mg (not E2) wopduplwr. from wopduplon. Vp2C
(xopgup C at first) wehexavre] Mo!, re\exavre GMT' U, -4vw Mg
883 reexlwn M 884 wérpaxe M 7adw lib. 885 éed] Vp2+,
&ear R, é\éa T, é\ela B, (\)e(a) B?, éNala rel. Béoxa (-ar R) lib.
886 é\doar R, Ehaod G, é\esd H. 887 xarappixry] I'UIBA!, ka-
rapbxry UA rel. uehayropidw] C, peyayropidpw I'U, peharyropipw
Vp2C? 888 alv’ A, alyléry MU, alywofidw A 889 wabe
MgVp2t  «xbpaxas] A'min., xbpaxes A 890 ov¥ before éxt H
(a misunderstanding of ovor[nua], seen in Vp2C tépeov E
891 dMaiérous] I'°, dA¢ aiérovs (ras.?) V, dhaérovs T, dNlaiérovs E
yoras] MT, yiwas Mlrel. 3nJénnA 892 Wrwos lib.  €ls] om
V  7obré v’] robr’ G olxaer’ RV 893 xal (second)]om G
oréupara] B?, orpiopara B 894 rouroni TUB 897 xéprifBi Beooefis]
om Vp2+t xépviB] G, xepvife RATE, xepmifi V 899 uéxapas
.. .€lxep] om Vp2t péxpas A 900 #eor’ GM

902 yéveby 7' lib.  «xépara Gvrl 7ob fqpdv A 903 ebibuesta] B,
-buefla MgVp2+t, buefarel.  rois] BVp2+t, -grrel.  werplyvos M,
xreplvos Myprel.  9o4 MIOIITHZ] G, omV  ra&»] I'e, mp T'U,
o0 Vp2+t 905 xAfoov] ATUEMg!B, x\etaor R, sMigor M, x\fjoor
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MgEz2rel. - 906 realow 'UB  dodais] RVU, dndats T, ddals (¢-)
rel. 9o7 IIJom G 908 O] —R,om V  (;) after &yd T,
() U  peyAboowy from pehwsowv H 910 érpnpbds] ReT', drnpds
V, érpnpés RTU  xard 7ov pppov M o11-14 om A 911 III]
—RVM,om G éjraJom U «xiupv H 912 IO] —RVM,
om G ok Vp2, o0 C 914 lepol deleted before érpnpol Mg
éronpol] T°, 7T 91§ II]—RV, om GM  rds] derds A érpy-
pdv] G,0r-V  1éom A Apdhpwv RTE, Apd- Mg rel. 916 érép]
G, atrap RVAMUE (and T at first?) &]8 M  xoyrd] G,
xonra RVMI'U  dvepfbpas E2 917 IO]—RM,omV  xe
woin’] MY, xemol’ G, wexolnka M 7ds from rp C  Nedeloxoxxv-
ylas] evepoxoxxvylas C 918 we deleted before rds I', — (deleted?)
M  Juerépas G xald xal 7oAN& V  woAN&] 7o (sic) U 919 wap-
Oeveia lib.  kal (second)]Jom GU 4] om MUVp2zt 920 II]
—RVM, om G w67’ &rbnoas VO (-ol- G), 767’ &xouiow R, wbre
woficas VM 921 I0] —RVM,om G  &)] om AVp2t s’
&ya] mivde E xMfw GMgAVp2zt 922 om R, add in marg. R!
IOI]Jom RIVE, —M 923 xe deleted before xal A wadl B 8%
Gsup. OGtuw M 924 II0] om RVE, —M 925 olawep I'UB
dpapryé ATU 026 8¢ R, 8" drel. 927 fabéwov E2 028 &uiv]
T, H(ulv) T? (gloss?), dutv B, duiv M, &uitv C 929 —M
xepalij lib.  Gérgs] Mo, -s MTUMgBVp2t 930 dbéuevar R,
Sbue’ VM &uiv M 7etv R, 7elv C 931 III] G,—R, om VMMo
932 uhr Vp2C Tobrq 8bvres] Tobro lBbvres R, Tobrwy Sbvres A
éropevtdueda C 933 omohdda] I'°?Mg'B, oxihdda I'?MoB?  ye-
7oy’ Vpa2t  (;) after &eas R 934 8s] HY, das Vp2C, d6s H
xonriI' 035 oxmh\ada T 936 ¢piNa]I°, ptha T 937 ddpov] A,
T6d¢ 3povrel. 938939 7 ...&osom C ]I 76 U (and per-
hapsT') 940 HOI]—R, om VMC (in C, owing to the omission of
938-939, the entries for 940 and 941 appear before 941 and g942)
dvfpwroslib.  obx’ Vp2C  dxalhaxPicerac Vp2 941 IIO]—R,
om VH, re« C  wopbddeor VMEC, vopbbaicc A &Jéxl A oxi-
fais C 042 xou before dNdra:c C (see on 940)  sp after &é\arac V
(not G)  orparav A, orpwpbrav Vp2t 943 dpavrodévarov] V?,
Slvarov G, -Slvyrov AMg?Vp2+, -S6vprov V*?Mg! rel.; possibly V’s
readings are -3lvarov and -Slvprov ~ &os E2 - mexrrédral R, wéxravra
M, wérraras Vp2, wérarac CH 044 éBas (Bap C) woANds Vpa+
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045 8, 7. U, 8 Vp2t 0946 II] —R,om VM, 7o H  Ewinu’ lib.
Between 946 and 947 R repeats ax66vbe . . . moipriic (934) 047 om
V, add in marg. V*  wopmiy RMT 948 0] : —RV, sp G,
—M, om Vp2* 949 v']Jom I'UE2 wofow M Towadl] &9
7adl BVp2*, 7o 6i RU, 7adl rel. 950 x\joov] Mo!, k\joor
VUMQgE2, s\jicov Vp2zt  xpvoblpeve Mg v U

953 wgdfora] R, ndofda rel. woNwopé ] T°Ez2!, wohlowopa
RVp2t, woNiwvpé TUE2?B 953 #Afor] M, #Nov VM1?  é&ha-
Aivra M, éhalav BVp2t 954 IIIJom Vp2t  8la V. &N #rou
G, é\\a vdp Vp2*  ravrat TEH 955 rovéi] om E, v 8¢ A
7ovJom RA 956 7ouri by correction V° after 956 RVAUMgC
(not E2) omit punctuation 957 wwbésfac B 958-964 om V,
add in marg. V! 958 wapaxdpee GM  xéprifa] GMg, xepvifa
RV'AEMog!, xépvifa T' 959 iepebs before vs. lib.  elpnuibobfo G,
ebpnul’ dorw A, edpnut’ “orw M, ebdnpl’ (eb pnul’ C) éorw TUBVp2t
XPHZMOAOT'OZ] in margin R}, xpn written as text and deleted R,
xpn”” H (and so regularly afterwards), om VIGM  g6o XP]: R,
om VY sp G, —M or] —R, : —V4, om GM 961 XP]
—RVIM,om G  ¢habpws U, ¢p4fAws Vp2H 963 és] M, els rel.
1] :—R, om V'M 964 otx] om V! &xpnoporéyes Vp2C
wmpv]wpos A  pueTU,puo B 965 olxicar] I'%yp, olkfioas TU  XP]
:—RV,sp G, —M  &uwmédité U. 966 II] om RGH, —VM
967 XP] om RGH, —VM  oixfowst] RV?AUMoy, oixicows: B,
oixlowar Vorel. 7¢] v¢e G 968 ueraty C 969 II] —RVM,
om G &uol] &ol U 76w xopubiwv Vp2+t 970 XP] —RVM,
om G duitacd’ A Bixxis VM 971 wplrov] wpiror uév B
xavdopy M, mav 74 vij ddpa Vp2C @bca. from Ghewv R Nevxd-
tpuxa AVp2C 973 Séuev’ R, d6pov A 974 II] —RVM, om G
XP]—RM,om V,:—Veinras.,,sp G  SifAov] AT'*Vp2C, BuS\ior
Trel. 0975976 om VI',add V'I?  Vp2H have xév uév Oéomie xod
(from 977) before xal ¢puaMpv; C has these words as a separate verse,
but deleted dvahpy T2 omhéxvov MgA 976 III]—RVIM,
om G orh\dxva MgA 8uwév’] M (by correction?) BVp2+, sdévac
rel. @eor] G, -w VL, & 'or A, &or A XP]: R,—VY, sp G,
om M BiBNiov] AVp2?, BuB\iby Vp2! rel. 077 Oecméoie T,
Ocoxloe U, Béomeie E(or E)Mog xoufis] G, woels RE, woiis VM
TU 078 alerds]atrds A &Jom R  alJed R,ai G xe]xal
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R 079 s ] RVAEVp2t éon GMgrel. obtomE,ofre B o0d"]
oix A, o’ B Spvoxohdwrns M, dpukohdorys C 980 III]—R, om
VAM  7adr’] Ve, a8’ VR &eor’] V°Mg!, -ori(v) VMg  XP]
—RVM, sp G BiBNlov] AT*Vp2C, BuBhiov T rel. 081 III]
—R,om VM &6’ Suowos A 1wdet B 982 wap’ dwéA\hwros R,
wapé 7e dx- G, wapd 700 dxw- Vp2t Eyeypaybumw M 083 ardp
twel U 8x\itos M &vfpwmos ldw &xhgros BVp2t 984 Aurel R
oxhayxvebew] G, omhaxvebew GMgA  émbuufi] V©, -Buuet V2 Vp2t
085 &9] el Mg, 8t E2A  atrév Mg 986 XP]—RVM, om G,
xe Vp2t  II]:—RV,—M, sp G, xp Vp2t  BiS\ov] AT®, Bv-
BNovT'rel. 987 — before kal RV (not G), erasedin R uj6e M
vepéApow] BVp2t, norrel. 088 4 U  o]Jom M  Awrelfns] e
from: R?,-xe’, by corr. V¢ 989 XP] —RM, om VVp2, 7 'CH
xalJom U &eor’Jom M  &v7adl’ veore rabra U  II]—RVM,
sp G, xp I'Vp2*t BiuBNov] A, BuBAiov rel. 990 wet before ol
TH  All MSS. punctuate after xépaxas, not after 6pas’  XP]
—RVM, sp G 991 III] —RVM, om G otkoty UH, otk
oty Vp2C érépoce U xpnouohoyels R, oxponouoloyhoes C
992 METQN] ~yewu(érpns) lib. (and so throughout the scene)
duds from duds G 7ovrl] EBVp2t, rouri rd rel. 993 av] oo M,
omA dphowv] V, dpboor V°?G, dpbows C & Jom R BovMjua-
7os lib. (BouA- from BoN- V) 904 ’wivoa] AUVp2t and (xi-) M,
trivoarel.  xéfpovos UE2 995 ME]—RVM,om G 996 Huiv
M 7e]é¢M «kar’ ayvés R, ka7’ dywds (ay- R®)Rerel. II]:RV,
sp G,—M 997 —beforeav R  &vdpav]éreov E  ME]: RV,
sp G, —M, yew # xon E2 Mérwv] G, péraw V, perév AT (a over »
I'*) 098 eldev UB ‘ENNds] Ve, &ds V. II]—R, : —V, sp G,
omM 999 ME]—RM, : —V,sp G «xavdv U 1000 ’0mt G
&\os] Ve, 8\ws V?Vp2

1001 wpoafels] BVp2*t, mpoorifels rel. 1002 xavéva R E2 and
all but RGUMpg point after xauwidov, none after xavéy’ 1003
dwafirgy U — before parbives M nI] : —R, —VM, sp G
1004 ME]—RV, om GMBVp2H = 4p65] B?, épfds GB 1005
yevfoeral MgVp2t xdy MUMg 1006 dyop@ M ¢épovar A
(and RA at first) 63y Mg 1007 édorépos] I'U (and B at first),
&arépes T?B1 rel. 1008 xukhwrepots U 60 U  mavraxfi] R,
-irel. 1009 éxrvais E2 II]:—R, :V,sp G,om M, xoyr H
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&fpwros lib.  Oalfis]T,-#sT* 1010 —R  ueriv A  ME]
:—RV,sp G,—M e (- U)RU, abbr. TH  II] : —RYV,
sp G, om M 8. Vp2t (;) after &é VMI'EB (not Myo),
() U 101X Kéuolye B, xduorye Vp2t  wellbpevos lib.  dwoxive
BVp2t 1012 ME] —RV, om GM II] Mg sup. (no sp),
:—RV,sp G, —M Somep U 1013 fevphatobvral 7€ xal A
point after rwes] A'min.?MI'Mg, om rel. 1014 ouxval placed
afterdorv M xara R ME]:—R,—VM,sp G uav pao-
Tibtere M 1015 II]—RVM,om G  7r&vJomA  AU]TIe?,
Sla VI Al ob]dlvEz  87'] Ve, 6 7' V, $fra GMU (and A
at first) ME]—RVM,om G III]:—R,—V,sp G,om M
1016 oxodeiv] V°, oxovdelv VP Mg 1017 ME] —RVM, om G
78p’] vap lib. &v] & ve BVp2t oI1]:—R, :V,sp GU, —M;
placed before »j Al’ RVG, before &s rel.  8la MUH (and Mg at
first?) ol8"]ols” U, 006’ C &vel]Al,om U,&pel VB, &pee MVp2H,
&pel C, &p’ el G rel. 1018 ¢hhves U éyyids] elfts M abrac
E2 1019 ME] —RVM, om G oI] —RM, : V, sp G
1020 "™ before vs. E, but deleted évaperpfioer V, -op M
oavrdv] BVp2*, éavrdv R, ceavrdv rel. &Naxi] R, - rel.
1021 Zapdavdrallos] RA, capvérakos E2, capdavéralos rel.  odro-
olv H 1022 EINI] in ras. (or deleted?) V, Mg sup., —R,
om MT érxloxomos ] -os from -o. C xvapg] 'xBéuw E, 'xBue
Ez Mx8U 1023 &7és]Jom C II]:RV,sp G, —M
1024 derlsoe]déoeris B delp U ENI] : —RV, sp GA,—M
BiBNov(?) from BiBNoy R, BuSAlov E2BVpat 1025 TeAéov from
7e\eod R, rakéov M oI} :—R, : V,sp G, om ME2 I" alone
punctuates after 7« wo8dv] Vo, mofdv V. Nafeiv U  1026-1029
lost in A (page torn) EII]om R,—VM,sp GMg 1027 — be-
forevs. R &ebuny] 7w from w Ve, om M 1028 érrw] RVB, torl
Vp2C, abbr. H, &7 Vorel. 1029 II] —RVM, om G &rw]
RVEB, éorl Vp2C, abbr. T, &rre Vorel. odrosiv H 1030 EINI]
—RVM,om G HOI]—RM,:V?,sp G 1031 EIIl] Mg, —RVM,
om GE &]o6 M 1032 II] om RG, —VM  «éduw E2
1033 — before vs. R wéuwovow #6n] wéuxovar m) 8’ V. #dn]
I'*B, #’ R, #’ T'UE, o’ AMH, oi5’ Vp2C *maxbwrovs ] I'°B,
&ri-T rel. 1034 els Vp2t  7ods Geols R 1035 YHPIZMATO-
HOQAHZ] Ve under éav &' 6 but deleted, om VG, ynéiou(aro)woos A
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(and so in 1038), yndonaroyphipos with yphpos deleted C  vepero-
xoxxvyeedss Mg 1036 (A9)7vaiov 4dufi lost in A (page torn)
4duci] ddux U, dixely Mg 1037 III] —RVM, om G SifAiov]
AE, BuS\ov E2rel. 1038 YH] ¢ I'"?, —RM, om VI'  yndiou-]
E2!, yndnou- E2 véuov E2 1039 II] : RV, sp G, —M
1040 YH] —RVM, om G  Nepehovoxxvyids] RV, -xokkoyids G,
-xoxxvyéas T'°U, -xoxxvylas V?TI' rel.  7olode] xal rotode BVp2t
1041 uérppor E2 (and Mg at first) ynolopas] Ez, v MgB
1042 "OMogbéio]’ inras. V, oh- R, 6\- M, ShoMbkoe C 1043 III]
—RV?M, om G Sev']8 E olaurep (olot-, olai-) all but G,
which has olov wrep(wrortiot) wrotviie RG, w 78 thfioe V, drro-
ABH, éro- MTUE, ér0- Vp2C  xpop MTUEB 1044 VH]
—RVM, om G II] corr. from ym¢ B, om RA,:—V, sp G,
—M 1045 om R we before mukpods A 1046 EII] corr.
from yn¢p B,om G  wewoBalrepor A, wewsbéorepoy Vp2H, wewobérepoy
C, reaobéraipor rel. UBpews] o in ras. V, Ufpewv R 1047 Mouw-
xidva] A, powwvvxlwva R, povwuxiwva R®, powwvxidva rel. uiva]
om B 1048 NMIJom G  No MS. has (;) after ofros  &ratba
RVMI'U  #00a] G, #a V, foa H 1049 itehalve G

1051 of sup. Mg é&ratda G #s VMVp2t  point after vs.
V,om RAU, (;)rel. 1052 pvpibdas E  Spayuds RM, ypadds Mg
1053 OI]—RVM,om G y¢] M}, om MUMg +&] AMI'EB,
& Mgrel. 1054 YH]—RVM,om G,exrcrel.  xarerilas] I'U,
-eri\poas R, -érdkas rel. point after vs. AM, (,) U, (;) rel.
1055 om C IOIJ—RV,om GM obsup. V° 1056 assigned
to lepets by all except M 1057 7ots] MU, 7oto rel. Oeols-A
1058 X0] om A (but entered before 1060), xon™ H (cf. 959)  poc
lib. wavrexbrra G, mavéwrra UVp2t 1060 xo A Gboovowy
VMo ebxaiow UE,-ourel. 1061 vdpJom AUH +vdv] om M
1062 offw] R, i~ rel. av deleted between eb and falets R
devfaleis B 1063 krelvo M waudihwv] v in ras. R, -¢tANwv E
vévew Vp2C 1064 3] % Ul ol (of) Urel. & valg] éyala Vp2
1065 altavbuevor] I'UB?, -oubva R°VVp2C, -oueva GA, -bueva RB
rel. xohvdéyos lib. (péyois sup. U) 1066 7] in ras. B!, §’
RVAVp2+,0'TB  ipefbuevo. T'UB?, ipelbueva TBrel. 1007 xreivw]
xebvwy U, xrfivw E2 1068 ¢felpova lib. Npais] EL, Muacs
EMg 1069 épweréd]éixéra Vp2  déxera x6v0’] ddxed’ lib.  dwbo-
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ganip & Vp2t 1070 &rw] E2,é7 VMg,abbr.TH & ¢ovais]
Vpz*, govalow rel.  8\wrai] Vp2CHY, \vra: H, &6hvrac V, 6N-
Mracrel. 1073 duv GA 1074 AapPire R 1076 Bovlbuedtd’]
RBVp2+, PouNoued’ rel.  olw & viv elxeiv M érexeiv] @v elxely
RVE rabralib.  x’duets R, x"jueis R! 1077 ¢doxpa” R, -xpé-
m U Zrpotbior] orpor’ R! in marg., un Oewo R, orotfor A
1078 favrh v') favra VA, favr’ rel.  dyvédyp] Mo, évayéyn MgE2
rerapa R 1079 oxlvous] MgE2Vp2, oxivwovs REMg!Vp2'H, xivovs
V  «arexra RV 1080 ¢vooaw A  delwoe R «xal] Vp2t,
x830c (-w U) kal rel. 1081 7¢€] Vo, omV  xofixoor Vp2C &)
TU, edsrel. rds]7d U pivas] corr. from piva B!  orepd C
1082 weporepds C 0] 7¢ G ouANaBiv B elptas] VAM?T,
elptas R, elptas G rel. 1083 xédmavayxdfew I' 1084 PBovhoueld’
Ez 4vermdv] v dxeéiv RVAME, elweiv Mg xelJel A 1085 elpy-
uivous] ME, elpyuévas T, elpyouévovs A, elpyeuévous (?) R, elpyouévous
Vpat, elpyuévovs R°Mg rel.  #udv Vp2* (and V at first?) 1086
welfecbe VVp2t+ (and perhaps B at first), xtfnofe Mg, mifesfe E2,
weldnole B! rel. 1087 dueis Vpzt (and T' at first)  waleboere]
T'UBVpat, -ebere rel. 1088 ebdauov] vdaipoy R ¢ty M
1090 dumioxvotvrar] EMo, droxotvrar MAH, dumioxotvrar E'ATH!
rel. 100X Oepun] I'*B, Gépup MT'UB2  awiyovs’ M After Juds
H has éxéras (see on 1095) 1093 rphavyis H  6ére] Typ,
Nuree T 1093 &fepiv U 1094 7] om lib.  valw] Vp2t,
bralw rel. 1098 680 uélos] dtvBehts RM, dtvouelss Vp2+t, skvuelis
rel.  é&xéras stands over dfvoueMis in Vp2, thus appearing to end
vs. 1093; in H it appears as the last word of vs. 1091 1096 GaAwe-
ow U ddnhouaris R, 3¢’ dAlw (E2, dpnhiw Mg) uavels rel. 1098
Svuralfwy Vp2C, ovuraliwy MgH, ovuréfwr E2 1099 Booxdueva
M  wapbivia] A, xepbéna B

110X 7¢]J om H 1102 7ois] rals T, xapa rots U BovAouda
I'UVE 1103 30'] ols lib. 6v60’] &vadd’ B 1105 xpiTow
MVpat +vdp]om E2Vpat = deleted afterodin R 1106 yAaix’
A us]é duds R xaBpwrixal A, NafSpwrixal M, Nav puworwal
(s%c) U, Aapwwrixal A, Aavpuwreal C, Navpuwral rel. 1107 &vounk-
oovet E2Vp2aC  &dov . . . breorreboovos (1108) Jom E2  Bal\ar-
rins] RVAE, Salarrins G rel. 1108 &reorreloovot] & and o1 in
ras. and ov sup. V¢, -ew U, -rrebovor H, -veoreboovar C  xéxh&ovor]
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xé in ras. U, xéxxM&fovor Vo(kéx in ras.)EB, xal sA&fovoc A oupd
E 1109 7obrowoww] R®, rotroice R &w]om I'UB 1110 om U
Yudv A Gerdy R 1XXIX BobAnodé 7] R?, Bolhnod’ (Sobheod’ G)
& RPVITE 1112 lepaxiopdy AH, lepaxioxdy Vp2, lepdxioxdy C
s AMB 1113 Saxviire] R! (y in marg.) and V°, Servéire R, V
uncertain wxpryopelsoas M, wpnyovedvas C 1114 xalxebere
A, xalxebeocfar M unpixovs V, umvloxov E2 1118 lost in A (page
torn)  wiv’] G, uhvw R, upvloxov E2 (= gloss in Mg), ufvww B,
wirp rel.  &mp] R°, &xe RVp2t 1116 &xn E  x\davida A
1117 wmaow H Spreoww H xarar\oueror A, -miM\buevor ME
1118 MIJom M &p’] Vp2t, lepd rel.  Spvfes RAMAH, & 8pni~
0es U «xaaiA 1119 7o0JomTU 1121 om H  éMpudr Vp2
C 1122 ATTEAOZ A] —R, &yy(e\os) rel. (and so regularly)  wod
00 ori] 700 700 700 "orc A 700 w00 wob "ore (first time)] xod wob
‘ere H 706 700 706 "o (second)] AEBVp2C, xob #0b ‘o7¢ A rel.
1123 =a”™ as name of speaker (preceeded by :) V, zesofiorepbs r° (7
deleted) Vp2, wadbéirepbs C, weabéorepbs H, wmaobérapos V¢ rel.
&pxwo lib. HOIJR aboveras.  obrooi»r UH 1124 AT A] G,
—R,omV o¢wA M]G,:RV,—M 1128 AT A] G, om
RVMB 1126 Gof exip &me Vp2C, bor’ dimep o H  éxiows]
&’ bw R, ixaivg E  wpoteridos Vp2t 1127 Beayorns («yorus A o1
AV lib. &]¥ G,ée M 1128 ueyibous C  dobpuos] I'*, dovpuios
VA, dovpaios M, dovpueis E, Sobpesos T rel. 1129 wapehacéryy E
HI]G,:RV,—M ‘HpédasjomC 1130 ATA]G,—RV,om
M «r"}B,om R,avr’ Risup.,airé v Vpzt,atr’rel. 1131 &a-
Tewrépywow R, -robpywor E2, -rabpymor BVpz*t, -répymov rel. 111
G,:R,—VM 1132 —RV (00t G) émodopheasor M  aird]
VG, abvto VME, aird 9 U myhusowri V (not G) 1133 AT A]G,
—RV 1137 carererrniar M, sarazeromvias Mg, sarexernsias
(second « by correction) C 1138 érintor U jbyxesr] R, Joyxon-
oo R, igbryeerr G 1139 & shobogépn B pigeec] I'U, pogion T*
rel. 1140 és AE 1141 vs. repeated at top of new page H
sovin’ ] roréima M, verdepe” B zorimapven E, voréma poea B2
5142 I] G,—RVM ATAJG,:—R, :V,—M  After ipubee
G interpolates rupd | Tip ipar as part of the text 1143 Aexbrwsoc]
R (corrected from heviresr) and V¢, daws- V mIm}—R, :V,
pGomM ofidewrs AVpzrt 1144 ATA]—RM, om V, 7
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A 71obro ATU  ielpnrar M, telpnro rel. 1145 Umoriwrovres
from dworiwovres B dpais] Mo, duass R, Spais VEVp2t 1146
&éBalrov] RTEE2B, &wéSalhov U, &véBalov MgA rel.  atrév I'UB,
atroiv M 1147 II]—RM, om VM9 & (first)] V, om VI'U
dv (second)] om E  épyacaiavro U 1148 AT A]—RM, om VMg
SlaA ~ye]r¢M 1150, 1151 transposed in U, but correct order
indicated txérov 7" Mo, txbrwv §° E2, &trerov " H  xadia M

1151 One or two letters (x or 7.?) erased before 7ov A 1152 III]
—RVM,om G é&JomM 1154 omM éwepydoavr’ BlVp2,
&xepydoaro V, txapyboarr’ C, dxapyboavro VB rel. AT A]—R,
:V,spG 1155 wehexdvres] R®, wehexdvres RGI'UC, wehexdves Mo!,
xehexdves MgE2 1157 wehexdvyrwov RAMVp2t  pavmyyla VA
1158 dravres A 1160 xwdwrvodopeirar from dwwvog- I, kwdovodopei-
racE2  wavraxf] RV?, -5 Grel. 1161 xafeorfixaci] R®, -aow RU,
-agot B 1162 7ois G 1164 XO] corrected from xe T', om M
wxoels RM 1166 MIJom M 1167 Yebdeor RA 1268 &de Vp2t
vépJom E 1169 0. E  debpo]I?,om T, inras. B 1170 AIT
B]] &repos & I'B, om M, &yvy(elos) rel. (and so all afterwards) lod
(9) A 1171 II] —RVM, om G (and Vp2, whose entry is one
line too low), xo CH AT B] om RV, —M, ayy A sup. (no
sp) rel. 1172 xo Vp2 (seeon 1171) &pri]drni C 1173 eloé-
wxrar’ Vp2t, toéxrrar’rel. & ] RVIUC,elsrel. 1174 xolowbds xal
¢thaxas A 1175 II]—RVM, om G, xo Vp2+ 1176 AT B] om
RV, —M, sp (by erasure) U elxev RV 1177 OI] :—R,
:(?)V,sp (?) G, —M, xo Vp2*  obxoww] ME, otxotw rel.  wepi-
w6\ovs ] mepl w6Aous C, but first X deleted 1178 (;) after etfis]
RIEVp2C, point AMUB,om VE2ZH AT'B]:—R,omV,spM
1180 —R xdpee R dryxvhwpévos] AICY, byx- E2, fryyvhwuévas
A?, fryxvlwuévovs (?) C 1181 kepxvis T, xepxriis EBL, xépxyns AB
Vpzt, kepxvis rel.  1plopxis G yly’ R 1182 poifhuact (¢ de-
leted after poi) R, porfuart A 1184 dxofev GMUMo 1185 #6°
torlv ME2 1II] : —R, : V, sp G, —M, xo Vp2+  ofkow] M,
otxotv rel. 1186 No MS. has (;) after 7éta, but C has (,)  : be-
fore xdper V, sp G, ayy EVp2t 1187 7éteve from réfeves E  waie]
xds RAM, xds ris EVp2t 1188 XOJom M  alperas] letter erased
after al- V 1190 feds E2 1191 ¢iharre] Al, gvhbrrerar A
1192 wepwédehor] xe from xre A 1193 & v’ Vp2t  &iéfos C
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1195 rabrp] M, p rel.  wepav] xrepdv AME 1196 wds] rds A
1197 wedapoiov] I', uerapalov I'U, wepdaciov T'yp, wedapolov Vpz2, letter
erased after xe AMg 1198 dlyps I, deds B 1199 wérn MT'UB

1201 1A  xodar) C  Expiv]oexpd M dxfev] EL, dxéle M,
%ev(?) E, x0ev B wér’ ] 7érp TUB 1202 78w (second)] om C
1203 II —RVM, om GB torw T (¢07 by correction), abbr. H
xuvfh Re?, oy R 1204 IP]—RVM, om G, lpis as part of text
U O1]:R,:—V,spG,—M #]4(?) E2 No MS. has (;)
after the vs. 1205 IP]—RV,om GI'B III] AEE2 and Mg sup.
(no sp), sp RGB (entry erased), : V,—M, om I'UVp2+ Tabry
tris GV?(and R at first?) &lMerac lib. 1206 om M, add M!
in marg. xe before vs. C 4varréuevos] TUB, dvaocréuevos C,
dvaxrhuevos rel. IP] sp RG, : V, —M, Ipis as part of text H
ful\fferac lib. 1207 — before 7t R, zec erased H  III] : RV,
om G, —M  olubte] GR*?, olubtn(-e- T) MT'UB, oluite RV,
oludtey A paxpby RVAE 1208 IP] —RVM, om G e
corrected fromor tore U 7oi70 70 mpayua BVp2t, rovrt 70 mpdypa
rel. OI]:R,—VM,om G 1209-1210 om Mg, add Mg' between
1208 and 1211 as one verse (one versein E2) 1209 els AMEVp2+t
1210 IP] —RVM, om G  oix old’ ¢ywye pd dla A la Mog'(not
E2) InTolk...¢&wyewasalso entered between the two columns
by I'?, but later deleted 1211 OIJ—RVM,om G (;) after vs.]
(,) U,point B 1212 7ods]7év E2  xohoibpxas] B, xohbpxas CH,
xohotdpxovs RMEypMoyp, xohidpxovs Vp2, xohdpxa E2, xolowls E
“rel.  wpooiiNes] BVp2t, s elofiNes E, xds wpooiiNes rel. VAT
UE2 omit punctuation before od (;) after Neyes] (,) U, point M,
om G 1213 IP]:RV,sp G,—M 1214 IIIJ om RVG (but :
after 1213 V), —M  IP] Mg!,om RVMg, sp G,—M  dyialvew
E 1IOIjom R, : V(?), small sp G, —M 1218 oou] ob Vp2t
1216 IP]—RVM,om G  &xéBaN M uéhee MUE2Vp2t, uée
I' 1217 OI] —RVM, om R!G  duaxéry TUEB, wapaxérn M
1218 7ro0]7o0s E2 1219 IP]—RV,0om GM  =oig] Veyp, 7ot RV
wéracfar Vp2t 1220 OI]—RV,om GM 1221 —R  &¢] e
R 1223 e]elsC 1224 IP]—R,om VM €lu’] Vp2C, elu’ H,
€ B,elul ()rel. MI]:RV,om G,—M 1225 —R  dewd-
mmra U  yépra vép 700 U 70] poo RVE,om A  weloect’ E
1226 8¢ Vp2t 1227 yvhoeafe A  ¥n]én G 1228 dxpoatépov
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C  «xpardtwwr E2 1229 roiJom E  raverakeis V 1330 IP]
—RM, om V Point after && RE, om Mg rel. xpods A
1231 — (deleted?) V (om G)  After 1231 V has 1234 (not de-
leted), then 1232, 1233, 1234; correct in G 1232-1234 om M
1232 ir']éxr' U 1233 wnooir TUVp2t +7J8°E  II]Asup.,
tR,:—V,sp G oav]oou R  woias] wolas U 1234 IP] RV,
om G :before quir R,sp. G 1235 IIJom RV,—M  IP]
:—R,:V,spG,—M  &as Vpz 1236 II]JC!,—RVM,om G,
wC oty A'B, boa. V, 00l E, dol GAArel. 1237 — (deleted?)
V (om G)  abrols] R, airois rel. 3ia Vp2t ol r¢] obrw H
1238 IP] —RV,om G 1239 gov uy E 1240 uaxéi\\yg] RMI'UE,
-n Mo rel. drarpiyn E2 Alcy] T, ixp T'U, 8ixd BA 1242 xarar-
0al&op] B! (1 in ras.), <voee RVp2+, -bomor (omitting oov) A Auxup-
viact A 1243 II]—RVM, om GMg =aioor A 1244 érpéuas
BVpz*  wérepor AU xhudde A, Nidel» E2 1246 Mvmgony U
mépar R 1247 om R, add R?in marg. éuplor U 1248 aras-
faddow A  wupddpoawr] GI'®, xvppbpoear V, -aus M, wopdplporowr(?) T'
(;)]E,om GAU, point Mgrel. 1249 s E2 1250 8owas RVBCH

1251 Aeiv] I'*, vAijp T2UE2; vp xAy § "taxociovs I'? (;) after
&pfuéy TEVP2C (not Mg), (,) U 1253 wapéoxer aird G
1283 A\vrjous] B!, Avrjoee B RABVpz+ continue the whole
verse to Peith., the rest give i to Iris; — i : V, sp ri sp GU, ¢p i
e TE, — 7l —M; all accent ri (or r1) 1284 7a] V¢, 7@ VVpat,
ra D oxéhe] RH, xé\n B, oxé\y B! rel. Sauepia E2 1256
orbopas] yioua: T'U, om M (but space left) 1257 IP] —RVM,
om G uiN] RVIBF, uéke A, uéhe’ GI'2rel.  afmoien A Jhuact
RA, 7ols pjuase U 1288 II]—RV,om GM sp before ot G, —M
xordt A 1259 IP] —RVM, om GI'  # v ] # uh M, #» s rel.
weioe] RV, rabon Grel. (ninras. B) &ds G 1260 III] om
RG,—VM oluat A oixoiv RVAMVp2t érépwoe] G, vo V,
éripace U 1261 (;)]RIEB, (,) U,om CH, point Mgrel. 1262
éroxehixauer lib. 1264 mp] ve My Vpat 1266 ~ve¢] om lib.
1268 Spordw AVp2t méurew xiy (& Vp2t) xaxviv BVp2t 1269-
1271 om V,add V'in marg. rov (second)Jom V'E 1270 d] %
M undtwore Vp2t worioy R 1271 KHPTE]om G  ra-
atérep’ Vp2C, reabliorep’ H, radbérap’rel. 1272 omC & rpee-
paxéol & Khewdr’ (Aarérer’ Vp2H) RVp2H & goplrer’] om U
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ooplorar’ | R yhagupbrare U 1273 & rpiopaxép’]Jom R 7pe-
opaképee G II]: RV,sp. G,—M 1274 after 1275V  KH]
om RV, —M 1275 —V (not G) 1276 IOI] —RVM, om G
1277 KH] —RVM, om G olxioas] R°MIEVp2!CHB, oixias
Vp2, olcficas RTMg rel. 1278 xap’] »° Vp2z  ¢épe] I'C, -
MI*UBC'H (;) after ¢pépee TEB, (,) UC 1279 7"Jom A (;)
after &es V°ATEB, (,) UC, point GE2 rel. 1280 olxigai] T,
olxjcal VI' 1281 é\axwpdrvoww Mo, é\axovoudvour Vp2t  wévres
AVp2t 1282 ¢ppiwwr] R®, tpvrwr RU, éppimowv A Egwxphrwr R
1283 dwoorpéfavres] B2, -orpépovres B 1284 bpvibopavotory U
1287 &fer] ifev Vp2C, 8ev (00 by corr.) H  dueis B woubév] Mg!B?
Vp2!, vouv MoE2B, vbuov Vp2 1288 &] RVVp2t, els Grel. 7d
fromrés C  BiBMa] R°GPAME, SuS\a RG!?E2rel. 1290 dpwe-
Bouéwowv] R°Mo!B, dprifoubvorv RMgBC 1291 évbuare 7’ fv A
1292 bvoubtero C 1295 xbpvdos AM  ¢udoxét MBVp2t  fea-
vyéve lib. 1206 IBls Vpz, 1Bis rel.  Xawepawr] Ve, gar V
1297 Zvpaxooiy] T, ovppaxovolw A, cvpaxovoiw rel.  udlas RMVp2+
1208 xaleiro E, kahoito Mg  elxev T'UB, #xa E2, fxev (73~ R) rel.
Sorvryor U 1299 orvdokburw I'°, arvgorbumov T'rel.  werhpyuévg]
Ve, -ov V, werpyuivw C 1300 eldov E2  §Jom R

1301 $xov] B, #iv xov TUB? 7’ deleted before v R #»] om
Vp2t  &urerouquévn] GME2, -xon- RVI%yp (but o corrected from
o) E, turbvuéivny (?)A, turerhpyuévn I'B, éxrepwuérn U, Ererounuérn
Vp2t 1302 mprédoy’ R (cf. 298) 1303 rJom G uxpdv GA
1305 ftovor keter B xAelv] aMp GU  pvpin R 1308 #uis]
om R, add R! in marg. 1309 4pplxas G 1310 xoplvas M
turlehg lib. 131X wrepd] orepd C 1312 x before &ye C (cf.
1313). 1313 om C 8)] 8 avlib.  ravée] G, rav 8¢ RV, mipde
VpzH 1314 xakei] T, xahoil BVp2t and I'? (gloss?)  avdpdomwr v
BVp2t 1315 om Vp2 7ixm R, 7reéixn B 1316 om Vp2
éowres]om R, add R!in marg., dpwros H 1317 fdrrovlib.  xehel-
ew deleted before ¢épew, and -ewv of pépeww in ras. Mg 1318 XO]
om R 1319 uerowxeiv] V, uerexew Vvp 1320 é&uPpociac A
1321 dyavo|dpovos corr. from dyavopposivns| R 1322 elhuepor]nin
ras. V¢, ebbuepov B 1324 o0] s A  &yevfoas E2 1325 XO)
omI'B,nosp U (in middle of line) ¢eperd A pépe 0 E  xéhar-
6ov AB  xrepiw lib. 1326 7« A adbis] ad 7is ad v° BVpa2t,
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abrisrel.  &dpua Vp2t 1327 ONIJ C,omrel. 1328 XO] om
lib. &7l 7is] éorww B and (-v) Vpzt, nis torly or 7is éorw rel.
1329 III] E, —RVM, om G Vp2t, x0 A, st ’'B 1330 XO] E
Vp2zt, om RGI'B, —VM, no sp U (in middle of line) 1332 7€
(second)] H1, 5¢ CH 1333 6alérmia V (and A at first) 1334
wreploes] Ve (s inras) U, s U 1335 7ds]7rods AU  xepxriidas]
TUEB, -i- RVM, - Vp2t, -f- AMg 1337 IIATPAAOIAZ] om
Vp2 yeroluar] E?, yewolupy G, yévoru’ dv EY, vévoluar A, yeroly’
4 (8 C) Vp2C  4erds G amérns U 1338 duworalfelny] &»
wxorefelny M, &v woracfelpy Vpzt, &v xorabelnpy rel.  dxép] B2, om
BVp2+ 1340 II] om GVp2t ‘éowed o0 V  yYevdayyerjoear]
yedayyehis (<) Vpzt) e’ lib.  &yyehos lib. 1341 35¢] wde V,
&%¢ EG  alerods] I'°, -0s AMI'B  xpooépxerar] I, xpocdéxerar T'
1341A IIA] om H (but : after 1341) 1343 & (8pd Mg) &° &yl
7t (¢vd 1¢ U, ¢ywye TBVp2t) 78v & Sproe (-v B) vduwy (wduiw TE,
vouov UL, poudv B?) lib. 1345 vouov] M1?MogB, woudv M?B?,
vouiv UEE2 1346 II]—RM,om V  wéuwv] TH, voudv I'°Vpa2
H!, wéuiv MUE  vduo] M'H, vopoi RMVp2HY, wéuoi TE  Era-
sures indicate that V originally had »oudr and wouol in this line
1347 TA]J—RVM,om G  péhwra]péhe A  wvouiferar] R, -re R?
1348 roiow R Spmow] G, -oo V1349 III] —RV, om GM
1350-1352 veor7ds &v . . . warépa] om U

. 1351 AT I*?,—RV,om GM d» (& R) oixwofels RAVp2+, drvaxi-
afels A 1353 OI]I*?,—RV,om GM 70is AMVp2t &pwiaw] VB,
Sprioe Grel. (8pvowoe C at first)  wvduos from wuos (?)V 1354
wmalaws]om M, add M!(min.) 7ais] RA, rolsrel.  xipSeaiv] Ve,
xbpuacw V1356 mohap] C', woan RI'°, wohoer (?) T, xorhioee MoC
xehapydels lib. 1358 MA]—RM, om VVp2 éxélaca V  78pa]
ydp AMBVp2t, vdp dv rel. vy 7ov 8’ BVp2t 1359 ~vé] vép A
1360 II] —RV, om GM  ixadfwep] éred) TU  ydap HNdes]
wiMes E  uéhe VMIE2, péhee U 1362 gol] o0 U veaviox’]
viox’ H 1363 airol E2 (possibly Mg) =ais] xds E2 #v AMU,
§E 1364 utv Mg sup.  ralryw 8¢ ye BVp2+, 7abrnv 8é rel. 1368
rovrl] BVp2t, 7obro rel. Oarépa E2, 0'yr- R, 6nr- AE, 0")7- rel.
1366 70vdl] ye tov BVp2+, révée 7ov rel. 1368 7ov] gov Vpat
1369 eislib. 1370 MA]—RVM,om G  &bwwooov R Soketv M
1371 III] : R, om VG (at beginning of line, but : after go. V), —M,
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spE2  wi]sv M 1372 KINHZIAZ] VCH, add dvpapSoroids
RATEB and C (which places it before xrepiryest, the beginning of
a new line), om ME2Vp2 &\\@ mérouar U xpds]els E2 1373 wre-
piryeao] V°C?, «o. VMMgBVp2C'H 1374 &\\av] &\\wv Vpa+
1375 OI] —RVM, om GE2 7] om Vp2+ 1376 KI] om RV
E2Vp2,—M, 6 CH (the form hereafter used by Vp2*) 1377 e
véayv] yevedv Vp2+ 1378 HI] I' (but deleted), om RGH (but :
after 1377 H), —VM, x0 E  dowaféudfla GAUE2  ¢\ipwor]
AMTIB (i) in ras. B), ¢eA\bpwor E, ¢pvA\bpwor E2, ¢pihlpov U, ¢pert-
pwovrel. 1379 —R, 7« T, 00 H oV]oov M xhv G &wd]
inras.T' «xuhotsA 1380 KI]—RVM,om G, re« H 1381 A\e-
~igBoyyos] B2, Meybuoxfos B?, Mylbuvdos MBVp2+; vp xal Meyéw’ V,
¥p Neybuvbos § Neybuoxbos T*E, vp MybuvBos # Neybgboyyos Mg (cf. M
in schol. Neytfuuos # Neybuvfos . . . xal Neybuoxfos) 1382 II]
—RVM,om G,8@ H =aboar] rdcac U 1383 KI]—RM, om
VAH (but : after 1382 H) 1384 édvawrréuevos AM 1385 éepo-
Swhrovs A vepoBbhovs A dvaPolds NdSoc M 1386 om V, add
between 1385 and 1387 V* II]—RM,om V* 1387 KI]J—R
VM,om G  «xpéuparae Mg  #udv] GI'®, U sup., #ud V, futv I'B
1388 yiverar lib. 1389 ve] Vp2t, om rel. 1390 wrepodivpra
Vpzt  k\bwv] T°BY, helow GA(and T'?), xbwv B elog MT'U
1391 II]—RV,om GM oi]7tA KI]J:R,:—V,sp G,—M
1392 dleul] @ from g R Sleul oor] 0ob Sleyue Vp2H, 00 dlewus ool
CVp2! oo] B%,00v AB 1393 wmerewiv] R'IAMUMOoH, -5- RH! rel.
1304 ravaadelpwy Vp2t 1395 NI dérJom H IIJ]om RV,—M
&8 A, & 8xr MI'U, ébxr E2,3xr A  KIJom RV,—M, sp U (in
middle of line) aNédpopov (&- V) RV, &hadpbuov (&4- V)V°GAE,
&\a dpbuov rel.  alNduevos R, &4N\- VMU, dNduevov C 1396 avbuwy
Vp2 wvoalow B, mvoalor Vp2t  Balnw] Balvwr Vyp, Bialais A
1397 OIJ R, —RV,om G  7év] om Vpz+  § ’y&] #yd RVU,
fi vé (Cvd E) ME, § &y Mg, v& A, &yd I'Vp2t, &fyové B gov] ¢’
o0 V,o00 A  #volas Vp2+ 1398 KI]—RV,om GAM  #ra E
orlxwov VI'U  xpoooddv (ov from wy?) R

1401 xaplor’ ® M oopd G 1403 KI] 68 RVAVp2t 1404
7ats TU  Only TE (not Mg) have (;), UVp2C (,) 1405 III]
—RVM,om G 1406 Acwrpodidp] RT, prel.  werouévwr] weut-
wrU 1407 KIJ: R,—VM,om G  &3jMos] 5 by corr. V¢, Ajhos
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Vpz  After 1407 vs. 1404—1407 are repeated in Mog; r407® of the
first set and 1404-1407* of the second set were then deleted
1408 150°] C, olo®’ AC! 1400 om R xrepwdels C  7év &épa.
duadpbuw A 1410 STKOPANTHZ] H, xérns ox RAMTEB, ow
wévps C, om Vp2, xévps here and oux before oddér (the beginning of
a new vs.) VM! olde (ol- RV) G rel. 1411 wreporolxiha U,
wxrepuroixcidot E, wrepurolxiAov Mg 1412 rawvsinrepe] B, -xrepot
EB?* sp before xowiha A 1413 daldws R 1415 ZT] E2,
—RV, om G, xev A'B (and so throughout the scene) rev oux E
(and so for half the scene) 1416 III] om RGM, —V  ¢es B
Ooiubrov V, 85i- B, Boi- G rel. aoxondy VAMEB uor] om E2
1417 wev oux deleted before vs. E  olx oAlywr R, olx éNwyr C
1418 ZT]—RVM,om G deip’]si7’ B 1419 III]—RVM, om
G  xph 86t AMEVp2t  1420-1491 wanting in I’ (one folio lost)
1420 ZT]—RM,om V  xifp] Ve, xife V 1421 II]—RVM,
om G  we\yys Mg  duavof GMUEB 1422 ZT]—RVM, om
G 4ANd] éNd A 1423 III] : R,—VM, om G, =\ (sic) Vpz,
marp H 1424 ZT] —RVM, om G  wpayuaroduphs M, xpayua
106l ¢s E2 1426 III] —RM, om V  x8] ABA, éxal (-ac RV
Vp2t) Birel. 7] RE, 7t M, 7l Mg rel.  xpooxarj MU, —«xa\eiy
BVp2t  ogopdrepor E2, capbrepov Vp2+t  Only BVp2C and pos-
sibly A have (;), Uhas (,) 1427 ZT]—RM,omV  ud] E2!,
mE2 &N]éN U Moral] ME, M- Mgrel. 7e]yelib.  vwwor
v'éue R, Nuwdoe vé ue VM, umdow éud U 1428 vyephruwr] yevbywr C
1429 xaramerwkds] Cl, -ds C, -xexrraxds V. 1430 III]—RVM, om
G  épyiin AMUM9B rolpyovr o0 A  point after rofpyor E,
om rel.  (;) after uoe AVp2t 1431 owxoparvreiv A 1432 =T]
—RVM,om G  xé4fw from pébw C 1433 OI] E2, —RVM,
om GE érE2 dlaelpyaV 1434 xp) AM, xpi C  rovrovt
MVp2t 1435 & ravrob R dwopageiv E2 1436 ZT]—RVM,
om G 1437 OII]—RVM,om G  ro] B, = U, rabra BVpa+
Myw E2  x7¢pd g€] xreplocer Vo (& from &), wrepov e M ZT]
:R, —VM, om G xal xds] Srws M Myois] E, Neyos E!
1438 &vdpas V' IOIJ: R,—VM,om G 1439 ZT]: R, : —V,
sp G, —M IOI] : R, —VM, om G  144T xovpelowss ME2
E and Mg' (not E2) have (;) here, UC(,) 1442 v&] 8¢ G, 7é rel.
8 durpegiys RVM, 8 durpédns (-rpépe E2) rel. 1443 drerrépwoer R
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ixryharey (or ixmh-) G, ixmpharév E2 (;) Vp2C 1444 abdrod]
B, Mg uncertain, at- E2 rel.  ¢not A 1445 (;) after ¢pévas
EVp2t 1446 ZT]—R,om VMH \oyos G 7'8pa VAMUE,
v’ épa B, 7’ dpa Elrel.  wrepotwra M, wrepobrac U  II]:R,:—V,
sp G, —M,oux H 1447 7e]ve B,omrel. 1448 éralperai] -réu
from -r¢ A, txalper’ M 7] 7¢ G,om M &vos 8fpwwos G —
before otrw M a’t—"yd (ras. after e?) A 1449 xpnorot R
1450 =T] : R, : —V, sp GE2, —M

1451 II]—RVM,om GH éal]6¢ U xofoas M ZT]: R,
:—V,sp G,—M, 7« H 1452 maxwalos M, marxds A (and C at
first) 1453 wrépov pe] wrepovpar (-oo- A) RA 1484 xepxviidos]
RVUEB, —gi- GAM, -n- A, -7~ Mo rel. 1455 &yxapxas E2
1456 xé7’ lib. wérwpar] R, mérapar G, wérouat R'MEA III]: RV,
sp G,—M  1457-1461 om E 1457 &dl] adl Vp2t  ouk before
drwos M adAicp] RG, letter erased after ¢ V, dpMixer A, dpNixp M,
ddMon UBH, épMfoer Vp2C 1458 fixe M & Evos] & téve A,
ttvos U, vp 8 tévos wévns A! (all in black) 21]:R,om V,sp G,
—M  uafiveo RVM 1459 IIIJom RVB,oux M xéwear’ RV,
xdxera G &elo’ al] el ad RVAM, ad &kl G wérer] AVp2t,
rel. 1460 dpracéuevos AH =T]:RV,sp G,—M 1461 —
before vs. R,7e M dciJom C II]:RV,sp G,—M 1462 —
before vs. R — before xal M «xal blotted or deleted R uw]
viv MMg 1463 xepxvpata AMU  roavrl] om R 1464 ZT]
om RG, —V  (;) after &eis BVp2* (not A)  III] sup. E2 (no
sp),om R, :—V,sp G,—M  =xrepa V (and possibly A) 1465 —
before vs. R ols M wofjow R ofuepov MUBVp2t  Beufi~
xidv] Vpz2*t, -tav R, Boufucdv B, Beufiuciav rel. 1466 =ZT] —RYV,
om G IIJomlib. After 1466 Vs. 1465 is repeated in C at the
top of anew page 1467 7« AMEBVp2t+ (om E2)  édxo\ifSétes]
RE, -Bétes rel. &mrololueve G 1468 cux M orpegpodixo- M
1460 —R, v« M ovN\aBévres M, fvhafévres A 1470 Oavua|
paor’ V, Bavpasrd G twerbueofa (-uefa E2) ME, éxexréuefa U
1473 vép]vépxal M 1476 piv] Usup. 1477 SfAov A péyaw
A, uera Vp2t 1478 7o0]omlib.  uév yefipos Vp2+  alel BVp2t
1481 ¢ullopoei RVU (and Mg at first), » deleted after -t A
1482 —M  almsxdpa M 1483 wépw R 7isJom M 1484 N-
xvwr U, Mxpw A 1486 owapiordol (- U) lib. 1487 tveoe] in
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ras. Vo, fumelor A 1489 fwwrwwvxbivew Vp2C 1490 &vrixn MUE
Vp2+  #pwi lib. 1491 78 Bpord A ’Optory] -y from -e A?
1492 T resumes here. 1493 tardétia] AM, raxibetié R (accent
by R or Re°?), rérrdtfia I'B, 7 ’midétia (‘wideta Ez) rel.
1494 IPOMHOETZ] om Vpz  réhas v' & Vp2t 14085 welofé-
orepos Vp2, wewobérepos C, webéarepds H, meobéraipés (-pd R) rel.
tor. U, abbrev. TH, éorw (-#) rel. II]R!in marg.,, : R &Jom
Vpz 1496 ovyxahuppbs] V°B, avykalvuss VMo, suwkaluppbds Vp2t,
ovyxexalvuuévos M, (ovyxalupp)évos B? OP] :R,:—V,om G
1497 NI]: R,—VM,sp G  ud 7ovw i’ Vp2t 1498 — before vs.
RM, sp U (in middle of a line) OP]: R, :—V,sp G, —M
xika G 8pa] B, &pa B* 1499 II]—RVM,0om G 1500 IIP]
sup. Mg (no sp), : RV,om G,—M  Bovlyrds UAVp2t  xepar-
7épw]] -airep- in ras. V, weperalpw R no MS. has (;)

1501 II]—R,omV MP]:R,:—V,sp G,—M =o€l  {'eds
U  teds Vp2  xoel] RGBVp2t, xoel R°rel. 1502 xe Vp2t
tuvepet VIE2Vp2t, tuwvepel VIrel. No MS.has (;) 1503 II]
—RV,om GH, xp M uey4\’] BVpzt, peyéharel.  IIP]: R,
:—V,sp G,—M  &xaNyouae RMVp2t 1504 OI]—RV, om
GH (but : after 1503 H) & om Vp2*t  wpouded U IIP]: R,
—V,om G,spM,re H 1505 IIIJom RG,—VM éorw E, abbr.
TH 0OP]:RV,om G 1506 '] R, omrel. é\éses BVpat,
S\boecrel. O feds @045’ A 1507 oo ] Al, om M, ot A 1508
ravrl R oxibdeov] R°Al?, oxiédiov RGB, oxiadetor A?. 1509 &v]
Mg sup. 1510 II]—RV,om G  I5II éxemerbnoas A  abrd]
om M, alrdd A  wpoufuds U 1512 médnfe G «x@ra . . . »w
(1513)Jom G 1513 IP] E2, —R, om VMg  #&xov E2 III]
corr. fromxp B, :RV,sp G 1514 IPJom RG,—V II]:RYV,
sp G mpixarr” A &r7"] 8’ UVp2t 1515 IIP] —RV, om
GM  dueis G duwchoare V. 1517 xviga] R, wica VI°?EB,
wiococa T?Mogrel. pvplwv U 1519 doxep A  Oeguodoplois] BVpat,
-0t RVAMT, -ow U, Oeouopbpois E 1521 xexpayéres U 1522 éxi-
orparebeey MI'UBVp2t, émgrpareiow E2  ¢bo” Mg 1523 Téu-
xbp’] Td wép’ Vpat 1524 elobyoro] V, -dyovro Vp2t, -dyowro
rel. (letter erased after v U) ox\dyxrva] E2, oxhdxva MoA
xararer péve (erasure after 7?) U, xara(kwra C)rerufueva Vp2C
1525 OI] —RV,om G  elolv] RBVp2C, elol rel. 1526 duav]
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Ie,duévTB HOP]:R,—VM,sp G 1527 7« C  &nxeoridns
lib. 1528 III'] —R, om VVpzt Tobrois 7ols] robrovrois R
70ts Oeols 70ts] Tols M, Oeols (from 70ts) C 1529 7is C  &ore U
OP]:R,:—V,sp G,—M  ésrw RE, abbr. H, éorirel. 7pifal-
et U, rpBadol Vp2H, 7pBadot C nrj: R, : —V,sp G, —M
1530 épa R, &parel. No MS. has (;) after the vs. 1531 IIP]
—RV,om G péMwora U ocoJroe A Neyw]Jom E  cagés
from gagpds A 1532 debpo] om G 1533 7pBalév Vpzt
1534 orévdesd’] T, owévbnobe VM, oxédnode G, omévdned’ rel. &
VM 1535 rdoxfrrpov] Rlin margin,om R 7otoe Vp2C  Spwmie
ow] AE'B, pvoior C, 8pnioe EMgArel. xéhat A 1536 Baciheidr]
R, Bacikelay rel. 1537 NI] —RV, om GM  &orw] om Vpz+
Baciheia] R, Bagikela E2 rel. (except Mg, which abbreviates)
IOP]om R, : —V, sp G, —M 1538 rameber] xepapebe(-uéver C)
Vp2t 1539 édxaf (8x- VD2) &xavra RVp2  &Povllav Vp2t, elov-
Nav A 1541 7ov] v B xolaxpérqy M 1842 III] corr. from
xp A,om RVMg ' &’} VI'UB, v’ &’ A, vdp Grel. alrds V
IIP] : R,om V, sp GMMog, 7« E2 1543 wpop before vs. E2  #»
v ] fvve Mg  =mapahdBps] x? \- V, xavra A- G, NaSns TUBVp2+
xavr’] x (sic) U, dwavr’ BVp2t  &eas]om U 1544 #\vbor M
1545 4el] E2, alel rel.  émfpdmoicr G elvevs G, elva U e’
VAMI'UVpzt 1546 OI]fromxpT',—RV,om G &ad o’]d’ &0’
B,dwo’rel. 1547 IP]—RV,om G ds]ols B 1548 II]
—RV,om G Al 4el] U, 50’ el A, 8’ aled TBVp2+,5laelrel.  feo-
wohs T, -ulons T, -meofis Vp2C 1849 om V' IIP]—R  xavfa-
pés EMg (dot over v E), xd1flapos E2 1550 ¢épe po. BVp2+, dépe
uo. 76 B2rel.  oxédwv RB  ueJom A  Wpl#n H

1552 III] om RVM 1553 7als M, 7rolae Vp2+t  oxidmost VM
T, oxibmooow B, gxvdmose Vp2zt 1554 Nuvn 7is] Nwrpris Vpat
tor’ from éore G, éorw M &\Novros A, EAN (8NN’ C, &\os H) odros
Vp2t of]om Vpzt 1555 xo erased before vs.T'  gwkpérns ydp
Vpz+ 1556 #iNMev AB 1557 Setw yux)v debuevos A 414 R, om
H (but #pax before 1558) 1558 wpob\we] VI'U and (wpot-) M,
wxpothirev RAEB, wpolhirev Mo rel. 1560 «x’4uvby Vp2t #s]
els A, 3 Vpz  dawdv G reudw (-Bv Vp2*) 7ods Nawpods BVp2t
1561 706’] om lib. &dugeds M, ddvaoeds Vp2C, ddvaaeds rel.  axfiNev
BVp2t 1562 &viM’] R, Gev R, N’ A kb0 A  1563-1564 om
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V at first but add between 1562 and 1565  Aairua] V, haiua rel.
tis)] rob Vp2+ 1564 4] # A 1565 om A, add A° in marg.
I0Jom H ris]Jom Vpz+t 1566 763¢ B o] ol RM, 3 TUB
Vp2z* (but C first wrote the abbreviation for ws] 1567 — before
olros R éxapworép’ R, éxaplarep’ AE, ix’ dpiorep’ UMy, éx’ éprorep’
AH  ofrws from obros C  duwéxg MTUEB 1568 6biuéror B,
Oo-tel. 8] V,o58 AMIU,dsrel. émdéitia] A, éxdeiié RMo
AlVp2, -th» RY, + A, bl 3ekuds V, éxi 3etid E2B (in ras.) rel. 1569 I'
alone punctuates (point) after xax6Saiuo»  Aawoxodeds A, -ids Vp2t,
Aeoxodias U 1570 woi] xas E2 1571 e]oi Mo After Geol
add 7pfaMs U (belongs before 1572) 1572 TP] om Vp2*
0] : RV, om G, —M, xoyr H Suwie C 5] om Vp2t
1573 paxa] VE, épaxa V°Vp2lrel.  BapBaplrepor V, Bapfiraror
Vpz :aftervs. U 1574 & Msup. ri{]inras.Ve HP]R!
inmarg.,om R, Veinras. 1575y Jom R,0’ VAME 1576 xor’]
AM!, xor¢ A, x60'? M &0’ 8] o’ Vp2t (corr. from &r H)
1577 I0Jom R, —V, xee G, xounr H  hpipecfa R, dphudda ME2
1578 HP] G, : RV,om M  é&uxhaciovs U &yxew ual\hov A So-
k€] T, Soxd GT'  doxei pot (uota C, ux H) Vp2+ (from dofes ud in
the archetype) 1579 rvpbomoriv] B2, rvpoxrorw R, -viiorw B,
rupbkpnorw C 7is] BVp2t, pow 7is TU, poe rel.  367w] in ras. B!
1581 II0] —RV, om G, #p rel. 1582 II] I sup (no sp.), : R,
—VM, om GU 1583 HP] —R, om VM  r7aé¢ from radl E
8¢ xpta]] B2, xpéa 5¢ BVp2t toriv]E2,-Mg HI]:RV,sp G,—M
1584 dnuorwoiow] BVp2+t, -oi R, -ois rel. 1585 HP] : RV, sp G,
omM 1586 éxurv@slib. atroisTU II]: R,—VM,om G
1587 : before 7i V, sp G (both in middle of line) & U 1O]
om RG,—VM,dprel.  dueis]om U, &048° Vp2t 1588 woNéuov]
BVp2t, 100 woMépov xal rel.  xaraMhayfis] s uaMhayfis R 1589 II]
H, sodhos A, olxe” 7e (om 7 GE2) rel.  &esr’ RAMo  §i] 70
Vp2t (and U at first?)  Apivdan V (not G), Awkio U 1590 HP]
om R, —V, 7 GATBVp2C éprifhalib. Mwapdy’ BVp2t, Mxapd
rel. edvacJom R 1591 II0] —RV, om GMH, #p AI'BVp2?C
xepdalvopey from xedal- C 1592 '] V?G,om V? dutv R 1593 &v]
omA . roisJom Mg 1594 d\xvovibas M, &\xwovidas U, dAivovidas
E2 #yer’'R 1595 wepl] Ve?GMog, wepi RV?Vp2, xépe MTEB
1596 ofre R xdxod’] E2, wéwor’ RVE 1597 7e Oéhouer A
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1508 Sixawov] 8i- from da- R?  &N\olib. siv]JomM 1599 woi-
etofar] Mo, wowelofe RM, woelofar E  dlkar’] Mg'Al, sixata MgE2A
toriv] RB, torw I'E, abbr. U, éorcor tori Mg rel. 1600 70is G
Spnow] VI*UEBVp2C, -0« GTE2 rel.

1601 é&wodotvar] dracreiv R x@v]kallib.  Scalharrduefa] RV®
ME, dialarbudda V, Siaharréuefa U, dialharroiued’ dv B, diaNkarré~
peda rel. 1602 éx']els A 1604 II0] wouyris H fNlfios ] AL,
fi\os A véorpws R 1605 Tvpawvidos] Bacilelas R (;)] point
MVp2, (,) C, om RUH 1606 Huets M 1607 loxloar’ E2
&ptwaw] RUEB, dpfooe C, bptwor E2 rel. 1608 om M e A
vepihawowv] E2, vepéheaww MoE2'A &yxexpoupévor U 1609
xpiyavres A érwprovoe E2 1610 &Spwis] E2!, Soves RVE2B
bxnre] Vo, éxere VVp2C  tvppbxovs Vpzt 1611 éuvbee Vp2C
mis]Jom Vp2  «xal 7év Ala] placed after 1609 (one line above but on
preceding page) Vp2,om H  1612-1613 om Vp2  wapeNdiv] T,
maeNMoy T'  Nébpa lib. 1613 wpowréuevos M, wpoowruevos rel.
Oeviov] abévav V, BEAwr M, 06y U, févwovrel. 1614 IOJom A To-
cad®]HY, -G H  Neyos Vp2C 1615 HPJom Vp2t  Sal]dy G
ops] Ve, peis V TP]: R, w00 H  véBawsarped V, Bafal carped
M, uaBasarped U, vaSakoarped B, Bafakarped B2 1616 III] G,
—R, :—V, 4 AM,om B (;) after p@s] EB, (,) GT'E2U, om
Vpz*, point rel. : before &repby R, mee AM, sp E?MgE2?
1617 éxoloactd’ VAAVp2t  wofoouer M 1618 r¢] B'Al, 7&u RB,
rorel.  0edv] B, Oedn (or-@) rel. 1619 Siacodplinrar] B2, Siacodi-
onrar M, duacoplierar E2Vp2, coplinrar B, vp tfamard C (in Vp2
&arard, standing over diacopiferar, seems to be the end of vs. 1617)
obros Neywv A 1620 pawerol U u1) *modidd B, uy) dxo-rel.  airla
A, worlay U, wonridv Vp2C, monrlay rel. (first « in ras. B)
1621 II0] : R, —VM, om G, % E  pérep] 7p U 1622 HI]
—RV,om GEVp2t  biaplfudv] Ve, 6’dpfusv VAMH  é&pybpiov
I'M (and Mg at first) 1623 &fpwwos lib.  kafprai E2, xénrac
rel.  Nobuevos] T'ypVp2, BovNbuevos T', Aovduevos Vp2!CH 1624 éva-
wrhuevos A, karartéuevos rel.  Irwos lib.  dpréoas]T'UB, x’avédp-
wagas R, xal dvapréoas A, K’'dpwracas Vp2t, kévapréoas rel. Nébpa
lib. 1625 rpatv A 1626 HPJom E 1627 IIO] A, sp (?) RG,
:V, e« ME (and A at first?) «xal] om UVp2t  7pSadlév G,
TpBaNév MoA, Tplfakéy ve Vp2t &pod ] 'S, &po U, épovrel. 1628 HP]
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—RV,om GE,xo M TpifalNés] Mo!, rpiBakés MgE2AVpa2+ (7pi-
Balos H)  wo (deleted?) before olubotew A  oluitew] MoE2,
olubtew EMg! TP] Mo!, om RVMo, sp G, rpifarareds H  cav-
vaxa R, catwvaxa VE, gavaixa M, davwéixa U, cavwéxas A 1629
Baxrapwpoboa] RB, -ovoa V, Baxrapixpovoa (-av E2) AME, Béxrap:
xpovga T'U, Baxrapwoboa Vp2t HP] om R, :V, sp G, e E
dnol '] ¢" V, ¢nal G, ¢nalv rel. 1630 7o.] 7« VMU, xep B, i
Vp2t  doxoket (first ox deleted?) R xduol] xéxol H  ovwdoxet] V?,
-4 Ve? G, fwwdoxet Vp2+ 1631 HP]—RV,om GM  8oxeiv M wepl
A x4\ deleted before xépc C 1632 éorl A uviofpy RVMB
1633 vdpJom Mg 1634 Baoileav] R,Bacilelavrel.  &uol]ér U
1635 tori GUC, abbr.TH IIO]R!in marg.,om R  &iadayav A
&p@s ] &pwv C 1636 — RV (but deleted in R), om. G adfus]
Vp2t, adnis rel. oI}:RV,sp G uo. E sup. uérer] GMo!
CY, péN\ee VMoE2, uehét C, om U 1637 —RYV, 4p (deleted) E,
om Mg «xaréxvua E2 woeiv M 1638 ¢épds Vp2C, -y MI'BH,
¢éip U 1640 IO]Jom E, 7 E2  8al]5¢TUVp2t  moduer AME
(Mg by correction) HP]H sup. (nosp), : RV,om A  &wal\ar-
Tduefa] Vo, Swalarduela R, Salarréueda V, &alarréy U
1641 1I0] G, om RA,—V  &Jdal R,omrel. a&ftp’ RVpat, &
¢tp’ VEE2, &ifvp’ A, & I50p” T'U, sp ¢’ M, & "¢vp’ MgB?, & "tupé B
tarrdpevos C, taxarquévos B (;)]I'BVp2t, om AUMpo, point E2
rel. Mends here 1642 SNaxrew A, BNérre E2 & B é&wofiry]
éwobiver A, & (sic) U 1643 robrooww U 1644 éoe] RAVp2t,
éoprel.  oob]ool B vylyveraJom U, vyl-rel. 1645 &wobvhoxwy
lib. (dot under « in E) 1646 OIJxo V,om G  74has vy’ olov B
oe] ¢ U  mwepoop (sic) U 1647 &’ &4’ A (and possibly B)
1648 SwafiderarA  ob]Jom U 1649 éxapf] R,-€t R®  puéresri]
es (?) deleted after u R 1650 eI] VG, e o0 V°AE, § Vp2C, # H
xob] 7 o0 A yrfoews C

1651 HP]—V,om G IHI]:R,:—V,sp G 1652 wore]7mo U
1653 dfnvaiay RVMog (and E at first?) 1654 8vrwy from dwrwv R
ymolwv] om U 1655 HP] —RV, om GB 1656 »6w (- T')
*tawodvioxwy (‘tdmo- U) lib.; +vp vofeia EMg (and T in schol.)
OI]:R,—V,om G,spA 1657 om R —(deleted?)V (notG)
xplrov Vpzt 1658 wpixoy V 1660 &)] om Vpz, sup Mg
vopov] xbpov U 1661 &yxworiav CH  1663-1664 ratdes] om B
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) maides E2 Qow V(not G)  vhowe C 1665 éyyvorérw Vp2
T0b yévous UVp2t 1667 HP]—RV,om G  puéreorw éuof A (cf.
1668) & R, &’ VI'U ots¢A 1668 péreorw]om A MI]:R,
—V,om G ud]w Vpat &’ V(not G) 1660 —R elofyay']E,
toiryayev V, tohy’ A, bofryay’ rel.  ¢pbropaslib. 1670 HP]—RYV,
om G &jr’] éfjra v RVA, ro6r’ E - 1671 OI] —RV, om G
xéxgvas E (not Mg)  alxeiav] alrlav AVp2H, alklar rel. 1672 fs]
oriis A, s Vp2t xaraorfowlib. 1673 go yéha oo (second oo by
correction C) Vp2* (cf. 1675) 1674 «xal Sixas’ A, Sixawv E2  xé-
My RV 1675 kYO E oo after 1673 Vp2t 1676 8al] 8¢ TU
0] in marg. R, : R 1677 III] om RGA, —V TpBaNd A
Vpz+ :beforert R,%¥ A 1678 TPJomV  xalawsopawva R,
xahaw xépavva V, kéhavikopalva A, kahém xopawvd (-& U) TUBVpa2t,
xa\d-wixbpavva (mkopawd EA) E'A  Baci\waiv AE 1679 Spwiro]
R and (ép-) V, 8pwé. BVp2+, dpvirw (8p- E at first) rel.  HP] in
marg. R}, : R Myeslib.  point] VE2, (,) U, om GMy, (;) rel.
1680 om Mo, add in marg. Mg! 1I0] —R, om Vp2zH  woce
deleted before 8’ C 1681 Badifo. v' B 1682 olxolv Vp2C -
rats]rots E2, kal rats A  xe\idbow] RVEB, -0t GMgrel. Néye R
1683 O] xoupris H  SualNérresfe] GI°Cl, SialNdreofar V, dakhé-
1eofe V°, Stal\drreofar Mg (and I'?C at first)  fvuPévere Vp2, Bal-
vere C 1684 doxeijom H  ovyfoouar] ouuBhoopar VI™ypB2, tuu-
Brioopar E 1686 s E2B 1687 Bacileiav] R, Bagihelav rel.
xaltd]xkara A 78] Vesup.,,om VGMgVp2t 1688 xarevkbmnoar
A 1689 eis E2 HP] R! in marg., B sup. (no sp), om RVpz+
1690 ravrl v’ Bp2t, ravrl from rarl E2  uévwy] om I'UBVpat
8] E, 8¢ viv BVp2t,dérel. 1691 7d] A,V E, o0 rarel.  woANiw
€] in ras. V refelav] Ty Belav A 1692 we before vs. Vpzt
HP] om RVVp2t, sp G Sierédpv] e in ras. V, Suféupy E
1693 III] wo T, om Vp2, xo C (but referred by corrector to 1694)
4\\a] BVp2t,omrel.  86rw] TUBVp2t, ddbrwrel. 1604 &uda-
»atot RV Pavalor] E2), pavést E2 7§ ] v T 1605-1606 xhai-
Yidpa A &yyhwrroyaorépwr] R, -yAwro- RE, -yhoro- H,
“yNorro- HY, ebyhwrro- A yopylar Te kal deleted after yévos V. 1697
Oepiiovaiv] RB, -i rel. (ras. after -« V) 16081699 «al deleted be-
fore rals R yAormoe G, y\bralow Vp2, yAwrawl C 1€]ye A
1700 elolv] RVB, elol G rel.
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1701 vopyle Vp2t 1702 xdxl BA? éyyhwrroyacrépwr] -yAwro-
E, etyA- A, &yyhwrropasrépwy Vp2t 1703 ‘kelvww Vp2t  dNix-
7wy -ixxwv in ras. V¢ 1705 yAdooa E2  xwpls téuverar] Al,
xwplferat A 1706 ATTJom H  wévra 7’ dyafd Mg  uettor A
1707 mrpdv VMg, xmypdv C 1708 6NBlois from éBlos E2, d\iSlos
Vp2 1709 wpooépxere C  olos by correction I' 1710 ety
Oauye] EBVp2t, -ev AE2!, Q\auyer ldeiv rel.  xpvoavyel] Ve, -3 V,
xpumoavyel Vp2t  Spbup ECH, dbppw Vp2z 171X 006’A  fi\wov E2
1712 7ow0brwy E, Twobrov A &éapy’ R olov] &dov R, olov &’ U
Vp2t,olav B 1713 ywawds] B2, yuvaixa B 1714 vyepawdy H
wxrepoddpov E2 1715 doun] s uy VEE2C, 8s un Mo  évovbpagros E
1716 §°]Jom BVp2t 1717 Siayalpovewy U 1718 8¢ katrés] E!,
8&x’ abros E, 8¢ &’ alrés Mo, ¢ olx abrds E2, 8" abrés Vp2t 1720
X0] Mg, om I'H (and B? photograph defective), #Jux rel. Slexe]
Slexedlaye E,dlaxe U 1721 repreréde E2 1722 & B?, om BVp2+
1723 xdlovs UH 1724 paxépiorov RVE 1725 wohe] TH moAet
" BVpzt 1726 —V(om G), duux EVp2t  peydhat (first)] ueyéia
H pueyéhae (second)] Vpz sup. 1727 &vdpa UBVp2t 1728 4AN’]
&N’ Vp2  Vuevalois] BVp2t, -ow U, -ou rel. (Suevéoror Mg)  wuudi-
oot A, vuudidios BVp2t 1729 ¢dats ]’ T 1730 Bacilear] RU,
Baoihelav (accent over second a deleted?) I, Baouhelav rel.
1731 & (epov) dux RVA, dux TEB, xo Vp2+  “Hpg]T, “pa U, fipé
E, #p4 (1- C) Vpzt, fipa rel.  'Ohvuwie] R, -la rel. 1732 74v]
7ov RVI'U IMiBarwy VVp2t, g\- R, fAbérwy U Tpévav C
1733 Oeot G, feotor E 1734 motpa RV, polpa V¢  Ewawbuioar C,
twexboav rel. 1735 706’ Vp2t 1736 om T'UBVp2t 1736A om
lib. 1737 "Epws]om A 1739 eifive Vp2C, elfuve rel.  xéAw
révous VE2B (and C at first) 1742 ‘Tup] dulv U 17424 om
Mg ‘“Tupwd]om A & “Tubvas &) B?, om BVp2t(duiv being
attached to preceding vs.) 1743 III] om C (the scribe took it for
part of metrical note)  Uums Vp2C  éxbpw U 1744 ailrods E2
1745 xfoviovs E  x\joare] Ve, xMoare VUAVp2t, x\boare G
1746 xvplideis] wuplodns (?) A, wuppbdes A1 borparas E2 1747 xo
before vs. Vp2t (belongs before 1748) 7 Jom A 1748 XO]
om Vp2+t  dorparfis E2, dorepoxds B ¢évos T 1749 &uBpo-
1ov] Ve, &uporov V. muppbpwv C 1750 & xBévai] B2, om B Sa-
pvaxées] RV®, Bapaxées VE, Bapuxées A (and perhaps R°) bupBpoc-
¢bpoc G, bufpbepopol B
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1751 xBbva gele] G, xfbvas el (?) V' xPva]Jom Ez 1752 &
kepavvé: S1d 0¢ E (in V & xepavvé follows xparfoas almost as if part of
text; G omits gloss) rd]om C 1753 Bacileav] R, Bacikela
E2, -¢lavrel. &ea]om E2, &xew B 1754 duéve Mg, dudife’ Vp2
1755 III] Vp2t,omrel.  éreofar V(not G)  yduooe RV 1756
dtANa Mo owduwy Vp2t 1757 éxl ddwedov] éximedov Mo, &l
wadov A, txl wevdov H, txl wédov rel. 1759 —V, om G, xet A, xo Vp2+
1760 xépa TUB 1761 ovyxdpevoor U 1763 XO]om lib.  é&ha-
Aal AU, éA\\ahai BVp2t  xakov G 1764 7hveha U xé&AAiwcos E2






JOSEPH SCALIGER’S ESTIMATES OF GREEK AND
* LATIN AUTHORS

By GEORGE W. ROBINSON

In Criticis omnium recte aestimantium judicio princeps sine controversia, sine

aemulo ac rivali dominatur. Dominicus Baudius.
Aquila in nubibus, quod Graeci dicunt, vere tu es. Vides, imo pervides omnia, et
quidquid venaris, capis. Justus Lipsius.

Scaliger stand auf dem Gipfel universaler lebendiger philologischer Gelehrsam-
keit, wie keiner nach ihm: und so hoch in Wissenschaft jeder Art, dass er mit eignem
Urtheil, was ihm auch vorkommen mochte, fassen, nutzen, und richten konnte.

B. G. Nicbubhr.

HE recognized position of Joseph Scaliger as the greatest scholar
of modern times — if not indeed of all time— gives a peculiar
value to his estimates of the authors of classical antiquity. A few of
these estimates have been collected and arranged in Sir Thomas
Blount’s Censura Celebriorum Authorum ! (169o) and, in French para-
phrase, in Adrien Baillet’s Jugemens des Savans (latest edition, 1725).
For the far greater part, however, they remain scattered through the
huge bulk of Scaliger’s writings, of which most have not been reprinted
since the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; the longer are read by
perhaps a dozen in a generation; while of some there are probably not
more than three or four copies this side the Atlantic. I have, then,
good reason to hope that the collection here for the first time presented
will be useful and acceptable to classical students; and that I may
count upon a liberal measure of their indulgence for the imperfections
inevitable in the execution of such a task.
The critical judgments comprised in the Scaligerana, or memoranda
of Scaliger’s informal conversations jotted down by the physician
1 T cannot place the passage on Dionysius of Halicarnassus attributed by Blount
to ¢ Jos. Scalig. in Animadv. Euseb.”: “ Dionysius . . . summus dicendi magister,
et suavissimus scriptor.” The quotation from Scaliger which Blount (p. 190, par. 7)
puts under D. Magnus Ausonius in fact relates to the poet’s father, Julius Ausonius.
See Ausonianae Lectiones, ii, 33.
133
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Franciscus Vertunianus!® and the brothers Vassan,® students at Ley-

den, are, of course, on a different footing from those preserved in

Scaliger’s own writings. They contain, however, much that is of

value; in not a few cases something is gained by their very informal-

ity. Accordingly it has seemed best, from every point of view, to in-
clude them.

The arrangement is alphabetical, by authors and in a few cases by
groups of authors, with such cross references as seem necessary. Indi-
vidual works are in like manner arranged alphabetically under their
authors. A chronological list or key is prefixed. References in the
notes are to the editions named below, the indicated abbreviations be-
ing used.

A.L. Ausoniarum Lectionum Libri dwo. In the edition of Ausonius pub-
lished at Geneva by J. Stoer in 1588. References are by book and
chapter.

A. V. In Appendicem P. Virgilii Maronis Commentarii et Castigationes.
In the Leyden edition of 1595.

B.S. Burmann’s Sylloge Epistolarum. Leidae, 1727.

Cast.  Castigationes in Catullum, Tibullum, Propertium. In the Antwerp
edition of 1582.

Cyclom. Cyclometrica Elementa duo. Lugduni Batavorum, 1594.

C. F. B. Confutatio Fabulae Burdonum. Edition of 1617.

C.I.  Canones Isagogici. Edition of 1658.

C.V. Coniectanea in M. Terentium Varronem De Lingua Latina. Appen-
dix ad eadem, nunc primum edita. Notae ad Varronis libros De Re
Rustica. 1In the Stephanus edition of 1581.

E. Epistolae. Edition of 1628. In several cases I have corrected the
text from the more accurate but less complete and accessible edi-
tion contained in the Opuscwla, Paris, 1610.

Elench. Elenchus wiriusque Orationis Chronologicae D. Davidis Parei. Lug-
duni Batavorum, 1607.

E.T. Opus de Emendatione Temporum. Edition of 1629.

E.T.S. Elenchus Trihkaeresii Nicolai Serarii. In Trium Scriptorum Ilus-
trium de tribus Judaeorum sectis Syntagma (Delphis, 1703), vol. i,
PP- 363-496. References are to the marginal page numbers, which
follow the first edition (160s).

F. In Sex. Pompei Festi Libros De Verborum Significaiu Castigationes
recognitae et auctae. In the edition of Verrius Flaccus and Festus
published at Paris by Petrus Santandreanus in 1593.

1 Prima Scaligerana, from the years 1574-93.
? Secunda Scaligerana, from the years 1603-06.
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L.F. 1. Leltres francaises inédites de Joseph Scaliger, publibes et annotées par
Philippe Tamisey de Larrogue. Agen and Paris, 1879.

N.M. [Prolegomenal, Castigationes, et Notae in Sphaeram M. Manilii. In
Scaliger’s final edition of Manilius, 1600.

0p. Opuscula. Paris, Beys, 1610.

Poemata Omnia. Berolini, 1864.

Prima Scaligerana. -

Secunda Scaligerana, | Edition of 1740.

De Re Nummaria Antiqguorum Dissertatio. In Gronovius’s Thesau-

rus Graecarum Anbiquitatum, vol. ix (1735), coll. 1493-1548.

Thesaurus Temporum. Edition of 1658.

Yvonis Villiomari Aremorici in Locos Conéroversos Roberti Titis

Animadversorum Liber. Lutetiae, 1586.

CHRONOLOGICAL List. Greek Authors. Before 600 B.c.: Hesiod,
Homer, Tyrtaeus.

Sixth century B.C.: Anacreon, Onomacritus, Solon.

Fifth: Aeschylus, Aristophanes, Democritus, Herodotus, Hippoc-
rates, Meton, Pindar, Sophocles.

Fourth: Ctesias, Demosthenes, Megasthenes, Palaephatus, Plato.

Third: Apollonius Rhodius, Archimedes, Aristarchus Samius,
Aristophanes of Byzantium, Berosus, Callimachus, Chrysippus,
Eratosthenes, Eudoxus, Manetho, Theocritus.

Second: Ammonius Alexandrinus, Apollodorus, Aristarchus, Crates,
Nicander, Polybius.

First: Charinus, Didymus, Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius Halicar-
nassensis, L. Tarutius Firmanus, Tryphon.

First century after Christ: Dioscorides, Erotianus, Josephus,
Nicolaus of Damascus, Philo Judaeus, Strabo.

Second: Claudius Aelianus, Apollonius Dyscolus, Appian, Clement
of Alexandria, Diogenes Laértius, Galen, Harpocration, Herodianus
Grammaticus, Hipparchus, Iamblichus the novelist, Justin Martyr,
Oppian, Phrynichus, Plutarch, Ptolemy, Tatian.

Third: Julius Africanus, Hippolytus Romanus, Irenaeus, Origen,
Porphyry.

Fourth: Epiphanius, Eusebius, Hesychius, John Chrysostom.

Fifth: Anianus, Isidore Pelusiota, Nonnus, Panodorus, Proclus,
Stephanus Byzantius, Synesius, Theodoret, Theon of Alexandria,
Zosimus.

Sixth: Musaeus, Paulus Silentiarius, Procopius.

NN mAll
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Seventh: Maximus Monachus.

Ninth: George Syncellus, Nicephorus Patriarcha.

Twelfth: Eustathius, Tzetzes, Zonaras.

Fourteenth: Thomas Magister.

Uncertain: Apollonides, Dionysius Periegetes, Geminus Rhodius,!
¢ Hermes Trismegistus,” Ocellus Lucanus, Pseudophocylides.

Latin Authors. Third and second centuries B.c.: Accius, Cato,
Ennius, Lucilius, Pacuvius, Plautus, Terence.

First: Aelius Gallus, Antonius Gnipho, Auctor Commentarii de
Bello Hispanico, Caesar, Catullus, Cicero, Horace, Hyginus, Lucretius,
Ovid, Propertius, Publilius Syrus, Sallust, Santra, Sisenna, Tibullus,
Varro, Virgil.

First century after Christ: Celsus, Quintus Curtius, Juvenal, Lucan,
Manilius, Martial, Persius, Petronius, Phaedrus, Pliny Major, the
Senecas, Silius Italicus, Statius, Sulpicia, Valerius Flaccus, Valerius
Maximus, Velleius Paterculus.

Second: Florus, Gellius, Suetonius, Tacitus, Terentius Scaurus,
Tertullian.

Third: Arnobius, Censorinus, Cyprian, Scriptores Historiae Au-
gustae, Solinus, Terentianus Maurus, Ulpian.

Fourth: Ambrose, Ammianus, Ausonius, Avienus, Charisius, Dona-
tus, Firmicus Maternus, ‘ Hegesippus,” Hilary of Poitiers, Jerome,
Lactantius, Nonius, the Notitia Dignitatum, Optatianus, Pacatus,
Paulinus of Nola, Rufinus, Servius, Symmachus, Aurelius Victor,
Victorinus.

Fifth: Augustine, Claudian, Fulgentius, Macrobius, Mamertus
Claudianus, Marcellus Empiricus, Martianus Capella, Orosius, Prosper
Aquitanus, Prudentius, Rutilius Namatianus, Salvian, Sidonius Apol-
linaris, Sulpicius Severus.

Sixth: Boethius, Cassiodorus, Marcellinus Comes, Maximianus,
Priscian.

Seventh: Isidore of Seville.

Eighth: Bede, Paulus Diaconus.

Uncertain: Calliopius, Symposius.

1 ‘Rhodius’ is used as the conventional appellative, and without any idea of
passing judgment on the dubious question of this author’s provenance.
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Accrus. Anapaesticos elegantissimos Accii poetae ex Phinidis . . .

Ac ubi curvo litore latrans
Unda sub undis labunda sonit . . .2

Mehercule longe felicius ingenium poeticum [than Cicero’s].?

Pacuvius acer et Rudinus Ennius,
Utrique compar, sive maior?® Attius.*

CLAUDIUS AELIANUS. Superstitiosissimus enim, si quis alius, est
Aelianus.*

C. AELius GALLus. See Critics and Grammarians.

Aescavius. Tanti poetae.

Graii cothurni nobilem, catam, gravem,
Tubae virilis intonatam incentibus,
Nervis adultam et viribus Tragoediam.’

JuLius ArricaNus. De iis tantum loquimur, qui sacrae historiae,
ac veri cultus vetustatem opere ei rei privatim dicato asseruerunt: qui
quum prope infiniti fuerint post tempora Constantini, qui ante illud
tempus eam rem tractaverit, unus tantum impraesentia succurrit,
Julius Africanus, et qui eum ipsis vestigiis ita sequitur, Eusebius
Pamphili, ut totum ejus? fere Chronicum in suum transcripserit: quem,
ut eam provinciam susciperet, honesta aemulatio, et aliae caussae,
. . . sed ante omnia, amor veri impulit. Non enim se ad hanc scrip-
tionem contulit, ut Gentium duntaxat pertinaciam obtunderet, sed et
praecipue ut Christianorum errori succurreret, quibus nulla sacrae
historiae constabat certa ratio.®

Neque vero mirum hic Africani nomen ab Eusebio reticeri, quum
omnia Eusebii xpovohoyolueve non aliunde, quam ab Africano, sine
ulla verborum immutatione, desumpta sint, cujus nunquam Eusebius
meminit, nisi quum ab eo diserte se dissentire profitetur.®

1C.V.,p.86. 2 Ibid., p. 145.

3 In the representation of consonantal i by i or j, I have followed the editions
that I have used, which are named above. The usage varies even among editions
prepared in Scaliger’s lifetime and presumably under his own eye.

¢ P,p. 47. 7 P, p. 48.

$ T.T., animad., p. 68. 8 T. T., prolegom., f. * v.

$A.V.,p. 153 ? Ibid., notae, p. 426.



Axprose. Optimi et Christianissimi scriptoris.*

AMMIANUS MARCELLINUS. Ammian Marcellin est bien scabreux.®

AMMONIUS ALEXANDRINUS. Vetustissimus et eruditissimus Gram-
maticus.*

Praestantissimum Grammaticum.”

ANACREON. Lepidissimus Anacreon.®

AN1ANUS. Doctissimi suorum temporum Anianus et Panodorus
Aegyptii monachi.?

M. ANTONIUS GNrPHO. Doctissimus simul atque vetustissimus
Grammaticus.'?

Arorroporus. Tota Bibliotheca Apollodori, opus sane ingeniosis-
simum et elegantissimum, fabulosa est, non utique si homines, sed si
hominibus attributa considerentur.1

APOLLONIDES. 6 wplv &vd *Podlotowr, x. 7.\. Luculentum et
acutissimum poematium.!?

APOLLONIUS ALEXANDRINUS or Dyscorus. See Critics and Gram-

AroLLoNIUs RHODIUS. See Critics and Grammarians, Poetae
Graeci.

ArPIAN. Appianum alienorum laborum fucum.

Portentosiora sunt, quae Appiani Syriacis assuta sunt. . . . Multa
hujusmodi fabulosa adtexta sunt illi libro Appiani. . . . Quod si non
sunt assuta, valde infantem in historia Appianum fuisse necesse est.*

Multa temere Appiano excidunt, quem auctorem studiosi cum de-
lectu tractare debent.!®

Sed nec delirium Appiani, cuiusmodi non pauca apud illum Scrip-
torem extant, praetermittendum est, qui tempus septem Regum

1 T.T., animad., p. 4. 8 Cast., p. 136. )
$ Ibid., p. 232. * T.T., notae, p. g01. Cf.C.I.,p. 280.
3 C.I.,p. 321, » F,, p. Ixiii.
: g ;‘., p- 155b. n Nﬂemh., p. 81.
. S. 2 N.M.,p. 358
$ E. T, p. 26a. B T. T., animad., p. 177.

7 T. T., animad,, p. 162. ¥ Ibid., p. 212. B C.I.,p. 335.



Joseph Scaliger’s Estimales of Ancient Authors 139

Romanorum centum Olympiadibus, et alteris centum intervallum a
Regifugio ad Olympiadem CLXXVII definit.!

ArCHIMEDES. Magnus Archimedes.?

Archimedes divinus.?

Si quisquam divini ingenii Archimedis admirator et studiosus, is ego
sum.*

Ut non regnum in Geometria obtinere, sed tyrannidem exercere
videatur.®

ARISTARCHUS. See Critics, Critics and Grammarians.

ARISTARCHUS SAMIUS. See Mathematici.

ARISTOPHANES. Bonus auctor, Atticus et primus legendus, nec se
quisquam jactet Atticismum intelligere, qui hunc ad unguem non
teneat. Certe nullus est qui melius apud Graecos loquatur ipso
Aristophane, ut nec apud Latinos Terentio.®

ARISTOPHANES OF BvzANTIOM. See Critics, Critics and Gram-
marians.

ArNoBIUS. Scriptor eruditissimus, neque magistellorum auribus
. commendandus.’

Optimum et eruditissimum scriptorem.?

Avucror CoMMENTARI DE BELLO Hispanico. Latinior, quam elo-
quentior (non enim assentimur iis, qui barbarum auctorem vocant,
cum sit scriptor purissimi sermonis, sed inconditi).?

AUGUSTINE. Piissimus ac eruditissimus scriptor.1?

Vir longe castigatioris iudicii, quam Eusebius.!

Sanctissimo ac eruditissimo scriptore.!2

Virum omni exceptione majorem.!

Eram in convivio apud Polonos, loquebar cum Arminio de Augus-
tino, qui est magnus disputator, sed non est é&nynruds, non interpre-
tatur bene Scripturam, est ineptus saepe. Saint Augustin se faschoit
contre saint Hierosme, d’avoir tourné la Bible, lequel luy respondit
fort bien, tellement que saint Augustin respondit tout doux. S.

1C. 1., p. 346. 2 Cyclom., dedicatio, also p. 13.
3 Ibid., p. 4. Cf. ibid., p. 15: divini Archimedis.
¢ Ibid., p. 11. § Ibid., p. 12, ¢P.S.

TA. V., p.193. Cf C.V.,p. 48: eruditus scriptor.

$ A.V.,p. 196. % E.T., p. 439b. A L,i2g. 1 ET.,p.ss50c.
13 T. T, notae, p. 410. Cf. ibid., prolegom., f. **** r.: sanctissimus vir.

1 Ibid., notae, p. 413. i
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Augustin a esté grand Theologien, mais s’il eust entendu le Grec et
I’Hebreu, il eust esté encore plus grand. . . . Le meilleur des Anciens
c’est saint Augustin. Le pauvre livre que les Confessions de saint
Augustin! . . . Cela est beau, de faire reconnoistre ses fautes.!

Avusontus. Doctissimus poeta.?

Quosdam esse, quibus hic poeta non placet, id vero animum nostrum
exercere non debet. Sunt enim iidem, qui dicunt Garumnam fluviolum
esse, Burdigalam oppidulum, Aquitaniam ipsam non maiorem esse,
quam sunt illae praepositurae, quae uno tantum Episcopatu, aut
dioecesi continentur: ita ut Senatus ipse Burdigalensis eorum sermone
sit tantum una decuria Senatuli municipalis. Cum eos ita loquentes
audis, risum potes abstinere ? Et non ridebis, cum Ausonium bonum
poetam negant ? Et tamen non a plebe haec audias, sed ab illis, qui
honoribus amplissimis funguntur, qui in luce hominum versantur, qui
in literis aliqui videri volunt. Nam nobilitati Galliae, quae putat in
Gallia nihil esse boni, praeter eum tractum aut regionem, quam Fran-
ciam vocamus, et iuventuti Francicae, quae eodem morbo laborat, in
illo praecipiti calore aetatis qui illis aciem mentis perstringit, et
plebi, quam postulare sapere, est cum ratione insanire, facile ignosco.
At illos magnos viros hoc dicere, quis poterit pati ? Nos, qui neque
acuti, neque adeo hebetes in iis rebus sumus, eos amplissimos viros,
siquid de supercilio remittere velint, possumus docere, et quid sit
Aquitania, et quid sit in literis Criticum esse. Aliter enim de literis
hic apud nos, ac de negotiis in aula disputatur.?

Denique nihil fere in eius poématis reperias, quod eius saeculi
scholasticum tumorem referat. Ita omnia ad imitationem veterum,
tanquam ad examen quoddam exiguntur.*

Eruditissimus po&ta.t

Clarissimi poetae.®

Ausonianae eruditionis ac reconditae literarum copiae.”

Acutissimus, et ad omnia ingenium in numerato habens poeta.?

Studiosus imitator Plauti ubique Ausonius.?

18.8.

2 C.V.,p.230. Soalso 4. L., i, 1; Cast., p. 68; T. T., animad., p. 114.
3 A. L., praef. ‘AL, 2.

$ Ibid., i, 23. Cf. ibid., ii, 2, 27; F.. p. xiii.

$4.L.,ii, 17. 8 Ibid., ii, 4.

7 Ibid., ii, 4. ® Ibid., ii, 18.
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Satis domi habet, unde alienae gloriae desiderium tolerare possit.!

Hoc igitur in bonis disciplinis ac utraque lingua usus praeceptore,
eos in illis progressus fecit, ut in tantum et talem Poétam, quantum et
qualem videmus hodie, evaserit.?

Ausonius nostras, poeta post tempora Domitiani omnium eruditissi-
mus, et in cuius lectione nemo operam suam luserit.?

Ausonius auctor valde bonus, dignus qui meliore saeculo natus
fuisset.*

Cuius moris eruditissimum interpretem dabimus Ausonium nos-
tratem.®

Scis quam non vulgaris eruditio sit in poematiis Ausonii.®

Viro doctissimo Ausonio.”

De Bissula (Peiper, p. 114). Delicatissimis epigrammatis.?

De Herediolo (Peiper, p. 16). Est autem poématium illud in here-
diolum elegantiae priscae, et venustatis plenissimum. De quo hoc
possum serio affirmare: si sine nomine aut titulo in veteribus mem-
branis repertum fuisset, idem illi potuisse contingere, quod multis aliis
po€matis Ausonianis, Rosis, Viro bono, Literae Pythagorae, et aliis.
Nam ut illa sine nomine auctoris in veteribus libris reperta, Virgilio diu
attributa fuerunt: ita hoc delicatum elegidion non nisi veteri cuidam,
ac etiam ultra aetatem Virgilii poétae adscriptum fuisset.?

Epicedion in Pairem; De Herediolo (Peiper, pp. 21, 16). Lucilliano
stilo patris sui, itemque praedioli Elogium scripsit. In quo mihi
videtur omnium, quicunque idem tentaturi sunt, conatus posse de-
terrere. De industria enim veterem illam simplicitatem affectat, et
quantum potest ad eius characterem stilum suum componit.!

Epistola Paulino in causa Philonis (Peiper, p. 272). Eruditissima et
elegantissima est epodice epistola, quam mittit Paulino pro causa
Philonis procuratoris quondam sui.!

Epistola Mab\y (Peiper, p. 232). Epistola bilinguis, quam ad Axium
Paulum Rhetorem Bigerritanum mittit, et eruditissima et elegantis-
sima est.1?

1 4. L, i, 32. ¢ E., p. 403.

2 Ibid., ii, 33. ) ': ‘14’ T., animad., p. 119.

3 A.V.,p. 223. . L., ii, 33.

4 F.,p. cxli. ? Ibid.,i, 20. 1 Ibid.,ii, 9.

8 E.T,p. 174a. 0 1bid., i, 20. 8 Ibid., ii, 4.
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Epistola I Theoni (Peiper, p. 245). Epistola, quam scribit primam
ad Clementinum Theonem, poetam Medulum, digna est, quae non
solum propter eruditionem, sed etiam propter urbanitatem legatur.!

Mosella (Peiper, p. 118). Treveris agens caepit amoenitatem eius
tractus, et fluminis Mosellae delitias admirari. Quo argumento mirum
in modum oblectatus, caepit illud poética scriptione periclitari: id quod
ei, ut alia omnia, feliciter cessit. Extat eius ea de re eruditissimus ac
venustissimus Panegyricus.?

In eodem cultissimo et eruditissimo poémate.?

In tam excellenti poemate.*

In politissimo Panegyrico Mosellae.®

Oratio Consulis Ausonii versibus rhopalicis (Peiper, p. 19). Apage
illud illepidum et invenustum carmen Rhopalicis versibus conscriptum.
Qui potest esse Ausonii, ineptum, insuave, soloecismis plenum, neque
a docto homine, neque seculo Ausoniano scriptum ? ¢

Tecknopaegnion (Peiper, p. 155). In Monosyllabis suis, ingeniosis-
simo opusculo.’

AvVIENUS. Avienus est optimus Arati non solum paraphrastes, sed
etiam interpres.®

Elegans et eruditus Arati Paraphrastes.®

Auctorem locupletem habeam Festum Avienum.!

BeDE. Doctissimus Beda.!

Doctissimo sui aevi Beda.*

[Maximus Monachus et Beda] ambo monachi, et supra captum
suorum temporum eruditi.’®

See Isidore of Seville.

BEerosus. Eximium scriptorem Chaldaeum.!

Berosi igitur et Megasthenis eximiae illae reliquiae apud Iosephum
nobis veritatis fontes recluserunt.!s

Ex antiquissimis et accuratissimis scriptoribus Beroso et Megas-
thene.!¢

1A4.L,ii 12, 9 Ibid., p. 73.

2 Ibid., ii, 33. ® E T.,p. 76a.

3 Ibid., i, 4. n T.T., animad., p. 6.
4 Ibid., i, s. 12 Ibid., p. §2.

8 F., p. cviii. B E.T., p. 746a.

$ A L,ii 3. M Ibid., p. xiv.
TA.V,p. 223. 18 Ibid., p. xxxi.

$N.M,p.s1. 18 Ibid., p. xxxvii.
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BoETHIUS. Boethius totus legendus est, magnus quippe Philosophus
et Poéta eximius, phrasin Neroniani temporis imitans.!

CAESAR. . Planitas aequabilis

Quam Caesar olim, quam colebat Tullius.?

See Critics and Grammarians.

CarLrmMacHUs. Majorum gentium auctorem.?

See Critics, Critics and Grammarians, Pindar, Poetae Graeci.

Caruiorrus. See Critics and Grammarians.

Cassioporus. Nunquam Cassiodoro cum Eusebio convenit de anno
aut tempore, quamvis eadem verba referat. Itaque studiosi caveant
ab illa Cassiodori farragine: cujus miram confusionem in Consulibus
temulentiae recte comparat Onufrius Panvinius noster.*

Bonus Auctor, et minime spernendus.®

Caro. M. Porcius Cato, qui omnes gentium Italicarum origines et
urbium initia in lucem eruit, tanta diligentia, tam accurato studio, ut
in hac parte ne Graecis quidem inferior sit, quantum quidem ex
Dionysio Halicarnassensi coniicere possumus.®

Optimus Auctor cum Varrone. Praestaret nos amisisse totum jus
civile, ut hodie habetur, sine integris Auctoribus, quam Catonem et
Varronem.’

Catuirus, TiBurLus, PROPERTIUS. Nunquam parcemus operae,
quin quodcunque nobis a gravioribus studiis vacabit, totum id bonis
auctoribus iuvandis impendamus: id quod in istis tribus luminibus
poetices Romanae praestitimus. In quibus vix est, ut ullum animad-
versione dignum locum praetermiserimus, praeterquam si quae sunt,
quae castae aures ferre non possunt. Ea enim attingere neque partes
meae sunt neque alius cuiuspiam, qui aliquem saltem pudorem habet.
In istis commentatiunculis nostris ne verbulum quidem extat, quid me
praeteriisse melius fuerit, quam scripsisse. Vellem equidem ipsi
veteres pudoris aliquam rationem habuissent, neque tot infamibus
scriptis hominibus sese traduxissent. Sed qui aliter contigisse videmus,
interea nos isto Catone contenti erimus. Nam ex quibus Latinitatem,
quam ex istis fontibus hauriemus ? Et tamen isti tres poetae flagitio-
sius non loquuntur quam vel una Aristophanis Comoedia, cuiusmodi

1P.S. ¢ Ibid., p. 211.

*P,p. a1 S P.S.
3 T.T., animad., p. 87. $ET.,p.3558b. *P.S.
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tamen multas semper lectitasse Chrysostomum proditur. At quan-
tum virum! Cui profecto eloquentia, probitate, pietate parem alium
nulla post aetas tulit. Lectionem poetarum ego mari comparo. In eo
sunt scopuli, ad quos tamen peritus nauta nunquam navem offendit.
In poesi sunt quaedam non bona dicta, in quae nunquam pius animus
offendit, sed ea strenuus secure praetervehitur. Quare ut quosdam
rogatos volo, quos delectant poetica, ut ab illis praetextatis verbis
aures, oculos, linguam, animum denique abstineant: ita alios casti-
gandos censeo, qui propter unam, aut alteram, vel denique paucas
aspersas labeculas totum opus maculosum putant.!

Catullus observantissimus vel morosissimus observator puritatis
Latinae linguae. Tibullus tersissimus ac nitidissimus Poéta fuit.
Propertius castigatissimus Auctor, et facundissimus, a me emendatus
est. Hi tres dicti sunt Triumviri amoris.?

Caturrus. Elegantissimo poeta.?

Politissimum scriptorem.*

Cultissimi poetae.®

Politissimo poeta.*

Ex cultissimo Catulli poematio: ?

. . . cuncto concepit pectore lammam
Funditus atque imis exarsit tota medullis.®

Ex cultissimo poematio Catulli in Ariadnes conquestione.?

Cersus. Elegantissimus scriptor

CENSORINUS. J’ai cognu par expérience que Censorin est le plus
diligent auteur, qui soit aujourd’hui en nature.!

Aureolum libellum suum de die Natali.’*

Eximius ille et doctissimus temporum et antiquitatis vindex.

Luculento scriptore.

CHArINUS. Charinus . . . inter eflandum animam hos lepidissi-
mos ac elegantissimos ITambos in medium iecit:

"Eppois whaviire . . 18
CHArisius. Doctissimus et vetustissimus Grammaticus.!¢

1 Cast., praef. T 64. 1 E. T, p. 201C.

2 P.S. 8 4.V, p.s9. 13 Ibid.

3 F., p. cci. ? Ibid., p. 8o. " E., p. 376.

¢ Cast., praef. 10 Cgst., p. 164. 1 4. L,i1, 18,

§ Ibid., p. 13. u L.F.I.,p. 116. 8 R.N., col. 1533d.

¢ Ibid., p. 72.
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CHRyYSIPPUS. See Critics and Grammarians.

Cicero. Neque vero novum est Ciceronis diligentiam et fidem in
reddendis Graecis desiderari.!

C’est le plus bel Auteur Latin que nous ayons: les belles choses qu’il
y a 13 dedans!?

See Caesar.

Aratea. A nobis accipiantur tanquam ab adolescente effutita, non a
sene castigata.’

Epistola ad Paetum. Erudita illa epistola ad Paetum.*

Opera philosophica. Libros omnes Philosophicos Ciceronis nihil
facio; nihil enim in iis est quod demonstret et doceat ac cogat, nihil
Aristotelicum.®

CLAUDIAN. Pneustica . . . eleganter . . . ita describit in erudi-
tissimo carmine ad Manlium.®

Claudianus elegantissimus Poéta; quam praeclara habet in 4 Con-
sulatu Honorii! Prudentius etiam.?

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA. Eruditissimus scriptor.®

Vir saeculi sui eruditissimus.®

Doctissimus Clemens Alexandrinus.?

O le docte Escrivain! il entendoit bien les payens: Justin Martyr
aussi, sed non tantum.!

See Tatian, Tertullian.

CraATES. See Critics, Critics and Grammarians.

Criurics. Criticae principes apud Graecos sunt Aristophanes, Crates,
Aristarchus, Callimachus. . . . Apud Latinos nobilissimi Critici sunt
Varro, Santra, Sisenna: sed omnium Princeps Varro.?

Critics AND GRAMMARIANS. Josephus Scaliger Francisco Vertuni-
ano Doctori Medico S. Ternas a te uno die accepi, sed omnes . . .
idem continebant. In quo praecipuis duobus respondebo, de Critice!® et
de verbo Macte. Ac primum de eo quod prius ordine est, de Critice.1

1Y.V,p. 18 2S8.S. 3 N.M.,p. 443. $C.V.,p.64.
S P.S. $A4.V.,p. 117. 18.8.
$C.V.,p.220. CL. ET.,p. 378a,TT,prolegom.,f‘

* E.T,p. ssid. 1§.8S.

10 7. T., animad., p. 53. 1 E., pp. 756 f.

13 Here I have corrected the obvious error of the editions, which read Critico. In
the Greek, and in the instance near the end of the passage, they have preserved the

true reading.
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Non est quod vos Asclepiadae gloriemini de vetustate Medicinae ves-
trae, quae nobis obiicitis Machaona et Podalyrium. Habet et ista doc-
trina quam Grammaticam vulgus vocat, neque tamen intelligit, habet,
inquam, et vetustissimos suos vindices, Linum et Palamedem, et Cad-
mum et alios. Sed hoc nihil ad Criticen.! Ita sane. Volebam tamen
nescius ne esses eam a maximis viris non solum cultam, sed etiam excul-
tam fuisse. Qui enim de ea libros reliquerunt maximi viri, etiam in aliis
studiis, fuerunt, Crates, Aristophanes, Nicander, Callimachus, Apollo-
nius ille Rhodius, Chrysippus, alii Heroes magni. Il igitur in monu-
mentis suis nobis reliquerunt Grammatices partes tres esse, quarum
primam rexrujy vocarunt, secundam loropuciy, tertiam Siacrépav.
Texyuy xpayuarelay vocant eam quae in elementorum et syntaxeos
disciplina tota est. ‘Ioropuciv, eam quae in mythologiis Poetarum, in
Oratorum et Historiarum descriptionibus, locis, montibus, fluminibus
versatur, et si quid simile. ‘I.acrépav intelligi volunt, quae non illis
finibus contenta est, sed ulterius evagatur, et in abditiora sapientiae
penetralia se insinuat: cum scilicet spurios versus Poetarum a veris et
legitimis discernit, depravata emendat, falso attributa suis auctoribus
asserit ac vindicat, omne genus Poetarum, Oratorum, Philosophorum
recenset atque excutit. Hanc partem propterea xpiruy vocarunt.
Atque ut veteres Romani quatuor partes anni singulas in tres alias di-
viderunt, ut de vere dicerent, ver primum, ver adultum, ver praecipita-
tum: ita etiam iure merito per illos gradus voluerunt ¢«\éNoyor ad
perfectissimam ¢\oloylas cognitionem pervenire. Itaque primam illam
Texvuy omnes vulgo de faece paedagogorum quotidie tractant, ut sibi
videntur. In ea tamen excelluerunt clarissimi viri veteres, Herodianus,
Tryphon, Apollonius Alexandrinus apud Graecos: apud Romanos
autem Scaurus, Donatus, Caesar ipse et Plinius Secundus. Illam ter-
tiam, id est nobilissimam omnium, ac vere Philosopho dignam tracta-
runt Graeci, Crates, Aristophanes, Aristarchus, qui propterea et vulgo
xperixds dictus est: Romani autem infiniti, inter quos Varro, Sisenna,
Aelius Iurisconsultus, et alii. Mediam quae secunda est, imprimis Hy-
ginus, Palaephatus, Stephanus, et Caesar etiam coluerunt. Quanto ter-
tiam illam quam alias pluris fecerint, ex nomine intelligere potes. Non
enim ab officio vocarunt, ut a tractanda arte primam rexpujy, secun-
dam ab enarratione historiarum ioropuiv: sed quia non omnium est,

1 Edd. Criticum.
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sed pauciorum, neque in quibusvis auctoribus, sed in nobilissimis
versatur, {5iacrépar, quasi peculiarem, vocarunt. Haec nos de Critice,
quam cum iam plene cognoscas, illi merci precium iam recte dicere
poteris. Quanti enim tibi indicanda sit, scire poteris. Versus Homeri
illi tantum admissi sunt, quos Aristarchus probavit; Comoediae Te-
rentii, quas Calliopius. Sic Tragoedia vetus Achilles Aristarchi, quod
ab eo emendata esset.!

Cresias. Homo vanissimus.?

Quintus Curtius. Un bon Auteur.®

CypriaN. Cyprian a une belle simplicité et une grande pieté.

DEeMocriTus. Sane Democritus tantus vir fuit, ut etiam in quibus
fallitur, ingenii tamen eius magnitudo elucescat.®

DemosTHENES. Pater eloquentiae.®

Dmymus. See Harpocration.

Diopborus SicurLus. Auctor omnium Graecorum certissimus,?

Insignis est hallucinatio praestantissimi scriptoris, principium belli
Gallici cum annis belli civilis confundentis. Sed Deum immortalem,
quanta jactura historiae facta est amissione librorum illius Biblio-
thecae, praesertim quinque illorum, qui sequebantur post quintum.
Nam in illis erat memoria totius vetustatis regnorum Orientis, quae
multum historiae sacrae allucebant. Nunc de tot praeclaris monu-
mentis nihil nobis, praeter desiderium, superest.®

Accuratissimi scriptoris.®

DiocenEs Lairtrus. Scriptore eruditissimo.? ‘

Harum rerum [i.e., literary history] diligentissimus investigator.!!

Dronysrus HALICARNASSENSIS. Omnium diligentissimo.1

Dronysius PERIEGETES. See Oppian, Poetae Graeci.

Dioscormes. Optimo scriptori.l?

DonATtus. See Critics and Grammarians.

Enn1US.

Qui nitido intactos Musae pede primus inisti
Italicae campos, Itale Maeonide,
O quam hilares, Enni, spectamus, quamque lubentes,
De Styge, de leti te reducem tenebris!

L E., pp. 106 fI. $ R.N., col. 1510b. 0 C. V., p. 189.
$C.I,p. 321. TE.T,p.xi u T.T., animad., p. 96.
38S.8S. 4¢S8.S. OT.T,animad,p.156. 1 Ibid.,p. 4.

S E.T.,p. 165c. 8 C. 1., p. 348. B E.,, p. 101,
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Atquin relliquiasque tuas, dulcesque Camoenas
Mors, et vis duri temporis obruerant.

Nunc vates Latii inter cassos luce vagantem
Te Merula ex Orco, Phoebus uti puerum

Ante Coroniden, in luminis eruit oras.!

Poéta antiquus, magnifico ingenio. Utinam hunc haberemus inte-
grum, et amisissemus Lucanum, Statium, Silium Italicum, et tous ces
garcons-la.2

EpreEANIUS. Eruditum Patrem.?

Non possum narrare quanto gaudio me affecit Epiphanius, quem
misisti. Ego illum totum devorabo, cuius olim avidissimus helluo fui.
Pauci agnoscunt illum penum veteris Christianismi.¢

Multa cum delectu et judicio legenda apud Epiphanium, cujus
Panarium nos solemus vocare Christianae antiquitatis scrinium. Et
sane praestantissimum est opus, et non omnium hominum.®

Sed quot ejusmodi sunt in illo thesauro vetustatis rerum Christia-
narum! Quare cum delectu ille auctor tractandus, optime alioqui de
literis divinis deque Ecclesia meritus.*

Longus liber de . . . Epiphanii hallucinationibus contexi posset.”

Nous avons un Thresor d’antiquitez en Epiphane, car il avoit de
bons livres, ex quibus quando describit, optime, sed quando ex suo
dicit aliquid, miserrimus est. Il estoit un ignorant.®

EraTosTBENES. Canones Eratosthenei omnium optimi.?

EroTIANUS. See Hesychius.

Evupoxus CNmrus. Vir suo saeculo eruditissimus, et Mathemati-
corum princeps.!

EuseBrus. Virum Christianorum in saecularibus literis illius aevi
doctissimum.!t

Homo et ipse neque mentis, neque dpbodotlas satis compos.?

1 P.,p. 58: “Paullo Merulae Q. Ennii Annales edenti.” Also in Greek. Meru-
la’s edition was published at Leyden in 1595.

2 P.S. $E.T,p. 151b.

¢ E.,p.86: 13 June 1591; to Gilbert Seguin. Cf. P. S.: Pauci agnoscunt illum
S E.T.S.,p. 109. ) Y E.T., p. 536d.

¢ Ibid., p. 157. 10 Ibid., p. 69a.

7 T.T.,animad.,p. 74. Cf. ibid.,p. 234. 1 Ibid., p. 564b.
$S.S. 8 F.,p.282: c.Jan. 1606; to Casaubon.
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Sed omnium simul opera unius Eusebii heroicus labor superavit, qui
ex eorum scriptis in unum corpus contributis, et in membra digestis,
luculenta et omni laude majora volumina contexuit, quibus defen-
sionem Christiani cultus instituit, viginti quidem libris é&xodelfewy
adversus Judaeos, adversus Gentes autem quindecim voluminibus
xpoxapackevijs pro doctrina, pro vetustate vero, opere xavbvwy xpovixdw
xavrodaxdis loroplas.!

Multae sunt hallucinationes, multa peccata Eusebii. Nullus est
auctor, qui leviore studio, et majore securitate judicii lectorum scrip-
serit, quam hic noster. . . . Nam erratis hujus auctoris enumerandis
charta non suffecerit.?

Si eruditissimus vocandus, quia multa legit, sane nemo illi hanc
laudem invidere potest. Sin autem is eruditissimus, qui judicium cum
multa lectione conjunxit, alium potius, quam Eusebium producere
debuit.?

Duorum summorum virorum [Eusebii et Hieronymi].*

Auctori optime de antiquitate Ecclesiastica merito.®

Nullius scriptoris sive Christiani, sive pagani tot deliria, tot absurdi-
tates extant, quot Eusebii nostri.®

See Africanus, Origen, Tatian.

Chronicon. Eusebii . . . qui omnium illorum veterum ut postremus,
ita accuratissimus est.”

Nos unum tantum Eusebium discussimus, quod ipse, ut dmmus,
omnium illorum veterum clausula est. Itaque unum Eusebium noris,
omnes noris.®

Eusebii anilibus hallucinationibus.?

Stabulum Augiae.!

Magna injuria est editionum in illum auctorem, cujus errores dum
tollere volunt, turpius aliquando hallucinantur, quam ipse. Putamus
nos ipsum pristinae formae, aut proxime ab illa, restituisse. Nam quin
multum nocuerit illi temporum injuria, id vero negari non potest. Sed
certum est, et ipsum tempori, et tempus ipsi nocuisse.!!

1 T. T., notae, p. 402. 8 Ibid., p. 14.

2 Ibid., p. 417. ¢ Ibid., p. 188.

3 T.T., animad., TE.T.,p. 5378.

¢ Ibid., p. 12. 8 Ibid., p. s41c. ? Ibid., p. xvii.

¥ B.S., tom. i, p. 243: 17 July 1600; to Lipsius.
1 Ibid., pp. 243 f.: 12 Aug. 1600; to the same.
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Scito enim totum illud Chronicon ab inferis me excitasse.!

Spero me totum fere Eusebium Graece loquentem e mortuis excita-
turum.?

Fere tota illius Chronica nihil aliud sint, quam centunculus ex pannis
Africani consutus; et, quae fuit scriptoris illius inscitia, levitas,
wxepioxefia, nullos alios putavit oradwvixas deinceps fuisse, praeter eos
quos ab Africano accepit.?

Incredibile est, quantum ille, prudens imprudens peccaverit. ‘Mira-
buntur, qui legent.*

Iste vero Eusebii labor, ut ita loquar, Herculeus, tanti fuit apud
veteres, tantaque ejus dignitas, ut Chronologi, qui post Eusebium
scripserunt, omne scriptum de temporibus aridum esse censuerint,
quod non hujus fontibus irrigatum esset.®

[Africanum] non solum sequutus est, sed totum ejus Chronicon
totidem verbis in suum transtulit, extra quam ubi ab eo dissentit.

Opere illo eximio Chronicorum.?

Priscorum igitur Graecorum, ac maxime Africani viri eruditissimi
vestigiis haerens Eusebius, opus heroicum, et omni laude majus in-
stituens, ut reliquam eorum dispositionem, ita et partitionem sequutus
est.8 ‘

Praestantissimum Chronicorum et omnimodae temporum historiae
opus.®

Quum videret ex Judaeis Josephum et Justum, ex nostris Clemen-
tem, Tatianum, et Africanum Mosem Inacho aequalem facere, primus
omnium errorem aperuit, et infra aetatem Inachi, et, quod amplius est,
posteriorem Cecrope, sed omnibus Diis Gentilium, sacris, et mysteriis
antiquiorem esse demonstrare aggressus est: in quo laudem meruit
maximam, quum adversus nostros veritatem asseruit, adversus Gentes
autem nihilominus Mosem vetustissimum, et ante omnium Deorum
natales fuisse firmissimis argumentis comprobavit.

1 E., p. 339: 21 Nov. 1600; to Marcus Velserus. Cf.3bid., p. 343: parum abest,
quin Graece loquentem ab inferis excitare possim; also L. F. I.,p. 335: J’ai restitué
si bien cet aucteur, qu'on peust dire qu’il est resuscité des morts.

2 E., p. 116: 20 Jan. 1602; to Janus Dousa.

3 Ibid., p. 261: 5 June 1605; to Casaubon.

¢ Ibid., p. 285: 12 Mar. 1606; to the same.

8 T.T., notae, p. g01. 7 Ibid., p. 430. ? Ibid., p. s.

¢ Ibid., p. 417. 8 T.T., animad., p. 4. © Ibid., p. 11.
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Sed ecquae finis erit, si omnes hallucinationes Eusebii referre velim,
et alia omnia, quae tam scienter, quam imprudens commisit ? !

Tantum vero abest, ut propter illa vitia minor auctoritas doctrinae
Eusebianae apud nos sit, ut potius eo nomine ea seorsim exposuerimus,
ne caetera bona, quae scriptis Eusebii continentur, contaminarent, sed
castigata sic cum reliquis, quae diligenter ab eo collecta, aut feliciter
excogitata sunt, tuto conjungi possint.

Tanta praestantia est horum Chronicorum Eusebii, ut fatendum sit,
nullum vetus scriptum extare de ratione temporum, quod cum hoc
comparari possit, et quod pluris nostra intersit ad nos salvum perve-
nisse. Imo nullum paulo vetustius est, quod ab hoc derivatum non sit.?

De qua historia [ecclesiastica] quum nullus veterum praeclarius
meruerit, quam hic noster, in nullo certe scriptorum ejus illustrius hoc
eminet, quam in hoc opere Chronico, quod mancum ad nos pervenisse
dolendum est.*

Legendum cum judicio.®

Le premier liv. de ses Chroniques est admirable. . . . Les Canons
de mon Eusebe c’est ce que j’aime le mieux, c’est 'ame de mon Eusebe.*

Historia Ecclesiastica. Quid de ejus historia ecclesiastica loquar ?
Quid certi aut explorati a tempore Trajani, ad imperium Constantini
Magni, Ecclesia haberet, si aut illi luculenti libri intercidissent, aut
Eusebius nullos reliquisset ? 7

Praeparatio Evangelica. Luculentis illis Commentariis rporapa-
oxevijs.8

Taceo auctoris multiplicem eruditionem, indefessum lectionis
studium, summam vetustatis peritiam, qui in omnibus priscorum
auctorum monimentis peregrinatus illum divinum wporapackeviys
thesaurum collegit.® -

EvustatHrus. Homeri . . . loquacissimum . . . interpretem.!?
See Harpocration.

1 T.T., prolegom., f. ** 2 r. 3 Ibid., f. *** v.

2 Ibid., f.** 3 v. 4 Ibid., f. *** v.

§ S. 8., s. v. Histoire Ecclesiastique.

¢ S.S. Cf. T.T., prolegom., f. **** v.: animam historiae . . . Chronologiam
appellare soleo, sine qua historia non spirat: quae quanto multis scriptis, tanto
Chronologia illi praestat, ut corpori anima.

7 T. T., prolegom., f. *** v, ® Ibid., f. *** v.

8 Ibid.,f. * v. 0 F,p.v.
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SExTUs PompErus FestUus. Tantum autem profecimus ex huius
praestantissimi scriptoris emendatione, ut ea e tenebris eruerimus,
quae antehac nec nobis ipsi cognita fuerunt, nec temere apud ullum
veterum reperias: tot nempe vetustatis veneranda monimenta,
praesertim ex antiquissimo Romanorum tum civili tum pontificio iure:
item ex Regiis legibus, ex duodecim Tabulis, ex antiquis foederibus, et
aliis, quae enumerare labor esset. . . . Caeterum de utilitate huius libri
nunc agere, quia declamationes non scribimus, inutile, ac supervacuum
puto. Is est enim scriptor, qui omnium manibus quotidie teritur, et
sine quo humanioris literaturae candidati ad perfectam Romanae
antiquitatis cognitionem, quae sunt iuris nostri incunabula, pervenire
non possunt: tot vetustatis thesauros, tantam copiam bonarum rerum
in hoc instructissimo penu reconditam esse intelligunt. Quare cele-
berrimum scriptorem commendare, hoc esset plane laudare, quem
nemo vituperat.!

See Paulus Diaconus.

Fmemicus MaTERNUS. Hominem ingratum.?

Tam Hellenismi, quam astrologiae se imperitum prodit. Nam quos
Graecos auctores artis vertebat, eorum neque verba neque artem
assecutus est.?

Firmicum non solum rerum caelestium, sed et linguae Romanae
prorsus imperitum fuisse ex illis, quae in hoc libro disputabimus,
aperiemus.*

Frorus. Florus reparoloyle poética drama amplificat. D. Brutus
aliguando latius Gallaecos, alque ommes Gallaeciae populos, formida-
tumque militibus flumen Oblivionis, peragratoque victor Oceani litore, non
prius signa convertit, quam cadentem in maria Solem, obrutumgue aquis
ignem non sine quodam sacrilegii metu et horrore deprehendit. Putida,
xal kaxbé{nha sunt haec.®

Un tres bel Auteur.*

FuLGENTIUS. Doctissimus Mythologus.?

GALEN. Intacta et laude Galenum.®

! F., praef. * N.M,,p. 385.
3 Ibid., p. 447. Cf. pp. 370, 385, 391.

4 Ibid., ed. of 1579, p. 251. Not in the 1600 edition.

§ T.T., animad., p. 146.

¢ S.S., s. v. Histoire Ecclesiastique.

T A. V. p. 269. Cf. A.L.,ii, 29. 8 P.,p.s7.
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Avurus GeELLius. Est optimus Autor, infinita fragmenta habet, et
propterea bonus. Caput illud de Legibus duodecim tabularum est
optimum.!

Geminus RHODIUS. Praestantissimum scriptorem.?

Accuratissimus scriptor.?

Priscus et eruditus auctor.*

GEORGE SYNCELLUS. Latratoris.®

Odio Eusebii caecus.¢

Eusebiomastrix.?

HarrocraTION. Harpocration, Scholiastae Aristophanis, Apollonii,
Thucydidis, Olynthiacarum Pindari, Nicandri, Arati, optimi; ut et
Didymus, et Eustathius, optimi quoque.?

HEGEsrppUs. Supposititius ille Hegesippus auctor infimae vetusta-
tis, qui sincerum vas Josephi incrustavit, non contentus verbis Josephi,

. non veretur pannos suos purpurae Josephi assuere.?

HerMES TRISMEGISTUS. See Philo Judaeus.

HEeropIANUS GRAMMATICUS. See Critics and Grammarians.

Heroporus. Historiae Graecae pater.!?

Vetustissimus scriptor post poetas.!

Historiae parentem.!?

Pater historiae.!?

Pater historiae, et vetustissimorum scriptorum princeps, quo non
capiuntur nisi elegantia ingenia, et quem Simioli non capiunt.

Dulcissima illa 74s ’I4dos Moloa, vetustissimus omnium solutae
orationis scriptorum, qui hodie extant, scrinium originum Graecarum
et barbararum, auctor a doctis nunquam deponendus, a semidoctis et
paedagogis et simiolis nunquam tractandus.'®

Hesiop. See Poetae Graeci.

Hesycurus. Eruditissimum Glossographum.!®

18.8. 8 T. T., animad., p. 153.
2 N.M.,p. 76. 10 E. T.,p. 59b.

3 E. T, p. 6ob. 1 Ibid., p. 532b.

4 Ibid., p. 78d. 12 T.T., animad., p. 4.

§ T. T., notae, p. 410. 13 Ibid., p. 57.

¢ T.T. animad., p. 64. M Ibid., p. 89.

7 Ibid., p. 66. 18 Ibid., p.104.

8 S.S. ® E., p. 216.
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Hesychii et Erotiani Lexica ad Hippocratem intelligendum maximo
erunt adjumento; quorum hic ex professo ipsius Hippocratis dictiones
exactissime perpendit enarratque, ille vero fuit optimus Grammaticus.!

Hrrary or Porriers. Le bel Auteur.?

HrpparcHUS. Homo ¢iheheyxéraros.?

Emendator errorum popularium Astronomiae.*

Hipparchus a fait sur Aratus, non en Grammairien, mais en Astro-
logue; il a de bonnes choses.®

See Mathematici.

HrerocraTEs. Hippocratem divinum.*

HreroryTUs RoManus. Un ignorant et fat Auteur.”

HoMER. See Poetae Graeci.

Horace. Emendatissimus auctor, ut dicebat Augustus.®

Vide divinam Oden Horatii, quae omnes Pindaricas una provocat,
Qualem ministrum fulminis alitem.®

Hycinus. Summo Critico.?

See Critics and Grammarians.

IamsricHUS (the novelist). Futilibus amatoriis libris IJamblichi.!t

IRENAEUS. Irenée a une grande simplicité.*

Istpore PELusioTa. Isidori Pelusiotae Epistolae, bonus liber.
. . . Isidorum Pelusiotam tam amat Vulcanius, et tanti facit, cum sit
parvi momenti et sufficiat semel legisse.’?

IsmorE OF SEVILLE. Non prorsus malum autorem.!

Nugis plurimis scatet.!®

Doctis utilissimus est.'

11 a beaucoup de ratisseries, pauca bona, ut et Beda, qui tamen
melius scripsit.”

JEROME. Antiquitatis et linguae Romanae peritus scriptor.!

Summo viro."?

1P.S. LYy V.,p. 19
$S.S. u E., p. 686.
3IN.M.,p. 6. 1SS
: E. g‘., P. 272¢. : .2";;

S.S. . V., p. 50.
¢ P,p.s7. : g?;_ P- 49
78.8. . S.
s P.S. ngs.S.
* T.T., animad., p. 173. 18 F., p. Ixxvi.

® E T., fr., p. 45. Cf. T.T., animad., pp. 12, 182.

.
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Sane si quis hodie ita, ut fecit Hieronymus, Graeca verteret, non
dico ab alienis, sed ut Actaeon, a suis canibus mordicus discerperetur.!

Doctus ille Scripturae interpres.?

Doctissimus Hieronymus.?

Gerere annum aetatis an alius praeter Hieronymum dixerit, equidem
non memini. Quod non monerem, nisi essent, qui Hieronymum inter
eos ponerent, qui Latinissime loquuntur, in quibus familiam ducit
Erasmus.*

Ejuscemodi multa tanto viro excidunt non ab inscitia, sed a prope-
rantia, quae est mater hallucinationum.®

Magno Hieronymo.*

Eruditissimo Hieronymo.?

Quod autem de Eusebio diximus, idem merito de magno Hieronymo
arbitrari possumus, nullum de Latinis scriptoribus extare, cui plus
debeant Ecclesiasticae literae, tam in iis, quae ad origines sacras, quam
quae ad interpretationem divinorum librorum pertinent: neque illo
saeculo magis idoneum interpretem nostro Eusebio contingere potuisse,
quam eum, qui Eusebii studiosissimus, et eorum, quae ab Eusebio
tractantur, peritissimus fuit. Atque utinam per ejus occupationes ista
non dictare notario, sed scribere illi vacasset. Quod enim a multis vel
invitatus, vel lacessitus respondere cogeretur, neque ulla ei a labore
requies daretur, temporis autem jacturam vel minimam facere neque
posset, neque vellet; apparet eum, quum hujus Chronici interpreta-
tionem dictaret, scriptioni aliarum rerum simul, et notario eodem
tempore operam dedisse, ut propterea necesse fuerit, quaedam, quod
vitari non poterat, tanto viro humanitus excidisse, quae hodie apud
magistellos et Criticastros non venia, sed jurgiis et contumeliis, non ut
hallucinationes, sed ut crimina exciperentur.?

Hieronymus n’estoit pas si sgavant, qu’on le dit; il estoit bien igno-
rant, et escrivoit & des bigotes de femmes: per nebulam tantum
Hebraea novit. . . . 1l est bon pour les choses qui se faisoient de son
temps. . . . Il est meilleur pour des choses des Payens que pour la

! T.T., animad., p. 11. 3 Ibid., pp. 119, 125. Cf. ibid., p. 117.
2 Ibid., p. 96. 4 Ibid., p. 124.

§ Ibid., p. 140. Cf. E.T.S., p. 66: tanto viro.

¢ T.T., prolegom., f. ****r. Cf. E.T.S., p. 231: maximus Hieronymus.
TE.T.S.,p.6s. 8 T.T., prolegom., f. *** ar,
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Theologie. . . . Hierosme estoit plus docte qu’Augustin, mais
C’estoit un vray fou de Moine, qui a maintenu des choses fort absurdes.
Miserrime est commentatus in Prophetas.!

Epistola ad Dardanum. Est hominis barbari, et imperiti, non Hie-
ronymi, cui injuria non parva fiat, si tam ineptum scriptum illi attri-
buatur.?

Epistola ad Pammachium. Epistola eruditissima.?

Jorn CarysostoM. Quantum virum! Cui profecto eloquentia,
probitate, pietate parem alium nulla post aetas tulit.*

Ego studiosissimus illius Patris sum, tum quia nullus melior Novi
Testamenti interpres, tum et propter miram dulcedinem et amoenita-
tem dictionis, quam post illum nullus Ecclesiasticus scriptor consequi
potuit.®

Ego multum faveo Chrysostomo, propter illud flumen eloquentiae,
quod nunquam lutulentum fluit, sed semper sibi simile est. Hoc tamen
non possum dissimulare, quod in eo scriptore deprehendi, quum ab
illis discessit, quae ad sacram paginam pertinent, nihil puerilius, ne
dicam inscitius esse illo.

Nullius veterum Patrum lectione magis afficior, tum propter inaf-
fectatum dicendi characterem semper sibi similem; tum quia unicus
est omnium veterum, cui probe nota fuerit mens totius Novi Instru-
menti: in quo genere solus regnum obtinet. Nam in Veteris Instru-
menti sensibus ut plurimum longe a recta veri regione vagari cogit
Hebraismi inscitia et LXX. interpretum editio, quae quum sit longe
mendosissima, tamen eam omnes veteres, quae illorum sinistra fuit
xaxo{n\ia, non dubitant archetypis Hebraicis anteferre.”

Chrysostome le meilleur des Peres Grecs. . . . Infinita pulchra
habet et optima in Novum Testamentum 8

Josepmus. Diligentissimus xal ¢tharnféoraros omnium scriptorum.®

Scriptor, cuius diligentia et fides in notatione temporum specta-
tissima.!

18.8. 3 Ibid., p. 6.

2 T. T., animad., p. 169. 4 Cast., praef.

S E., p.676. Cf. E.T.S., p. 214: omnium interpretum optimo.

$ E., p. 217. Op., p. 497, reads, after * pertinent,” * Chrysostomum non
agnosco.”

T E., p. 236. * E.T., p. xvi.

$S.S. 1 Ibid., p. xvi.
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De Tosepho nos hoc audacter dicimus, non solum in rebus Iudaicis,
sed etiam in externis tutius illi credi, quam omnibus Graecis et Latinis.!

Omnium scriptorum veracissimum et religiosissimum.?

Ille optimus scriptor.?

Scriptori eximio.*

Nunquam satis laudatus scriptor.®

Accuratissimus scriptor.®

Sunt enim vetustissimae mendae librariorum; cuiusmodi non paucis
totus Josephus scatet, non multum post saeculum Iosephi subortis.”

Fidissimus, diligentissimus, et eruditissimus scriptor.®

Praestantissimo scriptori.’

Summus vir.?

Quis veterum fide tanta usus sit in historia conscribenda, quam
Josephus ? !

In Maccabaeos. Liber aureolus.

JusTIN MARTYR. Summi illi pietatis vindices, Justinus, Tertullianus,
Lactantius.!®

Est autem iste Christi Martyr omnium scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum,
qui hodie extant, vetustissimus.*

See Clement of Alexandria.

JuveNAL. Juvenalis excellens, et ol il y a de belles choses. Satyrae
tragicae.!®

Juvenal est un admirable Poéte, il y a de belles choses & dire 13
dessus: c’est un si beau Poéte au prix de Perse, qui s’est plfi & escrire
obscurement.1

Lacrantius. 11 a bien parlé de ce temps que la Barbarie venoit,
tempore Constantini! V7

See Justin Martyr.

1 E. T., p. xvii. 3 Ibid., p. xxiv.

3 Ibid., p. 107c. Cf. ibid., p. 467c: optimo scriptore; ibid., fr., p. 46: optimus
ille scriptor.

4 Ibid., p. 534¢. § Ibid., fr., p. 28. ¢ Ibid., fr., p. 35.
7 Ibid., fr., p. 42. Cf. ibid., fr., pp. 12, 42, 45.

8 Ibid., fr., p. 45.

? Ibid., fr., p. 45. Cf. E.T. S., p. 45: praestantissimum scriptorem.
1 Elench., p. 73. 12 E. T, p. 437a.

1L ET.S.,Dp. 200. B T.T., prolegom., f. * r.

W T.T. animad., p. 219. Cf. bid., pp. 3, 132. s pS.
8gS.S. 17 8.S.
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Lucan. Si propius totum opus Lucani putare volueris, non solum
nullam Astronomiae peritiam in eo homine reperies, sed et importune
semper interiectam rerum coelestium mentionem, et levem, vanum, et
ostentatorem illum iuvenem fuisse deprehendes. . . . An nescis iudi-
cium, quod Critici non recentiores illi quidem, sed aequales illorum
temporum, de Lucano fecerunt ?

Sunt quidam, qui me dicunt non esse poetam.!

Porro omnes auctores antiquitatis excutiat, ut sciat, qui progressus
astronomiae apud Graecos fuerit, antequam Eratosthenes, Timochares,
Hipparchus eam expoliverunt: ex illorum atque veterum collatis
rationibus colligat, quos auctores Manilius et Lucanus legerint. Ita
ne Lucano exiguam quidem partem astronomiae attribuet, non magis
mehercule quam Manilio. Praeterea si Virgilium et antiquiores poetas
legerit, vix est, ut medium locum, fortasse ne subsellia quidem Lucano
in penetralibus poetices relinquat, ubi tot proceres Heliconis ante eum
primas obtinere animadvertet.?

Eo calore . . . quo Lucanus versus suos effundebat.?

Lucain qui tue le lecteur de ses longues comparaisons, antithéses,
déclamations, philosophie, astrologie, et, pour mieux parler, de son
immodestie. Je ne nie point qu’il n’ait de bonnes choses, mais je nie
qu’elles soient poétiques.*

Lucanus violentissimum et terribilissimum ingenium. Il en avoit
trop, et ne se pouvant retenir, il n’a sceu que c’estoit que faire un
Poéme.5

Nero oderat Lucanum, quia uterque erat Poéta. Principes docti
oderunt doctissimos homines, amant tantum pedantes Magisterulos.*

See Ennius.

Lucmiius. Doctos laceri Lucili . . . artus.’

Lucrerius. Lucretius, bonus liber est, nec melior alius Auctor
linguae Latinae. Virgilius ab eo multa desumpsit.®

MacroBrus. Plutarchum et eius simiam Macrobium.?

Sive hoc finxit ipse, ut veterum scriptorum alter fucus Solinus.?

Macrobii docta papyrus.!

1 E., p. 66. 3 Ibid. s P.S.

*E,p. 77 4L F.I,p. 284. ¢ S.S., s. v. Nero.

7 P.,p. 52: “In Lucilii Fragmenta collecta et edita a Francisco Dousa” (Ley-

den, 1597).
8 P.S. *C.V.,p.41. 19 E T.,p. 176b. u P, p. 54
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MaumEerTUS CLAUDIANUS. Mamertus in eruditissimo Panegyrico
suo.! ,

ManerHO. O ingentem jacturam illarum Dynastiarum et Tomorum
trium ipsius Manetho!?

Manmius. Podte . . . fort obscur pour la matiére qu’il manie, et
aussi pour les énormes et innumerables faultes et transpositions par
lesquelles il est miserablement gasté!3

Grande pogte.t

Poétam eruditissimum.5

Cuius poéma Astronomicum quot versus habet, tot habet mendorum
prodigia, quae nos, ut spero, omnia fere sustulimus.®

Disertissimo poeta.’

Praestantissimi scriptoris.®

Optimo scriptori.?

Divino prooemio [of bk. iv].1

Nota autem, candide Lector, fecunditatem ingenii poetae in istis
morosis numeris concipiendis. Nescio, an Ovidio melius cessisset.!!

Fuit Manilius imperitissimus earum rerum, quas tractabat, et
quae ab aliis scripta legit, ea satis habuit sine delectu versibus
concipere.!?

Quod nemo illum poetam hactenus intellexerit, tam mihi constat,
quam a nullo etiam peritissimo astronomo emendari potuisse. Astro-
nomia enim parum apud eum nos iuvat; qui nec Astronomus semper
est, et quem dolendum erat tam neglectum hactenus iacere.!

Manilium nullus fuit qui posset intelligere sicut ego, non enim
describit Astronomiam hodiernam sed veterem. Oportet bene legisse
Autores ut intelligatur.*

See Lucan.

1 N. M., p. 456. $L.F.I,p. 21
2 T. T., animad., p. 125. 4 Ibid., p. 26.

8 F.,,p.cxxxi. Cf. 4. L., ii, 31: eruditissimum poetam.

$ A. L., i 3. . 9 Ibid., p. 226.
TA.L,i, 31 0 Ibid., p. 304.

¢ N.M.,p.8s. 1 Ibid., p. 335.

12 N. M., p. 370. Changed from the following in the edition of 1579 (p. 251):
Videmus manifesto et Manilium et Firmicum homines é&vagrpoloyfirovs fuisse, ac
eos sine ullo delectu ea, quae alii caelo conveniebant, Italico accommodasse.

B E,p. 152. 4 GS.S.
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MARCELLINUS CoMEs. Ille libellus est norma temporum a consulatu
Ausonii ad ultima tempora Iustiniani.!

Illo eximio chronico consulari.?

MarceLLus Empiricus. Bonus auctor est.?

MArTIAL. Bono scriptore.*

Ego dico de Martiali quod ipse dixit de se ipso:

Sunt bona, sunt quaedam mediocria, sunt mala plura,
Quae legis, atque aliter non fit, Avite, liber.®

MarTIANUS CaPELLA. Barbarus scriptor.®

MaTeEMATICI. Aristarchus . . . Hipparchus . . . Ptolemaeus . . .
tres illos summos mathematicos.”

MaxmmianNus. Barbari poetae?

Maxmius MoNACHUS. See Bede.

MEGASTHENES. Eximius scriptor.?

Exstat Megasthenis vetustissimi Persicarum rerum scriptoris frag-
mentum elegantissimum.!©

See Berosus.

MeToN. Ut tunc captus erat Graecorum, insignis mathematicus
floruit ineunte bello Peloponnesiaco, vir non solum peritia motuum
coelestium, sed et aquiliciis, et librationibus nobilis.!t

Musaeus. N’est pas cet ancien qui estoit du temps d’Homere.
Mon pere a plus fait d’estat de Musaeus qu’il ne falloit; il le prefere &
Homere. Il ne s’entendoit pas bien 3 la poésie Grecque. Musaee a
un style de Sophiste, non pas pompeux comme Nonnus.?

See Poetae Graeci.

MyrHOLOGI. Nullus modus nugandi, nullus pudor horas in his
perdendi fuit Graeculis illis, qui nihil disertum sine mendacio esse
putarunt.!

NicANDER. See Critics and Grammarians, Pindar.

NiICEPHORUS PATRIARCHA. Auctor levissimus.

Nicoraus or Damascus. Praeclarum de regibus Damascenis
fragmentum.!®

1ET,p.s13a. $A.V,p. 53 U Ibid., p. 72d.

2 Ibid., p. 515a. TE.T.,p. 282b, c. 1 S.S.

3 P.S. 8 Y.V.,p. 22 8 T.T., animad., p. 49.
¢ E,p. 353 * E. T, p. xxxiv. ¥ Ibid., p. 242.

sP.S. 0 Ibid., p. 582b. ¥ E. T, fr,p. 47.
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Nonrus. Quem constat multis locis offendisse.!

NonNuUs. See Musaeus, Poetae Graeci.

Nortrria DigNiTaTUM. O le bon livre que Notitia Imperii Romani! 2

OcerLus Lucanus. Un bien joly livre.?

OcTAvVIA. See Seneca.

ONOMACRITUS. See Poetae Graeci.

OpriaN. Egregium poetam.*

Oppianus et Dionysius elegantissimi poétae.®

See Poetae Graeci.

OptATIANUS. Publilii Optatiani Porphyrii poétae Panegyricus . . .
extat hodie, fastidiosae et putidae wepiepylas opusculum, illis miran-
dum, qui operosas nugas amant.®

ORIGEN. Origene a eu de terribles resveries. . . . Origenes optime
scripsit contra Celsum, sed reliqua nihil valent. Il a un beau sens;
sed imperitus fuit, et magna fuit autoritate in Ecclesia. Hieronymus
quidquid dicat fuit Origenista. Eusebius etiam, et Arianus simul.
Ruffinus, ce vilain maraut, scripsit Apologiam pro Origene.”

Orosrus. Non pauca sunt apud Orosium in ratione temporum
&N\oyioThuara.®

Solum Latinum Eusebii Chronicon legerat, neque illos summos
scriptores, [Strabonem, Berosum, Megasthenem,] fortasse ne de
nomine quidem, aut saltem nomine tenus noverat. Nam Graeci
sermonis imperitus fuit, utilis alioquin auctor, et valde necessarius.?

Multa mendorum portenta sunt apud illum scriptorem.?

Absurde vero Babylonem captam ante Lydos subactos refert
Paulus Orosius, auctor alioquin valde bonus.!

Ovp. Doctissimum poetam.2

. Ovidii facilitas est inimitabilis.!?

Sed quomodo de poétis judicare possunt aversa a Musis pectora,
quum magni nominis vir Petrus Victorius de Ovidio non veritus sit
dicere eum ut oratione ac versibus, ita vita et moribus enervatum ?
Deinde dicit improbe ab illo dictum, munera placare deos et homines,

1Y.V.,p. 26. 8.8

2S.S. 8 T.T., animad., p. 49.
38.8S. 9 Ibid., p. 64.

¢ C.V.,p. 218, 10 C.I.,p. 321.

§ T.T., animad., p. 228. U Jbid., p. 323.

¢ Ibid., p. 250. 1 F., p. clvii. BgS.S.
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et tamen a Platone prius dictum. Hoc modo non solum Ovidius, sed
et Plato improbus fuerit. Sine contumelia hoc dictum velim, Ovidium
meliorem poétam, quam ipsum poétarum censorem fuisse. Non longe
ab hac temeraria sententia discedit Dionysius Lambinus, qui imperi-
tissime eum malum Latinitatis auctorem vocat.!

Pacatus. Drepanius Pacatus Nitiobrix in suo divino Panegyrico.?

Pacuvius. Pacuvius acer.? '

PALAEPHATUS. See Critics and Grammarians.

Panoporus. Chronologi eruditi.4

See Anianus.

Paurinus oF Nora. Elegantissima est eiusdem epistola Christiana
ad eundem, quae incipit, Quid abdicatas.®

Paurus Diaconus. [Veteres Epitomarum concinnatores] ut ego
valde improbo, ita etiam ut omnibus modis improbandum inter eos
pono Paulum Diaconum Longobardum, hominem, meo iudicio, con-
fidentissimum, ac, uti res ipsa docet, ineptissimum. Is ... captus
a Carolo Magno Imperatore, magnam et a victore, et a posteritate se
initurum gratiam putavit, si Sex. Pomp. Festum, quo scriptorem
utiliorem lingua Latina non habet, mutilaret, et tanto posteritatis
damno se a victore redimeret. Parum abest, quin merito factum
dicam. Festum enim, qui Verrii Flacci libros breviasset, aequo animo
debuisse ferre, si quomodo ipse Verrium tractaverat, similiter ipse ab
isto Paulo acciperetur. Hoc unum excipio: si Festo hoc modo pereun-
dum fuit, digniorem arborem, ut est in proverbio, suspendio deligen-
dam fuisse. Nihil enim illi peius potuisse accidere, quam quod in huius
Pauli manus inciderit. Qui eum ita foede laniavit, atque inhonestis
vulneribus confecit, ut cadaver pro homine, truncum pro corpore,
semianimem pro vivo nobis reliquerit. Itaque hominis prodigiosos
errores, atque crassam ignorantiam deteximus.*

Festi mutilator.”

Monstrum hominis.?

Paurus SmENTIARIUS. Usus est vitio saeculi sui, quae tamen
virtus erat, strepitus verborum, ambitus sententiarum, compositio

1C.F.B., pp. 241 f. ¢ T. T, notae, p. 419.
2 N.M., p. 436. 8 4. L,ii, 16.
3 P, p.47. ¢ F., praef.

TC.V.p.75. Cf.ibid., p. 180: mutilator Festi; F., p. vi: mutilator.
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dithyrambis audacior. Eiusmodi est &ppaois ista. Quod uno verbo
exponere poterat, maluit binis, trinis versiculis producere. Me
quidem ista non offendunt, qui saeculi morbum novi. Sed qui nihil,
praeter illos veteres legerit, quum ad haec se contulerit, tres continuos
versus non patienter leget. Iuvat tamen nos, quod templi illius
augustissimi adyta omnia nobis reseravit, ut illi gratias non tanquam
poetae sed tanquam historico agamus.!

Perstus. Persius affectavit obscuritatem, et caecus dicitur a poétis;
Luciliano more scribit. C’est un pauvre poéte, lequel pourtant nous
entendons tout.?

Persius, miserrimus autor, obscuritati studet; non pulchra habet,
sed in eum pulcherrima possumus scribere.?

Tosephus Scaliger Isacio Casaubono suo S. Tandem exoptatissimus
Persius tuus nudiustertius mihi redditus fuit: atque adeo totus sum
in eo legendo. Si qui sunt, ut sane non pauci sunt, qui ad illius poetae
adyta penetrasse putent, tuo Commentario moniti tam ab eo abesse
fateantur necesse est, quanto propius sese accessisse putabant.
Quanto in pretio is auctor olim fuerit, Quintilianus et Martialis
testes sunt. Ego tamen, quamvis serio illius lectioni olim operam
dederim, numquam caussam aut argumentum inde haurire potui, cur
mihi persuaderem tanti faciendum, quanti fieri ab omnibus videbam.
Tu luculenta illa explanatione fecisti, ut mihi non solum magnus
propter se, sed et melior propter te videatur. Atque ut fatear mihi
non visum, qui ultra sensum grammaticum exponi mereretur, nunc
tamen plus meruisse fateor, quia et te interpretem nactus est, et si te
non habuisset illustratorem sui, alium habiturus non esset. Qui enim
hactenus illi manus admoverunt, operam luserunt. Quantus quantus
tamen est ille, quoties Commentarium tuum considero, pluris condi-
mentum esse videtur, quam pulpamentum. Tu illi scriptori animam
dedisti, et apud admiratores suos effecisti, ut alia parte admirandus
sit, quam qua ipsi censuerunt.*

See Juvenal.

PeETRONIUS. Si enim is scriptor indignus est, qui tenerae aetati
committatur, at non dignus, qui pereat tamen.®

PrAEDRUS. Phaedrus est un joly auteur, et Symposius aussi.®

1 E., pp. 487 1. 38.S. §$ C.F.R., p. 359.
s P.S. ¢ E., p. 254: 28 Mar. 1605. $S.S.
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Pr1ro JupAeus. [Platonis] aemulum, magnum imprimis virum.!

‘EX\pnori)s, et Hebraismi penitus imperitus.?

Fuit ille Hebraismi imperitissimus. Atque adeo, ut tirunculi
Christianorum, nedum Iudaeorum, possint eum in partes vocare.?

Mirabilis auctor est et lectione dignissimus. Mirabilior et anti-
quissimus Pimander Mercurii Trismegisti. Hebraismi tamen adeo
imperitus fuit Philo ut tirunculi Christianorum, nedum Judaeorum,
possint eum in partes vocare.*

Nemo, qui Philonem legerit, ignorare potest, illum Hebraismi im-
peritissimum fuisse: ideo an ullum scriptum sacrorum Bibliorum
metricis legibus conceptum sit, illi non magis exploratum fuisse, quam
qua lingua Hyperborei uterentur.®

Quod Philonem tantopere laudet, idem mecum facit, siquidem cum
exceptione. Scripta enim ejus pigmentis Platonicis condita, et multis
luminibus Hellenismi lita esse nemo negaverit: sed summam Hebra-
ismi in illo imperitiam esse qui non deprehendit, ac propterea eum
oportere doctissimum Hebraice fuisse putat, quia Judaeus fuit, is
multum fallitur.®

PrryNICHUS. De Phrynicho et Thoma Magistro memineris. Non
habemus hodie Hellenismi meliores magistros.?

PINDAR. Pindare a beaucoup de mots qu’on ne trouve point ailleurs,
mais habebat ex usu, et ne les recherchoit pas, comme faisoit Nicandre
et Callimaque, qui prenoient plaisir & prendre et & choisir les plus
obscurs antiques, et ineptes de tous. Pindare avoit ses mots de soy,
non des autres.8

Praro. Culti Platonis.?

See Ovid.
Pravrus. Plautus et Terentius optimi auctores linguae Latinae,
quorum phrasi loquendum est.?
Plaute observe numeros in versibus, alioqui non essent versus.l!
Friderico Taubmanno S. Tuum Plautum accepi. . . . Habeo
igitur illum comicum, non solum, ut antea, comitem, sed etiam magis-
1C.V.,p. 72 7 E., p. 67s.
t E. T, fr., p. 48. 8 S.S.
“3 E., p. 8. $ P, p. 118,
4P.S. , ©Pp.S.
8 T. T., animad., p. 7. 1gs.S.

$E.T.S.,p. 199.
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trum: quia ex tuo Commentario non minus doctus, quam ab eius
lectione hilaris, fieri possum.!

PNy Major. Eruditissimi scriptoris.?

Mentem Plinii, hoc est, Latinitatem ipsam.?

Cui viro ? Sane tanto, ut non mirum sit, si vulgus illum improbet,
cum minime auctor vulgaris sit.

Maximi scriptoris.®

Viro-summo domi militiaeque.®

Hoc tene, Plinium eruditissimum suae aetatis hominem, Latinae
elegantiae observantissimum, non mirum aliquando in vertendis
Graecis hallucinari. Hoc non solum illi, sed et Ennio, Attio, Ciceroni
accidit. At quibus viris! qui sunt columina priscae Latinitatis.?

Verum est . . . non intellexisse Plinjum quae scriberet. Non quia
potuerit si licuisset, sed quod non vacaret homini et urbanis et mili-
taribus rebus districto.

Homini non . . . Graecarum literarum imperito, sed qui melioribus
occupatus, statim de mendo iudicare non potuit.?

Neque vero novum est, Plinium in reddendo Aristotele aut Theo-
phrasto offendere, cum hoc sexcentis locis commiserit. Quod utique
non Plinii inscitiae attribuendum, sed eorum negligentiae, qui excerpta
ex autoribus mala fide descripta ad eum deferebant, ut in ordinem ab
eo digererentur. Ita enim opus suum eruditissimum magna ex parte
composuit vir ille nunquam satis laudatus. Quare errores in Plinio
notamus, qui non sunt Plinii, sed amanuensium.?

Plinius {oropwkds tantum ¢uouwkd, ut et alia fere omnia tractavit, nil
exacte: sed optimus auctor est, minimeque vulgaris; ideo non mirum,
si tantum auctorem vulgus improbet. . . . Accuratus Plinii lector
deprehendet ipsum Plinium omnia quae ex variis auctoribus excerpebat
ordine litterarum vel alphabetico in sua digessisse adversaria, neglecto
ordine naturali qui potior erat: ut scilicet quaerenti nullus esset labor
reperire quae vellet: sic urbes saepenumero et situs locorum, non
ordine, sed litterarum serie describit: ita gemmas, ita herbas ipsas,

! E., pp. 787 f.: 13 March 1606. ¢ E.,p.99.

* E., p. 96. 7 Ibid., p. 106.
3 Ibid. 8 Ibid., p. 114.
‘E,p.o97. ® Ibid., p. 110,

§ Ibid. »Yy.V.,p. 1o
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quia sic in adversariis repererat. Propterea immiscuit haec simul
et multa confudit vir doctissimus, urbanis et militaribus rebus dis-
trictus.!

C’est un beau livre, mais les Pedans n’en sgavent rien.2

See Critics and Grammarians.

PLuTARCH. Gravissimus scriptor.?

Plutarchus harum rerum 4 ubique sese imperitissimum prodit.®

Plutarchus, qui . . . non raro in his rebus * hallucinatur.¢

Summus enim ille scriptor in his rebus * puer est.’

Totius sapientiae ocellus.®

Aulicis tantum scripsit, non doctis.®

PoETAE GrAECI. Ut anni, sic poeseos Graecae quatuor tempesti-
vitates fuisse animadverti. Prima fuerit illa, in qua principes Homerus
et Hesiodus. Hanc potes iudicare atque adeo vocare ver poetices,
pubertatem potius, quam infantiam. Excipit eam aestas non fervida
quidem, sed quae ex illo vere vestigia non obscura retinuit, in qua
Onomacritus, Solon, Tyrtaeus, et quisquis fuit auctor rav #olwy, xai
s Gowidos, quam praepostero iudicio Criticorum natio Ascraeo illi
attribuit. Autumnus ab aestate non degenerans praestantissimos
homines extulit, sed maiorem partem Grammaticos, in quibus v
wAeéda ponas licet. Quid ingeniosius Callimacho, quid Apollonio
pressius, quid Theocrito amoenius ? Hactenus bene cum Musis
agebatur. Initium hiemis suaves foetus protulit, Dionysium 7ov
wmepurynTiv, quem cum poetis 7fis wAetédos contendas licet, et Oppia-
num longe illi dissimillimum, quem nimis floridus character non passus
est sese intra modum continere. Sed posterioris saeculi poetae, dum
illam ubertatem affectant, nihil praeter strepitum verborum, et am-
pullas attulerunt. Qui in hoc genere licentius velificati sunt, primas
obtinet Nonnus ille Panopolitanus, cuius redundantiam in Diony-
siacis excusaret materia, nisi in Evangelii paraphrasi maiorem immo-
destiam, ut ita loquar, professus esset. Eum ita soleo legere, quomodo
mimos spectare solemus, qui nulla alia re magis nos oblectant, quam
quod ridiculi sunt. Parcior et castigatior quidem Musaeus, sed qui
cum illorum veterum frugalitate comparatus, prodigus videatur.

1pS. ¢ I.e., mathematical chronology. 7 Ibid., p. 237b.

$P.S.

tS.S. 8 E.T.,p. 35b.
3 E.T.,p. 30c. 8 Ibid., p. 46b. 9 P.S.,s.v. Cicero.
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Neque in hoc sequimur optimi parentis nostri iudicium, quem acumina
illa et flores declamatorii ita caeperunt, ut non dubitarit eum Homero
praeferre.!

PoLyBrus. Quam multa divina quae ad rem militarem pertinent,
ad eum scriptorem dici possunt! Vix tres puto hodie extare in Europa,
qui virtutes Polybii digito designare possint. Felicem illum, qui in
tuas manus inciderit. Non enim paedagogorum, qui nullum actuosae
vitae usum, neque politicorum, qui nullum literarum habent, manibus
terendus erat.?

Gravissimo scriptore.?

PorpEYRY. Impius quoque Porphyrius.*

Docti sycophantae.®

PrisciaN. Doctissimus Grammaticus.®

Optimo Grammatico.’

Procrus. Un fort bon auteur.®

Procorrus. O le bel historien que c’est! ?

ProPERTIUS. Praestantissimi poetae.!

See Catullus, Tibullus, Propertius.

PRrOSPER AQUITANUS. Vir sui saeculi eruditissimus.!!

PrupeENTIUS. Bonus poéta.?

See Claudian.

- PSEUDOPHOCYLIDES. Carmen wovderixdv nomine Phocylidis hodie
in manibus habetur omnium. Sed nemo animadvertit nihil in eo esse,
quod ad illius veteris Phocylidis exemplum expressum sit, quantum
ex illis, quae ejus hodie supersunt, reliquiis odorari possumus. . .
Neque vero puto ullius veterum carmen extare, quod cum Poési hujus
Phocylidis (si modo ei id nomen fuit) aut elegantia, aut nitore, aut cultu
verborum conferri possit.!

ProLeEMy. Optimum Commentarium ClL Ptolemaei de inerrantium
stellarum significationibus. )

1 E., pp. 486 f.: 20 Nov. 1607; to Salmasius.
2 E., p. 281: 1 Jan. 1606; to Casaubon.

2 E, p. 284. 9 8.S.

4 T.T., animad., p. 3. 10 Cgst., p. 160.

§ Ibid., p. 11. u T, T., animad., p. 8.

¢ F., p. vii. npSs.

7 C.F. B., p. 242. 18 T, T., animad., pp. o5 f.

8S.8S. " E. T, p. 235d.
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Astronomiae Apollo.!

Mirabilis Ptolemaeus.?

See Mathematici.

PusLILIUS SYRUS. Syrus Mimus praestantiora habet quam reliqui
Philosophi.?

Rurinus. Auctore futilissimo.4

Haec supplevimus ex Ruffino, quem scriptorem raro cum fructu,
rarius sine indignatione legas.®

Adferrem huc interpretationem Ruffini, ut lector videat quam
vetustae sint mendae, quae huic praestantissimo scriptori ¢ inoleverunt;
si sine stomacho imperitissimum illum interpretem legere possem:
cuius tamen tanta impudentia fuit, ut cum summo viro Hieronymo
manum conserere non dubitarit. Sed ut paucos Hieronymos haec aetas
habeat, non desunt tamen hodie Ruffini multi.”

Mos est Rufino omittere, pervertere, mutare ex animi libidine.®

Ut tolerabilius ea verterit Rufinus, interpres alioqui barbarus et
imperitus.?

Quis ignorat inscitiam Rufini ? 0

Ruffinus quamvis Graece loqueretur, non intelligebat tamen Graeca
quae legebat.!

See Origen.

RuTtiLius NaMaTianus. In aureolo suo itinerario.

Sarrust. Ille maximus Atticismi captator.®

Saluste a esté perdu par ingratitude, car il estoit fort petit, et n’avoit
fait que cinq livres; le pire est gardé, le meilleur est perdu.!*

Sarvian. Christianissimum scriptorem.!®

Gaudeo non solum, Salvianum tibi placuisse, sed et iudicium nos-
trum de illo voluptate illa quam in eius lectione percepisti compro-
batum fuisse.l®

Le beau livre que c’est, et une belle simplicité.!?

1 E. T., p. 74b. 9 Ibid., p. 197.

2 Ibid., p. 327b. © Ibid., p. 225.

18.S. ng.s.

4 E. T, fr., p. 10. 13 T T., prolegom., f. ** 4r.

8 Ibid., fir., p. 35. BN.M.,p.172. uS.S.

¢ Josephus. B N.M.,p. 448.

TE.T.,fr.,pp. 45 f. ® E., p. 733: 5 Nov. 1605; to Jean de Laet.

8 T. T., animad., p. 192. us.S.
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SANTRA. See Critics.

ScHOLIASTS. See Harpocration.

ScrIPTORES HISTORIAE AUGUSTAE. Verum est, nihil esse inquina-
tius; sed multa habent, quae illos commendent.!

SENECA. Seneca moralis philosophiae primas tenet, dignissimus qui
semel atque iterum legatur, et fideli memoriae commendetur.?

Seneca Poéta bonus auctor est; tamen tragoediarum character non
est exigendus ad veterem cothurnum. Novus character est a tempo-

ribus Augusti.?
Certe non possum satis mirari iudicium, quod de illis Tragoediis
[Lipsius] dedit. . . . Deum immortalem, quid de omnium Principe

Tragoedia Troade sentit ? Et cui persuadebit diversos esse auctores ?
Ego illarum novem unum genium, atque ideo unum parentem agnosco,
ne frustra sit. Octavia neque inepta est, ut ille putat, neque futilis
auctoris, aut sub Domitiano viventis. Quid ? quantum intervallum
est inter tempora Neronis et Domitiani ? Tam paucis annis defecisset
eloquentia Romana ? Ego video auctorem Octaviae, ipsius Octaviae
domesticum et Senecae amicum fuisse: et optimum poema esse.*

Maximus ille Criticus, quam pueriliter de Tragoediis Senecae iudicat!
Lipsium dico. Divinam Tragoediam Troadas magistelli potius quam
Senecae opus esse sciscit. In hoc quiilli assensum accommodet, praeter
imperitos harum rerum, reperiet neminem. Nam illa Tragoedia est
princeps omnium Senecae, quas novem asserimus esse. Octaviam
autem Memoris fratris Turni esse non dubitamus.’

Quid ? Suadae medulla ¢ Troada divinam Senecae Tragoediam
trivialis poétae foetum dixit, quae reliquarum Senecae princeps est, et
verus illius summi scriptoris partus, atque a Prisciano optimo Gram-
matico ei attribuitur, quam non Troada, sed Ecubam vocat.?

Seneque est le premier en son rang. . . . De remediis fortuitorum
non est Senecae, sed Senecae collectorum. Epistolae Senecae ad
Paulum sunt antiquae; citantur ab Hieronymo; non sunt confictae
a monachis, quia tunc non erant.?

Hercules Furens. Apud Euripidem tragoedia est huic affinis et
argumento et nomine; oeconomia partim similis, partim dissimilis.
! E., p. 198. 1 pP.S. 2 P.S.

4 E., p. 706: 30 May 1602; to Jan Gruter.
8 E., p. 488: 20 Nov. 1607; to Salmasius.
¢ Justus Lipsius. 7 C.F. B., p. 242. 8 S.8S.
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Velitatio Amphitryonis cum Lyco apud utrumque paria facit: sed in
decore personae Amphitryonis longe inferior Seneca, ut in multis aliis.
Reliqua studiosi inter se contendere possunt.!

Thebais. Haec fabula est . . . totum scholasticum drama, decla-
matorio charactere, multa putida sunt et affectata.?

SENECA RHETOR. Les Controverses de Seneque sont tres-belles.
O si integras haberemus! divinum opus est.?

SErvius. Eruditissimus interpres Virgilii Servius, cuius commen-
tariorum tantum hodie cadaver habemus monachorum barbarie ac
spurcitia contaminatum.*

Doctissimum grammaticum.®

Magnus ille Virgilii interpres.$

SIDONTUS APOLLINARIS. Summi viri.”

SiLrus Itaricus. Clest un naquet de tripot, et n’en dirai aultre
chose.?

Silius Italicus, Cuisinier. Dixit quod alii omnes et male; non bonus
auctor, legendus tamen ut vetus.?

See Ennius.

S1SENNA. See Critics, Critics and Grammarians.

SorLinus. Simia et fucus Plinii.l?

Veterum scriptorum . . . fucus.!!

Auctorem levissimum.!?

See Macrobius.

SoLoN. See Poetae Graeci.

SoPHOCLES. Sanum et sobrium poetam, et qui sane principem
locum in theatro Graeco obtinet.!®

Sophoclaei carmen regale cothurni.

Sophocle est admirable; c’est primus Poéta Graecus, et fere Virgi-
lium superat. Philoctetes quam divina Tragoedia! Tam sterile argu-
mentum adeo bene amplificatur, et Oedipus Tyrannus quam paucas
habet personas, quam pulcherrimus! Lors que j’avois 18 ou 20 ans,
j'avois fort bien leu mes trois Tragiques; qui bene legerit, multum

1 0p., p. 299. ¢ F., p. xxxvii. u E. T.p.176b.

2 Ibid., p. 304. TET,p. 613d. 1 T. T., notae, p. 424.
3 8.8 8 L.F.I.,p. 284. B C.V.,p. 146.
$C.V.,p. 252. *P.S. 4 P, p. 54.

§ Ibid. LYy.V,p I
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profecit in Graecismo; quam multae praeclarae Sophoclis Tragoediae
interierunt.!

Statrus. Quant & moi je V'estime le premier podte epicus apres
Virgile, et il ne déclame point comme Lucain.?

See Ennius.

STEPHANUS BvzANTIUS. See Critics and Grammarians.

StraBO. Eruditus scriptor.?

Diligentissimus scriptor.* ,

SueToNIUs. Tam accuratum scriptorem.®

Accuratissimi scriptoris.®

In Suetonio, quem hic sequitur Hieronymus, non pauca ejuscemodi
wmapopduara deprehendimus, eximio alioqui et utilissimo scriptore,
cujus omnes libros extare pluris interesset reipubl. literariae, quam
multos, quibus aequo animo careremus, si illis potiremur.?

Surricia. Romana Sappho.®

Sureicius SEvERus. Ecclesiasticorum purissimus scriptor.?

Elegantissimus scriptor.

Dignus sane, qui vel eo nomine legatur, quod supra saeculi sui
captum loquitur Latine.!

SymmacHUs. Symmachus ne vaut rien que pour le droit de Theo-
dose, il est bon de le lire une fois, mais non plus.?

Sympostus. See Phaedrus.

Synesrus. Il y a de belles choses dans les lettres de Synesius.

Tacitus. Quis credat, nisi qui in ratione temporum, et historia
externa Corn. Tacitum non semel, neque leviter peccasse meminerit ? 4

L. Tarutius FirMaNvs. Tantus vir.!s

TATIAN. Auctor priscus et eruditus.!®

Unico pulcherrimo quidem illo [libro].”

18.8. 5 Ibid., p. 163.

*L.F.I1,pp. 283 f. : f‘ ;“., m

3C.V.,p. 104. . T., animad., p. 155.

4 N.M.,p. 236. 8 4.V, p. 137. ? E. T., p. xxiv.

1 Ibid., p. s83b. Cf. T. T., animad., p. 217: elegans scriptor; and E., p. 544:
Sulpitii Severi elegantissimum Chronicon.

u E., p. 559. 18 E. T, p. 396b.
3 S.8S. 16 Ibid., p. 401d.
3S.S. u T.T., prolegom., f. * v.

M T, T., animad., p. 189.
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Sapientissimi scriptores, Tatianus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Africanus,
Tertullianus, Eusebius, aliique.!

TERENCE. See Aristophanes, Plautus.

TERENTIANUS MAvUrvUs. Politissimus et eruditissimus Gramma-
ticus.?

Doctissimus et suavissimus Grammaticorum.?

Q. TERENTIUS ScaURUs. Optimum et vetustissimum Grammati-
cum*

See Critics and Grammarians.

TeRTULLIAN. Eruditissimum scriptorem veterem.®

Optimo scriptore.®

Disertissimus ac eruditissimus scriptor.?

Tertullianus semper in manibus habendus, accurateque legendus est,
tum propter linguae Romanae proprietatem, tum propter disciplina-
rum ac litterarum omnium cognitionem; fuit enim Doctor omniscius
et argutus, qui illotis manibus tractandus non est, nec obiter legendus;
ubique enim remoratur lectorem. Tertullianus certe excellentissimus
auctor est in omnibus.?

Acutissimus et eruditissimus ille Poenus.?

Tertullien estoit bien docte, mais il n’alloit pas voir les Auteurs; il
se fioit & ses predecesseurs et les citoit de i, comme d’Irenée, Justin
Martyr, qui a esté tres-docte; comme aussi saint Clement Alexandrin
qui a esté tres-docte, mais non pas beaucoup au Christianisme.1?

See Justin Martyr, Tatian.

THEOCRITUS. See Poetae Graeci.

THEODORET. Le meilleur Theologien des anciens Grecs.!!

THEON OF ALEXANDRIA. Summum virum.?

TrOMAS MAGISTER. See Phrynichus.

TmsuLLUs. Suavissimi Poetae.®

Nemo est, qui non eum se intelligere credat. Quia enim character
eius planus ac minime morosus est, propterea omnem dubitationem
sustulit posse aliquid, quod legenti negotium facessat, in eo reperiri.

! Elench., p. 77 7 F., p. xxviii.

2 AV, p. 219. s P.S.

3 T.T., animad., p. 117. ? T. T., prolegom., f. * 2r.

¢ Ibid., p. 114. 18,8 ngs.s.
S C.V.,p. 242. it E. T, p. 74b.

$A.V,p. 101, B A.V.,p. 210
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Atqui aliter se rem habere, ipsa editione, quam primum nunc nova
incude recudimus, omnibus testatum esse volo.! '

See Catullus, Tibullus, Propertius.

TrYPHON. See Critics and Grammarians.

TYRTAEUS. See Poetae Graeci.

Tzerzes. Homo gloriae et vanitatis Graecanicae plenus.?

Doctus Graeculus, sed ventosae ostentationis homo.?

Graeculus.*

Tzetzes cum Lycophrone, bonus.®

UrpiaN. Maximus vir.*

Varerius Fraccus. Apreés Statius, Valerius Flaccus peust tenir
rang.’

VALErIUS Maxmvus. Ineptus affectator sententiarum, quanquam
non inutilis propter exempla.?

Equidem multa notavi apud Val. Maximum non bene Latina,
multa etiam inepte affectata, optimum alioqui et utilissimum scrip-
torem, et quem extare plurimum reip. literariae refert.?

VArrO. M. Varronis elegantia et nitore.?

Politissimo scriptore.!

Tanto scriptore.!?

Politissimum scriptorem, atque adeo Latinae linguae columen.!

Norunt studiosi omnes, quis et quanti pretii sit Varro in Etymo-
logiis. "

Togatorum doctissimo.!®

Unicum Varronem inter Latinos habemus, libris tribus de Re
Rustica qui vere ac uefodixds philosophatus sit; imo nullus est
Graecorum, qui tam bene, inter eos saltem qui ad nos pervenerunt. O
excellens opus, ex quo qualia ejus reliqua erant opera conjectare quivis
potest! Sed quod mirum, non minus in poési valuisse, fragmenta
poématum indicant.1®

See Cato, Critics, Critics and Grammarians.

1 Cast., p. 105. 8 A.V.,p. 248.

2C.V.,p. 42 * T.T., animad., p. 142.

3 T.T., animad., p. 121. b C V., p. 103.

4 Ibid., p. 201. 5 S.S. U Ibid., p. 226. 12 Ibid., p. 226.

$C.V.,p. 132, TLF.I,p.284. % Ibid.,p.251. WE.T,p.174d.
18 Ibid., p. 367c. Cf. ¥. V., p. 26: doctissimus togatorum; R.N., col. 1532a:
doctissimo togatorum. 8PS
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VELLEIUS PATERCULUS. Optimus scriptor.!

AvureLits Victor. 11 y a de belles choses, il est bon.?

Marrus VICTORINUS. Acutissimus Grammaticus.?

VireiL. Eruditissimum poétam.*

Elegantia Virgiliana.®

Eruditio Virgiliana.*

Summo poetae.?

Divinus vir.3

Divinus poeta.?

Doctissimus Romanorum.

Omnium poetarum principem.!!

Les vers d’Homere et de Théocrite tournés par Virgile quelques fois
plus heureusement qu'’ils ne sont en leur langue.

De Virgilio nunquam loquendum, nam omnes omnium laudes
superat.!s

Quid facient Virgilio, qui nihil pene nisi alienum habet, sed dis-
positione et inventione aut fecit suum aut melius ? 14

See Lucan, Lucretius.

APPENDIX VIRGILIANA. Aeing. Frustra augurantur hoc poema esse
Virgilii, quum ex verbis Senecae, Cornelii Severi esse necesse est. Ex
quo poemate, quod nobis ex omnium illius scriptoris operum naufragio
reliquum est, potes advertere, quantus fuerit ille vir in penetralibus
Heliconis.!®

Catalecta. (a) Ad Venerem (p. 88). Elegantissimum poemation et
Virgilio dignissimum.¢

(b) Pauca miki (p. go). Elegans poematium.!”

Ciris. Politissimi poematii.’s

Est autem prorsus cultissimum poematium, et quod nulli Latinorum
neque nitore, neque elegantia cedat: atque adeo quod venustate sua

1C. 1., p. 288. tS.S. 3 T. T., animad., p. 121.
4 A.V.,p. 30. Cf.ibid., p. 233: doctissimum poetam.

8 Ibid., p. 69. ¢ Ibid., p. 70.

7 Ibid., p. 77. Cf. Y. V., p. 179: summo poeta.

8 4.V, p. 123 W C.F.B,p. 371.

9 Ibid., p. 131. 15 4.V.,p. 86.

10 F,, p. cxiix. # Ibid., p. 233.

1 Cast., p. 1. W Ibid., p. 247.

B L F.I,p. 311 BPpS. 18 Ibid., p. 44.
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merebat, ut minus ad nos depravatum veniret. Non enim dici potest,
quot mendis deformatum vix possit elegantiae suae dignitatem
sustinere.!

Tam culto, ac tam nitido poematio.?

Divino poématio.?

Culex. Quisquis es, memineris non pueri ac tironis secundum eum
Grammaticum, sed Virgilii 4v8pod xal 7eNelov te opus legere.

Dirae. Huius poematii auctor est Val. Cato Grammaticus. Quod
deprehenditur ex iis, quae de eo scripsit Suetonius Tranquillus: nempe
patrimonium suum amisisse bello Sullano: tum amasiam quandam
Lydiam celebrasse carminibus suis. Utrunque in hac Ecloga apparet.
Nam et Lydiae eius saepe meminit, et amissa bona sua deplorat. Quae
fuit unica caussa, quare hoc eidyllion Virgilio attribueretur, quod et
ipse quoque bello civili agros suos prope Mantuam amisisset. Sed
quis sanus unquam hoc poema attribuat Virgilio, etiam si non constaret
de nomine auctoris ? Hoc dico, non quod malus fuerit poeta Val.
Cato (Dii melius), sed quod dissimilis Virgilio. . . . Dividitur autem
hoc opusculum in duas partes. Prima continet devotum carmen,
plenum imprecationum, et vere quas vocat Horatius Thyesteas preces.
Secunda tota ad amasiae Lydiae amissionem spectat. Quae quidem
quanvis egregia sint et luculenta, tamen eorum nitori maxime officiunt
menda, quae in illis injuria temporum inoleverunt.®

Elegia de Obitu Maecenatis. Hoc opus Epicedium scripsit idem, qui
et de morte Drusi ad Liviam, hoc est C. Albinovanus Pedo. Nam
sane nimium sinistre quidam iudicarunt, qui id non ab ullo illius
felicissimi seculi poeta, sed ab alio potius, qui multo posterior aetate
fuerit, exercitationis gratia scriptum esse contendunt. Extiterunt et
qui Lactantio propter stili, si Diis placet, affinitatem attribuerent.
Primum ego neque Lactantii esse dicebam: neque verum esse, quod
ipsi adstruunt, stilum similem esse Lactantiano. Aliter enim, ut ille
ait, catuli longe olent, aliter sues. Deinde scriptam esse bono illo
seculo non obstare humilem xal Ay Nefww. Non enim propterea
non pure Latinam esse consequens est. Deinde in hac elegia multa
sunt cognitu digna, quae illis Scholasticis poetis in mentem venire
non potuissent, certo scio.®

14.V.,p. 45. 3 T. T., animad., p. 54. 8 Ibid., pp. 169 f.
% Ibid., p. 6s. $A.V,p 4 ¢ Ibid., p. 262.
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Moretum. De auctore vero huius elegantissimi Catalecti, non con-
stat. Neque enim Virgilii esse, satis norunt, qui Virgilium magis quam
Grammaticos nostros triverunt. Valde enim confutat eorum iudicium
stilus tam diversus a Virgiliano. . . . Sane eruditum admodum, et
politum poematium: et non nisi talis poetae, qui, quum eius nomen
adhuc lateat, meruerit propter praestantiam suam Virgilio subdititius
esse. . . . Stilus ipse planus et candidus. Nihil tumidum: nihil
insolens: omnia aequabilia.!

Priapeia. Tosephus Scaliger Sebastiano Sennetonio suo S. . ..
Scis enim quae sequuntur poematia eiusmodi esse, ut eorum omnes
fere, nisi si qui penitus pudorem amiserunt, pudeat, pigeatque: flagi-
tiosa, petulantia, obscoena. Equidem sic omnia confiteor: scelestis-
simi, qui haec in vulgus ediderunt. Execrandum porro seclum illud,
in quo turpia scribere hominibus licuerit, cum et turpia facere non
prohiberentur. Nam quis haec negare audeat ? Cur ergo, inquies,
haec vulgas ? cur interpretaris ? quid minus utile fuit, quam hoc ulcus
tangere ? Prius dicant velim: an possum ea supprimere, quae tot
iam editionibus publicata sunt ? deinde quare non licebit mihi, quod
omnibus licuit, etiam sanctissimis et doctissimis viris ? Postremo quid
in interpretatione nostra aut ita suspectum est, ut non tecte, aut ita
aperte dictum est, quod non necessario dicendum fuerit ? 2

ZoNARAS. Graeculo.?

ZosmMus. Superstitior illo [i.e., Aurelio Victore] Zosimus.4

1AV, pp. 158f. 3 T, T., animad., p. 114.
2 4.V.,pp. 1831 ¢ E.T.,p. 390d.
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