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TEXTUAL NOTES ON PLATO'S SOPHIST* 

In editing Plato's Sophist for the new OCT vol. I, ed. E. A. Duke, W F Hicken, 
W. S. M. Nicoll, D. B. Robinson, and J. C. G. Strachan (Oxford, 1995), there was less 
chance of giving novel information about W = Vind. Supp. Gr. 7 for this dialogue 
than for others in the volume, since Apelt's edition of 1897 was used by Burnet in 
1900 and was based on Apelt's own collation of W. The result was better than the 
somewhat confused information printed by Burnet, even in his 1905 reprint, for W 
for the other dialogues in vol. I. (This seems perhaps to have arisen from some 

misinterpretation by Burnet of Kral's method of reporting W) But in the Sophist as 
elsewhere in vol. I collations largely due to Dr W. S. M. Nicoll added new facts about 
all of BDTWP and their correctors, and the search for testimonia largely carried out 

by Dr E. A. Duke added new facts in that area. A reviewer counts 66 changes in our 
text of the Sophist, which may perhaps be a slight over-estimate. Classification of 

changes as substantive or as falling into different groups is sometimes difficult, but I 
think plausible figures are as follows. We (myself aided in the earlier sections by 
Nicoll) have in 25 places made a different choice of readings from the primary mss. 
and testimonia. We have printed conjectures where Burnet kept a ms. reading in 17 

places, but conversely we have reverted to a ms. reading where Burnet had a con- 

jecture in 8 places. We have printed alternative conjectures to conjectures adopted by 
Burnet in 6 places. So we have actually departed from the primary sources on at most 
9 more occasions overall than Burnet. What must be noted is that Burnet had already 
printed conjectures (including readings from secondary mss.) on something like 87 
occasions (12 from secondary mss., 75 from modern conjectures from Stephanus 
onwards), so our percentage addition to Burnet's departures from the primary 
sources is modest. Moreover Burnet printed about 25 readings from testimonia; we 
have followed him in 20 or so of these cases, and this in turn implies that the primary 
mss. are in error at these further 20 places. It needs to be underlined that though 
Burnet undoubtedly deserved to be regarded as a safe and cautious editor, never- 
theless he departed from the primary mss. on average about twice per Stephanus page 
in this dialogue. Sometimes, of course, testimonia showed him right to do this, but 
testimonia cover only a quite small part of this dialogue. Otherwise Burnet accepted 
almost 90 conjectures. For the Politicus the figures are fairly similar; Burnet accepted 
22 Byzantine conjectures and 35-40 more modern ones. The new OCT there adds 15 
or so more (not all new) conjectures. (On the Politicus in the new OCT see Robinson 

[1995].) 
One is bound to say that many of these conjectures involve no more than, for 

example, the addition of av, or a change of a single letter. But some single letter 
changes are not unimportant. I suspect that in different dialogues the need for changes 
may vary considerably, perhaps because the more popular dialogues had been more 
extensively corrected by scribes even before the date of our primary mss. But it has 
perhaps been worth prefacing discussion of textual problems with a warning that 

* I must thank my colleague, Paolo Crivelli, who has kindly offered discussion, corrections, 
and cautions on drafts of these notes. I owe much to conversation with many Platonists, not least 
Lesley Brown. Equally I am still vividly conscious of the impact of Gwil Owen's Plato class, very 
many years ago. 
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editorial opinion has generally been that in the Sophist the primary mss. have at best 
got one or two letters wrong on average twice per Stephanus page. The transmission of 
Plato's text has been miraculously good, but it is a mistake to assume that it has been 
perfect. Obvious omissions and glosses, some of which we shall see below, are also 
quite sufficiently frequent to mean that we should be on our guard for more. Readers 
should not hesitate to be alert for points that may still require attention. 

I present points in order as they arise in the text. This throws up occasional related 
sequences, but also means that degrees of interest and importance, as also of certainty, 
will vary from moment to moment. 

Sophist 221b2-c2, 222e3, 223bl-5, 223b3: humour denied, orflippancy in divisions? 

In this area, notoriously enough, the reader has to cope with several curious 
apparent combinations of flippancy and exactitude on Plato's part. The theme is 
division. Much time is spent on 'divisions' of the Sophist. The divisions given are on 
the one hand very detailed and precise, but at the same time seem often to be 
comically pedantic and surely in large part satirical in tone. There are several textual 
problems that are perhaps not unconnected with this apparent blend of precision 
and humour. 

We may perhaps best begin by examining the first r6sum6 of the first division, at 
221b2-c2: av7rLrdar77S yap TEXVqS rTO' LEV -lqtaV iE`poS KT-rTLKOV 17v, KTrJTLKOIV 8 

XEtp(oTLKOV, XELPWTLKOV 8E O-qpEVTlKOV, TOV 8E OlrpEVTLKOV 0O0rplKOpV, 

?coO6qpLKOv 8E EVVypoOrptlKOv, EvvypoOrplKOV 86E TOr KarcoOev rT/lLa oAov 

dALEVTLKOV, daAEVTLKTSE 8E rrA77KTlKOV, 7TrAqKrtKr SE dy KarpCKlTEVTLK TOVTOV S8 TO 

TrEpt rTv KaTwOEv avw r'Ary )v dvaQrrToJLev7v, Car' aavrTs TrpdeWs dL(foloLoOiEV 

ToUvo0La, 7 vvv dc7raTALEVTLK t7rT77lOElaa E7rtLKArv yEyovEv. 

Here we meet no textual problems, admittedly, but a typical combination of 
Platonic pedantry and flippancy. Division of the daIraTAevUTrs has been undertaken as 
a trivially simple model for division of the Sophist. The resume repeats exactly the 
division that has preceded it, and in the process we are not spared a repetition of 
Plato's false etymology of the term au7raALevT rs. The true derivation of this word is 

presumably by abbreviation from ar7TraA-aALEvTur7, since Hesychius attests the term 
aTrraAos =- IxOs; see Schwyzer, Griech. Gramm. 1.476, n. 5. But Plato carefully twice 
constructs phrases based on avarraiv (220e8-221a3, r ... avaar7TrcW/vov, 221cl, Tr6V 
KaWrcOev avco TrArly'v dvaaTrwcoev-qv) provide an echo of the initial agrT sound, and 
is presumably suggesting that the word really is avaaTr-aALevrrTs, meaning 'the 

upwards-heaving fisherman'. This can hardly not be tongue-in-cheek; Plato is perhaps 
pretending never to have stooped to purchasing any commodity called by the perhaps 
vulgar form aairaAot. But even if one accepted a very remote chance that Plato knew 
the term aaUraALevrUs but did not know the word a5rcaAos, the ponderous emphasis 
of 221a3-6 hardly allows us to think he can have been proposing avaUrT-daAevTr 
seriously as correct. And yet this flippancy is part of the model first 'division'; this is a 
hint of things to come. 

Sophist 222e3 EpWorTLK or 8opoOoptKrj? 

TOV)TO iEV TroVVV pvv pcKrKS TE`XV)S ( EUT'O ElO. 

Should logic prevail over humour, or vice versa? This sentence may seem straight- 
forward, but it can be argued that it is unlikely that Plato means to say just here that 
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'giving gifts is a species of erotic pursuit', since that would reverse the systematic 
order of presentation; nothing has previously been said of EPWTLKn as a possible 
higher species of Orqpd. So to keep the mss. text one could assume, as Campbell did, 
the genitive here to be one of definition, 'giving gifts constitutes erotic pursuit'. But 
this might suggest that the whole of erotic pursuit was gift-giving and all gift-giving 
was erotic pursuit. So to be completely logical, one might think of writing roVro ... 

8opoopLKS7 TrEXV7qS Ep)TrLKOV E'ai 7 EL(OS, 'let this be one species of gift-giving, 
namely the erotic kind'. But Baumann's change from EpcorLKiS t to $opocoppK?7s 

might be simpler, 'let this be one species of gift-giving' (sc. which you will easily 
recognize). 

The explanation of the corruption, as Baumann saw it, will have been a marginal 
gloss EpoPLK-t; we shall see in our next note that a glossator has been at work 
hereabouts. Vice versa for an explanation of the presence of EpwurLKsg, if it was in the 
true text, one might suppose that Plato had slightly loosened the logic of his passage 
for the sake of a joke hinting precisely that all erotic pursuit was indeed bribery; and 
again, this might be in the spirit of the things that we shall see happening at 223b. 

I incline here towards Baumann's view, but certainty is out of the question. 
Sometimes one chooses humour, sometimes one chooses logic. 

Sophist 223bl-5 

We can now proceed to the next great resume, at 223b1-5. 
The primary mss. unanimously give X re'XVSg oLKElWTtKS KTrTLK1S' O-pEVTLK7S, 

Wo0rpiaSt'ag re0oO0qpLata XEpaaiaS ?/tzEpoO6rpLK7s advOpw7roOpL'aS 18tloO7ptias ILtgaOap- 
VtKgs voptLrataTO7rCAtKTKSr 8o0o7ratCLLEvtKrS VEovV rrAovuarv KatLL EVo'6t) ytyLVO[LEV-Y 

Orpa . . . 
In this resume confusion reigns, at first sight: (i) terms are present which were not 

used earlier; and (ii) in the mss. text there is undoubtedly some redundancy; there are 
too many terms in this r6sume to fit the preceding division. Schleiermacher drew what 
is pretty certainly the correct conclusion, namely that (a) Plato had varied his 
terminology in making the resume, but (b) some redundant terms were glosses added 
by scholiasts from the original terminology. The original term KTrri-LK had here, 
Schleiermacher assumed, been abandoned by Plato in favour of OtKELWctKWg, but 
KrriTLKrS was then added in the margin or between the lines by a scholiast as a gloss, 
and subsequently some copyist incorporated it redundantly into the text. Similarly 
7TrEZo0rpt'as here was a gloss on Plato's new term Xepratas, and very probably 

1FlEpOrp7LK7s was a gloss on the new term dvOpp7roOrqpias and /fLaOapvtKSg a gloss 
on the new term votxtaaTTro7rwRALK . It is scarcely to be envisaged that vice versa the 
scholiasts would have introduced (or indeed invented) the variant terms if Plato 
himself in his resume had followed his previous terminology. Dies in the Bude 
edition presumably felt that there was a possibility of defending 'LEPo0]pLKStK 
and jutaOapvtKrsg as respectively one step more generic than advOpwTroOrqpias and 
voptaLUaT07TorwA,K7S; but on balance Schleiermacher's view remains more plausible 
here; the familiar terms are here the ones that are open to suspicion, and in any case 
the need to emphasize Dies's suggested extra steps seems in these instances very 
slight-though judgement is difficult, since a conceivable turn of Plato's humour 
might be leading him to pad out his r6sume to absurd lengths. Seth Benardete felt that 
the duplicate pairs of terms had some value since each term represented a different 
aspect of the concept in question, but this is hard to find convincing. 
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Other editors have felt that the resume, though redundant in some places, is 

incomplete in others. A corrector of Venetus 186 restored XELpwrTLK;S after KTTrTLKnS 

to recreate a faithful report of 219 d7 and 221 b3; but XELPWcLKo S or its equivalent has 
also been omitted at 223 c6, and its absence is perhaps not acutely felt. Schleiermacher 
and Heindorf, however, believed that 7rLOavovpyLK7qs or rrLOavoO7qplas should be 
restored before lSLoO7qpias, and this does seem a more acute need. 'Persuasion' seems 
to require due emphasis. 

Nicholas White in his recent translation of the Sophist states without explanation 
that he omits o&o7TraL8EVrTKS, but (i) that this is a new term here is probably more in 
its favour than against it, and (ii) it presumably recapitulates ErTayyeAA,oevov ... 

aperr'S E'VEKa r TLS oiLAlast from 223a4, so it is far from uncalled for. To pack 

ETrayyEAA,o,Levov KTA. into a newly coined compound such as 80o07Tra8EVTLK7Rs is 

surely a typical enough Platonic trick. There could, I suppose, quite plausibly be a pun 
involved on 'seeming education given to seemingly distinguished youths' (veCv... 
Evo6wv, a4), though analogy with oeoaoqoia (231b6) surely confirms that 'seeming 
education' is probably the primary sense of 6o6orral8EVTltK. 

So I have in the end followed Schleiermacher's deletions, ignored the Venetus 
corrector's XELPWTLKnS, and accepted Heindorf's 7rlOavo0Orpias, all with reasonable 
confidence (though I shall express some qualms below about the term votLa- 
tLaT07rTALK7s, ). 

But certainty, of course, is hardly achievable. Some general comment is perhaps in 
order, since conflicting considerations enter into assessing passages such as this: 

(i) Philosophically 
(a) Plato might well be expected to value his method of 'division' very highly 

and consequently to recapitulate his findings very exactly. At Politicus 
285b and Philebus 16d-e we are told that it is vital to know the exact 
number of the subspecies of any genus. 

However, 
(b) Plato at other points, e.g. Politicus 261e, deprecates concern over exact- 

ness of terminology-which of course helps to confirm Schleiermacher's 
view that it is the variant terms which are authentic here. 

(ii) Stylistically-it is obvious that Plato enjoyed etymological jokes and gleefully 
invented monster compound adjectives; so the urge sometimes to show off 
this ability to invent terms may account for outbursts of irregularity in 
resumes. In particular the six or seven variant 'divisions' of the Sophist seem 
constructed largely for the sake of satire, despite Plato's enthusiasm for his 
method. Even in the more sober-seeming Politicus we meet the famous pun 
on vS/v'uTara at 266c8. (The pig is called vs because it moves slowly and 
always arrives vXTLraTa.) 

(iii) Palaeographically 
(a) A copyist faced with a lengthy string of polysyllabic adjectives ending in 

-LKOV or -LKS will have been in some inevitable danger of leaving out one 
or two by mistake. 

(b) On the other hand if Plato himself sometimes chose to leave out one or 
two steps of the r6sume we might not know in all cases that he had done 
this, since a conscientious scholiast might easily have supplemented the 
missing terms in a manner like that seen at 223b 1-5. 
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One might wonder whether to believe (i) that Plato would never reduce the number 
of steps in a resume, but simultaneously (ii) that he would quite readily vary the 

terminology as freely as possible. But no such general principle seems in fact to apply, 
and the textual critic must take each case as it comes, in case quite simply Plato left 
some r6sumes less exact than others. 

One embarrassment in dealing with these passages springs from Plato's apparent 
anxiety to deny his own inclination to humour. At 227a5-c3 in the face of many 
yeAofa $oKo6vra ovota-ra he maintains that nothing should be thought to be, in these 

matters, either y7AoLoTEpov or aeMLVOTEpov or EVTrpE7TEaTEpov. But he must have his 

tongue in his cheek here too. After our review of the 'upward-heaving fisherman' we 
can imagine that Plato would thoroughly have enjoyed taking up Epicrates' challenge 
to 'divide' a pumpkin. 

Sophist 223b4 voL (LaTaro7rroAtL K 

votLtClaUaTO7TAcolK7 is found only here outside Pollux, and was assumed by LSJ 

following Pollux to be related to the noun votluaTo7eTroctAri, vouched for by Pollux 
as a term for 'money-changer'. So LSJ gave the gloss here 'the art of money- 
changing', analysing votLocraTo-7roA,gq naturally as a 'seller of coinage'. But 

'money-changing' seems hardly relevant in this context, and Schleiermacher had 

already given the more relevant-seeming rendering 'fur Geld sich verkaufend', and 
other translators have very reasonably followed him ('paid in cash', Fowler). For if it 
is correct here, vopLuLaTo7TwALKiS seems presumably to recapitulate ALtaOov 86 

VOlLtaILa TTpaTrrJLEVov at 223a5. On the other hand LSJ's mistake is not without an 

excuse, since the termination -7rcoA7s undoubtedly usually means 'a seller of...' not 
'a seller for'; compare AAavroArrAXr7s,, EAaLo7rcuArs3 KTA., and compare Plato's own 
coinages just below, TEXvo7rTA,lKOS and parLaro0Trco7TWALK at 224c4 and e3. Should 
one therefore wonder whether to print here voptLL!aro7TpaKTLKrS, 'the art of an 
exactor of money'? (See LSJ s.v 7rparcKTp, and recall voIula.La 7rpaTTOrLevov from 

223a4.) A learned copyist might conceivably have slipped into the error because of a 
memory of Ar. Birds 1037-8, r qLaatarTorrc,)Ars EIlLJA Ka V/OUSovs veovs KcoK... 

7TrrwAacov (but it would be very far-fetched to speculate that Plato himself could have 
intended any echo of Birds; he would have to be involved in an implausibly complex 
double entendre, 'selling laws for money'). It doubtless remains possible that 
votLLataro7TcorwLKrjS = simply 'sellingfor money' is correct enough, since compound 
adjectives are often subject to varieties of interpretation; and yet the final judgement 
ought perhaps to be that -7TwAtoK7 compounds are going to be frequent from 
223d2-224e4 and should not be anticipated in a confusingly different sense here. 

Sophist 226b2-6, 226c3 

EE. KaLL [LOL Aeye' T(CV 

OLKETLKWV OVOLCrLTWV KaAOVOtEV aTTa 7Tov; 

OEAI. Ka' 7ToAAa' drap TroLa 8 r T(r)V 7TroAAv TrvvOavrq; 
SE. Ta Troald, OLov 6L)0EIV Tt E AeyotLEv KaLL 8tagr7OeLv b5 

KaLL rrLTTa KaLL fparTTev; 

At 226b3 the Visitor remarks 'we use some terms that count as purely domestic, 
don't we?' In 227a5 he will apologize for mentioning yeAofa $KoOVTLa ovo4tara while 

insisting that we must take note of them. So following 226b3 we need in b5-6 some 
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olKETLKa ovotara, words for household processes. So I think we simply want a 
rhyming chant qrl0Oelv Tr Kal alaaUrOelv Kal Slarrdv KatL fpadTrre, which is what W 

provides and what T2 probably intended to restore. Whether there was any 
establishable distinction of meaning between L70iOeLV and ataarFOELv will have been 

irrelevant; both forms existed in Plato's time, and the rhyme was what mattered. 
After 1ppdrreiv all the manuscripts add the words Kal SlaKplveLv; but this 

generalizing and not especially 'domestic' looking term, as Ast and most editors have 
seen, is here premature, since we still have to go on to consider altveLV, KardyElv, 
KEpKltELv, Kat tLvpia aAAa (b9). Subsequently at c3 Fritz Gregor Herrmann is 
almost certainly right to restore SLaKptLTKa, for following that the way lies plain to 
introduce the name tLaKPLTLK-v at c8. But earlier than c3 we do not want any part of 
the generalizing $LaKplveLv to appear, and the mss. have presumably again incor- 

porated a gloss. At c3-8, if we needed to defend the mss. reading, we might perhaps 
suspect Plato of again demonstrating his flexible attitude to terminology by writing 

LtatpeT7LK in a (doubtless quite possible) non-abstract sense at c3, but then opting 
for &taKPLTLKrtv at c8. But surely to make Plato say almost in one breath 'since these 
actions are LaLpe7LK,Ka let us call this skill StaKplTlKo' does seem decidedly forced, 
whatever we may have said elsewhere about his fondness for variation in terminology. 

Sophist 228a7-8 

Tardcv 7/yO1VLEVOS.. 7. .V 7ov ) Srae avyyEvovS EK TLVOS OLacOoptS &ta0opa v. 

So most mss. of Galen give in his quotation of this passage, but the Plato mss. have 
L8taopis L&a0opv. Apelt and Burnet followed Galen; Campbell and Dies followed 
the Plato mss. 

Apelt remarked 'in notione -raoEcows (non ipsius voaov) definienda primarium 
locum tenet 7 8tacopa'; he compared r'v TrpoS roV7 ''EAArvas Ltaqopv ... oadalv 

3y7Yaovrat, Rep 470e. This is a correct point against Campbell. Plato is arguing that 
this vo'uos is aUroas, not that this ardacr is voaos. Moreover a few lines further on, at 
228b3-4, we find Trdvra aAA7)AoLs TaLTra 7rtv AaV'pwus 'EXov7wv... . LtaEfpo6d va, 

where 7rtv XAavpws 'Xov7Cwv must represent EK T7VOS LataqOopas and 8taEpo?6teva 
echoes tLatopav. Then we are told at b6 avyyev7 yE i'v ... Uv/I7Travra yEyovev; i.e. 

surely, the kinship is not envisaged as about to be destroyed. If the kinship had been 
destroyed it would be harder to envisage that punishment might serve as medicine and 
restore the soul to health, as apparently envisaged in 229al-6. We must presumably 
envisage a temporary StaqOopa of the control exercised by the reason, rather than a 
total 8ta60Oopa of the kindred parts. Restraint of the E7TlVTI777LKOV will then restore 
the harmony between the parts. We are dealing with a curable &taqopd due to a 

LtafOopa to a part, rather than with a 8labopa which has led to a large and dangerous 
8ta06opa to the whole. 

Sophist 229a4-6 

OVKOVV Kal TEpL I-EV VpllV Kal aLtKlQaV Kal SELtAlaV X KOAaTt7LK7/ 7TrE'VKE TEXVWV 
AtXLarTa 87j rTaWrSv 7TpoarKovaa SlKr; 

[Kr) Campbell: lKr/ Cobet: 8&Kr/) TW Stob.: secl. Stallbaum 

One's first impression here, and I think in the end one's best impression, is that 
udXAUTa rraac&v 7Tpoar:Kovaa must be taken with 7rept VfPLV K7A., that is to say we 
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must translate 'the science of punishment is the most appropriate of the sciences in 
dealing with VfpLs etc.', just as in the next sentence we are told that 8iaauKaALK - is 

appropriate Trepi ayvolav. Cobet's conjecture idLaAura. . . . poauKovaa / LK) is (i) 

unexpectedly portentous-Plato would surely reserve references to as a A LKq 

goddess for his myths; and (ii) displaces 7TpoaujKovaa from its apparently proper 
connection with eTTEpL pwLV. Defenders might doubtless argue that we can still make 
the required sense of the sentence on Cobet's reading because we know that IKa or 
KOAaartlKn can easily be understood as rrEpt f'lptv sc. (e.g.) E7rrteAovLevrI or 
E7TraKo7rovaa, but this gives us a rambling sentence looking as if it was somewhat 
distorted by afterthought. 

Campbell obelized tSl'Krt in his text, then in his note defended Si'K in its meaning 
'rightly so-called'. The word order perhaps need not be questioned, in view of 
Campbell's parallel from Soph. Ant. 94, and I left this in the 1995/7 OCT printings. 
But I am by way of afterthought now inclined to favour Stallbaum's deletion of 8&LK 
as a gloss. 

Sophist 235a7 

iiereXOVrCV ET CTTL WIvp[cv EL . TCWV 7TS 7TaL7aLS /ETEXOV7TV ECrTl 7tS T IVpLWV ELS. 

Apelt's conjecture {ivptwv here for VEepJv seems practically certain. Theaetetus' 
agreement that there are very many kinds of tu'Il TsL and of 7raL8ta has been secured 
already at 234b3, TrdarroAv ... Ep. . Kas ELOos E'v Trr7va (vXAAXaLdv Ka L aXEGov 
TOLKLACrarTOV. Later at 235c it is envisaged that the Sophist might hide Kara Lue'p7 

T7jS PLpr]TLKjS . . r. . , and it is helpful for that point that Theaetetus should have 
reminded us that there are a large number of these parts. This sentence would fall 
back rather flatly if at 235a7 it said merely jLepcv and not FLvpiwv. 

Sophist 235e6 

Trv TrV KCAW)V aAdqOLv)v (LavpLEpTplav 

At 235a7 to refuse Apelt's pvplwv would have left rather a flat text; here to refuse 
Badham's KWAX(v and to leave KaAc)v is to invite a slight confusion rather than merely 
flatness. 'The true symmetry of beautiful bodies' would seemingly be intelligible 
enough; but at 236a4-5 it is going to be implied that ras ovaas aovFer7plas are 
precisely not the same as rds So6ovaas ElvaL KaAas; the 'true' symmetries, if 
retained in the statues, will not show the bodies as beautiful, because of the angle 
from which they will be seen, presumably on a pediment or frieze seen from the 
ground, or even merely where a large statue stood on a substantial plinth. So 
Badham's KWAWV is not just gratuitous cleverness, but avoids language that would 
blur the point required. Apelt's notion 'Agitur enim non tam de singulis hominis 
membris inter se collatis, quam de totorum hominum globis inter se comparatis' 
suggests a picture of rows of figures above each other; but Apelt in that case was 
surely thinking more of medieval architecture than of Greek. The Parthenon frieze is 
usually said to allow for perspective, and of course has only a single row of figures. 

Sophist 236e3-6: false speaking 

OS Tyap ErovTa xprl _/Ev87 AEyEv 7j oadLELtv <(aLvaL> 
OwVT(S cELva, Kat Tovro 

(B0ey4adpevov evavrToAoy7La Lr7 avvexeaOta L... xaAe7rov. 
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Questions about the addition of <ctaval> here can be left aside till later. The prior 
problem is that two ways of taking the sentence have been advocated, quite apart 
from the possible addition of <qadvaL>. This addition would merely be an extra 
benefit to one of those interpretations if it seemed to be the correct interpretation in 
the first place. 

'How one ought to express the fact that it is truly possible to say or think what is 
false-how one can say this without becoming involved in contradiction is . . . a 

perplexing problem.' This is the version given in the revised fourth edition of Jowett, 
published in 1953. For this edition D. J. Allan was one of the revising editors, and it is 
probably his hand we may identify here. Jowett himself in the earlier editions had 
given 'Can anyone say or think that falsehood really exists, and avoid being caught in 
a contradiction? The task is a difficult one.' 

The crucial difference here is whether we believe that Plato's Visitor said that it was 
(i) difficult to assert that ev$7j AE'yELV o SoadaEtv, false speaking or thinking, was 

possible, or (ii) difficult to assert that 'false things', OEvij7, could be said or believed to 
exist. Grammatically speaking, is Oev8j the object of AE'yELv 4] 3oadELV, and the 

phrase EV87i AE'yELv 7 So0adELV the subject of o'vwrs ElvaL, or is evor7 directly the 

subject of ovrtcow ElvaL and the phrase bevS7 j vrTWS ElvaL the object of AE'yev -1 

$o0a:ELv? Heindorf, Stallbaum, Apelt, and Allan chose the former interpretation, 
others have chosen the latter, including Campbell, Cornford, and Dies. Dies quoted 
Fenelon's remark, 'Le mensonge est un n6ant. Ce qui est ... faux, n'est rien.' A. E. 
Taylor followed Dies, 'say or think that the false really is.' N. P. White recently follows 
Heindorf/Apelt/Allan, 'what form of speech we should use to say that there really is 
such a thing as false saying or believing'. 

The following considerations may help our decision. 
(I) Within the sentence itself, the Campbell interpretation has an irritating minor 

awkwardness. 'What words one should use in order to say or think that falsehoods 
really exist' would be trouble-free if it were not for 'or think' i.e. $oad4etv; but the 
collocation orTWcS eirrovTa ... XP7 ... 6ocad'ELV, 'what words one should use in order 
to . . . think' is a little awkward. Admittedly this awkwardness is to some degree 
covered up, since we have not simple 6ofd'Etv, but AE'yeLv 4 8odaEtLv; it could doubt- 
less be urged that Plato regarded thought as silent speech; but it remains somewhat 
unwelcome; and subsequently the awkwardness continues when in the next clause, on 
this interpretation, AE'yeLv SoladiEtv is repeated by ro-ro OOE ydaLEvov, which suits 
AE'yetv but not 6oa'dEtv. All this is, I think, a fairly clear hint that to take VeV8, AE'yeLV 
1 8oad?EtLv together is preferable stylistically. 

(II) If we turn to the context following this sentence itself, it is surely not desirable 
that in this sentence Plato should seem too directly to be anticipating his next point. 
Only at 237a3 is the ultimate danger revealed: Tero6AxLKev o Aoyos, oroS v7Tro0egOaL 
TO .L7 ov eElvat, 0bev5oS yap OVK av aAAwcos Eytyvero ov. 'This statement has dared to 
assume ("assume", observe, not "state") that not-being is; for falsehood could not 
occur-come into existence-in any other way.' Falsehood could only come to be if 
not-being could come to be; the argument here is not that this is because falsehood is 
(part of) not-being, but because falsehood is about not-being, and so presupposes the 
existence of not-being. What Parmenides prohibited was saying that 'not-being is'. 
Plato has been leading up to the totally taboo 'saying that not-being is', via the less 
transparently taboo 'saying that falsehoods can be uttered or thought'. He has not, as 
Dies supposed, taken the step of arguing that 'falsehoods are not', trading on a 
possible synonymy of ~kevSr and t-q) o'vra. He has urged that there are difficulties in 
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describing false statements or beliefs because to believe that these exist involves 
assuming (vrroOeaOaL) that one can assert or believe that 'what is not, is', where 'what 
is not' is not the statement but the subject of the statement. Plato's sequence of 
thought just after this point is considerably delayed by the complex problems raised by 
the mere expression 'rT p7 o'v' (can it have a reference, is it singular or plural, etc.?). 
But we return to the definition of Ao'yosr ?evrjS at 240e10ff., where it must be noted 
that Ao'yos; /evo7js is not simply directly said to be Aoyos ptt cov as Dies would have 
wished, but Aoyos ... rd rE OvrTa AEycov I7j ELval Kat ra )i ovra elvaL. For the time 

being the argument is that in order to state these things, a statement has to assume that 
such things are possible; Plato, of course, will later explain falsehood with this formula 
still in mind, and Aoyos 0evUSrj will turn out to exist after all. 

(III) Perhaps clinching is a very simple point in favour of the Heindorf inter- 
pretation made to me by Dr Paolo Crivelli. This is that at later points in the dialogue 
0,ev877s o06a and bev-87q Ao'yos regularly appear together for joint discussion. For 
example, at 240d2-241al first 0Ev8r7s o06a is discussed, d2-e8, then /ev87s Ao,yos is 
concluded to be similar, e9-10, and then at 241a8-bl it is asserted that we 'dared to 
say beva7 ... W. Euc'aL (= WS E(farTV bEV8)) Ev $ocaLS re KaL Kara Aoyovs'. Cf. 
241e2-3. The careful parallelism of mention of ,Eev8&qs 60oa and I,ev87S Aoyos at 
these points suggests that kIEVSI AE'yeLv J 0o6adELV is just the collocation we should 

expect to find at 236e4. This is very likely Heindorf's own original motivation for his 
interpretation. Compare also the return of the topic when a solution is in sight: 006?7 
re KaL Aoyw, 260bl0-l 1, c2-4, el-2, 4, 261c6, 263d6-264b7, d4-5. 

To turn finally to the addition of <0abvaL> to the first part of the sentence. 
OTTWg elrrovra xpr. . . .. KaL ... 0Eya Evov . . .da 

. 

avveXEcrOat, where Kal 

= 'and', is easier to follow than Heindorf's interpretation 0'7rcs Ei7TrovTa Xpr... 
0?eyad,?Evov ... . . avveXeaOaL, where kOE)y4faLevov is rather clumsily 'resumptive' 

of ELIrovTa (without a connecting KaLL, since Heindorf takes Kat before rToro to mean 
'vel' = 'even' or 'exactly', i.e. 'exactly this'. But for Heindorf's sense here we would 
want not Kat but avTo roTro). I had long ago written <davat> into the margin of my 
text, and when I was later unable to remember where I had found it an eminent scholar 
told me it was due to Heindorf. This I have never been able to verify, since Heindorf 
did not do this at the time when he wrote his Sophist commentary and I have not 
found it elsewhere in his work. There is perhaps some danger that it is due to myself 
rather than to Heindorf. But if it supports and simplifies Heindorf's interpretation 
against Campbell's at this point it seems to be worth consideration. My eminent 
informant perhaps merely meant that Heindorf had endorsed this overall 
interpretation, rather than that Heindorf had himself added <qadvat>. This still leaves 
much of the credit with Heindorf. 

Crivelli in // 'Sofista' di Platone (Florence, 1990), pp. 13-21 proposed that Etlretv 

could be mentally supplied after XP7 in e4, which I find a little difficult, but his very 
comprehensive discussion otherwise leads, like my briefer notes here, to the conclusion 
that Heindorf's line of interpretation is correct. 

Sophist 237b6-7 

'Tro jLr,atics o'v' roA4uXctev zrov q00eyyEo' at; 

I have added inverted commas around 'rO /x qa/Lsc o'v', but it may be as well to say 
that I do not here intend to limit the interpretation to 'do we dare to utter the 
expression "that which in no way is"?' Certainly in the next sentence rovvovLa roVro, 
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Tr '/ O'v', unmistakeably means 'the expression "not-being"'. But at this earlier 
point the Visitor perhaps wishes to say the equivalent of what we would mean by 'do 
we dare to purport to refer to something under the name of "that which in no way 
is"?' 

Compare the difference between 

(i) 'did he refer to the man in black?' (where we do not raise any question about the 

expression 'the man in black'). 
(ii) 'did he say (= use the expression) "the man in black"?' 
(iii) 'did he refer to "the man in black"?' (= purport to indicate someone by calling 

him 'the man in black', where the questioner may wish either perhaps to hint at 
doubt about the existence of the man in black, or to express alarm at the sinister 
nature of 'men in black', or question the appropriateness of the use or utterance 
of the description 'the man in black'.) 

The New Shorter OED glosses 'scare-quotes: quotation marks placed round a word 
or phrase to draw attention to an unusual or arguably inaccurate use'. But there can 
also be scare-quotes to express alarm at the proximity or mere thought of an object 
that might deserve the quoted description. Nicholas White has a relevant note on the 
need for different kinds of emphasis in the Sophist (p. 21, n. 22 of his translation). 
More particularly Lesley Brown calls attention to the 'increased use of the formal 
mode' in this dialogue (1998, pp. 183-4). I have several times opted to add inverted 
commas around terms in the Sophist; I have often used the proximity of 0Oe'yyeaOaL 
or ovo/La or pripa as a clue. But I have often omitted possible inverted commas where 
little seems to be gained by them. Consistency is extremely hard to achieve. See also 
below on Sophist 257b3. 

Sophist 237b10-c4 

El a7To8 8o .o ... .T7 SOKOVFEV v; Ecl rT Ka r E7t 7TOLOV avLTv Tr KaTaaXp-jaaaOa 
KTA. 

'If it were necessary, in seriousness, that one of our audience should think carefully 
about a reply to the question where one should bestow this name, 'not-being', what 
do we think [would happen] (or [he would say])? On what and to what kind of thing 
would he apply that name?' 

G. E. L. Owen (p. 244, n. 39 = p. 119, n. 38) remarked on this sentence 'a syntac- 
tically confused text, but the sense is not in doubt'. In fact the syntax is hardly in 
doubt either. Heindorf, Stallbaum, and Apelt all tried to avoid punctuating after rt 

&OKOV"/EV av and adduced supposed parallels where one question seems to turn by 
anacolouthon into a different question. But ' dav; questions are quite common, and 
so are nr toKEi; or -r 8oKOVLEv; questions. Moreover the forward displacement of av 
is very familiar to readers of Plato. It often follows not the infinitive which it modifies 
but 6OKEL or O'?EL earlier in the sentence. Compare: 

(i) Lysis 216b6 OVK av tOt S8OKEL Oo7Tc)S XEltV; 

Protagoras 357a4 E''Kovv av KaL rc HpTpcayopa 6ooAoyelv; 

Republic 515b5, b8, dl ri av OLtE avrov elrTElV; 516d2 8OKEiS av avrov 
ErTLOvfLr7TLKWS aVrTCv E'XELV; 

and for a very long forward displacement, cf. Prot. 354a2-7. 
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(ii) Lysias, Against Eratosthenes xii.34 
Tl av el KaL at Aq/oi oVTe S vUYXaveTe avTov 7j KaC vElS; cd TErlEaaL aUO E; 
where (a) after rT( v we can easily supply ETroLtyraTe from the previous sentence, 
and (b) the av still affects alTre/rl'cracr0 but is not repeated (just as it is not 

repeated in the passage in hand). 
(iii) Aeschylus, Agamemnon 935-6 

KA. Tl 8' v SOKEL aol HptplalO, el Trda8 VVUEV; 

Ar. ev 7roLK'iAoILs av Kapra IOL /7lvatL 8OKEL. 

where (a) in 935 we automatically supply Sapaai or 7rpdial, and (b) in both 935 

and 936 the av has been put early in the sentence. 

(iv) Further elliptical rT dv; questions occur in Aristophanes, Clouds 154, 769, 
Lysist. 399, Thesm. 773-4. 

(Stallbaum's supposed parallels at Phaedr. 269e5ff., Symp. 211d8ff., and Dem. 

Lept. 28 all strongly invite similar treatment, that is to say, division into two 

questions, one or both being mildly elliptical. Aesch. Cho. 994-5 Ti gao 
8OKE; ... ar)7TrEV av; is not materially different, implying an ellipse of <TrolElV 

dv;> after SOKEl.) 

The old punctuation led White to see three questions here, 'Why do we think he'd 
use it, and in what connection, and for what kind of purpose?' but this would require 
Ti... <Kat> els Tr KaL ETL 7TroLoV; Owen to my mind was rightly content with 'of what 

thing and what sort of thing should we expect him to use it?', since ELS rT Kal cETT 

7TroLv; in my view amounts to a more precise expansion of the preceding t dav; 
question. 

Sophist 241a3-6 

Again at this point inverted commas should probably be added to the crucial 
sentence as follows (though I did not see this in time for OCT 1995/7): 

aAAa TavTa o aoL(f)oLUT ov r(faUEL. ' TL rtS /IrXavrv7 UvYXOPELV TLva TWo EV 

qbpovovvrwv, oTrav 7rpo8t)wioXAoyqpL`eva j rTa 7Tpo TOV7TWV 4o0A0oyorlevTa;; 
LavOavo/LEV, C) @ea[LTrr7T, a AEyel; 

But the Sophist will deny this. '[Of course I shall deny it]-or what means is there for a careful/ 
sympathetic thinker to concede it, when the presuppositions are such as those that have been 
agreed just before this?' Do we understand what he means, Theaetetus? 

The sentence beginning j tls pXrlav7T is an expostulation put by the Visitor into the 
mouth of the hunted Sophist. Once again the imaginary Sophist gets his voice into 
the dialogue, by courtesy of course of the Visitor who mimics his probable response. 

OTrav 7rpo8iLwtoXo,oyr71LEva f r T rpO TOVTcoV oLoAoy71qevTa sounds ponderously 
tautologous, but is probably conversational hectoring-'when we have agreed to what 
we have just agreed to'. The mss. have again suffered expansion by the intrusion of a 
gloss. Some scribe incorporated o'rav <a#0eyKTa KaLL apprnTa Kat Aoya KaL 

a8tavo17Ta> 7TpoStwtoAoyrl,Eva KTA. from a gloss by an interpreter who thought 
that the 'previously agreed points' were the inexpressibility and unthinkability of 

not-being, as asserted at 238c10-11. But the 'previously agreed points' relevant at 
this moment are not the inexpressibility, etc., of not-being, but the more basic and 
more general point that 'being cannot be attached to not-being'. In order to 
explain falsehood at 240el-4, Theaetetus agreed that false opinion took the form 
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8ooa'ovaav . r. . rs elvaL Tir irlrSafcJs o'vra. But this, objects the Sophist at 
241bl-2, is Trc) JLT oiv7r ro ov Trpoaa7rrrELv; and this was agreed to be impossible in a 
universal statement at 238c5-6. 

So Madvig was right to remove the gloss dqaOEyKra KTA. since it is not strictly to the 
point here. Dies kept the gloss and removed the apparently prosaic ra rrpo TroVTrw 

oiLoAoy'70evra; but he had mistaken the hunted Sophist's precise point, and perhaps 
missed the conversational flavour of his repetitive terminology 

Sophist 247e3-4 

ITOetLaL yap opov o6pitLv <8?Ev>, ra ova ova a e'Tv OVK daAo TL r7rArv wva/ls.. 

Campbell wrote here 'there is probably an ellipse of 8Elv' and referred to his own note 
'E8EELKiraL sc. 8E?v' at 235b9; but E'6oKTaL is more plausible there, and here it is 

probably easiest and most plausible simply to restore <8Elv> after opltELv.-At 
246bl rav-ov acuta KaL ovaiav OpLtO?pEVOL, we probably met the 'concrete' sense of 
ovala, as grammarians, and not merely materialists, call it, i.e. ovala = ar ovTra; here 
we probably meet similarly the 'concrete' sense, grammatically, of Uvva/Lt = Ta 
Svvara. Alternatively it may be that ac/ta in 246bl is felt as abstract, 'bodiliness', 
and it may be that here ra ovrTa can be felt abstractly as = ovala. 'Concretum pro 
abstracto' is as easy in Greek as 'abstractum pro concreto', as interpreters know to 
their cost, and Plato was perfectly capable of alternating them within the same 
phrase.-But even $vvatls = -rd wvvara are not, of course, necessarily concrete in 
the materialists' sense. 

We must probably admit that grammar still will not settle the philosophical 
question whether Plato is talking of 'bodiliness' or 'power' as criteria of being or as 
identical with being. It seems to me that if he had intended to talk of criteria only, he 
would have done so more carefully; but this could very well be disputed, as it is by 
Lesley Brown (1998, pp. 192-3) on the plausible philosophical ground that for Plato 
'things have powers in virtue of what they are'. As a purely grammatical suggestion 
Brown observes that 'a possible construal reads the text as saying that the horos (mark) 
is dunamis rather than that being is dunamis' (p. 190, n. 11). If this is a reference to 
Campbell's somewhat awkward punctuation riTLEat yap opov, opltELv ra o'vra, Cs5 
E'arTv OVK XAAo Lt TA-qv twvaiLs, one must note that Campbell himself still took the 
subject of E'atLV to be Ta o'vra. Cornford considered, but then in fact rejected, the 
possibility of taking the subject of 'arTiV to be o'pos. If we opt for Brown's view on 
philosophical grounds, we must still perhaps admit that grammatically Plato has not 
made his decision totally clear. At the same time one can perhaps venture the 
suggestion that Plato need not have found it totally impossible to suggest that power 
might be the 'essence' of being; this is a context where bold suggestions would hardly 
be out of place. 248c4-5 need not be inconsistent with this; if power is the essence of 
being it will also be the primary mark of being. Certainty is difficult. 

Sophist 248a7-e7. dialogues within the dialogue: and the attribution of 248dlO-e5 

Dialogues within the dialogue occur at several points in the Sophist. Some of them 
have been recently discussed under the label 'the new dialectic' (Brown, pp. 182-3). 

There are: 

(i) at 240a9-240b12 and at 241a4-5 sequences where the Visitor puts words into 
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the mouth of the imaginary hunted Sophist, enacting a dialogue within the main 

dialogue, in which Theaetetus is not assenting to points of the Visitor's but 

'fighting off' the Sophist's attack (see Robinson [forthcoming]); 
(ii) at 243d8-244c2 there is a further internal dialogue with the general body of 

historical 'ontologists' who are asked directly what they mean by E'cvat'; 
(iii) at 246e2-247e2 there is a more remote exchange with the 'materialists' who are 

kept slightly at a distance even when on their best behaviour; Theaetetus reports 
on what they would say, but probably in oratio obliqua, except perhaps at 247a8 
where it may be that he puts'NaL' into their mouths, but retreats at once to Kal 

ravra vL(qaaLuv; but 

(iv) at 248a7-e5 there is a direct exchange with the 'Friends of the Forms', where the 
Visitor addresses them in the second person (AEyerE, 248a8) and Theaetetus 

replies as their representative giving their words in the first person plural, 'aCLev 
yap oiv', bl; this continues, with complications, to e5. 

(v) at 251b5-252a4 all ontologists of whatever creed, and also the 'late learners', are 
asked directly to agree that there is KoLvwvla, and when pressed they do so very 

rapidly. 

Not all of this has always been correctly understood. It is important to know which 

speaker endorses which remark at which moment. Only the first 'ontological' dialogue, 
(ii), has previously been clarified in printing by being marked with inverted commas. 
That was done by Burnet followed by Dies; Burnet himself was probably following 
Jowett in his translation. The 'materialists' in (iii), as we have seen, get no more than 
one possible word of their own, and so need few inverted commas. But the 'Friends of 
the Forms' in (iv) are directly addressed and give first-person replies, so in due 
consistency inverted commas are required for remarks addressed to or made by them. 
Jowett here began to place inverted commas at 248a9 but instantly gave up; his revisers 
went one reply further. Burnet and Dies and other translators in this area make no 
attempt at all-inconsistently, of course, after their previous straightforward 
treatment of the 'ontologists' in (ii). 

There is no force in arguing that Plato wrote without inverted commas, therefore so 
should we; Plato also wrote without word division. Modern texts are edited for the 
convenience of modern readers who are silent readers-unlike the ancients, who when 
reading aloud will have found dividing words easier, and perhaps also found 
extempore dramatization easier because they were reading aloud. But for modern 
readers modern conventions should be used accurately wherever they can be helpful. 
The deterrent which may have frightened Burnet away from applying inverted commas 
to dialogue (iv) was partly doubtless that the Visitor and Theaetetus tend to interrupt 
and vary their presentation of this dialogue; the Visitor interpolates remarks of his 
own, e.g. at 248b6 where after an accompanying comment of his own he substitutes 
himself for Theaetetus in supplying the answer to his own last question. But at 248d4 
'Ti 8e . . . ..)aT . K-rA.' the Visitor is again addressing the 'Friends of the Forms' 
directly. At d8 Theaetetus adds a comment on what he declares would be their reply; 
and finally at dlO-e5 the full reply is supplied by the Visitor. Then at the end of this 
sentence there has been trouble. Does Obay/ev at e4 belong to the same speakers as 
7TrtaOrlao6LEOa at e8? But there should be no controversy at the level of punctuation. 
bac/ev at e4 is put by the Visitor into the mouths of the 'Friends of the Forms'. This 

can hardly be doubted, because it is surely against what he imagines them to say that 
the Visitor reacts with Tt be rpOS Z6 to; at e7. 
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Ti 8e 7rpoS Aito; is strong language for the Visitor to use. He says it of course to 
Theaetetus, not-as might have seemed rather rude-directly to the imaginary 
'Friends' themselves, who do not speak again until they join the chorus in 
251d5-252a4. TrrELto-la0LEOa at e8, 'shall we be persuaded', of course refers to 
Theaetetus and the Visitor himself, since it is the Visitor who subsequently argues that 
motion must be included in rO 7ravTrEAcJs ov. 

What Plato is doing with the 'dialogues within dialogues' is dramatizing the presen- 
tation of views which the argument of the dialogue can now go on to treat in one way 
or another-rejecting or absorbing them, explaining them, or explaining them away, 
as the case may be. It may well be that Plato must have felt more sympathetic to the 
'Friends of the Forms' than to the 'materialists'; but there is no need for those who 
insist heavily on that sympathy to attempt to destroy the dramatic presentation at e7. 
TI Se Trpos A t6s; makes far more sense if the Visitor is here reacting in this dramatic 
context to the views of the 'Friends of the Forms' than if he is suddenly arresting a 

piece of exposition of his own, on the lines of 'you and I, Theaetetus, do not admit 

change into our ontology-oh, but in heaven's name how can we believe a thing like 
that?', which is what some interpreters have wished, for example White recently, who 
breaks off the 'Friends' remark at 7TraXElv in e4 and puts a dash there and not before 
Ti 8e rrpos ALit; But this, rather than dramatizing a debating situation, suggests a 
dithering approach on the part of the Visitor. It would tend to diminish rather than 
emphasize the impression Plato probably wishes to give, namely that both views must 
be reckoned with, even if the second is destined ultimately to win. 

There can be no doubt in the subsequent discussion that the Visitor argues both 
(i) in 248e7-249b7 that Tr rravTEAc,s ov, 'the whole of being', the universe as a 
whole-or perhaps this is meant to mean very concisely 'the sum total of what has a 
complete claim to be'-must include moving things such as life, the soul, and mind, if 
knowledge is to exist, and also (ii) in 249b8-c8 that equally for knowledge to exist 
there must be stationary objects. This of course leaves the Visitor and Theaetetus in 
one respect 'Friends of the Forms'; but in other respects opposed to them, if they 
believed that no moving things had real existence. There is no apparent solution 
offered to the problem here over whether being known will constitute being changed 
and so render the Forms unstable, in a way which might be objectionable even to the 
Visitor and Theaetetus. But Plato has surely dramatized this discussion in the way he 
has in order to show the weakness of the position of one group of 'Friends of the 
Forms', whether imaginary or possibly historical, or perfectly possibly himself when 
younger, if they believed there could be no motion at all among 'real' objects. It is 
against this that Ti $ 7Trpo3 Aito'; is the Visitor's highly dramatized reaction. Let us 
not weaken the dramatic excitement of Plato's writing here; let us not, on the other 
hand, deny the complexity of the problem he is dramatising. (For a comprehensive 
new treatment see L. Brown [1998].) 

A grammatical note can perhaps be added here. (i) The appearance of O'r at 248c7 
and cos at dlO does not indicate that the subsequent words are in oratio obliqua. 
Compare Apology 21cl-2 arroqbavwv Trc xpqa/jut rIt 'Ovroatl EOV0 aoorTEpOS Ea-rt, 

av 8' 't~! c0r/oOa', cf. Apol. 29d7 and Crito 50c8, aWcos adv E'lroLEV OTt Q ZowKparEs, 
Oax OattLaE ra( AEeyoiEva' (see Kiihner-Gerth 11.366-7). (ii) The infinitive KtvecaOat 
in 248e4 is unlikely to indicate a switch to oratio obliqua, as Apelt and Vlastos (p. 314) 
believed, since the immediately following 0XapLEv is in oratio recta, and still (as we have 
seen) in the mouths of the 'Friends of the Forms'. It could perhaps be that in e2 r-Tv 
oi3gLav o) functions like (5aTE Trmv ovOtlav; if not, Hermann chose to add <C0TrE>, 
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Madvig and Schanz preferred to add o7 <8e>; my own preference, on the whole, 
would be to write in e4 KaTra Troaoirov <avayKaov> assuming omission because of 
homoioteleuton. It is true, as Brown (p. 198) argues, that Greek can easily slip between 
oratio recta and oratio obliqua, but I find it awkward that this should happen here 
twice in such quick succession. 

Sophist 249b5-6 

cValt,3VEL o' OtW, 'V V 9EaL'T?7TE, aKLV7rTCV TE OVT7V <TravToWV> VOVV f/IroevL 7TEpt 

tLT7&EVOs Elvatl FLrloaLov. 

Badham and Apelt rightly here saw that the sense of the argument, emphasized by 
the particle TE, links this remark to the next, and that 7ravTwv is required here to 
balance rdvTra in b8. If all things are stationary (genitive absolute), no one will have 
knowledge; similarly if all things are in motion, there will equally be no knowledge. 
Burnet will perhaps have rejected this supplement on the view that 'if things are 
motionless' could be generic in meaning, but it seems unlikely that Plato would have 
missed the opportunity of including TrvTrwv here to secure the balance with Trdvra in 
b8, and to give the rhetorical juxtaposition rrdvTwv ... 1. . LoevL rTEpl tLUr)EVOS. 
Cherniss (p. 352, n. 5) seems to have wanted to take aKLVTWvcV ... ovrcW as partitive 
genitives dependent on /Lr/3ev', 'knowledge could belong to none of immobile 
things', but this seems clumsy, and might perhaps only become natural with the 
deletion of O'vrwv. This seems to be a situation where the cost of keeping the mss. 
text unsupplemented would be acceptance of weaker Greek both syntactically and 
rhetorically; and omission because of homoeoteleuton is conspicuously plausible. 

Sophist 251al-3: Farewell to Scylla and Charybdis 

Kal Eav av tJk7qerTEpov lOELV ovvwteEOa, TOv yovv Ao,yov O7rr7)TEp av Olol TE L(?V 

EV7rpE7TETrarTa tLaKptiuuO/JLEOa OVTScoS daftLov aJ/a. (I have emended tWoo4LpeOa 
codd.). 

G. E. L. Owen (p. 229 = p. 108) rightly emphasized that in 250e6ff. Plato was letting 
the Visitor announce the 'prospect of joint illumination' of being and of not-being 
simultaneously. By now both being and not-being have come to seem equally full of 
ad7opia; so perhaps there is a hope that if we can illuminate one of these in some way, 
the same illumination may help with the other. This is, of course, far from being an 
expectation that will succeed in all cases of double d7ropt'a but perhaps (i) there may 
have been a proverbial notion that in searching for a second lost object one might 
happen to find the first, and (ii) Plato no doubt wished to predict that on this 
occasion he was going to show that for once this was for good reasons going to work; 
since our troubles are such that the coming analysis of being is indeed going to help 
with not-being. But if that was Plato's hope, surely it is disappointing if he then goes 
on to say that 'if we in fact can see neither, we shall force our way out of this mess as 
best we can'. It is very colourful to see being as Scylla and not-being as Charybdis, or 
vice versa, and to think that like Odysseus we shall 'sail our argument between them 
as best we can'. But that in fact would be a great let-down; merely escaping from 
these monsters unscathed is in this instance not good enough. Plato is by no means 
merely saying 'perhaps we shall achieve joint illumination, or perhaps we won't'. This 
can be proved, as we shall see below, by appeal to the similar passage at 254a6. 

The important words are 18EEv and then rov yovv Ao'yov. We know already that 
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not-being is a difficult hole to winkle the Sophist out of (239c6-7, es an7ropov... 
TrOrov Kara8EUvKEv); soon it is to be called the place of (aKoTElVOTr7S (254a6-7). We 

also know that some people certainly think one cannot touch Being; they prefer to 
leave it in heaven where equally one cannot see it (remember ovpavov KaL Tov adopdrov 
246a8ff., b7ff.). So there is certainly a danger that illumination to the extent of seeing 
(lESdv) Being and Not Being may be too much to hope for; but at least (yoUv), the 
Visitor is surely saying, we may hope to achieve some plausible kind of Ao'yos about 
them-if not a definition, then some kind of description, or a verbal explanation, 
showing why the concepts of Being and Not Being are not complete nonsense. 

So the verb governing rov yovv A6yov can hardly be tCo)a6L?E0a. That is usually 
rendered here 'we shall force our argument between' sc. the puzzling objects. That 

might be grammatically possible. The passage quoted as a parallel from Theaet. 163c 

actually means 'we shall thrust the attack aside'; and although at Xen. Cyrop. 7.5.39 

stwadtVevos TOv 0oXAov might conceivably mean 'thrusting his way through the crowd', 
that would still not be a parallel for the kind of accusative postulated in -rv Aoyov 
here. Even so we might grant that 'thrusting our argument through' might be a 

possible rendering here, if it made sense of the passage. But we have seen that it does 
not. What we really need here is a verb meaning something like 'produce' or 'achieve' 
an explanation. It must also be a verb that will harmonize with the adverb 
Ev7rpE7EarTara (Cornford realized that the metaphor of 'thrusting' was considerably 
enfeebled if there was merely talk of doing so 'plausibly', but he emended the wrong 
word; it is the more exciting term that must disappear, since 'plausibly' happens to be 
the plausible word). 

The best assumption seems to be that the core of the verb is missing. Miiller 

thought of $L<op0>coa'6pE0a, but that probably should mean 'correct' our account, 
and we have no account yet to correct. I suggest rov Ao,yov ... &8<aKpL>>wUo4LE?a or 

5L<a3?ef3aL>wUo6tLeOa taken closely with evrrpe7rearara, 'we shall make our account 

as plausibly accurate' or 'as plausibly definite as we can'. LKavog StaKptLfjoaaaOat 
is mentioned as the purpose of the discussion at Pol. 292c3; or evapyes Tt... 

eg3atcLUaacOaL has been set out as an aim as recently as 250c10, and at Phileb. 14cl 
we read rovrov Trovvv TOV Ao'yov ETt ui,AAov St' (,uoAoy`as /ealaWUWL,eOa. 
Sta-efcaLovcrOaL with the prefix is unknown in Plato but is found in Demosthenes and 

Aristotle, where though the use may be intransitive, at least the form is confirmed for 
Attic, and there is no obvious reason to deny it to Plato (who seems to use 
aKptl3ovOaOa and LtaKpL3ovaOaL interchangeably). Alternatively icWUo4Edca may 

merely be a relic of simple fEfgatLaoU/EOa, where the scribe's eye has skipped BEB and 

seen A for A or, perhaps more likely, his ear suppressed ve from veve. 
Thus the colourful 'thrusting between Scylla and Charybdis' must be given an 

admiring farewell; it is a figment of Campbell's imagination. Plato is anticipating here 
what he will say again in three pages' time. At 253e7ff., the philosopher is l8ElV /IEV 

XaAErrov EvapyLcs, though not in the same way as the aKOTELVOS Sophist; the 

philosopher's habitat is too dazzlingly Aatvrrpov (254a9), though we shall soon look for 
him uaqS'FarTpov. Then at 254c6 we are striving lva r6 re ov KatL r) ov El t7? 7Trda'r 

uaa97veiLa 8vvadYLEOa Aacfev, dAA' owv Ao'yov yE EV6ELS FrlEv ytylVVlIE0Oa 7TEpL 

aVTr)v KaO' O'ov o TpOROS EV8E'XET?atr rTSg vvv aKEEcoWS. We are not going to 'sail our 

Aoyosr through and away from' Being and Not Being, but capture them as well as we 
can precisely in our Ao'yos. Ao'yov yE Ev8??EELs wrev exactly echoes rTOv yOV Aoyov 
KTA. 
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Two supplementary points. 

(i) 8taKpLtoacOacL Tov Aoyov, if this is what Plato is proposing, would not be quite 
the same as 8baKpL3oAoyeauOaL, which was something the 'ontologists' did at 
245e6; they were making something of a fuss about exactitude of language. But 

precisely because of their challenge we must-unfussily--8aKpLPo30aaL rov 

Aoyov without bLaKpLtoAoyia, 'get our words as plausible as we can'. There is an 
echo but no incompatibility here. 

(ii) For the centre of a word going missing from the manuscripts, compare, very 
close by, 240c4, where Stobaeus' mss. left him with cTraAA,wcos instead of 

crraAAa,ews, and 240dl where BD have cut qadvraacta down to daicta. Add 
Pol. 310e8 vuLCgacEws , B, for avvvbadvaews DTW Poll. At Laws 6.757a2 (see 
Des Places) various witnesses have &LayevotLevot or 8tayodLevoL for the true 

reading of AO and Stob. L, namely &ayopevo6LEvoL; and that of course in 
turn tends to confirm that in the more controversial case at Phaedo 100d6 

rrpoaayopevoELvr7 (Wyttenbach) is rightly restored for TrpoayevotevrI et sim., in 
the mss. A final and indubitable example is von der Miihll's very acute 
restoration of avtutrTaFdaAAwaLv for av3daAAuoitv at Ar. E.E. 1249b14. 

Sophist 253b9-10 

E7T?EL K KaL Tar yEv,l rrps dXAArAa Kard rar Tava EIeoEs E'XELV WLXOAoy7Ka(LEv. 

To show that KOLvwvla yevujv does not imply that every single kind necessarily 
communicates with every other kind, the Visitor has compared the way in which 
certain letters do not combine, though vowels always do, and he seems also to have 
an analogy from music in view for the combining of some notes and the non- 
combining of others. Then he is normally, I presume, assumed to proceed 'since we 
have agreed that the Kinds too are in the same position with regard to combining 
with each other . . .' This is unobjectionable so long as Kara -ravra is read to mean 
'in the same position as letters and sounds'. But I am tempted to think that the 
progress of the argument would be clearer if we had <ov> KaTra Tavra here, 
interpreted to mean 'the Kinds are not in the same position as each other, in regard 
to combining with each other'. This is a clear statement of the position that has been 
agreed as a result of considering the analogies; and to be able to take rrpos aAAqrAa 
<ov> KaTa ravTa ALEtiscos E'XEtv all together seems a gain in neatness. I think I am 
not alone in finding this attractive. 

Sophist 253e4 

Here TO yE aLaAEKTLKOV is presumably normally assumed to be a neuter abstract 

equivalent to 7 TOV aLaAEyeaOaL $avatusL or TEXvr---compare 253c7-8. But if 
Ammann is right, this particular neuter abstract occurs nowhere else in Plato. That is 
probably not a great difficulty, but perhaps once again we should resort to inverted 
commas, this time to clarify a grammatical matter rather than for dramatizing 
purposes, and print To yE 'laAEKT-rlKO', i.e. 'the title of "dialectician"' (compare 
268b 1, To tLEv Trov ao(~ov, where again 'aoo,v' is clearly what is meant). Alter- 
natively one might suspect a small omission, and write T' yE '8LaAXKTLKoV' <0vo1Oa>. 
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Sophist 256a7-8 

AAA' irjv avTrj y' jv 7avTrov ia TOr tLETEXEV avf 7rdi TaVTOV. 

Madvig's version of this sentence seems correct. The av'T7r y of the mss. would give 
an odd emphasis-'but motion at least is the same . ..' Why this emphasis? Whereas 
'it is the same as itself at least' seems excellent. 

This sentence would perhaps have been more complete if it had ended aLa ro 
ILETEXELV av rITv TaVTOU <7rpos avTo>. It can be argued that the point will be made 
clear in bl-2, but I would prefer to find that al 1-b4 is a careful resume of the whole 
situation rather than the first explanation of an important part of it. 

Sophist 257b3 

'0ro'Tav Tr 'TLj OiV' A'/coYEV... 

Here we need 'scare quotes' but with an emphatic rather than an unduly hostile or 
terrifying intention. 'When we refer to those things which (correctly enough when we 
come to understand it) go under the description of "not being" ...' 

Sophist 257e2-3 

1A,Ao rT TCrV OVToV TLVOS EV6 yEVOvgS ELpoS dqOPLaOEv, KaL TTpoS' L rT TV OvrToV a01 7rALvr 

aVTLTreOEV, OVTOW av(JVllET7KeV elvaL TO Lr) KaAoV; 

Buret printed here the same as the above text, but without tEpos. That is to say, he 
printed Trv OrVT(V TLVOS EvoS yevovS aqdopLaOev with the main text in T. Cornford 
gave the grammatically natural translation of that reading, and in doing so showed 
up its falsity. Cornford wrote 'May we not say that the existence of the non-Beautiful 
is constituted by its being marked off from a single definite Kind (viz. the Beautiful) 
among existing things, and again set in contrast with something that exists?' So 
Cornford believed that the not-Beautiful was 'marked off' from the Beautiful 'and 
again set in contrast' with the Beautiful. Now in suitable contexts to be dcbopaOe'v 
and to be dvrLTreOv could perfectly well represent different aspects of the relation of, 
for example, the not-Beautiful to the Beautiful; in this sentence (taking Cornford's 
view of it) they would indeed necessarily represent different aspects, if av TrdaALv were 
to have point; but in fact nothing is made of this difference in this context, and the 
sentence as taken by Cornford tends to seem either baffling, or merely tautologous, if 
there is no important difference after all. 

Moreover the next sentence, as Owen pointed out, seems to indicate that rather 
more had been contained in this sentence than Cornford found in it. The next sentence 
concludes that vrTos oT rrpoS 0v avrOeaS .. . EL. . vaL LS aVJatIveL sTO at KAXAoV, 
'Not-beautiful is a kind of opposition of some being against some being', and then the 
subsequent sentence concludes that the not-Beautiful exists no less than the Beautiful. 
This tends to suggest that already in e2-3 we should be hearing of the dvrTOea[s of 
ovra to ovra. Campbell rather laconically observed 'the words av' TrdaA indicate that 
the Tr rTv Ov-rwv is different from the ye'os'. In fact the Tl Trcv O"v-ro is also a yevos, 
though the term is not repeated but left to be understood on the second occasion. One 
yevovs /e'pos TjV O'VTWV is opposed to another yevos Trcv oVowv, each just as much 
as the other consisting of o'vra. 

But sound though Campbell's instincts were, he had to render crdv o"v-rwv rtVOs 

yevovs daoptacOEv as 'parted off as belonging to a certain kind of existences'. Apelt 
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and Cornford found this grammatically impossible, quite rightly; yevovs TLVoS 

adcopLaOev, closely conjoined in this way, could only mean 'separatedfrom a class', not 

'separated and assigned to a class', nor as Campbell may alternatively have believed, 
'separated off within a class'. Campbell refers back to 257c10 Il'a LEyv CaT 7Trov KaL 

EKELv1T, TO 
' 

E 7 TT) y)ylVOpLEVOV LCEpOS aVTr7S EKaaTOv dLaoplaUEv 7rrwvvp,lav 

'aXE ... . tl'av. But there te'pos makes all the difference, and points to the solution 
here. av7'js there is not governed by dcaopaOEev but by /e'pos, and adopLaOev goes 

closely with EKaUrov, indicating that each part of E'nma7rtL7 is distinguished from each 

other part. 
Back at e2 T has ,e'povs in the margin in either the first hand or an early corrector's 

hand, and W reads r7LVoS pepovU for -rtvS EvOS y7evovS. The solution is to read Trv 

ovTWv TLvoS evos yevovs /xepos, assuming that at some point a scribe erroneously 
wrote yevovs e'Cpovs, whereupon te'povs either usurped yevovs or was relegated to the 

margin. The meaning becomes 'Surely when a part of one class of existing things is 
marked off (sc. from the other parts of the class) and then opposed to a class which is 

again composed of existents, in this way the not-Beautiful comes to exist?' That is to 

say, one part of the class of the Different is marked out by its opposition to the 

Beautiful, which is itself part of the class of Beings; though Plato is able to telescope 
this sentence rather more elegantly than I have tried to do. 

Credit for this correction must very largely go to my colleague Dr Paolo Crivelli, 
who on seeing 'depovs mg T' in the apparatus reminded me of pe'pos at 257cl 1. I had 
previously thought of correcting TLvos evos' yevovs to TL Ev y7vos, on the assumption 
that an erroneous reading Tt evos ye'vos had begun the problem. But Crivelli has I 
think seen the truth. 

(G. E. L. Owen [p. 239, n. 32 = p. 116, n. 31] saw some but not all of the truth here. 
(i) He was wrong to doubt that aAAo Tt means nonne. If it did not, it could not mean 
here 'one of the things that are', but necessarily 'another of the things that are', which 
would be baffling. (ii) As we have seen, pace Owen, we do not so much want the 
not-Beautiful to be said to be 'marked off from the Different', but rather to be said to 
remain a part of the Different distinct from other parts; this can be achieved by 
including !p.pos, but not by Campbell's interpretation, which in fact Owen rightly 
rejected.) 

Sophist (1) 258all-bl and (2) 258e2 

(1) T i-s Oarepov toptov t' vaU'sEW KaL T-qs TOV OVTOS 7rpoS a'AArAa aVTLKELpEVjV 
avrTOes. 

If ioptov were not in the text, we should be dealing here with dvTtKetL'evacL ov'aest, 

namely the vaLs of the Different and the vbrtsc of Being. But if ,ioptov is correctly 
in the text, we are talking of VTLKELiva l o'pta %varecv, contrasting parts of each 
of the 'natures', namely the Different and Being. This is what the syntax must 
amount to, whether or not we add popiov again at -rjS roV Ovros <[Lop(ov>. 

Campbell was certainly right in mentally supplying {,oplou here, whether or not he 
wanted to supplement it in the text. 

It is worth quoting here parts of Apelt's note. 'Haec verba cum Campbellio sic 
iungenda: ) daVTLOeCLs /OpLOv Trjs OaTe'pov 9V!aE?0S- Kat (IopLOV) Tr TOr ov'ros0 7TpOS 

a,AArAa advTKELtEvco . . . verba illa ovaLta EUTv proprie non LvrTlOeLv subjecti loco 
postulant, sed /xoptov T-S OarTEpov 6vaCUEW avTLTLEO'Eevov J opi r s rov ovroso 
!vawcos.' Apelt is probably not proposing to change the text at any point, but would 
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rightly have claimed, I think, that any other understanding would be unnatural. Just 

possibly Campbell was hinting that he would welcome rrjs i-r O"roS <poplov> in the 
text, but he too might well have thought that the sense was obvious without the 
addition. 

I do not believe that Owen (p. 239, n. 33 = p. 116, n. 32) could maintain his 'anti- 
reductive' view of the passage by reinterpreting this sentence, short of actually 
deleting the initial occurrence of tpopiov. 

Similarly I doubt whether Owen's view can be supported by accepting the mss. 

reading EKaJ-roV at e2. That the mss. of Simplicius are divided is not an argument 
against EKaUTov, which one or other of the sources of our text of Simplicius preserve 
in each of the two places. (Diels was clearly treating the Aldine as a primary source for 

Simplicius here, and probably had good reason.) I do not believe that Plato in an 

expository sentence of the Sophist would have written r6 ov EKaarov for rTjv EKaTrov 

ovalav, whatever might possibly occur in logic-chopping exchanges elsewhere in the 

Sophist or in the Parmenides. The complete phrase Tr6 rpOs 7r ov EKcaaTrov 1Oplov 

aVTrrj advTrtLLeLEvov almost certainly implies a second EKaa7rov before or after uo'pLov. 
Greek took words airr KOLVOV or mentally supplied their repetition, much as in fact 

English often does. Apelt claimed with Heindorf that it was right to understand 
EKaarov with to'ptov, against Stallbaum and Campbell who understood it with Tr6 v; 

in fact both parties were right, since it is clearly to be understood with both. A second 
<EKaTrov> could easily have dropped out of the text, of course, but in this instance it 

seems likely not to have been required in the first place, since mental supplementation 
seems too obvious. 

Frede (1967, pp. 90-2) has a substantial discussion at this point, and comes to a 
similar conclusion. It would be correct to say that the immediately consecutive 
collocation 76 EKaCrTOV tioptov as such would be poor Greek word order, but I am not 
sure that 7r 7TrpoS rT ov EKacrTov <EKaarov> io'ptLov might not be a slight but quite 
plausible hyperbaton. 

Sophist 258bl -c3 

WUTrep To tLya iv Fu?ya Ka O KaOV Ka Kalv TVKaOv a 76 / eCya <rL7/) kLEoya> Kat 
Tr6 /17 KaAov <1U7) KaAov>, oviTw oe Kal TO ro7l ov Ka7a TraTV Vrov r7 KaL eaUTL tJr 
ov. 

Editors since Boeckh have universally accepted the need to add <p,x iE`ya> and <xj) 
KaAov> at this point. (Cornford's view that WcaTrrp is not answered by oiVrw e seems 
impossibly clumsy.) But perhaps in view of the Visitor's intention to show that Tor6 ) 
ov . . .v TE Kat EaTL pt,U ov the required emphasis might be better brought out by 
supplying <7v /t e'ya> and <ijv I/l) KaAov>. 

Sophist 263b4-12 

EE. A(yEL 86 avTrdv o Iev aAr0rV s Tad ova LS E(TWnV TrEpL aov. 4-5 
OEAI. Tl p,jv; 
SE. '0 e 7 1 0evr&s sreTpa TrV OVTWV. 7 
OEAI. Nat. 
SE. Ta tJ1 OVTr' apa s oVT'a EAyEL. 
9EAI. ZXEo0v. 10 

SE. 'OVTwV &E ye ovra ETepa TrepL aov. rroAAa iev yadp ESJatzev ovra 

7replt Kaorov elval Trov, 7roAAd S oOVK ovra. 
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Michael Frede has recently analysed this passage with great care in his paper 'The 
Sophist on false statements'. I have very little to add to what he says. 

'The true statement states the things that are as they are about you' (b4-5), or 
equally well 'states the things that are, that they are about you'. The interpretation of 
dsm in practice makes no difference in this sentence, but in b9 AcyE'l os oivra has to be 
translated either 'that they are' or 'as though they are' or 'as things that are', not 'as 
they are'. 

In the Greek as in the English rrept aov and 'about you' are automatically taken adro 
KOLVOV or by assumed repetition both with AE'ye 'states' and also with ovra and EaUTV 

'are'. It is very probable, as we see a little later, that in isolated phrases Greek would 
tend to use AEyeL 7repL aov but ovra Trrep aE, but that will not prevent the drro KOLVOV 

construction being the natural way of understanding the sentence here. Plato clearly 
cannot have felt that any inaccuracy of diction would seem to arise from the 
collocation of Ea'tv 7rrepI aj. 

'The false statement states things that are different from the things that are' (sc. "about you", 
still cdr7 KOlvoV). (b7) 

'So it states the things that are not as things that are.' (b9) 

'But in fact [it states (sc. about you) things that are, but] they are different from [the] things that 
are about you. For we said that we supposed that there are many things that are about each 
thing, and many that are not (sc. about each thing).' (bl 1-12) 

I think it is likely that bl 1-12 is a conversationally elliptical remark equivalent to 
"OvTa AE'yeL, ovTrwv U Ye o'va E'TEpa 7repL aov. Palaeographically in these surround- 

ings one could easily enough suspect a lacuna and write "OvTa AE'yeL into the text, but 
probably we need not; Cornarius' correction ovrcwv for mss. OvrTws in bl 1 gives all we 
need. 'Trepa requires to be followed by a genitive, which the primary mss. failed to 
provide. The scribe of Ven. 186 (as Paolo Crivelli discovered for me) for ovrwso 
suggested 0vros above the line; Cornarius suggested ovcrwv (not plagiaristically as far 
as can be discovered; contrary to what Bast evidently told Stallbaum, Par. 1808 and 
Ven. 189 have ovTrco, not vrTwv, as again Paolo Crivelli has verified). Frede suggests 
convincingly that 'vwv ... ovra in b 1 are felt as generalizing in intention; hence a 
translator should put in '[the] things' or even write legitimately enough 'the things' 
without the brackets. 

Some scholars want to keep O'vrTCw to give the phrase OvrTwC o'vra, to give the 
emphasis 'though false and not things that are, they really are, because they are 
different' (sc. 'and we have said that different things are'). I think this is unnecessary; 
but if it is felt essential to keep O'Vrwso it will become essential to add <rdwv ovrwv> to 

provide the required genitive after &repa, and also to govern rrEplp aov, once again drro 
KOLVOV with A'yEL (which is supplied still from b4 and b9). In the next line we meet 

vrTa rrepL EKaTrov (accusative), just as we had met 7rept cKaaov ... 7roAv pJe'v caUT 
TO 6v at 256e. But again there is no point that is embodied solely in the distinction 
between 7repi + acc. and rrepL + gen. We return to rrepi aov Aeyo6Leva at dl. A true 
statement, according to the Visitor, ought to ensure that the AEyo0eva rrepL aov say ra 
ovra rrEpi aE. But of course (1) AEyeOatL is not elvat, therefore AEyeOQat rrept is not 
elvat Trrep, and (2) though XeyotLeva must be ovrTa, nevertheless AEyyoLeva rrept aov 
may be 'repa rcov OvrwTcv 7TEpl aE; this is how falsehoods come to arise. 
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