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THE USE OF Eldos AND ’18éa IN HIPPOCRATES,

AFTER reading carefully the essay which, in his recently-published Varia
Socratica, Part 1., Prof. A, E. Taylor has written on the use of the words
€ldos and i8éa in the Greek literature of the Socratic and Platonic periods, I
find myself on the one hand in agreement with him as to the importance of
such linguistic investigations for the understanding of Plato, and on the other
in frequent disagreement with him as to the meaning of the words in the
passages he cites, and the inferences he draws from them. Thinking that
Prof. Taylor’s analysis of the use of the terms in Hippocrates is very far
from final, I offer in this paper a further contribution to their interpretation,
confining myself as far as possible to the question, What do el8os and idéa
mean in the Hippocratean writings ?

The date of the several works is a problem into which I do not enter,
assuming with Prof. Taylor that they belong as a body to the late fifth and
early fourth centuries; but I am fully aware that this collective treatment
is not altogether satisfactory. My citations of the text are from Kiihlewein’s
edition (K), so far as published; for the rest of the works from Littré (L) : the
references are by paragraph, volume and page. I make noattempt to distinguish
between elbos and i8éa, which appear to be used almost interchangeably.

Prof. Taylor's results may be thus summarized. I am not quite certain
about some of the details, because of the unsystematic nature of his exposition,
but believe that my summary is substantially correct.

Prof. Taylor nowhere formally classifies the meanings of eidos and idéa,
but an arrangement under four main heads may be extracted from his account.
The nucleus of meaning is form, or structure.

(i.) The first meaning is taken directly from popular usage. The words
are here applied specifically to human beings in the sense of bodily shape or
form, primarily as it presents itself to the eye, but extended to the structure
and constitution of the body as a complete thing, not as merely seen. Physique,
body, constitution are the proper renderings of the words in this application.

(ii.) The words are also used more widely for the form of things other than
the human body. This group of meanings contains, as might be expected,
considerable developments, (1) Sometimes the outer visible structure is
emphasized, when the words may be rendered by shape, ‘in shape like a
trough.” (2) Or the inner structure may be included : form, nature, like ¢vocs.
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THE USE OF EiSos AND ’18é IN HIPPOCRATES,

AFTER reading carefully the essay which, in his recently-published Varia
Socratica, Part 1., Prof. A. E. Taylor has written on the use of the words
€l8os and (8éa in the Greek literature of the Socratic and Platonic periods, I
find myself on the one hand in agreement with him as to the importance of
such linguistic investigations for the understanding of Plato, and on the other
in frequent disagreement with him as to the meaning of the words in the
passages he cites, and the inferences he draws from them. Thinking that
Prof. Taylor’s analysis of the use of the terms in Hippocrates is very far
from final, I offer in this paper a further contribution to their interpretation,
confining myself as far as possible to the question, What do elfos and (8éa
mean in the Hippocratean writings ?

The date of the several works is a problem into which I do not enter,
assuming with Prof. Taylor that they belong as a body to the late fifth and
early fourth centuries; but I am fully aware that this collective treatment
is not altogether satisfactory. My citations of the text are from Kiihlewein’s
edition (K), so far as published; for the rest of the works from Littré (L): the
references are by paragraph, volume and page. I make noattempt to distinguish
between eldos and (8éa, which appear to be used almost interchangeably.

Prof. Taylor's results may be thus summarized. I am not quite certain
about some of the details, because of the unsystematic nature of his exposition,
but believe that my summary is substantially correct.

Prof. Taylor nowhere formally classifies the meanings of €l8os and i8éa,
but an arrangement under four main heads may be extracted from his account.
The nucleus of meaning is form, or structure.

(i.) The first meaning is taken directly from popular usage. The words
are here applied specifically to human beings in the sense of bodily shape or
form, primarily as it presents itself to the eye, but extended to the structure
and constitution of the body as a complete thing, not as merely seen. Physique,
body, constitution are the proper renderings of the words in this application.

(ii.) The words are also used more widely for the form of things other than
the human body. This group of meanings contains, as might be expected,
considerable developments. (1) Sometimes the outer visible structure is
emphasized, when the words may be rendered by shape, ‘in shape like a
trough.’ (2) Or the inner structure may be included : form, nature, like ¢pous.
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(3) They may be extended to objects which are not in themselves bodies, and
in this connexion may have a semi-classificatory sense: forms or types of
disease, etc. But Prof. Taylor insists that they never mean class or species, as
€ldos does in Aristotle.

(iii.) This use is specifically medical. It emphasizes and extends the
appearance-side of the meaning, till the words stand for symptoms of disease,
the form, shape, structure, etc., of the observed body or limb as it appears to
the observing physician. I gather that Prof. Taylor regards this usage as
underlying the employment of i8éa by Thucydides.

(iv.) In the fourth use the bodily side of the first and popular meaning is
emphasized. (1) Eidos is used of the stuff, matter, substance, of a thing, e.g., of
the heart and kidneys. And more especially it is Professor Taylor’s object to
prove that it is used (2) in a highly technical metaphysical sense to denote the
am\d ocopara, the elementary bodies. To say that dzjp is an €ios is to say
that it is one of the ultimate unanalyzable bodily constituents of the xéopuos
(p. 228). It is thus nearly equivalent to the later arocyeiov. This meaning he
supposes to have come into medicine from the ¢uowroi; and to explain how
the word elbos can advance from the meaning of form or structure to that of
primitive substance, he suggests as the connecting link the Pythagorean
doctrine that the difference between one kind of matter and another is that of
geometrical figure (p. 246). Because the Pythagoreans regarded geometrical
figures as the ultimate substances, the word was extended to mean things or
substances. I am not quite sure, but I think that Prof. Taylor considers the
use of the word as the matter or stuff of an ordinary empirical object to be
derived from this.

Prof. Taylor distinguishes between popular’ meanings and ‘technical’
meanings, i.e., those belonging to the scientific vocabulary of the day, but it
is not easy to determine where he draws the line. Groups (i), (iii), (iv)
present no difficulty: (i) body or bodily structure he regards as popular; (iii)
symptoms is obviously a use technical in medical clinique; (iv) substance and
element are specifically physical conceptions. But in respect of group (ii) it is
hard to say whether he considers these meanings to be popular or technical,
or some of them popular and some technical. When he infers from the
absence of the words from many of the practical treatises that they do not
belong to the language of the working medical man, except in a current non-
technical sense (p. 225), he seems to imply that the whole group of meanings,
found regularly in such practical treatises as mwepl dpbpwv éuBoris and poxAixov
(see p. 224), is non-technical. But on p. 243, apparently, the only current
non-technical sense he recognizes is the first, living body, physique, constitution.
His rendering of eldos as geometrical figure on p. 224 and elsewhere, coupled
with his account of the development of meaning on pp. 243 sqq., seems to
indicate that he regards the second group of meanings as technical, and
primarily due to Pythagorean influence.

I believe that Prof. Taylor's most important conclusions are based on an
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erroneous analysis of the data; in particular, I can find no evidence whatever
for either of the meanings under group (iv), substance and element.

(i) With his account of el8os as applied to the form, physique, constitution
of the human body I agree in the main. He shows that in nineteen passages
of the treatise mepl dépwv V8dTwy Témwy, as in many passages of Herodotus, the
word means the form or structure of the body as a whole, not the face only.
But in one or two points his treatment is open to question. In his rendering
of €ldos in this connexion as ‘ body,’ he lays too much stress on the ‘ bodily’
factor in the idea of ‘ bodily constitution.” It is true that in several passages
of the above-mentioned treatise eldos is contrasted with #fea and Tpémor, where
the opposition of body and soul seems implied. But €i8os is not a synonym
for odua ; in mepl doréwy 11, ix. 182 L, the bones furnish the cdua with its
€l8os or shape. When the opposition between body and soul is explicitly put,
copa is used; mepl dpxains intpucsis i. 11 K, mepl dépwv 1. 67 K, mepl Téxvns
vi. 10 L, mepl puodv vi. go L. The word lays stress rather on the structure
element of the idea. This is especially the case in certain passages where the
word has a technical rather than a popular use, as the constitution of the
individual patient. In these passages the writer enumerates the special con-
ditions which the physician must observe in his clinical practice :—

mepl xupdv I, v. 476 L. auyyevés eidos éfos nmhxin dpn kA (Not in
T.’s list.)

mepl pvatos dvfpdmov 9, vi. 52 L. 8l Tov inTpov évavriov loracbar Tois
xabeaTedat kai vovorjuact kal eldeat kal dpnat kal Hhikinot.

Ibid., vi. 54 L. oxeyrduevor o dvpdmov v ¢pvow, Ty Te Hhikiny kal To
€eldos kal Ty dpny Tod éteos kal Tis voloov Tov Tpomov Ty fepameiny
moielala.

Prof. Taylor gives ‘ bodily constitution ’ as his rendering of eidos
in this passage, but most perversely translates ‘substances’ in the
earlier passage of the same treatise.

In this sense of particular constitution ¢does is much more frequent, as, e.g.,
in mepl yuvaikeiwy B 111, vili. 238 L.  arentéoy 8¢ Tas pigias Tdv yvvakdy xai
Tas xpods xai Tas nMxias x.vA. This is only one among many instances
of the close parallelism between ¢dois and eldos in the corpus. In this
usage the idea expressed by €ldos is just as distinct from that expressed by
odpa as the idea of constitution is from that of body in a modern physician’s
thought. Similarly when a popular lady novelist speaks of the hero’s stalwart
form, she does not mean the same thing as body. Hence Prof. Taylor’s
rendering ‘body ’ in this group of meanings is misleading : if he uses it merely
to emphasize his point that eldos refers to the shape and nature of the whole
body and not to the face only, it would have conduced to clearness to say so
explicitly ; if he had in his mind the alleged extension of the word to mean
bodily substance, his procedure recalls the #\éyrac introduced by Socrates into
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the argument by which he makes Polemarchus admit that the just man is the
best thief.

(ii.) A well-marked meaning of eldos is that of bodily shape as applied to
parts of the body or to inanimate objects :—

mepl kepaliis TpwudTwy 5, ii. 7 K. i8éar Tis ¢Adoros: the shape of a bruise.

mepi dpfpwy éuBords 3, ii. 32 K.  €ldos Tod yepilouévov : the shape of the
limb to be operated on, contrasted with its ox7jua, the word regularly
used in the surgical treatises for posture, position of the limb.

pox Moy 1, ii. 246 K. €lbos patBoetdéaraTor Tadv {dwv : the most crooked
shape (of the ribs).

Ibid. 1, ii. 245 K. €l8os kovdurddes: the bones of the thigh are of knobby
shape.

Ibid. 6, ii. 251 K. drpdutov dmoomaclév: 10 uév eldos ¢aiverar olov mep
duov éxmeodvros. Shape or visible appearance.

mepi kapdins 5, ix. 84 L. Bofpov To €ldos elxehov dAuw : a trough-shaped
depression.

mepl Soréwy 4, ix. 170 L. €ldos kapdins of veppol éyovor: kal odror
Kothwdees.

T. renders ‘ substance,’” but the context shows that the writer is
entirely taken up with the mutual relations of the organs; the only
other use of €ldos in this work is in the sense of shape: 11, ix. 182 L.
Ta boréa T cbpate ordow kal pfoTnTa kal eidos Tapéyovrar.

In these cases Prof. Taylor renders by ‘shape,’ ‘geometrical figure.’ I
submit that the introduction of the adjective ‘ geometrical’ is utterly without
warrant. In not one of the passages cited is there the slightest suggestion of
geometrical ideas. I can understand a knobby shape, but not a knobby
geometrical figure. In point of fact, the writer of mepi kapdins, who describes
the depression in the heart as in eldos like a trough, does describe the heart as
pyramidal in shape, and then he uses the technical geometrical term oxfiua
(kapdin oxfpa pév oxoin mupauls, xpoiny 8¢ kataropns powikéa 1, ix. 8o L).
This usage is very closely connected with the meaning, bodily form of a man.
The derivation of the words shows that the idea of the form of a man is
specialized from the more general idea of shape or visible appearance. As
compounds with el8os are specially frequent in Hippocrates, either in the sense
of x-shaped or the general sense of x-like, this idea of the intervention of
geometrical notions in the development of the use of el8os is neither more nor
less than absurd. Here the parallel with ¢dois is close: the latter word is
constantly used in the specific sense of human nature, individual constitution,
constantly in the sense of nature, constitution of anything ; there is no need to
derive the second meaning from the first, as the first is a technical specialization
of the second. I may be wronging Prof. Taylor here; he may include these
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uses as non-technical ; but if so, he must strike out his ‘ geometrical figure,’
which can only be an intelligent anticipation of his hypothesis.

Prof. Taylor acknowledges a use of €idos, easily derivable from that of the
nature of a thing, in which it has a classificatory suggestion: e.g., ‘ many
other types or forms of fevers’ (moA\a 8¢ xal d\\a mvperdv émedruncev elbea.
émdnu. o, 12, i. 229 K) (p. 222). But he insists that the word never means
class, kind, sort, but always form or type. This meaning is indeed an inter-
mediate link in the extension to the meaning of class, which was only arrived
at later, viz., in the Aristotelian developments of Platonism (p. 221). The
words used to mean kind in Hippocrates are Tpémos (p. 222), and &fvos (p. 236).
I agree with Prof. Taylor that the word does not mean logical class in Hippo-
crates : but it frequently has a classificatory use, just as in English we speak of
‘ these types of character,’ ‘ a malignant form of the disease.” Every language
contains words which express a logical division and something more besides,
as they contain metaphors of various sorts: e.g., in English, form, type, sort,
kind, class, etc. In use the metaphorical origin sometimes prevails, sometimes
the implied logical idea: in the former case we feel that one of the words is
more appropriate than another in the context, in the latter we tend to use our
classificatory words interchangeably. Now Prof. Taylor’s procedure is mis-
leading in the last degree. He will not allow €l8os to have a purely logical
meaning, but apparently assigns this to Tpémos and &vos. The truth is that
these words stand on the same footing of eldos: they do not mean class
primarily, but have classificatory uses, in which the root-idea is sometimes
strong, sometimes has practically disappeared into the division idea. There
is no word in Hippocrates for a logical class; when he wishes to classify, or
when classification underlies his thought, he uses eldos or Tpémos (very rarely
and in a special context éfvos) according to the nature of the things classified.
And this much may be conceded to Prof. Taylor, that the classification is
more properly division ; it is not regarded as collecting things and arranging
them according to their common qualities, but rather as taking a unity (not
explicitly thought as a logical unity, but ultimately analyzable into it, as Plato
saw), and dividing it. Yet the classificatory idea is always near, and some-
times predominant : when we read that there are several Tpémor katsjéeos, the
unity of the idea of fracture is contrasted with its modes or varieties; when it
is said that there are many other Tpémor raTataciwv (genitive plural), this is
not far from ‘ several other xarardaes,” and the plurality-side of the result is
emphasized. If the division deals with events, acts, processes, Tpémos is used :
e.g., a limb is dislocated in four Tpdmor :—

b s \ ’ / A ¥ A ’ A 3 \ ’ 4 4

éxmimrer 8¢ Téocapas Tpomovs, 1§ dve ) kdTw 1) é TO mAdyiov ékarépwlev.
mepl dpbpwv éuBoris 8o, ii. 240 K.

unpod &pbpov ékmimreL kata téooapas Tpémwovs ibid. 51, ii. 188 K.

There is more than one Tpémos of fracture (v 8¢ 7 pis karayf, Tpémos pév
oty els éor karijfios ibid. 35, ii. 154 K), of distortion (xvAAdaros ydp oly els
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Tpomos. poxAikov 32, ii. 263 K). The word is often used for modes of treat-
ment (e.g., moAlol 8¢ xai dANot Tpémor KaTaTaciwy. mepl dyudv 13, ii. 68 K);
often for modes or varieties of disease (&s odv TovTov Tod TpdmoU oTPakepod
éovros. mpoyv. 22, 1. 102 K; T0 8¢ dpudlov &’ ékdoToior TGV Tpdmwy elpriceTar.
mepl 6Eéwv 12, i. 114 K; etc.). Prof. Taylor objects that eldos, if translated by
kind, class in Hippocrates, always loses some of its force ; the remark applies
equally well to Tpomos. His statement that in mepi ¢pvodv the word for class,
kind, is throughout éfvos (p. 236), is most misleading ; the word occurs three
times in one paragraph with the same sense, in which men are said to be one
&fvos of {@a ; surely the original idea of race is dominant over the class-idea.
The only other example is in the same paragraph, where the MSS. vary
between éfvea and eidea (éore 8¢ Sioaa eldea mupeTdv. epl Puadv 6, vi. g6 L) ;
the Hippocratean usage is strongly in favour of edea. I may remark in
passing that the Greek mode of expression, with its rocodros (or TotovTérpomos,
frequent in Hippocrates), often gives the idea of kind without its name; we
have to say ‘ of the same kind.’

That the word elfos has a classificatory sense in Hippocrates over and
over again can be easily shown. I maintain that Prof. Taylor’s treatment
unduly ignores this sense, and that it is just because he wrongly ignores it that
he is led to the quite unfounded view that the word comes to mean stuff,
matter, substance, primary body.

Observe, in the first place, how often it is conjoined with numerals in a
context which plainly indicates division of a unity into varieties, kinds, forms,
or whatever may best express the idea in the context. «at’ inrprjiov contains
three examples :—

3, 1. 30 K. adyfis uév 8vo eldea, 70 wév xowov, 7o 8¢ rexvnrov. T. ¢ kinds.

7, 1i. 34 K. &midégios 8vo eidea, elpyaouévov kai épyaféuevov. There are
two ways of bandaging, one after, the other during the operation.
T. thinks the idea is  figures,’ as in a dance; as if the writer visualized
the whole process of disposing the bandage.

8, ii. 34 K. dyalBas 8¢ 8o eldea Toi émibeopévov' loxvos ey % miéke 4
m\jfet 60oviwy. The phrase is awkward; the writer means that you
must either bind the bandage very tight or apply a great thickness.
T. ¢ figures,’ ‘ ways of construction.’

I suggest that Prof. Taylor's way of getting a meaning by a fully concrete
image of the situation is mistaken. A careful but less subtle translator would
see that the writer has a formula for dividing into kinds or sorts; the very
difficulty of getting a precise meaning shows that the writer’s thought is
abstract, that he is thinking of the illumination and the bandaging simply as
of two kinds (or some such very general word); i.e., that the classificatory
aspect of the word is predominant. And where does Prof. Taylor find el8os
used literally of a dance-figure ?
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mepi pioros dvbpdmov 15, vi. 66 L. ol mheloror TGy mupeTdy yivovTar dmo
XOoNfjs® €ldea 8¢ apéwy éori Tégoapa. T. ‘types,’ ‘sorts’; and he adds
‘ meaning, no doubt, originally geometrical figures’!

mept puadw 6, vi. g6 L. éo7i 8¢ Sioca eldea muperdv: reading doubtful;
v. l. ébvea.

mepl yovds, 3, vil. 474 L. elol 8¢ Téooapes idéar Tod Irypod, alua xohy Udwp
kal préypa. T. ‘figures,’ ie., types of moisture, or perhaps  substances
of the moist <kind>.’

Ibid. 11, vii. 484 L. xal Tod Uypod adrd, ad’ od To amépua yiverar, Téooapes
i8éas éodoar oxdoar év dvoer Umijpfav. T. ¢ bodies’ or ‘constituents’;
but surely the meaning must be the same as in the preceding passage,
which is directly referred to. This is one of many instances where
the neglect of a simple comparative method leads Prof. Taylor into
unnecessary refinements.

mepi vovcwy & (by the same author as the wepl yovijs) 32, vii. 542 L.
Exer kal 7 yovy) xal 6 avip Téocapas idéas Uypod év TP cwpati . . .
adras 8¢ ai ibéau elol pAéypa alpa yoli) xai USpwr.

T. ‘substances’; but the meaning must be the same as in the
two preceding passages. I will discuss them fully later.

Ibid. 57, vii. 612 L. ad7tas af Tpels idéar Tév vovanudrwy dmd Tod HEpwmos.

mepl yovaukelwv a' 96, viii. 222 L (not in T.). 70 pélav ¢dpparov . . .
motéew Yo ) Tpia €ldn Tob papudrov, TO pév loxvpoTatov TO dvbos
TpiTnudpiov Ths Nemidos, 10 8¢ Sebrepov Teraprnudpiov, T 8¢ TpiTov
TEUTTNUOPLOY.

mepi puadw 2, vi. 92 L. &omi 8¢ pla dmwdoewy vobowy (8én kai airin (one
form, and not many).

mepl Tpods 1, ix. 98 L. Tpodn xai Tpodis eldos pia xal woAhal® ula pev
7 yévos &, eldos 8¢ DypdTyTe Kal EnpornTi kai év TolTowgw idéar xal
mogdy toTi kal é Tiva xal és Tocadra. The use of yévos as opposed
to eldos suggests a late date for this Heraclitizing work, which is
suspected on other grounds.

A comparison of these passages, except perhaps the last two, shows a
common attitude of thought—that of division and enumeration. It strikes
me very forcibly that the numeral and the substantive have become a single
formula, expressing numerical division of a unity into forms, sorts, kinds.
Suppose we asked the question, What formula do the Hippocratean writers
use when they divide objects into groups, which they proceed to enumerate?
1 may remark that this procedure is infrequent in these works; the writers
do not as a rule explicitly classify ; they name, describe the symptoms and
the treatment of ailments, but do not classify them. Many of the treatises
contain no phrase corresponding roughly to ‘there are two, three kinds of
so-and-so.” The author of mepl évros mafdv uses the simple plural: 1o, vii.
188 L. 7peis 88 elol ¢pOioies+ mpwry Sevréon Tpitn: 35 vil. 252 L. ikTepor

NO. III. VOL. VI N
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Téooapes: 52, vil. 298 L. Téravor Tpels. Tpémos is occasionally used in the
same sort of numerical formula; I have cited the examples above. Once we
have ¢iois in S8pdrwy 8o uév pioies (mepi Suairns éféwv i. 172 K). The most
detailed classification is found in mepi T@v év repalf TpwpdTov 4-7, ii. 6-9 K) :
the writer distinguishes five Tpémoc of injuries to the bone, fracture (kdrnéis),
bruising (¢Adots), etc.; and each has several (8éas, according as the injury is
more or less deep, affects more or less of the bone, etc. Here the idea of
form is undoubtedly prominent.

These examples, I submit, show that in the Hippocratean usage elSos
has advanced much further in the direction of the purely logical meaning of
kind or class than Prof. Taylor allows. The writers are not far removed from
the attitude of the modern unmetaphysical Englishman, who applies such words
as ‘kind,” ‘sort,” ‘form,” ‘type,’ ‘class,” without very much difference, but
still in a vague, unconscious manner chooses the one that he feels to be most
appropriate. That is one of the reasons why I think that Prof. Taylor’s
frequent rendering as ‘figure ’ is so misleading : ‘ form’ would more accurately
represent the Greek, because with us figure is not used in a general classifi-
catory sense, whereas form is.

The same divisory or classificatory suggestion is found in the numerous
examples where eldos or {8éa is conjoined with moAds, d\Nos, or Erepos,
wavrolos, or mavrodamss. I give these examples :—

(1) With moXds :

(@) mepl dpxains inTpucfis 12,1 13 K. moANa 8¢ eldea xat’ inTpuriy
és TotavTny drpifeiav fixer mepl dv elprioerar. ‘T. ¢ branches’ of
medicine.

(b) mepl Tdv év kepalf Tpwupdtov 4-7, ii. 6-9 K. Tdv 8¢ Tpémwv
éxdoTov wheioves ibéar yivovtar Tob katijypaTos év TH Tpdaer . . .
idéar 8¢ This PAdaios mheloves vyivovrar . . . éoprdrar 8¢ To
oaréov moANas idéas . . . év 8¢ TP Tpomy éxdoTe mwheioves (déar
yivovrar . . . moNhal (déar yivovrar kal Tis PAdoios kal Tis
porypis.

(c) mepl ¢pvaios dvbpidmov 2, vi. 36 L. morhal uév idéar Tév vovo-
nudTwy, ToANy 8¢ ral 17 inais adTdv éori. T. ‘substances.’

(d) mepi évros mabdv 20, vil. 214 L. wepl 8¢ Tod ¢PpAéyuatos Tas
adras yvopas Exw, ds mepl Xohis, idéas altod moANds elvac.
T. ¢ figures’ or perhaps ‘symptoms.’

(2) With @\\os, érepos :

(e) mepl dpxains iyrpucsis 15, i. 17 K. ob ydp éorw adrois, oluas,
ékevpnuévov alrd Ti ép’ éwvrod Bepuov 1) Yruxpov 1 Enpov 4 drypov
pundevl &ANp elder rxowwvéov. This is one of the passages in
which Prof. Taylor finds his meaning of ultimate substances.

(f) Ibid. 23, i. 30 K. €l yAvrds xvuos éov peraBdAlor és dANo eldos,
) &mro auykpriaios, AN adTos éfwoTduevos, moios Tis &v TpdTos
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yévouro, mikpds f dApvpds 7 aTpudvos % OEds; olpar pév oEds.
T. ‘structure,” but this is too definite a word: kind seems to
me the nearest equivalent because the writer evidently thinks
of xuudés as having five eldea, yAukds mikpos dAuvpos aTpudvos
6Ebs. Prof. Taylor may be right in supposing that he had no
clear conception of a quality; but there is nor need to suppose
that he was thinking of the bodily nature of things; he
probably had in mind nothing more explicit than the distinc-
tions implied in the everyday use of nouns and qualitative
adjectives.

(g) mepl dépov 11, i. 53 K. Td pév (voceduara) dmodfiver, Ta ¢
Mjyel, Ta 8¢ dA\ha wdvta pelioTaral és Erepov eldos xal érépmy
rardoracw. T. ‘phase,’ but this is inaccurate: the writer
does not think of the disease as persisting in another shape,
but as passing into another disease or another form of disease;
see wepl maldv 8, vi. 216 L. «pivecOar 8¢ dorw év Thou
vovootow, dtav adfwvrar ai vodgor 1) papalvevrar 1) weramimr-
Twow é Erepov volonua 1) TEAeUTDOw.

(k) epl dpBpwv éuBolds 34, ii. 153 K. @AM od Bovlopar dmomhavav
ToV ANoryov, év dNNooe yap eldeat voonudTwy mepl TovTwY elpnTat.
T. ‘figures of disorders,” but adds that nothing is lost by
¢ kinds.’

(3) mwepl Téxwms 6, vi. 10 L. wviv 8¢ 8 aivovrar Tév InTpév of
pdMora émawedpevor kai Startipacty iduevor xal d\Noiot e
eideaw, & odk dv Tis ain, uy 6T inTpds, AAN o8¢ (dudTns
dvemaTiuwy drovoas, uy ov Tis Téxvns elvar. T. ‘things,’
¢ substances.” Why not ‘other kinds of treatment ’?

(j) mepl (epijs voboov 13, vi. 386 L. oxéoa e év olxipact xepdpia
ratd yfis éoTi peata olvov 9 &A\lov Twos Urypod, wdvta TaiTa
aloldverar ral Siadhdacer T poppiy és Erepov eldos. T. poppri=
€ldos = ¢pvous = substance. Eldos certainly means nature, but
does the writer think of this so definitely as substance?
Cf. (f) above : the repduta éticraTas éx Tob eldeos.

(3) With mavroios :

(k) mepl Tév év repalp Tpwudrwv 4, ii. 6 K. i8éar 8¢ pwyuéwy
mavrolat ryivovtar: Kxal ydp AemwToTepai Te Kkal AewTai wdwv,
doTe ob katapavées yivovtal €oTw ab Tév pwypéwy. (Not in T.)

() mepl dialrns oEéwv 43, i. 130 K. Suaywdorkew . . . 8oa Te Huéwy
% ¢vous xal 7 &s éxdaTolow éxtexvol wdlfea kai eldea mavrola.
T. ¢ symptoms.’

(4) With moA)\a kal dA\\a :

(m) mepl apxains inTpucsis 23, i. 29 K. woArd 8¢ kal dA\a kai éow
xal ékw Tod odpatos eldea oxnudTwy. This collocation troubles
Prof. Taylor greatly; he thinks the expression is pleonastic,
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both elea and oynudTwr meaning ‘ configurations.” He seems
to overlook the fact that the writer has explicitly defined
oxfipa as a technical term; the oxruara are éoa &veorwv év 76
avfpdme (p. 26, 22), i.e., the head, bladder, uterus, etc. (p. 27,
16); nearly equal to organs, the writer considering that their
shape or configuration is their essence. He explains that
diseases arise &ua Tyv @vow Tob oxrfuatos (p. 28, 11): thus
wide, open organs like the stomach and lungs produce a noise
when wind enters them ; and there are many other el8ea
oxnpdtev, forms of organs which have influence on health,
the size of the head, the proportions of the neck, etc. The
expression is not therefore pleonastic, and its collocation with
a word of originally similar meaning shows that it has become
very general in signification.

() émidnuiwv &' 12, 1. 229 K. moAAa 8¢ kal dANa TupeTdw émediuncev

” 9 14
el8ea, TpiTaiwy TeTapraiwy KT,

(0) mepl Keparfis Tpwpudrwv 7, ii. 9 K. xal woAral &Ahac ibéar Tod

TowoUToV TpéOU.

(p) mepl Tpodijs 33, ix. 110 L. ydia Tpodsy olov ydha Tpody kaTa

oy, dANowar 8¢ ovxi, EANovar 8¢ olvos Tpoy xai dAMoior odyi,
xal agdpres xai dANav ibéar Tpodis moAlal xal kata Xdpyy xal
é0uopov. T. ‘bodies.’

(5) With moAMd kal mavrobamd :
(q) mepi Saitns a’ 4, vi. 474 L. obte 8¢ TovTwy éxdvTwv moAAds

xal mavrodamwas i8éas dmokpivovral dm dAMjAwY ral owepudTwY
xai {wwv, 0vdév Suovov (dpoiwy, Kithn) d\Afhowotv odre Taw dyruw
obre Ty 8vwauw. T. ‘bodies’ on the strength of éyrw and
Svvauww ; but the passage is clearly a reminiscence of Anaxa-
goras, fr. 4, FVS? 315. rtolrwv 8¢ olirws éxovrwy xpy Soxeiv
évelvar moAAd Te Kal mavtola év mao. Tols Guykpwouévols Kai
oméppata mwdvTwy xpnudTwy kai (déas mwavroias éxovra «kai
xpowas kai ndovds. Here (8éa = ¢iars, nature or constitution,
the xpotai and 7bovai being Suwduers. Prof. Taylor gives
‘shapes’ in the passage from Anaxagoras.

(6) With @a\\a kai mavroia :
() mepl dpxains inTpuchs 19, i. 23 K. peraBdAew . . . és yvudv

€ldos 8’ dAAwv eldéwv kal mavrolwy. T.‘structures,’ apparently:
why not ¢ body,’ for the sake of consistency with his rendering
of similar passages, I do not see.

(7) 1 add some passages in which the classificatory notion seems more

or less important :—

(s) émdnuiwv a’ 20, 1. 197 K.  Siecdlovro mdivres obs riyw olda, olow

ai UmoaTpodal (recurrences) Sud Tod eldeos TobTOU revoiaTo,
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o08¢ v diavoonodvTwy 8ia TovTov ToD Tpémov oddevi olda Umo-
aTpodny yevouévny wdlw. T. ‘symptoms,’ but the similar phrase
dua TolTov Tod Tpémov seems to show that the writer is not
thinking of appearances, but of forms or fashions of disease.

() émdnuiov o 3,1. 225 K. Td pév émdnuijocavra vovejuara Tabra *
éxdoTov 8¢ TOY moyeypauuévoy eldéwv foav of xduvovtes kal
&0vnorov morhoi. T. again ‘symptoms’; but in view of eldea
voonudTwy as kinds or types of disease in mepi dpfpwy éuBoris
34, ii. 153 K I see no reason why this should not be the
meaning here.

() xat’ iprpijeov 7, ii. 34 K. 7a 8¢ eldea (of bandages) dmhodv
orémapvov ooy dpbaluds rai pouBos ral fuiTovov. dpudélwy
70 €lbos TP elder xal TH mwdber Tov émideouévov. This is im-
mediately after émi8éoios 800 eldea and immediately before
dryabids Svo eldea Tod émibeopévou (p. 184, above).

(v) Ibid. 19, ii. 42 K. 4 dvd s, 7 Qéos, 9 émieois ds év T¢ adrd
oxipate 3, Sapuidooew. rxepdiata aynudtwy ébea dioies
éxdoTou TOV peNéwv: Ta 8¢ elSea éx TobD Tpéxew oovopely
éortavar kataxeloBar éc Tod Epyov, éx Tob ddelobar. T. ¢ posi-
tions.” But oxfua, as here, is the technical term in surgery
for the posture or position of a limb; surely the writer means
that in general the determinants of such ox”para are nature
and habit, and that the different types or kinds of oxijuara
come from different ways of using the limbs.

(w) mepl xvudv 13, v. 494 L. &8rav odv kal fp oUTws dydyp (sc.
Yruxea éx Garméwy rai Odhmos éx Yriyeos, the characteristic
of ¢pOwémwpos, which gives rise to Ixrepos, jaundice), xai Hpos
yivovrar ikTepor * éyyurdTw qydp aiTy B kivnows TH dpn KaTd
TobTo TO €lb6s éorw. Apparently =4y odrws aydyny. This
affection, when it takes this form, is most akin to the season.
Not in T.

(x) mept lepijs véoov 1, vi. 360 L. dvfpwmor Biov Sesuevor morrd kal
mavTola Texvéovtal xal woukiAhovaw & Te TAAMAa mdvTa Kal é
™ voloov Tavrny, ékdaTe elber Tod wdbeos Oed Ty alriny
mpooTilfévres. The elbea are Ay Bpvydvrar, alya ppdvrar, Td
Sekia omdvrar, 6fUTepov kal eVTovéTepov POéyynTar, w.T.\.
T. ¢ symptoms’; but here again analogy with other uses
suggests that the writer is thinking of these not as appear-
ances but rather as forms which the disease assumes.

() mept Sairns B’ 66, vi. 582 L. mepl 8¢ xémwv TGV év Tolow couadt
éyywouévwr GSe Exer: of wév dyluvacTor TéY dvbpdmwy Ao
TavTos KomidoL movou . . . T4 8¢ yeyvuvacuéva TV cwpdTwy
vmo Tév dvebloTwy mévwy komd: Ta &¢ Umo TéY cuvibwv

yvpvaciwy komid, UmepBoli xpnodueva. Ta uev odv eldea TV
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komwy Totadrd éoTw, 7 8¢ Slvaus adréwv & &er. Kinds,
types. T. unnecessarily speaks of a suggestion of causality
in the idea: it is a classification by causes. When the Hippo-
cratean writers speak of the nature of a thing in a context
which brings out the causal aspect of the idea, they use ¢va:s
rather than €l8os.

(z) mepl SuaiTns o' 69, vi. 606 L. The author claims as a discovery
of his own that the secret of good clinical practice is
wpodudryvwais before disease and Sudyvwois during disease,
determining whether there is equilibrium between the nutri-
ment and the work done: émi Tadra &) Td eldea éméfeipt Kai
Seifw oxoia tyiverar Tolow dvbpdmoiaw Uraivew Soxéovar kal
éobfiovaww ndéws k.T\. Types or forms of situation, the equi-
librium or dominance of Tpogs or mévos.

(aa) mpoppnudrwy B’ I,ix. 6 L. xal Td\\a TocovrdTpomwa mpoppripaTa
Méyetar év TowodTe TP elber. ¢ Of this sort’; this writer seems
to use oxfiua and Tpémos in the same sense.

The passages I have cited in this section, forming as they do a large
proportion of the total -number of passages in which the words eldos and i8éa
occur in the corpus, seem to me to establish conclusively that the words have
acquired distinctly classificatory associations.

(iii.) Of Prof. Taylor’s contention that the words are used in the sense of
symptoms, 1 will say little. ‘Sometimes, at least,” he writes, ‘they mean the
collective variety of the symptoms presented by the disease, as distinguished
from the one hidden cause of the mischief’ (p. 245). In other words, the
notion of appearance is present. I doubt myself whether the words ever bear
this technical meaning ; in many of the passages in which Prof. Taylor
renders by symptoms I have suggested another translation. I think that
in his cases the writer has symptoms as his context, but does not mean
symptoms by the word. In any case, the medical writers have their
technical terms for symptoms, onuijia and often mdfea. But as this point
is not of importance for the main issue, I pass on to the alleged use of the
words to mean ‘stuff,’ ¢ matter,” and especially ¢ primary substance.’

(iv.) Prof. Taylor’s most important result is that in Hippocrates eldos and
i8éa have acquired the meaning of ‘real things,” not merely the real nature
of things, but the things themselves, ‘substances.’” And in close connexion
with this, they often mean the stuff, matter, substance of a bodily organ.
His case rests so exclusively on the interpretation of two or three treatises,
all of which belong to the class of those in which the influence of of ¢pvoxoi
is manifest, that it will be most convenient to collect the passages from each
work, even at the cost of some repetition, and examine them together.
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I begin with mepl ryovijs, with which I join mepi ¢doios waidiov and the
fourth treatise mepl vovowy, as they are all by one author, and really form three
parts of a continuous work.

(1) mepl yoviis 3, vil. 474 L. elal 8¢ téocapes idéar Tod rypod, alua xoAy
D8wp rai PAéypa. TogavTas vyap idéas Exer aupduéas ¢ dvfpwmos
év éwuTd ral amo TovTéwy ai véoo ryivovrtal 1) ai éx véowv Siakpioies.
T. idéar (probably)=*figures,” ‘ types’; i8éas="‘substances.’

(2) Ibid. 11, vil. 484 L. émny 8 7i ol véonua mwpooméany ral Tob rypod
adTd, ag’ o TO oméppa yiverar, Téoaapes ibéar éobaar oxdaar v piaer
UrfipEav, Ty yovy oy Sy mapéywaw, dolevéoTepov 8¢ TO Kal TO
wemnpwpévoy, ot fadud po Soxéer kal mnpwlivar domep kal o Toxels.

(3) mepl pioios maidlov 18, vil. 502 L. Ay 8¢ un Oyialvy 1 yuvy pundé pédny
Dytaivew, xwpéer 8¢ 70 xdbapois éndoowy ral eidos movnporépn, xal
od Taxv miyvurac.

(4) Ibid. 19, vii. 506 L. oxdtav & Siapbpwdi 7o maidlov, Ta eidea Tav
peéwv, adfapévov alrod, Td Te doTéa émigkAnpoTepa fyiveTat, Kal
Kot\alveTal.

(5) Ibid. 21, vii. 512 L. okorav adiknrar é Tas witpas, idény ioye Tob
ydhakTos, kal To matdiov dm’ adTod émavpiorerar dhiyov. )

(6) mepl vovowr & 32, vil. 542 L. éxer 8¢ 7 yovy) xal 6 avip Téocaapas (déas
Uypod v TG cdpati, AP’ dv ai vodaor ylvovtas, oxdga uy dmwo Bins
vovouata yiverar* adrar 8¢ ai (Séar elol pNéypa alua xoNi) Upwr,
kal amo TovTwy & TO amépua olk é\dyioTov o0b8¢ dalevéoTaTov
ovvépyetar, xai émwedy TO {dov éyévero, kaTa Tovs Toxfjas ToocalTas
i8éas Grypod Uryimpod Te ral vogepod éxer év éwurd. amodavéw 8¢ Sxws
év éxdory Toutéwy TAY Bedv Kal mhelw xal é\doow év TG cdpat
yiverar k.T.\.

(7) Ibid. 57, vii. 612 L. ad7ar ai 7pels idéar TéY vovenudtev awo Tod
U8pwmos.

In (4) Ta €idea 7OV pedéwr evidently means the shape of the limbs:
in (5) 8ény Tod ydhaxTos probably means nature rather than appearance
(T. renders ‘substance’): in (3) eldos movnporépn means inferior in character
or nature : Prof. Taylor gives ‘inferior in quality,” but adds that the writer had
probably no distinct notion of quality, and means rather ‘and is of inferior
stuff.” On which I would remark that the rendering of elSos as=diais, a
vague word susceptible of many shades of meaning, a sense very close to the
original meaning of bodily form, seems quite satisfactory; the remote deri-
vative meaning of stuff is not required. There is no need to suppose that a
Greek physician of this period was less capable of abstract ideas than the
modern journeyman mason or gardener, who will tell you that the mortar
or the manure has lost its ‘nature.” In (7) ai 7pels i8éar Tdv vovanudrwy is
obviously classificatory : three forms of diseases. In all the other cases
Prof. Taylor renders ‘substances’ * bodies,’ except that in (1) he thinks that
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ai Téooapes idéar means ‘ figures,’” ‘ types’ of moisture, though possibly it may
mean ‘substances of the moist (kind).” Can Prof. Taylor seriously ask us to
believe that a writer could say that there are four i8éa: Tod fypod and in the
same breath apply Tocairas (8éas to the same objects in a new sense? Now
all the other uses of (8én in these works are precisely the same: (2) Tod irypod
adT Téoaapes (déas, (6) Téoaapas 8éas Prypod : the meaning must be governed
by the first that occurs. Prof. Taylor himself gives this as *types,” ¢ forms.’
That this is right seems proved by (7) adrac ai Tpeis idéar Tdv vovenudrwv,
which Prof. Taylor has not thought fit to render by ¢ substances of diseases,’
as he does the moA\al i8éar Tdv vovenudrwy of the treatise mepl ¢iaios
avbpdmov (p. 229). The passages in which elSea muperdv, vovenudrwy occur
as forms of diseases confirm this interpretation. Observe that in all these cases
there is a genitive following {8éa: except in the second occurrence of the word
in (1), where it is easily supplied from the context. I may add that when the
writer wishes to describe these four substances, without reference to the ypo,
of which they are ‘ forms’ according to Prof. Taylor himself (‘any one of the
four forms of 76 drypow,’ p. 240), but as substances in themselves, he does not
use ¢8éar at all, but such phrases as émyw ToiTwr TL TV TedTdpwy THY Yivouvey
7@ adpare éméNdy mhéov Tu pi) moANG (45, vii. 568 L), técoapa uév 8 vypd
éovra dmédeka Tov dvBpwmov cuwebueva (41, vii. 562 L). When he thinks of
them as substances with a moist quality, he uses the simple neuter and
expresses the quality by the natural use of an adjective. The main result of
this examination is that (8éy is only applied to the four constituents when they
are explicitly connected with 76 rypdv; that the sense of ‘four forms of the
moist’ (the moist of course thought of as a substance), a sense which has
abundant parallels in the Hippocratean corpus, fits the passages admirably ;
and that, on the contrary, the sense of body or substance which rather excludes
than requires a genitive, is quite inappropriate. Prof. Taylor seems to infer
erroneously throughout that because the writer is talking about substances he
must use the term (8éy to express the notion of substance.

I turn to the passages from the mepi ¢pvaios avBpdmov :

(1) 2, vi. 34 L. Some physicians assert that man, like 6Ay ¢vass, is
one; & vdp T elval paow, §Ti €cacTos adTdv BovAerar dvoudaas,
xal TobTo & éov uetaANdoaew Ty idénw kal Ty Stvauw, dvayrals-
pevoy Umo Te Tob Beppod xal Tod Yuypod, kal ylvecOar ral yAvkd kal
mukpov kal Nevkov kal péhav kal mwavroidv i dAMo.

(2) Ibid. vi. 36 L. The author denies this; moAld ydp éoTev év T
cdpate évebvra &, oméray Im’ AANMAwY Tapd Ppvow Oeppalvyral Te
xal Yixnras, xal Enpaivnrar kal Pypaivyras, vovaovs TikTes* doTe
moMal pév i8éar vovonudrwv, moANy 8¢ kal 1) Inois adTéwy éotiv.
akud 8¢ &ywye Tov ¢dokovra alpa elvar podvov Tov dvbpomov kal
dA\No undev Sewkvivar adTov uy peralhdooovra Tiv (0ény undeé
yiveoOar mavrolov, NN’ 1) dpny Twa ToD éwiavrod 4 THs Hhuklns
Tis 700 dvfpdmov, év 7} alua évedv daiverar potvov év Té dvBpdme.
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(3) 5, vi. 40 L. wai Tobtwv mpdTov uév katd vomov Ta olwémpata Siw-
ptabar Pnul xal oldevi adTéwv TwITO olvoua elvai, Eweta kata
dlow Tas (Séas kexwpioBas, kai olTe TO Phéyua oldév éouxévar TG
alpate, obre TO alpa TH YoM obre Ty YoM TGO PAéyuati. oS
yap dv éowxora €l TadTa dAMjhoiow, dv olTe TA YpwuaTa Spoia
daiverar wpooopdueva, oite T4 xewpl Yradovt. Guoia Soxéer elvau;
otire yap Beppa opolws éoTiv obre Yuypa obre Empa odTe Uypd.
avdykn Tolvvy, 6Te TogobTov SufAhakTar dAMwy Ty (Sény Te Kal
T SUvapw, uy & adra elvas, elmep uiy wop Te kal Vdwp & Te Kxal
TadTév éoTiv.

(4) (5) already quoted on p. 181: in both eldos means individual
constitution.

(6) 15, vi. 66 L. of mheloTor T@Y TupeTdV ryivovTar amo YoM7s, eldea
8¢ o¢éwy elgl Tégoapa . . . dvépata & alréoaiv éaTi aivoxos
audnuepwos Tpitalos TeTapTaios.

Thus this writer uses eldos in the well-attested senses of bodily constitu-
tion and of form or type (classificatory). In (2) moANal uév i8éat vovonudTwy
seems on all fours with eldea mvperdv Téogapa : for un peradndogovra Ty (Sény
we may compare the passage of mwepi dépwv (11, i. 53 K., quoted on p. 187),
where a disease is said uefloracfas és &repov €ldos, ‘another form,” while the
contrast with dpn and m\ewin brings it into close connexion with (4) and (5),
where ¢ldos means human constitution, i.e., the specific bodily nature of man
or the nature of an individual man. Prof. Taylor’s ‘substances’ is quite
unnecessary in both cases. In the other two examples {8én is conjoined with
8Yvapss. As the collocation of ¢pvois and Sdwaus is frequent in Hippocrates
(my notes show at least ten instances), the meaning of {8y here must be nearly
that of ¢dous, the nature of a thing in itself, contrasted with its Sdwams or
power to affect other things, nearly equivalent to properties. There is no need
to press the bodily implications of (8én or ¢vais: both words are freely used
when body has nothing to do with it: (8én xal 8vams is virtually equivalent
to the modern ‘nature and properties.” Now in Prof. Taylor’s remarks on
these passages he takes (8én to mean primitive elementary substance. Thus
he writes: * When we come to the further proof “that man is many,” kard
¢daw, we see that this is proved by the argument that the various sensible
properties of ¢pAéyua xoAy alua are all different. Ergo, they are distinct (8éac.
Thus the (8n means that which is not directly perceptible itself, but reveals
its nature to us through its sensible properties, a * substance,” “ monad,” or
‘“ thing-in-itself,” and ¢daus or Nature at large is simply the aggregate of such
iy’ (pp. 230-1). These words seem to me to give an unwarranted meta-
physical cast to the thought of the writer, which need be no more than
physical ; however, be that as it may, I utterly fail to see what evidence there
is for the allegation that the writer called his elementary substances i8éa: or
eldea. It is not to be found in (1) ; this passage criticizes the doctrine that
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in man there is one substance (observe the simple neuter, without any eldos or
8én), which changes its i8én and ddvauss; these are both aspects or possessions
of the one substance, which the substance has, and not substances. In (2),
where the author propounds his pluralistic theory, he does not say that there
are moA\a €idn v T gopaTi, but moAAd, again the simple neuter, and follows
immediately with his inference that there are moA\ai (8éar vovenudTwy, a
phrase which no one, except in support of a theory, would seek to force into
the impossible meaning of ‘substances of diseases,” i.e., substances in which
diseases arise (p. 229). In (3), where it is said xata ¢pvow Tas idéas xexwpiobas,
followed by the statement that their sensible properties differ (the Svvauss
side of the ¢vais or eldos), ‘ natures’ will do as well as * substances’; Todrov
evidently depends on both otvéuara and i8éas. The final proof is that they
cannot be one (i.e., one substance), because their (déa: are different; the writer
cannot be arguing that they are not one substance because they are several
substances, as he must if Prof. Taylor’s rendering is correct ; he must mean that
they are not one substance because they have different natures. I cannot see
the smallest ground for supposing that i8én here has any ‘ element’ meaning;
it is indeed applied to the simple constituents of complex organisms, but not
one of the meanings varies from that with which the word is applied to so
complex a being as man himself in the same treatise. The writer is speaking
of simples, but the word /8én no more connotes their simplicity than it
connotes the complexity of the other objects to which it is applied.
The work mepl dpxains inTpicijs contains the following examples :—

(1) s. 7,1. 8 K. 7 8 Tobro érelvov Siadéper dAN %) 76 o €lSos ral 7
mwoukihgTepoy ral mhelovos mpnypatins, dpxn 8¢ éxeivy % mwpoTepov
yevouévy. T. ‘appearance.’

(2) s. 12, 1. 13 K. xahemwov 8¢ Tocadrns dipifBeins éobans mwepl Ty Téxymy
TUyxdvew alel Tob dTpekeaTdTov. moAAG 8¢ eldea kat' InTpikyy és
TocavTny dxpifeiav fkes, wepl dv elpfioerar. T. ¢ branches,’ ¢ depart-
ments’ of the art.

(3) s. 15, i. 17 K. amopéw & é&ywye, of Tov Aéyov éxeivov Méyovres xal
dryovres éx Tabrns ThHs 08od éml Imébeaw THv Téxymy Tiva moTé
Tpémov Oepamebovar Tods dvbpdmovs, damep vmoTifevrar. ov vydp
éoTw adrois, oluar, éfnupnuévov adé Ti éd’ éwuTod epuov 7 Yruxpov
9 Enpov 4 Urypov undevi dANp elder xowwvéov. AAN' olouar Eywrye
TavTd Bpduara kul wopara adroicw Ymdpxew olol wdvres xpwueba.

(4) s. 19, i. 23 K. méogeafar 6¢ kai peraBdIhew kal Aemwrivesbal Te ral
mayivealar és xuudv eldos &' dAMNwv elbéwy xal mavroiwv . . .
wdvTwv 8 TobTwv fkioTa mpogiixer Oepud 7 Yuxpd wdaoxew.
T. ¢ patterns.’

(5) s. 23, 1. 29 K. moAAa 8¢ xal dAMa kal éow kal éfw Tod aduaTos eldea
axnudrov & peydha dMMAwv Siapéper mpos Ta wabipara xai
vogéovTi kal Uryialvovti. See p. 187, above.
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(6) s. 23, 1. 30 K. €l yAuxds yvpds éov peraBdAhor és dAho €ldos, pn
4o aguykprjoios GAN adros éiaTdpuevos, moids Tis &v wpdTos yévoiro,
mirpos §) ahpvpds 4 6EUs; olpar pév, 6Eds. See p. 186, above.

In five cases the meaning form is evident: in (1) I think ‘appearance’
is incorrect; the word eldos is explained by mowxiddrepov, i.e., its form is more
complicated : in (2) the divisory notion is prominent: in (4) form will do;
Prof. Taylor’s reference to geometrical figures is gratuitous: with (5) and (6)
I have already dealt.

The remaining passage, (3), forms the text of a characteristic excursus by
Prof. Taylor. He renders by ‘they have not discovered anything which, by
itself, is hot or cold, moist or dry, and shares in no other eldos’ (p. 214).
Eidos he leaves untranslated, as being a technical term for a simple element:
‘as the example shows, Bepuov, Yuypov and the rest of the “opposites” are
€i8n, but also, each of these “ opposites ” is looked on as a substantial thing’:
‘hence €l8os here means at once an ultimately simple body and an ultimately
simple sense-quality, and is, as for Plato, an exact equivalent of ¢dous’: he
represents the writer as arguing thus against the Empedoclean physicians,
‘You have to prescribe just one or more of the articles with which we are
all familiar, and none of these is a pure €idos’ (p. 216). Now we look for some
proof that the word is used in this highly specialized sense. Prof. Taylor
himself translates all the other examples of the word in this treatise quite
differently. He infers from this passage that ¢the terms eldos, adro é¢’
éwvrod (Plato’s adTo xal’ aird), xowwvia already had a known and definite
meaning in the science of the fifth century’ (p. 215). So wide an inference
from one passage is surely rash. Thus, the words ‘known and definite
meaning’ must signify that adTo é¢’ éwurod was a technical phrase regularly
used to express a particular scientific doctrine, viz.: the independent existence
of a simple substance in the Empedoclean sense. The phrase does not seem
to be used more than once in this connexion by Hippocrates, and then it is
used by an opponent. It and its analogous forms adTo kal’ airé, aire a¢’
éwvrod, etc., are common phrases in Greek, and particularly common in
Hippocrates: writers who regularly used such phrases in medical prescriptions
as ‘this may be taken adto xaf airo or mixed with water' (see mepi
mabdv 51, vi. 260 L; 52, vi. 264 L; 61, vi. 270 L; wepl vobowv v 17,
vil. 158 L; wepl yvvaikeins ¢pioios 32, vil. 358 L; mepi yvvawelwv 192,
viil. 372 L; 205, viii. 394 L) might easily criticize the Empedoclean doctrine
in some such terms. This being so, a single occurrence of the phrase in this
context does not establish so special a meaning. In point of fact Anaxagoras
does employ é¢’ éwvrod several times to denote the separate existence of
ultimates. It occurs once in connexion with the woipac of things: &re
ToONdxtoTov py EoTiw elvar, ovk dv Slvarto ywpiobivai, 008 v ép’ éwvrod
yevéabai, GAN' Smwamep dpxnw elvar kal viv wdvra opod. fr. 6, p. 316 FVS.2
It is used three times of  Nous': vods . . . uéueixtar oddevi XprjuaTy, dAAE uovos
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alros ép’ éwvrod éoTw. €l uy yap éP’ éwvrod Gv, dAAAG Tew: éuéueikTo EAAwL
KT . . . povov &vta ép’ éwvrod. fr. 12, p. 318 FVS? where the use seems
borrowed from medical clinique. In Anaxagoras this phrase is not associated
with €lbos or kowwvia, so that it is not legitimate to infer much from its collo-
cation with them in the Hippocratean passage. Prof. Taylor’s procedure in
regard to eldos is equally dogmatic : he simply says that the word is used in
this technical sense of ‘ simple body.” But this is not enough; it may be that
if this were the meaning, the sentence by itself would be quite intelligible;
but we must surely inquire what is the usage of the same writer in other
places. Now the second passage conclusively proves that the writer attaches
no such meaning at all to the word. When he says that the cold and the hot
least of all are liable to be changed by processes of expansion and compression
into the eldos of yvuol through all sorts of eidea, he means by eldos the form
of a thing, whether it is simple or compound, original or derived. The same
meaning applies admirably to the passage in question ; ‘they have not
discovered anything which by itself is hot, and shares in no other form or
nature, viz.: cold, dry, moist.” It is the hatchet argument of Anaxagoras.
Prof. Taylor calls attention to the point, remarked by Prof. Burnet, that in
the time of Anaxagoras the distinction between body and quality was not
distinctly felt (p. 216); that may be so, but Prof. Taylor himself holds that
eidos is constantly used in the sense of nature, structure : why then is it
necessary to suppose that here the writer had mainly céua and Ay ideas in
his mind ?

Thus there is no evidence for €i8os as simple nature in this work : we have
seen a similar absence of evidence in the first group of treatises which we
examined.

Lastly, I take the mepi Téxvns: the passages are:—

(1) s. 3, vi. 4 L. wdarerar Toivuy 10y Oederyuévwv Tav Texvéwv, xal
3 ’ ) \ o ¥ » 3 e A ¥ \
ov8euia éaTiv 7} rye &k Twos eldeos oly opaTas. oluas & Eywye kal Ta
ovépata adras (so Littré: adris Kithn) &a Ta eldea AaBeiv -
dhoyov ydp amo T@V dvoudTwv Ta eldea 7yelcbar BhacTdvew, ral
3 /. \ \ Y /7 / ) / ’ b} \
adlvaTov* Ta puév yap ovopata ¢igios vouoleriuard éoTw, Ta O
eldea oV vouolfeTiuara aAAd BhacTiuata.

(2) s. 4, vi. 6 L. &meta 8¢ xai mwds olov Té éori Tols Uryiacleiciw dANO
7o altvjoacbar ) Ty Téxyny, elmep Xpduevor adTh kal Dmovpryéovtes
Uyidabnoav ; 10 uév yap Tis ToxnS €ldos Yrhov odk 7HBovhiibnaav
Oerjgacbas, év S Th Té vy émérpeyrav adas adrols, GaTe ThHs pev és
T TOXMY dvadopfis amnAhayuévor elai, Tis wévror és Ty Téyymy

3 3 /. 3 * b} /7 3 ’ y A ~
odx amnAhaypuévor* v @ yap émérperay kai émioTevaay avTh odas
alrols, & ToUTe alTis xal TO eldos éaxéyravro xai Ty Svvauw,
wepavfévros Tod Epyov, Eyvwaav.

(3) s. 6, vi. 10 L. viv 8¢ 8 paivovrar Tév inTpdv oi udMoTa émaives-

\ / kN4 \ - iy » » 13
pevor kal Siattiuacw lduevor rkal d\hoiai Te eldeaw & ovk dv Tis
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’ \ 43 b \ 3 t) IO\ ) ’ 3 / 3 / \ b
dain, uy 67e inTPos AAN 0v8é IBidTNs dvemiaTiuwY droloas, i) ob
Tiis Téxvns eivar. Gmov odv ov8ev ovre év Tois dyalbola TGV IyTpdv

b4 b3 ~ ) ~ ) A 3 ~! 3 3 L) ~ ’ ~
otre &v TH inTpukf alTh dxpeidv éaTiv, GAN év Toiow mheloToLTL TGV
Te Puopévwy Kal T@v molevpuévoy éveaTl Ta eldea TdY fepamerdy Kkal
Tdv papudrwy, odx éoTiv éTi olevi TAY dvev inTpdy Iryialouévev To
abropaTov altijcactar 0p0P Noyw.

In (3) Prof. Taylor gives for the first case ‘ things,” ¢ substances’: this is
far too materialistic: at this stage of his analysis he seems obsessed by the
idea that an early Greek physician could think of nothing but bodies: ‘curing
with articles of diet and other substances’ is an absurd rendering: something
much wider is required, ‘curing by modes of diet (see L and S) and other
kinds (of treatment),” e.g., by the use of the ¢dpuara mentioned below.
Lower down the translation ‘substances of treatments and of drugs’ offends
by the very different meanings of the genitive implied : el8ta surely means the
specific nature or virtue (¢vaies) of the different modes of treatment and drugs.
Hence Prof. Taylor’s description of el8ea as * specifics,’ ¢ the healing substances
contained in plants, minerals, etc.,” seems to have no basis in the text. In (2)
the writer uses eldos for the specific nature of Tdyn and Téywvn; he can use it
therefore where no idea of body is required at all.

On (1) Prof. Taylor writes: ‘It is clear here that el8ea means simply the
real things or bodies’ (italics mine) ¢ which are the objects studied by a science.
. . . We shall catch his meaning if we say that, taking ¢vois as a collective
name for bodily reality (the only kind of reality known to the early men of
science before the rise of atomism) the eldea are the individual constituents
of which ¢vaus is the aggregate’ (pp. 225-6). I hardly know how to criticize
these remarks as comments on the text. What the writer is trying to prove
is that medicine as an art is real; he argues that the name presupposes an
€ldos; now to establish that medicine is an art through the conception of an
€180s, he cannot possibly mean that there is an individual body or oéua, a kind
of philosopher’s stone, on the existence of which the art depends. Let eldos
mean ‘essence’; but it can only mean the essence of an art, not a bodily
essence. We have only to render eidea by ‘bodies studied by a science’ to
make nonsense of the passage: ‘I think that the arts’ (including the art of
medicine) ‘have obtained their names on account of the bodies studied by
them.” EiSos is used here in the familiar sense of the nature of a thing; the
thing need not be a body, but may be any determinate object of thought,
e.g., an art. Kidos and dvoua are regarded as possessions of the thing, which
the thing has; the writer argues that if it has the one, it has also the other.
Every existent art has an empirical existence (op@ras), is currently recognized
as something ; therefore, the writer urges, if it is something, it has a deter-
minate nature (el8os). ElSos is not a ‘real thing,’ but the determinate ¢vais
which every real thing must have. The meaning is easily derivable from the
popular one, though it is here applied in an unusual context. That this is the
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meaning is proved beyond doubt by the general argument of the treatise,
which seeks to show that the art of medicine has an eldos, or, as it is also
expressed, an obeia, and not merely a name. He defines medicine as removing
the sufferings of the sick, reducing the violence of diseases, and letting alone
those who are overcome by them. This, then, is the essence or nature or
€idos of the art. To the objection that success is due to Tdyn, he replies that
those patients who have submitted themselves to the physician have experience
of its eldos and recognize its 8vvauss. EiSos here= ¢vais, and must be used
in the same sense as in the earlier passage. Medicine is not a ¢ without a
‘what,’ as is shown by its effects (8vauis). The eldos is the system of rules
by which the art of medicine actually does heal. The author does not establish
the reality of medicine by proving the existence of a determinate body studied
by it, but by insisting that medicine does something.

I may add that Prof. Taylor’s canon, that we must not attribute to the
early men of science any but a bodily conception of reality, is not to be applied
to this treatise without question, because there is internal evidence to show
that its date is comparatively late. It is a rhetorical apology for medicine.
The word odaia, used several times with a meaning not far removed from that
of eldos, does not belong to the usual vocabulary of the medical writers
(it occurs three times in this work, and elsewhere only in wrapayyerias
9, ix. 264 L). Both eldos and odoia are used with meanings which suggest
that the work belongs to a period not far removed from that of the Platonic
Cratylus.

If I am right in my analysis, there is no instance of eldos or i8éa in
Hippocrates with the meaning of substance.

We are now in a position to examine Prof. Taylor’s case as a whole.
I give it in his own words. ¢We may thus, I think, take it as established
that eldos and (8éa, wherever they appear as technical terms, alike in rhetoric,
in medicine, and in metaphysics, have acquired their technical character under
Pythagorean influence’ (p. 257). With the rhetorical use I do not propose
to deal. What ‘ technical terms’ in medicine are intended to include, whether
the application to simple natures only or the common meaning of #ype as well,
is not quite clear from Prof. Taylor's summary. How does he substantiate
this statement ?

‘From the popular sense of body (especially used of the living, and still
more especially of the living human organism) come alike the applications
of the word to supposed simple bodies, such as the four of Empedocles, to
the figures and tropes of rhetoric, and to the hyperphysical “ monads "—the
word is Plato’s own—of the Socratic-Platonic philosophy’ (ibid.). The very
first words contain a suggestio falsi which colours the whole account. By his
own showing the popular sense is not body, but bodily shape, structure, form.
When the medical writers use it of the shape of an organ, when Herodotus
uses it of the shape of a toy, the idea of visible structure is patent. In the
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technical medical sense of individual constitution we have the idea of inner
structure developed. In the generalized sense of form, type, etc., with a
classificatory meaning, we have a natural extension from the shape meaning,
which requires no intermediary of Pythagorean mathematics. The idea of
shape was in existence long before the idea of a mathematical figure. If
therefore eldos in Plato means type, form, and the like, the Hippocratean
evidence is in favour of his having derived it from a perfectly natural exten-
sion of a common word. Here, however, I am in some difficulty as to
Prof. Taylor’s distinction between popular and technical meanings. He lays
great stress on the difference of usage in the practical manuals and in the
works which bring in cosmological topics (p. 225). The words are freely used
in two exclusively practical manuals, mepi T@dv év xedpdhy TpwudTwr and kar’
inTpriov, with the general sense of form, type, shape, which are apparently,
therefore, current non-technical uses: on p. 257 the only popular sense is
body. He points out the total absence of the words from many of the manuals
of practical medicine. In point of fact, the whole of this argument from the
distinction of practical manuals and other works is thoroughly misleading.
The comparative absence of the words from the practical treatises as a whole
is capable of another, and a simpler, explanation. For one thing, as I have
remarked before, these treatises do not classify ; if they do, as the manual on
wounds in the head, they use the words freely in the classificatory sense. If
they wish to express the popular idea of shape, they use €ldos, as three times
in poxAtwév. When the writers of more scientific or philosophic treatises have
occasion to use a word for form, type in a sense applicable to the simple bodies
of physics, they use €ldos, just as they use it for the form of anything else.
The medical use suggests rather that the rise of scientific thought, whether
medical or more general, brought with it the need for a word to express the
idea of form in all sorts of contexts, and that the development was common
to medicine and philosophy. The frequency of compound adjectives of the
Bupoeidijs type at all periods of the language is enough of itself to show that
the general idea of form or nature attaches to eldos in popular thought; this
makes the body factor so much emphasized by Prof. Taylor quite irrelevant
and disposes of all necessity for invoking mathematical conceptions in order
to explain the developments of meaning. Prof. Taylor’s application of the
Joint Method of Agreement and Difference to prove that the words must have
come into philosophical use from the Pythagoreans, is utterly inconclusive.
He tries to show that it is absent from the remains of philosophical writers
not under Pythagorean influence, but found in the remains of those who were
under it. Unfortunately, the line he draws is also a line of date, as he includes
among the thinkers influenced by Pythagoreanism all physicists subsequent to
Parmenides, viz.: Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Melissus, Diogenes of Apollonia,
Democritus (pp. 246 sqq.). Hence his results do not exclude the explanation
that the words were extended naturally and directly from a common use—
in which I should certainly include the shape of a common object—to meet
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the requirements of a scientific vocabulary, unless he can show that the use
of the words in these writers is so remote from the popular use as to require
a special explanation. Let us look at the facts. ’I8a occurs once in the
fragments of Anaxagoras, where his sméppara are described as (8éas mavrolas
&xovra kal xpoids xai ndovds (fr. 4, FVS? 315). The form or shape of a gméppa
is derivable by a simple step from the popular notion of the form or shape of a
man or a toy (found in Herodotus, Hippocrates and Xenophanes, fr. 15, whom
Prof. Taylor classes among the writers not affected by Pythagorean termin-
ology, p. 253). In Empedocles the word elbos occurs seven times: in five of
these it is used in a sense indistinguishable from the ¢ popular’ sense of the
form of a living body (see p. 243), as Prof. Taylor himself allows in his
renderings (fr. 23, 35, 71, II5, 125, quoted on pp. 250-I). In one we have
alua xal d\Mps eldea capxos (fr. 98), an instance of the classificatory use
frequent in the medical writers, where Diels’ ‘die sonstigen Arten von
Fleisch’ (FVS? 200) will recommend itself to most readers rather than
Prof. Taylor’s ¢ the stuff of which flesh is made’; in the seventh (fr. 22), Hate
brings together things differing elfeciw éxpaxroiow, shapes or forms. Thus
there is no question in Empedocles of any specially technical uses of the
words, and yet Prof. Taylor comments as follows: ¢ The i8éa¢ are specially
prominent in the philosophies of Empedocles (in whose school the term
became technical for what later usage has taught us to call the four
“ elements ), etc. (p. 254)." This is a good example of illegitimate transitions,
to put the case mildly. What does Prof. Taylor mean by the {8éac? Does
he mean the elements, ‘ monads,’ ¢ simple reals,” Empedocles’ own four simple
reals, or what ? The argument purports to be based on terminology; there
is not a scrap of evidence that (0éa in any absolute sense was used by
Empedocles, who on Prof. Taylor’s own showing uses the word el8os in the
¢ popular’ sense. The statement in parentheses rests on other evidence,
which I will examine presently. Diogenes, fr. 5D, speaks of the (8éa of {@a,
either shape or nature, a ‘ popular’ use; Melissus, fr. 8D of moAA& xal didia xai
€idn e kal loydv &yovra, where the common opposition of ¢vais and Svwaus is
meant. Can we then regard the physicists of this period as giving a highly
technical meaning to the words, mediated by mathematical ideas ?

As for the supposed extension of the words to mean substance, thing,
independent entity, I deny that there is any ground for it, either in the
medical writers or in the fragments of the physicists. They are indeed
applied in connexion with oTouxela; but the application is sometimes classi-
ficatory, sometimes the specific nature or form is meant, which everything,
simple or compound, is supposed to have. There is no case in which the
word is an absolute name; it always requires a dependent genitive to complete
its meaning. There is no passage justifying such language as that ¢iais is
composed of a number of eidea in the sense of simple natures. The root-
meaning of form implies something that has the form, and this implication is



THE USE OF Eldos AND ’'I8éa IN HIPPOCRATES 201

never lost. It is true that in one treatise €idos acquires through opposition
with dvoua the idea of reality; but when it is argued that the existence of a
name establishes that of an elos, the connecting link is the something named ;
if it has a name, it has a positive character of its own; this positive character
need not be a ‘body,’ it may be the positive character essential to the idea
of such a thing as an art. 'When a writer describes the four substances which
enter into the composition of the human body, he uses the simple neuter, and
immediately follows with the four eidea of diseases therefrom proceeding.
When the author of another work attacks the Empedoclean doctrine of the
four elements, he does not say that they have not discovered an eléos, but a
7¢; when he goes on to describe it as hot or cold or sharing in no other €i8os,
whether elfos means form (substantial) or nature (referring to Uypdv, etc.),
there is nothing to show that it means simple form. If I am right, there is no
need to seek for an explanation of the way in which eléos came to mean bodily
element, because it never had that meaning.

But even if we suppose that it had such a meaning, Prof. Taylor’s im-
portation of Pythagoreanism is unsupported by any evidence. ‘The link of
connexion, in the case of the €8y which are physical *elements” or *oppo-
sites ”’ conceived as primary kinds of ““stuff,” lies ready to hand in the notion
that the Swwdues or properties of a body flow in the last resort from its
geometrical structure’ (p. 257). He has to show that this link was actual.
To this end he collects the examples of the words in Empedocles, Anaxagoras,
Melissus, Democritus. In no example from these, except Democritus, is elSos
or (8éa ever used with the meaning of ‘monad,’ ‘ simple body’: in Empedocles
and Anaxagoras it means the shape or form of any object. Prof. Taylor in
his interpretation of Hippocrates paints for us a highly imaginative picture
of the early physicists discussing their fundamental problems under the form
that ¢vois manifests itself in many eiéea or simples; simple substances in the
pluralism of Empedocles, simple ‘qualities,” vaguely conceived as ‘stuffs’ in
monistic theories. The echoes of the discussion have penetrated into medicine
from the philosophers. When we turn to the fragments of these philosophers
we find no trace whatsoever of such a terminology. Prof. Taylor’s remark on
P- 254 that in the school of Empedocles the term i8éa ¢ became technical for
what later usage has taught us to call the four “ elements” ' seems to rest on
the authority of a passage in the. Iatrica of Menon (Fragmente der Acrzte,
Wellmann, i. 110). Philistion the Siceliot physician oleTar éx TeTTdpwy iSedv
guveaTdval Hpuds, TodT' éoTw €k TeTTdpwy aTorXelwy * TYPos dépos Udatos ryis.
But this citation, away from its original context, is not enough to establish
the point ; the gloss grouyeiwv may be misleading ; (8edv may be used in some
such general sense as yevdv in Plato, Timaeus 82A Terrdpwy yap Svrwy yevdw,
E v ouumémnye TO odua, yis mwupos Udatds Te xai dépos, where orouyeiwy
might be substituted without spoiling the general sense, but would not be an
equivalent. Is yévn technical for the four elements in Plato? Moreover, a
vague assertion of Pythagorean influence is of no value for Prof. Taylor’s
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conclusions ; what he has to establish is the right influence. It is intrinsically
improbable that either Anaxagoras or Empedocles should have taken over
from that system a name for simple bodies implying a theory of these bodies
not held by them; in point of fact, there is no evidence that they did. The
medical writers, who are alleged to use the words in this sense, are well
acquainted with Empedoclean and lonian (Anaxagorean) views of matter ;
the Pythagorean element is inconspicuous, being mainly limited to such
unscientific notions as the importance of seven and its multiples in human
life. That Democritus called his elements (8éa: ‘ shapes,’ is certain. But with
him i6éa is not a general word for arouyeior; it is a word expressing his own
peculiar view of the nature of the ororyeia. And however much he may have
been under Pythagorean influence, his technical application of (8éa is just as
near to the common meaning ‘ shape of a solid body’ as it is to the meaning
¢ geometrical figure,” which includes figures of two dimensions. The evidence
of these ¢uaukol is really against Prof. Taylor’s interpretation: (8éa s used
by Democritus for kis own orovyela, it s not used in the extant fragments of
Empedocles and Anaxagoras and the other ¢uoiro/ of the time in the sense
of ¢ elements,” ¢ monads,’ ‘simple bodies.’

y

The result of this examination is to show how unfounded is Prof. Taylor’s
contention that Plato found the words already in current use with the
specific technical sense of ‘simple beings,” ‘monads,’” things-in-themselves,’
and merely applied them to a new kind of hyperphysical monad. It leaves
without tungible proof the supposed universal influence of the Pythagorean
idea of mathematical figures. I may point out that if the words did pass so
completely into the current philosophical terminology as Prof. Taylor makes
out, Plato’s own use of them cannot be held to show any special dependence
on Pythagorean doctrine; he proves too much. My examination seems to
indicate that in the time of Socrates the words el8os and (8éa show two trends
of meaning in the general vocabulary of science. The first is mainly physical,
but without mathematical associations : including many gradations of meaning
from the popular to the technical: the form of a bodily object—occasionally
used for the bodily object itself, like our own words form and shape, but
always distinct from odpa : sometimes the outer visible form or shape : often
the inner form, the structure, nature, ¢vas, a specially physical conception :
often extended to the nature of objects other than bodily: in one treatise of
rhetorical character passing, by an easy transition, nearly, if not quite, into
the metaphysical notion of essence. The second is semi-logical, classificatory ;
used especially in such contexts as  there are four forms, kinds’ of anything,
whether a substance like the ‘moist’ or a disease or whatnot. Thus in
Thucydides wdoa i8éa has become so much a formula that it does not matter
whether we translate form, mode or kind. In this line of development the
later meaning of specics is but a single step further. Prof. Taylor seems to
have made out a case for the employment of eldos in the Pythagorean
mathematics in the sense of geometrical ‘pattern’ or ¢figure.,’! But there is
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no evidence whatsoever to show that this highly specialized meaning was a
determining factor in the other developments; it seems to have been a
collateral growth, and eldos soon gave place to oxfjua as the technical term
for a geometrical figure. The technical uses of ¢idos by Isocrates in rhetoric
(the examples are collected in Varia Socratica, pp. 201-211) seem to me
explicable by the current scientific uses, without calling in the aid of
mathematical conceptions; what I have called the classificatory or divisory
meaning is marked in many of the instances.

In conclusion I must touch very briefly on the question, what light my
results may throw on the origin of the Platonic usage of eldos and (8éa. It
must at least be admitted that their meanings in the Platonic writings show
much greater affinity to the current scientific usage in both its tendencies
than to the specialized mathematical meaning. If the development of scientific
use was independent of Pythagorean mathematics, as I maintain that it was,
then the linguistic evidence, so far as it goes, bears out the statement of
Aristotle (Metaph. i. 987 a 31 sqq.) that the Platonic €8y were derived from
another source than Pythagoreanism. Can we say why Plato gave the name
of €ldn to his principles ? Not, according to the evidence of the associations
of the word in current usage, because they were ultimate simple beings, but
presumably to mark their specific character. Aristotle tells us (l.c.) that they
were in their origin primarily the objects of definition, an aspect of them
prominent in the dialogues themselves: were they called eldn because of this
logical function ? I think not. The key to the name is to be found, I believe,
in Cratylus 386E sqq. In this passage we have two formulae equated with each
other. The first, alTo b 0Tt xepxis, represents the object of defining thought
as opposed to the object of sense (Aristotle, Metaph. g87 b 5) : it can be easily
shown to have arisen from the dialectical question 7( éorw; in this aspect the
‘idea’ is derived from Ty év Tois Noyois owéyrw, as Aristotle puts it (ibid.
987 b 31). The second formula, 70 T7s xepridos €idos, uses eldos in the sense
of nature, form, ¢voes (a frequent synonym for it in the Cratylus), thus bringing
it into close connexion with the scientific conception of €ldos as form. We
may perhaps express the difference thus: the ‘idea’ is adro & &orw EkacTov
or odoia primarily in its epistemologicﬁl and ontological aspects, eldos primarily
in its scienttfic aspect as cause of the particulars, conceived on the analogy of
causation in the arts. Thus the name eldos has nothing to do with the doctrine
that the ideas are numbers, a doctrine which Aristotle, our only authority for
it, always treats as concerned with the relation of the ideas to their elements.!

1 This result seems to be in agreement with metaphysical meanings as developed from the
that obtained by Ritter from his examination of original ‘outer appearance, form’ (dusseres
the uses of the words in the Platonic dialogues Aussehen, Gestalt) through the intermediate
themselves: see his Neue Untersuchungen ucber  meaning of * inner structure’ (inneres Verhiltnis,
Platon, p. 323. He there treats the logical and  Verfassung, Beschaffenheit).

C. M. GILLESPIE.
Tue UNIVERsITY, LERDs,



	2014_12_14_18_01_58.pdf
	Gillespie, Classical Quarterly 1912

