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Y a-t-il une possibilité pour que dans le crépuscule
nous puissions saisir quelque chose de ce qui a été
laurore? Y a-t-il quelque chose qui dans le dernier
moment réponde au premier moment? Nous sommes
peut-étre dans une nuit qui va précéder un nouveau
jour.

Nous sommes a la veille du plus énorme changement
sur la terre. Est-ce que dans cette nuit nous ne
pouvons pas avoir quelques clartés sur ce qui fut
l’aube de la pensée humaine et sur [’originaire a
venir?

Martin Heidegger
(Arnoux, 1960, p.8, apud M. Jean Wahl, L idée d’étre chez Heidegger, 1951)

QIAOA0YOG O PIAGV AOYOLG KOl oTtovdalwv Tepl madeiov
(Phrynichus, s.v. piAdAoyog, p. 43 Rutherford, apud Jeager, 2001, p. 2)



ABSTRACT

This work is an analysis of the semantic field of regret, repentance, change of mind, change of
plan and opinion in Plato's works. Although some nominal correlatives are occasionally
mentioned and addressed, this study is concentrated solely on verbs, and, at first, primarily on
the

verbs: petafovievecbor, petayryvarorery, uetadolalw, uetopéldet, uetorifévaor and dvarifévor.
Other verbs or verbal locutions usually left unmentioned or unnoticed by scholars and
lexicons, but which in the course of our research proved themselves relevant for a thorough
understanding of the semantic field, have also been incorporated into the analysis, according
to their respective relevancy. These are: uetavoeiv, uetauovlove, uetoreifouon and doéav
éxfiallerv. This study has been conducted in the hope that a more detailed understanding of
the changes undergone by the human soul in its strive for truth will shed light upon the inner

life of the platonic zepiaywys.

Keywords : wepiaywys, Plato, regret, change of mind.
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1 The self-transcendent soul and its enemies

In his book Anchors in the Heavens, professor Rémi Brague made a strong case
for why metaphysics matters by pointing out one particularly dramatic consequence of its
Modern demise: humanity’s tranquil refusal to exist. Dreadful as it may be, such consequence
at least holds the merit of showing in full light the nature and meaning of the historical drama
of which it has emerged as a consequence and plausible finale. Now that its colonnades and
friezes, its buttresses and gargoyles have definitively been lain down on the ground and, with
them, also the entire edifice of metaphysics, it is its cornerstone, the idea of Good, that is
finally under attack. The only problem, says professor Brague, is that the stone rejected by us
Moderns does not stand there alone. The stone of Good still supports that of Being, and it
wouldn’t be incoherent for us collectively, once Good itself has collapsed, to chose in the end
not to be, thus avoiding the slings and arrows of meaninglessness. This briefly summarizes
why metaphysics is not, in professor Brague’s own words, a superfluous superstructure but an
infrastructure indispensable for the continuation of life.

This capitalized Good, from which both being and its intelligibility are derived, is
of course the Platonic idea of Good, as already suggested by the very title of the work, taken
from a sentence' echoing a image, found in the Timaeus (90a), by which man is compared to
an upside down tree whose roots grow upward. They grow toward the sun, nourishing source
of all things visible and the bestower of visibility itself. That is to say, according to the
Platonic metaphor (R. 508e, 509b-c ), that man actualizes his being as he grows toward the
Good, source of both intelligence and of all things intelligible.

But Being is bestowed to individual beings according to their particular nature.
That which is good for an animal would not profit a rock. In the case of man, Good and Being
are received through freedom, for good is something we do or should do, if we are to keep up
to ourselves. This of course entails the possibility of refusal, a possibility which is simply
denied in the case of other beings. Good has to be first admitted before it can be known, and
the perverse soul will never reach its contemplation, as says Plato in his Seventh Letter (344a).

Moving from the epistemological to the ethical domain, it is obvious that we can

act well in view of some more factive goods, without recurring to any hypothetical Idea of

I “Tout Etat (...) est un vaisseau mystérieux qui a ses ancres dans le ciel”. Rivarol, Discours préliminaire du
Nouveau dictionnaire de la langue frangaise.
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Good. Such possibility, however, already assumes existence, and the real question here at
stake is whether existing and making choices is something to be deemed good in itself.

That the metaphysical animal, is his attempt to evade the riddle and discard
metaphysics, ends up succumbing and destroying itself, that is a tragic but by no means an
irrational consequence. It is a perfectly reasonable step taken by a sort of reason which, as a
mere instrument, declares itself neutral in matters of values and therefore remains impotent to
set its own goals. It is frequently believed that it was only by such liberation from the idea of
Good that reason was made truly rational. The consequence, however, was that from then on
its goals were no longer bound by either reason or Good.

But such divorce between reason and the Good is not inevitable. In Plato, from
whom professor Brague took inspiration, reason is not a blind instrument but a normative
force naturally spreading from the idea of Good. Partaking in the idea of Good is the opposite
of self-destruction. It is a communication of Being and, in the case of man, a process of
becoming what one is, for, as mentioned before, the commerce between the rational animal
and the idea of Good does not take place involuntarily. It requires a decision, an initiative. It
is an action. The activity by which man acts rationally upon himself in view of the
maximization of his own being has been called education.

Every education puts forward an anthropological ideal to be achieved, and a
civilization only gets to consciously formulate such an ideal after a long process of experience
and reflection. “A civilization must achieve its true form”, says Marrou (1964, xiii), “before it
can create the education in which it is reflected”. Experience and reflection are here solidary
steps. In the beginning, experience is necessarily taken as material for reflection, but the
meaning of that which reflection later introduces does not become clear to us before “we read
its history and follow its attempts to realize itself”, as stated by Jaeger in reference to that
“unique educational genius” of the Greeks he called waideio, “the secret”, he adds, “of the
undying influence of Greece on all subsequent ages” (1946, Preface). The waideia of history is
the history of zaudeio.

A historical process, however, is no imperturbable flux ever immune to
disruption. Reflection must continue, though, and moments of crisis are in fact a great
catalyst pushing the metabolism of experience into thought. The paideutic ideal of philosophy
elaborated by Plato emerged in a moment of crisis. The fact that crisis is a catalyst rather than
an inhibitor liberating a menaced organism from superfluous tasks only shows to which
extant, in such circumstances, education becomes a matter of survival, for it is the intellectual,

if not the physical, continuity of the community that is at risk: that very character that makes a
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community one community, a unity, a living organism still capable of reproduction rather
than a postponed corpse. It is doubtless no coincidence that the reproductive drive of Eros is
described by Plato in the Symposium as the inner force pushing the soul toward self-
transcendence, that is, toward immortalility and the educational care of others. Speaking on
reflection and survival, it is perhaps symptomatic that no one has so far attempted, following
Jaeger’s example, to explain the interaction between the historical process by which the
Modern character was formed and the intellectual process by which we abdicated any ideal of
humanity.

But maybe Jaeger himself has already provided us with a more fruitful alternative:
to go back to the sources and inquire their oracles. This necessarily leads us back to the
anthropological ideal of maideia, a word summarizing an entire civilization, although only
documentated at a later stage of Greek History?, after the mid-fifth century B.C. Perhaps even
more important for us today is the fact that, at this very moment in history, there is no exact
equivalent for waideio in any modern language. As already pointed out by Jaeger (1995, p.2),
our modern vocabulary is able to grasp, though one at a time, certain isolated aspects of the
Greek word, but a just rendering of maideior in completely modern terms would require a
word encompassing simultaneously the notions of civilization, culture, tradition, literature and
education. One might suggest adding the word “language” to the list.

The concept of waideia has of course a history predating the word itself and which
remained afterwards, to a certain extent, more or less independent of it. This can be seen not
only in the early stages of its own development (where it would have been called dper or
kolokdyolia), but pretty much at any time along the history of its formation (and
deformation). It has been handed over through generations under names such as povoii,
priocopia, humanitas and philologia®.

Such history has found in Plato a critical turning point entailing the emergence of
a new, higher meaning for a certainly much older word. Plato’s critique of the traditional
concept of waideio’ as some sort of knowledge poured into the soul from outside brought to
light, on the one hand, a new epistemology (his theory of knowledge as recollection), and, on

the other, a new understanding of the soul (a new anthropology) according to which human

2 Its earlisest occurence, says Jaeger (1946, Vol.1, p. 4, fn. 7), is found in Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes,
where it still means merely zpogs}, “child-rearing”. In the light of what we have been saying, his derivation from
the semantic field of nourishment and caretaking is no mere detail.

3 Aristidis Quintiliani de musica libri tres. Reginald Pepys Winnington-Ingram (ed.). Lipsiae: Teubner, 1963.

41t is of course Martianus Capella and his De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii that I have in mind here.

3 “(...) v moudeio oy oiav TvEC EmaryyeALOUEVOL QUGTV Elval TOWTNY KAl £val. Paci 88 Tov ovK &vovoTg &v
T Yoyd EmGTAUNG GOEIC £vTiféval, olov TVELOTC dpBaALOic dytv évtifévtec.” R. 518b7-c2.
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nature (and, therefore, also knowledge) is at once grounded but not entirely bound by nature
itself. Pushed forward by an educational eros, as primary inner, cognitive drive, the soul
naturally strives for transcendence, i.e. for its own “actualization as reason®. The role of
philosophy, ergo, as a form of maideia itself, is to lead back the soul to its source so it can
finally become what its nature had always required it to be.

This turning point in the history of zaideio sets an entirely new goal for education:
the turning around of the soul, or more precisely, the turning around, along with the entire
soul, of that faculty which, in the soul, strives for the contemplation of Good’. The word Plato
uses at this point in the Republic (518d4) to define this educational technique and goal is
weplaywyy, i.e. “turning, carrying around, revolution” or, in Latin, “conversio”, from which
we get out the word “conversion”.

The phenomenon of conversion was not entirely new to the Greeks of the time,
who nevertheless perceived and experienced it as something primarily political®, not as a
typically religious or philosophical phenomenon. Plato retains this political aspect while
articulating it with other dimensions of life, both infra and suprapolitical. The soul is the city,
after all, and collective, political changes have an impact on the soul just as much as the
conversion of the soul, or souls, influences politics. The microcosmos of the soul indeed
provides, according to Plato, such an accurate picture of the political macrocosmos to the
point of enabling a critical assessment of society as a whole.

But whereas the idea of changing one’s mind or opinion was grounded on
political experience, the other aspect of Plato’s mepiaywyn as well, that of a wéyvy or a
discipline leading to the accomplishment of a long-term goal, was also previously known in
Greece, at least among certain philosophical circles, where the practices each of those
philosophical communities adopted as their way of life were usually called simply a dywyn,
meaning “way of living and way of teaching”®. Once put together, these two aspects, the
philosophical and political one, help us grasp the tension operating inside the notion of

conversion, a phenomenon which, says Hadot (1988, p. 175):

¢ Scolnicov, 1988, p. 79.

7 oy 4 / o k7 P | X N N« ~ ,
“(...) 10 dpyovov ® katapavOavel EK0GTog, olov €l dpupa pr duvaTov NV A ®G 1j oLV 0)»03 ¢ COUATL GTPEPELY

TPOG TO PAVOV €K TOD OKOTOI0VG, 0UT® cLV OAN T Wuxi] €K TOD YIyVOUEVOL TEPLAKTEOV E1vOL, £0G (v €ig TO OV
Kai Tod EvTog TO pavoTaTov duvath yévntal avacyicOat Osopévn: todto &' eivai eapey Tayadov. 7 yap;”

R. 518c5-d1.

8 “C’est surtout dans le domaine politique que les hommes de la Gréce antique on fait I’éxperience de la
conversion. La pratique de la discussion judiciare et politique, en démocratie, leur a révélé la possibilité de
‘changer I’ame’ de 1’adversaire par le maniement habile du langage, par I’emploi des méthodes de persuasion.”
Hadot, 1987, p. 176.

% Nock, 1988, p.167.
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refléte I’irréductible ambiguité de la réalité humaine. D’une part il
témoigne de la liberté de 1’étre, capable de se transformer totalement, en
réinterprétant son passé et son avenir; d’autre part, il révele que cette
transformation de la réalit¢ humaine résulte d’une invasion des forces
extérieures au moi, qui’il sagisse de la grace divine ou d’une contrainte
psychosociale.

Apart from this structural opposition concerning agency (which is typical of any
educational setting or process, where the final augmentation of one’s self and its powers is
necessarily preceded by an initial constraint often experienced as external and restrictive even
when self-imposed), the idea of conversion issues another polarization, and one which, if not
originated from Plato, is particularly stressed by his zepiaywys, to say the least: the tension
between the notion of change or rupture and that of a return to a previous and purer condition,
arecovering of one’s original state, as though one has embarked into an ontological vdarog.

The whole domain of human experience set within the reach of such tensional
forces is of a sort as to enable a great variety of actual behaviours (not to mention feelings,
motivations, perceptions, judgements, realizations, etc. — and all this in many levels of self
and outer awareness), going from a mere change of opinion on pragmatical, day-to-day
matters to a complete recast of one’s personality. This larger spectrum of human experiences
is to be found also where the ultimate goal, clearly stated from the very beginning, is a
complete transformation of the self in all its aspects. That is the case with Plato’s zepiaywys,
and also with all philosophical conversions both after and before his. Precisely because it is a
rwepraywyy, and therefore necessarily an dywys as well, it assumes a sudden and definitive
change setting the soul in motion and followed by a long pathway leading, through advances
and setbacks, to a final state from where there is no coming back. We have therefore change
and continuity as both distinct, separated steps and simultaneous opposing forces. It is the
balance between these forces that allows the soul to continue moving. One is inevitably led to
ask what exactly the soul experiences while walking on the razor’s edge.

If we take a look, however, at Plato himself, we shall find it somehow difficult to
have such grasp of the overall process. In the Seventh Letter (341c4-9), he says that there is
not and shall never be a writing work (edyypauue) of his about such topics, for they, unlike
other sorts of knowledge (diia uabnuaza), cannot be put into words. It is only after a long
intercourse with the subject that this kind of knowledge emerges within the the soul, just as
light emerges from a springing fire.

He then tries to explain in more detail why this is so, stating that knowledge of

anything cannot be attained before one is capable of distinguishing between name (dvoua),
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definition (10yog,), image (¢idwiov,) and knowledge (émotiun) itself. By dialectically going
up and down thoughout all these aspects (7 d¢ dia mavTwy adTdv daywyn, dvw Kol KaTtw
uetafoivovoa ép' ékaotov) one can finally, though with difficulty, reach the fifth step of the
ladder and get to know what is knowable and truly real (6 67 yvwarov te kai dinbi¢ éotv dv),
i.e. that which is naturally good, provided he who knows is naturally good as well (émotiunv
évétexey el mepurdtog €6 megudty). A man of such kind would definitively be able to
understand a work of Plato on such matters, precisely and only because he would not need it.

The similarities between this five-step ladder and the Allegory of the Divided
Line presented in the sixth book of the Republic are quite obvious. But before we address
how Plato, in the Republic, “unfolds the whole process of education in its social context!?”, it
is perhaps advisable to take a step back and ask what is actually being unfolded and why.

The soul is reason, a normative principle of order, and education is the process by
which the soul actualizes its rational nature and attains knowledge. By such actualization, the
soul transcends its empirical state and moves itself from the realm of mutability (zepi yéveaiv)
to that of the essences (wepi odoiav) or ideas, where it truly belongs. In this path, the soul is
innerly driven by a philosophical eros encompassing two distinct but not separated forces: the
recollection of the ideas and the desire for immortality'!. Recollection, or the transition from
opinion to knowledge, requires awareness of ideas (Phaedo) and the giving of reasons
(Meno). But knowledge is necessarily knowledge of what is and, therefore, is also intelligible,
whereas opinion only concerns the sensible world. The transition from the sensible to the
intelligible world, or from opinion to knowledge, is “deemed possible because of the degree
of rationality displayed by the sensible world, and this rationality is given its justification in
the theory of ideas and participation™!?.

These two worlds and their respective subdivision is precisely what is displayed
by the Allegory of the Divided Line. The upward journey of the soul begins in the lower
section of the sensible world, inhabited by images, shadows and man-made objects, like
pictures, sculptures and, I would say, also names. From this realm of mere likeness and
representation (eixaaio), the soul ascends to the upper section of the sensible world, where the
real things, of which the lower section offered but images, are to be found. At this point the

soul attains faith (ziotic). The intelligible world also has a twofold division: the lower section

10 Scolnicov, 1988, p. 3. All aspects we shall discuss here and in the following paragraphs are exhaustively and
systematically examined by professor Scolnicov in chapters seven to twelve of his Metaphysics of Education.
This particular work of his has been one of my great inspirations.

! For a more detailed account see Scolnicov, 1988, ch. 9.

12 Scolnicov, op. cit., p.86.
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is that of the mathematical objects, within which the soul can achieve understanding
(davoia), or the possibility of knowledge, but not knowledge yet.

In this section of Book VI, as also later in Book VII, Plato dedicates a great deal
of time to explaining why the mathematical sciences do not provide the soul with true
knowledge. The reason is that reality is absolutely required by the very distinction between
knowledge and opinion, and the mathematical sciences, given their deductive nature, can only
proceed, or descend, from an accepted hypothesis to the necessary conclusion, but never
ascend to the principles (ovk éx'dpynv mopevouévy AL émi teievtnv). In the end, the
mathematical sciences deal with ideal, rational objects but still by means of sensible
imagination, this being the reason why they can only provide internal consistency, i.e. the
mere possibility of knowledge.

Dialectics, on its turn, moves solely within the purely rational realm of ideas,
moving not downward from hypotheses to their consequences, but upward, from the
hypotheses to their higher principles, and from these last, finally, to the idea of Good. The
dialectical démarche (dradextixn mopeia) is a two-step process. It first requires the criticism of
the hypotheses (the Socratic elenchus). Once a hypothesis has withstood elenchus, a new,
higher hypothesis is postulated as an explanatory principle for that first one, and again
submitted to elenchtic method. The process goes on until the upward chain of hypotheses is
concluded. It is only then, “at the last point of the hypothecial ascent, [that] transparency and

validity, instrinsic explanation and truth, coalesce”!?

. The soul is at last facing that
“teleological principle of the interdependence of parts and whole Plato called Good”'.

The soul’s journey along the intelligle domain through mathematical and
dialectical reasoning is carefully dealt with by Plato, who nonetheless leaves unmentioned the
passage from the sensible to the intelligle world. The continuous movement, the dywys , from
empirical experience to cognition of ideas is supposedly depicted by the Allegory of the Cave,
but there again we will not find “a step-by-step description of the actual psychological

processes involved in the acquisition of knowledge”'>.

The present thesis is a first step at
filling this gap. Our aim here is to try and map the changes to which the soul is subject along
its rational ascent by analizing the verbs describing such changes. This need for a more
detailed description becomes clear after one realizes the rather generic character of the terms

and metaphors used by Plato when referring to the educational process as a whole.

13 Scolnicov, op. cit., p. 90.
14 Op. cit., loc. cit.
15 Op. cit., p. 98.
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The first and most important word he employs is of course zepiaywys. It occurs,
however, only four times!® in Plato, and bears the technical meaning we are concerned with
here only in the seventh book of the Republic. In the Statesman, wepiaywyn means merely the
movement of celestial bodies. In R. 518e4 it refers to the way the faculty of thought!” can
become beneficial or harmful depending on the way it is turned'®. In the other two passages, it

»19  of the soul, or the broader context that clarifies the

is either the complement “woy7jc
meaning of mepraywyn. In either case we have a metaphorical image depicting the beginning
and the end of the motion, but no clue of what the soul actually does or of what is done to it in
the process.

Another word Plato uses? to describe the ascensional movement of the soul is
uetaotpopyn. Here again, the meaning is quite generic, referring to a sort of “turning aside

t21

from” only qualified by the complement” “zij¢c woyijc”, specifying the agent, or the

complement introduced by “dmé” >

plus genitive and then followed by ézi plus accusative,
which set the limits of the movement. [llgpiaywyn also describes the movement in a similar
fashion, but uetaotpopn seems to stress the point from which the motion departs rather than
the final goal.

The verbal correlative of uetaorpopn, uetaotpépeabar, is another evidence for the
generic character of the action taking place. Only two out of a total of sixteen occurrences in
Plato do refer to the “turning aside” of the soul. The other occurrences display a large variety
of situations and actions, such as turning one’s back to go away>’, to go back and reexam?*
something previously said, to turn one’s head back to see something®’, to replace®® something
with something else, to change the movement of the celestial bodies?’, to twist*® or turn about
something, to distort, ruin, misuse or to confuse something with something other?’ and,

finally, to change the subject in discussion®’.

16 Stm. 270al; R. 518d4, 518e4 e 521c6.
17 s 82 10D ppoviicar [dovamc]”.

18¢(..) bmo 8¢ g mepraymyfic xpHodv & kol dEéMUoV Kol dypnotov ab kai PAaPepdv yiyvetar.”

19" «qAa yoyfic meplayyn €k vokTepviig Tvog fpépoag eig dAnOwv”, R. 521c6.

20R. 525¢5, 532b7.

2L« Evexo morépov T Kol avtic TG Yuyfc PUoTdVNG NETaoTpoQfic Gmd yevécewg &n' dAN0s1Gy Te Kol
ovoiav.” R. 525¢5.

22 ¢(...) petactpo@n And TV oKidv &mi Td eldmAa kai to dc”. R. 532b7.

23 Phd. 116d2.

24 Cra. 428d6 ; Tht. 191c2 ; Phdr. 272b8.

25 Smp. 174€9, 213b. R. 327b6.

26 Cra. 418c2. But here we have the active voice, instead of the middle one.

27 Stm. 273al; Smp 190€3 (active voice).

28 Smp. 190e6 (also in the active voice).

2 Grg. 457al; R. 367a7.

30R. 587d12.
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In R. 518d5, ueraotpépeoBou refers to the turning about of the soul. This is in fact
the same passage in which zepraywyn had appeared before, and the use of ucraopépecbor in
the immediately following sentence provides zepiaywys with a suggestive image:

Tovtov toivov, fiv &' &ydh, avtod téxvn &v &in, Thc mepoyoyic, Tiva
TPOTOV G PEOTO TE€ KOl GVUCIUDTATO HETACTPOUPIGETAL, OV TOD

éumorjcol ovT® TO Opdv, GAA ¢ Eyovil pev avtd, ovk OpHdg O
TETPOUUEV® 0VOE PAETOVTL 01 £d€L, ToDTO Slapunyavicacat.

The implicit subject of the passive uetaotpagioetan is “t0 dpyavov @
katouavlaver Exaotog”, “the organ by means of which one understands”, mentioned a few
lines earlier by Plato. The imagery suggested by the discussion on how this organ will, as
easily and efficiently as possible, be turned about, evokes the physical turning about of men’s
faces and organs done by Apollo in the Symposion (190e3). Such connection is reinforced by
the explanation according to which this organ has been so far unable to see what it was
supposed to comtemplate not out of blindness, but because it is not turned the right way, “otx
opladg o¢ tetpauuéve . In the above-mentioned passage from the Symposion, Apollo, after
cutting human beings in two, turns their faces toward their wound so they can contemplate
their incompletedness. The realization of our wounded and incomplete nature is the inner
drive of philosophical eros, and therefore the moment initiating the whole zepiaywys.

The passage in R. 526e3 keeps again the same imagery, but here the very subject
(whether the more advanced portions of geometry are or not beneficial for turning the eyes of
the mind to its proper object) intimates more exactly how this turning of the soul may take
place. Torog, i.e. place, is by the way an important component of the image, since the soul is
said to be forced to turn itself to its proper object as though to a physical place, “dvayrxadler
woyny eic éxeivov 1ov témov uetactpépectol v @ éomi 10 ebdauuovéstatov Tod Gviog, O del
ovTNY TOVTL TPOTTQ 10ETV”.

Such consistent use of physical imagery is perhaps a useful reminder that the soul
in its enterity, not only that dpyavov @ karauavlaver ékaotog, is the true object of the
nepraywyn. The verb mepiotpépeofor’!, “turning around”, employed by Plato four® times, but
only once to refer to the conversion of the soul, is another example of the same imagetic
associations stired up by zepiaywyy and uetaotpépecar. The passage is of course, again, in

the seventh book of the Republic (519b4) and it states, even in the case of those who are

31 This verb is not even mentioned by Des Places in his Lexique de la langue philosophique et religieuse de
Platon.

32 In Cra. 411b7 and Ly. 519b4, it means “go around, wander”; in Stm. 303c7, “turn against”. These are all
stances of real and concrete local motion.
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morally reproachable, their faculty of thinking, i.e. # 6¢ 109 ppovijoor*® (the word Sovauig is
here implied), which is in the end that same dpyavov @ xarauavliver éxactoc above-
mentioned, could be made to see things clearly (éldraza éwpa) by getting rid of those (evil)
things, @v ei arailayév, and turning to the truth (zepieotpépeto eic o ainoij).

This passage makes clear that the conversion of the soul meant by Plato is at once
cognitive and ontological, hence the suitableness of physical imagery. The mepiaywyn to
which the soul is subjected is a motion/transformation as concrete as it can get, for one can
only reach truth from within, by becoming, in a sense, truth himself.

All this leaves us with an immense animic territory in which, however, no clear
boundaries have been established, like a vast land without a map. We have only beginning
and end, an imprecise idea of the contour, but yet no solid ground where to step. The purpose
of this work is to try to fill this gap by means of a semantic analysis of the verbs which are
most likely to describe the journey of the soul in its philosophical wepiaywys: the verbs
bearing the meaning of change of mind, plan or opinion, or else expressing the ideas of
repentance and regret. These verbs depict the inner struggles, the intimate enemies the
transcendent soul has to overthrow and expel before it can claim possession of its own
territory. Paradoxically enough, what seems to characterize such state of animic warfare is not
a defensive and self-shrinking attitude, but an aggressive and radical openness bounded only
by the limits of Being. In my view, this is what Henri Bergson had truly in mind when he first
coined the expressions “open soul” and “open society’*.

As for our personal struggle here in this work, its battlefield is the Corpus
Platonicus and wherever our pursuit of those verbs have led us. This means we sometimes
had to take into account, for the absolute impossibility of doing otherwise, passages and
occurrences from works considered spurious. This is in our view justifiable under the premise
that a broader, more detailed picture of a semantic field is always preferable than a narrower,
less detailed one. Moreover, in the majority of cases we also had authentic sources to which
compare and balance the spurious ones. There was only one case in which, for lack of other

sources, we had to rely on a sole occurrence found in a spurious text.

3518¢2.

3 In his work Les deux sources de la morale et de la religion, first published in 1932. Even if we take
“openness” to mean merely this sort of cosmopolitan character that renders modern, liberal democracies
appealing and potentially able to embrace all humanity, we have to place its roots not in the democratic ideal as
such, even less in ordinary (Greek or Modern) politics, but precisely in the philosophical reflection and criticism
that turned philosophers suspicious of ordinary politics and therefore willing to withdraw or to reform it. V.
BROWN. E. “Socrates the cosmopolitan”. Stanford Agora: An Online Journal of Legal Perspectives, 1, 74-87.
Available at: https://www.academia.edu/2846740/Socrates_the cosmopolitan.
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Our aim here is to understand how those verbs compare to each other in reference,
primarily, to the broader idea of conversion (of which, we suppose, they are solidary
components and steps) and also to the tensional forces operating whithin that concept, which,

according to Hadot, “répresente une des notions constitutives de la conscience occidentale™.

2 An attempt at a map of the journey

In his Lexique de la langue philosophique et religieuse de Platon*®, Edouard des
Places presents six verbs bearing the general meaning of “change of mind” or “change of
opinion”. These verbs are: uetafoviedecBor, uetoyryvarorerv, petodolalm, petouéler,
uetatiBévor and avanifévor. Another verb pertaining to that group but yet not mentioned in his
lexicon is uetavoeiv, which occurs in Plato only once (Euthyd. 279¢9). Apart from ueravoeiv,
in the course of this research we came across the verbs uctauaviave’’, uetomeifopar®, and
the locution d6éav éxpdiierv’’. Since these last seemed to present, either by context or
meaning, close conections with other verbs, it is within that frame, rather than independently,
that they shall be analyzed here.

For the sake of convenience, we begin our study by addressing the verbs
compounded with uerd, which represent the absolute majority of verbs here collected. But
before we get to the verbs themselves, it shall be worth considering more attentively the

common feature they all share: the preverb uerd.

2.1  The preposition uetd

In Attic prose, the preposition ueza takes either the genitive — usually conveying a
comitative meaning equivalent to the English preposition “with” and the Latin prepositional
phrase cum + ablative — or the accusative, in which case its meaning is temporal: “after” or
“post”. Most grammars*’ also mention the poetic use of uerd + dative, whose meaning is

spatial rather than temporal: between, among, “inter”.

35 Op. Cit., p. 175.

36 Platon Oeuvres Complétes tome XIV: Lexique de la langue philosophique et religeuse de Platon. Paris: Belles
Lettres, 2003.

37R. 413al

38 R. 413b5

39 R. 412¢7-8. Unfortunately we haven’t been able to map all occurrences of 56&av éxfdiiev.

40 Fontanier, 2012, p.632.
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This rare, poetic use attests the original spatial meaning of werd (between,
among), as still seen in nominal compounds such as uérwmov?! (the space between the eyes)
as well as in Homer, where peza usually keeps its primary spatial meaning (although the
temporal meaning of ueta + accusative is already attested) with all three cases.

Contrary to the binary opposition found in Classical prose, the opposition was
concerned, back then, whith certain perceived qualities (whether they were plural or singular,
and continuous or discrete objects) of the nominal complements of the preposition. Based on
those criteria one could distinguish between, on one hand, “between” (always taking the
dative, although the dative could also sometimes mean “among”) and “among” (taking
primarily the genitive). As for the accusative, a constrast in similar terms would help
differentiate between, for instance, a motion toward a plural referent (i.e. a motion by the end
of which the subject is to be found among a plural referent) and the spatial meaning of
being\moving behind something of someone*’, from which the temporal meaning, “after”,
evolved®. Apart from that, and in contrast with both the genitive and the dative, uetd +
accusative tended to emphasize the continuous or durative nature of its complement.
Examples of such use could be found in certain idioms which were still extant in Attic prose,
such as uera yeipac (in one’s hands, i.e. among one’s hands), wera Pfiov (during one’s
lifetime), wednuépav (during the day). Conversely, in prepositional phrases like wpeza
Kvodvev or in sentences such as upeta wleiorwv movov éevbépav éroinoav v Elldda, one
can see to which extent the early spatial meaning (among), the later comitative (with) and the
even later instrumental meaning (by means of) could somehow overlap.

As a preverb, uera could convey the notion of: participation, as in uezéyw; sharing
or partaking, as in uetadaivoucr (share the feast); being among, between or amidst, as in
uetaiyuiov (space between two armies); temporal sucession, as in uerémerra (afterwards) and
uetaxiaio (weep afterwards); and, last but not least, the idea of change, as in the case of

uetafoive, uetofdlio and all compound verbs with uerd here analyzed.

2.2 MetafovievecOon

41 Luraghi, 2003, pp. 244 — 255. From which the example was taken and upon which, along with some other
sources, this summary is based.

42 According to Chantraine (1968, p. 689): “(...) avec I’accusatif et un pluriel pour ‘se rendre au milieu de’, cf.
I1. 3,264, d’ou par extension ‘vers a la recherche de, cf. Il. 10, 73 B7j p' i€vor peta Néotopa, d’ou ‘a 1a suite de,
derriére’, cf. I1. 13, 492 peta ktilov Eometo pijia (...)".

43 “The feature that allows to discriminate between the two meanings,‘among’ and ‘after’, is nominal number:
when the accusative is singular and does not have collective reference, the landmark is uniplex, and the meaning
of the preposition is ‘after’.” Luraghi, Op. cit., p. 247.
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The verb uetafoviedeobor occurs solely in Epin. 982d1, a work whose author,
according to the present consensus, was certainly not Plato. Had we opted to restrict ourselves
only to the works considered authentic by the majority of the Platonists today, this
occurrence, the only we have, would have been dismissed, thus impairing our ability to grasp
the semantic field as broadly as possible. Hence this question concerning authenticity,
although not to be entirely neglected, isn’t to be taken here too strictly either.

These things being said, and for the sake of clarity, we shall look at the entire
passage which immediately precedes uetafovievecBor and provides it with a context. A
broader view of the context, and also the occurrences of fovledeafour in the same passage,
may help us grasp the particular value attached to uerafoviedesbou.

N yoxdg 88 avaykn vodv KekTnuéVNG Gmac®V Gvoyk®v moAd peyiot
yiyvour' v — Gpyovco yap GAL ovk dpyouévn vopobetel — TO 08
apetdotpopov, dtav yoyn TO dpiotov Katd Tov dpiotov Poviedentan
vodv, 10 Téheov EkPaivel Td® Gvti katd vodv, Kol o0dE addpog dv avTod
KPEITTOV 0VOE AUETAGTPOPAOTEPOV AV mOTE YEvOolto, GAN Ovimg TPEiC
Moipar kotéyovoar @UAGTTOUGL TéAgov civar TO Peltiotn Povii]
BePovievpévov ékdotolg Oedvy. Toig 8¢ avOpdmolg &xpiiv TekUfpLOV Elvat
0D vodv &yewv dotpa te Kol cOumoacav TadTnv v dwmopeiov, §tL Ta
avta del mpdrtel 010 10 Pefovievpéva ol TpdrTey Bovpactov Tva

xpovov 6oov, dAL' o0 petafovisvopevov Gve kol KT, TOTE pEV ETepal,
&Mote 82 &Mla mpditTov, mAavicai Te kai petakvkheicOon®.

Epin. 982b5 — 982d3

The question at stake here is whether the heavenly bodies, which had been
previously defined as a species of celestial, living creatures (“té. kat' 0Opavov {Hov yévn~+),
have an intellect or not. The Athenian wants to argue in favor of the affirmative hypothesis,
and thus he offers to Clinias, as an evidence for the heavenly bodies being intelligent
creatures, the fact that these bodies are able to take a rational decision and stick to it
consistently. Indeed, he says, once the soul has deliberated (Soviedonrar) what is best

according to the best design*® (xazc tov dpiorov voiv), the outcome perfectly and truly fits the

4 “The necessity of a soul that has acquired mind will prove itself by far the greatest of all necessities; for it
makes laws as ruler, not as ruled: but this inalterable thing, when the soul has taken the best counsel in accord
with the best mind, comes out as the perfect thing in truth and in accord with mind, and not even adamant could
ever prove stronger than it or more inalterable; but in fact the three Fates have it in hold, and keep watch that
what has been decided by each of the gods with the best counsel shall be perfect. And men ought to have found
proof of the stars and the whole of that travelling system being possessed of mind in the fact that they always do
the same things because they do what has been decided long ago for an incalculable time, not deciding
differently this way and that, and doing sometimes one thing, sometimes another, in wanderings and changes of
circuit.” (Loeb Classical Library, Vol. 201, p. 455)

45981e2

46 Or according to the best “mind”. The problem with such rendering is to make sense of this “accordance with
the mind”. What does mind mean exactly here? The notion of design or purpose seemed to fit better, in our view,
both the context and the meaning of uerafovievesou. This “accordance with the mind”, however, could indeed
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design (to0 téleov éxPaiver t@® dvu xara voovv), and therefore is unchangeable. This
unchangeable nature of a rational soul’s resolution explains the “ueyioty dvayxn”, which is in
the end the soul itself, taken as a causative force and as an instantiation of reason. Reason,
therefore, is not only a sort of necessity (we could probably say also “cause”) but the
“ueyiorn” mnecessity of all. It is the “weyiory™, firstly, because it prevails over other
(presumably mechanical, or unintelligent) necessities and, secondly, because, within the
rational soul, necessity equates freedom, thus allowing the soul to “vouofeze” as “dpyovoa
yop Al obk apyouévi”.

But all this ultimately depends on an initial act of reasoning and decision-making
expressed by the verb fovledecBoi, which, however, is clearly not enough. For what is here
emphasized, as an evidence for rational behavior, is the willingness to persevere in doing, for
an astonishing amount of time (“Gavuactov tiva ypovov deov”), that which has been decided
long ago (“Pefovievuéva maiar”).

By contrast, the opposite attitude of changing one’s mind here and there
(“uetafovievouevov dvew kol katw”), although probably requiring (or at least not entirely
dismissing the idea of) reasoning and decision-making, is deemed as an intrinsic expression of
irrationality, a sign that the “weyiory dvaykn” is somehow missing. The act of
uetafovievecbor disturbs and frustrates the dynamic stability which foviedeafoi, in the first
place, was expected to establish, i.e. that of a continuous pursuit of a certain course of action
in accordance with a rationally accepted goal.

The stress put here on the role of reason could perhaps suggest to someone the
idea of an intellectual change, or a change in one’s opinion as the particular sort of change of
mind expressed by uerofovievesfor. In my view, this is not the case. Instead, I would argue
that the kind of change for which uerafloviedeaBar stands here is not primarily intellectual in
nature, and not even confined to one’s mind, but is rather the sort of change that expresses
itself externally in the form of a an action or change in one’s course of action. In other words,
uetafovievecbor expresses a change of mind not it terms of opinions and conceptions,
although these are very likely to have taken place, but in terms of attitudes, perceived goals,
i.e. in terms of practical decisions.

In the passage here considered, the Athenian describes the hypothetical

uetafovievecBor of the heavenly bodies in terms of actual behavior (mlavdcOoi e xoi

point to something relevant and intrinsically Platonic: the idea of reason as a normative principle of order, a
ruler. Our option here, ergo, is not to be taken as definitive.
47 Reason, therefore, is not merely instrumental. This point is further discussed in Scolnicov, 1988, ch.4.
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uetoxvrleiobar), not in terms of intellectual reasoning. In fact, the reasoning which may have
lead one to uetafovievecBbar is completely irrelevant. Moreover, since ustafoviedesOar is a
symptom of lack of reason, it is not likely to have been caused by reason, the “ueyiory
avaykn”, but rather by the other weaker “necessities” that, in the absence of reason, seem to

have taken control of the soul.

2.3  Metovoeiv

In the Euthydemus, Socrates retells to his friend Crito the encounter he had the
day before with Euthydemus, Dionysodorus, two sophists who had just arrived to Athens, and
Clinias, a young Athenian. Socrates had asked the sophists for a demonstration of this new
wisdom they claimed to possess. This demonstration requires the collaboration of young
Clinias, who agrees to answer the questions posed by the sophists. After narrating how
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus managed to confound and humiliate poor Clinias by means of
eristic argumentation, Socrates intervenes and, after explaining to Clinias why he fell into the
sophistic traps, he allows himself to interrogate the boy. Socrates then first asks whether all
men want to succeed, or do well (&6 mpdrrerv) in life. The answer being affirmative, Socrates
then gets the boy to agree on a list of all good things that make life good. The list comprises
all external and internal goods described by the Pythagoreans: richness (7o mlovzeiv), health
(to vywaiverv), a noble birth, power and honor (edyéverai ye kol dvvauels kol tyol), being
prudent, just and brave (70 c@pova e sivor kol Sikaiov kai cvdpeiov), and, finally, wisdom
(oogiav).

The list seems to be finished at this point, but Socrates suddenly realizes he was
about to omit “the greatest of all goods”. Then he says:

Kai 8y® avapvnodsic simov 611 Nai pé Al kivduvedopdv ye o péyiotov
TOV Ayod®dV TopaATELV.

Ti todto; 1) &' &¢.

Thv edtoyiav, @ Kiewio: 8 mévieg @aci, kai ol mévy @adlot, péyloTov
6V dyaddv siva

AMnOfi Aéyeic, Epn. Kai éyo ad mélv peravonoag simov &t ‘OMliyov
KatayELootol £yevopeda vo TV EEvav Eym e Kol 60, ® ol A&idyov.

Ti o1}, £pn, T0VTO;

‘Ot edtuyiav &v 10ic EumpocBev Béuevor vover oddic mepi tod avTod
ENEyopev.
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Ti obv 81 Tod10;

Kartayéhaotov dnmov, & mdiot mpokertal, To0dto modv mpotifévar kol dig
TaOTO AEYEWY.

&g, £pn, TodTO AéYELg;
e ; . 3 Vo 5 r2 i ~ N R ~ r 48
H cogia dmov, v &' €ym, edtuyia €otiv: ToUTO 08 KAV TTOig yvoin.

Euthyd. 279.c.4 —279d7

Our concern is the verb “uetavonoag” in 279¢9, which is here accompanied by the
adverb “mdAn”, suggesting that this is not the first time Socrates uerevonoe. This is, indeed,
the second time Socrates reconsiders something he has just said. The first occurred just a few
sentences before, when he, after having recollected (“dvauvyobeic”), said he had almost
forgot to mention the greatest of all goods, “cdrvyiav”, only to immediately change his mind
again upon remembering something already known, and which actually even a child would
know (so he says): that good fortune and wisdom are one and the same.

The parallel established by Socrates himself between “petavonocag” and
“avoapvnobeic” allows us to infer that the “change of mind” implied by the verb ueravoeiv is
not a change in opinion nor in attitude. Socrates’ opinion on wisdom or good fortune did not
change as a consequence of the sudden remembrance that caused his first, let’s say, ueravoia.
Neither was it altered by the second wetdvoia, and this can be said irrespective of what
triggered it, either memory again, as in the first one, or a sort of intellectual insight or
acknowledgment that good fortune and wisdom, of course, had to be one and the same. This
would be like, after having been told that A equals B, and B equals C, concluding that A and
C are indeed the same.

Socrates’ uetavoio here does not convey any idea of accomplishment: it is not the
expected (or even anticipated) result of a conscious, gradual effort. Nor does it entail a new
course of action that could be externally testified. Even if we ponder that Socrates’ change of
mind is part of his argumentative strategy, and therefore not to be taken at face value, this
would not change the overall frame of peravoeiv. Based on that, we can affirm that the kind

of change of mind the verb ueravoeiv refers to in this passage is that of a change taking place

48 «“But I remembered one and said, Good heavens, Clinias, we are in danger of leaving out the greatest good of
all!Which one is that? He said.Good fortune, Clinias, which everybody, even quite worthless people, says is the
greatest of the goods. You are right, he said. And I reconsidered a second time and said, son of Axiochus, you
and I have nearly made ourselves ridiculous in front of our visitors.How so? he said. Because in putting good
fortune in our previous list we are now saying the same thing all over again.What do you mean? Surely it is
ridiculous, when a thing has already been brought up, to bring it up again and say the same things twice. What
do you mean by that? Wisdom is surely good fortune, I said—this is something even a child would know.”
(Plato, 1997, p.716)
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as a result of a late realization of something that was, could or should have already been
known. The context does not provide evidence for any external marker or pragmatic
consequence associated with petavoeiv, as it was the case with uetafoviedectou.

We’ve made frequent use of the term weravoro in this section, a word which,
however, does not occur in Plato a single time. This may seem surprising, giving, on one
hand, its higher frequency and utmost relevancy in Christian literature, where it refers to the
phenomenon of religious conversion, and, on the other hand, the assumption that Plato is the
source of the Christian conception of conversion, which was “transferred to Christian
experience in the circles of early Christian Platonism”, says Jaeger (1947, p. 417, fn.77).
Whether or not, and how exactly, such omission, along with the rather ordinary meaning of
Hetavoelv in its sole occurrence in Plato, may qualify the current understanding on the matter,
we cannot tell thus far. But it is perhaps also worth mentioning that the word émampoey,
which according to Hadot (1987, p.175-182) emphasized another aspect of the phenomenon
of conversion (that of a return to the origins, in a complementary contrast to perdvoia, in
which the rupture, not the continuity, is emphasized) is also absent from Plato. As we have
been able to discuss in the introduction, the two terms actually found in Plato for conversion

are petaotpopn?’ and weproyawyi®.

2.4  Metado&alewv

At some point in the dialogue called Sophist, a Stranger is talking to Theaetetus
about the art of creation (wowyixy), which both agreed to be the art of calling into being what
didn’t exist before. Then, after stating that this creative art is either human or divine, the
Stranger asks Theaetetus whether he believes the natural world to have come into being by the
agency of an intelligent, divine cause or, according to the general opinion, by some sort of

natural, independent cause. Theaetetus replies that (Soph. 265.d.1-4):

4 In two passages from the Republic, very close to ane another (R. 532b7 and 525c5), in which uetaczpogij
means “to turn aside from something into another direction or object”: “uetaotpopijc dro yevécews éx' GAnbeiav”
(525c¢5) and “uerootpogn dmo 1@v oridV Eml To. eidwia kai 0 pdS” (532b7).

30 Stm. 270al, in which 7epiaywyi means “revolution” or circular movement”, and R. 518d4, 518e4, 521c6, in
which zepraywyn means, with maybe some varations, the turning around of the soul in its path toward light.
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Eyo pév icmg 61 tv Akiov ToAAAKIg Aueotepa PETHO0EAL®" VOV Uiy
PAénwv gig o0& kal vrodapPdvev oiechal oe katd ye Oeov adta yiyvesOau,
10T Kod 00TOg vevopko®!.,

The notion conveyed here by the verb petadofalw is clearly that of a change of
opinion on intellectual matters, not on practical concerns. Such change does not seem to entail
any external action or consequence that could be witnessed by an external observer.
Theaetetus says that he “frequently changes his opinion in both ways”, employing the verb in
the present as referring to an ongoing, unfinished process, not exactly or not only to
something that has happened or used to happen many times in the past. One could maybe
suggest that his constant change of mind is more like a permanent state of doubt, a sort of
hesitation between two equally reasonable ideas. Left to his own sources, Theaetetus is
incapable of making up his mind on the issue, until something external induces him, at least
for some time, to adopt one opinion or the other.

In the present situation, it is the impression he had that the Stranger believes in a
divine, intelligent cause that pushes him to adopt himself the same view. This implies that,
although the change here concerns the life of the mind, its cause is not any sort of intellectual
realization, as in the case of ueravoeiv, nor does it require a correspondent change in the
course of one’s action, as it is the case of uecrafoviedesbtor. Besides, and despite being a
change in which one’s emotions are likely to be involved, it does not convey any notion of
repentance or regret. In any case, the emotional drive leading one to uetadolalerv seems to be
particularly stressed.

In fact, in the two occurrences found in the Republic such emotional drive is
explicitly mentioned and even explained. Having Glaucon first conceded that a guardian
should be one holding the conviction that only what is most benefitial to the city must the
pursued, Socrates then moves on to explain on what conditions a guardian would abandon

such conviction and indulge himself to act otherwhise (412e5 —413c3):

S: Aokel &1 pot tmpntéov avtodg eivan &v Gméoalg Taig MAukiou, &
QULAaKWKOL €iol ToVTOV TOD JOYUATOC KOl WPNTE YONTELOMEVOL UNTE
Pralopevor ékParrovery EnthovOavopevol 6&av v tod TotElv OtV A Tf
moAEL BEATIOTOL.

G:Tiva, £pn, Aéyeg v EkPorny;

S« perhaps because I am young, often change from one opinion to the other ; but now, looking at you and
considering that you think they are created by God, I also adopt that view.” (Loeb Classical Library, Plato II, p.
447)
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S:’Ey® oot €onv, €pd. oaivetoi por 86&a &€iévar ¢k dwavoiog 1
£K0oVoimg 1| Akovsime, £KOLGIMG PEV 1| Yevudng o0 peTapavldavovrog,
axovcing 8¢ mica 1 AAnONS.

G: To pev tig éxovoiov, &pmn, pavBdvo, O 6¢ Tig dkovciov déopat
HoOElV.

S: Ti 8¢; oV kol oV NYQ, EENV Eyd, TAOV pEV Ayad@dV dkovcing otépecat
TOVG AVOPOTOLG, TAOV O& KOKAV £KOVLCI®MG 1) 00 TO pEV Eyedobot Tiig
aAnBeiog kakov, 10 8¢ aAnbevewv ayobov;, | od 10 ta Ovta do&alew
aAnBevey doxel cot sivay,

G: AW, i) &' 8¢, opbdC Aéyelc, kai pot dokodoty dxovteg aAnBodg S6Eng
otepiokecbar.

S: Ovkodv Khamévreg | yontev0évreg fj fracBivreg todto ndoyovowy;

G: O0d¢ viv, €1, povBave.

S:Tpaywde, v &' &yd, kvduvedm Aéyelv. KAUmEVTOG pEV Yip TOVG
peromelcfévrag AEy® kal Tovg Emiavlavopévovg, 6Tl TV PEV YpoOVOC,
TV 6¢ Adyog E€opovpevog AavBaver vov yap mov pavOavers;

G: Noi.

S: Tovg 1oivov PuacBévrag Aéym odg v 600V TIg i) Ghyndcv
peradoEdoor momjon.

G: Kai todt, £pn, Epabov, kai 0pOdg Aéyelc.

S: Tobg pnv yontevdévrag, o¢ &ydual, kv od @aing eivar ol av
petodotdcmaiy fj V@' Ndovijc KNANOEvTEG | VIO POPoL T deicavregs?.

52 S: 1 think we must observe them at all ages to see whether they are guardians of this conviction and make sure
that neither compulsion nor magic spells will get them to discard or forget their belief that they must do what is

best for the city.

G: What do you mean by discarding?

I’1l tell you. I think the discarding of a belief is either voluntary or involuntary—voluntary when one learns that
the belief is false, involuntary in the case of all true beliefs.

I understand voluntary discarding but not involuntary.

What’s that? Don’t you know that people are voluntarily deprived of bad things, but involuntarily deprived of
good ones? And isn’t being deceived about the truth a bad thing, while possessing the truth is good? Or don’t
you think that to believe the things that are is to possess the truth?

That’s right, and I do think that people are involuntarily deprived of true opinions.

But can’t they also be so deprived by theft, magic spells, and compulsion?

Now, I don’t understand again.

I’'m afraid I must be talking like a tragic poet! By “the victims of theft” I mean those who are persuaded to
change their minds or those who forget, because time, in the latter case, and argument, in the former, takes away
their opinions without their realizing it. Do you understand now?

Yes.
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When first introducing the topic on how the guardians may abandon the pursuit of
what is most beneficial to the city, Socrates employs the seemingly generic locution dolav
éxfoilerv, mentioning two ways an opinion could be dismissed or casted out: by violence
(Pralouevor) or beguilement (yonzevouevor).

The need for further explanation leads him to make a disctintion between the
voluntary (éxovaiwg) and the involuntary (dxovoicwg) dismissal of an opinion. Hence, in order
to better contrast one’s voluntary motion from lie to truth with the involuntary change in the
opposite direction, a new verb is introduced: perauovfavew. Ocurring only this once in Plato,
uetauovlove stands here for the move from lie to truth as the result of “having learned
otherwise”, i.e. of “having learned better”. Plato does not detail how exactly such act of
“better learning” may occur, as he seems, as a matter of a fact, much more concerned about
the opposite move. The two pieces of information we are given concerning its motive
(knowledge) and target (truth) shall suffice anyway.

Opposed to this unique way of moving from lie to truth, there are three paths
leading to the other direction (Socrates now adds a third one to the previous two): “xlomévreg
7 yonrevbévies 1 fraobévres”. Socrates unfolds the processes implied and the variations
admitted in each case, beginning by the verb newly introduced.

Men may have truth stolen (kiamévreg) from them, says Socrates, by means of
time (ypovog) and discourse (Adyog), i.e. when they become persuaded (uetamsiobevrag) of
something false or when they forget (émdavloavouévoug) truths already known. The assumed
rationality of the process, in the case of “ucrameiofévrac”, does not guarantte the truth of the
outcome, although it is clear that persuasion is not only, not even mostly, achieved by rational
means. As for the forgetting of known truths, it is no doubt a vicissitude of human existence:
a limit or imperfection imposed by matter on a cognitive faculty. In none of those cases,
however, Plato uses the verb usradoéalw.

By contrast, in the case of those lead to change their opinions by means of
violence (fiac0évreg), no other verb but peradolalw is employed. Only the subjects of the
verb qualify this change of opinion: dddvy (pain) and dlyndwv (suffering), which are both

negative, emotional drives.

By “the compelled” I mean those whom pain or suffering causes to change their mind.
I understand that, and you’re right.

The “victims of magic,” I think you’d agree, are those who change their mind because they are under the spell of
pleasure or fear.
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The case of those whose conviction has been dismissed by an act of beguilement
is explained in more detail, by both the verbs and their respective subjects. Again we have
uetadolalw, of course, but then we are told that they change their opinion (uetadoéaowaorv)
either seduced by pleasure (¢’ #dovijc xninbévieg) or terrified by fear (dmo @ofov w
ocioovteg). Pleasure and pain, fear and suffering — these are all emotional drives within the
irrational soul inhibiting the well functioning of reason.

These are most probably the inner voices which, as seen in the first example,
prevented Theaetetus from consistenly sticking to an opinion. He says he is contantly
changing his mind (ueradoédalw), but he is not changing his mind like would the planets (if
they did) mentioned by the Athenian in Epin. 982d, i.e. “uetafovievoucvov dvew kai kirw”.
Theaetetus’ change is merely internal, not external, and the emotional distress involved
concerns always the present (the moment of doubt) — a present disconnect from both the
future and the past, with no necessary change in the course of action, either taken in the past
or to be taken in the future. Theatetus lacks that precise and one thing by virtue of which, as
we have seen above, even the heavenly bodies can be said to be rational souls: the ueyiomy
avaykn whose normative influx allows one, firstly, to unify his thoughts and, hopefully later,
also his actions.

What has been said by Theaetetus is only partly applicable to the guardians in the
Republic. For here, too, we have the emotional drive, clearly pointed out and explained, but
the second feature, the absence of external consequences, cannot the taken for granted. Quite
the contrary, is it most likely that their change of opinion, in the case of the guardians, will
deeply influence their future behavior, this being the sole reason why Socrates is concerned
about it. The whole discussion, however, remains too generic and, in the end, entirely
hypothecial for any palpable consequence to be devised. This lead us to conclude that the
notion of a change in attitude following from an initial change of opinion, although
pragmatically inferred from Rep. 412e5 — 413c3, is not part of the meaning encoded by the
verb nor a necessary entailment associated with it.

Just like pueravoeiv, uetadoéalerv is not the result of a methodic effort, at least not
from the part of those actually changing their minds. It can be the outcome of an external,
calculated action (as in the Republic) or of the random movement of one’s emotions
(Theaetetus). In both cases, the subject is rather passive than active. This feature is common
to all verbs Plato uses to describe the involuntary change of opinion: ugrameifouai,
émiiavlavouar and, finally, uetadolalw. All those verbs stand in opposition to petouaviove,

by which the voluntary change of mind is described as the result of one’s knowing better.
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2.5 Metapérev

In the dialogue Phaedo (113e6 — 114a4), Socrates concludes his discussion with

Simmias and Cebes about the immortality of the soul by providing a mythical account of the
afterlife. He says:

ol &' av idowa pev peydho 8¢ SOEMGIV NUAPTKEVOL GUOPTHLOTO, 01OV

TPOG matépa | untépa VI Opyiig Plodv T1 wpd&avieg, Koi peTapélov

avtoig Tov dAdov Bilov Bidotv, 1j avopopdvol T0100TE Tvi GAA® TPOT®
vévaval, Tovtoug 8¢ dumeceiv pdv eig tov Taptapov avéyin (...)%

Those who committed appeasable but serious crimes have to endure some time in
the Tartarus, even after a life lived in repentance. Their repentance or regret is enough to give
them a small chance in the afterlife, but it was certainly impotent to change anything during
their lifetime. If we had to define the act of perouélerv as described in the passage above in
terms of a change, it would be that of a change which can no longer take place, and which
therefore leaves only the grievingly longing for what could have been, but never was. As in
the case of uctovoeiv, uetouélerv is something that one only does when it is already too late.
And just as petafovievecBou, it is something related to action, but not, however, to an action
to be taken in the future. It is the past that concerns those to whom something uetauéler.

The sort of later realization conveyed by uerouéierv does not concern, strictly
speaking, neither intellectual nor pragmatical matters, although it may involve, accidentally,
any of those aspects. Merouélerv is above all a moral concern, i.e. a concern pertaining to the
duties and expectations men have towards one another and also towards oneselves. Such an
enrootment in a world of shared values mediating the interest others may take in someone’s
uetauéleio was absent, or at least not particularly stressed, in the case of ueradoéalw.

Whereas in the passage from Phaedo above the collective interest (another men’s
eyes) was represented by the notion of a hypothetical judgment taking place in the afterlife, in
the following passage from Socrates’ Apology (38e4) the scenario is an actual judgment in
which every Athenian citizen is invited to take a stand, as they did by sentencing Socrates to
death. After having been found guilty and condemned to death, Socrates then resumes his
discourse just to state his conviction that the result would have been a different one, had he

acted in his defense so as to please the audience:

33 “Those who are deemed to have committed great but curable crimes, such as doing violence to their father or
mother in a fit of temper but who have felt remorse for the rest of their lives, or who have killed someone in a
similar manner, these must of necessity be thrown into Tartarus (...)”. Plato, Complete Works, 1997, pp.96-97.
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aAN' obte TOTe @NONV delv Eveka TOD KwwdUVov TPAEAL OVOEV
avelevBepov, obte VOV pot peTapédel obHTmg ATOAOYNCAUEV®, GALY TTOAD
paAdov aipodpot wde dmoroynodapevog tedvavar ij ékeivag Civ

Although Socrates could have saved his life by doing otherwise, he does not
regret having defended himself the way he did. Just as in the previous example, is it already
too late for regret, but that is not the point. Socrates’ condemnation is not an unintended
consequence of his acts, but a conscient, voluntary choice of the lesser of two evils. There is
no room for regret, i.e. for uerouéierv.

Such lack of repentance from the part of Socrates in face of defeat and social
reproach requires personal, moral standards which are independent of both social constraint
and subjective interest. That is to say it requires a sort of objective knowledge of what is just
and unjust, which in the end just stresses Socrates’ uniqueness. In Gorgias 471b6-7 we find
the diametrically opposed example of Archelaus, in the account of his rise to power given by
Polus. Polus aims at proving to Socrates that unjust men can not only be happy, but even the
happiest of all, and for that he summarizes Archelaus’ ascent from slavery to kingship in the
course of a series of heinous crimes, after which, says Polus, “xai todta doixioas éAabev
£a0TOV GOMMDTATOS YEVOUEVOS KOl 0V UETEUEANTEY abT >,

The attempt at mockery is clear and quite symptomatic, for it betrays the utter
subjectivism implied by Polus. By stating that Archelaus didn’t realize he had become a most
unhappy man, and therefore didn’t repent, Polus is assuming unhappiness (and of course
happiness) to be entirely subjective and never bound by objective criteria. Here again, as we
have seen in Socrates’ Apology, social boundaries have been trespassed, and collective
morality disregarded, all this, however, in favour of a more immediate, palpable criterion of
happiness: individual success. The rather subjective character of the criterion itself seems to
turn true remorse or repentance very unlikely in this case, if not completely impossible. What
seems still possible, in cases such as Archelaus, is some sort of regret, not exactly repentance
of remorse.

In Prot. 356d6, Socrates is once more arguing for objective morality and against
the view equating good to pleasure and evil to pain. Basing his case on a quantitave metaphor,

Socrates asks Protagoras:

3% «“And although he’s committed these crimes, he remains unaware of how “miserable” he’s become, and feels
no remorse either.” Complete Works.
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Ei odv &v Tovt® fuiv fv 10 €0 TpATTEWY, &V T TO PEV peydAa Uik Kod
npdrTev kol Aapufavew, Ta 6& GrIKpA Kol GeVYEWV Kol U TpdTTewy, Tig dv
Nuiv compio £pévn Tod Piov; dpa 1) petpntuch téxvn fj 1} 10D pavouévov
Svvapug; 1 avtn pev Nuig Emidva kal €moiel Gve te Kol KOT® TOAAAKIG
petarapPavery todta Kol perapéley kol €v toig mpa&ecty Kol v taig
aipéoecty TV peydAwv te Kol opkpdv (...)%

In the three instances of uertauélerv previously discussed, the act of repenting
referred to a punctual moment in which either a much larger duration — such as the entirety of
a lifetime — or another punctual action was assessed and judged. Here we have both, for the
image of a wasted, unhappy life is conveyed in terms of a series of repented actions and
choices. The fact that uetauélerv often occurs in contexts where happiness is the subject of
discussion emphasizes its gravity as something impacting one’s whole personality, if not the
entirety of one’s life. The three occurrences found in the Phaedro, however, seem to show a
much less dramatic picture of uerouéderv. Since two of these occurrences (262¢4 and 264a2)
are actually quotations of a previous one (231a2), in which, on its turn, we also find the verb
uetayryvaooxerv, we shall take advantage of such direct contrast and discuss these two verbs

together in the following section.

2.6  Metaytyvookew

The verb petayryvooketv occurs only once in the platonic Corpus (Phdr. 231.a.4),
right in the beginning of Lysias’ speech, which Phaedrus started reading to Socrates. The
speech is written in the form of a letter addressed to a hypothetical young man who refuses his
favors to Lysias. The refusal is presumably based on the fact that Lysias has openly confessed
not to be in love with the boy. The speech therefore aims at convincing this boy that those
who don’t love him are far worthier lovers than those who actually love him. It says:

ITept pév 1@V Eudv mpaypdtev Erictacal, Kol ®¢ vopilo cupueépev fuiv
yevopévov TovTev dknkoac G&id 88 un S todto dtuyficar dv Séopal,
gl ovK &pooTiC BV GOV TUYYEV®. MG EKEIVOLG HEV TOTE PETUPELEL OV v

€V TOMOo®OLV, ENEWAV THG EmBupiog Tovcmvtar Toig 6& ovK £GTL YPOVOG
&v @ petayv@var mpoonkel od yap V' AvAyKNG GAA £KOVIEG, GOC AV

55 “If then our well-being depended upon this, doing and choosing large things, avoiding and not doing the small
ones, what would we see as our salvation in life? Would it be the art of measurement or the power of
appearance? While the power of appearance often makes us wander all over the place in confusion, often
changing our minds about the same things and regretting our actions and choices with respect to things large and
small (...)”. Complete Works.
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dpioto TEpi TV oikelov Poviedoaivto, TPOC THY SHvoUY THY ADTHY €D
nolodow.*°
Phr. 230e6 — 23126

The first thing to notice here is the contrast between “petoapéier” and
“netayvdvar”. Those who love regret the good things they have done to their lovers, once the
initial desire is satisfied, while those who don’t love, don’t. This would suggest we are
dealing with synonyms, or at least with close related verbs, and in fact Edouard des Places’
Lexique points in such direction®’. This is also the interpretation made by Ficino®®, who was
closely followed by Stephanus®”: both translated “uerauéler” and “uetayvéver” to
“poenitere”.

And indeed, just as petouéler, puetayvéddvor conveys the idea of a change of mind
related to something done (not thought) in the past (not the future): a regret, a repentance etc.
As we have seen with uetavoeiv, this is also something that only happens when it is already
too late. And again, like “uetauéler”, “uetayvdvor” is a pathos, something experienced or felt,
not an intellectual realization or insight, as it is the case of “ueravosiv’.

The question then raises itself whether these two verbs are really employed here
as mere synonyms — in which case the stylistic need for variation, on the the part of Lysias,
would maybe be sufficient to explain the use of “perayvdvor” in the second place — or not.
The use of “foviedoouvro” in the following period, I think, offers us a hint.

Lysias says that all lovers repent (“uerouéder”) once their desire has ceased, since
they have acted by necessity or compulsion, whereas it is never the case, for those not in love,
to “uerayvavor”, since they acted voluntarily ( “éxdvreg”), after deliberating (“fovAedoaivro™ )
on their best interest. Here we can see that the act of usrayvovar would require a change of
mind related to one’s previous deliberation or plan. This creates a connection with the future
which is absent (or at least not stressed) in the case of perauéier. In this particular regard,
uetayvéddvou would be closer to petaffovievecBou, although also sharing some common notions

with uetouéler.

36 “You understand my situation: I’ve told you how good it would be for us, in my opinion, if this worked out. In
any case, [ don’t think I should lose the chance to get what I am asking for, merely because I don’t happen

to be in love with you. A man in love will wish he had not done you any favors once his desire dies down, but
the time will never come for a man who’s not in love to change his mind. That is because the favors he does for
you are not forced but voluntary; and he does the best that he possibly can for you, just as he would for his own
business.” (Complete Works, 1997, p. 511)

57 Op. cit., p. 337.

58 “Nam amatores cum primum libidinem expleverunt, collati beneficii poenitet: eos vero qui amore irretiti non
sunt, nos est cur poenitere conveniat unquam.” (Divini Platonis Opera Omnia, Franciscum le Preux, 1590).

39 ¢(...) ut quum amatores libidine expleverint, collate beneficii eos tandem poeniteat: at iis qui amore minime se
dedirerint, proprium est atque peculiare ut nullum tempus poenitentiae consentanuem sibi esse arbitrentur”.
(Platonis opera quae extant omnia, 1598)
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2.7 MeratifecOon

In the active voice, the verb ueratifnu bore the primary meaning of “put among,

put between or put next to”°

, in accordance with the original meaning of the preposition
uetd® . It could also convey the idea of a change in position or local motion, caused either by
the displacement of an object to another spot or by the replacement of an object for another.
Out of the context of physical movement, therefore already in a clearly figurative employ, it
meant any sort of beneficial change or improvement.

The general idea of change was retained in the middle voice, to which a more
specific sense was added: that of a change in discourse, when rephrasing what was previously
said or taking one’s words back. As for the particular notion we are discussing here, that of
change of mind, it is attested in Herodotus (7.18.15): “Ezel d¢ dawuovin tig yivetor dpuy, kol
EAnvas, ¢ éoike, plopn tig kotataufaver Oenlotog, €y HEV Kol avBTOS TPETMOUOL KOl TRV
yveouny petoriOeuor.”

In the Corpus Platonicum, ustotifnur occurs twenty-five times in eleven different
works®. Encompassing a wide range of meanings, these occurrences indeed provide a good
picture of the semantic derivation of the verb petatiOnui. In its two occurrences in the
Symposium, i.e. in the passage where Aristophanes tells how Zeus, having taken pity on

them, “uetaziOno avrdv T aidoia &ic 10 mpoahevs®”

, uetatiBnur conveys merely the idea of
local motion. The same happens a few lines ahead, where Aristophanes again employs
uetatiOnua, but now in the aorist: “uetélnré te 0dv obtw abtdv eic 10 Tpocbev’.

It is worth noticing in the examples above the consistent employ of the active
voice when referring to a physical, not metaphorical, change in position. In Cra. 432al we
find another and yet curiously different instance of this use:

"Eott tadta. AN Oplic, @ Tdkpoteg, 8tav TadTo T YpAUpaTa, 16 TE

aApa kol t0 Pijta kol EKaoToV TAV oTOLYEI®V, TO1G OVOLAGTY ATOSODUEY
T YPOUMATIK] TEXVT, €4V TL ApéAmpey §| TpocOdpev | petaddpév T,

60 Bailly, p.566.

¢! Chantraine, pp. 689-690; Boisacq, pp. 629-630. Cf. Supra.

62 “But since there is some divine motivation, and it seems that the gods mark Hellas for destruction, I myself
change and correct my judgment.” (A. D. Godley, 1920). Available at:
http://data.perseus.org/citations/urn:cts:greekLit:tIg0016.tlg001.perseus-gre1:7.18.3. Last access: 13/03/2018.

3 Cra. 384d2-5, 384d7, 384d8, 432al; Tht. 197b3; Stm. 278d4, 297e4; Smp. 191b6, 191b9; Thg. 122c8; Lch.
199d1; Grg. 493c5, 493d1; R.345b8, 334e5, 334e9; Min. 316¢1; L. 889¢8, 889¢9, 683b4, 835b7, 903d6, 904a2;
Ltr. 343b3.

%4 Changed their genitals to the front.
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<ov> yéypomtotl PHEV UiV 10 dvopa, ov péviol OpHdS, GAAL TO Topamay
ovd¢ yéypomran (...)%

It could hardly be the case that the rewriting of a name in a different way would
require any physical movement from the part of the letters. The change itself, however, is of
course real, but the image of a physical move, by means of which the idea of change is
conveyed, is imaginary. It is a move taking place in the space at once created and inhabited by
the written language. Although the reference is no longer a physical, local motion, the sense
depicting a move in a space is retained, and with it also the active voice.

By contrast, in Cra. 384d2-5, the act of putting a name on something (“d7z dv 7ig
1@ Oijtau Svoua’) and later change it (“xai av abbic ye Erepov uerabijror”) is rendered by
Cratylus through the passive voice. In the example supporting his statement that names are
arbitrary and have no ground in nature, Cratylus opposes the middle and the passive voices, in
reference, respectively, to the agent and the patient of the action: “dorep t0ic oixétoug fueis
uetotiOéuela [060ev fjrov TodT’ givar dpOov 10 uetatelev tod mpdtepov keuévon] "%, Both the
context and passive voice suggest here a more abstract idea of change, i.e. a change that is not
conceived as a sort of local, physical motion.

It could be argued that “putting a name on something”, being afterall a transitive
action, in fact evokes the idea of movement, and maybe even of a physical one. For that to be
true, however, we would have to take the datives in “6t1 av tic @ Ofjtar dvouo.” and “roic
oixétoug nueic petonibéucfa” as one of the objects, along with “dvoua”, of the verb
uetatiBeobor. But the very fact that “zoic oixéroug” stands alone for the word “évoua”, which
is not mentioned but only implied, suggests, on the contrary, that the dative should be
understood as the complement of “dvoua”, whose mention has become unnecessary once its
natural complement was provided. In Greek, the word “dvoua” requires a complement either
in the dative or in the genitive. In the genitive when accompanied by the article (70 dvoud
uov), and in the dative whenever the article is omitted (dvouad por). According to this reading,
the act of féofar and uetabéobor dvoua tivi could be better translated as “cast and recast the
name of something”.

The second meaning of uerabéoboi, as previously mentioned, is exclusively

metalinguistic: it refers to the discourse itself, and only indirectly to the subject matter. This

65 “That’s right. But you see, Socrates, when we assign ‘a’, ‘b’, and each of the other letters to names by using
the craft of grammar, if we add, subtract, or transpose a letter, we don’t simply write the name incorrectly, we
don’t write it at all, for it immediately becomes a different name (...)”. (Complete Works, 1997, p.148)

% “For example, when we give names to our domestic slaves, the new ones are as correct as the old.” (Op. cit.,
p.103)
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can be seen in R. 334e5 — 335a2, where, after having agreed with Socrates that some may take
a friend for a foe and vice-versa, and that, as consequence, they warm their friends and benefit

their enemies, Polemarchus reassess his first definition of friend and enemy:

Koi pddra, €pn, obte cvpPaivel. AL petadodpeda Kivdvvevopev yop
oVK 0pOdG TOV Pilov kai £xOpov Bécar.

I Oéuevor, & IMolépapys;

Tov Sokodvta pnoTodV, TodToV Pikov sivat.

Nov 8¢ nidg, v &' &yd, petaddpeda;

Tov dokodvd te, 1| 8' 8¢, Kai TOV 6~vw XPNOTOV Pilov: Tov 8¢ dokodvto

pév, 6vto 8¢ pn, dokelv aAAG ur givorl @ilov. kol mepi Tod ExOpod 0& N
avth 0éo1c.t’

Polemarchus’ purpose in rephrasing his first definition is quite clear: he wants to
keep and save his concept of justice (“to benefit one’s friends and to warm one’s enemies”),
the real subject matter here at discussion. Thus, his rephrasing does not imply any substantial
change in opinion or attitude, quite the contrary. It’s rather a small qualification than a real
change of definition. By adding this caveat (“zov dvia ypnotov @ilov”) to his former
definition (“7ov doxodvra ypnotov”), he makes even clearer his (already implied) equating of
essence with appearance.

And finally, in Grg. 493¢3-d3, we have the sole occurrence of uetaféobor bearing
the idea of a moral and intellectual change. In response to Callicles’ statement that justice and
virtue can only be achievied by indulging all pleasures and desires, never refraining oneself
from anything, Socrates entertains him with a tale (of a quite pythagoric flavor, and which in
fact he attributes to certain Italian or Sicilian story-teller) on the afterlife. After finishing the
tale, Socrates checks the effect it had on Callicles:

TodT EmE®DG Pév €oTv VIO TL dtoma, dNAol puny O &yd Boviopai cot
gvdei&apevoe, £6v g 010¢ T @, meicol peTad®écdar, vt Tod dniioTog
Kol AKoAGoTMG £xovtog Plov OV koouing Kol Toig del mapodoy iKovadg
kol €€aprovvimg Egovia Plov EAéclat. aAla motepov melbw Tl oe Kol

petatifeoOar £OSaOVESTEPOVG Eival TOVG KOGHIOVG TV dKoAdGT™Y, T
o0d' v dAAa ToALN TowadTa Luboroyd, 0VdEV TL udAAov peTednfon;

67 “That certainly follows. But let’s change our definition, for it seems that we didn’t define friends and enemies
correctly. How did we define them, Polemarchus? We said that a friend is someone who is believed to be useful.
And how are we to change that now? Someone who is both believed to be useful and is useful is a friend;
someone who is believed to be useful but isn’t, is believed to be a friend but isn’t. And the same for the enemy.”
(Complete Works, p. 979)

%8 “This account is on the whole a bit strange; but now that I’ve shown it to you, it does make clear what I want
to persuade you to change your mind about if I can: to choose the orderly life, the life that is adequate to and
satisfied with its circumstances at any given time instead of the insatiable, undisciplined life. Do I persuade you
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IS3]

Socrates first states that he wants (“fodlouai”) to persuade (weioaz) Callicles to
change (uetabéobor) and choose (é1é0601) an orderly life instead of an insatiable one. At first
sight, the change here implied would be primarily moral, pointing directly to an attitude, a
choice to be made. The intellectual basis of such change, however, is clarified in the
following question, where Socrates asks whether he is been successful or not in persuading
Callicles that ordered men are happier than the undisciplined ones. The object here subjected
to change is the notion of happiness itself, not any practical decision of attitude, and the verb
“uetatifecBor” in the durative aspect, contrasting with the aorist “ueraféofai” above, shows
that the change Socrates is talking about now leads not to a punctual act, but to a permanent

state of “seeing things in a certain way”.

2.8  Avotifévar

As an adverb, ¢vd means “up” or “upwards” (dvw), in a clear binary opposition to
kota/karw (“down”, “downwards™). This primary spacial signification and the opposition it
entails will ever remain a nuclear basis of its meaning in every stage of its semantic
derivation.

Nevertheless, if we consider the use of dvd as a preposition in Attic prose, we find
it only in certain fixed expressions with a complement in the accusative, such as “ava ta épn”
(throughout the hills), “ava tov morauov” (along the river) and “dva mooov v Huépov”
(during the entire day). Curiously enough, similar expressions are found (and indeed more
frequently found) where, instead of dva and accusative, we have xara and accusative: “xozo
0v mwotoudv” (along the river) and “xotd yfjv xoi katd Odhatrov” (through land and sea).
These last and the above expressions with dvd are very close in meaning, practically
synonyms, and one could hardly spot the opposition between dva and xard by looking at
them. Each expression equally denotes either the idea of movement or duration®®, depending

on whether it refers to space or time, , or even any difference whatsoever. The opposition,

at all, and are you changing your mind to believe that those who are orderly are happier than those who are
undisciplined,or, even if I tell you many other such stories, will you change it none the more for that?”
(Complete Works, p. 836)

% We are ignoring some other similarities, like xazc kpdrog and évé kpdrog.
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however, was still extant, as we can see from their use as preverbs, for instance, in dvofaiveo
and xatafoivew. So what happened with the preposition ¢va?

In Homer, the preposition ava’’ is found with all three cases, although in a very
uneven distribution. With a complement in the genitive, it is found only in the Odissey,
“always with the word ‘ship’” and “the verb faiverv”, as in “avec vipog &8yv’"” (Od. 9.177).

Displayed in seven different occurrences, the dative is more attested than the
genitive, says Luraghi, and yet just as (un)productive, since it seems related to certain
formulaic expressions appearing at the end of the verses. In any case, the meaning conveyed
by dva + dative in such passages is either location, as in “side (...) ave Fapydpe drpe’™ (I1.
14.352) or direction: “dipuata &' du Pouoior tifer’>” (Il. 8. 441). In its locative use, dvd +
dative was very close to éni + dat, which was however way more productive. This in fact
would cause dva + dative to disappear in the long run. Nonethelles, Luraghi points to a
nuance peculiar to dvd, and one quite relevant to the present study: the fact that dva
“inherently implies motion”, “even with the dative and verbs of rest”. In other words, the use
of ava + dative, says Luraghi, does not merely depicted a static situation, but rather presented
it as the endpoint of an implied movement’.

The same idea of movement is of course retained by accusative, but here the focus
is on the trajectory itself, not the final result: “évé 0' &puoto (...) EBavov’™” (Od. 3.492).
Once again, even this directive meaning of dva + accusative would be lately overtaken by éxi
+ accusative, which, by the way, had already ocurred in Homer as well’®.

Finally, the most common use of dvéd + accusative which managed to make its
way from Homeric to Classical times is the one we find in certain spatial and temporal

expressions. These are the expressions like those we mentioned in the beginning, whose

similitude with xatd + accusative seemed quite striking. So, for instance, in the passage

70 All we have to say about évd is based mostly on Luraghi (2003) and, when indicated, on Bortone (2010).

71 “T went on board of the ship”, as Luraghi (Op. cit., p. 188) translates it. On the opinion of some other scholars,
according to which here and in the other two passages (Od. 2.416 and15.284) where ¢vd + accusative is found,
dva is not to understood as a preposition, but rather as a preverb in tmese, Luraghi says “there are no

clear occurrences of anabainein with a genitive complement, either in Homer, or in later Greek. On the other
hand, prepositional phrases with ana and the genitive are found in some inscriptions from Southern Italy.” (2003,
p. 345)

72 “he was sleeping on topmost Gargarus” (Op. cit., p.188).

73 “he set the car upon a stand” (Op. cit., loc. cit.).

74 This is Luraghi’s point of contention with the Liddell and Scott dictionary, according to which dvd + dative
does not convey “any notion of movement”.

75 “they mounted on the car” (Op. cit., p.190).

76 «As for prepositions of location in the upper area of the referent object, Greek loses the difference between the
superlative ava “lever un objet sur un plan incline” (...) and the once just superessive éni which indicated rest on
a place. Directional uses of éni appear even in Homer: ‘[ékatoufnv] éni Bopov dyov’ (1. 1.440)

‘dragging onto the altar the sacrificial animals’” (Bortone, 2010, p.162)
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“Atpetong &' av' dphov £poita moALd kelevwv: ® @ikot avépeg Eote”’’ (I1. 5. 528-9), how the
use of avad + accusative differs or would differ from a hypothetical use of katd + accusative?

“As they are originally opposed because they denote two opposite directions
of motion”, says Luraghi’®, “ana and katd developed a further opposition, based on
exhaustiveness vs. non-exhaustiveness of motion”. A quotation take from Ebeling”® clarifies
what she meant here by “exhaustiveness”: “a beggar who begs ana astu stops in sequence at
each house, begging kata astu, on the other hand, he walks around approaching some doors
and skipping others” (Op.cit., 191).

An exhaustive motion, therefore, is one which goes through all points along a
certain line, so to speak, without skiping anyone. So, in the passage from the Iliad quoted
above, she concludes, “Agamemnon (...) is depicted as moving among his companions and
addressing each of them, rather than just talking randomly to a few.”

Such notion of exhaustiveness is sometimes stressed by wdg, mdoo, wav, as in
following the passage from Herodotus (2.111.3): “Avaffuata 8¢ dnopuywv v mddnv tdv
OPOaAU®Y dANA TE GvdL Té ipd mavTa o Adyipa GvéOnie®?”. The same kind of emphasis is
found in the fixed expressions with dvé + accusative (“dva tov motauov”, “dva mdoov v
nuépov” ) still extant in Attic prose, although the nuance it conveyed in opposition to xaza +
accusative was most probably much less evident or maybe already completely ignored. That
sense of exhautiveness, says Luraghi (p.196), is still found in Xenophon, for instance, in the
expression dva xparog (“up to the full strength™), but she doubts whether that contrast
between avd and katd was actually known to Xenophon or merely due to his readness to
employ dialectal forms. Whatever may have been the case with regard to Xenophon, it seems
reasonable to expect the merely distributive meaning of dvé + accusative — in expressions
such as “dva waoov nuépnv”’ (Hdt. 2.37.130) and “dva wav éroc” (Hdt. 1. 136), which Bailly
translates as “chaque jour” and “chaque année”, or even more clearly in “dva uépos” (“by
turns”, Arist.Pol.1287a17) and “éva éxarov” (“in groups of one hundred”, Xen. Anab. 5.4.12)

— to have competed with and in the end undermined the opposition between exhaustive and

non-exhaustive motion.

77 “and the son of Atreus ranged throughout the throng with many words of command: ‘My friends, be men!”

(Luraghi, Op. cit., p.192).

78 Op. cit., loc. cit.

7 Lexicon Homericum. Leipzig: Teubner. “Mendicus ana dstu mendicans ordine ad singulas aedes accedit; kata
astu autem hic illic vagus alias adit fores, alias preaterit”.

80 “most worthy of mention among the many offerings which he dedicated in all the noteworthy temples for his
deliverance from blindness are ...”. (Luraghi, Op. cit., 194).
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In composition at least, the opposition was still there, but in terms of the primary,
adverbial meaning of “motion upwards” and “motion downward”, which can be found, as we
already mentioned, in verbs denoting movement such as dvafaive (walk up), xozafoive
(walk dow), xaravedw (nod down in assent) and dvavevw. From dvavevw, a verb denoting the
upward movement of one’s head when showing disagreement or refusal (the equivalent of
“no” in Greek body language), a new notion of stop or recending movement, suggests

81 might have evolved, as we see in dvaywpd (withdraw) and avadvouar (shrink

Chantraine
back), for example®. In avaploactave (grow up again), dvofiéw (come to life again),
dvayevvaw (regenerate) dva conveys the notion of repetition, of something “started over”.
The inchoative meaning is found is verbs such as dvevpiorxe (find out, discover), dvepwtdm
(raise a question) and dvafodw (raise a shout), in which the effort to start the action is
particularly stressed. In the verb dvaxpivew (examine closely), dva adds to the intensity of the
action, in a fashion quite similar to the notion of exhaustiveness addressed before. In
avayryvookew (“know certainly”, “know again”, and later “read”) we have the intensity
stressed by both dva and the suffix oxw. The interesting feature of dvayiyvooxw is that it
could also mean “persuade, convince” in the ionic dialect, just like dvoreifw.

On its turn, the verb dvarifnur developed a variety of different meanings from the
general notion of “putting upon” or “putting over”, spreading itself throught almost all
semantic range of dva itself. In a more physical context, dvazifnui could refer to the gesture
of “handing up” an offer or sacrifice (ava@nyva avabeua) to the gods, as well as to the act of
having something or someone suspended from a high place, like a precipice. The thing layed
upon could bear either positive or negative connotations. It could be a burden, for instance,
and not necessarily a physical one. In the last case, the whole idea of “laying upon” would be
only methaphorical, related to the notion of authorship or guilt, from where we get the
meanings of “to charge an accusation against someone” and also of “to attribute the making of
something to someone”. There are also instances in which dvazifnu refers to some sort of

receding movement®?

, which in the end is not fat from notion of “retract one’s opinion”
conveyed exclusively by the middle voice dvatifepai, whose occurrences in Plato we shall

henceforth discuss.

81 Op., cit., p.82.

82 According to the Liddell and Scott (p.98), however, “the notion of back, backwards, in dveympéw, dvavedw
etc. seems to come from such phrases as dva poov up, i.e. against, the stream”.

83 I quote here the exemple provided by LSI: “put

back, ti yap map’ fuap quépa tépmety Exel, mpocbeica kavabeica Tod ye katdaveiv; pushing us forward

or moving us back on the verge of death, S.Aj. 476.
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2.8.1 AvoriOse0on in Plato

The twenty-five®* ocurrences of the lexeme dvarifnui in Plato cut across all
previously discussed meanings of the verb, with however one remarkable difference: the
middle voice is employed exclusively with the meaning of “retract one’s opinion”, while all
other senses only appear in the active voice. The use of the middle voice, in the case of the
meaning here discussed, is of course no surprise, but the consistent refusal to phrase any of
the other meanings in the passive or middle voices seems to point to some sort of special
marking secluding one particular sense from all the others. The fact that the middle voice and
the sense it exclusively conveys, accounting on its own for ten®> of the occurences, is way
more productive than any of the other active employs and meanings®® is another pointer in the
same direction. A brief look on the occurrences of dvarifnu: may allow us, later on, a better
grasp of avatiBeuaa.

The meaning of “making an offer or sacrifice to the gods” (4vabfiuaza), which we
came across when discussing Homer and Herodotus®’, is also, in Plato, the most attested
among all the possible meanings of avazifyu, comprising all occurrences in the Laws®® and

the ones in Critias® and the Republic®.

8 The morphological search tool provided by Diogenes actually enlists twenty-six occurrences. Nevertheless,
we decided to excluded Rep.545a5, in which the form “dvnifduev”, in “iva tOv ddik@dtoTov 100veg dvTifd eV
@ dwootdte” (“so that, having seen the most unjust, we may compare it with the most just one”), stands for
the aorist subjuntive of the verb dvnirifyui (set against, contrast, compare etc.), not the present subjunctive of
dvatiOnui. Note that, even if we take dvuf@uev as an instance of dvarifnui, it is not possible to assign to it the
notion of change of mind of opinion, a sense only conveyed by the middle voice.

85 Phd. 87a2; Hppr. 229¢4, 229¢5,230a4, 230a8; Chrm. 164d1; Prt. 354e8; Grg. 461d3, 462a3; Men. 89d4.

8 Symp.198el, 198e5; 1Alc.118e6, 129a3; Chrm.164d5, 164e4, 165a3, 165a7; Rep. 362c3; Criti.120c4; L.
917d5, 955¢6, 943¢7, 946¢1, 956a4.

87 See above 2.8.

88 917d5, 955€6, 943¢7, 946¢1, 956a4.

89 120c4.

90362c3.
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The occurrences in Charmides®! refer not to the handing up of a sacrifice to the
gods, but to the hunging up of an inscription at the fronstispiece of a temple, although the
religious setting here may entail some connotations beyond the mere physical domain. This is
the case, for example, of “d¢ diavooduevog dvédnrev 6 dvabeic” (164e4), where that which
the English translator explicitly stressed as a sort of dedication to the god®?, the Latin
translation rendered as a prosaic inscripsit®>. The question here is whether the verb works in
this passage on the basis of its literal, physical meaning or rather on the basis of its use in the
sacrificial setting. An analogous passage in the I Alcibiades®, againg referring to the same
inscription, indeed suggests, we would argue, that whereas ritual connotations are in fact
implied (a religious inscription is not, after all, a mere grafitto), the true encoded meaning is
more of a general, physical sort.

The third meaning of dvarif@nur mentioned before is that of “adding something
upon someone” in the sense of attributing or assigning a quality, a merit or guilt etc. Of such
meaning we find one occurrence in the I Alcibiades® and two others in the Symposium®®.

Now we shall finally approach dvarifsuar and its occurrences, starting by Chrm.
164d1:

AMO  todto  pév, Eon, @ Zdkpotec, OVK fV  TOTE  YEVOLTO,
oAl €l T oL ofelt ék 1OV Eumpocbev Vm' £uod  OUOAOYMUEVOV
gic tobto dvaykoiov eivar ovuPaivery, eketvov dv T Eymye
paAlov é@vaBeipmv, woi ovk Gv aioyovleinv  un ooyt  6pOAG
@avor  gipnkévan, pdAlov 1 mote ocvyyopnoo' dv  dyvoodvia
adTov £0vToOV EvOpamov crapoveiv?.

In this passage, Critias, confronted with a probable but yet unintended
consequence of one of his own statements, says he would rather withdraw his assertion than
accept the consequence suggested by Socrates. The verb in aorist optative, davafeiunv,
translated in Latin by the future retractabo’®, stays clearly that the statement in discussion
was not yet withdrawn, since the unintended consequence is denied, but was actually

reinforced. Critias only goes as far as to say that it wouldn’t be a shame to admit he hasn’t

o1 164d5, 164e4, 165a3, 165a7.

92 “s0 I suppose the man thought who dedicated the inscription” (Complete Works).

ut sensit ille, meo judicio, qui inscripsit” (Opera Omnia, I, 1856).

%4 129a3: “xai T1¢ fv Qadrog 6 TodTo dvadeic gic Tov év ITvboi vedmv”.

% 118e6.

% 198el and 198¢5.

97 “But this,” he said, “Socrates, would never happen. And if you think it necessary to draw this conclusion from
what I admitted before, then I would rather withdraw some of my statements, and would not be ashamed

to admit I had made a mistake, in preference to conceding that a man ignorant of himself could be temperate.”
(Complete Works)

% Opera Omnia, 1856. All references in this section to the Latin translation refer to this same edition.

93 <.
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expressed himself the right way, had it indeed being the case, which he obviously thinks it is
not. As for the substance of the “retraction” itself, shall it really take place in the future or not,
we must remark the absence of any moral or emotional marker pointing to an inner attitude of
repentance or regret, as seen in the case of uerauéler and, though not as emphatically, in that
of petayryvookw and uerarifeuor as well. Nor there seems to be any tangible or visible
change associated with dvarifeuar, at least no one other than the merely verbal act of
pronouncing one’s retraction. As we have seen, such conection with pragmatic matters was a
characteric of wuerafoviedecbor. So we are left with two other verbs, weravod and
uetadoéalw, to which avarifesuor shows stronger similarities.

Let’s now move forward and see how these verbs may differ among themselves,
by analizing two similar passages in the Protagoras (354e8) and the Gorgias (461d3),

respectively:

(...) GAN £11 kol vV ava®éoBa Efsotiy, i ) Exete dAO TL @dvon ivan
10 &yaBov fj v idoviy, 1 10 Kaxdv dAlo Tt § v aviov-?®

kol viv €l Tt éym koi Topyiag év Toig Aoyorg cparhopnsda, ov Topwv
gmavopov — dikatog &' €1 — kai &yd £0EAm OV OLOAOYMuEveV €l Ti ot
SoKel U kaAdG dpoAoyficOat, ava®icdar Tt dv o Povin (...)'%°

In the first example above, Socrates asks his interlocutors whether they would or
could affirm (érere dilo m @davor) the good and the bad to be something other than,
respectively, the pleasure and the pain. In the second example, Socrates states his willingness
to take back [é0élw (...) dvaBéoBoi] any statement Polus may consider erroneous. There is
indeed in both examples here, as there was already in that first one above as well, an
underlying opinion or idea that is or may be somehow submitted to change. But it is not to the
idea itself, i.e. to the intellectual content in one’s mind, that the verb dvarifsuor call our
attention. On the contrary, what the conditional phrases in both examples emphasize [ “ci 7y

’

&yete dAdo T pavau eivar”, in the first sentence, and then “ef (...) év toic Adyoig opolldusOa’,

% “But even now it is still possible to withdraw, if you are able to say that the good is anything other than
pleasure or that the bad is anything other than pain.” (Complete Works). Or in Latin: sed nunc tiam licet
retractare (...)".

100 «“And if Gorgias and I are stumbling now in what we say—well, you’re on hand, straighten us up again.
That’s only right. And if you think we were wrong to agree on it, I’'m certainly willing to retract any of our
agreements you like (...)”. And in Latin: “etiam ego volo, si quid eorum, quae concessa sunt, non recta concessa
putes, quodcumque velis retractes”. It is worth noticing here that, in the Latin translation, Polus, Socrates’
interlocutor, is the subject of the verb “retractes”, i.e. he is the one who changes the statement, not his own, but
someone else’s. We shall see later how this notion of retracting someone else’s statement may also be rendered
by avoziBspoa.
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in the second] is the statement itself: what was actually said. It is clear that to restate a
sentence does not necessarily imply a change of opinion. One may want to restate a sentence
in order to make it better serve the intended meaning, for example. Besides, in the course of a
conversation or verbal dispute, this rephrasing of statements often reflects the gradual process
by which interlocutors establish a sort of common ground, i.e. a common meaning to their
words, for it is impossible to address the real subject matter before this first step has been
achievied. And in fact, Socrates’ eargerness to accept whatever objection made by his
opponents seems motivated, in both examples above, by such preliminary necessity of a
common ground, this being the reason why Socrates not only does not resist here any
objection, but actually invites his opponents to set the debate in the terms most pleasing to
them.

This higher emphasis put on the verbal rather than on the noetic aspect of the
change is one characteristic differentiating dvarifsuar from both ueravod and peradolilw.
As we have seen, ugtadolalw stood for a change of opinion without any further
qualifications: no stress put on the process leading to the change or on the consequences
issuing from it. In the case of usravod, we had a change of opinion motivated by a sudden
realization, i.e. a change triggered by a noetic event, irrespective of its consequences on the
verbal domain. But with dvazifeuor we seem to have the opposite: the verbal change itself,
the actual restatement of something previously said, takes precedence over any motive or
consequence, either moral or intellectual.

The fact that dvazifeuor’s object is assumed to be something of a verbal nature is
stressed even when such object is not the actual statement but the product of a logical

reasoning, as we see in Men. 89d4:

1O P&V Yap SNBaxTdV adTd slvar, gimep EMoTAUN E0Tiv, OVK @vaTiBgpan pn
00 KoAdG AéyeoBar Ot 8¢ ovk 0TV EMGTNUN, oKEYaAL £GV GOl BOK®D
&ikotog dmoteiv!!!

Here Socrates says that he does not deny it is correct to say (kaidg AéyeoOar) that
virtue is teachable, provided it is indeed a science, a premise, however, Socrates does not
consider suffiently demonstrated yet. In Phd. 87a2, the object of dvarifcuou is the logical

demonstration itself:

101 “I am not saying that it is wrong to say that virtue is teachable if it is knowledge, but look whether it is
reasonable of me to doubt whether it is knowledge.” (Complete Works).
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STL pgv yap v MUV M yoyn kol mpiv elc 168e 10 £ldoc EADsiv, ok
avatifOepor pun ovyl mavy yoplvimg koi, & pi) émaydés éotv simelv,
Tavy ikav@g amwodedelyfor d¢ 6¢ Kol dmofavoviov Mudv £t Tov EoTiy,
o® pot dokel t§de. 12

Cebes praises the logical demonstration as a verbal performance, not denying it
has been gracefully (yapiéviwg) done, although he is not personally convinced of all its
logical entailments. His praise aims at the act of demonstration (drwodedeiyfar), the
performance, not at the reasoning taken abstractly, that is, merely in its logical connections
and out of any discursive context.

From the object we move now to the subject of dvarifsuai. The four occurrences
in the Hipparchus (229e4 — 230a8), a spurious dialogue, bear a unique and interesting stylistic
feature. There, the subject of dvazifeuor is never the character himself who actually takes
back what he previously said, but his interlocutors:

{ZQ.} AMa pnv kol domep mertedov £0Ehm ool év Toig Adyolg
ava0icOar 61 Povdrer TAV sipnuévoy, iva pun oin éEanatdcbat. ToTEPOV
vop t0dT0 oor avaddpor, og ovyl t@vV ayabdv mavieg Embvpodoy
avOpwmot;

{ET.} Mn poi ye.

{ZQ.} AM' ©¢ 10 {nuodeBon kol 1) Cnpia 0 Kokov;

{ET.} Mn poi ye.

{ZQ.} AM' og ov ] Inuig ol @ (nuodcbor 10 kEpdog kal TO
Kepdaivew évavtiov,

{ET.} Mn&¢ todro0.
{ZQ.} AAM' o¢ évavtiov v Td Kak@ ovK ayadov €61t T0 kepdaivery;
{ET.} OVt mav ye' TovTi pot avadov.

{ZQ.} Aoksl épa o1, MG Eotke, TOD KEPSOVC TO UEV TL AyaldoV giva, TO 8¢
T KOKOV.

{ET.} "Epouye.
{ZQ.} Avartifgpor toivov 6ol tod10" E0Tm Yap 01 KEPSOG TL Ayadov Kol

£tepov KEPOOG TL KOKOV. KEPOOG OF ye OVOEV PAAAOV €0TV aOTAV TO
ayaov f| 10 Kokdv: q yéap; 14

102 “T do not deny that it has been very elegantly and, if it is not offensive to say so, sufficiently proved that

our soul existed before it took on this present form, but I do not believe the same applies to its existing
somewhere after our death.”

103 SOCRATES: Very well, just like in a friendly game of checkers, I’'m willing to let you take back anything
you want of what’s been said in the discussion, so you won’t think you’re being deceived. So should I take this
back for you, that all men desire good things? FRIEND: No, not that. SOCRATES: Well, how about that
suffering loss, or loss, is bad? FRIEND: No, not that. SOCRATES : Well, how about that profit and profiting are
opposite to loss and suffering loss? FRIEND: Not that, either. SOCRATES: Well, how about that profiting, as
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Socrates’ interlocutor manifested the conviction that, by some obscure means he
himself was unable to point out, Socrates had been deceiving him with his arguments up to
that point. What then follows is but another example of something we have seen before:
Socrates allows his opponent to restablish the common ground of the discussion in the terms
he pleases by restating or taking back any premise he wants. This is a preliminary step
preceding any actual change of mind thay may eventually occur, and preceding even any
possible discussion on the subject matter, hence its focus on language rather than on the

subject itself.

3 Conclusion: a brief exercise in semantic reception

Before we can summarize our conclusion, it is worth comparing Greek and Latin
so we can see, firstly, which strategies Latin had to implement in order to account for the
differences and nuances we have been talking about and, secondly, to check whether or not
the same pattern emerges in both languages. This could be described as an exercise in
“semantic reception”, so to speak, and one that can serve as a test to the observations we have
made so far. All translations quoted in the table bellow are from Hirschigii (1859), except for
Epin. 982d1, which is from Stephanus (1598). The verbs petauovfoverv and uperansifeobor
are here included only for information purpose, since they are not, strictly speaking, part of
the semantic field we are studying, although one could probably make a case for
uetouovbaverv. As for the locution docav ékPaiiev and dola éliévau, and despite their not

being part of the research from the beginning, we shall address them briefly in the conclusion.

petafovievecon Epin. 982d1 alternat sententiam
LETOVOETY Euthyd. 279¢9 mutata sententia

Soph. 265d1 aliud opinor
petado&alev _ .

R. 413c2 deposuerint opinionem

the opposite of bad, is good? FRIEND: It’s not always good; take that back for me. SOCRATES: So you believe,
it seems, that some profit is good, and some is bad. FRIEND: I do. SOCRATES: All right, I’ll take this back for
you; let’s say that some profit is good and some other profit is bad. And neither one is more profit, the good or
the bad. Right?



UETAUELELY

LETAYTYVOOKELY

petotifecOon

avorifecOon

petopovodvey

petomneifecHon
d0&av EkPariev

d0&a £€1€van

R. 413b10
Ap. 38¢e4

Phd. 114al
Phdr. 231a2
Phdr. 262¢e4
Phdr. 264a2
Prt. 356d6
Grg. 471b7
Phdr. 231.a.4

Grg. 493c5

Chrm. 164d1

Prt. 354e8
Grg. 461d3
Men. 89d4
Phd. 87a2
Hppr. 229¢4
Hppr. 229¢e5
Hppr. 230a4
Hppr. 230a8
R. 413al

R. 413b5

R. 412¢7

R. 412¢10

Table 1 - All verbs compared in both Greek and Latin

aliter sentire

paenitet

paenitentia ducti

beneficii paenitet

paenitet

beneficii paenitet

curam ac consilium mutare
paenituit

paenitere
mutata sententia

retractabo

retractare
retractes
retracto
retracto

retractare
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illud immutemus quod diximus

retractes

retracto

aliud docetur
persuadentur

ejiciant (...) opinionem

opinio mente exire

The first thing to be noticed here is the relative lexical poverty of Latin in

comparison to Greek. Latin has only two verbs, paenitere\poenitere and retractare, to account
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for the seven different verbs in Greek. If we add also uerouavfaverv and ucromeifecbor, we
reach a maximum of four Latin verbs.

However, the problem with the Latin rendering of those two verbs is that it is
quite unspecific and generic, even to the point of scaping the semantic field. In the case of
uetameifeoBou, translated by the passive persuaderi, the very notion of change, conveyed in
Greek by the preverb uera, end up being lost in Latin. It is not the same thing to be convinced
of something (about which one may had no previous opinion) and to the convinced to change
one’s opinion on some issue. Whereas in the case of uerauavfaverv, the insufficiency of the
verb doceri to convey the notion of change is made blatant by the addition of a clarifying
aliud to it. Again, it is not the same to be taught something and to be taught something to be
otherwise. As for the Greek idioms dodav éxPdilewv and d6Ea €€iévan, their rendering into
Latin is just too litteral to allow for any comparison.

All the other verbs are rendered in Latin by locutions employing either a generic
verb for change (alternare\mutare\deponere) followed by an object qualifying the kind of
change taking place (sententiam\opinionem\consilium), or a generic verb for “think”
(sentire\opinor) followed by an adverb or direct object (aliter\aliud) pointing some sort of
turn in the action. All those locutions sound generical and indistinct from one another and, as
consequence, not quite apt to account for the nuances found in the original.

One opposition, however, is particularly preserved and well marked by the Latin.
We mentioned it already throughout our analysis, though not in much detail. The fact that, in
Latin, it is this opposition that provides the frame for the blurred zone occupied by the above
mentioned generic locutions will help us grasp the relevancy of such opposition also in Greek.
I am referring of course to the contrast between dvarifecOor and uetouélerv, the only
distinction Latin was able to make by rendering those verbs, respectively, as retractare and
poenitere, and that, we shall not fail to mention, in a very consistent way. Even the exceptions
to such rendering in the end confirm the special status of those verbs. In the case of
dvarifeobfou, for instance, the translation “illud immutemus quod diximus” rely on the
“diximus” to stress the difference between this and the other verbs translated by similar
locutions. Conversely, in the locution “curam ac consilium mutare”, it is “curam” that helps
convey what is particular to uerouélerv. As for the locution paenitentia duci, it may differ
from paenitere stylistically but not semantically.

As we have previously seen, avazifeofor stands for a change regarding primarily

verbal matters. It is a restatement, a recast or rephrasing of something one has said before. It
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does not necessarily involve a true change in opinion, and it is never related to deep moral
concerns. In one word, it is a sort of exterior change that engages oneself as less as possible.
Merouéderv, on the other hand, is an intrinsically internal and moral change, so
deeply internal and moral that sometimes it is hard and even pointless to try and formalize the
change in terms of a clear proposition. What was found wrong was not merely an idea one
might have had, but the person itself. Since such change concerns one’s being in the first
place, it may or may not have the occasion to manifest itself externally. In any case, the real
concern of one’s uerauéleia is always something situated in the past, which of course can
never be changed, which had led us to conclude that uerauéierv does not trigger any particular
action to be taken in the future. In sum, whereas dvarifeoOar had put us in realm of words,

here with uestauélerv we touch what is beyond words. The figure below illustrates the

opposition.
MORAL VERBAL
. o
HUETAUELELY avatifscOar

Illustration 1 - Opposition petapérewy x avatifeocOor

Right in between an utterly external change, which may well be not a truly change
in opinion, and an utterly moral change that could easily challenge any attempt at verbal
formalization, we must have a truly change of opinion which, at the same time, is not
specially qualified or emotionally marked. This applies, as we have seen, to the verb
ueraoolalerv, whose generic, intellectual character made it possible for the Latin translator to
render it every time in a different way, with however no substantial change in meaning. The

Greek idioms docav éxfailerv and doca éCiévou display the same features as uetodolalerv.

MORAL INTELLECTUAL VERBAL
[ 4 ® ' Py
HETAUELELY peradolalery avatifscOar

doéav Exfailery
0oéa e&iéva

Illustration 2 - The three axes: moral, intellectual and verbal
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The verb ueradolalerv refers exclusively to intellectual matters, and as such it
does not entail neither moral nor practical changes. So, between the moral uerouéderv and the
intellectual ueradoéalerv, we have the “pragmatic” uerafoviedesfor, by means of which one
changes primarily his course of action, his plans, irrespective of the rationale or the emotions
involved. MetofloviedeaBai is not only a change in opinion, but a change in one’s opinion on
what he is supposed to do. By so being, usroffoviedeafar bears a necessary conection with the
future, a conection that was completely absent in the case of uerauéierv.

Another verb that presented such connection with the future (although a much
loose one than uertafovievecBar) is petayiyvooxev. But petayiyvookerv is also closely
associated with uerouélerv: they not only appeared in the same context, practically operating
as synonyms, but they were also both translated by the same paenitere. The common features
it shares with both uetauélerv and uerafoviedesbar put the verb uetayryvaoxerv in some place
between those two, but in a place undoubtedly much closer to werauélerv, with which

uetayryvookery shares most of its features.

MORAL INTELLECTUAL VERBAL
. ® . . ®
UETAUELELY ueraflovievscOar ueradoaley avarifscOa
HETAPLYVDGICELY doéav Exfaliety

00&a E&iEvan

Ilustration 3 - uerafovicvccOo

The verb ustadolalerv and the idioms dolav éxficiierv and dola éciévou stand for
the unqualified, generic change of opinion. Without stepping outside the same and strict
intellectual domain, the verbs uetouavfaverv and uetancifeoBor do add some qualification to
that broader notion, specifying in each case a different source or motive for the change, i.e.
either knowledge or persuasion. Apart from such difference, which is not always altogether
clear and may very well overlap in many cases, there is another opposition contrasting
uetopovboverv and petameifeabou, this time on the matter of agency: the former emphasizes
internal agency, i.e. the fact that he who changed his mind did it upon learning himself

something new, whereas the latter stresses external agency, by using the passive voice.
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MORAL INTELLECTUAL JVERBAL
. *® L - L]
UETAUELELY ueraflovievscOar ueradoaley avatifscOa
HETAPLYVOGICELY doéav Exfaliety

00&a E&iEva

HETAPOVOaGVEWY uetarnsifscOu

Ilustration 4 - uerapavOavery and psronsifcclou

The verb uetafovicdecOar has earned a place between ueradolalerv and
uetousdeny/ petayryvaooxerv for its belonging to the realm of action and decision-making.
Metofoviedeafon denotes a change in one’s course of action, a change concerning one
particular decision previously made. Such entailment of practical consequences is a feature
also displayed by the verb perarifeafou. This would lead us to put it in the same position as
uertafovievecBor, ie. in a position equidistant from both exclusively intellectual
(uetadoclalerv) and exclusively moral concerns (uerouélerv/ uetoyryvaorerv). But there is a
nuance differentiating uetatifeoBor and petafovieveaar. In fact, we found those two to stand
in opposition to each other concerning, on one hand, the specificity of the change implied and,
therefore, also the reach of their consequences. While uetafovieveofon referred to a specific
plan or decision whose change led to another and specific action, uerarifeofor implied a
rather unspecific change, much broader in scope, whose consequences may affect one’s
overall behavior, not only one particular action.

And lastly, if we compare petavoeiv and dvarifecbor, we realize that uetavoeiv is
not altogether confined to the verbal domain, like dvarifeafou is. At the same time, however,
the sort of change of opinion conveyed by usravoeiv was a much feeble and less defined one,
if compared, for example, to that of ueradolalerv. By less defined I don’t mean more generic,
for it is not the scope of the change, but the change itself that is somehow doubtful. Could an
act of recollection, to which ueravoeiv is associated in the passage we analyzed, account for a
true change of mind? This is why we choose to place uetavoeiv between uetadolalerv and
avatiBeabor, for it shares features with both verbs but, in each case, to a slightly lesser degree.

The final illustration of the semantic field, then, goes as follows.
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do&a E&iévau

peratifecOar /\

HETOPOVOGVELY peransifsco

I E
N X
T MORAL INTELLECTUAL VERBAL T
g ® - *— *— —— E
R HETAuELEy Hetafovisvsclu psradolalsy HETAVOETY avatifsoOal e
N HETAMYVOOKELY d6&av Exfaliery N
A A
L L

Ilustration 5 - The map of the journey
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