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PREFACE.

To attempt a new edition of the Philebus would scarcely
seem to need apology. So far as I know, English scholarship
has produced but three editions of this dialogue in the present
century—two from the pen of Dr C. Badham, the third by
Mr E. Poste ; and none of these can be pronounced satisfactory.
Nor do I know of any foreign scholar who has dealt with the
Plilebus in an adequate manner. The Daniel is not yet ‘come
to judgment.’

The way, then, lies open for anyone who will devote himself
to the arduous task of completing a final and exhaustive edition
of this most difficult of Platonic writings. The aim of the
present effort is less ambitious; it is little more than to make
a slight contribution, and to collect some of the outlying
material, which may aid in the accomplishment of that de-
sirable end ; for in no degree can it claim to be exhaustive or
final. |

The difficulties which beset an editor of the Plilcbus are
twofold—material and formal, or philosophical and textual;

‘and sometimes the two interlace. As regards the text, I

have taken as my basis the Teubner recension of Hermann-
Wohlrab; and so my text is eclectic, nor do I pin my faith on
the Bodleian manuscript (which I have specially re-examined
for the present dialogue), or on any other particular manu-
script ; and occasionally 1 have admitted emendations wholly
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vi PREFACE.

conjectural. The explanatory Notes are mainly concerned with
the text and grammar rather than with the philosophic subject-
matter, to which I have devoted the Introduction. To the
Appendices I have relegated both one or two critical matters
which seemed too extensive for the Notes, and some material
designed to illustrate or expand the philosophical discussions
which seemed too bulky to insert in the Introduction. But
in both departments, of philological and of philosophical eluci-
dation, I must confess that my main task has been to collect,
sift and record the dicta of earlier critics and commentators,
rather than to propound novelties of my own origination.

It remains then to mention, with an acknowledgment of
my debt to them, the names of the chief authors whom I have
consulted.

God. Stallbaum (‘ Platonis Philebus rec., proleg. et comm.
illustr., Gothae, 1842).

Ch. Badham (‘The Philebus of Plato, with Introd. and
Notes, ed. 1, 1855 ; ed. 2, 1878).

Ed, Poste (‘The Philebus of Plato, with a Revised Text
and English Notes,’ Oxford Univ. Press, 1860).

F. A. Paley (Translation of Plato’s Philebus, with Notes).

H. Fackson (‘ Plato’s Later Theory of Ideas, 1. The Philebus,
etc. in /. of Phil. X. pp. 253 ff.).

R. D. Archer-Hind (Introduction, pp. 24 ff,, in his ed. of the
Timaeus).

F. A. Trvendelenburg (‘De Platonis Philebi Consilio,” Berlin,
1837 : “Platonis de Ideis et Numeris Doctrina,’ 1826).

R. Hirzel (* De Bonis in fine Philebi enumeratis,’ Lips. 1868).

G. Schneider (‘Die Ideenlehre in Plato’s Philebus,” 1880:
‘ Das materiale Princip der Platonischen Metaphysik,” 1872).

F. A. Kilb (‘ Platons Lehre von der Materie,” Marburg, 1887).

F. Tocco ( Del Parmenide, del Sofista e del Filebo,’ 1893).
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PREFACE. vii

In addition to these special treatises I must mention the
larger works of Zeller (‘ Plato and the Older Academy, Eng.
Tr. 1876), Susemihl (‘ Die genetische Entwicklung der Plat.
Philos.,” Lips. 1858), Teichmiiller (‘ Studien 2. Gesch. d. Begriffe,’
1874), Ribbing (‘ Genetische Darstellung d. Plat. Ideenlehre,
1863), Michelis (‘Die Philos. Pl,” 1860), Peipers (‘Ontologia
Plat’), Biumker (* Das Problem d. Materie in d. Gr. Philos.’
1800), Horn (‘ Platon-Studien,” 1893), Bénard (‘ Platon,’ 1892),
Fouillée, Tannery and Huit.

The present publication had its origin in some studies under-
taken during my tenure of a Bp Berkeley Fellowship at the
Owens College, Manchester. For the generosity of the Council
of the College in facilitating my work, and for the help and
sympathy received from Professor S. Alexander, my best thanks
are due. It is also a pleasing duty to acknowledge my debt to
my early instructors, Dr Henry Jackson and Mr R. D. Archer-
Hind, who first taught me to feel that amongst the masters of
thought “ Plato mihi unus instar est omnium.” To Dr Jackson
I further owe especial thanks for the assistance he has given
me with the proofs, and for many valuable suggestions. Some
of these will be found in the “Additional Notes,” to which
I would here invite the reader's attention. I am also indebted
to Mr G. E. Moore, of Trinity College, Cambridge, and to Mr
A. E. Taylor, of the Owens College, for kindly communicating
various notes and criticisms. Lastly, I must mention my
brother, Prof. J. B. Bury, who has helped me in many ways.

R. G. B.
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INTRODUCTION.

I. INTRODUCTORY.

THE Philebus might be compared to a gnarled and knotted
old oak-tree, abounding in unexpected humps and shoots, which
sadly mar its symmetry as compared with the fair cypress-trees
and stately pines by whose side it stands in the ‘grove of
Academe’: but yet it contains as much of sound timber as the
best of them. Beneath the difficulties of expression and the
peculiarity of form which mark this dialogue there is a sound
core of true Platonic thought.

That it is harsh and rugged in style none can deny; that it
is jagged and distorted in composition is equally indisputable.
But though it lacks alike the dramatic graces of such dialogues
as the Protagoras and Euthydemus, the mature richness of the
Phaedo and Republic, and the epic dignity of the ZTimaeus, its
difference, and even inferiority, in style and form is very far
from giving ground to suspect its authenticity. On the con-
trary, the very style itself—bold and dry and harsh as it is—
shows just this, that the work is one of the latest of Plato’s
productions, perhaps the very latest, except only the Lazvs.
And this is now the verdict of most of the recent critics.

But though we refuse to agree with Schleiermacher in
regarding the Philebus as an early work, preparatory to both
the Republic and the Timaeus, yet we may be tempted to deny
its unity and to view it as rather a congeries of discordant
fragments than a rationally ordered whole!. This too would
be a mistake, as it will be one of the purposes of the following

! Cp. Poste, Philebus, p. 105 (n. on 55A): “we assume the Philebus to have
arisen from a boldly executed junction of two originally separate dialogues.”

B, P. b
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X INTRODUCTION.

pages to show. And to this end,—to indicate the cohesion as
well as variety, the unity in multiplicity, of the dialogue,—1I will
here begin by a brief review of the main lines of the discussion,
and a statement of the order in which I propose to deal with
the chief subjects of which it treats.

The main object of the discussion, which governs the course
of the whole dialogue and holds it all together, is to examine
critically the rival ethical doctrines which we may term Hedo-
nism and Intellectualism, of which the former is the creed of
the Cyrenaics, here represented by Philebus, and the latter that
of the Megarics, represented initially by Socrates?,

Accordingly, we begin at once (11 B—12 B) with the question,
Is Pleasure or is Intelligence the Supreme Good or Ethical End ?
But this presently leads on to an account of Division or Logical
Method, which further involves reference to the Epistemology
of Idealism (12 B—20D): for no thorough discussion of any
subject can ultimately dispense with this method. Still for
the moment it %dlqumsed with, and thlgre characteristic marks
are disclosed—Desirability, Adequacy, rfection—which neces-
sarily attach to the Supreme Good, but in regard to which both
Pleasure and Intelligence, when weighed, are found wanting.
Hence it follows that neither Intelligence nor Pleasure is the
Supreme End of Life. Such is the solution of the first problem
(20 B—22E). i

But here emerges a second problem: Which of the
claimants, Pleasure or Intelligence, is most nearly akin to whdt-
ever is the Supreme Good? And again a third problem: If
the Supreme Good is a Mixed thing, what are the laws of its
mixture? The answer to these questions involves a manifold
discussion, which combines with the ethical and dialectical
elements already introduced further physical, metaphysical
and psychological elements. First we have the physico-meta- -
physical exposition of the four great Classes of Being, by which
the superiority of Intelligence to Pleabsure, in its abstract
character, is decided (23Cc—31A). This is followed by an
examination and classification of Pleasures and of Intellectual
Objects, with a view to their forming part in the Final Mixed

! For another suggestion as to the party-allusions see /nirod. 11. n. ad fin.

(0 '81L’



1

L S

e r—— T

INTRODUCTION. xi

Good (31 B—59 D); after which the constitution of that Mixed
Good is determined (59 D—64 E). And then the dialogue winds
up with an ethico-metaphysical classification of the rival ‘goods’
in the order of their relation to the Supreme Good, as deter-
mined by the threefold character of Truth, Measure and Beauty.

At first, perhaps even at second, sight there may appear a
perplexing incoherence about the arrangement our author here
adopts ; the puzzling intricacy of the argument may incline us
to lament the loss, as well as to admire the theme, of Galen's
treatise mepi Tov év PiAyBp peraBdoewr. But further con-
sideration should show that there is more method and meaning
in the order than may at first sight appear. A more close and
careful enquiry should lead us to agree with Trendelenburg that
this is, after all, a well-knit, skilfully-wrought dialogue.

The logical discussion is not otiose, because it is practically
illustrated in psychological investigations to follow. The men-
tion of the Ideal Theory is not out of place because the whole
subject under discussion has for its climax and crown the Idea
of Highest Good. To determine the characters of the Mixed
Good is important, as the motive which governs the whole of
that most lengthy part of the dialogue which deals with
Pleasures and Sciences as possible constituents of that Mixed
Good. To discuss the Classes of Being is of value as bringing
the immediate ethical question into line with the larger ques-
tions of universal truth, with which idealistic philosophy is
conversant. Lastly, the concluding scheme of Goods forms the
ground where the various threads of the discussion are picked up
and woven together so as to form a complete solution of the
original problem.

We may re-echo with confidence the sentence of Mr Poste,
that “Speculations on the End of Life, on the Method of Science,
on the laws of the Universe, in which we may trace the im-
pulsion of Socrates, of the Megarians, and of the Pythagoreans,
are all fused into one philosophic system, and presented in an
harmonious artistic form. And this triple thread of speculation
is the badge of Plato’s most perfect dialogues. In this respect
the Philebus may claim to be classed with the Republic and
Timaeus.” (/ntrod. p. ix.)

b2
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For the purposes of elucidation I shall treat the chief topics
with which the dialogue is concerned in the following order :

(1) Pleasure: (2) Science, its Kinds and Methods:
(3) Being, its Kinds and Causcs: (4) The Good: (5) The

Ideas.

I1. PLEASURE.

The main theme of the Philebus, to judge by the traditional
title (7 mepl 78ovns), as well as by the space occupied in its
discussion, would appcar to be the character of Pleasure and
its claim to be regarded as the proper end of human action. A
brief analysis of the coursc of the argument in so far as it dcals
directly with this subject may conveniently precede any further
comments on Plato’s ethical position with regard to it.

11 A. Philebus’ thesis that Pleasure and Enjoyment (xaipav, 78ovy,
répyus) is for animals universally Good.

12 C—E. Socrates points out that Pleasure (or ‘ Aphrodite’ in
loose parlance) is not a simple unity but manifold (rowiAor). Though
One in name (axovewr), in nature (¢uows) pleasure differs widely from
pleasure: there are pleasurcs of continence and of incontinence, of
wisdom and of foolishness.  Yes, rejoins Protarchus, as the cffects of
different causes pleasures may be said to differ; but for all that,
Pleasure is pleasure, and its similarity to itsclf cannot be denied,

12 € You mistake, returns Socrates, through confusing generic with
specific quality. Colour, for instance, is always colour when regarded
generically (yéve), and yet white differs from—nay, is the very opposite
of—Dblack ; and such, I suspect, is the case with Pleasure,

13A, 0. Well, how would that affect our argument? asks Prot-
archus.

In this way : you call a mass of different things by the single name
of Pleasure: next, you identify the Plcasant with the Good, and thus
you designate all this heterogeneous mass of pleasures, some good and
some bad, indiffcrently by the name of Good. What then, I ask, is the
common element existing in good and bad pleasures alike in virtue of
which you call them Good?

But I cannot allow that any pleasures are bad, ohjects Protarchus.

You admit, however, that pleasures vary in quality.

Not gua pleasurcs.

Google




INTRODUCTIOWN. X1l

If you retract your former admission, retorts Socrates, the discussion
must inevitably come to a dead-lock : and further, we shall expose our-
selves to ridicule as stupid tiros (pavAdrarot...véo) at dialectic, since it
will be open to me to adopt an equally pig-headed style of answer.

[13 F—18 E contain an exposition with illustrations of the proper
dialectic method : first, Socrates shows that Science is not uniform but
multiform : next, he discusscs the paradoxes of the One and Many, and
explains the value of the One and Many (Generalisation and Analysis)
for scientific procedure : which procedure is illustrated by the examples
of Music and of the Alphabet.  After this digression the original subject
is resumed thus :—]

18 k—20 B. Our original argument concerned the claims upon our
choice (alperdor) of Wisdom (¢poryeis) and Pleasure respectively. Each
of these we termed a Unity. Now after our foregoing discussion of
Scientific Method, we must ask how each of these Unities is a ‘One
and Many’ (fv xai woAAa), and what Number belongs to each of them
so as to preclude cach from becoming at once an Infinity (dmrepa).

You mean, Socrates, that we should investigate the number and
quality of the species («idy) into which Pleasure and Wisdom divide, if
they do so divide ? .

To fail in such investigation were indeed to exhibit utter incapacity,
replies Socrates.

- Well, says Protarchus, you have promised to argue the question out,
and we shall keep you to your promise. Choose your own method, and
cither disjoint into species Pleasure and Science or not as you please,

Your coaxing persuades me | laughs Socrates.

20 B-—22 & The question may be solved without employing the
scientific method if we consider that The Good possesses the three
attributes  of Perfection  (rédeor), Sufliciency (ikaror), Desirability
(alperov) ; and that, judged by these three conditions, neither Pleasure
alone nor Wisdom alone is found satisfuctory. Conscquently the best
life for man must be better than either, and combine the good of both
(8 xowos Bios). Hence we must restate our problem thus: Is Pleasure
or Thought (vets) more nearly allied to the principle of Goodness in
the victorious life?

(23 B—27 ct metaphysical discussion of the fourfold nature of
Being-—mépas, dmrepov, pisror, airia; after which the thread is resumed
thus :—)

27 c—31 A. The object of our discussion has been to determine
whether it is to Pleasure or to Wisdom that the second place belongs.

Google



Xiv INTRODUCTION.

For the first place we assigned to the Mixed Life, and this evidently
belongs to the third of the Four great Classes of Being just dis-
tinguished ; and we have now to apply the same classification to our
two competitors. First, we shall assign Pleasure to the Second Class,
as ‘unlimited’; then we must carefully consider the kinship .of
Wisdom. The ruling spirit of the Universe is Thought (vois), whence
it follows that Thought is akin to Cause, the Fourth Class.

31 B,C. The next step, proceeds Socrates, is to determine the
sphere in which, and the conditions under which, Pleasure and Science
become actualised.

We take Pleasure first, and it cannot be disjoined from Pain for
the purposes of our investigation. It is evident that the sphere of
the realisation of these two is the Third or Mixed Class (r0 xowov
yévos). '

31 D, B. Further, we see that the condition of the appearance

of Pain is the dissolufion of the Natural Harmony of an animal.

Contrariwise, the process of becoming harmonised and returning to the
natural state constitutes Pleasure. E.g., Hunger is a dissolution and
a pain, while Eating is a fulfilling and pleasure : and similarly with the
feelings of thirst and of chill, and their opposites. And so in gengral,
the o] nppnsnte processes of deviation from and restoration to the normal
state {ﬂ;v avridv ovoiav) of a compound (éx rol dmelpov xai wéparos)
animate being form respectively Pain and Pleasure.

32 C. A second kind of feeling is that of Expectation, which when
its object is pleasant is called Pleasure, but when its object is grievous,
Pain or Dread. And this kind of pleasure and pain is proper to the
soul alone, in isolation from the body.

32 E—33 B. Furthermore, when a creature is at the neutral or
normal point of ccmdltmn, unaffected by either dissolution or restora-
tion, it is free alike from both pain and pleasure. Which fact is of
importance for our estimate of the value of Pleasure. And the life
of pure thought, as already described, is marked by this absence of
both affections—as is the Divine life: which matter may be resumed
by-and-bye.

33 C. Again this second (non-corporeal) class of Pleasures (viz. of

Expectation) involves as its mean@the nature of which we

must therefore explain.

33 D—34 A. Of bodily affections some are quenched before they
reach the soul, while others permeate soul as well as body and cause
a commotion of both at once as well as of each in turn: the latter we
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INTRODUCTION. XV

may term conscious (rqv Juypv py AavBavew), the former sub-conscious
h(hl'ﬁrﬂa'rur r. y.) processes. But sub-consciousness must not be con-
founded with forgetfulness (A4fq), for the latter is a loss of memory
(pyjuns éoBos), whereas in the former there can be no loss, since the
object has never emerged into being. So, to avoid confusion between
Aavfdvew and Ayfy, we may vary the term and call that state in which
the soul is unaffected by bodily disturbances non-sensation (dvawobyaia),
while the opposite state, where the same affection moves body and
soul together, we may term sensation (alofnois). We can now define
Memory as preservation of sensation (cwrpia alofyoews).

34 B. Memory, again, is to be distinguished from Reminiscence
(avaprmois). For reminiscence is the re-handling (avelapfavew) by the
soul alone of affections which it formerly experienced in conjunction
with the body: and we call the recovery of a memory, whether of a
sensation or of a mental acquisition, a reminiscence’.

34 C, 0. Now the object of here making these distinctions is to
enable us to grasp more clearly the nature of psychical, non-corporeal,
Pleasure, and also that of Desire. For an exposition of the character
and sphere of Desire is necessary to the completeness of our examination
of the form and genesis of Pleasure.

34 E—35 C. Let us, then, see why we apply in common the name
Desire to such various affections as Hunger, Thirst, and such like.
Thus, thirsting is growing empty, and thirst is a desire for fulfilling
by means of fluid, so that the thirsty man desires the opposite of
his present affection. Fulfilment, then, is the object laid hold of in
thirst,—but by the soul, since the body is ocenpied with the opposite,
and through Memory. Hence we conclude in general that Desire is a
non-corporeal function, that its object is the opposite affection, and that
it involves Memory.

35 E—~306 B. Again, physical pains and pleasures may be associated
with mental : (1) the pain of physical dissolution may be accompanied
by the memory of pleasant things which would give relief, so as to form
in combination a medium state of mingled pain and joy; or (2) the
physical pain may be accompanied by a mental state of despair, there
being no hope of future relief, so as to produce a state of twofold
pain.

1 15, as Michelis notes, is here used in its ordinary psychological sense,
and not (as Susemihl supposed) in the peculiar sense it bears in relation to the Ideal
Theory.

Google



xvi INTRODUCTIO.N.

36 c—38 A. Now are these pains and pleasures True or Fulse?
Here Protarchus objects thar these terms are inapplicable to such things
as Pleasure, Fear, Expectation, though applicable to Opinion. Socrates
admits that the question is difficult, but proceeds thus: It is generally
agreed that in cases of madness or delinum we may have the appearance
without the reality of pain and of pleasure. Let us examine this belief.
An opinion really { an opinion whether it Le rizht or wrong. and a
fecling of pleasure s a pleasure whether it be right or wronz. How
then can Opinion be both False and True but Pleasure only True? Is
it not obvious that Pleasure and Pain admit of quality (wow ruwve), as
well as Opinion : for we have already specitied them variously as “great”
and ‘small’ and ‘intense’? And so too_we may call them Bad (wuypar)
or Right (épbnyv) if badness or rectuude attach to them. And as an
Frring (dpapravovoar) opinion is a Wrong opinion, so too a pleasure
or pain which errs concerning its object 1s Wrong or Bad. Further,
Pleasure is often yoked to False Opinion, and then difters widely from
that yoked to Right Opinion.

[388—39E Opinion is the product of Memory and Sensation :
in the distance one object may be mistaken for another; this is a
case of false opinion when the judgment is unuttered, of false state-
ment (Adyos) when it is uttered. The function of Memory in such
judgments of sense is to write statements, as it were, on the soul, as on
a slate, which when true form true Opinion, when false, the opposite.
Memory discharges also the function of a painter, when the images of
such opinions or statements connected with sense-impressions are re-
produced for the mind’s eye (év aird dpd mws); and such images are true
or false according as the original opinions are true or false. Also, we
experience this of future, as well as of past or present, objects, even
as we saw that Pleasure and Pain sometimes have future reference ;
and these we term hopes.]

40 A—41 A. Hope is common to good men and bad alike, but as
the good are Heaven’s favourites their hopes and imaginings are more
likely to come true. And so with imagined pleasures, those of the good
are generally true, those of the bad false. Now False Opinion was,
we found, real opinion about unreal objects in past, present or future:
and Falsity in Pleasures and Pains must be regarded as analogous.
[Similarly, we must conclude that Fears and Wraths and all such
affections are sometimes false.] Now in the case of Opinion, Badness
(wovmpds) means Falsity, and the same holds for Pleasure.

41B. Here Protarchus objects that the Badness of pleasures is
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INTRODUCTION. xvil

mostly independent of their Falsity; which objection Socrates post-
pones answering, and proceeds to adduce a further proof of the
frequent existence of Falsity in pleasures.

41 ¢. In the afore-mentioned case of Desire, when the body and
the soul are oppositely affected by pain and pleasure (the body feeling
pain, but the soul anticipating pleasure, or vice versa), this simultaneous
presence of opposite affections produces an effect similar to the optical
illusion produced by variations of distance : for our judgment of the
comparative magnitude or intensity of pain or pleasure beside pleasure
or pain is misled by the effects of the various juxtapositions. Hence
we must add or subtract, as the case may be, from the amount of the
false apparent pleasure to arrive at the true value of the pleasure.

Thus we see that pleasures in themselves may be false, besides such
as are false through attaching to False Opinion.

42 D. Again, as we have frequently remarked, physical dissolution
and depletion bring Pain, and restoration and repletion bring Pleasure,
while the normal or neutral state is marked by the absence of both
feelings.

43 A—44 A. Yet how can we speak of such a neutral, motionless
state if we admit the Heraclitean doctrine of the ceaseless Flux of all
things? We may escape the dilemma by again distinguishing conscious
from sub-conscious processes, and by amending our statement regarding
physical pleasures and pains to this :—pleasures and pains are produced
in us by large changes, while small or moderate changes produce neither.
We now see how the middle or neutral life is distinct alike from that of
pleasure and from that of pain,—just as a third metal is distinct from
both gold and silver,—so that it is incorrect to term it either pleasant or
painful : and yet this mere freedom from pain is often mistaken, in good
faith, for actual enjoyment, which opinion is clearly false if we are right
in distinguishing Painlessness from Pleasure.

44 B—47 D. But, we may ask ourselves, ar¢ we right herein? Or
is the truth with those shrewd and severe Physicists who deny the
existence of Pleasure in any other form than that of relief from pain?
In my judgment the Physicists are wrong: yet we may treat them as
not ignoble, though unscientific, diviners, who through their hatred of
the potency and hollowness of Pleasure proclaim its very enticements a
snare and delusion. And we may at least follow them when they argue
that as the specific character of anything is best discovered by obser-
vation of the object in its highest degree ; so too with Pleasure, its real
nature will become most evident if we investigate the keenest and
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xviii INTRODUCTION.

most intense pleasures. Now such pleasures are those of the body
when in an unhealthy state, as appears when we consider that the
keenest pleasures are those preceded by the keenest desires, and that
such desires are those that are felt in fevers and similar diseased con-
ditions. The greatest pleasures, then, are those of disease—meaning
by ‘greatness’ intensity (to o¢odpa). Now incontinence (v8pis) brings
more intense pleasures than continence (vwdpwr Bios)—intense even
to ecstasy; so that this intensity belongs to Badness (rowmpia) of both
soul and body. Itching, with its remedy in rubbing, is an instance of
the diseased condition which breeds unseemly pleasures: and it is
evidently a mixed affection of both pain and pleasure. Of these mixed
conditions some are bodily, some psychical, while some affect both
body and soul. (1) Of the bodily kind we have an example in the
simultaneous feeling of Heat and Cold, which involves a strange
bitter-sweetness ; and in any such feeling the proportions between the
pain and the pleasure may vary, sometimes pain, sometimes pleasure
predominating, while in either case the presence of its opposite adds an
edge to the dominant affection. Of these morbid pleasures, such as
those of incontinence, we may say ‘ That way madness lies,” and yet the
incontinent consider him happiest who oftenest enjoys such pleasures.
(2) Of the mixed condition affecting both body and soul we have
already remarked that it combines bodily pain of depletion with mental
hope of repletion.

47 D—s50E. There is then left for us to consider (3) the mixture
of pain and pleasure which belongs purely to the soul. This is found
in such emotions as Anger, Fear, Regret, Lamentation, Love, Jealousy,
Envy and the like, which though a kind of pains yet contain pleasures.
Similarly Tragic Spectacles cause tears as well as enjoyment, and even
in Comic Spectacles pain is mingled with pleasure. But as the affection
induced by Comedy is somewhat obscure, it needs further explanation
involving the discussion of Envy and of the Ludicrous. Envy is a kind
of psychic pain, accompanied also by pleasure at another’s evils: now
ignorance and stupidity are evils: and this leads us up to the discovery
of the nature of the Ludicrous (6 yeloiov). One species of Badness
(rowmpla) is Self-ignorance, and of this affection there are three varieties
—over-estimation of one’s wealth, of one’s physical beauty or stature,
of one's moral virtue. And of this last and most common form of this
affection, the indiscriminate claim to Wisdom in especial conduces
to contentious and false sophistry (8ofocodia Jevdys). Now every such
affection is an evil: but if we would see how Envy is a mixture of

(:U- -gh_‘
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pain and pleasure, we must subdivide again into two parts. Those
who foolishly hold a false opinion respecting themselves fall into the
two classes of the Powerful and the Weak; of these the Weak are
Ludicrous, but the Powerful in self-defence Dangerous and Dreadful.
Now we define Envy as a kind of unjust pain and pleasure ; but since
joy over an enemy’s evils is neither unjust nor envious, and ignorance
is an evil, it is joy over ignorance in a friend which must constitute
Envy: and when this is of a ludicrous rather than hateful kind, the
pain of Envy is mingled with pleasure. Thus we see how in the
tragedies and comedies both of real life and of the stage Pain and
Pleasure are mingled together.

We have now discussed the nature of those psychic affections known as
Lamentation, Envy and Anger : countless other species remain, but seeing
that we have examined the obscure species of mixed pain and pleasure in
Comedy, the rest of the species (Fears, Loves, and the like) we may
fairly take for granted, and content ourselves with restating that a
mixture of Pain and Pleasure is found alike in all three classes of
affections—the purely corporeal, the purely psychical, and the psycho-
corporeal.

5o E—51 B. Next in natural order after the mixed we come to the
unmixed pleasures. For, as I have already said, I do not agree
entirely with those Physicists who deny the existence of true pleasures,
though I readily concede that many apparent pleasures are unreal, and
that many others turn out to be compounds of pains and stoppages of
pains. Qf True or Pure pleasures, then, there are three kinds__ Qf
these some attend on fair Colours and Figures, and on Sounds, others
on Smells, others again on any affection in which the feeling of want is
inappreciable and painless while the fulfilling is appreciable, pleasant
and free from pain.

51 C, D. (1) By Figures which are beautiful I mean not those of
animals or portraits but geometric figures—line, circle, plane, solid,
etc.—whose beauty is not relative to any outside thing but absolute:
and such Figures and Colours bring with them peculiar pleasures.
Similarly, clear and pure Tones bring their peculiar pleasures.

(2) Smells are a less divine class; yet in so far as they are not
conditioned by pain we may rank them with the foregoing.

52 A, B. (3) Lastly, we have the Intellectual pleasures. The
desire for knowledge involves no natural pain, nor yet the loss of
knowledge—though the latter may, through reflection (Aoywouds), cause
pain indirectly. This third class, then, is, like the rest, naturally pain-
less and pure, but attained by the fewest of men.
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52 c. We have now sufficiently distinguished the two classes of
Pleasures, the Pure and the Impure, and may assign them each to its
Genus—the impure or excessive to the Limitless (areporv), the pure to
the Measured (éuperpov).

52 D—53 B. Next, what relation does the Pure Class and the
Excessive or Intense bear to Truth (and Beauty): we must enquire
into this with a view to our final decision on the Mixture of pure
Pleasure with pure Science. Take the case of White Colour: it is
most True and Beautiful when most Pure and Unalloyed, not when
largest in extent. Similarly with Pleasure—a mild and small pleasure,
when painless and phlh.fre, is more Pleasant, True and Beautiful than an
intense and large pleasure which is impure.

53 C—55 B. There is a doctrine which teaches that Pleasure is
always a Becoming (yévesis), never a Being (otcia). To fully ap-
" preciate it we must discuss these terms. They are correlates, as end
to effort, object of desire to subject, absolute to relative; so that the
process of Becoming is always subordinate to the state of Being as
Means to End. !_i}_then, Pleasure is a Becoming, it must be relative to
some form of Being; and this, as End, comes under the category of
the Good, whereas Pleasure, as subordinate Means, cannot be so
ranked. Thus, according to the doctrine stated, it is absurd to identify
Pleasure with Good, and absurd to make the End of life lie in such
processes as the satisfaction of physical needs. Reason compels us to
prefer the third or neutral life to that of Becoming or of its opposite
(pBopd), especially as it allows free play to the pure activity of Intelli-
gence. It is absurd to deny that there is anything Good or Beautiful
outside of the soul, or in the soul except Pleasure—thus setting aside
not merely corporeal conditions but mental, such as courage, continence,
thought and the like ; and 1t 1s absurd also to measure moral qualities by
the standard of Pleasure, calling a man Good when he enjoys pleasure,
Bad when he suffers pain.

[55 c—59 D contains a similar, though more concise, review of the
various species of Science. ]

[50 p—61 c summarises the position of the argument with regard to
the original question of the respective claims of Pleasure and Science
to be considered as the Good: both were found wanting in point of
Sufficiency (ixavov), so that we must look for the Good in the Mixed
Life.]

[61 c—63 ¢ We must compound a potion of Pleasure, as honey,
with Wisdom, as water. Qnly the Truest portions of Pleasure must be
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used (though, on second thoughts, all kinds of Science), in addition to
such as are Necessary. For Reason itself (63 c, D) refuses to associate
with any pleasures other than the True and Pure and those which attach
properly to itself or to Health and Virtue, since vicious and morbid
pleasures are dangerous both to Reason and to the quality of the
Mixture.]

[64 A—65 A. The Threefold Cause of Good,—Beauty, Symmetry,
Truth.]
~ [65 A—66 c. By the standard of these Three we decide the place
of Pleasure and of Reason. Firstly, judged by Truth, Pleasure is of all
things the most deceitful : next, judged by Moderation (perpiorys), it is
of all things most immoderate : lastly, judged by Beauty, it is foulest
and most ludicrous—and this applies above all to the greatest pleasures.

Hence we cannot rank pleasures above the fifth place, and there
only such as are pure and painless, whether accompanying sciences or
sensations. ] '

[66 D—end. Recapitulation of the argument. The final result is
that, so far from being first, Pleasure only comes fifth: such is the verdict
of the Philosophic Muse, however much kine and swine may prophesy
falsely to the contrary.]

The first point to notice about the above discussion is the
manner in which Socrates both illuminates and enlarges the
narrow and vague application of the term Pleasure as used by
the younger disputants in the earlier part of the dialogue. To
them it suggested mainly the coarser and more primitive af-
fections of sense, but beneath the keen dissecting-knife of the
logician, species after species of more subtle emotions is laid
bare in its distinct character.

At the opposite poles of its specific nature are placed the
purely bodily and the purely intellectual affections, between
which lie the various kinds of combinations of mixed pains
and pleasures of mind and body. The result is to show how
far from exhausting the content of the term is the vulgar view
of the nature of pleasure, which neglects the mental elements
which are so frequently and subtly involved in many of its
manifestations.

It is in connection with the mental/ side of Pleasure that
Socrates digresses to discuss Sensation, Memory, Desire, Hope,
Imagination, Opinion; and it is in connection with this side,
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xxii INTRODUCTION.

too, that the question is raised as to the 7rutk of the various
kinds of Pleasure.

This question is attacked from several points of view—
after Plato’s fashion. Thus it is shown how we may speak of
the pleasures of Hope as False, if the pleasurable hopes fail
of fulfilment; and how an expected pleasure may prove other-
wise in the actual experience; and how proximity in time or
the juxtaposition of pain may give a false impression of
positive pleasure. In all such cases of pleasurable mental
affections which involve mental error, we may say that there
exists a False pleasure, But as it may be objected that it is
not the pleasure as suck, but rather the mental affection upon
which it is based, to which the term False properly applies,
we can scarcely suppose that Socrates is quite in earnest about
his use of the term in such cases. We should rather take him
as expounding here the looser and wider usage of the phrase
than as defining its technical connotation. The pleasures
described are incidentally, though not essentially, false, and
so, from the point of view of Truth, the examination of them
is but the prelude to the final determination of the essentially
True or False in the nature of Pleasure in itsel/f. What the
Truth of Pleasure, as of any simple object, consists in is, we
are finally told (53 B), Purity and Unity—freedom from all
foreign admixture.

The value of this doctrine, and its consistency with Plato’s
general conception of Truth, I shall presently have occasion
to discuss at length': it is sufficient to remark here that the
reader should not be over-hasty in accusing his author of

unsound or illogical reasoning, or in condemning the whole .

discussion of the subject of False Pleasures as either fantastical
or feeble. Certain modern critics, as we shall see, have dealt
most hardly with this portion of the argument; but in doing so
they have not been careful to bear in mind the point of view
and intention of the writer. For we must remember, that
Pleasure in its specific variations is examined not merely for
its own sake but for the sake of the final decision which

I See Append. F, pp. 206 fi.
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requires that it shall be reduced, as it were, to the same
common denominator as Knowledge and The Good.

It is this subordination of the discussion of Pleasure to the
main thesis of the dialogue which explains also the purpose
of those digressions which result in classifying Pleasure as
‘Unlimited’ and as ‘Becoming.’ And here it is interesting to
observe how carefully Plato eschews the extreme view of some
of his contemporaries, who pronounced pleasure to be wholly
an illusion, and denied that it contains any reality or truth. In
confuting this view Plato achieves his remarkable definition and
classification of pure or real pleasure. And he achieves another
dialectic victory when he employs the acute theory of a neutral
or mean state to evade the results of an extreme Heracliteanism.
This theory of the ‘mean,” which plays so important a part in
the Plhilebus may recal the use made of the analogous principle
in regard to time (7o éfaipvns) in the Parmenides (156 D).

Another interesting point touched on in the discussion of
Pleasure is that which concerns Plato’s Aesthetic Theory. I/
know of no more masterly account in English of the main '
characteristics of Plato’s views of Art and Beauty than that
presented in Mr Bosanquet's History of Aesthetic (cc. 3, 4),,
from which I take the liberty of borrowing the following!
observations.

“The relation of whole to part—a slightly more concrete
expression for unity in variety—has never been more perfectly
elucidated and more justly appreciated than by Plato and
Aristotle, and it is in recognising the satisfaction afforded to
the mind by the sensuous or imaginative embodiment of
the relation that they make a first step in genuine aesthetic
analysis.”...“ The relation of the one to the many or of the
part to the whole is represented in comparative purity by
geometrical figures, or again by rhythms or spatial intervals
that bear numerical relation to one another. And for this
reason Greek philosophy is inclined to select mathematical
form, ratio, or proportion, as the pure and typical embodiment
of beauty.” Then, after citing Ar. Metaph. 1078 a (on the
relation of the mathematical sciences to Beauty?), and Phil. 64

1 Cp. Apgpend. E, p. 200.
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INTRODUCTION. XXV

structure which in any way affects perception with a sense
regularity or symmetry, that is, of the unity of parts in a
wle as it displays itself where the whole is lacking in highly
ncrete differentiation.”

“And if we bear in mind that architecture and decorative
‘nament, of the severe though refined type congenial to Greek
vilisation, fell outside the frontier of imitative reproduction,
‘e may better understand how a Greek theorist might be
ontent with a plain curve as a type of beauty, and how such
. type might really involve a degree of delightful refinement
vhich later ages have not again attained by such simple
neans.”

In dealing with “Plato’s attitude towards true aesthetic
interest "—as distinguished from any form of ‘practical in-
terest, whether moral or sensuous—Mr Bosanquet notes that
it is to be looked for “within the region of pleasurable pre-
sentation, as conceived by Plato, and in the contrast between
pure and impure modes and conditions of such presentation.”
“In the Philebus” he observes, “it is assumed, and in the
Gorgias (pp. 501, 502) implicitly denied, that pleasure is at
least an essential element of the characteristic impression for
which beauty ought to be valued. But in the passage in
which this is assumed, the pleasure in question is strictly
limited with reference: (i) to the kind of sense-perception
which can give rise to it—the perceptions of eye and ear
only, with a doubtful inclusion, on a lower level, of the sense
of smell ; and (ii) to the cases in which these sense-perceptions
can give rise to the characteristic pleasures of formal beauty;
cases that are free from the uneasiness of desire, and are
distinguished by their symbolic character....The doubtful in-
clusion of smell most emphatically illustrates the genesis of
the distinction (viz. between faesthetic’ and ‘non-aesthetic’
senses, as drawn in AHipp. Maj) in Plato’s mind. If we judge
by ‘purity’ in Plato’s peculiar meaning, viz. as freedom from
the intermittent uneasiness of desire, the pleasures of smell
are pure; if we judge by purity in the sense of significant
unity or concentrated energy as revealed in the expressive
character of a presentation, the pleasures of smell are not

B. P. €
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and 51, the writer proceeds thus: “The exclusion of life and
pictures of life, in this passage, from the realm of absolute
beauty, to which regularity and unity are essential, is a striking
case of the limitation which we have seen to be inherent in
Greek aesthetics. The concrete individual unity which under-
lies the apparent disorder of the beauty of life was not likely
to be appreciated until after the same principle had been
recognised in the more abstract or formal cases and conditions
of its embodiment.”

“And it is plain that formal beauty, as recognised in such
passages as these, of which all Greek philosophy is full, is
constituted by a symbolic relation—a presentation to sense of
a principle which is not sensuous.”

“Such ‘presentation,” in default of a more precise term,
may sometimes be called an ‘imitation’; but it is impossible
to ‘imitate’ a non-sensuous principle in a sensuous medium.
Of such symbolism or presentation we find the following prin-
cipal cases to have attracted the attention of Plato or Aristotle.
(i) There is no more obvious type of unity appealing to sense
than is to be found in the self-identical quality of a colour
extended in space, or of a fone extended in time. These (see
Phileb. 51, Tim. 80 B) Plato recognised as beautiful, and...for
the reason here suggested, namely as sensuous presentations
of unity...."”

“The same observation upon the beauty of pure colours
and sounds as types of unity in diversity is made by Kant....
Mr Ruskin's account (Mod. Painters, vol. ii.) of ‘ Purity as the
type of divine energy’...presents a wonderful analogy with the
idea as it first dawned on Plato.”

(ii) “ Elementary geometrical forms, even the straight line,
and more particularly certain triangles, are set down as abso-
lutely beautiful. We have interpreted this to mean that they
are among the purest examples of unity in the form of simple
regular or symmetrical shape.”

“Strange as this assertion may appear to our aesthetic
perception, which demands a more varied and concrete reve-
lation of order or unity, I do not think that it can justly be
denied. There is a degree of beauty belonging to every shape
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or structure which in any way affects perception with a sense
of regularity or symmetry, that is, of the unity of parts in a
whole as it displays itself where the whole is lacking in highly
concrete differentiation.”

“And if we bear in mind that architecture and decorative
ornament, of the severe though refined type congenial to Greek
civilisation, fell outside the frontier of imitative reproduction,
we may better understand how a Greek theorist might be
content with a plain curve as a type of beauty, and how such
a type might really involve a degree of delightful refinement
which later ages have not again attained by such simple
means.”

In dealing with “Plato’s attitude towards true aesthetic
interest "—as distinguished from any form of ‘practical in-
terest, whether moral or sensuous—Mr Bosanquet notes that
it is to be looked for “within the region of pleasurable pre-
sentation, as conceived by Plato, and in the contrast between
pure and impure modes and conditions of such presentation.”
“In the Philebus,” he observes, “it is assumed, and in the
Gorgias (pp. 501, 502) implicitly denied, that pleasure is at
least an essential element of the characteristic impression for
which beauty ought to be valued. But in the passage in
which this is assumed, the pleasure in question is strictly
limited with reference: (i) to the kind of sense-perception
which can give rise to it—the perceptions of eye and ear
only, with a doubtful inclusion, on a lower level, of the sense
of smell; and (ii) to the cases in which these sense-perceptions
can give rise to the characteristic pleasures of formal beauty;
cases that are free from the uneasiness of desire, and are
distinguished by their symbolic character....The doubtful in-
clusion of smell most emphatically illustrates the genesis of
the distinction (viz. between ‘aesthetic’ and °‘non-aesthetic’
senses, as drawn in Higp. Maj) in Plato’s mind. If we judge
by ‘purity’ in Plato’s peculiar meaning, viz. as freedom from
the intermittent uneasiness of desire, the pleasures of smell
are pure; if we judge by purity in the sense of significant
unity or concentrated energy as revealed in the expressive
character of a presentation, the pleasures of smell are not

B. P. <
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pure, but are as mere occurrences in the way of pleasurable
sensation,”

“If, then, in the passage from the Gorgias referred to, the
fault ascribed to art were nothing more than that what it aims
at and generates is pleasure, we should find a discrepancy
between the two passages. But the aim ascribed and con-
demned in the Gorgias is pleasure as such, which means, as
Plato seems rightly to insist with all his force, pleasure at any
price and in anything (Gorg. 501 A). “Cookery,’ he says (it is
cookery with which poetry and music are being ironically com-
pared, as equally forms of “flattery,” i.e. mere provision of the
pleasant), ‘in attending upon pleasure never regards either the
nature or reason of that pleasure to which she devotes herself,
nor ever considers nor calculates anything.” This comparison
shows that the satisfaction of real desire is not far from Plato’s
mind as the ground to be alleged against the nobleness of ke
concrete arts...”

“The conclusion must be that Plato has a clear view of
aesthetic as distinct from real interest only in so far as he
recognises a peculiar satisfaction attending the very abstract
manifestations of purely formal beauty. In those concrete
forms of representation, which we think the higher arts, he was
unable to distinguish the pleasure of expressiveness from the
practical interest of morality, which he desired to see pre-
dominant, and from the pleasure of realistic suggestion, which
he utterly condemned.”

These observations, of especial value as the opinion of so
distinguished an expert in the subject as Mr Bosanquet, form
an interesting comment on the latter part of the discussion of
Pleasure as analysed above, and sufficiently testify to the
importance of our dialogue for a complete estimate of Plato’s
aesthetic position. The problem of the One and the Many
is virtually that with which the Philebus opens, and the same
problem constitutes also the core of the discussion of Beauty
and of the objects of Art—the alpha and omega of Aesthetic
as of all other branches of philosophic inquiry.

A word should be added regarding other Platonic discus-
sions of Pleasure. They are mainly concerned with combating
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Sophistic and Cyrenaic Hedonism, which was closely related to
the Protagorean theory of Relativity ; and so their conclusions
are mainly negative. Thus the Gorgias emphatically main-
tains that, so far from pleasure being the highest good or right
object of universal pursuit, it is, on the contrary, better to suffer
the pain of injury than to inflict injury, and better to suffer
the pain of just punishment than to escape unpunished and
unreformed. And a similar purely hostile tone to the claims
of Pleasure is observable in the discussion in Republic 1X.
(580D ff.), which deserves close comparison with that in the
Philebus, as emphasising the fleeting, illusory, and impure
character of most kinds of pleasure (esp. 583—4), and ascribing
the best and truest kind to the philosophic life of contemplation
(586 E). But the examination of the subject in the great
dialogue is conducted with much less of patience and complete-
ness, with much less sympathy, one might say, for the oppo-
nents’ position, than in the Philebus; the explanation being
that in the one place Plato is combating merely the Hedonistic
extreme, while in the other his attack is directed equally against
both extremes of Hedonism and Antihedonism®.

In the Protagoras (pp. 351 ff.) also there is an interesting
discussion of Pleasure, with reference to the inconsistency of
the popular and Sophistic views on the subject. It is quite
clear that nothing that is said there is in conflict with Plato's
ethical doctrine elsewhere, since the whole argument is of the
nature of a reductio ad absurdum, by which the right view is
only hinted at indirectly. The general result is to show that, if
we equate Good with Pleasure and Evil with Pain, then the art
of living will consist in rightly estimating the proportions of
Pleasure and Pain—whether present or future—which result from
our actions. Consequently, Virtue is to be found in Metretic
Science as applied to pains and pleasures®. From which we
deduce the conclusion that an outside criterion, the intellectual
factor, is necessary in order to render Pleasure an intelligible
object of life’s pursuit. Thus, so far as it goes, the indirect

! For a detailed comparison of the statements regarding pleasure in the two
dialogues, with a view to show the posteriority of the Philebus, see Dr H. Jackson's
valuable essay in % of Philol xxv. pp. 73 fi.

2 See Append. E, p. 146.
c2
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argumentation of the Protagoras points in the same direction as
the direct demonstration of the Philebus, though by failing to
analyse the notion of Pleasure it forms a less mature contribution
to ethical doctrine than even that of the (rergias or that of the
Republic.

Again, in the Laws (especially 667 ff., 733 fl.) we find similar
statements as to the limitations of Pleasure regarded as a cri-
terion of right-living, or as a right object of life ; which, although
stated in a more loose and popular way, serve to confirm the
argument of our dialogue.

For thoroughness and completeness in its critique of Pleasure
the Philebus certainly stands alone among pre-Aristotelian
writings, and, as Apelt justly remarks, it presents clear testi-
mony that Plato was the first of the Greeks who recognised the
existence of a pure, disinterested form of Pleasure (51C, 52 A),
akin to the Kantian ‘ Gefiihl des Schonen®”’

1 1 may here call attention to an interesting paper by Mr A. Benn on * The Idea
of Nature in Plato” (Arck. f. Gesch. d. Philos. 1%. 1. 24 f.). He maintains that the
Sophists were divided, as regards their ethics, into two camps, of which the one, led
by Protagoras and supported by Gorgias, made »éuos their philosophic principle, while
the other, founded Ly Hippias and supported by Prodicus, maintained the opposite
principle of ¢tous (after the Heraclitean manner). Thus, in Plato’s time, contemporary
Greek thought on Ethics and Politics was divided between the conflicting tendencies
of Naturalism and of Conventionalism. Socrates was inclined to the latter view, and
eschewed Physical and Physiocratic theories; and so in the earlier dialogues of Plato
little account is taken of ¢touis. ** With Plato the more frequent use of the expressions
xard ¢pbsw and wapé ¢. is a mark of increasing lateness....The Philebus is unquestion-
ably late; here the occurrences are seven and the distinct usages five in number
(22 B, 27 A, 324, 32 B, 50E). A perceptible advance towards Stoicism may be found
in the very pointed distinction drawn between * natural’ pains (¢Uee: dAyndéves) and
those superinduced by reflection (Aoyigubs 52 A)." Hippias, as the founder of the
Natur-recht principle, was followed successively by Antisthenes and the Cynics, the
Stoics, and the Roman Jurists. Mr Benn’s view, besides affording a useful criterion
for the ordering of the Platonic dialogues, suggests that in the Phslebus we find an
echo of the controversy between Conventionalism (fHomo Mensura), as represented
by Socrates, and Naturalism (Animal Mensura), as maintained by Philebus: while
Protarchus, the disciple of Gorgias, mediates between the opposing views (cp. 67 B, m.).
Plato himself transcends the antithesis by taking a new higher and deeper view of
¢deis : and to the Platonic ¢dews, as Benn well says, *the sense of supreme and abso-
lute reality belongs in a much higher degree than to the Nature of modern or even of
Aristotelian philosophy.” Cp. Agfend. B, p. 174
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ITI. SCIENCE: ITS KINDS, AND METHODS.
i. Classification of Arts and Sciences.

In 55C. ff. we have that class of objects denoted as Thought
and Science (vovs xai émioeTnun) submitted to examination in
order to ascertain what part of them is naturally purest (o 7.
kabapwTator éor alTev ¢uoes) for mixing with the fruest parts
of pleasure (rois Tijs ndovis pépeaiv dinbeardrois) as already
determined (pp. 31—54). Accordingly n mepi Td pabruara
émewotoun is found to divide into (1) 76 &nuiovpyixdy, ie.
technical sciences, of the artist and craftsman, and (2) 7o mepi
waideiav kal Tpodny, or the science of education.

55 D. Then, with regard to the former of these classes (7o
dnuiovpyicor), it is stated that the handicrafts (yewporexviat) are
more or less pure (xafapwTtepat...axabaprorepar) according as
they involve more or less science (émworiun). And what this
means appears more clearly when we proceed to notice that the
methods of the various Arts vary according to the degree in
which they are based on (a) Arithmetic, Metrics, and Statics, or,
failing such grounds, on (&) conjecture and empirical method
(1o eixdlev xal Tas alothjoceis xatapelerav éumepia xai T
TpiBh,—ai Ths aToyacTikys Suvdueis).

Taking, then, this distinction between the empirical and the
scientific method as our ground of division, we may group the
former class of Arts, in order of scientific value, in two sub-
sections, thus:—

56 C. (a) Architecture, and the kindred arts of greater
precision (ras Textowny; Evvemouévas év Tols €pyors mhelovos
axpiPBeias peTiayovaas).

(8) Music, and the kindred arts of lesser precision (ras
povaixy) Evvemopévas év Tols épyows éldrroves axpiSelas peti-
ayovoas)'.

! For a less exact enumeration of éwworrijuar, see Theae!. 146 C, D, where yewperpla,
dorporoula, dppovia, hoyiopol are distinguished from exvroroumct re xal al rdv d\Aww
dnwovpywr Téxras, but all classed under the head of éxworijun by Theaetetus—to which
Socrates replies rd 3¢ ye dwrepurnbév, d 0., ol robro 7y, Tlrwy 7 driorruy, odde bxérac
Tivds, ol yap dpifunoar alras Bovhduero: fpbucha, dAAd yravar émioTunr alitd &
vl wor’ dariv (146 E), i.e. mere enumeration does not constitute y»wois or knowledge:

50 here in our passage we have given the Suxgpopal of the eldn of émiorjun—not a mere
catalogue (éwboat).
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The leading example of the second group (8) is, be it
noticed, Music, and its inferior position with regard to scientific
value is due to the extent of its merely empirical character, to
its dependence on mere conjecture and experiment, to its lack
of a fixed standard, and to the vague and provisional nature
of its results (10 Edpdwvor dpudrrovoa ov pérpp dAAd peérns
oTOYATUG—BaTE TONU pepvypévor Exewr TO p1) cadés, cuikpov
d¢ 1o BéBawr)'. And the same holds good also of such arts
as Medicine, Agriculture, Navigation, Strategy.

The position of Architecture (7 TexTovikn), on the other hand,
at the head of the first group (a) is due to the fact that it makes
most use of measuring-instruments (mwheioTois pérpois Te xal
opryavols Xpwpévn...kavove xai Tépre ktA.), and consequently
can attain to a higher degree of evactitude (arpiBewav) in its
results.

But all the Arts above described, from Architecture to Music,
being branches of demiurgic or applied science, are more or less
impure, as depending on the mired method which uses Conjecture
(eroyacuos) as well as Measurement (uérpa), and so never attain
to full precision (axpiBeia). In so far then as they are merely
empirical or conjectural in their methods, all these Arts are #non-
scientific; and, as said, all the scientific value they possess accrues
to them from their dependence on Arithmetic, Metrics, Statics,
or applied Mathematics. Consequently, if we abstract the
empirical element, we have left as the scientific side of the
Arts these three—numeration, mensuration, and weight-deter-
mination.

These three, then, deserve to rank as the axptBéorarar (or
nyepovikal) Téxvar. So that from the particular arts we pass on
thus to the consideration of the general scientific element in Art
as a whole; i.e. we return from our second to our first main
division of Science,

56 D ff. But here again we must be careful to distinguish
two classes of Arithmetic, Metrics, etc. For they divide
into :—

(a') Popular Arithmetic (apifunricn Tév moAlar) which
employs units of all sorts and sizes (oi uév yap povddas avicovs
! For what constitutes musical science (cogds Thr movewne) see 17cfl.
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xarapifpoivrar Tov mwepi apilbuav, olov aTparomeda 8vo xai Bois
Sbo xal 8vo Td ouikpdTaTa 1) kal Ta TAvTwY péyioTa).

. (a*) Popular Logistic and Metretic (AoyioTikny xai perpn-
TIKI) 1) KGTA TEXTOVIKNY KGL KAT EumopLxny).

And set over against these cruder forms of applied Science,
we find :

(8") Philosophic Arithmetic (@ptBunrin Ty dihoaodovy-
twv) which is definite and consistent in its use of terms—(oi
8’ ovx dv more avtoils guvaxohovBnoeiav, €l un povada uovados
éxaoTns Tov pupiowr Ay dAAns Siadépovadr Tis Orfoer).

(8%) Philosophic Geometry and Logistic (7} xatad ¢iloco-
Pplav yewpetpia Te Kai Aoyiapol).

And in both of these two divisions of Mathematics, clearly
the science of the philosopher far excels, in point of lucidity
and purity (10 cadés xai 10 xalapov), that of the artisan or
tradesman, So that, in fine, with regard to the scientific value
of the various grades of Arts, we conclude that not only is
this first class (containing Arithmetic, Metrics and Statics) as a
whole far superior to the second, or Demiurgic class, but further
that the philosophic division of the first class is superior to the
popular division of the same class in the essential features of
exactitude and truth (daxpiBeia Te kai aknbeia mepi pérpa Te
xai aptBpovs).

58 A—59 B. After this discussion of the lower grades of
Science (i.e. Téyvar), we finally arrive at the highest grade,
which is Dialectic (7 7od &ialéyecfar 8dvaues). The truest
knowledge is that of permanent and eternal Being. Wherefore
Dialectic, as having #rue Being for its sole object, excels all
other émioThjuas in point of truth. For the crowd of inferior
Arts (ai moA\ai Téyvat) are based on Opinion (86fa), as is
also physical investigation, which has for its object the produc-
tions and affections of the visible world (ta wepi Tov xoouor
Tove, émy Te ryéyove kal bmwy mwdoyer Te kai dwy wowel). So
that Physics and the Arts, which deal with the changeful
yueyvoueva, which never remain constant or consistent (xata
tavra), must necessarily lack clear truth and certainty in their
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resultss;. Hence no Science which deals with the wvariable
objects of sense can attain to perfect truth.

59 C. The object of a perfectly true and stable science
must be uniformly true and invariable (del xard TavTd doavTws
éxovra).

Accordingly, the subject to this object, i.e. the faculty of soul
which deals with it, must deserve to have assigned to it the
titles of highest honour (Tyuwrara) and the fairest (kaliiora)
names: which are those of Thought (veds) and Wisdom
(ppovnais).

This determination concerning vois xai ¢ppdrnos, that they
are the psychic faculties or energies conversant with Absolute
Being and exhibited in the formation of notions of Absolute
Reality (év Tais mepi 7o 6w SvTws évvoiars), marks the conclusion
of that section of the dialogue which treats of the specific
varieties of Pleasure and of Thought.

For the immediate purpose of the dialogue the value of
the above classification of the Sciences and Arts is apparent
enough, that purpose being to discover how far the various
kinds of Science have a claim to be represented in the Good
Life. But there are further points of interest in it. In the
first place, the attention here paid to the Demiurgic Arts
reminds us of the fact that the Universe is the work of a
Divine Artificer (8nutovpyos), whose science, being manifested
in visible products (év Tois €pyoss), thereby ranks as Art; and it
also reminds us of the allusion made in this dialogue (59 E)
to the ethical scientist as a Snueovpyds who combines notions
such as Knowledge and Pleasure, and of the description of his
scientific discourse as a ‘spiritual universe’ (kdouos Tis dowparos,
64 B). But besides such echoes of thought which mark the
Platonic unity of the Philebus, it is still more important to
notice the two criteria of Knowledge which are stated in this
passage. True science is approved to be such both by the
character of its odject and by the nature of its method.

ii. The Object of Science.

The proper object of Science is the True, the Exact, the
Pure, the Absolute, the Measured : this follows from the whole
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course of the discussion sketched above. and is expressly stated
in 59 C. The value of the science varics directly with the
reality of its object, and this again invoives proportional
variation in the method of investization: an absclute Science
must deal with absolute Being and employ an absolutely precise
Method. The Piatonic usage of the terms (truth. purity,
measure, etc.) thus appiied to the objects of Science will be
more fully discussed in Apsrendices E. F.

i. The Mcthod of Science.

A second characteristic of e€mworrun proper lies in its
Method. Not only has Science for its object the Real, the
Absolute, and the True (which also is the formally Beautiful),
but also it possesses a determinate and exact method.

We have already seen (55 C ff.) that the scientific value of
the Arts was determined by the degree in which they made
use of uérpa xai dpyava, i.e. instruments for measuring and
weighing ; and also that the highest of the Arts are thosc of
Numeration and Mensuration, those which deal wholly with
pérpa and dpifpoi. Consequently, it would seem that no kind
of Science can be entitled to rank as exact (axpt3ys) which
does not make use of these means for guiding its processes.

The foregoing passage, when compared with other Platonic
texts (cited in Appendiz E), will have made it sufficiently
evident that Plato insisted on the use of a wérpor or mathe-
matically determined unit of measurement as the indispensable
organon for any exact science. If, then, such an instrument
~is needful for the subordinate sciences, and forms in fact
that precise element in virtue of which they deserve to be
called Sciences, will not the queen of sciences, Dialcctic,
which treats mepl Ta dei kard Tavrd doavres éyorra (59 U),
be also distinguished by the possession of a like ergunon,
and of a like mathematical method ? For the answer to this
question we must next proceed to review that difficult portion
of the dialogue (14 C ff.) in which the logical method is ex-

pounded.
Early in the course of the discussion (p. 13) Socrates had
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convinced Protarchus that both Pleasure and Knowledge,
though ostensibly single notions, were yet each a combination
of many diverse particular kinds—moAlai uév rndoval xai
avouowor yryvécBwy, moAlai 8 émioripar xai Sidgopor. Each of
the rival claimants for the place of ‘the Good’ was thus
seen to be at once & and moAld,

And this at once lands us in the much-debated question
regarding the relations in general of these two notions—the
One and the Many.

14 c—15C “ Do you mean such a case as this,” asks Protarchus,
““when a man says of me that while I am one as a naturally produced
substance (& yeyovdra ¢voe), I am also a number of opposite mes,
inasmuch as I am at once great and small, and heavy and light, and a
thousand other contradictory things in the same person?"

To which Socrates replies: “No, such a union of many and opposite
qualities in a single substance is a paradox which is now no paradox
but a commonly acknowledged fact, and no better than a puzzle for
children.

“Nor yet do I refer to the union of a multiplicity of parts in a single
whole, as when you divide a man, in discourse, into a number of limbs
and members’.”

“What then is the mysterious form of paradox to which you do
refer?” enquires Protarchus. To which Socrates answers in the fol-
lowing noteworthy way :

“The examples above referred to concerned objects of Becoming and
Perishing—the unity of the substance or of the whole was that of a
sensible or phenomenal thing, and the plurality too was that of sensible
qualities or parts. But the real difficulty arises when we attempt to divide
such Monads (or Henads) as Man, Ox, the Beautiful, the Good, and the
like. For here we are faced by several perplexing problems. In the first
place ought we to conceive that there are any such Monads possessed
of real existence? And further, how are we to suppose that these
Monads, which are each a unity eternally self-identical and admitting
of neither generation nor destruction, should each at once retain this

1 Here should be noticed the contrast of tone regarding these two forms of the
One and Many paradox between this passage (14, D) and that in Reg. VII. 523 A—
520 B, where they are treated, not contemptuously as Sednuevuéva and wadapidn, but
as useful propaedeutic means to induce vémois. Cp. Jackson on the Philebus (F. of
Pk, x. 263).
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permanent unity of Being and also reside in objects which are becoming
and unlimited, whether (&) as rent in sunder and reduced to a plurality,
or (#) as whole in itself apart from itself, so that, most inconceivably
of all, it should thus come to exist as a unity both in One and in
Many.”

Here we have a concise statement of the difficulties of the
Ideal Theory (7a dupioBnroduera, o avpactés Aoyos). For the
present I defer further discussion of this passage, which is both
important and difficult (see n. ad loc.). It is enough to remark
here (1) that the problem is stated as a logical one: (2) that
it is implied that it is soluble, that is to say that the Monads or
Henads in question can really be subjected to &ialpeois and are
at once & xai moAla: (3) that the solution is meant to be
conveyed in the following portion of the dialogue.

Accordingly we proceed to sketch briefly the course of the
argument which follows after the statement of these problems.

15 D—17 A.  ‘““It lies in the nature of discourse that the same thing
should be spoken of and conceived as at once One and Many : this is
Tév Adywv avrdy dfdvardv te xal dyjpwv wdfos év yuiv—a necessary
subjective affection, or law of our understanding. But the untrained
youth, when he first discovers this fact, as it were a new-found treasure-
trove of wisdom, sets madly to work in unifying and dividing notions
and terms, making himself a nuisance to himself and every one about
him : for in the madness of his enthusiasm there is no method.”

““What then is ‘ the better way'?"” asks Protarchus.

“No better way is there,” Socrates replies, ““than that whereof I am
ever a lover, though ofttimes already it hath escaped me and left me des-
titute and in despair. And it is a way which, though easy to point out,
is most hard to follow in practice; for it is the way which has led to the
discovery of all such things belonging to Art as have ever yet been
found out.

“This method, I believe, is a gift of the gods unto mankind brought
down from Heaven by some Prometheus, together with a fire most
brilliant ; and the men of old, being mightier than we and dwelling
more nigh unto the gods, did hand down this revelation—that the
things which are ever said to be are from One and from Many, and
possess innate within themselves Limit and Unlimitedness. Wherefore,
these things being thus ordained throughout, we must assume each time
one Form for each thing, and so search: so shall we find the Form
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which is inherent. If then we grasp this Unity, we must next look for
two, if haply there be two, or else three or some other number ; and so
likewise must we do with each of these Unities, until we can perceive
not only that the prime One is One and Many and Unlimited, but also
how many it is. And the Form of the Unlimited should not be
attached to the Plurality until the whole of its number that lies between
the Unlimited and the One has been surveyed: only then is it proper
to commit to the Unlimited, and cease to deal with, each unit of the
whole series. .

“The gods it was, as I said, who revealed to us this manner of
enquiring and learning and teaching one another : but the wise men of
the present day make One in whatsoever manner may chance and
Many more quickly or more slowly than is needful, and after the One,
an Unlimited immediately ; while the middle terms (ra péra) escape
them : whereby is distinguished eristic from dialectical discussion.”

The above passage is beset with difficulties textual and
other—as will be seen by the note ad /loc. And we shall have
to return to it presently. Meanwhile I merely call attention to
the fact that the scientific method herein described involves
numeration: the investigator must determine regarding the One
its exact numerical value (¢wdoa éori)—and regarding the
Plurality he must likewise determine Tov apiOpuov adrod mavra
Tov petafv Tod ameipov Te kai Tod évos: and these numbers are
described as middle terms (Ta péca).

Socrates next proceeds to illustrate the method expounded
by means of some familiar examples.

17 B—18 D. Tone (¢pwvy) is at once One and an Unlimited Plu-
rality (dmewpos wAyfe). But we are not expert linguists (codol, ypau-
patixoi), we cannot be said to have a thorough knowledge of what Tone
is, if we can state no more about it than merely this, that it is One and
it is an Indefinite Plurality. We arrive at a scientific knowledge of it
only when we are able to define it as regards both guality and guantity.
And the same is the case with ¢wi as the object of musical science :
in its universal aspect it is single, but it is also triple as comprising
Bap¥, 6&J, éporovor. But in order that a man should be a musical
expert (codpos Ty povowny), he must know more about Tone than this :
he must know also the musical ‘intervals’ (8uaomjpara) and their exact
number and quality (éwoca éori rov dpibfudv...xal émwoia), also the dis-
tinction between these intervals (rods dpovs rdv Swaer.), and the ‘systems’
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or ‘ harmonies’ which arise from combining these elements in various
proportions. And so, generally,—to perceive only the Indefinite Plu-
rality in things (drewpov wAnflos év éxdarois) does not constitute knowledge,
but makes the man guilty of an incalculable lack of calculation and
culture (drewpov Tol ppovelv xai ovk éXAoytpov oud évdpifpov, ar' ouk eis
dpfuov ovdév' &v oldevi mwmor' dmibovra, 17 E).

Socrates then briefly sums up the (double) logical method thus:— -
“When dealing with a Unity it is improper to attend forthwith to its
Indefinity (ér’ dmeipov ¢vow), and likewise when compelled to begin
with an Indefinite (v6 arewpor) one should first seek for some mediating
Number as a needful preliminary to final Unification (év)” (18 A, B).

In illustration of this, Socrates returns to the case of Tone. When
some divine person, such as Egyptian Theuth, first noticed that ¢uwj is
dmewpos, in this drepor he distinguished the vowels (ra ¢puwmjerra), as a
plurality (ovy & ovra dAA& wAeiw), and another group of sounds, the liquids
(purijs pév ol, pldyyov 8¢ peréyovrd rivos), which also were a plurality
with a definite numerical value (dpifuov Twva): and as a third species,
or distinct plurality, he separated the mute consonants (rpirov 8¢ el8os
ypappdroy t&...dpwva). This was the first process—the division of the
One into the fixed Number, of the summum genus ¢y into the three
species (eidy), pwnerra, péoa, dpuva.

The next step was to divide the three species into their component
letters until the exact number of each—consonants, liquids and vowels—
was completely determined. This done, the total series of numbered
sounds as well as each unit of the series was summed up under the
single name of *“ Element” (orouxeior).

The object of applying this one common term to denote each and
all of these various sounds or letters was to show that it is impossible
to know any one of them by itself and apart from its fellows (ds ovdels
pov oud dv &v avrto xaf alré dvev wdvrev avrav): under this single
generic name they are all unified as the objects of one and the same
science of Grammar (18 p).

We notice here that the pioneer of grammatical science
began with dmweipor—with the scattered and as yet indefinite
number of particular sounds. Consequently his method was
of mecessity (cp. avayracy) the inductive (o8os drvw) or em-
pirical, proceeding from the dmewpor through the three species,
each of which might be termed an dpcfuds, as upéoga, in relation
to the & which comprises them all.

Also it is to be remarked that the Unity here—the Whole
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formed of Epmavra Ta ypdppara—is such as to form the object
or matter for a single science-—qpappwrmﬁ Téxm '

The application of the logical method to the cases of 7&or)
and ¢povnais in order to discover the number and quality of
their ¢idn is the immediate interest for the disputants in the
FPhilebus ; and of this enough has been already said. I will only
add here a few general remarks concerning Plato’s dialectic.

In its account of the Dialectic Method the Philebus is more
closely akin to the Sophist and Politicus than to earlier dialogues.
Thus in the Phaedrus (265 D ff.) the complementary methods of
Generalisation (ovvaywyn) and Division (Siaipeots) are applied
merely ‘to the discovery of Socratic definitions with a view to
consistency in the use of debatable terms’; while the dialectician
is described as the man who is ‘skilful in discerning One and
Many in Nature,” making his divisions at ‘the natural joints of
the organism.” A similar use of Division is made in the earlier
part of the Sophkist (218 B f.) to arrive at provisional definitions;
but in a later passage of the same dialogue (253 B ff.) the subject
of dialectical science is stated to be “Division into kinds, where-
by we perceive one form pervading many particulars, and many
forms, differing from one another, embraced by a single form
external to them ; and again, one form pervading many forms
or ones-in-many, and many forms separate from one another:
and to effect Division into kinds is the function of the Philoso-
pher.” Similarly in the Politicus 285 C fi. the function of Division
becomes magnified in importance. The object of the whole
discussion there is said to be the attainment of greater skill in
Dialectic, since that skill means ability to discover truth about
the Real, the Incorporeal, the Noumenal; and it is the discovery
of the interrelations—the likenesses and differences—of these (ta
dcwpara, kd\oTa Svra xal péyiora, 286 A) which constitutes

Knowledge®.

! Cp. Theaet. 203, 203 for discussion of r& rew ypauudrwr eroixeid re xal ovhhafds,
with its conclusion: ula l§éa ¢f éxdoTwr Tur gvrvapporTérrTuwr oroixelwr yiy-
vopérn f evihafy, duolws fv Te ypdupas: xal év Tols )\t drasw—where letters are
similarly used as an example of the elements of composition in general: cp. also Tim.
48 C groixeia...obd’ dr &5 dv ovdhafis eldeo.

? For the substance and renderings in the above paragraph I am indebted to
Dr H. Jackson's tract on the Politicus (. of Phil. Xv. 1Boff.).
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We conclude, then, that classificatory method was especially
valued by Plato in these later dialogues as an organon for
reaching truth®.

But in noting the broad similarity of doctrine on this point
between the Philebus and other late dialogues, we should re-
mark that some slight deviations may also be traced. This is
especially noticeable in the increased stress laid upon the
quantitative side of Division in the Plilebus, in the emphatic
demand that the enumeration of kinds should be accurate and
exhaustive®. And I think we should not be unduly pressing
this point if we were to find in it a confirmation of the view that
the Philebus is the latest of the late dialogues, except only the
Laws.

IV. BEeING: 1TS KINDS AND CAUSES.

i. Analysis of the Argument.

The discussion of the Scientific Method (14—18) having
been followed by some remarks on the ethical topic of the
dialogue, in which Socrates affirmed that vods is more nearly
related than ndovn to the ailTiov Tob kowod PBiov, we find
ourselves, in the third place, confronted with the Ontological
problem and launched into a fresh enquiry—that, namely, into
the nature of what zs.

23 B. If, says Socrates, we are to contend for the second prize on
behalf of vois, we shall need new engines of war, dialectical *slings and
arrows,’ others than those already furnished: the way of discourse will
be long and hard. We must begin with care.

23C. Let us divide in two, or rather in three, all the contents of
the universe (wdvra va viv dvra &v ¢ mavri).

Next, let us take up again some of our recent Aéyoe (cp. 16 ), in
which we said that God had revealed two classes of Being, the Unlimited
and the Limit (rov fedv éléyouév mov 10 pév awetpov Seifar Tav dvrwy,
10 8¢ wépas). Then, establishing these as two «idy, as a third let us

! Cp. Laws ofis B ff.

¥ E.g. in Soph. 3538 we read merely wola wolois cuppwrel xal woia &NAnha of
3éxeras, and similarly in 254 C wpwror uév woia Ixacrd dorwr, Exrara xowwrlas dANGAwy
rws Exer Buwdpews: but in Phileb. 17R,C vboa 7é dori xal dwola: 19B ely...dxboa
¢orl xal dwoia. Cp. the remarks on * Metretic’ in Append. E.
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assume a kind formed by their commingling (ro 8¢ rpirov & dudoiv
rovrow & T fuppuoyopevor).

23D. But there is a fourth yévos which must not be forgotten: it
is the cause of the commingling (rijs vppitews Tovrav mpds aAAnAa airia).
At present, at least, no fifth kind will be needed.

23 Eff. Having thus indicated the four classes of Being, Socrates
next proposes to take two of them, & drepov and 16 mépas &xov, and
try by cwaywyi to unite their plurality and divided condition into a
single Unity, and so to discover in what way each of them was &v xai
wolAd.

Taking first 7& drepov, as woAhd,—of which an example is fepporepov
xai Yuypdrepov, or indeterminate temperature—its characteristic is found
to lie in its exclusion of, and incompatibility with, anything of the form
of termination (mépas, Té\os, Tehevm), wooov, pérpov). Hence, compre-
hensively, the genus dmewpov contains all things which are subjects of
More and Less, Excess and Defect, and the like (24 E), so that 5 ro¥
4melpov $iors may be defined as r' 0 paAov Te xal nrrov Sexopérn Puos
(25 €).

25 A—E. The second kind of Being is 76 mépas. It is described as
that which contains such things as do not admit of the More and Less,
but do admit their contraries—the Equal, the Double, and the like
determinate mathematical relations. And this being so, we arrive at
the definition of 5 7od wéparos, or 3 Tob weparoedols, yévva as the product
“of the Equal and Double and whatever makes incongruous relations
cease, and produces, by implanting number, concordant and symmetrical
relations".”

26 D ff. As our third class of Being we have that formed by the
mixture of the first two (v6 puxrov éx Tovroww dudotv). Its unity as a
genus comprises all the offspring of wépas and amepov; and it may be
described as a mixed and ‘ become’ Being (puwry) xai yeyamuém oboia).
As examples of it we have Health, Music, the Seasons, and so forth.
Also to it belongs the ‘ Mixed Life,’ which has already been affirmed to
constitute the human Good (27 b).

26 Eff. The fourth class is that of the Cause of the Mixture. For
all things which come into existence, or ‘become,’” must have an
active cause to account for their motion. This fourth kind of Being is
o dnppiovpyolw, being distinct both from the third which is composed
of ra yyropeva, and from the first two which constitute the elements of
Becoming (¢ ov yiyverar mdvra).

! See further in dgpend. A, D.
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Then follows (28 A—31 A) a discussion of vobs, which results in its
determination as closely related to the genus Cause (vois piv alrias v
{vyyenijs xai TovTov oxedov Tob yévous).

This brief sketch of the line of enquiry shows us that the
present section of the dialogue deals with a large and important
philosophical subject—the Theory of Betng in general, which we
may divide into the two sub-sections, Ontology and Aetiology,
for convenience of exposition.

ii. Exposition of the Ontology.

The Ontology proper, in which wdvra ra viv dvra év 76
mavti are divided into the three classes of mépas, dmetpor and
jteTOV, is contained in 23 C—26 E.

From 16C ff. we have learned already that the order of
thought corresponds to the order of existence—that in each we
must distinguish three grades or stages, namely wépas, ameipia,
and 76 pukréov. This third class is that spoken of as Ta del
Aeyopeva etvar—eéE évos kai ée moAk@v. This primarily refers to
phenomena, or external objects of perception. These combine
in their nature unity and multiplicity, or determination (mrépas)
and indetermination (ameipia). Both these elements are innate
(Edugura) in things: the world of natural existences must con-
tain both in accordance with the order of its constitution (ofre
Suaxeroounuéva) by the Artificer of the Universe. Consequently
our thought, if it is to reflect existence correctly, must observe
this distinction of matter and form. That is, we shall discern
in the given phenomenon, by logical process, the genus, as év,
the species as apifuos or eldos, and as dmewpa the multiplicity of
further particular or peculiar qualities which attach to the object
observed over and above the determinate (i.e. generic and specific)
qualities. When we have done this we Anow the object in ques-
tion, in so far as it can be known, for knowledge in the true sense
is only of the el8os, not of the dmeipa, or particulars, as such.
Socrates, for example, can be scientifically defined, or known, in
so far as he is a specimen of the elos Man—but beyond that
science refuses to consider his properties and accidents. Such
is the theory as stated in its smtensive aspect, when we com-
mence by observing the individual phenomenon. From the

B. P. d
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extensive side, the One or genus is not to be immediately super-
ordinated to an indefinite multitude of particulars, but must
first be carefully subjected to division (dichotomy) into its
species, until we come to such as refuse to be further sub-
divided, “dToua €8y, after which the individual specimens need
not be further dealt with. Here the €ldn are the dpifuol or
moad which mediate between the One and the Many, and
combine mépas and dmetpia. They are the objects of defini-
tion, the logical middle terms; and they are the vonra and the
matter of dialectic.

This, then, is the (twofold) subjective aspect of the theory,
already expounded as a logical theory in 16 Cff.' The other,
ontological or objective, aspect, set forth in 23 C ff,, is that which
now COnNcerns us,

The first notion is that of wépas. It is the term used for the
genus or abstract principle—subordinated to which we have as
7 Tob wépatos, or 7 Tod mwepaToeidois ryévra, the equal and the
double and mathematical (arithmetical or geometrical) relation
in general. It is the principle to which things owe their definite
characteristics as guanta and gualia. The special property of
the members of this genus is that they refuse to admit of their
opposite, the ‘More and Less,’ that they put an end to infinity and
indefiniteness. The opposite genus is ro améipor. This means
simply the ‘unlimited,” the ‘continuous.” It may be used in two
senses, (1) of gquantitative infinity, or extensive continuity, or (2) of
gualitative indefinity, or intensive continuity. This genus may
also be termed the ‘Great and Small,’ in the first or strictly mathe-
matical sense, when used of spatial magnitudes; and the ‘More
and Less,’ or ‘Excessive and Defective,’ when used of things in the
qualitative or intensive aspect®. Hence, as examples of dweipa we
may take all kinds of sense-impressions, as such,—indefinite size,
sound, heat, hardness, sweetness, etc. Such sensations, simply
as sensations, tell us nothing definite about their objects or
causes. They convey no knowledge in themselves. The pheno-
mena are dmeipa, and as such indeterminate and non-intelligible
(16 dmewpov ) dmeipov dyvwoTov)—a Sei pebévra yaipew éav.

1 Cp. the remarks on the Method of Science above, pp. xxxiii fi.: also Apgpend. F.
? Cp. Append. D.
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Now on the subjective side we have seen that the way to
arrive at true knowledge was by the process of logical mensura-
tion—by induction from the dmetpa through the various grades
of species (eidn) to the summum genus, or by the converse path
of deduction. That was to be the process by which the soul, as
subject, was to undergo its meptaywyn from the chaos of confused
sense-presentations to the ordered system and certainty of know-
ledge. And, on the other side, the world of natural existences,
as object of the mind’s activity, must undergo a similar process
if it is to arrive at a state of system and order, if it is to proceed
€x ryevéoews els ovoiav, if in short it is to be a xoopos. And the
process in this case, just as in the other, consists simply in the
combination of répas with amrepla,—in the determination of the
undetermined, the limitation of the unlimited, the defining of the
indefinite, the informing of the formless. All that is orderly,
harmonious, beautiful and good is due to the entrance of this
Formal and Formulating principle into the formless Many. It
is because of this combination that *this goodly Universe’ is a
rational and intelligible whole, observant of its times and seasons,
obedient to fixed laws, subject to measure in space and in time.
This is the manner of the constitution of the Universe as a
systematic whole,—a xdopos, an &uyrvyor eldos or {dov.

And as in the Cosmos, so in man the microcosm—répas is
the Goddess of harmony who effects in his soul vépor xai TdEw.
Whence also the life best for man, his ayafov, is to be found
where Ta dmweipa are Umwo ToD mépatos Sedeuéva, in the perfect
compound of good, where truth and symmetry and beauty have
their place. And thus the Law of Mixture is seen to pervade
the Physical and Ethical (or objective) sphere as well as the
Logical (or subjective) sphere.

Now this view of the world without us as a Cosmos, or
rationally ordered whole, supplies us at once with an object of
true knowledge. We find outside of us no longer a mere con-
fused mass of sensible objects, each of which appears as a mere
individual phenomenon, so totally out of all relation or fellowship
with other phenomena, that in regard to it we can go no further
than to make identical statements—Socrates is Socrates, that
stone is that stone. On the contrary, in a Cosmic Whole, we

a2
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see that everything is in relation to everything else, and in
systematic, graduated, measurable relation. So that the parti-
cular phenomenon ceases to stand as a mere particular, and
unites with its fellows to form the eldos, and so upward in ever-
widening circles of interrelated being.

Such we may term the extensive aspect of the objective side
of our Universe. In it the ¢ldos denotes a group of particulars,
and connotes certain specific qualities predicable of each one
of these particulars, or in other words, the Specific Form is the
measure according to which are tested and classified the plurality
of individuals. While in sntensive aspect, with regard to any
given particular existence, its eldos or formal quality, which
constitutes it wowor T¢, is the sum of the specific properties which
inhere in it. In so far as its own qualification or quantification
exceeds or falls short of this normal eidos, just in so far is the
individual member evil and untrue (u7 év, duerpov, raxov,
aigypov). The ultimate meaning of unreality, evil, falsehood is
just abuormality, or departure from the type.

And thus the conclusions derived from the investigation of
Being precisely correspond to those supplied by our examination
of Science and Scientific Method.

iiil. The Aetiology.
1. Efficient Cause.

The fourth principal class of things is stated in 23 D to be 5
aitia Tis Evppifews. It is the efficient cause of the combination
of mépas and dmewpov, and therein the cause also of yéveous, since
we cannot think of natural existences as uncaused (avayxaiov
wavra Ta fywyvopeva dud Tw atriav ryiyveoBar), 26 E. Further,
we may consider cause, which is an active power, as forming in
itself a personal agent ; we may identify 76 airior with 7o motody,
and 10 yryvouevor with 7o mowovuevor, so that from the abstract
categrorics of cause and effect we pass up to the higher and more
vivid expressions, ‘ productive agent’ and ‘product,’ or still more
definitely “artistic product’ and ‘artist’ (76 wavra TavTa Snuovp-
oo, 27 B).  And thus, as 76 pecrow in its Universal aspect is the
Cosmos (1o kahot'uevor 6hov, 28 D, 70 Tob Tavtos coua éuvyor
dr, 30 A), so its causc is creative Absolute Reason or the Divine
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Artificer and Ruler (a\nfwos xai felos vois, 22 C: voiv «kai
ppovnaw...ScaxvBeprav, 28 D: xoouotgd Te€ Kai ourTaTTOVGGA...
cgodia kai vois, 30 C).

Reason is King and Lord of heaven and earth (28 C): and
the product of this Artist bears to him the relation of slave to
master (7yeftat 76 motodv... 70 Sovhedov eis yéveaiw aitia, 27 A).
In the universal Reason, then, or mind of Zeus, is to be found
the efficient, or shaping and ordering, cause of the world as an
intelligible Cosmos.

2. Final Cause.

To determine the conception of the Final Cause in the
Philebus, at least in its Universal aspect, as cause of cosmic
existence, we must pass on from 26 ff. to §3 D ff. There we find
Ta Ovta, in the wide sense of the term, divided into two great
classes—End (10 ol évexa) and Means (o évexa Tov),—which
contain all manner of existent things. The determinations in
this passage may be thus formulated :

7 Tob cm;ﬂw poipa @y l#ﬂ'ﬂrm
T 1 T 1
I. 10 pév alrd kad aird I. 70 del éupevor d@Ahov
=2. TO pév cepvorarov del meukos =2 1o & éNmeés exeivov
=3. 10 ol xdpw=10 ol évexa =3 TO évexd TOU=TO TIvos évexa
=4. 17 ovoia =4. yéveois (oloias évexa)
Ex. maudixa xaha xal dyabad. Ex. épaoral dvBpeiot alrav.

Thus to this kind of Cause belong the attributes of finality,
eternity, desirability, reality: it constitutes the endless and
changeless End of all change, the category of the Good.

But in addition to these two, it is convenient, after the
Aristotelian method, to distinguish the two other classes of
Cause termed Formal and Material

3. Formal Cause. Clearly this is to be found in the
mépas Class as described in the Philebus; and we need not
repeat here what we have elsewhere said regarding it.

4. Material Cause. This kind of Cause is obviously
represented in the scheme of our dialogue by 70 dareipor, and it
too is fully dealt with elsewhere.

If, then, we wish to combine these various determinations
into a single and complete theory, we must conceive the matter
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from the aspect suggested by the terms wrowetv, dnuiovpyeiv in
26 ff.,, and by the reference to the artist’s dpyava and JAn in 54 A.
From these expressions, when compared with the teaching of
the Timaeus and other dialogues, we see that the Universe is
compared to an artificial product, or work of art. The factors
necessary to the production of a work of art are (1) the artist,
as efficient or dynamic, (2) materials ## which or upon which
he is to work, (3) tools or instruments, and (4) a model or plan
for him to copy.

While the product upon which the craftsman is engaged is in
process of manufacture, it is as yet only a yeywouevoy, or ‘in the
making’; it is imperfect and incomplete and unfinished (not
Té\eor or ixavor). Consequently, at any stage of the process it .
is also untrue, as not yet presenting a faithful or exact (axptBés)
copy of its model. And further, we may say of the unfinished
work that, in a sense, it 75 not as yet—it is not what it is
meant to be, and what its name denotes; it is still a More or
Less as compared with the due measure of its original, it is still
auetpov. Neither is such a work as yet xaf’ airo—it is nothing
absolute in and for itself: it is a €vexa Tov, whose final cause
is still unattained ; and all its reality of being and meaning lies
in its approximation to that end, in its advancement towards
completion.

Such, then, is the condition of the work while as yet in the
intermediate stage of yéveors, which lies between the two extreme
states of absolute non-existence and of perfect existence, of
which the former obtained before the artist set to work upon
his material at all, while the latter will obtain after he has com-
pleted his work and turned out the finished product. In the
first of these states we find the matter in the rough—simple
material cause. This is 16 dmeipov, the artist’'s DAy of 54D. In
the case of the human artist, of course, his material is already
possessed of definite quality and quantity—it is not abstract
matter, nor wholly indeterminate. Yet the analogy is not al-
together astray even here. For, from the immediate point of
view of the artist, and with reference to his precise end, the
matter #s dwepov, indeterminate, formless and void. When,
however, we refer to the Universal Artist, his material must be
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ultimate matter, wholly and absolutely indeterminate—simple
continuity and nothing more., And this is what Plato means at
bottom both by the dmewpov of the Philebus, and by the oAn, or
rather ywpa and Jmodoy, of the Timacus.

But further, the human artist uses tools and measuring-
instruments—é&pyava and uérpa. The purpose of these is to sub-
due the matter to the necessary form, and to compare the copy
with the original—they are the means to the end: as the instru-
ments of production in the physical sphere, they correspond to the
Organon and method of cognition in the logical sphere. From his
materials, which are dweipa, as starting-point, the artist proceeds
by regular systematic stages, guided by his measures and aided
by his tools, in ever nearer approximations till he finally reaches
the last stage, where the copy is one with its model : just as the
dialectician ascends from dmeipa through €ién to the yévos. The
‘rules’ and ‘measures’ of the artist are ra wépas éyovra—
they are external to the matter as such, and also to the re-
sultant product. They possess no active power in themselves,
no Sivauis, and so they do not come under the category of
rayabfov, which is reserved for the artist himself as efficient
cause, and for the perfect product which is final cause. The
8pyava, like the O\, are merely necessary data, which possess no
use or value in and for themselves, being entirely yevécews évexa.

Thus it appears that, in its ultimate aspect, as dwewpor is mere
abstract hypothetical substratum, so mépas is mere abstract
hypothetical determination—neither possessing actual existence
apart from the other. )

Finally, in addition to the artist himself, his material, and
his tools, we have to consider the model or original which he
has to copy, imitate or represent. This model may be regarded
either as an external natural object, combined of matter and
form, or as merely a plan or idea existing in the mind of the
artist. In any case the artist must apprehend it and know it if
he is to copy it exactly. Accordingly the copy must really be
a copy, or external representation, of an archetype which exists
in the mind of the copyist—whether or not originated by him.
In the work of manufacture the artist is simply attempting to
give exact expression to a concept or mental picture of his own.
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So that this concept is both the moving cause, which makes him
begin the work, and also the final cause, as that for which and
in view of which the work is done.

When we pass up from the human artist to the Divine
Artist, or Demiurge, it is clear that the models in view of
which he works cannot be outside his mind, which is Universal.
The Ideas of God are the wapadeiyuara towards which he works,
It is clear also that the Divine Artificer needs no dépyava or
pétpa, in the material and external sense of the terms, for he is
himself ‘the measure of all things,’ and his instruments of measure
are his Ideas. Thus the tools and the models are both resolved
into a process of thought; the épyava or mépas éyovra being the
mathematical relations of the universe, or in other words the
laws of thought ; and the €idn or rapadeiyuara being the ultimate
results of the thought-process as carried on by means of, and in
accordance with, these laws,—which definite conclusions of the
Divine diavoeiofas, again, constitute Ideas.

" Such appear to be the general results of Platonic thought
with regard to the constitution of the World, in so far as it is
viewed under the aspect of an artistic product. It is by no
means implied, however, that this exhausts Plato’s philosophising
on the subject, or sufficiently explains the place of his Ideal
Theory in the present dialogue. The latter point will be further
discussed in a subsequent section.

I now append some parallels from other Platonic dialogues
and from Aristotle, which may serve to illustrate the Ontology
of the Philebus.

iv. [lllustrations.

The parallelism between the human and the Divine, involving
the conception of the World as an Artist’s product, and the view
that the Universal is the wapdderyua of the particular, which is
thus prominent in the Phkilebus, is among the most striking features
of the philosophy of the 7imaeus. We are told there, for instance,
that the human soul, like the World-Soul, has ri¢ Yuxiis mepuo-
Sovs Tiw puév TavTob, Ty 8¢ fatépov: that the human body has no
elements of its own but derives them from the World-Frame
(8aveilerar amd Tob réopov mupds xal wijs, D8atds Te xal aépos
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popta ws amodobnodueva wdlw). We are told there, too, that
the visible Cosmos, like man the microcosm, is a Rational
Animal ({gov éuruyov évvour Te T ainbeia). We are told
that its Artificer, or Composer (o 8nuiovpyss, 6 Evviards), being
all-good, willed a Product like himself, perfect in excellence;
so that he set before himself, as his final cause, the production
of a work of supreme beauty and goodness (6wws d1¢ kd\hioTov
eln kata puaw dpiaTov Te épyov amepyaauévos). And his process
of production, we are told, was Mixture—first blending indi-
visible and changeless Being with changeful and divisible Matter
into a third kind of Being; and then re-mixing these three
kinds of Being into a single whole (35 A). And this was done
according to mathematical laws (31 B ff.).

In short, the visible Cosmos, as described throughout the
Timaeus, is on the one hand a magnified model of Man, and on
the other a copy of the Intelligible, Ideal Universe (eixav Tob
vontob Beos alobnros, 92 B). And in all these points, besides
many verbal resemblances of detail, one finds that the elaborated
doctrine of the 7imaeus echoes the more condensed dogmas of

the Phlilebus.

There are various places (esp. go3 B ff.) in the Laws, too,
which bear the closest resemblance alike in thought and in ex-
pression to those we are dealing with in the Philebus, as well
as to the 7imaeus and certain parts of the Politicus. We find
there the same view of God as the great World-artificer, the
perfect artist (8nuiovpyos codwTaros); and there also, as in the
Philebus, God is described as the Supreme Monarch (quav o
Baagikevs, 904 A). Next, we find that the Divine Artist works
with a view to the realisation of the Universal Best (1o xows
Bértioror); which is exactly the teleology of the Philebus. The
particular and individual is always ‘ for the sake of’ the general
and universal : the end of ends, which all particular ends sub-
serve, is the All (76 wav, 1o 6hov).

Further, this Final End, the Cosmos or All, is represented
as Being (oloia), and not as Being merely, but as a Living
Activity (@ To0 mavris Blp vmapyovaa obaia). In other words,
to borrow the phrase of the Zimaeus, the Cosmos is 16 adrolwov,
the Supreme Animal whose life is a blessed existence (eddaipwr
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ovaia)'. From this we see why it is that the Cosmos is the
supreme End: it is because its state of being is supremely
happy. As possessing eldaipwv ovoia it is the natural object
of all appetite, propension, desire. ~And as thus forming the
object of universal desire it forms also the motive-force and
stimulus which initiates all movement and all production.
Accordingly, all yéveas has for its aim the attainment of ovaia.

But further, since the only principle of change is yrvyn, all
ueraSolai must be due to the soul's action &' éavryv % &/
érépav Yuynv: but the alternative cause is possible only in the case
of a particular soul, for with the World-soul there is no érépa
Yvy7n to take account of. Consequently the Cosmos is a self-
regulated, self-motived Being—the universal dr which is the
sum-total of all particular §vra and yeyvopeva. Its vy is the
Divine Will, in which Love and Reason meet together, and its
owpua are the conditions of space and time under which that
Will works out its own eternal purposes. So that the Cosmos
thus regarded is both the End-in-itself and the End-fo-itself;
for its Body and its Soul, though distinguished, are not divided,
being but different aspects, the material and the formal, of the
single totality 76 avrol{gov.

Similarly, again, in the Sephist, the concrete synthesis of
motion and rest, of means and end, of being and becoming,
is shown to lie in the Cosmic Whole, i.e. in the Supreme God,
Zeus, who combines in his single personality Life and Reason
(248 E), which together go to make up Soul (249 A). It is:
expressly argued that this Whole, as Animate, involves the
Heraclitean postulate of Motion as well as the Eleatic Rest
(250 B, cp. the Aristotelian Bios év kuwnoer). But not only is
the All thus personified and deified in the Sopkist; but there
too this Cosmic Divinity is conceived in his aspect as Artist, to
whom as Efficient Cause the composition and order of the Uni-
verse is ascribed (feod Snuiovpyoivros, 265 B, C).. Moreover, in
this connection, the parallel between the human and the Divine,
the particular and the Universal, is emphasised (265 B—E).

From the foregoing illustrations of the doctrine of these dia-
logues it will be clear how unjust is the stricture passed upon

L Cp. Tim. 34 B eddalpora Gedv atrde (sc. rdr xbopor) éyevwijoaro.
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Plato’s theory of Cause by Aristotle, when he asserts that Plato
fails to postulate more than two causes, the formal and the
material .

Such a criticism might be thought to have some weight
as against the imperfect statement of Idealism in the earlier
dialogues, though even in the Phaedo, for example, the teleo-
logical function is attributed to the Ideas, while the Phaedrus
seems to invest them with the motive power of attraction; but
it cannot be urged in the least against the later form of Idealism
which we have before us in the present dialogues, for in them, as
we have seen, both efficient and final causes are laid down with
as much emphasis as by Aristotle himself.

And Aristotle’s strictures appear doubly unfair inasmuch as
in his own theories of physical causation we find the closest
resemblance to the doctrine of Plato. Thus, in Aristotle’s theory,
we have mere xivnois or ryéveass, as what lacks mépas and 7éhos,
opposed to ovoia or ¢vows which is the perfected state, and
the end to which nature works—just as in the Philebus ryéveoaus
is opposed to ovoia, and the a@metpor opposed to the informed
peerov, and ¢vaws determined as the normal and perfect state®.
Then again we have the aitia, or efficient cause, of the Philebus,
which is synthesised with the formal and final (wépas and
o évexa) in the unity of the World-Soul, corresponding to
Aristotle’s 86ev 7 kivnots which becomes identical in the case of
Yuxy and of ¢daws generally with the o &vexa and eldos or
ovoia. .

And in Aristotle we find also the same analogy drawn
between ¢iaes and Téyrn, and Nature conceived as the great
World-Artist who directs everything to an end, so that the
universe is a system of ends, while Nature, the directress, is in
herself the totality of means and ends, of Being and Becoming.

And lastly, we find Aristotle borrowing from Plato the
notion that the relation of the Prime Mover to the object moved,
of Absolute Being to Becoming, or of God to the world, is that

1 Ar. Met. A. 6. gB88* 7 IT\drwr pdv olr wepl Twr (Mrovpérar ofrw Sidpirer” parepdy
5 de raw elpnuévar dri Svoiv alrlaw éorl pbrvor xexpuévos, v e Toll 7l dort xal g xard
rhw Uhgw* 74 yép eldn roi 7l éorer alria Tois EMhois, Tois &' eldeci 7é &v. On which see
some good remarks by Schneider, /deenlehre in Pl Philebus, p. 22,

2 Cp. Phys 1. 3,7 Met. A 3, 4; Z.7; ©.6,8: De part. an. 1, 5,1vV. 8, 10, 13, etc.
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of the object of love or desire to the subject’. This is surely
near enough to plagiarism! Only it is to be observed, that
Aristotle is here a less consistent philosopher than his Master,
since he lapses into dualism when he speaks of his ai8ios odaia
as xexywpiouérn Tov alobnprav, and when he divorces Thought
from Soul, as something self-complete. For why should there
exist a world at all if it is to be a mere accidental appendix to
the self-worshipping God ? In such a system either God or the
world must come in as merely émewcodiddés . But in lapsing
thus from Pantheism into Deism, Aristotle has had, at least, a
respectable following—witness Fichte and Schelling.

V. THE Goob.

Having already examined the doctrine of the Philebus re-
specting the secondary questions of which it treats—whether
ethical, logical, psychological or ontological—we now come to
the main subject, concerning the nature of The Good.

This main subject is at once ethical and metaphysical, the
Platonic Ethics always resting on the ultimate basis of Platonic
Idealism. And this ethico-metaphysical discussion forms, as it
were, the centre to which all the subsidiary lines of argument
converge: it forms the main river into which, as it sweeps
towards the ocean of Ideal Forms, the many tributary stream-
lets pour their tides. . Or we might compare those subsidiary
lines of discussion—concerning Being, Science and Art, Pleasure
and the Emotions—as so many threads in the total web of the
dialogue whose warp is formed by the guiding lines of argument
which deal with The Good.

To gather up into a single view the statements which con-
cern this main subject, we must once more review the whole
course of the dialogue.

i. Analysis of the Argument.

11 B. Here we are plunged at once in medias res with a statement
by Socrates of the point under discussion. What is it that is Good?
Is it, as Philebus (after the Cyrenaics) maintains, Enjoyment, Pleasure,
Delight and their congeners—good for all living beings? Or is it—the

VCp. Met. AL 7, 9.
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Socratic position—Reflection, Thought, Memory, and their kin, Right
Opinion and True Reasoning; which are superior to Pleasure, and full
of benefit, to all who can attain to the possession of them?

We may notice here a disparity between the antagonistic
positions,—the one being concerned with the Good for all
animals (wdo¢ fwors), the other with the narrower Good of
humankind (7ois Suratois). As we shall find, the argument is
directed by Socrates (as an ethical, not naturalistic, thinker) in
accordance with the latter view.

11 c. Immediately after this provisional statement of the problem,
Socrates restates it thus: Our common task is to declare what state
or disposition of soul is capable of making life happy for mankind (&w
yuxis kai Sudfeow’' dmodalvew rwd...rv Svvapérmy dvfpdrols wio. Tov
Biov ebdaipova wapéyew).

Here we notice a difference: for wdo: {wois is substituted
avBpwmows mwaoe, which is necessary for Socrates’ purpose, since
it would be absurd to attribute to all animals the intellectual
functions wherein he claims the Good to consist. As Tayafov is
the ethical end, it can be such for Man only of all animals: so
that avfpwmo: must be opposed to, rather than confused with,
{@a in general, for the purpose in hand®

But further, rayafov is here announced as &s Yruyis rai
Siafeats, and such a ‘state or condition’ of soul as is able to
furnish to men universally a Zappy life, i.e. as a Sdwauis. So
that here, apparently, Tayafov as 8dvames is distinguished as
efficient cause from eddatpovia, or eddaipwr Bios, as its effect®.

In 19 c ff. the object of discussion is restated once more, this time
by Protarchus. Addressing Socrates he says that the express object of
their present conference is to determine on the best of human posses-
sions (mpds 70 Srehéobar 7i rdv dvfpwrivwy krypdTwy dpworov).

Here observe that ‘the Good’ is the Good for man (as in
11 C)—that itis regarded as a x7jua, a possession and the best of
possessions—and lastly, that it is to be determined by diaipeais
on the scientific method. We shall find these remarks important

1 See n. ad loc.

2 Cp. 67 B 008" &» ol wdvres Bbes re xal Ixwor xkal rdNha fduwarra Onpla ¢pdee T 70
yalpew Sudcew.

3 For rdyafibv as Siwauus cp. 64 E: also what is said below on 22C and 61 B.
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when we come to discuss presently the difficulties of the final
ordering of the Good'.

zo D ff. In explanation of his assertion, on superior authority, that
rdyafdv is neither §dovj nor ¢povnas, Socrates proceeds to describe the
characteristics of the Good.

rdyafov is (1) réleov (20 D); (2) ixavov (20 D); (3) wace Purois
kai {wois aiperov (22 B). Using these as tests—perfection, sufficiency,
and universal desirability—it is easily seen that the Good for man is to
be found neither in the life of mere pleasure—apart from thought,
memory etc.—nor yet in the purely intellectual life which is rapdray
dmrabijs, quite devoid of pleasurable, or other, emotion.

Hence, as the Good for man there is proposed a third life which
shall combine both these elements, neither of which, as appears, can
be dispensed with by man (6 fwwauddrepos, é€ appoiv ovppixbeis xowos
yevopevos, sC. ndovijs xal vob xal ppovjoews, 22 A). And if any man
chooses any other life instead of this he will be guilty of an ethical
blunder (rapa ¢pvow v rob aAnbas alperov Biov 22 B).

This Mixed Life, being thus identified with the Good for man we are
in quest of, gains the victory (vixympia) over both the rival competitors
which had appeared first in the lists.

2z c fl. This description of the (human) Good as the Mixed Life
having thus disposed of the claims both of %8owj and of (human, indi-
vidual) wois, all that remains for either of them to compete for is the
right to secomd place, as constituting the cawse of the goodness or
desirability of that Mixed Life which holds the first place (rdv pév oby
vikyrpiwy wpos Tov kowdv Blov otk audirfyra xTA).

Here we see that the ground of the discussion is shifted, so
that the point henceforward is, not to discover rayaflov, but to
discover 70 aiTiov. But as this causal/ element (condition or
end) may also be termed rdyafov, we must be careful to dis-
tinguish these two meanings of the term.

It is to be observed also that in this passage the rival to
ndovn is termed, not ¢povneis or émiorriun as before, but only
vovs. And further that, although Socrates admits defeat for
Jiuman vois, he does not do so for divine vois (tay’ dv, & PirnBe,
6 ' éuds ov uévror Tov oy aknbivéy dua ral Oelov oluar voiv,
aA\\' dMAws mes Exew).

Concerning this divine Reason we shall hear more presently.

! See Append. B.
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23 B ff. The attempt to resolve this new problem, whether
it is vods or ndorn that is to occupy the second place, the place
of the Cause, launches us into a new inquiry—that into the
kinds of Being, which has already been commented on. For
the ethical question in hand, the main interest of this ontological
inquiry lies in its determinations regarding the Cause, and its
distinction of the classes to which belong respectively 5dovn and
vots, and also o pucrds Bios.

27cfl. Here Socrates, having recapitulated the results of the
ontological enquiry, proceeds to state its importance for the ethical
subject of discussion (r{ more BovAnférres eis Tatra apuopeha;). The
question was, he reminds his hearers, to discover whether the second
prize (8evrepeia, cp. 22 c) should be given to 5dowyj or to ¢parpes. And
now the ontological 8waipeais which has preceded enables us to complete
our decision regarding the place of these competitive goods (rv xplow
wpuTov mépt xai Sevrépou).

First, then, concerning the Mixed Life, we can now state its genus
and specific character (épdpev ris 7€ &ort xal émoiov yévovs). Clearly it
belongs to the third, or Mixed, genus (oi yap volv Twoiv dori pikrov
éxetvo, dAAa fupravTey Tov drelpwy BTo Tol Téparos Bedepévuoy, war dpfds
o wxnpopos oros Bios pépos ixeivov yiyvorr dv, 27 D). Next, Pleasure is
determined as belonging to the second class (ov yip dv n8ory) wiv dyafov
W, € py dmewpov érvyxave meuxds kal whijfe xal @ paldov, 27 E).
And finally, Reason (28 A ff.) is determined as the governing and
ordering principle in the Cosmos, so that it belongs to the fourth class,
being of kin to the Cause (vois utv alrias v fvyyerys...q80v) & drgpds T
avry) xtA. 31 A).

Thus the digression with which pp. 23—30 are mainly
occupied turns out to have solved our problem, as Socrates says
(5 8¢ o éun Imricer mwemopikws amoxpiow, 30 E), since it has
made clear that the right of second place belongs to veis and
not to 58evj—to Socrates’ god instead of to Philebus’ goddess. -

31 B fl. So far then we have, in accordance with the logical method,
assigned both Reason and Pleasure each to its appropriate gemus (viz. 5
airia and 76 drepov); we have discovered their universal aspect and the
places they hold in the total scale of Being (o y€évovs xai tiva woré
8vvapiv xécrgrar, 31 A). This is, so to say, to have determined the
formal cause of these two obiects; it now remains to discover their
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lvi INTRODUCTION.

material and efficient causes, or the sphere i# which and the condition
or affection bdecause of which, they come into being (8¢ 83 70 pera
Toiro, dv @ T¢ o Tiv éxdrepov avroiv xai §1& 7{ wdbos yiyveabhov, smérav
yiywmabov, i8eiv fuds, 31 B).

Here we see that we are about to enter upon a new sphere of
discussion embracing the conditions of phenomenal existence.
That is to say, the argument which follows, instead of being
logical or metaphysical, becomes psychological in its reference,
passing on from dvra to yuyvopeva, from notions to sensations’.

50 E ff. Having completed the classification of the various kinds of
Knowledge and of Pleasure, the next step is to mix them—using them

as artists (Smpeovpyol) use their materials (¢ dv § & ols el Snuiovp-
yev i),

Now while Ph]lebus asserts that Pleasure is the universal object of
pursuit (exomov dpflov waee {wois) and so the Universal Good (rayafior
&ipmacy), and thereby identifies, not merely in name (évopa) but in
essence (¢vois), the Good with the Pleasant, Socrates on the contrary
maintains the essential difference of Good and Pleasure (76 re ayafv
kai 760 Stadpopov aldgrwv oty éxew), and asserts that Wisdom is
more nearly akin to the Good than Pleasure (uaAAov péroyov elvar mis
100 dyaflol poipas Tiv ¢povmaw 7 v jdowjv, 60 B, Cp. 11 B, C).

6o c. Now the essential characteristics of the Good (7 rov dyafob
¢ios) are, as we saw above (20 B f.), three—viz. 76 rékeov (61 A), 75
ixavor (60 C), 10 mwaow aiperov (61 A). And these three can only be
found in the Mixed Life, since either of the unmixed lives—d¢pavnos
dvev 1j8ovijs or ndovy xwpis pponjorews—is found to fail in respect of the
second characteristic, 7o ixavdy, ‘ sufficiency.’

! Cp. Michelis, Phsl. Plat. 11. p. 84 * Bis hierhin (31 B) bildet das metaphysisch-
dialektische (wenn wir wollen, das dogmatische) Element das vorschlagende in der
Entwicklung; von hier an bis zum Schlusse, der wieder auf jenes zuriickgreift, das
psychologisch-moralische, obwohl beide auch im Begriffe durchaus nicht klar aus-
einander gehalten sind.” Jbid. p. 8g ** Dieser Begriff (des absolut Guten) nicht mehr
ein rein dialektisch-metaphysischer, sondern wesentlich auch ein moralischer ist,”
and so in the Philebus we have an " unklare Vermengung des metaphysischen und des
moralisch-psychologischen Momentes, die trotz aller herrlichen Entwicklungen nach
allen Seiten hin den Grundcharakter dieses Dialogs ausmacht.”

2 Cp. Polit. 286 D ¢§ dv xal év ols Snucovpyoiow : also, for év ¢, Tim.49R, s0C, D,
E, 52 A, B, C (of space, as ultimate {woSox+) ; and for ¢ of, Ar. Pol. 1. 3 Myw 8¢ UAnw
rd Owoxelpevor, éf ob Te droreheirar Epyor, olow Updrry wév Epa, drdpiarrorowp &
xahkde. Cp. also, for artist's Ohy, Phil. s54Cand Tim. 6gA ola Texréow fuiv DAn

wapdxeral kT, e
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INTRODUCTION. Ivii

[This fact regarding the Good for man is also to be found stated, it
should be observed, in zoc, p and 674".]

61 Bfl. Hence we conclude that the Mixed Life is, as it were, the
dwelling-place (oiknots) of the Good, and there we must look for it.

At this point, it should be noticed, the signification of the
term Taya@or appears to change. For hitherto the Mixed Life
has apparently been identified with the Good, whereas now a
distinction is made between the Mixture and certain qualities,
properties or conditions of it, to which as Cawuse the term Tayafov
seems more properly to belong (cp. 11 C and 22 B).

We have already classed, according to their degrees of 7ruf, the
various species of 7dowy as well as of émonjun and 7évyn. How many
of these, then, will be required as ingredients in the Mixed Life which
is the Good? In determining this, we must have regard not merely to
Truth (6 d\yfés), but also to Sufficiency (7o ixavov), which, as we have
already seen more than once, is an indispensable mark of the human
Good. Hence it will not be enough to make use merely of the purest
segments or species (ra aAnféorara rpuguara) of Pleasure or Knowledge;
for if we so confined our choice we should be in danger of not com-
pleting the most desirable and satisfactory form of human life (rév
ayamyrorarov Blov),

62 A ff. For example, if a man should possess the highest intellectual
gifts, and the deepest scientific knowledge—a dialectician able to define
the essential nature of Justice or of the Heavenly Sphere,—yet were he
ignorant withal of the things of this world, of the circumstances of human
life and the objects immediately about him,—clearly the mental con-
dition (8idbeoes) of this man would be ridiculous.

And this shows us the necessity of adding to pure Knowledge and
abstract Science something of the impure knowledge which deals with
concrete objects of sense (mpv ob BeSaiav oddé kabapav réximv éuBAyréov
xowy) xkai ovyxparéov). In fact, we thus find ourselves unable to exclude any
form of Knowledge or of Art, since these, though they differ in degree, do
not differ in kind, and are not, like pleasures, discordant (¢évarria dAAyAors).

62 E—64 A. With regard to the amount of Pleasure to be admitted,
the decision is not so easy. Clearly it would not be safe at once to
admit a// pleasures: we must discriminate.

We admit then, first, such pleasures as are indispensable (avayxatad): .
also, such as are beneficial, or at least harmless, for us all to enjoy

! Further remarks regarding these qualities will be found in Apgend. B, G.
B. P. £
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(ovpdépov Te fpiv xai dfAafés dwaoy, 63 A): and such, too, as, being
pure and genuine (dAnfels xai xafupai), naturally harmonise with vois
xai ¢ppowmots, to which they are appropriately attached (oxeddv olxefar)
as concomitant with Health, Temperance and Virtue in general (uef
Dyelas xai Tob cwdpovely xai &) xai fvpmraons dpers). Whereas, on the
contrary, it would be irrational to combine with Reason the pleasures
which accompany Unreason and Vice (ras per’ depooivys xai mjs aldns
xaxias émrouévas); that is, if we really wish to produce a perfectly har-
monious and beautiful Mixture wherein we may divine the real nature
of Good, human and universal (dr. kadAiocryy 8dvra xal doracaororaryy
piéwv xal xpacw &v ravry pafev meapdofar, ri wore &v re dvfpurew
xai T wavri wépvker dyafov xai riva idéav adrpy elval wore
pavtevtéov).

64 B, Further, in addition to these elements of Knowledge and
Pleasure, we must put Truth in the Mixture, to ensure that it fruly
comes into being and #ruly exists (& un wpifoper dAnfciav, olx dv more
rodro aAnlis yiyvoiro odd dv yevduevov eln).

With this final addition the compound is complete—our argument,
like the cosmic power of the soul over the body, has at last wrought it
into a perfect product (uoi pév yap xabawepel xoopos Tis dowparos dplwy
kadws éuyrixov cwparos & viv Aoyos arepyacbtar paiverar).

64 c. Hence we may say rightly that now we have arrived at the
very threshold of the abode of our object, the Good (émi rois rov dyaflov
Vv 790 mpobiposs). -

Here again should be noticed the distinction drawn between
rayafBov and the uixrds Bilos which is Tayaboi oixknais (cp. on
61 C above).

64 c. Thus we have, as it were, tracked the lion to his den—
pursued the Good home to its final lurking-place. The next step is to
discover what it is that makes this state of existence (8tafeois) universally
desirable—what is the Cawse of the Mixed Life appearing to us as our
Good (airiov...To¥ wdot yeyovévar wpoogiAy)—what is the most
honourable and respected (rtpitwrarov') feature in it. When we know
this, we can then pronounce as to whether this Causal factor in it is—
universally and - cosmically, by Nature’s laws—more nearly allied to
Pleasure or to Reason.

64 . The Cause of the Mixture as a whole, and of every mixture,
to which it owes its unique value (8¢’ v wavrés dfia yiyverar), is found

1 For rdyafér as rlucor cp. Ar. Eth. Nic. A. 12. 1102* 1, cited in Agpend. G,
ad fin.
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to lie in Measure and Symmetrical Nature (uérpov xai n &ipperpos
¢vas), without which no conservation either of the whole compound or
of its constituent parts is possible.

64 E—65 A. Accordingly, the Good disappears into the Beautiful :
for Moderation and Symmetry result in becoming Beauty and Virtue.
Now Truth has already been inserted in the Mixture; so that, if not
with one, at least with these three Forms to help we may discover the
Good—namely, with Beauty, Symmetry and Truth, the union of which
we may call, as One, the Good and the Cause of the Goodness of the
Mixed Life.

65 A ff. The Cause of the Goodness of the Mixture having thus
been discovered-—though not as a single object, but rather a trinity in
that unity termed rdyafdv—we are now in possession of a criterion
which will enable us to decide as to the positions of Pleasure and
Wisdom respectively in the moral hierarchy (omorepov avroiv ol dpiorov
fvwwiﬂﬂp&r T€ Kal Tlmu;ﬂpav v &vﬂpwﬁfmi ¢ doTi Kal Eio‘ii'). We shall
adjudge the dispute between these rivals by applying to them both in
turn, as our moral standard, each of the three forms of the Good—
Beauty, Truth, Moderation (xaf’ & éxacrov Tov Tpuiv...xaAlovs xai
aknfelas xai perpornros).

65 c f. Then we find that:

(1) judged by dAnfeca, while 5dowy is dravrwy dAafoviorarov, a huge
impostor, vous on the contrary is gprot Tavrov xai aAnfeia 1‘; TavTwY
dpoworaror Te kai dAnféoraroy:

(z) judged by merpidrys, nothing is of its nature duerporepor
ndovijs, while, contrariwise, nothing is vov e xai ¢momuns épperpiTepor:

(3) judged by xdAXes, while pdovij is often accompanied by 7o
yeloiov Or 16 mwavrwv aioxworov, no one has ever thought ¢pomars xai
vous to be in any way aloypov.

66 A ff. Finally, if we arrange the results of our philosophical
enquiry regarding the Good in a fivefold scheme, Pleasure must come
last, outstripped by Reason and its congeners'.

ii. Comments and lllustrations.

Reviewing the course of the argument as sketched above we
see that it is rendered intricate and perplexing because of the
frequent change in point of view; and that this perplexity is
only enhanced by the oracular obscurity in which the final
ordering of Goods is involved. Some further observations may
aid in setting clear the leading lines of thought.

! For a discussion of this fivefold scheme of Goods, see Appgend. B, and F (p. 109).
€2
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Ix INTRODUCT/ION.

To begin with, it is obvious that our determination of The
Good will depend upon the subject to which it is related. Is it
to be the Good for Man alone, or that for all Animals, or that
for the Universe in general®?

The Good as maintained by Philebus is that for all animals ;
whereas the Good proposed first by Socrates can only form an
object for the rational species of animals. And so, to arrive
at a common ground of debate, the subject is narrowed in
11 C ff. (cp. 19 C) to the question as to the Good for Man,
the best human acquisition (xmijga), the end of ethical conduct.
But even in deciding on this narrower issue a larger con-
sideration is involved, with some apparent inconsistency; for
one of the three marks of the Good is stated to be Desirability
for all plants and animals (22 B). This I take to be a subtle
indication that the question of the Universal Good is bound
up with the narrower question as to the Human Good.
However, the ostensible conclusion of the discussion in its
narrower aspect, which might serve almost as the end of the
dialogue, is given in 22 B, where the Mixed Life of blended
Thought and Pleasure is decided to be the Good for Man.

But now the discussion opens out afresh, with what is,
apparently, a quite different question. \What is the Cause that
this Mixed Life is the Good, what is the responsible element in
the Mixture? And how are Pleasure and Thought respectively
related to that Causal Element? Here the notion of the Good
is regarded in its more essential and inward aspect. And to
solve the new question as to its nature, the argument diverges
again into the wide subject of universal Ontology, by the
analogy of which it is determined that Reason is practically
identical with the Cause in question. Thus the second branch
of discussion seems finally settied by the decision that the second
place in order of merit rightfully belongs to Socrates’ champion,
Reason, by virtue of its identity with Tayafor in its second
aspect as 1o aivwor (30 E).

The third branch of discussion deals with the classification of
the various actualised forms of Pleasure and of Science, with a

! Cp. Jackson's article, as cited on p. xxvii n., where the argument regarding
rdyafir in the Férehur is compared with that in Ko, zoz B 1l
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view to their ultimate combination in the Mixed Life ; and so we
may say that here (31 B ff) the earlier topic is resumed, and that
we are attempting to determine more closely the constitution of
the Good in its aspect as the concrete Good Life. But here,
again, the matter is complicated by a seeming distinction
between the Good as a Mixed Whole and the Good as a
Causal Factor (cp. 61 C, 64 C). The wider notion of the Good
is described as the dwelling (ofxnats) wherein is hidden the active
reality of that intrinsic cause which is The Good. Consequently,
when we have for the second time described the Good which
is the Mixed Life, we must also for the second time search out
the underlying Cause of its Goodness, which is in a deeper sense
The Good. And after this Causal Good has been discovered in
the threefold notion of Beauty-Symmetry-Truth, then we must
apply these notions to determine for the second time the com-
parative merits of the defeated claimants Reason and Pleasure.

Thus it would appear that the whole discussion is re-
duplicated. The three allied questions concerning (a) the Good
Life, (4) The Good as Cause, and (¢) the relations of Reason
and Pleasure thereto, are first discussed in the earlier portion
of the dialogue (11 B—31 A); and then discussed all over again
in the same order in the later portion (31 B to end)".

For a clear view of the doctrinal results, it is specially
important to observe that throughout both these parallel lines
of argument the two views of Good (as Cause and as Mixed
Effect), and also the two spheres of observation (the Human
and the Cosmic), are almost inseparably blended. In this con-
nection we should observe a point already touched on in the
preceding analysis (22 C), namely, the alternating and somewhat
confusing way in which the terms Reason (vois) and Wisdom
(¢ppovnais) are used, either together or apart. The latter term
is proper to the human (ethical) side; the former may equally
express the Divine or Cosmic side of Intelligence.

Another point to notice is the threefold sign by which the
Good as Ethical End, ie. the Mixed Life, is distinguished—
Perfection, Sufficiency, Desirability. This sign is emphasised
by repetition (20 B, 60 C). And corresponding to it we have the

! Cp. Michelis, Phil. Plat. 11. pp. 84 .
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Ixii INTRODUCTION.

similar threefold sign which characterises rayaflov in its aspect
as primary Cause (uérpov, cupuerpia, akijfeia)’.

Analogous to the distinction between the two aspects
of rdyafoy, is that between dvwvauis and ¢ivgis. Our previous
remarks on 11 C and 64 E will have drawn attention to
this piece of terminology; and it may be further illustrated
from 24 C, 25 E, 29 B, Rep. 477 B fi,, Tim. 74 D, Soph. 247 C ff.
As I have elsewhere® explained “é8vrvames is the common de-
nominator to which all reality, all causal relation, whether outer
or inner, spatial or non-spatial, is reduced,” while “the ¢vots of
a thing may be said to be its compound union of both form and
matter”: “so in general, ¢pvois is to Svvauss as effect to cause,
result to agent, subordinate to superordinate: the b amepyaleras,
whereby the otherwise incomprehensible dvvauis is conditioned
and determined, appears as actual év ¢guge.. This distinction is
set forth as that between the human and the Divine in Laws iii.
691 E: ¢uais Tis dvbpwmivy pemvyuévy Beia Twi Suvauer xati-
Sovca xkTA.”

Thus the Metaphysical core which underlies the Ethical
discussion throughout the dialogue must be steadily kept in
view if we would avoid serious confusion.

There is an express reference to the Ethical conclusions of
the Philebus in the first book of the Nicomachean Ethics’.
Aristotle has just been insisting on the multiplicity of the

! These notions will be found illustrated in Apgend. B, G.

¥ See my note ““ On the use of ddvams and ¢deois in Plato” in Class. Rev. viIl. 7.
pp- 197 . Of ¢iows in Plato Benn remarks, it transcends the limits of space and
time and embraces the necessities of ideal existence,” and he speaks of Plato's * idea
of Nature as a universal order or norm": which is true of its positive aspect.
Cp. Append. B.

% Ar. Eth. Nic. A. 4. 1096* 19ff. 70 8¢ dyafor Néyerai xal év ¢ 7l xal év 7§ woug
xal & 7@ wpds i, T &8¢ xalf’ airTd xal 7 odola wpbrepor T] Ploer Tob wpds T (wapagpudde
yap tolr’ Fowre xal ovuPefncbre 7ol dvros): dor’ olx Av eln xowwd Tis éwl TodTwe
[éa. Eri & dwel rdyaldv loayis Myerar vy Sre (cal ydp év 7o vl Myeray, olov 6 feds
xal & vois, xal & 7 wouy al dperal, xal év 7¢) wooy 7o pérpior, xkal v 7¢ wpbs T
rd xprnouor, kal év xpbry xapds, xal év Thry dlura ral Erepa rowalra), Snhor ws ol
By eln xowby 71 xafidov xal Ev. ol ydp &r I\éyero év wdoais rals xarpyoplas, dAN' év
pug pbryg. Eri 8 éwel 0w xatd ular l8éav, pla kal éwieripn: viv & elel woddal
xal v@v {wd play xarpyoplav, olov xaitpoi, év wolépy pév ~dp erparyyxh, év véoy
8 larpeethy, wal rolf perplov &v Tpodf pév larpuch év whros 3¢ yuuracrwed. CF dh
1096® 35 ol Forw dpa Td dyalfdr xowby i <xal> xard ulav ldéav.
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notion of the Good : there is a Good, i.e. a final end and aim,
for every art and every action; the term may be predicated
under every category, and tayafov, therefore, is coextensive
with odela in the variety of its meaning. Thus, in point of
substance, God or Reason is the Good; in point of gquality,
the virtues; in point of quantity, To pérpiov; relatively, the
useful ; zemporally, kawpos ; and so on. Consequently, he argues,
the Good which is thus manifold cannot be, as Platonists assert,
a single Idea ; for were it an essential Unity, it must belong to
one Category and one only.

Besides, he proceeds, of what use is it to postulate an Idea
(an avToéxaoTov) at all, if the essential notion (Aoyos) of the Idea
and that of the particular are identical? And by calling the Good
‘eternal’ (didiworv) we get no further, for it is none the more good
because of its duration?.

Another objection put forward by Aristotle to what he
describes as the Idealists’ view of the Good is that the Ideal
Good is beyond the sphere of human practice and acquirement®.

V Eth. Nie. A. 4. 1096* 34 . dwopnoee &' dv 7is 7{ wore xal Boihovrar Méyew alroé-
kacrow, efrep by Te alroarfpuimy xal defpdmry els val & alrds Moyos dorly & ol dvfpumou.
1 vdp &vfpwros, oldtr Swlrovawr* el &' olirws, obd' §f dyabéer. dMNG uhw otdév T didiow
elvas udhhor dyabdv Eorai, elrep undé hevkbrepor Td woluxpbrior Tou épmuéoov,

These words immediately succeed in the text those cited above (ré 8¢ dyafow...yuu-
vacrixy). But they present serious difficulty if the reading is right, as it would seem
out of place here to bring in a discussion of airoarfpwwes. Consequently Noetel
transposes them to *17, and Christ suggests * videntur ab Aristotele ad v. 16 sq. in
margine esse adjecta.”

But I distrust such methods, and would suggest instead a slight alteration of the
text, retained in its present order. The case of adredrfpwros is brought in merely to
illustrate that of atreayaflor : hence neither 0’8" § dyafér nor didior nor dyafde fora
should refer to atrodrfpwwos nor to avreécacror but to avrodyaflor (to which dldiwow
must refer as recalling the dlfios @pbois of Phileb. 66 A). & Abyos Toi dvfpdrov is dv-
fBpwros § dvfpwros, which is the same in the particular as in the ldea: but this proves
nothing regarding dvfpwwos (or Ekagror) § dyafér. Hence Aristotle could not argue
el & olirws 08’ ) dyafév. But it does prove something regarding rdyafév § dyafbr.
The essential notion of the Good, gua good, is the same in the universal, ideal
alroayafor as in the particular dyafd. Hence I would write § ydp dvlpwres, oldér
Swloovow. el 8 olfrws, oldé <tdyaldv> g dyabfbe. dANE uhr o08é T dlbior elvai xTh.

Then rdyafér will resume its proper place as the main topic of discussion, and there
will be no need of changing the position of the passage.

2 Eth. Nie. A. 4. 1096* 32 el yap xal &orwv & Te xal xow] xarnyopolpuevor dyablv 4)-
xwpwrrde T alrd xal’ alrd, SHkor ds odx Ar ely wpaxrdr obdé xTyTér drfpuwy: wiv 82
rowiTde Ti {yreita
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What benefit will it be, he asks, to the weaver or the carpenter,
so far as his particular craft is concerned, to know the Ideal
Good: or how will a man be a better doctor or general for
having viewed the Idea? It is the particular and not the
Universal which concerns the artist or scientist’. But, Plato
would reply, the #rue scientist, and the true artist also, is the
philosopher and /%e is concerned with the Ideal and with the
particular just in so far as it ‘partakes of’ Ideality. In short,
while Aristotle insists here that the Idea cannot be xryTov
avBpdyme, the business of the Philebus is precisely to show how
the Idea may be a krfjua (cp. 66 A).

VI. THE IDEAS IN THE PHILEBUS.

In what has been said above, I have carefully avoided
touching on the vexed question concerning the place of the
Ideas in the doctrine of the Plhilebus. But it is so important a
question for the Platonist that it cannot be wholly set aside.

Four main views have been held. The first is that of the
separatist critics, such as Schaarschmid® and Horn, who contend
that there is no genuine Idealism to be found in the dialogue,
from which they argue its spurious character; though here it
is possible to suspect that it is the critics’ desire to prove its
spuriousness which leads them to deny its Idealism. The
second view is that taken by Brandis, Steinhart, Susemihl,
Rettig, Teichmiiller®, which makes the Ideas reside in the First
Class of the four stated in 23 C ff, i.e. in the mépas. The third
view is that of Zeller, according to which the Ideas are identical
with the highest cause (# Airia) which constitutes the Fourth
Class. While, lastly, there is the view propounded by Dr Jackson
that the Ideas are to be found in 76 pixTov.

1 Eth, Nic. A, 4. 1097* 8—13.

? See “ Die Sammlung der Platonischen Schriften,” p. 301: *“Wie weit sich der
Philebus vom Geiste der platonischen Philosophie entfernt, zeigt sich ferner bei Be-
trachtung der Weise wie er der platonischen Ideenlehre gedenkt,” u.s.w. Jbid. p. 297
“ Letztere (die Ideenwelt) ist mit einem Worte in unserem Dialoge zu kurz gekommen,
ein hinlingliches Zeichen, dass Plato nicht dessen Verfasser war, da dieser ja das
grosste Gewicht immer auf die Ideen legt.” Also Horn, Platonsiudien, pp. 382 ff.,
as cited in Aggend. F.

3 See esp. Teichmiiller, Studien 2. Gesch. d. Begriffe, pp. 255 ff.; and cp. Maguire
as cited in Append. B, and in Hermath. 11. p. 447. Cp. also Michelis, Pkil. Flat. 11.
P Bi.
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Thus all four Classes, with the exception only of 1o dmwecpov,
have important advocates to claim for them the honour of
furnishing us with Ideas. Only two further interpretations
would seem to remain open—however wanting in plausibility—
viz. that which should see the Ideas in the dmewpor Class, and
that which should discover them not in any one of the four
classes but in a combination of two or more of the Four. But
neither of these possibilities calls for serious consideration.

Neglecting, for the present, the scepticism of those who deny
the Platonic authorship of the dialogue as a view which conflicts
with external, if not internal, probabilities, I proceed to consider
the rival explanations of Brandis, Zeller, and Jackson.

(1) If the Ideas are identified with the wépas éyovra, we
have to meet the following objections : (@) this does not remove
the difficulty raised in 15 B, since “the idea still exists at once by
itself, apart, and distributed amongst a multitude of particulars”
(Jackson Zc. p. 282): (&) if airia or the Deity is to be identified
with rdyafév or the head Idea, it is improbable that Plato would
have put the rest of the Ideas in a separate class: (¢) the field of
the Ideas is in no way limited to numerical and metrical deter-
minations: (&) the objects of veiis and émwsTyun, i.e. the Ideas,
are not likely to be placed in a lower sphere than these faculties
themselves, which are classed with airia. These last three
objections are specially urged by Zeller; and whatever weight
we may be inclined to attach to them, they may at least justify
us in refusing to accept without further explanation the view of
Brandis and his followers. .

(2) But when Zeller himself bids us see the Ideas in the
aitia Ths pifews, we must ask whether this view sets us free
from all perplexity. Is the difficulty raised in 1§ B thereby
removed, or is it quite easy to reconcile this identification with
the author’s method of describing the airia? And if not,
there is some ground for agreeing with Dr Jackson when he
expresses his dissatisfaction with the Zellerian hypothesis.

(3) The view that the Ideas are discoverable in the wirov
is closely bound up with Jackson's peculiar theory of the evolution
of Platonic thought. He maintains that what we have to
look for in the Philebus is not the Platonic Idea as ordinarily

Google
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conceived but the Idea of ‘later Platonism, the ‘ paradeigmatic’
Idea. And this later conception of the Idea he finds embodied
in certain ‘fixed types’ which he discovers in the uiwcror—types
resulting each from the union of the appropriate mogor (i.e. To
pérpiov) with the dmewpov in question.” This view may be best
elucidated by explaining how it affects the relation of the Idea
to the particular: “ Whereas in the Republic and the Phaedo a
particular is what it is by reason of the presence of the idea, so
that the idea is its cause, in the Philebus both the idea and
the particular come into being through the conjunction of two
elements, an indefinite matter and a limitant quantity. The
indefinite matter is the same for the idea and for the particular.
The limitant quantity of the particular differs from, but at the
same time more or less approximates to, the limitant quantity
of the idea; and the more nearly the limitant quantity of the
particular approximates to the limitant quantity of the idea,
the more closely the particular resembles the idea. Thus the
relation of the particular to the idea is now no more than
resemblance to a type, the causal function of the idea, as con-
ceived in the Republic and the Phaedo, having been transferred
to the two elements into which the particular, in common with
the idea itself, has been analysed.” The author of this view
endeavours to support it by a comparison of Phileb. 27 B with
Parmen. 132 C, and also by an original interpretation of Arist.
Met. A.6. But our verdict on his interpretation of the Philebus
must largely depend upon our estimate of his theory as a whole,
in its application to the series of later dialogues.

My general opinion of that theory I have indicated else-
where!: it may suffice for the present to cite a few of the
objections which may be raised to its present application. If
the Ideas are absolute, independent principles, how can we
place them in the uueror which, of all the four Classes, possesses
in the least degree the character of a principle? If the Ideas are
ovoia. and Svtws vra, how can we fairly refer them to the Class
described as yéveais els ovolav (26 D), or pixTy xai ryeyevnuévy
ovoia (27 B)? Can we, moreover, elicit from Plato’s language

! See my article on * The Later Platonism” in . of Philol. XX11L. (pp. 164 fi., 200);
where more details of Tocco'’s views also are given.
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any clear statement of the supposed distinction between ‘ap-
propriate’ and ‘inappropriate’ mood, of which the former only
is Ideal; and if not, what becomes of the whole theory which
rests upon the validity of this distinction ?

Possibly these objections are not all unanswerable; but until
fully answered they may well shake our confidence in the pucrov
theory!. Meanwhile, I proceed to the consideration of another
view, which is more closely akin to that propounded by Zeller.

(4) Schneider finds the Idea in the airia; though he warns
us that the two must not be directly identified, since the latter
is directly identified with vo0s. Now the Idea, in his view, is
vonTdy or vénua, and as such forms the content of vods, which is
Tomos eldaw, ‘the seat of Ideas’: so that Reason and the Ideas
are mutually complementary. Hence, though in strictness it is
Reason that is the causa efficiens, yet the Ideas too are given
in the notion of Cause, as being implicit in Reason. Thus
it is to their location in the (Divine) Reason that the Ideas owe
their character as ‘efficient’ causes: in their own right they are
rather ‘formal’ principles (cp. Ar. Met. A. 6). But if so, ought
they not to belong rather to the mépas Class; and shall we not
otherwise find oursclves saddled with a double set of ‘formal
causes'? Not so, replies Schneider, if we see that only one of
these ‘formal ' kinds is ultimate and absolute. And such is the
case here. The Limit is not an ultimate notion, but depends on
the Idea. Limits, measures, mathematical relations, are what
cause sense-objects to resemble Ideas as their wapadeiyuara: it
is these limitants which enter into matter and determine it, an
operation impossible for the unity of the transcendental Idea.
Thus the Class of the wmépas contains not so much the ultimate
Ideal principles of form as those mathematical determinants
which Aristotle speaks of as a mediating element, in Platonic
theory, between Ideas and sense-objects?

Now, though this view may not be wholly successful in clear-
ing up the difficulties of the case, it appears to be plausible in

! Dr Jackson’s view, as criticised above, was published in 1881 (7. of Philol. x.
pp. 253 ff.): it is only fair to add that since then he has modified his view with regard
to the ideality of 70 muxrée, though his revised theory has not yet been published in
detail.

¥ Cp. Append. E.

Google



Ixviii INTRODUCTION.

several respects. But the varieties of view are not yet exhausted.
I will but touch on one more—that of M. F. Tocco.

(5) He agrees with Jackson in classing the Philebus with
the Parmenides and Sopkist, as exhibiting a later stage of Plato’s
thought; but with regard to the nature of this later development
he differs considerably. The chief novelty of this later Idealism,
in Tocco's view, consists in the introduction of multiplicity into
the Ideal sphere, from which it had been at first excluded ; and
it is this modification which explains the attribution to Plato
by Aristotle of a theory of Ideal Numbers. The theme of the
Philebus is, then, the inherence of multiplicity in the sphere of
the Ethical Ideas. Granting this, we may deduce two considera-
tions which have their bearing on some of the contested
points already referred to: (a) it is rather to the dialogue as
a whole than to the doctrine of the four Classes that we should
look for an answer to the problems raised in 14B; and (&) the
Ideal mixture of unity with plurality is not to be confounded
with the real mixture of the third Class, o pixtor.

Hence, concludes Tocco, although Jackson is on the right
lines in looking for a non-simple [dea in the Philebus, yet he
looks for it in the wrong place; and of all the rival identifications
above described, that of Zeller is most near the truth, since the
airia, which is veis, is in fact ‘the totality of the Ideas’ (30 Cc—
31 A), and since (which is yet more important) the analogy of
the Sophist, where the Ideas are regarded as operant forces
and as the supreme cause of all order and of all beauty, confirms
this interpretation.

The variety of these conclusions may well shake our
confidence in the absolute correctness of any one of the
interpretations here described. On the basis of the Philebus
alone it is certainly difficult to extract any definite Ideal theory
from the account of the four Classes, while if we go abroad for
our fundamental notions of Plato’s Idealism and try to square
the metaphysics of the Plilcbus with that of other Platonic
dialogues or with the Aristotelian account of the matter, we
find ourselves faced at once with a host of perplexing problems,
which it would require volumes to discuss exhaustively. We
have to determine, for example, whether the Ideal Theory is
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uniform and consistent throughout, or whether it was modified
by its author from dialogue to dialogue; and then, whichever
conclusion we come to, we have to define the exact character
of that Idealism, whether in its single or varying form; and
finally, if we admit variation in Plato’s Idealistic views, we must
decide upon the stage of development to which the Philebus
belongs, and whether, for instance, we are to class it with the
Phaedo or with the Timaeus or with the Sophist. Nor is this
all: for outside the range of Plato’s own writings, we ought to
explain, or explain away, the account given by Aristotle of his
master’s doctrines, and determine how much or how little they
relate in especial to the philosophy of the Philebus.

Now it would be perhaps impossible to frame a theory of
Platonism which should answer at once all these problems in
a wholly satisfactory way. To attempt the task is, at least,
equally beyond my powers and my present purpose. It must
be enough here to indicate the general lines of interpretation
.which approve themselves to my mind, and to make some
scattered remarks.

In the first place, then, it seems fairly certain, on internal as
well as external grounds, that the Philebus is one of the latest
of Plato’s writings, thus falling into line, for expository purposes,
with such other books as the Parmenides, Sophist, Politicus,
Timaeus and Laws'. To this extent I would agree with Jackson
and Tocco. But it does not immediately follow from this that
we are to find in these later dialogues an Ideal Theory which
conflicts with, or is widely separated from, the Theory to be
found in earlier dialogues, e.g. Phaedrus, Phaedo, Republic. Yet
in view of the criticisms of Idealism with which both the
Parmenides and Philebus open, we seem compelled to admit
that in his later period Plato found it desirable to re-state and
develope, if not actually to modify in any essential point, the
Ideal Theory as already published. How far he was driven to
such re-statement by mere self-criticism, or how far it was a
result of the attacks of rival philosophers, or due to popular
misconceptions, can hardly be determined. But it must, I
think, be allowed that in form, if not in substance, the Ideal

1 See also below, fuired. viI. ii.
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Theory underwent modification in the later presentations of its
author!.

Now, if we grant thus far the thesis maintained in common by
Jackson and Tocco, it remains for us to consider the direction
which Plato gave to this modification or reconstruction of his
Idealism. And here, as I think, these interpreters are right in
invoking the evidence of Aristotle. Without trespassing far on
the debatable ground of Aristotle’s critique of Platonism, we
may agree at least that some importance should be ascribed to
the statements in such passages as Mez. A. 6, M. g etc., where a
Pythagorising tendency is noted as attaching to some phase,
if not the whole course, of Plato’s Idealism. However we may
explain the statement that there are ‘ elements’ in the Ideas, and
that these elements are identical with those which compose the
‘real’ world, or the statement that Ideal Numbers were posited
and derived from the One and the Indefinite Dyad, it is, I think,
a fair supposition that such statements indicate the general
direction of the later developments of Plato’s thought. And
such a view of the matter has the additional merit of helping
to explain the further modification, ending in virtual dissolution,
which the Platonic philosophy suffered at the hands of Plato’s
Academic successors.

Accordingly, it appears reasonable to follow those critics who
find in later Platonism, if not in earlier, an express attribution
of multiplicity to the Ideal, as well as Real, world. And we
shall hardly go wrong if we acknowledge that the metaphysical
core of the discussion in the Philebus is that announced in
p. 15 A, namely the possibility of the co-existence of Plurality
in the Ideal ‘ Henads,’ or if we look for a result from the dis-
cussion which will square with that to which the Parmenides,
starting from a similar problem (129 B), appears to point.

If this be so, we shall be justified in supposing that Plato was
attempting, in the Plilebus and its fellow-dialogues, to re-state
or modify his Ideal Theory in such a way as should avoid the

! So Gomperz holds that in the later dialogues (including /Y%idh) *“der greise
Denker vornehmlich seine Hauptlehren, die ethischen nichit minder als die politischen
und Erkenntnis-Theorien, gegen eigene und fremde Finwiife zu sichern und

thatsichlich zu bewihren, aber eben darum anch viellach cinsuschrinken und
umzubilden bemiiht ist.” (Zetschr. f0 Phidos., Wl 1oy, e 1540
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inference that the Ideal Unity must necessarily suffer, through
‘ participation,’ either division or multiplication. And as the
result of a survey of the whole ground, we may venture to state
summarily that the method adopted in all this later group of
dialogues is the method of mixture (uifis or kpaats).

The ‘summum genus’ under which come all objects of
thought and sense is the category of ‘ Being’ (oveia)': in it we,
and all things, live and move and have our being: all possible
classes of things, ideas, mathematicals, sensibles, images, are
necessarily subordinated to this supreme notion. But olgia is
capable logically of further determination : it is the synthesis of
opposite pairs. In the Sopkist it is shown that there is no such
thing as abdsolute odx-8v—that To un dv is a relative notion, the
notion of ‘otherness’ or relative negation. So that even 7o u1y
dv possesses some measure of evoia, which explains the possi-
bility of ignorance and falsehood—formerly a serious ¢rux to the
philosophers. And similarly in the Zimaeus we find ovoia
compounded of ravrér and fdrepov, Reality comprehending at
once both Identity and Difference. When we come, then, to
the Philebus we expect to find the Real explained, not as one
member of an antithesis but rather, as a synthesis—a combina-
tion and realisation of two antithetic principles, which apart
from their union would remain mere potentialities and empty
abstractions.

Now such considerations as these, which serve to bring the
Philebus into line with its fellows, may at first sight seem to
favour the view which would find the Ideas in the Mixed Class ;
yet I do not think that this can be seriously maintained. For
though it may be true that the Ideas do belong to a puxror, and
are composed by a Mixture, yet it is hardly possible to connect
the pieror described in the text with Ideal products. The con-
nection is merely one of analogy—the analogy between the
phenomenal world and the noumenal, and it is a mistake, as
Tocco rightly remarks, to confound the two. Rather, if we
would find the theory of Ideal Mixture in the Philebus, we must
survey the dialogue as a whole, and especially the method in

! See Append. F, ad fin.
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which the Idea of Good is therein developed as a trinity in
unity (see esp. p. 64 E).

But if we deny the probability of this view of Jackson, we
may equally deny that of Brandis. The mépas does not contain
the Ideas, but rather is the summum genus which comprises, as
Schneider has told us, that class of dvra which we may call
Mathematicals, or Tra werafd; though we may admit that the
unique relation which these bear to Ideas proper (see Ar. Met,
A. 6. 987" 14) renders the confusion not unnatural,

Lastly, while we agree that the principle of airia, or
efficient cause, which is nearly (oyedov) identical with Reason,
would form the most appropriate dwelling-place for the Ideas,
we must yet bear in mind that this classification will suit but
one aspect of Ideal existence; which leads us to conclude, in
short, that the peculiar scheme of this fourfold division of dvra
was not primarily devised for the purpose of accommodating
Ideal so much as real objects.

It would thus appear to be unsafe to accept without very care-
ful qualification any one of the identifications proposed by those
who read Idealism into the account of the Four Classes, if we
would avoid the blunder of either making a cross-division or
unduly narrowing our conception of the Idea. Yet at the same
time we seem bound to maintain that the Classification under
discussion has a definite bearing on the Ideal Theory; and this
not only from the emphasis laid upon it by the author and from
its general relation to the course of the whole dialogue, but
more especially from the important words with which it is intro-
duced. For it seems to be expressly conveyed by these words
(dbs éE évos kai moANGv Svrwy TdV del Neyouévwr elvar) that the
Classification is intended to cover the whole range of Being
(ovoia), using this term in its most comprehensive sense; so
that, although primarily applicable to the sphere of concrete
existence, we cannot exclude from its scope the objects of pure
reason or the Ideal sphere, It is true that the sense of this
expression is disputed : Schaarschmid, for instance, confines it
to material and particular existences, while Schneider, on the
contrary, by pressing the sense of Aeyouévwv (as implying inward
Aoyos), makes it refer solely to the objects of thought; but it
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seems clear that neither of these narrow interpretations can be
maintained, and that it is only by a combination of the two that
we obtain a satisfactory explanation of the phrase’.

The truth seems to be that the Classification starts with
being universal and all-comprehensive in scope, intended to
~ embrace all possible objects of all the sciences, but in the course
of its development its immediate application and illustration is
confined to the lower, or phenomenal, sphere. And an indica-
tion of this change of method, this narrowing of scope, may
perhaps be discerned in the way in which the Fourth Class, the
Cause of Mixture, is introduced into the discussion. For it
appears distinctly as an after-thought, as something not provided
for in the original scheme. Now if the scheme were originally
intended to explain material existence only, the original omission
of Cause would be indeed surprising; but if the original inten-
tion included the explanation of Ideal reality, in common with
that of material existence, then .it may be possible to see some
grounds for the original omission of Cause. And such grounds
would appear if we could establish that the Ideal sphere is
wholly analogous to the Phenomenal sphere except that it is
uncaused,—ot, in other words, if we could show that precisely
the same principles may be traced in the one sphere as in the
other, with the single exception that we cannot ascribe the
reality of the Ideas to any external cause.

Now, if this line of thought be justifiable, we arrive by it
at a quite different standpoint from which to examine the
Classification. Excluding the last Class (airia), as inapplicable
to the self-caused, self-governed, realm of the Ideas, we shall
apply to it the scheme of the First Three Classes only. And
then it will follow that the Ideas belong to the uwroy, and
are thus analysable into mépas and dwewpor: which conclusion
will admirably square with the Aristotelian statements cited
above. But it must be carefully noticed that this result, though
legitimately extracted from the text, is not explicitly conveyed
therein—that it depends on the analogy existing between the
Ideal and Phenomenal spheres—and that it depends also on the
exclusion from view of the last Genus, airia: and consequently,

! Cp. Append. F, ad fin., and Peipers’ Ontol. Plat. pp. 8gff., 285 ff.

B. P, ’ 4
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the reader must be careful not to confuse the present speculation,
whatever it be worth, with Dr Jackson’s very definite identification
of the Ideas with certain members of the pueror Class.

As the general outcome of the above considerations we may
conclude that, while the four-fold Classification is not directly
concerned with the Ideal sphere, it yet has an indirect bearing
on that sphere and conveys important hints regarding its con-
stitution; and that these hints may be taken to confirm the
general purpose of the dialogue in exhibiting the combination of
Multiplicity with Unity in a certain section of Ideas, i.e. in
illustrating the method of Ideal xpaogis or wifis. But while
recognising this bearing of the passage under discussion upon
the later form of Idealism, we must refuse to identify the Ideas
directly with any one of the four Classes, as foreign to the
method pursued by the author; although we may admit that
a certain aspect of Ideal reality may-be discoverable in the last
Class, when carefully interpreted.

It would not be compatible with the scope of this section
to go deeper into the precise meaning, or meanings, of Plato’s
Ideal Theory, or to discuss at length his views as to the
relation of Ideas to particulars. I must content myself
here with the remark that Lotze's observations on the matter’
seem to me to be, though inadequate, both luminous and
suggestive, and that his distinction between the reality of
‘validity’ (Geltung), which belongs to the Ideas, and that
of concrete existence, helps far to clear up the obscurity
which attaches to the ambiguous term ‘Being’ and its Greek
originals (ovoia, dvra) as used in connection with the Ideal
Theory.

For further suggestions as to the character of later Platonism,
and its relations to contemporary thought, I may refer the reader
to the appendices in this volume; and I would especially call
attention to the traces of Anaxagorean influence, which appear
to me much more important than the misty glimpses of Pytha-
goreanism,

' Logic (Eng. Tr.), pp- 440ff.
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VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS,

i. Review of the Argument.

If we glance once more over the contents of the Plhilebus as
a whole, we may see that its meaning might be broadly reduced
to an exposition and ethical illustration of a few main texts.

(1) Unity and Plurality are the principles of all Being—
16 C ws £ évos pév kai éx moANOY SvTwv TOV del Aeyouévwv elva,
mépas 8¢ kal amwepiav év avTols Elpdurov éyovTwy.

(2) Knowledge is correlative to Being, object the counter-
part of subject—16 D 8eiv odv fuds TolTwr oltw Siakexoounuévov
ael piav idéav mepi mavros éxdaTore Bepévovs Enreiv: ebpricew yap
eVouvaay.

(3) The Reality of Being lies not in the particular but in
the Universal, not in the human but in the Divine—30 A 7o
map’ Huiv odua dp’ ov Yuyny ¢rjcopev Exew ;... moébev...AaBov,
el'mep pn 16 ye Tod TavTOS cOua éurvyov dv érdyyave, TauTd e
éyov ToUT Kai &t wdvTy kaihiova; Cp. 29 C ouiwkpoy pév T TO
map’ Nuiv xal dobevés xai paihov, 76 & év T wavTi mAjleL Te
OavpaocTov kai kdA\et kai wdon Svvdpel kTA.: 20 B map’ fuiv...
ovdaus ovBapds eihtkpivés . _

(4) Knowledge has for object not the particular but the
Universal—58 A iy yap wepl 70 v xal 70 SvTws kai 10 kata
TAUTOV a€i TEPUKOS...pakpp dAnbecTaTqr elvar yvaow. Cp.
58 C 7is mote T0 cadés kai TaxpiBés kai T6 alnbéorarov
émiokomel.

(5) The Universal is the type of the particular, and provides
the standard of determination:—64 A uafeiv...Ti moTe év Te
avlpdmre kal 7 wavti wépuker ayabov xal Tiva idéav avriv
elvai woTe pavrevréor.

The preceding chapters will have served to expose the
development of these leading thoughts and to display what we
may call the universality of the dialogue. If it is a One, it is
also indubitably a Many,—a mixture of many elements of
thought, a web of complex material. It may be well, then, by
way of conclusion, once more to distinguish, as briefly as may
be, and to reunite in a single glance, the main strands of thought
which have been disentangled.

f2
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First, then, the guiding thread is the ethical notion of the
Good.

Next, we find that if there is to be an ethical science to deal
with this notion, that science must adopt the method which is
common to all sciences alike. And the characteristic of that
method is Mensuration and Numeration. But in reaching the
idea of Number, we find, first, that as a definite object of thought
it is a synthesis of two opposite concepts, that of Unity or
Limitation and that of Infinite Plurality ; we find that Number
is in fact, as Aristotle puts it, mA7jfos peperpnuévor. And we
find also that Number, as simple number, is a purely formal
notion, entirely abstract. So that the scientific method, being
the arithmetical, is marked by these two characteristics—
Abstraction (from all non-essential, concrete qualities) or Gene-
ralisation, and Synthesis or combination of the two potential and
fundamental opposites, Unity and Indefinity. This, then, is the
method which the ethical philosopher must observe,

But there is a higher reason why Combination and Differen-
tiation should mark the method of the mathematician and of
the dialectician; for the same laws are found to govern the
method of the Divine Artist. The objective side corresponds
to the subjective, the laws of the objects of knowledge to the
laws of knowledge itself. True Science and true Art follow
in the tracks of the Universal Thinker and the Universal Maker.

That is the second great thought of the Plhilebus—the
correspondence, namely, not only between the methods and
principles of all the branches of knowledge, as subjective, but
also between subjective knowledge as a whole and the Universe
as the rational object of knowledge. Thus we arrive at an
assertion of the great axiom of Idealism, the identity of Being
and Knowing, of thought and its object; the two sides of the
One Reality being unified by virtue of the common antithetic
principles which belong to both, Unity and Infinity. And in this
we might say lies Plato’s ‘ Philosophy of Nature, held not less
firmly than the pantheism of Schelling, which demonstrates the
fundamental unity of the inward and the outward, of Matter
and Mind. And the meetingplace and union of both is in Soul,
in the total Reality of the World-Soul, which is Mind plus
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Motion, possessing, like Spinoza’s Absolute, the double attribute
of thought and extension. Thus although, through his poetic
manner of presentation, Plato’s theology may savour of Deism,
a closer view convinces us that it is a genuine Pantheism.

From this view of the nature of the Divine Being comes as
a corollary the thought that tHe Good in its every aspect—as
Truth the scientific end, as Beauty the aesthetic end, as Happi-
ness the ethical end—is to be found in the Universal, seeing that
God is the Universal Soul.

Hence, as we saw above, universality and abstraction from
what is merely particular and individual characterise the objects
of all exact Sciences, or the notions with which they deal. So
that the highest of all Sciences are such as deal with the most
abstract and formal concepts, for example, pure Mathematics or
the Science of Numbers. For we may say that they deal with
the Divine Form, which is pure Extension—the spatial purely
as such. If, then, Dialectic is to be placed yet higher in the rank
of Sciences, it can only be because it deals with a superior object.
None such exists except the Divine Thought. Accordingly, the
Divine Thought, or absolute Reason, is the object of Dialectic.

Thus the Philebus aims at classifying the Sciences, at ex-
plaining their method, and at illustrating that method by the
discussion of the ethical End; while at the same time it points
out the parallelism which everywhere exists between the human
and the Divine, between the world of spirit and the world of
matter, which are both included in the totality of Soul or Nature,
Consequently, we may regard it as summing up the logical,
physical, metaphysical, and ethical results of the previous dia-
logues, from the Tlheaetetus to the Timaeus, by a reduction of
them all to a kind of common measure in mathematical terms,
and so preparing the way for the mathematical treatment of
political science which characterises the Laws.

— In support of this view that the Plilebus serves as a kind
of brief summary of previous philosophical results, as well as an
expansion of them in particular directions, and so forms a fitting
prelude to the method and content of the Laws, we may adduce
the opinion of Zeller that the Plhilebus “ forms the most direct
preparation for the Republic,” as combining the dialectical results
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of the Parmenides and Sophist, and also criticising the current
empirical and eudaemonistic theories of morals. The relation
which he conceives to exist between the Republic and the
Philebus is similar to that which I would establish between
the Laws and the Philebus. The reference which Zeller, after
Schleiermacher, finds to the diséussion of the Phkilebus concerning
the Good in Rep. 111 505 B proves nothing for the posteriority of
the Republic, as the rival views concerning Pleasure and Wisdom
must have been constantly under debate from the days of
Socrates—witness for example the Gorgias; and in the face of
the evidence from language and style, apart from other con-
siderations, it can carry no weight?

ii. Date.

Regarding the exact place of the Philebus in the series of
Plato’s writings opinions differ widely. Thus Schleiermacher
places it among the second, or ‘indirectly dialectical’ group,
along with the Politicus and Phaedo, and before the Gorgias
and Meno, as well as before the whole group of ‘constructive’
dialogues—Republic, Timaeus, Laws.

Munk, again, puts it in his middle group, but he classes these
constructive dialogues in the same group, dating them between
383 and 370.

Hermann, on the other hand, places the Pkilebus in his third
and last group, the last six dialogues being, according to his
arrangement, the Plaedo, Philebus, Republic, Timaeus, Critias,

Laws, in this order,
Susemihl, adopting somewhat of a mean view between

1 Zeller, Plato, pp. 138, 139 (Eng. Tr.). Cp. Ribbing, Genet. Darst. der FI.
Ideenlehre, Pt. 11. p. 115, “wird man in Betrachtung aller dieser Umstinde zusammen
leicht auf die Vermuthung gefiihrt werden dass der Philebus die spateste unter allen eigenen
Schrifien Plato’s und eine Schrift aus dem Greisenalter des Philosophen sei. So un-
laugbar aber dies ist, scheint dennoch eine Vergleichung zwischen der Art, wie der
Begriff des Guten im Philebus bestimmt wird, und der Entwickelung desselben Begriffs,
welche im Dial. de Republica vorkommt mit voller Gewissheit dar zu legen, dass der
letzgenannte Dialog und somit auch der Fimaens nack jenen angesetzt werden muss.”
L.e., Ribbing allowed himself to be misled by Zeller's false view of its relation to the
Republic into deserting his own original notion of the Philebus as one of the last
dialogues. Cp. Schleierm. 111. 570 ff.

? Cp. Jackson, as cited on p. xxvii. n.
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INTRODUCTION. Ixxix

Schleiermacher’s and Hermann’s, makes his third and last
group consist, like Schleiermacher, of ‘constructive’ dialogues,
but, like Hermann, places the Philebus in this last group; in
fact, his ordering of the last six dialogues corresponds exactly
with Hermann’s,

All these authorities agree, then, in one point at least con-
cerning the Philebus,—that it precedes the Republic. And in this
they find weighty support in the opinion of Zeller, who places
the Philebus just after the Theaetetus, Sophist and Parmenides,
dating the first of these about 390, and supposing the Republic
to have been finished about 370.
~ But all the above views appear to be based on very insufficient
objective grounds.

The next opinion to notice is that of Peipers?, which is
‘deduced from his investigation of the notion of oveia—a more
tangible ground of arrangement than any hitherto noticed. In
Peipers’ scheme the last six dialogues appear in the following
order : Theaetetus, Parmenides, Sophist, Politicus, Philebus, Laws.

Peipers’ method may be said to be rather that of the philo-
logist than that of the philosopher. And certainly we find his
results largely justified by the more exclusively philological
investigations into the Platonic style which have been pursued
within the last dozen years.

Thus Dittenberger® makes the last six dialogues to be
Theaetetus, Parmenides, Philebus, Sophist, Politicus, Laws. Ac-
cording to Schanz the last four are Philebus, Politicus, Timaeus,
Laws. Siebeck® arranges the last six thus: ZTheaetetus, Sophist,
Politicus, Philebus, Parmenides, Laws. And, finally, Ritter* is
of opinion that the 7/eaetetus dates about 370, the Sophist next
about 362—360 (either just before or just after the third Sicilian
journey), after which comes the final group (360—47) consisting
of the Politicus, Philebus, Timaeus, Critias, Laws®.

1 See Peipers, Ontologia Platonica.

? W. Dittenberger, Sgracklicke Kriterien fiir die Chronologic der platonischen
Dialoge (Hermes, xv. (1881), pp. 321—345).

¥ H. Siebeck, Zur Chronologie der platonischen Dinloge (Fakrb. f. Class. Philol.
131 {1885), pp. 226 —256).

4 C. Ritter, Untersuchungen tiber Plato (1888).

® Cp. also G. Hussey's results as given in dmer. 7. of Philol. x. pp. 437 .
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Ixxx INTRODUCTIOMN.

In addition to these philological investigators, whose results
are more interesting than the details of their method, we may
adduce the opinion of Hirzel who notes, in the last page of his
treatise, “ miram quae inter libros quos de legibus Plato scripsit
et hunc sermonem intercedit similitudinem"” And this remark
is fully borne out by the many points of resemblance between
the two works which have already been noticed.

It may fairly be said, then, that all the recent researches into
the details of Plato’s style go to show that the Plilebus belongs
to the last period, the period of the Laws, and that it has as its
fellows in this group the Sopkist, Politicus and Timaeus, if not
also the T/eaetetus and Parmenides.

Consequently, while the researches of the philologians forbid
us to accept such an account of the development of Plato’s
thought as that given by Zeller, which places any of these
dialogues earlier than the Republic, and while we must therefore
regard the hypothesis of an early Megarico-dialectic period as
untenable, an independent basis is provided for such views of
the evolution of Idealism as those of M. F. Tocco and of Dr H.
Jackson, to which we have already alluded. Jackson’s order
is this: Philebus, Parmenides, Theaetetus, Sophist, Politicus,
Timaeus, Laws®. But while agreeing in general with this view
of the order, I am unable to accept the position which he assigns
to the Philebus in the forefront of this group. On the contrary,
I am strongly of opinion, on grounds of matter as well as of
form, that the Philebus is quite the latest of the whole group
with the exception only of the Laws. In fact it seems quite
possible that the Philebus may have been written during an

! R. Hirzel, de bonis in fine Philebi enumeratis (1868). Campbell, Huit, J. von
Arnim and Benn may be added to the above list; also Lutoslawski, who sums up the
authorities thus: *‘In den letzten Jahrzehnten haben Grote, Jowett, Tocco, Teich-
miiller, Susemihl, Windelband, Diimmler, H. Hoffmann aus dem Inhalt des Phil. fiir
dessen spite Abfassungzeit Argumente geschépft, wihrend Roeper, Dittenberger,
Hoefer, Schanz, Gomperz, Walbe, C, Ritter, Siebeck die sprachliche Verwandtschaft
des Phil. mit den Gesetzen und dem Timius zur villigen Evidenz gebracht haben.”
Hence Lut. concludes Pki/. to be *ein Werk von Platos Greisenalter, von Plato nach
dem Soph. und vielleicht auch nach dem Politic. um sein 70. Lebensjahr geschrieben
(Arch. f. Gesch. Philos. 1X. 1. p. 105).

% See his paper on the Politicus (7. of Phil. Xv.p. 301) : but he now inclines rather
to the view that the Philebus is posterior to the Parmenides.
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INTRODUCTION. Ixxxi

interval while the voluminous Laws was in course of production.
Consequently its date would have to be somewhere between 360
and 350, and probably nearer the latter year®.

! In Jowett and Campbell's Republic, 11. pp. 46 ff., there is an * Excursus on the
position of the Saphsst, Politicus, and Philebus,’ with many valuable notes on the diction,
supporting the late date of all these dialogues. * In 55 pages,” we are told, *“the
Phileb, has only 55 peculiar words, one-third of the proportion of the Phaedrus. Of
these 55, tragic are : dvalroua:, dvawohéw, dowos, manrs, TepyBonros, wpoxalpw, Yapuors,
Yevdds: epic are dowacrés, Oépopar, oydyraa: late derivv, dwbpmua, Svoxépacua,
wpoodbknua, oroxacuds, dvaywemais, Pewpnais, erbyacs, pdpuaks, Sdvubrys, dvoaral-
- haxrla, ebdoxiula, dofoxalla, alrdprea, waidapuwidns, weparoadds, wparricds, fvhoup-
yubs, dvopralvw: the rest are chiefly new compounds (with dra, dv, &, wpog, quw,
twef). The special vocab. of FPhild. contains 20 tragic words, 50 new compounds,
13 physiological words.” But much of this peculiar diction is best regarded as a
mark of the breaking up of the Attic insularity of style before the wave of Pan-
hellenism ; see Gomperz' review of Campbell in Zeitschr. f. Philos., Bd. 109, pp.
16 ff. : * Wir sind kithn genug zu behaupten, dass Platons letzte Sprachphase uns im
wesentlichen den ersten Einbruch der griechischen Gemeinsprache, der sogenannten
xow, von Augen stellt.” Gomperz approves of Siebeck’s suggestion (in Zeitschr., Bd.
107) that in his latest works Plato was influenced by the criticisms and early dialogues
of Aristotle : so too Teichmiiller.
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THE TEXT OF THE PHILEBUS.

For the constitution of the text of our dialogue the following 17
MSS. are available :

(1)

MS. E. D. Clarke, 39, otherwise known as Bodleianus

(Stallb.), Oxondensis (Herm.), A (Bekk.).

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(r4)
(15)
(16)
(17)

Vaticanus A.
Coislinianus T.
Venetus A.
Venetus E.
Venetus 11.
Venetus 3.
Parisinus B.
Parisinus C.
Parisinus E.
Parisinus F.
Farisinus H.
Angelicus w.
Florentinus a.
Florentinus b.
Florentinus c.
Florentinus d.

Of these the first 13 are used in Bekker's critical apparatus, while
the four Florentine MSS. were collated for Stallbaum’s ed. of the
dialogue. The inter-relations of the various Platonic codices cannot
be said to be yet satisfactorily determined; but the preeminent
importance of the Clarke MS. is generally maintained. Bekker states
that he did not himself collate the Clarke MS., but trusted for the
purposes of his edition to the collation of it published by Dr Thomas
Gaisford (1813). So far as I know, it had not been since inspected as
regards the Philebus, until I made use of it for the present edition;
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THE TEXT OF THE PHILEBUS. Ixxxiii

and though I found previous reports as to its readings correct in the
main, I have been able to make additions or emendations in some
instances.

I add here a few remarks as to the character of the Platonic MSS.
in general, mainly derived from Schanz’s papers on the subject, to which
I append the views of some of his critics.

The arrangement of the Dialogues in the Platonic MSS. is based on
the order established by Thrasyllus, who divided the whole into nine
Tetralogies arranged thus :

I. a. Euthyphro. 6. Apology. ¢. Crito. d. Phaedo.

II. a Cratylus. 4. Theaetetus. ¢ Sophist. d. Politicus.
ITI. a. Parmenides. #&. Philebus. ¢. Convivium. 4. Phaedrus.

IV. a. Alcib. L. 6. Alcib. 11 ¢. Hipparchus. 4. Anterastae.

V. a. Theages. b. Charmides. ¢ Laches. d. Lysis.

VI. a. Euthydemus. 4. Protagoras. ¢ Gorgias. d. Meno.
VII. a. Hipp. Maj. 4. Hipp. Min. ¢ Io. d. Menexenus.
VIIIL. a. Clitopho. 4. Republic. ¢. Timaeus. d. Critias.

1X. a. Minos. 4. Leges. ¢. Epinomis. d. Epistles.

Here the Philebus is ranked as the second dialogue in the third
Tetralogy, coming between the Parmenides and the Symposium.

From the fact that the MSS. agree in preserving this order we infer
that their source or sources do not reach back to a date anterior to
that of Thrasyllus,—in other words, to the beginning of our era.

As the basis or source of all our extant MSS. Schanz assumes the
existence of an ‘Archetype,” which contained the nine Tetralogies, as
given above, followed by the Definitions and seven spurious dialogues.
This Archetype he supposes to have formed two volumes, Vol. I. con- .
taining the first seven Tetralogies, and Vol. II. the remainder. The
derivatives from this Archetype he divides into two classes, that of the
old and good MSS. and that of the later and poorer MSS. Class L. is
composed of Clark., Vat. A and Ven. II—all which agree in having a
lacuna in ZWeaet. 208 D, wdvv pév olv...209 A Tov Adyor, and in omitting
Tetral. VII.—and of the Tubingen MS. (Crusianus). Tub. generally
agrees with CL throughout the first vol. of the Archetype, so far as it
goes, Similarly Ven. IT gives us the text of the good class in Tetr.
I.—IV., except Symposium.

A and @ (225 and 226) are simply two vols. of the same MS.
(Vat.), which belongs to the 1zth cent In Tetr. 1L —VII. Vat. is
merely a copy of CL, though in Tetr. I. and in Gorgias it is from a later
source. Its relation to the Clarke MS., as an * Abschrift,’ is sufficiently
evident from the text it gives of the Philebus, apart from other signs.
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Ixxxiv THE TEXT OF THE PHILEBUS

Thus we find in the Vat. a series of lacunae, which have been filled up
Ly a much later hand, in exactly those places where the parchment in
CL has been gapped. In Vat f. 360 B we find the following (the later
supplements being denoted by brackets) :

34 E.  dvaddfuper [mober] o). ibid.  Tot [r 8é ¥’ o

ihid.  émbvpia [vail. 35A. [olpa pev] wAnpurews.
ihid, s fowey [Emdhpet Tav). ihid.  wAnpotab|ar capéorara ye
thid.  omwébev elr’ aiob|re iid.  pg[t & 16 viv] xpove.
thid.  wafle; [xai was;). 35 8. was [yip or;]

thid.,  toiro [Be xévw]as. iid.  wy 1] rdv.

The edges of Ff. 184—8 in Cl are torn off, and the missing words
or syllables supplied in the margin ; and the above list will be found to
correspond almost exactly with the words supplied to fill the place of
the twelve missing line-ends in f. 184 of CL Again in Vat. f. 352 B
(z3¢) we find a patched passage: &wldBwper [pudllov] § e Bovhe
Tpix xabore [ppalos dv] Aafwpev drra, where in Cl. all the words from
pardov to Aafwperv are added in the margin, their loss in the text being
due to the ‘ homoioteleuton.’

One chief mark of the inferior Class I1. is the comparative frequency
of interpolations. The passages in which the good class is thus cor-
rupted and the bad not, are rare: such instances are Phileb. 39D é&v
rots mpoolev 4 wpdolbev Cl.; & . wp. ) wpoober II. b, 66 E viv &y
Svoxepdvas Sehghvfa xai Svoyepdvas rov ¢. Asyov Cl, Ven. I. Cp.
Theaet. 210 B, Protag. 332 E, Phaedr. 257 B, D.

Yet even the Archetype itself was by no means free from inter-
polations. “The instances of interpolation,” writes Schanz, “are very
numerous and for the most part very ancient. The main task of the
Platonic critic will always be that of expelling from the text the
numerous spurious additions.” A clear case of such interpolation is to
be found in Phileb. 47 E (see n. ad loc.): but there is considerable
danger in pushing the spuriosity-hunt to an extreme, as was certainly
done by Badham. One important source of interpolations lies in the
substitution of a more common for a less common word or phrase.
That this corruption is to be traced back to the Archetype is argued by
Schanz from evidences in our MSS.: thus Phieb. 35 c ppvie] yp. Sevde
mg IL., Phileb. 34 A ok dwo tpomov] ov woppw Tpomrov mg I

A more frequent error in Class I. is the omission of short questions
and answers, e.g. Towvavriov in Phileb. 438 (cp. Ale. 1. 129 B, Politic.
275 B, Soph. 171 B, 224 A).
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THE TEXT OF THE PHILERUS. Ixxxv

Sometimes the consensus of MSS. forces us to attribute the loss or
corruption to the original text of the Archetype itself: e.g.

Phileb. 12 A1 dpodoyoipev & for dpoloyoiueva.

»  13D: dwdvres for dv iovres.

w 21 B: undt dpav T for uy 8éod’ dv 7 (P for I).
" 24 B: are djhov Te for aredi & dvre,

» 41 A: Dorepoipev for torepov épotper.

»w  52A: wAnpolacaov for mAnpwleiow.

»w  04C: mpooduis te for wpooduéorepor.

But the most fruitful source of error in the Archetype lay in the
incorrect junction or division of words,—a kind of blunder which
easily led to further blunderings.

The value of the great majority of our MSS., which he collects into
Class II., is set down by Schanz as practically ni/. Excepting in so
far as they serve to fill up the lacunae in the better MSS., they have no
independent merit, and any occasional flash of light they give is to be
attributed merely to the casual brilliance of some late scribe or reader.
In this low estimate of the worth of the larger group of MSS. Schanz
follows the great Cobet (see Muemos. 1X. p. 337); but their view seems
to me to be somewhat extreme, and by way of counterpoise I adduce
the divergent opinion maintained by Jordan’,

Jordan would group the Platonic MSS. (collated by Bekk.) in three
families :

(a) A (=Cl), A® (=Vat), II (=Ven.), Vindob. LIV. (1),
Tubing.

(B) BCEFA, IX, Florent. a, b, ¢, i.

(§) Ven. X (and E), Vindob. Y, Zittav.

Again Fam. 8 may be divided into two parts:

(a) Pariss. BCEF, Flor. a, ¢, etc., of which the best is Par. B,
of 12th cent., from which C is derived, while Flor, ¢ is 13th and Flor. a
14th cent.:

(§) Ven. A, Par. IX,, Flor. b (and i?), of which b (12th cent.) is
best, and Ven. A next best.

Now it is important to observe that the relations between these families
are not consistent throughout ; for while in some dialogues ¢ agrees with
a as against 8, in others it sides rather with B, and in others again
diverges from both alike. Thus in the Crafylus £ generally agrees,

Y De codd. Platon. auctoritale, Lips. 1874.
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lxxxvi THE TEXT OF THE PHILEBUS.

even to err, with a, but in the Amafores B is usually supported by £ in
its variances with a: so too in the Euthyd. and Phileb, £ is allied with
B rather than with a, as is shown, e.g., by the lacuna in Phkileb. 64 B.

From the varying relations which thus exist between the third and
the other two families, Jordan concludes that *the readings of all the
dialogues cannot rest on the authority of the same Archetype.”

Further, the greater antiquity of the Clarke MS. (895 A.D.)" is not in
itself sufficient evidence of the superiority of its Family over Family 8,
since Tubing., to which Schanz allows a weight almost equal to that of
Cl., i1s no earlier than 12th cent.; nor can the extreme value attached
to Cl. be justified unless on the unwarrantable assumption that its
Archetype is likewise the Archetype of all the other MSS. An impartial
examination of the readings given by at least the better MSS. of Fam. 8
clearly shows us “eas non conjecturae vel emendationi sed antiquo
libro fideli deberi.” And so Jordan urges in conclusion—* desinamus
denique ceteros omnes prae Bodleiano duobusque vel tribus ei proximis
ut deteriores contemnere. Duae praeter ¢ exstant codicum familiae, et
utrisque et deteriores et meliores codd. supersunt. Illos neglegere
possumus et debemus, his ad utriusque archetypi verba, quantum fieri
potest, restituenda utendum est.”

Wohlrab, too, in a review of some of Schanz's editorial work? has
protested in a similar strain against the undue depreciation of the
second class of MSS., as well as against the tendency to push gloss-
hunting to an extreme. Wohlrab there argues “ (1) dass Schanz unrecht
sei, wenn er Cobet zu liebe die zweite MSS. classe aufzugeben geneigt
war: (2) dass man neuerdings in der annahme von athetesen zu weit
gehe: (3) dass die Cobetsche richtung der Platonkritik nicht forderlich
sei.” And the need of such a protest must surely be sufficiently evident
to every reader of Badham’s second edition of the present dialogue, in
which the gloss-hunting cacoet/es is seen at its height : for in the first 27
pages Badham uses the brackets a full hundred times, and some five-
and-seventy times in the rest of the dialogue, not to mention half-a-
hundred other places where he has used the sign denoting textual
corruption. With all respect and admiration for Dr Badham's scholar-
ship, one can hardly help recalling, after this, the latter end assigned by -
the poet to him who “turns critic next”! And Wohlrab’s observations
gain additional point when we remember that Badham possessed, as

! That 895, not 896, is the correct date, as given in the ‘subscriptio’ of this MS.,
has been shown by Mr W. Waddell, Parmensides, p. exxi.
¥ Fahrb. f. Cl. Phil. 1876 and 1881,
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THE TEXT OF THE PHILEBUS. Ixxxvii

he tells us himself, “ no Philological journal except the two series of the
Mnemosyne.”

But besides protesting in general against the extremes of critical
method pursued by some of the school of Cobet as unscientific, a
special protest seems needed in the case of the Philebus. For 1
believe that Mr Paley is right in pronouncing much of the linguistic
difficulty of this dialogue to be due to *imfentiona/ and deliberate
eccentricity of style,” and right too when he objects to Badham'’s treat-
ment of the text that “intentional obscurity is not to be made less
obscure by arbitrary alterations.” Consequently, although, for the sake
of completeness, I have been careful to notice most, if not all, of the
textual changes proposed by Badham, I have very seldom found
myself able to accept them.

Idolatry of the Codex Clarkianus on the one hand, and excessive
suspiciousness of the handiwork of the glossafor on the other, form the
Scylla and Charybdis which flank the path of the Platonic editor:
medio futissimus tbit',

1 A useful account of Platonic MSS. is given by M. Ch. Huit at the end of Vol. 11.
of his La vie et 'ewvre de FPlaton (Paris, 1893). He remarks that “le texte de
chaque dialogue a sa généalogie et sa tradition 4 part...la seule chose raisonnable,
comme I'a montré M. Choiset, c’est de se servir de tous sans s'y asservir et de ticher
d’en tirer ce qu'ils contiennent de bon sans en prendre le mauvais.”

As to the Flinders Petrie papyrus (of Phasfo 67 E—84 B, c. 260—50 B.C.) which
now complicates the textual question, the same critic follows Usener and Weil in
finding in it * une preuve de la haute idée qu'on doit se faire de la recension repre-
sentée par le ms. d’Oxford...et il n'y a pas lieu d'étre surpris de ce que ce papyrus
égyptien, malgré son antiquité respectable, n'offre en somme aucune garantie supé-
rieure d’exactitude.” Cp. Prof. Campbell’s remarks in his recent edition of the Ke-
public, Vol 11 p. g7.
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MAATQANOZ ¢IAHBOZ

[7 mepi Hovijs, bixds).

TA TOT AIAAOI'OT NMPOZOIIA
ZOKPATHE, IIPOTAPXO0Z, $#IAHBOZ.

0. "Opa 87, Tpdrapye, Tiva Myov pé\es mapd
@\ Bov Sexea'ﬂa.l. wm Kai #pos rwu. Tov map fuiv |
apdioByretv, éav py oou kara vovw 7 Aeyouevos. Bovle
ovykepaawodpela éxdrepov ;

IPN. Ildvv uév otv.

30. ®ikyBos pév Tovwr ayabov elvai ¢no 10 yaipew

TA TOT A. IIP. Z,, ITP., $IA. om. CL

b
11 A. 1 apa EF. @ add. re. Z. 2 wwwl Cl. AIL: w»iv *S. rov] libri

rior ¢ corr. Schlei.
B. 3 &v Cl. AIl: & *S.

1. Spa &, II ¢«. For the voc.
without & cp. Parm. 136, Symp. 217,
Euthyd. 296, Prot. 358, Phileb. 12 A,
28 B, where the object of address
is shifted; also Gorg. 489 A, Symp.
172 C, 175, 213; Ewthyd. 293, 294, 295,
where the address is emphatic in tone,
calling for immediate attention from the
?emn so addressed, as here. The abrupt

of commencement is noteworthy,
plunging us at once im meadias res; I
take it rather as aiming at dramatic effect
than as implying a lost dialogue which
should precede and explain the situation
here presup

1. -I'pd-l-r{ufiv ' fiptv. So Stallb.
and later edd., adoptmg Schleierm.’s
emendation of Mss.’ r@v. The art. is

i - Bl‘ P.
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used Bewcrwcdis; and clurli there is no
talk here of more than one

With wap’ fuir cp. rd viv wwmfnﬁ-
peva wap' Huiv, 20 A ér Toly wap' Huir
Myous riflwper, Soph. 251 D. But :ﬁc .
is used below: 76 8¢ wap’ Huor dugdurfif-
rnua—*the contention which eeds from
us '—the change of case implying a slight
change of point of view, from the mental
indwelling of the dat. to the mental ex-
ternalising of the

6. d rltvn!ﬁm-ﬂxdpm. There
is ambiguity here. Does dyafbr stand
for rdyadér, ‘summum bonum,’—the art.
being omitted without loss to definiteness
of sense, as in Phaed. 76 D, 77 A; Rep.
VI _506 c; Hipp. Maj. 293 E? This is
Stallb.’s view; whereas Badh. maintains
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mao. {Pois kal Ty MOomy Kal TépYw, Kai ooa TOV YEvous
L] L3 - »
éori Tovrov olpdwva: 76 8¢ map’ Mudv dudioSiTpd éoTu
) Tadra, dAAG 70 Ppovelv kai TO voew kal T6 pepvio o
i Td TOV 5 n, 86 3pbny kai danbel
kal Td TOUTWVY av evn, d0fav Te opbnr kai aknbes

s Noywopols, THs ye 7oovis dueve kai Agw yiyveoba 1
Eoumaow, doamep avrey dwvard perakaBew: Svvarois 8¢

-~ - - #
peraoyew whehyudraTor drdvrwy elvar waCL TOls OVOL TE

xal éoopévols. pOV ovy OUT® Tws Aéyouev, @ DPiknPe,
€kdTEPOL ; .

®I. Mdvrov pév oty pdhiora, & SwKpares.

30. Aécer &) rovrov Tov viv 3idduevor, & Mpdrapye,
Aoyov ; :

IIPQ. ’Avdyxn éxeclai
¢ amelpyer.
15

10

®{\nBos yap Muw o kalos

el f

L

0. A€ &) mept avrav Tpéme mavri Taknlés wp me-

pavinvar ;

3 Hudr w. 3
§ hoyopots CL.1,

C. B8 Mywuer A. :
atrdr A. 15 =g add. circumfl, CL.3,

o ante poeir om. .

-obs corr. CLY,

rd ante pewr. add. Cl. AlIL
Awtw Cl.
10 pddera om. A.

4 Te H.
i1 8éxe Cl et pr. AIl: 3éxp *S.

the contrary, that *Philebus’ assertion is
not represented as being one about the
chief good, but merely this; that pleasure,
and that which is akin to it, has a right to
the name of good in its proper significa-
tion, which S. denies.”

I have no doubt that the omission of
the art. here is correct and intentional.
In this dialogue Plato is nothing if not
exact. No question is yet being raised as
to rdyaféw : so far the discussion has been
confined to the respective claims of plea-
sure and thought to the epithet ‘good.’

Notice the antithetic correspondences :
(1) xalpew, Hlordw, répur opposed to the
triplet gpoveiv, voeiv, uepriiofar: (2) wdot

s opposed to fluracw, Scarep k.7
3) Boa 7ol yérous éorl Todrov eluguwra
opposed to 7d TolTwr al ovyyerd. Also
note the intentional variation from edu-
gwra (related externally, in name) to Evy-
~yerdj (related imternally and by nature),
and for the implication of mon-essentiality
in edpgwra cp. 56 A.

5. Tis ye 18owijs dpelve xal Apw. Ie.
while the position of Philebus was posi-
tive, that of Socrates was (1) negative,
(2) comparative in statement. This shows
that rdyaféw, which is essentially a super-

(;U 3]":

lative notion, is as yet unhandled,

This combination of adjectives dates
from Homer, Od. 1. 376, 11. 141, Awirepor
xal dpewor. Cp. Laws 828 A, Xen. An.
V. 10, 15,

Badh.? brackets rijs &' fdorfis, and im-
mediately below prints 7 [durarols] 8¢
e,

7- rov. ‘' Consequutio uer-
boru aec est: Svrarols 8¢ perasyely
(abrdw) dgpedpiraror (alrd s. perasyeiv)
elvas xrA." Stallb. This Badham op-
poses, as ‘*doing violence to the construc-
tion,” and requiring an *unwarrantable
ellipse”; and so he attributes the sing.
to “the correspondence in which it stands
to dyafée.” But Stallb.'s explanation
WP:I. the simplest, and is approved by

ey.

11, Béxa ... Bubbpevor ... Adyov. Cp.
Gorg. 499 C dedyxn pow kard Tir walade
Abryor 70 wapdr el woueiv xal Toliro Séxeofar
o Sulbueror wapd coii: Euthyd. 185 A,
Ale. 11. 141 ¢, As Paley remarks, Prot.
“regards himself as the éwirpowos, who
undertakes the defence of his friend’s
view by commission.”

15. wepavlnras: cp. Gorg. 454C, 472 B,
497 B, Rep, 562 B, Folit. 272 D. Notice

%
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IIPQ. | A€t ydp ovw.

II. =0.
Td0e.

IrPNR. To wn?av,

$IAHBOX 3

"16u &), mpos Tovrols Sopoloynowpela xai

5 0. ‘O wv Moy EKGTEP-DQ eéw Yuyns xal dudleawv
mrnan.wfw Twad émxﬂ,p*qa'ﬂ ™y, Suvapsww avlpemois maae

Tov Biov EuSﬂ.tpam wapcxiw.
IIPQ. Ovrw pév otv.

ap oUy OVTOS ;

30. Ovkovr vpets pév v 100 Yaipew, fuets 8 ad v

10 TOU Ppovew ;
MPQ. "Eorti Tabra.

30. Ti &, dv d\\y 7is xpelrrov TovTwv dav); pdv

D. 5 4udv CL AIl: adrde *S praeter Z et Flor. ¢, qui om.

12 Tolrwy om. F et pr. A

) Eteoni T,

the special application and appropriate-
ness of the word at the outset of this

dialogue—‘“should be brought to xépas'’;
and cp. wepduela wepalver 12 B infra.
See Agp. D,

v yux s xal Budbeorwy. This con-
1unctmn m.‘.urs in the pa in the Laws
7 2 D, where it would seem that the ethics

the Philebus are especially referred to
[see below)—rd péoor...dv 5 Sidfecur
xal Oeol... wpocayopetouer, ﬂlﬂrrqr The EEwr
Sudwerr gmpl Beiw xrh. And Sidfeois is also
to be found in 791 A, and nowhere else
in Plato except in the present dialogue
(ep. 11 D, 32 B, 48 A, 62 B, 64 C); while
&t occurs also several times later in the
FPhilebus (48 ¢, 41 €) and also in Tim,
42 D, 47 E (JvBuds Sia rip Auerpov &y Huiv

.. 066m).

For the sense of both as technical
terms com Ar. Categ. 8. 8* 25 f. &
pdv olr ellos wobryros s xal Sdfesis
heyéobwoar. Siapéper 3¢ Ihe Sabérews

T woluyporudrepor elvar xal poviudmrepor

kA —where as exx. of ¥£eics he mentions

al e émworfjpar xal al dperal, and of Jia-

féaers, Oeppbrns xal xardfufis xal vboos
© xal dylera xTh,

See also Erh. Nic. B. 4. 1105" 20 f.
where ¥feas are ished from both
wdfy and Svwduecs, l.ngu al dperal are de-
termined to be e, since xatd udr Td
wdby xweiefar Aeybuefa, xard 5 rds
dperds xal Tds xaxlas ol wwelrfar dAAG
diaxeiofal rm.'{Cp- #h. 7. 1108* 24.) So

Google

too in Me. A 19 and 20 the two terms
are practically identified (without the dis-
tinction as to dwrafion drawn in Cal. L ¢.):

EMor 32 rpbwow EEis MNyerar Sidfedis
kald fr 4 &b 7 kaxds Saxeira v Suaxel-
pevor, kal 1) xal’ abrd 7 wpds &\heo, olor #
Uyleca Es Tis (1022° 10): SudPeais Néye-
racrol Exorros uépn rdius, 7 vard réwor
7 xard Sdvapwr, § xar’ eldor (1022° 1)—
which last definition is noticeable for the
Philebus—namely that ‘condition’ lies in
order or symmetry of a composite whole :
and note also &t Efur MNéyera ddv §
pbpiov Siaféocews rowadrns: Bud xal %
Ty peplr dperh Eus iy dorr (1022°
13); i.e. &us can be used of the siT]!':l

and integral parts or elements of such a
whole.

Thus Fks differs from SudBeois as ‘en-
during state’ from ‘transient condition’:
(Arist. Cafeg. c. 6 s dorl xpowwdrepor
kel powipdrepor, Sidfesis edxlvmqrov xal
rayd The two are here
combined so that one or other may cover
every possible case of psychic diwamus—
#ts being more properly applicable to
the intellectual, Sidfeaus to the senmlllf

7. «iBalpova, prediﬂte; “happy life’
is subsequent to ‘life’: transl. *“* which
is r.‘apahle n-f pmndmg happiness in life
to all men.’

Note that here the wider term {pa is
narrowed down, without special remark,

* to dwfpurrots, as alone Suwarols (uerahaBeir

v Eewr),

I—2

D
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1. 7o Tawra byawres B B <ral
Aalacils yalma 34 Friavs fg . T4 g
Brwiare, 0 g o wewst of tte Zoar
Fowry qas & Apsl. 1o D Lymal 147 L

L R e Fastzn. a.mers
te, valeaw o Al v wnon Paoaw oo sy
Proat yadeap fope 2,000 POALLATLALT T

refer tes wdeede s Toar P pLgnt er Lany e
fsertecl Cnab Tasme feytt U eyt the
fea d PV L ] g TR A e WAL I T0T S,
FHery Ao o by oyt gt anc] doswarr,
IF heemerer, waiaa b5 rnt, it i beat ta
foiesm Faleyin maxiog it refer to “this
Fiva acw) Bddboaon of the woned For happi-
U

Iy wvvon PePalum, i.e. rrvcsing ay o
flefievinw Vhas sl hardly e applied to
Bedidtean of Arvctotle g stinetion is to held
E'ifft.

wpurit . ppovdoses; [lere Badh?
epnereels Veg voie vipy dpp. om the gerenned that
Hhee e, with wpaarewy in nid a prise Constr.
e vonpelernrng F A, 420 as wpurious),

g v B oy gpovien, s pakhor gai-
wipran L ',,r-rv'z:

fr. B Arrares. ‘Ileasure is worsted,’
‘This seems tnubelogons, and s is pro-
tiaint el carrnpt by Baddh !, whis says that
ripe B¢ dprr. is owhat we want,  Paley,
hiowever, delemds the text thus: *This
tlanse a5 merely wilded 1o check at once,
whovviptly sl l{l'l'h“fl"l}'. the pemition of
Fhilebus, that Plensure is the best of all

Google

=i ""-: ;"'-.:;:::-': [ N
HSERE o a b I
ram.” =t _'_ 1 TTCenon SrTIme mesnlt
L S = a3t IECTHELY.
Bow of tme s s pm r—iem mos te
emoriied ot Flaaimee 3 rir wopsad
e a3 if depel T or fug T—.I O
ectats we sooeli irsent g ater de.
Bicn.* sozzests that ~ite reczmdancy s
doe tn the consir. with wee. wiich wis
wan'sd for the sake of emphasis™—re-
Ira.-:t ng his former conj.

€ xal Béfa. This variant from
tht u.«uai formula with re gai 5 remark-
alie, and has tempted Badh., afier an old
conj. of Stallb., to insert re. But the
omission is defended by Lawer X. 837 D ol
roirwr nuir alrue T4r Myww yeydrpra
wal yiyworras: and it lends intentional
emphasis to the second member. So
Stallb. correctly says: *“‘copula mon
geminata primariae sententiae parti ali-
fuid per se cum vi et q’rnu]tnte adiungitur
tanquam secundariom.” Transl, “1 hold :
aye, smd will continue to hold.”

10. abrds yréon, 5hall decide for

rself,’ ‘do as you please.” For this
ormula ep. Gorg. 50 iﬂ'r!uﬁr ToulTopuer ;

...abrds ywdoe: Lach. 187,

12. Towvarriov, adv:rbnl. ‘ contrari-
wise,"—in place of rolvarriov, i.e. T
dwaprforews. Notice the inde ence of
Protarchus, who means the discussion to

2 a T adk-
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PI.
popaL vuv u.vnqv 'n',lv Oedv.

¢|IAHBOZ 5
ﬁhr_:ﬂ'q Jt.eye:.s' | a\\a yap ddocotpar kai paprv- B

MPQ. Kai 'qp.ﬂ.g oo TOUTWV ye uwmv a‘uppuprvpﬂ

dv eluev

ey, ws TavTa EJL

i'u. M’yﬂ-ﬁ

Td'. p.em rmrru

Eqi‘. w mepu.rﬂf, opws ma pera. tb:}uqﬂav éxdvros, ) omws

av é0ény; ﬂfnpmpeﬂa. wepmvsw
I11.

0. l'Iﬂpu.reuu, amr av

vrs 8¢ s Oeod, v GSE

Atﬁpo&mv ,u.ev Aéyeolai ¢mor, 10 & u.hnf?{wuruv avT)s

ovopa pdovny elvai.
IPQ. Ogﬂn-m.ra.

0. To & Ep&v 8éos, @ @ Ilpnrra.pr, | del n‘pus ra. TQY C

fecv ump.ura. oUK m"n. Kot uvﬂp@wmv, aA\a 7€

yiorov @oSov.

B. 3 cqel.
corr. Z (et Heindorf, ad Theaet. p.
T'ABaw. éxbrres F.

C. 12 ol Fori] odxéri .

TOU pLe-

kel viv v uév "Adpodirny, omp éxeivy

ye add. Cl. TAII et re. ZZ.
298) : quer *S. [
7 8¢ (pro &) CI. AlL 9 ndorh F

s pr. &. 4 eluer

e P it porian

rair I,

be fair and thorough: for wapadods and
klpeos cp. n. on Séye ek 11 C

I. *1 shake off the ollu-
tion," ‘wash my hands of it” (like Pilate's
‘I am innocent’ :tc.] the word has

alwnys a mua] t:
, i.e. "Horfw, for

whmn Ph: pmfmta a holy fear and
reverence.
4+ Days & the pres. tense

becomes past when looked at from the
standpoint of the fat. (d eluer). This
remark, though apparently a polite agree-
ment, is r::ﬁ]r more of a veiled threat,
as if ** we will not allow you to shift your
ﬁ:'ound,” or “we will bear in mind
ughout that you are an extreme
sensua]m and hedonist.” Badh.? obelizes
. Myeas as a “false gloss.’
5 8pws, displaced for emphasis from
its grammatical place next wep. vepalvew.
Cp. Phaed. g1 C, Lys. 213 A, Theaet.

145 D etc.: wepalvew echoes the wepar-
#ivas of Socr., nclzdﬁx

7 wws dv My, indirect way of put-
ting, with * Amc urbanity,’ 7 xal dxorros
or g ﬂlg P8

7. S III::- H. i::BodL:'at V::I:{I
but Sta ts y PET. t
We should ex A with h?:, ipffh:tgdpiz

wéwous or the like: but as weiparéor implies
* commencement,’ an addition is needless,
and Badh.’s demand for such is vain.

Google

adrs, ‘hersell,’ in her essential nature,
as opposed to her mere title, droua. Cp.
the epic formula éx Auws dpxumeda, and

dxd coll dptduevor Gorg. 471 C.

Here we orn from propounding
the thesis to the method proper
for the enqun} in han : see Introd. 1., 111

L. Jvﬁmm Socrates

dismisses, wnh an excess of piety that is
half ironical, the divine side of Pleasure,
and the divine name, as something beyond
his unaspiring thought; and so, while
leaving the shadowy form of the goddess
free and untouched, under the name
Aphrodite, he proceeds to attack the
actual thing, apart from its deification,
under its true title ‘pleasure.’

The philosopher 1s not concerned with
drdpara, but with the fundamental notions
and realities which underlie them: this
indifference to externals is a characteristic
of the dialogue: cp. also Seph. 218 c,
Lolit, 261 E. For scrupulosity in manner
of address to gods cp. Cratyl. 400 E:
dowep dv elyais vbpos éorly fpor elyesfai
olrwéds Te xal dwdbfer xyalpovowr dropa-
{dueroi, Talra xal fuds alrods (Tods Peols)
xakelv, ws dA\ho undér elbbras. LPhaalr.
246 D: dA\& Talra pdv &4, Brp ¢ Oep
glhor, Tairg dxédrw Te xal Aeydofw.
Aesch. Ag. 160 ff.: Zevs, Soris wor’ dorly,
el r6f alrg Ppior xexhquéey, Toird rw
wpocevvérw, Catull. 34. 21: Sis guo-
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Pilov, fu.vrg TpoTa pcﬁm 1'1}# de ﬁﬁovﬁv olda ws éori
moukidov, Kai uarep elwov, mr éxeivms ‘?F"-'-’F apxopcmvi e'v-

Gupeiofau Set xat TKomelw jrrwa $low éxe. ot ydp,
ﬂ-xﬂﬂw D‘lﬂ'ms", ﬂ-ﬂhmg eV Tlr, H-ﬂ' ﬂ.'l: SE ﬂ'ﬂu 'Fmo&ﬂ.g
5 elAnge kai Tiva Tpémov dvopoiovs dMMjhats. i3 ydp: 70¢-

ofa !J.t'v Tov | axalaa‘ra.wawa u.vﬂpo.lmw, ndeafar D
d¢ Kkai Tov a‘mqbpuwku awq: TG oW pnvew' necfa. dé
Kkal TOV mﬂ'rmvuwu xm. avonTwy Sn aw x-:u éATidwy pe-
aTdy, 70ecfar & ad Tov Ppovovvra ovT@ TG ppoveiv: xai
10 TOUTWY TWY qSovmv ékatépas w@s av Tis opoias aAljlais

elvai Aéywv ovk avimTos
PQ. Eu:rl. p&v y&p

tﬁa.wonro ev&lmls ;
an évavriov, @ wapaﬂs, uurm

wg:ypa.rmv, ov pmf au-.rm. e u.?di.nha.w fru.wm;. frrms' yu.p

) Ye ndovy pn J oUY OpowdTaTov Av e€in, TOUTO GUTO E
' 15 €AUTQ, TAVTOY XPNUATWY
1 radrp IIS. 3 foyer A. 5 elAqye corr. I idé A,
D. 7&al kal 2;: 7¢ om. A. g ab om. Cl. AIl xal (post 78. 3" ad)
L |
om. Cl. AlIl cwgpporoivra.. awpporeir Cl, A et pr. I 11 galveras A.
13 re Il 14 nlowde ye Cl,
E. 14 rod¥ I
ue tibi placet Sameta momine. Hor.  distribution of particles I have followed
C 5 15,1 Cl. and Stallb.
1. v H48owjv... wouxliov. For both 1. obxk d dalvorre. As this

sense and construction cp. Aem. 4. 56g:
uarium e mutabile semper Femina.

3. $bow, oppused to dvopa, “its
essential character"”; see Jufrod, v, il.

4 drolav plv olres, 'to hear it thus
named.” For this saving clause cp. esp.
Dem. ady. Lept. 15: Eore 8¢ roire, obrwel
pdv deoiicat, Abyor Tird Exor: el 8¢ Tz
depiBs dferdace, Yebdos & v gaveln.
So Lysis 216 A etc.

dwhiég bv 7, “is literally one single
definite object.” Distinguish & = from
&r vé 7. Badh,, it should be noted, puts
the comma after dxAds, thus connecting
olruws i.rhutk .

6. Tbv ohacralvovra dvlpamror.
&rfp., in place of dvdpa, has a touch of
contempt, besides being generic. For the
character of the deblasros see Ar. Eth. V.
11l 10, VIL. 7. #oo-

7. aiTg 19 cudpovdy. Y
wily. Ghserve that the restn‘:E\re avTy
(* pure,’ apart from adventitious emotions)
is confined to the pair of virtues. In the

Go 3|L‘

term has been used just above, I incline
to think that Plato would here have noted
the repetition, and so su t that <d»
alrds> or <adrds> has fallen out after
dvénros through some copyist's para-
blepsy.
dw’ bvavrlev, *‘resulting from or

produced by opposite objects.” Note here
that Protarchus uses the extreme term
évarrlu, whereas drbpowoc was S.'s word.

14- Tolro avrd davrg, i.e. pleasure,
gua pleasure, to pleasure.

Thl:uscnf.ui:nﬂmm pl]dx
dp. dv «ln is noticeable: it is a variation
on the Platonic use of w9 ot with subj. to
express a suspicion that something ma
not be true—a cautious nﬁmmn whi
constr., put interrogatively, implies a
cautmus question with neg answer im-
plied—e.g. Xen, Mem. 1v. 3. 12: uh ol
ol Slvwpar éy Td Tijs Sxawsivys fpya
éEwyfrarfar; “do you suspect that I shall
be unable to—?' So, here, as Goodwin
(Gh. M. and T. § 268) explains, ‘‘en d»
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2. Kaiyap xpmpa., @ Smpow.e, xpm;.mn- Katd, ye avTo
'ruur ovdév &om‘ﬂ 70 xpmpa. EI:rm m.w -ro ve pnv pélav
fq: hem:gn "ﬂ'ﬂ.l-"‘l't"i.‘ ytyvmn'mp.cu mq T s' *rcp 3m¢opuv ffmt.

lﬂll. Emvrl.mfm‘ou 8!-" fl‘.»"}fxtl.ﬂ'ﬂ.' Id.l-

kal oxfjua oxipart

5 xu‘ra. Ta.trrov yéveL pév éoTe mav €, Ta SE p.{pr; TOLS [EPETLY

u.u-rau T4 ;.m: émw:.mrara. u.hhnlm;. Ta

txawa. puplay mov rvyxa.uer

Smcﬁoporqrué

xm TOAN erepu. ovTWS €XOV

eupnoopey: ﬁ:ﬂ'TE 'rourga YE T@ Aoy i ﬂmeus, TQ mavra

TQ t‘vmrrw'mra €v mwotovvTL,
10 nOovals e:upmm v HFGWM‘E.
ITPL}.

Bovuar 8¢, u1 rwas ndovas

"Tows* dA\\a 7¢ o0l 7 ml.mv ﬂ}.m,bﬂ TOV Jb.o-yov -

20. "Orn ﬂpwuyupmw a.ura mfopom. ovra ﬂ't'p ©, ¢7-

TOpEY, nmp.nn.

Z:u wdvra elvar Td 1]8&:.
70 pév ovw p7) ovY r,- €a elvas 7d ndéa Jto-yng ovdels | a.u-n;‘u-
oByret: :cm 3¢ ovr’ a.vrwv 7a moMd xai dyaba & ms

Nuels pauéy, opws [mdvra] ov

1 & Sawwbme ante ypipa ponit I,
2 obdér Cl. AAIIC : ﬂﬁﬂir *5.

ry corr. E.

'H'PDG'ETHPEUEI-E n.yu.ﬂa. 'E-Wﬂ,

xpupares (pro -i) E et corr. II (sic Ast.).
elvas wir Cl. I‘aﬁEHBL Hw

Flor. a,b,c,i: elvac’ré wdr *S (et Galen, v. p. 332 ed. Bas.). 3 deopor 5 TR
3¢ CL 6 Eu.rﬂ&ﬂ,rr w. diagopuwrara F et pr. Z: wﬁup&rqr' CL

18 A. 8 elphoop’ Cl. : dda Cl. nudvr Cl. Pﬂ&EﬂEELFHw. Flor.
a,b,c,i: nuir *S. 13 By’ d.r&;um I'. éralpw H. 13 wdvr' ebveu T,
elvar wdrra EF. T4 78éa om. I,

B. 15 xald w.
dyafa alird, du. Cl.:

3 &1 T, & &ra ClL
dyafd Svra aird T.

16 wdrra om. Cl. A et pr. IL

takes the place of %, and wds shows that
the original force of 4 is (orgotten.” Cp.
Theaet. 153 A: ris dv.. Siwacro...un of
xarayéhasros yerdofar; Badh., brackets
ph as “ nothing more than a result of
mn:lcss “{ reading HAONHIOTX.”

T4, 5C. duocd-
Taror &» . Eixampnllﬁ }mm objects which

affect the sense of mght are frequent with
Plato, e.g. 53 A below : for this conjunc-
tion of xpoua and exfiua cp. Gorg. 465 B.
Badh.? places both xpduar: and oyfuar:in
brackets.

7. puplav, not of number of individual
differences, but of extent, ‘measureless”:
cp. Apm". 23 C, ér werlg uuply elul

8. wdvra... v wowolvr. The unification
of oppuscltl:s or hasty generalisation was
Prot.’s mistake : he allowed himself to be
the dupc of mmmun terms.

E:.s ..with fut. indic. ex-
presses fear that the event awrll take lace:
cp. Rqﬂr 451 A, Phaed. By B, Soph. Trach.

CL‘} 3|+.:

g5o for this rare constr.: see also Good-
win, G. M. T. § 367.
12. & mwpooa .. vd-
. The text is rightl retained by Stallb.
and Badh. ; but when the former (followed
by Paley) renders érépy by ** alio nomine
atque oportebat quodque cum dissimili-
tudine illa minime convenit” he seems
making over-much of it : it means simply
‘second,’ i.e. in addition to the name of
pleasure (* You apply to them a new pre-
dicate,” Jowett). The ‘logical damage’
only comes in when we outstep the con-
sideration of pleasures as such, and try to
attach to them a second quality, such as
‘ goodness” or the reverse ; it is then that
the confusion of genus with species
BAdwrree Téw Abyor. Hence emendations
are worse than needless—such as Grov.’s
Ini <ob> wposay., Heind.’s vl v¢ 1,
B.-Crusius’ wpoga-yopeboer.
o adrd,

16. & mpooay.
dpok. «rA.: 1 follow Badh. in adopting
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€ fi.'q e #paanruyxa’.'(m.
& ayalfais évov

Aéyess, @ mepn‘rﬂ, ole. ydp Twa
5 xmpqa‘ecrﬂnn, 9&,«-&0# 7oory elvac ra.‘yaﬂ
Néyovros tas pév elval Twas | dyabds [7dovds], Tds déc

ov, elra uvfffa'ﬂm

20. AN ofv dvopoiovs ye ¢rjoers avrds allhais

elvar Kai Twas évavrtias.
o Vv [IPQ. Ovre xuﬂ' at:rav

70ovai.

m Ia\w els TOV avrov q';epupiﬂa }Lo'}fav, I l'lpmr tx
av'o“ apa qSomgr 1]3091',-5‘ Ssaq’mpov. a)di.u *m:.a'u.s‘. opoias elva

joopey, Kai Td Wap

lypata nuas 7a vov Oy Aexbévra

3 dyafds F. 4 Tva om. I ser' T 5

C. 6 ndovds om. A, post dyafds ponunt CL. I'TIC. 8 ¢feers H.  dAMfhovs w.
9 dvavrlous A. 10 ¢ xaflboor A Flor. a,b,c,i. nlords Z. 11 Ppepupela F.
12 pa ye I ndortw TAEZBCH et corr. I : ndorh *S. duolovs A, elras
m_n.%qEBEFHwFlor a,c et pr. . 13 7 »ir 3 CL All, 3ei 7d »lv E: &) 7d
w .'I. '
the n:ad and punctuation of CJ— Thuc. 1. 95, Riwvales 133 . For the re-

Stallb. Wh. read Juws wdrra o
rpwnwpqﬁﬂ: dyaba, abrd op. driu. elvas,
79 Aby. T Hut ‘tres optimi libri
wdyra omittunt,” and Turr. bracket the
word, and the eml:-hatic position of aird
seems wrong. Badh.! regards the dative
7 Myw as constructed dwd xowol with
both duol. and wposarayx., while Badh.?
confines it to drép., and Wh. to e mis.

For 8uws, H. and Badh.? give duolws,
Before drbuoca Herm. and Badh. insert
d», while Jackson would alter wpor-
araycd{oe into wporarayxd{ei—a better
correction, as Prot. has a/ready made the
admission as to the diversity of pleasures,

> 7 supra 13 A "Lows kA

el FYVTEY g olv...dvdv.. mpoca wg; A
- £ vev &Y - stramnge cnnstrumon. apparently equal to
wnoled JeowaTl uh MfveaTwr WDoTe...0¢ wpocrayapelew.
L évor is pmbﬂblj' acc. absol., unless we re-
fes @Y% gard it as dir. object of the verb, in which
case wdoas fdords will be a redundant
?muthc-ught But 1 incline to adopt,
* with Jackson, éropdwr for évée, as Thomp-
son proposed. For, in spite of Badh.,
évopl év gol Tolre is quite good Gk.; cp.

,.._...,uaf deg o

e o, f‘hl‘&'

Google

C

dundant elva: with verbs of naming cp.
Cratyl. 306 B, Tim. 59 A, Parm. 133 D,
Lani 191 A, Theaet. 160 B
ovyxeprioerdas is ‘bracketed by
Badh as an improper rival to deéf.
| elvar rdyaBéy. This is
lhe .ﬁrst dehnite statement of the claim
of #dor) to be rdyafév, as distinet from
ayafie : and it is made by Prot. in his
excited opposition to 5.%s insidious attack.
For dwéyeoBar with gen. of partic. cp.
Gﬂlr;g 401 A, Kep. 564 D, 613 D.
or position of dra cp. Phaed. J0E;
and fnr insertion of revas (=nescio quas),
i:p Rep. 339 ¢, Laws 658 B.
ris v dval ruves dyadds [Bovds].
In.greem[h Wh. in following Vat., which
omits the subst., thmkmg it a glu&s in-
serted by later hands in various positions.
In Prot."s hasty speech such omission
would be natural—the pl. #dords being
mly understood from the preceding
Badh., however, retains it, after
hn&u: with th: best Mss., while Stallb.
gives Hdovds dyalas on less authority
7. déripas is obelized by Badh.



13 E] $IAHBOZ 9

ovdév i Tpdoel, mewropela 8¢ kai épovuev dmep ol wavrwv |
¢avhdraroi Te kal wepl Aoyovs aua véou. D
IIPQ. Ta mota o) ;\éyﬂ.i,
2. Oﬂ u‘é quu;m!o: -e-ym Kai upwopwoq éav rolpm
5 Aéyew, ws 70 mpawra.ror éore TQ u.vupommr@ TAVTOY
np.om*ra.rnv, éfw Ta aura. goi Néyew, Kal tf)o.vou;usﬁa. ye
anmEpm. TV 3£awni, kal 0 Adyos ‘w.r.w ému'mv oixrjoerat.
'n'ahw ouv av'rov dvaxpovdpela, xai ru_x dv idvres els Tas
opolas' icws dv TWS al\rdows ovyxwpnoauer.
IIPQ. | Aéye mas; E
[V. 30. ’Epeé Oé vmo oov wdhw épwrdpevor, &
Npawrapye.
IIPQ. To motov &7 ;
20. ‘l}povqmg TE .Iﬂu émoripun kal vous xai wdvl’
15 omdoa xm- upxaq éyw ﬂfp.evas' e?mw _dyabov, Siepwras-
pevos nﬂ woré éoru Tdyaliv, dp’ ov Tavrov meiTovrar TovTO
D‘I'I'EP 0 gos lo-yn: H
PQ. IMws;

10

1 wepacwusla EF, wepopefa All, reapdpeda Cl.
D. 5 dropoubraror corr. IL ve om. AF, 7 nuiv éxweciow Cl. AIL: éxmweoior
Huir *S. €l B dw lbrres Zw: dvibores *S, g mov I,

xhreras B,
E. 15 dyafde Cl. AIIH: dyafd *S. 16 wor' éorwr dyabév Cl.

1. oty m I adopt Dr H. Jack-

blushing enough to affirm,’ as such an
son's emendation (7. PAil. X. p. 262 N.)

affirmation would be doing violence to his

for the rirpwoxec of Mss., which Badh.
alters to mirpdoxerr, to make it depend
on ¢hooper, Either correction is easy
and plausible. Cp. Stallb. on Phaed.
65 E.
sq-mﬂuh is Badh.’s correction (ap-
proved also by Paley) for weipbuefa or
-wpuefa of Mss. wepasiuefa is the com-
mon reading, retained by Stallb. and
Wb. Cp. welcorrac...dwep 13 E infra.
Badh. also transposes xal from gefl:m': wepl
to before »éoe.

1. ipnvhl. Cp. below vedrepot Toil
3éovros (like dpxawbrepos Tol Séowros Eu-
thyd. 295 C): wau 14 D: Taw réwr
15 E: « waides 16 B. Childishness and
crudeness in ]ilhlID&O]]th method is what
Socr. is mainly concerned with castiga-
ting in this di . Perhaps the rather
superfluious dua should be altered to
pdha, which would give a better corre-
spondence to the preceding superl.

4 ddv Tohpé Myew, ‘if I am un-

Google

own intellectual honesty, and so would
demand an exercise of ré\ua or subjuga-
tion of the shame-instinct (aldds).

7. - dxweordy olyvjorerar, metaphor from
a ship stranded in a storm: the rhythm
suggests a tragic citation. The marine
metaphor is carried on from els Tow abrdr
pep. Abyor above, and continued in dva-
xpoviipefa, ‘ back her out,” cp. Hdt. 8. 84.
&v lovres for amérres H., Badh. and Wh.
ds rds ) 5C. .‘hu.ﬁds. met. from wrest-
ling, Phaedr. 336 c. For the conjunction
of metaphors cp. Ehnksr-.'s “take arms
against a sea of troubles.

14. $pévmas, dmaripn, vois are here
substituted for gpoveis, voeiv, peprfodar of
11 B, whence éwierfun, 'acqmred lr.nuw~
ledge,’ 5eems equated with ‘memory.’

ﬁ Supur. In worl lorv rdyalév,
*“ when questioned closely (Swa-) to define
(state the rl dorl of) the Good.” The
prnc:d::ﬁ m&dr is condemned by Badh.
as supe
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0. TloM\ai Te u.i fwiﬂuﬂ'm E'rrr.o'rgpm doéovaw elvar

xm avupow; Twes avTOY ah\ hms €L

€ Kai €vavriati

Tmyvowm Tuwes, apa. | afws a av ﬂ.'r,lv TOU Smleyecrﬂ'm wv,
€l tﬁoﬁqﬂﬂs‘ TOUTO QUTO ;.:.1;!3-5 mv m*upomv t,ﬁuu',w ETLOTI YV
5 ﬂn.mp.p TL}‘PEU‘EEI, xmrﬂﬂ' Nty ovros o hoyas‘. womep pvbos
amohoueros al.xmfu, mrrm 3¢ oeloipeda éi Twvos a.-\oym-; ;

ITPA).

Onvac.

"AAN m.- pqv Sﬂ TovTo yevéobar, #lqv TOU Cow-
70 “ye ,u.'qu po. toov 'mu ooV Te Kai €uod Jlayou

o’ipé'crxer mMm pev ndovai kai avdpoor yryvéobwv, mollai

o¢ é mwmpm Kai Swﬁopm.,

0. Ty -rm.wu qu':opafmu.. @ Ipdrapxe, | Tov dya-
005 705 7' éuod kal 700 00U w1 dmoxpumTépevol, Katari-

Oévres 8¢ eis 10 péoov, Tolpwper, av m é\eyxopéve pmri-

2 drépoal Cl. AIL 3 ap' I
14 A. 4 Tl I ph 8¢ plar CL
5 émerfuns (pro -p) E.  ofrws Cl. AL

nm personae signum (:) *S.

debuowor] dr drduoior S
6 dwodhbperos I

o o

7 :d ClL AZZI,

det roiiro AZBCHy & 8¢y roimro Cl. MI robro 8¢l *S.

-.rﬁ EF. lows I' et corr. A. ¢ ylyveofor Cl. TABCEFH : ylyreofas Ew et corr. Z.

: i Cl. AIIZF,

B. 12y I 13 & w,

rolpuwuera A.

eyxbperor M5s. et edd. vett.

wolhal...dpdw : the whole of this is
Iﬂlg‘nnd in Steph. and Bekk. to Socr.;
Schiitz first corrected.

al waca. ér., ‘the branches of
knowledge as a collective whole.’

2. xal dvavrlas, ‘ actually contrary,’ as
contrasted with merely arbuoiot, * hetero-
geneous.’

3. d&fws...d, Badh. rewrites thus, dfwos
.1 d:pr rou, [Siahdyeotar viv,] el xTA.

vlos dwoldpevos olyovro.
Phﬂhus 279. 1: uifos éowln émlppmud
dore heybpevor dx' doydry Tois heyoudvois
pifoes Tois wardlous. Cp. Kep. 621 B:
pi‘-&aréﬁr&:; kal olx dwdhero xal fuis dv
cuwoeer, dr relfduefa atrg—which sug-
gests, as Badh. notes, that the original
saying was & ulfos awwhero rather than
& p. éodsfn : cp. however also Lauuﬁ45 B
olirw...d pifos dperijs cecwrpévos dr eln,
and contrariwise Theaet. 164 D.

For the naval met. cp. esp. Fhaed.
85 D éwl (Adyov) Tolrov dxoluevor domwep
éwl oyedlas...éxl Befaworépov dxyfuaros
1 Adryov felov Twwds kT and above 13¢, D
L v. Concessive use of im-

9
per.: cp. Euthyphr. g C, Soph. Antig. 74.
13 DRV, . @ ﬁm
I follow Grovius, Heind. and Herm. in

Google

emending bueror to the dual (sc. 7o
éubdv xal 76 odv ayabbe). Cornarius wrote
thaper heyxbpevor, dv Tves Eheyydpero
#ﬂiﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂ: Fischer thwuer, &v Tves éeyy.
pme.: Baumgarten-Crusius  relpwper
éheyx., dr wp ppviowe:, sc. al Sugops-
tnres ¢ Schleiermacher rolpwper, dv 2]
éheyyoudrny pywicy. Winckelmann in-
serted ol Adyor after éeyyduerot, while
Bernhardy is content to supply it from
the context. Stallb.,, however, argues
that * non ipsa utriusque boni natura, sed
potius diuersitas formarum atque partium
utrique propria dicitur fortasse indicatura
esse, 5i exploretur diligentius, num uolup-
tas, an scientia, an tertium quiddam pro
summo et absoluto bono ducendum sit ":—
whence he maintains that none of the
above-mentioned explanations is correct,
and so, in the tracks of Schleierm., pro-
poses éheyxduerar, sc. al SiapopdTyres :
and Wohlrab also prints -uera.

Badh. suspects roluwuer, and su ts
in its place rl Myw, dpduer, or else an
addition such as rolp. (éxdrepos Tdv davrol
lg:]yw wapéyew els The xplow) &v g kT
Paley retains the common text, renderin
Tohuwuer, ‘let us bear the issue,’ an
supplying é ods xal duds Abyes with

I4
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ﬂ'ﬂlﬂ't, ﬂoffpuu qﬁavnu Tu'ya,ﬂov Sﬂ h.eyfw 7 tf)povqa'w 7 T
irov dAlo Efva. wv ap ov dnmov 1rpos' ye a.lrrn rnuru

lovsmoupw o'm:uq wycu tifepar, Tavr éorar T vmmvru,
) 1abf a@ ov, 7¢ & d\nbeordry Sei mov cuppayev fpas
5 appa.
IIPQ. At y&p ovv.
V. 30. Tovrov toivvw ov Aoyov €t pallov | 8¢ opo- C
Aoyias ﬂtﬁmvmpiﬂn.
IIPQ. Tov moiov &7 ;
10 Eﬂ. Tov mm':. ﬂ'a.pé(awa avfpdmois mpdypata éxovai
T€ kai dxkovaw €viois Kai évioTe.

IIPQ, Aéye cagéorepov.

15 MO

30, T&u vov &) mapameoovra \éyw, Ppvoe mws me-

¢uxc‘ira Oavpaordv. év-
ﬂuvpmov

PQ. “Ap’

Sﬁ Td wol\a elvar kai 70 Eu

9:;-. kal padwov dudoByricar 7¢

TOUTWY OWOTEPOVODY Ti euéve.
ovv Aéyeis, otrav Tis éué ép l]pmmpxnv

éva. yeyovora ¢ioe | moAovs elvai n-ath TOUS -€ué Kai D

r. IT. a8
dyw CL

1 reom. Cl. A et
3 Srws om. EBCEFHw.

t roiire om. Bekk. (et rec. edd.) cum corr. I.
4 7] kal A.
C. B Pefawsbuela C: !ﬁcﬁmwdplﬂu corr. F. 14 ydp

dei] 84 AABCHw et pr. TZ.
om. A. 15 pdluor

dugirByricar Cl. A et pr. H : pddiow dmﬂmﬁd‘mbr Ppadiov dr dugiofyrioa *S.

17 & dv s Cl. gma F.

18 ¢Wﬂ;

é\eyxdpevor (after Bernhardy). Madvig
{M‘v ¢rit. 1. 391) supposes an infin. lost
after ro?nun.-mr, and cnn] ro?upwmr JhE-
Tudvay, dv wp 7). (or one might su :
duohoyeiv). K.T. Liebhold (Newe Fahr
IEBu, p- 526) conj. for rohu., ﬂl.t,mumr
It is, I think, certain that rnluwnn must
be retained, in view of Tohud Myer in
13 D, and W!h in1gaA supra. If the
claimants in this ‘public trial,’ the sub-
jects of the legal terms ékeyx. and uprio.,
are the pcrsnmﬁed Aéyor, or rival defini-
tions of ‘the good’ in life, I sugyest that
the words rol dyafloll are a gloss, Adyov
being understood with éuol and eol. The
Myew which follows serves to explain
ToAp. without need of an insertion.

Most edd. and Mss. read 7 Tpiror, but
Turr. and Herm. follow the Bedl. in

ejecti
“ﬁmm wpés recurs 50 B : cp.

731 A, Gorg. 457 E, Rep. 338 A:
lnd lﬁ:h Swws is found in Xen. Mem. 2. 3.

17. Ought we not to spell the word

Google

here -rixoluer (see Cobet Novw. Lectt,
6g1 fi.), as there is clearly a play with the
foll. wx&rra?

13. v viv By werdyra, ‘ which
has jl.lSt now present m itself’: cp. é rapa-
wertweds Aéyos Laws 832 B : xaipds wapa-
wlrre Thuc. 4. 23, al.

15. xal pgbiov dudrerP. Paley supplies
dorl with pddior; whereas Stallb. I:lg,ns-
lates *“quodque facile efficiat ut quis
utrumcunque ponenti moveat controver-
siam,” and Badh., *affording a ready
ubjectlun against anyone who advances
either.”

For the general sense of the following
passage, see /nfrod. 111.

18. wolAols elvar x7A. I follow Badh.
and Wb. in removing the comma after
wdlr and putting it after a\Ajhois, thus
making xal simply connect weAMods and
évarriovs, which is simpler and neater
than the common punctuation.

For the art. before the pronoun cp.
20 B Tir dud,
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dvavriovs d\Mjhots, péyav kai a'p,mpép r.0éuevos kai Bapiv

kal xovdo
x4,

] L] y W
v Tov auTov Kai alla pupia;
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s {mos elmely vmo wdvrwy 7Oy py Selv Tav Towovrer antesbar,
radapiadn xal pddia xai odddpa 7ois Adyows éumidia
vrokapBavdvrav yiyvealai, érel undé 7a rowadeoray | Tis
| dxdoTov Td péky Te xal dAla uépy Stfl&‘w 'qu"’ Aoy, mdvra

Kara-

' yehay, ot Tépara dupdyxacTar pdvar, 76 T€ & ws ToAd

15

duri xal dmeipa, xal 7d moAha ws & pdvow.
1O, Xv 8¢ 87 mota, @ Zakpares, €repa Aéyets, a
LI s

#

pijTe

Tvyxexapyuéva SESQFEWEI mepL TOV avTov TouTor Aoyov ; |

¥, 'Omorarv, @

- % L] [a) [ b
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¥ * L] -~ »
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ﬂ Ka Kﬂﬁ 1'0

dyabov €v, mepl fuv'rmp Tov évdSwy Kai Toov 'romurmu 7
TONAT * a'rmu&q pera Supéoews, dupioBrimais yiyverar

IIPQ). ng,
30 11

. Tparov pév el Twas 8el Tolavras 1 elvar
] ’ ¥ ~ #- tl—l"'l-
wniup.ﬁmw |a_?__‘§ )Y 5&:! ovoas elta mas av Tavras,

nv&’ﬁ-a.g B
play

éxdoTV oVoav del TV AUTTY Kai pijTe yéveow prire nhfﬂpov
ﬂ'poa'ﬁcxopﬂﬂv, [opws] elvar ,Bfﬁmofa.fa; ,u.l.cw Tavryy: pera.
8¢ 70oUT év Tols yvyvouévois al kal dmeipows eite Sieamao-

B. 8 Befawbrara Cl. FAIIZBCFHw et corr. X Befaibrara *S.

! peyp e

verb cp. Soph. 218  8édoxras...Td wpbrepor
uﬁf&iﬂr eheTdr,
Swaiploens

) wohhyj* awoubs
. mu proposed

yiyveras,
to mnsert xal bcfore perd : and similarly
{tho‘:fh more scientifically) Badh.! in-
8¢ after perd, mtpoundm thus :
“The reality of ideas is the subject of
earnest consideration, the mode of their
division in things sensible is the cause of
{m,; coniroversy,” But in ed. 2 he
acketed owoudsd as a gloss due to Phaed.
248 B: cp. ih. 296 D. Paley sugpests
“it is possible that the words exovdh) perd
Simupdorews were a gloss on dugueBirges.”
His translation rums, ** it is about these
and such-like unities that all the pains
are taken, with careful subdivision, and
all the real difficulty is felt.” Poste
gives: “Such unities earnestly examined
and split into pluralities soon kindle
nuine controversy.” Stallb. defends
the received text, “nam % . ow. uerd
ﬂlmp. idem est fere quod # =, ewovd) quae
utitur Saipérews,” cp. Kep. 546 B, 571 B,
Fhaed, b9 B, Laws goﬁ A, B, Herm.
agrees with Paley: “ow. u, imp tan-
quam interpretamentum uentis
offrpos circumseripsi... Stallbaumii au-
tem explicatio...dubito an a Platonis
sententia abhorreat, qui in Phaedro c. 49

n:ll.stmg'uendo a.ltm‘cat:mm componi hus
uam excitari censet.” I once thought we
ould write owouvdh) <H> perda §., but

w prefer to emend to the dat. m s
cp. edr. 276 B . This sense is de-
fended by 14 C supra: & ydp 3. dw
ofnrijcal, since i is the method
for mnvenmg !;iu:m ﬂlj:. vl

mpeTOV el o mes..
] m-n’ elre...flre xvA. Three distinct
points of discussion appear to be here

Google

raised regarding (1) the veritable exist-
ence of mnnaﬂ.s of the kind described :
(3) how such a monad can be present either
in whole or in in the objects which
come and go, while retaining that single-
ness and sell"—ldenm]r as to (2) opinions
differ.

Badh. held 3uws to mark the contradie-
tion which follows: ** motwithstanding
what :s to be said in the following sen-
tence”: and so he denied that a new,
third, questiun is introduced by perd 82
roiro. Paley accepts this explanation of
Buws, but still holds (with Stallb. and
Maguire) that there are three guestions,
which seems impossible. Jackson, too,
appears to make but two sentences of it.
O. Apelt (in Newe Fahrb. "g3, p. 283)
proposes drrws for Spws, cp. Kep. 585 D.

Schneider explains the second problem
thus: * wie, indem jede einzelne immer
dieselbe und weder des Entstehens noch
des Vergehens fdhig ist, sie gleichwohl
ganz sicher diese eine sei d. h. wie wir zu
der Erkenntniss der einzelnen Ideen ge-
langen, da die Ideen ausserhalb ger
Sphire des Entstehens und Vergehens
liegen, innerhalb deren wir stehen,” and

ers for confirmation to Parmen. 133—
““was im Parm. ausgedriickt wird durch
€l &v €ldos Exaorowr Tov Brrwr del Ti dgpopi{B-
pevos Gfoes und die Frage nach der
Erkennbarkeit der Ideen hervorruft, das
an unserer Stelle des Philebus die

plar éxdorqe oboar del...wpor

Be

%ut it is difficult to see how the present
clause can yield this sense, or refer to the
cognisability of the Monads. Badh s
suggestion to insert pf before elvas, is
tempting : the meaning then will be,
‘how can such a monad, although self-

I::-rte
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)smplg, o 81; mnrrmv advvarwTaroy tﬁmumf EP, ruurov u'm. Ev

apa év évi Te Kxai #ﬂhlm? 7vyv£arﬂm.

TIIW EU'T b ‘I"I.'I. 'lI'EpI'.

-m rumvru. | !‘v xm ﬂuh)w. dA\’ ovk éxetva, & prrapx:,
5 a.ﬂ'ao'qg u.-rrapmq aiTia p) kahas opoloynlévra xai evmopias

d&v ad Ka\@s.

IIPQ. Ovxovw xpy) 1008 nuds, & Swkpares, év ¢ viv

mPWTOY Smirovqn'aﬁﬂm :

0. Qs 'youv éyo tf»ﬂ.mv av.

nPO. Kai mwnq Tolvuy
-rnua'at Ta. famuru' duhqﬁov

g,pa.s‘ mkaﬁs O'I.r}fxmpfw oo
Lows KPATIOTOV €V TG VUV

E'!TEPM&JI-“T& #1? KI-PEI-F 'EU KEI-FEPGP.

VI

| C. 5 dwoplas A.
13 aﬁrfuCl All: nﬁrl!ﬂt *S.

7 xph roid” Cl. AIN : xpﬁ wov Tolf" *S,

13 kwelr coxdr b I,

identical and invariable, yet be pluralised?’
Stallb. explains the second dwopla thus :
“deinde, quomodo unaquaeque ab nrtu et
interitu immunis esse intelligatur™: but
this leaves &uws unaccounted for. I think,
however, that Stallb. has given us the
right sense, and that Suws is corrupt: so
that the second problem concerns the
Eternity of the Monads.

Accordingly, I print uws in bmkets.
though strongly lnu:hm:d to acl::

For the problems of Ideali m, cp
Introd, VI

With elra wés supply imohaufdvew 3ei.
The constr. with rws is continued in the
third question also.

The same difficulties are raised also in
FParmen. 130 A : they are criticisms on a
misunderstood Platonism.

2. rTadrdy xal By Gpa v &l T xal
moAols ylyv.: Schleierm. corracted to 7.
xal & dpa elvar xal el x. y.—needlessly.

. ravr lom rd mepl vd roravra bv xal
erh. " It is these questions, —viz.

those which deal with the One and Many
of the kind described,—and not those first
mentioned (éxeiva), Protarchus, which,”
etc. : such I take to be the order of the
words, although Stallb. appears to differ,
as he translates : ** Haecce sunt in talibus
quaestionibus 7& & ral wolAd (quae ad
res non adspectabiles, atque notiones ani-
mis nostris informatas referuntur), nec
uero illa (quae ad res sensibus subiectas

CL‘} 3|+.:

pertinent), quae, si non recte de iis con-
stiterit, omnis dubitationis caussae exis-
tunt ; sin recte, etiam prosperi disputa-
tionis successus felicitatem afferre possint.”
From this I :;‘IJJWH Stallb. to take raira
td & xal woMMd together. Paley renders,
*These are the cases of ‘One and Many,’
viz. in abstracts, and not in those others,
the concretes, which are the causes,” ete. ;
which looks as il he meant to supply wepl
before éxeiva,

6. dv al xakds, sc. dn, cp. Theae.
186 D, Ar. Nub. 5 etc. : Badh., however,
would expun

11. $0n ||.1} xwvely o
The proverhis thus given by Suidas: ll'.i:
xwveir xaxdr ev xelpevor: éwl Tlvr davroir
&t dyvolas wpdypara dyepberwr. ' Salse
igitur pro xaxér dicitur PiAngor.” Cp.
Schol. ad 4. /.: ph xwelr xaxdr e xel-
pevor, éwl rav davrols ¢ dyrvolas wpdypara
dyeipbyraw, rabrns pdurnras kal "Trepldns
& Mrwp dv T wpdt "Aperoyelrova * kal
ol éx i wapoplas dvacal pavfdrew 1
ph xuveir kaxdy e celperor,”  perfioras §¢
éx toil dv 'Pédy Kohooaol, 8s weaiw wollds
olelas raréoace. Bachdws 52 Boviouérov
alrdr drasrijoa, pofoiueroe ol "'Pélioe uy
wdAwr xaraxéoy, Td wpoxeluevor éxwepléy-

Earro.
11, is bracketed by Badh.%.
13. olv Ty Ta : S0
the best Mss., omitting the d» : the old text

was of» dv is. For the delib. subj. with

2

Q. Elev: mofev odv 115 Tavms | a.qurm woA\7js D
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ovoms kal wavrolas wepl 1o audioPyrovueva pdxns; dap’

vfévde ;
IPQ. TId0ev;

Q. d}a.,we'v mov TavTov &v kai woAkd Ume Aoywv ‘F_y_vcf-
s peva wepr.rpexfw mtwn xal € éxaoTov TG Neyouévwr ael Kai

maAaL n.'cu. v,

ltm rawa tmrf p‘q fru.vu'qrm moTe GWE
ﬁpfaro mw, d\\' éori 70 famv'ruv, os épol
Aoywy u.urmv aﬂamrtfv TL Kal a.yr;puv wablos év

at, TOv
Ny 633

TPGTOV AUTOV yeua'upevug éxdoTote Tav véwy, nobeis | mc E
10 Twa codias ev!:qu Onoavpov, uq!: -r,-Suw;s' wﬂoumq. T€ mu
wdvra Kwel Noyov dopevos, Toté pév émi Odrepa kvkAav Kal

D. 3 wofler non alteri dant Cl. TACEFH.

o *S r 5 del TAZ. 6 walanre A.
xpiros F.
: E. 11 xowwrel A. rére Cl. w.

4 wov Cl, TAII : oy corr. Z:
n Eori) éxl CI. 8 dynpwr Cl.

mdef subject, Soph. 125 A: vl Tis
d\ho elwyp. Sn;hpm 0. C. 170 woi Tis
¢povrios ENBp. Ar. Plul. 438 wol Tis
¢iyp. Soph. A4j. 403. The 1st person
in such questions o 3 peal is much more
usual : ep. Goodwin . M. 7. § 28¢.
‘Were the & retained we should have
to alter the verb to the opt.; cp. Memex.
237 A : wbler &v 3pBis dptalueba dvlpas
dyafods éwawoivres. 5% Phil. 1393
7l §fir’ dv Aueis Sp@uer. h.? objects to
Tabrys as inappropriate and bad Greek.
mov Tavrdy Bv xal wolld
h-& Mywv yoywdpeva xrh.  Stallb. states
the order to be ¢. 7. & x. . 0. A. Tavriv
yryrbpera, dicimus, upmnr, unum et
multa disserendo idem facta ubique re-
periri,” thls unification consisting in
‘genera in partes diuidere, et uicissim
partes ad genera sua referre, quo arctis-
sima eorum intelligitur necessitudo et
numumtm Buat Badh. (who reads yuyvé-
wevor) is right in denying that there is
here any reference to the dialectical pro-
cesses of synthesis and analysis, as is
shown by the whc-lr: tenor both of S.'s
remark and of P.'s reply (ri» rowadryw
rapaxfwr): so too Paley renders, “ We
say that this same ‘One and Many,’
m{lnd into being by discussions, goes the
round of every subject of conversation,
whether new or old,” though he gives as
variant *the ductrine of identity of

One and Mn.n]r
which underlie

iy cnm:epts
w’:g Aeybpeva objects of concep-
tion and dmcuurse

Google

del goes with rdw Aey., as if row
u%.lu?.ﬂ,lq Twy éxdoTore Aey.: cp. Kep.
360 A
6. ofire pv| wadoqral wore: Badh!
and others change to walrera:, in con-
formity with Dawes’ Canon: but see
Goodwin M., T § 205 and Agp. II.
8. wdbos bv l\ptr Palcjr halts between
' property of the su Jects themselves that
arises in our minds,"” and * feeling in us,
resulting from the subjects themselves™ :
thr: latter is certainly wro & uir
ests a contrast with & fey or Aus

'ﬁvx

%l atvrob yuordpevos dx, Tav
wlav xT). Cp Rep. 5309 B: dp’ obw o0 pla
pér ebhdBeia alry ovyxey T4 uh véovs r-
rar alrav yedeolac,; oluae ydp oe*od
Nehnbévar 8¢ ol peipakioxor, Srav 70
wpwror Nbywr yebwrrat, ds radlg ad-
Tois karaypwrral, del els dmdoylar ypd-
pevor kal pupobueror Tobs éEelhdyxorras
alrol dihovs é\éyyouvsi, xalporres Worep
oxvidea kTh.

11. Tort pdv éml Bdrepa kuhav : Badh.!
says this continues the met. in wdrra
Moyor murel, which alludes to the proverb
wdrra Mfor xiveiv—* turning them upside
down and rolling themn%nck again’:
while Paley suggests that dreirrew
meant ‘to undo a piece of masonry just
constructed.” I cannot see the appro-
priateness of the terms used to express
such a metaphor. Rep. 539 B suggests that
the youths are compared to puppies, the
Aéryos to a piece of meat: while w@ﬁpu.
as in 51 A, is used of ‘kneading' together
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npa. TAp, @ mepaﬂq, ovY OPES MWy TO -lrhqﬂae, ort

véoL wdvres éopéy, u-m. ov ¢ofer oot pera DulnBov
ro fw:mﬂwp:ﬂa, éay q,u,m; hmﬁopng opws Se—pauﬂu.mpar

yap o héycw--—u TiS rppﬂoc Eﬂ"l‘l— Kal pqun; ™Y pév *rom.vrg
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15 a'prtgg 0 ﬂapmu Adyos, & mepu.fes.
oV u. ouv,mfrmaﬂ, ws
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®idnBos.

qupgopar F. rére Cl.

L 1]
om. A, 2 dwoplar FH.
10 A. 5 odd éwds Cl.  odMlyov E.
dpunwia pbror *5, g o om. H.
H, 14 ovarchovffrwuer A.
ylyroire *5,

dreMrrwr Cl. IT et pr. A: drellrrwe *S,

avrde Cl.
xal om. EF,
12 was Cl.

16 Hudr .

Pnow vpas #paa'u.}fopr:ﬁmr

xal

ehdueror F. 4 7 CL

7 wbror dpumréa Cl. TAIL:
17 pie dori Cl.  +pévouro Cl. AIL:

two unlike or incompatible elements.
“Now rmolling them all into a hall and
kneading them into one, and anon un-
rolling them back again amd tearing them
in picves,”  Or else the idea may be that
of a4 wan handling treasure, now making
a heap of it, now spreading each piece
vut separately as he gloats over it: or
Badh.® may be right in taking it of the

*hamdling of a volume.” For érl tarepa
Cp Stk 329 C.

3. dal vov Ixdpmvoy, i.e. Tir wAnoior
ari.

5. dAlyov Bi wal vwv d. [., sc. of geu-
Sduewos : hence there i o nead o alter to
orde @ed., as does Badh.?, who also
brackets the wonlds of wror rue ardosrwr,

6. dwil BapPapey ye: this refers back
to ruw AV ¢ tharbarnians " being regandead
as a hittle less than dvfowwro, ol man
and not the beast ™ (o adapt Browning's
phiased: amd so thiz clanse s added w
suppert and mosdity the apparent extrava-
gae of raw A\

Google

8. dp, 4 X, «r).: for this
jocular address cp. Phaedr. 236 C, Kep.
337 ¢, Hor. Sal. 1. 4. 14uﬁa.: “euw si
concedere nolis, Multa poetarum ueniat
manus, auxilio quae Sit mihi ; nam multo

lures sumus ac ueluti te Iudaei copemus
in hanc concedere turbam.” »éoc is
cmphnuc. since it was §) Tar réww odés
which Socr. had just been ridiculing.

10. Spws Bi...ydp : for this consecution
cp. Farmen. 137 A2 Ar. Lysistr. 144

17. eiperws wws dwehbeir. ‘take her
departure in good humour’—as if Tapax4
were a goaldess to be propitiated, in
possession of the Aéyos, a furt to be eap-
tured—and a strong fort, too lof Tuxpds
=yalhewros). Of the next clauze Badh.?
writes, **1 cnmlemn oldr—drerpelr as
spuriogs, and  wér (hefore mmh-r;:}, as
invented to give it currency.

17. walkiwy  dpasris. The idea of
‘buur.}r sugpests that of *love. ofés is
semi-persunined—as object of fous, as
Jwapryoive, as su* o). of caréoryoe.
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éyd épaomis pév elp. dei, moMdkis 3¢ pe 78 dadvyodoa
épnuov Kai mropov ua.re’crrqu'w. .
PQ. Tis avry; A oo p.d'vav.
Q. “Hy Sqlma'n.s ov | mdvy XG)LE‘H'DP, xpnoba 8¢ c
swu}-xa.lﬂrav- ﬂ-m-n: -yup om:. -rtxmq eva dvevpéby
wemwore, dud Tav TS, Ppavepa yéyove. okimel g‘i‘ nv Aéyw.
ITPQ. ﬂeye poumf.
Q. BOcav peév els uvﬂpmwruug déas, ws ye raradaiveras
éuoi, mobév t‘x ﬂemv é puf.nq Sud fwos‘ l'I Fﬂﬁeﬂs apa
10 tﬁaro-rm-@ TWi TUPL® Kal oL pev m'avee <évres>
npiv kal éyyvrépw feiv o:.xumrreg, 'ra.vn;w juny wapcﬁo:mv,
ws €€ évos peév kal éx moMav ovTer Tav del Aeyoudvar elva,

1 haguryolica 8y Z.
C. 4 xpirar CL 5 drevpefp Cl. (7-é0n All): dr edpefip *S. 6 raira A.
8 drflpuwwr A. Sbow A. 10 ¢pavordrw 'ZBCEH et corr. AIl : gavwrdry *S.

Twl] aw corr. I,

i1 ¢pfup TAZEZBCEFH et corr. A.

12 ¢x add. Cl. ATl

17. obf’ v yivorro <ff> fewrk. 1
adopt Madvig's neat addition, whichavoids
the need for making the gen. do double
duty. For the language and thought cp.
Phaedr. 166 B : roirwr 3% Eywye alris re
épaaris, @ Pailipe, rdv Siaipérewy kal oura-
yurydw, Ir' olés Te & Aéyew Te xal ppovels-
ddr vé o' or fyfowpar Suwvarde els &
wal éwl wolAd weduxds dpdr, Tolror Sudxw
xardwicle per’ [ywiov dore Beolo. The
method alluded to is, of course, logic, and
the logical processes of swwaywyd and

dalpeais.
ey At
infra, Kep. 487 l., ut 200 A @ see
Goodwin G. M. T. =
: appﬂfmn to’
or ‘derived from; cp. Kep. 526 c,
145 A ete.
8. Oeav..B8ong: for attribution of

human goods, arts or sciences, to a divine
source cp.Kep. 411 E: 800 réxva edv Eywy’
v roa galny Selwrérvar rois drfpdros,
povauchy Te xal yupvaorichy kA, @ Folitic.
274 B C: Protag. 331.

Allusions to this passage are found in
Julian Or. v1. 183 ¢; Damasc. ap. Suid.
in v. Adpos ; Numen. ap. Euseb.
£v. x1. 539 A; Iambl. Myst. Aeg. 1.
10. 71 ; Clem, Alex. .2 C: xard-
yuwuer 8¢ drwler éf olparar i dffeiar

dua ¢avordrp ¢pordoe. Badh.! calls
attention to *the abruptness of the be-

ginning, the use of uér without any
Bl Pi'

(.j 0 3] c

apodosis, the repetition in fedv—éx Gedr,
tl!:(il:olloution of wofer, and such a com-
bination as éjpi¢m with &d ITpounféws,”
and rightly suggests that ‘‘Plato had
some poetical ‘r assage in his mind which
he has adapted to his own mythus"”: but
Badh.* pronounces the passage corrupt.
For éx Beur wober cp. Rep. sboA:d
rofer w ogﬂ. roi warpds. Jb. 544 BE: éx
Spubs woblew. Soph. 246 B: iwm é
dopdrov woldr dutworrar. Also 44 D

infra.
Ji||::t:- l[’notﬂwn-:vﬂﬂu:rﬂ wv: thead-
dition of the partic. I adopt from Badh.’.

the loss being due to the * homoioteleuton.’
11. yyvrépw Bedv olxoivres: cp. Tim.
40 D: weaordor 8¢ 7ois cfpn:ﬂnr Euwpa-
oler, éxybrois piv Beaw olow, wr Eparar,
rapws 3 wov ToUs ye abruww wpoydrous
elfdowr. [Rep. 388 B: .uuﬁé Hplapor dyyds
Gewr yeyowora Mraredorra. Jb. 391 E:
ol fewr ayxlomopor, ol Znwds dyyis. Cic.
Tuse. 1. -a: antiquitas, quo propius
aberat ab ortu et diuina progenie,
melins ea fortasse, quae erant uera,
cernebat. Id. Zegg. 11. 11. 27: quoniam
antiquitas proxime accedit ad deos.
pav wap. : not r. vip drhune,
smr.:e ¢ is predic., as ll' Toiro Wi Qfiune
Cp. ru.r.’m;r oxéyw 65 D infra.
Bm:lh ¥ gives i for radryw.
11. ﬂ‘?‘l‘ﬂ dvray. Gen. absol.
with @ in place of the more lar ace.
and infin. construction, to which there is

2
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éav ovv a

Buper, y.era. piav 8vo, €l TS elat, oKomel,

fSﬂ. 3¢ un, TpELS 13 Twa a.)JLov apl,ﬂpov, mu *rmv Ev ixﬂ.vmu
cu*n.crfur m::.hw wa.urr.ns:, pexpaﬂp tw 70 Kar apxuc ir ;.:.13

- otv & Kal woM\d kal dwewpd éoTi povov 8y Tis, dAAa Kai
1 32 om. F. adrois Cl., afrois Haw, 3¢t F.
D. 3 {nrde CL II et pr. A. voloar Cl. 4 peraddSwuer libri omnes :
raraldBwuer S. & d\\or] xdder F.

a revcrsi:m in the following sentence (Belv
olw nNuds kTA.). Cp Laws 624 A, 636 A,
Pﬁmd'r 144 37 A, etc,

::pbl I:nl waplay, Stallb. ex-
pluns here as * genus, quo formae

et res mdmduze comprehenduntur,” and
drepla as “infinitac partes atque res
ingulae eius notioni sublectae™; whereas
h. declares wépas to be “the deter-
minate number, i‘u production of the
one, which reconciles the one and the
many.” Paley a ves of Jowett's ex-
planation that ** by wépas is meant what
we now call ‘law’ in physics"—but ‘law’
is not commonly used in such a sense as
to be predicable of a as its property,
but rather as a short formula to sum-
marise observed facts. For further dis-
cussion of Plato's use of these terms and
of their place in the Pythngmean s}rslm
see Jnfrod. 1v. and Aﬁpmd c,D. Ina
different application these terms m re-
sumed in 33 € fl.: for the connection
consult Agp. F.
y € as cu;mgtnlt:l natural
inherent properties of things which
nppertmn to them in virtue of their form-
ing part of the etermal system of the

kosmos. The term Biaxexoounuévey re-
cals the famous dictum of A
(Diog. 11. 6): wdvra ypfuara 7 m
elra & wols éN0iw alrd Sexbounoe: cp.
Law: 967 B, etc.
swprfoav: cp. the use of elpercds

in Pi'fl:i ﬂ:g Ei:iﬂf ]Aiiﬂnpn I foll

4- ddv ody [pera ollow
Badh. and Wbh. in excising the prepos.;
it is retained by Stallb. and Poste, while
Stephens altered to xarahdSwuer, followed
by aley and Bekker. Possibly uera- isa
corru p-tu:n of an ongmnl plar or of pf, The
use of weralafer In a1 nmlghtbe:d»
duced in support of its position here ; but

GL‘} 3|L’

even there it is hardly free from suspicion.
5. xal ey @v ixelvey. These words
have occasioned considerable difficulty.
Schiitz proposed xal 8 dxelvwr Exacror :
where, however, we should expect rofruwr,
not éxelvwr, as Badh. remarks, Schleier-
mach:r suggested xal rdv évbrrur éelvar
: Stallb. at first x. 7dw & drelverw ix.,
I-.te:r (after Ast) riw & drebvy, ‘‘una-
quaeque species atque forma in illo (rg
warrl) mmprehensa. and this, or Tiw ér
éxelraw (Tdv [Sewr) éxdorp (dpfulbe), is
suggﬁtud also by Poste. Badh. defends
Taw &, as re&-rmd to below in distinction
from 7o xar’ dpxds &, but suggests that
the right reading may be xal ror & rir &v
éxelry Exaoror wdlr woalres. But there
seemsno sufficient reason for suspecting the
text : the original |Ei;-m:ru: unity 1s analysed
into several specific forms—two, three, or
more, as the case may be,—and whatever
the value of the numﬁer of such forms, it
is a plurality or sum of specific units,
rar & déxelvww, which in turn must be
similarly inspected with a view to further
subdivision, until we finally arrive at the
:;: mae species or at:}’m]ic i'nrmsk. ‘“As an
illustration,”” writes Paley, ‘' take pleasure.
It is one as an [3da u:r eral abstrac-

tion. Subdivide into pleasure semsual
and pleasure imfellectual. in, take
each of these two as a #», say that

sensual pleasures are five, one to each
sense. Again, take pleasures of faste as
a &v,and you will get an infinity of viands
and drinks, But do not jump to in-
finity and say, * Pleasure ! oh, of course,
pleasures are quite countless and endless,’
etc. It is interesting to read these earl
effortsafter systematic classification, whi

is now made the basis of all true science.”
The words xal
excised by Badh.?

after wod)d, are
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10 TLK wu}aw Kal TO € _Pt

TOUS A" LS e
VII.

€, o?: KEXWPLOTAL 'm 76 Suakex-
Lkas puds m:uﬁwam wpos “d\\jhovs

IIPﬂ.' Ta pév mws, @ Zdkpares, Sokd cov par-

Odvew, Ta 8¢ €rv aadéorepor déopar @ Néyeis drovoa.

2 wpogéperr Cl. A,

E. 3 7ol om. Z,
4 drdrrwr EF,

17 A. 8 &]év A,
wd\wr wowiofa AZBCHw.

8 8 Cl. AIl: & #dn Vat. mg. et *S.

1o wdhr delet Z.
13 capéorepor Séouar Cl.

dpierieas Cl. AIL nuas
All: 3opas cagéorepor *S.

%‘ i6n. This reading seems
ng tl & rctuned by Bekk., Stallb., Herm,
mnst ThTE Etu dei of Bodl.,
Vat which Turr Poste, Badh.! adopt. It
is more emphntu::. and retains the indirect
constr., since we must suPpljr deiv. Badh.?
Prmts fért Jﬁ detv. &% dei H. says:
‘talia uel optimus liber passim confundit,
nec siomnes MSs. ineo consentirent, leuissi-
mam pariter atque E]egantlas:mam emen-
dationem eorum auctoritati p-osthaber:m
6. Bibdoxev dMihous, cp. 66 A:
Te dyyflwr wéurwr xal wapode ;ppd.g‘wr
the truth when discovered should be pub-
lished abroad : *how beautiful upon the
mountains,” etc.

7. Odrrov xal mw This tra-
ditional reading is ¢ by Badh. and
Whb. to 8. x. Spayirepor, for which Badh.
compares Folit. 259 C: &r pdhora Sid
Bpaxéwr Tayt wder' éwedbirres. But
by this change the I]‘Er«:tum:l of 8.’s objection
to ordinary methods is unduly narrowed :
and so, though Paley adopts the change,
Hirzel (p. %1] and Maguire are right in
defending the common text: logical di-
vision may be improper either as neglect-
ing to enumerate certain necessary species
(farror), orasincludingunnecessary species
through making use of a roundabout un-
scientific method (Bpadirepor) in place of
dichotomy: cp. Folit. 162, 266 D, 285,
and 277 A : wapd raipdv oreldorres...Spa-

Google

dvovow : also the proverb cited in Folit,
264 B: oly notxovs el Siatpodvras fruxédvas
Bpadirepor,

For xal wolMd, Herm., after Dindorf,
reads rd wohAd (plerumgue), while Klitsch
would transpose k. w. to after rd péoa.
Wh., after Stallb. ed. r and Badh.?,
brackets the words, and so Hirzel, “ ne
ei quidem qui wolAd intellexit de multis
in universum (instead of *“de generum
formis™ as Stallb.) tolerandum est hoc
vocabulum ¢ primum enim quod iam supra
commemoravi vocabulum illud dirimit

uae arte inter se cohaerent (viz. #r. dr
Tirg. et 8. x. Bpad.), deinde vero ex opposito
illo pwerd 3¢ 70 & dAxepa edfiis apparet
etiam antea illud & tantum commemora-
tum esse.” Believing this to be correct,
I have printed accordingly. Badh.? also
obelizes perd §¢ v &, but this is wanton.

9. olg The reference is
to all the points before-mentioned. For
the distinction between dialectic proper
and eristic, cp. Sepk. 2168, 225 B i,
-:31 E, C Euthyd. 271 E fT.

nﬁh xal. Paley wc:-uld invert thl.-
urdcr, but this seems unnecessa
dial. is really opposed to the methcz ust
described, which is merely repeat

-’pm"r

Soxé ocov pavldvar. For the gen.
t:p. Garg’ 488 ¢, Kep. 432 E: it marks
source.

2—2
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20. Zadés pip, 5 Hpdrapye, éoTiv é&v rm.v; ypdppacy
& Méyw, kai AdpBave avro & Tovrois olamep | xai Temaidevaar. B

PQ. Ios;

0. tbqu peév 1’;,u.w éori mov pia Sm fou OTONATOS
lovoa, Kai a.'rrﬂ.pag av wAn0e, mdvrwy Te Kal ékdoTov.

IPQ. Ti pyv

EQ Kai ovﬁév E'rl.l'pnp ye fmrrmv Ea'pm: Tw a'otﬁol. ovl’
oTL TO a.n-ﬂ,pur aun;-i m-;.uv ouﬂ’ OTL 70 € e a\\’ o7L wooa 7€
éoTL Kal OWOLA, TOUT €0TL TO YPGUMOTIKOY EKAOTOV TOLOVY

wv.
MPQ. ’Alybéorara.

% \ % L] % a , L& -y
20. Kal pnv Kai T0O UovaLKoV 0 TUYXAVEL TOLOVY, TOUT

€0TL TAUTOV.
PQ. Has; |

30. Pwvy pév mov kat ékeimy ™y Téxmy éoTi plac

év avr].

Y
1 rpd;puﬂl B, wpdypacw AEEFHw.
" B. 4 fwir om. Cl. AIL

2 NdpBar CL

vy o
5 &wepos C, dwelpous B, dwelpovs TAEHw et pr. F.

7 o8’ & Cl Z et corr. I'. érépwr ES wov A, wws w. 7 8 obd’
b T, 5re ofre F, ofire bm ClL 8 78] vl w. airrois A. ofd" CL
I‘EFH ﬂ g "|' ‘ﬂ! C]t 9 Tﬂﬁfﬁ ml CL fﬂwﬁw Ct 13 'ral' ESI‘

12, 13 TauTdr robr’ & .
C. 15 xal 7 (post wou) om. Cl. AIL

Mppm alrd bv E"h" For the
re 18 B, 29 B, Rep. D, etc.
P o cpmnﬁnm: grﬁur with
simple dat. is found in Rap 4304, 521 D,
For a like familiar rapddeiyua, see Folil.

a7y E fl. )

4 - “duiy post gurh pdv
cum O et S expuli,” Herm.

7. xal obbly érfpy ye Tobray. Stallb.

explams this as equal to odderépy yer. & .
7. i, just as oddév uh wore (Charm. 168 D)
stands for of pf woré 7. Cp. Symp.
214 A. Poste follows the Bodl. in gmng
o0’ év ér. Badh.!' suggests o0d’ dv
cT;tw—fnr the tmesis in oddérepos cnrm-
paring Thue, 11. 67, 72 ; Ar. Nic. £k
VIL §: xal otdé 8i' ¥repor perafdlhec.
I suggest this same phrase, o0d¢ 8" Erepor,
here—i.e. Al for N and N for I. The
tmesis was probably confined to a few
siereol}rped prepositional lphra.ses Badh.?
gives olderépy ~ye. ey suggests, in
place of the initial xu-l, xal prv :
might be conjectured.

8. wéoa 7¢ xal dwola. For this con-

or xalrot

Google

junction of interrog. and rel. cp. 27 0 infra,
Gorg. 500 A, Crifo 48 A. Paley, h ;:l':'
ever, would read dwéoa for &7 wéoa. As
to the ypapparwcbs and the povewbe, see
Sgp&ﬂ;ﬂ A B, Cratyl. 423 B ff,, and cp.
A I

11. uulpi]vmlf&potﬂxh!\r,
wotolv. Stephens with one M5, read row.
But probably, as Paley sug‘gests. “the Td
before ﬂounmr crept in from the pre-
ceding 76 -ypnm.mrudr, where 7d belongs
to mowiv ' : otherwise we must take it as
a demonstr. rather than article.

IS. ch% wov xar’ e KA
So Bodl, Vat, Ven. II, followed by
FPoste and Paley.

Stallb. however (and
Wh.) retains the vulgate xal 73 xar' éx.,
mking dxelvyr refer to povewdr : whereas
it must refer to ypapparwir, as Badh.!
rlg'hll ints out. Heindorf suggested

LE; e réyvne dorl <xal dorl>
,uin ér atrg. Badham! proposed either ul’
é¢ rabrp (omitting xal v8) or ¢. u. .
katd 16 xar’ & 1. 7. é p & Tairy, and
the alteration to radrp seems probable.
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IPQ. Ilas & ov;

20. Avo 8¢ Oopev Bapv kal o€V, xal TpiTov opdrovov.
) TS ;

IIPQ. Ovrws.

5 20 ’AML' ovnw u’utﬁae &"lr Ef‘qq 'niv puua‘un}u edos
Tavra p.uua., p) 8¢ eldds ws 7y’ €mos elmetv €is Tavra ovdevos
afios €oer

IIPQ. Ov y&p ovv.
2&1 "ANN, & pike, éredav A\dBps Ta Sma'mpu.m omdaa

10 éoTi TOV apr.ﬂp,av rqq (f,mmg ofvﬂ}mg TE TEPL xm Bupu-
™70S, Kai Omoia, Kal TOUS GPOvS (@0 Tudrey, KalD
7a ék ToUTWY Goa OvoTiuaTa omsv, & xardovTes ot
wpdolfev mapédooay rpiv Tols Emopvols éxeivors Kakelv
avra uppﬂvmq, €& Te Tals qua'ww al ToU odpatos €repa

IS TOLAUTA e’vnwa, wd by ?u.yvopwu, a 31,: 3 ap;ﬂp‘:up perpy)-
9fv‘ru. dew av qﬁa.m; pvBuovs xm pﬂ‘{on E'.'mm;.mCEw, Kai

21

apa évoely, ws ovTw Ocb WEPL WavrTos €0 Kali TOAN@Y

6 péva om. A et pr. E.

ph 8¢ eldis CL. IT et pr. A: ph eldbs 8¢ *S.

0 éweldr xakds Adfips I et re, A. Siarpfuara corr. I1. dwde” I
1e e om. I,

D. 13 wpbobe T fp&rﬁ':r *S. 14 abrd) alra Seiv adrd A. ai] alroi I'.
16 ad Cl. All: alrd * ¢moi w et pr. E. dpfuods Cl. AIL
17 &\a CL. et teste Bastm Vat. dpAetpr.T

pla & alrg is suspected also by Poste,
who thinks “ the context requires some-
thing equivalent to xal dwepos av whf-
fe: ile Badh.® would transpose ér
abry tu a place after Ado 8¢ fdper below.
Another plan is to retain the xal while
omitling 76 before xar’ ér.: so Herm.
and Jowett. * Sound is one in music as
well as in grammar.” By the omission
of 76, as Herm. remarks, we can lhl:
better explain the loss of xal, from_simi-
larity to the following kard, in the Bodl.

2. gﬂpinl.ld xth.  Cp. Symp.
187 A

6. oubavds : 19 B,
23 B. The words are qua];ﬁcd by ul T
Ewos elweiv, which expression is to be
taken closely with them.

9. ‘intervals,’ i.e. num-
ber of tones between any two notes :
the distinctions between these intervals :
oveTiuara or dpuorlas resultant composi-
tions of various notes : cp. Cie. Twse. I
18 : Harmoniam ex intervallis sonorum

Go 3|~':

nosse posSumus ; guorum uaria compo-
sitio etiam harmonias efficit plures: and
Tim. 36 A B.

14. By TeTalsx =~ xal
pérpa. Cp. Laws 665 A : 7 82 rijs xuf-
Tews ﬂlEu pulpds Ernp.u. eln, v 82 al s
dwrijs, Tol Te dEdos dua xal PBaplos Evyxe-
pavvupdvwr, dpporla dvopa wpocayoped-
otro, yopela 8¢ o .Ewu;,mp&rlpw lhﬂﬂ:lﬂ.
lhid, 672 B: 76 ye pip xard The Tob
odpares klvnow pulude pdv xowdy 9 Ths
puwriis elxe xufoer xrA. Cp. also Symp.
187 ¢ b, Gorg. 01 C, Rep. 397 B, Laws
655 A, 669 D for connection of harmony
and rhythm in both voice and gesture.

15. dvdvra wdby: cp. wdfos & Auir

15 D, Folit. 177 D. Poste emends to
pdﬂm, followed by Paley

d &...brovopdler. Dbs:nre the ana-
coluthon—gpasl detv being inserted in
place of continuing the acc. and infin.
construction after wapédocar: cp. 18 B.

17. dwvoely. Paley would correct to
éwwaps, needlessly.
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o-lmfrefv. orav ya.p Tavrd Te Ay s aurm, 'mre éyévov
oodos, orav Te a\l\o | Tav ovrwv & oty 'mvry agxomoy- E
pevos Ehﬂg, owms: q..uf)pmv TEPL TOVTO Zéyomt 08 a GH'EI.PBI-F
o€ EKE.U"rmP Kﬂﬁ 'EP' Eﬂﬂuﬂ"rﬂtq #hﬂﬂﬂ? 'ﬂ-ﬂ'ﬁlpﬂl" EKGGT‘DTE ﬂ'ﬂlﬂ
5700 Ppovelr Kal ovk éSyiuov ovd évdpibpov, ar’ ovk els

I5 TUUT&)P.

apifpov ovdéva év ovdevi wmufre amdovra.

VIIL

MPQ. Kd\iora, @ PikpBe, €porye 1 wiw

Aeydpeva ﬂ.pf,hvam ¢mverm Emupami

*I*I

Kai épmt. Tavrd JYe uvra,- a,h.ka. r{ &) more | mpos

10 Juds 0 J\o'ynsr ovros YoV ﬂqum kai Ti [rore Buulopem ;
30. 'Opbas pévror Tavl npas, & Mpdrapye, NpoTyke

®ilnBos.

IIPQ. Tldwv pév odv, Kai dmokpivov ye uwm.

0. ﬁfna'm fu;u-rn Suelﬂmv u'pmpnv €L mepl avrav

WO"ITEP "}“E.P

&v orwuv el Tis more Adfou, mwav,

ws bapev, ovK é:r mrﬂpw ﬂ,'nvmv det Bhﬂrew euﬂvg u.hl’
Twa dplfudy, ovTw kai 70 évavtiov OTAV TIS TO mrecpov

1 ydp delet T,

&' corr. A: 8¢ *S. da A,

atra AZBCEIlw.

e corr, I 2 ve CLII,

E. 2 7iv & CL AIlL: 70w Svrww *S. rairys A. 3 robrue A, Totrwy
CL I1, Tobrov . 4 oe] e I, év om. F et pr. E. 5 oldéy’ lipl-ﬂ#ﬂl" CL
8 elphpera F. xal pol Cl e Svra adrd T.

18 A. 11 raid’ Cl. AIl: reid' *S. 15 el] & o Cl. 16 g¢iow 3¢ Cl. TAIT:
del o *S, 17 o' I olrws Florentini. 78 évarrlor Cl.; Tolwarrior Bekk.

1. dray ydp. For this use of ydp
see Thompson on Gorg. 454 B : it here
serves to resume éwecdar Adfyps.

2. &rav me o rav Svrey Iy driovr.
I follow Wh. in combining the rivals, &
and dvrwr. Badh. defends the reading of
Bodl., Vat., Ven. II, as against the vul-

te rww dvrwr which Turr., Stallb. and

erm. retain. For rd & n:p 16 D.
3. wepl Tovro. Herm., with
Bodl., gives TofTwr, commenting "thus :

“multo verisimilius est sinpularum rotro

ammatico deberi, qui eundem numerum
in antecedentibus vidisset.” Badh.? brack-
ets olrws.. . yéyoras, and there issome cause
for suspicion both in ofrws and yéyovas
after the aor.

™ 8" & krA. There is a play
on the words dwepor, Adyuor, évd-

pifpor : T.!m s5c: 70 dwelpovs [koo-
povs elvas q;w’m'r " dv Srrws dwelpov
Tivds elvas & Eurepor xpeww elvar.

Google

Also & ﬁ May. 288 B, where allusion is
made to the oracle, of which the last lines
(cited by schol. on Theocr. 14. 48 fi.) run
thus :
Duels §', @ Meyaphis, otfre Tplrov offre
Térapro
ofire dvwdéxaro oir’ &v Adyw olr' v
dpfugp.

Cp. also Theocr. [ ¢. 3 Callim. Ep. 20.

xal {pol -ru.rri y¢ avrd. Badh.
chauges to ni,unf 5" atrd rafra. But I
believe Stallb.’s explanation of aird as
per se seorsum spectata is right: or perhaps
uﬁri e Taira.

Spdow Tavrd, i.e. dwoxpwroluai.
Cp Pﬂfmf 262 c, Sopk. 253 A.

..obrw xal—i.e. as in

the ana]jmca] or deductwe process, 5o
likewise in the synthetic or inductive.
As Bodl. gives & el, perhaps we should
read wplror el.

8
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&vuyxacrﬂﬁ wpwrov AapBdvew pi | éml 10 & ewfls aA\’ B

én’ apbuov al Twa wAnfos €kaoTov €xovTd TL KaTavoew,
- » i~

Te\evray 1€ ék mdvTwr €is €. wdkw 8¢ & Tols ypdppact

70 viv Aeydpevov \dfwpev.
IIPN. TMws;

30. ’Emadn dwrny dmepor xarevénoer eire Tis feos
w - Id ¥ .
eire kai Oetos avbpwmos, ws Adyos & Alyvmre @il Twa
TovTov yevéolar Méywy, 0s mpaTos Ta pumjerta év T dmeipw

a
B. 1 éxl 0 B, éwl 7da AC, 70 éxl E.

Belf *S. 8 ws CL

T
7 Beiifor T, Bedf CL: in A lacuna:

L]

1. dva . This word is pur-
posely chosen to suggest the relation of
Arepor 1o dedyxn, as used in Tim.
Above, Badh alters to fpauer...88a.

I, 2. dM\' *ix’ ad rvd whnlos
Ixaoror Eorrd T xaravesdy. Stallb,
maintains *‘locum ex e saltem esse
depravatum.” The relerence, he thinks,
is to the comprehension of a multitude
of single things under certain definite
'fﬂnnn&' ’—v“mEl uvero maultitudo formis
comprehensa haud uvam dici potuit
¥xacror whifos." me 5 l?::“:“w-ith
Ast) éxdoror’ Exorra, with wA5jifés 7t su
plying airob, i.e. Toi dwelpov, so that the
sense is: ‘“sed respicere ad aliquem nu-
merum, qui smg:r copiam aliquam et
multitudinem infiniti contineat, h.e. ad
formas generi subiectas, quarum numerus
aliquis iniri [?uideri] potest.” Poste
declares that &gorra is - equivalent to
Bhéworra, and renders * looking not at
first for unity, but for some number,
detect each separate multitude (j.e. each
unit of this number),” thus taking &.
with #Afifles. A furtherdifficulty is found
in rararceiv, which cannot be joined
with éx' dpfuby rwa: for it Stallb.
conj. karackowely Or karariewr (sc. Thr
é8éw, ‘uiam conficere,’ cp. Hdt. vI. 40,
etc.) ; while Lehrs proposed to insert lbrra
after wA. &x. Fxorra. Badh.! seems to
explain xaravoeir as a kind of comple-
mentary infin., as if dore xar. “so that
the enquirer may discover them therein,"
and he too makes x. agree with w\fjfor.
Badh.? brackets u#...dA\" éx’', and sug-
E!sts Exor karavoeiv Sei. It seems clear,

owever, that as the text stands we must
supply with this clause, from the pre-
ing, the words 3ei Shéwrorra—in spite

of Stallb.; and also construe fxasrow, as
masc., with dpfubr instead of with whijfes,

Google

So Paley renders : ** we ought not to look
to One immediately, bat in this case too
to a certain number containing in each
term a certain plurality, and so try to
take in that view, thus ending in Ome
from a/l.” Madvig suggested xarafei» for
xaravoeiv : but Liebhold justly defends
this infin., and proposes to expunge érl as
due to * die Gedankenlosigkeit eines Ab-
schreibers™; with which I incline to
agree. One mifht conj. el roa...Exor EoTt
xararceir, and for xAnfos £x. as subj. with
dpeBube as obj. cp. 18 E ad fin. ﬁnl, as
the case is doubtful, I leave the traditional
text.

6. dweby dwwdy xrA. There is an
anacoluthon in constr., there being no
regular apodosis—instead of which we
have a relative clause 8s...taking up the
subject introduced in the strictly paren-
thetic clause és... Mywr. Cp. 17 D supra,
Phaeds 86 A. Paley however supposes
the apodosis to begin at 76 uerd roiro.
Badh.? brackets ¢awip dx. xarerincer.

For the Egyptian inventor of arts and
sciences (Theuth, or Anubis, or Hermes
Trismegistus, or Mercury) cp. Cic. N.D.
111. 22, where a Mercury is mentioned,
“quem colunt Pheneatae, qui et Argum
dicitur interemisse, ob eamque caussam
Aegyptum profugisse, atque Aegyptiis
leges et litteras tradidisse. Hunc Ae-
gyptii Thoth appellant, eodemque nomine
anni primus mensis apud eos uwocatur.”
Cp. Phaedr. 274 B ., Cratyl. 425 D.

7. For Aéyoes... cp. Latws 630 B:
ihuhhm...m raibra. f‘iﬂdh‘]‘ hﬂw“iré
nges ¥ to Adyw, putting t
comma after yerdofau, since he adopts
the reading of Hodl.,, &s for 8s: while
Badh.? gives simply Aéyw», wpdros, though

advocating the further change, mpara,
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xaTevdnoev ovy & ovra d\\d mhelw, kai TdAw €Tepa pwvis
o » ) L]
pév ov, ¢pdyyov 8¢ peréyovrd | Twos, apfuor 3¢ Twa Kaic

» ]

rovrwv elvarr Tpitov 8¢ eldos ypaupdtwv Swomicare Ta
"~ - - »

viv Aeydueva dadwva 1uiv: 70 META TOVTO Saﬁpﬂ Td Te

s dpfoyya xal dpwva uéxp. évos ékdoTov, Kai Ta Pwrjerta

kal Td péoa kard TOv avTov Tpémov, €ws apiubuov avrav

- ’

AaBav évi Te éxdoTe kai Elpmact aToLx€lov érwvdpace:
L % L ] 3 ] £ "~ 30y » L) g

kalopav 3¢ ws ovdels Nudv ovd' dv & avro kall avro dvev

’ L - 5 €
mavroy avrdv pdboi, TovTov Tov Seopov ad lo?rmdﬁevoe ws

o -~ ~ ¥ » )
10 OvTa €va kal | wdvra Tavra €v wws wowovVTA piav ér avTols D
ws ovaav ypapparikngy Téxmy érepbéyéaro mpooeimawv.
~ , L4
®I. Tavr ér. cadéorepov éxelvwr avrd ye mpos alnla,
& Tlpdrapye, Euabov: 76 & avrd poi Tob Adyov viv Te Kai
opuxpov éumpoobev éNeimerar.
» s "W » ~_3 s,
15 2. Moy, @ ®iAyBe, 70 7L mpos €mos av TavT €oTiv;
ra L] - rd w
®l. Nai, Tovr €oTw 0 wdhar {nrovper éyd Te Kal
IIpwtapyos.

C. 3 dweorfivaro ypapudrur T, 4 fpir om. Z: fuiv—Adguwwa post dxdorov
ponit T, rolrwe A. péxpe CL. TAAZNIBCFHw: péxps *S. 6 dpifpde
atrdv Cl. TAIIBC, abrdr dpifuor w: atrdr dpifudr *S. 8 xaf" alrd om. H.
drvev] dpa Zw. 9 roiror] roiiror 8¢ TA, Toi H.

D. 10 xdrra vd ravrd Cl. All: raira wdrra *S.

13 »iv ye Cl. TAAZEIIZBCFw:
»iv e *S, 16 fomu Aac A.

Pyrolper 8 wdhat T,

Theuth distinguished three species of
letters—rd pwnjerra = vowels, rd gpldyyov
peréyorrd Twwos =semi-vowels or liquids,
Té dpwra=mute consonants,

Cp. Theaet. 203 B: xal ydp & o o 70w
dpuwwr forl, Yogos Tis powvor olow gupir-
Tolons THs YAwrTNs” Tol 3¢ al B olte durh
ofire Wogos. Craiyl. 424 C ff.: dp’ olw
kal fuds ollrw Sel wpiror wiv T4 gurferra
SieMdabas, Exreira Tiv érépwr xard Td eldy
rd r¢e dpwra xal dpfoyya, olrwal ydp wov
Myovow ol Jewol wepl Tolrwe, xal al rd
guwferta utv of, ol uérro dgpfoyya. Thus
class i. (rd gwrferra) would comprise
ay € M & 0, ¥y w: class ii. (ra fuidwra or
péaa), N, m, ¥, p, @, {, £ P class iii. (rd
dguwwa), B, v, 8, x, 7, 7, ¢, ¥, #—though
these last three, as aspirated, were by
some grammarians classed as semi-vowels
(see Sext. Empir. adv. Matk. c. 5).

10. play én' avrols ds oborav, i.e. ws
play oficar. For the order cp. Soph.
242C wauwly uy obow Huiv: Theaet. 188 A

Google

perafi robrwy ws Srra: Laws 878 A. And

s0 not uncommonly s is displaced in the

Exls: Aesch. 8. . Th. 53, 393, 498;
om. /I, 6. 195, etc.

11. For ypappanxy rixvn cp. Rep.
402 A, Theael. 207 A, Soph. 1534, ete.
Foste notes that *'in the time of Aristotle
ypapparwcy signified the art of Reading
and Writing,” citing Zopic. 6. 5.

To is a playful reference to
¢0byyos, as Paley remarks.

14. OAedwerar. Poste compares Aris-
tippus’ rejection of Logic and Physics
from Philosophy: doxoloe 8¢ xard Twas
xal ol dwo Kuphens povor dowdfecfar 78
Hucdy pépos, wapawéurer 8¢ TS Puawir
xal 70 Noywxor s undéy wpos 10 e Saiubrws
Bioliv evwepyoivra, Sext. Emp. ady. Math.
7. 1L

15. 7 vl wpdg Fwos, ‘““what to the
purpose.” Cp. Euthyd. 195 C ddv undtv
wpds Ewos dwoxplwpai. Similarly édaw
wpds Myor 7o § 33C infra: olddy wpds
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0. 'H pnv én avrg ye ndn yeyovores [nreire, m?
dps, | mahas
®I. TMos;
IX. 2. Ap ov mepl q!;paw;a-ems' W kal ndors Nuw
s €€ apxms o hoya:, o:rérepov u,u-raw aiperéov ;
®I. Tas }fap ou :
30. Kal pyv év e éxdrepov avrowv elval dapev,
®I. Tldvv pév ovv. -
30. Tour avro Tolvww Muds o mpéofev Ndyos dmacre,
10 7S €oTiw & Kal mOMA avrwv ékdrepov, Kal TS W) dmelpa
evfus, a.kha, Twd, more a.ptﬁpov EKd.TEpOP | éumpocfer kéxty-19
TaL TOV uﬂzpa awmv éxaoTa Teyomsvm-
IIPQ. Ow: €is Ppavhov ye zpmmpa., @ (I)thﬁe ovk old’
ovrwa Tpémov Kikhg wws wepuryaywv nuas éuBéBhyxe
15 mepu.fns‘. Kkal U‘rmmtl. , WOTEPOS m&mr naroxpl.vﬂmt 70
vov épuTapevor. w'ms: 8’!} ye)wmv 70 qn.é TOU )Loyou am-
S‘DXOP '!TWEME Wﬂﬂmﬂ. slﬂ- fﬂ 7; Supﬂrﬂ'ﬂﬂ-‘ TD WP
éparnbév dmoxpivacfar ool mr.hw ToUTO WpogTdTTEW"
komripm-r o orpm. mo\V TO pqaeﬂpov | 9 ﬂpwv avva. a. B

20 oKkOmEL &), TL Opdoopev. €idn ydp po. Sokel viv épwrav
1 7%‘] 8¢ A Pyreire CL II et pr. A: d{wreire "S.
" ubf-kr A. 8 olv] olw, xal vl ad éxdrepor: val: mg. E. g wpbole
I': wrpbofer *S.
19 A. 11 fuwpoale I': Euwpocler *S 12 abrdr Cl. 14 Tws om. pr. =,

15 5] 8¢ corr. I
B. 20 dpdowper w,

18 rodrw Z.

Aoyor 43 E: olddr wpds Ewos Ar. Eccles. Eorw & xal wolla adrdw éxdrepor, tiva
751. wor’ apifude Euwporlfer xéxmyrac Tol drepa

I. v...ys, “and yet surely”; cp. yeyorérai.
B'l::! o ..rof...yeyovévar. The gen.

Eur. 16212, Med. 1031. Turr. and £

Wh. put a note of interrog. afterthis clause,  is governed h]r the quasi-preposition.
wrongly as Badh. notes. Badh.? gives xal yaysv. The allusion may be
to tﬁe whirling of a stone in a sling (cp.

for 4. For ylyrerfai éxl To cp. Folit.
Polyb. xxvi1. g. 6), with a further sug-

264 B, Rep. 531 B, 490 D, Cratyl. 421 A
10. :%: n ebbis. As Paley fmun of consequent perplexity (cp.
notices, this 7 is remarkable and perhaps doc. 15. 16) : cp. 20 A.
oy . vra, ‘“being

without exact parallel elsewhere : it seems

similar to the use of w4 in alternative
indir. questions (Goodwin M. T § 667. 5),
hl:.td possibly we should read xal e wws
7 dor.
g 11. mwd wore: Paley would read riva
wore ‘*because the wore is quite unmean-
ing with the indef. 7¢s™; but does not its
smun before !prpwﬂtr lend wore suf-
t meaning? Badh.? proposes to re-
write the passage thus: Erm? wws, el

Google

as your successor without re-

serve.”” Paley compares Aesch. Eum.

154 t'.rrdcmn alpares décrwp wéov: Dem.

36 xopyds vwéoryr. Add Lys.

lﬂi rfdrnr Tpifipapyos, compared with

dpxﬁr, Xen, Anab. V1. 1. 19. For

Pm; s ‘succession,’ see ';;.‘E, I';q A 1 the
18. Mﬂpw . ote
order, for which cp. Aleib, /1, 143 D.
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1)3011119 mms‘ Eampam';, €T’ €oTw €iTe p.‘q. xm. mmcra. éoti
Kai omola TS T av Pporijoews wepc. KaTa TAVTd GO avTws.

21, ﬂhﬂﬁewa.m heyem. m Tal Ka.lhw- y.'q ;yu‘.p

Swa.pevm TOUTO xafu frmrrag évds Kkal opoiov kai- TavTOV
5 Spav xm T0U €varriov, me 0 #apehﬂmv Iloyog éuirvoer, ov-
Oeis eis ovdév ovdevos dv Tudv qumuTE yévoro dfuos.

HPﬂ E vedov €oukey au'rm, @ | mepaﬂq, éxew.. dAla C
kaloy pév 70 fvpfruwa. yeyvookew 19 odpon, Stwcpaq
& elva _mhols Snxn p‘q ANavfdvew avrov au-rnp i &) ot

10 TOVTO equ'rm Td viv; €yd ooi ppdow. ov TI?PS-E N T
owvovaiay, o Zdkpares, émédwkas mATL Kal TEavTor mPOS
70 ate.\wﬂm, 7l T6v avl, mivoy xmpo.fmv u,pm'rov Di-
)u;ﬁuu yap Emawoq ﬂSﬂvm' m:u. -rcpt;rw mu xa.pu.v :cm wavll
oméoa ToLAUTA €, ov wpot; av-m CI.WEI.'ITEE, ws oV TavTa

15 u}ll éxetvd doTwy, | @ fruh?mmq 1};1.:1; avTous mp&pvqa'xnpw D
éxovres, opbas 3pwmq, W v pnjpy mapaxeipeva éxdrepa
ﬁaau.m{qmr ¢ys &, ws €owxe, ov TO wpoa'pqﬂna'upcvup

'_'_.1;” - '[J‘ AT L
1 Hdarip Cl. AIL fHpds...ad om. pr. F. elré dorov CLL h'dur' I
27]80I. 7 kal gporfioews F. ravrd Cl. All: 74 adrd Is.
6 yévor' T, 7 elpmker A,  ofrws @ odxpares oirws AZBEw, oliros & ouxpares
wru-: F.
C. 9 airéwom. Cl A et pr. IL 11 ceavrdr Cl : cavrér Bekk. 13 xal
xapdr om. A. i4 rowaiir’ Cl. T alrd] raira A, .

4- xard wavrds ivds xal dpolov xal ri.md viv; yé oo dpicw. So
ravrol Spdv xal rov dbvavrlov, ““inregard  Stallb. and Badh., with a note of i interroga-
to anythin {cverything} that is One and  tion after »iv in place of the usual comma
Similar ang dentical, and to its oPpmlte (see Stallb.’s n. on Gorg. 487 B, Charm.
(i.e. the Many, D:smmllar.ﬂther}‘ roure 172B). It makes the sentences shorter
dpdv means to enumerate and describe the  and sharper—ofa piece with which tone of
eldn. Prot. is his use of the term ¢pdow, more

5. oubelg elg odBly odBavds...cUBbrore. grave and emphatic than a more usual
For this emphatic conglomeration of ne- word would have been.
gatives, cp. Phaedr. 136 E, Soph. 162 E, 10. v owovrlay... briuxas ... kal
Folit. 187 B, Fhaed. 78 D, Lawsgsicetc. owavrév. A kind of zeugma: the force of
Badh.?, by transposition, reads otdels d» the prep. in the verb is to imp L{ sp-untn-
fpar els o xThe neity. Presently, 19E, we have

8. ann...whi‘u. “the next best verb #wras...cavrée, Cp. .E#f-i
course” —a proverbial expression: cp. fed- 3 D Soweis axdviov aeavriv rupd‘x:w
Tepos sc. whols 512Cny"m sand FPhaed. 99D, Euthyd. 305 A: Soph. Philoct. By 8bs pou
Polit. 300B. Probably mM mdrra T¢  ceavrév. Badh? brackets xal geavriv.
owgpore was also a proverb; .Eur&ya' 12.  Pdrffov.. .rowaird dom sc. rdw
293 C: 70 Ydp Aeybperor, x &4 wdrra drﬂ_pwrb;nr xfap.u.rw dpurror dorly. v
Aéyeus. 15, 1 VORLUYT|TKOLEY ... pyTpy

9. Aavldvev alrdv abrév vulg., St., Paley calls attention to this piece of
Poste, Wb.; abrér om. Bodl., Vat., Ven. II;  word- pl:z

atrér om. Herm. **quum Plato alibi solum i7. wpoapnl. ... y 'you assert,
afer davriv usurpet, Prolag. c. 11, asl suppose, that the good which is to be
Gory. c. 16 ete.” currentﬁ denominated as “better at any

Go 3|~':
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apﬁms‘ apﬂ.mv qﬁnmg ayabov | elvar muq., E'n:f:mpnv,
TUveTw, . a kracBa

m Kal F_ggm av Td_ToUTWY
Sefv, al) oug; Euﬂm __f TOUTWY 81;! per ména‘ﬁn‘a‘nﬁm:

E.w:a-rs wy ?ch évrwv nNues oot pwru. wmams‘ qwsl.lqaa.pev.
5 m uux aqfn',-a'opep ] mxu.ﬁe o€, mpiv dv fmrrmr TOV L.o-ymvE

ﬂpaq iKavoy ‘]fﬂ"ljfﬂ.l. T Swpm'ﬂfwmr. ov 8¢ wpnoas

Kal Eswxﬂi eis fu.uﬂ' m.:.w o'uvrov, pets dé 311 J\eyopfu,

xa.ﬂmrfp m. matdes, o oTL *rmv 0 9&:@ SDZEWNP mf)mpcu'ﬁ: oux

éoTi: mavoal & Tov rpomw Nuw ATavTOVY TOUTOV €Ml TO.
10 yUv Aeyoueva.

0. Tiva héyﬂq ;

ITPA). Eu; a.:rupmu Epﬁallmr .lﬂl.l. artpnrrmv| ov u)
vampsﬁ' av ke mrnxpww & 10 mapérre 3;30#&1; oo
pw,- -yap mmpﬁﬂa rf'los: nuv elvac TOv viv T m:.vrmv

15 U@V a:mpmv, al\’ tr. dpav 100l nueis a.Swm'ow.tev, a‘m
'SPEUTEDP' vméoyov yap. ﬁovleuov &) wpos Tavra a.wo':.
'm:rTEpGP ndovijs ef&] oL Kkai mmﬁpqi Smpereap 7 Kai

Eﬂffﬂlf, 'Ela ™0 H.'ﬂ.g’ ﬂfpﬂl’ TLvra TPG‘I’I‘DP ﬂrﬂi' 'T £I Kﬂ.l ﬁﬂv}tﬁt

20

IM\doai mws d\\ws Td vov dupioBnrovpeva wap’ Huiv.

D. 1 yeom. A, 2 wder' I

Jet *S. otx T,

Thoewr *S. 4 ooi om. A.
E. 6 ClL Aetpr. IL

Totrwr TABCFw. 11 riva

20 A, 13 Suwdue?’ EF.
16 rair' I

»
Ixaras .

d add. Z. 3 Seiv Al et corr. T'Z:

duguefnrioews Cl. A cum pr. Il et corr. A: dugusfn-
waidelas IT et

Hpaw pr. A,

is Om. pr.

pr. CL
drdrror ABCFaw: dowbrrwr I,

15 dAN' €l] d\\y CL.

rate than pleasure” is reason’ ete. Prot.
is citing from Socr.’s own expression (rfjs
lorfis ¥ auelrw xal Agw yiyrechai) 11 B
supra. Hereas there Badh.?scents a gloss,
and brackets &uewor floriis ye.

. waBids (opposed to per
.) dweddoaper. This playful
threat, as Stallb. remarks, is nowhere
to be found in the preceding of the
text: hence we must suppose it to have
occurred at an earlier period of the dis-
cussion, before Prot. supplanted Phileb.
For its *playful’ style we may ep. 16 A

supra.

6. wipas lxavév. This non-technical
use of these significant terms by Prot.
seems premeditated. Cp. wepalrewr 11,

12 B.
8. wév dplas Sobdvrwr xrA. Cp.

Gorg. 4998 : kar walfww ris coi dvdyp dTiolw,

Google

rolrou deperds Eyews, dorep Ta pepdoa.
In xaBdwep waides there may be an allu-
sion to Socrates' & waides in 16 B,

i2. «ls dwoplay . The
partic. is parallel to dwarrar, depending
on waicai—while the whole clause is de-
finitive of riva Tpéwor.

15. Bpar Tovre, ie. lxarhe dwbepioir
Sibbwar. Bpdy may repeat any preceding
verb even if intransitive: cp. 18 A, 62 A
infra, aqﬂﬁ 233 C, 253 A, £0iit. 268 C.

8. xal ¥ Twra ]
dM\wg. Observe the tautologous repetlt:on
“in quo gratam quandam sermonis negli-
gentiam ngnuscimus“ (Stallb.). 1t is a
mark of Plato’s later style, and is not with-
out point here, as emphasizing the chan
of method in attacking the problem wl:ugl:
is to follow. Badh.?, however, promptly
pounces on xad’ l"rlpn.r and evicts it.
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0. Aewov p.ev Tolvuy €T rpua‘Saxu.v | ovdév det Tow

éué, éreudy 700" olrws elmes* 76 yd

ﬂ'uwa qﬁuﬁov éxdoTor mépL.

Twa OOKEL Tis
IP. Ilas
X. 0.

&

€l ﬁovhu pnbev e

wpoi: ¢ ab ToUTOLS pMjuny

pot Sedwrévar feav nuiv.
o) xai Tivwr;
4 » L ¥ # ¥ ] b
Aoywv wor€ Twav Talal akovoas ovap 1) Kai
- L] L4
opes viv évvow mepi Te

'Savﬁi Kal -gbpowio-ems', s

oV ETEPCIP u.u'rnw éori Tdyaldv, dA\’ u.hhu T fp:.-ruv, E‘I‘EPDP

pev Tam‘mv, a.,u.ﬁwmr o¢ ap.q!m

LY.

Kﬂ-l-‘l'ﬂl TGUTD YE ﬂ-l" EI-"!IP-

10 -qu L np.w qbuvy viv, mmhkan‘rm p,ev 1001 'rnu :P‘I.H.'ﬂl"'

dyalov ovk dv €ri Talrov avry yiyvouro.

0 woS ;

0. Tav 8¢ ye eis ™y Swaipecw eldav ndovns ovdeév

fﬂ TG-P
HPﬂ Ovrws.
B. 1 réw om. EF, ror CL 38w
rotros T, 4 Boxel rwa I

d}nﬂ&r *5. ddha CL

ovrw Te IL

6 lhu
0 xal rowiird ye Cl.

ab rolrows] ab rois Cl., adreis Al
pr. EF. 8 rdyafdr CL AIl:
xal 7o« oUrw ye marg. Cl. A:

C. 11 ylyrare Cl. All et corr. Z, ylyrerm T'AEBCEFw: +ylyrqrac *S.

1. v lpd. Bernhardy wished to
excise vér, Schiitz to read 70 xar dué:
but Stallb. rightly transl. *‘Jle ¢go, cui
antea minati estis ueniam discedendi ne-

tum iri, iam nihil habeo quod metuam.”

imilarly Badh. “me, the threatened
one—poorme.” Paley has * my illustrious
self.” Other instances of the art. prefixed
to the person Emn .occur in Theaet. 166 A,
Soph. 239 B, Phaedr. 258 A, Plat. Epp. 7,
14 D supra and 59 B énfra (where however
the fﬁzﬂ :lhe art. is sumewhit different).

2 ﬁmﬂm pnbév, “the utterance
of that phrase ‘if you please.’” As Badh.
notices, this is a remark of quite general
bearing, not ‘“‘exsoluit me" as Stallb,
renders. The position of the partic.
endows it with a predicative force: cp.
14 D supra: & vyap &) 14 woMAd elvas...
favpaaror hexbév. Similarly, Thue. viI1.
23: al wpd roll crduaros vijes vavuayobras.

wpds 8t al rodrors. The reading
of Bodl. and Turr. a? rois is prob. wrong
—only explicable by su ing a tic
remin?mn%e; Whﬂz thg.tpmul'“g\fat?ﬂ:nd
Ven. II, xpos 8¢ abrols, though adopted by
Herm. (who takes adrois closely with fyui,
not with wpés), is hardly probable. We
have a recurrence here of the notion of fewr
3ba1s (16 C), true notions being regarded as
divine inspirations. Mention of the divine

Google

agency serves to draw attention to the
importance of the doctrine to follow—
treated as a revelation.

S. is here saying that he had not only
Jost fear but also gained new light—two
conditions for proceeding with the argu-
ment.

In what follows (20 5—22E) the pri-
mary ethical question is disposed of: see

Ingrwfil. ﬂ . p.h
. Ka - Cp. Laws
Boo A: kaf’ Dwvow §é ot Tis 1 xal Prap

dypnyopis wrelpwfe parrevbuevos adrd.
Also Rep. 533¢, 563D, Theaet. 201 D,
Folit, 278 k. Brap is opposed to évapyds
below. Compare n. on pavrela, 44 C, 67 E.

8. obbérepor.. rdyabéy, dAA’' Ao T
Tplrov xrA. This really resumes 11E ff.
where a hint had been let drop to the
same effect, viz. that a third claimant
might oust both @pbvnos and fHdord from
the first position as ray

9- xdfﬂmirﬁﬂlv so0 Wb. and
Badh. xﬂmoﬂru'yc]}odl mg., Herm. ;
kalro. Tolro éde, wvulg., St.; xal Towiro
¥e, Bodl Turr » Poste. Perhaps xalrot

13 uvﬂ"ftdlfﬂr&m:p Taw is
. of rd but 'equwalent in sense to rdw
. Badh,? expunges els Tov Siasp.
as intolerably harsh.

Cc
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érv mpoodenaduela kar' éujy 8dfav. wpoidy & €r cadé-
orepov Seife.

IIPQ. Ka.}l}sm'ra. ﬂ'.ﬂ'a"w ovTw Kkal damépawve.
0. Zpixp’ drra Toivwy éumpoclev éri Swopoloynou-
5 pefa. '
IIPQ. Ta moia;
30, Tnw rayabov potpav wétepov avdyxn Tékeov 1) | py
Té\eov elvas ;
PO, Mdvrwv &) mov TehewTaTor, @ ZwKpaTes.
o 20. Tid; Exmv Tay aﬂu’v'
l'IPIl [Mws ydp ov; kal wavTwy ye €is Tovro dagépeLy
TGV CvTwY.
20, TuSe Y€ pnv, as ut,u.m, frepl. a.wuu u.ya.ymm'rm'ov
elvar \éyew, ws mav 70 Yyt 2o KOV avTo ﬂqpeun Kai édiera
15 BovASpevov éNeiv Kai mepi avTo mnu‘aaﬁm, kal Ty d\wy
ovdéy qﬁpaw:{s& w\jv Tov amorelovpévoy aua dyalbols.

1 wpoordenfnobuefa A. poide Cl. TATIZBC: wpoldw *S. & 1 ow.
s (vulgo post xpoiiow &' ldd.} om. Bekk. cum Cl. TAAIZBCEF1w. B
3 xd\\uer’ CL I Suarepalvew T, 4 puxp” Cl. Siopohoynprbueia F.
D. 1o 7l 8¢;] 7l 8al; TA et CL? (qui sic ﬁssun] I:kal B diagpépew
omnes (-pépe Stcph Bekk ). 13 rﬁﬁe] ec non alteri dat =. 15 é\feiv A
et yp w. p!] wepd E. alrd
I. , ‘no further need,’ i.e. must combine the three characteristics

in addition to the immediate a ent.
Observe, however, that in spite of this a
discussion of pleasure is included in this

dialogue

I, 2. 8¢...8elfer. The regular
formula is adrs Jelfer. Cp. Theaet, 200K,
Cratyl. 403 c. But Selfe: and Snphdoe are
used also without adré in the same sense.
Cp. Ar. Ran. 1261 : wdwev ye péhy Pavpa-
ord’ ﬁtEEﬂ&ijrdxu Kep. 497 Crbre Inhuee:
Hdt. 1x. 68; Arist. Pol 1v, 11; Xen.
Mem. t 2. 32; id. Cprep. vIL 1. 3o.
Hence the neut. partic. may stand, as in
agreement with the subject thus
supplied. Steph. with some inferior Mss.
gives wpoiww §' Ere é Mw a. 8., an obvious
gloss. Badh.'s sugpestion rpmdrﬂﬂisv:ry
altmctwe cp. Folit. 287 B wpoioliow oly
frrow foTau mfm;!a.rﬁ . also FPolit.
264 B: xal Tolro...Scame, ,:m-ﬂ & Myos
alrds cor kdAhor pyriee

3. Buawmipawe. Notice the recurrence
of these wverbal forms of wédpas: cp.

9E, 5.
rﬂrﬂyﬂ.'w potpar...rédeov. To

auam the position of rdyafér, an object

Go 3|L‘

now to be mentioned.

% rdyafoll poipa recurs 6o B infra : cp.
Phaedr, 255 B: poipar ¢ihlas obdeular
wapéyorral. poipa seems to combine the
ideas of (allotment by) destiny, and
dignity.

% un réheor is bracketed by BadhJ, as
is also rdyafée just below.

For lttli:mse, se:l further in fufrod. v 3
and for termin , Append. G.

13. TéBe ye pﬁrog:tm The infini-
tive, because dependent on oluai, in spite
of its parenthetic position : cp. Phaedr.
272 D, with Stallb.’s n,

15. @iy, as Poste remarks, im h:s
alperée. Bovhbperor is condemn
Badh.?

xal L abré wrfjoacBar, as if
kT woTe wepl éavrd Exew—wepl
avtd being proleptic : cp. Dem. O/ 1. p.
23: rodrovs dowdferar xal wepl favrdw
Exe. As Cl. gives aird, perhaps we
should read ﬂ;ﬂ alTd adrd kT,

For *Good’ as a krijua, cp. 66 A with
Append. B.

16. wAfv Téy dwordovpivay dpa
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MIPQ. Ovk éore roﬁrms dvreumeiy.

20. Zxomdpev | 8 kal kplvwper Ty Te 8ovijs Kai Tov
Pporoews ﬂmv iddvres xwplis.
. IIPQ. MHas Effrfg ;

20. Myjre év 74 TNS NOovis EPEG'T&I tﬁpovna'tq ;.l.n-rf Eu
-rqu ﬂ;q pporjoews o). Oet 7a.p, ELTEP WOTEPOV AUTOV

E

éori rdyaliv, pndév undevos ér wpoaﬁewﬂm* ded pevoy

8" dv ¢pavy) mérepov, ovk €oTi wov ToUT Eru | TO GvTWS Ny
dyafov.

IPQ. Tids ydp av ;

20. Ouxovy r:v u'm. wrepapeda Bacavilovres Tavra ;

IPQ. Ilawv p.ﬂ- ovv.

2. ’Amokpivov &1,

TIPQ. ﬁé}fe.

30. Aéfawo dv, Mpdrapye, o {qv 7ov Biov dmavra
n8dpevos ydovas Tas peyioras ;

IIPQ. Ti & ov;

30. "Ap’ ov & Twos dv ooi mpoodev 1yyolo, el TovT
EXELS TAVTENS ;

NPO. Ov8auds.

20. "Opa &1, Tov ¢povew kai ToU voew kai Aoyi-
r ws olx F.

E. 2 xplvouer = et pr. F. § T om. Fr A, &ﬁf ﬁglurtﬁ:ﬁﬁwﬁ:[ q;po:gu;m:

fibort) pir’ év @ Tis Hlorijs évdoTw Pplenois
Cl. AIl, éwérepor corr. M'E et mg. F: wpér 7 éorl rdyabdr CL AIl: dor’
AAEP"EECF w:

dyabor "'S pndér undivos Cl. I qﬁu&r pndév *5, i A
et pr. II. B ér] & 7 IL. whrepor Cl. AAIIBCaw:
dwbrepor *S.

ﬂlA Ew]gﬁwﬂ. 15 3éfa: Cl. Cw et pr. I': 3éfawo *S. o o
wpdrapye re. E, tpwrnpxt ou Cl A et pr. I, ooc Ilpdrapye AEBCEFw cum pr. I et
corr. I !xﬂs F Exeis Cl. TAEIIBCEw et re. A, &xe pr. A. 21 Toii voeiv

Cl. AIl (rob Gm Bekk. 'b}

dyabfols, “save such things as involve pnbiv.. wpoobeiobar, equivalent to

E)odsmhlhe processof their eveloprmem " rﬂ.ch e xal leardr elvar.

ut as the argument regards the reledbrys 1. & ool wapdpda. Cp. 17 A sy

of rdyafér 1 rather doubt the correctness 15. IIpdrapye: for the omission ﬁ

of the text: possibly we should read dua  see n. on 11 A supra.

dyafir, the nomin. being corrupted to the 18, dp...dv...fjyolo...el,. . bxas. For

dat. through proximity to dua taken as  junction of indic. and opt cp Apol. 15 1,

prep h'cu.ncels . Soph. 0. C. gbg: see Goodwin G. M. 7.

xl-P‘t regarding each of § 503 (a).

the two separately, each purely on itsown 21. xal Tou vodlv xal Aoyllecfar.

merits. For omission of art., cp. Soph. 251 A,
6. wmwérepov, *“‘either of the two™ Profag. 357 A. Badh.® brackets rd

(dwrorepovoiv, alleruirum) : so 12 D infra, Béovra.

Theael, 145 A, Rep. 499 C, etc,

Google
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{ccrﬂm 70 Seawa, Kal aa'u'. Tovtwy | d3ehdd, pdv pi B
déol’ av Tu;

PN, Kai 7i; wdvra ydp €xoys’ av mov 70 Xaipew

wv,

'-’}( 2. Dvxaw ovrw {ov del pév diud Biov rals peyiorais
qﬁavms xaipots av; 5

OPQ. Ti & ov;

30. Noww Se Kai prijpny. n'm. mump'qv xm. S-ofau
B xe:n-npfmg 1;911, n'pmrur v ravra u.urn, €l xaipeis
1017 F-"':' xmpus;, dvdyxn MOV O€ QYVOEW, KEVOY Ye OvTa
mTAONS cﬁpurquremg ;

MPN. ’Avd

20, Kal [/ mn'aurmg prjuny | pn xerrq,wwov n.va.ym; C
81 mov pqs oTL moTé fxmpes: pepvrja'ﬂm. ﬂjr;' T ﬂ-‘ TQ

15 mapaxpipa )8ovijs mpoomarolons png Nrrwodv uinjuny .
u#ﬂpeviw' 30 8 ad py KexTN VOV a\nfn 7 Sofu.{iw

Xaipew xaipovra, Moywrpov 8¢ oTepopevov und e€s Tov

B. 1 phdpar Zaw: undé dpav *S Bekk.
& olrw] & T wév del
dAnf7] haec Socrati continuavi cum AEZBCEFw.

T {om.:) Cl.

All: om. ABCEFw, 10 @¢ Om. Tt
C. 1479 om. AEF et pr. £

IT, uhd’ e’ obw porfiuny CL., uwrfune udv und’ prwoiv E.

ow
Cl., pndé xalpew A. Aoypopy H.

épdw corr. Z. 3 Eyowuer II.  Fxywr
F. 8 viw A. 9 wh om. Z.
roir' I el] el 9 Cl.

e A,
15 pnd’ fprwa oly prdune A, pp¥ fwrwoly wﬁ;nr
16 8" om. w. 17 ;:Ipcw

orepoipevor H et pr. E.

" Blo’ v m; [ follow
Kms.:f"mﬂﬂ Foste, Herm., Wb. in
thus correctin ;.wr pndé dpdv i, which is
the mss.’ ing. Stallb. pro palae
und' Brap dpar 7, with Winckelm. and
Lehrs: for the proverbial otd¢ drap cp.
36 E, 65 E mjga, Theaet, 173 D, etc.
Paley prefers undt¢ 8vap, which leaves
unaccounted for, while to read drap mt
would be contrary to usage. undé v
wapdwar has also been proposed. But
the reading adopted is as certain as an
emendation can be: it was first made by
Klitsch in 1841, and independently by
Badh. in 1853.

5, 6. Tals pey. fBovais is bracketed
Badh.?

8. vour th ripny. th:
might suspect that wun shou ere
omitted, as this clause deals only with
knuwledge of the presemt, whereas in the
next clause that of the past is first men-
tioned. But wpir.r...¢perfeews explains

Google

volr only, while priune, 36far d\. and
émwriun» are explained in the next
clause; so that g¢plvnms seems equated
to wois, hoyrnds to éwwerfuy. dh.?
:xpungesar e, k. éx. k. 8bkav and dAnbi.
.ot. We should ex-
t hra-!iﬂu or the like after the nomin.,
in place of which a new acc. and infin,
constr. is introduced, with dedyxy, for
emphasis. Badh.? gives xexmyuévor.
I4. &4 woU e psf" ¥n Badh.?, and
Stallb. nlsn gwas m}ﬂ* dre.

rs Y dAnéy ... Aoy
'lﬂc thn:e intellectual fmlt;:s,
n addltmn to the ¢pbmeus already men-
tioned as dealing with present condition,
are meant to include all possible forms
and qualities of mental power and to
correspond to the four (voUs, wrfun, éwe-
arhun, J&.Ea dAnfijs) first enumerated (see
n. on reir above).
16. dAndi is obelized by deh' asa
false addition.
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’

t'mrm xp-riwnr ws xmp‘lfa'uc Swarov elvas Xoyf{:a'ﬂm. ;ﬁr
o¢ ovx dvlpemov Blov, dAd Twos -nlfvpom 1) T@v ooa
Qurdrria ;u‘r' oa’rptﬁrm q-.n,(mxn €oTL CwpdTWY. €OT
ravra, 1) m:pu Tabra éxoper a\\ws 7ws davontiyvas ; D
5 e, Kai ros; ;
21D, ".u‘\p olv aiperos Nuw ﬂms 0o TOLDWO'E.
e, Eis miva.amr navrdmaci pe, @ Zwkpartes, oUros
o Myos lpﬁ:ﬁkqu Td vov.
X0). Mimw roivvr pallaxldpebda, Tov 8¢ Tov vou pera-
1 Mafiovres al Biov Bwpev.
X1 1P, Towv &) Aéyes;
20 Kl 15 8éfaut’ &r av C'r;r v (ﬁpovqcrw pev xai
vouv Kal dmotiuny Kal p.vqpr,lv m'.e.a'mf TAVTOY | K'EKT% E
pévos, ndovijs 8¢ peréxwy pire péya pire TpLKpOY, pre
15 ad a\um;c, dA\\d 70 mapdmav dmabiys wdvTwv < dv>TOV
Tol0UTWY,
11PQ.  Ovdérepos o ﬁms. @ mepuﬂs. cpm.y: TOUTWY
alperds, ovd” dA\g u1j 1".I"ﬂ1"£, s quupm
X0, T & n vvauddrepos, | @ p@rupxs, é€ dpdow 22
cvppixfeis kowos yevduevos ;

I perdwara 10, 3 wrebporer T et corr. A, 3 dorpetver Cl. PAEIIEF
ol pr. 12 dorpelww *5,

1), 4 raur' bis 1% dxbueva Cl. All rwe om. Cl. AllL 7, 8 els.. .viw
om, e KIS & Myor obroy X. g woil] »iw Cl. perafdAhorres F.
11 woior UL A el pr. Il rov woior *5.

1 1y 8¢ ph perdywr . 15 Miwy pr. A, rd wir dwalis xal 78 wapdrar

widrrwe 1, 14 wr om, A, 19 v( 8'] réd" Cl
. oee yewdews.  Stallb.  cites  Herm. (**xal wids ad simplex &\\ws respi-

Muoeis, v gop: xaipdeer "Arrncds, cere videtur”).

Anepde p E\\yrad, 9, 10. perakafdvres. The force of
4 whedpovos, “the sealng,” pw/mo  the prep. is to express change of grasp;
o ahell sl proverbial for insensibality: **vicissim. . sumamus,” Stallb. One ms.

v aluliness, So Hesveh: Aeyoerar whe- has -gd\horres, whence perafaldrrer has

poret i Maadr o tl'."il' ;‘-,,"‘Mr drﬂmf‘lprn, been prv h\@ﬂi—hi‘ﬁ]lmlr cp- Prof,

Ve A Aot twaoas, e Plan Kol sz, _15(]- D, Xen. £y. 10.6; and 51 A

oot ans pubmen’ es g pethibetur,  mgea, 16 D spra,

Movieg, py e wentunns e \ecuae  as 15. wdrrwy <ev> Tev 7. [ adopt

T e as C Helleme” the addition of the partic. as recommended
Clellv nah oo tsteckonshtoare the by Radha?: epo 1t © sapnr.

Lo st agpe LR vte e Fuglish idioan. 19. ﬁ i..l.hoi. fwxﬁh Mhh e,

Fadas i cendenmad by RadhY e &3 el asay foray, flacta mixtione " :
T Dyoper ddheg wwg. S0 most Mss, this causal use of the partic. is common in

Al oldy  wws o Basdl, Vat, Veno 11, Flato @ cp. Avs. zoo R, etc.

Google
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IIPQ. ‘H8ovis \éyets xai vov kal ¢pormjoews ;

0. Ovrw kal Tov ToloUTOV A€yw €ywye.

IPQ. TIlas &) mov TovTOW aipyoeral 'II'P&TEPDH 7
éxelvwy OTOTEPOVOUY, Kal TPOS TOUTOLS Y€, OVX O pév, o & ov.

30. Mavfdvopev odv orv vov Nuiv éori 10 EvpPaivoy

év Tots mapovat Noyors ;
[IPQ. Ildwv ovv, or. ye Tpets pév Biov mpovré-
Onoav, Totv | Svow & oudérepos ikavos oude aipercs ovr

dvlpamev ovre {Pwv ovdevi.

10 30. Mav ovv ovk 7Oy TovTwy ye mépL Splov s ovdé-
Tepos avrav elye Tayaldov ; v ydp dv ikavds xai Téleos xai
wao. Kai Qurols Kai {@ois aiperds, olomep Suvarow T

232 A. 12 xal]kara F. Tiw rowotrwe Cl. All. Eywye om. Cl AIL
Tavrdr A. d wpbrepow T, 4 éxelvwr Cl. AAIL: xelvaw *S. e add.
1. AIL 5 dr] & ClL 1L 7 e om. Cl. AIL
B. 8 oldérepo CL olir'] otre Cl. 11 adrdv Cl. AAIL: abroir *S.
3
ﬂ-l' ome Ft kﬂ'ﬁf A.

1. xal ¢povfioews are bracketed by the sing., as well as the insertion of a
Badh.? _— verb. As the ;:mrds s:ltand, IIE thli.lnk wn?
. X Towitor Adye HFywye, must agree with Badh.! to take them
most Mss. and edd.; xal 7dv rowdrwr  ‘the present audience’: but I suspect a
Myw of Bodl., Vat., Ven. I is accepted  corruption. Badh.? proposes mposfioreras
by Herm., who inaptly comments ** aptius  rofros %', “*and one and all will bear me
est Socratem cum mistione simul etiam  out in saying so.” I should prefer, on the
partes illius respicere.” lines of Apelt, wpds Tolry ye < vioerai=>

4. ®al wpds wvovrois . ‘‘his  or forai. Klitsch suggested transposing
uerbis notio atque uis praecedentis xds the phrase to a place after pdw olw (L. 10
confirmatur et augetur,” Stallb. So  below): but a still more suitable place
Pa.le’!r: “and not only any one, but might be found after udv olw oot, 23 D
one.” Schleiermacher renders: ‘“Diese ¢
wird wc:-hI{'eder eher als irgend eine von For ol 6 pév, & 8" o cp. Aesch.
jenen wihlen, und zu jenen dazu; nicht  Fers. 802, Hdt. 1. 138, 11. 37, Plat. Laws

etwa einer, und ein anderer wieder nicht,"”
so that wpds Tedroes ye is * in addition to
the unmixed lives" ; and this explanation
is adopted by both Poste Jowett.
But to this Badham objects that écelvois
not rodrees were the right word, “and
besides, how can a man choose both con-
traries, the unmixed and the mixed to-
gether?"” Hence (in ed. 1) he would
supply #Hudv after wids (if wds Hudv is
Greek), and render wpds rodros ' in addi-
tion to these (persons) here.’
0. Apelt (Newe rb. '93, p- 283)
ests that wpds c. dat. here is used as
in the formula wpés 7w elvar *“ bei etwas
sein, es ganz womit halten,” Phaedo B4 C,
Fhaedr. 249 C D; so rendering “‘und
damit hilt es jedermann " : but this would
seem to involve the change of redrais to

B. P.

Go -S[s:

023 B, Kep. 475 B.

11. Av ydp dv, i.e. el elye rdyabdp.

12. wdo is xal {. Sydenham
wished to read w. 7ois {.: but to Plato
T4 ¢urd were *animantia,’ with a Slos of
their own, cp. Tim. 77 A fl.: do@ Erepor
fgor elvair...d & viv...8éwlpa xal gurd
xal owéppara.. wiv ydp olw, druwep dv
perdoxy Tob fHw, {gor udv dv & Blkp
Meyoiro dpfdrara...Bud 8% {f wév Iori Te
oly Erepor {@ov, pompor ¢ xal xarep-
pifwperor wérpye dd 70 T U@’ davrol
kirdoews dorepiiofa,

The plant has alefyeur, yet it is not
strictly correct to attribute alpess to it,
nor to suppose it capable of ‘sampling’
and rejecting the purely noétic life.
Badh.? thinks it *“high time these ¢uvrd
were weeded out of the text,” and so

3
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ovTwS del am Biov {iv- el oé Tis aMa gpelf 7 1p@Y, Tapa
$vow &v ™y -rou a.hqﬂm aiperov édufaver axwy €€
dyvoias 7 Twos a.rn.}wqg ovK wﬁamouns‘.
ITPQ. "Eouwe yoiv ruuﬂ' ovTws Exew.
s 0. Qs pd Nm | miv ye PiBov feov ov 8el dia- C
voetofar Tavrov xai rdyafdv, i ma.:rmg eipnobfai po doxeL.

@ 0ud ydp 6 gos vois, & Zdkpares, érre Tdyabdy,
d\\’ €€er mov TavTa éyx}sqparn.
=Q. Tu.'x' dv, @ ®iAyBe, ¢ ¥ Ffptk' ov pfurm TV

10 u.h‘qﬂwou apa xai Oetov ofpm vouv, a.hl a\\ws Tws exew Twy
pev amr vucTypiwy mpos Tov kowdv Biov amc apnﬁwﬁmm
mw mrep vov, T@y Oé 31; Bcwcpewv 0pav Kal TKOTEW
wépL Ti SPG.U‘O,‘.LEP. m.xa. | yap dv 70V KDWOU ToVTOU Biov D
airwgpel dv éxdrepos o pév Tov vovw aitiov, 0 O mdovny

.2 dinbds Cl. All: d\nfois *S.

C. 5 rip w I 6 npeiofar A.
Talra Td *S. réw e digbrdr om. A.
D. 13 & om. E

7 fora F. 8 ravrd A et pr. II:
13 wépe om. F.

brackets xal ¢urois: but a too hasty
husbandman is apt to pull up wheat for
tares.

2. dxwy, ‘contrary to the true will '
of the subﬂect choosing, as well as con-
trary to the true nature (¢dow) of the
object of choice. This recals the Socratic
doctrine that vice is never at bottom
voluntary, but always due to inner or
outer unintentional warping. drdyxn ol
et falpwy, as Pnle].r says, means &rq: an
impulse which is not eddaluwr cannot
result in eddaiporla or rdyador.

5 v yed. by, See 128 . supra:

dr' alris Tis Geoi...' Agpodlryy... hdorw,

The foregoing argument, as Poste reminds
us, is alluded to by Aristotle, Zith. Nie.
X. 2: Towolrg 89 Mbyy xal [IMdrwr dratpei
&re ol forw Hdov) Tdyallby: alperirepor
vip elvac Tdw Hilw ﬁim- m ppovfhrews 5
xwpls, el 8¢ 70 puxrow xpeirTor, ok elvas
rhr fdorte rdyafbr * olderds ydp wpooTe-
Bévros alro rdyaliv alperdrepor yivesfar,
This text also confirms the authenticity
of our dialogue.

6. Tavrov xal 'ruhu.h'-v: 50 Mss., but
probably we should insert dv after radrée,
as Stallb., Paley and others suggest.

mposed hmif % i.e. wgﬂ hi\rehndelquﬂeiy
dis of t ethical prob-
lem: but there n;w‘nmemt a sg':tmd
question, which is aetiological : see

mirod. 1. and V.

Google

9 8 y duds, sc. rols. Observe the
opposition here established between the
individual »ois and & dAgfuwrds Gua xal
feios woiis. The latter is not immediately
undm discussion—not a c:l.wnnnt for the
Foom of rdyafior—but is ‘on a different

ting ' (dAAws wws Eyerr). It will find
further mention below, 28 A fi.

rr. ovk dpduof. we. ww, 'nntfrd.'
seems to imply that such a claim will be
urged later on—though not on behalf of
irﬂ'pérwn voiis, whose case has already

Igm:n up : and as feios vois has not
strictly any part in the nurh Blos, it is
possible that Badh.? is right in regarding
ww as a dittographic error.

For duguef. with gen. ¢ . Polit. 175 B.

13- TOV KoLYoS TovTOV xrA. The
kowos or pektds Blos gains the wuenripa,
without furtherdispute forthe present. The
next question is, which of the two other
claimants, which of the unmixed lives,
comes 2nd and gainsthedevrepeia? Inother
words, which of the two deserves rather
to be regarded as the afrwoe, the cause
which makes the mixed life the Good?
If we can discover that element or ingre-
dient to which the Good life owes its
goodness and desirability, then this ‘cause’
will serve as the standard by which to
estimate the comparative merits of reason
and pleasure. Thus the point under
discussion is here changed; as Socrates
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E?vm, xu.i oVTW TO p@v ayabov rovrwy ap.tﬁorﬁpmv ﬁ&"l‘tpnv
dv i, Tdxa 8" dv aimidy Tis YmohdBoL miTepov avrdv elvau.

- raufnu 31) mépL Kkal p.a.khou €T 'II'PEI'E (bf)a;,ﬂov Smpuxm,unv av,
ms' év 'ﬂp HKTD ‘IOUT? ﬁuy, oTL 1ro'r €oTL fav-ra 6 Aafav o Bmg

5au-m-; yéyovev aiperos upu Kai aya.ﬂuq, ovy 'qﬁomg a,k}m. vovs
rourq; fvyymwi v Kal op.uw-repov o, xm Katd TovUTOV |
TOV hoyav ovr’ £vo rmv TpwTELWY 0VO av Thv Bewepewp E
100v7] pfrou ahnﬂms r.ua- _mote Aéyoiro: moppurépw Se" éore
TQY fpt.fﬂmv €T TQ éug v Ol moTevew Tpds Ta uuv

1o TIPQ. Allq. pny, @ ZdKpares, €povye Sokel vov uév 13omr)
oot 'rrt"u"rmxeva.z xa.ﬂmrepﬂ frlq‘yem'a Vo 'rmv voy 31',- )Loymv*

Tmr-r 7ap qumpmv wépL pn,xopevq ltﬂ.ral.. TDI-' BE vouw,

ws [ €OLKE, }LEKTEOP ws ep.¢povmc oUK a.wﬂmm.'ra TGOV Vikn- 23

mpl’-ﬁﬂ"' Tﬂ. ?’ﬂp ﬂ-l‘ﬂ'ﬂ Wﬂgﬂ’ ﬂ.lv" Tﬁ.l'l" 31&‘ 37’ SM'EPEIWP
15 a'ﬂpﬂﬁsm'a. T}SOWJ' ﬂawmrumv av Twa xm u_ﬂpmv o-xou;

TPOs TWY avrns €pacTay' ovde yap €keivois €r dv opoiws

daivoiro rca?m

0. Ti nuv, ovKk duewov avrir éav 1;,-31; Kai pr) TV

axpiBeardry avr) mpoodépovra Bacavor kai éfeléyyovra

20 A\umew ;

1 rgS. obderépwr Cl. A et pr. II. 2 whrepor Cl. AAENIBCEHzw: éwbrepor *5S.
-rn'-fq.u] rotrw Cl.

E. 7 obr’ & CL AIl: ofr’ ad *S. otr" Zw. &v Al 8 periw E.
& Cl u,u&: . 1o wév om. Cl. AIl 11 kabfdwep j A et pr. T'. drd H.
12 ydp) payovuévny TACEFHumw,
28 A. 14 nﬁrr' Cl. 10 abris Cl.

now begins to maintain, not that wels and  constr. In the mmEetlt:un for first pn:e
its fellows are rdyafde, but that they are  Pleasure has been ‘knocked out of time’
nearest akin to 7 afrior or that which by the Mixed Life, while Reason ‘lay
makes & kotrds flos to be rdyabbv. low,’ and showed its sense (ppiwneois act-
Badh.? brackets both afrior and elva: ing éugpérws) by declining to enter the
as superfluities. ﬁn?d as a rival for rd wpwreia, since it
7. obr'...0ov8" al: od¥ al for ofre would have fared no better than Pleasure,
lends more emphasis to the second alter- but merely come in for a ‘knock-down’
native. Cp. 42 B imfra, Laws 8B40 A, Rro itself.
426 B. Sotoo ofre...008¢ ye is permissible, 16. wpds Teév adris lpacTdy...xald.
but never offre...o08¢, With perdv (used Here #3or4 is regarded not as febs but
almost as a noun) sc. elrar; cp. Laws rather as a mistress, beloved for her xdh-
goo E. 4 s wlt Mos: and in the word ‘ lovers’ there is esp.
p ve. Alludi ayfully to  reference to ®I() A
Sy Jﬂ?{rﬂ}vgf 212 C. (el ouvBi dcelvous, ‘ﬂf; even to her lovers™
I1. wewTwrival n.l wh The hence, i{oﬂmri.nm to the Wkinﬁi.
met. is from ‘the ring.” C E: 18. v depifeords ' v: ‘the
weowepel bwd dyabloi m rhw::féjsfré- most exact and ¢xact:n1g test.'
Onv. Eutkyd. 303 A: dowep whyyels dwo In éfeMéyyorra Socrates quietly as-
ToU Mryov éxelumy dpwros. Badh.® sug- sumes the point at issue—the inferiority
gesls iwowerr., to get rid of the dat. of Pleasure: it is a foregone conclusion,

3—2

Go b’»l"
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IIPQ. Ovdév Aéyes, & Swkpares.
30. | "Ap’ 67¢ 70 ddvvatov elwov, Avwew 8oy ; B

IIPQ. OU pdvov ye, dAN’ 0Tv Kai dyvoels ws oudels *n'aE
oe Nuav pebjoe, mpiv dv eis Téhos éme£éNdps TovTwr T

Q- . , =
0. BaBal g.'g:a, @ Tparapxe, ovxvol uév Aéyov Tou
Aoumrov, v 8¢ ovdé padlov mdwvv T viv. kal yap &y
Paiverar

W d\\ns unyaris émi Td Sevrepeia vmép vov
mopevopevov, olov

5

n Ex‘fw erepa Tav éumpoofer Aoywy:
¥ - *
10 €0TL O€ lCWS €via Kkal TavTd. OUKOUY Xp7;

IIPQ. Mws yap ov;

XII. 20, Tov 8 ye apxnw avrov SevhaBeiolac !
repopela Tihépevor. C
1 003év...Hlorhy om. pr. E.

B. 3 wd ClL 6 fafai Cl. 7 068¢] el 3¢ CHw: om. AE. padlov
corr. Z: pddor *S. 8 B¢iv...vol om. T, rdr om. pr. Z. Euwporle I
10 lows 3¢ dorwv A. raira Cl. AAZCEFw. : olkoiw AZIL. 11 wds...] haec

non alteri dat A.

12 7i»] ne haec quidem Z.

ethaBeiobas A.

hence no need to prolong the discussion.
All through S. is represented as being in
haste to get away, the others as anxious to
keep him.

2. 1 dbdvaror.. Avmidy f8onijy, ‘a

radox, the paining of pleasure.’ Had

rot. already seen the joke when he said
ol8¢w Aéyes? I think not; but S, isina
humorous bantering mood and points out

his own o‘iokc.

3. pévoy ye, dAX... Cp. Gorg
400 E, Phaedo 107B. TodTwr goes with
E?Io réhor, so that érefelfeir is used absol.

as 658 imfra, Gorg. 491D, Rep. 349 A

etc.

7. oubl . So Badh.! and Wh.
after Ven. E. Most Mss. and edd. give
padior, which Stallb. retains, supplying
aird i.e. o dwefelfeiv: but, as h
notes, the pév...8 seems almost decisive
in favour of the gen. Badh.? alters the
order to o0dd wdvv T padlov. wiw ydp &y
KTk,

8. By s pmxaws ..olov By
¥ew... Lehrspro to take the words
in the order ¢. €. ‘I"‘l‘i 5. 0. v, w, Beiv Exew
olo AAAms umxarns Sékn Er, 7, 4 A
S‘lu-hlp howvﬂj ]m & CoOmma aﬁﬂ

second prize on behalf of Mind you must
have weapons different from your former
arguments.” Badh.! (followed by Wb.)
punctuates after wropevbperor, commenting:
“‘as the d\\n unyarh consists in Fxew 8.
é., this is added by way of explanation”
—and this seems the better way. But as
the db. constr. of 3¢, with both gen.
and infin., is harsh, we might conjecture
that after AEIN the eG]Jos. META or
dB.IA has b?]:n lost. l-f lo€l (A4, Mus,
82, p. 1 proposes éxl <te>Td Sevr.
Or I wmfld suggest as better olér <te=>
BéMy. Badh.? excises both &\\ns umya-
wijs and Adywr; the latter certainly looks
like a gloss, but cp. xard rdw Eurposfer
MNoyor 25 A in tat
raey 'D‘ﬂl‘thi

the capture of.’ e o

10. ¥na kal Tadrd, i.e. some of the
old slings and arrows of argument will be
used again: so just below AdPuwuer drra
rdv viv §h Mywr. ‘*Socrates seems to
refer to the proposition that all being is a
union of Unity and Multiplicity as well as
to the method of generalisation and di-
vision" (Poste): i.e. he is ing over
from analysis of the subjective to that of

pnyarys and takes the foll. wordsasadded  the objective. Badh.? gives otxoiw xrh;
‘per epexegesin quandam’: similarly Paley  to Pr. and »ds off; to Socr.
renders: ‘Il I mistake not you require 12. +ﬂ’pﬂ1n x1v adrod...rbf

some other shift. If you go in for the

Google

‘principium rei dum ponimus’ Sullb.;-
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IIPQ. Ilolav 31; heycﬁ -

0. I'[curra Ta ViV nwu. é&v 70 mavri duxy SwahaBwpe,
palov &, el Bnuhﬂ., TPL

IIPQ. Kaf o ort, cﬁpa).‘gui av.

0. AdBopev drra Tov viv 81 Adyww.

IPQ. Ilowa;

20. Tov Oeov é\éyoudv mov 10 pév amepov detéar TV
ovrwv, 70 8¢ mépas ;

MIPQ. Tldvv uev odw.

0. Tm‘f"rm 3!} TGV €ldov Td Ovo nﬂ(ﬁpeaa. 70 3E fpfrav
é€ dudow TovTOW €V TUL Euppwyomv. | eiut &', ois éouxev,
éym yehoiss Tis avBpwmos 1d 7 €idn Suords kai ovvapl-
JLOVpLEVOS.

IIPQ. Ti ¢ys, myaf?e

0. Tfmp*ruu poL yévous av mpoodelv daiverar.

IIPQ. Aéye ivos.

0. Trs fvpp;&mq ToUTwY mpos u.h.\q?m. ™ airiay
3pa, xal Tifer poi wpds Tpuriv kelvos Téraprov TovTo.

1’} Jﬂlhm AdBwuer in mg. Cl. 5 drra CL 7 Tor pr. A pér]
uév nﬁr 1o TolTwr omnes. ra] 7 Z. 11 rotrwr F.

D. 12 Irﬂpwrﬂ] lcards Cl. Al : lxards *S, Bekk. vdr' CL IT et pr. A:
xar' *S, Bekk. 15 palverar om. Cl. A. 17 E(vupuifews) TZZBCHw.

18 rifnw (omisso pot) E: “unde sumendum rify" (Bekk.). dxelvas A,

but surely adrod refers to the guyris Aéyos yeholds mg dvlpawos vd +'
of 5.'s last speech: Stallb. is right, how- I mlopt the correction of Baclh'. 50 too
ever, in saying that the principal notionis  Wh., except that he gives xar’ eldn. ~yehoibs
contained, as often, in the partic. Tey lxards k. . Sucras k. ovwap, is read by
Here we are launched on a new cur-  Stallb. and Badh.}, but the best mss. read
rent of discourse, of physico-metaphysical  Irards vd 7’ elfn. The corruption was due
character: see Jmirod. 1. and 1v. to the shorthand of the archetype—-ye\. rus
2. Buxfj...pahhov B'...rpuxy, i-e. intoone g0 (= dyOpwwos)Tdr’ eldy 8. x. 0.—coupled
fresh division beside the two already w:thd:tu:rg,ra.phf In any case the particc.,
mentioned : the apparent correction presents, must understood, as
draws attention to the fact that the third smﬁl P oints out, ‘de conatu’— " atlempl-
class (19 7piror If dugoir) is an addendum e 10 distinguish and enumerate " Baﬂ
not included in rois viw &) Méyou. Perhaps 7pla 7 should be read, as the
l- Déyopdv wov: see 16C fl. supra. original of the variants xar’ n.nd rér'.
mapov: for the pre-Platonic use of  For the idiom, cp. Phaedr. 136 D yehoios
this term, cp. 4ppena. C. Eoopas...abrooxedidiwr: Prof. 340D elpl
8. wiépas Exor was wrongly read here ;o enoios larps: Rep. 392D,
by Heind. and Schleierm. 15. wpoabely dalverar. Turr., Stallb.,
10. Toérw & Tév elb@v. Thisis Stallb.’s  pogte, Badh. omit ¢. with Bodl. and Vat.,
correction for the rolrwr of Mss. and supplying, of course, gnul from the pre-
seems almost necessitated by the context.  yiouc'line, Herm. however follows the
However, it is just possible that redrewr 4. editors in retaining it, saying *etsi

may be right, as referring to the threefold . -
div?sion . above. ab Oxon. abest, suppleri tamen ex ante

Google
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MPQ. Mav olv oou kai méumrov mpoodenoe dudkpioiv

Twos Suvauévov ;

20. Tdy dv: od pyv olpai

& 16 vive v 8

8¢y, avyyvdoe mol | poi ov peradiudrort wéumrov [Biov] E

PR, Tipry;

0. Ilparov pév dn Tav rerrdpwr Ta Tpia dekopevor,
ra Svo Tovrwy mepupeda, mold éxdrepov éoyiouévor Kai
Sweomacpévor idovres, els €v mdkw éxarepov ovvayayovres
! vooas, 7y moré v avrav &v kal wolAd éxdrepov.

IIPN. E! por cadéorepor €ri mepl avrov elmois, Tay

dv émoiunv.

0. Adyw Toivvv 1d 8vo, d mporifepar, | Talr eva,
amep viv 81, 170 pév dmepov, 70 8¢ mépas €xov: OTL 8¢
Tpomov Twa 7O dwetpov moAd éoTi, Tepdoopar Ppdlew.

15 70 O¢ wépas éxov ruas Tepiuevérw.

1 wpocdehep ACw, e I dudepiow,. 8¢ om. C. 3 éd»] ar Cl.
4 ovyyrwee pr. I

K. 4 pou cupperadidcorrs Cl, A et pr. I1. 6 rerrdpwr Cl. TAATIZBCHw:
reaadpwr *S. 7 doxopdvor...dxdrepor om. H et pr. AIl 11 éowoluyy H.
12 d om. 1IN wpoarifepa F.

24 A. 14 oA\ CL

cedentibus aegre poterit,” and so too Wb.
Balh.? reads wpor roit 7picly both here
and below, 1&3. -

1. pav obv..wipwrou. As S. had
emphasised the causal element required to
cffect the mixfure, this suggests to P. to
nsk whether there would not be needed
also, as a fifth class, the motive force of
the contrary process, dissolution. To this
S. replies ‘not al present'—since Sidxpiois
anil its cause are wholly outside the scope
of the Trrxum argument, which is confined
to the life's mixture, Poste suggests that
Prot.'s familiarity with Empedocleanism
(with its ®ddérne and Neixos) may be
implied in this remark of his—also that
S.'s rejection of a fifth principle is due to
the fact that the alrla *is not a blind ele-
mentary principle with a single necessary
operation, but of an intelligent artistic
nature, and therefore possesses both
powers"—which is a just remark,

F:JI' Eﬁ:}!ﬂn} i, ‘to be capable ul'eg::t-
ing," ep. Cratyl. .pulg, B, Laws 757 A, Gorg.
i ’iﬂ"fshi Cwiperros (Bloy), Edd
4 xovT. wlprroy .
all agree in bracketing plov, though I
have seen no sufficient explanation of its
insertion. Badh.! thinks *‘another word

Go ghﬁ‘

(¢Bos or +yéves) is wanted in its room.”
Might we possibly accentuate Bubw, to be
taken to refer to the met. in pyyarh...
Pé\n 238 supra? or read wéuwror T Bv.
Cousin wished to render Blor, ‘maniére

. d’étre,’ or *classe d'existences’—but such

a meaning is impussible, at least in Plato.
. td 8o, ie. 78 dwa and rd
wépas Exor. As Badh, remarks wolAd is
neither ‘much ' nor ‘into many,” but ‘exist-
ing as many’ in their division and disper-
sion. For dieocwaouéror cp. 25A.

Badh.? suggests that rd rpla 5]5101:111 be
78 Tplrow i.e. 70 xowwdr .

13. T Bt wi !‘;w. In this re-
peated Ehmse h. both times ex-
punges the &xor. But his *tilgungseifer”
1s nightly rebuked by O. Apelt (Newe
Fahrb. '?:i, p- 283)—"denn wépas Exor
ist gar nicht notwendig so viel als wewe-
pacuévor. Es ist ‘das was die grenze mit
sich bringt.! Vielleicht ist der ausdruck
einem formellen bediirfnis nach deutlich-
keit entsp n, da ré wépas bekanntlich
auch adverbial gebraucht wird."” But Poste
confusedly tells us that 7o =. Exor here
denotes ‘“*not ¢ wépas but To merie,”
whereas below rdw w. éxterwr is “equi-
valent to d» wepdrwr.”

24
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Q. quftm 3. xa.hen-or v ya.p kali appioBnyri-

m,u.ov. 0 Kkelebw o€ TKOmEw, u;wc 3¢ TKéTEL.

ﬂeppo*rcpou

l}ruxpm'e"puu mépL n’pm‘rar opa n'cfui €l woré TL vonoais
5 :w, 7 70 pu}&ov TE Kal NTTOV €V u.v:rmq 0LKOVYTE TOLS yé‘vﬁa'w, ?
cwomep dv EM‘JI.K??I'GI-', 7élos ouk |&r émfpclﬁmmv yiyve- B

olar-
IIPQ. ’ANyféorara M‘yﬂ.':.
20, Aﬂ 36

yevopérms yap Tekevti)s kal avTe TeTeNevT)

KATOV.

Y& papéy, & Te TP 9£ppor€pq: kal TQ

10 Yuxporépw 10 ;m?«lov T€ Kai NTTOV VL.

nprPQ. Kat pa..lu.

0. Ael fnumv 0 }.o‘yog my.r.mw:. n,u.w Tovrw pn Télos

éxew: areln & ovre
IIPQ. Kai crtfroa o e,

15

ov mavrdmacw ameipw yiyveobfor.
@ SOKPATES.
30, Alh E‘I.l e @ Pike prra.pr, w&aﬁeg Kal avé-

pmaoas, | ot kal 70 opddpa TovTo, 6 oV viv épbéyéw, Kaic

I pevel .
6 wewep EF,
om. II, in mg. ponunt CI. A,

3 xal Bepuorépov E.

B. ¢ & 7e CL. TASNIZBCFH et rc. E, & 7e w: efre S.
xal 7@ B
%iﬂ:’m 5 Jm] are 3ihde re CL Il et pr. A, d.ﬂl'q ¥

x:miﬁ Cl. ALl : '"F yuxporépy

roiiro A
ofire H ﬁwwﬂw dwelpw

C. 16 rd om. A.

5 olxolw Te rols rc. I': olxolw 7ois *S (Bekk.).
dvoucfirow Cl. I'AIL, évoixei rov F: évoweiror *S.

olx ar

TY Eepmrépw xal

o *S, 1e mt H. 12 7uir om.

. . kol wipv xTA. This
is well illustrated by Paley: *‘So Iung as
you ke:p urging a stoker to get up *more
steam,’ the hotness or pressure is of the
nature of indefiniteness. But when once

u say ‘get it up to 100 pounds on the
inch’ you put in the wépas, which brings the
indefinite at once to an end. It is then
only ‘hot’ up to a certain mark, and not
*hotter.””

Badh.! bids us separate & adrois from
rois yéverwr, which seems too artificial.
But I do not feel nertain that the text is
all sound here. Badh.? reads el wov fo7e
wofiras, objecting to the conditional mood.
For the significance of these exx. of dwe-

, see A
Pﬂ:ﬁ. n«ﬁuﬁlﬂ , “satius visum
est cum Stallb. olxolwre et ol d» éwirpe-
yalrye edere quam cum O et T olcolr
scribere et ofx dv omittere, quod codicis
certe margini adscriptum est neque ante
responsum dAnféorara Aéyeir abesse de-
bebat” Herm. Badh.? gives oix éwirpé-
yeror.

7. TowvTis...Tereh. Tehevry is sub-

Google

stituted for réhos or wépas in order to
form this word-play with rehevrrdw. atrw
means 7é p. ve kal 7T,

9. xal v¢ yvxp. Contrary
to most edd. Herm. .:Eth Bodl., omits ry
before yuxp.

14. xalodsBpayr...1d TovroxTA.

Another instance of S.’s playfully minute
attention to words. 7o ¢ x. Td Hpépa
is not distinguished from vd p@ANdr e x.
frror as the ‘intensive’ from the *exten-
sive,’ quality from quantity—both of
which spheres are subordinated to and
included in 76 dwetpor : rather, while dosk
expressions imply gwalitative indefinity,
the former regards such intensity in actions
(rpdlecwr 24 C), the latter in states or
conditions (yéveqiv 24 A). Thisis Badh.'s
explanation; but the re-introduction of
the ex. rd fepu. x. Yuxp. just below seems
at first sight to do away with any hard
and fast distinction. Another hint for

istinguishing the phrases is given by the
mtrf;: or"fa P tugrﬂm t:h{u of
Td o¢. k. fp. to rwh But S. expressly
states that both have the same Sirams—
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1;0 Ye npépa Ty aun;v Svvapuw éxerov TG PAMGY Te xal
77OV, omov ydp dv wm-ov, umc éatov efmr. #oaop exmuv,
al\’ del ododpdTepor 7) WMTEPOU m:u. mwu.wmv ExdoTals
Tpdfeaw é;mmawre,m rrhéav xm 70 é\aTTOV dTE ﬁea'ﬂo:r,

570 O¢ n’nu’nv a:ﬁa.m{ernv. o ya.p E)a.exﬂq wv 815 p.n aqb-:w&-

oavre 70 frumw, aAN’ m:rmrrc avTé T€ kal 70 pcrpwv v 11;
TOU pa.hhav Kai ﬁr'mr Kal a'q':roSpu. Kai qpt’pa. | ESpl; G‘}P}’EPE-

ﬂ'&ﬂ.l, ﬂ.Wﬂ- Eppﬁl. Tﬂ-lﬂ"ﬂ E.K ‘n?; E.U'rn.lv mpﬂ';, EP‘ F EI’I""-
ov yap Eﬂ. Oeppirepov ovdé MPQTEPGF naTY dv, haBovre
10 Tu m:a'av' wpaxmﬁea ya.p xat. ov ;M.‘vn 6 7€ Hffapuorepov
del Kal 70 Yuxpdrepov woavrws, 70 3¢ mwoaoy €oTy Kai
wpnmv e‘:rauu‘a,fu. Kata 817 Tﬂl.l"l'ﬂl-" rav Adyov amewpov vyi-
yvour' dv 10 prpn'rfpov Kai Tovvavtiov a,uu..
ITP), ¢atmm youv, & 20.! ares: éor &, o-n'ep elmes,
15 0U pgdia Tadra fvvérea-ﬂm- 70 g Ew u.uﬂw Te xal uﬁ&ﬂ
tows hexOévra"rov 1€ épwrdvra Kkal Tov épwrdpevov ikavs E

dv évpdwvovvras a.ﬂmﬁqwm
1 pd@dhde re CL AIl: 7e padhow *

2 dr add. Cl. TAZIZBCFHuw.

6 ddoorre I1. e EF.

D. 8 ravrd H. Hg fepuorépw obdé Yuxporépw S. Horgr A, :rﬂr ClL.,
Eoryw II, efrpw TAZBCEF w e S. 10 yuxpbrepor del xal 7o Geppbrepor A.
15 7€ kal alfis om. F et pr. A

E. 17 Huup.) A. druqﬁﬁm:r] libri dwogiraser.

and so it is best to regard 1 o¢. x. fp.
merely as a particular form or species of 73
;.LI: nrr.—Cp. fmtrod. 1v., and Agp. D,
T l'omiv kol T How

fnr agnm are these two distin ishablei'
It is at least true to say that the latter is
the narrower term, as lending itself to the
expression of an ethical judgment, cp.
Polit. 283c fl.: for its general Platonic
use see App. E. Here the difference of
the two terms corresponds to that of the

ir discussed in t rcr.edmg note.

adh.? deletes the xal beF

8. Ippu...yxeépas. For th:s ﬁﬂu'xnﬁ-
pneis of opposites, cp. Fhasds 103 D:
doxel cou otvbérore yubva v oloar, efa-
whvy 78 Oepudw...bre loeofas Gwep dw,
wibra xal Bepude, ﬂt;fr poaiberos ;;u
e 7 UmeKy Y ¢ 7 dwokeir

J;‘m.ﬁﬁmcllcl 2 glmnp for flerye, but he is
wrong in saying Bodl. has Erye ; like Ven,
it has foerqe : still Efmr may be right.

13- xal robvavrlov dpa, ie. wépas Exor,
according to Paley, who accuses Poste of
mist ation in ‘this proves the un-

Go t,;lc

limited character of Hotter and his anta-
gonist.” But it is Pﬁleg, ) | think, who is
wrong; for kard rolror Tdw Méyor is meant
to summarise the whole of the prmdmg
ment regarding mé fepu. k. ., an

;rugeus not mean, asgP'a]:)r says, 'if wooow
could co-exist with dwepor': nnd 50 ToU-
varrior means Td yuypbrepor, just as above
(24 ﬂ‘ﬁuﬂp ﬁd' xal Tolw.) it refers to Ho.

ds alfls e xal albis lows
hxi‘m Adwodrjveuev. A curious sen-
tence. Badh. in ed. 1 proposed to alter
10 8¢ to rdya &, while in ed. 2 he brackets
Aexférra: but these alterations are by no
means mnvincing. What does ofrw
wowely in S.'s next remark refer to?

In 23 B ad fin. Prot. had said el poc
cagéarepor Erv wepl alrdv elfrous, rdx’ &»
éwolunw : a similar remark would be ap-
propriate here. Hence I suggest T8 el
cagéorepor Eri adds, @ Z., Aexfir rdxa
7év 7€ ép. xrh. (or the like), meaning ** If
I repeat my request ‘explain yourself
more clearly’ our agreement will be ascer-
tained.”
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0. AN e pév Néyes, kal mewpatéov ovTw ToLEL.
vov pévrol abpe r-ijq 700 amelpov ¢pvoews €l Tovro Sefopela
onueloy, va {“'i wavr émefidvres pmkiveper.

IIPQ. To woiov 87‘ Aéyes ;

5 20, Omdc’ dv nuiv dalvmrar pal\dv Te kai 1nrTOV

yeyvdpeva Kal 70 o¢sdpa ngnl ﬁPEFi Sfxn'!um Kal ﬂ'i. J'.fu;v
kal 0oa TowavTa wavta, | €ls TO TOU dmeipov yévos ws eis 25

~ & O8et mavra Tavra Tibévar, kata Tov éumpoabfev Adyov,
ov épapev, ooa SiéomacTar xal diéoyioTal Turayayovras

10 xpyrasr kata Svvapw plav émompaiveacfal Twa Pvow, €
pépmoad.

IMPQ. Méumpad

%0, Ovkovw 7a p1) Sexopeva taira, TovTwy 8¢ Td év-

avria wdvra Sexopeva, mpwrov pév TO loov Kal ilodTyTa,

15 }:.ET&- 8¢ 70 loov 70 Sumhdowr kal wav orurep dv wpos 7
apifudv apfuos 1) pérpov fj wpos pérpov, | Tavra Epmavra B
eis 70 mépas amohoylduevor kahas g Soxotper Spav TovTo.
7 was oV Ps ;

PO, Kd\uord ye, & Sdkpares.

2o XIII. 2. Ele 70 8¢ tpitov 70 pukrov ék Tovrow
appoiv Tiva idéav Prjcoper éxew ;

IIPQ. 2V kai époi ppdces, ws oluat.

41

6 70 ogblpa xal om. pr. A: véd om. Z.

a8 A. 7 wévous CL els post & om. Z, 8 & AH. raita
wdrra EF. Euwpoote T, I i rdrarria Z: 1d évarria *S. 16 dpebpds)
dpufpol A, # add. Cl. TAIIECFw, 7 AZEH.
pd
B. 17 doxoier F. 19 Te H. 20 Todrwy, in mg. Tplrov, F. 22 geas E.

8. & is altered to deiv by Badh.3, as
dependent on Aéyw implied in r0 woior &
Néyes ;

10. Kard Sivapwy #nrhrqumh(
vwa ¢voww, Paley transl. «, 8. ‘according
to their peculiar property,’ and Jowett
‘corresponding to some one power and
quality in them': but the words have
merely their common adverbial meaning
‘as best we can’ (which renderinLPa.le]r
relegates to a foot-note), and ular belongs
only to ¢bew.

or this use of dmamu. cp. émodpays-
olévra 26 D infra, Polit. 258 c, Phaedo
75 D. The appended Frenthetic phrase
el péprnoas recurs in Rep. 522 A: cp. e

Go 3'“

Evwroeis 26 C infra.

15. mway énwep dv xrh. Le. thetriple,
the quadruple etc., and the inverse frac-
tions: in short, all definite multiples or
measures, whether in nos. or in res,
whether continuous or
magnitudes. It is hardly clear from the
sentence itself whether ralira fdurarra
refers to rd dexduera, the recipients, or to
rdrarria, the objects received: but as the
gais (or yévos) is spoken of as 4 Sexoudwn
in 25 C, Td& Sexdueva must be its consti-
tuent mﬂlbtr{. inol

21, [ . is read by Mss.
:nd most edd.; hutﬁ'«'b. prints ool x.

. g

discontinuous 7



42 MMAATQNOZ [25 B—
3. Beos uév ovv, avmep ye éuais evyais émikoos
yiywrai 1is Oeav.
IIPQ. Evyov &) xai oxomee.

Q. Exa:rﬁ' kai po. dokel Tis, & Ilpdrapye, avrwv
5 ¢idos nuw viv &) yeyovévas.

MPQ. | Nas Méyews Tovro xm Tive TekpMpiw ypP C

30. ti)pa.a'm Snluw or. oV 8¢ pou awaxol.ouﬂ:;f:mr TG

Aoyg.
I1PQ. Aéyt povov.
o 20, B:ppor:por épleyydpela viv & mod 11 kai lbvxpo
Tepov. 7] ydp ;
IIPQ. Nac.
30, Tpéabes & ‘!:') STepoy Kﬂ.t vyporepov avTois Kai
n*lsuv kal €\artov xcu. drrov xal Bpadirepov .w:m pelov
15 Kai a',umpong‘; kai oméoa. év ¢ mpdalfev Tijs 10 pdNAGY

T€ Kai NTTOV opérns érifepev eis & Pioews.
mpQ. | T'rp;r TOV ﬂ.'l'l'El.pﬂ‘lJ Aéyes ; ; D
Zﬂ Nad. Tuppiyvy O¢ ye els avmy 10 perd TadTa

™ a¥ Tov wépatos yévvav.
20 ITPQ. Homv H

0. “Hv kai viv &j, 8éov nuds, xaﬂa.mep TV TOU dmei-

1 * & feds CL. I et pr. A. 3 oxowod w. 4 pot) roc H.

C. 6 wis] xds & A. Xpijt, in mg. posito &, CL 7 TR aquvaxo-
Wé‘ 10 épleybbueba w.  Yuypbrepor; Cl. 13 wpbobe I 16 Te om.

et pr

D. 18 wal:CL ovppiyw ClL A et pr. IT: cupplywe *S ré om. F.
19 ad rol I': alrob *S. 21 &4 om. A.

1. Oeds pdv obv xrh. Here, as usuvally,

S. further on in...ip’ oli év pdv whoous kT
the invocation of the deity draws attention

(Badh.! approved by Paley). But the

—_—

to the combined difficulty and importance
of what is to follow—namely the account
of rd rplror 7 puxréw: cp. 61 B, C.

16. els ¥, before ¢irews, is bracketed
l:-]r Bn.dh 1

‘race,’
‘famﬂy' 'oﬂ!m g’ 15 tu r.'arefull]r

ished from m Stallb. mrnfuses
them in his rendering ‘fmiti iﬂ
notion of sexual umorn whic Tbm im-
plies is involved also in euupiyru.

21, fjv xal vov B kA, * The deficiency
complained of is, that they had not made
an enumeration of the things which con-
tain the wépas. For...we have nothing to
nnswer to ir-; .mt Enpbrepor and the

These are supplied by

Google

latter passage, as Badh.? notes, concerns
the xowér, not the wépas: Badh.? also
objects that “radrdr implies that the thing
has been done before,’ and that ** neither
xal nor »iv &y is compatible with of cvey-
F‘Tﬂm’ : hence he prints of in brackets.

urther, as there seems no sufficient evi-
dence that radrdr Spdeer can mean (as
Stallb. renders it) it will do as well,’
Badh.! proposes rairdr Spdrac: (dat. after
karagparns yer.), and Paley rairdr Spdo
or dv 7. Spdops. Badh.? prints 7. dpdoes,
and then trans s the next clause Sﬂﬂ‘-
Twe. . yerfigerar) so as to make it follow
dwepydferas, at the end of S.’s next state-
ment, commenting :— **beyond all doubt
kdxelry refers to the third yérva which
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pov a‘uvmzayopw eis clr, mrrm kal Tjv TOL meparoeidovs

ouvayayew, ov a'vvqyayopﬂr

ITPA. Ham lctu. TWs heyﬂc ;
20. Ty rau u:rotr Kai Smhn.a't.ou, Kal omoon m:wﬂ.
5 fpog | d\\pha rdvavria quﬁoptug éxovra, a‘upptr pa. 8¢ m:u E

n'uptﬁmm évfeica aptﬂpou amepyal

eratc. *al\\' lows xal

VoV TavTov Spu.a'u. TOUTWY apgoTépwy wp{pnnyopwv

karagavys xdxelvy yerjoerar®

IIPQ. Mm:ﬂam + paives 'yd.p pot M‘yew, pLyVUoL TaUTa

10 yevéoels Tvas ap’

Tolvuv.

E!ﬂl-ﬂ"f(ﬂlr‘ d.lﬂ'ﬁll" TUL WEW.

2Q. ’Opbas yap daivopar.

320. "Ap’ ovk &v pé&v véoois 1 TovTwy dpby Kowwvia THY

vyieias puow éyévimoer ;

MMPQ. | Navrdmrao: psiv ovv.

Eﬂ El-' 33 ofﬂ. xm. Bupﬂ kal Taxel xai ﬂpa.Sﬂ, dmei-
pois ovcrur, ap’ oV TaUTd €yyuyvipeva Tavra Gua mépas Te
ATEPYLTaTo Kal povokyy Evpmacar Tekewrara Evveom)-

oaro ;
IIPQ. KdM\iord ye.

20, Kal pnv év ye xepwot kai mviyeow éyyevopeva

I mum A, 3 ol om. A. 3 wolar Cl. TAAEBCHszw Flor. a,b,c,i: wei *S.
{ Ep-cld‘n Cl. TAEIIZEFH ; !,pﬁio' *s. cureiwrayopdewr Z: ocvvayoudrur
*S, Bck 8 xaxebrys Cl. Hetﬂrd. g galver Cl. ATIH et pr. I': galry
*S (Bekk.). payrls omnes. 1o ép" F, d¢' CL II. alrdv in mg. ponit
A, om, Cl. et pr. Il: atrdw xal H. 13 dpa CL 14 iylear .
26 A. 17 ravrd dyyryvbuera rabra A, Talrd dyyryvbuera raira Cl., radra éyyryvé-
pera ralra II: raira éyypiyrduera T4 alrd *S, 18 E(we.) I, 20 xdAeord CL
IFAANNZEBCEHw: pdhera *S, 11 yeuaew Cl, dyyerbpera Cl. Al

dyywopdry w: dyyevouéry *S,

they have been some time in quest of.
But who could help taking wolar to refer
to waxelrn? and yet wolar is answered by
Socr. as referring to the secomd. dud,
gvay. i K. . is an interruption to the
argument.” I adopt Jackson's emend:.a
tion for reasons set forth in App. i

9. puyvies, for puyrds of t Hss.. 5
the conj. of Klitsch, adopted by Badh.,
Poste, and Wh.; Pale:.r. however, reﬁ:rs
the wvulgate which is defended ai)
Stallb.: Heind. conj. & uyrips.

10. 4¢' ixdorav, T'urr. Poste, Badh.
etc., with Cl. ; but é¢’ dedorwr is adopted
by Stallb., Herm. and Wh.

Google

17. Tobrd...vabra, i.e., as Badh. ex-
plains, *the yévwa roii wéparor, imstances
the limit, not the wépar and dwepor, as
Stallbaum supposes, for how can they be
said to be év rois dwelpois or wépas dwep-
yhoasdad?”

18. fépwacar TdeitaTa is suspected
by Badh. who conj. . reAaéryra. Jack-
son ts £. 8" dpuorlar reledrara, cp.
31 c; but the dubitatwe olpai there seems
rather against his view.

20. kdAAwrra is retained by Poste and
Whb., but Badh. gives the commonplace
nﬂwru after some early edd.

26
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. \ ¥ » . L] b
70 pév oAV Niav xal dmewpov dpeilero, T0 d¢ Epperpov Kol

dpa TULPETPOV ATELPYdTATO.
nPQ. T wiv;

0. Ovukovv ék TovTWY

Y #
Spal € xal Soa kakd | wdvra B

-~ # - 3 r -
5 iy yéyove, TGy Te dmeipwy Kal TwY WEpas EXOVTWV OVM

pexbévrov ;
IPQ. Mas & ov;
20. Kal al\a ye

5 B

vyieias kdAhos kai ioy

&) pupla érelmo Aéywv, olov 'p.Eﬂ'
Uy, kai &v Yuyalis al mapmolla €TEpa

10 kal mdykala. vBpw ydp wov Kal EUpTaTay TAVTWY WOV

plav a

xaridodaa 17 Oeds, & kaké PiknBe, mépas oﬁ-rf

- ] Lal [d
7doviy 0vdey ovre TANopov@Y évov & avtols, Vopov Kal

1 Aetor Cl, AIL xal om, S,
B. 8 +¢ om. Cl. All
oidiy 036" Hdovaw T'.

2 dweapydraro; CL
dwohelwrw Z.
12 whuor] wbror w.

4 otx ov AB,
11 ofire Hlordw otdér Cl. All,

1. T8 plv wohd Mav. In defence of
the post-position of the adv. Stallb. com-
s the position of wdvv in Ar. Kan.
15, 768, 1124; Crit. 45 A, Menex. 135 A,
Jon 5§33 E, Parmen. 129 E: of dyar in
Soph. Antig. 469: of Mav in Eur. Hippol.
489; Ar. Ran. 835; Sophist. 215 C.
Klitsch would insert xal before Alaw,

1r. ol xanboioa 1+ Beds. Schiitz
took this to refer to "Hdord or "Agpodir,
the goddess championed by Philebus
(13 B supra), and consequently supposed
“aliquot periodos excidisse post uerba:
xal ¢ Juxais...wrdyxaka,” and further
wished to alter #¥ordw in the foll. clause
to xerdoewr for the sake of antithesis
with wAnouordw. Stallb. on the con-
trary maintained that alry % febs might
refer to ri» rol dwelpov xal wéparor xoww-
viay—*"Enimuero eadem fere Socrates
huic attribuit, quae alibi uvel Amori uel
etiam Harmoniae tribuuntur. Quocirca
protenus de ea tanquam dea aliqua loqui-
tur, iocose scilicet ipsius Philebi imitans
exemplum, qui uoluptatem suam eandem
esse uoluerat atque "Agpollrye.,” This
sudden personification of an abstract
notion he explains as due to the natural
‘cogitandi celeritas’ of the Greek mind
(cp. Stallb. on Sympos. 196 D).

Badham however revived Schiltz’s view
on the ground that *the notion that this
is a personification of the 3rd +yéros is sul-
ficiently refuted by the appeal to Philebus,
which could only be made because his
goddess was in question.” Dut instead

Go Slﬂ

of the hypothesis of a lacuna, B. inserts
<gh=> H?wecn # and @eds—a much
neater method.

Paley however objects that Badham's
interpretation ‘totally perverts the pas-
sage' and reverting to Stallb.s inter-

retation translates ‘it was this goddess

armony...that first saw’' etc. And I
believe that the view suggested thus by
Stallb. and Paley is substantially correct.
Uylewa (plus kdAhos and loxds) in the body
together with poveucs (p/us the dperal) in
the soul are regarded, concretely and
synthetically, as a single goddess, who
might aptly be named dpuoria. Cp. 63 E
where i-ylewa and dpers together are called
febs. This is also Dr H. Jackson's view
(J. of Phil. x. l;: 276 n.): he adds—
“plainly Plato here pythagorizes: cp.
Diog. rt. VIII. 33 7w T dperip dp-
porlar elvar xal The Urylear xal 76 dyalier
dwar xal Tor Ocbr - Sid xal xal' dppoviar
oweordras 74 Sha. The whole
recals Symipos. 185 B—188 D.”

. Badham’s ground is wrong, since, as
Jackson well says, *‘Philebus is appealed
to, not ‘because Afs goddess was in ques-
tion,’ but because here, as in 27 E, where
Philebus is again brought into the con-
versation, the width of the difference be-
tween him and Socrates is insisted upon.”

wipas offre fiBoviy oully ofite whne-
povey dvov &v adrols, xal
wipas éxévrey Wero. This is the Bodl.
text. vulgntc, followed by Stallb.,
has xépas Exorr’ #ero: to which Badham
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Ta.-fw nepu.s g(owmp cﬂern* rcm u-u pev aﬂaxmm-m s

mvn:w, | éyo
Mparapye, was qu.mm :
IIPQ. Kai

€ Towvavriov dmocwoal Aéyw.

ool 0¢, @cC

, @ ﬁmxpnrﬂ, ep.ol;ye Kara. vovv.

30. Ovkovv Td pév &y Tpia TavTa ﬂpmm, et Evwvoels.

"Pﬂ "AM’ olpar xaravoeiv:

70 @ u.frﬂ.g:w
TpiTOV

El-" yap pot Soxets

Néyew, & 8¢ kal Sevrepov 70 mépas év Tois oda:
ov odsdpa karéyw i

Bovhew dpd

Lew.

0. Tu yap mAn0ds o, @ 0uup.n.a'r.£. E&'rrkqfc ™s Tov

10 TPI‘.TDU ‘YMG'EWE Kﬂ,l. TOL m:uhla. Y€ ICII‘.'I.I. Tﬂ D.'II'ELPDI'J' | Trape-

oxero yévy, apm'a 8 émoppayioclévra 19 Tov pallov kai

évavriov yéve. & épdvn,

1 éxbvrwy CL II et pr. A.
dwoxr A: dwoxwdr cum "S in litura Z,

C. 2 drdoas A,
B raréxw ogpbidpa I,

dwoxvds TAFw, dwoxwais Cl. IIBCH, dwoxvis
5 &) add. CL AIL

E,
E¢ms omnes,
7 Mywr CL IT et pr. A,

objects ‘“law and order are the limit in
this case, and can scarcely be said to have
|t." and he accepts éxberwr “as right but
in its wrong place,” reading wépas éxérrwv
obre...7dfv wépas Eero in his :nd ed.,
while in his lst ed. he placed éxbrruv
between év alrois and wbwor, either of
which, as Paley remarks of the latter,
makes évév superfluous. Paley suggests
that “some scribe, finding &orr', wn:mglx
took it as an ahhrl:mntmn for dybrrue.
If éxbwrwr is genuine, it will be possess.
gen. which seems to make pﬂﬁiibﬂom
—*the law and order which attaches to
wépas Exorra’: but I believe that the
right reading, which best explains the
ﬂnntmn in Mss., is Exorr’ évéfero, com-
paring, for the prepos. which answers to
thal in évle, éyyerduera 26 A supra. J.pe'rlj
isa ﬂ##t‘l‘p‘ﬂ resulting fr. the infusion of
the wépas Exor which is rdfs into the
drepor which is 0fps: hence Badh.'s
objection is misplaced.

1. oV ply dwoxvaico: $fs adriv.
Schiitz rendered thus: “Er. tu quidem
me deae tuae, uoluptati, detrahere dicebas,

contra me eam seruasse dico,” re-
taining the &g of mMss. and supposing the
ref. to be to some remark of Phil. made
before the opening of the dialogue.

Stallb. however rightly takes alrfw
(i.e. Harmony) as subject, and dwoxraicas
absol. (‘Esse quasi quandam enecatri-

Go 31::

cem’), remarking “‘quod quidem non sic
accipiendum est, ac si Philebus antea his
ipsis uerbis usus sit, sed pertinet potius
ad omnem eius smtemmm. qua summum
bonum statuit in una uuluptute inesse."”

Badham supplies wﬂrm ns bject to dxo-
xvaigat, though su so0 the in-
sertion of Huds a uﬁﬂjr Poste and

Jowett supply rhr Wxﬁr : Paley translates
*You say that she (i.e. moderation) ut-
terly spoils life,’ fo Inwmg Stallb. For

th: ver r.'p R.gp
h.l s Tou Tpirow
Tm—“mﬂ: icitar pro 7ol 7pirov
yévovs, quandoquidem ita eleganti peri-
phrasi simul significatur mixti origa. Cp.
Politic. 284 c, £ al.” Stallb. Badham
alters yeréoews to yéreys, on the ground
that * wAfjfles 7ijs yevéoews cannot mean al
xoMal yewéoeis as one editor is rash
ennu h to state.,” But the change seems
eedless: séveris may be concrete, *fam-
lly, as in Laws 691 D 8ldvuor guredoas
Thy v Bacihéwr yéveow, and elsewhere.

10. xal Tou eTo Badh,
brackets oévy as ‘in the true style of the
interpolator.” It may be w , either an
mte ation or a corruption of some such

as ddn, but as we have already had
the puenml vyévra, the poet. yévos (‘son’
or ‘scion,’ in pl. Hdt. 111. 159) may have
been here adopted for the sake of the
word-play.
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0. Kai pyv 76 ye wépas ovre < 61L > wohha elyev, ovr’
éSvaxolaivoper ws ovk Tv & Puoen

nrQ. Iles
Q. Ovdau

yip av;

ws. dA\\d TpiTow
-

éd.'ﬂ:_ pe Aéyew, & Tovto

rifévra 10 TouTwy éxyovor amay, yéveow €is ovoiav €k TV
psta Tob méparos dmepyaopévev pérpwy.

nrO. “Epafov.

XIV. =q. | 'AMa 87y wpos < Tois > 'rPu:ﬁ réra.prév' TLE

0 ore épaper elvas yévos axemréor: Kown & 1) oKEYus.
# 4 - - » ] Iy
ydp, € do. doxel avayxaiov elvar wdvre Ta Yyryvoueva

Twa airiav yiyveobar

D. a rére A,
év T et pr. A.

obre CL.

E. ¢ rom. H.

om. A. xawrdj IT. i1 elva A,

3 é& CL

Toiro] T rodrwe Cl, II, 7t rat'!ﬂ: aA.
7 dwepyaopéryr I, dwepyaopuévor corr, I'.

10 rhre TAA, :&ﬂ ZBC, ﬂ?'jl‘ Cl, II; wore *5S.

¥
’
La

g :d\\a E. paal FS,
6 éyyoror Cl. AIl

elvar

1z o' I,

2. 76 ye wipag ofre <&ri> wolld
dyer, ofr’ Bvox. Schiitz proposed ofre
ws woAAd elyer, and Badham in ed. 1
wrote ‘feither yrror or an additional
negative must have dropped out,” while
ined. 2 he s ts &re [l;rnﬁr:andnﬂ'rm
é8, for ofr’ ¢5. Stallb.'s defence of the
Ms. text I confess myself unable to under-
stand, and Paley's attempt to explain it
away, by assuming a previous contrast
between rd& wépasr Exorra as few and rd
drepa as many, is equally unjustifiable.
Here, as before, wépas is just as much an
ex. of the unifcation of the wol\d of par-
ticulars into a single us as is dwepor,
and no contrast can drawn between
them without vitiating the argument both
elsewhere and here, where the sense
clearly needs that dork the two previous
kinds should be mentioned as showi
similar features to that found in the thi
kind. I have printed what seems the
simplest correction, adding 8rc after offre.
One might conjecture as an alternative
ofre wohAd <el> elyer. Other suggestions
are O, Apelt’s {ngﬁrﬁ, ’gi.. p- 18;; fi.)
drewold elyer, 00 x éSvox. —"* dasdreelyer
teiﬁt den bekannten und haufigen Platon-
ischen gebrauch des imperfects in hinsicht

Go 3Ic

auf friiher in dem nidmlichen dialoge ver-
handeltes; est ist gleich fre éAéyouer 8me
woMd fxa” (for which idiom cp. 23 E,
and Stallb. on Laws 628 c, Crito 47 B):
and Gloél's offre wohd <olx > elxer ofir’
é8. wr ol Tw xTA.

6. T Totrev Ixyovov Gwav,
dy cdolar... . Badh.? alters to
yéveqiy oboar on the grounds that every
wérecis must be ey olelar, and 50 the
expression is tautologous, and further that
the partic, is the right form in which to
add a reason. Stallb. suspects pérpwr:
“‘pro pérpwr uide an perplwr legendum
sit,” and either this or one of the adjs.
used above, dupérpwr or cvupérpur, would
seem more natural, since uérpa are wépa-
ros yévra and themselves agents which
oUpuerpa dwepydferar, 25 D E supra. As
to pérpor, however, see further in Ap-
pend. E. The phrase is meant to sum-
marise the account given in 25 E f. I
incline to think we should read dwep-
yaruévyw, ‘a product wrought out into
being from,’ etc.

9. frh <vois> rpuwrl. I follow Badh.
in the mnsertion (imwifis codicibus) of the
art., which here seems indispensable.

10. Tére refers back to 23 D.
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IIPQ. "Epovyer was y&f dv xwpls ToUToV YiyvoiTo ;

30. Ovxovv 7 Tov wolourTos PuaLs ovder mANy ovdpare
s airlas Suapépet, 70 8¢ mowovy Kal 710 aitwv opbas dv ey
AeydSpevor év;
5. TIPQ. ’Opbas .
0. Kal ppw 76 ye mowovpevov av
ovdév wh\yv dvopari, kabdmep 1o vov 81,

Kai TO yvyvouevov
L]

gwﬁé’pw EUPNOTOpEY.

%) mos;
MPQ. Ovrws.
- > T d -~ b A -~ LA ] * )
30. "Ap’ olv fyeirar pév To TolOUY ael KaTa PUTW, TO

10

3¢ mowovpevor émaxolovlel yryvouevov
IIPO. Ildwvv ye
0. "AMN\o apa xai ov Tavrov airia T €oTl Kai 70 Oov-
Aevov eis yéveow airiq.
1s.  IIPQ. Tipge;
0. Ovkovr 7a pév yryvdpeva kai €€ av ylyverar mdvra
T4 Tpia wapéoyero Nuv yévn;

éxeivy ;

1 Tobray Cl. A3, rabro Il rabru *S. 2 obdd I, 3 alrlas] odelas T,
a7 A 7 &4 om. A, ebpfieoper om. A, 11 deohovdel Cl. AIL dxeivo A.

13 alriar corr. IL. 16 é¢ aw) &fw pr. Cl. AIL

1. wes av Tovrov ylyvosro;
So Bekk. :::': wit q}h:st MSS. :Tc-rdlrw,
Stallb. Badh. obelizes rodrov, taking
xwpls as adv. Paley suggests that v may
have drop -out before <ylyroiro, in
which case it might be best to read roirww
i, taking ywpls as adv. and explaining
the Ms. change as due to the loss of

stalure, except their complexion. The
second part is made ungrammatical by
the intrusion of & : for if 7 wowir and
7¢ alrwor are both of them subjects, Aeyb-
peva is indispensable. But what a clumsy
way of saying, ‘that you can apply either
name indifferently’ is this, "1%: Maker
and the Cause would rightly be called

followed by misconstruction of xwpls with
rotrwe, as referring to alrlas, which led
further to its emendation to sing. But
no change is imperative, as rotrov means

Toll Terdprov ovs and the subject to
ylyrocro is easily supplied from = Th
Fyryrbuera.

2. oixovy...dpbus v dn Arydpavor Iv;

Badh.? brackets xAdw dwduar and &, so
that the first part of the sentence affirms
identity of mafwre between *cause’ and
‘maker,’ the second convertibility of
mname—""'the first has been confused with
the second by the intrusion of xAgw dwé-
ware borrowed from below. ‘This makes
P. say ‘that there is no difference in thair
essence, except their name'; which is like
saying, there is no difference in their

Google

‘B."s vigour and rigour.

one’! Nor can Aeybuevor & eln be used
for Méyoer’ dr with & or with any name
we m.ng lrapl y occasionally, but only where
some declaration of a mame fo be -
nently borne henceforth is intended.”

I cite this note as a good example of
But of his three
objections to the text, the first is merely
captious, the second pedantic, and the
third ignores the inner force of heybueror
as ‘rationally (Aéyy) expressed’ which
makes it antithetic to drbpare.

0. B éraxolovlet yv
vépevor. So Stallb. Wh. etc. ; but
Vat. Ven. I give the simple verb
dxohovfler, and so too Poste: perhaps
wowotuevor del dx, or x. Fre dx.

Badh. in ed. 2 brackets yiywbuevor.

27
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NPQ. Kai pdia.

0. To 3¢ | Sa; -.mwu mwa Snpmup}fouu Néyopev Té-B

raprov, T alriay, ds ixavds érepov éxelvav Sednhwpévov;

IIPQ. “Erepov uﬁv

0. Opﬂmq o Ex €L Swpw évov TOv TerTdpwy EVos
éxdoTov pm;pm evexa épefrs avra karaplfpioactac.

IPQ. Ti pyv;

20. Tpdrov pév 'raww u,-rrﬂpnv Aéyo, dedrepov &
ﬂ’pas'. émer’ ék Tovtwy TPI.TDP pmqv Kai yeyerquémy ov-
olav: r:]u 3¢ s pafcme alriav kal yevéoews Teraprny Aéywr
apa p1) | mAnppeloiny av 71 ;

MPO. Kai was;

20. Dépe &, 70 pera 1ol v Tis o Adyos, kal 7i
wore Bovknbévres eis *rmm:. mopcﬂa. Ep ov 188 7v;
wacpem ic-r;rou;mﬂ wOTEPOV :]gow,'s yiyvor' dv %) ¢porn-
oews. ovy oVTwsS -qp,

ITPQ. Otrrm pev ow.

20, TAp olv [ds] viv, émedy) Tavra ovre diehoueba,

B. 2 Myouer CL. AEIIH et pr. A: Mywuer *S, Bekk. 3 Sedqlwpévar Cl. AIL
4 Myoper A, Erepov Cl. AIl : Néywper *S, Bekk. 5 pév H, g Tplrov corr, A.
10 Mywr Cl. AAEZBCH et corr. F: Myw *S. 11 pmit dpa om. ph CL. A et pr. IL

C. 11 wheppehelyr ZF, whnuuedolup S. dr 7] i!p-n 20, I3 r& uerd
om. A. 14 rair’ I 768" 10 17 obw] obw s Cl. TAEIIBCE, ws Hw
et pr. F: om. BCE et pr. E. 18 Biehdpela olrw I,

[27 A—

2. réraprov...brepov obv. falls....For ydp ofw cp. in this dialogue
So Bodl. a:l:;vﬁ MSS. variants areﬂlm 14 n, 6B, 17¢C 30CD, 32C"
per for Méyoper in first clause and Aéyouer ;rhl pperolny dv . ; Bodl.
for Erepov in Prot.'s reply. Stallb. reads Val Ven Fl omit ,m{-., as do Herm and
Mywuer Tér. xTAG wper ydp olw. Poste. But its omission seems more ex-

Poste, Wb. and Badh. in ed. 1 read
Méyoper Tér.... Erepor ydp olw, while Badh.?
has Aéywper Tér... Aéywper* Erepov ydp
olw.

Asagainst Stallb., Badh. rightly remarks:
“the drift of the whole a n?:nent confirms
the correctness of the leian #repow.

plicable than its insertion, so the other edd.

nn.- pmhab]y right in retaining it. For dpa
. Phaedo 64 c, 103 C, Parmen.

m‘o 44 E, Charm. 174 A

yiyvorr' dv. Badh.! alone, in the

of all mss., ex dv, holding

ylyreras to be the form of the direct

|63, C.

teeth of s

wowlr precedes, wowdueror follows, but  question. -

wowlr =alrla and wowbperor = Bovheior 18. dp’ olv [ég] viw. ‘‘dsab Oxon.
k.7.8. Therefore alrla and Sovdelor are multisque aliis codd. servatum, etsi a
different. Now our first three classes be- V BS T recte abesse videtur, tamen cum

longed to the wowoduera=-yiyriuera, or

cancellis reponendum censui, si cui forte
their elements, and as wowilr is different

antiquae lectionis vestigia deprehendere

from these, it has a right to a separate
(4th) class. The distinctness then of
Cause from the other three classes is that
on which the whole stress of the sentence

Go t,;lc

contigerit; quanquam etiam ex male re-
petito lews oriri poterat quod alii codd.
post xdA\ior inferciunt ¥ Herm.; so too
Poste, Badh., Wb.
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xd\\wov dv mi‘. v kpigw émreNecaipeba mparov mépL Kai
devrépov, mepi av & 70 wpaTor fudioBnricauer ;
MPN. "lows.
b9 10; | 8-
5 ndorns T€ Kal Pporjcews.
IPQ. "Hp.
Q. Ovmuv TDU".I'DP pev Tov Biov opopéy mov 1is 7€
éore kai omoiov yévous ;
IPO. Mws ov ;
o 30, Kai pepos y ' avTov ¢rjoope EIPG.L TOV fpn'ou,
ufpm. yévovs - uu '}'ap Suow TWwow éu-n pLeTov éxevo, uJUm.
pTArTOY Tcﬁr dmeipwy VIO TOU mpmrag SESep,eumv, woTe
Dpﬁ{ui 0 VIM? 0'5.' ﬂbfﬂf ﬂl-ﬂi' pﬁpos‘ EKEI-PGTJ 'yl’}'yﬂlﬂ' ﬂ-l’-
IPQ. ’Opfsérara aa- ovv,

15 XV, Eﬂ E&p- T{ 8¢ o a'os:, @ | @&qﬁe, nﬁw xai E

VIK@VTA L éfepév mwov Tov pukTov Biov D
N ovTws;

ap.mfa? wv; & Tinm yéve 'ﬂul-' ELP‘?".I.EF&IF hcynpevur; 0
wo ; &€ & amdkpwai pol mpiv dmo

Qv TOTE
®I.  Aéye pdvov.
0. ‘H

20 T€ Kai NTTOV

fos
tﬁqpﬂ.ﬂ' at.

\ % #» » » & -~ 3 - #
vy Kkal A\Umn) wépas €xerov, | T@Y TO MANNOV
opévwy éoTov ;

®I. Nai, 7av 70 palhov, & Zdkpares: ov yap dv ndov)
wavayaﬂav Y, € un amepor érvryxave medukos kai mwhile

kai 7@ pallov.
t ké\\ov Cl. AT, kadMova *S.

ar xal Cl. TAAZBCH1w et pr. E: dr lows xal *S.

D, 4 pév add. Cl. AIL 5 Te om. A. 7 wov] qov IL ¢ add.
Cl. AIL 8 dwoiov yévos T\ 10 xal om. F. uépous A. ¥ abriv]
rairdr Cl. AlL éphraper Cl. AIL wparov I' et 3p A. 1 ydp
Svoir Cl. AIIF : ~dp & dvoir *S. rove Cl.  puxrds éxeivos omnes. dArd
Cl. AIl: dAN' & *S. 12 raw add. Cl. AIL dwd 1. Sedeyuévur I1.
13 dpbds Cl. A, obros ¢ Blos Zaw. 15 8ca, in mg. & ods, F.

E. 16 puxrds CL ITet pr. A pépe 1T, 17 ande Cl. dwbepral pot
corr. All, dwoxplropal uoe Cl. a0 8¢ II. doror Cl, AZIl: édoriv *S.
21 wal 7dv 70 TAAEEZBCEFHo, val 7w 7dw (?70) CL. IT: wal 7o S. 23 7] mow CI.

IIF et pr. AE.

1. ov Bvoly Twoiv lorl
dxeivo. This correction of the Ms. text
puikrds deevor is due to Schiitz: it is
approved by Schleiermacher and Stallb.,
and adopted by Badh., and seems neces-
sary to the sense, The argument is that
since all mixtures of wépas and dwepa are
contained in the 3rd Genus, therefore the
Life which is a mixture of wisdom and
pleasure must belong to that Genus;
whereas it would be absurd to say that
the mixed /i is compounded of all limited

B.P.

Google

dwepa. Klitsch, Posteand Wb, however,
give the masc. with the Mss., while Paley
tmmt:‘ﬁ the n;ut ;uvﬁhout cnmmentﬁ.

21 v ﬂdjuh V...
oubé.. ?ﬁiﬂﬁ:iﬂll“ This 1s Bekker’s
correction, a.c::epled by Badh., for =dr
dyabiv...wdr xaxdr of Mss., whleh Stallb.
tries to defend, and most edd. retain.

22. mwepuxds by attraction for wegurvia:
cp. (rorg. 463 E, Prolag. 354 C, elc.

If it is to its dweipla that Pleasure owes
its excellence, it is equally to its dwewpla,

4
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30. | 098¢ ¥’ dv, & ®i\nBe, Nimm wdykaxor: Gor allo 28
TL V@V okemrréov %) ™V TOU dmeipov $iow, © mapéyeral Tu
pépos tais ndovais dyabfov. Tovro &) go. Tev amepdvTwy
yeyovos €oTw* Qpormow O¢ Kai EMOTHUNY Kal vOuv €S Ti
5 moTE TGV T oﬂ;pqpéymv, & Tpdrapxé e xai PnBe, viv
Oévres ovk av aceBotpev; ov ydp po. SokeL TuLKPOS Muiv
€lvar o kivdvwvos karopbdoac. kai py mepi 10 Vv épuTd-
pevov.
®I. Seprivers ydp, @ Swkpares, | Tov ceavrov fedv. B
20. Kai ydp ov, @ éraipe, ™y gavrov: 70 O épwra-
pevor opws Nuiv Nextéov.
IIPQ. ’Opbas tor Aéyer Zwkpdrys, @ PilnPe, xal avrg
meLaTéov.
dI.

15 Aéyew ;

IIPQ. Tlavv ye* vov pévror oxedov amopw, xai déopal
ve, @ Zwkpates, avrév oe Nuiv yeéobar mpodiryy, iva
pndév nueis oo. wepl Tov aywviomiv éfapaprdvovres mwapd
péhos pleyéopeld T

10

Ovkovv vwép éuot ov, Ilpurapye, mpoppnoar,

28 A. 1 %' om. CL All 2 var A ws H, & pr. I &s ceteri, Bekk.
3 7oirre corr. Z: Tolrwr *S, Bekk. 5 7e om. TAZBCEFHuw et pr. E. 7 ebvae
o xlrduros xaropfdoac: Cl. AIl: o xivduves elvar xal xaropfloas: *S.
B. ¢ ceavroi Cl. AIl : savrol *S, Bekk. 10 cavroi Cl. All : geavroi *S, Bekk.
11 8wws pr. [I. 12 7. & ¢plAnBe om. Cl. et pr. II, in :'Jg. ponit A. 14 bwép] wpd F.
[-3

16 e om, pr. A. pévrol wiv A, pty rolvwow I1, pévrél

@ add. F. wpoelpnoa: pr. A.
17 oe] e Cl. II et pr. A. 18 wepl H.

viw Cl.

retorts S., that Pain owes i#s superlative-
ness: hence % rol dwelpov gpdous as causa-
tive of these two opposite results cannot
be the good element in pleasure.

wAnfe, ‘in numerical wvariety,’ as
Paley ;;ives in his note, or *in multi-
plicity.

1. dA\o T vgv oxerriov... eras.
@ is Paley's correction for ds of Mss, and
Bekk. Steph.’s é is adopted by Stallb.,
Turr. and Poste. Badh., however, ob-
jects that oxexréor cannot mean * we must
look for’: hence he would retain &s and
alter aoxerréor to Aexrdor or vwolnmwréor
(or, one might add, feréor), either of
which would require ws. But oxewrréor
may be defended blj’f;ﬁ E supra. Herm,
retains ws, noting that ““d\ke 7 xr)k. per
attractionem tantum cum exewrréor iuncta
esse’ : s0 too Wh.

3. rovro b o So Stallb., Herm, and

Go -S[s:

Wh. for rofrwr &4 e.: roir' ofw &%
Badh.!: 7oiro 8 ¢. Badh.?—**3¢ for &),
because we need the conjunction to op-
goeie roiTo to dAhe 7." [ conjecture rofire

:ﬁ!ﬁ is taken by Stallb. and Poste
as referring to fdordw (cp. Phaedo 85 A,
100 A, Theaet. 145 D, Rep. 562 B, etc.):
Paley, however, translates * Let this
therefore be taken by you as one of the
points not yet fully determined,” and
calls attention to *‘ the play on drepderuw
yey. in the sense of ‘o sEﬁng of the
dweipor’ "—rightly, as I think.

9. eepvivas ydp : ' Thou dost magnify.’
Cp. Gorg. 512 B, fhaedr. 271 D.

17. Uva pnBiv fueds. Badh. brackets
Iva, and for undér reads ph Sfp—need-
lessly.

18. v & v refers of course to
Nofis as the antagonist of "Héowy for the
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EQ Hemé'av, | & Hpnrrupr' au& yap xalemor ovdév C
emmrrﬂ;' nJLh ovTWS o€ éyd, Ka a.'mtp é‘l’ﬂ;‘ ﬁnlnﬁos-,
oeuvivey & frrp mailew eﬂapuﬁna'a., vouv Kai émoTruny
épopevos omoiov Us €

s IIPQ. Tavrdmaci ye, & Ewrpa-rev;

Q. "ANG pyp pq.er. mdvres. vdp_ Tupdwvoiow o
crnqﬁm, muruus‘ Evrmg u'e,uwvaw:g, mg vovs éori Bacilevs
i 0 {EFGU 7€ Kai yrr;. Kal a.a'mg & ) Aéyovo. i paxpo-

Tépwv O, € Bovlel, Ty okéfw alrov Tob yévovs Tomow-

10 pefa. |

HPﬂ Aey nmm: Bowlea, pndév pnros Nuiv vwoloydd- D
pevos, @ Sakpares, os ovx dmexbnoduevos.

XVI. 30. Kalos elmes. dpéouefa 8¢ mws &8¢ éra-
VEPWTRVTES,

15 I[IPQ. Tlas:

320. Tiérepov, m prrapr T4 .fupirmu. Kai T40€ rn
xahuupemv oAov WLT?G#EUEW Poper mv *rnu d\dyov xm
OUvapw Kai 70 oY _érvxev, 1) tdvavria, xabdmep ol
ﬂpoaﬂev nuev €\eyov, votv kai ¢ppévnaiv rwa BavpaoTiy

20 CVPTATTOVT QY Smxvﬁepru.v 5 |

IIPQ. Ovdév Twv avrav, & favpdoe Sdkpates. O uév E

C. 2 oirws F. oe om. A, v drrws Cl. PAAIIZBCHw et yp E: olrrw *S.
ws] xal A. 8 re add. Cl. AlL
D. 13 e CL 16 wpbrepov Cl. rd om. TABCEF Huw. 18 76 Cl. ECw

(rd vulg., Bekk.), om. AH.

Sevrepdia. For the metaph. in wapd  Cp. 7im. 34 C peréyorres ol wpooruxbvros

péhos cp. Laws 696 D, Critias 106 B,

3. oepvivev...dlev; In this clause
Badh. brackets & 7g walfewr, and re-
moves the note of interrogation after elew,
But no change is needed: there is some-
thing of an antithesis between 8rrws and
v Ty walfew: gewrivwr refers back to
Phil.’s ﬂp:ﬁwu -rép (28 B), and éfopiSnca
alludes to Prot.'s wir...dwopw,

7. évrus rqwﬁwnn. The point of
8vrws is to contrast the ‘earnest’ of these
oogpol with the previous ‘jest ' (& 7¢ wal-
dewr) of Socr.: for a cogds to exalt mogla
is self-exaltation.

11. vwoloyépevos, a book-keeping
term—'tuking no account of,’ *reckoning
nothing for”: r:p-. Laws 702 c, Phaedr.
231 B, Gorg. 480

17. THv TOU N\w kal exfj Sivapey.

Go g]c

re xal elxp: Polit. 165C Thv oo abrd
yewwlv dwd Twos alrias alroudrye xal dvev
diarolas ¢uvotons—where the same question
is discussed.

18. ol wpdalev tpav, like ol cogol
above, refers primarily to A ras.

21, obblv Tév alrév. In ed. 1 Badh.
suspected these words, and proposed rww
dMorwr : but in ed. 2 he retains them and
alters the following words 8 uév ydp o0
viv &9 Méyes to 8 udv & dpxy o vie &4
Ereyes. The difficulty in the vulgate, as
he remarks, is its indefiniteness : “ obdéw
raw alrev 15 a most complete rejection,
and so is o08' 8cww..., but there is in the
received text a fatal want of distinctness
as to what he rejects.” oddér Taw alrur,

‘nothing like,” ‘nothing of the kind ' may
be defended by Isocr. Pamath. 270 B,

4—2
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daiverar: 1o

voiv mdvra Siaxoouely avra ¢dvar kal ™S OYews Tov

KOO pov

% £y # 5 &, L) 2 »
kai MAOV KaL TEANVYS KaL aoTeE
¥

v kal wdons ™s

wepipopas dfwov, kal ovk dAws éywy av more mepi aviwy
»

5 elmowut ovd dv Sofdoaiut.

0. Bovlew dnrd 7t xal nueis Tols eumpoolfer opoho-
yovpevor Evpdricwper, s Tavl ovrws éxer, | kal py pivov 29

oldpefa Seiv TAANOTpLa dvev kwdivou Aéyew, a
ovykwlvveloper kai peréxwper Tob Yoyov, oTav dp Sewos
] L] r E

Ka

10 ¢y TavTa 1) ovTws dAN ATAKTWS EXEW ;
PO, Ilas yap ovk dv Bovhowunw;

abpe..
TIPQ. Aéye pdvov.

0. "10. &, tov émidvra mepi TovTwy VUV npuiv Aoyov

- € -
15 30, Ta mepi ™y Tov cepdTev PUow amdrTey TOV
”~ Lad Lad L1 L
ldov, mip xai V8wp kal mvetpa xabopiuéy mov kal ynv,
kaldmep oi yeipaldpevol paow, évovra év 1ty | cvordoe.. B

E.

7 warrdwar I 3 dorépuw

Cl. All

duodoyouuéros *5S. 7 Fvugdooper EE.
20 A, 8 drluefa A.

peréyouer E, 1o dx\' Cl.

B. 17 erdre T, cvordoe; Cl.

1 viv Myes TAZBCHw Flor. a,b,e,i, viw &) Aéyes Cl. AIl: héyes viv *S.
Cl. AlIl: dorpwr *S.

5 Sdfaip T, 6 Tiadd.

duohoyotperor Cl. TAAIIZBCHw Flor. ab,c, duohoyolueror EF Flor. i:

wylel T roiid’ A.

o o
g ovyxwivebwper.. peréywper F, ovyxwduvebouer,,,

277 €, 279 C: though none of these places
is precisely parallel. I do not believe in
Badham's second proposal, but suspect
raw abraw, for which ror dhdrwr (1t is
no hard problem you put") may be right
—or else some such word as afroudruw,
drderwr, deplrav, driver or dhdywr,
which last is suggested by Paley,—or
dratdwy (cp. Soph. A1 J14 obdév draida-
ror garicaw’ dv, Jhid, 947), or alelwr.
Poste concludes from Flat. £pp. 341 B
that the phrase can mean *‘without- ite-
ration,” “on our own responsibility "—
which is but poor evidence for a poor
sense. Maguire would transl. ‘the two
cases are quite unlike,’ supposing that
the words refer to the foll. antithesis—
& pév,..rd 8¢ kA

2. voiv mdvra Buakoopeiy is in direct
allusion to Anaxagoras’' dogma. Cp. Rep.
376 B, 452 B, Phaedr. 250 B, Laws 887 D,
910 A, 966 D.

&g 1s here used in the objective sense,

Google

‘ spectacle,’ as in Kep. 376 B, 4528 ; Laws
B8y D, etc.: cp. the db. sense of Eng.
* vision.'

6. Povhe Bnrd T xal s Tols
g‘l:pw.w & E;l%rquv.
most edd, after l., Vat.,, Ven. IT.
Badh, alters to 8. &jr' fru.. fvpdduer, and
brackets duohoyolperor as ‘a tautology or
a redundancy.” If any alteration is to be
made the best would be wuohoynuéror.

9. &Srav dwip Bewds. The reference
appears to be to sophists such as Gorgias
and Critias: cp. Lawr 885 B ff., 888 E,
g6 D E; Sopk. 265 c; Sext. Empir. 56a.

For this ironical use of Sewds, cp.
Theaet. 154 D, 173 B.

17. xobdwep apalbpevol ooy,
vdvra v . ‘“*Prouerbium

uidetur fuisse ol yepafbperor 4ijr xafo-
puaw,. Illud gacly autem, quod Astio
tantam creanit molestiam, ut id eiici
uoluerit, commate post yey illato, per
parenthesin accipiendum pro ws ¢paciv,
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IPQ. Kai ;.l.u.ka. xeypalopeba ydp ovres vr' dmopias
€v Tois vuv AG

0. Dépe 311, mepl éxkdorov Tav wap Muiv AaBé 7o
Towvde.
5 IIPO. Totov;
2Q. "Orn afp.mpév T€ TOUTWY €KAOTOV Tap ﬁp:v fvtd“rt.
Kkai paidov Kai ovﬁa.,u quupmq eilukpués ov kal rﬁv
Svvapw ovk dfiav Ths £ varews exuv- év évi B¢ Aafcv mspl.
wAVTWY Vo€EL TAUTOV. olov TUpP wev €0TL TOV Tap MY, €OTL
108 & 7@ mavri.
IPQ. T pnv;
30. Oﬁmﬁv | opikpor pév T 0 map’ Huiv kal Ju*ﬂwie Cc
Kai (ﬁa.uhmr, ru o é&v 1¢ mavri ﬂlqﬂﬂ Te favpaoror kal
kaAew kai wdop Suvvduer T mipl. 70 TUP ovaY.

15 IIPQ. Kai pdla ah'r,iﬂsi 0 a\.eyﬂt
0. T 3£ Tpéderar Kai 'y:.}fmm. ék TovToOV nm apxﬂm.
7O ToU TavTos WUp UMO ToU wap v wupds, 1) Tovvavriov

1 drros A. dweplas AZFH. 3 wepl om. I'. fxaoror F. T w.

6 puxpdv Cl. wap’ Huiv om. F. & dori CHw Flor. a. . % xal ante
TL

gaihor om. Zuw. B hafdr A. g wév éor Cl. AlL I rl:;ﬂﬂ E: Ti...xarrl

om. F.

5 '% 12 Toi AZ. dogahis C. 15 udN CL 16 dal Cl2, Sai A,

ut aiunt, qui usus nihil habet offensionis.”
So Stallb.—but what ‘offensio’ is there
in taklng paaly with ol yep, ‘to use the
expression of sailors in a storm’? The
last clause, évbwra év T ovordoe, is
obelized by Badh. because **if this means
the gderacis of our bodies it is an idle
repetition ; if of the Universe it comes too
soon’: but this objection is not valid,
since (1) the greater and lesser everdoes
are not here distinguished, and (2) ap-
rent tautologies are characteristic of
Fs later style. Paley cites Aesch. Ag.
wal ~yiv w!wu vavrihow rap' €\-
ri&u., xdAMioTor nuap elodeir éx yeipaTos.
xopaldpeda ... Moyous. For the
sm'ule cp. Lach. 194 B dvdpda pidous xer-
pafopdvos év Myy xal dwopiiai fonfinaor.
Euthyd. 193 A owoar gpds.. éx Tijs Tp-
nwdm Toi )ﬂ‘( Nep. 471 AL
opsxpéy e, Ixov. With freori
we must secmmgl}r hup]rly TOl§ FWpATL Tuw
{pww or Ty overdoer. 10 avert repetition
Badh. here again nses the bracket, cutting
out both rodrwe &x. wap’ nuiv and the xal

Go -3]c

before otdauy : the latter excision is
plausible, as both Earticc.art epexegetic of
¢airow—poor both in quality and in effec-
tiveness ; and the omission of the xal
before gallor in Ven. Z may indicate
such a corruption of the text. Also the
db, prep. in wap' fuiv fvear is awkward ;
so Klitsch and Wb, may be right in
bracketing wap’, the alternative being to
read éorl for fveore, if we scruple to
diverge farther with Badh. Siill I do
not think any change imperative,

8. v bl , ‘in a single in-
stance,’ viz. fire. For this use of é cp.
17 A; 18 B, 21 A, etc.

1. Tﬂvm xal ylyveras Ik Tovrov,
i.e. éx roi wap’ fuiv. Badh. brackets
éx rolrou as unsuitable to the first verb,
alleging that iwé is ** quite :Lpprnprmte
enough for the three verbs taken together.”
We might retort that éx is quite appro-
priate enough for the two verbs taken .
together: but more, in 2gE we find the
very construction denonnced — €k roff wap’
Tuir Tolire TpépeTa
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v éxeivov 76 T éuov xal 70 oov kal 70 T@v dAwv {Gwy
amravr loyet fu.vra,

IIPQ. Touvro pév nuﬁ u.*.:raxpm'ems‘ dfwov é epwn;g.

Q0. | Opﬂms* Tavrd yap Epﬁ.i, o

-

b mEPL TE ™S cv D

s7ois {gois yijs s évbdde xai Tis & 76 mavri, Kal TOV

al\wv
ATOKPLVEL.

TdvTey, 6owy NpwT)oae oliyov eumpooler, ovrws

[IPQ. Tis yap amokpwioperos aA\ws vyiaivoy dv more

paveln ;

Eﬂ Exeﬁ-ov uus oa'ﬂa'aw- a\la 70

Eﬂou.

a rofrrn Efﬁs‘

wAVTA Yyap pels TavTa Tu. viv 8y hcxﬂswa dp’ ovk

els & ovyeipeva ﬁomt éTwrvopdTauer coua ;

nrPQ. Ti pnr
0. Tavrov

31; ha.ﬂf xm 1r£pl. -rauﬁe | & ov ma'y.ov \é-

1syopev' [dwa] 7ov avrov ydp 7pémov dv ein wov capa,

ovvlerov dv éx Tav avraw.
IPQ. ’Opforara Aéyes.

30. TIdrepov odv éx TovuTov Tob TWuaros oAws 7O Tap

D. 4 va8p ClL AIl: 4" d» *5.
npuwrnea wép re. E. ONdyow pr. T

oluair om, F.

6 wdrrwr add. Cl. AIL.
fuwpociler om. A. 7 dwoxpwel

CL A pr. I': wulg. dwoxpwy. 8 7l A. 12 éruwvopdowper H, éwovoudowper A.
14 AafSé A: Adfe *S.
E. 15 alrdr yap réw H. 16 d» om. A. 17 dplbraror S. 18 Toi om. A.
I. i-l’ Iedlvov: ‘“‘pro ix' dxelvov  dr.) seems to me a probable correction,

malim an’ éxelrov’ writes Stallb., but the
proximity of the preceding iwé is suffi-
cient to defend the quite legitimate
prepos.

4 Todrd ydp lpds. dp is appro-
priate, since dpfis expresses, as Hadh,
remarks, not merely assent but rather
¢ gatisfaction that the argument is ad-
vancing as was intended.” Hence Ast’s
conj. Talrd v al dpeis is lll:‘:dlﬁh

{ e ™s bv Tols [ goig
ll:i':m riis évbdde, i.e. ris wap’ 15
added because there are other {ya beside
ours. But Badh. as usual suspects a re-
dundancy and uses the pruning-hook
to excise s év Tois {weis: while on the
next clause he remarks ““in place of xal
raw dM\wr 8 wdrrwe I suspect that we
ought to read xal rdvr &M wr §¢ wépe
wdvrew,”  Ast proposed to read Fuwpoo-
fev. olrws dwoxpwei;—which (or 4 »ds

Google

although Zleaet. 1718, 172 B etc. may be
urged in defence of the repetition raird
épels.. .olrws im;urm : cp.also 13B supra.

10. dAld 19 perd rovro.. fwov. Badh.
follows Ast in reading r¢ w. 7., but it is

uite possible to take 74 p. 7. as an accus.
l., as Stallb. explains.

14. wepl Toibe For this attrac-
tion of the rel. cp. 40 A: Myoi...ds énwl-
das huﬂdibmr Phaedr. 155 C 797, W
e Iul vrdy ydp rpbwov. T

5. [ ]*rh' I. *The
cause of its being a body is given in auw-
Gerov...alrdw. Therefore the causal &b
seems out of };ﬂm:e here as well as unsuit-
able to rpéwor "’ Badh. If we havea prepos.
atall wu;h rpérow it should be kard: hence,
unless TpSwor be corrupt, to expunge dia
with Badh. seems the simplest correction.
Shﬂj%fﬁd Aéyouer del. Towab. xTh.?
or
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iy a'm;m. 7 €k ToU map’ Ty TobTo Tpéperal Te Kai ooa
vov &1 mepl avrav curupt'u €A pé Te Kal loyer;
IPQ. Kai rovf érepov, & Sdxpares, ovk dfov épwmy-

oews. |

30. Ti &¢; NSE qu. afiwov; 1) mas épels ;

ITPL). Aeye 'ru moLov.
0. Tow
I1PQ. ﬁﬂlop oTL P17

ap’ ‘rm.w ocopa ap’ ov Yuynv Priooper Exew ;
TouEV.

0. Huﬂw, & ¢ike Mpdrapye, Mﬁov, eurep pn 76 ye

Kal €TL TAYTY xu?dtmvu ;

Io rau warra: Topa q.t.l,lrvxnr Ov érvyxave, TauTd ye €xov TOUTE

IPQ. ﬁqlor-r s ovdaudBfey uhhoﬂev, @ Zdrpares.
%0, Ou yap mov Snxuu;usv 76, @ Hpmrap)(e, -ra. ﬂrru.pu.
éxeiva, mépas kal amelpov kal kowdv kal 10 s airias yévos,

L [iﬁl.h‘.'l ‘;ﬂﬂg Uuzr Totrro C. 1 dwrwper 5. elggper Cl. Irye. Cl.
D Eyel *S,

80 A. dal CL? A: & *S. dpa Cl., dp' I', dp' oix F. Ahaflr A.

10 diw Cl. ﬁ.f’[. 11 wdery add. Cl, TAIL 13 re I\ rérrap' I, d 14 wépas

om. CL II, in mg. ponit A.

1. Boa viv B wepl aldrév dwoper.
This refers to xal yiyverar xal dpyerac
agc: Badh. again brackets wepl adrdw
for no sufficient reason. Just above, fAws
is rendered by Paley “ whether it is from
this body in its entirety,” with the foot-
note “Or, “in a general way.” There seems
to be a kind of play on the double sense":
but I doubt the intent to pun.

g. wobev.. Aafdv. notion that
human souls are fractions of the Cosmic
soul is ascribed to the Pythagoreans. Cp.
Cic. de Senect. c. 21: audiebam Pythago-
ram Pythagoreosque...numquam dubitasse
quin ex uniuersa mente diuina delibatos
animos haberemus. Also to Socrates in
Xen., Mem. 1v. 3. 14 dvfpdrov ye Yuxd,
% ...7o0 felov meréyer. Cp. Cic. N D.
1L 11, IL 6; de Divin. 1. 49; Fuse.
V. 13 elc.

13. ou ydp mwov Boxoipdy ye...dlovy.
On this passage Stallb. comments: ** Ana-
coluthia huius loci prorsus singularis est,
nec tamen eiusmodi ut explicari nequeat
...Sententia uerborum haec est: Nunquam
enim dabimus ex quattuor illis generibus,
infinito, finito, mixto atque 7y alrly,
quartum hoc, quatenus in nobis inest
atque mentem et animum pariter atque
corporis uires nobis largitur, omnem om-

Google

nis generis sapientiam dici; quum uero
eadem et multo meliora in uniuerso et
magnis partibus insint, in his illud caus-
sae genus pulcherrimorum ac praestantis-
simorum non effecisse naturam.” Thus
though the sentence begins with mention
of all four +yéwvy, the true subject of the
whole is the fourth only, 76 s airlas
wévos, which in the first clause is resumed
by rolire as accus. (agreeing with the
particc. wapéyor, durowoiv, crwrifiée, dxoi-
pevor) before the infin. émuaheizfac, and
in the second clause (after the genit.
absol.) as accus. subj. to weunyarirfai,
which verb, as Paley notes, is to be taken
as middle. In the latter eclause riw &
alroy Todrer is “*these same four kinds”;
while the foll. ér rodros refers, not to
them, but to the ofparés and its parts.
Badham, however, wishes to emend.
From the fact that Bodl. and Ven. II omit
mépas he argues that there was an old hiatus
in the text, wrongly supplied by the in-
sertion of wépas xai dwewpor xal xowdbr—
which words he objects to because (1) they
lack the article, and (2) Prot. presently ap-
pears ignurml of what xowdr means (inf.
gl C): excising these words, then, he would
Il up T.I'le gap thus: ra 'rérrapa dreiva
<ér Tois wap' Auiv pdvets elvai, > sal Td

30
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3 L # - -~ 5 - L ] #
év | amaot Téraprov évov, TouTo év uév Tois Tap MW Yuxn B
T€ TAPEXOV KAl TWURATKIGY ELTOOVY KAl TTALTAVTOS TWUATOS
» L

latpucy kai €v dAlois aAa cvvrifév kai axkovpevov macay
kal mavrolay codiav émixaleiofat, Tov 8’ avrov rovTwy ovrwy

w » -~ L] A ] I 4 b . -~
5 € OAw T€ ovpave kal katd peydha pépy, Kal TPoTETL kahwv
kai ei\ipwwy, év TovTows 8 ouk apa wepnxavnobac Ty Tav

kaA\ioTov Kal TieTdTOY PUow.
ITIPQ. ’AN\ ovdauds Tovrd 3 dv Adyov éyot. c
3. Ouvxovv € p1y ToUTO, pET EKEWOV TOU Aoyov av
[ * W+ L] w L4 b ] 4
10 émopevor PélTiov Méyoyuer, ws €oTw, & moAhdkis eipnKrapey,

v )
ATEPOV TE €V TQ

) ' L [ ] , »
warTi WoNv, Kali mépas ikavov, Kai TiS

ér’ avrols aitia ov ¢avly, KOTKOUTA TE Kal TUITATTOVCG

évavrovs Te Kkal @WPAS Kal uNras,

dikadrar av.
15 [IPQ. Awawdrara Syra.

B. 12 cwparsxlar] clpa exidy S, edpa xal exidr Flor. b.

TAEBCEFH1w. drovbueror BCHzo.
i) &id CL A et pr. IT, qui rc. 8d mip.
CI 'B b om. F’ d’; C]I

cgojia kai vovs Aeyouévy

3 cwrelév
4 Tolrwr] wdrrur EF. 6 &p' od I'.

r. alr. xrA. Badh.'s criticism leads me
to doubt the genuineness of the words in

uestion, though perhaps the omission of
the art. may be meant to contrast the
other three with the immediately import-
ant fourth yéves; and the DBudl.s omis-
sion of wépas needs exlplannlinn. I would
suggest that the fault lies with ra rérrapa
éxeiva, which is an error for rd re Tpia
éxetra, ‘those three' being contrasted with
(instead of including) *‘#4ss (robire) fourth
kind, Cause': if so, the omission of one
name would be due to a hasty desire for
consistency.

Again, Badh.? falls foul of the phrase
yuxde Te wapéyor, arpuing that “it is
evident throughout that he is speaking of
this human yux# being enabled by this
alria to work on our inferior elements by
introducing wépas into the dwepa, and,
when the wérpor thus introduced has been
disturbed, of reacdjusting it; in other
words, he is speaking of Awman skill.
And, pray, what human skill can be said
yoyxme wapéyew?” But the Cause, as
Genus, is the same everywhere; and
‘human skill” is not to be thus disparted
from Cosmic wisdom : e ., owp. fur.,
xrale. gdp. are three stages in human
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growth and life—marking the entrance of
soul into body and the afler-culture both
preservative and remedial of body by soul.
Still there may be corruption : read per-
haps gagns 7' éxdpyor or Yuxn Te Téxrye.

6.  pepmxavnedar, remarks Poste,
‘““is active and emphatic: ‘is an intelli-
gent designer’” ; while the same editor
tells us that rhy rwr xalMoerwr...¢0-
oiv, “is not the Soul, for that is frst
introduced presently, but the Cosmos or
visible World."”

9. oiwoiv el pv wvolbro. The last
three words are obelized by Badh.? as
“out of construction and redundant.™
But it is easy to supply ¥ & Adyoiuer or
the like.

11, xal wipasg ikawdy. Winckelmann
maintained that cal xowbr has fallen out
after ixawér: but, as Badh. remarks, he
should at least have given it an epithet
for symmetry's sake—and the same criti-
cism applies to Stallb.’s *'si quid desi-
deres, pro ixavbr reposuerim ral xowwbe.’
The epithets have a playful significance,
and xewér is already implied in 1@ warri.

13.  Aeyopdrn Emﬁtﬂ'ﬁ, e 7 o,
x.v. 8. v Méyoro. Cp. Kep. 478, 562 A ;
Seph. 224 A5 and 32C fufra.

T T, g
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30. Zodia pnv kal vovs dvev Yuxns ouk av woTe

yevoiobyv.
IPN. Ov ovv.
zQ. Oﬁxuur év pév

5 v

ailrias

orois Aéyeolfar.
MPN. Mdla
20. Tovrov

) Tov Aws | Epﬂ'; Puoe ﬂa.a't.hm'qv D
qr, ﬁan‘d’twov d¢ vouv é
vvapw, év 8¢ allows dAha kald, xad’ & pilov éxa-

tyveaBal Sm ™y TN

g:} Tov Noyow npds w1 T pdry 36éps,

106 Hpm-rap €, eipnkéval, aA\’ ea'n. TOls pév Tdlal airoq&qm-
pévois, ws ael Tob #ul-f'mg vovs apyet, EUppayos éxeivols.

IIPQ. "Eor yu.p ouv.

0. Ty 8¢ ye éun C‘qrqa’ﬂ ﬂmupnxm: dmwéxpLow, nn

vovs €oTi yévovs [t1s] | Tov mavTev aitiov AexOévros: Twv E

1 pév F. 4 ovx olw A, ut saepe

D. 5 éyyeréoa A. 6 & Cl xad Cl. A et pr. IT: xabér: *S, Bekk.
g8¢ww. 13 rg] non alteri dat Cl. 14 yéwous mijs Cl. 4, yerolorys corr. Il cum *S.
1. dvew ns. Cp. 7im. 30 B: wolv 105 A; Ken. Cyrop. 1. 3
& ad xwpi:h didvaror wapayericha 13. T B ye dpg Iﬁw—fur which
. “It may be observed however in  see above 28 A: @pbenow 8¢ xal dmrrfup
both these passages that the terms em-  xal voiw els 7l wore...Bévres kTA.

plo (yevolofiqe, wapayeréofar Typ) ex-
clude from consideration the Eternal

Reason, or extra-mundane Cause"
[Pmte& Cp. also the argument in Sepk.
uBD P]or.ln Enn. 111. v&g IV.iv.g.

i i) Toi Aus pbon. . .Bud miv Ts
nl vlas Bdvapwr. Cause is prior and superv
ordinate even to Zeus, for whom ¢
Phaedr. 247 A, 252 €. Zeus is not to
confounded with the Demmrgus of the
Timaens. (Paley's transl.—‘on account
of its influence as a cause’'—seems to
identify alrla and ¢dous.)

6. d&v B dMows, sc. Pecis. xabf' 3
¢(\or recals the similar expression in
12 C supra: cp. also Phaedy. 246 D, Lawws
886 p; and J.Um &' dM\hayol xahd (of the
Furies' names) Soph. 0. C. 43. Hirzel,
however, argues that the reference is to
*quae in ceteris ac singulis ad hominem
pertinentibus pulchra et bona a mente
efficiuntur...non enim de eis quaeritur in
quibus ista pulchra insunt sed qualia illa
pulchra sint.”

1o. Toig plvwrn os ixelvors: for
the redundant éxelraes (which Badh. leaves
alone for once) Stallb. compares the similar
use of adrbs in Plasfe 111 C, Symp.

Go -glc

&n vous lori yhvous [mis] Tov wdy-
vev xth. Bekk. corrected the vulgate,
yevolaTys ToU ¥, Lo yérovs Tob m., followed
by Herm. and Wh. who bracket r7s.

yevovorns has the support of the gram-
marians, e.g. Hesych.: yevoiiorys- éxl
roll feol édwvolas, & -yewryricds. Suidas:
yevvotarns olov yevwfrys 7 ovyyeris 7 Ey-
syoros. Stallb. further defends the word as
invented by the Platonic Socrates in place
of the urdmar}r yewwijrns or yevrras “ faceto
lusu...quippe quod ipso sono suo prope
ad rov voiw accederet.” But Badh. E1 ed.
1 writes *‘I have little doubt but that it
is corrupt, and arose from +yévous h-emg
added as an explanation of ‘r“ﬁﬂrh and
in ed. 2: “It may have arisen from a
dittogr lEhm. yévous, yewrfrys.” Whereas
Paley affirms *!it is not more extravagant
than other pretended derivations given
by Plato, e.g. in Phaedr. 244 C and 251 ¢,
and also ib. 238 c.... Plato himself seems
to allude to this coined word in wadfid,
inf. p. 30 fin.”" But if yevoderys is to
stand, it cannot be a synonym for yevsy)-
795 or *‘real originator " (as Paley renders
it) since (1) we have seen that wroiis is
pusterior to airia, and (2) the question is
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rerrdpay < & > djv fjuiv & TobTo. éxers ydp Snmwov vuv Npav

70 ™Y un‘dxpm'w

IIPQ. "Exw kai pdla ikavas' KaiToL pe GTOKPIVEUEVOS

é\ales.
5 30. Avdmavia
yveras éviote 1) Tadid.
IIPQ. Kali kalws EI‘H'E'E.

,V&P’ @ Tpdrapxe, ™s omwovdns ¥yi-

210, Naug Sqrrav, @ éraipe, ov pl.ﬂ-" yemug | Eo"n. m.r, 31
riva mworé SVvapw kékTTal, oyxedov émiekws Mur Ta VOV

10 dednAwrad.
MIPQ. TMdvv pév ovw.

30. Kal pngv pdovis ye ooaitws wdlat 10 yévos épam).

[PN. Kai pdha.

E. 1 dw (post rerrdpuv) add. *S, Bekk., om. Cl. IT et pr. A.

o
kalri F, ealrol CI.
rijs orovdfs Cl. TAAIIZBCH Flor. a,b,c,i: tis oxovlis o wpdrapye *S.

Flor. a,i.

3 pd\' T

xards Cl. AII (vulg. om. xal).
fortasse pr. IL ot Cl. A.

81 A, ¢ xéeryras oxeddr émaxds fuiv om. F.

v om. AZw
dwoxprduevos A, (] rpcﬁupx‘:
7 Ka
8 vols] woiw I, #iw *S. wou] woiis CL. A et
phw H. yévos A
i riv fuir Z.

as to the genums to which wolis belongs:
so that Schol. ad A. /L rightly has yevoi-
arns & olov yewwfrns § avyyerys 7 Ey-
yovos, wv Th re?«! vraior éxdéyerfas duei-
vor. For ‘son’ yevérys may be used (e.g.
Soph. Oed. Tyr. 462) but never yervirys.

ence might be suggested yévous yewé-
ot or simpler yérovs Ernr in the Homeric
sense of this word ‘a clansman’: but in
this case we should expect ol yérous, so
that I should regard +yéwovs as a gloss on
airlov or dittographic blunder, and read
simply &rms 7oi w.  Cp. Soph. 268 D
ravTHs Tis yeveds...rov OvTws copoTHv
elvar, and Kep. 547 A, with JI. B 211,
This Homeric allusion will explain the
waudid below, and also the words voiis wév
alrias v Evyyerhs xal rolrov oxeddr
To0 yéwrous, which are not suitable if Socr,
had already used such a word as yerrirys,
or an unqualified sévovs, of the relation of
Mind tu%au'ie.

14, Max@évros Tav v =B =
v ||.t|r lr rovro. 1 follow Herm. and
Badh.! in accepting Stallb.’s correction.
Aexfévros Taw TerTdpwr, we fr fuiv &
robro is the valgate, retained by Wb. and
Klitsch; but Bodl. Vat. omit wr, and Ven.
AE omit v, and the passage is manifestly
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corrupt. Perhaps we should better account
for the text of the majority of Mss. hjr
reading riw rerr. <82 yév>wr 9» or riw
r. <& énelv > wr, Badh.?seesin the words
T&r T....Toire ““a marginal note on which
all correction is thrown away.”

1. Kos.miv dwéxpuow. For Eew
of mental apprehension cp. Phaedo 71 A,
100 D, Kep. 477 A, elc.—esp. in combi-
nation with lxards,

kal xales ewes is the reading of
Bodl. which Wh. properly retains: Herm.
altered to wal, x. elw. Most edd. read
simply xahds efﬂt

8. vois Brmwov, d . So Bekk.,
Stallb., Herm., Badh., . for viw Shwou
of old edd.: voiwr . Lmsl : viv &7 wois
Bodl. Vat., ‘quod minus placet’ on ac-
count of the foll. r& viw, although Poste
retains it.

Here, then, ends the enquiry announced
in 28 ¢, fd paxporipwr Tiw exdyr adToib
roii yévovs worpeduefa. After this impor-
tant digression S. reverts to the original
subject — the comparison between the
rivals Pleasure and [Intelligence, For

the contents of the next section, see
dnefrod. 11,



31 (] $¢IAHBOZ 59

20, prm'rptﬁa o xa.i raﬁru mepl a’.pq')nfv, oTL VOUS
;.n.c‘v a.irfa.r; N Eﬁﬁ xur. Tawnu crxean TOU yevouﬁ, ndorny
3¢ dmeipds Te avry) Kal T0v pijre dpxmy wiiTe péoa pijre Téhos
év avre dd’ éavrov €xovros ,u,qﬁi Efawng TOTE YEVOUs.

s NPQ. Mepvnoopela: | mus: yap ov; B

XVIL. 320 &ﬂ, Sr, 70 pera -mtrru, év gﬁ ¢ éoTw
éxaTepov m:ruw Kai Sm Ti ﬂ'ﬂﬂoi tyvm'ﬂnv, omoTav yc}fvr,-
aﬂar, mﬁew Npas: mwpaTor TNV n&omgp- mrrmep 70 yévos
avrns wporipov éBacavicape, oufm kai TadTa mpoTepa.

10 \jmns 8 av ywpls Ty 8oy ovk dv more Swvainela ikavas
Bacavicar.

IIPQ. AN\ €l radry xp7 mopedecbai, TavTy mopevw-
pela.

2. TAp' obv goi kaldmep époi paiverar Ts yevéoews
15 aur @Y mépe;

nPQ. To | wo?uv : c

30. Ev 1o mw? pot yével dpa paivealfov Nvmm Te kai
ndor) yéyveabas kata Piow.

IpQ. Kowov 3¢ ye, m Pike Swkpartes, VTOMLpPVYOTKE

JLas Ti woTe TGV mpoelpnuévwy ﬁauhﬂ. Aovv.

20. "Eorta Tavt els Stvapw, & davpdae.

IMPQ. Kalas elmes.

20. Kowov tolvuv vmakoVwper 6 87 Tov TErTapwy
Tpitov é\éyopev.

1 perhuela w. 2 roi om. ACHw Flor. a,b,c,i. 3 aifry Cl. 4 v
éavrld dgp' davrell Allw, év alry d¢' éavroi Cl. TAEZBCH : d¢’ éavroi év davry *5.

B. 7 wAjflos Cl. AIl (A mg. wdfos). owbrar ﬁw;o'ﬂ‘uv C, dwbrav vl-

yrowotor A, 10 & ClL. Surdpeta E. 2 : dad\' TAZECEFH, Bekk.:
eidem dant *5, Ald. el ratryge F. ap’ TEEFH, Bekk.: eidem dant
*S, Ald. yevdoews ws avraw L

C. 17 dpa pawéuefor A : galvesfor dua ES.
24 éMdyouer om. F.

19 bmoplpenaxe CLY, add « C1.2

B.

wpaToV THY L
kTh. ﬁﬁis ]Junr:tnnh;ﬂn mﬁm to
Stallb., and is now generally adopted,
lhuugh uppused by Kltsch.

g. Tabra wpérepa, i.e. év ¢ and &iad 7l
wdfos. Here pleasure is again treated of
as a concrete fact of life (no longer * viewed
per se and apart from pain, which acts as
a salutary wépas’—to cite Paley's note),
and so passes from the purely abstract
and metaphysical category of the dmwepor
to that of the xowdr or wwrér. This
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apparent inconsistency of statement re-
garding the nature of pleasure, due si gly
to change in point of view, has much
quieted certain interpreters of the dia-
logue : see f:.rtrm’ 11.

23. Kowov T. Umaxovwpev 8 -H, ‘by
commionn one must understand ' :—the
nearest parallel to this use of the verb is
in Sopk. 261 D. 1 suspect we ought to
insert bel!'ure o its antecedent éxeivo. Paley
conj. imwovoduer.
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NIPQ. “O pera 70 amewpov xai mépas éleyes, &v ¢ Kai
vyiewav, olpas g:u'i appoviav, érifego ;
30. | Kd\uot' elmes. 7Tov vouw 8¢ ori pdhior 70y D
wpOTEYE.

5 IIPQ. Aéye povor.

%0. Aéyw Toivww Tis dppovias pév Avouévys ruiv év
70is {@ois dua ANow Tns Pvoews kal yéveow dalynddvwr
év 7¢ Tore yiyveaar xpove.

ITPQ. Tldvv Aéyes €ixds.

o 30. Id\w 8¢ apporTopéims 1€ Kai eis ™ avrys Pvow
amovons 10ovny yiyvealhar hexréov, €l Set O’ SNiywr wepl
peyioTwy ot TaywoTa pybnvac. |

MPQ. Oluaw pév ge opblas Aéyew, & Zwkpates, éu-
Pavéorepov Oé €T Tavra TavTa wetpopela éyew.

15 30. Ovkovr 7d OMpdoid mov kai wepupavy pacTov
oUVVOELY

IIPQ. Ilota;

20, Ileiry uév mov Nas kai Avmy ;

I[IPQ. Nal
20  30. ’Edwdy 8¢, mhjpucis yryvopéry mdlw, ndor ;
PN, Na.

0. Aijos &' av Pplopa kai My [kat Aais], 8¢ Tov

1 : 8 'EEF, Bekk.: eidem dant *S, Ald.
D. 3 8 wdMuer’ Cl. A et pr. IT, non alteri dantes,
Cl. pdher’] kdAiera A.

2 érifeis Cl. A et F"E’ I, érifexor H.
nec dant FEEF. s Thw

E. 14 frcom. F.
B. 10 édwdfie ABCrw : édwdn *S.

7 Mgw] Moews A.
ratrda Cl. 4, om. pr. I : 7a aird *S.
a2 + 8¢ dios I1, Siyms w.

18 mwelvme.. Mwrm
Aios Cl.

2. © 8% xal appoviay, drlleco; For
this ahstgf use o?Fqum in parenthetic
hrase cp. Aep. 465 A.  But when had
mony been so classed? See note on

26 A supra; and observe the dubitative

6" xis dpuovias piv Avoplvrs...wdh
. TS ¥ Avo comdhy
5t J.pphm. For this theory of
(physical) pain and pleasure, as consisting
of two opposite processes of divergence
from a mean state (gbeus), cp. Time. 64¢ fl.:
70 pév wapd ¢pdow xal Blawor yryrduevor
dfpbor wap' uiv wdfos dhyewdr, T §' els
@low dmwdy wddhwr dpbor 786, k7h.; Aep.
s583c fl.: and for a criticism of it, see
Arist. Eth, Nie. X, il 1173 31, fL

11. dmwovens is suspected by Badh.,

Go SI-:

who sts wdher lodons or éraviodons:
but the force of the prep. here is similar
to that in dwodofvai, reddere, and dwbdoois
32 A; cp. alsoﬂ?‘iﬂi. doe i S
20. , WArjpworis y. ., 08, So
Stallb., Poste, Badh., W]I, after best
Mss.; but Schleiermacher and Bekk.,
with some poorer Mss., give édwdp d¢ wA.
But (1) é8wdh 8¢ makes the proper corre-
spondence with welvy pér wov above;
(2) the order would be whfpwoes 8¢ édwdy
Yeyr.; (3) édwdh here means not food but

ealing, ué In R;_f iﬁo H:pd N [xal
21, a kal Av
Migng].  Stallb., Bm?l:.. Poste, :r:l'l Wh.

follow Schleierm. in obelizing xai Aais as
agloss on ¢fopd. Cousin and Klitsch at-
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vypov wdhw 10 Enpavfeév mhAnpovaa | Sdvaus ndorn: Sid-
KpLoLs 8¢ Y ad xal dwdlvois 7 Tapa ¢v v

¢uvow, Tov mrfynuq

wdby, Ny, kard Pvow & 1 mdhw dmwddoais te kal Yvéis

Pl
5 IIPQ. Ilarv pev ovr.

20. Kai piyovs 7 pév mapa ¢pvow Tov {dov Ts ﬁ}*spo’—
Tos méis \Nmy mdhw & els Talrov dmdvTev kal dua-

a3 A.
2 8¢ re A, xal Sidhvees om. mg. II.
ndeowd (addito : »al :) in mg. ponit re. Z.

1 hBorh] Hiord: 7l pohw : mg. Z.

Sudxpeais... ndord om. pr. I
3 8" 4] 8 corr. E, 85 *S. 5 v,

tempted their defence; but the word Adaus
is certainly wrong, as its sense has been al-
ready given by ¢fopd (=Aies four lines
above). I would suggest however that the
error comes not from a gloss but from a
mistake in copying, and that we should
read xal afois: adous (from afw, alos, as
fpaiois from Bpadw), 'E:rehing drnughr,'
is not elsewhere found, but its appropriate-
ness may be confirmed by Zpigr. Gr. 1037,
8 8lyp afp: Ovid Met. 11. 130 sitis anda
guttur Urit: Hor. Sat. i. 2. 114 fauces
urit sitis. To the ideas of depletion and
of consequent pain associated with Hunger
there is ndd:rf:a in the case of Thirst, tghe
third idea of lack of moisture, which is
conveyed by rd Enpavfér only in the
common text, but by both aiiews and o £.
if my suggestion be accepted, so that the
symmetry is improved if a third subst. be
retained. But if this conjecture be right,
it will involve a transposition, since the
antithesis demands that Aéry come last;
so perhaps we should read 3ljovs &' ab
¢9¢? xal <albeis> Adwy. Similarly below
we have the genit. swiyous and plyovs.
I.i mm _ﬂl':;{nﬁ ml‘ Fﬁ
¥, TOV
i flrr v s e
s opt the punctuation
wb., who follows Srt}allb. End Schneider
except for a comma (in place of a colon)
after Mwn: similarly Poste, except that
he absurdly puts a mark of interrogation
behind Aiwry. The vulgate put the comma
after &udhvaus, taking 4 ». ¢. 7. wv. 7. to-
ther ; and so too Klitsch. To Sudxp. x.
A. Stallb. supplies roi {ypoi—"* dis-
cretio ac dissolutio (humidorum) naturae
contraria, qui sunt caloris effectus, dolo-
rem affert.’
Badh., however, brackets Sidhveis as
beinF a mere synonym of Sudxpwris and as
imi‘ih:e symmetry of the sentence,

spo
when Sidepuris =dwbdoois, wapd ¢.=xard

Google

., mvlyovs wdfy=yikis, Aowry=hbord—
and he also objects to dwbédogis without a
enit., to supply which he transplants
yovs from two lines helow and inserts it
below % and xdAw: but these objections
seem merely captious.

6. wal plyovs...mijfus. For this double
gen., one active the other passive, with a
single subst., cp. Thuc. 7. 34, Madv.
Gr. Gr. § 52 : thus piyovs may be a gen.
of source or cause, ‘rigor frigore effectus.’
But Badh. cuts out plyovs (see preceding
n.): and the next sentence, els Tairdr
k7A. displeases him yet more, because of
(1) the use of dwé; (2) the plur., which
‘refers to nothing yet mentioned’; (3) els
radrév, which ought to imply mesting, not
separation : hence he proposes wdlw 3¢
Tairns Suaxporopdens or wddr 8¢ TEwr Ta-
yévruv Siaxpwopdvwr, or “at all events
something very different from what we
now read.” Schleierm. conj. eis e
aiTdr piow, suggested by Stobaeus’ els
Thw atTir plow (Ecl. Phys.go). Stallb,,
however, tries to defend els radrér as “in
eundem statum in quo fuerunt antea,”
while to the genitive plur. he supplies
Téw vyplv from the preceding s vypo-
rqros. For & els radrée, 1 once thought
of 8¢ réraprov, which involves a change of
but three letters (1tor, cto g, y to p);
the sense will then be—*conversely, for
the fourth case, reversion and dissolution
in the natural process is pleasure,’ since
Cold is the fourth instance of physical pain
and pleasure (after Hunger, Thirst, Heat) :
for rérapror (without art.) as adv. ace.,
cf. Phaedr. 266 . But els v alrdr, sc.
vypbryra, would be a belter correction—
or possibly 8 x<ard> ralrér (IZ=K).
Change, however, is needless; as Dr
Jackson reminds me, the text is amply
confirmed by 7im. 64 E wd\w éxl ralriv
dxwions eldos, 65 A xabiorduera 8¢ els Td
adrd wdhr,

3z
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ToE N » 4
Kal €vt AOy® TKOTEL

€ oo. pérplos o Adyos, os dv ¢y 70 ék Tou dmelpov kal

o ] , >
mépatos kara Quow | euuyor vy
3 - # Ld b1 -
év 79 mpdobev, Grav pév Tovro Pbeipnras,
s Aomyv elvar, v & els ™y avrav ovoiav

vos eldos, omep €\eyov B
™y pév ¢bopav
0ddv, ravTyy & av

TAAW TV dvayxwpnow mavTrey ndovny.

MPQ. "Eorw' Ookel ydp poi Timov yé Twa éyew.

0. Tovro pév Tolvww & eldos Tlapela Nomys Te Kai
70ov1)s év TovToLs Tots wabeaw éxatépors;

IIPN. Kelobw.

XVIIL. 30. Tife. rolvvv avris s Yuyns kare 70
TouTwy Tov Tabpudrev Tpoadoknua | T6 pév mpo Tav Ndéwy C

é\mlopevor 78V kal Bappaléov, 70 8¢ mpo Tww

¢poBepov kai dhyewiv.

Avrnpav

IPQ. "Eor. ydp ovv t1ovl ndorys kai Mmns érepov

2 roil] s omnes.
B. 4 rolrw pr. 2.
7 & forw : CL Exew ofrw te. I1L
C. 13 fappadaior AFH et pr. E.

2. e oov pérpwos & Adyos, ‘if the
definition is just in your eyes': wérpios
is a significant term throughout this dia-

logue.
q T9...«lBos,...bray r. $b., miv
;?%'. A elvar. Anuthlt; r.:as:zf ana-

coluthon, the original accus. being sup-
planted a new subj. of the infin., so
that the former has the guise of a loose
acc. of respect. Cp. 30 A B.

7. vhwov yl mwa Ixav. Cp. 61 A
70 dyalfor frou capds 1 cal Tiva TiTow
alrou Agwréor: Rep. 414 A @5 dv Time,
pn &' depifelas, elpiocfai: 5. 550 A
wpoehwpela & 7t wapdderypa Evarépuwr
.olva Tiry AdBwuer abrds. Thus -
wos is used of general representation,
adumbration, or outline.

g. & Tolros 7ols wdBerww. After
these words Stallb. suggests the insertion
of évév—but why make Socr. talk illogi-
cally of one wdfes ‘existing in' another?
év is simply *in the case of,” like év roi-
ros below, 32 c.  Poste reminds us that
in Rep. 585 “an equivalent definition is
extended to all kinds of Pleasure, in-
cluding intellectual,” which explains state-
ments like that in Erk. Nic. viL. 11: S\ws

Google

pév] pdv & =.

5 avrdw CL a¢ Cl.
11 7o om. A.

Avrdw Cl. Allzw, 15 ofw om. AEF.

ol dyalde dacl viw HBowrfe, 8ri wioa
nborn yéveals éarer els gvowr alebyrs, ob-
Jepia 8¢ yéveaqis ovyyerhs Tols Téheot.

11. Tibe Tolvww. Tolvwr is here not
inferential but transitional, as in Kep.
6o3 B, Gerg. 459 A. The next class of
feciin to be examined are of the purely
mental, non-physical kind—* pleasures
of hope™ and pains of fear, concerned
neither with r& yeyoréra nor with rd ra-
pbera, but solely with ra wéA\dorra. Cp.
Lack. 198 B ddos vyip elvar wposdoxlar
pédhorros kaxol.

1 1 i\miépevoy is obelized by Badh.,
on the ground that * it is not the expected
thing but the state of expectation which
is either painful or pleasant,” But mpor-
dbknua (which appears to be a dral heyd-
pevor) means not ‘an expected thing,’ but
‘an expectation"—and if one may *ho
a hope’ (cognate acc. with act.), w
should not a hope é¢ hoped? Perhaps,
however, we should read &orifordywy
(in which conj., T find, Gloél has antici-

pated, me) Avmnpéy. VBST, Post

TRy AvEmpey. f e
Bn:lﬁ, Wh.: xps rav Avwaw, Herm. aﬂe;-
Cl.
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eldos, 70 xwpis 70U odpatos adris Tis Yuxis dud mpoo-

Soxias
0.

L}-vnp.fmv

ws vrehafes. év '}mp raufo:,q olpat, xa.fu yﬁ

.29 s B
™Y é,m;p a&w, eLMKpéTL TE sxarcpot.q 'ytyvupevmq,

530.:&, xal apikToLs \oms 7e Kai 1‘}801’1‘]9,

P"Ei Eﬂ' €T ﬂﬂ.lr

-rn mepl Ty N8ovijv, miTepov Ghov éaTi | 70 yévos damaaTdy,
1) T0UTO pév érépe TWi TGV TpoELpUEVQY. doréov nuiv yevav,
7dovy 3& kal Avmy, xu.ﬂu.#rtp ﬂt'ppqa m:u. Yoy :p u'al TaoL

TOIS TOLOUTOLS, TOTE eV AOTATTEOV QUTH, TOTE

1 wposdoxias Cl. TATIEBCHw Flor. a,b,c,i :
D. 7 rwlom. ClL et pr. II, in mg. ponit A.

g roré 8¢) vd i 3¢ Cl.

OUH ﬂ-ﬂ'ﬂfﬂ-

wpordoxlay *S. 4 eihcpwiéow Cl.
8 8 Cl. AZII et corr. Z (vulg. Te).

1. ﬂi wpls ﬂﬁ TepaTos o
ere again Badh. sees tauto-
]ﬂgy due to the blundering *sciolist,’
and accordingly he brackets adris 7. . :
EE“ it would be intemperate to follow
im,
These wposloxjuara are illustrated by
Paley thus: **how delightful it will be
t home to a good dinner’; ‘how we
shall feel the want of food if we are
detained three hours beyond the dinner-
hour," etc. These are the anticipations

respectively of sAqpweis and Aiews dpuo-

vlas."

3 W vodrows, olpas, xrA. This
passage offers difficulties. (1) To what
does roUros refer—to the wposdoxfuara
alone, or to the eldn? (2) Is s Joxel
sound ? and if so, is 1t more than merely
tautologous? (3) How can raifra (what-
ever they are) be Mwys re xal fiorfis
duxra? Stallbaum explains thus: (1) év
ToUTON = é¥ Tip wpd Twr Hlbwy xal by Ty
xpd TEr Avwnpuw EAwifoudvy rpwaqn;
pari.  (2) oluas, x. 7. ¢. dofar, ws doxel
are said * per abundantiamn quandam,” for
which ep. Phaedo 6o c, Hipp. Min. 36q E.
(3) du. A 7. x. 9. =lvev ovppifews odm
A. 7. k. %d., i.e. fear free from pleasure,
hope free from pain. Badh. (1) takes
routass to refer to the two ddy of physical
and mental feeling: (2) explains x. 7. é.
SdEar as “mudifyiug the confident air™ of
oluas, and s doxei as implying uncer-
ti.mr. regarding the purity of the ey (in

{ or else [m ed. 2) as *a gloss to xard
1-: ﬂp- dunw, before 36far was added by
way of explanation’: (3) in ed. 1 renders
‘pleasure unmixed with pain, and pain

CU 3]1..‘

with pleasure,” but in ed. 2 proposes el\.
¢ éxarépacs yeyropdrars xal dulerois Ai-
rais Te xal florals, as instrum. datives
to éugarés Ereofai. Paley seems to agree
with Stallb., rendering ‘For in these
expectances,—which, as 1 view it, are
each wholly independent of body, and so
unmixed with actual pain and pleasure,—
I think that we shall find a clear proof,’
etc. I believe this to be the right explana-
tion of rolreus-——but not gquite correct as
regards the modifying phrases, of which
oluai, xard...dofar should be taken to-
gether as qualifying the verb (éugp. fre-
ofat), but ws doxei (‘as we are agreed’)
with the partic. (elh. . & lxr.).
Ast proposed to read elhuxpwrols Te éxaré-
pov yiyroudvov, s 8., xal dulerov, Nowns
e xal fdorfps: but no cha SEESs re-
quired. Hirzel, after Badh., takes dxar,
of contrasted physical and mental feel-
ings, and proceeds, “atqui si de volupta-
tis et doloris generibus quorum alterum
in solo animo alterum in corpore versatur
verba illa ut debemus accipimus ista Mrrys
e kal fdorijs e quibus qui aliter locum
interpretati sunt sensum aliquem extorque-
bant nullum omnino habent intellectum.
Itaque...verba ista ejicienda sunt.”

7. éripyp Twl.. .Borloy, i.e., as Paley
notes, to the xowdr or muxrow, as op
to the duixra wdfly now under considera-
tion.

9. Tolg rowovrols, Tort pév. Before
roré Badh. inserts ws—and either ws or
dre (which 1 should }:n-efer} seems re-
quired : possibly the following ws, not
indispensable in its present place, belongs
here. adtd, i.e ‘hﬁp xal Mirqge.



5

Io

15

64 '

MAATQNOZ

[32 D—

oréov, ws dyaba € ok GvTa, évioTe 8¢ Kkal évia Sexopeva
v trov dyabov éoTw omp qbuu*w.
HPI’Z ‘Opforara Néyeis, otL Tavry wy Set dramopevinra

Tﬂ I-"W FETEEL&IEDWOF.

Eﬂ Ip wrﬂv pev Tolvwy T0de Evvidwper: m elmep ov-
Tws | éoTi 10 }.tzo,msvov, Bmtﬂnﬂﬂpawmv pev auTOV alynﬁmv E

avacelopévwr

é 1}3001;, TV ,m;ﬂ St.mf:ﬁupopwv ;u]rc

uvaaqn{apﬂrmu évorjgwpey mépe, ﬂm moré €w Oet ToTe &

éxdoTois elvar Tots {@ous, o*rav ovTWS :.
m’paa'fxmv TOV mﬁv elmé: ap’

u‘t,boSpa 8¢

ﬂ‘U ".f.l"ﬂﬂ'ﬂ. METRT] 'FGI! l':'lr‘ ‘ﬂll'

TDTE XPOove ﬁq.mu prjre T Avmetofar pire ndecfar piire péya

F?}T«E oL MP-OF 3

1PO. ’Avd,"y pEV ovv.

Q. Ouxnw €oTL TIS 'rp:.m npmv 'r,l rowavry Sidbeos
Tapd T€ THV TOU | XatpovTos Kal mapa TY ToU Avwrovpévov ; 33

IIPQ. T par;

2 dre omnes, 3 Swadnpeviijvas S, 4 mow Iz, Buwwxbpevor pr. . 5 mpdror...
non alteri dat CI.
E. 6 d\yndaw dv. Starwlopévwr Cl. AIL 8 wépu TE : wepl S, 10 dpa Cl.

re om. H. 11 phre v wh e A

1. dvlore Bt wal bna.. ferwv dwy
¢bow. [ accept Badh.'s? correction—
which had occurred to me independent-
ly—déxp for the wvulgate bre. I‘~1.1:a,ll'|:-
cites Xen. Cyrap. 1. 6. g for fra borw d,
and Phaedo 74 B évlore.. ToTe .. TiTE
H Laws 893 D E foror dre...7oTe pév...
rore é—but evidently none of these avail
to support the intolerahle tautnlngy here.
Badh in ed. 1 suggested Eoruw ol.

Siamopevlrar.  Steph., with Ald.
and Bas. 1, reads the unexa.mpled duadiy-
pevbrvai. T'.he metaphnr drawn from
the chase, is frequent in Plato: cp. Seph.
216 A ; Phaedo 66 A; Tim. 64 B; Lach.
194 B; Parmen. Izﬂc Pa!lf.anE 284 B,
3ot E; 64 ff. infra, etc. Bat this reply of
Prot. seems scarcely natural, and I suspect
some corruption.

5. fwv * @s. So Stallb. punctu-
alcs. explaining @&s as merely connective,
efenim. Badh. puts a full stop after fvw.
and brackets &s, then changes 76 heybueror
to riv yevouéwwr, on the ground that
““without some qualifying adverb 7. A.
cannot be used in any other sense but
‘what is commonly said,’” and that we
have here a confusion of d\nfds Myerar

Google

puhd' T,

14 nudr A, quiv I' : om. EF.

of statements and Svrws fore of facts,—
next brackets alrdv as referring to no
plur. expressed or implied-—then alters
olirws loxp to ofrw exp—and finally cuts
out the m before hvweicfar. adT@r» cer-
tainly presents grave difficulty, and
Stallb.’s explanatiun (when he makes it
= éxelvwr, referring to iypbe, wriyos, piyos)
is far from sausfacmry, but I am by no
means sure that Badh."s lection is prefer-
able. Gloél _proposes to read rdv Aeyoud-
vwwr and excise alrdw as a later insertion:
but this conj.,though simpler than Badh.’s,
equally lacks support from Mss. If7d Aeyé-
pevor is taken as parenthetic, there can be
no ohjection to the use of drrws feri. Or
if 7o Aey. is used to cite a proverbial dictum
(as regularly) ought we to read sls elrep
kth. and su an allusion to Soph.
FPhil. 112 ‘lPIus however would not help
out adrir, which might be emended to
¢irwr used as in Soph. 283 E, Rep. 401 AL
14- ip-r .BudBecris. So Bodl.,
followed by Stallb.,, Poste, Whb.; but
Coisl. has fuir, which is preferred by
Badh. For an account of this intermediate
state, cp. Kep, 583 c ff., 7im. 64 C fi.
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20, "Avye &) Toivwy, Tavrys mpobupod peprvijobac. mpos
yap T s 78ovijs Kpiow ov d‘pmpov pepvijobar Tavmy
éotf 'lw.w 1 w1 Bpaxd 8¢ Tu mepl avrys, € Bovher, dia-
wepdvwpey.

s TIPD. Aéye molov.

Eﬂ T@ 7ov ToVU lﬁpavtw Edopévy Biov ola? ws Tovrov
70V TpomOV 0VvdEY a.waxmhtrﬂ .

IIPQ. Tov Tod p.n xmpcw pnde Avmreiofas | Aé éyess ;

z0. Ep 76 -yu.p wou T07€ &V Tﬂ -rrn.fa.ﬁaky -mmr Biwy

1o ,ur,-&w Sﬂv p‘m‘s ;.:.eya. pTe ur;.uxpuv XOLpEw Tw TOV TOV
voeEw Kai q.‘»parew Biov eloycvq.-

IIPQ. Kai ;.ul.).a. ovTWS Eppﬂﬂ'q

2Q. Ovkotv uvrme dv exawp e vmdpyoL® Kal lows
ovdév dromovw, €l TAvTWY TOV Buuv €oTi ﬂewmm

IIPQ. Ouvkovr eikds ye ovre xaipew Tovs Beovs ovre 76
évavriov.

0. Tdvv pév odv ovk eikds: doynuov yolv avrov

B

15

88 A. 1 ratrys corr. I' Bekk.: radtrpp *S, 3 alrdr A. 6 Bly A.

B. 8 Aéye EF. 10 3 w. péyay ABCHuw. rdv om. A, ante 7§
ponit EF. 12 udX' T, éppéén TZBCF. 13 obros corr. Z.
iwdpye Z, iwdpyor w. :xal 2. 15 ::#rc w. rois add. Cl. AIL
17 odv om. T'A, : doynuor CI.

1. peuvijedas rabry. So Posteand  follows Bast. and Steph. in writing obres,

Whb. after most Mss. -r;th-qr is Bekk.'s after Ven. £; but in ed. 2 he retracts

corr., after corr. in Coisl.,, adopted by
Stallb. Badh. however, in ed. 2, brack-
ets both uepr. 7. and 4 p4 as a **foolish
supplement.” There are some instances
of peur. with accus. in poetry (e.g. Aesch.
Cho. 4912, Soph. 0. 7. 1057), though this
rare constr. is certainly strange here, esp.
immediately after radrns pepr. above: so
perhaps we should take ralryr with
xplaw, however harsh the order of wnrds.
6. T Tdv Tov &nﬁ;’
dwoxwlia [v. Ed kets 'rw am.‘l
é\opéry as+ borrowed from below dand
wrongly making dwoxwAde: govern a dat.;
but as Stallb. .rs o0déy dwoxwhie is
 absolute dictum' . Matth, Gr. §387:
but possibly we shnuld read dwoxwhbor
N>, as prepunmry to the foll. rére.

9. bv 1) wapafoly. See 20EfL,
esp. nnn.

13. olxodv ofires. Badh. in ed.
B. P.

Google

that view, translauug—"fn this way then
(this being so) it would be the very life
which he had already chosen.’ Stallb,
explains oftrws by “‘intell. wore undér
pfre péya pifre oupdr xalpew ”: but
Badh.’s view is to be preferred.

dxalvp ye is altered by Badh. to .
Te, as being *‘absolutely without mean-
ing,” though it is hard to see why. For
feiéraros, cp. the doctrine of the *theo-
retic’ life in Efk. Nic. X. 7.

15. ofre d dbvavriov, i.e. huweiofa:,
rd év. being adverbial and euphemistically
substituted for the positive word. rods
feods is given by Bekk. etc., after Bodl.
Vat. Ven. II, but Stallb. refuses to re-
tain the art. Poste contrasts the view
expressed in Etk. Nic. VIL 14, 1154® 25
el Tov % Pdois dwhif eIn, del § alrh
wpafes Ndlory Eorar. Sud & Peds del plar
xal dwhijp xalper flovde. Cp. Met, X1 7.

5
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fxa.ftpov yyvdpevdv éotw. dAAd &) Toiro pév ér xal e
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20

s Yuyi)s avris épapev elvar, dud pmjuns mav éori yeyovds.

IIPQ. Hos;

20, Mv:w.qv. Ws €otkev, D‘I"l. mor €oTi, WPSTEpPOV a.vu.
10 Mjfrﬂov, Kai xwﬁuvevﬂ. TaAw ETI- wpoﬁpar aiobnow pn?-

pns, € pé\ew 7a wept Tavl fuiv kara Tpdmov

yemaoeolar.
IIPQ. Tds pjs;

pavepd mp

Eﬂ Bes' T@Y TEPL TO TOUA NUWY ém.a'raﬂ n‘uﬂ'qpa.rmv

1570 pev & 1

TwpaTL mfau'ﬂimrupwa,. TPW ﬂu
diefelbeiv, dmaby éxelvmv édoavra, T d¢ &

U

q&ow ovra

L v L] ] ¥ -, L k)
kai Twa womep ceouov évrilflévra 8oy Te Kkal Kowov

éxaTépg.
PR, Keiobw,
Eﬂ Ta pév &) p

: 3
a

pndoty idvra cup ™V

i

'rp.:uu boper Muﬂauﬁw, Td 3&' 3:. appotv ur AavBdvew, dp

opbdrara épovpev ; ;

D

IPQ. Iaes }rnp | ov; E
C. 12 émexeydpefa omnes, wpdr vd om. H, 3 Swwduefa 1o,

wpoafivas, wporfiowuer A. 6 rére A. 9 & CL 11 rd add. Cl. AIIE.

. 14 Taw] rér Cl AlIL 16 &' om. Cl. IT Flor. a,c. 20 phom. A.
dar C.

1. dls albus . The fut. is  wp. d» eln Aywréov—needlessly.

Bekk.'s corr. for émwxegduefa of Mss. 10. alefnow: supply again dralyr-
which Badh, denounces as ** both less suit-  rdor elrac.

able in itself, unusual with eleaifis, which
requires a future, and quite incompatible
with rpoclinoouer.” elsalbis * hereafter,
as commonly, e.g. Phaedo 115 A, Protag.
357 B,and 24 D mpm
3. wpds . 18 D, 42 E.
prfpnv in.h Stallb. de-
fends the verbal (1) as mcamng not
resumption but merely a.ssum tion of a
question for discussion, as olit, 161 C,
Apel. 22 B, Men. B7 E, m_fr 34 E etc.;
and (1) as affording * facetus uerborum
lusus.” In ed. 1 Badh. accepts this view ;
but in ed. 2 he denies the propriety of
either dva- or rapakywrréor and conjectures

Google

11. ward rpdwov, of which the contrary
is dwd Tpdwov ::4 A, is common in Plato
for ‘duly,’ e i a.r6)r.:' 415 B, FPolit. 310,
Jim. 42 B, Laws 638 c: dwd rp. ocours
in Craf. 421 D, Theaet. 143 C, al.

14 Big rav wepl o). This is an ac-
count of alefyows, defined as an affection
of both body and soul together. Cp. Tim.
43 C 8id ol cwpares al xwfras éxl Tiw
Yuxte epduerar wporwiwroter® al &7...
aloffras fwdwacar xéxdhyrrac: also 6.
41 A, 43 DE, 64 B . Sensation involves
consciousness. For the initial 8és, ¢
Theaet. 191 C Bés 3§ por Abyov Evexa...
évbr xTA.
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20. To roivww Jlelqﬂfvm p.qsa.pm wrulaﬁ‘gs' ws \éyw

I'n;tﬂm ﬂ'-ruuﬂa mov yévea €oTL ya.p Mjbn | pm’mﬂg £fo§0§ :
n & & 19 )Leyopﬂrql oy ovmw '}reyovi' TOV F"?ﬂ ovros
p.qﬂ yeyovoTos Tw yiyveolar pdvar Twd dmwofohijy aromow.
57 ydp;
IPQ. Ti wiv;
2Q. Ta roivvv ovdpara perdBale povov.
TPQ. n&‘s,
20. Avri pév ToU Nenfévar Ty |,bux1;rv, oTay mmﬂqg
10 Qv ycyw;rm TGV CTETUWY TGV TOU CWRATOS, NV VYUY
My | kakels, avaiobyoiav émovopacov.
IIPA). 'Epuﬂmﬂ.
Eﬂ To & év é Eﬂ wdfe. Ty l}wx-ql.r Kai 'ra a'mpn, Kowy
yvyvopevov xowp Kai kweiofar, Tavryy ) cw ™y KOmow
15 ovopd{wy a.m'ﬂanw ovk dmo Tpdmov $pbéyyol av.
MIPQ. ’Alnbéorara Aéyes.
2. Uﬁxoﬁv 10n pavfdvopev, 3 Bovhdpueba xakew v

67

34

atocbyow ;
MPO. T pyv;

E. 3 4] 3 ClL 4, 3ov I
ante toii om. I'. viv om. pr. IL.
a4 A.
15 of whppw Tpbwov yp. Cuw.

4 mw] wws S*, Bekk.:
13 7 Cl. TAAENIZBC H Tp "S.

wig Cl, 10 TOw

& Cl: 8 *S. 14 xolenowr A,

2. Mg drraild wov yphvery, ‘the
arising of forgetfulness somewhere in that
state.” pévesis Apfnr is equivalent to
¢fopd wrfuns, and the point fﬂ the remark
is that the term AeAnfévas (or Afyn) here
is used, for lack of a better, to mean ‘un-
consciousness’ not ‘forgetfulness’ proper,
i.e. a neutral state of mind instead of a
process (yéresis) from opposile to op-

ite.
Poiﬁ‘q priuns HoBes. We should al-
most expect a word like dxpySds here
to point the meaning: should we read
My <7 ' ddnfofg=>? For the def. cp.
Phaedo 55 D 4 ol roire Mjfge Aéyouer,
éxwrrfuns dwoBoldfr; Symp. 1208 A
Juiﬂu 1&,0 ¢xwrhuns €£odos—which pas-
%est that émwrrhuns, not wriuns,
may be true lection here also (MmN =

mer).
4 ww. Stallb.’s corr. of
MS, wis, now generally adopted, as by

Google

Poste, Badh., Wb. : TroTe would be an
almost cqual!y easy correction.

0. fiv viv X kaksls. On the
ground that Prot. has never actually ap-
plied this term, Schleierm. and Heindorf
emended to Ira u# A. xakgs, while Badh.?
obelizes the whole phrase; but uerdSale
mﬁrm seems sufficient to conﬁnn the lmr.lz

“which at present you usually cls:llf -

13.  xowf ywywépevov. Badh.? follows
Sydenham in reading ycyrbuera, because
the sing. partic. besides being an nnnma]y
would obscure the notion of ‘jaint
ticipation’; but surely the use of the sing.
for plur. rather emphasises the notion of
unit

4 obx dwrd Tpbwov. See nole on 33C.
Stnﬁb Ercﬁ:rs to accentuate dre which is

ven, he says, by Mss. in Kep. 470 B,

ael. 143 C, 179C, Phaeadr. 278 D, Tim,
25 E, by Vat. A here and also (which he
fails to note) by Bodl.

g2
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20. Zergplav *rm.wv aw&qa‘ewq ™y pviuny Aéyov
opbas av 1is Aéyor xu.m. Ve v éunw 8éfav.

npQ. | Dpﬂm }*a.p ovw.

2. Mw;pqq d¢ avdpimaw dp’ ov iapépovoar Néyopev;

IPL. Ia'ms.
20. "Ap’ odv ov 168¢;
PO, To ﬂ‘ﬂ?ou

0. Om.:r a pe-m TOV trmpufaq em:o-xf woll’ 7 E"”X“?:

Tﬂw ﬂ-lr"ﬂ.l' ‘I‘OU a Iﬂf&ﬂ-‘fﬂi‘ ﬂ.W‘?j & Eﬂ.‘lﬂ"y GTI. pﬂ?‘.tﬂ"fﬂ. ﬂ.l’ﬂ"

ITPL. Haw p.ev aw
Eﬂ Km ol

Méyouev. 7 yip;

v Kai oTav mrohctmu’a F.mmﬂv €iTe am’ﬂq

oews EI-T av paﬂ'qpa.ros' adfus 'm.vn;v nrawal 7oy wdAw avry)

év éavr), | Kal Tavra EVpmavra dvapvnoes kai prijpas mov C

yYopLED.

I1PL.

IIPQ). To moiov;

B. 4 Mywper Cl. A, Myoiper E et corr. II.

cwparos om. ACE: fraocyer Cl.

g udhirr’ T\ 10 Mywuer C.
C. 14 rabra] wdrra F.

12 dr’ CL
fupwarr' T,

Ogyﬂm
0. 09 Xdpw dmart’ elpnTaL TavTa, €0TL TOOE.

8 #xafe ZBH : fxrarye...
xaf % yuxh H, xdfy yuxh CL. Al

13 elr’ w
17 rair' CL rbde; Cl.

i

v
Sullh explains that memnqr is to Plato
in German phrase ‘‘das Bewusstsein von
Empfindungen und Wahmehmungen "—
continued consciousness of impressions
and perceptions. Cp. Theaet. 163¢ fi.,
Cm{rf 437 B 9 porhun wavrl wou uypie S
povd) doriv J--rp yuxp : Arist. Am. post. 1.
99" 26 ff. érot‘r:rm & aloffrews Tois
ugv rar [Yur dyylyrerar povi) roi alobip-
paros.,.év ols 8 [J'n-!'-purm} Bveari <ph>
alebavopdvors Exewr Eru dv 7 Yuxd.. i.t pdv
ofr alo@foews ylyvera mﬁ#q, KTA
M. 1. 1. 3:;;‘ 28: we might also mfar to
Hume's * kdm and to Lady Macbeth’s
“ Memory, the warder of the brain.”
dedurnais differs, in that it is a purely
and independently mental action, while in
prhuy is involved alefqeis and therefore
hﬂdﬂ}" xlvnous.
braoy{ wol’ 4 Mli So Stallb.
Herm Wh and Badh. with the vulgate:
but Bodl. Vat. Ven. I give wdfin yuxt,
whence Poste and the Ziirich edd. read
wdfn n: but, as Badh. remarks, woré
“adds to the clearness of the sentence.”

Gouogle

For the def. of drduwrnous clg:_ Meno 85D
rd 8¢ dvadaufdvear alrdv &v avry émwrrfuny
ok dvapprioxesfal dorv ; wdev ye.

13. oidbs Tadmy ﬁu'l'dﬁ This
rare word seems partly chosen from its
likeness in sound to the preceding dwoké-
caca : it is a metaphor from ploughing,
cp- Lat. woluere, wersare (anima).

14. dva xal prrjpas. For wef-
pas Sydenh. proposed prfuns dracrfoas
—and the use of the word here is strange,
following so soon on pwriuns in the
stricter sense. Stallb. cites wfuas xal
Séfas from La'w.r 645 E, and
rds aloffees Tals wquais from gy E,
which are of little help for the present
use—nor has he told us how far the two
terms differ, or if they correspond to the
distinction between wwipuy aleffoews and
pvhun pabdupares. I incline to write
wal =dralfPes= pofuns: cp. pefuns
drdhnyus, Ar. Mem. 2. 2. There seems
to be no early authority for dvdxrnaus.
Gloél, too, mndﬂnns kal pefquas as
‘ Zusatz eines Lesers.” Badh, seems to
have overlooked the difficulty.

B
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20. “Iva 98y Ty Tis Yvxis ndovy xwpls odparos o1t

pd\iore kol évapyéorara
k] -

owpev, xal apa émbupiarv: dia

ydp ToUTwY Tws TavTa dudirepa €owke dnlovabad.
XX. IOPQ. Aéywuer toivwy, & Zwkpates, 701 70 pera

TavTa.

30. TloA\d ye wepl yéveow Wdovys xai wacav [Tv] 1
popdny avris dvaykaiov, ws €oike, N€yovTas OKOTEWw. Kai D
yap viv mpdrepov €rv paiverar Anmréov émbupiav elvar, 7

TOT €0TL Kal TovU YlyveTal.

MIPQ. Sxomapev Tolvur: ovOEr Yap ATONOUMED.
%Q. ’Amolovper pév ovv, kal TavTd YE, @ l'[pui-rd.pxi,
evpdvres & viv {yrovper, [dmolovper] ™v mepi avra ravra

amToplay.

[IPQ. ’Opfas Hpive: 70 & épefn)s Tovrows mepdueda

Aéyew.

30. Ovxovy vvv

8y melvmy e kai dios xai oA\’ €repa

TowavTa édaper elval | Twas émbupias ;

IIPQ. Z¢ddpa ye.
Q. Ipos 7i wore Epa

A
Tavrov BAéfavres ovrw wolv

F -~ r % L4 ¥ 4 -
20 Siapépovra Tavll’ évi mpooayopevoper ovipart ;

(-2
I 587] ph omnes. yuxhr H, yuxdw T, vis yuxis Cl. AIl. 2 xal post udMora om.
CF et pr. E. 3 was CL fouxer Cl. 6 woMAd...non alteri dat Cl.
D. 7 atrip Cl. II, 11 wév add. Cl. AILZ, radrn corr. Z.
12 & corr. I, dwohotuer add. Cl. AIL 16 wewijy H. wohhd Cl.

1. Tva §8n miv ms Juxis 48. The
MsS. give pj: wp is the conj. of Schiltz,
Heindorf, and van Heusde, adopted by
Stallb. Badh. in ed. 1 and Poste read
&4, following Grovius, Ast, and Ziirich
edd., on the ground that =y ill suits the
superll. drt udhwra x. dvapyéorara, as
Schleierm. argued ; bat in ed. 2 B. reads
b’ dua (? dua Te). I once thought of &'
adriw, but now accept Herm. and Wh.'s
fra %9, supported by Prot.'s reply, and
the similar m:t*r:;p‘tinn in };af:'.r. 3?15 A. ,

v s Ws is the reading o
Bodl., Vat., Ven. I, followed by Poste,
Badh., Herm., Wh.; but Stallb. supports
the vulgate viw Yuxis as corresponding
better with the omission of art. before
ogwpares—not quite a convincing reason.
xwpls cumaros Stallb. explains as a
brachyl for x. Tis odu., comparing
41 C infr., Protag. 358 D, Gorg. 455 E;
but I fail to see the aptness of such an
ellipse here : the point is not so much the

Google

separation of mental #8orv from bedily

#8. as from bodily xl¥neis or from alofnos.

6. wderav [rv] avris. |
follow Badh. in hmckcting the art., as the
meaning should be ‘ every,” not *the whole:
but possibly r4» is a corruption of rwa,
‘every individual form." uopgn = elos.

12. [nrodpev, [dwohodpev]. Thesecond
dwol. appears in Bodl., Vat., Ven. II,
and is retained by Turr. and Poste, but is
excised by Herm., Whb., Stallb. and
Badh. as a marginal gloss. Badh. further
omits the xal before raird yeand t:hnnﬁges
d to a, so as to give an accus. to the first
dwololuer and a proper antecedent in
plur. to adrda rafra. Perhaps we should
alter the first dwoholuer to dwopoiuer, or
else the second to dwohdrouer—and xal
may be corrupted from xard, and a &
lost after elpéwres. For this corrective
use of uév olw cp. Symp. 20t C, Gory.
466 A E, Rep. 331 D, ete.

19. wpdstl...Tadrdy PAl{arre. Stallb.

E
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NPQ. Ma Al ob pddiov lows eimeiv, & Zwkpates, AAN
opws Aexréov.

2. ’Exeilflev 8n éx Tov avrav walw avalaBwuer.

IPOQ. Tdfev & ;

20. Ay mov Méyoper éxdororé T1;

MNPO. Iaes & nu s

20. Tovro 8: " éorTi KevovTal ;

PO. Ti iy

0. TAp' oww -r& dios éoriv émbupia ;

MMPQ. Nai, wnfmfﬁ? Ye.

0. Idparos, | 1) TANpEoEws TGpaTos ;

IPQ. Olpat p.ep wr}.qpma'emq

Q. 0 KevoUpevos Tudv dpa, s éowxev, émbupel Tov
évavriov 7) mdoxe' kevouuevos yap €pg mAnpovafar.

70

15 IIPQ. Za¢déorara ye.
E. 1 pd.. .non alteri dat Cl. 3 éx raw abrdv wdhor Cl. AIl : wdhov éx 7w
alrdr *S. MBwper pr. Z. 5 &y Cl. FAAEZBCEH1w, Flor. a,b,c,i,
>
Sugsi F, &hyme IT : Suppr S. +¢ wou Cl. AIL éxdarov CL Tis
EZBCHw, #r: CL 7 xevoigfar FS, 1o wdparéds Cl. IT et pr. T'A : wéua-
rés *5. haec non alteri dat E. ye; CL 11 wauares; Cl.

85 A.

11 7] wbuaros 4 re. I'.

continuant haec eidem Ew.

comments: ‘‘hic radéror est idem quod
70 &v 5. 0 vyévos, Td eldos.” This is mis-
leading : Talrér is the common, unvary-
ing quality, in view of which a number of
objects are called by the same name, and
so form a gemus, in spite of minor differ-

ences of type. Fora def of émibupla, cp.

Arist. De An. 11. 3. 414° 4 ¢ & alofnous
Umwdpyet, Toiry Hlovh Te xal Adwn...ols §¢
raira xal ) dwbupla- ol yap nééos dpekis
allry: Eth. Nie. 11 4, 1108" 21 Aéyw
3¢ wdfin pév émibuvplar dpyir @48 w... Ehws
ols Exerasr lorhy § Moy : also Thm. 42 A,

Rep. 437 B ff,, and the etymology in
Cratyl. 419 E. The Stoic view of this
wdfos may be seen in Stob. Edl. 11. 166,

Cic. Tusc. 1v. 11T,

3. &k rav adrév is added by w):'
epexegesis to éxeifer, as in Euf
271 C éereifér wollér elow éx Ifuu
FPhaedr. 220 B éviévie pévrow wolidy dmwd
roi 'Ihiraol, wdAer with d valdf. is not
tautalngous,smce the prep. does not neces-
saml:,r lm rrcsum tion: c]J 33 C, note.

:mwl ™
Sn Sullb am:l Wh. : , Vat., Ven. IT
give duyg y¢ wou: whrle the vulgate is
SiyAw wou. Below all Mss. except Paris. F
read xevoirar, not xevoiocfar. Badh. reads

Google

Elol” Aéyowres, Aéy. édx. Ti, mppmmg
that Aer was corrupted to rem, after-
wards “so supplemented as to become ¢
wov.” The infin. is sup;:;’tcd by such
passages as Meno 75 E, 358 D—
and in these formulae 7 reg'uln.rljr refers
to some subst. or infin. (cp. Meno 76 A,
88 A). wov, as Stallb. tells us, is to be
joined with Aéyouer, for which collocation
he cites Phaedr. 258 A, Folit. 306 E.

I suggest Sulijw ye Nyouer Exagrés Tob
wore. And below, perhaps, for derl .
we should read ef 7o xerolrac. For
‘we' as subj. to Sifir cp. & revolueros
hudv dpa 1. 13 infra.

Liebhold proposes Swfd yé Tov, Aévye-
pev, éxdaroré mis, *‘man durstet, pflegen
wir zu sagen, jedesmal, nach irgend
etwas,” 8 v émbupdr rwds émifluuet,
35 B: an Pale}r. too, suggests T for T

12. olpas wiv wh. This use of uér
without a following & is not infi uent :
cp. Seph. 221 A, Laws 676 A. For a
similar fine dlstmctmn cp. ‘that between
@ and &' ob in Theast. 184 C (referred to
by Paley).

13. Twv lvavriey 1 . The full
and more regular form would be r. & 4 4
wdoye, which was actually proposed by
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20. Ti ovv; o 10 WpwTOV KevoUpEvos £a'rw omofev EI-‘I"
mﬁ‘naﬂ n'lnpma'ems‘ t‘tﬁaﬂrm.r 3.;- €iTe pvqp.g, faufnu a
piT v TG vy Xpove maoxe. wir év 1@ mpoole mdmor

emralev ;

5 IIPﬂ. Kai 7as ;
20, CANa pv o 21’ émbupar | Twos émbuper, pauév.
I1PQ. H:Eq 'yu'.p ov;
0. Oun: apa u ye mdoxer, Tovtov émbupel.  dupy ydp,

10

15

IIPO. Nad.

T0UTO 8¢ Kévwois® o O¢ émbupel TAnpdoews.

30. I\ppdoews ¥ apa wp) T TOr Tov dupwrros dv

épdmroLro.
[IPQ. ’Avayxaiov.

0. To pév & oopa ddbvaror: kevovral ydp mov.

IIPQ. Nal.
Eﬂ Tyv tpu‘)i'.-}u a
™} iy Snhov oru’

'n;; ﬂ?tqpma'cwq épdmrecfar Novmdy,
rq.n yap dv €7’ allg épdyiaito;

IIPQ. Zyedov ovdevi.
T a ’ ¥ LI 3
: XXl.ﬁ ﬂ} Mavfdvoper ovv 6 ouuBéBny’ wuiv éx
20 TOUTWV TGV AGywV ;
MIPQ. To motov ;
30. Sdparos émbupiav ov ¢now nuiv obros o Adyos
tyveafar.
PO Mos;
3 wdoxeo pir'] wdoxew o7’ pr. A, wpbaofe T'A Bekk.: wpiofler *5. wwmwore Cl.
6 e CL
B. 6 éwibupeiv corr. F. 8 &p’ lNw. g & CI 11 % &pa Cl II,
Tﬁp(]:: A (vulg. &pa). : §7how &7 : Cl.

hu:l: non alteri dant ZH.

l;l' ¢ vap Cl I‘MEI’[EBCw & Tim ‘rﬁ.ﬂ *S. haec priori continuant ZH.
&' add. Cl. AIT Bekk.: om. *5.
ol Cl, AIl : yoiw

ltlll.ftl = 19 parfdrouer...]

Stallb. (cp. Gorg. 481 C, Phaedo 115 D,
Rep. 339 E); but the omission of the rel.
pron. aupgnrtcd by Phaedr. 175 A,
Rep. 334 B, LEuthyphr. 13 A.

I. i wpwrov krA. The order, says
Stallb., is é T. *p. kev. £ or, dpdwr. dv e,
alr. €. pr. *Anp. Tolrov 8§ xrh. Badh,,
however, brackets wAnparews, which ap-

rs to be a gloss on refrov, as the wdfos
rﬂqutstiorn is whfpwas. If whnpdoews

is to be retained it might be taken (as
I."alv.-;qr prefers) as gen. alter alefjoe and
prgup, while rodrov... frale—which is
ous — belongs to d¢dwr. But
whﬁmﬁﬂ .. épdrracte  below suggests

Google

another order, viz. épdwr. w\. €. aloh. e
wr. 7. 8 xtA., in which case wdoye will
apply to alef., Eraler to mriup: which I
incline to think the best interpretation.
1. wAnpacwis Yy dpa mj ™. So
Stallb., Poste, Wh. and Badh.!, with
Bodl., Ven. IT : 4dp Vat. Badh.? brackets
7', remarking that *the e is useless un-
less we ch"ife its place and read ». dpa
& ﬂlz‘: ossibly we should read rdpa

T@v is partit. gen. after ¢, ‘some part
of the thirsting man,’ i.e. his edpa or
v

B

C
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20. 'On rnfs' éxelvov mabjpacw évavriav ael mwavros
{gov pmrie rqv émixeipnov.

IPQ. Kai pa.d\n..

0. HE upp.q ye ﬂﬂ. Tovvavriov dyovoa % 7d mabh)-

5 para dmhot wov uruny oboav Tav Tois Tabjpacw évavriov.

ITPL2. l'Ia.w Ye.

0. | T*qv a.pu érdyovoay émrt Tad e’mﬂuy.aupem mm-n
deifas pmmgv n J'uryoq Yuxijs Elpmagar Ty Te oppnY Kai
émbupiav xal Ty dpynv Tov {gov mavros amédmuev.

o NPQ. "Opfdrara.

Eﬂ. Awmv apa mr.mr 70 u'mp.u. 1) TEWNY 1 TL TGV TOLOY-
TWY TAoYEW 0udauy) O Adyos aipet.

MPQ. Altjﬂcu*mra.

0. "Er Oy xn.r. T00¢€ 1r£pr. Tavra TavTa xuravoqu‘mptv

15 Biov yap 15350? ﬂ po paiverar Bovheofar Snhovr o \dyos
Nty év TovToLs nurms

IIPQ. | ’Ev 1iow kai woiov ‘I".I"Epl- Bmu pu{fw -

20. "Ev 1¢ mhnpovalar kai xevovolar kai wﬁcrw goa
’I'TEPL u'mmpm T’ éori rmu Cqmv .n:m n;w q&ﬂnpav, xal €l L

20 TOUTWY &V éxatépy yiyvopevos Nuav dlye, TorTeé O¢ xmpﬂ.
KaTa Tas pﬂaﬁuhm‘.

IIPQ. “Eore Tavra.

30. Ti & orav & péog Tovrww yiyvyras;

IIPQ. Ias év péoe ;

E

II. i émibuplar £ et mg. EF. 6 -+ye om. pr. A.
dp' I, 8 xal riw érfuular AZCHw Flor. a,b,c,i et rc. B. 11 Siymw
. . IT: Suygie...dNnfdorara om. A. fuer 70 eopa Cl. Al :
e 1'3#&'5' *S. welvnw Cl. A et pr. I1. 12 alpeiv CHuw, dpei corr. T'.
14 radra Cl. A et pr. I, atrd pr. E, rd aira *5S. raira om. A. 15 Bothesfau
Cl. TAAENIZBCHw Flor. a b,c,i : Bovhebegfar *S.
E. 17 wepl Blov Cl. AIT : Blov wépe 5. 18 xol xevolofar om. pr. 2. 19 Te
Cl. 20 ¢v om. A. rére vulg., ride A. & pr. I et corr. A.

7. v dpa dmrd ... *Indemon- figure of speech seems to be borrowed
strating, then, that Memory is that which  from the dmught bomh¥
conducts to the objects of desire, the dis- 19. xal dns he con-
course has made it clear that it is to the struction is irregular, as often in this dia-
soul that belong the whole of impulse and  logue—the present form being substituted
desire and the sway of the whole crea- for xal év v dhyeiv...yalpew: also rord
ture.’ penune and Yuxfs, the emphatic aé would naturally be expected before

words, are centralised. d\yei, cp. 36 E n.

12. & Aéyos alpei, ‘the argument as- 23. v roirwy. Cp. Rep. 583 C fi.
serts,’ or makes good, emimcit: cp. Re perafld Todrow dugoly év udry or fovylar
Go4 C, Parm. 141 D, Crito 48 C: “the Twa wepl Talra THs Yuxds kv

Google
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0. Aw Fﬂ-’ ru m:ﬂul; a\yy, peprrar 8¢ Tov 1}3&:#,
m* ywnpevmu ‘n'd.ml.r tiv ™s dﬂﬁﬁmi, n'l'qufm 3¢ pire:
n Tére; Papev 1) pun Poper avrov év péow Tov | malby-
pdrov elvas;

s IIPQ. Mp&r pév ovv.

20. Mérepov dhyowd Shws 7 xaipovra ;

npQ. Ma AL, a}JLa. Surhy Twi J““-"'l? thwpevov kara
pév 70 mcupa. & 7@ mwabipari, kard 8¢ v Yuxnv wpoo-
Sokias Twi woby.

o 30 Ilds, J Jpdrapxe, 76 Surholy s Mimns elmes ;
np oUK €0°TL eV OTE TIS MUY xemupemq év c?mi& ¢apcpg.
Tov wh\ppwbyoecba. | kabéormke, Toré 8é Tovvavriov dvel-
TioTWS €XEL;

IPQ. Kai pdla

15 0. Mav oy ovxi éwilwy
pﬁpvqa'ﬂm dokel oou yaipew, apa

TOlS x,oavm: a?nyﬂv ;
MIPQ. ’Avayx.

gﬁv rrh:;pm@v;a‘ta'ﬂm TQ
KevoUuuevos €v TovTols

30. Tér apa avfpwmos kai Td\a [@Pa Mvmeiral re

20 QUG K&l YaipeL.

t d\yet BC, d\yfi Cl. AEIIH, d\yedv Florentini: dhyel *S, Bekk. ibbwr Gv
corr. X: aw om. *S, Bekk. 2 yuryvopévwr T' et corr. AZ. whnparas Cl.
Al : wexhfpwrac *S, Bel:l: 3 wh pduer 7 pduer Al

88 A. 5 pdv omp. 10 elres om. Il et pr. A.

B. 13 fxew F. |5 otk I, 17 dhye S. 19 rére CL dp Cl. T.

1. Bud plv v wdBos...pfww. There Kep. 584 C al wepl ped\bvrwr rodrwr éx

is some divergence here in Mss., see the
critical note. The subjj. d\yp, rhnpurrm
depend on #rar supplied from above.

7. pd Al, d\hd. Ficinus has “non
gaudentem per louem, sed," etc. ; whence
van Heusde suspected the loss cd' ph yal-
porra before pd—unnecessarily, since pd
has here a negative force, as seen from
the following d\Ad: cp. Gorg. 489 D,
Euthyd. 193 ¢, Aleib. 1. 109 D, 110 C;
Ar kg, 85, Nub. 330, 1291, al.

v ¢ mabjpan. Stallb. once pro-
pmed to excise the prep.—needlessly,
since it serves to point the contrast be-
tween the present and fut., the physical
and the mental: translate ‘in the
course of the affection.’

On wpooboxlas v. w. Paley remarks,
“ As when a man gets impatient from
having to wait long for his dinner.” Cp.

(;U 3]":

wporloxlas yiyrbpevar wponolfoers Te xal
wpohurfhoes xard radrda Exovow.

16. dv Tolrous Tols xpévess. Soall Mss.:
but the expression has aroused suspicion.
Stallb. formerly proposed év rois airols
xpbvois, while Badh. in ed. 1 regarded
TOUs xp&rm as the adl:lmﬂn by '*some
glossator” to an orig. év Todrois. dv ToU-
rois rotwarrior might be also suggested,
or év rois Tol <eowparosr> whrous. Paley
writes: ‘‘Perhaps the sentence is pur-
posely interlaced ; ‘at such times he feels
at once pleasure and pain.'” This is an
obscure saying, but if it means that é&v...
xpbrois ought naturally to be at the begin-
ning of the sentence, as referring back to
the previous forw 8re, I believe it to be
the right view—which precludes the need
for any textual change.
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IIPQ. Kwdvvede

0. Ti & Era# &PE?«#E{J‘TNE Xy maﬁpem rev€eofal
wlqpn?a‘emq, ap au 'I"D'I"E T0 Surhovw yiyvolr av wep't‘. TAS
Nomas wdbos, 0 b viv &) kardwv @nbns dmhas elvac |
Surhovv ;

IPQ. ﬁhﬂﬂéu-fum. @ wapa.rﬂ. v

2Q0. Tavry &) 1) okéfe TovTwy TOV Limﬂ'qparwv T60€
xpnoopeda.

IIPQ. To ot

3Q. Ilérepov dAnfeis) ravras ras Aimg ai pdovas
7 YPevdels ET::MFM pev ; TaS péy 'rurugr&i o ov;

IPQ. Mas &, & Zdrpares, dv elev Yevdeis Hdovai 7
?w'rrm :

T30, Mas 8 & Hpa.rra. PXE: ¢ lﬁoﬁm dv gAnlscis 1 Pevdets,
7 mpoadokias m&gs 7 ,u.‘q, 5ofm alnfets 7 l}m-'SEUE ; I

HPﬂ &ofu.r; ey eymy av mov ovyyxwpoiny, Ta
érepa TAUT OUK av.

Eﬂ Naws tﬁyt ; Aoyov pérvrow Twa kwdvveloper ov mdry
TLKpOV émeyeipew.

1P, M lqm.g v

0. AN’ € mpos 7a frupelughuﬂom @ mar 'Keivov
Tavdpds, wpoaKovTa, TOUTO TKETTEOV.
+ Shadd. CL AII et rc. Z. |

e
C. 7 roadrp A. rbde F, rotrwr rbde T'. 8 xmmobuefa Z.
1o ras om. All, add. Cl.2 12 & om. Cl. AIL 1] al Cl. IT et pr. A.
D. 18 mévroi] pév A. 21 el] 9 corr. T, del S. 23 rdedpds Cl. All; Tob
dvBpds *S.

4 dwhas Surholv, ‘indifferently (or cp. Theaet. 184 A, Cratyl. 411 A, Rep.
without exception) double': “a less ap- 450 A olk lore Soov doudr Abywr éxe-
propriate word has been chosen for t Tf_r

sake of playing upon Sixdeir” (Badh.). -ﬁ wal "welvov vdvBpds. This voc.,
For the oxymoron cp. dAnfds Pevdés, says Sta]lb is :{pphed to Prot. "I'an:etel
Theaet. 189 D. as the discipl hilebus (cp. supra 16 A

7. T6Be ypnodpeda.. wérepoy dAnbeis. where Phil. says & waides—and Lauws
Here begins that discussion of the truth 769 B waides {wypdgwr, ‘pupils’): “quod
and falsity of pleasures which has caused si ita est, facile apparet urbane carpi
such a stumbling-block to some critics of  Prot. et Phil., qui antea sedulo cavendum
Platonism. Cp. Rep. 585 A f. and Ne-  statuerant, ne disputatio extra oleas va-
mesius de MNat. fom. p. 223 (cited by garetur. Etenim tanguntur hoc loco illa
Stallb.): and see App. F. p- 17 Esq." ¢ sotoo Poste. More recentl

13. wes 8, & . So most edd.; but  this view has been defended by Mr
Turr and Poste follow Bodl. in omitting Adam (Class. Kev. X. 5, p. 237), who

compares Rep. 368 A & waides éxelvov Toib

|5 Pj Yevbeis, after ddfai, are i.r.?é (of Glaucon and hdclmantus},
uusp-ected by c]r as an interpolation. says: ‘‘Prot. is xhgporipos of FPhil.'s
dweyelpav. For the met.  Méyos (cp. Rep. i. 381 E) and is con-

Google

C

8D
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IIPQ. “lows Tovro ye
20. Xaipew raunm det Méyew 7Ol AAADIS UTKETW 1)
Kal OTWOUY TWVY Wapad TO TPOTTKOV AEYyopuevwy.
MPQ. ’Opfas. -
5 2. ﬂ.eyc S'r,- poi: bavpa yap éué y E;(n Sua Té\ovs

del mepL Ta avTa @ :rw 3:3 wpoviépela axopr para.

IPO. Mas &y

31. "‘!"wsen;, t:u 8’ gt? (S OUK EloW Mooval ;

IPQ. Mws ya.p av;

2Q. Ouﬂ. &) ovap ovdl vmap. ws dijs. [éoTw] ovr’ &
;.l.t:wme our év ':mpatﬁpowvau; oudeis icrﬂ' GoTis moTe Boxel
pev xaipew, ngﬂ 3¢ ovdapaws, ovd av doxer pev Avmerofas,
Avreitac & ov.

PN, Mdvfl ovrw Tavr’, & Zwkpares, €xew mavres

15 vrel\r) papev.

75

1o

6 dei AZ @ aiu *5.

30. "Ap’ olw dpflas; 1) oxemréov eir’ Sphlus eire pn

rpoufduefa Cl. TAII ;
11 wapadperira
doxei) dr doxy F.

t*dﬂ-r Cl.

Tavra Aéyeral;
E. 5 ydp ué ve Cl.
wpoebéueba *S. 8 3 om. pr. .
A et corr. Cl. (wapa.. ¢ppocivass): wdows degporiva *5.
14 tair’ IMw.
sequently described as his son.” But
Badh. takes the words literally: “the

word éxeivor is often substituted for the
proper name in speaking of an absent
or rson with respect... It is
not known who was Protarchus’ father,
except that Socrates above calls him Cal-
lias, but he mo doubt belonged to a
principal family in Athens.” 5o Paley
renders “*son of a distinguished sire.”” Cp.
Soph. 7Track. 1017 @ wai roud' dvdpbs.
But as neither of these explanations seems
satisfactory, I add the suggestion that the
ref. may be to Gergias (ob. c. 375, pro-
bably years before the Phil.) who is
mentioned as Prot.’s instructor in §8 b f.:
Gorgias’ work on rhetoric may have
treated of ‘digressions,” as he certainly
was noted for wpfxn, and the Gorgias
deals with Pleasure.

2. Tolg dA\\ows piicewy, ‘long dis-
courses’: for omission of Adywr cp. Rep.
4.37 Ay when: ngﬂrr:w is used without

. 283 B fi. for T4 wpooixor
{Mw rp&ov M-r_unr] as the law limiting
digressions (wapadelypara, etc.) in dis-
course; esp. 286 D xpn Thr Te Yhyor

éxdarore xal Frawor woeiclar Bpaydryros
dua kel pdcous o dr del wépe Néywper. ..

Google

xjirowres.. wpos o wpdwor: also Crafyl,
414 E 10 whrpiow et guhdrrew xal 76 elcds,
sC. in etymolopizing.

5. bud ‘rﬂuwlni‘. Cp. dia Blov del
39 E.
6. wepl vd adbrd 4 is the reading of all
Mis, and most edd., but Badh, substitutes
raira * for the unmeaning ra aérd of the
Editions.” If we retain ra abrd 1 suppose
it must be meant to emphasise the notion
implied by 3. r. del—continued attention
fixed on this one a::umlant s hjecl

7. s This is *restored” by
Badh.? ‘from ruta.r::hm to Socrates,’ 1
incline to think rightly, cp. @r ¢ns just
below.

8. yebis, ol 8 dindeds.  Elliptic

for al uéw . Cp. Protag. 330 A, 35 E
supra, al,

9. wes ydp dv; i.e. oldauds.

10. ofire by ...lenww. Badh. and

Wh. follow Stallb. in bracketing orwv, of
which St. writes: *“adscriptum uidetur
ab iis qui formulam ofire 8vap o008’ wrap
per se seorsum accipiendam putarent,
neque omnem uerborum constructionem
satis perspectam haberent.” Poste re-
tains the word. For the adverbial for-
mula cp. 65 E. Possibly we should read
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IIPQ. No

i\ 30, Kal

IIPN. Ic

o 4 20. Kal

] IIPQ. Ka
0. Ouvko

So&dly, 76 ye «

| TPQ. | Té

15 0. Ovko

nonTaL, 76 ye o

\ IIPQ. Na
20, "Ore
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20 0ofalew & (o

< oKemTéoV >

I we -r' "‘r&.l ZBCHiw
87 A. 3 fero C

om. AEF. T
om. pr. A (add. mg. C
1. AIL

Badh. writes : the'
which is out of the
are not su ed to
but to &rﬁﬁ "; an
emends to guwpduer,
cp. Folit. 307 C.

10. 1 i rey k. dy.

with most edd. ; but §

x. 4., on the nd that 7
cquals T voua bpb3s dxpmorit. Sues
says d:EerE volebat Socrates :
Xpnarip § wis abriw dvoudoouer;” But the
nuance of the query is surely much better
conveyed by the indef., which implies a
universal negative for answer
Se€ no “‘rariorem structurae enallagen,”
;hen fi?;:u ﬁﬁﬂw is mere
L .
El::r xald Jripufrf’ﬂﬂh]

-
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‘fine names,’ i.e.

pnoTiv
tallb. also

ey e T *rﬁ‘?”i"i
A f;-.ri'_-;'. \
C L ti e st fopTaOpaOr 10 &ffﬁf"w : ﬁ’ e
I

e
Lol -
PR ST
T Lt

;'?-' L YL
LT b ol e ) e o i 0 &
. : — :;f‘l_',i.‘ &Fﬂpﬂilﬂuw @P.F:"I ﬂpg’]”

[
- W - 5
= " L

e o e G2 t'-:q:mfm: m'grrpoa:ﬂ-qa?o' ;
w0y 4 te imep apapToeETaL ¢ ?5?
e e Y 00T rokdxss ov pera 308ns

L e A S TR Y

-

-
—

-
- - "

*l . )

we a3 °s T.elTw KO TOTE lq-opr:'r

\_ T TTe Tporeamol Lhﬂ}f!q A g

-8 ; : ‘Lo T J.';L'pm' d'.;.lwtﬂ 0 T8 M, o lpe-
e g LG TR »

L I__L.W_g.'..l'mu:ummg. . w'i‘[ﬁl?'

yar 7w Ll
i ner g
ey -'[:""__" allg I, ¥ 0. zfn'ﬁm‘ e
-t (T 4".1'.!'.." A i ...
Hl' - AT
o shery Y TE
- &i, 3d-  ToiTE nﬂ@% mn;
. . ' Ff{.-..:-_'j*‘- e tl‘ﬂfﬂ.?‘tﬂmi rHpm
T ...,':- 5 vaversel¥ X e ’.wﬂ"
R LA 188 D, oleeric
r ' . ML R :'EF- ﬁﬂﬂp .
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e, - «nd Wrong,-
- ue  dpfbrys have g

-petpwper:  applied to the inten ic meaning, a0d a5
falsehood, as applied iVat. v.ﬁﬂr; upl";f truth or
express conformity or p r}?mmh’tﬁﬂﬁ

the moral law. .. [t would t

fallacy to infer falsehood
Socrates seems to prupmfrgm

bl 5 T® TOWY
. TOWVTY Kal rére
. Aéyouer is Stallb, ’s conj. (adorpted

b}' B-Edh.iﬂ.nd Pﬂ.lff] for ilfmp of +mss,
and previous edd.: the corruptior., arose
from wrong division of rore v W

s.n;l”r Poste, however, retain éhevy &'P' b
_ T$ Towodry, ‘simi!arly coryditi '
ie " | lhﬂntﬂ,
objc:mt. dvovear or misappre}. iending its

I can

names of fine things, cp. Cratyl. 411 A N
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IIPQ. 2::5#:1'0:!
20. "Ap ot 30{"'9 p.ﬂr m’r.yl,yviu'ﬁ'ﬂv Yevdds Te Kai |

ﬂﬂfc, Kal eymrn ov pnvur Sofn diud Tavra d\\a Kali moud C
Tis éxarépa, okemwTéov Pys TovT €lva;

IIP{. Nai.

0. I'lpusr 8¢ ye rovros,
pév m‘n wol’ m*ru., 7oy Se
woww Twe 8¢ ov yiyvealov, kai

IIPQD. Anlow.

0. Ahl’ ov3+:u TOUTO e xalcﬂ'np t&sw, oTL Kal 'rruw
TUVE. wakm. yap emupev, oTL a Te kai Oopuikpal Kal
opddpa é IEKﬂ.TEPﬂ.I. ylyvovras, Aomai | Te xal 78ovad.

IMPQ. Mavrdwaoct pev ovw.

30. *Av 8¢ ye frovnpm TOUTWY, m Mpurapye, wpoo-

15 ylyvyral Tun, movmpay pev $ricoper ovrw yiyveodar Sofav,

wovnpav O¢ kal 1180::13 :
IIPQ. ’AN\a 7i pyv, @ Zwkpares ;
2. Ti &, dv opbomys %) rovwavriov dpfBomyr Twi TOU-
dpd 7. Cl. AIL v F.
’ upé “3 woie mg. H, rure Cl.ﬁz dwola *S, Bekk.

3
Cl. TAEBCEF, wod AIL re H, ¢ AEBCEFw, 8 cum *S corr. I

5
» % L] # - LY
€l xal 70 mapdmwav WU Ta
kal NVmy povov amep éori,

Tavd Hpiv Swopoloynréov.

10

4 Taira w. 7 wol' Z, wou

éoTow

corr, Z. 8 woudv AATIBCEHw et pr. I'F, wowr Cl.

D. 14 ve] ye xal H. 16 3¢ om. IL. 18 &» Cl. AIl: da» *S.
whole of this clause, while in ed. 1 he edd., who 51% this clause to Socr.; but
suggests that duolws elnge has been cor- Badh.? reads dpa éwry 4., nttnbutmg the

rupted from oduolws del gudei. Herm.
keeps eDpper *‘eodem exemplo quo So-
phist. ¢. r4 ex opt. cod. elAfgpas: pro
eihfyaoe scribendum fuit™ : and Wh. also
reads rg..eMnger.—On the whole I in-

clause apa...elvas to Pmt ., and the foll.
val. wpés ye...8wuokoy. all to Socr. But
see preceding note. dpd 7¢ 8. is the read-
ing of Bodl. %u’at Ven. II.

3. woud s éxavépa. Cf. Soph. 263 A

cline to retain #rg and add oxerréor at
the end of Socr.'s remark, with Baiter;
since Badh.'s arrangement lays too heavy
a task on Prot., who would scarcely even
say oxewréor unless by way of echoing
Socr., ¢cp ?6 E ad fin, where Prot. repeats
the ox gested by Socr.—The ar-
gument is briefly this: —:f 8dfa and #Hdorr
are on a par as regards olela (beirg
always ‘real’), they should also be on a
par as regards d\ffewa: but &fa is incon-
stant as regards dA4f. (admitting both
contraries) : therefore fders should vary
similarly in respect of dAfjfea. This in-
volves a distinction between *essence’
and ‘quality’ (xoudr), to which latter cate-
gory dA48. belo
2. dp om

So most M35, and

Google

wowdw 8¢ v¢ Tod gaper drayxaior ExacTor
elvar Tar Moywr,. . tdv pdv Peudij, riv 3¢
dAndi.

1. wal éx. ylyv. Cornarius
conj. xal egodpdr ral frvyalrepar éx. ylyr.,
approved by Steph. and Orelli: but
Stallb. defends the present use of egodpa
I[J; 24 C, 41 E, Phards 93 B, Frofag. 355 E,

ipp. Maj. 209 D. Badh.? brackets Aiwal
re xal fdoval as a gloss. Paley takes
o@pddpa with yiyv., ‘do decidedly become,’
with the alternative ‘and each of these
(E:::JM or small) in a high degree.” I once

ght that ogadpa might be a corruption
of Sidgpopo, cp. 12 D ., the first two
letters being lost after xal: but change is
needless.
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TV mpooyéymrar; piv ovk opby pév 8ééav épovuer, av

]

opbémra loyy, Tavrov 8¢ ndojy ;
ITPQ. ’Avaykaiov.
20 Av 8¢ ye dpapravopevov 76 Sofaldpevor | 9, My E
s 86fav ToTe dpaprdvovady ye ovk opbiy dpoloynréor 0vS
oplas Sofdlovoav;
PQ. Taws yap av; '
R Ti §’, dv ad Mmpv 7 Twa 130y mepl TO
@ Avmeirar % tovvavriov dpaprdvovoay épopopev, opbny
107 XPNOTYV 1) TL TOY KAV a’vulmfrmv avry wpoathjooper ;
IIPQ. AN\’ ovy oldv e, €lmep dpaprijoerai ye ndovr).
’ gﬂ.’ Kai v €owké ye 180ry) molkdris ov pera 86éns
opbijs dA\d pera Yevdovs fuv yiyveobau.
TIPQ. s yap ov; xai Ty pév ddfav ye, @ Zokpa-
15 7€s, | év 7 TowiTe xai Téte Néyopev Yevds, v & Hdoviy 387
avTiv ovdels av woTe mpoaeimor Yevdn).
0. "ANa ﬂfoﬂtﬁpmg dudvess ¢ s 1dovs, & Ilpd-
Tapye, Aoy Ta. viv.

4 7ye om. Aw. duaprdrwper A, duaprdvor uév mg. F.

E. 8 8 CL II et pr. A.

Cl. AIL 5
ot i ana 20 oz T
- 1§ wer] énéyoper libri omnes. ) )
»mv CL. A et pr. IL. 17 79 CL Tiw... pevdij om. A hdoué
2. Tadrdy 8 48owijv; For this ad-

verbial use of radrdr in elﬁl]saalin phrase,
‘equally,’ cp. Cratyl. 404 E, . ug B,
Symp. 169 B, Rep. 535 D, Protag. 318 A,

344 D. . -
g -epbpajiev, dpbily ... mpoohjoopar,
Badh. writes : *“the

Books have époplper,
which is out of the question. Inquirers

are not supposed to gaze pon an error,
but to defect it”; and so in his text he
emends to ¢pwpduer. Perhaps épelipwuer:
cp. Folit. 3o7 C.

1o. & mrev k. év. Somss. and Badh.
with most edd. ; but Stallb. reads 4 7l .
x. 6., on the ground that épfiw § xpnoTiv
cquﬂ]sr&&rnmdpﬂﬁsﬂwrﬁf. Smllb,a]mn

vs “ dicere volebat Socrates :

narhe § wis adThy Sroudaouer;” But the
ance of the query is surely much better

nveyed by the indef., which im lies a

iversal negative for answer—and I can

. po “‘ranorem structurae enallagen,”

1en Ovopa wpoc@icew is merely a syn-
ym for dvopdoew (wpocerweir).

For xald dvbpara, ‘fine names,’ i.e:

mes of fine things, cp. Crafyl. 411 A

Google

rafra T& xald dvéuara—olor Ppbrnals Te
xal alveris xal Swatoalwn, Theag. 122D}
conversely aloxpd dv. J;?o 344 B, gaila
d‘r.ﬁ Hipp. Maj. 188 D, olxerixd dv. Soph.
226 B.
_ Poste cites £th. Nic. 11. 6 and V1. g to
at *“8p64 and duaprdrovea or -
contrasted in Greek as Right
d that “dpapria and
ric meaning, and as
express truth or
tions or feelings

dpBbrs have a
applied to the inte
falsehood, as applied t
express wnformi?v

the moral law....1t
fallacy to infer falsehood from
Socrates seems to propose.”

15. v ire kal Tére Aéyo
yeubi. Myaper is Stallb.’s conj. l:adﬂnp;t:ré
by Badh. and Paley) for éyouer of
and previous edd.: the corruptior,
from wrong division of roreheyoue
and Poste, however, retain fhey

v v Towobre, ‘similarly cor
i.e. duaprdrovear or misapprel
object.

ielhmxe is
utrique
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IIPO. Ouvdév ye, al\’ dmep dxkovew Aéyw.

0 A t 3 T piv t:wg:'v m ﬂul.pe 7 p.ﬂa 8ééns 7€
u'pﬂr,; xai per émmm;c 78w Tis perd ToU Yevdovs xai
ayvoias woANAKLS exua'rms' '.m.l.mr vyvopévys ; |

s IIPQ. Eixds yoiv ,m;u T uikpov diadépe. B

XXIII. 20. Tys &y pas avrow éml Oewpiav
eEXwpev.

NPQ. "Aye omp gou daiverar.

Z0. Tpde Bﬁ?ym.

o IIPQ. Ip;
20. Adfa, papéy, nuiv éori pév Yevdis, éori 8¢ Kai
aknbhis ;
MPQ. "Eorw.
30. "Emerar pnv Tavrais, 6 viv &y ééyopev, 70ovy
15 kai AUmn) wohhdkts, dAnfet kai Yevdet doép Aéyw.

NPQ. Tlawv Ve

2. Ouxow éx prijuns Te Kai mﬂqﬂm dda fuiv kal
éxdaToTE ; C

70 Swadofdlew éyxerpew yiyvell

1 Mryw CL 3 roil om. A. 4 dvyrolas] librd drolas.

B. 8 4y’ CL riide TAAEIIZEBCH1w, ¢ 8¢ Cl.: =7 8 *S. 11 dbta
pév pauer F. piv ore om. H. péw om. ITH. 14 Tlowij
xal Moam Cl.: Sotdgew w (et ed. Bas. 2). 18 dyxeiped Cl. TAN, eyxwpeir & :
dyxwpeiv *S. ylyved® A, ylyveshar I1, ylyreat’ Cl.: ylyrera: *S.

1. odbBév ye, dAN'. ““The ye is added
to obdels and otdér before xhdr and its equi-
valents. Cp. Eur. Jph. 7. 548 (564) oddels
e whiw Bavoloar oy dpdv ¢dos. Arist.
Nub, 734 obdév ye whip . Protag. 3108
obddr ' el ph"” ledh] drep drotw
Aéyw, says Pnﬁte, is better rendered *1
assert that this is the ordinary use of lan-

" than ‘I 5peak as I am prompted

my companions’; but I suspect that
the simple ‘I nnljr say what I hear’
(Paley) is more correct than either.
Yidxolw, h.e. deoboras éwlorapar,” Stallb.

3: xal dywolag w. *‘Sic Cornarius
coniecit. Libri drolas.” Stallb.: so too
Bekk., Turr., Badh.,, Wb, But Herm.'s
view on this matter is worth citing :
*‘(dvoiar) vocem ommino dici non po-
test quanta invidia Platonis editores pas-
sim persecuti sint. Remansit tamen in
loco plane genuino Phaed. c. 29: whdeys
xal &.rnlu.s xal ¢pbfwr xal li'"iw dpdrrwy
xal 7iv ANwr xaxlv TOv dvfpurivey
drnAhaypévy, neque intelligitur, quo-
modo ei, qui wolr et déwworunr arctis-
simis mutuac necessitudinis vinculis con-

Go glc

iunxit, dvowar et dywoiar promiscue usur-
pare non licuerit; adde insignem locum,
Tim. p. 86 B: véoor pév 87 Yuxdjs droar
oryxwpnréor, 8bo &' drolas yéwn, 0 pév
paviar, 70 8¢ dpaflar: quae quum ita
sint. ubicumque sine librorum fide &rowa
in I-p'm ab editoribus mutata est, tacitus
mrngnm " duuht, however, this theory
of ‘promiscuity,’ and conceive Plato to
have used dvorz in a wider sense than
dyvoia, an inference to be drawn from
Tim. loc. cit. For a discussion of the
relations between &fa, oo or éwm-
orhun, and dyvowa or dyvwela, see Kep.
476 D .
17. odxowy...xal T8
* dxdeorore; So Bekk., 5 ail

Poste, Wb. Badh. emends to xal 8'1;
Sokd{ew éyxwpelv ylyreobor éx, and trans-
lates: *‘From Memory, then, and from
Sensation, our notions, and indeed the

for forming notions at all, are
derwed’m every instance.” amaned;n-
is explained as ‘to distinguish notion from
notion ‘—and, as Stallb., remarks, “hoc

uno Platonis loco legitur " : cp. duovoud fewr,
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IPQ. Kai
20. "Ap’ odv fuds & mepl Tavra dvaykaiov 1ryovpela
ew;
IIP0. Mws:

s 2. IloA\dkws idovre Twi wd pmﬂer B wdvy a'a.qus‘
m xnﬂopmpcm. EvpBaivew ﬂovlﬂ!g v kplvew dains dv Tavl
dmep 0pq ;

ITPQ. ¢m1r;u ur

0. Ouvkoiv TO perd. ToUTO GUTOS auTov ovros avépour’

10 dv WOE ;

nrPO. Iwos;

0. Ti more u.pce €oTL 7O Tapa mv wéTpav 'rm.rﬁ' €oTdval
tﬁa.wa{npﬂmv | vmo TwL SevSqu, TQUT €imEw av Tis wpoe]}
EEWDP dokel goi, TowarTa drTa KaTdwv Pavraclévra avre

15 woré ;

PQ. Ti pajv;

0. ’Ap ovv perd. TaiTa o mmmc Ws dToKpwipevos
dv mpos avrov elmo. Tovto, ws €oTw avfpwmos, émrvyas
€Ty ;

a
C. 2 iryodued’ Cl., soppis H. g adrd eavrov: Cl olirws &» Epoir’
ar CL 12 wor’ dp’ T'w, wore &p' CL
D. 14 Boxei gou T, donfoon Cl. AII : Soxp oo *5S rowir’ Cl. T, rowid’ w.
atran Cl. 15 *q corr. Z. 17 ot F. Taid' I'. 18 aidrde
ClL rolroom. Cl. A et pr. II. dwervy’ ds Cl.

Polit. 263 D. As to the lection Jofdfew,
it is, says St., “nihili facienda™; while
wr is **nauci non faciendum.”

O. Apelt (Newe Fakrb. "93, p. 284)
emends to xal T8 &?5 Sotdlewr dyxwpe,
“‘und dasjen lqe wodurch uns das urteilen
moglich wird”: he compares 7 ¢’ ¢
MeweiTas 37 E, and the Mss.’ error deiv for
8¢l in 54 D. Paley keeps the common
text, and transl. ‘and the attempt to dis-
cern by judgment,’ with the note **as in
the case that follows, when a statue may
be mistaken for a man”: while Poste
comments ‘‘Jiad. seems to be formed on
the analogy of dialéyesfat, or Siavociofar,
md expresses either the dialogue with
one's self that is presently dcscnb-:d or
sil]o gism from probable premisses.” I

ink the foll. passage, esp. 38 B, is suf-
ficient to defend the compound—diado-
Edfewr being silent (or wpds alror) Sia-
Adyeoday, just as 36fa is unspoken Aéyes
(rd Sofdlar Néyew xakd...cvyy wpds alriv,
Theaet. 190 A), so that the common view is

Go 3|~':

correct and emendation needless. But per-
haps we should read éyxwpei ylyreofa:
é

K

6. mdx These words are
secluded by Badh., with the comment *‘it
is very unnecessary for a man xplvew Td
xa @ oppera,” besides which he objects
to the double obj. after kplrerr. But we
must interpret the Frep as merely local,
‘when a man sees from a dmtnnt height
the prospect delow’: and in a similar sense
we have cariddw just below. For the argu-

ment regardmﬁ yevdhs Sbka, cp. Theaet.
(ol

1878 fi.; r the illustration, cp. #.
29: B Epn Méyeus.. . Ori dvlor’ dyd yiyrdoxwr

wipdT), 8¢ Oplv @\ov Bv of
yeyrdokw, yiigr elvar Zwcpdry dv olba;—

also Cratyl, 429C ., Rep. 523 B.

12. dordval pevov.  Also
bracketed by Badh. as turning the sen-
tence into bombast, and as being *not
everé Greek.” a it o

18. dmruyés elwdy, ‘hitting on the
truth in his assertion’: the oppos. of this
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20. Kai 7a
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vegﬂch Y ab 7dy’ dv ws éori Twov
kabopopevov ayalua wpooeimor.

& F 4 ] LI - » A LI
20. Kav uév 7is y avrg mapp, Td | Te WPOS avrov E
% % ¥

[ # 3 # 3
pnbévra évreivas eis

Pwrry mpos TOV WapovrTa avrd TAvT

av walw ¢pbéyfairo, kai Aoyos O yéyover ovrws 6 Tote

86éav éxalotpey ;
PO, Ti uyv;

20. *Av & dpa pdvos 3 TovTo TavTOV 1:'{369 avrov Owa-
voovpevos, éviote kai Thelw xpovov Exwy év auT@ TopeveTal.

IIPN. Idvv

b r
pev ovp,

30. T odv; dpa ool ¢aiverar T0 mepl TovTOV YIYVi-

pevov omep €poi ;
IIPQ. To woiov;

30. Aokel por Tote Nupov 4 Yyuxy BiBlw Twi mpoo-

coLKEvaL.

PN, Mws;

20. ‘H pwijpn tats alobjoeot | évpminrovoa eis Tav- 39
L] L] b ¥

3 wowoupdrwr F. 4 mdderd E S.
E. 5 airor Cl. 6 wapber' I,
fac A, ofrros EF.

avrd Cl. alrd IT : adrde cum *S corr. A.
S, Bekk. yeyrbuevor add, Cl. Al
a9 A. 20 rair’ ClL

1o &r &'] &M\’ CL II et fortasse pr. A.

» ¥ -~ +# \ # # #
20 TOV, Kak€wa @ wept Tavra €oTe Ta wabijpara, dawovrai pou

& pdv om. Cl. AIL ye F.
abrd A. 7 wdhw] rdhac a Cl. AIL
roir' atrd I,
11 avrw Cl. 13 roiraww libri,

16 mee om. Cl. AII

is the foll. waperexfels, ‘going wide of
the mark,” for which ¢p. 6o D. Paley,
however, gives as an alternative *‘speak-
ing at hazard"” (like ‘drawing a how at a
venture’): but Isocr. 239 A and 280 D
seem decisive for the other sense, in spite
o m;luxl:t @y woipdivey [pyov T8

2. Tvey K.
dy. wpooelwor. wpocelwor is rendered
by Stallb. “‘gracterea s. insuper dixerit”
—a strange use of the prep., and, as Badh.
remarks, what is said ‘*is no addition but
a substitution.” Hence Badh. emends to
o T¢ 7. m. Epyor ov 7. k. & wp.: which
however corresipond: less closely than the
vulgate to the form of the preced:;f sen-
tence. Paley renders ‘he might call it a
statue.” Perhaps woqpuévear <elxdw > Epyor.
But on the whole it seems best to supply
wpos alrbdr with wposelwo and take Epyor
and dyalua as in apposition, 7é xaf. being
subj. to fore.

B. P.

Go 3|i:

13. T mepl Tovrov yiyvdpevor. Mss.
and most edd. read retrwr: Badh., ob-
jecting to both number and case, alters to
. rolro : Stallb. writes **expectabas mepl
rabra; sed genitivus ponitur propter
dalveras : cp, Phaedo 58 A, AM. 32 B."”
I accept O. Apelt’s emendation, which
improves grammar and sense alike: for
this typical fudr 7 as ofros cp. 38 C
supra.

19. 1 pripy... . In this unsatisfac-
to ssage Badh. makes several changes
—Igrgcaketmg xal before éxeiva, wn%;gni;
wepl tadras for . ralira and galrera:
for galvorras, bracketing Méyovs and roifro
70 wdfnua. In the second sentence most
earlier edd. put a comma alter ypdyy,
but Stallb., Poste and Wh. punctuate in-
stead after wdfgua. The main difficulty
seems to lie in the words kdxeiva d wepl
raird dori 14 wabfuara: Stallb. and
Badh.! take dxeiva with rd waf. and

6
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als 70T€ Aoyovs' Kai

o-rcur pev a.h;ﬂ-q ypdyy Tobro 70 wdbmpa, d6fa 7€ d\ybjs

xm hoym an uvrnv
Paptmr

&v pBaivovow al-r;ﬂm & puw Yoy
evS‘q 8’ orav o TowvTos wap’ NuW ypapparevs

5 ypayy, Tdvavria Tots a.h;ﬂea'w améfn.
NPQ. IIdvv pév olv Sokel pot, kai | amodéyopar Td

pnbévra ovrws.
30. ’Amo

Séxov &) ai érepov dnptovpyov Nuav év Tals

Yuxals & TG TOTE XpovY YLryvopevov.

10 nPN. Tivae;

0. Zmypmﬁov, os ,t.ue-ra. TOV YpappuaTioTy Tov Aeyo-

pévov eixovas év T Yuxy ToUTwV ypadeL

2 rdom. A. TE OM. 0.
B. ¢ yyréuera BCrw.

5 ypdyy Cl. AIL :

ypdep *S.

. —_—

understand wepl raira to refer to Thr urdune
xal rds alofheoes, ‘and those affections
which belong to these faculties’ (with
which Paley agrees). wepl raira vd waf.
cannot be taken to;;ﬂher, since that would
involve, as Badh.? points out, ‘an extra-
ordinary use of waffuara, transferred
from the affection of an organ, or of a
power, to the organ or power itself.” The
meaning, then, so far lt—“Memar? and
the Sense-affections inscribe Aéyo.” In
the next clause the phrase rofro ré wdfqua
seems odd, standing as sing. to equate
with the preceding plur., and as a neuter
abstract word to equate with the concrete
agent & <vypauparels which follows—a
curious change of horses when crossing
the stream ! Stallb. however attempts to
explain the fact that ‘' memoriae et per-
ceptionis in unum coniunctae uis et faculias
appellatur wdfnua' by saying that rd
wepl raira wabfjuara were the factors last
mentioned and that Sccr. here resumes
them by the sing. ‘tanquam in unum com-
prehendens’; and also that ‘illa_affectio
etiam efficiendi quandam uim habet : est
enim effectrix opinionum,” and that ‘no-
mina in ga exeuntia subinde etiam actiue
significare uidentur, cp. Opéupa, mnutri-
mentum, Politic. 189 B." But this defence
is very lame: for wdfnua is doubly pas-
sive, and though in general by change in
point of view a word now regarded as
passive may presently come to assume an
active signif., yet here such a metamor-
gﬂo«sis is out of the question. Poste equates

th kdxeiva.,. wabffjuara and rolre 7d

wdfnua with 70 Jofacrwée, ‘the judg-

Google

ment as concerned with sensuous per-
ce%ians.' "

. Apelt proposes ypagy for ypd
hnlﬂingpﬁ “I:"l.irp:ch]t:chthin unslattl'ﬁﬁ
roiro 70 wdfnua zu dem vordersatz mit
drar zu zichen als deszen subject.” Fur-
ther, he would print thus, Telro vd rdfnua-
Sbta re...yyvbpever, ‘‘folgendes ist das
erlebnis, folgendes trgt sich zu: es ent-
stehen wahre meinungund wahre begriffe."”
{L‘{\. 51 E obrwei Siaronfwper * wpoehiuero

rh. for the asyndetic constr., and for
Twro, in place of the more usual rou-
oiro, Gorg. 491 D, KRep. 332 ). Per-
haps é\nfés (-ws) 'rpm#n or dAnéi ypdn
<wepi> 7. But it is difficult to reduce
the sentence to satisfactory order without
adopting a large number of conjectural
changes; and so, perforce, I print the
traditional text, dAN ofx dwodéyopar Ta
fmbévra olrws.

1. lwypddorv.. rofrey ypdde. Badh.
proposes wov {wypagel for Tolrwe +p.,
objecting to the position of eérww, which
must be taken as repeating ror Aey.,—
but n:edlhs!}r. ‘Ad Mheyopdrwr intelligi
licet i’ fuwe. CL 46 D, 51 K, Theaet.
188 D, Phaedo 67 ©, 77 D, Stallb. Grote
objects that *‘it is odd that Plato here
g:ts the painter affer the scribe and not

fore him. The images or phantasms of
sense must be painted on the mind before
any words are written upon it (if we are
to adopt both these metaphors).” But
the elxdw in Plato’s meaning is rather a
re-presentation than a sense-presentation
(as the context shows), and, as Magui
remarks, perceptionr (the work of the
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IPN. Maes 87, 'rmrrau av kai mwore Aéyoper;

21, O‘I‘ﬂ.l' ar ofews ‘q TWos aqu a.m‘@*qurfme Td TOTE
SofnCnp.em Kkai Aeydpeva afmyaywv TiS TAS 'rmu Sofmﬂmmu
xal hexﬂe‘vrmu Emums': év avrg opg | mws. 1) TovTO OUK €0TLC
5 YyUyvopevor map YW ; 3

ITPQ. 3pa peév ovv.

3:[1 Ovkovv ni pev Tov d\nfar Sofor kai Aoywr
eikoves alnfeis, ai Se Twv Yevdov Pevdels ;

TP}, IImrrairan'w.

10 30. Ei &) ravr opbas eipnkaper, érv kai Tode émi
TOUTOLS a'xabmpeﬂm

IPN. To molov;

Q). Ei meplt pév T@v ovrov kal TV yeyovdTwy TavTa
Nuwv ovtw md ew n'ru.ylm:nv, 1r£p1 ¢ fm"v pflhﬁ'wwv ov;

15 IIPQ. HEpl. aﬂmrrmp eV avr TV xpuvmp WoavTws.

2. | Ovkodv al ye Owa Tis I#UXT]E u.vm, nSoum xmn
Avmar é\éybnoar év Tols mpdolber ws wpu Tov dua Tob
ooparos ﬂaavmr kal Avrov ﬂ'po'yt.yrmw’ av, aoll "?F'-”
&vpPaiver 10 ﬂpoxmpew T€ xm 10 mpohvreiofar mepl Tov

20 pé\lovra xpovov elvar yuyvopevo ;

IIPQ. Ah ﬂe’c‘n’afu —_

Z0. l'lurepuu ovv Td ypdupatd Te kal {wypadipara, &

1 ab] olw H Myouer Cl. AIT: MNywuer *S, 3 dwayayirres ras H.
dotaftrrws F. 4 abri CL. 8pia F.

C. 5 im.'i'r H 7 dAnbfurde F 13 pév...o0 (14) om. A. T@r post
xal om. pr. E. raif’ I'.

D. 16 adris add. Cl. I‘&AEHIBCHW 17 fuwpocfer T : wpbalev 1) wpbobev T1

et, qui %, Cl.
ylyraur' 11, wpor TITr-m.‘Ir' T.

rp& F, wpis E.
19 evpfalre ES.

18 wpoylyrorr’ Cl. AAEFw, wplo
7o post xal add. Cl. AIl

ﬁrl"ﬂl faculty, Jofacruch) rightly pre-
es conception (the work of elcasricd);
so that the objection falls through.
For the analogy cp. Plac. 1v. 11, 1:
ol Zrwwol pacw * Srar yerimby ¢ dvBpuwos,
€1 7O Tryeporicde uépor TiHt Juxis wowep
v ellepyor tIt dxoypagdr * els rolro
play éxaornp Tiv évvolr évamoypdperar.
Similar is Locke's theory of the child's
mind as a fabwla rasa in his Essay.
13. o wepl.. dva . This indirect
question depends on exeyupefa above:

cp. Seph. 133 A.
18, m"i fvpBalve. Badh.?alters
to wr 8" fuiv &mr,ﬂdm, on the ground

that ‘‘two things were said of the second

Go ghﬁ‘

elSos of Pleasures and Pains (the mental
class), first, that they preceded the others,
¥t wpoylyvowrro, and secondly, that our
anticipation was thus connected with
future time: ws fvpBalvor...elvar yeyrbue-
wow,'' This is possibly right; but as only
the second point concerns the present ar-
gument, I see no reason to change the
common lection. The ref. is to wposdoxia
in 32 ¢ fi., and pr iy in 33 C, 34 B .,
indicated h}r ¢ Tois wpbober.

10. «lvar ?LW is not merely peri-
phra.auc.. but means ‘is a yoyréueror,’ elral
TL TWr yryroudrwr: Cp. 42 A, 39 C ad fnit.

22. wérepov odv vd yp. Badh. alters
to oficour & 4yp., as more suitable both to

6—2
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a'pmpnp ﬂpafepov in.ﬂe,u.eu iv np.w w.yvca'ﬂa.t., '!I'Epl. peév Tov
yeyomfn xai Tov mapovra xpévov éoti, | wepl i 3¢ Tov pé\\ovra E

UK €0TW ; :
IIPQ. 3¢ddpa
211

TApa r.rn?oﬁpa he-yﬂq. oTL #uw éori *rau'ru. Eh'lrﬁe?

ﬂ.g TOV €melTa. X povov ovoadt, Npels &’ a¥ 8ua mavros Tov Biov

ael yépopev éNmidwy ;

PQ. Havrimact pév odv.

XXIV. =0.
T00€ amoxkpiva.

MPN. To mﬁov,

"Aye &), mpos Tois viv elpnyuévors kai

0. Aikaws anjp kai evoefis xal ayalos mavrws dp’

0¥ BeopiMjs éoru éu"rw
PQ. Ti pyv;
0. T &;

Tovvavriov | e’xﬂvs?
PQ. Tas av

AOLKds TE Kal TavTdmao. Kakos dp’ ov

- m———
— ey =

20. Mooy pnv é\midwy, ws é\éyoper apri, mas av-

Opwmos yépe ;

MPQ. T( & ov;
3Q. Adyor pijv elow év éxdorois fuov, ds é\midas
ovopd{opev ;
IPQ. Nai.
Q0. Kal 8 kai 7d ¢avrdopara <ra> élwypadnuéva:
1 ouxpdy E. év om. H. 2 wdera pr. II. éorw Cl.: domi...
xpbwor om. A.
E. 5 rair' I 15 vl 3¢] vl dal C1.2 A.
40 A. 19 yépa Cl. AlL 11 pév Z. év om. Z. 23 val om. EF.

the argument, and to Prot.’s reply Z¢odpa
se—but his argument is not convincing.
+ o$sBpa ye. dpa_opéSpa Méyus.
For a similar reply by Prot. commented
on by Socr. cp. 24 B, ad fin.
15. warrdwaos kaxés. Badh. suspects
that warrdrace here is interpolated ‘by
way of bringing =. xaxds into correspond-
ence with the wdwrws of the preceding
speech of Socr. which the interpolator
supposed to belon e‘f to dyadés, whereas it
is in fact intended to colour the whole
question.” But why should not warrd-
waa: qualify the two adjj. here, if it be
true that wderws qualifies the three above?
Still 1 believe that Badh. is wrong in
denying that wdvrws goes closely with
dyafés: for it is intended to imply the

Google

missing virtues copla, cwdposiry, and
dvdpela. The mention of eloefins is note-
worthy, since ‘ piety ' is not usually countexl
among the cardinal virtues outside u{{lhe
earlier dialogues, e.g. Profagoras. ere
it may be cl?:ftu thcgfunn of the predicate
—Geoguhs.

16. tovvarriov Ixelvy, i.e. Beopuas:
cp. Rep. 612 E & pév Geogudis Qv ey, o 5é
Peopuane, where also it is argued that the
dlxaior is Peogirnjs, and that 7y Peogihei,
Jdru ye dwd Dedw ylyverar, wdvra ylyveaba
ws nul' Te dpuora.

xal rd davrdopare <rd> ifw-
va. See above 39C. In addition
to * propositions’ (Adyet) 3.hnpcs involve the
second process of imaginative picturing.
If the Ms. text is right, éwyp. must be

40
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xai Tis opg moA\dkis éavrg xpvaov yryvouevov apbovor kai

ér’ avrg mollas ndovds* kai 87 kal ével{wypadmuévov avrov

ép’ avrp xaipovra opddpa kabopg.

PQ. | TC & ov; B

5 20. Tovrwv olv wérepa Ppoper Tois pév dyabols ws 70
wo\v 7d yeypapuéva mapatifeafar dAnby dua 70 Peoihets
elvai, Tots 8¢ Kaxols ws al <710> WOANV ToUwavriov, 7 %)
popev;

IIPQ. Kal pdha paréov.

30. Ovxolv kai Tois kakots Mdovai ye ovdév 1rTTOV
mapacw élwypadmuévar, Pevdeis 8¢ alrai mov.

MmPO. Ti pyv;

20. | Yevdéow dpa n8ovais Td molla oi movnpol xai- C
povaw, oi &' dyaboi rav avblpdrwv dinbléow.

15 IIPQ. ’Avaykawsrara Aéyes.

30. Eiol 8y xara Tovs viv Adyovs Yevdeis é&v Tals Tov
dvlpdmwv Yuyais pdovai, pepiunuévar pévror tas dinleis
éml Td yehowdTepa' kai Avmar 8¢ woavTws.

IIPQ. Eiow.

30. Ovkovw v dofdlew pév ovrws del 1o TO wapdmay

10

20

1 éavrie CL II et pr. A. 2 dvelurypagnuévor Cl. All : élwypagmuévor *S.

3 xalpovras Cl.
B. 5 whrepor E. 78] od CL II et pr. A. 6 wepurifecfau H.
o
g peydha paréwr IT. 11 élwypagnuéva E.
C. 13 &'T. xalpovew ol wornpol E. 16 elow Cl. 17 pepry-

pévar AF, ppotperas mg. H. 20 orrws CL Il et pr. 4 : ofrws *5.

redicate, *and the images as paintings’
sc. ‘are in every person,’ or ‘we call
hopes'). Paley proposed to transpose
the art., s0 as to read wxai ¢. td é{.
Otherwise, xai &) xakd @. ., or xal
dfha drra ¢. €., might be suggested;
but the simplest corr. is to bracket rd or
else repeat it before ¢{., which last [ adopt.
2. adrév. The farce
of the prepos. is well brought out in
Badh.'s rendering (followed hy Paley),
‘he sees himself, as part of the picture,
rejoicing in himself exceedingly.” Badh.
also sugpests altering the Mmss.' alrir to
the reflexive adror, after Beck, but no
other edd. adopt the needless change.
. volg Bl xawois ws al <vb> wolv
vriov. 16 before wolv is Stallb.'s

Google

conj., accepted by most later edd. Paley,
misled by Stallb., wrongly supposes that
Bodl. gives ws of wold dvavrior (?rol-
varrior), which he would retain, punctuat-
ing ws off (sc. d\nf7), wokd évw.,—but he
cites no parallels.

17, papapn .dwl Td youTepa.
Cp. Symp. 214 E éxl 1d yehoubrepd pe
éwawdoas: Folit. 193 E évl md aloxlova
pewpfodar, 297 C: Laws 814 D, E érl 10
gepvde. . érl TO gaidhor puocvpdvnr. So
‘ficto fn perses uoltu _Fropnni cereus,” Hor.

Epp. 11,1, 265 : cp. Tac, Ann. 14, 30, 43-

ﬂo, Bofdlev bvrws.. . py én' w‘;n %‘
Here the ambiguity of #», as denoting
both reality and existence, is well brought

out. Some Mss. give olirws, an evident
and easy error.
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pévors éviore.

IPQ. Tawvv

0. Kal | ruﬁfa M, olpai, Td mwepyalopem 3céav »
Yevdy T0T€ Kai 10 \bevﬂmg Safu. lew. 1 ydp;

[MPQ. Nad.

0. Ti( odv; oux dvramodoréov Tais AUmais T€ Kai
nOovais Tyv Tovtwy dvrioTpodor €Ew év éxeivoss;

MPQ. Ids;

2. ﬂ'i: ﬁu p,eu xm.pcw ovTws a.ﬂ. TG 70 n-a.pu.ﬂa.u
oTwIoly Kal eix]) Xaipovti, ui) pévror émi Tois odot ,m;s émi
Tois yeyovoow éviore, moMaris 8¢ kai igws mhewrTdxis émi
TOlS pUnoe p.-sh.lut.vm woTe yevrjﬂo'ﬂm.

IIPQ. | Kai Taufr mrrmc m}'xamu, o mepuﬂ:, exew. E

Q0. Ovkoiv o a.vruq ).o'yos' t:w t‘u',- mepi qbuﬁmv T€ Kai
vpav xai mdvTwy TGV TolOUTWY, ws €0t Kal Pevdn wdrra
Ta TolavTa évioTe;

IPQ. TMldvy pév odv.

0. Ti &¢; ﬂ‘OVI']pd.l: Sofu;s' [kai xpnporas] alws 7

20 Pevdels 7l.yvopt‘vas EXOpEV €lmeLy ;

1 éx' obow TAAZEEBCFHw Flor.abeci

: éwobow *S. und’ CI. éxl yeyovbor
IPAZECF : émiyeyorboe *S.  undé Cl.

éx’ éoopdvors I'AZNIECEFH : éweropévors *S.
D. 4 éwepyafbuera E 5 Yevdis] Yelidos A g w@s om. EF.
10 pév] pév éxelvos Z. 12 lrws xal I‘
E. 14 dvayxalor & cuxpares Cl. 'AIT : & ampttﬂl drayxaior *S. 19 vl 8]
ri dal A, (tl dM\ws 7 dre dAnfels 5 mg. F

8. Ty roirev Advricrpodov Ew v
ixelvors. The ‘analogous state’ is that a
thing may be real at.‘f yet rest on unreal
grounds. éxelvous is taken usually to refer
to 6fa and 7é dofd{ew: Tolrwr to Aiwas
and fdoral. But, as Badh. objects, it is
improper to speak of thy rodrwr &
&.iﬁme the &&s has been assigned to
pleasure and pain; besides which we

ly to what precedes, and éxelvois to hiw.
r. k. Hi.: but the latter seems impossible.
Another explanation of év éxelvois is given
by Poste, who renders *‘in respect of those
prcdicatea, i.e. reality and groundless-
ness " ; which may be what Stallb. means
hy his “sc. ér T ﬁofd;m pér Srrws, un
éx’ obae 84" Il rolrwr has the same ref.
as the preceding raira, i.e. to real yet

should expect vy év éxelvous after dvri-
orpogor. Hence B. proposes to *‘reverse
the direction of the pronouns, and by rod-
rwr understand the notions and beliefs,
and by éxelvoes pleasures and pains. To
do this we must remove rais Air. e xal
#3., and frame the sentence thus: ol
deraw. Ti¢ TovTwr EEw derloTp, dxelvais,”
But this remedy is too heroic. Frorn Tim,
87 (70 8¢ rolrwy dericTpogor ab... wdlw
elcds xal wpéwoy drrawodoivas) we rmghl be
tempted to infer that redrwr refers general-

(:L‘I gh‘

roundless opinion, perhaps we should
ﬁelete tht ér before éxelvors, or else, if
éxelvois is to be taken as by Sullh ete.,
change ér to éwl as in uh éx’ ober xTh.
above. But on the whole I prefer to avoid
change, and interpret rodrwe (as rabra
above) of ‘reality and groundlessness’
and éxelrois as meaning d6fa and Jod{ewr.

derlerp. may either take gen. as subst.
(Rep. 530 D ete.), or dat. as adj. (Rep.
Hos A etc.).

19. wovnpds Séfas xal xpnords dhws
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IIPQ. Ouvk d\\ws.
30. 0ud ndovds 'y', afp.m, KaTavooUuey ws aAlov Tiva
TpomoY €loi -n'nm;pa.?. Ay | 'rrp tpeuﬁﬂ.g elvas. 41
IpPQ. Huw pév o v ruvm.wmv, @ me ates, elpnKas.
5 a';(ESm- yap TG Pevdel uév ov mdvy mornpds av Tis NUmas T€
Kai ﬁﬁov&g Ocin, peyakp O€ allp xai wol\y ovumirrovoas
worpig.
2.0 Tu.q p.ev rmwu *n'nvqpuq 'r,-Somg :cm. Sm. mormpiav
nuﬂ'u.i' TolavuTas nhc v uwipmr Epou,u.tv, dv ér 30 vov*
10 7as 8¢ Yevdeis kar allov Tpomov év Nuw wollds kai rroh}mm
évovoas Te Kai éyyvyvopévas | hexréov. Tovre ydp iowsB
xpnoopeba '.'rpas' Tas xpl.aew

IIPQ. Tlas yap ovk ;

2 ' Cl. All et corr. I', om. s : §' *5.
41 A.
: axeddw Cl.

? rorqpiu.Cl add. « CL.%

IT et pr. A. #re om. AlL
B. 12 xpmodpela EF et pr. A.

et der libri.

1) YevBeis yoyv. Ix. elmelv; The text here
is open to suspicion. Ba.dh would ex-
pu both xal xpnords and 4 Pevdeis.

l;ﬁb., too, once rejected xal xp. (as do
Paley and Whb.), but in his later edition
defends the text, on the ground that the

upmmns are only incidentally men-

tioned, *‘quocirea in altero membro orati-
onis quod addi poterat xal d\nfeis, id
silentio transmittit, et tantummodo ad
wornpds S6fas refert istud 7 peudeis.” But
it seems doubtful if this is a sufficient
defence of the clause. One Ms., Par. F,
gives 7 &rc dhnfeis § Jevdels, whence
Schleierm. emended dMwws 4 dAnfels xal
¥. 7., and this or 4 . . dAnfels seems
a fa.n‘l}r probable restnratmrn on the
assumption of ‘p&mblepsm O. Apelt
sugpests w, ddfas xd

4 mWhve ph' oty ﬂimﬂl’-w uév oftw
corrective may be used in either assent or
denial, here the latter, so that wdvv be-
longs to roiwarriow: to this Badh. objects
that it is **as absurd in Greek as to say
that oue thmg is very opposite would be
in English,” and so he alters ﬂh'u to wids,
followed by Wb. But wavv roiwarrior ls
as good in Greek as ‘quite the contrary’
is in English.

After redw. Paley reads 4 elpyxas, and

Google

3 yevdels elvar Cl. AIl : Jevdeis 4" elvas *S, 4 ¢l
Avwenpas E.
Q dAhlyowr A.

elmep eloiv.

olpai] elvau IT. 3 elow CL
pxas @ gwxpares A.
re om. Cl. ﬁ.[I 6 8¢) 82 xal Cl.

llrrepor époluev] borepoiper Cl.

13 ye (post efwep) om. Cl. AlL

this (or ols elp.) appears a probable in-
sertion since the :EIpac ‘contrary to the
truth' or ‘to the correct assertion’ is
harsh, in the absence of any parallel Fu
s.a.gr whcrc rotw. alone means ‘wrongly.
llrwﬁ-ﬂ, for ¢ Yevde, is due to

Badh e talk is of the abstract quality,
not ut'a particular lie,

iiﬂlﬂulﬁﬂwﬁ V BST, Poste,
Wh. retain the te, which Hl:m: wlth
Bodl. omits.

6. peydig 8 dA\g xal woldp. So
most Mss, and edd.: &Ahp & xal rnhhg
Herm., who remarks, * non semper magna
pmuitatt opus est, ut uwoluptas praua ex-
Sim";um lpodpev. For th

8. ...tpobpev. For the acc.,
in place of wepl c. gen., of the theme,
rather than matt:r. of discourse, cp. A pol.
23 A with Stallb.’s n. ad' loc.

9. @v In Boxg. Herm. omits the &
inserted in '\I"BST reli,'mg on Bekk.'s false
report of its absence from Bodl., repeated
in Stallb

13. dlwep eloly, Bodl.,, Herm. : elrep
vé el VBST, Wh.: “‘at simili in sen-
tentia abest ye Euthyphr. c. g, Protag.
c. 10, Euthyd. c. 15, Higp. Min. c. 18
etc.” Herm.
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0. A hl', @ Hpurrapxs, eloi xu.ru. ye T ép.nu TOVTO
3¢ 10 Séyfm €ws av kénTaL map Nuw, advvatov dvéleyxrov

&n mov yiyveolau.
IP. Kalws.

5 X.XV 20. Iepioropela &y xabamep abkyrai mpos
ToUTOV al TOV Adyov.
IPQ. "lwpev.

30. AMNa pny emoper, eimep pepviueba, oliyov év
TOLS wt)é'aretv, ] ak Ern.v ai ley&pm; émbupial év quiv do,
10 diya apa 7OTE TO Twpa Kai xwpls TS Yuxns Tois wabhjuact
diethymrra.
IIPQ. prvnpcﬂu. Kat ﬂpoeppqﬂq mwu..
20, Oumw 0 pév émbupovy v 1) Yuxn TWr TOU
TWpaTos ermrrwv Efemp, 70 3«-: ™Y ﬂﬂ&um 7 Twa Sud
15 wdbfos NBoryy 70 cwopa v T0 Tapeyopevor ;

1 elol] elow Cl., el Z, els w
Viigor Tifeafas Toliro 70 Sbyua corr. Z.

wov Tas xploes Auiv e ylyverlar corr, Z,
rpoqwcrwueda *S, Bekk.

dunv Sbfar mg. H.

8 drwuer E.
C. g as Jru al Cl. ASIIZ, fws Srar al 'ABCHw

roiiro 8¢ T dbyua) Sei
2 & om. A. dréheyxTor didraror &
5 wepiiorwpefa Cl. A, wepuordpefia I1:
wpbofer Cl. All : Euwpocfer *S.

: fws ai *5. to 1 yuxh

corr. E. 3 Thw [pcrst yuxn) CL IT : vdw cum *S corr. A. 14 évarrior E.
rd 8¢ Cl., Tols Cl ’el rora om. F. 15 wdfovs T, wAjfos CL.2
AlL Emm Cl. AU : wapadexbpevor *S

1. wxard ye miv dprw, sc. rapge. o Cles. p. 82 (dowep olw dv Tols yuurixols
Cp. Aep. 397 D, Folit. 277 A, 291C, Latws  aydow dpare tois wixras wepl tijs ord-
6s30C, 862 A, cews dfhows Saywrifoudvos, olfrw kal

rovro Bk Td Béypa.. ylyvesfar. Stallb.  Ouels... pdyecfe, xal uh fire adrdv els
and Paley explain the dogma to be rols ffw 7ol waparbuov Myovs wepdorac-

‘that pleasures cannot be false'; Badh.
on the contrary makes it refer to the pre-
ceding eloi ye x. Thr éuiw, as ‘the helu!f
that pleasures may be false or true,’ and
s0 he translates: *' But until this judgment
of mine is approved and establish n us
both, it is impossible for it to ma?e
become exempt from) examination.” But
if an antithesis were intended between
* my opinion® and ‘ eur decision’ it must
have been more C]Eﬂl‘lj’ expressed, as by
wap' dugoiv—an objection rightly urged
by Paley against h.: hence xénra
means merely ‘is pmpuunded " as a thesis

for di&cussiun
5- which Bodl. gives,
htly remned here by Ilerm., though
Bcl»: » Stallb., Turr., Posle. Ba.[lh and
Wh. agrel: in folluwmg btcphens ¥ Pogio-
rwpefa. W, H. Thompson's defence of
the former word (which Dr Jackson has
shown me) by a comparison with Aesch.

Google

Bad) is sufficient. For dfAnral, cp. Theaet.
168 AB.

. Alyov v ?‘h i.
o. Kal Ywp 3 ns. FPale
proposes 7 vy, as ‘it wmwut the Jody
that had the double wdfos.” But this is
needless: cp. 35 C ﬂ&unru émibuplar of

Lylyverfai.. .ore Tolr dxeivov tuﬂ'ﬁmw
évavriar del warrds [Pou uywle THv éwe-
xelpnew, and 35 A & x:mimu: e, ., .
émbupe Taw éurr{w 7 wdoyed

13. Tav Tov cuparos dvarriuy Hew,
T 8 Ty dAymbéva xﬂ. For this brachy-
logy, in place of v@w év. &£, Taw Tol edu.,
cp. 34 C (xwpls odpares). For 7o &
Bodl., Vat uy 'ﬁ’:n 11 g'nrc rots, whence
Bldh conj. 7 rére, The 8 dAy.

Badh. further finds fault w:lh # rwva dud
wdbfos Hdordr xTA. and suggests The &
dhy. e Sid re wdfos 78y dvdv xTh.: the
text is somewhat peculiar, and the su-
perscript wAfifos in Bodl. suggests &t
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THy oo,
0. 3w ‘YﬂE’ 31 70 yryvduevov év Tolrols.

IIPO. Aé €ye.
20, I":.yver

a mww omorav )] | Tavra, dpa Tapaxetofal D

s AUmras Te xa.'i n8ovds, kai ToUTWY uwﬂﬁaﬂ; adua wap aAljlas
évavrivv ovooy yl.-;msa-ﬂm, o xal vov &7 épdim.

IIPQ. daiveratr youv.

¥
0. Ovkotv kai 76d¢ elpyrar Kai ouvwpoloynpévov

nuw €umpoolev keirar;
10 nrPQ. To ﬂ'ﬂll:m* :

20. ‘s 76 pakAdv Te kal Yr70v dpdw TovTw déxeatov,

AV T€ Kal 1;!30;'@, Kai OTL '.rmv dmetpwy €lrny.

ITPL. El.pm'm

Ti p:}v ;

20. Tis oo p'q)guvn ravr opfas kpiveobau ;

s TIPQ. | IIp &) xkai Qs ;

20. Ei o Bovhyua nutv 'l"l”i xpm'cme ruwmu év *rmnu-

TOLS TI-CI' i Bmyumwu

Bovkerar ékdoToTe, Tis TOUTLY WPOS

aMjhas peillwv kai Tis éhdrTov kal Tis pmallov kai Tis

D. 4 raif’ I 5 wapdA\Agha pr. A.
om. CL II et pr. A,
ZF. rolror C 12 frr S

E. 15: xal vds : Cl.

9 l‘urmﬂe I'A: !‘nrpuarﬂw *S.
18 .‘rfrpm:w] iaﬁ Auowr 0,

6 dvarrior A. B oluoiv
1T Te xai] xal o
: (quod non alteri dat) Cl.

wAfpwow. Paley explains the wdfles ht're
as ‘the act of drinking when thirsty etc.’
But probably &a fdﬂm qualifies dhﬁ#&u
as well as nlowse: 35 E dia uér TO
miﬂn d\yn, Mﬂ-r'lrrm i rav Héwr. Paley
also suggests the omission of the ré before
wapexbueror,

4 ylyverar volvww. Badh. would
alter to ¢alveras to ‘get rid of the clumsy
vlyrerar ylyveofas, and to have a better
correspondence to éparn and to Pro-
tarchus’ galveras ~yobr.’

|| os...xal §n.. dryv. Badh? ex-

es the kal, saying that ‘@s introduces

%act, #r. the reason for it," though in

hls first ed. he had cited Phaedo g5 for the

indic. after ws coupled with the opt. after

Bri.. And in fact it is rather the ds-clause

that states the reason and the #re-clause
that gives the resultant fact.

For the classification of Pleasure and
Pain under 7 dwepor, see 27 E ff.

I A b

Turr. a.r.'l:scntuam ris olw p., a most un-
natural position fur the enclitic, as Badh.
remarks. For xp Heindorfl and Schleier-

Google

macher conj. woia, followed by Bekker
and Wb. But Badh. objects that el réde
ktA. is no answer to either »f or woia,
and hence he su%:sts ‘‘that something
has fallen out, perhaps to the following
effect: 7l olw; wnyarh rair' dpfds ntpi
veafar; (rpde 8¢ oxefdueros welpw dmox
vecfa).” This is ingenious, but

ht. 1 once th nit we should !l'l.".ld
8’ (or Eori Tis) for ris. But there is no
need for change, since, as Apelt (N
Fahrb. 1893, p. 285) points out, P.'s
question refers to xpivesfai.

16. el vd Bodhnpa fpuiv xrA. Badh?
thus re-writes this passage: el réde T
BotAnu' fuie Tis xploews rotrwr: dv Toi T.
8. [Bodherau] éx.,...xal vis pdAov [xal ris
opodporépa), xrh. Ile argues that *““rd
BotAnua is not the will but a particular
wish, and v 8. rijs kploews is the wish to
judge. But how can the wish to judge
]udﬁel‘ and if it cannot judge, how can it
wish to judge? M]r correction is fully
borne out bjl" Prot.’s answer—# Boikgais
rijs kpleews aliry. By leaving out xal ris
rgpodporépa the difficulty which besets ris
palkow disappears.” As to the last point,
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Tlias porépa, Numrn e mpos ndoviy kai Nmy wpds Mimny kai
»1) wPos qﬁavqr.

IIPN. ’AN\’ éori Tavrd 7€ Towavra kai 7 BovAnois s
Kpioews avry.
5 . T aﬁv év pév n\bﬂ. 70 wnppmﬂﬂr xai éyyvlev opav
'ru. ,'.wyfﬂ'q ™Y u.i\'r,-ﬂimv | a.cﬁam.(ﬂ .ltd.l. 1}::1:81; woLeL Sofu,{lsw. 42
év Mrais 8 dpa xai 7dovais ovx €oTi TavTOV TOUTO YU
pevov ;

IIPQ. IIoAV pév aw pmuov, @ mepafﬂ

0. Evu.:ﬂnuu & 70 viv 7o Tpkpor epmpoaber yéyover.

nPQ. To n'awv Aévyers ;

Q. Tore pév mszofm l,l-evSﬂ: Te kai dAnleis avral
yuyvouevar Tds AUmas Te kai 1)Oovds aua TOU wap avrais
rabnparos averipmhacav.

IPQ. | Ahqﬂé’u-m-ru. B

20. Nuv 6€ ye avrai dud 10 woppw ﬂﬂ' Te kai éyyvbev
Exu.a"rﬂ'rt Taﬁalhopmm ﬁfmpfmﬂm, Kal n;.m. Ti0épevar
wap u.?s.hqlai, ai pév ndoval wa fﬁ A pov peilovs
tﬁawuvrm. Kai mﬁuaporepm, Aowar &' ad diud 70 map’ 1)00vas
20 TOUVAVTIOV ﬂuwmq

10

15

MIPQ. ’Avdyxn yiyveolfaw Td Towavra dia Tavra.
1 o¢odpbrepa I'. 5 év pév corr. All, dopdv CL
43 A, 6 wouetw Cl. 'rmh'ﬁ b rolro Td yryvbuevor 1.

10 : dvartior AAEIIZBCEFH : eidem {lant *S, Ald.

uwpocfer *S. 12 alre (ut videtur) I' : adrac *S.

All : dua xal Hlords *S. atrais Cl., alrols I'.
B. 16 adrai CL 5.

S— E—

@] T A, furpoode TAII :
13 xal Hdords aua CI.

the insertion of the adv. along with a row  guexp. or pelfow to pelww, cp. 25 C: Mad-

of adjj., which offended Schleierm., is
sufficiently defended by Stallb. who cites
parallels from 61 D, Phaed. 93 B, Protag.
356 A, 355 E, 357 A, Polit. 276 B etc.
And the former eriticism is not convincing,
since surely a wish can wis4, i.e. relate to
an object or possess content. The con-
ditional el depends from pnyard dore
above: so that even the sugpgestion of
Badh.?, § for el, is needless, as also is
Apelt's proposal #ore 7d Sovknua fuly T
kploews TolTwe év Towlros Tiel* Suayrdwar
Bovherar (sc. i) kpisis) éxdorore, Tis xTA.,
‘*die absicht eines urteils iiber diese di

besteht im fulgendem das urteil will er-
kennen, welches, usw.” (For this use of
rowlrés s, cp. Gorg. 497 B.) But the
want of symmetry remains; it could be
remedied either by changing egelp. to

(;U 3]":

vig (ady. erit. p. 393) suggests xal 7is
paraxwrépaor duakwrépa Liebhold would
insert ﬁr.‘m after wddor (cp. 61 D, n.).

Pmt s reply suggests roiiro wer' év 7.
rotoUTois practically means dwelpocs.

5. dv piv 5o 76 wéppwdev k7. For
the ref. to vision and its errors cp. Rep.
fioz ¢ radrée wov fule pbyefos dyyiler
Te xal wppwler Bid Tijs dfews olx loow
palverar k7h.: Prof. 356 C galverar ipiv
T See Ta abrd peyéfn dyyifer pdv pellw,
woppwlev 8¢ éhdrrew xTA., where the rela-
tivity of Sense is made to illustrate the
relativity of Pleasure, as here. Pnlej.r pro-
poses tu omit the words xal

12. avral ywyvépeval. Stallb " with
Bodl. gwcﬁ afra, referring to Charmi.
163 c: but Poste and Wbh. keep airal.

14. dvewlpwhasav. HBadh. rightly
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3.  Ovkovw o' peilovs TGy ovoay éxdTepar kai éNdr-
TOUS q')u.wowm, TovTO u.rrurepopcuaq :xn-repmu 70 @nmpmu,
dA\’ nw: nr, aurc mrra gpﬂms‘ tﬁawup.ﬁmv | épets, nuS‘ av C
wore TO émi ToUTe pépos s 7Bovi)s Kai AUmys yryvopevov
s opfov 1€ kal al:’,'g:ie rahp‘r,-ﬂ'ﬂq Aéyew.

IIPQ. Ov yap o

2Q.  Tovrwy Toivvy sch oPopela, éav Tyde dravroper,
18ovds kai Mimas Yevdels ére pallov 7 rairas pawopévas Te
kai ovoas év Tois {dois.

IPO. Tloias 7 xai mas Aéyets ;

XXVI. =0 E:.p‘:rrm Tov wnh}..nxw, oﬂ. ™S tﬁua'fmg
éxdoTWY qu‘aﬂupopcvn: pév avykpioest xai mepwem xai
wTANpUTETL Kal KevwoeTt | Kai TIow avéais nm q‘.uﬂr.cn:m D
hum TE kal d\yndives xai ovacu xai wavll, omooa TolavT
15 ovopar Exe, fupﬂm:. TL‘}'I-'OFEP{:

MMPQ. Nai, 'ra.uru. ﬂqum. FOMHI.E.

0. Eis 8¢ ye ™jv avrov ¢pvow orav mﬂ;crn;rm. ﬂquu
al ™v kardoracw Ndory dredefduela wap’ Huov avrev.

PO. ’Opbds.—

! ,.E% Ti &, otav mepl 70 cwpa undév TovTwr yryvduevor
M 4 ;
IIPQ. Tlore 8¢ Tovr dv yévoiro, @ Zwkpares ;

10

1 8ry w, 2 éxdrepor libri.
C. 4 woriom. F et pr. E.

rotrw Cl. TAEMNZBCFHz et corr. A : roiiro *S.

5 dpférepor . rodudree CL IT et pr. A. 7 ék 93 Cl dybpeda Cl.
I'AANIZBCHw : dyduefa *S. 12 xai Siaxploers om. Cl. AlIL

D, 13 alfesi EFS. 15 drbuara Cl. 16 rair' I'. 17 abraw Cl.
18 #doriw H. 22 yévoer' T
draws attention to the tense: *were found The usual comma after drarrper is

to communicate.’

1. otxoby Sow xrh. * That much then,
by which either appears greater than it
really is, that apparent and unreal quan-
tity, will cut off, and you will neither
say that the appearance itself is a right
appearance, nor will you venture to call
that part of the pleasure or the pain which
is founded upon it, right and true.”
(Badh.)

Ty odody, i.e. 1 brrws elalv,
dxaripwv, for the éxdrepor of Mss.,
is due to Schleierm. For ofre...obd" ad,
cp- 12 E.

7. Tobrwy rolvwr #ffs. ¢is and égekis
may take either dat. (as in 34 D supra,
Gorg. 494 E, Tim. 30C, etc.) or gen. as
here and Kep. 390 A.

:U 3['1.‘

removed by Stallb., on the ground that
dw., as containing the notion of ‘dis-
covery,’ governs the foll. accus., and he
refers to Lobeck’s note on Soph. 4. 832:
sotoo Wb. But it seems better to retain it.

9. &v 7ols [goss, ‘‘in the case of ani-

s, i.e., in which the mental effects
have lessinfluence, or none at all” (Paley).
But a man also is {yor.

elpyral wou wolhdxug. See 31 Cf.;
alm Tim. 64 A fl., Rep. 583 C ff.

11. xalBiax are missing in Bodl.
—an evident case of parablepsy.

18. warderaow. A term used, as
Poste notes, in the def. of Pleasure in
Ar. Rhet. 1. 11 iwoxelofw & Huiv elvac
riw fdowip xlvpely Ta THr Yuxis xal
carderaow dfpiay xal alefyriy els iy
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20. 0udév | mpos Aoyov éoriv, & Tlpatapyxe, 6 ov vivE
7pov 76 'EP“"”?F“
mPQ. Ti 8%;
0. Al ™ éupy épamow ov kwhie éué Siepéolfar
5 o€ maAw,
IIPQ. I.'Iuiu.v
%0. Ei 8 ovv un yiyvouwro, & Npdrapxe, $riow, 7o
TOLOUTOV, Ti TOTE myxamv é a.woi? Wpﬁmww NHw ;
I1PQ. M-q Kwouuévov Tov cwparos ép’ ékdrepa s ;
0. Ovrws.
IIPQ. &qkuv &y Tourd Y6 m meparec, Ws ovTe 1dow)
tyvour’ av év 1¢ Tnmuﬂp woTe OUT mr Tis Avm).
0. [ Kalhu"r Efwﬂ al\a ap, a[pa.a, 1035 Aéyeis, ws 43
u.a. T rnu'rmv dvaykatov m.&w fvpguwcw, ws ol oooi paciv:
15 el -yap dTavra ave TE xa:. xa.fm p:r..

IIPQ. Aéyovar ydp oy, kal Ooxovoi ye ov. pavlws
vmekaTvar Tov Adyov émiupepopevor Tovror Sovlopat.

w.
30. Mas yap dv py Pavlol ye dvres; dMa ycig:
]
b ™
20 oUv Suavoovpal pelryew, kai ov por Epdevye.
E. 1 éorir add. Cl. TAAIIZBCHw. 4 xwAde éué Cl. All : xwhioes ue *S.

§ e om A. 7 ylyror' T'. 8 rowiiro A. cupfalres corr. T,
9 m...] haec eidem dant Cl. AAIICH. : s olirw & A. 10 ofirw mon
alteri dant "'AIICH, offrws; (non alteri dans) CL 1r &%) & II.

48 A. 14 rolroyp. A.  fvuBalve S. 1Bydpom. A. 120 7l Al

15 xal om. IL.

Uwdpyovoar ¢iaw, kTA.: cp. 31 D, n., and

46 C.
obbty wpos Adyov. Cp.
tp&-r Exos abd rn.u-r" éariv.
3. Tl B+; stands for fud [ 34 ; as shown
by the re }' dubre kT
4. ol xwhve fpi Suep. So Bodl., Vat.,
Ven. I and later edd. The older edd.

give ol swhioes e Seep.
e&nj al-
ve stated by S.

7. T Towiror.. hr
lude to the mndltmu
as frar wepl 70 cdpa pndév rolTwy Yeyré-
pevor fudw 7, and here by Prot. as un
r.l.lauju.frw r. @, é¢' éxdrepa, i.e., the
neutral, impassive, stable condition—the
*dead point” in the resolution of physical
rocesses. As Paley remarks, the u#
ere is virtually repeated from drar pndév
xrh. above and does not affect the sense.
15. del ydp dmavra...pet. The sogol
who preached this doctrine were, of course,
the disciples of Heraclitus. They are

18 p 7l

Google

alluded to more at length in Zheaet.
179 E . (cp. 152 E, 160 D), Soph. 249 BT,
Cratyl, 401 A f., Phaedo Bg fi. The pmnt
of the present allusion is to guard against
the overthrow of the theory of the state of
indifference to pleasure and pain by an
attack from the Heraclitean stand-point:
for that theory is apparently inconsistent
with the doctrine odP rpetual flux. The
difficulty thus fﬂ.i%ﬁfc is evaded, if not
actually solved, by distinguishing sub-
conscious from conscious

Paley’s suggestion, ﬁcurlla pet, is worth
consideration. Citations from Diog. Laert.
1X. 7 and Clem. Al. Strom. 6, p. 624 C
(746), regarding Heraclitus’ dn-ctnne, will
be found in Poste’s note ad 4. /., which may
be amplified from -erm and Pr. §§ 26 fi.

19. dwecoTival
'1"h||:gI Heraclitean Mbyos is hk:nodwt;wa
charging foe—warrior or warship. For
the acc. after ¢wexer. cp. Soph. A/, 82
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[IPQ. Aéye omp.

20. Tavra pév roivww ﬂwms: m'fm. ¢mp.tu *rrf:os mﬁraug
av & | n‘ﬂ"ﬂlptm mwoTepov ﬂ.ﬂ rnvra, mrau‘n. mdoxe. Tt TGV
q.t.n,{m)‘(mv, -ravr u.wﬂu.ui-rm 70 wua-xuv. kal ovr’ av?umpm;
5 hair!?umpev 7pds avrovs OUTE TL TGV TOWVUTWY OUBEY TdayovTES,

wav Tovvavriov ;

PN, "Amav &) mov rovvavriov.
Tolavra he’)uqﬂe wavl ﬁp&q.

0. Ov raww kahws "J'F-‘-" ﬂ.pr;vrm 10 vov &) pnbéy, wi'
10 at peraBolal xdrw T€ Kai dvew yvyvduevair ANUmas Te Kal
nSomq afrfp}ra{uvrm.

IIPQ. T¢ pyv;

3Q. 08 éorar kd\\wov | kal dvem\ymriTepor 70 Aeyd-
pevov.

PO, Tids;

Q. ﬂ; ai pcv Jlm pﬂaﬁahm Avmas Te xm ndovas
moLovTw qu, ai & av pérpuai Te Kal opikpal 70 Tapdmray
ovdérepa TovTWY.

IIPQ. ’Opférepov . ovTWs 1) ‘kelvws, & Zorpares.

2. Ovkovr € Taira ovrw, wdAw o vov &) pnbels Bios
dv 7xot.

PN, Ilotos;

20. “Ov a\vmdv Te xai avev yappovav épauer elvar.

93

o\iyov ydp 1d e

¥ &, ,
[TPQ. ’'Alnbéorara Aéyes.

1 My' I ot A. 2 robrous Al

B. 3 dwbxpre EF. x0T, éwboa Cl. TAAZIIBCFHw Flor.
abci: doa*S, 5 abrods Cl. 7 awar & wov Todrartior om. Cl. A et
pr. IL wov PAZEEZEBCFHw Flor.a b i: pov *S. dAlyov...] haec
eidem dat Cl. g xahis rolwor I elpyras fuiv 10, 12 7l pie; wd']
we & Hulv corr. T\

C. 13 yyvbueror F. 16 & add. Cl. AII 19 éxelvws A : xelvws *S.
21 defeos Cl.
¢povolrera ydp wr olx dr éoryr Skwp.  verbal ‘attack’ in Phaedr. 236 B, Kep.
Similarly we have iwextpéwesfal Tva in 490 C.
Phaedo 108 B. 6. o al piv p.  So Bekk.,

7. dway wov robvavrlov. These Poste, Badh., Wh. etc. after Bodl., Vat.,

words are missing in Bodl., Vat., Ven. II
—another case of parablepsy

12. -rl‘: prjw ; usually assents to an affirm.

roposition, but here to a negative,

P pus dvem , ‘less rcer:hen
s:hle or ‘more mupugmhle cp.
Eur. Orest, 922 dvewDywrov hoxnrivs Slow,
and the use of émhaféofai to denote a

Google

Ven. l'l; but Stallb. rejects ws, saying
“istud @¢ unde pendeat nihil uidemus,
siquidem ex ré ?l.rr&mrar suspensum esse
non potest™: but why ‘non potest '? The
construction recisely similar to the
foregoing b rur En pmbév ds xrA. For the
distinction between conscious and sub-
conscious processes, cp. Jim. b4 C.
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2. 'Eu.' ) TOUTWY nl?mpfp T_pl.ffﬂl'.i!; qgt iovs, éva
p.ﬂr 'r,\Stw, ﬂw 3 av waqpur. T¢v & éva | undérepa. 1) masD

dv dains oV mepi TovTWY ;
MMPQ. Ovk a\\ws Eyﬁrze 1) Tavry, Tpets elvar Tovs Blovs.
s 20. Ouxoiv ouk dv em 10 pun Avmeiobfai more Tavrov
T Xaipew ;
MIPQ. Tas ynp av;
0. ‘Omdrav olv dxovoys s Ndorov wdvrev éorly
a\vrws Owateher tov Biov amavra, Ti 106 vmwolauBdveis
10 Néyeww TOv TOLOUTOV ;
IIPQ. ‘HOV Néyew daiverar ¢ épovye ovTos 70 p1) Aumetofac.
0. Tpuwv ovw OVTWY MRV, mvrwmy Baulﬂ. ﬂﬂﬂ, |
xa.\hma'w iva. Gvépact xpopeba, 70 pév xpvodv, 76 & E
dpyvpov, Tpitov 3¢ pndérepa TovTWY.
15 IMPN. Keirad
m To 8¢ pq&‘reya. Tovter ol Wuv omws Oarepa
yévorr' dv, XPvoos ﬁ apyvpos ;
MPN. Kai 7ws av;
0. Ovd dpa o péoos Blos ndus 7 Avmmpos Aeyopevos
1 rplrovs II. 2 7diw] IBeir A.
D. 4 obx d\ds Cl,, ob xahds I et pr. A,

wfjeal Cl. AIL 8 dxodone CL II et pr. A.
g d\iwrws Siaredely Cl AIl : Siarehelr dhiwws *S.

ﬁﬂm.m.“ﬂpbﬁ- 51""
as] ws Twes rc I, Lows Cl. Al
11 Fuorye] E- add. mg. CL

olbrws A, 6 TowoiTos 2. ph om. A. 12 Svrwe obv Cl. TAII Twwr el
Bothe: T',
E. 14 8¢ pndérepa Cl. AIl : & rd undérepa *S. 16 & CL I'Il, om. A.
17 yérorro CL 19 dp’ T
8. dwiray olv krh. Who would be childish to sa

are the theorists that hel Erpmess to
lie in painlessness? Schleierm.’s identifi-
cation of them with Antisthenes and his
school is now generally accepted (see
44 C infra, n.); but it seems better to
ascribe the theory to the Atomists, with
Hirzel (Unders. 1. 141).

10. Tov Towdrov refers to the rwds
which is to be supplied with dxodoys.

12. dvrivey i.e. not three lives
in particular, but asny three things you
choose Lo name. ivi c

13. xaMMloow dvépact. Cp. n. on

7 E; and for the nomenclature, Rep.
546 E fl. Td "Howdov Te xal ra wap' fuiv
yérn, xpuoolr Te xal dpyvpolr xal yakxoiv
xal sidqgpolr, KkTA.

:rlt oi8’ dpa ... heydpavos ..

- Mx
reads -'prﬁperm. arguing that “it

(.j 0 3] c

not and cannot be ry thuught to be
that from which it been formally
distinguished ; but it is necessary for the
argument to show that the circumstance
of its coming immediately after pain can-
not alter its nature, and make it become
pleasure.” And Paley seems to ndupl:
B.’s emendation when?: renders:

neither would the middle life bemme
pleasant or painful” ete. The preceding
vévoir" dv appears a corroboration of the
change: but I scruple to adopt it, as I
take Aeybueros to be resumptive of dnérer
dxoloys.. Méyeir Tor rowirror ten lines
above. Poste notes that dpfds hh-u
which generally means ‘right reason,’ is
here used ‘by a sort of play upon words’
for ‘right speech.’
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opfas av moTe oﬁr’ el dofdlo Tis, Soédloiro, ovr’ €l Aéyor,
hexﬂﬂ.q, xatd Y€ 70 TOV afﬂov Aoyov.
IIPO. Tlws ya.p ;
20. 'ANd py, @ éraipe, Neydvtov ye Tavra | Kai 44
s 8ofaldvrwr alofaviueba.
PO, Kal pdhe,
3. TIérepov ovv kai xaipew olovrar ToTe, oTav W)
Avravrat
IPQ. daci yoiv.
1o 20. Ovkovr olovrai ToTeE Yaipew: ov yap dv €\eydv mov.
PO, Kwamﬁu.
m ‘I’eva'q ye pny aufuCnuo't ﬂ‘ipt fﬂu xmpew, elrep
XW@PLs TOU pun lmwﬁm Kai Tov yaipew 1) Puots ékarépov.
MPO. Kal pp )‘mpw ye .
1s 20 Ildrepor ovv aipdpefa map’ ﬁp.:v TavT EII’E-I.,
kabfdmrep Epn, Tpia, 7 dvo pova, | Nvmmw e Kaxov Tols B
uvﬂpm'rrmg, ™y & dmallayyv Tav A\vrav, avro Tovro dyallov
ov, 78V mpooayopeveafar ;
XXVIL. MPQ. Tas 311 VOV TOUTO, G SwKkpaTes, épw-
20 Taopeba vq‘: NGV m.rrmv ov Yap Fwﬂavm
320Q. "Ovrws ydp tovs molemiovs DkfSBov Tovde, @
Mpdrapye, ov pavfdves.
"t ot om. H. Botdo: Cl. TAATIZBCHu (Flor. a b ¢ i) : Sofdge: *S.
44 A. xal add. Cl. T'AIL olwrrax Z. 11 xal xwdweaia E.
12 ye add. Cl. AIl. 14 ve 7r] yobr S. 15 alpuuefa odr A, odr épupeda A.
B. 16 Mwy pr. A 17 Mwnpir F. roirr’ T 19 »iv om, I'EF.
roirh ye @ A. 122 pavBdveas; Cl.

Myévrev y¢ Tabra...aloBavépeda.  discrimen fortius significetur. Similiter
“Wc observe people who do spenl: in Aristnph. Thesm, v. 10 xwply yap alroiy

thi "y Aj. §  éxarépov ‘orly ts, Toli " dxot
is way m&) ﬂ:n“ nfﬁ{inedhy pﬂ 1 @dows, Toli pir LT

dporeir Mﬂ! iy "
Paley): but it is the ethical tenet of the ﬂﬂ-r woleplovs Puhrjfov Toube.
Cynics (?) whlch is specially alluded to These are the same dogmatists as those
here. alluded to above 43 D, i.e., according to
7. wbrepov olv xrA. Note that the most historians, the Cynics, precursors
second member of the interrog. is here of the Stoics in their general Imdmc}r
omitted, # of being easily supplied: cp.  Grote, however (pp. gg ff.), su}a
Mmag& D, Alcib. 1. 107 A, etc. that the thinkers whom Plato refers to

11 l’-"np f Avweiofas kal  here and in Zheaer. 156 **were most
'ﬁ.ﬂi Badh. probably Pythagorising friends of his

bra:cl:cts roil uh A k. T xulp(w, evidentl own; who, adopting a ritual of extreme
as a gloss on éxarédpov: and Mr E. F. rigour, distinguished themselves hy the
Horton suggests the alternative that dea-  violence of their antipathies towards the
Tépov is the word to omit. But tautology  unseemly pleasures.” And Poste objects
must be admitted in this dialogue; and  that ““we are expressly told that Antis-
Stallb. well remarks “ex abundanti ad- thenes abstained from Physical specula-
ditur dein éwxardpor ut utrivsque rei tion™ (Diog. L. 6. 103), and that it is

Google

C
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(44 B—

I1PA. A:’yﬂ.s‘ d¢ avrovs Tivas ;
m Kai a?m. Sewovs Aeyopévovs Td wepl Ppvow, ot 76
wapaTay qaomq nu paow elvac.
PR, Ti pyv;
5 20. Avmov | radras elvaw mdoas dmoduyds, ds vvv oicC
wept DiknBov 1530::&9 érampa'{oua'w
I'IPQ Tovtois odv uas worepa 'n'ﬂ.ﬂsu'ﬂm &vpBoveves,
1; WS, @ mepa'rcs ;
0. Oux, al\’ mmrcp pavTeETL #Paaxpnu-ﬂm Lo, pav-
10 Tevopévols ov rcxvn u.h)ua T Svaxtpﬂq. e;bva'im: oK uymovi,
Nav pepionrdrov v s )8ovns Slvapw kal vevopikdrwr
ovdev v u}fm. WOTE Kal avTo rnwo n;vn;rc 70 ewazwy&r ymyreupu.
al\\’ ovy 8oy e?wu TDWDLE pev aw Tavta dv mpooxpij-
cgawo, okeduevos €Tt Kal 7a a\\a avrev Svoyepdoparar

1 alrols rwas Cl 2, 3 Gvap dway CL. IT : of vd wapdwayr cum *S corr. A et yp. CL
C. 5 d pr. 2. 7 weigeofa EF. Elvup.) Z. 1o Ti, in
H ﬂ-r! F. dyeroils 1 12 alrols A. 13 dA\' om. Cl.
ﬂnrij FH, #8ory Cl. TAAETIBCE.
D. 13 raie’ T, 14 TN I,

improbable also that the Megaric "Epiori-

olp ‘““were addicted even to abstract
ths;icnl speculations,”  Natorp (Dve
Ethike des Demokritos, pp. 164 fl.) and
Hirzel identify these Sveyepeis with De-
mocritus and his set, and in spite of the
objections ulFed by v. Amim (Gérr. gel.
Anz. 1894), 1 incline to accept this view.
Cp. Theaet. 155—6 (with Campbell's /n-
trod. pp. xlii. fi.), and Sopk. 246—7; also
the ory of riw copur Twds in Kep.
583 B,

4 vl pihv; “What then (d{:-

say they are, if not g]ﬂsurca}i' As if
vl phw GA\ho gacly elvar Tds Hlords, for
which Stallb. compares Fo/it. 263 B—a
false parallel, since there, as usually, it
III.EH:]]F indicates assent.

Avwray...dwoduyds : cp. Rep. 584¢C
nf1'! dia Toll cuparos éxl ‘I"i',llf yuxhe Tel-
vovgar kal Aeyduerar fdoval...elel Auvwdv
rires dwadlhayal.

ol wepl PlAnfov, ‘Philebus and his
pu.rt‘_r, as a compact band in antagonism
to rois woheulois ®. Cp. Cral. 440 C
ol wepl” dexlﬂﬂr

9. rjofal Tuon,
i.e. as {lwmtrs who hit the truth felg
polpg, Ly intuition or inspiration, rather
than by a logical method rﬁ réxrp). Cp.

they

Google

64 A n., Lys. 215 D, Rep. 349 A.

m Wi ‘n. certain sour-
ness,” or * Puritan spmt. llke that of
Caiullus‘ 'senum seueriorum.’

rqurlp&‘ruv kth.  This
[rom at. to gen. is noteworthy.

chan.ge

explains it as gen. absol., com-
paring Kep. 518 A, 547 C, Symp. 133 B,
etc. But it is better to take it with Badh.
as in construction with Sveyepelg ¢ivews
—* with the harshness of men who have
overmuch detested " ete.

12. obBlv iyds, sc. alriis. Cp. Rep.
584 A xal obdédy lyids rolraw Tiv darrac-
pdriww wpds Hdoviis dMffear, dANG yorrela
7is. Cp. Phaed. go C, Crat. 440 C, Gorg.
524 E ete.  This shows the word to mean
*genuine, ' *solid,’ ‘real’—as Poste rightly
notes— rather than ‘salubrious’ or ‘sa-

latary.’

\va}ﬂ\al.l., not found elsewhere in
Plato. Cp. Soph. 241 B & 77 700 Yev-
Soupydw xal yorfrwr téxrp, Meno Bo A
yonrebes pe xal gpapudrreas, Gorg. 484 A
xarewgdorrés Te kal yoqredorres,

14. Bvoyepdopara. This word is
mnéemned y Pollux Omom. Li1. 133:
wornpd 8¢ 14 II\drwwos Svoxepdopara :
upon which Lobeck (Faralip. 11. p. 416)

comments thus: ** Platonicum Mxémpu
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pera 8¢ ravra al yé por Soxovow ndovai dAnleis elva,
mevoel, wa €€ dudoiv Tow Adyow akefiduevor v Suvauw
avrys wapabaipeba mpos v kplow.

MPQ. ’Opfas Néyes.

5 20, Meradudkwper &) Tovrovs, womep fvppdyovs, Kara
70 115 dvoyepeias avTwY fgvo:. olpat yap fmd'vé 7L Méyew
avrovs, dpyouévous mobév avwbey, ws el Bovhnbetper orovodv |
€ldovs Ty Ppuaww idew, olov ™YY Tov oKrAnpov, mMiTEPoY €is Ta E
oxk\npdrara dmofAémovres ovTws dv pallov cvwvoroayuer

107) mpos Ta molhoora axAnpdmTe; det &1 o€, & IlpdTapye,
kabBdmep épol, kal Tovrois Tois dvayepéow dmokpiveobau.
-+ TPQ. TIldvv pév odv, kai Aéyw ye avrols 6TL mPOS Ta.
mpara peyébed.
20. Ovkotv €l kai 76 s ndovns yévos el NrTwd
15 wote e€xer pvaw PBovAnbeiuer, ovk eis Tas moAooras pdovas
amofherréor, | AAN’ els Tas dkpordras xal opodpordras 45

Levas.

IIPQ. Tlas dv oou Tavry ovyywpoin Td vuv.

2Q. "Ap’ olv, ai mpdyewpol ye eimep kal péyioTar Ty
& 3 T

20 1}80viy, & Néyoper mohdkis, ai mepl 16 coud elow avra;
1 al...8oxoliow] de.. Soxdow S. 7 Bovhnfoluer T, BovAnfelnuer EF, Bothy Betuer
ww : Bothy, Belguer S.
E. 8 wirepa C. g oxdypbrepa T'. 11 Sveyepalvovew Cl. AIL
13 peyébec Cl. TEIIE Flor. a,b,c,i et pr. 4,

#r. om. Cl. AIT

n
peyéfe F : peyén *S. Bovhnfoiper I', Bovhnfelquer ES.
péyirror A,

48 A. 19 ¥ om. CL AllL
rd woldoord oxAnpéryri... Tds

e
1z oe E,

15 wor' CL
alrep libri.

improbat Pollux haud immerito, quando- 10.

il:ldem a verbis parasynthetis, ut dpapalvew,
onralrw, Svefvpalyw, al., substantiva non
ducuntur ; dxoddoracpa sive deohdorapa
Epicuro dignius quam Aristophane.” But,
as Badh. notes, dxohaordouara in Ar,
Lysistr. 308 is a sound reading, and the
scarcity of such formations may be due
to an objection to their clumsiness as well
as to the scarcity of the verbs.

7. o5 el PovknBelpey ... wore kTA.
Supposing an anacoluthon, Stallb. cites
Soph. Antig. 2 fi. ap’ olod” Br. Zels Tdvw
dr Oldirov xaxlw oéwoior olyl rygv Ent
fuwoaw Tehel; and O. 7\ 1401. But it is
better, with Apelt, to take &s as intro-
ducing the citation : for this use of ws, in
place of the more usual #ri, he cites Fep.
424 B, Laws 777 A, Arist. de caelo 204"
25, Theophr. wepl alofier. 1o (Diels,
Doxogr. 501, 10).

B. P,

(_:IU 315:

wolhoords fi8ovds (15). woldesris (ana-
logous in form to the ordinals elxoards, éxa-
roarhs, yihoords, etc.) appears to occur
in Plato only here and Lazws 896 B. Poste
points out that the present postulate, asim-
mediately interpreted (11. 12 ff.),is inconsis-
tent with that in g3 A fi., where kafapbrys,
not uéyefos, is the pre-condition for dis-
covery of ¢l

i1, Bvoyepéorv, VBS Herm., Wh.:
dvoyepalvovew Bodl., Turr., Poste; but
cp. 46 A where these duoryxepeis are ex-
pressly referred to. The choice of the
ex. oxAnpbrys is pointed, if we are dealing
with At'nmif.ts.b .

19. "Ap’ olv, al wpdy ye elmep
xal péyworar rév fBovav, 8 xrA. The
vulgate gave wpbyepol e almep, but
Stallb. and most later edd. omit e with
Bodl,, Vat., Ven. II. Badh.? however

-
i
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IPQ. Maos yu.p ov ;

(45 A—

Sﬂ I'Iuﬂpnp aw peilovs eun xm yr.-yvawm mepL TOUS
vovtas év Tais vna'mi 7 mep:. TOUS vymwuwuq ; Eu:‘mﬁ‘q

ﬂmp.w oé, p.q TPOTETDS un'oxpwup.evo; Traicwpéy my.
q.uv | dv wepl vywaivovras.

5 yap lows
IIPQ. Eixos ye.

30, T(&; ov
av kai émbv 5

10 30. ’AMN\ ovy oimy

Tﬂxﬂ-

atrar Tav ndovay YmepBdAlovaw, dv
pior péyloral mpoylyvevrad ;

TMIPQ. Tovro pév aknbés

PETTOVTES Kal €V TOLOUTOLS VOO paT Y

# - - L ] - 5 # L] # k)
éxopevor pallov dupaae kal pryodol kai mdvra, oméoa da

2 oby pelfovs Cl. ATl : ofw kal pelfovs *S.

3 wepl iyralvovras Cl. All : wepl Tods iyal-

vorras *S. 4 0€)3¢ 8n E, &3 5. rralraiuer I'. ¥ Non
alteri dant CI. (?) All rdxa yap] 7d yap Cl. II, ra ap pr. & 5 dr lows C.
pouer A,

B. 8 wpooylyvorrar Cl. I': wpooylyrwrras *S. 1o dAN' oby] dp’ ol uﬁxi S.
ol] 7 TAEZBCEFHw. rolrois Tois I 1 wdef' T, doa EF.
retains e, alters "Ap' to 'AMNN, and 4. mraloepdy my. rdyxae.. dywalvovras.

brackets alwep...hdovdr, explaining the
corruption assumed thus: *“ A copyist had
got as far as AITIIEP and sto pecf After-
wards he saw that he had skjpped 8 Méyo-
per mwodhdees; so he returns to this, but
l'urgcu to cancel ALITEP, *Here is some
%ﬂp. says a grammarian, ‘which we must

Il up’; and he fills it up so as to make
Plato saythat the common bodily pleasures
which are also the greatest are the most
inlense. En cor Zemodoti! En jecur
Cratetis |

In his 1st edition B. had not yet made
this last change, but had mgned alra:
to the beginning of Prot.'s reply—an
improbable arrangement. As to d\\" olw
...¥€, as Paley notes, it is regularly used *to
extort a reluctant admission,’ which is not
in point here. So we must seek a simpler
corr. Madv. proposed elwep for almep:
Liebhold, Gowe, Gawep xal peyloras Tiv Hdoviv
?hh'opcr. omitting 8. 'Whb. follows Mady.,

pnntm al xp. ye elwep, which I aduph
Mg‘pplv u, means ‘as the
5‘]’“"2

mplying that al wpbxe-
pot fhdoral m! WTaL WAas 3 commons
plm,-nnt as we have often said.’
mepl Tods kdpvovras dv rals vé.
ﬂl-l f mepl rods ¥y. Badh.® brackets
xduvorras, on the ground that * Plato
could not use the article with one parti-
ciple and not with another™: but it is
better to insert rofs before {y., with the
inferior Mss.

Google

Sn Turr., Heml.r Pm.le Badh. and Wh.,

making 5."s speech continuous from rére-
por to ¢y, But Stallb. and Bekk. follow
the vulgate, which makes S. end at wral-
cwper, assigns ru, to Prot., and writes
rdxa...0y. as S.s answer; and Paley's
translation follows the same division. But
the former arrangement seems decidedly
preferable, as the interrog. =g is not in

7. dv dv...mwpoyl . This is
Stephens’ emendation, for the wpoaylyrwe-
rat of most Mss. (rporylyrorras Bodl.), ac
cepted by Bekk., Herm., I'oste, Badh.,
Whb. Stallb., however, retains and tries
to defend wpoay., rendering : **nonne eae
voluptates magnitudine sua eminent, ad

uas etiam maximae cupiditates. acceduut
? cum quibus maximae cupiditates con-
1ung'um'ur, sive hae antecedunt illas, sive
eas comitentur aut sequantur; nam hoc
c&:udmn nunc nihil refert).” With =xpocy.,

e gen. would be due to the subst., for
which Stallb. compares Soph. 266 B,
Symp. 182 C. A similar error occurs at
30 D, where Ven. II gives wpds ylywor’
for mwpoylyvowrr',

kal wdvra, dméoa xrA. Badh.
alters to wdwrwr, to be taken in connec-
tion with évdelg and dwordnpovuévwy, and
renders : “as to all those things which
they are accustomed to feel through the
body, they are more affected with the
want of these,” But the text is easily
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kai amomAnpovpévwy ueilovs ndovas toxovaw ; 1) TovTo OV

Pricoper alqﬁés Ervm ;
ITPL). Hmm ,u.t':r oy vﬁr

pnbev | daivera..

0. Ti ovv; dpbas dv @mmeﬁa Aéyovres, ws €l Tis
*ru.;' peyioras ﬂﬁomc (O€tv Bovotro, ouk eis Vyieiav dAN’ eis
vaa'ou i6vras 3-51 oKoTEW ; opa 36 W] e 7y &a.vouupevuv

épwTtar o€, €l whem: Xaipovow oi oo

BPE I’GEFBUPTEE "l"l.‘lﬂ-"‘

vytawdvrwy, dAN’ olov pqreﬂos' _pe C‘qﬂw 'qaow;s, xm. 70

10 u‘rfma @ m:'pt. TOU Towufuv mOU WOTE

I-’}"PET{I& l:'ﬂ.'ﬂ.ﬂ"fﬂ"l' €.

vonaas yap detv dpauév 7 nvTwa plow éxe ua.r, Tiva. Aéyovow
ol tf)ad‘nnwr&? ,m;la’ elvar 10 wnpurmu f aurnv

IIPQ. ’AMAd
XXVIII

€dov € €mopa ﬂp Aoyw oov.
30, Tu.xu.. @ Hpdrapye, oux 1OV Eﬂfcw,

amokpwet ydp* év vBpe. peilovs ndovds, ov ﬂ'hemug Aéyw, 7@

1 wdkhor wdoyovow: el § alrols al dmibuplar peifor: évlela corr. Z.
2 7...%" (p- 108, L. 11)] in H lacuna paginarum 3i.

et corr. I' : 8¢ 5.
4 viw add. Cl. A.

C. 6 iryelav EEF,
pdv yap F.

D. 14 3elfys E, 8bfes corr. I,
vulg.

7 lwra corr, T,
Setw Cl. AII et corr. F, & Cuw : §ei *S.
15 dwoxpwel Cl. 2w, dwoxplver IT : dwoxpury

7 Cl. All

dryet CL

II vofjoos

explicable if we supply, with Stallb. and
Paley, wdoxove or eldfaci wdoyew.

1. &v8eg fvyylyvorrai. This phrase
‘are conversant with want’ may be de-
fended perhaps by drolg Evyyeroudrn
Laws 897 B, oweivai rais fdorais Kep.
586 B, and the like. Badh., however,
proposes fvrrelvorrar, comparing Edvracw
dyplar 46 D, and Ewerelver Te xal dvioTe
wnddr wouel 47 A: but there the conditions,
as mvolvmg leasure, are different, so that
I hardly think the word suitable here. If
a change is needed, I would propose
Ewhrxurrm cp. above év roofiuacee éxd-
pevos : vornuade Fuvioxbueros (-exbuevos)
Theaet. 479 A, 512 A, Laws 714 A* fovel.
dyvolg Laiws 863 C, dvelder g44 E, dwoply
Saph. 250 D, etc.

5. € ms...lévras, the plur. after such
an universalising pronoun is common :
cp. Rep. 536 A, Frot. 345 E, etc.

7. pA pe Buavoodpevov. This is
changed by Badh.? to uy pe duavbov: and
below he reads xal opbdpa Towiror for
k. 7. 0¢. wepl Tol TotolTov, ‘e mera
coniectura.” With wepl roi rowedrov, sc
oldw éore 70 Riecfar.

1. riva Myoverwv...abriv. Toenquire

Google

how a thing is described by those who
deny its existence would seem a useless
uest : but what is meant, of course, is
the denial of pleasure as suck, i.e. of the
claim of the affection so described to the
title of pleasure, or of the existence of
pleasure as something absolute and posi-
tive.
13. ¥wopar 79 Abye ocov. These last
three words Badh.? condemns as an * Alex-
andrian phrase but we find frouar oob
T Ay in wa 19 A.
14. Td)a oty Belfers, dmwox
gtﬁ Ven. E gives dbkes : Heindo am‘l
leierm. conj. delfer (cp. cagéore
delter 20 C): Winckelmann égns. ﬁ:’t
Stallb. defends the text, except that he
would write (with Schleierm.) the imper.
dréepwar for the fut. ; and Badh. comments
lhm “‘I entirely agree with Siallh that
is ‘nodum in scirpo quaerere’ to be dis-
sausﬁed with these words ; but his own
translation of them has led him to 5u5per.'t
another word which is equally sound
The sense is, * You will presenﬂ [fdxg}
prove it (that you understand mefuu less
(than you mow profess it), for you will
answer my question.'” As Dr Jackson

;j—2

C
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ﬁl.m, ltcyl.' dé mmp OO't'x

L TOP l’ﬂlﬂﬂ

ITPQ. Ahk’ e;.mﬂav 0 lf.'yew, rm.t. moAV TO amtﬁt’pov opcu.
TOUS p.év yu.p o‘md:pomr; -rmmlI pcm o warmp.mﬁapemg ﬂrm'xﬂ

5 Adyos Exa.urfn-rf,
weifovrar: 16 3¢ T@w

o 70 undév u.ynv

7 ododpa. nﬁnm} xa.rcxaua'a. weptﬁam‘uvs' ufrfpya{ﬂm.

0. Kakm* Kat EI. ye rnuﬂ'

ovTWS €xet, S'q?mr- ms: &

T wnvqptg Jyuyns kal Tov a'mparuq, d\\’ ovk év dperp

10 uéyrorar pév nﬁovm
nPQ. TMavv ;usv ovv.

LorTat SE Hﬂ.l lmrm ?L’}’Pﬂl’fﬂ.l—.

0. Ommw ruv'mw Twas #pocl&pmn et a‘nn#re’fa'ﬂm,
Tiva mwoTé fpmrmr éxovoas é\éyouer avras elval p.tyw'fus'

TPQ. | *Avdyxy.

20. Ermrrﬂ. O 7as Tav Tolwvde voomudrwy mMdovds,

Tiva mworé éxovar Tpdmov.
IIPQ. Tloiwv;

3 & (post Mye) Z.

TAATNIZBCw Flor. a,byc,i et rc, E.
E. 6 welfoeré CL

Toud’ *S.

13 éMéyouer Cl. All : Mdvyoper *S,

3 Siagpépor Cl. All : Gudgpopor *5S.

7 ¢l ogpbédpa CL II et pr. A.
& add. CL FMEHEBCHW Flor. a,b,c,i.

4 6 add. Cl.

B racd' Cl. AII :

10 Myorrat w.
rivas élvas abras IL

points out to me, the best defence of our
text is Kep. 432 C (édy pou éwopévy xpp
kal 7d dewxvipera Svwapdvy xabopgy
k7). ), which shows that there is an anti-
thesis between Erouat, ”fullaw your lead,”
and Jelfes, ' showthe waif Herm. gives
delkes, dwbxpwrar ydp, followed by Wh.
5. ¢ 7d pnblv dyav—attributed to the
Lacedatmnma.n 5a.gc Chilon (Ar. Rhet. 11.
12, 14): cp. Theognis 335, Pind. Fr. 235.
. T B Tav vwv. For this pen-
phrasis for reds dgporas, cp. Kep. 563 C
Td Tdw Onpleww: ib. 571 A 7o TOr dmillupdv,
Here it gives a contemptuous tone to the

phrase.

The whole of this should be
closely compared with J';Haﬂ' where
the re{almn of morals to pleasure and pain
is set forth: thus, 734 A dxéhaoror 8¢ didw

érl wdvra xal ogolpas pév Miwas, ogpodpas
8¢ ndovds, overdrovs 8¢ xal olorpddes éme-
Buplas re xal Epwras ws olby v’ éupavesrd-
Tous wapeydueror,

7- vovs. It is a question
whether this is to be taken as active, with
Ast (*qui insanos clamores facit’) and Bad-
ham (* frantic, properly applied to men
maddened by the noise of some Baccha-

- mew

Google

nalian or other orgies™), or as passive,
with Stallb. (*infamis, malis rumoribus
celebratus') and Paley (**notorious, talk-
ed of as men about town'). L.and 5. as-
sign to it here the act. sense, for which cp.
Soph. O. 7. 192: for the pass. sense cp.
Dem. 324. 29 aloyds xal repBénros. Cp
47 A, which makes for the act. sense here;
also Laws 672 C palveral re¢ xal PBog
drdsTws, xal.. . drderws al wpig.

8. v T ns xal Tob
owparos. Of this h.! writes *‘either
we must supply Tis re before Juyxfis or
suppose xal rToi to be corrupt; it may
have been froc': in ed. 2 he brackets
xal 7. owu. as due to ‘the interpolator.’
I once thought that the roi might have
arisen from »é(ey) cduaros, when the 1st
ow had been omilted by parablepsis : but
a better correction might be to read &a
for xal, cp. dia Tol cduaros... wrdoxew 45 B
supra ; in any case we can scarnel]r do
w:thuut some mention of ¢dua here, in
view of the preceding argument.

13. tiva worl Tpéwov dyovoas xTA.
L.e. what is there in the character of these
pleasures which justifies us in terming
them ‘greatest’?

ﬂ'mpa.xfhwopfmt;, @E
a.t,ﬁpoumv T€ Kal uﬁptm’mr péxpt pavias

46
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20. Tas Tov doxnuovewy, as ous elmoper OVTXEPELs
pLo0vTL TaVTENGS.

I[IPQ. Ilolas;

2Q. Olov 1ds s Ywpas idoes 7¢ TpiBew, kol joa

5rm.a.ufu, muc a.?«.hni aeop.cva. pappdfews: TovTo Yap 31} 70

wdfos 7 npw, @ wpos Oeav, Ti wore paper éyyiyveaba.; morepov
NS %) vy ;

IpPQ. Euppucrov To0t6 7y dpa, & Swkpares, Eoike
yiyveabal Tu xamv.

10 Eﬂ (0] peu S‘Q Py Bov ye cvexa mpeﬂspﬂv 'ruv haynv'
a.lh. a.ueu *murm:r, o pdrapye, Tov umv Kal TV TavTaLs
émopuévov, dv p.q karopfuot, oxedov ovk av more duvaipela
Swakpivagfar 70 viv {nruupemv.

IIPQ.  Ovkovw iréoy émi as Tovrwy Lvyyeveis.
15 30. Tas év F.Lfﬂ xawmmva'ag Aéyets ;
I1PQ. H&:w F-EF ovv.
2. Eioi roivvr pifes ai pév katd 70 copa év avrois
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408 A. B sipumror Cl. TAEIIZBC Flor.

v' dpa] yap A, v' &p" Cl. IT: e *S, Bekk.
11 ravrgs Cl. A 12 xaropflowr A. 13 dwaxplvesa I1.

1 obs om. CL II, in mg. ponit A,

Tup

a, fppuxror EF @ Eppueror S,
B. 10 uheI'.

14 &(vy.) Cl AZT.

1. Tds Tov doynpdvey, sc. voonud-
rwr. 1 observe this in view of Stallb.’s
misleading note : ‘‘quinam sunt ol der xri-
poves, Famle ex 1is, quae subiiciuntur,
perspicias.  Sunt enim indecori ac
turpes,” etc. Paley rightly renders,  the
Elmums from disorders of a less decent

i.rld.“

4 ldoas e Tplfev. For the dat. of
means with the subst. ep. Crafyl. 423 A
Sfhwud rov Ty cwuary, 433 B.

8. eolppxror Tours y dpa.  “dp’
vulgo deest, e Bodl. et Ven. IT restitutum.
Vat. ydp,"” Stallb. Badh.?, however, re-
stores e, holding that %' &p' arose from
ydp, originally a blunder for ye, and so
too Wh. : but there seems no valid objec-
tion to the text, dpa and %' dpa being
common in affirmations,

10. PdijBov ye fvexa. An ironical
repudiation of an rsonal reflection
upon the ‘lover of youth." The matter
is unsavoury, says S., but its examina-
tion necessary for the argument in hand.

Google

For this matter cp. Gorg. 494 Cfl. Badh?
reads o0 uhv dv P,

11, Tév ravrais bropdvay, ‘the allied
pleasures.’ Cp. 54 E, 56 C, 57 D, Laws
815 ¢, etc. :

14. ovkeww lriov... . Mss. and
most edd. assign this all to Prot. This,
however, as Badh.? remarks, ** makes the
young man hhuw the way and the philo-
sopher follow it ": hence he gives éxl rds
r. £, rar.. Aéyes a.ll to Socr. But edxoiv
Iréor is not a likely answer for Prot. to
make here : hence it were better to make
S.'s speech continue down to Aéyes, alter-
ing rds (év 7. . ) to as, or Aéyes to yeréaes.
However, no change seems lmpera[we

17. ol rolvey plfas. .. Badh.?
cancels ulfes, mmarkmg, “if you say
there are mixtures—then one of each pair,
either xard 76 soua or & a. 7. cupas,
either adrfjs r. . or év r§ Yuxg becomes
quite meaningless.” I fail to see the
force of this objection.
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TolS oupaow, m. o EIJT‘-I']S' ™$ l#vx‘fji EF ™ i,lmxy | Tas‘ Y u.ﬁ C
™5 Yuxns Jtm. fnru a‘m;.m.rug dvevprooper lu*rra.q ovats

pixOeigas Toré pév ndovds ra Evvapdirepa, Toré 3¢ Mimas
émicalovpevas.
5 IPQ. IMaos;

Q0. tf[)ﬂ:'qi:!'u:l.v' év xu:mo'rn'crer. TIS 1) 'rﬁ diagpbo
ravavria dpa waﬂq TAO YY), TOTE PLywy &qum Kﬂ.l‘. Oeppawo-
pevos éviore l{mxnfm, Z;r;-mw, olpai, 70 pev cxew, TOU &
awalha.ﬂia'am, 70 On heyopemv mxpg; yAukv pq.u.ypévw

10 pera Suu'mml?mxfmq mapdy, dayavdkTow | Kai voTEPOV D

I.T‘LIWMH’ u'}fpm.r mo LEL

IIPQ. Kal pdN

a\nleés 10 viv Aeyduevov.

2. Oﬁxuﬁv ai romfrrm p.ffﬂ.t ai pev é€ lowv eioi
\vrav Te kal nSavmv, ai & éx Tav érépwr WAEWGYWY ;.

T1PQ. ng yap ov;
20.  Aéye 8y 7as

}u}wmwm., TAS 78 t#mpm; heyopcuaq r.fmr on

pév, 6Tav whelovs Nomar 1oV Ndovay

* L1
Tavras EIvm Kal

Tas TOv yapyaMouev, oméTay €vTos TO Léov 9} kai 70 Phey-

1 alrijs] ad ris Cl.
C. 1 7#s, in mg. ras, F.
gouer pr. £ Airas om. .

ris om. ClL A.

Yuxis] ?ux'q! Er i Yoy A,
ab ris Cl. 1", ad A : alris * 2 el
i duagpopa Ezv. 7 whre peydv

wére Cl. AIl, woré piyaw I'. 8 8¢ Cl. g mixpg yAuxet F.
D. 1o ferepor om. CL II, in mg. ponit A. a1 edvracw Cl A et pr. 11, fdveraow
pr. I' : Elorasw *S. 12 paha Cl. viv heyoueror CL 11 et pr. A : viw

&4 heybpevor *S, 16 Aéyw 11

Aimar £ : Mrad 5.

15 Aeyopdens 1.

6. dv Ty xaraordoe xTA.  See above

i cfi

7. womt Puyav So Herm.,
Wh., DPoste and Badh, Bodl.,, Vat.,
Ven. Il give more ). woré, but Coisl, word
p. Stallb. reads p. woré, but, as Badh.
notes, wor¢ here should have the emphatic
position to mark its nppﬂmunn to éviote.

8. Iwrev, ‘desiring’: for this sense
cp. 57 A, Rep. 375 E, 486 D, & 71 c, ele.

9. 10 B Ary. muepp yhurd ﬂ:-fvw.
Bekk. pmpmcd wipdyAuxy. But if this
be accepted, pewy., as Stallb. objected,
‘maolestissime redundabit.” Hence Badh.3,
reading wwpoyhuky, cancels uewey. But
the proposed compound nowhere occurs,
though we find yAvkimpor dpreror in
Sappho Fr. 37 (40). (Cp. Catullus’ ‘ quae
dulcem curis miscet amaritiem ' (68. 18),
and Horace's ‘ dulcitem mater saeva Cupi-
dinum.")

11. ovvrarw dyplav woul. So Herm,,
Poste, Wb, and Badh., with Bedl., Vat.,

Ven. II. Other Mss. give toraow, which
is inadequately defended by Stallb. For
fverelvew, as applicable ‘either to the
rackings of pamn or to the thrill of
pleasure, Badh. well compares the Lat.
‘renes morbo fentantur acuto,’ and *per-
tentant gaudia pectus.” For the lit. sense
of the verb cp. Phasde ¢8 D yaldvra
kal cvwrelvorra ta veipa: for the metaph.
sense cp. 47 A infra.  As Poste remarks,
Eur. Aée. 797 (roi vire exvlpuroi xai
fvvesraros ¢pevav) shows that Eerams
would express “a sullen, gloomy, mmd]r
or pensive siate, not :xcltcment, tensmn,
fury, which the context requires.’

18. dworav byrds.. wapanbivar. This
passage is difficult. Badh.Vs treatment
will appear from the following note : 1
have put & aﬂer éwérar. The first case is
that where xvfous and 7piyus are said
duayeiv, because they diseuss the heat in
the part affected. When this is insuffi-
cient, the affection being too deep-seated,
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r svfoeer Heusdius : libri xordeec.

libri 7é &',
E. 2 &uayéq Cl. rére Cl. Al

CL II : wpbs Tas Tdw cum *S corr. A.

épucweiral ClL rd & Schiitzius :

2 ¢xl wohijs CL, éxl woddys B.

wip] lacuna in 1. 4 wposrdrrwy

then recourse is had to irritation of the
surface in order to relieve the interior.
This is effected by bringing the parts to
the fire, and shifting the affection to the
sefe place: i.e., by producing external
ﬁ:ﬁ in fm of inter{iapt Whegn men do
this, they sometimes produce terrible
dwoplas, states where p]l;asure and pain
are confounded, and the patient does not
know what to do with himself. This
sense is brought out by transposing dro-
plas, and cancelling #fords. The only
difficulty that remains is in the last clause:
they procure, as the case may turn out,
somelimes  great  embarrassments, and
sometimes mingled ffmrr for the inner
parts confrasted with the pain of the outer,
by forcibly dissolving what is compacted
lmd' compacting what is separate, and by
procuring fo themselves pain mengled 1ith
pleasure. This is saying that they do a
thing by doing it; what we need to be
told is, how that which they do involves
a mixture of pain and pleasure. 1 there-
fore propose to read ¢ Td . 8. 8. 7 rd &,
ocvyxeiv, duol Mwas flovais waparifévres:
Procuring pain along with pleasure, by
Jorcibly dispersing (evnoe xal rplped) what
ir congested (the accumulated heat), ami"
determining what is n’:?ermf (ijr
flaming the surface artihcially).’
text as it stands is thus rendered
Stallb. : “*quando intus (sub cute) est id
quod fervet et inflammatum est, fricando
autem atque scabendo aliquis illuc non
gznrcnit sed superficiem tantum (sca-
ndo) diffundit; tum illi (qui sic affecti
sunt) es laborantes mﬂnmmanles,
eoque 1pso prae remediorum inopia in
contrarium mutantes, modo sibi immensas
voluptates parant, modo ex contrario
partibus internis, ad externarum partium
dolores, voluptates doloribus mixtas affe-
runt, prouti res aut huc aut illuc vergit,
eo quod concreta violenter disiungunt, aut
discreta coniungunt atque simul dolores
voluptatibus apponunt.” This rendering
is closely followed by Paley.

Google

As to details, the views of Stallb. and
others will appear from the following :

(1) wwijee for kwnoe is v, Heusde's cor-
rection, adopted by Bekk., Stallb., Herm.,
Poste, Wb. rd g: iﬂﬂhﬁ: for ﬂ‘: 8 &,
Stallb., Poste, Wb. after Schiitz. #dords
for fiBovats, Schiitz, Stallb., and Poste.

(2) dépovres, plur. after drav Tis, as
after ef ris 45 C supra: cp. KRep. 344 B,

536 A

(3) Hp«r ds wip is equivalent, says
St., to duwvpoeiw, inflammare, xip here
being equal to wuperds—whereas * pleri-
ﬂue omnes de ignis usu cogitant, atque

einde rolwarrlor de aqua et frigore.”
But St. admits that he can find no parallel
for this.

avrd refers to ra érurolds, the external
parts (Stallb.).

(4) els Todvavriov 'njd.n.m
This, says St.+ denotes the effect of the

mﬂammg process, by which & @hey-
paivor extends to the outer as well as
inner parts. As Paley puts it, ** changing
the seat of the affection, i. e. making the
outer hotter, whereas the inner was so
before”; and P. suggests the analogy of
bllsterl ‘to dlsperse humors.’

rae consilii inopia’
{St.}, ‘in deapﬂir otPrf:hef" (P.): but the
plur. is strange, so that St. admits the
possibility of dweplg. Badh. in Rk
Mus. 1872 conj. d ywmg, but dwoplas in
both edd. ) e e

(6) b&vlore answers to rére &4. Both
pairs of accuss., auny. dovds and 78e-
vas fvyxep., depend on wapéoyorro,
which thus has the double sense of ®sibi
mmparitln‘t' and 'agmm' (Stallb.).

(7] M‘I‘!i v ﬁﬂm i.e. ‘nachdem
die Sache ausschlagt,’ goes closely with
wapéoy. For OIIIISSWII of the subject with
pégp cp. Theaet. 171 A, 187 C, etc. The
result of the vigorous friction which causes
inflammation and pain may be either
(a) the semsation of extreme pleasure,
since the friction may produce unwonted
titillation of the external parts ; or (8) lhe
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kal opov | Avmas ndovais maparifévar.

IPQ. ‘Alpbéorara.
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1 nlords Schiitzius : libri fdorals,

4
fvyneparlelras 'AEC, ovynepacleloas B, ouvy-

wepacleloas S mworep' A, plym 7o, 2 TO W, TUYKEX a
A, ovykexpuppéva fiaryeiv TA.
ﬂlf
47 A. 3 fdovas F. 5 & add. C. 6 pév] pév olw I'. al 1)
airys S. 8 whetow II, wheiwv Cl. et pr. A. éyrexuudvor Cl. I‘dﬂEIIEBCw
Flor. a,b,c,i @ éxceyvpévor ™S, g mavroia 8¢ oyfuara om. F.

feeling of pain in the external parts, com-
bined with a decrease of the internal heat,
whence wpds rdw Ifw Mimas fdoras (alrals)
fvyxep, wapéxovrar, (St.)

Poste’s interpretation differs in some
points from Stallb.’s: “then, by ex-
posing the external parts to fire, or rush-
g back for the chance of relief to the
extreme of cold, the sufferer oceasions to
the inner parts excessive pleasure, and
sometimes the reverse, mixed with pain
or pleasure of the outward parts as the
balance may incline.,” wpés = T. €
Miras, ndovds 'oste explains as asyndeton
for Adm. 4 8., of which els dr. ar 4. is an
epexegesis; and he says that fvyrep. agrees
with the first ffords, to which Miwas
corresponds, while the second #dovas
answers to rovwarrior. Thus he seems to
give the const. fwyxep. wpos... for ‘mix
with,” which is unexampled.

On the above views I would offer a
few remarks. Neither in (3) nor (4) is
Stallb.’s view probable : the antithesis of
duyeiv and evyyeir below convinces me
that we have here an antithesis of heat
and cold as productive of diffusion and
congealing respectively.  llence I agree
with Poste’s (and the older) explanation
of rotwarrior, and would take amopiais
perafd. logether as ‘altering (the treat-
ment), or allernating, owing to their
varied distresses.” Then, helow, I prefer
to read Adwas poorais with the mss., taking
wpds...pé¢dm as all referring to the condition
of the external parts, The sense then

e —

is simply that while externally there is
always a mixed feeling, in which either
ain or pleasure may redominate, the
internal parts feel dunydrws the opposite
to the predominant external sensation.
But the whole p is very obscure
and ambiguous in diction.

Wh. brackets roré before gpépovres, puts
a comma afler els rolwarrior, reads wpds
rd rov fw Miras Hovals fuyk., and omits
the comma afler wapéoyorre. 1 adopt
the first of these corrections.

5. olkobv dwbrav al. Badh.? places
a in brackets, without comment—I sup-
pose on account of the al which follows
shortly.

6. yapyah{le. Etym. Magn. 'r-.o-
yahifer xwei, mporpéwer, dpellfe. p-
Phaedr. 251 C xrpols Te xal nwdxrw
...{ei Te xal ayavaxTei xal yapyahile-
Ta. glovoa Td wrepd: ibid, 163 E brav...
yapyahouov Te xal wélov xévrpuww (wo-
whnady.

8. mnBav woui. Paley cites Pers.
Sat. 1. Ba: ‘ Trossulus exsultat tibi
subsellia laevis’; with the remark t
“extatic feelings are described honesto
nomine. There is an euphemistic sense

in the word agpooivn.” Cp. 65 C . infra,

45 E supra.
9. wavrola Ta.. . dwepyaleras.
Bodl.,, Vat., Ven. II. give arepyafouera

...arepyaferas: but most edd. accept Butt-
mann's drepyalbuevor, and drepydfeTar,
whichisgivenintheinferiormss. Winckel-
mann conj, éramepydferar. Badh.! gave
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105

wvebpara amepyalopevov macav éxmAnéw kai Bods per
dppoaivys dmepyalerar;

IIPQ. | MdAa ye.

20.  Kai Aéyew 7€, @ éraipe, avrov Te mepl mm‘uu mMoLEL
Kai mwepi a..\.hau, s fa.v*rm.g Tals nSomr.g -repfmpemq otov
amobjoke Kai tavras ye &) mavrdmaow del peradiake
faa'owm pa.)thnu, 00w dv n.xm\ao-rnrepoq T€ Kal a.qf-p::wa'repug
mv Tvyxdry, | xm. xuhﬂ &7 peyloras Tavras, kal Tov év avrals

0Tt pdAior del {wrta evdaipovéoTatov kataplfpeitad.
L4 a* h] - % L
[IPQ. Tldvra, @ Zokpares, Ta gvpPaivorra mPos TOV
wol\av avfpomwr eis dofav | demépavas.

1 dwepyafbueror Buttmannus : libri dwepyafbpeva.
[

per’ T, wal pera A.

2 evgpoairns EF, edpposivys I' cum corr. E et yp. A. dmrepydferar Cl. AIl:
évepydderas *S, Bekk.

B. 4 e (ante @) Cl. AIIZ. ye F. 5 xal mepl d\hov Cl. AIl, kal
wepl d\Mhov yp. ZBCw Flor. a,c, xal wepl &MAwy yp. = 6 dei I 7 W
om. CL IT et pr. A. dgppovéoraros T 8 xadq I rairas)
xal raira E atrais] radras Cl. Al g udhiora el ClL ebdaru.
atrdr xarap. EF.
awepyajoueva ... évepyaferar, but Badh.?  d\\or would best account for the varia-

says “‘dvepydferas is merely a contrivance,
and not a successful one, to avoid the in-
elegant repetition... mvefuara do not admit
of sufficient variety to be called warroia.
It is not unlikely that this addition is due
to some corrupt dittographia, and that the
old text ran thus: warroia ,uh' XPuy . d¢
ox., macar & Exwhntw r. B. p. d. amrepydfe-

rae.” Iam inclined to retain arepyafdueva
—-m the sense of ‘represent,’ ‘body forth,’
rather than “effect,’—and alter u'tﬂpﬁyi;‘sfm
to karepyd{eras, for which cp. Laws 7914
kareipydoare arrl parikdr nuiv Suabicewr
Eteis Eugppovas, 16, 686 E; whereas évepyi-
feefar is nowhere else found in Flato :
ourepyaiipera (pass.) might also be sug-
gested. Or possibly a compound of dp-
yudfw underlies one of the words.

4 ol Myay ye is given by most edd.
with Bodl. Vat. Ven. IIZ. Stallb. and
Wb. however read Aéyewr T which
answers to xal radTas ye 89 below ; and
this seems decidedly preferable.

5. xal m So most edd. with
Bodl. Vat. .11, xal wepl @hhor marg.
Ven. Z, Par. BC whence Stallb. and Wh.
give simply xal iAov. Badh.? combines
the two readings in xal d\hov wepl d\Nov.
Thus, in both these last, the trajection of
the e is avmdcd Perhaps wepl aAhov

Google

tion in Mss.

6. wavrdwacwy del xTA.
poses rdarras
dv ax. s kal dgpp. kT,

10. Td vovra... vas. For
this Stallb. gives Ficinus' rendering,
‘omnia quae apud magnam hominum
multitudinem ueniunt in existimationem’:
but Badh.!, ‘that which one meets with
from the common run of men as to opinion.’
Badh.* however objects to both these ren-
derings, and suggests wepl tdv x. defip.
ddfar: and Paley, too, agrees that either
wpbs or els should be omitted. Possibly we
should read evuBdAhovra wpds 7. 7. &. els
Sifar (or eddofiav), * which contribute to
ﬁ}‘my in the eyes of the crowd'—though

e act. is very rare in this sense (for sup-
Paihegfau els cp. Laws gog c, Tim. 47 ¢,
ete.); or belter, ov<A\a=>uSdivorra, for
which cp. Hdt. vi1. 6, Ar. Eg. 229 etc.:
otherwise  #dofar. Or, keeping the text,
may we construe els 8., ‘satisfactorily,’
with diewréparas ?

For 86fa wpds c. gen. cp. Laws gsocC:
Sofav mpds Twv E\Awv drfpdrwr...Tapa-
oxevdfecfar. Sofa wapd c. gen. occurs in
FPhasdr. 132 A, Rep. 612 D.

ds Séfav is found in Euthyd. 308 D,
meaning ‘as far as common belief goes.’

Badh.? pro-
L Selv peradideew r.u. 8.
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3. tlpt&mnhgr\

i-f.ﬂ.'-"'f?"d". H-

Sem ry mogE mha coagged

T-."'.:':

1.‘*-_“-. o I‘-'L‘ cal :-é-. Mo-3 Climm=iie.
=anib. th aks 1t clear thiat the senienoe
deals with = volaniatioss monis ooron et

animo COMmmutGs. Soaier menioning
Buttmann's ér 3147 <«ca owuan. o
PrYT> owuar tar. £, oand As drow.
=g =g, and Winckelmann's wex de ruw
djorar) purxn owe 7. S —which 1ast he re-
jects on the ground that row, sc. néoraw. 15
fem.. not neut.—he sugyrests wex S ruw o
. xai o Luary, dre rar. £, thoush allowing
that this 15 hanily felizitous. ui!.]dh.' sy
gests wepi 8¢ ¥ wr |Le. Tolrew ¥ al,
rendening :  “ But of those conditions
iratyuara), which in the mind contribute
the opposite results to thuse of the body,
hoth pleasure opposed to its pain, and
pain opposed to its pleasure.”  Paley
agrees that rew refers to watlquarws, not
néovwr, but rightly points out that Badh.'s
wr involves the illegitimate attraction of
the subject nomin.  aley himself suggests
oupar: Tdvarria =d> £ HBadh.® writes :
“[I believe that of the words wepi 3¢ rwe év
yuxn, yuxn alone has any claim to legiti-
macy : that the damaged text was restored
by a conjecture founded on the anti-
thetical wepl ye Twr ndovuw x7A.”; so he
would emend the phrase to éwel 8¢ xal Yuxg
krh.  Poste sugpests wepl 8 rur <dv als>
(or 8re) uxq, *about the Pleasures where,’
cte. Madv, emended o wepl 3 T, el

Google

vy ¥ e o giassMrrae Apelt pro-
Dimes @0 wyF <el> guu: and another
Tlizsiilz eon 15 €7 Y] <0 > cwpart.
W, fonows Maive. and w0 too Gloel.
romEpt Apelts correction as textually
eisie=l, 1 ok b "" “--.:" = Me hhl[ltlﬂﬂ,

6. -s. wmr [a%] xevwrar.  This
passige 15 mo iess un-ati-factory. From
fe wse of af tosether with the lack of a
peoser suvect tor keraras and the other
verss, Stilio. argues that the sentence is
incompicie: and he proposes to supply
the i iacuna thus: - u"‘l oTar uer Tis :r"b.mwm
yaixi. o¥oTar & ai kerwTal TA. €. kTA”
similarly Badh.! supposes *a gap, which
probably aroze from the repetition of
ororar 3 while Badh.® conjectures for
orirar at k., boris dr «. Hermann gives
Tepl OF Taw € l.fuxy -t:w-s‘::- . ... 0ugh-
Houer, ws < E{:- ntoru.-' ap X ktA. Apelt
would write ws 6 Fwww, ar al rerdrar xTA.
(cp. 34 E); while Gloel suggests owdrar
7is xerarae. 1 follow Wh. in merel]r
bracketing ad, although not at all satis-
fied that we thereby obtain the true text.

10. fvpwiwra . Badh.! wrote:
*the elements of the wifis are prior to
the wifis itsell, and this may jusufy yeve-
péey; but seyropérn, though only con-
Jectural, seems far more simple and
natural ’: and Badh.* prints yoprouéery.
yuyr. was a former conj. of Stallb. after-
wards retracted, when he thought he could
defend the aor. as equal to drar yévnras or
fire éyévero. [ see no point here in a
departure from the regular pres. tense;
though possibly the aor. may stand.
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XXIX. 320. "Er rolvwv qptv tov pifewv \imys Te
Kkai N8ovis houry pia.
ITP{). Hufu, o 3

30. “Hv avmr mp Yvxnr avry molhdkis AauBdvew
ovyKpaow qba.pev

IIPQ. I'Ecut; oty 31} TOUT aﬁfﬁu Aéyopev ;

0. 'Opyn .vca.u $dBov xm. wobov | n:m. ﬂp‘qvav Kai E
epmru kai {nhov kal q‘bﬁomv Kai 0oa rotu.vra, ap ovk avrns

10 Ts Yuxns 7ifecar Tavras A\vmras Twds ;

15

neo. ° €.

0. Ovkovv avrds ﬁSuw’Jy PeTTAS EVPTTOpEr dumX VWY ;
N &G#Eﬁﬂ. wropmvya‘xeaﬂm 70 05 T épénke [rots Bupots kai
Tals opyals 70 | moAVppovd mep yakernval,

0s 7€ WOAV yhukiwv pélros karaheBouévoro, |
kai Tas € Tois fpnrows kai wélfows pdovas év Mwais ovoas 48
avapepLypévas ;
3 hourhy] Aot superscr. CLY. 5 avrqe CL 6 alyxpiow S Epaper libri.
7 & add. Cl. TAAIIZBCFw Flor. a,b,¢,i. é
E. 10 rifecfas . 13 wer' vel dore Cl. TAAENIZBCEFqw. gpainke I1,
ITE
Edm péw T, 15 wore F, wore ceteri. woriw II, wdwu A. karahiSouévoio 1.
48 A. 16 wbfors S cum mg. F: wérows ceteri.

4. wola, ¢fs; fjv admiv x7A. So all
Mss. and most edd. Stephens conj.
wolar ¢ys.  Badh.? suggests that *“the ms.
had nu' alrdw, the rudricator having neg-
lected to put an initial ¢ ”'; and so he reads
wola ; gmul nﬁrﬁr kA, ejecting Epauer
at the end of S.’s remark, since * it is
quite untrue that they have "said anything
as yet on this mlxture A better expla-
nation of wela, ¢ys; is that suggested to
me by Dr ]a.cksun—{hat the words belong
to Seer., who then returns answer to
himself in v...gauér. Ast proposed to
eject oiryxpasw, as tautologous after 7w,
which refers to pifw. The latter change
is needless ; but as Badh.'s denial of pre-
vious mention of the present mixture is
correct, and Adyouer follows we must read
(in L. 6) gauér

7. TOVT @
Ast.

8. dpyfv. For a similar view of anger
as a mixed pain, see Arist. Khet. 11.2. 1 ff.
Errw &% dpyh Opefis pera Aiwns Tipwplas
pawouévns...xal wdoy dpyy Ewesfal Tiva
nlorhr Tir dwd THs éAwidos Toi Tipwp)-
cagfat,..8id kahds elpyras wepl fupol “' ds Te

A.: Toiir' ad A, conj.

Google

wohD,..aéferar” dkohovfel yap xal ndory
118 dud Te Tobro xTh., with Cope's n. ad lov.

13. 710 8g 7" idénxe xrA. The passage
referred to, //. 18, 107 fl. runs thus ;
ws Epis &k e Bewr Ex v drfpdirar drbloro,
kal xdohos, 85 7' ép."* *xaraheSopévoio
avdpuw dv orffecow déferal filte xawvis.

After 78 8s 7' é¢. the Mss. add rois
fupois xal Tals dpyais 75, which Stephens
proposed to insert after iwopu., ejecting the
second r6 : but most edd. follow Fischer
in ejecting the whole phrase : *quis enim
sanae mentis homo dixerit *iram per ira-
cundiam et iram immiltere sapienti indig-
nationem '?” (Stallb.). Klitsch, however,
makes an effort to defend the phra.ai.

16. Tds dv Tois Oprfvors xal wibous
fibovds. Paley comments : “though tears
give relief in grief, and in this sense,
*there’s bliss in tears’; yet Plato seems
rather to have been thinking of tears of
jov, when yeynfds Epwer ddxpror dppdrwy
dmo. In this case, however, as mere
emotion, not any mixture of grief, is the
cause, the argument is not a sound one.’
Cp. T.h!: Homeric waow § lpepbes dwédy
yéos (Od. 10. 308).
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L 3 [ L1
[IPQ. Ovk, dAN' ovtw Tavrd ye Kai ovk aA\ws dv

évpBaivo yr.yvﬁpem

0. Kai pyv kai 7ds ye Tpaywas Dewproess, orar apa

Xapovres KAdwort, #spvqafm ;
I[IPQ. Tid ov:

0. Tqv & év 'rm.g xmpq)sms Suileow n qp.mv s Yuxmns,
dp’ olal us éore xa.v TovTOLS phfw \imns Te kal }Sor)s ;

[IPN. Ov mdwv ua‘rmm.

30. Huvrmma'l. yup ov pgﬁmp, @ | Hpmrupxc, Evfuurm B
10 EVPVOEWY TO TOLOUTOV ﬂcuu-rofe mabos.

IIPQ. Ovkovwr ws y Eamev éuod.

0. Aaﬁmpw ye ,u.nv avTo T000UTQ pallov, oo akKo-
TewsTEpoY EoTw, wa Kal év a\ous paov karapabew Tis olos

7 ) piéw Nms 7e xm 1801js.

IIPA. Afym.g av.

0. Té Tou vov 8 pnlév dvopa ¢Plovov morepa Avmyv

Twa Yuxys Moes, 1) mos;
IIPN. Ovrws.

30, "AN\a unv 6 pbovar ye émi kakois Tois Tov méhas

nd0uevos dvapavioera.
IPQ. | Z¢sdpa vye.

re (post rds) Zw.
B.

12 atros T'. 13 paor Cl. AIl:

4 xehedova I1.
pddor *S.

T ye ABC.
18 Ovrws w. 19 uév H.

Pwrdv E. 20 dragarioeras; Cl
3. Tds ﬁuplirc-! Cp.
on 535 E, R:;qx; ¢ ff. depoueroi’ Ounpov

7 @hhouv Tweds TEw rpﬂj'wﬂmrmr xalpoudy
re xal dvlbvres nuds alrols drbpeda fuprd-
axovres,...8s & fuis ot pddera olrw
Siafy. This evidence for the highly emo-
tional temperament of the Attic auc?icnces
is of much interest. (For other indica-
tions as to the character of audiences, see
Haigh's Attic Theatre,ch.vi1.§5.) With
khdwee a general subject, ol dvfpwror,
is to be supplied, as often: cp. Crafyl.
387 D, -5#;& 228 D.

7. ws lom kdv Tovros pifis.  Badh.!
brackets both kdr Todrois and év rotrp with
thenote : ** No raiira have been mentioned,
but the corrector was unfamiliar with so
common an Atticism as olefa v Sudfecwr
ws fore pifis. Nor is év rodrg (below) at all
more intelligible; there the neuters airé
and oxorewdrepor, which obviously refer
to wdfles, were supposed to refer to some
example or instance.” But év Tolrous, as
a temporal phrase (‘therein,” or ‘there-

L
e ome
#

[

v

upon,’ more fully év rotiroes Tols ypbros, as
50 A), is independent of external relation,
and so may stand here as a variant for é
Tadras, s¢. kwupdlas.  As dv Tolry seems
to refer really to the Sidfesis, we must
translate vaguely ‘in this case’; but the
phrase is unsatisfactory and needless.

16. $Obvov. Abmy. Cp. Arist. Khet.
11. 9. 3 Adwry pédv yap rapaywdns xal & pBbwos
éorl xal els edwpaylav...vob lrov kal duolov !
id. Eeh. Nic.11. 7. 1108° 1 fI. vépems 8¢ pre-
obrns pidwor xal ériyaipexaxias, elol 5¢ wepl
Nownw xal flovip Tas éxl Tois trun#ubﬂww
Tois méhas yoopdras kTA.

19. dAAd pdv o ye...odébpa
ye g“hls passage is cited in Stob. Edl

. 226.

& ol mihas, like ol whnoior, is a com-
mon phrase in tragedy: cp. too Laws
671 B, 936 E. If asked, “ Who, then, is
my neighbour?” the answer would be
“all with whom any sort of relation
actually or possibly exists ”; i.e. the phrase
is one of indefinitely wide denotation.
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Q0. Kakov pnv dvowa kai Ny On Aéyopev aBekrepiav
efw.
PR, Ti pyv;
2. ’Ex &) Tovtwy i8¢ 10 yehotov qrTiva puow €xet.

5 IIPQ). Aé€ye povov.

30. "Eom rovy) pm: pév 7t 'ro xftﬁ:u.hump, efews
Tiwos Efrrthr]v Aeyopérn: mc 3 av waaqg wuvqpmc éori
mwmm:: walflos éxov 1 16 Aeyopevov vmo Tov év Aekpols

ypapudrov.
o IIPQ. To yvab u'a.urﬁv )Léyﬂ.e, @ Ea‘;ltpuﬂg .
0. 'Eywye Tavvuwmv | pnv e‘ﬂwm thav oTL TO

pqﬁa.py YIYV@OoKeEw avTov AeyOuevov uUmo TOU YPApULETOS

av eon.

C. 1 drow libri: dyroe S, Bekk. &¢ Cl. TAIL dfedrépar libri. 4 18
Cl A: I8 S. 6 forwe CL 7 Meyoudvygr II, Neyoudrys . 8 : rolwarrior H.
10 r&,..eidm‘{lat CL 11 ¢ rolwavrior Cl.

D. 11 wipF. 12 abrdv Cl,

1. xaxdy ﬂvlmu\ ﬂv&‘lm

dyrow is Cornarius’
conj. ,at:-r:epted Sh:phens, Bekk., Stallb.,
Badh., Poste, Wb. Hermann, hawcvcr,
retains dvoa, rightly, I think: ep. 7im.
86 B 8do.. d.m!'nl yévn, 0 pév parlar, Td
§' dualiar : Laws 688 E . For dfehrépar
Dr Jackson (¥. of Ph. vol. iv. E 149) pro-
posed dBekreplav, which I unhesitatingly
adopt. dféArepos is elsewhere (Aep. 409 C,
Higp. Muj. 301 D)used by Plato of persons,
and the following subst. would be very
likely to change dSelreplav (‘crassness,’
Theaet. 174 C, Symp. 198 D) into the adj.

For the genernl sense, cp. .S'ap# 228¢,D
bori & ddo Taira...xaxdv dv nt.rr'g (sc. 9
yuxi) yévn, 10 wir wovmpla..To 8¢ e
dyvowar pév Ka , KTA.

6. ™ is here adverhbial,
like év xegakaly (-ots): cp. Svmp. 105 C,
Euthyph. 8 ©, Critias 108 E.

Twos drichyy .  The
enitive is ri htl{ltnkmby st, L. and 5.,
aley, and as dependent on éxl-
xAxqw, not on wornpla as Stallb. and FPoste
would have it. The acc. absol. éxixhnw
is cited very rarely outside of I'lato, and
it is noteworthy t Jl,'mt he uses it only in
later dialogues (Sopk. 221 ¢, Fim. 38 cC,
58 D, 66 B), where it denotes a specific
name. Cp.the Homeric use of éxrixknowr
as acc. absol. with xaléew, J/. 18. 487,
212. 5ob, etc.
7. dorl rolvavriov wdlos fxov 7 xrh.

Google

“ Opus est ut aut cum Astio corrigatur T
Tovw, w. ., aut 7o évarrior 7. ¢ scribatur”
(Stallb.). Badh.? says ‘a subject to Exor
is indispensable,’ and accordingly inserts
7 after éarl: but rd seloiov is to be sup-
plied, as is shown by £xor, which echoes
the furegmng fxei. I approve, however,
of Ast ::dtlltl(;l;a L

8. Tav Apois
Cp. f&akrz, 164 D 7b év Aehpoir
ypduua : Profag. 343 B, Pa".ranfr 219 E,
Erast. 138 A; Eur. ﬁﬁppof

11. rotvavrioy py dxelvep.. dﬂ Stallb.
thinks a joke is here intended, and
translates :  “uerumtamen apertum est
contrarium illi ab inscriptione dici vé
pnd, yeyr. davrde,” But Badh. writes:
“it is Letter to hracket these words (Aey.
vwd 7. v.), as Beck recommended, than to
think Plato capable of such a frigid joke":
and the words are bracketed by Poste.
Schleierm. conj. yeyrdorar ai Tdv Aey.
krh. I think the corruption may lie in
the word Xeybuewor, and would suggest
Aeswbuevor ... av ely, ‘is left unmen-
tioned ' ; or perhaps yehwperor, ‘derided,’
a rare pass, for which cp. Soph. Ant.
838. Herm. retains the suspected phrase,
“‘quia satis venuste Delphico praecepto
etiam contrarii sui appellatio tribuitur : si
omnis malitiae contrarium Delphici prae-
cepti verbis declaratur, contrarium hujus,
hoc est malitiae fontem, idem velut nega-
tione sui nuncupabit.”
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neo. T p.'.-i'u
0. '0 Npdrapye, mepw 07 avro fmmu TPLX]) TEpRVEW.
ITPQ. Hr; ¢rs; ov ya.p p.r,l dwvaros a.
0. Aéyes on &sw €ué TouTo Suhea‘ﬂm T VOV ;
s IIPQ. .'lcym, Kai Bfupm Ye '!I'pﬂi‘ T Aéyew.
0. Ap ow ov Tar a ouvrmv avtovs Kara Tpia

dvdyxn Tovro 70 mwdlbos wdoyew éxaoTov;
NPQ. Mas;
0. Hpmrou pév Katd xpripara, dofdlew elvar | mhov-
10 TLITEPOY 1) KATA TNV QUTGY aua'mp.
[IPQ. TloAloi youw €ioi 10 Towovror wabos éxovres.
-30. Tlhkeiovs O€ ye, ot peilovs xai xalkiovs avrovs
SDfigovm., rcu.l wdvTa Eua KaTd TO T@pa €val oLapeporTws
s ovans avrois ahnfeias,
15 [IPD. Ilavv Y&

Eﬂ Ha}w 8¢ mhetoTol Ye, olpat, n'ep:. ru TPH'GI-" €L00s

T0 TOV €év Tals tpu‘)(mq Simpaprikacw, dpery Sofdlovres

Bektiovs éavrovs, ouk ovTes.

2 @ wp.... eidem dat CL d¢ Cl. Al 3 ph om. pr. IT. Survardr H.

5 Myw add. Cl. TAAZNIZBCH:v Flor. a,b,c,i, Stob. Ed. Eth. 21. o All et
r. A, .

) E. 10 airdw CL 11 elewe Cl rowovro ZHCH. Exorros E.

12 3 ye] Myew.  airobs Cl. 13 xdvf’ T. 14 abrois Cl. TAAZEBCHw

oL
Flor. a,b,e,i, atrfs F: aldris *S.
év ponunt Cl. All, post Yuxais *5.
dperfs *S.

16 whetoral T,
dperiiy om. ZBCHw Flor. a,b,c,i et pr. E,

17 rodrwe libri, quod ante

1. & Ilpdrapye, wepe by, 3¢ Bodl.Vat.
Ven. I, Stallb. &3 V BT, Poste, Badh.,

Wh. For §¢ Stallb, cites Theag. 127 C.
3. oby. p h‘ﬂﬂ‘&ii For the rare
gres. subj. with of uf m denial cp. Aep.
341 B dAN' o0 ud) olbs 7' g5, and see Good-
win M. 7. § 295: Pale}r (after Madwg]
would transpose to uh yip ob Svw. d, as the
idiom ‘ more usual and more appropriate to
the r.:ontext. "—but ‘ potior lectio dn%mhor

5. Blopal ye, ‘nay more, I en-

treat yau For kal...yecp. Ar. Ran. 5612,
shi4, ;rt;-g etc.: also 28 B supra.
g This recals the popu-

lar r.lmsmn 0 mds into the four classes
of health, hcautjr. strength and wea]th for
which cp. Laws 661 A, Gorg. 4

9. whovoubtepov | x. v u.Irrmr
obalay. Stephens conj. whovowwrépovs,and
Badh. says tﬁe Ms. reading is indefensible.
The plural airiw relates to the virtual pl.
fcaoror, as in Laws 754 D &' dv dv
{xaorosdwuypdyy...md whffos risal T dw

Google

obelas (cited by Stallb.), and A'gp. 550 D.
The reverse mode (e.g. xaf’ 8aov Sivarra:
ExacTor Prot. 327 E) is less rare.

Stallb., however, refuses to accept
Baiter's correction of adraw for abrdr : and
Jackson, oo, defends adrdw, but (unlike
Stallb.) takes it as neut. (sc. v xpnudrwr),
citing Phaedr. 140 A obalay ' Exorra Xpu-
ool % Twos d\Ays kTioews: but this con-
struction is scarcely suitable here.

12. pallovs xal kalhlovs. For this
conjunction of stature with beauty cp.
Charm. 158 A, Ale. 1. 104 A, etc.

13- Swadepdvraus c. gen., as in Phaedo
65 A, Crito 52 B, Protag. 328 B. d\jfea
is here *Wirklichkeit ’ rather than * Wahr-
heit.” We may either say that the neut.
wdrra is here put in the stead of masc.
adjj. to be understood, or else take wdrra
as acc. of respect and supply some such
word as yaplevras with elvac.

16. epl vo rplrov elBog Td raiv dv Tals
¢. 8. Bekk., Stallb. and DPoste, with
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MIPQ. Z¢ddpa pév odv.
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®IAHBO2

2. Tav aperov & ap’ ov | codias mépL 70 A 00s 49

wdvTes dvrexopevor pearov épidwy kai dofocodias éoTi

Yevdots ;
s IIPQ. Tas & ov;

0. Karxov uév &) mav dv 1is 70 Totovtov €lrwv opbas

av etmrot mdbos.
MPQ. ZS¢ddpa ye.

30Q. Tovro Tolvur érv Suarperéov, & Hpairupr, dixa, €l
10 wéAhoper Tov mwawdikov (dovtes Pplovor aromov Mdovys Kal

Avmys oYeclar pibw.

IPQ. Tlas ovv Téuvoper diya, Aéyers ;
50. Tldvres omdoot Tavryy v Yevdn | 86fav wepl

[ - ¥ 4 F F L1 4 ¥ #
éavrav avojrws dofdlovat, kalamrep ardvrov avbporwr, kal

2 8 Cl.
49 A,

3 dofocogplas dorl yevdols II, Soforoglas dorl YedSovs Cl. TAACHw Flor.

a,b,c,i: Sofosoplas dorl xal Yeidovs *S. g dixa om. IL 12 : ws... ClL
véuvoper Cl. TAAENIBCEFHw Flor. a,b,c,i et corr. Z: vulg. réurwpuer. Mévyous
dv corr. E. 13 ante wdvres omisi val cum Cl. IIZ pr. A, Bekk. The
yevdij rabryge I\ v om. A.

Bodl. Vat. Ven. IT read rolrwe v . d.
The older books had eldos év 7. . TolTwe
8, Winckelmann conj. davrar & 7. 4.
Stallb. suspects a corruption, saying
“ante év rais 1. desideratur articulus rd,
uem iam olim revocandum censuimus.'
? follow Badh. and Wb. in reading 7o r&»
for rotrww, of which conj. Paley says it is
probable, though not necessary since
*the words in this dialogue are purposel
so interlaced, that the author may well
have meant wold wheigrot Tolrwe,”
2. Tav ov 8 dp” ov codlag wipe
. Stallb. comments : ** soglas
wépe absolute dicitur nulla habita verbi
ratione ; cp. Kep. 538 B, Phaedr. 231 D,
250 €. Ad drrexbueror vero intelli-
gendum relinquitur adrfs, usu pervul-
to.” Badh.? writes, characteristically :
“I myself was driven to a conjecture :
derirexvor 8v, but fortunately I admitted
it to be too audacious. These are the
shifts to which we are driven by the
dunce who inserted wém. 1 have mno
faith in yevdols, for who ever heard of
Bofocogla dhnffs "' Is not thisalso *too
audacious'? The expression Jdoforodla
Yevifs seems deflended by riw evdsj dbfar
wepl davrdw below (1. 13); cp. also Sopa.
231 B & mepl The pdracor Sofoceplar yiyrd-
pevos Eheyxos. As to wép,, one might

(:U- -gh_‘

propose either transposition, to join it to
v aperdr, or alteration to mépa—* making
extravagant claims universally,’ ep. ZTim.
29 D ; or, lastly, wepi... warrés.

For Soforogla (or 70 riv duabiar ry wap’
atrg doxeir cuglar elvad) traced to its source
in ¢uhavria, see Laws 731 EM

10. dromwoy, i.e. ol padior Euvwociv 48 B.
“The pleasure meant is that undoubted]
natural, though wrong, feeling whici
Plato attributes to envy, but which is not
easy to analyse, that makes us like to
hear others disparaged. The pain is the
malady ilfelf;'[[’a]eﬂ. P

17, wEsO vopev Bixa, i5; S0
Bodl. Vat. "u'e:"ll. ﬂn.F foﬁrved by
Stallb.,, Herm. But Badh. and Posie
follow the vulgate in giving réurwuer.
Wohlrab assigns wws... Aéyas; to Svcr.,
and inserts Nal. as I'rot.’s reply, keeping
réuroper. Apelt proposes reurduevor, **in-
wiefern nennst du es ein zwiefach geteil-
tes?" comparing, for the partic. with
Ayw, 12 A, 22 E, 34 B, Laws Bg3 E, goo E:
and this is, perhaps, better than Jackson's
ingenious 8lx’ d Myeis (“how then do we
divide into your two parts?”), Another
possible corr. would be runréor: but in
any case wos.Myes must be given to

Prot., cp. 47 D ad fin.
13 wdvTes ktAh. Observe the
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0. “Hovqv 8¢ émi tols Tav didwv kaxols, ov ¢Bvov
épaper elvar Tov Tovro dmepyaldpevov ;

ITPL2. 'Awf.}rm}

20. Te\ovras dpa -q,uu.e éml tois Tov Pilwy yehamts'

5 -;S‘r;a'w o Adyos, xfpapwwai ﬂaoqu gm}] qﬁﬂém, Avmry
™ qSum]v REPGFPWEL‘ TOV 'yup ovor @po a'ﬂ'm.
Amy ™8 l,bvan Ny walm, 'ru SE yekav ndowiv, apa

tyveabar 8¢ TovTw év ToYTOLS TOlS YPOVOLS.
IPQ. *AMnés.

o 20 M'r;vﬁﬂ | &n vov o héyuc ﬁpﬁr é&v Bpnrows Te kal €v B
TPE}'MSLEW <kal xopediats>, piy Tots 5papu;u'l. pévov dA\a
kai T -rav Biov &vpmaoy Tpa'yfyﬁlg, Kai xmp@ﬁm, Admas
ndovais dua prmmuu-ﬁm, kai €v allots 81} pupiots.

TIPQ, ASummp ) opohoyelw Tavra, @ Zdpartes, €

15 kat Tis pulovelkot mdvv TpPos rr.wawm

XXX. 20. 'Opygw pnv kai mwobov kai Opnvov xai
$oBov kai épwra kai {Hhov xai $bovor mpovbéueda | kaic

80 A, 2 voir' CL l‘w
v ris add. Cl.
roirro libri. TOls Om.

B. 10 8 ClL I‘MIIEECH-&: 3¢ *S.
Cl. AIL 13 fHdowds TAEH,
Puhoveaxet A, wdyv] wdery EFS.

N 5 ab add. Cl. II
v fdorip in mg. ponit A. poE S F.
Aﬁ lﬁuxﬁl II.

@ldvg Ny
6 o(vyx.) Cl, xeparrivar A.
B wylyvecBar 8¢ Cl. All: vulg. 8¢ ylyr.

re om. IT. 12 xal post dAAd om.
14 ph] pév o ralr’ T\ 15 7 I,
i whe om. H,

I- vB. . As 8.
dwdmiﬂn.MWkwud,
and Badh.® brackets it : Stallb., however,
defends it after the fem. subst. by Symep,
219 C; and the irregular order should
make us chary of suspecting it.

2. of all mss. is altered to
¢auév by Stallb., “qund flagitat Protarchi
responm "Avdyen.

v [af) . Bl plbey
Vv B ST, Badh., Poste, Herm. re-
tains ab of Bodl. with the note—* quo
rarius Oxon. plura offert quam reliqui, eo
major ejus auctoritas est.” Possiblya? may
bea mrmlpfiigmrahﬂmmw Aoy,

1. i.e. ¢pfb-
vor xal yéhwra. This certain correction
of robre is due, I believe, to Badh., and is
adopted by Paley ; Wb., however, retains
the old text.

1o. v Bprivors re xal bv Tpaypblais.

Google

It is generally agreed by edd. that the text
is corrupt ; since a comparison with 47 Eff.
shows that the mention of comedy here
is indispensable. Stallb. once proposed
to substitute xwppdiais for rpay., while
Orelli s ted rpvrypdiais: but later
Stallb. accepted God. Hermann's theory
that the words xal xwpupdlais have fallen
out after rpaypdlas. So too Badh.! sa
that ““no doubt some words have been
lost here”; but Badh.? brackets év 7pa-
ywpdlaes as **an idle addition.” 1 prefer
Hermann's method, which had occurred to
me independently, and print accordin

For the idea of life as a play, 5 ?lg.
refers to the commentators on Fefrom.
c. 80, and Cic. Cat. Maj. c. 2. Cp.
o All the world’s a stage,” etc.

iy pir xal wébov xrA. For

:xactl}r e same list, though in a some-
what different order, see 47 E supra.
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omdéoa TowavTa, €v ols épauey evprjoew pvyvipeva TA VoV
moANdkis Aeydueva. 1 ydp;
[IPQ. Nai,
%0. MavOdvoper odv, ot Oprjvov mép. xai Plovov kal
5 opyns wdvra éoti Td viv &) SwamepavBévra ;
MPQ. Tas yap ov pavfdvoper ;
0. Ovxovr mol\d €r. Ta Aowrd ;
IIPQ. Kai ﬂu'.'w YeE.
0. Aw 8y i pu)ucrﬂ' mka.pﬁmw € Sufm oo rqv
10 év 7Y Kwppdia F.I-EI-P dp’ av mioTews xdpw, o1 TIY ye év
Tots Ppofois Kal épwot kal 'rmt; | ahhou; pg.Smr xpu.a'w D
:mSﬂfar la.ﬁouru 3¢ Tovro fmpa. murtp ajetvai pe pnrér
én’ éxeva iovra Betv umxdvew Tovs Adyovs, dAN' dmwhas
haﬁc?u m*ﬁ-ro ot Kai u‘tﬁp.u avev Yuxns Kkal Yuxn Ewu
15 a-mparuq kal xow]] per aAAplov év Tols fra.ﬂrjpa.a': pso-rn.
éoTL ovykekpapérms 700vijs Nvmaus 5 viv, oty Aéye, mTepa
adins pe 1) péoas moujoes w:cra.t ﬂfrmv Si a‘pmpu ufp,m
oov revferlar peleivai pe: TovTwy um:.wmv avpLov
éfehnow | aou Aoyov Sovvar, Ta vov 8¢ émi Ta howwra Bovdopat E
20 oré\\eafar wpos Ty kpiow v PiAnBos émrarTel.

C. 1 gapdy CLIT et pr. A. g wder' T, Suarepabévra Z. g ue om, IT.
11 xal rois &Ahois om. IF.

- D. 12 eavrg] ravrde Cl. A, radrd II. 13 éévra II. Is x:'ﬁ I. 16 vy
xexepaouévns T, ovycepapérns w 17 depelns Cl. IL. : elwiw Cl.
18 we; CL

E. 19 Boidopas Cl. TAENMCHw Flor. ab,c,i: BovAedopar *S

Badh.? prefers to remove dgeiral ue as a
‘foolish comment.” Paley proposes dg.
ue <xkal> umx. Possibly §éor should be
sense seems to demand the impf., which  read for Jeiv, or else " Ere...wddar (or
Badh.? strangely claims as ‘““my ecor-  adnw) umx.: but if 3¢iv be taken to govern
rection of the Ms. reading ! depeivar, change seems needless. iva

0. dp ol wiloTews xipw“_hﬁ'n:. refers to wohAd #re 7d hourd, repeated in
wloris is here * evidence,’ cp. PhaedoqoB.  rois pbfous x. & x. v, @\hous : in rols d\Aots

. So the vulgate, Bekk.,
Hr,alih erm., Wh.; but Bodl. has
gapdr, and so Turr. and Poste. The

Stallb. nbserves that the constr. changes
from #re...pglior (sc. éoriv) to the accus.
and infin., for which cp. 63 B: this gives
usqmui mn.l'ulluwed by a neg. and infin.
which is unusual, cp. Laws 635 A, Rep.
451 B; as is also the aor. infin. after
wioTews ydpr.

Hadh.!, however, denies that Aafirra
5¢...dpelrau dcpenﬂs on wlgrews, the con-
struction bmng ag’ oty urulu.pﬁ‘:h'ﬂ: Beiw
ageivar, while pyeiverr depends imme-
diately on a¢.; and so he marks an
interrog. at émdeifa, as does Poste. But

Google

are included wéfos and {Hhor.

17. péoras woujons vikras. For the
use of woteiwr in this phrase cp. Dem. 391.
18: Cic. ad Att. 5. 20 Iconii diem feci-
mus: Anth. Pal. X1. 85 wixra uéopw
érolnoe Tpéxwr. For the plur. (of *the
night-watches ') cp. Prof. 310C, Symp.
217D, Rep. 631 8; Ar. Nub. 3, Hdt. 4. 181.

olpal m-rcﬁﬁﬂ'lm. Liebhold would
insert wapd before sov: for the simple gen.
r:p Suph 0. C. 1168.

oriMeofar. For the metaphor
t'rom sea-faring cp. Laws 892 c, 893 B.

8—2
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TovTwy dvaykawrarov €mecbfar Tols pév pdpmy avrov kai
dvvauw, Tois 8¢, oluar, Tovvavriov.

MPQ.  "Avdykn.

30. Tavry Tolvvr dlele, xai dooL pév avrov eloi per
dofevelas TowobToL kal ddyvarol karayekwpevor Typwpetoad,
gdnfmri Tovrovs pdokwr elvar Td\nly GOéyfer- Tovs B¢

warovs Tywpeirfar PoBepods xal ioyvpovs kai éybpovs
mpocayopelwy | o'fﬂu'm.rav ToUTWV uav'rctﬁ 3
¥ A € b 3 ~ 0y r 3 ' k]
avouwa ydp 1) pév TGV ioxvpwY ‘?(?,P“ T kal aloypd: B;}u.’ﬁipc:.

ap kai Tois mENAS GUTY) TE KaL COAL ELKOVES QUTYS ELTiv: 1)
g’ dafens juiv Ty Tav yelolwy elknye rdéw Te Kal pvow.

IIPQ. ’Opbérara Aéyets. dA\\a ydp 7 Tov Ndovev kai
\umév pifis-éV fovrols ovme pou karadaris.

20. Tav roivvr Tov Ppfdvov AafSé dvvapw mpwtov.

PR,  Aéye povor.

20. | A¥my 1is adukds éoTi mov Kkai pdov ;

IIPN). Tovro pév avayxy).

30. Odkovw éml pév Tots Tov éxbpdv xakois ovr ddikov
ovre Ppbovepdv éori TO xaipew ;

B. 1 roiror F, Toirror Cl, 2 oluat om. E, 4 radrge volvuw 11, Tolyuw
raltrge T Sledar A. & toiwofroc om. T : kal éxfpovs om. Zav.
C. 8 roirww Cl. AIl, tolror ceteri: roiro S. g dvor II, dvoia ceteri.

to alrd Heusdius: altry libri. atrijs Cl. AIl: radrgs *S.
eDye vdiw e xal giow Cl AIl: elhqgye dplow *5,
14 Stwar hdfe ES,

D. 16 wov add. Cl. ATI.,

i1 ¢ om. F.
13 ofrw] »& CL II.

anacoluthon, the construction being dgopudr, gwep loxvpdy woiel xal pofepiv

changed at xaflarep so that wdvres is
left pendent, without a verb: one would
expect wdvres. .ol wiv pdpne [oeyovew, ol
8¢ 1., or the like.

7. $oPepols xal Lloyupols xal &x-
Opo’k:'crw Schleierm., Poste and l!del
adopted Schiitz’s conj. aloypeds for ioyv-
pots ; but thus, Stallb. objects, we get the
word in a strange position between goffe-
povs and éxfpovs: to remedy this Stallb.
would follow Ven. £ in omitting xai éx-
Bpods, so as to read simply gof. xal aloypods
wpog, For aloypots cp. Seph. 228 E 76 8¢
riis woAAfjs xal warrodamis dyvolas wdfos
aloyos feréov: and Lack. 193 D aloxpa 7
dgpwr Tohua xTh. Paley, however, refuses
to accept either change, saying * loxuvpots
here bears the opprobrious sense of *big
bullies.” Hence loyupuxds, ‘of the character
of a good fghter,” Zheaet. p. 169 8. Cp.
Dem. Mid. p. 559, dpuvras Tiv roiTov

(:L‘l 3|l:

rév kardrrveror rovrorl.” Badh.? brackets
kal belore éxbpovs.

The most plausible reading is, perhaps,
that proposed by Vahlen and adopted bﬂ
Wh., riu. xal loy. ¢of. xal éxfp., whic
affords symmetry without other change
than a slight one of order. Or 7. xal ¢of.
aloypols xal éxfpods might be su‘ggested.

10. 1 8 dedenfs, sc. drowa, for 4 raw
doflevwr. Poste suggests that rafw re xal
guowe, ‘in fiction and in reality,’ corre-
spond to the previous distinction adrd Te
xal Ooat eixoves adrhs ‘both in real life
and on the stage’; and he remarks that
“ Aristotle’s definition of the Ridiculous
(A.F. c. g) seems to have been suggested
by this passage.”

18, dwl Tois Tav Ixfpav xaxols
k. For this unchristian sentiment,
several interesting parallels are adduced
by Stallb., e.g Solon 13, 5 (Bergk):—

ov amodwaeLs. C

D
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pilwv opavras €oTw OTE KaKA )

Avrreiofac, yaipew 8¢ dp’ ovk aducdy éoTw ;

IPQ. Taws & ov;

» - L] L4 ¥ L L] -
2. Ovkour TV avoLav ELTOUEY OTL KAKOV TAT W ;

PQ. ’Opfws.
zQ.

lrdi|n'u*avﬁv

Ty odv 7év Pilwv Sofocodlav xal Sofoxaliav
&) 8uvj\fopev, év Tpioi

ofai, yehoia pev oméoa aclery, pioyTa

L [
vres eldeat ylyve- E
omooa éppuutva,

L]

10 < paper > 1 un Ppopev omep elmov apri, ™y ToOY Ppilwy w

15

TavTYY OTAV

€Xn TS ™ aBAafn Tots allows yehoiav elvar ;

¥ € -~ L] » L -
0UY OpOMNOYOUUEV QUTV GYOLAY Y€ OVTAV

0. Xaipopev 8¢ 1) Avmovpeba, otav ér’ avTy yehauev ;|

ITPL. Tlawrv vye.

30. Kaxov
elvas ;

IIPQ. Z¢odpa ye.

IIPQ. Anlov ori xaipouer.
2 8 om. FS. 3 ap'] dpa Cl., dua TI.
elrwuer A, 7 Tiw] 7l 5.

E. 8 &jadd. Cl. AIL
ph: id om. Bekk. cum Cl. TAIL
13—15 xaxdv...cp. ye om. pr. ZEF.
CL IT et pr. A.

rpiaiv. . elfeawr Cl.

5o

w
ddikos F.

5 drowar libri.

g éwbda’ I'. sequebatur

10§ ph] fuir F, ¢dper 7 ph corr, Z.
13 dvowar libri: dyrowar S, Bekk.
14 elvac Cl. TANIZCFw.

€ om.

elvar 82 yhuwiv o8 Plhois, éxfpoioe 8¢
wikpby ;

roioe wév allolor, Toloe 8¢ Sewvdw LBeiv.
Archil. 65 (75) # & éwierapar péya, rdv
waxws Tt dpdwra derapelSecfor  xaxois.
Eurip. Fr. éxfpdv xaxds dpav drdpds iryol-
par uépos. Phlat, Crito 49 B Z0). oddapds
dpa Sei ddceiv. KP. o dfjra. Z0. obdd
ddicolperor dpa dreradiceiv, ws ol wolhol
oforrar, éwedl ye oldauds el dlicelr ;
KP. of galverar. Cp. Kep. 332 D, Meno
71 E; Xen. Anab. 1. §. 17.

2. 7d B{ ye vaov ¢plwv. The term
¢plhot is not to be construed too precisely,
since men are divided into the two classes
only of foes and friends : so Stallb. warns
us “‘cave igitur de amicis, qui vulgo di-
cuntur, hic cogitaveris."

7. v olv Tév plwy...yeholay elvas.
The clearest explanation of this irregu-
larly constructed sentence is afforded by
Wb.’s revision which I follow: Wb, sub-
stitutes a comma for the period after

B. P

50 gk‘

éppwpdva, and inserts ¢pduer before 7 uh
¢wper. Unless this addition be made,
7 py ¢uwuer is surely bad grammar in
the sense required, when t. replies
wdwv ye. Possibly 4 p4 is corrupted from
some such word as wderp, possibly
also we should expunge v and read
yehoiow. Badh. puts a dash, instead of
a question-note, after dppwuéva, with the
comment : * The completion of the sen-
tence would have been dp' of ¢aréor

hotor elvar xal caxdy ; But instead of
nishing the questin::-n. he breaks it into
two, 7 uf ¢Puwuwer—; and raxdr & oly
dpodoyoliper— ;" Also he brackets the
and ravr ¢lhwr as a “ perverse addition,”
And certainly, if rd» ¢ihwr belongs to
&w, it is here inappropriate, as the
adirato. of 49 B are not necessarily
‘friends,’ and one might suggest, instead
of expunﬁg rov ¢plwr, to read row
pathw : t the text may stand il we
connect the gen. with 7.

8
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0. ‘Hdovqy 3¢ érl Tols Tov pilwv kakols, ov ¢lovov

épaper elvar Tov Tovro amepyaldpevor ;

IIPQ. "Avdys.

0. Tekwvras dpa ﬁp&s‘ éml Tois Twv Pilwv yeloiois
t,b‘r;a'w o Adyos, KEPEPWWGS‘ 13301’1;!1: aﬁ] 965'61:@, Jtmry
mv nﬁom;w mspawwm* TOV u.p ovor apo a‘ﬂ'm
AUy T8 lIrux'qr; 'rm.w ru,?«.at.. 'ro SE yehav 7dovijv, dua

yiyveofar 8¢ TovTw év TovToLs Tols xpdvos.

IPQ. 'AMnfs.

20. M?}Wﬂ. | &m vov o ?‘cu}mc p.w év Opnvois Te xal év B
rpaycuamq <xai xkwpwdlais>, w1y Tols Spapmrt pdvov dAha
kal T fau Biov évpmdoy fpa'ym&g xm xmp@&q, Admas
ndovais dua repdvvoba, kal év d\ots 87 pvplots.

IIPQ. ASumrav p aprolo}few TAUTA, @ LWKPATES, €L
kal Tis pLhoveikol mdvv mPOS -ra.vawm.

XXX. 320. ’Opynv pyv kal wofov kai Bpnrov xai
$SBov kai épwra kai {phov kai POévov mpovbléueda. | kaic

80 A. 1 7obr’ Cl T'w. 5 ab add. CL IL @dbvy Nirp
rhe fdorhr in mg. ponit A. Aiwge F, 6 a(vyx.) Cl., xepavwivar A.
7 Tis add. Cl. All yuxiw I B ylyveofar 8¢ Cl. All: vulg. 3 yly.
roirre libri. Tois om.

B. 10 & ClL I'AAIIZ CHW d¢ '5 re om. II. 12 xal post dAMd om.
Cl. AIl 13 fiords TAEHw. 4 uh] wév . ralr” T 15 7 L.
Mwuﬂ‘ A wdwv] wdrry EFS. 16 uhr om. H.

1. WBowjv Bi...dwepyalduevov. As $3. It is generally agreed by edd. that the text

depends on drepy., the rolrois awkward,
and Badh.? brackets it: Stallb., however,
defends it after the fem. subst. by Symp.
219 C; and the irregular order should
make us chary of suspecting it.

2. of all mss. is altered to
dady b_y tallb., “qwd flagitat Protarchi
respunsn Ari'fm

v [ad] m 73, Plbvy
v BS , Badh., Poste, . Herm. re-
tains afl of Bodl. with the note—* quo
rarius Oxon. plura nﬁ'ert uam reliqui, eo
major ejus auctoritas est.” Possiblya? may
be a corruption of del or qhﬂuld follow Adary.

7. dpa ylyveobor B rolre, i.e. pb-
. This certain correction
of rolro is due, I believe, to Badh., and is
adopted by Paley ; Wh., however, retains
the old text.

10. v Oprivors Te xal v Tpaypblas.

Google

is corrupt; since a comparison with 47 Eff.
sho:r; that thfe mi:n::;in of comedy here
is indispensab Stallb. once proposed
to su'hsmtc wwppdlas for Tﬁ.’g. while
Orelli suggested 7pvywdlaus: but later
Stallb. accepted God. Hermann's theory
that the words xal xwuwdlars have fallen
out after rpaypdlais. So too Badh.! says
that **no doubt some words have been
lost here”; but Badh.? brackets é rpa-
ypdlaes as “*an idle addition.” 1 prefer
Hermann's method, which had occurred to
me independently, and print accordin
For tﬁz idea of life as a play, § %lg
refers to the commentators on Pefrom.
c. 8o, and Cic. Cat. Maj. c. 2. Cp.
a All the world’s a stage,” etc.
Jgﬂv pir xal wébor kA, For
““ﬂg e same list, though in a some-
what different order, see 47 E supra.
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oméoa TowavTa, év ols €pauer evpriTew piyviueva Td VoV
wol\dkis heydpeva. 17 ydp;
[IPQ. Na,
0. Mavfdvoper odv, orv Opivov mép. kai Ppfovov kai
5 opyns wdvra éorl Td viv &) diamepavbévra ;
IIPQ. Tlas yap ov pavfdvoper ;
30. Ouvkovv wol\a €ri Td \ourrd ;
MPQ. Kai wa'.'w Ye.
20Q. Awa Oy i p.alm'ﬂ' Wnlapﬁa.vﬂe L€ Sﬂfm oo 'n;lv
10 €V rﬁ Kopdie p.l.fw ap’ mr ‘I‘rMJ‘TEm'; Xepw, oTL TNV e v
TOLS fﬁoﬁmt Kat EP&JG‘I- Kkal 'row | ahhms‘ pqt&uv xpaﬂ'wD
cmSafm- laﬁowu 3¢ Tovro -rru.pa a‘uurq; apewval pe pnrér
émr’ éxeiva mwa Sew pKivew Tovs luyovg, dAN’ nﬂ')u:m;-
luﬁtw 'ram, oTL Kai n'mpa avev l;quq kai Yvyn dvev
15 CWRATOS Kal xawy per aAAplwr év Tol.g m:.ﬂ'qpa.a't. p.icr'ru-
éorTL a‘uyxeupapcvqg nanm;g Jtmrmg puv ovv Aéye, wnre a
ajpins pe 9 péoas movjoeis vikTas ; em'war Sé a-p.mpa o'[pm
oov revéecbar pebetval pe: TOUTWY 7up a,m::wwv avpiov
édedow | oot hoynp Sovvat, 'ru. vov 8¢ émi Ta Aoura Bovlopat E
20 oréAeafar mpos ™y kpiow Ny PikyBos émrdrreL.

C. 1 ¢apdy CL II et pr. A. Biarepalévra E.
11 kal 7ois &Ahois om. ZEF.

5 wdwr' T, 9 pe om, IT,

&y
D. 12 gavryg] ravrdn Cl. A, radrd II. 13 ébwra II. 15 xevij I 16 avy-
N;’-‘f.ﬂﬂﬂ‘ﬂg'ﬂ I, ovyxepauévys w. 17 depelns CL IL : elriw Cl,
15 pe;

E. 19 Poihopas Cl. TAZTICHw Flor. a,b,c,i: Bovhetouas *S.

““w ‘?m the vulgate, Bekk., Badh.? prefers to remove deeiral ue as a
qtallb erm., but Bodl. has *foolish comment.’ Paley proposes dg.
gauér, and so Turr and Poste. The

ue <kal> unx. Possibly déor should be
sense seems to demand the impf., which  read for Seiv, or else und' &ri...wddr (or

adny) unk. hut if deiv be taken to govern
depeivar, change seems needless, diva
refers to woAhd Eri vd hauwd, repeated in
rois @pbBous k. E. k. 7. d\hous : in Tois EAAous
are included wéfos and {Fhos.

17. pdoras woujons vixras. For the
use of wouelv in this phrase cp. Dem. 393.
18: Cic. ad A#. 5. 20 Iconii diem feci-
mus: Anth. Pal. X1. 85 vixra péay
éxolpae Tpéywr. For the plur. (of **the
night-watches ') cp. Prof. 310C, Symp.
tlfD,R:jr 621 8; Ar. Nub. 2, Hdt. 4. 181.

Liebhold would
insert wapd bel'nre wov: for the simple gen.
cp. Soph. O. C. 1168.

20. orilerfar. For the metaphor

from sea-faring cp. Laws 892 c, 893 B.

8—2

Badh.? strangely claims as "I:I'.Ijl’ cor-
rection ufthc Ms. reading ¢a

10. dp' ol wlorews xdpwv.. Adwais.
wloris is here ¢ evidence,” cp. Phaedo 70 B.
Stallb. observes that the constr. changes
from &re...pgior (sc. dorlv) to the accus.
and infin., for which cp. 63 B : this gives
uswfmﬂ rwa followed by a neg. and infin.
which is unusual, ep. Law.r?;; A, Rep.
451 B; as is also the aor. infin. after
wioTews ydpw.

Hadh.!, however, denies that AaSérra
B¢...apeiva depends on wlorews, the con-
struﬂmn being ap’ oly Umwohaufdres Beiv
dgeivai, whlle poxtverr depends imme-
diately on d¢.; and so he marks an
interrog. at émideifat, as does Poste. But

GO Slk’
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IIPQ. Kalas elmes, @ Swkpates: dAN’ ooa Aouma nutv

SiééeNbe omy i\ov.

oot Pi
- XXXI 0. Kam. cﬁmrw mwuv ;.ue-ra ras piyfeioas

nﬁomq m &) Twos dvdykns émi Tds dpixTovs mopevoipel
5av év T péper. |

IIPQ. Ka.lha'r’ elmes.

Q. 'Eyn} O mewpdoopar peraBalav onpaivew ﬁpﬁr
avTds. *rms‘ 'yu.p ddokovot A\vrev EIML wavlav waa'as: Tas
ndovds au ﬂaw mws wrfr.ﬂupm. dA\\’ omep elmov, pdprvo

10 xufuxpmp.m TPOS TO ﬂmg 1dovas EIvm Snxova'uq, ovoas &
vSa.p.mg, xm I uhu.q érépas Twas a.,u.a. xm mol\as q!nawu—
gleigas, elvar 8 avras ovpmeduppévas opov }tmmw 7€ Kol
u.umraua'm'w o0uwwav TAV peyloTwY TEPL TE TAATOS Kal
ns arﬂpme
s IIPQ. “Alnfeis 3’ av Tivas, @ Zdkpares, vrolapBdvwy
opbas Tis Smmmr av;

20. Tas ﬂ'ﬁ?& r6 78 xadd Aeydpeva ypdpara kai mepi
1d oxnpara kal TGv Sopwv Tds wheioTas kai Tds TGV
d)ﬂm@p Kal 0oa Tas fv&ms' avavobrjrovs fxnwa Kkail d\vmovs

20 Tas TANpaTes aiobyras kal foeias [ kabapds Avrov] rapadi-

aiLv.
1 fuir hord EF. 2 Efehfe A, 3 xard... eidem dat CL hexBeiras I1.
4 Uwd] perda TN .
A
81 A, 7 & w. perahafior BCEF, perakafiv Hw Flor. a,i.
Duiv S. 10 wpds] émi I, 7¢] re Cl. All 12 al ras IL. 13 o@ua
Cl. et pr. AlL

B. 16 m om, CL IIF et pr. A

1] Te om, W,

Umo By mwwos dvdyxns. For & mis xaraypepat. Schiltz an

Cp. Pa.-"# 300 B, Fhaedo 107 D, Symp.
17gc Snph Antig. 158.

r!En(nw piv adrds.
‘*pn-n?u:ﬁw Far. BCEFH Pmﬁu“rmlus

Steph. éuiv invitislibris omnibus ” (Stallb.).
But Badh.? accepts the worse- -supported
reading in both cases. perafadlw here
may mean, as Ast phrases it, “permu-
tando vel vicissim sumo,” for which cp.
Phaedr. 241 A (v.]. peralafor), Laws
go4 D, Cratyl. 405 D: or it may be in-
trans., ‘changing,’ for Whmh cp. Laws

¢ C, Cratyl. 439 E. "piv is defended
g; Stallh, as “ur nius; nam eo signi-
ficat Socr., se etiam sua ipsius caussa rem
esse mtplit:amrum.”

Google

pdprves

,'.d.v-rﬂu (cp. 44 C, 67 B), which is

bg Ast and Herm., but rejected y
Stal Poste, Wb. etc.

dvas 8' adrds. These words are

I‘ﬂsh]]!‘ cancelled by Badh.? as “i interrupt-
ing the continuity of the dmnptmrn

19. xal doa rds dvBelas .. mopabiBu-
aw. Stallb. declares this passage mani-
festly mn‘u})l, and proceeds: “tria
suppetunt ulceris remedia: ut aut xal
ante rxafapds inseramus, aut Hlelas ex-
terminemus, aut m&n,u&r Avrdv tanquam
glossema eiiciamus™: of these alterna-
tives he accepts the grd—** fluxit enim

xaflapas Auwdw ex interpretatione scioli ali-
cuius, qui alofnrods (sic) xal fdelas expli-
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™
oUTWS |

20. Tldw pév otv ovk evfds Snid éorw d Aéyo,
wewparéov | piv dnhoiw. oxnudTwy TE Ydp KdANos ovy GTep C
av vrohaBoier ot moAlol meLpwpmar vov Néyew, 1) {bwv 1 Twev
5 {nrypmﬁqpifmv, d\\’ evfy 1 Aéyw, Pyoiv o hé}fog, Kai mepL-

Pepés kal dmo TovTwy 07) Td TE TOLS TGPYOLS YL

ueva érimedad

T€ Kal TTEPEA Kal Td TOls kavdat kal ywviats, €l pov pavBdves.
TauTa yap ovk elvai mpos Tt kaha Aéyw, kabdmep dha, aAN’
t] ]

del kaka kel avra mepukévar kai Twas ndovas oixelas Eyew, |

Ll Eal - » - %
10 OUOEY TalS TGV KVT)Tewy TPOTPepels’ Kai

wpara 87 TovToV D

T0v TUTOV €xovTa T Kkald xal ndovds. AAN dpa pavfdvouev,

o -~
N TWS;

t rair’ I obrw CL

C. 3 xdMhos Flor. i, kakis Cl. IT: xdAhovs S.
D. 10 xvijoewr Heusdius: libri swfoewr.

7 Cl. AIL: ofor *S, Bekk.
& wov EF Flor. a,b,c S.

care vellet, nec tamen satis reputaret,
ad i xabapbryra rov hvraw illud quoque
requiri, quod in priore sententiae parte
memoratur, ut &deae sint dralefyroe xal
dhvwoe.”  Jackson, too, agrees in con-
demning xaf. Avwd» “as an interpreta-
tion of dhiwous.” Contrariwise, Badh.
(like Klitsch) declares that the words xaf.
Avrwe * neither require a conjunction to
precede them, nor is there the least ground
of suspicion against them ; they are added
as descriptive of the manner in which the
wAnpurets are Hdeiar.” But wAnpuees are
always purely pdeiat, and the present clumsy
tautology seems indefensible. Paley's ren-
dering seems to imply a xal before xafapas,
but heﬁs HENMtig:l the m‘:ﬁ; s
2. v iy L TP v 8.
Badh.? brackets olr with the anle t
* Socrates is not correcting but con-
ceding ; and in this sense uév olv cannot
be employed. But if uér is in apodosis
to a suppressed 3¢ contained in wfr (while
ol characterises the answer), the particle
after it would most certainly be -yoiv.
We must either restore this—but yoiyr otk
usually becomes olkoww—ye, or suppose
ofv itself to be owing to the frequent
combination of wév and ofw.” Certainly
pér and ofw must not be construed to-
gether, and wdvv uév +yoir would be nearly
as strange a collocation. [t is possible
that rd'.nl:l should be wdirra: buat the
resent phrase may well stand.
P e My

, il [gov 1 . {. So Bodl
Vat. Ven. II., Turr.,, Badh., Poste : but

(_:IU 315:

Bekk., Stallb., and Wb. prefer the vulgate
A. olov fpwe § 7. {. Poste remarks that
‘ the Beauty of the sphere is referred in
the 7imaeus to its equality and similarity,
species of U:::r": and these views of
Plato are generally traced to Pythagorean
inl"lsucn:‘e. e 2

. ¢ Tols TéproLs. esychius de-
fines répros as épyaleior Texrorwdy, ¢ T
arpoyiha oxfuara weprypdderai: hence
the ‘surfaces’ described by such an in-
strument will be circles, and the *solids”
spheres (wepipepés); while triangles,
squares, cubes (e0f0 i) will be produced
by the rule and square. For the value of
the circle cp. 7im. 33 B (kuxhorepds aird
éropredoaro, wdvrwy Tehewraror oynud-
rwr), and the Pythagorean speculations.

8. m xald, ‘absolutely, not
relatively, beautiful': see Charm. 168 B
for illustrations of relativity,

10. Tais Tav kvijcewy i5.
This is van Heusde's correction of xu-
cewv, now generally accepted, though not
by the Ziirich editors. The pleasures of
* scratchings® are accidental, due to the
presence of previous discomfort.

. x kal rjBovds. These words
are bracketed by Stallb. and Badh., as a
gloss-—otherwise, says Stallb., ** additum
vellemus adrdv olcelas.” Paley, after
Klitsch, defends the phrase, rendering
“So, too, the colours I refer to are
those which are beautiful because th
are of the same general character, an
the same in the pleasures they produce "—
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MPQ. Teapopar pév, & Sukpates: mepdlyre 8¢ kal ov
oapéaTepov €Tt Aéyew.
-~ # h}
30. Aéyw &) trds rov pfoyywr Tas eias kai hﬂ.pw‘:o.q
TdS & TL K ﬂ.?ﬁu leloas pélos, ov mpos €repor kalas all’
¥ N L] L] * Fd b [ r
s avras xal avrds elvas, kai Tovrwv EvpudiTovs ndovds émropévas.
IPQ. "Eorydp odv xai Tovro.
20. | To 8¢ mepi Tas oo pas Nrrov pev TovTwy Petov yévos E
7Sovdv: 710 8¢ p7) cvpueptyfar & avrals avaykaiovs Aras,
kal Omy) TOUTO Kai € OTw aveL vos My, TOUT
&+ I 3 # L. ] £l - -
10 éxeivois Tillnue dvrioTpodov dmav. @A\, el kaTavoeis, TavTa

€idn dvo <dv> Néyouev ndovav.

IIP). Karavow.

30. "Er. &) toivwv todrows mpoobfoper | 7as wepi 7a 52
3 .‘I"d-ll'-ll Cl. 4 loveas II, loveas Cl. kahds om. CL II et pr. A. 5 wdrrww,
¥p. Tobrwr, F. tvpgiTous kal pdovas F. )
[ ]
E. 7 8¢om. Zw. rofrwr om. EFS. 8 r&a F. drayxalas S. 10 éxelrns

wS. 11 Aeyoudvwr libri.

13 &% rolvww Tolrous] viv 84 Tolrous I, &%) rodrois rolvww I1.

as if as Fyorra: but this is very forced. [
propose &orra xaflapds hdowds, taking
robrov Tov Tiwor (like Tolror Tor Tpbwor)
as adv. ace. Badh. formerly conj. kdAAovs
xal fioris.

3. Tdg TeY . As fbords cannot
be here supplied, Stallb. bids us write
Tér ¢wrwr, omitting rds: to which Badh.
replies, it is more likely that Plato
would use ¢pfbyywr, as he had done so
before, and as it is more comprehensive
than gwrar,” and he suggests to supply a
femin. noun such as {§éas to ras. Il-r',a{ef
proposes A. &) rav ¢pfoyywr (fem.), omit-
ting also elvau after airds: which may be
rig t. Poste follows Stallb., and Herm.
gives xal Twr gwrar. Wb. has A & las
v ¢@éyywr, using the rare word ia found
in Orac. ap Hdt. 1. 85, Aesch. Fers. 936,
Eur. Khes. 553. This makes a kind of
play with leleas, and is graphically close
to the Mss., but I should prefer the com-
moner fxds (4- lost after &j): cp. Crido
54 D, Tim. 37 B dvev ¢pfdyyov xal fxis.

For the qualities of sound cp. 7im.
67 B, 80 A H., Polit. 307 A; Anst. de
An. 419° ¢ fi.

8. T B pq xBas ... dwav.
Stallb. renders thus: * Dass aber ihnen
(den Liisten, welche die Geriiche ge-
wiihren) nicht nothwendig Schmerz heige-
mischt ist, und die Art und Weise wve,

Google

und dasjenige, woran uns dieses (dass sie
frei von Schmerz sind) zu Theil geworden
ist, alles das setze ich als etwas, was zu
jenen ein Gegenstiick ist und ihnen voll-
kommen entspricht "—* nam articulus o
infin. wh fuvp. praemissus etiam ad Sy
roimo—nuiyr intelligendus est: similiter
supra 28 D, 76 éwp Ervxer.” For the pro-
cess cp. Nep. 584 C, and Tim. 65 A, where
it is attributed to *the gradual and in-
sensible degradation of the organ,” as
Poste remarks.

1o. dxelvors d , ‘the one
mental, the other bodily’ (Paley) : for
derloTp. cp. 40 D supra.

d, lf xaravoeis,... <dv> Aéyoper
fiBovév. I adopt Jackson's transposition,
wr Ayoper ndordw, for the traditional
Meyouéwwy 9. Ast conj. dAN' 4...7Sowaw ;
Winckelmann dh\' el...fdovwr ; — both
making the clause interrog. Heindorf
conj. Méyouer Tuww fd., accepted by Schlei-
erm. ; while Badh. and Wb. give Aéyoper
8., and Schiitz é\éyoper #5. Stallb., as
usual, retains the Ms. text, and transl.** sed,
si iam rem perspicis, haec duo sunt genera
voluptatum a nobis illustratarum ""—sup-
plying ig’ huwr to heyoudrwr. Since we
are here dealing not with fdoval at large
but only with aknfeis 7d., we need some
qualifying term, and Jackson's conj. best
supplies this.



52 C] ¢IAHBOZ 119

paﬂqp.nfn 7ovds, €l dpa Sokobow Ruiv aurm wevas pev uy)
e}iw TOD puvﬂmw pndé dua pabmpdrov melvmy dhynddvas
apxns yevopévas.
IPQ. ‘AN ovrw fvvdoker.

5 20, 0TI 3{ ;m.ﬂm,mfmv wA\pwleiow éav nwipav nm:-
Bokai Sid Ths H@_ yiyvovrar, kabopds Twas év avrals
a\ynddvas ;

IIPQ. Ov 7. ¢voe ye, al\’ & Tt loywpﬂzi, TOU
pabrparos, orav | TS a'rcprnﬂﬂs Avr by Sm Y xpﬁmv B
o 0. Km. pjy, @ pmxapu:, YUV Y€ NUES avra ra ™8
Pvoews povov wuﬂ'qum Xwpls Tod hoywpuu Suatre aivopev.
ITPQ. ﬂhﬂﬂq rm.vw Leycu; o7 xwpis Moarys guiv Apby
yiyverar ékxdoroTe é Tols pabipacw.
3Q. Tavras Tolvvr ras rov pabnpdror ndovds duikrovs
15 7€ elvar Mmaus préov kal ovdapws Tov molav dvfparwy

d\\a rov opidpa ohnm
MPQ. Tlws yap ov pnréov;
XXXII | 3.0. Dﬁxnﬁu oTe perefmg ﬁ&z duakexpipeba c
wpls fa.'-:: 7€ kabapas ndovas kai Tas oxedov uxaﬂapmvg
20 opbws av hexﬂewas. wpuaﬂ'mpeu 'rm Ay Tuu; F.El-" aq&oﬁpmc
-q&wme ap.erpm, Tals Se ,mj TovvavTiov epperpmv* Kal 70
péya kai 16 oPodpov a¥ kai moldkis kai OAvydkis yiyvo-
82 A, 2 wewfr TABCEFH. 3 yevoudvas Cl. All: yyroudras *S. Sal

A et CL. whnpwleizir Schiitzius: libri wAnpwiesdv. 6 xafapas A.
v alrals Tods . 8 of m] lbwri T, rwrt] T pr. A 9 wabfuaros AH,

Flor. a,c, :nﬁmru: E, ;ni??i.uarut BC: uaffpares *S

B. 10 alrd vd Cl. TAAEINIZEBCH:e Flor. a,byc,i: alrd xal ra *S.

11 phra F.

12 nuir om. A. a\nfi Cl. AL 13 ylvead' ClL 15 Te om. Z. Awns
A Flor. b,i.

C. 18 odx dv II. #re H. 20 épfds om. A. dv om. Cl. II et pr. A.
wdv om. A. ogbdlpa A. 21 dperpiar A. 22 70 ante o¢godpdr om. Z.

al om. F et pr. =.

1. welvas...rod pavldvav: for this
metaph. use (like our * hunger and thirst
after righteousness’) cp. Xen. Oec. 13. 9,
Cyrop. VII. 3. 16: Elmllaﬂj’. dijw éhev-
Beplas, Rep. 562 c.—Poste cites £th. Nic.
VIil. 12, and X. 2. 1173" 16 &Avwor yap
el af Te pafpuarwoai scal...ai dd Tis
dogphrews xal depodpara 8¢ xal dpduara
rolhﬁ. ;:.;11 p;zm ‘dlm

Twy Ww: s0 most
edd after the conj. of Schiitz and
Schleierm.  Mss. whppwfeacwr. Van
Heusde conj. swhnpufels Tus.

8. Aoyworpols, Tod pabfparoes: so the

Google

best Mss., followed by Wh.: but Bekk.,
Stallb., Poste, and Badh. accept Tob
rﬂ.ﬂﬁurur, i.e. Tol dwofaieir #aﬂﬂ}uﬂu.

‘in the account they take of the accident "
(Badh.).

12. dAnbn.. . Aly. Notice the word-
play both here and below in perplws...
duerplay...duperplar.

20. T Moye...xal wolddxig
xrh. Badh. “rewrtlﬁslhﬂs w. 7. N Tas pdv
katd 70 péya xal To opodpdr aldrdw xal wokl.,
ktA.; and Lelow he cuts out mporfduer
avrais before elvar, Stallb, says: **verba
sic fere refingas: xal vds 76 p. k. 70 o,
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pévas TowavTas [ﬂgq] ToV a.rrﬂ.pou ve éxeivov kal )rTOV KAl
pa.khov Sud 7€ u’mﬁurﬂ Kal q’rvx'q? l#zpopevou mpoafopey

avrais elvas yévous, |
IPQ. ’Opbsrara Aéye
2.
duabearéov.
PN, To 1'!"0:01! ;

Tals 8¢ p.g

TOY EUUETpwY.
mepa.fﬂ.

"ETt Totvuy #po'c TOUTOLS WETA TAUTG TOOE QUT@Y

Q. Ti moTe Xp) tﬁld.vm wpos a.hqﬂem elvac; m xabap u:r
Te xm ﬂ.hucpw&q 1) 70 apodpa Te kai 7o MOAV Kal 70 péya Kai

10 TO LKavop ;

1 ris] rois I,

corr. Z: alrair cet.
D. 3 rais Cl.: rds *S, Bekk.

6 dwabfearéor corr., Z: Suaberéor cet.

ro ante wohd om. A.

+' Cl. TAAIIH Flor. b,i, 7 ZBCw: ¢ 4 *S.

3 alrds
wh om. CL II et pr. A. puwr A.
9 Te post ogbdlpa om. I xal] 9 I'.

all dexoudvas x. w. x. 8\ ¥. Tot. Toi dwelpov
¥ éx. k.. k.. 8. 70k . Pep. BDper alrds
el. y., rds 8. p. 7. &" The extrusion of rijs
before roii dwelpov was conj. by Stephens;
and adrds, for alrais, is found in Ven. Z.
Paley suggests the insertion of Jexo-
pévov alter xal padhowr, cp. 25 C.
It proposes xal & uéya xal rd apodpiv
al, xdv wolhdris xdv dMydeis yyvouévas
rowdras Ogs, roi drelpov +' éxelvov kT,
“ wir wollen den charakter des starken
und heftigen, magst du nun annehmen
dass die luste sich oft oder dass sie selten
sich zu solcher hohe steigern, ihnen
zurechnen als zu dem gcschlechl des
unbegrenzten gehorend.” (For xdv...xdr,
ep. Folit. 296 D.) Wh. follows Stallb. in
adding rds and deyouéras, and bracketing
riis and wpoo(fduer): he also brackets
ai. Poste remarks that “rii“I as Badham
0 we read yereds for yévous, the
ml' the Mss., no other alteration is
necessary ' : but it is surely over-bold to
say, as he does, that “rd péya rxal 7o
apodpbr is equivalent to ras peydias xal
ras opodpds.” Hirzel too accepts yeveds.
I think the last clause may stand as in
the mss. (viz. roii dwelpov ye éx....wpocfis-
pev abrals elvae pérouvs, Tais 8¢ uy 7. €.),
except for the change of alrais to radrass:
the former part I would reconstruct thus:
xal 70 @ x. 7. o &5 xdy worhhdxis xdw
dheydris < Bexopdvas> yyroudras <Tve>
rowatras [dps xrh. But all pro
restorations are so dubious that 1 print
the Ms. text, merely bracketing the im-
possible ris

Google

6. Bwabeariov: Van Heusde’s corr.
for diaberéor, confirmed by Ven. Z, and
now genemlly accepted.

8. v elvasr is mnstmed
by Stallb. *veritati consentaneum esse,’
tad \rentatem facere,’ on the analogy of
wpds Abryow, wpis Hlorhp elvar. But Bi.dh
affirms that the only admissible meani
of the words is ‘in relation to truth.
Paley conj. wpds dAnfelas, ‘ on the side of
truth,’ and éwérepow for vl wore: vl wpb-
repor was a former conj. of Badh, Apelt
would punctuate v wore yph ¢drar ; wpds
ah. elvar 7\, and for Ixarér he suggests,
doubtfully, pavicéy. Badh.? prints 7. .
xp- @. w. dh, elvar o xaf. Te xal el
xal Td o¢p. Te [xal 78] wohd xal [78] péye,
kal wpds & wahéw; As to the altera-
tion of lkarée, B. writes “ uérpor which is
just disposed of, and d\jfea and xdAXos
are those ldeas which play a most im-
portant part in the cuncl\ufmg pages of
the Dialogue. Also, in the very next

, @Anféeraror and tdhltrrnr, kdh-

u;r xal aknféarepor, ﬂqﬂ!ﬂﬁpﬂ. xal
xalAlwe are dwelt on together in the con-
clusion of the argument here slarted.
Now what was to be proved must have
been propounded; and it cannot have
been propounded elsewhere.” 1 would
accept 7l wpirepor (or vl wore wpbrepov),
and transpose xal 10 lxarde Lo follow
eldxpwés. In this latter change I find
myself anticipated by the independent
conj. of Dr H. Jackson: but perhaps we
need the ﬁuther change ol ouxpdr or
pavdy (Laws 734 C) in lﬁact of Ixarbe,
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nePQ. T¢ m:rr u.pa., @ Zwkpates, épargs BovAouevos ;

Eﬂ M'qSEp, ] HPmrapz(e, Wl.hsm‘tw Eleyxwv nﬁumg T€E
Kal emmpnc, €l ! 70 pév ap cwﬂuv éxarépov xuﬂa?uu €oTe, E
ru 8 ot.r xa.ﬂapov wa. xabapov £m.f£pov ov eis T xpr.a'w

5 €uol kai ool kai fvvdmaot Tolode paw mapéxy TNV Kpiow.

IIPQ. ’Opfirara.

0. "I6 31 TEpL mAVTLY, 0Ta xaﬂapa 'yevq Aéyopev,
ovTwaol vaonﬂmpfew TPOENOpEVOL TPWTOV aUTWY € TL dia-
TKOT@LE.

1o IPQ. Ti odv mpoehupeba ;

2. To hevkov év tois mpatov, €l Bovhe, feaodpela

IIPQ. Ildvv pév odv.

0. Das ovv dv hevkov kai ris xafapdrys ruiv € ;

15 ‘I'rﬂ‘ffpu. 70 péywordy T€ Kai wheloTov 9 7O uupurio‘rufov, év
@ Xpoparos p‘l}&pm ,u.mpu. aA\\y undevos é El-'ﬂ-'q :
17 HPR Anhov o ot 70 Eghr.r:rm ﬂ.hmpwﬂ ov.
20. Opﬁm. u.p “otv ov faufu a\nbBéoraror, o Ipa-

h

Tapye, xm apa
20 aA\\’ oU 70 mAeloTOV OVOE TO

IIPQ. 'Opforard ye.

;;L,jl' f s

o xo.hkm"rnv Twv Aevkov mwavrwv | Goouey, B

LOTOV ,
7

1 dp’ 1N épwrd A : Bovhbueros; Cl. 2 érdaweir 11, 30lIL

E. 4 iwr CL 5 xal post eol om. A. pdws TAZEFH, 7 wdrra
I' et corr. A. yéver I1. 8 é& rlow Cl. 1L, oxorper Cl. I' et post
lituram A.

88 A. 11 wpdror Cl. AIl: wpdroes *S. 14 &» Cl. AIL: ad *S. 15 dxparbraror
H et corr. Z, depéraror yp. ZBCEzw., 16 &A\g] dAhd 4 Cl. dwelny C1 AIT:
dv ey *S. 17 vdom. A. pdhior’ el\. Cl., udhigd’ ), I 18 :dp' CL
ob add. Cl. AIL rou II. 19 ) 89 xal F,

Wy ds miv xplow.. . mapixy ™iv
Itpzri- Badh, proposed to read n'l:,jp
xpdgw, and Paley would either adopt this

change or omit the final rhv xplow as a
gloss. ‘T'he former conj. is plausible and
the phrase dor’ els plav dupbrepa xpicw
lévar 47 C speaks strongly in its favour,
but in view of 33 A supra, and eis xplow
dywr Laws 836 c, I hesitate to desert the
Mss.  Poste accepts xpiew, but Wh. re-
tains splow. Cp. 55 c, where a like
doubt occurs.

15. T8 dxpariocrarov, superl. from
dxparos, as if from dxparfs: cp. dxpa-
réorepos Ar. Probl. 3. 3, Hyperid, ap,

Google

Ath. 424 D.

16. &M is changed by Badh. to dAev,
which he thinks ‘absolutely necessary for
the sense’: perhaps ahAd % of Bodl. points
to akhola.

dveln is the reading of Bodl. Vat. Ven.
IT and recent edd, for vulgate dr efy. For
the omission of &» Stallb. cumpares 6o C
pndevds. . Exewr (sc. dv), Gory. 521 C 3 but,
as Badh. observes, dr with t descﬁp{iw:
relative would be as bad grammar as dr
with el and the opt.

As predicate to the sentence, supply

Mhevide dv el Huiv xabapbe.
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0. Suikpov dpa Ka. EEP Aevkov pep&ypévou wok?uw

Aevkov AevkoTepov u.'pu Kai xahhmu kai adinbéoTeporv édv

Pdpev yr.yvea-ﬂm. #m:muu'w ‘épovper opbuws. |

-~ TIPQ. ’Opforara 30 ovv.
0. T ovv; nu gy wov woMGY &nja'o;.uﬂa Trupa.aﬂy-
apn‘ﬂ.

F-III.T&.IP 'mmtrrmv émi TDI" 'ngs: 3]3 oS wépe Aoyar, all
voew muiv a.u'rnﬂev ws dpa kai &vpmaca ndovy) opKpa

peydalns | kai o\iyn
Peorépa kai kalligy

q;g}ﬁgs, xafapa
v yiyvour av.

S¢podpa pév ovv, kai 70

J\mrn-;, 'q-at,mv kai @\y-

rapaﬁﬂ.;ypu avgy.

Eﬂ Ti 8¢ 70 ramvﬁt' &(ou. mepL Qﬁuvq; 0UK AKTKOALE,

ﬂ-l':‘ﬂ-ﬂ-

ymms' éoTw, nmru:r. o€ aux €0TL 7O wapdmay uﬁowﬁ‘,

mp.l,!rm yap 31; Twes av TOUTOV TOV AGyoV émiyELpovat unvuew

iy, ols det Xdpw cxeur.

ImP. T

B. 1 pepuyuévor I1. 2 Mevwoi] kafapoii Cl. II et pr. (ut videtur) A. kd)-
Moror 11, 5 defnodueta F. 6 Advyow IL

C. 10 e ¢ . wapddecypa leardr in mg. ponit A. 1t dai CL2 A.
rd] riw T, wepl ro pr. E. 12 del A. 13 : xopyoel =. & I'E.

1. Opupdy xth. ‘A and the Cyrenaic school : Badh. suggests
pure white though small is after all at that the Heracliteans and Protagoreans
once whiter, fairer, truer than a large may be included (cp. Protagoras’ dictum,

piece of adulterated white.” Ficinus
wrongly renders: ** Si ergo, quod parvam
purumque album est, admixto multoalbo,
albius simul et pulchrius et verius esse
dicamus—": for the mixing of whiie
with wwhite could not affect its purity.

For xpdpa Mhevwdr as a stock ex. of
colour, cp. Theaet, 153 D, Arist. de An.
418* 21.

7% xal dhlym wohhqs,
K. K ')ll':e genitives fo f llow the cﬂmpu‘Ia-

tives fdlwr etc., and we must supply with
them pewyuérns, which in fact Igcmdorf
I:l to insert after ueydAns: but the
ate position of xafapa Mwws, as con-
trasted with that of xafapéw in the corre-
sponding clause above, tells 1 think
against the insertion of pewyu., in the
position proposed at least. I would sug-

t, however, that Adwns is unnecessary
—the bare xaflapd here matching better
with the bare xafapby ahove, and may
represent an original puxrfis. Another
conjecture is J. Krihenbiihl's ( 7irb.
1874) xaflapd dxafdprov for x. Aimrys.

13. wopjpol ydp B mives. This is
usually understood, as by Poste, Stallb.
and Trendelenburg, to reler to Aristippus

Google

obdér lorw, A& wdrra ylyveraw Theaet.
152 D): Peipers ts the Atomists
(ep. 43 pn.); Reinhardt, Euclides. It is
difficult to determine either how far the
Cyrenaics were influenced by Heracl. and
Protag., or with what degree of precision
Plato alludes to contempo doctrines
(cp. Campbell, fmtvod. to Theaet. pp.
XXX ﬁ.};{ 4 s X N

5. - this Badh.? comments
thus : “Protarc E:Ion answer is not ger-
mane to the question dpa olx denxdauer.
Probably the words belong not to Prot.
but to Socr., who stops himself and says
vl 8é; dawepdvwpar k. 7. é. To which
Frot. answers not by an ungracious Aéye
but by "2 ¢ihe, Aéye k. 7. é.  This will
rid us of the absurd collocation @ ITpw-
rapye ¢lhe.”” To this we may reply that
Mévye is neither uncommon nor necessaril
ungracious—that the voc. of address wit{
epithet is more natural in Socr.’s mouth
than in Prot.'s—that Prot's =l &4 ; (* Why.
pray ?') inay apply only to the final words
of Socr. ols dei ydpw Fyewr—and that
the order & Ilp. g¢lhe is sufficiently de-
fensible (see Matth. Gr. Gr. § 277),
the ¢ide being added as a subst. in
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Q0. Awmepavovpai ool Tour avro éravepwrwv, o Ipd-

Tapxe | pile.
IIPf. A
XXXIIIL

éye kai épdra pdvov.
"Earov &1

Twe Yo, To pév avro kal

5 avTo, 70 O¢ del épiéuevor dllov.
IIPA. Hﬂk TOUT® xa.l Tive he'-yﬂq :
Eﬂ To pév oeuvoratov dei mepuxds, 70 & éAlumeés

EKEWOU.

IIPQ. A& én a'a.tﬁé'a'fe

xal épacrds d

IPQ. Z¢d

A
Q. Hugmx mov Kald. Kal a.yaﬁa. refewprikaper apa

gemus‘ d.tl"l'ﬁ:ll’.

Eﬂ Tuvraw Toivvy éowkoTa Svow ovor OV alla {jrer
Katd | mdvra ooa J\.syo,u.cv elvac.

IIPQ. To 7pirov €r épw, Néye cajéorepor, & Sdkpartes,

o TL ?Le}rw;.

2. OUBEF Tt n‘mmhw. @ Htmrapxe

a.?h.hulo‘yoa‘

épeaynhet vy, Aéyer & OTL TO pev evexd Tov TY ovTwy €0T

1 Sameparoipal...] haec non alteri dat 2.
D. 4 8w ClL. TAZBCFH.
g Ay Ere CL A Méye me *S.
13 dve CL
E. 14 wdvé' CL I
corr. E. 16 dre kal Méyeas ZF.

5 8" CL
1o xakd] wohhd A.
Oirer ClL AAIIZF @ {yret *S.

15 70 rplrov érépy: (quod non alteri dant) libri, Te Erepor
18 peyepel {

roirro CL. adrd om. Cl. AIL
6 roiire Cl. IL. 7 éxhamés CL (7).
kdyafa I': xal dyafa *5.

rovrwe Cl.

dpeayyhei corr. CL

ition, rather than as an epithet.

ut as the order seems unexampled in

Plato, there is pﬁrhaps some corruption :

the wwor in Prot.'s reply suggests that we
should read el prr €, @lhow.

4 "Earidv b Tove krAh. For this
discussion of things absolute and relative
cp. Charm. 168 B fl.

14. Boa kTA, Goa Myouer elval
rd rplrov érdpy is the Ms. text, on which
Stallb. remarks “ Aenigmatice loquitur
per facetum quendam et urbanum iocum
... Nimirum istud feréizese nihil est aliud,
nisi necessitudo et coniunctio qua alterum
cum altero similiter continetur, atque
amator cum amasio.” But where does
the joke come in—beyond the possible
allusion to the relation between Philebus
and Protarchus? Schleierm. pronounced
the joke, whatever it be, ‘admodum
frigidum," and consequently fancied an
underlying reference to some current pro-
verb. And Paley (followed by Maguire)
suggests that & rpiror érépy may have

Google

been *‘one of those brief formulae of
which Plato was fond, to mPly, relation
of one thing to another.’” ~ Cornarius’
cun,r-r& Tpiror Zurijpi, though approved

lor, is, as Paley rightly says, quite
uut of place here.

I have no doubt that we must accept
Badh.'s correction, by which Socr.'s
speech is made to end with elvar (for
which cp. 16 D rdv heyopdvwr elvar), and
the next words, emended to o Tpiror &7’
€p@, MAéye krh., are assigned to Pro-
tarchus, who has enquired virtually twice
before for Socr.’s exact meaning (in wds...
Aéyas; and My' &t cagéorepor above).
Poste adopts this, and also Wb., who,
however, marks a question at épw ;

18. nA«l : this, and not peryehel
(as Stallb.),1s the form found here in Bodl.,
and it is undoubtedly the correct form
(cp. Pierson on Muerts, p. 159). Hesych,:
"Epeayehei® dandiferar, 6xhurm, ipe&;j'ﬂ,
ddoNeoyei, XAevdfe:, walfe, oxwrre:, Saud-
xerat. The word is also found in Phaedr.

D
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A

TO TIWWOS €VeEKa YLYVOUEVOV del

is pabov dua 16 molkdkis Aexfnvad.

50. Tdxa & lows, @ mai, pallov pabnoopela wpoek-

Bovros | Tov Adyov.
PN, Ti
30. Avdo
IIPN. Tlota;
0. “Ev pév
IIPQ). Avoa
Eﬂ "Op Eura.m.. ‘m‘.)ftp

»
ov;

) Tdde érepa AdBwpuev.

TL Yéveow ‘H'MMF, ™ SE wa‘mu e-rtpov év.
Wogéxnp.m oov ra.uru., nva'mr Kai }fma'w.
ov ouv rourmv évexa fm'rfpou,

™V yéveow ovoias évexa poper 1) TN ovolay elvar yevéoews

w
€VeKa ;

IIPQ. Tovro 6 mpooayopeveras ovria €l yevéoews évexa
15 TOUT €0TW omep €oti, viv muvbdve ;

0. *I)af.vopm.,

[1PQ. | Hpo; ﬁ"enw u.p [dv] ma.vipmrq,s' e fawvﬁe L
Aéy', @ Mlpurapye, poi, métepa wholwy vavmyyiav évexa ¢ys

1 o0 Cl

&4 A. g ra Al 3¢ om. H. 10 80" T. 11 : worepow Cl. 14 7oiiro...]
haec non alteri dant Cl. TAATIZBCFH. t el Cl. ATIZE. % w. 15 forw
dxrep om. H,

B. 17 0elv ofw dp' corr. E. éwavepwrais Cl. All: éwepwrgs *S. e
om. Z. roibvde...] haec eidem dant ZEH : alteri dant *S, Bekk. rva
Abyor corr. Z.: i héyw *S, Bekk. 18 pou Cl. TAAZEIBCEFHw Flor. a,b,c,i,

ue Z: oo *Z. whrepor E

236 B, Laws B85 c, Rep. 545 E wacfoloas
xal éperynhodras.

Stallb. thinks that the use of this word
here proves the occurrence of the joke he
finds above (see last note), but it simply
alludes, I suppose, to the ex. of wauduwd
and épacsral used abcl'.re- .

17. wpds Beaiv dp’ [dv] bwravepurgs pe
erh. Mss. and edd. generally make Prot.’s

uestion end here, and give roubrde ri Myw,
w Ilpwrapye to Socr. In this case the difﬁ-
culty is to emend the evldentl}rcorrup’t ap’
& éwav. Numerous mnﬂ have been
offered : Schleierm. dp’ olw i dpwrgs pe:
Ast ap’ wr éwar.: Baiter E'ynr éw.
Sau pe npu 7l éw.: Stallb, i wpos Beior
dp' ab éw.: I{ht:ﬂ:h dpd e éw.: Hirschig
(and Poste) dp’ dr éwavepwryms pe

But I prefer the re-distribution of the
passage, suggested by Bekker's note,
‘roubwde—haec eidem dant EEH," and
adopted by Badh., by which wpds fedwr—

Google

Toiair é‘urr.E, is given to Prot., and Myw
roiir’ abré, & Ipdrapye again to 'Socr. Ac-
cnrdmgl;.r hi agree with Badh. in cancelling
dr after dp’, putting the interrog. mark
after roubwde 71, and altering Myw, o Ilp.
to A&y', & Ilp. This gives a much more
satisfactory arrangem ent.

Paley ta- dap' & dwar., pé éomi
rmﬁrﬁs ri; but otherwise follows Badh.'s
rearrangement, which Wh. too accepts in
all points : Maguire prefers the vulgate.
FPossibly we should read dpa 7 or, after
Stallb., dp" ad : but the redundant d» may
be explained as due to dittography, as
Badh. suggests, or, better, as a misplaced
insertion of the mu of the verb which
disappeared from m M5S.

15. wholuwvva v fvexa : the order
is due to the usnal tendency towards the
Juxtaposition of contrasted terms : for the
separation of prepos. and case cp. éx’
airds abrg, Aesch. . V. ¢57.

54
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yl.va'ﬂm pallnv 7 whota éveka vavmyyias, kai wavl oméoa
Tolavr éari;
20, Aeym 'rm.rr awn, @ Hpnrrapxe.
[IPQ. T ovv ovk uurag amexpwm oTavTe, @ mepuﬂg |
s 30. Ovdér o 7L au* oV pévrol Tov J\n}fﬂu TURUETEXE,

PR, Tldvv pév ovw.

0. dyui 51} yevéoews pév évexa ddppaxd Te Kal |
m:.wa. apyam Kal Taoay uhr,-v Ta aﬂﬂﬂrﬁm Taow, €EKaoT)y C
3¢ yéveaw u.l?t'qu al\ns Dm:rms‘: TWOs ékdoTns évexa yiyvealar,

10 fupmracar dé yéveow ovoias Evexu yiyveabar Evpmrdos.

IIPQ. Zadéorara pév aw-

211 Ommw nSuw; 76 Ewrip yéveais éoTw, €vekd Twos
ovoias é€ a myﬂn: yiyvour av.

ImPQ. Ti pyv; ;

Eﬂ To | Ye y.q:r oV €vexa. 'ra Ell'flta. Tov yuympﬂfov uﬂ
y&yvmf u.v, év 77 TOV u.ynﬂnv p.mpg emswo éari 70 8¢ Twos
éveka. y:.yvo,u.svov €Ls all-qv, @ apiote, powpav Beréov.,

PO. ’Avayxawsrarov. |

Eﬂ TAp' ovv 'r;Sth] e 'EHTEP yéveais éoTw, €is alAqr D
20 1) v Tov dyabov pmpav avn;v Tlévres opbos rioope ;

IIPQ. ’Opbdrara pév odv.

15

1 &vexa add, Cl. TAIL vavrpyelas A. 2 dorww Cl. 3 : Méyw Cl ECE, wérepa
Adyw corr, E, roir’ alréd] rovrwr corr. E. 5 obdér...] haec eidem dat CI.
oi kal ab corr. Z. Aeyoudvou . ovppérexe Cl. All: pdrexe *S. 7 uév] du’ Cl.
C. ¢ rwos om. F. 10 fl.-':ﬂ-fd;‘lj‘l F. Ehuwracar.. Tﬁrrw&m om. CL
I'A et pr. IL. Evuwdom Cl. 15 of] of ré I, ‘r'-ﬂI C, & BF, & I,
16 poipar II.
D. 19 re A.

1. whola Evexa vaveryylas : so Bodl.,
Vat, Ven. II, Coisl. and most edd.; but
Stallb. omits #vexa, J Gorg. 468 A.

5. 8 n ob, sc. dworpwolpar
For this elliptic form of reply cp. Enthyd.
1g+ E.

fipmacay & yiverw yve-
lrlu. W;:mka]mnnn followed theﬁﬂnd

a protasis has to he mentally supplied.

6. v r[L-rﬂ dyafol polpg dxeivd
dom. For the phrase év v uolpg (‘in
numero') cp. Memex. 249 1, Crite 51 B
d’yu&regor xai v pelfon .t:-o&pg: poipa con-
veys the idea of a divine dispensation :
here we may render * rank.’

xdivo seems preferred to roiro here

leian, etc., in discarding these words ; but
their omission, owing to the a.'-jlmorﬂt vrov,
is more explicable than their insertion, so
that most edd. agree to retain them.

15. 76 ye prjv.. del * &v. Badh.
emends to ylyveras, holding the opt. with
ar to be ‘ barbarous,” when we have dor
(not el &») following ; but this is rash, as

Google

as conveying the idea of a distant,
celestial, mrd:noe fnr T dw.ﬂ&r, as
something not = 1;l_u.|r, cp

19. :Ep ovv T Ban?h chang‘es
to "ANN" oiw #8. e, calling the received
text ‘absurd.” Ast proposed #Hdordp,
which is needless, as idorsf can equally
form part of the protasis.
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20. Ovkovr omep dpxduevos elmov TovTov TOU Ndyov, TG
pqvvoarrte Tis 10ovis mépL To yéveow uév, uﬁu*favogé pnd’
nrTwoty avris elvai, xdpw exew Sei- dnlov yap 6T ovTos
Tav Paockovrev ndovnr ayabov elvar karayelq.

IIPQ. Z¢ddpa ye.

30. Kal pyv <o> avros odros ékdoroTe Kal Twv | €V E

-~ ] ’ #
TALS YEVETETLY ATOTENOVUEVWY KATAY€ENATETAL.
-
[PQ. Tlws &7 xal moiwy Aéyes ;

20. Taov ooo. éwbpevor 1) melvyr 7 difav 7 7L TOV

r hd #  F il » N \ d
10 TOOVUTWY, 00a Yéveais éflatat, yatpovor dua v yéveow arte

15

L3 Lad L4 L. 4
ndorns ovoms avrys, Kai

daoL (v ovk dv défaclar u

~ I % ﬁ L] ket ¥ i
dwpavtés Te xal mewawvres kal TdAAa, d Tis dv elmol, mdvTa
7a €émdpeva Tols TowovuTols mabjuact py) wdoyovTes.

30. Ovkovv 7@ vyiyveolai ye Tovwavriov dmavres 70
¥

ITPQ. | ’Eoikact yoiv.
POeipeabar patper av.
MPQ. ’Avaykaiov.

3 év Tovolv H.

Exew 8¢l I'C et corr. E, Exeawr de'v Cl. AIl Seiv Exewr H: Sei Exer

s, 4 rarayehdrerar I'H et yp. BCa. 6 & libris deest (add. Bekk.).
E. 7 vyévecer I' et pr. B, xarayehdoerar drorehovudvor I'. 9 # om.
o
Cl. AIl. wewdp 7 S T el I, rou C. 10 éharar H.
868 A, 15 70 yeréoBar CL IT et pr. A. ve¢] 7e A, om. CL AIL

1. Bwep dpxSpevos elwov. See above,

53¢
3. xdpw Exeav 8. So Coisl.,, Par.C
and corr. Ven. Z, followed by most edd.;
Bodl. Vat. Ven. Il give #xew deciv, pro-
bably due to confusion of the circumflex
with final ». The infin. however would
not be impossible : ep. 20 D, with Phaedr.
272 D, Euthyph. 4 E.
mav lv Tals yodoww dwordov-
rlm, “ie. quibus generationes satis-
aciunt ad explendum voluptatis desi-
derium,” Stallb. But Badh.!, denying
dworel. to mean * those who are satished,’
construed it as neut., and accordingly
altered rwv Scoc éf. below to vdr 6o ol
¢éE., *he will laugh at all such things as
they rejoice in, who assuage hunger ' ete.
I"aley, however, is content to take dxorel.
as masc. mid. voice, rendering * those
who make the end consist in such pro-
ductions’; and Badh. himself, in his 2nd
ed., withdraws the conj. with the note :
“ the difference between ol ¢pdoxorres and

Google

ol dworehoiperoe is that between philo-
sophers and men who follow a certain
mu::ie of life...but I still doubt whether
we do not require edSaipbrer or pax

after ﬁrmriqwﬂrw." But is nuﬁ::
omission of any such word—which we
should certainly expect on the analogy of
Laws 31 B, 718 B, 789 A etc.—inten-
tional here, as subtly indicating that their
Téhos is dAnfds of Téhos dAAE cuupopd ?
Poste agrees with Paley, rendering * Who
find their rédor in a productive process,’
which, he suggests, alludes to the
Cyrenaic definition of the End: +é\os
J: amépawre The helar xlrmow elr alobnow
aradidouévyr.—** Ironically he pretends
that Aristippus is against the party who
advocate pleasure, and therefore is vir.
tually on the side of Antisthenes, or
the pleasure-haters called ol Svoxepeis

B e yiyverfal ye Todvarrl So
15. Ty ov.

the edd., but Bodl. VE. Ven. I1 give

yeréorfa roly,

55
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Eﬂ Tﬁv 31; tf;ﬂupav xm. yéveaw atpoir u.r TiS_ Tuvﬂ'
m.pov pevos, d\\’ ov Tov TpiTov émswou Biov, Tov w @ pijre
J}ew prre AvretoBar, ¢povew & 7y Svvarov ws oldv Te
apdrara.
5 TIPQD.  IIoAM] Tis, ws Emm. @ depareg, a'.?myfa oup-
Baiver yiyveoa, Exﬁr TIS 1'1;:: ?;Soqu ws dyalov nuiv Tifyrac.
2Q. TloA\sj, émei xai T}jO€ €T Néywpev.
TIP1}. ]'Iy :
20. Tles ovx u'loyﬁv Eﬂ"n. pnﬁilr ayabor elvar ,u.‘qSE
10 xahﬁv PTE €V tmipmm papr év molkdots aJt.J'«mq wAn év 'ﬁ'”X?i‘*
xar. Evravﬂu 1}30!}1}# povov, avSpemv 3¢ 1) u'mcﬁnpoa'uwjv 1) vouw
N TL TGOV uhhmv oca u.yuﬁu. F.r,hnxe l,bvx'r,u, 1',-35# ToLoUTOV
€lvai; wpos TovTols O€ en. TOV W) xm.powa, uh}fuuwa. Oeé
uuuyxd.C£crﬂat cﬁam: xmm:f efmr. 'ro're orr.w alyy, pmv 7
5 apm*ru? wuwmv, Kal -rav }{m.povra. ad, au'qu pahluu xaipet,
T0T€E OTAY xmpy, fmrnurqs quﬁ fll:'l.l-' | wpos aperqu
MPQ. Iavr éori Tavra, @ SdKpates, ws dvvaTov dho-
yérara.
XXXIV. 20. Mn rotvww ﬁﬁnvﬁg p.iv mwavrws éééraow
20 macav émyelpdper mooaca, v xo¥ v ¢ kal émomiuns olov

Pedopevor apddpa Pavaper: yevvaiws 3, a ) 7L cabpoy

1 8¢ w. ris Cl. AIT: & *S Bekk. 3 & v] Seiv E. 6 ¢ fyrac T,
7 éwadh EZ 8 wij eidem dat CIL
B 7dory EE. 12 d\wr] TowotTwr A, &' I\ 16 rogolrw Cl,

AATIZBCH1o Flor, ab,c,
C. 17 dybraror A.
geidduero T, elwoe A,

: Togotror *S,

19 uév wdrerws Cl. AIT: pévroc wdwrwe (2)S. 21 o¢édpa

3. ¢povely B’ v Bwwardy. Stallb.
brackets h:iu.r&r

5. wohhd ms.. dhoyla 0. y. Stephms
proposed woAlfw Tva.. dhoylar £ .1 but
cp. Phaelo 67 c, Parm. 134 A, Rep.
438 E, and below 64 E, for the personal

commas (i.q. Aeybuera dyabd).

We pass on now to a fresh section of
the discourse, in which knowledge and
its species are examined and classified
with a view to defining their relation to
The Good : see Jfntrod. iii.

constr. with the infin. yiyresfai or elvas. 21, dwfmn

It is contended by Poste that the words
woAMd...dhoywrara (18) form an inter-
polation which serves to solder together
two originally distinct dialogues. This is
based on a denial of the continuity of the
D:alugue, for which see Jntrod. i.

Sca -'hm.ﬁl. €@nxe yoxd. Badh.
cmccls dyafd as * the queslmn
the objection seems forcible, but is the
remzdr‘ right? Do these virtues belong

simply as such,and not rather toa
specially qualified soul? Hence I propose
ayaby el yuxd. Otherwise, we must
explain dyafd as virtwally in inverted

Google

fxa. Wryttenbach
(ad Plutarch. de discern. adul. ab amico
64 D: kdy Jaweipduevor xpobops, cabpdy

irmxet) conj. oabpdr 7yxei, followed by
f:lembruchef. Stallb., though not actually
accepting it, prcmwm:ﬁ this emendation
‘el tissima': while Badh. objects that
‘if this had been the meaning, the fut.
must have been used.” For Plato’s use
of calpbs, cp. Euthyph. 5 C elpop’ dr...
arpoabpbs éori: Theart. 179 D Siaxpotorra
elre pds elre calpdr ¢ erae: Gorg.
493 E T &' dyyela rerpmuéva xal oab,
s0 that it means ‘leaky,” ‘ unsound.’
wepicpoderr here means ‘to test by
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¥ -~ » b4 hd o+ # ¥ L 3 =
EXEL, TAV TEPLKPOVWLEY, ENB‘E 7. kabapdrardv éor’ avrav
Puoe] TovTo xaTidovTes els ™ kplow xpdpela ™y xowny
TOlS T€ TOUTWY Kai Tots TNs NOorns uépeaw aknbeardros.
e ——

PQ. ’Opfas.

30. Ovxovv nuiv | 70 pév, olpar, Snuiovpywdr éor
s wepi Ta pabnpara émoripns, 70 O¢é mepl madelav kal

Tpodnp. 1) wass;
IIPQ. Ovrws.

Q. ’Ev &) rais XetpoTexvikats Suavonfoper mpara e
10 70 pév émoTiuns avrav pallov éxduevov, 7o 8¢ NTTOV €M1,
Kai O€l Ta peév ws kabapdrara vouilew, Td 8’ ws dxabaprdTepa.

IIPQ. Ovxovw xpij.
3.
X@pLs ;

2 Tobro guge I,
D. 6 xai CL AIl: 5 *S.
11 Jet] &4 ClL AIL

5 # € \ # € ¥ 3~
Tﬂ-g' TOoLY Wﬁpﬂﬂkﬂi 3(&%‘3# EKATTWY avrwy

3 7ois 7¢] 7#js 7¢ Cl. TAZBCEF, 7e pr. E.
10 &' CL
dxafaprérara ITES,

dore Schleiermacherus: & libri.

sounding,’ ‘to ring’ (cp. xwdwelfew of
coins) : it is only used once elsewhere by
Plato, Kep. 611 E, and there in another

sense.
1. fwsdmn riv dor’ .. xpe-
. Badh.® notes here * fws ypupeta
15 barbarous ; and if we desired to retain
Ews, No c short of the following
would be y sufficient : fwe dv xari-
Swper, rardberes 3. . xpmodpefn.” Ac-
cordingly he expunges ¥ws and inserts 8¢
after § ri. In Ast's Lex. s.v. this place is
cited under fws ¢. imdir., along with
Critias 115D, Charm. 155 C, Lach. 183 E,
Jon 541 E.  But of fut. result this seems
impossible ; while certainly the omission
of dr, as well as the use of the pres. tense,
are rare poetic phenomena when &ws takes
the subj. (cp. Goodwin M. 7. §§ 614, 620).
Possibly we should read lows, or else adopt
Apelt's suggestion—final os for fws.

2. dg mijv xplow xpdpda. The
Mss. give xplow, which is retained by
Bekk., Stallb., Paley, Herm., and Wh.,
and gains support from 22 C, 27 C, D,
§2 E: but xpdow, first proposed by Schlei-
erm., is very plausible, and is accepted by
Badh. and Poste.

5. obkoly wpiv ... . Badh.?
brackets wmepl T& paffuara on the ground
that “it is to be understood either in its
widest sense, and then it is su uous 3
for what éwwrrfun is there which is not
w. 7. pabfpara? Or it is to he taken in

Google

a restricted sense, and then it is on its
wrong side; for a knowledge . r. uaf.
is a knowledge ». 7. wadelar.” But 7d
pad. is needed to echo back to 52 A, B.

6. xal Tpodiiv. So Bodl. Vat.
Ven. II, followed by Stallb, and most
later edd. Vulg. 7 rpoge.

9. & B rals xeporexwkals...ds
n‘.mﬂcrrdrpn. The correct text here is
doubtful. First, Badh.? reads xeipo-
rexrlous ... wpdrous...al palhov ... B ... 0f
xafapdrepa kTA, ; basing the first change
on the nd that neither réyras nor
émwrThuais can aptly be supplied to yeipo-
rexrweais—and the last, that ‘any art
which is xafapwrdry would on the with-
drawal of the scientific element cease
altogether.” But only the last of these
changes appears convincing: for xeipo-
rexricy (sc. réyrn or émeriun) cp. Folit.
259cC ff. Again, Stallb. and Wb. follow
Schleierm. in changing the & of Mss.
to dori, as belonging to éxéuevor: while
Baiter proposed 7@ &¢ wrror. Finally,
Stephens, with Par,, E F Ald., Bas. 1,
read drablaprirara.

Possibly for & xal & of Bodl. we should
read Erera &' el xp-n}—mkingd xph vopd fewr
with both clauses, xp# being echoed in
Prot.’s reply. 1 suspect too that ré
pév...7d 8¢ and their adjj. should be
altered to the femin.

13.  ixdorwy adriév xepls. Stallb.

renders ‘‘ eae quae principatum tenent a
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IIPQ. TIloias kai was; |
0. Oftw ﬂ'uu-ﬁﬂ ToU  TEXViY av TS a‘ptﬂpmmﬁp E
xmpt{‘n Kal pe*rpv;ﬂmv Kkai oTaTua, ws €mos eimew, ¢pavloy
70 karaleumépevoy éxdaTys dv ylyvouro.
s  IIPAQ. *I*n.vlov v 3’q
- 30. T yoiv perda Tadr Ema.CEw Aeimour’ dv kai -ru.s'
alotoes xa.rap.eh‘rau ep.*lrnp;q, Kal Tt rp;ﬁy, TALS TS
OTOXATTIKTS wpnn'xpmp. vous Swapt'a'w, ds wohlm Ttﬁ;rmg
émovopalovo, | pe Kal OV TV PAPNY ATEPYOOHEVas. 56
IIPQ. ’Avaykadtara €LS.
20. Ovkolv peory) pév mov povauk) mplTov, TO ffrp-
dwvov app.onnua'u ov pe*rpq: a\\a pshémg oTOXAOUE" xm.
Sumaca avmis adAyrik), 70 pérpov ékdorns xopdns TG

10

pepucty A groxacTuchy mg. H. 4 T om. pr. AllL 5 pév 54 Cl.
l"mlIIEgCHw Flor. a,b,c,i: pérrod *S.
58 A, }? drﬂnmp!mi Cl. TAAENBCHw Flor. a,b,c,i: drepyacuévovs *S
13 atrér AH Flor. atAqrich xal xifapiorich 1 re. Z.

singulis illis segregandae sunt™; but
P:Fle;], “in each of these we should take
separately the leading arts” ; and it seems
better not to connect the gl:n with ywpls.
Stephens wished tn emend éxdarye.

2. dv mns.. } Tnihn Ay yi-
yvouro, Bm:]h. falls ﬁ:m of this combi-
nation as ‘not Greek,’ and accordingly
brackets dv ylyvorro: "but see Goodwin
M.T.§ s08 (0)

5. ¢athov piv Bf. So Bodl, Vat,
Ven. II etc. Older edd. gave pérroc.
Badh. notes that * wér &4 is the form of
simple assent...uévroi is the more suitable
when the answerer adds the weight of his
awn authority to the mere assent.”

wgr perd Tadr elxdlav .
Fur th: distinction between Art proper
and merely experimental and conjectural
methods, cp. Gorg. 465 A, 4.63 B, 501 A,
Phaedr. 260 E, 270 B, Laws 857, 938 A,
ete. ; and for the relation of Mathematics
to the Arts, cp. Keg. 522 C wiga Téyrn Te
xal émoriun dvayxdferas abrdv (sc. dpub-
poti T xal hoyiopob) péroyos ylyverfar kTh.

“The subject of wpoaxp. is the pos-
sessors of the senses, that of drepyaouévas
is Swdues,” Badh. rightly. pelérn and
wbwos are commonly applied to gymnastic
training.

11. oixody pcrlllﬁ phrpe d\Ad
peés oroxaopd.  Stallb. explains this
as perTh pév wou ol v T £ o .

dA\\d pelérns oroxaruyg—though suggest-
B. P.

Google

ing rmi-mu for wouv as the gen. after uerr,
Badh.? alters to mlh-g aroxasuol, and as
he comments “in proportion as an art
trusts less to measure and more to prac-
tice, it must be full of guess-work,” it
would seem that he connects pesrd and
oroyxacpod, though his punctuation gives
no indication of such connection. Badh.?

su%’esxa Towdrwr for wplror,
e ellipse with peord is most awk-

ward, unless we construeit closely with the
partic., as in Soph. 0. €. 768, Dem. 1175. §:
possibly we should read pepiors; but see
the following note ad fin., and cp. 62 C
povruchy. . .oroydoews Te kel ppfoews pes-
riw oloar, and Laws 11. 668 A, B olxoiw
poveikfy ye wiodr gaper elxacrichy TE
elvac xal pupgricde ;

12, xal airijs adhnricd.
Van Heusde and Schleierm. conj. abrijs
nﬁ whgerieg.  Stallb. prefers the teadmg
m Ven. Z, atdyruch xal anpwn:-h O fh—

‘quarum artium commemoratione idem
planc quod ipsins musicae nomine signifi-
catur’: while for alrfjs as partitive gen.
he cites Polit. 261 D. Badh. reads E
atrh xal adh., and suggests in ed. 1
pleyyouéens for Pepopdvns, but in ed. 2
fnpwpéry *of which the more common
form #npedovera was a gloss.” Hirzel sug-
gests k. £ xal nﬁrﬁ: 4 whgxrech, and
approves of Badh. 5¢FWM Paley
comments “as for alrfs, it seems to
mean croyasriss, of which Eduwasa

9
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aroxdleafar pepopéims ﬂnpewm, woTe MONV peprypévor

€xew 70 un o
IPO. ’Aly Hen"l'aﬂl..

agés, apikpor 8¢ 1o BéBasov.

Eﬂ Kai pyv | i mrpmr,-r TE xm "th‘mp‘}flﬂl' xai xvBepvn- B
5 TLKYY Kal a-rpaﬂryunu woaltes eprjooper éxoloas.

IIPN. Kai mdvv ye.
Eﬂ Texravun}v

ye, olpas, mheioTois pcrpms‘ T€ Kal

opydvous xpa.-pcvr;v Ta ra}\l-qv uxptﬂemv avry wopilovra
TEXVLKWTEPAY TV TONGY EMTTNUWY TapEXETAL,

mPo. M
30. Kard 7€ va

woAhots dlhots T7s kaoupzmﬁg.

LY ¥ ¥ # L] 2
KaL KoT ﬂI-KHSOF.I-ﬂJF KaL e
kavéve ydp, olpat, Kai

76pve xphTas kai Swafijry kai oTdbuy | kai rwn mpocaywyie ¢

KEKOpEVULEVE.

1 gepoudvys] Prpevoudrns II.
B. 5 erparmyrriciy S.
C. 13 wporaywyelw Cl.

§ wolAdw] wdhae A.
All, wposaywylw Z, wpoaywyla H:

12 Tois H.

13 Siafire EF.

alhgrixy peerh éori... Perhaps gepopdms
is an interpolation. But I think it may
refer to the notes of the lute s @S
it were, to the ear of the player who
accompanies it on the flute.” Hermann
reads al yakricd, * quod et iis, quae hac
de arte 10 wérpor éxdorys xnp#m ﬂnpw*
ofey dicuntur, admodum convenit et ipsi
pourixy recte opponitur, quippe quae in
intelli i tius concentus legibus
quam 1In ipsis idibus pulsandis cernatur:
cf. Sympos. 197 c, Hp.atdr 268 E, inque
is etiam Aristot. Politic. viIl. 6, ubi
E oc ipsum quaeritur, €os qui povewiy dis-
cant wérepor Sei parfdvew abrols ddorrds
¢ xal xewpovpyolvras § pf." Poste says
“ only avAnricd is cxplcssed
xibapeoroch is implied in dppérrovea..
pérpor here must mean pitch, not time or
rhythm.” alrijs seems certainly most sim-
ply taken of movews, as partit. gen., and
xopdijs seems to prove some corruption in
athngrich (yet cp. Kep. 399 D); but none of
the pro restorations are convincing,
av wAnkric being perhaps the best
(though the word does not occur elsewhere
in Plato in this sense). [ would suggest
that the difficulties in both these clauses
might be most simply cured by a trans.
position, reading upecrh uér wov aldrijs
athgrich wpldror ... xal fluwara uovewd
A : for flpwrara povowcs cp. 26 A.
8. Td wolhnv... err. For vd
Schiitz conj. Tavra, Heindorfl d, which

Google

last was accepted by Turr.: but change
is naedless, as Stallb. and Bndh

12. wawdwe ydp xtA. For the Karids
and tépros vide 51 C: the SvaPrfrns here
meant seems to have been the compass
with extended legs (in the shape of an
A or A, see Schol. ad Ar. Nub, 178), from
the apex of which depended the erdfun,
or plumb-line. See Smith's Dict. of Ant.
1. 429 b (csrcinus).

13- For ordfpun cp. Schol. ad /liad.
15. 410 ordfun * dpyadeior TexTorixdy* j xal
xarevfurrnpla Aeyoudrn. rolry 3¢ xarowl-
{erau v Edhow. Eori 8¢ wal oyoiwrlor hewrie,
ﬁﬂﬁ T péhare xpdpare kexpouévor.

"P’"“l“'\‘“" the exact nature of this
instrument is less precisely known.
Hesych.: Ipogaydrywor Siafthrns 7 vd riw
rexrbvwy dpyavor. Suidas : Ilpos.” T Tdw
rexrhvwr Spyavor, § wpordyorres ebfivove
td orpefid fiha. Similarly the Schol.
ad k. [, Schneider, and Ast: * instru-
mentum fabrile quo ligna curva dirigantur
(germ. Kilammer vel Schraube).” But
Badh. sensibly objects that *‘if this is
correct, it is much less xexouyevuévor
than the rest, which are scientific helps,
while this is a mere engine of force.”
Hence it seems more probable that the
word means not a * vice ' or ‘cramp-iron’
P!s L. and 5.) but rather ‘an instrument
or taking the angles of curves,’ as Badh.
suggests ; thus we find in Smith D. 4.
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IPQ. Kai 1rmm ye, @ mepam. opbas Aéyes.

30. @Odper Tolvwy S*XH ras \eyouévas réxvas, Tds pév
;.wt!a'l;xu Ewerro;;emg év rois épyois éhdrrovos dxpiBeias
peTioyovaas, Tas 8¢ TexTovik] mhelovos.

IMPQ. Keiolo.

20. Tovrwy 8 rairas dxpyBecrdras elvar Téxvas, ds
viv &) wpdTas elmopev.

I'IPII "ApiBpunTicyy qbtuvﬂ po. Aéyew kai ooas perd
Tavmys réxvas E¢9éyfw viy B-q

2Q. IIcuru pev | ow a)dn
al xai Tavras hexréov; 1) mwas;

IIPQ. Toias &y )teycr.s‘ ;

Q. Ap:ﬂmjnmzu frparmp &p amc Ay pusv Twa ™Y
Tov ToA\wy q'mrenr, a\ygy & ad 'n;v T@v puhogodovvtwr ;

PQ. TIj moré dwopwrdpevos odv dANqw, Tow 8¢ dAny
Oein 15 dv aPtﬂpqﬂmv :

Ov opuwxpos Spos, @ I"Ipmmpx: ol pév ydp mov
povddas aviogovs quap:f’ ovvTaL TV ‘.l'rEPr. ap:.l?pav, ofup
a'rpm'u-rream dvo kal ﬂou; dvo ] xm dvo m a'm,xpo-ram ]
loTa* oi ® ovk dv TOTE AUTOLS OUVAKONOU-

o Mpdrapye, dp’ ov dirras D

20 kKal TG wAvTWY Py

4 j:rrfxmh'u w. ré ClL [?} 6 elvar om. I'. ds om. Cl. IT et pr. A.
u &h Cl. AIL : &% »iw *S. E‘r :I'-nwr Cl 1I. 8 dpflpnricip...]
non alteri dat Cl. Mu: CL
D. 13 dpBunrich F, dpefpungrocyy pév T, 18 pwﬂo-: E. dpifpov T,
E. 20 ré om. F et pr. E.

Joc. cit. an illustration of a second kind of
compass, “with curved legs, probably
intended to measure the thinﬁnﬁs of
columns, cylindrical pieces of wood, or
similar objects"—so that, practically,
Karwy ordfun ; Tpooay.

the use uf"fpwi-mrﬂm. ‘clasp,’ in ngx
fxvoas...ol wpoayydyon, odx dpyuréficas,
Ar. Av. 142.

Paley gives *an ingemaus contrivance
for applying the plummet’: he mlghl have
cited Ar. Erth. Nic. v. 1137% 30 with
Fritzsche's note ad loc. where & pol(Biwor
kardw is explained (after Paus. 11. 11) to
mean ‘‘eine bewegliche aus mehrerem
Linealen zusammengesetzten Schmiege
used in building walls of polygonal stones.

6. mﬁpﬁwﬂm Jackson
points out (Camb. FPhilal. Trans. i. 103)
that, since rolrwr refers to the manuval
and rafrar to the hegemonic arts and
since the latter should be ranked above

Google

rather than among the former (cp. §7C),
the text is open to suspicion. He su s
dxpiBecrrépas, which may be nght; but
cp- 55 E.
8. "Apbpnmkdv: for the study of
numbers, scientific and popular, cp. K¢
ga5 B ., Laws EI:H:BEN]: and see n]‘:

the r:maﬂ:s l;m : Ml:t:rl:t]l: in Agp. E.

I§. &y, v 82 v, The
ellipse of rgp pévisa not infrequent piece of
irregular writing : Stephens needlessly pro-
posed to insert the missing words: cp. 36 E.

17. ol opxpds & Badh. emends
ol ouuxpy Spp, on the ground that the
nomin. “is out of structure, and if any-
one wishes to understand éorl, he must
at least insert the article. But the words
are evidently an answer to v x. 8. This
is hart:l]]r convincing : we can easily sup-
ply :mm nr the like.

20. ...atrols oveaxoh, Badh.
bmck:ts n.l.'rrmr as “supplied to give a

g—2
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ﬂ'qu"ful.v, €i u1) povada povddos €KAo TS TOY pupiwy undepiay
d\\ngv d\ns 3m¢¢puu¢ap TLS ﬂqa‘ﬂ.
npQ. Kai pdia ¥’ e Néyess ov u*pmpnv qubopuv TGOV
wepi up;ﬂpor revraldvroy, ma'rz Adyov € exew dvo a.urai ffum..
0. Ti &¢; koym"rmr; Kal JLETPNTIKT) 1) KATA rexfomu-qv
xm ka1’ fmroptm]v ™)s katd ¢uhocodpiav Yewperpias Te Kkal
| karapeherwpévwr—mdrepor ws pia ékarépa Nex-
Téov 1{‘ 8o Tilfliper ;
IIPQ. Tois mpdolfev émdpevos éywy’ dv dvo kara v
10 éuny v pov Tifelny éxarépav TovTwy.
30. ’'Opbas. ol & évexa Tavra mponveyxapeba eis 7o

péaov, dpa evvoels ;
1 puplwr Cl. AIl: popluwr *S.

+" add. A. 4 dofuor w,
3" CL T, &' AlL 5 hoyuch A.
xatd] xal xard A. Tpmrovichy A.

87 A, 7 dcdrepa T,

R oL
10 Tolrrww E.

11 off] o0 H.
12 ap’ I

2 &qs] dhpe L.
ératbrrww corr. A, raldrrwr 9p. 4, E&rﬂﬂ )

g Tis wpbaf I': vy wpballer *S.
wpoopreykduefa Cl. AIl, wposyrayxduefa T.

. CL etprdl'[

% add. re.
éwbperos EF.

perpexdh AS.

case to ewax., and the consequence is
that the condition of B assenting to A is
rmt A chan 'ng his mind, but some third

the same doctrine as B.”
But wﬁy s‘huu d mot 7is refer to the same
people as alrols, i.e. Tois wohhois, instead
of to * some third C'? And if so, where is
the ground for suspicion ?

1. o py ‘ that
no single monad of all the myna.ds differs
from any other monad "—the redundancy
in this triple opposition is, as Badh. ob-
serves, intentional, to denote the absolute
homogeneity of all the monads under
every aspect.

4. Tevralédvrev is thus explained by
Schol. ad h. l.: wpaymarevouévww, éwl
wohd SarpufBbrray & T alry, gpovrifbe-
Twe 1 émiorpodds T wparréerwr 4 dvep-

7'5:;: F ﬂwhﬁrﬂ'w It n}t:urs, in the
t form, In Xgp. 521 E, JSim B.
£ T( &¢; 5i|'.Ii‘hier':a

is ﬁlfﬁcult}' here in the construction of
the gen. vis x. ¢eh. xrA. Stephens bids
us supply Sagpdper from Siagopdr above:
Stallb. &r:{ers to regard it as a case of
anacoluthon—** nam videtur scriptor Sa-
¢éper in animo habuisse, sed mutato
sermonis tenore post xarauek. intulisse
whrepor .. . Tiflper, in quibus verbis certe

50 gk‘

notio verbi Siagéperr comprehenditur.
quamobrem ante r&npnrlsustuhmus l:g
tam interrogandi” (supplying its place
w:th a -:hs-h]gﬂ Badh. etﬁgndl.:gm the dat.
¢. yewperplg 7. x. Aoypoug, and
bra.ckels xaraueherwpdrwr, which, he
thinks, ‘means here about as much as
would rvwrouévwr.’ Is it possible that
the awkward gen. depends on a missing
érépa, which through similarity of letter-
ing fell out after +yewperplas? Paley
supplies the words * as rﬁpeclwclr differ-
from,’ without comment
with Badh, in suspecting xarauel., esp.
because of its use in 55 E—though in my
text I follow Stallb. and Wb.

Poste's statement that Aoyiericd is * that
part of the theory of numbers which treats
of Ratios (Adyou), seemsincorrect. Broadly,
logistic ’ is distinguished as *the practi-
cal art of calculation’ from *arithmetic’
as the ‘theory of numbers’: cp. Gorp.

450D ff., Futhyd. 290 B, C, Rep. 525 A fi.,
and see Smith D. Anfig. 1. :é:-h (Arith-
m.ff.m:l-.

7. s pla ixaripa hecréov. For this

less common constr. cp. Kep. 4060 B

doréov ... dgpbovertépa 7 ébovcla: .S‘aj#
23 B pnréow. .
’ ?l mhﬁp&w ‘pro-

57



57 B]'

ITPA).
Vv épuTapEvo.

®IAHBOZ

133

"lows, d\\a g¢ Bovhoiunr dv dmodnvacfar 70

0. ﬁ.oxﬂ TolvvY €povye auroq o Adyos uvx NTTOV, 1)
oTe Jk?a:w avrov n:rxnptﬂu, Tals nﬁoma; §1gfmp uwm-rpmﬁo

s évravla ﬂpoﬁeﬁ[h

nrévas | okomiw dpd éori Tis érépas aA\n B

xabaporépa E‘!ﬂ{l‘f‘l".l.’?jg m&mpq, xa.ﬂmrep nSuvr,ls' 1;30:-1;

ITPQ. Kai pdha oapés

TOUTG Y€, 0Tt Tavl évexa ToUTWY

émik
ixXPJEV 30 Ti ouv ap’ ovx év pév Tots tpﬂpoa'ﬂw

10 ér’ allois uh)a;u Téxvny oboav dvelpioke cadeaTépay

doapeoTépay ak}u;w aldns ;
IIPQ. Ildvv p.ev ovw.

zQ.

KI:H

"Ev todtois 8¢ dp’ ov Twa Téxymy ds oudvupov

Pleybdpevos, eis dofav karaomjoas ds puas, Talw os dvolw

og
B. 5 oxowdr E, oxoweir corr. I.

10 @Aoes Cl. TAITEBCHw Flor. a,c: vulg. dAAys.

DAme A ye Toiiro cagés I'.

drevploxew Cl. TAATIBCEHw

Flor. a,b,c,i et corr. &, drevpiker corr. Z, dvevpioxe cageorépar om. I': vulg. drevploxe,

dwvel purre Schiitzius.

oboar ante xal om. Cl. TAIIF,

11 caperripar pr. I'

tulimus in medmm, ? Laws 812 ¢,
at,

886 D, 936 A. Ven. II give
wpoTny. {‘attuhmus ’}. which is contrary
to Gk. usage.

s arav dvrlorpodov & mpoBeBNn-
xévar owowav. Stephens conj. {fryow
dor., i.e. g wepl Tiv ndorlv yroce: Ast
conj. vis Hlorfs for rals Hovais, the gen.
with derlorp. being found in 40 D, 51 E,
Rep. 5212, 530 D etc., but the dat, is also
found in Gorg. 464 B: Schleierm. conj.
wpafefnkévar, accepted by Bekk., Badh.,
Poste ; but Stallb. supports the Ms. text by
65 D efoxerrdy ye xal Talrye The oxéfuwr
mwpoféBhnkas, and Hipp. Maj. 293 D
érloTe 8¢...alrbs por wpoBdiher dpwriw el
roubrSe pot Sowel kTN,

As to the constr. ul' drrhrpow, Stallb.
states * idem est quod derloTpogby 7" —a
possibility which dh rejects, and so he
adds the art., rdvriorpogor. Paley ren-
ders *it seems to me that the present
argument has advanced thus far in look-
ing for some counterpart to pleasures...
and to be now mqumng whether,” etc.
He notes the present as astmngely in-
volved sentence,’ and suggests {mroirres
for Pyrdw.

I douhtfullﬁr acquiesce in reading wpe-

ﬁqth without further chan%e

9. dp oix...@\Ans; Bodl. Vat. Coisl.

Google

Ven. A II give drevploxers, so Herm.:
older edd., Turr. and Poste dwevploiec:
Stallb., Badh., Wb., from Schiitz' conj.,
drelipioxe (sc. 6 Mryos).

ith Bekk., Stallb.,, Poste, Herm.,
and Wb. 1 follow the better Mss. in
omitting ofrar after gag., which was
givenin the vulgate. Badh. brackets cage-
orépar also.

13- dpdwvvpov, as Poste remarks, “is
not equivalent either to duuwwvvuor or curd-
vupor as defined by Aristotle” (in Cafeg.
1, An. Post, 1. 13): but is he right in
rendering it here * an individual,’ or ‘an
indivis-i?;-ﬁ: species '?

14. ¢lg Sofav wov oas @ p.as.
Cp. Ewuthyd. 305 D dryoivra aur, ddw
Tovrovs els Sbfar rxaraorThower, pnevds
Soxelr dflovs elrac...wapa wio: Td wiky-
ripia els Sbfar oloecfar. Crafyl. 431 A
els riv alofnow xarasrjoal.

Badh. reads plar, and inserts Srrow
after ddow, and puts ‘the absurd supple-
ment 76 cagpés...repl raira into brackets.’

For the omission of the gen. of the
partic. v, Stallb. cites Soph. 0. C. 83
ws duol wbvns wékas, and O. T gbib—
‘“ quamquam exempla hujus genit. apud
prosae orationis scriptores sic 5me parti-
cipio positi nulla suppetunt: perhaps
we should substitute for mﬁrw
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énavepwrq ToUTOW avTow 70 cra.tf)éc kai 76 kabfapov mepi C
radra mwérepo 1;,- Tov pulogodovvrey 1| w) Ppocodolrrwy
akpiBéorepov €xel ;
IPQ. Kai pdha Bokel pot TovTo Sie ;mcruv.
s 20, Td olv, @ Hpmrapr, avre Ol g.tw ATOKPLOLY ;
IPD. *Q Zdxpates, eis favpaoror dwagopas pqﬂsﬂai
eis Tagrveay wpoch‘qhuﬂupw éwwmpmv.
20. Oumw mroxpwavp.eﬁa. pq;uv ;
MPQ. Ti pijy; kai ﬂp‘r;a'ﬁm ye DTI. TNV p.ev mrrm TGV
10 a.llwv TEXVQV gmécpow:., rownw 3 alTav ai mepl THY TGV |

ovTws (ﬁ&aaacﬁou:rrmv upp.r;u a,u.q?(urov u.xp;ﬁenq, Te KkaiD
alnleiq wcpr. pérpa Te Kal a.puﬂpuus‘ VoW,
3. "Eore Tavra lﬂlfd. o€, Kai ﬂ'm TLOTEVOVTES

fappoivres dmokpwipela Tots Sewots mepl Ndywy olwrjy—
IIPQ. To mwotov;

=0. ‘Qs eiol Svo dplfpnrikal kai 8vo perpyTikai Kai

15

C. 1 xafapdr wepl Cl. TAIL, xabapdr vd wepl Z: xafapbr Te wepl *S.
Cl. AIL 4 Bccpurm H. 5 3l3oper Cl. IT et pr. A: Sudlper *S. 6 el AC.
8 .irnx_p{nu xaﬂ&. pawor Cl xal...] haec non alteri dat =, 10 Taw om, CF

D. tdxp:ﬁdg add. CL AII. 12 wepl pérpa Cl. AIl: wepl 7d pér rl
I4 nraxpm'.’r a Cl. AENZBCEFHw Flor. a,b,c,i et pr. 4, droxproducia I': m .
vapefa *S. hrar w. aheqr II, deotp yp. ZBCw. 16 xal ddo
pergyrinal add, Cl. AIL xal om. Cl. et pr. AIL

247

5. v’ olv, & IL, adrg B(Bopey dwd-
kpuriy ; Stallb. gives §idouer, wnh the
note ‘§ldoper Bodl., Ven. IT et pr- Vat.

Cp. the eristical sophists who are said
in Theaet. 195 C Tols Aoyous dvw xdrw
Owew. Also Cratyl. 435 c ddhd ...

inepte. Non enim hoc dicitur: q’uod- Yhoxpd §i f dhehy aliry 7hs duowbryros:

nam responsum est quod ei damus? and Theaet. 168 C {dr&,uru Exovres.
‘quid el resﬁ:rudenmus ?'" But Herm Poste suggests that there may be a special

(I'alluwed by Whb.) defends the indic. both  allusion ﬁ?: to the polemic of Protagoras

here and m dwoxpwbuela, 57 D infra,
““quod non intelligo cur e-iitﬂres post
Stephanum fere omnes in conjunctivum

against the Mathematicians, mentioned
in Ar, Met. B. cp. also Theodo-

mutaverint ; nam postquam Socrates prae-
cedentia pro concessis sumsit, jam sine
dubitatione habet quae respondeat.”

10. Tav Svres ¢pdocodoivrev, Or-
Tws is suspected by Stallb., who thinks
that ““ab iis additum esse qui recorda-
rentur rods drrws s. dhnfds et wr dgdds
¢hooogolivras 5. ¢uloobgous qui alibi,
veluti in Phaedone, falsw vel opinatis
ph:lmphm opponuntur” : but the sus-
picion 1s gratuitous,

14. Tols Sewols wepl Adywy dhxipy.

Go g]r:

rus’ antipathy to Heraclitism in Zhazet.
179 0 .

16. wxal 8o perpyrikal. * Haec verba,
quae ante Bekkerum desiderabantur e
Rodl., Vat., Ven. IT addita sunt: nec
dubltln potest quin genuina sunt. lidem
libri xal ante Tadras A\ nmmunt

 Tum vett. editt. &\has §do rowairar, quod

soli tenent Par. EF. Et certe istud Bdo
ineptum " (Stallb.). There seems to be
a blunder in Herm.'s note, * rowafirat post
&M\ai optimorum librorum fide non minus
quam dudum &do tollendum erat."
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rnwms' G.M.at. fomu'rm ﬂmupﬂ-m ouxvas, mv dudvudmTa
€xovoa TavTny, ovépartos 8¢ &vos Kexowew

MPQ. | Alddper Tixy a.yaﬂy TouTOols, ovs ¢ps dewovs
elvar, TavTy Y mrnxp:.crw, @ Zdkpares.

320. Tavras otv Aéyoper émompas akpifeis pdlora
elvas ;

PO, Tdw pév nﬁv.

0. AN’ npas, r.u l'[pmr €, dvaivorr’ dv 7 TOD
Sualéyeafar Svvaus, El. Twa wpo?vzgni al\\nv kpivayuer.
nrPO. Tiva faumv av Oet ?Léyl:w :

Eﬂ &qkov oTL 1;: mu’ur <av> ™Y e wp J\eyapevuv
yvow,l 1'1',-:# yap 1r£pt 70 dv Kai 70 gvTws Kai -ro Ka1d ra.trrau

del _Ee_gég a‘mq

KOS ﬂ‘avﬂut eycuye ve oluac q-yem'ﬂ
ﬂea'ﬂtruv El'vm

vcv Kal a'{uxpor wpom;pmrm,
yvaoow: ov 8¢ Ti; mas Tovro, & l'[pmmpxe, LaKpivoLs av ;

I Nac 8o ruabraw EFS. a 8¢ add. Cl AIL
Flor. a,b,c,i, kexovwryeérar EF : rexowrwrmuéva *S.
E. 4 elvai om. H. § pdher” Cl. T'w.

88 A. 11 #ndy wicar ClL: vulg. 8n 4 wicar. 13 yrolge IL
atrdv EF, xard 7d& rvabrie H. 13 Edpwarras fryeiofa I, 14 7
et pr. AlL 15 vl kal w35 re. Z. rolr’ add. Cl. TAII et rc.

cexowwpédrar Cl. TAAIICEHw

L]
KaT

as Cl.

1. dalas 7. cvvemdparar ovyval, e.g.

statics, stereometry, astronomy; cp. Rep.

here personified, and yroly echoed by
yvdow, I prefer the vulgate. Paley sug-

527 ¢ fi. For the distinction between
practical and theoretical sciences (facts
and laws), Poste cites Ar. Amal. Post.
1. 13 7 ;.ﬂr 81 riw alofyricdr elbévae, T
8¢ §ibri TOv palquaricdr.

3. Tixy &yabj: cp. Critias 43 D,
Symﬁ 117 E.

ﬂpn:ssmn recurs Kep. 511 B, 533&. cp
58 c.

dvalvopas (‘repudiate,’ ‘disown’) seems
to occur nowhere else in Plato.

11.  Snhov &7y | macav...yvoly. Ven.
I 4yvolyr, whence Stallb. suggests ywoly
@r : but wdrar <ar > would seem a likelier
conj. on the same lines. Poste adopts
Dr W. H. Thompson's correction &fjkow
érey was v, which is both neat and
E;ausihle: similarly Badh. and Wb., after

advig, print §fjhow §ru wdsdv. Hirzel how-
ever expressly rejects the change, holding
the text necessary “‘quibus dialectica dis-
tinguatur ab ea quae dicitur wepl Td uaf-
para émigrdun,” for which he cites Rep.
Vil 5§37. I doubt also if éref is Platonic,
in spite of Bodl.; and as Suhexrict is

Google

gests Sijkov i wdoar Ty ye viv heyouévyw
didrowar, which seems scarcely felicitous.
For the character of dialectic cp. Rep.
531 Dff., Theaet. 176 cfi. Badh. objects
to Td fvrws as misplaced in the statement,
not of the meaning of a word, but of the
objects of a given science: hence he
brackets xal 76 before drrws. There is
no parallel to this absolute use of drrws,
so that it is tempting to adopt either
Badh.'s excision or an addition such as
Td<dwr>8rws, or a change such as 7d
woealTws l‘ll.'ra radrir, p
15. ov B +; waos..Buaxplvos dv;
This is best printed as two separate
uestions, as by Herm., Paley and Wh.
gta]lb prints as a smg]e uestion, and
cites the formula »ds 7 (7im. 22 c,
Hipp. Maj. 297 E), and Eur. Hel. 873
'Ehéwn, vl rdud wds Eyel feowlopara; But
these fail to justify the double question in
a single clause here.

Badh. brackets wws...Biaxp. dv; as
“i contrary to the usual order,” and “un-
worthy of our author.”

E
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IIPQ. "Hxovov pév éywye, @ Swkpares, ékdorore Top-
yiov moAAdkis, ws 7} Tov weilbew molv diagépor TaTwy TEYVLY*
wdvra ydp v$p' avry Sotha 8’ éxdvrwv | dAN’ od dwa Bias
mowiTo, Kai paxpd dploTy) macdv €ly TOV TEXVGY: VIV &
ovTe ool ovTe O1) éxeivew PBovhoiuny dv évavria rifeabfar.

20. Ta omha potv dokeis Bovinlbeis eimew aioyvvleis
amolure.

NPQ. "Eotw viv Tavra Tavr), 0wy oot SoKeL.

0. "Ap olv aitws éyw Tov p7) kalws vwrolaPBew o€ ;

IIPQ. To moiov;

20. Ouvk, @ ¢ike Hpcﬁrap‘xc, Tovro éywye éljroww Tw,
1is Téyvm 1) 1is émomipn macar dadépe T@ | peyiory kai
dpiom) Kai mAeloTa wpehovaa Nuas, dAd Tis ToTE 70 Tapes

™ (ypo 9 T0l) B, 7 :E EF.

2 wohMdmis yopylas I Sagdper
I'ABCEFHw Flor. a,b,c,i.

B. 4 wowiro] Bioiro I'. paxpiw T dplory wacaw Cl. All: waodw
dplory *S. 8 ravry] rairor H. eu I, g imohaufdrew EF. 11 roir' T
12 5 om. Cl. et pr. All.

C. 13 dplemy elvas xal rc. Z,

1. fikovoy pdv ... woMhdkvg. Bekk. the double sense of dwoliweiv, ‘abandon,’
inserted roiro after Fywye. wolldxis is  asapplicable either to the weaponsor tothe
susﬂec[cd by Badh. ‘as quite incompatible  word ‘dxha.” Postesuggeststherendering:
with éxdgrore’: but he has forgotten  “ But now I should not like to éreak with

Polit. 300 E Tav wpdfewr év wollais xal
mwohdxes éxdorore Tdyos.. Myouer xrh.:
“consistently and repeatedly™ is not
logically redundant.

or Gorgias' glorification of his own
rhetorical art, see esp. Gorg. 452 Dffl.:
cp- 448¢C.

3. vd' abrg 8. Bu' dxévrev.. wowlire.
Badh. censures & éxérrevr as an ‘objec-
tionable mode of expression,” and suggests
&' éxbrrwr alrwr—the point of which
change I fail to see. Flato rather affects
Jid c. gen. as an equivalent for advv. of
manner: e.g. S eavrav ouweivar Prof.
347 C: did paxpaw Tods Adyous woueloda
Gorg. 4498, Theaet. 172 D: &' droppirww
dxotew A? . 378 A,

imwé c. dat. is almost confined in Attic
prose to phrases like the present, expres-
sive of ‘submission’ or ‘subjugation’ to a
political or social power.

6. vd Gwha ... dwely ... dwodumeiy.
Socr. plays on the double sense of évavria
rifegfus, as used either in argument (as
here by Prot.) or in warfare, as in deria
tferro Td §wha, Hdt, 1. 62; and also on

GL‘} 3|L’

either of you,”—*‘Break a lance with
either, you were going to say, I think,
but a sudden humility restrained you."”
12. 8 7§ peylom k. 4. x. . &
fpds. Ven. T rec, dplory elras xal xA.—
and so Stallb. once conj. Paley de-
clares that “‘either elva: has dropped out
after dplery, or the author, with studied
ambiguity, has left it to be understood.”
Lehrs thought there was a ref. here to
Prot.’s former expression Siagépo waguw
...dpleTn 58 AB, and so construed : “‘#sfo
peylory krh. quo tu usus es.” Similarly
Badh.': “dm fhisr title, grealest etc. The
words wey....fjuds are taken as one name,
and so become susceptible of the article.
Cp. Arist. [esp, 6& és Todrous, Tols
olrxl wpoddow Tiv "Afpralwr xohosuprie.”
And this seems right. But in ed. 2
Badh. rejects the words Suagéper T as an
interpolation, since “if Plato had used
any such word as d&uagéper, he would
have made both grounds of comparison,
certainty as well as gemeral merit, depend
upon it.” Stallb.'s explanation is that
we have here a case of confusion or con-
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Kal T u,xpsﬁeq Kai TO a.hnﬂewurav Eﬂld‘lcml, kdv €l ouikpa
Kal TpLKPA. cvwa.a'u, Tovr éoTw & Vv S'r; {qrnva. dA\’
upa- ovdé yap a‘u‘cxﬁqaﬂ. Topyig, 7)) pév éxeivov mra.p €w
1' vy 8ovs mpos Xpeiav Tois dvbpdimors kparew, 7 & elmov
E'yﬂ] I’UP Trpa-’}'ﬂﬂfflq;, Kﬂ.ﬂﬂ-ﬂ TDU )LCUHGU 'ﬂ"EPir Tﬂ'T£ &f}’ﬂv
kdv el o‘pmpov, xuﬂupav & e, 700 MoAhov Kal ,m; fumvfau
Sadépew | Tovtew ¥ avrq.u ¢ a}u;rﬁea'ra.f@, kol viv O
opddpa Suavon ﬂmeg xal ikaves O wodpevol, wiT €is
Twas mtﬁelems' émaTpwy ﬁWﬂrﬁc paTE TIvas eﬁompmi,
d\\’ €l Tis ms¢ux£ Ti)s Yuxis qp.mp 3wayu; épav 7€ TOD
d\nfovs xal mdvra evexu TOUTOU wpuﬂiw, ruvrﬂv em'mpev,
amffpquuapevm 70 xa.!?apnv voU Te Kkal Pporicews, €l
'ra.vmv }mlnnn éx rmv ﬂm‘rmv é:crna‘ﬂ’m dauer av 7 Twa

érépav TavT™)S Pwrepuv qu | Lymréov.
[PQ. ’AN\a oxoms, kai xakemwdy, olpai, ovyxwpnoai

1 rixpl.ﬁis Cl. AIT: 7o depefBés *S. xar Cl. 7 I‘.:r.:-rml.l'il.lai:1i libri «l,
a

2 xal cuxpd Cl. TAAIIZECHw Flor. a,b,c,i: xal wh omxpa S. driraca BC,

dviwaga Cl., drfeasa THuw et yp. F, dwicasa Z: vulg. dvivaga, dwisa conj. Bekk.

dwexfjoe Cl. TAIL i IL. Siufods] Sehods w. 5 éyw viw

L. AIl: »iv &y *S. 6 xabapdv om. pr. E 3ely ClL. .
D. 7 %] vée I & wiw T'. B Bualédvres Z. 1o dA\' efris BCEF, A\
firis S, n.?l.?mﬂr IT, &\Ag 7es CL. A, épaw A. r owdefl I 12 Suepevenodperor

Cl. AIL

13 Jxrwﬂm Cl. Il et pr. A: xexrijofac *S.

o' I

flation of two constructions, viz. Sagdpe
T@...clvas,..dpehelr and diagéper ds...oloa
«-gpeholiga—a well-known Thucydidean-
ism for which he cites Poppo on Thue. 1.
2, 1Iv. 36, v. 7, VL. I, 84 ; also Kep. 346 B
ddr Tiv ru,ﬁcp-r.w u-rm: yhyras Sid T
Euupépor aiTg wheiv év Ty Baldrry.
1. xkdv e opwpa. *“Cornarius xis
7 oi. quod inde a SIelEbh receptum est,
invitis libris omnibus™ (Stallb.). For
kdv el op. (sc. éorly) cp. Polit. 308 C,
S:r k. 247 D, 267D. Be k., Badh. and
b.
Elﬂ viy 81 [qrodpev. Badh.? reads,
b]r a plausible conj., éMyrofiuer: but I
hesitate to desert the Mss., as the pres.
tense seems ;llshﬁl:lm
vou i‘l‘ﬁpxll’ﬂ' kTh.
Sta]ll} .'t.:-lllds us connect thus: rp pév éx.
Téxrﬂ Siudods twdpyew (avTip) wpos xpelay
Tois deflp, xpaTer, i.e. dore xpareir.
Badh. reads g uév éx. dmrepéyev réyrp 8.
x. xp. 7. drbpdwos, xpareir &' g elwor
xrh. He further puts a period after vy

Google

dAnfeordry, beginning the next clause
kal viv 8¢ togpéldpa: and next proceeds to
bracket ré xallapdr ol re xal gpordoews.
These last two changes are found in ed. 2:
in ed. 1 we find in their place that of
ratryy elrwuer to rabry elr. If we avoid

" altering the text, we must explain the

irregularity in grammar as a case of ana-
coluthon : as Stallb. puts it, the dat. g...
wpayuarelg is due to the retention of the
construction found in the earlier part of
the sentence, while the phrase radrqw
elr. Suep. xrh. is added on afier the
intermediate clause xafdwep.. wpdrrew,
independently of all that precedes. But
Whb. is perhaps right in accepting dwepé-
xew anfe reiv § 3: Poste, too, npf)rmrcs
of the fq:nrm:r correction, and in place of
the latter proposes fp&: dxplfewar 8
elror. [ follow Wh. in pointing radrq
elrwper, diefepevmodueror 8 xal, xrh. i
Paley, on the l:ontrar{l. bids us join
ravrye diepevrnodperoi, though not deny-
ing the possibility of Badh.’s raéry.
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Twa a\\qv émomjpny ) Téqmy s d\plfelas dvréyeaia

paloy
Eﬂ
mg ai mrol\at ‘rexm:. m:u, nt.‘rm

N TavTyY.

5 pév Bofmc povraL Kal ru. mepi

dotas {yrova guvrera

"Ap’ olw évwarjoas 70 ToLGrde tqums 0 Aéyeis viw,

EILTE Kal mepL q&ua'emq wﬂ.'rm TS ('.r,-rfur, nIa'ﬂ' OTL T TEPL TOV
L
K60 pov 'ruv&. cm'% T€ yéyove Kai M'I"ﬂ ma'xn 7L Kai omp

mowei, Tavra {yret dua Biov;
IIPQ. Ovrws.

10

datper dv Tavra, 1) TS ;

20. Ovuxovv ov wepi m urm m:;, ‘II'EPI. 3¢ 7a yr.ymp.era.

xm. Yyerooueva kai yeyovdTa 1uey 0 TOWOUTOS GU)PNTAL TOV

wrovov ;

I1PQ. ’Ahq ﬂfa'rafu.

30. Tovrwv auv T a'a.tﬁte dv datpey rn uuptﬁt‘u*fufp

15 dAn e

| qu:a'ﬂm, @y pajre éoye pndév mdmore kard Tavra B

e 'gﬂ pIiTE €ls TO YUy mapov éxel ;

IIPQ. Kal wmc K

Q. Ilept odv Ta py) kekTnpéva ﬁeﬁmmm pnd Qrrwovy

mas av wore B

E. 1 o', 4 Boad libri.
89 A, 5 Sifas] Bifar Cl. AL
¥ ve add. Cl. AlL n I,

B. 15 rabra CL

wdoy 1o dei I'.
14 odv om. AZBCEFHw Flor. a,b,c,i et pr. E.
18 Befaibrara A.

v yiyvol# Nuiv xai oriovw;
20 [IPQ. Oluar pév ovdapaws.

cvrrerauévws corr. Z: Eurreraypérws *S.
yerbpeva I 11 yeyowdros I,

19 xal om, I,

4 kol Soov wepl Talra
Stallb, retains the Mss.’ text dosar wepl
ralra w. As to oot I follow Herm. who
comments: *‘ex Astii conj. deo edidi pro
Soas, quod frustra Stallb. relato ad ter-
restria verbo raiira tueri conatus est; de
hominibus 3.51 etiam sequenha. :'qrrn Sua
Blov et & Towoiros dug arguunt.” Soot
is also accepted by Pasle, Badh., Wb.
and Paley. For wepl Taira Schleierm.
conj. wepl & éeraifa, and Badh. wepl
ravras, which Paley adopts. The latter
may be n%ht but the neut. seems suffi-
ciently defended (as used decrinds, for
rd wap fuir) by 62 A, Phaede 75 B, Phaedr.
250 E etc., which Stallb. cites.

§. ouvTeT : 5o Ven. £ corr.,
also van Heusde conj., accepted by Bekk.,
Herm. and most later edd., exc. Stallb.,
who retains the fwreraypérws of Mss.,

Go glc

citing Apeol. Socr. 25 E, where doubtless
Herm. was right in altering to -reraudrws
uhere EF Kep. 399“1! t

yeiral Tig v.
Badh Efnks fiyeiras appropriate only * if
the physicist mistook what ¢des was,’
while here ‘no intimation is given that
there is any higher sense of gieoes or of
the investigation of it’; whem:e he pro-
poses fpgrai. But Plato is generally
conscious of the higher sense of gigus.
For his estimation of physical investiga-
tion see 7im. 29 A ff., 42 Eff,, 46 D: and
cp. Phaedo g7 ¢ fl. (on Anaxagoras),
Phaedr. 270 A .

1. évgpnrar Tdv mwévor: cp. drau-
peicBar Epyor Laws Qi1 A, D: Exfpas
draip. Phaedr. 233 C, 243 C.

An alternative word in such combina-
tions is afperfas, as Rep. 374 B, Polit. 277 8.

959
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20. O0v8 dpa vovs oudé Tis émioTiun TEPL avTd €oTL TO

a\nbéorarov éyovoa.
IIPQ. Ovkovr €ikds vye.

XXXVI 20. Tov pév & o kalé

5 # b
e kai Topyiav kai

®idnBov xpn ouxva xaipew éav, 168¢ 8¢ diapapripacfa |

7@ AoyQ.

IIPQ. To motov;

20, ‘Qs 1) mepl éxeva éol Huw 16 Te BéBarov kal To

xabBapoy

10 dél KATA TG GUTA WOAUTWS GUIKTOTATA g‘f' ovra, 1) [Seﬁrepos:J
h) - '

15

éxeivow ¢ 7L pdhord éote Evyyevés: Ta 8’ alla mavra

LI I
TE K4L VOTEPQ AexTéov.

ITPA}.

Sevrepd

"AAnféoraTa Aéyes.

0. Ta &) Tav ovopdrwv Tepl Td TowavTa kdAMoTa dp’
ov Tois kaAMoTois dikaldTaror drovéuew ;

IIPQ. Eixds ye. |

1 dori om. E.
C. 8 2 F, # TAAZBCEH.

elhexprds T,
Cl. TAANZBCEH Flor. a,bc,i.

L]
Sevrépws corr. I, Oelrepos H.
12 forara A.

5 7o de Cl. et pr. AIL
9 n.;nl 78 dinfés Cl. TAIl: xal dAnfés *S.

va Cl. ATZBCw, 76 H: 7 *S.
xard om. .

i1 7& & om. Cl AL

diapapripesfar AH.

1o xal post del om.
Exorra] Exor BS.

dda Cl. AIL

1. oub’ dpa volig ol8{ mg dw. Badh.?
rejects woiis as the insertion of a scribe
ignorant of the idiom od8’ dpa oldé.

4 Tov piv By ot xal dpd.  For this
use of the art. before the person. pron.

cp. 20 B.
5 vd yalpew dav. This is a
variant for the common formula woAAd

x- édr, for which cp. Ar. Ack. 200 yalpew
xehevwr wohAd rols 'Ayapréas: Pax 719.
In Plato we find xalpew édr Prof. 347 E,
Phaedr. 2130 A, Goryg. 458 B, 461 A, Phaedo
63 £, Symp. 176 E, Kep. 358 B, 61B E,
Sophk. 220 A, Polit. 160 B, Laws 810 B,
ete.; and yalpew elwely (Mdyew) Phaadr.
272 E, Phaedo 64 C, 82 D, Kep. 406 D,
Theaet. 188 A, Soph. 258 A, Phil. 36 D,
Laws 842 D,

8. xal Td . These words
are pronounced spurious by Badh. be-
cause “*Béfawow cannot be separated from

dhnfés,” nor xafapby from elxpurés.

Google

10. [ ] dxslvey. With 3ei-
repos Schleierm. and Stallb. supply shois
(cp. 19 ¢, Phaedo 99 D, Polit. 300 B for
thisproverbial phrase); but suchan ellipse
is hardly conceivable. Stephens com-
mented : " Aut Serrepov scribendum, aut
aliquid cam Setrepos deesse dicendum est.”
The Ziirich edd. and Poste give Sevré-
pws. Badh.? obelizes, with the note; “it
is incredible that Plato should make two
deirepa to one and the same lﬁr; A
Herm. observes : ** Seirepos, quod vel prop-
ter sequens devrepa ferri nequit, quia cum
Tur. devrépws scribendo neutiquam sana-
tur, circumsecripsi; facile tamen patiar
aliam vocem feliciore mnjecmm substi-
tui.”” Badh.! reads Sedrep’ 8o’ dxelvwr...
Evyyerii. Wh, follows Herm. in bracket-
ing, as do I. I would suggest however
that Seirepos (like wpwror In 6o A) arose
from the compend. (8), which may have
been corrupted from an abbreviated wepl,

C

% LR ) . & € # Y
kai T0_alnfés xai ’6 81 Aéyoper eilikpvés, mepl Ta
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30. Ovkotw vovs éoTi xal ¢povmois, @ ¥ av TiSD
Tyjoee pdlioTa ovopata ;

IIPQ. Nadi

30. Tavr dpa év Tais wepl 70 gv ovTws évvoials €oTw

s amnkpiBupéva opbas xeipeva xakeiobal.

I1PQ. ndu‘f}?w odv.

0. Kai pjv d ye eis v kpiow éya ToTE TAPETXOUNY,
ovk dAN’ €oTv 1) TGUTA TA OVOMATA.

MPQ. Ti pyv, @ Zdkpares;
1o 30. Ele. 70 pév 8 ¢pomjoeds te xai mdovis mépe
wpos Ty al\jAov piéw kﬂef 715 pain xabamepei glmggxg& E
iy, €€ dv 1) év ols et Onpuiovpyew Ti, TaPAKEL KaAwS

av 7¢ My amewdlot.

IIPQ. Kal pdha.
IS
MPQ. Tipurv;

D. a2 pdher’ I
Cl. AIL

4 Grruw E.

0. To &) perd Tavra dp’ ov puyvivar émixepyréor ;

dvvolaes om. T 1o &3] &% 4ydp

der
E. 12 B¢ Squovpryeir CL. II, Snuovpryeiv 3ei A, &) Snuovpyely F: 5 Squovpyedy *S.

1. &y dv s nipfeee.  Badh. alters
to drr’ dv.

4 Tadr’ dpa...xakeioBar. The current
explanations of the text are thus given in
Paley's note: it seems best to construe
dmycpBwpéva kakeicfar, ‘the right words
in the right place,’ as we say. Mr Poste's
version merely evades the difficulty ; “these
names then may be given to the science
of real Being with a superlatively just
application.’  (Poste gives dayqxp. ‘the
force of a superlative adv. = wdwv or pdha,’
so that dur. J;eﬂés =dpfdrara.) Mr Jowett,
‘to have their truest and exactest appli-
cation.” Taylor, ‘Rightly then are these
names in accurate speech appropriated to
the intelligence and contemplation of real
being.'” Stallbaum renders dwnepiSwuéva,
“quippeaccommodataillisdiligentissime.”
Paley’s own rendering is, ‘‘Then such
terms, in abstract conceptions, may, 1!'
rightly ﬁiven, be called fitly applied,’
apparently taking forw xaheisfar as 1
is possible to call,” i.e. equivalent to &orer
xahelr, dwaxpBo is only found in the
later dialogues, 7im. 29 C, 33 C, Laws
8ro B, in the sense of ‘exactly framed or
fitted.” xahelofai, as middle voice, seems
to occur only in Laws g4 C, 937 A, and

(:U 3|l:

in the sense of ‘invite’ or ‘summon.” We
might, perhaps, explain the construction
as similar to that in Frof. 329 B aopuxpod
Tords dvdefs el wder' Exewr, where the
ellipse of wore is usually assumed. Other-
wise some such change as évvolais < loai>
eloiv drpepiBupévar.. xakele Ow, or dorly
=d yph=>dmep. xT\., or éorlr <d>dryx.
dpfds gaiuer ar xakeicfar might be pro-
posed. Badh. proposed frrw dryxpfu-
pbvws relpeva xaleisfai. But Jackson's
suggestion to excise dpfds relueva xahei-
otlac seems the most plausible.

12. & dv 1§ b ols. Similarly we
might say that bricks are made owt of
straw, while a potter works ¢m clay, i.e.,
as Badh. says, the material may be re-
garded either as a secondary cause of
production, or as the substance in which
the artificer realises his art.

xahids dv T§ Abyp dwaxdlo,, ‘he
would rightly picture it in words': cp.
Farm. 128 E ol xaxds dwewdaas, Symp.
221 C, D, Cralyl. 416 E, 432 B, for dwei-
xdlew, uerbis exprimere. Paley remarks
that “this sentence affords a good example
of the purposely involved style the autfor
has adopted throughout the dialogue.”
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0. Ovkovy Tdde WPoELTOVOL KAl AVAuV)TATWY TUAS
avrovs dpBdTepor dv €xot ;
IIPQ. Ta wota;
20. “A kal wpdrepov éurjobmpev: € & 7 wapoyuia
s doket éxew, 16 Kkai Sis kai Tpis 76 ye kahws | €xov émrava- 6o
mokew 76 Aoy Sev.
IPQ. Tipyv;
0.  Pépe &) mpds Awds® olpar ydp ovrwoi wws Td TETE
AexOévra pnbnrac.
nrn. Iaos:
20. DiyBds ¢nor ™y Mbovyy okomov Spfov wdo
{dors ?'eyoiré'vm Kal Q€W TAYTAS TOUTOU n*roxu.'{ea%m, xai &)

-
KaL

10

¥ LI ’ A\ #» LI
afov 7ov7T avro elvar &lpmaoct, xkal 8Yo dvdparta,
b L # L b # Lad ’ ¥ Lad ’ ¥
dyaloy\kai 78V, évi Tun kal Pvoer pig Tovrw n{)ﬂmg Tefévr
r : ] % ¥ -y r
15 exew:_| Swkparys & & pév | ov ¢mor ToUT €lvau, Svo 8¢ B
# % LI % # ¥ ] b A RN S i
kafdmwep Ta ovopara, kai 70 Te dyalor xai 70 7oV Suidopov
¥ » ’ ¥ - \ ” T ~ ~
d\fdwy ¢vow éxew, pallov &¢ uéroxov elvar T)s Tov

1 wpocewolor H. 4 & 1] & Cl,
80 A. B ofrw Cl. All

xpdTns _ e

1§ suwpara EF. 8¢ wpdrov libri.
B.
#50 Cl. AIIZ: xal 70 *S.

13 rolir’ alrd) ravrd H.
Heindorfius, dpfds roiiro vefiv Z: rolro dpfds refitr *S.

16 vé re dyabfdv Cl. AZH, pr. II, corr. F: rére & dyabdr *S.
17 péroxor Cl. (7) AIL: peréyor *5.

5 xai ante 8is add. Cl. I'AIL
14 Tobrw dplls rebévr
rexfév corr. IL.

F

kal T

4 drxal {prijobnper. Badh.

brackets éurfof. as *‘a supplement origi-
nating with some one who did not see that
the verbs to be understood are elrouer
xal dreprfoaper fHuds abrols''—a scarcel
convincing statement: éuwfefngr is mu
used by Plato,

5. 76 xal Blg xal Tpls 76 ye xohas
Ixov br. The proverb was 8is xal 7pls
70 xaky or xahow Td xakd Aéyew (‘a good
thing can’t be too often repeated’), for
which cp. Gerg. 498 E xal 8ls...xal 7pls
gact xaldr elvar Td xadd Adyew e xal
irwxnrf'ﬁ::;b o abed . th

13 v Tour’ alrd dvas £, the
neut pron. refers, of course, to Hdoriy, by
a cnmmf:} idiom. o .

1 T Kal $lora pg Tolbre
dﬂa reblvr’ Eyav. Mss. roliro dpfds
Tefdy &. The correction, adopted by
most later edd., including Stallb., Herm.
and Wb, is due to the sagacity of Hein-
dorfl. Badh. however reads rofry...re-

Google

@évr', and then, complaining that the
words xal ¢. g separate ror from
Tobry, proceeds to bracket them—a piece
of st perversity.

15. & piv ofl gmor Tovr’ elvar. The
MsS. give wpdrov uév, upon which Stallb.
comments: *‘additurus erat Frara Thy
rdyabfol Singpéperv @plow v dwr, quod
ipsum deinde oratione variata subiun-

itur ''; and also that * roliro elvar est:
oc  verum esse, hoe tla se habere, sc.
bonum et incundum esse unum idemque.”
Herm. avoided the latter difficulty by ac-
cepting van Heusde's insertion ofyh after
wpirov mév: while Badh.'s emendation
avoids both difficulties. As Badh. re.
marks, ““the scribe has here confounded
the ordinal and the cardinal numbers,
both of which are written with the same
compendium (a).” For this substitution
of & for wparor, which is adopted also by
Whb., cp. 18 a, Note.



142 MAATQNOS [60 B—

a@yafoi poipas T $pdmow 7 7 T pdomiv.  ov radr’ éore
T€ Kal 7y T4 TOTE Aeydueva, & Mpurapye ;
IIPQ. Z¢odpa pev ovv.
3. Oukovv kai T0de kai TOTE kal vov Nuw av Evvopo-
iTo ;
IIPQ. To wotov;
2Q0. Ty rdyabov dadépew Ppiow T7¢de Tav alwp.

5

[IPQ. | Tiw; C
Eﬂ M ﬂapst‘a} TOUT dEl rm:r {dwv Sia rﬁaui‘ *!rmrrms
10 Kai marTY, pnaevﬂs: érépov woté €t mpoadeiabfat, 70 d¢ ixkavov
Te\ewTaTOV Exiw. ovY OUTWS ;
IIPQ. Otre F.Eu ovv.
20. Ouvkovv fq.l Aoy t’ﬁfl.paﬁqpév X©@pls txu.ﬂpnu
ﬂmﬂpw Oévres ets Tov Bmv éxdoTwy, a.pl.xmv pev qSow;v
15 ¢pnm¢ﬂ, Ppovnaw 8¢ woavTws pdovys unde 170 cukpoTaTov
éxovoav ;
PQ. "Hv Tavra.
0. Moy oty Ypv avt@v T6T€ WoTEPOV | ikavov €dofev D
elvai 7o ;
2o IIPQ. Kai 7as;
XXXVI[ 0. Ei 8¢ ye m::pqucxﬂqpsv T -rare, vov

ooTioovy émavalaBav oploTepov elmdTw, pviuny kai ¢po-

1 7ot pr. A forwv Cl. 4 xal post Téfe om. Cl. AIL 7 Tde] Tode
Cl. II et pr. A. rir] pdihor var ES.
C. g alel Cl 14 Oévros corr. A. 15 woabrws forfy Cl. AIl: nloriis
wralrws *S. 17 raira) Ta A. 18 dwébrepow corr. E.
D. 19 rd Cl a1 ye] i F. Toi pr. F, 23 ¢pbrnow xal éxwriuny
4 xal 68¢ xal vére xal viv. Herm., 13. dwapdinper...Bdvres, “we placed

with Bodl. Vat. Ven. II, omits the second them as an experimental test”: cp. 21 A

xal. But the vulgate is retained by Stallb.,
Badh.,‘Posie :::.nd Wh. i |

. KTA. is is a virtua
prgtasm T':::fnﬂn x. cp. Phaedr. 276 B,
Gorg. 521 ¢. For the construction of the
infin. without dv in aped., cp. Goodwin
M. T. 8§ 499 fl. Stallb, states that the
infin, wpord. and Exew deﬁ nd on the pre-
ceding infin. diagépew t surely they
are parallel to Sia¢. in depending on §uwwo-
pohoyoito above, which serves to introduce
the or. obl. Paley suggests wor’ <&y = Fri,
‘“‘the d» being more usually added when
an optative precedes”; but there is no-
thing to account for its loss here.

Go 3|~':

ér ool wepdpela Sacarlforres Talira.

8. is here used in the rarer
sense of alterutrum: cp. 20 E, Soph. 252 A,
Theaet. 145 A, etc.  Hirzel would eject 7
on the ground that lxarér can only mean
‘id quod siéf sufficit,’ citing Ficinus,
*visumne tunc nobis ex his alterutrum
sufficiens esse’: but 7y is defensible as
mcrel]r a dal. commodyi.

o B ye l'rluv «rh. For
r.he use of #npa-@&'pt’dﬂm for * aberration’
cp. 38 D: and for this puhtc method of
closing the argument cp. Tim. 54 A, Laws

796 D, Ep. VIIL. 333 E.
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mow Kal ﬂﬂmmqv Kal u.hnﬁq Sofa.r ™5 avn;ts t3m§

Tlefﬁ.ﬂ-‘ﬂ'? xm D'KD‘ITNI’ 'El- TS EPHJ TDW&IF Sffm:r ﬂ-l-" ﬂl- Kﬂl-

orwovy elvar 7
ﬂ?tcfmr Efﬂ‘ m crtﬁoa

Kkal y&ywn'ﬂm, pn nn 811 ye
poru.rnv, nv pl.‘ﬂfE d\nbfas doéalot

noorny €l ws

5 xmpfw ;nrre 70 ﬂapmmv Yyva o Kol ﬂ MOTE mouﬂe naﬂaﬁ |
pnr av pvqpnv -rau -muﬂuuq ;..'.1?3' uwwow xpavur sxm. E

Tavra O¢ h
rSovq-: Kal 71§ ﬁ
7 perd Twwy

10 palhov 1)

I-'&.W

w Kal 1r£pr, ¢
Wﬂ.‘.l"l;lli Sefmr av nﬁpovqu‘w €xew palloy
n'aa'uf. 1}50::::9 X@pis
,u.em q{a mo'ems' ad Twos.

GV]?!TE&JE, 'El- TLS GPEU 1ra.0'1g§

ppovioews

IIPQN. Ovuk & 0T, @ SaKkpares, al\’ ovder Oet TavTd e

moA\dKiS €ETeEpwTay.

Eﬂ | Ovkovr 76 ye Téheow mu mm'w alpeTov kai TO 61
wavrdmaocw uyuﬂw nuSerepur dv TodTwv €in ;

PO. Mos

av;

A) # b el - k. * »
20. To rowwww ayabov nro. cadaws 1) kai Twa TUTOV
- F [-] [-J ] -
avrov Aymréov, W', omep é\éyopev, devrepeia ST Swoomev

ExwpEv.

Cl. AIl: éwriorfuny xal ¢pbrpowr *S,
9 xal ylyveabas *S.

3 9 ylyveofar Cl. All:

2 ol] 4 F
4 m CL, #» I‘ﬁJlEHZ, v BC’H’, i» FII el Ficinus, Bekk.:

7 *S Sotdfewr Cl 11 et pr. ‘A,

E. % ravra B, ravra, circumfl. deleto, Cl.: rafra *S. Myw Cl. Al
vulg. Aéye. wris CL AIL 8 s om. w. Bpaxt rairys A. 1T ye] Te
Cl. AIl, om. F.

61 A. 15 wis ydp dv] oddérepor mg. Z, om. AZCFHw et pr. EE. 17 Méyouer
Cl. et pr. AIL 18 Exouper I,

s adms lBlas For well ns the variance of Mss., proves to be

the gen. ui; classification with rifesfa,

Rep. 376 E, 424 C.
t:p1 Pwu robrwy: these words are
explained and expanded in the foll. o
J_pui-r:s .Exot—a construction similar to that
in B.

&n Bowdv. *“‘Plato and
Ktﬂﬂp‘:ju snuf;iu:.eg use merely uh &
and sometimes add 84 only (e.g. Phaedr.
240 Dg In the cases where e is added,
it is found sometimes before &4, some-
times after it. Cp. this pa with one
in Demosth. against Conon uh 8rv ye 84,
and with one in Politicus, ph & 54 Baai-
Aeis ye.” (Badh.

7. Tabrd B . MSS. TaiTa:
corr. Schleierm.—Aéyw Bodl. Vat. Ven.II,
Turr., Poste, Badh., Herm. : Mye Stallb.,
al.: Aeyfrw Wb., which elwdrw above, as

CL‘! 3|L’

.mvég. Here
Bndh t:‘ckets l::«:ntlﬂ~ 7 peri TRy hlowiw

and ywpls ¢povficews uaihor 7: while the
foll. reply of Prot. is, he thinks, ‘no
answer at all,’ and ‘ought to be &rr:
raira, or in other words olx Eorw &M\
oldér 7§ raird ye': but there is no real
objection to the text in either case.
16. Twa Tiwov avrow, i.e. in rough
outline or a{lumbnlinrn, a general sketc
2 B, Kep. 414 A @5 dv Tiwy, ph &
drpBelas dpmrﬂm, 491 C, 550 A, 504 D
(bwoypagrr), Frotag. 344 B. Poste re-
marks here that * ré dyafér is henceforth
used to signify the ideal or supramundane
Good ; and vé téheor, i.e. & puxrds Blos,
the final cause of human life, only holds
the second rank. The characteristics of
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IPO. ’Opﬁﬁru.ru ke'yﬂg

20. Ovuxovv odov pév Twa émi Tdyabov ﬂ)lnnﬁapev ;

IPQ. Tiva;

R Kafdme lEl- Tl.'i Twa nvﬁpnm'ov c‘m‘wr ™Y olknow

5 *rrpmfar [ ot)ﬂms', w mxﬂ, wﬂm.rﬂ avtov, péya 7L O WOV B

mpos TV evpeTw dv éxor Tov {nrovpévou.

PO, Tws 3 ov;

50, Kal viv & s s éuivvoer Nuv, womep Kai
xar’ apxds, p1) {nrev év 7¢ apixre Biw rdyalov dAN’ é&v 7¢

10 JLIKTQ.

IIPQ. Tlavv ye.

20. ’Elris pny mheiwv év 7@ pixbévre kakas 1o {yrov-
pevov éoeolfar pavepdrepov %) év 16 pij ;

MIPQ. TIoAy ye.

5 20 Tois &) eois, & Tparapye,
eire Awvvoos | eire "Hpaioros ﬂﬁ'
TP ELAYYE s a'vyxpaa'm;.

ITPL). Hu.vu pév ovv.
0. Kai pjv kafdmep fuiv oivoxdows Tiol mapeoTaot

Ev)(np.evm xspu.wumpev
ooris beov TavTyy ™y C

B. 5 s Cl. All wifour’ T, welforo Cl.

15 xepaveioper Cl. AIL

AIL 6 dréxoe Cl.

g ¢v om. A,
C. 16 «10'T.
a,b,c,i, Athen. X. c. 16: waperrim

17 Fll';l_pl'ﬂl.ﬂlgr H.

19 wapeerdm Cl. TAAEZBCFHw Flor.

this latter are deduced from the attributes
of the ideal Good or the divine nature.”
How far this is true may be seen from the
Introduction 10 the present work.

15. vols By Beois xrA. For the invo-
cation of the gods at an important turning-
point in the procedure, cp. 25 8. Dionysus
seems mentioned simply as the Wine-god,
and Hephaestus probably as the cup-
bearer to the gods (/. 1. 597: alrdp ¢
rois d\howrt feois évdéfin wacw Oivoxber,
Ahved véerap dwd xpyrijpos dgwoawr). But
the Neo-platonist Olympiodorus supplies
us with an elahorate allegorical interpre-
tation: "Ori éwl xpdoews Beol eloe s piv
guowkijs Te kal dyrooplov 6 "Hearoros, vis
B¢ Yuyuxfis Te wai Uweprorulov 6 Aubrrgos.
dpxerar yap drwler dx’ alrir Tar fear
7 ovyxparich (Gibrns, wpbaat 8¢ pdyp Tav
:u‘xirw UwdpLeww* olov & "Heawrros i
guois xpdoews Efdpxw év davty TpuTor
76 (Blwpa weoeBdhero, elra dr T Pq.r ..
Pioews éxBarevorry, era ér Ty 1}:_1|1

GU 3]1..‘

duoiws 9 'rmnlirn. xal réhos &v Ty purowy
Kb iy xaf’ uwapfr. dMAd xal 6 Aubvuoos
woabTws. ¢ davry THs Yuxuds xpdoews
Tip dpxiv dvadnivas Tov feior Tpbwow diis
év TY wg TauTy UwesTioaro roepus xal
kal’ uwapiie év T Yuxy xal Tév ovrdeTicds
rpbwor dr T duixy cdpari.  Ero 8¢ Tol-
rwr drwripw éxi Ths roepds dotl xpdaews &
Zeds, elal 3¢ Ao xal pepucdrepor Awovdoou
xal ‘Healorov. xake 8¢ rolrovs s pé\hwr
wdoas uyrivar Tas wiieas vds re dwep-
wooulors xal éyroouiovs. 'ri'_.r 8¢ Alior
waprke kpdoir ws ﬁrﬁprﬂpﬂ;r 7 Katd Td
wpoxelpera.  Paley ests that He-
phaestus’ “skill in the h nding and alloy
of metals may be meant, as described in
A XV (see esp. vv. 474 fl.), but as
spagis 15 nowhere used in that passage,
and the only material here mentioned is
wine, ll'u-: view will hardly hold.

1y. wabdwep wpulv olvoxbors mwol w.
Fur lhc inverted onder Stallh. cites Rep.
545 B, 810K, 414 K, fyolag. 337 E, Ar.
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Hm;mn, pél\iros pév dv aﬂfthm TS 'n?rr ™5 ﬂaaw,'q, Y 3!:
TS cﬂnpum;a'emq vbavruegy kai uuwuv avoTypov Kal vyu‘wou
Twos vdatos* ds fr‘ooﬂvm;ureov ws kdA\oTa cuppLyvival.
nprQ. Maes ov ;
5 21, 'I*épe 'l'rpcrrtpav' tIpu. ﬂ‘awa.v | qanmv wdoy D
pporjoe p.:?wuweq 70U KaAWS AV pdALoTa emTUYOULEY ;
ITP{L. Ir.rmc.
0. AN ouk a'.m;'m}a&. 7 oé umvﬁwarfpw dv puy-
vvouuer, 8ofav po Sokw Twa dwodnvactac av.
IIPQ. Aéye tiva.
0. "Hv 'ri,u?u ﬁﬁovﬁ G ih‘:]ﬂﬂe, ws oiopeba, pallov
érépas al\y kal S'q Kkai rexw; Téxvns akpifeotépa;

10

PO, Tlas yap ov;

r &»om. F et pr. E.

5 rnirﬂpw
E pd?udrr I

10 M‘yeﬁ,.ﬂ. Ir v juiv fdovde II.

xal post &} add. Cl. TAAIIZBCHw et pr. Z.

Tis] 76 7es rc. I1.

8 dogalis T'E.

3 ds om. Cl. et pr. AlL

dredvbrepor T,

g JSoxiw A.
paihor om. Cl. AIL

12 B pr. E.

Nub. 285, Vesp. 363. The whole
Tois &8¢ ?E'mf!{.iumjr!ﬁvm is cited E
Athenaeus X. 6; and there xal is foun
inserted before wpéhiros, which Fischer
held should be retained. Stallb. is
plexed by the gen. péhiros with drewdfor,
since dwrewx. regularly takes the dat.—
‘‘itaque aut ad péliros ex antegressis
assumendum est xprjwp, aut genit. pendere
ex dwewcd{oc putari debet, quod idem est
atque duolar elvar Aéyor.  praestabilior
tamen illa est ratio.” Certainly supply
kpfep—Iior if we had péhiri we should not
have an easier constr. but a case of the
‘comparatio compendiaria’; it is
to honey and to water, not to their
springs, that pleasure and wisdom are
respectively compared. The wineless of-
fering to wisdom may have been s sted,
as Winckelmannsup ,by th ug&emgs
of honey and water (ueklkparor, yngdhia,
drupa) to the Eumenides and other deities,
such as Mnemosyne, Aphrodite Urania,
and Aurora: cp. Aesch. Eum. 107, Soph.
0.C. 100, 471 fi.

2. avermpol, ‘unsweetened '— the
cont of yhvxis: ‘tart,’ as applied to
wine, almost *saline’ of water.

6. Tob kaks, sc. pyrdvar. Cp. Stallb.
on Fhaedo 114 B.

B. P.

Google

ll TE ﬂ‘lgﬂ wg oldpeba, pak-
ﬁ% Turr. and Hﬁ
mmt uul?o.ur w:t]l Bodl., Vat., Ven, II ;
but most Mss. and r:dd (as Poste and
Wh.) retain it. Against the omission of
padhor Stallb. urges (1) that then depe
Besrépa must be referred to pleasures,
contrary to its usage, and (2) that dAyfws
will be redundant. He renders Hdord
v dhyfds by *“ voluptas revera sive
vere erat”": and pd\iov érépas ENq by
“eoine in hikerem Grade als die andere
(cp. 41 D), and attributes the omission of
muw to the mistaken zeal of *critics.'
Schleierm. proposed dAnfds for dAnfis.
Badh. writes * ws oléuefa is quite hopeless,
and we have nothing whereby to decide our
choice between dinfns Toairy pahlmr or
(following the Bodleian, which omits uah-
Aov), dhndearépa ENhns &\An.” Liebhold
proposes (here as in 41 E) pd\\or érépas
dwAy. I think it safest to retain the
common text, but understand it otherwise
than Stallb.: ** we found Pleasure to be
actually what we think it in some cases
more than others™: this gives more point
to ws oléuefa, but we should alter perhaps
to dAnfas <olor> olbuefa. Another
plan would be to add xafapd either before
or after ua\ov.

10
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20. Kai émomipn &) émomipns &u'nﬁopoq ,uEv e'fr':“,

Td }'v}mapm:t xai um:klupem uﬂaﬁlmwu, 7 Se im | Td E

p‘r,r-rc '}'tymp.ﬂra p.‘l]‘l'l! mrohhup.wn, KaTd TavTd 8¢ Kal WoavTws
ovra dei. TavTy €is 70 aknbfés émiokomovperol mynoduela
5 éxeivns d\yleorépar elvar.

MIPQ. Ildvv pév odv dpbws.

3. Ovkovv el fahqﬂea'rufa. qupa.m. ékaTépas fﬁoq.m-r
rpmnv ﬂpp.nfawes, dpa. l.xnm 'ra.wu. o'vyxexpupﬂra. ruv
dyamnréTarov Bmv dmepyacdpeva mapéxew Nuw, 7 Twos €t
10 mpoodedpela xat 'r-:uv J7) TOUTWY ;

IIPN. ’Epol youv Soket dpav n‘-lrrmg.

XXXVI [1. = Ea'rm 0 Tis ‘qp.ur cﬁpovmv uvﬂpmﬂ;
avTis mepl Smawa-vvm, o7 éori, Kai Adyov éxwy émopevov
rqj mcw, kai 81 xal wepli TOV dA\wy AmdvTWY TGV OVTWY

15 WOAVTWS vaonupcvac.
IIP1). Ea"rm yu.p ovv.
30. ’Ap'

ovv m?*raq _ikavas immpm e rvkhov

pév kai odaipas avris s felas Tov Aéyov éxwv, THv e

2 & Cl.

E. 3 3 doavrws " et

5 dogalesrrépar Cl. AIL 8 dp' I.
83 A. 12 &t Cl.
rderwr Cl. A 17 ixards A.

pr- Z: 3 xal doadrws *S.
g dwepyacdueror AC, dwepyacduefa I,
13 éwbuevor.. Exwr (18) om. pr. II

4 dvra] év 70 H. alel Cl.

. 14 voi mg. IL,
émwriup mg. IL

3. xord Tovrd B xal doavres.
“ Bekk. cum Coislin. et pr. Ven. £ xal
ante woalrws delevit; non opus. Solet
enim in hac formula xai modo addi, modo
omitti, sicuti docuerunt Fischer. et Hein-
dorf. ad Phaedon. p. 78 D" (Stallb.).
Wh. keeps xal,

4 Tavry ds 1d dAqMs brox.  For
the asyndeton cp. 25 D. Badh. brackets
els 70 dAnlés, without comment,

7. otxoby ¢ rdinléorara.. (Boper.
Badh.! reads odwxoiv els vdh.—Ibwuer: to
which Paley objects, *it may be doubted
if the hortative subj. would admit of the
oti, even in a formula virtually equivalent
to ofv.” Badh.? also gives the subj.
[wuer, but brackets el—which is open to
the same objection.

ewv. For this

caﬁocalion Stallb. cites Laws 667 D
obkoiv Hdowy kplvorr” dr pbrov dxeivo dpbis,
& pfre Twd dpdhaar wire dhfifear pire
duobryra drepyadbueror wapé xeTai,
48" adl ye BAdfnr... 5

Google

11. Soxet Bpdy olrws, i.e. cvppifar. As
Paley remarks, *“ Protarchus’ reply is
tantamount to ‘let us try the mixture and
see for ourselves’: as if S. had asked
olwoiw dei ideiv ovuplfarras, etc.” Spay
mn stand for any, even an intrans., ante-

ent verb : cp. 20 A, Soph. 2 253 A
Polit. 260 ¢ 733G 3N

13. Aéyow Exwy. Stallb. rightly says

* falluntur qui de una orationis facultate
(Kede) haec interpretati sunt. Ceterum
conf. Tim. p. 27 1o ,uir & voljoec perd
Adyou npl\urrnr kTA." Abyos is the ‘dis-
course of reason,’ or logical process—the
means to the end nhﬁ; consists in final
intuition, v roeir, rm}aﬂ.
as Poste reminds us, **in the Kepudlic is
an epithet appropriated to the Mathe-
matician. It appears used designedly
here to express with ¢pqru the two first
divisions of Science.”+ Cp. Rep. p. 529

18. aidris s Gelas. These words
qualify xvxhov as well as opaipas: for the
phrase cp. fhaede Bo B 79 wév Beiyp xal

62




62 B]

$¢IAHBOZ

147

avﬂparmquv Tu.un;:r a'tﬁmpnv Kkal Tnvs' xvxhuus: Tawavs‘

ayvor.w, Kai xpmpmg év oixodouig xal | Tois dMhots opoiws B

Kavoot + Kal Tols xuxlm.g,

PQ. I"ekom Smﬂm'w -m.mv, @ Zdkxpates, € Tals

5 Oelais ovoav p.ovup

30, qu

7 Tov

E'n'l;a"rq as A€
'Pt[levsnbé xmmmg aua Kai TOv -~

e .

xvu'JLou ™V oV ﬁeﬁumv ovd¢ xuﬂa kabapay Téxpmy éuBAnTéor Kowp

kai ovykparéov ;

1 ravryge tiv egaipar Cl. AIl
2 Tois om. pr. E. 6 4 CL

xabapdy T éxfSAnréor pr. E.

tcﬁfaé'ﬂbsj

yeidovs Cl. 7 xikhov dua tiw F.

dfardry xal voqyry xal povoedel xal ddia-
My xal del woadrws xal xard radra Exorrt
davry duobraTor elvac Yuxd.

Tov Aéyov Uxwy. For the article,
‘the (only right) rational account,’ cp.
Eufﬁ)ﬂf 286 A.

means ‘that in the visible
5ph|:r¢. or iy wap' fuiv: cp. 58 E, n.,
and Anstotle s use of v delipo.

2. o v o oo KURAOLE 3
I cite Stallb.’s note : ** Haec verba etiam-
nunc suum expectant vel sospitatorem vel
interpretem. Nam quod ea Schleierm.
reddidit *und sich nun in der Baukunst
doch der andern Richtmaasse und Kreise
bedienen sich sollen’ hoc non magis in
Graecis inest quam quod alii propo-
suerunt : ‘und sich beim Hauserbau und
den iibrigen Geschiiften auf gleiche Weise
(wie in der hiéhern so in der niedern
Wissenschalft) dcr Richtmaasse und Zirkel
bedient’; aut: ‘und der sie gebraucht
beim Bau, und wo sonst Richtmaass und
Kreis vorkommt.” Nec placet Astii ex-
plicatio : *licet in aedificatione cum reli-
quis utatur regulis, tum etiam circulis.’
Ita enim et duoiws neglectum, et, ‘reli-
quae’ I‘EEulae. quid sibi velint, non intelli-
gitur. Schiitzius verba wavboe xal Tois
xikhois tanquam importunum additamen-
tum delenda iudicavit.  Heindorfius,
leniore medicina adhibita, scribendum
putabat : kardoe felos xal xinhos. Vide-
tur vero locus integer esse. FPutamus
enim sententiam esse hanc: ‘atque in
aedlﬁcatl.me ceterisque negotiis regulis et
iis quos diximug circulis similiter uti
conans '; h. e. sif, ut divini quidem in-
slrumentl (ideae) notitiam habeat, hu-
manam eius rationem naturamque plane
ignoret.” Paley diverges in part from

Google

Stallb., rendering—**if he uses in house-
building, in the same abstract and un-
practical way, not only the circles but all
other rules and measures ": while Poste
g;ves “who uses when he builds a house
the other rules to the same extent that he
uses the circles: i.e. who instead of
material instruments...has only the ideal
...line, angle, &c. to guide his handi-
work."

Badh.? suspects the words xal rols
#Xhoes duolws, saying, “if they are correct,
we must understand by them, ‘using
other pattern ﬁgures in the same manner
as lhe circles.” But we might read
duolows, and omit xal : * Using, in building
and in other thinlga, patterns like the
circles,” i.e. divine.

None of the above explanations or
emendations commends itself. If the
text is right we should construe, I
think, in this order: é olxod. ypdp. xa-
whar duolws xal Tols &Ahoes xal Tols xixhots,
‘using rules in a similar way to other
instruments includi circles; i.e. the
man’s ignorance is shown by his using
indiscriminately straight and circular
measures: cp. 50 €. But as Stallb.'s
rendering of the words xpuperos.. &\ hous
is preferable, I believe -the latter part
corrupt. Wh. reads xarbor xawois xal
kixhows: I would suggest xal =<abdrois>
Tois KUkAous OF dAMois <alTols > Op. Kardae
xal = al>rols xxhous.

The absurdity might consist either in
confusion of human instruments with one
another or in substitution of divine for
human (in mlcula.tiunﬂ_-

7. ipfhnriov  xowy.
lessly conj. éuf\. éxelvp.

Schiitz need-

10—2

fe
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IIPQ. ’Avaykaiov ydp, € ué\\e Tis fpav kal v 680w
éxdorote c&upmrtw mxa£

0. "H xal povo LTy, | v ulwyuv gp.:rpourt?ﬂr épaper C
oToxdoeds Te Kal pywjoews peotyv ovoav xablapéryros

5 €vdewv ; H

IIPQ. ’Avaykaiov c¢aivera. épovye, eimep ye Muav o
Blos €éotar xai omwoovv more Pios.

0. Bovle dnra, nﬁa"lr ﬂvf}mpui v ax)mu Tis wbov-
pevos xm Bualopevos, 'qrn;l €lis aucurtraa'ui *m.s' ﬂvfuq dpo

10 7doas Tas émoripas eiopey kai piyvvobar opov kabapa
v évdecoTépav ;

[IPN). Ovkowvw atSa. & Zdkpartes, | OTL TiS twl}
B}..mrrm.m wdoas AaBwv 7ds dMas émormipas, €éxwv Tas
TpuTas.

15 20. Mebii &) rds fvpmdoas peiv eis T Tijs ‘Oprjpov
Kkai pdha wo:qrurm p:o?ayxeuug vmrodoxv ;

IIPQ. Tlavv pév ovw.

XXXIX., 20. Mebevrarr kai mdkw émi ™y Twv
noovay myynmy iréov. ws yap Sievonlfmpuer avras puyvvva,
3 9...] haec eidem dat Cl.

C. 4 Aewrip I EM efrep om. ASF. 7 fora]apa . 8 mis Cl. All:
Twds *S. g Tds om. Cl A 11 Seearépar pr. A,
D. 15 Metid] Meblw corr. Bekk. §¢ Cl. AIL Tis] ot A. b wouyre-

xie Cl. AIL

17 wdvv pév olw om, II,

&n re. E. 1g yap om. 4.

18 pefeivro pr. All, pebewre Cl., pefeivras

. xal poveuciv. For the choice
of thﬁ art and that of building as types,
cp. 55 D, 56 A.

4. psprjoess here, says Poste, “‘seems
to be an oversight of Plato’s, for there has
b-een no mention of wuneis, unless indeed
it is a synonym of oroxasubs.” Perhaps
we should insert the word in 56 A.

6. o Plos borau...Plos, i.e. Plos Buwrds
(Agol. 38 A, Symp. 211 D): cp. Eur,
Ale. Bozr uws Toiv e ceuwois...ob Sloy
dAnfds é Blos, dA\d cuugopd.

8. o' Eydov mg of. So
Bodl.,, Vat., Ven. IT and later edd. for
vulg. ix' Sxhov Twvds . Gxles, ‘aturbu-
lent crowd,’ can be used of things aswell as
of men; cp. 7im. 75 E, Aesch. P, V. 827,

13. Wev vds w ¢, the condition
which secures that the rest are innocuous :
Poste compares Kep. 595.

15. Ty s ‘Oprpov.. hoﬂolﬁv.The
ref, is to Hom. J7. 1v. 452 fI.:
us Gre yeluappo worapol xar’ dpeaeht pé-

OFTES

Google

ér purydyceiay ovpSdiherov B8puuor I8wp.
Schol. ad loc. : els puoydycewar® els Kol how
rhwow, Evtia dpol cuppleyerar To Bdwp dwd
duagpbpwr Téwwr, It is noteworthy that
the term Uwodox+ is only used by Plato in
the later dialogues, meaning either * re-
ception,’ as in Laws E, 050 D, 955 B,
919 A,—or ‘r:ceptac?‘?as here, in Laws
848 E, and {n.s a technical description of
the so-called * Platonic matter’) in Tims.
49 A, 51 A, 73 A

18, pebeivras’ xal wdhw «7A. “Male
vulgo partes personarum distribuuntur sic:
IIP). wdev pév olw pefeivrai. Zfl. xal
wddr éxl iy rov #5 erh. Unus Aldus
omisit Socratis nomen" (Stallb.). The
redistribution is due to Boeckh (in Min.
p- 107), and is genemlly accepted. Cp.
Laws 636 D 8o yap albrar wyyal pebeip.
rai ¢ooe peiv (sc. T Hlordr xal TOW
Adwrwr).

19. ws ydp...f\Bovey. Stallb. renders :
“ Nam eo modo, quo utrasque (et artes
et voluptates) commiscere cogitavimus, ut
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'ra. rmv a}w,lﬂ'mu popm wpcuror, ovK Efeyewﬂ' v, dAa Sud
70 macay uymmv émoripny els | Tavrov pebeiper abpdas

Kai 1rpou'9£u TV )80vay.
ITPQ.

"ANpféorara Aéyers.

0. ﬂpa. 317 Bauhﬂ.-fa'ﬂm vV Kal mepl rmv nSamv,
mlrepa. Kal *nwrus: ﬂwa.s* aﬂpaui dderéov 1) kai ToVTWY
wpwras peberéov Nuv coar dinbets.

IIPO. TIoAv 7i Siagépet wrpés- ve aopalelav mpuras Tds

a\nbeis dpetvar.
Eﬂ MebeiaBov 8.

# h] ] - T 3 3 ] #
T 3¢ pera Tavra ; (3P OUVK €L pev

TivEs uvuynmat, xaﬂu,msp exEL, fvmunré'w Kkal Tavras ;
MPQ. Ti & ov; 7ds ye avayxaias Sjmovlev.

1 dAnfiv] dAnfwrdv éraTnuar Z.
éfeyernlin *S.
E. 12 mﬂs?:w E.

3 wpbebe .

as
6 ravrais E.

mepl] éwl AL
All: y¢ *S. 10 wefelofw Cl. A et pr. I1E.
éelvaus I, Elvpp.) Cl. A,

4 d\nféerara.. . Hdovdr om. H.
doeréov] cagpéarepor Cl. IT et

ékerfifin (in mg. els feviar auvéory) corr. Z:

5 wera Cl.

r. A, 8 n CL
84 Cl. AII et pr. £ 11 rwos CL (?).

primum verarum tantummodo particulae
miscerentur, nobis non licuit,” ete. Badh.?
alters ws to ols, and transfers wpdror from
its place after udpa to the place after
peywivar, rendering, “ For the parts of the
true sciences, with which we first pro-
?owd to mingle them, were not sufficient
orus.” I am inclined to accept ols for
t#s, as I donot see how Stallb.'s view that
alrds refers ‘non ad unas voluptates, sed
etiam ad artes ac disciplinas ' can hold.
Possibly we should read, for alrds, édcaré-
pas—the first syll. being absorbed by the
preceding termination. Heindorf pro-
posed to read : Iréow, -:'md'rfp éxl Thy Taw
ey > —ubpia wpwra <pdy pefel-
pev, Td 8¢ Adha dwoxhelew > ol éfeyévero
fiuir kTA.: but this is too inventive. As
the text stands, I suppose we must under-

stand avrds of Erwr:&;u:
Cp. Soph.

241 B.‘g‘m 46 A. Both dpa and xaipbs,
used thus with infin., either with or with-
out éerir, are of frequent OCCurrence : cp.
Protag. 362 A, Phaedo 115 A, etc.; Ar.
Av. 643, Plut. 255, Lhesm. 667.
8. wohi T Badlpn wpds ye dodd-
Aaav. So Bodl, Vat.,, Ven. I, Herm.,
Wh., Poste and Badh. : Stallb., however,
defends the vulgate wohé ye 8. as ‘ele-

Google

gantior,” though *insolentior -—in accord-
ance with his usual distrust of the *eritici’
to whom he attributes the Bodleian re-
cension.—For the regard to be had for
i safety, . 61 D, dAN’ ouk argarés, kTA.
odey Bv. So most Mss. and
l:dd but Winckelmann would retain the
;ﬁeﬂeiuﬁm of Bodl, and Ven. II. This
impers. construction is rare, however, and
less pmﬁbﬂ]? :Em‘ﬁ i
12 ] vayxalag
wovbev. Mss. and mn:t‘ edd. assign ﬁl
this to Prot.; but Van Heusde proposed
to eject vds ye dv. . as a gloss, ‘‘utpote
valde ieiuna atque languida '; and Badh.,
after Ficinus, assi these words to
Socr., making Prot.’s reply consist of only

rl &' of; Stallb., however, defends the
received text and order as being equally
‘elegans ' with “ Warum nicht? die

nothwendigen, denke ich, doch wohl.”

But I am strongly of opinion that Badh.
is right here, the sense being, as he
puts it: * Must we mix the necessa
pleasures?” “ 1 see no objection.”
presume you do not, if they are neces-
BH.I'}'-”

The form Sfrovfer, if we may trust Ast,
is found only here and Jor 534 A.
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Eﬂ Ei 8¢ ye xmf, xaldmep Tas | Tt:xva.g mdoas aﬁlaﬂic 63
7€ Kal mtfx’lhpov 1% ﬂrm'ra.a'ﬂm dwa Biov, kai viv &) ravra
Aéyopev mepi Tov qﬁavmv, EI.'I'I'EP rau*ag 1',-301:&.9 qSeaﬂm dia
Biov ovupépor 1€ Nuiv éori kal aBlaPés amaoc:, wacas

s avykpartéov.

MIPQ. Tas ovv 8 mepl avrav Tovrwy Aéywuev;

TGS TOLDMUEY ;

\
Kal

0. Ov '.-".m.q, @ Mp mru.pé(e, duepwrav xp1, 'mc ndovas
3¢ avrds kxair Tas ¢Ppovnoes dwamvvlavouévovs 10 ToLOWdE
10 dA\jAwy | mép. B

IIPQ. To motov;

0. "ﬂ q’:&az €iTe nSomg* vpac XPM wpuauyapevew
€lTe A\ ufqmmr ovup.un. p.mv ovK av 3££m0'9£ oiKew perm
$porjoens mdoms ) Xwpis ToU ppovew;’ olpar pév mpos

15 Tadra 768" avrds dvaykairator elvar Néyew.

IPN. To moiov;

20, ““O7 xafdmep Epirpoa'ﬁev £pp1;91; 70 povov mu
€pnpov ﬂlutpwei' elvai L yévos oute wdvv Ti dwwarov ovT

wdépov: wdvrwy ye pny Nyovpeba yevav dpioror | & dvlf ¢

1 ras] al vas CL IT et pr. A.

83 A, 1 xal..fBlov om. F. ravrda EFS, raira cet. 3 Myouer X:
Mywuer *S. 6 Méywuer ZB Flor. a,c S, ceteri AMyoper. B fueis A. xpil
dei A, .

B. 11 té wofow] dmwoiow IL. 12 ¢ihe Cl. PAATIBCw et pr. ZE. fuds Cl.

TAAIIBCEFH Flor. a,b,c,i. 13 Bropa Tiuwe A.
défarfar TAIIBCEFHw: 8fatafe cum S corr. A.

teale E, défeafau Cl.,
14 xwpls om.pr. F. 15 adrais Z.

17 8rcom. F. 18 obre] olrw I'.

I. -{c wal. Ast proposed &, might occasion the corruption. Cp.,how-
ue::dlcﬁsly n the fulluwmg sentence, ever, 57 B ad fin.
notice the ‘ chiasmus,’ df\afiés re xal wpé- 12. & $lua,...vpas. Bodl, Vat., Ven.
Atpor = guugépor TE xol uﬁhuﬂﬁ and II, Coisl. give & lhe,...huids, which

réxras wdoas=wdoas pdords—a piece of Winckelmann would retain: but it is
fartistic finish,” as Badh. remarks. clearly wrong. For the personification

2. Talrd . Most Mss. have ep. 12 B: and for the offer of a choice of
raira Mywupev: Ven. I alone shows title, proper in addressing divinities, cp.

Méyouer, which Stallb. too conj., and
which is now penerally accepted. Need-
less suspicion E:l.s fallen on elwep...aras,
as being a glaqs

6. ﬂplnﬁfwfn{n-r' “Ell;hcruurlm
or Toirwy is perhaps a gloss, or interpola-
tion "' {Faleylfe nffw Emght be Etr?lnbed
to the influence of the following airds, as
it seems out of place here. I propose .
TWT(I.II' l'.“-" an m"lg]nal ﬂ.l.l Sllpﬂmn]]t

Google

(besides 12 c) Catull. 34. 21 * Sis quo-
cunque placet tibi Sancta nomine'; Hor.
Carme. Saee. 14, 15 “Sive tu Lucina
probas vocari Seu Genitalis.”

13. OBdfaverfe...q, ie. pdllor %, the
compar. notion being implicit in the verb,
as in alpeigfac and the like. Badh., how-
ever, reads uerd ¢povfrews, 1 wacrys ywpls
[roi @poveiv] ;

17. &7 xabdmep...dpduporv. Stallb.
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€Vos FHPGLKEIP TI'”.I.W 1'0 TD‘U‘ ‘}fl.’}"VIlIU"R«EW Tﬂ'.h}uﬂ. TE 'l'l'ﬂPTﬂ. Kﬂl-

[ad m™pv] admy Huév TeNéws ﬂg Suvup.w examv

ITPQ.
0. OPf?mq,

a'vyxpaa'ﬂ. ;
AVEPWTOVTES.
IPQ. Eikos.

C. 1 radka CL
abrip *S, els] T corr. 2.
Cl. TEFHw. 6 gaudr Cl. Al
Ar gaier T'A: gaiuer Ar *5,

‘Kai ka\ws ye e:pqxars ru. wv, ¢qa‘op.sv
wa\w Toivuv pera ToUTO
5 Kai TOV mw avepwrnTéOy* ':Ip nSnvmp T mpoa
q':mper tiv ad 70V volv Te Kal rqv ppomow

‘molwv,” Ppalev dv lows, ‘ ndovav ;’

rg tﬁpumu'w
eole év

2 riw abrip CL. II et pr. A, wﬁpnﬁcurr.E: al T
écdorys IIE.

Fﬁ Te] e I wpordeirfac
alrde All 7 “wolwr ol rc, Z.

renders: “nec fieri posse nec esse utile,
ut genus aliquod sincerum purumgue
(quod nihil alieni admixtum habeat)
maneat solum ac veluti orbum, neque
cum alio genere commisceatur.” Badham
rejects eidixpvés as “obvmusly an interpo-
latmn" but then: is no good reason why

¢ pure genus' should not be specified
her:.

1. Td\d ¢ wdvra.. . dxdorqy. The
reading of most Mss. is xal al TH» alriy
o, 7. els Slvapuw #r&vw but Bodl, Ven.
and pr. Vat. omit ai; and Ven. Z gives
abriv ad and riw Gﬁrapur for els §.; while
Ven. II Par. E have éxdorys. Stallb.
and Poste accept Schleierm.’s conj. ad-
v abrdv fuwe, joining atrip éxdoTny
and construing reddwt els Siwawy with
yeyrwocew. Van Heusde proposed xal
abrip albrhe 7. €. 8. éxdormp. Badh.?
cancels els and reads éxdorns and xai
airiw ab viw 4. (with Ven. 2). Badh.!
gives alriw al T fuaw.

Paley renders: “We think...that is
the best...which consists in the compre-
hensive knowledge not only of things

erally, but also of each of us Pleasures
in as perfect a manner as is ible.”

Herm. reads xai [rhv] atrar fudv T.
els & éxderp, following Bodl. and
Schleierm., and cancelling the rfv as
due to dittography. He suggests, how-
ever (as less satisfactory) the adrde hudr
reddwr Sovapur Erdtrﬂ:r—whmh resembles
the text of Badh.? Lﬂnl:i xal [al
rov] adrhy fuar . els 5 éx

It seems possible that the whule phrase
raAMd Te ... éxdorgr should be taken
differently from the construction assumed
by all the above authorities. They

Google

assume that these words are the object of
yiyrasoxew : but we might unders them
as giving the reason for the superiority
assigned to the genus yryvdoxer, i.e. to
be construed closely with &pwsror: then
we should read raAAd Te wdrra xal AIA
THN ATEHN #Hudr tedéws els <1ip >
Stvapur éxdaorns,

Otherwise abriw abrwr 5. 7. THe Svw,
éxdorygs or V. Heusde's alrip alrip...els
8. éxdormw seem the best proposals.
However, I print Wb.'s text, as it best
preserves the tradition.

3. wakas...rd viv, sc. hexfévra or

hnﬁp:m— cp. Soph. 284 D, FPolit. 362 C.
fpbvan u& Tdv voiv Gvepuw-
Irrkv. These words are bracketed by

Badh.? because of (a) the repetition in
@aiper dv...dvepwrwrres, () the incom-
patibility of the wverbal with ¢aiuer d»,
{(¢) the position of ad, which should
naturally follow gpbenauwr.

But in dealing with the present dia-
logue, such criticism is by no means
convincing. However, we ought perhaps
to read avrév Tow rnur, comparing ndords
abrds in 63 A ad

. wolaw .. hur Stallb. notes
that * habet haec interrogatio quandam
indignationis significationem : cp. Zheaet.
180 B, Gorg. 490 L, Charm. 174 B,
Euthyd. 304 " : but that is not neces-
sarily the case, indignation being implied
in the tone of ulterance rather than in the
word itself; and it is not the case here, I
think, since more than one species had
been seriously recognised by science, and
since the question is seriously answered in
the next sentence of Socrates.
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Q. 'O 8¢ qpﬂepoﬂ Aoyos pera Tour Ecrrw uSE D
#Pﬂi‘: ‘l"ul.';' ﬂ.hﬂgéﬂ'l-l’ EKELMI;‘ 3“1"“1?, (ﬁ’qﬂ'ﬂp&l’, ﬂp E'rl-
ﬂpoa'&wﬂ' vpw *rur.' p.eym‘mq ndovds cuvoikovs e?:rm Kal
ras ododporaras;’ u.m ‘I'I'&I";, @ meeufﬂ. qu.tev a.v, ‘at ¥
5 Eprfapam’. Te pvpia Huiv omn, 7ds Yuxds é als oikoDpey
'ra.pnrrouu'm. dua pummg +1d um, Kai ?fyveﬂ'ﬂm TE npu.q
T'l?l-" ﬂp T‘H-" m.l'lt EML, Tﬂ. TE TI-TVDF&FE TH-WF I TEKVQA ﬂ'lg TD E
wolY,

E'?Lr.m A
ngﬁ’n

paua'w o.?d. u.s‘ Te

v Epiromucrm, wovrdmaot Owadlei-
ovas a.hr;ﬁﬂs n:m. rmﬂapu.s [u.e] £Ifr£s‘,

€dov auﬂsmg Nuv vn,m{e, Kal *:rpag TavTals Tﬂ-'i' ;J.Ef? uy:emi'

Kal TOU ow

¢‘Povew, kai & xm fvp.n'ao'm: dperns oméoal

kafdmep feov omadol yryvdpevar abry owvaxolovfoiat

mavry, rauru.r; ;.:.L}WI.I" tas O
ulhqs: KaKias Eﬂﬂpevuq moA\1) mov
15 7ov BovAdpevov orL kaAAiomyv iddvTa kal aoTaclacTOTATYY

L

ael per a.drpnu'uvm' Kai mf;

a.kayfa. TG VO ,u.:.ywm.:.

D. 4 cdxpares gaier Cl. AIL: Zdrpares lrws paier *S. 5 buiv I, wapé-
xnun corr. Z.
g d\Aas 7e libri, &A\Aar 8¢ Fischerus. elwe Cl. 10 rairas F et pr.
= I'.'IJ.I:I'I iyelas Cl. AIL 12 gavry IL 13 warri Cl. IT et pr. A.
L
ravras BCEF, ralrys I', ralras 8 rc. E. wlyvv tés Heusdius: libri
puyvivras alel Tds corr. Z: & alel *5, ebgppocivys H 14 T¢) Kal
Ty re. I, 15 70 A.

1. Aéyos perd robr’ lorlv 88e.  Edd.
generally refuse to accept Stephens' conj.
#rrai, which is clearly unnecessary—the
?«hm existing at once as a whole, though

only followed out gradually to its full
develﬂpment

. dpwod ...Egovery, ‘contain,’
‘Lring with them': cp. Seph. 268 A.
For the pestilential eﬁect of such pleasures
on the soul, see esp. Phaedo 66 B fl.

6. &ud pawxds f8ovds. To say that
*“ Pleasures disturb us owing to frantic
pleasures” is, to say the least, a strange
expression. Hence Stallb. bids his reader,
*‘corrige sodes, &b p. émibuplas’: while
Badh., followed by Jackson, puts the three
words in brackets.

One might suggest, for fdords, either
owoudds (Laws 631 E) or whpouords (26 B
in plur.), either of which would be more
easily corrupted to #dords than would
émibuplas, though neither wuuld quite
suit parwds, &h possibly parias rwds,
on which #8ovds was a gloss. For
the physical péyirras Hdoval referred to,

Google

see 46 A ff., and for the epithet pawwcal,
cp. 36 E, 45 E, Laws 839 A, Cratyl.
404 A TI¥ ToU cwuaTos rr&mnr n:l _u.u.riur

{ e spas, ie. Tov voiv 7e
xal ¢pbrnow, whose réxva are impressions
and notions: for the metaphor cp. Symp.
206 C fi., 208 E, 209 C, 211 D.

9. dMias & fdovdas dh. x. xafapds dr
elres is the common text: ** Libri omnes
habent re, quod verissime emendavit
Fischerus, probante etiam Bekkero"
(Stallb.): so too Badh. But Herm.
reads dAM' @s e H8. dh. x. xafapds elres,
“qua id simul lucramur, ut mdtﬁmtum
languidumque illud &\\as eliminemus"
so too Wh.  And this reading is ﬂl.‘.ﬂldadl'f
preferable in point of emphasis. I accept
Apelt's restoration, which only differs in
retaining the Mss.” re as complementary
to xal wpds rairas, cp. Phaedo 110 B
rolirows Te Aras xal Ery x,odur,;i

13. radbras plyw' vds §° ded. So all
later edd., adopting Van Heusde's felici-
tous emendation of the Ms. text radras
wiyvivras 8 del.
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piéw kai kpaow | év Tavry pabeiv wepaobar, Ti moTe &v Te 64
avfpame kai 7@ wavti mépuker dyalov xai Tiva idéav avryv

a4 A,
T€ om. Z.

i1 év Talbry pafer Cl. All, pafeiv év Tairyp *S.

ér rdwbpdwrw Cl.,

2. wal vlva L8éav... . Badh.
proposes to remove “‘the difficulty which
the sentence presents” by reading xal
<kard> th' (8av kA, (cp. xar elly
Sgpk. 252 A). But no change is needful.

pdrTis occurs in 44 C, 67; parrela in
66 B; pavredopat in 44 C, 67.

In 44 ¢ Socrates is proposing to treat
the enemies of Pleasure (of & wapdwar
#dovds of pacw elval)—dorep pudvreot..,
Tt pavrevopérors ol Téxry dAE Tom
dvoyepelg Pploews ok dyervols. Whereby
he means to contrast their view of
pleasures as all alike unreal with his own
more scientific method of division and
classification of various species of plea-
sures. The real point of thus terming
these thinkers diviners 1 take to lie in
the fact that they treated #doval as a
single indistinguishable whole, a class of
identicals. e only get réxvn, as op
to parrela, when we are able to distin-
guish, analyse, compare, measure: when
all is the same, we get only one simple
impression, and this simple ultimate
impression or intuition, as not further
determinable, is what is signified by
parrela. It is regarded as a divine
inspiration, as not being the product of
the human mind, as incapable of further
treatment by the human reason. What
is given in ‘divination’ is something im-
mediate and not to be transcended : there
it is, and we have to take it as it is, and
there's an end of it.

But there are two kinds of warrea, the
false and the true, the divination of the
vulgar and the divination of the philo-
sopher. The vulgar divines, for example,
deduce destiny from the flight of birds,
just as the herd of men and beasts deduce
the identity of the Good with Pleasure
from their own lusts; but the method of
divination of the Philosophic Muse is
widely different (67 B).

The Philosopher, then, *divines’ sciens
tifically (réxvp). But if we were right in
saying that the essence of parrela lies in
its simplicity and unity of impression,
how can there be a scientific met with

re%a.rd to it?
f we recal the logical discussion of

Google

16 ¢ fi. I think it will be clear how this
point is to be understood. There we are
told that the scientific method is—plar
léav mwepl warrds éxdarore Qeuévovs (n-
reiv : while the unscientific observers look
for perd rd Evdweipa edfis” ra 8¢ péoa
abrols xpedyer.

The ‘enemies of Pleasure’ then were
Fuilty of this blunder—of passing straight
rom the indefinite plurality of particulars
to the Fener‘m unity, without taking ac-
count of the species or middle terms.

Their parrela, then, consisted in their
impression of the & or generic unity,
which in itself admitted of being true as
well as false; while the falsity of this
‘divination’ lay in their incorrect logical
method, or rather lack of method.

The philosopher, too, is a udrris in so
far as he ‘divines’ the generic unity which
lies at the furthest point of his logical
‘scala ascensoria'; but he is a frue
diviner, since he keeps close to the true
order of thought and of reality, and re-
fuses to swerve from the strait path.

What constitutes parrela, then,—apart
from the accident of its truth or falsity—
is just the intuition or vision of wlar
lééar,

And hence we see the full significance
of the expression in thiafassage before
us as apg ied to the ideal Form of the
Good. The unity of the Good is not
simple unity, but gemeric unily, and as
such capable of logical analysis; but
when we resynthesize our divisions and
determinations of it, this generic whole,
rdyafée as ultimate unity, is as such to
be apprehended only by parrela—in
which logieal discussion reaches its limit
and completion.

There is one further text in the Philebus
regarding ‘divination’ which remains to
be adduced. It is that in 66 B, when the
third grade of goods is thus set forth: ré
Tolvuw Tplrow, s 9 éuh pavrela, voiv xal
gpbenow Tifels ol &r uéya Te Tijs dhnlelas
wapebéhfous.

I have elsewhere tried to show that ro
rplrov is in reality vd wpuror as regards
order of merit, if we consider only consti-
tuent elemeents; and that from the point
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ITPQ. TMavrdmao: p.nr ouv.

0. 'AMa Y v
dv mwore yévoiro ovd dv €v.
IIPL). | To wuwv :

Kﬂ.l TGO ye uvuyruwv, Kal OUK aAlws

20 " ,m; p.:-fapev‘u qﬂfmvﬂ ovk av mote TovTo d\nfws

yiyvoiro ovd dv Yevépevov eu).

ITPL). l'l'ms‘.'

vipdr;
XL. 0. O

ws.

xaﬂaﬂpﬂ KOO

1 dp'] dp’ odr Z, &» 1. evppbrws pr. I1
2 avroi Cl. : Eu.u-'ruﬁ *5, Bekk.
om. pr. &, yéroiro..

pevor IT. 10 d»] ode CI.

g rhpr. A
.Xore r.:nm Zw, obd’.. -yiwmra om. pr. EF.

B. 8 uifouer B, pitwper C, pltwper Cl. AATIFH.
ir :dih Cl.

dA\’ el Twos €r ﬂpﬂd‘Sﬂ. 'rp
TVYKpaTEL mwﬂ, Aéyere a-u TE Kal tb&nﬁnq.

TIS AOWWATOS a.p&w Ka\@
owparos o vuv Aoyos dmepydobfar

EEm. ,:uv 'yap
s €ujuxov

Paiverat.

Ixorros Cl. IT et pr. A, olx éxbrrws A.
rkal] as Z, 6 dv wore yévotto

roir' I g Twrh-
12 ot re Cl. AIl, xal o0 EF : a0 *S.

13 dpfwr xakds éufiyov cuuares om. I'AZEEZBCEHw Flor. abei et pr. F.

14 dreapydoacfac A.

of view of cause it is also first; its anoma-
lous position as third being necessitated
by its falling under both these heads, and
possessing a double aspect. Also [ have
shown that »ois is here taken as identical
with d\#fea, and that it is further to be
identified with the ultimate aspect of
rdyafbr itsell, Hence, this group is in
Socrates’ eyes the most important of all—
and this importance is marked by the
significant words ws 7 éuf) parrela. The
ultimate unity, the final cause of All—
whether in the Kosmos as a whole or in
Man the Microcosm—is Reason; and
this ultimate unity is the be-all and end-
all of the philosophic ‘divination’—it is
the ultimate & or wla {déa upon which
rests the intuition of the dialectician, and
also it ¢s just that intuition.

Nods is itself at once the ultimate Unity,
the ultimate cause of unification, and the
ultimate subjective intuition which appre-
hends the resultant unity.

In thus determmmg Reason as the final
Good we will not ‘swerve aside from the
path of Truth,” for Reason and Truth

Go -g]c

meet together, and embrace each other in
ultimate Union (cp. Ag2. B and F).

1. dxbrres davrdy Tiv vour. Aﬁ
on the more usual vourexdvrws, for w E
we find éxbrrws volv in Laws 686 E,
Isocr. de Face. p. 161, Panathen. p. 278:
cp. Eur. 7. A. 1139 & vois 88' airds voiw
Exwr ob Tryydees

For xal prfuns xal BbEns dpf7s, Van
Heusde conj. xal éwworrfuns x. 8. é.—but
the collocation in the text is supported by
11 B, and émwrhuns is already implied in

airoi.

pr plfoper dhribeay. This men-
tion of Truth (objective) as an element in
the mixture has excited the suspicions of

certain critics : see Append. F.
13. woéopos Tis dodparos. Apparently
oA : f olyxpacis 13 kbouos : Euuyor

olpa (or {or); i.e. rational process is
the ordering principle in both the intel-
lectual and the physical sphere.

The words &pfwy kakds ényiyov sduaros
are omitted in several of the inferior Mss.,
an error evidently due to the duoioré-
Aevror in dewparos ... cupares. Paley

B
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Kai TS olK)Tews éperTdrar TS TOU TowUTov AéyovTes Lows
opfas dv Twa Tpdmov patuer ;

IIPQ. ’Epoi yovr Soxet.

3Q0. Ti dra év 1) fuppilfe TyudraTor dua kal pdhior
atrov elvar dofeter dv Nuiv Tov waTL yeyovéval wtmu'q!uhﬁ
v Towavy udlfeaw; TovTo ydp I8vTes perd TovT émiake-
Yiopeda, el ndovy eire 7@ v wpooPuéoTepor Kal oikeldTEPOY
Kev.

IIPQ. ’Opfas: | Tovro yap €is ™v kpiocw fuwv éori
ovpdopaTaroy.

0. Kail pn kal Evpmdons ye pifews ov yakemov iSetv
v alriav, 8¢ Nv 1) wmavros afia yiyverar nTioovY 1 TO

i 3 8 #
TapaTay OvVOEVoS.

IPQ. Tas Méyes ;

%0. Ovdeis wov Tovro avfpuwmwy dyvoet.

[IPQ. To motov;

1 dedéybau I'w.

C.* 4 dpBas Cl. ATL, dpfw H : dpflow *S.

waocw CL 8 émoxegbuefa Cl. EI1 et Er. a,
g #8orh Cl ¢ add. Cl. 'AAITEBE How.
wpoaguds e, 1o Ew.) AC.

D. 11 fuev E. éoriv ante els pon. EF.
14 7] 7 CL rarrws 11, wdvrws CI.

gauér Cl. AIL 7 dpreow I'.
émwoneduefa H: émokefupefa *5.
wparpvéarepar Heusdius: libri

13 xal post wiw add. AII (? CL.).
17 wov CL. AIIZ : ww *S.

needlessly doubts ““if the future partic.
here would be correct Greek, although
dpywr would be an easy correction....
The true laws of uifis form as it were
an invisible rule of order for the right
government of the 7d odwferor in man,
the compound of body and soul.” Poste
says ‘‘ the Mdyos of which 5. speaks is the
def. of the ré\eor dyabbr"—which comes
to much the same.

2. dp odv... ; The construction
here is somewhat awkward; so Badh.
cancels xal and also ris 7ol TowdTov,
which latter * seems to have been inserted
after this intrusive wal had made s
oixfirews seem to be without an owner.”

The omission of the xal is certainly
plausible. Paley takes tijs olx. as gen.
after wpof., but suggests that xal rfjs

Google

olcfjrews...rijs may be a gloss. For the
olinais rdyaboi cp. 61 B ad émiz, This
passage is alluded to in Plotin. Emn. v.

bk. g.

7. alrwy: for this use of the term,
¢p. 22 D : Poste notes that in these places
it means Formal Cause, whereas Alria as
one of the four Principles (=7d woeolw)

was Efficient Cause: he compares Phacdo

p- 101. See [nirod. iv.
g. dlre To vp v. The
article is omitted in the wulgate and

bracketed by Badh., but Bekk., Stallb.,
Poste, Wb. follow Bodl. and the better
Mss. in inserting it. Then Mss. and older
edd. give wposgués e kal oix., which Van
Heusde emended.

1. fpiv el cvpdopararor. Ficinus
and Cornarius emended to frrac.
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2. Oﬂ puerpov u'm T1S TURMETPOV quo'F.w»: p1) TUYOvOa
‘qnu’wv Kal OTWoovy a'v}rxpa.mi rra:ra. éd amymﬁ amoA\vot
T4 TE xepava.evu kal mpaTyv avry. ovde | yu,p xpaa'l.c.
al\d s mxpamq ﬂ'vatt#upﬂm alnfws n Towavm yiyveras

5 éxdoTote ovTws Tots KekTnuévois Evpdopd.

MPQ. ’'Alypbéorata.

2. Nuw 317 xa.rmretﬁtuyfv q,u.w 7 rau u.}faﬂnv 3uvap.tf;
els ™y ToU xai\uu tfmmv pmr‘rjs‘ yap kal cupperpia
xd\hos &7 mov kal @ wavrayov fvuBaive ylyveoar.

[IPQ. Mdvv pév ovw.

0. Kai pjv d\jfedv ye épaper avrois év ) kpdoe
peptybac.

IIPQ. Tlaw Ye.

20. Ommuv € pn g Svwdueba L&9w|

15 Onpevoar, ovv m& AaBdvres, xsa.hhﬂ. Kai m Kal
a.hnﬂeg. heycupfv ws fuu'm olov &v oplirar’ dv m.rma'a.q.wﬂ'

cw 'raw év 'rp a'up.pl.fﬂ, kai Sud roufa ws ayalov év TowavTy

10

avrv mvem:,

1 pérpov Cl. TAAZIICFHw Flor. a,b,c,i: uérpor
7 fuiv Cl. AIT: fuds *S.

15 fpeavploar TAZBCEFHw Flor. a,b,c,i.

E. 5 ouugopd CL.

a8 A

16 olov om. pr. F. & om. pr. Z.

s, 3 adrir ClL: imm'i-r

11 davrols Cl

E
f(upp.) AZHw, o. B.
I8 adrhr om. E.

1. pérpov xal ris
For the value of these terms see Append.
B, E and cp. Polit. 283 c fi.

2. dmwegolv goes with uj Tvxolea.
There is no need of Sydenham’s conj.
hhm uur

note

the pla.}r nn thﬁe word s. e might

render something like “a mere mass of
mischief instead of a mixture™; or, as
Schleierm. put it, * ein zusammenge-
wehetes Wehe.” For the seeming re-
dundancy in d\nfds...Srrws, cp. dAnfis
rip Svre Phaedo 66 c.—Liebhold would
%ad oupmwepupuéen, cp. 15 E, 51 A, Phaedo

E.

8. perpuérys..dperf. As Badh. ex-
plains, merpibrns answers to dperd and
cupperpla to kdAheos, so that we have a
‘chiasmus'; though as the former pair
are logically prior they are really implied
in the latter. Cp. FPolit. 284 B (réyrai)
70 pérpiov cdfovoar wdrra dyafd xal xald
awepydfovrar.  Tim. 87 D 70 B xakdw olx
duerpor, xal {igor obv T TowolTor éobueror

Go glu

aluperpor Beréov. Soph. 228 A; Rep.
486 £ ; and see further in ﬁpfmd. B mfﬁu.

14. oUxolv e o
The text can well stand. For the metaph
from the chase in ﬂupeuum, cp. Theaet.
203D, Lach. 194 B, Rep. 4328 11, 56 A
supra, and the use of xumrﬁpcmr above
(I. 7). alridefac (without afrior) with
acc. of agent and gen. of result is not
exceptional, cp. Kep. 379 C, Soph. 218 4,
Laws 636 B. With rav dv rp ovpplbe,
supply from the context dyafiv Srrwr.
Ast needlessly proposed to write xal <fuu-
plte > St ToliTo.

Badh. brackets #npeicar, reads olrrpiae
in one word, changes cvuuerplg to du-
merplg, marks ofov & as corrupt, brackets
the second &» (suggesting alr. alrdw, pre-
ceded by * some word like wapovelas ") :
but this is very wild work. A variant
fneavploa: is found in a number of minor
mss., whence Apelt suggests that the
original word may have been Pewpijrar.

17. Towavrny stands, of course, for
dyafijr.
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IIPQ. ’Opbérara peév uﬁv

XLI Eﬂ "Hén fawuu, o Ipdrapye, ixavos nuiw
yfvam‘ dv uar'rl.r.muv rcptmg ndovijs Te wip:. Kai ¢povrjﬂ'£m,
wafepop avTow Tov upta'fau evéoTEPOY T€ Kal Tuulw- B

5 TEpoOV €v avﬂpmﬂow 7é Eﬂ"TL Kkal ﬂmw

IIPQ. Anlov pév, cpws & odv 7¢ Ayw émefeNleiv
Bélriov.

20. Kaf & Ema'mp Tolvuy TGV TPLGY mpos T NooY
kal TOV mw xpwmpcu et -yo,p lgew, moTépw pallov
10 fvyyeves éxaoTov au-rmv mrapepaupev.

[TPQ. Kalhouys kai aknfelas kai p os ‘I'TEPI Aéyeus;

0. Nm TphTOY OF ye aknbeias ax ﬁeme luﬁou, w Hpmfupr'
mu luﬁopemq lﬂf:aq El.'; rpm vouw xkai | ahgﬂﬂa,y Kkai C

v moAVY Eirvo')(mp Yov amoKkpwaL oavry, mOTEPOV
15 u__lms EvyyevéaTepov 1) E:; m&; a

ITPQ. T; 3& xpovav del; moAv yap, olpat, amtﬁepfrap
780p) pév zu.p mravrmr a.hu.gnw.a'farnv as SE Adyos, kai év
Tais Ndovais Tals mepl TdPpodioia, al & péyorar dokolow

1 olw] #» IL
B. 5 xal év Beois w.
!re?«ﬂtﬂr Cl. AIL g deiv IL
4 dmdxpire 10
S. &4 0.

2 lxavds IT et pr. A.

n!n'urur

Ta dgpodlomia *S

6 olw Cl.
rordpw Cl.

17 dhaforloraror Cl. IT cum

18 rdgpodlowa Cl. AAIL, deppodloca (omisso articulo) Z:

FAAENZBCze Flor. al *S.

pr- A et corr, 2: dhafo-

ab,c,i:

8. xaf’ & Exacrov...Tov Tpuev. For
this use of xard c. acc. in place of the
simple accus. l:p Kep. 436 B, Tim. 41 cC,
etc. When the phrase is used with the
double aceus., as Eere and Dem. Meid. 39,
it is 5|mp1est to take the second alone
with the verb, as Buttmann does (Index
ad Dem. Mead. p. 177).

The phrase xplvew ¢ wps Tt recurs in

Phaedo 110 A, Polit. 286 c, Protag.
327 D.

10 - ¢ . Badh.
brackets £vyyevés, with the note that * if

anyone wishes to retain it he must insert
ws.” There is force in the implied objec-
tion; but we must by no means cancel
the adj. The simplest correction will be
the insertion of Er after padlor: “to
which we shall assign each ul' them, as
being more nearly akin to it." #&xacror
avruy seems to refer to the same objects
(xdANos, werpbrys, dMffea) as Exagror
rww rpuwr above, and rorépyp to Hdorg and

Google

»g, though the converse would be the
more natural mode of expression, as in
fis A and c.—Paley notices that this
phrase is a * metaphor from the laws of
guardianship ™ (cp. O4. xX. 336, Dem.
048. 10, Rep. 574 A): in Polit. 276 D al.
droréduew is used of logical division.

14. mohly bmaoxav xpivev. So Phaedo
59 E ol wokidv xpbvor émwoyaw. Jb. g5 E
cuxpdy ypbvor émwoyuw. Ale. J1. 148 B,
Laws 571 B etc.

17. ovleraror. So later edd. with
Bodl., Ven. II. Older texts give -éoraror.
Timaeus Gloss. p- 22: dhajdr* Yyevdfs.—
Poste remarks that “ Violent Pleasures of
sense were excluded from the best life,
and ought to have been from the com-
parison with knowledge : and yet it is to
these kinds of Pleasure that the answer
of Protarchus refers.” Certainly there
seems carelessness in thus reverting to
the common usage of fder, but it is not
without design.
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elvai, Kal 70 EﬂlﬂPKELF ovyyvapny eiknde ﬂupa Oewrv, ws
Nuﬂunfp waldwy fm:r qaovmp mw ovdé Tov Oy woTov | KE- D
KTuévwy: pous & 3¢ nroL Tavrov kai dhjfed éoTw 7 wavrwv
OpOLOTATOV T€ Kal nlnﬂm'fu.rnv

s 20. Oukodv 70 pera Toito TV perpubryTa WoravTws
a'xct,bm, worepov Rovy Ppomjoews ) Gpornats ndovis mheiw
KEKTYTAL ;

l'IPﬂ Evo'ﬂmou ye lm.l. TavTNY u‘xapw wpoﬁeﬁkpxac.
olpat ya.p 1;30:»1;': pév kai -m:p:.xapf.mq ovdér TWY OVTLY

10 mztﬁuxag GPETPWTEPDP tupmr dv Twa, vou O¢ Kai EmTTHUNS
EppueTpaTEPOV OVO AV €V TOTE.

m. Kalos | e'pqxue opws & Eﬂ ) rpffop. E
vobs n,u.w xdAAovs pereikne mhéov ﬁ 70 TS 16ov1)s yévos,
woe elvar kal\iw vow ndovns, 1) fnvmwmu ;

IIPQD. ‘AN oiv ¢puvnaw pev lm.l. muv @ géwe,
ovdets mamore ovl vmap ouT ovap aloxpov ovTE €ider ovUTE

15

1 wepopreir T'. 2 viv otdé 1d A. dheyoaror I1.

D. s riw H. wera (acc. om.) Cl, woatvTws Cl. All, al olfrws corr. £:
wE oUTws 5. 8 evdorervor H. ve ACH. ratryw] ralTygr The w.
p pév om. Z. wepuxaplas C. 10 dperpdrepor et mox éuperparrepor Cl. 11

et pr. A: duerporepor...duperpbrepor *S (cum Euseb. Praep. Fvang. X1V, c. 22 et Stob.
Ecl. Eth. vi. p. 63). wai om. H.

E. 13 »Mor T Euseb.: wheior *S.

Bop
W - i - T{"" H{:EF, MPU’ EHW
14 Hloriis om, I 15 &' CL: dp' *S.

oiw] oiw 5 CL II et pr. A.

“yévos. ..

1. T8 bropdy cvyyvepny dnde.
Cp. Symp. 183 B ds ye MNyovow ol
wohdhol, dri wal dpwivme phwor owpyrdun,
wapd fewr deSdrre Tiv Sprov: depodioor
yip Gpxov of pacw elvar. Tibull. 1. 4. 21
Nec iurare time: Veneris periuria uenti
Irrita per terras et freta summa ferunt.
Id. 11, 6. 49 periuria ridet amantum
Iupiter, et uentos irrita ferre iubet.
Claudian De Nupe. Honor. 83 Et lasciua
uolant lenibus Periuria pennis.

vois.. . ravrdvy xal dhfbea. For
this important dogma we may cp. Phaedo

6. whele uhn-rpu, sC. -r-hrpnpcérq-m

10. dpn'p.r?uw w
Badh. with Bodl. Ven, II, pr. Vat. But

most edd. retain the wulgate forms in
-brepow. * Productionem syllabae probat
Porson. ad Eurip. /Fheendss. v. 1367,
improbat Buttmann. Gramm. Ampl. 1.
p- 263" (Stallb.). A similar variance of
reading is found in Laws 674 C, 926 A,
T, go E, Kep. 474 D.
Liebhold would eject ﬂfauxh ““als
muuznger zusatz eines glossators.”

dA\' olw. So Badh.h? emends,

Bo B Ty fely ral dfardry xal voyry xal
wpovoeidel. . duobraror elvaw Yuyir cvufal-
vet. Poste remarks that * when Keason
is said to he identical or nearly identical
with truth, we verge very closely upon a
fallacy of equivocation,”” For further
criticism of this point, see App. F.

Go 3Ic

rlghtl}u thinking the Ms. text dp’ olw * out
of place where an admission is made in
answer to a previous question, and when
the only answer made by the next speaker
is 'Opfia@s.” The change is approved by
Paley, and adopted by Wh.
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érevdnoer ovdauj ovdauds ovTe Yyryvouevor oUTE OVTa. OUTE
éodpevov.

0. ’Opfas..

MPQ. "Hdovas 8¢ y€ mov, kal ravra oyedov ras peyioras,

5 0Tav (dwpev 118dpevov ovTwvody, 7} 70 yelolov ém’ avrals 1) TO
wdvTEY aloywoTor émduevov opavrtes | avroi Te aloyvvopeta 66
kai dadavilovres kpvmropev otv pdMiora, VUKTL mdvTa Td
Tolabra Oudovres, s bas ov déov opav avrd.

0. Tdvry 8y ¢njoes, @ Hpufrupxi. vwrd Te ayyélwy

10 méumwr kai wapovol Ppdlwy, ws Ndovy KTHuA OUK €0TL

wpﬁﬂ::v 0123‘ av ﬂfﬁpo’m m&_‘np(%rav ;.l;fv"rrﬂ ‘1_r§€1 pérpov
Kal ETpLOV Kal Y Kal wavra OWOOa XP1) TOLGUTA
vopilew v didwr ppnolar Pvow.

[IPQ. ®aiverat your €k Tov vov Aeyouévawv.

15 2. |[YAevtepov pnv mepl 70 CUMMETPOV Kai Ka\ov Kal IO B
ré\eov Kkal ikavov xai wdv# omdoa Ths yeveds av Tavrns
doTiv.

IIPQ. "Eouwe youw.
Q0. To roivww Tpitov, ws 1) éun pavreia, vovy Kai
verbueror Eusel, 4 mabra Cl. TAAIIBCEHw,

5 [Bwper om. I ndbueror om. F.

¢ wdrryp...] haec non alteri dat Cl.
it wg] ™ IL 1z wdrf I\

1 ovdauol oddauws Euseb.
ravras cum *S corr. X,

88 A. B déw] 8é F.
10 Ws post krfjpa ponit E.

pioes A,

xph Towira

Cl. AIIZ: rowaira xpy *S. 13 npfigfas Cl., ppiicbar All: elpfiofar *5.
plow] pdew 'EZCH, om. Cl. Al 14 yoir Cl. TAAIZBCHw Flor. ab,c,i:
ofw *S.

g. 15 oom. E. 16 ab rairys Cl. TAAIIZBCHw: radrys ad *S. 19 # om.
pr. E.

- —r -

I. uiﬁnpﬁnl':&:.';lﬁ ofre yiyvépevov.
Eusebius, in citing this passage (Pracpar,
Evangel, X1V. ¢, 212), gives otdapol olda-
pais oire yewbuevor, whence Stallb. adopts
yevduevor against the mss. of Plato.

9. wdwvry &1 ¢rjoas x7h. Euseb. has
warrl: Ficinus apparently wdet, since he
renders, “ Cunctis igitur et per nuntios
et uoce praesenti declarato.”

For wderp Stallb, aptly cites Pindar
O 1X. 36 éyd 3 rou..warrg dyyeMar
wépfw radrar, which Plato probably had
here in mind. Van Heusde proposed ixé
re dyyehor wéurww, construing Uwrd with
wéurwr, as a tmesis: while Badh.
brackets séuwwr. But the text is satis-
factorily defended by Stallb., who, with
Ast, renders wédurwr “sagen lassend " (cp.

Google

Eur. /. A. 360, Aesch. Sept. 430), and
for the construction dyopelew (dwerweir
ete.) iwd kvfpuros (dyyéhov ete.) cites Laws
917 D, 928 D; Hdt. 1X. ¢8; Eur. Ak,
753

12. omboa xp1 Towidra vopllav. So
Herm., Stallb., Poste, Wh., with Bodl.
Vat. Ven. I[1Z. Badh., however, follows
the inferior Mss. in giving éw. Towira
xph voulfewr, as that “ whicE alone makes
sense.” But see Afp. B.

13. v difwr gprodar
most later edd. with Vat. Ven. IT, Older
edd. gave elpfiefar. Badh. adopts nipg-
ofai. See further, /mfred. v. and Ap-

nd. B.

19. dig ) lps pavrela. These words
are significant: cp. 67 B, 44 Cand 64 A, n.

$éawv. So
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sﬁa'ﬂgw rifeis ook dv péya T s dhnbelas mwapefél-

oLS.

PR ‘lows.

20. TAp otv ovd & s Yuxns avrns éfeuer, émoTuas

5 TE kai Téyvas Kai &E&s dg_ﬂ&s Aey

# - % LN |
feloas, Tavr €var Td |

w‘?&c Tots Tpurl Térapra, etwep Tov ayabov yé éori palhov C

1 s 7dovijs Evyyers;
IIPQ. Tay aw

0. Tlépmras rolvwy, ds ndovas éfepev dhvmovs opiod-
10 pevot, kablapds émovopdoavres s Yuyis avtis, émaTnpacs,

ras 0¢ alobjoeow émopévas;

MPQ. ‘lows.

30. "Exkrp & & yeveq, ¢moiv 'O

Us, Karamwavoare

K0guov dowdns: drap xwovvever kai o nuérepos Aoyos év

15 €KTY KaTamemavuévos elval kpioeL,
¥ b % % L
oudev Nowmov ANy womep Kepak

70 81 pera | Tadf Huv o
7w dmrodovval Tols elpnuevols.

ovd'] of rérrapa w, ob Térapra *S,

& dpfws Z. rabras I1. rd om. I,
Cl. Al 10 émwrhuas corr. X,
Tais. éwrbpevar Cl. 13 karawalgere

1 Tefels IT. 4 ofw om. CL. et pr. AIl
alrfjs Efeper Cl. AIL : Efeper alris *S.

C. 6 rérrapa Cl. AL +¢ om.
émiarhuns pr. Z: émeriuas *S. i1 libri
Z et pr. E. 15 7o (ace. om.) CL

D. 15 fuiv om. II,

1. msdk Badh. rightly notes

that “‘these words are introduced with a
certain bye-purpose of shewing that this
vols owes its place to the Truth of which
it is the realisation.” Cp. 6z D ad
el o’ obv o8’ &...7d wpds Tols Tpial

4 v Tols Tpuo
rérapra. The traditional text is o0 rérapra
a «rA.: Ast proposed to eject the first
rérapra, reading dp’ olw oly & xr)., while
Badh.? cancelled ot rérapra. Badh.! pro-
posed mégarras in place of the former r¢-
rapra, while Paley suggested the omission
of & The text I adopt is due to the in-
genious conjecture of Dr H. Jackson: he
supposes that the final A of the negative
was confused with the numerical sign, and
the wvariant rérrapa confirms this hypo-
thesis. With ofd d sc. dv péya T i
dAnbelas wapebérfos Tibels.

6. palhov [f] ms fbovns £ Most
recent edd. agree to cancel 4 as contrary
to the sense, which requires that the
comparison should lie between Pleasure
and Science, not between Pleasure and
the Good. Possibly we should read

Go ;_.;I-:

padkée re, for which modified combina-
tion cp. Prot. 327 B, Theaet. 169 B, Soph.
227 A, and 62 E supra (woké 7e). Paley
keeps the % in his transl. * more akin to
the Good than to Pleasure."”

10. wabapds... Stallb.
follows Schleierm. in bracketing the Ms.
émrThuas as ‘‘ex perverso supplemento
natum.” Trendelenburg rewrites thus:
kaf. érov. ThHs . alris, Tais 8¢ aloffoeaw
xai émwwripas éropévas, Liebhold would
insert épuds (cp. 35 D, 57 D) after éwo-
pévas, But I decide (with Poste, Wh,
and Paley) to accept Badh.'s emendation
émorduacy, vas & alof., which he ex-
plains by the note, ** The scribe was put
out by the want of ras wée, but it is
understood in rds 8¢, according to a com-
mon idiom.” For the ‘pure’ pleasures,
see 51 B, and for those attendant on
learning, 52 A ff.

13. kg by For this Orphic
verse, see Lobeck Aglaoph. p. 788 fi.: cp.
30D, n.

16. Somwep xe v dwoBolvar. The
phrase xegpakip ﬁj‘m occurs in Gorg.
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3!’, 1'0 TPI-TGI' Tfy G'M'I?PL Tﬂl-' EUTOI-'

Smpapfvpapcvo; Aoyov éreféNfuper.

IIPQ. Tlotov &

30. tbf}.qﬁog ra.yuﬂmr érifero uiv N8ovv elvar mdcav

Kal TavTe\n.

IPQ. To 7pirov, & mepuﬂq, ws €okas, Eeyes dpriws

Tov €£ dpxms mu.va.laﬂew 3£m ?so‘}fnv.
0. Nai, 70 8¢ g«s pera | ruvra axoumpev rym yap &1 E

wlnhuﬂa,, kal &

epuwuc Tov DLy ﬁou

Aéyov ov pévov ah?w. kai dAAwy moA\dkis ,u.upuuv. «EI‘.I'I'EI]J' s
ndorns ye vous el paxpe PBEéNTIOV Te Kal dpewov TG Taw

dvfpdmwy
IIPQ.

Biw.

» -
Hv Tavra.

0. 'Tﬂnmeﬁmv 0¢ ye kal d\\a Etvm moM\a_elmov, ws
El- q')u.vﬂ.q 7L ToUTOWw dudoiv Bélrtiov, mﬂg: rmv Sevrepeiwy

v mpds 7Sovny
oTeprooLTo.
ITPQ. | Elmes y&p oﬁu

Evvapayoipny, 18ov) 3¢ kali Sevrepelwy

29 Kﬂ.l- F.ﬂﬂ- ra.vrn YE ﬂm&ﬂ’ l-lfﬂ.l’{b‘l'ﬂ.fﬂlf TDUTGW

ovdérepov ixavov épdim.

3 éwelelBbrres pr. A.

8 rdv] 76 To¥ re. E,

Sel 10,

E. 10 viw 4] viw & Svexepdras Cl. AIl, »iw TAZZBCFHar Flor. a,c Euseb.:
vl *S, 13 vois eln CL et pr. All, vois & ey A : vois el & °5. paxpds Cl.
16 7o Cl. AIT: 7o *S. rovrwr Cl. AIL

87 A. 120 ye elriv tdyaldr wdvrwe rc. F. ikardraror Cl. AIl et pr. E:
ixardrara *S, Bekk. roirwy Cl. 21 o Selrepor CL dregpdry Eusel.
505 D, Tim. 69 A; xohogpdva émifeivas in 8. wov & dpyns... “Mira pro-
Euthyd. o1 B, Laws 673 D, £p. 1. fecto haec artm collocatioest. Refi ingas

318 B; Téhos émbelvar T Abyy in Symp
186A. Whereas, says Stallb., ““qui dwo-
Solvau xegadde dixerit, nuvimus nemi-
nem"; hence he proposes to ‘restore’
éxifeivae. But there is no cause here for
such a corruption, and no reason why the
expression should not admit of variation :
dwodolras, reddere, “to give duly’ (or give
buck}. (Cp. Append. A ad fin.)
» 7@ cwrijpt. Cp. Aesch.
nmm. 759 Tol wdera xpalvorros Tplrov
Zwrijpos. Suppl. a7 xal Zels ocwrip
rpirot. Schol. ad Charmid. 165 B
rplrov 7@ cwrfipt” ¢l v rehelws T wpar-
rovrwr., Charmid. 167 A, Kep. 583 B,
Pind. Jsth. 6 (5). 11.

B. P

(:L‘I gh‘

Td éf dpxis éx. Beiv Tow Noyor.” (Stallh.)
en. £ gives 7d tdv ¢éf d. But change
seems unnecessary: the phrase is, as
Paley explains, **a short way of saying ¢
dpyfis émavakafBeiv Tov &v dpxy hgor-—n
well-known Attic idiom,” and commonly
designated ‘pregnant.’
10. vag. This term recals to
our mind the anti-hedonistic Svryepels of
44 C T
20. Ixavdrarov...lkavdy. So Herm.
Poste with Bodl. Vat. Ven. II. Stallb,
and Wh. retain the reading of the inferior
MsS. lkavdrara, supposed to be used as
adv.; while Badh. Dbrackets Ixawbe.
Hirzel proposes x. p. raird ye <7vdyalfor

Il
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zﬂ Uum"l' ﬂ'muﬂ'ﬂﬂ'w 'Ei' Tﬂufq.l Ttp la}’qﬂ Kﬂ.l- I-"'ﬂ'l.'g'
R)La.m'a Kkal 1;80:«'1] B 7oL 'ra.yaﬂav e ! avTo p‘qs ﬂ'cpuv
EUTQLV EIIM‘.I‘., WEPOF£WIP ﬂWﬂPKEmg Kﬂ“r 1‘1}? fﬂv Htmu Hﬂ.lp
5 TeAéov Swnpemg ;

IPQ. ’Opborara.

20, @mwns 3¢ L YE uh}mv -rpwuu K ctﬁomg ToUTOW
éxatépov, pupip ' ab vois )lori)s oikewrepor Kkai wpoo-
Pvéarepov ﬂf@awm m 9 TOV miKk@YTOS IdéQ

IIPQ. Ilas yap ov;

2. Ovkoiv r!pmv kard TV Kpiow, Mv viv o Aéyos
amweijvaro, }f&}maw dv 1 s oovns dvvauss.

IIPQ. ‘Eoixev.
Q. | 1
kal T@d\\a Evpravra
3 Erepos A,

7 @AXov kpiroi A, dMhorplov corr. II.
12 9] xai F.

B. 14 o0d" CL.TAII et corr. EZ: oix *S.

pungunt PAZBCEFH.

4 oTepopévowr corr. I, orepbuevor 5: arepopérwr *5S,

orov O€ ye ovd dv ol wdrTes Bdes Te Kai lwmoL B
pla pao T 10 yaipew Sudkew: ols

g Tehelov S.

rovrww Cl. AIL 8 ¥" om. Cl. AII

15 Oypla om. II.  ante 7y inter-

elwbvre> wdrrwy Ixavwrarow, after Ficinus'
rendering, **praeterea cum dixissem bo-
num ipsum esse omnium sufficientissimum
neatrum ex eis tamen sufficiens esse con-
stitit,” and the correction in Par. F:
but this is hardly substantial authority for
the addition. One might conj. xal parej-
orrl T . Ix., or the like. For both sense
and phraseology a:.'p. 20 n H
-evar.  Cp.

L_jr.m 200 B TobTO0 jedy 613 ltrlﬁlhrro. ]
gplhov Twvds Evexa T0 @plhow gidor elvar: also
20 ¢, For pff oo Badh., reads pf 7o
Heindorf emended adré to adrd (i.e. vobs
xal fdord), and orepbpevor to orepopdvis.
With Bekk. Stallb. and Wb. I adopt
orepopévowr from Ven. Z corr.: the vul-
gate has grepopévwr, while Badh., Herm.
and Poste adopt orepbuevor from Ven. £.
9. 70 Tol wkdvres IBég. *More
akin to the nature of the congueror™
(Jowett) : ““more nearly related and more
suited to it in all the conditions that
characterise a superior” (Paley). This
latter rendering seems impossible. * The
order now seems to be (1) puxros Slos,
(2) 70 abrapxes, (3) pérpor, (4) wois,

Go -é;lt

(5) #dord' (Paley): but this is futile as
no new classification is here intended.
Taylor reads #ror (sensual Pleasure) for

e » B4 ye 098" dv ol md

14. wpaToy " dy vres.
So later edd. with the support of the best
MSS.; older edd. give olx av ol 7. : Euseb,
ofl, xar awarres, which readmg Badh.
pronounces ‘‘no way inferior to that in
the text”; while Stallb. proposes wpirow

-{1 off, o0’ d» ol w.; and one or other

f these may well be nghl

Xalpay Buicay, i.e.

nfﬁrm the pnur:t}r of pleasure bjrdeeds. if
not words, when they make it the object
of their pursuit; the implication being
that pleasure-seekers, who solely ‘live to
eat,’ are ‘brute beasts which have no
understanding.” The hedonistic or Epi-
curean principle that Pleasure is the
natural end of life may be found stated
in Cic. de Fin. 1. 3 Sext. Empir. Pyrri.
f.g,?mcq p- also Rep. 505 C fi,,
586 A ff., Laws B74 E, Arist. .Ffﬁ Nie. 1.
5. The present passage is referred to b
Porph}'rypn’e et [;m'mai. nt. 1 Ewl.'pdn;
wpos Tods Hloviy SiapgioByrolvras elvar Td
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wmeuoweg, mmrep p.a..v'rﬂs.‘ upw.u-w, ot moANoi xpwoum -ra,s.'
naomq els 70 Ly m:.w € npa.rurm: elva, xm rnvg Onpiwv
Epmrmq olovrar kuplovs elvas pnprupaq paX\ov 1 Tovs Tov év
povoy Pphoodde pepavrey Jxemv éxdoToTe Noywr.

s  IPQ. ’AMpbéorara, & Zdkpares, eipnabai oow viv 58y

AV ATavTes.
30. Ouvkovr kai u',tf)i.'er{ €;
TIPQ. E,:u.xpov €rL 70 huwruv, @ mepuﬂe' ov yap
MOV OV YE amepels TPOTEPos Nuwy: vmopmjow O€ o€ Ta
10 NeLropeva.

3 dpwwras Cl. TAIL 7 um l'l
H, peparrevopudvwry 1w,
ére T howwde Cl. AlL: ¥re 1M|'5r '5

4 Pocbiuwr I parrevudywy
Mrw I'. 8 ouxpdv] o add. CL2
g dwepeis PEZBCEFHw Flor. a,c

et yp. A, dwopeis Cl. AA, dralpas corr. I1: dwapels *S.

réhos, old’ ar wdwrer, Iy, oles Te xal
Tpdyor Toliry cuvavoier, Tewrlfrerfar dp,
&y 1@ flecfar Td eflarpor Hudv xelodar,
Eor’ dv vols év Tois wiow xpary.—It may
be suggested that the choice of fwrmroe, as
typical fqpla, in the present passage is
meant to allude to the champion of
Hedonism, Arists m{pm or to Hippias, the
fuundi:r of naturalism in ethics (see Benn
in Arch. f. Gesch. d. Philos. 1X. 1. 24 fi.).
Even Plato is not above indulging in an
occasional pun. For the bovi-porcine
nature in man cp. the famous line Kpfres
del Yelioras, xaxd Onpla, yaorépes dpyal,
3 Epras. padhow 5 rovs Tov..
. Bodl. Vat. Ven. II, Coisl. give
épdwras, but the edd. by general consent
fpwras. The rest of the phrase is possibly
corrupt : thus Stallb. asks ‘‘quinam tan-
dem erunt fpwres isti rOv Aoywr?" and
roposes Mbyouvs for Aéywr; while Badh,
rackets the words 4 Tods. Paley renders
riw Mrywr as object. gen. after Tols
(¥pwras), as ““Socrates often p
himself ¢u\éroyos, ‘a lover of discussion’”
(and we may add the use of épacrfe in
16 B). But as fnplwwr is subject. gen.,
T@&r Mrywr can hardly be taken otherwise,
which means that the Aéyo are practically

Google

Egranniﬁed, so that pepavrevuévor must
taken in the act. sense (as Paley, too,
takes it) *which have uttered divinations’:
mn&rﬂu,um is mid. in Pind. Pysk. 4. 290,
but ’::ass in Hdt. 5. 45. Cp. 64 A, n.,
amd wuplovs 58 D, Kep. 583 A.
ey, “'in ?the strength
of) the Muse,” i.e., as Badh explains,
in snng inspired h% Laws
8gg B, Polit. 309 D. For the eplthct cp.
Kep. 548 B did 70 vijs dAnborns uodons
r?t perd Mywr Te kel gudosoplas fueln-
xévas,
g. ov ye dmepels. So Bekk., Poste,
Herm., Wh. and Badh. with considerable
rt from Mss. dwopeis, the reading
of l., would be an easier corruption
of dwrepeis than of the vulgate dwapeis
which Stallb. attempts to defend (Crito
53 D). Socr. is represented all thrnugh
as in a hurry mfget away, see 19 D, E,
23 B, 51 D, E. Faley notices tha.t “the
Symposium ends in a very similar way,"”
and explains that Prot. playfully alludes
to “the kaprepla and the rd gdbhoyor of
Socr.”
vd Aawépeva may perhaps refer, as
Stallb. suggests, to a discussion of the
value of the rest of the pleasures.
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APPENDIX A.

The text of 25 D ff.

I add here some further remarks, beyond the compass of a footnote,
on the very difficult passage regarding the nature of wépasin 25 p. The
common text reads thus:—

25[) Eu n'l.r;.r,,mwu Bé ye w: atmyv (sc. 'rqlr TOD ameipov #xrur) 70
jera m:.rm. ™y ab Tov wfpurnt 'fnrlrur IIpm. wolay Em. kai viv 31;
8éov nuds, xabamrep v T0b aﬂr.pou wr:nujropn els tr, ovrw mi ™mv Tou
r:pa'rnuﬁoue -:mmyaytw, o u-unna-rupw aJ'IJL lrws mu viv TatTov Bpmru
Tmrrmv npdmﬂpmr wmyapﬂmr mmdmmt Kaxel) ytqu'm ]Ipw ﬂ'mv
xal wos Jl.q.rm:, 2w. v Tol loov xai Br.-.-r.lu.urmu, xal omdon waver wpos
dAAnha rdvavria Badipuws Exovra, oipperpa 8¢ xai ovuduva dvfeira aplipov
nmpyn{m;.

Hpm. pot Aéyew, pyviae (piyris) Tatra yeréoes
Twds ag’ {E:ﬁ) imu-m;r w,‘,gu‘:m,

The difficulties raised to shew the corruptness of this text may be
thus briefly summed up :—

(1) *“The words "."' xai viv & ol cwwyydyopev contain a positive
mis- statement, the 'rm in guestmn having been ‘collected’ in the

phrase Td TovTwy Td évavtia warTa 3( peva xA. 25 A, just as the amweipov
évva was cnllected in the phrase émoo’ dv fuiv padmrar paAldv e xai

ov yryvopeva ktA. 24 E.”

(2) “The words v ol weparoadois sc. yévwav seem a strange
superfluity in an answer to the question, “What do you mean by the
wéparos yavval'”

(3) “While mv 7ob méparos yéwar and 7o weparoedés are intelligible

hrases, mijv Tob mweparoadois has no authority elsewhere, and contains
a hardly justifiable redundancy.”

(4) “The words radrdv Space can scarcely mean ‘will do as well.'”

(5) *“Though the word xaxeim, which clearly needs explanation,
has intervened, Protarchus repeats his question about the wéparos yéwva,
and Socrates gives the answer which he might as well have given

before.”

Google



166 APPENDIX A.
(6) “ Protarchus’s reply is strangely abrupt®.”

To cure this fupracar wavruy Tommpiay and restore to the text mp.w
-m rafw, | Jackson proposes to interchange v xai viv 8 8éov puas..
ot guwnpydyoper and mjv Tol loov xai &uwA....awepyaferay, and in the
former passage to bracket the words xafdrep...weparoadois; also for
ouvayopeévay to substitute ovppioyopdvay.

Badham likewise mdulges ina transposition—that of rovrwr dugo-
répwv cuvayoufvwy kar. xax. yemoerac from its old place to one im-
mediately after dmepyd{erai—in order to get a mention of mixfure just
before Protarchus’ reply pavfdve x7A.; but,as Jackson observes, in order
to obtain such a sense it will be necessary also to change owayopévwy,
which can only mean ‘collect under one genus,’ to eupupwryopévwr or the
like. Badham also, in order to obviate the 1st of the above-mentioned
difficulties, brackets ot before ewwyydyoper: and, to remedy the 4th,
he reads 8pdaceas for dpace in his second ed.; while in his first ed. he
proposed...ratrév Spacac:, rovrev kA

Vahlen makes no further change than that of reading...ralror dpdoe,
<et> Tovrwv xrA., and he is followed by Wohlrab in the Teubner text.

We have now to consider how far these changes are necessary, or
whether the text as it stands is explicable without their aid. Let us
commence by assuming the validity of the 1st objection—that the
wépatos yévva has been already collected.

Dealing with the text as it stands in the Mss,, it is pretty clear that
Protarchus’ second woiav must refer to xaxeiyy. To what then does
xaxelyn refer? Badham says that “beyond all doubt it refers to the
third yéwa,” or rather, he should have said, to the idéa 71oi puroi.
Assuming this to be so, we arrive at the strange sense that the i3éa or
generic form is to be manifested not by a mixfure of the yéwva wéparos
with the yéwa dmeipov but by a unification of each. Further, if radrov
dpdoe is 1n its right place, it cannot bear the sense put on it by Stall-
baum, but must, as Badham suggests, be altered to Spaceas or dpdoac:
—preferably the latter—and regarded as alluding to the phrase raira eis
70 mépas amohoy{opevor xakis av Soxoipey Spav rovro (25 B); while simi-
larly Séov '.qp.n.t must be regarded as referring back to 25 A—els 70 TOb
amweipov ]l'ﬂ"ﬂi us els &v Bnr wavra ravra ﬂﬂ'trm .KQTC TOV r.p:rpourﬂw Ju:-_.rov
(cp. 19 B), dv élﬁnpw, ooa duéoraorar kai Siloxwrrar ovrayayovras );_mp' at
xard Svvapw play émonuaiverfai Twa ¢vow. (Cp. 23E.) Thus rairoy,
as Badham remarks, “implies that the thing has been done before,” and
he also observes that neither xa{ nor viv &) appears compatible with o?
ovinpyayopev. Consequently we must either cut out or emend o¥: and
one might suggest to read for ol another uﬁm,—'being obliged to collect
it so, we did collect it so’; or else repeat eis &.

By these means we should succeed in avoiding difficulties (1) and (4).

But before admlttmg such changes we must determme the exact
sense, supposing it to be genuine, of the expression 1; ToU wepaToedols
yévva and its relation to such others as wéparos yévva, mépas éyov, wépas.

1 Sce Jackson on the Philebus (Fourn. of Phil. x. p. 269, n. 1).

Google



APPENDIX A. 167

In the owaywyyj, at 25 a, which appears to be here referred to, wépas
was made the genus which comprised in one {vpwavra 7d dexopeva..
looryra xTA,, i.e. the many particular concrete things which admit of fixed
mathematical relations—the equal, double, tnplc etc. Accordingly we
shall have to equate 7 } Tob weparoadols yéwa to these Bexdpeva and
also to 1 rob loov xai S:ﬂ.umw (yéwva) in 25 E.

Consequently, the 2nd and 3rd as well as the sth difficulty (gmnting
their force) seem insoluble on the above hypothesis that the suvaywyy
in 25 A is meant to be merely repeated here. So unless we are pre-
pared to go further and adopt some such transposition as is suggested
by the commentators above referred to, we must seek a new method of
attacking the problem.

According to our new hypothesis, renouncing objection (1) and
holding o? cvipydyoper to be the correct text, we shall assume that this
speech of Socrates is meant to express dissatisfaction with the account
given of wépas in 25A. Indications that this is so may be found in the
reference, already noted, to the method of guvaywyyj which lies in 3éov;
also in the expression in 24 A 10 8¢ wépas éxov wepyuevéTw, which seems to
imply that the account of 76 wépas éxov is to be deferred for some
time, an implication hardly consistent with the apparent assumption of
the commentators that this account is sufficiently conveyed in odkotwv
ta pn dexopeva xtA. 25 A, Further it is to be remarked that Protarchus’
question regarding 1 Tob wépatos yévva is somewhat strange, if a sufficient
‘collection’ of it had already been made in 25 A; and also, in 26 B,
attentinn must be drawn to the words of Protarchus: & .wh- -fup pot
Smmv; T0 mmpw Aéyear, & 3: xai deirepov TOo wépas év Tols ovouy,
Tpitov 8¢ ov odpodpa xaréxw T Bovhe Ppaler.

Now the method of the discourse, and of the logical cvvaywyal
contained therein, has been precisely laid down in 23 E: wporov pév &y
rav rerrdpuv Ta Tpla Suehdpevor, Td So rolrwv meapduela Tolla éxdrepov
éoxwopévoy xai Sieoracpévov iBovres, els & walw éxarepov owayaydvres
vofjoat wj) mwoTe v alttav €v xal woAld éxarepor (cf. 184, 19B)
And after this method are to be investigated, says Socrates (24 A), first 7o
arapov and then 7o wépas &xor.

Accordingly we get a description c-f ﬂcppnrcpnr xal -;r-uxpuﬂpup as an
example of the moAAd into which 76 awepov is “split up, and we
also see 76 amepov divided into certain €dn such as paAldv e xai jrrov,
o¢odpa xal yjpéua, Aiav, etc. That is, in the owvaywyy of 70 drepov we
have shown to us both the &, or generlc notion, the péoa or €y or
intermediate causes, and the particulars {mlpu)

Now when we come to the account of mépas in 25 A, we remark first
that the term used is 7o Tr!pcti not ro wépas éxov as in 24 A ; secondly,
that the word used for ‘collection’ is not cwaywyyj or its verb but
amroloyfopevor ; thirdly, that Socrates’ query at the close of it, xakws dv
Soxotuer E‘paw Touro, % wds ov ¢ys; with Protarchus’ emphatic reply
xdAAwrd y', @ Zwkpares, i such as to lead us to suspect that all is not
right, and that a certain irony of tone purposely pervades the passage ;
fourthly, that the invocation of Heaven’s aid expressed in 25 B—#feos
pév oly, dvmrep ye dpais elyals dmjroos yiyvnral Tis Bedv —seems to imply

50 gk’



168 APPENDIX A.

something wrong in the last step of the discourse, involving the need for
a new departure.

Clearly then 76 wépas éxov has not been fairly dealt by in 25 A.
What then is wrong? I take it to be that the account of genmer.rical
ratios there given is merely an account of the 8y of ro mepas, and so
does not constitute a regular cvvayayy of 1o wépas éxov, or fulfil the terms
of 23 e ff. That is to say, I agree with Badham’s note (in his first
ed. p. 25): “the deficiency complained of is, that they had not made
an enumeration of the things which contain the -npn-: For while we
haw: wépas currespnndmg to drewpov, and loov xai Surhdowov to pdlorv
Kai 'm'mv, a-¢u6pa xai fpépa, and the like, we have nothing to answer to
vyporepov xai {nporepov and the other examples.”

The cause of this insuﬂiciency in the account of mépas, the cause of
the neglect of ﬂpm: éxovra in 25 Ay is clear enough. The concrete
examples of wépas, or the wéparos -,.-wm., could not he surveyed until
at the same time we had the puxtév yévos in view'. For evidently
the pucra and the mwépas éyovra are identical so far as form goes; and
it 1s only through our observation of the éuperpa xai ovpperpa which
belong to the uuwrdv yévos that the wépas éxovra which inhabit them can
become apparent to us. And this, too, is why, after the examples of the
mixed products (such as health, harmon)r, am:l the beautiful generally),
Protarchus confounds these with 7o ﬂ'{plﬂ év Tols ovotand says he does not
quite know what Socrates means by 76 pirov or the Mixed kind (26 c).

We thus see tha.t n mépatos yévva as a comprehensive term is equi-
valent to 16 mépas éxov (eldos or fvos) in 24 A ; and so that it includes
under it ra !-nr:ympm such as ro mwooor and 'ro mrpmv of 24 ¢, D

And now we are in a position to explain v Tod Teparoedois (‘fﬂ'l"ﬂ‘-lr‘)
In defence of this phrase against objections (2) and (3), it may be urged
that it is to bE ldEntlﬁ'Ed w:th that whlch follows—mjv 7ot loov wai
dirdaciov xai nrm'u:r'l; 'I'I'Cltrﬂ. o'uppwrpa 8¢ xal ovpdure Elrﬂtum &piﬂ;.mr
dmepyaleras: Le. that 1o wtpa-ronﬁﬂ is to be identified with 70 loov xai
8umhagiov, or with mathematical ratios, as set forth in 25 A—in other
words with the eidn of 76 wépas. So that, thnugh -n;v 70U wepatoadois

évvay is in fact nearly ldentlcal with Tv Tob wéparos yévwarv just above,
1t yet differs i in th:s, that it is more near to the concrete and particular
examples, to ra wépas éxovra, and so is not to be regarded as merely an
idle variation. In short, in the family of the Limit, as in that of the
Limitless, we have to dlstmgulsh three generations—Father (mépas),
Children (wéparos yévva, wépas éxov, weparoadés), and Children’s Children
(mepatoedois yérva)—and to classify by means of two owva

Of the first sentence in this reply of Socrates, and with it the first
three difficulties enumerated, the foregoing may perhaps seem a sufficient
explanation.

The next sentence, together with the difficulties it involves—the
construction of dpdoe, and the meaning of éxelvy—cannot, I think, be
explained without an alteration of the text. So I find myself, in spite

1 For 76 puxrby is in fact o wemepaguivor, apart from which it is impossible to
observe (in concrete examples) the varieties of 76 mépas Egov.
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APPENDIX B. 169

of a deep distrust of such manceuvres in general, compelled here to
advocate a transposition; and I believe the simplest and best to be that
which Jackson first suggcsted' viz. to transfer the words aA\’ lows
xal viv Tadrov Spdoe Tovrwy dudorépwy cuvayouévwy xatagparis kdxeiry)
yevjoerar from their present position to the end of Socrates’ next reply
after dwrepyalerar

This plausible suggestion has in its favour, as its author observes,
the further point that this clause is thus made to contain a * playful
application of the theory under examination to the circumstances of the
dialogue ” (cf. Phaedo 738, 92 C, and 19 duw v in Phil. 22 c); while
the additional change of owayopévwy to cvppioyopévwy which this
transposition involves is sufficiently easy”.

We thus get the following sense :—

Socr. Next, you must combine with the Unlimited the offspring of
the Limit. Prot. What offspring? Secr. That which we neglected just
now to collect scientifically when we ought to have collected the offspring
of the Limit-informed just as we actually did collect the offspring of the
Unlimited. Prof. What do you mean by the offspring of the Limit-
informed and how did we neglect it? Socr. 1 mean the offspring of the
equal and double and whatever ends the mutual strife of opposites and,
by implanting number, produces in them symmetry and harmony ; and
haply now also it will have the same effect (i.e. give symmetry to our
Adyos)®: in the combination of both of these, the third genus also will
come to light.

APPENDIX B.
The Final Scheme of Goods in 66 A—c.

The text of this passage, which calls for more detailed d:scussmn
than is pnsslble in a note, is I.ISIIH."}I" gwen thus _]Iuwrg on Mn'm-,
Hpu.rrapx! wo e 1i Vv méuTwy Kai wupnum :ﬁpafmr me q'duw u-rwq.n otk
éor mp@Toy iy m:- :pur aAAa rpwruv pév my ﬂp; pérpov Kai 1o pérpioy
xai xalptov kal wavra, owéoa Xpy Towira vopifeay v ﬁfﬁw npfr}uﬂm $iow.
Paiveras ym:r éx Twy Il"t.lli' heyoptimv ﬁmqmr p.?;r a'q:u. 70 w,tmﬂpw xai

xalov kai 70 Té\eov xai ixavov kal wdvl', bmooa Tis yeveds ad ravrys doriv,
KTA.

Postponing for the moment textual considerations, let us see what
the commentators have made of the general sense of this ‘ locus nobilis-
simus de boni summi gradibus,’ as Stallbaum calls it. Neglecting
Schleiermacher, who did more to propound difficulties than to explain

1 In a paper read before the Cambridge Philol. Soc., Oect. 18, 1877.

! As an alternative, svyyyrouévwr might be proposed it is rather easier palaeo-
graphically, and would give a similar sense to evpuey.; cp. Laws 930 D, Polit. 279 B,
311 A—C.

] 'ﬁCp. Tim. 69 A Tehevriw 40y xepalfr Te T¢ pid§ wapdueba dppbrrovoar
gtaaﬁm Tois wpboler : and Phileh. 66 D dowep xepadip dwodolvas Tols elpnuéros ;
s0 64 B.
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KL Tis #i';fﬁ, 4. T .nm-ﬁ'-u:p-ﬂr '!."ffnt. 5- T Kﬂﬁﬂ.pl:.ﬂ' &::qm-r_ The criticisms
prassed on this explanation by Trendeleniurg (‘de Platonis Philebi
consilio,’ p.o 29) and Badham, not to mention later writers, sufficiently
display its immprobabilty.

‘Trendelenburg’s scheme comes next in order, as his tract was pub-
lished in 1537, and so falls between the dates of the 1st and 2nd ed. of
Stallbaum's commentary.  According to him, the 1st class contains
“ipsins boni idea,’ and the cognate Ideas; the 2nd, ‘eius in rerum
natura simulacra’; the 3rd, ‘ipsa mens quasi idea in humano animo’;
the 4th, “quae mens humana parit et gignit, scientiae, artes, opinatio
recta’; the sth, *voluptates purae.”  But though this classification (which
is closely akin to that of Brandis, Hermann and Steger) seems decidedly
more plausible than either of the preceding, it is open to weighty
objections, especially on the score of language, which may be seen stated
in Badham (/oe. eit) and Zeller (Eng. Tr. p. 443, n.).

Biulham’s own explanation may next be mentioned, as put forward
by him in his ed. of 1855. He maintains that the order of the first three
grades is due, *not to any superiority of mpéofea or dtvaus, as in the
case of rdyalar,’ hut to ‘difference between them as to priority in thought,’
or to difference of extent in the sphere in which they are exhibited.
Measure, as universally present, comes first ; ¢ perfection of individual
things ns to heauty or use (ro iravdyv)’ comes second, as ‘a result and
part of the former’; the least comprehensive of the three circles is Mind
and Thought, ¢ it therefore is put in the third place.” But though he is
undoubtedly right in insisting that it is of ‘ the good most suitable for
man’ that the author is, or at least ougkt to be, here speaking, he has
not been earcful to illustrate his view fully, or to show whether it is
supported by the rest of the dialogue.

A more fruitful discussion of the subject was that by R. Hirzel (de
bonis in fine Philebi enumeratis, 1868). He follows Badham in thinking
that vnr passage contains no reference to Ideas, but is confined to
the ordering of human goods, the 1st class containing ‘ quae moderata
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sunt et in unum conspirant,’ the 2nd ‘ quae secum ipsa congruunt et per-
fecta sunt’ (p. 77); and, like Badham, he holds also that there is no
difference between these two genera in the way of pre-eminence, the
pérpuov class owing its prior position merely to the fact that it was dis-
covered first (p. 60). This explanation, it should be noticed, assumes
as correct Badham'’s emendation of gpfofa: to qipfodac

Zeller agrees with Badham and Hirzel, as against Trendelenburg
and others, in insisting that ‘ as the Philebus generally has aimed at giving
a definition of the highest Good for mankind’ and as in this passage
‘it treats expressly of the xrjua wparor, Seirepor etc., the Good, therefore,
is here considered not in its essence, but in reference to the subject
in which it occurs’ (so too Ritter, Steinhart, Susemihl, Strﬂmpell}: ‘as the
1st element of the highest Good, participation in the pérpov is speciﬁed

as the 2nd element, the beauty and comffeteness proceeding thence.’

In addition to the views already noticed, we must not omit to
mention that defended by the late Prof. Maguire. I cite his translation
and comments in exfenso (see Hermath. 1. 2, pp. 442 ff.):—*“This
passage (§8ovy srjpa...ravmys doriv) I translate as follows, without
regard to elegance, the words in italics being inserted to make the con-
struction plain:—*‘You will tell on all hands that Pleasure is not the
first possession, nor even the second, but that the first possession in a
manner has to do with Regulation and with that which is submitted to
Regulation and has fhereby become suitable to something, and Aas fo do
with all things of such a kind as that we must from their very nature
suppose them to have taken to themselves the eternal principle of being.

“‘The second possession has to do with those things whose elements
are brought into mutual correlation and #thereby evoke a sense of the
Beautiful, and /Aas fo do with that which is not an only object per se
to us but is likewise an adequate object, and everything which belongs
to this order of things.” Pkl 66 A, B.

“Nearly every word in this passage requires comment, mpérov uév
my surely required to have xmjua understood as its noun, as Sedrepov
obviously has in the next clause. Besides the case all through the
dialogue is Intelligence wersus Pleasure, and, in order to settle the
point, Pefenda are classed in the order of ethical merit—a merit founded
on metaphysical considerations. =y means to a certain extent—sud
modo—in reference to the common Platonic doctrine that we see realities
only in part: Rep. 205 A (? 505A), 517 B, C; Zim. 28 ¢, Phaedo
67 c—68 B. Thus again, wepi 7¢ is in the sense of nbject-matter——td cirea
guod—of knowledge or of influence, and therefore in the Platonic sense
of apprehension of Reality, and so justifies xmjua. wepl occurs in this
sense in the Philebus in the following passages, which will perhaps suffice
to prove its use, 29 A, C, 32C, 33C, 35E, 30 B,E, 57C, 58 A, 59A guater,
B fer, ¢ bis, D bis, 66, and perhaps elsewhere.” So far, then (as
Maguire shows), the text is defensible ; although wp might suggest the
possibility of a foll. 8cppijoflac. But the real textual crux lies in the next
words; and so our critic proceeds :—

“But the fight has raged most fiercely over ppijoflac as may be seen
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172 APPENDIX B.

from the following: Dr Badham will not have it at any price and con-
jectures nipijobar; in this he was joined by Prof. W. H. Thompson of
Cambridge, who, however, in his edition of the Phaedrus, p. 71,
takes ppiofar in the passive sense caplam esse, i.e. mv dibwv Piow
I1s Aunted down, a sense justiied by Ag. 1209 and other passages.

“Mr Poste in his edition, p. 135, translates, ‘Whatever similar at-
tributes the eternal essence must be deemed to combine,’ while in
his translation he makes it ‘Whatever things are like to them and
inhabit the eternal sphere,’ p. 88. Mr Jowett: ‘Whatever similar
attributes the eternal nature may be deemed to have attained,’” Plato 3,
p- 219. And Mr Grote paraphrases thus: ‘With everything else
analogous, which we can believe to be of eternal nature,” Plafo 2, p. 617.
The true construction can only be settled by a consideration of some
Platonic doctrine.

“To Mr Poste and Mr Jowett it must be conceded that Plato is fond
of placing the object of the verb first; this would certainly favour
making v didiov ¢uow the subject, but the following considerations
will lead to the absolute rejection of that construction here.,” The con-
siderations which follow are mainly directed “to show that mv dibwow
¢vow is identical with 76 & and with 70 dyafor.” For this Maguire
refers to Ar. Met. A. 6, N. 4, to show that 76 & : rdyafiév :: Form : Matter ::
70 wépas : 70 awepor, whence he concludes “that v aibiov ¢vow is the
Good and the One so far as the notion is required in an ethical discussion
without dwelling on either of its constituents—either its formal or its
material elements. Tyv difior ¢ivow would thus represent that which,
to use Butler's language, is an object to the heart and a subject to the
understanding”.

“If then we recollect in the Pythagorean cvoroixia that 10 wépas
is good and 16 dwewpov evil, and that the lower elements are in Plato
represented as receiving the higher we may translate ppjofac mv. aidiov
¢vorw ‘to have incorporated the eternal principle of the One and the
Good.’

“Thus we have fppede xai éplerar BovAopevor ety kal mepl adrd
xmjocagfa, Phil. 20D. The kindred word &éxesfa: in the sense of
admitting a quality or predicate occurs Phil. 24 E, 25 A bis, 27 E, 32 D,
and the application of such verbs to the higher elements as &reiva,
imoppayileorfar, émonpaivesba, émwepeobar and such like is frequent.

“ That Plato in the Philebus identifies 76 wépas with 70 & 1s plain ;
xal pnv TO ye wépas ovre woAda elyev ovre édvoxolalvoper ds olx v &
dvoe, Phil. 26 0. So likewise 76 awepov is a kind of Multiety, rpémor
Twd 10 amepor wold dore 24 A, and lastly ¢vous, as applied to the
permanent factor, is in accordance with his usage of that word to
denote the manifestation of the Idea, rather than the Idea itself.”

Maguire further observes: ‘“with regard to the order of the words,
wdvl’ éméoa rtowire occur in this order, Phileb. 54 B, 19C, 42 D, and the
full construction is wav@’, éwéoa éori Towilra, d xrA., as in mepl Ta

! Cp. Teichmiiller, Stud. z. Gesch. d. Begriffe, p. 255 fl. (Die Griinze (wépas) ist
die Idee) : ibid. p. 370, n. (wépas and dwepor=70 & and rd\\a of Parmen.) : and see
Introd. ch, vi.
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&upBolala wavl, éwdoa xeirar vopupa, wapalafoioa, Polit. 305 B; and
see on the omission of the copula Prof. Campbell's note on Folit. 281 c,
p- 92. As to the position of xpy with the infinitive, anyone who cares
to investigate the matter will see that Plato places xp7 both before and
after the infin., apparently guided mcre])r by sound. The passage
therefore is really equivalent to éwdoa Towalra v difiov fpyrar Piow,
and may therefore be rendered, a// suck things as have faken on them-
selves the eternal Nature, 1e. are such, because they have taken on
themselves the eternal Nature'.”

“Mr Paley’s version is:—‘that the first is surely that connected
with measure and the moderate, with right time and place, and with all
those qualities and conditions which we must suppose that, as being of
the like kind, the eternal Nature has chosen for its own.... The
second, then, is that which has symmetry, beauty, perfection, sufficiency,
and all the qualities which belong to this other class.” And in his
note Mr Paley adds ‘ with Stallbaum it seems that we must take rowira
for ws roiatra ovra.’ This, and the construction given above, comes to
that of Trendelenburg, ‘quidquid eiusmodi aeterni naturam suscepisse
credendum est’.’ =y appears to be treated with contempt by all the
English translators. It surely cannot be ‘surely’ as in Mr Paley.”

Maguire’s explanation of 7y and wepi and also of wdvra...vopi{er seems
satisfactory, and if we adopt his view it will so far obviate the necessity
of altermg the text. But there is more to be said about the phrase v
aidiov gipfjoda pvow. It raises the followmg questmns. (1) is ngr dtdov
Plow sound. for Bodl. gives merely v didwow 'qpr;u'au (2) is ¢pow subj.
or obj. to the infin.? (3) what does aifios ¢vors exactly mean? (4) 1s
pefebfar sound? (5) is it mid. or pass., and what sense exactly does it
bear? And all these. questions are closely connected.

Fll'st as to ypficfar: although it is tempting to conjecture Sippiiofiac
(mp mept pt‘rpw—cp 19 C, Soph. 220 A, 225 C, etc., esp. Laws 946 B),
‘has been divided,’ or ‘set apart,’ authority forbids us to rashly reject
gpfofar.  And if we keep this word it is still optional whether we take
it as mid. or pass. in any of the three senses (a) capture (Soph. 241 ¢
éAelv Tov coduargv : b, 261 C geyuévor pf. pass.), (&) appoint or establish
(Laws 755 E, 770 A, etc.), (¢) choose or prefer (Phileb. 18 D, 22 A, B, 33 A,
44 A, 55 Ainmid. ; 17 E, 20 D in act.; Laws 8c7 cin pass.). If we choose
to take it as pass. in the first of these senses (with Thompson) it will save
the need for adopting (with Badh. and Hirzel) the conjectural r;up:;-:rﬂm
but to decide on this point we must re-consider the meaning of T
aidiov qﬁm‘m

It is clear that the total result of the discussion in the dialogue as
regards the &umm Good, comes to about this: in the first place must be
set the puros or xowos Bios, next to it Reason and Knowledge, and thirdly
Pleasure, in so far as it is pure.

The question then is—how are we to square this result with the
scheme of five classes in 66 A fi? Now the human dyafldv corresponds,

1 Cp. Susemihl 11. 52 ff., where dtdios ¢deus is said to be distinct from the first
rank of Goods which * hat diese gets nur in sich aufgenommen (gpfofar).”
2 naturam is evidently meant to be object.
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not to any one or more of these classes, but to the mixture or sum total
of the whole five ; so that we must not attempt to equate either of the
first two classes with rdyafldw, as ethical end. The ordering of the classes
has reference solely to their relation to % airia (or rdyaflov in the stricter
sense)’. Hence the first-mentioned three classes contain the three prin-
ciples which were determined as the standards of ayaflov or species of
aitiow, i.e. pérpov, ovpperpov, alijbfea: and they are placed in that order,
SO that‘ibj?tm, in so far as it applies to man, is identified with human
VoS Kdl LS.

And this enables us to see the meaning of mjv didiov ¢vow, which I
take to refer to rdyaflov as a composite whole, and not to the elemental
principles of form or matter (mépas or dmrepor) of which it is constituted.
For I hold that this expression is to be explained in the light of the pre-
ceding determination regarding oteia,-and in that of the Aristotelian
view of ¢vas”.

If then ¢vow be the right reading here, it gives us an important clue
to the sense. For ¢uos is in implicit contrast with dvvaues (cp. 64 E) ;
and so, to cite what I have said elsewhere : “the Universal 8vvaps or
energy descends into the particular ¢voes to which it imparts their parti-
cular Svwdpes, by a kind of self-division or self-expansion, as the root
expands into its square or the wvfunv (or primary ratio) in the geo-
metrical progression proceeds onward in the series 1...n. As thus
expanded and actualised the Ideal 8vvaus becomes itself ¢vows: hence
in Phileb. 66 A v dibov ¢vow (as subject to gpiobac if the text be
right) can indicate rdyafov. And so the Ideas as real are said to be
éomréra &v 1) ¢pvoe, L.e. permanent elements, or rather laws, in rerum
natura.... The ¢vows of a thing may be said to be its compound union
of both form and matter ; but its &ivams depends solely on its formal
character.”

Thus while Ideality is signified by the adj. aidies, Multiplicity or
Complexity is signified by the subst. ¢iets.

Now this Ideality points us to the fact that in the forma/ character-
istics of The Good it is not only the Ethical summum bonum for Man
but the Cosmical Good, The Good in its absolute aspect, that is here
determined. So that this final summary blends in one the human and
the Divine, the Ideal and the real, which run side by side as parallel
streams of thought throughout the dialogue.

To be precise, then, we should notice that this didios ¢ios, in its
higher significance, relates only to the first two classes, or formal condi-
tions®. And if we wish to square this account with that of the four
classes, we should regard these as corresponding to the wépas, the

1 Cp. Zeller: *‘as the highest Good, according to Plato, does not consist in an
individual activity, but in the whole of all activities which are agreeable to nature,
the first condition of it (airia, pdhwer’ afrior 64 C ff., 65 A) is the harmony of human
existence...this harmony we have displayed in our two first determinations, and then
come the individual Goods™ (Eng. 7. p. 443, n.): this seems to approximate to the
right view. F

2 Cﬁ‘ Append. F.
3 The difficulties regarding d\jfeia and »ols in our passage will be further discussed
in Append. F : see also 64 A, n.
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material content (of sciences and pleasures) to the amewpov, and the
Total Ethical End as puxrés Bios to the pixrov yévos : but we must here
avoid Stallbaum'’s error of forcing the two passages into correspondence.

To return to the debatable ypjofar. If we take it, as proposed, in
the sense of ‘ has been captured’ we may cite, in support of the figure
involved, 61 A xafdmep el ris Twa dvBpumrov {yrdv v olkmow...mifour’
abroi, and 64 E olkotv el un jug Swwdpela idéq 1o dyalov Onpedoar, v Tpuoi
Aafdrres, xtA. These passages suggest also that wep{ here has a quasi-
local sense (‘in the neighbourhood of uérpov,’ etc.), but then we should
expect wov for wp: so it is safer, with Maguirt-, to understand the prep.
in the more general sense of ‘dealing with’ or ‘embracing.’ And since,
upon examination, none of the other explanations of fjpfoflar seems so
appropriate, I decide to cast in my vote with Thompson, and take it as
pf. pass. with ¢ew for subject.

It remains to consider the significance of the various terms which
are thus summed up in this passage under Classes 1 and 2. Hirzel has
examined into the question at length, and what follows is mainly a
summary of his results.

To begin then with pérpov: if we turn to dialogues other than the
LPhilebus we may distinguish at least three different senses of the word.

(r) It may denote a measure or canon of measurement (mensuram
qua metimur), as when in Zim. 39 B the sun is spoken of as pérpov
tvapyés 7, and in Laws 716 c we read & &) Oeds uiv wdvrov xpmpdrov
pérpov av ey paliora. We might thus express this notion of pérpov as
the ¢ formal cause’ of numerables and measurables whether with regard
to temporal or to spatial extent. Other passages which exhibit this
sense, outside the Philebus, are Rep. 603 A, and Laws 947 A

(2) Next, ‘measure’ may be regarded as in/erent in things, which
pérpov éxe, Tvyxdve, cwle (see Folit. 284 A, Laws 757 A, 846 ¢, 918 D,
057 A, 959 A, 836 A, 692 A), which measure may appear (a) simply as a
measure, not further determined, or (#) as the right, jusf measure, a
fixed guantum (see Laws 848 c).

(3) Thirdly, the attention may be dirccted to the thing as a concrete
embodiment of pérpov, as when we speak of a ‘measure of barley,’
meaning barley in measured quantit}': and h-zre again we may distinguish
between (a) simple, undetermined * measure, '—as in Rep. 621 A, Laws
843 E, Pa!:r 269 c,—and (&) just, proper ‘ measure,’ conceived as a fixed
sum—as in KRep. 504 ¢, Tim. 68 B, Laws 744 F

The important inference to be drawn from this is that wérpov may be
used—not only with distinction of cause and effect, or of law and example
of law, or of genus and particular, or of transcendent and immanent, or
of ideal and real—but also of speqfied, just or determined measure, as
opposed to measure in general, not otherwise definitely qualified. In
this special sense pérpov might be termed ‘ unit of measurement.’

Similarly if we examine the usage of pérpiov, outside the Philebus,
we find it may mean, as Hirzel puts it, ““aut in universum id quod
finitum sit aut quod iusto modo finitum sit.” Of the first sense—
“measured’ or ‘limited’ simply as such—examples occur in Rep. 430¢,
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Laws 746 A, 816 c: of the second, when jus/ or certain measure is
implied, whether (a) absolute, or (4) relative, we find instances in
(a) Rep. 396C, 423 E, 4668, Laws 719D, 809 E, 918D, g55E, and
(8) Laws 789 c, 8104,

We pass next to xaipwov, whose meaning may best be determined by
first examining the substantive whence itis derived. In xatpds, then, we
can distinguish a triple usage :—(1) of opportune time, or due occasion,
as in Tim. 38 B, Laws 709 C; (2) of the ground of conservation, or ‘occa-
sion’ as salutary cause, as in LZaws 915 c; (3) in general, of whatever is
opportune or salutary, as in Po/it. 307 B, Tim. 85 D, Laws 636 E.

Corresponding to these grades of meaning in m;po-;, we expect to
find in the adj. xaipios, as expressing inherence of xaiwpds in some one
or other way, a similar threefold sense. But in Plato, outside the
Philebus, it occurs only three times in all, according to Ast’s Lexicon,
viz. Laws 961 A, where it denotes what is ‘opportune’; #. 855 E,
what is ‘suitable,” or ‘useful’; Zim. 51 D, in a similar sense, where,
however, in place of xawpwsrarov the best Mss. give éyxaipuiraror. So that
we are here without an instance of xaipios in the second of the senses
ascribed above to xawpds. But if we add to the above exx. of xawpds the
proverbial xatpos & éri waow &'plwuc (Hes. Op. 692, Theogn. 4o1), and
Pindar’s phrase xaipds mvru-f.' éxer xopvgpdv (Fyth. 9. 135), and such
frequent expresslons as xawpov ﬂpﬂ,—pu{w,—:roppmﬂpm, it is easy to see
that, as m:pa: in this use was practically equivalent to wérpov, modus or
‘dxe measure,’ its adj. might egua!ly have been used, as a synonym for
peérpuos, of the ¢ duly measured.

We arrive now at the second group of terms, of which the first is
ocipperpov. It means (1) what is ‘commensurable’ with something
else, as defined in Pammmh 140 C: pu{w 8¢€ wov 15 &\arrov ov, ols pév
dv avpperpov 4, ﬂw p.ﬂr é\arrvav whelw pérpa :Eﬂ., Tav 8¢ peovwy &\.arru,
Nal Ols & dv un ovpperpov, Tav pnr O pLkpoTépLY, TOV 32 pealovor pérpav
éorar.  So that if two things have a ‘ common measure’ they are thereby
cvpperpa, the same ‘ unit of measure’ (or uérpov, see above 3 &) being
applicable to each, and each being a ‘rational’ quantum in regard to
that unit ; whereas psj ovpperpa are ‘irrational’ quanta if each is mea-
sured by the pérpov of the other. For this sense we may compare Rep.
514 A, Soph. 235D, E, 236 A. Closely akin to this is (2) the second use,
of what admits of combination, as a result of its commensurability or
homogeneity : e.g. Zim. 664, D, 69 B. And finally (3) in extended
sense, of what possesses congruity or fitness in general, cp. Laws 772 E,
788 E, 995 A, 803 B. In these last instances, further, we observe that
the word has a twofold application, (a) to things considered i Zhem-
selves as a combination of commensurable parts, and (#) to things
regarded in relation to others: a good instance of the former use is
Zim. 87 c.

In xaAév also we may distinguish several senses.
(1) It may express “value in use,’ as a synonym of xpyeuor, Hipp.
Maj. 295 C.
I For a further discussion of the notion, see Agp. E.
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(2) Beauty may be regarded as that which gratifies the senses, so
that xaAdv is ‘iucundum,’ as in Hipp. Maj. 298 A, Laws 655E; cp.
Gorg. 474 D, where xalov as ufile 1s distinguished from xalov as duice.

(3) xalov may equal mpémov, as in Hipp. Maj. 293 E—combining
decorum with duwlce. But in addition to these (@) external aspects of 7o
xaldv, we find (4) a more important determination of it in .ﬁ'ﬁz. 87 b,
where we are told that oAov 16 {wr is xadov when it exhibits cupperpia in its
parts yuxy and oépa ; whence it appears that symmetry or commensura-
bility, quantitative or quahtatwe, of the internal elements is a necessary
condition of beauty ; so that mum may be termed the dperj of a thing
regarded as a whole, while cupperpla is the dpery of the parts of such a
whole regarded in their mutual relations to one another. Thus this last
example teaches us the nature of xaldv regarded per se, while the first
three senses—utile, dulce, decorum—express its nature in reference to
other external ends’.

réleovin addition to (@) the general sense of ‘ complete,’ may mean
(#) more precisely what is ‘limited’ or ended in a definite point, as ré\os
éxov: cp. Rep. 371 E, 443 B, Laws 850C. And this réhos, again, may
be regarded as imposed either (1) from without or (2) from within, as
natural or artificial. There is no difficulty about this word in the Pk:-
lebus, when it is consistently used of what is in #fself perfect :—22 B,
6o ¢, 61 A, 67 A. Nor need the last term cause us trouble ; for ixavdw
means simply what suffices for any end external to itself, e.g. 19 E, 22 B,
52 D, 60 D. Hence we may conclude that the distinction between ré\eov
and ixavov lies in the fact that the former expresses se/freference, the
latter exfernal reference, just as we saw that kaAov, in one aspect at least,
expresses self-reference as opposed to ovpperpov which, in one aspect,
implies external relation.

In other words xaAév and ré\eov are applicable to a thing when

ed pger se, as an absolute subject, while ocvpperpov and ixavdv are
both terms applicable only to a relative subject. Or, looking at the
notions involved from the Aristotelian point of view, we may say that
xalov and ovpperpov express the absolute and relative sides of perfection
from the point of view of ‘formal cause’ or elbos, while Té\eov and
ixavov express the same in the ‘ final * aspect®,

Now that we have investigated the meaning of each of these terms
singly, it remains to enquire why the first group is distinguished from the
second, and why pérpov xai 70 pérpiov xai 16 xaipiov and the rest are put
together under one head. As I have so far followed Hirzel in his
treatment of the subject, I will here quote his explanation of these
points. With regard to the common notion which in his view charac-
terises the 1st group he writes (p. 23): “itaque cum uno genere haec
tria vocabula pérpov ,w:rpmr xaiprov Plato coniunxerit necesse est in genus
eorum rettulerit quae iustam mensuram non excedunt sed mediam inter
duo extrema viam sequuntur”; in support of which he quotes in special

1 For kahdv in Philebus, cp. Striiter, Stud. 3. Gesch. der Aesthetik 1., pp. 66 ff.

and Van Heusde, /nit. Phil, Flat, L 40.
? These terms will be found further illustrated in 487 G

B, P. I2
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Polit. 284 &. And his view of the difference between the 1st and 2nd

ups is indicated thus (p. 33):—*‘posterioris igitur generis vocabula
illo Philebi loco summo bono, priorés singulis quibus illud constat
partibus tribuuntur " ; and similarly further on (p. 40) he writes :—*id
ipsum erat quod probare volui congruentiam ubl commemoretur totius
alicuius praestantiam, moderafionem partis virtutem significare.”

According to this view, the first group includes the elements of
rdyablov regarded singly and independently ; and in the second these
elements are regarded as united into a ect whole to form the
summum bonum'. We must, however, bear in mind the fact that Hirzel
excludes from consideration the extra-ethical and Cosmic aspect of the
Good ; and this exclusion renders his view incomplete as an interpre-
tation of Plato’s thought, although correct within its limits,

APPENDIX C.
To awewpov in Early Greek Thought.

It is of considerable interest as well as importance in connection
with the doctrine of the Phs/ebus to examine how far the notion of the
‘Infinite’ had developed in pre-Platonic thought.

It was Anaximander who first brought ré drepov into prominence as
a philosophical term. He uses it to qualify the homogeneous matter
which he assumes at the commencement of each of the successive
worlds.

What then does he mean by terming his primitive matter 76 dmrepov?

Without discussing the question at length, I will briefly state here
my opinion that he cannot have meant, as Aristotle apparently takes
him to mean, that matter is infinite in extent, since it is unlikely that in
his days the mathematical necessity of conceiving space as unlimited
was as yet forced upon the Greek mind, and since, also, the rotatory
motion ascribed to the universe by Anaximander is, in the very nature
of the conception, only compatible with a limited matter.

The incompatibility of these two conceptions—infinity and circular
motion—becomes clearly apparent, as M. Tannery has pointed out, in
the history of Anaximander’s immediate successors. Thus, Xenophanes
maintains against the Pythagoreans the absolute Unity of the Universe,
and in so far approximates to Anaximander’s view; but since, on the
other hand, he agrees with the Pythagoreans in holding the Universe to
be infinite, he is obliged to reject the other side of Anaximander's
doctrine, and to postulate, instead of revolution, absolute immobility.

1 Hirzel's conclusions are endorsed by Peipers (Onfol. Plat. pp. 285 fL.).
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Again, the theory of Anaximander in which he accounts for the
immobility of the earth by its equidistance in all directions from the
bounds of the (rotating) universe, is a sufficiently precise negation of the
infinitude of matter.

Consequently, it is impossible, I believe, to ascribe to Anaximander
the notion of a spafially infinite matter. But it is interesting to
observe that, though he did not frame the notion of infinite space,
he did frame that of infinite #me, as is proved by his doctrine of the
endless succession of perishable worlds. So that we find historically
that, while a long and elaborate course of reasoning is necessary to the
formation of the one notion, the other appears to spring up immediately
and instinctively. It is natural to think of time as what is ceaseless and
persistent, without beginning or end; there is, in fact, a subjective
necessity to conceive it as such, and no objective obstacle to impede
that necessity. Such a view of space, on the other hand, seems to require
an objective confirmation, a confirmation which can never be completely
forthcoming; and the imagination of the early thinker was bound to
stop sooner in its flight through space than that of the modern to whom
astronomy lectures airily about millions and billions of miles.

Spatial infinity, then, not being the signification of Anaximander’s
arewpov, we are forced to give it a gualitative application. It is the
homogeneous matter which at the commencement of each formation of
a world is capable of furnishing the three distinct kinds of body to be
found in the world, fire, water, earth; it is, in short, the potential of
these elements. Yet it is conceived by the vivid fancy of the physicist
not as qualitatively undetermined, but rather as possessing definite form,
yet intermediate between the elements as afterwards separated from
it,—that is, as a something ‘more subtile than water, more dense than
air’ (Arist. De Coelo 1. 5); “un fluide aériforme chargé de vapeur
d’eau,” in fact mist.

We find 7o drepor again in the doctrine of the earlier Pythagoreans.
“The Pythagoreans admit,” says Aristotle (Phys. 1v. 6), “the existence
of the void ; they say that it penetrates into the heaven in so far as the
heaven inspires the smfinite breath (wveipa dwepov), and that it is this
void which forms the limits of things.” There is certainly no @ priori
reason why this doctrine should not be ascribed to the founder of the
school. Only we must not be deceived by the term ‘void.” In all
probability the theory of an absolute void was first promulgated by the
Atomists, and certainly it must not be ascribed to thinkers of the
preceding century. The void of Pythagoras was a concrete notion,
not absolute but merely apparent emptiness, i.e. air. The synonym
pneuma sufficiently shows the way in which the early Pythagoreans
conceived of void, as also does the polemic of Anaxagoras against their
doctrine. In their anthropomorphic conception the world is a huge
animal which inspires and expires—a living and rotating sphere. Con-
sequently, this Pythagorean amewor is similar to that of Anaximander as
regards its concrete nature, and differs in that it is regarded as being
mostly outside of the world instead of forming itself one phase of the
world which has no outside. And thus, the infinite pnewma not being

12—2
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merely co-extensive with the world, the idea of this infinite is not in-
n:nmpatlhle with that of the rotatory motion of the world, since it ls not
10 Eﬂapnr itself that revolves (as with Anaximander) but GHI]F the wpaws:,
the inner core around which stretches on all sides the illimitable air.

Thus in this view we find the geometrical notion of infinite space,
which is identified physically with that of boundless air.

But the Pythagorean Infinite plays another part, in so far as it enters
into the sphere of the ‘Heaven.’ As an internal factor of the Cosmos,
derived by inspiration from without, it limits things and is itself, in turn,
limited by things. Consequently it is opposed not to the ‘Limited’
{I'ﬂlpﬂ-d';.u!vw) but to the ¢ Limit’ {mpat) Thls means, phys:cally, that
the air is opposed to the element which gives things their density and
solidity, and geometrically, that unfigured space is opposed to the
figures (point, line, surface) which give it its determinations. In this
aspect, To ameipov is the continuous, T0 wépas the principle of discon-
tinuity or individuality.

We may state then that the scientific concept of space, as the
continuous and as the unlimited, dates from Pythagoras; and that he
united both sides of this double concept under the single term amewpov
which Anaximander had already used in a more narrow sense. But we
must remember that Pythagoras had not as yet disengaged the abstract
from the concrete, his ‘Infinite’ or apparent ‘Void’ being limitless air,
not as yet resolved into absolute space, as a purely abstract notion.

It is one thing to perceive the subjective logical necessity of postu-
lating for geometric purposes the infinity of space-extension, and quite
another to be convinced of the objectsve validity of this postulate, the
non-limitation of physical space, or the ‘place of matter.’

We have seen that in Anaximander’s doctrine the meaning of
70 drepov was sufficiently precise. Yet the term in itself is ambiguous,
as apphcable to either the Infinite or the Indeterminate, to indefinite
extension or intension. Hence, when the pro sition of Anaximander
is stated in the form “r6 awrepov is One and subject to rotatory motion,”
it might be construed as unifying the three notions of Infimity, Unity,
and Revolving Motion. This, however, being an inconceivable con-
junction, there are clearly three simple ways of modifying the doctrine,
namely by denying in turn one or other of the notions so conjoined.

The Pythagoreans, we have seen, made use of all three notions in
their system, but so as to render that system a dualism; for they united
Unity with Rotation in the Cosmos, while denying Rotation to the
Infinite, which was conceived as external to the Cosmos. A similar
resolution of the antinomy was adopted by such later physicists as
Diogenes of Apollonia and, in a peculiar form, by Anaxagoras.

Another method was to deny the apparent rotatory motion, thus
leaving the Infinite One as motionless: and in one form or other, this
was the method adopted by Philolaus, by Xenophanes, and by Melissus.

Finally, it was open to deny Infinity—the line taken by Parmenides
and Empedocles. In Parmenides’ view the world is a complete Unity;
hence, there can be nothing outside of it, unless we assume it to be
empty space, the absolute void. But such a void Parmenides refuses to
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allow; it is, for him, the Not-being which can in no wise be. Further-
more, as motion is only relative to an object outside of that which is
in motion, and as there is no such being possibly outside of the spherical
One, the apparent motion of the sphere is an illusion, logically im-
possible—a matter of mere opinion afforded by the senses, in contrast
to the truth which is declared by the reason. Thus, by holding fast to
the central notion, Unity, Parmenides was led to the complete negation
of the other two, Motion and Infinity.

In such ways did these various thinkers strive to surmount the
problem raised by the form of Anaximander’s doctrine. But a word
must be said also as to the meaning of this same term dwewpor in the
system of the third great physicist of Miletus, Anaximenes. In most of
the main points his system resembles that of his compatriot: he too
maintained the Unity of matter, the eternity of the rotatory motion,
the endless succession of worlds evolving and perishing in turn; and
further, in determining the form of the initial, original matter as afr, he
applies to it the same epithet as Anaximander, arepov. Aristotle and
Theophrastus understand this to mean, in both cases, absence of spatial
limitation, the ¢ Infinite.’

That this cannot be true of Anaximander’s dwepor we have seen
already; and as” Anaximenes equally holds to the notions of Unity and
Rotatory Motion, it is no less impossible to attribute to him the notion
of the Infinity of matter. And so, in spite of Zeller's support of the
Aristotelian view, it seems best (with Teichmiiller and Tannery) to sup-
pose that in this regard Anaximenes’ drewov, like Anaximander’s, is the
‘Indeterminate’ rather than the ‘Infinite,’ and that, though spatially
continuous, or without internal limitations, it is not infinitely extended.
In fact the question of the external limitation or non-limitation of the
world was not as yet mooted among the Ionians of the sixth century,
nor did they think of asking whether matter goes on for ever through
space, being content to speculate rather how the great worlds spin “for
ever down the ringing grooves of change.”

We have already seen what was the position taken up by Parmenides
with regard to the connection of the three main philosophic notions
first juxtaposed ambiguously by Anaximander—the notions of Unity,
Infinity and Motion.

But a word or two more is needed to show how Parmenides led up
to the dialectical position of the later Eleatics, and to indicate how far
he is to be regarded as the originator of Idealism. His idealistic tendency
consists mainly in this, that he distinctly marked off the perceptions of
sense from the results of pure reasoning, that he drew a broad line of
cleavage between ‘“‘the way of Truth” and “the way of Opinion.” It is
in the former aspect, as Truth, that he presents his own doctrine con-
cerning the world,—that it is spherical, and consequently limited,
though at the same time filling all space. For space itself is not un-
limited in extent. Beyond this space-filling matter or matter-filled
space of the globular cosmos, there is and can be nothing; for absolute
void is impossible and unthinkable, and the relative or apparent void of
the Pythagorean doctrine no less impossible. The Universe, then, is
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everywhere equally and uniformly full, and as such it has existence from
all eternity in changeless immobility.

This is the world that the logical faculty must postulate, in a
doctrine which may be described as a materialistic monism. But here
we see that no attempt is made to explain the phenomena of experience.
Physics proper, which deals with matter in motion, belongs to the
inferior sphere of enquiry, to “the way of Opinion.” And here Par-
menides ceases to be original: the views that he propounds as the
verdict of opinion concerning the phenomenal world are no longer his
own, but borrowed nearly in fofe from the theories of the Pythagorean
school. These views he holds not indeed as unimportant, yet as
incapable of attaining to the certainty of strict logical demonstration.

As Tannery well puts it: “Parménide se montre sous une double
face; A la fois tourné vers le passé et vers l'avenir, il est en méme
temps physicien probabiliste, et logicien dogmatique. Mais s'il se place
successivement aux deux points de vue, il ne cherche pas & réumr,
dans une synthése commune, le double aspect des choses. Clest 13, je
l'ai dit, son caractére essentiel; c’est par 1A qu'il a fourni A I'idéalisme
sa matlkre propre, en méme temps qu’il lui donnait sa forme, en créant
le genre de logique qui lui est spécial.”

His main importance, then, lies in this, that he laid the groundwork
of a theory of knowledge through his insistence on the generic difference
between Truth and Opinion, a difference no less insisted on by the
Idealist Plato. It was undoubtedly his connection with the school of
the Mathematical philosophers that led Parmenides to this result, and
forced on his mind the profound chasm which separates all mathema-
tical demonstrations, in point of convincing certainty, from the mere
guess-work of any attempt to get beyond the immediate impressions of
sense 1n the sphere of physical enquiry.

Pythagoreanism was thus not without a large influence on the great
Eleate. And the position of his successor, Zeno, was also largely
determined by his relations to the same system.

Zeno’s philosophic position, as Tannery has shown, has been gene-
rally misunderstood. He is commonly represented as a sceptic, as one
who delighted in polemic and in paralogisms, and who, to reinforce the
positive doctrine of his ‘Father Parmenides,’ applied his dialectic skill
to disprove the possibility of motion and of plurality, i.e. of the phe-
nomenal world.

It is forgotten that the arguments of Zeno are expressly Aypothetical.
Zf the many are, he argues, then motion is impossible. Thus he does
not attempt to disprove unconditionally the possibility of motion or of
the phenomenal world, but only that such motion is incompatible with
the reality of ‘the many.” So that it is the belief in plurality against
which his dialectic is directed. But what sort of plurality is it that he
holds to be thus incredible? Is it the common view, as that two sheep
or six goats are not one and the same thing, that he is attacking? Or
are the beliefs in question some theses of Anaxagoras or of Leucippus
concerning the plurality of the real? To none of these can his
ments be made to apply fitly. It remains then to adopt the hint
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suggested by the relation of Parmenides to the Pythagorean school, and
to enquire whether ‘the Many’ against which Zeno directs his darts is
not some Pythagorean postulate.

Parmenides himself had, on the one hand, denied the Truth of the
dualistic thesis of this school, while, on the other hand, he had adopted,
at least in part, their cosmological and physical theories as constituting
more or less prubab]e Opinion. His conclusions, then, regarding the
unity, continuity and immobility of the Cosmos contradicted peremptorily
the tenets of the thinkers to whom for his general physical conclusions
he was most largely indebted.

So it is natural to suppose that the keenest opposition to the
peculiar features of Eleaticism was that offered by members of the
Pythagorean brotherhood. And, consequently, it is among the Pytha-
gorean doctrines that we are to look for that particular thesis against
which Zeno directs his attack.

The thesis in question is, in fact, none other than the Pythagorean
dogma cunceming the point, of which Aristotle tells us. They deﬁned
the point as ‘unily having position, and conversely the monad as oreyuy
aferos. If, then, the point has position in space, or extension, in how-
ever minute a degree, it follows that the geometrical magnitude is a
sum of points, a plurality, just as the arithmetical magnitude, or
number, is a sum of unities. Now this conception of the point is
clearly false: the point, mathematically speaking, is not a unity at all
but a mere zero, quantitatively »#/; and a geometrical magnitude,
surface or line, 1s by no means to be regarded as a totality or sum of.
juxtaposed points. It was, however, on this false conception that much
of the Pythagorean speculation was based: the discovery of incom-
mensurable quantities had not yet been made, and so these theorists
continued still to compound mthmetlcally, out of sums of points, geome-
trical figures, and to argue concerning triangular, polygonal, and pyra-
midal numbers. Numbers, in fact, were to them figures; and further,
figures were bodies. That is to say, the geometrical and the physical,
bodies celestial and bodies terrestrial, were not clearly distinguished.
This need not quite mean that they sdentified the object of sense
with the object of geometry; it is hard to say how far exactly they
could distinguish between mere analogy and actual sameness. But, at
least, they held that the physical body was made up of a sum of physical
points, and so was a plurality. And it was in this sense that they
affirmed ‘ Things are Numbers,’ and held the properties of things to be
accounted for by the properties of the numbers representing the sums
of their constituent points.

This doctrine, then, of the extended reality of the Puint is that
against which Zeno directs his dialecticc. He argues indirectly,—that
is, he assumes his opponent’s thesis and then proceeds to deduce from
it by strict logic self-contradictory results. This is the reductio ad
absurdum process whereby he proves the incredibility of the contested
hypothesis, €l woA\d éore Td dvra.

Alex. Aphrod. (ap. Simpl. in Pkys. 216) thus expounds one of Zeno's
arguments : Plurality is a collection of unities. Wherein then consists
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the Unity of a thing? Unity, say the opponents, is the point; but the
point is nothing: consequently there is no plurality (for a collection
of nothings is nothing). Here what Zeno denies is not Unity, as
Simplicius wrongly states, but the Pythagorean identification of Unity
with the point. For Zeno’s own positive doctnne is, like that of his
master, that Unity is the Cosmic Whole, the sum total of all things; to
this it is that Unity and Continuity are truly to be ascribed, and not to
a falsely-conceived indivisible element of bodies.

The main results of what we learn from Anstotle (Phys. vi. g) and
from Simplicius concerning the arguments of Zeno I must be content
here to indicate with barest brevity, referring for fuller information to M.
Tannery’s excellent exposition of the matter (Scrence Hell., pp. 252 fi.).

The continuous—i.e. the infinitely divisible—cannot, maintains
Zeno, be conceived as a sum of indivisible elements; ft}r if these
elements possess no magnitude, their sum can possess none ; whereas
if, on the contrary, they do possess magnitude, as their number is
infinite, their sum must be infinite in extent. The result of this,
combined with the rest of the celebrated Acyo: recounted by Aristotle,
is to establish by the indirect method of argument (the reductio ad
impossibile) the three following negative theses:

(a) a body is not a sum of points:
(4) time is not a sum of instants:

(¢) motion is not a sum of simple transitions from point to
point.

In all this Zeno nowhere appears to us as an Idealist. He is not
combating an abstract Non-being, or maintaining the Unity of the
Absolute Spirit, or anything of the like immaterial nature. His point
of view is concrete throughout, and Being, the Real, is to him some-
thing definitely corporeal and extended. But for all this, Zeno is
following in the path of Parmenides, as the pioneer of Idealism, in so
far as he affirms the distinction between the sensible and the intellectual,
and the superiority of the latter sphere, thus laying the foundations for
an Idealistic Epistemology.

Only the Intelligible 1s the Real, declared Parmenides. The Intel-
ligible—such as point, line, surface—is not the physically concretely
Existent, added Zeno. And the synthesis of these two moments of
thought leads to the result that the absolute Real, which is the Intel-
ligible, is not the sensible and Phenomenal, but is rather to be found in
the sphere of Mathematical Science. Or, as it is tersely phrased by
M. Tannery (op. cif. p. 258): “les €idy mﬁqpnﬂm se trouvent, du coup,
constitués en opposition aux €én alofyrda.”

The third great name in the Eleatic school is that of Melissus. His
importance for the history of thought, no less than that of Zeno, has
suffered much from misinterpretation, but the labours of more recent
enquirers have restored him again to his proper position as the most
advanced idealist of his school. Most of his extant fragments show
him simply as the follower of Parmenides in ontological speculation,
with this peculiarity, that he attributes Infinity to the Universal Being.
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But in his two last fragments® we find the ground completely changed ;
for in one of them he denies that the Being whereof he treats possesses
spatial extension, and in the other he affirms with no less decision that
the changing world of phenomena is nothing more than an illusion
of our senses, and that under none of the manifold forms of the
Becoming can reason discern the true reality of Being. Here then
we have definitely proclaimed a form of doctrine at once monistic and
idealistic.

To explain how it came about that the Eleaticism of Parmenides
developed so soon into so advanced a doctrine as this, we must recal
once more the close connection which we have seen existing, whether
by way of conciliation or of antagonism, between the Eleates and the
Pythagoreans.

With the break up of the Pythagorean school, as a political and
scientific brotherhood, in the middle of the sth century, the followers
of ‘the Master’ parted into sects, all having some part in the common
tradition of the founder, yet each presenting some peculiar feature of
its own in the way of physical or numerical speculation. And it was in
the midst of this Italic atmosphere of speculation that Eleaticism had
its origin. Pythagoreanism was the main theoretic element of which
it had to take account: the Eleatic doctrine acted mainly upon the
Pythagorean, and the Pythagorean in turn reacted mainly on the Eleatic,
and from the mutual intercourse of these two it was that the Idealism
of Melissus sprang. Parmenides and Zeno had shown the scientific
inferiority of hypotheses concerning the concrete and the physical to
demonstrations of notions mathematical and abstract : they had opposed
these two methods and their subject-matter as corresponding to the
sharp antithesis between Opinion and Truth. And the philosophic
“ Zeitgeist,” of which the Eleatics were thus the exponents, had nsen
up against the traditional views of the Pythagoreans and had overcome
them, so that these thinkers found themselves compelled to devote
themselves to the study of the abstract, i.e. of Mathematics. Thus from
the Parmenidean thought, ‘the Intelligible alone is the Real,’ developed
in relation to mathematical notions, we arrive at the Monism of Melissus
as an abstract theoretical system.

Consequently the ‘Infinity’ of which Melissus speaks is not to be
understood as a spatial infinity, as something objective, but merely as
Infinity in the abstract, as pure concept. Being is unextended, yet at
the same time Infinite. And this eternal permanent Being is the AlL
It is of the All, the absolute Being, that motion is denied. In the All
the sum total of effects is equal to the sum total of causes, so that there
is an equilibrium,—based on the law ex nikilo nil, or the equation of
the antecedent to its consequent,—in the totality of things which leaves
that Whole as Whole unmoved. There remains, however, some doubt
as to how far exactly Melissus carried his Idealism, and as to the precise

1 Biumker and Burnet deny that Melissus taught the incorporeality of the Real.
In the above I have followed Tannery in adopting the more usual explanation of the
last two fragments,
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consecution of his thought. Nor can we easily decide how far he may
have been influenced by atomistic or Anaxagorean doctrines.

The mention of Anaxagoras of Clazomenae leads us next to con-
sider the speculations of that thinker in so far as they bear on our
enquiry. His main achievement was, of course, the distinction he drew
between Mind and Matter, or, as Aristotle put it, his introduction of
the new factor, Reason, as the Moving Cause of the Universe. The
importance of this for the development of metaphysic can scarcely be
over-estimated.

But his theory of Matter itself was scarcely understood in its full
import until that acute critic, M. Tannery, drew attention to it; and
here again I am indebted to his exposition. The Eleatic critique of
the world of motion had shown the necessity for reconstituting on a
new basis the Ionic cosmology. The diurnal revolution, held by Anaxi-
mander to be the permanent cause of the World, can no longer be
regarded as such if all motion is in truth but an illusion of the senses.
And while the Ionic dogma was ‘the One, which is All, is Moved,’ the
Eleatic was its contradictory, ‘the One, which is All, is Unmoved.’

A new view, then, which should include that of the Milesians, must
be in some sort a compromise. The One must be conceived as spatially
Infinite, and the Motion postulated must take place only in a limited
portion of this Infinite. But this Infinite being conceived as corporeal
in some sort (the notion of absolute void being not as yet advanced), it
follows that since the motion does not belong to the whole Infinite it
does not belong to Matter as such. Hence to postulate Matter is not
ipso facto to postulate Motion also—or, in other words, the cause of
Motion does not lie in the nature of Matter; consequently an outside
cause of this Motion has to be sought. Such, then, was the position of
Anaxagoras, and the cause desiderated he found in Nois.

Hdvra v ouod” wvovs & éAfwv Suexoounoe adra. The thought of
Anaxagoras is this: Postulating Matter as Infinite, and Reason, at a
fixed moment the latter commences to act upon the former: to begin
with, Reason establishes a small organised core, thence it continues its
ordering energy in all directions, successively organising portion after
portion of the inert chaotic Infinite Mass. But the field of action for
Mind being thus infinite, no limit can be placed to the extent of its efforts.

The noticeable point in this theory is the mode in which the Infinite
is conceived—as a Mathematical Infinite. The world is a magnitude
which increases indefinitely, surpassing any assignable limits, enlarging ad
infinifum. Anaxagoras uses the term dwepor as should a true geometer.

The method of Mind’s action on Matter is this: it sets up a vortex
or rotation whereby the various elements heaped together in the material
Mass, which is thought as a mechanical uiypa, are separated and so
reduced to order, like becoming conjoined with like.

But here we come to the peculiarity of Anaxagoras’ view of Matter.
If we speak of Matter and elements of Matter, we are faced by the
Zenonian problem. If Matter is not an absolute Unity, in dividing it
indefinitely you must ultimately arrive at a point where its constituent
elements become separated, i.e. you will make of your original Unity,
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Matter, a plurality. How, then, can this plurality form a Unity?
How can Being be at once &v xai moAd? 'To answer these questions,
and to conciliate in his answer the conflicting monistic dynamism of
the Ionians with the pluralistic mechanism of his own cosmology, was
the problem with which Anaxagoras was confronted. Yet the method
adopted was, after all, for the geometrical mind of this philosopher,
sufficiently simple.

Matter is, said Anaxagoras, divisible to infinity, and it is also true
that it is a mixture; but the difficulty alleged by Zeno is no real
difficulty, since the constitutive elements will never be separated by any
amount of division, the Unity will never become a heterogeneous
plurality, the plurality will never become an absolutely pure unity.
For the mixture which obtains in the largest fractions of matter obtains
equally in the smallest, even in the infinitesimally small fractions;
between largest and smallest portions the only difference that subsists
is a difference of dimension, of magnitude, and this has no effect on
the question of composition. Everywhere alike, in all its parts, Matter
is at once single and composite, one and many.

Accustomed as we are, in scientific discourse, to the atomic theory
of matter, this conception  of Anaxagoras appears at first sight strange
and paradoxical. It deserves, then, a word of explanation.

What we regard as the elements of bodies, are distinguished only by
their qualitative differences, meaning by qualities determinate conditions
of sensible phenomena. To say, then, that it is impossible to isolate
the elements of a body by division, can only mean that in every part,
however small, the qualities of the whole will be found reproduced, i.e.
that each fraction will contain the same conditions capable of producing
phenomena of the same kind. This is conceivable enough, granting
that the degree, or intrinsic value, of the qualities can differ to any
extent; and granting also that the resultant phenomena may be im-
perceptible to the senses, either because of the quantitative smallness of
matter or the intensive weakness of the quality. For scientific purposes
these infinitesimal agents or products may be left out of account.

We have, then, qualities determined, according to the phenomena
which they produce, for every physical body and for each of its parts,
but variable from one body to another and from one part to another,
yet variable in such a way that for every given point they have a precise
value, which value will form the limit towards which the quality of the
molecule enveloping that point will tend.

Thus to each point of matter there will be found attached a co-
efficient for each quality considered (density, temperature, electric state,
etc.); the number of these qualities, which are pure abstractions, may be
indefinite, but it is assumed that according to natural laws, known or
unknown, the knowledge of a given quality is connected with that of
certain others, so that, for purposes of enquiry, it is suﬂicteut to select
a fixed number of qualities, hypothetically regarded as primary, to which
the rest may be brought into relation. Upon the sum of the values of
a given quality for the various points of a body (according to the rules
of integral calculus) will depend the quality of that body as a whole,
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that is to say, the manner in which it will behave in relation to the
senses as regards the phenomenon considered.

Such a conception of matter evidently lends itself perfectly to all
forms of mathematical calculation, and to all the logical combinations
necessary for the explanation of phenomena. And as it is practically
the same as the Kantian theory on the subject, it is not to be treated
with contempt.

How far this conception was developed on its mathematical side by
Anaxagoras himself, it is difficult to determine with accuracy. Only this
much may be laid down with certainty, that it was as gualities inkerent
in matter, yet variable in degree from body to body,—and not, as is
commonly thought, as elemental parts of a mixture—that Anaxagoras
conceived his homoeomeries. This last term itself and the wrong associa-
tions connected with it are due to Aristotle. But Anaxagoras himself
speaks only of gualifies, not of elemental substances.

This misunderstanding of Aristotle is based on the false notion that
the ‘seeds of things’ (oréppara) of which Anaxagoras speaks are meant
to be elemental substances. But this is not so: the ‘seeds,’ no less than
the bodies built up of them, are themselves conglomerations of a plura-
lity of qualities, and can be decomposed equally with the bodies into
Hot and Cold, Wet and Dry, Bright and Dark, Thick and Thin, of
varying degrees of intensity. So intimately are these qualities com-
mingled throughout the whole realm of Matter that no amount of
division can isolate them one from another. Hence every quality is
everywhere present in some degree; and in no particle of matter is any
one quality excluded. Fire, for example, is what is Hottest, Brightest,
Driest, Thinnest, yet it must always contain something of the Cold, the
Dark, the Wet, the Thick.

That this theory is not free from imperfections is easy enough to see.
For in the first place, it is impossible thus to mark off from each other
the opposites Hot and Cold, Wet and Dry, etc.: such a use of the
hatchet is a sign of crudity of thought: “ pour nous,” remarks Tannery,
“le froid et le chaud apparaissent comme deux degrés €loignés sur
I'échelle intensive d'une méme qualité.” Anaxagoras himself, however,
is not to be held wholly accountable for this error, as he took over these
pairs of opposites ready made from the system of the Pythagoreans.

And besides this, it would appear that he did not clearly dis-
tinguish between quality and substance, as he makes qualitative
variations in things depend upon a mechanical displacement of the
particles of matter to which the qualities are attached, instead of holding
consistently to the dynamical point of view which takes account of
intensive modifications only.

A few words must here be added regarding the historical influence
of this conception of Anaxagoras, as pointed out by M. Tannery.

As has already been said, this theory of matter was propounded as
a means of conciliating the Ionian monism with the pluralism of the
Pythagorean opposites. But as it needed the logical mind of a mathe-
matician to appreciate its full import, it was not unnaturally liable to
misconstruction. Assuming, however, the truth of Anaxagoras’ view,
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let us see how we can derive from it the answers to the main problems
raised in the age succeeding.

If we ask why a thing is said to be what it is, we can reply because
it participates in such-and-such a kind or quality: a thing, for instance,
is cold because it participates in The Cold. The Cold is present in it,
yet not so as to exclude other qualities or to constitute alone the whole
being of the thing. On the contrary, the same thing participates equally
in The Hot : hence it is either hot or cold relatively to the terms of com-
parison chosen. The absolutely Hot or absolutely Cold exists nowhere
in nature, though all natural bodies participate in these two species.
Further, the natural bodies are the subjects of becoming and perishing,
whereas the kinds or qualities subsist eternally unchanged. Such views
as these, which are those of Plato, are deducible without difficulty from
that conception of matter which was originated by Anaxagoras. This
does not mean that the Platonic Ideas are to be at once identified with
the inherent physical qualities of Anaxagoras, but it suggests at least
that Plato interpreted aright the inner meaning of Anaxagoras’ theory
and that it suggested to him certain portions of his own doctrine.

For this reason—its bearing on Platonism—I have given thus much
attention to Anaxagoras’ conception of Matter.

APPENDIX D.

76 amewpov and 10 mwépas in Plato.

L
I. TO amewpov.

In the account of 76 drepov (23 C—26 D, see [ntfrod. ch. iv.) we
notice first what care is taken to insist that as a generic notion it is at
once One and Many,—One as always characterised by the More and
Less, and Many as manifested in a variety of forms such as Hotter and
Colder, Faster and Slower, Greater and Smaller etc. Of all these the
characteristic is, negatively, the exclusion of Limit, End, Completion,
Definite Quantity or Quality; and this means, positively, continuous
change and motion, or absolute non-determination in point of either
quantity, quality, or both.

Now if we consider the examples given of drepa, we see that they
are objects of sensation—of touch, or taste, or heanng or slght

The pnmary example r.:-f amepov is Pepporepor xai Yuxporepov, next to
which comes vyporepov xal Enporepor.

Why are these indefinite qualities of temperature and moisture here
put forward in preference to any other cases of indefinitude? it may be
asked. For answer, I call attention to some other places in Aristotle
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and Plato which will sufficiently exhibit the pertinence as well as signifi-
cance of the illustrations here used.

In Anst. de part. an. B. 1. 646* 131 we read: Tpudy & ovodv Tav
wuﬁwtw fpmrrr]l' pév av Tis Euq v éx TaV xa}mupwmv Vo TWWY OTOL
xnur olov ﬁ'i, mpni, uSuru-:, rupot én 31 ﬂd.mr lrws éx 'ruw Sura,utmr
Jl.rrtw xai Tovrwr ovk & dracdy,.. 'u'fpuv yap xai Eqpuv xai Geppov xai
@'uxpnlr vAn rov ﬂurﬂtrur duparwr doriv' al 3' ull.n.; Staﬁopa;
mwmt mhauﬂaww, MF Bapos m:u xuu\ﬁurm xat wxmr'qg xal paverys xai
fpﬂw l.'ll.l }ﬁ(lﬂﬂiﬂ Kﬂ-l fauﬂ 1'€l. Tﬂlﬂ-'l.lﬂl ‘I"ﬂ.&?,‘ "ﬂlﬂf ﬂlﬂ}l‘.ﬂfﬂl’

I.e. the primary ovvfeois or avoraos, or the substrate of composite
organised bodies, is to be found in the four elements or rather in their
prime &vwdpes,—functions, characteristics, qualities—namely Heat and
Cold, Moisture and Dryness.

Presently, in chap. 2, Aristotle proceeds to investigate the function
of Blood, and this, he says, necessmtates a prevmus enqulr}r 'IrEpl ﬂcppw
xai W—wﬂu&r yap % #mme am-,rrrm wpac ravras ras apxuf.
Sapdeofyrovay, wola Beppud xai mota Yuypa Tov {wov 1) Tév poplwv. The
function and distribution of Heat and Cold in the animal economy was
much disputed by the physiologists: some saying that absence of blood
implied greater natural heat, by way of compensation, and Parmenides
maintaining, contrariwise, that women possess more heat than men.
Clearljr then the terms Heat and Cold are amblguous {wmxm
Aeydpeva): 8o Sﬂ T lmrﬂuww mn': del Tav ¢Wu u"unmmr 'ru. pév
ﬂtppa Aéyew rn 8¢ Yyuxpa xal Td piv ypd ra & ¥ vypu., émei o '}r cu'rm
Tavra oxedov m.u favarov xai {wis fowev elvar n;bawpor, ér 8 dmvov kai
dypyopoews xai dxuns kai qpm‘.‘ kai vooov Kai uyumc * * ¥ dpyai
Tav pvokdy ororyelwy abral eloy, Deppdv xal Yuypov xai {npov xal
bypdv (648° 2 fi).

Heat and cold, moisture and dryness, as ‘ principles of the physical
elements,’ are conditions necessarily inherent in the animal organism,
upon the proportionate and harmonious ordering of which the animal’s
heall‘.h and well- bemg depend. For growth is impossible without food,
7 8¢ 7pogy) wdogw & Typob xal {npod: and again for the using up and
digesting of this solid ancl liquid food the power of Heat is required, so
that for growth and maintenance, if for no other cause, all {wa and ¢vrd
must possess a ‘natural principle of Heat’ (dpxnjv feppot dvorucyy).

And so throughout this treatise de partibus, whose object is to explain
the Causes of the position and character of the various portions of the
animal form, we notice what great prominence is given to these notions
of Heat and Cold, Moisture and Dryness, as the Suvdpes or primary
conditions which determine the constitution of the various phases of
animal iife: this is especially to be observed in the treatment of alua,
pverds, yowj. (Cp. de Gen. et Corr. 2. 7.)

The same elemental qualities play a large part in the physiology of
the latter portion of the Z¥maeus. Especially may we here cite, for
comparison mth the Aristotelian view, the very similar account of the
various ovordoas in 7im. c. 39, where the nature of disease is thus
explained :
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Tim. 81 Eff T0 0¢ TwV rmv afev £w:mmt, Sqlw mov m: ravri.
ﬂrfnpmv yap mrrnw ]rmw. :f av gupmémrnye TO d'mpn, UL rupm usafut
7€ xai dépos, TovTwy 7 wupa pivowy rltovcfm m.u évieia m:u -n}c xmpa-;
pmwu.a't': ¢£ olxelas i’ n.hltrrpmr yt?mpwq, TUpos Te al Kai TOV éTépwy
éredn yém wlnum évos ovra ruyxavn, T py tpou-qxw éxaoTov im:rqn
mpochapBdvey xai wivl doa -mmm ordoets kal vooOVS rap:xn 'Irn-pu
t#uu‘r.ryﬁp éxaoTov 'fﬁ}"l-'ﬂ}llti'ﬂ'u xai Ftﬁmfup.ww 3¢ppuwlfm. uév ooa dv
rpoﬁpuv l}'uxqu, fqpa 8¢ ovra els Jorepov ylyverar vorepd, xal xoida &7
xal Bapéa, kal wdoas wdvry perafolis ﬂ-zxﬂut.

mi T’CI‘.P 37] FI'I-", mww Tﬂl"ﬂ? KGT'II. T'l:l-ll‘TD H.'ﬂl- Wnurmc Km ﬂ-l"'ﬂ-
Adyor mpooyryvopevov xai dmoyiyvipevov éace tatrov by alrg odv xai
vyies pévav. (With which cp. also Hippocr. de nat. kom. vol. 1. pp. 350 ff.)

Here too the bodily condition is made to depend on the arrange-
ment and proportion of the qualities of Heat and Cold, Moisture and
Dryness, and these again have for base the elementary triangles of which
the four elements are composed: when this proportion 1s correct and
when it varies xara ¢vow or dvd Adyov, then the resultant condition
is Health, otherwise it is Disease. All Disease then involves, as the
Philebus also implies, the Too Hot and Too Cold and the Too Moist
and Too Dry.

One more example may be adduced of this aspect of feppors as
a mark of Health or of Disease. In Zheaet. 178 c ff., where the
Protagorean theory regarding sensible qualities is under discussion,
Socrates asks whether we are to suppose that man possesses in himself
the ‘ Criterion” of judging the sensation which :.r to de, so that it comes
to b: what he opines it will be—olov Ecp,u.a ap orav Tis ﬂu;tﬂp aﬁuurqg
aimév wuperdv Mjeobar xal ioeotar ravry T ﬁtp,u.ﬁr'q'ra kal €repos,
laTp ns 36’ dvrounby, kara ﬂ}v mtpnu doav ¢-m;.|.w 70 Ftllov dmﬂwﬁﬂm,
1 xard 113? ducporépwy, Kai TQ pév Iu.rpm ot 3:,1#0; obd¢ mupérTwy T:}rmm,
éavrg 8¢ apdorepa; Here bepporys, in excess, is the diseased condition
which exhibits itself as fever, and so is an object for medical science,—
which must include both the complementary studies of physiol
{which deals with &eas xara ¢dow) and pathology (dealing with efeas
Tapd o).

Hence we see that the ﬂ!ppuﬂpor xai Yuxporepov of Phil. 24 A—,
25 C, as well as the £nporepov ral dyporepov of 25 C, especially connote
dlseased condition of the animal nature, and so are involved in the
voooe mentioned in 25 E, which by the introduction of the proper wépas
dxovra pass from the sphere of 0 dmewor to that of 76 merdv or 7o
wemepacpévoy,

The other example of Sound, dissonant and consonant, may be
illustrated by Zim. 8o Aff.: xai Goor boyyor Taxeis Te xai Bpadeis,
65:15 Te xai Papels lfmwnv-rn:, TOTE ,uir a.vapp.owfut depopevor 8¢
dvopowryra TS & fuiv r adrdv xerjoews, Toré 8¢ {Vpduvor &
dpooryra.

We must, however, hold fast to the view that the Unlimifed of the
Philebus is the abstract general principle which in combination with
Unity combines to form Being. The fact that the examples given—
such as Health and Disease (25 E, 31 c), Melody and Rhythm (26 a),
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Temperature and Season (26 A), Beauty and Strength of Body and Soul
(26 B), Pleasure and Pain (27 E, 31 A), etc.—are all cases not of sub-
stances but of properties or relations (rowys), is due to the point of
view of the dmlugue, which is dealing with &eas xai 8waféocas (with
780w, émomjpy, puros Bios), rather than with their concrete subjects.
And in this lies the difference between the material principle of the
ZTimaeus and that of the Philebus—for the former is pure space, con-
ceived merely as the guantitatively indeterminate : whereas in the Philebus
0 arepor combines the quantitative! with the qualitative aspect.

Further, as in the Zimaeus qualitative differences in sense-objects
are referred to quantitative distinctions as their ultimate ground, by
the reduction of corporeality, or secondary matter, to space as the.
prime substrate, and of the qualitatively distinct elements (earth, air,
fire, water), to quantitatively distinct geometric forms (cube, tetrahedron,
etc.),—so in the Philebus this possibility of reducing quality to quantity
as the more absolute notion appears to be assumed”.

And this may be urged as an argument in favour of assigning the
Fhilebus to a later date than the Timaeus. The prima facie difference
between the account of the material substrate in the two dialogues does
not imply that when the Philebus was written Plato had not attained to
the ultimate determination of matter as given in the Z¥maeus®; on the
contrary, this ultimate determination is throughout implied in the Phsl-
bus, though the immediate purpose of the dialogue necessitates such a
mode of discussion that this is only perceived incidentally*

! For 7d dreipor in quantitative or extensive aspect cp. 16 ¢, where & = xépas and
wol\d =dweipla (as rightly remarked by Baumker, p. 195, and Hirzel). So 158 &
Tois wohhois xal dwelpots: 17 B dwepor whhfe: 17 E dwepor whijfos. And thus T
dxeipor -::ﬂrresl])onda also to the FPlatonic dépwros duwds, of which Aristotle tells us: in
fact under itself as genus it unites, as species, arithmetical plurality or series, geometric
space or continuance (xdpa of Timacus 52 D}-. qualitative indetermination, xlrpois as
such, besides the ]ugu:al aspect which it bears in 15—16.

Cp. Baumker, : “ Somit ist es eine Reduction auf hohern und allgemei
Principien, wenn lz'm den Gegensatz von Materie (unbegrenzter Ausdehnun ]- und
Form unter den Gegensatz des Unbegrenzten und der Grenze subsumiert.” Cp. Ar.
Met. B. 3. 998" g : Phil. 25 A els 70 ToU dwelpov yévos ws els & kTN, 25 C THjs 70 pEANGY
1€ xal frrov Sexoudvns érlfeuer els &y @ioews. See also Poste, .F.&:ft&w Append. B,
and Ar. Eth. Nie. X, 2, there cited.

9 Bidumker observes (p. 19g): “Jetzt ist die quantitative Unbestimmtheit das
Erste und Urspriingliche, die Materie zuniichst ein quantitativ und erst infi dessen
auch ein qualitativ %aneshmmtes So too Poste (Agpend. B, p. 160): *“ The Phdle-
bus does not carry the analysis so far (as the Z¥maens). It regards qua.'htjr as the
ultimate matter,” etc. But see n.]sn Schnuder, Das Materiale Princip, and Kilb,
FPlatons Lehre von der Malerie, pp.

$ Consequently I think that Dr _Iar.ksun (¥. of Phil. xv. 300) and Mr Archer-
Hind (in his ed. of the Zimacus, Inired. p. 24) are wrong in arguing that the 7imacus
is the later.

4 We may distinguish in Plato a three-fold application of dwepor, to Dialectic,
Physics and Ethics, see Stolzle, [ie Lehre vom Unendlichen bei Aristoteles, pp. 10 fi.
For dwepor as the ‘ Great and Small,’ see Ar. Mer, A. 6, N. 1 ff., Phys. 1. 4, 6, g,
111, 4, IV. 2 etc.: and on its relations to the theory of the ® Indefinite Dyad’ and of
Ideal Numbers, see Trendel., Plat. de ideis ef numeris, and Susemihl, Genet. Enttw.
11. pp. 509 fi. also the citations in Poste, /..
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2. 70 wépas.

In connection with the notion of 76 drepor we must examine that
of its opposite, 76 Tépas.

It will be sufficient here to collate the evidence of Aristotle re-
garding this notion, without attempting a more precise account of its
place in the Ontology of the Philebus.

In Met. A. (mepi 1év mooaxws A pwmr), chapter 17 is devoted to
an account of the various senses c:}m r:paf, as follows (1022 4 ff. } —_
_rcpai‘ Aéyerar "I'D ewxaruv cxm:rmu m:u ov w pndev & éore Aafeiv mpuTov,
xal w frw wdvra mpurov, kal & av 7 eldos peycbovs 7 dxovros péyebos,
. Kkal 70 relﬂ éxdarov” fumuﬂw & Etb 3 7 mh;mt xai 1 rpafts xai odk
d¢ ov, OTe 3{ np:ﬁm kal dp’ oU xai éd 0. xu.r. 70 nﬁ €vexa H"lll- 7 nuu‘m
1;! ixumu, kai 70 Ti ﬁr elvar éxdore: s -pvwllwt; yap Tovro wtpﬂv;' el B¢
TS yvuoews, Kal Tov fpuy_,tmfaq WoTE -ﬁaupov ore ﬁu‘axmg TE 'q &pxi}
Aqﬂm ma-auruxu: kai 10 wépas, xkai &re mheovayds: 7 piv yap dpyn
wépas Ti, TO B¢ wépas ov rmr dpxay.

The senses ﬂf upx-l]' are enumerated in A. 1, summed shﬂrtl thus
{m:_‘;‘ 16 ﬂ') —u:mxme 8¢ xai ra aitia Lqrernr. mavrayipraairia apyal
mmr piv olv Kowdv TGV apxnw 70 rpm-rov evar 60ev 4 doTv 9
TIT]"ETGI. ﬁjl?"ﬁlﬂ'ﬂifﬂl fart.r'rmv 3‘ ﬂ.l I,.I.'E'I"' lv‘urupxowm Erl.ﬂ'h-" ﬂl 8&
éxtos. 8w 7 Te dvoes u.pxq mn. T0 oToL)€ioV Kai 1‘} Eiuvnm m:
mpoaipeois xai odoia xal 76 o &vexar moMdv yip xal Tol yvéva xal
s Kunjoews apyy tayafov xel 70 xadév. From which it appears that it
is hardly correct to say that wépas is as wide in variety of meaning as
apxy, if not wider (see Bonitz, Comm. ad loc., p. 264).

Thus we learn from Aristotle that wépas may mean

(1) the /imils or bounds of an extended magnitude—geometrical form
or figure—oémoidy éorw &mi Tav cwparwy 1 émpdvaa (Alex. Aphr. ad loc.):

(2) the final cause of an action—i¢’ § 7 ximos xal 16 ol fvexa :

(3) the source or starting-point of action, as well as the end aimed
at—what is last in deliberation being first in action :

(4) the essential notion, or substance, as the end of knowledge con-
cerning an object—rys T"“’”"‘"‘ ﬂpa: Cp M’a A. 3. 9832 31 -rtrcipn;p
k.. aI-rmr (apiv tfrm} .70 ol évexa xal rayalov {nlu: }rnp yevéoews

xai nw;o':uq mu‘m mur !'crfw} with B. 4 gggh g ére 8¢ yevéoews ovons
Kal Kwrjoews avdykn xai wépas elvac’ oute yap dretpos éoTiv ovdepla
xivnots alda wdoys éori Téhos kTA.

Thus, in brief, the Limit may be regarded from the point of view
of Extension, of Becoming, or of Knowing, as applied to things
mathematical, natural, ethical, or logical.

For comparison, we may sum up shortly what is said respecting it in
the Philebus’.

In 23 C 70 wépas as one class rav ovrwv is opposed to 70 amepor.

In 24 A wépas, Té\os, Televry are said to be incompatible with 7o
paAAov Te xai frrov and unable to reside in the same yévy with them.

I See also fmtrod. ch. iv., and Append. A.
B. P I3
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In 24 ¢ f. 70 paAAdv Te xal Brro¥, In temperature and in actions, are
similarly said to be exclusive of 16 moodv xai 76 pérpov.

In 25 A, B the function of wépas as gemws is thus summed up:
obxoly Ta i) Sexopeva raira, rovrwy 8& ra évavria wdvra Sexopeva, mwparov
pév 10 loov xai loorgra, perda 8¢ 70 loov 70 Surddowr kai wav orurep dv
wpos apilfpov dplfuds ) pérpov ) wpos pérpov, ratra Ejuwarra els 7O wepas
dmroloylopevor kalis dv doxoipev Bpav rolro. %) was ov ¢ygs. This means
that under the gemeric notion of wépas are to be comprised all deter-
minate anithmetical and geometrical relafions or ratios—the equal, the
double, the triple, etc., or, in other words, the ratios 1 : 1; 2:1; 3:1,
etc.'. So that the Limit is made up of mathematical correlates (wpos
aAAqAa), which are in all cases fixed and exactly determined, as opposed
to the genus rd dmrepov, which has for the characteristic, or law, of its
members the indelerminate and variable (16 paAdov Te xai grrov).  And
these particular manifestations of wépas are what is meant by 7 Tod
méparos yévva (25 D) and ra wépas ixovra (26 A).

For the general significance of ‘the Equal, the Double,’ etc,
and their ‘brood,’ we may refer to Nicom. Jntr. Arith. 1. 17 Tod
rpﬁi T¢ Tolruy wooobl dve al drwrdrw ‘fnrumi ﬁuupiu'nc tr',crf;r, r'mirqg
xai vamﬁ TO pév nmr loov ﬂ:mpnmr., orav TGV u‘urxptmpim m
ﬂcpor F-'I?TI w;pcx_t] pw: (Mﬂm;l rpui v TOU lm'lmu rnpaﬁalqr, olow
cm-rw rrpus' unﬂw ) pva n-pcw; pvav 3 -rn.larror wp-us w)l.o.mv ] m;rxw
wpos v kai Td maparAijowa eite dv Syxw ere év pijker eire év Pape eite
év mogoTyTL Prveodv...70 & dvicov kal atro kafl tmoduaipeaw Sui oxileras
kai éorw adrod 10 pév peifov, 16 8¢ élarrov, dvrwvvpovpevd Te xal
avrifera alAqlos xata woooTyTA Kal Cxéow avTGY...Tob pév ovv peilovos
xafl’ vroduaipeciv Sevrépay els wévre €ldn Sapovuévor To pév éomt ToAda-
'.rl-:t'r.rmr, To O¢ émuopiov, TO BE iﬂ,utp&, 10 d¢ rulh#lwm:pﬁptw,
10 O¢ ﬂﬂuwﬁ.wtwmspﬂ kai tou wyriflérov 8¢ Tovry, TovTéoTL TOU
élarrovos, irwﬂg €idn Opoiws.. wwulla#hamav wrmm;.t.apmv KT

th, 18 7o yap Surhdowv apyxopevov amd Tov B S mavrer aprivv
TpoaiTLY.

1. 14 v p.hr yip ﬂ;: mwhelove al te ﬁrepﬁolai Kol whmffm Kai
w:p:mwm xm Ttpm‘ﬂ‘ﬂft}‘l'l? yivovra, év B¢ -ng éldrrove al &daat
xal eAdelfers m.'u ITTIP??G'HB xm élt-rntfmt, Er de T‘I’ FETEEV fnt.n mAéov Kal
TOU :hcm"ar, forw | low, a-.perm Te xal uyum: nm pﬂp;umrﬂ xai
elmpérear xal kdAAy kal 1& Spoa’ v yevicwrarov T Aexbiév Tob dpifpod
eldos 16 téletov (=ald loov Tots éavrov pépecww Jmapyov, 16). With
which cp. Phileb. 25 E, 26 A—c.

There i1s also an important passage in the Zaws (757 B) which
must be cited in illustration of this notiun of Equa.litjf: v B¢ uh;ﬂc-
a'fctn:.w xai npm‘rql- icornra, ouxﬂ-: pq.ﬁwv ravri Belv. Aids yap 31]
kplois éori, xal Tols avﬂpnnruu: ael o-pupu ptv émapket, mav 8¢ doov Av
drapxéoy moleow 7 xai Bwirais wdvr dyafd drepyalera 76 piv yap
pelove whelw, 7@ 8¢ E\drrove ouikpdTepa vépe, pérpia Sudotoa Tpos TV

! For ratios as formal cause, cp. Ar. Met. A. 9. ggib 13 el &' 8rc Ndyou dpe@udw
rdvraiifa, olov 7 ovpguwvia.. gavepdy dre xal abrol ol dpifpol Ndyor Tivés frovral
érépov wpls Erepow xTh.
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alTav puoLy éxarépy, xal &1 kai Typas pelloat piv mpos aperyy del peilovs,
Tots O¢ Tolvavriov éxovow dperijs Te xai wabelns TO wpémov éxarépois
arovéue kara Adyov. Here equality appears as the ‘judgment of
Zeus,’ that is as eguify or just proportion in the distribution of rewards
or punishments to virtue or vice ; and as a political principle, a.m:ordin%
to the proverb, ioorys ¢ulomyra dwepyalerar (contrast Eth. Nic. 1158
29 f. oy dpoilws 8¢ 70 loov &v 1€ Tols dixaiows xai év 1) Ppihin Palverar Eyew
ktA.). The mathematical notion finds here, as in the Philebus, its applica-
tion in the sphere of politics, ethics, physics. This is already implied
in Gorg. 508 A, B AéAnbé oe oti 7 looTns 1 :,rtm,u.:rpl.xﬁ xal év feols xai
¢v avlpdrous péya Sivarar  ob 8¢ mheoveliar ole Beiv doxelv' yewperplas
yap duekeis. And the ethical application is drawn out at length in Ar.
Eth. Nic. E. 6 (avaysxn 16 dixawov pégov Te xai ioov elvar xTA.).

So that Equality in this aspect appears as the Divine Law whose
application is universal and which has for keynote suum cuigue.

APPENDIX E.
‘H Merpyrucy.

We are dealing with a kindred topic to that last examined when
we pass on from the notion of Zimif to illustrate the Platonic view of
Measure. For Plato's earlier view the Republic (vi. and vil.) is the most
important dialogue. The high value which he there sets on Mathe-
matical science 1s quite clear. On the one hand, the faculty by which
we apprehend mathematical objects (duavaa) is scarcely distinguishable
from that which deals with the Ideas (vovs); and on the other, these
objects themselves are spoken of as eternal and constant'. Yet at the
same time Dialectic, or the Ideal science, is distinctly separated from
Mathematical sciences, which serve merely as a wporaideia, or preparatory
training for the philosopher. For one thing, the distinction lies in this,
that while Mathematics is based on sensible objects—things spatially
extended—Dialectic treats wholly of voyrd as such; though it remains
obscure whether the intelligibles of the dialectician are otherwise derived
than those of the mathematician, for Plato in the Republic is not clear in
his treatment of the origin of notions. Another point which may perhaps
be said to differentiate Mathematics from Dialectics, in the Republic, is
that the latter appears rather confined to moral/ 1deas—the dialectician
being specially the ethical and political scientist. But on one point at
least the ARepublic is clear: the way to attain true knowledge of the
sensible world is by Mathematical Science; to Anow objects in space, to
get at their /deas, we must measure them and weigh them®,

1 Cp. Rep. vil. 525 C fws 8 dwl Géav Tiis TOv dpifpdr plcews dplewrrar 7
vofhoet adry. 6. 526 B 70 pdfnpa...palveral ye wpocavayxdior alry T§ vodoe xphoda
The yuxiw én’ abriw Tir dhifewar. 6. 527 B Toil ydp del BrTos § yewperpuch yraols
éorwe.

1 Rep. X. 602 DT, "Ap' ofw ol 7 perpeir, xal dplfuely xal lordrac Boffeiar xapié-
oraral wpds alrd dpdvyoar, dore ph dpyew év fuiv 7d gpawbpevor pellor § Parror §

13—2
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A similar position of value in correcting the falsity and inconsistency
of sense-impressions is assigned to y perpyricy in the Profagoras. The
‘ Metretic Art’ is preservative of human life as dispelling the illusions of
the senses and so enahlmg us to gulde our conduct with rectitude and
safety :—y ;.l.-l'rp‘lrrl.#ﬂ u.xupm' pev dv Iwm-.r;u-t fmrro 1o :ﬁarrau‘pa,
Sqlwcmo-u 8¢ ro a.\q fes nwxmv dv &moinoev ixew v Yuxijy, pévovaav
¢mi 7@ aAnfel xai éowoev dv Tov Blov; (Prot. 356 D). If man is not
to be at the mercy of the perplexing variations of shifting sense, he
must call in to his aid Mensuration, he must use his ‘logistic’ or com-
putative faculty: for the object of this faculty is fixed, definite and true,
and only by its exercise can he exalt his perceptions (as Brandis puts
it) “iiber den Wandel subjectiver Affektionen.” In short, external
objects become defined, are rendered objects of knowledge, only by
means of mathematical science: only in virtue of its determinations can
any such object be designated dadés, dxpifés, Béfaiov, dAnbiés’.

Thus far had Plato gone in his view of the value of Mathematical
science in his earlier dialogues. When we come to the later group, we
find his esteem for that science greatly increased, and his view as to its
application largely extended. The centre point of his later doctrine
lies in the conception of 76 pérpov—an important one for the philosophy
of the Philebus.

The notion of the ‘Measure’ is first expressly set forth in the
Politicus (283 c—295C), in a passage noticeably devoted to the pro-
mulgation of this new doctrine, and forming a digression from the main
line of argument. First, the science of ‘Metretic’ is divided into two
parts, according as it deals with the relations of spatial magnitudes—
* the intercommunion of Greatness and Smallness—or with ‘the necessary
being of Becoming®’ Next, it is stated, that what exceeds or falls short
of the ‘nature of the measured,’ whether in words or in works, is not
deprived thereby of reality or actuality, but remains évrws yryvopevor®.
- Further, without this science of Measurement no art were possible; for
all arts acknowledge the reality of excess and defect—as a fact, and a
stubborn fact—and turn out their best products only by observing the
True Measure*. Consequently, we must hold to the notion of the Great
and Small or More and Less as a necessary postulate, without which ar-
tistic perfection—the Good and Beautiful—would remain as inexplicable,

whéow 7} Baptrepov, dAha Td Noyioduevov xal perpiicar 1) xal erfjoar; TIds yap of ;'ANAA
piw Toirh ye-Tol Noyiorixol dr ely 7ol év Yyuxyg Epyor. Tolrov yip olw. Tm.'rn,.-
8¢ woAldxis, Fﬂpﬂl‘rﬂm Kal d'w.m.!rm;, pellw drra evar 4 éddrrw Errpu érépur 7 E:ru.,
rdrarrla palverat dua mwepl radrd. Nal. Odrole fpaper 1§ alrg dua wepl Tavrd
évarria Jofdlew adivaror elvar; Kal dpfds v' Epaper. Td wapd ra pérpa dpa Sofdiov
s Yuxds 7@ katd Td uérpa olx A eln rairbe.

1 Cf. Phaedo 6% B,

¥ Polit. 283 D Sfhwper (rip perpnriciy) Sdo Mfﬂ...r& pév katda Ty wpds dMAgha
peyéfovs kal opuxpbryros xwiﬂ, rd 32 kard Thy T yevérews avayralay olelay,

* Folit. 283 E 70 Tip -rmr ,urrp‘.w qﬁuu’ur wrpﬁdlhor xal wepSalhbueror ' avtiis dv
lhmr elre xal &v Epyous dp' ovx av AMéfoper s :;w‘rus yiyrbueror,

4 15, 284 A dwacat ydp al Toalral wov 70 Tov perplov whdor xal Earror ouy ws otk Ow

dAN we 3w xahewdr wepl Tas wpdleis wapaguidrrovar, kal Toiry &4 T Tpbwy Td pérpow
cwlovoat vdrr' dyafd kal kadd drepydforrac
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as the logical Good, i.e. the True, would be if we refused to allow real
Being to py-ov. As in the Sophist the possibility of Falsehood, and
therefore also of Truth, was found to depend on the relative Being
of Not-being, so in the Politicus we find that we must attribute to the
Excessive and Defective, the More and Less, 70 duerpov, a similar reality,
or being, in relation to Due Measure'.

This theory of the Mean in the Politicus is closely related to the
doctri::e of the Philebus (55 » ff.), and we also find intimations of it in the
Laws?®.

A summary has already been given (see Append. B, p. 175) of the
senses in which Plato uses the term pérpov. Its primary meaning is
that of ‘a measure’ or ‘rule,’ i.e. a standard, canon or criterion by which
to measure things or determine their quantity or amount whether in
space or in time—extensively or intensively. Thus in Rep. 603 A the
part of the soul which opines mapa ra pérpa is opposed to that which
opines xard td pérpa, and it is stated that the part which trusts ‘to
measure and caln:ulatiun 1s the best part of the soul—aAAa prv 70 pérpw
ye xai Aoywopg moTetov Békrworov dv iy Tis Yuxis. And in Laws
947 A, B it is ordained that the name of the chief pnest shall be posted
up annuall]r to serve as a measure of ume-—vmﬁmpn avaypagey Tovrov
xat Evmmv, omrws dv Ttylrwgfm pwétpov dpifpod 7ot Xpovov, fws dv 7
mohis olxfjrac.  Similarly in Zim. 398 the Demiurgus is said to have
kindled the sun as a light in the heavens “that there might be some
clear measure (pérpov évapyés 7t) of the relative swiftness and slowness
with which the planets moved in their eight revolutions”—the sun
serving as the standard of time®’. Again, in Laws 716 c we have the
remarkable expression—o &7y feos piv wdvrwv xpyparov pérpov dv ey
pahwra, which is clearly meant as a counter-statement to the famous
phrase of Protagoras and the relatmsts-«-awmu xprr}}mfmv pérpov avbpw-
mos, TGV pév Svrwv ws &omi, Tov 8¢ pf ovrwy ws ouk orw (see Theael.
152 A ff. i

g In tgxe above passages uérpov has appeared rather as something
external; an outside standard which acted, we might say, as the ‘formal
cause’ of things numerable and measurable. But besides this ‘tran-
scendent’ sense, ‘Measure’ may also be regarded as an mherent
qua.ht].r in things which are said pérpov Exew, tnu{'m-', rvyxavew'. And
in this sense it may appear either (@) simply as ‘ Measure,” without
more precise definition, or () as the right, jusf measure, a fixed and

L 7b. 284 B, C Ilbrepor oilv, xafdrep év ¢ copirr] wporprayrdoauer elvar Td uh v,
...ollrw xal viv 78 whéor al xal Edarror perpyrd rpocavaycacrdoy ylyveafat ph
wpds dAAgha pbrov dAAG xal wpds Thv Tol werplov yéveawr ;

¥ Laws 788 E, 806 D, 8og D, 810 A, 823 C.

3 For pérpor xpbwov cp. FPolit. 269 C brar al ﬂp&ﬂ-ﬁu Tol wporfKkorTos :qu.r
pérpov el\ipwaw 78y xpbvov—where the sense is that of a * determined sum of years,’
and so differs somewhat from that in 7im.

4 Cp. (al fdxrmj 76 pérpor ocdfovear wdrra dyafd xal xahd dwepydiorrai.
Laws 757 A Tols yap dvioos Td loa dviga ylyvorr’ dv, el ph) Tuyxdroe Tob pérpov:
ib. 846 C, 918 D, 957 A, 050 A, 836 A, 692 A, 848 C pé-rpm re kal dpifuy Suavépeodar.
The frequency of these mathematical terms in the Laws should be observed as an
important link of connection with the Phtlebus.
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193 APPENDIX E.

known guantum. And a third distinction in the use of the term may be
observed when uérpov denotes the concrete embodiment of ‘ measure,’
or identity of the thing measured, as self-measured, with the instrument
or standard, whether or not further defined as the jusf measure',

The function of 76 pérpov may be further illustrated by an interesting
discussion of it in the 10th book of Aristotle’s Metaphysics®. It is there
explained that one of the essential meanings of Unity is to be the
primary standard of measurement. 76 € and 16 pérpov are both indi-
visible, logically and in concept, at least, if not spatially. And the
function of pérpov is to enable us to Anow quantity. We start in know-
ledge with the wnif, and by it we measure and quantify all else. In the
simplest and most abstract and general case, the object of knowledge is
merely number—form without content, the base of which is the numerical
One. Consequently this One is the ultimate principle and the ultimate
standard, pérpov xai dpyr. And this arithmetical pérpov is the monad.
But while number is thus the summum genus of the cognisable, its prin-
ciples are equally applicable to all branches of Science, and to all objects
which admit of exact determination. It is true that the science of
arithmetic is the most exact (o dxpSéorarov, cp. Phileb. 56 afl.), being
the most abstract: yet other sciences, such as geometry and physics,
which deal with spatial dimensions, can borrow its principles (ppotvras
70 rowirov), and assume an axiomatic unit as uérpov. Whatever the
hypothetical unit of measurement, to postulate some such pérpov is
necessary for every science: we cannot build without a foundation, and
that foundation or dpyxj is 76 év and 76 perpov. It is the indispensable
means of mgnitiml—xai 707 olovrar eldévar 1O moodw, orav edoor S
TovToV TOb ,ucrpou (ro53* 7). In practical appli{:atiun it is immaterial
whether the pﬁpm- is a numencal unit or not (odx dei 8 7¢ dpfpug &
10 perpov, all’ éviote whelw, olov al Siéoeas So wTA., 10532 15); its logical
unity it always retains.

It has been seen that this Unit of measurement is to be primarily
found as the principle of arithmetical science, whence it pervades the
methods of all the sciences which deal with objects of spatial extension,
and with things that can be weighed or measured. But its application
does not end here: besides sensible form there is logical form, and
besides the section and division of the mathematician or physicist there

! Rep. x. 621 A pérpor pdv olv Te Tob Udaros wiow dvaycalor elva wiely xrh.
Laws 843 £ ddw ph amodelry 16 pérpov vdv 1ol ~yelrovos xwplwr—i.e. prescribed
space. 5. 744 E pérpor Oéuevos Sirhdowor xrh.—prescribed quantity of goods.
Tim. 68 B 8sov pérpov Ssas—of the proportions of ingredients in cn]ours

3 Ar. Met. 1. 1. 1052?15 ff. &b .ﬂ.'ﬂy mvl elvai. pdhora 8 7o pérpy elvas
fpd!'rlp éxdoTou Tt‘rnut Kol xuptmr-n roll worol....uérpor ydp éorev @ fﬁ- wogdw

tyrdokerar  yyvwoxeral 8 4 évl 1 dpilfug T6 woady 1) wooby, 6 & dpfuds dwas del. ..
@ WpWTY Word YryrdoKeTaL, TolTo m-lrﬂ- v Bud ™ & dp(ﬂ;mu dpxh 1 dpibubs. dvreifer e
xal év Tois d\Aous Aéyerar pérpov Te ¢ ExacTov TpwTY ':.-t'}-rw.term kalTdpérpor éxdorov
v év pocer, év whdrer, év Sdfe, év Bdpet, év Tdyer... v wiou &y ruirrnu pérpov kal apxh
& i xni déialperor, érel xal év rais ypapuals xpwrrm ws drépy T wodialg.
rnrmxnu ydp 70 pérpov ¥ e Pyroboc xal ddialperor. 7olro 3¢ 7 d-rlwr 1y Touy
T wmooy. Smwov ,In!l oiw Soxel un elvai dgpeleiv § wpooleivar, Tolro dxpifés
Th pérpov. Bd Td Tob dpefpol depiféoraror. Tiv yip povdda nbéart wdvry
déialperor. év 8¢ Tols d\hoes pipoiivral Td Towiror k.
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is the division and analysis of the lagician and diale«:ticiam ot 8:1
ﬂn'-rwr ;.:wpnr ru ﬂr, ore yvwpiloper & av éotw 7 ovoia Suaipoivres 1} xata
70 wooov 1) katd To eldos (1053* 18 ffL).

With this passage we must further compare an important reference
to uérpov in the last book of the Metaphysics'.

Anstotle is there arguing against the view of the Academics that their
opposite principles are ovoia.. 70 &, which is antithetic to farepor or to
o wAjflos, is not a real substance, he asserts. As it is pérpov, it must be
moww ¢ OF rrooov 1, and so it belongs to a subordinate category. Properly
Unity belongs to the category of quantity as an arithmetical notion ; the
One being the measure of plurality, and number being a measured plurality
or a plurality of definitely determined units. The unit of measurement
must in every case be of like kind (ovyyevés) to the plurality or quantum
which is to be measured, so that the pérpov or & will vary in nature
according to circumstances. If we are dealing with men, our measuring-
unit will be the individual man ; if with horses, the single horse ; and
S0 On.

This passage should be compared with the account of 1 dpifuyricy
given in FPhilebus 56 b, E. There, as we have already seen, the difference
between the arithmetic of the unlearned differs from that of scientific
enquirers in the following way : of uév ydp mov povadas n'ﬂu'oue xumptﬂuoir-
Tal fuw -.-rtpf. uptﬂ'p.ur, olov r.rrpnrnrn'-cSa dvo xai ﬁov': Svo xai 6o Ta u'pmpom'm
7 kai rd wavrwv péywora* ol & olk av wore avrols mmlwﬂw'mr, €l py
povada pamﬁoc éxdoTNs TOV puplwv _;.mﬁq.f.mr uMqv aAAys Swagpépovady Tis
Bneoe.. That is to say, the unit of the scientist is somethmg aSuq&upnv and
aduiperov, a constant and self-identical monad. It is 76 pérpov for his
science, whatever that science may be, and it is aimed at by abstraction
from all varying qualities ; and the axp{Bea of the science depends just
on this feature, that it uses a weérpor which is abstract, and consequently
xafapov, BéBaiov, cagés. And so the ultimate form of all such wérpa, the
ideal unit of measurement, is the numerical monad. It is the perfect

of a fundamental and primary scientific notion.

And thus we get at the point of view which enables us to see how %
perpyrucyy was for Plato the ultlmate, most genenc, paradigm of the
sciences ; how its dual principles ré & and 7o wA#jflos stood to him for
the ultimate opposites, so that from them are derived the dual principles
which pervade all secondary and more concrete branches of philosophy;

1 Ar. Met. N, 1. 10852 33 ff. 73 8" 2» 87 pérpor onualve, pavepbr. xal v warrl
dorl 1t Erepov Uwoxeluevor, olov év dpuorig Sleais...xal kara wdvrwy 3¢ Tiv abriv Tpbmwor,
év pév Tois worols wouby 1i, dv 8¢ Tols wooois woadr 1 (xal dbialperor Td pérpov,
Td pév kard Td eldos T 82 wpos riw alofnow) ws olx dvros Twds Toll dvds xal' alrd ololas
oonualrer ydp T8 &v dre pérpor whffous Tivds, xkald dpifuds Sri whnbos
peperpnuévor xal wAnfos pérpwr. &b xal edhbyws olx fore vd v dpifpéy
oidé ydp T pérpov pérpa, dAN' dpxh xal 7o pérpor xal o Ev. Bel & alel Td alrd
i bwdpyewr wiaage 70 wérpow, olow el Ix wos 7d pwérpor Imrwovs, xal el drvfpwros drfpdmrous.
el &' dvBpwwos xal Iwros xal febs, {pov lows, kal & dpifuos abruw forai {Qa.

Cp. I. 1. 1053% 24 ff. alel §& cvyyeviés vd pérpov’ peyeblv pév yip péyebos, xal
xkaf" Ixacror pfhxouvs nﬁm...mdﬂw povds.  olirw ydp Bl hapfBdvew, dAN" oly d71
dpuf paw dptfubs.. dowep el povddwr porddas diwwcee uéTpor dAAd uh wordda ¢ &
dpifuds whqfos porvddwr.
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and how the form and method of mathematics came to be regarded as
the fundamental form and method of all correct thinking, of all exact
knowledge. o feos yewperpel, and the philosopher, with whatever par-
ticular branch of thought concerned, must likewise geometrize.

It will thus be seen that the Philebus aims at establishing a
mathematico-scientific method which will apply to all branches of
 knowledge—to ethics and aesthetics amongst others. (Qwa sciences
their objects must be mathematically determinable,

And in this connection attention may be called to yet another passage
in the Metaphysics, where the claim of mathematicians that their objects
are the Good and the Beautiful is vindicated.

The geometer, Aristotle says, in dealing with objects makes ab-
straction of all qualities except that of space-dimension, which forms
his proper object. He deals, for example, with a man, not gua man, but
gua solid. And the objects of his science are évra. If we distinguish
the Beautiful, as that which belongs both to motionless objects and
to matters of practice, from the Good which belongs only to the latter,
then it will be false to assert that the mathematical sciences are con-
cerned with neither of these two subjects’. For though these sciences
do not particularly, expressly, and directly deal with the Beautiful or
Good as such, yet at least in their method and results they exhibit the
Beautiful. For the main forms or divisions of the Beautiful are order,
symmetry, and determination or the definite ; and it is these especially
that mathematics exhibits and demonstrates. If, then, these qualities are
causative of what is Beautiful and Good, the dignity of mathematical
science is sufficiently assured.

The blasphemers against mathematics here alluded to were most
probably the Cyrenaics®; and it is also against the Cyrenaic doctrine, in
regard to ethics, that the Philebus 1s largely directed. This makes the
deliverance of Aristotle doubly striking, constituting, as it does, a defence
of the point of view of our dialogue. But it should be noted that Aristotle
himself carefully insists on the need of distinguishing ethics from
mathematics®,

L Ar. Met. M. 3. 10787 31 fl. dmwel 8¢ 70 dyaBdv xal 10 xakdy Erepov (rd pér ydp alel
év wpdfer, T0 8¢ xaldw xal év Tois dewfrou), ol ¢pdoxorres 008er Néyewr rds paly-
patikds éricrhuas mepl xadol gayafol Yyeddorran Ayovo yap ral Seaxviovae
pdMora® ob yap el uh dvopd fover, Td &' Epya xal Tods Adyous Sexvdovow, ob Aéyovoe repl
alriv. Toi 8¢ xaloi péyiora eldy vdlis xal svpperpla kal 74 dpiopévor,
d pddeore dewcvdovow al pafnuarical évwerfjpa. kol éwel ye wodl\dv alria galvera
Taira...5fhov 81t Myower & xal Tiw Towadryr alrlar Thy @s T xaddv alror Tpéwor Tovd.
Cp. next note.

¥ Me. B. 2. 9962 32 fi. dore 8id Talra Tdr cogroTEr Twds olov "AploTiwwas
wpoewghdeifer avrds [sc. ras pafnpuaricds réyvas]. &v pév yap rals d\haws réyrais,
xal Tals Bavadeows, olor & Texromky xal oxvricy, Sibre Békrior 1§ yeipor Méyecfar wdvra,
Tis d¢ pafpuaras obdéve moeiofar Myor wepl dyaliv xal xaxde,

? Met. B. 2. 996* 21 fi., which is scarcely consistent with M. 1078 31 ff. cited above.
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APPENDIX F.

The term #»uth admits of a certain ambiguity of meaning which it is
well to bear in mind. For it may be used either in an edjective or in a
subjective sense—that is, we may predicate truth either of an exfermal
object, as when we speak of ‘a true friend,” ‘a true mountain,” ‘true
blue,” and the like, or of the #mner content of our own minds, true
notions, true opinions, and so forth. In the first sense, accordingly, we
can substitute for the word ‘true’ other words such as ‘genuine,’ ‘sincere,’
‘real.” And so too we find in Plato the term eAynfiyjs or aAyfuwds joined
to the practically synonymous terms dwlois, xaflapss, dv. Thus in Kep.
1. 382 E he speaks of God as xouidjj drdoiv xai aknbis & re épyw xal
év Aoyw, and in the Philebus we have seen certain ndoval described as
at once xablapai and dAnfeis.

Now when a thing is judged to be true in this objective sense, it
can only be so as an object of perception to an intelligence capable of
forming such a judgment, an intelligence which can compare the ap-
pearance of the thing with its reality and pronounce them in agreement.
In other words, an object is judged to be #rue when it corresponds to
its Jidea, its essence, its 7{ éore; and in Plato’s opinion the Ideas alone
are entirely true, combining aAyjfewdv Te xai 70 ov. But together with
this perfect truth, the ldeas as dvrws ovra have absolufe Being, and for
that they are not dependent upon subjective cognition. And in this
point we see the distinction which, in strictness, is to be drawn between
70 aAnfés and 76 dv ; for though both may be predicated alike of a true
object, yet they differ in this, that, while ro o states self-subsistent reality,
6 dAnfés suggests the relation of the real object to an intelligent subject,
though this subject need not necessarily be conceived as a particular or
individual mind.

Objective truth, or reality, may be negatively defined as the opposite
of phenomenality : the real thing is set over against its mere appearance,
reflection, image or shadow. So in Rep. X. 506 D Socrates says :—
“You will soon see how you can make a new heaven and a new earth
of your own, if you will only take a mirror and carry it about with you
everywhere ; before long you will make a sun and moon and stars and
earth, you will make all kinds of animals, including your own self, besides
vessels, and plants, and everything else,” *“Yes,” is the reply, “in ap-
pearance, but not existent in truth, of course” (pawdueva, ob pévror Grra
yé mov 1y dAnfleig). With which we may compare a similar passage in
the Sophist’, where frue being (16 akybwdv ovrws dv) is contrasted with its

1 .S‘a‘p&. 240 A, B 7l dfra, O Eéve, elSwhor dv galuer elvar whdfy ye 70 wpds vddy-
fivdr dpwpoiwpévor Erepor Towiror ; “Erepor 8¢ Myes Towolror ahnfiwbe, 4 éxl 7ln
7 Towiror elres; Oldauds dinbvde ye, dAN’ lowbds pée. "Apa 78 dinfwdr Srrws &
Aéywr. Obrws. Ti8é; 78 uh dAnwdy &p' évavriov dhnfods; Tiuhv; Obe brrws [odx] 3v
dpa Myews 7o doixbds, dmep adrd ye uh dinfuor dpeis. "ANN' EoTi ye pir wws. Odcoww
dAnfds ye, ¢gs. Ov yap olw* whdw o elclow Srros. Oux v dpa olx Srrws doriv Srrws v
Myoper elxbva ; Cp. Tim. 52 C.
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copy {TI'.I wpos raAnfuwov adwpniwpévor). The original model, or Idea, is
orrws v, while the copy, as other than its mudel and fallmg short of
perfect truth, or true Being, is in so far un dv, or non-ent. But this
non-entity of the copy is not absolute non-entity : 76 oix &v &rri, the
non-ent £5: its non-being is only relatsize, as compared with the absolute
Being of its Idea. Or, to change the terms, while the Idea is absolutely
frue to its own essential notion, since it #s just that notion, the particular
which corresponds to, or ‘ partakes of,’ it is nof-frue (or false) just in so
far as it differs from the Idea and fails to exactly represent that essential
notion which is its truth. And it is to this, at first sight paradoxical,
determination of the Being of Non-being that Plato owes his explanation
of the possibility of falschood in opinion or statement,—or, as we might
phrase it, of the truth of non-truth. The problem of false opinion is
treated at length in the Z/eaefefus, and more shortly also in the Philebus
itself ; but as it falls under the other (sudjective) side of adyfea, it does
not call for further consideration here.

The passages above quoted sufficiently illustrate the closeness of
the connection between aljfles, as objective, and odoia in Platonic
terminology. But there is another passage in the Repudlic which
deserves notice as especially illustrative of the Philebus.

In Rep. 1x. 583 B fl. two kinds of pleasure are distinguished—that
of the good and wise man, and that of the ignorant and vicious. Of
these the first is #rue and pure, while the second, being merely absence
from pain, is untrue and unreal, a mere simulacrum or fallacious appear-
ance of the true emotion. For the false pleasure is that which is
correlative to pain, and involved in a mixed state of alternating
sensations. But the true pleasure is that which attaches to true Being
through the increase of its being—it is the process which is wAypwos
rav wadlov dvrwv. _So that pleasure is judged to be more or less frue,
Le. more or less real and genuine, according as the subject who feels
it is more or less true (ie the function_to which it accrues_higher or
lower, such as that of vobs or of fuuds), and according as the ohject which
—causes it is more or less true. Which practically amounts to saying that
the truest pleasure is that attendant on pure intellectual functioning, and
that other pleasures are the truer the more nearly they approach to this,
or the less they involve of corporeal or nervous excitation and sensation.
Another way of stating the same difference is to say that the true pleasure
is the pure pleasure, that which is unmixed with its opposite, pain.
Pleasure is frue when it is what it pretends to be, and what it ought to
be, as judged by the ideal standard or by the definition which the philo-
sopher would frame of it (ws dv 6 ¢povipos opiceer, as Aristotle puts it).
Just as the colour white is the more really and truly white, or that which
1t is, the less it contains admixture of black or blue or other colour—so
pleasure is then most #ruly pleasure when it is least adulterated by con-
trary feelings. Hence 1o nlqﬂw is ldentu:al here, as describing intensive

quality, with 76 xafapov, 16 eilixpwvés, 16 dpwrov, 7o xal’ airo’.

Y Cp. Phil. 53 A, sgC: Kep. 583 B ovdd wavaknfqs dorw § 7iv d\wr Horh
whiw THs Tol gporipov cvdd xafapd, dAN éokitaypagnudry Tis. 584 A ovk EoTiw
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Objective #ruth, then, may be defined as purity and self-identity ; and

so, as we have seen in the P&:‘k&w { 59 C), the ohject of pure cognition
['ro r¢ BéPaiov xal 10 kabapov kal 7¢ u..l.:l:.lﬂ:s Kai 511 puev tl.\.upw&-}
is pure and eternally self-identical (wepl ra ael kata 7d avrd woavrws dpuik-
rarara éovra). Similarly in the Phaedo’ it is shﬂwn that for pure in-
tellectual apprehension of an object it is necessary that it should be
viewed as it 1s #z ifself, cleared from all admixture of what is other than
itself, and necessary also that the intellect which apprehends, no less
than its object, should be pure, self-identical, and free from sense-
disturbance. And a little further on (67 a, B) the same notion of the
equivalence of truth with purify and self-identity is again repeated—
yroodpeda 3 fjudv abrdv miv 19 eidikpivés’ Toiro & éoriv lows 70
aknfés: p1 xablapg ydp xalfapoi épdmrerfar py ob Bgurov . And this
property of purity and self-identity belungs especially to Ideal essence,
whence the well-known fﬂrmula adrd & éorwv (loov ktA.)—the Ideas being
ols émoppayudpeba roiro & éor (Phaedo 75 D).

In contrast to true Being, or the intelligible object, we have the
sensible or apparent object, the phenomenon. Everything in its particu-
larity, as an object of sense, and so in space and time, is so far not pure
but mixed being (cvyxexvpévor ), admitting of opposite predicates
according to the manner in which it affects the sense. If we see a house
at a distance it may appear small, while if seen close it is large; if we
put a stick under water it looks crooked, though when taken out it is
seen to be quite straight, and so on*. In other words, phenomena, or
sensible objects, are as such purely relative—rd aiofyrd are wpos 7

But we must notice here that these gawdpeva or alofyra include not
merely those which possess extension in space but also those which are
intensive—i.e. objects of the senses regarded in gualifatsve rather than
quantitative aspect, such as hot and cold, hard and soft, white and
black.

A thing, then, may be either phenomenal or noumenal, sensible or
ideal, false or true. That is, with regard to a special ubje::t the judg-
ment of the percipient subject concerning it may be correct or incorrect,

dpa Tobro, dAN& galverar, fv 8" dy, wapd 70 dhyewdr 8 xal wapd d D8 dhyewdy
rhre §) fovyle, xal o0déy Dyids Tobdrwy Tdy gpavracudrwr wpds Hdoris dAjfecar,

_dAMa yogrela Tis. 584 © ug dpa rﬂﬂ'wmﬂ'u xadapar fdovip elvar Thr Mwns &rnhlnﬁr

585 D, E el dpa 70 whppolobair v @pire wpoonubrrwr 780 dori, 7 79 brri xal raw
Gvrwy wAnpoluevoy pakkov waAox drrws Te kal dAnbearépws xnfpew Ay woul
Hlovy dknbel, v & Tdv Fgrrov ﬁr-rur perahauBdvor frrév re dv dAnfds xal
Befalus whnpoiro xal dwicrorépas dv Hdorfis xal frror dAnbolis ,uﬂu.hnuﬂ&rm
586 B drdyxy xal Hlorals Ewvelrar peprypérars Awas, elddhows s dAyfovs
A8oris kal éoxiaypadnuévars krh.

1 Phaedo 65 B "Ap’ olw dxeivos dv Tolro (sc. rd deavonBijvas abTo ExaeTow, wepl o
oxowel) wojrere kalapdrara, Soris dr pddora adryg vy Siavolg low ég’ Exaorow
phre Tiw Syur wapariféueros & Ty Siavoeicfm pwire Twd O alefnow dpéhnwr unle-
plav perd rol hoywopoi dAN' atdry xal' abriyy elhixpivel rp Scavolg ypdueves alrd
kal’® alrd eldixpivds Exaocror éryepol Onpedewr Tawr SrTwr xTA

? For elhupwés, cp. Teichmiiller, Newe Stud. 1. pp. 108 ff.

# For full discussion and exx. of this term, see Peiper’s Onfol, Plaf. pp. 38 ff.

4 Cp. Rep. X. 508 A: 6oz C ralrby wou fuly péyefos dyylfer Te xal woppuwber dia
Tijs Oypews ovx lrov galverar. o ydp, xrh.: Soph. 235 Esqq : Phileb, 3B c, elc.
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true or false. But when we affirm that any such judgment is true
or false—meaning thereby that it does or does not correctly repre-
sent the real or actual nature of the object—we imply the possession of
a erifertion of truth. For unless we have a definite standard whereby to
meastre such a judgment, it is clear that we have no sufficient ground
for pronouncing it right or wrong. And in the case of a judgment con-
cerning any object, the standard whereby to measure its correctness can
only be the #rue form, or essence, of the object itself. So that the
object, if it is to be an element in a judgment,—and if, therefore, it can
bear the predicates ‘true’ and ‘false’—must be both determinable and
determined, in other words measurable and measured. And in so far
as it is thus measurable, or capable of definite and precise determination,
quantitative or qualitative, extensive or intensive, in so far does the
object become an émwmyrer, an object of scientific knowledge. And
conversely, in as far as the object is érwmyrdv and scientifically quantified,
in so far can we predicate of it frath. For a thing is aAyfés when it is
what it 75, when it expresses its own proper i éor{ or ovoia—which can
only be determined by the scientific process of measurement. Now this
process of measurement is the bridge between the dawopevor and the
voyréw, and it is the means for converting the mere sense-presentation
into the intelligible determinate object. It is a process at once mathe-
malical and logical, common to both dpflunrcy and Sakexricy. Accord-
ingly we find in Plato that the apparent chasm between the objects of
sense and the objects of intelligence is bridged over by the help of
dialectic and by that of mathematical science, with their apparatus of
inductive and deductive methods, definition and division, generalisation
and classification. They help us to attain to d\yfewd Te xai 76 ov.

The Platonic use of the term aA7feia may be illustrated by a reference
to its etymological value. @\ynfys is compounded of a privative +*Ajflos
(as dobBeanjs fr. d+ obévos, dxndys fr. d +xfjdos, drapfs, etc.). * Ajflos (Doric
Aafos, cp. Theocr. 23. 24) means ‘oblivion,’ ¢ forgetting,” ‘concealing’;
the weak stem Aaf appears in Adfpy, ‘in concealment,” Aavfavw, etc. It
implies also fnfention or design in the act of concealment: cp. Hom. Z. 11.
515 & 8¢ pou mapehéfaro Adfpy: . XV. 430, etc. So dinbijs yvw, ZI. Xx11.
433, means an ‘honest woman,” one who hides nothing: and a\nféa
pvbjoacba: and similar formulae (/2 vi. 382; xiv. 125, etc.) mean
‘frank and candid speech,’ in which there is no arriére-pensée, nothing
kept back or concealed.

Thus the notion of Truth among the Greeks was originally a negative
notion: instead of regarding the false as the ‘untrue,’ they spoke of the
true as the ‘unfalse, the ‘unhidden.’ According to the Greek view,
the True is that which is not put or kept out of sight, but is a/ways
present to view for the mind’s eye. It is the ‘unforgotten,’ the per-
manent content of memory. It is in this sense that Aristotle (Eth. MNie.
Z. 5. 1140" 26 ff.) characterises ¢pdmois, or moral sense, as aAyfys
although it deals with particulars: compare gor’ dvayxy Tv $povnow w
elvar perd Adyov dAn07 mwepi Ta avlpumwa ayafa mpaxruay (1140P 20)
with 7 Te yap 8ofa wepl 70 dvdexopevov dAdws éxewv kai 7 ppovnois. dAAd
pnv oud’ s pera Adyov povov: aqueiov & ore Aqln Tis pev rowvtys ews
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éorw, dponjaews 8 oix dorw. The practical truth which thus belongs to
ppamas as opposed to 8dfa (though in theoretic aspect both are akin) is
due to the character of permanence (Befawms) as opposed to transience
(Aq6y) which it possesses., As Teichmiiller (Newe Studien, nt p. 237)
well puts it: “Die bloss theoretische Meinung namlich braucht keine
feste Basis zu haben und es ist ihr darum charakteristisch, dass sie un-
bestindig und nicht fest (udvipov, BéBaiov) ist; wir konnen desshalb
frilhere Meinungen vergessen und andere annehmen. Die Lebensweis-
heit (¢povnois) aber ruht als Resultat auf unserem ganzen sittlichen
Leben.” In similar terms we find Aristotle, in £t Ni. A. 11, insisting
on the stability and constancy of moral virtue by the use of the expressions
BéBasov, ,r.w'rqmr, ouvexés, dei S Biov, and constdenng thls permanence
as consisting in ‘unforgettability,” 76 py yiveofar wepl atmras Anfn.

In confirmation of the above explanation of the meaning of this
term I may adduce the authority of Schneider (Die [fdeenlehre in FU.
FPhil. p. 17): “Was ist Plato Wahrheit im metaphysischen Sinne? Es
muss festgehalten werden, dass es sich durchaus nicht um die subjektive
Wahrheit handelt, d. h. um die Wahrheit, die in der Uebereinstimmung
des denkenden Subjekts mit dem gedachten Objekte besteht, sondern
um eine rein objektive Wahrheit, um die Wahrheit in den Gegenstin-
den selbst, ganz abgesehen davon, ob sie gedacht werden oder nicht.”
In support of this he cites the account of White in 53 A, and argues that
“diese objektive Wahrheit auf der Reinheit des Gegenstandes beruht,
auf dem Freisein von aller fremdartigen Beimischung, und also in dem
Freisein von innerem Widerspruche besteht, oder positiv ausgedriickt,
in der inneren Einheit....Die meisten Gegenstinde aber sind zusammen-
gesetzter, oder um mit Plato zu reden, gemischter Natur, und bei diesen
besteht die Wahrheit nicht in der absoluten Einfachheit, sondern in der
Harmonie der Theile untereinander.”

Trendelenburg’s view of the matter is also worth citing (De FL

Phil. Cons. p. 14): “veritas est duplex, vel cognitio quae cum rei
natura consentit, vel natura quae ipsius rei rationibus et notioni ita
respondet, ut id sit, quod esse debeat. Illa quidem vi animo (Meno
86 B, Phaedo 658 ; Ar. Met. ®. 10), hac rebus (Kep. v. 508 D) veritatem
wndlces illa e.g. trianguli vcntatem pronuntiabis, si ut est in rerum
natura, ita intellexeris ; hac, si quod tale est, quale ex naturae ne-
cessitate esse debet, ut trianguli rationi et legibus satisfaciat. In illa
perceptio ad rei, qualis est, statum tanquam ad regulam refertur ; nihil
enim aliud egeris, nisi ut rem cogitatione exaeques. Haec altior est;
etenim ex rei specie et forma, qualis menti informata rebus exemplar
est, causam repetit et ipsi rei legem imponit. Quodsi Platonis formula
uti volueris, qua.lls in 1p50 Pﬁ:!.f&a {54 A) 1llustra.l:ur, rebus veritatem tum
tribues, quum ipsarum yéveous ovoias peréxer.” ‘ Primam hanc rerum
veritatem altera cognitionis sequitur ; res enim, nisi ipsis veritas et ratio
inesset, hominem plane deciperent. Cognitionis veritas nihil est nisi
rerum Veritatis simulacrum.”

Similarly Hirzel states: ““duas veritatis esse notiones ex ipso Fhilcbo
apparet. Ita, p. 51 B, voluptates appellantur verae quae ipsam volup-
tatis naturam quam accuratissime exprimunt. Similiter autem cognitio
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alicujus rei vera dicitur esse si ejus naturam probe perspexit. Atqui
ipsa natura quam modo dixi a Platone cogitatur idea rei esse. Utroque
igitur loco inter se collato facile intellegimus et res et cognitiones veras
esse eas quae sempiternas illas species aliquo modo repraesentant”
{P 'E"%‘l}e remarks already made on the Platonic use of the term dAyfewa
may help to obviate one of the difficulties raised by ‘chorizontic’ critics
of the Philebus. It is alleged, for example, by Dr F. Horn (Platon-
studien, pp. 382, 3)', that it 1s absurd and unplatonic to classify pleasure
with mental concepts as ‘true’ and ‘false.” For while the concept
implies an object, in pleasure there is no such contrast of the external
and internal. Further, the pleasure of hope is just as much pleasure
when the hope is illfounded, or due to false opinion, as when it is
well-founded and based on right opinion. So that, Horn argues, this
theory is not true Platonism, but rather anti-Protagoreanism: “dem
extremen Subjektivismus wird ein ebenso extremer und gewaltsamer
Objektivismus entgegengestellt.” And he quotes approvingly the remark
of Grote (Plato 11 p. 391): “In my judgment this is one main defect
pervading the Platonic Philebus...the violent pressure employed to force
Pleasures and Pains into the same classifying framework as cognitive
Beliefs—the true and the false.”

But, surely, in such criticism as this we may discover a considerable
ignorance of Platonism. For * Plato’s explanation of the terms (37 A—
39 E),” as Dr Maguire rightly contends, ‘“is clear and justifiable: the
pleasures, as actually experienced, cannot be false, but may attract that
predicate when examined by the light of further experience.” Itisuseless
to say that the term ‘truth’ ought to be confined to purely logical rela-
tions, and is inapplicable to such subjects as pleasure and pain. It may
indeed be convenient for scientific purposes so to confine the use of the
term ; but the fact remains that Plato did not so confine it. This is
sufficiently obvious from the Philebus itself, as well as from the passages
already quoted from the gth book of the Kepublic ; besides being probable

1 +‘Die Votstellung ist ihrem Wesen nach...das Seelenbild eines Gegenstandes und
muss daher wie jedes andere Bild mit seinem Gegenstande entweder uibereinstimmen
oder nicht iibereinstimmen, d. h. sie muss wahr oder falsch sein. Das Wesen der
Lust aber besteht nicht darin das Bild eines Gegenstandes zu entwerfen und darum
kann bei ihr die Frage ob sie wahr oder falsch ist nicht gestellt werden....Die
Behauptung der Analogie zwischen Lust und Vorstellung ist demnach unhaltbar.”

Similarly Jowett (Introd. to Pheleb. p. 138): “It is difficult to acquit Plato of being
a tyro in dialectics, when he overlooks such a distinction as that between the pleasures
and the erroneous opinions, whether arising out of the illusion of distance or not, on which
they are founded.”, ,* The comparison of pleasure and knowledge is really a compari-
son of two elements which have no common measure, and which cannot be excluded
from each other.” Huit allows that the language of P. is ** psychologiquement in-
exact,” and so too Apelt. Maguire defends . thus: ** Plato’s Ethics are rational and
not sentimental; it is, therefore, not inappropriate to apply such terms to Pleasure
and Pain, and thus force us to see that the Reason or Intellect is the ultimate judge of
human feeling and conduect....If 7 gawdpevor dyaféy be that which, on the moment
of impression, presents characteristics from which we call the object dyafév, and after-
wards that predicate is at variance with experience, why can we not, mutatis mutandis,
apply the same process to d §56? Unless heterogeneous predicates be applicable to
pleasures, Ethic is impossible.”
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d priori, when we consider the unifying tendency of all Plato’s philosophy.
Physics and metaphysics, ethics and logic,—he aimed at comprising them
all in a single network of thought, at finding for them all, as it were, a
common denominator.

Moreover, Plato would have been slow to admit the postulate of his
critics, that Pleasure is purely subjective, and so cannot admit of such
predicates as ‘good’ and ‘bad,’” ‘true’ and *false.’

Is it Platonic, in fact, to call anything ‘merely subjective’? Are
not all things ultimately measurable by God, wdvrwv xpnudrev pérpov?
Are not all things intelligible to Absolute Reason? But apart from the
general question, in so far as 58owy is capable of definition and de-
termination as wAsjpweis or as yéveais or as a species of dwetpoy, it may
become in so far an object of knowledge : and in so far as it becomes
an object of knowledge, and an object of philosophic discussion, in so
far does it cease to be purely subjective. That 1s to say, the various
states of consciousness known as pleasurable or the reverse can be
experimentally determined and classified; and the causes also which
produce them can be likewise determined. We can distinguish between
a mixed state which involves both the opposite feelings at once, and
a pure state either of pleasure or of pain; and we can distinguish, also,
an intermediate or mean state which is the dead point in feeling or point
of equilibrium between the two opposites.

In other words, there is such a thing as a saence of psychology,
which determines correctly psychic phenomena, just as mathematics
or natural science determines correctly the phenomena of external
nature. And in both cases the experience of the individual, which
forms purely subjective feeling or opinion, needs to be corrected by
reference to the knowledge of the scientist.

Pleasure is not uncaused, and therefore, we may argue, it is more
than mere subjective affection. It is an element iz consciousness, and
therefore Plato insists on qualifying or quantifying it, according to that
function of the soul’s life to which it attaches. And he finds the true

«doctrine of pleasure to be this—that the higher the function, the purer

_is the gttend_a_.llt_ _pleasure ; and if purer, then fruer ; for what is pure in
quality is thereby ##self, the expression of its own essenceJ or of its own
Idea, which is only another way of saying that it is true, in the objective
sense_of the term. _And when_he speaks of fa/se pleasure he is not
thinking of the subject of the feeling, but regarding it from the Ideal
point of view, the point of view of philosophy : from this point of view
it is seen that pleasure and pain are two opposite processes (dwepa),
which meet, as it were, in a middle point, which is the normal state
(perpromys), wherein both disappear ; the excess of consciousness above
this point is pleasure, the defect pain. And as most pleasures or pains

involve reactions (like the swing of a pendulum), most are impure, and )

so false; and the truly desirable state is the mean, or the position of
equilibrium and rest.

One or two other difficulties, besides this regarding False Pleasure,
have been found in the Philebus, which the above observations regarding
Plato’s notion of 7o aAnflés may help to explain.

Google




208 APPENDIX F.

With reference to the passage 64 B (¢ py pifopev dAqfeiav, oix av
wore Tovro aknfds yiyvorro obd dv yevopevov ein), one of the critics already
alluded to, Dr Horn, indulges in the following severe strictures:—* Diese
Wendung ist eine der siberraschendsten im ganzen Philebos. Denn wir
haben in der Mischung bereits wahre Erkenntniss und wahre Lust, sie
muss also Wahrheit enthalten, schon bevor ihr diese als besonderer
Bestandteil zugesetzt wird, und diess kann um so weniger zweifelhaft
sein, als fast unmittelbar nachher (p. 65 p) erklirt wird, die Erkenntniss
sei ‘ Entweder ganz dasselbe wie die Wahrheit oder ihr doch unter allen
am ihnlichsten und das wahrste.” Wir stehen demnach hier vor einer
Jener Unbegreifiichkeiten, welche von da ab bis zum Schlusse des Werkes
sich in rascher Folge hiufen” ( Platonstudien, p. 398).

But it is by no means clear that there is any absurdity or incon-
sistency in the introduction of dAjfea here. On the contrary, we may
well contend that this procedure is entirely ‘begreiflich,’ and that Horn's
objection rests wholly on a misunderstanding of the passage in question
—or rather, we might say, on his misunderstanding of the entire dialogue.
It is quite true that already pleasures and sciences had been ranked in
order of truth as elements for the mixture ; but it is one thing to have

the constituent elements dAn65 (or dep 7 and xaflapa) and quite another
to have truth in the mixture itself as a process, or in the peuiypévor as
resultant and final product. We must distinguish the three distinct
stages: (1) where the elements éf dv, or materials, are still regarded as
separate, each having an dA7jfea, i.e. ideality, purity, or exactitude of its
own ; (2) where the two elements are already &eing brought together,
and the combination is in process of taking place, during which aAznfewa
consists in correct artistic treatment, in due measure of combination
with regard-to the eldos, mapadecypua, or final cause; and (3) where the
process is finally completed, and 76 pepypévor is a finished product, the
aAnbewa of which resides in its symmetry and beauty, that is in its exact
correspondence to its Ideal archetype.

Yet another problem with regard to the ‘7ruth’ of the Philebus
remains for solution. How is it that in the final list of goods, as set
forth in 66 A ff., no mention is made of the allimportant dAyfewa?
“Wo ist in derselben, muss man vor allem fragen, die Wahrheit
geblieben, auf deren besonderer Beimischung Sokrates mit solchem
Nachdruck bestanden hat? Da Sokrates in seine Liste sowol die
Bestandteile als die Eigenschaften der Mischung aufnimmt und da
er iiberdiess vorher die Wahrheit sowol unter jenen wie unter diesen
aufgez;ilt hat, ist das Fehlen derselben in der Liste unerkiarlich” (Horn,
p. 402).

Various attempts have been made to explain its absence. Thus
Zeller (Phil. d. Gr. 11 1. ed. 4, p. 874 A 5) places truth in the first grade,
quoting 64 D to show that uérpov is “ noch genauer als die Vereinigung
von xdAlos, fupperpia und dAzjflea beschrieben.” But, as Horn rightly
remarks (oc. cit.), it was not pérpov but rdyaflor that was equated to this
triad. Susemihl takes a similar view to Zeller, observing that the first
ranks contains “die ewige ideale Natur iiberhaupt, in welcher denn
allerdings auch die Wahrheit und sie vor allem inbegriffen sei” ( Gesne?.
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Entw. d. pl. Phil. 11. 1. p. 52)'. Schleiermacher, on the other hand (11.
iii. p. 8g), places truth in the third rank, with vois xai ¢pdwmos, alleging
that “ der Geist als der einzige Ort der Wahrheit den Dingen erst die
Realitit zubringt.” So too Steinhart would find truth in the third
class, on the ground that Reason is here put in the place of Truth, since
Reason is ‘‘das Vermogen die Wahrheit zu erkennen,” and since ob-
jective truth when known becomes thus, as it were, subjectified”,

This whole discussion seems to rest on ambiguity of language and
confusion of thought. What @Anfea is it that the commentators wish
to find mentioned? Is it ebjective truth, 1.e. exact conformation to the
eldos on the part of a natural existence? Or is it swbjective truth, i.e.
agreement of the mental presentation with its object? Is it to be
discovered in the human good as a composite whole, piwcros Bios,—or
in any of the elements of that whole, or as a separate element of that
whole? Or is it to be found as a separate cause of the Good? Where
and how and why do they seek for it*? TUntil we have our notions
clear on these points it seems vain either to pose the problem or to
attempt its answer.

To me the meaning and intention of the omission appears quite
clear. The final determination is this (see pp. 173—4, above)—the
(human) Good, as a composite whole, has been found to contain (as
conditions or causes) measure and proportion, and (as elements) reason,
knowledge etc. The first two grades—as the text itself shows if rightly
interpreted (see p. 153, n.)—contain mention not of constituent factors
but of conditions or formal causes; the elements themselves being first
brought in with the third group, vois xai ¢pdvmous, which is thus the

Jfirst in order of merit or value, as the tenor of the whole argument
from first to last shows. And as an element itself (64 B), dAjfeia may
be regarded in the subjective aspect as identical with vets, or at least
implicit therein. But in its objective aspect, connoting the Ideality of

! Similarly Trendel. p. 20 : *‘ Adest enim veritas dum verba é=. r. x. »., diSiow
ppficfas poow recte expenderis.” See also Append. B, pp. 170 fi.; and cp. Schneider
op. cit. p. 20! * So ruﬁ: die Schonheit einmal auf der Wahrheit und zweitens auf dem
Maasse ;...die Wahrheit aber beruht auf der inneren Einheit, und wo eine Mehrheit
von Theilen vorhanden ist, beruht diese Einheit wesentlich auf Maass und Ebenmaass
So bildet das Maass das Fundament von diesen Dreien...das Hauptmerkmal der Idee
des Guten,"”

2 Pleased with this diversity of opinion, Horn remarks : ** Alle diese miihseligen
Erklirungsversuche beweisen nur, was chnehin keines Beweises bedarfl : dass Sokrates
die Wahrheit in der Schlussaufzihlung einfach ausgelassen hat™ (gp. al. p. 4012, n.).
But see Apelt's I"EEI]F in Arch. Gesch, Phil. 1X. 1: * Meines Erachtens gehort die
d\jfeia, gemiss ihrem teils objectiven, teils subjectiven Charakter, ebenso zur
ersten wie zur dritten Stufe, und konnte eben darum nicht einer einzelnen zugewiesen
werden.” This seems to approximate to what I take to be the right view of the
maitter.

3 Thus Hirzel maintains that the truth of 64 B is that “quae speciem externam
sibi contrariam habet neque illam qua quid cum idea aliqua convenire designatur”;
hence ‘'de veritate constat eam non pro bono sed pro summi boni aliqua causa
habendam esse”: whereas “qui veritatem interpretati sunt de statu cum ideis con-

gruente quique omnes ideas propter sempiternam earnm naturam a Philebi auctore
pro bonis haberi putarunt ei sane debebunt quaecunque res ad ideae similituadinem facta

erit eam bonam existimare " (pp. 58—g)-
B. P. 14
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the real, Truth attaches both to each constituent of the Mixture and to
the Mixture as a whole. Hence if we are right in understanding aidcos
¢uoes of the Good as a complex totality, it involves dAnfewa : to be diduos
i1s to be a-Anfiys. And so we will assent to Trendelenburg’s view that
objective Truth (aeterna ideae necessitas, nascendi et occidendi muta-
tioni non obnoxia) is involved in the statement as to the eternal ¢vors.

Closely connected with the notion of dAfaa, in Platonic usage, is
that of ovola.

The terms 7o ov, ovela, evar admit of various shades of meaning.
Peipers, in his exhaustive treatise on Platonic Ontology, distinguishes
five special uses of the words i—(1) to denote existence; (2) to denote
r&mg:c in general, rd wpdypara, whether selt'-exlstent or merely transient
yeyvopeva ; (3) to denote Ideal essence, & &ore or dv ovrws; (4) to denote
l:-b]et:l:lve truth and validity, as opposed to what is ﬁchtmus—esp in
advv. dvrws, 7¢ ovmi; (5) to denote what is a whole and absolute, as
opposed to objects in growth or decay.

Of the first of these senses we have an ex. in Philebus 23 C wdyra
Td viv Svra &v 7§ warri Bixj SahdBwper (cp. 11C, 39 E of present exist-
ence), and in the similar, though more particular, application to a
familiar thing, in 48 E (cp. Polit. 292 A, Theael. 144 C, D}.

The second use is found in 17E, 20D {mynﬁor wartwy.. Sudépey
TdY GvTwv), 236 215 E, 53E (70 pév Evexd Tov Tav SvTer doT de), 65 D.

Thirdly, ovrws ov is used of the object of wois, which is said to lie &
Tals wept 70 oy Gvrus Ewn{mq, in 59 D; and of the Ideal nhjects of Dialectic,
which treats wepi 0 bv xai 76 Gvrws kal T kard Tadrdr del weuxos, in 58 A
—rd nm aei being opposed to the objects of physical science in 59 A,
2nd ra ovra used of Ideas as objects of 0 ¢poreiy, voeiy, Suwrociofar in

2A. .

In the fourth sense, dlva. and ov are found denoting the frue and
real as oppnsed to the m:rel_v phenomenal, m 42B, C W'r peilovs Tov
ot.-f.rwr éxdrepar xai eﬁnrraw ¢mvnvrm., TOUTO AWOTEUOpNEYOs il:l:tripur

10 pawvdpevor dAN odx oy, ovre avrd Spfds pawouevor ipﬂt ovd al
mmw:mmmq&mmlumpmr épbov re xai
dAnbis m.l;qo-m Aéyewv. Similarly in 51 A we have pdovai Soxoboar
opposed to ovear (cp. Soph. 233  fl., Theaet. 157 E fl. etc.).

Lastly, we come to the peculiar use of obeia to denote a thing which
is whole, complete, fully-developed: this is found in 26 D (yéreow eis
obaiav), 27 B (puxmjv kal yeyomuéamy oboiar), 53 C (obola obx &or...ndovijs),
54A, B, . Outside of the Philebus, this notion of Being as a mean
between two extremes, a synthesis of two antitheses (here wépas and
axepor), only occurs in the Zimaeus (35 B, 37 A)', according to Peipers’
statement.

The development of this notion of obeia is of high importance as
marking the trend of Plato’s thought. Roughly we may say that while

1 Zim. 37 A: (f roi wéopov Yuxh) € vhHs ralrol xal i farépov ¢brews Ix Te
obolas Tpudw rolTwr ovyxpalfeica popir xTA. See Boeckh, ‘Ueber die Bildung der
Weltseele ’ (K7 Schr. 111, p. 134); Peipers, Ont. Plat. pp. g9 . Cp. Hirzel, p. 62 :
“satis confirmatum est vocabulo edela perfectum rei statum (non sempiternam
essentiam) designari,”™
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m the ear]ler dialogues he is more at pains to separate ywyvéuera from
ovra (i.e. gvrws dvra), in his later period his care is rather to synthesize
the two. For fhe purposes of this combination and unification (uifss)
he enlarges the borders of the Real, and extends the sphere of nm-m
unt:l it mmprehends in one Exhaustwe whole all grades of being, dvrus
dvra and yqrm,um alike.

According to this aspect of Platonism, oveia would seem to be
coextensive and almost identical with yvxy (‘“Being is Thought and
Thought is Being"): the two are but different aspects of the same
ultimate reality ; for the World-Soul of the Zimaeus is the All of Being,
and the complexity of Soul (as both rational and conative) reflects the
complexity of Being. This notion of Being, then, is no longer one of
a pair of antitheses; it is not the contrary of an absolute non-being,
but it is rather the synthesis of Being and Becoming, comprehending
alike the absolute and the relative.

Within this universality of scope, however, we may distinguish
three separate spheres, containing (1) the Ideas, (2) the objects of
mathematical science, and (3) the objects of sense-perception. The
second of these is designated rd weraf, as intermediate between the
Ideal realm and the phenomenal tha.t is, mathematical notions partake
at once of the character of Ideas, in so far as they are aidia, timeless
and & priors, and of the character of sense-objects, in so far as they are

spatial and ovuBAgrd. But all three grades alike are endowed w:th thls
virtue in common, that they possess, in greater or less degree, ovoia:
under the supreme category of Being they all become united.

APPENDIX G.

Té\eov, ixavdv, aiperov.

The Ethical argument emphasises the fact (in zocff. and again in
6o cff.) that the Good must possess the three qualities of 7o Té\eov, 70
ixavov, and ro mdow aiperdv—the combination of which three is only to
be found in the Mixed Life and not in that of either unmixed 480wy or
unmixed ¢pdrmaes.

It will be well then to further illustrate the associations of these words™.
First as to Téheov. If we turn to Tim. 30c we find it stated that the
archetypal {wov of which the cosmos is the copy cannot be é& pipaw
eider OF qnﬁ.ﬂ—anln yap ioune obdév mor dv Twmro xaAov. ov &
{or ralla {oa xal’ I‘v nm xata yérm pdpu, fovnp ﬂ'mw ﬁmmrﬂ:rw atrov
elvar Tifdper... 1§ ydp Tdv vooupdvwy xkallioTy kal xard wdvra Teléy
pdlrra avrov & Beds dpowboar BovAnlels, {Gov & dpardv, wdvl’ doa avrev

! For a summary account of ré\eor and Ixardr in immediate connection with the
argument of 66 A fl., see above App. B, ad fin.

14—2
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xarn $vow fvyyevi {Ga dvros Eov davrod, &nw:.. va olv 7ide
mﬂ: n;r pOVQa LY o,u.mor 7 76 mavreded {mu, i raira nuﬂ dvo our
dwelpovs dmolnoev & wowdv xoopovs, dAX’ els Gbe povoyens olparos yeyorws
{ore e xai ér' éorar. Here we see that to be xaldv the cosmos must
be ré\eov, and to be rékeov it must be all-inclusive of the things which
belong to its own kind, as the concrete whole which is exactly equiva-
lent to the sum of all its parts.

So in 32 cfl. each of the four elements is wholly used up in the con-
struction of the cosmos—iva ¢Aov o1t paliwra {dov Téleov éx Teléwr
Twy pepov €n...&v ohov sAwy ¢ dravrwy Téleov xai dyrpwy xai avooor
avrov érextyraro.  Moreover the spherical form of the cosmos 1s due to
its ¢ perfection '—xuxAorepis atro éropyveioaro, wdvrwr TelewTaroy Spow-
ratov re alto éavrg mp&mr (33B). And it needs no organs or external
appendages, as bfmg in all respects self- suppnmng and self sufﬁcnent,
its own nubm(‘t and Gh}ett—rurra € davrw kat Vg mwm.- 'n:.rr xai
dpwr €x TE\ Vs yeyorer” ?}}f‘t}ﬂfﬂ yap aito 6 fvvﬁﬂ: atrrapxﬁ ov apewvor
urm'l‘i'm _uullm- :'j wpoodees dMwy...... 8ia wavra &y raiTa €t tdaipova
Beor alror éyermoaro (34 B). Here we see that nbaqmn lmphes
m*r-:tpnm. just as in Phil. 20 E we read 8ei ynp, nrep m(pur aiTwr (SC.
yooI)s xai db_non_;-d‘(mq) éori Tnyuﬂ"ov, 'qﬁﬂ' pi;.-bnoa‘. €Tt rpnuﬁnﬂﬁ‘nt.
deoparor & ar dar) raﬂpnr, ol'x ETTL wOU TOUT €Tt 'ru urrwt tﬂ.l.tlf ﬂ‘r‘ﬂﬁﬂ!‘ :
and again in ﬁc:c, @ wape) TorT {5:. 'ru?uf!'m} dei Tar {wov dia Telors
wdrTws Kai warTy, undevos €érepov woré ert wpoodeiolay To O
ikaror Telewrarorv Exew.

Thus, then, with the notion of se/fsuiciesoy, or independence of
external addition, we pass from ro rékeor to 8 ixavéy. For while ro
reheor chiedly implies se/r-reference, as the perfection of a thing's oun

nature or the attainment of its own inherent end {t€\os). 70 icaror rather
implies reference to an outside standard or end. ind: c:anng sufficiency
for the accclmphahment of a purpose; ie. the subject of ixaros is
regarded rather in instrumental than in final aspect (cp. p. 177, above)
Bx the union of the two charactenstics, then. in the Fiilefus, we get
the Good (for man) determined as a state of be: ing 1dennical with that
described in the Zimacus as the state uf the cosmos, *1he blessed God,’
—a state of mifernal perfection, or equaliv between whole and parts,
and also a state which as complete and seli-sufficing cannot be added
to (nor subtracted from) nor by any means bettered, being the absolutely
good of 1ts kind.

The above citations from the Zimaews, besides forming another link
to connect 1 histonic relation the two dialosues, are important for their
beanng on the pﬁiiosop"n‘ of the Paresus.  In them we see the cosmic
and universal ajplication of the notions rékem and waver. which dennte
the Absolute, Ih-: Unconditioned, the Scli-determined—such as 18
Hegel's "good Innnite.” And accordingly. in the F4ucrus. these nonhons
are meant not merely to be charactenstucs of the moral end of human
life, or happiness, in the narrower sense, but aiso to be marks of the
Universal Good. Whence thev are conjoined with the third mark =0
raowr ayperor—ihe wnriersal end of desire for all Gulya, 7o ikaror, as
an epithet of rayafor 1 this supreme sense of the nonon, 15 also to he
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found in Phaedo 101 D, where the ultimate Hypothesis for all true
deduction (i.e. the dvuvwrdferov of Rep. vi. 511), which is rdyafov, is
determined as what alone can fully claim the title of ixawév. Hence
this term must be regarded as a vox propria, in the Platonic vocabulary,
for the ultimate (ethical) dpyy. And so in the Philedus its use helps to
confirm what is shown by many other signs, that the law of human life
is identical with and derived from that of the Divine Life, and that
the Good, as eternally valid Idea, is the same in all its various manifes-
tations.

As affording further illustration of these doctrines of the Philedus,
attention must be directed to a notable passage of the Zaws, where the
Universality of the Good is taughl: In Laws x. go3 B fl. we read:
fﬂﬁmpﬂr TOV veaviav Tols lo'rmt ws ¢ TOU r.mvr&c w;pilwpw rpnf ™V
ﬂ'm"l‘".'lip[.ﬂ'.l" Kllt &PET!:]‘F TI‘.'H'.I ﬂlo],l '.N.'ﬂ'.l"'.l' El:f'fl EUFT!TGT‘}LII"E, l'.ﬂP H.'I‘.I.:.
T0 ;upne els OUvauw €xagTov TO TPOTTKOV :‘mu‘xﬂ m.r. wotel.  TOUTOLS
elolv apyovTes rpno‘rtfru-ﬂ.r.wm éxdoTots émi -rn trp.cxpnrarnv M: w‘a'ﬂm aml
rpo.&m, els Flplﬂ#ﬂv TOV m‘xamv Télos awupyna‘pwm ov & xal To
ooV, & o’xcrlu Mo prov r.t.s' TO WAV fwrﬂrﬂ BAémrov del, xal wep waru'pmporr
ov. ot 8¢ AéAnfle mepi Tolro alro ws 'yn'el:ru; évexa éxelvov yiyverar
1rﬁ.r.ra, omws 7 1) TY TOD rurTﬁ;‘ ﬂfq_l- irdpxovoa cﬁﬁm’pwv oﬁarm, m:rx
€vexa ool yiyvoudéwvy, ov ¢ & évexa éxelvov. mis yap mrpoc xm s
&rexvos Snpiovpyds wavros pev évexa mavra yu.{cfm., mpos TO Kowyl
fwvreivor Bédriorov, pupos* pnv évexa olov xal oﬁx oAov pépovs
Evexa uwcpyn{trut. av d¢ n.}rumx'r!ﬁ u'prn-ﬁr Emj T0 'npi oé ﬁptd'rw
TG wavti é'v,u._ﬂmru xai ool KaTa ﬁuvup.w T‘Ij‘l"’ 'rl;ti l:ow'q'.‘ Tlvcatmi
émel B¢ aei Yy ww"a'ﬂtwq TWHATL TOTE pEv a?o..lqp, rore 8¢ dAy,
peraBalle mavrolas perafolas 80 éavryv 4 8 érépav Yuyv'. Here
the particular is subordinated to the cosmical, which forms its Final
Good.

Aristotle, too, is close to Platonism when (in Efkées 1. 5) he finds the
common notion underlying the various kinds of the Good to be the
final cause or end (o0 xdpw, ol &vexa, Téhos). Moreover these ends are
distinguished by him into two grades—that of the secondary, instru-
mental, and incomplete, and that of the primary, complete, ard final.
The latter are ends in and for themselves, not chosen for the sake of a
further end. Such an ultimate and perfect end is, in Ethics, Happiness.
And it is, therefore, self-sufficient and self-complete®.

1 Cp. . gog € perafddhe pév rolvww wdv®' Goa péroxd dori Yuyis, év éavrols
kekTpwéva Tiw Ths perafodds alrlav. b 904 C By yap ar f rt&u_uﬁ kal dwoibs Tis dv
Tiw \Eruxliv, rairy oxedov éxdorore kal rorolros ylyverar dras Audv ws 70 Told.

Ef& Nie. A. 5. 1097" 18 5qq. 7l olw éxdorys [sc. wpdfews xal Téxpms] Tdyalor ;
% ol xdpw 7& Nowwd wpdrrerar; rolre 8¢ dv larpicg uév byleia, év orparpypxy 8é
viky, év olcodopuxg 8 olela, v XA &' dAho, d» ardey 8¢ wpdfe xal wpoaipéoe TO
réhos’ rolrov ydp Evexa T& houwrd wpdrrovo: warres kTh.

*25 ff.  éwel 89 whelw galverar T& éAn, Tolrwr 8¢ alpoduefd rwa §¢' ¥repa, olow
whoirror alhots (?) xal d\ws Td dpyara, Snhov us olx forrr wdvra Téheawn 1o &
dpicror Téherbr 1o galverar. dwor e uév doroe B T phror Téewow, Tolr' dv efp TO
imroduevor, el 8¢ whelw, 7d rehebraror Tolrww. Tehabrepor 5é ]H-]rn‘u,er 4 xal' avto
Siwerdy Toi &' Erepov mt v undérore 5 Ao aiperdy rav <kal> xaf’ abrd xal
Bt 7008’ alperdv, xal dw s &) TéNetor 70 kald aiTd alperdr alel xal pndéwore
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In the next chapter (1. 6) Aristotle further determines the Good, in
morals as in crafts and arts, to lie in the work or action'. The work
peculiar to the soul of man is rational activity, or a certain kind of life,
and the good man’s work is good rational activity and conduct. Hence
the human good is a virtuous activity of the soul of the most perfect
kind™.

A further determination of the ethical Good by Aristotle is to make
it an object of honour (r{uwov) rather than of praise (éwaweror). Praise
is confined to things relative, the quality of virtue, for instance®. But
objects which are absolute, such as the gods, we rather magnify, worship,
honour. Justice may be commended, but happiness is esteemed blessed.
To commend God or the Good were ridiculous: and the Good is cause

of all subordinate goods, and therefore, as a principle, perfect, divine,
and Aonourable’.

&' d\ho. Towitor §' 7 efSaiporia udMot" elvar Soxel.... Tiuiw 8¢ xal Hborhr xal roir
xal wigar dperir alpodpefa pb xal &' alrd...alpoducfla 8¢ xal v9s5s evdaiporias
xdpiw, d roirwe iwodaufdrorres evlaworgreawr. Tiw §' elaiworiar ovdels alpeirai Tol-
rwe ydpor, ovd' Ghws &' dhho. alverar 8¢ xal éx Tor avraprelas T avrd ovpPalvew,
70 yap réheior dyabor alrapnes elras Sonei kA

1097%14 o & alfrapxes rvifeper 3 povoluevor aiperor wotei Tor Bior
kal undevdr dwled.

A. 10. 1099" 27 Tiw 8¢ Nowrwr dyafiw & udv iwdpyer drayxaiow, T 8
gurepyd xal ypnioua wégdurer dpyarikws,

VEth, Nie. A 6. 1097° 35 fi. wowep yap uldyrp xal dyahparewoy xal warrl
reywelry, xal Shws dv Eoroe Epyor 7o xal wpdfus, dv T Epyy Soxel rdyafir elval kal 7o e,
olrw Séfeier A xal defipdmy, elrep Eori Ti Epyor alry.

b 1og%t 12 . el & obrws, devfpuwov 8¢ rifeper Epyor fudr Tiva, Talry
3¢ yYuxis évdpyear xal wpdfes werd Myov, owovdalov 8¢ delpbs el ralra xal xalds,
Exaocror 8 el xard The olcelar dperip dworedeirar. e 5 olrw, T drvfBpdweivor
dyafdr yuxis dvépyeia ylreras xar' dperdr, o 8 whelovs al dperal, xard i
dplorgv xal Teheordryw.

We may append here, as a summary, Teichmiiller’s comparative scheme of ** Die

drei formalen Charaktere des Guten,” exhibiting how **der Aristotelische Mond das
Platonische Sonnenlicht sehr gut reflectirt ':—

1. 7d réheor Fhileh. 200 =Eth. Nic. A. 5. 1097 25

2. 70O lcarby »w 0D,67= ,, , . 1007°7%7

3. 70 Téhos (o wdwT' épleTan) i = 4 ow A L1004 2
Recapitulation o 21 B = , w» A5 1097% 200

3 Eth, Nic. A, 12, 1101 12 galveras &) wdv 78 émwawveror 79 wobr 7 elvar xal
wpbs 7l wws Eyew draweirfai...rov dyaliv kal rhy dperip érawolper Sid Tds wpdfews xal
td Eprya xTh,

4 7. 1101® 22 Sfhow Gri Taw dplerew olx Forwe Erawos &AM pelldr 7e xal BéATior...
Tous Te yap Peols paxaplfouer xal eddatporifoper. . duolws 3¢ kal vov dyaliv ol8els ydp
rhe eddarpoviay drawe xafdrep rd Slxacow, dX’ ws Pebrepbr 7o xal Békrior paxaplie.. ..

b, 1102% 1 fuir 8¢ Siker éx Tav elpnuévar i éoriv § evdaiporia TOF Temlwr
kal redelwr. Foxer &' ofirws Exew xal 34 70 elvas dpx* Tabrns yép xdper Td
Aourd wdvra wdrres wpdrroper, Thy dpxhy 8¢ xal vd alrior rdr dyabor Tiuiby
e kel Gelor Tibepew,

Cp. Phil. 59 D ovxolr vobs éorl aal ppbemais d y' dv Tis Tepdo eve pdhiora dvbpara ;
and 6. 64 C, cited above.
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ADDITIONAL NOTES.

11 B. dyadv...md yalpew. I retract the statement in my note that dyafor here
cannot stand for rayafdr. In view of such texts as 13 E, rgC and 6o A—urged upon
me by Dr H. Jackson—it seems safer to agree with Stallbaum; and the emphatic
position of dyafér may serve to compensate in some degree for the absence of the
article.

13 B. o7 dvifecfas. To avoid the tautology with svyywprioesfa: which offended
Badham, Jackson suggests writing efr’ dvéfecfai—an attractive conjecture.

15 A. 1) wolAy} ewoudf xrA. Jackson proposes 4 w. owovd <= pera dalp. d. y.:
“These units are matters of either profound interest or, when division begins, con-
troversy.” But we may question whether werd could be used in this hypothetical
way ; and also whether a contrast is intended between two stages of debate, before and
after Sialpeaus.

Another conjecture is Prof. J. B. Bury’s wov 89 for awouvy.

15 A, B. wparor plv ff Tivas xTA. As against Badham's view, Jackson argues
thus: “*(1) it is improbable that w7 has dropped out: (2) the facts that the phrase xds
al rafras xrA. in the sentence which begins with elra is incomplete without the word
Beréor, derived from the sentence which begins with merd 8¢ roiir', and that the phrase
év Tois yryrouérois ab kth., in the sentence which begins with perd 8¢ rolr, is incomplete
without the words xds ratras xrA. derived from the sentence which begins with elra,
seem to show that the two sentences are indissolubly connected. And I think that
the text as it stands gives an appropriate—indeed the appropriate—sense. Socrates
asks (1) are there these monads? (2) how are we to suppose these monads—if they are
each of them eternally, immutably, one, neither coming into being, not ceasing to be
—severally to retain this their unity, and yet, either by division or by multiplication,
to be distributed amongst a plurality of particulars? That is to say, the participial
clause, wlar éxdoryr xrA., describes the monads as essentially units, and the words
uws elvar xrA. bring this their characteristic into contrast with the pluralization which
somehow or other they must needs undergo in particular things."

On the other hand Mr G. E. Moore urges that *‘ uerd 3¢ 7oro would be inexplic-
able unless three questions were intended,” and that ‘“the position of dpws, as the text
stands, renders the fusion of the two clauses impossible: elvar pév would surely be
necessary.” Mr Moore's interpretation of the second clause (elra.. ular rairyw) has,
I believe, the merit of novelty. He would render: *“How (we are to suppose) that
these monads, #hough each one and always the same..., are yef most surely all of them
one (aird rdyafbr) "—explaining that ““this clause would raise the question of the
connection of ideas with one another, not only the question of the connection
of ideas with particulars, which is all that seems commonly supposed to be raised
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216 ADDITIONAL NOTES.

in the dialogue (cp. Soph. 233D, Shaede 104 D, 105E)." As to the grammar, he
holds that ravrge is *assimilated” in number to wlay, referring back to radras, and that
the word is added *to emphasize the paradoxical nature of the hypothesis that these
distinct immutables should yet all be but one immutable, and therefore instead of
fAese, might, as the course of the sentence has sugpested, be called fhir.”

A recent suggestion of Zeller's is that “‘statt wlar *uér’ und statt des Kolon nach
ravrgr cin Komma gesetzt werden konnte™; or else that the words elvas Bef....pera 8¢

voir should be struck out as a gloss. And Prof. J. B. Bury has proposed to me that

[
the original might have been SeSabrara wew rairyw, perd 8¢ roir' xr)., for Bef. wpirov
jidr T,

17 A. el wold. Jackson would retain these words on the ground that * the words
Jé xpuwep ar T xar' dpxas fr...wpoogépewr xrA. seem plainly to imply that the eristics
recognize &, wolld, and dwepa, though in their passage from & to woAAd and from
wohld to drepa they ignore intermediate steps.” But as this is inconsistent with perd
d¢ 7o & drepa ebfis, he would here emend to . 8¢ rd & d. ed., supporting the plural
by 16 E (rére &' #dn 76 & Exasror) where **each of the wol\d is regarded as a &."

Mr G. E. Moore contends that & and wolla both alike signify ideas,” and that
*the method here objected to is merely the too hasty satisfaction with the adoption of
one idea connecting any group of particulars (dwepa), without troubling to shew the
connection of these fvs (ruw & éxelrwr), which are identical with wollha, with one
another. xal wohAd would thus signify ‘that is, unities'." He would explain werd
8¢ 76 & as reflerring both to & and to wolAd: and so he considers any change in the
text unnecessary.

17 B. obBdv érlpy. Jackson proposes otd’ évl érépyp, ‘by neither singly.’

17 D. dvéyra wdln <4 >yvyvépeva conj. Madvig.
23 B. lon B’ lows. Jackson would emend to the fut., forac &' lows.

25 D, E. Mr G. E. Moore would here also retain the traditional text. He writes:
“Dr Jackson, in supporting av for ¢ evryydyouer, does not seem to have noticed that,
whereas of drepa there has been a double ewaywy) (24 E—25 A, and 25 c), of wrepa-
roeudij there has been only one (25 A—s). 1 imagine, therefore, that the of refers to
the lack of this second cuwwaywy#, which is at once supplied in 25 D—E, v roi loov
kM. This interpretation renders it unnecessary to transpose a\\' lows...yerfoeral or
to alter ewayoudvwr to svpmoyouévwr. I think there need be no difficulty as to the
reference of wolar xal wws Myeus; to vhr roll weparoecdoiis instead of to xdelen, which,
had the text never been doubted, would have been considered sufficiently plain from
the sense. And as to puywds rabra (25 E), I take raira as referring only to rol lrov
kal Surhaslov, not to vé drepor and 7 weparoadls, and would supply with weyrds, els
i roi dwelpov ¢dow, referring back to 15 D, cvuplyre 8¢ e els abriw...Thr al 1ol
wéparos yévwar. As to the meaning of the two swwaywyal, I can only suggest that the
first is of sdeas, the second of particulars, which seems borne out by the expression
rhe Tol wéparos yéwwar as contrasted with els 76 wépas dmwodoyifbperor (35 B)."

26 D. I rav.. . dwapyoopivey pérpey. In my conj. arepyacuérnr I find that 1
am anticipated by Jackson: he argues that (1) the order of the words is against drep-
yasuévwr in this position, judged by Plato’s later style: (1) the word itself is here
superfluous: (3) ‘“‘aweipyasuévyr, in agreement with yévesww, would conveniently
connect that word with ée rdv w. v. x. w.”: (4) Proclus én Tine. 54 A, v 8\nr dreplar
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perd T@r Tol wéparos pérpwr ylvesw dwepyacudenr, “suggests that the text which
Proclus used did not join the participle to uérpws.”

27 . purdy dmefvo. Jackson suggests that the muxrds éreivor of the Mss. “repre-
sents a marginal & pucrds deeivos, which was a gloss upon wxngdpes below.” I am
inclined to accept this view.

2y C. rplperar...xal dpyerar. For dpyerar Jackson proposes afferar, which
should certainly be adopted : see the parallels he adduces from Fhaedr. 246 E, Aep.
500 B, Tim. 41 D, 44 B.

30 A. Td rérrapa dxeva x7A. Jackson suggests that all the words here from
ra Térrapa to Toirro, excepling only 7d ris alrlas yéves év dwasi réraprov dvéw, should
be rejected as *a marginal note explaining that réraprov refers not to the quaternion
of the context (fire, air, earth, water), but to the quaternion of 28 c."

32 D. Buawopelivar. Mr Solomon has proposed diaropnfijra.
40 D. v ixelvors. My conj. éx’ éxelrors has heen made independently by Jackson.

51 E. dAN, o xaravosis xTA. Mr G. E. Moore would retain heyouévwr as mean-
ing ‘generally recognized.' *Its purport would thus be to distinguish the ‘true’
pleasures just enumerated from rés wepl ré paffuara, which latter, it is to be noted,
are not mentioned in the general summary given in 51 B. Plato says with regard to
these, not only, what he says of the other true pleasures (51 C), that he means them in
a different sense from ol woAAol, but that they actoally belong to very few (52 B). This
statement would point the antithesis to Aeyoudvwr.”

I regard this as a satisfactory defence of the traditional text, which precludes the
need of emendation.
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dyfpwy wdfos, xxxv

dyrow, 79

del, with participle, 15, 16

dldos gomis, Ixiii n., 154, 172, 210

aipeiv, enincere, 71

alefyais, xv, 66

alerypbs, 112

airla, 5, xliv fi., Ixiv fl., 37

alridefar, 156

alrwr, 6, liv ., 155

dxoharralvewr, 6

axparéorares, 121

axplfaa, xxix ff., 19y

dxuw, 34

d\afoviorares, 157

dAdfea, lvii ., 77, 110, 154, 158, 160,
201 ff.

aAX ouw, 158

aheyla, 127

duaprivew, 78

duerpdrepos, 158

dupirfnra, 34

dv, omitted, 121

araykaiac ndoval, 149

dvdyxy, 13

aralvopai, 135

drapeicfar, 138

arakgwréor, 66

ardurnots, xv, 68

averilywros, 03

aréxesfai, with genit. of partic., 8

dvouwa, 79, 109

arrlorpopos, 86, 118, 133

areaxd{ewr, 140, 145

Google

arepla, 18, 44

dwepor, 76, x| ., 22, 37, 39, 178 f.,
189 ff. '

arepeis, 163

arpepSwuéra, 140

drjhhaxro phroc elvar, 162

ardrar, 60

awnd rpérov, 67

dwddoais, 61

arokrairal, 45

dwoliweir §wha, 136

dwordpew, 157

awrorehovuérwr, 126

drresfai, 12

dpa un; 48

aplunruc, 7, xxx fl., 131, 132, 148

apuoria, 6o

dogpdhea, 149

aboTnpds, 145

abrés, 5, 6

dgpocrolpat, §

dpwrea, Td, 24

BoiAnua, 89

I
ydp, resumptive, 22
yap olv, 48
yapyahifewr, 104
e, after oddér, 79
¥ dpa, 101
yehotow, Th, xviii
yehoios, 37
yered, 160
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yéremis, xx, 45; ¥, els obolar, 46
Yérva, 42

1"{'",; 45‘

Yyevoborns, 57

yeveafat, 15

yofrevua, 9

ypdppara, a év Aehgois, 109
ypauuarTict, 19, 24

YPapaTikds, 20

dl

deiv, with double constr., 36

dewds, ironical sense of, 52

dette (aird 3., etc.), 29

devrepos whois, 130

Séxeafar Noyow, 2

dnueter, 12

Snuioupyds, &, xxxii

dnrovler, 140

& mus, 116

Sud c. acc., doubtful use of, 54

3¢ éxbrraw, 136

Swafnras, 130

Biadold ewr, 79

SedBeoer, liii, Ivii, lviii, 3, 108

Sualpeais, xxxviii, 13

diaxoopueir, 18, 52

Siahexruch, 4, xxxi, 135

Suvoeiofar, 146

Swornue, xxxvi, 21

Suacpepbrrws, c. gen., 110

Suayeir, 103

Swopohoyhoacfay, 12

ol xal rpls 70 xadde, 141

dbfa, xvi, xxxi

dogdfew, 76

dotoaopla, xviii, 111

Jdpir, repeating previous verb, 212, 16, 17,
146

Siwapes, xxxi, liii, lv, Ixii, 41, 51, 57, 135

diwachal T, 38

duryepalrw, 161

duoxépaspua, 96

durxépeia, ob

durxepns, 97

eledfewr, 129
€i\icpunés, 16, 203
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els alifis, 66

els Boar, 105, 133

els radrie, 61

duuerpurepos, 158

duwoblopara, 152

Euwpoafer, c. gen., 25

év, 20, 53, 62, 73, 91, 163: in compos.,
85

¢év Tolrois, temporal, 108 : év ¢, of material
cause, lvi

&, rd, (xxxiv f.), 18, 22

évarrios, 6, 10

fvexa, displaced, 124

érravoi (-60), 12

€f dw (ylyverai), of material cause, x| ff.,
Ivi n., 140

é&in, o1

E&us, liii, 3

éwi, c. acc., 83

n C. dat., 25

émbupda (xv fL.), 70

éxlxhw, 109

éwiopreir, 158

dmryar, 157

émruyws, Bo

éparris, xlv, 16, 35

dpeacxnheiv, 123

pwres Moyww, 163

Erepos, 7

ebfacporia, liii

&xew, ‘ apprehend,’ 58

éxbuevos, 17

dxberws davrde, 154

&ws, constr. of, 128

Z.
{nhos, defined, xviii fl.
{yreiv * desire,” 102
{wypdgpos, (xvi), 82

H.
7, sc. pdAAo, 150
npéua, 76, 39

genebar, 159, 171 fL.

0.

Bepubrepor (ckal Yuxpbrepor), 76, xl, 188,
189 .
Bedw Bbeus, 17, 28
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Onpedoar, 156
Bupwpds, 148

L

idéa, lviii, 143, 153, 162
ixarde, 76, xiii, liv, 27, 161, 177, 212

laxvpbs, 112

K.

xafdwep, displaced, 144
xafapal nloral, (xix), 160, 201
xafapdw, Td, xxxi, 122, 201 ff.
xafopdr, 8o

xal...ye, (10

xal wralTws, 140

xalpios, 176

xakdw, ré, (xxix fi.), 156, 200
xdv el, 137

Kapuw, XXX, 117, 130, 147
xard, c. db. accus., 157
xara Tpbwor, 66

KaTaroelr, 23

xardorasis, g1

xegpdhasow, Tb, 109

xegpakiw awodolvar, 160
“"'ﬁr 147

xowds Blos, o, xiii, liv, 34
wopyfol, 122

xbopos, o, xliii ff.

xbopos dowparos, lviii, 154
Kpareir, C. ACCUS., 4

kplois (? or xpious), 121, 128
xihos, 147

Al
Aeybpeva (elvas), * concepts,” Ixxii, 15, 47
Mijbn, xv, 67, 208

hoyoo ubs, xix
Aoywrued, f, xxxi, 132
Moyor Exew, 146
Migs, 6o

M.
pd, 73

padhde (re xal frrov), 76, x1 H., 39, 167,
193

uavBarew, c. gen., 19

pavecal ploval, 152

parreia, 153, 159, 163

pdrris, o

Google
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peprnofal, c. acc., 65

pédv, without foll. &, 70

pév &, 129

pév odw, 6y, 87, 117

pérTor, 129

péras woieiv mikTas, 115

peerh, constr. of, 129

perafdihewe, 116

peralafeir, 18, 32

pérpiov, 76, xl, 40, 173

pérpios, B2

perpibrys, xxi, lix, 156

pérpor, xxx, xxxiii, xlvii, 21, 46, 130, 1356,
175, 195 f.

p, with fut. indic., after ‘ fear,’ 5

w Interrog., with »ds, 23

pn 8re 84 ye, 143

g1 of, with dr and optat. in interrog., 6

pndér dyar, 100

KijKOs, 75

pxry obele, xl

peerde, b, xl i, Ixiv

puxtds Blos, o, lv, 34

plpnos, 148

prfun, xv, 68

poipa, lvi, 29, 125

polea pihdaogos, (xxi), 163

povewcd, 9, xxix fl., xxxvi, 148

poverwds, 20

ptipios, 7

pwv ph, 31

L

vlos, xiii, g, 16
vuepripa, liv, 34

0.
oleneis (rdyaboi), lvii, 155
olvoxbos, 144
oA (Abywr), 134
dhws, 55
dpwwupos, 133
dpws, displaced, 5
ov, 76, double sense of, 85
bvap, 28, 75
drrws (Pprocodeiv), 154
opvh, 107
dpes, xxxvi, 21

ot (7), 135
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old” dpa o8¢, 139

0dd’ ad, 35

obddr érépy, 20

olbdér 11, 9

ol i, with pres. subj., 110

olela, xiv, xx, x], xlv, xlix, 1i, Ixxii, 210
olrros, 147

Bxhos, 148

dyas, in objective sense, 512, go

In

wdfnua, 81
wdfos, lvi, 15, 21, G2, 108
wadid, 27
rais, 74
wdrTy, 159
wdvy, 8y
rnputmtr. 11
wapagépecfai, 81, 142
weiva, metaphor., 119
wéumrew, 150
wepalvew, 2, 5, 29
wépas, 76, x| fl., 18, 27, 38, 46, 167 fi,,
193 fi.
wépas Exov, xl, 38, 44, 167 fi.
weparoaidés, v6, xl, 167 f.
wepl, 171
xépt, position of, 111
wepl abrd xrfoasfa, 29
wepudyewr, 25
wepiSbnros, 100
Ly /I
mucpbyhucy (7), 102
wlorews xdpw, c. infin., 115
whevpuy, 60
wollew, 17
woube, xvi, xliv, 77
wo\heords, 97
woobw, 76, (xxxvi), xl, 40
wore, position of, 102
whrepow, allerntrum, 30, 142
wpofefhnxéves (7 -Befyxévas), 133
wpoylyreabar, g8
wpodd pealas (els d péoov), 132
xpbs, c. gen., 10§
»» C.dat., 33
wpis dffear, 120
" Exos, 4
11} f’ih‘"’: ﬁﬁ" 91
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wpbs Tt (xakd), 117
Tpocayuryior, 130
wpooddxnua, 62
wpogeirelr, 81
wpooguéaTepor, 155

P.
prbubs, 21

Z.
calpdr Exew, 127

oagés, T0, Xxxi
reuvivew, 50, 51
cxexwtéor, constr. of, so
erdfun, 130

orédheclai, 115
oroxasuds, Xxx, 129
eTpaTyks, 4, Xxx
guyyerds, 2
ovyylyveofa (évdelg), go
cupuerpla, (lix), 156
aduperpor, 16, 176
oluperpos @laus, 156
elupuros, x1i, 18
cludwra, 2

girrasis, 102
ourTeTauérws, 138
oloTass, 53

ouyrd, 139

opaipa Bela, 146
ogpddpa, rb, xviii, 39, 167, 193 fl.
cwrijpe, T6 Tplror Ty, 161

T.

ralrby, adverh, 78

¢, displaced, 105

réheor, 7h, liv L., 157, 211 fI.
répas, 12

revfeofau, c. gen., 115
Tevrdfer, 132

réxr, xxix fi., 153

7l piw; 96

tifeofar, with gen. of class., 143
ripuos, xxxii, lviii, 214

Tis, with ¢ uér,..d 3¢, B

rolvuw, transitional, 62

ToMu@, 9

Tbpwos, 117, 130

robvarrior, By

rpaywal Bewphoes, (xviii), 108
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Tppit, 103 @owes, xii, xxvili n., x1, 1i, liv, Ivi, lxii, 6,
Tiwor Tra. 143 6o, 138, 141
Timos, H2 purle, 33
rigy dyafy. 134 Pwrierra, Td, XXXVii, 14
T" x-
3w, xvili xeporexria, xxix
iy, G . XeipoTeyrucy), 1), 128
wdpyewr (2 bwepéxer), 137 xpwpa Aevcde, (xx), 122
Imexarnral, g2
UFEsywpmgis, 40 ¥,

twd, c. dat., 130 .
yevdng doka, (xvi), Bo

iwodoxm, 148 ,
iwakoyifeafas, 51 yoxm b 57
UroaTneal, 1

5 a.

$. &, omitted with voc., 1, 30

@biwos, (xviii), 108 wpa, with infin., 149
ehovexeir, 11 ws, displaced, 24
@ilos, sense of, 113 » in citation, 97

INDEX IL

A. Asyndeton, 146

Atomists, Q4 97

Attraction, of gender, 49
" of relative, 54

Accusative absolute, 8, 54

Aesthetics, Plato’s theory of, xxiii fi.

Anacoluthon, 21, 23, 62,72, 97, 111, 113,
131, 137 "

Anaxagoras, 18, 51, 52, 186 ff. ’

Anaximander, 178 ff. Badham, lxxxvi, 1, 2, 4, §, ef passim

Anaximenes, 181 Baiter, 76, 110, 134, 128
Antisthenes, g4, 96, 126 Baumgarten-Crusius, 7, 1o, 12
Apelt, xxviii, 13, 33, 38, 46, 80, 81, 82, Biumker, 185 n., 192 n.

87, 89, 9o, 97, 106, 111, 120, 128, 152, beck, 109

156, 206, 109 Bekker, boxxii
Aristippus, 24, 122, 126, 163, 200 Bean, xxviii n., Ixii n,
Aristotle, his criticism of Plato, li, Ixii ffi Bernhardy, 10, 28
Arnim, von, lxxx, g6 Bosanquet, xxiii ff.
Art, proper and popular, xxix ff., 129 Brachylogy, 161 (see also ‘ ellipse ).
Article, omitted, 1, 30, g8, 100, 118, 131  Brandis, Ixiv, 170
o used Sewwrinds, 1 Buttmann, 104, 106, 157
»  used wepuppasTicie, 100
,»  with adject. phrase, 136: with C.
3eiv, 12: with personal pron., 11, 28, Campbell, Ixxi n., g6, 122
139 Chiasmus, 150, 156
Ast, 18, 23, 52, 170, & passim Chilon, 100
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Cabet, lxxxv, 11

Comedy, xviii

Conflation, 136

Cornarius, 10, 77, 79, 109, 123, 137, 155
Cousin, 6o

Critias, 52

Cynics, g5

Cyrenaics, x

D.

Dative, of means with subst., 1o1
Dawes' Canon, 15

Democritus, g6

Dionysus, invocation of, 144
Dittenberger, Ixxix

Divination, 53

E.

Egyptian invention of alphabet, 23

Ellipse, 2, 4, 7, 12, 14, 16, 33, 34, 53, 56,
71, 72, 75, 78, 88, 95, 96, 99, 101, 106,
108, 109, 112, 121, 125, 129, 131, 132,
133, 145, 151, 160

Elmsley, 12

Empedocleanism, 38

Epexegesis, 36, 70

Euphemism, 65, 104

Eusebius, 159

F.

Ficinus, 105, 122, 142, 149, 155, 150, 162
Fischer, 10, 107, 145, 140, 152

G.

Genitive, absol. with &g, 17

" partitive, 71
Gloel, 36, 46, 62, 64, 68, 106
Gomperz, Ixx, Ixxxi n.
Gorgias, 52, 75, 136
Grote, 813, g5, 172, 206
Grovius, 7, 10, 69

H.
Heindorf, 37, 67, 69, 89, g9, 118, 123,
130, 141, 1406, 147, 149, 162
Heracliteanism, xvii, 92, 122, 134
Hermann, Ixxviii, 13
Heusde, van, 69, 73, 103, 117, 119, 138,

141, 149, 151, 152, 154, 155, 159
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Hippias, xxviii n., 163

Hirschig, 124

Hirzel, Ixxx, 19, 63, 94, 120, 129, 135,
142, 161, 170, 173, 175 ff., 205, 209

Homer quoted, 107

Horn, lxiv, 206 fi.

Horton, g5

Huit, lxxvii n., 206

L.
Indicative, in protasis with opt. in apod.,
30
Infinitive, without & in apod., 142
Interrogative pronoun conjoined with
relative, 20

I.

Jackson, xxvii, xxxiv, xxxviii, Ix, Ixv fi.,
Ixxx, 8, 9, 17, 43 44, 109, 110, 111,
117, 118, 120, 152, 160, 166, 169

Jordan, Ixxxv

Jowett, 7, 18, 21, 33, 41, 45, 140, 10612,
172, 206

K.
Kant, xxiv
Klitsch, 19, 31, 33, 43, 44, 49, 53, 58, 59,

6o, 61, 107, 117, 124
Krihenbiihl, 123

L.
Lehrs, 23, 31, 136
Liebhold, 11, 23, y0, go, 98, rob, 115,
145, 186, 158
Locke, 83
Lotze, lxxiv
Lutoslawski, lxxx

M.

Madvig, 11, 23, 9o, 98, 106

Maguire, Ixiv n., 14, 52, 83, 123, 124,
171

Megarics, x, 96

Melissus, 184 ff.

Metaphor, g, 10, 15, 35, 51, 53, G4, 68,
73, 74+ 93, 115, 153, 156, 157

Michelis, xv, lvi, Ixi, lxiv n.

Munk, 1xxviii
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N.
Natorp, g6
Neoplatonic comment, 144
Neuter adj. with fem. subst., 6, 50, 63,
114, 132, 138, 141

0.
Optative, potential with dv, 17
w  with dv in apod. after subj.
with d», 129
Orelli, 77, 114
Orphic verse, 1fio
Oxymaoron, 74

P.

Paley, Ixxxvii, 2, 4, 7, &f passim
Parablepsis, 6, 87, g1, 93, 100, 125
Parmenides, 180 fi.
Paronomasia, 26, 36, 39, 55, 66, 74, 119,
136, 154, 156
Participle, causal use of, 32
- with dr, 56
Peipers, lxiii, lxxix, 210
Personification, g, 11, 44, 133
Plural, after o 75, g9
w  after Srav mus, 103
Poste, ix n., xi, 13, 18, & passim
Protagoras, 122, 134
Proverb, 10, 14, 16, 26, 27, 28, 52
Pythagoreanism, 18, 55, 117, 172, 179 .,
183
Pythagorising Platonists, g5

R.
Relativity, 123
Rettig, Ixiv
Ritter, Ixxix, 171
Ruskin, xxiv

s.

Sauppe, 124
Schaarschmidt, lxiv, lxxii

Schanz, Ixxix, Ixxxiii .

Schleiermacher, ix, Ixxviii, 1, 10, 18, 200,
ef passim

Schneider, li, lxvii, 13, 61, 130, 205

Schiitz, 13; 18, 28, 44, 46, 49, 69, 103,
112, 116, 118, 119, 130, 147

Siebeck, Ixxix, lxxxi n.

Socrates, 55

Stallbaum, 1, 2, 4, 5, 0, 170, &f passim

Steger, 170

Steinbriichel, 127

Steinhart, lxiv, 209

Striimpell, 171

Subjunctive, deliberative, 14

Susemihl, Ixiv, Ixxviii, 171, 173 n., 208

Sydenham, 33, 67, 68, 156

-

T.
Tannery, 178 fi., 203
Tautology, 4, 27, 52,63, 64, 95, 116, 151
Taylor, 123, 140, 162
Teichmiiller, xiv, lxxxi n., 172 n.
Theuth, 23, 24
Thompson, 8, 133, 172
Toceo, lxviii
Trendelenburg, 1212, 160, 170, 205, 209

\-rl
Vahlen, 166
Vocabulary,special of the Philebus, Ixxxin.

wi

Winckelmann, 10, 31, 56, 99, 104, 106,
rrn, 1a8, 125, 1435, 140 150

Waohlrab, lxxxvi

Wyttenbach, 127

x "
Xenophanes, 178

Z.

Zeller, Ixiv ff., Ixxvii, lxxix, 171, 208
Zeno, 181 ff.
Zeugma, 16
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