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TO THE REV. W. H. THOMPSON, D.D.,

MASTER OF TRINITY COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE.

My dear MastEg,

A vivid remembrance of you arises in my thoughts whenever I
am called upon to occupy myself with Plato; and now that I am
once more editing the Philebus, I cannot but revert to the time
when I derived so much help and encouragement from you in
the execution of my earlier task. What then is more natural
than that I should wish to see your name appearing in the pre-
sent work, which is not merely a new edition, but an attempt
to redeem a hasty and crude performance by something which I
shall be content to leave behind me? There are many reasons
why I desire to make this record of our friendship; one is the
intrinsic worth of the friendship itself as it affects me. During
the two and twenty years which have passed since the First
Edition, your good will has never flagged. First you spared no pains
to enable me to remain in England; and afterwards when some
devtegog mhovg became expedient, it was through your good opin-
ion and the weight of your authority, at least as much as through
any other cause, that I found my way to a haven not altogether
undesirable. You also were one of t}le few who understood that
among the trials of banishment not the least is the fear of being
utterly forgotten; so while many good friends, and some very
eminent scholars, have scarcely ever found sufficient leisure to
prove that fear to be groundless, your letters have sustained my
hopes. One other English Scholar, of whose friendship we are
both proud, was not less considerate; and now I must record my
great affection for him in a Book which he will not read. Never
did any one so generously interpret the obligations of his high
place to the prejudice of his own ease and comfort, and in favour

of all who claimed his help, as the late Lord Lyttelton. He was,
Platonis Philebus. a
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as you well know, a man of infinite modesty; and of the ge-
nuineness of that modesty none could doubt, who saw how per-
fectly free he was from any sickly fear of publicity. He took
his place in the world with frank boldness, and did his work in
it according to his sense of right. As an excellent scholar, and
as a champion of scholarship, he did good service to a cause not
overburdened with defenders; but while he was glad to seek re-
fuge from sadder thoughts in Classical studies, he never hid
himself in them to escape from any troubles or labours which
could make him useful to mankind. There is yet another common
friend of ours, who needs my praise as little as the other, and who
is equally removed from all human comments; buat this is pro-
bably the last time I shall ever publish anything, and I will not
lose my only chance of glorying in his friendship. Frederick
Denison Maurice was, as he informed me many years ago, an
enthusiastic admirer of Plato’s Philebus. He saw more deeply
into it, and indeed into all Philosophy, by reason of that devout
humility which made him so acourate an observer of many things
which a man who is thinking half of his author and half of
himself is sure to overlook. Where other men perplexed them-
selves with their own ingenaity and love of systems, his teach-
able sympathy with all that he studied led him into truths which
they had neglected as unmeaning. But it is not for me to ce-
lebrate that great Heart and Mind. I merely claim him as one
of those friends for whom my affection revived with peculiar vi-
vidness while T was busied with the preparations for this Book.

As for the Book itself, you will perhaps have leisure to decide,
whether on the whole it contains many improvements on.its pre-
decessor: but having once addressed myself to you, I am loth to
let you go, without taking some note of certain Platonic lucu-
brations, the fruit of the past year, They are verbal criticisms;
but verbal criticisms which make an author more legible, seem to
me no barren exercise. Nor will you think so, who have never
had any lot or part with the supercilious and ignorant dogmatisers
who have brought scholarship to so low an ebb in England. You
will be glad to find any text made a little more worthy of its
author; than the Grsculi have made it; and will rejoice for the
sake of those who are to come after us, if they are not scared
away from important works by the almost hopeless state in which
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they have been left. This is why I have again taken up the
same inquiry into the later books of the Laws, which I com-
menced in a certain Epistola. My belief is now stronger than
ever, that three fourths of the bad grammar, obscurity and non-
sence which we find in good authors is due to nothing more than
interpolations, whether purposely inserted or accidentally derived
from the Margin. Not that the other part of criticism which
detects the right word lurking under the wrong has done all its
work; very far from it. Take the following example from the
Sophist, p. 218, a. "dea tolvwvy, & Ebve, ottw xei xedamsq elme
Zoxgarng macs xeyagquopévog ¥ost; if you will read Heindorf’s note,
you will see that second thoughts are not always wiser. One
easily confounded letter has caused all this trouble. Theaetetus
says: ded volvuv, & £., ovrwg—Or take this in the Politicus,
286, n; where for ¥papev deiv pepvijodat, it is self-evident that
you want #p. . peneoicfar.—In the Laws, 904, p where we now
read diapégovia xal peréfade Tomov &ysov Glov peraxomicBeiow,
common sense bids us read, J. x. uerélafe vomov, @ylav 6dov pera-
xoptodcice, leaving out what follows. I do not know whether
you have seen a striking proof of the audacity of interpolators,
which I adduced from the Phedo. It is in the passage!) beginning
ov 8} d:didg av, 10 Aeyduevov, Ty davrod oxidv, where the very
opposile precept is put into Socrates’ mouth in place of that which
Plato had assigned to him; and all for what? Because the two
forms #dg dv and dwng dv were disputing for admission, some one
inserted both, but one with a change of accent and breathing,
and then another eame and changed yelpev igng dv va o’ dxei-
vg coundévra, into yeleev domg dv xal ovx amoxeivaio, fwg v
ta an’ xelvng ooundévra oxépato. And on this rubbish Wytten-
bach comments as on a sound logical precept. Another such
forgery ocours in Euthydemus 305, ¢, n. Here v 8¢ roig ldlasg 1o-
yoss and so forth down to xodovesdas, ought to be removed back
so as to precede @ore mapa wacw. But because it was inserted
out of its place, in order to give it some air of continuity, the
scribe built for it this beautiful bridge: slvar udv yae tjj dAndely
opd¢ dogararovs: which Cobet, little dreaming whose work he
was correcting, altered into opeis dopawreror. In the same dialogue
287, B, ¢, we have these glaring interpolations: [d %0 mgdrov
1) P. 101, p. .
a*
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eimopsy viv avappvionss xei)l—[@ Ayeg]l—[émel elmd . .. .. oig
Adyoug.] )

But I must now enter @tpon the Laws. Shall 1 follow Pindar’s
precept of medowmov Tyhavyés? or that given in Troilus and Cres-
sida, which I will quote, ut obiter emendem ?

1) Let us like merchants shew our fouler wares

And think perchance théy'll sell: if not, the lustre

O'th’ better yet to shew will shew the better

By shewing the worse first.
I will not presume to say that the following correction is better
or worse than the general run, but the passage is at all events
a strikingly corrupt one, and so an emendation of it, if tenable,
deserves a special place.

In the twelfth Book p. 960, c, », of Stephens we find the follow-
ing passage, which looks at first impenetrable; but by and by
we discern a kind of bush-track, and at last, if I am not altogether
mistaken, with a very little thought and very sober dealing with
difficulties, we are able to restore an old highway in all its com-
pleteness.

A6. ’Q Kiewla, moldd tav Eungosdev xakdg Dpvyras, oyedov od
oy xTa Ta TOY RoIgdY meodeiparte.

KA. Iloia d7;

A6, To Adyzewy pdv vy mearyy elvar, Kiwda 0t v deviégav,
oy “Azgomov 8¢ tolony, owtsigav Ty Aeydévraw, dmeixacuéve i
16y xhocdéviov 16 mvel, Ty duerdorgopov amegyalopévay dvva-
wv: & 89 nal moker xal mohvely dei paj povov vylesav xai cwrnolav
Toig Gupacs mapaonevale, ¢Ma xal ebvoplay &v vais Puyaig, wal-
dov 82 cwrnploy Ty vopwy. npiv & Fri pot palvesdar doxei Toir
Hdcimov toig voposs elvar, mag 101} TAY dueractgopoy adrois dyylyve-
oda1 xata QUaY dvvapy.

I will not trouble you with the attempts already made: they
are one and all random guesses, only half serious, rather indica-
tions of an obstacle than attempts to remove it. We see thus
much; that as the destiny Atropos preserves the work of her
sisters, ta xAwodévra, so he wishes that his and his friends’ work,
td Aey®évie, should be made ausracrgope. Now Atropos canmot
be careipa Tdv AsyBévraw; it is therefore safe, at least provisionally
80, to write sy "Argomov 82 toiryy swreigav. viv AEAEySévrav—

1) Act 1. 8c. 3.




LETTER TO THOMPSON. v

The allusion to the well known 7o spirov 3@ owrsjgt is obvious,
and justifies us in placing owtetpav thus by itself. Then we come
to amaxaouéva tfj tdv xAwodévrov—, and the question is; who
or what is made like to what? But that question is soon answered.
The preservation of their statutes is to be made like to the pre-
servation of the fatal thread. But as dmegyafecfar must be the
act of the old men, and as in these Books we find five or six
instances of w &8« being confounded with the participial ending,
pevog wevy &o., it is worth while to try amepyafwusda, and there-
fore to adapt dmexacpévor to it. The moment this is done the
rest of the sentence corrects itself. tdv 2 Aey®évroy, amexacué-
vor 7] 16V xlwodbviav cwreloAI, vy dusracrgopov amegyofar-
peda dvvaurv. The remainder is likewise faulty; but in the first
place a little thought will soon shew us Aow this sentence is to
be connected with the foregoing, and a little more will euffice
to clear away what is at once an impropriety and a tautology.
€l 09 xal modlrarg xal moditzlae 3ei uy wovoy vyleay x. v. &
A shorter but equally corrupt passage is in the tenth Book,
p. 905, c. yiyvdoxerv 8 admiy, & maviov dvdpadrare, mag od
deiv doxeig; 7jv Tg pa) ysyvaioxwy 008’ dv tmov 18or moté, 082 Ao-
yov Evufallecdar mepl Plov Svvardg dv yévorro el evdaspoviav e
xal Svodaipova Tvyny. This adeay refers to toy cuvréhaav. “What
you call the neglect of the Gods, you so call, because you do
not understand that all which they do contributes to a great
whole.” We may therefore translate ovwvréhere by joint action.
This then the youth is told that he must know. But it is pre-
cisely what he cannot know, and, not knowing, ought to distrust
his own judgment concerning the prosperity of the wicked.
Eusebius in quoting this passage has mgdg ovdiv, the MS L has
as a correction in the Margin mdoov dsiv, and although this rests
on MS authority, and is confirmed by the corrupt reading in
Eusebius, and yields the only admissible sense, the Editors have
passed it over. Again though we may use dvdgeios ironically of
an unabashed man, this is not the language of monitors to a
youth of infidel tendencies; and here, where they are reminding
him of his weakness and incapacity, the word is altogether un-
suitable. I have no hesitation in reading; yyvaoxey &' admijy,
o maviav aygeidrate, modov deiv doxeis; You will observe that
the mere substitution of ; makes the whole difference of the
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reading.—I have before me the larger Zurich Edition; what may
have since happened to the text of the Laws I know not; but
I can scarcely conceive that such obvious blunders as the follow-
ing can have been left as they were by any subsequent Editor.
878, B. tgavpdrav ovv dvedtutwv deyi yevopévaw for . oty v
%ot tdv 6. y. Thus also in 829, o we read zavzdy 8% roiro
Zot1 xal woker vmdoyerv, yevopbvy plv dyadij Blog slonvindg
x%. 7. & in place of ¥ori xal mokere vmagyer y. u. &. x. 7. & and in
837, c, oedv 8¢ pallov 1 Zedv tfj Yuyj, dedvrmg tijg Yuyis éxi-
tedvpnnoig x. 7. &, for 1) dpdv, 3jj Yuyf 6% Svimg v . & 836, ¢,
axokovday for dxodov®dv, and midavg for amddve. 898, &, megi-
ne@uxévar (an absurd repetition of m) for meguxévar. 899, s, av-
t0v 817 &pewwov for ag ovv 81 duswov, omitting yoeav. 903, E,
ueracymparitoy ta ndvia, olov éx mvgos Udwe Euwuyov!, xal uy
Evumola ¥ fvog—for Tdwe, Huypvya xal pi), Evmmorda I évig.
and lastly, in 904, B, 3oov dyaBov Yuyijs, duevoridy—rfor Soov av
dyadov Yy dsavondjj. But I will pass to other places, where
the correction is not so self-evident. In 829, o, for To¥to amo-
8tdovtawy, the sense requires ovrot & dmodidovtav, and in x, for
6 Adym, 10 Adym. In 832, ¢, we find: z0 82 rijg »iv moliselag,
Av vopodezovpevor Myouey, énmépevyev dugorega. There will be no
more harshness or obscurity, if we read iv vopoOeroiipev, & Aé-
yousy 3xmépevysv apgovege. In 833, A, for cvsradig which is
quite foreign to the purpose, for even if you interpret it accord-
ing to mgooioroiueda in the Philebus, it would amount to ovp-
#lox1), so that we should have, év cvumloxais cvumloxs), read cuv-
tacig, conlentio. 834, A, tofotg xai méhroug xal axovtlotg. This
would do very well if the peltasts threw their targets at the
enemy. Till this is shewn to be the case, I should vastly prefer
xai wakzoig. There is a strange order of words a few lines further:
10 0¢ pevd tavie immav Oy mepl ayavos ylyvowro &g v vopode-
rovpeve. The first 4H is nothing but AN in its right place,
and av vopoBerovueve is & corruption from & vopoBerovpuev. 836, c,
I have no doubt that the nearest approach to the true reading
now possible, is mgog 8% zoz0, 6 did mavrog . . . . . TovTO &
tovroig tig ovy opoloyei; tovro is the aim, zovre the advocate
of purer manners, Tovzoig are the measures he recommends.
839, a, For Ajwerar yovipov x. 7. &, a new light breaks in upon
us, if me read yovipov & dmeyoudvovg agovgas 9. maons. Thus
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we have the opposition between the absolutely sterile, and that
which though fertile in itself, we do mnot mean.to use as such.
841, ¢, For megidafov read mapedefov, and for ta viv Aépopsy’
dotly edyai, read Taviv Afyopsv:. &l 8’ dotiv edyal %. . & The inter-
polations which spoil the next sentence were probably only meant
for the margin. You will see that I mean maAlaxdv and dgoé-
vov. Who can suppose that Plato would speak of their omég-
pata? 844, o, I am altogether for the other reading, watdiav
diovvorade, and in place of Fyer yeeizog adry, I have no scruple
in writing f 9eg #yapldazo afry. The copyist wrote geya and
forgot to put his dots under the first ga. Then came another,
and made this absurd correction. maidia Jwovvoiag is a very
suitable expression for all the fruit obtained by grafting. 846, o,
For deopevov #mirndeverv, read deyopevog dmirqdevoiv. 864, A,
fotodas tovrmy should be Emeodas tovrw. 898, B, The displace-
ment of two words has caused a woeful confusion in an other-
wise simple passage. I will merely indicate it. [und v &vi] @e-
eopdvy ... .. und’ &v (évi) wve Adyp xlvmoig—. But I must break
off from this desultory work, which is fatiguing to any reader
who shall be good enough to verify my references, and keep on
steadily through one Book; and as the Seventh is that on which
I have been very recently engaged, I will ask of you to accompany
me through it.

798, A, xal & mov dpa Gvayracdj pevaBdAlery avdig—The
sentence, having up to this point turned upon cwuere as the
subject, is now varied, and we look for an individual to whom
to refer avayxacdij, ovvragay®els and dmorafuv. But he is not
far off. For avdig lot us read ad 7ig, and there he is. In ¢ we
have maldwv where it is certain that the author meant us to
understand @vdgév. When these children who have made in-
novations in their games and amusements grow up to be men,
they are different from former—chkildren! 'Who can be expected
to treat copyists with any respect, after such a taste of their
quality? In » the same mala sedulitas has bestowed on us the
word pezafedlopsve which is out of its place, and the sense of
which is expressed by doa . . ... maoyer T0 Totovrov which is
in its place. In E, the faulty redundancy in oddapds aMog mog
may be accounted for, if we suppose that 000’ 4A4ARC was
copied twice and subsequently changed by a would-be corrector.
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799, . In speaking of vomor he says, of makatol tdve megl xi-
Bapdlay oVtm wwg, og Youxev, dvipacay. By reading TOTC in
place of TOTE we make the sentence clear and get rid of a
then which points nowhere. “The ancients were not ignorant of
the connexion between vopor and wdaf,” says he; xad’ Tmvov 93
oldv mov wig 9 nal Tmag [Iyenyoeas] dvelpmkte pavrevipevog adro.
If he only dreamed it, he would have no right to pavtevesdas;
but I presume he dreamed it xad Tmvov &eiov. 800, 2. I see
here as elsewhere the utmost confusion between 82 and 49, but it
would be rather dull sport to fly the falcons of criticism apon
such exiguous game. c¢. For geiuev, I should much prefer paudv
in a parenthesis, though I am aware that he has already used
it. b. A slight transposition will give the rjuare and the v3-
pol their fair share in a necessary epithet. I read domovicug yow-
Seorararg. = I hope you will consent to the removal of yogovs.
The gibe ie all the more bitter when he substitutes these funeral
singing men for the Tragic Chorus. I note & . . ¥ tovvo . .
xti68n as a confirmation of Elmsley’s olod’ g uéreviac.

801, a. Instead of pndlv imavepwrd, which would mean, “am
I to ask no ~question”? I propose undé. “An ne rogare quidem
oportet’? We may surely venture to restore dei to the margin
where it must have stood as a help to beginners. c. He says that
0 7@y motqrdy yévog is oY mdvv ixevov in judging what men
should or should not pray for: and that they might put into our
mouths prayers for wealth, thongh we have already decreed that we
shall have no gold or silver statue of Plutus in our City. What
will be the result? They will make us contradict ourselves in our
prayers. This is logical; but not so, that they will make us pray
evyds odx dgBdag, for they may be right, and we wrong. There-
fore away with the imsertion, which while it is not to the pur-
pose of the argument, is a sore let and hindrance to the syntax.
p. He has never appointed any vouo8évag for the purpose men-
tioned, but certain &®lo®éres, of whom he treats in 764, » &c.

802, 8. For #mavegopevov 1 venture to suggest mevop(Doczac
dr)opevov. ¢, The direction, vopo8érov Povinue, cannot begin
with ndce 6. No wonder then that 4 and £ omit the con-
junction. The y¢ is also to no purpose. Oyght we not to read,
n&da texty) 7 rabw AaPodica m. M. iavgify? This would refer to
the originally proper compositions, and those that had been made
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so by adaptation. »p. S8ense and Grammar call for the change of
énovépag into éxarége. = The passage about suiting the com-
positions to the sexes looks very hopeless at first; but the ob-
servation of a frequent source of mistake in these books, the con-
fusion between the participial endings and wedo will at onoe set
us on the right track. Fov: 63 dugorépois pdv dppdrepn dvdyxy
xateyopeve enodidoval, is nothing more than émel 82 auporéporg uiv
dpgitega avayxy xaveyduede dmodiSover. When this is replaced,
and Ast’s supplement introduced, we need only write rovrw for
rovrw, and the passage is as simple as any in Plato.

803, o. Having settled the general characters of both kinds of
songs, he goes into the details of education. But here we are
left suddenly in such darkness as this: tiva tedmov 301 xal olorics
nel more wodrvew Exacra avrdv. What are fxaore, and of what
avrdy are they the particulars? As to olorsos and modsrewy they
help out each other; for the dative gives us a palpable hint to
change moarrety into mgosdnrerv, and the succeeding sentence
about tpomo:r and vgomidein, and indeed the whole scope of what
follows down to the end of this page of Stephanus, shew that
our business is to ascertain zlva tgomov 701 xal oforios xal Smore
wposanrey Exadrawv avtGy, i.e. tov deobvaov te xal Bylady. a, B.
olov &1 ig vavanydg Ty tiig vavmnyleg dopiy xetafaliducvog T
roomibeia Umoypdperas Ty mholwy oyipata, vavToy 81 pos xeye gal-
vopar dpavrd Sedv ta vy Plov megdpsvog opipeaca diaoricacda
xeTe TomOVS Tovg THY PUydY, OvTes avrey e Tgomidein xavafdi-
AeoBas, molg pypavij xal tlor mord todmors Evvdvreg tov Plov doiora
did to¥ mhod vovrov ijs Loijs Siaxopiodnooyeda, rotivo oxdmav dp- -
Ddg. In this passage it is a matter of controversy whether zgo-
mdeia is governed by xerafallduevos or by vmoygdperes, and the
rest of the construction will depend on this. But as Ast’s appo-
sitio, that is, that wv zijc vavmnylag deyv is a sort of anticipat-
ing deseription of rgomideie, is in itself unlikely, for then the
words might just as well be away; and seeing that, if xarafal-
Aduevog governs tgomideix, and vmoypaperar governs rdv mholwy
oyjuara, we have this result; that a man is sketching the ship’s
hull at the same time that he is laying down its timbers, which
is at least & day too late, and lastly since the play on words re-
quires that the stress of the antithesis should fall on reonmideia
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vroygdperar = Plov opjpate xatd TPOTOVE TOUS THY PuyGy dia-
ornoacdar, I leave oyfjuara to find & regimen where it can, only
not in this text, to which it is a stranger, and I conclude that,
just as the interpolator borrowed the word oyjuare from the
following clause, so when he inserted dvrog adrdv ta TQomideia
xevafallecdas, he helped himself from what preceded. Who needs
sach an explanation of a play upon words? and is not zavtov
%. . & dpav enough? Then again what have we to do with any
pnrevi? 1 think it certain that molg pyyavj was added, because
some one did not see the purport of xal in xai 7ici mosd reomoss.
Of course gos ought to be expelled, and as for zdv Slov it looks
very like a wish to bring back the tév flwv which we had be-
fore.— The next sentence but one #meds ¢ dvravdd dousy, & muwg
dia mpoorxovTOs TIvog avTd mpatroipey, [ng dv Nuiv Guppezgov dv
ey is not very clear, nor will the Gracilas of dia mgoorxovrog
v0g commend itself to you. But 414 is the palmographical twin
of APA, and & mog dga mEooNXROVIWG avTe mparroipsy seems all
that is required. ». “We are the playthings of the Gods, and
our best earnest, such as it is, consists in acting as such, and
rejoicing before them. Peoplc now-a-days say that War is the
serious part of life, and Peace the playful part; thus they make
the serious to be for the sake of the playful.” 0 & %v & mo-
Mug plv dpa olt ovv mudia mepunvia oUY ab maudsia mord fuiv
afodoyog, obts ovoa oite Icopévy. 10 Of gousy yuiv ye ever
onovdaidratoy, dzi 83 Tov xat slgnvyy Biov Exacrov mheiotov T& xai
dowovov dukeddsiv. 1lg odv bpdotyg malfovta fotl Siafiatéo, tivag
01 maudidg Bvovea xal gdovea xal deyovmevov. 70 & 3v &g means
more than Cornarius understood by it. I should render it: “Whereas
we have found that in war &c.” The stop should be removed
from &couévy, and we must read, 0 07 papev sjuiv y' elver Gmov-
datotarov. “War has no sport nor education worth mentioning,
and to have that was just what we affirm to be most serious.”
But if you insist upon preferring @& . . . 6movdaiorerw, mom re-
pugnabo. The rest I read thus: zig OTN H dpdorng; tivag o9
nadiag malfovra dotl dwxPimtéov; Svovra x, 7. & It is incredible
that any one should have attempted to correct this passage, and
that others should have adopted his correction, and yet all have
consented to leave such an absurdity as maidiag Svovte in the
text.
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804, B, mweog Tov Beov dmiddy xel madov—Was it once £i-
x6te wadov? ». Perhaps you will approve of ovy ov piv dv ¢
navie Povinrar [poizdvre] Ov & dv py ddviag [tdg maudelog).
D & E. 1¢ avrd 0} Oy xal mepl Onheidv o wiv dudg vopos &v &i-
moL mavia, O00x mee xcl mepl tav dgobvav, loa xai vag dndelag
aoxeiv Oeiv. xal oUdlv goPydelg dimory’ &v ToTtoy Tov Adyov oive
inmiijs odrs yuuvacuxis, o dvledor pdv meémov dv ey, ywwaki

0 ovx dv moémov. Never was a passage more miserably inter- .

polated than this. First his law speaks, and then Ae speaks; his
law would say the same about women as about men, that women
ought to be trained and drilled as much. Any one who knows
what {oa xal is, will welcome the conjecture, which joins {oa xei
with o0div gofindelcl), and so gets rid of this repetition about
women; and as the law is still the subject, the spurious ¢lmorp
av absconds from before it.

805, B. #x Ty avrdy teAdy xal wévoyv. This is untrue; for the
women add their labour to that of the men. Read mogwv. c. &
tovrosg. Perhaps & rovre y’; in the meanwhile, till he has found
some better reasons.

806, A. As doyovs uiv ralaslag is opposed to depanelag 53, and
not to aoxnrixov Twve Plov, for 8¢ Tive we should read d7 wve.
Then follows a passage which must be given in its whole state.
rav 8% el tov mokepov p1) xowwvovdag, dor ovd’ &l tls moze dia-
pegecdac megl mokeaig e xal meldwy avayxala Tvyy ylyvoszo, obr’ dv
rofo, og viveg Apafoveg, obt’ dMng xovavijcal mote Polijs pete
. tépyms Svvaueven, 000t donlda xal ddgu Aafolicar piptjcacdar Ty
ey, g mopPovpévyg adrai¢ tijg margidog yevvalug dvtisrdoas @o-
Bov ye, &l undiv peitov, mokeuloise dvvaodar magaoysiv év vakes Tivi
xavopdeidas; Zavgopatbag 8% 090" av Té magamav ToAuroeiay pi-
uioacdar rovtov tov teomov diafiovidar, megd yvvaixag 0 adrag
avdgeg dv of Ixelvaov yuvaixes paveiev. I need not point out the
impossibilities of this passage, nor refute their champions. One
specimen of their logic will suffice. We have xowwvovsag, dv-
vapevaer, dofoicat, dvrisracag, xaropdsicag. “It is nothing:
the nominative may precede the infinitive”. Yes! and so may
the acousative; but can both do so indifferently—and in one and
the same sentence? This, and the barbarism of Gozz oudé suffice
to shew the condition of the text; but where is the remedy to

1) Omitting tvag dyplelag doxeiy deiv.

N
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come from? From the nature of the argument. Which is the
worse case? that described by mogPovuévng rijs margidos, or that
which is here called Siapayso®ar mzgl tév giirarav? The latter.
Which demands most courage, to appear #v rake, or to use the
weapons of close fighting? The latter. Then why does he weaken
his sentence by putting the worse case, and the greatest instance
of courage, first? Moreover what a clumsy arrangement is this,
that he should interrupt his examples of warlike females, the
Amazons, Minerva, the Sarmatian women, by a long sentence
which might have as well appeared elsewhere?—It did appear
elsewhere, till some blunderer left it out, and the same or some .
"equal blunderer brought it back, not postliminio, but through a
breach in the text. By re-transposing what has been displaced
we surmount nearly all these difficulties, grammatical and rhetori-
cal; for the rest we must trust to probable conjecture. rwv &
el molewov pi) xotvwvovsag, dore (mopPovuévme avrais tis marpl-
dog, yewalmg dvriordoag pofov ye el undiy peifov moeuloss Svva-
6dar wagaoytiv &v vake Tvl xaropdeloag);—all this depends upon
pdusv 8eiv Lijv; Then follows the direct. 004’ &f tig morte Srapdyecda
negl mokeals (wo0edds?) s2 xel mwaldwv dvaynala vvyn ylyvorvo, ovre
rokwv, & nveg ‘Audfoves, odr’ Eldng xowwvijdal more Poliis uerd
téyvms Svvapevar (paveiev &v) otd’ donida xal dogv Aafovoar pi-
pridacdas Ty dedv, Zavgoparidag 82 008 &v 0 magdmay Tokpideiay
pepnoacdae x. v. & c. No one need despair of making a brilliant
correction: Stallbaum’s ovyl fjutovy founded on the reading of the
best MS8S, od A4I’ fjpovy is deserving of much praise. = For
amotehodiowy it is absolutely necessary that we read émoreloiev.
The explanation offered by Ast of adtaic in meldwy te Fua 9v-
Aady xel v unrépov adraic, that it is put for evzdy, is only
too like many of his notes on the Laws; avraig, as I need not
tell you, is #psis seorsim. But this leads me to offer a conjecture
on the words immediately preceding. fvooiria 0% xateoxevauéva
el yopls udv ta tdv avdedy, dyyig & Hyoueva v tdv viéav, av-
roig, instead of va Tdv edrofg olxeloy which is a most vague
designation. For what can olxsio: mean? Not a man’s house-
hold, for his wife and daughters are provided with a mess-table
apart; certainly not his domestics, who are not members of a
gvaoiriov; and certainly not his friends who, being citizens, would
sit with him. Of course zdév adroig olxelov is not so bad as raéy
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avtais pyrépwv, but what writer would ever dream of putling
more than t@v olxelwv in such a case? Why the youths are
apart from their fathers, but the girls are with their mothers,
is obvious to that great umpire in all truisms, the meanest
capacity.

807, . Having provided the members of his city with their
public meals and festive occupations, he asks whether each member
has no needful and suitable work left him to do, &AL v 7eomo
Booxsjuazog Exaorov matvousvov avrv dei Lijv; I shall offer you
no excuse for altering this into, ¢Al’ 9 7. f. & &. m. Jwelijy. Im-
mediately after, we have ovxovv td ye dixaiov papiv 00d: xaldy,
ovd’ oldv ts x. 7. £ where again the explainers zoApdo édvvare,
I read, odxodv, (w0 y&¢ Oinaiov PANAI) odre xakdv, oL oldw
te—. B. respuyopévayv. Pray do not alarm yourself: I am not
going to discuss the merits of the word; I simply copy it from
the Zurich Edition and set it up as a mark to unwary readers;
who, while sliding over the smooth surface, will, unless warned,
find themselves suddenly in a very comfortless chasm. One whole
paragraph is missing, either because a page in the source of our
MSS was lost, or because the page was too rerpuuévov to be de-
ciphered. How is this to be proved? By unfulfilled promises.
He asks zig 07 T@omog tou Siov and the rest, and after a de-
scription of their messes, he again asks @ge 09ddy Aetmduevoy dos
%. 7. & This question he does not answer, nor has he told us
how he proposes to escape from his own prophecy, that these
well-conditioned citizens of his will necessarily became the prey
of some wiry hungry daredevils. And yet that he #kas pointed
out some escape is. evident from the sequel, which whether cor-
rected or left as it is, can yield but this sense. “We cannot hope
that e/l this will be done with great minuteness, as long as citizens
have soparate houses.” 4/ what? “But if the other second-best
measures were tried”’,—H# hat other? “But men lving so have
yet another duty and that not a small one”—Living how? Hardily ;
as is plain from the context, and from the sequel; but these pre-
cepts of hardihood, voluntary penances or whatever they were,
and their effects on the character, are all gone, and as a proof
of the diligence with which Plato is read, not an asterisk marks
where they were. There is some broken ground, as you would
expect, on the brink of this chasm; but if I am not mistaken,
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I have pointed it out beforel). i {nroipnev av stands its ground
in all editions just now before me. The right reading secems to
be; rai’ ovv O s dxoifeiag piv ixaviic, wg xat vuvl {yrovmey
av, fowg ovx av mote yévorro. c. If the Zurich Editors had thought
for a moment, they would have adopted Ast’s emendation elg ape-
tv. Of course the scribes wrote dgerijc, because it was next
door to #miudierav, and they looked no further.

808, c. Are you very tired of proofs of the lacuna? Jnst one
more, aud I have done. vvf udv 3y Srayopévy Toraven wg meos
mdoe toig elonuévors dvdgriav av twve mpoomagéyoiro x. 3. .
p. For the miserable mo Puozéov, I have exhausted every verb
beginning with z that I could think of, and found no plausible
substitute, except perhaps mgodzimréov, which the seribes would
very readily change to mgodintéov. But a certain form of the f,
now out of use, is very like the semiuncial A and one form of =
is an o with a lid to it. But this is dwelling in the “Meadow
of Conjectare”. . ¢ 82 maig mwavrov Onelwv lori dvopsraysigiors-
Tatov: Gow ydp makiore Eyer mnyny To¥ peoveiv pimem xaryeTupévyy,
inifoviov xal dpiuv xat vBgiordvarov Onelwv yiyverer. To speak
frankly, this is downright nonsense. “A boy is of all animals the
hardest to manage: because having & germ of reason, he becomes
the most rebellions of all creatures.” This any one can see to
be far from neat: but how much worse it becomes if we write;—
“having his germ of reason not yet daunted and tamed”? Nor
is the grammar a whit better: Gow paktora with two positives
and one superlative; the latter probably contrived “to meet the
demand”. Again why use piww for o¥mm in a direct declaration
such as this? There can surely be no doubt that Plato wrote:
¢ 8t maig mdvrav Snglav lorl Jvouerayegioritatov, 30w ye pdlista
Iy siva mgyy 10U @eoveiv. pymo xarnerupévov 82, imifoviov
xal dgupuv xal vBioTov Bnplov ylyverar. E. One is rather taken
aback by the statement that the lad is to be sent zoig didcaxove:
xal oriovv. (Tl yag; 7 xei toig xAémvew xal Imogxeiv S1ddoxovor;)
And why is xei padquacry added? Grant that they are bomds;
they are surely not so in the sense in which of Sidaoxovres are
so. Consider, pray, whether we have not here a corruption of
xal otiody KAA (xakov) MAGHMA,

1) Book 10. 905, . & & émideis Fre Adyov Tvos &v elpg. Bewd i =
&ldov &l :
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809, B. Ta pdv ovv 8y yoeeleg mépr peAdv te xal deynocwg do-
_@n®y. Not even a Dithyrambic poet, unless very drunk, would
sing of the yopele peAdiv vs xal dpprjoewg. Plato had discussed the
question concerning their employment: yoeiag mégr. c. xal ot
td piv mepl tov molepov, & Ot pavOavew te avtovg xal peherdv,
¥yeig o6 Aoy, te 0F megl va yedupara me@rov xai devrzgov Aveag
néot xai Aoyioudv, wv Epauev deiv, Goa te mweog mokepov xel olxo-
voulay xai Ty xata mokw Sioixnoty yoivar éxadrovg Aefeiv, xal
7Qog Te avtd Tovte Frt T yeNdipa tév v Taig megiodois Tov Selov,
dotowv e méor xai Alov xal celjvmg, Goa Otoxeiv avayxeidy dons
meQl Tt maoy mWOAEr . ... .. Taira oUne Oor mavia ixavaég, o
pile, mega tov vopodérov dislonrer. In this sentence, Goa 1z points
to things unknown and beyond discovery, yenve: is out of strue-
ture, dtotxeiv occupies a place where pav@dvav alone is apposite,
and this mention of errangement seems to have dropped from the
clouds. The chief author in all this mischief is the man who
introduced 3oa ze: loyiopdv dv Fpapev Seiv moog mokeuov
xai olxovoplay xal v xave mokv dwoixneiv is in perfect order.
Then follows, somewhat locsely, but in a highly Platonic manner
~—qeijvas & Exacrovg Aafsiv xel meog tavia taira ¥n te yeNcipa
16v v vaig meguodorg v Jelov, dorgmv te [wégr] xel ghlov xai
oehjvng, 80a [droixeiv] (oh! these interpreters!) dveyxaidv dom
[negl vevra] maoy ty moder. (Subaudi Aefeiv.)—I take this op-
portunity of observing that in Thue. II, 102, where we now read,
Abystar 82 xai *Aixpelove 16 ‘Apgragem, Gve 09 addodar avtov
pera w0v @ovov, tov Anolw tavimy v piv yoijdac olxeiv, the
right reading is 67 #d&s aAdodar.—Soon after the sense is ob-
scured through faulty punctuation; it ought to be pointed: &ms-
xakovvreg ti vy Aéker; 10dec oig oimw dielgyxe x. v. & In the next
sentence we have mgodoisréov twice; in the first place it occurs
in connexion with Iréov: moregov lréov, % 10 magdmav 0vdE mgos-
oworéov. And these two verbals have the common complement of
elg anglferav; the second mgodorsréov is followed by sl yodupara.
It cannot be denied that such a verbal may be used in a passive
sense; but who ever heard of such an expression as meocpége-
6% clg yoappara? My own persuasion is that the Margin of
the Vossian MS offers a right conjecture in mgogitéov. The pas«
sage in the beginning of the Republic, rote pdv &0 Lavreg, »iv O}
ov8? {avreg is in favour of repeating the same verb, and the pre-



XVI . LETTER TO THOMPSON.

position is added because the verb would look too bald when se-
parated from &/s. In the very next semtence (810, o) we have
a marginal note which changes the construction for the worse.
The commands of the law are in the infinitive. mgociséor piv
Toivvy gaply &t piv yocupata maudl dexevel oyedov dmavrovg Toeis,
lvgag 6% Gyasdas tola pdv oy xel Séxa yeyoviow dFgyeodam, [ué-
1105 0 y00vog] Euptivar & Frega tole. I point out magdvomor
which ought to be maga vopov, and, in B, iy olg, which should
be olatisr, and proceed to lay before you as corrupt a passage
as any in the Book. mgdg 8¢ 07 padijuara @lvoa mountdy xelusva
v yoappaos, toig piv peva péromv, toig 8 dvev Jududy Tpuyudra,
@ &7 cvypeaupata xata Adyov clgnuéva pdvov, Tyraucve §uduod Te
xal douoviag, opalsga yoapuad tfuiv o1l magd Tvev TGy moAddy
Totovtav avdpunov xatakehsppéve: olg, o maveoy BéAriczor vopo-
gulaxes, ti yonoecde; To what interpreter shall we betake our-
selves for help in this labyrinth, saying v ool xeipeda rAapoveg?
But behold our very invocation has helped us so far, that we
may confidently read, mouzdv xelp:®a dv yoapuasi! But what
are we to do with §vOudv tumparav? I should certainly reject
the former and retain the scornful expression rTuyporwy, more
especially as JuBuoi ocours very soon after. Then I propose to
separate the text from the gloss upon it, thus: & 87 [ovyyoau-
para] nava Aoyov elgnuéve pdvov, tyrdpeva fuBpod xal dopoviag,
[oparega yoapuara] suiv ¥ori magd vwvav [téy molhdv] toiovray
dvBouinmy xavaleheppéva. He cannot call them cpadega yodupara
as yet, for though tocovrav (i.e. Tyropévey Judued xal domoviag)
is a sneer, he does not prejudge the question whether they shall
use those books. ». The commentators may settle it among them,
whether the faulty construction of this sentence is a piece of
graceful negligence, or of corruption: but rijs edriic is very
awkward, even if we understand it to mean that the same way
pleases some and displeases others, and xeAeveig ya o is certainly
faulty, for this has no connexion of cause and effect with dindig
Aéyesg. The simplest eorrection would be, xedevosg 8¢ ue, ag . 9.,
ravong Tig 000U x. %. &

811, B. The parts of the dialogue are so distributed, that
Clinias becomes the protagonist. The persons ought to stand thus:

A48, ... & & ovrm 700t ¥yes, xivduvey g elver plooveav roig
meuc) Ty mokvpadlav. TlGg ovv xal ©f magutvolng &v va vopopolan:;
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KA, Tob =néps Ayeg;

A6, Tob mgog vl magadetypa more dmofAbpas dv w0 plv o
ndvrag pavddvew tovg véovs, 10 & Gmoxwdvor.

KA. Aéye nal pnddy dnoxves Aéyov.

812, B.c. A46. "Epauev, oluat, t0vg to¥ drovvdov tovg Enxovrovrag
“ddovg diapegdvrog ebaisdrrovs deiv yeyovévar megl te Tovg §uBuods
%ol Tdg TMY CouoviGy Ouotddelg, Tva Tov TdV pekdy plunow Ty &
xal oy xaxdg peppnuévny, & toic madipacwy Gtav Yuyy ylyvyra,
d 32 Tijg dyadijc oposdpate xal ta vije dvavilag dxkéfacdar Svvardg
av Tg e plv amoPally, vd 82 meopbowy elg péoov vuvij xal dngdy
taig tev véwv Puyeis, meoxakovusvog Exdorovg elg deetiis Emeodan
xtijow GuvaxolovBoivrag diad v mpnotwv. Can any one believe
that v toic maByuacy Grav Yuyy yiyvnrar is correct, or that ul-
pn0ig pipsiter T opotpate means anything conceivable? When
a comic actor imitates popular tragedians in & burlesque, he may
be said to imitate their imitations; but the province of music is
popuciodat ta madyuera; and this is, I think, enough to justify us
in expelling cuosdpuare, which was invented to fill up a fancied
gap in the sense, and in reading: fve Tiv ©. p. ulpnow, oy &b
nel Ty Xaxdg peppnpévny &y toic madiuace, 60’ dv dv purf ylyvn-
tat, Td te Tijg ayedejs nai [rd] vij¢ dvaviiag, IxAéEaodar Svvarog dv
x. v. £ By this very slight change we have the true object of
imitation, wadsjuare; and the construction Svvards dxAéfacdas pi-
unow, peppnuévny vd xal v dv toig mwadiuect is complete and
satisfactory. » & k. The grammar requires mageyouévov and wgoo-
agudtrovrog. . ITuxvirng and gavdeng appear to be well explained
by Mr. Chappell, History of Musio, p. 144.

818, A, 'Adindlorara volvuv. =xal tav® Auiv x. t. & should
be read continuously. . diefddov taxzixdv. Significantur, says
Ast, exercitus in acie constituty expeditiones. If it signifies this, it
signifies nothing, for this has no meaning. Aiffodoc are evolutions,
and Textixcv is & bad gloss. Zrgaronédwv is of no better origin;
but the worst corruptions are those in the following passage.
mevioy yde tovtov didacxdlovs e elvar def xowwovs, devuubvoug
u10d0v mage Tijs mohews, xai Tovrwy madyrds tovs dv i moder wai-
dag 7e xai avdgag® xal [x0ag xal yvvaixag mwaviov tovrmy émiory-
povag,] xdgag pdv ofoag ¥ri micav miv dv Smhoig Sgynowv [xal pd-
mv] ueuekernxviag, yvvaixag 82 iekddov xal rakewy xal 8éoswg xal
dvasgéoeng Omhwv fpubvag, &l pmdevos Svexa, Al & more devjocie

Platonis Philebus. b
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mavdnuel [macy = Svvape] xarahimoviag tov mokv Hw orgaveve-
6%as tovg Quldbevrag maiddg te xal Ty ahhny mohw, ixavag elver
76 y&¢ todovrov—I offer you the passage unaltered, but for the
brackets, except that I change xasadeimovras into xarelimovreg;
that I follow 4 and R in pvAdfavrag, (those who had kept guard,
youths and others, are gone out, and the women must supply their
place); and that I read ixevag, for which there is no authority
except the sense. These then are to be sufficient at least for
this purpose: and again, &v ovdiv amaporov, it being an inevitable
chance, that an enemy should some day break into the town, and
force them to fight pro aris et focis, mokky) mov xaxia x. . &.
814, ». Read, if you approve, Nvv 87 tijg udv makaiaroag mepl
dvvauswgc—. Soon after follows a long passage, which I am
tempted to place before you, not in its present state, but as it
must have been before it met with any misfortanes either from
wounds or surgery. He is speaking of xivnoig of the body and
observes: dvo pdv avdrdg yon vouitew elvas, Ty pdv tév xelkiovay
dopdtov 10 Geuvov pipovpévny, Ty 0 tév aloydvav 10 paviov:
xal mdlv Tob pavhov te dvo, xal Tov omovdalov dvo Erégag, TV
udv xaza tov mokepov xal v Pialorg dumdexévrav movorg cwpatay
udv xokaw, Yuyije 02 dvdeixijg, v & dv evmgaylug ve ovons cu-
peovog, v vdovaig te dupérgov. elogvixyy & &v Tg AMyov xeta
PUoy TV Totaveyy Sgynow Abyor. Ty 3% Tovtew dllyy ovav Tijg
slonvixic mvgolyny &v tig 8pddc meodayogevos, Tais Te evdafeiois
nacdy minyév, xoi Bokdv xvevoecs, xal vmelfer mdoy xel dnmndnoe
xal dyxvye, xal tais tavrang dvavelug taig dmi T dgasTixa Pego-
uévarg o opjuete, tofwy Polais xal dxovtiwy, xal macky mhnydy
prpnpare, dmiyzigovioay pipsicdar 70 ¥ dpdov év Tovtois xel 7O EUTo-
vov. @y obv dyeddv cwudrev xal Yryey omoray yipmras plunpe,
s0Ovpsods wig 70 oAV TGV ToTU Cwpatog weAdy yiyvouevov, opdov
udv 70 TotovTov, 70 82 rovroig Tovvavriov amodidov ovx Ogdov dmo-
degoueda. Though I do not suppose that you ever joined in the
charge against me, that I did not sufficiently explain the reason
of my corrections, others who read this will perhaps be nursing
the accusation, and if I should now leave the above passage
without other comment but a recommendation to compare it with
the received text, many will say, There, there! and a few will
even go further and say, So would we have it. And yet what a
misery it is that a man cannot change 7e into ye, or IT400Z
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into II4HOOZ, without tarning showman, and pointing out what
every body can see for himself. To explain an emendation is as
ungraceful a performance as to comment on a joke, and as this
is seldom done except when the joke is vyedrsgov tév Midrw-
vog vopov, as that ribald Lucian has it, so tkat had better be
reserved for sorry specimens of criticism. But, assuming that any
chance reader will take the same trouble as yourself, to compare
the received text with that here given, I will observe that avris
o &0y is an explanation of avrdg, that énmi 70 cepvov is a Pla-
tonic elegance adapted to a wrong place, that Zumiexfvrav is an
Attic form preserved in our oldest copies, as likewise in the best
MS of Thucydides, that 5jdovei are wéreiar, but men are ¥upsrgo:,
that remeveost is probably the gloss of Zyxvwer, or else the sub-
stitute for it when it had disappeared into ENI¥EI, that the
pyrrhic dance and that alone can undertake to imitate skill and
vigour, and can only do so by a twofold representation, namely
of defence and of attack, that, if I am wrong in inserting oov,
I have no objection to any better mode of conjunction, that, if
amodidov is rash, you can leave a mark of hiatus, or else read
dvaviiov, (in which I should not follow you) and that emudeyo-
ueda was first discovered by Ast, and is the fourth instance in
this Book of similar confusion of terminations.

In turning over some loose papers, I find the following ob-
servations bearing on the next few pages of our author. They are
written in Commentator’s Latin or an imitation thereof, but with
the help of the text, it is to be hoped that they will be intel-
ligible. I present them as they are.

815, c. 0oy piv Paxyele 7 Iovi, xal Tév tavrag Emoubvav, &g
Nougag ¢ xal Iavag xai Zulqvovg xai Zarvgovs Emovopdfovsg,
B¢ paoct, ppovvias xatevoubvovs, megimadaguovs T xal teherag Ti-
 vag dmoteAovvray, Evumay ToUto THjg doynocmg 70 pévog x. v. . Diu
mihi suspectum fuit verbum émovoudfovres. Saltationes quasdam
Nymplharum et Faunorum aliorumque numinum nominibus appellant.
Fac Platonem illud voluisse. Sed quid porro imitantur? Eadem
h®e numina ebria. Quee est heec negligentia, ut eadem vocabula
utpote ab émovopafovres pendentia saltationum nomina significent,
ad ppodvrar autem relata de numinibus ipsis capiantur? Adde
quod Zmovopafovreg, dg pact, ita conjuncta sunt, ut hoc ad illud
necessario referatur. Quasi his saltatoribus proprium esset, ut his

b*



XX LETTER TO THOMPSON.

" nominibus uterentur; vel potius non uterentur, sed uti se dictita-

rent. Quod vero ad Nymphas attinet, quis unquam illas ebrias
finxit, nedum saltatione imitatus sit? Quid vero sibi volunt zav
tavraig émoubvav? Bi sic interpretaberis: “qui Bacchas sequun-
tur”, praesto erit Astius, qui te commonefaciat, d¢ referendum
esse ad zavrerg. Quod quoniam rectissime et ex lingme norma
dictum est, sequitur ut ag etiam de Bacchabus ipsis intelligi opor-
teat, non de saltatoribus. Atqui si hoc concesseris, quid de reli-
qua sententia fiet? Quid multa? Corruptam orationem agnoscas
necesse est; vel si forte etiamnum dubitas, vide num vera lectio
te ab ista religione liberet. Gon piv Pexyeix 7’ doti, xal tév Tav-
rarg Emopévov, dg Nipgag Emovopdfovres, ITaves xal Zednvovg xal
Zarvgovs ¢ pact pipovvrar xarovouévovs. Mulieres Nympharum
partes agunt: viri Faunos temulentos Nympharum fugientium ama-
tores imitantur. In verbis voiizo [7jg doynoemg] w0 pévog, quae
et infra repetuntur, non difficile est Platonem ab interpolatore di-
gnoscere. :
Ibid. ». 70 02 tij¢ dmoréuov Moveng, &v deyrjceo: 82 tovg te Deovg
xal Tovg Tav Sedv maidag Tipdv—>Bi scriptum esset amodéuov udv &v
doyroeos 0% wpmong, vel amorépov uiv dv doynoecs 8} omovdaiwis
ntpdv, quidquid de reliqua oratione statueremus, 62 saltem suo
loco positum videretur. Nunc autem plane supervacaneum est.
Vide, num aliquando a margine in orationem invectum fuerit.
Nam in Cod. & scriptum est z0 4 zijc ¢. M.: unde suspiceris,
dubitasse librarios utrum &% an 8% scribendum esset. Equidem
neutrum probo. Ad propositum redeuntes pdv ovv usurpant. Sed
de wipudv longe gravior est controversia; quee lectio nullus du-
bito quin alteri, Tipwviwv, preferenda sit. Sed unde factum
est ut illam nullus bone notwe Codex praeter & prebuerit? 8ci-
licet qui illum librum exaravit, ipse finxit. Minime; nam si ita
esset, verba illa quae Bekkerus ex illo codice enotavit, “70 TIHGY
ovdetépmg”, in margine, non in orationis serie, scripta fuissent.
Itaque hoc statuendum; vel lectionem ziudv etiam in 4 vel 2
exstare, sed a Bekkero prmtervisam fuisse, vel Z non totdm ab
illis pendere, sed habere propriam auctoritatem, utpote ab anti-
quiore libro, qui nonnunquam meliores lectiones preberet, de-
seriptum. Mox pro 70 udv ¥ movev Tviv avrev xal mvdvvaw
dianepevyorav, lege: 70 piv avrod, Ty ix movey TVdY x. T. &
816, c. & tata. Hmc non intelligo. ~ Aliud est xadizgovv,
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aliud racrew, neque illud fleri potest nisi hoc preecesserit. Quem
vero ad tafw pertinent omnia supra memorata sunt; ut jam nihil
supersit quam xa®iegolv mavra, dv raky.

Ibid. . Lege: Ta pdv odv .. vydv, ola elg zdg yopeleg, elonrat.
Cetera quam primum abjicienda. Mox dele xoumdruara, et xarad
ante Goynow, et lege: xal 7a TorovTmY mvray xwppdnuara.

818, A. o éxgifelag dydueva. “Cum perfectione conjuncta, h.e.
perfecte s. exacte, axgifdig s. d° axpifelag”. Bio Astius, falsa veris
permiscens. Lege: taita 0 fvpmavia ody wg dxgifeiag dyopdvovg
dei diamoveiv Tovg moMovg é&Ae Twag SAlyovg—Mox sequuntur
hwo: oVt ydp modmov év ely. 16 mWhidz OF Goa adrdy dvaynein
xai mog dpdorara AMyeras pij dnlorasdas plv Toig mollois aloyedv,
¢ dxgifelag 0} fyveiv mavia oiire ¢ddiov odre v0 magamav duvarov.
Que sit horum verborum grammatica ratio, otre ¢odiov otre o
magdnay dvvarov dnyeicdas. Locus sic mihi constituendus videtur:
6 nhe 0 Goa avrdv dvayxein mwig dpdorvara Afyeras; & pa
dnloracOar udv voig moldoic aloyedv, x. 1. &

Ibid. c. ofog duverdg. “Alterutrum fortasse delendum est”. Ast.
Imo dvvards quantocius expellendum. De Dis loquens consulto
maluit olog h. e. idoneus dicere, quam de potentia eorum videri
dubitare.

819, A. oddapod ydp devdv odd: apodeoyv cmeiple TGV mavay
0982 uéyiorov xaxov. Hic o devov 0vd2 opodgov 0vdt uéyiorov haud
minns absurde collocantur quam uéyiorog xal opodeos Fowg, quem
Cobetus, spreta certissima nostra correctione, in Convivio legenda
proposuit. Et quemadmodum illic, ubi de universo amore sermo
est, 0 a(podpév,\ quod in partem tantum cadit, prorsus alienum
est, sic in nostro loco omnium rerum ignorantiam 6godeov xaxnov
vocare nec Grifcitas nec rei natura patitur. Lege: oddapod yde
devov 098’ 1 dpodoa dmepla Téy mdvimy, o0} pépierov xandv.
Neque vero hine exemplum petere possis adjectivi positivi cum
superlativo conjuncti; nam dzwvdv nequaquam ad xaxdv pertinet.
“Nulla in civitate periculosa est—neque est summum malum.”
Mox dele rovraw.

Ibid. 3. c. Lege: medzov pdv yag megl Aoyiopovs crepviis ma Q-
toriv Hnuonuéve padiuete pere madids te xal fdovijs pavOdvery.
Vulgo mewslv. Tum enumerantur zd pedjuare, sc. pijiov xal ove-
gavay Siavopal, xel muxtdy . . . épedoelar v xal ovMnEeis &
plor xel dpekijc, [xel] o mepunact ylyveoBar. Vulgo épsdgeleg
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—oviljtswg; unde effectum est ut meépuxwot sine nominativo es-
set, et genitivi a dtavopal pendere crederentur; quasi quis pugiles
spectantibus eodem modo quo poma vel coronas distribueret. Al-
terum xoi omisi; quod qui inseruit, parum intellexit quid esset
v péoss nai lpekije, ot tanquam inter se opposita essent, (quod
fuisset, & p. ve xal ) tertium aliquid in wg mepUxacs plyvesdau
contineri putavit. Sed unumquodque par et singuli tertiarii prio-
res év ploer excipiebant, atque hoc in omnibus deinceps fiebat.
wg meguract yiyveodor adjectum est ut significaretur certam esse
harum permutationum conjunctionumque rationem, si quidem nu-
meri natura immutabiles essent. xai 07 xal maifovres, Pidleg Gpa
1ov60D xei yoAxol xoi doyueov xai Totovrwy Tiviy GAlov xegav-
vovteg, of 02 xai Ohag mog diadidovreg, Omeo elmov, sl madiav dvag-
porTovteg Tdg THY evayxaiov aeidudy yenosig—Tria hic precipue
querenda sunt. 1. Quid sit purdag xepavvivreg, 2. quo modo ab
8hag diedidovreg differat, 3. ubi dixerit, quod hic se iterum dicere
ait. Duplex, nisi fallor, discrimen in poculis fingitur; nam et e
diversa materia facta sunt, et diversum liquorem continent. 8i
hoc verum est, recte opponuntur of xspmvvivres tag Quadag, h.e.
qui pocula vino cum aqua permixto implent, et of @. Siag deadi-
dovreg, quod idem est ac @. dxpdrov mdivov mhipeig diadidovres.
Sed vocem axgarog consulto vitavit, quoniam non minus de aqua
pura quam de vino mero cogitabat. Quo sutem spectant illa, dnee
elmov? Planissime ad verba apporsdviov daidudy tév adrdv. At-
qui’ non prorsus idem est, sive numeros comvenire dicas, sive nu-
meros accommodari; et quoniam hoc verius, malim dguorropuévev.
Nam qui hoc dixit, idem dixit quod infra, sl maiiav x. . &
Preeterea cum prorsus otiosum sit &Adwv, et of 02 alterum quod-
dam sui simile flagitet, lego: @Abo: udv xegavwivseg. At unde il-
lud piv arripui? ' Nempe a Cod. &, qui pro xcgavwvvrzg psgav-
vwyrag habere dicitur. Ceterum si quis inutilem esse particulam
nog contendet, simulque SAxs giddag mgre feret, quidni SAeg mo-
oetg reponat?

Ibid. ». pera Ot ravta dv Taic pergrosciy, ag, Goa Eyss wixy
xal whaty xat Pody, mepl Gmavie taiva dvoisev Tiva guos yeholay
¢ %ol aloyoav dyvorav dv toig avBowmois maot, Tavryg dnallarrov-
ow. Supplevi dg. Idem valet wg évovoav atque xgivovteg dveivar.
Mox pro vnyviv lege vivev.

820, o. El & ¥ore prjve opodea pyve fpéua [Svvara Evia, dida]
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e pév, [va 02 ui),] oV 8% mdvva yyel, mwaic olee medg tadra Sraxei-
o8ai; Non defuturos scio, qui hos uncinos meos tanquam sum-
me audacie exempla citaturi sint. Ego contra librariorum auda-
ciam me compescere arbitror, qui talem compositionem ovx Evie
oMa za pdv t¢ & oV, pro Platonica nobis obtulerunt. Sed cur
dvvard inclusi? Videamus preecedentia. Ao’ otv ot Joxei . . taira
elven peronra meog GMnde; Nel. Mixdg e, olpai, mdg pijxog x. t. &.
Vides orationem continuari, et hee omnia a uerenre elvar pendere.
“Imo”, inquit, “a dvvarov elvar perpeiv @voe”> Atqui, ut hoc con-
cesserim, qua ratione haeo inter se conciliabis: dvvazgv o radra
uergeiv et tadra duvare dor? Beilicet intelligendo perpeicdas.
Et ubi erit Platonicus ille nitor sermonis, quem omnes laudant,
paucissimi tuentur? BSed pauncissimi illi dvvazov elvas pergsiv i-
oz sine ulla dubitatione damnabunt.

Ibid. . T & av; uijxdg e xal mAdsog medg Padog, 1 mharog
7€ nai pijxog 7wgog EAdnia Gare mwg do’ ob dievoovpeda megl Taira
ottwg x. v. & Bic A et Q. Pro dore nog Winkelmannus infeli-
citer dpdig yé mog conjecit. Scribendum videtur: medg aMinla
doavtag; KA. Hag; A6.°Ag od dievoovueda—,

Returning from the Latin notes the first thing we meet with
in the text, that seems to require notice is in 820, c. zaiza ydo
01 oxomoivta Ssayiyvasonsiv dvayxaiov i maviamaciv slvas gaviov,
ngofahlovte e ahilosg del, Sraroifv tije merrelag modv yagisoré-
eav moesfurdv diazplfovia, pilovexeiv &v taic tovrwv aflmt oyo-
daig. You will probably assent to &Aiosg—moeofvzyv—pikovi-
xuziv, and likewise to the removal of 7a pe@yfpare in Clinias’ answer.
Those who want to remove ov, shew that they do not understand
the force of the particle in ¥oixé y' ovv. = The Zurich Editors
have gone back to the wrong distribution of persons, which Bek-
ker had rectified. Why should the Athenian not call Clinias &
&bve? And how can oUxoiv xelosBw suit any other mouth than
tov Qévrog?

821, c¢. Orellins is right in proposing ravra def, but there are
worse faults in the next sentence. .48. Tavy ¥ori vobvvy, & Mé-
yihdé ve xal Kdewla, viv & 89 oqut deiv megl Bedv tdv xot’ odgavoy
tovg y¢ nuetégove mohlrag ¢ xal Tovg véovg 10 péyes Todovrov pa-
B¢iv megl amavray tovrov, uéyes tod ui PAacenuev mepl adre, ed-
pnueiv 02 del Svovrag te xat dv evyais evyopévovs svoefis. How can
the following bear each other’s company: volvvw—viv, megl Qeioy
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T6Y xet’ 0dpavov—meQt amavray Tovtmy, ToUs moklzag te—xal Tovg
véovg? Novv and the celestial clause must go, and the cross division
must be changed into a subdivision by removing vovg. “Those who
are at oace our fellow-citizens and our youth.” = The words #yw
oty otve véog ofive mokai dxmxoms OQPGY dv viv ovx v moMg
100ve OnAdoar duvvalumy. xolvor yademd ye Svre ovx &v mose olog
7 v dnhodv thixovrois ovor tAixoProg dv. . I have added the
last word, but there are other difficulties which you will require
to see solved before you will look on me as the corrector of the
passage. I presume you do not approve of either véov or vew-
oti: for a man who has heard a thing ovte vewosl ovre wddar can
scarcely have heard it at all. Tovrwv seems to have given no
offence, though it is wrong both in number and case. Now as one
of the possible hindrances to teaching is the age of the teacher,
to which the speaker again alludes, we may restore this feature
while we correct rovrmv, by supposing that the old reading was
tovrovtov (i.e. todY odr @v) véog—but what second hindrance
does he allude to? “That he had not heard it for some time:” but
the Greek for “it is long since I heard it”, would be meia:r ovx
dxixoa, not oV medar dxvxoa, and with ovze the same difference
would hold good. I therefore incline to read: zo¥r ovr @v véog
madot T ovx dummowg—. Perhaps the belief that there was
something wrong in ovre—rte induced the soribe to make the
alteration. '

822, A. Read: wv [adwiv] ydp avrdy 08w, xal Exworov . . plav
% 7. &, and soon after vov yjrzyuévov. o. I should print the
text as follows: &g ofx oldueda To yehoidv te xal ovx OpBOv dxei
ysyvousvoy ‘&v, dvrav®l xal v tovvoior yiyvesdar; KA. Tedoiov
pév, dgBov & ovdapudg. After this I return to another scrap of
Adversaria, which will lead us to the end of the Book.

Ibid. ». #ml weifov nullo modo ferri potest; sed non mutan-
dum in ¥z ueifov, quod nescio quis proposuit; nam quis dixerit Aoe
etiam majus, nisi qui prius alteram quiddam magnum esse contendit?
Nec que sequuntur sine offensione legi possunt. Quorsum enim =
iteratar, frepdy vi—pevaly 1u? Deinde si quis doceat mepunévar
# pevaly vovderrjoeas 7¢ xal vopov, quivis hoo intelligat; sin ad-
jiciat vovdersjoeals 7e & wa xel vopwv, diversa confudisse videatur,
80. 70 peréyay dpa Tovrov xal Ixelvov, et o peralv tovrov xal dxel-
wov mepuxévas. Satis patere arbitror verborum ordinem a scribis
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turbatum parum feliciter a correctore aliquo constitutum esse.
Quid si sic legamus? =xwdvvedes ydp 07 vouwodéry 0 mgoorarze-
pevoy Erspdv T peifov elvar 7o Tovg vopovg dévra dmnMrdyBai, duc
0 elvau pezadv 7c vovBerrjoenis T mepuxog xal vopwy.

Ibid. .  olov megl v v opddea vémy maldwv Tgopiv: ov yde
énve papev elvas, Adyoviés te avia wg vipovg olecdar Tidepévovg
elvar woMsjg dvolag yéuewv. Non ¢nra sed Gpenra desiderari vidit
C. F. Hermannus, sed non vidit id ipsum leviter corruptum in
omnibus libris haberi. Post Adyoig plenius interpungendum est,
legendumqne olov (va) megl Ty Ty mpéd‘pa véwv meidov Toopyy
ot dgonra gausy (deiv) elves, Ayovés ¥ avwa vipovs oleodar Ti-
Sévar moldijg (dv) uvolac yépew.

Ibid. . Dele adtov vig. Structura est ov tﬂeoc ¢ {maiwvog, otav
@i T0v Ynngeoavra %. 7. £ Mox quod E prembet ad sensum loci
necessarium est. g doa O &v 7oig To¥ (vouodérov) vopoderovvrog
16 %ol dmauvoivrog xal Wéyovrog medopevog yodupadss duekéddy rov
Biov éxgazov. otrog 8 & Adyog bpBdravog—Locum hucusque de-
seripsi ut mancam esse sententiam ostenderem. “Quicunque non
modo legibus verum etiam premceptis eonsiliisque legum latoris vi-
tam regit’—quid tum? Inepte autem dicitur fiog dxeazog, et con-
junctio sic posita ovrog & T2 Adyog neminem non offendat. Boripsit
Plato: @xodrazog ovzog. & z& Adyog x. 7. & Horum partem
video jam a Winckelmanno occupatam. Mox post uévov dele
" yoapew. _

823, 3. Jampridem monui legendum: olov pdgrvga émaydue-
voir Onhoipsy av 0 Povidueda pdliov.

Ibid. 3. Locum sic interpungi et corrigi velim: maumodv &2
xel 10 megl Ta mefa dnoevpaza [, 0V udvov dnplwv]. dild xal Ty
T6v av@eanwy atiov dvvoeiv Srjgav, Ty ve xata morepov xal xdow-
nelav xal Anotdv xal Srgaronédov. mwoldy 0F xal 9 xava
@iklayv—Vulgo hec per amicitiam venatio, in qua procul dubio
rem amatoriam, atque omnem suadendi artem et omnia blanditia-
rum genera includi volebat, inter sy xard molepov Hrjgav atque
hujus exempla media interposita est; ipsa autem verba sic cor-
rupta sunt: xel xiomeior xal Anordv xal orpavomédov eroavomédors
djoas. Quem nostra reponit correctio chiasmum librarius parum

exit.

Ibid. c. Transpone sic: xal uera {nuleg vouodernBévrov.

Ibid. . Lege Sixmovovpévyg . . alioquin nec erit quo 7jg referri
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possit, et dativi illi dypnyopdat, eGdovas, prorsus dovvraxtos erunt.
Ordo est, zijg diamovoupévmg xvgroig doyov Ovpav tdv dvidewv
fwov, uiyre dyenyoedor uire eddovos. Mox incredibile est quem-
quam in verbis und’ elg vov ¥oyavov énéAdor vovv hesisse. Qui tot
ineptias invito Platoni obtrusas defendunt, simul atque Plato ipse
in notissimo proverbio jocari ceepit, statim nauseant, et cum pro-
cellis jactn decidere parant.

824, . Lege: 1 tov 8/ dvamavpare mdvov ¥yovee. Mox pro
0 dieignuévog lege G0’ ¢ elonuévogs. Pro &v dpyaciporg 8} xal iegoig
a@ylotg suspicor olim lectum esse v dpy. xal eyloss, quod ultimum
- nescio quis per [sgoic interpretatus est. Melius fecisset, si in
ATIOIC veram lectionem AI'POIC latere admonuisset. In A et
f dittographia ex proba et mala lectione conflata servatur
AN(P)IOIC.

I had hoped to wander through two or three more Books with
you, picking up specimens of palmography and discoursing on
them as we went. But from this egotistical design you and all
others are delivered for the present by the peculiar character of
this dveiy®wv; which, though we are not quite so remote as Phi-
lolaus would place us, holds too scanty a communication with you
to eatisfy a garrulous correspondent, and forces me, if I would
see this in print before the end of this year, to address it forth-
with to the European Publisher. With heartiest respect and
affection, '

Believe me,

Yours ever,

CHARLES BADHAM.
Uriversrry or SYDNEY, .
Frsruary, 1877,

CORRIGEND A.

P. VI last line. For me: read we.

s 1X oth o After toUtw add (ie. T oyymare).

» XIII 26th ,,  For became: read become.

» XVI 6th from bottom. For xehevorg: read xehelers.
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INTRODUCTION.

HE aim of this noble Dialogue is to ascertain the relation of
Pleasure and of Intellect to the absolute Good.

The form of the inquiry is a controversy between Socrates and
two young Athenians named Philebus and Protarchus. The latter,
espousing the cause which his friend had first taken up, and then
through laziness abandoned, affirms that pleasure, using the word in
its largest sense, is entitled to the name of good; to which Socrates
advances an opposite claim on behalf of intellect, knowledge, and
all kindred species; observing that, if it should prove that some
third competitor showed a better title than either of the original
claimants, then, whichever of the two should be found most akin
to the successful candidate would be entitled to the second prize.

Protarchus is then reminded of the great variety and discrepancy
in the kinds of pleasure, and is invited to show what common
nature there is in all these, over and above their being pleasant,
which nobody disputes, in virtue of which he calls them all plea-
sures. In reply, he denies that there is any variety or discre-
pancy between them, iz so far us they are pleasures. Socrates
shows the fallacy of his argument, and points out that this reliance
upon the identity implied by a common name, as if it excluded all
diversity, would put an end to all reasoning. This leads to the
mention of the great problem about Identity and Diversity, the
delight of young arguers and the terror of quiet, respectable
people, the argument of v xai moile.® The contradiction be-
tween the individual as one in nature, anfl yet many in his many
changes of circumstance, and that between the Whole as one and

* The bearing of this discussion on the main subject is twofold. The im-
portance of the ®épag in dialectics is a suitable introduction to the part which
it is to play in physics; and the necessity of the careful division of pleasure
under its several heads is shown beforehand.
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the Parts as many, are touched upon; but Socrates affirms that,
though men now look upon these paradoxes as childish and so-
phistical, there exist other forms of the contradiction which are
really important. For, if we consider any genus as one in itself,
and then again observe that the representatives of it are many
and unlimited, it is difficult to conceive how this One, at the
same time that it remains one in itself, is yet one in all the
individuals and in each of them. This contradiction is the inhe-
rent and unchangeable property of al/l/ objects of reasoning; but
though as such we cannot remove it, there iz a rémedy provided
against its practical difficultye For, while all things are consti-
tuted out of the One and the Many, they have, associated in their
constitution, the Limit and the Indefinite. 'We must therefore, in
all objects of inquiry, accepting this natural constitution, begin by
taking & unit, which we are cure to find if we look for it; from
this we must proceed to the next definite number supplied by
the object itself in its own natural divisions, and so, continually
advancing through all subordinate divisions, proceed till we ar-
rive at the point where the limit (or given numbers) ceases, and,
the unlimited begins. This process from the one to the indefinite
by means of wumber, or the contrary process from the indefinite
to the one, is the gift of the Gods, the true dialectical method,
the origin of all discovery, and the opposite of that sophistical
manner which passes per saltum from either extreme to the
other. Soorates beautifully exemplifies this position by language,
music, metre, and the art of writing; and proposes that the rival
claimants, pleasure and intellect, should be subjected to the same
method of scrutiny.

But finding that Protarchus is scared by the difficulty of the
undertaking, he professes to remember a shorter solution of the
problem before them, by which it can be shown that neither
competitor can hope for the first prize. It lies in the very
conception of the Good that it should be perfect and self-suffi-
cient. But, if we take either pleasure or intellect in absolute
isolation from each other, they are alike imperfect and insuffi-
cient; for no one would accept pleasure alone as all in all, if he
had no memory, no consciousness, no faculty by which he could
be cognisant of the pleasure enjoyed: nor would any one accept
a life of mere intellect without at least some admixture of
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pleasurable feeling. To either of these states of being, all men
would certainly prefer a combination of the two; therefore each
has failed in its pretensions to be the absolute Good. But which
comes the mnearest to the mark? That which has most right to
be considered either itself the Cause of the Combination, or at least
as having most affinity with that Cause. Thus we are led to in-
quire into the nature of combination itself, and the laws which
govern it. ’

Now it has already been said, that the Limit and the Inde-
finite* are the eléments out of which all things are compounded;
these, therefore, will be the first two yévy or kinds which we must
consider; the Combination of these two will be the third kind,
and the Cause which effects their union, the fourth.

Every quality of matter considered in its abstraction, extends
indefinitely in the direction of two opposites, as in the instances
of moister and drier{, hotter and colder, &c. The attempt to
limit it at once dissolves the abstraction, because it fixes to a
point that which is only conceivable as continually capable of
more and less. All things which thus admit of more and less
are comprehended in one {déw, and receive the name of the In-
definite, 10 ameigov. The opposites of these are the things which
effect equality and proportion, and these are classed under the
name of the Limit, 70 wmépag] or megasoeidés. The examples of
this kind are all definite numbers whatever and their relations to
each other, but they can be more easily seen at the same time with
the third kind, that is to say, in Combinations of 0 ameigov and
%0 négag. In music, bodily health and strength and beauty, the
temperature of the seasons, and above all, in the instance of
pleasure, which would be absorbed in its own indefinite cravings,
but for the imposition of law and order to limit and preserve it,—

* This doctrine Plato is said to have borrowed from the Pythagorean Phi-
lolaus, who, through extreme poverty, consented to sell him the book in which
he had embodied the tenets of his sect. —See Diog. Laert. in Philolaus, and the
Extract from Bockh’s Phidolaus in the Appendix.

+ The comparatives of all such words are used by Plato because the positive
might be misunderstood as implying & mogdv, or definite quantity, or propor-
tion; but afterwards, he uses the positive, 'Ev 8 dfei xal Bapel xal tayel xat
Bpadel, drelpotc oUoLy. (26, A)

1 w=épag is properly the i8¢a, or that according to which they are one, and
mepatoctdés, the yévog: ta mepatoetd’] again would be the yéwa, which we
must not confound with yévog, as Ast and others have done, but which is the
multitude contained in the yévos, its numerous specimens.
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in all such instances, where gualities are blended with definite
proportion, we see at once the second element of the combina-
tion, and the result of that Combination as manifested in some
yéveorg. In the fourth place there must be a Cause of such com-
binations; for that which /s made cannot be the same as that which
makes, but must always be subsequent to it. Therefore we may
oconsider the first three kinds to be (1) (2) the elements® of na-
tural things, and (38) the natural things themselves; but the fourth
kind is that which operates with these and upon them.

The question then arises: To which of these four kinds does
the Mixed Life of pleasure and intellect bear most resemblance?
It is decided that it resembles most the third kind or the Com-
bination. Pleasure again seems most akin to the Indefinite.

The kind which answers to Intellect is not so evident, and
Socrates warns his friend against any rashness in the decision,
as touching upon impiety. The gay Philebus laughs at his
scruples, but Protarchus has more reverence, and is so awe-
struck by Socrates’ manner, that he is afraid to make any con-
jecture. Then Socrates declares that his own solemnity was all
in sport, and that it is no wonder if philosophers are so ready
to pay themselves a compliment, in declaring Intellect to be the
King of the Universe; but that it is worth while to see what
right it has to the designation. Protarchus is then asked to
choose between two opinions; one that the universe is subject
to chance and blind caprice, and the other, that it is governed
by intellect and mind. He unhesitatingly chooses the latter. But,
argues Socrates, in this universe there are the same elements which
we find also in the constitution of our own bodies, only that here
they occur small in quantity and poor in quality, while in the
universe they are abundant and wondrous. Now, the terrestrial ele-
ments must have been derived from the universal ones, the earthly
body from the body of the universe: but our body has a mind which

* Socrates speaks also presently (29, A) of the Four Elements, as they are
called, which are as old as Empedocles, and probably much older. But the
elemnents with which we are here concerned are elements in a different sense.
They are not matter, nor even properties of matter, but the dretpov is the con-
dition of all the properties of matter, and of number itself, till controlled by
népas. Though the Pythagoreans held dpi3udc to be the condition of existence
and the ground of knowledge; this its virtue was derived from the decad, that
is from proportion, for the decad contained every kind of proportion. Indefinite
number, % ddpiotog duds, was reckoned among the dretpa.
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it must have also derived from the same source; for if we men
have a mind, much more must the universe, possessing as it does
all that we possess, only in greater perfection, have one also:
and if it is in virtue of the fourth of our kinds, viz. Cause,
working through the human mind, that that mind gains credit
for skill and wisdom (as when, for instance, it trains the body
to health and repairs its disorders), much more must the heavens
and the order of nature be recognised as effects of the same
Cause, operating therein on a grander scale and through a nobler
and purer mind. It follows from this, that the Cause which is
the chief of the four kinds, will be supreme in heaven and in
earth, being the essence of the mind and of the soul of Zeus
himself.* The result of this inquiry is to establish that Intellect
rules over all things, and that our intellect is therefore also akin
to the fourth or highest of the kinds,

The next step is to consider Pleasure and Intellect not ab-
stractedly, but as they are, and to enquire how they arise in
living creatures.

The first kind of Pleasure noted is that which arises when the
constituent elements of the creature tend towards Harmony; but,
when that harmony is more or less dissolved, pain is the con-
sequence, This is illustrated by hunger, thirst, heat, and cold, in
all which there is a tendency to some loss or dissolution, which
is pain, and in the relief of which there is & return to natural
completeness, which return is pleasure. A second kind of plea-
sure (and pain) is in Expectation: this kind belongs to the mind
alone, without the body participating in it.

These two classes are considered sufficient for the present
purpose, and another observation is added, of which Protarchus
is told that he will see the importance further on. It is, that
there must be an intermediate state of the body, when it is tend-
ing neither towards completeness nor dissolution of any part;
when this state prevails, there can be neither pleasure nor pain.
Such a state is quite compatible with a life of mere intellect;
it is also such a life as we may conceive the gods to possess.{

* That is, of the highest mundane divinity. The argument is, that alrla
& 1@ Elw is the highest of all the four kinds; but aitia is volg, and voig
is inseparable from Yuy"; consequently, altlz is the ground of the highest
voug and Yuyd, i. e., that of Zevls.

+ Page 33, B. The sense I have given here is not very clearly expressed
Platonis Philebus, ¢
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This, therefore, is another point to be scored in favour of voig
in its competition for the second prize.

It is in the second kind of Pleasure, that which springs from
Expectation and belongs to the mind, that the nature of plea-
sure and its relation to voiic become most apparent. Expectation
of pleasure must depend upon Memory (that is, not recollection,
but the state which is the necessary condition of recollection),
and this memory presupposes Sensation. If the body alone is
affected, and the movement does not reach to the mind, there is
no sensation and no memory. In addition to sensation, which is
the common movement of body and mind, and memory, which
is the preservation of sensation, we must also notice Recollec-
tion, which is the rehearsal by the mind alone of the sensations
which it formerly experienced in common with the body; and lastly,
Desire. For desire also is a property of the mind and not of the
body, as may be shown thus: We desire the opposite of that
which we feel; but desire implies memory of the thing desired;
for all our relations to things desirable must be either through
sensation or through memory: but sensation is occupied with the
present state, whereas desire yearns for the opposite of the pre-
sent state;* therefore, it must be through memory that desire is
brought into relation with the thing desired; and hence it follows
that desire belongs not to the body but to the mind.

A third state of pleasure (and pain) is, when, whilst the body
suffers through a present void, the mind is conscious of a former
satisfaction; in such a case, if there is hope of attaining the de-
sired satisfaction, the memory of it affords a pleasure simultaneous
with the bodily pain; but if there be no hope, then there is a
double pain: a present void in the body, and a consciousness in
the mind that the satisfaction is unattainable.

The great importance of this observation is, that it will enable
us to answer a question, without settling which we cannot hope
to bring the controversy to an issue: Are there False Pleasures?

Protarchus denies this, and affirms that beli¢fst may be true

in the original as it stands in the Editions: it would come out much more for-
c:bly by the very shght change of e into te. OUxolv oltwe & éxelve Te
Sndpyot, xal {owg oudty dromov el wdvtwy tdy Bluy dott edraros.

* The same argument is used by Socrates in the Convivium.

4 I have rendered 3¢Eat in this manner; it is on the whole a handier word
than smpressions, but is to be taken in the sense of that word as popular-

ly used.




INTRODUCTION. 9

or false, but that pleasures are all true. And yet, says Socrates,
we speak of the pleasures of dreams or of madness as false. And
if it be objected that pleasure is still pleasure though the ground
of it may be false, surely the same may be said of beliefs also.
If again it should be said that, in such a case, the belief is false
though real, but the pleasure is true as well as real, this must
be shown to arise from some peculiarity in the nature of pleasure
which differentiates it from belief. But we do not find any such;
for both alike admit of all other qualities, such as great and small,
and good and bad. There are also correct and mistaken pleasures
following on correct and mistaken beliefs. And here it is worth
while to consider the nature of these dofa: in general. What
we believe, results from a comparison of that which we see or
feel with that which we remember. This result we record either
to ourselves or to others. Now, suppose the former case: then
a man carries the record about with him; and it may be said to
be written on his mind. Besides this power which writes impres-
gions upon us, there is another which paints them; that is the
power by which we recall to the fancy the very images which
we formerly beheld with our eyes; and when the beliefs are false,
these images will be false also. Among these written and painted
records there will be some which have reference to future time,
and these are called Hopes. The good man will have true hopes
and true images of the fature, and the bad will have false ones.
But these images are pleasures, for it was before admitted that
some pleasures arose from expeotation; consequently, there are
false pleasures, which bad men have, and which are the carica-
tures of the true pleasures of good men. Having established this
analogy between dofe and pleasure, Socrates argues that, as only
those dofa:, which do not answer to things past or present or
fature, but are false, are admitted to be bad, so those pleasures
only, which are false, are bad also. Protarchus objects to this,
that the badness of pleasures has very little to do with their
falsehood; but Socrates defers his answer to a later stage in the
controversy, and proceeds to another and stronger proof of the
possibility of the falsehood of pleasure, When the body is in
pleasure, and the mind at the same time is apprehensive of pain,
or the body is in pain and the mind anticipating pleasure, the
simultaneous presence of pleasure and pain will produce a similar
c2
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effect to the illusion of the eyes when they attribute greater size
to near objects and less to those more distant. For the im-
mediate pleasures or pains will seem greater than they are, in
proportion to those expected; but that degree of pleasure or pain
by which they exceed their real dimensions will be false, and
canse ‘€ false belief: so that not only false beliefs cause false
pleasures and pains, but false pleasures and pains cause false be-
liefs also, The strongest example of falsehood in pleasure is that
which is next adduced. If we suppose a state in which there is
no change either towards satisfaction or dissolution; such a state
will be one devoid both of pleasure and pain. Now it is true
that they who maintain the doctrine of a perpetual flux* deny
_ the possibility of such & motionless state; but it will be enough
to suppose that the motion or change is not great emough to
reach the sense and the mind; and that there is such a condition
nobody will deny. If a man in this state should say that he has
pleasure, he would say what is false, and the pleasure which he
speaks of would be false. But this is the very thing which
happens when a man is relieved from pain without the acquisi-
tion of pleasure, and calls this negative state by the name of
pleasure; for this supposed pleasure is false, since that which is
neither pleasure nor pain cannot come to be truly either. But
there is another set of teachers,+ who tell us that these things
which we have been considering as three, are in fact only two;
that pleasure is a mere illusion, and is nothing more than the
removal of pain. Though we shall find reasons for disagreeing
with them, they bave something to teach us. For if we would
judge rightly of pleasure, we must take in view the Aighest degree
of it. Now the highest degree of pleasure is that which follows
the gratification of the strongest desires; but it is in morbid condi-
tions of the body that the strongest desires arise. Upon this, So-
crates enters into a painfully vivid description of the mingled sen-
sations which are produced by the application of relief to an itching
surface or an inward irritation, and of the intense pleasure alter-
nating with pain which men in these cases experience. In all sach
instances the pain is the condition of the pleasure; and these may be

¥ The schools of Heraclitus and Protagoras. Thewztet. 1562, 180. Sophist, 146.
+ Antisthenes and the Cynics. A saying is attributed to Antisthenes, pa-
velny pdidov 9 1joSelny. Diog. Laert. 6, 3.
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olassed with the former examples where the body and the mind
were differently affected, either mingling its pleasure with the
pain of the other. Then again, the mind by itself has pleasures
inseparable from pains; for of this nature are all the passions.
Such is the sweetness of anger, and the indulgence of violent
grief, and the mimic sympathies with tragic heroes. Nay, in co-
medy also, the same principle is at work; for ridicule deals with
that which is evil; e.g. the ignorant conceit of men about their
wealth or their bodily perfections or their wisdom, is evil, and
it is in such foibles that ridicule finds its objects. When, there-
fore, we laugh at our friend’s ignorance, we have, it is true,
pleasure, for laughter is a sign of pleasure; but we have also
poin, for taking pleasure in a friend’s evil is @&ovos; and @9o-
vog is unquestionably a pain of the mind. Thus we see that those
stern despisers of pleasure are so far right, that there are many
and intense kinds of enjoyment, which owe their very intensity
to the pain with which they are connected.

But then there are other species of pleasure which this School
has overlooked: pure pleusures not resulting from .any previous
perceptible want, such as those of Sight, when it has for its ob-
jects beautiful outline or beautiful colour, unassociated with de-
sire; those of Hearing, when they are of the same kind, and
those of Smelling. (It is remarkable that Touch and Taste are
excluded from this list.) And lastly, there are the Intellectual
pleasures, which are not preceded by any painful want, and the
loss of which is not followed by any sense of void.

Such being the Impure and the Pure pleasures respectively,
which are most truly pleasures? As a little #hite, if perfectly
unmixed, is more truly white than ever so great a quantity having
the admixture of some other colour, so pure and unmixed pleasure,
however small, is more truly pleasure than a mixed kind, however
great. Consequently, when we come to the comparison of plea-
sure and intellect (in order to determine which of the two is the
predominant element in that Mixed Life, which was found to be
better than either of thenr alone), we shall have to remember
that the pure pleasure is the true kind, and, therefore, that by .
which we must make our judgment.

But before the judgment commences, Socrates proposes two more
reflexions concerning pleasure, All things may be divided into
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two classes; that which exists for the sake of something else,
and that for the sake of which something else exists. The former
will include yévesig, temporal existence, that which is ever becoming;
the latter, ovaia, eternal being, that which is; indeed, the entire
former class exists for the sake of the latter. But whereas
the Good must be that for the sake of which other things exist,
pleasure, we are told by certain ingenious men,* is a yéveois;
and if so, it will be in the opposite class to that of the Good.
And again, if pleasure be a yévesig, they who make it their good,
and pursue it, are most irrational; for they pursue also the state
opposite to pleasure, that of want or desire, on the relief of which
the generation of pleasure depends; but if pleasure be a genesis
or production, its opposite is & corruption; so that those who
choose pleasure as the Good, choose generation and ocorruption
rather than pure being.

There are also many other absurdities following on the suppo-
sition that pleasure is the Good, but the greatest, and indeed the
sum of them all, is that, if it were so, a man would be good in
proportion to the pleasure of which he partook, and bad in the
opposite proportion.

The next step is, to subject voig and Zmiorijun to the same
process, and to ascertain if here too we shall find purer and im-
purer sorts, Science is divided into the Productive and the In-
structive. In the former class, some branches are more immediately
associated with mathematical science, and others are content, to
a great degree, with mere guesswork and practical skill. Such a
difference marks some as more, and others as less, pure. But
the mathematical sciences themselves may be viewed either as

- they are conversant with absolute properties of figure and number,
or as dealing with figures and numbers in the concrete; so that
we may say there is a twofold arithmetic and a twofold geometry;
and so in like manner of other mathematical sciences, of which the
one branch is pure, the other impure. But the pure science above
all others, is Dialectio; for it is that which has for its object the
absolute, invariable, and eternal, and which therefore seeks after
the truest of all knowledge. Other sciences may be more immedi-
ately useful or imposing, but this is more truly science than all

* Trendelenburg gives it as his opinion that Aristippus is here meant.
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others; for whereas they depend on opinions, and are busied about
mere phenomenal existence, Dialectic deals with immutable realities.

Having now determined the Pure and Impure both of Plea-
sures and of Sciences, we are ready to blend them so as to effect
that combination of which the Mixed Life consisted. But which
shall we use? To begin with intellect and knowledge, shall only
the purer sorts enter into the combination? If it were so, there
would be an end to all practical life, which is obliged to content
itself with the imperfect and impure sciences. Therefore we are
compelled to admit into the combination otk sorts of intellect
and knowledge. Shall we do the same with pleasure? Certainly
not; for while the pleasures themselves would desire an union with
intellect, as that which should give to them a meaning which they
have not in themselves, intellect would reject all impure and
tumultuous delights, as hindering its efforts and stifling its pro-
ductions; but with the temperate and healthful pleasures, and
such as walk in the train of virtue, as priestesses in the pro-
cession of some deity, with these it is willing to have fellowship.

Having, then, the elements of the mixture, it remains for us
to enquire according to what law they must be combined. Now,
first, no combination can be worth anything which is not a Zrue
blending: Truth, therefore, is a necessary condition; and if it is
a condition of combination, and the Good is a result of combina-
tion, we must look for the Good in Truth. Again, no mixture
can be successful which is without Measure; on measure and pro-
portion all combination depends, and in thess, therefore, likewise
the Good must abide. Lastly, the effect of measure and propor-
tion is Beawty and symmetry; and thus we conclude that herein
also the Good is to be found.

And now, having not indeed a perfect comprehension of the
Good,* but a knowledge of tho three shapes in which it mani-
fests itself, we may endeavour to decide the question, which of
the two, Pleasure or Intellect, is most akin to it. This is easily
determined, for pleasure is false and fickle, but intellect is either
the same as Truth or the nearest akin to it: pleasure is in its
own nature immoderate, but intellect and knowledge depend upon
Measure: pleasure has so little claim to Beauty, that it often

* Which Plato thought unattainable. See Bepublic, vi. 508, 509.
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shuns the light, and its expression is always unseemly, but in-
tellect is a stranger to all that ix not comely and decent.

Upon arriving at this conclusion of the whole argument, So-
crates delivers the joint decision of the disputants in these words:
Hdvry 8% grjoeig, & Hodtagye, Vo T dyyéhaw méumov xai Tagoios
poator, ag fdovy xrijy odx ¥ori medrov o008 av Jdevregov, dMla
medrov pév my mepl mérgov xal o périov xnai xalgiov xal mdvd
ondde towatta yon vomitew v aidiov yeiedar guow. (66, A.)
‘We shall presently have to consider the exact reading and in-
terpretation of these words; it is sufficient for the summary of
the Dialogue which I have attempted to give, if we gather from
them that Measure and things partaking of the nature of measure
are declared to be the nearest approach to  the Good. Next to
this, and in the second place, Socrates places the Beautiful, the
S8ymmetrical, the Self-sufficient and Perfect; the third place is
given to Intellect and Thought; the fourth to the Sciences, the
Arts, and Right Beliefs; and the fifth to the Purer Pleasures.
The Dialogue concludes with a short recapitulation, and a noble
warning, in forming our judgment of pleasure, not to rely, as
the meaner soothsayers do, on the teaching of irrational natures,
but on the oracles of the philosophic Muse.

Of the difficulties presented by this Dialogue none is so im-
portant, and at the same time so perplexing, as the assignment
of places to the five different Classes.

The classification proposed by Ast needs only to be stated for
any attentive reader to see that it is perfectly irreconcilable with
the words of Plato, and with the whole tenor of the argument.
He arranges them thus:—1. The Definite, which is the voig fa-
odelg, the controlling and arranging principle of the world;
2. The Indefinite, which is the material substratum on which the
supreme intelligence is exercised; 8. The Real Synthesis of the
two former, the Pythagorean xdopoc; 4. The Ideal Synthesis, the
human intelligence as the reflex of the divine; 5. Pleasure. No-
thing, as Trendelenburg observes, can be more remote from the
terms ovupergov and xedov, than the formless and discordant ele-
ments of matter; nor are vodc and gpgovyaic capable of being
understood as the world of beauty and harmony, the living work
of the supreme mind. Such manifest violence to the plain words
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of the author can only be accounted for by the desire of making
a system for Plato, and the vain notion of helping out his sup-
posed imperfect strivings after a regular gradation from the most
absolute intellectual to the most sensual.

Sohleiermacher proceeded on a much more reverent and a
‘sounder principle. It seemed to him very remarkable that the
two competitors whose relative claims the whole Dialogue is oc-
capied in discussing, should appear at the final award not as
second and third, but as fourth and fifth. How could the in-
troduction of these new claimants be accounted for? His answer
is, that we must look for the explanation to those treatises to
which the Philebus is intended to be subordinate and introductory,
the Timeeus and the Republic. As in the former Plato proposed
to give an sccount of the constitution of the world, and in the
latter, that of human society, he prepares us for both by in-
timating that in the gradation of Good that which is universal
must be placed before that which concerns men in particular.
He accounts for the third place only being assigned to wovs and
@edvnoig by observing that it is not the diwine mind which is
here intended, but that mind, which is itself an element in the
Mixtare. This mind, according to him, is the trutk spoken of
above as one of the three conditions of combination. ‘For the
mind is the sole home of Truth, which first gives a reality to
things, and it occupies therefore, as a kind of mediator, a middle
place between the universal generated good, and the particular
good of man.’ Few readers will be satisfied with an explanation
which accounts for the introduction of new and important matter
into the very conclusion of an argument, by supposing an anti- -
cipation of what is to be said elsewhere. There is an end to
the ‘unity of the Dialogue, and, indeed, to all the laws of dis-
putation, if we are suddenly to be informed of some most im-
portant doctrines, as to the proof of which we are left to guess
(for no promise of the kind is held out) that it may be forth-
coming on a future occasion. But the distribution of Schleier-
macher is likewise so far unsatisfactory, that he does not explain
in what respect the second class differs from the first. I cannot
however assent to Trendelenburg’s objection to his view of the third
class, that the mind which gives reality to things is the Supreme
Mind, and consequently can have nothing to do with the voug
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and «ppéwp«uc, which are ingredients in the Mixture. For it is
evident that the meaning of Schleiermacher is, that the mind here
spoken of gives to us a sense of the reality of things, and is there-
fore convertible with ¢A7®s«, and is thus a fit intermediate be-
tween the Universe and Man. But this question will be better
discussed when we have examined Trendelenburg’s own classification.

Trendelenburg himself understands the uérgov xai péroiov x. 7. &
to include all the three conditions of combination; for, according
to his view, the first class contains the absolute Idea of Good
and all those Ideas which are connected with it; and the second
differs from the first, as being the realisation of these same Ideas
in the Universe. But it is unaccountable why Plato, if he had
intended the xaAdv and ddy®eia to occur twice in his enumeration,
should have suppressed the latter altogether, and mentioned the
former only in its secondary phasis; and altogether it is a strange
way of indicating tke same things, to designate them, first as ab-
solute, and then as manifested in forms, by a perfectly distinct set
of names. But the whole hypothesis rests on a translation which
the words above quoted will not bear: “et quidgquid ejusmodi ewter-
nam naturam suscepisse credendum est.” In the first place, omoon
g1 totavra vouilav x. 1. £ cannot be taken so: for this would
be expressed by vmoda, toiedt ovra, yo1 voulfewv,—and though the
order might be changed, the participle would still be indispensable. *
But even if we coneeded such an interpretation, what would be-
come of medtov pév mn megi uérgov? It is obvious that, in
such a case, megi has neither meaning nor construction. But, above
all, such an expression as “to have adopted (or received) the
eternal nature,” is at variance with the whole method of Plato. For
if the Good is to be sought for in these things, it must be because
they are emanations or produmctions of it; whereas, according to
this view, the Good #s superadded to them, and that through
their seeking it. But no one conversant with the language will
understand yeijofas in the sense of magethygpévar, or still less of

¥ The order has been changed, and most injuriously to the sense, on the
authority of the Bodleian MS., from towalta yen to ypn towita. Xp# vopt-
{ew is plain enough when used of some conclusion, which, but for the argu-
ment, disputants would not have admitted. But what force or even sense is
there in saying, ‘all such things as we are bound to believe to have taken
upon themselves the eternal nature?’ It is therefore evident that we must
read dndox towalta, and understand éoxl.
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elAnyévae.  And then, again, why have we the perfect? In speak-
ing of a fact which has no reference to any particular time, the
only proper tense would have been ééo@ai. Those who feel these
objections will not need to have them confirmed by a consideration
of the unsuitableness of the sense thus extorted from them; and
yet the sense is in itself very objectionable, because it would
amount to this,—that Plato having sought, by a laborious ar-
gument, for that which had most affinity with the Good, at last
found it—in the Idea of the Good! The continual allusions to
this searck, finding its neighbourhood, coming to its threshold,
its taking refuge with the Beautifal and the like, all point to the
true reading of the passage, which, by the slight change of "HIP
into ‘HYP, removes all the objections alleged above.* It will
ndét be necessary to do more than point out the other miscon-
ceptions on which Trendelenburg’s explanations are built, viz. the
supposed opposition between yeijo%a: and yevedc, which is an-
nihilated by the particle ad, which shows that anotker kind is
spoken of; and the notion that the third kind is the Idea con-
sidered subjectively, the Idea in so far as it is the ground of
human knowledge. Surely if the Idea is not just this and no-
thing else, it is a mere abstraction, and Plato would not bid us
look for the Good in ¢at. , )

Stallbaum’s view will be at once -understood from the classi-
fication with which he accompanies that of Plato. 1. 70 eafziov.
2. 70 Evpuioydpevor. 3. 10 eitiov xei 0 mloag. 4. 10 xadagov
négag. 5. 10 xaxBugov amesgov. Those who look for realities in
Plato, and who believe that Plato looked for them himself, will
never be brought to admit that his own desire—puadeiv megdodas
i mo? ¥y 7 avBodno xal TG mavii mépuxev dyadov, xai th déav
ety elval move pavievréov (64, ) could be satisfied with a barren
dialectic scheme, or that he would offer such a result to his readers.
There is not a single hint (and we know how fond Plato is of
hints) to show that he any longer dwells upon the fourfold divi-
sion of yévn, propounded before. Nor does the olassification of
Stallbaum at all tally with that of Plato; for 7o wézgov xai o
péroiov xei v0 xaigiov xal mav® omoce totadre is such a way of

expressing the Idea of the Good (which Stallbaum rightly looks

* For a further discussion of this point see Notes on the Text.
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upon as synonymous with alvie)* as nobody would ever have
thought of, unless he had been predetermined by some theory to
find that meaning in the words: and this remark applies to many
other interpreters of the passage under comsideration.{ As to
the second class,—70 Evppioyduevor is, doubtless, equivalent to ra
ovre; but I deny that za dvra are intended, or could be con-
veyed, by such a periphrasis as t0 ovupergov xai xadov, xal 7o
téktov xal [xavdv, xal mdv® omdoa tig yevedg av taving dotiv.
The only observation that need be made as to the third class,
is, that it is a confusion in place of a division. The veds which
is alvla, (A), may be considered as wépeg, that is, the absolute
Mind may be thought of only as contemplating its own Ideas.
And, again, the vov¢ which is nmégag, (B), may be considered as
so far alvie, that it imitates the productions of the vovg which
is altle. But B is identical with the fourth class, or &miorijpat,
and A is liable to the same objection as Trendelenburg’s expla-
nation; namely, that sach a view supposes us to look for the
Good in that which is no thing, but the mere common name or
property of two things.

I will now venture to offer my own solution of these difficulties.

The Good which appeared most suitable for man was found in
the combination of two Auman conditions. It is reasonable, then,
to expect that in combination universally we approach most nearly
to the unmiversal Good; but combination depends upon three
things—Measure, Beauty, Truth: and wherever we trace these,
the Good cannot be far off. Now, we trace Measure in 0 ué-
Toiov, 70 xaigiov, and all that evinces adaptation of one to another;
Beauty in 0 xadov, 10 {xavdv, to tékeov, and all that is complete
and harmonious in itself; Truth (subjective) in the voig xel @eo-
" wvnoig of man, as that wherein the real is distinguished from the
seeming, and the eternal from the accidental: voig &’ fjror radrov
xal &Adeia dotwv, 1) mdvrov duotdratov. (65, ».) But why do the
three occur in this order? Not because there is any superiority
of meafele or dvvaurg in any of them, as in the case of zaya-
90v, but because there is a difference between them as to priority

¥ Phed. 97, foll. Z¥m. 30. A. Rep. 508, foll. Nevertheless, I entirely agree
with Trendelenburg, that tayaSdv and ¢ dnumeovpyds were held by Plato to be
quite distinet.

+ The very multiplication of kindred adjectives is & proof that we are to
find one object in many, not to contemplate an Idea in itself.
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in thought, or because the sphere in which they are exhibited
differs as to extent. Everything in the whole universe presents
an example of r0 pérgiov in some form or other; this, therefore,
comes first. One of the results of this adaptation is the per-
fection of individual things as to beauty or use (0 iéxavév): and
this, being a result and part of the former, is placed after it.
The least comprehensive of the trio is Intellect and Thought; to
these therefore, as the embodiment of Truth, (whence it is plain
that the pure speculative faculty is meant) the third place is as-
signed. In the fourth place come the subordinates of voig, viz.
the Sciences, the Arts, and Right Beliefs. Nor are we unpre-
pared for this division, since all along vetc has been used to
express either the Divine Intelligence or the Human indifferently;
whereas it is to the latter that, the practical faculties belong so
that when the corresponding division to that of 7dovel had to
be made, it was made not in vovg, which did not admit of it,
but in the émwsrijuas. The Pure Pleasures will naturally come
next in order.

It may be objected that something more than a greater extent
of sphere is implied in the question in p. 64, c: T¢ dijt’ & tff
Evpplger Tipiotatoy dpe xal pakior’ alziov x. v & which
is answered by naming 7o uérgov: with the further remark that
from uérgov xeAhog necessarily flows, so that the first would seem
to be upheld as the antecedent condition, and the second as one
of the effects of that condition. In like manner also it may be
said that the third, which in the inquiry figures as éindea, but
in the declaration of the verdict is called vovg xai pgovnois (a
variation which is accounted for by the paragraph at the end of
p- 68, ‘O 8¢ ¢ rjuéregog Adyog x. 7. £.) is spoken of as necessary
to the xpadig, only because, as had been formerly said, without
Truth “no true mixture can be made, nor, being made, exist’;
so that this also is inferior to the first, because, though it is a
condition as the other is, it is one in the quality of the ingre-
dients, and not lying in the very conception of all mixture.

But this mode of explanation does not help us when we come
to enquire why &Af@ua is postponed to xaAlog; why, if So-
orates had intended to bring these three as rival claimants into
competition, and to assign them their places according to their
comparative merits, he should have made that remarkable state-
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ment at the beginning of p. 65, Olvxotv & un ply dvvaueda ISéy
tayadov Ongevom, 6uvreioe x. 7. £.; and lastly, why, in mention-
ing the three, which he does seven or eight times, he observes
no order, but places any one of them indifferently in the middle
or at either extreme of the series,

It must be remembered that the main object of enquiry is to
ascertain the relative claims of Intellect and Pleasure to the name
of Good, and that the question arising out of this is, not #hat
is the Good, but /kere is it? To such a question the first answer
would naturally be in Measure, which is the largest sphere, (be-
cause Measure contains all things,) and in things according to
Measure, which are in fact all things made conformably to the
great pattern, the ot &vexe, according to which the supreme alric
works. In brief, the wider and more populous region deserves
the first mention in a question of dwelling-place, or place of ma-
nifestation, such as has here been the object of search. If we
do not understand Plato thus, there is no other possible way of
understanding him except as intending to tell us that mere Form
is a better thing than Beauty, and Beauty than Reason, which
is quite incredible.

This way of explaining the enumeration of the classes is very
different from that which is given in an author quoted by Sto-
beus Ecl. Eth. ii. 6, 4, Ilgdtov piv ydp dyadov tiy déav adray
dmopalverar, Gmep doti eiov xal yweioTdyv: devregov 3% 0 éx @go-
vijoeg xai noovijg cuvBerov, Omep dviog doxei xat’ avro elver télog
tijg avdponivov {mis: Teitov avigy xad avtiv tqy @eovnoiv: vé-
Tagrov 70 &x Tav EmoTnudGy xel TEyvav cvvderov: mépmrov avtny
xa® avry)v tiv fidovsjy. This division is expressly referred to the
Philebus; but when we consider that the writer was himself
making a system of Plato’s definitions, and dividing them under
the heads =i yéver, voig zomoss, toig £ldeci, we are prepared for
a little straining of his author to suit his theory. The objections
to this theory are the same as have been urged against Stall-
baum, and may be summed up in this, that such a division is
not reconcilable with the language of Plato. At the same time,
I do not deny that Measure and all its cognates, are, according
to Plato, the nearest approach te the Idea, nor that the xqwdg
Biog in its quality of {xavov will come under the second deno-
mination, in that it partakes of it; but in a discussion as to
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what causes make a certain thing an object of choice, in ascer-
taining which, we find the Good, it is absurd to class the thing
itself as one of the results of our search. Else indeed, it might
be thought to have an equal right to the first place; but Plato
seems to have confined this to the instances of antecedent suitable-
ness, or of the modes of combination, and to have reserved for
the second those things which owe their own excellence to such
combinations.

The parts in this Dialogue which are confessedly Pythagorean,
namely the power of Number, the elementary and opposite pro-
perties of mépag and &wergov, and the distinction between Empiri-
cal and Mathematical knowledge as applied to music, could not
be better illustrated than by setting before the reader the Ex-
tracts from Béckh's Philolaus, and the fragments of Philolaus
himself, which bear upon these topics. These will be found in
the Appendix. A few other Extracts from different authors are
added in order to illustrate various matters touched upon in the
course of the Dialogue.

For all other more or less certain information, such as the
bearing of the Philebus on the rest of the Platonic doctrines,
the date of its composition, its intrinsic value as a contribu-
tion to Moral Philosophy etc., I must leave the reader to those
who profess to teach them; I have been content to confine my-
self to the task of endeavouring to understand what appeared
on the face of the text, and of ascertaining as far as possible
the very words of the author, unencumbered by the additions of
ignorant men, and set free from the blunders of negligent tran-
scribers. I have trusted no other MS, authority save that of the
Bodleian in the first place, and of the Coislinian in the second.
Where these guides have failed to satisfy me, I have endeavoured
to constitute the text according to the principles of Criticism,
without caring to suit the taste or to defer to the prejudices of
any School. Much that I had spared, and even tried to defend,
in a former Edition I now unhesitatingly condemn, whether I
have seen my way to correcting it or not. I have known critics
to be charged with making difficulties and fancying faults for the
pleasure of displaying their ingenunity in conjecture. The charge
shows a thorough ignorance of the very frame of mind in which
a oritical scholar is obliged to work: such an one well knows
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that, if he durst so tamper with his own sense of truth, he would
most certainly and speedily injure the one instrument on which
he relies for success, his judgment. Others there are who treat
all conjecturing as at best an effort of wit, and a pretty pastime.
Such persons seem not to have considered that, if the ameigov of
verbal criticism consists of changes of similar letters and com-
pendia, transpositions, bracketings and indications of hiatus, the
népas which is to bring these elements to a yévesis is, not a dithy-
rambic ecstasy which exults in its own contortions and tosses
about wildly whatever it picks up, but a cold, severe, watchfal
calculation of probabilities, which shuns all outbreaks of fancy as
interruptions of its work. But why should any one try to expostu-
late with the gainsayers? Some of them are too ignorant of the
language to see any faults, and therefore cannot see the use of
corrections. And yet it is useless to tell them so, for they can
count on the applause of the many hundred minds which they
have perverted. Some have tried verbal ecriticism and failed; and
hate the pursuit which would not gratify their vanity and yield
them fame. Let us dismiss the former with:
svdatpovitoy Oyhog dtéminké ce.
and the latter with:
dncloley dinde’, mel ov Sveruyeis;

The only kind of observation to which I do not feel indifferent,
is the imputation of having offered the corrections of others as
my own. But this I anticipate by saying that I possess no
edition of Plato later than that of Didot, and no Philological
journal except the two series of the Mnemosyne. If any one
has olaims on aught that appears in this Book, let him give me
the opportunity of righting him, and I shall be thankful for it.




TA TOY AIAAOI'OY IPOZQIIA

SQKPATHE,

[TPQRTAPXOZ,

PIAHBOZ.

1.

“Oga 07, IMpragye, tiva Aoyov uélheg maga @idifov

P-

11

Steph.

Oéxeadar vovi wal meds wive Tov mag fuiv auguofyrely, dav B

u1 oot waza voiv 3 Asyduevog.

Endregov;
IIPQ. Iaw ysv odv.

Bovher ovyrepadaiwouiued

IQ. d)clr,ﬂog uév roivuy ayadov etval qmcn 0 yalgew miiot
Lot nal ©iv fidomiy vl téeuy, xai 6oa Tov yévovg &6t Tov-
Tov o¥u@uve* ©6 08 mag Tudv duguefiryl doti ui Tovra,
6AAd 76 ooVl nai 7o voely nai TO ueuriodar xai Té: TodTWY

Ipérapyxe] The dislogue is supposed
to commence at the moment when So-
crates turns from Philebus to Protar-
chus. When the speaker changes his
address from one person to another, or
from several to some ome or more out
of the whole number, o is often
omitted before the vocative, as in
Parm. 186D; Symp. 216 A, 217 B; Eu-
thyd. 296 £; Prot. 358 &, 859 A ; Phileb.
124, 28B. The same omission also
takes place when thé speaker is repre-
sented as calling in an especial manner
on the attention of the person addressed ;
as in GQorg. 489 A, 521 A (where Cal-
licles would fain let the comversation
drop), Symp. 1723 A, 175 A, 218%; KEu-
thyd. 293, 2940, 295D. In Symp.
178 &, if a second fratpog is speaking
(which is probable on other grounds),
the omission may be accounted for in
the same manner. I confess that in
Phady. 261 A, Soph. 220 p, 284 p, Eu-
thyd. 300 A, the reason is not so evident:
though in the first three instances there
is a suspension of the argumenmt, and
an appeal to the person addressed.

&yalév] Not tayadév: for Philebus’

Platonis Philebus.

assertion is mnot represented.as being
one about The Good in itself, but merely
this ; that pleasure, and that which is
akin to lt, has a right to the name of
good in its proper signification, which
Socrates denies, while claiming the name
for mind, knowledge and all things
belonging to that class.

répypw] Why not v tépdtv? Pro-
bably because verbal forms of this kind
have less of the nature of the noun
than dpetyf, 86Ex, v3ovr]; and because,
as denoting a process, and not a stae,
they cannot assume the, article without
being thereby confined to a particular
instance.

ph radra] not dyadd char, but
apelve ylyveodar, which is equivalent
to dpewov slvae “taire ylyveodar I
have no doubt that Tijc Y ¥%8oviic
is an interpolation. A still worse one
is 3Juvatols, which was probably in-
serted to fill up a lacuna caused by
the obliteration of the syllable TO.
There is no way of avoiding an absurd
repetition, but to make peracyetv a
new subject, and this cannot be done
without the article.
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ad Evyyevij, d6Eav T opSy nai adndeig Aoyiopols, [Tig ¥ Hdo-
C ¥ijg] auelvo rai Ago yiyveodu Eumacy, boameg atrdv dvvara
petakafeiv: ©o [dvvazoig] 08 peracyeiv dgshipdraroy amdrv-
Ty elvar waoL T0ig ool & nal Esouévorg. p@y oty ottw mwg

Adyouev, & @ilyfe, éndregor;

@I Idviwv pév odv pdlove; & Sereates.
3Q. Aéye 3y vovtov wov 1y dedouevov, & Ieuragys,

Adyov;

ITPQ. ’Avdyxny déxeadar® @ikyfog yae Nuiv 6 xehd amel-

oyxev.

3Q. dei oy megl am'wv tqdmp mavrl ralr;&eg Ty megav-

C Yipae;
IIP. dei yag obv.

3Q. “I9¢ &), medg vovrorg Sopoloynodiucda xai Tdde.

IIPQ. To moiov;

IQ. Qg viv Tudv Exdregog Ewy Yuyijs wai ddIeay amo-
gaivery ¥ Emuyegioes Ty Svvapdvpy dvdewmorg wéow Tov Bloy
ebdaipove agéyey. &p ody ovrwg;

IIPQ. Obrw udv odv.

3Q. Oinaiw ducic uév vy vob yaigery, hueis 8 wd Tip Tob

Peovely;
ITPQ. ’Eovi vabte.
Q. Ti S &

av allr; TG XKQEITTWY TOUTWY QPavi; pw ovn,

&v uév nbovi) uaklov gaivizan Evyyevijg, iprduede uév dugs-

TegoL Tov Tavryy Eyovrog Pefaiwg Plov, npavei & O

12 700 i) @oovioews;

Aéxea] It is a fond fancy of one of
the Editors that 3éyeodar 6 SuSome-
yov is & proverb; and that the answer
’Avayxn is in allusion to this. In the
passage quoted for the purpose (Gory.
499, ©) Tapdy €4 wowely is the popular
saying referred to. The oracle given
to Myscellus 8Gpov & 8 Tt 36 T8
énalver, “be content with your portion”
is quoted indeed by the Paroemio-
graphers, but it is not alluded to hers.
I take this opportunity of restoring
another proverbial saying to one of the
so called Platonic Dmlogues (Amatores
184, B.) 'Eyd péy, o Suxpares, wuny

<

T 3,d0vijg

6 Aeyd, xg‘svev 34 toito Kal viv yvévas
Read vy yvavat. See Laches 196,
D, and the Schelium thereon.

8i40e0w) The place of this word and
its redundancy, to say nothing of the
technical character of the word itself,
incline me to put xal SdIeaw in
brackets.

Tavrv ¥xovrog] The common reading
is rm'ota; which is explained as referring
to 0 xpelrtwd @avivar; but though
Zyev might be used in sach a sense,
&yewv Pefalg shows that a real pos-
session is intended,—that is, the &
xal Surdeots Yuyic spoken of above.
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IIPS. Nal.

3Q. "Av O ye georicel, vxg uév gedmag iy fidowiy, 1

6)
IIPS. ’Euoi yoiv donei.

Erara; 1abd ovrwg buoloyoduevd gave, 3 mdg;

Q. Ti o dhlz)ﬂq), ¥ Ppe; .
@l. ’Euot yﬁv naviwg vxdv fdovs) Sonel ve wal dofer: oV

04, ITpuitagye, avrig yrusost.

ITPQ. IIopadolg, & Dikyfe, Huiv wov Adyov olx &v ¥

xbotog €ing Tijg 7eos Zwueary

ouoloylag %) xai vobvavvion.

@1 'Aln37; Aéyerg: alda ydp dpoorotuer wei parbgopar B

yiv abriy Tip Feov.

IIPQ. Kai yuelg oou toviwy 7’ alz@v cvuuderrees &v
eluer, [dg oy’ leyes & Adyeg). ddha Oy va perd vavd’
€ tom 3 -,/ < \ \ N ’ € 7 N ¢ N
£&7js, w Swngareg, ouwg nal pera Didifov Ewdvrog 7 Gmwg Qv

29édy megwueda megaivewr.

Nor again is it conceivable that Plato
would indicate these by a nenter plurgl,
or by any plural at all, since they are
not really two things, but the same
thing differently viewed. The confasion
between the apostrophus and the com-
pendium for wmv is one of the com-
monest which occur in manuscripts. 1
have changed tdv t. ¢. into ToU T. .
It is ridiculous to appea] to Greek
Tragedy as a standard of prose syntax.
The ‘lpurious JDassege in the Birds (v.
420) xpatelv dv 7 vdv dyIpdy, is worthy
of plioweww Jpeletv which follows it.

A 8 @rau] I formerly proposed
Ti¢ & Wrtdrar, but this would be al-
most as much a repetition as the other.
Perhaps the redundancy is due to the
construction with pév, which was wanted
for the sake of emphasis.

8ok re xal 8dfa] Unless we are
prepared to suppose with Stallbaum
that 8 certain climax is intended in
these words, ‘videtur, et vero etiam vi-
debituy’ we must believe t¢ to be in-
- dispensable, though ‘all the MSS.’ (that
is, two independent sources, and the
\sopiel made from them) omit it.

abrds yvdow] Literally, yourse)f
shall determine; you shall do as you
please.  Gorgias 505, ¢. . Elev: tf
Uy mourjoopey; petakl Tov Adyov xata-

Adopev; Ka. Avric yvdoe
Ton 1356 ITv9.:
Texouoay dxmévet.

it
v YUY dum ™y
lyﬂﬁ‘:' 'Acid8’ bwé\-

o micav, Evpdane & G’pou:, 1v9. :
768’ adrds.

—for this is the true
reading of that passage. See also Thu-
cyd. A, 99, init. and Xen, Hell. v, 1
34, where the men 1mphcabed in the
bloodshed aytol yvdvres dmijAYoy éx tii¢
Kopivdov.

Gboorolpar] I set myself free from
the pollution; 1 disclaim all share in the
guilt. This was done by a variety of
trifling formal acts, such as pretending
to spit, &c., or .by the use of certain
words. Hence, in the later Greek
writers, to do lnythmg for form’s sake
and wnthout serious purpose, is Bpav
Tt dolag xupw or goov acpoauncacﬁm
In the Attic authors 1 know of no in-
stance where the words are thus used
without some accompanying notion of
the discharge from a religious obliga-
tion or compliance with a religious ce-
remony.

[#s Tadr Deyes & Adyas]) A most un-
necessary addition after rowmv avruv,
or. rather a false gloss, for todtwy ay-
Tév means Tpl dpoguSorolal oc xal
paptipacSat Tiv Jedv.

§ Swas &v $00\y] A polite way of
implying 7 Ble PviBou.

1 *
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3Q. Iegaréov, an’ m’rcﬁgf 02 Tijc Jeot, ~‘1}v 60’ ’Aq»qodt'—
o ysv Aéyecdai qn;ot, 76 & aAndéovavov avrig Ovop’ 7do-
vy elvau.

IIPR. ’0¢Yddrara.

C Q. To & 3uov déog, & Ipdiragye, ael meog Ta Tww Fedv
ooz’ otx Eav nat’ Evdewmov, ahhe mwéga Tob peyiovov @i-
Bov. wai viv Tip uév Ageodivyy, By "welvy @lhov, Tatry
moooayogeiw® Ty 0’ Hdomp old’ g EoTe mowkidov, xei bmeg
elrwov, an’ Enelvyg fudg doyouévovg vSuvueiodo dei xal oxo-
ety fvove guow e, E0Tu ydg, daxovely uéy ovtwg amwhdg,
& ©1, pogpag dé drjmov mavrolag eidype wel TLve TedOY dvo-

D poiovg @rhideug. i0¢ ydg, 70eadar péyv pauer Tov arohoorvai-
vove' dvdpwnov, 70ecdor 08 wal TOV owpgovotvr avT( TP
owpoovely: f0eadar d8 nai Tov avorgaivovra nai. avoirwy do-
Edv wai Anidwy peordy, ijdeadar 8’ ab Tov peovoirs’ abr@
T peoveir* nai TovTwY TAY 00vaw Enarégag wag &y Tig duolag
aAdjharg elvar Aywv ot avéiwog gaivors’ Evdinwg;

IIPS). Eioi uév yop an’ dvavtivv, & Sdngoveg, obra
meayudTwy, od uny avral ¥’ alljhag dvavrio. 7wig yae Hoor]

E y> Hdovij [uy] ody duordrazor &v ely, vovr’ advo éave@, mav-

TOY YONUETLY;

& alrfis 8{] Some MSS. have 8.
It is impossible to decide between them
while the rest of the sentence remains
fanlty Every one will perceive that
dpkapévorg, or dpxréov, or some word
to that effect, munst have dropped out.

Td & dpdv 8los] That this was the
real feeling of Bocrates as well as of
the men of his time is plain from many
passages. Compare Cratylus 400, E
where nevertheless he regards the car-
rent names of the Gods as of human
invention. The fear is that there is
more risk of offending 'A@podlty, by
giving her a new name, though even
the old one is not certainly correct,
or free from offence.

"xelvy) This pronoun is here used in
preference to tayty), because the person
is in her own nature remote and in-
visible. In the next sentence, o’ dxel-
g is put for dnd tayyg, on account
of Gnep elmov, which makes ¥3ovy ap-

pear not as the present subject, but as
that of a former proposition.

ovrwg &whés) There has been a
strange scruple, whether these words,
which are so commonly joined together,
can be so here; and recourse has been
had to the expedient of & comma in
order to separate them. In the double
contrast which follows it is to be ob-
served, that on one side the healthy
desires and the healthy intellect are
themselves the sonrce of the satis-
faction, avt§ Td owppovely, avtd TQ
PPOVEDY, whereas their opposites are but
the channdc of pleasure. This is why
he adds dvorfrwv Jofdv xal éxlduv
p.ecrtov-

x. 7. &] We have above

m»c oUx Sv @alvotro, which is the or-
dinary construction. The Y is noth-
ing more than a result of carelessly
reading HAONHIOYX.
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3Q. Kai yap xedua, & daupdwe, [gowuart] xerd y° adro
Tov% b0y dioloer, To yodu® Eiver miv: Tl ys iy pélay TQ
Aevn moveg yuyvdonopey g mweds T Sidipogov elven ok
Svaviratey Gy Tvpydver: wai 01 wai oyfue [opjuart] wove
TavTov yéver uév dore mwav 8v, va 08 uéen voig uéeeowy otrov
Ta. uév dvavnidras’ aldijhoug, .ze 68 Siagogorne’ Eovia uvelay
’ \ !’ b ! > €/ » > < ’ <!
mov vvyyaver. xai oM’ Erep’ ovtwg Exovd’ eberoouey, wove
s0UE ye wn Ay uy midveve, TG mévia vavartidrad’ By
mowbvee.  pofotue 08 w1 wveg pdovac Hdovaig eberousy
vevriog. . . . .
IIPQ. “Towg ahda i tovd Hudv Bhdawer tov Adyov;
39Q. “Ou meodayogeters abn’ avduo’ v Evéey, giao-
ey, vbuate. Ayag yag dyade mdve' givar ta Qbéa. TO pEv
ol 1) oy §0ée sivar v fdée Adyog oidels duguafirei xaxa &
»” ] ) o~ \ '\ v \ ’ 4 [4 -~ < 7 \
ove’ adrv e mohha xei ayade 08, dg Husic gaudy, juolug gi
’ ) raqd > ! [ 4 - N ) 7 b} ~
7meosayogevels [aydd adrd,) buokoydy &v aviuol elver T Abyop,

[xpépom]] This addition is due to
some blunderer, who made two sen-
tences out of one. Had xatd Yy been
the beginning of a new sentence we

" should have had some conjunction. The
same reason applies to oyvpatt. Any
one may see how much elegance is
gained by their omissiom. :

puplav] This is to be understood not
of the number of differences, but of the
extent of some particular differences.
Comp. Apolog. 23, c. & mevie pupla

. elul

¢ofodpar 8 pf] Compare, among
other passages, Rep. 451, A; FPhedo
84, E, @oPeiode pr} Suxgrpar, and Arist.
Nub. 498, 5¢dowd 6, & mpeofita, i)
nnyay Séet.

“On wpoosayopeias] Because, my side
will say, you call all these, though un-
like each other, by a new common name.
This would be assuming a second ground
of agreement between them; for that
they agree in being pleasures is proved
by their common name of pleasure; but
it does not follow that they agree in
anything else, as, for instance, in being
good. But if Protarchus asserts that
they are all alike, and yet must con-
fess that they are not alike good, he
is bound to mention some other ground

of likeness. Socrates therefore ecannot
be introduced as asking him for a proof
that they are dyadd, but as wanting
to know, forasmuch as they do not agree
in this respect, in what else they do
agree. But the received text makes
him say: “You know they are not all
“good, and you are ready to admit that
“they are so far unlike; and yet you
‘“call them all good”: which is so ab-
surd that I have changed Suw into
opolws, and put dyad’ autd and dyaddy
¢lvae in brackets. The worse MSS. have
wdvra before gu. Had Plato written it,
he would certainly have placed it imme-
diately next to avutd; but it is due to
a mi ption of the meaning d
by Suws. I have supplied av after
oporoy@v, Te before tais, and taig be-
fore ayadais for obvious reasons. The
restoration of &v is necessary for the
sense; it was probably absorbed by the
following word.

7 Myqg] This belongs to dvdpoa:
for mposayopevey implies Zvopa, and
the ground of the §vopa is in the Ag-
yo¢ or description. It is worth while
to quote a passage from the Laws
which bears on this paint, and which
has been suffered to remain hitherto in
a very corrupt state. Legg. 895, 896,

’
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&t tig oe mpogavayralor. i oly &) vabrov v ve vaig womais
bpeolwg ai v tais ayedaic oy mdoag Hdovdg [ayador elvor]
7QE0oaY0QEVeLS

HPQ. Idg Myeag, & Semeaveg; olew yde tive [ovyywen-
oeodar,] Féuevoy Rdovp elvar Tayaddy, elv’ avékeoSal gov Aé-

C yovrog tog uév elval twveg ayadaog Hovds, tag dé tvag [Evé-
eag] adrdw wendg;

3. AL odv évouoiovg ye grigeis abrdg alljheig elven
#at Twveg Evavriog.

ITPQ. OFrn xa9’ Boov y’ Héovai.

I90. Mdhy eig tov abrov pegdueda Adyov, & IMpdvagye.
otd’ &’ Homp Ndoric didgogov, aAhe mdoeg bpoiag Elvar
@rioopey, xai ¢ nagadelypara fjuds va viv ) Aexdéve’ ovdév
nrewoney, neodueda 08 nai dgovuer dneg of mwavrwy pavio-

D zavel e mepi Adyovg &ua wai véor.

IIPS). Ta moic dy Aéyes; .

3Q. “Oun 0 puoduevog dyw wal auvvdueros Eav todud
Méyewy dg v avouotbrardy dote T avouotordry mevrwy bpoto-

"Eote (t) mov Bty‘a Suarpovpevoy €y
aMots te xal év apiSpel. Toute 3v
T8 xat dpdudy Svopa piv “Apriow,
xyos 8%, "AptIuds darpovpcvos eis Toa
3vo pépm. . . . . Mav odv ov Tavtdy
Exaréowg wpooayopevopey, v Te TOV
Adyov dparrddpevor tobvopa artoB:3Gpuey,
av te todvopa tdv Adyoy, “aprioy” ové-
poatt, xal Mye, “3lye Spovpevay
aptOusy” mpocayopevovtes tavtéy &v;
. Kl ¥ tom 100y’ olrws Tyow,
ap’ &re (t) modobpev, W ixavds 3¢-
daxroa Yuydy x. 7. & (A little lower
down after yevopdvy supply oaveiod ye.)

[ovyxe, o]l As t?ra depends
immediately on the participle déuevoy, if
we retain ouyywprjoeoSar we have two
infinitives ouyywproesSar and davée-
0Y%ar with an equal right to a position
which cannot beloug to more than one,
unless we suppose this to be Greek:
voptlw aeulijvat Tovs avIpeirtovs olve-
Yévrag apapretv. ‘Etépag is the sup-
plement of a man who had never heard
of tag pév Tvag.

nrphoxuv] The MS8S. have tirpw-
oxct. But it cannot be said that “these
examples do not damage them”; but

only that they refuse to see it. Nor
could a new independent clause be
added by means of xal .. oU8tv in
place of ov3¢.

wacdpeda] The common reading is
repacdpeda, but some of the better
MSS. have mepcipeda, and the best of
all, the Bodleian or Codex Clarkianas,
netpdpeda. The common reading is
probably the conjecture of a copyist,
who felt that a fature was wanted. It
will not be expected that I should
adduce any proof in smpport of so ob-
vious a correction as that introduced
into the text. The critic who approved
of my correction, but at the same time
wondered that, in finding it, I did not
also find that xa) ¢solpuey was spurious,
does not appear to have comsidered
that pepcpeda is connected with meras-
peda, and grioopev with dpotpey. “We
shall be in the condition of mnpractised
disputants, and talk their language’. As
pavidrator does not refer to any other
@xviérne but that in the art of dis-
putation, I have transposed xol from
hefore mepl to before véor.
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taror, Eéw vedsa ool Aéyev, woi Qavoiuedd ys vedregor Tob
dsavvag, wei 6 Adyog Kulv dumesdy oiyfoezon. mothy olv ai-
0w avorgovuipeda, wed sdy’ Gx iovieg &ig Teg Ouolag iawg &y
g aljhotg ovyyweioauuey.

PR, _Aiys mug,

SQ CBud 8¢ vwo ot mwaley éqwuzmemv, [ H@maexe.

ITPQ. To =maiov &; .

;2. (De(m)wg BE nal Emearquy) wal xovg wal wevd' ogmoa
dn noew’ coydg éya Séuereg elmov [dyaddrv], dwguwraiusvag & i
nor 30l toyadev, d¢ o tatver meldovrer ¥ovY Greg 6 oog

Adyog;

IPS. Ildg;

30, Iodai & o Evmdsaoo émem Jogovow eivar

rol dvouorol Tiveg odray aAdjhatg.

el 0 noi Evovetew oy -

yiyvovral wveg, & &Ewog &v el vou, [iedéysodar vin) el
pofndelc. Tavv’ avzd pndepiar. aviunor qoigy dmarijuyy -
oviuy ylyveodor, r&merd fuiv obrag 6 Adyes domeg uiSos
amoddpevog olyorto, atrol 08 cwloeiued’ fmé wevag dloyiag;

vedrepor Tod Séovros] Euthyd. 295 v,
apx_atdrapo; el ol 8éovtog. The'latter
is obviously the familiar expression,
and that in the text a play wpon it

&mpqw’me‘q] This figurative ex-
pression, which is properly used of
backing a ship, has induced some to
believe that éxmecey olyviactat is part
of the same metaphor. But in all the
instances given, €xnintewy is used of
the casting away of @ voyager, not of
the stranding of a vessel Its use here
is rather sipgular, but it probably
means nothmg more than havmy Sailed.
Why avaxp. 1s in the middle voice, and
whether avytdv is genuine, others must

determine. Perhaps we should read
avtéden. .
To¢ opolas] We must supply lafdg.

The Scheliast explains the phrase as
a metaphor from wrestling. Socrates,
therefore, proposes that they shonld
resume their former position as dispu-
tants, in order that he may show Pro-
tarchus the unfairness of the feint
through which he sought to elude So-
erates’ question, by professing that he
should consider himself bound to afford

Protarchus the same grip or hundle,
that is to distinguish the kinds of 2rt-
otfjpat, when called upon to do so.
As the phrase is é\3civ, and not avel-
Zew, elc Mﬂac, it is better to read
tay’ dv ldytee. With raxc and Towg
used sepuutely the &v is sometimes
repeated even in prose.

{&yaddv]] As Bdeputidpevos x. T. &
contains the occasion—¢‘which I men-
tioned when I was asked what was The
Good”,—the word dyaSdv is as super-
fluous, as it is inelegant.

§fwog] It is altogether foreign to the
spirit of Attic dialogue to speak of
being worthy of the honour of disput-
ing &e.; and even if such a sentiment
wera- allowed, it would have been ex-
pressed by &Eiog Staréyecdar without
the art.icle. But all that Plato wrote
was: dp’ dbtog av el rov.

poBos dwoldpevos] It is not clear
whether the original proverb was 0 pi-
06 €063 or ¢ wiJos dnedheto. Pho-
tiug’ teatxmony is in favour of the former:
pe €ouwdy . . . ‘Enippnud éove heye-
pevov én’ doydte tals Aeyopévorg pu-
Sot¢ tols mawdlorg. The Scholiast on
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IIPQ. AM’ ot uip Jei Toiwo yevéoder, mhiy Tov owI-
var. ©6 ye uyy pou igov Tob oo e xai duov Adyov agéoner’
mwodhai uév pdovai nai avéuotor yuyvéodey, molkai &' dmioTi-

poe %ol qupoem.

3Q. Ty voivwy dwcpoqcm)w, ] Ilemaexs, T0¥ ayu&ov
100 T &uod wei Tov Gob wi) emoxgurTouevol, nevordévies o
el ©0 péooy, trohuduey &v wy dheyyduevor papiowet, moregoy
Hoovipy Tayadov Oei Adyay 3) @ebmowy 7 T Teirov ¥hho Elver.
¥iv yag ob djmov meds Y’ atrd Tovvo PrAeverxoiuey, dmwg Gyo
tidepo, Tavr derae va wwdvre, § 1avd’ & of, vp 3 eApIs-
oterp 8¢l mwov avyyaxeiv Nuds dugw.

IIPQ. Adei yog odv.

2Q. Tovrov Tolvvy tov Adyov a'n uédiov 8¢’ opolong

BeBatwonusde.
HPR. Tov roiov J1;

3Q. Tov niae mwagépors’ avdedmovg modyuora éxodal s

xai dxovory &vlotg noi &viore.
IIPQ. _Aéye oapéovegor.

3Q. Tov viv O nagameadvre Ayw, gioe mwg megundra
Javuaocrdv. v yae 01 va oA’ elver xai 76 ¥ modde Yav-

this place, with less probabihty, ex-
plains ¢ p. dreheto, as used by those
who find they are speaking to inat-
tentive hearers; and he quotes the comic
poets, Crates and Cratinus, as employ-
ing it, but without adducing the pas-
sages.
unnecessary redundancy in Rep. 621, B
190 €0wdm xal ofx &méhero, that
the latter is the original form, and that
the former is Plato’s own coining. The
allusion in this passage is to men
suffering shipwreck and escaping on a
raft. (Compare Phedo 88, p.) .And so
the argument would, like a tale, come
to nothing, and we should make our
escape upon an unreason.

'ro)‘p&p.cv] This word appears to be
the main difficulty of a sentence which
has perplexed so many eritics and
editors; but for it I should have ad-
opted Winckelmann’s conjecture, and
inserted ot Aéyor after dAcyydmevot, but
nothing can be determined with cer-
tainty till we know what ails toApuG-

I suspect from the otherwise’

pev.  Either some other verb has been
corrupted into this, and we might rel.d
xatated. 8 el 18 p. td Ayw, dpi-
pev—or a whole line has dropped out.
The words é\eyyopevor pnwicwot would
seem to favour the latter supposition,
for there seems to be an allusion to
the practice of giving up one’s servant
to the judicial “question”. vopdpev
(Exdrepot rév Eavtol Mdyov mapéyeey slc
v xplow) & my x. . & may serve
to represent the sense of the missing
clause.

# n rplrov 4\ho] The best MSS.
omit Tt; but the sense is incomplete
wnthout it. I believe the right reading
to be ¥ &\ko 1 tplrov elvat. See below
20, B, AA\)" &Ako Tt tplrov.

Todrov Tolvwy] We should have ex-
pected t6v3e, for this Aoyoc bas not
yet been mentioned, but is now to
follow. I am inclined to read TouToL.
“Let us by question and answer make
good the koyoc, not of you or me, but
Tob ghnJeordrov.”
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paoroy Aexdév, wai dgdiov auguafnrico T Tobrwy Hrrovegov-

oy TLIeuévip.

P9, ’Aq odv kéyatg, ovay g éya q)r Hewwexov, &va D
yeyovdva: icel, mollovg elvar mddv Tovg dué el dvaviiovg
aldjhotg, uéyov xai opengdy TiIéueros xai fapty o nobgov

Tov atEdy, xal dAda uvela;
30,

3 uév, o Iodragye, eloqrag e Jednuevuéva vav

‘9avyacuﬁv msqi ©o ¥ xai mwolld, ovyuxwm)yéva-d’ g &mog
eimely do mwoviwy 1;61) ui) O¢iv Ty Tototrwy Grsecder, mer-
dapuwdn nai fgdra rai mpodea toig Adyorg Eumédbia vn‘ol.a;z-
Bovéviwy yiyveodar: émel undé va rodde, Srav Tig dndaTov Ta
(éhy ve nod dlha pden Sk v Adyp, mdvea weira 1o P E
3neivo elvar diopoloynaduevog, EAéyxy rovayeliv Gr vépara
Suprdynaotar pdvar, 16 € &y g woAL’ dawi nai Fmergo, nei T

mwodda ag & pdvor.

ﬁq.&w dpd.] A_fordmg a ready 0b-
Jection against any one advanoces

either.

"Ap ow Myes x. r. &] Unless xal
joins iwvt(wc with molloug, it is of
no use in the sentence; I have there-
fore removed the comma from Aty
The sense is as clear and well-expressed
as could be desired. Do you mean,
when a man says of me Protarchus, who
am one by nature, that I am again
many and opposite ‘me's’, bringing for-
ward the same person as at once great
and small, heavy and light, and so

forth ?

véy Oavpacrdy] Rather Savudrowv,
Conguring tricks. wacxwpny.iva p
3siv, given up and admitted to be such
as men ought not to meddle with. g
frog slmeiv qualifies mdvrwv. It is
strange that one of the editors should
not have known such a common usage.

dxel pnBt vd To148¢] The proper con-
struction would have been either, pn3t
Téy Towsvde (mwreoSar Betv ouyyw-
pouiay,) or dirct ou&t Ta Tourde (ouy-
ywpoior, Jev avry mrrwﬁau) But
as the very form énel pn8t is col-
loquial, a certain looseness of syntax is
perbaps allowed, and ghe reader is left
to supply pevaysepifeodar iunccﬁm,
npoopépecat, (Seiv ouyywpolat,) or any 36

other passive answering to &rmresYar.’
Otherwise we must look on td totafac
as interpolated.

O] Legg. 795, B, pedGv xal p.c-
pyv. The MSS. and edd. all exhibit
wéAy te xal dua wépym, which, if it
means anything, means that the pély
and pépm are the same, whereas it is
plain that pdpwm is added because the
body cannot be properly diwded into
wéln only. If it were uédn 9° Gpa xal
wépm, there would be no objection to
the word but its mut:hty I have
written Z\\a, whlch is continually con-
founded witll dpa by the copyists. In
p- 17D, dpa éwoeiv, the Bodleian and
Vatican have made the opposite mis-
take.

Swopoloynodpevos] Having made
another admit. Properly, having ad-
mitted each to the other. Aropoloyei-
oo is to duoloysiv, what Buxtyeaﬁat
is to Mym, SraxeheveoSat to xeheyewv
&e., 3t and the middle voice together
expreasing reciprocal aetion. No one
will regret to see ouyxeywpmuéva in
the next speech of Protarchus banished
from the text; the wonder is, who could
have taken it iato hls head to put it
there. ov yap 8vjmou & cuyxe wpnpéva
Snuevopey, tad 3t Sednuev zm, dtay

g; GUYYWPOUMEY.
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MPQ. b 88 85 maie, & Suneases, ¥rega Aéyerg, & o
[ovyreywenéve] dedruevrar mepi tov obriov tovrov Adyow;

39Q. Ondrav, & nei, o

& un vay pyvoudvar w8 al

amollvuéver Tig Tidiral, xaddwep dering Hueip elmouey. &y~
veudi uiv yap ‘wai 6 towoveor &, bmeg cimouey viv &y, quy-

weydenrar To i) deiv EAéyyev:

arJouwmor mi-

oty 8¢ wg &

xeees] Tidsodar xai fobr Eva xal vo xakdw & wai 76 dyadov
&, mept TovTww vy $radwy xal vav vowottww 1) woAky [emov-
01,] uewa drengéoews auquofiTnog yiyvesar.

HPQ. Haog;
39,

Hodrey uév el mivag del zoravrag sivas povodag bro-

Aaufdvery alnddig ovdag® elra ndg ol vevrag, piar Exdowny
oloay ael Ty abriy wal pijwe yéveory i’ Bhedgov mgoodexn-
pévew, Guwg py elven Pefoudrase play vabrp: ueve 88 tovs’

dyravd(] So with Elmsley for evtavSot.
ﬂ woANY ["ouSﬁ]] I once thought
to be gennme, and therefore
added 8t after pevd; I am now con.
vinced that the word is neither ap-
propriate nor genuine, but supplied by
a copyist who had in his head the well
knovm passage in the Phadrus 248, B
o ¥ Bey’ v woldi) omoudy x. T. &
Then arises the great controversy as
soon as we to decide.—What
else is needed? or what have we to
do with the earnestness of the dis-
putants, except indeed as a measure of
their difficulty ? But the difficulty being
expressed, any other word is super.
fluous.

Ipérov piv) When 1 endeavoured to
explain this passage in & former edition,
I mantained that there were only two
questions proposed, although wpwitoy,
elra, perd 3t tolro made it appear
that there were three. As the text
then stood, it was impossible to see
more than two questions, that beginn-
ing with wp@toy, and & second; for if
elra p.lew rawmv were considered
as an tion, and not
rather as the beginmng of that pro-
pounded afterwards, the question would
have been, how it was concetvable that
that swhich is one and imgerishable should
be nevertheless unchangeably one:—than
which nothing could be more absurd.
But the words wpdtoy, slva, peta 3t

toute ought to have opened my eyes
to the absolute necessity of finding three
points of enquiry, or, if they were not
to be found, of treating the text as
corrupt. I now feel confident that I
Lave discovered the source of all the
gerplexity in the omission of pij after

pwe. The first question is; bave these
monads & real being? The second is;
if each of them is -one and not sabject
to the changes of yévearg and 3ieSpac,
how can we imagine it ever to vary
in the least from this oneness? The
third is; when it does s0 vary by
entering into individuals, dees the unity
cease when the plurality begins, or are
they concurreuat ?—in other words are the
monads to be regarded as distributed into
as many parts as there ars individuals
to partake of them, or as remasining
as wholes in each individual, so that
each monad is at omee one in each,
and again one m many? This Jast
supposition is Tdvowy  dSwarératoy,
because in this case the one both agrees
with itself and eontudlets itnlf Pcfm
181, A ouxoUv 7jtot Bhov vob eldous N
pépoug Exaoroy 13 mlaupam peta-
Aapfdver; ——motepoy oUy Joxel oot
8\ov T Bos dv iuctxp ehar Ty
ROAMGY, B Gv; T nwoe; Tt Yoo x0-
MWet——dveivae; “Ev dpa ov xal Tay-
tdy v wolhois xwpls obovy Shov dpa
évlar;'z, xal olrug abrd adrod xwpls




MAATQNOX PIAHBOZE. 1t

& woig yuyvouédroug ab woi amelgos elve Jtaamyéwv xat
moAka yeyovviav Ietéov, &I Sl af}n;v avmg xwols, 0 dv) ‘
nmdviwy advvarwsaroy @alvors’ bv, tadrov xai B 8’ v Evi
e xai mwolldoig yz’yvea&a rats doTL Ta mei 70 Toab®’ B ¢
i woAdd, add’ otn dusive, o Hpmaexe, andong dreplog ai’-—
nia ) woddg buokoyndérre rai edmopias [av] ad weddg.

ITIPQ. Oimoiv xe) tovd Hudg, & Sunpavec, & T(h ¥iw
wewsoy dLaroridaddar ;

3. Qg yoiv o galny &.

IIPR, Koi mdviag volvor fuéc ﬁmﬂaﬂe ovyyweeiy oot
Tovade va Towadra- wllrlﬁov 8’ Yoeos xodviavor &v T vy [ém’—
ewTrTa] 1) wuvely &b xeluevor.

3Q. Elev. nddev obv nig [vades) &q§nta¢, n0Ais oBorng D

xal wovrolag repl vd auqafyrodusva udyng; de’ %v&évde

ITPQ. H6Sev;

3Q. @auéy mov tottov &y woi mwodde v Adywv ;uwa—
pevoy mequroérery mavey wad’ Ewacror Tdv eyouédvoy ael wol

redhas vl ¥Ov. nol TV obre

x. 7. &] Not Gvra but dott
being understood, the construction with
Qv is & barbarlsm. The sense is not
conditional; for we have the statement
of a fact folnded on experience no less
thnn fts opposite. The appearance of
av in the text is due to a repetition
of av, and a subsequent attempt to
correct what should have been eox-
punged.

74 rowadra] One would rather have
expected tayra raira, for this does
not refer to the By x. w., bat to the
proposed investigation.

Qﬁnﬂov] The proverbial saying was

1Y) xwely xaxdy eV xelpevov: for xaxdy
he puts ®AnBov. We had better let
swell alone, and not ask Philebus for his
consent. But énepwrdvre thus placed
before py xivedv would make it appear
that the participle is a means not vol)
xwely, but tob @) xivedv; and as it is
quite superfluous, there can be little
doubt of its origin.

[raérms]] I have caneelled this word
witheut hesitation. He is not going to
begin a fight; but to begin a subject,
of which the very beginning point is

1) wavonzel wor' ot fjekavo

difficult to find, because almost every-
thing is a matter of controversy. Be-
sides tagrng pdyme is bad Greek.

@apdv wov) The construetion is not-
@ 7. B % ® V. A tavrdy yeyvopeve
(Stallb.), for if Socrates had spoken
here of the reconcilement effected be-
tween the one and the many by dia-
lecties, it is inconeeivable that Pro-
tarchus should answer, ct e tpomos
Tort xal pmyavd] v TeadTy Tapaxiy
nuty e 1ol Aoyou eUpevas e drel-
9¢etv. Nor are the young men described
as delighting in the discovery and ex-
ercise ‘of the synthetical and analytical
proeesses’, but on the contrary, in the
sophistical employment of this contra-
diction which is the inherent property
(d9dvatov xa} dyrpey madec) in all
objects of conception, by which they
throw into perplexity both themselvos
and others. Either therefore we must
read Tavtdy . . . . yiyvdusvov, or sup-
pose that moAA: has by attractlon af-
fected the number of the participle,
which, considering the presence of £y,
is most unlikely.

wubenre] 1 formerly wrote nado:c-
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Yoy, add’ 0w T6 TowavToy, G duol gaiverau, TGV Adywy od-
tay addvardy e wai dyfjewy nmddog & fuiv. 6 08 medvov
aUToU yeuddueveg ixdotote Tav viwv, 10delg (g Teva copieg

E ebomuais Ineaveiv, v@’ ndovig dvIoveu§ T nal mavie wmvei
Adyov Gopevog, voré uév &ni Ievege xvxddy wai ovugiewy Eig
&, tove 08 makey dveldiviwy wai Swauepilwy, elg amoplay ai-
Tov uév medrov wal pdligce woaveBdAAwy, devtegoy 9 ael Tov
e'xéyevov, & e veafueog &v e nqwﬂérseog & & & v

16 tmavy, Qedbuevog otte mavpdg ovre pnTeog ovr - GAAeY TGV
auavoxswy 0tdevds, dhiyov O’ 0ddé vy Fhhwy Lwwy, [0 pdvoy
Ty avednwy,) inei fagfdgwr ye oddevig &y gelcairo, elmep
uovov Eounvéa mwodév ¥you.

IIPQ. "Ag’, & Sdngaves, ody defs fHuwv ©6 miides, nai
ot véou mavveg Eouév; xmi ob @ofei ui oou pera Duhifov
EvvemIduede, av fudc Aodogis; 3ng ¢, aaw-‘}éuo,uar yae
Tae in obedience to Dawes’ Canon. But the perplexity, or to find some other

it is only in the older Attic that the method of investigation”. 1 believe that
first aorist subjunctive with ov 1) Deed_ the second alternative is Socrates’ sug-

excite our susplcion, whereas oy i
with the future in this sense I take to
be a poetical usage.

wévra xwe Adyov] This is an al-

lusion to the proverbial so.ymg nAVTA

MY0v xweiv. But the expressions éml
Sdvepa xuxd@dy, and Wl dvetAitTwy,
rolling them up one way, and again un-
rolling them another allude to the manner
of handling a volume. uppipawv elg
&, and Sapepllwv are added to shew
the application of the figurative words.

. 8\yev & o08¢] This I have written
in lien of dMyov 3t uaf, which would
mean nearly sparing. The repetition
ouBe-oudc was probably treated by some
copyist as a blunder, and one half was
left out. Then came the corrector who
felt the want of & conjunction and in-
serted xal. I agree with Stallbaum as
to the spuriousness of oV p. T. d.; but
énel B. ye shews that some bolder as-
sertion has just been made, and justifies
7. do {- In the mnext sentence I have
added xpd, becanse Protarchus gives
two grounds for Socrates’ fear, their
number and their youth.

8pws 8€] In this sentence Protarchus
is made to offer two suppositions; “if
it is possible either to comjure away

gestion. Et é’on tpcttoc xal py-
yavy] xahkiw 680y dvevpedy is in itself
a clumsy circamlocution for ¢¥ ¢ ¥ote
xadMwy 036¢, and what is the subject
of dvevpsiv? It or vpie cannot be
understood; utv and 3% would imply
that the two requests put inte the mouth
of Protarchus are not alternative; but
if so, the latter must be the. means to
the former, and in that case what be-
comes of coawing the diffieulty out of
the way? =6 te mpodupou tolto is
quite proper as answering to Ty ta-
payny dmweldeiy, but as the clause now
stands in immediate dependence oun
dveupsiy, Tpodupoy is mot only enough,
but rejects anything between itself and
the iofinitive. The New Way is said
to be m} Tdv Adyov, instead of out of it.
For these r s, and b it is
more in keeping that Socrates should
be the first to suggest some other me-
thod, I condemn ¢83v——dvevpsiv as
spurious, and piv as invented to give
it currency. As in most cases of this
kind, the interpolator has borrowed his
words from the neighbourhood, xaAMwv
93¢ from Socrates’ next speech, dvgu-
p€3n from his next but one.
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0 AMyeag, € wig vedmog Fom . wai pmyovy Ty [uév] Towedryy
Tagayny quiv #w Tod Aiyov edpevi@s mwg emeldeiv, [6dov 0B
e xeddio vobrng dni vov Adyor a’weveel’v,] "oV TE nqo.’)vpm?
Totro nai r;;«etg ovmxolov&r;aopev el Stvauw® oV yae o~
x00¢ 6 moguy Adyog, & Sunpaveg.

39. 00 yog olv, o waideg, (g PnoLy Dudg nqoaoryoqsdwv
@iAnBog. od m)v gove veddiov 680g m’)d’ &v yévorro, f)g dye
egaan;g uév elue ael, noﬂ.lmtg 0¢é 1’ 70 deauyoboa Egnuov
xai dmwogov ‘waréoinory.

IPQ. Tig abry; leye'aﬁw yoww. .

0. “Hy quoo‘m. yev 00 7YY zalamw, xeqa&ac o may-
x0hemwov. wdvie yop Boc viyvng dyduey’ dveveddn mdmore, dia
TatTRg Qavegs: péyove. oxdmer 3¢ Ty AMyw.

IIPQ. _Aéye povor.

IQ. 1Oeiw uév eig avdodimovg dduig, dg ye raragaiverar
duol, wodév &x Jeiv ppign dud Tivog IMpoundénmg Gua goavo-
TATQ Tl vel® wal 0i uév rrahatol, wgeltToveg Bvreg v woi
Eyyvrépw Sedv olnobvreg, Ty giumy mapédooey, g 3E Evig
udv xai & wold@y Sviwy Tdv ael Asyoudvwv slvau, mégag O¢
xai ametplay v abdwoig Elugurov dxoviwy. Jely oy Hudg Tod-D
Twy ottw dwenexoounuévewy aei pilav idéav mepl mavsdg Exd-

O¢av pév] In tRs remarkable passage
everythmg seems out of i place. For
ele uvﬁpmnouq belongs not to 3dot¢ but
to épplen. @5 ye x. 2uol ought to be
¢ fuoye xarapalverar, the enclitic
ToYty can scarcely come first after such
a break in the sentence, Je@v 8dotg
éx Jedv dpplom is also quite intoler-
able; add to this that if the gift was
throten from Heaven, it could not be
sent 3ui twvog Ipopndéws. Though I
have thus stated why I can no longer
stand by this reading, I cannot offer
any certain emendation of it; but I
believe that the following is not®very
far from our authors sentence. .
Elg avﬁpdﬂou:. ¢ Zpotye xavaatve-
Ta, Ll somc modty &x Jedy Epploy tv-
vds, [Sch. in Marg. HpopnSéwq] dua
Qavotate tel tupl.—I have supplied
Svtreg, which is necessary to the com-
struction, and was absorbed by the
preceding termination oveg.

tyy. Oedv olxolvres] Dwelling nearer
to the gods,—s.e., in more familiar inter-
course with them.

v _¢fipny] Bodleian has tavryy @f-

pny, Coislinian LT ,The former, if
for tautyy we read tvv, seems pre-
ferable to the latter, becunse,—although
there is no impropriety in saying that
they handed down the gift b traduwmzl
report,—the construction e&¢—dvrev—
¢yévrwov must depend on a word mean-
ing belief, and therefore on Qvjuy rather
than boatc, and this is less apparent if
the @rjpy is made the mere instrument,
in which case 3¢otg as the principal
word would be that on which the sub-
sequent construction rested.

wépas] We must not confound this
with the By or genus, as Stallbanm does.
It is the determinate number, the pro-
duction of the one, which reconciles the
one and the many.
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ozose Jeudyvovg Lwely: sigigey yagp évavear. édv otv [uera)
Aapapey, uera piav ddo, € mwag elol, aromely, &l 8¢ uij, veeis
I wy’ &hdov aguIudy, wai vy & nslvav Enagvor mdir doal-
TG, uéxeumeg &y 10 xar’ aguag &v ui Oxe & xei moddd (wed
dmepd] 801 pdvor 10y wig, adda wai dmdoa. Ty 8¢ voi Gmel-

eav idéay mgog ©o mAidog )

TEOCPEQELY, TQLY- &V TG TOV

p] \ > -~ z ! \ \ >~ ) ’ N
. a@udpov avrob mavre waridy T0v perafd 10D anelgov Te wed

\

E vob évog" vore 07 Oeiv 70

& Exaoror Tav woviwy eig TO dmwes-

eov pedévra yoalgeww Eav. oi pév obv Yeol, omeg elwow, ovvwg
nuiv magédocay oromely nai pevddvay xai Siddoxesy alii-
dovg® ot 08 viv vw avdeeimwy cogol &y uéy, dnwg By Tiywat,
17 [xai woAha] Fazvov xoi Peayvregor mewolios vov déovrog [ueve
08 70 &) dnmerpa 09U va 08 uboe avrods Sngpevys - olg dua-

REYWQLOTAL TO TE OLOAEXTINGG
anelodow weog ahljhovs Tovg

Oepévovs {nrey] It is difficult to see
how these words can be reconciled, for
.how can & man look for that which he
has already laid down? I strongly
swspect that the passage originally ran
thus; ol play 18¢av mepl mavre Exd-
otote Yepévous, eVpvioewy yap évoloay,
pmexd plav . T. &

[wera\dBwper] petaddfwpev is the
reading of the MSS., which Stallbaum
in vain endeavours to defend. In place
of adopting Stephens’ conjecture, xato-
A\dBwpey, 1 suspect that the copyist had
at first omitted the verb, and written
the following petd, and then on dis-
covering his mistake, neglected to place
the usual dots over the superfluous
letters, I have therefore put peta in
brackets.

vav B ixdvey] Ast, with Stallbaum’s
approval, reads tav év duelw,—i.e.,
vy navrl. But we must not adopt any
cqrrection of this passage which re-
moves &, for this & is evidently re-
ferred to immediately afterwards, where
it is distingnished from Td kar &pxde
¥v. But as the subordinate Ones are
to be distinguished from the original
One, this can -only be done by speaking
of the former a3 talta, and the latter
as ¢xeivo; and fthis is as fatal to
Schiitz's conjecture—td xglivey Exa-
otoy, as it is to the received reading.

ey woi 0 SQUOTIXGG Guis
Aoyovs.

But what should prevent Plato from
using ta &, @y ¥, volc &, if he had
ocoasion for a plural? Thus below we
have &\o tdv & dtwolv. For this
reason I fncline to read sither tcdv &
Exaotov or T@v By vav &v dxclvy Exa-
aTov.

wolAd [wal &wapa]] It is possible by
application to discover ta moA& oméoa
éotl: but all the dialectic in the world
will not enable you to find td dwetpa
ondoa éotl. It is therefore inconceivable
that Socratd§ should bid them “not only -
see that the original & is one, and
many, and indefinite, but also how many
it is.” The word aytoy in Tdv dptIpudv
autol refers to mA#jdog.

ére BY) 8ev] See Addenda.

ol 8 viv x. v. &] This passage bas
been corrupted and interpolated so as
to become quite unintelligible. I have
changed Bpadutepov into BpayStepov,
and separated the genuine parts of the
sentence from the spurious. It is im-
posdtble to make Bv xal moA\& either
quickly or slowly; for they are not
things of man’s making, but ready to
his hand. What your modern captious
disputers do, is to make By to be dmctpa
without passing through the intermediate
stages. As fo utepoy, compare Fo-
liticus 279 ¢, 6m pdhota Sud Peayfwy
tayy mdvt’ ereldovrss.
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PR Ta uér meg,
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Sdingareg, doud Gov yarIavery, sa

d¢ énv ouyéocegov déopar @ Aéyers augvomu,
39Q. Xogic .uwipy, @ Heutagye, Zotiy &v taig yedupacw
¥ Ayw, woi Aduflare alzo év toltoug olemep wei memaddevaon. B

IIPQ. Ikog;

3Q.  @wv) pdy fuiv deti wov pia dua Tod erduareg ievoa,
wol Gmegog ab whijde, woviwy Te 1ol EwcoTov.

HPR. Ti piw;

39Q. Koi ovdesépqy ye tovtwy {ouéy mw oogol, o

(3
ot

3)

76 dnsipor airilc Touey oV Gvi v Ev: ahd’ 6re mwdea ¥é dom
xoi Hrole, TODT E0TL TO ypopuaTinoy ExadTov moLoty NuGy.

IIPD. ’Aipdiorare.

IQ. Koi pip wei €0 povomody O Tupyovel mwaLoww, soiv

{ost TavToy.
1P, Iig;

3Q. @y uév mov xed TO nas énelvpy Ty éyvip Lowi

pia [&v avrg).
IIP9. IIig 6’ ov;

3Q. Ao 0 Idpey, Papd xai 05V, xai Teirov dudrovor.

N ~
 wG;

IIPQ. Obrws.

3Q. AA obnw eopig &v eing Ty povcoup eideg Toita
’ A LY ] 1 [ 44 > P4 > -~ > - Pl \ n
pove, ui dé eldug e y gmog elmely elg Tavra ovdevig abiog

goer. ~
IIPQ. 0% yag odv.
0. A,

& robrois olowep] Either &v olanep,
or ¢v tovtors &v olomep.

oiBerépy] The books have ov&lv &rd-
¢, which is inadmissible. 008’ dv Evé-
pw for &v oud:tépwy would be accord-
ing to Attic usage. But if he were
speaking of that wherein a man is
skilled, he would say oU3étepov, not &y
ouaerép(p the dative expresses that
whereby he becomes skilful.

Puv)) pév wov] The text follows the
inferior MSS. in reading xal td——.
xal is so useful an addition, that one
is justified in adopting it; nor is o xat’
éxcivy a likely variation for a scribe

& pide, Eneday Adfye Ta dieoriuare brboa

to have nude de suo. 1 formerly thought
that xat’ éxelvny must refer to the first
mentioned art, that of grammar, but
outos and ¢xeivo;, though never used
capriciously, as some learned men tell
us, sometimes apply not to the greater
or less proximity of -mention, but to
that of énterest, as in the beginning of
the Euthydemus, or to the different
degrees of familiarity, as here. Of &
avutf) ¥ can make nothing, unless we
transpose it to a place where it would
be wel if not y. Ado 8
Sdpey &y avty).

Swaorfiparal

These intervals are

o



D

E

18

Y

16 IIAATOGNOZ ®IAHBOZ.

doci Tov apuIudv Tig Puvig oklriwds ve mége wai Bagvryrog,
xal Omola, xoi Tovg dgovg T@Y SwaoTnudTwLY, wai Ta &t Tov-
< s 4 o ’ « s ’ )]
Twy 00a ovoTiuaTe Yéyovey, & xaTiO0VTES oL TEOUIEY mapé-
dogar fuiv toig imoudvag éneivorg wakeiv avsa Gouoviag, &
- b 4 -~ -~
7€ TG WMjoEGLY b ToD oduarog Erega Towatr Evdvie mady
[} -~ -
yeyvoueva, & 01 O deuducv uergndévia deiv ot paoi §vd-
povg wai pétea Emovoudlewy, nai Gp’ évvoeiv kg ottw el rwegl
TavTog Evog wai wOAAGY oromelv: Otav yag TeiTe TE AN
[y 2> 2.7 - ’ [ > ¥ -~ <« < ~ ’
ovtw, Tor &yévov cogdg, otav T ahho TV Ev OTwoty TavTy
oxomobuevog Eyg [, obrwg Eugewy mepl Tovro yéyovag). o &
drelgdy o’ Endorwy wai dv Exwdotowg whijdog Gmegov Ewdorore

TTOLEL TOV (Peovely xai ovx EMAdyipov ovd’ Evdguduoy,

€ > p

at ovx

? > \ derd> 3 > \ ’ > ’
&lg aguduoy ovdéy’ &v ovdevi nwmor amdovia.
ITPQ. Kdhdore, & Didyfe, Fuoye ve viv Aeydueva eigy-

révor Qaivetow Swrgatig.

@I Kauol 7’ olwa vavra® ahda vi &) more meds fudg
0 Adyog obrog viv elgnron nal vi move BovAouevog;

nothing more than musical notes; Spot
are musical proportions. See Plat. Ti-
maeus 36, B, and Cicero’s translation.
Srav yop Tadra x. v. &] The par-
ticle ydp marks the resumption of an
incomplete sentence. The antithesis
between tdt’ yévou Gopés, and Euppwy
yéyovag, is a poor verbal contrivance,
and the tenses are strangely chosen, otay
Aafye, éyévou .. Srav &y, Yéyovas.
Stallbaum translates the last word by
s‘epades” which would answer to yeyo-
vd¢ ¥oect. 'Eyévou may be defended
by the well known usage of the aorist;
compare wapéoyovro in 46, E. If the
words oUtwg—yéyovag were omitted,
nobody would miss them. 1 have fol-
lowed the Bodleian in &tav te for
Stay 8¢, and in t@v B Stoly for Ty
3vtwy otwotv. That a writer can if
he likes, break his sentence so as to
give more emphasis to the second half,
by introducing such terms as A& aU
te xatd volv dywwel THv onv Sixmy,
olpar 8¢ xal §ut v éuvy, in place of
ov te,——éy® t¢, no one will deny.
But here the speaker begins with a

+++ A sheet of the Editor's MS. has been
notes will appear in the Addenda.

general precept, and then applies it
to the particular instance of music, and
so returns to the general rule. A very
little reflexion will shew that in such
a case if he commenced with “and sn-
deed whatever you take up”,. he would
have the air of opening out some new
application in place of resuming a pre-
vious statement. I prefer & to dvrav,
because it is more likely that a scribe
should stumble at tdv &v than invent
it. The Bodleian has also mep! Tourwy
which I prefer, because it is a worse
reading, and so throws more diseredit
on a suspected passage.

70 8 &wapov] The reader will not
fail to admire the skilful play upon the
words &metpov, EAAGyywov, and dvdold-
wov. Stallbanm compares Tim. 55, ¢, T3
anelpoug xéopove elvar léym nyfoar
&v Tt Ovtwg dnelpov Twvdg SoYpa Wy
funepov ypewdv clvar: and the oracle
given to the Megarians, ‘Ypeis &, @
Meyapeic, olre tplror o¥te Térapro OU-
te Suwdéxator, olt’ & Adyw olt’ &
apLSpe. =

Képol y adrd Tadra] Commonly Kal

lost in transmission from Sydney. The missing
[Publisher’s Note.]
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3Q. 0¢9ds ubvror vy fudg, & Modreexe, fedrnxe
DilnBog.

IIPQ. Idwv uév otv, xai @monglvov ye abrg.

390. Adedow vaiva, dedIdy opuxgdy Ty megl atriv ToU-
Tov, doneg ydo by briody el vig move Adfot, Totrov, ¢ Epa-
pev, otx 3n’ amelgov glowy e Bhémerv edIg GAN i Ty’
dotSudy, obrw xai cobvaviiov, Srav w15 6 Fmegov dvaynaddi
ooy AaufBavery, [uy &ni ©6 & b0 ek ¢n’] deLIudy ob tve
nhijdog Exagvov Exovrd vL navavosiy Jei, vehevidy T éx mdv-
rwy eig 8v. maky 8 &y voig yedupaoe ©o6 viv deyduevov Adfwuey.

IIPR. Iég;

39Q. ’Enedn) [puriy Enagor navevinoev] eive tig Feog sive
wal Jeiog dvdowmog, ag Adyog dv Alybinry @ebd mva voitoy
yevéodar Aywr, medtog s¢ puvievta 3y T amelop narvevdy-
oey ovy & Bvva dhdd mhelw, wai mdlv Erega Ppwviig pév ob, C
PIbyyov 08 ueréyovrd wmvog, dIuor ¢ Tve wai vovrTwy el-

av toitov 02 eldog yeauudzwy dweamioaro Ta Yoy Aeydueva
pwva fuiv: ©o pera voivo dujoer Td T EPpFoyya wei Hpwva
uéo &vog Exdovov, wai Ta Puvierre, wol T péce nere TOV
“atrov Tedmov, Ewg dududv alrav lefov &l & Endore xal
Edumaot atocxe'iov énmépaae. xa&oeii’w & dg ovdelg fudv
0td’ 8@y & adro wad’ atro dvev mdviwy adray ym‘}m, TovToy
Tov deoudv od doyioduevog dg Bvd Eva wal mavia Tavd f D
mwg motovvra, piey &n’ atvoig Gg odoay yeaupaviy Tégvy
EnepIéybavo meogeaiv.

B

éuol taltd ye avtd. The first change

I have adopted from Bodl., which has

xaf pot, the second from Coislin., which

has tavtd ye Svia avtd. Stallbaum

has a strange way of explaining the

misplaced aytd—per se seorsum spectata.
gﬁ&w, ds tpape]*re

]+
Eﬂ\ b k. 7. &]]
wady [puviy d. K.
Myov, wpdTog) ***
6 7 “Oowa We should rather
have expected ta &poyyd te xal dpuva,
but te is sometimes moved from its place

#s* A sheet of the Editor's MS. has been
notes will appear in the Addenda.

Platonis Philebus.

(cf. Elmsl. ad Heracl. 622), and in this
place the hiatus is avoided by the
change. The wéoa, which he describes
above as partaking not of voice but yet
of sound, are the liquids which stand
midway between vowels and mute con-
sonants.

«xafopiv 8¢] Because we can have no
true conceptlon of @uvy} except as dis-
tinct from @3dyyos; mor of this again
without also knowing both guvi) and
0 &¢mvov.

plav &' adrois os owcv is ex-
plained by Stallbaum as o3¢ ovoay piay;

lost in transmission from Sydney. The missing
[Pablisher's Note.]

2
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@l Tovr’ ¥t capiovegoy Exeivwy avrd ye meos &rinhe,
o IMpdragye, Euador. vo 6’ avrd por vov Adyov viv e xai

Guxgoy
Q.
oL

T QX06.
39,

mwekat.
oL
Q.

Idig;
[ 4

@l Ilag yag ob;

gumeoodev Ehheimevar.
Mav, & DidnPe, ©6 vi medg Emog ab Tain Eovly;
Nai, toit" €0ty 0 ke Lyvovper dyo ve nai Mou-

Kai p % avvg y’

#0n yeyovbreg {yueive, dg iis,

40’ ob megi poovigewg Ty nal fHdoviig Huiv 2 dexis
6 Adyog, brdregov airoiv aigeréov;

3Q. Kai uip & y’ éxdregov adroiv elval gouey.

@l Ildww uév ov.

3Q. Tovr’ alto vobvwv fudg 6 mededey Adyog amouver,
-~ b [4) 2 A} A [ S 4 \ ~ \
tndg éomy &y xal modda avrdy Exavegoy, el [mdg py) anege

he has illustrated this position of i3
by Sophist, 242, c. wataly &g oUOL Tjjiv,
and other examples; but he should not
bave quoted for this purpose Arist.
Clouds 256, oluo. Zwxpdtuy (sie) "Qg-
mep pe OV TASduavy’ orwg wy Svsete.

adré ye w. &] This means that the
several parts of the last Adyog are con-
sistent with each other. é\elmerar, s
left unperformed, is deficient.

7{ wpds ¥mos] Euthyd. 295, c. {dav

un3ty tpdg Emog dmoxplvepat, t.e. nothing
to the purpose.
Kal piv & adr ¥ ] 4nd yet you are
close upon that which, as you say, you
have been some time looking for. The
Zurich editors have placed a mark of
interrogation after this sentence, which
is certainly incorrect ; but as the common
formula is xal pjv—ye, and H is con-
tinually confounded with the compen-
dium of xa}, I have altered o into xal
accordingly.

7ds Yorw &) The impudence of the
interpolation in this passage betrays the
anthor of it. In place of letting So-
crates ask what number of kinds we
ean discern in 73ovy) and @pdvnots, he
makes him enquire, how they are not
straightway indefinite (as if there could
be a how of that which is simply ne-
gative,) and again how either of them

has some number, a question which
Plato himself could not have auswered.
I have no hesitation in condemning
what appears in brackets, and in mak-
ing tlva interrogative, without which it
would have no right to toté. But even
wd¢ £aTev & xal moAAd a. Exdtepov is far
from satisfactory. Either it is a clumsy
way of asking what is more plainly
asked in tiva mor’ dpIpudv xéxtyTay
or it proposes a question which the
upholders of ldeas have been content
to leave unsolved (Phedo 100, D, Tov
xadol mapovola, efre xowwvia, el Sry
81 xal Snwg mpoayevopévn) for so that
passage should be read. In our text
I propose to read drawtel wws, & oty
B xal ToAd avtdy Exdrepoy, tlva mor
dptSpdv Eumpoadey xéxtyrar Tol dnepe
yeyovévar. The reasons for interpolat-
ing Exdrepov and avtdv Exacta are
quite obvious; the first word was re-
peated because of the previous sap-
plement, and itself was thought to be
inconsistent with &wetpa; to accord
with which xaota was contrived. And
the result of all this ingenuity is that
we have the same things designated
twice as &xdrepov, and once as Exacra
in such proximity, that a single de-
signation was alone needful or bearable.
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29g, akld] Tiva mwor aadudy [Exdregov] Eumeoadey wénzn-
T oY dmeage [olray Exaoral yeyovévau;

IIPD. Oix eig athdy y* dodrnue, & DiknBe, odx old’
dvtwva Tedémov wixk mwg mepLayaydy quds SuféBAnre Swued-
w0g. xai oxdmee 01) mévegog Hudv amoxguveitaw To Yiv Eowrd-
pevov. Yowg 383 yehoiov 70 &ué, wov Adyov Suddoyov mavrekig
dmooTdvra, dia O 1) Svaodar o Yiv EpwTnIéy amonelvacIe
ool ey voiTo mgoordrrey: yelowdregov O oluar wOAd To
undévegov fuaw dtvasdar. oxdmer O Ti eddouev. €ldy yde
poe doxsl viv Zowrav Hlorig fudg Swwedrng, &l oy size
uiy nai 6moe’ ovi wai bmoie: TG T ab Peomioewg mwégL nava
TavTa eavTWG. . .

3Q. Agdéotara Aéysg, & mai Kahkiov® ) yoe dvvdue-
Y0u ToUto wava mavrdg Evog wal duolov xoi vavrol Jpdv wai
Tob &vavtiov, dig 6 magehIdv Adyog Buivvoer, oddeis Av fudw
&lg 000ey o0devdg oddémore yévorro &Etog.

ITPQ. Sysdor Eowev oVtwg, & Swngaves, Exewv. alda -
Aoy uév ©o Edumavia yyviorey 1@ odpeon, dedregog J el-
rou swhovg doxel ui) Aavddvery adzov atrdv. Tl & wou Tovw’
glgpan Te ¥ov; &y oou gedaw. od TS’ fuiv Tiy cvvovaiay,
@ Sexgareg, dnédwxag mdow [roi ceavrov] meds T Sedéoda
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C

8.48. wavrdds dwoorévra] Having
unreservedly taken your place as your
successor. Tavtehd¢ qualifies Jradoyov
Unootdvea as taken together. The At-
tic Orators have Yopnyds Unéotny, urmo-
aTivat woatiipa, £3thoviry UnooTivat
Tpujpapyoy, without any infinitive to
follow. In Xen. 4nab. 1v, 1, &f g
8er djp dyadds yevéoSar xal vmo-
ctd¢ €3ehdvtn¢ mopeveaSa, the order
of construction is, xa} mopeveoSar, é3¢-
Aovtis urootds.

g &v fpdv] The received text
reads Qv nuGv after oudevég, the dv
being placed most perversely in the
midst of all these negatives; but as
Ny certainly belongs to the first of
them, we may infer that the words
@y Tudy were both omitted together,
and then restored, but to a wrong
place.

9 cédpon] I cabnot explain why

this' was added, unless there was some
current saying Tavra xakd T¢ GUQpov,
on which Protarchus plays by adding
v oxew.

éxruxag) You bestowed upon us all
this conversation [and yourself)] for the
purpose of discussing what i3 the beat
of human possessions. Compare Laws,
X11, 944, A, $mha, & Inlel gmoly ¢ wowy-
™¢ Tapd edv wpoixa év toic ydmog
ém3oSivar Octidt. The difference be-
tween éudwdévar in such passages, and
the simple verb, is that the former
applies only to making presents. But
for these very reasons a man could
not be said Zmiduddvae Eavtév. The
addition is borrowed from a passage
occurring & few lines below, where the
reading of all authorities is ESwxac;
but this is said of a later period amd
one contained within our own dialogue
(p- 16, A.B). The present reference is to

2%
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wl Tav avdeunivwy wtnudtwy Ggrozov. Oudjfov yde simdveog
Yooy xal téoyuy xai yagay wai wdvy’ dmioa voair’ Eovi,

D ov medg o¥r’ avreimeg @ ov zavt’ GAN &xeiv’ doviy, & moh-
Adueg fjudc alrovg dvauuvioxouey Endvreg, 6pdds dpdvreg, ©v
&v uwmijun mogoreipeva Endrega Sacavilyror. @y 6’ wg Fouxs
00 ©6 meodenInaduevoy dpddg [Fuevov dovig ¥’] ayadov el-
vou voiw, émo'n}m;v, aiveary, réquv xal wave' ad ta tozftwv
Evyyerij, @ nzaoSou Oeiv, ahl’ odyl éxeiva. vovrwy Oy yet
ampwﬂm:qoewg euaténg AexSévewy, fueig oo ye'ta moudiig

E pmedijoauey dg obn d@rjdouey oixadé e, molv &v tovTwy TMY
Adywv mépag imavov yéviral Tu Jiopuedévrwy. o0 Iy avreyd-
onoag woi dwrag elg Tabd Nuiv oavrdv. Tueig 0 01 Aéyo-
uev, xaddmweg oi mwaideg, OvL TV 6e3t6g doFévrwy o?qzm’qemg
ot Eoti. mavoar 0n) TO¥ vomov Uiy dmavidy vovrov dmi Ta
viv deydueva.

39. Tiva Méyeg;

20 IIPQ. Eig amogiav dufaldwy wai avepwray dv ui) dvvai-
ued 8y inovip anmongioty & Tg mwagdvre duddvar cor. i yae
oiwpeda téhog fuiv evar Ty viv Ty adviwy fHudv amoplar.
ald’ el dodv Tovd fuels advvarovuey, ool deadzéor Uméayov
ydo. Povkedov 0y meds Tair’ adEdg, movegoy fdavig &ldn oot
xai émoriung Sargeréov 7 wail davéov, € my [xad Erepdv]
Twva Tedmov oiog T €l nal fovder InAdoel mwg ¥Awg Td Yiv
auquafirodusve mwag® qur.

B IQ. dewov uéy voivvv &n mgoadonday oddév dei Tov &ué,
émeidy) 5009 otwwg slmeg* T0 yop & fovher fndév Me mdvra

his first consenting to hold the con- —poor me. Plat. Ep. 7. xol 31 xal

versation, so that ocautdv énddwxag
would be a ludicrous hyperbole.

> mwpoopyinodpevov Splds [H. 4.
Y]] See Addenda.

7ihos fuiv dvar] e the end and
aim.

ka0’ repov] There cannot be a more
feeble tautology than xa$’ Srepdy twva
Tpdmoy Tws GAAws. The first two words
were added by a scribe who did not
.’“lmu twa tpémov belongs to olée
T st
vdv ipd] ie., me, the threatened one,

tdv épt mapepvsito,—i.e., Plato, who
had apprehended mischief from Diony-
sius. Theat. 166, A, yélota 3% tov éud
év vtolg Adyo dnéderEe,—t.c., Protago-
ras, who complains of hard usage.

75 yop e Podhe pmbév] It has not
been observed that this is said gene-

rally, and &xdotwy népt has been mis-:

translated -in consequence. The sense
is, When men say “f you please’, it does
away with all fear in every case. I

confess that I have no great faith in.

the genuineness of énetd% toud’ of. eln.
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@oPov Exdotwy mwégr. meds &

Tlg por Sedwnévar Fedv Hur.

IIPR. IIég 07 xai zivwy;

21

3 / , \ -~
av TovToIg pviuny TIve OOXEL

3Q. Abywv mworé Tivwy mdkar drovoag Ovag ) wei Eyen-

\ ~ -~ ’ ) C ~ N 4 £ b I3
y0idg viv. dvvods megl F fdoviis wai Peovigews, g ovdévegov
obzoty 20t Tayaddv, e’ ¥Aho T Telrov, Fregov uév Tolrwy,
duevoy 0 auqoir. waivor zoizo y Qv dvagyds Huiv Qavi
viv, arqlloxtor péy fH0ovi) Tob vk TO ydg ayadov otk &»

& Tadrov ady) plyvorvo.
IIPQ. Oirwe.

N ~
7 7ig;

39. Taw 8¢y [elg vip dralpeary] eiddv Hovig ovdey Ere

meoodenooueda var’ éyq‘v dd&ar. ano'ic‘w a9

Ocifer.

pl2

& gapéoregoy

IIPQ. Kdior’ eimuy, ovze nal Jmnégawe.

mpds & ab rofrois] The Bodleian
has av toig, which form is inadmissible
here. The origin of the error, which
has been corrected from Coisl.,, is ob-
vious,

ka{To -ro§r6 -y’ &v] The Bodleian
has xaltor oftw ye éav, whxch Orelli
changed into xal towoité y &v. But
this will not mean what we want. For
as he has not yet named this something
better, he cannot say “if it should ap-
pear such”, but either “if any such
thing should appear” which would re-
quire t¢, or, ‘if this thing should ap-
pear”. As ye is in the best MSS., it
is admitted by Orelli inte his cor-
rection: but xal—ye means “and de-
sides”, whereas xattor—ye is equivalent
to “and yet .you must admit”, which is
the proper transition. I therefore retain
touto from the inferior MSS., but ad-
opt y¢ from the Bodléian.

[ds v Sialpeow]] In order to get
rid of the awkwardness of -saying: ‘“we
shall not want the i3y of pleasure to
serve the purpose of Jualpecic”, (as
though they had to look for the sidym
first, and then to begin 3Juatpeiv into
those very el8n) as well as to escape

the intolerable harshness of the con--

straction, I resorted to the expedient
of taking tev by itself and not as the
article of ¢lddv. But this ‘was too
violent a proceeding. I now believe
that any attempt to reconcile oneself

to elg Ty Swalpeowy is a waste of time
on words which do not belong to the
author. Those who understand, ‘“cidn
for the purpose of Jalpeats”, will say
that transposition woumld be a milder
remedy; but Socrates intends to give
up the Jwalpeots stself, and not merely
some particular means towards that
end.

mpoidy 8 & o. Belgn] The proverbial
expression is, aqutd dclfst, the event
will make things clear. But we are
told that both 3¢cifer and 3nielget are
used in the same manner without ayté.
The first occurs in Arist. Frogs, 1261,
where, however, pé\yy may be the sub-
ject, and in Herodotus 1, 82, where
3:é8ckc follows the impersonal anéfy.
All the other instances quoted are of
3nhot or ¢dWhwoe. If therefore this is
a real instance, it is a very rare one.
It is uncertain whether the thing which
is to. shew itself is the &\\o t{ tplrov,
or the correctness of Bocrates’ &¢Ea,
St oUdty Ir mpoodenabpeda x. 7. & In
eithdr case, what is the meaning of &t
caq;éatspov, where at present nothing
is oagéc? If it be said that Zre be-
longs to wpoidy, this is only admissible
if elg v6 fumpooIey or some equivalent
phrase be added to it. A MS. of no
authority gives 3¢ tt. I should prefer
wpoiévry 8¢, “It will appear more clear--
ly (whether I am right) as I proceed”.
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3Q. Suirg’ dvva volvoy umgooIev Eve Sropohoynoiueda.

IIPQ. Ta moie;
D
Aeov] elva;

39Q. Tip réyados poigav mivegov avdyun vékeo [ i) vé-

ITPQ. IIdvrwy 31 mov teheddzaroy, & Scungaveg.
3Q. Ti 6¢; inavov [rayadov];
IIPQ. IIig yag ov; xai mdvewy y’ elg tovro duagépery

Ty DT,

39Q. Tdde ye iy, o oluar, megi abrod avayxadrazoy
elvow Aéyewy, @g mdv TO yiyv@anov aibrd Ineever wal Eplevor
[BovAduevor] Edety nai megi abzd xwjoacdm, wai Tiv &hhwy
otdév qooveiler [mhp] Ty amorehovuévor Guo dyadois.
IIPS. Ovx &ow todrolg avreLmeiy.

E
peovigewg Bilov i06vreg ywels.
PR, IIég elmeg;

3Q. Sromduev 0y woi xpivwpey wov I Hlovig xoi Tov

3Q. Mg’ ¥ v vig idovig dvéorw @edvarg, uir’ & T
7c qpeovigewg fdovi). Jel ydg, Elmeg mivegoy avtdy dovi Taye-
96y, pydév undevog ¥ mgoodeioIaun® deduevor 8 &v avij wo-

21 7eQov, ovx 20Tt mov Tovr &L TO byrwg fuiy ayador.

IIPQ. IIig yoe ¥;

390. Oixovv &v gol megdueda facavilories raira.

ITPQ. IIdw pév odv.

[ pd r@eov]] No one in his senses
would ask “whether the Idea of Good
necessarily implied incompleteness”.
And yet this nonsense has been left
unchallenged since the revival of letters,
nay was so perhaps even under the
Ptolemies. Another evident addition is
tdyadév. For with tdya9dy we must
understand éot{. But that the true
construction is &vdyxy . . dvar appears
from the answer, in which all the M38S.
give Swapépav. A third interpolation
disfigures the clause ¢ wdv T¢ YLyva-
grov auTo Smpeder xal dplerar ouré-
wevoy Ehsdv. “Eofepar is sometimes fol-
lowed by the infinitive as in Eur. Jon
521, ¢! @uieiv éplepae; but some one
who did not know this, supposed avres
to be understood, and introduced Bov-
Mopevoy to govern Ededv.

wAy rdv dwordovpévay &pa &ya-
Oobs is the reading of all MSS. and
Editions, as far as I know; and one
editor undertakes to explain it, and his
explanation is commended by another.
But we may be quite certain that So-
crates is intended to say, that men care
for no other results than such as are
in themselves good. Why then repre-
sent him introducing, as the sole ob-
jects of men’s care, other results pro-
duced along with good things? I had
once proposed to cancel w\vv and to read
dA)’ v dya9&yv. But this violent change
is unnecessary. Antiqguum obtinet. The
intrusion of mAjv has made nonsense
of a simple and easy sentence.

worepov] used here and elsewhere as
== GTOTEPOVOUV.
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3. Anoxeivov 0.

IIPQ. _Aéye.

3Q. 4dékw &y, Idragye, ob Liy ©ov Blov Gmavia 706-
uevog ndovag vag ueylorag;

IIPQ. Ti & ob;

39. 49’ odv & twig &v co meoadeiy fyoio, €& Tovr
&roig mavreddg;

IIPQ. Ovdauds.

3. “Oga 0, wov @eovelr xal Tob voelv xai Aoyileoden
[za déovea], xai Goc Tobrwy adedpd, u@yv ui) déo’ &v wi;

IIPQ. Keai vi; 3 wavee yo‘:g %&om’ &v mwov ©o yoigey Eywy.

3. Odrovv otrw Lav ael uév dia ﬂu)v [zaig peyloraig

B

yovaig) xalgois ¥v;
IIPQ. Ti & ob

ov;
32. Nowv ¢ ye

IIpérapxe] « seems to be omitted
here on account of the pronoun being
placed after the name of the person
addressed, which is usual either when
the speaker first turns to him, or makes
an especial appeal to him.

[re. 8éovra]] Five lines lower down
the list of mental _powers or qualities is
again given as vols, Py, éretiu,
3Ex aindqs. Of that list it will be
time to speak when we come to it:
but a third series follows immediately
upon the second one, which tallies
pretty exactly both in substance and
order with that before us: 1. 13 Ppo-
velv=@pcvnow. 2.15 vosiv==n. y.ww.n
of past things, b, 8¢Ex of future. 8. 1o
doyllsoSai=dayiopés. 1. Consciousness
or immediate Perception. 2. The Re-
Dpresentative faculty. 8. Imference, not
logical, but in its lowest type. If any
one will compare this passage with the
other, he will see why ta. 3éovra ought
to be rejected without hesitation.

Bav 1) 8o’ &v m] The MSS, have

pn3t dpav Tt. Several scholars have
proposed to change dpdv into Svap, but
they all appear to leave tt, which in
this case would be contrary to Greek
usage. 1 made this correction in the
year '65; but, unless my memory fails
me, the Leipzig Edition by C. F. Herr-
mann appeared in '54. Any one who

[xal pviungy xal Emiovipop xai dofav]

has that Edition will see in Herrmanu's
Preface the name of the scholar to
whom he attributes the emendation. I
am unable to recall it, but I confess
that I have been beaten by at least
one year.

[rats peylorais #8ovais]) Even sup-
posing that Plato could use yalpew
n8ovaic in the sense of enjoying plea-
sures, the words T. . %). are nothing
to the purpose, for the amount has
been already mentioned, and the drift
of this passage is, that he would be
in a continual state of pleasure—and

never once know it.

vodv 8¢ ye] It has been shewn above
that there is an exact correspondence
between the series given in the sentence
beginning "Opa 81}, and that which oc-
curs in the argument commencing with
wpdtov. But the list now before us,
though so much nearer to this last,
has no such congruity. And indeed it
is worse than unnecessary; for what
sort of reasoning is this? ‘“As you do
not possess Memory, Knowledge, and
Belief, you cannot know whether you
are in pleasure or mnot, because you
have no Consciousness.” All that Plato
wrote was Nolv 3¢ ye 1) xexrnpévoy
TEGTOY PV % T & As he has no
vou,, be cannot have gpdvnots, which
is a part of volg.
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wi) wexrnuévov [aAnd7], medwov uév vovs avsd, el 7 yoipes
7wy yedees, avdysn 8 mod oe dyvosty, xevdy ¥ Bvra mdang

poovigens.
IIPQ. Aviy.

39, Koi uip doadrwg uviungy i xexenuévoy dvdywn o7
not oe und Gu movd yargeg peuvijoda, Tig v v TP maga-
xefua f§dovig meoominroteng und Hyrivody pviuny dmopévery:
ddkar 0° ab uy wexznuévov [aAnd7] i) dokdlewy yalgery yai-
govta, Aoyiouot 9 arepdusvoy ymd’ elg Tov Emerra yodvor g
xougrioeg dwvaroy slvaw Aoyileadar, Lip 8 odx dvIedmov Blov
aldd zvog mhebpovog 3 vy Goa [Sakdrnia) uss’ dovoetvwy
Fuyryd dom owudtwy. ¥ori vatwe, | wage vove Eyouey GA-

D Awg mwg dravondivor ;
IIPR. Koai mag;

39Q. 49 odv aigerdg fiuiv Plog & Towoirog;
IIPQ. Eis agaclav mavidmwaol ue, & Surgaveg, otrog 6

Adyog EupéBlnne Ta viv.

3Q. Mijnw volvy peddaulbuuede, tov 0¢ tod voi uero~

AaBdvreg ad Blov idwuer.
ITPQ. Iloiov 07) Aéyers;
3Q. Ei wg défa’

& ob L7y fudy pebory uév wai vovv

xal Emoriuny wol pvijuny maoay mwdviwy wexenuévog, ndovig
E d¢ ustéywv pive péya uive opunedy, ynd’ ob Admg, drda wé
magdmay Amad TAVIWY WY TGY. TOLOVEWY.

wob oe pRO’] mov pndt is the read-
ing of the MSS8. But it is necessary to
insert the pronoun, and Stallbaum was
right in his first edition when he changed
undt into prire. There is no reason
why p) pepvijoSar should receive more
stress than pi) Sofdlety or wi hoylle-
6%at; (for though we have p:qg
this la.st instance, the “not even” or
“also not” refers not to Juvatov elvat
M, but to elc év Emerra ypbvov).

[d.quﬂ]] The reason for putting din-
94 in brackets is that any 86ta, whether
false or true, would suffice mpd¢ 13 So-
Eatm yafpew, and, where there is no
voug, there can be no 3oka.

[@alérra]] If Plato had cared to tell

us that -shellfish lived in the sea, he
would not have done so by placing an
adjective where it is out of construction.
He would at least have written Saddx-
tie §vta. Let us therefore leave the
commentators to decide, when they can,
whether the sense is Soa Yaddrred
dotey duduyd, or Goa édpduyd dore
Sahatria.

perodaPdvres] ig. &v p.éptt hofov-
TES! Compare below 51, A.

wéyrov o] I have supplied @y, which
is required by the rules of the language.
Not even an inferior writer would say,
p petéyev @i’ dradtjc. The syl
lable was absorbed by that which pre-
ceded it.
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ITPQ. Ovdévegos 6 Plog, & Suneores, Buotys Tovtwy ai-
0etdg, 008’ FhAw i) move, g éyq’maa, povi.

Q. Tid 6 §vramp6nqog, @ qumexe, & auqoty ouu- 22

pexdeig xovdg yevouevog;

IIPQ. ‘Hdoviig Ayerg xai »ob [wai poomjoewg];

3Q. Obrw xai tov towodror AMyw EFywys.

HTPQ. Ilég dimov vovsdy y’ aigroevor medvegoy 7) Snetvwy
dmoregovoiw, nai tmeog Tovros ¥’ oz’rx o uér, 6 0 ok.

3Q. Moardvouey odv 8 v riw rl;uv dovi v6 §vyﬂawov &

Tolg wagovoL Myozg,
IIPQ. IIdwv uéy ody,

81 zogic uév Bio nqm’mf&naav, Toty

dvoiv 0° otdéregog inavig otd’ aieéwég ovr’ avdeumwy odre B

Cwwy oddevi.

39Q. Mdv otv odx qdr) volzwy ys n:éqt dqlov g ovdéteeog
oz elyge Tayaddv; v yee By xavdg nai téleog wai mioe
[pveois xed] edors aigerdg, olonme dvvavdy iy otrwg dei: da
Biov Liv. &l 0¢ mg &hha fjoeld Tudw, maga @vouy Ay Ty Tob
alnddg aigerot EduPavey dwwy 25 dyvelag ¥ Tiwog avdyxng

ovn evdaluovog.

ITPQ. ’Eoure yovr a0y’ obrwg e,

39, Qg ,uev Toiny 1:1)1' e ’th)ﬂov eov ob Ju 6mvoa¢- c
oda TavToy ki Tayaddy, inavig elgnodal por doxsl,

®L 0002 ydp 6 adg voig, & Sumpares, E0Tt Tayadoy,
Al EEew mov Tavwa dyrdiuare.

& evppaxOels) e, Rt 1o
ouppmeyvae. This use of the participle
is very frequent in Plato. Compue Rep.
500, n, Sw.ouucvoc a nuovdv yé-
(o’ dprfow,—i.e., Bco‘z wpoSupet-
odae. In the next sentence xal @po-
v¥oew is & manifest interpolation.

xal wpdg Tobrois ye] This is com-
monly understood to mean and desides;
but it is evident that nothing additional
is stated. Stallbaum’s defence of it,
‘motio atque vis pracedentis g confir-
matur ef augetur, is only true as to
confirmatur, whereas augetur is the point
in question. Schleiermacher under.
stands, in addition to those lives (the
unmixed); but this would have been
¢xelvorg, and, besides, how can a man

choose both contraries, the unmixed and
the mixed together? I cannot uphoM
my own former solution of this dif-
ficulty, for “in addition to my friends
here” would be wpd¢ roloBe. As some
addition is intended, the omnly con-
ceivable addition to ‘‘every body will
choose this life”, is “and one nnd all
will bear me out in uying s0” Thu
might be, xat n:pooﬁ'qccrav. rourozc Y
oux ¢ pév, ¢ & ol

[¢vroisxal) {bois] He afterwards adds,
el 8¢ tig fipdv, and is evidently think-
ing of {Ga capable of choice, and pos-
sessed of mtelleot It is therefore high
time these quta were weeded out of
the text. "Avdyxy oux tuSaipcwy is one
of the many euphemisms for Madness.
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3Q. Tdy &v, & Qidgfe, 6 ¥’ dudg: od uéviar wov y’
alpduwdv dua wal Isiov olucw voiv, Al dAhwg mwg Eyew.
T@Y pdy oy wxyTyglwy g Tov ooy filov otx euqLofnTd
[mw] drép vov, vav d¢ Oy devvepeiwy bparnai axorsiv Yo mwége
D ©i dedoouer. waya yde &v Toi xowob TovTov Slov aitugued’
dv éxdvegog 6 év wov vovw [aiziov], 6 & fdoviy [elvaw), xai
ovvw ©6 udy Gyadov Tovtwy aupotéewy ovdésegoy &v €y, Taye
0’ & altadv wig mokdfoL évegoy avsiv elvan. Tovzov 81 wépe
xai paddov &t weog OihnBoy Swapayoluny v, dg &v T penT@p
TovTg P, 8 ©l mwor’ ¥ote 1009 O Aefdv & Plog obrog yéyo-
vey cigevds Gua woi ayadds, ovy Hdow) arka vovg Tovrp Euy-
ysvéovegoy wal Ouodreéy oti. wal wara TovzToy Tov Adyoy
E oi7’ -@v widv mewrelwy 008 ob tiv Jdevregelwy fdovy uerov
ahnddag &v mote Aéyoito. mogewtéew 0é doTe TAY TQUTElWY,
&t 7¢ dug v§ dei moTeday Nuds Ta vov.

IIPQ. ’Alda iy, & Sdixgaves, Euovye doxel viv uév Hdovij
oo memTwrévar wadamegel whnyeioe o v@v viv Oy Adywr:
Tay yag voupnolay wéeL paxouévy weitar. Tov 08 voiv, g

28 Zouxe, Aexvéov wg Zugedvwg ovx avvemoisito T wrnEnElwy*

T¢ yap avre fmader &v. vov 0¢ Oy deviepeiwy aregnition

odx bpfroPyréd [ww]] It is difficult
to account for wew in this place, for he
evidently renounces for ever the claims
of voUg to the first prize, and contends
only for the second. Perhaps the re-
servation may be accounted for by his
mention of the Seiog voU¢. the relation
of which to that of man is afterwards
treated of. But then again if this had
been intended, he would scarcely have
used the words wpd¢ tév xowov Plov:
and altogether why confuse the ar-
gument with an afterthought about some
other vou¢? I now believe ntw to be
& mere reproduction of the preceding
% in dpqnag'qr&.

alng v] See Addenda.

otre—ot8’ av] Of this comstruction
Stallbawin gives the following instances:
Phileb. 42, c; Laws 840, A ; Rep. 608, B;
1bid. 426, B; from which it appears
that although oltc—oudt is inadmis-
sible, oYre—oud av or oudf ys is
oorrect.

perdv] As you cannot say Aéyetan
@v, but Aéyerar elvar, you would here
expect pcreivat, not petov. But petdy
came to be leoked upon as almost a
noun, so that in Afyort’ &v petdy we
understand the infinitive ¢lvat. Thus
in Laws 900, E, we read: 3ecoig 3t
oUte péya olte opmxpdv TGY TowUTWY

viv plv]lu'l‘:be Bodleian has no uéy,
but I think it is an accidental omission,
for the opposition is between this first
bout and another, t@y 3t 87 Jevrs-
pelwv—. .

oov wewrwkévas] oot cannot belong
to nenrwxévar, for Uné gov is the proper
construction after wimrewy. Nor can it
belong to mAnyeica, for them Socrates
the agent, and Ayot the instruments,
would be made to change places. It
is difficult to say what should be done
with the word, for it does not look
like an interpolation. Did Plato write
wenentxévar?
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fHov) movrdmaay ¥v tva xoi Gniplay oyolny mweds Tav abrij

ZoacTdv 0008 yag dxelvoig ¥’ &v bpolwg gaivorro naki).
3Q. Ti odv; obn Huewov advip v 7oy wai ui) vy axg-

Beordryy it meoopégovra Sdoavov xai EfeAéyyorra lumeiv;

IIPQ. O0idév Méyag, & Suneoreg.

39Q. o’ 8ve vo addvovor elmor, Avmely pdovipy;

IIPQ. Ob udvov ye, @AN’ 8w xai ayvoeig g oddelg me
oe fuay uedioer, mely &v &ig téhog EmekélIng vovrwy T
Adye.

39, Bofei &ea, & Modragye, dvxvod usv Adyov Toii Aot-
mwob, oyedov 3¢ oidé mawv T ggdlov. iy yag On paivevor Jely
[(#Mdqg pnyeviig), &mi vd devregeia trvde »ob mogevduevoy, olov
Béhy ey Frege vav Eumgoodey [Adywy]® Eowm O lowg ina
xel Tavrd. :

IIPQ. Oixoiv yef-

3Q. Ildg yae ob;

B

wy 06 ¥’ coyip alrob Jevhefeiodar C

mwetpuueda T3 éuevor.
IIPQ. Iloiev 03 Aéyeis;

39Q. Idvia va »iv ovva & @ mavei Ouyf Oehdfwue,

uéldor &, el Bovher, Touxi.
ITIPQ. Ko & n gedabog

] The best MSS. have J¢tdov;
but the ptv after cuyvol appears to
me conclusive in favour of the other
reading. In the common text, we have
padlov mdv Tt viv.

viv 83 x. v. L] But the enquiry
is mo more difficult now than at any
other time; whereas we want yUy with
@- 8. “we must now begin a new ar-
gument”. Because the misplaced wdww
1t seemed an awkward desinence, some
scribe brought the yiv into the first
sentence, and contrived xal as the be-
ginning of the next.

8¢ty [A\Ans pyxavijs]] This is a sin-
gular construction of 3¢iv, at once with
a genitive and an infivitive; it may be
said that as the &\Am pmjavy) consists
in &yewv B. &, this is added by way of
explanation. But is there any beauty
or propriety in such a manner of writ-
ing? Plato imitated the freedom, even
the license, of common conversation,

by
ay.

if you will. But is ¢this tolerable even
in common conversation, or is it the
slipshod talk of uneducated men? Again
we have another such pleasing negligence
in PO Erepa tadv fumpoadev Adywr.

@s ydp o¥;] This is given in the
Books as the answer to Socrates. But
Ovxoby yp1) is the amswer, and Ild¢
Yop oU; is Socrates’ assent. Xpy is
the answer to 3¢iv . . wopsuduevey . .
lxl.‘t{v, another proof of the spuriousness
of al\ys payavis.

&w&n&t}ﬁu LY Tpevor
furnishes one of the editors with the
excuse for a learned note to shew that
verbs and participles sometimes change
hands. Surely it needed neither Hein-
dorf ad Gorgiam, nor 8chefer on Gre-
gorius’ Corinthus, nor Seidler oa the
Iphigenia in Tauris to shew that yoa
can say either: percurro ridens, or rideo

. It costs more effort Swv-

percurrens
daficiodar than t{3codae
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3. AdBwuey dvre tav viv Oy loyaw.

IIPQ. Iloie;

30,
oveoy, 16 08 mwépag;

IIPD. IIdvv uév oby.

Tov Yeov Aéyouéy mov 1o uév &mepov Ocikon TV
L !

3Q. Tobrw 07 vew &idiv za 0vo neIwueda, 16 J¢ voivov
3¢ augoty todtory & wu Evuuioyduevov. eiui &, g Eouxey,

36 yehoids wig [in]avog, td T° eldy duorag nai owwagedpov-

Levog.
IIPQ. Ti @i, &
>0,
IIPQ. _Aéye tivog.

ya&e ;

Terdgrov yoz yévovg ab meoadeir.

Q. Tig §vmu§emg TOUTWY neog al).qla Ty alviay 6 oqa,
xal Tider ot eog Tolg TELOly Exelvolg TéTagTov TOUTO.
IIP. Mdv oly oo xal neynmv 7we0odeNoe dwmgww

Tva Svvauévov;

&wapov . . wépas] It is evident that
the wépag and &netpov of 16, c, are dif-
ferent from those now brought forward.
In the former case they express the
indefinite multitude of the individuals
and the definite number of species; in
the latter, the unlimited nature of all
quality and quantity in the abstract,
and the definite proportions of the same
in existing things. But in both cases
we find that the effect of the mdpag is
analogous ; that knowledge in dialectics
and life in physics are the result of a
certain limitation.

wépns] Heindorf and Schleiermacher
are’ by no means to be followed in
reading wépag Zyov. As Bockh rightly
observes in lm Hulolaua, the opposite
power to the &netpov is not.that which
is limited, but that which limits. Un-
less we keep wtdpag here clesr from
the proposed addition, and cancel €you
in two subsequent places, we make non-
sense of the whole disputation. -

Todrw 5 vév €8dv] I have adopted
Stallbaum’s emendation, which the con-
text makes necessary. ‘‘Let us lay
down these two, as two of the Classes
required.” But in the marifestly cor-
rupt sentence which follows, something
less weak and flat than yeloids Tig, oty

beavdg xat’ ldn 3. is wavted., The
Bodleian has ixavds Té © eldn. Tt is
probable that in the archetypal MS. the

text ran thus: TEAOIOC TICANOC,
i.e. yehoids Tig Evdpwnog, and that some’
scribe thought that fn ICANOC he saw
ixavdg. The other various reading td t°
appears decidedly preferable to xatd, for
he is endeavouring not to separate things
according to their kinds, but to point
out distinct kinds, and then to repeat
the catalogue of them. On the whele
there is little violence done to the
oldest text, and nothing left unsaid or
said improperly, in the reading : elul
¥, g loum, yd yc)otoc L) lv.pu-
wos, vd 7 B Qriotds xal ouvaplS.
rois Tpolv] See Addenda.
li&v ow] This question and the
answer given to it are of importance,
being introduced by Plato not only as
an example of the care which is re-
quisite in every dialectic process to
leave no distinction wunnoticed which
may help towards a complete classifica«
tion, but still more because it serves
to bring out in its full significance the
altle 17¢ SupplEcws. Had this laster
been a mere agent, one would expect
the counter-agent to be also mentioned;
but Socrates observing in his ironical
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P&y o iy olual ¥ &y T viv. &av 06 T Oéy,

’ ’ \ ’ I3 ’
ovyyYWoeL 1Tov pm oV peradiwrovee {mwéumvor Biov).

IPQ. Ti wiy;

2Q. Ilparov uév i) tav rsnaqaw Ta Toia dwloysvoa, Ta
do wvovtwy mepdueda, molda Exavegov Eoyiouévoy xai die-
omacuévoy iddvreg, elg &v maMy snavegov guvayayovieg, voij-
oou i) 7oTé v aVT@y € wel mwolda Exdvegoy.

IIPQ. EY uow gapéaregoy &ri mepl avtiw eimoug, tay’ av

Emolumy.

a ~ 3
3Q. Aéyw volvr o &o, @ meorideum, Tavr elvon Gmeg 24

viv 87, 30 uév &megov, 16 08 mégag [Exov].

osL 08 Tedmov

Twva 10 dmegov mwolkd 2ovi, mepagouar pealey: ©o 08 mégag

[Exov] fuéts mepuevérw.
IIPQ. Méve.

3. Zxéypa 0. xalmov yav yae xai ampwﬂr)rrmpov
8 wehedw oF oxosely, buwg 08 oxdmer. Feguoréeov nai Wuyeo-
Tépov mréeL medroy Goa mépag € mov EoTL vojoal, 3 TO MR-

manner, ‘that he does not think he shall
want any such,” prepares us to attach
& higher importance to the altla than
to anything yet spoken of. Nor indeed
is there any cids; Gv.axp-a(v Tva Suvd-
pevov. For these dmetpa are represen-
ted as forced into this conjunction with
the népag, and kept so against their
will. 8o that dissolution is not an
act of the alrla but a consequence
of its not acting. I have changed Tt~
vo¢ into twe, and farther on, I have
followed all later editors in bracketing

fov, which is clearly out of place;
ut it is probable that méuntov was
added at the same time; at all events
it is needless and worthless.

T4 rpla] More probably.td tpirov t.e.
yévog: for the process is not to take
three out of the four, and then two
from those three; nor would Steldpevor
be the right word in such a sense as
separating, but anolafévres. Such a
roundabout way of getting at the first
two is evidently unmeaning; but we
are bidden to take the xowév, which
is the third, and resolve it into its
constituents, mépag and dmepov. And
this is the simplest way of arriving at
those two: for the instances of the

xotvdy are found in sensible objects,
out of which we obtain by analysis the
qualities which in their own nature are
More or Less, and the proportion which
limits and confines them. t& 3Uo To¥-
Twy, if the reading is correct, must be
taken to mean the first and second of
these yévy. We shall find lower down
another striking instance of the cardinal
and ordinal numbers being confused
through their being expressed by the
same compendia. woMa foytopévoy is
like pépn Btarpelv Polit. 383, b, and
elsewhere. It is a variety of the ac-
cusative of effect, like Uymidy alpery,
Boayl ovoTélety, OMiXpE XATAXGRTELY

wépas [¥xov]] This expression both
here, and two lines lower, is ceruinly
faulty. T6 népag &yov is that dmetpov
which has ceased to be such by being
submitted to the wépag; so that this
description belongs properly to the third
yévog.

d mwov] &€ woré ™ vofjcaus &v is
the reading of all the MSS., and
followed by, I belicve, all editors.
Nothing can be more unsuitable than
the use of the optative, or rather the
conditional, where all that the speaker
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B Aoy T2 nei Fwvov &v atroig olwoivie, voig yéveow, Ewamep &y
dvouxijrov, tékog otx dmivoéweror yiyveodau® yevouévig yoe tTe-
Aeviiic xai ot Terehevriuaror.

IIPQ. Aipdéorara ).e;mg.

3Q. Asi 6 ye, (payév, & 7e 1 .‘he;wtéeq) xal TG Yo-
yeovéoy 0 ualddv e xal frzov .

IIPQ. Kai pdia.

3Q. Al volvov & Adyog anuaives Tovtw wi téhog Fyer:
aredi; 8 bvve dimov mavidmaow dmelgw ylyveoSor.

IIPQ. Kai ogddea ye, & Sumeases.

3Q. AWV &y, & pile Howragye, dnéhofeg, nai avéurm-

Coag 1’ ote xai ©6 ogpddea 700, B o viv dPpIéyEw, xai Té ¥
neéua Ty avriy Shvauwy Egevov To) padidv ve wai fwvor. 8mov
yde &v &viwov, ovn &drov elvew mocov Exagrow, dAd’, ael ago-
dooregoy ovyeiTégov nal Tolvavtiov Exdorag meafeoly Su-
7oLovvre, T mwAiov wai 70 EAavrov amegyaleador, T6 O woady
agavilerov. O ycp éAéxdn viv &), wi aparicarve To 0GsY,
ald’ édoavre aivrd ve wal TO péveov v T Tob pdddov ol

D fzror [xai) a«pédea nal ﬁee’ya &oq éyysrs’a&at, ovra Zpget
Taite & Tig aUTY xtuqag & § dip. ov 7ae &n .‘he;wueov
0008 Yuyedregov elryy &, laﬂowe T0 OGdY* TTEOYWEEL YO

intends is, “tell me if you can discern.”
The common copy from which our MSS.
are derived was probably made by a
scribe who had before him, EIINOY
ECTI NOHCAI and as the Y looked
very like T (with which it is com-
tinually confounded) he thought he saw
11OTE; and out of IIOTECTI he
made IIOTE TI. After this, voyoat

would necessarily pass for an optative,-

and the sense would suggest the cor-
rection of vorfjcatg &v. The same mood
has been forced upon the next sentence
through the prevailing habit among the
later Greeks of confounding, (as indeed
they still do), € and at; so that the
- word would pass through the following
changes : €mtp£\l:£tw—i‘r:f.rpé¢attov—
Erirpedaitny with &v. A due considera-
tion of fwamep dv évowrsjToy would have
stopped the course of this corruption.
olxobvre] This is Stallbaum’s correc-
tion for olxouy, The words toig yéveow

are not to be taken with év avtois, i
the kinds themselves, which would be
needlessly emphatical, but with télog
oux émrpddetov ylyveoSar, will not
allow any bound to be fized to the kinds
(botter and colder), as long as they re-
side in them.

atré] i.c., the More and the Less.

6.vl|mw¢s W] See Addends.

[xc\.]] He is no longer speaking of
paAey xal Mttov in the abstract, but
of & mew instance of them in Gpo3pé-
vepov xal ncmxa(tcpov, an expression
which he here varies by pdlov xal
%TTOY ccpoapa xa} vpépa

> woodv] If they were to
admit Quantity. As lagovtc here =
el Adfoey, and mot ol Dafov, the
optative cltyyy which rests on &ty in
Bodl. and £otny in Ven. is better than
fotnv (Bekk. and Stallb.), which was
conjectured by the scribe of the Vat.
MS., who could make nothing of Eotqv.
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nal o0 péver ©6 T8 Jepudregov dei xai T6 Yuyxedregor Goav-
Twg, 10 02 moody Eovy xai meoidy imatoaro. ware Of Tov-

\ ’ » ’ 3
TO¥ TOY AOYov GreElQoy yiyvolt

’ <!
TLOY (ua.

&v 16 Jepudregor xai Totvar-

- ITPQ. @aivetar yoiv, & Sungaveg* Eote &, Gmeg elmeg,
ob ¢dia TatTa §we'7rw.‘)a¢. 10 08 eig adPig ve xai addg
wwg [Aegdévea] wdv & aemwwa xai Tov purduevoy 4mwg E

&r Svuguvoivrag anocpquwv.

3. AN &b pév Aéyeg, nel merparéov ovrw moueiv viw
uévror &Jper tig Tob amelgov Proewg el Toizo dekdueda oi-
petoy,” va g wave Emelidvieg pmxvveper.

IIPQ. To moiov 07 Ayeg;

2 N

Q. ‘Ondo mrv)yu

-~ k4
gaivgar addy te xai yrTov yuyvi-

ueva, xai 10 opddea xai foéua dexdueva xai To Aav xal boe
ToLadTa wavre, &ig T Tob amelgov yévog dg elg &y Jdeiv mdvra 25
Tavta tdévar, wora Tov Fumeoodev Adyov, ov Epauev, Goa
diéomaoras xoi Siéoyorer avvayaydriag yeiper xare Sdvauy
pioy Zmonualveodal tiva @iow, e péurnea.

IIPQ. DMéuvmuac.

39. Ooxoiv sa ui) dexduera ravre, tovrwy 04 ravaviie
mdvia Jeyduera, moaroy udv ¥6 ioov xai lodvira, uere dé vo

70 8 woodv lomy kal wpoidy dwaid-
oaro] But the S0 Much stood still, and
ceased to advance,—namely, before it
was expelled by palkav T€ xal YTTov.
This will account for the use of the
Aonsu The difference between p.ahov
xal 7ttov and opddpa xal 'qp(p.a is not
such as Stallbaum expresses in his
paraphrase, ‘It is an Indefinite, not
only extensively . as to quantity, but also
tntensively as to quality;’ for the ex-
ample chosen (of heat and cold) belongs
much more properly to the latter. Be-
sides, if quantity had been intended,
he would have expressed that by wAéov
xal Dattov. Intensity of degree is
meant in both instances, but the dis-
tinction is marked by the speuker him-
self, when he adds to one toig yéveaty,
and to the other tais xpaesty. In the
first ease the quality is looked upon as
@ state; in the second, as an immediate
effect. 16 moodv is the limit of the

former; 7] p.(rpm of the latter.
7> 5t ds aWb(s Te xal abbis] The
article which formerly gave me so much
trouble is restored to its just rights by
the expulsion of the word lex9évra;
for it gives to the words which follow
it the nature of a sulject. ‘‘Hereafter
and Hereafter will bring us into unison.”
He does not say t¢ a3, because this
repetition is not to take place now, as is
evident from the opposition viv pévros
8¢tv] For 3:i I read Buv, which de-
pends on Myw, as implied in td woiov
3% Myag;
plav dmonpalveodal nva $éow)
To set upon them the seal of some ome
nature,—i.c., by giving them a generic
name. We should have expected tou-
totg, but where two regimens oeccur
together, as here cuvayaydvtag and ére-
onpualiveddat, the case of one or the
other is suppressed. See Porson on
Medea v. 184.
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. gov v6 duwhdosoy xal wiv § ¥ mep &y medg dpIdudy ded-~
\ N ’ ¥ \ ’ - 4 » A

B uog 7 uérgov 3 medg uéveov, vavre Elumevie el o mégag

amoloyllouevor xahdig &v doxoluer dpiv TaiTo; 3 mdig od @Ps;
IIPR. Kdlhord y', & Sungareg.
I9Q. Elev. 16 8¢ telrov ©0 pixvov éx vovTowy dugoiv tiva

idéay grioouey Eyewr;

IIP. 3% wai 2uoi gedeag, g oluat.
I9Q. Geog uév odv, av mwép y’ uaig sdyais émipwoog yiyvi-

Tal g Jew.

IIPQ. Evyov 07 nal oxdmer.
3. Sxond, xai pot doxei w1g, & IMowragye, atviy gilog

nuty viv Oy yeyovévau.

HPQ. Ilog Myeg voivo; wal wive venpmely xei;
3. @edow Jijlov bw. od 0é por ewwaxolovSnoov TG

Aéyy.
IIPQ. _Aéye povor.

3Q. Gceoudregoy pIdeyydueda viv 01 mov T xal Yuyxed-

zegov. 1) ydo;
IIPQ. " Nui.

39Q. Hedodeg 7 Emedregor xai typdregov aiols, xai mwhiov
xai Elavrov, wai Jdvrov wai foadivegov, xai usilov wai ouc-
x@dregoy, nal bméoa &y T medadev Tig TO udAAdY Te nai Fr-
Tov deyouéwmg videuev [eig &) groewg.

IIPQ. Tig voi amelgov Aéyeig;

3Q. Nol. ovuulyvw 8¢ ye eig adriy ©6 peva taive Ty

ab 100 mégavog yévvar.
ITPSL. Howw,

3Q. “Hy wal viv 617, déor 7 qyag, w&ame ©ip Tod amelgov

ouvyayouer eig &, ovtw wai

xal wdv 8 vl wep x. 7. &) That is
the triple, the quadruple, the third, the
fourth, and so on with all multiples
and all measures, whether in numbers
or magnitudes.

[ds &]] vedévar slg By “to place in &
genus” is correct, and so likewise is
wdévar Tl Twog QuUoewg, “to declare
anything as belonging to a certain na-
ture.” But tdévar Tt elg & Twog @uU-

Ty %00 megaroeldovg Gvvaya-

oswg is unexampled and inconceivable.
Here again we have a specimen of
that officious interference which has
ruined so many texts.

yévay] Not finiti genus’ (Stallb.),
a muooncephon which has led to a
wrong view of the whole passage, but
the whole race or family, ta Seyopeva
18 népag. See the following notes.
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yetr, [o0] ovvpydyouer. @Ak’ Towg wnai viv zatzov Jedoeg.
[zovrwy augorépwy ovvayouévwr ravaparic waxelvy yevigerar.]

[od] cvimydyopev]) “It may be asked,
was there not a snfﬁcxent awayuw'q
above in Ouxoly Td w1} dexdpmeva x. 7. &. 7
or if not, in what is the definition which
follows better than that formmer one?
But this is not Plato’s meaning. The
deficiency complained of is, that they
had not made an _enumeration of the
things which contain the mépag. For
while we have népag corresponding to
dmnetpoy, and foov xal Jumhdotov to pal-
dov xal vjtTov, 0@odpa xal ¥péua, and
the hke, we have nothing to answer
to Uypdtepov xal Empdtepov and the
other examples. These are supplied
by Socrates further on in the passage
beginning *Ap’ ovx év p.kv voaotc SIS |
leave this note as I find it in the first
Edition, but I have two serious ob-
Jections to mn.ke toit. 1. The passage
beginning AQ’ oUx év ubv véootg regards
the xowdv and not the népag, nor can
any other enumeration of the mépag
n megf be gwen, except what occurs
above in Ouxolv & i) Sexdpeva x. 7. &,
and immedlately after this passage, m
Tav tob foov % 1. & 2. tavtdy,
whatever is added to it, implies that
the thing has been done d¢fore. More-
over, although, as a general rule, after
Séov you expect & negative, this is the
result of circumstances, and not in-
volved in the nature of the word; and
it appears to me, that neither xa\. nor
viv &% is compatible with o ocuwnyd-
yopev. “The very thing which we just
now did” is so natural, and “the very
thing which we just now did not do”
so much the reverse, that I have not
hesitated to cancel ou. It is true that
one of my reasons depends on a dis-
puted passage, to the consideration of
which I now pass. tavtdv Spdost is
interpreted by Stallbanm, “it will do
as well.” His example is taken from
Epist. 5, 322. tautév 3% olpa Jpdoar
v xal v p:qv gupfovinyv. But if
any one will give himself the trouble
to read the context, he will see that the
sense required is this. “I offered no
“‘advice to my own people, because I
“thought them incurable, and it was of
“no mse running into jeopardy where

Platonis Philebus.

“] could get none to listen. I suppose
“any adviser would do the same by my
“company : €l SéEapey dvards &yew,
“he would leave us to our own de-
“vices.” Of the passages quoted by
Winckelmann, that from the Republic
99 —motet Tavtoy, Suoxwijtwg Eyet xal
Suopada¢, needs no comment; that
from Thucydides B. 2, olovtar oolat
xal & TG vauTix¢ TogELy TO auts,
would not be to the purpose even were
it sound; but “Read, o@eis.” “They
think they will do as mnch by sea.’

That in Thue. B. 7. Tautey n&q é'n:o(st
QuTolg Vtxdy TE p.axop.évotc 3td Tavtdg
xal undt pdyeoSat is very mauch to
the purpose, and shews that an infinitive
is the subject of the phrase in question,
and that the phuse is (as one wonld
expect) not Tautéy Spdoer, but tavtdv
mm)osu Another difficulty is presented
by tout@y ap(p ouyrYo r.évwv xatapavijg
xaxe(v'q yeviioerat. « 11PQ. Tlolay xal
ndg Myeg; L. Ty tob foov x. 1. &2
for beyond all doubt xaxelvy refers to
the third yéwa which they have been

-some time in quest of. But who could

help taking wolav to refer to xdxelvq?
and yet wolav is answered by Socrates
as referring to the second. If the
reader will look very closely into this
matter, he will see that ap.(par{pm
ouvayopévay p. %. Y. is an interruption
to the argument. “We have (or have
not) already told over the members of
the népac family. Let us do it again
(or let us do so now).” What ought to
follow? Most undoubtedly the question
of Protarchus: “What do you mean by
family ? and what family?” Then would
follow the enumeration; but after this
it is most> surprising that Protarchus
should answer:— “I understand: you
mean, I suppose, that if we miz them, °
certain products will result”—. How
could he say this, if something about
this combination had not been mentioned
after the description of the family
jtself? I think there cannot be any
doubt that a clause has strayed from
its place, and that we should restore
it after drepyd{crat, at the end of So-
crates’ next speech.

3
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IIPQ. Iloiav wai ndg Aéysg; .
I9Q. Tiy tov toov vail dimhaoiov, wei 6mdey madew mwoig
E aAdnla taveviia diagipwg Exovra, ovuueroe Ié nal olugpova,
&v9cica aguiudyv, anegydlerar. (rovzwy 8 dugorépwy cuvva-
youédvoy natagavic waxelvy yevioerar.)

IIPQ. Mov3dvw* @oivew yde poe Aéyewv, ueyvvor taira,
yevéoslg Tivag G’ EnwdoTwy cvufalver.

39. ’0p%dag yop gaivouar.

IIPQ. _Aéye volvvr.

39Q. Mg olx & uév véoog *** §) tovTwy 41 novwvia

i Vyeiag piowy Syévvioey;

IIPS. IMovrdmaoe pey obv.

3Q. Ev & 0kl nal fagel

THv rod toov] Socrates describes the
népag family as, whatever puts an end
to the contradiction tn Opposites. For
every Indefinite has two opposite ex-
tremes, pdkov xal Wrrov, which being
unlimited, and having no proportion in
themselves, would be in continual con-
tradiction, if they were not tempered
and harmonized by the agencies belong-
tng to the class of népag, which effects
this end by introducing in each case a
suitable number or basis of proportion.
He does not say Tdv dpt3udy, for he is
speaking of particulars. This doctrine
of the power of Number as the ground
both of things in themselves, and of
our perception of them, is the chief
characteristic of the Pythagorean School,
from whom it was adopted by the
semi-Pythagorean Epicharmus. Béckh
has an ingenious remark that this basis
of the Doric Philosophy stands half
way between the material groundwork
of the Ionic School, and the intellectual
principle of the Attic. See Extracts
from the “Philolaus” in the Appendix.

pyvdor radra] The MSS. and Edd.
have utyvi¢, an anacolouthom, where
such a figure is a capricious violation
of grammar, serving no purpose of
clearness or emphasis. I have there-
fore adopted the correction proposed
by Klitsch.

véooig] ““The indefinite extremes of
hot and cold, moist and dry, &c.
Toutwy and Tavtd tabta are the yéwa
Tob mépavog, tnstances of the Limit, not

\ -~ \ -~ p] ’
xal voyel wal foadel, ameigots

the népag and &metpov, as Stallbaum
supposes, for how can they be said to
be év toig anelpog .or wépas dmepyd-
cacYat? On the other hand, we can
say with perfect propriety that each
limitative agent produces a Limit.” When
I wrote the above, if any one had
asked me why these Limits were not
mentioned by name, I could not have
answered him. But I now see by other
certain signs that this defect is charge-
able upon our present text, which is
very different from that of Plato. When
Schleiermacher met with tavta dyytyvd-
peva tabta in the very next sentence,
he was sarprised that it was not rather
altn dyyeyvopévn, (se. xowwvla) and
proposed a transposition, which would
not have mended matters; for the pre-
vious ToUtwy was still to be accounted
for. But no one seems to have stumbled
at the worst difficulty; namely that in
*Ap’ obx & piv vdoowc, followed by
’Ev & JEel xal Papel, x. 1. E, we |
have a most ludicrous attempt at anti-

thesis. The same remedy will allay
both this perplexity, and that caused
by tolrwyv. There is & lacuna in the
text, where I have indicated one. This
the reader can fill up for himself; but
the substance of his supplement must
be as follows: ¢&v pbv végorg (T ep-
udy xal 18 Yuypdy, xat 16 vypdv xal
o Enpdv év didflog otagudletov, T8
3t moody xal T8 wmérprov Stav yyévy-
Tat,) 1 tovTwy dp37) xowwvla x. T. E.
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obowy, &g’ .00 Tadre dyyuyviueva tavd dua mwépag T amergyd-
oavo, xai povexy Edumacay 1 treledrare Svveorioaro;

ITPQ. Moaloze ye.

30, Kai pip & ye yeudoe xai mwviyeowy Zyyevéueva o
uév wohd AMav nai &meigov apeidero, 16 & Fuuetoov vai Guo
avppeTgoy amelgydaaro.

nIpPR. Ti wp;

IQ. Odxovy & vovrwr deol te wai doa noka mavd fuiv B
yéyove, 1@y v anelowy wal tdv mépag dvrwy ovupuyIévior;

IIPQ. Ilag & ov; _

39. Koai &Mda 0 uvel dmddsimw Aéywy, olov usd’ yelag
xdAhog el loxbv, wai & Yoyoig ob mdumolde Erega wai
mwoyxahe. By yap mov wai Edumacey mwdviwy momelay aiTy
xavidovoe §) oy Yeds, & naké Didyfe, mégag dviwr 0¥

tépracay rhedrara) I do not pro-
fess to understand the force of either
of these words. The first seems false
in fact; for although all music arises
from this source, each several com-
bination does not produce aZl music.
And again why §épnacay, not Gracay?
There is one use of Edunag which we
often meet with in Plato; where, after
speaking of a subordinate genus, he
passes to & more comprehensive one:
as for instance he would say tv Tax-
Ty xod Thv orpatnywely EUumacay.
(Compare below; GBpv xal & wovq-
plav.) As for teAewtata, that will sure-
ly depend on the purity of the medium
and the variety of the moce. But this
attempering of flat and sharp, and swift
and slow, produces effects on recitation
also, and on movement. The one good
quality of all these is lewdtyg; and I
venture to suggest, xal povowdy Evp-
TACAY TE ASLOTNTA.

@\word ye] The best authenticated
reading is Kallwota; but the continual
confusion of the two words is known
to all who are familiar with paleo-
graphy, and there cannot be a doubt
which of the two is most appropriate
here. In Phedr. 263 c, for xaldyv youv
&v, we must read p@lov yoUv &v. A
few pages further on, the Vatican MS.
has xaliota for pdlora, where the
latter is obviously right.

rdv mépas &xdvrwy iscorrect: the par-

ticular proportions belong to the mépas.
Elsewhere they are called wepatostdi).

Bpw ydp mwov] There seems no oc-
casion for mov: it is not improbable
that Plato wrote: ydp wore. _

1} o) Oeds] The notion that v Yeds
is a personification of the third yevos as
0p9% xowwvix is sufficiently refuted by
the appeal to Philebus, which could
only be made because kis goddess was
in question. It is so probable that g%
was lost in consequence of its nearness
to v, and it seems so necessary for
the sense, that I have restored it con-
jecturally.

mépug éxdvrav o80’ HBovav] népas
olte 18ovwy cUdLv olte TANGMOVEY vdy
év avtoig, vopov xal vy wépag éydv-
twv $eto. Such is the reading of the
Bodleian and the two MSS8. which
mostly agree with it. It is utterly out
of construction, and even Stallbaum ap-
pears to be only half in earnest in de-
fending it. The inferior copies bave
Eyovt’, which I regard as a conjecture,
such as one often finds from the hands
of the more recent seribes; nor are
they always unfortunate ones. But of
what use can Zyovte be to us? Law
and order are the limit in this case,
and can scarcely be said to have it.
I have therefore accepted éydvtwv as
right, but in its wrong place; that is
omitted by accident, and then restored
to a part of the text to which it did

3*
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Hi0oviiv 0t8ey ovte mAnGuov@Y dvov v omolg, vouov wai Tk
’ 2, \ \ A k] -~ ’ SIS \ \ >
- C mégag #%ero* wal 0V uév amowvaioal gyg avEiy, dyd 6 Tov-

vavriov amoo@oor Aéyw.

ool &, & IMpuragye, g Qaivevar;

IIPQ. Koi pdla, & Sdneasss, duotye raze vobv.
3. Odnotv va udv &) sele tavr eloya, &b Evwoeis.

IIPQ. AM oluew wazavoeiv:

& uév ydp pov doxeig 7o

dmeigov Myew, & 3¢ woi devregov To mégag v volg ovor Toi-
Tov 8’ ob opddea watéyw vl fovher pedley.
3Q. To yde nlij¥dg o8, & Savudae, 5émhnte i Tov

D zoirov ye’wqg. wal Tou mwodha
[rérm],

yéve & dpdw.
1P Al

ye .xal T6 &Emetgoy naee’oxeto

buwg 8 dmogeayodévie v vob pdddor xai dvavriov

2. Kai ;upf %0 y8 naeag + otze nolla elyev, ovr’ ddvoxo-

Aaivouer dg ovx v & -gloer.
IIPR. IIGg yde &v;

3Q. Oidoudg. alka veivor pade ue Myew, ¥ zotro T~
dévra, v0 vovrwy Exyovoy Gmav, yéveay [eig] ovo[{lav &x Tav
ueTa Tob mégarog amelgyadudvoy uétown.

not belong, after the second mépag in-
stead of the first.

4woxvaioal] Plato uses this word-in
Rep. 406, B, for to enfeeble. In comedy
it occurs in the sense of to bore to
death. There is no evidence of its
being ‘verbum pal@stricum,’” as Winckel-
mann supposes; at least, not in the
sense he intends by his paraphrase,
‘Deam Voluptatem rationibus et argu-
mentis tanquam sctibus percussam con-
cidisse’ The sense is, and you say
that she has enfeebled them (mdvrac),
but I affirm that she has savedthem.
Thongh if we durst insert wud¢ after
avthy, the Adio te Adeacida ambiguity
of the syntax, which has led more
than one scholar a strange dance,
would be removed by the order of the
two accusatives.

yévns] The Books have yevéoewq,
and one editor informs us that m\7%0¢
Tiic yevéoews means al molal yevé-
oetg.  If 80, mAiidog Tl dvSpdmov will
be an eqlully elegant variation of of
moldol dvdpwmot. Till this is certain,
it will be more prudent to take the
word which has occurred so often, and

always in the very same acceptation.
[yéwm]] This supplement, which 1 have
put in brackets, is in.the true style of
the interpolator.
ofire moAAd elxev] This is a strange
assertion after népa¢ had been declared
to contain ‘every possible relation of
number to number and measure to
measure,’ and the instances of 1t were
said to be p.up(a I propose St for
ofite, and oltor €3. for o’ ¢5.
yiveow x. 7. &] “In order to un-
derstand this passage, it is again ne-
cessary to observe the same kind of
distinction as was made in the case of
wépag between the lodtng, Wulov, 3t~
wholy, on the one side, and the tn-
stances of it in .Naturc on the other.
©8 toUtwy Ixyovov &rav, is here equi-
valent to the instances; these are also
included under the term yévesws el
ovolay, by which is implied that every
existing thing arises from this combina-
tion. They are said to arise éx T@v
wérpwy, from the proportions, or pro-
portionate quanmta and degrees, dmep-
Yaopuévey petd tob mépatos, which are
effected simultancously with the wépag
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ITPS. Euador.

30. Aide 61] 7eog Toig 'tgun uraq'mw T ©0r Epauey E
sivar yévog onemréov. wouvy) & % onéyug® B yap &t o donsi
avayxaiov elvar movra te yyvéusve dud Ty’ alviay ylyvecda.

IPQ. ’Eyozye' i yap Ay xwgig [zovzov] ylyvorzo;
39Q. Oiuobv % tob mowotvrog (pvtng 0008y [nlm/ ovoyan]

tiig aiviag diapéget, 1o 08 mowoty wai T aitiov deIdg By

Aeyouevov [8v];
ITPQ. ’0pYe.

ey

30. Koi piy ©6 ye mowoduevoy o ol to yryvouevov ov- 27
\ A ) ! ’ \ -~ ’ ’ < _ 7
dév mwhap ovouert, wadamep To viv d1), Siaxpégoy evergouey.

N

17 7wig;

ITPQ. Oinws.

39, 49’ odv fyeivon uév to mowotv ael wata glow, To
0¢ moroduevoy Emaxolovdel [yyvéuevor] éneive;

IIPQ. Ilavi ye.

39Q. *Aldo ¥ga nai 0b tatrov aivia v doti wai T6 dov-

Aevor &g yéveowrr aitie.

(Proportion in the abstract), for as soon
as ever the mépag enters into anything,
its properties immediately receive their
due proportion. The whole passage
may therefore be translated ,— But
understand me to mean by the third
kind the whole produce of these two,
considering all such produce as one, as
a coming into being, derived from the
proportions produced along with the
Limit.” On looking over this old note,
I feel but one misgiving; and that is
as to my mplicd approyal of the words
yéveow elg ovslay. As every Yéveas
must be elg ovoiay, understanding ou-
ola in a lower sense as & yeyevquévy
ouc(a, (see inf. 27, B), the rednndancy
is in itself suspicious ; but this suspicion
becomes still more serious, when we
reflect that according to Greek usage
this kind of apposition would be con-
nected by a participle; for it is not a
descnption appended, but a reason for
the previous name. &xyovov yéveowy 3
would of course by attraction become
¢ yéveow ovoar.

wpds Tois Tpiol] Tois has been at last
inserted before tpial, tnvitis codictbus.

Xwpls [rofrov]] The attempts to de-

fond Toutou are conclusive against it.
Ywp's is used adverbially, ut sexcentiens.

6pfds &v dn Aeydpevov [&]] The
sentence which ends thus, consists of
two parts, the first in which Cause and
that which makes are affirmed to have
no difference as to nafure, and the
second in which the two names are
said to be convertible. The first has
been confused with the second by the
intrusion of mliv gvépart, borrowed
from below. This makes Plato say,
“that there is no d.lﬂ’erenca n their
essence, cxzcept thewr name;” which is
like saying, there is no difference in
their stature, except their complexion.
The second part is made ungrammatical
by the intrusion of &; for if td motoUv
and 10 afriov are both of them sub-
jects, AeySpeva is indispensable. But
what a clumsy way of saying, ¢“that
you can apply either name indifferent-
ly” is this? “The Maker and the Cause
would nghtly be called one.” Nor can
Aeydpevoy dv el be used for Aéyort’ av
with & or with any name we may apply
occasionally, but only where some de-
claration of & mame to be permanently
borne henceforth is intended.
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3Q. Obnodr va uéy yyvéueva xai 3 dv ylyvevar mdvea

Ta Tole mopéoyero Huiv yéw;
IIPQ. Kai pche.

3Q. To ¢ 9 mavie vaire Snuioveyoly Aéywusy térag-
©ov, [vipy alviav,) dg ixavig Eregov Oy drelvav dednlwuévo.
IIPQ. Aéywuev: Evegov yog odv.

Q.

"00%dig iy e, Owweuouévwy Tav verrdgwy, Ev0§

éxdorov umjung Evexra dpelic atra waragIwjoasIo.

IIPQ. Ti pip;

39Q. Ilpdvov uév volvvy Gmegov Myw, devregoy 3¢ mégag,
Enewt’ e Tovrwy Telvov Ty nal yeyevnuéviy odolav: Ty 88
tijc nifews aiviay wai yevioews vevdgrny Aéywy dea py) mhnu-

C uedotny &v we;
IPQ. Koi ndg;

[Mv alrlav,] ds ix. Erepov 8v] See
Addenda.

@repov yap ow] The inferior MSS.
have Aéywpey Yap ouv. Stallbauin, who
is always haunted by a perverse sus-
picion that the older MSS. are full of
grammatical corrections (a fact notori-
ously truer of the recent copies), pre-
fers the latter, and asserts that ydp
oUv is better suited to Adywwev than
to €repov. But if Mywpev means any-
thing, it means Eoukcc )\é’(mp.c.v (it could
not be used for Adyety fuiv tEwu), and
is therefore a proposal; and yap ovv is
not, and cannot be, used in the assent to
a proposal ; whereas in the admission of
a thing proved, nothing is more common.
The drift of the whole argument con-
firms the correctness of the Bodleun
€repov.  wowolv precedes, Kotovptm
follows, but noww——alt(a and Totoy-
pevov=8ovrelov x. T. & Therefore al-
vlx and SovkeUov are different. Now
our first three Classes belonged to the
TOLOUP.EVA==YLYVO[LEVa, OF their elements,
and as wowouv is different from these,
it has a right to a separate (fourth)
Clags. (Strictly speaking only one Class,
the third, is y.yvépevov, and for that
reason he uses the expression Sovlevov
el¢ yéveow alria, in order to include
the first and second and in like manner
he speaks of Td yyvépeva kol ¢ ov
ylyverai.) The distinctness then of Cause

from the other three Classes is that on
which the whole stress of the sentence
falls. But it was not necessary to
change Adywuev into adyopev. I did
30, because the rules of dialogue are
very strictly observed by Plato, and
therefore Protarchus would have to
answer to Adywmev. But why should
he not answer to both that and £repov,
by the adoption of both readings? For
ydp oUv compare in this Dialogue 14,
B. le,n 17, c. 80, ¢, ». 82, c.

apa pd) wAnppeoiny) The Bodleian
snd its two followers have no pi. Bat
as it is easier to account for its
omission in some copies than for its
interpolation in others, there is primd
JSacie evidence in its favour; for, al-
though prj and pyj wote are very
common forms of mterrogatlon among
the lower Greeks, dpax w1 is a col-
loquial Atticism, of which they could
know nothing save from books. The
following passages will shew the manner
in which this form of interrogation is
used, and that it is employed alike
where the speaker is uncertain of the
answer, and where he merely demands
an assent on which he has a right to
reckon: Phedo 64, c (twice) and Par-
-menides 163, ¢ (in these instances &A\o
Tt makes the question negative) Phedo
103, c. Crito 44, E. Charmides 174, A
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3Q. ®ége 03, ©0 peve ot quiv vl 6 Adyog; wai vl
wote fovAnYésteg elg Tatr’ aquadueda; ag’ od Tod> fv; dev-
tegeio ELnroduey movegov doviic ylyvorr’ [Av] 3 peovicewg.
ody obewg 7v;

IIPQ. Orw uév obv.

39Q. A9’ oty viv, dnedy) Tobd obtw Siekduede, xddlioy
3r xoi Ty wplowy dmzeheoaiueda modvov mwépe wal devrégov,
el Gy 83 TO medToy JuPiofyTioauey;

IIPR. lowg.

3Q. "I 0, vrdrvia ;tew a&syév oV OV unzoy PBlov

D

nloviig T xai Poovioews. v ovTwg;

IP9. ’Hy.

3Q. Oixodv tovrov uév vov Blov beduér mov tis vé don

nal omolov yévovg.
IIPQ. Ilag yop ov;

39. Koi pégog y’ attov giigousy elvar tob toitov, oluat,
yévovg. 00 yde Ovoiv Twvoly doti puxzov weivo, alde Evprdv-
- -~ p ] ’ C \ -~ ’ I3 € J -~ [4
Twy TV amelpwy Vo Tol mwégarog dedeuévwy, wWoT 0pIdg 0
vixngogog obrog Blog uégog Exelvov yiyvorr’ . dv.

IIPQ. 0pddrave uiv odv.
39Q. Elev. 3l & 6 odg,

@& DlAnBe, 760g nai Euixrog &v; E

hJ [ -~ b s Pl ~ » ’
&y tive yéver vy elgnuévoy Leybuevog deddg &v mote Aéyorro;
&de &’ anmdugval por mwely amogivacIar.

ylyvoir'] As the .direct question is
not, “to whom would the second prize
belong" but, “to whom doec it,” (m3-
Tepoy NBovilg y(yverm 7 @povicens;)
the dependent qnestlon should take.the
optative wtthout av. I have accordingly
expelled &v, #nvitis codicibus.

pakTdv dxeivo] As the whole yévog is
meant, of whith the Blog is a part, it
is plain that the common reading, pex-
té¢ dxcivos, is a blunder of the ecopyist.
The correction was long ago proposed
by Schiitz. It may be objected : ‘If all
miztures belong to the xowdy yévos,
of course the pxtd¢ Blos does so: but,
as Socrates has only shewn that the xot-
v3v yévo; contains all mixtures of a par-
ticular kind, namely t@v dnelpwv ¥rnd
vou wépatog 8eScpmévwv, unless he can
first shew that this Blog is compounded
of &metpov and mépag, his case is not

proved.’ The answer to this objection
is, that the fourfold division professes
to be exhaustive; there are no other
elements in any mixed thing, than these
two : consequently, if any thing is found
mixed, we way at once conclude that
it is compounded of &metpov and wépag.
But later on, though we learn that
1}8ov1] is of the &metpa, vobs is declared
to be of close kin to aitla, the fourth
Class. To this apparent contradiction
1 make answer that voU¢ has more than
one relation to tad ytyvdpmeva. In.that
it blends with the qualities of matter,
and appears as consciousness, it is wé-
pag; in that it controls and adapts
matter to its ends, it appears as cogla,
and as such resembles the copla of the
Universal voug, which is altla. This
remark will prepare the reader for the
next turn in the dialogue.
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@1 _Aéye udvor.

3. ‘Hlovy) nai Mmy mwégag Eyerov; 7 tav ©6 uahov e
wod frvov Sexouévwy davdy;

®L Nai, 16v 10 pérhor, @& Sdrgaves® ob yag &v Hdovi)
mavdyadov v, € i Gmegov Ervyyave meguxds wai mAnde
%ol T@ ualloy.

39Q. 03¢ y ¥v, & OlyPe, Az mayravov @or &hAho
w vy fonentéov ¥ tiy Tob amelgov @Oy, g mapéxeral T
pépog Taig ndovaig ayadov. Tovto 8¢ gor TV amegdvrwy ye-
yovig Eotw. @eovnowy 0é xai Emioviuny woi vody eig vl mote
Tav meoetonuévwy, @ IMpwragyé ve xai Diknfe, viv Sévreg ovn
8y doefoiuey; od ydp pot Soxel guixgdg Huiv elvar 6 xivdvvog

rarogduoact wai uy mepl To viv dpwrducvor.

;4

OL Seuvivag ydp, & Sdnpateg, TOv Geavrot Feov.

IQ. Koi yde 60, o &raige, vy davroi* vo 8 Sowrdue-

vov Ouwg Nuiv Aextéon.

IIPS. ’0p9ds vor AMéyer Swwedrng, & DiAnfe, xoi avrg

TEELTTEOY.

®L Obroiy e duov ov, IModvagye, moonenoar Adyery;

wavdyalov] ndv dyaddy is the read-
ing of the MSS But whether this be
taken, like mag ava'rvoc in Soph. &d. B.
823, as good #hroughout, or-as being
all tJle good that is in the world, and
therefore the only good, neither of these
facts would prove that it was without
limit; for it might be all good so far
as it went, and yet not go very far,
or it might have an exclusive title to
the name, and yet be diiyov te Qliov
te. Nothing therefore can be truer or
more necessary than Bekkers cor-
rections, mzvayaﬁov and nayxaxov In
Philebus’ creed nBovﬁ is simply the
very best and Ayny the very worst
thing.

08¢ ¥ 4v, & ®.] Socrates’ just and
ingenious retort supplies the omission
in Philebus’ answer, and brings us to
the twofold conclusion that pleasure
and pain are in their own nature
without limit, and that this want of a
limit, since it admits pain as well as
pleasure, the supposed evil as well as
the supposed good, cannot be that in
which the good of pleasure consists,

for as it is alike the condition of both
opposites, it cannot belong to either of
them to the exclusion of the other.

oxerrioy . . ds] Some Editors have
changed ¢ into 0 without authority.
If oxertéov could be used in the sense
of “we must look for”, this would have
been a plausible change. But this sense
it cannot have; and therefore the sus-
picion falls upon oxgentéov itself. It is
possible that Aextéov or Umolyntéov is
the right readmg, either of which would
require o3

Tobro Sl] The MSS. have ToUtey 6'q
routm is & blunder due to Tt@v dwe-
pdvtwy. I have substituted 8t for 3v),
because we need the conjunction to op-
pose TobTo to Ao Tt 7;70»5: fotw is
somewhat unusual for époloyfodw elvar.

& $OnPe] The accidental omission of
these words in the Bodleian, has sup-
plied Stallbaum with another confirma-
tion of his strange theory that the
better MSS. have undergone the re-
vision of fastidious critics. Fastidious
critics in the eleventh century must
have been rare aves.
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ITIPQ. IMdwy ys* viv uévro oyedov dmogds, nai Oéopai y’,
@ Suneaves, obrdv.oe fHulv yevéoSo meogimyy, [tva] uy 7
fueic gov megi wov Gywnmoripy EEauagrdavovies magd péhog
pIeybiueda .

30Q. Heovéor, & ITpdragys 0vdé ydp yaherov ovdéy im- C
rdrreg. GAN viwg o8 &y, naddmee elme DidnPog, oeuvi-
vov [y ©@ mallew] 83og¥fnoa, voiv xai émicrijuny Eoouevos
omolov yévoug elev. '

IIPQ. Iavvdmasl y’, & Sdxpares.

39Q. AMe uiy §¢diov. mdvreg yde Guppuyoioy ot Go-
@ol, Eavrodg Bviwg deuvivorveg, og voig doti Badidevg fuiy
oloavob e xal yiig. xai lowg &b Adyovor. diud paxgoréewy 0,
&l Bodhe, Ty oxéYuy alrol Tov yévovg momowueda.

IIPQ. _Aéy 8mwg Bovder, undév uimog Huiv vmoloylls-D
uevog, @ Sungateg, (g ovn amexInoduevog.

39. Kaldg elmeg. douueda 0 nwg 6b° Emaveowrivres.

MIPQ. Ilag;

39Q. Ildvegov, & IMgumagye, ve Edumavra xai vode 70
xakoduevor Shov dmitgomevey paduey Ty Tob ahdyov wnai eixjj
Sdvauey wal ©o Smy Ervxere 7 vavervia, xaddmweg of meooIey
fudv ¥eyov, voiv xai pedmoly Tiva Javuaswiy awrdrrovsay

JuaxvBegrir ;
IIPQ. O0idév vy adviw,

[va] pd) 83 . . . ¢0. m] The MSS.
have fva pun3dév. This undtv must be-
long to @deyEduca, because undtv
¢Eapaptdvovteg would be the very con-
trary of that which he dreads. But
pndty and T are incompatible, ex-
cept in the combined form und & T,
which is foreign to our purpose. The
most probable correction seems to be
[®va] pv 84, Da baving been supplied
after p1 81 was corrupted. T
and py) 3y are used where the person
addressed is appealed to as to the
reasonable nature of the thing expected
or feared.

Heoréov x. v. &] The connection of
the clauses is this. “You thought it
difficult, because I frightened you.”—
“You certainly did.”—“Nay but it is
easy.” I have therefore removed the sign

@& Sovudoe Sungareg, o utv E

of interrogation after ¢lev. The words év
v¢ mallcty are very suspicious. They .
explain what might be left to the in-
telligence of the hearer, and force
ceuvivey to stand alone, whereas gepvy-
vy €30puBnoa, voiv xat ématriuny dpo-
pevog is not a very violent displacement
of the natural order, and any reader
will see why it is made.
twohoyilépevos] This is properly a

31 term of book-keeping, and is used of

anything which we set against the ac-
count of profit, such as x{v3uvog, wO-
vog &c. amexdavopat, I give offence.
OiSty rév adrdv] When Bocrates
offers to Protarchus the alternative be-
lief either in capricious and hap-hazard
power, and mere accident, as that which
has the universe in its keeping, or in
mind and marvellous intelligence, as
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v aoxij v »iv 37 ¥heyeg, ovd’ Sowov elvai por aiverart To
02 voiv movia Siaxoousiy avra @avas wai TG OYEwWS TOU KO-
ouov nai fhiov xai GeAijvng nal QOTiQWY xai TEOLG THS TTEQL-
~_ W \ P b4 » y ¥ N ) ~ ¥
@opds aliov, xai ovx GAAwg Eywy Gy TOTE TEQL CUT@Y ELTTOLLL

008’ av doSdoau..

39Q. Bovle diip’ it nai nyetg Tolg e;meoa&er [oyolo-

29 yovuevor] Evugduey, g Tavy

obTwg Fyet, wai ui) uovoy olw-

ueda Seiv valléroia dvev wvdivov Aéyey, ahha xai ouvymy-
Svvedwpey nai peréywuey vob Yoyov, Svay avig dewvos P Tavra

\ (J » 3 3 2 2.
() ovtwg @lA’ araxTwg Exew;

ITPQ. IIidg yap ovx v Sovloiuny;

that which arranges and regulates it, we
expect Protarchus to reject the former,
and approve the latter supposition. Now
Oudty TGy avt@y is a most complete
rejection, and so is oud’ Gotov elvai pat
@alverar; but there is in the received
text a fatal want of dnstmctness as to
what he rejects; for OuBEv TAY avtav
is left by melf ,and oU8’ Gotov is pre-
dicated of § . .. Myew. This shews
that the copyists cannot have doue
their duty. The difference of the read-
mgs n remarkable. Bodl p.l:v 71;
ou viv 8% adyewg: Coisl. § 9 pkv yap ov
wv Myeg:  Eusebius, & uiv ydp 34
ob Myes. It will be seen that they
all three concur in pty yap, which is the
source of all the difficulty. But Euse-
bius’ MENT'APAH I take to have been
the first deflaction from the true read-
ing MENENAPXH:, and the viv 33
of the best M8. will justify the change
of Ayes into fheyzs. Oudly TGV av-
tW@v is properly, Nothing like, and is so
used by Isocrates. 270 init. (Steph.)
277 med. 279 med. 241 extr.. (Tt TWY
avteyv) and mepl "Avr. p. 802. Lips.
1825. We may here render it by Nothing
of the kind, or Nothing like the fact.
Botha 847 ¥n xal fuds] Do you
10ish, then, that we also should agree in
affirming that which is professed by
the ancients before mentioned? 1 have
changed 3ijra Tt into ¥ir &ty T,
which the inferior MSS. omit, is quite
foreign to the sentence, while &Tt xal
in this sense is of continual occurrence
in Plato and other writers.
[6poNoyoipevov]] The MSS. generally
agree in this reading. Schleiermacher

reads cp.oloyouy.sva, some worthless
copies ouohoyoupivots. But if we ad-
opt -wsva or -pevoy, we must have the
article, and the perfect is more correct,
as Theodoret quotes it, wuokoynuévac:
and lastly, whether Anaxagoras be meant,
or, as I suspect, some older seer or
poet, it is not proper to speak of the
first expounders of a dogma as op.oko-
1owm' Some one may propose Gu.o-
AOYOUpEVOL, agreeing with, but this is
said of thmga that agree, not of per-
sons. It is wonderful that no one has
seen that Ejupmue is followed by a
dative in its own right, and that ouo-
Aoyety, in whatever form you use it,
introduces cither a tautology or a red-
undancy.

fvppdper] MSS. give Euppricuey.
It is true we have Euvégmoe payes, Rep.
242, E, and in Sophist. 238, D, mpss
tay Euppioat—but as to the ﬁrst ex-
ample, we have Euvipn both precediug
and following it, and as to the second,
the whole clause is an interpolation. In
Timeus 12, 0, fuppricavros may be de-
fended on the ground that the God
does not simply assent to their doctrine,
but reasserts it with higher authority.
Where assertion is intended, we find
the form oz, so that practieslly it
is an aorist of @ioxw, but for this
very reason Euppmut would scldom
want any such inflexion. Euppduev in
this place is to be lovked upon as a
present tense, like olmeda, Evyxwdu-
vebwpey, petéywpey.

Td\\drpia dvev xivdivov Aéyav] This
is evidently a proverbial phrase, slight-
ly changed, probably from &ystv.
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3Q. "I9¢ 01, wov Emidvra mepl tovrwy viv uiv Adyor
&Jeet.

HIPQ. _Aéye udvor.

3Q. Ta negi tiy vév cwudtwy Piew araviwy tav Ldwy,
nte xai Vowe #ai mvevue, xadopduéy mov, xal yiy, raddmse B
ot yewpalouevol gaoty [, &vovie &v tjj gvordoe).

IIPQ. Koi udha yeqpolouede yap Svrwg b’ amoplag &y
Toig viv Adyotg.

3. @ége 01, mepi Ewdovov TwvY map’ huiv hofé o
Tot6vde.

IIPS. Iloioy;

39. “On oungov ve [vovtwy Exaovor mag’ fuiv] Eveow
nei govdov, [xai] ovdouf ovdaudc eilixouvés By, wai Ty 8v-
vapr ot akiav Tiig @loewg Eyov. v Evi 8¢ Aafurv mepl mav-
Twy voe TovToy. olov nie wév dow mwov mwag’ fHuiv, ove &’

HAATQNOZ ®IAHBOZ.

& 1 movel.
IPQ. T¢ wipy;
IQ. Oduody ouixgdy uév

TL 70 7map fuiv xal agdevég

xai @abAov, ©6 8’ & 1) movri whijde e FavuadTov wai wad-

\ ’ ’ -~ \
Aew ol maoy dvvaue T el

0 7ig ovey.

IIPQ. Koai udh’ aAndés & Aéyeg.
3Q. Ti 6¢; veépevon wai ylyveror [&x vovrov] xei deyerer

70 T0l movidg nie Ymo Tob o

€ - ’ N b ’
NULY 7TVEOG; 1) TOVYVOYTLOY

V7’ &xelvov ©6 T’ &uov wai TO 00y nai TO Téw FhAwy Ldwy

(4 > ¥ ~
anavt LoyeL TavTe;

{Mv'rc. & 17 ovordoa]] If this means
the gvotactg of our bodies, it is an
idle repetition; if of the Universe, it
comes too soon. The question is, not
whether we see the Elements in com-
position, but whether we see them at
all; that they are epl Ty TGV CwLATwY
@uow is assumed as the general belief.
He argues from the elements wap’ Muiy,
which we do see, to the same elements
év ¢ wavtl.

['rovrw & m. 9.]] Note the miserable
repetition mept ExdoTov Tav map’ Mpdy
. . . Toytwy Exactov map’ wpiv in one
sentence, for this is virtually the case,
since gte depends on )aPt 3 Tou6vSe.

The sentence which I have relieved
of this burden affords us the very
%veote from which the interpolator
helped himself above. “It is present
here in small quantity and poor quali-
ty,” and then the double nature of this
@avlov is shewn; it is impure and
JSeeble in its effects. This connexion is
spoiled, and the grammar made to suffer,
by the intrusion of xal

[& Tobrov]] éx t. is quite suitable to
ylyvetat, but by no means to tpdpitar;
when , we omit the words, the sentence
becomes ten times more elegant and
forcible, und being quite appropriate
enough for the three verbs taken together.
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ITPQ. Toivo pév 008’ amoxgloewg &Eov dpwrs.

39. 0¢3dg" vadra yde 2eeis, oluer, megl ve [v7g &v Toig
Ldoig] yijs Tijs dvIdde wai Tijg &v T() mavel wei Tav Ghhwv 17
mavtwy dowy Teutnoe SAiyov Fumeoodev, olrwg amoxgive.

IIPQ. Tic yop amoxguvopevog ddhwg tyweivery &v mote

pavei);

390. Syedov oid’ borigorv. alde T uera Todd &k
Enov. mavia yop hueig tavra Ta v O Aexdéve’ do’ odn eig
& ovyxelueva idovreg dmwvoudoouey odua;

IIPQ. Ti pp;

'3Q. Telvov 617 laﬂe notl ngz 7otd’ Ov wdouov léyopsr.

[0ed] ©ov avvov yag vedmov Ay eln mwov diiua, otvIevor Ov éx

T@Y abrdv.

30

ITPQ. ’0¢3dvarva Aéyes.

)

39Q. Horegov oby ¢ toitov tob oduarog Shwg 7o mag’
Yty odua, 7 & Tob mag’ fuiv voiro, tobperal e nal, boa
~ \ \ ] -~ > N ¥
viv 07 [mepl avrv] elmouey, eihnpé te xol Toye;

ITPQ. Koai 7009 Eregov,
Toewg.

o Sungareg, ovx &Eiov dow-

3. Ti §¢; 100’ ap’ &kov; 3 wids doeis;

IIPQ. _Aéye v moio.

39Q. To mag’ fuiv odua &’ od Yuxiy groouey Exewy;

ITPQ. Adijhov Gre grjgoue.

3Q. IT6ev, & quhe ITguragye, Aafov, eimeg wi) ©6 ye T0d

'Opfas] Compare #nf. 53, o. In in-
stances of this kind, we must not take
this word as merely expressive of as-
sent, but rather of satisfaction that the
argument is advancing &s was intended.
This will justify the use of yap in the
next clause.—The designations tij¢ év
tolc {otg (inf. 31, ») and T évIdde
both apply to yv¥ic; but one would be
sufficient, and the latter is better here as
contrasting with tijg &v v¢ mavtl. In
place of xal T@Gv &\wy 37 wavrey I
suspect that we ought to read xal vdv
ahm 8% wip wavtwy.—I have changed

a;ta TouTo into TG wm. T.

] Tdv atrdy y. fpérov] The cause
of its bemg a body is given in ovv-
Setov v €x TGy avt@y. Therefore the
causal 3td seems out of place here as

well as unsuited to Tpdmov. We should
rather have expected xatd Tév avtdy
Myov, but tdv ayrdv Tpdmov expresses
nearly the same thing. The copyist
was perhaps thinking of 3t& tijv avty
alriay.

Sca viv 8) [wepl adrav] dwopev]
This refers to_xat ylyverar xal dpyetat.
But nepl aytdv is surely out of place;
for that, coneeming which they are
speaking here, is ro nap’ Npd o@pa,
and though that cépa contains the four
elements, those elements have already
passed out of the argument.— {oyet is
both better supported than lx_n, and
more appropriate, as Socrates is speak-
ing of a continual “derivation.

IIé0ev] The reasons given seem to
be two “The Universe has a soul, for
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waveog oW Eupvyoy oy tiyyave, vatrd ¥’ Eyov TovTe noi

& mavey waddiova;

ITPQ. dijhov tg oddaudder &hhoder, & Sdmgareg.

3Q. 0V yog mov doxovuéy y', & Hedrogye, va vérzag’
éxeiva, Trépag nal dmeigov ol xowvéy ** xai o vijg aiviag yévog,
&v Gnaoe vévagrov &vdy, Tovr & uév voig map’ fuiv [Yuply B
Te magéxov] rei dwuaokiay dumoodty xal nralcavrog oWuaTog

what else could have given us our
souls?” and “The Universe has a soul,
because it has all that we have in
greater perfection”. Butthe latter slone
is intended. “If we have a soul, the
Universe which has all that we have
&c. must likewise have ome”. wdvty
refers to quantity, purity, intensity &e.
mentioned above.

“Ob yép wov] The subject of dmuxa~
Aeiodat is evidently Cause. But if so,
there is no predicate to térrapa éxciva.
To remedy this, some propose to read
dvra before téttapa; but neither Gram-
mar nor Logic allows such a contrivance.
Not Grammar, because if Plato had
intended the clause to be taken ab-
solutely, he would certainly have written
dvtwy T@v Tettdpwy. Nor Logic, for
if we were to take it thus: ‘Seeing
that these four are”—we should im-
mediately ask ‘“‘are where”? If wap’
nuiv, that could not be omitted. If
every where, that is as yet unproved,
nay the very thing to be proved, for
in the next sentence of Socrates the
conclusion is stated ¢ ot amerpdy
¢ &v Ty wawvrl x. t. & Theré can be
no doubt that the four yévy ought to
be mentioned, else how can he make
any conclusion about them? So that
the words td 7. éxeiva are not an in-
terpolation. On the other hand we
know that there is an hiatus in the
best MS., for it omits wépag, and though
the others have it, it is just as likely
that in these it was supplied by con-
Jjecture. But the hiatus may have been
far greater than that of one word. My
impression is that the text in this place
was in a very bad condition even in
remote times, and that all which inter-
vened between ¢xeiva and xat td Tig
alrlas yévos was unreadable. The place
was then filled up pretty nearly as we
find it. But not correctly: for the

enumeration of these yéwy without an
article is in itself most unlikely, and
if xowdy had been mentioned here, it
is scarcely credible that Protarchus
should so very soon afterwards beg to
be reminded what xowdv meant. I be-
lieve that a more probable mode of
filling up the gap would be in this
faghion: ta térrapa éxeiva dv Toig map’
Auiv povoe elvar, xad T8 TH¢ alriag
yévog, &v dmaae Téraptov dvdy, TouT év
piv tois map’ i x. T- &

[Yvxfiv re wrapégov]] He argues that
altia here below enjoys many and va-
rious appellations of gopla (8s we say
copds maudatpifne, latpds, Téxtwy, ya-
xeug, and so forth) and he divides
the operations of altla under two heads
of combining and repairing (ouvtiSty
xal dxoupevoy) and gives an example
of each in ocwpagxiay Zumctotv and
latpiedy  (dumowotv). It is  evident
throughout that he is speaking of the
human uyy) being ensbled by this
altia to work on our inferior elements
by introducing népag into the &nerpa,
and, when the pérpov thus introduced
has been disturbed, by readjustingit;
in other words he is speaking of Auman
skill. And, pray, what human skill
can be said Yuyv napéyewv? But some
Greek reader, who did not understand
the argument, saw something about
cause, and something about cpa, and
thought it was a pity that the duyr
should be missing, and so by his Ju-
Y1jv te mapéyov he killed all the sense of
the passage. The application of these
facts concerning human skill to a higher
skill must be carefully noted. He does
not say “there must be some other
higher effects elsewhere” ; but “‘we know
of certain effects; we know that there
is a @uog TAY xallotwy xat T
pwtatwy (i.e. the planets and the
whole Heavens) and thiz must b¢ an
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larguay, xal &v adhog &Ada ovvridérv nai aroduevoy, wacay wal
maviolay cogiay Emiraleiodar: Ty 0 albrdv Todrwy ovrwy &y
BAe Te olgav( wai wara peyada péen, wai weosért raddv nai
eidanouviv, &v tovrorg 0° otn oo peunyaviodor Ty TAY wak-
Morwy roi Tyuwrdtwy @iou.

TIPQ. ALV ovdaudig wovzd y° & Aéyov Eyoe.

3Q. Oixody [e w) voimo,] uer’ dxelvov zov Adyov &v &mo-
pevor ‘S’e'l'uov léymyev, wg oy, & molhdug sieﬁxayav, ?f:tst—
edv 7’ &v T mavei mold, wai negag ixavdy, wal Tig &’ av-
Toig aitia od qwmh;, uoquovoa TE noti GUVTATTOVO ewmovg
e nai Goag wal uijvag, copia el vovg Aeyouévy Sixaudrar’ &v.

c

IIPQ. Awxudrare dire.
3Q. Soqla iy wai vovg

rolody. .
IIPQ. 09 yog ow.

dvev Ynyils odx &v mote ye-

30. Obrotv & uev Ti Tov Awg EQGIQ qn,au ﬂaatkm;v
uéy Yoy, Bacihixov 3¢ vovy 2yylyveadar Sia iy tijg aiviag

dtvaquy, &v & &hhog &hhe wodd, xed’

yeadou.
NPQ. Mdhe ye.
9.

O @ldov Exdovoig Aé-

Tovwor 3% Tov Adyov fuég wij v pdeyy 068y, o

ITodrapye, elgnuévar, @A)’ ¥ote Toig uév mwdhow dmopyvauévorg
eurag Qe u opivap

(g aei Tob mavedg voig deyel,

effect of this same altla operating in
a higher Yuyyv.” Ast’s Lexicon will
give the student several examples of
&pa in this kind of reasoning, where
we would show the absurdity of deny-
ing in one case, what has been ad-
mitted in another less evident case.
I should -prefer v 8Ae> T T@ oUpaved.

[t pd) Todro]] These words are out
of construction, and redundant. Let
them be restored to the margin, or,
better still, be forgotten. In this sen-
tence the reader will percexve the play-
fal way in which amtcpov is called
noaU, and mépag ixavov, and alrla ov
@avly, and will be able to judge of
the worth of Winckelmann’s comecture,
when he proposes to foist xotvdv without
an epithet into the text.

Awsg] Then Jove is subordinate to
alcia. This looks like Pantheism, but

Ebupayog éxsivocg.

in the Timacus we are told of a 3n-
weoupyds xal matyp by whom Jove and
all other Deities were made. He too
is not independent of alrla, for the
altla is given which caused him to
make the world, namely that he was
good, and since in that which is good
there is no grudge, he begrudged not
the world its being, but would have
all thmgs like himself. Thus the First
Cause is The Good, but the 3njuoupyds
does not owe his being to raya.‘.!cv=
alt{a; but through its presence in him
he becomes the author of all things,
including the Gods. Jove himself ap-.
pears among these divine bemgs whom
he addresses thus: Oc¢ot, ocﬂv ¢y 8-
puovpYds nmp € !pym. ate bt dpou
yevépeva, &ivta uot Y ESélovros—
for so the passage ought to be rend.
Tim. 41, A.
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ITPQ. ’Eov yce ot».

3Q.. Tj 0¢ y &ujfj Lrwijoer wremoguraig arringuoy, bTe voig
oti tyevolarrg Tob mwdvtwy aitiov Aexydéviog. [Tdv vervdpwy E
i quiv & zotze.] &yeig yae Sfmov viv fudv 0y Ty and-
xQuouy.

. IIPQ. ’Fyw wai pdd’ tavdg: xal tol ue amoxevduevog
Fadeg.

3Q. ‘Avinavia yde, & IMeuragye, i omovdig ylyverar
09 # madid.

IIPQ. Keldg elmeg.

39Q. Novg % mov, & éraige, ob uév yévovg &ori xai wive 31
moré Svvauy xéxtyran, oxedov mendis Nuiv Ta viv dedjhwrar.

IIPQ. IIdw uév owv.

3Q. Koi uip idovijg ¥’ woatrws mdle 9 yévog Epdvi.

IPQ. Koi pdle.

3. Meuvdueda 8y xoi toita mwegi augol, ot vobg udy
aiviag iy Evyyevig xel Totzov oyedo Tob yévovg, fidovi, & Emer-
005 T avTy) wai Tob iy’ deyiy wire péca uire télog v Eovrgy
a@’ Eovrod ovrog und® EEovrdg move yévoug.

IIPR. Meuvnodueda: nig yde ob;

3Q. el O vo psta votvo, &v @ v 0Ty Endregov avoly,
xal 0a ol wadog ylyveadov, omdvav yiyvnedov, i0eiv judg*
medvoy Ty oviy® omEe TO yévog avtig medregoy Efacavi-
oauey, ovtw xai Tabta medvega. Abnmg & ab ywels Ty Hdo-
viy otn &v more Swvaiued inavig Bacavicat.

ITPQ. A &l todsy o) moesteddar, vavty mogeve-
uede.

47

B

yevoborqs] This word is quoted from
this passage by the lexicographers. It
is not formed according to analogy,
and offers no meaning but what yev-
vijTyz would have supplied. It may
have arisen from a dittographia, yé-
vous, yewsjtne.—I once thought that
Stallbaum’s conjecture, when he put a
stop after AexSévros and supplied 3t
after tetTdpwy, was undoubtedly right.
1 now see in the words TGv TETTAPWY
Ay vjuiv & Tolto a marginal note, on
which all correction is thrown away.

.

&ewc yép ought to follow immediately
upon the statemnent of the andxptoeq, in
place of being separated from it by
this reference, which is itself quite su-
perfluous.

radra wpdérepa] Namely, where it is
to be found existing, and how it arises.
Henceforth, pleasure is no longer con-
sidered as an abstraction, and belonging
to the class of drspa, - but as having
come into being, and consequently as
belonging to the xowd.
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39Q. 4g’ olv coi m{}ame duol gaiverar tig yevévewg
avtdy mwépe;
C  IIP. To moioy;
39. By 1§ nowp pov yéver Gua gaivesdor Abmy ve nai
700vy) yiyveodar waza @iouy.
IIPQ. Kowiv 8¢ 7', & gike Scinpareg, Smouipvnone fuds
T 7ote Tv meosenuévwy Bovker dnlovr.
3. ’Eotow zavr’ &g tvauw, & Savudote.
IIPQ. Kolag eimeg.
3Q. Kowov toivv dranotwuey & 81 tav tevrdewy toitoy
Ehéyoper.
ITPQ. O pera w6 dmewgov xai mwégag ¥eyeg; &v ¢ xei
dyleav, olpor 88 xai Gouoviav, rideco;
D 32 Kdljoo' elneg. wov vovy 8 § w pdlor’ 7oy
mwedoeye.
IIPQ. _Aéye pévor.
3Q. Aéyw volyvy, Tiig aeuoviag udv Avopérg fuiv &v toig
Ldotg, Gua AMawy tijg gicewg rai yéveary alynddvwr &y T vore
yiyveadar yoovp.
IIPQ. IIaw Myag eixdg.
3Q. Ildhv & aouovvouéms ve xei &ig Ty airic gvow
tamodong, Nlovipy ylyveadaw Aexvéov, el dei O’ Ohiywy mepl
ueylotwy § T Tayote fndipat.
E IIPQ. Oluae pév gs 8¢9 Aéyarv, & Suingaveg, Sugarvi-
oregoy 8’ ¥n tadra Tavre wepdusda Aéyer.
3Q. Odwoiv za dnubod mov xai megupari) fgovoy ovv-
voeiy;
IIPQ. Ioica;
Q. Heiwm uév mov Morg xei Admn;

IIPQ. Nai.
3Q. ’Edwdi) 04, mhijpwoig yiyvoudvy mwdde, H0ovi);
IIPQ. Nai.

&motovs] The same word is again ¢3dv, and v avaxup'qaw, I should be
used below of the same thing, and there melmed to write wdhw loyomg, or éra-
also with tdAtv. The expression seems wodowmg, which last is perhaps more like
strange for a refurn to a nat,unl state. the text.

On the faith of el¢ Ty avtdy ovolay
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3Q. Adipog & ab @Iopd xai Avmy [xai Aoig], § O Tob
tyeov mdly To Engavdév mlngotoa Svvaueg, ROovi). Jidngioig 32
0¢ [’] ad xei [Gidhvorg] § magd @iowy Tob mwviyovg mady,
MWan: xave @iowy 8 §) glyovg mdhy amddools ve wed Yikis,
noovi. '

IIPQ. v pév odv.

3Q. Kai [§lyovg] % péy maga giowy tob LWov wijg dyes-
wrog niig, Mmy. mdhw 8 telg TavTor amedvioy wai Siaxg-
vouévwy N xard Qo 000g, Hovy. xai évi Adyw oxdmer € dou
pérorog & Adyog, Bc &y @fj %6 x Tob dmelgov wal mégazog
xatd @iow Euvyor yeyovdg eidog, Greg Eleyov & T med- B
odev, Grav pév vovro pIelonron, Tiy uéy pIogav Avmny elva,
Ty & eic Ty abrdy ofaiav 606y, valryy & ab wdkw Ty dve-

xwenowy mavewy, Hdoviy.

IIPQ. ’Eotw* doxei ydp pow tomov yé wv’ Eyeuwr.

[S1éhvons]] This differs so little in
sense from J:dxptots that it is useless,
and moreover it answers to nothing in
the antithesis. The opposites are 3td-
Xptotg ==dnéBoots, Wapd QUOLY == xaTd
Quow, vlyous wEdM = YUk, Ainn=
n8ovj. In this scheme the only word
that suggests any scruple is drd3oois;
s word which conveys no meaning un-
less we are told what is 3 droBt34-
pevov. That is to say, we want a ge-
nitive, and it must be the genitive of
that which is opposed to mviyos. But,
for this we need not look very far,
for in the very next speech we have
plyoug, where it is as much in the way
as it would be serviceable here. It
seems almost certain that .we should
read 1 flyous mdhy dnédosic Te xab
ks, nBovr.

[Blyovs]] See the preceding note. But
a more serious difficulty is offered by
ele tavtdy amdvrwy, which is doubtful
not only because of the preposition &rd,
but also because the plural refers to
nothing yet mentioned; nor does Tay-
tdv satisfy me, for, though elg tavtdy
{6vtwv would do very well for the
meeting of things separated, here the
natural way is that of separation, as
is plain from the nature of the case,
and from the word Suxxpivopévey.

Plhtonis Philebus.

Schleiermacher, in view of Stobeeus’ read-
ing, els v avtiiv @Yoy, for els Tavtdy,
conjectured elg Tvjv avtdy pUow. Stall-
baum finds every thing to his mind:
dmévtwy is said of tdv Vypdy, im-
plied in Uypédtntog, and elg tavtdy is
“to the same state in which they were
before”. The reader will observe that
there may be as much rashness in de- °
fence as in attack. Our only guide is
the antithesis, in which tijg Uypdtnrtog
ikt can only answer to Tij¢ UypSTy-
to¢ Swixpiorg. From this it would ap-
pear to follow that wd\w 8& Tatmg
8uaxpivopdvys was the original reading.
Or perhaps it was mdiw 8t TGy nayév-
Ty Staxpivopdvey: but at all events
it was something very different from
what we now read on the authority of
some unknown person who did his best
to patch up a reading from his damaged
copy. In what follows, the construction
is purposely loose, in order to admit
of more detail, and especially to pre-
vent the @Sopd being understood of
anything save the dissolution of the
compound formed from the union of 3
&repov and mépag: hence also the
double ptv and its double apodosis.

rimov] A general outline of truth. See
Trendelenburg’s Ezcerpta, where there
is a very good note on the word.

4
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3. Tovro uév volwwy &y

gldog T1dduede lvm)g Te nal

ndovijg &v Tovrolg Toig madeoty Enaréporg.

IIPR. KelodSw.

39Q. Ti%e vobvwr obeiig Tiig Yuyile xara ¥6 TovTwy TAY
C madquarwy meoadoxnue T péy meod v Roéwy [EAmlduevor]
N0V xai Jagpadéov, ©o 08 med tav Avmmedy Qofegdy nai ah-

yeWVOY.

IIPQ, ’Eotn yag olv %08 dovig xai Airmmg Eregov el-
dog, T0 ywels T0v ouwuaros [aizis Tijg Yuxdg) did meoadoniag

yuyvouevoy.

3Q. ’0¢dag dréhafeg. v yde Tovtows oluas, xove ye TRy
duny 00k, eilixoivéoe F Enatégors yryvoudvorg, tirg doxei, nai

[EAm{dpevov]] It is not the expected
tbing, but the state of expectation which
is either pamful or pleasant. Nor can
we put 0 'rr,q v.bux;qc é)‘mtoyevov for
T8 s Yuyiic dmefovone maSog with

any shadow of propriety.

[adrfis THis Yux§s]] Protarchus’ answer
is an admission that there is another
species of pain and pleasure independent
of the body, for so he varies the ex-
pression of that which Socrates had
called autijs Tic Yuyic. But this va-
nety does not satisfy the sciolist; so he
gnves us a tautology in its place, by
again repeating autiis Tie Puyic.

OpOm Muﬁ« & yap] The yap
after ¢pYaig w:élaﬂc; shews that a
certain satisfaction is implied. See
above 29, p.

& y. Tofrois olpau] It is commonly
supposed that Socrates is here speaking
of the tpoodoxypata alone; but it would
be strange that he should speak of these
as pure, and unmingled with pleasure
and pain, just after he has made them
appear as one kind'of them. Nor is it
easy to see why he should lay so much
stress on this particular €805, 'as ex-
pecting from it 8 solution of the whole
question. &y rourotc however manifestly
means not &v TolTotg Toig Tpoodoxipast,
but &v toutog Tols etdeor, for it follows
immediately on Protarchus’ €repov £l30s.
But Exatépotg cannot be so applied, be-
cause tauta here involving only two
¢l5, each of them would be Exdarepov.
This is one difficulty; and here is another.
Socrates cannot speak of either ciSog

as unmingled with pain and pleasure,
since they are kinds of them. But the
plurals elhexpiveot &ec., if they do not
refer to ei3coL, must refer to AvUmatg ts
xat 18ovais; and by substituting this
emendation for Amnyg te xal }3ovijc, we
get rid of both difficulties at once. It
may appear somewhat bold to change
s0 many terminations, but only to those
who are unfamiliar with the wholesale
dealing of the ancient correctors, who
would think themselves quite justified
in adapting all the neighbouring endings
to toutotg. I do not however admit
this conjecture into the text, because,
until we are certain about &¢ doxei,
we must be content with uncertainty
in every thing else. I once thought
that these words meant, that Socrates
wished to represent himself as not sure
till after further examination whether
he should find those pure and unmingled
¥y, but m that case he would huve
said éav elpwpey or ofa pot 3oxd :u-
prjcety or any thing sooner than wg
Joxel. If we adopt elh. ' Exavépaus
ywvoy.{vus xa} dulxtotg Aomae te xat
n38ovais, they will be the instrnmental
datives to éupavts ocolar. Perhaps
to: Soxel is merely a gloss to xara ye
v éprjy, before 36Eav was added by
way of explanation.

olpas, kard ye mv &udv 8dgav] The
second of these phrases modifies the
confident air of the first; there is there-
fore no redundancy, such as some have
imagined to be purposely intrgduced
to imitate ordinary conversation !
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aulavoig Mg ve xai fdoviig, duqavés ¥oeadar vo megpl Tiy

#ooviy, moregov Bhov 2ovi T0 yévos acmaerdy, 7 Toiro uév D

Eréoq T@v meoeipnuévey ooy iy yevdy, (dovij ¢ xai Amy,
naddmeg Feou nal Yvxe@ ral wEOL TOIG TOLOVTOLS, G TOTE
uéy aomagtéov atrd, toré & ovx domactéov, dg ayada iy
otx dvea, &viote 08 wai I dexdueva Ty Tov ayadav Eouy
ony giow.

ITIPQ. ’Op9drave Aiyers bve tavry my O6i diamogevIipa
70 viv peradiwrducvor.

39Q. Iedrov uév tolver ©dde Evvidwuev. [ag] eimeg v-
Twg EoTe TGy yevouévwy diagpIegoudvwry ey [adrarv] alyndewr,
avacwlouévwy 8 fdovi), tav wire SepIegopévey wir’ ava-
owlopévwy dvvoiowusy méel, tive w09’ EEw dei tir v Exa-
orog elvan zoig Lwog, drav obtw oxff. o@ddea 8¢ meosiywy
Tov voiv eimé* &g’ ob mdox avdyxy mav ¥y T ToTe yedww
Laov wiwe [v1] Avmeiodaw upd ndecdar, uijre péya piwe

opengdy ;
IIPQ. ’Avdyny uév odr.

3Q. Obrovv ot Tig Tolen Nuiv 1) Toavry Siddeoig wapd
Te Ty TOv yaigoviog wai maga Ty Tob Avmovuivov.

IIPQ. Ti wijy;

Tois TOwoUTOLs, &8 ToTd pMév] After
Sotéov governing these several datives,
the sentence requires gt or wg; I have
inserted the latter.

Yory 8wy] For the M8, reading ¥otty
ore, which is a mere repetition of éviots,
the nearest 'pdeographleul change would
be ot oY, the Y and T being often
confounded; but the most appropriate
and, in itself, a very probable change,
is Zorwv 8my, “om certain conditions”.
This I have admitted into the text.

Swamopevffivar] The argument is
compared, as in many other parts of
Plato, to a beast of the chase being
tracked.

rav y ] vd Aeydpevov is the
reading of all M88. and Edd. in place
of my tdv yevouévey. But without some
qualifying adverb 1. . cannot be used in
any other sense but “what is commonly
said”. And again ayt@v refers to no
plural expressed or im?lied. Stallbaum
tells us, first that avtdv is put for

¢xelvoy (motive unknown) and that
éxeiva are Vypdy, mviyog, piyos and so
forth. The reader need scarcely be
reminded that Sypdv and the rest never
perish, but the yevéoerg from them do,
and it is these yevéoes, if Euuyor,
which feel the pain. or the pleasure of
their jarring or blending. It is also
usual to say dAn9d¢ Adyetar of state-
ments and dvrwg fote of facts, whereas
here we have' a confusion of the two.
I have restored what in my opinion
must have been the original text.

8rav o¥rw oxy] I have put ayjj for
foyn; we want the sorist, and foyy
here is as misplaced as if we should
ask a man, Ilag Toyes;

phre [n] hvwdofar] prite Aumeiodar
has no more right to Tt than pr9’
#i8ca%at, and neither needs it.

Hptv § rowatr] +uiv is the reading
of the Coislinian and is much to be
preferred to that of the Bodleian, 1jucv.

4‘
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3Q. "Aye &) volvwy, vatrng eodvuod pepvigdar meog
yade Ty tig ploviig welowy ob cuwedv [uepvigdor TadTyy)
809’ quiv [} ui]. Beaxd dé v. mepi aitig, i Bovder, diame-
eavwyey.

IIPS. _Aéye moiov.

3. [Tg] vov vob geoveiv [Ehouévy] Biov 0led g Toi-
Tov TOv TebTOY 0v0ey dmonwlder Lipy.

IIPQ. Tov vov un yaleety undé Avmeiodar Aéyeig;

39Q. ’Ependn yde mov vér’ v T maga3odfj tav Blwy un-
0év Jeiv pufre péya goajre Opuxeoy yaigew T TOY ToD voely kol
goovely Blov Elouévy.

ITPQ. Kai pdl’ otrwg dgendy.

3Q. Odwoiv obrwg &v nelvp 3 bredgyol, xai Towg ovdéy
&romov & mwaviwy T@y Bloy doti Yeadrarog.

ITPR. Oxovv eindg y° ovwe yaigewy tolg Yeovg oive Tor-
vaviior.

IQ. Haw uév odv odw eindg: &oynuov yodv avs@v Ewd-
Tegov yuyvouevdy datwy. alha Oy totto uév Fn wal eloavdig
dmoxeyiouede, dav mpdg Adyov T ), xal TQ ¥y meog Ta dev-
Tegeia, av ul) meog Ta mowrela Svvwuede meoodeival, mwe0s-

B

Y

Hjooue.

[wepvfiofar Tadry]] Protarchus is to
try and remember this, because it is an
important fact; not because it is im-
portant to remember it. The change
from taytng, which the author of this
foolish supplement saw above to tav-
tny, which he certainly wrote, would
almost make one suspect that he meant
mepviiodoe for a passive. Just so m
the Ibumu 286, c, we read, p:n oS
akqua T prixn_xplvovees, dM\d xatd
T0 Ti¢ meTpnTXiic mépog, © rou Ipa-
wev delv pepvijoSar wpde T wpémov.
But there the whole context shews that
Plato wrote pepeploSac.

[T¢)] . . [(opévy]] This again has been
borrowed from below, and placed here
so that it makes gmoxwAdety govern a
dative. As to oudtv dmoxwlvet being
used with the accusative suppressed,
this is a common idiom. “It ¢s quite
possible to live the intellectual life in
this manner.”

Otixodv o¥ras] I ought not to have
followed two previous editors in pre-
ferring oUto¢, which rests on no good
authority. The argument runs thus:
“This neutral life is compatible with
pure intelligence; for the man who
chose the life of intelligence was ob-
liged to forego all delight. In this way
then (this being so) it would be the
very life which he Ahad already chosen,
and it would also probably be the
nearest approach to the life of the
Gods.” The transition from the philo-
sopher to the Gods is marked by dxel-
v Te xal. The ye which has usurped
the place of t¢ in the Editions, is ab-
solutely without meaning.

dmoxepdueda) This is Bekker's con-
Jjecture for émioxedmeda, which occurs
in all the Books, but is both less suit-
able in itself, unusual with eloaidtg,
which requires & fature, and quite in-
compatible with wpoadtjgomey.
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IIPQ. ’0¢3drara Aéyeg. \

I0Q. Kai qip w6y’ Evegov eldog vy §doviy, & i Ye-
x0g adziig Epauey ebvar, e pviung mav doti yeyovds.

IIPY. Iog;

3Q. My, g Bouxev, 8 T mwov’ Eomi, medregov tava-
Mmeréov. wal wvdvveder wahwv ¥ri medregov algImowy pipmg,

& példes Ta megl Tabd fuiv neva Tedmov Qavegd my yevi- D

ogeodau.

IIPQ. Mg @is;

IQ. O tdv megl TO odua Gudv Exdorote madnudTwy
@ pév & T oduart xavadfevviueve melv Emi Ty Yuxpy
OieledIeiv, amadi) *xelviy ddgavia, ta 02 O dugoiv idvia
xal Ty’ Gomeg oewoudy Evndévia 10idy ve nai xouvdy Exaréop.

IIPQ. Kelodw.

3Q. Ta uév &) ) o a;tqmw iovea dav Ty Yoy quav
piuey Aevddvey, ta 08 0 augoiv ui) Aevddver, &o’ be90-
Tazr’ Egobuey; '

ITPQ. g yoe ob;

3. To voivwy Aedpdévar undouds vmokdfns g Adyw M-
g dvravdd mov yéveowy. Eori yoo A9 pojuns Eodoge §
0’ & ) Aeyoudvy viv obmw yéyove' Tot 68 ;nj'z:’ b'vmg pifre
yeyovirog mw wyvea&aa @dvar Ty’ amofohpy &romov. 1 yde;

PR, T m]v,

3Q. Ta volvwy ovouara uerafale pdvor.

IIPSQ. Iwg;

&vaknerréov] Ayncéov alone is the
proper verb. Tlapaknrréov would be
Jjust as unsuitable as avalnmém' for
they are not going to receive the in-
formation from others, but to learn it
by observation. Nor is it at all likely
that Plato would play on the word
dvalap@dvewy, as denoting the proper
function of pvium. I therefore con-
jecture mpétepov dv ety Anwréov.

xard tpéwoy] This is the oppome
of dnd Tpémov. See below, 34, A

tvrad0d mov] Somewhere here,—i.c.,
tn the state we have been describing.
By Mi9m¢ yévcowg is meant a state of
forgetfulness arising out of a previous

opposite state. With this he contrasts.
that state of unconsciousness as to any
particular impression which precedes
aloﬁncnc, and consequently pvifun. The
latter is described in order to bring into
greater relief the proposition which he
is now advancing, that Desire being of
the opposite to that which is present,
as the body is taken up with that which
is present, the mind alone can be con-
versant with the absent opposite, and
this through Memory, without which
Desire is impossible.

pfire yeyovérog ww] I have adopted
Stallbaum’s conjecture for wwg without
hesitation.
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3Q. Avii pév vod leln&éva& oy Yo, tay amedis
alTy ylyvger Tay aswywv T@Y TOD awyatog, Op viv A9y
34 nakeig,] avausInoiay Emovéuacoy.

ITPR. ’Euador.
3. To & & & nade

Ty Yoxy rai 70 oduce Xowj

yiyvoueve xowvj) xoi mveiodar, tavtyy & ad Ty wivnow ovo-
palwy ailodnow otx ano tedmov @Iéyyol’ &v.

IIPQ. ’Alpéovara Aéye.

3Q. Obxody 70y pavddvousy 8 Bovhoueda xakeiv vy oi-

odnoLy.
IIPQ. Ti yap;

39Q. Swnglay volvvvaicdijoews vy uvijuny Aéywy 6edis
& wg Adyor, xard ye vy Euiy doker.

ITPR. ’0gYdg yae obw.

3. Mviuns & avduwnowy &o’ od Sxpégovoar Aéyouev;

IIPQ. ’lowg.
39. 49’ olv od vdde;
IIPR. To moiov;

3Q. “Otav, & peva vov oduavog Fmacyé wod # Yuxi,
~ v ~ , b IR ~ o ’ >
Tavr’ dvev Tov oduarog obry v Eavel & T udhior’ avadau-
Bdvy, ©6r’ dvouuvioneodal mov Myousy. 17 yde;

IIPQ. IIdw uév odv.

39Q. Koi pjp woi Svav, émoléoace uvijuny &v’ aiodjoswg
&7 ob padfuarog, cddig vaveyy avamoljoy mdly admi) v
tavryj, wol Tobra Soumevy’ aveuwiceg wal uwjuas mov Aé-

youey.

[fv vOv MijBny xalets]] Protarchus does
no such thmg He is bldden to use
dvawgdola in place of 5 Aedndévar,
and to keep A3y in the same sense
as hitherto.

yoyvépeva] “Pro ywywdpevor Syden-
hamus yvyvépeva tentat. Noa video cau-
sam.” Stallb. And then, of course, we
are referred to Matthiss. That the com-
piler of a Grammar should treasure up
all the anomalies and exceptional in-
stances, which either the self-will of
authors or the stupidity of scribes supplies
him with, is no more than we should
cxpect. But the province of an editor
is, as far as possible, to resist such

evidence and to oppose common sense
to the craving after curiosities. In such
a passage a&s this a departure from
the common rule is above all things
improbable, for here the notion upper-
most in the mind of the writer is the
Jjoint participation in a certain state,
the common effect of two things, which
a singular participle would render less
apparent.

a0’ ) The Zurich editors have not
improved this passage by the conjec-
tural reading of wddv; the word mott
adds to the clearness of the sentemce, .
and is fully supported by analogous
passages in this part of the dialogue.
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IIPQ. ’0¢9ag Aéyes.

3Q. 0b &) ydeww dmove’ elpnrar vaire, 0w Tode.

IIPS2. To moiov;

3Q. D due 'np' e Yuxis rﬁowyv xwecg owuazog & Tt
pdloze xai dvagyéorata Adfowuev, wal &y’ Emdvuiav: dic
yae TotTwy mwg Tavr auirep’ Eoixe Snhovodar.

IIPQ. Aéywuev toivey, & Sdingaveg, 37'37) T0 pere tatva.

I9Q. ITodka ye ms(n yevso‘w qdo(r)g xol waoay ['n)v] poe- D
qn;v avm;g avaywwv, wg Zouxe, Aéyorrag oxomely. wol yap viv
mwedregov ¥t gaiverar Mypmvéov EmIdvulav elvon, ©i mwor’ EoTe
%ol 7wov ylyverat.

IIP. Swomdusv tolvvv: ovdév yap amolobuev. 4

39Q. Amolovusy uiv odv, vaivrd ye, & IMpuragye, etodvreg
a viv {nrovuer, [amolobpey) vy megi avta Tabs’ dmoglar.

IIPR. ’0¢ddg quivw* ©o 0 épekiic volrog mepdueda
Aéyew.

39. Odnodv viv 0y meivpy te xai 0iog wai woAd™ Erepa
vowvs’ Epauey elval twag Emidvulag;

IIPQ. Zgpidea ye.

30, Igog v mov ¥ea tabrov fAéwarres, ovtw mold dia-
péoovia Tavd’ &vi meooayogetousy ovouase;

IIPQ. Ma AP ob §¢diov towg simeiv, & Swoaveg: all’
ouwg Aexzéov.

3. ’Exeidev 01 & tdv atviw mwahy avalaﬂwyem

ITPQ. IIodey o4j;

E

“Iv &pa] The reading of all the MSS.,
va i, has sorely puzzled the edltorr

appearance, the trtxcle has no business
here.

some have left it in despair, others huve
betaken themselves to mwy; but this
particle is in contradiction to the su-
perlatives which follow, and would be
more appropriate to an attempt then
commencing, than to a review of the
ground already won. I once adopted 31,
but with misgivings. I now see that
INAMA was divided  amiss, and so MA
was changed into pi. “Apa totto xal
apa xetvo is & very common_formula.
See below 41, p, dpa mapaxeiodat xal
ap.a YiyveoSar.

waorav [My] popdfiy] As he means
every phase of it, and not its whole

d viv tyrodev] The common reading
is, *Amolobpey pby oﬂv, xal taitd ye,
@ II., evpdvtes 8 viv {nrobmev: dmo-
dovpey . T. & Itis impossible to make
any sense of xal talta Ye, nor is the
first dmohoULey, without a case, supported
by usage. The corruption of the pas-
sage appears to have originated with
the insertion of the second dmooUev,
which proba.bly stood at first as a gloss
in the margin. Under any cm:um-
stances 8 would be untenable, for avta
talta proves that a plural must have
preceded.
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30, “dupi” Myovves, Myouev Exdovoré .

P9, IIig & ob;

3Q. Toiwo 8¢ ¥y é&oxi nevovrar.

IIPQ. Ti pip;

3Q. 49’ ody ©o lyog doviv EmIvuia;

IIPQ. Nai, nduazdg ye.

3Q. Iduaevog, 3) whnedoews mwwparog;

IIPQ. Oluar pév mAngdoews.

302. ‘O xevoluevog Tudv &ea, g Zowwev, Emidvuel T@v
dvartiwy 7) mdoyer. wevovuevog yap do¢ mhneovoda.

IIPQ. Sagéorara ye.

39Q. Tiolv; 6 ©6 medrov xevoduevog Eotiy dmodey eix’

b ’ ’ ’ > N 3 ’ B ’ [ ’.d
aioHjoe [mhnedoewg] dpanrorr’ av elre umjuy’ Toltov, 0 Ui
& 1 ¥y yeovp wdoxe wi &y T mebode nwmor’ Emadev;

IIPQ. Kai mdg;

IQ. Aida iy &y’ EmSvuaw nvog Emdvuei, papéy.

IIPQ. IIwg yee ov;
9.

Odx &’ 6 ye mdoyse, tovrov dmdvusi. JSujj yee,

Totro 08 wévwaigt 6 & EmuSvuet mhnedoews.

ITPQ. Nai.

3Q. IMaedoedds [y’] ¥oe myf o waw wob duipiviog &v

dpanrorvo.
IIPQ. ’Avayxaior.

3. To uév 01 owua advvarov: wevovver ydg mov.

“Awpq"] There are two readings Auyj
y¢ mov and Awpijy ou. As to the va-
riety in the Bodleian Exdotov fre, we

. have but to turn it back into the uncial

character and we see that it was simply
another instance of Y being mistaken
for T, EKACTOYETI. Now if we
try to make sense of Au.bﬁ % T & it
can only mean, that something sometimes
thirsts, which is an incredihle manner
of expression, to say nothing of the
perfect uselessness of ye. If we try
Awpijy, we may by some effort obtain
this sense, ‘‘We speak of thirsting as
something”. i.e. There is such a thing
as thirsting. But then Exdotote loses
all its meaning, and we are obliged
further on to read xevougdat, whereas

all the Books have xtvoutat. This is
one of those examples that in criticism
nothing should be looked on as in-
significant, Just as in one of the old
Epigrams, I have shewn that ¢v 3t

v is &v 3t § Oy ie. &v 3t yopolae
6:«5\»,’ s0 here Awpf) AEI' was read
as if it were Aupy] . The rest was
either invisible or neglected, and yex
was so supplemented as to become y¢

oL,

ID\npdoeds [y ] &pa] The construction
is dpa Tt TGv Tou Supdvrog dpdnrort’
@ ) TAnpdotwg. Some part, then, of
the man who is thirsting §s tn contact
with The ye is useless, un-
less we change its place and read II.

dpa & ye T
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ITPQ. Nal.

3Q. Ty Yupp Yee tig mhnedoewg dpdnvesdar Aotmoy,
Tj) uvijuy Ofhov bve: T yag &y & &hAy EpdyPaito; c

ITPQ. Syedov ovdevi.

39. MavSdvousy odv o cvuféfny’ fuiv & rovtwy TGV
Adywr.

IIPQ. To moiov;

39Q. Sduavog Emvuiev ov q»)ow Tuiv obrog & Adyog
ylyveadau.

IIPQ. Ilog;

39Q. “On voic dxelvov madijuacwy dvaviiay ael mavidg
Cdov umriee iy Emixeignour.

IIPQ. Koai pdle.

3Q. ‘H & bouij y’ éni vovvavziov &yovea 7 va medijuara
Onhol mov uvijuny odoay Ty tolg madiuadwy vavriwy.

1PQ. Idw ye.

3Q. Ty & indyovear éni va émdvuoiuey’ amodeikagD
pvipny 6 Adyos Yuxiie Evumaoay Ty & douiy xai Emidvuiay
xal Ty agyy Tov LWov mwaveds améprver.

ITPR. ’0g9drava.

3Q. Auwpip ¥ fudv ©o obue ) mewiy ¥ v t@v Tolad-
Twy mdoyey oddauf 6 Adyog aiget.

IIPQ. ’Alpdésraza.

3Q. ’Euc ) xai véde megl tolre ToUre xavavojgwuey.
"Blov yag elddg Tv pou gatverar fovdesdar dnhoty 6 Adyog Huiv
&v tovTolg avrolg.

ITPQ. 'Ev viow wai molov mepi Plov @ealeis; - E

2Q. ’Ev v mwhngotodar nai xevovodar wai wdow doa megl
owtnglay v dovi t@v Ldwy xai Ty @Iogdr, xai &l Tig ToU-
Ty & Exavéoy yuyvouevog nudv ahyel, tové OF xyalgee wava
Tag perafoldag. .

IPQ. ’Eov vaira. |

Tiv &’ h&yomv] The argument, & Adyos alpd] Evinces, makes good.

then, in showing that Memory tis that Compare Rep. 604 c; PFarm. 141 D;
which introduces ome to objects of desire, COrito 48, c. The figure of speech seems
has proved that to the soul belong the to be borrowed from the draught-

whole activity and desire, and the di- board.
rection of the entire creature.
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3Q. Ti &, Gvav & uéop vovrwy ylyviga;

ITPQ. I év uéop;

39D, A uév v6 madog alyjj, peuvigar 08 vav éwr v
yevoye'vww mxéon’ av Tig &lyr]do'rog, nwhnedron 88 pimw® i

36 zove; pauey T 1) q)w,uev ooy &y péoe sav madnudrwy elvae;

IIPQ. @ausy uév odv. :

3Q. Idvegor ahyord’ BAwg 7) xoigovra;

IIPQ. M AP, adhe dumhj wuvi lt?ng) Avrovpevoy, xaza
uév 0 owpa &v Ty madijuer., xare ¢ 'mv Yoyp weoodoxiag
i wédg.

- 3Q. Ilég, & HModragye, -v6 Oumhotv tijg Admyg €imes;
do’ obn ot uév Sre wig fudv wevovuevog v Amide paveed
Tob whngwdijceodor radéoTnrs, Toré 9¢ Totvaviiov avelmiorwg

B dyes;

ITPQ. Kai paka ye.

3Q. Mav odv olyi 8Anilwy uév mhnewdijoeodar T ue-
uviodar doxei oo yalgew, &ua 08 nevoluevos dv TovTolg ToOlg
xedvoeg ahyeiv;

IIPQ. ’Avayu.
3Q. Tov & dvdewmog wai tdhha Lde lvm:ual ¥ dpa
xai yolget.

ITPQ. Kuwdvrever.
3Q. Ti &, orav avelrwiorwg Exy xevovuervog tevEesIar whn-
euoewg; &o’ ov Tite T dimhoty yiyvor &v megl tag Avmag
C waSog, 8 ov viv J) narduy @idng amhig eivar Sumhovy;
IIPQ. ’Aln3éorare, & Sdrgoreg.
3Q. Tobry 8 tf) oxéyer toltwy Tav medmudrwy Tode
xenowpede, —
ITPQ. Tb moiov;
Q. Horeqov alr;&elg Tovrag teg AUmag Te ol qdovag 7
Yevdeig elvar MéEouer* %) Tog uév wivag ahndeis, vag 8 ob.
IIPQ. Ilog, & Swreaveg, dv elev WYevdeic Hdovad ¥ Aimar;
IQ. Hag 8¢, & IMgdvagye, @ofou &v &hydeis § Wevdeis,
. ) meoodoniar adndeig § pi, ¥ doker ahpdeis 7 Wevdéis;
D IIPQ. dokes uév Eywy’ & mov ouyyweolyy, wa 9 Erega
Talt’ otu av.
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3Q. IIdg gfg; Ayov pévvor mve mvdvvevouey ob mdvv

ouxeoy Emeyelgery.
IIPQ. AMn97 Aéye.

3Q. AN & meos to magenhvIdre, & mal “xelvov Tav-
dodg, meosirovre, Toiro oxemvéov.

ITPR. ’Iowg 7ovwd ye.

Q. Xateew zolvoy 881 Méyay Toig ¥lhowg yqxww 7 nal
broiy Tav maga O 7eodimov Asyouévey.

IIPQ. ’0p%dis.
3Q. Aéye & por Javua

yeo 2ué y* &xee dua véhovs aei E

nepl Tavra, & viv 8 meovFéueda, amogiuaze. mig Oy @is;
Yevdeis, ai &’ ahndeig ovn eloiv Ndoval;

ITIPQ. IIgg yde &v;
3Q. Obre o) brvap

oty Vmag; g @is, [fovwr) otn’ v

uaviaug obt’ &y magapeosivaug otdeis €09’ Gc Tig waré doxel
udv yolgewy, yalper & obdouds, ovd’ ab doxei uév Avmeioda,

Avrceizae 8 ob.

IIPQ. IIdv9 otrw vovr’, & Sungaveg, dyay mdvreg timei-

Mjpauey.

39. 4o’ olv 8994, 7 onsnzéor €iv’ dpSdg elve uy) Tovra

Aéyetoun ;

IIPQ. Suenvéov, og &yd painy &v.
3Q. Adgioviueda 01 oapioregoy &L To viv Ol heyduevoy

ndovijs ve mépr nai dokns.
IIPQ. Nei.
39. Kai fdecda;

& wal 'xelvov TdvBpds] The word
éxeivog is often substituted for the
proper name in speaking of an absent
or deceased person with respect. Soph.
Fragm. oy maic "Axtéws, dal €xu’.voc
aUtd¢ ¢l. In the Republic, S8ocrates ad-
dresses Glaucon and Adimantus as
naides éxelvov Tdv3pds. It is not known
who was Protarchus’ father, except
that Socrates above calls him Callias,
but he no doubt belonged to & principal
family in Athens. Stallbaum’s notion
that Protarchus is addressed as the dis-
ciple of that man, meaning Philebus,
is, I regret to see, repeated in his last

gove ydo mov Sokalew fuiv;

edition.

roig &\Nows phixeoy] AU other long
discourses, except thm wlneh are to
the purpose; ¥ xal dtwoiv x. T. &, is
equivalent to, or even short ones, when
they are not to the point.

&\ wepl Tabra] I have substituted
tabta for the unmeaning ta avta of
the Editions. A little further on, I
have restored nd¢ 84 @yjc; from Pro-
tarchus to Socrates.

[terw]] I have followed Stallbaum
in bracketing this word, which arose
from the scribe not understanding the
adverbial use of §vap and Umap.

~-
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3. Kol piy xai 16 doSalouevoyv Eori o5

7

IIPQ. Mg & ob;

3Q. Koi ©6 ye, ¢ ©6 H00uevor fdevar;

IIPQ. Kai mavv ye.
39, Odnody o do§atov,

& 7T 0eddg ¥v te ui) 6pIdg

B do§adg, 76 ye [do§a§ew] vrwg 000émor’ amodvary.

IIPQ. IIdg yag &v;

IQ. Ovwoiv woi ©6 8ouevoy, &v v dpdag &v ve wi) do-

ddg omrar, 6 y° Brrwg fdecIar Sijkov dg ovdémor’ amolel.
IIPQ. Neai, i 003 ovrwg Exet.

3Q. Ovp mor’ odv &) Tedmy doke Wevdijs te wai aAndng

nuiv Quhel ylyveadar, ©6 0¢ wijg Hdoviic udvov alndés, [doka-

Cav d° brvwg noi yoigery augorepa duolwg eidngev,] oxemtéoy.

IIPQ. ’Apa, 8my 00En uév Emuylyvesdov Wetddg ve xoi

C dAndég, nai fyéver’ ob udvor déka did Tavr’ ahda woi moud
ng &naréoa, oxemvéor @yg TovT elvau;

3Q. Nol. meos 6¢ ye todrog, el nai vo magdmay fuiv

ta uév o mol’ dvve, Hoov)

08 nal Abmy pévov Gmee doti,

mouds Tive 8 od ylyveodov, wei TobS fuiv diopodoyiréon.

IIPQ. dijlor.

3. AN 00déy Totw0 ye yakemwov Ideiy Sri nal mwordd Tuve.
radat yae eimopey Jve ueydhor T xal cuwmgal nal o(podqa

D éxazegar yiyvoviau [, Abmal te

Otbxody rd Bogdlov] That which fancies,
whether it fancies correctly, or incorrect-
ly, never loses its property of really
Jancying. It is an actual notion, though
it may not correspond. to an obfect.
The same may be said of pleasure;
the feeling is actually present, though
the object is unreal. Thus there is no
difference as to truth and falsehood
between 16 Sofdilov and 4 MSpmevoy.
Unless indeed we say that pleasure is
of such nature that it does not admit
of any quality; but this is not so, for
we speak of great and little pleasures,
of good and bad pleasures, and so forth:
then why not of false and true? I

xai Hdovac).

“Ory)] This is the reading of the best
MS8. for Tej. I have adopted it, and
added oxertéov as Baiter first suggested,
but my oxentéov is that already given
to Protarchus. It would exceed the
compass of a note to discuss the other
changes which I have made, and the
reasons for them are sufficiently ob-
vious. Let it suffice to note that the
disputants do not consider, nor have
they any reason for comsidering, why
both 3ofdtlewy and yalpewy have the Ev-
Tw¢, so that, had the sentence in brackets
been as well expressed as it is clumsy,
it could not have belonged to Plato.

oéBpa ixdrepar] Violently the one

have removed the idle suppl t So-
Edfew, which betrays its origin by not
knowing its plaee.

or violently the other, as the gloss AU-
nal Te xa\ 1}3oval explains the words.

'
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IIPQ. Harvamao: ;asv odr.
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3. Ay 8¢ ye mm]qm mvtwv, [ ngzaqxs, n'eoaytyw)—
Tal T, wovigay gy Qroousy ovtw ylyveadar dokav, movngay

d¢ xal Hdowipy.
IPQ. AMa ot iy, &
3Q. Ti &, dv dpIbeng

N

Y]

14

SwnQoTES;
> P ’ \ ,
Tovvavriov 0pdoTnTe TLYi TOVTWY

_mwooylymyzas; udy otx dedp uév dokav gotuer, &v .oeddEn’

toxp; vavzdy 8 fdoviy;
ITPQ. ’Avaynaioy.

3Q. Ay 8¢ y’ duagraviuevor ©o dofalduevor ), Ty 6- E
Eav 169’ auagrdvovaay ¥’ otx 6ediy buoloymréoy 0id’ deIds -

do&clovoay;
ITPQ. II&')Q 7&9 &v;
ap Tl«

v ab lvyrr,v 7 wy’ foviy mepi o é(p @

Avneivan 3 Totvavriov Guagrdvovoay gueduev, ey 7 xen-
oviy .3 T Ty xehdv ovoudtwy avt) mEoeIoouey;

IPQ. AWM m?x oidy e, eimeg &pmgﬂicswl' y’ ndovi).

3. Kai w;v gouxé y Hoow) mwodddwig ob pera 6o§qg o¢-
Sjc ahha pera 1[/80601Q nyw ytyvaa{}ac.

ITPQ. Iag yag ov; xai iy uév dokev ye, & Scugaveg,

dr ©@ Towovty xai tove Aéyouey Yevdi, Ty &

<

ndoviy adriy 38

otdelg &v more meooeiror Yevdi.
39. ‘AMa meotuws audveg ¢ Tig Noovi, & IMedragys,

My za viv.
ITPQ.

00dév ye, ald’ Gmep dxodw Aéyw.

3Q. Adagége 8 fuiv 0ddév, & Eraige, 1 pera dokng ¥

"Av 8¢ Yy apapravépevov] “If, when
the object of a belief is misapprehended,
the belief itself is wrong, shall we not
also call that pain or pleasure wrong,
which arises from a misapprehended
object? If not, we must call it dp%v,
xpnoty, and all manner of handsome
names.”

"¢wpdpev] The Books have épopdpey,
which is out of the questioni. Inquirers
are not supposed to gase upon an error,
but to detect it.

Myopev] This is Stallbaum'’s con-
Jjecture for &éyopev; the change was

owing to TOTEAEIOMEN, which
some copyists read as Tdt éidyomey,
supposing the imperfect to be required
after téte. When the bad fashion began
to prevail of writing the words without
the apostrophus, a practice which has
led to endless corruption and confusion,
this would become tére éAéyopev.

Oi8év ye] The y¢ is added to ouBilg
and ouSty before mly and its equiva-
lents. Compare Iph. 1. 548 (564) ov-
8elc ye midv SavoUoav ovy dpdy @dog.
Arist. Nub. 784. 0uBéy ye Ty 7. Froe
tag. 810, B, OU3¢v ¥’ el pif.
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) -~ N > ’ [ A ~ \ ~ ’ \
0gdijc xai per’ dmorung nlovy Tic pera Tov Wevdorg xal
ayvolag mwokhdug Exdarolg Hudy Eyyiyvouévng;

ITIPS. Eixog yoiv ui) ouexgov diagépery.

Q.
ITPL.
39Q. Tide o7 &yw;
ITPQ. ITj;

3Q. Addka, @ouév, quiv dore udv Pevdig, Eow Jé

alndig.

HOPQ. ’Eotw.

Tijg 01) dtagoeds atzoiv dmi Jewplar ENIwuey.
“Ays by gou paiverar.

IQ. ‘Enever piy valroeg, 8 viv &) Eéyouev, f0ovi) xai
Aoy molhdwig, ahndel xai Wevder doky Aéyw.

ITPQ. Idvv ye.

39Q. Odrovv & uvijune ve xai alodjoews dofa Huiv rai
C 7o 01) doEalewy Eyyweeiv ylyveadov Exdorore.

ITPQ. Kai yala.

3Q. A9’ obv fuag @de mepi vavr’ avayxaiov qyovye&

loyey;
nPQ. Ildg;

39Q. IoMdxg iddvee Tuvi mogewdey uy) mwavw capdas [ra
xadogupeva) SvuPaivery Poldecdar woivery Qaing v Tavd’

aneg 00@.
kal 7o 8 Sofdfew éyxwpetv] The

MSS. have, with few exceptions, t¢
czaaoEucm This is interpreted as dis-
one Jrom another.
But the o.rgument throughout turns upon
the mere act of Sofafety, and not a
single allusion is made to the distinc-
" tion here introduced. The confusion of
&d and 3wx is one of the commonest
in MS8S., and there is a peculiar force
in 39 wlnch may be illustrated by
Soplmt, 234 c, wort ToLedv al’qﬁn 3o-
xelv Myeodon, xal ey, Aéyovta 31 oo~
Qutatoy mavtwy Gravt clvae. In this
and other instances it is of the same
force as xal 81 xaf, and expresses a
kind of accumulation. The word dyyw-
psiv has been changed on the authority
of the Bodleiun, &ec., to dyyeepeiv, but
to undertake is surely less appropriate
here than to be capable, for so we may
render the impersonal {yywpei.

pry)

yiyveofov] Most MSS. read yiyve?’,
a strange elision; but the Bodleian has
preserved the traces of the true reading
which I have restored; for ylyves%’ in
that Book is one of the many examples
of the compendium for ov, the sign of
the grave accent, being mistaken for an
apostrophus. The sense is plain enough.
“From Memory, then, and from 8en-
sation, our notions, and indeed the ca-
pacity for forming netions at all, are
derived in every instance.”

[rd. xafopdpeva] . . xplvay .. radf’
&wep 3pq] It is very unmecessary for a
man xplvew ta xdopu{p.cva But whoever
is capable xplvewy Tav®’ Gmep dpd, will
not fail xa%opdy the reason why we
are thus mocked with a double object.
A little farther we read something from
the same source in Eotdvar Qavrafs-
pevov. If any place requires simple lan-
guage, it is that where such a simple
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IIPQ. @alyy &v.
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IQ. Obvodv ©6 uere Toiv atrdg abdrov obrog avigor’

&v ooe.
I1PS. Ha‘)’g;
3. Ti notv’

D

oe Zore o

waga Ty nézqav Todd [éoTd-

var gavialduevor] o Tive 8évdeg; Tolr elmelv &v wg meoc
~ ~ - (4 -~
fovtov donel oor, Towalt’ drre keTidwy Paviaodévie Eevr(

woté;
IIPQ. Ti wip;

~ ~ >
39Q. Ap’ olv uere vavd 6 Tooirog (g amoneuybuevng Gy
meog abrov eimor dg Loty Evdewmog, EmiTvydg Elmay;

IIPQ. Kai maw ye.

3y ~
3Q. Kai moageveydelg y’ ob tay &v, g 1o Tviy mowpé-
vov Fgyov By, 10 wadopduevoy &yalua moooeimoc.

IIPQ. Make ye.

3Q. Ké&v tig 7 atr(p magjj, ta e 7eog atrov §ndéve’

P ~ ) )
dvrelvag Eig Quviy meog TOY magovt adre tovr &y malw
pIéyEazo, nai Abyog 0% yéyover.obrwg 6 wdve dofav ra-

Aovuer.
IIPQ. T wp;
3Q. Ay & &ea udvog 7,

~ p] \ < N
ToUT0 TAVTOV QOGS avTOY JLa-

vooluevog, dviove wai mhelw yedvov Exwy &v airg mogeterau.

HPQ. Idw uév odr.
Q.
8mep duoi;

every-day occurrence is described. It
is ludicrous to see such words as
“What'’s that yonder by the rock under
a tree” ? turned into bombast which we
cannot even translate, for pavragdmevov
gotdvae is not even Greek.

T( wor &pa] Iph. T. 887 (399).
Soph. Ajaz 905. tivog mot’ &p Empake
xewpt Bwy.opoc,

@s clwév] Chancing on the truth
tn what he says. To this is afterwards
opposed wapeveyJels, straying from the
mark, or swerving.

vaehrm.] This is understood to
mean, He would say in addition. But
what he says here is no addition, but
a substitution. By changing éotl into

¥ ~
Ti otv; deo Goi gaiverar TO mwepl TOUTO YLyVOpEVOY

¢, and adding Ov to Zpyov, I think I
have restored the passage to its old
form and sense. ‘Looking upon it as
the work of some shepherds or other, he
would call what he descried, a figure.”

wepl -rofrro] The reading of the MSS.
is mepl toYtwy, in defence of which
one Edntor quotes from Fhedo 58, A,
Oudt ta mept i dlxns dnuveode, and
refers to Heindorf's note on that pas-
sage. Heindorf's note is well worth
reading and so likewise is his note to
another passage in the same dialogue
to which reference is made. But it is
very unlikely that he would have looked
upon this as an example, or have de-
fended it. The analogy is merely ap-
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3Q. Adoxei 168 quav 3 Yoxi Pl Tvi menoeotnive.

IIPS. Ildig;

Q. ‘H wviuy, taig aiojocoe Evuminzovoa elg radrdy,
[xai] éxeiva @ megi tavrag dovi ta madfuara gaiveral po
oxedor olov yedgew tuav &y tais Yuyais vove [Adyovg]® xal,

parent. It would be a great mistake
to explain td wepl T Blumc as a
change made from xept tov 3lxmy be-
cause of énudeoSc. The main thought
is nrepl tiic Slume muYéoha; to which
another is added, mud¢oSaL td yevé-
peva, or, if any one likes it better, myu-
3¢odar ta mepl Ty dlxmv. The idiom
therefore arises from an attempt to make
an article do more than its natural fanc-
tion, and to graft an additional, though
more direct, object, on that first one
which is attached to the verb by the
preposition. Here, on the contrary,
Tepl TovTwy is not an object at all. So-
crates does not want to know Protarchus’
opinion about things of any kind, but
whether what happens in this case ap-
pears to_him to be such and such.
The mere occurrence of the word yty-
vopevey disposes of the whole argument ;
nor would wepl toUtwv be intelligible
in any case, for the topic of conver-
- sation is singular; namely the man 8¢
1d pavracdévra whelo ypdvov Exwv v
avtm TopevETaL.
pvfiun] The reading of the Books
is the same as that in my text, except
that it has xepl taita and @aivovrat,
and, of course, I am answerable for the
brackets. I will briefly point out the mis-
conceptions which have prevailed about
this sentence, and the difficulties which
maust have sorely perplexed every Editor
or.reader who desired clearness. We
are told by one Editor that xdxeiva &
wept tadt’ ot ta maSHpara, is to be
understood as ‘‘those things which be-
long to these faculties, namely to Me-
mory and the Senses”. But what other
things besides Memory and the Senses,
yet belonging to the same, are intended,
we are not told, nor is it easy to guess.
Nor is any example given of that most
extraordinary use of wadvjpara which
is thus transferred from the affection
of an organ, or of a power, to the

organ or power itself. When I re-
member this, or see thas, the remember-
ing and the seeing produce no doubt
n&Iuata of my mind or of my sense
of vision, but to call Mind & wd-
Smpa or Vision & md3nmpa is a mon-
strous abuse of language. Thus the
second clause of the sentence must be
so rendered that éxefva td madvuata
may mean ‘those sbove-mentioned sen-
sations’' or perceptions, and & wep! T.
¢otl, which are comnected with these
aloﬁﬁoccc. Well, what do these do?
“They write, as it were, words in our
minds.” Are these words what we
should call tmpressions? If so, it is
an odd thing that Memory and the
Senses and the Impressions upon them
should be said to write impressions
upon us. But these Adyo, it will be
said, are more than the momentary
impressions, they are the abiding re-
cords, the subjective facts. If so, let
us pass on: “and when this affection
(here the commentators haste to the
rescue, saying “Do not be alarmed at
this break-down of the plural; he is
here speaking of a particular case”,
and like men obliged to change car-
riages at the small hours of the night,
we try to make ourselves comfortable
in this new singular, and proceed) “in-
scribes true things, the results are true
Myor”. That is to say, that true Adyot
are—the results of true )«oyoz At last
we come to & ypaupateds who opens
our eyes. “I am Memory, the Recorder
(¢ ypappareds) also called the Writer
(6 ypappatiorsc); all that has been
done above has been done by me.
When I am quickened by any of the
senses being moved, I write their na-
Srjpara on your mind; and when these
napara which 1 write are true, then
my Adyor are true”. Can there be any
doubt about a correction which brings
such light out of all this smoke?
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Otav iy alndi yedyy [voiwo 7o madqual, ddke ©° aApdig
xal Adyor an’ adrov EvuBalvovory alndeig dv fuiv yuyvéuevor

Yevdi) 8 Gray

vovzie Toig aAnFéory amépn.

0 Towirog mag’

Uiy yeapporels yedyy, vd-

ITPQ. Ildvwv pév obv doxsi po, xai Gmodéyopar va §n-

Iévra obrwg.

39Q. Anodéyov d) wai Eregov Snueovgyov fudy v waig
Yoyais & T ToTE YoV yLyvduevor.

IIPQ. Tive;

I9Q. Zwyedgov, 0g uere 1ov yeauuatioTiy T@y Aeyopévoy
elxovag v T Yuxfj trovter yedper.

IIPQ. Ildg 01 totrov ab wai wdve Adyouer;

3Q. “Ovav am’ Oews i wwvog dhdng alodijoews va Tove
doSaldueva xai Aeyduer’ amayaydy wig tag Tav dokacHéviwy
wal heydéviwv eixdvag &v oty 6o mwg. 3 Tovr olx Eowm

yuyvouevoy mwag' fuiv;
IIPQ. Sgidea uév odv.
=X.

Ovxobv ai uév t@v alpdav dokdy wai Adywv eirdveg

aAneig, ai I8 Tdv Yevddy Yevdeig;

IIP. Iovidraowy.

39Q. Ei &) voin’ b3ag elginauey, Fre xal 160 2ni vov-

ToLg orePuuede, —
IIPQ. To moiov;

3Q. Ei nmegi pév tov Sviwy el tdv yeyovotwy tabd
Tuiy ottw mdoyew avayxaiov, mwepl 08 Ty pelddvroy ob.

IIPQ. Ilegi Grrdviwy uév otv Tdv yeovwy doavtwg.

32. Olxotv af ye dua tijg Yuyijs abrig Hdovai xai Abmae D

rodrwv ypide] toitwy can have no
other construction here except as agree-
ing with Aecyomévwy, which does not
want it, and is too far removed from it
to be taken with it, and not far enough
to require being repeated in it, or repre-
sented by it. It is also probable that
Plato would use a different verb for the
second artificer; and for these reasons I
venture to propose in place of ToUTwWY
Ypdpet, mov {wypapel.

Otixody al ye 7. {.] Two things
were said of the second ¢ of Plea-
sures and Pains, (the mental class),

Platonis Philebus.

first, that they preceded the others, Gt
npoylyvowvto, and secondly, that our anti-
cipation was thus connected with fature
time: o¢ EupBalvor . . elvar yeyvope-
vov. The scribes have turned this into
npoylyvowt” v, and Gote EvpPalver.
Eleven lines above we have had fott
yoyvopevoy, (nmot ylyveray,) something
that occurs; and in 42, A, we shall find
the same usage. So here elvat yryvéue-
vev is not & mere periphrasis of ylyve-
cdar, but=clvat T T@v TYtyvopévwv.
Another instance which I have seen
quoted, is nothing to the purpose:

5
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EéxInoay v Toic medodey g 7o Taw did Tob dwuavog Hdo-
vay xai Avm@v meoylyvowvro, wg & uiv Svufaivor To meo-
xaloety Te wai 16 meohvrsiodar megl Tov uéhhovea yodvor el-

var yuyvouevov.
ITPQ. ’Alndéorara.

3Q. Otxovr Ta yedupurd e xal [wygagiuara, & cuwrod
aedteeov é‘l’l’«’&[l” 3 Nuiv yiyveodau, msei uéy oy yeyordm
E xai 7ov magovia yodvov dowi, mepi 02 tov péhdovea ovn Eozev.

IPQ. ZSgidea ye.

3. Hoa mpodqa léyug, éve wave’ dovi vavy §lmdsg
eig Tov Emaza yebvov oboas, fusis 8’ ob dia mwavedg vov Biov

- ael yéuouey EAmidwy;
P,

Havrdmace uév ody.

3. "Aye &), meog toig Yiv elgnuévorg xai ©d8’ amd-

nQuvas.
IIPQ. To noww,

3Q. Adixaiog om;e ol cvaeﬂqg xal ayadog maviwg ae ov

deoqpili)s Sovuy;
IIPQ. Ti wip;

39. Ti 84; ¥dixdg ve noi mavidmace xaxdg &’ 0V TOD-

40 vovriov &xelvy;

IIPQ. Iig & ov;

3Q. IoMdw wip midwy, de eéyouer deut, mig GrIew-

wog yéuet.
IIPQ. T & ov; )

&oynpov yciv avtdy Exdrepoy dpe-
v:vx éc,;n “Exther of these is uI;iY;btly,
when it occurs.” (Above 38, B.)
deow] The Books have Iorepoy
oUv. I make a very bold change, but
pot, as I think, a rash one. First, the
argument requires it: “You admit that
mental pleasures and pains have to do
with the future; then surely you cannot
say that, whereas our records and images
concern the past and the present, they
have no relation with the future.” Se-
condly, Protarchus’ answer cha Ye
is a reply not to a question IIdtepov,
but to an assertion. Some Grammarian
who read Ouxoly == igitar, and saw that

it gave the opposite sense to that in-
tended, bethought of métepov as the
nearest suitable word, in point of
meaning, to that which he supposed to
require his correction.

wavréwac xaxds] I am disposed to
believe . that the word wavtanact has
been added to xaxd¢ by way of bringing
it into correspondence with the TAVTWG
of the preceding speech of Socrates,
which the interpohtor anpposed to be-
long to dyadds, whereas it is in faet
intended to colour the whole question,
and to gnve it the air of an appeal to.
the conscience or good sense of the pef-
son questioned.
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IQ. Adyo iy sioy & Exdovowg fudr, 8g nidag ovo-
paouer.

HIPSQ. Nei. ,

39Q. Kot 0 nal 1a gavidouar’ wyeapnuéva: xai tig
b molddwig éavtq‘i xqwbv yLyvouevoy &’ty.‘}ovor nai &’ m’;tq?
moddag fdovag: wai &) noi dvelwyoagyuévoy aiwov é«p abrg
xeigovra opddoa xaopg.

IIPQ. Ti & ov; B

39. Tovrwy olv mivega Qduey voig uév ayadoig dg o
7odd Ta yeygaupéva naqom’&ea.‘)at a9 due o 8eoqu).sig
elvau, Toig 0¢ xoxoig dg ab T0 modd Todvaveior, § i) pauer;

IIPQ.  Kai pcha gazéor.

SO, Odwovy uai voig xaxols Hdoval y° 0ddéy frrov mde-
aoy Swyeagnuévar, Yevdeig 3 abral mov.

IIPQ. Ti pip;

3. Yevdéow &g Pdovaic ta molda of movngol yaigov- C
ow, oi &’ dyadoi Tav avdewmwy aAnSéouy.

ITPQ. Amyuammfm léyug.

3Q. Eioi &1, xaza tovg vov Adyov, tpevdezg év Tais Tov.
ardodnwy Yuxals Hloval, pepuunuévar uévrow Tog akndeig dni
70 yehoudrega® vai Mimar & doavtwg.

IIPS. Eiaiv.
~ 3Q. Oinoiy iy dokdLery uév Bvrwg del T To magdmay
dokdlover, uy) &x’ otaw 88 und’ &mi yeyovbor und’ én’ dgoué-
youg dviote.

IIPS. IIawv ye.

39Q. Koai tabrd y v, olua, 10 dmegyaloueva d6Eay D
Yerd7) Tove nel T0 WYevddg dokaley. 7 ydg;

IIPS. Nai. -

v{wypadnuévov] ‘He sees the gold, have thought it more prudent to make
and the pleasures which depend upon autdv mean himself, than to change a
it, and moreover he sees himself, as breathing.
part of the picture, rejoicing in bimself dwl 7rd y ] Conviv. 215, A.
exceedingly.’ It is strange that any Folit. 293, E, énl ta aloylova. Horace,
difficulty could have been occasioned Epist. ii. 1, 265.
by so simple and well-chosen an ex- ficto
presslon The change of avtdv into In pejus vultu proponi cereus.
- avUtdy is indispensable; but the Editors

5%
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IQ. Ti otv; ovx évramodoréov vaig Mmarg ve wal fdo-
vaig Ty trovrwy avilateogov EEwv &v nelvoug;

IIPS. Ilwg;

IQ. Qg qp uév yaigery Bvrwg asi T To magdnay bnwo-
obv xai elxyj yalgovr, uy uévror i toig odor und’ éni voig
yeyovoawy éviove, moldawig 08 wol 10wg mAelotduig Emi Toig .
undé péhhovei more yevijoesYar.

E ITPQ. Koi 1ab® ovrtwg avayxaiov, @ Sunpeveg, Fyewv.
3Q. Oixotv & avrog Adyog &v ey mepl @ofwy Te nai
Svudv wai mdviwy @y towotrwy, Gg EoTe xai Wevdi mdvia

T Towadr’ dviove;
IIPQ. IIdwv uév odv.

IQ. Ti 8é; movngag dokag [xal yeyorag] &Adwg [1] Wev-

deig] yuyvoudvag Exouev eimeiv;

IIPQ. Oix &Awg.

3Q. 08 7dovag y’, oluow, ravavootuey wg &Adov Tiva
41 7@dmov elol movneal mwhiy T(H Pevdelg elvar.

ITPQ. ITav uév obv volvaviiov, & Sumgate,

v Toérav dvriorpodov Hw] If all
that precedes is genuine, I fear that it
is a waste of ingenuity to endeavour
to explain toltwy. The ¢ (namely
that a thing may be real, and yet rest
on false grounds,) has been shewn to
be v éxcivog, that is in 36Ea and o
Sofdlew: and we are invited to attri-
bute an analogous £&t¢ to pleasures and
pains; but if so, until this is granted
and done, it is surely premature to
talk of v Tobrwv E&wv. The &
also which we grant to these must be
dvtiotpopog to another, which is in
those. This would lead us to read avr.
€ T év éxelvotg; but as to tovtwy,
it is difficult to see what can be done
with it, except to leave it out altogether.
But what if we could reverse the di-
rection of the pronouns, and by toy-
twy understand the notions and beliefs,
and by éxclvorg pleasures and pains?
To do this we must remove taig Au-
Tag te xal naovmc, and frame the
sentence thus: oUx dvtamodotéov TV
tovtwy v dvtlotpopoy éxelvotg; For
those who think this remedy too bold is
I can offer no other.

elonrag.

T( 8; wovnpds] Nothing is plainer
than this sentence when we leave out
the interpolations. xal ypworag is evi-
dently out of place; and a little at-
tention to ytyvouévag shews that 7
Yevdeis is no better. The complete
sentence would be Tyopev elmedv Tovy-
Q‘a; ddkag dMwg yryvopévas (mowmpas

W Peudeic shvae) ;

nov My oy Tolvavriov] The MSS.
and Edd. have all Hldvw kv ovv rou\m-
tlov, which is not Greek. As y.l;v vy,
like immo, is used when one tmproves
upon another’s assertion, and this may
be done either by adding to it, or by
completely changing it, it denotes either
assent or contradiction, according to the
words w!uch accompany it. Thus wavv
udv oUv implies that the answerer does
not think the first speaker positive
enough; it amounts, therefore, to a
strong assent. But an assent is out of
the question in this passage; so that
nothing would remain but to join mdw
with toyvavrioy, which would be as ab-
surd in Greek as to say that one thing

is very opposite to another would be in
English.
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oxedov yao T Wevdel uév od mdvv movieag &v Tig Avmag ve
xai hoovag Sely, ueyddy 8’ &Ady xoi mwoddy ovumimrovoeg

mwovnelg.
39

Tag udv volvvv movneag fidovdg xei dia movyelay

e ’ Yq 2 < ~ N bl -~ ~ e \
ovoag tolavtag ohiyov vovegov Zpovusv, av &wi doxf v@v' Tag

d¢ Yevdeig xar’ &Adov Tedmov

&v nuly molddg xai moAhduig

dvoloag Te wai Eypyvoudvag Aexvéov. tolry yde iowg yenod- B

pede meog Tag xploetg.
IIPL,

IIdg yoe ovx; eimeg ¥’ elaiv.

39. A\, o Igdragye, tioi xavd ye vy &uiy. zobro 08

70 doyua, Ewg By wénprar mwag’

mwov ylyveadar.
IIPQ. Kaldg.

Ny, addvaroy avéleyxtov -

39. Igooordueda 33 raddmep addnrai weog Tovvov ob

%0y Adyor.
IIPQ. ’lwuer.
3Q. Alhe oy eimouey,

elmep peuviueda, [ddiyor] v

Toig medodey, g, brev ai Aeyouevar dmSvuion & puiv do,
diya doa TTe TO oGua wal Xweis Tig Yuxis Tols madiuact

Swelhyrrran.

IIPQ. Meuvijuede, xai mooegendy taire.

39. Obwoiw ©6 uév EmSvuotv v ) Yuyi) Tév Tob odua-
vog évavviwy EEewy 7 tove, Ty & alynddva ¥ tiva did mwddog
#0oviy T0 odua v TO mwogexduEVOY.

) \|m8ﬁ] I have altered T¢§ Yeddee
into ¢ Yeudect. He is speaking of the
abstract quality, not of some particu-
lar lie.

robro 8¢ 1 8éypa] It is necessary
to caution the reader against Stallbaum'’s
translation of this passage. He explains
6 S6ypa as the belief that no pleasures
are false; g dv xénrtar is consequently
made to mean s0 long as it continues.
To such a remark as is thus attributed
to Socrates, Protarchus, who was main-
taining the opposite side, would warcely
have answered Kal@ds. But tolto 10
Sypa (not éxeivo) obviously refers to
the preceding clol xatrd ye v éuvy,
and means the belief that pleasures may
be false or true. This is made certain
by nap’ wpiy, and no less by xénrar;

for map” Wuiv must apply to both So-
crates and Protarchus, and xeioSar,
which is the passive of Jcivar, is &
word of unequivocal force, whether ap-
plied to & law or a proposition. The
sense of the passage thus becomes plain :
But untid this judgment (of mine) s
approoed and established in us both, st
18 #mpossible for it to escape (or become
exempt jfrom) examination. 1 have en-
deavoured to give the force of the word
ylyveodar, which, as will be seen, sig-
nifies a great deal more than dvat
$eav | Tére] ey, 18 3 Ty dly.
is the reading of the received text. The
Bodl. has however tov¢ for td 3¢, that
is, the copyist had before him TOTE
and read it as TOYC. On this is founded
the emendation EREQNHTOTE. The

c
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3Q. Svldoyilov o7 %6 yiyvduevov v vovroug.

IIPQ. Aéye.

3Q. {Iiyveror voivvy, bnbray ) tabre, Gue magaucicda
Maag te nal jdovdg, xai Tovtwy alodijoeg Gua mag’ aAdi-
Aag Evaviiov odedy yiyveadaw, 8 nal viv Oy Epam.

IPS. Oaiverar yovv.

3. Odwotv xai 60 elonroe el cvvwpoloynuévoy fuiv

by -~
EuTQOCYE nelrOL, —
IIPQ. To moiov;

39. Qg 10 pdlddy ve ol fpvov Fugw totrw déxeadov,
U N C 4 oL\ < -~ J ’ n”
Mnn e xai pdovi), [xal] 0T T@v ameigwy elvyy ;

IIPQ. Elgyrouw* ©i pip;

39Q. 1Tig oly unpov voin’ 6edds xelveodou;

necessary conjunction A’ was probably
lost from its resemblance to the suc-
ceeding A, as H was from its likeness
to N. The continual confusion of AH
and AN in MSS8,, illustrates both these
phenomena. ’

mwva 814 wdBos #8ovfiy] The best
MS88, have m\fj%0¢ for mados, an error
which arose from a confusion of A and
A. But though the sentence is thus rid
of a second difficulty, another still lies
in the sense. Plato is speaking of that
condition in which the mind desires the
opposite to what the body feels; so that
the addition of 1j3oviy makes the mind
to desire pain. Many ways might be
proposed to remove this difficulty, but
the question is not what Plato might
have written, but what he wrote, and the
ways are too numerous to allow us to
fix upon the very one. The sense would
be secured by tijv & diyn3dva tiv St
TT Ild90¢ %37 évdv x. 1. & The mean-
ing of 3td nddo¢ appears to be, through
actual tmpression, as opposed to the
pleasure of ezpectats

Tlyveras] is not this an error occa-
sioned by the reminiscence of the fore-
going ytyvépevov? If we read Palverar,
we shall get rid of the clumsy ylyverat
yiyveoSat, and we shall have a better
correspondence to épdvn, and to Pro-
tarchus’ Palvetar youv.
- &mv] The construction is elpmTar

¢ 8éyeodov, G clrmy,—where ¢ in-
troduces the fact, and gt¢ the reason
of it. This gets rid of the caumseless
departure from the ordinary rules of
construction, in defence of which I
formerly quoted Phedo 95, b. But
there also the text is not trustworthy.
xat Ttadoumwpoupévn te 3 % T. &
has already excited the suspicion of
Heindorf, though I do not assent to
his mode of correcting it. By striking
out cixoq;almv and by changing xal
into "Ht we clear away the two only
difficulties. Then 7] would take {un
and dnolUotro for the same reason
that Gte takes elrnv.

Tis o pyxavf)] The Zurich editors
have adopted Stallbaum’s reading, Tl¢
odv: but if Plato had wanted to use
the enclitic, he would have written Zott
Ttg, or have placed the enclitic any-
where rather than at the beginning of
the sentence. A better correction would
have been, T{ adv; mmyavd tavt dp-
3@¢ xplvecdar; There is a want of
adjustment in the different parts of the
dialogue. For the question here asked
is not more fully explained afterwards,
and ¢! is no answer to [Iyj or to Bek-
ker's conjectural Iloiw. It is mot im-
probable that something has fallen out,
perhaps to the following effect. T¢ o0v;
payavy tavt’ 0pdds xplveoSar; (tiide
8t okepdpevos melpw amoxpivesdar.)
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ITPQ. ITj &) wai még;

IQ. Ei v6de vo Povdyy’ huiv tig xpidews zovrwy* v
TowovTolg Teol rayvaven [Bovderar] éxdozore, Tig TovTwy WEOG
p) ’ 13 ’ ’ N ’ ~ \ 1]
allhag uellwy wal g SAarrwy ot tig udhlor [xai tig opo-
deotépa], AMny e meog dovpy xai Admy mwedg Avmny wai Hoow)

71Qog Hdowip.

- IIPQ. A ¥om toiwd ve towxbra xal § Soddoig wig

xplocwg aver. ,

3Q. Ti odv; & uér Byer 1o mogewIer wal dyyidev boav

Ta peyddn vy ahjdear agovile. ol Wevdy mowsi dofaley, 42

¥ Mmoug &’ dga wai fdovaig odbx Eowe TadTov Totvo yuyvo-

[evov;

IIPS. IIoAd pév odv udrdov, & Sungares.
39Q. ’Evavtiov 01 ©o wov T ouingdy Eumeoade ydyover.

ITPQ. To moiov Aéyeg;

3Q. Tore uév ai ddkar Pevdeis ve nai ahndeig odral yi-
yvouevar tag Aimag ve xol Hdovag “pa Tov mag abreic ma-

Sjuazog avemiunmlacar.
ITIPQ. ’AlnSéorara.

Et 768¢ vd BotAnpa] I have changed
the reading and punctuation. toUtwy év
totoutotg Tol is certainly not elegant,
bat by explaining toutwy to be the
pleasures and pains and év TooUtOlg
7ot to be on such occasions, some of
us may be brought to tolerate it. But
5 Bovlnpa tis xplocws Siayvivae Bov-

Astar brings its own condemnation with &ec

it. It may be said that there is no im-
propriety in the expression—*The will
wills”. But t¢ fovlnpua is not the will,
but a particular wish, and 1 B. Tij¢
xplocwg is the wish to judge. In the
Laws 863, B, Plato declares Pleasure
npdtrewy § T mEp dv avTiic ¥ Povln-
atg é3eljoy ; but this expression though
unusual was inevitable; for Pleasure
cannot desire, and if he had said ém-
3Supla, he would have been obliged to
forego the main ground of opposition
to dupds, medof met’ dmatng. In that
passage 1 will take this opportunity of
remarking that Bui{codat written com-
pendiously has been miscopied Bualou.
But how can the wish to judge judge?

—and if it cannot judge, how can it
wish to judge? My correction is fully
borne out by Protarchus’ answer — 1}
Bovlnots Tic xplocws avry. By leav-
ing out xal Ti¢ opodpotépa, the difficulty
which beset t{¢ patiov disappears. Com-
pare above 87, D, o@éSpa Exarepar,
which answers exactly to u&\\ov Aumy

*Evavrlov] This is perhaps the most
beautiful of all the remarks in this ad-
mirable disquisition on pleasure. For-
merly it had been agreed that notions,
as they happened to be true or false,
occasioned ‘& corresponding difference
in the pleasures and pains depending on
them; but now it has been shown that
pleasures and pains, by their compara-
tive distance in time, and by their mutual
contrast, produce false notions about
themselves.

&ver{pmhacav] Observe the imper-
fect: Were found to communicate their
quality (of truth or falsehood) to the
pains and pleasures.
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3Q. Niv 8¢ 9’ advai did %0 mlgewdéy Te wai dyyidev
éxaorore perafaliduevar Fewgeiodar, xai Gua tdéuevar wag’
allajhog, ai pév Hdovai mwape vo Avrnedy uellovs @aivovrau
xal oodgdrega, Atmar &’ ab did 0 mag’ Hdoveg Todvaviov
Enelvoug.
IIPQ. ’Avdyny ylyveaSau 10 towoita o zaira.
IQ. Odnoty, 8oy uellovg tiv odo@r Endregar woi Fhar-
ToVg Qalvoviar, TOUT GmoTEUduEVOS EaTéQwy TO (paviuEvoy
Call ovw By, olr’ ato 6eIds Pauviuievov dgeig, 000’ ob moré
6 i Tobry uépog Tijg Noovig nai Avmmg yuyvduevor 6p9ov we
xoil alndég vohutoeg Mye.
IIPQ. Ob yog odv.
3Q. Tolrwy volbvwwy &Eig dybueda, dav 17d° ameviiuey,
nlovag xal Abmag YPevdelg dr ualhor %) vodreg pouvoudvag e
xal ovoag &v volg Ldog.
IIPQ. Ilolag 87 wei mwag Aéyecg;
3Q. Elgyral wov molddwg i, Tig puoewg éndorwy dia-
D @Iegouévng uév avyrgioeoe xai Oiaxgioest wai mAnpdoeor ol
#EVOWOEDL kol TLOWw avEaug kel pIioeot, Avmal te xoi alynddveg
xal 00Uvon wai mwdvea, Omooa Tolavt’ ovouar Exer, Evufeive
yiyvoueva.
IIPQ. Nei, tats’ elgnrae mwolddnis.
3Q. Eig & ye tip atrdv @low frav xadoviwae, tadyy
ob Ty xavdoracy fdoviy amedefducda mag fHudv adri.
IIPQ. ’0¢Yds. ~
3Q. Ti 64 ovav mepi To oauce undéy Tovtwy yryvéuevoy
ey
IIPR. Ilére 8¢ zovr &v yévoro, & Sungares;
E  3IQ. 000 meds Adyov doxiv, o IModragye, 6 ov viw fgov,
70 dpuwrnua.
IPQ. T d4;
IQ. Adibn Ty duip Eedrmow ob xwhver due diegéodar
oe mwalw.

Oixody, 8o@] That much then, by that the appearance itself is a right ap-
which either appears greater than it really pearance, nor will you venture to call
18, that apparent and unreal quantity, that part of the pleasure or the pain
you will cut off, and you will neither say which is founded upon st, right and true.
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IIPQ. Iloiav;

3Q. E 6 odv un y[yvou'o, o anﬁtaexa, (pqo'w, 70 7ot-
ovwoy, ©i motr’ avaynaiov & adrob vufaivery Huiv;

ITPQ. My mvovuévov tob owuavog 3@’ Exdrega w}g;

39Q. Otrwg.

IIPQ. dq)vov 01 zovrd ¥’ ' o ..wneateg, wg ov& ndovy
ylyorr’ &v & T Toovre mov’ ovr’ &y wmg Admm.

39. KdMuot’ slmeg. aMha yde, olpow, 76de Aéyeg, g 48

acl v Tovrwy avayxaiov fuiv Evufaivey, og oi cogoi paoiy*
asl yag Gmave’ dvw Te nal xoTw gel.

IIPQ. _Aéyovoe yog odv, xai doxovol y’ ob pavhwg Aéyer.

'3Q. Ilidg yde &v, uj qovhol y’ Bvveg; alhd yap Vmex-
ovipan Tov Adyov &mupegduevov tovrov Bodhopar. T8’ oy dia-
voovpon Qevyey, wal ov uov Elugevye.

IIPQ. _Aéys 6my.

3Q. Teiwa uév volvvv ovtwg 07w, Pduey mEOg TOUTOLG.

\ > D ’ ! > A\ ’ < ’ / -
oV 0 amongivow® 7IOTEQOY S TAVIC, O7TOCC TegXeL Tt Twy B

dupiywy, Tain’ aiocddverow To mdoxov, xai obr avEaviuevor
lav&o?voysv f);tdg avTodg ovTe TL TAY ToLVTWY 0VOEY TTAOXOV-
zsg, 3} wdiv Tovvartiov; dhiyov yde td ys ToLaire lélrﬂ}s vy
Huds.

ITPQ. “Amnav djmov Tovvavrior.

30. 09 volvww vahdg fHuiv eloqrar ©o viv O fndév, g
ai uevafolai xdrw ve nal dvw yiyvduevor Mmeg ve xai ndo-
vag amsgyalovra.

iIPQ. Ti pip;

30. Q0 ¥orar uddhov wai avemihymrivegov 1o Aeyo-
pevor.

ITPQ. Iég;

& ydp &wavra] The passages in
Plato, from which we may learn a full
account of this doctrine of Heraclitus,
are Thewtet. 179—80, Sophist. 249—150,
and Oratyl. 402. It is here alluded to,
because at first sight it would appear
to. exclude the possibility of that state
of indifference to pleasure and pain from
which Socrates is about to show another
instance of a false pleasure, namely,

where relief from pain (which is indif-
ference) is thought and spoken of as
positive pleasure.

Imwexariivas] Soph. Ajaz, 82, @po-
vowra dp wv ovx dv ¢EéoTny Sxuve.

Iv] This generally amounts to

nothmg more than an assent; but as
its original meaning is What elae' it is
perfectly suitable here.
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IQ. Q¢ ai uév ueydhor pevafolai Avmes ve xai fdovag
mwowoioty Huiv, ai & o pérqual ve xai guuneai ©é magdmay

ovdévcpa TovTwY.

ITPQ. ’0¢ddregor oirws 7 “nebvwg, & Sdixgareg.
3Q. Obnoiw el by’ obrw, mahy 6 viv 87 nIelg flog

N <
ar 7juot.

ITPQ. Iloiog;

3. Oy dhvmdv ve xai &vev yapuoviv Epauer elver.

IIPQ. ’AlpYéovara Aéysg,

3Q. ’Ex 07 vorwy nidduey tourrodg quiv flovg, Eva udv
7 i 4 m
D 6y, vov & ab Avrmedy, wov O’ Eva undéveea. 3 miig By qaing

AY \ ’
OV TTEQL TOUTWY;

ITPQ. Odx ¥wg Eywy’ 3 vavey, veeig elvar Todg Plovg.
39Q. Oixoiv ot &v &in 16 py) Avmelodai move TatTov T

xoigeLy.
IIPQ. ITig yde &v;

39Q. ‘Ondvav odv éxoveys vg 7o6Toy maviwy éativ ahv-
nwwg duazedely Tov Blov dmavie, vl 169’ bmodaufaverg Adyewy

T0¥ TOLOUTOY;

IIPQ. ‘HOY Myev galverar Fuoy’ obrog to ui) Aveigdon.
3Q. Todv oy tvewv fuiv, dviwwy Bovdet, videt, xok-
E AMoowy ' ovducor yodusda, ©o uév yevadv, o & &gyveo,

toizoy 08 undévega Tovrwm.
ITPQ. Keirou.

3Q. To 08 undévepa vovrwy €69 fuiv bmwg Idveea yé-

vour’ &, yevods 1) deyveog;
ITPQ. Kai nog &v;
39Q. 038 &’

Gvrwey Bofhe] He is not speaking
of the three lives in particular, but sup-
poses any three things, to two of which
names have been given, but the third
is merely known as not either. The
question then is, can it decome either?
See the next note.

Yevépevos] Commonly AeySpevos. But
when we consider how awkwardly this
word is placed, and then look to the
preceding yévorr’ &v, it seems scarcely

0 upéoog Biog H0dg % Avmmeds yevduevog

possible ‘to doubt that this is one of
the many instamces where \eydpevog
bas usurped the place of yevépevog. It
would be childish to say ¢ péoos Plog
is not, and cannot be rightly thought
to be, that from which it has been
formally distinguished; but it is ne-
cessary for the argument to show that
the circumstance of its coming imme-
diately after pain cannot aller its na-
ture, and make it decome pleasure.
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0edag &v move, ovr’ &l dokdLoe wig, dofdlotro, obr

L4

&l Aéyor,

Aexdeln, ravd ye wov deIov Adyor.

IIPQ. Ilwg y&e ¢’fv,

3Q. Al uiy, o éaige, lsyowwv ye tavra wei doSa-

Covtwr aiodaviueda.
ITPQ. Kai pdle.

39Q. Iévegov obv nai yaigew olovvor vove, Grav uy Av-

TOYTOL;
IIPQ. @agi yoiv.

3Q. Otnoiv olovtar vdte yaigey: ov yag &v Eheyov mov.

IIPQ. Kuwivvever.

3Q. Werdi) ye iy dofdlovor mwegi vob yalgew, elmeg yw-
ol [vob uy) Avmeiodar i vob yaipey]  gotg Enavigov.

IIPQ. Kai iy yweis y° .

3Q. Iévegov obv aigdueda mag’ fuirv vabs’ elvar, xadd-

s ’ N
mg aptt, Toiat, 7

dvo piva, Mm)v ey wanoy 'mi'g arewmorg,

iy 0 anallayiy 5@ Avdy, avro Tovr ayador o, qdv 7000~

ayopeveadar ;

ITPQ. IIdg 87 viv tobro, & Sungaveg, dpwrdueda Vg

U@y altzdv; ob yoe uavddvw.

39. "Oviwg yog vods molsulovg Dikifov Toide, w IMguw-

p ) ’
TogE, OV pavdavelg.

IIPQ. _Aéyag 8 adwovg tivag;
39. Kai udha devodg Aeyouévovg ta mepi guoty, ot o
mogdray H0ovdg oY Paowy ervae.

IIPQ. Ti uipy;

3Q. _Avndv vaitag elvar wdoag amopuyds, 8¢ viv ot meQi
DilnBoy ndovag EmovoudLovary. -

dwep xwpls] See Appendix.

Iérepov ov a] One alter-
native baving been disposed of, the other
is taken up: “If freedom from pain is
not pleasure, is there such a thing as
absolute pleasure?” And thus is intro-
duced another question: *Is pleasure
possible without pain?” I have added,
io the Appendix, a translation of a pas-
sage from Kant's Anthropologie, which
may perhaps interest some readers.

Tolg ] This is generally un-
derstood of Antisthenes. The descrip-
tion applies very well to what we leam
of him from Diogenes Laertius. oV
téyvy reminds one of the many sneers
against the Platonic Ideas which are
attributed to him and his friends. 4
disposition without meanness but harsh,
is also in keeping with his character,
though not with Plato’s general appre-
ciation of the Cymics.

(6]

44

B

C .
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IIPR. Totrog odv fuds movege meideadar Evpfovieders,
N ndg, & Suneateg;
39Q. Obn, ald’ domeg pdvreoe moooyeiiodai wio, pav-
zevopévorg ov téyvy ahdd mm Svoyepely pioews ovx ayevvois
Moy peponudrwy vip Tig Hdoviig dtvauwy xoi vevouendrwy ov-
0dv yiég, Gore xal alro Toin abtiic T0 Emaywydy, yoimevua,
D oty Hdovip, elvar. Tovrorg uév odv tair’ &v meooygioato, one-
Yduevog &t wai 1AM atzav dvoyeedoparac pera O¢ Taira,
of yé pou donovary Ddovai akndeig elvar, mevoer, £ 8 au-
@Oty Toiv Adyoy oneyduevor Ty Shvauuy avtis mwepaddueda
710G TIY QIO
IIPQ. ’0¢9%ag Aéyeg.
3Q. Mevadidnwuey 07 tovtovg Gomep Evuudyove, ravd
70 fﬁg dvaxeqet'ag aVT@Y i’xvog ol‘yac y&g Tou6v0e TL Aéyewy
avrovg, aexo;ceyovg no.‘}ev wdey, wg, &l ﬂovh;{}ezysv Hrovody
E £idovs Ty oy ideiv, olov Ty Tob axAngod, movegov €ig Td
oxdnedrat’ amoflémovres ovrwg &v palhov guworjcauey
eog Ta molkoord: axdngdryme; Jel Oy ge, & Ilgdbvagye, rada-
mep 2uol, nai Toirotg ro:g dvoxeqawovmv anoxqu\‘)m.
IIPQ. IIdvv pév olv, woi Aéyw y’ avroig 6tL meds a
mwedra peyéder.
3Q. Obnoiv &l xei o Tijg Hoo¥is yévog 10ety Pprvd mor’
&rew oy BovAndeiuer, oo el tag molhoorag fdovag amo-
45 Bhemtéov ald’ eig Tag awgorarag wai ogodgorarag Aeyouévag.
IIPQ. IIdg &v gov tavty cvyyweoly ta viw.
39. M obv oi medyergol ye, [oimep wal uéyiorar vaw
Y0oviv,] O Aéyouev molhdwmg, ai megl T0 odud tlow obvar.

kdrwy] This is not a capricious
change from the dative to the genitive,
nor is to be taken absolutely, for then
vty would have been necessary; but
it is in construction with Juoysepely
Quoewc— With the severity of men who
have too much hated, &e.

#ore kal adrd Tobr abrfis] So that
this very attractiveness of it 18 a trick
and imposture, and not

ep is condemned by Pol-
lux as bad Greek, and Lobeck observes
that such compound verbs as dvoyraive,
Suodupalve, and the like (where the

noun from which the verb comes is
already a compound), have no substan-
tives derived from them. But axoAa-
otdopata in Aristoph. Lysist. 398 is a
sound reading, and the scarcity of such
formations would arise partly from the
scarcity of the verbs, and partly from a
fear of their length.

7ds wolhoords fBovés] The smallest
pleasures. ta noAosTa oxinpétnry, things
having the smallest degrees of hardness.
The word is formed like the ordinal
numbers used to express fnctlons

"AAN otv] The MSS. have "Ap’ oy,
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IIPQ. IIdg yde ov;

(|

39. IIévegov odv peilovg eiol ve xal ylyvovieu megi Tovg
[xdurvortag] &v taig véoorg 3 mepl dyiaivovrag; edhafnIduey
08 1) woonerdg amoxeuvduevol mralowuéy ny. Tdxe yae iowg

Qaiuey av megl dywalvovrag.
IIPQ. Eixdg ye.

30, Ti 0¢; oty alwow tav Hoviy regfdAlovory, dv &y
xol Emidvpioe péyotan meoylyvwvrar;

IIPQ. Tobto uév ahndés.

30Q. AN ody oi mveérrovreg nai

v TowovTolg vooquaowy

&ouevor uadhov Supoioe rai duyotor, rai mdvrwy, omdea Suc

which is incompatible with ye, and as
ye is not found in the Bodleian and its
fellows, it has been omitted in the
recent Editions. But as it is impossible
to account for the intrusion of the word
in the other MSS., its omission in the
first-mentioned must be ascribed to
negligence. With ye once restored, the
change of *Ap’ into "ANN becomes in-
evitable; and the latter appears to me
to be infinitely more in keeping with
the nature of the observation; as it is
more reasonable in speaking of a matter
of every-day talk, to say that we con-
clude it is admitted, than to ask whether
s¢ is s0. But the rest.of the sentence
requires careful consideration. The sub-
Jject for inquiry is simply this: “Which
are the greatest pleasures?” ¢Whether
they are euily procured”, does not con-
cern the inquiry, though it may serve
to designate them when found. If we
remember that ajtat represents at dxps-
tatar xal c(poapoterrm, we see that
so far there is nothmg unsound in
the sentence. AN olv ab mpdyetpol
ye, 3 Aéyopev molhdnts, eloly avrar:
but we may g0 further and introduce
a: wepl v6 o@ua. If then we look at
the remainder, we see not only that
it was unsuited to our purpose, but
that it begins with AIIIEP, the same
beginning as that of one of the un-
suspicious parts already admitted. That
is to say; a copyist had got as far as
AITIEP and stopped. Afterwards he
saw that he had skipped & Aéyopmey
ToAaxtg; 80. he returns to this, but
forgets to cancel AIIIEP. “Here is
some gap”, says a grammarian, ‘“which

we must fill up”; and he fills it up
s0 as to make Plato say that the com-
mon bodily pleasures which are also
the greatest are the most tntense. En
cor Zenodoti! IEm jecur Oratetis!

[xépvovras]] I have put xdpuvovtas in
brackets. Plato could not use the article
with one participle and not with the
other, but he must use it with év taig
v6ootg, whether the participle had it
or not.

wpoylyvovras] This is Stephens’
emendation for wpogylyvwvtat; any one
who will take the trouble to attend to
the Varim Lectiones of even the best
collations, and see 6the blunders com-

mitted in wnpd and wp (ie., ®pds), will
at once see that it is perfectly absurd
to decide such differences as these by
the authority of the MSS.

wévnw, owdoa] The received text is
ndvta onéoa. I have written mdvrwy,
both b itis ry, and b
the neglect of terminations and the habit
of giving the same termination to two
consecutive words is confessedly of com-
mon occurrence. ¢v3clg alome might
leave us in doubt whether it ought not
to be mepl mdvra; but the addition of
amominpovpévoy decides the question
in favour of the genitive. Stallbanm’s
explanatory paraphrase ndvra el 3act
maoyew dmdoa Sd Tob owparos elu-
3act mdoyewy shews an utter miscon-
ception of what brevity authorises or
not, is untrue in fact, and while it
gives xal the office of joining two co-
ordinate clauses, leaves te¢ to join two
sentences.
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T0t odparog elwdaot wdayew, paAiéy v dvdelq Evvreivoviou
xal qromdngovuévey pelbovg fdovdag Toyovary; 3 Tovr’ od -
douey aAndeg elvau; '
IIPQ. IIdvw uév todv §ndév gaiverou.
3Q. Ti olv; de9d@g &v @auvoiusde Aéyovveg og, € Tig
Tag ueylorag ndovag idely Bovloro, odx elg vyietav aAd’ &g
vogoy loviag dei oxomeiv; dpa 0é° i pe [nyff) dravdov[uevor)
dowrdy o¢ €l mhelw yoigovoy ot opddea vogotvreg TaV Vyat-
vovtwy, AL’ olov uéyedds pe Lyreiv Hdovic, nel ©6 o@ddea
[mweei Tot] ooy mob moré yiyveraw Exdorote. wvojjoar yog
dety gauéy fpuva giaty Exer, vl tiva Ayovary oi @aanorveg
D und’ elvaw 76 mwagdmay avwip.
ITPQ. Alka oxedov Emoue [Ty Adye oov).
30. Tdya, & Hpdragye, ody furov Oelbeg, dmoxguvel
ydo & PPoer ueilovg Hovds, ov mhelovg Aéyw, T opddea ¢
nai 7@ pardov dmegexovoag Go@s % &v 1@ odpeon Bip; Aéye

c

08 7oaéywy Tov voiv.

IIPQ. AN &uadov 6 Aéyag, xai modd ©6 dagpégov dgd.
Tolg uév yae OWpeovds mov xal 6 magotutalduevog Emioyer

guvrdvovrar] The Books have Euyyl-
yvovrat. Telvopar and yelvopar (for so
it is often written in M8.) are continually
confounded. This I first learned from &
note of Cobet in his Edition of a Frag-,
ment of Philostratus. I have since
found another instange in Strabo xvr, 3,
where we must read ote émirelveodat
w3 mapddobov ‘so that the marvel is
sntensified”. Compare below 46, D, Edv-
tao dyplay, and 47, A, Euvrelver Te xal
évlote tndav mowl. I am acquainted
with the fragments of Eupolis and Te-
leclides where ouyylyveodae is coupled
with pafag and with @dypoiot; but
they are merely comic expressions for
enjoying, like Aristophanes’ having an
tnterview with grapes. Ppovriot cuyye-
yévquae (Eup. fragm.) is a little more
apposite, but cuyylyvea9at oux Zore TGy
16 piAkov xal wftrov Seyopévev.

Idvv piv owv Pnbév] viv fnotv is
the common reading; but there is no
authority but that of a worthless cop,
for yuv. My impression is that ouy
should be oUtw, which will make viv
unnecessary.

8pa 8] If any one still retains his
belief that all the writers of our copies
were scrupulous about the text, so as
even to prefer nonsense to falsification
(for doubtless there were some such)
let him look at the words which follow
Spoa 8¢. Swavdov is thought to be mu-
tilated, so it is turned into Sravoolp.e-
vov; then the sense demands the very
thing which has been thus sacrificed,
and so 1yjj is invented. Again totol-
tov by some blunder is read or written
as towoutcy; immediately some one is
at hand with a healing supplement, and
wept tob is plaistered upon the text;
in the meanwhile td opé8pa towottov
is utterly lost.

T ANéyp oov] I have put this Alex-
andrian phrase in brackets.

olx frrov Belfes] I entirely agree
with Stallbaum that it is, ‘modum in
scirpo qusrere,” to be dissatisfied with
these words; but his own translation
of them has led him to suspect another
word which is-equally sound. The sense
is, You will presently prove it (that you
understand me) no less (than you now
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Adyog Exderore, 6 o Mndév dyav magansdevduevog, ¢ mei- B
Jovtar® 6 0 Tav agedvwy te wai VPoLoTdy uéxeL pavieg

\C \ I3 ’ J U
ogpodea ndov) xaréyovoa megLBonrovg amegyalerat.
3. Kolag wai € ye tavd ovzwg &yet, dijhov dg & tum
’ -~ \ ~ ’ b ] bl > 3> -~ I3
noviig Yuxic [wai Tob cwuazog], ahl’ ovn &v agery uéyioron
pev yloval, péyorae 8¢ wal Avmau, ylyvovvou.

IIPQ. IHdvv pév odv.

39. Ovxotw vovrwy wwvdg mweoehouevov Oei oromeiodw,
Tiva moté tedmov &potoag Eéyouer odrag elvar ueylovag.

IPQ. ’Avdya,.

3Q. Sudnme 07 vdg Tav Tor@vde voonuatwy Hdovdg, Tiva

7mot’ Exovoe Tedmov.

IIP. Iolwy;

2Q. Tag vav aoyquévwr,
00U0tL TTaVTEADG.

IIPQ. Ilolag;

ag ovg elmouev dvayegsic ui-

39. Olov zag tig .Ydeag idoeg ©@ veifewv, xai boa
Towaine, oox dhAng dedueva Qagudlewg. Totto yie 07 76 md-
Yog fuiv, & meog Yedv, vl move Ppiuer dyyiyveadar; movegoy

bovipy 3 Aoy ;
IIPL.
yveadal Tt waxoy.

Siupuxzov tovrs ye (o], & Sdinpareg, Eouns yi-

3Q. 00 pip &y @hijBov y’ Evexa moagedéuny tov Adyov: B

pny’en i), for you will answer my ques-

] Frantic. The word is
properly applied to men maddened by
the noise of some Bacchanalian or other
orgies, and then generally of extra-
vagant and impetuous characters. It
is here opposed to the staid and seemly
demeanour of the temperate.

[xal To® odparos]] It is impossible
that this passage should be correct as
we now read it. Plato has passed from
the diseases of the body to UBptg. which
is a disease of the mind. The presence
of the article betrays the mterpo]ator.

{8pa]] I have cancelled &pa as per-
fectly unmeanmg Some scribe had
written gUmuixtov Tolto ydp through
mzstakmg x& Another came and turned
Ydp into ¥ &p’.

00 pv 8v @Affov y] The Cois-
linian has pwv which one Editor adopts
and so affords to another the opportu-
nity for telling the world that 3y is
never put after pyjv. A little attention
to the sense would have been better
bestowed than it is on such a truism. As
the words stand in the Books, Socrates
is made to say that he did not bring
forward these instances about itch on
account of Philebus. Probably not; but
why say so? Is he afraid lest 'P(Xn-
Bos ¢ xald¢ should be troubled with
the complaint? Or can he think it
necessary to declare that it was not to
make fun of him that he alluded to
it? As this is out of the question, the
only other reason for bringing Phile-
bus in at all must be that Philebus is
fastidious, and will look upon him as
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J b ) k 4 ~ -~ ~
ald’ &vev rodrwy, & Iouragyre, T@v Hdoviy wai TGy Tebralg

émoudvwv, & uy woropddo,

oxedov otn ¥ more Svvaineda

drangivacdac ©o viv Lyroduevor.

Odxoty itéor.

ITPQ.

3. ’Eni tag votrwy Lvyyeveig, vag v wf pifer wowvo-

vovoag, Aéyeg;
ITPQ. ITdwv uév obv.

3Q. Eioi vobvor [uikeg) ai uév wara 6 adua & adroig
Toig. oducow, ai & avrig Tig Yuxic & i) Yurj. tdg & ob
C17js Yuyiis xai Tob owuavog aveveroouey Avmag fdovaig -
Jdeioag, Tove puév fHdovag e Evvapgirega, voré d¢ Aimag ému-

rodovuévag.
IIPQ. Ildig;

. 3. Ondvev & jj ravaovdoes Tig Y vf] SiagpIoe vavay-
”» ’ ’ \ ~ ’ \ ’

T aue mwaedny mwaoyy, wore Juydv Féenrow wal Feouotvouevog
h 4 -~ Y \ A) n ~ > b ’

éviote Yoxnrar, Lnrav, oluoe, To uéy Exew, tov & amaliar-

te0You, TO 01 Aeyouevoy mex@oyhvwv [ueutyuévov], uera

D dvoanalloxtlag mwagdy, ayavewrnow wai vovegov Etviaciy

ayelav mouel.

@optixds for making such nasty allu-
sions. This is in keeping with the
other traits of him in the dialogue;
but then he must say: ¢“For Philebus’
sake I would not have introduced this
topic, but I cannot do without it.” And
so the AH which helped Stallbaum to
chastise Fischer disappears into AN,
and as piv is the equivalent of pévrot
and ye is found in all the Books, I
have adopted the latter particle also.

Otxotv tréov] In the Books Protar-
chus’ speech in continued down to §uy-
yevelg: which arrangement makes the
young man show the way and the phi-
losopher follow it.

Elol rolvwv] 1 have cancelled plEecg.
Unless this be done, and n3oval xowvw-
vouoat be understood, the following
clauses make downright nonsense.

" “There are bodily pleasures which mix
in bodies, and mental pleasures which
mix in the mind”, is true and simple.
But if you say there are mimtures—
then one of each pair, either xata to
odpa or dv. d. T. odpast, either av-

™¢ T Y. or &v jj Yuyji becomes quite
meaningless.
woré] This word occurs twice in the
Bodleian, both before and after jiydv.
It is properly cancelled in the second
place, for being used ‘in opposition to
évlote, it would be placed in such a
part of the sentence as would mark
that it is not used as a mere enclitic.
Bekker's correction of mupdyluxv for
mxpd yhuxd is fully borne out by té
81 Aeyopevov: but in recommending it
he should also have advised the ex-
pulsion of ‘peptypévov. For Suoaral-
Aaxtlag Hirschig reads Sucamairatiog.
But the departure from analogy is in
favour of our reading, as a probable
Atticism.
aowy] This is the reading of the
best MSS.; the others have cugtaauw,
which is irreconcilable with dyplav,
such an epithet being only applicable to
a word signifying some active process.
Besides, ovctacts after dyavaxtnotg
would be an anticlimax; for it is pro-
perly used to denote the effect of sadness
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IIPQ. Koi udd’ ¢Andéc ©o vov Aeyduevor.

3Q. Odnotr ai toatvar uikeg ai uéy 3 ilowv eloi Av-
v 18 woi H00vGy, al 8’ #x vov Erépwy mlerbvor.

IIPQ. IIGg yog o¥;

3Q. _Aéye &) vag pév, ovay mhelovg Avmae T@v Pdovay
yiyvavir, Tag Tiig Yueag Aeyouévag viv % tavrag elven nai
Tag 1@y yagyehoudy. omdrav & dvvog vo Léov § wal w6
pheyuaivor, tf teier 0€ nai T wvioer uy dpuvigal g, Ta
8’ dmumodijg udvov duaxéy, vové pégovres eig e atra xoi eigE
Totvavriov uerafdallovieg, amogiag &vior’ aumdavovg [Hdovag],
T0té 08 Tovvaviiov toig &vtdg medg Tag TaY Ew Abmag vdo-
vag Evyrepaodeloas, eig bmovep’ &v §éyy, magéayovro, TH Ta
ouyrexgiuéve Pig Siaxely 7) va Jiaxexoipuéve ovyxely trai Huod
Mmag fdovais nagartIévar.

IIPR. ’AMp3éorare.

3. Odnody dbmoray [az] mhslwy Hdom) xaTa Ta TolavTa
wdvee Evupuydij, ©0 uéy dmousuyudvor vig Ainmg yagyadile
T xal nodue Gyavextsly mowei, v6 & ab vig fdovig wodv
mhsiov dyneyvuévov ovvreive te wai viove mwndav mouei, wol
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in tarning the mind back upon itself.
Suvtelvety is used a little further on as
the effect of pleasure; it is obvious that
the figure of speech being derived from
the strain upon a cord, is sapplicable
alike to the rackings of pain (renes
morbo tentantur acuto) or the thrill of
pleasure (pertentant gaudia pectus).

e 5) 7ds wév] The first part of
this passage is easy enough, when once
we learn to separate the process re-
ferred to in the sentence ending with
Yyapyahopav from that descnbed after-
wards. I have put §° after onotm The
first case is that where xvijotg and tpi-
g are said Braycly, because they dis-
cuss the heat in the part affected. When
this is insufficient, the affection being
too deep-seated, 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 opposite place:
that is to say, by producing external
heat in place of internal. When men
do this, they sometimes produce terrible

Platonis Philebus.

dnoplag, states where pleasure and pain
are confounded, and the patient does
not know what to do with himself. This
sense is brought out by transposing
dneplag, and cancelling ’qaovac. The
only difficulty that remains is in the
last clause; they procure, as the case
may turn out, sometimes great embar-
rassments, and sometimes mingled plea-
sure for the inner parts contrasted with
thcpamqftheomr, by forcibly dis-
solving what is compacted and compact-
ing what is separate, and by procuring
to themselves pain mingled with 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 plmure I there-
fore propose to Jead Tt 6. B. 8 f
T 8. guyysiy, op.ou )wmc 'qaova:.c wa-
pattdévteg: procuring pain along with
pleasure, by forcibly dispersing (xvijoct
xal vplyet) what is congested (the accu-
mulated heat), and determining what i3
dispersed (by inflaming the surface arti-
ficially).

6
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mavinia uév yewueta, mavroia d¢ ayfuara, wavroia 68 mwver-
pora tamegyaldueva ndoay Exminkiy ol foag per’ dpoosivig
amegyalevar.

IIPQ. Mdke ye.

3Q. Kat AMyewr y’, & Evaige, avzov e iwegi éavtod motel
xei dhhov mepl Ghhov, g Tefraug waic Hdovais Tegrmouevog
olov eroImioner. xai Tavrag ye O fravedmacwy del uesadiine
rodobry ualhov, o dv axolaorivegds te xol GpeovioTegog
@v tvyyavy” wal xedel 01 peyiorag vavrag, woi Tov &v Tov-
Teug & T pdhor’ ael Lave' evdaupovéoraror weraguducivar.

ITPS. IIdwre, & Suxpaveg, Ta ovufaivovie meos T@y

wavrola plv Xpépara] It causes all
manner of changes in complexion, and
changes tn posture, and changes . in

 breathing, which produce the utmost ex-

citement and shouting 1with delsrium.
Though 1 have retained anepyaléusva,
and endeavoured to render it as above,
it is rather as against Buttmann’s drep-
yaldpevoy than as believing in the ge-
nuineness of the word. The singular
would mean that the excess of the pleasure
by producing the ehanges in complexion,
posture &c., produced the mental de-
fects ; which is no truer than that these
changes cause them. But the very com-
bination dnepyaléueva drepyaletal is
unworthy of even a third-rate writer.
I say dmepyaletar, for this is the Bod-
leian reading, and évepyctlerar is merely
a contrivance, and not a successful
ene, made by the corrector of some
inferior copy, to avoid the inelegant
repetition. As to mvedpara, no doubt
the respiration would be troubled; as
in the description of Hercules’ madness,
we read (H. F. 869) dumvods & ol
cwpovilet, Tadpos O &g épBordy. But
nvevpata do not admit of sufficient
variety to be called mwavrola. It is not
unlikely that this addition is due to
some corrupt dittographia, and that the
old text ran thus; mavroix piv ypel-

’

ata, wavrolx 3t oydpata, nEoqy 3

C moMawv avdeunwy sig déEar diemépavag.

have combined the two readings.

wavrdwaoiy Gel perabidxa] The
word wavrdnmaoty is not applicable to
del, nor does it seem compatible with
T000UT® pAAAoy, for while the first de-
notes thoroughness of pursuit, the other
graduates the pursuit according to the
moral condition of the man. As this
whole speech is about what men say
and think, what if Plato wrote thus:
xal Tavtag ye 8y wdvrag paol Belv pe-
Tadudxey T. p., 000 AV AXOAAOTOTEPGS
g x. d. Gv TUYXdvy?

7d ovpBalvovra] One Editor approves
of Ficinus’ translation, omnia que apud
multos tn existimationem veniunt. But
neither this rendering, nor what I once
gave, that which one meets with from
the common run of men as to opinion,
is in keeping with the Greek; for we
have not §upuBaivovta Toig melhoig mor
EuuBalvovta €x v oM@y but & mpds
T@v ToAA@v. If this is equivalent to
nept @v of modot EupBalvouat, the sense
will not be unsuitable; but I know of
no such phrase. Perhaps Plato wrote:
t¢ ovpPalvovta mepl TV TWOAGY dw-
Yoldmwy 3dEav. I can offer no better
rendering of el¢ 36Eav than, as far as
belief. In the Euthydemus (305, ) we
bave it in this sense; vuenrhpa els
33Eav ofoeaSar coplac mép, “that they
will carry off the prize of wisdom, as

%Ay xal Bods peT aQpoovvng dnep- far as public belicf is concerned”. But

yalerat
&\\ov mep\ ¥A\\ov] One class of MSS.
has &\\ov, the other mepl &Mov. I

this sense would make men's agreement
a mere pretence or & delusion, which
is not intended.
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3Q. Ilegi ye v 7dovdv,

o ITgdragye, t@v &v Toig noi-

volg madiuady atrov Tov cduarog Tav Emimolis Te wel év-
Tog [nepacdévrwy]. tmepl I8 wav & Yuxj oduare Tavavila
Svupdiderar, Momp & Gua meds Hdoriy xai fdorpy meds Ad-
wy, @0t elg plav augdrege xedowy iévar, tave’ Eumgoocde
uév duphSouey, dg tondrar ad wevara mAngdoswg EmiSvuei,
nai SAmilwy uév yoiger, xevoduevog & alyei, vavra dé vors

uév ovx duagrveduede, viv 8¢ Aéyouev, dg Yuvxiis medg edua D

diaqegouérg &v maow sovrog AGIeL dumydvolg otar pikig i
AMrmg e vai fdorvig Svumimrer yuyvouévy.

IIPQ. Kuwivebag dpddrara Aéyew.

2Q. "Eve voivov fuiv tov pikewv Anmg ve xai Hoovig

Aoures) uie.

dvrds [kepacévrav]] As it is not the
outward and inward parts which are
_ mingled, but the pain of one with the
" pleasure of the other, the word xepa-
o3¢vtwy, which is borrowed from above,
must be looked upon as a false gloss.
In the rest of this sentence I have left
everything as the MS8S. present it, not
because it is all sound, but because the
remedy will perhaps not appear so
certain to some as to myself. He says:
“] have indeed told you all about these
cases where pleasure and pain are
mingled in the body; as to those where
the mind contributes the opposites to
the body **** those we have formerly
described; one fact however we did not
then bear witness to, but we declare
it now, that, in the innumerable ex-
amples of mind and body being thus
opposed, there is always one and the
same mixture of pleasure and pain.”
This is true; for, when he mentioned
this subject before, it was not to point
out this xpaotg, but to show the nature
of Desire. But in that part of his
statement, where I have marked a gap,
there occurs this phrase: AUntyv T¢ Apa
wpd¢ Ndovijy, xal Mdovijv wpds Aummy.
The 730vi) of the mind is émdupla;
and this he has fully described; but
the Mmm, which is @dBoc, he has
never brought forward as co-existing
with present bodily satisfaction. And
yet tovra piv SujASopev looks as if

he claimed to have done this. Again
in the same gap, we have Qov &g
play dupdtepa xpiow lévar, but this
pikg wla is the very thing which he
declares that he now points out for the
first time. There remains dndtay av
x. 7. & Stallbanm proposed at ome
time to change ad into Tig, while I
thought that it proved a Jacuns, where
the opposite dndtay tinpwrtae had once
played its part; but it seems to follow
from what I have said above that So-
crates cannot have entered into any such
detail. I will not conceal the suspicion
which I have conceived about this very
corrupt part of the Dialogue. I believe
that of the words, nepl 8t T@v év Yuyy,
PYXH alone has any claims to le-
gitimacy: that the damaged text was
restored by a conjecture founded on the
antithetical [Tepl ye Tdv 13ovady x. 7. £.:
but that we may easily find such a
beginning as will leave undisturbed and
free from all taint of suspicion both
Yuyy ... . EupBdiierar and dote ..
lévay, viz. bwal 8¢ xal Yoy x. 1. & “Since
this is the fact, part of this fact has
been stated, but part we now declare”.
Instead of dmétav au xevarat, I con-
jecture ¥omis v x.

gupminre yiyvopbm] For Fupninre:
yevopévy I have adopted E. yryvouédv,
which I formerly advocated without
knowing that it had been alréady pro-
posed by others.

6*
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IIPS. Hom,
39,

xeaary [Epoyer].

TIAATONOS ®IAHBOS.

DOy adeipy oy Yo abrd] wohhdng la;zﬁavsw olly-

ITIPQ. IIisg obv 83 voir’ avzo Adyoper;

3. Ogyiy xai @ifov xai mwédov xai Igivor xai Fgwre
xai [fhov xai @Iévov nai Boa Toabra, &9’ odx alric Tig
Yuxic tideoa savrag AMimag Tivdg;

ITPQ. ’Eywye.

39. Otwovv atwag ndonw ueorag ev(nyaoyew aunavor;

7 Oedued’ vmoutuvionesIdar o

0g ¢ pémue moliqeovd mep yokemipar,
0 ve wohd yhvniwy uélivog navakefouévoro,

48xai Tag &v Toig Ferorg nai mf&otg 7dovag &v Avmaug ovoag

avaueuLyuévag;
IIPS.
Baivo ycyvéymx.

Otn, oAl otrw vabsd ye wai odn &Ahwg &v Evu-

39Q. Koai uny xai tdg ye teayirag Jhwqqaetg, orar Gua

xalgovreg xhawot, uéuvnoas;
IIPQ. Ti & ob;
39.

Ty & & uug xou@dioig Swrdeawy juav Tig Yoxis

&g’ olo9 dg Zov [xav tovrorg) uikig Mg ve xai fowig;

ITola] The Books have Ho(a, WlC»
to which the answer given is "Hv av-
Ty . §. a. T A gvyxpaow Epapey. No-
body believes in ITola, qmc, and some
have the courage to replace it by [Tolay
@ric; which is at least gummatiul.
But there is no reason for @yj¢ at all,
and if any one will compare the in-
stances where we have Ilds yic; Iy
o1j¢; and the rest, with the innumerable
examples of the mere interrogative pro-
noun or adverb, he will desire a spe-
cial reason for the departure from the
ordinary expression; here no such reason
exists, and the presence of the verb
may be easily accounted for in another
way. No exception has been taken to
¥papev, and yet it is quite untrue that
they have said anything as yet on this
mixture, and Socrates declares as much
in the foregoing paragraph. Baut if fpa-
iev is false, can we offer the place to

@apéy? Noj; for until Protarchus as-
sents to it, it is no joint assertion. Again
“Hy is uifwv; and how can we have
pifv and Edyxpacty governed both by
AapBdvetv? A single correction (for I
attribute the interpolation to the false
reading) removes all these dxfﬂeulties
It is probable that the MS. had my’
aytyy, the rubricator having neglected
to put an initial &.

Td—8s 7 ipénxe] Hom. . xviii. 108.
I have omitted the words which all re-
cent Editors are agreed in considering
an interpolation, Toig Jupoig xat tals
dpyais v, standing after dpémxe.

xév robrotg]] No taita have been
mentioned, but the corrector was un-
familiar with so common an Atticism
as olo%a v Bné‘.mm w¢ Tote pike.
Nor is év toyte at all more intelli-
gible; there the neuters ayrd and oxo-
tewérepoy, - which obviously refer to
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IIPS). 09 mavv raravow.

39Q. IMovedmaos yag ob §¢diov, & IMgwragye, [#v votrp] B
Evwvoely ©o towoltov Endotote mddog. :

IIPS). Obrovy dig y° Eounev 3uol.

39. AdBouéy ye pip adrod vogoiTy pédlov, bop orover-
vowegv Eotwy, Pva el dv Fhhoig §dov retauadeiy Tig oldg T
7 nikw Wmng ve xal Ndovig.

IIPQ. _Aéyoig &v. .

3Q. T6 vou viv Oy nFév Bvoua pIovov métege Admyy
e Yogig Hjoeg, 1 wdg;

IIPQ. Oirws.

3Q. Al unp 6 gIovav y’ émi nawoig voig Twy wéheg
100uevog avagovijoerar.

IIP. Zgpddea ye.

3Q. Koxov iy dyvowe xail v 0% Adyousy afedvépor Eguv.

IIPQ. Ti wp; :

39Q. Ex Oy volrwy i8¢ 10 yeholov ivrva ooy Exer.

IIPQ. _déye pivor.

9. *Eore 0% movigia pév tig 6 nepdlatov, Eews Trvog
driady heyouévy: tijg & ob mdang movyeleg &ovi v Totvavtioy
wddog &xov 3 ©0 Aeyouevov 7o Ty &v Aehpoic yeouudTw.

IIPQ. To I'va9: cavedv Ayeg, & Sungares;

39Q. Eywye. wodvaveiov uip -&xeive Ofhov 6t v6 undaus D
yuyvdonery abzov [Aeyouevoy tmo Tod yeduparog] By ein.

IIPQ. Ti wip;

3Q. °Q Ilgdragye, mepd 01 attd Tobro TeLyj TEMVELY.

IIPQ. 1Ty gfg; ob yae wi) dvvardg .

(v

nados, were supposed to refer to some
example or instance.

"Eor. 8} wowmpla] The genitive
€cwc Twvog does not depend on wovn-
pia, but upon érnlxdny. There is a
certain wovnpla in general, called after
name of a icular habit; that is,
called so from movnpdg, which denotes
a particular habit.
after éotl. A subject to Iyov is indis-
pensable. .

[Aeydpevov omd . y.]] It is better to
bracket these words, as Beck recom-

I have added 7 II

mended, than to think Plato capable of
such a frigid joke, as Stallbaum, with
some violence to the language, has ex-
tracted from them. :
IIy ¢fs;] Here is an instance of
what was mentioned above. Had So-
crates said not wepe téuvew, but vé-
pvouey, the answer would have been

’lé v p 8. &) of pyj o is supported
by Plato Eep. 341, c. o oldg Te
7¢ and by Xen. Hiero X1 fin. ab py
Suvoytat. The passage, ov wij—pwpey
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3Q. Aéyeg O deiv 2ué toiro dwehéodon T viv.

IIPQ. _Aéyw, wai éoual ye meog tp Aéyewr.

39. 49’ olv ob vy ayvoovvzwy abrodg werd Tel dvayuy
Toito 70 madog mwdoyew Exaorov;

IIPS. Iwg;

9, Hewtor ,uev raTa xqqpcmx, dogaCuv elvae whovous-

E zegor 3 xaze vy abrdy ovolor.

IIPQ. IToAdoi yoiv eioi t6 voovzoy madog Exovres.
3. IDdeiovg € ye, of peilovg xai waddiovg airovg do-
Edlovor, xat mdvie, Goa xeva T0 odpa, elvar dapegoving Tig

ofong atroig ahypdeiag.
IIPQ. ITeéw ye.

3Q. ITokd 3¢ mheiovol ye, oluou, megi %o veizov eldog o
Tav & taig Yuyais dinuagrinacty, agersy dobdLovres BeAziovs

&avrolg, ovx Ovreg.
IIPQ. Sgiédea uév odv.
3Q. Tav agevav & g’

ov dogiag [mépe] ¥o mAijdog

mavTwg aviexouevor ueatov dpidwy xai doSogopiag éati [Wev-

doig);
IIPQ. ITds & ov;

3Q. Kaxov uév o) mav &v tig %6 votodror eimdy 6pIdig

v elmot mwadog.
ITPQ. Sgidec ye.

2. Tovvo volwv & diageréor, @ Ilpuwagye, dixa, &

n Rep. 486, D, has been changed on
the best M8. authority. I should doubt
of the rest, but that they all refer to
being able.

whovoubrepos] The MSS. have mou-
owstepov, which is indefensible. The

construction of Jofdf{ewv may be with
¢lvat, in which case the subject of &
reflexive sentence follows in the nomi-
native, or it may govern a direct accu-
sative, as in the next sentences.

xal wévra] And who, as to all things
pertaining to the body, conceive themselves
to be far above what they really are.
Literally, ‘to be all things which per-
tain to the body in a degree beyond the
reality which belongs to them.” The

neuter névta is put for masculine ad-
jectives understood. See for examples
my Prefatio ad Ionem p. xvm.

7> vév] The Books have tovtwv,
which is utterly superfiuous; nor could
&v tais Yuyaic follow 1 €lo¢ without
a repetition of the article.

bvrexdpevov] One Editor says: Intel-
ligendum relinquitur avtiis. I myself
was driven to a conjecture: avt(uxvm
v, but fortunately I admitted it to be too
sadacious. These are the shifts to which
we are driven by the dunce who in-
serted mépt. I have no faith in Yau-
3oUg, for who ever heard of Sokooopla
dAn9¢?
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uéhhouey vov maudimov idovisg pddvor &romov idovig wai Av-
nyg oYeodar uiko.

IIPQ. Iag obv véuvwuer diya Aéyag;

3Q. Idvveg bmdoo vaveny Ty Wevdy d6Eav megl Eavrdv B
avoirwg dokalovat, xaddnep Gmdviwy avIedmwy, kel TOVTWY
cvayradrasor Emeodor Toig sy Juuny adriv xal Svveuw,
Tolg 04, oluar, Totvavrion.

IIPS. ’Avdyx.

3Q. Tabry volny Olske, nal Goor pév avrdv elol per’
aodevelag Towotror wal advvaror xavayehduevor Tiuwesicdat,
yekolovg TovTovg Ppdonwy elvas Takndy PIéykes: todg Oé dvva-
Tots TLpwEEioI o pofegods nai toxveovs [xai) xdeovs meoaayo-
oevwy 6pYdrarov TolTwy Govt@ Adyov dmodwoels. dyvoia yae C
7 uév taw ioxvedw pdoc ve nai aiayed: Blafega ydo nai Toig
éhag alwr) Te nal 6o eixdveg alvig elolv: §) & acSem)g Huiv
Ty Ty yelolwy eldyye Tabiy ve nai pUow.

ITIPQ. ’O¢%dvara Aéysig. c¢hha yde % v ndovawv xai Av-
naw pikig &v Totrorg obmow pot xatagevig.

3Q. Ty voivvy tob @pIivov Aafé Svvauy medter.

TIPS, _Aéye udvor.

3Q. Aimy v &didg 8ol mwov xel Ndovi);

HPQ. Totro uév avdyny.

3. Oinodv Eni uév voig tdv dyIedv raxois ovv
otre pJovegor ot To yaigew;

IIPQ. Ti pip;

Q. Ta dé ye vow qu.lwv opavrag EoTy ate exa m, Av-
siodou, yalgey 0%, o’:e otw &dunory dowv;

IIPQ. Ilag &’ o;
0

- s e

D

ddnov

-

Odovv wip ayvocav gimouey 0Tt nandy TAOLY;
P, Oerg.
3Q. Tip odv viv @lhwy dokocopiay wai Jo§onalwv not

loxvpods [kal] éxOpods] I have re-
moved the conjunction, which made

utter nonsense of the passage, and drove
me to follow Schiitz's conjecture al-
oypeovs. The strong become strong
enemies, the weak objects of laughter.

TAv ow] The completion of the

sentence would have been dp’ oV gavéov
yedolov elvar xal xaxév; Bat instead
of finishing the qnuhon, he breaks it
into two, pY popev—; and Kaxdv
& ovy, o;w)o‘you;uv—-, I have put tév
@{Awv in brackets. No addition was
ever more perverse.
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E Goa viv Oy dujAdouev, &v toiai Adyovies &ldeos yiyveoSau, ye-
Aoie uév 6moo’ dedevi), womra 8’ bmdo’ Zpewubva—7% uy
Qauey bmeg elmov dgui, Tip [vdv pihwy] &5y Taveny.Srav Exy
Teg iy aphafn voig &Ahowg, yeholow slvor;

IIPQ. IIdéw ye. .

3Q. Koxdv 68 ovy oOuokoyoiuey avmip, dyvoiav olaav,
elvau;

IIPQ. Zgidea ye.

Q. Xmeoysv 0’ §) Avmoduede, rov dn’ aivi; yslwysv

IIPS. Afjov 6w yoigouer.

3Q. ‘Hoovip & dni voig vav gpilov wnaxolg, ob @Iévoy
gpauer elvac Tov. [votwo] dsegyalouevor;

IIPQ. Avdyu).

3Q. Iehawrag &o’ fudg émi voic vy plhwy. yeholowg Ppn-
iy 6 Adyog, wegevviviag pboviy @Idvp, My wip Héovip Svy-
uegavvivar ©ov yap pIovov ouoloyigdoer Avmwy Tic Yuyis
v mwohat, ©o 08 yedav Pbompy, Gua ylyvesdai 8¢ Totsw &
Tovrotg Tolg yebvorg.

IIPQ. Ain9F.

3Q. Miprde o) »ov & Adyog nuiv v Seiyorc e nai [&v
roaypdiaig,] uy voig deauace uévor alda wjj wob Slov Evu-
ndag Toaypdig xoi xwywdlq, Mrag f;doraig &pta xeparvvodat,
xai &y dhhog Iy yvewag

IIPQ. ’Addvaror ,ur 6,uoloyew ‘Tabre, @ Sdngaves, el xal
Ttg prhoveirol mwavw medg Tavevia.

2. 'Ogyipr pipp xai modov wai Ieipov xei @ofor wai
Zowra xal Loy xai @Idvov meovIéueda xai omdoa ToavTa,
C & olg dpquev shofoey utyriueva va viv mwolddwg Aeydueva.

7 yde;
ITPQ. Noi.

HAATONOZ ®IAHBOZ.
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B

Totrw] I6évov xal yehdra. The MSS.
have Touto.

[tv TpayeBlaus]] This Sould not occur
without & corresponding mention of

comedy ; but the words are an idle ad- man

dition. The unusual break after dv
Yprivets Te xal made some grammarian
think there was a gap, and, as we have

seen, in the eyes of these men a gap
was a place for the exercise of their
healing powers. ¢év Sprjvor¢ te xal év
tpaywdlats, has one preposition too

¥
v olg ephoav] Zpapey is my
correction of the MB. reading ¢papév.
The reference is to 46, E.
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3Q. Mov3dvousy oy e Jeipov mwége xai @Iovov red
oQyiic mdve’ dovi Ta wdy O diamepavdévia;

HPQ. Ilig yoe 00 uavSdvouev;

39Q. Ovxody mwolde: & ta Aoumd;

IIPQ. Kai mwaw ye.

3Q. A O vl palod’ vmohaufaverg ue deifel oou Ty
&y ©j) woupdle pikw; &g’ od wiovews ydow bve Ty ¥’ & Toig
“@oforg wal Fgwor xai woig FAhowg gdiov wedowy Emideifer; D
AaBovia 08 vovro waga covtp [apeival ue] unnére in’ dneive
iovea deiv umndvew Tovg Adyovg, aAd’ amhag Aafeiv zoiro,
ot xal odua dvev Yuyic ol Yoy Evev CwuaTog Ael X0V
per’ eAljwy & wols madpaor pcovd £0TL Ovykergauévig
nooviis Mmaig; viv obv Aéye, movega aping ue 3 péawg mwou-
gelg. vonrag; elmov 08 ouixga oluai dov vevfeada pedeival
pe” Tobrwy yap érdviwy avpioy §3ehjow gou Adyov dobvaer, ta K
viv 8 émita Aowma Bodhopor oTéldeador mweos Ty wglowy Ny

DidyBog Emivdrrer.

IIPD. . Kakig eineg, o Eam.eatsg

duékedIe Gy aou qulov.

OAL Boa Aouma iy

32Q. Kore giowy voivov ueva tag puydelcag fdovag tmo
01 muvog avdynng &mi Tag duixtovg mogevolued’ 8y &v v uéger.

IIPQ. Kdllor elneg.

39Q. ’Eyu 0 magdoouor petakefay onuaivey buiv abrdg.

)mpdm 8%] When I affirmed that
\afdvra aqnmu could not depend on
wlotews yapty, 1 was so little aware of
the extent to which the text had been
choked with foolish comments that
sooner than suspect d waz, I threw
the comstruotion upon dp’ ovy umolap-
Batvetg 3siv, confessing that 3eiv was
out of its place, but pleading that there
was no other possible way of account-
ing for these infinitives. But when we
remove apeivar pe, everything is right:
what Socrates has said is a pledge, that
it would be easy to say more, and & proof
that having given this earnest he need
not prolong the conversation by pro-
ceeding to the consideration of the other
passions. apsival pe pneére 3eiv un-
»UvEwy is & strange combination to ex-

press dpsival pe To pnxvvew; for while
it is longer than the other, it is really
more elliptical.
péoas woficas vixras] Wil you
make it midnight? The plural is used
in speaking of the progress of the night,
as méppw TWV vuxtdy. Symp. 217, D;
Prot. 310, p; Arist. Nub. 1. péoag wix-
tag yevéodar, Rep. 621, B.
afév] Only a few inferior co-
pies have this reading in place of pe-
taBalv. But they have blundered on
the truth. Socrates does not change
but takes in exchange. Stallbaum has
confounded these two senses in his
note on 21, D. quoting passages from
the Parmenides and the Sympossum
where pctaBaiely is correctly given.
There is a passage . in the Laws which
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Toig yoe (pdoxovoL Avrav elvou nabley ndseg Tag ndovag ov
nwove twg meldopan, ald’, 6mep elmov, pagrvol xavayeBuaL
mwedg T Tvag fdovag elvas doxoveag, ovoag O ovdaudg, wai
peyaag Evépag Tvdg due wai molddg paviacdeioag, [elvor &
avrag] ovumeguouévag buod Aimaug T xal avameioeay odv-
vy T@v peylotwy mweel Te GWuaTos kel Yuxls amoglag.

IIPQ. 'AlnYeis 8’ ab vivag, & Swreaves, vmokaufavwy
0p3ag Tig Sevooir’ &v;

30, Tog megl ve ta naka Asydueva yeduava, xai wegl Te
ayfuate, xai TV SOuGY Tag mheloTas, el TAg TWY PIoyywy,
nel Goa Tdg évdelag avauocHiwovg Exovea xai ahvmovs Tag Ay~
ewoeig aicdnrag xai idelag nadagas Avwdy mwagadidwory.

IIPS. IIig 07 tain’, & Sdnguveg, ab Aéyouey ovrwg;

39Q. Hdw pév [odv] odn ebIvg SjAd domy & Aéyw, mer-
C gatéov up Onlody. oynudiwy T8 ydg xahhog oty Omeg &y

breodaBotey ot molhol megiuar Yoy Adyery, 7 Ldwy 3 Tivey
Cwyeapuuatwy, akl’ &bV T Aéyw, gnaiv 6 Adyog, xai mepi-
(pegeg xai amo Tovtwy O Td 18 Tolg ToPYOLg YLyvouey' Emi-

B

contains both words, and will shew ILdwv piv [otv]] Nothing can be more
the distinction between tle two. It out of place here than this frequent
is here given as, in my opinion, it formula. Socrates is not correcting,
onght to be read. Lam, 904, D. p.s(((o bnt conceding; and in this sense pty

& ﬂh ‘P“l‘l xax(ac 'q dpetij¢ ota
p.tm a). S v avTi¢ Boukqo(v T

Mav yevopévny loyvpdy, orndtay
p.cv ap:'m Jsla mpoouifaca ylyvnrar
Sapepbvtog Totauty, Stapépovra xat
pﬂ&nﬂc roxw, dylay 8dv pevaxopt-
63sioa [els duslve Twd Tdmoy Erepov].
Compare what has preceded : y.tp:qxa-
vqtat 8 Kpéf mz(v to;ro 76 moidy Tt
yuyvopevoy del molav E8pav 3cl perar
Aapfdvoy clxifeoar, xal tivag nott
TOTOVS-

[flvas 8’ airds])] These words inter-
rupt the continuity of the description;
roAd§ pavtacelcag appearing in many
shapes, why ?—oupepuppuévas—because
they are adulterated with pains and
reliefs &e.

#i8clas xalapds Avwév] The two last
words neither require & conjunetion to
precede them, nor is there the least
ground of suspicion against them ; they
are added as descriptive of the manner
in which the =Anpwosic are ndeiat

Uy cannot.be employed. But it may
be said that utv belongs to the sent

and is in apodosis to a suppressed Bt
contained in v, while oJv characterises
the answer, 80 that the combination of
the two words here is purely accidental.
I have no doubt that this is the true
explanation of uév, but the particle
after it in this case would most certain-
ly be youv. We must either restore
tlm—bnt Yoiv 6Ux generally becomes
olUxouy —y€, Or suppose ouv itself to be
owing to the frequent combination of
utv and odv. IIdw belongs more es-
pecially to 8ijla.

T4 e 7ols Tépvors] As Hesychius
defines the topvog as a carpenter's in-
strument by which circular figures are
described, ¢nixeda cannot be triamguli
or quadrata (8tallb.). The order fol-
lowed is an inverted one; the products
of rules and compasses correspond to
the U9V oyfjia, and those of the tdp-
vog to the wepepepés.
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nweda Te xal OTEgEd xal T& Toig xavdoL xai ywviaes, € pov
pavddves. taite yde ovn elvar medg TL waka Adyw, waddmee
e, aAd’ asl wokd wad’ oive mepuxévar xal Twveg fdovag D
oinelag ¥ev, obdev vaig TMY wMGEWY TEOCPEPEIS® nai Youw-
uota 01 votwov Tov Tomov Eygovia [noha wal fdovdg). aAd’
G pardavouey, 3 nig;

IIPQ. Iepduar. uév, & Sungaves* mewpadnre 0 xoi ob
oagpéovegoy Fru Aéyav.

3Q. Aéyw &) vag @y @Ioyywy *** tag Aelug xai Aou-
modg, v0g & 1t xadagov islcag uéhog, ot meds Ersgov xahag
ald’ adrag xed’ abvdg elvar, wal zovtwy Svugirovg Hdovog
Emousévag.

ITPQ. ’Eovi yce odv xai voivo.

3. To 08 megi vag dopag fwvoy udy vovrwy Jeiov yévos K
ndoviv: ©o 08 pi) ovupeuiyder & odraic avayxaiovg Mmag,
xi 87y vovro wai v G wuyydves yeyovog fulv, vobr’ duei-
voig Tidnue avriovgogov dmav. &MA’, el ravavoels, Tolre iy
dvo Aéyouev fdovim. :

IIPQ. Katavod. .

2Q. Eve o) voivvy voirog meoodiuey Tag megl Te pa- 52
Stuara fdovdg, e Hoa Soxoboy fuiv alrew meivag uév i
ey Tob pevddvery undé S padnudvwy weivpy ahyndovag &€
agxng yevoudvag.

IIPQ. "AMV otrw Evvdorei.

3Q. Ti 3¢; pednudrwy mhngwdeioy dav Vovegov amo-
Bolai dua Tijg AjIng yiyvwrtar, nadoegs Tivdg &v alraic ah-
yndoveg;

IIPQ. OV wu gioe ye, akd’ & woe Aoyiouois tob madi-
ponog, Grav nig ovegndels Avmemdy did Ty yeelaw.

xrficewy] This is Van Heusde’s cor-
rection for xwjoewv; the same scholar
also changed xtoet to xvrioet in the
passage above. It is strange that the
Zurich editors shonld not have adopted
these corrections.

$0Syywy] The feminine noun which
denotes the description of sounds, and
which has dropped out here, as is evi-
dent from the repetition of the article,
is perhaps {8¢x¢. Some propose Qu-

vy in place of @9dyywy, but leave the -
second tg¢ to shift for itself. It is
more likely that Plato would use ¢96y-
ywv, as he had done so before, and as
it is more comprehensive than @uwv&v.

Néyopev] For this all MSS. and Edi-
tions have \eyouévwv; but Plato would
not speak of the real pleasures as things
called pleasures. '

Moyiopols v. ] The genitive does
not express concerning, but )oylfovrat
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3. Koi iy, & pondeue, viv y’ fjusis avta Ta Tig @U-
oewg povoy madnuare ywels Tov Aoywouov Oiaregaivoue.

IIPQ. A9y volvov Adyerg, 8vu yweis Aimmg Huiv A4y
ylyverar Exdoror’ &v Toig padjuacey.

39Q. Tavrag tolvvv 1ag Ty padmuarwy ydovag auixvovg
ve elvon Mmaug gnréoy nal oddouds @y moldiv avdedmwy
aAda Tav opddea Blt'ywv

IIPS. Ilig yaq oV ém’eov,

C 3Q. Oiroiv bre yetquog 707 ém/.euqme&a qucg Tdg TE
xadagag Hdovag xai Tag oyedov axadderovs 0pIdg &y Aexdsi-
gag, meoodduey T Ayp Tdg pev nara vo péya xai To o@o-
doov alv@v xai modddwg xai OMydwg yiyvouéveg Toeirag,
T7)c Tob amelgov T’ &xelvov wai frvoy wei paddov dwt te G-

D pazog xai Yuxis pegopévov elvaw yévovg, tag 08 uh) wav du-

uérewy.

IIPQ. ’Op%6rara Adyeg, & Sungaveg.
3Q. ’Euvt tolvuy meig tovtoig uera vavre t60  aviay O~

Jearéoy.
IIPQ. To moiov;
39,

v madnpa is what they do; so that
the phrase should be rendered “in the
account they take of the accident”.

Otxodv] I should have bracketed but
left in the text the interpolations, by
which this passage has been so long
rendered unintelligible, but that there
were other corrections needed, so that
it would omly have created confusion
to put the new and the old together.
npood@uey T Aéye is surely not dif-
ficult to understand.. Socrates wishes to
add one more remark to fhis part of
his subject. But some ore who took no

- motice of () \Gy( must needs have it

that some quality is to be added to some
kind; so he inserts after td ).oym the
entenee Taig p.kv opadpais 1 Bovatis dps-
play, Tals 8 p.\q Touvavtiov éuperplay.
But the M\oyos is intent not merely on
giving the names but on dnndmg mto
the several classes of T& &netpe and ta
fupetpa, and does not even use the
greatness and the intensity as proofs,

Ti move xo1 gpovar mwedg aljdear etvai o xadapdy

but says that all such as vary in their
greatness and intensity belong to the
dneepov which itself pervades mind and
matter, now less and now more, I will
now mention the other changes I have
mde, Tals u.tv—rrac év, xa\ 60—
xara 6, 0po8dv au—c?osg?w au ie.
avtdy, duelpov ye—dnelpov e, (the
Bodleian has re ), [rpocSéipey ay-
tais] after gepopbvoy, taic—tdc, the
last with MS. authorny .
8ialearéov] This is Van Heusde's
emendation for Sxdetéov; it had been
anticipated by the Venice MS. I, a
copy full of conjectural variations.
wpds d\fifeav] ‘i.e. in relation to
truth. As this is the constant and onl
admissible meaning of these words,
before elhuxptvis can only be retained on
condition of our changing Tt note into
T( mpdtepov. Otherwise, we must change
4 itself into xal. The remainder of the
sentence is faunlty as to the arrangement
of the conjunctions and articles. I would
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T8 xai eidingvéc xai T opddea e [xal T6] modd xai [70]

péya, ral meog TO wahov;
ITPQ. Ti nov’ &g,

o Swneareg, dowrds fovAduevog;

39. Mydév, & Iguragye, dmiheineww E\éyywv hoovig ve

nal EmioTiung, € vo usv o

oty Exarégov xadapdy éovt, E

76 0’ oV xadagdy, Pva wadagdy Erdregov iov &ig TIY xeEoLY
duoi xai ool xai Evvdmwace roigde dgw magéyy TV xpiow.

IIPQ. ’0¢3draze. .

3Q. "I98, mepl maviwy, Hoo xadaga yévn Aéyouey, ottwai
Sravondwpey: mooeAduevor moaroy avrdy & T diaoronmduey. 53

IIPQ. Ti oty meoekwueda;

3Q. To hevrov &y woig medrov, e fovder, Yeacwusda

yévog.
IIPQ. IIow pév odv.

3. IIdg otv dv Aevwob nai wig xeJagorng fHuiv ely; o-
Tege TO uéyovdy ve el sheiovov 1 To axgaréoravov, v
yownazog undeuia poipa &Ahov undevog évein;

read 10 6po8pa moAy te xal péya, xal
¢ Ixavdv. Which must we consider as
the first in relation to Truth? The pure
and the unmized? or the exceedingly
numerous or great, and the sufficient?
According to this arrangement, each
member of the comparison will consist
of two parts, for oAb %) péya or meld
xal péya are merely explanatory ad-
juncts of o@édpa; compare below pé-
Y0tév te xat mieiotov.” I leave this
note as I wrote it many years ago.
There is very little in it that I would
wish to modify, except as to ixavov.
On reference to the Introduction it will
be seen that wérpov which is just dis-
posed of, and dAvj3eta and xé\hos are
those Ideas which play a most im-
portant part in the concluding pages
of the Dialogue. It will also be seen
in the very mnext page that dinSéorta-
tov and x&A\Morov, kdAMov xal dy-
9éotepov, dAnSeotrépa xal kalAlwy are
dwelt on together in the conclusion of
the argument here started. Now what
was to be proved, must have been pro-
pounded ; and it cannot have been pro-
pounded elsewhere. For this reason 1
. have written xal 7pdc TS xaAdv.

d 7d pdv 8p adrdv] Not whether but
#, as is plain from the addition of &po.
If it should prove that one part of cither
18 pure, and another impure.

tva xabapdv] This depends upon -
8ty énukelwew. Bocrates wants to find
all the pure kinds so far as he is able,
because in these alone can the compa-
rative merits of y8ov) and voug be de-
termined. I believe the M8. elg t}v xpi-
ouw to be a corruption, for it is unneces-
sary, and occasions an inelegant repe-
tition. As the xplgig was to be, ‘Which
ingredient was of most importance in
the mixture,’ and this must be deter-
mined by mixing the purest specimens
of each, 1 have so little doubt that elg
v xpaow is the true reading that [
have now admitted it into the Text.

éxparéorarov] The ancient gram-
marians inform us that this is the su-
perlative of dxpato;, an usage which
to our ears destroys all distinction
between the superlative of this word
and that of dxpatyj¢. I distrust them,
but make no change.

&\\ov pn8evds dveln] I have changed
@)y into &Akov, which is absolutely ne-
cessary for the sense. We must not
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ITPQ. dijhov 6te 0 puddor’ eidngivég bv.
I0. 0¢9dg. &g’ obv ob vorr’ dApdéovavoy, & Medrapye,
xoi Gua 8y xdAoToy swv Aevniv wdviwy Jvjoouey, akd’ ov
B 50 mrhetorov 0008 70 péyiorov;

ITPQ. ’0O¢%dbtard ye.

3Q. Suwxgiv doa xadagdy Aevdy peuiypévov moddov Aev-
x0D Asvniregoy dua xal xdAlov xai akndéoregov éav pausy
ylyveadar, wovramaoty égovuey dpdads.

ITPQ. ’OgYdvara uéy obv.

3. Ti odv; ob &) mov modkiy dencouse magadesyud-
Ty towodtwy Eni tov Tiic W0oviig mwéeu Adyoy, alk dexei voely
Nuir avrddey, g doa xai Ebumade Hov) ouwed ueyding wai
oMlyn mohdiic xadaga Avmns Dolwy el aAndeovéga wai wal-
Moy yiyvorr” &v.

IIPR. 3Spidea uév obv, xai 6 ye mapddeyu’ xaviv.

3. Ti dé vo towdvde; doa mepl Nbovig avx axynouey
dg ael yéveals dory, obeia & otx ot o mapdmav Hdovig;
zopol yag Of twveg ab Toitoy Tov Adyov dmiyepovoe umviery

D

Huiv, olg dei ydouv Eyery.
IIPQ. Ti d%;

39Q. Awanegavoiual oot Totr’ avrd Emavepwrdv, & IMod-

Tapye qile.

IIPQ. _Aéye wai dpuita pdvor.
3Q. ’Eoriv 01 tve ddo, v0 uév ot xad oiré, o &

el dquénevoy &hhov.

suppose that dv is omitted before dvein:
it would be as contrary to Greek usage
to employ it after a descriptive relative,
as after ¢l with the optative.

xabapd Aoxns] I ¢ be unmized with
pawm, which of course supposes that the
other is not. 18lwv is in fact dinde-
otépa, but it is added because of Aev-
*x4Tepov.

koppol ydp 8 mves) Trendelenburg
understands this of Aristippus, who,
according to Diogenes Laertius, ii. 87,
taught that all pleasure was in x{morg.
But the school of Heraclitus and of
Protagoras must have held the same
doctrine. These could not, indeed, have

formally denied ovsla to pleasure, for
that would have implied their conces-
sion of it to other things; but pleasure
itself would probably be one of the ex-
amples by which they supported their
argument.

T( 81);] Protarchus’ answer is not
germane to the question dpa ovx gy~
xodpev. Probably the words belong not
to Protarchus bat to S8ocrates, who stops
himself and says—ti 8¢; Sancpdvapal
%. . & To which Protarchus answers
not by an ungracious Aéye, but by *Q
olie, Mye x. 7. & This will rid us of
the absurd collocation,  Ilpurapys

plie.



TAATQONOT PIAHBOZ.

b

IIPQ. Idg rotrw xai tive Aéyag;

3Q. To pév eeuvirarov
gugivov.

asl mwepuedg, w6 8" Fhmég

IPQ. Aé’ ¥ oapéoregor.
3. Houdird mwov xode nai ayada tedeweirauey dua roi

doaorag avdgelovg avdv,
IIPQ. _Spidea ye.

v -~ p 4
39Q. Tobvog voivev douxdra dvoiv over 00 &hhe [ijre

xava mwavia Boa Aéyouey elvar.

a3 ~

TIPS, &7 8oU

o nt Aéyag.

T6 eizav

Aéye oapéoregoy, & Surgareg,

39. 0064 w mowidov, & Iguwragye: GAL’ 6 Adyog &es-
oxnhel vov, Adyee 8 e o pév Evend sov Taw oviwy Eov

ael, 10 & ob ydewv Exdozore
ylyverae.

76 Twos Evexa yLyvuevov ael

HPY. DMoyg Euador dia 6 molhaxeg Aeydipa.
3. Tdya & Towg, & mai, udlhov uadnciuede meoel-

déveag Tot Adyov.
NPO. Ti yap ov;

IQ. Aio 6 tdd’ Erega Adfwuey.

IIPQ. Ioia;

3. “Ev pév v yéveory maviwy, wy 0’ ovoiav Ersgov Ey.

IIPQ. 4% amodéyouai dov zavra, obolav nai yéveary.

39. ’OpYdrave. mozegov obv tolTwy Evewa morégov, Tiy
yéveawy odalag Evexa pauey 1) Ty ololoy elvaw yevéoewg Evera;

IIPQ. Toiro, & mgocayogetetar ovole, &l yevéoewg Evera
rovr” ¥omy Breg EoTi, ¥iv muvddves;

Td vplrov & lpd] The Books have
83a Méyouev elvar 1 tplrov Etépe, out
of which some have endeavoured to
extract a miserable metaphysical joke.
Protarchus had already asked twice
for Socrates’ meaning,—I1G¢ Tovtw xal
tive Mycwc; and again Ady ¥rt ougé-
otspov. For Soa Myouev elvat, com-
pare above 16, C., t@v Aeyowévoy el-
vat. The correction proposed by Hir-
schig in the Paris edition was made
after I had communicated mine to him.
1 sappose that by this time he is con-
vinced that Protarchus is for the third

time telling Socrates to speak more
plainly. It is true that he has only
used Mye capéorepov once before.

lperxnhe] The quotation from Par-
thenius in the Btym. Mag. referred to
by Pierson on Meris in v. dpeoyelet,
is apparently decisive as to the ortho-
graphy of this word. If Pierson had
known that the oldest MSS. of Plato
have the 7, he would have pronounced
with greater certainty in its favour.
’Epeoyelel seems to have been a later
form.
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ITPQ. Ilgdg Iedv, &g’ [Av] Emavegwsds ue Towdvde w;
Ay, & IMpdragyé, pot, worepa mhoiwy vavmyyiav Evena @i
yiyveadow pahdov 3 mhoia Evena vavmmylag; rai mwavd dméoa

rowadt’ dozl;
39. Aéyw tovr’ wrd, &
ITPS.
=0,
IIPQ. Iavw uév obv.
8.

Hedragye.

Ti obv odx avrog o’msuqt'wo govTQ, o Muem‘&g;
Ovdév & w ot ov uéveor Tov Adyov ovuuévegs.

Onui 09 yevéoewg uév Evera pdouona ve xal mwave’

C dpyava xai mioay Thypy mwageridesdm maow, éxdoryy 08 yé-
veary ¥y &AAng ovoiag Tivdg Endorng Evenwa ylyvesda, Eiu-
ooy 08 yéveow ovelag Evexa yiyveodau Evumdong.

IIPS. Sagésrara uéy odv.

39. Obdwodr §dowj ye, eimeg yéveols domv, Evexd wvog

ovalag & avdynng ylyvorr® dv.

IIPQ. Ti uip;

39. T6 ye pipy ob Evexa v6 Evexa Tov yyvduevov aei yi-
yverau, &v tjj Tod ayadov polpq xeivé &oti: ¥0 0F Tvdg Evenc
yiyvouevor elg &hhiy, & Gpiate, poigay Jeréoy.

ITPQ. ’Avayradraror.

3Q. AN odv ibovi) Y’ elmee yéveois dowmy, elg dhdyy ¥

N

Ty Tob ayadov uoigoy avriy TiIévies eI Fjoouey.

IIPQ. ’0¢%6vare uév otr.

39. Oiwoiw, Sme agyouevog elmov Tovrov Tov Adyov, T

TIpds Oedv] The MSS. and Edd. have
Mpw. IIpds Yedy, dp’ av .‘mvepmmc
pes; e Tozov&: T Ay, © Hpotaf ¢
p.ot,——tomvr ictl, AMyo TolT avto,
o Ilpwtapye. It is strange that Bek-
ker’s note, ‘Totdvdi——hec eidem dant
B EH, bas never led auy one to the
right distribution of this passage. dv
before éravepwtd has led to all manner
of conjectural emendations, but I be-
lieve it to havo arisen from a negligent
repetition of dp’. The absurdity of So-
crates calling the same thing Totévde Tt
and toUt avto, seems mot to have
struck the Editors.

ylyverar] Commonly yiyvort’

»
av,

which is barbarous. Had £xcwo av el
followed, ylyvotto without a@v would
have been correct; but with dot we
must have either acl ylyvetar or del Qv
ylyvqrar, and even the latter would be
in much better accordance with some-
thing more remote than 4ot!{, such as
fotar or dvdyxy elvac.

" olv—vye] Here again the MSS.
have the absurd reading *Ap’ oUv. The
conclusion follows so necessarily from
that which has been said, that it would
be quite out of place to make it the
subject of a question; the presence of
Y& shows not only the corraption, but
the sure method of correcting it.
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uprdoern tig 70oviig mégL T yéveory uéy, odaiav 68 und ip-
Tovody aduig elvaw, ydow Fyewv dei. dijhov yde 8w obwog waw
acxdviwy oovpy Gyador elvar mayslq

ITPL. E(podqa e.

3Q. Kol wip 6 adrdg obrog éxdovore wai vav ¥y vaigE
yevéoeoww amovelovuévwy wavayeldoeron.

IIPQ. Ildg %) xai mwolwy Aéysig;

3Q. Tav Geow Euduevor 3 mebmp 3 diay 7w Tav vor-
ottwy, doa yéveag Eidrou, yalgovor dia Ty yéveoww Gve Hdo-
¥ijg ovong avrijg, xal gaoe Liy ovx &v déaader ui) Supaveés
Te xai mewvoveeg, wal Telhe, & T dv elmo, wdvia ta Emd-
peva Toig ToLovrolg madjuade, ui mEGYOYTES.

ITPQ. ’Eoixact yovr. ‘

39Q. Oinodv tvp ylyveodal ye tovvaveior Gravres To PIei-
oeodar Qoiusy &v.

IIPQ. ’Avayraiov.

39Q. Tip Oy @Sogav xai yévearw aigoir’ &v wig T
aieoﬁysvog, all’ ob wov veivov Exeivov Blov, wov ¥ ¢ wijve
yeloey e Avmeiodar, geoveiv 8’ m dvvardy dig oldv ve xa-
Sepdrara.

IIPQ. IIolij wig, og Zouxev, & Sumpaveg, ahoyie Evu-
Baiver ylyveadau, ddv Tig Ty Rlovy dg ayadov Huiv ndiwar.

3Q. IIoky, émei xai tj8 e Adywuer,—

ITIPS. IIj;

39Q. ITiog odox ¥hoydy dove pnddy ayadov elver undé xa- B
Aoy ir’ &y oduace uiw &y molhoig &hhows mhay & Yoy, xal
dravd’ Hdompy udvor, avdelav & 3 owpeootvyy 3 voiv i w
tav dlhwv 66 [ayada] sidnxe Yoxy, undév vowovwov elvou;

56

¥xav 8] The best MSS. have 3civ. certain mode of life. By understanding

This error is of continual occurrence in
infinitives having the circumflex, which
is so easily confounded with the sigla
of v.

& abrds obros] This is a bitter sneer
at Aristippus, defining pleasure as a
yéveos, and yet preaching pleasure.
The difference between ol @aoxovres
and ol dwotelolpevor is that between
philosophers, and men who follow a

Platonis Philebus.

this difference we are enabled to do
without my change of Goot into 3o’ of,
but I still doubt whether we do not
require eU8atpdveoy or paxapluw after
anotelovpévev.

[&yada]] “It is unreasonable to sup-
pose that of all the things which be-
long to the mind such as courage,
temperance, intelligence, &c. pleasure is
the only one entitled to be called good.”

7
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oo totrog & v v ) yalpovie, alyovvta 0%, aveyxdle-
o%ar pdvar xandy elvaw tire, Srav alyjj, xov J, &eLovog mdv-
T, ol Tov yaigovt’ av, Sow uallov yaige, vite, Gvav yaien,
C ro00itQ Jdiapépety meog ageriy;

IIPQ. IIave’ dowi savsa,
yuraze.

o Sdngaveg, wg dwwarov aho-

I9Q. M voivvv dovig uév mdviwg 5évacwy maoay émi-
| yeeduey mwoujgaodar, vov 08 wai EmioTiung olov gedouevor
o@odea Qaviouev: yevvaiwg 0, € mi T oadedv e, mav
mepunpobwuey, [Ewg] 6 . 0é wadapdrarov dor’ avrdv gioe,
ToiTo reTidovies sic Ty x@dowy yedusde Ty romy Tolig TE
TotTwy xal Toig Tic fdovig péesowy alndesrdarorg.

ITPQ. ’0¢9dsg.

3. Odwotv fuiv ©6 uév, olue, onuoveymdr éom i

This is a fair appeal to common sense ;
but if you add dyadda,' you beg the
question. Philebus could not say that
of all dyada this is the only ome
without a manifest contradiction.

& my 1 calpdv ¥a] The verb ov-
Sw, to strain or percolate, has the same
relation to ca9pd¢ as o¥imw to campde.
Hence the proper meaning of the word
cadpdc is, that which suffers anything
to run through it; it is therefore used
of a leaky or cracked vessel. To ring
a vessel in order to ascertain its sound-
ness, is mepuxpovery (with coins xwdw-
vi{ewy); and then it was said either
Uytte or oadpdv BopBelv—rysiv—pIéy-
yeodat. The conjecture on this place,
cadpdy qyel, is net admissible, for if
this had been the meaning, the future
must have been used.

& v 8 xabapéraroy] The common
reading is fwg 8 Tt xadapdtatov—.
But gw¢ ypupeda is barbarous; and if
we desired to retain £w¢, no change short
of the following would be really suffi-
cient: £wg dv xatlBwpey, xatidévres 3k

--Zipncofmﬁa.
$ ™v kpaow] Stallbaum has un-
fully defended xplow against

Schleiermacher, who proposed xpdaty.
There is no question of the comparison
at present, but of the admixture, in
order to which, as Socrates had already
observed (52, E), it is necessary to have

each kind in its purest state. ypijoJat
pépeary el xpdow is as elegant as yovj-
odae p. slg xplowy (Tdv pepdy) is the
reverse.

Otkody fiuty] If we would under-

stand the drift of this question, we must
divest ourselves of any netion that
Plato is intending to establish a formal
classification. His sole object is to show
that there are two elements in émotyj-
w7, namely the production of tangible
results, and the information of the mind.
The latter is not pointed out for its
own sake, but to give relief and de-
finiteness to the former which is its
opposite; and the former is mentioned,
because it enables him to introduce
music and several other arts under one
head as yetpoteyvéat. This explanation
disposes of the suspicion about some
portion of the text having been lost,
and fully accounts for the fact that 8o-
crates never returns to the head of arts
nept nawdelay. But why does he choose
the arts which he calls yetpoteyvlat as
the subject of particular enquiry? Be-
cause in these again there is a twofold
element; the element of certainty de-
rived from the mathematical sciences
under which they work, and the em-
pirical element. Now as one of these
is scientific (dmoTviune €ydmevev) and
the other not, it is necessary to show
this, as determining the greater or less



HAATQNOZ ®IAHBOZ. 99

[epi va paduare) Emoriung, vo 8¢ mepi mardelay xai Too-
gijr. %) mag;

IIPQ. Ovrwg.

3Q. 'Ev &) vaig yegoveyrioug diavondapuey mouwraug €l 1o
pév émoviung ad uahhov dyduevoy, ©o & fuzov Em, wol Osi
Ta uév wg xadoputege vouilew, ta 3 ¢g anadagrizega.

ITPQ. Odwoiv yei.

3Q. Tdg wolwwr fysuonrdg dwaknmréor Ewdotwy ovTdy
2weLg.

ITPQ. IDoiog xai mwdg;

39. Olov maoiw mwov vexviov &v wg dedummuiy yweilly E,
“al perenuiny xoi oravixiy, g &mog elmely, gaphov T6 xa-
taleuwduevoy Exdarng [&y yiyvouro).

IIPQ. ®@aidov uév 7). '

3Q. To yovv pera wobv’ cindlay Aeimors’ By xel vdg
aiohjoerg wavausherdy dumeply wai v TP, vaig Tijg ovo-
xeoTixi)s mweooyewuévovg dvvaueay, ag molhoi Téxvag émovo-

palovor, pedéry xol wéve vy §ouny amegyacuévag. 56

pureness of these parts of Intellect, as
they had already sought out the greater
or less pureness of the several kinds
of Pleasure. As for the text, mcpl T&
padvpata is to be understood either
in its widest sense, and then it is su-
perfinous; for what éntgtripy is there
which is not m. t. padvjpara? Or it
is to be taken in a restricted sense and
then it is on its wrong side; for a
knowledge nepl ta padfpata is a know-
ledge mepl iy wadelay. Sydenham
saw that, ycpoteyvixaic being an ad-
jective, you must understand either téy.
vatg, which would be ridiculous, or ¢mt-
otvpatg; but no imaﬁ]mc have been
mentioned, (only émotyuy in general)
so that there is nothing to justify the
omission of émiorypmarg here. These
reasons seem to have been quite beyond
the discernment of Stallbaum, who dis-
misses Sydenham with an authoritative
“male”’, and one of his usual non-appo-
site quotations. Thirdly I have written
npwratg for reasons very obvious and
very little regarded. In place of av-
‘n;iv, which is unmeaning, I have put
av which marks the second distinction.

xaSaputata has been already changed
into xaYapwrepa before me. Not only
ought the comparative to match the
comparative, but any art which is xa-
Sapwtdty would on the withdrawal
of the scientific element cease altogether ;
for if the puremess is according to the
presence of the mathematical science,
the most pure must have this not only
8s predominating but as excluding all
empirical admixture, and when this is
withdrawn, there remains—nothing.

&v ms &. xwplly—[8v ylyvorro]| This
combination is mot Greek; and the se-
cond bhalf can be omitted without any
detriment to the semse.

Paidlov piv 8] This is the form of
simple asseat; if, in place of repeating
@aUlov, he had said pauddtatoy, piv
ovy would have been sdded; if his as-
sent had been restricted, youv. There is
also a shade of difference between pév-
tot the old reading, and wlv 87 the
reading of the Bodleian. The former
is the more suitable when the answerer
adds the weight of his own authority
to the mere assent.

v pépny dwapyoopévas] The pro-
7 *
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ITPQ. ’Aveyraidrara Aéyeg.

39Q. Ovnody peovi) pév mov uovowws) medvov, 6 Ebugpw-
vov Geuorrovoe ob uérew ahla ueéry orvoyaouov, xoi Eu-
maga avey) wel avAyTin, TO uéreov Endorng yoedic Ty ovo-
rotesdar tpegouévns Impevovoe, warve mold peuryuévov Exewy
70 1) oapés, outnedy 0é ©6 BéBaov.

IIPQ. ’Alpdéovara.

39." Kai iy lovouuy e vai yewgyiay xal wvBegvimuapy
wai oTeaTnyy WoalTwg eberoouey dyoloag.

IIPQ. Kai maw ye.

3Q. Texvovomp 04 ye, oluar, mhelovorg pévgors v8 xai
doydvoig yewudvyy, Ta molly axeifetay adrj) mopllovee Teym-
wwrépay Ty mwolddy Emigmudy magéyetar.

IIPQ. ITj;

3Q. Kavd ye vovmyyloy xai wer’ oivodoulay xai &v mok-

priety of the word fuum depends on
pedéry xal wéve, which are used of
training in the palmstra. The subject
of mpooypwiévous is the possessors of
the senses, that of dwmepyasuévag is
Suvdpsets.

peor) k. 7. &] This passage has suf-
fered from the well-known practice of
transcribers, who, when they could not
or would not decipher terminations, in-
vented those which the immediate neigh-
bourhood suggested. From od wétpw
the copyist inferred that he must write

aopp and then altered peléty into

q::imc. The reasoning proves clearly
what Plato mast have written. In pro-
portion as an art trusts less to measure
and more to practice, it must be full
of guesswork.

adr} xal adAnrucfi] The MSS. have
o) Eupnaca aitij¢ avintiai. But
Elunaca belongs to the summum ge-
nus, and flute-playing has no sub-
divisions worth -notice. It was an old
subject of dispute between two schools
of early musicians whether questions
about the intervals in music should be
determined by proportions of strings
only or also by ear; but in the case
of adinrixy the task of settling such
questions by length of pipe was too
intricate, so that there especially the
empirical method was pursued.

Xop8fs] It is unnecessary to enter into
the question whether ydp3n is appli-
cable to wind instruments, although the
passage quoted with such confidence by
Mr. Chappell (Hist. of Music p. 146)
from Plato Rep. 899, p. is quite incon-
clusive, being itself confessedly corrupt;
and I can find no other. The very
context in that passage would seem to
show that Socrates objects to the flute,
because the admitted defects of stringed
instruments were dme to an imitation
of the flute. I am inclined to read i
ob Td moklyopBov adrd, xal autd T
Tavappévia aulol wndm dvta pupd-
pata; But here avlntixy) is repre-
sented as hunting after the measure of
the chord in a stringed tnstrument: that
is, having no measaure of its own to
trust to, it derives its certainty from
that which possesses such a measure.

$epopéims] For this word which, though
a term in music (see Chappell H. of M.
p. 98) is quite inapplicable here, I con-
jecture Onpuwpévm, of which the more
common form ‘Impedouca was a gloss.

73 woAAfv] In place of this reading,
the Zurich Editors have adopted the
conjectural one of @ This only spoils
what is perfectly plain. “The things
which give this art its accuracy, make
it teyvwxwrtépay, and therefore more
akin to pure émioTriuyn.”



OAATQNOZ @IAHBOZ.

101

Aoig &Morg si)g EvAovgynie. wavéwe yde, oluai, wai ¥éevp
xoiwor xai Swafiry i ovdIuy xal Tve mEooeywyipy wexou- C

Yevuévp.

ITPQ. Kol mdw ye, & ..amqareg, de9dg Myeg.

3Q. Odusey roivy diyfy tog Aeyouévag téyves, Tag uéy
povouxf] Evverouévag v voig Egyog Ehdrrovog axeifelag uet-
toyodoag, vag 02 texromxj mielovog.

IIPQ. Keiodw.

3Q. Tovrwy d¢ tavzag axeifestavag e'lvm 7épag, & viv

&1 mourag elmouey.

ITPQ. Aqt&ym‘mqr Qaiver pou Aéyay

g Téyvag e«p&éy§w wy 0.

@

nal doag pere vav-

30. IIaw uév otv. AR, o IMpdvagye, do’ ov du’tag o D

xai tavvag Aexvéov; 3 mwig;
ITPQ. Iloiag &7 Adyerg;

39, Aodunmipy medvov dg’ otx FAMp uéy Twva Ty
T@ molAy cparéor, gy 8’ ab Ty Ty qu).oaoqmﬁnwr,
ITPQ. ITjj mwové dioguocusvos oy &My, =iy & &Adny

Sely T1g & aqz&yqump',

IQ. 05 oued o, & anhagxe. 00 udy 7ae oy po-
vadag avicovg netaguduotvron T@y mwegi deududy, olov orears-
neda 0o xai Boig dvo xai 8o Ta ouedrare 3 wwi va mav- E

xavém] xavey is the rule for mea-
suring straight lines; tépvog for curved;
StaPritne the cross pieces, (in shape of
& compass stretohed out,) from the angle
of which the plumb-line depended;
m‘.?p:q the plumb-line itself; and
Tpooaywytov is explained to be the in-
strument for reducing warped timber
to straightness. If this is correct, it is
much less xexopeupévoy than the rest,
which are scientific helps, while this is
a mere engine of force. Perhaps it was
an instrument for taking the angles of
curves. It is scarcely necessary to say
that xexopeuuévov has nothing to do
with the workmanship, though Stall-
baum translates “scite factum”:

&\, iy 8" &\Aqy] This is a com-
mon ellipsis for tdv piv ¢. ™y 3t &.
Compare Laws 868, B. which I quote
for the sake of correcting it: xal 19

ptv flafly m«ﬂs Tolg, vépors elc 18
Swvatdy mounréoy, T6 TE mlép.nw ou-
fovra, xal T8 weady Yo Tou_ Ay
ékopdolvra, xat T8 Javarwdty ¥ Tpw-
Ay yds, v Bt auo(mc éﬁaaa‘.‘lh Tolg
Spwot xal ol mqwm (capéyovra)
txdorovs éx Bapopac els puiMay wer-
patéov ael m&zmm. 13 vopotc

Ob opxpp Spg] ov ouixpds dpoc is
the common reading. But this is out
of structure, and if any one wishes to
understand éot{, he must at least insert
the article. But the words are ovidently
an answer to l'In TOTE SLopLodpevog.—
The word aurot; three lines below was
supplied to give a case to cuvaxolov-
Svoetay, and the consequence is that
the condition of B assenting to A is
not, A changing his mind, but some
third C propounding the same doctrine
as B,
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Ty uépora ot 8’ ovx &v movs [abroig] avvarolovHjosar, &

(g povade povadog Ewdorng T@v uveiwy undeuiay iy &h-
Mg dagépovady Tig Hjae.

ITPQ. Kai udha y’ &b Aéyeg od cungay Siagogdy Tdw

negi aguuoy savraloviwy, Goze Adyov e 08U advag elvac.

SQ. Ti 08 Aoyroreny) ai perenrins) i) xate TEXTOVXY Kol

xar’ dumogunipy Tjj nate Quhadogiay yewuerely Te xai Aoyioug

57 [xavauelerwuévor); mivegoy wg pia Exarége Aexvéov, 3 oo

TLd@uey;

IIPQ. Toig medoder émduevos Eywy' & ddo xera vy
Sy Yigoy el Exavépar Tovwy.
I9Q. ’0p9dg. ob & Evexa wvaive meonveyxdaued’ sig o

uédoy, &’ Evvoeis;

ITIPR. ’Iowg, akla oé Bovkoiuny &y amogiyacdar To viv

gowtuevor.

'IQ. Adoxel voivvv Euowy’ obrog 6 Adyos ody fzvov 7 bre
Aéyewr adwor neydusda, waic fdovais Lyvav vaveioreogpor év-
B raiYa mooPefrrévar oxomaw & d@ doti nig Evépag &AAy xo-
Jaguréga Emoriung EmioTiun, m&dnee i)don';g fydowj

IIPQ. Koi pdia cagég voins ye, dre void %'vm Tov-

Ty Sminexelouuey.

3Q. T obv; & ovn &v uér voig Zumeoader én’

& pY) povéa) Ezcept a man shall
consider no monad to differ from any
other single monad out of all innumerable
monads. There is an intentional redun-
dancy in this triple opposition (povaaa
—umaaoq, pndeplay—E. . W, GAAMY
—aM\qg) in order to mark the perfect
indifference of every monad from every
other.

-u-mc{dv-mv] Rep. 521 8, Tim. 90 B,
who give thesr time to Arithmetic.

T( 82 hoywrixf)] In this passage I
have changed s x @. yswpstolas T6
xal AoyOu@v, so as to render the sen-
tence complete. This is far better than
supplying Stapépst, which would make
Socrates first ask whether two things
differ, then whether they are onme, and
again whether they differ. The only
question that can by any possibility
be asked as introductory to the other

arhotg

two is ‘“How do these stand to each
other”? The word xatapeleTwpéviy
is mothing but a wretched attempt to
bolster up the construction by making
a genitive absolute of it; and for this
purpose some one has borrowed the
remarkably elegant word from its eon-
text above and used it where it means
about as much as would tTurtopévey.

Tévriorpodov] I have added the ar-
ticle which is necessary to the sense.
dvtioTpopay Tt is not to be thought of.
The case of n3oval has been already
determined, and the corresponding case
is to be sought in vous.

wpoPePykévar] This is Schleierma-
cher’s emendation for mpoBefnxévar; it
is obvious that no mpéBinpa is put for-
ward.

T( o] In this sentence the Books
turn two distinct questions into one
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ddy Tépmy oboav avedpione [aatpeweqav] nal auaqasaz'eeav
&hdyy &Adng;

IIPQ. o uév odv.

3Q. ’Ev votroig 07 dp’ ob weva wéymy ag duwrvuov gpIey-
Eduerog, &ic dokay ravagmidag g uiav, waley og dvoly Bvroy
dmaveputi Tovtowy ovrolv [t0 oagés nel 1o xadagov mepl C
tavta] zdregov §) Tdv Qrhodogovviwy i) ui) @ihogopotviwy

axoiBéavegoy Eye;

IIP2. Ko ydla doxel poL Totro disguriy.

3Q2. T’ otv, & Modragye, avrg dudduer amdugioy;

IIPQ. °Q Sdingareg, eig Favuadrov dagopas uéyedog &ig
cagipeiay mwooelnhvIausy Emiornuiy.

3Q. Odnotv amwongvoliueda §gov.

IIPQ. Ti wjp; nai eigodew y’ bw mold uév abvoer twy
Ghdwy Texviv diapéoovar, Tovrwy O’ avtdv ai mepi Ty Tay D
oviwg grhodogolvrwy beuiy duipavoy dnoifeiy ve xai alndei
megi pérge ve xel deuiuotg dagégovary,

39. "Eorw taita rava 0é, wai ool 6 miorelorres Fap-
eolvieg anonguvdueda Toig Oewvoig mwegl Adywy dAwiv—

IIPQ, To moiov;

3Q. ‘Qg eloi dio aet\‘}ymmat nai dvo yatqnyuuaa nod Tod-
voug dhdor Towovrae Evvemduevar ovyval, Ty didvudrin’ Epov-
oo TalTny, ovéuarog 0 Evig nenovwuévar.

IIPQ. Adibiuer vigy ayeady tovrog, ovg @yg devolg el- E
you, TavTy Ty amoreLow, & Sungaveg.

3. Toivag odv Adyouev Emiotiuas dxpifeis pdhior’

ehvat.
IIPQ. IIdéw uév otr.

question asked twice. I have removed
cacpwrépav and for dvcuploxew written
AvEVPLOXE.

ds 8égav xaraorfious] The same ex-
pression occurs in Euthyd. 805 . Com-
pare also Cratyl. 431 4, elg Ty alody-
g XATHGTT o0t

d¢ play] The MSS. have «¢ uds,
an alteration probably made to suit
3uoly, as if the construction were the
same. I have also supplied Evrowv in
ts right place, and put the absurd

supplement 73 caglc . ... wepl Taita
into brackets. axptﬂéanpov fyew is
precisely the same as 0 capts xal T8
xa.‘.)apov A little farther on sig oa-
@rjveiay is used as to this same quality;
and still further he uses d\fdeix and
oxplBeix in the same sense.

wepl Adywv Shxfiv] Compare Oratylus,
435 c, Macta. 168 c, jny.amv e xal
ovoy.amw, & of moAkot 8wy dv TUyway
Exovres droplag dAMflots wavrodamds
Rapéyovot.
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3Q. A judg, & Hedragye, dvaivors’ &v #) tod dua-
AMyeadar dvvaueg, et Tiva o avtiic FAAny welvauey.

IIPQ. Tiva 8¢ taveny ob Oet Aéyay;

3Q. Adijhov duu mdg &y vy ye viv Asyopémy yvoly. Ty
yae megl 70 ov [nai T0) Brrwg xel TO woTe TOVTOV aEl mwEQU-
%0 movtwg Fywy’ oluo fHysic%u Ebumavieg, Goog vob wed
oluxedy TQoseTTAL, uaneE GAndeoTdry elvar yvGow. @V
8¢ i; [mdg Toiwo, & Ilgurapye, Sranpivorg ¥v;]

IIPS. *Huovov uév ywye, & Scixgaveg, éxdovore Togyiov
troldanig, @g 1) Tob melew mwold Sragépor mao@y TexVY:
mwdvie yoo V@’ aity Sovha 1O.” Exdvrwy adld’ ob dia Plag mor-
0i70, woi pong@ aelory maody eln TGy Texy@y. viv O ove

58

ooi otre &) 2relvp Bovhoiuny By dveviie tiYeadar.
39Q. Ta dmha pot 'donsis fovdnIeis eimeiv aioywwdeig

QoM ey,

IIPQ. ’Eotw »bv vavra savry, dny gow doxet.
39Q. 4o’ odv ainog 3y Tov i) wakdg twodafsiv ge;

IIPR. To moiov;

Afihov ¥m was &] For this emen-
dation we are indebted to W. H. Thomp-
son. The old reading was Avjdov Ott
% nGoay. There can be no doubt that
the phrase mepl 16 8v xal td dvrwg is
incorrect. T3 Svtw¢ would be rightly
placed where the question was about
the meaning of the word, but here we
are considering the objects of a given
science. But the object of Dialectic is
Truth, and Truth is found either in that
which is absolute (t3 3v Svtwg), or in
that which is invariable, because it is
the effect of the absolute; and this
latter Plato expressed by xal té xata
tavtdv det meguxds (ylyveoday). To
make 14 dvrw¢, and even T4 xatd Tav-
v e} mepuxés, mere explanations of
0 8y, as one Editor has done, betrays
great looseness of thought.

oV 8t 7(; [whg ToOro, & Ipbrapye,

. Suaxplvors dv;]] I have made separate
sentences: oV 8t t{; answering to &ywye
olpae and w@¢ 1. 8. dv; to the general
question. But m¢ Staxplvorg dv is so
contrary to the usual order, and a se-
cond quotation of a more vague sort

following the only question to the par-
pose is so unworthy of our author, that
I cannot but look on it as a later ad-
dition.

awoNkdxig] I cannot say what should
be done with this word which is quite
incompatible with &xaotote. Nor can
I Jpropose anything certain in place of
8¢ Exdvrwy, of which the sense seem
as necessary as the mode of expression
is objectionable. But it is not unlikely
that the right reading is & ixdvrwy
avTHY.

Td 8wha] This is & play upon the
word t{3e¢6%ar, which Protarchus bad
used merely in the sense of advancing
an optnion; but Socrates, taking up the
words évavrla t{3coSar, replies, ‘I think
you were going to say dmia, dut you
were ashamed, and dropped the word.
T dmha dvavtla T({deoSar is i acie
stare, as in Herod. 1. 62, xal avtla
€3evto t¢ Gmla. There is & further

lay upon dmolmeiv; for omokemedv Ta&
onia would properly mean to desert,
but here it is merely to forego or give
up the word.
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39. Oix, @& g@ile Igpdragye, totn’ dywy &jrow nw,
Tig véyyn 7 vl Emwoviuy macdv [Siapéper T() ueyiory woi
aploty xal mheior’ wgelotoa fuag, alhd Tig mwove TO Oapés

Y ] \ \ N D 2 ~ N 3 ) \
nal TanQufic xai vo alydéorarov Emionomel, vy j) OuLkQa Kol

\ bl ~ ~ ) N (3 ~ \ D -~ ) > @
olunga owvida. tobr Eomy O viv On) Elnroduer. ald’ Oga*

J e ' \ k] U ’ ~ \, 1) < ? I}
o0vdé yap ameydjoer Togyle, i pév 3xelvov dmepéyewy véxyy
diudods meds xeelav Toig ardedmorg, wpateiv &’ § elmov dyw
viv moayuarely, xaddmep Tov Aevnov még vir Eheyov, ki &i
ouLxedy, xadagov 8’ &ly, Tov moldob wal w3 TorolTov drapé-
oew, TovTY ¥’ atr T alnFeorar. xai viv 6 fopidea dwa-D
vonSévieg nai ixavisg dwadoyioduevol, wijt’ €ig Tivag Gpeleiag
h) ~ '3 ’ \ b ] ’ ) bl » 7
emoTnuay BAEWavieg uijre Tivag evdoxtuiag, ald’ & Tig mé-
Qure Tijg Yuxijs Hudv Stvapug iy Te Tob aAndoig xai mavd
Evexa Tovrov medtrewy, tavTyy elmwuey Jdwegevinoduevor [To
xadagov vob Te xai poomjoews,] el Tody udlor’ éx Tav ei-
xotwy xroder gaiuey &y 7 Ty Evégoy Taveng wveuwrégay

nuv Tyenéon.

[Biadépe 79] peylom] I once at-
tempted to defend this construction by
such examples as that of Amtaophmel
(Wasps 666) tovs “ovyl Tpoduwow x. T.
€” There never was an interpolation
which more clearly betrayed itself. If
Plato had used any such word as Stagpé-
pet, he would have made both grounds
of comparison, certainty as well as ge-
neral merit, depend upon it.

l;vrroﬁm] MS8S. and Edd. give {v-
TOUMEY.

wpds xpelav] These words are to be
taken as governing Tolg avSpuwmots, to
surpass aatotlmr use to men.

kpardy § j) wov dyd viv wpaypa-
relq] The reading of the MSS. and
Edd. is ump gy (for Unepéyew) and
xpately, §j & elnov. This has been ad-
duced as an instance of the avaxdiov-
Sov, and it will be well to look closely
into it. The case of npayy.ats(qz, ac-
cording to this supposition, will be
owing to a construcuon mtended to be
analogous to that of 1] ptvé u. Téyy
—38t30Ug, which construction is lost or
changed by reason of the long paren-
thesis, so that, when this ends, a new
construction, tajtny elmwpuey, is sub-
stituted. A conclusive answer to all

these subtleties is, that not only the
construction is different, but the sense
is altogether unlike. For in the first
part, if completed, we should expect i’
you assign, . or you ought to assign, or
something which implies a claim for voug:
but in the second part there is a call
on Protarchus to declare what he really
thinks about volg (tadtnv elmwpey .
1. £&). Another objection to the pas-
sage as it stands is the awkwardness of
szouc umpx:w xpately, which means
8tdov; xpareiy, and nothing more. All
these difficulties are removed by so
simple a process that I have not hesi-
tated to introduce it into the text, and
to change the punctuation a.ccordmgly.

'ra\’nqv elropev] This taytyy refers
to Gwap.w, the second to émam;mv.
0 xaSapdv vou te xal (ppovnaew; is
not the proposed object of investigation,
a3 the interpolator thought; they are
to search out the dialectic art itself.

xol viv 8t o¢dBpa Buavonbivres] For
xal viv 31 I have written xal vov &%,
as opposed to oux é{vtouv mw. There
is some corruption in o@ddpa Stavon-
Yévteg, for SravoeioJar cannot be used
in the sense of Juxaxomsiv.
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HPQ. ’Alda oxonds, wai yakemoy, olua, ovyyweioei v’
Ay Smorquny 7 cépmp tig alpdelag avréyeodar pdhdov 7
TavTy.

3Q. 4o’ olv dwoloes To Tordvde elpnrag © Adyerg viv,
wg i mwoldal véxvaw wai Goow nepl Tavrag wemiviyrar, mwEW-

59 oy uéy dokaug yodvraw xai ta mepi dokav Unyrotor Evvrera-
pérwg; eive wal megi pvoewg tiyeiral nig Lnrely, oloy Gue va
el TOv woouov Tovds, Ony Te yéyove xai 6wy maoyer T woi

o - -~ - \ 1] - N -~ N -~
onty motel, Tavta Lnrel dia Biov; gainsy &v Taite, 7 mwhg;

IIPS. Otrws.

39Q. Obtnotv ob megi e Bve’ ael, mepi 08 Ta yuyviueva
xal yewnodueve wai yeyovova fudv 6 towvtos avientar To¥

TEOVOY.

ITPQ. 'Alpdéovaeva.

N

39. Tovrwy odv v dapég &y Paipey Tjj axpiPedtdry dhy-
B Selg yiyveodou, av pin’ Eoxe undey ndmore wava ravra puny
Eew pin’ elg vo viv magov Fyee;

IIPQ. Koai nag;

IQ. ITegi obv va uy xextnuéva Befoudrnre und’ jvewvoty
ndg &v move BéBatov ylyvord fuiv rai oriotv;

ITPQ. Oluow uév otdaudg.

wewdvmvrar] This word and fuvreta-
wévwg (Schiitz’s correction for Euvre-
taypévws) explain each other. He is
evidently speaking of pursuits which
require great assiduity; but what these
are it would be difficult to say, if we
retained the old reading Soat mepl TadTa
mendvvrat. This has been explained
by a reference to the passages in the
Phedo, where tavta is used of visible
things ; but this would at least include
76 mept Puotws {mrelv, which is here
spoken of as a distinct branch. By
means of this change we have the arts
mentioned first, because they are the
subject; but as the following remark
turns on the means employed, it is con-
venient to mention the persons who
follow the arts, to avoid the awkward-
ness of saying that the arts them-
selves yp@vrar 3ofats, or I{mroiot ta
Tept Go'éav.

f)yeiron] If the physicist mistook what

@uolg was, and while supposing that
he investigated it was searching out
something else, ¥ycitat would be ap-
propriate. But nothing more is meant
than the usual enquiries of the Ionic
Philosophy, and no intimation is given
that there is any higher sense of @u-
ot¢ or of the investigation of it. I
therefore propose ypwrat. For while
in the handicrafts above mentioned he
speaks of those who labour at them,
he speaks of physical investigations as
things in which men choose to engage.
The tense of fjpyrat is borne out by
dvyjpntat tdv wévov. In explanation
of this latter phrase I observe that in
those well-known combinations méAepoy
— movay — x{v3uvov — vzixog alpeoar,
dvatpeicdar may be used in place of
the other verb. Some who did not no-
tice this have proposed unnecessary
conjectures. Compare FPhadrus 233 c,
348 ¢, Laws 921 A and B.
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ded ¥

9. aea
76 aAndéovazvor Fovoa.
ITPQ. Otxowr eixdg ye.

107

[vovg] 000é weg Emiovijun megi oira ozt

3Q. Tov uév Oy 08 ol ud rai ITogylav xai @idnBor xe1)
ovyva yalgewy &av, To0e 0¢ diauagrigaddar T Aoyw,—

IIPQ. To moiov;

39. Qg 7 megi xeiva 63’ quiv vo ve Pféfarov [nai 7o

xadagov] xel 6 adndég noi O

01 Aéyouey eihuxguvég, mepl Ta

ael xoTa 70 aUTa woavtwg dukTisara dxovve, 7 [dedregog]
Sneivey & v pdhior’ dovi Evyyevés: ta 0’ dhha mevia devrepd

e nai Lovega Aextéor.

IIPQ. Alpdégvasa Adyeg.
3Q. Te &) vav ovoudrwy

negl Ta Towaita xdAlora do

0b 7olg xaAdioTotg dixaubrazoy amovéue;

ITPR. Eixdg ye.

39Q. Oduotv voig &07i nai @eoviolg &vs’ &v Tig Teuroee D

ualor’ dvduara;
ITPQ. Nai.

08" &pa [vols] ot8k 7. &.] We should
have expected olte .. oUte. But if there
is any ZmoTvpuy, however weak or vague,
there is some wous, for all ZmioTiuat
are parts of vou¢ and are discussed as
such, The voUg of the text is plain-
ly the opposite of that of Anaxagoras,
and throws all things into confusion.
The scribes were not familiar with the
idiom which we meet both in Homer
and in the Attic writers, oUSt yap oudé,
ou¥ &9’ oudé. In the 5th Epistle of
Synesius our modern texts have oy ydp
oud Spotog v Zyovre; but in my col-
lations I find that the best M8S. have
ot8t ydp oud’ Suotog My Eyovre.

Tov plv 83 ot kal éué] See note on
20, B. The article here has a depre-
ciating effect. It has, in fact, the force
of furning the first and second persons
into & third, or more properly still, of
abstracting the individual from bhis per-
sonality, and making a mere somedody
of him.

[xal 7d xalapdv]] These words are
spurious. For Béfatov cannot be se-

parated .from aAn3¢¢, since the want
of truth in physical knowledge has been
declared to arise from the instability
of the objects. Again xaSapdv is so
nearly the same as elluxpwis that it
could not occur unless in close proxi-
mity to it, and the only place for &l\t-
xpwic is that which it occupies as a
quality dedaced from the other two;
and as td del—doaitwg answer to
BéBatov and dindés, so does dpmuxtd-
Tata answer to elhuepevés.

[Bebrepos]] The Zurich Editors have
changed this into 3evrépws, which is
at least more rational than Stallbaum’s
defence of it as a parenthetical proverb
with mlou¢ understood. It is incredible
that Plato should make two 3evtepa to
one and the same first. It is therefore
a waste of time to enquire how Jeite-
pog should be corrected.

&vr’ &) The common reading is @
Y &v. It is evident that this is no
place for ye. The confusion between
the two readings is of very frequent
occurrence.
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3. Town’ &’ &v vaig megi v6 Ov oviwg Ewvoimg tEorey
enmefuuéva 6eIds xelueva naleioda.

IIPQ. IIdvw uév odv.

IO, Koi pijy & ¥ elg tiy nglow &yo véve mageoyduny,
odx &A1’ Zowiv ) tadra va dvduare.

IIPQ. Ti wip, & Suxgareg;

39Q. Elev: ©6 uév 01 goomioedss 18 xai ndovig még meog
E vy aljhwr piker € wig @ain nadamegei dnuioveyois Huiv,
3§ dw %) & olg dei dnueoveyely Ti, maganeioSar, xakig &y TH

Adyp amemnalor.
IIPQ. Kai udie.

39. To 0y pera o’ o’ o0 puyvivar Emexelgrriov;

ITPQ. Ti wip;

39. Obuoiv vdde mooamotior wei aveuvioacy fuds av-

Todg 0pIovegoy v Eyou,—
IIPQ. Ta moie;

39Q. A voi medregov [EuvioInuev]: b & #) magouia do-
60xel Zyewy, 70 nai 6ig nal voig v ye naldg Exor émava-

‘okely v Adyy Jei.

IIPQ. Ti pip;

3Q. ®ége 81 meog Auog*
Aexdévia gndipac.

IPQ. Iig;

\ [ \ ’
oluor yce ottw mwg Ta ToTE

39Q. ®iyBdg guar Ty Hdoviy oronmody deIoy maor Le'owg
yeyovévar nai Oely maviag tovtov dvoxabecdar, wai Oy xoi
bl \ ~ ) >3 % ’ \ R4 3 \
Tayadov Tovr avrd evew Svumade, roi 0V° ovouara, ayadov

Tadr’ &' x. 7. &] Although the
reading of this passage has been pro-
nounced to be verissima, yet as the
authority who states this bids us take
éotl xalciodan together (he was per-
haps thinking of ot xakeiv) and talks
strange stuff about drmxpiBopéva and
&wotat, we cannot throw off all suspi-
cion of its unsoundness. If dmmxpt-
Bwuéva could mean accurately proved
to be (not accurately made) there would
be  some handle for the infinitive xa-
Aeicdat. But as this cannot be, and
likewise for other reasons, which good

scholars will readily discern, I am in-
clined to read Iove drmxpfupévas
xelpeva xadeiodat.

i &v § & ols] The first is the mate-
rial, considered as a kind of secondary
cause, out of which things are produced ;
the second, the same material considered
as the substance in whick the workman
realises his art.

[tpvhiofnpev]] This is a supplement
originating with some ome who did
not see that the verbs to be understood
are elopey xal dvepviicapey udc av-
ToUg.
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xol §86, & Tm [rei gioer ] tolrp 8edds edéve’ Eyew.
Swngdrng 8 & pév ob gyou totr elven, 0o 08 xaddmeg va B
dvéuara, xai 6 v dyadov wal 7o 700 Oudpogov @Ahijiwy @i~
ow ¥yewy, udhhov 8¢ uéroyov elvan 37g TV dyadol poigag Ty
Qedwmowy 3} Ty Hdony. ob Teir’ #ow ve xal 7y Té Tove Aeyd-
ueva, o ITguvagys;

IIPQ. Sgidea uév odv.

39Q. Oduody nai e xai téve xai viv fuiv &v Evvopo-
Aoyoivo,—

IIPQ. T6 moiov;

39Q. Tiy vayadov diapépery giow t@de Tov Fhdwy;

ITPQ. Tiw;

3Q. " mogely vovr asl vév Ldwy die véhove maviwg
nel wdvey, undevdg évégov mor’ ¥ meocdeiodar, 6 O ixa-
vov tehedraroy Exey. ovy odTwg;

IIPQ. OPrw pév obr.

3Q. Obwotv ©@ Adyp EmepaImuev ywels Exdregov Exc-
tégov Févreg elg Tov Piov éndorwy, &uixzov pév Hloviy geo-
vijoeL, @edmow & @oattwg Hovie undé o opuxedravoy
Egovoav; ‘

IIP9. 'Hy waine.

3Q. Mav odv fuiv avrev tote mévegov inavoy Edokev D
elval Top;

IIPR. Keai ndg;

39. Ei §¢ ye moappéyInuéy T vove, viv boTiooty Emava-
Aefov dpIdregoy eimdrw, uviuny xai @edvow xal EmioTijny
wal akndi d6kav Tig obriig i0éag T1Séuevog, woi onomdy €
w1 ¥vev tovrwy défaut’ &v o nal Omioby elvar 7 ylyveadau,
p1) bz 09 ¥’ 9oovipy, €69 ¢ mheioryy €LY dg ogodgordryy,

[xal ¢éoe piqa]] These words which the same compendium. « was taken for

separate Tl from toUte and leave &
without a noun expressed or implied
to lean umpon, and say nothing more
than what is safd in &vl Tewe todte, are
an evident contribution of some tm-

prover.

&v plv of ¢non] The scribe has here
confounded the ordinal and the cardinal
number, both of which are written with

np@toy, which is in all the Books, but
it was meant for v as is plain from
the antithesis 8v uiv ov, 3o 3¢

trapdnpev—Oévres] We made the
experiment of placing, &ec. Stallbaum
compares the expression used above,
(21, 4) v oo merpipeda Baoavifovres
taira.

ph 8n 84 y' §8ovfiy] This formuls
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el e’ alnddc dokdlo yaloeww, uire T6 magdmay yryvdoxot
E 7i mote mémovde madog, wip’ ob pvipnp Tov mdSovg und’
ovouvoby yobvov Eor. Tavre 08 Adyw xai megi poovicews, €&
Tig &vev mdong 70ovic nal vijg feayvrdrng Séfaus’ &y podwy-
o ey udlov [3) perd wiwoy Hdoviv] 3 mdoag fdoveg [yw-

ois peovigews udhdov 3] uera

peovioewg ab Tevdg.

ITIPQ. Ol &omey, & Suivgaveg* add’ otdéy +dei tabsd ye

mwohang Emepwrar.

390. Odnotv 16 ye téheoy xal naowy aigeror wai T mav-
Tdmaoy ayadov ovdéregor &y totrwy &l

IIPQ. II@g yap &v;

3Q. To toivov ayador fwor oapds 7 xai wiva Timoy ov-
vob Ayméov, Iva, Grrse EAéyopsy, devregeia Gry ddbaopey Eywypey.

IIPS. ’Ogddrerva Aéyes.

39Q. Odzoiv 6dov uév oy’

IIPQ. Tive;

3Q. Kaddneg €& vig v’

ini tayador eidijpapusr.

avdpwmov L@y Ty olxnowy

mearov 6gdug, ¥’ oixel, v’ avrod, uéya ti 8% mov mweog
Ty ebgeowy &v Eyou vov Lysovuévov.

IIPQ. IIdg & ob;

IQ. Koi viv 61 nig Abyog duipuoey Yuiy, domeg xal not’
agras, uy Lyvely & T@ duinze Py téyador aAk’ & @

AT,
IIPQ. Idwv ye.

3Q. ’Ehwic iy mheiwy &v v pySévee nahdg 7o Lyrod-
pevoy Eoecdon goveguregoy 1) &v T wij

IIPR. Holi ye.

IQ. Toig 01 Jeoig, w IMouragye, evyduevor regavviwuey,

occurs in several Attic writers. Plato
and Xenophon sometimes use merely
pY) St and sometimes add 31 only.
In the cases where y: is added, it is found
sometimes before 37, sometimes after
it. Compare this passage with one in
Demosth. agasnst Conon, pyj 87¢ ye 3,
and with ome in Politicus, p+ Gtt 3%
Bacurets Ye.

[A p. 7. 48ovév]] I bracket the in-
sertions which make nonsense of &

question put by Plato with the utmost
subtlety. In the words given to Pro-
tarchus, the part which purports to be
the answer is no answer at all; and
his objection to the repetition of the
question looks like an addition con-
trived to mask a corrupt sentence. Pro-
tarchus’ answer ought to be Zott tavta,
or in other words oux fotwy &A1 oUBty
7 taitd ye
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elre Awiveaag &1 “Hoaworog €19 Govig Fedv tovtyy iy 1~ C
pay eihnye Tiig ovyredoewg.

IIPQ. ITdw uév odv.

3Q. Kai gy quiv xeddmwee oivoxdolg Tiol magesTioL %oi-
vau, péhitog uév By amealo Tig Ty Tig Hdovig, Ty 08 Tig
peoviigews VipavTLkY Aai Howrov atoTneod el Uytewwol Tuvig
toazrog* &g meoSvunTéor (g wddhiota GuvpuLyviva.

IIPQ. Ildg yap ov;

IQ. ®épe O medregov: dga macay fHdoviy mdoy geovi- D
oeL puyvivreg Tov wak@g &y palor’ Emiwiyoiuey;

IIPS. ’lowg.

3. AWM ovx ampalsg 70 amv&vvongov oy ;uymm~
pev, 06kay por donéd mv’ amo@ivacIar &v.

IIPQ. _Aéye ziva.

3Q. "Hy quiv Rdovij ve taApdds, g oldueda, udliov éré-
oag GAAy, xai 0 wai 'réxm) Téyyng axgufeoTépa;

ITPQ. IIdg yde ob;

3Q. Kai ¢mwoviun 0 émergung 6Laq>oqog, 1] psv §m Ta
yiyvopeva woi amoddiuey’ amofhimovoa, 3 & éni va uiwe
yiyvoueva i’ amwolddeve, xatd tatte 8’ doalitwg tve’ ael. E
Taveny [elg 0 alpdég] Emioxomoduevol ynodued’ Sxeivig dda-
Jeorégay elvar.

IIPQ. ITdvv uév odv dpdds.

3Q. Oiroiw [el] valpYéorara sufjuara Exovégag (wuey
mo@tov Evuuikavreg, dg’ xave taita Evyrexpauéva Tov ayamy-
Tovavov. Blov amegyacdueve mwoagéyey uiv, 3 Twog &L meoo-
dedueda ral Ty uy ToLoUTWY.

ITPQ. ’Euoi yotv doxei dpav ovrwg.

39. Eorw &7 tig juiv geoviy dvdewmog adrig mép i-
xatootvyg, 6 T Eot, wal Adyov Eywy Emdusvov T vosv, xai

62

wapeoraoy xpfjvar] Winckelmann, in
his Preface, observes that this is an allu-
sion to the libations in honour of the
Eumenides and other divinities, which
consisted of water and honey. Compare
Zsch. Eum. 107, Soph. &d. Col. 100
and 471, with the Scholiast.

*Hv fpiv] I leave this passage in &
corrupt state. ¢ olopeda is quite hope-

less, and we have nothing whereby to
decide our choice between dAn3Gs Tot-
avty p.akkov or (followmg the Bodleian
which omits palov), dinSeotépa &A-
g dam.

Oikodv [d] réAnbéorara] I have
bracketed el and changed Soucv into
{Swpev.
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01 %l megi ToY EhAwy mdviwy Ty Bvtwy GoavTwg SLavooy-
uevog.

IIPS). ’Eotw yde odv.

3Q. 49 odv olrog inovisg Emioriung Efer, wixdov pév nai
opaigag atris Ttig Yelag Tov Adyoy Eywv, Ty & avSewmivyy
TatTny opaigay xai Tovg wUxdovg Tovtovg ayvody, wai yeuw-

B pevog &v oixodouly tuei toig ¥Mog Suolwg xavéoe xai Toig
wonhog ;

IIPS. Teholay duaSeowy Huiv, & Schrgareg, &v Taig Feloug
odoav pdvov Emioviueng Aéyouer.

3Q. IIdg qijg; 17 tov WPevdols ravivog Gue wel Tob wi-
xhov Ty ov PéBarov aldé xadagay téyyyy dufhyréov xowvj nai
ovyxpazéoy;

ITPQ. ’Avayxaiov yag, & pélhee g Hudy xai Ty 630v
éndoror’ &evgrioery oixade.

3Q. H noi poveunsjy, v oAiyor Eumeosdev Epauey, ovo-

C ydoeds e i puptjoswg uectiy otoay, radagdrnrog dvdeiv;

TIPS, Avayraior gaiverow Euoye, eimeg y° Hudv 6 Blog
ZoraL el Ommwdovy mworé fiog.

39. Bovle diza, domep Iveweos v’ Oxhov Tig BFov-
uevog xei Pralduevog, imrndeic avamevdoag tdg Igag dpd
ndoeg Tag EmioTuag El0gEy, xai ulyyvodac ouot xadoog Ty
évdeearépar;

D IIPQ. O¥xow Zywy’ olda, & Sungaves, & vl tig &y Phd-
mrowwo mooag Aefav tag &hhag dmioriuces, Eywy Tag mewrag.

3. Mei Oy tag Svundoag geiv elg Ty ziig ‘Ouneov
nal pdha moupinig uoyeyrelag vreodoyiy;

IIPQ. Ildvv uév odv.

390. Medeiviar. roi makv Emi viy wav fdovay muyiy
iréov. olg yoe Jievondquev atrdg ueyvivar medrov, Ta TaY

kal Tols &A\Aois dpolws] Many notes question, we might read cpolog, and
have been written in defence and ex- omit xai: “Using, #n building and in
planation of these words. If they are other things, patterns libe the circles,
correct, we must understand by them, i.e. divine.”
using other pattern figures in the same yxelag] Hom. L 4. 452, ‘Q¢ 8te
manner as the circles. Compare below, ;‘; nappot motamol xat dpeapL jéwrcc
Tavtdv xal dAfYeta, the same as truth. "'E¢ pioydyxeiay oupBdiietov oBptpov
But as it is not the manner of using U3wp.
but the things used, which are here in  ols ydp Suvofidnuer] It is vain to
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alndav poe’ ovx 3Leyéved’ fuiv, dlda dwd ©6 mdoav dyo-
ey Emoriny €lg TovTov uedeiney adedag woi medodev twv E
i,00viiv.

ITPQ. ’AMSéorara Aéyeg.

39Q. Qoo dy) PovAevecIar vy wai mepl Tw T00vaY, wo-
Tege wal TavTag mdcag adedeg agperéov 1) wai TovTwy mewTag
uederéov fuiv doo aAneig. -

ITPQ. Ilold e daqéger meds y° aogdheiay mewrag tag
aAyeic ageivar.

" 3Q. MedeloSwy &Y. i 08 pera Tavra; d@’ ovw & uév
Tiveg avayraiar, naddnep nst, Evupntéov wol tatrag;

IIPQ. Ti & ov;

IQ. Tdg y’ avaysalag djmovder &l 0f ye woi waddmeg
tag téyvag mdoog aflaféc ve woi wpéhpoy v EmictacIa 63
dwe Blov, xoi viv 01 Tavrd Aéyouev megi T@v §dovéw, elmeg
ndoag fdovas Hdeadar dia Blov cvupégoy I fuiv dori uai

aBlafés Gmaot, mwaoag Svyrearéon.
IIPR. IIdg otv Oy mepi avtdv Tovtwy Adywuev; wai g

TEOLDLLEY ;

3Q. Ovy nudg, o IMedragye, depwrav xoij, Tag fHdovig
0’ ovtdg xai Tag @eoviceg, diamvvdavouévovg T6 ToLovd® ah-

MAwy éor,—
IOPQ. To moiov;

39Q. 9 @iho, €9 Hdovag tudg yey meooayogeley el
Ay OToty Svouam, udy otx &y défacd’ olxely pera ggo-

look for any coherence in this passage
so long as we retain s yap. The
sense requires olg ydp. For the parts
of the true sciences, with which we first
proposed to mingle them, were not suf-
JSictent for us. 1 have also changed the
place of wp@tov, which commonly fol-
lows udpta, where it has no meaning.

Tds y' évaykalas 8fwovdev] These
words are commonly given to Pro-
* tarchus, but Ficinus had long ago
seen that they belong to Socrates. Van
Heusde thought them spurious. Stall-
baum defends them on the ground that
" 3nimovdey sn asseverando haud infre-
quens. No doubt; but with an appeal
to another for his assent. “Must we

Platonis Philebus.

mix the necessary pleasures?” ¢I see
no objection.” “I presume you do not,
if they are necessary.“ This way of
laughing at the question and answer,
as if there could be any question about
what was necessary, is quite in Plato’s
manner. In the following sentence ob-
serve the very artistic finish of the
antithesis in an inverted order. Ttéyvag
ndoag = ndoas ndovis, dBafés te xal
WQéhyrov = guppépov te xal adfiapés,
énloraodat = {8eg3at. This shows how
false is the sagacity of those who smell
out an interpolation here. In Pro-
tarchus’ answer, Méywpev refers to Aé-
yopev, and motdpev to Evyxpatéov.

perd Pppoviicews | wéons] The Books
8

B
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vijgewe, T maone yoplc [Tob qeoveiv]; oluct uév meig teite
768’ olrag avaynaudrazoy elvar Aéyewy,—

IIPS. To moiov;

3. “Ou, raddmse dumonodev Looidn, ©o udvov el &on-

> \ ’ /’ » . / \ bRl 3 ’
pov [eihizoivéc) elval T yévog otte srave T Grvaroy otr’ wpé-
/ \ [ / - » o 3 3 €.\

C Apov:  movrwy ye upy nyovueda yevwv agiotov v avi évog
owvoirelv fuiv TO TOU yLyvuorey TalAG Te mavie ol oveiy
ol Tip quav tehdwg [eig] divepuy Exdorrg.

IIPQ. Kai nadidg y’ eloirare ta viv, groouev.

39. ’0¢9cg. mahy zoivvy uera tovro, [Ty pedvioty xai
1oy voiy avepuwryréon.] Ao’ Hdoviv T meoadeicd’ v i) Euy-
x@doe; gaingy &y al ToV voiv TE nai TIY PEOVHOLY GvEQUWIGY-
reg. ITolwy, gaiev &v towg, Hdovdy;

IIPQ. Eixdg.

D 3Q. 0 &¢ y fuézepng Aoyog yeto‘t rovt’ doriv Hde. ITpog
'wug alq&é«nv nelvarg Hlovaig, guoousy, ae’ éu menodeicd’
duiv rag peylorag rdovag Evvolnovg elvar noi rag agpodenta-
tag; Koi nég, & Sdngareg; qaiev &v, of 7' umodiouerd
ze pvel’ Huiv &yovor, vag Yuyag &v alg olxobuer Tagarrovow
[0ed navinag Rdovds), wai yiyveadoi ve qjudg Tiv doxiy ots

E éGo To t& yuyvouey’ fuav téxva g to6 mohv, O auéleay
M9y Eumootoar, mavrdmaor diapdeigovory; &Adag 0’ Hdo-

\ p) -~ \ \ [ \ 9, ’ € - 4
vog dAndeis wai nadagag dg elmeg, oxedov olxelag fHuiv vo-

have . . mdong 7 ywpls ol @poveiv.
There seems no ground for the omis-
sion of p&Mov in an ordinary prose
passage, and the attempt at variety in
PPOVYOEWS, ToU Qpovely, is very poor.
Nor is there any fairness in the alter-
native ‘“‘either with all or without any”.
For these reuons I have preferred pstd
@poviioews, 1 mdome p(c In the
next paragraph elawxpevis is obviously
an interpolatlon

otmy. oV Thv] The MSS. have some
tijv avtriy, others al Tiv avtiv. The
-reason for this answer of the Pleasures
is that they like that which appreciates
the nature of each of themselves. I have
therefore written Exdotvs and cancelled

cle.
[y $pérmav xal Tdv vodv dvepory-

réov]] The verbll is plainly out of keeping
with qoatw:v av, nnd both the repetition
of vouv xal <ppovncw, and still more
the would-be variety in ‘“we must ask”,
Ywe shall say, asking”, is most clnmsy.
Another conclusive reason agamst the
genumeness of these words is the po-
sition of au, for the opposition com-
mences at wdAw, and there was nothmg
to prevent the author writing v @pé-
vow ab xal Tév volv. Bat the simplest
argument is, that if Plato had written
TV Ppavnawy xal Tov volv dvepwtnTéoy,
he would have had no motive for ad-
ding anything whatever to qaiuey &v.

[81d. pavucas #8ovds]] This is no doubt
a true exphnation, but who would ever
dream of saymg at 'qsoval TRPAETTOUGLY
fuds St pavixds ndovdg?



ITAATONOS ®IAHBOZ. 115

utle, wol meog Tolrong vag ued tyelag wai Tob Gwgovely,
wel 01 xai Evumdone agerig, bmiéoa xaYdmep Yeod dmadol
yeyvopevon otz Evvarodovdoior mdvey, tolrag piyv: vag 8
ael per’ agoooivig xai tijg FAAng memlag Emouévag woddi) wov
J ’ -~ -~ ’ \ ! < ’ > ’
aloyia T v pyvivar tov Bovdduevov 6 T raddiorny idovea
xai aotaciagrordrny piky wai xedoy &v Tadry uadely mei- 64
pdcdar, i mor’ & T avdedmy wel v mavei mwiqurey dya-
O\ Yo ! )\ ¥ ’ ’ 3 > )
Jov i0éay ovTiy elvai more pavrevréov. ag’ ot
Eupedviug TatTa ol Exoviwg EavTov TOV vovv giigouey tmée
& aitod xai pvipme wei 0ofng dpdis amoxgivacdar Tt viv

\ ’ )
ot Ty

nYévia;
ITPS.

/. ) ) O\ !
roTe yévorro ovd’ av €.
ITPS. To moiov;

Q.

ITPQ.
Q.

IIag yee &v;
Oddaud.

ITavvamaoe uéy odv.
3Q. Alha piy woi Tode ' avayaiov, wai

otx &Awg v

‘Qu un pikopev alideiav, obx &v more Tovr ahydag
’ e N 4 b 1A
ylyvowro otd’ &v yevouevov e,

aAd’ €l TIvng &n 75900'6'82' ”[;7] dvyneofaet
z'atf'n; Aéyere ot ze wol DidyPo
] P 0S.

hl \ \ \ \
EuoL ueyv yap rodasreged

’ ) ’ » ~ h] ’ ’ < -~
®00p0g Tig acwuarog apfwy xakog EuPvyov owuerog 6 viv

Adyog amergydodar qaiveva.

IIPS. Kai duoi tolvvyv, @ -Sungareg, ovtw Aiye dedoydau.

radras plyw* Tds] All subsequent
Editors bave adopted this brilliant con-
Jecture of Van Heusde for tavtag pmt-
yvivrag.

kal 7w’ t8éav adrfiy] Of the various
changes which might be proposed for
the removal of the difficulty which this
sentence presents, I think the most pro-
bable would be xa! kard tiv’ i3¢av av-
v elval Tote pavrevréoy. Compare So-
phm, 262, A, oaoc xat eldn To ovta
XAT& TAUTA WOAVTWS !lovm elval paat.

& dvrus &avrdy] This_is a playful
allusion to the phrase volv &ydvtws.

kéopos Tis hodparos dptwy] Socrates
speaks of his present argument (o Yoy
lchv)y that is the speculation concern-
ing combinations and what admits of
them, as concluded; he compares it to

the invisible power which orders the
world, because it is capable of regulating
man’s life. Nothing can be simpler or
clearer than this passage, and yet it
has been twisted into the most absurd
fancies, such as the following: Descripta
est adhuc mixtionis ratio, atque osten-
sum, ¢ ejus el ta esse debeant,
ita ut 7d wépas, Td dwapoy, et By
gvp.md'uvov n miztione ista jam nunc
conspictantur. (16 Euy.p.cayop.evov in
miztione, would imply that ¢ Eup-
mayouevov is somethmg different from
miztio; if so, it is T3 dmetpov and T
népag.) And again: Quippe voluptatis
constituunt veluti corpus, saptentia vero
Yuxfv. Of all this metaphysical cob-
web not a single thread belongs to
Plato.

8%
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C  3Q. 49’ odv ¢ni uév voig tov ayadov vbv 79y meoIdeog
[xat] zijc oinfjoewg Epeotavar [zijg ToT Towovzov] Aéyovreg Vowg
00ddg ¥v Twva Tedmov Paiuey;

I1PQ. ’Euoi yovw doxel.

3Q. Ti ope’ v of) Evpudber ryudraroy Gua xai pdhor’
alriov elvan G0ksiey By Tuiy Tob mao yeyovévar meooqudi) Ty
TotavTyy OLddeoty; Toiwo yoe iddvreg uera Tovr’ Emioneyi-
ueda, VY 7dovj; eive 1] vp mooaquéoregoy xai oixsiregoy
& v movei Svvéornuer.

D  IIPD. ’0pdég* zoimo yag &ic vy xgiowy fuiv dori Evu-
PoeuTaTOY.

‘30, Kai ip xoi Evumdong ye uikewg od yakerwov i0eiy
) aiviay, 0 v %) waveog akle yiyverar yrigovy §) T6 magd-
ey 0v0evag. ,

ITPQ. Ilwg Aéyeg;

30Q. Ovdeig mov vovw avdedmwy ayvoel.

IIPQ. To moiov;

3. “Orve pévgov xai viig Evuuérgov @icewg un tvyovoa
o0ty wai bmwooty Elyxgacig nioa 3E avdyxng amiAduor o
ve negavvipeve xol mowrny abriy. ovdé yde xedotg, aAld Tig

E dmgavog Evumepoonuéy adndds 1) vowxiry ylyvevow Endoror’
Orrwg Toig nexTnuévorg Evugoga.

ITPQ. ’AlnSéorara.

39Q. Niv 8y wovamépevyer fuiv i tayadoi dtvouug elg
Ty vob xakov @iow. uerpidrns yae xei Evuuéreia xddlog
dijrov nai agery) mwavvayov SvuPaiver yiyveoda.

ITPQ. IIavv uév odw.

39Q. Kai pip alpdady y° Epauey avroig v wjj mgdaee
peuiydar. >

IIPQ. Ilowv ye.

65 IQ. Odnotv el un wg Svvaued’ idég, ©o ayadov [Ineei-
oa,] odvrguor Aefovres, wdlder wai duueveig wal ahpdely, Aé-

[xal]] By cancellmg this word we ar- owner.

rive at the right’ construction, énl ol fupopd] Observe the play on the
upoﬁupotc ¢ Tayadol olxrjccws. i wond UL TEPOPTLEVY.

tol totoytou seems to have been in-  perpiérys] This answers to dpet,
serted after this intrusive xal had made and E wetpla to xdddog.

¢ olxrjgews seem to be without an  NaPévres] This has nothing to do
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youey dg tovro tolov & 6eddrar’ &v alnacaiuede [&v] Tov

& vy Svupiber, wal S Tovd

yeyovévey. ,
ITPQ. ’O¢9drvava pév obw.

g ayadov ov TowadTyy odTiy

39. *Hon volvv, o Ilpuragye, inavig fuiv yévows® &y
ooTioody xueic Hloviig te mwégL nal @eovicews, OHdvegoy av-
Toly ToV apiotov Evyyevéorepdy ve wnai tyudregoy v avSew- B

nog vé€ ot nal Jeois.
IIPQ. Ajhov uév, Guwg
Bélzior,

9’ oty T Adyp EmeEeddeiy

3Q. Ka3’ b Exagrov tolvvy tiv toudv mwedg iy fidovipy
uai Tov vovv xgivwuev. Oel yop ideiv morégy uallov [Evyye-
vég] Enaorov abtdy cmovepobuey.

IIPQ. Kdllovs nrai alndelag xal ueroedrnrog méor Aéyeg.

39Q. Nai. medvov 6é y° aAnIslag lefot, & IMpdragye:
wal lafouevog, BAéWag elg Tola, voiv wai aAjdeiay wai fHdo-
vy, oty gmioywv xedvov, amdngwar dovr(p, mdregow Hdow))

Evyyevéoregoy 7 voig alndelq.

with catching, though the scribe who
interpolated 3mpeboat thought so. The
infinitive to be understood is Aafeiv.
No {8éat can be the instrument for
ensnaring or seizing on tdyaddv. We
have in fact found it; and we form our
notion of i, (compare Zmewddv AdPNG
17, ¢) not by a single but by a triple
character. For this reason as gy is
quite inappropriate (else we should also
read gbv i), I have written civrpeoy,
and as the thiree characters have been
repeatedly mentioned, and are soon to
be mentioned again, as Beauty or Sym-
metry, Measure, and Truth, I have
changed ouppetpla into dupetpla. Tolto
is manifestly tdyad6év, and this they
consider the cause tv év tjj Suppiler,
which is not quite so easy as it looks.
For tdyaddv is not spoken of as the
cause of the ingredients; and if & év
Ty fvupiker’ does not mean these, it
must be constrained to mean the triple
conditions of a good mixture just men-
tioned. But perhaps this constraint
would be no longer felt, if we could
find out what is lurking under the cor-

rupt ofov €v. Indeed it is not so cer-
tain that Ty itself is correct, for the
repeated dv in altiacalpey’ &v, which
I have omitted as intolerable in Attic
prose, might make one suspect that
altiacalped’ avt@v was to be read,
and that some word like mapovaiag had
preceded. The argument is very plain.
There is dyaSdv in xpdoig, for all
prefer the mixed to the unmixed. But
wétpov, xdAlog, dAfdcta must be pre-
sent at all xpacews; therefore we may
conclude that these three represent that
one, and that dya9dv is the cause of
their presence in the xpdots, and that
the xpdoig is good (totavTny) because
of the Good that causes it.

]] This word I have put in
brackets. If any one wishes to retain it,
he must insert «Jg. But although Socra-
tes afterwards uses this figure of speech,
—mndtepov M8ovi) Euyyevéorepov—it is
not wanted, and its absence is fully
compensated by the verb dwovepoUpev.
“To which of the two shall we rather
declare Measure, Beauty, and Truth to
belong ?”

C
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IIPQ. Ti 0¢ ygovov dei; modd yde, oluae, Siapégeton.
noovy) pév yog andviwy alaboviovavoy, og 08 Aoyog, xai &v
Taig Hovaig vaig negl Tageodioia, of 01 péyworen Joxoiowy
glvou, nal 70 dmioguely ovyyvouny eihnge maed Jev, dg ra-
Sdrep naidwy Tav Roovay vovv 0v8é Tov SAiyioTov wexTnué-

Dywy: vovg & Tror Tadroy nai adjded foTev 7 maviwy opoLs-
Tatdy ve woi alpdéorazor.

3Q. Olwotv ©0 uera TovTo Tiy UETELOTITR WORVTWS OXE-
Yau, mozegov H00m) Ppeovioews i, pedvnowg oviie mhAeiew wéu-
TnTa;

IIPQ. Eloxentov ye #ai vabeny onéyy meoBéfhyag. ol-
pae yoe Hoovig v nal meguyageiag 0008y TOY HYTwY TEPURGS
&ystqafnqov eloeiv &v Twva, voi O¢ wai EmioTiung Euuerpw-
zegov otd” Bv &v mote. !

9. Kalwg elopuag. Buwg & &TL Aéye o Tolrov. woig
fyyiv wethhove perelhnpe mheiov ;} o T} Hoviig yévog, o’
etvae xaddiw vody qdow;g, 7 Tovvaviiov;

IIPS. AN obv (pqow)ow ysv xai voiv, O ...wneateg, m,-
deic nmor’ ot Vmag oin’ Bvag aloyeév obr’ eldev obr’
dreviroey obdauf ovdauds obre yiyvéuevov oty Bvre obt’
doduevon.

39Q. ’0¢9ds.

ITPS. ‘Hdovag J¢ yé mov, wal TavTa axedév 'w‘rg yeylatag,
orav Ld‘wyev qdoyevov mwovv, 7 ©o yslomv i’ odvaig ) T
66 wavTwY aloyLaToy Enduevoy Ogavtes, avrol ¥ aloyuvdueda xai

agavilovies wglnrouey § T pdhore, vurl mavia Ta TowaiTe

duddvreg, (g Pds ov déov bedv avrd.

3Q. Ildvty &) gioag, & IMedragre, bmo ©° ayyéhwy
[méunwr] xai magotor pedlwy, dg 700vy) xrqu’ olx &0t med-

E

Apcrpdrepoy .. dpperpdrepov] I have
followed the authority of the oldest MS.

Buttmann, though disposed to extend
the analogy of axpotépoc, Gpodpitepos
&c to componnd words, and to consider
gutexvuitepog and such like as licenses
taken by the Attic poet in unusual
words, is content to await a fuller in-
duction. The presence of these forms
in a MS. which has preserved so many

Atticisms is & part and no small part
of the kind of proof which he wanted.

'ANN ow] Here again the MSS. and
Edd. have Ay’ olv, which is evndently
out of place where an admission is made
in answer to & previous question, and
where the only answer made by the next
speaker is Opbw:

[répmav]] S1° dyyéhwy padlew is the
same as ayyélous wéuTwY @pdlety.
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) ) 3 P’ p ) \ -~ ’ \ ’ \
Tov ovd’ ol devtegoy, alda mewrov uév my mepl uérpov rai
10 pérpiov xal weiplov xal wavd Omdoe Towatva Yol voullew

Ty aldoy ydefiodar gpiow.
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IIPS. @oaiverar yoiv éx waw vov Agyouévoww.

N0

- e

4 \ \ \ ’ \ \ N \ \
dectegoy oy mepl To oVupETQOY kel kehov wal TO

E4 | \ \ ’ )« ’ ~ ~ 3 , hJ ’
Téheov nal moavor wel wavd’ omoca TG YEVEGS QD TQUTNG ECTIV.

ITPQ. ’Eouxe yoiv.

IQ. To volvov teivov, wg ) duy pavrela, vobv xai (eo-
mow tidelg otn Av péya T Tig alndelag mageEiddous.

HPR. ’Tows.

IQ. o’ olv [ob tévagra,] & Tig Yuyis odris Eeuey,
dmioTijuug te wel Téygvag xal 0dkes bpddg Aexdeloag, TaiT
elvar Ta 7o Tolg TeIO! Téragra, elweg Tob dyadob doti pdk-

hov ijg noovig Evyyevi);

IIPQ. Tey .

3Q. ITipnvag voivey, &g Hdovag &depnev alimovs berou-
pevor, radagas Emovoudoavies Tig Yoxis avTig, EmioTiueg,

rag 0’ aioYioeow, Emouévag;
IIPQ. lowg.

3Q. “Exty 0 &v yeveq, guoiv Opgevg, naramaloare xi-

ouov aodig. avap wvdvvede

Comp. Eur. Alcest. 7137, 738. But vy’
ayyéhwy méunwy is nothing at all.
rowafra xpf] The MSS. are divided
between towauta (p1 and yp1) tctavta,
the former, which alone makes sense,
being supported by the inferior MSS.
v &ldov nipficdar ¢plowv] 1 have
discussed the proper reading and inter-
pretation of this passage in my Intro-
duction. With regard to the expression
v o{Btov @uoy in place of dya3Idy,
which he has all along been employing,
it is not difficult to see that Plato here,
knowing that the mere argument is
virtually at an end, breaks loose from
dialectic trammels and allows his en-
thusiasm full play. It is to be noticed
that he uses the word afdto¢ which to
a common hearer meant only perpetual
or eternal, in a further sense with which
his scholars were familiar, of the #n-

v C < ’ 4 hJ <
wol O nuéregog Aoyog év Exry

visible or undiscoverable. That for the
sake of which all things are is the end,
and being the end it cannot be ex-
plained, as other things are, by that to
which it belongs, or of which it is the
effect; but its name is also its defini-
tion. It ¢s, and there is nothing beyond.

s &Anlelas] These words are in-
troduced with a certain bye-purpose of
shewing that this volg owes its place
to the Truth of whigh it is the reali-
sation. )

[od Térapra]] If Térapta is in its right
place here, it is of no use lower down;
but it seems better placed there than
here.

tmorfipars] The MSS. have émoty-
pag, taic 3¢. The scribe was put out
by the want of ta¢ wév, but it is under-
stood in tag 8¢, according to & common
idiom.

B

C
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D xavanemavuévog elvar nploet.

IIAATQNOZ PIAHBOZ.

©0 07 peve Tavd quiv ovdéy

Aotroy mwhipy Gomep vepalyy amodovvar Toig elgnuévorg.

ITPQ. Odxoiv yei.

SQ. I3 01, ©6 veivov T(p owriigL Tov adTov JLapucgTyed-

uevor oyov EmekédIwuey.

ITPQ. Ioiov 07 ©o veizov, & Sungaveg; dg DiAnfog Ta-
yadov Evidero fuiv Hloviy elvor miEcay wai mwdvey; g yoe
gnunag, Eleyes agriwg vov &E doxiis Emavalafeiv Jeiv Aoyov.

SQ. Nai, ©0 6 ye pera zovr’ anodwuer. 2yd yde on
®aT 00y Gmweg viv 01) dielfAvda, wai dvoyegavag Tov Mudifov
Adyoy od pivoy alda wei &Adwy molddwmg pvelwy, elmov dg
ndovijg ye volig eln uaved BéAvidv ve xai Euewov T Tdv ov-

Sesmwy Bly.
ITPQ. ’Hy toize.

3Q. ‘Ynonvelwy 0¢ ye woi GAN elvaw molde, elmov wg,
el qavely 1L TovTwy augoiv Béltiov, bmép Tdv devvegelwy V()
ngog ndoviy Evvdiapeyoiuny, 70ovy) 0¢ wai devregelwy oveqrj-

ootvo. ‘ ,
ITPQ. Einmeg yag obv.

39Q. Koi pera ravra ye moviwy ixavararoy tobrow: 000é-

zegov [inavov] dpdm.
ITPQ. ’AinSéorare.
3Q. Oivotr mavidmaowy

& zoltp T Adyy xai voig

anijlhanzo xoi §ovi) uij v vdyaddy y' elvé pndévegov oi-

1> Tplrov 7¢ cwrfps] A common

proverb for adding the finishing stroke wa

to any performance. The third libation
was offered to Zed¢ Swtp.

ITotov 84)] If the reader will look
into any other edition, he will see wherein
I have departed from the received text.
The reasons for so doing need scarcely
be given. ®{\nPog x. t. & in the mouth
of Socrates is made to cut Protarchus’
question IToiov &7 3 tpitev; in two,
making nonsense of both halves, and
looking like nonsense itself. I have
joined it by ¢ to that part of Pro-
tarchus’ speech, where it must occur
to give sense to Socrates’ answer. I
have also added ydp to the second wg,

and for wavrelyj, which is absurd, put

vy
[ixavdv]] The interpolation of this
word is easily accounted for, if we
suppose that the reading of the Cois-
linian wdvrwy ixavdtata dpavy was
founded on some old copy. For in this-
way there was no predicate to oUdéte-
pov. Afterwards the correctors of the
copies which, like the Bodleian, re-
tained txaveStatoy, on collation with such
another copy, adopted the reading, not
suspecting that it was invented as a
salve to a corruption from which their
own text was exempt.

dwfi\\axro] This confirms my con-
Jjecture on Thucydides 1, 188: where
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Toiv elval, oregduevov avtaguelog xal Tig TOU navod ol TE-
Aéov Svvduewg;

IIPQ. ’0¢9déraza.

39. @avévvog dé ¥ ¥hhov veirov xgeiTTovog TovTOLY EXa-
végov, uvely ob vovg Ndovig olxeidregov xai mEoGPuéaTegoy B
mwépaviar viv Tfj Tob wn@vrog i0ég.

IPQ. Idag yee ob;

39Q. Onotv méumrov xere Ty wglow, v viv 6 Adyog
aneqivero, yiyvorr’ 8v ) tig doviig dvvaug.

ITPQ. ’Eouxer. '

3Q. IMginmov 0¢ ye, otd’ &v oi mavveg Boeg T& ral Emmor
wel Tdhda Eumavie Ingla poo T(h 10 yaleety JSudnewv* olg
mOTEVOVTES, (OTTEQ MAVTELS DEMOw, 0i molhol xgivovor Tag
Hoovag &ig 10 Ly quiv &b wgatiovag elvar, xai Tovg Inelwy
Zowrag otovrar wvglovg elven puagrveas uddlov [7) vodg] wav &v

Mooy @ihoadpy pepavieruévoy Exdorore Aoywy.
IIPR. ’AMdéorara, & Sungazeg, tigijodai oow viv 7j0n

Pousy dmwaveg.

3Q. Obnodv xoi apiete ue;
IIPQ. Suwmgov & ©6 Aounmdv, & Swngoaves: od yag 01
mov 6V ¥’ amegeig weOTEQOg HU@Y. Umouwiow 0é oe ta Aei-

moueva.

he says in speaking' of the character
of Themistocles: xpivar & Ixavév oux
dmfiMaxto. “He did not shut himself
up from men capable of judging.” For
1Y Ti—ye the Books have py tot—ye,
which is & blunder of continual occur-
rence.

Hpérov 8¢ ye, 008’ &v] The second
class of MSS. and Eusebius have the
reading oux &v, which, if it be written
o, xav would be no way inferior to

that in the text.

¢bor 9 > Xalpav Subxav] They
declare it, not by word, but by deed,
by following pleasure.

& Motoy] Compare Laws 899 E, &
tc Movoaug ovx 6pId¢ Upvoupevar; not
by the Muses, but in songs inspired by
them. I have put ¥ todg in brackets.
The same double construction after a
comparative is offered by the MSS. in
a passage of the Futhydemus.
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TRANSPOSITIONS AND INTERPOLATIONS.

Those who have not paid much attention to the Critical History
of our Texts will probably think that they cannot have suffered
much from the placing of words out of their proper order, and
that consequently we ought not to rely on ocorrections attempted
by means of transposition. But if any one will take the trouble
to compare the various readings of the MBS. say of Thucydides
or Plato, he will find instances continually recurring in which
one copy differs from another in this respect, although in others
it presents very few diversities of reading. Again if he will
search for those cases where a transposition of two or more
words restores the sense of an otherwise hopeless passage, he
will soon find that their number accumulates far more rapidly
than he had expected. Nor will it be long before he is able to
make a considerable muster of sentences in which a word has
strayed so far from its place that it is found at the other end
of the sentence, or even in another to which it cannot belong.
And not only single words or phrases, but whole sentences have
thus changed places, as in those parts of Tragedy where the dia-
logue consists of alternating lines or couplets, and the sense has
enabled critics to discover the places to which these originally
belonged. These faults of transcription are no more than we
should have a right to expect: for in the first place it is nothing
unusual that a scribe should leave out one or more words, or
that having left them out he should place them where the reader
will notice the omission, or that his copyist should in his hurry
fail to observe the mark in the text corresponding to another
in the margin which shewed where the words were to be in-
serted; or if the first writer was content to write the words in
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the body of the text, with certain letters to shew that two parts
of a sentence were to be read in an inverted order, it was no
wonder if the transcriber neglected those letters. Some of these
transpositions are so strange that one can scarcely figure to one-
self the state of the MS. in which the blunder first began.

I give two instances of this; of which the first is from the
Plutus vv. 119-20,

Il. ¢ Zebg ptvovold @g . . .. ...... ol
widor . ... ... viv & ov voivo dog;

The first place where I have left a gap is commonly filled up
with the words za rovtov udp and the second with d&v émivei-
vee. The result is that you are obliged to take ze pdga for sijv
pogiev, that the speaker must be understood to say rovrwv of
those whom he is addressing, that Jove is represented as likely to
punish one person for the folly of two others with whom he has
nothing to do, and that we have to digest sach an order of
words as we can find no match for in all Greek literature. But
transpose these, and fill up the first gap with &v émirgiyee, and
the second with rovrwpwge, and you get
IIA. ¢ Zevg uiv ovv ol dg av émivgiypeé ', &l
‘mwodoiro voi?. Xo. o udee, viv 8 od tovvo dog;

In the Heraclide of Euripides the following verses (682 foll.)

ooour.

Opanov.

-fjxs6ta medg Gov pdeov v slmsiv ¥mog.
’IoAeog. .

nal p1 pevacysiv ¥ ddxipov pdyng pikosg.
Ospanawv.

A R R
"IoAaog.

th &', o0 Bévosus xav dyw O domidog;
Ocpanwv.

dbvoig av, dMa medsdev adrog &v méooug.
IoAaog.

ovdeig ¥’ IyBodv mooofiénay avéferar.
Ocpanwv.

A A I B N
"loAeog.
@M’ ovv payodvrar ¥ deidudv ovx éAdoouar.
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Bepanoov.
Outxgov 10 00V Onxope meooTidns pllo.

I have written payotvres for payodpas because Iolaus is thinking
of his enemies, as we see from his foregoing speech, and his plea
is that at least he will help to make up the number on his side.
~ “Our enemies shall at least fight men not fewer in number.” If
this wanted confirmation, it would be confirmed by the answer
aquov %. 7. £ But how are we to fill up the gaps? Here are
two lines for the parpose which I give from the MSS. and Edi-
tions; they both begin alike.

1. oix ¥or’ & owex wavpa, un Sewong yeeds.

2. odx ¥ouwv, & tdv, fiug fv foun cédev.
If we ask the merest beginner which answers best in either pas-
sage, he will say that nothing can be more appropriate than to
remind an old man of his weakness, when he threatens to join
the battle, nor more inappropriate than when he counts on his
enemies flying from his very look; and that as the proper answer
to the last boast would be to téll him, that looks do not wound,
so the same observation is altogether foreign to the purpose,
when the old man has just said, “It is not worthy of me to re-
fose to share the fight with my friends”. Now the Books all
agree in the very opposite decision, and assign no. 1. to the first
gap and no. 2. to the second; and what is far more wonderful,
Elmsley mentions the change, which was first proposed by Mus-
grave, without giving the glightest hint that he even thinks it
probable.

In the Iphigenia Taurica v. 513 foll. we find the same error.
Iphigenia asks the unknown Orestes whether he will tell her
something. Orestes answers that he will. And now that we
are on the tiptoe to know what question Iphigenia will ask,
because we naturally expect the first unravelling of the plot
from the answer thereto, she breaks into a sentimental reflexion.

xal piv modevdg y yABeg 8 "Aoyovs polwv.
to which Orestes answers very naturally, “You may be glad to
see me here, but I am not so glad to be here”: after which in-
terruption the expected questioning and answering begin. But if
we take this interrupting couplet out of the way and put it im-
mediately after Iphigenia has learnt that the stranger is from
Argos, in this order,
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I o@uyag & anijgus mazgldog, 7 moly wiyy;
0. @evyw toomov ye O mv’ ody xav éxov.
L xai pijv modeavig y yAOeg 3 "Agyovs pokav.
0. obxovv dpaved 7, &l 82 gol, 6 1099 Gge.
&0’ &v 1l por podoeiag v dyd Béw;
0. &gy ¥ magéoym tis dpijs Svomeakiag.—
we find each verse naturally arising out of that which precedes
and introducing to that which follows if.
For the some reason, to such a line as this (Jon 1295)
Tueldeg olxeiv tay, Euov. Pia AePav,

~

the retort

xémeite o0 pélhewv @ gménveves ifo;
ought to answer without anything intervening; but that passage
would lead me into another topie, that of wilful interpolation,
for the four lines mwargds ys—ydovdg contain nothing but what is
said with equal clearness further on.

The same reason does not apply to the passage in the Eulhy-
demus (305, c. p) which I have mentioned elsewhere in this Book
(p. m), where the following most necessary connexion has been
broken by the negligence of some copyist: ofovzar & elves mdvray
dogdtaror dvdganwy, meds 8t e elvar xel doxeiv dv mavy mage
moMoig, | #v 02 toig ldloig Adyors rev dmoinpddory,
9nd rdv dppl E08ddnuov xokovecdar | dore (vo) wapa
maow svdoxiueiv dumoddy oplow elvas obddvag dhhovg, 1] Tovg megl
@ihosoplay évdeamovg. It is true that the words which I have
here introduced into their proper place, have, where they now
occur, been the innocent cause of the silly interpolation, elvar ulv
ydo tjj dAndele apdg copwrdrovg, but they were not displaced on
purpose to make room for an interpolation, like the verse in the
“lon quoted above.

This whole matter of transposition may be summed up thus.
If the misplacing of words is an accident of frequent occurrence
in writing, and the correction of such -errors is liable to be mis-
understood and so tu lead to further confusion; if the examples
of such confusion are to be found in several places where the
nature of metrieal dialogne would generally be a safeguard against

their ocourrence; and if these examples often concern not only
" single words but even whole verses, it is unreasonable to refuse
assent to those conjectural emendations which consist of trans-
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position, when by such transposition we obtain sentences of which
the grammatical construction and the sense are such as satisfy the
reader, because it is most unlikely that good grammar and good
sense should be produced by accident, and not be the sense and
the grammar intended by the author.

The question of the a prinri probability of interpolations may
be disposed of in a few words; probably no one will deny the
likelihood that words appearing in the margin, where they were
intended as mere observations, should be mistaken by a copyist
for restorations of matter omitted in the text; but some persons
may feel reluctant to believe that the scribes would wilfully in-
terpolate words of their own, and endeavour to pass them off as
the words of the author, or perhaps they would concede such a
possibility only where the text which the copyist had before
him was corrupt or unintelligible; but this belief that the writers
of our manuscripts were scrupulous and were generally guided
by common sense, is altogether contrary to experience. Hundreds
of passages may be adduced from all the masters of Attic prose,
to shew that the scribes were in the habit of inserting unneces-
sary words, words which were intended to eke out the construction,
and which only serve to confound it, and words which shew that
the whole drift of the passage was misunderstood. Too much
stress cannot be laid on the last class, for if we find a clause
added which either contradicts the rest of the sentence or is
utterly irrelevant to it, the scribe is at once convicted of deli-
berate forgery.

" I have already pointed out that in Laws 710, a, the words
toig 8¢ dyxgurdig are an antithesis invented to answer to roig uiv
énpordg, and that roic uiv dxgardg itself is a corrupt reading,
for the speaker is describing that vulgar kind of temperance
which is developed even in children and in beasts, to prevent their
being unrestrained as lo pleasure, Omeg £09v¢ mawsi xai Inolots,
Tod un dxpards ¥ew meog tag ndovag, Evppurov Emavdei. I have
also mentioned a passage in the Phwedo, where the difference
between Plato’s meaning and that of the interpolator amounts to
a contradiction. For while the one bids us, if we are sure of
our principle, disregard any seeming contradictions that may arise
out of it, (rafperv dgmg &v ta &n’ dxelvng oeundévra) the other
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tells us to hold our principle only provisionally, until such a con-
tradiction arises. See Phmdo 101, v,

In Laws 841, B, we read, vo 04 Aav@avewv tovtov dpdvrd v xakov
nag’ avrois Eorw [voppov] ¥8s xal dyedpe vousdiv vopw, v ot
u AavOdvey aloyedy, aAl od 10 p1 mevrog Spdv. If this is cor-
rect, the writer asserts that nof to do the forbidden things is not
disgraceful. But so flat a truism never dropped from Plato’s pen.
Remove 10 8¢ u3j Aavddvav aloygov, and then we see that it is not
10 w1 dpav that is to be the xaAdv of these men of weak virtue,
but that they are to be allowed a lower kind of xedov, namely
70 Aavdavew dgevee. And so Plato comments on his own words,
oUrm 76 7¢ (vulgo roiro) aloyedy av xel xakdv devrépwg av wuiv év
6 rouw yevopevov néoito.

It is difficult to account for such interpolations as those which
I have pointed out in my edition of the Symposium (Ep. ad Th.
pp. xxv-xvi) and yet they are of continual occurrence in Plato.
On the one hand we can hardly conceive how any one who
knew the construction well enough to supply Zmveéperv vpiv
(Laws 817, c) should fail to see that éwseiv had already been pro-
vided for the same purpose, or why any one should have thought
it necessary for the sense in Theatetus 171, ¢, to add tdte xat o
Ilgwrayogag avtog Evyywerjeerar, in order to give construction to
what follows, when he had before him ¥ dmaviov dge ¢7md Tdv
Howraycgov dobapévoy dugofnrrjoerar, palkov 8¢ y o Exelvov
omoloyrcezas. :

But the interpolators are not merely intent on helping out
the oconstruction by their supplements; sometimes they endea-
"vour to give an additional beauty to the text, as in the follow-
ing passage of Demosthenes in Midiam, which I quote instar
omnium 8s 8 specimen of the manner in which our scribes
thought they could add finishing touches to Attic oratory, 546, a.
09 Yueig tov oltwg wudv, Tov ovrtwg dyvauove, Tov TnAixaviag di-
xag Aapfdvovre, wv adrog foixiodai pnot povoy, (0¥ yde AdixnTe
ye,) tovtov vfeifovra Aafovree eis Twa Tév mohirdv disete, xol
un® fogriis, wnd leodv, wire vouov, piyc ahhov undevog medvolav
Zowovusvoy oV xataynpieicde; ov mapadayua mojcere; If ever
there was a passage where the rules of Art required that nothing
should interrupt the swelling indignation of the speaker till it
burst out in one single call to vengeance, it is this one which
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our copyists have garnished with &prjoere and o xerayygiciode.
But luckily for us, this second ornament is fastened on to an ac-
cusative moiovpevov, which refuses to hold it. Perhaps those who
believe that all interpolations in Demosthenes are posterior to the
M8. Z, will allow this to be an exception; while they are making
up their minds, let me inform the reader of my suspicion that
0¥ ovtwg ayvwuove is nothing but a foolish dittographia of zov
oUtmg @uov, and that povov is an addition but no improvement
to gnoi.

A very common source of interpolation is the attempt to fill
up gaps left in the copy, or to complete passages which seem to
be defective. In at least two passages of the Philebus it is pretty
certain that we have supplements of this kind, but we have no-
thing to guide us to the detection of these, except the hopeless-
ness of the present reading; and as long as there are ingenious
men who undertake to explain everything, (Have they not even
explained every Chorus in.Sophocles, and that too according
to various readings?) it will be difficult to hold one’s ground
against such adversaries, who offer positive results against a mere
oV wovdevw. But the tables are turned when we come to pas-
sages, where we can shew the source of the corruption or prove
that there is none, as when a marginal note has slipped into the
text, and then, being treated as a part of it, has been so supple-
mented as to bring it into harmony with its surroundings. Cobet
supplies me with an instance from the celebrated fragment of the

_ Cretans. Euripides had written gomvixoyevois téxvov Etewnyg,
and a Scholiast had in the Margin explained the first word by
tij¢ Tvgieg. This was by accident incorporated with the text and
considered as a part of it; but then the Anapsstic metre required
another syllable. This was soon found; and so from that day to the
Epistola ad Millium, and from it to our own they write or print,
powxoyevoig mai ti¢ Tveleg téxvov Evoanng.

I will give an example of the same kind from the Iphigenia
Taurica. In v. 464, Iphigenia prays, dékm Sveing, &g 0 mag’ fuiv
ropog ody dolag avapalver. Some commentator thinks it worth his
while to warn the reader that mwag’ #uiv does not mean the Tau-
rians but the Greeks, and this he does by writing one word, "Ei-
Anoi. When this word comes to be mixed up with the rest, it is
found very troublesome to the metre, but an ingenious person
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discovers that if it is placed very near the end with a convenient
dissyllable of no particular meaning after it, it will give no further
trouble at least to the metrical critic. And so we have détar Sv-
olag, &c 0 mag Muiv vopog ody dolag "EAAnct didovg dvapaiver.
A more striking example is that which I have elsewhere given

from the Medea vv. 784, foll.

nénorda, Hellov & 3y Bgoc dorl por dopog

Koty te* zovrois &' dexloros pdv fuyels

dyovow ob pedei’ av Ix yalag dué.

Adyoig 8% ovufdc, xal dedv dvaporog

plhog yévo' dv, nemixneurevpaciy

odx &v midoro, vdpa udv ydp dodevi,

roig & 0APog Zocl, xal ddpog Tveevwixds.
Elmsley’s note on xamixnouxedpeds is as follows. ‘“‘xémixnouxev-
wava legit Scholiasta. dmixmouxevpara yde &lor va dic Tav xn-
ovyndatav yiyvopeva moos giklav. tjj 8t ebdela dvri domkis xéyem-
tae.  ¥der oo elmeiv, xal voig dmxmouxevpacy 0dx &v midowo. Ai-
dupog 04 puoww Edeimey tqv did. Oid ta dmixnouxevpate. Paullo
ante legitur; w1 dudoag 0% plhog yévoro avroig dia 0¥ dmixmouxev-
poatos.  Obher elmeiv, avrl tov dminmeuxsvpacy. Aelmer 0% 3 dua,
Latet kic aliquid quod extricare nequeo.” Let us take account of
the difficulties in the whole passage. First there is pedsi’ a,
which ought to govern the genitive, and although Porson’s note
is an excellent one, the question still recurs, “why not Zuov
after the nearer verb?” For dvaporoc in the best MSS. there
is dvapotog, but this old Scholium by its wy dudoag d supports
the former. Then we have xamixneuxevpac: in the text, but the
scholiasts most certainly read either xdmixmouxevuara, or vdm:-
xnovxevpare, or both. Last of all we find in all MSS. and in
the Scholia 0¥x & miBoto, which, as Dindorf observes, is the
contrary of what was to be said. For this reason modern edi-
tions have adopted Wyttenbach’s 7y’ &v mi®oi0. But if we look
at the second Scholium quoted by Elmsley. pllog yévoto avzoic dia
rod mxmouxevparog, we observe a new combination, which
proves that zémixnouxevpara must have been so placed that it
could be taken, -whether rightly or not, as standing @no xowvod
to the two optatives yévor’ av and o¥x &v miBoio; but this would

be impossible if the verses ran thus:
Platonis Philebus, 9
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@lhog yévol dv rémixmeuxevpara,
ovx &v miBoto.
Therefore the verses must have been so arranged that while
olx av mlPowo TdmixnoUxEvpaTe
made one line, pilog yévor’ av followed in such a way as to ad-
mit of being construed also with the same word. And this is in
fact the key of the enigma. ovx d&v midoi0 TamXMEUREVpaTE
should bave followed immediately on {vysic. But it was left out,
and afterwards restored at the side or at the foot of the page.
From hence the last part was fetched and fitted in immediately
after @lhog yévol av: after which ovx &v =mldoto, which still re-
mained on hand, was admitted into the vacant place. But in the
meantime the sense contained in ovx &v mlBoi0 could not wait
for all these adjustments; so the corrector made a line de suo,
and that is the very line which Porson defended. The passage
therefore should be restored thus:
némovda: Ilehiov &' ¥#y8gog dotl wos ddpog,
Kobwv te- tovtoig &' doxlosar pldv tuyeig
ovx av miBoio Tamixnguxevpara*
Adyoss 82 oupfdg, xal Sedv dvapotog
@idog yévol &v, vaua pdv yag dodevi,
voig & OAfog Zo%i, mal dopog Tveavmixag.
The construction of the third line is just the same as the Homeric
7 ed vo pol z1 midoso.

In conclusion I will point out some of the most striking inter-
polations in another Dialogue of Plato which has fared pretty nearly
as ill as the Philebus, viz. the Politicus. 286, o. pallov 1 megl ra
pelto. 286, B. dvoyeodic (read fmeg). 286, . deiv (read pepcpicdns
and compare 284, E). 287, A. TGV Tot0vtwy Adywv. 287, E xal
dumvgoig xal dnvgots. (The dialogue is ill distributed, and should
be arranged thus. mgoop@éyyopeda.— N. Z. xal pala ye& cvyvov
eldog. B xai v { ye—dmorijuy. N. 2. mdg yde;) 288, c.
mgodayogevdév. 293, A. Jgd1 (read ov &v ylyvmrar). 293, B.
fyovpueda (comma after agyovrag). 295, o. mayvrépws. (The struc-
ture is: &10es T0 voig molhois mgossjxov, xal to g éni TO mokv, xai
76 mog ovrwel. Read #v &xdotois Tév vopwr.) 295, p. mapd THY
dmide. 295, p. mote vopodern®évre. 297, B. olol ve wor. 298,
A. evakopore® 299, k. {nueiv. 303, E. Asimerar.
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE.

I have pointed out several passages in the Philebus where the
dialogne has found its way into the wrong person’s mouth. 8i-
milar blunders have been noticed in the Epistle prefixed to my
Euthydemus. 1 will now bring forward two or three more. Po/.
287, E. mentioned above under the head of interpolations. Po/.
304, c. N. 2. Tavyy dxelvav. 5. Thjv & &l 0¢ pavBavew . .
ov ' uiv emogalver dciv doyewv; Pol. 306, A. mavtwg ye uiy gnréov
is a part of the Stranger’s speech. Laws 811, B. modvpaBiar.
nig ovv . . . . vopogukamt; KA. Tob mépt Myeg; A6. Toi mgog
© m. .. awoxwhvos. KA. Abye xai unddv dmonves Aéyew. In Euri-
pides’ Jon 1356 foll. every one is now agreed that the dialogue
should run thus: Ilv. Aafov vuv adra v Texotoay Exmoves. [wv.
nacay & dneAdov ‘Aoad’, Edeanng 9 deovg; ITv. yroces vad
avtog.—But I quote the passage in order to complete its cor-
rection. When the second line stood as- part of a continuous
speech, it first acquired that 62 which the MSS. offer us. Bat in
order to bring 02 in, a transposition was necessary; so the critie
changed .
'daied’ inélBw nacav, Evgunng & deovg;
into mdcav O’ dnmeAday 'Aorad’. Yet the old reading which he
altered is obviously correct. ’EmeAdwv would mean that he was
to look for his mother after he had wandered even the world, and
“not while he was doing so, which would require Zmtav.

FALSE COALITION OF SYLLABLES.

To volvov Exépw and 10 zpivov &’ dpd would be undistinguishable
in MS8S. where neither accents nor breathings were used. In
Dion. Halic. De Lysia, 7. the words G9ev elxog tovg plv &v Jod-
oat, tovg O madeiv, were until Markland’s time read, o0&iv elxog
tovg pdv &vdgas altoioa el vadely. A fresh instance of this has
just presented itself to me in the Politicus 290, v. 707 tolvvy pot
doxovpuev olov yettdvog Iyvovg . ... dpantecBas. Such is the
reading of the oldest MB.; some others change yefzovog into yé
twvog, but no one has yet pointed out that OION I'EITONOC
is a mere blunder for OIONEI TINOC. Even the youngest
scholar will remember Porson’s correction of #yvwousd 2 toov
%dv vorators xenoig, and Bentley’s of pu1y Twe gaver vd Egixéncn.

9 *



132 PALXEOGRAPHICAL REMARKS.

OMISSION OF OT.

Oue example among many of the confusion caused by the
omission of o0 is to be found in the Vatican Scholia on Euri-
pides printed at the end of Geel's Phenisse. Androm. v. 103 TAip
almeavg: povodla dori 110 84 évog moocwmov Semvoivrog: dere
w0 “Aoiatldos yijc oyijua” *povedia dotl. reaypdia yao xal
Sodx Fdes ovre vd &y Beopogovpuévy gdoueva, ov Bonuel ydg. Read,
1) Zoziv @8, 2) ob . &, 3) odx §des. At other times ov is in-
truded into a text by mistake for another word, or from a mis-
understanding of the author’s drift. Synesius in one of his letters
tells his friend that the parcel must by this time have reached
him, 09 yd¢ ¢meyéyoanro; a most whimsical inference. Bat
the Bishop wrote 6ol ydg. In Thue. m 43, ov yde of xaxo-
noayoivreg Sixaudtegov dopaidoiey dv tov Plov, olg dimig ovx For
ayafot, the negative spoils the whole argument, which is that
while the poor have something to hope for, the rich have some-
thing to fear, and that therefore the rich ought to value life less
than the poor.

I'4P OTN.

I have asserted that ydg ovv is only admissible, where the
speaker concedes what another has affirmed. It is not used in
this sense in 4gam. v. 674, where the Herald after forebodings
of Menelaus’ shipwreck adds °

yévorro & og dgiorec Mevéhewv ydo otw

mo@Tdy ve xal pokiora m@oddoxa podeiv.
Anyone may see that the apparent sense of these words is in con-
tradiction to the fears that precede, and to the faintly hoping
el & ov that follows. But the passage is not Greek; for mgos-
ddxa woleiv ought to be either wpoodoxe modeioBas or m. woheiv
@v. The emendation is obvious: “Let us hope that some have
escaped. Menelaus at least has not the best chance”

Mevédeav v év ov ‘
mBTOV TE xal pohidre wQoodond wodei.




APPENDIX

EXTRACTS FROM BOCKH'S PHILOLAUS.

That such an association as the Pythagorean, which united re-
ligious and political aims with science, should insist on silence
and should have its secrets, is suited to the nature of the case,
but it admits of doubt whether the scientific matter, which from
its very nature is withdrawn from the eyes of the multitude without
deliberate concealment, can have required to be kept.secret by
means of severe commands. If need for secresy existed, it must
rather have been in relation to their doctrines concerning the Di-
vine Nature and its relation to the world and to man,at variance
as they were with popular belief; and yet these very dootrines,
expressed in the Pythagorean form, could have been neither dan-
gerous to the common people nor accessible to them. Nevertheless
the ancients agree in the firm belief that the doctrines and books
of the Pythagoreans were a secret of the order, and as there
were no writings to be procured, either of Pythagoras, or of his
older disciples or followers, we must at all events allow that they
told the world nothing; not perhaps however so much because a
law expressly forbade them, as because custom bred in them a
certain reserve toward strangers, while for those who had capacity
and inclination to receive their dootrines oral teaching within the
limits of the society seemed more convenient, and lastly because
under these circumstances, there was scarcely any occasion for books,
whilst again the old members of the order must have been kept
from writing by their political occupations, and their life of se-
clusion, contemplation and asceticism. Yet, if Porphyry is to be
believed, Lysis and Archippus and the few others who by their
absence were saved from the ruin of the order, preserved a few
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feeble sparks of the doctrine, and fearing lest the name of phi-
losophy should wholly disappear from mankind, and lest they should
in consequence incur the hatred of the gods, brought together
writings of the older Pythagoreans and from these, together with
what they themselves remembered, composed brief memorials, which
they bequeathed to their sons, their daughters, and their wives,
with the order not to communicate them to any stranger; and
so this injunction was handed on from generation to generation.
Frequent as is the mention of unrighteous and unfaithfal revela-
tion of Pythagorean doctrines, we find little agreement as to de-
tails. Thus it is related that of the two sects, the dxovouarixol and
the padnuarixoi, the former was recognised by the latter as Py-
thagorean, but the latter were recognised by the former only as
the disciples of Hippasos, the first according to this story to di-
vulge Pythagorean matter in a mathematical treatise, and who
in consequence, met with his death by drowning; yet the same
Hippasos, according to a more credible account, never wrote any-
thing. And to say nothing of the poets Empedocles and Epi-
charmus, Lysis, in an evidently spurious letter, reproaches Hip-
parchus with having tasted of Sicilian luxury and even of philo-
sophising i@ public, for which offence he is said to have been
banished and to have had a gravestone set up for him as for one
dead. But the blame of having spread abroad Pythagorean writ-
ings applies more especially to Philolaus, although what is said
concerning him is no less filled with contradictions than the rest.
Neanthes, whom even Plutarch designates as credulous, informs
us that until Empedocles and Philolaus abused their trust, as
he terms it, the Pythagoreans had been more free in their com-
munications; Diogenes and Iamblichus tell us that before Philo-
laus, nobody found out the Pythagorean doctrines, but that Ae
first brought out the three celebrated Books which Dion the Sy-
racusan at Plato’s instance bought for & hundred mins, accord-
ing to Iamblichus, from Philolaus himself, who had fallen into
great and urgent poverty, a story which by the bye admirably
suits a man who is said to have been put to death for aiming
at despotic power. But then again in order, to some extent, to
remove the guilt from him, Iamblichus adds that Dion had him-
self formerly belonged to the Pythagorean connection, .and for
this reason had been allowed to possess the Books. Among older
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authors the first I shall name is Satyrus the Peripatetic, a con-
temporary of Aristarchus the grammarian. Diogenes follows Saty-
rus in his account, and tells us on his authority, that Plato wrote
to Dion about those Books, and that Dion bought them of Phi-
lolaus himself; and he adds, from the same author, that Plato
became very rich through the liberality of Dionysius. Indeed
one might even suppose that the whole story was invented by
the spite of the Peripatetics against Socrates and the Academy,
(a subject which Luzac has well treated in his essay De Digu-
mia Socralis,) in order to fix a charge of plagiarism upon Plato,
were there not two older witnesses than Satyrus at hand. Her-
mippus, who was certainly not a more trustworthy man than
Neanthes, but yet ancient enough (for he lived under Ptolemy
Euergetes) assures us, on the authority of an ancient writer, that
Plato when in Sicily bought the Book written by Philolaus
from that author's relations in Dionysius’ service for forty Alex-
andrian min®, and with its contents composed the Timeus.
Others again make Plato procure the work in return for having
prevailed on Dionysius to release a young man, the disciple of
Philolaus, from prison. And Timen the sillographer who flou-
rished about the 127th Olympiad, has already a palpable allusion
to this story. For Gellius, after mentioning the purchase of the
three Books of Philolaus, the mopey for which Plato is said to
have received from Dion, quotes Timon as saying that Plato pur-
chased a little Book for much money and .with this as his
groundwork wrote his Timeus. It is true that Iamblichus, Syne-
sius and Proclus have referred the passage of Timon to the little
Book of Timemus the Locrian, a supposititious work of a very
late date and quoted by no ancient writer before Clemens of
Alexandria, but Satyrus and especially Hermippus prove conclu-
sively that what Timon said had reference to the writings of
Philolaus, and Tzetzes so represents the matter. After attribut-
ing the Timeus and a great deal besides to the Book purchased
of Philolaus through Dion, he represents not Philolaus him-
self as the seller but certain poor women and widows who sell
the Book under a condition that it must not be imparted to any
one save a Pythagorean; and I take this oppertunity of remark-
ing that Tzetzes makes Dion buy the Mimes of Sophron also in
the same manner for Plato. However I do not reckon Timon as
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the originator of the story, for he so touches upon the matter,
that it can be understood only by one who knows of it already,
while Hermippus appeals to an author who made a formal nar-
ration of it. It is much more likely that the tale was put in
circulation by some earlier historian, not perhaps a Sicilian but
apparently one of the first- Alexandrians, as may be inferred from
the Alexandrian mins. This reckoning according to Alexandrian
money is indeed not well adapted to commend the credibility of the
tale, since in Plato’s time no part of Greece reckoned according to
Egyptian money, and Alexandria was not yet in existence; nor is
there any great probability that the sum was computed by the
narrator according to its value in Alexandrian coin, and that a
statement in some other coin, whether Attic or Sicilian, was the
basis of this calculation. Lastly, the work could not well have been
purchased from Philolaus himself, as he can scarcely have been
still alive in the fourth year of the 97th Olympiad, the time of
Plato’s first Sicilian voyage. We should therefore have to suppose
that relations or descendants of his disposed of the work, as is
indeed asserted by some writers; their statement evidently resting
upon the notion of the keeping secret of Pythagorean writings
even after the dissolution of the order, and being at the same time
intended to set Philolaus free from the reproach of having di-
vulged them, which others in fact brought against him. But that
the secresy of the Pythagorean' doctrine had ceased long before
the age of Plato, has already been remarked by Meiners, and one
can scarcely see why Philolaus, if he taught in Thebes, could
have had any scruple about writing there; in which case Plato
may have acquired an early knowledge of his doctrine. My con-
clusion is that in all these contradictory accounts about a sup-
posed purchase of Books, the substantial basis is simply this,—
that Philolaus was in fact the first to publish a Pythagorean work,
that Plato had read it and used it according to his manner, that is,
intelligently and not as a mere transcriber. The former fact is as-
serted in so many words by an author who deserves all credit, since
the purpose of his Book was critical, that is by Demetrius Magnes,
a contemporary of Pompey and Cessar in his work meel dpavy-
pov mordy xal cvyyeepéwv, quBted by Diogenes: Toizov prot
Anuvreiog v Opwviposg medrov éxdovvar tov ITvdayogindv
megl puoemg.
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After which follows the somewhat strangely worded beginning,
as it purports to be, of Philolaus’ work, of which we shall have
to speak more than once. Now if, assuming for the present the
genuineness of the extant fragments, we compare them with
Plato, we shall find in the Phedrus, Cratylus, Philebus and Ti-
meus, allusions to Philolaus, upon which however I shall advance
nothing here, since it is only the consideration of the fragments
themselves that can justify my assertion; in the Gorgias however it
seems to me there is a much more distinct reference to Philolaus’
work, and although in this as well as in the Phedo, where Phi-
lolaus’ views as to the unlawfulness of suicide are touched upon,
the knowledge of his doctrines is attributed to hearsay only, yet
I cannot help observing that in both dialogues this reference to
hearsay is put into the mouth of Socrates, who had read very
few books, whereas Philolaus’ tenets are quoted with such dis-
tinctness, and in the Gorgias, at least, with such particularity,
as is only possible when one has an author before him in
writing, seeing that attention is paid even to the expression and
the words; go that this contrivance about hearsay is a mere figure
of speech, which accords well with Plato’s irony and by means
of which he attempts to mask his somewhat unceremonious hand-
ling of the divine man. But at the same time, we cannot fail to
perceive that what Plato blames, is not so much the inner sub-
stance of Philolaus’ view, as the mythical character of his ex-
position, and more especially the want of clearness and dialectic
accuracy in his investigation and the oddity of his expressions,
and this is pretty broadly stated in the Gorgias as well as in the
Pheedo.

[After this Bockh proceeds to shew that a work by Philolaus
was quoted in times much earlier than the earliest date of the
Pythagorean forgeries, such as those attributed to Ocellus and the
Locrian Timeeus. He discusses the probable contents of his Book,
which he divides on ancient authority into three parts. These
he supposes to have been respectively entitled, megi xdopov, megi
‘@uotwg, megi Yuyiis. And these he further identifies with the
Bacchae, a work attributed by Proclus to Philolaus, after which
he continues as follows.]

Our enquiry up to this point, if the result of it is admitted,
is more important for forming a judgment about the fragments of
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Philolaus, than might at first sight appear: if there was only one
work of Philolaus, whether spurious or genuine, nothing remains
for us but either to admit all that is offered, or to reject all.
Now what we have, is to a great extent so remarkable and con-
tains such peculiar ideas, that no man can possibly be inclined to
attribute it to a forger, and at the same time it perfectly coincides
with that which, according to Plato, Aristotle, and the universal
tradition of antiquity, must be viewed as really Pythagorean.
With the exception therefore of some pieces of Archytas, I hold
these fragments and extracts to be the surest remains of the Py-
thagorean School; indeed Meiners also himself felt compelled to
consider some few of them as genuine. Now the spirit of Pytha-
gorism, as it appears according to the most trustworthy data, may
be most clearly apprehended in contrast with the Ionic philosophy,
since the Hellenic character habitually separates itself into this
dualism of Ionic and Doric, and the difference of these races is per-
ceivable in all that concerns life and culture. Pythagorism is the
genuine Doric form of philosophy, and the philosophy of a people
is nothing else than the peculiar mode of perception of that people,
which in the deepest and most distinguished thinkers becomes
itself the object of its own thought and explains itself to itself,
whereas in the rest it works and creates unconsciously. On this
account it is in philosophy on the prose side of literature that
the popular character will always present itself most distinctly,
as on the poetical side it will appear in lyrical art, because the
latter springs forth most immediately from the feeling and senti-
ment of the people. The sensuousness of the Ionians, their at-
tachment to what is outward, their susceptibility to outward im-
pressions, and their lively activity in this outward world, presents
itself in their materialistic view of the origin of things and in
the manifold vitality and restlessness of matter, upon which all
the Ionic systems rest; they all look for the essence of things
in matter, they more or less derive the spiritual from it and ne-
glect the moral element. The want of the sense of unity which
is essentially connected with this, was favourable to the atomic
view of physical science, and Heraclitus’ doctrine, which was built
upon strife, clearly expresses the restlessness of the Ionic nature,
when it calls repose the death of the soul. The Doric on the
contrary presents in comparison the aspect of an inward depth,
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from which at the same time powerful action bursts forth, and
of & tranquil persistence in established and almost inviolable forms,
through whioh genuine Doric characters were exalted high above
the whirl of sensuous impressions, whilst a certain inward con-
sistency was introduced into their lives, which is not found
in the same degree among the Ionians. In philosophy, this
tendency of their mind displays itself in ethical endeavours,
although they never made their way to a complete theory; but
it especially appeared in this, that they sought for the essence
of things not in a ground which was purely material, but in one
that was formal and which gave to things unity and order, just as
Pythagoras is said to have been tho first to call the world Kos-
mos: and although Anaxagoras makes the order of the world to
be produced through Reason, yet this thought, as Socrates has al-
ready observed, did not pierce at all deeply into his philosophy.
In keeping with the peculiar character of the Dorians and even
with their civil life, the outward appearance of the Doric philo-
sophy took the form of a society or order, which was subject to
a discipline and rule almost monastic, or at least Moravian, to
which there can scarcely be found a more suitable analogy in all
antiquity than the Spartan constitution. This organisation is united
with depth in religion, symbolism, mysticism and ascetism, and
moreover with the practice of music, all which formed essential
elements of the Pythagorean mode of life; for which reason in-
deed so early a writer as Herodotus speaks of Pythagorean or-
gies. But to return to the ground of their speculations, the
Ionic philosophers, though they mostly rejected the criterion of
the senses, started from matter, which is the object of sensuous
cognition, and then sought by reflexion to arrive at some mate-
rial ground of all things, which ground, it must be confessed,
some of them did not hold to be cognizable by the senses.
From this sensuous philosophy the bound was too great and
violent to the Socratico-Platonic, which sought for the essence
of things in pure ideas furnished through the inward intuition,
and the Pythagorean view was exactly that which formed the
bridge; since the formal ground which they assumed is cogniz-
able through that mathematic intuition, dtavoie, which hovers in
the midst between the sensuous and the non-sensuous. And yet
in its ideas they recognised typical forms of something higher,
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though as it seems, they were unable to resolve the sense of
these types so as to put them into clear intellectual light. Thus
philosophy passed from a thoroughly sensuous beginning, through
an intervening grade, to the unsensuous view of Plato, (who in-
deed had been preceded by the sagacious but one-sided members
of the Eleatic school, but who by the power of the Socratic cri-
ticism had raised these partial views as well as all former views,
through the proper limitation and modification of the one by the
other, to the most perfect view of which the Hellenic mind was
capable,) and the essence of things was thus sought in an ascend-
ing scale, first in matter, then in mathematical forms, and lastly
in ideas of the reason. '
* kK% %

2. Hegalvovza does not mean limited as some have understood
it but lmiting, what Plato in the Philebus calls mégag limit. **
It remains for us to comsider what the Pythagorean meant by the
limiting and the unlimited. The ancients, very naturally, thought
of them from the numerical point of view; and in fact the limiting
has been taken to mean unity, parity, and'identity, and the un-
limited duality, disparity, and diversity, in which sense both Nico-
machus and Boethius clearly express themselves and with a distinct
reference to Philolaus. ** But this view is nevertheless quite
untenable, partly on this account that what is odd is not therefore
necessarily to be called indefinite, because, as a determinate magni-

- tude, for example three or five, it derives a limit from unity; and
partly because, as we see quite clearly from Aristotle, the Pythago-
reans rather compared the even number to the indefinite; at least
they did so in a certain sense and without reference to the definite
magnitude of any such number. In his Physies iii. 4, he tells
us expressly that some laid down the unlimited, dmeigov, as the
origin of all things and he says of the Pythagoreans, xai of uév
70 émesgoy elvar 0 Ggriov. toito ydg dvamolaufavopevov xal vmo
100 megirvod megauvopevov magéyel Toig 0Vt Ty dmeplav, for which
also he adduces Pythagorean tostimony. ** Shall we then say
that Philolaus by the unlimited meant the ever and by the limit-
ing meant the odd? Against this view likewise the same objection
as before holds good, because the even also as a definite number is
limited by unity, so thatif the even is called by the Pythagoreans
unlimited, it must have some peculiar circumstantial application.
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But this supposition is unnecessary, since according to Philolaus
himself, the unlimited has no number in it, for which reason also,
since, according to him, it is only through number that we under-
stand, nothing would be intelligible if everything were unlimited.
On the other hand the following explanation seems to me perfectly
satisfactory. As, according to Aristotle, the Pythagoréans held
one to be both odd and even, and thus to contain both opposites,
so Philolaus too set up above both these opposites a higher unity
in which both have their roots. ¥* In the same way Plato in
his Philebus sets up above the limit and the unlimited, out of
which two the limited comes to be, the Cause as God. But
how do the two elements proceed therefrom?—for proceed they
must as from the Beginning of all things. I cannot conceive
this otherwise than as follows. The highest Unity, simple Unity,
what the later Pythagoreans and Platonists called the Monad, is
merely One: but Unity is also conceivable as endlessly divisible,
as the same authorities likewise remark. Through an opposition
between the One and the Many or Indefinite, which opposition
resides even in Unity itself, there is produced out of the highest
Unity, which has no opposite, the twofold nature of the One and
the Many, of the Limit and the Unlimited; and here we come
at once to that which Philolaus means by limit and unlimited.
By the former he meant tle One or, as the ancients express it,
the Same, by the latter the Many or the Different. And of these
two the former has the more affinity with the highest Unity. These
opposites are the constituents of all that is produced, o yiyvoue-
vov, while the highest Unity, as being that which is not produced,
is exalted above it. For, according to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans
held that Number is the essence of things, and things themselves,
no less as Matter, than as the properties of Matter, or in other
words Form. But the same author allows that the Pythago-
reans expressly named the numbers which compose the essence
of things, ¥ and &meigov, out of which two the memegacuévov
is produced. (Aristotle Metaph. i. 5.) These same elements are
also called Unity and the Indefinite Duality (y adetozos Svds).
Under the latter the conception of diversity or plurality simply is
represented, and the definite number Two only accrues to it by
a limitation bestowed by Unity. ** :
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[After this Bickh proceeds to. shew that the next step in
Philolaus’ work must have been to describe the evolution of the
world out of the two opposite elements, and he quotes a passage
given below (Koi mwavre yo pav x. r. £) in which the elements are
divided in the same manner as numbers. He supposes that he
must have then proceeded from the combination of odd or even
to that of harmony, becaunse all the chief ratios of harmony [1 : 2,
2:8, 3:4, 8:9, 243 :256] consist of an even and an odd
number; and he supposes that Philolaus meant by harmony the
result of reconciled opposites, and attributes to him the following
passage in Nicomachus, ¥ots yap demovia mohvuipéoyv fvmeig xei
duya pooveovrwy ouppeadig (of the Doric nature of which passage
I entertain strong doubts).

The last extract which will be given is of great importance
for the .understanding of more than one passage in Plato and is
the beginning of a very learned disquisition upon the music of
the ancients.]

In the immediate sequel of the former passage [he refers to
the passage given below, beginning Ilegl 8¢ pvoiog—] which sequel
we shall presently quote, one is surprised by the phenomenon,
that Philolaus’ harmony is nothing else than the octave, but there
is no objection on the side of usage to this interpretation, since
the ancients called the ootave “harmony”, as Aristotle does (see
Plutarch’s treatise on Music: but it is precisely in this that we
find the explanation of the Pythagorean view of the harmony of
the Universe in general, and especially of the mode in which the
composition of the world was conceived to have been effected out
of the opposite elements of the limit and the unlimited; for Unity
as we have seen is limit, while the Unlimited is the indefinite
duality, which becomes definite duality when the measure of Unity
has been twice introduced into it. Thus then the limitation is
given through the measuring of duality by means of Unity, that
is by laying down the ratio of 1:2 which is the mathematical
ratio of the octave. The octave therefore is harmony itself, through
which the opposite elements are reconciled; and every reasonable
man must confess that there is a deep perception contained in
this, since the unity of the One and of the Diverse (§ragov) or
Many (moAla,) which Plato in his Doctrine of Ideas has presented
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in a dialectic form, and the conception of which was one of the
chief problems of Greek philosophy, is here expressed by mathe-
matical symbolism. ** The magnitude of harmony, says Philolaus,
is oviiafe xal 00 Stadv. Zvikef) is the old name of the Fourth,
because it is the first combination of concordant tones, mowiy
culnyis pBoyyov cvppavar. A’ dtadv is the Fifth, because it
comes after the Fourth in the ascending scale. Now as a fourth
and a fifth comprise the ootave, since 8 :4 with 2:3=1:2,
as we see from these numbers 2 .3 . 4, Philolaus says that cvi-
dafa xal 00 dfadv is the magnitude of harmony, because 2 : 4
is harmony, 2:3 is 0.’ 6ztav, and 3 : 4 is ovlafda. But the Fifth
is greater than the Fourth by the interval of a tone which is
8 : 9, as the following numbers shew, 6 . 8 . 9. For 6 : 8 is the
Fourth, 6 : 9 is the Fifth, and the difference is 8 :9 or the tone.
And now to prove the truth that the Fifth is greater than the
Fourth by the tone, he states the position of the Fourth and Fifth
in the octave, for in the ascending scale, there is from the vmdry
to the péon a Fourth, but from the péon to the wijry a Fifth,
(S8ee the fragment beginning ‘douoviag 6 uéyedog.)

@dhodaov. Stob. Ecl. Phys. i. 1, 2.

Ocwgeiv Oei ta ¥oya xal tav doclav 16 do1dud xetrav Svvauwy
& tg dvtiv v 1§ dexadi.  Meyake yog xal maviehig xal mavrosyos,
xal Delo xal ovgavio Pim xal dvBowmive doye xel dyspdy xoweo-
votoa . . . . Svvaug xal tdg dexcdog. "Avev 8% ravrag mdve amega
xal adnle xai dpavi. I'vopovixa ydg ¢ Usls & TG dgidud xal
dyepovina xal Sidaoxakind té dmogovpéve mavidg xal dyvoovpéve
navil. 09 pdg xe g Sfjlov ovdevi odddv vhv mpayudrav otive ad-
oy mod avra, obre &Mw mor &hho, &l wy 7 doiduds xal & TovTm
docta. Niv 8% ovrog, xatrav Yvyav deudsdov alobice mavie, yvo-
ota xal motdyopa dAhahotg xatd yvapovog QUGLY dmegyalstas, tom-
pdtov xel oyifwy Tovs Adyovs ywels Exdotovg TéY meeyudrav, TGV
¢ anslgay xal tév mepuvovswv. “Idosg 3¢ xa oV pdvov v toig Seu-
povioig xai Deloig moaypaos tav Td &erdud PUoy xel tav Jvvepusy
loyvovoav, éMa xal v toig dvdommixoic ¥oyosg xal Adyoig mécs
movrd, xol xave vag Sapoveylag tdg tepvindg mwadag, xab xara Tav
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povaixav. Wevdog 82 0vddv déyeran o T doLOud Puclg, ovd} ap-
povia* 0082 ydo olxsiov avroig dovl. Tag ydg dmelgw xal dvoytw
xal aAdyw @usiog To Weddog txal ¢ pBdvog dotl. Webdog di odde-
uag &g doidudv éminvei, modéuiov ydg xai dyBeov Td puse o Pev-
dog, & & ddadea olxtiov xal ovupurov TE e doiBud yeveg.

Duhodaov TTvdayogeiov v Tob mepi Puxng. Stob.
Ecl. Phys. i. 20, 2.

Iag’ & xal dpdagrog xal &xavamdvatog Siepéves tov Gmewgov
aldva. Ovre ydo ¥vrocdev dhda tig eltle Svvapixotépe adrag evge-
Sjoerar, olt’ Exrocdev, pBeigar adrov Suvapbva. 'AAN qv 30s 6 xd-
ouog & aldvog xal el aldva diapéver, elg vmo fvdg tid ovyyevée
xel xgatlorw xal dvumepdétm xvPegvapevog. “Exer 8t xol vav doydv
Tdg mvaciog te xal psraPords ¢ xoouog elg dwv, xal ouverss xal Qu-
e dianmveopevog xal meguaysopevog & tdoyidlov, Kal 0 pdv duera-
PAatov abrod, to 0} perafallov oti xel 0 pdv duerdfolov dmd
tdg T0 Ghov megueyoUsag YYuyds uéyer GeAdvag megaiovtar, To OF pe-
taParhov ano tdg oehavas péyes tag yag. ’Emel 8¢ ye xai to mivéov
8 alidvog el aldva megimodsi, 70 8% xiveduevov wg to xwéov dye,
ovto ¥ diarldecBar avdyna 10 udv daxivatov o 0} demadls eluey,
xal 70 pdv vé xal Puyds dvixope mév, to 0} yevéatog xat perefo-
Adg* xal 0 pdv modvov td Suvaper xal vmeopov, o & Toregov xal
nadvmegegouevov. To & & aupotépmv tovtawy, tov piv el Séovrog
O:lov, to¥ OF el peraPdllovrog yewwerod, xdopog. A0 xal xakdg
Yee Myev xdopov quev dvépyeiav &ldiov dei te xal yevéoiog xate
ovvanolovdiay tég ueraflotindg Quoiog: xal ¢ pdv &g ael Swapéve
xeze 10 evro xal woavtwg Fywv, td 0 yiyvdueva xel @deoucve
noMa. Kal td uiv pOopd dvra xal puoe xata woppas ooferar, T
yov@d mahw tav adtav poppav amoxadloravra T yevwmidavti matégs
xai Onuioveyd.

Bx vév ®idohdov ITsgi Kdouov. Stob. Ecl. Phys. i. 21, 7.

"Avdyxa ta dovra elusv mavra 9 megalvovra, 1 amege, 1 megai-
vovra t¢ xal Gmega: dmega 82 pdvov od xe ely. 'Emel tolvuv al-
vetew oU7 #x megauvoviov mdviov ddvra, ovr ¥ amelowy maviaw,
diiAdy &t Hge 8t1 éx megevivrwv e xal amelgov 8 ve xdopos xal

* ie. dpodoyed.
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td v adei cwaepéx&n Anhoi 8¢ xai Ta v roig qumc e pdv
yop avtéy éx meguivoviaw, mqa!vovm, ra &' dx megewwovrow te xal
énelpov megulvovra e xal ob megalvovia, ta 8 & dmelgoy dmega
pavéovrar.

Kai mdvte yo pdv td yryvooxopeva deidudv Eyovti. oY yde olov
1z 0083y olre vondijuey ovre yvwodijuev dvev tovrw. "0 ya pdv
doiduds Pyer dvo plv Uia €ldy, megiodov xal agriov, tolvov 8% anm’
dugotégwy wiydéviov, deriomégisdov. Exarépm 82 va eldeog moddal
pogal, &g Exadrov elravro tonuaive. Ilegl 82 gioiog nal dopoviag
wde ¥yee o pdv dote v meayudrov &idiog ¥oow xal evid pova,
pvoig dela dvtl xal odx dvBownivay ddéyerar yvéowy, mhav ya On
oy oléy © 1g ovBevl tdv ddvrav xal yyvaoxopévayv vQ dudy ye-
yevijoBas, 1) Smagyoloes tig dovoig tdv meaypdtav ¥ dv cvvésra
0 x00pog, xal THV megawivrwy xal TdV dntlpwy. Emel 6} val do-
1ol Ymagyov oy Gpoias 008 dudpuies ¥edes, 40N ddvvarov fg xe
adois xooundijuey, ol wr) deuovie imeyévero, o Tvi dga Todmm yé-
vero. Te ulv ov Spote xai opdpule duoviag oddty imedéovro, ta
82 dvopota undt cpopuie undt loovedij évayxa Td Toeviy dguovie
ovyxexieioOar, ol péhhovr & xoouw xaréyeodas.

Aopoviag 8¢ uéyeddg dvri ovhlaPa xal 8 dkardv. To 88 8¢ dfziav
ueifov tag oviefic émoydow. ’Evil ydo dmo Umavag & péoov cvl-
lefa, emod 6 péoag motl vedrav 80 dEaidv, dmo 8} vedrag i¢ volrav
ovMafe, dno 82 tolvag &g Umarav 8 dkadv. To 8t #v péop péoag
nel tolvag émdydoov. ‘A 8% ovAlafe émizgivov, v 8¢ 80 ofsidv fuid-
diov, 70 die waodv 82 dimdoov. OUrwg dguovia mévie #mdydoa xai
dvo difaieg, O bkmav O} tof émdydom xal dleosg, ovilefa 8% 8
dnoydoa xal dicoig.—.

Platonis Timeus, 35 A.

Tij¢ éueplotov xal del xaze Tavre djoveng ovelag, xei tic av
neQl T wpata yiyvopbvng pegioriis, tolvov 8 dupoiv dv uéom ouve-
xegadaro ovolag eldog, tijg 02 tadtod @Uoesmg ab mégs xal Tig Bazé-
eov® xata tatra. Kol Evvéornoey &v péom ot ve apsgoig avrdy

xal Tob xaTd Ta GUpaTe peQLOTO.

* Commonly Satépov. Kal tata tai-
ta. I bave altered the text according
to the evident requirement of the sense.
The passage itself has been appended
as serving to illustrate the mépag in the

Platonis Philebus.

Kai tpla AaPov dvra adta cuve-

Philebus. The soul of the world is the
népag of the whole and of all its parts;
and we here see that ttus soul pamkes
of the opposite dpyai, 6 Ev xal Tavréy
and 19 &merpov xal Sdrepov.

10
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xegaoato elg play mdvra Wéav, iy davégov iow Fvouixroy ovoay
ely tadrov Evvaguorrav Plg.

Ex. vob ‘Agyivov megi Aoyav. Stob. Ecl. i 35, 2.

"Avdyxe xel 8vo deyds fuev tév Svrow, plav udv tev overoryiay
#rowcay v teraypéveov xal ogiotay, Erégav 82 tav evorosylev Fyor-
6oy iy drdxtov xal doglotov. Kol tav plv @yzav xal Adyov Fyoi-
oav xal ta dovte duolwg ouvéyey, xnal ta py &ovea Ogifev xal ovv-
ragoay mhaticfovoay yag dei Toig yvopdvois eUAGywg xal edoududig
avayew tavte xal 56 xad’ GAw oveleg ve xal 1déug peradidopev: Tav
0’ dloyov xal dgenrov xal ta cuvretayuéve Avpalvesdor xai ta I
yéveay 82 nal dolav magepvdpeva Siadvew, mhanicfovday yop del
toig meaypacty Eopototv avravig. 'AM dmeimep dopal dvo xava
yévog dvuidiaigovpever ta modypata Tuyydvovti, TG Tav pdv ayedo-
w00y zav &' fusy xaxomoidv, dvayxa xal dvo Adyovg fuev, Tov udv
fve tdg ayaBomoid pvsiog, Tov &' Fva Tag xexomord. Jia toivo xal
ta téyve xal o PUGE piyvoueve el tovtoy medrov weteknpéy, tag
e woppoiis xal tdg ovelag. Kal d& uiv poeew Zonv & altle t0d
108e 7 uev' o 82 dola ©0 vmoxepévov, magadeyouevov Tav pogd.
Otive 8¢ i doig olov ve dotl poppds peveipev avrd & adiag, olre
pav Tav pogpa yevésdar megl Tav dolay, el avayxaiov évdoav Tivd
nuev alrlay Tav xwddoicay Tav 3ot ThY meaypetoy inl Tdv pogpw,
Tavrav O} Tav modtay 1§ Svvaps xal xadumegratay Yuey Tav dAhdv
Ovopdfssdar & avtdy moddxes Ss0v Bovs Tosis doyds fuev 40y, Tov
¢ edv, xal tdv ot TaV moayudrov xel Tdv poepa. Kei tov pdv
Beov tegvivay xal 10 xwvéovra, tdv & dord tdv Bhav xal 70 xiveo-
uevov, tav 0¢ poeea tav tépay xal wod &v xwvéetar Um0 T xivéov-
tog & dovw. AM dnel v mveduevov dvevtiag Sxvrd Suvduiag Toye
Tag TGV dmAdY copdtay, ta 0 dvavila cvvaguoyds Tvog Oeitar xal
évaioiog, dvayxe doidudv duvvdpias xel dvedoyleg xel Ta &v deid-
pois xal yeoperguxois Seixvvpeva magodapfavey, & xal ovvoguicar
xal fvaioar tav dvavnidtara Svvaceiter dv ©d d6voi TV meaypdTww
motzav woepw. Kad avtdy plv ydp ¥ooa & dotwd duogpds doti, xi-
vadsica 8% mortay poepe Fupoppog ylverar xal Adyov ¥yowsa Tov vég
ovvtafiog. Opolwg 8% xal ©0 0/ & mvéeran 0 mveduevoy dom o
modrwg xwvbov: Gor’ dvdyxa teeis fuev Tag doyds, Tav T8 d0Td TV
noaypdrov, xal tav poepw, xel w0 & avvd mwavixov xal medrov
7§ dwvdpar.  To 8% toroiwov oV voov povov duev dei &l xol vow
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v xpéocov. Now 0% xpéadov dotiv Omeg dvoudfouey deov. "Ofev pa-
vegov g 0 udv 1d (6o Adyog mepl Tav ¢nrav xai Adyov ¥yosdav puoLy
dotiv: ¢ 6t 16 avicw megl Tav Ghoyov xal dgenrove avra & dotiv &
o1, xal dic vodvo yévesig xel pdoga ylverar megl Tavtay, xai ovx
" .

dvev Tavrag.

Kant’s Anthropology, Book II. § 59.

We may also explain these feelings by the effect which the
sensation of our state produces upon the mind. That which di-
rectly (through sense) urges me to quit my state (to come out
of it), is unpleasant to me, it pains me. That which in like
manner urges me to maintain it (to remain in it), is agreeable
to me, it gives me pleasure. But we are irresistibly carried along
in the stream of Time, and through all the changes of sensations
involved in the fact. Now, though the quitting of one moment
of time and the entrance into another is one and the same act
(that of change), yet in our thought and in the consciousness of
this change there is a succession, such as belongs to the con-
nection of cause and effect. The question then is, whether it is
the consciousness of quitting the present state, or the prospect of
the entrance into a future one, that excites in us the sensation of
pleasure? In the former case, the delight is nothing else than
the removal of pain, something negative; in the latter it would
be an anticipation of something agreeable; consequently, an ex-
pansion of a condition of pleasure, and hence something positive.
But we may already infer, a priori, that the former alone can
take place. For time carries us from the present to the future,
and not contrariwise; and the fact that we are compelled first of
all to quit the present,. uncertain into what other we are about
to enter, only that it is anotker, can alone be the cause of plea-
surable feeling. Pleasure is the sense of that which promotes life,
pain of that which hinders it. But life (animal life) is, as the
physicians themselves have remarked, a continual play of the
antagonism of the two.

Consequently, every pleasure must be preceded by pain; pain is
always the first. For what else would ensue upon a continual
advancement of vital power (which, however, cannot mount beyond
a certain degree), but a speedy death for joy?

10*
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Moreover, no pleasure can follow immediately upon another;
but between the one and the other pain must have place. It is
the slight intermissions of vitality, with intervening expansions of
it, that together make up the healthy condition, which we er-
roneously take for a continuously-felt state of well-being; whereas
in fact this condition consists only of a succession of pleasurable
feelings, following each other with alternations,—that is, after con-
tinually intervening pain.

Pain is the stimulus of activity, and in activity we first be-
come conscious of life: without it an inanimate state would ensue.
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ADDENDA

My friend Mr E. R. Horrtor, who has most kindly undertaken
the laborious task of superintending the edition of this work, has
sent me some important suggestions as to the text of the first
sheet. In the passage (12, A) he is inclined to read * vovvavriov.
I have more than once had the; same suspicion, but suppressed it
through fear of being taxed with the love of unnecessary changes.
But I am now convinced that the construction of the sentence
imperatively requires the alteration proposed. The contrary in-
tended is not a contrary to the main part of the sentence, xv-
es0g &v elng, but only to the subordinate phrase zijg m. Z. opo-
doylag. The alternative is not between being xvgtog, and not
being xvgiog, but between being xvgiog of the agreement and
xvgiog of the disagreement.

p- 13, . Mr HorroNn reminds me of Dr W. H. TaompsoN’s
conjecture dvog@v in place of dvev. But my note will shew why
I cannot assent to this conjecture. Protarchus is not, and cannot

* [My later view of the expression 7 xal touvavtlov is that it is a trouble-
some interpolation. In order that the argument may proceed, there must be
an Spoloyla between Socrates and Protarchus. Cf. Stopoloynowmeda xal tdde.
Tabd oltwe dpodoyolpevd pare, A naic; (11, b, E and also 20, ©). Toltov Tolvuy
Tév Ayov &re palov 3 Sporoylas Befatwodpeda. (14, ¢). The question is
how far Protarchus may go to meet Socrates, since the conduct of the discussion
belongs to the latter. But this question is one for himself, not Philebus, to
decide. Yet Philebus by his profession of unalterable faith in his goddess, not
for the present only but for the future also, Joxel xal 8dfe. (for so the MSS.
read), is endeavouring to prejudice him, even whilst in the same breath he
ackowledges his freedom of judgment, adtd¢ yveoet. With this implied inter-
ference Protarchus accordingly twits him. ¢Now that you have resigned your
brief to me, your rights of dictation are over.”—8t. Paul’s expression in 2 Cor.
i, 24; ody STt xvptevopey Updv Tiig mlotews is closely analogous. The word
dpodoyla itself may be illustrated from the same Epistle (ix, 13). 8ofdtlovres
Tov Bedy émd ) Umotayy] Tiis opodoylag Updv els 0 eﬁaﬁﬂgv el )](pwro\)'.

. R. H.
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be, asked to shew why he calls all pleasures good, for Bocrates
assumes already that he looks upon some as bad; but he is
challenged to point out any further ground of likeness between
them beyond that indicated by their common name of ndovai. As
this is the only question which can be asked him without clashing
with the rest of the argument, dya®dv elvar is a manifest inter-
polation. But if we omit aya®ov elver, mgodayogeverg is neces-
sarily to be construed with z zadrov dvov: else it would be
without any government at all. For I do not suppose that any
person will have recourse to such an intolerable ellipsis as the
following: 7{ ravtdv dvopdv, m. 4. (voivo) mgosayogevers; Apart
from this I very much doubt whether a good Greek prose writer
would say, dvoed &v goi toiro, without adding some participle.

p. 14, 0. Read: Zmel undd [vd rorade,] rav tig x. ©. &

p- 17, . dvovia madn yiyvopeva. “Is not one of these
de trop?’ E.R. H.

Most assuredly, and I thank my friend for this fresh instance
of what I have before pointed out as a peculiar feature in these
supplements. The word éveivas under various forms has occurred
several times in this sense, and it is therefore no wonder that
some sciolist should insert 2vdvie without troubling himself to
look further on, where he would have found ysyvoueva. Or per-
haps he merely meant it a8 & note and had no intention of dis-
turbing the text; but if so, and if this is to be the explanation
of the many similar passages, this would shew the extent to
which the copyists must have gone in blindly copying what they
- found in the Margin, as if it had been accidentally omitted in
the body of the text, and afterwards supplied in the blank space.

M’ Hortox also mentions two conjectures made by English scho-
lars on this passage. I will briefly state my objections to each of
them. It is proposed to read wadyg for mady. Now we do not
want a verb, for A¢fns may be easily conceived to run through
the whole passage; and if we wanted one, it could not be pa-
976, for uavdave tavra yyvoueva is not such a construction as
one will find in any good prose author. But we do want mady,
because otherwise roievra would imply dtageiuate, & word not
applicable to rhythm and metre. Indeed there is no word so ap-
plicable, and for that very reason Plato employs the more general
term mady.
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Tt is also proposed to read &vwoijg, but to this there are two very
strong objections. In the first place Grav Aafine ... xal aue—
would certainly need #wvosnoye, and in the next place the altera-
tion runs counter to the whole arrangement of the sentence, and
cannot be reconciled with yag, which can stand where it now is
only on the condition thatfit belongs to the clause immediately
following the parenthesis; whereas this change would make the
parenthesis end at Zmwovoualerv. Indeed the true balance of the
sentence is lost by any such change; for whereas Plato might have
arranged his clauses thus: The men of old have taught us (A) the
power of number in Music and Rhythm, and have directed us
(B) to look for the same power in all &meige, and so whenever you
learn A, (Adfyg), or detect B, (EAns), cogog dyfvov—, he thought fit
to introduce the first part of this sentence in a kind of running
parenthesis alongside of the second. By reading évwofis you de-
stroy the antithesis between what the ancients taught (xal dpe
dvvosiv x. 7. £) and what we are counselled to do in order to get
copia, (Grav 7 dAdo €\ng¢,) and you put a tautology in its place.

The reader will observe that the contrast between léﬁyg and
&ye is a real one, but that between cogos #pévov and ¥upewv
yéyovag is a very paltry verbal variation, where no real contrast
can take place, for while there is a difference between the man
who is taught and the man who discovers, there is none in the
method or in its result.

As here we have a foolish variation between dyévov and yéyo-
vag, so in Euthyd. 287, B, we have a verbal antithesis between
the present, which is correct, and the future, which is quite in-
appropriate. OPrm Kodvog &l, dore & 70 modrov elmousy viv dva-
mipvijoxes, xal el 7o mhouowy elmov [+ viv dvauvyodsjoes]. I referred
to this passage in my Letter (page m), but inadvertently put the
branch of spuriousness upon the wrong part of it.

But before I leave the Euthydemus, I would fain point out some
other false supplements which have occurred to me qulte recently
in lecturing upon that Dialogue.

274, o. [ty dvvopw 7ijg doplag).

276, 3. Read #8ogufnoav for avedogufnoav.

277, . [xazefoddv].

281, o. [tév dyaddv] and [v0 deddg maol Toig Totovtoss yoij-
odar] The genitives whovrov etc. are governed by sfyovuéyy.
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281, ¢. [udklov].

282, A and B. This is one of the places where from not per-
ceiving the interpolation I was led into a wroug mode of re-
storing the syntax. Read: Kai magd margdg ys d9jmov todr oldpe-
vov deiv pevadaufavey mwodv parlov 1) yenuara, xel mag Emiromav
%ol @ilay, tév v dMov xal TGy Qacxoviay dpactdy elver, xal Eé-
vov xel molithv, deopevov xal fxetevovia coplag peradidovar odvdiy
aloyeov oo vepéonrov orioty Ummeersiv Tav xehdy vmngeTyudtwy,
meodvpovptvov Gopov yevésdar. This is as elegant a sentence as
any in Plato, and a model of symmetry without formality. The
foolish writer who supplied #8élovte has not only destroyed the
construction, but has caused another to bolster it up with the
clumsy contrivance of vexa tovvov vmmeereiv xai SovAeverr xal
dpaoz]] xai mavii dvBoano.

282, ». Read; olov émidvud tov mgorpemrixov Adyov elvar.

But the most impudent attempt at improving the text occurs in
284, . The Sophist wishes to prove 8t ovdeic Aéyer e paj Gvea,
and this he does by bringing Ctesippus to admit the following
propositions. 1. ta u1 dvra ovx Fomv. 2. Ta py Gvra ovdelg av
moujosev. 3. of Aéyovteg moarrovei Ti. 4. of mearTovteg moLOUGE.
5. of Myovreg mowoor. 6. of Aéyovteg ta wy Gvra, mooiev Gv Ta
un ovea, toito 08 wuodoynrar advvatov elver.

From this it follows that the words "4Alo 7i o¥v ovdapod td ye
w1 ovra ovte dotlv; Oddapov. are quite foreign to the argument,
and were probably invented to give some force to & v dnuow:
and likewise that Euthydemus’ question is simply this: "Eotv ovw
Omwg Ta w1 Ovia moujGEEey Gv xai 06TICOVV;

This quite throws into the shade such minor invasions as 297, c,
dpiypéve, 298, v, foidlwv or rwPiov, 302, B, Epevyoy te, 290, B,
todto 0 v dmeev wvsws, and tovrors & Edvjgevoav, (for mokw On-
esvowvtar read either yerpecwwsar or dngacwvrar) 278, b, olov
abto vmodepfavw, and a score of others, in which I cannot with
certainty include 302, », goi [9¢0i], as this may arise from a two-
fold reading COI and OO0I, but in 803, B, the words G6d dpo-
Aoysiv—oopovg, are so manifestly a false interpretation of o¥rw
dieré@ny, and so completely spoil what immediately follows, that
they can be nothing but a deliberate forgery.

There are others which are yet upon their trial, such as the
following, 307, A, dor’ odx ¥m Gmws mgorgémm 10 peagdxiov émi



ADDENDA. 153

@ihodoplay. Crito’s faith in philosophy is already shaken by
Isocrates’ sneer, and by his own impressions about these Zgiorixol.
Otherwise Socrates’ exhortation not to care about the men, but
to look into the thing itself, is altogether idle. His embarassment
is Omos meorgény 0 megaxiov, movegov mEog Qihosopiav 3 moog
alMo n Emtidevpa.

I will end this digression wineta mea cedendo. To make the
question tally with the answer in 304, , I formerly edited &me-
@aivovro, but this is applicable only to yvepeg, and by no means
the right word to use of the displays of the Sophists. But the
question is rightly given in the received text: =i otv ipaivovtd
dot, “well, what did you think of them”? The answer however is
corrupt, and interpolated after its corruption. I believe the true
reading to be: Ti 8" &Ado, 7 &’ g, 4 O meg del 09 Tig TGV ToLOV-
tov, Angovitov xai mwegl ovdévog dblov avatiav cmovdny motovué-
vaov; “What else should they look like but what every ome of
the men of their class at all times looks like, a class of triflers
ete.”

p- 16, E. 7dre 81 8ev] For téte & 1dn, the reading of most MSS., the
Bodl. gives tdte 37 8¢i. For the Bodl. 3¢i, 3¢t has been substituted in
the text.

p- 17, 8. &X\éywpov] The meaning of éAAdyyov and that of évdptduov are
so nearly the same, that one is tempted to suspect either that the former word
is a later addition, or that Plato must have justified the twofold expression
by a twofold reason; namely, by writing, 47" odx s Adyov, oud el dptdudy
oudéva . .. dm3dvta. But, as the importance of mépag is uppermost in the
writer’s mind, any addition to dpt3ud¢ weakens the effect which he wishes to
produce. For this reason I look upon the words xal ovUx é\\éytuov with some
suspicion. It may be said, in answer to this, that Adyoc and dptduds are by
no means equivalent, and that S8hakspeare illustrates the difference when he
says that certain offences “stand more for number than account”, and that the
Tragic dpi9ués &AAwg and the Horatian ‘Nos numerus sumus’ shew that dptd-
0¢ is rather the antithesis of Adyog than its equivalent. But in this passage
who can doubt that the idea which évapiduos presents is identical with that
presented by &\éywmoc? Then why was it introduced?

p. 18, A. Todrov, &s ¥apev] The Books read papev. But Socrates is
comparing a past observation with a present one, and for this reason uses
AdBot with the former, and dvayxacdyj with the latter, according to the com-
mon rule as to the optative and subjunctive moods.

p. 18, A. ®a] I have substituted this for the 3¢t of the MSS, to accord
with AdBot and fpapey.
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p- 18, B. pY éml x. 7. &] I have placed the absurd supplement p+ éxt
7 B x. 1. & in brackets, but there is still something amiss, and any body
trying to correct it must be guided by the illustration presently offered in the
discovery of the Alphabet. We want 3t or some equivalent to accompany
xatavoely, and we require that mlfjSo¢ should have number, i.e. be definite,
and not that number should have mi7jJ0g, which every number above one has
in any case. It is not improbable that Plato wrote aptSudv ad Tve T do¢
&xactov Eyov xaravoedy AEIL.

p- 18, B. 'Ewad) [¢pwviy & x.]] Unless we reject the words . &. x.
as a supplement of some expounder, we have a mass of words without any
construction, and furthermore a statement which Plato could not have made.
The word xatavoelv implies that the discovery has already begun, but there
is no act tou xatavoelv in acknowledging the existence of puwvd, nor indeed
of any object while still in its indefinite state; so that Quwiv &mstpov xata-
voelv is & contradiction in terms. The first stage of discovery is xavavostv Ta
Puvijevra.

p. 18, B. M\éywv, wpdrog] I retract my former conjecture of Afye ¢, and
hold 3¢, the reading of most MSS., and «¢, that of the Bodl,, to be mere gram-
matical attempts to give coherence to that which the above named supplement
had thrown out of gear. J ASyos Aéyet is perfectly good Greek, but the pas-
sage from the Republic 360, », affords no example of it. We ought there to
read ¢ umtp toU Tooltov Adyou Aéywy, “the advocate of this view.” For mpG-
TO¢ TA PuVievTa, read wpdra T. . i.e. ‘“first the Vowels, then the Mutes, after
that the Liquids.”

[p- 19, D. Td wpoopninodpevov Splas [&. #. y']] The interpolation here is
similar to that in 11, B.

p- 22, .  alngued” &] aftiov and elvar have been put in brackets, the
sense and construction being complete without them.

p- 23, D. wpds Tols Tpioiv] Here as well as below in 26, E, the article
has been inserted without the authority of the MSS,

p- 24, c. &wipwods p’] The pronoun pe is wanting in the MSS.

p- 27, . [riv alrlav,) &s Ix. ¥repov &) Tiv altlay is here bracketed, as
being an obvious marginal gloss. Nine lines above, ytyvipevoy has been dealt
with in the same way and for the same reason.

p. 44, A. dmep xwpls] The Editor has omitted to state his reasons for
bracketing ToU pv) AuwmetoSat xat tol yalpew. He has evidently regarded the
clause as a gloss on Exatépov. An alternative correction of the sentence might
be proposed, viz. ro retain the bracketed words and cancel Exatrépov.

E. R H|
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p- 14, . wl pn8t 7d TovdB¢] I have tried to make excuses for this
phrase, and to explain the whole passage as it stands. But I cannot recon-
cile myself to the text for many reasons. (1) Though we may say ouyywp®
w1 3civ drveodar TGV TowUtwy, we cannot say TavTa ovyyweeitar M 3elv
dnteodar avrdy, and still less Fmreadar TGY TotoUTY. (2) ovyxeywpnpéva
éatl is not the same as duooyeira, and eaanot mean that we admit something
concerning certain things, but that the things themselves have beem given up,
admitted to be true, because we wish to get rid of them and their propounders.
(3) The words py 3eiv . T. Gnrecdar sever ynd mavtew from the rest of the
clause and from the participle nohapBavéytwy, which is a great effenes against
elegance. (4) VmohapBavvrwy needs an accusative, such as avta or some equi-
valent. (5) émel umd¥ is only appropriate when a preceding assertion is up-
held a fortiori on the ground of a statement which follows. But Socrates’ in-
stance is neither weaker nor stronger than those of Protarchus, but a mere
addition of something akin to the foregoing. (6) There is no good defence
to be made of un3¢, unless we read TGy ToloUtwy, and even then the sen-
tence is rendered very clumsy by the intervening wat3apusdn x. t. &, which
separate pi) Sciv from pn3¢. These grounds lead me to the conclusion that
the passage is interpolated by some ome, who not understanding the artificial
turn of the sentence, supposed it to be suffering from some omission. If we
leave out py 3civ tdv TotoUtwy Erteodar and émel umdé, T@ Towdds becomes
the accusative to UmolapBavévtwy ylyveodai, and gives a kind of unexpected
addition to Socrates’ speech. This contrivance was adopted in order to intro-
duce an additional example of v xal moAd, without resorting to a tedious
and formal introduction of new matter.

P- 24, B. In my former edition I left dvéuvnoag, s I found it, without
an object. But it may be doubted whether we should read, AAX & ye, or
AN el 1. EU yc s a mere exclamation is well known ; but here &3 is an
adverb joined with two verbs, and it does not begin the sentence. I am de-
cidedly in favour of ey ts.

P- 27, B. I am responsible for tvv alrlay appearing in brackets. The
reason of this is obvious; but it is not quite so obvious why I have preferred
Mywpey, according to which reading 8edniwpdvov should have been followed by
& mark of interrogation, to Adyousv which is the readiug of the Bodlgian. The
Passage as I have printed it is far from satisfactory; and I have great mis-
givings about this double question and answer, and fear that this Mywpey, or
Myopuey, is & mere Will o’ the wisp, which has led me into a false conjecture.
For if this word is a gloss, We see at once why the oldest MS. has nothing
to correspond to i in the anewer, whereas the revisor of some later copy would
see that it must have an answer, and so one gloss would beget another. If
we continue the structure of the preceding speech Ouxoly T& piv yyvomeva xat
€ v ylyverar mdva ¢ tpla rapéoyeto Huiv yévn—the natural sequel would
be T4 8% 3% mdvta Taita Snpmeoupyoly T8 Téraptov (sc. mapéyetar Huiv yévos)
w¢ €repov x. 7. & To this Protarchus needs only to answer with the Bodleian,
“Etepov y&p otv.—"Qate Uns coplag DAadov oudty elmuiv.

P. 62, E. ¢ 8¢ ye xal—xal vOv 84] viv only admits of one xaf, and the
other is a mere repetition occasioned by the interrupting sentence. But if the
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second xal is superfluous, 33 is something worse, for whether we join it to
viy or to e, it changes the sense of either, so as to make it quite unsuitable
to this passage.

p- 63, B. &\M\wr wipi] That is Exarépac vy Erépwv mép. But this is
a very slovenly substitute, and moreover we have a most suspicious stranger
in ppovijoes. The plural is used for thoughts, intentions and dispositions. But
here we want only the equivalent to voUg, and therefore the singular noun.
When Plato introduces plurality to match with the plaral 18oval, he speaks
of émotijpar, padfuara or téyvat. Again avrdc ought to belong to gpovi-
oes as well as to ndovdg, but its place renders this impossible. As the ad-
dress first proposed is made to pleasures only, there can be no doubt that
xal td¢ Pponjocts and dAMfAwy Tépt are as unnecessary as they are incorrect.
I should therefore now not scruple to edit the text thus: Ovy wpds, & Hpd-
Tapye, Sepwrtdy Yo, tas vdovde 3¢, Jranuvdavopévoug T4 torévde. Further
on I can propose something better than what I offered in my note, namely,
this: pdv olx dv 8¢Emade olxely petd Qpovioews ndomg [A ywpls tol Ppo-
velv]; “Would you refuse to dwell with any intellect whatever#’ In the answer
to this question, it now appears to me that tedéwg els Sivapwy “as thoroughly
as possible” is added, to imply that the clearer the consciousness, the fuller
justice is done to pleasure. But TdMd t¢ mdvta (or rather td T &M\a wdvra)
requires adrév vy in the opposite clause. Perhaps we should read, xal
avTdy Ty’ wpdv tedéag clg SUvauy Exdotny. “Any ome of us, each to the
utmost possible degree of completeness.” This use of tig followed by &xacrog
can be supported by examples. '

p- 63, E. Expel Jeol. xaSdwep dmadol should be taken together. The
structure is: dndoae yyvépevar xaddnep omadol tij¢ Evprmdoms dperdic, fwa-
xoMou3oUowy avuti mdvry. But in the text I think that ajryj is either mis-
placed or altogether foreign. As to tiy’ 18éav avriv elval mote pavrevtiov,
nothing more seems wanting than the article; tlva ™y i8¢éav adtvv. He adds
aUtHy to contrast the Idea itself, or the absolute Good, with the forementioned
(relative) Good é&v v dvIpdme xal év T wavl.

p- 64, c. Read mpoopuéatepoy &v.

p. 64, . As vtecolv and mdoa cannot both be retained, which is the in-
truder? Certainly 1ricolv, which the scribes have repeated from above; for
it so separates tuyoloa from Gmwaoolv that they cannot be taken together, so
that the adverb is left to itself. Read, TuyoUoa oxwoolv £ wiaa.

p- 64, E. It is sirange that such expressions as peTpidTy¢ dpery) ylyverat
or fuppetpla xdidog ylyverar should have passed so long unchallenged. Mo-
deration cannot become Moral xa\dv or dpery, nor Symmetry Physical xdhlog,
else they would cease to be Moderation and Symmetry. Read, perpotyte xal
§vpperple. ’

Ibid. adrols] with what? If with ted mevpley xal v Euppérpe, the suthor
should bave said toUtotg. But the Bodleian has Eautoig, a word often con-
founded with &deros, which would yield a good sense. See 64, B.

p. 65, A. Protarchus should have answered to Aéywpmev: but pSdrava uiv
oUv is an answer to one of two dependent clauses §pddrar’ &v altiaoalpeda.
This fact renders Méywuev «§¢ very suspicious, but I question whether alred-
o3aL can govern avtyy yeyovévat.
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p. 65, B. Adjlov pdv is not only indirect, but also bald, and quite con-
trary to Plato’s practice. But Suwg & o certainly belongs to the same
speaker as “H3n tolvuv x. 1. £ Besides, the colour of the phrase Bedtlov T(}
Mye énefeddelv is suited to the person conducting the dispute, and to no
other. But whoever says this, must certainly have said something more ; such
as, that it is better to continue the argument in its several particulars. Now,
if we add xa®" By Exactov to Béiriov, we not only gain this improvement,
but we are also able to remove the objection, which all must feel, to xplveopev
without & case. Repeat €xactov, and all difficulty ceases. Read: “H3n tolvwy,
o IL, ixavds fudv yévor dv dotigoly xpirie . . . . . xal Seols. Spds ¥
0%y T A6y émekeddcty PéAtiov xad By Exagtov. Exaatov Tolwuy TGV TPLEYV—.

p. 66, . Read Qwxpaprupduevot. I must ask the reader to take mo notice
of my proposed change of the passage beginning Ilofov 31}—and ending at
8etv Mdyov. The received text is correct in everything except mavreldj for
which I read mdvry. It should therefore have been printed thus: IIPL. IToiov
3q; Q. ®hnPos . . . . ndoav xal mdvry. IPQ. T3 tpltoy, . . s Touxag
%. 7. & The apparent abruptness of Socrates’ answer is explained by what
follows: Naf, t6 8¢ ye peta 1ot dxovwpmev. Everything in this part of the
dialogue is intended to shew that Socrates is in haste to sum up and con-
clude. The meaning of Protarchus’ answer is; “Then, when you spoke of re-
peating & third time, it was the old argument that you meant us to repeat.”
. But although this passage is nearly correct as the MSS. present it, the same
cannot be said of what follows: éyw ydp 31 xam8dv &mep viv 8 Sifivla,
xal Svoxepdvas tov PriBov Myov oU pévoy dird xal &M@y modhdxts puplwy,
elmov ¢ x. 1. & It is quite foreign to Plato’s intention to represent Bocrates
as discerning from the first the nature of the argument which he is to pursue.
He follows the Adyog whithersoever it leads him; and therefore even if d&mnep
vUv 87 dtedjivda meant the general argument, xardwv cannot be applied to
it. The most that he admits afterwards is a suspicion that there might be
other claimants to the name of Good (Umomtevwv xal dMa elvat woMd). And
now we see why the oldest Manuscript has dmep viv 8% Svoxepdvas Stehv-
M3a, xal uoyepdvas—. Here we find the confusion, caused by some ancient
misplacement of Suoyepdvag, in its undisguised condition. But if we try to
conceive what must have been the appearance of the text before this displace-
ment arose, the most probable supposition is that uoyepdvag occurred where
xati8dv was afterwards contrived to fill up the,place of the missing participle.
For these reasons I propose, éyd ydp 8% Suoyepdvag dmep viv 8% SteAfhvda,
tév Puviov Adyoy ov pdvov, didd xal &lwv molaxtopvpiwy x. T. & “For
I as you know (3%)) disliking the saying which I have just repeated (P{inBog
tatyaddy ér{deto x. 1. &) which is the saying not of Philebus alone but of many
thousand others &c.”

p. 67, A. Remove the brackets from ixavéy, and read with the snferior
MSS. ixavdtara. I was misled by the Zurich editors, who in spite of common
sense invariably adhere to the Bodleian MS. The play on ixavdv ixaverata
is quite in the manner of the author.

CORRIGENDUM.
Page 115, Line 8 (of notes). For guonam read quaenam.







P:;e Line
I, 5.
» 16.

» last.
V, last.

1 4
4 12 (of notes)
8 16
» 10 (of notes)

CORRIGEND A
(See also Page XXVI.)

For nonsence read nonsense.

For ¢o. 3. pepeplodar, read . [3eiv] pepeplodar. See
p- 130.

Correct from p. 151.

For substitution read insertion [the Editor’s original
word). apetotate (ap = dvip, apos = dvdpds) is
changed into dypetdrare by the insertion of y.

For 1. read Q.

For ‘sonrce’ read ‘sources’.

For dv3pwnovs read dvdpwmors.

For txdatepot read Exdrepos.

34 last but 2 (of notes) For woody read moody.

71 5 (of notes)
75 1 (of notes)

For xal ti¢ read xal tlg.
For Appendix read Addenda.

92 last but 5 (of notes) For slhxpwic read ©8 opcdpa.

JENA: printed by ED. FROMMANK.
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