Some Passages In Plato

R. Renehan

Meno 98a
T0070 0’éaTiv, ® Mévwv étaipe, dvduvnoic, ig év Toi¢ npda-
Oev fuiv wuoiéyntar.

@ F: om. BTW

“@ Mévwv €raipe. *Q is not normally omitted (as it is here by
BTW) unless the tone is somewhat peremptory (Kithner-Gerth, I,
48). ... In our passage Thompson reads & but follows Naber in
excising Mévwy as ‘a gloss upon éraipe which has extruded &’.
Possibly the ommission of & can also make for impressiveness: cf.
Crito 52a, where B omits it: if so, this might justify its omission
here. For other possible instances of its omission, cf. Hipp. Ma.
289b, Soph. 220d, Lach. 198a.” R. S. Bluck ad loc. Bluck (as also
Burnet and the Budé editors) prints & Mévwv éraipe on the au-
thority of F;! but it is clear from his note that he had doubts.
Actually, Bluck’s approach to the problem misses the main point,
since every parallel cited in his note is an example of & expressed
or omitted with an otherwise unmodified proper name.? What is
wanted is some account of the ways in which Plato employs the
vocative ézaipe, and that I propose to give. First, by far the com-
monest use is the simple & éraipe, with no proper name expressed;
this occurs over seventy times in Plato.3 The evidence thus is
overwhelming that Plato’s normal, and frequent, practice was to
write @ éraipe, not éraipe. The next commonest locution is & pile
éraipe, again with no proper name expressed. Brandwood lists
nine examples;* pile éraipe is not found in Plato. In addition, there
are three other Platonic occurrences of the word (not counting

1 For F see E. R. Dodds, Plato Gorgias (Oxford 1959) 41—44, and R. S. Bluck, Plato’s
Meno (Cambridge 1964) 135—40.

2E.g. Soph. 220D & Ocaitnte W Stob.: Oeaitnre BT.

3 The passages can be found in Leonard Brandwood, A Word Index to Plato (Leeds
1976) s.v. éraipe.

4 Supra n.3. The passages are Euthphr. 5c, Grg. 482a, Hp.Ma. 2964, Ly. 2138, Phd.
918, Resp. 450D, 4598, 5624a, 607E.
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Meno 98a), all of them unique types for Plato: & éraipe Avvte
(Meno 94g2); & pile étaipe Kpitwv (Crito 54D); & éraipe Zwuuia te
kai Kéfnc (Phaedo 82c). I return now to Meno 98aA. Both &
Mévawyv éraipe and Mévawv éraipe are singular expressions; that is
no argument against them. I have just given several unique forms
of vocative address in Plato; here are some others: & tav (Ap.
25c); & uéie (Tht. 178E); & @iidtnc (Phdr. 228D); & giiobueve
(Symp. 201c); & pépiote (Phdr. 238D); & Ipdtapye pile (Phlb.
53D); & nai pide (Soph. 230c).6

Clearly, the fact that a vocative phrase happens to occur once
only in Plato is, in itself, insufficient reason for questioning the
phrase. In the present case, the position of éraipe after the proper
name (with or without &) is most unusual, a phenomenon which
Bluck, to judge from his silence, does not seem to have adequately
appreciated. But the position of pile in & IIpdtapye pile and & nai
piie (supra) parallels the position of éraipe here and may be taken
as a reasonable guarantee of its soundness.” This brings us back to
the elusive @. Is it possible to determine with any assurance whe-
ther Plato wrote @ in Meno 98A? I think so. Read & Mévwyv éraipe.
In all of Plato there is no example of ézaipe, alone or in combina-
tion, used without &. Mévwv éraipe is a singularity which I am not
prepared to admit,® and Philebus 53D & Ilpddtapye pile, an exact
parallel to & Mévwv éraipe, ought to tip the scale.

The vocative wyafé (sometimes written & dyafé with scriptio
plena in the Mss.) occasionally presents comparable difficulties.
Bury prints Symposium 189A as follows: . . . xai tov ‘Epvéiuayov,
Qyabé, pdvai, [Aprotégpaveg, ] dpa ti moigic. . . . Here is Bury’s com-
ment ad loc.: “‘[4Apiotépavec]. 1 follow Sauppe and Hug in regard-
ing the proper name as a gloss on @yafé: as a rule, dyafé stands
alone.” As in Meno 98a, so here the spectre of proper name as

5 The suggestion that Mévewv be deleted as ““a gloss upon ézaipe™ is fanciful and should be
dismissed. Even were one to consider deletion, the obvious procedure would be to assume
that, in & Mévwv €raipe, the vocatives Mévwv and étaipe are variant readings which have
been conflated in the text. (Why would éraipe require a ‘gloss’ here? The passage occurs in
the middle of a long conversation between Meno and Socrates.) In that case the choice
would be between & Mévwv and ¢ éraipe; there is no means of deciding. Should any find
this solution attractive, let them toss a coin and be done with it.

6 I take these examples from my Studies in Greek Texts (Hypomnemata 43 [1976]) 125
q.v.

7 In Studies (supra n.6) 1 suggested that this postposition of pide was perhaps “a manner-
ism of Plato’s late style.” éraipe in Meno 98A shows that the qualification ‘late’ should be
removed.

8 In rejecting the ‘singular’ Mévwv éraipe after my remarks in defence of singular expres-
sions, I am guilty of no inconsistency: both Mévwv éraipe and & Mévwv éraipe are singular
phrases. In such a situation one should choose the expression which agrees more closely
with the author’s style as otherwise known.
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‘gloss’ hovers over us. And the reason given in justification? “As a
rule, wyafé stands alone.” The facts are—my debt to Brandwood’s
Word Index to Plato will be obvious—that (1) dyabé (b dyadé)
stands alone about forty times in Plato, and (2) dyafé (b dyadé)
followed by a proper name occurs a full seven times (not counting
this passage).® So much for the rule. There are no grounds for
tampering with Apigtégaveg.
Consider next Protagoras 311Aa:

.kal €y elnov: “Mirnw, dyabé, éxeige iwuev, npe ydp
éotv, dAda devpo éEavaaTduey gic v abiny . ..’

unw dyafé BTW: uinw wyabé corr. Coisl.: urnw ye, & ‘yabé
Hirschig: winw y’, dyadé Cobet (secl. mox éxeioe iwuev)

Both Burnet (whose apparatus criticus 1 have reproduced) and the
Budé editors, Croiset and Bodin, print the reading of BTW as
above, ufnw, dyafé.'® These editions appeared, respectively, in
1903 and 1955. But already in 1893 J. and A. M. Adam, in their
edition of the Protagoras, had printed winw, wyafé with the re-
mark: “The Mss have winw dyabé: probably the archetype had
,umzwyaﬁs, by a natural mistake. Cobet rejects éxeioe imuev, read-
ing winw ye, on the ground that with wjnw ye the Greek idiom
does not repeat the verb: but there is no proof that the verb could
not be expressed with urjinw (without ye).”” This is basically correct.
Nowhere else in Plato does dyafé occur without &; we should be
reluctant to admit the singularity here, where there is such an ob-
vious mechanical cause of corruption. The Adamses are probably
not correct in positing an original wjrnwyadé; the corruption is
slightly easier if we assume for the archetype upnwwayafe with
scriptio plena (compare above). Read then uinw, (&) dyafé (rec-
ognizing, of course, that Plato may have pronounced this &yaté¢).

II
Phaedo 89D

7 1 yap moavlpownia évévetar éx tob opddpa TIvi TiO-
teboar dvev téyvng, kai nyroacfar mavidnaci ye dinon

® Cra. 4018, 428D, 436C; Grg. 5118; Leg. 811c; Phdr. 243c; Resp. 423D.

10 The apparatus criticus of the Budé edition differs slightly from that of the Oxford text:
“dyadé BTW: y’ @ 'yaGé Hermann dyafé Vatic. 1029 (forsan recte).” The main point, that
the principal Mss. have dyafé, and not @yabé, is not in dispute.
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efvar kal Oy xai mietov tov dvlpwnov, Ereita dAiyov
Jatepov ebpeiv TobTov movnpov e kal drigtov, kal avlic
Etepov kai 6tav 10010 mMOAAdKIG mdly TIC KTA.

Read possibly . . . kai adbic (&repov xai) &repov: kai ... ? The
same idiom, in a comparable context, occurs on the next page,
90B: érneiddv T migtebay Abyw tivi dAnbei efvar dvev g mepl
T0UG Adyoug téyvng, Kdmerta OAiyov Uatepov avt@ O0ER Wwevong
eivai . . . kal ablig Erepog kal Erepoc. Note the verbal echoes. The
same usage occurs in Menander fr. 656.8 Koerte, étépav nepiucivar
xdtépav tpikvuiav. Compare the similar idiom at Apology 278,
un dAia kai dAia BopvBeitw (where see Burnet for further ex-
amples). With étepov kai Erepov, followed by molidkic in the next
clause, compare Xenophon Anab. 1.5.12 dilog 8¢ .. .xai dA-
Aog, efta moAloi.

III
Phaedo 99e—100a

iowe pév obv @ eikdlw tpomov tiva obx Eoikev: ob ydp
ndvw ovyxwpd 1oV év [T0ig] Adyoig orxomobuevov 1d dvia
v eixdor paliov axoneiv § tov év [toic] Epyoig.

toic Aéyoic BW: toic om. T Stob. toi¢ Epyoig
B Stob.: toic om. TW

So prints Burnet; Robin (who wrongly reports Stobaeus as omit-
ting the article zoi¢ in both places) agrees, giving in his text év
Adyoic and év Epyoic respectively. The oldest testimony for this
passage, one which goes back practically to the Academy of Plato
himself, seems to have been overlooked in constituting the text,
Aristotle, Metaphysics 987b31-32 (discussing Plato): . . . xai
N TV eldmv cicaywyn oid v €v toic Adyoig éyéveto oxéwiv (of
yap mpotepor dalektikng ob ueteiyov). . . . Ross ad loc. observes
“. . . the Platonists are called of év toic Adyoic in ©® 1050b35. The
phrase used here is pretty clearly a reminiscence of Phaedo 1004,
where tov év toic Abyoic axomovuevov td dvra, ‘one who studies
things by the method of definitions’, is Socrates’ description of his
own method.” I agree with Ross that the Aristotle passage is a
reminiscence of the Phaedo, but even if it is not, it is a cogent
parallel for év toic Aéyoic (as is Metaph. 1050b3S). Compare fur-
ther this very passage of the Phaedo, 99k: i tobg Aéyovg karagu-
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yovta év éxeivoig orxoneiv. Future editors should print. .. év toic
Adyoig . . . év toig &pyoig here.

IV
Phaedo 112c

dtav te obv Umoywpriony t6 Béwp &l tov TémOV TOV R
KATWw Kalobuevov, toic kat’ éxeiva td pedpata [dia] tAc
G elopel te kal mAnpol avtd donep of Enavriodvtec: Stav
e ab éxeifev pev dmoliny, debpo 68 opurjon, td évBdde
nAnpoi abbic KTA.

01d ante t7¢ yn¢ om. Stob., del. Burnet

A difficult passage. Burnet renders toic kat’...elopei “‘the
streams flow into the regions on the further side of the earth,”
construing za pedpuata as subject and taking roi¢ xat’ éxeiva ¢ yng
together. Hackforth rightly pronounces this impossible; he ex-
plains the passage thus: ““I retain did before t77¢ yr¢, and take the
literal meaning to be ‘it flows through the earth into the beds of
the rivers of that region (hemisphere)’. Plato writes toic kat’ ékeiva,
7d peduata rather than ékeivoic toic pebuact simply because the
pevuara do not exist until the water fills (or refills) their beds”
(Plato’s Phaedo 178 n.5). This is nearer the mark, but fails to ex-
plain the dative 7oig; as has long been recognized, toig xat’ éxeiva
... elopel is very questionable Greek for “flows into the parts
about those streams.” ¢ic ¢. acc. would have been expected. Com-
pare immediately above, 1128B: dtav eic 10 én’ éxeiva tHc yAc Op-
prian kal 8tav eig 10 éni tdde kti. Accordingly, Wyttenbach con-
jectured td7e for 7oic here and Ast, followed by Archer-Hind,
deleted the word. Neither proposal convinces. There is a simpler
remedy to hand:

dtav te obv vmoywprioy tO Bowp €I TOV TOMOV TOV Off KATW
Kalobuevov, (v 1oic kat’ ékeiva td pebuara dia NS yng eloper
7€ KAl TANpPoOI avTa KTA.

The periphrastic év toic kat’ éxeiva ta pevpara may be compared
to ¢ic 10 én’ éxeiva and eic 10 éni tdde in 112B.

Archer-Hind (ad loc.) has raised a further objection to the trans-
mitted text: “Mr. Cope translates ‘it flows through the earth to the
neighborhood of those streams and fills them, as it were by a
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pump’. But surely dia t77¢ yn¢ describes the progress of the water
after it has entered the channels: it would be a strange expression
to apply to its surging up and down Tartarus.” This objection
seems quite valid to me; the insertion of (év) before toic has the
further advantage of removing all difficulty on this score. The
corruption is of the easiest sort; uncial €N dropped out after ON.
(The omission of dia in Stobaeus may be similarly explained: 474
fell out after ATA.)

\%
Symposium 1768

drxoboavta obv abtwv &pn Epvfiuayov tov Axovuevov "H
KaA®¢, pdvar, Aéyete. kal &t1 évoc déouar Suwv dxovoal
nw¢ Exer mpog 10 Eppwobmr miverv Aydfwv. Ovdaumc,
pdvai, 060’ abtog Eppwual.

AydBwv: Aydbwv {oc) Vahlen

“I'still require to hear from one of you how Agathon is disposed
with regard to engaging in drink.” “I’m not up to it either,” said
Agathon.

Difficulties have been rightly felt about this sequence. What is
the point of asking a third party about Agathon’s condition rather
than Agathon himself, who is present? What is the purpose of the
emphatic, and unspecified, évoc . . . Suwdv (stronger than, and dis-
tinct from, 71vog . . . Suwv)? Vahlen’s 4ydfwv (oc), printed by Bur-
net, provides a smooth thought-sequence at the cost of an intoler-
able word-order. Had the Mss given 4ydfwvog in that position, it
would have been deleted as a gloss. A change of punctuation sets
everything right:

.. .Kal &1l évog déouar buwv dxovoar. naws Exel mPog 10 Eppw-
oba1 mivelv AydOwv; Ovdaumg, pdvai, ovd’ avtog Eppwuar.

“I still require to hear from one of you. How is Agathon dis-
posed with regard to engaging in drink?”’ “I’m not up to it either,”
he said. The emphatic évig . . . juwv refers to Agathon, who is
elegantly addressed in the third person. He understands Eryxi-
machus’ meaning and answers accordingly. A passage from Bos-
well’s Life of Jobnson will illustrate the usage:
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As Mr. Burke and Mr. Langton were walking home, Mr. Burke
observed that Johnson had been very great that night; Mr.
Langton joined in this, but added, he could have wished to
hear more from another person; (plainly intimating that he
meant Mr. Burke). “O, no (said Mr. Burke) it is enough for me
to have rung the bell to him.”11

Plato himself in the Phaedrus (228A—cC), availing himself of this
same device, has Socrates address Phaedrus to his face in the third
person for some dozen lines.

VI
Symposium 181D

TapecKeVaouévol yap oluai eigiv of évtevbev dpyduevor
épav ¢ 10V Piov drmavra ovveaduevol kai Koivy oouPiwad-
uevol, dAA’ ovk éamatioavieg, év dppoavvy Aafovtec g
véov, katayeldoavteg oiyrioealar én’ GALov dnotpéyovreg.

“rnapecsrevacuévor kti. For the change of construction from ¢
with fut. partic. to (fut.) infin., cp. Charm. 164D, Rep. 383A noieiv
a¢ pfte . . . ovrac . . . unte . . . mapdyev. The clause év dppoaivy
... véov is best taken closely with the preceding participle, and
Katayeddoavtes . . . drnotpéyovres closely together.” Bury ad loc.
“GAA’ obKk . . .olpjoeoOar is coordinated with épav, and both de-
pend on d3 napeskevacuévor . . . eiow. ...” Dover ad loc. This
latter explanation can hardly be correct; the natural contrast is be-
tween ¢ tov fiov . . . coufiwoduevor and élanatijoavtes . . . dno-
Tpéyovteg, which express, respectively, a noble and ignoble inten-
tion. The main statement runs from napeoxevacuévor to épav; the
rest of the sentence is subordinated to these words. Moreover, the
shift of tense from the present épav to the future oiyrjioecfar (on
which Dover is silent) is very harsh, if the two infinitives are to be
coordinated. (Herwerden conjectured oiyeofai, a Procrustean so-
lution.) Furthermore napackevdleafar with the future infinitive is
a doubtful construction. (Still, it may occur at Xen. Cyr. 7.5.12,
and I would be prepared to admit it here, were there not other ob-
jections to this interpretation.) Bury’s interpretation is closer to

11 Boswell’s Life of Jobnson ...ed. G. B. Hill, rev. L. F. Powell, IV (Oxford 1934)
26-27.
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the mark. He rightly sees that the basic contrast is between ac . . .
ovupiwaducvor and oiyrioesfai, and his analysis of the relationship
to one another of the various cola, from éanarrjoavtec to dmo-
TpEyovteg, is correct. However, he does not really explain the shift
in construction from g with future participle to simple future
mﬁmtlve, nor are his parallels particularly close. The best explana-
tion is to assume, as so often in Plato, an anacoluthon, or rather a
constructio ad sensum. ¢ with the future participle is used to
indicate purpose or intention; another common way of expressing
intent is by uéAAw with the infinitive. Plato wrote oiyricecfai as if
he had begun dAA’ 08 uéidovrec . . . ; the shift was all the easier
since Plato had not repeated ¢ in the second section (i.e., he
did not write dAA’ 08y &¢). The suggestion that oiyriceafai—here
clearly expressing intention—is used specifically on the analogy of
uéAlw c. inf. may seem too precise; but compare W. W. Goodwin:
“The future infinitive with uéAiw forms the only regular excep-
tion to the general principle which restricts the use of the future
infinitive to indirect discourse” (Syntax? §75).

It remains to discover Plato’s motive for the change to the infini-
tive, which seems to have been quite deliberate, and not the result
of careless composition. In the two contrasting clauses (¢ tov
Biov . . . ovuPiwaduevor ~ obx éEanarioavies . . . dnotpéyovreg) the
key concepts are gvveaduevor kai kowvyp ovufiwaduevor and oiy-
oeabai, referring respectively to the faithful and fickle lover. In this
sentence there are no less than eight participles, four of them
occurring in the last section (beginning with dAA’ odx). Had Plato
written the participle oiynoduevor in the midst of these other parti-
ciples, it would have lacked the emphatic prominence which the
infinitive succeeds in bringing out. There was another reason for
avoiding the participle here. oiyesfai is frequently used with a
supplementary participle (oiyouar dmicdv etc.). Here oiyricecfai
drotpéyovres is such a construction. One will search a long time to
find an example of the participle of oiyouar so collocated with
a supplementary participle. A combination such as oiynoduevor
drnotpéyovrec simply does not sound right, and Plato instinctively
avoided it.
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VII

Symposium 182A—B

Kal on kal 0 mepl T0v Epwrta vouoc v uev taig GAAaig
moAeol vonoar pdoiog, drimg yap dpiotar 6 6’ §vldde kai
év Aaxedaipovi noixiiog. év "Hlidt uév yap xai év Boiw-
101G, Kai 06 un cogol Aéyetv, drniwg vevouobétntar . . . g
o€ Twviag kai dALoO1 moAlayob aicypov vevéuotal, 6aot
vmo BapPapoic oikovary.

¢ 0¢ Towviag: toig 8¢ Twviag ci. Ast: tq 0é Twvig Thiersch

“mn¢ 0¢ Twviag. The genitive is taken by Hug as dependent on
noAAayov, by Stallb. as dependent on dgoi, ‘vel potius ex demon-
strativo ante door intelligendo’. Hug quotes Xen. Hell. 1V.4.16
noAlayooe kai tng Apkadiog éufaidvrec.” Bury ad loc. “tnc 6 . . .
noAdayov ‘in many parts of Ionia and in (sc. many) other places’.”
Dover ad loc., who, to judge from this translation, agrees with
Hug in making 7wvia¢ dependent upon moildayov.

Stallbaum’s proposal to govern Twviagc by door is unnatural
and, indeed, desperate. Nor can Twviac be governed by noiiayod
(as Hug, Dover, and others); it should have been obvious that z7¢
Twviag and dAdo6r moilayov are coordinate phrases linked to-
gether by xai. In Xenophon Hell. 4.4.16, compared by Hug, the
word-order makes all the difference; the two passages are not at
all parallel. For true parallels see Protagoras 326DE kai map’ uiv
kai GAAo6r moAdayob and Republic 394c &v te 1 t@v énmdv
nonjoel, moAdayov 0é kai dALo6r, which show both that the two
phrases are to be taken as contrasting coordinates and that d1406:
noAdayov is a set phrase to be taken by itself. (See also Symp. 209E,
Resp. 440A ovkovv kal dALobi, pnv, moAlayob aioBaviueba, Xen.
Cyr. 7.1.30 moAiayod pév odv xai GAA0OL . . . kai év ToVTQ JE. . . .)

Two words have caused all the difficulty, Twviac and door:
what is the construction of the genitive and what is the antecedent
of doo1? Both uses are in fact quite idiomatic. door is a constructio
ad sensum, introduced for variety where o might have been ex-
pected; it is as if &v “Iwoiwv kal dAloic molioic had preceded;
compare, immediately above: (1) év "HAd1 . . . kai (2) év Boiwroig
kal (3) o0 un copoi Aéyeiv. The other stumbling-block, ¢ ¢
wviac, is not ‘governed by’ any word in the sentence; it is rather
one more example of the common genitive of connection, placed
(with connective, but with or without preposition) at the beginning
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of a new sentence as a separate colon: “But as regards Ionia, and
in many other places. . . .” For the usage in general, see Fraenkel
on Aeschylus’ Agamemnon 950, with references.

The same construction occurs at Phaedrus 247A:

uéver yap Eotia év Gewdv oik uovy t@v 66 dliwv dool év 1@
TV dddexa apBup tetayuévor Oeoi dpyovtes ryovvrar katd
td&w 7y éxaatog érdyOn.

v 0 dAAwv door is not to be rendered “But as many of the
others as...,” as if Tov dAdwv were genitive dependent upon
Jooi. Hackforth, for example, has understood the sense: . . . but
for the rest, all such as are ranked in the number of the twelve. . . .”
T@wv ¢ dAAwv is a separate genitive of connection; editors should
have printed a comma after it. So also in Symposium 221c dild
TV ugv dAlwv émitndevudtwv, tdy’ dv t1g kal mepi dAAov tolavta
einor (where editors omit the comma after énitndevudrwv). Com-
pare Phaedrus 250C: nepi 6é kdAdovg, danep eimouev, uet’ ékeivawv
te EAaunev 8v kti. That nepi ¢ kdAlovg was felt to be a distinct
colon is shown by the fact that the subject of the main verb &lau-
nev is also kdAdog.

VIII

Symposium 184D—E

otav yap &eic 10 avto EABwarv épacthic 1€ kai maidikd,
vouov Exwv EKATEPOS .. .0 UEV OLVAUEVOS EIC @POvRaIY
Kal v dAAnv dpetnv ovufdiiecBai, 6 0é deduevog &ig
naidevoy kal v dAAnv cogiav ktaocbBai, tote O1f . . . GVLU-
nintel 10 kalov elvar raidika épacty xapicaclar, dAlob
0& ovdapuov.

eic post deduevog del. Schiatz ktdoBai: ioracbar Schanz:
ktdcfai 11 Hug

The soundness of the Mss here has often been questioned. I
quote Bury’s note as typical: “eic maidevow .. .xktdoOa. If the
text is right we must suppose that xkrdgfa: is here equiv. to dote
ktdofar, appended to the main verb EvpufdilecOar which is to be
supplied with eic maidevorv ktd. (so Vahlen). Of the corrections
suggested . . . Schanz’s is the neatest, but spoils the sense-balance
with EvupdiieaBar. The corruption is, perhaps, to be sought else-
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where: the expression tjv dAAnv Gogiav is open to suspicion, since
cogiav as here used after dAAnv stands as a generic subst. whereas
cogia has just been termed (184c) uépoc dpetric: moreover, we
should expect that gogia should itself constitute the xtiua of the
recipient, just as ppovnoic is itself the contribution of 6 fvuBai-
Aduevog. On these grounds, I venture to suggest that another fem.
subst., such as didayrjv, may have fallen out after GAAnv (éxnai-
devav for eig m. is just possible).” Dover too, in his recent edition,
follows earlier scholars in expressing doubts about the soundness
of the text: “eic naidevory . . . ktdoOai: if this is what Plato wrote,
we must understand gpdvnarv kai dpetriv as object of ktdafar; but
if eic were deleted (as by Schutz) naidevorv . . . cogpiav would be the
object, and the sentence would be easier to follow.”

All this is much ado about nothing. The speech of Pausanias,
from which this sentence comes, contains a generous portion of
those tricks of rhetoric associated in particular with the soph-
ists. ITavoaviov 6¢ maveauévov, says the narrator at its conclusion
(185c), diddakovor ydp ue ioca Aéyerv odtwoi oi gopoi, and the
present sentence is clearly an instance of 70 ioa Aéyeiv, wherein
rhetorical balance counts for more than normal idiom:

(1) O uév dvvduevoc~o 0 deduevog
(it) eig ppovnary kai v dAAnV dpetijv ~
eic maidevav kal v dAAnv cogiav
(iii) ovuPdilecfai~xktachal

ktdoBai is in obvious sense responsion to cvufdiieaBar; note the
force of the present, ‘acquire’ (not kextnafai, ‘possess’). The one
makes a contribution; the other acquires the same. Render the
disputed phrase quite literally: ““. . . the other needing to make an
acquisition in regard to naidevoic and the rest of gogia. ...” No
object need be supplied with ktaofaz; the verb is used absolutely.?

Objections to the transmitted text clearly have taken their start
from the assumption that &ic naidevorv . . . ktdoBar is awkward, or
even impossible, Greek. I have argued that a desire for artificial
balance determined the choice of phrase; no one would deny that
xtdofai followed by a direct accusative object would have been

12 Even were it necessary to supply an object, the comments of Bury and Dover would
still be misleading. For here ppévnaoic xai 1j dAAn dpets and naidevoig kai f§ dAAn oopia are,
for all practical purposes, synonymous; the change of diction was determined solely by a
desire for stylistic variation, and it is a mistake to press any difference of meaning. This is
apparent from the context: 6 deduevog ktdofai is here equivalent to ‘the one needing to
receive a contribution’ and corresponds to J dvvduevoc avufdilecBar. Obviously, giver and
recipient are concerned with the same contribution.
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more usual. Possibly the expression is unusual; certainly it is Pla-
tonic. For this use of eic (= ‘in regard to’, ‘with a view to’), where
another construction might be expected, is a feature of Plato’s
style. From this same speech compare 184B edepyeroduevoc &ic
xprinata (the dative, vel sim., would be ‘normal’). So also below in
the Symposium, 219 D .. . AvOpdnrw To105TQ 0iW éYd 0BK AV Punv
not’ évruyelv eic ppovnorv kai eic kaptepiav. For further Platonic
examples see J. Riddell, A Digest of Platonic Idioms § 115.

IX
Phaedrus 233D

&t1 0€ &l ypn toic deouévoic pdriota yapilealai, npooike
Kal toig dAAoic un t1ovg PeAtiotovg dAAa ToVS dmopwTd-
TOVG €V TLOIELV: UEYIOTWY Yap drallayévies Kak@v nieioTny
xdpiv avtoic gicovral.

xal toic dAdoic has bothered many; consequently xai twv di-
Awv was printed in the Aldine edition and Badham proposed xdv
101 GAdoic. De Vries ad loc. defends the mss: “The readings xai
v dAlwv (Aldina, Heind., St., Sch.) and xdv toic dAdoic (Bad-
ham, Vollgr., Buchw., accepted by Hackf.) are evident attempts
to make the text smooth. Ficinus (Bekker) already rendered zoig
dAdoic well by ‘omnino’. For the dativus limitationis which he
rightly sees in toic dAdoic, Verd. 271 refers to 234c7 [ta ...
dAda, accusative!], Lysis 215c dpd ye Si tivi ééanatcddueBa; Rep.
4304 énaidevouev povaiky xai youvastiky, Hom. Od. 18.234, Hdt.
I 29, Thuc. IV 73, 4, K.G. 1 437 {. (Rob., too, took it as such, as
may be seen from his punctuation xai, toic GAdoic, and his trans-
lation ‘par ailleurs’; Rob. Pl., however, wrongly takes roig dAdoig
as masculine, ‘pour les autres aussi’; Mor. unnecessarily suggests
Kal Tov¢ dAiovg).”’

Thus the majority opinion seems to be that xai Toic dAloic is
eiher corrupt or neuter (or some combination thereof). It is sound
and masculine, as Robin once took it—only to change his mind
later. For neuter toic dAdoic = omnino no one has produced a
true parallel; I doubt that any exists. Neither the accusative ta
dAla (common) nor the dativus limitationis of other substantives
is pertinent, much less decisive. What is wanted is another instance
of toic dAAoic so used; that usage, if it exists, is unknown to me.
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(On this compare below.) To understand the sentence, construe
as follows: . . . &l ypn [sc. tovg épwuévouc| toic deouévorc udiiota
xapileabai, npoorker kai toic dALoic—etiam ceteris hominibus
praeter To0G EpUEVOVS — . . . TOVG ATOPWTATOVS €L TOIEIV: UEYIGTWYV
yap dmaliayévies Kak@v mAgigTny ydpiv avtoic |[sc. toig dAjoic|
gioovrair. Note that atroic has no reference unless zoic diloic be
both sound and masculine.

The argument—which comes from the oratio erotica which
Plato has fathered on Lysias—is a reductio ad absurdum. The
general thesis of this speech is that a boy should bestow his favors
upon the non-lover rather than the lover. The particular argu-
ment here is: “If a boy should yield to those most in need [i.e.,
to lovers], it follows that it is appropriate for ‘the others’ also to
treat well specifically those who are most at a loss [in any human
sphere]. . ..” The consequences of such a position are then illus-
trated; for instance, consistency would require that one invite to a
private dinner not his friends, but beggars and those in need of
a meal (233DE).

That such is the correct interpretation and that 7oic dAdorc is
sound is proved by the words zoi¢c dAdoic themselves. For it does
not appear to have been remarked that in this speech oi dilor,
‘the others’, is frequently used, almost in a technical sense, in
explicit contrast to épawvtec. The relevant passages are self-evident
and need only be set forth, not interpreted:

(1) Eroruoi eior [sc. of épwvtec] . . . toic dAAloic dreyBavouevor
10i¢ épwuévors yapileabar (231c)

(i1) & uév éx twv épvtwv 1ov Péitiotov aipoio, € 6Alywv dv
oot 1j Exlelic ein el &’ éx twv dlAwv (231D)

(ii1) eixdc 0Tl TOUG UEV EpwvTag, oBTwWC Gv oiouévovg kal bmo
TV dAAwv {niovabar danep abtovg v’ avtwy (231E-2324)
(1v) didmep Kai tag mpog tovg dALov TV Epwuévav auvovaiag
arotpénovov (sc. oi épwvreg | (232c)

(v) totavta yap o épwg émideixkvotar dvotvyobvragc pév, d un
AUTnY T01g dAA0IC apéxel, aviapad moiel vouilerv (233B)

(vi) 00o€ of dianpalduevor [sc. oi épwvteg] mpog tovg dAAovg
priotiuricoviar (234a)13

I return for a moment to the suggestion that toigc dAddoic in
233D is a neuter = omnino. The reason why zoic diloic is not

13 Note also 252D (from the great myth), npd¢ t¢ 00 épwuévovs Kkai tovg dAAovg duAer
1€ Kai mpoopépetar. We are perhaps justified in regarding this as a mannerism of Plato’s and
one more, albeit minor, argument for the Platonic authorship of the speech attributed to
Lysias.
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found so used (quod sciam) is that in the dative ending -oic neuter
and masculine are not distinguished; the gender is unmarked and
t0ig dAdoic = omnino would be ambiguous.1® Hence the prefer-
ence for ta dAda everywhere in ancient Greek. Consider Phaedrus
234 c: ti go1 gaivetar, & Zdkpateg, 0 AGyog; oy UTEPPLAOS Td TE
dAAa kai toig dvéuacv eipnofai; Here the accusative of respect ta
dAla is used despite the fact that it is collocated with a dative of
respect, toic évéuaav. In other words, Plato himself in this very
dialogue avoids 7oi¢ dAdoic where one might most expect it. There
is no doubt of the soundness of the text; Plato repeats the phrase
verbatim below, 257A. Elsewhere! I have argued for the reality of
the collocation of accusatives and datives of respect in Greek;
Phaedrus 234D and 257A provide the clearest evidence to date for
the existence of the usage in classical prose.16
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14 One might wish to raise the same objection against a masculine toic dAAoig in 233D.
There is far less reason to do so. In the sequence mpoorjxer/dative/infinitive an ancient
Greek was not likely to be confused, given the frequency of the construction npoarixer cum
dat. et infin. Context determined the sense. But even if the passage is felt to be ambiguous,
the fact is that npoorjrer/ masc. dat./inf. is a normal and frequent collocation, whereas toig
dAJoic = omnino is apparently unattested.

15 Greek Textual Criticism (Cambridge [Mass.] 1969) 109-12; CP 75 (1980) 245-46.

16 | am grateful to my students Lorna Holmes and Morgan de Tarr for reading a draft of
this paper and making a number of helpful suggestions.



