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PREFACE

An earlier version of this book was a privately published
doctoral dissertation of the Free University at Amsterdam
(Academische Pers, 1981). At the time, I intended to pro-
duce a less provisional edition of it as soon as possible. My
aim was to give the Clitophon a more secure position within
the development of ancient philosophical protreptic.

However, other duties prevented me from realising this
project. It was not until 1995 that I had the opportunity of
studying protreptic once again (cf. my paper `Protreptic in
ancient theories of philosophical literature'). By then, it
was clear to me that the most I could hope for was an
opportunity for publishing a revised edition of the 1981
thesis.

For this reason, I owe a lasting debt of gratitude to my
friend and colleague, Professor Jaap Mansfeld of the Uni-
versity of Utrecht, who very kindly suggested to the editors
of the series `Cambridge Classical Texts and Commen-
taries' that they should take a revised version of the book
into consideration; likewise to the editors of CCTC for
accepting it. I feel particularly privileged that this is the
®rst commentary on a Platonic text to appear in this dis-
tinguished series.

The board of the Faculty of Letters of the Free Univer-
sity at Amsterdam ®nanced the computerising of the book.
It has been a particular stroke of luck that my pupil, Ms
Josselijn Boessenkool, consented to undertake this labori-
ous task. If it had not been for her unequalled competence
and precision, the publication of this edition would have
taken up much more time and required much more
labour. I am very grateful that the board of the Fondation
Hardt pour l'eÂtude de l'antiquiteÂ classique allowed me a
four-week sojourn in the summer of 1997, which permitted
me to lay a solid foundation to the book as it presently is.
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For the same reason, I thank Professor David Sedley, who
very graciously enabled me to work at the Cambridge
University Library for a couple of days in October 1997.
I have greatly pro®ted from a number of conversations

with Professor Sedley. Professor James Diggle sent me a
number of highly salutary notes, which have stimulated
me to think some of the problems through once again.
My former colleague Dr Pauline Allen corrected the

English of the ®rst version of this book; Professor Sedley
has suggested numerous improvements for this one. I am,
of course, responsible for such blemishes as remain. Dur-
ing the ®nal stages, Pauline Hire, Susan P. Moore, Caro-
line Murray and my colleague Dr J. G. M. van Dijk have
been extremely helpful in drawing my attention to various
mistakes and inconsistencies.
But above all, I am grateful to two scholars of the Free

University. The late G. J. de Vries taught me most of what
little I understand about Plato and Platonic Greek. Profes-
sor D. M. Schenkeveld (emeritus) supervised my thesis,
and if the exposition of my views throughout this book is
even passably understandable, most of the credit should go
to his acute observations, and his constant insistence on his
promovendi making clear what they want to do, why they
want to do it, and how they do it. If this book had not
already been dedicated to the memory of someone else, it
should certainly be dedicated to him. I'm very proud to be
his successor in the chair of Greek in the University which
we have both been honoured to serve for most of our
lives.
The ®rst version of this book appeared under the title A

Commentary on the Platonic Clitophon. As will be clear from
section ii.7.3 of the Introduction, I no longer have any
strong doubts about the authenticity of this work, even
though I still cannot shake o¨ all my misgivings. But I now
feel that the grounds for my doubts are rather weak, and I
have no compunction in presenting this revised version as
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Plato: Clitophon. I am particularly grateful to Professor Sed-
ley, who was instrumental in bringing about this change of
mind. But no matter if this dialogue is authentic or not,
the most important question is its literary and philo-
sophical intention ± while rereading what I wrote seven-
teen years ago, I have felt that my interpretation of it did
not require major changes.
Indeed, when I compare the Urtext of this book with

the vast amount of work on Plato published during the
nineties, I feel sustained by the fact that most of my
conclusions are shared by many excellent Platonists today,
even though only a tiny minority of them have, I suppose,
bothered to read what was after all a minor book on a
minor and suspect dialogue.
My dissertation contained a separate chapter on the

MSS of the Clitophon. I have decided to suppress this ± a
highly condensed version is here presented as `Appendix
ii '. At the time, I did not have photographs of all MSS at
my disposal (see my paper `Supplementary notes'). The
textual tradition of the Clitophon is hardly di¨erent from
that of the Republic, for which we now have the brilliant
monograph of my pupil, Dr G. J. Boter (The Textual Tra-
dition of Plato's Republic). It is very gratifying that my thesis
should have started a spate of fundamental studies on the
MS transmission of Platonic dialogues ± nearly all of these
studies are based on the ®rst version of the present book,
which obviously found its way into most of the major aca-
demic libraries throughout the world. But a rehash of my
work as published in 1981 would be pointless in 1999. I
have, however, made a fresh collation of ADF ± from
photographs, unfortunately, not from these MSS them-
selves. This re-examination has prompted me to change
the apparatus in quite a few places.
A short time ago, the Clitophon was being described as a

`jewel' ± admittedly in my hearing, and by someone who
had read the ®rst version of my commentary. I am just as
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xi



aware as anyone that it is not an un¯awed jewel. Yet I
hope that this book will contribute to its being considered
worthy of being inserted in the crown ± if not, that it will
be taken as a serious and in some aspects unique represen-
tative of fourth-century philosophical literature.

Amsterdam S. R. S.
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INTRODUCTION

I PROLEGOMENA TO THE DIALOGUE

i.1 Introduction

Whereas a commentary on the Clitophon requires no justi®-
cation ± for there is none in either Latin or any of the
three major European languages of our time, its scale as
o¨ered here does call for an excuse. The Clitophon has
often been dubbed a `riddle', and so it is. Its authorship is
dubious ± a decision as to its authenticity would seem to
depend mainly on the interpretation of its meaning. Its
meaning is therefore a problem prior to (and more inter-
esting than) its authorship. In this connection several ques-
tions come to one's mind.

The Clitophon is mainly an attack on Socrates. Is this the
Athenian philosopher who inspired a great number of
thinkers, was ridiculed by Aristophanes and other come-
dians and was eventually put to death, or is he the literary
character who plays the central part in many fourth-
century philosophical texts of a genre called loÂ gov

SwkratikoÂ v from Aristotle onwards?
This Socrates is said to be an expert in what is called

protreÂ pein (I shall translate this throughout the book by
`exhort', for lack of a better equivalent). How does this
statement relate to several works, called ProtreptikoÂ v, by
pupils of the Athenian philosopher, to an interesting pas-
sage of Xenophon's Memorabilia (1.4.1) which is program-
matic for the whole of the rest of that work, and ®nally to
certain passages in Plato where this activity of Socrates' is
described or hinted at? As a corollary, what is the relation
of these passages to Plato's literary production as a whole?

The criticism is uttered by one Clitophon, who we are
told is at the same time rather enthusiastic about the
teaching of Thrasymachus. In Book 1 of Plato's Republic
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this character appears as a companion and defender of
Thrasymachus. To what extent is this signi®cant for the
interpretation of Republic 1 and Clitophon? What further
light is shed on this problem by the similarity of statements
in the Clitophon about the result (e� rgon) of justice to state-
ments about justice in Republic 1?

Clitophon gives an extensive report of his questioning
Socrates' companions and refuting them. What is this
method of interrogation and refutation; how close does it
come to methods observed in other Socratic literature and
what are the implications of the similarity for the intention
and philosophical provenance of our dialogue?

I have tried to answer these questions without any re-
gard to the problem of authorship. Unless I have gravely
deceived myself, it is possible to explain the Clitophon from
the Clitophon itself; such other Socratic texts as I have
deemed pro®table to take into account have been used
either to test the hypotheses formed on the basis of the
Clitophon alone, or, occasionally, to answer questions for
which I found no satisfactory answers in the text of the
dialogue. In general, I do not think that this strictly
`ergocentric' method is imperative in Plato ± on the con-
trary, the written work is called an ei� doÂ twn u� poÂ mnhsiv in
the Phaedrus, so that in genuine dialogues a comparative
method of interpretation seems to be called for. However,
the authenticity of the Clitophon has been doubted by many
eminent scholars from the early nineteenth century on-
wards; I have therefore left aside the attribution of the di-
alogue to Plato, which normally in literary analysis one is
obliged to take into account. It has become a platitude to
say that in cases of disputed authenticity the onus probandi
lies with those who want to dispute it ± in fact, this is far
from being a dogma1 ± but one should not add to the bur-

1 Cf. the remarks in Pseudepigrapha 1 (Entretiens Hardt 18 (1971)), 12 (R.
Syme); 149 (G. J. D. Aalders), where an exception is made for texts

2
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den by forming hypotheses based on related texts trans-
mitted within the same Corpus.

The Introduction and the Commentary together contain
my interpretation of the Clitophon; the questions raised
above will be found treated there. Because I ®nd the ques-
tions di½cult and rather involved, the arguments for my
answers take up a fair amount of space and are scattered
throughout the book. Therefore I shall outline here, with-
out further argument, such sense as I can make of this
dialogue.

The Clitophon is essentially a condemnation not of Soc-
rates, nor of another philosopher, but of a speci®c branch
of Socratic literature, to wit philosophical protreptic in
its pre-Aristotelian, ethical form. The speech put into
Socrates' mouth is a parody2 (as Aspasia's speech in the
Menexenus is generally supposed to be), in which various
motifs of this genre are used; it is a parody of thoughts, not
of one particular writer. The author is careful not to hit at
the core of Socratic philosophy; it is the uselessness of pro-
treptic preaching which is the target, not its ethical values.
The choice of Clitophon, admirer of Thrasymachus, as the
main character suggests how dangerous protreptic can be.

belonging to a genre which as a whole is open to suspicion. If there is
indeed such a genre as the Short Dialogue (section i.4), these remarks
are relevant for the Clitophon. ± K. Dover, Marginal Comment (London
1994), 139 speaks of `the disastrous principle ``presumed genuine until
proved spurious'' ', but gives no arguments for this somewhat extreme
view.

2 I have not tried to de®ne this term. Though I am aware of its de®-
ciencies, I think the following de®nition is satisfactory, and any rate
for Clit.: `Parodie ist Nachahmung mit Polemik gegen den Nach-
geahmten' (R. Neumann, `Zur AÈ sthetik der Parodie', Die Literatur 30
(1927±8) 439±41; for criticism, cf. W. Karrer, Parodie, Travestie, Pastiche
(Munich 1977), 36±41). My use of the term is therefore much more
traditional than that of some recent theoreticians, notably Bakhtin.
Cf. P. Morris (ed.), The Bakhtin Reader (London 1994), 102±22. Bakh-
tin's in¯uence is notable in A. W. Nightingale, Genres in Dialogue. Plato
and the Construct of Philosophy (Cambridge 1995), esp. 6±8; 148±9.

3
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Clitophon's interrogation of Socrates' companions and
± to a lesser extent ± of Socrates himself serves a double
purpose: it proves that mere exhortation towards justice
does not lead to knowledge of justice (various discussions
of justice are taken over from Socratic literature, not ex-
clusively protreptic literature; these borrowings are not
meant to suggest that Socratic theories about justice are
worthless); at the same time it is shown that elenchos, not
exhortation, leads to insight (and thereby to knowledge).

The author's judgement on the respective e¨ectiveness
of exhortation and elenchos is identical to Plato's stand-
point. The use of elenchos in the Clitophon is typically Pla-
tonic. Moreover, the author implies that he assents to an
important aspect of Plato's concept of justice, namely that
the true politician is he who renders his fellow-citizens
more just. In short, the author's intention is to show that
his opinion of Socratic literature conforms in every respect
to the views found in Plato's literary production, which is,
by implication, recommended as a better alternative for
protreptic.

In the Commentary, I have endeavoured not only to
elucidate questions connected with structure, intention,
expression and textual transmission (in so far as these mat-
ters have not been treated systematically in the Introduc-
tion), but also to furnish material for settling the questions
of authorship. I have adduced many parallels for words,
phrases and constructions which in themselves needed no
illustration, in order to show how these idioms relate to the
usage of Plato, to whom the Clitophon is ascribed. As I
found that, on the whole, the language of our dialogue is
very similar to Plato's, I saw no point in increasing the
bulk of annotations by referring (more than occasionally)
to parallels found in the works of other authors of this
period. It goes without saying that apart from the TLG
CD-ROM, Brandwood's Word Index (but also Ast's Lexicon)
has been an invaluable support.

4
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In a limited number of cases, I was unable to refrain
from treating questions of grammar and lexicon on a more
general scale, even though a commentary is not necessarily
the best place for having one's say on such matters.

i.2 Summary and analysis of composition

The nineteenth-century division into chapters (Roman
numerals), which was abandoned in Burnet's edition, has
been reintroduced because on the whole it does justice to
the structure of the Clitophon.

A. PROLOGUE (406a1±407a4)

I. Socrates says someone told him that, in a conversation
with Lysias, Clitophon had criticised Socrates' intellectual
guidance and praised that of Thrasymachus. ± That is not
quite right, Clitophon answers; in part I have indeed not
praised you, but in part I did do so. He o¨ers to expound
his position. ± Socrates gives him the opportunity, hoping
to bene®t from his words.

B. CLITOPHON'S REPORT (407a5±410b3)

(1) clitophon's praise (407a5±408c4)
(a) Introductory words (407a5±b1)
II. Clitophon says that he has been struck whenever Soc-
rates delivered a certain speech like a deus ex machina:
(b) Socrates' protreptic (407b1±408b5)
( ®rst part; 407b1±e2) `Men do not act as they should, be-
cause they focus all their attention on amassing wealth, but
neglect to provide their sons, who will inherit it, with the
knowledge how to use it justly; they do not ®nd them
teachers of justice, if such there be, nor have they taken
care of themselves similarly in the past. They and their
children have followed the traditional curriculum, and

5
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they are none the less vicious in matters of money ± there-
fore present education is to be condemned. Discord in the
world stems from disharmony, not musical but spiritual.
When men say that injustice is the consequence not of bad
education but of a free choice, they contradict themselves,
as they also think that injustice is hateful to the gods. If
man is mastered by his pleasures, he is so involuntarily.
Consequently each individual and each state ought to care
more in this respect than they do now.'
(III. Interrupting his report, Clitophon again states his
admiration, 407e3±4.)
(second part; 407e5±8) `Those who care only for their bodies
and neglect their souls act likewise: they neglect the ruling
part.'
(third part; 407e8±408b5) `What one cannot handle, one
should leave alone, so with the senses and the whole body;
likewise, one who cannot handle his own lyre will not be
able to handle his neighbour's. Finally, one who does not
know how to handle his soul had better leave it alone and
cease to live, or at any rate be a slave and hand over the
rule of his mind to an expert.' These experts are identi®ed
by Socrates with those who have learned politics, which is
identical to judication and justice.
(c) Concluding words (408b5±c4)
IV. Clitophon quite agrees with this and similar speeches
and considers them very suitable for exhortation and very
useful.
(2) clitophon's criticism (408c4±410b3)
(a) Introduction (408c4±409c1)
Therefore he asked those companions whom Socrates es-
teemed most how Socrates' exhortation is to be followed
up, supposing that exhortation itself is not the goal of life.
After Socrates' fashion, he o¨ers an analogy: one who had
exhorted them to the care of the body would reproach
them on the grounds that they care only for agrarian

6
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products instead of the arts which improve the body.
Which art is it that improves the soul?
V. The man who seemed best equipped answered that this
art is none other than justice. Clitophon wished to hear
more than a name. Medicine has a double e¨ect, the pro-
duction of new doctors and health (of which the latter is a
result of the art, not art itself ), and likewise carpentry can
be divided into doctrine and result. Similarly justice will
on one hand produce new just men, on the other it must
have a result of its own. What is the latter?
(b) First de®nition of the result of justice (409c1±
d2)
This pupil answered `the bene®cial', others, `the ®tting',
`the useful', `the pro®table'. Clitophon replies that all
these epithets are also valid for the results of each of the
arts, such as carpentry; but the meaning of these epithets
will be de®ned by the arts in question; let the result of jus-
tice be de®ned similarly.
(c) Second de®nition of the result of justice (409d2±
410a6)
VI. Finally the most elegant answer given was: to e¨ect
friendship in the cities. Friendship was said by this man to
be always a good, so that the friendships of children and
animals (which as a result of a debate he concluded were
more often harmful than bene®cial) had to be excluded: real
friendship was concord. Being asked whether concord was
unanimity in opinion or knowledge he rejected the former,
as being often harmful. At this point those present were able
to accuse him of circular reasoning: medicine, too, is con-
cord in this sense, but unlike the arts, justice has still failed
to grasp the object of its knowledge; its result is yet unclear.
(d) Third de®nition of the result of justice (410a7±
b3)
VII. Then Clitophon asked Socrates himself, who an-
swered that the special result of justice was harming one's

7
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enemies and bene®ting one's friends. Subsequently it
turned out that justice never harms anyone.

C. CLITOPHON'S VERDICT (410b3±e8)

(a) Criticism (410b3±c8)
Having endured this a long time, Clitophon has given up.
He thinks that Socrates is still the best in exhorting others
to justice but either he can do nothing more, like a layman
who can eulogise steersmanship ± this is not Clitophon's
view, but either Socrates does not know what justice is or
he is unwilling to impart his knowledge to Clitophon. That
is why Clitophon visits Thrasymachus and others: he is at
a loss.
(b) Last appeal (410c8±e5)
If Socrates is prepared to stop exhorting him and act just
as if, having exhorted Clitophon to the care of the body,
he were going to explain the nature of the body and the
treatment pertaining to it, then let it happen. Clitophon
agrees that the care of the soul is all-important and says he
has uttered his criticism with this intention. He implores
Socrates to do this so that he can stop partly praising,
partly blaming him.
(c) Summing-up (410e5±8)
Socrates is invaluable for those who have not been ex-
horted; for those who have been, he is almost a stumbling-
block in their attainment of the core of virtue and becom-
ing happy.

For the relation between content (as analysed here) and
form, cf. section i.4.2(5).

Among other attempts3 at schematisation of the structure

3 By far the most satisfactory is that of Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon',
3±5: `Einleitung' (406a±407a). `Hauptteil', divided into `I. Was Klei-
tophon an Sokrates lobenswert ®ndet' (407a±408c); `II. Was Kleito-
phon an Sokrates zu tadeln ®ndet' (408c±410b), `Schluss' (410b±e)).

8
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of the Clitophon, that by Ge¨cken (`RaÈtsel', 436) deserves
closer investigation because of the conclusions he draws
from it. He considers Clitophon's report of Socrates'
speech, which he denies to be ironical (section i.5.3), to
be the prooemium, constructed so as to make Clitophon
appear an equitable critic; the interrogation of Socrates'
pupils is the narrative part, followed by `eine philosophie-
rende EroÈ rterung, die den Satz von der Nichtigkeit der
blossen Protreptik endguÈ ltig beweisen soll' ± I am not
quite sure whether 408d1±6 or 410b6±c2 is meant; ®nally
Socrates is addressed directly for the second time (from
410a7 onwards?), and is now `more than once sharply criti-
cised'. This disposition is said (437) to correspond exactly
to the e� rgon touÄ r� hÂ torov as de®ned by Theodectes of
Phaselis: prooimiaÂ sasqai proÁ v eu� noian, dihghÂ sasqai

proÁ v piqanoÂ thta, pistwÂ sasqai proÁ v peiqwÂ , e� pi-

logiÂ sasqai proÁ v o� rghÁ n h� e� leon.4 The individual traits of
the Clitophon are manifest also in Theodectes. According to
Ge¨cken, the Clitophon is unmistakably an Aristotelising
text, and Theodectes was a friend of Aristotle and was
in¯uenced by him. Finally, the Clitophon is a riddle, and

This schema is taken over by BruÈnnecke (`Kleitophon wider Sokrates',
451±2; cf. Blits, `Socratic teaching'), who besides distinguishes three
protreptic speeches, as Kesters (KeÂrygmes, 39±44) after him. SouilheÂ
(163±4) places a dichotomy at 408e2; the ®rst part is about protreptic,
the second about justice. Kunert (Necessitudo, 4) recognises two parts,
the ®rst dealing with Socrates, the second (from 408b5) with his so-
called pupils. The return to Socrates at 410a7 is explained `non ex
veritatis sed ex artis quasi scaenicae, qua in dialogo opus est, ratio-
nibus' ± this solution (if it deserves the name) is rightly rejected by
Pavlu (5 n. 1).

4 Oratores Attici ii 247 Sauppe; on the problems concerning the versions
and ascription of this fragment, cf. Ge¨cken, `RaÈtsel', 437 n. 1; Ra-
dermacher, Artium scriptores, 203. ± Ge¨cken's analysis of the dialogue
as a judicial accusation was foreshadowed by BruÈnnecke, who makes
Socrates the accuser and Clitophon the defendant in a ®ctitious slan-
der suit (`Kleitophon wider Sokrates', 452±7). This idea was taken
over by Orwin: `we might regard this dialogue as a kind of counter-
Apolog y' (`Case against Socrates', 744). See section ii.3.4 n. 272.
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Theodectes is, in his dramas, fond of riddles. Ge¨cken
concludes (439) that Theodectes (rather than a pupil of his)
is the author of the Clitophon.
Quite apart from the dubious quality of the remaining

arguments, I am unable to make sense of Ge¨cken's anal-
ysis of the Clitophon; if the pattern of rhetorical kathgoriÂ a
is followed at all, I would suggest A as prooemium, B as a
very lengthy narrative, C (a±b) as roughly equivalent to
piÂ stiv and C (c) ± the closing sentence ± as epilogue (sec-
tion i.3.2).

i.3 Is the Clitophon un®nished?

i.3.1 Historical Survey

Socrates' silence after Clitophon's plaidoyer does not seem
to have caused especial surprise in antiquity. One expla-
nation of it is known to us. It is attributed by Proclus to
PtolemaiÄ ov o� PlatwnikoÂ v, who identi®ed the missing
fourth person of the Timaeus (17a1) with Clitophon: touÄ ton
gaÁ r e� n twÄ i o� mwnuÂ mwi dialoÂ gwi mhd' a� pokriÂ sewv h� xiwÄ -

sqai paraÁ SwkraÂ touv.5 This Platonist Ptolemy, who is
mentioned also by Iamblichus,6 again in connection with

5 Procl. in Tim. 7b � 1.20.8±9 Diehl; apparently Clitophon was thought
to have stayed away through pique (slightly di¨erent A.-J. FestugieÁre,
Proclus, Commentaire sur le TimeÂe I (Paris 1966), 48 n. 6). Proclus does not
think much of the identi®cation: toÁ deÁ KleitojwÄ nta [sc. leÂ gein]
pantelwÄ v a� topon´ parhÄ n gaÁ r ou� deÁ thÄ i proteraiÂ ai SwkraÂ touv dih-
goumeÂ nou tiÂ na ei� pen o� KleitojwÄ n (namely in the Republic, 340a3±b8),
ibid. 1.20.18±20 Diehl. An ingenious distortion of Ptolemy's view is
given by Yxem (`UÈ ber Platon's Kleitophon', 13±14): the Republic is in
fact Socrates' answer (on the premise that Ptolemy must have re-
garded the eighth tetralogy as a whole, so that Clitophon was in fact
one of the persons to whom Socrates reported the Republic); e� n twÄ i
o� mwnuÂ mwi dialoÂ gwi ktl. is taken to mean `not at any rate in the Cli-
tophon (but in the Republic)'. This theory is taken over by Susemihl (508).

6 Apud Stob. 1.49.39 � 1.378 W.; cf. FestugieÁre, ReÂveÂlation, iii 218 and
n. 2.

10

INTRODUCTION I.3.1



the Timaeus, has been identi®ed beyond doubt by A. Dihle7
with Ptolemy al-gharib, the biographer and bibliographer
of Aristotle.
There are no ancient readers known to us who ex-

plained the absence of an answer as an indication that the
Clitophon was left un®nished. One reader at any rate says
by implication that it was ®nished, to wit Plutarch, who
was well acquainted with it,8 yet writes about the Critias w� v
gaÁ r h� poÂ liv twÄ n A� qhnaiÂ wn toÁ O� lumpiÂ eion, ou� twv h�

PlaÂ twnov sojiÂ a toÁ n A� tlantikoÁ n e� n polloiÄ v hkaiÁ i
kaloiÄ v moÂ non e� rgon a� teleÁ v e� schken.9
From the sixteenth century onwards, the notion that

Socrates' answer is lacking because the Clitophon is a torso
becomes widespread. As far as I have been able to investi-
gate, the ®rst to propose this theory was Jean de Serres
(in Stephanus' edition); de Serres probably advanced it to
counter the hypothesis found as early as Ficino that the
Clitophon is not authentic.10 An alternative hypothesis ex-
plained Socrates' silence as due to a subsequent curtail-
ment in the transmission: the dialogue was not imperfectus
(de Serres) but mutilatus.11 In the course of the nineteenth
century and at times in ours, some scholars have sought

7 `Der Platoniker Ptolemaios', Hermes 85 (1957) 314±25; PW s.v. Ptol-
emaios 69), 1859±60.

8 He twice paraphrases Clit. 407c6±d2 with express mention of Plato:
439c and 534e. If PeriÁ paiÂ dwn a� gwghÄ v is authentic, the begin-
ning of the protreptic speech (407b1±4) was quoted literally by him
(4e).

9 Sol. 32.2; I see no reason for Madvig's toÁ A� tlantikoÂ n: the Critias is
referred to with its regular sub-title.

10 Cf. P. O. Kristeller, `Marsilio Ficino as a beginning student of Plato',
Scriptorium 20 (1966) 41±54 at 44 n. 12.

11 So A. Boeckh, In Platonis qui vulgo fertur Minoem eiusdemque libros priores
De Legibus (Halis Saxonum 1806), 11 (cf. SouilheÂ, 171 n. 1): Boeckh
does not subscribe to this idea himself; he adduces Ptolemy and Plu-
tarch (cf. supra) as proof that even the most ancient MSS had no
more text than ours have.

11

INTRODUCTION I.3.1



to reconcile themselves to Platonic authorship by having
recourse to the idea of an un®nished sketch, found after
Plato's death among his papers.12 To name just a few:
Boeckh,13 Grote,14 Th. Gomperz,15 A. E. Taylor,16 O.
Wichmann.17
Usually, this theory is connected with the supposition

that the Clitophon was originally intended as a prooe-
mium to the Republic, but that half-way Plato changed
his mind and used the alleged dialogue `Thrasymachus'
instead.18 An interesting alternative was put forward re-
cently by E. de Strycker:19 Plato abandoned the Clitophon
because he had expressed the same ideas better in the
Euthydemus.
As the Clitophon itself gives, in my opinion, enough in-

12 In itself, there is no objection to this possibility: when D. L. says that
according to some the Laws were transcribed by Philip of Opus o� n-
tav e� n khrwÄ i (3.37), hardly anything can be meant but a publication
of a (®nished or nearly ®nished) book found among Plato's `papers' ±
it does not matter whether or not we believe the story, but those who
spread it around obviously did not think it absurd (cf. for the prob-
lem G. MuÈ ller, Studien zu den platonischen Nomoi (Munich 1951), 8±11
and (unduly sceptical) van Groningen, `EKDOSIS', 13). Secondly, the
Critias is not likely to have been published during Plato's life ± an
un®nished Clitophon would provide a parallel for it.

13 Index Lectionum der UniversitaÈt Berlin 1840, 7.
14 Plato, iii 19±26. `The case against Sokrates has been made so strong,

that I doubt whether Plato himself could have answered it to his own
satisfaction' (21).

15 `Platonische AufsaÈ tze, i ', SAWW 114 (1887) 763.
16 Plato 12: either un®nished or spurious.
17 Platon, Ideelle Gesamtdarstellung und Studienwerk (Darmstadt 1966), 150±1.
18 So most scholars quoted in the previous notes; cf. also F. Duemmler,

Zur Composition des platonischen Staates (Basel 1895), 5 n. 1 � Kleine
Schriften (Leipzig 1901), i 232 n. 1: after replacing Clit. by Republic 1,
Plato decided to publish the former as a provoking prelude to the
Republic; K. JoeÈl, `Der loÂ gov SwkratikoÂ v', 64±5; H. Maier, Sokrates,
285±6 n. 2; D. G. Ritchie, Plato (London 1902), 25.

19 De kunst van het gesprek (Antwerpen±Amsterdam 1976), 10; cf. de
Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 133 n. 17.
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dications to decide whether or not it is ®nished, I shall
treat the question without having regard to its authorship.

i.3.2 The problem

The Clitophon as we have it certainly does not give the im-
pression of being an un®nished text. The closing sentence
mhÁ meÁ n gaÁ r protetrammeÂ nwi se a� nqrwÂ pwi w� SwÂ kratev

a� xion ei� nai touÄ pantoÁ v jhÂ sw, protetrammeÂ nwi deÁ scedoÁ n

kaiÁ e� mpoÂ dion touÄ proÁ v teÂ lov a� rethÄ v e� lqoÂ nta eu� daiÂ mona

geneÂ sqai (410e5±8) provides everything we should expect
from it: it recapitulates the appreciation of Socrates' ac-
tivities as expounded by Clitophon in the two major sec-
tions of the dialogue, yet it does so in slightly stronger lan-
guage than Clitophon had used before ± this is to be
expected in a peroration (a� xion . . . touÄ pantoÂ v; scedoÁ n
kaiÁ e� mpoÂ dion); it ends up in a beautiful climax in the last
clause touÄ proÁ v teÂ lov a� rethÄ v e� lqoÂ nta eu� daiÂ mona ge-

neÂ sqai, in which the key-word eu� daiÂ mona comes as a sort
of shock: although in fact the whole dialogue had been
concerned with the way one achieves happiness, the word-
group eu� daiÂ mwn, -moniÂ a etc. was not used before (cf. also
Comm. ad loc.); there is besides a clear, though seemingly
artless, antithetical structure. Apart from that, the last
sentence is tied up inextricably with the last but one (cf.
Comm. on 410e5 gaÂ r), in which the prologue is repeated
almost word for word (406a2±3 o� ti LusiÂ ai dialegoÂ menov

taÁ v meÁ n metaÁ SwkraÂ touv diatribaÁ v yeÂ goi . . . a6±7 taÁ meÁ n

gaÁ r e� gwge ou� k e� phÂ inoun se, taÁ deÁ kaiÁ e� phÂ inoun ± 410e4±
5 i� na mhÁ kaqaÂ per nuÄ n taÁ meÁ n e� painwÄ se proÁ v LusiÂ an . . .

taÁ deÂ ti kaiÁ yeÂ gw). The end of the text clearly looks back
to the beginning.20
Besides, even if one does not accept Ge¨cken's analysis

20 Pavlu, `Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 5; Ge¨cken, `RaÈtsel', 430 n. 1.
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of the Clitophon as a rhetorical kathgoriÂ a in all details
(section i.2), its disposition (exordium ± narrative ± accu-
sation proper ± epilogue), in which the introductory con-
versation corresponds, in my opinion, to the exordium of a
judicial speech, shows a reasonable similarity to the pat-
tern of a normal law-court accusation; consequently this
disposition indicates a ®nished whole.

Now, these considerations in themselves do not disprove
the possibility that something like a speech for the defence
was originally intended by the author,21 for even if Clito-
phon's accusation was intended to be answered, we should
still expect it to be framed in the way it is and to end the
way it does.

Therefore, we shall do better to start with hypothetical
questions. If an answer by Socrates was intended, how was
it prepared for ± if at all ± in the text of the dialogue that
was actually written down? How would the ®gure of Soc-
rates in such an answer correspond to the characterisation
in the text? What would Socrates have been able to say in
order either to deny the charge or to accept and explain
it? These are questions which cannot be answered without
giving at the same time an interpretation of the Clitophon.
On the other hand such an interpretation is possible only

21 This point is overlooked by BruÈnnecke (`Kleitophon wider Sokrates',
453), the only scholar who has adduced fundamental arguments
against the torso theory (Roochnik, `Riddle', 135±6 argues against
individual hypotheses based on the assumption). ± We may safely
discount the possibility of mutilation of the text posterior to its pub-
lication in a more complete form (section i.3.1) even if Boeckh's ar-
gument (n. 5 to that section) does not hold water. If the mutilation
was mechanical, the chances of its occurring right at the place where
Clitophon's requisitoire ends are in®nitesimal; if it was intended, we
have to imagine a fanatically anti-Socratic reader cutting away, say,
half of his copy of the Clitophon so as to provide it with an anti-
Socratic tenor. Furthermore, we have to assume that it was precisely
this copy or one of its descendants which eventually found its way
into the Corpus Platonicum, unchecked against other copies. I shall
not waste more words on the possibility.
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if we are certain that the text as it stands responds to the
author's intention. In answering them we are entering a
special case of the hermeneutic circle.

(1) Socrates' reaction to Clitophon's opinion of him is
foreshadowed in what he says after Clitophon has o¨ered
to give a detailed account of what he had praised and
criticised in Socrates' diatribaiÂ : A� ll' ai� scroÁ n mhÁ n souÄ
ge w� jeleiÄ n me proqumoumeÂ nou mhÁ u� pomeÂ nein´ dhÄ lon gaÁ r

w� v gnouÁ v o� phi ceiÂ rwn ei� miÁ kaiÁ beltiÂ wn taÁ meÁ n a� skhÂ sw

kaiÁ diwÂ xomai, taÁ deÁ jeuÂ xomai kataÁ kraÂ tov (407a1±4).
What Socrates says is in e¨ect this: `In o¨ering to report
your praise and blame you have o¨ered to make me a bet-
ter man [w� jeleiÄ n; cf. Comm. ad loc.]. For, of course, if I
have learnt about my better and weaker points, I shall
strengthen the former and abandon the latter.' Socrates
makes two assumptions (cf. section i.5.2), one typical of
him (knowledge of what is good leads automatically to
doing what is good), the other highly ironical: Clitophon's
praise and blame (ou� k e� phÂ ioun ± kaiÁ e� phÂ ioun, 406a5) cor-
respond infallibly to Socrates' weaker and stronger points
(ceiÂ rwn ± beltiÂ wn). With this second assumption Socrates
makes it impossible in advance to defend himself: Clito-
phon is the one who knows in what respect his diatribaiÂ

deserve praise and blame, and all that is left to Socrates is
to listen demurely. In this interpretation, Socrates has no
option but to remain silent: he has ± ironically ± placed
Clitophon above himself (as he does with Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus, Euthyphron, Hippias etc.) and he cannot
break the irony (he never does).22

22 Irony is mainly or exclusively a trait of Plato's Socrates (cf. W. Boder,
Die sokratische Ironie in den platonischen FruÈhdialogen (Amsterdam 1973),
23±5) and our author at any rate handles the dialogue in Plato's way
(section ii.4); I therefore feel justi®ed in making this general observa-
tion, based on undoubtedly authentic dialogues, even if the author-
ship of this dialogue is dubious.
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Some other features of the text reinforce what may be
concluded from the sentence 407a1±4. Clitophon's praise
of the protreptic speech is unmistakably ironic (407a6
pollaÂ kiv e� xeplhttoÂ mhn a� kouÂ wn; 408b6±7 loÂ goiv . . .

pampoÂ lloiv kaiÁ pagkaÂ lwv legomeÂ noiv; section i.5.3). It is
hard to see why the author should have worked in the
irony if he intended to make Socrates wash himself clean
of the allegations.

In the summing-up and the epilogue Clitophon makes a
`last appeal' to Socrates to start telling him all about the
care of the soul, despite the dilemma stated previously by
him h� ou� k ei� deÂ nai se h� ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n

(410c5±6). The sentence e� peiÁ ei� g' e� qeÂ leiv suÁ touÂ twn meÁ n

h� dh pauÂ sasqai proÁ v e� meÁ twÄ n loÂ gwn twÄ n protreptikwÄ n,

oi� on deÂ . . . kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÁ tau� toÁ n gigneÂ sqw (410c8±d5) and
the clause kaiÂ sou deoÂ menov leÂ gw mhdamwÄ v a� llwv poieiÄ n

(e3) seem to me to indicate that Clitophon is not quite
serious in stating the dilemma ± he may just have used it to
incite Socrates to stop exhorting him and others and get
down to business. It is, however, obvious that if Socrates
did get down to business, Clitophon's attack would have
been implicitly justi®ed; so curiously enough these words,
which on the surface seem to point towards an answer, in
fact preclude such an answer.

(2) With these remarks we have already approached the
second question, namely how an answer by Socrates would
square with the character of Socrates as outlined in the
text. There are in fact two quite di¨erent characters
parading under that name (section i.5.2). The ®rst is the
Socrates sketched by the author in the opening conversa-
tion: formal in his ®rst, ironical in his second r� hÄ siv. The
second is Socrates the preacher, depicted by Clitophon,
who moreover states expressly that Socrates had uttered a
statement about justice which on closer examination had
proved untenable (410a8±b3). These two characters can
coexist within the framework of one dialogue so long as
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they remain on separate levels (see section i.5.1), but they
cannot occur at the same level without either of them
proving false. Such a confrontation would be bound to
take place if Socrates were to answer the charge. This
answer would belong to the direct dialogue, so it would be
up to the ironical Socrates of the prologue, who forgoes
any claim to knowledge, to defend the exhorter,23 who has
made a false statement about justice, and who has there-
fore made himself guilty of what is elsewhere called e� po-

neiÂ distov a� maqiÂ a (Apolog y 29b1±2). I doubt if even a
clumsy writer would fail to realise the impossibility of this
task.

(3) As to the content of such a defence, an ironical
Socrates who admits to knowing nothing and goes on to
explain his way of philosophising (like the one in the
Theaetetus) would clash with the one who humbly places
himself under Clitophon's guidance, even if it were possi-
ble for him to explain away the de®ciencies of the pomp-
ous preacher who is lacking in knowledge. True, Clito-
phon leaves open the possibility that Socrates, though
admittedly a good exhorter, does not possess knowledge of
the subject towards which his exhortations are directed:
nomiÂ sav se toÁ meÁ n protreÂ pein ei� v a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian kaÂ l-

list' a� nqrwÂ pwn draÄ n, duoiÄ n deÁ qaÂ teron, h� tosouÄ ton

moÂ non duÂ nasqai, makroÂ teron deÁ ou� deÂ n (410b4±7) . . . h� ou� k
ei� deÂ nai se h� ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n (c5±6). This
may have been intended as an opening for a defence.
What bene®cial function could have been attributed to an
exhorter without knowledge? Plato's Apolog y provides the
answer: there Socrates repeatedly testi®es to his lack of
knowledge and rather suddenly appears as an exhorter
(29d4±e3). But this time the exhortation is inseparably tied

23 When BruÈnnecke says (`Kleitophon wider Sokrates', 456) that the
Socrates of this dialogue could only have answered the charge with a
new protreptic, he fails to distinguish between the two levels.
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up with the expulsion of conceit, in other words with elen-
chos (29e3±30a3); section ii.3.3). Could this combination
of absence of knowledge, exhortation and elenchos have
been used in the Clitophon as a defence of Socrates? The
answer is no. Clitophon himself does not possess knowl-
edge and does not pretend to possess it, so elenchos is
pointless in this case. What is more, there is elenchos in
the Clitophon, but it is directed against Socrates and his
companions, and Clitophon is the one who uses it (section
ii.4).

There is only one answer left to Socrates once Clitophon
has ®nished: an admission of guilt and a promise to mend
his ways accordingly. But as this promise has already been
made (taÁ meÁ n a� skhÂ sw kaiÁ diwÂ xomai, taÁ deÁ jeuÂ xomai kataÁ

kraÂ tov 407a3±4), Socrates had to remain silent: any an-
swer would have been trivial. Socrates' silence is not a sign
of superiority (cf. Ptolemy, section i.3.1) or of a fundamen-
tal di¨erence between him and Clitophon, which makes
discussion impossible (so Roochnik, `Riddle', 140±3) ± he
has been beaten at his own game. The structure of the
Clitophon was therefore intended from the beginning.

i.4 The Clitophon as a Short Dialogue

i.4.1 The question of genre

One of the ®rst things that strike the reader of the Clito-
phon is that it is so short. While this has some obvious ad-
vantages for the commentator, it also presents him with
the problem of generic di¨erence. If we take the epic
genre as an analogon, we observe that in the course of
Greek literature a subdivision develops for which bulk is
the criterion. The most plausible hypothesis about the
length of the oral epic before Homer's time is that it did
not last much longer than the average listener could toler-

18

INTRODUCTION I.4.1



ate;24 maybe the poems of Hesiod and the data about the
number of books of various epics of the Cycle give us an
idea. If this is right, the Iliad and Odyssey were considerably
longer than previous epics used to be. At this point a deci-
sion must be made: is the di¨erence in length an irrelevant
factor or does it go hand in hand with a number of struc-
tural di¨erences, for instance a more complicated plot,
more attention to character, more, lengthier and better-
structured speeches etc.? If the answer is a½rmative and
the di¨erences are signi®cant, it is useful to assign the new
lengthy epics to a special sub-genre, which is now well-
known under the name of Monumental Epic. One of the
most important criteria is the possibility of compression.
We are told that long South Slavic epics can be com-
pressed into one-sixth of their actual length without great
damage;25 the Homeric epics cannot. Therefore the latter
are monumental, the former are just long.

A similar case can be made for Republic and Laws as
Monumental Dialogues rather than abnormally long dia-
logues. Perhaps also the un®nished trilogies Sophist ± Polit-
icus ± `Philosophus' and Timaeus ± Critias ± `Hermogenes' might
be fruitfully analysed as belonging to this sub-genre.26 It is
not the place here to enter into details.27

24 This may have ¯uctuated considerably according to the occasion, the
composition of the audience and, of course, the quality of the singer.
Cf. A. B. Lord, The Singer of Tales (Cambridge (Mass.) 1960), 14±17,
on the South Slavic parallels.

25 D. Wender, `Homer, Avdo MededovicÂ, and the elephant's child',
AJPh 98 (1977) 327±47 at 339.

26 This is true a fortiori if M. W. Haslam is right in claiming that Sophist
and Politicus, and Timaeus and Critias, are single dialogues that were
split up in the course of the transmission of Plato, `A note on Plato's
un®nished dialogues', AJPh 97 (1976) 336±9.

27 Among the most prominent features of the monumental dialogue
would be: full treatment of the subjects encountered and related
ones, even when this would appear unnecessary ± e.g. the proof of
immortality in Republic 10: mention of immortality is of central im-
portance to the Republic (it is the precondition of one of the rewards
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As a counterpart of the Monumental Epic we are con-
fronted with the Epyllion. It is not easy to ®nd the com-
mon denominator for the various representatives of this
sub-group (most of them are partly or wholly unknown to
us), the more so because we shall be tempted to introduce
as typical features of the Epyllion what are in fact general
characteristics of Hellenistic narrative poetry. Fortunately,
there is no need to pursue the matter further, but for one
aspect. The Epyllion is often considered an invention of
Hellenistic poets, and the creation of the sub-genre typical
of that era. There is no compelling reason for thinking
so.28 In fact, the Hesiodic collection of H� oiÄ ai is little else
than a string of epyllia, the Aspis belongs here, and some
Homeric Hymns are closely related (one may also think of
narrative choral songs like Bacchylides 17).
As an analogy to the Epyllion, Carl Werner MuÈ ller has

of justice), but a proof is super¯uous after what had been said earlier
about the theory of forms; frequent digression within the discussion,
after which the main line of thought is resumed; virtual absence of
arguments ad hominem; virtual absence of those short-cuts which are
created by making a partner willingly grant a highly debatable point;
virtual absence of elenchos as puri®cation, cf. section ii.3.1 (even in
the case of Thrasymachus); absence of concentric reasoning (section
ii.5.1); frequent deliberations about questions of method; frequent
re¯ections about the results that have been achieved so far. Most of
these features are closely connected which each other; some of them
will be typical of other dialogues as well ± especially Phlb.

28 I agree with M. L. West (`Erinna', ZPE 25 (1977) 95±119, esp. 116±19)
that Erinna, whose H� lakaÂ th belongs to the sub-genre, is certainly
not an `unsophisticated teenage girl'; I disagree when he thinks it
necessary to assume that `Erinna' was really a pseudonym of a ma-
ture poet, though I can see his point and he has an unknown ancient
authority (cf. Ath. 283d) behind him; but when he brings down the
¯oruit of Olymp. 107 (352±48 bce) which we have on the authority of
Origenes (� Hieronymus and Syncellus) to `the end of the fourth
century or very early in the third' he is biased; besides, Erinna was
imitated by Anyte and Nossis (West, 114 and n. 36) and commemo-
rated by Asclepiades (xxviii G.±P.) ± all of whom belong to the late
fourth or early third centuries.
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introduced the notion of Kurzdialog.29 As a criterion of
length he uses the Spuria transmitted under Plato's name
minus Axiochus and Eryxias (but including the Alcyon); this
leads to an upper limit of 6, a lower limit of 1� pages
OCT (320 n. 4).30 He gives good reasons for thinking that
25 short dialogues were attributed to Aristippus (320±1
n. 5): Diogenes Laertius 3.83±4 (SSR iv a 144) TouÄ dhÁ

KurhnaiÈ kouÄ jilosoÂ jou jeÂ retai bibliÂ a triÂ a meÁ n i� storiÂ av

. . . e� n deÁ e� n w� i diaÂ logoi peÂ nte kaiÁ ei� kosin, oi� de . . . [there
follow 23, not 25, titles]. E� nioi deÁ kaiÁ diatribwÄ n au� toÂ n

jasin e� x gegrajeÂ nai, oi� d' ou� d' o� lwv graÂ yai (there fol-
lows a whole di¨erent list). The best explanation seems to
be to assume that two titles have been lost, that diaÂ logoi
is used in a very loose sense (among the titles are ProÁ v

touÁ v e� pitimwÄ ntav o� ti keÂ kthtai oi� non palaioÁ n kaiÁ

e� taiÂ rav and E� pistolhÁ proÁ v A� rhÂ thn thÁ n qugateÂ ra31)
and that all titles refer to very short pieces.32 Some authors
in antiquity thought Aristippus' philosophical productions
were con®ned to these pieces and to six books of dia-
tribes.33 It is of course preferable to suppose that Dio-
genes' list is a sort of contamination of the one volume
with its 25 short dialogues with a subsequent list of other

29 I shall translate it for the moment as `short dialogue' until the ques-
tion whether this is a separate literary genre is treated; as a genre it
will be referred to as `Short Dialogue'. ± J. Bompaire (Lucien eÂcrivain
(Paris 1958), 562±85 and passim) uses the word `petit dialogue' to
refer to the various collections of DiaÂ logoi (nekrikoiÂ , e� tairikoiÂ etc.)
but denies the existence of a direct link between these and the Soc-
ratic dialogue (312).

30 But cf. section i.4.2(7).
31 Cf. Ep.Socr. 27 KoÈhler and E. Mannebach, Aristippi et Cyrenaicorum

fragmenta (Leiden 1961), 81.
32 An average of 3� pages OCT according to MuÈ ller's reckoning

(Kurzdialoge, 321 n. 2). Mannebach is aware of the problem, cf. 79 n. 1.
33 These are also mentioned in the second list given by D. L. (2.85, SSR

iv a 144) as well as by Theopompus (FGrHist 115 f 259 � Aristipp. fr.
122 M., SSR iv a 146).
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philosophical works.34 We must conclude that there was a
collection of 25 short dialogues (or 23 short pieces, includ-
ing dialogues) attributed to Aristippus, just as there were
similar collections of short dialogues attributed to Crito
(17), Simon (33) (ascribed also to Phaedo and Aeschines of
Sphettos),35 Simmias (23) and probably Glaucon.36

MuÈ ller considers the short dialogue a secondary and
later development of Socratic literature. He adduces two
arguments: All the transmitted Spuria already formed part
of the Corpus Platonicum at the time of the tetralogical
edition (Kurzdialoge, 32±41);37 the author of that edition put

34 On the analogy of D. L. 2.121 (SSR vi b 42) dialoÂ gouv geÂ grajen [sc.
Crito] e� n e� niÁ jeromeÂ nouv bibliÂ wi e� ptakaiÂ deka, touÁ v u� pogegram-
meÂ nouv (there follow 17 titles), cf. 2.122 (SSR vi b 87; Simon); 124 (SSR
vi b 63; Glaucon); ibid. (Simmias), one should rather expect a com-
plete list of 25 titles and suppose that this list got somehow mixed up
with a list of works of greater bulk. This would do more justice to
Diogenes' actual words.

35 D. L. 2.122 (SSR vi b 87) skutikouÁ v au� touÄ [sc. Simon] touÁ v dia-
loÂ gouv kalouÄ sin; id. 2.105 (SSR iii a 8) dialoÂ gouv deÁ suneÂ graye [sc.
Phaedo] gnhsiÂ ouv meÁ n [2 titles] kaiÁ distazoÂ menon [several titles and
alternative ascriptions] skutikouÁ v loÂ gouv´ kaiÁ touÂ touv tineÁ v Ai� sciÂ -
nou jasiÂ n.

36 D. L. 2.124 (SSR vi b 63) GlauÂ kwn A� qhnaiÄ ov´ kaiÁ touÂ tou jeÂ rontai
e� n e� niÁ diaÂ logoi e� nneÂ a [not short ones, apparently] . . . jeÂ rontai kaiÁ
a� lloi duÂ o kaiÁ triaÂ konta, oi� noqeuÂ ontai (presumably, though not
necessarily, in one volume and therefore short dialogues).

37 The idea that a tetralogical list presupposes an edition ordered that
way, though obviously false, seems to be ineradicable ± it lies at the
bottom, among other things, of H. Tarrant's totally misguided views
of Thrasyllus as an editor of Plato (Thrasyllan Platonism (Ithaca±
London 1993)). J. Mansfeld, Prolegomena. Questions to be Settled Before the
Study of an Author, or a Text (Leiden 1994), 59±60; 199 is, to my mind,
no doubt right in supposing that Thrasyllus wrote an introduction to
Plato, for which, following Usener, he conjectures the title taÁ proÁ
thÄ v a� nagnwÂ sewv twÄ n PlaÂ twnov dogmaÂ twn (98). As Thrasyllus must
have written a book on Plato in any case (which we know because D.
L. quotes from it), the hypothesis that he also produced an edition of
Plato is uneconomical. The earliest testimony for the tetralogical list
is probably Varro, L.L. 7.37 (43 bce; pace Tarrant, 75±6); the earliest
indication of a tetralogical edition is Hippol. 1.19.21, who quotes Clit.
407d4±8 with the words kaiÁ leÂ xiv touÂ tou [that evil actions are in-
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the o� mologoumeÂ nwv noqeuoÂ menoi in an Appendix and (since
®ve out of seven dialogues in the Spuria are short dia-
logues) indicated thereby that short dialogues were not
considered Platonic (42±4). The Clitophon, which is cer-
tainly a short dialogue (6 pages OCT), is only an apparent
exception: it was assigned a place within the eighth tetral-
ogy before the Republic because of its subject-matter. The
basic premise of this argument is improbable (especially
for the Alcyon) and not subject to proof;38 if the short dia-
logues were indeed rejected because of their length, this
proves at most that the author of the tetralogical list did
not consider them Platonic, but his opinion is not proof;
the argument about the Clitophon is special pleading. See
section i.4.2(7).

Secondly, MuÈ ller argues (Kurzdialoge, 321±2), since one
group of short dialogues, the skutikoiÁ diaÂ logoi, was as-
cribed to Simon the Cobbler, who was a mere literary
®gure, they cannot have been earlier than Simon's ®rst
appearance in Socratic literature, which is in Phaedo's di-
alogue Simon. By the same token, the short dialogues as-
cribed to Crito, Glaucon and Simmias are adespota which
were provided with authors who likewise are well-known
®gures from Socratic dialogues (though this time they are
also undoubtedly historical persons, one of whom ± Sim-
mias ± is even credited with two epigrams on Sophocles
and perhaps one on Plato).39 It is not clear what MuÈ ller
thinks of the authorship of Aristippus' collection.

voluntary] e� mjanestaÂ th e� stiÁ n e� n thÄ i PoliteiÂ ai. This is hardly the
purposeful expression of a view that the Clitophon is part of the Re-
public, as Heidel thinks (Pseudo-Platonica, 47 n. 5). It is an interesting
slip, best explained if we think of a complete Plato which contained
both Clitophon and Republic (or part of it). In other words, Hippolytus
or his source consulted an edition of Plato in which the dialogues
were grouped in tetralogical order (cf. Alline, Histoire, 124, where a
similar confusion in Stobaeus is indicated as well).

38 Cf. my review of MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 211±12.
39 AP 7.21; 22; 60.
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We are presented here with a conglomerate of hypoth-
eses started o¨ by Ast and C. F. Hermann, dependent on
the one unprovable supposition that Simon the Cobbler
was not a real historical ®gure.40 We have nowadays
learned to accept what was highly questionable one century
and a half ago, namely that all dramatic ®gures conversing
with Socrates in Plato's works correspond to historical ®g-
ures in Socrates' time41 and there is no reason why other
Socratics should have resorted to imaginary ®gures.

It is another matter whether these collections of short
dialogues really belong to the authors with whom they are
connected. The circumstance that there are three di¨erent
ascriptions for the Cobbler's Dialogues, whereas of the
short dialogues ascribed to Glaucon Diogenes bluntly states
noqeuÂ ontai (2.124), does not inspire con®dence any more
than Sotion's and Panaetius' silence about the volume with
25 dialogues ascribed to Aristippus.

All this, however, is not quite to the point. MuÈ ller is un-
able to prove that short dialogues were not written in the
®rst half of the fourth century. The allegation is obviously
false. For one thing, MuÈ ller himself dates the Pseudo-
Platonic Sisyphus in the ®fties of that century (Kurzdialoge,
94±104). I am inclined to agree with him that Aristotle
knew this dialogue,42 therefore a date later than 350 seems
unlikely. But there is a much more important point. Let us
once again turn to Cobbler's Dialogues. Diogenes has a
remark about their origin which may be illuminating:
2.122 ou� tov [sc. Simon] e� rcomeÂ nou SwkraÂ touv e� piÁ toÁ e� r-

gasthÂ rion kaiÁ dialegomeÂ nou tinaÂ , w� n e� mnhmoÂ neuen u� po-

40 A healthy reaction is displayed by Hirzel, Dialog, i 102±5; Hobein
in his PW articles Simmias (4) and SiÂ mwn (6). Archaeological claims
that Simon's workshop has been identi®ed are discussed by Kahn,
Dialogue, 10 and n. 19.

41 Dodds Grg. 12 and n. 5; the Eleatic visitor is the exception which
proves the rule.

42 Kurzdialoge, 91: EN 1112a21±3 ± Sis. 388e2±389a4; cf. my review, 212.
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shmeiwÂ seiv e� poieiÄ to. This may or may not be ®ction (I
think it is), but it gives at least an indication of how the
skutikoiÁ diaÂ logoi were presented, namely as reports from
memory of what Socrates had allegedly discussed. One is
immediately reminded of Xenophon here, whose major
Socratic writing, though ostensibly a defence of Socrates
against various attacks, nevertheless justly carries the
name A� pomnhmoneuÂ mata. Now Xenophon certainly did
not hear all conversations contained in the Memorabilia
personally, but the ®ction is that he did: 1.4.2 leÂ xw de

prwÄ ton a� pote au� touÄ h� kousa periÁ touÄ daimoniÂ ou dia-

legomeÂ nou proÁ v A� ristoÂ dhmon and passim.43 In antiquity
the conclusion drawn from such introductory formulae was
that Xenophon made notes of real conversations of the
historical Socrates: Diogenes 2.48 kaiÁ tou� nteuÄ qen a� -

kroathÁ v SwkraÂ touv h� n [sc. Xenophon]. kaiÁ prwÄ tov u� po-
shmeiwsaÂ menov taÁ legoÂ mena ei� v a� nqrwÂ pouv h� gagen,

A� pomnhmoneuÂ mata e� pigraÂ yav. These words are strikingly
similar to the statement about Simon. It is not too bold to
suppose that if similar conclusions were drawn the mate-
rial was similar, in other words, that the Cobbler's Dia-
logues and the conversations reported in Xenophon's
Memorabilia (and Symposion) belong to the same group of
literature. The only di¨erence between them is that
whereas the short dialogues `remembered' by Simon bear
separate titles, Xenophon (instead of calling 1.4 PeriÁ qewÄ n,
2.1 PeriÁ e� gkrateiÂ av and so on) arranged them, in the case
of the Memorabilia, within the framework of a larger text
with an apologetic character.44

43 Cf. 1.3.1 touÂ twn dhÁ graÂ yw o� poÂ sa a� n diamnhmoneuÂ sw and Gigon,
Memorabilien I, 94; HGPh, iii 345. That this is indeed ®ction was
proved by H. Maier, Sokrates, 26±31. Cf. Kahn, Dialogue, 29±35; 393±
401.

44 Whether or not the short dialogues ascribed to Crito, Simmias,
Glaucon and Aristippus were of the same type of a� pomnhmoneuÂ mata
we cannot know, but for the ®rst three collections the names of the
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Not only, therefore, were short dialogues written during
the ®rst half of the fourth century, but quite a number of
them have even been preserved, and should be used in
order to decide whether or not the Short Dialogue is in
fact a separate sub-genre of the dialogue, like the Monu-
mental Dialogue.45 It will be understood that a thorough
examination of the material, which alone will enable us to
reach such a decision, falls outside the scope of this book.
As a deuÂ terov plouÄ v, I shall collect in the next section such
general features of the short Platonic Spuria and Xen-
ophon's Socratic conversations as have been observed by
other scholars,46 and compare them with the Clitophon. If
there is consistency, the case for the Short Dialogue as a
literary genre will have been settled provisionally.

i.4.2 Short dialogues and the Clitophon

(1) Short dialogues are almost exclusively47 duologues; one
of the partners is Socrates,48 the other is sometimes anon-
ymous,49 but usually his name is given so that he is identi-
®able for the contemporary reader, if not always for us.
More data about Socrates' partner are only provided

authors certainly suggest it; one may even go further and draw a di-
rect line from Xenophon's ®ctive presence via Aristotle's dialogues to
Cicero, as is done tentatively by Gigon, Memorabilien I, 94.

45 MuÈ ller's attitude is ambiguous: `In der Tat kann von einem Genos
des Kurzdialogs hoÈchtens per analogiam die Rede sein' (Kurzdialoge,
320).

46 In the main, MuÈ ller and Gigon. I have stressed elsewhere ± review
of MuÈ ller, 211 ± the insu½ciency of MuÈ ller's treatment of the short
Platonic Spuria in this respect; I must add here that a typology of
Xenophon's Socratic conversations is an urgent desideratum.

47 In X. Mem. a silent third is sometimes present (e.g. 1.3.8±13; cf.
1.2.30); X. Smp. is in this respect as anomalous as Plato's Smp. Silent
persons are also implied in [Pl.] Sis. and perhaps [Pl.] Just.; cf. C. W.
MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 129±30; 130 n. 1.

48 Except in Demod. 2±4 (for the numbering, cf. C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdia-
loge, 107, n. 1; 262¨.). Demod. 1 is no dialogue.

49 In [Pl.] Just.; Virt. (but cf. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 192±3); Demod. 2±4.
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when they are functional. Thus in the Sisyphus we learn
that Sisyphus is a suÂ mboulov of the archons of Pharsalos
(387b7±c3), because the author needed a starting-point for
the discussion on (eu� ) bouleuÂ esqai. The Clitophon con-
forms. Clitophon is called `son of Aristonymus' in order
that we may identify him, but the rest of his curriculum vitae
is passed over ± even his age is not hinted at (section i.5.3
n. 3), except for the fact that he is apparently not too old
for Socrates' and Thrasymachus' sunousiÂ a.

C. W. MuÈ ller explains this feature, which seems only a
natural one in short dialogues, as a conscious device to
provoke `Selbstidenti®kation' of the reader with Socrates'
partner, and to make him concentrate on the subject-
matter. This, he argues, is easier `wenn er Alkibiades
heisst'.50 Though we must all confess to a complete igno-
rance about the contemporary reader's reception, his ex-
planation does not look very probable. My personal feeling
is that `Selbstidenti®kation' will have been mainly the e¨ect
of the questions asked of Socrates' partner, no matter how
anonymous he was.

(2) Apart from the scarcity of `external' data about the
characters in short dialogues, there is usually little or no
characterisation, whether in actual utterances or in stylistic
markers. (Of course, when Xenophon ascribes to Socrates'
interlocutors certain qualities of character which are the
topics of the ensuing conversations ± for instance Aris-
tippus' a� kraÂ teia in 2.1 ± this cannot count as character-
isation.) In this respect, the Clitophon is apparently di¨erent
inasmuch as there certainly is some degree of character-
isation, especially in the prooemium (sections i.5.2; i.5.3).
On the other hand, this characterisation plays a very im-
portant part in the author's message, whereas in longer

50 Kurzdialoge, 323; cf. especially n. 1, where it is suggested that the
`kleinbuÈ rgerliche Milieu' of the Cobbler's Dialogues has a similar
e¨ect.
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dialogues personal features are usually much less impor-
tant for the interpretation of the dialogue. Within the area
of short dialogues the Clitophon is (in this respect) the ex-
ception which proves the rule.

(3) Parallel to this lack of individualisation there is nor-
mally a virtual absence of situational context, of `scenic
background'.51 Inasmuch as the short dialogue is at the
same time a `dramatic' (two-level) dialogue (section i.5.1),
this is quite normal: among longer dramatic dialogues
Phaedrus and Laws are the only ones to have any scenic
background to speak of.52 The only situational information
in the Clitophon is contained in Socrates' opening words ±
these are the point de deÂpart of the conversation; the words
moÂ nw tugcaÂ nomen o� ntev (406a10; cf. Comm.) are necessary
to explain a marker of formal style (section i.5.2). In `indi-
rect' (three-level) short dialogues one would a priori expect
some scenic background, but it is again virtually con®ned
to essential data, usually put together at the beginning of a
conversation, e.g. Lamprocles' un®lial attitude towards
Xanthippe or Pistias' workshop.53 In Clitophon's report
there is no situational context worth mentioning.

Not only are the characters in short dialogues usually
robbed of their individuality, one could say the same of
the conversation. Generally speaking, it is more abstract,
more schematic than in longer dialogues. A number of

51 Cf. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 322; Gigon, Memorabilien I, 94.
52 This may be explained as due to a desire to bring in a situational

context combined with dissatisfaction at the three-level dialogue (cf.
section i.5.1) as expressed in Tht. ± I discount La. because its situa-
tional context is the starting-point for the dialogue. Sis. is the only
dramatic short dialogue which has anything in the way of scenic
background (387b1±5) but it serves as explanation for Sisyphus'
absence, the reason for which is his function of suÂ mboulov explained
above. The Alcyon is too late (cf. my review of MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge,
213) to take into account.

53 X. Mem. 2.2.1 and 3.10.9 respectively; 2.8.1 is rather exceptional. X.
Smp. is again ± cf. n. 47 ± anomalous.
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peculiarities of short dialogues can be brought under this
denominator.

(4) Many short dialogues start immediately (or almost
immediately) with a full statement of the problem; often
the ®nal sentence corresponds to this statement, giving a
comprehensive formulation of the result.54 A comparison
of the Meno (the only longer dialogue which begins imme-
diately with the problem) with PeriÁ a� rethÄ v, which is an
extract of it, is instructive.

Meno (70a1±4): E� ceiv moi ei� peiÄ n w� SwÂ kratev, a� ra didaktoÁ n h�

a� rethÂ ; h� ou� didaktoÁ n a� ll' a� skhtoÂ n; h� ou� te a� skhtoÁ n ou� te

maqhtoÂ n, a� llaÁ juÂ sei paragiÂ gnetai toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv h� a� llwi

tiniÁ troÂ pwi;

PeriÁ a� rethÄ v (376a1±2): A� ra didaktoÂ n e� stin h� a� rethÂ ; h� ou�

didaktoÁ n a� llaÁ juÂ sei oi� a� gaqoiÁ giÂ gnontai a� ndrev h� a� llwi tiniÁ

troÂ pwi;

Meno's question is here shorn of its personal traits (and
of the a� skhtoÂ n alternative, which does not come up in the
Meno anyway),55 but apart from that the openings are
closely similar. At the end of PeriÁ a� rethÄ v, however, the
conclusion is summed up: ou� twv e� oiken ou� te didaktoÁ n

ei� nai ou� te juÂ sei a� rethÂ , a� llaÁ qeiÂ ai moiÂ rai paragiÂ gnetai

ktwmeÂ noiv (379d9±10). The Meno ends di¨erently: e� k meÁ n

toiÂ nun touÂ tou touÄ logismouÄ w� MeÂ nwn qeiÂ ai moiÂ rai h� miÄ n

jaiÂ netai paragignomeÂ nh h� a� rethÁ oi� v paragiÂ gnetai

(100b2±4);56 this statement is followed by a proviso that the
result is not de®nitive until it has been established what
exactly a� rethÂ is (this question is not touched in PeriÁ

a� rethÄ v), and the Meno ends with goodbye and a reference
to persuading Anytus.

54 MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 323.
55 Cf. Bluck on 70a2 a� skhtoÂ n; MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 198; section ii.2.3.1.
56 C. W. MuÈ ller (Kurzdialoge, 217) should not have compared Virt.

379d9±10 to Men. 99e4±100a2.
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The di¨erence is clear: whereas Plato is contented with
restating the outcome (qeiÂ ai moiÂ rai ) in itself (not at the
absolute end of the Meno), the anonymous author of PeriÁ

a� rethÄ v ®ts the outcome in with a renewed statement of the
alternatives of the opening question, which terminates the
dialogue.
In Xenophon, the correspondence of opening and end is

usually shifted to the general framework into which the
short dialogues are ®tted, e.g. Memorabilia 1.5 begins Ei� deÁ

dhÁ kaiÁ e� gkraÂ teia kaloÂ n te ka� gaqoÁ n a� ndriÁ kthÄ maÂ e� stin,

e� piskeywÂ meqa ei� ti proubiÂ baze leÂ gwn ei� v tauÂ thn toiaÂ de

(a speech follows). (1.5.6) toiauÄ ta deÁ leÂ gwn e� ti e� gkrateÂ -

steron toiÄ v e� rgoiv h� toiÄ v loÂ goiv e� autoÁ n e� pedeiÂ knuen.57
We have already seen (section i.3.2) that the crucial ele-

ments in the prologue of the Clitophon are repeated in the
last sentence but one. Similarly, the interrogation of Soc-
rates' companions after Clitophon's methodical remarks is
encircled by parallel sentences: 409b8±c1 toÁ d' e� teron, o�

duÂ natai poieiÄ n h� miÄ n e� rgon o� diÂ kaiov, tiÂ touÄ toÂ jamen;

ei� peÂ . 410a4±6 thÁ n deÁ u� poÁ souÄ legomeÂ nhn dikaiosuÂ nhn h�

o� moÂ noian o� poi teiÂ nousaÂ e� stin diapeÂ jeugen, kaiÁ a� dhlon

au� thÄ v o� ti poÂ t' e� stiÁ n toÁ e� rgon. It may be observed that
the conclusion is given in a condensed form; logically
speaking o� moÂ noia alone can be subject of the o� poi clause
whereas the referent of au� thÄ v is dikaiosuÂ nh only; the
condensation has the literary advantage of establishing a
reference to the introductory question.
(5) Not only do beginning and ending correspond in

short dialogues, also half-way one often ®nds markers of
transition, new stages in the argument etc., or alternatively

57 The participle leÂ gwn is concomitant (`while he used to say this'), not
causal, so that it is left to the reader to draw the conclusion that he
actually made people self-controlled by his speeches on the subject;
cf. Gigon, Memorabilien I, 150.
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notable absence of such markers, so that a transition is
rendered more obvious by its abruptness. Fluent transi-
tions from one stage of the argument to the next are rare.
This has been noted by C. W. MuÈ ller for the short Spuria
(`Das formale logische GeruÈ st der Argumentation tritt in
vielen Kurzdialogen stark hervor' (Kurzdialoge, 323)) as well
as by O. Gigon for the conversations in the Memorabilia
(`genaue bis uÈberscharfe Disposition'58).
In the Clitophon there are several clear markers of transi-

tion, such as the announcement of the report in A� kouÂ oiv

a� n . . . gaÁ r (407a5; Comm. ad loc.); the interruption in the
report of Socrates' speech (407e3±4) underlines the end of
its ®rst part (section ii.2.2). The sentence 408b5±c4 not
only marks the end of the speech but also terminates Cli-
tophon's praise, as is shown by a comparison with the next
sentence, in which an oblique reference to the Euthydemus
announces disappointment (Comm. on 408c4±7). For the
marking use of irony as framework of the speech, cf. sec-
tion i.5.3. The second and third de®nitions of the e� rgon of
justice are both introduced by clauses containing the par-
ticiple teleutwÄ n, `®nally' (409d2; 410a7).
On the other hand, we ®nd several abrupt transitions,

one even in the middle of a sentence: the third part of
Socrates' speech is marked o¨ from the second only in
that both begin with a distributive temporal clause: kaiÁ

o� poÂ tan au� jhÄ iv (407e5); kaiÁ o� tan leÂ ghiv (e8) ± cf. the use
of teleutwÄ n as a similar marker ± but there is no main
clause to follow either of them (Comm. on 407e5±8). Like-
wise, after Clitophon's methodical distinction between
e� rgon and diÂ dagma and his request to de®ne the latter in
the ®eld of justice, the transition to the answers given to
him (ou� tov meÁ n w� v oi� mai toÁ sumjeÂ ron a� pekriÂ nato ktl.,
409c1±2) probably contains both an anacoluthon (Comm.

58 Memorabilien I, 94; cf. HGPh, iii 342 (on X. Smp.).
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on 409a7 ei� poÂ ntov deÂ mou) and an asyndeton. Finally there
is to my mind some degree of abruptness in the introduc-
tion of the sentence which closes Clitophon's report and
introduces his verdict on Socrates: tauÄ ta deÁ ou� c a� pax

ou� deÁ diÁ v a� llaÁ poluÁ n dhÁ u� pomeiÂ nav croÂ non liparwÄ n

a� peiÂ rhka nomiÂ sav ktl. (410b3±4); the particle deÂ is rather
weak for a major transition. This incongruence of form
and content may be explained by the author's wish to give
a minimum of attention to the ignorance displayed by
Socrates himself (section i.5.3).
There is what may be called a ¯uent transition between

Clitophon's verdict on Socrates and his last appeal to stop
exhorting him and others and get down to business. The
positive side of the balance is stated right away (410b4±6
nomiÂ sav se toÁ meÁ n protreÂ pein ei� v a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian kaÂ l-

list' a� nqrwÂ pwn draÄ n); for the negative side Clitophon
hesitates between inability or unwillingness (b6±c6), which
is why he visits Thrasymachus and others, out of sheer
embarrassment (a� porwÄ n, c8). This last word is explained
by a (causal) e� peiÂ clause which introduces the last appeal.
Only in the ®nal sentence of the dialogue is the balance
struck de®nitively.
(6) One feature which the Clitophon has in common with

the short Platonic Spuria but which is virtually absent from
Xenophon, is what C. W. MuÈ ller calls `die radikale Be-
schneidung der SpontaneitaÈ t des Dialogpartners' (Kurzdia-
loge, 323). In the short Spuria, which are all `direct' dia-
logues, this is contrived by short answers which almost
always conform to the intention of the questions, and if
not, are still so harmless that they do not constitute real
objections.59 In the Clitophon, this phenomenon is paralleled

59 They are throughout in the type of discourse called `Question and
reply' by Thesle¨ (Styles, 35±41; this is the normal form of elenchos
in all Platonic dialogues).
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by the `dummy' status of Socrates' companions in Clito-
phon's report of his interrogating them: the answers are
given in oratio obliqua and there is no sign of anything in
the way of discussion. See further section i.5.3.
(7) I may be permitted to subjoin an observation of my

own. Short dialogues are rarely what Thesle¨ (Styles, 34)
calls `pedimental'. There is no central60 episode which is
stylistically marked o¨ from the neighbouring parts and
which philosophically speaking constitutes the dialogue's
culmination. Such episodes are Diotima's speech in the
Symposium and the Sun±Line±Cave conglomerate in the
Republic.61 There are no such central culminations in the
short Platonic Spuria; nor have I found anything in Xen-
ophon's `short dialogues' which can be regarded as such.
The two central parts of the Clitophon are each trichotom-
ised (section i.2); as a consequence of this structure a cli-
max is absent. The dialogues62 in the Platonic corpus in
which no pedimental structure is found are Crito, Alcibiades

60 Not necessarily (or even normally) precisely in the middle of the text;
cf. Thesle¨, Styles, 167 and n. 2.

61 See further Thesle¨, Styles, 34 and the literature quoted n. 2; his
analyses of various dialogues, 95±158; 167±8. His conclusion is that
among the authentic dialogues (Hp.Ma. is rejected, as it also is by
C. H. Kahn, `The beautiful and the genuine: a discussion of Paul
Woodru¨ 's Plato, Hippias Major', OSAPh 2 (1985) 261±87) Cri. is the
only dialogue without a central culmination. Pedimental structure
sometimes goes hand in hand with a protreptic concluding episode,
e.g. a myth, as in R., Phd., Grg. (Thesle¨, Styles, 168; Gaiser, Protreptik,
187±96). There is such an episode (the `last appeal') towards the end
of Clit. and of many conversations in X. Mem. (e.g. Prodicus' speech,
2.1.21±34). ± Thesle¨ (Styles, 168 n. 1) suggests that Clit. combines
central culmination with protreptic conclusion but I do not perceive
the former.

62 I discount Ap. (which creates a problem for Thesle¨, cf. Styles, 34 n. 3
and 119) for the simple reason that it is not a dialogue and ought not
to be treated like one. The same holds for the Letters, of which only
Ep. 7 has an obviously central episode, namely the philosophical
digression.
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2, Erastai, Theages, Hippias Maior, Clitophon, Minos, PeriÁ di-
kaiÂ ou, PeriÁ a� rethÄ v, Demodocus 2±4. With the exception of
Hippias Maior, these are all relatively short dialogues; none
of them is longer than 15 pages (Stephanus). Short dia-
logues which do have a central culmination of some sort
are Hipparchus, Ion, and Sisyphus. It appears that absence of
pedimental structure is normal in short dialogues; also that
the line which separates authentic works from Dubia and
Spuria cuts across the distinction of short dialogues with
and without pedimental structure.

This last fact is a decisive argument against C. W. MuÈ ller's
theory that Plato could not have written short dialogues
such as the Clitophon.63 It seems certain to me that the
Short Dialogue is a separate genre and that the Clitophon
belongs to it ± the above observations point that way,
although I would have been glad of more factual con-
®rmation regarding point (5). Now, it is structure, not
number of pages, which determines whether or not a par-
ticular dialogue belongs to this genre. To determine the
precise maximum length seems pointless, though obviously
there must be one (it would be absurd to call the Hippias
Maior a Short Dialogue; the absence of pedimental struc-
ture in it must be otherwise explained64). Consequently, if
we can credit Plato with the Crito (which at least by the
criterion of pedimental structure is a Short Dialogue),
there is no reason why we should deny to him such Short
Dialogues as Clitophon, Minos etc. on account of their
shortness, though we may feel compelled to do so on other
grounds.

63 Kurzdialoge, 43±4; 320±1; 324±5. Cf. section i.4.1 and my review, 211±
12.

64 Either as a sign of inauthenticity (cf. n. 61) or as due to a very early
date of origin.
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i.5 The characters of the dialogue

i.5.1 Levels of discourse

If a literary text contains speech,65 there are normally two
levels of discourse.66 First, there is what may be termed the
`lower' level: here the text constitutes the discourse, and
the author and his public are the communicants. Second
comes the `higher' level, where the speech is the discourse,
and the literary ®gures who speak and listen are the com-
municants. The number of levels is augmented if within
the upper-level discourse there is again speech. This is the
case with Plato's indirect dialogues.67 In the Republic for
example, the lower-level discourse is between Plato and his
readers, the ®rst upper-level discourse between Socrates

65 Throughout this section, `speech' is used as a neutral term, denoting
the uttering of words per se. `Discourse' refers to speech as addresses
by one person to another (sometimes I have, for stylistic reasons,
substituted the vaguer term for the more exact one). `Communica-
tion' includes discourse as well as non-linguistic facts and events ac-
companying discourse. `Public' is meant to be understood as what is
normally called the `ideal reader'. In the absence of a full-blown
theoretical model for the interpretation of the Platonic dialogue, I
have devised this framework ± a synthesis of various and not very
modern theories of narrative text stripped of everything but the bar-
est essentials (cf. esp. W. Schmid, Der Textaufbau in den ErzaÈhlungen
Dostoevskys (Munich 1973), 20±30 and the literature quoted there).
This was done mainly in order to give a satisfactory account of the
role of Socrates in the Clitophon ± it will be seen that level-distinction
yields no very impressive results in the case of Clitophon himself. I
have found this model rather satisfactory in studying the introduc-
tory scenes of Smp.

66 Except in the case of various types of monologue.
67 This does not mean that two-level dialogues are necessarily `dra-

matic dialogues'; Socrates' conversations reported by Xenophon are
often two-level dialogues. Plato consciously avoids this type: rather
than reporting in the two-level style, e.g. ``a� llaÁ pariÂ hmi,'' e� jh o�
FaiÄ drov ``a� ll' e� rwÂ ta.'' metaÁ tauÄ ta dhÁ o� SwkraÂ thv e� nqeÂ nde poqeÁ n
h� rxato (cf. Smp. 199c1±2), he uses the complicated four-level
discourse.
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and his unknown listener(s), the second upper-level dis-
course between Socrates and Thrasymachus, Glaucon etc.
At times there is a fourth, even a ®fth, level, for instance
Er's report of his journey to the underworld and the pro-
clamation of Lachesis' projhÂ thv within that report. The
Parmenides has ®ve levels from 127d6 onwards, the Sympo-
sium four from 174a3 onwards.

In the interpretation of literary texts which have more
than one level of discourse, only one vertical link between
levels is admissible: the downward relationship of one level
to the one immediately below.68 In order to determine and
clarify the nature of this relationship the notion of `level-
content' will be used here. All discourse presupposes at
least two communicants, one at least at either `end'. We
do not study their communication adequately by analysing
only what they say; we must also reconstruct the intention
of their words, their reactions, if any, to the communica-
tion (at the lower level this is what is usually called `recep-
tion'),69 whereas descriptions of literary ®gures while in
discourse should be taken into account as well.70 All these
elements, together with the discourse proper, constitute
the content of a given level of discourse.

We can now set up a principle for studying the down-
ward relation: two adjacent levels are linked by the iden-
tity of the level-content of the higher to the discourse of
the lower level. Other vertical relations between adjacent

68 One level may temporarily have zero realisation, as usually in the
second half of the Parmenides. In that case one may say in practice
that there is a downward relation of one level to the second or even
third next.

69 Cf. H. R. Jauss, Literaturgeschichte als Provokation (Frankfurt 1970), esp.
231±51; D. W. Fokkema±E. Kunne-Ibsch, Theories of Literature in the
Twentieth Century (London 1978), 136±64. I am not concerned here
with the diachronic dimension which the term possesses in modern
literary theory.

70 Whether they do or do not belong to the same level as the discourse
itself is debatable but does not need to be discussed here.
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levels are inadmissible and invalid. If an author communi-
cates a text containing discourse, the only link between
the (higher-level) communication within the text and the
(lower-level) communication of author and public is the
fact that (higher-level) textual discourse plus accompany-
ing features together constitute the (lower-level) discourse
of the author, in other words, the text. Assuming partial
vertical relations between elements of the higher-level
and lower-level communications invariably causes a short-
circuit in literary analysis: for example, if a certain passage
from the textual discourse is lifted from its level-content
and related directly to assumed elements of the author's
intention,71 or if one participant in textual discourse is
identi®ed with the author.

As an illustration of this principle, let us consider the
Republic. Here the lower-level discourse (in other words, the
communication of Plato and his readers) is identical to
the content of the ®rst upper level, which consists of Soc-
rates' narrative of the conversation he has had the previous
day plus a few accompanying facts, e.g. that he relates it to
an anonymous audience which he does not apostrophise
and which does not react, that it is Socrates who relates it,
etc. Now, short-circuit is caused e.g. by lifting a certain
passage, say the proof of immortality in Book 10, out of its
context and promoting it to an independent part of the
author's message, in this case to the status of Plato's best
argument on the subject at the time he wrote the Republic,

71 A good case is Aristophanes' hiccups in Smp. Many interpreters con-
nect this directly with an element in Plato's message (e.g. derision of
Aristophanes), whereas the only acceptable method of analysis is to
relate the passages in which the hiccups are mentioned to the whole
of the dialogue ± only then can an acceptable explanation be found
(e.g. along the lines suggested by FriedlaÈnder, Platon, iii 16: `Indem
Platon den Schluckenanfall er®ndet, um den Aristophanes zum
vierten statt zum dritten Redner zu machen, sind wir aufgefordert,
ihn und seine Rede fuÈ r einen Augenblick dort zu denken, wo er sie
eigentlich haÈ tte halten sollen').
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or worse still, by simply identifying the literary character
called Socrates with Plato. There is never a one-to-one re-
lationship between one communicant of the higher-level
discourse and one of the lower-level, even when they bear
the same name or behave in the same way, or when the
lower-level communicant refers to a higher-level commu-
nicant in the ®rst person singular.72

So far we have illustrated the principle of identity of
higher-level content to lower-level discourse and that
of absence of other vertical relations only for the level of
author and public; it also applies to distinct levels within a
text. The content of the second upper level (in the Republic:
Socrates' conversations, his reactions and those of his
partners, the scenic background) is identical to the dis-
course of the ®rst upper level (the report given by Socrates
to his anonymous audience). The Socrates who tells the
story is to be kept strictly apart from the Socrates who ar-
gues with Thrasymachus and projects a city with Glaucon
and Adimantus. It stands to reason that the more impor-
tant the ®rst-upper-level communication of a particular
dialogue, the more imperative it is to distinguish between
communications of the ®rst and second upper levels. (In
the Republic the distinction is therefore relatively trivial,
since there can hardly be said to be communication be-
tween the narrating Socrates and his silent audience.) In

72 A classical case is the `poet's I'. The communication between a poet
and his public consists of a text, a number of concomitant features
(such as a title, an author's indication, a situational context) and
the interpretations, reactions etc. of the audience, if recoverable.
If within the text a person calls himself `I', there is upper-level
discourse. Now this (upper-level) I is part of the level content (i.e.
the text), which is the only thing which the poet is communicating.
The ego and the poet belong to di¨erent levels. Whether or not the
upper-level I is identi®ed with the poet is a problem belonging to the
interpretation(s) by the audience of the poet's intention. This is
not to ignore the problem by splitting up the poet and the I but to
put the poet's I where it belongs: in the (contemporary) reception of
his poetry.
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some dialogues, notably the Euthydemus, failure to distin-
guish between the levels in which a character is introduced
as a participant in discourse can lead to gross errors of in-
terpretation.73 In all dialogues with more than two levels
of discourse, attention should be paid to possible incon-
gruences of homonymous characters in di¨erent levels.

In the Clitophon the second upper level consists of Clito-
phon's description of Socrates' protreptic speech and his
own reactions to it and his questioning of Socrates' com-
panions and of Socrates himself. It runs from 407a5 e� gwÁ

gaÂ r to 410b4 a� peiÂ rhka and is neatly sandwiched between
introductory conversation and Clitophon's summing-up
and last appeal, which (together with the content of the
second upper level) constitute the ®rst upper level.

i.5.2 Socrates

In the Platonic corpus, the necessity to distinguish between
homonymous characters at di¨erent levels of discourse is
probably nowhere more obvious than in the case of the
Socrates ®gures in the Clitophon. As I have indicated above,
these ®gures are characterised quite di¨erently even to the
point of mutual exclusion (section i.3.2(2)). I may add here
that the double character of Socrates is one of the main
arguments for interpreting the Clitophon as a literary rather
than a philosophical `pamphlet', in other words, that the
attack is directed at the literary character, not the histori-
cal person (section i.1), since an attack on the historical
Socrates would have been e¨ective only if Socrates were

73 Such as the one contained in the following statement by O. Apelt:
`Tritt den Sophisten Euthydemus und Dionysodorus gegenuÈber die
Ironie des Sokrates mehr als ein Spiel der Klugheit auf, so zeigt sie
sich von ihrer liebenswuÈ rdigsten Seite gegen seinen Freund und
Gaugenossen Kriton' (Platon Euthydemus (Hamburg 19222), 19; cf. also
21 n. 1. Otherwise Apelt o¨ers a couple of useful remarks on the
functioning of level distinction in Euthd.).
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depicted with at least some consistency. It is in a way
the most important argument inasmuch as it is wholly text-
immanent ± the methodological requirement that the Cli-
tophon should be explained from itself has been satis®ed.

Let us start with the Socrates of the ®rst upper level,
who manifests himself in the opening words, in his willing-
ness to accept Clitophon's spiritual guidance and also in
his silence at the end of Clitophon's speech. Thesle¨ (Styles,
157) says that Socrates `is perhaps deliberately made sti¨
and formal'; for his two r� hÂ seiv this statement is correct.
The opening words (406a1±4) KleitojwÄ nta toÁ n A� ri-

stwnuÂ mou tiv h� miÄ n dihgeiÄ to e� nagcov, o� ti LusiÂ ai dia-

legoÂ menov taÁ v meÁ n metaÁ SwkraÂ touv diatribaÁ v yeÂ goi, thÁ n

QrasumaÂ cou deÁ sunousiÂ an u� perepainoiÄ are unique in the
Corpus Platonicum. Usually the ®rst sentence of a dia-
logue74 contains a vocative form. Exceptions are the Craty-
lus (where the vocative form is postponed for a few lines
only), the Symposium (where Apollodorus' audience is too
unimportant to become individual ± it serves only to com-
ment brie¯y on Apollodorus' character), the Ion (where
toÁ n I� wna caiÂ rein is equivalent to a vocative) and the un-
authentic dialogues Hipparchus, Minos, PeriÁ dikaiÂ ou, PeriÁ

a� rethÄ v, where Socrates starts ®ring questions immedi-
ately.75 The Hippias Maior and the Menexenus begin with
names in the nominative, `sozusagen als halb Abwesender
praÈsentiert'.76 This is half-way between a normal opening
and Socrates' words in our dialogue, which introduce Soc-
rates' partner in the accusative case in a sentence which
provides all the `scenic' background needed (the ambigu-
ous h� miÄ n ± cf. ad loc. ± is made explicit by Clitophon:
moÂ nw tugcaÂ nomen o� ntev 406a10), and which states at the
same time the subject of the dialogue.

74 Excepting three-level dialogues where the audience of a narrator at
the ®rst upper level remains silent: Chrm., Ly., R.

75 Cf. C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 129±30; section i.4.2(1).
76 J. Svennung, Anredeformen (Uppsala 1958), 422.
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The purpose of this singular exordium77 is twofold: it
states the subject-matter of the dialogue right at the be-
ginning (as we have seen, this is normal practice in the
Short Dialogue, section i.4.2(4)) and it gives (as several
scholars note) a highly formal character to Socrates'
words. Quite apart from the indirect address there is the
addition of the father's name, the disjunction of the pro-
leptic accusative and the o� ti clause,78 the use of h� miÄ n for
e� moiÂ and the substitution of metaÁ SwkraÂ touv for met' e� mouÄ .
It appears from Clitophon's answer that he takes Socrates'
formality as dissimulated pique (dhÄ lov ei� memjoÂ menov meÂ n

moi, prospoiouÂ menov deÁ mhdeÁ n jrontiÂ zein 406a8±9). As
Yxem saw (`UÈ ber Platon's Kleitophon', 14), Clitophon re-
torts the formality towards the end of the dialogue: qeÁ v toÁ n
KleitojwÄ nta o� mologouÄ nta (410d5).

I ®nd Socrates' answer to Clitophon's words not so
much formal as (ironically) humble; of course the two are
compatible. A (possibly) formal trait is the fact that its two
main clauses are nominal; the doublet a� skhÂ sw kaiÁ diwÂ xo-

mai is ironically formal and kataÁ kraÂ tov is overt irony;
a� llaÁ . . . mhÂ n is certainly not a very formal idiom (cf. ad
loc.), and the ®rst person plural is abandoned.

The formality of the opening in itself could point to
various states of mind. Clitophon had supposed that they
concealed irritation; we are now invited to take them as

77 The ®rst parallel in Greek literature is Luc. Lexiphanes. This can be
no argument against authenticity (so, among others, Schleiermacher,
453), because there is su½cient justi®cation for the third person
opening from the text itself. ± Pavlu's explanation (`Pseudopl. Klei-
tophon', 7±8: KleitojwÄ nta . . . u� perepaineiÄ is the theme as set by
the teacher; the pupil, obviously being too lazy to frame a beginning
of its own, took it over verbatim) is ingenious but tiv h� miÄ n dihgeiÄ to
e� nagcov is inexplicable on these lines.

78 The order proleptic accusative ± main clause ± subordinate clause is
more typical of the written than of the spoken language, cf. my
analysis in `The birth of a written language: An exercise in the prag-
matics of the Greek sentence', CPh 87 (1992) 95±109, esp. 105±8.
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announcing Socrates' familiar deference towards his al-
leged betters. Synesius is partly right (though I think he
rather missed Socrates' irony) in saying KleitojwÄ n deÁ kaiÁ

e� loidoÂ rhsen au� toÁ n e� n LusiÂ ou touÄ sojistouÄ 79 kaiÁ thÁ n

QrasumaÂ cou sunousiÂ an prou� tiÂ mhse´ SwkraÂ thv deÁ ou� deÁ

proÁ v touÄ to parwÂ xunto, a� llaÁ kaiÁ 80 touÄ to KleitojwÄ n

kakwÄ v oi� etai (Dio 57d±58a � 2.170.12±16 Terzaghi).
A good parallel to these words of Socrates' is his invita-

tion to Euthyphro: PeirwÄ dhÁ kaiÁ suÁ e� meÁ ou� tw didaÂ xai . . .

i� na kaiÁ MelhÂ twi leÂ gwmen mhkeÂ q' h� maÄ v a� dikeiÄ n mhdeÁ a� se-

beiÂ av graÂ jesqai, w� v i� kanwÄ v h� dh paraÁ souÄ memaqhkoÂ tav

taÂ te eu� sebhÄ kaiÁ o� sia kaiÁ taÁ mhÁ (12e1±4). The same two
assumptions which Socrates makes in the Clitophon are
present here: (a) Euthyphro is able to teach Socrates; (b)
having learned what things are eu� sebhÄ , Socrates will no
longer be guilty of a� seÂ beia. Compare the analysis of
407a1±4 in section i.3.2(1). There is a di¨erence in situa-
tion: Euthyphro had been pompous and patronising all
along, and Socrates had used his irony towards him almost
from the beginning (compare the sentence just quoted with
5a3±9). Here Clitophon had said nothing that showed a
pretension that he could make Socrates a better man
(w� jeleiÄ n); therefore the irony is slightly out of tune.81 I
think that the author had, nevertheless, a good reason to
make Socrates ironical: he had to make clear somehow
that Clitophon's attack was not directed at the historical
Socrates, but at a literary character, namely the central
®gure of Socratic protreptic writings. His introduction of
the ironical Socrates, who was typical of Plato (section
i.3.2 n. 22), at the ®rst upper level shows that he was aware

79 In Lysias' house? No. Even the ancients do not always read carefully:
cf. Comm. on 406a2 LusiÂ ai dialegoÂ menov.

80 kaiÂ probably determines the complete sentence: `that is precisely
where Clitophon understands him wrongly' ± the reference is to Clit.
406a8±9 prospoiouÂ menov deÁ mhdeÁ n jrontiÂ zein.

81 Cf. also the more explicit passage Ap. 26a2±8.
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of the existence of another, better, Socrates.82 Within the
limits set by the dialogue as a literary genre, this was the
best he could do.

Clitophon's misunderstanding of Socrates' mood is
functional: it appears at once that Socrates is not irritated,
as he thought him to be; by constructing this mis-
understanding the author draws extra attention towards
the ironical Socrates and in doing so provides an extra key
to the intention of the Clitophon. In its turn, the formality
of Socrates' ®rst words can be better understood now: Cli-
tophon's faulty diagnosis dhÄ lov ei� memjoÂ menov meÂ n moi had
to be based on a opening which admitted of this interpre-
tation but which also left room for the subsequent appear-
ance of the Platonic Socrates.

If this analysis is right, the author constructed the
prooemium very carefully indeed. His choice of the Short
Dialogue certainly did not hamper him in clarifying the
intention of this dialogue through an ably managed, if
sketchy, characterisation.

Socrates' silence at the end of the dialogue has been ex-
plained in another connection (section i.3.2(3)). The conse-
quence of this silence is that the Platonic Socrates of the
®rst upper level is hinted at in the prooemium and van-
ishes from sight after 407a4. As the author wanted to criti-
cise a non-Platonic Socrates by means of Platonic methods
of argument, this was a desirable side-e¨ect. It also means
that the content of the second upper level has virtually
ceased to function as discourse in the ®rst upper level since
one of the two communicants of the ®rst upper level is
fading away into a `dummy' element. After the prooe-
mium, Clitophon's role resembles that of the `poet's I'; his
description of Socrates' speech and his own reactions, and

82 It is immaterial whether or not the author thought that the literary
character Socrates as found in Plato was a true image of the histori-
cal ®gure. Personally I am not even sure Plato thought so.
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of his subsequent questioning, is destined not so much for
the ®rst upper-level Socrates to react on them, as for the
readers of the dialogue to interpret them ± in other words,
after the prooemium Clitophon becomes a narrator similar
to Socrates in, say, the Republic.

On the second upper level, the character called Socrates
remains rather sketchy and abstract (like the ®rst upper-
level namesake) for all the space devoted to him. We learn
that he repeatedly (cf. Comm. on 407a6 pollaÂ kiv) delivers
a certain exhortatory speech, which is quoted in full, as
well as other similar speeches (408b6 e� teÂ roiv toiouÂ toiv);
furthermore, that he gave a de®nition of the result of jus-
tice which proved wrong ± it is hinted that he repeatedly
failed in that way (410b3±4 tauÄ ta deÁ ou� c a� pax ou� deÁ diÁ v

a� llaÁ poluÁ n dhÁ u� pomeiÂ nav croÂ non). Stylistically he is left
uncharacterised, even in the protreptic speech; Thesle¨
(Styles, 157±8) ®nds no trace of `conscious burlesque' in it.
Though the opening words poiÄ jeÂ resqe, w� nqrwpoi; refute
his statement in its absolute form, it is true that there are
hardly any Gorgianisms (no poeticisms after poiÄ jeÂ resqe,
no isocola or rhetorical antitheses), although there cer-
tainly are quite a few rhetorical features in the larger sense
of the word (cf. Comm. on 407b1±e2). But are we justi®ed
in expecting burlesque? Plato's parodies ran always true to
nature (a signal example is, of course, the alleged speech
by Lysias in the Phaedrus) and if, for example, Socrates' ®rst
speech in the Phaedrus is full of burlesque whereas this one
is not, we must recall that the former is a parody of an
epideictic speech, a genre to which protreptic speeches did
not belong (cf. nn. 109 and 111). One must also bear in
mind that the author wishes to point out the danger of
protreptic literature ± a Gorgianic Socrates would lose
contact with reality and would therefore become less
dangerous.

The most un-Platonic feature of this Socrates is not his
exhorting others instead of questioning them ± exhorting
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others is one of the two aspects of Socrates' jilosojeiÄ n
mentioned in the Apolog y (29d5), though Plato rarely de-
picts him doing it (cf. section ii.3.3)83 ± nor this exhortatory
speech in itself (as we shall see, all the elements of the ex-
hortations reported in the Apolog y return in the speech in
the Clitophon, cf. sections ii.2.3.1 and 2): what is really un-
Platonic is his addressing this speech to a crowd. In the
Apolog y, Plato takes care to stress that the exhortations are
directed at individuals (cf. 29d5±6 u� miÄ n parakeleuoÂ menoÂ v

te kaiÁ e� ndeiknuÂ menov o� twi a� n a� eiÁ e� ntugcaÂ nw u� mwÄ n;84 36c5
e� piceirwÄ n e� kaston u� mwÄ n peiÂ qein).85 We do ®nd it occa-
sionally in other Socratic literature: Xenophon reports two
exhortatory speeches addressed to an audience of more
than one person: 1.5 (note w� a� ndrev) and 1.7,86 but even
there, the audience consists of his companions.

83 In principle, one might therefore accept Rutherford's claim (Art of
Plato, 100) that the Socrates of the Clitophon is the Platonic Socrates
throughout. In the Apolog y, the protreptic Socrates is, I suggest, Plato's
comment on the elenctic Socrates (see section ii.3.3), and the same
could be true ± again, in principle ± of the protreptic Socrates in
the Clitophon. But among other things, Rutherford's interpretation
fails to account for the fact that Socrates' exhortatory speeches are
addressed to crowds.

84 The position of te proves that o� twi depends from parakeleuoÂ menov
as well as from e� ndeiknuÂ menov, so that the o� twi clause is a restrictive
apposition to u� miÄ n (cf. Adam ad loc.).

85 Cf. Th. Meyer, Apologie, 102±3 and n. 107; de Strycker±Slings, Apol-
og y, 133; 151.

86 That these speeches are exhortatory appears from their position in
Book 1: at 1.4.1 Xenophon states that Socrates was capable of proa-
gageiÄ n as well as protreÂ yasqai not only through his elenctic ques-
tioning (e� rwtwÄ n h� legcen) but also in view of a� leÂ gwn sunhmeÂ reue
toiÄ v sundiatriÂ bousi. 1.4 and 1.6 are examples of e� legcov as a means
of making better (i.e. proagageiÄ n: cf. 1.4.19 and 1.6.14). 1.5 and 1.7
are examples of speeches addressed to his sunoÂ ntev; cf. 1.5.1 e� pi-
skeywÂ meqa ei� ti prouÂ bibaze leÂ gwn ei� v tauÂ thn toiaÂ de´ w� a� ndrev ktl.;
1.7.1 e� piskeywÂ meqa deÁ ei� kaiÂ a� lazoneiÂ av a� potreÂ pwn touÁ v sunoÂ ntav
a� rethÄ v e� pimeleiÄ sqai proeÂ trepen; 1.7.5 e� moiÁ meÁ n ou� n e� doÂ kei kaiÁ touÄ
a� lazoneuÂ esqai a� potreÂ pein touÁ v sunoÂ ntav toiaÂ de dialegoÂ menov; cf.
Gigon, Memorabilien I, 151. I disagree with the analysis of Gigon
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If my interpretation of the Clitophon as an attack on pro-
treptic writings is correct, this remarkable feature is under-
standable: like Socrates, the written loÂ gov addresses itself
to a crowd consisting both of color che sanno and of those
who have no business with it (o� moiÂ wv paraÁ toiÄ v e� paiË ou-

sin, w� v d' au� twv par' oi� v ou� deÁ n proshÂ kei, Phaedrus 275e1±
2). What at ®rst sight appears to be a gross deviation from
Plato's literary practice, is from this point of view in com-
plete harmony with it (see sections ii.3.5; ii.6).

I do not intend to go beyond Socrates, the literary char-
acter appearing in the works of Plato, Xenophon and
others, to Socrates the historical ®gure, the Athenian phi-
losopher who died 399 bce. The Clitophon is so exclusively
dependent on the former that the interesting question
whether the latter was indeed at times an exhorter towards
virtue87 is irrelevant for its interpretation.

i.5.3 Clitophon

The ®rst upper-level character of this name is more easily
grasped than his opponent Socrates is at this level. When
accosted with what he takes as irritation, Clitophon ex-
plains his position quietly, tells Socrates to his face that his
attitude is taken by him as irritation, and misplaced irrita-
tion at that, and o¨ers to talk the matter out. When Soc-
rates reacts with irony, this young man attacks him imme-
diately with his own weapon (though he is more obviously
ironical than Socrates; see Comm. on 407a6 e� xeplht-

toÂ mhn a� kouÂ wn). That Socrates is treated ironically by one

(Memorabilien I, 121; 151), who takes 1.4±5 as illustrations of `belehren',
1.6±7 as illustrations of elenchos, and with that of Erbse, `Archi-
tektonik', 323±7, who interprets 1.4±2.1 as examples of Socrates'
(protreptic±didactic) leÂ gein throughout. Cf. section ii.1.4.1.

87 So especially H. Maier, Sokrates, 296±305 and passim; on the value of
the Clit. for the historical ®gure 286±7. More recently: R. Cushman,
Therapeia (Chapel Hill 1958), 3±29; L. Rossetti, `QeraÂ peia in the
minor Socratics', QP 3 (1974) 145±57.
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who is obviously younger is pretty unique.88 Irony at the
same time constitutes the framework of the reported
speech.89 The report is announced in 407a5±b1, inter-
rupted in 407e3±4 and terminated in 408b5±c4: the ®rst of
these sentences is full of irony, in the second only a couple
of stylistic markers indicate it (cf. Comm. on 407e4), in the
third, it is clearly present (less so than in the ®rst but de-
cidedly more than in the second sentence; cf. Comm. on
408b5±c4). This ¯uctuation goes parallel with the degree
of burlesque in the speech itself: rather heavy in the ®rst
sentence (poiÄ jeÂ resqe, w� nqrwpoi;) practically absent from
the last sentence of the oratio recta and the ®rst one of the
oratio obliqua; present to some extent in the closing sentence
of the whole speech (cf. Comm. on 408a4±b5).

In the rest of Clitophon's report, I detect irony only in
the introduction of Socrates' companions (408c5±7 twÄ n

h� likiwtwÄ n te kaiÁ sunepiqumhtwÄ n h� e� taiÂ rwn swÄ n h� o� pwv

deiÄ proÁ v seÁ periÁ au� twÄ n toÁ toiouÄ ton o� nomaÂ zein); also in
the case of the two anonymous companions of Socrates
who volunteer an answer to questions of Clitophon: 409a4
o� dhÁ dokwÄ n au� twÄ n e� rrwmeneÂ statov ei� nai and 409d3±4 o� v

dhÁ komyoÂ tata e� doxen ei� peiÄ n (cf. ad loc.). There is no irony
elsewhere in the report (with the possible exception of
410b5 kaÂ llist' a� nqrwÂ pwn). The summing-up and last
appeal are in deadly earnest.

The consistency of this character (an unabashed young90

88 Cf. Steinhart (51); Bertini (457±8), who wrongly consider this a mark
of inauthenticity.

89 This belongs to the second upper level, but I treat it here because (a)
it would be pedantic to sever Clitophon's reported (second upper-
level) reaction to Socrates from his (®rst upper-level) reaction in
direct speech, (b) the role of irony at both levels for both characters is
crucial for the interpretation, (c) some of Clitophon's statements in
the report do belong to the ®rst upper level, cf. 407e4; 408c1±4.

90 The epithet is more or less traditional; I use it because a young man
would be more interested in the relative values of sunousiÂ ai of Soc-
rates and Thrasymachus than an older one, and also because in the
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man, who, when struck, hits back hard) is the more amaz-
ing since it is fully conditioned by the development of
Socrates' character at this level as set out in the previous
section. Some scholars draw a parallel between Clito-
phon's behaviour here and that of Thrasymachus in Re-
public 1. If this is meant to imply that Clitophon's audacity
is due to the in¯uence of Thrasymachus, the proposition is
of a doubtful value (literary characters have no existence
outside a literary text). Though one should read po-

reuÂ omai and not poreuÂ somai at 410c7 (cf. ad loc.), which
means that Clitophon is at the moment a pupil or visitor
of Thrasymachus, the words kaiÁ a� llose suggest that he is
not going to be an orthodox disciple.91 BruÈnnecke (`Klei-
tophon wider Sokrates', 463 n. 38) asks: `Liegt nicht in
dem ``kaiÁ '' usw. schon der Nebengedanke ``Thrasymma-
chos [sic] ist moÈglicherweise unfaÈhig''? Erscheint nicht
damit der Ausblick auf etwas HoÈheres, auf die Akademie?'
The answer to the ®rst question is a½rmative (despite
SouilheÂ's scepticism, 180 n. 3). If one assumes ± reasons for
which shall be given below and in section ii.5.5 ± that the
Clitophon was written after Republic 1, the reader knows that
Clitophon will ®nd no knowledge (and a couple of very
objectionable ideas) about justice in Thrasymachus' teach-
ing. As Clitophon is obviously the hero, not the villain, of
the dialogue, an allusion that he is not walking towards his
doom is necessary. The allusion is reinforced by a� porwÄ n

(410c8), which suggests dissatisfaction with Thrasymachus
and the unnamed others. (BruÈnnecke's second question
suggests too much. The Academy could have been sym-
bolised only by Socrates, who stays condemned. The `Aus-
blick auf etwas HoÈheres' is in fact provided by Clitophon
himself.)

Republic the younger pair Polemarchus±Clitophon matches the older
pair Socrates±Thrasymachus.

91 Note the use of poreuÂ omai proÂ v tina instead of the technical joi-
taÂ w: Clitophon is apparently not a regular pupil.
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In harmony with this dissatisfaction is Clitophon's `last
appeal' (410c8±e5). We have seen (section i.3.2(1)) that on
the lower level (that of the author framing a text) this ap-
peal is destined to remain fruitless. Yet on the level with
which we are now concerned, the appeal is quite sincere.
Clitophon's words remain crisp (cf. esp. 410d4±5 kaiÁ nuÄ n

dhÁ tau� toÁ n gigneÂ sqw92), but there is no more irony. Like-
wise, irony is absent from Clitophon's ®nal appraisal of
Socrates' exhortation (410d5±e1): when again he shows his
agreement with it (especially with its ®rst two parts, witness
twÄ n . . . a� llwn d6) the irony of the report (e� xeplhttoÂ mhn
a� kouÂ wn; qaumastwÄ v w� v e� painwÄ ; pampoÂ lloiv kaiÁ pag-

kaÂ lwv legomeÂ noiv) is absent. The purpose of the Clitophon
(to translate this ®rst-upper-level feature in terms of the
lower level) is to deride protreptic Socratic literature, not
to suggest that the statements found in that literature are
nonsense. This appraisal of these statements had to be
made clear somehow, and when the author keeps irony
and earnest wide apart from each other, he does manage
to make it clear93 (see also section ii.4.3).

Let us now pass to the second upper-level Clitophon,
who appears in two di¨erent settings. In a conversation
with Lysias94 he is said to have blamed Socrates and

92 For the imperative, cf. 409a3; d2 as discussed below. The anacolu-
thon contained in 410c8±d5 brings the advantage that the logical
sequel (`I would gladly return to you'), which is rather too humble,
can be replaced by a (more characteristic) command. I have for some
time entertained the thought that the two anacolutha 410b6±c5 and
c8±d5 have quite a di¨erent characterising function: entering the
stage of summing up his criticism to Socrates' face, Clitophon gets
cold feet and starts stammering. But there is no shyness in Clito-
phon's report of his discussions with Socrates (410a7±b4 a� peiÂ rhka)
nor in the rest of his appeal and his ®nal conclusion (d5±e8).

93 For another way of showing agreement with statements ®rst derided,
cf. sections ii.4.2; ii.6.

94 It is clear that Clitophon and Lysias had not been alone, cf. 410e4±5
proÁ v LusiÂ an kaiÁ proÁ v touÁ v a� llouv: someone had to report Clito-
phon's criticism to Socrates. It was necessary for the author to insert
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praised Thrasymachus.95 This is subsequently corrected:
Clitophon had both praise and blame for Socrates. The
correction causes the dialogue to concentrate on Socrates;
Thrasymachus vanishes from sight to reappear only to-
wards the end of the dialogue.96 Yet it is signi®cant that he
has been mentioned: the reader will interpret Clitophon's
philosophical career in connection with Thrasymachus'
name (cf. below).
Clitophon reappears at this level when questioning Soc-

rates' companions and Socrates himself. His character re-
sembles the ®rst upper-level Clitophon, but the accents are
di¨erent. Irony is present in his apostrophe w� beÂ ltistoi

. . . u� meiÄ v (408d1±2), which at the same time echoes Socra-
tes' apostrophe poiÄ jeÂ resqe, w� nqrwpoi (cf. ad loc.), per-
haps in the plural a� podecoÂ meqa (408d2; cf. ad loc.), but
hardly anywhere else. On the other hand, the crisp tone is
more marked. All his questions (408d1±409a3; 409a7±c1;
c4±d2) end up in an imperative: legeÂ sqw, ei� peÂ , legeÂ sqw;
of these, the ®rst two are remarkable inasmuch as they are
used as self-contained sentences following a question (this
is rare in Plato's authentic works; cf. Comm. ad 409a3 le-

geÂ sqw). There is a note of impatience towards the pupils

the detail that the criticism was uttered in a private conversation:
without the words LusiÂ ai dialegoÂ menov (406a2) the meaning could
be that Clitophon uttered his evaluation of Socrates and Thrasy-
machus before a large audience.

95 Strictly speaking this is not the second but the third upper level: tiv
h� miÄ n dihgeiÄ to represents the second.

96 One may compare formally Alcibiades in Smp.: his name is men-
tioned in the ®rst announcement of [a] participants, [b] scene and [c]
subject of the dialogue in 172a7±b3 thÁ n A� gaÂ qwnov sunousiÂ an kaiÁ
SwkraÂ touv kaiÁ A� lkibiaÂ dou kaiÁ twÄ n a� llwn [a] twÄ n toÂ te e� n twÄ i
sundeiÂ pnwi paragenomeÂ nwn [b] periÁ twÄ n e� rwtikwÄ n loÂ gwn tiÂ nev
h� san [c]. Though Alcibiades makes his appearance only late in the
dialogue, by mentioning him here Plato causes him to be latently
present for the reader throughout the text. Cf. FriedlaÈnder, Platon,
iii 4.
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which can be expected from someone who is none too rev-
erent towards the master.
The way in which Clitophon manages the questioning

is stated by himself to be after Socrates' manner
(e� panhrwÂ twn, punqanoÂ menov tiÂ v o� metaÁ tauÄ t ' ei� h loÂ gov,

kaiÁ kataÁ seÁ troÂ pon tinaÁ u� poteiÂ nwn au� toiÄ v, 408c9±d1).
The participle u� poteiÂ nwn, which has not been understood
hitherto, means `demonstrating', `leading on' (cf. ad loc.),
and refers to the analogy from the care of the body
(408e3±409a2). Only in this way can the words kataÁ seÂ be
fully understood. It is not just Socratic questioning which
Clitophon has in mind, but a very speci®c feature of it, to
wit the use of analogies as steps in e� pagwghÂ . Analogy is
used as profusely by the second-upper-level Clitophon
(apart from the one already mentioned, cf. 409b1±6, the
distinction of e� rgon and diÂ dagma in medicine and carpen-
try; c7±d1, the meaning of sumjeÂ ron, deÂ on etc. as applied
to the e� rga of carpentry) as by his ®rst-upper-level name-
sake97 (cf. section ii.6).
At the lower level, the reader is supposed to infer from

the signal kataÁ seÂ that Clitophon will play the part which
in other dialogues is normally assigned to Socrates ± this
expectation in the reader (which will be ful®lled com-
pletely) is strengthened by the use of a curious device. In-
stead of asking right away what he asks at 408e2±3 (pwÄ v
a� rcesqai deiÄ n jamen dikaiosuÂ nhv peÂ ri maqhÂ sewv;) Clito-
phon makes a curious detour by ®rst putting forward a di-
lemma: is exhortation to virtue an end in itself or is the
pursuit of virtue the logical consequence of a completed
exhortation? The phrasing of the ®rst horn of the dilemma
may help in explaining why it has been put forward at all:
h� miÄ n paraÁ paÂ nta dhÁ toÁ n biÂ on e� rgon touÄ t ' e� stai, touÁ v

97 It is probably this feature which earned Clitophon the epithet `ver-
bose', accorded by Thesle¨, Styles, 157.

51

INTRODUCTION I.5.3



mhÂ pw protetrammeÂ nouv protreÂ pein, kaiÁ e� keiÂ nouv au�

e� teÂ rouv (408d5±6). This suggests a regressus ad in®nitum
(henceforth to be called `circular regress'), and more par-
ticularly, the circular regress found in the Euthydemus in
Socrates' second conversation with Clinias as carried on
with Crito: oi� tiÂ e� sontai h� miÄ n a� gaqoiÁ kaiÁ tiÂ crhÂ simoi; h�

e� ti leÂ gwmen o� ti a� llouv poihÂ sousin, oi� deÁ a� lloi e� keiÄ noi

a� llouv; o� ti deÂ pote a� gaqoiÂ ei� sin, ou� damouÄ h� miÄ n jaiÂ -

nontai (292d8±e1).
In the Euthydemus the phrasing is a consequence of the

application to men of the circular regress, which is char-
acteristic of that dialogue (as of the Charmides): the only
a� gaqoÂ n is sojiÂ a; the result of sojiÂ a must be an a� gaqoÂ n

(in this case a� gaqouÁ v poieiÄ n); therefore the result of sojiÂ a
is sojiÂ a.98 The circular regress results in an aporia, which
is formally recognised as such (nhÁ toÁ n DiÂ a w� SwÂ kratev, ei� v

pollhÂ n ge a� poriÂ an w� v e� oiken a� jiÂ kesqe, 292e6±7; sections
ii.3.4; ii.4.3).

A similar circular regress is found further on in the Cli-
tophon: 410a2 peridedraÂ mhken ei� v tau� toÁ n o� loÂ gov toiÄ v

prwÂ toiv. In that place the regress is highly functional as a
means of reaching aporia (signalled as in the Euthydemus:
409e10 O� te dhÁ e� ntauÄ qa h� men touÄ loÂ gou, a� porouÄ ntev); it
will be examined in section ii.4.3. Here, a circular regress
is logically out of place. Socrates' protreptikoÂ v had been
an exhortation to something (stated in so many words:
408d2±3 thÁ n SwkraÂ touv protrophÁ n h� mwÄ n e� p' a� rethÂ n); a
complete regress is not reached unless it is proved (quod
non) that the end of an exhortation is exhortation itself.

It may be argued, however, that this circular regress has
a very good artistic function: it introduces Clitophon's
questioning of Socrates' pupils, just as the regress termi-
nates it. Though this may seem a curious way of using a

98 See also R. 505b5±c4 and Adam's note; Goldschmidt, Dialogues, 79±
81.
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device of Platonic elenchos for what could be called a pro-
grammatic purpose, it makes clear once more that Clito-
phon is going to behave in a typically Socratic way. This
may even be narrowed down to `a typically Platonic way':
whereas the use of analogy is generally Socratic, the use of
circular regress is more speci®cally Platonic. Besides, both
subject-matter (protreptic) and formulation recall the pas-
sage from the Euthydemus. The author takes the trouble to
make it clear that this Clitophon is the real Socrates, and
in passing shows that he has a good idea of what the Pla-
tonic method is all about.99

Clitophon's respondents at this level are hardly more
than an anonymous group, though they are most highly
valued by Socrates himself (408c8). Some of them acquire
substance for the sake of the discussion. As we saw, they
are introduced with some irony, and they dissolve into
nothingness as soon as the author has no more use for
them. The author underlines this status of Clitophon and
his `dummy' partners in the manner of reporting. Clito-
phon's own words are in oratio recta throughout, whereas
his opponents are reported in the most formal oratio obliqua
with a preference for optatives and in®nitives. There is no
dialogue.100 Typically, in the discussion about friendship as
the result of justice (which would have required direct
speech from Clitophon and indirect speech from the op-
ponent), the confrontation is avoided by leaving unmen-

99 Xenophon occasionally makes use of Platonic traits, e.g. in Oec. 19.15
a� ra e� jhn w� I� scoÂ mace h� e� rwÂ thsiv didaskaliÂ a e� stin; a� rti gaÁ r dhÁ
e� jhn e� gwÁ katamanqaÂ nw h� i me e� phrwÂ thsav e� kasta´ a� gwn gaÂ r me di'
w� n e� gwÁ e� piÂ stamai, o� moia touÂ toiv e� pideiknuÁ v a� ou� k e� noÂ mizon e� piÂ -
stasqai a� napeiÂ qeiv oi� mai w� v kaiÁ tauÄ ta e� piÂ stamai (cf. Guthrie,
HGPh, iii 337, who overlooks the fact that the answer to these ques-
tions is negative). But compared with him, our author has a far better
understanding of Plato's handling of the dialogue.

100 Hence probably the statement (409b1) i� atrikhÂ pouÂ tiv leÂ getai
teÂ cnh, where the more normal questioning form (cf. ad loc.) would
smack of dialogue.
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tioned who asked the questions (hence 409d6 e� rwtwÂ menov;
9 e� panerwtwÂ menov; suneÂ baine . . . au� twÄ i; e5 e� rwtwÂ menov;
6 h� nagkaÂ zonto), so that the discussion can be reported in
oratio obliqua throughout. The de®nitive refutation is in di-
rect speech (410a3±6), but (a) it marks the end of a major
part of Clitophon's report; (b) it is the group as a whole
(oi� paroÂ ntev, 410a1) which is speaking. In harmony with
the general tendency of the report is the curious twist in
the sentence ei� peÂ n moi . . . dikaiosuÂ nhn (409a5±6; cf. ad
loc.): a o� ti clause instead of the accusative and in®nitive
after ei� peÂ n moi would already have bordered on direct
speech and broken the pattern of anonymity.

The situation is di¨erent in the report of Clitophon's
discussion with Socrates. As was the case with the last
pupil, it is not stated directly that the questions are asked
by Clitophon, but here the whole report of the discussion
has been cut out; only the outcome (and the principal argu-
ment) are mentioned in the most impersonal form possible:
410b1±3 u� steron deÁ e� jaÂ nh blaÂ ptein ge ou� deÂ pote o� diÂ kaiov

ou� deÂ na´ paÂ nta gaÁ r e� p' w� jeliÂ ai paÂ ntav draÄ n. Of course,
Clitophon would have no need to report in full a con-
versation which Socrates probably remembered as well
(though the next sentence implies repeated conversations).
Yet by reporting it as drily as possible he contrives a mini-
mum loss of face on Socrates' part. At the author/reader
level the shortness of the whole episode provokes a con-
comitant reaction: attention is focused more on the short-
comings of the companions, less on those of Socrates him-
self (see also sections ii.4.2 and 3).

Having examined the functioning of the literary char-
acter Clitophon at both upper levels in this text we may
proceed to the only other Platonic text in which he plays
a role, the Republic. He is named there, as here, with his
father's name, among those present at 328b7, and the
word order seems to suggest that he was in the company of
Thrasymachus and one Charmantides of Paeania. We
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meet him again, and for the last time, after the ®rst phase
of the debate of Socrates and Thrasymachus. Socrates has
forced Thrasymachus to admit that leaders sometimes err
in perceiving what is for their own bene®t, so that some-
times toÁ touÄ kreiÂ ttonov a� suÂ mjoron (339e7) is just. Polem-
archus breaks in with (unnecessary) assent and Clitophon
reacts immediately with an unkind personal remark. In the
following skirmish the gist of Socrates' remark is repeated
and Clitophon tries to save Thrasymachus by suggesting
that by `the stronger's interest' Thrasymachus had really
meant `that which the stronger believes to be in his own
interest' (340a1±b8). Thrasymachus rejects this amendment
and ®nds another way out: the ruler (� stronger), qua ruler,
does not err ± when a ruler errs, he is strictly speaking not
a ruler (340c6±341a4). It is clear that the Polemarchus±
Clitophon episode serves two purposes. (a) It glosses over
the argument once again; (b) it gives Plato the opportunity
to o¨er two di¨erent solutions for Thrasymachus without
making the situation dramatically improbable (Plato could
not very well have made Thrasymachus utter both possi-
bilities himself ). Consequently, Clitophon's function is
wholly explicable from the needs of the dialogue itself ±
his role in the Clitophon does not in any way illuminate his
role in the Republic.

On the other hand, the choice of Clitophon as the main
character in our dialogue is certainly more illuminating
if Republic 1 is taken into consideration. Wishing to be
instructed in justice, towards which Socrates is constantly
exhorting others, Clitophon was disappointed when he
turned towards Socrates' pupils and Socrates, and he ex-
pects much from Thrasymachus. The reader who is ac-
quainted with the Republic knows that Thrasymachus will
corrupt him beyond healing. The author's intention seems
clear enough: Socratic protreptic is the more dangerous as
it drives honest and intelligent young people into the arms
of false teachers like Thrasymachus. (The function, in this
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respect, of the words kaiÁ a� llose, 410c7, and of Clito-
phon's last appeal has been treated above.) If the Clitophon
predates Republic 1, the character of Clitophon in the latter
is not in¯uenced by the former; if it is the other way
round, there certainly is an important extra point in the
message of the Clitophon. From a dramatic point of view,
the order Republic 1 ± Clitophon makes much more sense
than the reverse one. As we shall see (section ii.5), a com-
parison of the de®nitions of the e� rgon of justice in the Cli-
tophon with statements in Republic 1 points the same way.

Finally a few words on the historical Clitophon, if indeed
Clitophon, son of Aristonymus, is identical to the Athe-
nian politician who in 411 (probably early May) proposed
that a committee consisting of the ten proÂ bouloi and
twenty others (such a committee had already been pro-
posed by Pythodorus) should not only bring in proposals
for the safety of Athens but should also examine Clis-
thenes' paÂ trioi noÂ moi; Clitophon thought (or professed to
think) that these were not democratic. The story is told by
Aristotle (Ath. Pol. 29.3); the Pythodorus decree is alluded
to by Thucydides (8.67.1).101 A second time Clitophon is
mentioned in the constitutional struggle between the sur-
render of Athens (April 404) and the institution of the
Thirty (September 404). Aristotle (34.3) opposes dhmotikoiÂ

and gnwÂ rimoi (oligarchs) and among the latter distin-
guishes on the one side members of e� taireiÄ ai and returned
fugitives, who were radicals (o� ligarciÂ av e� pequÂ moun), on
the other, those not united in e� taireiÄ ai who strove after
the paÂ triov politeiÂ a. A number of politicians of this
conviction are mentioned; among them are Anytus (who
was subsequently banished together with Thrasybulus, and

101 Cf. J. Bibauw, `L'amendement de Clitophon', AC 34 (1965) 464±83;
M. Ostwald, From Popular Sovereignty to the Sovereignty of Law: Law,
Society, and Politics in Fifth-Century Athens (Berkeley±Los Angeles 1986),
369±72; M. A. Levi and P. J. Rhodes on Ath.Pol. loc. cit.
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with the latter restored democracy in 403) and Clitophon;
the head of this party (proeisthÂ kei deÁ maÂ lista) was Ther-
amenes. Clitophon's association with Theramenes in this
period is also hinted at in the Frogs, where Euripides claims
as his disciples Clitophon and `Theramenes the smart'
(967).102 The Clitophon named in a fragment of Lysias'
speech U� peÁ r DexiouÄ a� postasiÂ ou (fr. 26 Scheibe) as in-
volved in a process may or may not be identical to the
politician.

Orwin (`Case against Socrates', 743±4) raises the inter-
esting point that Clitophon's track-record as an Athenian
politician ®ts his role in Republic 1: there, he is the repre-
sentative of legal justice. `He asserts what Socrates gets
Thrasymachos to deny, that the will of the rulers is beyond
appeal. . . . In never wavering from his interested attach-
ment to legal justice, he is the sole character in the Republic
who stands ®rst and last for the city as it is. That is another
way of formulating his obvious enmity toward Socrates,
the questioner par excellence of the authority of the laws
of the city.' The point should certainly be taken by future
commentators of Republic 1, but I do not see that it is rele-
vant to its derivative, the Clitophon. For the latter, it is
plainly false to speak of Clitophon's `enmity' towards Soc-
rates ± also, there is no indication in our dialogue of Soc-
rates' questioning the laws of the city.

The question whether or not the historical Clitophon
had anything to do with Thrasymachus is immaterial for
the interpretation of the Clitophon, because the association

102 Cf. Ostwald, op. cit. (n. 101), 469±72. Remarkably enough, Phormi-
sios, who is named (Arist. Ath.Pol. 34.3) as another member of Ther-
amenes' party, is classed by Aristophanes (with one Megaenetus) as
disciple of Aeschylus (965). `Es geht also die Schilderung des Euri-
pides nicht auf den Unterschied in der politischen Richtung, son-
dern vielmehr in Character und in der Lebensanschauung' (L.
Radermacher, Aristophanes' `FroÈsche' (Vienna 19542), 282). But the
vicissitudes of the war may have united in 404 politicians who were
diametrically opposed in the spring of 405.
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belongs to the data of Republic 1. Commentators on the
Republic have not bothered to pursue the question; only
SouilheÂ has given the matter any amount of thought
(167±9).103

We know too little about the ages of Clitophon (born
before 430) and Thrasymachus (dates quite uncertain but
he is probably referred to as a teacher of rhetoric in Aris-
tophanes' DaitalhÄ v (fr. 205.8 K.±A.), which was produced
in 427) to pass judgement on the value of the datum (ab-
sent from the Republic) that Clitophon was young enough
to be the pupil of Thrasymachus. As Thrasymachus is
usually associated in our sources with members of the
older generation of sophists (Protagoras, Prodicus, Gor-
gias), this seems perfectly possible.

I I MEANING AND AUTHENTIC ITY

In this second section of the Introduction I shall try ®rst to
draw a picture of philosophical protreptic in the fourth
century bce (ii.1), secondly to confront the results with
Socrates' speech reported in the Clitophon (ii.2). Given the
lack of an up-to-date comprehensive treatment of philo-
sophical protreptic in antiquity (the only monograph on
this subject is Hartlich's dissertation from 1889, `De ex-
hortationum . . . historia'), I am forced to sum up the re-

103 His answer is a½rmative, for two main reasons: (1) A number of
Clitophon's associates named at Arist. Ath.Pol. 34.3, including Ther-
amenes himself, are known to have been interested in rhetoric and
to have had connections with sophists. For Clitophon, the context of
the Frogs passage, especially 954±8, makes this plausible; yet it must
be borne in mind that at least one of Clitophon's fellow-oligarchs,
Anytus, proved himself vehemently opposed to the sophists. (2) The
paÂ triov politeiÂ a is advocated in a fragment of Thrasymachus (78 b
1 � Radermacher, Artium scriptores, 74, line 14); but it is rather a
vague slogan, and the speech is probably epideictic, or perhaps, as
some scholars assume with too much con®dence, it was written for a
client (cf. HGPh, iii 296; Ostwald, 367).
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sults of my studies on this subject; considerations of space
forbid any kind of extensive argumentation.

It may be thought that in thus concentrating on pro-
treptic literature I am begging the question: one might ex-
pect a proof of my thesis that the Socrates who is made
the target of our dialogue is not the philosopher himself
but more or less a symbol of protreptic. The answer to this
objection may be found partly in the analysis of the char-
acterisation of Socrates in the Clitophon (section i.5.2), partly
in the comparison of that work with protreptic literature
which is contained in section ii.2 of this Introduction.

As the Clitophon has been transmitted among the works
of Plato, the attitude of that philosopher to protreptic will
be studied next (ii.3); it will be shown that Plato's alterna-
tive to protreptic is the dialogue, especially the complex of
interrogation and aporia which he calls e� legcov. It has
therefore been necessary to explore the use which is made
of elenchos in the Clitophon (ii.4). The statements about
justice in our dialogue will be treated separately (ii.5).

The conclusions reached in this and the previous sec-
tions will be summed up in order to determine the author's
intention (ii.6); only then can the question of authenticity
be settled (ii.7).

ii.1 Philosophical protreptic in the fourth century bce

ii.1.1 De®nitions

A text may be called protreptic if its design is to cause a
change in the behaviour of those for whom it is destined,
or if within the text one character endeavours to cause
such a change in another character or characters. Thus,
Isocrates' Philippus is an appeal to that king to bene®t the
Greeks by uniting them and leading them against the Per-
sians; we are entitled to call it a protreptic text because of
Isocrates' announcement that he is going to send Philip
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loÂ gon . . . ou� k e� piÂ deixin poihsoÂ menon ou� d' e� gkwmiasoÂ me-

non . . . a� llaÁ peirasoÂ menoÂ n se protreÂ pein (5.17; cf. 116).
Similarly, Socrates' two conversations with Clinias re-
ported in Plato's Euthydemus may be called protreptic: their
aim is to convince Clinias of the necessity of caring for
wisdom and virtue (278d3±5) and thereby to impel him to
acquire them (cf. 282d1±2); again the text itself character-
ises the ®rst of these conversations as an `example of pro-
treptic speech' (282d4±6).

In a stricter sense, `protreptic' is applied to texts which
are intended to impel the readers to pursue a certain
study, or in which a character or characters are impelled
to do so. The pseudo-Isocratean pamphlet Ad Demonicum
refers to certain `protreptic speeches' which exhort people
to (presumably) rhetoric (1.3±4); again, Isocrates makes
some disparaging remarks about philosophers who by ex-
horting others to virtue (twÄ n e� piÁ thÁ n swjrosuÂ nhn kaiÁ thÁ n

dikaiosuÂ nhn prospoioumeÂ nwn protreÂ pein) try to acquire
pupils (e� pagageÂ sqai tinaÁ v . . . ei� v thÁ n au� twÄ n o� miliÂ an;
15.84±5).

I call `philosophical protreptic' all protreptic texts in the
two senses de®ned above which belong to philosophical
literature, in other words: philosophical protreptic in the
wider sense includes all texts written by philosophers or
inspired by philosophy which aim at a change of conduct
in the readers or characters of these texts (usually in the
®eld of ethics); philosophical protreptic in the stricter sense
denotes the texts which incite to the study of philosophy.

From the hellenistic period onwards, the distinction be-
tween philosophical protreptic in the wider and in the
stricter senses corresponds to a well-established di¨erence
in genre: in the wider sense, it is represented mainly by the
diatribe,104 in the stricter sense by what is normally called

104 I am fully aware of the dangers inherent in this term, which are
pointed out at length in Th. Schmeller's stimulating study Paulus und
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protreptic tout court.105 But in the fourth century bce this
distinction does not obtain, witness the last passage of Iso-
crates quoted above: here the exhortations are to speci®c
virtues (wider sense), but their aim is stated at the same
time to be to induce readers to the pursuit of philosophy
(stricter sense). The Euthydemus con®rms this: the wider and
stricter senses are often juxtaposed (e.g. 275a6 jilosojeiÄ n

kaiÁ a� rethÄ v e� pimeleiÄ sqai ). Inasmuch as in Socratic philos-
ophy theory and practice (knowledge and right action) co-
incide, the blurring of this distinction is hardly surprising.

Another distinction which in the course of my study I
have found pro®table is that between `explicit' and `im-
plicit' protreptic (both in the wider and the stricter sense
of `protreptic'). Any argument, description of behaviour,
apology, myth or other type of philosophical text can be
designed to cause its readers or characters to change their
moral conduct or to pursue philosophy. I call `explicit
protreptic' all texts which purport to state, prove or con-
vince by other methods that one must adopt a certain line
of behaviour or pursue philosophy; all texts which have a
similar intention but in which these aims are achieved in-
directly will be called `implicit protreptic'. Thus, in the
®rst conversation of Socrates and Clinias mentioned above,
Socrates starts from the e� ndoxon that all men desire to be

die `Diatribe'. Eine vergleichende Stilinterpretation (MuÈnster 1987) 1±54; the
problem is of course that nearly every piece of non-technical philo-
sophical prose is given this label by many modern scholars. Further-
more, there is no ancient theory of the diatribe, as there is of pro-
treptic. Yet explicit exhortation to virtue or to speci®c virtues
unquestionably existed. For a recent attempt at delimitation of the
term, cf. D. M. Schenkeveld, `Philosophical prose', in: S. E. Porter,
Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 b.c. ± a.d. 400
(Leiden 1997), 230±47; bibliographical data in notes 134 and 135 to
his p. 230.

105 Though a diatribe by Epictetus is quoted by an author as late as
Stobaeus as E� k twÄ n A� rrianouÄ ProtreptikwÄ n o� miliwÄ n (4.33.28 �
5.807 W.-H.; fr. 11 Schenkl), cf. Hartlich, `De exhortationum . . .
historia', 310.
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happy and via various (not always very convincing) steps
arrives at the conclusion that in order to be happy one
must try and acquire wisdom, i.e. philosophise. This is ex-
plicit protreptic. On the other hand, the analysis of phi-
losophy as a preparation for death in the Phaedo (64a4±
69e5) is an example of implicit protreptic. It has been
considered `protreptic' both in antiquity (Iamblichus) and
in modern times (FestugieÁre, Protreptiques, 71±99), but the
conclusion that philosophy is necessary in order to obtain
happiness is here left to the reader.106

It is not always easy to draw the line between explicit
and implicit protreptic. This is especially the case in what I
have elsewhere107 called `protreptic dialogue'. In this sub-
genre, a person is convinced by Socrates that his way of
life is wrong or that he does not possess enough (philo-
sophical) knowledge to reach the goals set by himself, or
even to lead a reasonably decent life. The dialogue ends
with a conversion scene, in which Socrates' partner mends
his ways and becomes a follower of Socrates. I consider
this group of texts to belong to explicit protreptic: even if
some of the means employed (interrogation, refutation,
aporia) belong to implicit rather than explicit exhortation,
the cleft between this group and true implicit protreptic is
much deeper, because eventually the change in conduct is
depicted in the text.

A ®nal distinction must be made between protreptic lit-
erature as a general way of in¯uencing the conduct of
others and another type of literature which consists of a
series of concrete rules of conduct. The pseudo-Isocratean
Ad Demonicum is a good case in point, not only because it
exempli®es the latter species but also because it makes the
distinction itself. Having set himself o¨ from the writers of

106 Schenkeveld (cf. n. 104), 204±13 analyses various philosophical texts
from the post-classical age as (implicitly) protreptic.

107 `Aeschines' Miltiades', 305±6. Cf. section ii.1.3(6)±(8).
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protreptic speeches in the manner quoted above, the au-
thor continues: DioÂ per h� meiÄ v ou� paraÂ klhsin eu� roÂ ntev

a� llaÁ paraiÂ nesin graÂ yantev meÂ llomeÂ n soi sumbouleuÂ ein,

w� n crhÁ touÁ v newteÂ rouv o� reÂ gesqai kaiÁ tiÂ nwn e� rgwn a� peÂ -

cesqai kaiÁ poiÂ oiv tisiÁ n a� nqrwÂ poiv o� mileiÄ n kaiÁ pwÄ v toÁ n

e� autwÄ n biÂ on oi� konomeiÄ n (1.5). The distinction is not be-
tween eu� roÂ ntev and graÂ yantev,108 but between paraÂ -

klhsin (� protreptic) and paraiÂ nesin (advice). Following
(with Hartlich, `De exhortationum . . . historia') the dis-
tinction made by Pseudo-Isocrates, I shall call the general
type `protreptic', the concrete type `paraenesis'.109

In order to avoid cumbersome circumlocutions, I shall
henceforward call `protreptic' what is above de®ned as ex-
plicit protreptic, unless the context makes it obvious that
the word is otherwise used.110

ii.1.2 Protreptic among the sophists

Whereas no one can deny that some texts written by so-
phists are protreptic (for instance the fragments usually

108 Cf. 1.3 touÁ v protreptikouÁ v loÂ gouv suggraÂ jousi; Hartlich, `De
exhortationum . . . historia', 222, quoting Harpocration paraÂ klhsiv´
a� ntiÁ touÄ protrophÂ .

109 Gaiser, Protreptik, uses `Protreptik' for what I call `protreptic in the
stricter sense' and `ParaÈnese' for `protreptic in the wider sense'; he is
usually, but not always, concerned with explicit protreptic. I have
not adopted this terminology because it causes unnecessary confu-
sion: the distinction between protreptic and paraenesis (as found in
Pseudo-Isocrates) is observed throughout antiquity (section ii.1.4.2
n. 164) and in many modern studies. ± Paraenesis is the continuation
in prose of the poetic genre known as u� poqhÄ kai, on which cf. L.
Kurke, `Pindar's sixth Pythian and the tradition of advice poetry',
TAPhA 120 (1990), 85±107, esp. 90±5.

110 I shall not discuss statements on protrophÂ and protreÂ pein in the
orators (notably Isocrates) and the theories of rhetoric (Aristotle;
Anaximenes of Lampsacus). The latter deal with protrophÂ only
as a part of forensic oratory and shed no light on Clit. Only in an
isolated case (Appendix i ) have I compared specimens of non-
philosophical protreptic in order to settle a point of detail ± even
there, the outcome is negative.
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referred to as the Anonymus Iamblichi), it will remain a
question of conjecture whether the sophists inaugurated,
as a separated genre, explicit protreptic in the stricter
sense. Many scholars acknowledge that we have hardly any
data to go by, yet they tend to regard the assumption that
the sophists did indeed create such a genre at least as
plausible.
Three possible types of sophistic protreptic deserve

mention here. First, the `epideictic' speech, mentioned by
Plato as typical of the sophists.111 On the basis of a passage
from the Euthydemus (274d4±275a3) Gaiser (Protreptik, 46±7)
arrives at the following ®xed pattern of this type of `Wer-
berede': (a) virtue can be taught; (b) the speaker is the best
teacher of it. But he overlooks the fact that proving this is
said in so many words to be the `result of the same art'
(274e3±5), in other words: persuading (protreptic) is a by-
product of the normal way of demonstrating the sophist's
art.
Secondly, a speech in which the claim that a� rethÂ can be

taught is defended would be a possible type of sophistic
protreptic, as it was the most current objection to the so-
phists' trade that a� rethÂ cannot be taught (section ii.2.3.1).
Gaiser's analysis of Protagoras' myth and loÂ gov (Protagoras
320c8±328d2) as protreptic (Protreptik, 38±40) is plausible
enough,112 but there is no proof that such a defence should

111 Cf. esp. Hp.Ma. 282b7±8, where Gorgias, Prodicus and Protagoras
are mentioned (and Hippias implied); Gaiser (Protreptik, 35) is wrong
in concluding that the distinction made there points to two di¨erent
types of speeches (protreptic and instruction): an e� piÂ deixiv is a speci-
men of the sort of instruction which awaits the prospective pupil
(cf. Tarrant ad loc.; Dodds on Grg. 447a6; O. Kraus, Neue Studien zur
Aristotelischen Rhetorik (Halle 1907), 68±81).

112 The thesis that virtue can be taught was defended in Posidonius'
Protreptici (fr. 2 E.±K.; W. GerhaÈusser, Der Protreptikos des Poseidonios
(Munich 1912), 7) and it may have occurred in protreptic literature
far earlier than that.
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be assigned the status of a protreptic genre.113 All the
same, we must remember that Clitophon refers to a speech
by Socrates which states that virtue can be taught (408b7)
and that he includes it among the speeches which he con-
siders to be protreptikwtaÂ touv (408c2).
Another, better attested, type of protreptic is the `eulogy

of the art'. Protagoras' defence of sophistic (Protagoras
316c5±317c5; Gaiser, Protreptik, 37±8),114 Polus' highly rhe-
torical encomium of teÂ cnh in general (Gorgias 448c4±9),
and Gorgias' eulogy of rhetoric (456a7±457c3; Gaiser, Pro-
treptik, 40±2) may be considered under this head.
An interesting passage in the Clitophon shows that eulogy

and protreptic are related, if not identical. Analogically to
one who praises steersmanship without being an expert at
it, one may reprove Socrates w� v ou� maÄ llon o� nti dikaio-

suÂ nhv e� pisthÂ moni, dioÂ ti kalwÄ v au� thÁ n e� gkwmiaÂ zeiv (410c3±
4). The protreptic speech reported by Clitophon, as well as
the two alluded to by him (408b6±c1 w� v didaktoÁ n a� rethÂ

kaiÁ paÂ ntwn e� autouÄ deiÄ maÂ lista e� pimeleiÄ sqai) are ex-
hortations, not eulogies. This shows that our author either
ignores or implicitly rejects the distinction made by fourth-
century rhetoric between e� painov and protrophÂ .115
In this respect, the author shares the position of Plato,

who likewise does not distinguish between praising jus-
tice and exhorting others to justice: leÂ gousi deÂ pou kaiÁ

parakeleuÂ ontai pateÂ rev te u� eÂ sin kaiÁ paÂ ntev oi� tinwn

khdoÂ menoi, w� v crhÁ diÂ kaion ei� nai, ou� k au� toÁ dikaiosuÂ nhn

e� painouÄ ntev a� llaÁ taÁ v a� p' au� thÄ v eu� dokimhÂ seiv (Republic
362e4±363a2; cf. 363d4±5).

113 Cf. Dialex. 6 � 2.414.1±26 D.±K., esp. the words kaiÁ ou� leÂ gw w� v
didaktoÂn e� stin: this laudable reserve is not in keeping with a pro-
treptic speech.

114 There is again an interesting parallel from Posidonius' Protr. (fr. 284
E.±K.). Cf. Hartlich, `De exhortationum . . . historia', 283±91; Ger-
haÈusser, op. cit. (n. 112), 16±31.

115 Arist. Rh. 1358b8±13; Rh. Al. 1421b18±9 and 1425b36±7.
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Of course, the shift from protreÂ pein to e� gkwmiaÂ zein

was in¯uenced by the choice of steersmanship as an anal-
ogy for justice, but a person who attached much value to
the distinction would not have chosen this analogy. Faced
with the question what protreÂ pein would amount to in
the ®eld of the teÂ cnai, our author could think of nothing
better than eulogy. The analogy from protreptic to bodily
care (410d1±4) con®rms this: Clitophon says not pro-

treÂ pein ei� v gumnastikhÂ n but periÁ gumnastikhÄ v. This
shows not only that protreptic speeches sensu stricto which
exhorted people to the arts (like Galen's ProtreptikoÂ v)
were unknown to the author, but also that for him the
most natural form of exhortation to a teÂ cnh was an e� gkwÂ -

mion teÂ cnhv.
The apologetic nature of the passages mentioned above

may serve as a link between sophistic protreptic and the
pseudo-Hippocratic PeriÁ teÂ cnhv, which is an (implicitly
protreptic) defence of the teÂ cnh status of medicine, and
which is full of sophistic topoi. A passage from Plato's
Sophist (232d9±e1) indicates that Protagoras wrote an apol-
ogy for all arts.116

Similarly, a eulogy of a� rethÂ may be (implicit) pro-
treptic; the fragments known as the Anonymus Iamblichi
may be analysed as such.

I conclude that explicit protreptic in the stricter sense
did not exist among the sophists as a ®xed genre, though
some implicit types (mainly eulogy) may be tentatively
considered forerunners of explicit protreptic as found
among the Socratics.

116 Though it is usually taken as referring to criticism of all arts (HGPh,
iii 44 n. 41). 232d6±7 a� deiÄ proÁ v e� kaston au� toÁ n toÁ n dhmiourgoÁ n
a� nteipeiÄ n can only mean `what the craftsman himself ought to
answer to everyone' (cf. Campbell ad loc.; Th. Gomperz, Die Apologie
der Heilkunst. Eine griechische Sophistenrede des fuÈnften vorchristlichen Jahr-
hunderts (Leipzig 19102), 169±70). Arist. Met. 998a3±4 is no evidence,
as it does not refer explicitly to a separate book.
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ii.1.3 The protreptic corpus

In order to study the relationship of the Clitophon to philo-
sophical protreptic, we must ®rst draw up an inventory of
protreptic texts. Since it is easy to recognise that Socrates'
protreptic speech, reported in that dialogue, is explicit, not
implicit, protreptic, we may con®ne this inventory to ex-
plicit philosophical protreptic both in the wider (ethical)
and the stricter sense. Besides, if one wishes to settle the
question whether protreptic existed in the fourth century
bce as a ®xed genre, as it did unquestionably in later
times,117 a study of all texts which are possibly implicitly
protreptic will lead us nowhere.

In ancient literary composition a genre is characterised
by two kinds of features. First, the general set of elements
which together distinguish one genre from another and
which enable us to decide whether a given text belongs to
one genre or to another; second, the set of more or less
traditional ideas, motifs, topoi, or whatever we call them,
that are common to the majority of (but not necessarily to
all) representatives of the genre.118 In fourth-century phil-

117 As against M. D. Jordan's scepticism (`Ancient philosophic protreptic
and the problem of persuasive genres', Rhetorica 4 (1986) 309±33), I
claim that protreptic is to be considered a separate genre of philo-
sophical literature in the fourth century for the following reasons: (1)
three philosophers wrote books entitled ProtreptikoÂ v; (2) both Euthd.
and Clit. deal with philosophical protreptic: it must have been more
than an isolated phenomenon; (3) Demetrius (section ii.1.4.2) appears
to describe the di¨erent species of the genus protreptic; his examples
belong to the fourth century; (4) the protreptic texts collected in this
section constitute a rather coherent fund of motifs (used extensively in
Euthd. and Clit.): such a coherence is best explained as due to the in¯u-
ence of generic composition. Points (2)±(4) are ignored by Jordan,
whose agnosticism is also due to his failure to distinguish between im-
plicit and explicit protreptic (cf. section ii.1.1). In the fourth century at
least, protreptic seems to be a genre in content rather than in form
(though we know little of the form of the works called ProtreptikoÂ v).

118 Cf. F. Cairns, Generic Composition in Greek and Roman Poetry (Edinburgh
1972), 6.
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osophical protreptic, we know little about the general ele-
ments (apart from the basic landmark of explicit exhorta-
tion as such), because only one complete protreptic text
from that period has survived, the pseudo-Platonic Alci-
biades 1. We can therefore use our inventory mainly for
collecting and studying the motifs.119 But as motifs are
themselves de®ned by their recurrence within the corpus
of protreptic texts, and as they are naturally capable of
being used also outside this corpus (cf. below, (7)), we may
not use them to determine the extent of this corpus.120 We
must therefore use other criteria, based on the general
property of exhortation.
These criteria are either external or internal. Socrates'

speech in the Clitophon is a specimen of protreptic because
it is stated to be protreptic (408c2 protreptikwtaÂ touv te

h� gouÄ mai; d2±3 thÁ n SwkraÂ touv protrophÁ n h� mwÄ n e� p'

a� rethÂ n; 410b4±6 nomiÂ sav se toÁ meÁ n protreÂ pein ei� v a� rethÄ v

e� pimeÂ leian kaÂ llist ' a� nqrwÂ pwn draÄ n);121 in drawing this
conclusion we have used an external criterion. We may also
conclude that the speech is protreptic because Socrates

119 This will be done here only in relation to Clit. (section ii.2).
120 For instance, there is a fair number of protreptic motifs in Pl. Smp.,

but no one would dream of including Smp. in a corpus of explicit
protreptic, because it does not have the generic property of pro-
treptic. We can settle this for Smp. because it has survived in its
entirety, so we can observe that it does not persuade the reader ex-
plicitly to care for his soul or to take up philosophy, nor are any of
the interlocutors so persuaded. The problem is that most of the texts
which qualify for inclusion in the corpus are mutilated.

121 And because it is treated as protreptic by Chrysippus (section
ii.7.1(4)). It does not matter whether the statement that part of a text
is protreptic occurs within the same text (outside that part) or outside
the text; in either case we apply an external criterion. Of course,
statements occurring within the same text should be examined ®rst
in the light of the overall intention of that text; in the case of Clit.
we see that the evaluation of the protreptic is ironical (section ii.6),
but that does not detract from the validity of the datum that it is a
protreptic speech. But the irony of Euthd. 283b2±3 does mean that
the eristic conversation is not protreptic.
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accuses mankind of neglecting the real values for human
life and states that a better e� pimeÂ leia is necessary; this is
an internal criterion. Both criteria have their disadvan-
tages. If a word like protreÂ pein is used in commenting on
a text, that does not necessarily mean that that text was
regarded as belonging to the genre protreptic;122 if on the
other hand a text (or part of it) appears to exhort its read-
ers, it may in fact have a wholly di¨erent intention.123 Still,
given the scantiness of data in the area, we cannot a¨ord
to be too particular.
I consider the following texts to constitute a corpus of

philosophical protreptic.

(1) Antisthenes, PeriÁ dikaiosuÂ nhv kaiÁ a� ndreiÂ av protre-

ptikoÁ v prwÄ tov deuÂ terov triÂ tov periÁ QeoÂ gnidov d0e 0;124 lost,
apart from one uninstructive sentence. This work has been
regarded as the source of Socrates' speech in the Clitophon
(section ii.2.1.1).
(2) Aristippus, ProtreptikoÂ v (fr. 121 Mannebach; SSR

iv a 144); lost (see section ii.1.4.2 n. 165).
(3) Aristotle, ProtreptikoÂ v. I follow DuÈ ring125 in ad-

122 For instance, Aristid. Or. 46 [3], 576 � 1.485.21±2 Lenz±Behr o� d'
h� n crhÂ simon ei� v toÁ protreÂ yai (in Aesch. Alc.) is not su½cient evi-
dence for including Aesch. Alc. in the corpus (though some of his
other comments are).

123 E.g. Pl. Prt. 320c8±328d2; cf. section ii.1.2.
124 PeriÁ dik. kaiÁ a� ndr. may be a separate title referring to a di¨erent

work (so Hirzel, `Protreptikos', 72 n. 1; Natorp in PW s.v. Anti-
sthenes 10), 2543); the punctuation of the MSS (of D. L. 6.15±18;
facsimiles in A. Patzer, Antisthenes der Sokratiker (diss. Heidelberg
1970), 272±6) is too haphazard to go by. Elsewhere the work is called
ProtreptikoiÂ or ProtreptikoÂ v (fr. 7; 18 a±c Caizzi; SSR v a 11;
63±4). See section ii.1.5 and n. 168.

125 I use DuÈ ring's section numbers throughout in references to speci®c
passages, as the fragments as printed in Ross's edition are too long
to be useful. Gigon prints the whole extract from Iambl. Protr. as fr.
73 (Aristotelis Opera iii: Librorum deperditorum fragmenta (Berlin 1987),
302±13) under the heading `toÂ poi protreptikoiÂ '; this seems exces-
sively cautious to me.
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mitting as part of this work the extracts contained in the
sixth to twelfth chapters (inclusive) of Iamblichus' Pro-
trepticus, as well as an Oxyrhynchus papyrus (666 � CPG
24.6), which overlaps with an extract from Stobaeus as-
cribed to Aristotle (b 2±5 DuÈ ring), with a few exceptions.126
Both the title and the content warrant inclusion in the
corpus, especially Aristotle's framing the course of his
thought so as to end repeatedly in the conclusion that one
must philosophise (b 5; 96; 110 DuÈ ring).127 This is typical of
protreptic in the stricter sense (compare the end of the ®rst
protreptic conversation in the Euthydemus, 282d1±3). For
further details, cf. Appendix i.

126 The following passages I do not consider part of Protr.: b 52 DuÈring,
which is not from Iambl. Protr. (cf. Comm. on 410e8); b 7±9, which is
in my opinion a condensation of the two protreptic conversations
from Pl. Euthd., set o¨ from each other and from the following by
Iamblichus' favourite formula of transition e� ti toiÂ nun; other transi-
tional passages contained in b 10; 15; 22; 31; 37; 38; 41; 43; 45; 46; 54;
59 (e� ti toiÂ nun); 63 (e� ti toiÂ nun); 78; 92; 93 (cf. Iambl. Protr. 90.16 des
Places); 97; 104. I am highly sceptical about b 23±8, which comes
between an excerpt of Pl. R. (Iambl. Protr. 62.17±64.23 des Places)
and an un-Aristotelian piece of dubious origin (66.12±28) rejected
also by DuÈ ring; I am also dubious about b 29±30 which follows this
latter piece and seems to constitute its natural sequel. Iambl. Protr.
58.20±59.2 is a doublet of 71.22±6 (� b 59), cf. Hartlich, `De ex-
hortationum . . . historia', 247. b 104±10 are sometimes ascribed to
the Eudemus (cf. A. P. Bos, Cosmic and Meta-cosmic Theology in Aristotle's
Lost Dialogues (Leiden 1989), 17 n. 6) but I will treat them as part of
Protr. ± the decision will be justi®ed in Appendix i. Bos' theory that
Eudemus and Protr. are the same work (`Aristotle's Eudemus and Pro-
trepticus: are they really two di¨erent works?', Dionysius 8 (1984) 19±
51) is partly immaterial to my argument; it would be imprudent to
use the Eudemus as a whole for the protreptic corpus. Whether or not
P. Vindob. 26008 preserves fragments of Arist. Protr. (so G. W. Most,
`Some new fragments of Aristotle's Protrepticus?', in Studi su Codici e
Papiri Filoso®ci: Platone, Aristotele, Ierocle (Studi e Testi per il Corpus
dei papiri ®loso®ci greci e latini, 6; Florence 1992), 189±216) is not a
question that has to be decided here, as these fragments do not con-
tain protreptic motifs found elsewhere.

127 I agree with DuÈ ring that other occurrences of jilosojhteÂ on must
be ascribed to Iambl., not to Arist. (25±6).
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(4) Plato, Euthydemus 278e3±282d3; 288d5±292e7;
306d6±end. See section ii.3.4 and n.283.

(5) Plato, Apolog y 29d7±e3; 30b2±4; 36c5±d1 (Socrates'
protreptic speeches). See section ii.3.3.

(6) Aeschines of Sphettos, Alcibiades. I use the fragments
(1±6 and Vest. 1±3 Kr. � 1±11 D.; P. Oxy. 1608; SSR vi a
41±54) only; not the derived texts,128 which are protreptic
dialogues in their own right: (7) and (8) below. We learn
most about the intention of this dialogue from a passage in
Aelius Aristides ( U� peÁ r twÄ n tettaÂ rwn, 572±6 � 1.484.7±
485.23 Lenz±Behr) where it is compared with the pseudo-
Platonic Alcibiades 1; more precisely, Aristides compares
the e¨ectiveness of Socrates' handling of Alcibiades in
either dialogue. In Plato (Aristides did not doubt the au-
thenticity of Alcibiades 1; nobody did in antiquity), Socrates
leaves room for Alcibiades' arrogance because he had said
that he was `wedded to ignorance' (118b6) but added that
most politicians su¨er from the same evil (118b9±c1); this is
unsuitable because Alcibiades was so arrogant that he
would have criticised even the twelve Olympians;129 there-
fore the thought that he did not stand alone in his igno-

128 X. Mem. 4.2; [Pl.] Alc. 1. See Dittmar, Aischines, 120±44; Gaiser, Pro-
treptik, 77±95; B. Ehlers, Eine vorplatonische Deutung des sokratischen Eros
(Munich 1966), 10±25; E¨e, `Charmides', 199±203. Gaiser uses also
X. Mem. 3.8±9 and 4.6 (71±7; 86±7) and should have used 1.1.16; I
am prepared to accept his conclusion (especially on account of Pl.
Chrm. 164a9±b6, which may derive from Aesch. Alc., cf. below), but
cf. C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 137±8 on X. Mem. 4.6.5±6 ± in any
case as neither X. Mem. 3.8±9 nor 4.6 is protreptic, I cannot use
them here. B. Ehlers (11 n.) rightly warns against rashly using X.
Mem.; indeed 4.2.12±19 goes back to the source of [Pl.] Just. (C. W.
MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 134±9) and 4.2.19±20 to Pl. Hp.Mi. (Maier, So-
krates, 54±6). E¨e gives plausible reasons for the assumption that
Chrm. 164c7±end is intended as a refutation of Aesch. Alc.; he should
have added the parallel Chrm. 171d8±e5; 172d7±10 ± Aesch. Alc. fr. 1
Kr. � 8 D. (SSR vi a 50) and Alc. 1 117c6±e5; 132c4±6. But again,
Chrm. is not a protreptic text.

129 Aesch. Alc. Vest. 1 Kr. � fr. 5 D. (SSR vi a 46).
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rance was comforting. In Aeschines, Socrates reduces Alci-
biades to tears by his eulogy of Themistocles, in which he
does not speak evil of that politician,130 so that he may not
be spoiled any more than he already is: Alcibiades does
not even come near to Themistocles as far as training is
concerned. And besides, Socrates heightens the e¨ect of
his words in an appropriate way,131 for he has said in the
eulogy of Themistocles that not even he had acquired suf-
®cient knowledge; in this way, the possibility of an arro-
gant reaction on Alcibiades' part is suppressed, and his
despondency ± and at the same time his dependence on
Socrates ± is increased.
Evidently, Aristides regards both dialogues as pro-

treptic, inasmuch as Socrates tries to persuade Alcibiades
that he falls short of the standards of (moral) education
which are necessary for the prospective politician. Even if
the verb protreÂ yai had not cropped up in his analysis we
would have been justi®ed in adding Aeschines' Alcibiades to
the corpus. Compare the de®nition of `protreptic dia-
logue' (section ii.1.1).132

130 Aristid. 46.576; the statement seems to be contradicted by P. Oxy.
1608.1±5; 36±48.

131 KaiÁ proseÂ ti summeÂ trwv e� peÂ teine toÁ n loÂ gon, 1.485.19. Following
Immisch, Krauss (63±4) thinks that the dialogue ended in a climax,
on account of the following words ei� pe gaÂ r pou ktl., which they
take to refer to what Socrates said in the absence of Alcibiades. But
the words ou� deÁ e� keiÂ nwi h� e� pisthÂ mh ou� sa h� rkesen, a� ll' e� nedeÂ hsen
are a paraphrasis of a sentence from the eulogy of Themistocles (fr.
1 Kr. � 8 D. (SSR vi a 50); p. 270.48±51 Dittmar, Aischines). What
Aristid. means is that in Aesch. Alcibiades is reduced to tears because
of his inferiority to Themistocles, and that on top of this Socrates
shows (e� peÂ teine toÁ n loÂ gon) that even his admired example had not
been equal to the vicissitudes of fate.

132 In `Aeschines' Miltiades', 305±8, I have tentatively reconstructed
Aesch. Milt. as a protreptic dialogue. Though I shall occasionally
refer to it, there is no su½cient ground in the fragments preserved
from this dialogue to warrant its inclusion in the protreptic corpus.
Besides, Milt. almost certainly did not have a conversion scene and
quite certainly not a ®nal conversion scene.
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(7) Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2. An over-con®dent young
man, Euthydemus, standing at the beginning of a political
career (1; 11) is twice brought to a� qumiÂ a (23; 39) through
Socrates' proof of his ignorance (12±23; 31±9); he becomes
a close follower of Socrates, as that is, he thinks, the only
way to become an a� nhÁ r a� xioÂ logov (40). In its entirety, this
text is de®nitely protreptic, yet it contains various motifs
not originally of a protreptic nature (it has been estab-
lished that the author borrowed from an unknown but
probably not protreptic dialogue about justice, as well as
from Plato's Hippias Maior ).133
(8) Pseudo-Plato, Alcibiades 1; the only protreptic text

from the pre-Christian era which has been preserved un-
mutilated (the next one which we encounter is Clement's
Protrepticus). Alcibiades, about to embark on a political
career (105a7±b1), will have to show the Athenians what is
just and unjust in politics (109b5±c12), but he has never
learned the di¨erence (112d7±113c7). As a second line of
defence, Alcibiades states that what is just is rarely useful
(113d1±8), but Socrates proves that the just is always useful
(114e7±116d4). Alcibiades is ignorant (as most politicians
are) and needs an e� pimeÂ leia (118b4±119b1). The right e� pi-
meÂ leia au� touÄ is possible only through self-knowledge
(124b7±129a10), which is identical to knowledge of one's
soul or swjrosuÂ nh (129b1±133c20). Only with this knowl-
edge is true statesmanship possible (133c21±135b6); until
this knowledge has been acquired, one has to have oneself
led by a better man, in this case Socrates (135b7±e5), the
only true lover of Alcibiades (131c5±e5).

133 Cf. n. 128. It is only when this chapter has material in common with
other texts from the protreptic corpus that we are on safer ground,
especially in 4.2.1±7 (cf. Alc. 1 106e4±112d10 and Aesch. Alc. fr. 1
Kr. � 8 D. (SSR vi a 50) on Themistocles' preparation for politics)
and in the adage gnwÄ qi sautoÂ n (4.2.24±30, cf. Alc. 1 and Aesch. Alc.;
E¨e, `Charmides'). The enumeration of so-called a� gaqaÂ (4.2.31)
which are subsequently proved to be sometimes evil (32±6), recurs in
Euthd., cf. section ii.2.2 n. 188.
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The synopsis will make it clear that this dialogue is ex-
plicitly protreptic. Alcibiades' need of e� pimeÂ leia is stressed
repeatedly (119a9; 123d3; 124b7; d4; 127e9) and his despair
increases accordingly (124b7±9; 127d6±8). We saw that
Aristides regarded the dialogue as protreptic.134

I shall explain elsewhere (section ii.3.5) my reasons for
not assuming that Plato ever wrote a protreptic dialogue;
this is my main reason for regarding Alcibiades 1 as unau-
thentic (I admit it is a subjective one). Linguistic evidence,
which cannot be discussed here,135 sustains the rejection, as
do certain pieces of un-Platonic doctrine.136

I do not accept as protreptic the Epinomis (Einarson, `Epi-
nomis', passim; FestugieÁre, Protreptiques, 101±56), because it

134 When the author of the Anonymous Prolegomena (Hermann, Platonis Dia-
logi, 6.217) says that the skoÂ pov of Alc. 1 is not Alcibiades' jilotimiÂ a
but human jilotimiÂ a in general (periÁ thÄ v e� n e� kaÂ sthi yuchÄ i jiloti-
miÂ av skoÂ pon e� cei touÄ e� leÂ gxai. e� sti gaÁ r e� kaÂ stwi h� mwÄ n oi� on A� lkibiaÂ -
deiov jilotimiÂ a), he means in fact that Alc. 1 is a protreptic dialogue.
Olymp. in Alc. 142 (� 92 Westerink) divides the dialogue into three
parts, the second of which (119a8±124a7) he calls `protreptic'; this is
precisely the part where Alcibiades' need of e� pimeÂ leia is ®rst stressed
and developed (the break at 124a7 is motivated by the ®rst mention
of the Delphic maxim, which inaugurates the third, `maieutic' part).
Cf. also Procl. In Alc. 13.16±14.16 � Iambl. In Alc. fr. 2 Dillon.

135 Some stylistic tests, notably the occurrence of tiÂ mhÂ n; (5 times in 25
pages Didot, once in every 5 pages; cf. Prm. 1: 8.2; R. 1: 5.6; Lg. 1:
5.4; Tht. 1: 4.1; Phdr. 1: 3.5; Sph. 1: 3.3; Plt. 1: 2.2; Phlb. 1: 1.8; the ex-
pression is absent from all pre-Republic works but for one occurrence
in Ly.; cf. Lutosøawski, Plato's Logic, 104; data corrected after H. von
Arnim, `Sprachliche Forschungen zur Chronologie der platonischen
Dialoge', SAWW 169.3 (1912) 31) indicate a late date of composition,
whereas a comprehensive analysis of all formulas of assent (P.
FriedlaÈnder, Der grosse Alkibiades, ii (Bonn 1923), 57±8) shows closest
a½nity to Men., Euthyphr., Ly., Grg. (my personal impression is that
the style of Alc. 1 di¨ers toto caelo from that of Plato's later dialogues;
the absence of monologue, apart from the `central culmination'
(section i.4.2(7)) 121a3±124b6, seems to con®rm this). This con¯icting
evidence is best explained as due to inauthenticity.

136 I may refer to C. A. Bos, Alcibiades maior, esp. 70±3 (magic); 55±63
(au� toÁ toÁ au� toÂ ); 88±90 (dogmatism). ± Bos rightly claims that if Alc. 1
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fails to meet the criteria stated above (it is certainly im-
plicitly protreptic, and it contains a number of protreptic
motifs). There is no exhortation to sojiÂ a, jroÂ nhsiv or
e� pisthÂ mh, but the subject of the investigation is what
sojiÂ a consists in. As Einarson rightly remarks, this search
is `in the manner of the second discourse in the protreptic
of the Euthydemus' (`Epinomis', 279), but a counterpart to
the ®rst discourse, which alone would make the Epinomis a
protreptic text, is absent.137

Likewise, I do not include any material from Xen-
ophon's Memorabilia (apart from 4.2), even though some
passages have the general property of exhortation (in the
wider sense). Xenophon himself opposes the speeches and
conversations from 1.4 onwards to protreptic (see section
ii.1.4.1); besides, including them would blur the line be-
tween protreptic and paraenesis; it would mean also that
the corpus would contain so many heterogeneous texts
that it would cease to be useful as a basis for studies in
protreptic.

Not belonging to the corpus, but associated with it, are
a number of passages from Plato's dialogues, in which
there is explicit exhortation. Following Gaiser (Protreptik,
37 and passim), I shall call them `protreptic situations' (I do
not distinguish between protreptic and paraenetic situa-
tions, as Gaiser does). These passages are not part of our
inventory of protreptic texts because they are not detach-
able from their contexts (as are the protreptic conversa-
tions in the Euthydemus); they are not marked as protreptic

is authentic it must be a late work (83±7); he bases this judgement
primarily on the doctrines of Alc. 1. On grounds wholly di¨erent
from mine he concludes: `The most important aim of Alc. 1 is pro-
treptic to philosophy' (54; my translation).

137 By the same token, I think it highly dangerous to reconstruct the
plan of Arist. Protr. from that of Epin. (Einarson, `Epinomis'; Gaiser,
Protreptik, 218 n. 20). It is a priori unlikely that an explicitly pro-
treptic text like Arist. Protr. has the same structure as an implicitly
protreptic one.
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(our external criterion, cf. above). Among protreptic situa-
tions, I reckon:

(1) Gorgias 456a7±457c3 (Gaiser, Protreptik, 40±2; section
ii.1.2);

(2) ibid. 526d3±end (Gaiser, 190±2);
(3) Laches 178a1±190b5 (Gaiser, 114±18);
(4) Phaedo 114d1±115a2 (Gaiser, 194±6);
(5) Protagoras 316c5±317c1 (Gaiser, 37±8; section ii.1.2);
(6) ibid. 320c2±328d2 (Gaiser, 38±40; section ii.1.2);
(7) ibid. 352e5±357e8 (Gaiser, 42±4; 132±4);138
(8) Symposium 173c1±d7 (cf. Comm. on 407b1 PoiÄ jeÂ resqe);
(9) Republic 621b8±d3 (cf. de Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 217).

I shall use some of these passages occasionally when
analysing the protreptic speech in the Clitophon; they do
not justify Gaiser's claim that the structure of the Platonic
dialogue is derived from a ®xed pattern of sophistic pro-
treptic (see section ii.2.5).139
For the preamble to the laws in Laws 5, cf. section ii.2.2.

The exhortation from beyond the grave in Menexenus
246d1±248d6 belongs to rhetorical, not philosophical,
protreptic.

138 Rather a piece of argument in the form of a protreptic speech. Cf.
Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 8±9; following Susemihl, 511±12),
who derives the ®rst part of Socrates' speech in Clit. from this pas-
sage; this does not do justice to Clit., but one of his parallels is in-
teresting (cf. Comm. on 407b5 didaskaÂ louv). The author of Clit.
may have perceived the protreptic character of the Prt. passage and
used a few phrases (esp. 357e4±8). I cannot believe, however, that
PoiÄ jeÂ resqe, w� nqrwpoi was inspired by 353a3 etc. w� a� nqrwpoi; also
the proof that wrongdoing is involuntary was certainly not bor-
rowed from Prt.

139 I have not used passages which are protreptic only inasmuch as a
partner of Socrates is encouraged to go on with the discussion, e.g.
Chrm. 166c7±e2; Euthphr. 11b6±e4; Grg. 481c5±482c3; 486e5±488b1;
Hp.Ma. 295a1±c1; Hp.Mi. 372a6±373a8; La. 193e8±194c6; Men.
79e7±81e2; 86b6±c7; Phd. 89c11±91c6.
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ii.1.4 Early theories of philosophical protreptic

Apart from the texts collected in the previous section, we
have to examine two passages which betray re¯ection on
philosophical exhortation and are relevant to the Clitophon.
Though one is considerably later than the fourth century
bce, analysis seems to me imperative; we shall be able to
decide later what is relevant and what is not.
I reserve a separate treatment of Plato till later (section

ii.3); explicit statements on protrophÂ are not found in his
works anyway.

ii.1.4.1 Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.4.1
Having dealt with, presumably, Polycrates' KathgoriÂ a

SwkraÂ touv in 1.1±2, Xenophon goes on to a counter-
attack and proves that far from being harmful, Socrates
was even highly bene®cial to his companions140 taÁ meÁ n

e� rgwi deiknuÂ wn e� autoÁ n oi� ov h� n, taÁ deÁ kaiÁ dialegoÂ menov

(1.3.1). The ®rst point is shown in 1.3, the second from 1.4
onwards; but Xenophon sees ®t to insert a separate pre-
face concerning Socrates' discourse. As this preface con-
tains statements regarding exhortation made both by Xen-
ophon and by some others, I shall treat it rather fully here,
the more so since it has been taken as a reference to the
Clitophon:141 Ei� deÂ tinev SwkraÂ thn nomiÂ zousin, w� v142 e� nioi

140 On the unity of 1.1±2 and the following chapters, cf. Gigon, Memo-
rabilien I, 93±4; Erbse, `Architektonik', 319±22; 337±40; M. Treu,
PW s.v. Xenophon (6), 1777±8.

141 Bertini, 458±60; 465±9; Kunert, Necessitudo, 13±17; H. Maier, So-
krates, 43; Erbse, `Architektonik', 323±5.

142 Jacobs' conjecture oi� v, approved by Bertini, 458; Maier, Sokrates, 42
n. 1; Kesters, KeÂrygmes, 126; Erbse, `Architektonik', 322 n. 37 is super-
¯uous, as tekmaiÂ romai is often used without a complement (LSJ s.v.,
a ii 1); the distinction between tinev and e� nioi makes sense even if w� v
is retained: `If there are people who think [. . .] as some have actu-
ally said': tinev may refer to the readers or listeners of the person(s)
called e� nioi. A papyrus from the third or fourth century ce (P. Lit.
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graÂ jousiÂ te kaiÁ leÂ gousi143 periÁ au� touÄ tekmairoÂ menoi,

protreÂ yasqai meÁ n a� nqrwÂ pouv e� p' a� rethÁ n kraÂ tiston ge-

goneÂ nai, proagageiÄ n d' e� p' au� thÁ n ou� c i� kanoÂ n, skeyaÂ me-

noi mhÁ moÂ non a� e� keiÄ nov kolasthriÂ ou e� neka144 touÁ v paÂ nt '
oi� omeÂ nouv ei� deÂ nai e� rwtwÄ n h� legcen, a� llaÁ kaiÁ a� leÂ gwn

sunhmeÂ reue toiÄ v sundiatriÂ bousi, dokimazoÂ ntwn ei� i� kanoÁ v

h� n beltiÂ ouv poieiÄ n touÁ v sunoÂ ntav.145

Lond. 149; cf. E. C. Marchant, Xenophontis Opera Omnia, t. 2 (Oxonii
19212), praefatio) reads w� v like all MSS.

143 These words seem to be a more or less ®xed combination in polemi-
cal writings, cf. Hp. VM 1; Pl. Tht. 162e1.

144 It is very improbable that kolasthÂ rion means `punishment' (LSJ,
s.v. kolasthÂ riov ii 3; only this place adduced), because words in
-thÂ rion denote either instruments (pothÂ rion) or places (desmwthÂ -
rion) or religious actions (quthÂ rion), cf. P. Chantraine, La formation
des noms en grec ancien (Paris 1933), 62±4. I would rather interpret the
phrase kolasthriÂ ou e� neka as `as a means of correction' ± the for-
mation would then be analogous to some members of the third
group like luthÂ rion, kaqarthÂ rion. In this context, `correction' and
`punishment' are di¨erent things.

145 Owing to a syntactic ambiguity, there are two possible theories on
the number of types of discourse distinguished by Xenophon. `They
must examine not only A but also B' can be interpreted either as
`they already examine A but must also examine B' or as `they exam-
ine neither A nor B and must examine both'. Since the participle
skeyaÂ menoi has the modal value of the main verb dokimazoÂ ntwn,
we should expect mhÂ , not ou� , even in the ®rst case, cf. Pl. Prt. 336c4±
6 dialegeÂ sqw e� rwtwÄ n te kaiÁ a� pokrinoÂ menov, mhÁ e� j' e� kaÂ sthi
e� rwthÂ sei makroÁ n loÂ gon a� poteiÂ nwn; A. Oguse, Recherches sur le par-
ticipe circonstanciel en grec ancien (Paris 1962), 246±7. In the ®rst inter-
pretation, these people look only at Socrates' refutations of others
and consider these instances of his exhorting others to virtue ± in
other words there are two types of discourse: protreptic±elenctic
and what may be called didactic (so JoeÈl, Der echte . . . Sokrates, i 457;
Gigon, Memorabilien I, 119; Gaiser, Protreptik, 30 and n. 31; Erbse,
`Architektonik', 323±4). On the other hand, there is nothing in this
text to prevent us from distinguishing three types of discourse: pro-
treptic, elenctic and didactic (E. Edelstein, Xenophontisches und Plato-
nisches Bild des Sokrates (Heidelberg 1934), 94±5). As the words are in-
tended as an announcement of the following conversations and
speeches at any rate up to and including 2.1 (Erbse, `Architektonik',
325±6), only an examination of the whole work and of parallel
statements can take us further.
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As I have already shown (section i.5.2 n. 86), this preface
is followed by two pairs consisting each of an `elenctic'
conversation (1.4; 1.6) and a `didactic' speech (1.5; 1.7) ad-
dressed to Socrates' sunoÂ ntev (so named 1.7.1; 5). The ®rst
e� legcov is a conversation with Aristodemus who does not
believe in the gods (1.4.2), the second with Antiphon the
sophist ± both qualify for the sobriquet touÁ v paÂ nt ' oi� omeÂ -
nouv ei� deÂ nai; at the end of either chapter the usefulness for
the listeners is stressed (1.4.19 touÁ v sunoÂ ntav e� doÂ kei poieiÄ n

. . . a� peÂ cesqai twÄ n a� nosiÂ wn ktl.; 1.6.14 e� doÂ kei . . . touÁ v

a� kouÂ ontav e� piÁ kaloka� gaqiÂ an a� gein). Evidently, in 1.4.1
three types of Socratic discourse are distinguished: explicit
protreptic (not exempli®ed), `didactic', `elenctic'.146 This
`didactic' discourse amounts to paraenesis (section ii.1.1),
as may be seen from 1.5 and 1.7.

When we examine Xenophon's use of the word pro-

treÂ pein,147 it becomes clear that the distinction made in
1.4.1 between protreÂ pesqai and proaÂ gein represents a
line of thought which Xenophon temporarily adopts, but

146 A parallel signalled by H. Maier (Sokrates, 42 n. 2) in the eulogy of
Socrates which closes the Mem. (4.8.11) could be used for both inter-
pretations, though the way in which protreÂ yasqai gradually be-
comes what in 1.4.1 is called proagageiÄ n (cf. next note) is an argu-
ment for a bipartition of Socratic discourse at 4.8.11 and a
trichotomy at 1.4.1.

147 In the recapitulation of his defence of Socrates against the indict-
ment (1.2.64), there is an opposition between pauÂ wn and pro-
treÂ pwn: `he made an end to their evil desires' as opposed to `he in-
stilled in them a longing for virtue'. Obviously, protreÂ pw is more
than `to exhort' here ± it is perhaps better paraphrased as `by ex-
horting to cause someone to do', and this is the sense in which the
word is used throughout Mem., except at 1.4.1. The introductory and
closing remarks in the chapters following 1.4 betray a curious tele-
scoping of proaÂ gein and protreÂ pein: 1.5.1 proubiÂ baze . . . ei� v
tauÂ thn; 6.14 e� piÁ kaloka� gaqiÂ an a� gein; 7.1 a� rethÄ v e� pimeleiÄ sqai
proeÂ trepe; 2.1.1 protreÂ pein; 4.5.1 proetreÂ peto . . . proÁ v e� gkraÂ -
teian (cf. praktikwteÂ rouv e� poiÂ ei; the verb proaÂ gein is not found
after 1.4.1). The distinction made initially is gradually given up, with
probibaÂ zein and a� gein acting as intermediaries.
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which is wholly alien to him ± as we shall see (section
ii.5.3), this is not the only time he does so. From 1.7.1 on-
wards protreÂ pein is precisely what had been called proa-

gageiÄ n at 1.4.1.148 Already in Xenophon, there is an ambi-
guity in the notion of protreptic which may be perceived
more clearly in Stoic theory.149

Does the passage under discussion prove that Xenophon
knew protreptic as a separate genre? It is certainly not
stated in so many words: if some people write that Socra-
tes can only exhort others, that does not mean that there
were Socratic exhortations ± the words tekmairoÂ menoi may
even seem to tell against the assumption that these existed.
Yet when Xenophon invites these critics to examine Soc-
rates' elenctic and didactic discourse he implies that they
had hitherto paid attention only to other types of dis-
course, and it would seem that protreptic speeches are the
only possible ones left.

If so, one may tentatively conclude that for Xenophon,
`protreptic' was mainly accusatory exhortation; his in-
stances of Socrates' `didactic' discourse bear the stamp of
advice which Demetrius considers typical of him (section
ii.1.4.2). The trichotomy accusation, advice, elenchos re-

148 This becomes obvious as soon as we translate protreÂ pein by `to ex-
hort' ± it makes nonsense of the statements quoted in the previous
note. Intuitively I would say that protreÂ pein, like a� potreÂ pein and
peiÂ qein, has a terminative Aktionsart : it denotes an action which
aims at a certain goal and has the attainment of this goal for its nat-
ural conclusion (cf. Erbse, `Architektonik' 323). Normally, reaching
the goal would be expressed by an aorist form, carrying out the
action by a present or imperfect form (cf. 1.2.29 KritiÂ an . . . a� peÂ -
trepe. (30) touÄ deÁ KritiÂ ou . . . ou� deÁ a� potrepomeÂ nou and 4.7.5
i� scurwÄ v a� peÂ trepen). But there may be other determining factors in
the context, such as the presence of a plural object, which encour-
age the present/imperfect even when the goal is attained. Certainly
Gigon (Memorabilien I, 119±20) is wide of the mark when he trans-
lates protreÂ yasqai by `Aufmerksam-Machen'.

149 Cf. SVF 3.682 moÂ non deÁ protetraÂ jqai toÁ n sojoÂ n in comparison with
3.761 proÁ v e� teraÂ tina maÄ llon h� maÄ v protreÂ yetai h� toÁ jilosojeiÄ n.

80

INTRODUCTION II.1.4



curs in Demetrius and in Plato (section ii.3.1); Xenophon
appears (as the latter do not) to limit protreptic to accusa-
tion, because these examples of `didactic' discourse (1.5;
1.7) would appear to us already to border on protreptic
speeches.

Certainly attested is the existence of the criticism that
Socrates is successful in exhortation but cannot actually
lead people to a� rethÂ . This is quite speci®cally the charge
levelled against him in the Clitophon, as summarised espe-
cially in the ®nal sentence (410e5±8 mhÁ meÁ n gaÁ r prote-

trammeÂ nwi se a� nqrwÂ pwi w� SwÂ kratev a� xion ei� nai touÄ
pantoÁ v jhÂ sw, protetrammeÂ nwi deÁ scedoÁ n kaiÁ e� mpoÂ dion

touÄ proÁ v teÂ lov a� rethÄ v e� lqoÂ nta eu� daiÂ mona geneÂ sqai ). The
impression that Xenophon is actually referring to the Cli-
tophon is rather strong. We cannot escape from it by point-
ing to a text in Cicero adduced by Grote (Plato, iii 23; De
Oratore 1.47.204 ut Socratem illum solitum aiunt dicere, perfectum
sibi opus esse, si qui satis esset concitatus cohortatione sua ad stu-
dium cognoscendae percipiendaeque virtutis; quibus enim id persua-
sum esset, ut nihil mallent se esse quam bonos viros, eis reliquam
facilem esse doctrinam), because in this passage (presumably a
quotation from a lost Socratic dialogue150) there is not a
trace of criticism.

Nor again is it possible to cast doubt on the relationship
between our passage and the Clitophon on account of Xen-
ophon's e� nioi:151 it is normal in polemic of this time not to
name one's opponent but to call him `some people' (cf.
section ii.7.3 of this introduction). So for instance, when
Aristotle says (Politics 1327b38±40) o� per gaÂ r jasiÂ tinev

deiÄ n u� paÂ rcein toiÄ v juÂ laxi, toÁ jilhtikouÁ v meÁ n ei� nai twÄ n

150 It would ®t in quite well in Aesch. Alc. between fragments 10 and 11
D. ± The parallel Cic. Ac. 1.4.16 (section ii.1.4.2) may suggest that
these words are Cicero's own invention, but solitum aiunt dicere de®-
nitely excludes that possibility.

151 Grote, Plato, iii 23; Pavlu, `Pseudoplat. Kleitophon', 18±9; SouilheÂ,
178.
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gnwriÂ mwn, proÁ v deÁ touÁ v a� gnwÄ tav a� griÂ ouv he is quoting
directly from Plato, Republic 375c1±2.152 Besides, even if
e� nioi is taken at face value, it does not exclude the Clitophon.
Whereas it may therefore be regarded as certain that

the relationship between the Clitophon and the preface of
Xenophon 1.4 is more than a coincidence (the minimum
assumption being that both texts independently preserve a
current opinion about Socrates, so Hartlich, `De exhorta-
tionum . . . historia', 229±30; Pavlu, `Pseudopl. Kleito-
phon', 19), it does not follow that Xenophon has the Clito-
phon in mind. There remains the possibility that the
Clitophon is a compilation (`ein Cento aus Texten Platons
und anderer Sokratiker', Gigon, Memorabilien I, 119) and
drew among others on the writing which prompted Xen-
ophon's remark (so Gigon; alternatively, it might derive
directly from Xenophon, which is essentially the position
taken up by Carlini, `Dialoghi pseudoplatonici'). We shall
not be able to judge this possibility until we have compared
the parallels which make up the supposed cento and on
that basis can form a theory on the intention of the Clito-
phon (sections ii.2.4; ii.6; ii.7.3(4)).
In the meantime the point may be raised here that if

indeed Xenophon was inspired by the Clitophon, he can
hardly have regarded that dialogue as Platonic. The critics
of Socrates state their opinion on the basis of an inference
(tekmairoÂ menoi ), not through ®rst-hand knowledge. This is
a highly curious statement if it concerns the major Soc-
ratic of the day, who had (to all appearances) been a fol-
lower of Socrates rather longer than Xenophon himself.
But it is perhaps possible that by e� nioi Xenophon actually
means the literary character Clitophon. The issue will be
treated in section ii.7.3(7).

152 Cf. 1330a1 ± R. 416d3±7 and H. Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus (Berlin
19612), 598±9.
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ii.1.4.2 Demetrius, PeriÁ e� rmhneiÂ av 296±8
At the end of his treatment of toÁ e� schmatismeÂ non e� n

loÂ gwi (a type of statement or even of whole text in which
what we would nowadays call the `illocutionary value' is
di¨erent from the denotational value), Demetrius o¨ers a
more general illustration of how one can convey the same
messages in di¨erent types of text:

(296) KaqoÂ lou153 deÁ w� sper toÁ n au� toÁ n khroÁ n o� meÂ n tiv kuÂ na

e� plasen, o� deÁ bouÄ n, o� deÁ i� ppon,154 ou� twv kaiÁ praÄ gma tau� toÁ n

o� meÂ n tiv a� pojainoÂ menov kaiÁ kathgorwÄ n155 jhsin o� ti dhÁ

``a� nqrwpoi156 crhÂ mata meÁ n a� poleiÂ pousi toiÄ v paisiÂ n,

153 Demetrius means: apart from the problems of eu� preÂ peia and a� s-
jaÂ leia discussed in the previous sections.

154 Cf. Cic. De Or. 3.45.177; Plin. Ep. 7.9.11; Quintil. 10.5.9; Hieron. Ep.
53 (sic).3 � 3.10.26±11.2 Labourt; J. E. B. Mayor, `Demetrius periÁ
e� rmhneiÂ av and Pliny the Younger', CR 17 (1903) 57.

155 One may doubt whether this means `accusing' (stating ± a� pojaiÂ no-
menov (cf. 279) ± that people do wrong amounts to accusing them) or
`a½rming'; the translators are divided (W. Rhys Roberts, Demetrius
On Style (Cambridge 1902): `in the way of exposition and assevera-
tion'; cf. D. C. Innes in D. A. Russell±M. Winterbottom (eds.),
Ancient Literary Criticism (Oxford 1972), 215; G. M. A. Grube, A Greek
Critic: Demetrius On Style (Toronto 1961): `in the pointed and accusa-
tory manner of Aristippus'; D. C. Innes in S. Halliwell, Aristotle
Poetics; W. H. Fyfe±D. Russell, Longinus On the Sublime; D. C. Innes,
Demetrius On Style (Cambridge, Mass.±London 1995)). The comment
on the third manner h� qikwÄ v (`tactfully') kaiÁ e� mmelwÄ v kaiÁ ou� ciÁ dhÁ toÁ
legoÂ menon touÄ to a� poÁ SkuqwÄ n (297) seems to contrast the third with
the ®rst manner, which is an argument for `accusing'. If the example
of the ®rst manner was really borrowed from the Clitophon, that is
another argument (cf. 407a7 e� pitimwÄ n). Finally, if my hypothesis
that Demetrius is speaking here about three modes of protreptic is
right, then Epictetus' identi®cation of protreptikoÁ v carakthÂ r
and e� piplhktikhÁ cwÂ ra (3.23.33±4; 3.21.18±9; cf. n. 164) is a third
argument.

156 o� ti deÁ a� nqrwpoi the MS, ``oi� deÁ a� nqrwpoi Spengel, o� ti oi� a� nqrw-
poi most editors. For the construction jhmiÁ o� ti, which is not found
in classical Greek (cf. my discussion in `Aeschines' Miltiades', 303),
cf. Demetr. 6; 23; 138.
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e� pisthÂ mhn deÁ ou� sunapoleiÂ pousin thÁ n crhsomeÂ nhn toiÄ v a� po-

leijqeiÄ si.'' touÄ to deÁ toÁ ei� dov touÄ loÂ gou A� ristiÂ ppeion leÂ getai.
e� terov deÁ tau� toÁ u� poqetikwÄ v157 prooiÂ setai, kaqaÂ per Xe-

nojwÄ ntov taÁ poÂ lla, oi� on o� ti ``deiÄ gaÁ r ou� crhÂ mata moÂ non

a� polipeiÄ n toiÄ v e� autwÄ n paisiÂ n, a� llaÁ kaiÁ e� pisthÂ mhn thÁ n

crhsomeÂ nhn au� toiÄ v.''

(297) toÁ deÁ i� diÂ wv kalouÂ menon ei� dov SwkratikoÂ n,158 o� maÂ lista
dokouÄ sin zhlwÄ sai Ai� sciÂ nhv kaiÁ PlaÂ twn, metaruqmiÂ sei a� n

touÄ to toÁ praÄ gma toÁ proeirhmeÂ non ei� v e� rwÂ thsin w� deÂ pwv, oi� on´
``w� paiÄ , poÂ sa soi crhÂ mata a� peÂ leipen o� pathÂ r; h� pollaÂ tina

kaiÁ ou� k eu� ariÂ qmhta; ± pollaÂ w� SwÂ kratev. ± a� ra ou� n kaiÁ

e� pisthÂ mhn a� peÂ lipeÂ n soi thÁ n crhsomeÂ nhn au� toiÄ v;'' a� ma gaÁ r

kaiÁ ei� v a� poriÂ an e� balen toÁ n paiÄ da lelhqoÂ twv kaiÁ h� neÂ mnhsen o� ti

a� nepisthÂ mwn e� stiÂ , kaiÁ paideuÂ esqai proetreÂ yato´ tauÄ ta

paÂ nta h� qikwÄ v kaiÁ e� mmelwÄ v, kaiÁ ou� ciÁ dhÁ toÁ legoÂ menon touÄ to

a� poÁ SkuqwÄ n.
(298) eu� hmeÂ rhsan d' oi� toiouÄ toi loÂ goi toÂ te e� xeureqeÂ ntev toÁ

prwÄ ton, maÄ llon deÁ e� xeÂ plhxan twÄ i te mimhtikwÄ i kaiÁ twÄ i e� nar-

geiÄ kaiÁ twÄ i metaÁ megalojrosuÂ nhv nouqetikwÄ i.

Speaking more generally, just as the same bit of wax is moulded
by one man into a dog, by another into an ox, by a third into a
horse, so with regard to the same subject-matter one man will
state as an accusation `people leave their wealth to their chil-
dren, yet they don't leave with it the knowledge how to use their
legacy'; this type of discourse is called Aristippean.

Another will express the same thought as an advice, as nor-
mally in Xenophon: `People should not . . .'

The Socratic type in the stricter sense of the phrase, one
which was apparently adopted especially by Aeschines and
Plato, will reformulate the same subject-matter as a question,
for example `My boy, how much wealth . . . ?' In this way the

157 Normal philosophical terminology for `advising', cf. J. Bernays, Ge-
sammelte Abhandlungen (Berlin 1885), i 262±71. LSJ, s.v. (`by way of
suggestion') seem to overlook this.

158 `The Socratic manner in the stricter sense of the word', i.e. typically
Socratic, as opposed to the manners of all those who may for one
reason or another be included in Socratic literature in general. Cer-
tainly not `the peculiar manner called Socratic' (Grube).
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speaker has at the same time brought the boy into aporia with-
out the latter realising it, has reminded him that he is ignorant,
and has exhorted him to have himself instructed. And all this in
a personal and harmonious manner, not as the saying goes `in
the Scythian mode'.

This type of speech met with great success when it was ®rst
invented, and they made a deeper impression than the others
through their truth to life, their vividness and their man-of-the-
world criticism.

In the analysis of this passage it is generally overlooked
that it is a sort of epilegomenon to the treatment of toÁ

e� schmatismeÂ non. We have to do not so much with three
genres of philosophical literature or even of philosophy, as
with one idea which can be framed in three di¨erent ways,
each connected with a Socratic author (or in the latter case
authors).

Now, it would seem that the idea as stated in the ®rst
form is considered by Demetrius to be of a protreptic
nature. So much can be derived, I think, from his com-
ment on the `typically Socratic' manner: if this manner is
`not after the proverbial Scythian fashion',159 then some-
thing else must be, and this can hardly be anything but the
®rst manner. If, then, the speaker in the third manner is
said to bring about aporia and to exhort his addressee to
education at the same time, I understand Demetrius to mean
that in the ®rst manner there is a harsher sort of protreptic
without aporia. This impression is reinforced by his re-
mark that Socratic writings in the stricter sense became
immensely popular and maÄ llon e� xeÂ plhxan (were more
shocking) on account of (among other things) twÄ i metaÁ

megalojrosuÂ nhv nouqetikwÄ i (admonition with nobility,
man-of-the-world criticism); apparently, the ®rst type of
discourse had less e¨ect and, while being equally admon-
ishing, lacked nobility. These comments closely resemble

159 Cf. 216 for a parallel expression.
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those contained in 279, where Demetrius states that ques-
tions sometimes achieve more deinoÂ thv than statements
(kaqaÂ per gaÁ r ei� v a� poriÂ an a� gei toÁ n a� kouÂ onta e� xelegco-

meÂ nwi e� oikoÂ ta kaiÁ mhdeÁ n a� pokriÂ nasqai e� conti).
The three types distinguished by Demetrius and his

comments on the ®rst and third types coincide to a re-
markable degree with statements found in Plato's Sophist
(section ii.3.1); the tripartite division is partly akin to the
one found in Xenophon.

It may be thought strange that the interpretation of the
Socratic dialogue (at any rate the aporetic dialogue) as
having a protreptic intention was already existent in an-
tiquity (quite probably as early as the third century bce160).
Yet Demetrius is not our only witness for this concept. The
related but not identical view that Plato's dialogues had
a protreptic e¨ect on many is stated in so many words by
Dicaearchus.161 And the conviction that the writings of the
Socratics and especially of Plato give us an essentially pro-
treptic picture of Socrates is expressed in Cicero's Aca-
demica Posteriora (1.4.16).

The Socrates of aporia and elenchos (ut nihil a½rmet ipse,
refellat alios) is there said in so many words to be protreptic

160 Though scholarly opinion about Demetrius' date is very divided,
there seems to be a consensus nowadays that his doctrines re¯ect `an
early stage . . . in the development of Greek literary theories' (D. M.
Schenkeveld, Studies in Demetrius On Style (Amsterdam 1964), 117). Cf.
D. C. Innes in S. Halliwell et al., op. cit. (n. 155), 313±21.

161 Quoted by Philodemus (Acad. Ind.; PHerc 1021 col.1.11±15), cf. K.
Gaiser, Philodems Academica. Die Berichte uÈber Platon und die Alte Akademie
in zwei herkulanensischen Papyri (Stuttgart±Bad Cannstatt 1988), 148; T.
Dorandi, Filodemo, Storia dei Filoso®: Platone e l'Academia (Naples 1991),
125: proetreÂ yato meÁ g gaÁ r a� peiÂ rouv w� v ei� peiÄ n e� p' au� thÁ n diaÁ thÄ v
a� nagrajhÄ v twÄ n loÂ gwn. Cf. K. Gaiser, `La biogra®a di Platone in
Filodemo: Nuovi dati dal PHerc. 1021', CErc 13 (1983) 53±62. Gaiser
goes far astray when he claims Dicaearchus' support for his own
esoteric views (CErc, 61±2). More generally, the passage is often
taken to say that the intention of Plato's dialogues was protreptic,
which is obviously false.
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(omnis eius oratio tantum in virtute laudanda et in hominibus ad
virtutis studium cohortandis [� protreÂ pein] consumebatur), and
the emphasis is so clearly on Socratic writings that it is
beyond reasonable doubt that we have here a glimpse of
the same theory of the protreptic character of Socratic lit-
erature that is found in Demetrius. We happen to know
that this part of Cicero's book was derived from Antiochus
of Ascalon (most probably from his Sosos).162 In this case,
Cicero's often-quoted words `a� poÂ graja sunt etc.' should
be taken seriously; it is not implausible that they refer pre-
cisely to the Academica.163

We may connect Antiochus' description of the Socratic
dialogue as an exhortation to virtue with the Middle Aca-
demic view of Plato and Socrates as sceptics: what may
have been taken by others as dogmatism in the form of
question-and-answer (and therefore may have been a
cause of embarrassment for Arcesilaus and his followers)
might conceivably have been explained away as protreptic.
There is a slight indication for this possibility in the same
passage from Cicero, when Antiochus' exposeÂ of the his-
tory of dogmatism continues: ita facta est, quod minime Soc-
rates probabat, ars quaedam philosophiae et rerum ordo et descriptio
disciplinae (1.4.17).164

162 Cf. 1.4.13 (scripserit ); 14; 12.43; Att. 13.12.3±4; 16.1; 18.3; 21.4; Fam.
9.8.1. See A. Lueder, Die philosophische PersoÈnlichkeit des Antiochus von
Askalon (GoÈ ttingen 1940), 12±13; J. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late
Academy (GoÈ ttingen 1978), 419; id., `Socrates in the Academic books
and other Ciceronian works', in B. Inwood±J. Mansfeld (eds.), Assent
and Argument: Studies in Cicero's Academic Books (Leiden 1997), 58±88,
esp. 71±5.

163 Att. 12.52.3; Glucker, Antiochus, 406±12.
164 For reasons of space I cannot discuss various texts from Epict. (esp.

3.23.33±4; 3.21.18±19) in which philosophical discourse in general is
trichotomised. These passages have been related to Demetrius' three
ei� dh by E. G. Schmidt, `Die drei Arten des Philosophierens. Zur
geschichte einer antiken Stil- und Methodenscheidung', Philologus
106 (1962) 14±28; A. Carlini, `Osservazioni sui tre ei� dh touÄ loÂ gou in
Ps.-Demetrio, De eloc. 296sg.', RFIC 96 (1968) 38±46. The main
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Whatever the origin of the theory found in Demetrius
and Antiochus, it must be stressed that it is not a theory
concerning philosophical protreptic in its totality. Exhor-
tation to philosophy (protreptic in the stricter sense) is not
touched upon. It may, however, be maintained that the
passage from Demetrius is the outcome of a process of re-
¯ection on ethical protreptic; the similarity to the theory
contained in Plato's Sophist suggests that there existed a
theory in which three types of moral exhortation were dis-
tinguished: accusation, advice, elenchos. It is impossible to
pass judgement on the connection of the ®rst type with
Aristippus; the advising type (which comes close to, and is
probably identical with, paraenesis) is rightly connected
with Xenophon, especially with what we have called `di-
dactic'. Demetrius' example starts with the verb deiÄ ; the
frequency of this word in Xenophon (as compared to
Plato) has often been observed (statistics in JoeÈl, Der echte
. . . Sokrates, i 467). Grouping together Plato and Aeschines
under the heading of interrogation and aporia is only su-
per®cially right: implicit and explicit protreptic have not
been su½ciently distinguished in this theory (see further
section ii.3.5).

Demetrius' example a� nqrwpoi crhÂ mata meÁ n a� poleiÂ -

pousi toiÄ v paisiÂ n, e� pisthÂ mhn deÁ ou� sunapoleiÂ pousin

thÁ n crhsomeÂ nhn toiÄ v a� poleijqeiÄ si is strongly reminiscent
of the opening of Socrates' speech in the Clitophon, cf. es-

stumbling-block is Demetrius' ei� dov u� poqetikoÂ n; this cannot be
identi®ed with any of the three carakthÄ rev of Epict. See further
my paper `Protreptic in ancient theories of philosophical literature'.
± If Demetrius considered elenchos part of protreptic, his second
ei� dov (what I have de®ned in section ii.1.1 as paraenesis) must have
been likewise regarded as part of protreptic. There are some paral-
lels, cf. Posid. fr. 176 E.±K.; Schol. ad Demosth. 1.24 � 8.66.16±
67.6 Dindorf, though normally protreptic and paraenesis are kept
apart in ancient theory: Stob. 2.44.14±5 W.-H. (Eudorus); Aristo,
SVF 1.356±7; Plu. 798b; Clem. Al. Protr. 11.113.1; Paed. 1.1.1.1; cf. also
[Isoc.] 1.5 and section ii.1.1.
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pecially twÄ n d' u� eÂ wn oi� v tauÄ ta paradwÂ sete h* * *i o� pwv

e� pisthÂ sontai crhÄ sqai dikaiÂ wv touÂ toiv (407b3±4; as we
shall see, these words are a combination of two protreptic
motifs found ®rst in the Clitophon ± section ii.2.3.1). If this
were the only verbal resemblance between the two texts,
any explanation would do.165 But it can be shown that
elsewhere Demetrius draws upon the Clitophon;166 there-
fore, I submit the hypothesis that in this passage he de-
pends on our dialogue as well.

165 Most scholars suppose that Demetrius' words, being presented as an
instance of the ei� dov A� ristiÂ ppeion, are in fact a quotation from
Aristippus (fr. 21 Mannebach; SSR iv a 148); if this were true, the
Protrepticus would have been a good guess. Cf. P. Natorp, PW s.v.
Aristippos 8), 905; L. Radermacher, Demetrii Phalerei qui dicitur De elo-
cutione libellus (Leipzig 1901), 121; W. Rhys Roberts, op. cit. (n. 155),
258; W. Nestle, Die Sokratiker ( Jena 1922), 35. Cf. contra: Dittmar
(Aischines, 115 n. 48) and G. Giannantoni, I Cirenaici (Florence n.d.
(1958)), 67±8. Carlini (cf. previous note) ®rst proposed the Clitophon
as the source; this is accepted by D. C. Innes in S. Halliwell et al.,
op. cit. (n. 155), 519 n.

166 232: o� deÁ gnwmologwÄ n kaiÁ protrepoÂ menov ou� di' e� pistolhÄ v e� ti la-
louÄ nti e� oiken a� ll' a� hpoÁ i mhcanhÄ v (the insertion of a� poÂ (Ruhnke-
nius±Cobet) is necessary, as diaÁ mhcanhÄ v laleiÄ n makes no sense).
The combination of protreptic and the expression a� poÁ mhcanhÄ v is
striking. This expression is applied metaphorically to (1) people who
act from a higher level than their surroundings, cf. Alexis fr. 131.5±9
K.±A.; (2) unexpected help, cf. Schol. Clit. 407a8 (wrongly of
course); Paroem. 1.210; 2.21; 2.297; An. Bachm. 2.336±7; D. 40.59; P.
Hamb. 656.12±3 (cf. Gomme±Sandbach ad loc.); Men. fr. 226 K.;
278 K.; Luc. Herm., 86; Philops. 29; Aristid. Or. 31.14 K.; Hld.
10.39.2; Eust. 1.300.4 v.d. Valk; An. Ox. 3.206.18; (3) people who de-
liver protreptic speeches, cf. Clit.; D. Chr. Or. 13.14 (depending on
Clit., section ii.2.1.1); Them. Or. 26.320d (depending on Clit., section
ii.2.1.2); Demetr., loc. cit; perhaps Aristid. Or. 28.54 with a reminis-
cence of Clit. (cf. M. Davies, `Alcman fr. 106 again', RhM 135 (1992)
94). There is a good reason to suppose that (3) was not a wide-
spread usage. D. Chr. quotes the phrase with the express addition of
w� v e� jh tiv. Besides, both Ps.-Plu. 4e and Them. loc. cit. misunder-
stood the expression in Clit., supposing that it was meant in sense
(1). As (3) was used for the ®rst time in Clit., not in a source, if any
(section ii.2.1), Demetr. is directly or indirectly dependent on that
dialogue.

89

INTRODUCTION II.1.4



ii.1.5 The development of philosophical protreptic

In the fourth century, explicit philosophical protreptic ap-
pears to have been the domain of Socratic philosophers (if
Aristotle may be included among them). As I have already
remarked (section ii.1.1), this explains why exhortation to
virtue and to the care of the soul (e� pimeÂ leia; the most cen-
tral concept of fourth-century protreptic, cf. ii.2.2 n. 188)
coincides with exhortation to philosophy (that these were
identical was noticed by Dio Chrysostom, 13.28: kaiÁ ou� twv
dhÁ parekaÂ lei [Socrates] proÁ v toÁ e� pimeleiÄ sqai kaiÁ proseÂ -
cein au� twÄ i toÁ n nouÄ n kaiÁ jilosojeiÄ n.167 h� idei gaÁ r o� ti

touÄ to zhtouÄ ntev ou� deÁ n a� llo poihÂ sousin h� jilosojhÂ -

sousi. toÁ gaÁ r zhteiÄ n kaiÁ jilotimeiÄ sqai o� pwv tiv e� stai

kaloÁ v kaiÁ a� gaqoÁ v ou� k a� llo ti ei� nai h� toÁ jilosojeiÄ n). In
the Euthydemus, Socrates asks the eristics to show by their
exhortation that it is necessary sojiÂ av kaiÁ a� rethÄ v e� pi-

melhqhÄ nai (278d2±3); he ®rst gives a demonstration of his
own, of which the outcome is a� nagkaiÄ on ei� nai jilosojeiÄ n

(282d1).
Still, the accent may have been put by various writers

on either. If Antisthenes' ®rst three ProtreptikoiÂ were
indeed entitled PeriÁ dikaiosuÂ nhv kaiÁ a� ndreiÂ av, his exhor-
tation was primarily ethical, and the sub-title PeriÁ QeoÂ gni-

dov certainly points that way.168 Philosophy is not named

167 kaiÁ jilosojeiÄ n (usually bracketed) is indispensable. The ®rst gaÂ r is
only explicable if in the preceding sentence e� pimeleiÄ sqai and jilo-
sojeiÄ n have been identi®ed.

168 Presumably Antisthenes used some lines from Theognis as a starting-
point for protreptic discussions. It is interesting to note that in his
PeriÁ touÄ protreÂ pesqai, Chrysippus (Plu. 1039ef � SVF 3.167) men-
tions Antisthenes' dictum deiÄ n ktaÄ sqai bouÄ n h� broÂ con (fr. 67
Caizzi; SSR v a 105 ± to the parallels collected by Caizzi, p. 111, add
Clit. 408a4±7; Arist. Protr. b 110 DuÈ ring) together with a correction
of two lines of Theognis (175±6), which (in their corrected form)
point the same moral, though it must be stressed that Plutarch con-
siders the correction to be Chrysippus' own.
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in Socrates' protreptic speeches in the Apolog y (nor, for
that matter, in the Clitophon). The anonymous critic or
critics reported by Xenophon criticised Socrates for being
able only to exhort others to a� rethÂ . The protreptic dia-
logue exhorts to e� pimeÂ leia, philosophy is mentioned, if at
all, only in passing.169 Finally, Isocrates' criticism (15.84±5;
section ii.1.1) seems to ignore exhortation to philosophy (in
the stricter sense).

On the other hand, Aristotle's Protrepticus is a clear spec-
imen of philosophical protreptic in the stricter sense, to
which protreptic was to be restricted eventually. This is
clear not only from the frequency of the word jilo-

sojhteÂ on but ®rst and foremost from its content. `The
`wisdom' of the Protrepticus is . . . not so much the science of
virtue of the Socratic dialogue as a theoretical science
dealing with nature, truth, and things divine' (Einarson,
`Epinomis', 265±6). Since the Socratics (including Plato)
held, as Aristotle did not, that virtue may only be attained
through the possession of ethical knowledge (whatever its
nature), this specialisation, which we ®nd from Aristotle
onwards, is natural. Once the Socratic paradox `virtue is
knowledge' has been abandoned, exhortation to virtue and
exhortation to philosophy become two di¨erent things.
The ®rst protreptic conversation of the Euthydemus, by
which Aristotle was strongly in¯uenced (cf. Einarson, `Epi-
nomis', 264±5), foreshadows this transition. Though the
scarcity of our material does not inspire much con®dence,
it appears to me a likely hypothesis that protreptic to phi-
losophy sets in later than, and develops out of, protreptic
in the wider, ethical sense. This development is illustrated
by the di¨erent use of the phrase `using one's soul' in the
Clitophon and in Aristotle's Protrepticus, cf. Comm. on 408a5
yuchÄ i . . . crhÄ sqai.

169 X. Mem. 4.2.23; no occurrence in Alc. 1; its absence from the frag-
ments of Aesch. Alc. says nothing.
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It would appear, although we are here on thin ice, that
a di¨erence in form runs more or less parallel to this dif-
ference in content. Ethical protreptic, perhaps, had mainly
an accusing character. Xenophon probably restricts pro-
treptic to accusation and of Socrates' protreptic speeches
reported in Plato's Apolog y one at least (29d7±e3) is clearly
reprobatory. When we learn that Antisthenes' Protre-

ptikoiÂ were among his most rhetorical works (D.L. 6.1), it
is possible to infer that rhetoric and accusation went hand
in hand in these works (as they do in the Clitophon). Even
the protreptic dialogue seems to support this hypothesis:
though it employs elenchos and is opposed as such (to-
gether with Plato's dialogues) to accusing protreptic by
Demetrius, there is always a central moment of reproof.
The diatribe, successor of ethical protreptic,170 quite often
has an accusatory character.
This character would seem to be inconsistent with phil-

osophical protreptic in the stricter sense, and the facts bear
this out. The ®rst protreptic conversation in the Euthydemus
and Aristotle's Protrepticus seek to convince by argument,
not by (negative) statements (a� pojainoÂ menov) or thunder-
ing speeches (kathgorwÄ n).171
Much more could be said about the subject; more will

be said on Plato's evaluation of protreptic. The relation-
ship between Aristotle's Protrepticus and Plato's theory and
practice of protreptic (both explicit and implicit), the phil-

170 Cf. the dangers with this term as set out in section ii.1.1 n. 104. The
fact that the diatribe is not a separate genre in ancient theories
of philosophical literature may explain why theories of protreptic
always treat protreptic as ethical, as I point out in my paper `Pro-
treptic in ancient theories' (cf. section ii.1.4.2 n. 164).

171 The role of Demetrius' advising `character' is di½cult to grasp,
because it blurs the distinction between protreptic and paraenesis.
Pl. Ap. 36c5±d1 seems to belong under this heading, as do some pas-
sages from the general preamble to the laws (Lg. 726a5±727b4;
729a2±b2). See also on 407d8±e2.
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osophical considerations which prompted Aristotle to take
up a genre which his teacher had condemned, the di¨er-
ence in using protreptic motifs between Aristotle and his
predecessors, the structural similarities and di¨erences be-
tween the protreptic dialogue and the protreptic con-
versations in the Euthydemus, and the light these may shed
on the reconstruction of Aristotle's Protrepticus, are promis-
ing objects for further research. But as we are concerned
here with the interpretation of the Clitophon, I shall now
turn to that dialogue (section ii.2; the place of the Clitophon
within the development discussed will be treated in section
ii.7.1).

ii.2 Protreptic in the Clitophon

I use as a working hypothesis the assumption that Socrates'
protreptic speech is intended as a parody. It has been
shown already (section i.5.3) that Clitophon's report of it is
surrounded by clear marks of irony ± these and Clito-
phon's own evaluation of Socrates' exhortation (410b6±7
tosouÄ ton moÂ non duÂ nasqai, makroÂ teron deÁ ou� deÂ n) consti-
tute the justi®cation for this hypothesis. A de®nite judge-
ment must wait until Plato's attitude towards protreptic
has been studied (section ii.3).
We must ask at the outset whether one item in the pro-

treptic corpus is being parodied throughout, or various
motifs from various protreptic texts are being mixed to-
gether into a protreptic pastiche. The question cannot be
answered with absolute certainty, as our knowledge of
protreptic literature is limited. There are, however, strong
prima facie indications for the second alternative, so much
so that the burden of proof lies with those who claim that
the Clitophon derives from one speci®c source. I shall ®rst
discuss two such claims, then study the structure of the
protreptic speech; subsequently I shall make observations
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on the various protreptic motifs as we encounter them
within the speech.

ii.2.1 The Clitophon derived from one source

ii.2.1.1 The Clitophon and Dio's thirteenth Oration
In the thirteenth Oration, E� n A� qhÂ naiv periÁ jughÄ v, Dio
relates how during his exile he came to be regarded as a
philosopher and many urged him to utter his views on
moral problems (13.10±12). Therefore he referred e� piÂ tina

loÂ gon a� rcaiÄ on, legoÂ menon u� poÂ tinov SwkraÂ touv, o� n ou� -

deÂ pote e� keiÄ nov e� pauÂ sato leÂ gwn [cf. Comm. on 407a6
pollaÂ kiv] pantacouÄ te kaiÁ proÁ v a� pantav [cf. section
i.5.2 ad ®n.] bowÄ n kaiÁ diateinoÂ menov [`straining his voice';
a misunderstanding of 407a8 u� mnoiÄ v; cf. ad loc.] . . . w� sper
a� poÁ mhcanhÄ v qeoÂ v, w� v e� jh tiv [see note 174] . . . kaiÁ

h� xiÂ oun, a� n a� ra mhÁ duÂ nwmai a� pomnhmoneuÂ esqai a� kribwÄ v

a� paÂ ntwn twÄ n r� hmaÂ twn mhdeÁ o� lhv thÄ v dianoiÂ av, a� llaÁ

pleÂ on h� e� latton ei� pw ti, suggnwÂ mhn e� cein (13.14±15 ±
these words smack of excessive modesty; they could be an
excuse for almost any degree of modi®cation).

The speech which follows, up to 13.17 a� meinon oi� khÂ sein

thÁ n poÂ lin, reads as a close paraphrase of Clitophon 407b1±
c2 memaqhkoÂ tav ± after that, it has little in common with
our dialogue; it goes on and on, developing the same
theme of the insu½ciency of the present curriculum up to
13.28. A second speech follows, presented as Dio's own
imitation of Socrates' speech; its central theme is a motif
found also in the Clitophon, but carefully left out of the ®rst
speech: the search for teachers of justice.

Following a suggestion made by Hirzel,172 von Arnim
claimed that both Dio and the author of the Clitophon use
one of the three Protreptici of Antisthenes. As Dio mentions
the battle of Cnidus (13.26), this source must have been

172 Dialog, i 118 n. 1; cf. K. JoeÈl, `Der loÂ gov SwkratikoÂ v', 64±5.
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written after, and not long after, 394 bce. Dio is thought to
follow Antisthenes closely, whereas the Clitophon o¨ers a
short recapitulation.173

Probably the most decisive argument against von Ar-
nim's thesis is the presence of various reminiscences of the
Clitophon throughout the thirteenth Oration. The character-
isation of Socrates as a qeoÁ v a� poÁ mhcanhÄ v is the most im-
portant and destructive one: this expression must, as von
Arnim admits, have been used by Antisthenes himself.
What seems a highly functional element of ridicule in the
Clitophon now becomes, at best, a clumsy indication of
eulogy.174

I have indicated other parallels in the critical apparatus.
Two of the results of justice as de®ned in the discussion of
Clitophon and Socrates' pupils (toÁ sumjeÂ ron and o� moÂ noia)
are referred to in Dio 13.19; probably, too, the closing
words of the Clitophon are echoed in Dio 13.35. If all this
was already in one source of the Clitophon, we are driven to

173 Leben und Werke des Dio von Prusa (Berlin 1898), 256±60. The similarity
of Dio 13 and Clit. was ®rst seen by Hartlich (`De exhortationum . . .
historia', 314±15) and P. Hagen, `Zu Antisthenes', Philologus 50 (1891)
381±4. J. Wegehaupt, De Dione Chrysostomo Xenophontis sectatore
(Gothae 1896), 56±64 had argued extensively for direct dependence
of Dio on Clit. Von Arnim's hypothesis (adopted by JoeÈl, Der echte . . .
Sokrates, i 483±5; Th. Gomperz, Griechische Denker, ii 545; H. Maier,
Sokrates, 287 n. 1) is nowadays usually accepted in treatments of An-
tisthenes or Dio (R. HoÈ istad, Cynic Hero and Cynic King (Uppsala
1948), 171±3; Caizzi, Antisthenis fragmenta, 92±3; K. DoÈring, Exemplum
Socratis (Wiesbaden 1979), 86 n. 20; 90 n. 25; P. Desideri, Dione di
Prusa (Messina±Florence 1978), 220±1; 253 n. 3), while authors on
Clit. dismiss it (Pavlu, `Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 10±11; Ge¨cken,
`RaÈ tsel', 430±1) or ignore it altogether (e.g. BruÈnnecke, `Kleitophon
wider Sokrates'; SouilheÂ); only H. Thesle¨, Studies in Platonic Chronol-
og y (Helsinki 1982), 206 accepts it, without arguments.

174 Besides, the words w� v e� jh tiv in Dio are, as always in this author, a
reference to an utterance of a character within a literary text, not to
a comment made by its author. Cf. 24.3 (� 2.347.23±4 de BudeÂ) with
Pl. Euthd. 305c6±7 (Prodicus); 1.13 (� 1.3.25±6) with Pl. R. 421b3
and 345c5 (Socrates); 18.4 (� 2.315.19±20) with Pl. Phdr. 242c3±5
(Socrates).
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the assumption that the whole of the Clitophon is an extract
of a larger but wholly similar work. In that case, von Ar-
nim's thesis cannot be falsi®ed any more and should there-
fore be abandoned.
If the whole of 13.16±27 is in essence (apart from re-

phrasing on Dio's part) a fourth-century text, there are
some features which seem strange at best, whereas they are
perfectly plausible if regarded as Dio's own variations on a
fourth-century theme (to wit, the Clitophon). At 13.24 the
Persians are praised for their education because they
thought it disgusting to strip and to spit in public ± would
any fourth-century Greek have considered the observance
of these taboos a mark of paideiÂ a?175 Towards the end of
the speech (13.27±8), philosophy is de®ned as the science
of living the life of a kaloÁ v kaiÁ a� gaqoÂ v; this is predom-
inantly a concept of later Stoicism.176 In 13.28 Dio says
that Socrates eschewed the word jilosojeiÄ n. It so happens
that it is absent from the Clitophon (as are jiloÂ sojov, -iÂ a),
and Dio was an acute reader. All the same, the dissimula-
tion of the term jiloÂ sojov is typical of practical philoso-
phy of Dio's own time.177
I therefore conclude that Dio used the Clitophon for the

nucleus of his Socratic speech, and embellished it with
various motifs culled from everywhere.178

175 It would ®t in well with Dio's time, cf. Plin. NH 7.19.80: Antonia
minor is said numquam expuisse.

176 Cf. Sen. Ep. 117.12; 95.7; 90.27.
177 Epict. Diss. 3.21.23; 4.1.113; 4.8 passim, esp. 17; Ench. 46.1; cf. 23. See

too D. Chr. 13.11.
178 Similarly, 3.1; 29±42 purports to be a Socratic dialogue. 3.1 is de-

rived from Grg. 470d5±e11, the continuation is evidently Dio's own
invention. Cf. (contra) Wegehaupt, op. cit. (n. 173), 64; HoÈ istad, op.
cit. (n. 173), 182±9; DoÈring, op. cit. (n. 173), 105±6. At 1.66±83, Dio
has integrated Prodicus' allegory of Heracles at the crossroads, bor-
rowed from X. Mem. 2.1.21±34, into a much larger passage of his
own making (contra: HoÈ istad, op. cit. (n. 173), 150±6).
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ii.2.1.2 The Clitophon and Themistius' twenty-sixth Oration
In a fair number of publications, H. Kesters has stated and
defended his conviction, that what we know as Themistius'
twenty-sixth Oration is in fact a work from the fourth cen-
tury bce, intended as an attack on a ®rst version of the
Phaedrus179 and on a proto-Republic.180 Plato is supposed to
have answered this attack in supplements to Phaedrus and
Republic as well as in Protagoras and Clitophon.
Kesters' theories cut across the consensus concerning

the chronology of Plato's writings, and require the as-
sumptions that Themistius introduced the names of e.g.
Aristotle, Epicurus and Carneades in order to `modernise'
his fourth-century source, and that he also modi®ed line-
ends in order to get clausulae which do not violate Meyer's
Law.
Themistius gives a slightly condensed and modi®ed

version of Socrates' protreptic speech as reported in the
Clitophon. According to Kesters, this version is the original
one; what we read in the Clitophon is Plato's quotation of
it.
Now, both Clitophon and Themistius change from direct

to indirect speech at the end of the ®rst part of the pro-
treptic loÂ gov. In the Clitophon, where Socrates is being
confronted with his own words, the indirect speech natu-
rally depends on the second person singular (kaiÁ o� poÂ tan
au� jhÄ iv . . . kaiÁ o� tan leÂ ghiv, 407e5; e8). In Themistius, on
the other hand, the second person singular would seem to
be the result of Themistius' carelessness in adapting the
quotation from the Clitophon: the direct speech is put into
the mouth of Philosophy herself, who is nowhere apostro-
phised. Kesters tries to save his case by postulating an im-
personal use for the second person singular (AntistheÁne 80),

179 To wit, up to 272 of Phdr. as we now have it.
180 Consisting of Books 2±4 and maybe 8±9 of our Republic.
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but in contexts where there is no true dialogue this use
seems to be non-existent in Greek.181

Secondly, it is precisely in the protreptic speech, which
Themistius has in common with the Clitophon, that there
are several grave infractions of Meyer's Law, which is
elsewhere in the twenty-sixth Oration (as in all of Themis-
tius' works) rigidly observed.182 Kesters' explanation of this
state of a¨airs183 shows how shaky his whole theory is:
Themistius, who allegedly rephrased the whole of a speech
by Antisthenes (or another fourth-century author), re-
frained from doing so in this passage because he knew it
was present also in the Clitophon: in order to cover up his
alleged plagiarism he treated the protreptic speech as if it
were a quotation from Plato, and he did so by not apply-
ing Meyer's Law precisely there.

No further comment is needed, but I would like to say
that Kesters' interest in the Clitophon has also led to posi-
tive results. He was, to give one example, the ®rst scholar
to note that the plan of the third part of Socrates' speech
was derived form Republic 1 (discovered independently by
Gaiser, Protreptik, 143 n. 156); cf. section ii.2.3.3.

ii.2.2 The structure of the protreptic speech

The composition of Socrates' protreptic speech is curious,
inasmuch as it shows a remarkable lack of congruence

181 Cf. KG i 557 Anm. 3; Schw.±D. 244; Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, i
109±10. The instances adduced from ps.-X. Resp. Ath. are to be
explained from the semi-dialogical character of the work; cf. also R.
557e2±558a2.

182 1.134.5 (Downey±Norman) u� miÄ n e� stai; 12±3 nuÄ n paideuÂ sewv; 21
touÂ tou crhÄ sin; 135.4 e� stiÁ n a� ra. In parts which do not correspond
verbatim to the Clitophon there are no infractions; 1.134.21±2
crhÄ sqai jarmaÂ koiv appears to have been preferred to jarmaÂ koiv
crhÄ sqai (cf. Clit. 407e10 o� jqalmoiÄ v crhÄ sqai ) in deference to this
rule, for which cf. E. Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa (Leipzig 19234), ii
922±3.

183 Platoons Phaidros als strijdschrift, Leuven 1931, 64 n. 45.
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between expression and content. If one looks at its form,
there are clearly two distinct parts, viz. 407b1±e2 and e5±
408b5 (section i.2). These are set o¨ from each other not
only by the fact that the former is in oratio recta, the latter
in oratio obliqua, but also by the use of (progressive) au� and
the phrase toÁ e� jexhÄ v touÂ twi in 407e5. An examination of
what Socrates is actually saying seems to con®rm this divi-
sion at ®rst sight: there is hardly any relation between the
direct speech and the reported (apart from e� teroÂ n ti . . .
toiouÄ ton 407e6±7, which refers back to the previous sec-
tion; cf. ad loc.). But the part in oratio obliqua is far from
being a unity: by far the greater part of it deals with the
principle that you must leave alone what you cannot han-
dle (stated 407e8±9, worked out in the rest of the speech) ±
yet the words which precede the statement of this principle
have no connection whatsoever with it: the words kaiÁ

o� poÂ tan . . . e� spoudakeÂ nai (407e5±8), though not even sep-
arated from the following by sentence end (cf. ad loc.),
constitute an entirely independent whole, which has noth-
ing to do with the last part any more than with the ®rst
part of the speech. As far as I know, BruÈnnecke (`Kleito-
phon wider Sokrates', 451±2) and Kesters (KeÂrygmes, 39±44)
are the only ones to observe the tripartite form; the speech
is usually stated to be bipartite (so Pavlu, `Pseudopl. Klei-
tophon', esp. 11).

It is not very hard to see why the oratio recta is aban-
doned at the end of the ®rst part. Socrates had been vitu-
perating all mankind for being interested only in wealth
(407b2±3 crhmaÂ twn meÁ n peÂ ri thÁ n paÄ san spoudhÁ n e� cete )
± he could not very well go on to accuse them at the same
time of attaching too much importance to the e� pimeÂ leia

touÄ swÂ matov, which is the subject of the second part (e5±
8). Yet the author apparently wished to make this accusa-
tion within the same speech (e5 toÁ e� jexhÄ v touÂ twi; hence I
suspect that o� loÂ gov ou� tov (408a4±5) refers to the whole
speech, not to the last part beginning with kaiÁ o� tan leÂ ghiv,
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407e8), instead of making Clitophon report three separate
speeches by Socrates, so the provisional end at e2 and a
few words of appreciation before the speech went on in a
reported form were necessary to mask the discontinuity.
Our author must have had rather a strong reason for

lumping together three unrelated exhortations into one
speech. This reason I take to be his wish to give the speech
a structure which itself re¯ects a theme not unknown
to protreptic literature: the hierarchic scale of values
crhÂ mata ± swÄ ma ± yuchÂ . This scale is worked out ex-
tensively in Alcibiades 1, where yuchÂ is equated with Man
himself (130e8±9 yuchÁ n a� ra h� maÄ v keleuÂ ei gnwriÂ sai o�

e� pitaÂ ttwn gnwÄ mai e� autoÂ n), body is taÁ au� touÄ (131a2 and
passim), wealth e� ti porrwteÂ rw twÄ n e� autouÄ (131c1; cf. a11)
or taÁ twÄ n e� autouÄ (133e1±2; cf. d8; d12). It is re¯ected in
Aristotle's Protrepticus (b 2 DuÈ ring ± elsewhere only body
and soul are opposed: b 17, b 59). This trichotomy of values
is genuinely Platonic;184 a very similar one (crhÂ mata ±
timhÂ ± yuchÂ ) is one of the key doctrines in the Apolog y185
and the Phaedo.
There is in Plato one passage which also is constructed

so as to re¯ect this trichotomy. I refer to the ®rst part of
the general proem to the laws concerning mankind in Laws
5. This passage, the protreptic character of which has been

184 Cf. de Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 137±8, on Ap. 30a7±b4, a passage
which belongs to the protreptic corpus as de®ned in section ii.1.3;
Phlb. 48d8±e10, where it is coupled, as in Alc. 1, with the Delphic
maxim; Mx. 246d8±e7; Lg. 697b2±6 ± where, incidentally, Iam-
blichus found his division into prwÄ ta, deuÂ tera, triÂ ta (Protr. 59.5±6
des Places), which precedes an extract from Clit.; 743e3±6; Ep. 8
355b2±6. Cf. also Arist. Protr. b 52 DuÈring (which I reject, cf. section
ii.1.3 n. 126). In these places the order is clearly a hierarchy; there
are many more places where crhÂ mata, swÄ ma, yuchÂ are simply
juxtaposed, cf. Meyer, Apologie, 98 n. 92; Gauthier±Jolif on EN
1098b12±14.

185 Cf. de Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 135±40 and the references given
there; 233±5.
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stressed by several scholars,186 is announced at the end of
Book 4 as follows: taÁ periÁ taÁ v au� twÄ n yucaÁ v kaiÁ taÁ

swÂ mata kaiÁ taÁ v ou� siÂ av (724a7±8). The proem itself starts
o¨ with re¯ections on the soul (726a1±728c8), continues
with the body (728c9±e5) and wealth (728e5±729b2). The
last passage ends with the value of riches for children
(paisiÁ n deÁ ai� dwÄ crhÁ pollhÂ n, ou� crusoÁ n kataleiÂ pein)
and Plato continues with other precepts on the behaviour
towards the young, friends and relations, the poÂ liv,
strangers, and ®nally a long sermon on personal behaviour
(730b1±734e2). Though the structure of the general proem
is more complex than that of the protreptic speech in the
Clitophon, it is clear that Plato started this preamble with a
pattern identical to that of our protreptic speech (cf. espe-
cially the announcing words), though in inverse order, and
appended the rest of what he had to say after he had men-
tioned the young.
The similarity in pattern could be a coincidence but for

the words already quoted: paisiÁ n deÁ ai� dwÄ crhÁ pollhÂ n, ou�

crusoÁ n kataleiÂ pein (729b1±2). These words stand at the
very end of the trichotomic pattern in the general proem
whereas nearly the same thought is found at the beginning
of Socrates' protreptic speech. (Cf. sections ii.2.4 and n.
234; ii.7.1(2).)
Although the trichotomy is usually said to be traditional

(or even Pythagorean and `Orphic'), there is no indication
that it did not originate with Plato or Socrates. Of course,
the identi®cation of yuchÂ with man himself is not novel
(cf. HGPh, iii 467±70), but the higher status of the body as
compared with wealth certainly is (Meyer, Apologie, 98
rightly says: `Von Bedeutung ist, dass KoÈrper und Besitz

186 Wilamowitz uses the term `Predigt', Platon, i 545±6; 553±4; cf. Gai-
ser, Protreptik, 214±17; T. J. Saunders, Plato, The Laws (Harmonds-
worth 1970), 187, who alone gives a correct articulation of this pre-
amble.
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nicht als slechthin wertlos dargestellt werden ± das waÈre
kynisch ±'. The statement is just as valid if one substitutes
`Pythagorean' or `Orphic' for `kynisch').187

Our author used the trichotomy as a formal pattern for
Socrates' speech, to be ®lled in with various protreptic
motifs. Thus, under the head of crhÂ mata a number of
thoughts on wealth, justice, education are brought together
into a rather coherent argument ± all of these thoughts
occur elsewhere in protreptic literature. What is said in the
short passage on swÄ ma returns in Alcibiades 1 and else-
where. The last part of the speech combines the motif of
e� piÂ stasqai crhÄ sqai with several themes of the Alcibiades
dialogues.

I think we have discovered here an important feature of
our author's method of parody: he uses patterns taken
over from other Socratic literature in order to furnish
them with protreptic motifs unrelated to this patterns. We

187 In other protreptic literature, the external a� gaqaÂ are lumped to-
gether indiscriminately and opposed to the a� rethÁ thÄ v yuchÄ v. So in
the Apolog y, which has a formula e� autoÂ n ± taÁ e� autouÄ (36c5±6) re-
lated to, but incompatible with, the trichotomy e� autoÂ n ± taÁ e� autouÄ
± taÁ twÄ n e� autouÄ found in Alc. 1. (Of course, two versions of the tri-
chotomy are also found in the Apolog y, cf. above.) The Euthydemus
contrasts a whole set of a� gaqaÂ (which afterwards prove au� taÁ kaq'
au� taÂ . . . ou� denoÁ v a� xia, 281d8±e1), to wit plouteiÄ n (279a7); u� giaiÂ -
nein, kaloÁ n ei� nai, ta� lla kataÁ toÁ swÂ ma i� kanwÄ v pareskeuaÂ sqai
(a8±b2); eu� geÂ neiai, duÂ nameiv, timaiÂ (b2±3), swÂ jrona ei� nai kaiÁ diÂ -
kaion kaiÁ a� ndreiÄ on (b5; tacitly dropped later on because they would
upset the conclusion 281d8±e1 quoted above) with sojiÂ a. X. Mem.
4.2.31±5 proposes u� giaiÂ nein, sojiÂ a (`cleverness'; Daedalus and Pala-
medes are given as examples of sojoiÂ ), eu� daimoniÂ a (sources: kaÂ l-
lov, i� scuv, plouÄ tov, doÂ xa etc.) as a� gaqaÂ , but they appear to be
kakaÂ as well ± the whole passage is meant as a proof that Euthyde-
mus does not possess self-knowledge (30: o� poÂ qen deÁ crhÁ a� rxasqai
e� piskopeiÄ n e� autoÂ n) and constitutes a parallel to the discussion in
Alc. 1 (cf. Dittmar, Aischines, 140; 155; Gaiser, Protreptik, 83±6; 93).
Arist. Protr. b 4 DuÈring makes plouÄ tov, i� scuv, kaÂ llov depend on
the state of one's soul. A highly sophisticated version of this dichot-
omy `external a� gaqaÂ ± a� gaqaÂ of the soul' is found Pl. Lg. 631b6±d1
(cf. O'Brien, Paradoxes, 180±5).
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shall see that he does the same thing en deÂtail in the speech
(cf. sections ii.2.3.1 and ii.2.3.3). Yet there is some kind of
unity between the parts: they all end on the keynote of e� pi-
meÂ leia thÄ v yuchÄ v, the central concept of Socratic exhor-
tation: 407d8 kaiÁ deiÄ n e� pimeÂ leian thÄ v nuÄ n pleiÂ w poieiÄ sqai;
407e7 touÄ meÁ n a� rxontov a� meleiÄ n; 408b2 paradoÂ nti taÁ

phdaÂ lia thÄ v dianoiÂ av a� llwi (the concept of the politi-
cian±educator).188

ii.2.3 Protreptic motifs in Socrates' speech

ii.2.3.1 First part
The pattern in which the opening sentence of Socrates'
exhortation is cast is the outstanding one of accusing pro-
treptic (section ii.1.5): `you care about the pseudo-Values
x, y, not about the true Values p, q'. This is the form Plato
chose for reporting Socrates' exhortations in the Apolog y:
crhmaÂ twn meÁ n ou� k ai� scuÂ nhi e� pimelouÂ menov . . . jronhÂ sewv
deÂ . . . ou� k e� pimeÂ lhi ou� deÁ jrontiÂ zeiv (29d9±e3).

In fact, the resemblance in wording and construction
between these passages is striking:

Apolog y: crhmaÂ twn meÁ n (a) ou� k ai� scuÂ nhi e� pimeloumenov (b)
o� pwv soi e� stai w� v pleiÄ sta (c);

Clitophon: crhmaÂ twn meÁ n peÂ ri (a) thÁ n paÄ san spoudhÁ n

e� cete (b) o� pwv u� miÄ n e� stai (c).

188 This repetition of e� pimeÂ leia reinforces my opinion that o� loÂ gov
ou� tov (408a4±5) denotes the whole speech, not the third part. ± For
e� pimeÂ leia au� touÄ (thÄ v yuchÄ v) as protreptic motif, cf. Pl. Ap. 29e1±3;
30a9±b2; 36c5±8; Euthd. 275a6; 306e2±3; Clit. 408b7±8; Arist. Protr.
b 34; 53 DuÈ ring. It is especially prominent in the Alcibiades dia-
logues: Aesch. fr. 8.52 D. � 1 Kr. (SSR vi a 50); X. Mem. 4.2 (where
it refers to special training in politics: 4; 6; 7); Alc. 1 119a9; 120b6;
c9±d1; d4 (this is still political, cf. 124b3); from 124b7 on the discus-
sion centres on the precise nature of the e� pimeÂ leia. The place of the
Delphic maxim in this connection (X. Mem. 1.2.24; Alc. 1 129a2) is
probably derived from Aeschines (Gaiser, Protreptik, 78 n. 82; 87; 94;
E¨e, `Charmides', 202). See HGPh, iii 467±73; Comm. on 410c8±d5.
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Note especially the anticipation of crhmaÂ twn (peÂ ri),
which in either place is put into focus by lifting it from the
o� pwv clause.

It is therefore probable that the author of the Clitophon
had in mind not just pieces of accusing protreptic as ex-
empli®ed in Apolog y 29d7±e3, but the Apolog y itself.

Imitation of the Apolog y is also found in Clitophon's com-
ment on Socrates' speeches a� tecnwÄ v w� sper kaqeuÂ dontav

e� pegeiÂ rein h� maÄ v (408c3±4), where verbal resemblances indi-
cate dependence on the famous comparison of Socrates
with a gad¯y: a� tecnwÄ v [!], ei� kaiÁ geloioÂ teron ei� peiÄ n,
proskeiÂ menon thÄ i poÂ lei u� poÁ touÄ qeouÄ w� sper i� ppwi megaÂ -

lwi . . . deomeÂ nwi e� geiÂ resqai [!] u� poÁ muÂ wpoÂ v tinov (30e2±5)
and w� sper oi� nustaÂ zontev [cf. kaqeuÂ dontav] e� geiroÂ menoi

(31a4±5).189 Conscious imitation is the more probable since
in the Apolog y (as here) the simile applies to Socrates' ex-
hortations (the words e� geiÂ rwn kaiÁ peiÂ qwn kaiÁ o� neidiÂ zwn,
30e7, point backwards to Socrates' report of his protreptic
practice; cf. 30a1 o� neidiwÄ ; a8 peiÂ qwn; cf. Comm. on 408e5).

It must be stressed that whereas our author parodies the
general form of protreptic as found in the Apolog y (in the
sentence 407b1±8), its content is not aimed at; the Socratic
values jroÂ nhsiv, a� lhÂ qeia, the best state of the soul (Apolog y
29e1±2) are left unmentioned (and therefore unharmed) in
the parody. However, the author knew very well that the
best state of the soul was the object of Socrates' protreptic,
for Clitophon's subsequent discussion with Socrates' pupils
(esp. 408e3±409a3) carefully brings out the point (cf. 408e9
o� pwv w� v beÂ ltiston e� stai toÁ swÄ ma; 409a3 thÄ i thÄ v yuchÄ v

a� rethÄ i; for a similar manner of saving Socratic principles
while attacking them on the surface cf. Comm. on 407d2±
e2).

On the pattern of accusatory protreptic derived from
the Apolog y, our author imposed three di¨erent protreptic

189 Cf. Phaedo ap. Sen. Ep. 94.41.
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motifs ± this accounts for the remarkable structure of the
opening sentence: opposed to the pseudo-Value (wealth) is
not a true Value (such as jroÂ nhsiv), but a derived one (the
care for one's sons). This combination of unrelated form
and content is typical, cf. section ii.2.2 ad ®n.

These three motifs, all of which are present also in the
Euthydemus, are the following:

(1) The amassing of wealth is useless without the knowl-
edge how to use it. See Euthydemus 280b8±d7;190 this is
an illustration, but a more or less compulsory one, of
the general principle (to recur in the third part of the
protreptic speech in the Clitophon, section ii.2.3.3) that
what one cannot handle should be left alone.

(2) It is better to leave wisdom to your children than
money. This is found in the Euthydemus, both in the ®rst
conversation of Socrates and Clinias (282a7±8) and in
the ®nal conversation of Socrates and Crito, which is a
`protreptic situation' (306e1±3; sections ii.1.3; ii.3.4 n.
283). As has already been noted, the thought is also
found in the protreptic proem of Laws 5 (729b1±2; sec-
tion ii.2.2).

(3) One should have not only one's children instructed in
wisdom, but also oneself. This is the closing remark of
the Euthydemus, 307c3±4.191

The combination of (1) and (2) is absent from the Euthy-
demus and seems to be an innovation of the Clitophon. This
is one of the reasons for the supposition that Demetrius
(296; cf. section ii.1.4.2) derived the combination from the
Clitophon itself.

The link between motifs (1) and (2) is laid in an inge-

190 Cf. also X. Mem. 3.9.4; 4.6.11 (Gaiser, Protreptik, 74±7); Oec. 1.8±14;
Pl. Men. 87e5±88a5; Erx. 397e3±10 (rather speculative Gaiser, Pro-
treptik, 62±3); Aeschines fr. 36 D. � 17 Kr. (SSR vi a 75), cf. Dittmar,
Aischines, 203±5.

191 Cf. Pl. Prt. 357e5 (see on 407b5 didaskaÂ louv); Lg. 804d4±6.
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nious way. The normal expression (e� piÂ stasqai) crhÄ sqai
o� rqwÄ v is changed to e� piÂ stasqai crhÄ sqai dikaiÂ wv in (1),
and wisdom to dikaiosuÂ nh in (2). In this way, justice be-
comes the focus of Socrates' exhortation (cf. 408b5), so
that Clitophon's interrogation more or less automatically
concentrates on justice and its results (409a6 and passim).
The teachers of justice are dragged in so as to connect

(1)±(2) with (3) ± as we shall see, cf. Comm. on 407b5 di-

daskaÂ louv, they are abandoned as soon as they have done
their duty ± and (3) in its turn was necessary in order to
divert the attention from the sons (who had been given a
prominent place in the opening antithesis crhmaÂ twn meÂ n

. . . twÄ n d' u� eÂ wn, 407b2±3) to the addressees of the speech
themselves; in this way the protreptic speech can resume
its accusatory character. Apart from 407c1±2 u� maÄ v te au� -

touÁ v kaiÁ touÁ v paiÄ dav u� mwÄ n, the sons are not mentioned
again in the speech; already at 407c5 they are left out of
account: ou� de zhteiÄ te oi� tinev u� maÄ v pauÂ sousi ktl.
The teachers of justice were necessary for the connec-

tion of (1)±(2) and (3). Now, whether or not there were
indeed teachers of a� rethÂ was a hotly debated question;
therefore the parenthesis 407b5±7 ei� per maqhtoÂ n . . .
i� kanwÄ v was necessary to delude Socrates' audience into
accepting their existence for the moment. This parenthesis
is consequently a more or less necessary proviso.
The same proviso occurs in a parallel development in

Socrates' protreptic discussion in the Euthydemus: `We
cannot become happy unless by the correct use of things,
which can only be provided by wisdom. Therefore we
should pursue wisdom with all our might' ± Ei� e� sti ge w�

KleiniÂ a h� n d' e� gwÁ h� sojiÂ a didaktoÂ n, a� llaÁ mhÁ a� poÁ tau� -

tomaÂ tou paragiÂ gnetai toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv (282c1±3).
Another point which the two places have in common is

that they both omit one of the three conditions, which
either alone or in conjunction account for the presence of
a� rethÂ (sojiÂ a, dikaiosuÂ nh). In its fullest form this theory,
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which has been termed `trias paedagogica' (juÂ siv, meleÂ th,
e� pisthÂ mh),192 is found at the beginning of the Meno: a� ra
didaktoÁ n h� a� rethÂ ; h� ou� didaktoÁ n a� ll' a� skhtoÂ n; h� ou� te

a� skhtoÁ n ou� te maqhtoÂ n, a� llaÁ juÂ sei paragiÂ gnetai toiÄ v

a� nqrwÂ poiv h� a� llwi tiniÁ troÂ pwi; (70a1±4). Apart from
the last four words, which announce an original Platonic
alternative,193 Meno confronts Socrates with a problem
which had been discussed for at least half a century.194
Meno's three mutually exclusive possibilities are in fact

the three conditions which Protagoras held necessary for
anyone who wished to pro®t from sophistic teaching. This
didactic theory was laid down in the Megas Logos (sup-
posedly a protreptikoÂ v195): juÂ sewv kaiÁ a� skhÂ sewv di-

daskaliÂ a deiÄ tai, a� poÁ neoÂ thtov deÁ a� rxameÂ nouv deiÄ man-

qaÂ nein (fr. 3 D.±K.).196 In a more elaborated form, we
encounter it in the Anonymus Iamblichi (fr. 1 D.±K.),
whose fragments, again, may or may not be part of a pro-
treptic speech. The Anonymus states expressly that this
doctrine of the three conditions applies in every area
(e� aÂ nte sojiÂ an e� aÂ nte a� ndreiÂ an e� aÂ nte eu� glwssiÂ an e� aÂ nte

a� rethÁ n h� thÁ n suÂ mpasan h� meÂ rov ti au� thÄ v), and indeed it
is found in the areas of medicine197 and rhetoric.198

192 Cf. C. P. Gunning, De sophistis Graeciae praeceptoribus (Amsterdam
1915), 132.

193 It refers, of course, to the qeiÂ ai moiÂ rai alternative given at the end
of the Meno; the alternative is added to the list Arist. EN 1099b9±11,
cf. Gauthier±Jolif ad loc.; integrated into the theory 1179b20±3.

194 A good synopsis of the history of the problem is given by C. W.
MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 220±48; O'Brien, Paradoxes, 144±6. On melethÂ
cf. F. Hieronymus, MELETH, UÈ bung, Lernen und angrenzende Begri¨e
(diss. Basel 1970). Of the older literature P. Shorey, `FuÂ siv, meleÂ th,
e� pisthÂ mh', TAPhA 40 (1909) 185±201; Gunning, op. cit. (n. 192),
132±8 are still valuable.

195 So H. Gomperz, Sophistik, 175; Gaiser, Protreptik, 59 n. 44.
196 Cf. Pl. Prt. 323c5±8.
197 Hp. Lex 2.4.338 LittreÂ.
198 Isoc. 13.17; an allusion to this programme at Pl. Phdr. 269d4±6, cf.

De Vries, Comm. on Phdr., p. 16 and ad loc.; E. Heitsch, Platon,
Phaidros (GoÈ ttingen 1993), 163 n. 341.
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But of course, its most spectacular aspect was the teach-
ability of the a� rethÁ politikhÂ ; this implied a strong oppo-
sition to the traditional views on this point, which had
been formulated at their sharpest by Pindar.199 This oppo-
sition called forth a popular but quite un-Protagorean an-
tithesis juÂ sei : e� x e� pimeleiÂ av kaiÁ a� skhÂ sewv kaiÁ didachÄ v.200
True sophists never held that a� rethÂ could be acquired by
instruction alone (cf. also Dissoi Logoi 6.11 e� sti deÂ ti kaiÁ juÂ -
siv), and Isocrates, who goes out of his way to deny the
existence of a didactic method h� tiv toiÄ v kakwÄ v pejukoÂ sin

proÁ v a� rethÁ n swjrosuÂ nhn a� n kaiÁ dikaiosuÂ nhn e� mpoihÂ -

seien (13.21) either misunderstood the issue201 or mis-
represented it on purpose, as Theognis had done before
him.202

At any rate, it is clear that by the time Isocrates wrote
KataÁ twÄ n sojistwÄ n, from which I quoted just now, the
three necessary conditions of Protagoras had become mu-
tually exclusive in the ®eld of a� rethÂ ; it was possible to
hold that you could acquire a� rethÂ either by instruction, or
by training, or by natural ability. Isocrates' own position is
intermediate: given natural ability, a� rethÂ is acquired by
training, not by instruction.203

Such was the status quaestionis when the Meno was written.
Now it is self-evident that anyone writing a protreptikoÂ v

will have to prove or take for granted that virtue (or any
other goal of protreptic) comes by teaching or training,
not juÂ sei. (Sometimes, the proof in itself may constitute a
protreptikoÂ v; section ii.1.2.) This is where Euthydemus and

199 O. 2.86±8; 9.100±4; N. 3.40±2; cf. Theogn. 429±38; F. Heinimann,
Nomos und Physis (Basel 1945), 98±101; W. Jaeger, Paideia iii 113±14
(Engl. ed.).

200 Pl. Prt. 323c8±324a1; an argument from vulgaris opinio.
201 He may have been misled, like some modern scholars, by Grg.

460b1±7, cf. O'Brien, Paradoxes, 92±3.
202 Loc. cit. (n. 199).
203 13.21; the training is diaÁ thÁ n twÄ n loÂ gwn twÄ n politikwÄ n e� pimeÂ leian;

cf. Democr. fr. 242 D.±K.; Pl. La. 179d6±7.
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Clitophon part company. In the Euthydemus, the possibility
that wisdom comes to men only a� poÁ tau� tomaÂ tou (� juÂ sei,
282c2) is excluded by a literary trick: Clinias declares that
he is willing to accept the teachability of wisdom, c4±5.
This willingness is of course indispensable for protreptic,
and Socrates' exaggerated relief (c5±8) shows that Plato
was well aware of the fact. The third possibility (namely
that wisdom can be acquired by training) is passed over for
artistic reasons: in itself it could have been mentioned here
without impeaching the ®nal conclusion (a� nagkaiÄ on ei� nai

jilosojeiÄ n, d1), but the emphasis has to lie on teaching, as
Socrates intends Euthydemus and his brother to take over
where he has stopped (e1).

On the other hand, the author of the Clitophon had to
resort to other means in order to dispose of the juÂ sei al-
ternative. He does so by assuming as self-evident the exis-
tence of instructors and then dealing at some length with
the alternatives of teaching and training (note the repeated
ampli®cation melethtoÂ n te kaiÁ a� skhtoÂ n . . . e� xaskhÂ sousin
kaiÁ e� kmelethÂ sousin). In fact, the alternatives are as imma-
terial here as they are in the Euthydemus, but they must
cover up the fact that the existence of instructors was
rather questionable in the ®rst place,204 and that with the
alternatives maqhtoÂ n ± melethtoÂ n the possibilities had not
been exhausted. Not quite an elegant way of getting round
an obvious ¯aw in the argument, but after all this is a par-
ody; at any rate, the author of this passage knew quite as
well as Plato did that the Pindaric point of view has to be
eliminated in one way or another if you want to write a
protreptic speech at all.

When, having analysed these parallel passages from Eu-
thydemus and Clitophon, we compare the use either dialogue
makes of the `trias paedagogica', the intrinsical similarities

204 Cf. Men. 89e4±7 and the discussion which follows till 96b6±9; Prt.
319c7±320b3; Dialex. 6.3; 6.7±8; Theognis, loc. cit.
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appear to surpass the di¨erences. In the Euthydemus, Plato
can a¨ord to mention the juÂ sei alternative once, because
he is writing a dialogue; it is not ruled out by argument
and never mentioned again. The melethÂ alternative, which
is immaterial, is left out. The author of the Clitophon has to
conceal the juÂ sei alternative, as he is not writing a dia-
logue but reporting a speech (it is mentioned in the anal-
ogy with the body, 410d4); in order to do so, he has to take
great pains over the melethÂ alternative, though, again, it is
immaterial to the argument and does not come up again.
There remains the question of sources. In this case

Euthydemus 282c1±3 is certainly not the only source for
407b5±7, as the Clitophon mentions melethÂ . Of course, the
Euthydemus may have been one of the sources here (as it
probably was, considering the three shared motifs in this
sentence and the third part of the speech; see also Comm.
on 408c4±7), but in that case our author must have had a
good insight into the underlying motives which had
prompted Plato to write down and leave out what he did.
It is at any rate easier to suppose that Plato and our author
± if not identical ± had the same way of dealing with the
`trias paedagogica' when writing a protreptikoÂ v.
Next, the relation of our passage to the opening of the

Meno. No argument whatever can be based upon the fact
that, at both places, didaktoÂ n and a� skhtoÂ n are o¨ered as
alternatives; as was argued above, they had been at least
from 390 onwards. The only possible argument is from
similarity of expression. And even here no case can be
made from the parallel order didaktoÂ n ± ou� didaktoÁ n

a� ll' a� skhtoÂ n (Meno), maqhtoÂ n ± melethtoÂ n te kaiÁ a� skh-

toÂ n (Clitophon), since naturally the most startling alterna-
tive is put ®rst in either case. The only similarity left is the
use of the neuter verbal adjectives (didaktoÂ n, maqhtoÂ n,
a� skhtoÂ n Meno; maqhtoÂ n, melethtoÂ n, a� skhtoÂ n Clitophon
407b5±7 ± didaktoÂ n 408b7). The choice of these adjectives
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might seem to indicate dependence,205 but does it prove it?
The choice of the neuter is just an indication of good
fourth-century Greek.206 Besides, it had been customary to
use verbals in -toÂ n when discussing the issue from the very
start,207 so in fact, both form and content are already for-
mulaic in the Meno as well as in the Clitophon. Under these
circumstances, dependence of the Clitophon on the Meno (so
e.g. Heidel, Pseudo-Platonica, 48 n. 7) is impossible to prove.
In the second sentence (407b8±c6), the author uses the

motif of inadequacy of present-day education. This motif
belongs mainly to the protreptic dialogue: Alcibiades 1
107a1±9 PoÂ teron ou� n o� tan periÁ grammaÂ twn A� qhnaiÄ oi

bouleuÂ wntai, pwÄ v a� n o� rqwÄ v graÂ joien, toÂ te a� nasthÂ shi

au� toiÄ v sumbouleuÂ swn; ± maÁ DiÂ ' ou� k e� gwge. ± a� ll' o� tan

periÁ kroumaÂ twn e� n luÂ rai; ± ou� damwÄ v. ± ou� deÁ mhÁ n ou� deÁ

periÁ palaismaÂ twn ge ei� wÂ qasi bouleuÂ esqai e� n thÄ i e� kklh-

siÂ ai. ± ou� meÂ ntoi.208 Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2.4 Par' ou� -
denoÁ v meÁ n pwÂ pote w� a� ndrev A� qhnaiÄ oi ou� deÁ n e� maqon, ou� d'

a� kouÂ wn tinaÁ v ei� nai leÂ gein te kaiÁ praÂ ttein i� kanouÁ v

e� zhÂ thsa touÂ toiv e� ntuceiÄ n . . . o� mwv deÁ o� ti a� n a� poÁ tau� to-

maÂ tou e� piÂ hi moi sumbouleuÂ sw u� miÄ n (a reference to kiqa-

riÂ zein h� au� leiÄ n h� i� ppeuÂ ein in 4.2.6). These two passages
probably derive from Aeschines' Alcibiades.
The Clitophon di¨ers from these parallels in that the par-

ody does not especially envisage making one's appearance
in the assembly; it goes so far, on the other hand, as to as-
cribe discord and war to insu½cient education. Thus the

205 Arist. EN 1099b9±10 ± who is certainly dependent on Men. ± uses
maqhtoÂ n, e� qistoÂ n, a� skhtoÂ n.

206 didaktoÂ v only Erx. 398d7; maqhtoÂ v Virt. 376c4; paradothÂ D. L. 4.12
(Xenocrates).

207 didaktoÂ n Dialex. 6; Isoc. 13.17 etc.; maqhtoÂ n Dialex. 6; e� jiktoÂ n De-
mocr. fr. 59 D.±K.; poihtoÂ n, e� nqetoÂ n, Theogn. 435; paraskeua-
stoÂ n Pl. Prt. 319b2±3, paradotoÂ n, paralhptoÂ n Men. 93b4±5.

208 This passage was probably used by D. Chr. 13.17±19, cf. section
ii.2.1.1.
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irony of Xenophon and Alcibiades 1 becomes dark cynicism
here.209

When protreptic literature rejects traditional education
(or at least claims its insu½ciency), it reduces the notion of
education to school-education (very outspokenly here, cf. a�
dhÁ paideiÂ an a� rethÄ v ei� nai teleÂ an h� ghsqe, 407c2±3). This is
pure propaganda: no Greek would have admitted that a
child's education takes place only, and is ®nished, within
the walls of a class-room.210

As this theme is being developed in the Clitophon, we
encounter an idea occurring elsewhere in protreptic pas-
sages, but only in those from Plato or written under his
in¯uence. The improvement at which protreptic aims con-
cerns not only individuals but also states (407c8 kaiÁ poÂ leiv

poÂ lesin, e1±2). In the Apolog y, Socrates exhorts others to
take care mhÂ te twÄ n thÄ v poÂ lewv priÁ n au� thÄ v thÄ v poÂ lewv

(36c8 and de Strycker±Slings ad loc.; cf. 30b4; Wol¨, Apo-
logie, 28). Similarly, the theme is found in the Alcibiades 1:
Ou� k a� ra teicwÄ n ou� deÁ trihÂ rwn ou� deÁ newriÂ wn deÂ ontai ai�

poÂ leiv w� A� lkibiaÂ dh, ei� meÂ llousin eu� daimonhÂ sein, ou� deÁ

plhÂ qouv ou� deÁ megeÂ qouv a� neu a� rethÄ v (134b7±9; just as, in
the individual, strength, beauty, riches do not contribute
to happiness).

ii.2.3.2 Second part
The minor importance of the swÂ matov e� pimeÂ leia vis aÁ vis
the care of the soul is a well-known protreptic theme. The
Alcibiades 1 provides the nearest parallel (yuchÂ ± a� rcousa,
swÄ ma ± a� rcoÂ menon: 129e3±130b4; e� pimeÂ leia thÄ v yuchÄ v ±

209 Other parallels: Pl. La. 179a4±7, in a protreptic situation (section
ii.1.3; Gaiser, Protreptik, 111); Aesch. Socr. fr. 37 D. � 11 Kr. (SSR vi a
77) and my `Aeschines' Miltiades', 306. ± The study of music was
mentioned (in an unknown connection) in a Protrepticus by Chamae-
leon (Ath. 184d � 1.402 Kaibel).

210 Cf. Prt. 325c6±d7; 326c6±d8; Ap. 24d9±25a11, cf. Burnet on 24d11
and de Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 108±12; Men. 92e3±6; Lg. 858d6±9;
Arist. EN 1180a1±12.
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touÄ swÂ matov: 132c1±6); others are found in the Apolog y
(30a8±b2) and Aristotle's Protrepticus (toÁ meÁ n a� rcei toÁ d'

a� rcetai b 59 DuÈ ring; cf. b 17; 23; 34).211 I may refer also to
my reconstruction of Aeschines' Miltiades.212

There is, besides, a host of parallels outside strictly pro-
treptic texts.213 See further section ii.2.2.

ii.2.3.3 Third part
The general principle of this part of Socrates' exhortation,
o� twi tiv mhÁ e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai, kreiÄ tton e� aÄ n thÁ n touÂ tou

crhÄ sin, is signi®cantly frequent in protreptic literature: it
recurs in the Euthydemus, Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2, Ae-
schines' Alcibiades (probably), and Aristotle's Protrepticus,
and it is already found in the Anonymus Iamblichi.

In these texts, the principle is found stated in two vari-
ant forms, which are related but not identical: (a) what one
cannot handle should be left to others;214 (b) what one can-
not handle in the right way should be left alone or it will
prove evil.215 Our author's procedure is interesting in that
he applies both versions (in the order (b)±(a)) to the human

211 Cf. b 108±10; E. de Strycker, `On Fragment 5a of the Protrepticus' in
DuÈ ring±Owen, Aristotle and Plato, 76±104, esp. 88±9.

212 `Aeschines' Miltiades', 306.
213 E.g. Pl. Lg. 896c1±3; Ti. 34c5; Phd. 79e9±80a5; R. 353d3±7; e4; Epin.

980d6±e2; X. Mem. 4.3.14.
214 Pl. Chrm. 171d8±e5; 172d7±10 in what is probably a refutation of

Aesch. Alc. (E¨e, `Charmides', 204±7; see section ii.1.3 n. 128);
Aesch. Alc. fr. 8.15±6 D. � 1 Kr. (SSR vi a 50) may be an illustration
or reminiscence of a general statement of the principle occurring in
the lost part of the text ± E¨e should have mentioned this parallel;
Alc. 1 117c6±e5; 132c4±6.

215 Anon. Iambl. 3.1 � 2.401.16±19 D.±K.; Pl. Euthd. 280e3±281e2; Arist.
Protr. b 4 DuÈ ring ± cf. also b 8, but I doubt whether this fragment
is Aristotelian; cf. Rabinowitz, Aristotle's Protrepticus, 62±6. X. Mem.
4.2.25±9 belongs closely with Chrm. and Alc. 1 (cf. E¨e, `Charmides',
204±7; the words a� namaÂ rthtoi giÂ gnontai (26) which E¨e compares
with Chrm. 171d6±7 a� namaÂ rthtoi . . . a� n diexwÄ men (207 n. 1), have
another parallel in Alc. 1 117e4±5 a� namaÂ rthtoi zwÄ si ), yet no men-
tion is made of leaving things to others, while there is a reference to
abstention (a� pecoÂ menoi, 26).
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soul, thereby making Socrates exhort his listeners to death
and slavery. (A similar combination is found in the pream-
ble to the laws, Laws 732a6±b2.)

Before the interest focuses on the soul, the principle (in
form (b)), is applied to the human body (o� jqalmoiÄ v
crhÄ sqai . . . w� siÂ n . . . suÂ mpanti twÄ i swÂ mati ) and the
sphere of tools and possessions (luÂ rai crhÄ sqai . . . a� llwi
twÄ n o� rgaÂ nwn ou� deÁ kthmaÂ twn ou� deniÂ ). As was seen by
Kesters (AntistheÁne, 78 n. 1) and Gaiser (Protreptik, 143 n. 156),
the same order occurs in the discussion of e� rgon and
a� rethÂ at the end of the ®rst book of the Republic (352d8±
353e11).

In the discussion of e� rgon:

i� deiÄ n ± o� jqalmoiÄ v (352e5),
a� kouÂ ein ± w� siÂ n (e7),
a� poteÂ mnein ± drepaÂ nwi (353a4).

And after e� rgon and a� rethÂ have been connected (353a9±
b3):

o� jqalmwÄ n e� rgon/a� rethÂ (b4±7),
w� twn e� rgon/a� rethÂ (b8±11),
paÂ ntwn peÂ ri twÄ n a� llwn (b12±3).

The relation of e� rgon and kakiÂ a:

o� mmata (b14±c8),
w� ta (c9±11),
ta� lla paÂ nta (d1±2).

From 353d3 onwards the results are applied to the human
soul.

Moreover, we ®nd dreÂ panon associated with a� spiÂ v and
luÂ ra as examples of tools in an earlier attempt to de®ne
justice (333d3±6). As the conclusion of the whole passage
( justice is the a� rethÁ yuchÄ v 353e7) recurs in the Clitophon
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(409a2±6), the inference is inevitable that the plan of this
part of Socrates' speech is borrowed ± along with the ®gure
of Clitophon and many important features of the second
part of the Clitophon ± from the ®rst book of the Republic.216
The reverse process (borrowing by Plato from the Clitophon)
can be excluded, if only because ± as we shall see presently
± the lyre is clearly a corpus alienum in the Clitophon. A com-
mon source is not altogether impossible, but I fail to see to
what purpose Plato should have taken over the order eyes
± ears ± tools ± soul in Republic 1 from such a source; apart
from that, the description of justice as a� rethÁ yuchÄ v which
is common to both Republic 1 and Clitophon would then be-
long to this source as well; but this description is fore-
shadowed by 348c2±6; 350c4±d5 in Republic 1.

The way in which the general principle o� twi tiv mhÁ

e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai, kreiÄ tton e� aÄ n thÁ n touÂ tou crhÄ sin is
applied to the ®eld of teÂ cnh (408a1±4) is peculiarly incon-
gruous. One expects a statement to the e¨ect that a man
who cannot handle his lyre should not handle it, or alter-
natively, should leave it to others. When instead of this
Socrates is reported to say that a man who cannot handle
his own lyre will clearly be unable to handle his neigh-
bour's, and vice versa, his words are not to the point.
Gaiser's explanation `von der politischen Abzweckung des
Logos her . . . zu verstehen' (Protreptik, 143 n. 156) is more a
palliative than a cure.217 Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 11)
compares Alcibiades 1 133e4±5 o� stiv deÁ taÁ au� touÄ a� gnoeiÄ ,

kaiÁ taÁ twÄ n a� llwn pou a� n a� gnooiÄ kataÁ tau� taÂ (which

216 The similarity in order in Alc. 1 126a5±b10 swÄ ma ± o� mmata ± w� ta ±
poÂ liv is much less striking and probably a coincidence ± if the order
was not itself copied from Republic 1, as Adam (ad R. 353c) supposes.

217 Gaiser's reference (ibid.) to Ly. 209a4±210a8 (where Socrates ex-
plains to Lysis that others will leave certain things to him when they
will think him better quali®ed than they are themselves) says little or
nothing, even if the lyre is mentioned at 209b5 and the neighbour
(in another context) at c7 ± there is no question of the neighbour's
lyre.
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leads up to the statement that such a man can never be a
good politician, e9). Though I cannot accept his general
hypothesis that the whole of Clitophon 407e5±408b5 (i.e.
the second and third parts of Socrates' protreptikoÂ v) is a
condensation of the end of Alcibiades 1 (from 130a onwards,
see below), this parallel may indeed shed some light on our
sentence. It looks probable that the example of the neigh-
bour's lyre was borrowed from some protreptic source and
squeezed into this context; the pattern bodily parts ± tools
± soul (taken over from Republic 1) o¨ered an occasion to
drag it in but apparently the author did not realise (or
care) that it was out of place. This tallies with, and consid-
erably reinforces, our conclusion regarding the author's
method (cf. section ii.2.2). At the same time, we may have
here a valid argument against Plato's authorship. While
one should not, I think, underestimate the extent to which
Plato incorporates material from other Socratics in his
dialogues, the very fact that we can hardly ever locate such
foreign material proves that he was very careful in adopt-
ing it, if he did so at all. (On the other hand, if the pro-
treptic speech in Clitophon is a parody, as I think it is, this
argument loses much of its force: Plato may not have been
as careful here as he normally was.)

It is not too bold to suppose that the ®rst part of the
argument: o� stiv gaÁ r dhÁ mhÁ e� piÂ statai thÄ i e� autouÄ luÂ rai

crhÄ sqai, dhÄ lon w� v ou� deÁ thÄ i touÄ geiÂ tonov, was, in the
context from which it was borrowed, a step towards a de®-
nition of the requirements of a politician; the next step
may have been something like `a man who cannot manage
his own household, will be unable to manage the a¨airs
of the city', or possibly, `a man who cannot master his
own soul (cf. 408a5), will be unable to govern those of his
fellow-citizens', cf. Alcibiades 1 133e4±5 quoted above.218

218 I do not see the relevance of D. Chr. 10.19±22 adduced by Pavlu,
`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 11 n. 3.
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On this supposition, the source of the words concerning
the neighbour's lyre may have to be looked for somewhere
in the sphere of the Alcibiades dialogues; we cannot go
beyond that.

The reversed statement (ou� deÁ o� stiv mhÁ thÄ i twÄ n a� llwn,

ou� deÁ thÄ i e� autouÄ ) does not make sense in this interpreta-
tion; perhaps it is a (rather feeble) attempt to adjust the
argument to this context (it is necessary that the things
which people cannot handle belong to themselves).

Concerning the words kaiÁ teleutaÄ i dhÁ kalwÄ v o� loÂ gov
ou� toÂ v soi (408a4±5), I agree with Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Klei-
tophon', 12) that they should be taken quite literally: they
refer to the ending not just of Socrates' speech as reported
by Clitophon, but of one out of several works which be-
long to the protreptic corpus and which may have been
used throughout the parody. On Pavlu's assumption that
this part of the speech was dependent on the end of Alci-
biades 1, this `beautiful ending' could refer only to the sec-
ond part of the sentence (from a7 ei� deÂ tiv onwards), as
there is no mention of death being preferable in that dia-
logue. Yet within this sentence, the weight is on the ®rst
part; the second is added as an (apparent) afterthought;
besides, the general principle had been so formulated as
to lead up naturally to the preferability of death, while it
would have been equally possible to mention the idea of
leaving things to others (version (a)) in the general state-
ment ± this would have laid the emphasis on slavery, the
®nal motif of Alcibiades 1. The words kaiÁ teleutaÄ i dhÁ

kalwÄ v o� loÂ gov ou� toÂ v soi are indeed meant to ridicule the
®nal passage of some protreptic work, but not, or at any
rate not in the ®rst place, Alcibiades 1.

The reason why I am con®dent that these words mean
more than just the end of the reported speech is the in-
triguing circumstance that of the only two examples of the
fourth-century protreptic literature which are more than
an extract (such as Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2) or a hand-
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ful of tiny fragments, one (Alcibiades 1) ends with an exhor-
tation to slavery; the other (Aristotle's Protrepticus) with the
alternatives `either philosophy or death' (cf. Appendix i ).
The slavery motif is found at the end of Alcibiades 1
(135b7±c11; cf. esp. c2 preÂ pei a� ra twÄ i kakwÄ i douleuÂ ein

and 10 ai� sqaÂ nhi deÁ nuÄ n pwÄ v e� ceiv; e� leuqeroprepwÄ v h� ou� ;).
In Xenophon, having proved that Euthydemus has no
knowledge of just and unjust, Socrates continues (4.2.22):
oi� sqa deÂ tinav a� ndrapodwÂ deiv kaloumeÂ nouv; and speci®es:
a� r' ou� n twÄ n taÁ kalaÁ kaiÁ a� gaqaÁ kaiÁ diÂ kaia mhÁ ei� doÂ twn

toÁ o� noma touÄ t ' e� stiÂ n; At the end of the conversation, Eu-
thydemus takes leave nomiÂ sav twÄ i o� nti a� ndraÂ podon ei� nai

(39). It can also be shown that the motif played an impor-
tant part towards the end in Aeschines' Alcibiades.219

An allusion to this motif is also present in the Euthyde-
mus: ou� deÁ n ai� scroÁ n . . . e� neka touÂ tou [sc. giÂ gnesqai so-
joÂ n] u� phreteiÄ n kaiÁ douleuÂ ein kaiÁ e� rasthÄ i kaiÁ pantiÁ

a� nqrwÂ pwi (282b3±5). It is especially the reference to lovers
(cf. b2) which makes one suppose that Plato had Aeschines'
Alcibiades in mind when he wrote these words (cf. fr. 11c
D. � 4 Kr. (SSR vi a 53) diaÁ toÁ n e� rwta o� n e� tuÂ gcanon

219 See Cic. Tusc. 3.32.77: Quid enim dicimus, cum Socrates Alcibiadi persua-
sisset, ut accepimus, eum nihil hominis esse nec quidquam inter Alcibiadem
summo loco natum et quemvis baiulum interesse, cum se Alcibiades ad¯ictaret
lacrimansque Socrati supplex esset, ut sibi virtutem traderet turpitudinemque
depelleret. On account of a fragment from Aeschines' Alcibiades (fr. 9
D., cf. ii Kr.; SSR vi a 51) klaÂ ein [sc. Alcibiades] qeÂ nta thÁ n kejalhÁ n
e� piÁ taÁ goÂ nata a� qumhÂ santa (cf. X. Mem. 4.2.39 paÂ nu a� quÂ mwv e� cwn;
Aug. Civ. D. 14.8 � 425.102±5 Dombart±Kalb) this story was re-
garded by Dittmar as a synopsis of this dialogue (Aischines, 99±103;
fr. 6 D.; not in Krauss; SSR vi a 47). Even though a baiulus is not
necessarily a slave, the fact that in the same passage from X.
Mem. 4.2 which was quoted above, the dhmiourgoiÂ are said to be
a� ndrapodwÂ deiv (22; cf. Alc. 1 131a9±b9) makes it probable that
Aeschines made Alcibiades concede that his condition was not very
di¨erent from that of a slave, as Euthydemus does in Xenophon and
Alcibiades in Alc. 1. In fact, this similarity is one of the major argu-
ments for the hypothesis that both Alc. 1 and X. Mem. 4.2 re¯ect
(partly) Aeschines' Alcibiades.
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e� rwÄ n A� lkibiaÂ dou; Alcibiades 1 131e1±132a2 ou� t ' e� geÂ nesq'
w� v e� oiken A� lkibiaÂ dhi twÄ i KleiniÂ ou e� rasthÁ v ou� t ' e� stin

a� ll' h� ei� v moÂ nov, kaiÁ ou� tov a� gaphtoÂ v, SwkraÂ thv o�

SwjroniÂ skou kaiÁ FainareÂ thv ktl.).220
Commentators on the Euthydemus usually refer to Sympo-

sium 184c4±7 nenoÂ mistai gaÁ r dhÁ h� miÄ n, e� aÂ n tiv e� qeÂ lhi tinaÁ

qerapeuÂ ein h� gouÂ menov di ' e� keiÄ non a� meiÂ nwn e� sesqai h� kataÁ

sojiÂ an tinaÁ h� kataÁ a� llo o� tiouÄ n meÂ rov a� rethÄ v, au� th au� h�

e� qelodouleiÂ a ou� k ai� scraÁ ei� nai ou� deÁ kolakeiÂ a (cf. 185b1±
5), but even there Alcibiades is present: R. G. Bury has
shown221 that all speeches in the Symposium foreshadow Al-
cibiades' speech ± this particular passage points forward to
218c7±d5, where Alcibiades tells Socrates that he is willing
to grant him his favours in order that he (Alcibiades) will
attain the best possible state of mind.222 This is clearly
putting into practice the theory about e� qelodouleiÂ a from
Pausanias' speech;223 immediately before the speech about
e� qelodouleiÂ a there is probably a reference to Alcibiades in
the words toÁ u� poÁ crhmaÂ twn kaiÁ u� poÁ politikwÄ n dunaÂ -

mewn a� lwÄ nai ai� scroÂ n, 184a7±8.
The examination of parallels for the slavery motif in the

Clitophon shows that this motif has, so to speak, two di¨er-
ent aspects. One is the conclusion that owing to lack of
(moral) knowledge a person is no better than a slave (Ae-
schines' Alcibiades; Xenophon; Alcibiades 1; a possible remi-
niscence in Aristotle's Protrepticus b 53 DuÈ ring), the other
that such a person should have himself led by others (Cli-
tophon; Alcibiades 1; Euthydemus; Symposium) ± the presence of

220 The ®rst part of the sentence in Euthd. also contains a well-known
protreptic motif: 282a7 kaiÁ paraÁ patroÂ v . . . touÄ to . . . para-
lambaÂ nein poluÁ maÄ llon h� crhÂ mata; cf. section ii.2.3.1.

221 Comm. on Smp. lx±lxiv.
222 Cf. Aeschines, Alc. fr. 11c D. � 4 Kr. (SSR vi a 53) diaÁ toÁ e� raÄ n

beltiÂ w poihÄ sai.
223 katadedoulwmeÂ nov, 219e3, does not belong here, contrarily to what

Bury suggests, p. lxiii.
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an e� rasthÂ v in Euthydemus and Symposium made me suppose
that this second `aspect' also occurred in Aeschines' Alci-
biades. This supposition strengthens my hypothesis that the
general protreptic motif `what one cannot use should be
left to others' was stated in that dialogue; it would seem
plausible that Aeschines connected it with the `second as-
pect' of the slavery motif: `the a� maqeiÄ v should have them-
selves led by sojoiÂ '. If this is true, it must be more than a
coincidence that both these thoughts are found in close
connection also in the Clitophon.224

Whereas the comparison of politicians to captains is in
itself a commonplace (cf. Comm. on 408b2±5), there is
one interesting parallel from the protreptic corpus:225 Eu-
thydemus 291d1±3 a� tecnwÄ v kataÁ toÁ Ai� scuÂ lou i� ambeiÄ on

moÂ nh [sc. h� politikhÂ ] e� n thÄ i pruÂ mnhi kaqhÄ sqai thÄ v

poÂ lewv, paÂ nta kubernwÄ sa kaiÁ paÂ ntwn a� rcousa paÂ nta

crhÂ sima poieiÄ n [sc. e� doÂ kei ]. This passage provides a coun-
terpart to the identi®cation of kubernhtikhÂ and politikhÂ

in the Clitophon. Besides, just as it is not immediately clear
in our dialogue to what purpose one should have oneself
led by someone who knows the art of governing human
beings (cf. Comm. on 408b1±2), so the Euthydemus in vain
tries to make out what e¨ect politikhÂ has on the citizens.
This search ends up in aporia: the `kingly art' makes peo-
ple sojoiÂ and a� gaqoiÂ (292c4±5), but this statement breaks
down on the question in what respect they will be all that.

224 In two places in Plato, the motif `death is preferable' is combined
with the slavery motif: Grg. 483b2; Smp. 215e4±216a2. A case might
be made for the dependence of the latter passage on Aeschines, Alc.
(cf. the parallel discussed above); if this were true, there could be
little doubt that the `beautiful ending' of Clit. re¯ects the last set of
arguments in Socrates' exhorting of Alcibiades in Aeschines. But
such a case could never be conclusive.

225 Alc. 1 125d10±e6 is a mere coincidence: the art of the captain is used
there as an analogical example (along with corodidaskaliÂ a, e3),
when Socrates and Alcibiades try to establish the qualities required
of a good governor.
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Probably, the subsequent identi®cation of politikhÂ

with dikaiosuÂ nh and dikastikhÂ in the Clitophon is there-
fore to be connected with the (rather elusive) discussion of
the basilikhÁ teÂ cnh in the Euthydemus, and with the more
substantial treatment in the Politicus.226

Let us note at the outset that at this point the Clitophon is
fundamentally di¨erent from the Alcibiades dialogues. In
Aeschines, Alcibiades accepts Socrates' guidance (fr. 10 D.
(SSR vi a 52) cum se Alcibiades . . . Socrati supplex esset ut sibi
virtutem traderet ) but not because Socrates is an expert at h�

twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn kubernhtikhÂ , let alone politikhÂ etc. Soc-
rates expressly says so fr. 11a D. � 3 Kr. (SSR vi a 53): e� gwÁ
d' ei� meÂ n tini teÂ cnhi w� imhn duÂ nasqai w� jelhÄ sai, paÂ nu a� n

pollhÁ n e� mautouÄ mwriÂ an kategiÂ gnwskon. nuÄ n deÁ qeiÂ ai

moiÂ rai w� imhn moi touÄ to dedoÂ sqai; explained by fr. 11c
D. � 4 Kr. (SSR vi a 53) diaÁ toÁ n e� rwta o� n e� tuÂ gcanon

e� rwÄ n A� lkibiaÂ dou ou� deÁ n diÂ ajoron twÄ n BakcwÄ n e� pe-

poÂ nqein . . . kaiÁ dhÁ kaiÁ e� gwÁ ou� deÁ n maÂ qhma e� pistaÂ menov . . .
o� mwv w� imhn . . . diaÁ toÁ e� raÄ n beltiÂ w poihÄ sai.227

Similarly, in Alcibiades 1 Socrates' own ignorance is re-
peatedly stressed (112e1±113c4; 124b10±d5; 135d3±7). In
Xenophon Euthydemus ends up becoming a companion of
Socrates', e� nia deÁ kaiÁ e� mimeiÄ to w� n e� keiÄ nov e� pethÂ deuen

(4.2.40). Socrates does implant some kind of knowledge:
e� xhgeiÄ to a� te e� noÂ mizen ei� deÂ nai deiÄ n kaiÁ e� pithdeuÂ ein kraÂ -

tista ei� nai. This is typically Xenophontean (cf. 4.7.1), but
even this deviation from Socratic ignorance as expressed
by Aeschines is a long way from h� twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn ku-

bernhtikhÂ .
This means that, whereas up to 408b2 the Clitophon had

been following the Alcibiades-dialogues, the author now

226 It may be important that the identi®cation of politikhÂ and basi-
likhÂ recurs in X. Mem. 4.2.11 (and 2.1.17; cf. Gigon, Memorabilien ii,
49±50).

227 For the in¯uence on the pseudo-Platonic Theages, cf. Gaiser, Protrep-
tik, 99 n.
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suddenly leaves this area. It is not hard to understand why
he should have done so. In Aeschines and in Alcibiades 1,
Alcibiades hands over taÁ phdaÂ lia thÄ v dianoiÂ av to Socra-
tes, who is able to impart the right e� pimeÂ leia e� autouÄ to
him because of his love. Obviously this would not do for a
parody of a protreptic Socrates addressing a crowd. At the
same time the references to Socrates' ignorance had to be
suppressed in this speech, because it is the raison d'eÃtre of
our dialogue that Clitophon should ®nd out for himself
that Socrates is ignorant.
Evidently, the author of the Clitophon had to ®nd an-

other person to have the `rudder of the mind' handed over
to. This would have to be someone who did know how to
`use his soul' and who was able to make others know this as
well. Now, if the author had made Socrates advertise him-
self as possessor of such knowledge and teacher of it, this
would have crippled the rest of the dialogue, quite apart
from the question whether or nor he rejected in principle
(as Plato and Aeschines did) giving the ®gure of Socrates a
teaching role: Clitophon could not very well have pro-
ceeded to interrogate Socrates' disciples when Socrates
would have proclaimed himself as a teacher.
On the other hand, there could not have been a direct

reference to other teachers of the knowledge how to use
one's soul (such as the teachers of justice in 407b5) because
then there would have been no point at all in Clitophon's
quest among Socrates' disciples. Therefore the person to
whom Socrates' audience is exhorted to hand over the
`rudder of their souls' should, for artistic reasons, remain a
vague ®gure, not too clearly identi®able with Socrates or
any other person or persons. This is, I think, rather clev-
erly managed by dragging in Plato's ideal politician, who
is able to make his fellow-citizens better men. In this way
one essential aspect of the Alcibiades dialogues (beltiÂ w
poihÄ sai, Aeschines, Alcibiades fr. 11c D. � 4 Kr.; SSR vi a
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53) is carried on in a di¨erent form: we are exhorted to
turn to the politician for the e� pimeÂ leia thÄ v yuchÄ v.
This Platonic concept of the politician±educator is of

course well-known.228 Yet it may be useful to remember
that the politician's art in the Euthydemus is said to make
people sojoiÂ and a� gaqoiÂ (292c4±5). Though Plato creates a
circular regress (cf. section i.5.3) at this stage, this is clearly
a positive result,229 and the statement as such ®ts in with the
function of politikhÂ in the Clitophon. If we add to this the
parallel use of the captain metaphor, the case for depen-
dence of Clitophon on Euthydemus is strengthened. It should
be borne in mind, however, that the aim of the basilikhÁ

sumplokhÂ in the Politicus is to establish in the citizens'
souls a� lhqhÁ v doÂ xa metaÁ bebaiwÂ sewv concerning taÁ kalaÁ ,
diÂ kaia, a� gaqaÂ and their opposites (309c5±d4), which is
essentially the same doctrine in a more elaborated form.
There is, in this connection, another point to consider.

In the Gorgias it is made quite clear that the ideal politician
is no one but Socrates himself : 521d6±8 oi� mai met' o� liÂ gwn

A� qhnaiÂ wn, i� na mhÁ ei� pw moÂ nov, e� piceireiÄ n thÄ i w� v a� lhqwÄ v

politikhÄ i teÂ cnhi kaiÁ praÂ ttein taÁ politikaÁ moÂ nov twÄ n

nuÄ n.230 To what degree is it probable that here too, Soc-
rates himself is meant by twÄ i maqoÂ nti thÁ n twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn

kubernhtikhÂ n? For reasons I have expounded above the
author is purposely no more explicit. But as the concept of
the politician±educator is typically Platonic, and as Soc-
rates seems to be portrayed as such at least in the Gorgias,

228 It lies, inter alia, at the bottom of the condemnation of the `Four
Men' in the Gorgias, cf. 503b6±c3; 504d5±e3; 515a4±e4; 521d6±e1
and Dodds ad loc.; cf. also Prt. 319a3±5 dokeiÄ v gaÂ r moi leÂ gein thÁ n
politikhÁ n teÂ cnhn kaiÁ u� piscneiÄ sqai poieiÄ n a� ndrav a� gaqouÁ v poliÂ -
tav; Men. 100a1±2.

229 Cf. esp. Taylor, Plato, 99; T. H. Chance, Plato's Euthydemus: Analysis
of What Is and Is Not Philosophy (Berkeley±Los Angeles 1992), 253±4
nn. 42±5.

230 Cf. Dodds ad loc.; a similar claim is made at Plt. 293a2±4.
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there might be a hint for the bon entendeur. This may be
the more probable in that the identi®cation of politics with
dikastikhÂ and dikaiosuÂ nh, which immediately follows
in the Clitophon, seems, among the authentic works, to be
found in the Gorgias only (see section ii.5.4).

ii.2.4 Conclusions

The protreptic speech in the Clitophon is constructed with
the help of a number of patterns, furnished with more
or less unrelated thoughts. As we saw, the patterns are
derived (with one exception) from other texts of the
protreptic corpus; the thoughts are nearly always found in
extant protreptic literature ± usually with such a frequency
that it is justi®ed to speak of protreptic motifs (only the
proof of the involuntariness of wrongdoing is more or less
original, cf. Comm. on 407d2±e2).

For this part of our dialogue, at any rate, it is correct to
speak of a cento (Gigon, Memorabilien I, 119), and more
precisely, of a cento of protreptic texts. Of course, many
thoughts expressed in Socrates' protreptic speech are
found also in texts which are not explicitly protreptic (or
even not protreptic in any sense), but the fact that almost
every single thought does have one or more parallels within
the corpus of explicitly protreptic texts is su½cient proof
that a cento of protreptic texts was precisely what the
author wished to compile.

The only serious objection to this statement on his in-
tention is the pattern of the third part of the speech, which
was borrowed from Republic 1. As we shall see (section ii.5),
the de®nitions of the result of justice come from the same
source. Republic 1 is certainly not an explicitly protreptic
text.231 If it were, there would be no further problem in

231 `The ®rst book of the Republic, at least after Thrasymachus' equation
of justice with the advantage of the strongest is proved incorrect,
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establishing the intention of the Clitophon as a whole: our
dialogue could then without more ado be regarded as a
demonstration that explicit protreptic gets us nowhere. In
fact, however, there are good reasons to assume that the
author of the Clitophon referred his readers to Republic 1
precisely in order to suggest that the only answer to Clito-
phon's criticism is implicit protreptic as used in the Pla-
tonic dialogue (sections ii.4.5 and ii.5.5).

I do not venture to suggest, however, that by using a
pattern derived from Republic 1 in the third part of Socra-
tes' speech he intended to convey the same message. In-
deed, the similarity in pattern would escape any but the
most acute readers and even they would not know what to
do with it.232 I rather believe that our author took over the
pattern for his own convenience; eventually, a good reader
would know that Republic 1 was not his target, so that no
real harm was done.

Of the various protreptic texts used in this cento,233 two
can be identi®ed positively: the protreptic passages from

may well be called a protreptikoÁ v loÂ gov' (Grube, `The Cleitophon
of Plato', 305). I wonder where Grube places the conclusion of
Thrasymachus' refutation. Gaiser (Protreptik, 126±8) analyses the
whole of Republic 1 as a protreptic loÂ gov, and considers that `der
Protreptikos im ``Kleitophon'' im besonderen auf den ``Thrasy-
machus'' hin geschrieben ist' (143). Gaiser's failure to distinguish
between explicit (Gaiser: `sophistic') and implicit protreptic makes
his conclusion too facile and impossible to accept.

232 The choice of the pattern of R. 352d8±353e11 cannot be interpreted
as yielding an underlying positive message as can the description of
justice as a teÂ cnh for the soul's a� rethÂ (section ii.4.1) or the distinc-
tion between e� rgon and diÂ dagma (section ii.4.2), both of which refer
the reader to Republic 1.

233 I have phrased this paragraph with an eye to the most extreme hy-
pothesis: that Plato did not write Clit. If the same man wrote Ap.,
Euthd. and Clit., it is rather super¯uous to think of sources. On the
other hand, the readers are referred to Ap., Euthd. as well as to Re-
public 1. Obviously, this has some bearing on the problem of author-
ship: does Plato refer to other works of his in the same way as Clit.
points back to the three works mentioned? See section ii.7.3(4) and
n. 297 to section ii.3.5.
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Plato's Apolog y and Euthydemus. There are obvious reminis-
cences of either outside the protreptic speech as well (Apol-
og y: 408c3±4, see section ii.2.3.1; Euthydemus: 408c4±7, cf.
Comm. ad loc.). It is futile to raise the question of sources
every time we meet a parallel from either of these works ±
the Euthydemus, in particular, itself contains many common
protreptic motifs (though its protreptic is far more original
than that of the Clitophon was intended to be); there may
be a case, though, for the general principle of the third
part of Socrates' speech (o� twi tiv mhÁ e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai,
kreiÄ tton e� aÄ n thÁ n touÂ tou crhÄ sin, 407e8±9): when one
compares the parallels for this particular version of the
motif (section ii.2.3.3 n. 215), it would not seem improba-
ble, given the fact that our author knew the Euthydemus,
that he got it from there.

Next, it is clear that one or more of the Alcibiades dia-
logues have been used, but that is as far as one can go.
More particularly, I see no reason for assuming (as Pavlu
does, `Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 11±12) that our author copied
the Alcibiades 1, and the words kaiÁ teleutaÄ i dhÁ kalwÄ v o�

loÂ gov ou� toÂ v soi (408a4±5) do not refer to the end of that
dialogue.

It is evident that the trichotomy of Socrates' speech is
related to the general preamble of Laws 5, and that one
of them must depend on the other, but there is no good
reason why the Clitophon could not have been the source
here.234 Finally, there are many motifs which the Clitophon
and Aristotle's Protrepticus have in common but there is no
evidence for one depending on the other.

There is a great deal of ridicule in the speech, but it is

234 The musical metaphor at Lg. 729a4±b1, which immediately precedes
the words paisiÁ n . . . kataleiÂ pein, is probably better explained as a
reminiscence of Clit. 407c6±7 than the other way round ± again (see
previous note), if the same hand wrote both dialogues, there is no
problem. Other parallels: 729a1±2 ± Clit. 407c8±d1; e1±2; 729a2±4 ±
Clit. 407b2±4.
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ridicule of manner (namely, of explicit protreptic) ± we
observed that the author takes care not to hit at the core
of Socratic philosophy (section ii.2.3.1; Comm. on 407d2±
e2). Also, we saw that on the two occasions where politics
come into Socrates' speech, the point of view is Platonic
(sections ii.2.3.1 ad ®n.; ii.2.3.3 ad ®n.). So far, the con-
clusions agree with the result of the analysis of the charac-
ters in the dialogue (sections i.5.2; i.5.3.): there is nothing
un-Platonic, let alone anti-Platonic, in this speech.

ii.3 Protreptic in Plato

In the Apolog y, Plato presents us with a Socrates whose
main concern appears to be what we have de®ned as
explicit protreptic: ou� deÁ n gaÁ r a� llo praÂ ttwn e� gwÁ peri-

eÂ rcomai h� peiÂ qwn u� mwÄ n kaiÁ newteÂ rouv kaiÁ presbuteÂ rouv

mhÂ te swmaÂ twn e� pimeleiÄ sqai mhÂ te crhmaÂ twn proÂ teron

mhÂ te ou� tw sjoÂ dra w� v thÄ v yuchÄ v o� pwv w� v a� riÂ sth e� stai

(30a7±b2).
On the other hand, little explicit protreptic is to be

found elsewhere in Plato; not enough to warrant such a
strong statement. If Plato really thought of Socrates pri-
marily as an exhorter to virtue, he had little desire to
depict him explicitly as such in the dialogues. But there is
a good case for interpreting the Apolog y as `Besinnung auf
das Sokratische GespraÈch' (Gaiser, Protreptik, 30). If so,
Socrates' claim that he `does nothing else but persuade'
must somehow be true of Socrates' role in Plato's dia-
logues, or even of the Platonic dialogues as such.

It will be clear, therefore, that Plato's attitude towards
ethical and philosophical exhortation is crucial not only
for the (relatively minor) problem of the intention of the
Clitophon, but also for the interpretation of the Platonic
dialogue. It might even be maintained that the problem of
the Clitophon is essentially that of the dialogue in general.

With this statement, the limits of the present investiga-
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tion are set. The questions, what considerations, philo-
sophical or otherwise, prompted Plato to adopt the Soc-
ratic dialogue for saying what he had to say and how he
uses this vehicle of his thoughts, are obviously too compli-
cated to be treated comprehensively, or even satisfactorily,
in connection with a minor dialogue of dubious authentic-
ity. I must con®ne myself to a more or less super®cial
account of my opinion on these problems, and in order to
avoid, at least to some degree, total subjectivity, I am fur-
ther forced to refer as much as possible to passages from
those very same dialogues whose meaning as dialogues is
the core of the problem, that is to say: avoiding the Scylla
of subjectivity means getting into the Charybdis of circu-
larity. I have some hope, nevertheless, that this section will
contribute to understanding Plato as much as to grasping
the intention of the Clitophon.

Plato nowhere discusses protrophÁ e� piÁ jilosojiÂ an or
e� p' a� rethÂ n. Apart from the Clitophon, these phrases occur
only in the Euthydemus, in which dialogue he gives merely a
demonstration, not a discussion, of exhortation. I believe,
however, that elements of a theory of protreptic may be
found in two more or less explicit discussions of elenchos:
the sixth de®nition of the Sophist and the midwifery epi-
sode in the Theaetetus (ii.3.1). It can be shown that these
discussions concern Socrates' own procedure as depicted
in Plato's dialogues (ii.3.2) and that they harmonise with
Socrates' statement in the Apolog y quoted above (ii.3.3) as
well as with the demonstration of protrophÂ found in the
Euthydemus (ii.3.4). On this basis, Plato's attitude towards
protreptic can be reconstructed in relation to his use of the
dialogue (ii.3.5).

ii.3.1 Elenchos and maieutikhÂ

In the diaeretical process from which the sophist will
eventually emerge as `a puri®er of the soul from conceits
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that block the way to understanding' (Sophist 231e5±6;235
summing-up of the sixth de®nition), the Eleatic visitor
concludes that there is a special form of ignorance, to be
countered by a special form of instruction. This special
form (called a� maqiÂ a; doxosojiÂ a 231b6) consists of believ-
ing that one possesses knowledge without really possessing
it (229c1±9), and it is to be countered by paideiÂ a (c11±d4).
There are two methods of paideiÂ a, admonition (nouqeth-
tikhÂ ) and elenchos.

Admonition may take the form either of angry reproof or
of more gentle advice (taÁ meÁ n calepaiÂ nontev, taÁ deÁ mal-

qakwteÂ rwv paramuqouÂ menoi, 230a1±2); it is old-fashioned
and `yields little result for much pains', because the person
subject to it, owing to his a� maqiÂ a, does not consider him-
self to be in need of instruction (229e4±230a10).

Elenchos, as identi®ed and described next,236 is a process
in which various subsequent stages may be distinguished:
insistent questioning (dierwtwÄ sin), testing opinions (e� x-
etaÂ zousi ) with the result that they prove to be the result
of a� maqiÂ a,237 confronting them with each other (tiqeÂ asi
par' a� llhÂ lav), showing them to be contradictory (e� pi-
deiknuÂ ousin au� taÁ v au� taiÄ v . . . e� nantiÂ av; 230b4±8). The re-
sults of elenchos are anger with oneself (and shame, d2), a
®rm conviction that the opinions are wrong (c3 bebaioÂ -

tata), gentleness towards others ± in short, a frame of
mind which is the best and the most swÂ jrwn (d5). Elen-

235 Throughout this section I have gratefully used F. M. Cornford's
translations: Plato's Theory of Knowledge (London 1935).

236 On the passage 230b4±d4, by far the best commentary is to be
found in Goldschmidt, Dialogues, 29±31. ± I disagree with G. Vlastos
(`The Socratic elenchus', OSAPh 1 (1983) 27±58, reprinted in Socratic
Studies (Cambridge 1994), 1±37, at 2 and n. 8) that George Grote was
the ®rst to apply the term `elenchos' to Socrates' method of investi-
gation in the earlier dialogues. To my mind, it is clear from this
passage that Plato himself was the ®rst to use the word in that sense.

237 This is not expressed, but the addition of a� te planwmeÂ nwn
(� having the conceit of wisdom), 230b5, points that way. Cf. DieÁs
(BudeÂ text): `veÂri®ant aiseÂment la vaniteÂ d'opinions aussi errantes'.
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chos is followed by instruction, which cannot be applied
until the subject has been rid of all a� maqiÂ a (c4±d4). It is a
puri®cation which concerns taÁ meÂ gista (e1)238 and results
in true happiness (e3±4).

Especially the last two statements make it clear that
elenchos is intended to make the subject ready for phi-
losophy, in other words that it is a form of protreptic.
If Plato239 rejects nouqethtikhÂ , this means that he prefers
implicit to explicit protreptic (elenchos versus nouqeth-

tikhÂ ). If this identi®cation of expulsion of a� maqiÂ a with
protreptic is correct, three types of protreptic are dis-
tinguished in this text: reprobatory (calepaiÂ nontev), ad-
vising (paramuqouÂ menoi ) and elenchos. As we have already
seen (section ii.1.4.2), this trichotomy recurs also in Deme-
trius, as does the favourable judgement on elenchos as
opposed to the two types of explicit protreptic.240

238 This phrase, as always in Plato, refers to the highest values concern-
ing man, cf. Goldschmidt, Dialogues, 27 n. 6 (and Index s.v.); Meyer,
Apologie, 89; de Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, on Ap. 22d7.

239 Most scholars agree in taking the sixth de®nition as a constructive
piece of Platonic doctrine, not just as a more or less playful illustra-
tion of the diaeretic method, like the other de®nitions. On account
of the Eleatic visitor's hesitation to connect sophistry with elenchos
(230e6±231b8; resulting in the compromise h� geÂ nei gennaiÂ a soji-
stikhÂ , 231b8) and of the similarity of elenchos to maieutikhÂ (to be
studied below), this seems to be the best interpretation. Cf. Corn-
ford, op. cit. (n. 235), 180±2; HGPh, v 128±9.

240 In Plato, elenchos is novel and achieves much more than the old-
fashioned way; in Demetrius, aporetic interrogations met with great
success once they had been invented (298) and `shocked more', that
is to say, accomplished more. It is clearly the aporetic dialogue
which Demetrius has in mind: the two elements aporia and lack of
knowledge are mentioned explicitly (297), and the exhortation to get
oneself educated (paideuÂ esqai proetreÂ yato) is what the elenchos
passage in Plato is all about (cf. esp. 229d2; 230e2). ± I cannot dis-
cuss here the origin of the trichotomies in Demetrius and Plato; the
most prudent course appears to be to assume that the Sph. passage
started o¨ a process of re¯ecting and theorising about the Socratic
dialogue and Socratic literature, of which the passage in Demetr.
provides an illustrative and instructive example.
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Here a methodical objection might be raised. The Sophist
passage deals with oral exhortation in its three forms, De-
metrius describes three types of protreptic literature. Are
we justi®ed in extending what Plato makes the visitor say
about admonition and elenchos as paideiÂ a to written
loÂ goi, in other words, does Plato also reject nouqethtikhÂ
in written form (represented by Aristippus and Xenophon
in Demetrius) in favour of the dialogue, or at any rate the
aporetic dialogue? I think the answer must be a½rmative,
if it can be shown that what Plato proposes here as an
alternative for oral exhortation is a procedure which he
elsewhere uses for Socrates' interrogatory method as de-
picted in his dialogues, and for theorising about that
method.241 In other words, if elenchos as outlined in the
Sophist is identical to Socratic questioning, both in theory
and in practice, we must infer that what is here said
about nouqethtikhÂ also re¯ects Plato's attitude towards
accusatory and advising protreptic in written form. If
Plato does not indicate this more explicitly, that may be
accounted for su½ciently by the plan of the Sophist: he is
not giving a comprehensive treatment of paideiÂ a in oral
and written form, but he uses paideiÂ a as one more illus-
tration of the method of diaeresis (the description of elen-
chos is proportionally speaking already very extensive as
it is).

More than any other Platonic dialogue, the Theaetetus
shows us Plato as re¯ecting on the principia of his literary

241 Kahn, Dialogue, 97±8 (cf. 20±1; 111; 170±1) claims that elenchos was
originally a test of persons, not of views, and that only later on did
Plato use elenchos to test views. The distinction may help us to un-
derstand what makes the Alcibiades dialogues (Aeschines and ps.-Pl.
Alc.1) stand apart from Platonic dialogues (cf. section ii.3.5). The
claim is valid for the Apolog y only on a super®cial reading (cf. section
ii.3.3). But it seems clear to me that what is described and identi®ed
as elenchos in the Sophist is a testing of persons and of views at the
same time, and I would maintain that for Plato it was never any-
thing else.
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ways and means.242 Besides, this dialogue is quite clearly
presented as itself putting into practice what it contains in
the way of theory: soon after the start, Socrates interrupts
the interrogation with a lengthy justi®cation of his manner
of interrogation, whereas the dialogue closes with a refer-
ence to this episode, showing that Socrates had been inter-
rogating Theaetetus along these very lines (210b4 h� ou� n e� ti

kuouÄ meÂ n ti kaiÁ w� diÂ nomen ktl.; cf. 148e7±8). On account of
this reference we are allowed to combine the ending of the
Theaetetus (210b4±d4) and the maieutikhÂ episode proper
(150a8±151d3): together they constitute the theoretical
framework (Socrates as intellectual midwife); the discus-
sions coming between these two passages are an illustra-
tion of Socrates' midwifery put into practice.

In the two passages referred to, the word e� legcov is not
used,243 but there are su½cient reasons for identifying
elenchos and maieutikhÂ . Socrates' ability to `prove by
every possible test (basaniÂ zein) whether the o¨spring of a
young man's thought is a false phantom or instinct with
life and truth' (150c1±3) is in essence and function identical
to `testing opinions' (e� xetaÂ zein), the second stage of elen-
chos (cf. 210c2 thÁ n nuÄ n e� xeÂ tasin); the interrogative form is
of course a second point of agreement. Even more striking
is the similarity of the results of maieutikhÂ and elenchos:
Theaetetus `will be more gentle and more agreeable
(h� merwÂ terov) to his companions' (210c2±3), the subjects of
elenchos `become more gentle towards others' (Sph.
230b9±c1). Theaetetus will henceforth `have the prudence
(swjroÂ nwv) not to fancy you know what you do not know'
(210c3±4), which is what elenchos is all about. Besides,

242 Apart from the passages to be discussed, cf. the introductory con-
versation on direct versus reported dialogue (143b5±c6) and the
`Apology of Protagoras' on the correct manner of interrogation
(167c7±168b6).

243 Probably for the simple reason that it would be out of keeping with
the midwife metaphor.

132

INTRODUCTION II.3.1



Theaetetus' comment in the Sophist on having this convic-
tion as a result of elenchos, that it is swjronestaÂ th twÄ n

e� xewn (230d5), clearly echoes Socrates' swjroÂ nwv.244 One
cannot but agree with DieÁs, when he says `ce qu'on oppose
aÁ cette meÂthode d'admonestation . . . c'est directement la
meÂthode dont le TheÂeÂteÁte a donneÂ et le nom et l'illustration
continue . . . avec les reÂsultats qui sont ici deÂcrits de la
meÃme manieÁre qu'aÁ la ®n du TheÂeÂteÁte'.245

The identi®cation of maieutikhÂ and elenchos, and
therefore of maieutikhÂ and implicit protreptic, enables us
to understand better what Plato's views on protreptic are,
because the maieutikhÂ episode is much more extensive
than the rather schematic description of elenchos given in
the Sophist. At the same time, since the Theaetetus itself
clearly purports to give a demonstration of elenchos/
maieutikhÂ , we are justi®ed in analysing as Plato's written
implicit protreptic those dialogues which exhibit the same
`elenctic' character as the Theaetetus. That a major part of
Plato's úuvre is protreptic was suggested already by Deme-
trius and Antiochus of Ascalon (section ii.1.4.2), and this
notion was the starting-point for Gaiser's interpretation of
the Platonic dialogue.246 I believe that the maieutikhÂ epi-

244 If I have read H. North, Sophrosyne, 183 correctly, the antithesis of
doxosojiÂ a and swjrosuÂ nh is not found outside Sph. (not so expli-
citly, anyway), but for the Tht. parallel, which she does not mention.

245 Edition of Sph., Notice 272. Cf. M. F. Burnyeat, `Socratic midwifery,
Platonic inspiration', BICS 24 (1977) 7±16, at 9: `The midwife ®gure
signals a return to the aporeutic [sic] style of those early dialogues
and to the Socratic method which is the substance of that style.'
(Burnyeat claims that the method of the `middle period' is di¨erent
± his implicit claim that Tht. belongs to the `last period' is at vari-
ance with the results of stylometry, cf. n. 261 to section ii.3.2, and
Kahn, Dialogue, 44±5.)

246 Cf. also H. Maier, Sokrates, 281±3; Kuhn, Sokrates, 75±9; H. J.
KraÈmer, Arete bei Platon und Aristoteles (Heidelberg 1959), 33; 463;
470±1; H. Gundert, Der Platonische Dialog (Heidelberg 1968), 49±50;
E. N. Tigerstedt, Interpreting Plato (Stockholm 1977), 75; 141 n. 114. If
I agree with Gaiser that the interpretation of (a series of ) dialogues
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sode, in combination with the elenchos episode (neither of
which is used by Gaiser247), provides a strong support for
this interpretation.

At this point, a caution is necessary. Nearly all Platonic
dialogues contain a great deal of discussion, and thereby
exhibit traits of elenchos as described in Theaetetus and
Sophist. It would be foolish, however, to interpret the Par-
menides or the Philebus, let alone the Laws, as implicit pro-
treptic: if we did, we would be forced to stretch the term
`protreptic' so far that it would be pointless to use it at all.
Evidently, we must try to ®nd a criterion by which to sep-
arate protreptic from non-protreptic dialogues (not ex-
cluding the possibility that in otherwise non-protreptic
works, protreptic passages may occur). To draw this line, a
closer examination of the maieutikhÂ episode in compari-
son with the description of elenchos is necessary.

If implicit protreptic is to be at all successful, one needs
a certain state of mind to start with. This state of mind is
referred to (within the symbolism of midwifery) as `being
pregnant' (148e7; 151b2). Those who do not meet this con-
dition, will not be helped by protreptic (151b1±6).248 On
the other hand, `pregnancy' is more than the conceit of
knowledge (though the latter is included in it), and by the
same token maieutikhÂ has a wider application than e� leg-

as protreptic is a fruitful approach, that does not in any way imply
assent to the theory of an unwritten, esoteric doctrine. See section
ii.3.5 and n. 309.

247 Gaiser (Protreptik, 111) denies that the elenctic method has still a pro-
treptic aim in Tht. But the Sph. passage proves that his antithesis
`sachliche Untersuchung' : `protreptische Werbung' is too rigid, and
so does the fact (not taken into account) that Tht. is an aporetic
dialogue.

248 We do not meet this condition in Sph. (though it does not con¯ict
with the statements found in Sph.), but it recurs in Phdr. 276e6 in a
passage which uses the same pregnancy metaphor as Tht.: a yuchÁ
proshÂ kousa is the minimum requirement. See also La. 200c7±d3
and Comm. on 410c6 ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n.
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cov has in the Sophist:249 not only can the intellectual
midwife liberate from doxosojiÂ a (150c2; 210b4±10), but
he is also able to call up true knowledge (goÂ nimoÂ n te kaiÁ

a� lhqeÂ v, 150c3; d7±8; 210c1±2). Both processes are brought
to completion by the same method of interrogation and
testing, in other words, by elenchos.250

Apparently, elenchos serves a twofold end: it leads Soc-
rates' partners to aporia by delivering them from false
opinion (implicit protreptic) and it helps them in a more
positive way, namely in the acquiring of true knowledge.
This latter aspect of elenchos is only hinted at in the Sophist
(230c9±d1 twÄ n prosjeromeÂ nwn maqhmaÂ twn; it is not said,
but neither is it denied, that the maqhÂ mata are likewise the
result of elenchos).

The double function of elenchos explains why Socrates251
employs it throughout Plato's dialogues: he could use the
same method for reaching aporia and for conducting phil-
osophical investigations. The latter can be fruitful only
through elenchos: questioning and testing the answers. I
shall illustrate this twofold use of the same method in the
next section; for the moment, we must stop to consider
what we have so far learned about protreptic and elenchos.

249 In Sph. Plato needs elenchos as a means of kaÂ qarsiv (230c4; d3; d7±
9; e1) and therefore concentrates on doxosojiÂ a and its removal: the
sophist is de®ned as a species of the genus kaqarthÂ v (231e6). That
does not necessarily mean that elenchos is restricted to kaÂ qarsiv,
and therefore this divergence in the description of maieutikhÂ in Tht.
and of elenchos in Sph. does not tell against their identity.

250 Socrates' question at Euthd. 274d7±e5 should probably be inter-
preted in this light: the same method is used for protreptic (in this
case, explicit protreptic) and for teaching a� rethÂ . Compare also
Clinias' surprising progress (Euthd. 290e1±291a7 and MeÂridier's note)
with Tht. 150d2±6 (below, section ii.3.4).

251 I do not say `Plato' because I have analysed until now only the upper-
level role of Socrates in Tht. and of the Eleatic visitor in Sph. and
am going to apply this analysis presently to the upper levels of other
dialogues. A translation into terms of the lower level will be at-
tempted in section ii.3.5.
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Elenchos is said in the Sophist to be a means of puri®ca-
tion concerning taÁ meÂ gista; in other words, it makes men
ready for the care of the soul, and it achieves the aim
better and faster than admonition. In the Theaetetus we see
Socrates justify himself by means of an extensive descrip-
tion, and subsequently an application, of elenchos. This
dialogue ends up in aporia and Theaetetus emerges from
the process more or less252 puri®ed. In other words, elen-
chos has for its (®rst) natural conclusion the ®nal state of
aporia: only in that state are men ready for the care of the
soul, or as the Sophist has it, for maqhÂ mata.253

In this sense, the various conversations reported in
Plato's dialogues appear to be implicitly protreptic, at any
rate those conversations or parts of conversations that lead
to the ®nal aporia and in applying elenchos remove in
Socrates' partners what the Sophist calls `the opinions that
obstruct learning' (230d2±3). The aporetic discussions and
the aporetic parts of `constructive' discussions are sug-
gested to be Socrates' alternative for the explicit protreptic
condemned in the Sophist.

It will be clear from the preceding analyses that I dis-
agree with those scholars who apply a rigid distinction
between elenchos and `later' forms of dialogical discourse
in Plato, and reserve the concept of elenchos for the pro-
cedure applied by Socrates in the aporetic dialogues. This
assumption lies at the bottom of such important works as

252 It is not said in so many words that the puri®cation is complete, but
the possibility is left open (210b11±c4).

253 In Tht. Socrates denies throughout that he possesses knowledge
himself (150c8±d2; 210c4±6). This is perhaps only `une ruse de
l'ironie socratique, expliqueÂe clairement par le texte du Sophiste'
(Goldschmidt, Dialogues, 82). But it is also true in the sense that phil-
osophical knowledge is based on contemplation of the Forms, and
therefore contains an intuitive moment: even if Socrates possesses
knowledge, he is unable to impart it completely to others; he can
only pave the way for it. ± For the identity of exhortation to the care
of the soul and to philosophy, cf. sections ii.1.1; ii.1.5.
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R. Robinson's Plato's Earlier Dialectic (Oxford 19532), which
systematically opposes elenchos and dialectic, and Vlastos'
Socrates, for whom the Socrates of elenchos is an entirely
di¨erent philosopher from the Socrates of later works.254 I
think that the di¨erences must not be over-emphasised. Ad
hominem refutation, dialectic, diaeresis, hypothesis255 are all
di¨erent forms of testing, and therefore of elenchos. I do
not wish to deny that there is an evolution in philosophical
method,256 but the theoretical framework as set out in the
Sophist and the Theaetetus justi®es a unitarian approach.
How valid the approach is, will be tested in the next
section.257

ii.3.2 Elenchos in practice

From the two passages discussed in the previous section,
a theory has been reconstructed which may serve as a
starting-point for developing a model for the interpreta-
tion of the Platonic dialogue. Our ®rst task is now to test
the hypothesis that elenchos as analysed above is indeed the
pattern of Socrates' interrogation in the Platonic dialogue.

Within the limits of this book, one illustration must
serve as proof. Moreover, I can hardly select even one dia-
logue and analyse it in its entirety. Fortunately, there is

254 Cf. C. H. Kahn, `Vlastos' Socrates', Phronesis 37 (1992) 233±58. Kahn
rightly points out (248±50) that elenchos in the stricter sense is not
present in all `early' dialogues and appears also in `later' dialogues
(the interrogation of Agathon in Smp., and R., Book 1).

255 Cf. Kahn, `Did Plato write Socratic dialogues?', 318±19 on hypothe-
sis in the Protagoras.

256 On later dialogical techniques, cf. C. Gill, `Afterword: Dialectic and
the dialogue form in late Plato', in C. Gill±M. M. McCabe, Form and
Argument in Late Plato (Oxford 1996), 283±311.

257 The result of the test will have to show whether the passages from
Sph. and Tht. only re¯ect Plato's later, modi®ed, views of his earlier
work (so, for example, J. Laborderie, Le dialogue platonicien de la ma-
turiteÂ (Paris 1978), 369) or give a true account of elenchos as prac-
tised in all dialogues.
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one passage in Plato's works which suits the purpose in an
ideal way, to wit the mathematical passage of the Meno.258

In the ®rst place, Socrates' interrogation of the slave is
in the last resort259 his reply to Meno's complaint that Soc-
rates has numbed his mind (79e7±80b2); Socrates shows
that being numbed can be bene®cial as it is a sign of prog-
ress (84a3±c9). Therefore we can expect a priori that the
mathematical passage contains an implicit justi®cation of
Socrates' method, just as the maieutikhÂ episode contains
its explicit justi®cation: Socrates' questioning is exempli-
®ed here in nuce.260

Secondly, Meno and Theaetetus are rather wide apart
chronologically. Meno belongs to the large and di¨use
group called the early dialogues,261 whereas Theaetetus

258 I do not analyse Tht. (as would perhaps have seemed logical) be-
cause Tht. is an aporetic dialogue and therefore cannot illustrate the
second function of elenchos, and because an analysis of Tht. would
prove only that the maieutikhÂ episode is the theoretical model for
Tht. itself, not for other dialogues (and because Tht. is too long). ±
Stokes, Socratic Conversations, 11±25 uses the passage to analyse the
type of questions asked by Socrates and to illustrate the importance
of the dialogue form as a factor in the interpretation of Plato; he
does not, however, distinguish between the various stages of the
interrogation.

259 The mathematical passage is usually taken for what it is ostensibly: a
proof of the theory of a� naÂ mnhsiv. But even if Plato believed that
the passage proves this theory (I neither think it does nor believe
Plato thought so, cf. Bluck's Comm., 11), the theory itself is brought
in only to defeat Meno's pessimism, cf. 86b6±c2. This is not to
belittle the importance of this doctrine for Socrates' behaviour in
the dialogues ± I agree, against many modern interpreters, that
a� naÂ mnhsiv is the ultimate explanation for maieutikhÂ (cf. Bluck on
Men. 84d1; HGPh, v 73 n. 2).

260 If this is right, the ®rst part of Socrates' interrogation of the slave
must also re¯ect the ®rst part of Socrates' conversation with Meno
in the Meno itself. That this is indeed the case is shown by H. H.
Benson, `Meno, the slave boy and the elenchos', Phronesis 25 (1990)
128±58.

261 These include Phd., Smp., Cra., of which it is often falsely claimed
that stylometry has proved that they belong to the `mature period'.
In fact, no stylistic features have been found which unite these three
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comes late in the middle period, after 369; the distance
may be ®fteen to twenty years. If it can be shown that
the Meno passage gives a precise illustration of the theory
put forward in Theaetetus and Sophist, the theory will be-
come much more acceptable as an overall pattern for the
dialogues.

Besides, Socrates intersperses his interrogation with
comments, which (as we shall see presently) enable us to
determine the various stages of elenchos as applied here.

First, Meno's slave is asked the length of the sides of a
square with an area of eight square feet. It is established
that he thinks that the sides must be four feet long (82b9±
e3). This is the stage called dierwtaÄ n and e� xetaÂ zein in the
Sophist. The slave still thinks he knows what in fact he does
not know (82e5±9): he is guilty of doxosojiÂ a.262

Next, this opinion is tested against the slave's (correct)
opinion that the square of four is sixteen and thereby he is
proved to be wrong (82e14±83c3); this corresponds to tiqeÂ -

nai par' a� llhÂ lav and e� pideiknuÂ nai au� taiÄ v e� nantiÂ av.
The slave o¨ers an alternative opinion: the sides of the

square must be larger than two feet, and smaller than four,
so his second answer is that they are three feet long. Again,
this opinion is confronted with his (correct) opinion that
the square of three is nine; the slave realises that these
opinions are mutually exclusive and now confesses his
ignorance (83c4±84a2). He has, therefore, been delivered
from the conceit of knowledge and he recognises the apo-
ria (84a7±b1). The `opinions that obstruct learning' have

with the works of the second group, R., Prm., Tht., Phdr. Cf. de
Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 16 n. 29; my review of Brandwood, Chro-
nolog y, 540±1; Kahn, Dialogue, 44±5. For a possible stylometric link
of Phd. and Cra. with the second group, cf. my note on R. 425a10,
`Notes on Politeia, iv', 405.

262 Here as in Tht. (previous section, n. 253) it is stressed that Socrates
does not teach (82e4±5; 84c11±d2; 85d3±4); here too, the statement
is questionable, but not really relevant to the method of elenchos
(though very much so to the theory of a� naÂ mnhsiv).
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been removed, and he is now ready for maqhÂ mata (cf.
84b9±c7).

In the third phase the slave arrives (under Socrates'
guidance) at the conclusion that the sides must have the
length of the diagonal of a square with sides two feet long
(84d3±85b7). This part of the conversation corresponds
to the maqhÂ mata of the Sophist. Socrates goes out of his
way to underline that this method has remained the same:
he has con®ned himself to questions (84c11±d2; 85b8±9;
d3±4), even when the slave is about to ®nd the correct
answer.263

The structure, then, of the whole passage may be
summed up as follows. To the slave's conceit of knowl-
edge, elenchos is applied repeatedly, until he has reached
the stage of aporia, that is, until he knows that he does not
know. To aporia, elenchos is again applied, until he has
reached true knowledge.264 This last stage is not illustrated
completely in the Meno, because it is a lengthy, repetitive
process, but it is predicted that the slave will reach it if the
process is applied (85c10±d1).

Aporia is a necessary and su½cient condition for `at-
tempting to search or learn' (84c4±5); in other words, one
who is `thrown into aporia' will automatically `feel a desire

263 Again, it is hard to be convinced by these words of Socrates, but
that is not the point at issue.

264 Cf. P. Stemmer, Platons Dialektik. Die fruÈhen und mittleren Dialoge (Ber-
lin±New York 1992), 241: `Die Vorstellung, dass Platons Methode im
Menon von einer destruktiven (sokratischen) in eine konstruktive
(platonische) Vorgehensweise umschlaÈgt, ist verbreitet [some refer-
ences in n. 78]. Teilt man diese Sicht der Dinge, liegt es nahe, im
zweiten Teil des SklavengespraÈchs den Text zu ®nden, in dem die
neue konstruktive Dialektik zum ersten Mal vorgefuÈhrt wird. Doch
diese Deutung des SklavengespraÈchs und des Menon ist unzutre¨end.
Platon konzipiert hier nicht eine neue konstruktive dialektische
Methode.' Ibid., 245: `Ein Elenchos, an dessen Ende eine un-
umstoÈ ssliche Antwort steht, realisiert den anamnetischen Prozess
mit seinen beiden Teilen.' But I disagree with Stemmer's claim that
anamnesis equals elenchos. Cf. n. 259.
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to know' (cf. 84c5±6). With aporia, therefore, the aim of
implicit protreptic has been reached; what follows is not
protreptic any longer, but (philosophical) investigation.

We see that the elements of the description of elenchos
from the Sophist as well as its double function as set out in
the Theaetetus recur in this miniature of a constructive dia-
logue. The stages of initial a� maqiÂ a and of its ®nal expul-
sion are contrasted in the same way, and partly in the
same words, as in the Sophist.265

We had concluded that Theaetetus and Sophist suggest
that Socrates' use of elenchos in order to reach aporia and
thereby to fertilise the soil for implanting true knowledge
is his particular protreptic manner (in Plato). This conclu-
sion is fully backed up by the Meno passage: Plato's apo-
retic dialogues and parts of dialogues must be interpreted
as showing Socrates exhorting his partners implicitly to the
care of the soul.

ii.3.3 Implicit and explicit protreptic in the Apology

It has often been remarked266 that in the Apolog y, after
the interrogation of Meletus (24c4±28a2), the traits of
Socrates' portrait become di¨erent. There is a renewed
description of his activity267 (now for the ®rst time called

265 I shall not enter here into another characteristic detail of Socratic
elenchos: that it is `searching together' (Men. 84c11; cf. 80d4; 90b5;
Prt. 330b6; Grg. 506a4; Cra. 384c2; Tht. 151e5; 157d1±2; Phdr. 276e7),
in other words, that the aporia extends to Socrates as well, cf. sec-
tion ii.3.1 n. 253.

266 I give a number of references taken more or less at random: Th.
Gomperz, Griechische Denker, ii 82±4; H. Maier, Sokrates, 114; Wol¨,
Apologie, 25±8; R. Hackforth, The Composition of Plato's Apolog y (Cam-
bridge 1933), 112±17; Meyer, Apologie, 93±4 and n. 76.

267 The points of agreement between the two episodes are listed by
Hackforth, op. cit. (n. 266), 114±15. The later passage is partly at a
higher level than the earlier one: from 29c5 to 30c1 there is (imagi-
nary) discourse between Socrates and his judges; within this dis-
course, two of the protreptic speeches are yet one level higher. Even
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jilosojeiÄ n, 28e5; 29c9; d5) with the emphasis on the two
major moments of examination and conviction (e� rhÂ somai
au� toÁ n kaiÁ e� xetaÂ sw kaiÁ e� leÂ gxw, 29e5), but this time these
are preceded by exhortation and followed by taunt (o� nei-
diwÄ , 30a1; cf. Comm. on 408e5).
The exhortation is of the reproving type; consequently,

initial exhortation and ®nal reproof have the same con-
tent: the object of o� neidov is o� ti taÁ pleiÂ stou a� xia periÁ

e� laciÂ stou poieiÄ tai, taÁ deÁ jauloÂ tera periÁ pleiÂ onov,
30a1±3 ± this is a slightly exaggerated paraphrasis of the
exhortation w� a� riste a� ndrwÄ n, A� qhnaiÄ ov w� n, poÂ lewv thÄ v

megiÂ sthv kaiÁ eu� dokimwtaÂ thv ei� v sojiÂ an kaiÁ i� scuÂ n,

crhmaÂ twn meÁ n ou� k ai� scuÂ nhi e� pimelouÂ menov o� pwv soi

e� stai w� v pleiÄ sta, kaiÁ doÂ xhv kaiÁ timhÄ v, jronhÂ sewv deÁ kaiÁ

a� lhqeiÂ av kaiÁ thÄ v yuchÄ v o� pwv w� v beltiÂ sth e� stai ou� k e� pi-

melhÄ i ou� deÁ jrontiÂ zeiv; (29d7±e3).268
In the rest of the Apolog y, the emphasis is de®nitely on

that part of Socrates' activity which is referred to with the
words parakeleuÂ esqai (29d5) and peiÂ qein (30a8; cf. e7
e� geiÂ rwn kaiÁ peiÂ qwn kaiÁ o� neidiÂ zwn) ± these words are iden-
ti®ed in the passage 31b1±7: peiÂ qonta e� pimeleiÄ sqai a� rethÄ v

. . . tauÄ ta parekeleuoÂ mhn. In fact, it is even suggested that
persuasion/exhortation is the only form of Socrates' phil-
osophical activity (30a7±8 ou� deÁ n gaÁ r a� llo praÂ ttwn e� gwÁ

perieÂ rcomai h� peiÂ qwn ktl.; cf. b4±7).

so, the points of agreement referred to just now, as well as the fact
that this extra level is not consistently present, permit us to take
these passages side by side.

268 I take it that in 29d4±6 (ou� mhÁ pauÂ swmai jilosojwÄ n kaiÁ u� miÄ n
parakeleuoÂ menov te kaiÁ e� ndeiknuÂ menov o� twi a� n a� eiÁ e� ntugcaÂ nw
u� mwÄ n), e� ndeiknuÂ menov refers to e� xeÂ tasiv and e� legcov (in the terminal
sense of conviction of ignorance ± Hackforth (loc. cit.) points out
that e� ndeiknuÂ menov lacks a complementary clause like it has 23b7)
and that parakeleuoÂ menov covers both the initial incitation and the
®nal taunt, and that consequently jilosojwÄ n is coordinated with its
two principal aspects.
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Socrates' exhortations (apart from the passage quoted in
full also 30b2±4; 31b4±5; 36c5±d1) are pieces of explicit
philosophical protreptic. If more con®rmation is needed, it
may be pointed out that e� pimeÂ leia, which is the key-word
of Socrates' exhortations here, occurs in Aristotle's Pro-
trepticus in a very similar context269 and quite often in the
Euthydemus,270 cf. section ii.2.2 n. 188.
First, we have to ask ourselves why Plato did not mark

this exhorting Socrates more clearly as protreptic (he does
so clearly enough in the Euthydemus). I think the structure
of the Apolog y explains that. Plato had made Socrates
choose the Delphic oracle for his central theme; this serves
admirably in conjuring up a picture of a Socrates devoted
to e� xeÂ tasiv and e� legcov in order to check the truth of the
oracle, framed so as to refute the old accusations and en-
mities. In the defence against the accusation of a� seÂ beia the
description of Socrates examining others (called already
thÁ n touÄ qeouÄ latreiÂ an at 23c1) is worked out (28e4±6 touÄ
deÁ qeouÄ taÂ ttontov . . . jilosojouÄ nta me deiÄ n zhÄ n kaiÁ e� xe-

taÂ zonta e� mautoÁ n kaiÁ touÁ v a� llouv), but the more positive
aspect of exhortation towards virtue and the best state of
the soul is smuggled in at the same time in order that Soc-
rates' practice may appear more positively bene®cial to the
Athenians. If Plato had over-stressed this protreptic aspect
of the Socrates he is creating, he would have ended up by
depicting not one Socrates, but two.
Another, bigger, problem is the fact that an explicitly

exhorting Socrates is hardly ever to be met within Plato's
dialogues. For those who hold the Apolog y to be a true

269 b 53 DuÈ ring h� mhÁ n a� ndrapodwÄ deÂ v ge touÄ zhÄ n a� llaÁ mhÁ touÄ zhÄ n eu�
gliÂ cesqai, kaiÁ taiÄ v twÄ n pollwÄ n au� toÁ n a� kolouqeiÄ n doÂ xaiv, a� llaÁ
mhÁ touÁ v pollouÁ v a� xiouÄ n taiÄ v au� touÄ , kaiÁ taÁ meÁ n crhÂ mata zhteiÄ n,
twÄ n deÁ kalwÄ n mhdemiÂ an e� pimeÂ leian poieiÄ sqai toÁ paraÂ pan; cf. b 34.

270 Cf. especially 275a1±2 kaÂ llist' a� n protreÂ yaite ei� v jilosojiÂ an kaiÁ
a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian.
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account of what Socrates actually said before his judges,271
there is no problem; they can say with Jaeger: `From the
Apolog y we know that the real Socrates tried above every-
thing to exhort his fellow-men to practise ``virtue'' and
``the care of the soul'' ' and conclude with him that Plato
tried something di¨erent.272 But since we have already seen
that elenchos and protreptic are tied together in Plato's
dialogues, an attempt at harmonisation of the dialogues
and the Apolog y is at least worth trying, the more so because
our analysis of the dialogues so far does not suggest that
Plato tries something all that di¨erent.

Besides, as we have already seen, there is contradiction
not just between the explicitly exhorting Socrates of the
Apolog y and the implicit protreptic practised by Socrates
in the dialogues, but at least as strong a contradiction
within the Apolog y itself. After Socrates has ®rst limited
his activity to elenchos in order to check the truth of the
Delphic oracle, he cannot very well go on saying that he
does nothing else but exhort his fellow-citizens to the care
of the soul.

In fact, I believe that this latter contradiction can be
solved only with help of the analysis of elenchos as implicit

271 This is not the place to argue this question; I can only refer to de
Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 1±8. For an intelligent defence of the `his-
torical' interpretation, cf. HGPh, iv 72±80. The gradual, cleverly
managed change of the purely `elenctic' Socrates into a Socrates
who uses elenchos side by side with explicit protreptic reminds me
too much of Socrates' fallacious behaviour in the dialogues to be
able to accept Ap. as historical. Certainly, Plato defends Socrates
against the charges of Anytus and his colleagues, but which Socrates
is he defending? First and foremost, the Socrates of his dialogues,
who uses elenchos in order to reach aporia, and in doing so exhorts
his partners to the care of the soul in what is, according to Sph., the
most e½cient way.

272 Paideia, 2.91±2 (Eng. ed.). I wholly agree that `Plato wants to push
his readers forward to the knowledge of virtue'; evidently, my inter-
pretation of the intention of the Platonic dialogue (section ii.3.5)
does not necessarily con¯ict with a historical interpretation of Ap.
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exhortation to the care of the soul, that is, to philosophy.
If this analysis is applied to the Apolog y, the only di¨erence
between the Apolog y and the dialogues is that between
explicit and implicit protreptic. In the Apolog y, Socrates
applies the method which is rejected in the Sophist as old-
fashioned and as `yielding little result for much pains', in
short, nouqethtikhÂ . At the same time he also practises its
alternative, elenchos. There is only one way to reconcile
the two, namely to assume that Socrates' explicit exhorta-
tions in the Apolog y are not based on the historical Socrates
but on a literary trick of Plato.

Plato had to make clear somehow that Socrates' elenchos
is not just destructive but leads to care about `jroÂ nhsiv,
truth and the best state of the soul' (29e1±2). Since he is
writing what purports to be a speech for the defence, he
could not very well have pointed out, as he does in the
Sophist and the Theaetetus (and illustrates in the Meno), that
elenchos, by bringing its subjects to aporia, is bene®cial for
them inasmuch as they will be ready for maqhÂ mata. If
Plato had stated that in so many words, he would have
destroyed Socrates' case, which is essentially based on his
professed ignorance. True, Socrates the midwife is igno-
rant too, but he at least can distinguish, by some divine
gift, between false and true o¨spring. Socrates could not
have claimed such a divine gift in the Apolog y.

The only way left for Plato, if he wanted to show that
elenchos is protreptic, was to do precisely as he did: to
concentrate ®rst on the `elenctic' Socrates and later to
combine him with an explicitly protreptic Socrates. The
second portrait is not intended as a true-to-life account of
part of Socrates' philosophical activities, but as a com-
mentary on the ®rst. Plato did not want his readers to
believe that Socrates actually went around accusing total
strangers of not caring for their souls, but wanted to indi-
cate the e¨ect of Socrates' questioning. Through practis-
ing elenchos Socrates forces his interlocutors to account
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for their opinions and actions, and to mend their ways
accordingly; it is elenchos which keeps people awake, and
thus it is god's gift to the city (30e1±a9).273

It was left to the reader to combine the two portraits,
and the more he was acquainted with Plato's dialogues,
the easier this task would be. The Apolog y, then, is essen-
tially a defence of the dialogue. Take away the oracle and
the quest among politicians, poets and craftsmen from the
®rst portrait, and the explicit protreptic of the second, and
what you're left with is a consistent description of elenchos
as analysed in the Sophist and the Theaetetus, with the man-
ner of the former and the results of the latter portrait.274

There is an awkward passage near the end of the Apolog y
which con®rms the interpretation presented here. After
Socrates is sentenced to death, he predicts to those who
voted for the death-penalty that far from being rid of
having to account for their lives,275 there will be many
more people who will force them to an account (39c6±d1

273 In this analysis Orwin's view that the Clitophon is a counter-Apolog y is
acceptable. Just as in the Apolog y the second Socrates explains the
®rst, so in the Clitophon Clitophon's own manner of questioning is a
tacit correction of Socrates' explicit protreptic. The di¨erence is of
course that in the Clitophon, the opposition is between two di¨erent
characters, which I can only account for if the Clitophon has a po-
lemic intention.

274 H. H. Benson, `The dissolution of the problem of the elenchus',
OSAPh 13 (1995) 45±112, reaches a similar conclusion along roughly
similar lines. In the ®rst portrait, he sees Socrates' disavowal of
knowledge as the central trait (50±1), in the second, the concern for
the soul (51±2). In a subsequent analysis of Euthphr., La., Chrm., these
key features prove to play a major part (53±63) ± some subsidiary
features which he perceives in the Apolog y are likewise present. His
conclusion is that all three dialogues `display the key features of the
method Socrates describes himself as employing in the Apolog y' (65).
I part company with Benson when he distinguishes between a Soc-
ratic and a `newly emerging Platonic understanding of the Socratic
method' (50).

275 With 39c7 didoÂ nai e� legcon; d1 e� leÂ gcontev cf. 29e5 e� leÂ gxw; similarly
39d4 o� neidiÂ zein ± 30a1 o� neidiwÄ ; e7 o� neidiÂ zwn. Cf. de Strycker±
Slings, Apolog y, 206±8.
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nuÄ n gaÁ r touÄ to ei� rgasqe oi� oÂ menoi meÁ n a� pallaÂ xesqai touÄ
didoÂ nai e� legcon touÄ biÂ ou, toÁ deÁ u� miÄ n poluÁ e� nantiÂ on

a� pobhÂ setai, w� v e� gwÂ jhmi´ pleiÂ ouv e� sontai u� maÄ v oi�

e� leÂ gcontev).
Now this prediction makes sense only if it refers to

something that had already taken place or was taking
place at the time when Plato wrote the Apolog y.276 Since
there is no evidence whatsoever of any of Socrates' pupils
ever addressing people in the streets and on the market-
place, the reference must be to Socratic writings. Critical
invectives against the Athenians (and the condemnation of
the four politicians in the Gorgias) do not qualify either,277
as such writings do not force their readers to give an
account of their conduct in life. But the written elenchos,
as illustrated in Plato's dialogues, does just that. As H.
Maier puts it: `die Apologie ist ein Manifest, das Plato . . .
an die Athener richtet. Er praÈsentiert sich und die Freunde
hier ganz formell vor der OÈ ¨entlichkeit als die Erben und
Nachfolger des Sokrates, als seine Testamentsvollstrecker,
die im Begri¨ stehen, in die Arbeit des Meisters einzu-
treten.'278 I do not subscribe to the suggestion contained in

276 I do not accept de Strycker's answer (which he found unsatisfactory
himself ) that `Plato let himself be carried away by his own inspira-
tion so that he is not fully aware of the implications of what Soc-
rates says in 39c1±d9' (de Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 210). De Strycker
could not accept the interpretation o¨ered here because he re-
garded the elenctic and the protreptic portraits of Socrates from the
Apolog y as simply complementary, whereas I have argued above that
the second portrait shows the e¨ects of the ®rst. (I was not at liberty
to put my own views forward in this respect in de Strycker±Slings,
Apolog y.)

277 So H. Erbse, `Zur Entstehungszeit von Platons ``Apologie des So-
krates''', in AusgewaÈhlte Schriften (cf. Bibliography), 341±63, esp. 355±6.

278 Sokrates, 106; similarly Burnet on Ap. 39c8. I disagree with these two
scholars when they make the words refer to other Socratics as well:
Plato is the only Socratic whose dialogues are written elenchos. The
words pleiÂ ouv e� sontai u� maÄ v oi� e� leÂ gcontev refer to Plato's dialogues
only: as they were written down and widely read, they could reach a
wider audience than Socrates could have reached.
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these words that the Apolog y is programmatic in the sense
that it announces dialogues that are yet to come, but I do
strongly believe, and I hope I have proved, that the Apolog y
is the charter on which the dialogues are founded.279

ii.3.4 Protreptic in the Euthydemus

The Euthydemus is a three-level dialogue in which there is
protreptic discourse on the second upper level, and even
switching from the second to the ®rst upper level (290e1).
Its intention can only be grasped if we interpret the mes-
sages of all level-contents downwards ± certainly we com-
mit a grave error of method (which in this case is bound to
bring about a completely wrong result) if we single out the
protreptic parts and identify them with Plato's intention.
As I have put it elsewhere,280 the Euthydemus is not a pro-
treptic dialogue, but a dialogue about protreptic.

Obviously, I can state here only the main features of
what I consider to be the meaning of the Euthydemus; con-
siderations of space preclude any argumentation.281

Plato wishes to show the di¨erence between Socrates'
elenchos and eristic argument (with which no doubt it was
often identi®ed, as it is by the anonymous interlocutor282);
this was the more urgent because in all his dialogues
Socrates employs fallacious arguments not very dissimilar

279 I do not of course pretend that with this analysis a full statement on
the intention of the Apolog y has been given; on the other hand, I feel
reasonably con®dent that no one can explain the Apolog y satisfacto-
rily if this aspect of its meaning is neglected.

280 `Aeschines' Miltiades', 307±8.
281 I ®nd myself in agreement with most of what Guthrie says about

Euthd. (HGPh, iv 274±83) and with Sprague, Fallacy, 1±33. Cf. also
Rutherford, Art of Plato, 111±20.

282 If he is really Isocrates, as I think he is, one may compare Isoc. 13.1±
8. Plato's epilogue probably intends to show that Isocrates' brand
of jilosojiÂ a is inferior even to the eristics, inasmuch as the latter
practise philosophy and he something of less value (306a1±c5).

148

INTRODUCTION II.3.4



from (only less obvious than) the eristic dilemmas and fal-
lacies (cf. HGPh, iv 275±6). By constantly juxtaposing Soc-
rates' and the eristics' questioning, Plato forces his readers
to compare them. As Socrates is successful where the eris-
tics are not, Socratic elenchos is shown to be superior. The
®eld in which the two types of elenchos compete is explicit
philosophical protreptic. Both methods fail to achieve
their aim (Socrates' elenchos results in aporia), but Plato is
able to show that as a method of implicit protreptic, Soc-
rates' elenchos does pave the way for true knowledge; the
eristic method brings only confusion.

Since we are concerned here with Socratic elenchos, I
shall study only the two conversations of Socrates and
Clinias.283 The ®rst conversation (278e3±282d3) is called `a
model of protreptic argument' (282d4±6), and comes un-
der the head of explicit philosophical protreptic: it ends in
the conclusion that in order to reach happiness, one needs
sojiÂ a; since sojiÂ a can be taught (cf. section ii.2.3.1), one
must try to acquire it ± in other words, one must practise
philosophy (282d1 a� nagkaiÄ on ei� nai jilosojeiÄ n).

The second conversation of Socrates and Clinias, half-
way carried on by Socrates and Crito one level downward,
is presented as a continuation of the ®rst (288c6±d2). It is
essentially an attempt to determine what kind of sojiÂ a is
necessary. The search ends up in aporia (292e6±293a1).

It would not seem unreasonable to doubt that this pas-
sage should be considered protreptic, as the ®rst conversa-
tion had already reached the goal of philosophical pro-

283 There are some features in the ®nal conversation of Socrates and
Crito (306d2±end) which justify its interpretation as explicit pro-
treptic. Crito complains that he would like to give his son a philo-
sophical paideiÂ a, but that the representatives of philosophy are re-
pulsive to him (N. B. protreÂ pw 307a2). Socrates tells him to leave
them alone and examine philosophy itself. This passage is the con-
tinuation of Socrates' two protreptic conversations: the search for
the speci®c sojiÂ a was a ®asco, but Crito has been exhorted none
the less to keep pursuing sojiÂ a (jilosojeiÄ n).
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treptic. On the other hand, it is clear that jilosojeiÄ n had
not been used in its technical sense at the end of the ®rst
conversation, but had been re-etymologised as `to strive
after sojiÂ a' (the allegedly Pythagorean but in point of fact
originally Platonic use of the word284). A more precise de-
termination of the notion sojiÂ a is therefore a necessary
addition to the ®rst conversation.
At the same time, one must realise that we do not have a

pure and simple specimen of explicit protreptic but one
bearing Plato's stamp, and set up so as to serve his own
purposes. (This holds also for the ®rst conversation: the
elements which bring about the aporia at the end of the
second had been carefully prepared there.)285 As it is pre-
cisely these purposes in which we are interested at present,
it is logical to concentrate on this episode (the most impor-
tant elements of the ®rst conversation have been studied in
sections ii.2.3.1 and 3). I shall comment on two remarkable
features which are typical of Plato's use of elenchos.
First, directly at the beginning of the conversation the

sojiÂ a looked for is assumed implicitly to be a teÂ cnh (with
e� pisthÂ mh serving as trait d'union; 288d8±289c8). Introduc-
ing the concept of virtue as a teÂ cnh is a well-known fea-
ture of the early Platonic dialogue; the concept invariably
causes the main aporia, as it does here. Because sojiÂ a is a
teÂ cnh, it must have an e� rgon (291e1); this e� rgon must be
w� jeÂ limon (292a8) and therefore a� gaqoÂ n (292a11; cf. Comm.
on 407a1 w� jeleiÄ n). Now, in the ®rst conversation, it had

284 Cf. W. Burkert, `Platon oder Pythagoras? Zum Ursprung des
Wortes Philosophie', Hermes 88 (1960) 159±77; esp. 172±4.

285 (1) The statement that sojiÂ a is the only a� gaqoÂ n (281e3±5). (2) The
identi®cation of sojiÂ a and e� pisthÂ mh (281a2±b6), while at the same
time sojiÂ a is used as `wisdom' (281b6; d8; e4 and esp. b7 nouÄ n mhÁ
e� cwn; besides, the question whether sojiÂ a can be taught (282c1±2)
is pointless if sojiÂ a means `knowledge'). This identi®cation enables
Socrates in the second conversation to replace sojiÂ a by e� pisthÂ mh
(288d8 etc.) and even by teÂ cnh (289c2 etc.).
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been proved that sojiÂ a itself is the only a� gaqoÂ n (281e3±5);
consequently, the only e� rgon of sojiÂ a is sojiÂ a (292d8±e1;
cf. section i.5.3). The discussion has resulted in a circular
regress (291b8±c1), and therefore in aporia (292e6±293a1).
As Goldschmidt has suggested (Dialogues, 79±80), a pas-

sage from the Republic, in which a similar circular regress
is signalled, points to the way of avoiding it. The more
enlightened people (toiÄ v komyoteÂ roiv) think the good is
wise knowledge (jroÂ nhsiv). They cannot tell us what kind
of knowledge, but are forced to say knowledge of the good
(505b5±10). Still, every soul pursues the good as ultimate
end, divining that it is something, yet perplexed (a� po-
rouÄ sa) and unable to grasp what it is (505d11±e2). These
statements occur at the beginning of the discussions of the
i� deÂ a touÄ a� gaqouÄ ; only the assumption that such a Form
exists can break through the circularity entailed by identi-
fying jroÂ nhsiv (sojiÂ a) and a� gaqoÂ n. If Goldschmidt is
right in reading the Euthydemus in the light of this passage ±
and I have no doubt that he is ± the sojiÂ a looked for in
the Euthydemus is not, perhaps, knowledge of the Forms,
but in any case knowledge of a higher order than technical
knowledge.
The distinction of levels of knowledge is part of the

philosophical message not only of the Euthydemus but of all
aporetic dialogues. `Plato wants to make us understand
that we had wrongly identi®ed ethical knowledge with the
technician's skill' (E. de Strycker).286 In the background
lies Plato's idiosyncratic version of the Socratic paradox
`Virtue is knowledge': so it is, but knowledge of a very

286 `De eenheid van kennis en liefde in Socrates' opvatting over de
deugd', Bijdragen, Tijdschrift voor Filoso®e en Theologie 27 (1966) 214±28
at 217 (my translation); cf. Kuhn, Sokrates, 30±5; J. Hirschberger, Die
Phronesis in der Philosophie Platons vor dem Staate (Leipzig 1932), 61±2
and passim; O'Brien, Paradoxes, 17±18; Erler, Sinn der Aporien, 289±91
and passim.
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speci®c character, not the knowledge found in the arts and
sciences.
This interpretation of Plato's use of the teÂ cnh analogies

is at variance with the one commonly held: that Plato,
in his early period, really believed that the knowledge
which is (or produces) virtue is not di¨erent from technical
knowledge, and that he believed this because he was still
under the in¯uence of Socrates' teaching. In my opinion
(which it would take me too far a®eld to argue at any
length here,287 but which I have to state because an im-
portant part of my interpretation of the Clitophon and of
the dialogue as such depends on it), Plato never believed
such a thing, even if Socrates did. There is no positive evi-
dence that the theory of Forms was already part of Plato's
philosophy when he wrote his ®rst dialogues, but certainly
the theory that virtue is knowledge reposing on a deeper
insight of things, knowledge of another order than techni-
cal skill, is necessary if one wants to understand why he
wrote these dialogues at all. Only this special knowledge
can attain the concept of a� gaqoÂ n which is essential in de-
®ning the virtues under discussion. As Goldschmidt puts it:
`LaÁ est la raison deÂcisive de l'eÂchec des six dialogues [La-
ches, Charmides, Hippias Maior, Euthyphron, Lysis, Euthydemus].
Les parties de la vertu, l'amitieÂ, le bonheur, on ne peut les
deÂ®nir que si l'on parvient aÁ deÂ®nir le Bien avec lequel
toutes ces Valeurs paraissent aÁ un moment donneÂ se con-

287 Instead, I may perhaps be allowed to refer the reader to R. Kent
Sprague, `Plato's unitarianism or what Shorey said', CPh 71 (1976)
109±12; Kahn, `Did Plato write Socratic dialogues?'; Erler, Sinn
der Aporien, esp. 280±95. Kahn, Dialogue, 38±42; 59±70 and passim,
denies that there is any fundamental break in Plato's views be-
tween the aporetic dialogues and the Republic. My view that the
aporetic dialogues are a separate sub-genre (review of Brandwood,
Chronolog y, 541) is completely compatible with what Kahn says
about his tentative grouping of the dialogues of the `®rst period' on
p. 48.
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fondre. Or ce Bien, nulle part Platon n'en entreprend la
deÂ®nition. Mais il nous indique qu'aÁ vouloir . . . s'enteÃter
dans cette tentative, on ®nit par tourner en cercle' (Dia-
logues, 80).288
A second point of interest is the remarkable e¨ect which

Socratic elenchos has on the young Clinias. He has been
stimulated by Socrates' questions, so much so that he vol-
unteers good reasons for rejecting the logopoiikhÁ teÂ cnh

and the strathgikhÂ as candidates for the art of happiness
for which he and Socrates are looking (289c8±290d8). His
progress prompts Crito to interrupt Socrates' report: Crito
is unwilling to believe that it was Clinias who made these
clever remarks. It is unique for a ®rst upper-level character
(other than Socrates) to comment on second upper-level
discourse in such a way. If Crito does so here, it is in order
to mark the more clearly Clinias' astonishing progress.
In the ensuing conversation of Socrates and Crito, there

is one element in particular which puts this progress in
its proper light. Socrates supposes that maybe one of the
gods (tiv twÄ n kreittoÂ nwn, 291a4) uttered these words, and
Crito ironically289 agrees. Now, there is a sentence in the
maieutikhÂ episode of the Theaetetus, which provides the
best commentary on this passage. `Those who frequent my
company at ®rst appear, some of them, quite unintelligent
[cf. Euthd. 279d7±8]; but as we go further with our dis-
cussions, all who are favoured by heaven (oi� sper a� n o� qeoÁ v

288 Cf. D. L. Roochnik, `Socrates' use of the techne-analogy', JHPh 24
(1986) 295±310, esp. 303±7, who claims that the teÂ cnh analogies
have a twofold dialectical function: exhortation and refutation. I
would go one step further and identify the two (cf. next section).

289 When Crito says (291a6±7) twÄ n kreittoÂ nwn meÂ ntoi tiv e� moiÁ dokeiÄ ,
kaiÁ poluÂ ge, he thinks of Socrates. That, however, does not a¨ect
the point. Cf. Hawtrey ad loc.; T. A. SzlezaÂk, `Sokrates' Spott uÈber
Geheimhaltung (Zum Bild des jiloÂ sojov in Platons Euthydem)',
AuA 26 (1980) 75±89 at 84. Erler, Sinn der Aporien, 237 and n. 118,
misses the irony in Crito's words.
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pareiÂ khi ) make progress at a rate that seems surprising to
others as well as to themselves' (150d2±6).290

Elenchos, then, so signally succeeds where other methods
(eristic, and ± one may add ± explicit protreptic) fail, that
Socrates can only ascribe its success to divine intervention.
What Plato wants to do in the Euthydemus is in some re-
spects similar to his intention in the Apolog y: he destroys
the claims of explicit protreptic (by making the conversa-
tion end up by turning around), but shows at the same
time that implicit protreptic is a successful alternative. Be-
sides, implicit protreptic can, as explicit protreptic cannot,
suggest a solution for the philosophical problem of virtue
and knowledge.

ii.3.5 Protreptic and dialogue

Until now I have tried to restrict the analysis of the pas-
sages as far as possible to the upper levels of the texts in
which they occur (where I have deviated from this prin-
ciple, I did so in order to make some points which for
practical reasons were better made in connection with
the discussion of particular works). Now all that is said or
implied about protreptic and elenchos at the upper level
or levels must be translated into terms of the lower-level
communication between Plato and his readers. In other
words, Plato's theory of protreptic must now be recon-
structed (in relation to other elements of his philosophy)
from the dialogues, more speci®cally, from the passages
discussed.291

290 See MeÂridier on Euthd. 291a6. I do not wish to imply that the readers
of Tht. could understand this sentence only in the light of Euthd. (it
explains itself su½ciently), but I maintain that as in both passages
Plato wanted to make clear how elenchos works, he had recourse in
both to the motif of divine intervention.

291 In doing so I shall inevitably become guilty of causing a `short cir-
cuit' (section i.5.1), yet I feel justi®ed for the following reasons.
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Plato rejects explicit philosophical protreptic because it
is ine¨ective. Not only is it unable to establish philo-
sophical knowledge in the reader (that is not its claim), but
it also fails to convince him that the care of his soul, or
philosophy (for Plato, as for Socrates, these notions are
identical) is necessary for his life to be at all worth living.
The cause of its failure is man's doxosojiÂ a: most people
feel that they do already possess knowledge and do care
about their souls. Both in Plato's day and in our own, most
people like to believe that their behaviour is (most of the
time) in accordance with ®xed ethical norms (which is
probably true), and that these norms are mutually consis-
tent and consistent with the rules of conduct prescribed in
their society (which is hardly ever true). For these people,
then, reprobatory admonition like Socrates' speech in the
Clitophon is useless, because they feel it does not apply to
themselves. By the same token, a protreptic dialogue like
Alcibiades 1 fails to achieve its end, because most people
think they are better than Alcibiades.

These statements are the result of a fairly easy transpo-
sition of statements found in Plato's works; they are plau-
sible enough, yet they do not bring us very far. While we
can understand why Plato did not incite his readers ex-
plicitly to virtue or philosophy, his reason for writing dia-
logues is not transparent. In the Sophist, the Eleatic visitor

(1) The passages discussed so far yield a coherent picture of pro-
treptic and elenchos, though they come from di¨erent texts and dif-
ferent periods in Plato's life. This consistency of di¨erent texts
makes it plausible that they re¯ect a consistent attitude of their
author. (2) If I do not always describe the functions of the passages
within their upper-level communication, that does not necessarily
mean that I have lifted them from their contexts regardless of these
contexts; whenever I felt it possible to elucidate the relation of the
passages to the whole of the intentions of the works in which they
occur, I have tried to do so in a few words. (3) I see no other practi-
cable way; when Plato started to write dialogues, the dialogue was
still in its infancy, so genre-comparison does not help us here.
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rejects admonition in oral paideiÂ a, and we can apply this
to writing and take Plato to reject explicit protreptic. But
when the visitor proposes elenchos as a better alternative,
the correspondence of the two levels seems to end: a
teacher is able to prove a pupil ignorant by `elenctic'
questioning, but a written work cannot do the same for the
reader. As Socrates points out in the Phaedrus (275d5±9),
books cannot answer questions; they certainly cannot ask
them.
Now, it does indeed appear that Plato thought oral pai-

deiÂ a (elenchos followed by maqhÂ mata) the best, if not the
only, way to acquire philosophical knowledge. All writings
lead to doxosojiÂ a (Phaedrus 275b2),292 so a written form
of elenchos is a self-contradictory thing. The problem of
what writings are preferred by Plato to protreptic merges
into the vexed question why Plato wrote at all. Predict-
ably, the process of theorising about Plato's work has
brought us to the end of the Phaedrus.293
The written loÂ gov is the illegitimate brother of the spo-

292 The words calepoiÁ suneiÄ nai (Phdr. ibid.) should be compared with
Sph. 230b9±c1; Tht. 210c2±3.

293 Again, considerations of space here prohibit an extensive analysis of
that di½cult passage. If in the following paragraphs I give the im-
pression that I have picked out a few phrases from Phdr. to suit my
purposes, I can only say that the impression is false. I do not take
Ep. 7 into account because it has already been taken as the basis of
Goldschmidt's analysis of all dialogues (Dialogues, 3±12) and because
I doubt its authenticity. For fuller treatment, I refer to two recent
studies: Erler, Sinn der Aporien, 21±37; 286±92; M. Isnardi Parente,
`Phdr. 274c ss., o il discorso orale come autoelenchos', in L. Rossetti
(ed.), Understanding the Phaedrus. Proceedings of the II Symposium Platoni-
cum (St Augustin 1992), 108±21. A fruitful attempt to account for the
passage as an explanation of the dialogue form in the light of Plato's
philosophical views is made by C. Schildknecht, `Knowledge that
the mind seeks: the epistemic impact of Plato's form of discourse',
Ph & Rh 29 (1996) 225±43. ± On the relationship between Phdr. and
Ep. 7, cf. C. Gill, `Dogmatic dialogue in Phaedrus 276±7?' in Rossetti,
op. cit., 156±72.
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ken loÂ gov (276a1±2),294 so it is reasonable to assume that
the written and the spoken elenchos stand in the same re-
lationship. That the dialogue is Plato's written elenchos is
suggested by the analysis of the questioning of the slave
in the Meno (cf. section ii.3.2). But what exactly does the
metaphor of illegitimacy entail? Phaedrus echoes Socrates
by another metaphor: the written loÂ gov is the ei� dwlon295
of the spoken loÂ gov (276a±9). The dialogue is an imitation
of the discussion, and it is a dead thing, whereas discussion
is e� myucov. This brings us a step further, but does Plato
write dialogues only because he wanted to imitate the dis-
cussions, which cause real knowledge? Surely, there must be
more pro®t for the reader than the idea, gratifying though
it may be, of assisting mentally at a Socratic conversation?
Fortunately, Plato gives us more than metaphors. There

are three serious objections to written works: they cannot
answer questions, they get into the hands of those who
have no business with them, and they are unable to defend
themselves (275d4±e5). The spoken word is free from these
blemishes (276a5±7).296
These words are to be taken quite seriously, and there is

no reason whatever to suppose that Plato wanted to except
his own writings from this verdict.297 But at the same time

294 De Vries (ad loc.) wrongly says that gnhÂ siov is not used of brothers,
cf. Ar. Av. 1654; 1659; cf. noÂ qov, Pi. O. 7.27.

295 There is a conscious play on two meanings of the word: `image' and
`phantom' (cf. zwÄ nta kaiÁ e� myucon), hence a� n . . . leÂ goito dikaiÂ wv.

296 The words met' e� pisthÂ mhv (276a5) are opposed to the inability of
the written word to answer questions, and therefore to impart
knowledge; cf. 276c9; e7±277a1.

297 I doubt that T. A. SzlezaÂk is right in claiming that `trotzdem will
man immer wieder die Dialoge wegen ihres erzieherischen Wertes
vom negativen Urteil uÈber die Schrift ausnehmen' (Platon und die
Schriftlichkeit der Philosophie. Interpretationen zu den fruÈhen und mittleren
Dialogen (Berlin±New York 1985), 18 n. 16) ± the references which he
gives do not con®rm this sweeping statement. The fact that Phdr.
276e2±3 (dikaiosuÂ nhv te kaiÁ a� llwn w� n leÂ geiv peÂ ri muqulogouÄ nta)
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we must note that further on Socrates says that a writer
who knows the true relation of speaking and writing de-
serves the name `philosopher' (278c4±d6). As Plato was
aware of the disadvantages of writing listed above, he must
have taken trouble to minimise them. This is precisely
what is accomplished in the dialogue. There is necessarily
`a great deal of play'298 (277e6) in the written loÂ gov, and
Plato's dialogues are full of it.299

At this point, a short excursus is in order about fallacies
in Plato: if anything, they qualify as play.300 They fall into
three di¨erent classes.

(1) Conclusions which Plato may well have thought are not
fallacious at all. This applies especially to what one might

is an obvious reference to the Republic (376d9 muqologouÄ ntev; 501e4
muqologouÄ men ± both in crucial transitional passages) makes it quite
clear that the dialogues deserve all the negative quali®cations which
are given to the written word in general (the verb is used in the same
way in two key passages of the Laws, 632e5 and 752a1). The refer-
ence to R. was ®rst found by W. Luther, `Die SchwaÈche des ge-
schriebenen Logos. Ein Beispiel humanistischer Interpretation, ver-
sucht am sogenannten Schriftmythos in Platons Phaidros (274 b
6¨.)', Gymnasium 68 (1961) 526±48 at 536±7. Cf. SzlezaÂk, 14; Erler,
Sinn der Aporien, 31±2 and n. 39±40; Kahn, Dialogue, 374; R. Ferber,
`Warum hat Platon die ``ungeschriebene Lehre'' nicht geschrieben?
Einige vorlaÈu®ge Bemerkungen', in L. Rossetti, op. cit. (n. 293),
138±55, at 146±7, who points at the quali®cation of the second half
of the Parmenides as `play' (137b2; at the beginning of the second
half ). The end of the Phaedrus itself is marked similarly: 278b7
ou� kouÄ n h� dh pepaiÂ sqw metriÂ wv h� miÄ n taÁ periÁ loÂ gwn (virtually: `this
must be the end of the dialogue'; cf. Rowe ad loc.).

298 paidiaÂ n . . . pollhÂ n must denote here lack of seriousness; at 276d2
(paidiaÄ v caÂ rin) the word paidiaÂ means rather `pastime' (De Vries,
Comm. on Phdr., 18±9). There is a slight inconcinnity between the
two passages: why could not someone devote his leisure to writing a
completely serious book? Evidently because books can never be
quite serious, but that does not follow from 276d1±8.

299 Cf. G. J. de Vries, Spel bij Plato (Amsterdam 1949); H. Gundert,
`Zum Spiel bei Platon', in id., Platonstudien (Amsterdam 1977), 65±98.

300 While analyses of single fallacies, real or putative, are legion, there
is surprisingly little literature on the role of fallacies in Plato. Most
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call the `logic of opposites'.301 This is quite a common type
of argument, both among the Greeks and nowadays,
though it is in fact fallacious: if P is true of S, then the op-
posite of P is true of the opposite of S (e.g., S � pleasure,
P � good: if so, pain is evil). For the theory, cf. Arist. Cat.
13b36 e� nantiÂ on deÂ e� stin a� gaqwÄ i meÁ n e� x a� naÂ gkhv kakoÂ n;
Top. 114b6±15; Rh. 1397a7±19. Plato uses it frequently, e.g.
Grg. 507a5±6 (cf. Sprague, Fallacy, 90±1, who in vain tries
to defend the argument). There is an instance in the Clito-
phon at 407d6±7, cf. note on 407d2±e2.

(2) Plato may have used the fallacy on purpose, to reach
aporia the faster.302 I do not believe that this is particularly
frequent; possible instances include the two refutations of

scholars tend either to deny their existence altogether, so very elo-
quently Vlastos, Socrates, 132±56, or to limit it to instances in dia-
logues like Prt., where Socrates is thought to beat the sophist at his
own game; many others blandly assume that Plato is a poor logician.
For more fundamental discussions cf. R. Robinson, `Plato's con-
sciousness of fallacy', Mind 51 (1942) 97±114; Sprague, Fallacy and its
discussion by M. A. Stewart and R. K. Sprague, `Plato's sophistry',
ProcAristSoc Suppl. 51 (1977) 21±44 and 45±61 respectively; G.
Klosko, `Criteria of fallacy and sophistry for use in the analysis of
Platonic dialogues', CQ 33 (1983) 363±74. H. Teloh, Socratic Education
in Plato's Early Dialogues (Notre Dame 1986), frequently uses fallacy to
substantiate his claim that Socrates is depicted as a constantly failing
educator. I disagree, but I subscribe whole-heartedly to Teloh's fur-
ther claim that `a Socratic dialogue should stimulate the reader to
desire to break the aporia, and solve the problem; it should make the
readers want to engage in dialectic' (p. 5) ± this is identical to my
own view of the aporetic dialogue as Plato's written protreptic. ±
On the fallacies in Euthd., cf. M. M. McCabe, `Persistent fallacies',
ProcAristSoc 94 (1994) 73±93.

301 Not to be confused with what G. Klosko calls the `contrary-
contradictory fallacy', `Toward a consistent interpretation of the
Protagoras', AGPh 61 (1979) 125±42, esp. 131±4 (ou� diÂ kaion treated as
identical to a� dikon). Plato was clearly aware that this is a fallacy, cf.
Prt. 331d1±e4; Smp. 201e8±202a3.

302 Cf. Stokes, Socratic Conversations, 449: `Each argument contains rea-
soning which, taken (as it often is) as a straightforward unilinear
development, is rich in fallacious argument. Each in turn, when
considered as a conversation, has proved rich in confusions, not so
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Polemarchus in Republic 1 (331e1±336a8), cf. section ii.5.3.
and n. 356.
(3), not necessarily incompatible with (2): in cases of

fallacy through ambiguity, Plato may have intended to
suggest to his readers that the ambiguity contains a deeper
truth (for example in the case of eu� praÂ ttein `to act well'
and `to fare well'). `In such cases Plato appears to be as-
serting by implication.'303 Cf. section ii.5.3 as referred to
under (2). It is particularly interesting that this type of fal-
lacy is frequently found when Plato tries to prove the most
basic assumption of his ethics, that no one does evil will-
ingly; cf. note on 407d2±e2.304

Apart from fallacies, the importance of play, understood
as a way to avoid the dangers of the written word, can be
seen in the use of myths, but especially in the structure of
many dialogues, in which many thoughts and arguments
are left un®nished and many loose ends remain (again, es-
pecially because of the fallacies). The role of the ques-
tioner, who in principle is not committed to the truth of
the outcome of the questioning, prevents readers from de-
riving knowledge from an authority.305 Above all, there is
the aporia, which implies, but none too clearly, the solu-

much on Socrates' lips (though Socrates is fallible) as on the re-
spondents'. Socrates has played on those confusions and used them
to elicit discordant replies to his questions.' Cf. K. McTighe, `Soc-
rates on desire of the good and the voluntariness of wrongdoing:
Gorgias 466a±468e', Phronesis 29 (1984) 193±236, esp. 226±7.

303 Bluck on Men. 77b5; cf. Comm. on 407d2±e2. Cf. Klosko, op. cit. (n.
300), esp. 368±9.

304 On a special type of fallacies caused by ambiguity, cf. D. Evans,
`Platonic arguments', ProcAristSoc Suppl. 70 (1996) 177±93.

305 This function of the dialogue is argued for, on grounds quite inde-
pendent, it seems, from the Phdr. passage, by M. Frede, `Plato's
arguments and the dialogue form', in J. C. Klagge±N. D. Smith,
Methods of Interpreting Plato and his Dialogues (OSAPh Suppl., Oxford
1992), 201±19, esp. 206; 211±14.

160

INTRODUCTION II.3.5



tion of the problem of ethical and technical knowledge
(section ii.3.4).
Such writings will not cause the conceit of knowledge in

those who are not naturally endowed for philosophy. They
are, to some extent at least, able to answer questions, if a
reader takes the trouble to think through what is suggested
in them, and by the same token they are capable of de-
fending themselves.
If this is true, Plato's dialogues could only be completely

understood by those who were already fairly conversant
with his thoughts (either through contact with Plato him-
self or through reading a number of his more `construc-
tive' dialogues),306 but that is precisely what is indicated by
stamping the written word as a `reminder of those who
know' (278a1).307 At the same time, we can understand why
Socrates indicates that the philosopher must have `more
precious things than those which he has put together in
writing' (278d8±9): because the written word is a second-
rate medium, he will only suggest, not expound.308 That
does not mean that he will have esoteric doctrines, not put

306 Cf. Kahn, `Did Plato write Socratic dialogues?', 315±19; Erler, Sinn
der Aporien, 283±6.

307 Cf. 275d1; 276d3±4. Plato seems to distinguish between those who
have `discovered' philosophical knowledge themselves and those
who acquire it under spiritual guidance of someone else (Prm.
135a7±b2; cf. Phdr. 278a7 eu� reqeiÂ v). In the case of the latter, one can
imagine that writing as u� poÂ mnhsiv is useful, the more so as acquir-
ing philosophical knowledge is, to Plato at any rate, a long and
gradual process. ± There is some irony at 276d3±4, but not at the
two other places mentioned above. At 276d3±4 the writer himself is
meant, at the other two his spiritual kinsmen; that may account for
the irony.

308 Cf. M. Frede, op. cit. (n. 305), 216: `Obviously one can think that
certain views and arguments deserve re¯ection even if one does not
endorse them. But the dialogue form even allowed Plato to present
his own views and his own arguments without endorsing them in a
way which, he thought, would not be justi®ed.'

161

INTRODUCTION II.3.5



down in writing.309 It means rather that he will not expose
his doctrines to misunderstanding by stating them in full.
For example, the doctrine of a� naÂ mnhsiv as described in
the Meno is a genuine part of Plato's philosophy, but the
geometrical passage is not a proof for it, nor does Plato
relate this doctrine (at least not in the Meno) to other as-
pects of his philosophy, the soul's immortality and the the-
ory of Forms. Likewise, the Euthydemus suggests the exis-
tence of a superior knowledge of the Good, but we do not
hear there of the Form of the Good, or indeed of Forms at
all. But those who know will understand what Plato is
talking about.

In this sense, the dialogue is Plato's written elenchos. It
avoids doxosojiÂ a, because it does not teach (not ex-
plicitly). If it ends in aporia, that is as close as Plato can
bring his reader to the healthy state of knowing that one
does not know. If the reader does not already know what
Plato thinks, he will be ba¿ed, and will either turn away
(in which case he will belong to those who have no business
with philosophy) or he will be stimulated to think about
the problem himself, that is to say, he will have been ex-
horted implicitly to the care of his soul. Socrates' method
of starting from de®nitions (often demonstrating what is
and what is not a de®nition) will show him how to tackle
problems. If by thinking through what Plato says the
reader will grasp Plato's meaning, he will have acquired
some maÂ qhma; in that case written elenchos, too, will
have achieved its double purpose. To quote Goldschmidt
once again: `Le dialogue veut former plutoÃ t qu'informer'
(Dialogues, 3).

Of course, this theory does not exhaust the meaning of
all of Plato's works. As I have said above (section ii.3.1),

309 If writing is an ei� doÂ twn u� poÂ mnhsiv in the sense explained above,
there can be no esoteric doctrines: how can one be reminded of
such a secret knowledge by writings which have nothing to do with
such knowledge?
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some dialogues are protreptic, some less so or not at all.
Yet the tentative line drawn between aporetic and con-
structive reasoning on the higher level of Socrates and his
partners appears to be valid also on the lower level of
Plato and his readers: the aporetic dialogues, and the
aporetic parts of other dialogues, are Plato's alternative
for explicit exhortation, in other words, they are Plato's
protreptic.310

I conclude with a comparison of the Platonic dialogue,
as analysed in these sections, with the protreptic dialogue
of the Alcibiades type. In both types there is exhortation
and both make use of elenchos. Goldschmidt's analysis of
the Alcibiades 1 proves that this dialogue has the basic
scheme of Plato's dialogues (though he has to admit that
in one respect it is quite di¨erent; Dialogues, 323). I take
Alcibiades 1 as representative of the protreptic dialogue.

The protreptic dialogue contains aporia (Alcibiades `is
wedded to extreme ignorance', 118b6), but it is not an
aporetic dialogue. In aporetic dialogues, one opinion after
another is refuted, until Socrates' partners have been

310 Though I agree with Gaiser that a group of Plato's dialogues is to be
analysed as protreptic, his method di¨ers considerably from mine.
Gaiser starts from a reconstruction of the structure of the sophistic
protreptikoÁ v loÂ gov and recognises elements of this structure in the
dialogue (cf. Thesle¨, Styles, 57 and n. 1). From the presence of these
elements he concludes that Plato's earlier dialogues have a pro-
treptic character. I believe that the passages which contain explicit
protreptic have rather an auxiliary function: they may strengthen
the appeal to the reader, but this appeal is made primarily by the
implicit protreptic of elenchos (whose strength is, of course, also
recognised by Gaiser, cf. esp. Protreptik, 18: `So ist bei Platon . . . mit
der protreptischen Umkehr von Scheinwissen zum EingestaÈndnis
des Nichtwissens . . . der wesentliche Schritt der philosophischen
paideiÂ a selbst getan'). For instance, the explicit protreptic at the
end of Euthd. (section ii.3.4 n. 283) may be taken as indicating that
in spite of eristic, philosophy is necessary in order to reach happi-
ness; the passage perhaps serves not to discourage the reader but to
make him think about it for himself (au� toÁ toÁ praÄ gma basaniÂ sav,
307b8).
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purged of all conceit of wisdom. The process of purging
itself constitutes the proof that these partners are lacking
in the care of their souls; this is never pointed out in so
many words. Alcibiades, on the other hand, is purged of
one false opinion (taÁ diÂ kaia are not identical to taÁ w� jeÂ -

lima, 113d5±116d4), and that is su½cient evidence for his
total ignorance. He needs e� pimeÂ leia au� touÄ (119a8±124b9),
and Socrates will show him the right way for it (124b9±
135d10).

The aporetic dialogue is able to stimulate the reader to
think about ethical problems, and thereby to take care of
his soul; at the same time it contains the germ of a solution
of these problems, inasmuch as it suggests that ethical
knowledge is knowledge of a higher order. The protreptic
dialogue does nothing of the sort, because it is not really
concerned with ethical problems. Alcibiades is convicted
of ignorance, and the area of his ignorance happens to be
ethical, but it is Alcibiades' ignorance, not the ethical
problem, which is the focus of interest.

The protreptic dialogue is a branch of explicit pro-
treptic which uses elenchos. Alcibiades is exhorted and
converted; the reader does not pro®t from Socrates' elen-
chos. Plato could never have written anything like the Alci-
biades 1, because he never loses sight of the reader, whom
he wishes to exhort by implication. Therefore, Demetrius
was partly right in grouping together Aeschines and Plato
under the common head of `speci®cally Socratic type' of
protreptic in interrogative form, but he never did perceive
the unbridgeable gulf between explicit and implicit pro-
treptic, which separates Plato from all the other Socratics
we know.

ii.4 Elenchos in the Clitophon

We saw that elenchos leading to aporia constitutes Plato's
implicit protreptic. The Clitophon seems to imply rejection
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of explicit protreptic and contains interrogation, refuta-
tion and aporia. Therefore we must study now its use of
elenchos (if I use the Greek word, that does not mean that
the method is stamped Platonic a priori; there is elenchos
also in the protreptic dialogue).

The formal features of Clitophon's report of his inter-
rogation have been studied in connection with character-
isation (section i.5.3): the use of analogies and the `pro-
grammatic circular regress' at 408d5±6. I shall concentrate
here on the content of the analogies (virtue as a teÂ cnh;
ii.4.1), on the distinction between e� rgon and diÂ dagma

within the analogy (ii.4.2), on the ®nal regress and the
aporia (ii.4.3).

Clitophon's report of his refutation of Socrates himself
is abridged to a degree which makes analysis of that refu-
tation impossible. This section will deal only with his refu-
tation of Socrates' companions; it can be shown that the
end of that refutation is at the same time the end of elen-
chos as used in the Clitophon.

The manner of refutation is not completely separable
from its subject-matter (in this case: the de®nitions of the
result of justice). I have thought it more pro®table to study
this subject-matter separately (section ii.5); this choice en-
tails in some cases anticipation of the results of that study.

ii.4.1 The art of the soul's perfection

When Clitophon has been convinced by Socrates' pro-
treptic speeches that e� pimeÂ leia thÄ v yuchÄ v is necessary, he
asks a number of companions how one has to proceed. In
his question he uses the words a� rethÂ and dikaiosuÂ nh

indiscriminately to refer to the goal of the exhortation ±
below, I shall try to show that this identi®cation re¯ects a
Platonic point of view.

The question is illustrated by an analogy from bodily
care; this analogy forces the whole subsequent discussion
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to start from the assumption that there is a teÂ cnh concern-
ing the best state of the soul. When the brightest brain of
the lot identi®es this teÂ cnh with justice, he is responding in
the normal Platonic way to inductive reasoning, but two
points deserve attention. Hitherto, justice and a� rethÂ had
been treated as identical, so that the statement that justice
is the art of the soul's a� rethÂ (409a2±6) introduces a novel
element. Secondly, as the discussion develops, it is sug-
gested that justice is not in the full sense of the word a
teÂ cnh (cf. Comm. on 409a3 thÁ n . . . teÂ cnhn).
Suggesting by means of analogy that a particular virtue

is a teÂ cnh is a procedure so common in Plato that it hardly
needs illustration. In Republic 1 the procedure is applied to
Simonides' `de®nition' of justice (to be treated in section
ii.5.3: 332c5±7 w� SimwniÂ dh, h� tiÂ sin ou� n tiÂ a� podidouÄ sa

o� jeiloÂ menon kaiÁ proshÄ kon teÂ cnh i� atrikhÁ kaleiÄ tai; which
leads to d2±3 h� ou� n dhÁ tiÂ sin tiÂ a� podidouÄ sa teÂ cnh dikaio-

suÂ nh a� n kaloiÄ to;). As we saw (section ii.3.4) the purpose
of these analogies is to prepare the main aporia, and
thereby to show the way to better understanding of the
nature of ethical knowledge.
So far as the aporia is concerned, the Clitophon conforms.

The circular regress at the ®nal stage of the interrogation
of Socrates' friends is caused by the analogy of justice and
teÂ cnh. The arts have, qua knowledge, an easily de®nable
object; on the other hand, when justice is said to produce
friendship, and friendship is equated to `concord in knowl-
edge', the object of this knowledge remains in the dark.
The e� rgon of justice, and therefore justice itself (note 410a5
dikaiosuÂ nhn h� o� moÂ noian!) cannot be de®ned (see further
section ii.4.3). The procedure is strictly Platonic; especially
the aporia of the Euthydemus is closely parallel.
No comparable use of the teÂ cnh analogy (in order to

reach aporia) is found elsewhere in the Platonic Dubia or
Spuria. When these analogies are used there, it is in a
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more general way, namely to prove or disprove a speci®c
argument. In the Alcibiades 1, for example, the di¨erence
between swÄ ma and a� nqrwpov is inferred from the di¨er-
ence between the tool and its user.311 Of course, this more
general way of using the teÂ cnh analogies is also found fre-
quently in Plato's genuine works, for instance in the second
stage of Socrates' argumentation against Polemarchus to
be analysed in section ii.5.3.
There is one important di¨erence between the use of

teÂ cnh analogy in Plato's earlier dialogues and in the Clito-
phon: in the former, the analogy is not stated explicitly,
whereas it is in the Clitophon. There is only one parallel for
the question kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÁ tiÂ na jameÁ n ei� nai thÁ n e� piÁ thÄ i thÄ v

yuchÄ v a� rethÄ i teÂ cnhn; (409a2±3): in the Euthydemus, Clinias
is asked to name a teÂ cnh, namely the one needed for at-
taining happiness (288d9±e2, cf. 282c8±d2), but no teÂ cnh

is found. The explicitness of the procedure in the Clitophon
makes the misleading character of the teÂ cnh analogy far
more obvious than is usual in Plato.
The object of justice as a teÂ cnh is said to be `the a� rethÂ

of the soul' (409a3). This is a rather uncommon phrase,
which I have not found outside Plato and Aristotle.312
Analogous to `the a� rethÂ of the body', which is found
slightly more often313 it has two distinct uses, namely to
denote a particular quality of the soul, e.g. jronhÄ sai,314 or
to refer to what may be roughly translated as `the good
condition' of the soul, for instance when it is said in the
Republic that the `good' soul (yuchÁ a� gaqhÂ ) by virtue of its
a� rethÂ makes the body as `good' as possible.315

311 129c5±e7; cf. Arist. EN 1161a34±5; EE 1241b17±18; Protr. b 59 DuÈ ring.
312 X. Ag. 3.1 uses a similar one: thÁ n e� n thÄ i yuchÄ i au� touÄ a� rethÂ n.
313 Grg. 479b3±4; 499d6±7; 504c8±9; 517e8±518a1; R. 403d2±3; 518d10;

Arist. Rh. 1369b21; 1361a2; 6; b21; Protr. b 46 DuÈring.
314 R. 518e2; cf. Arist. Rh. 1361a4±5; 7; 1362b13±14; Protr. b 46 DuÈring.
315 403d3±4; cf. Grg. 506d5±6; Lg. 961d5.
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At one place in the Republic the phrase is used for the
conception of justice as a harmony of the soul: o� mo-

nohtikhÄ v deÁ kaiÁ h� rmosmeÂ nhv thÄ v yuchÄ v a� lhqhÁ v a� rethÁ

poÂ rrw poi e� kjeuÂ goi a� n au� toÁ n (the oligarchical man;
554e4±5). Here the attributes of the soul clearly point back
to the de®nition of justice at the end of Book 4 (443c9±
444a2), in which the just man is said to be h� rmosmeÂ non

(443e2). Yet it is only an oblique reference: though the
`true a� rethÂ of the soul' is obviously identical to justice,
this is not said in so many words.

Only in Republic 1 do we ®nd a normal equation of jus-
tice and the a� rethÂ of the soul. Socrates wishes to refute
Thrasymachus' claim that the unjust live better than the
just (352d2±4). He does so by introducing the notion of
e� rgon which in this context means `function', not `result'
(sight and hearing are the e� rga of eyes and ears, 352e5±
10). Next, everything which has an e� rgon also has an
a� rethÂ (353b2±4); without its proper a� rethÂ nothing can
ful®l its e� rgon well (353b14±c2). The e� rga of the soul are
caring, ruling, thinking, and above all, life (353d3±10).
Without its proper a� rethÂ a soul cannot ful®l these e� rga.316
According to Socrates, it had already been established that
a� rethÂ of the soul was justice (353e7±8), therefore without
justice one cannot live well.

Now, in a number of places in Republic 1, justice and
a� rethÂ had been identi®ed, ®rst in Socrates' discussion with
Polemarchus (335c4; cf. section ii.5.3 and n. 356), later in
his refutation of Thrasymachus' statement that the unjust
are both wise and good (348d3±6), which had resulted in
its contrary (350c10±1 o� meÁ n a� ra diÂ kaiov h� miÄ n a� napeÂ jan-

tai w� n a� gaqoÂ v te kaiÁ sojoÂ v, o� deÁ a� dikov a� maqhÂ v te kaiÁ

kakoÂ v); in Socrates' report this result is reformulated as
thÁ n dikaiosuÂ nhn a� rethÁ n ei� nai kaiÁ sojiÂ an (350d4±5). Soc-

316 The analogy a� rethÂ of the eye ± a� rethÂ of the soul is imitated at Alc.
1 133b1±10, where the soul's a� rethÂ is identi®ed with sojiÂ a.
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rates is therefore guilty of negligence in adding the geni-
tive yuchÄ v at 353e7±8.317

It is clear that in associating justice and the soul's a� rethÂ
our author follows the Republic ± whether the explicit
statement in Book 1 or the doctrine of the later books is
hard to decide. In making the soul's a� rethÂ the object of an
art subsequently identi®ed with justice, he diverges from
the Republic and moves into the atmosphere of the Gorgias,
where justice is the corrective art concerning the soul,
analogous to medicine in the same way as lawgiving is
analogous to gymnastics (464b7±8). Clitophon's statement
that Socrates often identi®ed politikhÂ , dikastikhÂ and di-

kaiosuÂ nh is understandable from this doctrine only (sec-
tions ii.2.3.3; ii.5.4): the good politician makes his fellow-
citizens better men. In the Gorgias, as well as in the Republic,
the concept of justice as an orderly state of mind is found
(504d1±3); the di¨erence between this concept and that of
justice as object of a teÂ cnh is mainly that between theory
and praxis: the Republic asks what justice is, the Gorgias how
it can be created and furthered. At one place in the Gor-
gias, the soul's a� rethÂ as that of other things is said to be
the result of (among other things) teÂ cnh (506d5±8), but the
similarity is not close enough to make it plausible that our
author had this particular passage in mind.

At any rate, the conception of justice as (knowledge
producing) the best state of the soul, not as a speci®c way
of behaving towards others (ou� periÁ thÁ n e� xw praÄ xin twÄ n

au� touÄ , Republic 443c10), is clearly present in the Clitophon,
although the author does not make use of it in refuting the
positions taken by Socrates' disciples and Socrates himself.

317 Socrates could easily have made the point that since human a� rethÂ is
either of the body or of the soul, and justice is not a� rethÂ of the
body, therefore it must be a� rethÂ of the soul. Obviously, Plato does
not take the arguments he puts into Socrates' mouth too seriously;
otherwise he would have made him justify the addition of yuchÄ v
along these lines.
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The reason why he does not do so is evident: the discussion
was intended to end up in aporia. As we saw, the technical
concept of virtue is a well-known Platonic method of cre-
ating aporia. But the author does more than just adopt a
Platonic device: when the object of the teÂ cnh in question
is stated to be the soul's a� rethÂ he indicates (as he had
done towards the end of the protreptic speech) that he has
completely grasped the implications of Plato's theory of
justice, and that he agrees with it.

ii.4.2 The result of justice

Having forced the discussion to start from the assumption
that justice is a teÂ cnh, Clitophon proceeds to impose a
new restriction on his partners. The e¨ects (taÁ a� potelouÂ -
mena) of a teÂ cnh are said to be twofold: to cause new men
to become tecniÄ tai and to execute its speci®c task. The
latter is clearly and unambiguously distinguished from
teÂ cnh as such (e� stin deÁ touÂ twn qaÂ teron ou� keÂ ti teÂ cnh

409b3±4; cf. d1 taÁ xuÂ lina . . . skeuÂ h . . . a� dhÁ ou� k e� stin

teÂ cnh) and is called e� rgon (b5; 6; c1 etc.). The former,
though called (with a rare term) diÂ dagma at b6, is not
completely distinguished from teÂ cnh itself, as can be seen
already from the wording e� stin deÁ touÂ twn qaÂ teron ou� keÂ ti

teÂ cnh [obviously, the other part is], thÄ v teÂ cnhv deÁ thÄ v

didaskouÂ shv te kaiÁ didaskomeÂ nhv e� rgon. The second
analogy makes this quite clear: 409b5±6 kaiÁ tektonikhÄ v deÁ

kataÁ tau� taÁ oi� kiÂ a te kaiÁ tektonikhÂ [viz. as taught and
learned] toÁ meÁ n e� rgon, toÁ deÁ diÂ dagma. So, the emphasis is
not on the distinction between the two e¨ects (e� rgon and
diÂ dagma), but on the one between teÂ cnh and e� rgon (for
the reason why the latter distinction was introduced, cf.
below).

If the distinction between e� rgon and diÂ dagma is second-
ary, why did the author ®nd it at all necessary to make it?
He could have restricted himself to stating the obvious,
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that a teÂ cnh is di¨erent from its object or result; this
would have made it su½ciently clear that Clitophon is
asking not for a de®nition of justice but for a delineation
of its e� rgon. That apart from this e� rgon it is also a quality
of justice that it can impart itself to others (b6±7 thÄ v dhÁ

dikaiosuÂ nhv w� sauÂ twv toÁ meÁ n dikaiÂ ouv e� stw poieiÄ n) is in-
teresting in itself, but not to the point.

The only justi®cation, as far as I can see, is that the op-
position e� rgon : diÂ dagma serves to prove the thesis which
Clitophon had ascribed to Socrates, that politikhÂ , dika-
stikhÂ and dikaiosuÂ nh are identical (408b3±5). This is a
simpli®cation of a doctrine elaborated in Gorgias and Polit-
icus and alluded to also in Euthydemus: the just politician
makes his fellow-citizens better men (sections ii.2.3.3;
ii.5.4). The curious way in which the teÂ cnh analogy is
constructed here is to my mind designed for picking up
and establishing this point: the two products of medicine
are (1) new doctors, (2) health; likewise for carpentry and
the other arts. By analogy, the two products of justice are
(1) new just men, (2) the e� rgon which is to be de®ned.
When producing new just men is ®rst called diÂ dagma and
then identi®ed with teÂ cnh itself, this means that justice is
its own teaching-matter, in other words, that justice is
knowledge. The analogy implies that justice can be taught.
This is in keeping with the wording of the end of the
protreptic speech: twÄ i maqoÂ nti thÁ n twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn ku-

bernhtikhÂ n ktl. (408b2±3). It is also implied by Clitophon
when he asks Socrates to stop exhorting him and get down
to business (410d1±5; cf. also 408e2±3 pwÄ v a� rcesqai deiÄ n

jameÁ n dikaiosuÂ nhv peÂ ri maqhÂ sewv ± more neutral 410c5±6
h� ou� k ei� deÂ nai se [sc. thÁ n dikaiosuÂ nhn] h� ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v

e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n). It appears that the author does not wish to
cast doubt on the statement that virtue can be taught
(408b7), just as ± in general ± he makes no distinction
between virtue and teÂ cnh. Whether he actually thought
that justice is knowledge and can be taught is another
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matter. Perhaps the imperative e� stw indicates scepticism.
But however that may be, the author wanted to state at
this point that justice can be taught, and to underline what
he had reported previously as a Socratic doctrine, that
those who have learned it are the true politicians, inas-
much as they are able to teach it themselves.

When Clitophon at this point of the dialogue constructs
his own argument in a way which indirectly supports a
motif from the speech which he had reported in a vein of
parody, this can only mean that the author makes him ex-
cept this doctrine from the ironical treatment which had
been given to other themes in the speech. The reason why
the author should have done that must be that he wanted,
if not to subscribe to this doctrine, at any rate to indicate
that it was to be taken seriously.

So much for the notion of diÂ dagma, which, as we saw, is
not relevant to the progress of refutation. We must now
ask why the distinction between teÂ cnh and e� rgon was in-
troduced; the question is the more relevant because (as we
shall see, section ii.4.3) the distinction is an impediment
rather than a contribution to the ®nal circular regress.

It may seem that the author employed this device in
order to work in answers which were suitable material for
an easy refutation: yet I do not think this to be true. Of
the three de®nitions of the e� rgon of justice two appear in
Republic 1 as de®nitions of justice itself, whereas in view of
Aristotle's treatment of the relation of justice and friend-
ship (section ii.5.2.) `friendship in the cities' would not
have been absurd as a de®nition of justice. It follows that
our author must have had another reason for avoiding the
question `What is justice?' and introducing the e� rgon.

In order to trace this reason, we must realise that the
introduction of e� rgon is possible only because justice had
been forced into the framework of teÂ cnh. As we saw, our
author (whether or not he himself was Plato) shared
Plato's view that justice is not so much a series of actions
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as a state of mind. Bearing this in mind, let us compare the
third de®nition, which (as we shall see) was borrowed from
Republic 1. In the Republic, bene®ting one's friends and
harming one's enemies had been presented as a de®nition
of justice, whereas later on it appeared that the just man
never harms anyone. This is a negative result, although we
shall see that it is in fact a point of view which was de-
fended emphatically by Plato. I think that our author had
no quarrel with Plato concerning this point of view, but,
since (like Plato) he considered justice to be adequately
de®ned only as a healthy state of the soul (caused, but this
is not said or implied in the Clitophon, by knowledge of the
Form of the Good), he could not accept `never harming
anyone' or `bene®ting everyone' as an adequate de®nition
of justice. This is where the introduction of e� rgon comes
in positively. Given his conviction that justice is a state of
the soul, the author could not accept the result of Soc-
rates' discussion with Polemarchus as a de®nition, but he
certainly could accept it as a description of the practical
manifestation of this state of the soul.

In other words, the introduction of e� rgon in the Clito-
phon criticises the source of the third de®nition from the
Platonic point of view which, as I have tried to establish,
was also that of the author of the Clitophon: while `bene®t-
ing everyone' (paÂ nta gaÁ r e� p' w� jeliÂ ai paÂ ntav draÄ n,
410b2±3) is not an acceptable de®nition of justice, it is a
satisfactory description of its e� rgon. In this light, the fact
that the Clitophon reformulates the outcome of the debate
in Republic 1 (ou� damouÄ gaÁ r diÂ kaion ou� deÂ na h� miÄ n e� jaÂ nh o� n

blaÂ ptein, 335e5) in a positive way, becomes highly
signi®cant.

To put it more sharply: under the disguise of an aporia
reached repeatedly in Clitophon's sessions with Socrates
himself, the author, by introducing the notion of e� rgon,
makes it clear that, seen in its proper light, the result is
positive when two and two are put together. This rather
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oblique statement of agreement is in perfect keeping with
our author's way of agreeing between the lines with state-
ments which are criticised on the surface.

It is more than a coincidence that it is precisely the
third de®nition which is shielded by the distinction teÂ cnh :

e� rgon. As we shall see (section ii.5.3), the notion that the
just man never harms anyone, though presented as a neg-
ative result in Republic 1, is in fact an important tenet
of Plato's philosophy. We might therefore say that when
Clitophon turns towards Socrates himself, the reader is meant
to infer that the discussion now turns on a basic item of
Plato's thought; if the outcome of the discussion leaves
Socrates virtually unharmed (section i.5.3), this can only
mean that Plato's thought is left unharmed.

If I am right, this interpretation all but annihilates what
is often considered the main argument against authen-
ticity: that it is Socrates himself who tells Clitophon that it
is the e� rgon of justice to help friends and harm enemies,
and that Clitophon refutes this. Of course, the Socrates of
Republic 1, or for that matter of any Platonic dialogue,
would never have said such a thing. But those readers of
he Clitophon who were acquainted with Republic 1 knew that
the de®nition was proposed there by Polemarchus and re-
futed by Socrates ± when in the Clitophon they encountered
a better refutation than the one given in Republic 1, they
must have understood that Socrates (in other words Plato
himself ) was not attacked. Yet the question remains
whether Plato was really capable of exposing the literary
character Socrates to such a misunderstanding (see section
ii.7.3(6)).

It seems to me super¯uous to trace the origin of the
commonplace notion that the e� rgon of a teÂ cnh is distinct
from the teÂ cnh itself. In Plato, it is found in the Charmides
(166a3±5 a� llaÁ toÂ de soi e� cw deiÄ xai, tiÂ nov e� stiÁ n e� pisthÂ mh

e� kaÂ sth touÂ twn twÄ n e� pisthmwÄ n, o� tugcaÂ nei o� n a� llo

au� thÄ v thÄ v e� pisthÂ mhv), and, with less emphasis on their
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distinctness, in the Euthydemus (292b4±5; d1±2) and Republic
1 (332e3 etc.; esp. 351d9); as we saw earlier (section ii.4.1),
the word e� rgon is used there also to denote the speci®c
`function' (335d3; 352d9 etc.) of things (heat) and living
beings (horses) which are not a teÂ cnh. The opposition
e� rgon : diÂ dagma (or anything like it) is not found else-
where. There is an interesting parallel from Aristotle's
Protrepticus: ei� gaÁ r e� stai [sc. h� jroÂ nhsiv] poihtikhÂ , e� teÂ ra
e� teÂ rwn e� stai, w� sper oi� kodomikhÁ oi� kiÂ av, h� tiv ou� k e� sti

meÂ rov thÄ v oi� kiÂ av (b 68 DuÈ ring), but there is no direct con-
nection with the Clitophon ± Aristotle is rather correcting
the Euthydemus passage here (Einarson, `Epinomis', 272 n.
32; DuÈ ring, 241).

ii.4.3 Aporia and progress

The circular regress at the end of Clitophon's discussion
with Socrates' companions is arrived at by the following
steps:

(1) Justice is knowledge and has a result.
(2) Its result is o� moÂ noia.
(3) O� moÂ noia is shared knowledge.
(4) The result of justice as knowledge is knowledge.

The regress found at the end of Socrates' second con-
versation with Clinias in the Euthydemus (section ii.3.4) is
very similar:

(1) Wisdom is the only a� gaqoÂ n and has a result.
(2) Its result must be an a� gaqoÂ n.
(3) The only a� gaqoÂ n is wisdom.
(4) The result of wisdom is wisdom.

As we saw, the circular regress in the Euthydemus may be
interpreted as suggesting that the basic principle (wisdom
has a de®nable result because it is a teÂ cnh) is wrong: ethical
knowledge is knowledge of a higher order than technical
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knowledge. The Clitophon may be taken to point the same
moral, but there are some di½culties. The regress in the
Euthydemus invalidates the basic analysis of wisdom as a
teÂ cnh directly; the one in the Clitophon does not invalidate
it: if it turns out that to de®ne the result as o� moÂ noia creates
a regress, it is proved at the most that we had wrongly
de®ned o� moÂ noia (step 3), or the result of justice (step 2).
The Euthydemus therefore contains a fairly clear message as
to the nature of ethical knowledge; the Clitophon may be
taken as conveying the same message, but this is far from
necessary.

Besides, the distinction between teÂ cnh and e� rgon, which
the author goes out of his way to emphasise (section ii.4.2)
only complicates matters. If Clitophon had asked for de®-
nitions of justice itself, the circular regress would have
shown the way towards a better understanding of ethical
knowledge far more clearly:

(1) Justice is o� moÂ noia.318
(2) O� moÂ noia is shared knowledge.
(3) Justice is knowledge.

In that case we would have had a circular regress similar
to the one in Republic 6 (the good is knowledge of the good;
section ii.3.4) and the message would have been the same.
Evidently the author of the Clitophon did not perceive this
possibility, or he did not intend to suggest the true nature
of justice as knowledge more clearly.

Now, we saw that the description of justice as a teÂ cnh

concerning the soul's a� rethÂ (section ii.4.1) implies assent to
the conception of justice as an harmonious state of mind.
In the Republic, this state of mind depends ultimately on
knowledge of the Form of the Good.319 When the Clitophon

318 This would have been a plausible de®nition, cf. sections ii.4.2 and
ii.5.2.

319 Cf. esp. R. 505a2±4; R. C. Cross±A. D. Woozley, Plato's Republic. A
Philosophical Commentary (London 1964), 126±7.
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ends up by de®ning the result of justice, that is, the art of
the soul's perfection, as knowledge, this de®nition may be
taken as a sign that our author subscribed to this view. In
any case, it is not necessary to assume that he did not
completely grasp Plato's theory of justice just because he
does not direct his readers' attention to it (Plato does not
do this himself in the Euthydemus, either).

Moreover, we have seen that the distinction between
justice and its e� rgon, which obstructs the readers' view of
justice in itself (in relation to the theory of Forms), helps
them to understand the idea of justice as `aiming always
at bene®ting all' (410b2±3; section ii.4.2). As the Clitophon
appears, on the surface, to attack the Republic, a signal that
the reader is to understand the whole discussion of justice
as being in harmony, not in con¯ict, with that of the
Republic is far more urgent than a pointer to the theory of
Forms. Nobody can expect the whole of the Republic to be
present in a Short Dialogue which deals with the inade-
quacy of explicit protreptic, but I hope I have shown that
there is no contradiction between Republic and Clitophon.

In the Clitophon, the circular regress is explicitly marked
as such (410a2 peridedraÂ mhken ei� v tau� toÁ n o� loÂ gov toiÄ v

prwÂ toiv). This is normal Platonic practice; compare for
example Socrates' words in the Euthyphro h� ou� k ai� sqaÂ nhi

o� ti o� loÂ gov h� miÄ n perielqwÁ n paÂ lin ei� v tau� toÁ n h� kei;

(15b10±c1; cf. kuÂ klwi periioÂ nta poiwÄ n, 15b10). Similar
explicit statements are found in Lysis, Hippias Maior, Char-
mides, Euthydemus;320 they always refer to the ®nal aporia.
The argument has ended where it had started; the result of
elenchos is negative (apart from its purifying aspect). Usu-
ally the aporia coincides with the end of the dialogue,
where it does not, it is stated in so many words that there
is an aporia (409e10 a� porouÄ ntev in our dialogue; cf. the

320 Ly. 222d1±3; Hp.Ma. 303e12±3; Chrm. 174b11; Euthd. 291b8±c1;
Goldschmidt, Dialogues, 75.
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Euthydemus as quoted in sections i.5.3; ii.3.4). I infer that
with the interrogation of Socrates' companions, the elen-
chos in the Clitophon has come to its natural end; the dis-
cussion of Clitophon and Socrates is only apparently neg-
ative (section ii.4.2).
One aspect of elenchos as used in the Clitophon has to be

mentioned, though I do so with some di½dence. We have
seen from the Theaetetus and the Euthydemus that Socratic
questioning, even when the outcome is negative, is at any
rate a stimulus for independent thought, so much so, that
in either of these dialogues the motif of divine interven-
tion is used to underline the marked progress in the intel-
lectual capabilities in Socrates' partners (section ii.3.4). I
think an echo of this progress may be perceived in Clito-
phon's words oi� paroÂ ntev i� kanoiÁ h� san ktl. (410a1); why
does Clitophon stress the bystanders' ability to criticise
their comrade? The words i� kanoiÁ h� san are a bit odd
anyway, and they induced an anonymous reader from an-
tiquity (or the early Byzantine era) to change them into
e� peceiÂ rhsan,321 which hardly makes sense. Their ability
may be the consequence of Clitophon's elenchos; they had
all been interrogated and had given the string of de®-
nitions toÁ sumjeÂ ron, toÁ deÂ on, toÁ w� jeÂ limon, toÁ lusite-

louÄ n, so the refutation had concerned all of them. In
fact, they constitute one amorphous group (section i.5.3)
and are treated as such. The boundaries of a Short Dia-
logue are narrow; if our author wanted to indicate the
bene®cial function of elenchos, he could hardly have done
better.
In our analysis of the characterisation of Socrates and

321 Written in the margin as a variant reading (gr.) by the ®rst scribe of
A (Paris. gr. 1807); doubtless a conjecture (the hypothesis of a cor-
rection of a mechanical error in copying ± i� kanoiÁ having been
replaced by a dittography of the ®rst part of the following e� pi-
plhÂ ttein ± may be dismissed con®dently).
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Clitophon (section i.5) we concluded provisionally that the
author of the Clitophon has a good understanding of Plato's
use of the dialogue. The study of his use of elenchos bears
this out completely,322 and it also shows that elenchos is
handled in the same way as it is in Plato.
One question remains to be discussed. Plato's aporetic

dialogues are implicitly protreptic (section ii.3). Can this
be said as well of the Clitophon, which likewise contains
aporia? This question can be answered best if we compare
Clitophon and Euthydemus. Both deal with the value of ex-
plicit exhortation, and both show that it does not reach its
goal. In the Euthydemus, the possibility of a negative side-
e¨ect, of the reader turning away from exhortation (and
thereby from philosophy) for good, is obviated by a ®nal
passage exhorting again, explicitly, to philosophy (section
ii.3.4 and n. 283). In this respect the Clitophon is again sim-
ilar. Clitophon's last appeal takes up the core of Socrates'
exhortation (410d5±e1 qeÁ v toÁ n KleitojwÄ nta o� mologouÄ nta

w� v e� stin katageÂ laston twÄ n meÁ n a� llwn e� pimeÂ leian

poieiÄ sqai, yuchÄ v deÁ . . . h� melhkeÂ nai ), and we saw that here
he is completely serious (section i.5.3; the next sentence,
410e1±3, makes no sense at all if the present one is not in-
tended seriously). Even those readers who had not under-
stood the implications of our author's frequent allusions to
the Republic, the Euthydemus and other works of Plato, are
not allowed to walk away with the idea that all this talk of
caring about the soul is nonsense.
If, therefore, the Euthydemus is a dialogue about pro-

treptic, which employs elenchos as well as explicit pro-
treptic in order to convey a positive message, the same
must be maintained of the Clitophon.

322 This, at least, will have to be recognised even by those who ®nd
themselves unable to agree with all details of the interpretations
presented in this and the previous sections.

179

INTRODUCTION II.4.3



ii.5 Justice in the Clitophon

In this section the three subsequent de®nitions of the e� rgon
of justice in the Clitophon will be compared with similar
statements from other Socratic literature; my aim is to de-
termine their provenance and the light this provenance
may shed on the intention with which the Clitophon was
written.

I have not attempted to examine the place of these de®-
nitions within the development of Greek popular or philo-
sophical ethics. It can be shown that the Clitophon is, for
these de®nitions, wholly dependent on other sources which
are for the greater part still extant. Our dialogue is there-
fore not a contribution to that development (nor does it
pretend to be); the role justice plays in it is thoroughly sec-
ondary: it serves as a means of proving ignorance, not to
further knowledge.

To be sure, at some places a `positive' thought about the
role of the just statesman is implied (sections ii.2.3.3;
ii.4.1); likewise, the concept of justice as the best state of
the soul, or at any rate as a sort of knowledge leading up
to that state, can be read between the lines (section ii.4.1)
as is also the case with the author's verdict on the third
de®nition (section ii.4.2). While these ideas may give us a
clue as to the author's philosophical background, they
have no bearing on the explicit statements about justice
which are reported and refuted by Clitophon. Therefore I
have left them out of account in the discussions of the
three de®nitions.

Finally, Clitophon's statement that Socrates identi®es
politics with judication and justice (408b4±5) belongs here.

ii.5.1 Bene®cial, ®tting, useful, pro®table

As is also the case in a fair number of Plato's dialogues,
the series of subsequent de®nitions is concentric: each de®ni-
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tion is an improvement upon the former, and constitutes a
closer approximation of the object of the search, which
may or may not be reached. Thus, in the Charmides,
swjrosuÂ nh is de®ned ®rst as acting calmly (159b2±6), then
as ai� dwÂ v (160e3±5), then as doing taÁ e� autouÄ (161b6), next
as doing what is good (163e8±11), ®nally as knowing one-
self (164d4) ± this de®nition is amended subsequently to
`knowledge concerning itself and the other kinds of knowl-
edge' (166e5±6) and the search ends up in aporia. The
progress is ®rst from external behaviour to a mental state
(ai� dwÂ v), next from a general formula to a description in
terms of relations towards others (doing taÁ e� autouÄ ), next
from particular to general (doing what is good), then again
from external to internal (knowing oneself ) and ®nally
from concrete to abstract (knowledge of knowledge).

In the Clitophon, the reasoning is concentric only to a
certain extent: the main aporia is reached after the second,
not the ®nal (third) de®nition. It conforms, however, in that
the ®rst de®nition (in this case a string of de®nitions) is the
farthest from the object of search, and the easiest to refute.
As we have seen (section ii.4.2), the theoretical framework
serves to suggest a positive result in the case of the ®nal
de®nition. Evidently, the author needed concentric rea-
soning; if not, he would not have made Clitophon address
Socrates' companions before asking Socrates himself.

As it seems a priori improbable that toÁ sumjeÂ ron, toÁ
deÂ on, toÁ w� jeÂ limon, toÁ lusitelouÄ n occurred independently
as de®nitions of justice or the e� rgon of justice in di¨erent
Socratic writings, the di¨erent pupils of the upper level
are probably not to be `translated' into di¨erent Socratic
authors in the message of the lower level. At most, toÁ sum-
jeÂ ron and toÁ deÂ on323 may have been separate de®nitions,
though both in the Clitophon and in the Cratylus these words
are used as synonyms (cf. Comm. on 409c5).

323 `the ®tting, the right thing', cf. Comm. on 409c5.
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It is therefore not surprising to ®nd a virtually identical
series of adjectives in Republic 1, without the terms of the
series being divided among separate persons. Thrasy-
machus, having accused Socrates of never answering a
question himself, asks him to de®ne toÁ diÂ kaion: kaiÁ o� pwv
moi mhÁ e� reiÄ v o� ti toÁ deÂ on e� stiÁ n mhd' o� ti toÁ w� jeÂ limon mhd'

o� ti toÁ lusitelouÄ n mhd' o� ti toÁ kerdaleÂ on mhd' o� ti toÁ

sumjeÂ ron, a� llaÁ sajwÄ v moi kaiÁ a� kribwÄ v leÂ ge o� ti a� n

leÂ ghiv´ w� v e� gwÁ ou� k a� podeÂ xomai e� aÁ n u� qlouv toiouÂ touv

leÂ ghiv (336c6±d4).324
The ®rst three terms occur, in identical order, in the

Clitophon; toÁ kerdaleÂ on is absent,325 and toÁ sumjeÂ ron

opens the series instead of closing it. The order of Republic
1 is slightly more logical in that there may be a di¨erence
in meaning between the ®rst and the second term of the
series, but not between the second and the rest.

Yet another parallel is provided by the Cratylus, where
Hermogenes, asked what words in the ®eld of ethics are
left unetymologised, answers tauÄ ta taÁ periÁ toÁ a� gaqoÂ n te

kaiÁ kaloÂ n, sumjeÂ rontaÂ te kaiÁ lusitelouÄ nta kaiÁ w� jeÂ lima

kaiÁ kerdaleÂ a kaiÁ ta� nantiÂ a touÂ twn (416e2±417a2). There
is little ground for assuming a connection with the Clito-
phon ± even if the latter were authentic, the parallel would
mean little more than it does for Republic 1: we have here
nothing but an occasional instance of self-repetition. The
absence of justice from the context in the Cratylus passage
robs it of its signi®cance for our investigation.

Leaving aside this third parallel and concentrating on

324 This parallel appears to have been ®rst pointed out by Steinhart,
54±5.

325 According to Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 15) because its meaning
is pejorative (`uÈbervorteilend, verschlagen, verschitzt'): Clitophon's
refutation uses carpentry and medicine as analogies, in which arts
there is no room for `the cunning'. Pavlu's basic premise is false:
kerdaleÂ ov means `cunning' only if applied to persons, words or
plans (LSJ s.v. 1); otherwise it is neutral.
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the passages from Clitophon and Republic 1, we must inevita-
bly conclude that the two passages cannot be independent
of each other; we must therefore choose between depen-
dence of Clitophon on Republic 1, dependence of Republic 1
on Clitophon, or dependence of both on a common source.

(1) If the Clitophon depends on Republic 1 (which is the com-
mon assumption), the borrowing of the series might imply
that Thrasymachus is there taken to mean that the answers
precluded by him were in fact those usually given by Soc-
rates. Whether or not this is a correct interpretation of the
Republic passage (cf. infra (2)), is immaterial; this meaning
could be (and has been326) read into it. Alternatively it
might be supposed that our author gladly adapted the
string of de®nitions which he found in Republic 1 because it
suited his purpose ideally: he wished to illustrate that Soc-
ratic exhortation does not lead to knowledge, only to u� -

qloi. In neither hypothesis is there real criticism of Repub-
lic 1, because the string of de®nitions is not defended there.

(2) If we suppose that Plato was inspired by the Clitophon
passage when writing Republic 1, Thrasymachus' words
would indeed mean that the de®nitions he refuses to accept
are Socratic. They would also imply assent to the tenor of
the Clitophon. Either the string of de®nitions in the Clitophon
would become an original invention, which one does not
expect there, or we would have to look for a source else-
where.327 The only way to test this supposition is to exam-
ine its contribution, if any, towards understanding the
Republic.

The result is, in my opinion, negative. Thrasymachus'

326 Cf. Zuretti: `Trasimaco non vuole che Socrate gli risponda che il
giusto eÁ il deÂon . . . sapendo, si vede manifestamente, che quelle erano
le idee della scuola Socratica' (17); see also Tucker ad loc.

327 For a highly fanciful relation between Clit. and Just., cf. H. Gomperz,
Sophistik, 166±7; C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 149 and my review of
MuÈ ller, 214.
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exclusion of the series deÂ on, w� jeÂ limon, lusitelouÄ n, kerda-
leÂ on, sumjeÂ ron is countered by Socrates in an analogy: if
you ask how much twelve is and add that the answers
2� 6, 3� 4, 6� 2 and 4� 3 will not be accepted, you pre-
clude any answer (337a8±b5). The only logical way out is
for Thrasymachus to give his own de®nition of justice. The
whole episode has been carefully constructed in such a way
that Thrasymachus can plausibly begin by accusing Soc-
rates of never answering (336c2±6) and end up giving an
answer himself. The assumption that the forbidden an-
swers were in fact given in Socratic (or other) literature is
irrelevant for the interpretation of Republic 1; similarly a
reference to the accusation contained in the Clitophon is out
of place ± Thrasymachus' objections to Socrates' method
of question and answer have little or nothing to do with
Clitophon's point that Socrates can only exhort others and
is unable (or unwilling) to impart knowledge (cf. Comm.
on 410c6 ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n). Priority of the
Clitophon to Republic 1 is therefore unlikely.

(3) The main argument o¨ered sub (2) against the Clito-
phon as the source of Republic 1 holds good also for the as-
sumption of a common source for both: the episode in Re-
public 1 can be explained from itself, nothing is gained by
assuming that the de®nitions were borrowed. For the Clito-
phon, this assumption would involve an additional di½-
culty, as one would have to suppose that the characters
Clitophon and Thrasymachus were borrowed from Repub-
lic 1 even though the string of de®nitions was not.

Therefore I shall discard the assumption, and proceed
from hypothesis (1), that the Clitophon is in this respect de-
pendent on Republic 1.

Clitophon's refutation of the string of de®nitions gives a
strong impression of having been borrowed (cf. Comm. on
409c4±d1; c6±d1); his source was identi®ed by Pavlu
(`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 15) with Republic 1, 346a6±c4,
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where every art is said to have an i� diÂ a w� jeliÂ a, for instance
health (medicine), safety in sailing (steersmanship). There
is in fact little similarity. If the w� jeliÂ a of Republic 1 is
equated with the e� rgon of the Clitophon, the Republic pas-
sage tries to de®ne the particular e� rgon of each art and to
discard accidental e� rga (such as earning money), whereas
the Clitophon tries to prove that general notions like sum-

jeÂ ron, deÂ on etc. are inadequate descriptions of the e� rgon

of justice because they apply to the e� rga of every art.

ii.5.2 Friendship in cities

This de®nition is ascribed by Clitophon to a companion o� v

dhÁ komyoÂ tata e� doxen ei� peiÄ n (409d3±4). The adverb is usu-
ally taken as a general description of the style or manner
of reasoning of a particular Socratic author, be it Plato
himself,328 Xenophon329 or Antisthenes.330 But there can be
no doubt that if the author had intended this, he would
have said komyoÂ tata e� doxe leÂ gein (cf. Comm. on 409d3±
4). The adverb marks a higher stage in the concentric rea-
soning, and nothing more.

Of course this does not mean that the de®nition of the
e� rgon of justice as jiliÂ an e� n taiÄ v poÂ lesin poieiÄ n was not
borrowed from some Socratic331 source. There are several

328 Schleiermacher, 534; Steinhart, 55 and 72 n. 25.
329 Yxem, `UÈ ber Platon's Kleitophon', 21±2, who refers to X. Mem.

4.4.5±25, in which conversation there is indeed a passage dealing
with o� moÂ noia, cf. n. 334.

330 Kunert, Necessitudo, 9; Kesters, `Authenticiteit', 182±3; Gaiser, Pro-
treptik, 146 n. 161.

331 E. Bignone, Studi sul pensiero antico (Naples 1938), 66±97 � C. J.
Classen (ed.), Sophistik (Darmstadt 1976), 493±516 (I quote from the
second work) considers the Clit. passage to be derived from PeriÁ
o� monoiÂ av by Antiphon the Sophist (509±11): Antiphon is alleged to
have said that `the natural base for the good is always to be bene®-
cial, never to harm' (extracted from 87 b 58 D.±K.; cf. 505±6) which
is compared to Clit. 409d6±7 thÁ n jiliÂ an a� gaqoÂ n t' e� jh ei� nai kaiÁ
ou� deÂ pote kakoÂ n. Secondly, Antiphon equates noÂ mov and doÂ xa (87 b
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parallels, but before we examine them, the refutation of
this de®nition in the Clitophon itself claims our attention.

The speci®c result of justice is stated to be not just
friendship, but friendship in the cities. The addition is
ignored in the subsequent discussion: when the friendships
of children and animals are excluded on the ground that
they are more often harmful than bene®cial (409d6±e1),
this means that it is friendship tout court which is the target,
since the friendships of children and animals cannot possi-
bly be brought under the head of `friendship in the cities'.
The exclusion of these friendships and the resulting equa-
tion of jiliÂ a and o� moÂ noia appears therefore more or less
super¯uous, because o� moÂ noia is ®rst and foremost a politi-
cal concept, so that the words jiliÂ a e� n taiÄ v poÂ lesin al-
ready refer to little else but o� moÂ noia (cf. Comm. on 409e4
o� moÂ noian).

It seems therefore that the de®nition does not match the
®rst part of its refutation. The simplest explanation of this
disagreement is that they do not come from the same
source: the de®nition has all the appearances of being de-
rived from a discussion of justice, whereas its refutation
makes more sense if it was borrowed from a treatment of
the nature of friendship. The latter part of this supposition
is reinforced by the exclusion of children and animals (cf.
Comm. on 409d7±8), the curtailing of part of the argu-
ment for this exclusion (cf. Comm. on 409d9) and the
super¯uous kaiÁ dikaiosuÂ nhv e� rgon (409e8; cf. ad loc.). As
we saw (section ii.5.1 ad ®n.), the same discrepancy is to be
observed in the refutation of the ®rst set of de®nitions.

44.2 D.±K.); this, Bignone thinks, is a reductio ad absurdum of Prota-
goras' theory that diÂ kaion � doÂ xa poÂ lewv (500±1); consequently
Antiphon must have thought that justice is e� pisthÂ mh (510), just as in
Clit. o� moÂ noia (which Bignone wrongly alleges to be identi®ed with
justice) is called e� pisthÂ mh (409e9). The parallels are not convincing,
and besides, they are not real, but reconstructed ones; incidentally,
the fragments on which they are based are not from PeriÁ o� monoiÂ av,
but from A� lhÂ qeia. Cf. HGPh, iii 150 n. 1.
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The association of justice and political friendship/
concord is more or less a commonplace in fourth-century
philosophical literature. There is, again, a parallel in Re-
public 1,332 in Socrates' refutation of the thesis that injustice
is stronger than justice (351a2±352d2): dokeiÄ v a� n h� poÂ lin h�

stratoÂ pedon h� lhistaÁ v h� kleÂ ptav h� a� llo ti e� qnov . . .
praÄ xai a� n ti duÂ nasqai, ei� a� dikoiÄ en a� llhÂ louv; ± ou� dhÄ ta

h� d' o� v . . . ± staÂ seiv gaÂ r pou w� QrasuÂ mace h� ge a� dikiÂ a

kaiÁ miÂ sh kaiÁ maÂ cav e� n a� llhÂ loiv pareÂ cei, h� deÁ dikaiosuÂ nh

o� moÂ noian kaiÁ jiliÂ an . . . a� ra ei� touÄ to e� rgon a� dikiÂ av, miÄ sov

e� mpoieiÄ n o� pou a� n e� nhÄ i ktl. (351c8±d9). It is easily seen
that the statement that justice causes concord and friend-
ship in cities and other collectives is not given here as a
de®nition of justice or its e� rgon; in fact, justice and its
e¨ect are mentioned only as counterpart to a parallel
statement (which is taken for granted) about injustice; this
statement is then applied to injustice in two persons
(351e3±4) and ®nally to injustice in one person (351e6±7;
352a5±8) ± this addition is meant to anticipate the paral-
lelism of justice in the state and in the soul treated in Book
4. The concepts of friendship and concord are not used
in relation to justice in that book,333 though there is an
oblique reference in the de®nition of injustice as staÂ siv

(444b1).
Therefore, if the criterion stated above (section ii.5.1) is

applied, there is nothing gained for the interpretation of
the Republic if we assume that the sentence staÂ seiv gaÂ r

pou ktl. was borrowed from the Clitophon or any other
source.334

332 Discovered, it seems, by Kunert (Necessitudo, 9±11).
333 o� modoxiÂ a is used to refer to swjrosuÂ nh 433c6, cf. 442d1.
334 A more remote parallel is X. Mem. 4.4.16; 4.4 is essentially a series

of unconnected arguments for the statement that toÁ diÂ kaion is toÁ
noÂ mimon; 4.4.16 is a eulogy of concord. The only link with the second
de®nition of justice in Clit. is that it too is found in a defence of a
de®nition of justice.
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The concepts of justice, friendship and concord play an
intricate role in a passage in the Alcibiades 1, where Soc-
rates makes Alcibiades admit that he does not know the
e� pimeÂ leia proper to him (124e1±127d8). Socrates estab-
lishes that the a� rethÂ he as well as Alcibiades strives after is
that of the Athenian kaloiÂ ka� gaqoiÂ (124e16), which con-
sists of being able to rule in the city (125b9). This ability is
the e¨ect of eu� bouliÂ a (125e6), more precisely, eu� bouliÂ a
regarding the welfare of the city (126a4). Socrates then
asks which conditions must be present and which ones ab-
sent for a city to fare well: e� moiÁ meÁ n dokeiÄ w� SwÂ kratev,

o� tan jiliÂ a meÁ n au� toiÄ v giÂ gnhtai proÁ v a� llhÂ louv, toÁ miseiÄ n

deÁ kaiÁ stasiaÂ zein a� pogiÂ gnhtai. ± a� r' ou� n jiliÂ an leÂ geiv

o� moÂ noian h� dicoÂ noian; ± o� moÂ noian. ± diaÁ tiÂ n' ou� n teÂ cnhn

o� monoouÄ sin ai� poÂ leiv periÁ a� riqmouÂ v; ± diaÁ thÁ n a� riqmh-

tikhÂ n. ± tiÂ deÁ oi� i� diwÄ tai; ou� diaÁ thÂ n au� thÂ n; ± naiÂ . ±
ou� kouÄ n kaiÁ au� toÁ v au� twÄ i e� kastov; ± naiÂ (126c1±12). The
same questions are asked with regard to the arts of mea-
surement and weighing, after which Socrates asks: h� n deÁ

dhÁ suÁ leÂ geiv o� moÂ noian, tiÂ v e� stin kaiÁ periÁ touÄ , kaiÁ tiÂ v

au� thÁ n teÂ cnh paraskeuaÂ zei; (126d8±9). Alcibiades says
that he is talking about the friendship and concord which
connect parents and sons, brothers, and man and wife.
Socrates forces Alcibiades to admit that, since concord be-
tween man and wife cannot be about typically masculine
or feminine arts, wives are not loved by their husbands,
and vice versa, in so far as they do taÁ au� twÄ n (127a14±b4).
Similarly, cities are not well ruled when everyone does taÁ
au� twÄ n, while on the other hand they can be well ruled
only if friendship is present (cf. 126c1±3). As doing taÁ

au� twÄ n equals doing diÂ kaia, this leads up to the paradoxi-
cal conclusion: taÁ diÂ kaia ou� n prattoÂ ntwn e� n thÄ i poÂ lei

twÄ n politwÄ n jiliÂ a ou� k e� ggiÂ gnetai proÁ v a� llhÂ louv

(127c8±9). Alcibiades is forced to confess to his ignorance.
Some elements in this highly sophisticated argument are

common to Alcibiades 1, Republic 1 and Clitophon, others have
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obviously been taken over from the Republic. The applica-
tion of o� moÂ noia to the state, the private citizens and the
individual occurs, as we saw, in Book 1; concord within the
individual was functional there, while it is quite beside
the point in this discussion. Secondly, the equation of taÁ

au� twÄ n praÂ ttein with diÂ kaia praÂ ttein is typical of the
Republic exclusively; traditionally taÁ au� twÄ n praÂ ttein is
given as a de®nition not of justice but of swjrosuÂ nh.335

On the other hand, there are certain similarities between
Alcibiades 1 and Clitophon which one will look for in vain in
the Republic. The equation of jiliÂ a and o� moÂ noia is pre-
sented in both as a separate step in the argument, while in
the Republic the words are associated without question. The
di¨erence between the two is that in the Clitophon the
equation is reached by a process of elimination, whereas in
Alcibiades 1 Socrates makes Alcibiades choose between
o� moÂ noia and dicoÂ noia as equivalents of jiliÂ a. One might
say that the Alcibiades 1 takes for granted a conclusion
which is the outcome of a debate in the Clitophon.

A second point is the epistemological character which in
both dialogues is attributed to o� moÂ noia (and by implication
to jiliÂ a). In either case, this intellectualist conception of
o� moÂ noia is used as a means to reaching aporia, although in
a dissimilar way: in the Clitophon it is concluded that de-
scribing o� moÂ noia in terms of knowledge does not clarify
the concept at all, while in Alcibiades 1 some sort of answer

335 Chrm. 161b6; Ti. 72a4±6, note eu� kaiÁ paÂ lai leÂ getai. Cf. C. J.
Classen, Sprachliche Deutung als Triebkraft platonischen und sokratischen
Philosophierens (Munich 1959), 99±101; HGPh, iv 165±7. The statement
o� ti ge toÁ taÁ au� touÄ praÂ ttein kaiÁ mhÁ polupragmoneiÄ n dikaiosuÂ nh
e� stiÂ , kaiÁ touÄ to a� llwn te pollwÄ n a� khkoÂ amen kaiÁ au� toiÁ pollaÂ kiv
ei� rhÂ kamen (R. 433a8±b1) is obviously a hoax: nowhere else in Plato's
dialogues (discounting Alc. 1) do we ®nd a similar statement about
justice, while other authors tend to associate taÁ au� touÄ praÂ ttein
and swjroneiÄ n, cf. esp. Lys. 26.3; 5; Ar. Nub. 1006±7 and Van
Leeuwen's note; Gomme on Th. 1.32.4; North, Sophrosyne, 96±8;
136±7; 173±4 n. 49.
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is given as to the object of o� moÂ noia ± it is this answer
which eventually causes the aporia. There is even a slight
verbal resemblance: Clitophon 410a4±5 thÁ n deÁ u� poÁ souÄ
legomeÂ nhn dikaiosuÂ nhn h� o� moÂ noian o� poi teiÂ nousaÂ e� stin

diapeÂ jeugen ± Alcibiades 1 126d8±9 h� n deÁ dhÁ suÁ leÂ geiv

o� moÂ noian, tiÂ v e� sti kaiÁ periÁ touÄ ktl. Again, what is
argued in the Clitophon is tacitly assumed in Alcibiades 1:
that o� moÂ noia consists of shared knowledge. The concept of
o� modoxiÂ a is absent from the latter dialogue.
The epistemological character of o� moÂ noia is wholly

absent from Plato's authentic works and expressly denied
by Aristotle, cf. Comm. on 409e5 o� modoxiÂ an h� e� pisthÂ mhn.
Obviously these similarities cannot be a coincidence. Since
the Clitophon is much more explicit on both points than the
Alcibiades 1, it is not very logical to assume, with Susemihl
(513±14), Heidel (Pseudo-Platonica, 47 n. 2) and others, that
the former is dependent on the latter. As I have already
stated, the argument in the Clitophon shows traces of having
been curtailed from a source lost to us.336 The Alcibiades 1
would seem to depend either on the Clitophon or on this
source (besides undoubtedly using the Republic). Three ar-
guments can be put forward in favour of the former hy-
pothesis (the Alcibiades 1 uses the conclusions of this source
in their ± curtailed ± form for which the author of the Clito-
phon appears responsible; both Alcibiades 1 and Clitophon
treat jiliÂ a primarily as a political concept, whereas the
source would seem to be a discussion of the `what is x?'
type; the verbal resemblance pointed out above). See
further section ii.7.1(3).
Finally, the association in Aristotle of justice and friend-

336 Euthd. 292b4±7, quoted by Gaiser (Protreptik, 145 n. 159) in this con-
nection, seems irrelevant to me: here a number of possible results of
statesmanship (plousiÂ ouv touÁ v poliÂ tav pareÂ cein kaiÁ e� leuqeÂ rouv
kaiÁ a� stasiaÂ stouv) are rejected because these results are not mor-
ally good but morally neutral.
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ship337 deserves a brief mention, though friendship is not
mentioned in discussion of justice in Book 5 of the Nic-
omachean Ethics (or in the corresponding part of the Magna
Moralia). Conversely, however, justice is rather prominent
in the sections on friendship in all three Ethics. They are
said to have the same subjects and objects338 and therefore
to increase at the same time.339 There are as many kinds of
friendship as there are of justice;340 in short, as the Eudemian
Ethics puts it, they are nearly identical (h� tau� toÁ n a� ra h� e� g-

guÂ v ti, 1234b30±1). These and similar statements indicate a
line of thought closely related to the association of justice
and concord quoted above (and Comm. on 409e4 o� moÂ -

noian). The following passage from the Nicomachean Ethics
is especially signi®cant: e� oike deÁ kaiÁ taÁ v poÂ leiv suneÂ cein h�

jiliÂ a, kaiÁ oi� nomoqeÂ tai maÄ llon periÁ au� thÁ n spoudaÂ zein h�

thÁ n dikaiosuÂ nhn´ h� gaÁ r o� moÂ noia o� moioÂ n ti thÄ i jiliÂ ai

e� oiken ei� nai, tauÂ thv deÁ maÂ list ' e� jiÂ entai kaiÁ thÁ n staÂ sin

e� cqran ou� san341 maÂ lista e� xelauÂ nousin (1155a22±26).

337 Aristotle uses jiliÂ a to denote two di¨erent things. (1) Amiability, the
persons possessing which quality are stated to be the intermediate of
a� reskoi and duÂ skoloi (EN 1126b11±20). While these persons are
called jiÂ lov without reserve at EN 1108a27, at EN 1126b19±20 it is
said o� noma d' ou� k a� podeÂ dotai au� thÄ i, e� oike deÁ maÂ lista jiliÂ ai. Its
treatment in EN seems to imply that it is an a� rethÂ (but cf. 1127a14±
17, which may be taken to express an uncertain feeling). In EE
(1233b29±34) and MM (1193a20±27), which are parallel, jiliÂ a is
clearly `friendship'; at the same time in EE (1234a24) jiliÂ a is ¯atly
denied to be an a� rethÂ , while in MM (1193a37±8) it is doubted. (2)
Friendship, which di¨ers from (1) through the addition of steÂ rgein
(EN 1126b22±3): it is therefore a paÂ qov (ibid.; 1105b22). Whether or
not jiliÂ a in this sense is an a� rethÂ is left open in EN (1155a3±4 e� sti
gaÁ r a� rethÂ tiv h� met' a� rethÄ v).

338 EN 1159b25±6: e� oike deÂ . . . periÁ tau� taÁ kaiÁ e� n toiÄ v au� toiÄ v ei� nai h� te
jiliÂ a kaiÁ toÁ diÂ kaion; cf. EE 1241b11±12; MM 1211a7±8.

339 EN 1160a7±8.
340 EE 1241b15; MM 1211a8±9; cf. EN 1161a10±11.
341 Often translated as if e� cqran were an adjective, e.g. `la discorde, son

ennemi', Gauthier±Jolif.
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At the same time, it must be borne in mind that Aris-
totle is here speaking not about the prwÂ th jiliÂ a, the one
which is based on the good, but about friendship based on
mutual interest.342 Signi®cantly, the notion of koinwniÂ a is
very prominent in his discussion of friendship related to
justice; this word is used by him to denote any group based
on the achievement of a koinoÁ n sumjeÂ ron. In analysing
the relation of friendship and justice Aristotle comes close
to the utilitarian conception of friendship as found, for
example, in Xenophon.343 This analysis is therefore tradi-
tional; it has even been called `archaic'.344 Consequently
we must not expect it to shed special light on the Clitophon,
nor is there any reason to assume in¯uence of this dialogue
on Aristotle.

Some points in Clitophon's refutation of the de®nition
can be connected with elements of Aristotle's ethical
theories, for instance, the exclusion of the friendship of
children and animals (cf. Comm. on 409d7±8; d9±e1) and
the relation of o� moÂ noia and o� modoxiÂ a (cf. Comm. on 409e5
o� modoxiÂ an . . . h� e� pisthÂ mhn). I fail to see how these slight
resemblances warrant Ge¨cken's conclusion that the au-
thor of the Clitophon was `Aristotelisch denkend' (434±5).345
He appears to have overlooked the fact that Aristotle uses
o� modoxiÂ a in a di¨erent sense from the Clitophon; even so, if
Clitophon's adversary rejects the identity of o� moÂ noia and
o� modoxiÂ a, as does Aristotle, the rejection cannot possibly
be used for determining the philosophical outlook of the
author of the Clitophon.

342 Cf. EN 1160a10; 1162b21±3; EE 1242a6±7; 11±12.
343 Mem. 2.2±10; cf. Gauthier±Jolif ii 2, 657. Cf. n. 334.
344 Gauthier±Jolif, loc. cit.; 696.
345 His suspicion that the de®nition of the result of justice as friendship

in cities originated from Aristotle ± he quotes (435 n. 1) Pol. 1262b7±
8 (where justice is not named) and could have quoted with more
point EN 1155a22±6 ± is the more unfounded as Aristotle's thoughts
on this point are wholly traditional.
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Given the traditional character of the association of jus-
tice and political friendship (it is also found in the myth of
the Protagoras, where ai� dwÂ v and diÂ kh are called poÂ lewn

koÂ smoi te kaiÁ desmoiÁ jiliÂ av sunagwgoiÂ , 322c3; in fact it
could very well be sophistic in origin346), there is no cogent
reason to assume that this de®nition was taken over from
Republic 1. At most, it could be argued that cumulative evi-
dence makes it plausible (if Plato wrote the Clitophon there
is no problem). I have already argued that the refutation
was separately borrowed from a work lost to us.

ii.5.3 To bene®t friends and harm enemies

There can be no reasonable doubt that Plato was the ®rst
Greek writer to attack the traditional Greek idea that it is
right and just to bene®t one's friends and harm one's ene-
mies.347 Even in the fourth century this maxim is a solidly
embedded rule of conduct: one of the defendants in the
Corpus Lysiacum (9.20) states as his opinion that it is `pre-
scribed' (tetaÂ cqai ), much as a speaker in an unknown
Euripidean drama had called it a noÂ mov.348

346 It is ascribed with no questions asked to Protagoras by Guthrie,
HGPh, iii 149; 175. Cf. Anon. Iambl. 3.6 touÄ to gaÁ r [sc. o� noÂ mov and
toÁ diÂ kaion] taÂ v te poÂ leiv kaiÁ touÁ v a� nqrwÂ pouv toÁ sunoikiÂ zon kaiÁ
toÁ suneÂ con; E. Supp. 312±13.

347 Whether he or Socrates was the ®rst thinker to do so will not be dis-
cussed here ± the claim that Antiphon preceded Plato has been dis-
posed of by Guthrie, HGPh, iii 112±13. See n. 331 to the previous
section. Cf. Vlastos, Socrates, 179±99 and 297±300. ± Professor Sedley
draws my attention to a number of anecdotes in which Socrates
amends the maxim (Plu. 218a, SSR i c 488, but the ascription to
Socrates is probably an interpolation; Them. Or. 7, 95ab, SSR i c
489; Or. 34, ii 230.10±231.6 Downey±Norman, SSR i c 490). There is
of course no telling how old they are; they may well have been in-
spired by Plato.

348 Fr. 1091 N2. For an analysis of the position of this rule within
the wider ®eld of popular morality see M. Whitlock Blundell, Help-
ing Friends and Harming Enemies: A Study in Sophocles and Greek Ethics
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At least two Socratics felt no compunction in adopting
this rule of life:349 the anonymous author of the dialogue
of which PeriÁ dikaiÂ ou is an extract,350 and Xenophon,
who states this rule of life quite often,351 although he also
says of Socrates diÂ kaiov deÁ w� ste blaÂ ptein meÁ n mhdeÁ mikroÁ n
mhdeÂ na, w� jeleiÄ n deÁ taÁ meÂ gista touÁ v crwmeÂ nouv au� twÄ i

(Mem. 4.8.11). Dover352 cannot be right in connecting this
with the notion that `on occasion to ignore a wrong, and to
be seen to ignore it, puts one at a great advantage over an
adversary'. The sentence must be read in its context, the
®nal eulogy of Socrates which closes the Memorabilia: Soc-
rates was so pious that he never did anything without the
gods' consent, so just that he did no one any harm (not
even a small one!), so e� gkrathÂ v that he never preferred
the agreeable to the good, so jroÂ nimov that he never made
any mistake in judging between good and evil. In order to
make Socrates as saintly as possible, Xenophon momen-
tarily adopts a moral standard which is not his own (in fact
Platonic in¯uence seems unmistakable here); the unfortu-

(Cambridge 1989), 26±59. Cf. K. J. Dover, Greek Popular Morality in
the Time of Plato and Aristotle (Oxford 1974), 180±4, and for a reper-
tory of places from older Greek literature, F. Dirlmeier, FiÂ lov und
jiliÂ a im vorhellenistischen Griechentum (Munich 1931), 28; add Archil. fr.
23.14 W.; Sapph. fr. 5.6±7 V. Of course the Greeks recognised as
well as we do that in many cases clemency even towards enemies is
the best policy (Dover, op. cit., 184); this is re¯ected in a saying, as-
cribed to Pittacus (D. L. 1.75), suggnwÂ mh metanoiÂ av kreiÂ sswn, of
which an alternative version, suggnwÂ mh timwriÂ av kreiÂ sswn (ibid.)
seems to me to re¯ect a much later attitude.

349 From texts like Top. 113a2±5 and Rhet. 1367a20±2 (cf. 1363a20±1) it
cannot be deduced that Aristotle subscribed to it as well.

350 374c4±d3; cf. C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 167±8. Since MuÈ ller has
shown that X. Mem. 4.2.12±9 is derived from this dialogue, not from
Aeschines' Alcibiades (134±9), the statement in 4.2.16 can no longer
be attributed to Aeschines.

351 Mem. 2.1.28 (`Prodicus'); 3.14; 6.35; An. 1.3.6; 9.11; Cyr. 1.4.25; 6.31;
Hiero 2.2.

352 Op. cit. (n. 348), 184.
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nate addition of mhdeÁ mikroÂ n shows that this line of
thought is unfamiliar to him.
A passage from Isocrates probably is a direct attack

on Plato's rejection of the rule; it is usually considered to
re¯ect the Gorgias: 12.117±18: duoiÄ n gaÁ r pragmaÂ toin pro-

teinomeÂ noin mhÁ spoudaiÂ oin, kreiÂ ttw thÁ n ai� resin ei� nai touÄ
deinaÁ poieiÄ n e� teÂ rouv h� paÂ scein au� touÁ v kaiÁ touÄ mhÁ dikaiÂ wv

twÄ n a� llwn a� rcein maÄ llon h� jeuÂ gontev thÁ n ai� tiÂ an tauÂ thn

a� diÂ kwv LakedaimoniÂ oiv douleuÂ ein. a� per a� pantev meÁ n a� n

oi� nouÄ n e� contev e� lointo kaiÁ boulhqeiÄ en, o� liÂ goi d' a� n tinev

twÄ n prospoioumeÂ nwn ei� nai sojwÄ n e� rwthqeÂ ntev ou� k a� n

jhÂ saien.353
There are two passages in Plato in which this traditional

rule of conduct is explicitly rejected.354 In the introduction
to the prosopopoiia of the laws in the Crito, Socrates states
with great emphasis that to do injustice is always evil and
that therefore to retaliate against injustice is evil too
(49c10±11 ou� te a� ra a� ntadikeiÄ n deiÄ ou� te kakwÄ v poieiÄ n

ou� deÂ na a� nqrwÂ pwn, ou� d' a� n o� tiouÄ n paÂ schi u� p' au� twÄ n). It
is repeatedly stressed that this has always been Socrates'
opinion (49e1±2 e� moiÁ meÁ n gaÁ r kaiÁ paÂ lai ou� tw kaiÁ nuÄ n e� ti

dokeiÄ ; cf. a6±7) and that the contrary opinion is the one
usually held (d2 oi� da gaÁ r o� ti o� liÂ goiv tisiÁ tauÄ ta kaiÁ

dokeiÄ kaiÁ doÂ xei;355 cf. b2; b9±10). The gap between Soc-
rates and normal Greek opinion is unbridgeable (d3±5 oi� v

ou� n ou� tw deÂ doktai kaiÁ oi� v mhÂ , touÂ toiv ou� k e� sti koinhÁ

boulhÂ , a� ll' a� naÂ gkh touÂ touv a� llhÂ lwn katajroneiÄ n

o� rwÄ ntav a� llhÂ lwn taÁ bouleuÂ mata).

353 Cf. C. Eucken, `Leitende Gedanken im isokrateischen Panathenai-
kos', MH 39 (1982) 43±70, esp. 51±2.

354 In a number of passages the rejection is implicit, e.g. Grg. 508d6±e6.
The opposition a� dikeiÄ n : a� dikeiÄ sqai is of course a major theme of
the Gorgias, but it is too far removed from Clitophon's formulation
to be regarded as its source.

355 The future may be interpreted as an indication that Plato, writing
after Socrates' death, feels that he stands alone in his conviction.
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Though formally this passage has the normal dialectical
structure of question and answer, it is in fact a long and
emotional statement of opinion. The premise on which
this opinion is based appears unobtrusively at the end of
the opening sentence of the passage: toÂ ge a� dikeiÄ n twÄ i

a� dikouÄ nti kaiÁ kakoÁ n kaiÁ ai� scroÁ n tugcaÂ nei o� n pantiÁ

troÂ pwi (49b4±5).
On the other hand, there is rather too much argument,

for the taste of many Platonists, in the discussion of Soc-
rates and Polemarchus in Republic 1. Starting from a dic-
tum of Simonides that `giving everyone his due' is just (or
the just, 331e3±4), Polemarchus is induced to `interpret'
this as a de®nition of justice; toÁ touÁ v jiÂ louv a� ra eu� poieiÄ n

kaiÁ touÁ v e� cqrouÁ v kakwÄ v dikaiosuÂ nhn leÂ gei; ± dokeiÄ moi

(332d7±9). The de®nition is refuted twice; we need not go
into the ®rst refutation, which leads up to the absurdity
that the just man is a thief (334a10), because Polemarchus
refuses to accept it, while at the same time clinging to his
de®nition (touÄ to meÂ ntoi e� moige dokeiÄ e� ti, w� jeleiÄ n meÁ n touÁ v

jiÂ louv h� dikaiosuÂ nh, blaÂ ptein deÁ touÁ v e� cqrouÂ v, 334b8±
9). After a slight modi®cation (335a9±10 toÁ n meÁ n jiÂ lon

a� gaqoÁ n o� nta eu� poieiÄ n, toÁ n d' e� cqroÁ n kakoÁ n o� nta blaÂ -

ptein) the second refutation sets in: (1) harming a horse or
a dog means making them worse in their particular a� rethÂ ,
likewise (since justice is a (or the) human a� rethÂ ) harming a
man means making him more unjust (335b6±c8); (2) musi-
cians or skilled horsemen cannot make men unmusical or
bad riders by music or the art of riding, likewise the just
cannot make men unjust by justice (c9±d2); (3) it is not the
function (e� rgon) of heat to chill or of dryness to moisten
but of their opposites, likewise it is not the function of the
good man to harm but of his opposite, and since the just
man is good, it is not his function to harm anyone but that
of the unjust man (d3±13).

I shall not go into the questionable analogies and the
ambiguous use of blaÂ ptein (1. `to treat badly', cf. kakwÄ v

196

INTRODUCTION II.5.3



poieiÄ n; 2. `to make worse', cf. Comm. on 407a1 w� jeleiÄ n).356
I am convinced that there is a fallacy and that it was in-
tended; the two meanings are very e¨ectively employed in
the Apolog y (30c8±d6), and besides the ambiguity points a
moral which is relevant for the Republic as a whole: true
evil for man is to be damaged in his soul (cf. section ii.3.5
on this function of fallacies).357 For our purpose it is more
relevant to note that for artistic reasons the whole episode
is presented as a discussion with a negative result (336a9±10
ei� en h� n d' e� gwÂ ´ e� peidhÁ deÁ ou� deÁ touÄ to e� jaÂ nh h� dikaiosuÂ nh

o� n ou� deÁ toÁ diÂ kaion, tiÂ a� n a� llo tiv au� toÁ jaiÂ h ei� nai; This
question is not answered because Thrasymachus breaks
in), not as a positive statement as in the Crito, although a
positive result might have been reached easily: if it is the
function of the unjust man to harm, then it could be
argued that the just man's actions are always bene®cial.
That much is suggested by the addition of the super¯uous
third stage of the argument (335d3±13), and it is found
stated explicitly in the Clitophon: 410b1±3 u� steron deÁ e� jaÂ nh

blaÂ ptein ge ou� deÂ pote o� diÂ kaiov ou� deÂ na´ paÂ nta gaÁ r e� p'

w� jeliÂ ai paÂ ntav draÄ n (see section ii.4.2).
On the following grounds I consider it proven that the

third de®nition of justice in the Clitophon and its rejection
were derived from Republic 1:

(a) It is unlikely, as far as our knowledge goes, that the
de®nition was rejected by any other Socratic but Plato;

356 The equivocation is less obvious because in the case of horses and
dogs the ®rst meaning goes hand in hand with the second (so the
application to humans may seem a correct induction) and also
because of the dubious identi®cation of justice and human a� rethÂ .
Cf. H. Telle, Formen der BeweisfuÈhrung in den platonischen FruÈhdialogen
(Bonn 1975), 62±8, esp. 65±6.

357 I disagree with Tucker's explanation (note on R. 335c) that men
grow worse when they are hurt or made miserable, for which Simon.
542.14±16 PMG is quoted: Plato would have emphatically denied
that this is necessarily true.
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some phrases in the Crito seem to indicate this. If de-
rived from Plato's works, it must come either from Re-
public 1 or Crito.

(b) The rejection is presented in the Clitophon as the nega-
tive outcome of the discussion of a de®nition; this tal-
lies with the situation of Republic 1 but not with the
Crito passage.

(c) The reason given for the rejection in the Clitophon (the
just man always acts to the bene®t of everyone) is im-
plied (and its negative counterpart stated) in Republic 1,
whereas in the Crito a di¨erent ground is given (unjust
action is evil for the man who commits the action).

(d) The Crito does not speak of bene®ting friends or harm-
ing enemies, but of acting unjustly or wrongly per se
(a� dikeiÄ n, a� ntadikeiÄ n, kakourgeiÄ n, a� ntikakourgeiÄ n,
kakwÄ v poieiÄ n a� nqrwÂ pouv), whereas the opposition is
found both in the Clitophon and in Republic 1. The
verbs blaÂ ptein and w� jeleiÄ n are absent from the Crito
passage.

Even though the author of the Clitophon (for reasons
which have been discussed in section i.5.3) omits to report
the argument following the de®nition, but for the bare es-
sential statement paÂ nta gaÁ r e� p' w� jeliÂ ai paÂ ntav draÄ n

(410b2±3), this statement su½ces to establish that in the
case of the third de®nition the refutation comes from the
same source as the de®nition itself. It is frivolous to discuss
the possibility of Republic 1 depending here on the Clito-
phon, or of either on a common source.

ii.5.4 Politics, judication, justice

About the words h� n dhÁ suÁ politikhÁ n w� SwÂ kratev e� pono-

maÂ zeiv pollaÂ kiv, thÁ n au� thÁ n dhÁ tauÂ thn dikastikhÂ n te kaiÁ

dikaiosuÂ nhn w� v e� stin leÂ gwn (408b4±5) much unnecessary
confusion has been created. That Pavlu declared that this
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identi®cation was not to be found in the authentic works
of Plato (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 13) is not surprising, con-
sidering his super®cial knowledge of Plato, which makes
him elsewhere condemn as `laÈppische Beispiele' (11 n. 2)
the sequence eyes ± ears ± whole body which is actually
taken over from Plato (cf. section ii.2.2.3). That this iden-
ti®cation of judication and justice was denied by Plato in
Gorgias 464, as BruÈnnecke says (459 n. 29) and SouilheÂ re-
peats (186 n. 1),358 is due to misunderstanding and lack of
interpretative precision. Nor can I believe that this identi-
®cation has anything to do with the right of the stronger
(BruÈnnecke and SouilheÂ, loc. cit.).

What is actually said in the Gorgias is that politikhÂ is
about the eu� exiÂ a of the soul (464a1±b4). Socrates proceeds
to distinguish two parts of the care of the body, gumna-
stikhÂ and i� atrikhÂ (b4±7) and then he says thÄ v deÁ poli-

tikhÄ v a� ntiÁ meÁ n thÄ v gumnastikhÄ v thÁ n nomoqetikhÂ n, a� ntiÂ -

strojon deÁ thÄ i i� atrikhÄ i thÁ n dikaiosuÂ nhn (b7±8). Surely,
this must mean that dikaiosuÂ nh at 464b8 is the corrective
part of the politician's art, i.e. judication, in the same way
as i� atrikhÂ is the corrective part of the science of bodily
welfare,359 as appears quite clearly, if not from this passage
alone, from 520b3 o� swiper nomoqetikhÁ dikastikhÄ v (sc.
kaÂ llioÂ n e� stin) kaiÁ gumnastikhÁ i� atrikhÄ v.

In the Clitophon, politikhÂ is said to be identical to
dikastikhÂ and dikaiosuÂ nh; in the Gorgias, there are two
moÂ ria of politikhÂ , one of them is called dikaiosuÂ nh and
dikastikhÂ . It is out of the question that the Clitophon

358 He seems to have been misled by Grg. 520b2±3, not mentioned by
BruÈnnecke.

359 Besides, one branch of the direct tradition and a number of wit-
nesses of the indirect tradition (see Dodds' apparatus) read dika-
stikhÂ (n) instead of dikaiosuÂ nh(n) at 464b8; c2; 465c3. If this is not
the correct reading, it is in any case the correct interpretation
(Dodds on 464b8 could have strengthened his case for dikaiosuÂ nh
as the original reading by pointing at 478a5±b1, where both diÂ kh
and dikaiosuÂ nh are used for dikastikhÂ ).
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exhibits traces of an un-Platonic doctrine in this respect.
We can go a little further than that. In his later dialogues
Plato does indeed separate dikastikhÂ from politikhÂ ;
judication is an ancillary (u� phreÂ tiv) of the basilikhÁ teÂ cnh

in the Politicus (305b1±c8); the separation is foreshadowed
by Gorgias 520b3 quoted above.360 It would seem, therefore,
that the author of the Clitophon took his identi®cation of
politics and judication over from the Gorgias, and brought
it in as a reference to the educative role of the politician in
that dialogue.
The whole of this interpretation must now be set against

a totally di¨erent construction put upon the Clitophon pas-
sage ever since C. F. Hermann:361 it is explained as a bor-
rowing from the pseudo-Platonic Erastai.
In an attempt at a de®nition of philosophy, Socrates

there proves (1) that justice is the same thing as swjro-

suÂ nh: the art of punishment is identical to the art of im-
proving others (137c6); this art is also the one which dis-
tinguishes between good and evil subjects (137c9±11).
Applied to human beings, the art of punishment is dika-

stikhÂ (137d12), identical to dikaiosuÂ nh (137d14; no reason
is given); the art of discerning between good and bad men
implies knowing if one is oneself good or bad, or simply
knowing oneself, which is swjrosuÂ nh (138a1±8). (2) This
dikaiosuÂ nh/swjrosuÂ nh is next identi®ed with politikhÂ

(cities are well governed if there is right punishment;
138b7±10), basilikhÂ and turannikhÂ (138b15±7). (3) A phi-
losopher should be the best man in all separate arts which
constitute this complex, therefore philosophy is identical

360 Cf. X. Mem. 2.6.38, where a clear distinction, along the lines of Plt.,
is made between judges and politicians. That Xenophon knew the
Plt. was argued by H. Maier, Sokrates, 59±61; cf. contra HGPh, iii 440
n. 1 (but di¨erences between Xenophon's and Plato's conceptions of
dialectic do not disprove dependence).

361 Geschichte und System der platonischen Philosophie (Heidelberg 1838), i 426
n. 231.
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to the complex of arts established in (2) (138d1±139a5; the
argument is rather confused in detail).
Pavlu is obviously right when he says (`Pseudopl. Kleito-

phon', 13) that the Clitophon cannot possibly be the source
of the Erastai, whose author found the inspiration of his
identi®cation of politikhÂ , basilikhÂ , despotikhÂ and
oi� konomikhÂ in the Politicus (258e8±11);362 the identi®cation
of dikastikhÂ and dikaiosuÂ nh probably derived from the
above-quoted passages from the Gorgias, and perhaps also
from 476d8±478b1.363 It follows that either the Clitophon
depends on the Erastai or they borrowed the identi®cation
of dikastikhÂ and dikaiosuÂ nh from the Gorgias.
Now, the Erastai is certainly a sort of protreptic dialogue

which defends philosophy against the claims of the liberal
arts (though it is perhaps better to say that it tries to de®ne
the exact place of philosophy with regard to the liberal
arts), and the author of the Clitophon may have decided
to use this particular representative of the genre to end
Socrates' protreptic. This would probably imply that my
interpretation of h� twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn kubernhtikhÂ as the
educative role of the politician (found in Gorgias, Euthyde-
mus, Politicus; cf. section ii.2.3.3) has to be given up: to be
sure, mention is made of beltiÂ stouv poieiÄ n in the Erastai
(137c1±d1) but this seems to have no connection with either
dikaiosuÂ nh/dikastikhÂ or politikhÂ ; it serves only as a
link between right punishment and the ability to distin-
guish between the good and the bad (the argument hinges
on 137c9±11 poÂ teron h� per beltiÂ stouv te poieiÄ kaiÁ kolaÂ -

zei o� rqwÄ v, au� thÁ 364 kaiÁ gignwÂ skei touÁ v crhstouÁ v kaiÁ touÁ v
mocqhrouÂ v, h� e� teÂ ra tiv;).

362 Guil. Werner, De Anterastis dialogo Pseudoplatonico (Darmstadt 1912),
51.

363 Werner, op. cit., 58; SouilheÂ, 122 n. 3; 123 n. 2.
364 I prefer au� thÂ (Schanz; au� th TW) to h� au� thÁ deÁ (B), au� thÁ deÁ (D),

because (a) apodotic deÂ after a relative clause is rare; (b) when it does
occur, it always follows a demonstrative (GP 2 178).
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Though this consideration does not constitute a real ob-
jection, perhaps the following observations do. In the ®rst
place, politikhÂ is not directly connected with dikastikhÂ

in Erastai as it is in Gorgias and Clitophon; it is just identi®ed
with the moral cluster dikaiosuÂ nh/swjrosuÂ nh (once di-

kastikhÂ has been identi®ed with dikaiosuÂ nh at 137c14 it
does not turn up again, not even in the long series of iden-
tical teÂ cnai, 138c9±10). Consequently, politikhÂ , inasmuch
as it is identical to dikaiosuÂ nh, is the art of right punish-
ment in Erastai, cf. esp. kaiÁ ai� poÂ leiv eu� oi� kouÄ ntai o� tan oi�

a� dikouÄ ntev diÂ khn didwÄ sin ± . . . ± kaiÁ politikhÁ a� ra au� thÂ

e� stin (138b7±10). It is a far cry from this to politikhÂ as h�

twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn kubernhtikhÂ .
Another consideration may be the question why the au-

thor of the Clitophon selected precisely the triad politikhÂ ,
dikastikhÂ and dikaiosuÂ nh from Erastai. One can under-
stand why swjrosuÂ nh was not named (the whole of the
Clitophon is concerned with dikaiosuÂ nh; a second cardinal
virtue would have diverted the attention from it). The
omission of basilikhÂ and turannikhÂ may perhaps also be
accounted for, but one wonders why oi� konomikhÂ and de-

spotikhÂ were left out, when either of them, in combination
with politikhÂ , would at the end of the whole speech have
harmonised quite nicely with the end of the part in oratio
recta paÂ nt' a� ndra i� diÂ ai q' a� ma kaiÁ dhmosiÂ ai sumpaÂ sav

taÁ v poÂ leiv (407e1±2). On the other hand, the hypothesis
that our author selected politikhÂ , dikastikhÂ and dikaio-

suÂ nh from the Gorgias makes much more sense. Here, po-
litikhÂ , the qerapeiÂ a thÄ v yuchÄ v (cf. 464b5±6) is said to
have two parts, one of them dikaiosuÂ nh/dikastikhÂ , the
other nomoqetikhÂ . Obviously, the latter would not do in
the context of the Clitophon; all the others were retained
and made good sense.

A third, and to my mind decisive, point is the fact that
the author of the Clitophon further on goes out of his way
to propose the distinction between e� rgon and diÂ dagma
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(which complicates his use of the teÂ cnh analogy). The only
purpose of this distinction is that it establishes the point
that the just politician makes his fellow-citizens more just
(409b6±7 thÄ v dhÁ dikaiosuÂ nhv w� sauÂ twv toÁ meÁ n dikaiÂ ouv

e� stw poieiÄ n). This procedure is understandable if we sup-
pose that the doctrine of the politician±physician of the
Gorgias and other dialogues was retained by our author as
a piece of `constructive' philosophy (cf. further section
ii.4.2). This doctrine is absent from the Erastai.
Apart from the parallel under discussion, the two dia-

logues have hardly anything in common.365 There is, be-
sides, little to connect the Erastai with the protreptic cor-
pus: the gnwÄ qi sautoÂ n motif is the only major similarity,
but precisely that has evidently been taken over from the
Charmides;366 the opposition jilogumnastiÂ a : jilosojiÂ a

(133e3±5) is only indirectly transposed into the opposition
body : soul (134d4) ± no rejection of care for the body here!
This parallel between Clitophon and Erastai is evidently

of great importance for the origin of the Clitophon. The
date of the Erastai is highly uncertain;367 the work is almost
unanimously rejected (cf. SouilheÂ, 107±10). If the Clitophon
depends on the Erastai, it is impossible to maintain the for-
mer's authenticity, and it could hardly be dated before c.
330.368 As I can make more sense of the Clitophon if I do
not take the Erastai into account (especially because of

365 Clit. 408a1±4 ± Amat. 137e4±138a3; Clit. 407c1 ± Amat. 132d1±2; these
are hardly parallels.

366 Werner, op. cit. (n. 362), 22±3.
367 Werner detects in¯uence of Alc. 1 (27) and Phdr. (24), apart from the

parallels from Plt. and Chrm. discussed. He interprets Amat. as an
Academic attack against Peripatetic polumaqiÂ a, which ± as is usually
the case with Platonic Dubia and Spuria ± is a mere guess.

368 If Werner is right (cf. previous note) in deriving Amat. from the Alc.
1, which latter is usually dated (by those who do not accept it as
Platonic) around 340 ± section ii.7.1 n. 395 (and by some of those
who do accept it as authentic, in Plato's last period), then Amat.
itself can hardly be prior to 330.
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the third argument adduced above), I shall disregard the
parallel.

ii.5.5 Conclusions

One of the three de®nitions in the Clitophon can be proved
to derive from Republic 1; another is most likely to derive
from it; the third has at least a good parallel in a passage
from the same book. Obviously there is a close relationship
between these two works. When we take into account the
choice of the character Clitophon and of Thrasymachus as
his teacher, we can hardly evade the conclusion that the
readers of the Clitophon were meant to grasp the author's
intention in the light of the Republic.
Before we can proceed to reconstruct it ourselves, a

question must be raised to which the contemporary reader
knew the answer whereas we do not: was Republic 1 ever
published as a separate dialogue?369 If it was, the Clitophon
contains a clear message: when Socratic literature tries to
go beyond mere protreptic, it achieves nothing, witness
the `Thrasymachus' (or whatever name may be given to
Republic 1 as an isolated dialogue). This hypothesis, which
automatically dates the Clitophon between the publication
of Republic 1 and that of Republic 2±10, was ®rst put forward
by H. Oldenberg370 and adopted among others by Kunert
(Necessitudo, 11; 18±22), Grube (`The Cleitophon of Plato',

369 I leave out of account the possibility ± which is far from improbable
± that Republic 1 was written separately by Plato, but not published
until he decided to incorporate it (whether or not with adaptations)
into the whole of the Republic; cf. (e.g.) Wilamowitz, Platon, ii 184. A
polemical text like the Clitophon could not possibly deal with an
unpublished sketch.

370 De sacris fratrum Arvalium quaestiones (Berlin 1875), 53: `Platonem
primum de republica librum separatim edidisse censeo, quo edito
priusquam ceteri libri emissi sunt, scriptus est Clitopho dialogus
pseudoplatonicus.'
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305), FriedlaÈnder,371 Julia Annas372 and, with some reser-
vations, Gaiser (Protreptik, 147 n. 162).373
It is not necessary for us to decide whether the assump-

tion of a separately published `Thrasymachus' is tenable
or not;374 we may con®ne ourselves to working out the
consequences which this assumption has for the interpre-
tation of the Clitophon. Before we start doing so, one point
must be stressed.
No matter how one thinks about the degree of identity

of the hypothetical `Thrasymachus' and Republic 1 as we
have it (for example, the introductory conversation be-
tween Socrates and Cephalus makes little sense in a sepa-
rate dialogue, but serves admirably as a pre®guration of
the just man as described in the later books), two out of
three de®nitions which the Clitophon would, on this hy-
pothesis, have borrowed from the `Thrasymachus' are de-
rived from contexts where there is a rather clear reference
to views expounded in the later books of the Republic: the
parallelism of justice and injustice in the state and in the
soul is stressed in the passage from which the second de®-
nition in the Clitophon derives (section ii.5.2)375 and the ar-
gument that no just man harms anyone is constructed in
such a way that for the bon entendeur the true meaning of `to
harm' (which plays such a prominent part in the proof of
the immortality of the soul in Book 10) could not be missed
(section ii.5.3). Therefore, even if a `Thrasymachus' was

371 Platon, ii 45±6; 287.
372 An Introduction to Plato's Republic (Oxford 1981), 17.
373 The message is slightly di¨erent if Republic 1 is itself considered to be

a `protreptic' dialogue, so Grube (`The Cleitophon of Plato', 305) and
Gaiser (Protreptik, 126±8; 143). Cf. section ii.2.4 n. 231.

374 Cf. C. H. Kahn, `Proleptic composition in the Republic, or why book
1 was never a separate dialogue', CQ 43 (1993) 131±42; J. R. S.
Wilson, `Thrasymachus and the thumos: a further case of prolepsis in
Republic i ', CQ 45 (1995) 58±67. The debate continues.

375 Cf. Kahn as quoted in the previous note, pp. 138±9.
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really published separately, and if the Clitophon was dealing
with it, it was at any rate a dialogue in which a good deal
of what Plato later said about justice in the Republic could
already be read between the lines ( justice is a harmonic
state of the soul; to commit injustice is to disrupt this
harmony).
Now there are two possibilities: either Plato himself

wrote the Clitophon between the publication of the `Thra-
symachus' and Republic or someone else did. If it was Plato
himself, one may well ask why he chose a dialogue of his
own, and one which contained pretty much of his theory
of justice, in order to make the point that Socratic litera-
ture does not teach anything about justice. (Of course, this
question remains open if Plato wrote the Clitophon after the
whole of Republic; it will be treated below.) Certainly, one
cannot maintain that Plato `felt the need for criticism of
his work in general and [Republic 1] in particular' (Grube,
`The Cleitophon of Plato', 306; similarly Gaiser, Protreptik,
146±7), because, as we saw (section ii.2), the ®rst part of
the Clitophon does not criticise Plato's work at all.
If, on the other hand, the Clitophon was written by some-

one other than Plato, prior to the publication of the whole
of the Republic, the author, in picking all his de®nitions
from the putative `Thrasymachus', would show himself as
critical of this dialogue as he is of explicit protreptic. How
then, do we reconcile this attitude with his evaluation of
Plato's implicit protreptic, which he adopts (section ii.4)
and with his implicit subscription to some Platonic tenets,
one of which is found in the `Thrasymachus' itself (section
ii.4.2)?
It is clear that dating the Clitophon between Republic 1

and the whole of the Republic brings nothing but confusion;
we had better abandon the possibility, which would re-
main extremely speculative in any case. Of course the hy-
pothesis of a separately published `Thrasymachus' is itself
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not a¨ected by the consequences (or rather absence of
them) which it has for the Clitophon.
Before we start interpreting the relationship of Clitophon

and Republic, one further point must be borne in mind. We
are accustomed to think of Book 1 of the Republic as a self-
contained entity, not just because of indications in the text
of the Republic (e.g. 357a1±2 e� gwÁ meÁ n ou� n tauÄ ta ei� pwÁ n

w� imhn loÂ gou a� phllaÂ cqai´ toÁ d' h� n a� ra w� v e� oike prooiÂ -

mion) but ®rst and foremost because in our copies of the
Republic it is printed as such. However, it is not until the
®rst century ce that we hear of a division into ten books;376
another one into six books was perhaps used by Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium.377 At any rate, it is certain that Plato
himself did not divide the Republic into books.378 Conse-
quently, if a text makes extensive use of (part of ) the Re-
public and of characters found there, the contemporaneous
reader is invited to interpret this text in the light of the
Republic as a whole, not of a particular book of the Republic,
because there were none.
Once this is realised, it is out of the question that the

second half of the Clitophon is meant as an attack on the
Republic, unless one resorts with Wilamowitz to the slightly

376 Thrasyllus apud D. L. 3.57.
377 Alline, Histoire, 15±17.
378 Obviously, the whole of the Republic is too long to be contained in

one roll, and an anecdote told by Gellius perhaps suggests that the
Republic was published in instalments (14.3.3 ± this cannot apply to a
separate `Thrasymachus'). But there is no indication whatsoever
that for any author of the classical period the physical end of a roll
had to coincide with a major transition in the text. ± Cicero's state-
ment quoniam in singulis libris utor prohoemiis ut Aristoteles in iis quos
e� xwterikouÁ v uocat (Att. 4.16.2) probably means no more than that
Aristotle introduced some of his exoteric works with dedicatory
prooemia (we know this for a fact in the case of Protr., cf. a 1 DuÈ ring);
it does not necessarily mean that Aristotle divided his exoteric works
into books, each with a separate prooemium (so wrongly Th. Birt,
Das antike Buchwesen (Berlin 1882), 472).
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absurd view that `der Verfasser hat sich die MuÈhe nicht
gemacht, den Staat durchzulesen' (Platon, i 386 n. 1) ± we
must apparently suppose that he wrote for a public as lazy
as himself.379 As I have stressed repeatedly, our author un-
derstands quite well what Plato's dialogues are all about;
he also knows Plato's conception of justice (section ii.4.1)
and how could he have acquired that knowledge unless it
was (and this is the minimum requirement) by reading the
Republic, and the Gorgias besides? If indeed the author
wished to communicate the thought that Socratic exhorta-
tion to justice does not lead to knowledge of justice, the
clumsiest thing which he could possibly have done is what
he actually does: to direct his readers' attention to the one
Socratic dialogue in which there is a very extensive and
positive answer to the question what justice is and what its
e¨ects are.

What, then, did he wish to communicate? The best an-
swer I can think of is that by choosing his de®nitions from
the Republic, in which dialogue a well-reasoned de®nition
of justice is eventually given, our author tried to indicate
that his criticism is not aimed at Plato. This might seem a
paradox: the de®nitions which Clitophon turns down are
borrowed from the same dialogue which (as I think) for
our author constitutes a positive contribution to the ques-
tion what justice is. Yet the examination of the contexts of
these de®nitions in Republic 1 has shown that they are not
presented as serious answers there. In other words, pre-
cisely because the argument in the ®rst episode of the Re-
public is presented as provisional, our author could borrow
the de®nitions, since his public was bound to know that

379 A similar objection applies to Rutherford's far more sophisticated
interpretation of Clitophon as someone who `wants a solution, an
answer, ``Truth'' on a plate' (Art of Plato, 100; cf. Blits, `Socratic
teaching', 332 `an answer he can memorize'). If there is any dia-
logue that shows that for Plato there is no such thing as truth on a
plate, it is the Republic.
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eventually Plato could and did give an answer to Clito-
phon's question.

It would have been easy for the author to prove the in-
adequacy of explicit protreptic by picking out various def-
initions of justice together with their refutations from all
sorts of Socratic literature. Instead, he chose to concen-
trate on one work (a procedure which entailed the di½cult
task of looking for suitable refutations elsewhere), in order
to make clear again that he was in no respect critical of
Plato.

In the past, many scholars have tried to match the vari-
ous pupils in Clitophon's report with di¨erent Socratics. I
do not believe this to be a fruitful approach. Yet on one
point it is unmistakably correct: the ®gure of Socrates in
the dialogue is meant to symbolise Plato, both in the pre-
lude (section i.5.2) and in the third de®nition (section
ii.4.2). For the author of the Clitophon, Platonism was the
only acceptable form of Socratic philosophy and the Pla-
tonic dialogue the only truly Socratic dialogue.

ii.6 The meaning of the Clitophon

Socrates' companions have listened to his protreptic
speeches, as Clitophon has, but although Clitophon says
that these speeches `wake us up, as it were, from our sleep'
(408c3±4), the pupils show no sign of having been aroused.
The speech reported by Clitophon has been an exhorta-
tion to justice, and Clitophon goes out of his way to un-
derline this (408e2); yet when Clitophon asks them to
name the `art of the soul's perfection', it takes the most in-
telligent of them (409a4) to answer the question. Subse-
quent interrogation proves that their ideas about the result
of justice are little more than vague slogans.

Now, the reader of Socrates' speech will have had no
trouble in recognising it as a farrago of patterns and motifs
from protreptic literature; he is meant to take the dumb-
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ness of Socrates' companions as a criticism of this genre: it
does not achieve its aim, to wit, making its readers better
men by explicitly exhorting them to virtue. The author of
the Clitophon clari®es his intention by surrounding the re-
port of the speech by clear markers of irony, by Socrates'
own inability to give a correct answer, and by Clitophon's
last words: those who have been explicitly exhorted cannot
become virtuous and happy unless a wholly di¨erent
method is applied; besides, as protreptic does not, and
cannot, teach, they run the risk of falling victim to dan-
gerous ethical theories, such as those of Thrasymachus. I
do not wish to imply that the Clitophon contains an absolute
rejection of protreptic as such: Socrates is `worth the
world' to those who have not yet been exhorted (410e5±6).
Yet the explicit character of protreptic entails its lack of
success. The criticism of the Clitophon is identical to that of
the Sophist: explicit protreptic `achieves little for much
toil'.

Clitophon's interrogation of the companions serves a
double purpose. It illustrates the criticism by showing how
even the brightest among them (409a4; d4) crumble before
a few simple questions. Simultaneously, it suggests to the
reader that there is another method, which can lead to
virtue, namely elenchos as practised in Plato's aporetic
dialogues.

The characteristics of the aporetic dialogue are all
present: analogy, equation of virtue and teÂ cnh, concentric
reasoning, aporia caused by circularity, and possibly prog-
ress (if my interpretation of 410a1 i� kanoiÁ h� san ± section
ii.4.3 ± is correct). The author of the Clitophon could not
contrast protreptic literature and Socratic elenchos as
clearly and explicitly as eristic and Socratic paideiÂ a are
contrasted in the Euthydemus, because he chose to make
Socrates a symbol of protreptic and therefore could not
make him stand for elenchos at the same time. Yet he
takes a great deal of trouble to make it obvious to his
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readers that Clitophon's interrogation is a specimen of the
aporetic dialogue. There is, for instance, an abundant use
of analogies (408e3±409a2; b1±5; b5±6; c4±d1; 410a3±4;
b7±c2; d1±4) and there are two circular regresses (408d5±
6; 410a2±6). Justice is said in so many words to be a teÂ cnh

(section ii.4.1). The degree to which these characteristics
are stressed goes beyond normal practice in Plato's apo-
retic dialogues, but that is su½ciently explained as being
due to the author's wish to indicate that Clitophon's tech-
nique is elenchos as used by Plato. Some features in the
text reinforce this message, especially Socrates' irony (sec-
tion i.5.2) and the words kataÁ seÁ . . . u� poteiÂ nwn au� toiÄ v

(408d1; section i.5.3).
The intention of the Clitophon therefore has two aspects:

explicit protreptic is condemned, implicit protreptic (more
precisely, elenchos as a means of reaching aporia) recom-
mended. In formulating the meaning as I do here, I ®nd
myself in partial agreement with JoeÈl (Der echte . . . Sokrates,
i 483±4), BruÈnnecke (`Kleitophon wider Sokrates', 457±60)
and SouilheÂ (177±9), with the proviso that where these
scholars speak of `Antisthenes', I would wish to substitute
`protreptic'.380 I have not seen the second aspect of its

380 I rather agree with Heidel's remark: `Clitopho says in e¨ect: Take the
Alc. 1 for granted; what follows then?' (Pseudo-Platonica, 47 n. 2; Heidel's
emphasis), but again I would extend `Alc. 1' to `protreptic'. Stefanini,
Platone, i 207 o¨ers two sensible arguments against a purely anti-
Antisthenean tenor of Clit.: (1) the rhetoric (said to be typical of
Antisthenes' Protr., D. L. 6.1; section ii.1.5) does not cease with Cli-
tophon's report of Socrates' speech; (2) there are no typical Anti-
sthenean traits in the protreptic speech. I may add that the allusions
to (perhaps) Aesch. Socr. Alc. and (certainly) Pl. Ap., Euthd. do not
tally with such a tenor, though Antisthenes' Alcibiades and Protr. may
have been among the set of texts which the author of Clit. condemns.
I cannot follow Stefanini when he takes Clit. as a criticism made by
Plato himself of the aporetic dialogues of his earliest period (simi-
larly Grube, `The Cleitophon of Plato'; Gaiser, Protreptik, 144±7): apo-
ria is an indispensable element of elenchos and as such is recom-
mended, not rejected, in the Clitophon.
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meaning discussed anywhere: when BruÈnnecke (458±9)
says that the Republic is the author's alternative for Anti-
sthenes' `ober¯aÈchliche Protreptik', he is partly right (cf.
section ii.5.5), but he overlooks the role of elenchos in the
Clitophon.

I have argued (section ii.3) that the aporetic dialogue is
Plato's alternative to explicit protreptic. The reasons why
explicit protreptic is condemned in the Clitophon are Plato's
reasons, and the alternative is Plato's alternative. If I have
correctly understood the intention of the Clitophon, the
work was written from an unambiguously Platonic point of
view.

In constructing this pamphlet as he chose to do, our
author ran the risk of being seriously misunderstood. Soc-
rates he made the symbol of protreptic literature, but as
Clitophon is made to attack him, the dialogue could easily
be interpreted as an attack on Socratic philosophy. When
he parodies Socrates' little protreptic speech from the
Apolog y, he does not hit at the values to which Socrates ex-
horts his fellow-citizens there (section ii.2.3.1). The proof
that wrongdoing is involuntary is a parody, but not of
Socratic ethics (cf. Comm. on 407b2±e2). The distinction
between e� rgon and diÂ dagma entails the Socratic paradox
that virtue can be taught, and justi®es the statement from
Socrates' speech that justice and politics are identical (sec-
tion ii.4.2).

Similarly, the Clitophon might have been interpreted as
an attack on the Republic; its protagonist and its de®nitions
of justice were borrowed from that Platonic dialogue as
every reader who knew it was bound to see. Here, too,
e¨orts are made to indicate that far from criticising the
Republic, the author recommends this work as providing
the ultimate solution of the question what justice is. He
does so by reformulating in a positive way the conclusion
that justice is not harming anybody (section ii.4.2), by
pointing at the notion of justice as the best state of the

212

INTRODUCTION II.6



soul (section ii.4.1), and by taking his de®nitions from the
abortive discussions in the ®rst book, which are said to be
unsatisfactory in the Republic itself (354a13±c3; 357a1±b4;
358b2±4 etc.; section ii.5.5).

Finally, the allusions to literary texts (apart from the Re-
public, we can identify the Apolog y and Euthydemus as far as
Plato's works are concerned, one of the Alcibiades dia-
logues by an author other than Plato or pseudo-Plato ±
section ii.2.4 ± and there may have been many more) may
themselves have served as so many indications that the
Clitophon is a literary, not a philosophical pamphlet. The
exaggerated picture of a rhetorical, preaching Socrates
may have strengthened these indications.

Yet, when all is said and done, one wonders whether the
means of attack was well chosen. Did the author have no
other way of conveying his message than by having Soc-
rates victimised by an admirer of Thrasymachus? How
certain could he be of being correctly understood? There
are only two testimonies from ± later ± antiquity (Ptolemy
and Synesius, cf. sections i.3.1 and i.5.2) about the mean-
ing of the Clitophon: they show that it was not correctly
understood. Likewise, the popularity of Socrates' pro-
treptic speech in later antiquity suggests that this speech
was taken quite seriously. In itself, this does not say much:
if, as most scholars hold,381 the Menexenus was a parody,
nobody in antiquity appears to have understood its inten-
tion.382 But the fact that from Schleiermacher onwards
many sensible scholars have considered the Clitophon an at-
tack on Socrates, and even on Plato, does indeed show that
to a certain extent the form of this dialogue obscures its
meaning (though the virtual disappearance of fourth-
century protreptic, and indeed of all Socratic literature

381 But cf. M. Dirat, `L'eÂloquence de Platon dans le MeÂneÂxeÁne', Atti
dell'Accademia Pontaniana 40 (1991) 327±43.

382 On the ancient views on Mx., cf. MeÂridier (BudeÂ ed.), 76±7; K.
Oppenheimer, Zwei attische Epitaphien (Berlin 1933), 68±70.
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apart from Plato and Xenophon, contributes largely to its
meaning being obscured).

To what extent is the intention of the Clitophon di¨erent
from that of the Euthydemus (section ii.3.4)? An answer to
this question is indispensable for solving the problem of
authenticity, because, as Cobet says,383 `Plato sua repetere
non solet'. I may remind the reader at this point of de
Strycker's opinion (section i.3.1 and n. 19) that Plato did
not complete the Clitophon because he had already ex-
pressed the same ideas better in the Euthydemus. I may add
that both in the protreptic speech (sections ii.2.3.1 and 3)
and in Clitophon's handling of elenchos (section ii.4.3), the
author was rather strongly inspired by the Euthydemus, and
that the sentence which connects the two parts of Clito-
phon's report can be understood only as an allusion to a
similar sentence in the Euthydemus (Comm. on 408c4±7).

The intentions of the two dialogues are not identical.
The Euthydemus ®rst and foremost contrasts Socrates and
eristic (and takes Isocratean instruction in its stride); it
suggests a solution for the problem of ethical knowledge
(and may suggest the theory of Forms). The problem is
rather whether the intention of the Clitophon is wholly in-
cluded in that of the Euthydemus, or to put it di¨erently,
whether the Clitophon brings anything new384 that is not
already to be found in the Euthydemus.

I think the answer to the latter question must be a½r-
mative. The author of the Clitophon contrasts explicit pro-
treptic and elenchos and shows that the result of protreptic
is negative and that of elenchos positive. This contrast is to
some extent present in the Euthydemus, but rather less
clearly. Socrates' conversations with Clinias are specimens
of explicit protreptic and of elenchos at the same time: the

383 `Platonica', Mnem. ii 2 (1874) 369±85, at 370.
384 If the Clitophon was written by Plato, he wrote it considerably later

than the Euthydemus; cf. sections ii.7.1 and 2.
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subject-matter is protreptic, the method elenchos; as ex-
plicit protreptic, the conversations fail to reach their aim,
as elenchos they do not (Clinias does not acquire knowl-
edge, but he does make a great deal of progress). The rea-
son why explicit protreptic is rejected in the Sophist, its lack
of success and its failure to remove doxosojiÂ a, are illus-
trated in the Clitophon and cannot be illustrated in the Eu-
thydemus, because after all Socrates' method is indeed suc-
cessful there.

Secondly, the Clitophon is, as the Euthydemus is not, con-
cerned with the phenomenon of literary protreptic and,
more generally, with the problem of the best form of phil-
osophical literature. The objections raised against the
written loÂ gov in the Phaedrus (section ii.3.5) recur in the
Clitophon. Socrates' protreptic speeches are directed to
crowds, that is to say, protreptic literature may be read by
anyone (section i.5.2 ad ®n.), whether or not his frame of
mind makes him ®t for exhortation; he may turn away
from philosophy completely, or from Socratic philosophy
(in which case he may fall into the hands of the sophists, as
Clitophon does). Socrates fails to give a satisfying answer
to Clitophon's question: the written work, in this case pro-
treptic literature, cannot answer questions. Socrates must
remain silent after Clitophon's requisitoire: writings, includ-
ing protreptic writings, cannot defend themselves.

Therefore, the Clitophon is closely related to (and relies
on) the Euthydemus, yet it does have an intention of its own,
a message which runs parallel to that of the Euthydemus but
is not identical to it.

ii.7 Date and authenticity

The problems of date and authorship of the Clitophon are
tied up inextricably, so that it would appear to be arti®cial
to treat them separately. If the work is authentic, Plato's
death is its terminus ante quem, and application of the less

215

INTRODUCTION II.7



unreliable stylometric tests would su½ce to date it in rela-
tion to his other works. Yet those who doubt its authentic-
ity are entitled to a treatment of all the data relevant for
its time of composition (ii.7.1). Language and style are
among these data, but as they are also crucial for settling
the problem of authorship they will be treated separately
(ii.7.2) before this problem can be discussed (ii.7.3).

ii.7.1 Date

I have already indicated (sections ii.2.4; ii.5.5) various texts
on which the Clitophon can be shown to depend. The latest
of these is Plato's Republic; the Clitophon must have been
published,385 let us say, after 370 bce (HGPh, iv 437). The
following texts must be considered for settling a terminus
ante quem:

(1) Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.4.1, cf. section ii.1.4.1. I think
it very likely that Xenophon refers to the Clitophon, but
I see no way of proving it beyond doubt. As the Memo-
rabilia is at any rate later than the Republic,386 there are
no chronological problems.

(2) Plato, Laws 728e5±729b2, cf. sections ii.2.3.1 and ii.2.4
(and n. 234). Priority of the Clitophon is not unlikely but
de®nitely unprovable.

385 I take it for granted that the date of its publication virtually co-
incided with that of its completion, whatever may be meant by
`publication' (for two unsatisfactory answers, cf. B. A. van Gronin-
gen, `EKDOSIS ', 8±10 (and contra: C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 24±5
n. 1); G. Ryle, Plato's Progress (Cambridge 1966), 21±54). There is
good evidence at Phdr. 275d9±e3 that Plato considers it normal that
a work, once it has been written, is made available for everyone who
wishes to get hold of it (but not invariably so, cf. Prm. 128d6±e1).

386 3.5 presupposes the period of Theban hegemony (cf. M. Treu, PW
s.v. Xenophon 6), 1776); 4.5.11±12 and 4.6 appear to have been
inspired by one or more Platonic dialogues in which the method
of diaiÂ resiv was outlined, most probably Plt. (H. Maier, Sokrates,
57±61), cf. n. 360 to section ii.5.4.
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(3) Alcibiades 1 126c1±d10, cf. section ii.5.2. Priority of the
Clitophon seems quite likely, but is again not subject to
proof.

(4) Chrysippus, SVF 3.761 (� Plutarch 1039d±e). An attack
on Plato is given by Plutarch as an example of Chrys-
ippus' inconsistency: e� n deÁ taiÄ v proÁ v e� teÂ rouv a� nti-

logiÂ aiv h� kista jrontiÂ zei touÄ mhdeÁ n ei� peiÄ n e� nantiÂ on

e� autwÄ i kaiÁ diaÂ jwnon. e� n gouÄ n toiÄ v PeriÁ touÄ pro-

treÂ pesqai touÄ PlaÂ twnov e� pilambanoÂ menov leÂ gontov

o� ti twÄ i mhdeÁ 387 maqoÂ nti mhd' e� pistameÂ nwi zhÄ n lusite-

leiÄ mhÁ zhÄ n, tauÄ t' ei� rhke kataÁ leÂ xin´ ``o� gaÁ r toiouÄ tov

loÂ gov kaiÁ e� autwÄ i maÂ cetai kaiÁ h� kist' e� stiÁ pro-

treptikoÂ v . . . proÁ v e� teraÂ tina maÄ llon h� maÄ v pro-

treÂ yetai h� toÁ jilosojeiÄ n . . .'' kaiÁ mhÁ n ou� c e� tera deiÄ

bibliÂ a dieilhÄ sai touÄ CrusiÂ ppou thÁ n proÁ v au� toÁ n e� n-

deiknumeÂ nouv maÂ chn (there follow three quotations in
which Chrysippus says or implies that death is prefera-
ble to being evil or foolish).388

387 As mhdeÂ . . . mhd' cannot mean `neither . . . nor' (LSJ, s.v. ou� deÂ a ii 2),
this would seem a clear instance of `emphatic' ou� deÂ (mhdeÂ ), cf.
Comm. on 409e2 ou� deÂ ; mhÂ (two MSS, reported by H. Cherniss,
Plutarch's Moralia, xiii 2, Cambridge, Mass.±London 1976) is lectio
facilior.

388 Von Arnim and the editors of Plutarch before Cherniss refer to Pl.
Grg. 512a2±b2, so too Ge¨cken, `RaÈtsel', 439 n. 3; Hartlich (`De ex-
hortationum . . . historia', 278) proposes Euthd. 281b4±e1 in combi-
nation with 288e4±289b3, `qua ex ratione e½ci cogique potest ut,
qui vita uti nesciat, melius non vivat', but nothing of this is in the
text of Euthd. (Hartlich saw very well that what `e½ci cogique potest'
from Euthd. is stated in Clit., which he goes on to quote, but he is
silent about the possibility of Chrysippus quoting Clit., which he
regards as spurious). The hypothesis that Chrysippus quoted Clit.
was put forward by Pavlu, `Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 19; cf. SouilheÂ,
169; Kesters, `Authenticiteit', 180±1; Gaiser, Protreptik, 141 n. 154. An
extensive argument for this hypothesis is given by R. Westman,
`Chrysipp iii,761 und der Dialog Kleitophon', Eranos 59 (1961) 89±
100. Some of his grounds are not cogent: h� kist' e� stiÁ protreptikoÂ v
± Clit. 408c2 protreptikwtaÂ touv te h� gouÄ mai is an attractive par-
allel, but no proof: Chrysippus may very well have taken a statement
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In many places throughout his works, Plato states as his
opinion that for some people it is better to die than to
continue their lives.389 The only passages deserving serious
consideration are those in which it is said that it is better
to die (a) `if one cannot handle one's soul' (Clitophon
408a5±6), (b) `if one lacks justice and virtue in general'
(Laws 661c1±5), or (c) `if one's soul is in a bad state' (Gorgias
505a2±b1; 512a2±b2; Crito 47e3±7; Republic 445a5±b1).
Judged from a Platonic point of view, (a), (b) and (c) are

more or less identical; they are equally far removed from
Chrysippus' twÄ i mhdeÁ maqoÂ nti mhd' e� pistameÂ nwi zhÄ n. As
e� piÂ stasqai (manqaÂ nein) zhÄ n is not Platonic,390 it is impos-
sible to maintain that Chrysippus took one of the six texts
quoted above in order to reformulate it in yet another
Platonic way. Nor do these phrases (or nominalisations of
them) occur in the Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta,391 apart from
the passage under discussion; therefore we may also ex-
clude the possibility that Chrysippus expresses what he
found in one of the six passages mentioned in the language
of his own philosophy.
Consequently, there is only one way left: to ®nd out

which particular text from Plato's works induced Chrys-
ippus to use the wording he did use. There can be no

from Plato and considered it from a protreptic point of view (91±2).
The fact that the words occur in PeriÁ touÄ protreÂ pesqai leads us
nowhere, since this work did not con®ne itself to protreptic writings
proper: it quoted Tyrtaeus and Theognis (SVF 3.167).

389 Grg. 483b2; La. 195d1±2; Phd. 62a4±5; Hp.Ma. 304e2±3; Mx. 246d5;
Ap. 38a5±6; Smp. 216a1; Chrm., 164b7±8; Tht. 176a8±b1; R. 410a3±4;
Lg. 735e3±5; 854e1±7; 862e1±863a2; 926b4±6; 942a1±4; Ep. 7 340c4.

390 Chrm. 173d3±4 comes closest, but the statement e� pisthmoÂ nwv a� n
praÂ ttontev eu� a� n praÂ ttoimen kaiÁ eu� daimonoiÄ men is, typically,
broken down by the question tiÂ nov e� pisthmoÂ nwv; (d8±9).

391 Compare SVF 3.256 with Chrm. as quoted in the previous note. In
later Stoicism, the phrase e� piÂ stasqai (manqaÂ nein) zhÄ n would have
been less abnormal; cf. section ii.2.1.1 and n. 176.
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doubt that the Clitophon passage, (a), has the best chances,
since it is the only one in which one ®nds the verb e� piÂ -

stasqai. Now this passage contains the application to the
soul of the general protreptic proposition `if one does not
know how to use a thing, it is better not to use it'. As in
this application `not to use (one's soul)' is explained by `not
to live' (toÁ a� gein h� suciÂ an thÄ i yuchÄ i kaiÁ mhÁ zhÄ n, 408a6),
it is possible392 to explain the condition o� stiv yuchÄ i mhÁ

e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai (408a5) as `whoever does not know
how to live', which is exactly what Chrysippus says. I
therefore conclude that this is the passage he had in mind,
and that he understood it as described.
The proof will not be complete unless all other texts are

excluded. In (b) there is little to justify jumping from `if
one lacks justice and virtue' to `if one does not know how
to live'; though it might be argued that `to lack justice and
virtue' implies `not to know justice and virtue', this is still
not the same thing as `not to know how to live', a formula
which, as shown above, is neither Platonic nor Chrysip-
pean.393 The remaining four texts, (c), start from the anal-
ogy of body and soul, all stating as a premise that life is
not worth living if one's bodily constitution is bad. It is
hard to see how Chrysippus could have twisted this rea-
soning into his `not to know how to live'.
It is therefore certain that the Clitophon existed and bore

Plato's name by the time Chrysippus wrote PeriÁ touÄ pro-

treÂ pesqai. We know nothing at all about the date of this
latter work, so we shall have to be content with that of
Chrysippus' death as terminus ante quem for the Clitophon.

392 But far from necessary, cf. Comm. on 408a5 yuchÄ i . . . crhÄ sqai.
393 The occurrence of e� pizhÄ n both in Lg. 661c5 and in Chrysippus' ref-

utation must be a coincidence. Besides, Plato does not exactly say in
this passage that it is better not to live, but that life is the greatest
evil if one possesses all so-called a� gaqaÂ without justice and virtue,
e� latton deÂ , a� n w� v o� liÂ giston o� toiouÄ tov croÂ non e� pizwÂ hi.
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This philosopher died during the 143rd Olympiad394 (208/
4 bce ).

The Clitophon was written between 370 and the end of
the third century bce. At what time within this period is it
most likely to have been composed?

The answer to this question depends necessarily on the
view taken of the intention of our dialogue. Those who
think that the meaning of the Clitophon is exhausted when
it is stamped as a `cento' or even a `school exercise' will
have no problem in dating it to the end of the fourth or
the beginning of the third century (Pavlu, `Pseudopl. Klei-
tophon', 19±20) or even to the middle of the third century
(Carlini, `Dialoghi pseudoplatonici', 55±7). On the other
hand, those who regard it as an attack on the historical
Socrates usually tend to assign to it a very early date (often
combined with the hypothesis of a separately published
`Thrasymachus').

If my interpretation of the Clitophon as a pamphlet at-
tacking Socratic protreptic is right, it stands to reason that
such a pamphlet makes sense only in a period in which
Socratic philosophy and the loÂ gov SwkratikoÂ v do not be-
long to the past. This seems to exclude a third-century
date; quite possibly, protreptic of a mainly ethical charac-
ter continued to be written in the third century, but it

394 D. L. 7.184. ± I shall make no use of the inclusion of Clit. in the tet-
ralogical list, which probably existed already in 45 bce (Alline, His-
toire, 112; section i.4.1 n. 37). I believe one can make out a good case
for priority of the tetralogical list to the trilogies of Aristophanes of
Byzantium, but as this scholar lived somewhat later than Chrys-
ippus, it would be useless to do so here (see Kesters, `Authenticiteit',
163±7). All speculations about tetralogically arranged Academy edi-
tions dating from the time of Arcesilaus or even Xenocrates are
destined to remain fruitless. ± Conversely, F. Ueberweg's argument
that the Clitophon is not attested before Thrasyllus `also uÈberhaupt
auf eine voÈ llig unzureichende Weise bezeugt' (Untersuchungen uÈber die
Echtheit und Zeitfolge platonischer Schriften (Vienna 1861), 201) is refuted
if my claim that it is used and ascribed to Plato by Chrysippus is
correct.
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would have been pointless for the author of the Clitophon to
make Socrates the symbol of that type of protreptic if he
wrote it in that century, as the Socratic schools (apart from
the Academy and Peripatos) and Socratic literature had
become virtually extinct by then.

Perhaps we can go a little further than that. As we saw,
it is possible to trace a line of development in fourth-
century protreptic which runs from the reprobatory, ethi-
cal type to the quietly arguing philosophical protreptic in
the stricter sense as foreshadowed by the Euthydemus and
represented by Aristotle's Protrepticus (section ii.1.5). Now,
Socrates' speech as reported in the Clitophon is a clear
example of the older type of protreptic; apart from the
accusing tone of the speech (see also on 408e5) and the
absence of the word jilosojiÂ a and its cognates, the way it
uses certain protreptic motifs indicates that it is closely
related to the older type of protreptic and has not much in
common with protreptic in the stricter sense (cf. Comm.
on 408a5 yuchÄ i . . . crhÄ sqai ).

Of course, interest in ethical protreptic did not cease to
exist at once, witness the post-Platonic Alcibiades 1 (usually
dated 350±340395), but the Alcibiades 1 is a protreptic dia-
logue and as such belongs to the interrogative type of pro-
treptic set o¨ by Demetrius (and Plato) from the accusa-
tory type. In fact, accusatory protreptic as parodied in the
Clitophon does seem to become less important after the ®rst
generation of Socratics: both Plato and Demetrius con-
sider it ine¨ective in comparison with the interrogative
type and Plato calls it `old-fashioned' (a criticism echoed
by Demetrius when he says that the protreptic dialogues
`met with great success once they had been invented';

395 H. Arbs, De Alcibiade I qui fertur Platonis (Bonn 1906), 64±5; E. de
Strycker, `Le premier Alcibiade', in J. Bidez, Eos ou Platon et l'Orient
(Brussels 1945), 101±22 at 121; R. S. Bluck, `The origin of the Greater
Alcibiades', CQ n.s. 3 (1953) 46±52, esp. 51±2; C. A. Bos, Alcibiades
maior, 100±12.
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sections ii.1.4.2; ii.2.1). All these data seem to point to not
too late a date in the fourth century (discounting for the
moment the parallels adduced sub (1)±(3), I would say that
our evidence, scanty though it is, does not encourage
going beyond, say, 330).

This hypothesis is reinforced by the positive side of our
author's message: the aporetic dialogue as used by Plato is
recommended as an alternative to explicit protreptic. Now,
the Theaetetus (written after, but not long after, 369; HGPh,
v 61±2) is Plato's last aporetic dialogue, and after Plato the
philosophical dialogue completely loses its implicitly pro-
treptic function: during the last decade of Plato's life Aris-
totle was already publishing dialogues in which the injunc-
tions of the Phaedrus (section ii.3.5) seem to have been
completely ignored, and in which discussion replaces elen-
chos. In this respect, too, it seems natural to date the Clito-
phon not very long after its terminus post quem of 370.

Taking all in all, I submit that the Clitophon was written
after the Republic, and certainly before the end of the third
century bce. If I have interpreted its meaning correctly, it
cannot be later than c. 350±330; if indeed Xenophon refers
to it, as I think very likely, it was written towards the end
of the seventies or during the sixties of the fourth century
bce.

ii.7.2 Language and style

Two major problems confront everyone who wishes to use
linguistic evidence for settling a question of authenticity.
First, he has only limited access to the corpus (in this case,
Plato's undoubtedly authentic works) against which he is
checking a given text (the Clitophon): his tools (the TLG
CD-ROM, indices, grammars, commentaries, specialised
studies) normally enable him to settle questions of lexicon
satisfactorily, but questions of syntax, notably of sentence
structure, are as a rule far less easily answered. There is,
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for example, no method, short of reading the whole corpus,
of answering the question whether Plato can be credited
with the structure oratio obliqua ± recta ± obliqua observed in
the sentence ei� peÂ n moi tauÂ thn thÁ n teÂ cnhn ei� nai, h� nper

a� kouÂ eiv suÁ leÂ gontov e� jh SwkraÂ touv, ou� k a� llhn h� di-

kaiosuÂ nhn (409a5±6; cf. ad loc.).396
The second problem is how to interpret the data col-

lected. If one has discovered a fact of language not recur-
ring in the corpus, it must next be decided whether or not
it is a sign of inauthenticity. Only in a minority of cases
is the decision easy and will it be accepted generally (for
example, the use of e� wv as a preposition in Alcyon 4),397 but
usually matters are more complicated and some degree of
subjectivity is inevitable. Thus, I see no problem in the
(metaphorical) use of jeuÂ gein kataÁ kraÂ tov in the Clitophon
(407a3±4), given the fact that elsewhere in the corpus we
®nd jeuÂ gein w� v e� cei podwÄ n e� kastov and biÂ ai oi� cesqai

jeuÂ gwn (cf. ad loc.), but others may think di¨erently.
Again, the use of legeÂ sqw following a direct question at
the end of an utterance (409a3) has no parallel in Plato (cf.
ad loc.); I think it may be accounted for su½ciently by the
parallel use of ei� peÂ (leÂ ge ) and a� pokriÂ nou as well as by its
function of characterising Clitophon, but there is no way
of proving that this is indeed a su½cient explanation.

I discuss in the commentary alleged signs of inauthen-
ticity which I cannot accept as such; they are 406a10
jauÂ lwv; 407a4 kataÁ kraÂ tov; b6 e� xaskeiÄ n; 408c6 sunepi-

qumhtwÄ n; 409a3 legeÂ sqw; b6 diÂ dagma; d9 suneÂ baine; b8
katamelethÄ sai; c4 dioÂ ti; d5 qeÂ v.398 It goes without saying

396 And even if one has read the whole corpus, the parallels collected
will have to be weighed carefully, as no two sentences are identical ±
this is essentially the second problem. My own method consisted of
using the tools referred to above, supplemented by extensive but not
systematic consultation of the whole corpus.

397 Cf. C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 289 and n. 6.
398 See also section i.5.2 for the formality of Socrates' opening words;

i.5.3 for Clitophon's irony.
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that I have raised the question of authenticity far more
often myself; it has been treated sometimes explicitly, but
as a rule implicitly.399

There are only two idioms which to my mind can be
regarded as evidence that Plato did not write the Clitophon
(neither of these has been noticed before): 408e4 pronoeiÄ n

and 409e1 taÁ pleiÂ w; to these could possibly be added
410b6±7 makroÂ teron (Steinhart), about which I cannot
make up my mind. This is not a very impressive total: six
pages (OCT) taken at random from Plato's undoubtedly
genuine works (especially his later works) will certainly
yield no fewer traits which would have to be considered
marks of inauthenticity, had it not been certain that Plato
wrote them.

What is quite certain in any case is that there are no
possible linguistic objections against the date assigned to
the Clitophon on grounds of content in the previous section.
Of the idioms mentioned, pronoeiÄ n is common in the
fourth century bce, taÁ pleiÂ w `more often' is rare in Greek
but occurs in Thucydides, as does adverbial makroÂ teron.

Another possibile way to test the authenticity of the Cli-
tophon is to examine its language with regard to the devel-
opment of Plato's use of language.400 Various stylometric
tests have contributed to establishing a rough chronologi-
cal classi®cation of the dialogues; we should expect a work
ascribed to Plato to exhibit more or less consistently the
traits of one period (cf. section ii.1.3 n. 135).

399 See especially on 407a1 a� ll' . . . mhÂ n; d5 ou� n dhÂ ; 408d1 u� poteiÂ nwn;
d4 o� n; 409e8 w� mologhÂ kei; 410b1 (curtailed report); d2 deiÄ n; e7±8 e� m-
poÂ dion touÄ . . . geneÂ sqai.

400 This was done by Ritter, Untersuchungen, 93±4, who concludes that
Clit. comes closest to the dialogues of the latest period (Sph., Plt.,
Phlb., Ti., Criti., Lg.) and to Epin.; a supplement in the form of a
study of clausulae is provided by BruÈnnecke, `Kleitophon wider
Sokrates', 473±7. Both scholars arrive at the same conclusion as I
do.
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Now, not all stylometric criteria that have been proposed
can stand closer scrutiny.401 Besides, a majority of those
which can pass muster cannot be applied to the Clitophon
because of their nature (for example, answer formulas) or
because they are based on proportions (for example, the
relative frequency of w� sper and kaqaÂ per; cf. note on
408b1). The Clitophon is far too short for such tests to be of
any value.402

There remain, however, phenomena which we do not
®nd at all in Plato before a certain period. Thus, Plato
invariably writes dhÄ lon o� ti, never dhÄ lon w� v, until the Re-
public, in which dialogue two instances of dhÄ lon w� v are
found against forty-seven of dhÄ lon o� ti. There is nowadays
a general consensus about which dialogues were written
after the Republic; in most of these (except Theaetetus and
Parmenides) we ®nd dhÄ lon w� v side by side with dhÄ lon o� ti.403
Consequently, if the Clitophon (which has two occurrences
of dhÄ lon w� v, none of dhÄ lon o� ti ) was written by Plato, it
cannot have been written before the Republic (cf. Comm.
on 407a2).

Similar phenomena are the use of o� ntwv (for twÄ i o� nti )
at 409e3; e� terov as a variant for a� llov (409c2); sajeÂ stata
qualifying the copula (409e4); the aorist of jaÂ nai (409e9)
and the accumulation of articles at 409a3 ± none of these
are found before, and some only after, the Republic. Besides,

401 Cf. Brandwood, Chronology and my review, esp. 540 (on Natorp) and
540±1 (on meÂ ntoi vs. toiÂ nun). For a more general critique, cf. C. M.
Young, `Plato and computer dating', OSAPh 12 (1994) 227±50.

402 For these reasons, the following tests should be rejected, apart from
w� sper/kaqaÂ per, scedoÂ n/scedoÂ n ti (cf. Comm. on 408c1), a� lhqwÄ v/
w� v a� lhqwÄ v (cf. Comm. on 409e3±4; o� ntwv kaiÁ a� lhqwÄ v may be
valid, because o� ntwv/twÄ i o� nti is valid), and the frequency of vari-
ous clausulae. The clausula [ W W [ W[ , which is avoided in Plt.,
Phlb., Lg. (cf. Brandwood, Chronolog y, 168±73), is not found before
full stops in the Clit., but the work is so short that this may very well
be accidental.

403 Ritter, Untersuchungen, 2±3; 58; Lutosøawski, Plato's Logic, 123; Brand-
wood, Chronolog y, 65; 77; table 10.2.
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the commentary will show that for many peculiarities of
syntax, lexicon and idiom parallels can only be given from
later works of Plato.404

It is possible to narrow this dating down even further.
Two scholars have counted instances of hiatus in the Clito-
phon independently: BruÈnnecke, `Kleitophon wider So-
krates', 467±8 and H. Raeder in his review of Pavlu, `Pseu-
dopl. Kleitophon', BPhW 30 (1910) 1503±4. Both applied
the criteria of objectionable hiatus as set out by G. Janell
(cf. Brandwood, Chronolog y, 153±7 and table 17.2). BruÈn-
necke reports 8.33 instances per (Didot) page, Raeder
`etwa 7'. This result would put the Clitophon securely into
the last period ± the number is slightly higher than that of
most works of that period (the ®gures range from 4.7 for
Lg. to 0.4 for Plt. ± Phdr., the middle-group dialogue with
the lowest count, has 23.9),405 but the Clitophon is so small
that such a variation should be accepted.406 In this case,
the results cannot be ascribed to accident: if in a random
distribution one ®nds between 46.0 and 31.2 instances of
hiatus per Didot page (Ly. and Cra. respectively),407 even a
text of 3.6 Didot pages is a large enough sample.

I will try to say as little as possible about the general
style of the Clitophon in this connection. There are some
markers of what Thesle¨ calls `Onkos style' (Styles, 77±80),
which is virtually equivalent to what is normally called

404 The relative frequency of such parallels as come from the Laws is
adequately explained by the length of the Laws, and should not be
taken as an indication that the Clitophon belongs to Plato's latest
works, even though I think it does belong there, cf. next paragraph.
The relative rarity of parallels with Republic shows that the Clitophon
is later, which we already knew.

405 But some books of Lg. have a higher rate of hiatus than Clit. if
lengthy legal passages are included.

406 In the oratio recta part of Socrates' speech hiatus is avoided alto-
gether, cf. note on 407b1±e2, but this can in¯uence the outcome
only marginally.

407 I discount the ®gures for Phdr. and Mx. as these include long
stretches of rhetorical prose.
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`late style', notably a tendency to expand sentences and
a tendency to deviate from normal word order. But, as
Thesle¨ rightly remarks (79), the danger of subjectivity in
assigning part of a text to this style is greater than in the
case of any other of Plato's styles, and it must be stressed
that some other typical features of the late style are absent
(anaphora, archaic and poetical words, interlaced word
order). Personally, I ®nd the style of the Clitophon most
related to that of the Parmenides (mainly on account of its
aridity), but this is a totally subjective judgement. (On the
style of the protreptic speech, cf. section i.5.2.)

In any case, the language of the Clitophon is de®nitely
more closely related to that of the Republic and later dia-
logues than to works dating from before this period, and
consistently so. This consistency would certainly seem to
cancel out the few marks of inauthenticity that my investi-
gation has brought to light; it is in itself a strong argument
in favour of authenticity. Besides, the close relationship
between the language of the Clitophon and that of Plato's
later dialogues agrees completely with the post-Republic
date at which we arrived on grounds of content.

Therefore, the conclusion must be that there is no hard
linguistic or stylistic evidence against the authenticity of
the Clitophon.

ii.7.3 Authenticity

The following arguments may be advanced in favour of
the authenticity of the Clitophon.

(1) The Clitophon is written from a wholly Platonic point of
view; it rejects explicit protreptic (and recommends the
Platonic dialogue) for the same reasons as Plato does.
Moreover, the author shows a deep understanding of what
message Plato wished to impart by writing dialogues and
what his motives were; one wonders how many of his fol-
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lowers had such an understanding. Plato's most intelligent
pupil, Aristotle, did not know what the dialogue was all
about.

(2) The language of the Clitophon shows little that can be
used as a mark of spuriousness; in an author whose lan-
guage is so varied as Plato's this amounts to saying that no
linguistic case against authenticity can be made. Besides,
its language is such that it can be placed without hesitation
within the development of Plato's style. This place, more-
over, is in harmony with its content: the Clitophon belongs
in the same group as the Sophist. If, as I think likely, the
Sophist is the ®rst of the six undoubtedly genuine dialogues
contained in this group, the data on hiatus suggest that
within this, the latest group, the Clitophon immediately pre-
cedes the Sophist. The Sophist shows a renewed interest in
the conceptions which lie at the base of Plato's use of the
dialogue. Clitophon's rejection of explicit protreptic and
his practising elenchos as an alternative to it re¯ects a
point of view which is entirely identical to the Eleatic
Stranger's rejection of nouqethtikhÂ and his recommenda-
tion of elenchos. The Clitophon must be later than the Re-
public, to which it alludes frequently, and stylometry bears
this out, since the Republic belongs to an earlier group than
(Clitophon and) the Sophist.

(3) The Clitophon has been transmitted among Plato's
works and belonged to the corpus of these works at any
rate at the end of the third century bce. In combination
with arguments (1) and (2) this argument makes the burden
of proof for inauthenticity an extremely heavy one.

The following arguments may be considered to tell against
the authenticity (I list only such arguments as I can take at
all seriously myself ).

(4) The author relies heavily on other Socratic writings;
it is perhaps not an exaggeration to call the Clitophon a
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`cento' as Gigon did (Memorabilien I, 119). Extensive use of
protreptic literature is only to be expected in the pro-
treptic speech, and in the discussion of justice the same
holds for employing dialogues on the nature of justice (Re-
public 1, as well as two other sources for the refutations of
the ®rst and second de®nitions of the result of justice). But
apart from these passages, there are allusions to the Euthy-
demus at 408c4±7 and 410b4±6, and one to the Apolog y at
408c3±4 (cf. section ii.2.3.1). Even though we do not know
to what extent Plato uses material from other authors, we
can be certain that he never refers his readers to other
works of his own on such a scale. In other words, though a
cento may be excused by the intention of the Clitophon, on
the one hand it is a cento even where we do not expect it to
be, on the other, Plato never wrote another cento derived
to a large extent from his own works, and it is doubtful
whether he can be credited with this one. It should be
stressed in this connection that `recycling' of Platonic pas-
sages is typical of most Platonic Dubia.

(5) Apart from the fact that foreign material was incor-
porated, the clumsy manner in which it is at times adapted
to the context is not in keeping with Plato's manner of
writing. In the third part of the protreptic speech, the ex-
ample of the neighbour's lyre makes no sense (section
ii.2.3.3). The refutation of the ®rst de®nition (ad 409c4±d1)
and that of the second (section ii.5.2) do not tally with the
distinction made previously between teÂ cnh and e� rgon.
The quotation from the Euthydemus in 408c4±7 makes non-
sense of the sentence in which it occurs (though it is better
understood if the reader knows the context of the words
from the Euthydemus). Apart from that, the author's style
suddenly becomes succinct and even obscure when he is
refuting philosophical theses (ad 409c6±d1). By contrast,
the e� pitaÂ jiov in the Menexenus, the only other longer pas-
sage in the Platonic corpus for which large-scale use of
other published literary material may be assumed, exhibits
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no traces of de®cient adaptation (at any rate, I have not
found any myself nor have any been detected, to the best
of my knowledge, by others).

(6) The Clitophon contains, on the surface, an attack on
Socrates (and runs the risk of being taken as an attack on
Plato himself ). No matter how much pain the author took
to clarify his intention, he exposed Socrates to this attack
willingly (see further section ii.6) ± one may well doubt if
Plato was capable of doing this. Grube (`The Cleitophon of
Plato', 303) and Guthrie (HGPh, v 388 n. 3) point to the
attack in the Parmenides, but there a young Socrates is cen-
sured benevolently by a very old Parmenides; here an
older Socrates is treated with irony and attacked without
scruples by a younger Clitophon. Can Plato really have
ascribed to Socrates the view that it is just to bene®t
friends and harm enemies, a view which Socrates so elo-
quently rejects in the Crito?

(7) If Xenophon does indeed quote from the Clitophon,
which I think very likely, his wording, `as some people
write and speak about him tekmairoÂ menoi ± on the basis of
inferences', may indicate that he did not regard our dia-
logue as Plato's work (see section ii.1.4.1 ad ®n.). As he
wrote the Memorabilia not very much later than the Clito-
phon itself seems to have been written (ten to ®fteen years
at most), this strongly suggests that the latter was not writ-
ten by Plato.

In previous discussions of the authenticity, only arguments
(2) and (3) have been used in favour of the authenticity, (2)
especially by BruÈnnecke (476±7), (3) by most scholars.
Against the authenticity, (4) was used by Gigon (Memo-
rabilien I, 119) and (6) has been the main reason for reject-
ing the Clitophon from Schleiermacher onwards. The parti-
sans of either position have rarely bothered to go into the
arguments for the other side. (As my interpretation of the
meaning of the Clitophon is essentially a new one, I disre-
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gard here many arguments based on other interpretations
that have been pro¨ered.)

Consequently, we shall have to examine the arguments
given here from both sides. Those who reject the authen-
ticity will be able to deal with arguments (1) and (2) only if
they assume that the Clitophon was written by someone very
close to Plato; someone who not only understood com-
pletely Plato's aims in writing dialogues and rejecting pro-
treptic, but also the niceties of his use of elenchos; some-
one, moreover, who had adapted himself so much to
Plato's manner of writing that even his use of language
faithfully reproduces that of Plato in his last period; some-
one who avoids hiatus to the same extent as Plato did
when he wrote the Sophist, in which he deals with the very
same problems that are raised in the Clitophon. Such an
author is too much of a hypothetical construct to be at all
acceptable: he is so much a lookalike of Plato that it is
more economical, indeed far more plausible, to identify
him with Plato. Argument (3) is in itself no problem for
someone who believes in an intelligent pupil: a work by
such a pupil, written probably in Plato's lifetime, could
easily have slipped into a collection of Plato's works made
after his death.408

On the other hand, the defenders of the work's authen-
ticity must accept, with regard to argument (4), that Plato,
for once, chose the combined forms of cento (a danger-
ously vague term) and Short Dialogue for conveying his
message, and that he indulged in borrowing from his own
work (explicable for the protreptic speech and Clitophon's
interrogation) even beyond what was absolutely necessary.
But how strong is the case for the opposition really? The
allusions to Plato in the Dubia are of a di¨erent nature

408 It is out of the question that such an author can be considered a
forger; this holds for most of the authors of Platonic Dubia and Spu-
ria, cf. C. W. MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 17±18. Only the Epinomis and the
Letters are forgeries if they are spurious.
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from those in the Clitophon. In the Dubia, they are on the
whole very obvious, so much so that it is often easy, even
for readers with a super®cial knowledge of Plato, to iden-
tify speci®c passages from the authentic works which they
elaborate on. The allusions in the Clitophon which I men-
tioned are of a di¨erent nature. The Apolog y passage is
alluded to in a rather unobtrusive way ± and I feel that
Plato in his old age must be permitted such a thing. The
allusion to Euthd. 274e8±275a2 at Clit. 410b4±6 is even less
obtrusive. I do have some problems with Clit. 408c4±7,
which I cannot understand unless it is a hidden reference
to Euthd. 283a1±7, but it is a good maxim in classical
scholarship that `once is never'.
Argument (5) will have to be disposed of by assuming

that the Clitophon was composed in haste (a convenient
route of escape, used often in the case of the Seventh Letter ),
and that Plato, once the Clitophon had been jotted down,
did not trouble to revise it more thoroughly. It should be
noted, however, that clumsiness is a highly subjective con-
cept. Some recent scholars treat Plato as if he were the
epitome of clumsiness. The appeal to the Menexenus is not
valid: there Plato could draw upon a long oral and literary
tradition of e� pitaÂ jioi, and we know from the Apolog y that
Plato was in¯uenced by the generic conventions of this
kind of speeches (cf. de Strycker±Slings, Apolog y, 235±8).
The attack on Socrates ± argument (6) ± may be com-

pared to that of the Parmenides; it may be argued that as
some element in Plato's dialogues has to be the biggest
cause of o¨ence, logically, if we athetise the Clitophon be-
cause of the attack, we are forced to athetise the Parmenides
next, and so on.
Argument (7) could be answered in di¨erent ways. If the

Clitophon was written by Plato, he and Xenophon may have
independently reacted to accusations made against Soc-
rates in the polemics of the time ± each in their own sepa-
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rate ways. If so, Xenophon did not know the Clitophon. Al-
ternatively, as Professor Sedley suggests to me, Xenophon
may have thought that Plato endorsed Clitophon's criti-
cism of Socrates: it is fair to say that Clitophon infers (cf.
tekmairoÂ menoi in Xenophon) that (the literary character)
Socrates is incapable of going beyond protreptic. Or per-
haps Xenophon thought Plato did not endorse Clitophon's
criticism, but actually means Clitophon when he says e� nioi,
just as Aristotle can say tineÂ v when he means Plato (cf. sec-
tion ii.1.4.1 and n. 152 of the Introduction). This is in har-
mony with what little we know of other interpretations of
the Clitophon from antiquity, those of Ptolemy (cf. section
i.3.1) and Synesius (section i.5.2). But if so, I do not quite
understand Xenophon's tekmairoÂ menoi, which better suits
authors of texts whose authority Xenophon tries to under-
mine than characters within texts.
I would gladly leave the choice between the two posi-

tions to my readers. If they value the opinion of someone
who has lived with this little work on and o¨ for the past
thirty years, I must say that unless I am entirely mistaken
about the intention of the Clitophon (but that still leaves (2)
unexplained), the argument needed to disprove (1)±(3) ±
the intelligent pupil ± is utterly weak and suspect. Argu-
ments (4) and (7) can be countered without too much trou-
ble. The only objections against authenticity that I con-
sider really serious are (5) and (6). But they are, to my
mind, less problematic than the assumption of an intelli-
gent pupil would be. Besides, it seems fair to say that (5)
and (6) cancel each other out to a large extent: the more
you stress the clumsiness of Clitophon's attack, the less
Socrates is really harmed.
In other words, the hypothesis required to explain

points (1)±(3) is very weak and far-fetched when compared
with the explanations of (4)±(7) which can be given if the
authenticity is accepted. Therefore, although not without
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hesitation,409 I accept the Clitophon as a genuine work of
Plato. I repeat what I said at the beginning of the Intro-
duction, that I consider the authenticity problem a minor
issue compared with the problem of the meaning of this
dialogue.

409 Paul Shorey writes (What Plato Said (Chicago 1933), 658) that as a
doctorand in Munich in 1884 he maintained the thesis that the Cli-
tophon is authentic: `I doubt it now.' From what Shorey goes on to
say it becomes quite clear that he regards the Clitophon as spurious.
Over the years my position has become the exact opposite: the bal-
ance which I have drawn in this section causes me to claim that the
Clitophon is, after all, authentic. But I am less con®dent a scholar
than Shorey had the right to be.
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TEXT AND TRANSLATION





CONSPECTUS S IGLORUM

A Cod. Parisinus graecus 1807, s. ix exaratus, cuius
imaginem luce expressam contuli.

A2 eiusdem codicis manus veteris qui dicitur di-
orthotae, eadem atque manus prima.

A3 eiusdem codicis manus fere aequalis. sunt qui
Arethae attribuant.

A4 eiusdem codicis manus admodum recentior.
A5 manus Constantini Hierapolis metropolitae, s. xii.

D Cod. Marcianus graecus 185, s. xii exaratus, cuius
imaginem luce expressam contuli.

D2 eiusdem codicis manus recentiores, s. xiv non
anteriores.

F Cod. Vindobonensis Suppl. gr. 39, s. xiii vel xiv
exaratus, cuius imaginem luce expressam contuli.

F2 eiusdem codicis manus recentiores, s. xv non an-
teriores.

Pa Cod. Parisinus graecus 1809, s. xv exaratus, qui
Clitophontis partem tantum continet (usque ad
pag. 408d3). hic codex quamvis e cod. A deriva-
tus lectiones alterius testis, cum Themistii textu
Platonico cognati, hic illic continet. imaginem
luce expressam contuli.

Va Cod. Vaticanus graecus 2196, s. xiv exaratus,
cuius imaginem luce expressam contuli. cum Pa
arto vinculo cognatus; eiusdem testis atque cod.
Pa vestigia praebet.

w Codicum ADFVa (Pa) consensus.

Xr lectio in rasura scripta.
Xs lectio supra lineam scripta.
Xm lectio in margine scripta.
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Xpl lectio per litteras perscripta.
Xp lectione primae manus punctis deleta
X1, X2 manus prima, altera (etc.).
Xx incertum quae manus
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KLE ITOFWN

KleitojwÄ nta toÁ n A� ristwnuÂ mou tiv h� miÄ n dihgeiÄ to

e� nagcov, o� ti LusiÂ ai dialegoÂ menov taÁ v meÁ n metaÁ SwkraÂ touv

diatribaÁ v yeÂ goi, thÁ n QrasumaÂ cou deÁ sunousiÂ an u� pere-
painoiÄ .
± O� stiv w� SwÂ kratev ou� k o� rqwÄ v a� pemnhmoÂ neueÂ soi

touÁ v e� moiÁ periÁ souÄ genomeÂ nouv loÂ gouv proÁ v LusiÂ an´ taÁ meÁ n

gaÁ r e� gwge ou� k e� phÂ inoun se, taÁ deÁ kaiÁ e� phÂ inoun. e� peiÁ deÁ

dhÄ lov ei� memjoÂ menov meÂ n moi, prospoiouÂ menov deÁ mhdeÁ n

jrontiÂ zein, h� dist' a� n soi diexeÂ lqoimi au� touÁ v au� toÂ v, e� peidhÁ

kaiÁ moÂ nw tugcaÂ nomen o� ntev, i� na h� ttoÂ n me h� ghÄ i proÁ v seÁ jauÂ -

lwv e� cein. nuÄ n gaÁ r i� swv ou� k o� rqwÄ v a� khÂ koav, w� ste jaiÂ nei proÁ v

e� meÁ e� cein tracuteÂ rwv touÄ deÂ ontov´ ei� deÂ moi diÂ dwv par-
rhsiÂ an, h� dist' a� n dexaiÂ mhn kaiÁ e� qeÂ lw leÂ gein.
± A� ll' ai� scroÁ n mhÁ n souÄ ge w� jeleiÄ n me proqumou-
meÂ nou mhÁ u� pomeÂ nein´ dhÄ lon gaÁ r w� v gnouÁ v o� phi ceiÂ rwn ei� miÁ

406a1±407a4 resp. Synes. Dio 57d±58a � 2.270.12±16 Terzaghi.
407a1 resp. D.Chr. 13.15 � 1.233.3 de BudeÂ.
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Tit. PlaÂ twnov (add. D) KleitojwÄ n h� protreptikoÂ v AD: KleitojwÄ n F kq
A: om. DF taÁ touÄ dialoÂ gou proÂ swpa SwkraÂ thv KleitojwÄ n A: om. DF

406a1 tiÂ v w 2 meÁ n om. PaVa 3 yeÂ gei F (ut vid.) corr. Fxpl xun- F
(sun- et Synes.) u� perepainoiÄ AD: e� painoiÄ D2p: u� perepaineiÄ FVa
5 ante o� stiv alium interloc. ind. A: ante a7 e� peiÁ DF post o� stiv lac. stat.
Schanz: o� stiv hh� ni Hermann: o� shoÂ vi tiv (`ille ``quidam'' tuus') Bury: w� v tiv
Richards 7 taÁ deÁ kaiÁ e� phÂ inoun bis scrips. D corr. D2p e� peidhÁ deÁ PaVa
8 mhdeÁ n] mhÁ PaVa 9 jrontiÂ zein] ei� deÂ nai Axm 10 o� nte A4pl, D2 (ut vid.)
11 jaiÂ nei ADF: -hi A4r proÂ v me DF 12 touÄ deÂ - bis scrips. et lineola
corr. D ante ei� alium interloc. ind. F ei� dhÂ F 13 h� dist ' a� n] h� dista
F 407a1 ante a� ll ' alium interloc. ind. ADF me om. PaVa



CL ITOPHON

socr About Clitophon, the son of Aristonymus, someone
told us the other day that in his conversations with Lysias
he criticised his sessions with Socrates and was full of
praise about his contact with Thrasymachus.
clit Someone who wasn't giving you a correct report of
what I said about you to Lysias. Some things in you I
didn't praise, other things I did. Now, since you're ob-
viously cross with me, although you're pretending you
don't care, I would certainly be glad to give you my own
detailed account of what I said, the more so since we are
alone. That way you won't be so convinced I'm on bad
terms with you. As it is, you may not have heard the whole
truth, so it looks as if you're more irritated with me than I
deserve. If you allow me to speak freely, I'd be delighted
to take the opportunity ± I'm ready to tell you all.
socr Why, it would indeed be disgraceful of me not to put
up with it when it's you who o¨er to help improve me.
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kaiÁ beltiÂ wn, taÁ meÁ n a� skhÂ sw kaiÁ diwÂ xomai, taÁ deÁ jeuÂ xomai

kataÁ kraÂ tov.
± A� kouÂ oiv a� n. e� gwÁ gaÁ r w� SwÂ kratev soiÁ suggignoÂ -

menov pollaÂ kiv e� xeplhttoÂ mhn a� kouÂ wn, kaiÂ moi e� doÂ keiv paraÁ

touÁ v a� llouv a� nqrwÂ pouv kaÂ llista leÂ gein, o� poÂ te e� pitimwÄ n

toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv w� sper e� piÁ mhcanhÄ v tragikhÄ v qeoÁ v u� mnoiÄ v

leÂ gwn´ ``PoiÄ jeÂ resqe, w� nqrwpoi; kaiÁ a� gnoeiÄ te ou� deÁ n twÄ n

deoÂ ntwn praÂ ttontev; oi� tinev crhmaÂ twn meÁ n peÂ ri thÁ n paÄ san

spoudhÁ n e� cete o� pwv u� miÄ n e� stai, twÄ n d' u� eÂ wn oi� v tauÄ ta

5

b

a3 sq. resp. Jul. Or. 4a � 1.2.12 sq. Bidez.
a7 resp. D.Chr. 13.16 � 1.233.7 de BudeÂ.
a8±408b2 cf. Them. Or. 320d±321c � 2.134.3±135.6 Downey±Norman.
a8±c2 cf. D.Chr. 13.14±17 � 1.232.21±233.21 de BudeÂ.
a8±b1 cf. Epict. 3.22.26 � 267.6 sq. Schenkl.
a8 resp. Jul. Or. 4a � 1.2.11 Bidez; Ps.-Plu. 4e � 1.8.4 sq. Paton±Wege-

haupt; Tim. Lex. s.v. tragikhÁ skhnhÂ ; Demetr. Eloc. 232; Philostr. VA
6.11 � 1.220.18±20 Kayser.
b1±c4 cf. Ps.-Plu. 4e � 1.8.5±8 Paton±Wegehaupt.
b1 cf. Lib. Or. 18.123 � 2.288.9 sq. Foerster; Olymp. in Grg. 112.26 sq. Wes-

terink; Corp.Herm. 7.1 � 1.82.3 Nock; ps.-Luc. Cyn. 18 � 4.145.11±12 Macleod;
Schol. Luc. Iupp.trag. 36 � 71.21 Rabe

4 a� naÁ kraÂ tov van Herwerden post kraÂ tov alium interloc. ind. F 5
ante a� kouÂ oiv alium interloc. ind. AF soiÁ AD: om. F -gin- D 6 post
pollaÂ kiv dist. DF e� doÂ kei D 8 e� piÁ w: e� k Them. Iul.: a� poÁ D.Chr.
Demetr. (ut vid.) mhc.trag. w cf. Epict.: transp. Them. Iul. Tim. mh-
canhÄ v w Them. D.Chr. Demetr. cf. Philostr.: skhnhÄ v Epict. Iul. Tim.
tragikhÄ v] tra A1r qeoiÄ v F corr. F2s u� mnoiÄ v Baumann: u� mnoiv DF: u� meiÄ v
AD2pF2s: u� mneiv Ven.189 Mal.D.28.4 Flor.85.6 b1 post leÂ gwn init. orat.
ind. A poiÄ ± a� gnoeiÄ te] a� nqrwpoi a� gnoeiÄ te D.Chr. (PY), textum praeb.
D.Chr. (UBM) poiÄ jeÂ resqe post vocativum transp. Epict. Ps.-Plu. Olymp.
Aristid.: ante voc. hab. Lib. Corp.Herm. Schol.Luc. Plu. (a) Him. Them.
Aen.Gaz. Procop. Const.Porph. pouÄ Ps.-Plu. Olymp. (poiÄ omnes ceteri
exc. Luc. et Plu. (b)) w� nqrwpoi w D.Chr. (UBM) Schol.Luc. (disertim): i� wÂ
'nqrwpoi Epict.: w� a� nqrwpoi Ps.-Plu. Corp.Herm. Plu. (b) Them. Lib.: a� nqrw-
poi D.Chr. (PY) Olymp. kaiÁ del. Cobet: h� Ast (cf. Procop. Const.Porph.):
pwÄ v susp. Schanz mhdeÁ n D.Chr. 2 kthÂ sewv ante peÂ ri add. Ps.-Plu.
thÁ n paÄ san spoudhÁ n e� cete AD2p cf. Iambl.: thÁ n peripaÄ san spoudhÁ n e� cete
D: paÄ san thÁ n spoudhÁ n e� cete F: spoudhÁ n e� cete a� pasan Them.: paÄ san
poieiÄ sqe spoudhÁ n Ps.-Plu. 3 ui� eÂ wn w Ps.-Plu. Them. tauÄ ta w Ps.-
Plu. Them.(SY ): au� taÁ Them.(AL )
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Obviously, once I realise what my bad and good points
are, I'll devote all my energy to the one, and I'll avoid the
other like the plague.
clit All right then. You know, Socrates, when I used to
keep your company I was often stunned by what I heard
from you, and I thought you put things better than any
other, every time you disparaged mankind like a god in a
tragedy in your lengthy sermons: `Where are you rushing
to, you human beings? Don't you know that all your
actions are beside the point? It's money you do your very
best to get, while you couldn't care less if your sons, to

5

b
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paradwÂ sete *** o� pwv e� pisthÂ sontai crhÄ sqai dikaiÂ wv touÂ toiv,
ou� te didaskaÂ louv au� toiÄ v eu� riÂ skete thÄ v dikaiosuÂ nhv, ei� per

maqhtoÂ n, ei� deÁ melethtoÂ n te kaiÁ a� skhtoÂ n, oi� tinev e� xaskhÂ -

sousin kai e� kmelethÂ sousin i� kanwÄ v, ou� deÂ g' e� ti proÂ teron

u� maÄ v au� touÁ v ou� twv e� qerapeuÂ sate. a� ll' o� rwÄ ntev graÂ mmata

kaiÁ mousikhÁ n kaiÁ gumnastikhÁ n u� maÄ v te au� touÁ v kaiÁ touÁ v

paiÄ dav u� mwÄ n i� kanwÄ v memaqhkoÂ tav, a� dhÁ paideiÂ an a� rethÄ v

ei� nai teleÂ an h� ghsqe, ka� peita ou� deÁ n h� tton kakouÁ v gigno-
meÂ nouv periÁ taÁ crhÂ mata, pwÄ v ou� katajroneiÄ te thÄ v nuÄ n

paideuÂ sewv ou� deÁ zhteiÄ te oi� tinev u� maÄ v pauÂ sousi tauÂ thv thÄ v

a� mousiÂ av; kaiÂ toi diaÂ ge tauÂ thn thÁ n plhmmeÂ leian kaiÁ r� aiqu-
miÂ an, a� ll' ou� diaÁ thÁ n e� n twÄ i podiÁ proÁ v thÁ n luÂ ran a� metriÂ an,

kaiÁ a� deljoÁ v a� deljwÄ i kaiÁ poÂ leiv poÂ lesin a� meÂ trwv kaiÁ

5

c

5

4 paradwÂ sete w Them. D.Chr.: kataleiÂ yete Ps.-Plu. lacunam statui:
ou� demiÂ an poieiÄ sqe e� pimeÂ leian Them.: mikraÁ jrontiÂ zete Ps.-Plu.: cf. h� melhÂ -
kate D.Chr.: a� meleiÄ te kaiÁ post touÂ toiv Stephanus (ut vid.) e Ficino e� -
pisthÂ swntai D2s Them.(AL2) dikaiÂ wv w Them.: o� rqwÄ v Iambl.: o� rqwÄ v
kaiÁ dikaiÂ wv D.Chr. touÂ toiv om. Them. post dikaiÂ wv dist. DF 6
maqhtoÂ n] -o- A1r : -twÄ n Pa ei� deÁ ] ei� te F e� xaskhÂ sousi DF 7 g' e� ti
ADFVa: geÂ ti Pa: ge Them. c1 te (et Them.) om. D 2 a� rethÄ v] -thÄ v
A1r 3 ei� nai om. PaVa Them. teleiÂ an Them. h� geiÄ sqe F
Them. ka� peita (et Them.)] kaÂ peit ' D kakouÁ v ADFVa Them.(SY ):
kakwÄ v Pa Them.(AL ) gin- Them.(AL ) 4 pwÄ v] o� mwv Hermann 6
kaiÂ toi g(e) Plu.(a) ge w Them.(SY ): te Them.(AL ) 7 a� ll ' ou� w
Them.(SY ): kaiÁ ou� Them.(AL ) thÁ n touÄ podoÁ v Plu.(a) et (b)

(b1) resp. Plu. (a) 246a � 2.233.16±17 NachstaÈdt±Sieveking±Titchener; Plu.
(b) 439 c � 3.124.3 Pohlenz±Sieveking; Philostr. VA 1.17 � 1.18.6 Kayser; Him.
Or. 20 [66].6 � 236.50 Colonna; Epiph. haer. 69.23.2 � 3.172.32 Holl±
Dummer; Aen. Gaz. Theophr. 85.900b Migne � 16.14 Colonna; Procop. Pers.
1.18.17 � 1.93.14 Haury; Const. Porph. Ins. 33.1.
b1±3 cf. Iambl. Protr. 59.12±5 des Places; resp. Demetr. Eloc. 296 � Aristipp.

Fr. 21 Mannebach.
b1 sq. resp. D.Chr. 13.13 � 1.232.6 de BudeÂ; Aristid. Or. 24.55 � 2.70.7 Keil.
b5±7 resp. D.Chr. 13.32 � 1.239.8±10 de BudeÂ.
c4±6 resp. Aristid. Or. 24.55 � 2.70.9 Keil.
c6±d2 cf. Plu. (a) 439 cd � 3.124.5±10 Pohlenz±Sieveking; Plu. (b)

534e � 3.361.9±13 Pohlenz±Sieveking.
c7 resp. D.Chr. 13.19 � 1.235.1 de BudeÂ; id. 13.27 � 1.237.25.
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whom you'll be leaving it, won't know how to use it in a
just way. You don't ®nd them teachers of justice, if it can
be learned, that is ± or, if it can be acquired by training or
exercise, people to exercise or train them adequately. In-
deed, earlier on you never had yourselves taken care of
that way. Yet you see that in reading and writing, music
and physical exercise you yourselves and your children
have had an adequate education ± and this you regard as a
complete education in goodness ±, but that nevertheless
you prove none the better in matters of money. So how
can you not despise the present education system, and why
is it that you're not looking for people to put an end to this
lack of harmonious breeding? It's actually when people
are out of tune with this standard and negligent of it, not
when the foot doesn't keep in step with the lyre, that
brother behaves towards brother, and cities towards cities

5

c

5
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a� narmoÂ stwv prosjeroÂ menai stasiaÂ zousi kaiÁ polemouÄ ntev taÁ

e� scata drwÄ sin kaiÁ paÂ scousin. u� meiÄ v deÂ jate ou� di' a� pai-
deusiÂ an ou� deÁ di' a� gnoian a� ll' e� koÂ ntav touÁ v a� diÂ kouv a� diÂ kouv

ei� nai, paÂ lin d' au� tolmaÄ te leÂ gein w� v ai� scroÁ n kaiÁ qeomiseÁ v

h� a� dikiÂ a´ pwÄ v ou� n dhÂ tiv toÂ ge toiouÄ ton kakoÁ n e� kwÁ n ai� roiÄ t'
a� n; H� ttwn o� v a� n h� i jate twÄ n h� donwÄ n. ou� kouÄ n kaiÁ touÄ to

a� kouÂ sion, ei� per toÁ nikaÄ n e� kouÂ sion; w� ste e� k pantoÁ v troÂ pou

toÂ ge a� dikeiÄ n a� kouÂ sion o� loÂ gov ai� reiÄ , kaiÁ deiÄ n e� pimeÂ leian thÄ v

nuÄ n pleiÂ w poieiÄ sqai paÂ nt' a� ndra i� diÂ ai q' a� ma kaiÁ dhmosiÂ ai

xumpaÂ sav taÁ v poÂ leiv.''
TauÄ t' ou� n w� SwÂ kratev e� gwÁ o� tan a� kouÂ w sou qamaÁ

leÂ gontov, kaiÁ maÂ la a� gamai kaiÁ qaumastwÄ v w� v e� painwÄ .

kaiÁ o� poÂ tan au� jhÄ iv toÁ e� jexhÄ v touÂ twi, touÁ v a� skouÄ ntav meÁ n

taÁ swÂ mata, thÄ v deÁ yuchÄ v h� melhkoÂ tav e� teroÂ n ti praÂ ttein

toiouÄ ton, touÄ meÁ n a� rxontov a� meleiÄ n, periÁ deÁ toÁ a� rxoÂ menon

e� spoudakeÂ nai, kaiÁ o� tan leÂ ghiv w� v o� twi tiv mhÁ e� piÂ statai

crhÄ sqai, kreiÄ tton e� aÄ n thÁ n touÂ tou crhÄ sin´ ei� dhÂ tiv mhÁ
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without measure or harmony, feuding and making war and
committing and su¨ering the worst outrages. Now, you
claim that it's not lack of education or ignorance that
makes the unjust unjust, but that they are so of their own
free will ± yet at the same time you have the gall to say
that injustice is wicked and an abomination to the gods. So
how would anyone choose such an evil willingly? Well, you
say, because he is overcome by desires. Isn't that involun-
tary, then, seeing that to overcome them is voluntary?
Therefore in either case it stands to reason that injustice is
involuntary, and that each man should take greater private
care, and likewise all cities greater public care, than they
do at present.'

As for these things, Socrates, when I hear you say them
so often, I am full of admiration and I praise them im-
mensely. And when again you go on to say that those who
train their bodies and neglect their souls do something
similar: they neglect the part that is going to rule and de-
vote themselves to that which is going to be ruled; and
when you say that what one doesn't know how to use
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e� piÂ statai o� jqalmoiÄ v crhÄ sqai mhdeÁ w� siÁ n mhdeÁ xuÂ mpanti twÄ i

swÂ mati, touÂ twi mhÂ t' a� kouÂ ein mhÂ q' o� raÄ n mhÂ t' a� llhn creiÂ an

mhdemiÂ an crhÄ sqai twÄ i swÂ mati kreiÄ tton h� o� phiouÄ n crhÄ sqai´
kaiÁ dhÁ kaiÁ periÁ teÂ cnhn w� sauÂ twv´ o� stiv gaÁ r dhÁ mhÁ e� piÂ statai

thÄ i e� autouÄ luÂ rai crhÄ sqai, dhÄ lon w� v ou� deÁ thÄ i touÄ geiÂ tonov, ou� deÁ

o� stiv mhÁ thÄ i twÄ n a� llwn, ou� deÁ thÄ i e� autouÄ , ou� d' a� llwi twÄ n

o� rgaÂ nwn ou� deÁ kthmaÂ twn ou� deniÂ . kaiÁ teleutaÄ i dhÁ kalwÄ v o�

loÂ gov ou� toÂ v soi, w� v o� stiv yuchÄ i mhÁ e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai,

touÂ twi toÁ a� gein h� suciÂ an thÄ i yuchÄ i kaiÁ mhÁ zhÄ n kreiÄ tton h� zhÄ n

praÂ ttonti kaq' au� toÂ n´ ei� deÂ tiv a� naÂ gkh zhÄ n ei� h, douÂ lwi a� meinon

h� e� leuqeÂ rwi diaÂ gein twÄ i toiouÂ twi toÁ n biÂ on e� stiÁ n a� ra, kaqaÂ per

ploiÂ ou paradoÂ nti taÁ phdaÂ lia thÄ v dianoiÂ av a� llwi, twÄ i maqoÂ nti

thÁ n twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn kubernhtikhÂ n, h� n dhÁ suÁ politikhÁ n w�

SwÂ kratev e� ponomaÂ zeiv pollaÂ kiv, thÁ n au� thÁ n dhÁ tauÂ thn dika-
stikhÂ n te kaiÁ dikaiosuÂ nhn w� v e� stin leÂ gwn.

TouÂ toiv dhÁ toiÄ v

loÂ goiv kaiÁ e� teÂ roiv toiouÂ toiv pampoÂ lloiv kaiÁ pagkaÂ lwv lego-
meÂ noiv, w� v didaktoÁ n a� rethÁ kaiÁ paÂ ntwn e� autouÄ deiÄ maÂ lista

e� pimeleiÄ sqai, scedoÁ n ou� t' a� nteiÄ pon pwÂ pote ou� t' oi� mai mhÂ -
pote u� steron a� nteiÂ pw, protreptikwtaÂ touv te h� gouÄ mai kaiÁ
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would be better left alone ± thus, if someone doesn't know
how to use his eyes or his ears or his whole body, for such
a person not to hear or to see or to make any other use of
his body is better than to use it no matter how. And it's the
same with technical abilities: a man who doesn't know how
to use his own lyre will obviously not be able to use his
neighbour's lyre either, and a man who can't use someone
else's lyre won't be able to use his own ± or any other in-
strument or possession. And so this argument brings you to
a ®ne conclusion: for a man who doesn't know how to use
his soul, to leave his soul idle and not to live is better than
to live according to his own lights; and if he must live at
all costs, he is better o¨ spending his life as a slave rather
than as a free man, and handing over the rudder of his
thinking to somebody else, who has learned the art of
steering human beings ± this art which you often call poli-
tics, Socrates, and which you claim is precisely the same as
judication and justice.
These speeches and others of the kind, so numerous and

so beautifully formulated, that goodness can be taught and
that of all things one should care most for oneself, I don't
think I've ever said a word against them, nor will I in the
future, I suppose. I regard them as very suitable for ex-
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w� jelimwtaÂ touv, kaiÁ a� tecnwÄ v w� sper kaqeuÂ dontav e� pegeiÂ rein

h� maÄ v. proseiÄ con dhÁ toÁ n nouÄ n toÁ metaÁ tauÄ ta w� v a� kousoÂ menov,

e� panerwtwÄ n ou� ti seÁ toÁ prwÄ ton w� SwÂ kratev, a� llaÁ twÄ n

h� likiwtwÄ n te kaiÁ sunepiqumhtwÄ n h� e� taiÂ rwn swÄ n, h� o� pwv deiÄ

proÁ v seÁ periÁ au� twÄ n toÁ toiouÄ ton o� nomaÂ zein. touÂ twn gaÁ r

touÂ v ti maÂ lista ei� nai doxazomeÂ nouv u� poÁ souÄ prwÂ touv

e� panhrwÂ twn, punqanoÂ menov tiÂ v o� metaÁ tauÄ t' ei� h loÂ gov, kaiÁ

kataÁ seÁ troÂ pon tinaÁ u� poteiÂ nwn au� toiÄ v, `` W� beÂ ltistoi''
e� jhn ``u� meiÄ v, pwÄ v poteÂ nun a� podecoÂ meqa thÁ n SwkraÂ touv

protrophÁ n h� mwÄ n e� p' a� rethÂ n; w� v o� ntov moÂ nou touÂ tou,

e� pexelqeiÄ n deÁ ou� k o� n twÄ i praÂ gmati kaiÁ labeiÄ n au� toÁ teleÂ wv,

a� ll' h� miÄ n paraÁ paÂ nta dhÁ toÁ n biÂ on e� rgon touÄ t' e� stai, touÁ v
mhÂ pw protetrammeÂ nouv protreÂ pein, kaiÁ e� keiÂ nouv au� e� teÂ rouv,

h� deiÄ toÁ n SwkraÂ th kaiÁ a� llhÂ louv h� maÄ v toÁ metaÁ touÄ t' e� panerw-
taÄ n, o� mologhÂ santav touÄ t' au� toÁ a� nqrwÂ pwi prakteÂ on ei� nai, tiÂ

tou� nteuÄ qen; pwÄ v a� rcesqai deiÄ n jamen dikaiosuÂ nhv peÂ ri

maqhÂ sewv; w� sper a� n ei� tiv h� maÄ v prouÂ trepen touÄ swÂ matov

e� pimeÂ leian poieiÄ sqai, mhdeÁ n pronoouÄ ntav o� rwÄ n kaqaÂ per

paiÄ dav w� v e� stin tiv gumnastikhÁ kaiÁ i� atrikhÂ , ka� peita w� neiÂ -
dizen leÂ gwn w� v ai� scroÁ n purwÄ n meÁ n kaiÁ kriqwÄ n kaiÁ a� mpeÂ lwn

e� pimeÂ leian paÄ san poieiÄ sqai, kaiÁ o� sa touÄ swÂ matov e� neka
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4 toÁ AFVa: om. D: toÁ n Pa 5 ou� ti ] o� tiÁ v (ut vid.) F2m se ADF 6
suÁ n e� piqumhtwÄ n D e� teÂ rwn F -ai- F2s 7 post o� nomaÂ zein lac. susp.
Schanz 9 e� panhroÂ mhn PaVa d1 u� poÂ tinwn F 2 nun scripsi: nuÄ n w:
secl. Hermann 4 deÁ delendum susp. Schanz (vel post touÂ tou lac. statuen-
dam putat) deÁ AF d ' D o� n scripsi: e� n w: e� ni Bessarion: e� hstiin olim
conieci teleÂ wv au� toÂ Va 5 par' a� panta D 6 e� keiÂ noiv Va e� teÂ -
rouv] -eÂ - A1r, -ai- a.c. (ut vid.) 7 deiÄ ] deÁ F corr. Fxpl SwkraÂ thn
FVa touÄ t '] toÂ t ' F e� perwtaÄ n AD e1 tiÂ om. D add. D1pl 2
tou� nteuÄ qe F dikaiosuÂ nhv ] tiÂ nov Gallavotti peri D -eÂ - D2 3 prouÂ -
trepe F 5 w� neiÂ dize F 6 a� mpelwÄ n D corr. D2 7 kaiÁ o� sa ± 9 teÂ cnhn
om. D verbis 4 mhdeÁ n ± 5 i� atrikhÂ iterum positis

c3 sq. cf. Procl. Theol.Plat. 3.23 � 3.83.17 sq. Sa¨rey±Westerink.
c6 cf. Poll. 3.69.
e1±410b3 � Stob. 3.9.64 � 3.405.10±407.26 Wachsmuth±Hense.

KLE ITOFWN

250



horting people and very useful ± they simply wake us up
from our sleep. So I paid close attention in the hope that
I would hear what was coming next; I did not put my
questions to you ®rst, Socrates, but to some of your con-
temporaries and your fellow-aspirers or comrades or
whatever that sort of relationship to you is to be called.
Those among them who you think are really good I ques-
tioned ®rst, and I asked them what issue was coming next;
I imitated you, after a fashion, in hinting at the answer.
`My excellent friends,' I said, `now, in what way do we
understand the exhortation to goodness that Socrates is
addressing to us? Is it all there is, and is it impossible to
pursue the matter any further and grasp it completely? Is it
to be our lifelong duty to exhort those who have not yet
been persuaded by exhortation and theirs in turn to exhort
others? Isn't this rather the time to ask Socrates and each
other, since we have agreed that goodness is man's very
duty, what comes next? What do we say is the way to start
learning justice? Suppose someone were exhorting us to
care for our bodies, and he had noticed that we hadn't the
faintest idea that there is such a thing as physical training
and medicine, as if we were mere children. If he were then
to reproach us and say that it is disgraceful to devote all
one's care to wheat, barley and vines, and to all other
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diaponouÂ meqaÂ te kaiÁ ktwÂ meqa, touÂ tou d' au� touÄ mhdemiÂ an

teÂ cnhn mhdeÁ mhcanhÂ n o� pwv w� v beÂ ltiston e� stai toÁ swÄ ma

e� xeuriÂ skein, kaiÁ tauÄ ta ou� san, ei� d' e� panhroÂ meqa toÁ n tauÄ q'
h� maÄ v protreÂ ponta `LeÂ geiv deÁ ei� nai tiÂ nav tauÂ tav taÁ v teÂ cnav;'
ei� pen a� n i� swv o� ti gumnastikhÁ kaiÁ i� atrikhÂ . kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÁ tiÂ na

jameÁ n ei� nai thÁ n e� piÁ thÄ i thÄ v yuchÄ v a� rethÄ i teÂ cnhn; legeÂ sqw.''
`O dhÁ dokwÄ n au� twÄ n e� rrwmeneÂ statov ei� nai proÁ v tauÄ ta a� po-

krinoÂ menov ei� peÂ n moi tauÂ thn thÁ n teÂ cnhn ei� nai, h� nper a� kouÂ eiv

suÁ leÂ gontov e� jh SwkraÂ touv, ou� k a� llhn h� dikaiosuÂ nhn.
ei� poÂ ntov deÂ mou ``MhÂ moi toÁ o� noma moÂ non ei� phiv, a� llaÁ w� de.
i� atrikhÂ pouÂ tiv leÂ getai teÂ cnh. tauÂ thv d' e� stiÁ n dittaÁ taÁ

a� potelouÂ mena, toÁ meÁ n i� atrouÁ v a� eiÁ proÁ v toiÄ v ou� sin e� teÂ rouv

e� xergaÂ zesqai, toÁ deÁ u� giÂ eian´ e� stin deÁ touÂ twn qaÂ teron ou� keÂ ti

teÂ cnh, thÄ v teÂ cnhv deÁ thÄ v didaskouÂ shv te kaiÁ didaskomeÂ nhv

e� rgon, o� dhÁ leÂ gomen u� giÂ eian. kaiÁ tektonikhÄ v deÁ kataÁ tau� taÁ

oi� kiÂ a te kaiÁ tektonikhÁ toÁ meÁ n e� rgon, toÁ deÁ diÂ dagma. thÄ v dhÁ

dikaiosuÂ nhv w� sauÂ twv toÁ meÁ n dikaiÂ ouv e� stw poieiÄ n, kaqaÂ per

e� keiÄ touÁ v tecniÂ tav e� kaÂ stouv´ toÁ d' e� teron, o� duÂ natai poieiÄ n

h� miÄ n e� rgon o� diÂ kaiov, tiÂ touÄ toÂ jamen; ei� peÂ .''
ou� tov meÁ n w� v

oi� mai toÁ sumjeÂ ron a� pekriÂ nato, a� llov deÁ toÁ deÂ on, e� terov deÁ
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things we try to acquire at great cost for the sake of the
body, yet when it comes to the best possible condition of
the body, not to try to ®nd an art or any means whatever
to achieve it, even though there is one; and if we asked the
man who was exhorting us to this ``Well, what do you say
these arts are, then?'' he would say, presumably, ``Physical
training and medicine.'' Well, in this case, too, what do we
say is the art which presides over the goodness of the soul?
Let's have an answer.'

The one who was thought to have the sharpest brain
gave an answer to the question. He told me that this art
`which', he said, `you hear Socrates talking about', was
none other than justice. I said: `Don't give me just its
name, but do it this way. There is of course an art called
medicine. Its e¨ects are twofold; one to produce always
new doctors in addition to those that are already there, the
other health. Now the second of these is no longer an art
itself, but a product generated by the art which teaches
and is taught ± that which we call health. In the case of car-
pentry, too, there are the house and carpentry along the
same lines; the one is the product, the other the teaching-
matter. Likewise, let one product of justice be to make
just men, as in the other cases the various craftsmen. But
the other thing, the product which the just man is able to
make for us, what do we say that is? Tell me.'

This man, I think, replied `the useful', another `the ®t-
ting', a third `the bene®cial', and another `the pro®table'.
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toÁ w� jeÂ limon, o� deÁ toÁ lusitelouÄ n. e� panhÂ iein d' e� gwÁ leÂ gwn

o� ti ``Ka� keiÄ taÂ ge o� noÂ mata tauÄ t' e� stiÁ n e� n e� kaÂ sthi twÄ n tecnwÄ n,

o� rqwÄ v praÂ ttein, lusitelouÄ nta, w� jeÂ lima kaiÁ ta� lla taÁ toiauÄ ta´
a� llaÁ proÁ v o� ti tauÄ ta taÂ nta teiÂ nei, e� reiÄ toÁ i� dion e� kaÂ sth

teÂ cnh, oi� on h� tektonikhÁ toÁ eu� , toÁ kalwÄ v, toÁ deoÂ ntwv, w� ste

taÁ xuÂ lina jhÂ sei skeuÂ h giÂ gnesqai, a� dhÁ ou� k e� stin teÂ cnh.
legeÂ sqw dhÁ kaiÁ toÁ thÄ v dikaiosuÂ nhv w� sauÂ twv.''

TeleutwÄ n

a� pekriÂ natoÂ tiv w� SwÂ krateÂ v moi twÄ n swÄ n e� taiÂ rwn, o� v dhÁ

komyoÂ tata e� doxen ei� peiÄ n, o� ti touÄ t' ei� h toÁ thÄ v dikaiosuÂ nhv

i� dion e� rgon, o� twÄ n a� llwn ou� demiaÄ v, jiliÂ an e� n taiÄ v poÂ lesin

poieiÄ n. ou� tov d' au� e� rwtwÂ menov thÁ n jiliÂ an a� gaqoÂ n t' e� jh

ei� nai kaiÁ ou� deÂ pote kakoÂ n, taÁ v deÁ twÄ n paiÂ dwn jiliÂ av kaiÁ

taÁ v twÄ n qhriÂ wn, a� v h� meiÄ v touÄ to tou� noma e� ponomaÂ zomen, ou� k

a� pedeÂ ceto ei� nai jiliÂ av e� panerwtwÂ menov´ suneÂ baine gaÁ r au� twÄ i

taÁ pleiÂ w taÁ v toiauÂ tav blaberaÁ v h� a� gaqaÁ v ei� nai. jeuÂ gwn

dhÁ toÁ toiouÄ ton ou� deÁ jiliÂ av e� jh taÁ v toiauÂ tav ei� nai, yeudwÄ v

deÁ o� nomaÂ zein au� taÁ v touÁ v ou� twv o� nomaÂ zontav´ thÁ n deÁ o� ntwv

kaiÁ a� lhqwÄ v jiliÂ an ei� nai sajeÂ stata o� moÂ noian. thÁ n deÁ

o� moÂ noian e� rwtwÂ menov ei� o� modoxiÂ an ei� nai leÂ goi h� e� pisthÂ mhn,

thÁ n meÁ n o� modoxiÂ an h� tiÂ mazen´ h� nagkaÂ zonto gaÁ r pollaiÁ kaiÁ

blaberaiÁ giÂ gnesqai o� modoxiÂ ai a� nqrwÂ pwn, thÁ n deÁ jiliÂ an

a� gaqoÁ n w� mologhÂ kei paÂ ntwv ei� nai kaiÁ dikaiosuÂ nhv e� rgon´
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So I retraced my steps and said: `In the other area, too,
these names play a part in each of the arts, acting cor-
rectly, doing what's pro®table, bene®cial and so on, but
the aim of all these actions will be stated by each of the
arts individually, as its distinctive trait. For example car-
pentry will mention right, proper and appropriate action,
aiming at, she will say, the production of wooden equip-
ment, which of course isn't art itself. So let me have a
similar answer about the distinctive trait of justice.'

Finally, Socrates, one of your comrades gave me an
answer which was thought the smartest. He said that the
proper product of justice and of no other art was to
achieve friendship in cities. Upon further questioning he
declared that friendship was good, never bad. What we
call the `friendships' of children and animals he didn't
admit to be friendships when he was asked about that, for
he was forced to the conclusion that they were more often
harmful than good. In order to avoid that he claimed that
they weren't friendships at all, and that those who call
them that do so wrongly. Real and true friendship was in
actual fact concord. When he was asked whether by con-
cord he meant unity of opinion or knowledge, he rejected
unity of opinion; for he said that there must necessarily be
many harmful cases of unity of opinion among men, while
he had already admitted that friendship was good and the
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w� ste tau� toÁ n e� jhsen ei� nai o� moÂ noian, [kaiÁ ] e� pisthÁ mhn ou� san,

a� ll' ou� doÂ xan. o� te dhÁ e� ntauÄ qa h� men touÄ loÂ gou, a� porouÄ ntev,

oi� paroÂ ntev i� kanoiÁ h� san e� piplhÂ ttein te au� twÄ i kaiÁ leÂ gein o� ti

peridedraÂ mhken ei� v tau� toÁ n o� loÂ gov toiÄ v prwÂ toiv, kaiÁ e� legon

o� ti ``KaiÁ h� i� atrikhÁ o� moÂ noiaÂ tiÂ v e� stin kaiÁ a� pasai ai� teÂ cnai,

kaiÁ periÁ o� tou ei� siÁ n e� cousi leÂ gein´ thÁ n deÁ u� poÁ souÄ legomeÂ nhn

dikaiosuÂ nhn h� o� moÂ noian o� poi teiÂ nousaÂ e� stin diapeÂ jeugen,

kaiÁ a� dhlon au� thÄ v o� ti poÂ t' e� stin toÁ e� rgon.''
TauÄ ta w� SwÂ kratev e� gwÁ teleutwÄ n kaiÁ seÁ au� toÁ n h� rwÂ twn,

kaiÁ ei� peÂ v moi dikaiosuÂ nhv ei� nai touÁ v meÁ n e� cqrouÁ v blaÂ ptein

touÁ v deÁ jiÂ louv eu� poieiÄ n. u� steron deÁ e� jaÂ nh blaÂ ptein

ge ou� deÂ pote o� diÂ kaiov ou� deÂ na´ paÂ nta gaÁ r e� p' w� jeliÂ ai paÂ n-
tav draÄ n.

TauÄ ta deÁ ou� c a� pax ou� deÁ diÁ v a� llaÁ poluÁ n dhÁ

u� pomeiÂ nav croÂ non [kaiÁ ] liparwÄ n a� peiÂ rhka, nomiÂ sav se toÁ

meÁ n protreÂ pein ei� v a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian kaÂ llist' a� nqrwÂ pwn

draÄ n, duoiÄ n deÁ qaÂ teron, h� tosouÄ ton moÂ non duÂ nasqai, ma-

kroÂ teron deÁ ou� deÂ n, o� geÂ noit' a� n kaiÁ periÁ a� llhn h� ntinaouÄ n

teÂ cnhn, oi� on mhÁ o� nta kubernhÂ thn katamelethÄ sai toÁ n e� painon

periÁ au� thÄ v, w� v pollouÄ toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv a� xiÂ a, kaiÁ periÁ twÄ n

a� llwn tecnwÄ n w� sauÂ twv, tau� toÁ n dhÁ kaiÁ soiÂ tiv e� peneÂ gkoi

taÂ c' a� n periÁ dikaiosuÂ nhv, w� v ou� maÄ llon o� nti dikaiosuÂ nhv

9 ei� nai´ D kaiÁ (et Stob.) del. Bekker: post ei� nai transp. Ast: kaiÁ dikaio-
suÂ nhn Hermann: kaiÁ jiliÂ an Bertini, Baumann o� monoiÂ ai w� v e� pist. ou� san
Bury: o� moÂ n. kaiÁ e� pist. ou� doÂ xan ou� san Ge¨cken 10 post doÂ xan ®nem
orat. ind. A h� men] h� meÁ n D a� porouÄ ntev delendum putat Schleierma-
cher 410a1 i� kanoiÁ h� san] gr. e� peceiÂ rhsan A2m te A: teÁ DF: om. Va
3 h� om. D (habet Stob.) o� moÂ noia w e� sti F 5 o� poi Bekker: o� pou w
(et F) Stob. e� sti DF -jeuge F 6 pot ' e� stin A (e� stiÁ n A4): pot ' e� sti
F: poteÂ e� sti D post e� rgon ®nem orat. ind. A, alium interloc. ind. D 7
seautoÁ n A (corr. A4) F Stob.: se au� toÁ n D (deÁ D2) 8 ei� paÂ v Stob. di-
kaiosuÂ nhn Va b2 ou� deÁ n´ a� panta Stob. w� jeliÂ ai A -eiÂ - A4DF Stob.
paÂ ntav] pantoÁ v Bury 3 deÁ ] gaÁ r F 4 kaiÁ del. Baumann liparwÁ n A
nomissase D corr. D2pl=s se ADF: seÁ A4: deÁ Va toÁ ] -w Dxs 6 de F
8 oi� on om. F add. F2s katamelehÄ sai D corr. D2pl c2 soiÁ tiÂ v DF 3
o� nti ] o� ti D
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product of justice. His conclusion was therefore that con-
cord was the same thing, being knowledge and not opin-
ion. As we had arrived at this point in the argument and
didn't see a way out, the bystanders were enabled to get at
him because the argument had come full circle and got
back to where it had started. They said: `Medicine is a
kind of concord, too, as all the arts are, yet they are able
to say what they are all about. But this justice or concord
of yours hasn't the faintest idea what its aim is, and it is
totally unclear what its product is.'

That's why at long last, Socrates, I asked you the ques-
tions yourself, and you told me that it was a typical prop-
erty of justice to harm enemies and bene®t friends. Later,
however, it turned out that the just man never harms any-
one, as all he does to everybody is to their bene®t.

This I had to endure not just once or twice but over
quite a long period; I have now given up persisting. I think
you are better than anybody else at exhorting people to
care about goodness, but one of two things must be true:
either you can do only that and nothing that goes any fur-
ther ± which could also happen in the case of any other
art; for example without being a steersman one might train
oneself in making eulogies about how valuable the steers-
man's trade is for mankind, and likewise for the other arts.
The very same complaint might perhaps be lodged against
you in the ®eld of justice ± people might say that you are
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e� pisthÂ moni, dioÂ ti kalwÄ v au� thÁ n e� gkwmiaÂ zeiv. ou� mhÁ n toÂ ge

e� moÁ n ou� twv e� cei, duoiÄ n deÁ qaÂ teron, h� ou� k ei� deÂ nai se h�

ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n.
DiaÁ tauÄ ta dhÁ kaiÁ proÁ v

QrasuÂ macon oi� omai poreuÂ omai kaiÁ a� llose o� poi duÂ namai,

a� porwÄ n´ e� peiÁ ei� g' e� qeÂ leiv suÁ touÂ twn meÁ n h� dh pauÂ sasqai

proÁ v e� meÁ twÄ n loÂ gwn twÃ n protreptikwÄ n, oi� on deÁ ei� periÁ

gumnastikhÄ v protetrammeÂ nov h� touÄ swÂ matov deiÄ n mhÁ a� meleiÄ n,

toÁ e� jexhÄ v a� n twÄ i protreptikwÄ i loÂ gwi e� legev oi� on toÁ swÄ maÂ

mou juÂ sei o� n oi� av qerapeiÂ av deiÄ tai, kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÁ tau� toÁ n

gigneÂ sqw. qeÁ v toÁ n KleitojwÄ nta o� mologouÄ nta w� v e� stin kata-

geÂ laston twÄ n meÁ n a� llwn e� pimeÂ leian poieiÄ sqai, yuchÄ v deÂ ,

h� v e� neka ta� lla diaponouÂ meqa, tauÂ thv h� melhkeÂ nai´ kaiÁ ta� lla
paÂ nta oi� ou me nuÄ n ou� twv ei� rhkeÂ nai taÁ touÂ toiv e� xhÄ v, w� v kaiÁ

nundhÁ dihÄ lqon.
kaiÂ sou deoÂ menov leÂ gw mhdamwÄ v a� llwv poieiÄ n,

i� na mhÂ , kaqaÂ per nuÄ n, taÁ meÁ n e� painwÄ se proÁ v LusiÂ an kaiÁ proÁ v

touÁ v a� llouv, taÁ deÂ ti kaiÁ yeÂ gw. mhÁ meÁ n gaÁ r protetrammeÂ nwi

se a� nqrwÂ pwi w� SwÂ kratev a� xion ei� nai touÄ pantoÁ v jhÂ sw,

protetrammeÂ nwi deÁ scedoÁ n kaiÁ e� mpoÂ dion touÄ proÁ v teÂ lov a� rethÄ v

e� lqoÂ nta eu� daiÂ mona geneÂ sqai.

410e7 sq. resp. D.Chr. 13.35 � 1.240.7 sq. de BudeÂ.

7 oi� mai A3m poreuÂ somai A2sF2s o� poi Bekker o� ph(i ) w 8 ge qeÂ leiv
F d2 h� ] h� D 3 toÁ 1] twÄ FVa e� j ' e� xhÄ v D swÄ ma DF 4 o� n] o� n
D tau� toÁ n gigneÂ sqw del. Hermann: tau� toÁ n giÂ gnoit ' a� n H. MuÈ ller 5
post o� mol. alium interloc. ind. D e� sti DF e1 ta� lla1] -a� - F kaiÁ ± 2
ei� rhkeÂ nai om. F suppl. F2m 2 ou� twv] o� ntwv (ut vid.) F2 w� v scripsi: a�
w 3 nuÄ n diexhÄ lqon Va nuÄ n dhÁ ADF/ kaiÁ souÄ w 4 e� painwÄ ] -wÄ
erasum D 5 d ' e� ti F mhÁ meÁ n] mhÂ me D corr. D2s 6 a� nqrwÂ pwi ] a� nw-
qen F2s

subscr. (teÂ lov PlaÂ twnov add. D) KleitojwÄ n h� protreptikoÂ v AD: KleitojwÄ n
F
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none the more an expert in justice just because you make
®ne eulogies about it. Mind you, that's not what I think,
but one of two things must be true: either you know noth-
ing about it, or you don't wish to share it with me.

That's precisely, I think, why I go to Thrasymachus and
wherever else I can, because I'm at a loss. If you're pre-
pared to stop these speeches of exhortation to me, and just
as, if in the area of physical training I had been convinced
by your exhortations that I shouldn't neglect my body, you
would go beyond exhortation and tell me what kind of
thing my body is by nature and what kind of treatment it
therefore needs ± in this case the same thing must happen.
You can take it that Clitophon agrees that it is ludicrous to
care for other things, but when it comes to the thing which
we go to all the trouble for, the soul, to neglect that. Be-
lieve me that all the other things which I've said, beyond
agreeing to that, I meant this way, as I've illustrated just
now.

I beg of you to do just that, so that I won't have to do as
I do now ± partly praise you before Lysias and others, but
partly criticise you as well. For I will maintain, Socrates,
that for a man who isn't yet persuaded by your exhorta-
tions you are worth the world, but for someone who is
you're actually almost a stumbling-block for reaching
complete goodness and so becoming truly happy.

5

d

5

e

5

CL ITOPHON

259





COMMENTARY





COMMENTARY

Title: The simple KleitojwÄ n of F, a MS going back to a popular edi-

tion in antiquity, is more trustworthy than the complex of title, sub-title

and classi®cation found in the more learned MSS D and above all A.

On the sub-titles in general, cf. M. Pohlenz, Kleine Schriften (Hildesheim

1965), ii 514±15; R. G. Hoerber, `Thrasylus' [sic] Platonic canon and the

double titles', Phronesis 2 (1957) 10±20; A. Carlini, Studi sulla tradizione

antica e medievale del Fedone (Rome 1972), 29. Even if some of them were

original (Aristotle quotes from Mx. with the words e� n twÄ i e� pitajiÂ wi,

Rh. 1415b31; both Callimachus (Ep. 53 G.±P. � 23 Pf.) and the author

of the spurious Thirteenth Letter (363a7) use the well-known PeriÁ yuchÄ v

for the Phaedo), it is improbable that all dialogues had double titles right

from the beginning. The division according to characters has been

claimed by J. A. Philip (`The Platonic corpus', Phoenix 24 (1970) 296±

308, esp. 301±4) to be a product of the fourth century bce, as it reposes
on diaiÂ resiv (this is an interesting hypothesis; it must be noted ± as

Philip fails to do ± that the Spuria have no such classi®catory sub-titles).

But Philip overlooks the possibility that Thrasyllus or Dercyllidas or

someone else applied the diaeretical classi®cation to the tetralogical list,

which cannot belong to the fourth century, as it includes the patently

late Alc. 2.

protreptikoÂ v: Hirzel, `Protreptikos', 62±3 and Hoerber, op. cit.

(previous note), 13 want to supply a� nhÂ r, not loÂ gov. But e� pitaÂ jiov for

Mx. shows that these alternative titles can occasionally serve to desig-

nate what was regarded as the main characteristic of the dialogue; sim-

ilarly, e� ristikoÂ v for Euthd.

406a1 KleitojwÄ nta toÁ n A� ristwnuÂ mou: the main character of

the dialogue (`Discourse Topic') is introduced at the very beginning.

Together with the o� ti clause, the content of the dialogue is thus stated

straight away. This is characteristic of short dialogues, cf. Intr., section

i.4.2(4). For the formal manner of address, cf. section i.5.2 and n. 77, for

the historical person cf. section i.5.3.
h� miÄ n: some interpreters have a tendency to deny that in Plato h� meiÄ v

can refer to one person only, though Plt. 257d3±258a2 touÄ d' [sc.

SwkraÂ touv touÄ newteÂ rou] h� miÄ n [� Socrates] h� klhÄ siv o� mwÂ numov ou� sa

kaiÁ h� proÂ srhsiv pareÂ cetaiÂ tina oi� keioÂ thta proves that it can (see also

Euthphr. 12e2±4). Cf. L. Reinhard, Anakoluthe, 139 n. 1; C. W. MuÈ ller,

Kurzdialoge, 130 n. 1 (contra); Jowett±Campbell, Republic, ii 195 (pro; no

examples). Here the singular is chosen by Schleiermacher and Susemihl.
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For general discussions cf. KG i 83±4; Schw.±D. 243; Wackernagel,

Vorlesungen, i 98±101. See too on 408d2 a� podecoÂ meqa. ± Only with moÂ nw

tugcaÂ nomen o� ntev (a10) does it become clear that h� miÄ n is in fact � e� moiÂ .

See Intr., section i.5.2.
a2 LusiÂ ai dialegoÂ menov: for the importance of this detail, cf. Intr.,

section i.5.3 n. 94. The words do not mean that the criticism was uttered

in Lysias' house, as many readers have supposed, starting with Synesius

(section i.5.2 n. 79). Why exactly Lysias' name was chosen is hard to say;

Wilamowitz' statement `[Kleitophon] wird dem Sokrates nur ein be-

dingtes Lob erteilen, wenn er mit Lysias redet: dieser Zug weist auf den

Phaidros' (Platon, i 386 n. 1) is far-fetched. Perhaps it was because of

Lysias' connection with some participants in the conversation of Repub-

lic 1, where he is a silent partner. But even if this supposition is right, it

could only serve to refer the reader of Clit. to Republic 1 if this reader

knew of the roles played there by Thrasymachus and Clitophon, who

are named in this very sentence.

a2±3 taÁ v . . . metaÁ SwkraÂ touv diatribaÂ v: while the connection of

diatribhÂ with an attributive prepositional phrase is frequent enough, h�

metaÂ tinov diatribhÂ happens to be absent from Plato's works (dia-

triÂ bw metaÂ is found Phd. 59d5; cf. Lg. 794c5). But the idea could not

have been otherwise expressed: taÁ v SwkraÂ touv diatribaÂ v (cf. Ep. 7

329b2; Phdr. 227b10±11; Ep. 5 322a2) is too ambiguous, because it could

also be taken as loÂ goi (cf. Ap. 37d1 and Burnet's note). ± The omission

of meÂ n in PaVa (against ADF) is perhaps defensible in itself (GP 2 165),

but here the style seems to me to demand meÂ n. The PaVa reading can

be explained as an error caused by homoiarcton.

a3 sunousiÂ an: this refers to basically the same thing as diatribaÂ v. I

do not see how la Magna's claim that taÁ v . . . diatribaÂ v `le conversa-

zioni ®loso®che' is opposed to thÁ n . . . sunousiÂ an `l'insegnamento' can

be justi®ed. sunousiÂ a is used for Socratic conversations at La. 201c2;

Prt. 335c3 etc; cf. 407a5 soiÁ suggignoÂ menov. The switch to the singular

is necessary because sunousiÂ ai (like o� miliÂ ai ) denotes relationships to

di¨erent people.

a3±4 u� perepainoiÄ : it would be out of character for Socrates to say

that Thrasymachus gets more praise than he deserves. In Plato, the

word means not `praise too much' but `praise very much' (as also Ar.

Eq. 680). In Euthd. 303b2 Socrates would fall out of his role if he con-

demned the jubilations explicitly; in Lg. 629d8 there is no question at all

of Tyrtaeus' unduly having praised war and heroes; here it might be

either. Most translators (apart from Ficinus, H. MuÈ ller, De Win,

Water®eld) opt for `too much'. ± FVa have u� perepaineiÄ , but change
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from optative to indicative is very rare in reported speech in Plato

(Riddell, `Digest', §283; add Mx. 240d6±7; cf. KG ii 363; 556).
a5 O� stiv: there are two di¨erent ways of explaining the construc-

tion: (1) assuming an ellipse of h� n with o� stiv for o� stisouÄ n (for the latter

cf. note on 408c6 o� pwv deiÄ ) as in R. 353c5 h� tiv h� n d' e� gwÁ au� twÄ n h�

a� rethÂ (cf. Tucker ad loc.); Ar. Ra. 38±9. TiÂ v thÁ n quÂ ran e� paÂ taxen; w� v

kentaurikwÄ v e� nhÂ laq', o� stiv (Stanford ad loc. unnecessarily assumes an

aposiopesis; Dover compares elliptic ei� per `if at all'); cf. also Grg. 508d5

o� deÁ dhÁ e� moÁ v [sc. loÂ gov] o� stiv, pollaÂ kiv . . . h� dh ei� rhtai. So usually the

older translators from Ficinus onwards, and recently Orwin and Gon-

zalez. (2) Taking the o� stiv clause as an addition to the sentence spoken

by Socrates (`Someone who did not give you the right story'): o� stiv is

the usual relative after tiv. So H. MuÈ ller (reading tiÂ v in the previous

sentence), la Magna, and most twentieth-century translators. Such a

lively idiom is not in keeping with the author's style in general, but it

may contribute to characterising Clitophon's unabashed attitude to-

wards Socrates in that he comes straight to the point in his very ®rst

words, in a sentence tacked on to Socrates'. On balance, I prefer (2). At

any rate there is no need to assume corrupted transmission (lacuna

Schanz; o� stiv h� n Hermann; w� v tiv H. Richards, Platonica, 157; o� shoÂ vi
tiv (`your somebody') R. G. Bury, PCPhS 166±8 (1937) 2 and `Notes sur

le texte de Platon', REG 52 (1939) 23±35 at 33).

a7 taÁ deÁ kaiÁ e� phÂ inoun: one of the clearest examples of kaiÂ stressing

the statement that A is true in some cases preceded by the statement

that A is not true in other cases (`partly I did praise you'). Some of the

examples quoted in GP 2 321±3; 585; W. J. Verdenius, review of GP 2,

250±1 belong here (the interpretation of kaiÂ at Phdr. 238d6 and Phd.

62a1 given by Verdenius, `Notes on Phaedrus', 273 (cf. `Notes on Plato's

Phaedo', Mnem. 11 (1958) 193±243 at 197) supposes that kaiÂ combined this

value with that of `still' ± I would rather believe that `still' is not ex-

pressed in Greek in such cases). A good parallel is Hdt. 3.10 ou� gaÁ r dhÁ

u� etai taÁ a� nw thÄ v Ai� guÂ ptou toÁ paraÂ pan´ a� llaÁ kaiÁ toÂ te u� sqhsan ai�

QhÄ bai yakaÂ di; cf. Arist. Met. 1043b25¨. ou� k e� sti toÁ tiÂ e� stin o� riÂ sasqai

. . . a� llaÁ poiÄ on meÂ n tiÂ e� stin e� ndeÂ cetai kaiÁ didaÂ xai (`but what you can do

is to make clear the quality'). It must be noted, however, that in such

contexts Greek can easily do without an emphasising particle, cf. Phdr.

230d4±5 taÁ meÁ n ou� n cwriÂ a kaiÁ taÁ deÂ ndra ou� deÂ n m' e� qeÂ lei didaÂ skein, oi�

d' e� n twÄ i a� stei a� nqrwpoi.

a8 prospoiouÂ menov deÂ : although, as in every meÂ n/deÂ complex, the

two clauses are presented as parallel, there are some cases where in

practice the meÂ n-clause carries the weight and the deÂ -clause is hardly
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more than a concession: the reason why Clitophon is eager to explain

his remarks is only Socrates' blaming him, not Socrates' dissimulation.

prospoiouÂ menov deÂ is therefore roughly equivalent to kaiÂ per pro-

spoiouÂ menov (so nearly all translators). Cf. Grg. 454b9±c1 a� ll ' i� na mhÁ

qaumaÂ zhiv e� aÁ n kaiÁ o� liÂ gon u� steron toiouÄ toÂ n tiÂ se e� teron a� neÂ rwmai, o�

dokeiÄ meÁ n dhÄ lon ei� nai, e� gwÁ d' e� panerwtwÄ (`which seems obvious in

spite of my persistent questions'); R. 342d2±3 sunwmoloÂ ghse meÁ n kaiÁ

tauÄ ta teleutwÄ n, e� peceiÂ rei deÁ periÁ au� taÁ maÂ cesqai; Men. 71d7±8 (cf.

Bluck ad loc.); GP 2 370; Headlam±Knox on Herod. 3.18. The opposite

(the deÂ -clause bears the weight) is more frequent, especially when the

antithesis is preceded by a negative (cf. Thompson on Men. 91e; GP 2

370; KG ii 232±3; Stallbaum on Euthd. 289c; Grg. 464a).

mhdeÂ n: mhÂ negates the in®nitive after prospoieiÄ sqai, cf. X. Hipparch.

5.15. ± mhÂ for mhdeÂ n (PaVa) is barely possible: ou� deÂ n with jrontiÂ zein is

very frequent in Plato.

a9 au� touÁ v au� toÂ v: the juxtaposition is intentional, as appears from

the sentence-®nal position of au� toÂ v, which is quite rare in Plato; the

e¨ect is well explained by la Magna: `contrapposto all'ignoto, che li ha

riferiti ou� k o� rqwÄ v'. In most other instances the e¨ect is rhetorical. Many

examples from the Letters and Laws are quoted by NovotnyÂ on Ep. 7

343c5. At Tht. 197b11 and c5 it is precise, not rhetorical diction which is

aimed at. Grg. 448c7±8 a� lloi a� llwn a� llwv is parody, but (e.g.) R.

603b4 jauÂ lh a� ra jauÂ lwi suggignomeÂ nh jauÄ la gennaÄ i h� mimhtikhÂ is

not. Cf. Bluck on Men. 89e2.

a9±10 e� peidhÁ kaiÂ : `the more so because'; kaiÂ expresses that a second

reason is being adduced (the ®rst was Socrates' indignation). Cf. Chrm.

154e6±8 paÂ ntwv gaÂ r pou thlikouÄ tov w� n h� dh (®rst reason) e� qeÂ lei dia-

leÂ gesqai. Ð KaiÁ paÂ nu ge e� jh o� KritiÂ av e� peiÂ toi kaiÂ e� stin jiloÂ sojov

(second reason); R. 612d7 (®rst reason e� peiÁ dhÁ . . . ei� siÂ d3); Tht. 153a5

(®rst reason: Homer's authority, a1±3); Hp.Ma. 288c4 (®rst reason pwÄ v

gaÁ r a� n . . . mhÁ kaloÁ n ei� nai c2±3); possibly Smp. 188e4. This use of kaiÂ is

perhaps to be explained as due to an inversion, kaiÂ qualifying the e� peiÂ

clause (which it cannot precede). If so, kaiÂ is simply the Focus particle

(cf. Eng. `also', `too').

This idiom is to be distinguished (as GP 2 297 fails to do) from the far

more common use of kaiÂ stressing the familiarity or self-evident char-

acter of the facts mentioned in the e� peiÂ (e� peidhÂ ) clause, cf. Euthd.

285b7±c3 ei� deÁ u� meiÄ v oi� neÂ oi jobeiÄ sqe, . . . e� n e� moiÁ e� stw o� kiÂ ndunov´ w� v
e� gwÂ , e� peidhÁ kaiÁ presbuÂ thv ei� miÂ (`since I am, after all, an old man')

parakinduneuÂ ein e� toimov. Here we have rather to do with kaiÂ as a

modal particle (cf. German ja) ± for the distinction between connective,

modal and Focus particles, cf. Wakker, Conditions and Conditionals, 303±7.
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This second use is present in most of the Platonic examples quoted by

GP 2 (but at Tht. 157a2 and 187b5 kaiÂ just means `also'); it is one partic-

ular sub-group of what has been called `consecutive', `semi-consecutive'

or `conclusive' kaiÂ ; cf. S. Trenker, Le style KAI (Assen 19602), 36±7; W.

J. Verdenius±J. H. Waszink, Aristotle on Coming-to-be and Passing-away

(Leiden 19662), 3±4; 64±5; W. J. Verdenius, `Notes on Phaedrus', 270;

275; id., review of GP 2, 250; De Vries on Phdr. 227c7 (and cf. Index s.v.

kaiÂ Ð consecutive). Verdenius wisely restricts the term `consecutive' to

cases of kaiÂ as a consecutive coordinating particle, where (in other words)

the consecutive link between the two coordinated clauses is not ex-

pressed in Greek. De Vries applies the word also to adverbial kaiÂ (Focus

or modal particle) with a similar nuance. It is questionable whether the

latter can occur outside certain well-de®ned contextual groups (relative,

causal, consecutive clauses; following demonstratives and certain ad-

verbs such as dioÂ , a� te etc.). Cf. notes on 410b4 kaiÂ ; c6 kaiÂ ; e3 kaiÂ .

a10 moÂ nw tugcaÂ nomen o� ntev: both o� nte and o� ntev are possible (for

the plural, cf. La. 187a6 au� toiÁ eu� retaiÁ gegonoÂ te; Ly. 212a2 oi� oiÂ t' e� -

ston; Euthd. 303c4 makaÂ rioi sjwÂ ). o� ntev is read by AF and (it seems) D;

o� nte (A4D2, both hands without any authority) is almost certainly a cor-

rection rather than the authentic reading. ± See on 406a1 h� miÄ n for the

justi®cation of the clause. Cf. also Alc. 1 118b5. In a similar situation in

the Menexenus, a similar phrase has more point: w� ste ka� n o� liÂ gou, ei� me

keleuÂ oiv a� poduÂ nta o� rchÂ sasqai, carisaiÂ mhn a� n, e� peidhÂ ge moÂ nw e� smeÁ n

(236c11±d2); still more poignant is the threat e� smeÁ n deÁ moÂ nw e� n e� rhmiÂ ai,

i� scuroÂ terov d' e� gwÁ kaiÁ newÂ terov (Phdr. 236c8±d1).

a10±11 proÂ v seÁ jauÂ lwv e� cein: for jauÄ lov used for being on bad

terms with a person cf. Lg. 922d6±7 o� poÂ soi periÁ e� meÁ jauÄ loi kaiÁ o� soi

a� gaqoiÁ gegoÂ nasin (this parallel shows that Orwin's `that I have a low

opinion of you' is beside the point). I do not see why this use `seems

strange at best' (Heidel, Pseudo-Platonica, 48 n. 8). For other adverbs in

this construction, cf. a11±12 proÁ v e� meÁ e� cein tracuteÂ rwv; Ap. 34c8 au� qa-

deÂ steron a� n proÂ v me scoiÂ h.

a11±12 proÁ v e� meÂ : the reading of A; proÂ v me (FD) is equally possible,

cf. Phdr. 236d6; J. Vendryes, TraiteÂ d'accentuation grecque (Paris 19452),

103.

a12 tracuteÂ rwv: cf. Adam on R. 343e3 mocqhroteÂ rwv; R. KuÈhner±

F. Blass, AusfuÈhrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, Erster Teil: Elementar-

und Formenlehre (Hanover 1890±2), i 577.
ei� deÂ : dhÂ (F) is only apparently better than deÂ (AD): Clitophon repeats

what he had said in a9, and there is no opposition between nuÄ n gaÁ r . . .

touÄ deÂ ontov and what follows. Bury reads deÂ but translates `so'. But af-

ter a gaÂ r clause ou� n not dhÂ is the normal particle to pick up the inter-
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rupted line of thought, and F is notoriously unreliable so far as particles

are concerned, cf. G. J. Boter, Tradition of Republic, 106±7.

a13 h� dist' a� n dexaiÂ mhn kaiÁ e� qeÂ lw: for the change from potential to

indicative, cf. Grg. 481c3±4; Gildersleeve i 178.
407a1±4 A� ll' ai� scroÁ n . . . kataÁ kraÂ tov: for the purport of this

sentence as well as for its ironical character, cf. Intr., section i.3.2(1);
i.5.2.
a1 A� ll' . . . mhÂ n: assentient, `expressing . . . readiness to accept a

proposal' (GP 2 342); `by all means' (Gonzalez). In this collocation a� llaÂ

seems to me to have its normal function at the beginning of an answer,

namely to brush aside whatever objections, reserves or qualms the part-

ner has raised (cf. L. Basset, `A� ll ' e� xoÂ loisq' au� twÄÎ koÂ ax. ReÂexamen

des emplois de a� llaÂ aÁ la lumieÁre de l'eÂnonciation dans Les Grenouilles

d'Aristophane', New Approaches, 75±99, esp. 83±9, `rupture discursive';

here, Clitophon had given Socrates the choice between listening and

not listening to him; Socrates radically excludes not listening). The basic

function of mhÂ n as a modal particle is probably to assert something no

matter what the partner in the conversation may think (and thus by im-

plication to preclude possible disbelief, cf. G. C. Wakker, `The dis-

course function of particles: some observations on the use of maÂ n/mhÂ n

in Theocritus', in M. A. Harder et al., Theocritus (Groningen 1996) 247±

63, esp. 252); `Emphasis and a½rmation. Some aspects of mhÂ n in trag-

edy', New Approaches, 209±31. I think Denniston is wrong in considering

a� llaÁ mhÂ n a combination (with a value of its own) rather than a colloca-

tion (each particle keeping its own function): the basic value of mhÂ n `ex-

plains its a½nity with . . . a� llaÂ ' (C. M. J. Sicking in Two Studies, 55).

The split form is somewhat exceptional; the only prose authors who

split a� llaÁ mhÂ n at all are Xenophon and Plato ( J. Blomqvist, Greek Par-

ticles in Hellenistic Prose (Lund 1969), 65), and even in these, the only

words to separate the combination are ou� (ou� deÂ , ou� phi, ou� ti ) and the

interrogatives except for a few places in the Platonic corpus (this pas-

sage; Lg. 960e1 a� ll ' e� sti mhÁ n dunatoÂ n; Ion 541a7 a� ll ' e� keiÄ no mhÁ n dokeiÄ

soi (meÁ n TW); Sph. 240b9 a� ll ' e� sti ge mhÂ n pwv). The situation is the

same in the case of the more or less synonymous collocations a� llaÁ meÂ n-

toi (cf. GP 2 410±2) and a� llaÁ meÁ n dhÂ (cf. GP 2 394±5; the split form Phd.

78a10). No argument against authenticity can be made from the fact

that Plato does not elsewhere split a� llaÁ mhÂ n unless it is adversative; the

separation of a� llaÂ and meÁ n dhÂ quoted from Phd. occurs in exactly the

same context as a� llaÁ . . . mhÂ n here in Clit. Besides, `not elsewhere . . .

unless' means in fact `three times' (not counting ou� etc. and tiÂ v etc.),

which is too small a number for argument.
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Why did the author choose to split a� llaÁ mhÂ n? Certainly not for poetic

diction, though poets do separate these particles. Rather, I think, to

give extra emphasis to Socrates' willingness to listen: `Why, a shame in-

deed would it be . . .' (the same explanation will hold for the disjunction

of a� llaÂ and meÁ n dhÂ at Phd., loc. cit.).

ge: ironically restricts ai� scroÂ n ktl. to Clitophon: `it would be a dis-

grace not to accept your o¨er'. It may be objected that a� llaÁ mhÂ n is fol-

lowed by ge more often than not (Blomqvist, op. cit. (previous note), 65;

cf. GP 2 119; for a� llaÂ . . . mhÂ n . . . ge cf. R. 441d8; Lg. 906e5; Sph. 255a4).

But the natural explanation of this is that the collocation a� llaÁ mhÂ n at-

tracts words or phrases with focal properties, and one of the main func-

tions of ge is to mark focality on a clause-initial constituent.

w� jeleiÄ n: the passage gains in clarity if one realises that for Plato,

this word implied `to make better', cf. Ap. 24e4±10 oi� de touÁ v neÂ ouv pai-

deuÂ ein oi� oiÂ teÂ ei� si kaiÁ beltiÂ ouv poiouÄ sin; [ (. . .) [ Eu� ge nhÁ thÁ n

H� ran leÂ geiv kaiÁ pollhÁ n a� jqoniÂ an twÄ n w� jelouÂ ntwn (see also Hp.Ma.

296e7; Euthd. 292a8±11; Aesch. Socr. fr. 11c D. � 4 Kr. (SSR vi a 53); cf.

my paper `Plato, Cratylus 417c', 47 and n. 23); in fact, the verb had re-

placed o� jeÂ llein in Ionic-Attic (cf. my paper `The etymology of bouÂ lo-

mai and o� jeiÂ lw', Mnem. 28 (1975) 1±16, at 9), as Plato was well aware

(Cra. 417c7±8). In using this word, Socrates suggests that Clitophon's

report of his criticism will ameliorate his diatribaiÂ , a suggestion which

is worked out in dhÄ lon gaÁ r ktl. The slightly o¨ended mentor of the

opening words now turns humble pupil (w� jeleiÄ n is often said of teach-

ers, especially in Hp.Ma. and Thg.). See Intr., section i.3.2(1).
me: omitted in PaVa, but w� jeleiÄ n used absolutely is rare with a per-

sonal subject (E. IA 384; Pl. Ap. 24e10).

a2 u� pomeÂ nein: cf. Grg. 505c3 ou� c u� pomeÂ nei w� jelouÂ menov.

gaÂ r: explains w� jeleiÄ n (`I say ``help (make better)'' because . . .'), cf.

GP 2 66; `I call it a favour because . . .' (Water®eld).

dhÄ lon . . . w� v: This collocation occurs twice in Clit. (cf. 408a2); dhÄ lon

o� ti is absent. dhÄ lon w� v is not found in those works of Plato which are

prior to R. 2±10, whereas dhÄ lon o� ti is found 131 times (cf. Intr., section

ii.7.2 and n. 403). In this case the length of the dialogue is immaterial;

cf. note on 409e3±4. If proportions are involved the case is entirely dif-

ferent, cf. note on 408b1 kaqaÂ per; 408c1 scedoÂ n.

a3 kaiÁ beltiÂ wn: kaiÁ (`respectively') is often found in one of two co-

ordinations (or in both), when a relation between the two ®rst and the

second members is implied. Cf. R. 617e3±4 a� rethÁ deÁ a� deÂ spoton, h� n

timwÄ n kaiÁ a� timaÂ zwn pleÂ on kaiÁ e� latton au� thÄ v e� kastov e� xei. This is

one group out of various unrelated idioms often lumped together as

269

COMMENTARY: 407a2±407a3



`disjunctive kaiÂ ', which is certainly not a separate value of kaiÂ as a

connective particle. te kaiÂ is so used 409b6 oi� kiÂ a te kaiÁ tektonikhÂ ; R.

332d5±6.

a3±4 taÁ meÁ n a� skhÂ sw kaiÁ diwÂ xomai, taÁ deÁ jeuÂ xomai kataÁ kraÂ tov:

remarkably parallel in wording is Grg. 507d1±2 swjrosuÂ nhn meÁ n diw-

kteÂ on kaiÁ a� skhteÂ on, a� kolasiÂ an deÁ jeukteÂ on w� v e� cei podwÄ n e� kastov

h� mwÄ n.

a3 a� skhÂ sw . . . diwÂ xomai . . . jeuÂ xomai: not modal; the Socratic

paradox `virtue is knowledge' is present. Cf. Intr., section i.3.2(1).
diwÂ xomai . . . jeuÂ xomai: cf. Tht. 176b4 ponhriÂ an meÁ n jeuÂ gein,

a� rethÁ n deÁ diwÂ kein (this parallel may have been noticed by the Emperor

Julian, who o¨ers a con¯ation of it with Clit. 407a8; cf. note on a8

mhcanhÄ v).

a3±4 jeuÂ xomai kataÁ kraÂ tov: `wol schwerlich ein platonischer Aus-

druk' (Schleiermacher, 534). But cf. Smp. 216a6±7 biÂ ai . . . oi� comai

jeuÂ gwn; Grg. quoted above. `In hac iunctura veteribus usitatius est a� naÁ

kraÂ tov. Idem valet de verbis e� lauÂ nein et diwÂ kein' (H. van Herwerden,

`Platonica', Mnem. ii 15 (1887) 172±86, at 177). In Plato, kataÁ kraÂ tov

(Lg. 692d8; 698d1) is found exclusively.

a5 A� kouÂ oiv a� n: cf. Plt. 269c4 (introducing the myth of the two eras);

R. 608d11 (introducing the proof of the soul's immortality), and Stall-

baum's note.

gaÂ r: as in Plt. quoted in the previous note; Prt. 310a7±8 a� ll ' ou� n

a� kouÂ ete. thÄ v gaÁ r parelqouÂ shv nuktoÁ v tauthsiÂ ; GP 2 59; cf. I. J. F. de

Jong, `GAR introducing embedded narratives', New Approaches, 175±85.

This is only one manifestation of gaÂ r marking a push, i.e. a transition

to a subsidiary stretch of discourse; cf. my `Adversative relators between

push and pop', New Approaches, 101±29, esp. 101±4. In the present case,

the narrative is embedded in evaluative statements (Clitophon's praise

and blame), and the discourse occasionally reverts to them (`pop'):
407e3±4; 408b5±c4; 410b3.

w� SwÂ kratev soiÂ : vocatives do not count as separate clauses, as is

proved by e.g. infra 409d3 a� pekriÂ natoÂ tiv w� SwÂ krateÂ v moi; Phlb. 54b2

leÂ g' w� PrwÂ tarceÂ moi (so rightly DieÁs); R. 337e4 PwÄ v gaÁ r a� n e� jhn e� gwÁ

w� beÂ ltisteÂ tiv a� pokriÂ noito (it is senseless to print ``, w� beÂ ltisteÂ , tiÁ v'',

cf. Wilamowitz, Platon, ii 339 n. 1). The same holds for parentheses such

as e� jhn, h� n d' e� gwÂ , oi� mai etc., cf. Prm. 137b6 tiÂ v ou� n ei� peiÄ n moi [not moiÁ ]

a� pokrineiÄ tai; Tht. 147b2±3 h� oi� ei tiÂ v ti suniÂ hsiÂ n tinov o� noma, o� mhÁ oi� -

den tiÂ e� stin; Phlb. 16c5±6 qewÄ n meÁ n ei� v a� nqrwÂ pouv doÂ siv w� v ge kata-

jaiÂ netai e� moiÂ poqen e� k qewÄ n e� rriÂ jh (not poqeÁ n); Phd. 87a8 tiÂ ou� n a� n

jaiÂ h o� loÂ gov e� ti a� pisteiÄ v ktl. (to print a comma before a� n, as most

recent editors do, is perverse); Lg. 772e7±773a1 W� paiÄ toiÂ nun jwÄ men
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a� gaqwÄ n pateÂ rwn juÂ nti ktl.; K. J. Dover, Greek Word Order (Cam-

bridge 1960), 13 and n. 1; Schw.±D. 60; Gi¨ord on Euthd. 278c6;

Riddell, `Digest', §295. I have therefore omitted the commas which

usually surround them in our texts, but a comma is probably to be re-

tained after a vocative at the beginning of a sentence (cf. Schw.±D., loc.

cit.). ± Verdenius' counter-argument (`Notes on Clitopho', 143 and 146 n.

2) that here `the vocative is closely connected with the pronoun',

whereas in cases like 408b3 h� n dhÁ suÁ politikhÂ n, w� SwÂ kratev, e� pono-

maÂ zeiv (Verdenius' punctuation) it `interrupts the construction' is clearly

circular.

It is another problem whether the pronoun should here be taken as

enclitic or not. I have followed AD in printing soiÁ , because I have the ±

admittedly subjective ± feeling that soiÁ suggignoÂ menov is a separate co-

lon rather than forming one information unit with the preceding e� gwÁ

gaÁ r w� SwÂ kratev.

soiÁ suggignoÂ menov: the participle denotes the general period of time

during which the repeated action of the main verb took place: `when I

used to keep you company'.

a6 pollaÂ kiv: belongs to e� xeplhttoÂ mhn a� kouÂ wn. This word, the im-

perfect tenses, o� poÂ te, the verb u� mneiÄ n and the (conjectured) iterative

optative in this sentence, as well as o� tan (o� poÂ tan) � subj. and qamaÂ in

407e3±5, clearly indicate that the speech to be reported presently was

often held by Socrates (cf. also 410d1 twÄ n loÂ gwn twÄ n protreptikwÄ n).

In the same way, Socrates' protreptic maxims in the Apolog y are cus-

tomary (29d6±7 leÂ gwn oi� aÂ per ei� wqa; 30a7¨. ou� deÁ n gaÁ r a� llo praÂ ttwn

e� gwÁ perieÂ rcomai h� peiÂ qwn . . . leÂ gwn o� ti ktl.); cf. X. Mem. 1.7.1 a� rethÄ v

e� pimeleiÄ sqai proeÂ trepen´ a� eiÁ gaÁ r e� legen ktl. An explanation of this

peculiarity of Socrates' need not bother us here, as it is perfectly possi-

ble, even probable, that the author of Clit. took it over from Ap. (cf.

Intr., section ii.2.3.1). Since the exhortation described in the Apolog y is

personal, the repetition is more logical there than it is in the Clitophon,

cf. Intr., section i.5.2. It is also tempting to connect Socrates' statements

on the theory of Forms: a� qrulouÄ men a� eiÂ (Phd. 76d7±8; cf. J. Burnet,

Early Greek Philosophy (London 19304), 308 n. 3); o� e� gwge pollaÂ kiv

o� neirwÂ ttw (Cra. 439c7); pollaÂ kiv a� khÂ koav (R. 505a3) with his insis-

tence in Ap. on his having often uttered the exhortations he quotes. See

also note on 408b3±4.

e� xeplhttoÂ mhn a� kouÂ wn: for the ironical value cf. Smp. 198b5 tiÂ v ou� k

a� n e� xeplaÂ gh a� kouÂ wn; Phdr. 234d1. Other marks of irony are: w� sper

e� piÁ mhcanhÄ v tragikhÄ v qeoÂ v, u� mnoiÄ v. Cf. Intr., section i.5.3 and n. 88.

The use of the past tense seems to imply that Clitophon no longer fre-

quents Socrates. This is a strong argument in favour of the reading
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poreuÂ omai at 410c7 (q.v.). The present tenses in 407e4 do not contradict

the supposition (cf. note on kaiÁ maÂ la . . . e� painwÄ ).

a6±7 paraÁ touÁ v a� llouv a� nqrwÂ pouv kaÂ llista: a more rechercheÂ vari-

ant of kaÂ llist' a� nqrwÂ pwn (cf. note on 410b4±6), `praeclarissime om-

nium' (Ficinus).

a7±8 e� pitimwÄ n toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv: on the singularity of Socrates' ad-

dressing a crowd, cf. Intr., section i.5.2; for the exact reference of toiÄ v

a� nqrwÂ poiv, cf. note on 407b1 w� nqrwpoi; if indeed toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv is

more or less equivalent to toiÄ v qnhtoiÄ v, there is no reason for printing a

comma after a� nqrwÂ poiv (as all editors do).

a8 w� sper e� piÁ mhcanhÄ v tragikhÄ v qeoÂ v: cf. Intr., section ii.1.4.2 and

n. 166. The tertium comparationis is the superior knowledge which deliver-

ing admonitory speeches presupposes (so Demetrius). The irony touches

on the raw spot: Socrates appears to be lacking in such a knowledge.

The comparative clause should, in my opinion, be taken with e� pitimwÄ n

toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv, not (with H. MuÈ ller, Susemihl, and others) with u� mnoiÄ v

± only thus can toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv be fully understood: it is equivalent, not

to toiÄ v polloiÄ v as it is e.g. Prt. 352e5; Smp. 189c4, but to toiÄ v qnhtoiÄ v.

The comparison may have been suggested to the author by the

famous scene in Aristophanes' Clouds, where Socrates `enters' the stage

in a basket hanging on a mhcanhÂ and behaves (and is treated) like a

deity (see Starkie's and Dover's notes on 213±26). This scene was

remembered in later times, for perijeroÂ menon (Ap. 19c3±4) is an un-

ambiguous reference to it.

mhcanhÄ v: Timaeus' Lexicon Platonicum has a lemma tragikhÁ skhnhÂ

which Ruhnkenius in his edition (ed. nova cur. G. A. Koch (Leipzig

1828)) connects with this passage. He concludes that there was an

ancient varia lectio skhnhÄ v attested also in some imitations of Clit., to

wit, Epict. 3.22.26 e� piÁ skhnhÁ n tragikhÁ n a� nercoÂ menon leÂ gein toÁ touÄ

SwkraÂ touv ``i� wÂ n� qrwpoi, poiÄ jeÂ resqe ktl.'' and Jul. Or. 1.2.11±13

(� 4a) w� sper e� k tinov tragikhÄ v skhnhÄ v . . . proagoreuÂ ein toiÄ v e� n-

tugcaÂ nousi speuÂ dein meÁ n proÁ v thÁ n a� rethÁ n, jeuÂ gein deÁ thÁ n ponhriÂ an

(cf. note on 407a3 diwÂ xomai . . . jeuÂ xomai ). The reading of the MSS is

backed up by Dio, Themistius and probably Demetrius. a� poÁ skhnhÄ v

would mean: from the roof of the stage-building (skhnhÂ ); cf. T. B. L.

Webster, Greek Theatre Production (London 1956), 11±12 (this harmonises

more or less with the data given by Tim., Suid. (t 891) and other lex-

icographers). If this is correct (Billerbeck, Kynismus, 82 wishes to identify

skhnhÂ and mhcanhÂ ), a� poÁ mhcanhÄ v is slightly better (the gods appearing

at the end of tragedies may have spoken from either the roof or the

crane, cf. Webster, op. cit., 12±13) in that Socrates did speak a� poÁ

mhcanhÄ v in the Clouds.
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u� mnoiÄ v: u� mneiv, the reading of Mal., Flor. c and Ven. 189, is certainly a

conjecture ± they are indirect copies of F ± arising from the confronta-

tion of u� mnoiv (DF) and u� meiÄ v (A). The only possible readings are u� mneiv

and u� mnoiÄ v. I prefer the latter. Since the reference is to a repeated

action of Socrates' (cf. note on 407a6 pollaÂ kiv), the optative is decid-

edly better (the indicative is rare in distributive temporal clauses, cf.

KG ii 451, and absent from the Platonic corpus altogether). u� mnoiÄ v

(Baumann) is a correction of the DF reading rather than a conjecture. ±

u� mneiÄ n used for an often repeated statement: cf. England on Lg. 653d6

(and his Index); LSJ, s.v., ii. When so used, it often has depreciatory

overtones (e.g. Prt. 317a6). It can also be used for a long statement not

repeated, likewise in a depreciatory manner (e.g. Euthd. 297d3±4 o� poÂ te

soi tauÄ ta u� mnhtai, referring to b9±d2; Gi¨ord's explanation is beside

the point). As it has been made clear at any rate that Socrates' speech,

which is about to be reported, was delivered repeatedly (cf. note on a6

pollaÂ kiv), Clitophon may well mean that this speech is too long. D.

Chr. (Intr., section ii.2.1.1), ps.-Plu. 4e and Epict. 3.22.26 (cf. Billerbeck,

Kynismus, ad loc.) misunderstood this word and took it to mean `shout'.

b1±408b5 PoiÄ jeÂ resqe . . . leÂ gwn: for the structure of the speech,

cf. Intr., section ii.2.2.
b1±e2 PoiÄ jeÂ resqe . . . taÁ v poÂ leiv: the gist of the argument is clear

enough: mankind neglects its duty by focusing all its attention on

amassing wealth instead of using it rightly (b1±8). Present education

does not provide just use (b8±d2). Justice can be acquired (d2±8) and

therefore should be acquired (d8±e2).

The author's desire to allude to as many protreptic themes as he can

possibly manage impairs clarity. Thus, the sons and the teachers are in-

troduced in the ®rst sentence, to be dropped later on (cf. Intr., section

ii.2.3.1 and note on 407b5 didaskaÂ louv). The relative obscurity of the

®rst sentence is probably due to this desire, not to inability (he was

writing a parody in any case, so no great harm was done by a little less

clarity).

Apart from the opening words, the style is rhetorical to a limited ex-

tent only (cf. Intr., section i.5.2; notes on b6±7 melethtoÂ n . . . e� kme-

lethÂ sousin; b8±c6 a� ll ' a� mousiÂ av; c6 a� mousiÂ av; c6±d2 kaiÂ toi . . .

paÂ scousin; d4 ai� scroÁ n kaiÁ qeomiseÂ v; d6 h� ttwn o� v a� n h� i; e1±2 paÂ nt'

a� ndra . . . sumpaÂ sav taÁ v poÂ leiv). There is conscious avoidance of hia-

tus (not counting slighter cases or such as may be eliminated by crasis or

elision), whereas there are two instances of hiatus surrounding the ®rst

part of the speech (407a6 moi e� doÂ keiv; e3 e� gwÁ o� tan, which is obviously

deliberate, cf. note on 407e3 tauÄ t' ou� n . . . a� kouÂ w); cf. BruÈnnecke,

`Kleitophon wider Sokrates', 468.
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b1 PoiÄ jeÂ resqe: this is a tragic diction, cf. S. El. 922 ou� k oi� sq' o� poi

ghÄ v ou� d' o� poi gnwÂ mhv jeÂ rhi; TGF adesp. f126.1 poiÄ metastreÂ jesq' w�

kakoiÂ ; Ar. Av. 1638 w� daimoÂ ni' a� nqrwÂ pwn PoÂ seidon, poiÄ jeÂ rei; in a

protreptic situation (Intr., section ii.1.3) Apollodorus says of himself

peritreÂ cwn o� phi tuÂ coimi (Smp. 173a1). Cf. also Isoc. 12.88 a� llaÁ gaÁ r

ou� k oi� d' o� poi tugcaÂ nw jeroÂ menov.

w� nqrwpoi: taken by Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 8; cf. Carlini,

`Dialoghi pseudoplatonici', 37) as imitation of Socrates' refutation of oi�

polloiÂ in Prt. 352e5±357e8, in which the apostrophe ± naturally ± is

rather frequent (353a3; c5; e5; 354a3; e3; 356c2; 357a5). In itself this is

hardly convincing, as Socrates is certainly not speaking as a qeoÁ v e� piÁ

mhcanhÄ v in Prt., which Pavlu seems to imply (cf. Intr., section ii.1.3 n.

138), yet it must be noted that w� nqrwpoi is not the normal way to ad-

dress a group (w� a� ndrev is; in fact, Xenophon reports a protreptic

speech by Socrates, beginning w� a� ndrev, Mem. 1.5.1). Of course, the use

of w� nqrwpoi is an automatic consequence of Socrates being e� pitimwÄ n

toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv, in exactly the same way as w� a� nqrwpoi in Prt., where

Socrates endeavours to peiÂ qein touÁ v a� nqrwÂ pouv kaiÁ didaÂ skein (352e5±

6), but that is not a real argument for adopting Pavlu's interpretation.

On the contrary, if toiÄ v a� nqrwÂ poiv above is equivalent to toiÄ v qnhtoiÄ v,

w� nqrwpoi indicates the continuation of Clitophon's ironical compari-

son into the actual report of Socrates' words. Socrates would then be

speaking w� v au� toÁ v . . . taÁ twÄ n qewÄ n jronwÄ n kaiÁ u� perhjanwÄ n taÁ twÄ n

a� nqrwÂ pwn (Schol. ad Ar. Nub. 223 w� 'jhÂ mere, in a scene which the

author of the Clitophon may well have had in mind, cf. note on a8 e� piÁ

mhcanhÄ v tragikhÄ v qeoÂ v). Cf. Ap. 23b2 (Apollo to mankind); Smp. 192d4

(Hephaestus ditto); cf. FestugieÁre, ReÂveÂlation, iv 130 and n. 5. Elsewhere

the persons are at least godlike, cf. Cra. 408b1 (the nomoqeÂ thv); Prt.

343e6 (Pittacus). Prt. 314d6 is rudeness, like w� a� nqrwpe.

If this explanation is accepted, it follows automatically that w� nqrwpoi

and probably poiÄ jeÂ resqe are not to be looked for in the source (if any)

of which this speech is supposed to be a parody, as the words form part

of the parody itself (cf. Intr., section ii.2.1.1).
The form w� nqrwpoi is con®rmed by the scholiast on Lucian as well

as by Epict. 3.22.26 iÈ wÂ nqrwpoi (so the Bodleianus, which is the archetype

of all MSS; Billerbeck, Kynismus, ad loc. rightly interprets this as i� wÂ

'nqrwpoi, cf. Men. Sam. 580); w� a� nqrwpoi (pseudo-Plutarch 4e; The-

mistius 320d; Herm. 7.1; Libanius 18.123) is no evidence for the contrary

± I suspect that of the two variant readings in Dio Chrysostom 13.16 the

shorter version a� nqrwpoi a� gnoeiÄ te is what Dio wrote, the longer poiÄ

jeÂ resqe, w� nqrwpoi kaiÁ a� gnoeiÄ te being the result of contamination from

a Plato MS. Of course, the crasis adds to the lofty tone. Pseudo-
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Plutarch, Epictetus and Olympiodorus, In Grg. 112.26 place poiÄ jeÂ resqe

after the vocative. For Epictetus, the inversion can be explained as

due to an intermediate quotation in some diatribe or other, but as

ps.-Plutarch clearly borrows it from Clit. directly, and Olympiodorus

quotes it e� n twÄ i KleitojwÄ nti, it may be an old variant (so Schenkl,

`UÈ berlieferung des Themistius', 112) ± it is at any rate a slightly inferior

one: the apostrophe coming after the question is a greater deviation

from word order and therefore more expressive. ± Epictetus' i� wÂ may

re¯ect a deviation common to the Cynic diatribe, cf. D. L. 6.32. At

4.8.27 (how Socrates did and did not address crowds), where the simi-

larity in phrasing may suggest a reminiscence of Clit. (mhÁ a� gnoeiÄ te;

u� mwÄ n kukwmeÂ nwn kaiÁ qoruboumeÂ nwn periÁ taÁ mhdenoÁ v a� xia), he has w�

a� nqrwpoi. How unreliable indirect witnesses are in this respect appears

from Eus. adv.Hier. 42 (ii 600 Conybeare) w� a� nqrwpoi . . . poiÄ dhÁ jeÂ -

resqe in a patent imitation of Herm. 7.1 poiÄ jeÂ resqe, w� a� nqrwpoi.

kaiÂ : between a rhetorical question and a sentence which can be a

statement as well as a question (a question-mark somewhere after

praÂ ttontev is suggested GP 2 312; immediately after praÂ ttontev would

be the best place for it). A good parallel is S. OT 415 a� r' oi� sq' a� j' w� n

ei� ; kaiÁ leÂ lhqav e� cqroÁ v w� n ktl., where leÂ lhqav ktl. is certainly a state-

ment, and a fairly close one Ar. Av. 1033 ou� deinaÂ ; kaiÁ peÂ mpousin h� dh

'piskoÂ pouv ktl. ± where peÂ mpousin ktl. can be either. Several ex-

planations can be thought of: (a) as a rhetorical question is cognitively

synonymous with a statement, kaiÂ serves merely to connect two state-

ments (so some commentators at S., loc. cit., see Kamerbeek ad loc.).

This interpretation looks too mechanical to me; a rhetorical question

remains a question and should be treated like one; the same objection

holds for Verdenius' suggestion (`Notes on Clitopho', 143±4) that kaiÂ is

here `motivating' (`and therefore') ± quite apart from the problem

whether such a use of kaiÂ is not rather a consequence of the semantic

properties of the connected clauses. The case is di¨erent for kaiÂ linking

an exclamation and a statement, e.g. Phd. 116d5. (b) kaiÂ is emphatic and

stresses the next verb. This is probably valid for the passage quoted

from OT, cf. GP 2 321, and may be right here. `Yea, verily we know not

etc.' (Bury). It is less probable for Ar., loc. cit., because there is no par-

ticular reason for peÂ mpousin to be stressed (the weight of the clause lies

on 'piskoÂ pouv ± it can of course be maintained that kaiÂ stresses the

verb plus its object); (c) kaiÂ connects two questions, both more or less

rhetorical. This is excluded at OT, loc. cit. and unsatisfactory at Av.,

loc. cit., since the former question is in a way explained by the latter

(`Isn't it terrible that they are already sending inspectors etc.?'). On the

other hand, it is acceptable here: as the ®rst question is a Wortfrage, the
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second one a Satzfrage, asyndeton would be rather harsh. (d ) kaiÂ serves

to introduce a surprised or indignant question (GP 2 311±12). I think this

is the right explanation for Av., loc. cit., but it is too much an idiom of

the dialogue to be appropriate here.

I prefer (c) to (b) because kaiÂ stressing a verb seems to be rare at the

beginning of a sentence (cf. GP 2 321). Yet I cannot help feeling that kaiÂ

is a little odd. Of the conjectures that have been o¨ered, asyndeton

(Cobet, `Ad Themistii orationes', 430) and pwÄ v (Schanz) are not better.

h� (Ast) is, but confusion of h� and kaiÂ is as unusual in majuscules as it is

trivial in minuscules (cf. J. Diggle, Euripidea (Oxford 1994), 198) ± the

imitations in Procopius and Constantinus Porphyrogennetus do not, I

think, su½ce to justify its adoption here. Perhaps w� nqrwpoi;'' kaiÁ ``a� -

gnoeiÄ te ktl. (no question) should be considered; given the fact that the

author did not use quotation marks, one may wonder if his readers

could understand the sentence if so articulated ± an argument that cuts

both ways, I suppose. That kaiÂ is omitted by PY (Dio) is a consequence

of their lacking poiÄ jeÂ resqe and should not be treated as evidence for

Cobet's deletion (cf. Schenkl, `UÈ berlieferung des Themistius', 113).

b1±2 a� gnoeiÄ te . . . praÂ ttontev: this can refer both to the duties of

the tecnikoÂ v (the soldier, R. 469d2; the doctor, Chrm. 164b3) and (as

here) to man's moral duties (X. Mem. 3.8.1; the identity of w� jeÂ lima

poieiÄ n and swjroneiÄ n is established through equivocal use of taÁ deÂ -

onta praÂ ttein Chrm. 164a9±b6). Burnet is too one-sided when he says:

` ``the right thing'', what is wanted in given circumstances, not ``our

duty'' which would rather be touÄ proshÂ kontov' (note on Arist. EN

1094a24 touÄ deÂ ontov). Aristotle himself gives (Top. 110b10) toÁ deÂ on as an

example of an ambiguous word, capable of meaning both toÁ sumjeÂ ron

and toÁ kaloÂ n. In the Cratylus, deÂ on and zhmiwÄ dev are antonyms (418a4±

419b4). As zhmiwÄ dev means `harmful' (it is juxtaposed with blaberoÂ n at

417d8), deÂ on would appear to di¨er hardly, if at all, from w� jeÂ limon and

the other terms in the list of de®nitions of the e� rgon of justice at

409c2±3. In its turn, the association of w� jeÂ limon and a� gaqoÂ n (cf. note

on 407a1 w� jeleiÄ n) explains how Plato could say deÂ on kaiÁ w� jeÂ limon kaiÁ

lusitelouÄ n kaiÁ kerdaleÂ on kaiÁ a� gaqoÁ n kaiÁ sumjeÂ ron kaiÁ eu� poron toÁ

au� toÁ jaiÂ netai (419a5±8). The phrase ou� deÁ n twÄ n deoÂ ntwn praÂ ttein re-

curs at Isoc. 3.25, and, more signi®cantly, praÂ ttein twÄ n deoÂ ntwn ti is

found in Arist. Protr. b 2 DuÈring, though in a di¨erent context (cf.

Einarson, `Epinomis', 274 and n. 44).

b2±8 oi� tinev . . . e� qerapeuÂ sate: three di¨erent protreptic motifs

have been crammed into this sentence which (even allowing for a prob-

able corruption of the transmitted text) cannot be called lucid and

probably was not intended to be (cf. note on 407b1±e2). See Intr., sec-
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tion ii.2.3.2. The sentence is further complicated by the parenthesis

407b5±7 ei� per maqhtoÂ n . . . i� kanwÄ v.

b2 oi� tinev: after questions and statements expressing indignation,

admiration etc., introducing clauses which provide the reason for these

a¨ects ± not in LSJ, no examples in KG (cf. ii 399), but quite a normal

idiom, cf. X. An. 2.5.39 ou� k ai� scuÂ nesqe . . . ; oi� tinev ktl.; Mem. 2.1.30 tiÂ

h� duÁ oi� sqa . . . ; h� tiv ktl.; Hdt. 6.12.3; 121.1; 123.1; 7.99.1 A� rtemisiÂ hv . . .

maÂ lista qwÄ ma poieuÄ mai . . . h� tiv ktl.; Ar. Nub. 168; And. 1.67; `o� stiv

apparaõÃt . . . comme un intensif du simple o� v signalant aÁ quel degreÂ eÂm-

inent l'anteÂceÂdent est concerneÂ par le proceÁs subordonneÂ; son roÃ le est

de manifester en somme la responsabiliteÂ de l'anteÂceÂdent dans l'actuali-

sation de ce proceÁs' (Monteil, Phrase relative, 144, who gives numerous

examples ± but only of ®rst and second person antecedents ± 143 n. 2;

144 nn. 1±3, cf. also C. J. Ruijgh, Autour de te eÂpique (Amsterdam 1971),

329).

o� stiv may be reinforced by ge: Ar. Thesm. 706 and Van Leeuwen ad

loc. Equally usual but better known in these contexts is o� v ge. For ex-

amples of simple o� v so used, cf. MT §580.

b2±3 crhmaÂ twn . . . e� stai: for the construction, cf. Euthd. 306d9±

e2. The o� pwv-clause is on the analogy of speuÂ dein; crhmaÂ twn peÂ ri be-

longs to it, and is made part of the main clause by anticipation (pro-

lepsis), cf. KuÈhner on X. An. 1.1.5. See Intr., section ii.2.3.1 for the par-

allel Ap. 29d9±e1.

thÁ n paÄ san spoudhÂ n: this, backed by Iamblichus, is rather strong

(`utter', `utmost', cf. Verdenius, `Notes on Clitopho', 144), paÄ san thÁ n

spoudhÁ n (F) weaker. Ps.-Plutarch's paÄ san spoudhÂ n has no authority,

nor has Themistius' spoudhÁ n a� pasan. Elsewhere in the Platonic cor-

pus we ®nd h� pollhÁ spoudhÂ Phdr. 248b6; Phlb. 15a6±7; paÄ sa h�

spoudhÂ Ly. 219e7±8; Lg. 628e4.

b3 twÄ n d' u� eÂ wn: the opposition is not crhmaÂ twn vs. twÄ n u� eÂ wn but

crhmaÂ twn . . . o� pwv . . . e� stai vs. twÄ n u� eÂ wn . . . o� pwv e� pisthÂ sontai

crhÄ sqai . . . That amounts to saying that twÄ n u� eÂ wn is an anticipated

part of the o� pwv-clause; therefore the presence of a verbum curandi from

which the clause is to depend seems imperative. Now, our MSS do not

provide such a verb (the reading a� meleiÄ te kaiÂ between touÂ toiv and

ou� te (b4±5) is a conjecture of uncertain origin (Stephanus?); it is not in

any MS ( pace Burnet), though it is retained by most editors). Moreover,

the indirect tradition, which unanimously does o¨er a verb, shows a be-

wildering variety as regards its identity. Thus Dio's h� melhÂ kate (from

407e6?), pseudo-Plutarch's mikraÁ jrontiÂ zete, Themistius' ou� demiÂ an

poieiÄ sqe e� pimeÂ leian (from 407d8±e1), warrant only one conclusion: they

did not have a verb in their texts any more than we have.
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Can we follow Burnet and do without a verb at all? The following

arguments tell against this.

(a) The absence of a verb creates a false antithesis crhmaÂ twn : twÄ n

u� eÂ wn, which, moreover, is only half-complete, as thÁ n paÄ san spoudhÁ n

e� cete : ou� te didaskaÂ louv au� toiÄ v eu� riÂ skete is a very lame opposition

indeed. The antithesis is further weakened by the anacoluthon twÄ n d'

u� eÂ wn . . . au� toiÄ v.

(b) If indeed the structure of this sentence is modelled on Ap. 28d7±

e3, as I have argued in Intr., section ii.2.3.1, we should certainly expect

a verbum curandi here.

(c) Whereas anacolutha are rather frequent in Clitophon's report,

they would be strongly out of character in this pastiche (cf. Thesle¨,

Styles, 69 n. 2).

(d ) If twÄ n d' u� eÂ wn as well as o� pwv . . . touÂ toiv depend on a verbum cu-

randi, the future e� pisthÂ sontai becomes normal, whereas it is excep-

tional (though not impossible, cf. KG ii 374.1; 384.4), if, as our MSS

have it, o� pwv . . . touÂ toiv is an adverbial (®nal) clause instead of a

complement clause. Hence an incidental change to the impossible form

e� pisthÂ swntai in some secondary MSS of Plato and some MSS of

Themistius.

(e ) If o� pwv . . . touÂ toiv is an adverbial clause depending on eu� riÂ skete,

the repetition dikaiÂ wv . . . thÄ v dikaiosuÂ nhv is rather inane; it becomes

quite unobjectionable if another verb is inserted.

( f ) Though hardly counting as an argument in itself, the unanimous

feeling of Dio, pseudo-Plutarch, Themistius and Iamblichus that a verb

meaning `to neglect' is missing, may strengthen (a)±(e).

I conclude, as Schenkl has done without arguments (`UÈ berlieferung

des Themistius', 112±13), that we ®nd ourselves before a very old lacuna

in the text. To ®ll it in, we shall have to ®nd a verb or verbal phrase

opposite in meaning to thÁ n paÄ san spoudhÁ n e� cete and capable of being

constructed with both the personal genitive and a o� pwv clause, prefera-

bly one which is found with an anticipated genitive and a o� pwv clause

at the same time within the Platonic corpus. Likely candidates are e� pi-

meleiÄ sqai, meÂ lein tiniÂ , jrontiÂ zein, memnhÄ sqai and periphrastic con-

structions of the type e� pimeÂ leian (spoudhÁ n) poieiÄ sqai (e� cein), all of

course preceded by a negative; a� meleiÄ n is less likely as it does not

appear to govern a o� pwv-clause. As a periphrasis has already been used

in the sentence, a simple verb seems better. Of the verbs mentioned,

only the ®rst three are found with a personal genitive anticipated from

a o� pwv clause in Plato (e� pimeleiÄ sqai Ap. 29d9±e1; e1±3; Grg. 520a4;

Euthphr. 2d1±2; meÂ lein tiniÂ R. 345d2; jrontiÂ zein Ap. 29e1±3). Therefore,
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though it would be foolish to exclude the possibility of another verb, I

shall restrict myself to these three.

The next problem is where to place the lacuna. Three places are

possible for an ou� k e� pimeleiÄ sqe (ou� meÂ lei u� miÄ n, ou� jrontiÂ zete): after

u� eÂ wn, paradwÂ sete and touÂ toiv. By far the best place stylistically is

after paradwÂ sete; if the verb came after touÂ toiv (so Schenkl, `UÈ ber-

lieferung des Themistius', 112±13), its distance from twÄ n u� eÂ wn would

make the sentence too harsh, and besides, the order genitive ± verb ±

o� pwv-clause is found in four out of the ®ve instances quoted; in the ®fth

± Ap. 29e3 ± the o� pwv-clause precedes the verb only in virtue of its

shortness, and because thÄ v yuchÄ v o� pwv w� v beltiÂ sth e� stai is basically

one phrase, `the best possible state of the soul', on a par with jronhÂ -

sewv and a� lhqeiÂ av. This order is characteristic of formal prose, cf. note

on 406a1 KleitojwÄ nta toÁ n A� ristwnuÂ mou.

The precise form of the negative can be determined by the following

ou� te . . . ou� deÂ g'; it seems that ou� . . . ou� te does not occur in Plato (let

alone ou� . . . ou� te . . . ou� deÂ g') but there are a few instances of ou� te . . .

ou� te . . . ou� deÂ (R. 426b1±2 ou� te . . . ou� te . . . ou� te . . . ou� d' au� . . . ou� deÂ

. . . ou� deÂ . . . ou� deÂ n; 429e3 ou� te . . . ou� te . . . ou� deÁ ou� n; 499b2 ou� te . . .

ou� te . . . ou� deÂ g' and Adam ad loc.; 608b5±6 ou� te . . . ou� te . . . ou� te . . .

ou� deÂ ge; Tht. 148e3±5 ou� t' . . . ou� t' . . . ou� meÁ n dhÁ au� ou� d'), so ou� te is

what one expects to have stood here.

Of the three possibilities, paradwÂ sete hou� te jrontiÂ zetei has the

advantage of palaeographical probability (the same sort of probability

will of course hold for any of the verbs if one reads hou� te. . .i after

touÂ toiv). I do not have the courage to print ou� te jrontiÂ zete: it is

euphonically not satisfying. But I can think of nothing better, and it

may be backed up by ps.-Plu. mikraÁ jrontiÂ zete (which cannot be right

because ou� te is indispensable).

b4 paradwÂ sete: possibly modal (`you will have to bequeath', so

Schleiermacher, Susemihl, H. MuÈ ller), cf. Magnien, Futur grec, ii 221±2;
cf. note on 407e7 a� rxontov . . . a� rxoÂ menon.

dikaiÂ wv: normal in protreptic contexts is o� rqwÄ v: Euthd. 280e3±281a8;

cf. Men. 88e1; Arist. Protr. b 84 DuÈring. Hence Iamblichus writes o� rqwÄ v

(he had been paraphrasing the protreptic parts of Euthd. shortly before)

and Dio o� rqwÄ v kaiÁ dikaiÂ wv. But there is good reason for the deviation,

cf. Intr., section ii.2.3.1.
b5 didaskaÂ louv: it is a strange thing to see Socrates advertising on

behalf of the professional teachers of virtue (the sophists), and it is clear

from their gradual disappearance from the speech that they have been

needed momentarily but not throughout the protreptic (which is, after
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all, a Socratic, not a sophistic one). Immediately, their existence is

questioned (ei� per maqhtoÂ n) and they are given understudies in the form

of anonymous persons oi� tinev u� maÄ v pauÂ sousi tauÂ thv thÄ v a� mousiÂ av,

c5±6), and after the argument about free will they have lost their per-

sonality and we are back again in commonplace Socratic terminology

(deiÄ n e� pimeÂ leian thÄ v nuÄ n pleiÂ w poieiÄ sqai, d8±e1). When the presence

of didaÂ skaloi is so manifestly unasked for in the rest of the parody,

one wonders why they are mentioned at all, especially as the parenthe-

sis ei� deÁ melethtoÂ n . . . i� kanwÄ v b6±7 was inserted with the express pur-

pose of diverting the attention from the question whether there were or

were not teachers of justice, cf. Intr., section ii.2.3.1. I have o¨ered a

possible reason in that section; one may also think of in¯uence of a

protreptic source: X. Mem. 4.2.1±7 stresses the futility of looking for

teachers of the normal curriculum but not of politics (cf. the same

section).

Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 8) drew attention to Prt. 357e4±8,

where Socrates reproaches the common herd for not sending their sons

or going themselves to the teachers of the e� pisthÂ mh h� donhÄ v, the

sophists. Indeed, the whole Prt. passage has rather a protreptic ring

about it, cf. Intr., section ii.1.3 n. 138; Gaiser, Protreptik, 42±4.

eu� riÂ skete: rather conspicuous by its durative (here `conative') Aktions-

art, which is not the usual one; in older Greek ou� te . . . eu� riÂ skete would

have meant `you cannot ®nd' (cf. t 158). It is, however, a genuine Pla-

tonic idiom, cf. Lg. 664a4; see also Men. Epit. 142 (cf. Verdenius, `Notes

on Epitrepontes', 24). It goes without saying that only forms of the present

and imperfect can be so used.

b6±7 melethtoÂ n . . . e� kmelethÂ sousin: such examples of chiasmus as

are given from Plato by Riddell (`Digest', §304) and Denniston (Greek

Prose Style, 74±7) hardly suggest that the ®gure in itself is a marker of

rhetorical style (so Thesle¨, Styles, 69; 82). Normally chiasmus is used

more or less automatically if the information in the ®rst of a pair of

clauses is too compact to be presented in the parallel order. Cf. below,

on e1±2 q' a� ma kaiÂ . Here, however, the information is not compact at

all: melethtoÂ n and a� skhtoÂ n are virtually synonymous. Therefore this

instance of chiasmus does have rhetorical overtones. Cf. my paper

`Figures of speech and their lookalikes: two further exercises in the

pragmatics of the Greek sentence', in E. J. Bakker (ed.), Grammar as

Interpretation, Greek Literature in its Linguistic Context (Leiden 1997), 169±214,

esp. 184±91.

b6 a� skhtoÂ n: cf. Thompson on Men. 70a2.

b6±7 e� xaskhÂ sousin kaiÁ e� kmelethÂ sousin: the preverb serves to give
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the verbs perfective (`confective') Aktionsart, cf. Schw.±D. 266±9; note

on 410b8±9. e� xaskeiÄ n is new in this meaning, e� kmeletaÄ n occurs at

Hp.Ma. 287a5. It is naõÈve philology to consider e� xaskhÂ sousin a mark of

inauthenticity (Ge¨cken, `RaÈ tsel', 433 n. 5). ± The futures, being on a

par with the o� pwv clause of b4, are probably modal, cf. Magnien, Futur

grec, ii 219 (though his parallel Hdt. 3.40.4 is rather di¨erent); `people to

train them', Orwin, cf. Gonzalez. Cf. notes on c5 and on e7 a� rxontov

. . . a� rxoÂ menon.

b7 i� kanwÄ v: underlines the perfective Aktionsart as at R. 606a4±5 touÄ

dakruÄ saiÂ te (`have a good cry' ± a very unusual use of the aorist of this

verb) kaiÁ a� poduÂ rasqai i� kanwÄ v kaiÁ a� poplhsqhÄ nai. Cf. c2 below.

g' e� ti: Themistius' ge (conjectured here by Schanz) and Pa geÂ ti may

indicate a common source (cf. Appendix ii ). Yet g' e� ti is clearly lectio

di½cilior. e� ti here means `in the past', cf. W. J. Verdenius, `Notes on

Plato's Meno', Mnem. 10 (1957) 289±99 at 296; Bluck on Men. 93a6; when

preceding proÂ teron (here and Hdt. 3.64.4) it does little more than

strengthen it (not `already before'; so Bertini). Bury and Zuretti take e� ti

proÂ teron as apposition to the whole clause (`that which comes ®rst'),

which is unlikely without the article. Water®eld's `moreover' suggests

that he takes ou� deÂ . . . e� ti as the negative counterpart of e� ti deÂ , but there

are no parallels for this in Plato.

b8 e� qerapeuÂ sate: the causative component (as usually) not ex-

pressed (cf. my paper `Plato, Cratylus 417c', 43 n. 8): `you have had

yourselves treated' (so, more or less, Schleiermacher). This verb often

refers to instruction of any kind in Plato. The origin of the reference is

metaphorical: as doctors tend the body, so teachers the mind (cf. esp.

Chrm. 156b3±157c6 and Prt. 312c1 with Adam's note; further Prt. 325c1;

Smp 184c4; Cra. 440c5; R. 403d7).

b8±c6 a� ll' . . . a� mousiÂ av: whereas the ®rst sentence of the speech

was loaded with di¨erent protreptic motifs, this one contains but one:

the present curriculum is inadequate, inasmuch as it does not teach the

just use of wealth. This topos is manifestly used here to make room for

the reductio ad absurdum in the next sentence; in itself it is super¯uous, as

the preceding reproof, `you don't see to it that your sons learn how to

use their money justly', implies `the education which you have given to

your sons does not teach them to use their money justly', which is the

essence of this sentence. Its form is inversely proportional to its content:

the wording is rather ponderous, especially the opening (graÂ mmata kaiÁ

mousikhÁ n kaiÁ gumnastikhÁ n u� maÄ v te au� touÁ v kaiÁ touÁ v paiÄ dav u� mwÄ n,

carefully embedded between o� rwÄ ntev and i� kanwÄ v memaqhkoÂ tav).

b8±c1 graÂ mmata kaiÁ mousikhÁ n kaiÁ gumnastikhÂ n: cf. Prt. 312b1±2
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paraÁ touÄ grammatistouÄ . . . kaiÁ kiqaristouÄ kaiÁ paidotriÂ bou; Alc. 1

106e6 graÂ mmata kaiÁ kiqariÂ zein kaiÁ palaiÂ ein; cf. 118c8±d4; Men. 94b5;

Chrm. 159c3±d2; very extensively but with a more positive appraisal in

Protagoras' protreptic, Prt. 325d7±326c3. What mousikhÂ amounts to is

best illustrated from Alc. 1 108c7±8 toÁ kiqariÂ zein kaiÁ toÁ a� eidein kaiÁ toÁ

e� mbaiÂ nein o� rqwÄ v (cf. 108a5±6). Playing the aulos is mentioned along with

the curriculum at Alc. 1 106e7; X. Mem. 4.2.6 mentions kiqariÂ zein, au� -

leiÄ n, i� ppeuÂ ein. Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 9) uses the similarity of

Prt. 312b1±2 and our place to prove the dependence of Socrates' exhor-

tation on Prt. As traditional education always consists of the three sub-

jects in Plato, this is not cogent.

c1±2 u� maÄ v te au� touÁ v kaiÁ touÁ v paiÄ dav u� mwÄ n: the order (the inverse

one of b3 twÄ n d' u� eÂ wn ± 8 u� maÄ v au� touÂ v) re¯ects the decreasing impor-

tance of the children, cf. Intr., section ii.2.3.1.
c2 dhÂ : this particle denotes a high personal commitment to the utter-

ance by the speaker, and presupposes one in the adressee, cf. J. M. van

Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 82. The personal commitment in the speaker

may be ironical (thus in e¨ect a distance is created), especially in the

report of other people's opinions or statements. Cf. note on 408a4 kaiÂ

. . . dhÂ .

paideiÂ an a� rethÄ v: Lg. 643e4 thÁ n . . . proÁ v a� rethÂ n . . . paideiÂ an, but cf.

R. 606e3±4 paideiÂ an twÄ n a� nqrwpiÂ nwn pragmaÂ twn.

c3 ei� nai: omitted by PaVa Them. (against ADF); quite possibly

rightly; cf. 408c2.

h� ghsqe: being lectio di½cilior, this should be preferred to F's h� geiÄ sqe

(on F's tendency to normalise Plato's language cf. Dodds' Comm. on

Grg., 46±7) even though it is backed by Themistius. Both the present

and the perfect occur in Plato.

c3±4 kakouÁ v gignomeÂ nouv periÁ taÁ crhÂ mata: understand u� maÄ v au� -

touÂ v, hardly touÁ v paiÄ dav as well; kakoiÁ gignoÂ menoi would be slightly

more regular but (a) the re¯exive pronoun (c1) makes the accusative

possible here, (b) the nominative would be ambiguous as it might be

taken as coordinated with o� rwÄ ntev (b8). ± For giÂ gnomai `prove', cf. W.

J. Verdenius, `Notes on Hippocrates Airs Waters Places', Mnem. 8 (1955)

14±18 at 16; Dodds on Grg. 496a6; Adam on R. 459a; 575e; De Vries on

Phdr. 232c8; 269b6; for kakouÁ v . . . periÂ c. acc. cf. R. 449a2±4 kakaÂ v . . .

periÂ te poÂ lewn dioikhÂ seiv kaiÁ periÁ i� diwtwÄ n yuchÄ v troÂ pou kata-

skeuhÂ n. The accusative of respect is more normal.

c4 pwÄ v ou� : usually � nonne (cf. LSJ s.v. pwÄ v ii 7), here � qui ®t ut non,

`how can you fail to despise' (Gonzalez; cf. Ar. Pax. 472 pwÄ v ou� n ou�

cwreiÄ tou� rgon; cf. Van Leeuwen on Ar. Av. 278). There is no need for

Hermann's o� mwv; his argument `neque enim ratio inconstantiae ex-
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quiritur, quasi eam objurgator non intelligat' (iii, xxviii) overlooks the
fact that this is a rhetorical question.

c5 ou� deÁ zhteiÄ te oi� tinev u� maÄ v pauÂ sousi: for the construction cf. Prt.

348d4±5 zhteiÄ o� twi e� pideiÂ xhtai kaiÁ meq' o� tou bebaiwÂ setai (this would

seem the best reading if Burnet's apparatus can be trusted; for the

changed construction, cf. KG i 223.5). For the vagueness of the relative

clause cf. note on 407b5 didaskaÂ louv. The future is modal, cf. b6±7;

Magnien, Futur grec, ii 219±20.
c6 a� mousiÂ av: as often, this is not lack of cultural education but of

moral knowledge (it refers to kakouÁ v gignomeÂ nouv periÁ taÁ crhÂ mata).

There is, however, some poignancy in the choice of this word: for all its

mousikhÂ , present education produces only a� mousiÂ a. Placed at the end

of the second sentence, this word announces the sarcasm of the third ±

the need of a periphrastic turn for didaÂ skaloi has brought about a

rather ®ne by-product. Cf. Alc. 1 120b3.

c6±d2 kaiÂ toi . . . paÂ scousin: the aim of this sentence is twofold: to

give room to the sarcastic remark and to work out ± again rather pon-

derously ± the results of absence of education in justice (already re-

ferred to in c3±4 kakouÁ v gignomeÂ nouv periÁ taÁ crhÂ mata). Obviously, it

adds nothing really new to the argument; in fact, the objection raised in

the next sentence (u� meiÄ v deÂ jate ktl.) is directed against the preceding

sentence, not this one (cf. note on d2±5). A conspicuous redundancy

in expression makes up for this lack of content, while serving as well

to underline the sarcasm and pessimism: plhmmeÂ leian kaiÁ r� aiqumiÂ an;

kaiÁ a� deljoÁ v a� deljwÄ i kaiÁ poÂ leiv poÂ lesin (instead of kaiÁ a� deljoiÁ kaiÁ

poÂ leiv . . . a� llhÂ laiv); a� meÂ trwv kaiÁ a� narmoÂ stwv; polemouÄ ntev; kaiÁ

paÂ scousin. There is a slight similarity in wording (probably fortuitous)

to X. Mem. 4.4.8 (in a conversation about justice): pauÂ sontai d' oi� po-

liÄ tai periÁ twÄ n dikaiÂ wn a� ntileÂ gonteÂ v te kaiÁ a� ntidikouÄ ntev kaiÁ sta-

siaÂ zontev, pauÂ sontai d' ai� poÂ leiv diajeroÂ menai periÁ twÄ n dikaiÂ wn kaiÁ

polemouÄ sai.

c6 kaiÂ toi . . . ge: adversative, more precisely `inverted denial of ex-

pectation': the preceding is true even though you would not expect it to

be because of the following: he is unhappy kaiÂ toi he is rich, cf. my

analysis in New Approaches, 122±4 (slightly di¨erent B. Jacquinod, `Sur le

roÃ le pragmatique de KAITOI ', New Approaches, 131±49). The split form

of this collocation (cf. note on a1 a� ll ' . . . mhÂ n) is much more frequent

than GP2 120 suggests, cf. ibid. 564. KG ii 152 rightly distinguish be-

tween kaiÂ toi ge and kaiÂ toi . . . ge ± in this case one might translate `yet

this is the plhmmeÂ leia and r� aiqumiÂ a . . . which causes. . .' Plutarch's

kaiÂ toi ge at 439c is not backed up in his second quotation, 534e.

c6±7 diaÂ ge . . . a� ll' ou� : diaÂ te . . . kaiÁ ou� (AL of Themistius) is not
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Greek: adversative te (. . .) kaiÁ ou� occurs only in polar expressions such

as pollaÂ kiv te kou� c a� pax (S. OT 1275; cf. GP 2 513). See note on

409d6±7 a� gaqoÂ n t' . . . kaiÁ ou� deÂ pote kakoÂ n.

c6 tauÂ thn thÁ n plhmmeÂ leian: of proving kakouÁ v periÁ taÁ crhÂ mata;

repeating tauÂ thv thÄ v a� mousiÂ av in a rather otiose way. The words are

found coupled Lg. 691a7, where (as here) the musical association of

plhmmeÂ leia is present (cf. England ad loc.).

c6±7 r� aiqumiÂ an: of not looking for a didaÂ skalov.

c7 diaÁ thÁ n e� n twÄ i podiÁ proÁ v thÁ n luÂ ran a� metriÂ an: the prepositional

phrases are carefully embedded between article and noun, as 406a6

touÁ v . . . loÂ gouv; 409a3.

e� n twÄ i podiÂ : instead of touÄ podoÂ v (so Plutarch): not the a� metriÂ a

which is present in the foot but the one (� plhmmeÂ leia) which is present

in bad handling of wealth.

c8 a� deljwÄ i . . . poÂ lesin: connect with stasiaÂ zousin, not with

prosjeroÂ menai, cf. note ad loc.

c8±d1 a� meÂ trwv kaiÁ a� narmoÂ stwv: used with the same double entendre

as a� mousiÂ a and plhmmeÂ leia (c6). Bury's `without measure or harmony'

is perfect.

d1 prosjeroÂ menai: `behave oneself ' (LSJ s.v. b i 4), quali®ed by

a� meÂ trwv kaiÁ a� narmoÂ stwv; not `clash together' (Bury, Sartori, Orwin,

Water®eld), because in the military sense it would mean `attack physi-

cally', which is rather odd with stasiaÂ zousi. It must be noted, though,

that Plutarch understood it in this sense, as appears from his change of

the preverb to dia-. A reciprocal middle is out of the question in both

meanings discussed: prosjeÂ resqai is passive. The masculine form, pro-

posed by Ast, is not only unnecessary, but probably ungrammatical (cf.

Gildersleeve, ii 207±8; there are, however, rather more exceptions than

it would appear from his collection of examples, cf. Schw.±D. 605).

stasiaÂ zousi: here not of internal discord of states.

polemouÄ ntev: includes, but is not restricted to, war between states: it

takes up stasiaÂ zousi (the two verbs are coupled in Euthphr. 8a1±2).

d2±e2 u� meiÄ v deÂ . . . poÂ leiv: virtue comes by teaching or training, or

sophistic and Socratic exhortation is useless. Both in the Euthydemus and

in the Clitophon the authors grasp this point but carefully circumvent the

necessity of proving it (see Intr., section ii.2.3.1). But after the rather

extensive criticism of common opinion in b8±d2, rich more in words

than in thought, some sort of proof is now necessary. As the preceding

sentences have dealt with vice rather than virtue, the point which Soc-

rates sets out to prove is that vice disappears by teaching or training, in

other words that vice is ignorance (cf. ou� di' a� paideusiÂ an ou� deÁ di'

a� gnoian). The only thing which he contrives to establish is that wrong-
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doing is involuntary. This is by no means the same proposition (cf.

O'Brien, Paradoxes, 16), but evidently the latter is taken here to imply

the former. The proof, which neglects the possibility that vice may be

due to lack of training, consists of two separate arguments.

(1) (a) Injustice is committed either through ignorance (ou� di' a� pai-

deusiÂ an ou� deÁ di' a� gnoian) or willingly (a� ll' e� koÂ ntav); (b) injustice is evil

(paÂ lin d' au� . . . h� a� dikiÂ a); (c) no one does evil willingly (pwÄ v ou� n dhÁ . . .

ai� roiÄ t' a� n;); conclusion (not stated): therefore injustice is committed

through ignorance. This proof is immediately invalidated because (c) is

challenged (h� ttwn . . . twÄ n h� donwÄ n).

(2) The challenge is disproved by a rather less valid argument: (a)

people commit injustice either unwillingly (Socrates' view) or when

overcome by desire (the view of the masses); (b) to be overcome is in-

voluntary (ou� kouÄ n . . . e� kouÂ sion); conclusion: therefore, in either case (e� k

pantoÁ v troÂ pou) people commit injustice unwillingly (toÂ ge a� dikeiÄ n

a� kouÂ sion o� loÂ gov ai� reiÄ ).

Argument (2) could be regarded as a sophism a dicto secundum quid: to

do something which is a� kouÂ sion in some respect is not the same thing

as to act a� kwn (cf. Sprague, Fallacy, 6). (In the ®rst version of this book,

I thought (2) was in fact a sophism. But I now believe that this criticism

has more to do with the formulation of the argument than with its

validity. Of course the vulgar reading of (b) contradicts the conclusion

of (1), but that does not re¯ect on the validity of (2).) (b) itself is arrived

at through an argument involving opposites which the author may well

have considered valid. Cf. Intr., section ii.3.5 and n. 301.

Plato frequently sets out to prove the Socratic paradox ou� deiÁ v e� kwÁ n

a� martaÂ nei (or its implication that no one wishes evil), e.g. Men. 77b6±

78b2; Grg. 467c5±468c8; Prt 352e5±357e8, and his arguments are never

very cogent. I am sorry to make such a claim, which will seem prepos-

terous to many scholars. Of course, this commentary is not the place to

deal with the gigantic literature on these passages ± I have to con®ne

myself to what seem to me the most important objections. Meno could

have answered `Yes' at 78a5 and besides, Socrates' question 77d4±6 im-

plies an equivocation: kakoÂ v ± morally evil : kakoÂ v ± harmful; Socrates'

question at Grg. 468a5±6 is framed as a dilemma, suggesting that nei-

ther end nor means is evil; again the meaning of a� gaqoÂ n is not quite

clear, cf. Dodds' note, p. 235 (a); the argument in Prt. is valid only if

a� gaqoÂ n � h� duÂ and kakoÂ n � a� niaroÂ n, cf. 351b3±d7; 353c9±355a5.

Yet the fallacies Plato employs in these passages reveal a great deal

about his ethical principles (cf. section ii.3.5), whereas here the falla-

cious argument (if it is fallacious) is contrary to the spirit of the Socratic

dictum in that this dictum is a pregnant formulation of the conviction
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(shared by Plato) that lack of self-restraint is in fact lack of knowledge.

Again, it is not a basic principle of Socrates' and Plato's ethics which is

subjected to Clitophon's ridicule but rather a perversion of it; the real

Socrates (at least what the author considered to be the real Socrates) is

kept out of harm's way (cf. Intr., sections ii.2.3.1; ii.6).
It is very interesting to note that argument (2) closely resembles what

is once or twice called parasunhmmeÂ nov (Schol. in Arist. APr � Arist.

Protr. a 2 DuÈ ring; cf. M. Frede, Die stoische Logik (GoÈ ttingen 1974), 100: if

a, b & if not a, b; either a or not a; therefore always b). Ancient logicians

quote two examples of this argument: Tht. 170e7±171c7 (which is rather

more complex) and Arist. Protr. a 2±6 DuÈ ring, cf. Rabinowitz, Aristotle's

Protrepticus, 38±9. Another example: [Pl.] Demod. 384c1±d2; cf. C. W.

MuÈ ller, Kurzdialoge, 264.

d2±3 ou� di' a� paideusiÂ an ou� deÁ di' a� gnoian: not just a rhetorical rep-

etition. di' a� paideusiÂ an points back to the didaÂ skaloi (b5, cf. ad loc.)

and does not have here the association `ignobility' (`inopia humanitatis',

Ast, Lexicon, s.v.) which it usually carries in Plato. a� gnoia is the more

general word, commonly used in discussing the maxim (e.g. R. 382b8;

Phlb. 22b7; Lg. 863c1; cf. a� maqiÂ a Prt. 357d1; R. 350d5; on the question

whether a� gnoia and a� maqiÂ a di¨er, cf. O'Brien, Paradoxes, 193±6).

d3±4 e� koÂ ntav touÁ v a� diÂ kouv a� diÂ kouv ei� nai: the second a� diÂ kouv

might have been missed (cf. Men. 89b1±2 ei� juÂ sei oi� a� gaqoiÁ e� giÂ gnonto

± b9±c1 ou� juÂ sei oi� a� gaqoiÁ a� gaqoiÁ giÂ gnontai; see Bluck's note on

89a6; add Prt. 325b4, where no correction of the text (w� v qaumasiÂ wv

giÂ gnontai oi� a� gaqoiÁ ha� gaqoiÁ i, Hirschig) is necessary; likewise Smp.

183b7 a� jrodiÂ sion gaÁ r o� rkon ou� jasin ei� nai (o� rkon ho� rkoni Hertz).

But the omission (in F) of touÁ v as well as of a� diÂ kouv makes one suspi-

cious. Cf. Lg. 860d1 oi� kakoiÁ . . . ei� siÁ n a� kontev kakoiÂ .

d4 paÂ lin d' au� : this `pleonasm' is quite normal in Plato, cf. Ast, Lex-

icon, s.vv. paÂ lin and au� qiv and esp. La. 193d6, where, as here, two in-

consistent opinions are contrasted.

ai� scroÁ n kaiÁ qeomiseÂ v: cf. Lg. 879c3; 838b10. In combination with

tolmaÄ te, this coupling of synonyms makes the sentence rather heavy

with sarcasm, cf. note on c6±d2.

d5 ou� n dhÂ : cf. des Places, Particules de liaison, 85±7; GP 2 468±70.

Though both ou� n dhÂ and dhÁ ou� n are practically con®ned to Plato (and

Herodotus), these combinations cannot be used for questions of au-

thenticity: in the other Dubia, ou� n dhÂ occurs two or three times in Alc. 1

(cf. des Places, 86), three times in Epin. (879d2; 984b2; 991b5), four

times in the Letters (Ep. 2 310e4, Ep. 7 326e5; Ep. 8 353c4; 355a5), once in

Min. (321d1); dhÁ ou� n is found at Epin. 989d2. Neither is found in the

Spuria.
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toÂ ge toiouÄ ton kakoÂ n: cf. Ap. 25e4 touÄ to htoÁ i tosouÄ ton kakoÂ n;

Gildersleeve, ii 269±70.
d6 H� ttwn o� v a� n h� i: for the postponement of the relative, cf. Den-

niston, Greek Prose Style, 48±9 who gives examples from Lg. only; but cf.

Ap. 19d7 periÁ e� mouÄ a� oi� polloiÁ leÂ gousin; Adam on R. 363a6; Phdr.

238a4; my note on R. 390b6±c1, `Notes on Politeia iii', 345±7. Here the

postponement splits the phrase h� ttwn twÄ n h� donwÄ n.

The relative clause should not be explained as quasi-causal (Water-

®eld, Gonzalez) or quasi-temporal (SouilheÂ) or quasi-conditional (De

Win) but as a ± necessarily elliptical ± answer to the preceding question:

`Any man [sc. would choose such an evil], who. . .' (Bury).

Of course, there remains a slight inconcinnity between question and

answer (diaÁ toÁ h� ttwn ei� nai or h� ttwÂ menov would have been more nor-

mal, or tiÂ v . . . e� kwÁ n ai� roiÄ t' a� n (so translated by Bertini, cf. 471 n. 1) in

the preceding question), but it is covered up by the hyperbaton h� ttwn

o� v, which therefore aims at a special, focalising e¨ect. The distinction

between o� v a� n and o� stiv a� n (KG ii 426) proves rather theoretical.
kaiÁ touÄ to: as well as ignorance.

d7 ei� per: `precisely in the case that. . .' (cf. Wakker, Conditions and

Conditionals, 319±20); contrast ei� per maqhtoÂ n b5±6, where Wakker's al-

ternative paraphrasis `exclusively in the case that. . .' applies. The clause

gives the reason for thinking that h� ttwn ei� nai is a� kouÂ sion.

e� k pantoÁ v troÂ pou: � paÂ ntwv, cf. England on Lg. 938c3. For the

function of these words (`in either case'), cf. the analysis of the argu-

ment, note on d2±e2.

d8 toÂ ge a� dikeiÄ n a� kouÂ sion o� loÂ gov ai� reiÄ : Plato construes the phrase

o� loÂ gov ai� reiÄ (cf. Jowett±Campbell on R. 607b3; Burnet on Cri. 48c7) in

three ways: (a) with modal adverb (Cri., loc. cit.; Prm. 141d6); (b) with a

personal noun as object (R. 607b3); (c) with accusative and in®nitive, as

in the next clause kaiÁ deiÄ n ktl. (R. 440b5; 604c7; Phlb. 35d6; Lg. 663d7).

Consequently, one expects toÂ ge a� dikeiÄ n a� kouÂ sion ei� nai here. It

seems hazardous to explain our construction as an ellipse of ei� nai: ei� nai

can be omitted with dokeiÄ n and nomiÂ zein etc. but rarely with other verbs,

cf. KG i 42. However, a nominal construction is found with the semanti-

cally related sumbaiÂ nw, which develops into a copula: Grg. 479c8 sum-

baiÂ nei meÂ giston kakoÁ n h� a� dikiÂ a; R. 329d6; Lg. 671c1 (cf. England ad

loc., who points out that sumbaiÂ nw may be followed both by ei� nai (Prm.

134b1) and by w� n (Euthd. 281e3)). The double accusative construction

may therefore be defended. Cf. 408c2±4, where the construction of

h� gouÄ mai with two predicative accusatives is followed by an accusative

and in®nitive. I withdraw the conjecture toÂ ge a� dikeiÄ n hei� naii a� kouÂ -

sion o� loÂ gov ai� reiÄ , which I submitted in the ®rst version of this work.
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d8±e2 kaiÁ deiÄ n . . . taÁ v poÂ leiv: though it has not been proved that

injustice is ignorance (only that it is involuntary) these words presup-

pose that it is. One may point out that e� pimeÂ leia is useless once it is ac-

knowledged that being overcome by desire is an alternative cause of in-

justice, as in fact Socrates has done, but after all this is parody. Rather

conspicuously, the moral consequences of the argument (and therefore

of the whole speech) are coordinated with the conclusion within the

same sentence: the protreptic can thus be framed u� poqetikwÄ v (Deme-

trius' words, Intr., section ii.1.4.2) and is no longer a� pojainoÂ menov kaiÁ

kathgorwÄ n. Similarly, 408a4±b1 (end of the third part of the speech).

d8 e� pimeÂ leian: the directly reported speech very neatly ends with

the signal theme of all Socratic exhortation; cf. Intr., section ii.2.2 n.

188; note on 410c8±d5.

e1±2 paÂ nt' a� ndra . . . xumpaÂ sav taÁ v poÂ leiv: rhetorical e¨ect is

caused by the climax paÂ nt' . . . xumpaÂ sav, not by the chiasmus, for

which cf. next note. For the thought cf. Intr., section ii.2.3.1 ad ®n.

q' a� ma kaiÂ : this collocation is found only rarely before the latest pe-

riod (e.g. Chrm. 155a6; R. 436d5). It is very frequent in Lg.: over twenty

times. For the postposition of te (one would have expected paÂ nta t'

a� ndra ktl.) cf. Lg. 798a6±8 periÁ taÁ v twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn dianoiÂ av te a� ma

kaiÁ taÁ v twÄ n yucwÄ n juÂ seiv. There is no parallel in Plato for the chiastic

construction with this collocation, but it is natural enough: both paÂ nt'

a� ndra and i� diÂ ai carry emphasis (and perhaps there would have been a

slight break in the clause, which accounts for the postposition of te);

from i� diÂ ai, the opposite is derived as starting-point for dhmosiÂ ai xum-

paÂ sav taÁ v poÂ leiv. This is the most frequent cause of chiasmus: in such

cases it is wrong to consider it a ®gure of speech. Cf. above, on b6±7

melethtoÂ n . . . e� kmelethÂ sousin.

e3 TauÄ t' ou� n w� SwÂ kratev e� gwÁ o� tan a� kouÂ w: the left-dislocation (re-

moval from subordinate clause) of both tauÄ ta and e� gwÂ is unique in the

Platonic corpus. For tauÄ ta this is easy to understand, as it plays an im-

portant thematic part in the cohesion of Clitophon's whole report: it

refers back not only to the preceding speech but also to Clitophon's

praise as last mentioned at a6. Of course tauÄ ta is object of a� gamai

and e� painwÄ as much as of leÂ gontov. For e� gwÂ preposed, cf. Ap. 21b2

tauÄ ta gaÁ r e� gwÁ a� kouÂ sav (the oracle) ± here the o� tan clause seems to

have been used instead of a participle in order to indicate the repetition

of the speech. Cf. also Cri. 54d3±4 tauÄ ta w� jiÂ le KriÂ twn eu� i� sqi o� ti

e� gwÁ dokwÄ a� kouÂ ein (the speech of the Laws). There is hiatus after e� gwÂ ,

but then again so would there have been if the pronoun had been

placed in the o� tan clause.

qamaÂ : cf. note on 407a6 pollaÂ kiv. Strictly speaking this word is in-
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compatible with o� tan a� kouÂ w: what the author meant is not `any time I

hear you saying this often' but `any time I hear you saying this, which is

often'. It is theoretically possible, but extremely forced, to detach qamaÁ

leÂ gontov from a� kouÂ w sou and explain it as a participle of circum-

stance; we should better accept it as a contaminated construction, cf. R.

393b7±8 o� tan taÁ v r� hÂ seiv e� kaÂ stote leÂ ghi.

e4 kaiÁ maÂ la a� gamai kaiÁ qaumastwÄ v w� v e� painwÄ : kaiÂ . . . kaiÂ cou-

pling semantically related verbs, the parallel structure, maÂ la (instead of

paÂ nu or sjoÂ dra, cf. H. Thesle¨, Studies on Intensi®cation in Early and

Classical Greek (Helsingfors±Copenhagen 1954), 56) all point to `pathetic

style' (Thesle¨, Styles, 70±1); qaumastwÄ v w� v (colloquial, cf. D. Tarrant,

`More colloquialisms, semi-proverbs and word-play in Plato', CQ 8

(1958) 158±60 at 159) indicates that this is irony (cf. note on 407a6 e� x-

eplhttoÂ mhn a� kouÂ wn; Intr., section i.5.3). e� painwÄ does more than just

amplify a� gamai: it also points back to 406a7 taÁ deÁ kaiÁ e� phÂ inoun. The

introduction of the speech was in the imperfect tense with the distribu-

tive optative for the subordinate clause ± its conclusion is in the present

and the distributive subjunctive (cf. also 408c2 h� gouÄ mai ): Clitophon

wishes to express that his admiration for Socrates' speeches has not

ceased, now that he is a pupil of Thrasymachus. Apart from this there is

also a technical cause: the `semi-indirect discourse' of 407e5±408b5,

had it been introduced by o� poÂ te au� jaiÂ hv . . . o� te leÂ goiv . . . e� teleuÂ ta,

would have lost its lively character. Cf. Smp. 180b1 qaumaÂ zousi kaiÁ

a� gantai.

e5±8 kaiÁ o� poÂ tan . . . e� spoudakeÂ nai: this is the second of the three

parts of Socrates' speech (cf. Intr., section ii.2.2); after crhÂ mata,

swÂ matov e� pimeÂ leia is now censured. This part is set o¨ from the ®rst

one in a very clear way: by the intervening appraisal tauÄ t' ou� n . . .

e� painwÄ (e3±4) and by the change from direct to reported speech. On

the other hand, there is hardly any clear transition between the second

part and the third. Just how ¯uid the transition is can be established

only after the structure of this sentence has been elucidated.

As it is printed in our texts, we have a temporal protasis without a

main clause to follow it. We can supply one easily enough: an equiva-

lent of the preceding a� gamai kaiÁ . . . e� painwÄ . It is impossible to attach

the sentence to these very words by explaining kaiÂ (e5) as `so too' (Bury;

cf. SouilheÂ and many other translations ± I take it these translations are

due to embarrassment, not to misunderstanding; la Magna's note `in-

tegra: KaiÁ a� gamai kaiÁ e� painwÄ se, o� poÂ tan' does betray just such a mis-

understanding), as we would then desire a particle to coordinate tauÄ t'

. . . o� tan a� kouÂ w and o� poÂ tan au� jhÄ iv (kaiÁ dhÁ kaiÂ would have served the

purpose).
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Besides, the case is not isolated: the next sentence, though more

complicated, is essentially parallel: kaiÁ o� tan leÂ ghiv ktl. has no apo-

dosis; the anacoluthon is here less harsh because the speech reported is

much longer and it is only natural that from 408a1 kaiÁ dhÁ kaiÂ (or at any

rate from a4 kaiÁ teleutaÄ i ) Clitophon should have abandoned the for-

mality of the nominal w� v clauses. In fact, 408b5±c4 touÂ toiv dhÁ toiÄ v

loÂ goiv . . . e� pegeiÂ rein h� maÄ v is the ± long expected ± equivalent of a� ga-

mai kaiÁ . . . e� painwÄ which was needed.

It would seem, then, that we are dealing with two subsequent anaco-

lutha; the ®rst one very harsh, the second tolerably justi®ed. A reduc-

tion is desirable and as a matter of fact only the full stop which is

printed after e� spoudakeÂ nai stands in its way. A colon or a comma

would improve the text by totally removing the ®rst anacoluthon.

If this solution is accepted, the transition from the second part of

Socrates' speech to the third is not very noticeable; it is marked only by

a renewal (slightly varied) of kaiÁ o� poÂ tan au� jhÄ iv. There is a good rea-

son for this lack of markers of transition. Obviously, the author did not

have very much to say on the subject of swÂ matov e� pimeÂ leia, so the best

he could do was to lump this (second) part and the third part of the

speech together in one allegro sentence. When we assume that the sec-

ond and third parts were separated from each other by a full stop, both

this full stop and the absence of an apodosis to follow kaiÁ o� poÂ tan au�

jhÄ iv ktl. would make the lack of proportion between the second and

the third part too obvious.

For the question why indirect report was chosen for these two parts,

cf. Intr., section ii.2.2; for parallels in thought to the second part, see

Intr., section ii.2.3.2.
e5 toÁ e� jexhÄ v touÂ twi: cf. Phlb. 34d8±9 toÁ d' e� jexhÄ v touÂ toiv peirwÂ -

meqa leÂ gein; Ti. 30c2 taÁ touÂ toiv e� jexhÄ v h� miÄ n lekteÂ on. Not adverbial as

e.g. R. 460d8. Cf. note on 410d3 toÁ e� jexhÄ v.

e6±7 e� teroÂ n ti praÂ ttein toiouÄ ton: viz. ou� deÁ n twÄ n deoÂ ntwn (b1±2) ±

caring for inessential things. La Magna makes the phrase refer to the

®nal part of the ®rst speech only, but this brings in irrelevant infor-

mation.

e7 touÄ meÁ n a� rxontov: SouilheÂ prints touÄ meÁ n gaÁ r a� rxontov against

the consensus of ADF Themistius Stobaeus, on the sole authority of

Ven. 189 and W, both secondary MSS. The particle is super¯uous (ex-

planatory asyndeton, for which cf. W. J. Verdenius, `Notes on Epi-

trepontes', 17±18; to his references add England's Comm. on Lg., index

s.v. `asyndeton, explanatory').

a� rxontov . . . a� rxoÂ menon: the futures indicate that Socrates refers to
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physical training as part of the education of the young. I prefer this ex-

planation to taking the futures as modal, `that which is destined to rule'

(so la Magna and most translators), or even `that which should rule'

(Gonzalez), because I doubt that a substantive future participle can be

modal in this type of context. At any rate the examples adduced by KG

i 175.c (where futures are listed which denote that the subject `vermoÈge

seiner Bescha¨enheit oder nach Lage der VerhaÈ ltnisse' can or must exe-

cute an action, cf. also KuÈhner on X. Mem. 3.4.4; Stallbaum on Pl. Mx.

235d; id. on R. 524e; Magnien, Futur grec, ii 46±57) tend to suggest that a

substantive future participle (type ou� d' o� kwluÂ swn paÂ ra) can occur in

this way only when a word denoting presence, absence, need is in the

immediate vicinity. The conditions in which a modal future can occur

have never been thoroughly studied; the phenomenon has been too

often approached from the point of view of a Western European lan-

guage (e.g. Gildersleeve, i 115: `The future . . . is either shall or will ') or

from Latin (e.g. J. Humbert, Syntaxe grecque (Paris 19603), 176±7; 297).

Magnien's Futur grec is too biased and besides recognises only the mo-

dality of volition (though in his translations those of possibility and des-

tination inevitably crop up). ± For the thought, Cobet, `Ad Themistii

orationes', 430 compares Hdt. 7.162.1 xeiÄ ne A� qhnaiÄ e, u� meiÄ v oi� kate touÁ v

meÁ n a� rcontav e� cein, touÁ v deÁ a� rxomeÂ nouv ou� k e� xein.

e8 e� spoudakeÂ nai: in classical prose, verbs expressing states, if their

meaning involves having an opinion of sorts, normally have a perfect

with the same meaning. It may or may not be true that the perfect has

an `intensive' value. Cf. my paper `Het perfectum van Griekse toe-

standswerkwoorden', in S. R. Slings±I. Sluiter (ed.), Ophelos: zes studies

voor D. M. Schenkeveld (Amsterdam 1988), 61±76.

e8±408b5 kaiÁ o� tan . . . leÂ gwn: see Intr., section ii.2.3.3. for the

general principle and its applications; for the anacoluthon contained in

this passage, cf. note on 407e5±8. Somewhere in this passage the hypo-

tactic force of the ®rst w� v ceases to exist. ei� dhÂ (e9) probably started as a

parenthesis giving a few applications of the general principle stated just

before.

e8±9 e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai: short for e� piÂ statai o� rqwÄ v crhÄ sqai, cf.

Euthd. 289a2 and passim.

e9±12 ei� dhÂ . . . crhÄ sqai: cf. Euthd. 281d1 kaiÁ a� mbluÁ o� rwÄ n kaiÁ

a� kouÂ wn [sc. e� laÂ ttw a� n praÂ ttoi and therefore e� laÂ ttw a� n e� xa-

martaÂ noi etc.] maÄ llon h� o� xuÂ ; the same principle applied to the same

®eld of human ability. Use of eyes and ears as the ®rst example is

slightly awkward (the question of how one can make a bad use of one's

eyes and ears at all is not, and could not easily be, answered); it is not

291

COMMENTARY: 407e8±407e9



insigni®cant that it is actually the last example in Euthd. The awkward-

ness stems from the author's wish to cling to the pattern body ± tools ±

soul (cf. Intr., section ii.2.3.3).
e11±12 mhÂ t' a� llhn creiÂ an mhdemiÂ an crhÄ sqai: for the construction

cf. Lg. 785b7; 868b7.

408a1 kaiÁ dhÁ kaiÂ : transitional, not marking a climax, cf. GP 2 256

(where Cra. 419b2 does not belong: the whole discussion from 418a5 on-

wards was meant to prepare the etymology of zhmiwÄ dev).

a2 dhÄ lon w� v: cf. note on 407a2.

a4±b5 kaiÁ teleutaÄ i . . . leÂ gwn: stylistically this sentence is a little

more lively than the preceding ones: note the (slightly ironical) interac-

tion created by dhÂ (three times) and a� ra; kalwÄ v; the absence of the ar-

ticle before yuchÄ i (a5), which gives a solemn e¨ect (Thesle¨, Styles, 81);

the postposition of a� ra; the rudder/steersman metaphor. See Intr.,

section i.5.3.
a4 kaiÁ . . . dhÂ : this is a collocation of connective kaiÂ and dhÂ marking

(with some degree of irony) a report or quotation as well-known or even

subscribed to by the speaker (GP 2 233±5; cf. 407c2 and note) rather than

the combination kaiÂ . . . dhÂ which indicates that `the addition . . . is an

important one' (GP 2 253).

a4±5 o� loÂ gov ou� tov: the entire speech (not `this argument', so la

Magna, Water®eld) is meant, cf. Intr., section ii.2.2.
a5 soi: the dative should be compared with Hp.Mi. 363b2±3 h� I� liaÁ v

kaÂ llion [cf. kalwÄ v here] ei� h poiÂ hma twÄ i O� mhÂ rwi h� h� O� duÂ sseia (cf.

KG i 429); R. 335e2 touÄ to deÁ dhÁ noeiÄ au� twÄ i (sc. Simonides; cf. Jowett±

Campbell, Republic, ii 186); Euthd. 287e1 o� ti moi nooiÄ toÁ r� hÄ ma (which

disproves Stallbaum's note on R., loc.cit.); the dative of the author in

quotations (type O� dusseuÁ v leÂ gei O� mhÂ rwi; KG i 422) is a related but

more stereotyped idiom.

yuchÄ i . . . crhÄ sqai: we are left in the dark as to what exactly is

meant by this phrase ± surely Water®eld's `how to use his mind' is en-

tirely beside the point, as it fails to explain kaiÁ mhÁ zhÄ n. Quite probably

the author did not go to much trouble to clarify the thought, because

the phrase is an automatic result of applying the general principle o� twi

tiv mhÁ e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai ktl. to the general scheme which he found

in Republic 1. On the other hand, he must have had something in mind,

as he chose both the principle and the scheme for the sake of parodying

the `beautiful ending'. The end of the sentence reveals his intention: the

phrase o� stiv yuchÄ i mhÁ e� piÂ statai crhÄ sqai is picked up by twÄ i

toiouÂ twi (b1); consequently the man who does not know how to use his

soul should surrender himself twÄ i maqoÂ nti thÁ n twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn ku-

bernhtikhÂ n which is equalled with politikhÂ , dikastikhÂ and dikaio-
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suÂ nh. That is to say `using (� rightly using) one's soul' amounts to

learning (cf. twÄ i maqoÂ nti ) justice.

This is in harmony with the tenor of the ®rst part of the speech, as

well as with the subsequent discussion on the a� rethÂ of the soul (cf. es-

pecially 409a2±6). For Chrysippus' interpretation, cf. Intr., section ii.7.1
(4).

The phrase yuchÄ v crhÄ siv is used in a completely di¨erent sense by

Aristotle (Protr. b 90±1 DuÈ ring): `there are many ways of using one's

soul but the truest (kuriwtaÂ th) is philosophy (h� touÄ jroneiÄ n o� ti maÂ -

lista)'. This is a good illustration of the wide gap between Aristotelian

protreptic (foreshadowed in the Euthydemus), which appeals to the intel-

lect and emphasises theoretical knowledge, and protreptic in the tradi-

tional Socratic way, which is ®rst and foremost ethical (cf. Intr., sections

ii.1.5; ii.7.1). The author of Clit. and Aristotle use the same protreptic

motif (e� piÂ stasqai crhÄ sqai ) and in the same area (yuchÂ ), quite proba-

bly independently from each other. The discrepancy is instructive for

the history of philosophical protreptic and the place of Clit. in it.

a6 h� suciÂ an a� gein thÄ i yuchÄ i: in Plato, h� suciÂ a in connection with

the soul is normally tranquillitas animi (R. 583c7±8; Lg. 791a3±4; Prt.

356e1); it may also denote slow intelligence (Chrm. 160a1±2) and mental

laziness (Tht. 153b11±c1). The way in which the expression is used here

is apparently a novel one (it had to be glossed by kaiÁ [explanatory] mhÁ

zhÄ n). There is a conscious play upon the double function of the soul as

the seat of thinking (called diaÂ noia a few lines below) and as the princi-

ple of life. Cf. Arist. Protr. b 83 DuÈ ring kaiÁ zhÄ n a� ra maÄ llon jateÂ on . . .

toÁ n e� nergouÄ nta thÄ i yuchÄ i touÄ moÂ non e� contov; Pl. R. 353d3±10 and

Tucker's note. ± For the dative (of respect) with h� suciÂ an a� gein, cf. Lg.

653d8.

a7 praÂ ttonti kaq' au� toÂ n: these words point forward to the second

alternative (they are to be contrasted with paradoÂ nti . . . a� llwi ); zhÄ n

by itself would have been su½cient. ± kataÂ with a re¯exive pronoun

(`all by oneself '; cf. KG i 480; Classen±Steup on Th. 1.79.1) is usually

reinforced with au� toÂ v in Plato, but cf. Grg. 505d9 leÂ gwn kataÁ sautoÂ n

(not `after your own fashion', as suggested by Bury on Smp. 199b1). A

similar expression in a similar context Lg. 732b2 au� toiÁ praÂ ttontev.

ei� deÂ tiv a� naÂ gkh zhÄ n ei� h: cf. R. 378a4. A vague reference to rejection

of suicide, which was of course well-known to be Platonic, if only from

Phd. 61c9±62c8. For other testimonies which are important for the his-

tory of this rejection, cf. P. BoyanceÂ, `Note sur la jrouraÂ platoni-

cienne', RPh 37 (1963) 7±11; J. C. G. Strachan, `Who did forbid suicide

at Phaedo 62b?', CQ 20 (1970) 216±20; HGPh, i 310±11. ± The optative

in the ei� clause is combined with a present indicative of an expression
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denoting propriety in the main clause; cf. MT §§502; 555; my review of

N. van der Ben, The Charmides of Plato (Amsterdam 1985), Mnem. 41

(1988) 409±14 at 412. ei� h is omitted by Stob., a defensible reading, but

the optative conveys a nuance of uncertainty which is in harmony with

the context.

b1 a� ra: Denniston's classi®cation of this occurrence under a� ra ex-

pressing surprise (GP 2 36) is not precise enough; it is what is usually

called `referential' a� ra, `used to direct attention to the fact that the

speaker is not uttering his own thought' ( Jowett±Campbell, Republic, ii
208; cf. des Places, Particules de liaison, 268±72; KG ii 324), a special-

isation of the general value of a� ra to denote a distance between the

speaker and his utterance (cf. J. M. van Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 82).

Its place at the end of a clause is curious but not unparalleled in Plato:

Hp.Ma. 283b2±3 touÂ tou d' o� rov e� stiÁ n a� ra; Lg. 709e3 tiÂ metaÁ touÄ t' ei� -

peiÄ n o� rqwÄ v e� stin a� ra; It cannot be a coincidence that in all three cases

a� ra is preceded by e� stin. See also Prt. 355b4±5 e� aÁ n mhÁ polloiÄ v o� noÂ -

masi crwÂ meqa a� ra, where many editors prefer the Byzantine conjec-

ture a� ma.

b1±2 kaqaÂ per . . . a� llwi: for the expression cf. Lg. 775b3; R. 488c2.

The thought recurs at Alc. 1 117c9±e6, cf. esp. TiÂ d' ei� e� n nhiÊ pleÂ oiv . . .

twÄ i kubernhÂ thi e� pitreÂ yav a� n h� suciÂ an a� goiv . . . (e1) o� tan deÂ geÂ pouÂ

tinev mhÁ oi� wntai ei� deÂ nai [sc. o� ti praÂ ttousin], a� lloiv paradidoÂ asin

(in Chrm. 171d8±e5 and Lg. 732a7±b2, where the same thought is for-

mulated, no mention of steersmen is made). All these parallel passages

deal with handing over what one does not know how to use in order to

avoid a� marthÂ mata; our place and Alc. 1 135b7±d10 concern persons

turning over themselves to others, without it being made very clear

what we are to understand by that. At the end of Alc. 1 Alcibiades

promises that he will from now on follow Socrates like a paidagwgoÂ v

(135d10) and make a start with dikaiosuÂ nhv e� pimeleiÄ sqai; it would seem

that what is there called toÁ a� rcesqai . . . u� poÁ touÄ beltiÂ onov (135b7±8)

amounts to becoming a close companion of this better man. What is

meant in Clit. is determined by the exact reference of thÁ n twÄ n

a� nqrwÂ pwn kubernhtikhÂ n (Intr., section ii.2.3.3).
b1 kaqaÂ per: found in this place, and at c4; 409b7; 410e4, w� sper

407a8; 408c3; e3. The general value of this stylometric criterion (dis-

covered by Dittenberger, `Sprachliche Kriterien fuÈ r die Chronologie

der Platonischen Dialoge', Hermes 16 (1881) 321±45 at 337±9; Brand-

wood, Chronolog y, 19 and table 4.3) is beyond doubt. Yet in this case I

am inclined to share SouilheÂ's scepticism (180): the Clit. is too short for

us to rely on criteria based on ratios; cf. Intr., section ii.7.2.
b2 taÁ phdaÂ lia thÄ v dianoiÂ av: Greek ships of the classical age had
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a pair of steering oars, hence the plural as in Plt. 272e4. Cf. J. S.

Morrison±R. T. Williams, Greek Oared Ships 900±322 b.c. (Cambridge

1968), 291±2 and General Index s.v. `steering oar'. The expression is

modelled on taÁ phdaÂ lia touÄ ploiÂ ou.

a� llwi, twÄ i maqoÂ nti: A. Gasda, Kritische Bemerkungen zu Themistios

(Lauban 1886±7; non vidi ) proposes a� llwi twi maqoÂ nti. But the article

is necessary after a� llov; cf. de Strycker±Slings on Ap. 33d7; my note on

R. 434b2, `Notes on Politeia, iv', 415.
b2±5 twÄ i maqoÂ nti . . . leÂ gwn: for the comparison of a politician to a

steersman (announced b1±2), cf. K. M. Kaiser, Das Bild des Steuermannes

in der antiken Literatur (Erlangen 1954); for Plato: P. Louis, Les meÂtaphores

de Platon (Rennes 1945), 155±6. See further Intr., section ii.2.3.3.
b3±4 h� n dhÁ . . . pollaÂ kiv: Bury takes h� n as predicative: `which is the

name that you, Socrates, frequently give to politics' (cf. Orwin; Pavlu,

`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 12: `Socrates nennt also die Politik hauÈ®g so

[kubernhtikhÂ ]'). I doubt whether this is possible in Greek (o� or h� i

would certainly be more normal). But these scholars saw the di½culty:

why would Clitophon state in so many words that Socrates used to call

the leading of men politics? The answer may be found in the interpre-

tation of politikhÂ that I have given in Intr., section ii.2.3.3: when the

metaphor in thÁ n . . . kubernhtikhÂ n is translated into plain language, the

statement makes good sense: `the leading (educating) of men, to which

you often refer with the word politikhÂ ' ± this implies that Socrates

used the term in a di¨erent sense from that used by most Greeks; we

know for a fact that he did so, to wit in Grg., Euthd. and Plt.

pollaÂ kiv can mean that this concept of politics is found in more

than one Socratic text, or that it is a particularly important piece of

Socratic (in this case, Platonic) doctrine. Cf. note on 407a6 pollaÂ kiv.

b3 dhÂ : not, I think, the ironic dhÂ used in referring to other people's

opinions, as at 407c2 and 408a4 (cf. notes), but simply an indication that

this is knowledge shared between Clitophon and Socrates (cf. J. M. van

Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 85), or perhaps indicating that Clitophon

agrees with Socrates (personal commitment of speaker and addressee,

cf. on 407c2). Similarly in the next line and at 409b5 (see note).

b4±5 thÁ n au� thÁ n . . . leÂ gwn: a highly unusual word order. To my

mind, the most normal order would be thÁ n au� thÁ n dhÁ tauÂ thn leÂ gwn w� v

e� stin ktl. The order as we have it is determined (a) by the author's

wish to emphasise the idea `the very same art' (which ± quite normally ±

causes anticipation); (b) by his inclination to make neat parcels of

dependent clauses (cf. note on 407b8±c6 a� ll' . . . a� mousiÂ av), hence the

®nal position of leÂ gwn. The consequence is that not only the subject but

also the nominal predicate of the subordinate clause is anticipated. This
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is rather unusual in Greek, cf. KG ii 580, Anm. 5. Of the two examples

given there, E. IT 951±2 is textually uncertain and even if the trans-

mitted text is retained, it admits of another construction. On the other

hand, A. Th. 19±20 e� qreÂ yat' (sc. Earth) oi� khthÄ rav a� spidhjoÂ rouv

pistouÁ v o� pwv geÂ noisqe proÁ v creÂ ov toÂ de (M. Schmidt's pistoiÂ q', ac-

cepted by Page, is de®nitely unlikely) seems to me a virtually certain

example of prolepsis of the nominal predicate: Verrall's `in order that

ye might be formed (. . .) against (with a view to) this occasion' gives

more semantic weight to geÂ noisqe than this verb can bear in Greek;

Hutchinson's discussion ends up in aporia; West accepts the transmitted

text. I have found one case of prolepsis of subject and part of the nom-

inal predicate in Plato: Lg. 639a2±3 ei� tiv ai� gwÄ n trojhÁ n kaiÁ toÁ zwÄ ion

au� toÁ kthÄ ma w� v e� stin kaloÁ n e� painoiÄ ktl. It would seem that H.

Richards' opinion `there is no possible construction for the accusative'

is mistaken, and his proposal to read dikastikhÂ te kaiÁ dikaiosuÂ nh

(Platonica, 157; cf. M. Schmidt's conjecture at A. Th.) super¯uous.

dikastikhÂ n te kaiÁ dikaiosuÂ nhn: cf. Intr., section ii.5.4.
b5±c4 TouÂ toiv . . . h� maÄ v: the parallel duplications in pam(poÂ lloiv)

. . . pag(kaÂ lwv) (cf. note on b6); ou� t' . . . (pwÂ )pote . . . ou� t' . . .

(mhÂ )pote; (protreptikw)taÂ touv . . . (w� jelimw)taÂ touv indicate that

irony is present, cf. Intr., section i.5.3.
b6 pagkaÂ lwv: a favourite vehicle of Platonic irony, cf. FestugieÁre,

Protreptiques, 28 n. 2. In combination with paÂ mpoluv: Hp.Ma. 286b3±4

pampoÂ lla . . . kaiÁ paÂ gkala.

b7 didaktoÁ n a� rethÂ : cf. Intr., sections ii.1.2; ii.2.3.1.
b7±8 paÂ ntwn . . . e� pimeleiÄ sqai: this had been the recurrent unify-

ing motif of the speech reported by Clitophon. It is of course the cen-

tral motif of all Socratic protreptic. See Intr., section ii.2.2 n. 188; note

on 410c8±d5.

c1 scedoÂ n instead of scedoÂ n ti (also 410e7) has been considered a

mark of late style (Ritter, Untersuchungen, 3; Lutosøawski, Plato's Logic,

124; Brandwood, Chronolog y, table 10.2); even so it is found in Ap., Cri.,

Chrm., Grg., Phd. With ou� t' . . . pwÂ pote: not `hardly' (Bury and Orwin;

cf. H. MuÈ ller; Bertini; De Win) but `probably never', `I dare say never'

(`serve ad attenuare in certo qual modo, e non senza una tinta d'ironia,

la recisa a¨ermazione che segue', la Magna), with the usual understate-

ment, cf. LSJ, s.v. scedoÂ n, ii 2; England on Lg. 649a2; Stein on Hdt.

5.19.2. An extreme example is Men. Aspis 420±1 a� deljoÂ v ± w� ZeuÄ , pwÄ v

jraÂ sw; ± scedoÂ n tiÂ sou teÂ qnhken.

c1±2 ou� t' oi� mai mhÂ pote u� steron a� nteiÂ pw: even now that I have

turned my back on you and gone over to Thrasymachus.

c2 te: Richards' deÂ (Platonica, 157) and Schanz' ho� vi pro-
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treptikwtaÂ touv te are unnecessary. There is nothing against ou� te . . .

ou� te . . . te (KG ii 292); in these contexts, te does not necessarily intro-

duce an opposition, cf. Hdt. 1.42.1; X. An. 4.4.6; Cyr. 2.3.6. te gaÁ r of Pa

(te Va) is probably conjectural, though in view of the status of that MS

the conjecture may be an old one.

c3 a� tecnwÄ v: a colloquial word (D. Tarrant, `Colloquialisms, semi-

proverbs, and word-play in Plato', CQ 40 (1946) 109±17 at 114±15),

slightly out of character in this formal sentence; it marks the following

simile the more sharply (the usual function of the word in Plato: cf.

Burnet on Phd. 59a5; 90c4; England on Lg. 923a3; D. Tarrant, op. cit.,

esp. 115 (d)).

c3±4 w� sper . . . h� maÄ v: there can be no doubt that the author was

thinking of Ap. 30e2±5, cf. Intr., section ii.2.3.1.
c4±7 proseiÄ con . . . o� nomaÂ zein: this is an odd sentence at ®rst sight.

The ®rst clause (proseiÄ con . . . a� kousoÂ menov) gives the impression that

Clitophon is waiting for Socrates to deliver other speeches in which he

will go more deeply into the matter of e� pimeÂ leia thÄ v yuchÄ v (which had

been the refrain of the speech reported). But this impression is ¯atly

contradicted by the next participle (e� panerwtwÄ n). It might seem that

the relation between main and concomitant action has been inverted (`I

asked my question while being very attentive'), but this goes far beyond

the type of inversions listed KG ii 98±9.
The only way I can account for this confusion is to explain it as an

imitation of Euthd. 283a1±7. There Socrates has ®nished his protreptic

conversation with Clinias (similarity in situation): twÄ i deÁ metaÁ touÄ to

e� someÂ nwi paÂ nu sjoÂ dra proseiÄ con toÁ n nouÄ n [. . . Dionysodorus begins]

kaiÁ h� meiÄ v paÂ ntev e� bleÂ pomen proÁ v au� toÁ n w� v au� tiÂ ka maÂ la a� kousoÂ menoi

qaumasiÂ ouv tinaÁ v loÂ gouv (similarity in wording). Now what actually

happens is that Dionysodorus' (and his brother's) arguments are utterly

disappointing. I take it that the author wanted to give a hint that what

Clitophon is going to hear is equally disappointing. If indeed the author

wanted to allude to the situation of Euthd. 283a¨. the sentence remains

of course a confused one, but we have noticed before that our author is

quite willing to sacri®ce clarity of thought and expression when he has

an opportunity for working in more literary allusions, even though they

are not worked in very well (cf. Intr., section ii.2.3.3 (neighbour's lyre)

and note on 407b2±8). See section ii.7.3(5) for the relevance of this

habit for the problem of authenticity.

This interpretation has of course some important consequences. The

sentence could only be understood by those who had read (and were

fairly conversant with) the Euthydemus. This means that the author did

more than just draw from a general store of protreptic themes (of
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course I do not wish to deny that he did): one of his sources was actu-

ally the Euthydemus itself. Cf. note on 410b4±6.

c4 toÁ metaÁ tauÄ ta w� v a� kousoÂ menov: note the inverted word order.

The participle is probably not ®nal (so la Magna and most translators),

if it is indeed an imitation of Euthd. 283a6±7: `Ma io stava [sic] attento

nella speranza di udire cioÁ che viene in seguito' (Bertini), cf. Ficinus.

ou� ti seÂ : see Intr., section ii.5.1.
c5±6 twÄ n h� likiwtwÄ n . . . swÄ n: on the partitive genitive as object in-

stead of the accusative (teÂ mnw thÄ v ghÄ v for teÂ mnw thÁ n ghÄ n), cf. KG i
345; Schw.±D. 102±3; `genitivo partitivo, dipendente da un tinaÂ v sot-

tinteso', la Magna ± I doubt that the second half of this explanation is

linguistically correct. Examples in Plato are rare, but cf. Lg. 906d a� n

au� toiÄ v twÄ n a� dikhmaÂ twn tiv a� poneÂ mhi `provided one gives them a part

of their unjust gains'.

c6±7 sunepiqumhtwÄ n . . . o� nomaÂ zein: an allusion (a rather broad

one) to Socrates' denial of having maqhtaiÂ (cf. Ap. 33a4±5 ou� v dhÁ dia-

baÂ llontev e� meÂ jasin e� mouÁ v maqhtaÁ v ei� nai ). This is generally Socratic,

cf. X. Mem. 1.2.3 kaiÂ toi ge ou� depwÂ pote u� peÂ sceto didaÂ skalov ei� nai

touÂ tou; Aeschines, Alc. fr. 11c D. � 4Kr. (SSR vi a 53). Both Plato and

Xenophon avoid the word maqhthÂ v when speaking of Socrates' com-

panions. Yet, when in Tht. and Sph. Plato theorises about Socrates'

work, it is di½cult to see the di¨erence (apart from the question of pay-

ment). Cf. Th. Meyer, Apologie, 134 n. 195.

c6 te kaiÂ . . . h� : not (as is usually the case with te (. . .) kaiÂ . . . kaiÂ or

kaiÂ . . . te (. . .) kaiÂ , cf. KG ii 251) coupling h� likiwtwÄ n and sunepi-

qumhtwÄ n as against e� taiÂ rwn, but the opposite: Socrates' coevals are

opposed to his `pupils' (sunepiqumhtwÄ n h� . . . h� . . .).

h� likiwtwÄ n: not many of Socrates' companions were in fact of his

age: Crito (Ap. 33d10; Cri. 49a9) is the only one for certain; Chaerephon

(e� moÂ v . . . e� taiÄ rov . . . e� k neÂ ou, Ap. 20e8±21a1; he appears to be co-owner

of the jrontisthÂ rion in Aristophanes' Clouds, but not consistently, cf.

Dover's Comm., xxxiii; xcv) possibly so.

sunepiqumhtwÄ n: a hapax word, contaminated from sunoÂ ntev, sun-

diatriÂ bontev (the usual Socratic surrogate for maqhtaiÂ ) and e� pi-

qumhthÂ v, which Plato never uses absolutely (unlike e� rasthÂ v) but always

with the genitive of an abstract noun or phrase (e.g. Euthphr. 14d4 e� pi-

qumhthÂ v . . . thÄ v shÄ v sojiÂ av). But Xenophon does use it this way, and,

what is more, applies it to Socrates' followers: Mem. 1.2.60 e� keiÄ nov [sc.

Socrates] gaÁ r pollouÁ v e� piqumhtaÂ v . . . labwÁ n ou� deÂ na pwÂ pote misqoÁ n

thÄ v sunousiÂ av e� praÂ xato. Half-way between this absolute use and Pla-

to's practice stands X. Ap. 28 where Apollodorus is called e� piqumhthÂ v

. . . i� scurwÄ v au� touÄ (sc. Socrates). Better known, of course, is e� rasthÂ v,
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which is used by Plato both for the sophists' pupils and for companions

of Socrates (Smp. 173b3±4 SwkraÂ touv e� rasthÁ v w� n e� n toiÄ v maÂ lista twÄ n

toÂ te). Curiously enough, Xenophon eschews this reference of the word

e� rasthÂ v. sunepiqumhthÂ v is quoted from Plato by Pollux, Onom. 3.69.

The formation is more allusive than precise. It ought to mean `fellow-

admirer' (in the sense of summaqhthÂ v and sumjoiththÂ v) but obviously

it does not. There is no good reason to consider this ad hoc creation a

mark of inauthenticity (Steinhart, 72 n. 39; Susemihl, 516 n.; Heidel,

Pseudo-Platonica, 49 n. 8; Ge¨cken, `RaÈtsel', 433 n. 5; Thesle¨, Styles, 15

n. 2).

e� taiÂ rwn: referring to pupils; sometimes also to teachers (cf. Men.

79e6, where Gorgias is meant).

o� pwv deiÄ : `we should expect o� pwv dhÁ deiÄ or o� pwv a� n deÂ hi' (H.

Richards, Platonica, 157). This is partly right: o� stiv (etc.) is not frequently

equivalent to Lat. quicumque (Monteil, Phrase relative, 131±3); yet it does

occur: Cri. 50a6±7 ei� te a� podidraÂ skein ei� q' o� pwv deiÄ o� nomaÂ sai touÄ to;

Hp.Ma. 282d4; R. 346c5; 353c5; Lg. 633a9; 674c2; 919d7; 925e2; Grg.

503e6 ± esp. the phrase o� poÂ qen kaiÁ o� phi caiÂ reton o� nomazoÂ menoi and its

numerous variations (Stallbaum on Euthd. 288b1). Cf. note on 406a5.

c7 proÁ v seÂ : `in relation to you'; Ast: `quomodocumque eorum ad te

rationem [relationem?] appellari oportet'. Cf. X. Mem. 4.2.15 e� gwÁ se . . .

u� pelaÂ mbanon proÁ v touÁ v jiÂ louv moÂ non tauÄ ta e� rwtaÄ n (`I thought you

were putting these questions only in relation to your friends').

gaÂ r: e� panhrwÂ twn resumes the thread of the narrative after the di-

gression twÄ n h� likiwtwÄ n ktl. A resumptive particle (dhÂ , ou� n, toiÂ nun)

would perhaps seem more normal. But gaÂ r is used because it marks the

return to the narrative level, after the authorial comment h� o� pwv . . .

o� nomaÂ zein. In other words, it is here used in its typical function of

push particle, cf. my remarks in New Approaches, 101±4; note on 407a5

gaÂ r. The sentence provides the justi®cation for proseiÄ con toÁ n nouÄ n: `I

paid good attention . . . For I ®rst questioned your best students.' To

some extent gaÂ r mitigates the incongruence we detected in the preced-

ing sentence, but it does not iron it out altogether.

c8 touÂ v ti: this (or perhaps touÁ v tiÂ ) should be printed, not touÁ v tiÁ ,

cf. Wilamowitz, Platon, ii 339 n. 1.

d1 kataÁ seÂ : cf. Intr., section i.5.3.
u� poteiÂ nwn: `propounding' (Bury), `je leur preÂsentais mes di½culteÂs'

(SouilheÂ), `die Sache angreifend' (Schleiermacher), `ita praefatus quaes-

tionem exposui' (Ficinus, cf. la Magna) ± evidently this word has em-

barrassed translators. It should be connected with u� poteiÂ nesqai, which

occurs at Grg. 448e8; Tht. 179e2. LSJ s.v. u� poteiÂ nw, ii 2: `lay or put

before one, present, suggest'; for Grg., loc. cit., `propose a question'.
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Let us start with the passage from Tht. `We should examine more

closely the doctrine of universal ¯ux; there seems to have been quite a

battle about it ± In Ionia it is even becoming very popular right now;

Heraclitus' school are strenuous defenders.' ± TwÄ i toi w� jiÂ le QeoÂ dwre

maÄ llon skepteÂ on kaiÁ e� x a� rchÄ v, w� sper au� toiÁ u� poteiÂ nontai. There is no

question to pose here; nor do I see how the Heracliteans can be said to

present or suggest anything ± the meaning is clearly: `they have demon-

strated themselves how this doctrine is built up e� x a� rchÄ v'. Excellently

Schleiermacher: `so wie sie ihn [den Satz] eigentlich vorzeichnen'.

A similar interpretation in Grg., loc. cit., is much more satisfactory

than the one given by LSJ. Chaerephon has asked Polus what one

should call Gorgias if he possesses the same teÂ cnh as Herodicus (doctor),

or Aristophon (painter). What should we rightly call him? Polus starts

o¨ with an encomium on teÂ cnh. Socrates intervenes: Polus should have

said what exactly Gorgias' teÂ cnh was. w� sper taÁ e� mprosqeÂ n soi u� peteiÂ -

nato CairejwÄ n kaiÁ au� twÄ i kalwÄ v kaiÁ diaÁ braceÂ wn a� pekriÂ nw, kaiÁ nuÄ n

ou� twv ei� peÁ tiÂ v h� teÂ cnh kaiÁ tiÂ na GorgiÂ an kaleiÄ n crhÁ h� maÄ v. To my

mind, u� peteiÂ nato (which refers to the analogies which Chaerephon had

used) is not `submitted' but `shown (by his previous questions how to

answer this one)', `hinted'. Stallbaum tries to connect the two notions:

`interrogando et disputando proponere eoque aliquem sensim ad aliquid

perducere et quasi u� potiqeÂ nai s. u� pobaÂ llein ei quid respondendum sit'

(ad loc.; similarly Dodds), but the parallel quoted from Tht. shows that

the notion of `proponere' is secondary.

The same holds for E. Or. 915: (an anonymous person had proposed

to stone Orestes and Electra) u� poÁ d' e� teine TundaÂ rewv loÂ gouv twÄ i sjwÁ

katakteiÂ nonti toiouÂ touv leÂ gein. On the analogy of Grg., loc. cit. I sub-

mit that loÂ gouv . . . toiouÂ touv is object of u� poÁ . . . e� teine (and leÂ gein

epexegetic in®nitive): `T. had inspired these words into him'; `T. had

led him on to say these words' (`suggested' is too weak). Whether or not

916 is deleted is immaterial for the meaning.

The way u� poteiÂ nein is used in Clit. is similar to the situation in Grg.:

Clitophon asks a forthright question, illustrates it by using an analogy

from the care of the body (408e3±409a2) and thereby shows them

how to answer it. The meaning is therefore `demonstrating', `inducing':

`Indem ich nach deiner Weise die Antwort ihnen gewissermassen an die

Hand gab' (H. MuÈ ller); `dando loro, alla tua maniera, una spinta' (Zur-

etti). In Grg. and Tht. the middle voice is used; in E. Or. and Clit. the

active. It is quite normal for abstract compounds of which the verbum

simplex has a concrete meaning to waver between active and middle; in

Plato (e.g.) u� perbaÂ llw, -baÂ llomai; protiÂ qhmi, -tiÂ qemai; protreÂ pw,

-treÂ pomai.
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d1±2 W� beÂ ltistoi . . . u� meiÄ v: as Socrates had started o¨ his speech

with an apostrophe borrowed from tragic diction, so Clitophon opens

his with an imitation of one. suÂ occurs rather often after a vocative in

tragedy (paÂ ndurte suÂ A. Th. 969 (w� ) duÂ sthne suÂ , S. Ph. 759; E. Andr.

68; w� kaÂ kiste suÂ , E. Andr. 631; etc.) and in comedy (w� bdelureÁ ka� -

naiÂ scunte kaiÁ tolmhreÁ suÂ , Ar. Ran. 465; w� beÂ ltiste suÂ , Eub. fr. 105.1

K.±A.; Damox. fr. 2.17 K.±A.; Lyn. fr. 1.11 K.±A.), but I have found no

instance of u� meiÄ v used that way, nor an instance of either suÂ or u� meiÄ v

following a vocative (where the vocative alone would su½ce) in Plato.

Nearest to this comes Euthd. 303c4 w� makaÂ rioi sjwÁ thÄ v qaumasthÄ v juÂ -

sewv (which is di¨erent because of the genitive). ± For the punctuation,

cf. note on 407a5 w� SwÂ krateÂ v soi.

d2 nuÄ n: in the MSS, bracketed by Hermann and Modugno, and

indeed there is little point in a temporal adverb; at best `now that we

have been aroused [c3]' ± this may be what Ficinus meant by `deinde' ±

or `in the present circumstances', Verdenius, `Notes on Clitopho', 144 (his

comparison of this passage with 409a2 and 410d4 is not illuminating,

since in those places `now' is completely satisfactory). Probably nun

should be read. Brandwood (Word Index, s.v.) gives ®ve instances of it

(not counting dhÂ nun) but no doubt there are many more (see Dodds on

Grg. 451a3), since Burnet (on whose text the Word Index is based) was ex-

tremely reluctant to print nun, accepting it after i� qi, deuÄ ro, dhÂ only. I

have found nuÄ n used in questions with (at most) a vague temporal refer-

ence at Sph. 253c6; Lg. 630b8; 835d1.

a� podecoÂ meqa: `understand', cf. Ast, Lexicon, s.v., ad ®n. If this is a

deliberative question, the present indicative is surprising (though not

excluded, cf. A. W. McWhorter, `A study of the so-called deliberative

type of question (tiÂ poihÂ sw;) as found in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and

Euripides', TAPhA 41 (1910) 157±67 at 165: `even a present indicative

may sometimes appear in a question, approaching the deliberative type;

cf. in Latin, quid ago? So tiÂ leÂ gomen; [cf. Lg. 652a5]'); cf. the very fre-

quent use of jamen in questions in Plato. But it is quite possible that

Clitophon includes himself only for the sake of (ironical) politeness

(cf. Tht. 210b4 h� ou� n e� ti kuouÄ meÂ n ti kaiÁ w� diÂ nomen w� jiÂ le; Jowett±

Campbell, Republic, ii 195±6; Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, i 42±4): in fact,

a� podeÂ cesqe is meant. Verdenius, `Notes on Clitopho', 144 suggests that

this is `a parody of Socrates' preference for the plural' ± he may well be

right.

d2±3 thÁ n SwkraÂ touv protrophÁ n h� mwÄ n: for collocation of subjec-

tive and objective genitives cf. R. 329b1 taÁ v twÄ n oi� keiÂ wn prophlakiÂ -

seiv touÄ ghÂ rwv; 537c2±3 oi� keioÂ thtov . . . a� llhÂ lwn twÄ n maqhmaÂ twn

(kinship of the studies); KG i 337. ± protrophÂ is a hapax in the Platonic
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corpus (it is a worthless Byzantine conjecture at Lg. 920b2), but that

cannot be an argument against authenticity: given the fact that the

author started the sentence the way he did, with pwÄ v . . . a� podecoÂ meqa

he had no option but to use the action noun. That it is not elsewhere

used in Plato is due to the fact that Plato seldom discusses exhortation

explicitly. The word is also found in Democritus and Aristotle.

d3±6 w� v o� ntov moÂ nou touÂ tou, e� pexelqeiÄ n deÁ ou� k o� n twÄ i praÂ gmati

. . . , a� ll' . . . e� teÂ rouv: ABA structure, cf. Dodds on Grg. 452e6 (and

Index s.v. aba structure); de Strycker±Slings on Ap. 40b4±6; J. Th.

Kakridis, Der thukydideische Epitaphios (Munich 1961), 29. For the purpose

of this dilemma, cf. Intr., section i.5.3. This structure is disjunctively

opposed to what follows (d7 h� deiÄ ktl.), hence a comma after e� teÂ rouv is

better than a question-mark.

d4 o� n: a verb meaning `it is possible' is necessary, as was seen by

Bessarion ± I take it that his proposal e� ni was supposed to mean this.

The more original meaning `to be present in' is out of place and seems

to require the article with the in®nitive (cf. R. 431e4). As a matter of

fact, e� neiÄ nai meaning `to be possible' is found only once in the genuine

works of Plato (Lg. 646d6), though it is well-established already in the

®fth century and occurs frequently in Plato's contemporaries ± it seems

that Plato consciously avoided this usage at least until his old age

(among the Dubia it recurs at Ep. 12 359d2). As long as Plato's authorship

is not excluded beyond doubt, we should be hesitant about excepting

e� ni. Ficinus translates the transmitted text: `an quasi solum hoc exstet,

prodire vero ad opus (. . .) minime'. But the coordination of touÂ tou and

the in®nitive without article seems strange and e� n does not elsewhere

follow e� pexeÂ rcomai or -eimi.

Therefore, the best solution seems to me to suppose that an original

o� n was corrupted to e� n. I wonder if the corruption to e� n has not also

caused a syntactic harmonisation: in other words, if the original text

was e� pexelqeiÄ n deÁ ou� k o� n twÄ i praÂ gmati or toÁ praÄ gma. Both con-

structions are attested in Plato. With the dative it would have meant `to

pursue the matter' (cf. R. 366e8; Ly. 215e1), with the accusative `to go

through the matter; to investigate it completely' (cf. LSJ s.vv. e� peÂ xeimi

iii 2; e� pexeÂ rcomai ii 3). It so happens that the context (especially the

following words kaiÁ labeiÄ n au� toÁ teleÂ wv) admits of both possibilities,

though perhaps the dative would be slightly preferable from a stylistic

point of view. Besides, the dative has the advantage of providing an

easier explanation for the corruption.

In the ®rst version of this book, I proposed e� hstiin for e� n, which was

endorsed by Gonzalez. My new proposal has two advantages over the
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former: (1) o� n as an accusative absolute (`it [not] being possible') is syn-

tactically on a par with the preceding o� ntov, as logically it should be:

both are modi®ed by w� v; (2) o� n better explains the corruption to e� n than

e� stin does. KG ii 89 quotes o� n thus used (� e� xoÂ n, dunatoÁ n o� n) at D.

50.22; I have not found a parallel in Plato. For w� v modifying ®rst o� ntov

then o� n (but as a copula, not a substantive noun, as in my proposal), cf.

R. 604b10±c1 w� v ou� te dhÂ lou o� ntov . . . ou� te . . . a� xion o� n ktl.

labeiÄ n au� toÁ teleÂ wv: teleÂ wv au� toÂ Va against ADF has weak

authority.

d6 e� keiÂ nouv: against this reading of ADF, Schanz adopted e� keiÂ noiv,

found in Va, possibly an old reading in view of the status of that MS,

but cf. Riddell, `Digest', §185; Jowett±Campbell, Republic, ii 240. After
the in®nitive protreÂ pein, the thought changes to `it will be inevitable'

or the like.

d7 toÁ metaÁ touÄ t' e� panerwtaÄ n: on account of tiÂ tou� nteuÄ qen, `ought

we to ask . . . the further question' (Bury; cf. H. MuÈ ller; la Magna) is less

likely than `sollen wir nicht . . . nun auch des weitern ausfragen'

(Schleiermacher; so most translators). ± e� perwtaÄ n (A) is not found else-

where in Clit. and is therefore probably false.

e1 touÄ t' au� toÂ : the author is apparently indi¨erent to precise prono-

minal reference. His meaning is clear enough: d3 touÂ tou: toÁ protreÂ -

pein; d4 au� toÂ : toÁ praÄ gma � the object of protrophÂ e� p' a� rethÂ n; d5

touÄ t': touÁ v mhÂ pw protetrammeÂ nouv protreÂ pein; e1 touÄ t' au� toÂ : the

object of protrophÂ . This object can be equated with a� rethÂ ± as

the analogy e3±10 suggests, a� rethÂ is to be taken as the best state of the

soul. Cf. next note and note on e8 touÂ tou . . . au� touÄ .

e2±3 dikaiosuÂ nhv peÂ ri maqhÂ sewv: for peÂ ri with the genitive instead

of the simple genitive (used here perhaps to avoid two subsequent geni-

tives), cf. England on Lg. 676c6 (and Index s.v. periÂ c. gen.). dikaio-

suÂ nhv takes up e� p' a� rethÂ n (d3); at 408a3 we ®nd again thÄ i thÄ v yuchÄ v

a� rethÄ i. This is understandable: Socrates had been exhorting his audi-

ence to the e� pimeÂ leia thÄ v yuchÄ v, a point which Clitophon had grasped

(cf. e7 e� pimeÂ leian paÄ san poieiÄ sqai; 410b4±6 seÁ toÁ meÁ n protreÂ pein ei� v

a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian kaÂ llist' a� nqrwÂ pwn draÄ n; 410d5±e1), but in the ®rst

part of the protreptic speech the emphasis had been put rather strongly

on dikaiosuÂ nh. There are two possibilities: either the author of Clit.

wanted to imply that dikaiosuÂ nh and a� rethÂ are identical (cf. 410e7±8

proÁ v teÂ lov a� rethÄ v e� lqoÂ nta), that is, that dikaiosuÂ nh is the best state of

the soul, or he takes dikaiosuÂ nh as the teÂ cnh which is necessary in or-

der to reach a� rethÂ (cf. the analogy gumnastikhÁ kaiÁ i� atrikhÂ : a� rethÁ

touÄ swÂ matov :: dikaiosuÂ nh : a� rethÁ thÄ v yuchÄ v which lies at the bottom
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of the next sentence). Cf. Intr., section ii.4.1. Gallavotti's tiÂ nov peÂ ri

maqhÂ sewv (`Miscellanea', RFIC 63 (1935) 508±13 at 511), cf. 409a2±3, is

therefore super¯uous.

e3±409a2 w� sper . . . i� atrikhÂ : logically, this is one sentence

(Schleiermacher; Bertini), though all editors print a full stop after

ou� san (e10). Theoretically d' after ei� at e10 is super¯uous (cf. KG ii
487±8), but only theoretically, as the ®rst ei� clause (containing many

dependent clauses) is very long. Cf. note on 410d5±e1.

e3 prouÂ trepen: cf. note on e5.

e4 pronoouÄ ntav: this verb, though quite common in Xenophon and

the orators, is evidently avoided by Plato and Aristotle. It is found only

once elsewhere in the Platonic corpus (Cra. 395c7±8, in the etymology

of PeÂ loy; it is coupled with proiÈ deiÄ n after the fashion of the Cra.; it

may be important that Plato uses the deponent form pronohqhÄ nai ).

Here it does not have its usual meaning `to foresee', `to provide', but `to

realise beforehand', which in Plato usually is progignwÂ skein (with a

o� ti clause, as here, Ti. 70c2±3). The use of pronoeiÄ n instead and, be-

sides, in the active form may be a sign of inauthenticity. Cf. note on

408d1 u� poteiÂ nwn.

e5 ka� peita w� neiÂ dizen: ka� peita does not mark o¨ two distinct

stages, exhortation (prouÂ trepen) and reproof (w� neiÂ dizen): the imaginary

persuader starts his `protreptic' because he ®nds fault with his objects in

the ®rst place (mhdeÁ n pronoouÄ ntav o� rwÄ n ktl.). Consequently, exhorta-

tion and reproof are the same thing here (cf. 408e3±4 touÄ swÂ matov

e� pimeÂ leian poieiÄ sqai ± 6±10 ai� scroÁ n purwÄ n meÁ n . . . e� pimeÂ leian paÄ san

poieiÄ sqai. . . , touÂ tou d' au� touÄ mhdemiÂ an teÂ cnhn mhdeÁ mhcanhÂ n, o� pwv

w� v beÂ ltiston e� stai toÁ swÄ ma, e� xeuriÂ skein). As a matter of fact, what is

given here as reproof is a mirrored condensation of Socrates' protreptic

speech reported by Clitophon, with some verbal similarities (407b2±3

crhmaÂ twn meÁ n peÂ ri thÁ n paÄ san spoudhÁ n e� cete ± 408e6±7 purwÄ n meÁ n

. . . e� pimeÂ leian paÄ san poieiÄ sqai; 407b5 ou� te didaskaÂ louv . . . eu� riÂ skete

± 408e8±10 mhdemiÂ an teÂ cnhn . . . e� jeuriÂ skein). This is a good indication

that for our author `protreptic' meant `accusatory protreptic'. ± ka� -

peita at times connects two hardly distinguishable aspects of the same

action, as Cra. 411b6±8 oi� polloiÁ twÄ n sojwÄ n u� poÁ touÄ puknaÁ peri-

streÂ jesqai zhtouÄ ntev o� phi e� cei taÁ o� nta ei� liggiwÄ sin, ka� peita au� toiÄ v

jaiÂ netai perijeÂ resqai taÁ praÂ gmata. prouÂ trepen is apparently meant

to be interpreted as `if someone were going to exhort '.

One is reminded of the structure of Socrates' protreptic method in

the Apolog y (29d5±30a3): ®rst exhortation (parakeleuoÂ menov, d5); if

people contradict, examination (e� rhÂ somai au� toÁ n kaiÁ e� xetaÂ sw kaiÁ

e� leÂ gxw, e5); if they do not meet the standards, reproof (o� neidiwÄ , 30a1).
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In Ap. too, the content of o� neidiÂ zein is not very di¨erent from the

exhortation, cf. Intr., section ii.3.3 and n. 268. It is possible that our

author had this passage in mind when writing these lines; we saw (cf.

section ii.2.3.1) that he probably used the protreptic passage 29d7±e3

for his parody. A verbal reminiscence may be Clit. 408e9 o� pwv w� v beÂ l-

tiston e� stai toÁ swÄ ma ± Ap. 29e2 thÄ v yuchÄ v o� pwv w� v beltiÂ sth e� stai.

e7 kaiÁ o� sa: `and for all other things which', cf. 410a3; Tht. 145a9;

Sph. 219a10; Phlb. 46a8.

e8 diaponouÂ meqaÂ te kaiÁ ktwÂ meqa: `which we labour to acquire'

(Bury; so Sartori, Zuretti, la Magna, Orwin, Gonzalez). For this type of

hendiadys in Plato (denied by Riddell, `Digest', §324) cf. R. 328c1±2;

429e6 with Adam's notes, and the very numerous cases listed by Eng-

land's Comm. on Lg., Index s.v. hendiadys. For diaponouÂ meqa, cf.

410e1.

touÂ tou . . . au� touÄ : Professor Sedley draws my attention to the paral-

lelism of this phrase with e1 touÄ t' au� toÂ . As the collocation points for-

ward to the o� pwv clause here, the two phrases cannot be co-refential,

but they are strictly parallel. This strongly suggests that touÄ t' au� toÂ at

e1 refers to the best state of the soul, in the same way as the phrase here

refers to the best state of the body, and this is borne out by 409a3 thÁ n

e� piÁ thÄ i thÄ v yuchÄ v a� rethÄ i teÂ cnhn. Cf. on e1.

e8±9 mhdemiÂ an teÂ cnhn mhdeÁ mhcanhÂ n: though of course teÂ cnh and

mhcanhÂ are very often coupled where one would be su½cient (cf. Lg.

831d4±5), here both words retain their original meaning: `to ®nd out

whether there is an art, or, failing that, any means whatever of improv-

ing physical condition' (cf. Water®eld and Gonzalez). Perhaps the

caution which caused the addition of mhdeÁ mhcanhÂ n was inspired by

407b5±7 ou� te didaskaÂ louv . . . eu� riÂ skete . . . ei� per maqhtoÂ n ± ei� deÁ

melethtoÂ n ktl.

409a1 deÂ : `denotes that the information he [the speaker] already

possesses is inadequate' (GP 2 173; the instances quoted from Lg. and Plt.

all begin leÂ geiv deÂ � interrogative).

a3 thÁ n e� piÁ thÄ i thÄ v yuchÄ v a� rethÄ i teÂ cnhn: cf. Intr., section ii.4.1;
justice is here for the ®rst time stated (without argument as in Republic 1

332d2±3) to be a teÂ cnh, cf. a5; d5; 410b7±8. This is a formal expedient,

necessary for the arguments by analogy and the ®nal circular regress

(sections ii.3.4; ii.4.3). Hitherto Clitophon had been more cautious (cf.

note on 408e8±9) and even further on it is clear that he does not regard

justice as a true teÂ cnh (cf. note on 409c4; 410a3; c1±2); for justice as the

a� rethÂ of the soul, cf. also on 408e2. ± For the accumulation of articles,

to the two examples quoted by KG i 611 (Sph. 254a10; Plt. 281a8) add

Phdr. 269c9±d1 thÁ n touÄ twÄ i o� nti r� htorikouÄ te kaiÁ piqanouÄ teÂ cnhn; R.
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511c5±6 toÁ u� poÁ thÄ v touÄ dialeÂ gesqai e� pisthÂ mhv . . . qewrouÂ menon; Hp.

Decent. 17 touÁ v e� v taÁ thÄ v teÂ cnhv ei� lhmmeÂ nouv; De Arte 1 toÁ taÁ twÄ n peÂ lav

e� rga (. . .) diabaÂ llein; [Aesch.] 1.12 toiÄ v u� peÁ r thÁ n twÄ n paiÂ dwn h� likiÂ an

ou� sin. Normally Plato takes some care to avoid it, e.g. Smp. 182d3±4

diaÁ thÁ n twÄ n qemeÂ nwn thÄ v yuchÄ v a� rgiÂ an.

legeÂ sqw: r� hÂ seiv ending in a direct question followed by an impera-

tive form of leÂ gein (so too 409c1 ei� peÂ ) are rare in Plato. The only in-

stances in the authentic works are Prt. 353a4±6 W� PrwtagoÂ ra te kaiÁ

SwÂ kratev . . . tiÂ u� meiÄ v au� toÂ jate ei� nai; ei� paton h� miÄ n; 357c8±d1; Grg.

470a4 leÂ ge; Men. 74a1 ei� peÂ ; Chrm. 165e2 i� qi ou� n ei� peÂ . As Grg. 462d10±11

must be otherwise explained (see Dodds ad loc.; cf. also 463c6 e� rwÂ ta ±

c8 e� rwtwÄ dhÂ ), jaÂ qi is not used by Plato in this way. There are three

parallel cases of a� pokriÂ nou: Grg. 474c8; 515c3; Hp.Ma. 288e4. There is

no parallel for legeÂ sqw so used, except Phlb. 16d8 tiÂ v au� th; legeÂ sqw

moÂ non, where the addition of moÂ non, to my mind, makes all the dif-

ference (cf. the frequency of leÂ ge moÂ non, `please, go on', in the later

dialogues).

The idiom is relatively frequent in the Dubia and Spuria: Thg. 123c12

(ei� peÂ ); Min. 318a7 (jaÂ qi ); and especially Just. 373b4 (ei� peÂ ); c1 (a� poÂ kri-

nai ); c2 (jaÂ qi ). I discount cases where the imperative is not actually the

end of an utterance, e.g. Ap. 25c6±7 (after a question) w� taÂ n, a� poÂ kri-

nai´ ou� deÁ n gaÂ r toi calepoÁ n e� rwtwÄ ; cf. 25d2; Grg. 463a5; Lg. 665b3.

This use of legeÂ sqw is no good argument for inauthenticity (pace The-

sle¨, Styles, 15 n. 2), the less so because Plato uses legeÂ sqw as a variant

for leÂ ge in other contexts, e.g. Ly. 204e7 legeÂ sqw . . . ou� tinoÂ v e� stin. It is

in keeping with Clitophon's character (cf. Intr., section i.5.3), and an

incidental preference for an idiom not used elsewhere can be found in

any work of Plato or anybody else (cf. GP 2 lxiii±iv and n. 3).

a4 e� rrwmeneÂ statov: this word is used of persons elsewhere only in

Grg. 483c1; e5, where it refers to Callicles' ideal of the `strongest' (cf. R.

564d7). e� rrwmeÂ nov thÄ i yuchÄ i occurs in Xenophon (An. 3.1.42; Hell.

3.4.29), but always denotes bravery (cf. Cyr. 3.3.31). But cf. Ti. 89e8,

where it is used of parts of the soul, and the phrase r� wÂ mh thÄ v yuchÄ v

(Plt. 259c8; X. Mem. 4.8.1); cf. also Prt. 311b1.

proÁ v tauÄ ta: with a� pokrinoÂ menov (`a questa mia domanda', la Mag-

na), which is not just a pleonasm of ei� pe here, as it is at Prt. 314d6;

355d5; Lg. 897d4. See on 410e3 deoÂ menov leÂ gw.

a5±6 ei� peÂ n moi . . . dikaiosuÂ nhn: the change from oratio obliqua to

oratio recta (h� nper a� kouÂ eiv suÁ leÂ gontov e� jh SwkraÂ touv) and back again

(ou� k a� llhn h� dikaiosuÂ nhn) can be roughly paralleled from R. 364b5±

c5: a� guÂ rtai deÁ kaiÁ maÂ nteiv . . . peiÂ qousin w� v e� sti paraÁ sjiÂ si duÂ namiv

. . . a� keiÄ sqai . . . e� aÂ n teÂ tina e� cqroÁ n phmhÄ nai e� qeÂ lhi, metaÁ smikrwÄ n da-
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panwÄ n . . . blaÂ yei . . . , touÁ v qeouÁ v w� v jasin peiÂ qonteÂ v sjisin u� phreteiÄ n

(cf. Adam ad loc. and 1.128). Yet it would, in my opinion, be di½cult

indeed to ®nd anything really like our text: in®nitival oratio obliqua, with

a dependent clause in oratio recta (with change of person) in between (cf.

Intr., section ii.7.2).
Of course, a change from oratio obliqua to oratio recta is in itself not

very noteworthy (cf. KG ii 565±6), though there are rather fewer ex-

amples in Plato than one would suppose (L. Reinhard, Anakoluthe, 87±8;

add Chrm. 158c5±d6; 159b1±6; Smp. 178a7±9). A change from oratio obli-

qua to oratio recta coinciding with transition from main to dependent

clause (as here) is found infra 409c6±d1; Alc. 2 148e3±149a1, X. An.

1.3.14; 16; Hell. 1.1.28; Cyr. 7.3.13; 8.3.3 ± in the last two examples e� jh is

inserted as here (cf. jhÂ sei 409d1, jaÂ nai Alc. 2 148e5).

The return to oratio obliqua is understandable: tauÂ thn thÁ n teÂ cnhn

ei� nai h� nper a� kouÂ eiv . . . ou� k a� llh h� dikaiosuÂ nh would be too harsh.

The di½culty could not possibly have been circumvented by using a

di¨erent word order: the best place for ou� k a� llh(n) h� dikaiosuÂ nh(n) is

at the end of the sentence. On the other hand, it would have been quite

normal to use a o� ti-clause instead of an accusative and in®nitive after

ei� peÂ n moi ± in that case the change of person would have been hardly

noticeable.

We must conclude, then, that the author deliberately inserted the

clause in oratio recta for a stylistic reason. Cf. Intr., section i.5.3.
a7 ei� poÂ ntov deÂ mou: if a full stop is printed (as is usually done) after

ei� peÂ (c1), the genitive absolute is pendent. The closest parallels are Hdt.

3.53.3±5 a� pikomeÂ nhv deÁ tauÂ thv kaiÁ legouÂ shv´ ``w� paiÄ . . . [8 lines of

oratio recta] . . .'' h� meÁ n dhÁ taÁ e� pagwgoÂ tata . . . e� lege proÁ v au� toÂ n, where

the intervening direct speech, as here, causes an unmitigated anacolu-

thon. Less harsh: X. Cyr. 6.3.17 ei� poÂ ntov deÁ KuÂ rou o� ti touÂ twn meÁ n ei� h

a� liv, ``a� deÁ kairoÁ v h� miÄ n ei� deÂ nai, tauÄ t' '' e� jh ``dihgouÄ , w� A� raÂ spa´
ktl.'', where the anacoluthon is softened by transition to oratio recta;

similarly Hell. 4.8.9 leÂ gontov deÁ touÄ KoÂ nwnov hw� vi . . . , ``kaiÁ touÄ to

ou� n'' e� jh ``suÁ toiÄ v meÁ n A� qhnaiÂ oiv kecarismeÂ nov e� shi . . .''; at Hell. 7.4.4

ei� poÂ ntov deÁ DhmotiÂ wnov e� n twÄ i dhÂ mwi twÄ n A� qhnaiÂ wn w� v h� meÁ n proÁ v

touÁ v A� rkaÂ dav jiliÂ a kalwÄ v au� twÄ i dokoiÂ h praÂ ttesqai, toiÄ v meÂ ntoi

strathgoiÄ v prostaÂ xai e� jh crhÄ nai o� pwv kaiÁ KoÂ rinqov swÂ ia h� i twÄ i

dhÂ mwi twÄ n A� qhnaiÂ wn the change to e� jh � accusative and in®nitive has

the same e¨ect. No such softening is attempted here, as the author de-

liberately chooses to employ the oratio recta for stylistic reasons (cf. Intr.,

section i.5.3). Alternatively, if we print a comma after ei� peÂ , there is no

grammatical di½culty, but the style is not improved, though our au-

thor does not eschew lengthy sentences in themselves. A full stop after
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ei� peÂ causes asyndeton in the next sentence, but this cannot be an objec-

tion (cf. on 410a7). Indeed, if so, all three de®nitions of the e� rgon of

justice start with an asyndeton: c1; d2; 410a7. Mainly on the strength of

this argument, and also of the roughly parallel anacoluthon o� poÂ tan au�

jhÄ iv toÁ e� jexhÄ v touÂ twi . . . kaiÁ o� tan leÂ ghiv . . . kaiÁ teleutaÄ i dhÁ kalwÄ v o�

loÂ gov ou� toÂ v soi ktl. (407e5±408a5, cf. note ad loc.) I prefer the pen-

dent genitive, as does la Magna without arguments.

deÂ mou: so AF Stob., as against d' e� mouÄ (D) as at R. 338a4 ei� poÂ ntov

deÂ mou (AF; d' e� mouÄ D) tauÄ ta. MS authority counts for little in these

matters, but there is no opposition between the cleverest pupil and

Clitophon.

b1±6 i� atrikhÂ . . . diÂ dagma: cf. Intr., section ii.4.2.
b1 i� atrikhÂ pouÂ tiv leÂ getai teÂ cnh: the familiar procedure to start an

argument by asking if (or stating that) the concept with which the argu-

ment deals is more than a name and corresponds to something existent.

The most familiar type is e� pisthÂ mhn pou kaleiÄ v ti; (Grg. 495c3±4); vari-

ants are h� dikaiosuÂ nh praÄ gmaÂ tiÂ e� stin h� ou� deÁ n praÄ gma; (Prt. 330c1);

jameÂ n ti ei� nai diÂ kaion au� toÁ h� ou� deÁ n; (Phd. 65d4±5); h� gouÂ meqaÂ ti toÁ n

qaÂ naton ei� nai; (Phd. 64c2); leÂ geiv deÂ tinav . . . twÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn eu� zhÄ n,

touÁ v deÁ kakwÄ v; (Prt. 351b3±4); oi� sqaÂ tinav a� nqrwÂ pouv a� cariÂ stouv

kaloumeÂ nouv; (X. Mem. 2.2.1; cf. 4.2.22). Cf. Burnet on Phd. 64c2; Bluck

on Men. 75e1; Stallbaum on Cra. 399d2±3. For the stating instead of the

questioning form, cf. Intr., section i.5.3 n. 100.

pou: cf. C.M.J. Sicking in Two Studies, 57±61. The particle obviously

presents a statement as a surmise, and also has an interactional value ±

hence its virtual absence from the orators. I think that the interaction is

better described as an appeal to the addressee to accept the surmise as

actual fact for the time being than as a sign of `leaving room for di¨er-

ence of opinion' (Sicking, 61 ± this does not account for the strong ap-

peal in ou� tiÂ pou questions), hence its frequency in Plato for stating the

obvious (GP 2 491; Sicking, 61).

b2 a� potelouÂ mena: Bury translates both this word and e� rgon (b5) as

`e¨ect(s)'. There is something to be said for this (though it brings him

into trouble at b6±c1): both `new doctors' and `health' are products of

medicine; the term e� rgon was traditionally reserved for the latter (cf.

Chrm. 165c10±d2; R. 346d1±6), so another word had to be found to de-

note both.

b3 u� giÂ eian: sc. e� xergaÂ zesqai; often translated as if it were a nomi-

native (Schleiermacher, H. MuÈ ller, Bertini, Orwin), but that would

equate a� potelouÂ mena and e� rgon, thereby making the clause o� dhÁ leÂ -

gomen u� giÂ eian (b5) super¯uous.
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b4 thÄ v didaskouÂ shv te kaiÁ didaskomeÂ nhv: cf. Plt. 304c4±5

(e� pisthÂ mhv) thÄ v manqanomeÂ nhv kaiÁ didaskouÂ shv. For the passive of di-

daÂ skein with a non-personal subject cf. Phdr. 269c2; 278a2.

b5 dhÂ : according to Denniston's treatment of dhÂ in relative clauses,

this should mean `precisely that which we call health' (GP 2 218±19). The

particle can be better understood both here and at d1, when we take it

as `of course' (`bekanntlich', KG ii 126±7; cf. Schw.±D. 562; J. M. van

Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 85; note on 408b3), its most fundamental

semantic value.

kaiÁ . . . deÂ : introducing a new instance (GP 2 202) cf. Ly. 215e7. On

this combination, cf. A. Rijksbaron, `Adverb or connector? The case of

kaiÁ . . . deÂ ', New Approaches, 187±208, esp. 201±3. `For kaiÂ � ``also'' to be

acceptable [in the cluster kaiÁ . . . deÂ ] the states of a¨airs of the two

clauses or sentences must be identical or similar, while the entities in-

volved are di¨erent' (201±2): this applies in the present case, although

Rijksbaron regards it as an exception to the normal behaviour of kaiÁ

. . . deÂ , in which, as he shows, kaiÂ is rarely the equivalent of `also'.

tektonikhÄ v: the genitive depends on toÁ meÁ n . . . toÁ deÂ , and should be

taken as partitive. Another possibility is to supply taÁ a� potelouÂ mena

(Bertini; Bury) but then toÁ meÁ n e� rgon, toÁ deÁ diÂ dagma would be an ap-

positive sentence ± it seems better to take e� rgon and diÂ dagma as predi-

cates. The construction of the next sentence supports my interpretation

of this one. ± The concrete products of tektonikhÂ are said to be a

house at c6 and wooden equipment at d1. The translation `carpentry' is

one-sided, in that a teÂ ktwn also builds houses (cf. Lg. 793c2±5; Plt.

280c9 oi� kodomikhÄ i kaiÁ o� lhi tektonikhÄ i ).

b6 te kaiÂ : `respectively', cf. note on 407a3 kaiÁ beltiÂ wn.

diÂ dagma: though found in Hippocrates, the tragedians, Aristophanes

(cf. Starkie on Nub. 668) and Xenophon (Eq. 6.13; 9.10), the word is

avoided by Plato, who uses maÂ qhma throughout. The choice of the rarer

word was probably inspired by the need to stress the aspect of teaching,

unmarked in maÂ qhma. didaskaliÂ a and didachÂ , both used by Plato,

would mean `the act of teaching', whereas the word required here is to

mean `object of teaching', `what's taught' (Gonzalez), which (though

the borderline is not always strongly drawn) is properly diÂ dagma. There

is no reason to use this word as an argument against authenticity (pace

Thesle¨, Styles, 15 n. 2).

b7 e� stw: `let us assume that etc.' Cf. Phlb. 14a8 (in your opinion

there are many heterogeneous kinds of knowledge. I am willing to take

that as a starting-point for the discussion) pollaiÁ meÁ n h� donaiÁ kaiÁ a� noÂ -

moioi gigneÂ sqwn; Hp.Ma. 295c2±3; Phdr. 246a6 (cf. De Vries ad loc.);

309

COMMENTARY: 409b4±409b7



MT §254. This use of the imperative should be distinguished from cases

where the imperative points to surrender (R. 351d7 e� stw . . . i� na soi mhÁ

diajeÂ rwmai; e8; 352a11 etc.; Smp. 201c7; Euthphr. 9d1; Alc. 1 106c2).

b8 e� keiÄ : cf. Smp. 187c3.

tecniÂ tav: tecnikouÂ v would be more in keeping with Platonic usage,

but cf. Sph. 219a5. Maybe (as there) the rarer word was chosen because

it is more precise than tecnikoÂ v (tecniÂ thv or dhmiourgoÂ v, one who has

a teÂ cnh for profession; tecnikoÂ v, one who has the knowledge or the

capacity for a profession; cf. A. N. Ammann, -IKOS bei Platon (Freiburg

(Schweiz) 1953), 240±6).

c1 e� rgon: logically speaking, this is an apposition of toÁ d' e� teron,

`attracted' into the relative clause (KG ii 419±20, where most examples

concern appositions following relative clauses; cf. R. J. A. Lagas, Syntacti-

sche Perseveratie- en Anticipatie-Verschijnselen (Amsterdam 1941), 127±39).

ei� peÂ : cf. note on 409a3 legeÂ sqw. ± Clitophon addresses either the

e� rrwmeneÂ statov of a4 or all the pupils, cf. Euthd. 283b4 ei� peÂ moi e� jh w�

SwÂ krateÂ v te kaiÁ u� meiÄ v oi� a� lloi; Prt. 311d6 (and Adam ad loc.); cf. Van

Leeuwen on Ar. Frogs 39.

c1±3 ou� tov . . . lusitelouÄ n: cf. Intr., section ii.5.1.
c2 e� terov: continuing a� llov as R. 439b10; after the earliest dialogues

e� terov is often used as a variant of a� llov, cf. C. Ritter, `Unter-

abteilungen innerhalb der zeitlich ersten Gruppe Platonischer Schrif-

ten', Hermes 70 (1935) 1±30, esp. 13±16; Brandwood, Chronolog y, 224±5.

c3 e� panhÂ iein: `I went back' (sc. to the teÂ cnh analogies); `ritornava a'

miei esempi' (Bertini). The word is often used in Plato for tackling a

problem anew, after a ®rst attempt has failed (Prm. 142b1±2 (introduc-

tion to the `second hypothesis') bouÂ lei ou� n e� piÁ thÁ n u� poÂ qesin paÂ lin e� x

a� rchÄ v e� paneÂ lqwmen, e� aÂ n ti h� miÄ n e� paniouÄ sin a� lloiÄ on janhÄ i;). As a rule,

this meaning is more clearly determined by the context, e.g. through

addition of paÂ lin, au� qiv, an adverbial phrase introduced by e� piÂ , etc.

The absence of such a determinant has led most translators astray.

The form h� iein lies at the base of the readings at Ly. 206e1 proshÂ ei

T, proseiÂ h B; elsewhere the MSS have h� ia (Schanz, Platonis Opera, vii
p. xiii).

d': so DF; A Stob. have dhÂ . Our author is addicted to dhÂ (an argu-

ment which could be used either way). Perhaps d' is better as it creates

a parallel between two pairs of question and answer: (1) Q . d' (409a7),

A. asynd. (c1); (2) Q . d' (here), A. asynd. (d2). Cf. note on 406a12 dhÂ .

c4±d1 ka� keiÄ . . . teÂ cnh: this is a clumsy argument. Clitophon could

have carried his case by pointing out that the quali®cations sumjeÂ ron,

deÂ on etc. apply also to the e� rga of the arts. Instead he transforms them

into quali®cations of the performance of the artists; toÁ deÂ on now be-
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comes o� rqwÄ v praÂ ttein, toÁ w� jeÂ limon is taken up as w� jeÂ lima (praÂ ttein)

and so on. The vague words ka� keiÄ taÂ ge o� noÂ mata tauÄ t' e� stiÁ n e� n e� kaÂ -

sthi twÄ n tecnwÄ n cover up the transition. In the example from the car-

penter's art, he should have said that the xuÂ lina skeuÂ h are themselves

sumjeÂ ronta, w� jeÂ lima; instead, adverbs (qualifying praÂ ttein) are used.

The relative clause a� dhÁ ou� k e� stin teÂ cnh seems to be inappropriate: it

had been made clear enough that the products of an art are distinct

from the art itself (b3±5); the repetition of the statement is pointless be-

cause neither the pupils' answers nor their refutation by Clitophon had

at any moment implied that art and object are identical.

The words make far more sense if they are taken as a refutation of

sumjeÂ ron, deÂ on etc. as de®nitions not of the e� rgon of justice but of jus-

tice itself. If your opponent says `justice is the useful', it is tolerably ap-

propriate to answer: `But the operation of every art can be described as

useful; useful action in carpentry results in the production of wooden

equipment. But this result is distinct from carpentry itself (a� dhÁ ou� k

e� stin teÂ cnh), therefore ``useful'' is an inadequate description of what car-

pentry is. So you cannot use the word as a de®nition of justice either.'

I conclude that Clitophon's answer was not a free invention, but a

truncated adaptation of a passage from a (probably Socratic) dialogue

now lost, in which one of the virtues (not necessarily justice) had been

de®ned by means of a substantivated neuter adjective (not necessarily

toÁ sumjeÂ ron or toÁ deÂ on or any of the adjectives used here). This pas-

sage was put in a totally di¨erent framework, the search for the e� rgon

of justice. As before, we see that the adaptation is not a success. Cf.

Intr., section ii.5.1. (Pavlu (`Pseudopl. Kleitophon', 15) refers to the i� diÂ a

w� jeliÂ a of R. 346a6±8; c2±3; which has a di¨erent function and does

not explain the distortion in Clit.)

c4 ka� keiÄ : `in the other area', namely that of the arts, as opposed to

justice. e� n e� kaÂ sthi twÄ n tecnwÄ n is not a pleonasm, but a sort of distrib-

utive apposition. The formulation makes it clear that the author

thought of the teÂ cnai as one block opposed to a� retaiÂ (speci®cally jus-

tice), not of justice as yet another analogue to the several arts which

had been named. Cf. note on 409a3 thÁ n . . . teÂ cnhn.

c5 o� rqwÄ v praÂ ttein: represents toÁ deÂ on of c2, for the exact meaning

of which, cf. note on 407b1±2 a� gnoeiÄ te . . . praÂ ttontev.

c6±d1 a� llaÁ . . . teÂ cnh: puzzling in syntax and meaning, this sen-

tence has been interpreted by the translators in many di¨erent ways. I

take proÁ v o� ti tauÄ ta paÂ nta teiÂ nei as an indirect question, depending

on e� reiÄ (so Schleiermacher); toÁ i� dion as a predicative apposition (`as its

distinctive trait', cf. R. 379c6±7 twÄ n deÁ kakwÄ n a� ll' a� tta deiÄ zhteiÄ n taÁ

ai� tia); toÁ eu� , toÁ kalwÄ v, toÁ deoÂ ntwv (sc. praÂ ttein) as object of e� reiÄ , not
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of jhÂ sei; w� ste as a sort of equivalent of teiÂ nein proÁ v toÂ (taÁ xuÂ lina . . .

giÂ gnesqai), cf. SouilheÂ. `But the aim of all these actions will be stated

by each of the arts individually, as its distinctive trait. For instance,

carpentry will mention right, proper and appropriate action, aiming at

(she will say) the production of wooden equipment, which of course is

not art itself.' When one keeps toÁ i� dion as object, other possibilities are:

(1) to supply proÁ v touÄ to before e� reiÄ (H. MuÈ ller, Bury, Orwin, Gonzalez

± if I understand their translations correctly); but the function of proÂ v

in proÁ v o� ti is not the same as in this proÁ v touÄ to; (2) to take toÁ i� dion as

antecedent of (proÁ v) o� ti (Bertini), which is unnatural word order.

e� kaÂ sthi teÂ cnhi (Ven. 184) makes toÁ i� dion subject of e� reiÄ , but the subject

of jhÂ sei is h� tektonikhÂ , given as an example of `every art'. It cannot be

a coincidence that at the two places where the author has to disprove a

position (the other is the argument against voluntariness of wrongdoing,

407d2±8), his reasoning and expression become terse, even cramped;

elsewhere his style is rather the contrary (cf. further Intr., sections ii.7.2;
ii.7.3(5)). One explanation might be that he was not talented enough to

retain the easy ¯ow of his expression when the subject-matter became

really di½cult. On the other hand we should not overlook the possibility

that the falterings arose from curtailing arguments which he found in a

source. There is nothing in the free-will passage to prevent us from as-

suming a source for the argument (though there is no other reason to

assume one); at this place the existence of a source has already been

surmised on other grounds (cf. note on c4±d1). The similarity in word-

ing between this sentence and 410a3±6 does not exclude condensation

of a source.

c6 e� reiÄ : for personi®cation of the teÂ cnai, cf. infra 410a4±5; R.

342a1±d1, and in general Dodds on Grg. 464c5±d3; T. J. Saunders, Notes

on the Laws of Plato (London 1972), 30.

c6±7 e� kaÂ sth teÂ cnh: for e� kastov without the article in Plato, cf. Gil-

dersleeve, ii 322. If we could trust the distinction made by KG i 634
and others (e� kaÂ sth teÂ cnh `each art', e� kaÂ sth h� teÂ cnh `every single art'),

the article would perhaps be better. But cf. Men. 72a3, where proÁ v

e� kaston e� rgon seems to contradict the canon (`with reference to each

separate function', W. K. C. Guthrie in M. Brown (ed.), Plato's Meno

(Indianapolis±New York 1971), 19). As the direct tradition unanimously

omits the article (against Stobaeus), it is the best policy not to print it.

c7 toÁ eu� , toÁ kalwÄ v, toÁ deoÂ ntwv: the last adverb goes back (via c5

o� rqwÄ v praÂ ttein, cf. ad loc.) to toÁ deÂ on. The other two are introduced

because they are in fact more relevant to the carpenter's art than `prof-

itably' or `bene®cially'. The change in terminology is immaterial to the

argument.
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d1 xuÂ lina . . . skeuÂ h: cf. Tht. 146e1±2, where tektonikhÂ is de®ned

as e� pisthÂ mhn thÄ v twÄ n xuliÂ nwn skeuwÄ n e� rgasiÂ av; cf. note on b5

tektonikhÄ v.

jhÂ sei: parenthetical; indicates transition to direct speech; cf. 409a6

and the examples quoted on 409a5±6 and on a7 ei� poÂ ntov deÂ mou. For

jhÂ sei in a parenthesis cf. Tht. 165c6; 166c2; Phdr. 272b2 etc.

d2 toÁ thÄ v dikaiosuÂ nhv: if anything is to be supplied at all, i� dion

rather than e� rgon (Ficinus, H. MuÈ ller, Water®eld), cf. d4±5 toÁ thÄ v

dikaiosuÂ nhv i� dion e� rgon, where the emphasis is on i� dion.

d2±e10 TeleutwÄ n . . . doÂ xan: for the oratio obliqua, cf. Intr., section

i.5.3. Note that the reporting tense of the argument is the imperfect

throughout (except, for obvious reasons, w� mologhÂ kei at e8) until the

conclusion w� ste . . . e� jhsen is reached. Cf. note on 410a7±8.

d2 TeleutwÄ n: probably we are to infer that Clitophon skips a few

de®nitions. Cf. note on 410b1 u� steron deÁ e� jaÂ nh. The words o� v dhÁ

komyoÂ tata e� doxen ei� peiÄ n, `whose answer was considered the cleverest'

(see ad loc.), imply that other answers (apart from the series toÁ sum-

jeÂ ron, toÁ deÂ on etc.) had been given.

d3 twÄ n swÄ n e� taiÂ rwn: ADF Stob., twÄ n e� taiÂ rwn twÄ n swÄ n Va. Our

author has a strong preference for what Gildersleeve calls `®rst attribu-

tive position' (ii 280±2; 286±7); 408c6 is a special case.

d3±4 o� v dhÁ komyoÂ tata e� doxen ei� peiÄ n: most translators and inter-

preters take this clause as a description of a permanent quality of this

pupil, `who was reputed to be a most accomplished speaker' (Bury);

in other words, they fail to remark the aorist in®nitive. komyoÂ tata . . .

ei� peiÄ n means that this particular statement was the smartest (so Ficinus,

Susemihl, Modugno, Water®eld, Gonzalez). Consequently, it is impos-

sible to take these words as an allusion to a speci®c member of the

Socratic circle, cf. Intr., section ii.5.2.
Both dhÂ and komyoÂ v indicate irony; for the latter, cf. De Vries on

Phdr. 227c7 (and for a restriction, id., Miscellaneous Notes on Plato (Am-

sterdam 1975), 6).

d5±6 jiliÂ an e� n taiÄ v poÂ lesin poieiÄ n: cf. Intr., section ii.5.2.
d6±7 thÁ n jiliÂ an a� gaqoÂ n t' e� jh ei� nai kaiÁ ou� deÂ pote kakoÂ n: cf.

Chrm. 159c1 ou� twÄ n kalwÄ n meÂ ntoi h� swjrosuÂ nh e� stiÂ n; introducing, as

here, the refutation of a de®nition, cf. note on d9±e1; e4±10. For more

parallels and for the syllogistic method which lies behind it, cf. HGPh, iv
165 and n. 2.

a� gaqoÂ n t' . . . kaiÁ ou� deÂ pote kakoÂ n: te . . . kaiÂ ou� coupling opposites

(cf. note on 407c6±7; GP 2 513), here split as at Phd. 68b1. (But there the

intervening word belongs closely to the one preceding te ± maybe here

ti (F) is right.)
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d7±9 taÁ v . . . twÄ n paiÂ dwn jiliÂ av . . . e� panerwtwÂ menov: twÄ n

paiÂ dwn and twÄ n qhriÂ wn are subjective genitives (contra Steinhart, 55;

Susemihl, 523±4 and 529 n. 11; Bertini; `pederasty and bestiality' Water-

®eld ± Modugno's `amicizie dei fanciulli colle bestie' is highly improba-

ble because of the repeated article). Children and animals are excluded

from friendship as they are from courage in La. 197a6±b1 ou� gaÂ r ti w�

LaÂ chv e� gwge a� ndreiÄ a kalwÄ ou� te qhriÂ a ou� te a� llo ou� deÁ n toÁ taÁ deinaÁ

u� poÁ a� noiÂ av mhÁ jobouÂ menon, a� ll' a� jobon kaiÁ mwÄ ron´ h� kaiÁ taÁ paidiÂ a
paÂ nta oi� ei me a� ndreiÄ a kaleiÄ n, a� di' a� noian ou� deÁ n deÂ doiken; cf. Arist.

EN 1116b25; 32±1117a1 (Gaiser, Protreptik, 146 n. 161, is certainly wrong

in saying that in the Laches the exclusion is ascribed to Prodicus: only

the distinction between a� ndreiÄ a and qraseÂ a (197b6±c1) belongs to him,

cf. d1±5).

In Aristotle, friendship of the young (not necessarily children) is not

primary friendship, because it is based on pleasure instead of the good:

EN 1156a31±2 h� deÁ twÄ n neÂ wn jiliÂ a di' h� donhÁ n ei� nai dokeiÄ , cf. EE

1236a38. Primary friendship cannot occur in animals, but friendship

based on pleasure and on common interest can: EE 1236b5±7 au� th [sc.

h� prwÂ th] meÁ n ou� n e� n a� nqrwÂ poiv moÂ non u� paÂ rcei jiliÂ a . . . ai� d' a� llai

kaiÁ e� n toiÄ v qhriÂ oiv. From all these passages it appears that the exclusion

of children's and animals' friendship in Clit. is a more or less normal

step in Socratic discussions about virtues and virtue-like qualities. For a

school of thought which has as its basic tenet that virtue is knowledge

(or at any rate reposes on knowledge of some kind), this is a very natu-

ral step to make. Aristotle, too, frequently couples children and animals

as inferior in his ethical discussions (cf. F. Dirlmeier, Aristoteles, Eudemi-

sche Ethik (Berlin 1963), 379; note on 409d9±e1). Though he does not

belong to the Socratics inasmuch as he does not subscribe to the moral

paradoxes, his treatment of these subjects inevitably contains many

strains of thought that go back to discussions in Socratic schools and

writings. Cf. R. Walzer, Magna Moralia und aristotelische Ethik (Berlin

1929), 204±5, who wrongly identi®es the o� ntwv kaiÁ a� lhqwÄ v jiliÂ a (e3±4)

with Aristotle's primary friendship. See F. Dirlmeier, Aristoteles, Niko-

machische Ethik (Berlin 1956), 514±15. For the question whether this exclu-

sion of children and animals was found by our author in the source from

which he quoted or made by him on his own initiative, cf. Intr., section

ii.5.2. The parallel from the Lysis (211d6±213a3) which was adduced by

Steinhart (55; 72 n. 27); Susemihl (513); Heidel (Pseudo-Platonica, 48 n. 7)

is irrelevant (so Kunert (Necessitudo, 3) and, for once, Pavlu (`Pseudoplat.

Kleitophon', 16)).

d8 a� v h� meiÄ v touÄ to tou� noma e� ponomaÂ zomen: for the double accusa-

tive (of external and internal object), cf. Cra. 406a3±6; Lg. 892b7.
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d8±9 ou� k a� pedeÂ ceto ei� nai jiliÂ av: for the accusative and in®nitive

cf. Tht. 207c6±7.

d9±e1 suneÂ baine . . . ei� nai: the reason why children's and animals'

friendships are excluded. Cf. La. 192c3±d8 `Not every karteriÂ a is

a� ndreiÂ a, for a� ndreiÂ a is always good [cf. note on 409d6±7 thÁ n jiliÂ an . . .

kakoÂ n] but karteriÂ a met' a� jrosuÂ nhv is blaberaÁ kaiÁ kakouÄ rgov.' It is

not easy to see why friendship of animals is more often harmful than

bene®cial. Indeed, Aristotle quotes examples of bene®cial friendship

among animals (EE 1236b9±10). Hence H. MuÈ ller would read e� taiÂ rwn

(`Parteigenossen') for qhriÂ wn (74 n. 6). The thesis that friendship of

children and of animals is harmful more often than not is stated to be

the result (suneÂ baine . . . au� twÄ i, cf. ad loc.) of a discussion which Clito-

phon does not report but to which he alludes with e� panerwtwÂ menov

(`having been subjected to further (e� p-) interrogation'). Now another

glance at the Laches passage just quoted may give us an idea how this

discussion established that friendship of animals and of children is

mostly harmful. Children and animals are irrational in their feelings,

and the irrational, for the Socratic, is harmful on principle. Cf. Arist.

EE 1224a29; 1236a2; EN 1152b19±20; 1153a28; 31. Indeed, friendship

being a� gaqoÂ n, it can only be a rational thing, hence its subsequent

identi®cation with o� moÂ noia in the sense of e� pisthÂ mh (e4±10).

I can hardly believe that the author wanted his readers to reconstruct

this argument for themselves; it seems much more likely that the words

taÁ v deÁ twÄ n paiÂ dwn . . . a� gaqaÁ v ei� nai represent the argument which he

found in his source and for some reason or other chose to pass over (pos-

sibly because he did not want the intellectualist conception of friendship

to come in before e5, where it makes the circularity of the argument ±

which he added himself, cf. Intr., section ii.4.1 ± more obvious).

d9 suneÂ baine . . . au� twÄ i: this phrase was suspected by Steinhart (72

n. 39) on the ground that it departs from the meaning it has elsewhere,

and comes close to `in den Sinn Kommen'; cf. also Heidel, Pseudo-

Platonica, 48 n. 8. Indeed, when we take suneÂ baine in its usual meaning,

as we are bound to do (`as a result of the argument he was forced to

say', Bury), there is something the matter: `La proposizione che amicizie

si¨atte . . . siano dannose, non era quella che conseguiva (suneÂ baine) dalle

premesse' (Bertini, 477 n.; he proposes to read taÁ v jiliÂ av for taÁ v toiauÂ -

tav: `Le amicizie sensuali e brutali sono sempre dannose; ma tali amici-

zie sono le piuÁ frequenti; dunque si puoÁ a¨ermare . . . che . . . le amicizie

siano per la maggior parte dannose'). The solution was found by Grube,

`The Cleitophon of Plato', 307 n. 1: `[it] seems natural as Cleitophon

is giving the conclusion of an argument which it is not the place to

repeat'. Cf. note on 409d2; 410b1. The dative as Grg. 498e10; Phlb. 35c3.
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e1 taÁ pleiÂ w: comparative and adverbial; whether it should be taken

as temporal (`more often', so Ficinus, Ast, SouilheÂ) or quantitative (`for

the greater part', so Schleiermacher, Bury) is rather an academic ques-

tion. Thucydides is the only other author to use taÁ pleiÂ w as a compar-

ative adverbial adjunct (1.13.5; 4.64.1 ± in the ®rst passage a temporal

interpretation is possible, in the latter excluded), though he normally

uses the phrase (like toÁ pleÂ on) as a more rechercheÂ alternative for taÁ

pollaÁ , `mostly'. In the only parallel I have found in the orators, taÁ

pleiÂ w is only semi-comparative and semi-adverbial (D. 44.16 ou� k a� n

h� nwclouÄ men taÁ pleiÂ w, `we should not trouble you further', cf. E. Med.

609), developed from phrases like taÁ pleiÂ w leÂ gein (Isoc. 5.63). In the

only other dialogue in the Corpus Platonicum which presents adverbial

taÁ pleiÂ w (Alc. 2), it is not comparative (at 144d6 and 146e2 it is opposed

to o� ligaÂ kiv; at 146d5 it is even followed by maÄ llon h� ). In the genuine

works, taÁ pleiÂ w is only found as a nominal phrase used as subject or

object (`that which is more', R. 438c1; Prm. 153a6; or `the greater part',

R. 330a7). This idiom may be a mark of inauthenticity.

e1±2 taÁ v toiauÂ tav . . . taÁ v toiauÂ tav: our author does not often sub-

stitute toiouÄ tov for an attributive phrase (407d5; cf. Denniston, Greek

Prose Style, 78), but taÁ v twÄ n paiÂ dwn kaiÁ taÁ v twÄ n qhriÂ wn three times in

a row would o¨end even Greek ears. Cf. Jowett±Campbell, Republic, ii
193.

e1 blaberaÂ v . . . a� gaqaÂ v: practically antonyms since a� gaqoÂ v and

w� jeÂ limov are practically synonymous (cf. note on 407a1 w� jeleiÄ n).

e2 toÁ toiouÄ ton: having to admit that some friendships are harmful

and consequently that his statement that friendship is always good was

wrong.

ou� deÂ : just as kaiÂ as a Focus particle can have an inclusive value

(`also'), a scalar-inclusive value (`even') and a non-inclusive scalar value

(`actually' ± marking a word or phrase as simply the highest point on a

scale, `a ladder of which only the top rung is clearly seen', GP 2 317), one

would a priori expect adverbial ou� deÂ to have the same three values.

Here an inclusive or scalar-inclusive value (a climax) is excluded by the

context (`they are not even friendships', Schleiermacher), which requires

an absolute statement: `they are not friendships at all' (most translators

from Susemihl onwards). This `emphatic' use of ou� deÂ is often ignored;

Denniston admits it for Herodotus (GP 2 197±8; 583); a host of examples

(most of them to be interpreted di¨erently) are quoted from Homer by

J. M. Fraenkel, `Ou� deÂ Homericum', in Album gratulatorium in hon. H. van

Herwerden (Utrecht 1902), 55±64, esp. 61±2; De Vries on Phdr. 261a4

gives some carefully chosen instances; id., `A propos de Platon, TheÂeÂteÁte

167d6', Mnem. 32 (1979) 163±4; Verdenius, `Ou� deÂ ``not at all'' ', ibid., 164.
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This idiom deserves closer investigation; no problem is solved by

stating that ou� deÂ can `mean' `not at all'. For some groups of examples

ou� deÂ can be explained as the negative of emphatic kaiÂ , e.g. in causal

and consecutive clauses; in other cases, ou� deÂ may be the negative of kaiÂ

as used e.g. at 406a7 taÁ deÁ kaiÁ e� phÂ inoun (cf. ad loc.): ou� deÂ would then

stress the statement that A is not true in some cases, this statement

being preceded by the statement that A is true in other cases (so Phdr.

264a5±6: a good orator starts from the beginning, but Lysias ou� deÁ a� p'

a� rchÄ v a� ll' a� poÁ teleuthÄ v e� x u� ptiÂ av a� naÂ palin dianeiÄ n e� piceireiÄ toÁ n

loÂ gon). At this place, the preceding statement that A is true in other

cases (speci®cally, that adults' friendships do deserve the term) may be

said to be implied by the context: cf. GP 2 583 (on Hdt. 8.25.2); Dover

on Ar. Nub. 8.

Another explanation might be that ou� deÂ emphasises that a statement

is not true, contrarily to what some people think about it. Cf. Theoc.

6.34 (quoted by De Vries, Comm. on Phdr.; cf. `Theocritea', Mnem. 20

(1967) 435±9 at 436) kaiÁ gaÂ r qhn ou� d' ei� dov e� cw kakoÂ n, w� v me leÂ gonti

(the falseness of what is said about Damoetas' appearance is stressed);

cf. Plutarch's work O� ti ou� d' h� deÂ wv zhÄ n e� stin kat' E� piÂ kouron (con-

trarily to Epicurus' pretensions). I must add that a de®nitive explana-

tion of ou� deÂ in our passage is not possible until the general conditions in

which non-inclusive, emphatic ou� deÂ can occur have been de®ned ex-

haustively. Some of De Vries' most convincing examples (e.g. R. 328c6

ou� deÁ qamiÂ zeiv) fall outside the borders of the contextual groups outlined

above.

Among instances not quoted by De Vries but probably to be classi®ed

under the general heading of `emphatic ou� deÂ ' are R. 587c3; Euthd. 302c1

(De Vries, `Notes on Euthydemus', 53); Lg. 876b3; 891d2; Euthphr. 15c3

ou� deÂ (T; ou� bd ) might be defended as lectio di½cilior. R. 329a8 toÂ te meÁ n

eu� zwÄ ntev, nuÄ n deÁ ou� deÁ zwÄ ntev belongs to a contextual class described by

Denniston under `not even' (GP 2 196) but certainly bordering on `not at

all'. Outside Plato: S. Ant. 731; OC 590; 1429; E. El. 981 and Denniston

ad loc.; Lys. 20.8; X. Smp. 4.23; Mem. 3.5.24; Men. Aspis 415; Dysc. 962;

Call. H. 2.106; Ep. 17.1 (Pf.). See Intr., section ii.7.1 n. 387. Cf. also

ou� deÂ - � ou� - in ou� deÂ pw, ou� deÂ pote.

yeudwÄ v: as here, the adverb means `mistakenly' in Plato, cf. Phlb.

40d2.

e3 ou� twv: one would have expected touÄ to, but cf. Prm. 133d5.

e3±4 thÁ n . . . o� ntwv kaiÁ a� lhqwÄ v jiliÂ an: the two adverbs are juxta-

posed as Sph. 263d4; R. 585e1; Epin. 986d2; nowhere else in the corpus.

The phrase is treated as a marker of late style by Ritter, Untersuchungen,

93 and Lutosøawski, Plato's Logic, 110; 175 (I have not been able to locate
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the occurrence in Phlb. mentioned 110). This is probably right, as o� ntwv

(instead of twÄ i o� nti ) does not appear until Republic 5 and becomes fre-

quent only from Sph. onwards (M. Schanz, `Zur Entwickelung des

Platonischen Stils', Hermes 21 (1886) 439±59, esp. 440±3; Lutosøawski,

Plato's Logic, 120; Brandwood, Chronolog y, 34±5 ± I disregard the conjec-

ture o� ntwv (Ven. 184) for ou� twv at Euthd. 305e5; cf. G. J. de Vries, `Notes

on Euthydemus', 55; perhaps the double construction of e� cein, resulting

when ou� twv is read, is supported by E. Med. 732 (cf. Page ad loc.), or

ou� twv may be `ut dicis' (Ficinus), cf. Chrm. 162d4. At Cra. 413e1 o� ntwv is

read by d, o� ntov by bT; the word is omitted altogether in the new

OCT). ± a� lhqwÄ v for w� v a� lhqwÄ v is found occasionally in earlier dia-

logues but again starts occurring with some frequency only with Sph.

(M. Schanz, op. cit., 443±5; Lutosøawski, Plato's Logic, 120; Brandwood,

Chronolog y, 36). Cf. Intr., section ii.7.2 n. 402.

For the adjectival use of o� ntwv and twÄ i o� nti cf. Phdr. 260a1±3; of

a� lhqwÄ v and w� v a� lhqwÄ v Phd. 109e7±110a1.

e4 ei� nai sajeÂ stata o� moÂ noian: cf. Sph. 228d7±8 noÂ sov . . . sajeÂ -

stata o� n, where (as here) there is an antithesis between a false name

and true nature; 244a2; 259a8. This adverb is not found reinforcing the

copula before Sph.

o� moÂ noian: in classical Greek, o� moÂ noia is above all a political word;

this appears very clearly from Aristotle's description of its use (EN

1167a26±b4; cf. esp. b2±3 politikhÁ dhÁ jiliÂ a jaiÂ netai h� o� moÂ noia,

kaqaÂ per kaiÁ leÂ getai cf. EE 1241a32±3); it is con®rmed by the ®rst

occurrences (Th. 8.93.3 e� kklhsiÂ an poihÄ sai . . . periÁ o� monoiÂ av; And.

1.73; 76; 106; 140; Democr. fr. 255 D.±K.; cf. esp. X. Mem. 4.4.16). At

the same time, it is found closely associated with jiliÂ a, e.g. R. 351d5±6;

Plt. 311b9.

When friendship of animals and of children has been discarded (and

± as might have been expected ± that of women neglected), men's

jiliÂ ai are left. In themselves these may cover a wide range of senti-

ments (quite apart from the fact that `men' can be divided into `Greeks'

and `barbarians', `slaves' and `free men'), but the quali®cation e� n taiÄ v

poÂ lesin (d5) inevitably brings up o� moÂ noia. In fact, in the Greek phrase

jiliÂ an e� n taiÄ v poÂ lesin poieiÄ n, o� moÂ noian could have been substituted for

jiliÂ an without any essential change in meaning (considering that o� moÂ -

noia was according to Aristotle usually said to be politikhÁ jiliÂ a); cf.

esp. the parallel from Republic 1 quoted above. The whole discussion

now appears to be carefully framed so as to end up in a conclusion

which had been its starting-point. Cf. Intr., section ii.5.2.
e4±10 thÁ n deÁ o� moÂ noian . . . doÂ xan: the argument consists of two

syllogisms:
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(1) (a) o� moÂ noia (� jiliÂ a) is either o� modoxiÂ a or e� pisthÂ mh (e5);

(b) it is not o� modoxiÂ a (� 2);

(c) therefore it is e� pisthÂ mh (e9±10).

(2) (a) jiliÂ a (� o� moÂ noia) is always good (e7±8; cf. d6±7);

(b) o� modoxiÂ a is sometimes evil (e6 h� nagkaÂ zonto ktl.);

(c) therefore jiliÂ a is not o� modoxiÂ a.

The order of the logical steps is (1a); (1b) because (gaÂ r ) (2b) and (2a);

therefore (w� ste ) (1c).

Syllogism (2) is another example of the argument `A is not B, for A is

always good and B (sometimes) is not'; cf. note on 409d6±7 thÁ n jiliÂ an

. . . kakoÂ n; d9±e1.

e5 o� modoxiÂ an . . . h� e� pisthÂ mhn: Aristotle seems to imply that o� moÂ -

noia had been stated to be identical to o� modoxiÂ a, unity of opinion (EN

1167a22±4). This intellectualist conception of o� moÂ noia is present at our

passage; in the discussion Alc. 1 126c6±127d5 it is used to prove Alci-

biades' ignorance (Intr., section ii.5.2). Aristotle o¨ers two arguments

against o� moÂ noia being taken as o� modoxiÂ a: (1) unity of opinion can occur

between people who do not know each other (EN 1167a23±4), while

friendship cannot (1155b34±1156a3) and o� moÂ noia is jilikoÂ n, a `senti-

ment of friendship'; (2) unity of opinion can be about theoretical things

as well as about practical ones (cf. MM 1212a19), but friendship cannot

be about theoretical things (EN 1167a24±6, cf. EE 1241a16±18).

Aristotle's terminology is slightly di¨erent from the one used here.

He uses o� modoxiÂ a to refer to agreement about nohtaÂ (this much can

be inferred from the conclusion periÁ taÁ praktaÁ dhÁ o� monoouÄ sin,

EN 1167a28±9) regardless of the distinction doÂ xa : e� pisthÂ mh; the verb

o� mognwmoneiÄ n covers agreement on theoretical and practical things, i.e.

o� modoxiÂ a and o� moÂ noia. Plato's use of the words o� modoxiÂ a (R. 433c6;

Plt. 310e9±10) is identical. The author of Clit. restricts the term o� moÂ noia

to what Plato and Aristotle call o� modoxiÂ a (had he not done so, it would

have been too obvious that the argument does not hold water), and uses

o� modoxiÂ a to refer to agreement in opinion as opposed to shared

knowledge.

As two persons may or may not agree on things about which they

have doÂ xa but must necessarily agree on things of which they possess

e� pisthÂ mh, the opposition o� modoxiÂ a : e� pisthÂ mh is, in this context, a logi-

cal one.

leÂ goi: against this reading of ADF Stob., Va has leÂ gei. But else-

where in this part of the dialogue, the optative is used (408c9; 409d4)

with the easily explained exception of 410a2. Contrast the report of the

protreptic speech; cf. also the optatives of 406a3. See Intr., section i.5.3.
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e6 meÂ n: the contrasted idea is expressed by the w� ste clause in e9; a

natural anacoluthon.

h� tiÂ mazen: of rejecting an alternative, as Euthd. 292e2.

e6±7 h� nagkaÂ zonto . . . giÂ gnesqai o� modoxiÂ ai: the construction is the

passive transformation of a� nagkaÂ zw with accusative and in®nitive (cf.

LSJ, s.v., 4) `to say (think) that necessarily . . .', as if � a� nagkaiÄ on leÂ gein

(nomiÂ zein). Cf. Tht. 196c1±2 i� na mhÁ taÁ au� taÁ o� au� toÁ v a� nagkaÂ zoito

ei� dwÁ v mhÁ ei� deÂ nai a� ma. Whether this use of a� nagkaÂ zein is really di¨erent

from the supposed meaning `to prove', as Stallbaum says (ad Cra.

432c8±d1), remains doubtful. See also Adam on R. 490c9.

giÂ gnesqai: probably not the copula (so Zuretti, la Magna, Gonzalez),

as it is unnatural to sever pollaiÂ from kaiÁ blaberaiÂ .

e8 w� mologhÂ kei: the pluperfect denotes that the admission made in

the past is relevant to the present situation. As Plato seldom compresses

the report of an argument, it is not surprising that the pluperfect active

of this verb is not found elsewhere in the corpus.

kaiÁ dikaiosuÂ nhv e� rgon: these words are not relevant for the present

argument, as can be seen from its formalised arrangement (cf. note on

e4±10). I take it that the author wishes to underline that everything

which had been said of jiliÂ a is true also of o� moÂ noia ± this explanation

may help us to reach a decision on the textual problem of the next line.

e9±10 w� ste tau� toÁ n e� jhsen ei� nai o� moÂ noian kaiÁ e� pisthÂ mhn ou� san,

a� ll' ou� doÂ xan: so the MSS and Stobaeus. I see only one way of making

sense of the words as they are transmitted, and that is to take o� moÂ noian

as subject of tau� toÁ n ei� nai and kaiÂ as an adverb: `His conclusion was,

then, that concord was the same thing [sc. as friendship], being besides

knowledge, not opinion.' But I do not think that kaiÂ as a Focus particle

can occur with participles unless they are substantive (excepting poetic

kaiÂ � kaiÂ per). The same goes for Verdenius' proposal (`Notes on Clito-

pho', 145) to take kaiÂ as `and that' (German `und zwar') ± this seems im-

possible to me when a predicative participle follows. Therefore the text

must be corrupt.

Some translators (Ficinus, Sartori, SouilheÂ, De Win) ignore ou� san so

that the phrase very neatly renders the conclusion of the ®rst syllogism

(cf. note on e4±10): o� moÂ noia is e� pisthÂ mh. But (a) it is not easy to see

how ou� san could have crept in, (b) this does not explain the addition of

kaiÁ dikaiosunhv e� rgon (see previous note). Point (b) may be argued also

against Ge¨cken's o� moÂ noian kaiÁ e� pisthÂ mhn, ou� doÂ xan ou� san (`RaÈ tsel',

436 n. 1) ± which could be defended palaeographically if one assumed

that ou� doÂ xan was omitted owing to homoiarcton and inserted after-

wards in the wrong place with help of a� ll' (the most normal coordina-

tor in contexts of the type `A, not B'). A few editors assume a lacuna
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after kaiÂ . C. F. Hermann reads o� moÂ noian kaiÁ hdikaiosuÂ nhni, rightly
rejected by Susemihl (524 n.): the discussion is not about justice but

about the e� rgon (409e9±10) of justice. (410a4±5 thÁ n deÁ u� poÁ souÄ lego-

meÂ nhn dikaiosuÂ nhn h� o� moÂ noian does not contradict this: see on 410a5

dikaiosuÂ nhn h� o� moÂ noian.) Better is Baumann's o� moÂ noian kaiÁ hjiliÂ ani,
which had occurred independently to Bertini (477±8 n. 1); materially

the same is Bekker's deletion of kaiÂ : both solutions give a text which

says that o� moÂ noia is identical to friendship and (a form of ) knowledge.

The latter two conjectures make concord the topic of the clause. Op-

posed to them are two other conjectures which make Socrates' comrade

say that friendship is identical to concord and (a form of ) knowledge.

Ast places kaiÂ before o� moÂ noian (in a footnote; his text is that of the

MSS): `quare idem esse dixit atque consensionem quippe quae scientia,

non opinio esset.' R. G. Bury (`Notes on some passages in Plato and

Marcus Aurelius', CR 32 (1918) 147±9 at 148) very ingeniously changes

kaiÂ to w� v and o� moÂ noian to o� monoiÂ ai (dative).

There are two objections to these two hypotheses. Socrates' friend

had admitted that friendship is always good and the result of justice. If

Clitophon goes on to report that the conclusion was (w� ste ) that friend-

ship is identical to o� moÂ noia, this makes sense only if it had been stated

previously (quod non) that o� moÂ noia is always good and the result of jus-

tice (the conclusion would have been a logical error to boot). Secondly,

the argument is criticised by the bystanders on the ground that the con-

cept of o� moÂ noia has not been de®ned clearly enough (410a3±6 kaiÁ h�

i� atrikhÁ o� moÂ noiaÂ tiÂ v e� sti . . . thÁ n deÁ u� poÁ souÄ legomeÂ nhn dikaiosuÂ nhn h�

o� moÂ noian ktl.). This is not quite logical if jiliÂ a, not o� moÂ noia, had been

the topic of the last statement made before criticism is raised.

Therefore I submit that the w� ste clause contains statements about

concord, not about friendship: the reasoning thus ends with all the

properties of concord which the discussion has yielded: it is always a

good, it is the result of justice and it is a sort of knowledge, not agree-

ment in opinion. The last statement would have been su½cient for the

validity of the syllogism, but obviously the author wanted to outline the

concept of o� moÂ noia he is dealing with as fully as possible.

We have to choose then, between Baumann's kaiÁ hjiliÂ ani and

Bekker's deletion of kaiÂ . I prefer the latter: if tau� toÂ n is left unspeci®ed,

it is possible to make it refer to a� gaqoÂ n and dikaiosuÂ nhv e� rgon rather

than to jiliÂ an: `therefore he a½rmed that concord was all this, too' (cf.

Zuretti `a¨ermava che cioÁ appunto eÁ la concordia'; similarly la Magna).

This brings out more clearly the function of the w� ste clause: with kaiÂ

deleted, it refers directly to all that has been said about o� moÂ noia; with

jiliÂ an inserted, it does so indirectly.
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The interpolation of kaiÂ is easily explained: a reader not content

with the statement that `concord is the same thing' wanted to add `as

knowledge' (which is materially correct but ruins the grammar).

We shall see that the same expedient was used at 410b4 (ad loc.); I

have argued (`Plato, Cratylus 417c', 45; 51) that interpolation of kaiÂ at

Cra. 417c9 deteriorates an already interpolated passage, as it does at Ap.

26a2. kaiÂ is found interpolated at Chrm. 159e6; 171d7; Phd. 61b1; 69a8;

b6; Cra. 398d6; R. 558a7. Cf. G. Jachmann, Der Platontext (GoÈ ttingen

1942), 286 n. 1 � Textgeschichtliche Studien (KoÈnigstein/Ts. 1982), 642 n. 1.

e9 e� jhsen: Plato uses the indicative aorist of jaÂ nai sparingly and in

post-Republic dialogues only. For its raison d'eÃtre here, cf. note on d2±e10.

e10 dhÂ : with dhÂ , `verbal repetition or an anaphoric pronoun helps to

make a notion more evident' ( J. M. van Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 148).

When this occurs in a subordinate clause which contains no really new

information, the e¨ect is that of a major transition, cf. Phd. 106e1 o� poÂ te

dhÁ toÁ a� qaÂ naton kaiÁ a� diaÂ jqoroÂ n e� stin ktl. (repeating d5±7). Cf.

Herodotus' mannerism of opening a new section by means of meÁ n dhÂ

introducing a resumptive clause, followed by a deÂ clause with new

information.

e� ntauÄ qa . . . touÄ loÂ gou: cf. R. 343a1; 588b1.

a� porouÄ ntev: in Plato, a� poriÂ a is a state common to the interrogator

and his target (Intr., section ii.3.2 n. 265). The participle must not be

taken with oi� paroÂ ntev (Ficinus), because, as Schleiermacher remarks,

`ein a� porwÄ n ist nicht i� kanoÁ v e� piplhÂ ttein' (third edition (Berlin 1861),

372). Schleiermacher himself wished to delete the participle as a corrupt

dittography of oi� paroÂ ntev, since no a� poriÂ a has become visible yet. It

is true that the aporia is pointed out by the bystanders, but a� porouÄ ntev

is a piece of comment mixed into the report. Besides, the appositional

participle is supported by the similar use of a� porwÄ n at 410c8.

410a1 i� kanoiÁ h� san: cf. Intr., section ii.4.3 for a possible interpreta-

tion of this detail (and n. 321 for the variant reading e� peceiÂ rhsan).

a2 peridedraÂ mhken ei� v tau� toÁ n o� loÂ gov toiÄ v prwÂ toiv: cf. Tht. 200c3.

See Intr., section ii.4.3. The perfect sundedraÂ mhka is found at Plt.

266c5.

a3 kaiÁ a� pasai ai� teÂ cnai: `and all (other) arts', cf. note on 408e7;

apparently justice is not included, cf. note on 409a3 thÁ n . . . teÂ cnhn.

a4 periÁ o� tou ei� siÂ n: cf. Phdr. 275d1 periÁ w� n a� n h� i. The accusative

seems to be more normal in Plato, cf. Ast, Lexicon, s.v. periÂ ad ®n.

a4±5 thÁ n deÁ . . . o� moÂ noian: a considerable number of translators

(Ast, Zuretti, SouilheÂ, Sartori, De Win, Water®eld) take this as subject of

diapeÂ jeugen (with h� maÄ v supplied as object), a construction (`in accusa-

tivo per anacoluto', la Magna) for which the examples collected at KG i
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330 o¨er no justi®cation. I see no problem in dikaiosuÂ nhn h� o� moÂ noian

as object of diapeÂ jeugen: medicine and all other arts are able to say what

they are all about, but this one cannot ®nd and state its subject-matter

(cf. note on a5 diapeÂ jeugen). Cf. 409c6 (e� reiÄ ); d1 (jhÂ sei).

a5 dikaiosuÂ nhn h� o� moÂ noian: strictly speaking, justice is out of place,

as the discussion had been about the e� rgon of justice. But if the e� rgon

cannot be de®ned, neither can justice itself. Cf. note on 409e9±10; Intr.,

sections i.4.2 (4); ii.4.2.
o� poi: Bekker's correction of MSS o� pou: poiÄ and pouÄ (etc.) are con-

stantly interchanged in MSS. True adverbs of place are used in classical

Greek where one would expect adverbs of movement (cf. KG i 545), but
almost exclusively if they are accompanied by true verbs of movement

(where the end of the movement is anticipated). This is the case at Phdr.

228e4 (pouÄ MSS poiÄ pap.; cf. De Vries ad loc.). No such explanation is

possible here. Elsewhere in the corpus, teiÂ nein is found combined with

adverbs of movement (Cri. 47c5 poiÄ ; R. 499a7 mhdamoÂ se a� llose; 526e2

au� toÂ se), not of place.

teiÂ nousaÂ e� stin: for the periphrastic construction, cf. Plt. 308e10 e� stiÁ

teiÂ nonta. To Thesle¨ 's bibliography on the subject (Styles, 84) add W. J.

Alexander, `Participial periphrases in Attic prose', AJPh 4 (1883) 291±

308; J. Tiemann, `Zum Sprachgebrauch Platos', Wochenschr. klass. Philol.

6 (1889) 248±53; 362±6; W. J. Aerts, Periphrastica (Amsterdam 1965), 5±

26 (esp. 22±3). Frequent periphrasis is typical of the later dialogues

(Alexander, op. cit., 305; Tiemann, op. cit.; Lutosøawski, Plato's Logic,

100; 128). Aerts (op. cit., 22) analyses the parallel quoted from Plt. as

`independent' (existential, substantive) ei� nai � substantival participle.

There is no need for that (Aerts is mistaken in saying that the other

roads to a� rethÂ are not a priori assumed) and such an analysis is out of

the question here: we are dealing with the general tendency of imper-

sonal and intransitive verbs towards periphrasis, a phenomenon quite

common in fourth-century Greek. Cf. note on 410d2 protetrammeÂ nov

h� .

diapeÂ jeugen: `it has escaped it', i.e. either `it doesn't recall any

more' (cf. Ti. 26b7) or `it is for all the investigation unable to tell' (cf.

Hp.Ma. 294e7) ± preferably the latter.

a6 au� thÄ v: with e� rgon. For the postponement of the interrogative, cf.

Denniston, Greek Prose Style, 48. The postponement is due to the the-

matic prominence of justice.

a7 TauÄ ta: probably adverbial: `therefore', cf. KG i 310±11; Schw.±
D. 77±8. For examples in Plato, cf. Riddell, `Digest', §18; add La. 179c6;

Ap. 23b4. Cf. further Stallbaum on Smp. 174a; 204a; Van Leeuwen on

Ar. Nub. 319; Woldinga on X. Smp. 4.28. The asyndetic use of this idiom

323

COMMENTARY: 410a5±410a7



seems to be unparalleled in Plato, but cf. X. An. 4.1.21; A. Pers. 165;

Theoc. 15.8. It would seem that Susemihl takes tauÄ ta in the same way

(`Da fragte ich denn'); all other translators regard it as object. But what

questions are put is clear anyway; the absence of the logical link be-

tween this sentence and the previous creates a harsh asyndeton (adver-

bial tauÄ ta would be only formally asyndetic), and there seems to be no

need for the emphasis on tauÄ ta (if object) created by disjoining it from

h� rwÂ twn.

seÁ au� toÂ n: cf. KG i 558; Grg. 472b6±7. The order au� toÂ v � personal

pronoun seems to be more frequent in Plato, cf. Stallbaum on Euthd.

273b.

a7±8 h� rwÂ twn, kaiÁ ei� pev: the contrast imperfect : aorist as at 408c9

e� panhrwÂ twn; 409a5 ei� pen and in the passage 409d6±e10 (cf. note on

409d2±e10). Of course e� rwtaÄ n is quite often found in the imperfect

without any perceptible di¨erence from the aorist, but then so is leÂ gein

(KG i 143±4; Schw.±D. 277±8; A. Svensson, Zum Gebrauch der erzaÈhlenden

Tempora im Griechischen (Lund 1930), 40±2 (e� rwtaÄ n), 50±60 (leÂ gein)).

The sequence is to be explained as what some modern linguists call

`Inzidenzschema' (cf. K. Strunk, `Historische und despkriptive Linguis-

tik bei der Textinterpretation', Glotta 49 (1971) 191±216, esp. 201±3): if

one action is the framework within which a second action falls, the ®rst

one is expressed in Greek by the imperfect, the second one by the aorist.

Cf. Hdt. 8.64.1 h� meÂ rh te e� giÂ neto kaiÁ a� ma twÄ i h� liÂ wi a� nioÂ nti seismoÁ v

e� geÂ neto; KG i 157±8; Stahl, Syntax, 105; 126. `We might compare the

imperfect with a line one of the points of which coincides with another

occurrence. This occurrence may be at any point of the line, at the be-

ginning, at the end, or somewhere in between' (W. F. Bakker, The Greek

Imperative (Amsterdam 1966), 24; cf. 25±7).

a8±b1 dikaiosuÂ nhv . . . eu� poieiÄ n: cf. Intr., section ii.5.3.
b1 u� steron deÁ e� jaÂ nh: namely in the course of a discussion not re-

ported by Clitophon, cf. note on 409d2; d9 and Intr., section i.5.3. Plato
does not often make use of the reported dialogue to curtail the report

of an argument in this way. Instances include Euthd. 280b1±2 sunwmo-

loghsaÂ meqa teleutwÄ ntev ou� k oi� d' o� pwv e� n kejalaiÂ wi ou� tw touÄ to

e� cein ktl.; 291b1±4; R. 342d2±3 SunwmoloÂ ghse meÁ n kaiÁ tauÄ ta teleu-

twÄ n, e� peceiÂ rei deÁ periÁ au� taÁ maÂ cesqai´ e� peidhÁ deÁ w� moloÂ ghsen ktl.;

350c12±d1 O� dhÁ QrasuÂ macov w� moloÂ ghse meÁ n paÂ nta tauÄ ta, ou� c w� v

e� gwÁ nuÄ n r� aidiÂ wv leÂ gw, a� ll' e� lkoÂ menov kaiÁ moÂ giv; Chrm. 169c3±d1; Smp.

201e6±7; 207a5±6. None of these places is quite comparable to either

Clit. 410b1 or 409d9, but di¨erence in genre (Clit. is a `Kurzdialog') may

account for that.

b2±3 paÂ nta . . . paÂ ntav draÄ n: for the double object, cf. R. 495b5±6
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etc.; KG i 323±4. Bury's pantoÂ v (for paÂ ntav; in his edition) is needless.

La Magna construes paÂ ntav as subject, but the result (`tutti fanno ogni

cosa a ®n di bene') is needlessly vague. There can be no doubt that o�

diÂ kaiov is subject and e� jaÂ nh predicate, carried over from the preceding

clause.

b3±4 TauÄ ta . . . u� pomeiÂ nav: (1) `having endured this (getting unsat-

isfactory answers)', so Schleiermacher, Susemihl, H. MuÈ ller, Gonzalez;

(2) `having waited for an answer to these questions', so Sartori and (with

many variations) most other translators. In (2), tauÄ ta is internal object

of u� pomeiÂ nav, but I doubt whether this construction is consistent with

ou� c a� pax ou� deÁ diÂ v.

b4 kaiÂ : there are three reasons which in conjunction justify Bau-

mann's proposal to delete the particle (followed by Schanz, Burnet,

Bury; H. MuÈ ller translates as if kaiÂ were not there).

(1) lipareiÄ n is elsewhere intransitive in Plato and all other fourth-

century authors (D. 21.208 is a hendiadys); tauÄ ta . . . u� pomeiÂ nav kaiÁ

liparwÄ n could only be explained as a zeugma.

(2) The phrase ou� c a� pax ou� deÁ diÁ v a� llaÁ poluÁ n dhÁ u� pomeiÂ nav croÂ non

does not go well with a� peiÂ rhka: `I have grown tired of enduring this

not once nor twice etc.' Besides, there is room for doubt whether a� pa-

goreuÂ w can be construed with an aorist participle.

(3) The change in tense from u� pomeiÂ nav to liparwÄ n is puzzling. If

kaiÂ is deleted, liparwÄ n becomes a complement of a� peiÂ rhka, and its

tense self-evident.

At most, kaiÂ could be retained as emphasising liparwÄ n, but the em-

phasis is rather on a� peiÂ rhka (cf. Grg. 448a7) or as `conclusive' or `con-

secutive' (cf. note on 406a9±10), but I have seen no parallel for this use

of adverbial kaiÂ preceding a participle.

nomiÂ sav: `having come to conclusion' (ingressive aorist), cf. R. 518a4.

b4±6 toÁ meÁ n protreÂ pein ei� v a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian kaÂ llist' a� nqrwÂ pwn

draÄ n: cf. Euthd. 274e8±275a2 u� meiÄ v a� ra . . . twÄ n nuÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn kaÂ l-

list' a� n protreÂ yaite ei� v jilosojiÂ an kaiÁ a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian; 275a6;

278d3. The phrase looks like a conscious imitation of the sentence

quoted from Euthd. (cf. note on 408c4±7); compare kaÂ llist' a� nqrwÂ pwn

± twÄ n nuÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn kaÂ llist'; ei� v a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian ± ei� v jilosojiÂ an

kaiÁ a� rethÄ v e� pimeÂ leian. Note that the word jilosojiÂ a is absent from

this phrase in Clit., probably because the author avoided it on purpose

(cf. Intr., sections ii.2.1.1; ii.7.1).
For a� rethÄ v instead of dikaiosuÂ nhv or yuchÄ v (cf. 408e3±409a3;

410d6±7), cf. 408d2±3 thÁ n SwkraÂ touv protrophÁ n h� mwÄ n e� p' a� rethÂ n.

In kaÂ llist' a� nqrwÂ pwn the genitive reinforces the superlative (`le

mieux du monde', SouilheÂ), rather than being fully partitive (contrast
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the Euthd. parallel: twÄ n nuÄ n a� nqrwÂ pwn kaÂ llist'), cf. LSJ s.v. a� nqrw-

pov i 3 b; Ast, Lexicon, s.v. a� nqrwpov `superlativis apponitur ut eorum

vis augeatur (Latin. quam potest, v.c. maxime, optime al.)' with numerous

examples; Ast and England on Lg. 629a6.

b6 duoiÄ n deÁ qaÂ teron, h� ktl.: the second alternative (`you do not

want to impart your knowledge', cf. c6) is missing: owing to the analogy

of praising steersmanship the ®rst alternative has grown so lengthy that

the original construction has ceased to govern the sentence, so that

duoiÄ n deÁ qaÂ teron has to be repeated at c5.

It seems at least possible that the relative clause o� geÂ noit' a� n ktl.

(b7±c2) is treated as antecedent of tau� toÁ n dhÁ kte� (c2±4). If so, this is an

instance of a sentence with two main clause predicates, for which cf.

Reinhard, Anakoluthe, 151±66; de Strycker±Slings on Ap. 32b5; my note

on R. 389a3±7, `Notes on Politeia, iii', 344±5; on R. 432d7±e3, `Notes on

Politeia, iv', 414.
Anacoluthon caused by intervention of a comparison or an example

is very frequent in Plato, cf. L. Reinhard, Anakoluthe, 33±57. With the

pendent h� compare Ap. 40c10 kaiÁ ei� te dhÁ mhdemiÂ a ai� sqhsiÂ v e� stin . . .

(e2) ei� ou� n toiouÄ ton o� qaÂ natoÂ v e� stin ktl.

duoiÄ n qaÂ teron is frequently used as a clause apposition, or rather as

an apposition to a pair of disjunctive clauses (`aber eins von beiden,

entweder . . .', Schleiermacher), so also at c5. Cf. Phd. 66e5; Tht. 187c1;

KG i 286 a 10.

b6±7 makroÂ teron . . . ou� deÂ n: usually taken to be synonymous to

ou� deÁ n pleÂ on, but perhaps `nothing which goes further than that' is

preferable (cf. `nichts Weiteres' H. MuÈ ller; similarly Susemihl). Al-

though of course makroÂ v and poluÂ v tend to become synonyms, cf. LSJ

s.v. makroÂ v i 4 (add R. 363d2) and i 5, makroÂ teron never equals pleÂ on

in Plato, cf. Cra. 413a8±9 makroÂ tera touÄ proshÂ kontov e� rwtaÄ n, `going

further in asking questions than is ®tting'; Plt. 283c5; R. 403b7±c1 ma-

kroÂ tera touÂ twn suggiÂ gnesqai, `going further than that in amorous

contact'; cf. makroteÂ rwv at Sph. 258c7.

Steinhart (72 n. 39) and Heidel (Pseudo-Platonica, 48 n. 8) consider the

use of makroÂ teron for pleÂ on to be un-Platonic; this is obviously not

relevant, since the two are not necessarily interchangeable in the Clito-

phon. But the fact that in Plato the comparative always has a comple-

ment in the genitive, which is absent here, should be noted.

b7±8 periÁ a� llhn h� ntinaouÄ n teÂ cnhn: cf. note on 409a3 thÁ n . . .

teÂ cnhn.

b8±c1 katamelethÄ sai toÁ n e� painon periÁ au� thÄ v: the verb must mean

`to train oneself completely in' not `to deliver' (Susemihl) because (a)

meletaÄ n `to declaim' is used intransitively (Phdr. 228b6; D. 61.43), at
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least in fourth-century Attic (cf. LSJ s.v. meletaÂ w ii 1; ii 5b); the verb

means `to train oneself ' also at D. 19.255 logaÂ ria duÂ sthna melethÂ sav

kaiÁ jwnaskhÂ sav; at D. 46.1 a� ma t' ei� koÂ v e� sti touÁ v e� gceirouÄ ntav taÁ

yeudhÄ martureiÄ n kaiÁ thÁ n a� pologiÂ an eu� qeÂ wv u� peÁ r au� twÄ n meletaÄ n the

adverb eu� qeÂ wv proves that training is intended (cf. the opening sentence

of the speech); (b) the pre®x kata- is rather senseless if the verb refers

to the delivery of a eulogy, but it has its normal function of marking

perfective Aktionsart (cf. note on 407b6±7 e� xaskhÂ sousin kaiÁ e� kme-

lethÂ sousin) if training in delivery is meant. The aorist in®nitive is cho-

sen because it harmonises with the meaning of the pre®x. I cannot

accept the use of this word as a mark of inauthenticity (Heidel, Pseudo-

Platonica, 48 n. 8; cf. contra Grube, `The Cleitophon of Plato', 307 n. 1). ±

e� painov periÂ tinov is frequent in Plato: Smp. 195a2; Phdr. 260c7±8; Lg.

687a2±3 etc. The article probably indicates that e� painov is not a partic-

ular eulogy but praising in general: `the praise pertaining to it'. For the

relationship of e� painov and protrophÂ cf. Intr., section ii.1.2.
c1±2 periÁ twÄ n a� llwn tecnwÄ n: in view of the following sentence

these words imply that dikaiosuÂ nh is not among them, cf. note on

409a3 thÁ n . . . teÂ cnhn.

c3±4 ou� maÄ llon . . . dioÂ ti: `it is not the case that you are more

knowledgeable about justice because you praise it beautifully'; `tu sai

ben esaltarla ma cioÁ non implica che la conosca meglio' (Sartori). Not:

`because you eulogise it you are not an expert' (so Schleiermacher, H.

MuÈ ller, Water®eld; cf. De Win). ± In contexts like this one, the opposi-

tion between causal and adversative adjuncts is neutralised: `You are

none the more an expert because you can praise it' > `you are not an

expert even if you can praise it'. Plato often uses causal adjuncts and

clauses here, cf. Smp. 202b2±4 ou� tw deÁ kaiÁ toÁ n E� rwta e� peidhÁ au� toÁ v

o� mologeiÄ v mhÁ ei� nai a� gaqoÁ n mhdeÁ kaloÂ n, mhdeÂ n ti maÄ llon oi� ou deiÄ n au� -

toÁ n ai� scroÁ n kaiÁ kakoÁ n ei� nai; R. 346b3±6 ou� deÂ n ti maÄ llon, e� aÂ n tiv ku-

bernwÄ n u� gihÁ v giÂ gnhtai diaÁ toÁ sumjeÂ rein au� toÁ n pleiÄ n e� n thÄ i qalaÂ tthi,

e� neka touÂ tou kaleiÄ v maÄ llon au� thÁ n i� atrikhÂ n; Sph. 233b4±5; Phd. 87d1±

2. Phdr. 244a3±5, adduced by Grube (`The Cleitophon of Plato', 307 n. 1),

is only formally similar. There is no reason to assume with Steinhart (72

n. 39 ± duly repeated by Heidel, Pseudo-Platonica, 48 n. 8) that `das dicht

an kaiÂ per anstreifende dioÂ ti' is a sign of inauthenticity. Of course,

kaiÂ per is equally possible in contexts like these, cf. Th. 3.79.3 thÄ i d'

u� steraiÂ ai e� piÁ meÁ n thÁ n poÂ lin ou� deÁ n maÄ llon e� peÂ pleon, kaiÂ per e� n pollhÄ i

tarachÄ i kaiÁ joÂ bwi o� ntav.

c4 e� gkwmiaÂ zeiv: eulogy and protreptic are evidently felt to be re-

lated; cf. Intr., section ii.1.2.
c4±5 ou� mhÁ n toÂ ge e� moÁ n ou� twv e� cei: either (1) toÂ ge e� moÁ n adverbial
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`as far as I am concerned' (here `in my opinion', so Ficinus, SouilheÂ, De

Win, Water®eld), cf. Prt. 338c5; Grg. 458d5; Lg. 688a6 (and England ad

loc.) or (2) toÂ ge e� moÁ n subject of ou� twv e� cei (`my position', `I'; `non eÁ

questa la mia a¨ermazione', Zuretti; cf. Orwin, Gonzalez), cf. Tht.

161e4; Sph. 237b4; La. 188c4; R. 533a2; Lg. 643a3 (and Ast ad loc.); Van

Leeuwen on Ar. Thesm. 105. At a number of places there is a similar

ambiguity: Chrm. 176b2; La. 188c1; R. 345a2 (and Tucker ad loc.); Ti.

19d3.

If taken in the ®rst way, Clitophon denies that Socrates has no `tech-

nical' knowledge of justice. In the second interpretation, Clitophon un-

derlines that his position is di¨erent from those who deny that Socrates

has any such knowledge. In view of Clitophon's immediately re-stating

the alternatives h� ou� k ei� deÂ nai se h� ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n, the

second is decidedly better, unless one takes him to imply that Socrates

indeed does not want to tell him any more (cf. note on c6 ou� k e� qeÂ lein

au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n). Apart from that, I have seen no good parallel for

adverbial toÂ ge e� moÂ n in the construction that one would have to assume

if (1) is accepted, whereas toÁ e� moÂ n is frequently subject of nominal predi-

cates, or phrases (such as ou� twv e� cei ) equivalent to nominal predicates.

c5±6 h� ou� k ei� deÂ nai se h� ou� k e� qeÂ lein: the in®nitives may be ex-

plained as continuing the construction of b6 after the repetition of

duoiÄ n deÁ qaÂ teron, but are better accounted for as depending on a verbum

declarandi implied in ou� mhÁ n toÂ ge e� moÁ n ou� twv e� cei.

c5 ei� deÂ nai: object dikaiosuÂ nhn (cf. au� thÄ v in the next line). ei� deÂ nai

with a nomen qualitatis as object is found e.g. at Cra. 384b6 (thÁ n a� lhÂ -

qeian); 425c2; 426a4±5 (thÁ n o� rqoÂ thta); Tht. 163c1 (thÁ n o� xuÂ thta kaiÁ

baruÂ thta); Criti. 109e1±2 (taÁ v a� retaÂ v).

c6 ou� k e� qeÂ lein au� thÄ v e� moiÁ koinwneiÄ n: this possibility is certainly not

`slechthin ungereimt' as Steinhart (56) says (at 410e3 Clitophon rather

clearly suggests that Socrates does know more than just to exhort

others). More than once, Plato makes it clear that not everyone is ®t for

Socratic `instruction', see Intr., section ii.3.1 n. 248.
But I see no point in introducing the idea of psychological a½nity

here: it is the Socrates of explicit protreptic who is being attacked by a

Clitophon who himself imitates not unsuccessfully Socrates the intellec-

tual midwife (cf. note on 408d1 u� poteiÂ nwn; Intr., section i.5.3); to sup-

pose that all of a sudden the Socrates of Clit. turns into that of Tht.

(and Plato in general) would make no sense at all of our dialogue.

Nor am I much attracted by the parallels R. 337a5±7 prouÂ legon

[Thrasymachus], o� ti suÁ [Socrates] a� pokriÂ nasqai meÁ n ou� k e� qelhÂ soiv,

ei� rwneuÂ soio deÁ kaiÁ paÂ nta maÄ llon poihÂ soiv h� a� pokrinoiÄ o ei� tiÂ v tiÂ se

e� rwtaÄ i; e1±3 i� na SwkraÂ thv toÁ ei� wqoÁ v diapraÂ xhtai´ au� toÁ v meÁ n mhÁ
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a� pokriÂ nhtai, a� llou d' a� pokrinomeÂ nou lambaÂ nhi loÂ gon kaiÁ e� leÂ gchi;

338b1±3 au� th dhÁ e� jh h� SwkraÂ touv sojiÂ a´ au� toÁ n meÁ n mhÁ e� qeÂ lein di-

daÂ skein, paraÁ deÁ twÄ n a� llwn periioÂ nta manqaÂ nein kaiÁ touÂ twn mhdeÁ

caÂ rin a� podidoÂ nai; Tht. 150c4±7 o� per h� dh polloiÂ moi w� neiÂ disan, w� v

touÁ v meÁ n a� llouv e� rwtwÄ , au� toÁ v deÁ ou� deÁ n a� pojaiÂ nomai periÁ ou� denoÁ v diaÁ

toÁ mhdeÁ n e� cein sojoÂ n, a� lhqeÁ v o� neidiÂ zousin; X. Mem. 4.4.9. The fact that

the reproof is made with particular insistence by Thrasymachus in

Republic 1 might perhaps be thought to favour dependence of the Clit.

passage, but it remains pointless unless it can be shown that Clitophon,

like Thrasymachus, does not understand the rationale of Socratic ques-

tioning. In fact not only does he understand it, but he practises it on an

un-Platonic Socrates. The dilemma is probably not intended quite seri-

ously, cf. Intr., section i.3.2(1).
koinwneiÄ n: not didaÂ skein (cf. R. 338b2 quoted above) ± the author is

well aware of Socrates' ways and means. Cf. note on 408c6±7.

au� thÄ v: sc. justice, which had been left out as object of ei� deÂ nai, since

the meaning, so close after dikaiosuÂ nhv e� pisthÂ moni, was clear enough.

Not `knowledge' (so Bury and Orwin): even if the phrase `to share jus-

tice with me' (or `to let me share justice') is a little odd, it is acceptable

when the Socratic paradox that virtue is knowledge is taken into ac-

count. Cf. the ®nal sentence where proÁ v teÂ lov a� rethÄ v e� lqoÂ nta can only

refer to acquiring complete knowledge of a� rethÂ .

kaiÂ : probably the adverb with `conclusive' meaning (cf. note on

406a9±10; GP 2 307±8; it is, as Denniston says, often preceded by dhÂ ; cf.

J. M. van Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 149), though it might be corre-

sponsive (kaiÁ proÁ v QrasuÂ macon . . . kaiÁ a� llose ).

c7 oi� omai is found in parenthesi at Ap. 23d8; Tht. 155b5; Lg. 788d1;

798d4. It is less likely to be a correction of oi� mai than the other way

round; besides, the consensus of ADF favours the fuller reading (the

status of A3 is uncertain). ± The parenthesis is super¯uous, cf. 408c1

scedoÂ n (and note ad loc.).

poreuÂ omai: so ADF; poreuÂ somai A2. The present is certainly better,

for the following reasons:

(1) It is a fair inference from 406a1±4 that Clitophon has already

experienced Thrasymachus' sunousiÂ a.

(2) The imperfect in pollaÂ kiv e� xeplhttoÂ mhn a� kouÂ wn (407a6) is un-

derstandable only if Clitophon no longer frequents Socrates'

meetings. Though in reality a vacuum between Clitophon's Soc-

ratic and Thrasymachean periods would have been possible, no

such vacuum is hinted at; in this literary text it therefore does not

exist. See note ad loc.
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(3) The future requires o� poi a� n duÂ nwmai, because poreuÂ somai (. . .)

o� poi duÂ namai means `I shall go wherever I (now) can', which is

inept. Cf. MT §520.

Wilamowitz seems to read the present: `Daher bleibt Kleitophon bei

Thrasymachos' (Platon, i 306 n. 1). ± See also Intr., section i.5.3 n. 91.

kaiÁ a� llose: cf. Intr., section i.5.3.
o� poi: so Bekker; o� phi MSS; cf. Cri. 45c1; Phdr. 230e1; Men. 97a10

(a� llose � o� poi ); Phd. 82a6 (poiÄ . . . a� llose ); Cri. 51d8±e1; 52b6; Tht.

202e7; R.420a5; 486d5 (a� llose � poi ). Given these places, Sph. 243b5

a� lloqiÂ phi, which is suspect for other reasons (Radermacher's a� llov

ei� phi is palmary), can hardly support the MSS reading.

c8±d5 e� peiÁ . . . gigneÂ sqw: the anacoluthon is caused, like the previ-

ous one, by the intervention of an analogy (cf. note on b6). For its aim,

cf. note 92 to Intr., section i.5.3. There is no reason to change the text

(H. MuÈ ller: giÂ gnoit' a� n based on the e� qeÂ loiv of inferior MSS and the

earliest editions; C. F. Hermann deleted tau� toÁ n gigneÂ sqw, connecting

kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÁ qeÁ v ktl.), The anacoluthon is complicated by the meÁ n . . . deÂ

opposition; even the in®nitive which we would expect to parallel pauÂ -

sasqai is missing. kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÂ (d4) may have helped trigger the anaco-

luthon, as it does at R. 414e3; cf. my note in `Notes on Politeia, iii', 360±
1. The analogy looks like a repetition of 408e3±409a3, but it is essential

because it diverts attention from the question `What is dikaiosuÂ nh?' to

the need of e� pimeÂ leia, which now replaces dikaiosuÂ nh de®nitively (an-

nounced b5; referred to d2 mhÁ a� meleiÄ n; d4 qerapeiÂ av (cf. 407b8 e� qe-

rapeuÂ sate); d6 e� pimeÂ leian poieiÄ sqai; e1 h� melhkeÂ nai ). The ®nal phrase

proÁ v teÂ lov a� rethÄ v e� lqoÂ nta eu� daiÂ mona geneÂ sqai is neutral. The dialogue

as a whole ends on the same note as the protreptic speech (see Intr.,

section ii.2.2 n. 188). This indicates that the author does after all attach

some value to it, cf. sections i.5.3; ii.6.
c8 e� peiÂ : explains a� porwÄ n.

e� qeÂ leiv: C. F. Hermann (Platonis Dialogi, iii p. xxviii) attributes a hy-

pothetical force to the indicative on the basis of Alc. 1 122b8±c3 ei� d' au�

e� qeÂ leiv (T Olympiod.; e� qeÂ loiv Bodl.) ei� v plouÂ touv a� pobleÂ yai . . . , ai� -

scunqeiÂ hv a� n e� piÁ seauÂ twi; D. 22.55 ei� qeÂ lete skeÂ yasqai tiÂ douÄ lon h�

e� leuÂ qeron ei� nai diajeÂ rei, touÄ to meÂ giston a� n eu� roite ktl. (to which

could have been added D. 22.51 ei� gaÁ r qeÂ let' e� xetaÂ sai . . . touÄ t' a� n eu� -

roite proceiroÂ taton ktl.). In these instances (e� )qeÂ lw is followed by

a verb meaning `to investigate' or the like; the hypothetical force lies

rather in the combination e� qeÂ leiv � inf. which gives the impression of

an urban periphrasis (ei� qeÂ lete skeÂ yasqai ± ei� skeÂ yaisqe). It would be

rash to assume that here e� qeÂ leiv, with no such in®nitive following, is also
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hypothetical. The indicative is, as always, neutral as to modal value:

`assuming that you are prepared . . .' Cf. Wakker, Conditions and Condi-

tionals, 125±30.

touÂ twn: emphasised by disjunction.

d1±2 periÁ gumnastikhÄ v: emphasised, cf. note on d2 protetram-

meÂ nov h� ; not ei� v gumnastikhÂ n, cf. Intr., section ii.1.2.
d1 proÁ v e� meÂ : depending on twÄ n loÂ gwn: the construction is a bit

loose (pauÂ sasqai leÂ gwn proÁ v e� meÁ touÁ v loÂ gouv would have been more

precise).

twÄ n loÂ gwn twÄ n protreptikwÄ n: for the plural, cf. note on 407a6

pollaÂ kiv.

d2 protetrammeÂ nov h� : the periphrasis does not denote a state (cf.

deiÄ n; J. Gonda, `A remark on `periphrastic' constructions in Greek',

Mnem. 12 (1959) 97±112, esp. 111±12); it may have been used to empha-

sise another part of the sentence, cf. Hdt. 9.15.4 h� n deÁ toÁ deiÄ pnon

poieuÂ menon e� n QhÂ bhisi `it was at Thebes that the meal took place' (H.

B. RoseÂn, `Die ``zweiten'' Tempora des Griechischen. Zum PraÈdi-

katsausdruck beim griechischen Verbum', MH 14 (1957) 133±54, esp.

141±7; cf. Gonda, op. cit., 97±104): `if it had been about gymnastics that

I had been exhorted'. ± Cf. Intr., section ii.1.4.1 n. 147 and 148 for the

semantic properties of the verb.

deiÄ n: the in®nitive is pleonastic; it is best understood if the ei� clause is

reformulated actively: protreÂ pein tinaÁ touÄ swÂ matov deiÄ n mhÁ a� meleiÄ n is

hardly o¨ensive, even though, as LSJ note (s.v. protreÂ pw, ii ), when
followed by an in®nitive the verb means `to persuade to do a thing' (cf.

408e3±4; cf. Euthd. 278d2 for a possible parallel for the meaning `per-

suade that', though o� pwv for w� v is a problem). Besides, the fact that the

focus of the sentence is periÁ gumnastikhÄ v (cf. previous note) gives the

in®nitive a more independent status than it would normally have; this

facilitated the insertion of deiÄ n: `if it had been about gymnastics that

you exhorted me, viz. that it was necessary not to neglect my body'.

d3 toÁ e� jexhÄ v: object, explained asyndetically by an appositive indi-

rect question as Phdr. 239d8±e1 toÁ d' e� jexhÄ v r� hteÂ on, tiÂ na h� miÄ n w� jeliÂ an

ktl.; cf. note on 407e5.

e� legev: the choice of imperfect for a past unreal condition (cf. pro-

tetrammeÂ nov h� ) is a clear proof of the futility of the distinction between

irrealis of the present and irrealis of the past (and past potential). This

distinction was forced upon Greek syntax by grammarians steeped in

Latin (where it is obviously present). If in a small majority of cases the

distinction appears to hold, that is easily accounted for by verbal aspect,

which in fact is the only determining factor for the choice between im-

perfect, aorist and pluperfect. Cf. the formulation in Stahl, Syntax, 302
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and his examples 303; Wakker, Conditions and Conditionals, 144±50. The

same holds for the chimerical distinction between unful®lled wishes of

the present and those of the past.

d5±e1 qeÂ v . . . h� melhkeÂ nai: see Intr., section i.5.3. The wording of

the sentence suggests that of 408e3±409a2 w� sper . . . i� atrikhÂ : e� stin

katageÂ laston twÄ n meÁ n a� llwn e� pimeÂ leian poieiÄ sqai @ 408e6±7 ai� -

scroÁ n purwÄ n meÁ n kaiÁ kriqwÄ n kaiÁ a� mpeÂ lwn e� pimeÂ leian paÄ san poieiÄ sqai;

h� v e� neka ta� lla diaponouÂ meqa @ 408e7±8 o� sa touÄ swÂ matov e� neka

diaponouÂ meqaÂ te kaiÁ ktwÂ meqa. Both sentences give a concise version of

Socrates' speech, one directly, one through an analogy. ± The asyn-

deton has perhaps explanatory force: the invitation kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÁ tau� toÁ n

gigneÂ sqw is a realistic one because Clitophon has now been exhorted to

the care of the soul. Cf. note on 407e7 touÄ meÁ n a� rxontov.

d5 qeÂ v: cf. Tht. 191c8±9 qeÂ v . . . e� n taiÄ v yucaiÄ v h� mwÄ n e� noÁ n khÂ rinon

e� kmageiÄ on; cf. Ap. 27c10; Grg. 481c1 with Dodds' note. Thesle¨ 's con-

tention (Styles, 15 n. 2) that qeÂ v is un-Platonic proves groundless.

toÁ n KleitojwÄ nta: the formality of Socrates' opening words is

alluded to, cf. Intr., section i.5.2.
e1 tauÂ thv: the resumption of a word within the same clause by

means of an emphatic anaphoric pronoun (ou� tov, e� keiÄ nov; au� toÂ v is un-

emphatic and should not be treated under the same heading) is often

colloquial (Thesle¨, Styles, 91), but not necessarily so: emphasis is not

restricted to colloquial style. See the examples collected in KG i 660±1;
Stallbaum on Chrm. 163c7; on Phlb. 30d8. In Clitophon's last appeal, a

colloquialism would be de®nitely out of tune.

e1±3 kaiÁ ta� lla . . . dihÄ lqon: `Take it for granted that all the other

things which I have now said after those were also said with that inten-

tion with which I went through them (speaking about gymnastics) just

now.' The various possible constructions of ei� rhkeÂ nai, the number of

possible referents of touÂ toiv (cf. note on 408e1) and the number of

possible antecedents of a� (so MSS) contribute to make this an obscure

sentence.

Some translators take touÂ toiv as antecedent of a� : `e fa conto che io

abbia ora esposto cosõÁ anche tutto il seguito di quanto ho esposto or ora

[� just now]' (Zuretti; similarly Sartori, SouilheÂ, la Magna, Water®eld).

ta� lla paÂ nta strongly suggests that nuÄ n refers to a greater part of the

conversation than nundhÂ , and nundhÂ to something in the last part of the

conversation (dihÄ lqon can both refer to extensive and to concise treat-

ment; it is unlikely that a� kaiÁ nundhÂ dihÄ lqon refers to the whole dia-

logue). This would mean that something in Clitophon's last few words is

the logical antecedent of the whole conversation or at least a greater

part of it (contra Modugno, who makes nundhÂ refer to the whole con-
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versation from 409a onwards). ± I do not understand Verdenius' expla-

nation (`Notes on Clitopho', 145±6) that nuÄ n � `in the present case' and

that nuÂ ndh refers to the whole speech. Water®eld's identi®cation of a�

kaiÁ nundhÁ dihÄ lqon with the sequence eyes ± ears ± lyre (407e9±408a4)

seems to me to stretch nundhÂ well beyond what can be referred to as

`just now'. Besides, Clitophon cannot agree (o� mologouÄ nta) that it is

absurd to care for one's eyes, ears and lyre, because Socrates never said

such a thing.

I can see no candidate but the sentence which contains the last anal-

ogy (c8±d5); if so, Clitophon says that his whole speech was in fact the

logical sequel to what is stated in this analogy, namely that he has in

fact spoken of the qerapeiÂ a of the soul. Though of course Clitophon's

examination of the pupils has had the purifying e¨ect of Platonic elen-

chos (cf. Intr., section ii.3.1), a statement that Clitophon had done Soc-

rates' job for him is inconsistent with the ®nal appeal kaiÁ nuÄ n dhÁ tau� -

toÁ n gigneÂ sqw, and also with the clause following presently mhdamwÄ v

a� llwv poieiÄ n (which does not mean `to act in the same way as I did' but

`to do what one is asked', cf. R. 328b1; 369b4; mostly coupled with a

positive command). Another possibility is to construe ei� rhkeÂ nai with an

accusative of the object and one of the predicate (type tiÂ nav leÂ geiv touÁ v

beltiÂ ouv;). This can occur with the perfect (Grg. 491c6). `By the rest of

my speech [obj.] I meant just what I said just now about gymnastics

[pred.]', or conversely: `By what I said just now about gymnastics [obj.]

I meant everything following the exhortation [pred.].' The latter,

though inane, has at least the advantage that it suits the line of thought:

`I agree that e� pimeÂ leia thÄ v yuchÄ v comes ®rst. When I spoke of your

telling me what qerapeiÂ a my body would need given its nature, I was

referring to what comes next once this has been agreed upon. So please

do tell me what qerapeiÂ a my soul needs given its nature; if you will do

so, I shall praise you wholesale.' The disadvantages are that both nuÄ n

and ou� twv are di½cult: nuÄ n may perhaps contrast the analogy (nundhÂ )

with what has now actually been intended, ou� twv (`likewise') may point

back to the resemblance between exhortation towards bodily care and

care of the soul.

I can make no sense of what is syntactically speaking the most natural

way of construing the sentence: to make ta� lla paÂ nta . . . taÁ touÂ toiv

e� xhÄ v object of ei� rhkeÂ nai and antecedent of a� : `and suppose also that I

have made all the other subsequent statements which I rehearsed just

now' (Bury, cf. Orwin). Why does Socrates have to be told that Clito-

phon has told a long story? A variant (moulded on the type pwÄ v touÄ to

leÂ geiv;) is o¨ered by H. MuÈ ller: `und sei des Glaubens, dass ich auch

uÈber Alles daran sich KnuÈpfende, was ich eben eroÈ rtete, dem gemaÈss
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mich ausgesprochen habe'; this suits the context, but would only be ac-

ceptable if in pwÄ v touÄ to leÂ geiv; the pronoun could point forwards to a

subject about which no statement has yet been made (`what do you say

about this?'). To the best of my knowledge, it cannot.

A number of translators modify a� : `und denke dass ich uÈber alles

Andere was sich weiter hieran anschliessen muss gerade so gesprochen

habe wie ich es eben hinsichtlich des Turnens that' (Susemihl; similarly

Schleiermacher). This gives excellent sense, but it is not in the Greek:

sentences like o� per e� legon (which we translate `as I said' but which

have in fact the function of an apposition) do not occur with the plural

neuter nor with synonyms of leÂ gw, as is shown by the survey of the

material in E. des Places, Une formule platonicienne de reÂcurrence (Paris 1929),

7±16.

If, however, we read w� v instead of a� all problems are solved. ta� lla

paÂ nta . . . taÁ touÂ toiv e� xhÄ v refers then to everything which Clitophon

had said following his report of the protreptic, the gist of which was

given in the previous sentence (referred to by touÂ toiv); ei� rhkeÂ nai has

the resultative sense it ought to have and nuÄ n underlines it: `the whole

of my position as it has now been stated'; ou� twv . . . w� v kaiÁ nundhÁ dihÄ l-

qon indicates in what way Clitophon's report and the remarks following

upon it should be taken. kaiÂ after w� v could be the inverted-place kaiÂ

which should have followed a main-clause demonstrative (GP 2 295±6);

this is the more attractive because an adverbial kaiÂ in the main clause is

needed and the kaiÂ before ta� lla must be connective (qeÂ v ± oi� ou). If

this is correct, Socrates is invited to take the criticism as an incitement to

get down to business about justice; this squares precisely with the idi-

omatic mhdamwÄ v a� llwv poieiÄ n in the next sentence. Though with some

di½dence, I print w� v instead of a� because it is far superior to any inter-

pretation of the transmitted text that I can think of. The weak side of

this proposal is that an original w� v is not very likely to have been cor-

rupted to a� . Perhaps a person who paid attention only to the w� v-clause

decided that its syntax was inferior inasmuch as dihÄ lqon requires an

object (not realising that the object is easily supplied from the main

clause).

e3 kaiÂ : probably consecutive, cf. note on 406a9±10.

sou deoÂ menov leÂ gw: Brandwood (Word Index, s.v. deiÄ sqai ) wrongly

classi®es this under the use of deÂ omai with genitive of person asked ex-

pressed and accusative or in®nitive or both implied. In fact deoÂ menov is

used here with the personal genitive only (half-absolutely, so to speak)

as Ap. 35b10±c1 ou� deÁ diÂ kaioÂ n moi dokeiÄ ei� nai deiÄ sqai touÄ dikastouÄ ou� deÁ

deoÂ menon a� pojeuÂ gein; D. 21.108; this usage should be contrasted with

the elliptic construction of e.g. Prm. 136d4±5 au� touÄ w� SwÂ kratev dewÂ -
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meqa ParmeniÂ dou (sc. dielqeiÄ n, supplied from d2±3 tiÂ ou� dihÄ lqev h� miÄ n;).

The in®nitive depends on leÂ gw, not on deoÂ menov (so Bury; for leÂ gw

mhÂ � inf. cf. Euthphr. 12e2); leÂ gw with the in®nitive, being a neutral ex-

pression of volition, is quali®ed by sou deoÂ menov: `I tell you to do just

that please.' Cf. Chrm. 155d5±6 KudiÂ an . . . o� v ei� pen e� piÁ kalouÄ leÂ gwn

paidoÂ v, a� llwi u� potiqeÂ menov, eu� labeiÄ sqai.

There is no pleonastic use of leÂ gw here (LSJ s.v. (b) iii 7) any more

than at 409a4 (see on proÁ v tauÄ ta). The only possibility of making the

in®nitive depend on deoÂ menov would be by supplying the previous sen-

tence as object to leÂ gw (`und ich sage dies dich bittend, dass du es doch

ja nich anders machen moÈgest', Schleiermacher). But in my opinion this

would have required tauÄ ta leÂ gw.

e4±5 i� na mhÁ . . . yeÂ gw: cf. Intr., section i.3.2 for the echo of the

prologue.

kaiÁ proÁ v touÁ v a� llouv: cf. note on 406a2.

e5±8 mhÁ meÁ n . . . geneÂ sqai: cf. Intr., section i.3.2 for the details of

this peroration.

e5 gaÂ r: explains the whole of taÁ meÁ n e� painwÄ . . . taÁ deÂ ti kaiÁ yeÂ gw.

e6 a� xion . . . touÄ pantoÂ v: a typically Platonic idiom; cf. Ast, Lexicon,

s.v. paÄ v.

jhÂ sw: strictly speaking, the future is justi®ed only for the ®rst part

of the sentence (if Socrates will follow up Clitophon's last appeal, the

latter will have nothing to blame in him) but its extension is easy to

account for (`I shall always sustain etc.' absorbs `but I have to add').

e7±8 e� mpoÂ dion touÄ . . . geneÂ sqai: e� mpoÂ diov in Plato is found once

perhaps with the simple in®nitive (R. 407c4), twice with touÄ mhÂ � inf.

(Lg. 832b1±2; 925e1±2); our construction (not in LSJ) is not found else-

where in the corpus, but cf. toÁ e� mpodiÂ zon touÄ i� eÂ nai (Cra. 419c3).

e7 teÂ lov a� rethÄ v: cf. Mx. 234a5 paideuÂ sewv kaiÁ jilosojiÂ av e� piÁ teÂ lei;

R. 494a12 proÁ v teÂ lov e� lqeiÄ n.

e8 eu� daiÂ mona geneÂ sqai: the word eu� daiÂ mwn is here used for the ®rst

and last time, cf. Intr., section i.3.2. The premise of the protreptic ar-

gument in Euthd. (278e3 a� raÂ ge paÂ ntev a� nqrwpoi bouloÂ meqa eu� praÂ t-

tein; cf. 280b6 eu� daimoneiÄ n a� n kaiÁ eu� praÂ ttein) is the ®nal note of Clit.

as well as R. (eu� praÂ ttwmen). If Clit. were the work of a forger, he

would in view of these parallels have written eu� praÂ ttein (cf. Ep. 3

315b1±3 and ± rather less obvious ± Ep. 8 352b3). eu� daimoniÂ a is also the

central concept of Aristotle's Protr. (but b 52 DuÈ ring, not from Iambl.

Protr., is an adaptation of Pl. Euthd. 280b7±d7 as likely as not); above

all, it is said to be the e¨ect of Socrates' exhortation combined with

elenchos in Ap. 36d9±10. Cf. further Smp. 205a1±3 (note teÂ lov a3) and

Bury's note; Phdr. 277a3±4.
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APPENDIX I : THE ENDING OF

ARISTOTLE ' S PROTREPT ICUS

The words h� jilosojhteÂ on ou� n h� caiÂ rein ei� pouÄ si twÄ i zhÄ n a� pi-

teÂ on e� nteuÄ qen (b 110 DuÈ ring) are regarded by a large majority of
scholars as actually the last paragraph of the Protrepticus (Hirzel,
`Protreptikos', 87; V. Rose, Aristotelis qui ferebantur librorum frag-
menta (Leipzig 1886), fr. 61; W. Jaeger, Aristoteles (Berlin 1923),
102 n. 2; E. Bignone, L'Aristotele perduto e la formazione ®loso®ca di
Epicuro (Florence n.d. (1936)), i 90; 97±8; DuÈ ring, 37 and `Prob-
lems in Aristotle's Protrepticus', Eranos 52 (1954), 139±71 at 171;
G. Schneeweiss, Der Protreptikos des Aristoteles (Munich 1966), 228;
S. Mansion, `Contemplation and action in Aristotle's ``Pro-
trepticus'' ' in DuÈ ring±Owen, Aristotle and Plato, 56±75 at 67 and
n. 1).
Hartlich, `De exhortationum . . . historia', 253±4; 272 and

Gaiser, Protreptik, 218 n. 21; 220 n. 22 want to place Iambl. Protr.
89.7±90.15 des Places � b 93±6 DuÈ ring after this paragraph, so
as to make Arist. Protr. end on a more exalted note, like Cic.
Hort., but against this speaks a formal similarity of Arist. Protr. b
110 DuÈ ring (h� jilosojhteÂ on . . . h� . . . a� piteÂ on) and the last sen-
tence of Cic. Hort. fr. 115 Grilli (si aut . . . aut si . . . opera et cura
ponenda est ). ± Flashar's attempt to attribute b 104±10 to the Eu-
demus (`Platon und Aristoteles im Protreptikos des Jamblichos',
AGPh 47 (1965) 53±79, esp. 70±4; cf. O. Gigon, `Prolegomena to
an edition of the Eudemus' in DuÈ ring±Owen, Aristotle and Plato,
19±33 at 28) robs the Protr. of its most protreptic part (cf. C. J.
de Vogel, `The legend of the Platonizing Aristotle' in DuÈ ring±
Owen, 248±56 at 252; DuÈ ring, Der Protreptikos des Aristoteles
(Frankfurt±Mainz 1969) 110); besides b 110 is closely connected
with a 2 � b 6 DuÈ ring, one of the two ascribed quotations from
Protr.
Apart from the fact that b 110 is quite a sweeping statement

and makes excellent sense as a peroration, the consensus about
its position rests mainly on the following argument.
b 104±10 is an indivisible block, inspired, as DuÈ ring points out

(261±2) by the Phaedo (64a4±70b4). There are two close parallels
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between this block and the end of Cicero's Hortensius:

(1) b 106 fr. 112 Grilli (in extremis partibus
Hortensii dialogi); Arist. fr. 823
Gigon

. . . oi� prwÄ ton eu� quÁ v

juÂ sei suneÂ stamen, ex quibus humanae vitae errori-
kaqaÂ per jasiÁ n oi� taÁ v tele- bus. . . , ®t ut interdum veteres
taÁ v leÂ gontev, w� sper a� n e� piÁ illi vates sive in sacris
timwriÂ ai paÂ ntev; touÄ to gaÁ r initiisque tradendae divinae
qeiÂ wv oi� a� rcaioÂ teroi leÂ - mentis interpretes,
gousi toÁ jaÂ nai didoÂ nai thÁ n qui nos ob aliqua scelera . . .
yuchÁ n timwriÂ an kaiÁ zhÄ n poenarum luendarum causa natos
h� maÄ v e� piÁ kolaÂ sei megaÂ - esse dixerunt, aliquid dixisse
lwn tinwÄ n a� marthmaÂ twn. videantur, verumque sit illud

quod est apud Aristotelem
b 107 paÂ nu gaÁ r h� suÂ zeu- simili nos adfectos esse suppli-

cioxiv toiouÂ twi tiniÁ e� oike

proÁ v toÁ swÄ ma thÄ v yuchÄ v´
w� sper gaÁ r touÁ v e� n thÄ i atque eos qui quondam, cum in
TurrhniÂ ai jasiÁ basaniÂ - praedonum Etruscorum manus
zein pollaÂ kiv touÁ v a� - incidissent, crudelitate ex-
liskomeÂ nouv prosdesmeuÂ - cogitata necebantur,
ontav kat ' a� ntikruÁ toiÄ v quorum corpora viva eummortuis
zwÄ si nekrouÁ v a� ntiproswÂ - adversa adversis accommodata
pouv e� kaston proÁ v e� kaston quam artissime colligabantur;
meÂ rov prosarmoÂ ttontav,

ou� twv e� oiken h� yuchÁ dia- sic nostros animos cum corpo-
tetaÂ sqai kaiÁ proskekol- ribus copulatos ut vivos cum
lhÄ sqai paÄ si toiÄ v ai� sqh- mortuis esse coniunctos.
tikoiÄ v touÄ swÂ matov meÂ -

lesin.

(2) b 110 as quoted above, cf. fr. 115 Grilli (in ®ne dialogi Hortensii;
sermonem ®niens); Arist. fr. 825 Gigon: Quapropter, ut aliquando termi-
netur oratio, si aut exstingui tranquille volumus cum in his artibus vixe-
rimus, aut si ex hac in aliam haud paulo meliorem domum sine mora demi-
grare, in his studiis nobis omnis opera et cura ponenda est. (With b 107,
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cf. also Hort. fr. 113 Grilli: adpendicem animi esse corpus nihilque esse
in eo magnum.)

Now it can be shown that the Hortensius makes an extensive use
of material preserved in Iamblichus' excerpts which are assumed
to derive from Aristotle's Protrepticus (for the material, cf. DuÈ ring
152). I may point out (to avoid misunderstanding) that like
Hirzel, `Protreptikos', 81 and n. 2; Hartlich, `De exhortationum
. . . historia', 240; Rabinowitz, Aristotle's Protrepticus, 23±7, I do
not believe that Trebellius' statement M. Tullius in Hortensio, quem
ad exemplum protreptici scripsit (Hist. Aug. Gall. 20.1 � 2.97.21±2
Hohl � Hort. fr. 8 MuÈ ller (cf. fr. 17 Grilli and Grilli's note))
means anything but `which he modelled on the protreptic pat-
tern', cf. Aus. Ep. 22 praef. libellum, quem ad nepotulum meum . . .
instar protreptici luseram.

It is certain that Cicero imitates a passage ascribed to the Pro-
trepticus: a 2 � b 6 DuÈ ring jilosojeiÄ n leÂ getai kaiÁ toÁ zhteiÄ n

au� toÁ touÄ to ei� te crhÁ jilosojeiÄ n ei� te mhÂ ± fr. 54 Grilli: cum diceret
[sc. Hortensius] philosophandum non esse, nihilominus philosophari
videbatur. (Rabinowitz's scepticism, Aristotle's Protrepticus, 38±40, is
unwarranted and his method objectionable, inasmuch as he sets
up an imaginary case (b 6 and Hort. fr. 54 Grilli were both of
them hypothetical syllogisms) which he then proceeds to destroy.)
It seems evident to me that Cicero tried to improve upon Aris-
totle: not only raising the question (zhteiÄ n), but even to answer it
in the negative, is to philosophise.

If, then, the Hortensius was `modelled on a protreptic pattern'
(ad exemplum protreptici ) and if Aristotle's Protrepticus was one of its
main examples, a passage from the Protrepticus which we know
was imitated at the end of the Hortensius may be plausibly located
near the end of the Protrepticus itself.

This supposition, when viewed in the light of Clitophon's
report of Socrates' peroration, automatically raises the question
whether Aristotle himself was following a more or less ®xed pat-
tern of the protreptic genre in the peroration of his Protrepticus.
Unfortunately, we have little to go on here. One may point to
the eschatological speculations at the end of the Epinomis
(992b2±c3), which are, however, a long way o¨ from Aristotle's
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drastic dilemma (and inspired by Grg.; Phd.; R. 10); besides, b
104±10 has a rather close parallel in the famous topos of human
misery which is placed at the beginning of Epin. (973b7±974c7;
cf. Einarson, `Epinomis', 280; FestugieÁre, Protreptiques, 108±15).
Again, the properly paraenetic part of the Demonicea ([Isoc.])
1.13±43) ends with a reference to kalwÄ v a� poqaneiÄ n, which says
even less. The exhortation which Virtue directs to Heracles
(Prodicus apud X. Mem. 2.1.27±33) ends with a promise of ever-
lasting fame after death, a theme which Isocrates places right in
the middle of his exhortation to Nicocles (2.36±7). By far the
closest parallel to b 110 is Pl. Ap. 38a5±6 o� deÁ a� nexeÂ tastov biÂ ov

ou� biwtoÁ v a� nqrwÂ pwi, which is found near the end of the a� nti-

tiÂ mhsiv ± however, neither that part of the Apolog y nor the Apol-
og y as a whole belongs to the protreptic genre proper, though it
is implicitly protreptic. Therefore, with all the provisos neces-
sary owing to the scarcity of our material, we must hesitantly
conclude that there is no evidence for a more or less obligatory
reference to death as the ®nal part of a ®xed pattern for pro-
treptic speeches ± not, that is, in the fourth century. We are
therefore compelled to ask whether it is not precisely the perora-
tion of Aristotle's Protrepticus which is parodied in the Clitophon.

The relationship of these works is treated in Intr., section
ii.7.1; it may be su½cient here to note that the wording is not
particularly close (Protr. h� jilosojhteÂ on ou� n h� caiÂ rein ei� pouÄ si

twÄ i zhÄ n a� piteÂ on e� nteuÄ qen ± Clit. o� stiv yuchÄ i mhÁ e� piÂ statai

crhÄ sqai, touÂ twi toÁ a� gein h� suciÂ an thÄ i yuchÄ i kaiÁ mhÁ zhÄ n

kreiÄ tton h� zhÄ n praÂ ttonti kaq' au� toÂ n); there is rather more
resemblance between the Clit. passage and the various parallels
in Plato discussed in Intr., section ii.7.1(4).

On account of this unconvincing degree of similarity and the
general lack of agreement of Clit. and Protr. it is safer to assume
that it is not Aristotle's Protr. which is alluded to, but a work or
works unknown. One could think of Antisthenes fr. 67 C. (SSR v
a 105) deiÄ n ktaÄ sqai nouÄ n h� broÂ con, quoted by Chrysippus in
PeriÁ touÄ protreÂ pesqai (SVF iii 167, cf. Intr., section ii.1.5
n. 168).
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APPENDIX I I : NOTE ON THE

TEXT

There are three primary MSS for the Clitophon: A (Paris. gr. 1807,
s. ix), D (Marc. gr. 185, s. xii) and F (Vind. suppl. gr. 39, s. xiii or
xiv) ± they are also the only primary MSS for the Republic. No
papyri of the Clitophon have come to light as yet.
A and its descendants have separative errors at 407a8 u� meiÄ v

(u� mnoiv FD, correct but for the accent, cf. Comm. ad loc.); 408a1
gaÁ r a� n dhÁ (gaÁ r dhÁ F Stob. recte: gaÁ r a� n D); 409b8 e� keiÂ nouv (e� keiÄ
touÁ v DF recte ). For a description of A, cf. Boter, Tradition of Re-
public, 80±91; cf. also my paper `Supplementary notes', 35±7.
The hand which is traditionally called A2 is in fact that of
the copyist, who made changes and added readings before,
while and after he added the accents and other diacritics. For
the Clitophon, there is no reason to believe that A2 checked the
readings against those of another copy. Here and there in the
Clitophon we ®nd A3, a hand roughly contemporary to A/A2,
thought by some to be Arethas' hand. Its readings in the Clito-
phon look like simple conjectures. A4 and A5 are later hands of
no authority.
D (and its single descendant) has a separative error at 408a1

(cf. above). As in the Republic, it is an independent witness of rel-
atively minor importance. Cf. Boter, Tradition of Republic, 91±9.
D2 is a late hand, which enters readings it found in W (Vind.
suppl. gr. 7; an indirect descendant of A in the Clitophon). Later
hands are, I think, not to be found in the Clitophon.
F and its descendants share numerous separative errors, e.g.:

406a13 om. a� n; 407b6 ei� deÁ ] ei� te; d3 om. touÁ v a� diÂ kouv; 408b4
dhÁ ] deÁ (with Stob.); d7 touÄ t '] toÂ t '. Schanz, Platonis Opera, ix pp.
x±xv thought that Marc.gr. 189 was a gemellus, not a copy, of F
for Hp.Mi., Mx., Io and Clit.; his theory has recently been revived
by B. Vancamp (Platon, Hippias Maior, Hippias Minor (Stuttgart
1996), 36±9). Whatever its merits for other dialogues, the theory
should almost certainly be rejected for the Clitophon, where
Marc.gr. 189 has readings that were entered into F by a later

340



hand: 407d6 o� v a� n h� i ] w� v a� n h� F1: w� saneiÁ F2 and the other
members of the group, including Marc.gr. 189; 410e2 F omits a
line, which is supplied by F2 ± in this line ou� twv looks very much
like o� ntwv (I am almost certain that this is actually what F2

wrote), and the descendants, including Marc.gr. 189, have
o� ntwv.
For a description and a characterisation of F, cf. Boter, Tradi-

tion of Republic, 99±110. It is important to bear in mind that F is a
typical representative of the cheap Plato omnibus as found in
later antiquity. Although F has many uniquely true readings, it
has a host of errors, and many untrustworthy variants in word
order and particles. The various later hands will here be called
F2; the hand which is most active in the Clitophon derives most of
its readings from Flor. 85,6, a fourteenth-century descendant
of A.
It is certain that A, D and F go back to separate copies written

in majuscules; the D reading (AN for DH ) at 408a1 su½ces to
prove this for D, and it is generally accepted for A and F. This
means that the Clitophon was copied into minuscules no less than
three times. Therefore conjectures based on misreading of mi-
nuscules should be rejected (cf. note on 407b1 kaiÂ ). Whether or
not D and F, or D and A, belong together stemmatically is a
purely theoretical matter.
Among the secondary MSS, there are two which merit closer

consideration: Pa (Paris. gr. 1809, s. xv (?), contains only the ®rst
half, to 408c3 protrophÂ n) and Va (Vat. gr. 2196, s. xiv).1 These
MSS are descendants of A, and they belong closely together, as
can be seen from a number of errors which they have in com-
mon against all other MSS. Yet they also exhibit readings that
are not found in other Plato MSS but which recur in the MSS of
Themistius, who gives an extract of the protreptic speech as
an example of how philosophical oratory could be bene®cial

1 For the dates of these two MSS, cf. S. Martinelli Tempesta, La tradi-
zione testuale del Liside di Platone (Florence 1997), who arrives at s. xiv for
Pa (106±7). For Va, S. Lilla, Codices Vaticani graeci 2162±2254 (Rome
1985), 128±9 claims that it belongs to the second half of s. xiv (earlier
authorities assigned it to s. xiv±xv; cf. Martinelli Tempesta, 44).
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(Or. 26, 320d±321c; ii 134.3±135.6 Downey±Norman; cf. Intr.,
section ii.2.1.2)2. In one place PaVa agree with all Themistius
MSS against all other Plato MSS: 407c3 ei� nai om. PaVa Them.
omnes (very possibly right); once only Pa agrees (in part) with all
Them. MSS: 407b7 geÂ ti Pa: ge all MSS of Them.: g' e� ti all
other Plato MSS, including Va. PaVa (and F) agree with the two
most trustworthy Themistius MSS in manifest error at 407e7
a� rxantov FPaVa Them. AL; Pa alone agrees in manifest error
with these at 407c3 kakwÄ v Pa Them. AL: kakouÁ v all other MSS
of Plato (including Va) and Themistius. Though each separate
case of agreement of Pa and Themistius might plausibly be put
down as a coincidence, four cases in twenty lines of text are too
much of a coincidence.

I conclude that a common ancestor of PaVa was contami-
nated with readings from a lost primary source, closely related
to a MS that was available to Themistius. Pa has more of such
readings than Va. Therefore, wherever their readings are not
identical to those of A, or a further corruption of them, they
deserve consideration, and I have consequently reported them
in the critical apparatus, even though I have not adopted any
of their readings in the text.

As to the apparatus as a whole, I have reported ADF in full,
even A4=5D2F2. I have paid more attention to matters like dia-
critics, spelling and punctuation than is customary (I have not,
however, tried to report them exhaustively). Although some
copyists change these things at random, the degree in similarity
can sometimes be striking: 407e11 mhÂ te a� kouÂ ein mhq' o� raÄ n ADF
Stob.; a full stop before 408b1 e� stin a� ra is shared by F and
Them., and supported by Stob., who quotes 407e8±408b1 toÁ n

biÂ on in Book 3 and 408b1 e� stin a� ra±b5 in Book 4. The myth
that ancient prose texts did not have any diacritics or punctua-
tion signs, which one still ®nds stated as actual fact, is manifestly
wrong. However slight, there is always a possibility that a dia-
critic or punctuation sign in a primary Byzantine MS goes back

2 Of the Themistius MSS, SY have obviously been corrected from a
Plato MS, so the remaining primary witnesses AL give the best idea
of what Themistius' text of the Clitophon looked like. Cf. H. Schenkl,
`UÈ berlieferung des Themistius', 114.
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to an ancient MS tradition. In matters of elision, n e� jelkustikoÂ n
etc. I have followed A.

I have not recorded obvious errors made in the transmission
of secondary sources. Thus, it is not useful to know that at 407d4
the MSS of Hippolytus have paÂ lin d ' au� twÄÎ a� ma te leÂ gein for
paÂ lin d ' au� tolmaÄ te leÂ gein (it is of course an instructive exam-
ple to illustrate the misreading of majuscule script, but a critical
apparatus is not there to give an extra supply of those). On the
other hand, I do record at d8 that Hippolytus has loÂ gov e� reiÄ for
o� loÂ gov ai� reiÄ on the o¨-chance that this is an ancient variant
quoted by Hippolytus himself, though evidently an inferior one.

In general the apparatus is negative, that is, if a witness is not
cited in the apparatus it agrees with the text. But this does not
apply to PaVa and the indirect witnesses except Stob. If an in-
direct witness other than Stob. is not named at a relevant place
where variant readings are recorded, this means that the witness
for one reason or another can shed no light on the problem.
Thus at 407c7 Themistius is quoted for kaiÁ ou� : this means that
ADF read a� ll ' ou� (so do PaVa, but it is super¯uous to report
that), while Plutarch's text cannot be inferred from the distorted
ways in which the sentence is twice quoted by him.

Concordance of this text (Sl) with those of Hermann (He),
Schanz (Sz), Burnet (Bt), Bury (By) and SouilheÂ (So)

Deviations in punctuation, elision, crasis, n e� jelkustikoÂ n and
minor matters of accentuation and orthography are not listed.

406a5 o� stiv Bt By So Sl: o� stiv hh� ni He, o� stiv * * * Sz.
10 o� ntev Sl: o� nte rell.

407a8 u� mnoiÄ v Sl: u� mneiv rell.
b4 paradwÂ sete * * Sl: paradwÂ sete rell.
5 ou� te Bt Sl: a� meleiÄ te kaiÁ ou� te rell.
7 g' e� ti rell: ge Sz.
c3 h� ghsqe By Sl: h� geiÄ sqe rell.
4 pwÄ v ou� rell: o� mwv ou� He.
6 kaiÂ toi Bt So Sl: kaiÂ toi rell.
e3 sou Sl (ADF): souÄ rell.
7 touÄ meÁ n rell: touÄ meÁ n gaÁ r So.
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408c2 protreptikwtaÂ touv te Bt So Sl: pr. te gaÁ r He By,
ho� vi pr. te Sz.

8 touÂ v ti By So Sl: touÁ v tiÁ rell.
d2 pwÄ v poteÂ nun Sl: pwÄ v poteÁ He, pwÄ v poteÁ (vel pote)

nuÄ n rell.
4 o� n Sl: e� ni rell.
6 e� keiÂ nouv rell: e� keiÂ noiv Sz.
7 e� panerwtaÄ n rell: e� perwtaÄ n Sz.

409a7 deÂ mou Sl: d ' e� mouÄ rell.
c3 e� panhÂ iein rell: e� panhÄ a Sz.

d ' Sl: dhÁ rell.
6 e� kaÂ sth He Sz By Sl: e� kaÂ sth h� Bt So.
e9 o� moÂ noian [kaiÁ ] e� pisthÂ mhn rell: o� moÂ noian kaiÁ

hdikaiosuÂ nhni e� pisthÂ mhn He.
410a5 o� poi rell: o� pou So.

6 poÂ t ' e� stin Sl: pot ' e� sti(n) rell (cum A).
b2 paÂ ntav rell: paÂ ntov By.
4 kaiÁ secl. rell: habet He.
7 h� ntinaouÄ n rell: h� ntinouÄ n Sz (cum D).
c7 oi� omai Sl: oi� mai rell.

poreuÂ omai Sl: poreuÂ somai rell.
d4±5 tau� toÁ n gigneÂ sqw rell: secl. He.

e2 w� v kaiÁ Sl: a� kaiÁ rell.
3 nundhÁ Sz Bt So Sl: nuÄ n dhÁ He By.
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Aktionsart 80, 280±1, 327
anacoluthon 278, 289±90, 304, 307±8,

322±4, 326, 330
aorist 185, 313, 322, 324, 325, 327
apposition 310, 311±12, 326
article 284, 295, 305±6, 312
asyndeton 290, 332

causative 281
chiasmus 280, 288
clausula 225
climax 288, 289
colloquialism 289, 297
congruence 267, 284
contamination 288±9

dative 292, 293, 315
dual 267

future 278, 279, 283, 290±1

genitive 298, 301, 325±6

hendiadys 305
hiatus 226, 273

imperative 50, 223, 306, 309±10
imperfect 313, 324
indicative 330±1
irrealis 331±2

juxtaposition 266

Meyer's Law 98
middle 300

optative 264±5, 268, 273, 293±4, 319
oratio obliqua 53±4, 99, 289, 306±7
oratio recta 53±4, 99, 306±8

parenthesis 270±1, 313
participle 78
passive 54
perfect 282, 291, 320, 322
periphrastic construction 323, 331
pleonasm 331, 334
plural 301
`pop' 270
postponement 287, 288, 323
praedicative 295
prolepsis 277±9, 295±6
`push' 270, 299

relative 287, 299, 310
repetition 316

second person singular 97±8
subjunctive 289

topic 263, 288, 321

verbal adjectives 110±11
vocative 270±1

wishes, unful®lled 331±2

3 INDEX OF GREEK WORDS

a� gnoia 286
ai� reiÄ , o� loÂ gov 287±8
a� lhqwÄ v 317±18
a� llaÂ 268±9

a� llaÁ mhÂ n 268±9
a� llov 295
a� maqiÂ a 17, 129±30
a� mousiÂ a 283
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a� nagkaÂ zw 320
a� naÂ mnhsiv 138, 162
a� nqrwpov 272, 274, 325±6
a� paideusiÂ a 286
a� ra 292, 294
a� rethÂ 167±70, 303±4, 325
a� tecnwÄ v 297
au� toÂ v 324

basilikhÂ 120±1, 200±1
blaÂ ptw 193±8

gaÂ r 270, 299
ge 269, 277, 283
giÂ gnomai 282
gnhÂ siov 156±7

deÂ 305
deiÄ 88, 181, 276
deÂ omai 334±5
dhÂ 282, 286, 292, 295, 299, 309, 313,

322
dhÄ lon o� ti/w� v 225, 269
diatribhÂ 264
diÂ dagma 51, 170±2, 202±3, 309
didaktoÂ n 106, 110±11, 171±2
dikaiosuÂ nh 4, 115, 121, 168±70, 171±

5, 176±7, 180±209, 303±4, 305,
329

dikastikhÂ 121, 124, 171±2, 198±204
dioÂ ti 327
doxosojiÂ a 129, 133, 135, 139, 155±6,

162
duoiÄ n qaÂ teron 326

ei� dwlon 157
ei� per 287
e� kastov 312
e� kmeletaÂ w 280±1
e� moÂ n, toÂ 327±8
e� neimi 302
e� ni 302
e� nioi 81±2, 233
e� xaskeÂ w 280±1
e� xetaÂ zw 129, 132, 139, 142±3
e� painov 65
e� paneÂ rcomai 310
e� panerwtaÂ w 303
e� peita 304
e� pexeÂ rcomai 302
e� piqumhthÂ v 298
e� pimeÂ leia 68±9, 73±4, 91, 103, 122,

136, 143±5, 164, 288, 294, 296,
330

e� pisthÂ mh 107±8, 150±3, 319
e� rasthÂ v 298±9
e� rgon 51, 56, 114, 150±1, 166, 168,

170±5, 176±7, 185, 202±3
e� rrwmeÂ nov 306
e� terov 225, 310
e� ti 281
eu� praÂ ttw 160
eu� daiÂ mwn 335
eu� riÂ skw 280
e� wv 223

h� meiÄ v 263±4
h� suciÂ a 293

qerapeuÂ w 281

i� kanwÄ v 281

kaqaÂ per 225, 294
kaiÂ 265, 266±7, 269, 275±6, 320±2,

325, 329
kaiÁ . . . deÂ 309
kaiÁ . . . dhÂ 292
kaiÁ dhÁ kaiÂ 292
kaiÂ toi 283
kataÂ 293
kathgoreÂ w 83
katameletaÂ w 326±7
kerdaleÂ ov 182
kolasthÂ rion 78
komyoÂ v 313
kreiÂ ttonev 153

maqhthÂ v 298
maieutikhÂ 132±5, 138
makroÂ teron 224, 326
meÂ gista, taÁ 130
meleÂ th 107±10
meÂ n 265±6, 320
mhÂ n 268±9
mhcanhÂ 89, 95, 272, 305
mousikhÂ 282
muqologeÂ w 157±8

nouqeteÂ w 85, 129±31, 145
nuÄ n 301, 332±3

oi� da 328
oi� omai 329
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o� modoxiÂ a 187, 190, 192, 319
o� moÂ noia 175±6, 185±93, 318±19
o� ntwv 225, 317±18
o� stiv 265, 277, 283
ou� deÂ 217, 279, 316±17
ou� n 286
ou� te 279, 297

paÂ gkalov 296
paidiaÂ 158
parakeleuÂ omai 142
parasunhmmeÂ nov 286
paÄ v 277, 335
peiÂ qw 142
periÂ 303
peritreÂ cw 177, 322
phÄ i 330
planaÂ omai 129
pleiÂ w, taÁ 224, 316
pollaÂ kiv 271, 295
poreuÂ omai 48
pouÄ 323
pou 308
proaÂ gw 79±80
pronoeÂ w 224, 304
prosjeÂ romai 284
protreptikoÂ v 217, 263
protreÂ pw 1, 79±80, 331
protrophÂ 65, 128
pwÄ v ou� 282±3

sajeÂ stata 225, 318
skhnhÂ 272
sumbaiÂ nw 287, 315±16
sunousiÂ a 264

scedoÂ n 296
swjrosuÂ nh 129, 133, 181, 189, 202

tauÄ ta 323±4
te 297
te ( . . . ) kaiÂ 283±4, 309, 313
tekmaiÂ romai 77±8, 82, 230, 233
teÂ cnh 65±6, 113±16, 121, 150±3, 165±

7, 169, 170±5, 176±7, 305, 312,
322±3

tecnikoÂ v 310

u� mneÂ w 273
u� perepaineÂ w 264
u� poqetikoÂ v 84
u� poteiÂ nw 51, 299±300

jauÄ lov 267
jeÂ romai 274
jhmiÂ 83, 225, 322
jiliÂ a 185±93, 314
jilosojiÂ a 91, 96, 142, 148, 150, 221,

325
juÂ siv 107±10

crhÄ siv 113±17, 219, 292±3

yeudwÄ v 317
yuchÂ 100, 104, 305

w� v 298
w� sper 225
w� ste 312
w� jeleÂ w 15, 42, 193±8, 226

4 INDEX OF PASSAGES CITED

a e s ch i n e s o f s p h e t to s

Alcibiades 71±2, 81, 111, 113, 122
fr. 9 118
fr. 10 121
fr. 11a 121
fr. 11c 118±19, 121, 122±3

Miltiades 72, 112±13

a e s chy l u s

Seven against Thebes 19±20 295±6

anax im e n e s o f l am p s a c u s

Rhetoric for Alexander 1412b18±19 65

anon ymu s i am b l i c h i 66
fr. 1 107
fr. 3 113, 193

an t i o chu s o f a s c a lo n

Sosos (?) 87±8

an t i p hon th e s o p h i s t 193

fr. 44 185±6
fr. 58 185±6

an t i s t h e n e s 211±12
Protreptic 69, 90, 94±5
fr. 67 339
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ar i s t i p p u s 21

fr. 121 69

ar i s t o phan e s

Birds 1033 275±6
Clouds 213±26 272, 274
Frogs 967 57
Knights 680 264

ar i s t o t l e

Constitution of the Athenians 29.3 56
34.3 56±7

Eudemian Ethics 1224a29 315
1234b30±1 191
1236a2 315
1236a38±b10 314±15
1241a16±18 319
1241a32±3 318
1241b17±18 167

Eudemus 70
Nicomachean Ethics 1099b9±11 107
1116b25±1117a1 314
1155a22±26 191±2
1156a31±2 314
1152b9±10 315
1153a28±31 315
1155b34±1156a3 319
1161a34±5 167
1167a22±b4 318±19
1179b20±3 107

Politics 1327b38±40 81
Protreptic 69±70, 75, 91
a 1 207
a 2±6 286, 338
b 2 100, 276
b 4 102, 113
b 7±9 70, 113
b 23±8 70
b 29±30 70
b 34 143
b 52 70, 100
b 53 118, 143
b 59 112±13, 167
b 68 175
b 83 293
b 90±1 293
b 104±10 70, 118, 336±9

Rhetoric 1358b8±13 65
Topics 110b10 276

chry s i p p u s

fr. 3.761 217±19

c i c e ro

Academica Posteriora 1.4.16±17 86±8
Ad Atticum 4.16.2 87
De Oratore 1.47.204 81
Hortensius fr. 17 338
fr. 54 338
fr. 112 337±8
fr. 115 336±8

Tusculanae Disputationes 3.32.77 118

d em e t r i u s

On Style 232 89
279 86
296±8 83±9, 105, 163±4, 221

d emocr i t u s

fr. 242 108

d i o chry s o s t om

1.66±83 96
3.1; 29±42 96
10.19±21 116
13.16±27 94±6
13.16 274, 276
13.17±19 111
13.28 90

d i og e n e s l a e r t i u s

1.75 194
2.121±2 22, 24±5
2.48 25
3.37 12
3.83±4 21
6.32 275

d i s s o i l ogo i

6.11 108

e p i c t e t u s

3.21.18±9 87±8
3.22.26 272±4
3.23.33±4 87±8
4.8.27 275

e r i n n a

Dista¨ 20

e u r i p i d e s

Orestes 915 300
fr. 1091 193±4
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g e l l i u s

14.3.3 207

h erodo t u s

3.53.3±5 307±8

h i p p o c r a t e s

On the Art 66

h i p p o l y t u s

1.19.21 22±3

i s o c r a t e s

1.5 63
1.13±43 339
2.36±7 339
3.25 276
12.117±18 195
13.17 107
13.21 108
15.84±5 60

l y s i a s

9.20 193
fr. 26 57

p h i l od emu s

PHerc 1021, 1.11±15 86

p l a to and p s e u do - p l a to

Alcibiades I 71±2, 73±4, 126, 155,
163±4, 211, 221

107a1±9 111±12
112e1±113c4 121
113d5±116d4 164
117c6±e5 113, 294
124b10±d5 121, 164
126a5±b10 115
126c1±127c9 188±90, 217, 319
129c5±e7 167
129e3±130b4 112±13
130e8±9 100
131a2 100
131a9±b9 118
131c1 100
132c1±6 112±13
131e1±132a2 119
133e4±5 115±16
134b7±9 112
135b7±c11 118, 294
135d3±7 121

Apology 33, 127, 141±3, 145±6, 147±8
21b2 288
23b2 274
24e4±10 269
28e4±6 141±3
29b1±2 17
29d4±30a3 17±18, 141±6, 304±5
29d4±6 142
29d6±7 271
29d7±e3 71, 92, 100, 103±4, 142,

145
30a1±3 142
30a8±b2 112±13, 127, 142, 271
30b2±4 71, 143
30e1±a9 146
30e2±5 104
30e7 142
31a4±5 104
31b4±5 143
33d7 295
36c5±d1 71, 112, 143
38a5±6 339
39c6±d1 146±8

Charmides 152±3
154e6±8 266
161b6 189
164a9±b6 71, 276
164c7±end 71
169c3±d1 324
171d8±e5 71, 113, 294
172d7±10 71, 113
174b11 177

Cratylus 408b1 274
416e2±417a2 182
419a5±8 276
419b2 292
439c7 271

Critias 11, 19
Crito 47e3±7 218±19
49c10±d5 195±8

Epinomis 74±5
973b7±974c7 339
992b2±c3 338±9

Erastai 201, 203
133e3±5 203
137c6±139a5 200±4

Euthydemus 12, 39, 148±9, 152±3,
214±15

274e8±275a2 143, 325
278e3±282d3 71, 91, 102, 149±50
280b1±2 324
280b8±d7 105
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280e3±281e2 113
282d1 291±2
282a7±8 105, 119
282b3±5 118
282c1±3 106, 109±10
283a1±7 232, 297±8
285b7±c3 266±7
288d5±292e7 71, 149±54, 175±6
288d9±e2 167
290e1±291a7 153±4
291b1±4 324
291b8±c1 177
291d1±3 120±1
292b4±5 175
292c4±5 120±1, 123
292d8±e1 52
297d3±4 273
303b2 264
303c4 301
305e5 318
306d6±end 71, 149
306e1±3 105
307c3±4 105

Euthyphro 152±3
12e1±4 42
15b10±c1 177

Gorgias 448c4±9 65
448e8 299±300
456a7±457c3 65, 76
460b1±7 108
464b7±8 199±201
467c5±468c8 285±6
476d8±478b1 201
495c3±4 308
504d1±3 169
505a2±b1 218±19
507a5±6 159
507d1±2 270
508d6±e6 195
512a2±b2 217±19
520b3 199±201
521d6±8 123
526d3±end 76

Hippias Maior 33±4, 152±3
281a1 40
288c4 266
303e12±3 177

Ion 530a1 40
Laches 152±3
178a1±190b5 76
179d6±7 108
192c3±d8 315

197a6±c1 314
200c7±d3 134

Laws 19
629d8 264
631b6±d1 102
632e5 158
639a2±3 296
661c1±5 218±19
691a7 284
697b2±6 100
724a7±8 101
726a1±729b2 101, 126, 216
729a4±b1 126
729b1±2 101, 105
732a6±b2 113±14, 294
752a1 158

Letter, 7th 156, 232
Lysis 152±3
209a4±210a8 115
211d6±213a3 314
222d1±3 177

Menexenus 213, 232
234a1 40
236d4±249c8 229±30

Meno 70a1±4 29, 107, 110±11
77b6±78b2 285±6
79e7±80b2 138
82b9±85d4 137±41
100b2±4 29±30

Parmenides 36, 230
128d6±e1 216
137b2 158

PeriÁ a� rethÄ v 376a1±2 29
379d9±10 29±30

PeriÁ dikaiÂ ou 374c3±d3 194
Phaedo 61c9±62c8 293
64a4±69e5 62
64c2 308
65d4±5 308
76d7±8 271
114d1±115a2 76

Phaedrus 264a5±6 317
269d4±6 107
274b6±278e3 156±8, 160±3
275b2 156
275d4±e5 157, 216
275e1±2 46
276e2±3 157±8
276e6 134
278a1 161
278b7 158

Philebus 48d8±e10 100
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Politicus 19
258e8±11 201
269c4 270
293a2±4 123
305b1±c8 200
309c5±d4 123
310e9±10 319
311b9 318

Protagoras 316c5±317c5 65, 76
320c2±328d2 76
322c3 193
323c5±324a1 107±8
330c1 308
343e6 274
351b3±4 308
352e5±357e8 76, 285±6
357e4±8 76, 280

Republic 12, 19, 35±6, 37±8
Book 1 54±6, 124±5, 204±9
328c6 317
331e1±336a8 159±60, 173±4, 196±8
332c5±d3 166, 305
333d3±6 114
335c4 168
335e2 292
335e5 173±4
336c6±d4 182±4
337a5±338b3 328±9
340a1±b8 55
340c6±341a4 55
342d2±3 324
346a6±c4 184±5
350c12±d1 324
350d4±5 168
351c8±d9 187, 318
352d8±353e11 114, 168±9
353d3±10 293
362e4±363a2 65±6
376d9 158
433a8±b1 189
433c6 319
434b2 295
443c9±444a2 168
444b1 187
445a5±b1 218±19
501e4 158
505a3 271
505b5±e2 151
554e4±5 168
608d11 270
612d7 266
621b8±d3 76

Sisyphus 387b7±c3 27
Sophist 19, 228
229c1±231e6 129±34
232d6±e1 66

Symposium 36
173c1±d7 76
184a7±8 119
184c4±7 119
185b1±5 119
192d4 274
201e6±7 324
207a5±6 324
216a6±7 270
218c7±d5 119
219e3 119

Theaetetus 222
150a8±151d3 132±5
150c4±7 329
150d2±6 153±4
151b1±6 134
153a5 266
170e7±171c7 286
176b4 270
179e2 299±300
210b4±d4 132±5

Timaeus 19
72a4±6 189

p l u t a r ch

Solon 32.3 11

p o s i d o n i u s

fr. 2 E.±K. 64
fr. 176 E.±K. 88
fr. 284 E.±K. 65

p r oc l u s

In Timaeum 7b 10

p ro t agora s

fragments/ascriptions 66, 186, 193
fr. 3 107

s i m o n

Cobbler's Dialogues 23±5

s o p hoc l e s

Oedipus 415 275±6

s y n e s i u s

Dio 57d±58a 42
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th em i s t i u s

26, 320d±321c 97±8

th eocr i t u s

6.34 317

th eod e c t e s

fr. (Oratores Attici ii 247) 9±10

th eogn i s

429±38 108

thra s y l l u s 22±3, 207, 263

x eno phon

Memorabilia 25, 77, 200, 216
1.3.1 25
1.4±1.7 45±6, 79
1.4.1 77±82, 216, 230, 232±3
1.4.2 25
1.5.1 30

1.7.1 271
2.1.17 121
2.1.27±33 339
2.2.1 308
2.6.38 200
4.2 73
4.2.1±7 280
4.2.4 111±12
4.2.11 121
4.2.12±19 71, 194
4.2.19±20 71
4.2.22 118, 308
4.2.25±9 113
4.2.31±6 73, 102
4.2.39 118
4.2.40 121
4.4.5±25 185, 187
4.4.9 329
4.4.16 318
4.7.1 121
4.8.11 194±5
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