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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
first 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 financed 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 I’étude de 'antiquité 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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PREFACE

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 profited 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 first 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 final 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 first version of this book appeared under the title 4
Commentary on the Platonic Clitophon. As will be clear from
section 11.7.9 of the Introduction, I no longer have any
strong doubts about the authenticity of this work, even
though I still cannot shake off 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

X



PREFACE

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. 1 have decided to suppress this — a
highly condensed version is here presented as ‘Appendix
1r’. 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 different 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 first 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 first version of my commentary. I am just as

x1



PREFACE

aware as anyone that it is not an unflawed 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

1.1 Introduction

Whereas a commentary on the Clitophon requires no justifi-
cation — for there is none in either Latin or any of the
three major European languages of our time, its scale as
offered 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 1s 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 Adyos
2wkpaTikoOs from Aristotle onwards?

This Socrates is said to be an expert in what is called
mpoTpémev (I shall translate this throughout the book by
‘exhort’, for lack of a better equivalent). How does this
statement relate to several works, called TTpoTpemTikds, 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 finally 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

I



INTRODUCTION L1

this character appears as a companion and defender of
Thrasymachus. To what extent is this significant 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 (Epyov) of justice to state-
ments about justice in Republic 17

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 profitable 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 €i86Twv UTOUVN OIS 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 dogma' — but one should not add to the bur-

' 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



INTRODUCTION L1

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 find the ques-
tions difficult 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 1s essentially a condemnation not of Soc-
rates, nor of another philosopher, but of a specific branch
of Socratic literature, to wit philosophical protreptic in
its pre-Aristotelian, ethical form. The speech put into
Socrates’ mouth is a parody? (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 1.4), these remarks
are relevant for the Cltophon. — 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 define this term. Though I am aware of its defi-
ciencies, I think the following definition is satisfactory, and any rate
for Clt.: ‘Parodie ist Nachahmung mit Polemik gegen den Nach-
geahmten’ (R. Neumann, ‘Zur Asthetik der Parodie’, Die Literatur 50
(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 influence is notable in A. W. Nightingale, Genres in Dialogue. Plato
and the Construct of Philosophy (Cambridge 1995), esp. 6-8; 148—9.

3



INTRODUCTION L1

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 effectiveness
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 1
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 7LG
CD-ROM, Brandwood’s Word Index (but also Ast’s Lexicon)
has been an invaluable support.

4



INTRODUCTION I2

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.

1.2 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—4072a4)

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 offers to expound
his position. — Socrates gives him the opportunity, hoping
to benefit from his words.

B. CLITOPHON’S REPORT (407a5—410b3)

(I) 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—408bg)

(first 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 find 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

B}



INTRODUCTION I2

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.’

(ITI. 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; 407¢8—408bs) ‘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 identified
by Socrates with those who have learned politics, which 1is
identical to judication and justice.

(c) Goncluding 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 GRITICISM (408c4—410b3)

(a) Introduction (408c4—409cI)

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 offers 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
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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 effect, 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 definition of the result of justice (409ci—
dz2)

This pupil answered ‘the beneficial’; others, ‘the fitting’,
‘the useful’, ‘the profitable’. 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 defined by the arts in question; let the result of jus-
tice be defined similarly.

(c) Second definition of the result of justice (409d2—
4102a6)

VI. Finally the most elegant answer given was: to effect
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 beneficial) 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 definition 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



INTRODUCTION I2

enemies and benefiting 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 1s 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 1.4.2(5).
Among other attempts® at schematisation of the structure

* 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 findet’ (407a—408¢); ‘II. Was Kleito-
phon an Sokrates zu tadeln findet’ (408c—410b), ‘Schluss’ (410b—e)).

8



INTRODUCTION I2

of the Clitophon, that by Geflcken (‘Ritsel’, 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 1.5.3), 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 Erorterung, die den Satz von der Nichtigkeit der
blossen Protreptik endgiltig beweisen soll’ — I am not
quite sure whether 408d1—6 or 410b6—c2 is meant; finally
Socrates 1s 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 €pyov ToU pnTopos as defined by Theodectes of
Phaselis: mpooipidoacbar mpos edvoiav, dinynoacbal
Tpds mlavdTNTA, TioTwoaobar Tpos  Telfo,  Emi-
Aoyicacbar pods dpynv T éAeov.* The individual traits of
the Clitophon are manifest also in Theodectes. According to
Geflcken, the Clitophon is unmistakably an Aristotelising
text, and Theodectes was a friend of Aristotle and was
influenced by him. Finally, the Clitophon is a riddle, and

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

Oratores Attici 11 247 Sauppe; on the problems concerning the versions
and ascription of this fragment, cf. Geffcken, ‘Rétsel’, 437 n. 1; Ra-
dermacher, Artium scriptores, 208. — Geflcken’s analysis of the dialogue
as a judicial accusation was foreshadowed by Briinnecke, who makes
Socrates the accuser and Clitophon the defendant in a fictitious 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-
Apology’ (‘Case against Socrates’, 744). See section I1.§.4 n. 272.

IS
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INTRODUCTION I.3.1

Theodectes 1s, in his dramas, fond of riddles. Geffcken
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 Geffcken’s anal-
ysis of the Clitophon; if the pattern of rhetorical kaTnyopia
is followed at all, I would suggest A as prooemium, B as a
very lengthy narrative, C (a—b) as roughly equivalent to
mioTis and C (c) — the closing sentence — as epilogue (sec-
tion 1.3.2).

1.3 Is the Clitophon unfinished?
1.3.1 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
ITtoAepaios 6 TTAaTwvikds, who identified the missing
fourth person of the 7imaeus (17a1) with Clitophon: ToUTov
Y&p &V T@L OpwvUpwl dlaAdywl pnd’ &mrokpicews HELGD-
obal mapd ZwkpaTous.® This Platonist Ptolemy, who is
mentioned also by Iamblichus,® again in connection with

® Procl. in Tim. 7b = 1.20.8—9 Diehl; apparently Clitophon was thought
to have stayed away through pique (slightly different A.-J. Festugicre,
Proclus, Commentaire sur le Timée 1 (Paris 1966), 48 n. 6). Proclus does not
think much of the identification: T6 8¢ KAsitopdvTta [sc. Aéyewv]
TavTeEA&S &ToTrov: Tapfiv y&p oUdt TH1 TpoTepaial Zwkp&Tous din-
youpévou Tiva eitrev & KAerTopddv (namely in the Republic, 340a3—b8),
ibid. 1.20.18—20 Dichl. An ingenious distortion of Ptolemy’s view is
given by Yxem (‘Uber 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); v Téd1
SpwVUpwL SiaAdywt KTA. is taken to mean ‘not at any rate in the Cli-
tophon (but in the Republic)’. This theory is taken over by Susemihl (508).
¢ Apud Stob. 1.49.39 = 1.378 W.; cf. Festugiére, Révélation, 111 218 and

n. 2.
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INTRODUCTION I.3.1

the Tumaeus, has been identified beyond doubt by A. Dihle’
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 unfinished. One reader at any rate says
by implication that it was finished, to wit Plutarch, who
was well acquainted with it,® yet writes about the Critias s
y&p 1 mOAls TV Abnvaiwv 16 ‘OAupTrielov, oUTwS 1
MA&Twvos codiar TOV ATAavTikdv €v ToAlois <{kal)
KaAoTs uévov €pyov &TeAes EoXNKE.?

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 first 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 1s not authentic.'® An alternative hypothesis ex-
plained Socrates’ silence as due to a subsequent curtail-
ment in the transmission: the dialogue was not umperfectus
(de Serres) but mutilatus.'* In the course of the nineteenth
century and at times in ours, some scholars have sought

N

‘Der Platoniker Ptolemaios’, Hermes 85 (1957) 314—25; PW s.v. Ptol-
emaios 69), 1859—60.

He twice paraphrases Clit. 407¢6—d2 with express mention of Plato:
439c and 534e. If Tlept maidwv &ywyfs is authentic, the begin-
ning of the protreptic speech (407b1—4) was quoted literally by him
(4¢).

Sol. g2.2; I see no reason for Madvig’s 16 ‘ATAavTikév: the Critias is
referred to with its regular sub-title.

Cf. P. O. Kiristeller, ‘Marsilio Ficino as a beginning student of Plato’,
Scriptorium 20 (1966) 4154 at 44 n. 12.

So A. Boeckh, In Platonis qui vulgo fertur Minoem etusdemque libros priores
De Legibus (Halis Saxonum 1806), 11 (cf. Souilhé, 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.
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INTRODUCTION I.3.1

to reconcile themselves to Platonic authorship by having
recourse to the idea of an unfinished sketch, found after
Plato’s death among his papers.’? To name just a few:
Boeckh,"” Grote,"* Th. Gomperz,' A.E. Taylor,'* O.
Wichmann."

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.’® An interesting alternative was put forward re-
cently by E. de Strycker:'® 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-

2 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 6v-
Tas év KNpd1 (3.97), hardly anything can be meant but a publication
of a (finished or nearly finished) 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. Miiller, Studien zu den platonischen Nomoi (Munich 1951), 811
and (unduly sceptical) van Groningen, ‘EKAOZIZ’, 13). Secondly, the
Critias 1s not likely to have been published during Plato’s life — an
unfinished Clitophon would provide a parallel for it.

'3 Index Lectionum der Universitit Berlin 1840, 7.

Plato, 111 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 Aufsitze, 1°, SAWIW 114 (1887) 763.

Plato 12: either unfinished or spurious.

7 Platon, Ideelle Gesamtdarstellung und Studienwerk (Darmstadt 1966), 150—1.

So most scholars quoted in the previous notes; cf. also F. Duemmler,

Lur Composition des platonischen Staates (Basel 1895), 5 n. 1= Kleine

Schriften (Leipzig 1901), 1 282 n. 1: after replacing Clit. by Republic 1,

Plato decided to publish the former as a provoking prelude to the

Republic; K. Joél, ‘Der Aoyos ZwkpaTikds’, 64—5; H. Maier, Sokrates,

285—6 n. 2; D. G. Ritchie, Plato (London 1902), 25.

De kunst van het gesprek (Antwerpen—Amsterdam 1976), 10; cf. de

Strycker—Slings, Apology, 133 n. 17.

19
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INTRODUCTION l.g.2

dications to decide whether or not it is finished, I shall
treat the question without having regard to its authorship.

1.3.2 The problem

The Clitophon as we have it certainly does not give the im-
pression of being an unfinished text. The closing sentence
BT MEV YAp TTPOTETPaUPEVWL Ot AVBPOTWI @ ZOKPATES
&Eov elvar ToU TavTds dpow, TPOTETPAUMEVML BE OYeSOV
Kol EuTrodiov ToU Tpods TEAOS &peTiis EABOVTO eUdaipova
yevéaBau (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 (&§iov ... ToU TavToS; oXedOV
Kal éutrédiov); it ends up in a beautiful climax in the last
clause ToU Tpds TENos &peTfis EABOVTa elBalpova ye-
véoBal, in which the key-word ed8aipova comes as a sort
of shock: although in fact the whole dialogue had been
concerned with the way one achieves happiness, the word-
group eUdaiuwy, -yovia 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 ya&p), in which the prologue is repeated
almost word for word (406a2—3 611 Auoial Sialeydpevos
TAS PEV PETA ZWKPATOUS BIaTPIPAS Weyol ... ab—7 T& pev
Y&p Eywye oUk ETNIVOUV o€, T& B Kal ETTNIVOUV — 410€4—
5 va pn kaB&mep viv T& pév Emaivéd oe Tpos Auvoiav . ..
T& 8¢ T1 Kal Weéyw). The end of the text clearly looks back
to the beginning.?°

Besides, even if one does not accept Geffcken’s analysis

20 Pavlu, ‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 5; Geffcken, ‘Rétsel’, 430 n. 1.
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INTRODUCTION l.g.2

of the Clitophon as a rhetorical katnyopia in all details
(section 1.2), 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 finished 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,*' 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 figure 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

2! This point is overlooked by Briinnecke (‘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 1.5.1) 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 infinitesimal; 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.

14
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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 offered
to give a detailed account of what he had praised and
criticised in Socrates’ SiaTpiPai: AAN aioypov pfv ool
ye ©deAeiv pe mTpobupouptvou pn Utouévelv: dfiAov yap
@S Yyvous 6Tl Yelpwv elpl Kal PEATIwV TX UEv AOKNOW
Kal Slwfopal, T 8¢ ¢peufoual KaT& KPATOS (407a1—4).
What Socrates says is in effect this: ‘In offering to report
your praise and blame you have offered to make me a bet-
ter man [oeAeiv; cf. Comm. ad loc.]. For, of course, if 1
have learnt about my better and weaker points, I shall
strengthen the former and abandon the latter.” Socrates
makes two assumptions (cf. section 1.5.2), 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 (oUx émwniouv — kal émniouv, 406a5) cor-
respond infallibly to Socrates’ weaker and stronger points
(xelpowv — PeATiwv). With this second assumption Socrates
makes it impossible in advance to defend himself: Clito-
phon is the one who knows in what respect his SiaTpipai
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 Jrony is mainly or exclusively a trait of Plato’s Socrates (cf. W. Boder,
Die sokratische Iromie in den platonischen Frihdialogen (Amsterdam 1973),
23-5) and our author at any rate handles the dialogue in Plato’s way
(section 11.4); I therefore feel justified in making this general observa-
tion, based on undoubtedly authentic dialogues, even if the author-
ship of this dialogue is dubious.

5
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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
TOAAGKIs EEeTANTTOUNY &KoUwv; 408b6—7 Adyols
TAUTTOANOLS KXl TTAYKAAwS Agyouévols; section 1.5.8). 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 % oUk ei8éval oe 7| oUk £0éAelv aUTHis €uol Kolvwvelv
(410¢5—6). The sentence émel €l y’ €BéAels oU TOUTWV pEv
8N Tavocaohal TPOS EuE TOV AdYwV TV TTPOTPETTIKAVY,
olov 8¢ ... kal vV 81 TaUuTov yryvéobw (410¢8-d5) and
the clause kai cou 8edpevos Aéyw pndapds &AAwSs Troleiv
(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 justified; 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 different characters
parading under that name (section 1.5.2). The first is the
Socrates sketched by the author in the opening conversa-
tion: formal in his first, ironical in his second pfiois. 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-bg). These two characters can
coexist within the framework of one dialogue so long as

16
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they remain on separate levels (see section 1.5.1), 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,?® who has
made a false statement about justice, and who has there-
fore made himself guilty of what is elsewhere called émo-
veidioTos &pabiar (dpology 29bri—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 deficiencies 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:
VOIoQS Ot TO PEV TTPOTPETTELY &l§ &peTRs ETIPEAEIQV KAA-
AMoT’ &vBpomwy dpdv, duoiv 8t 8dTepov, 7| ToooUTov
novov duvacBal, pakpdTepov B¢ oUdEV (410bg—7) ... 7 oUK
eldéval ot 1) oUK &0éAelv aUTfis épol kowvelv (c5—6). This
may have been intended as an opening for a defence.
What beneficial function could have been attributed to an
exhorter without knowledge? Plato’s Apology provides the
answer: there Socrates repeatedly testifies to his lack of
knowledge and rather suddenly appears as an exhorter
(29d4—e3). But this time the exhortation is inseparably tied

2 When Briinnecke 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.

17
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up with the expulsion of conceit, in other words with elen-
chos (29eg—3g0a3g); section 1.3.3). Could this combination
of absence of knowledge, exhortation and elenchos have
been used in the Clitophon as a defence of Socrates? The
answer 18 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

I1.4).

There 1s only one answer left to Socrates once Clitophon
has finished: an admission of guilt and a promise to mend
his ways accordingly. But as this promise has already been
made (T pev &oknow kal Sicwfopal, T& 8¢ pevoual KaT
KP&TOS 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 1.5.1) or of a fundamen-
tal difference 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.

1.4 The Clitophon as a Short Dialogue
1.4.1 The question of genre

One of the first things that strike the reader of the Clito-
phon 1s that it is so short. While this has some obvious ad-
vantages for the commentator, it also presents him with
the problem of generic difference. 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
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ate;** 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 /liad and Odyssey were considerably
longer than previous epics used to be. At this point a deci-
sion must be made: is the difference in length an irrelevant
factor or does it go hand in hand with a number of struc-
tural differences, for instance a more complicated plot,
more attention to character, more, lengthier and better-
structured speeches etc.? If the answer is affirmative and
the differences are significant, 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;?® 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 unfinished trilogies Sophist — Polit-
tcus — “Philosophus’ and Timaeus — Critias — *Hermogenes’ might
be fruitfully analysed as belonging to this sub-genre.?® It is
not the place here to enter into details.?”

2+ This may have fluctuated 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.

% D. Wender, ‘Homer, Avdo Mededovi¢, and the elephant’s child’,

AFPh 98 (1977) 327-47 at 339.

This is true a fortzore 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

unfinished dialogues’, A7Ph 97 (1976) 336—9.

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

2
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As a counterpart of the Monumental Epic we are con-
fronted with the Epyllion. It is not easy to find 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
50.28 In fact, the Hesiodic collection of Hoiau 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 Miiller has

of justice), but a proof is superfluous 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 purification, cf. section 11.3.1 (even in
the case of Thrasymachus); absence of concentric reasoning (section
11.5.1); frequent deliberations about questions of method; frequent
reflections 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.

I agree with M. L. West (‘Erinna’, {PE 25 (1977) 95—119, esp. 116—19)
that Erinna, whose "HAakd&Tn 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
Sfloruit 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. §6) and commemo-
rated by Asclepiades (xxviii G.—P.) — all of whom belong to the late
fourth or early third centuries.

2
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introduced the notion of Rurzdialog.?® As a criterion of
length he uses the Spuria transmitted under Plato’s name
minus Axiochus and Eryxias (but including the Aleyon); this
leads to an upper limit of 6, a lower limit of 1% pages
OCT (320 n. 4).*° He gives good reasons for thinking that
25 short dialogues were attributed to Aristippus (320—1
n. 5): Diogenes Laertius 3.83—4 (SSR 1v A 144) ToU 87
KupnvaikolU ¢pihocodou dpépeTar PiPAla Tpiax pév ioToplias

. &v 8¢ &v @1 BidAoyol TEVTE Kal €ikooly, oide ... [there
follow 23, not 25, titles]. "Eviol 8¢ kal SiaTpipdv aUToOV
poolv €S yeypadéval, ol 8 oU8’ dAws ypdwat (there fol-
lows a whole different list). The best explanation seems to
be to assume that two titles have been lost, that SidAoyo1
is used in a very loose sense (among the titles are TTpos
TOUS EMITIWOVTAS OTI KEKTNTAl Oivov ToAcidv kol
¢taipas and EmioToAn) mpos ApnTtnv THv BuyaTépald!)
and that all titles refer to very short pieces.** Some authors
in antiquity thought Aristippus’ philosophical productions
were confined to these pieces and to six books of dia-
tribes.®® It 1s of course preferable to suppose that Dio-
genes’ list 1s a sort of contamination of the one volume
with its 25 short dialogues with a subsequent list of other

29 T 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 écrivain
(Paris 1958), 56285 and passim) uses the word ‘petit dialogue’ to
refer to the various collections of AidAoyor (vekpikoi, éTaipikol etc.)
but denies the existence of a direct link between these and the Soc-
ratic dialogue (312).

%0 But cf. section 1.4.2(7).

31 Cf. Ep.Socr. 27 Kohler and E. Mannebach, Aristippr et Cyrenaicorum
JSragmenta (Leiden 1961), 81.

%2 An average of g% pages OCT according to Miiller’s reckoning
(Kurzdialoge, 321 n. 2). Mannebach is aware of the problem, cf. 79 n. 1.

#3 These are also mentioned in the second list given by D. L. (2.85, SSR
v A 144) as well as by Theopompus (FGrHist 115 F 259 = Aristipp. fr.
122 M., SSR 1v A 146).
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philosophical works.** 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),*® Simmias (23) and probably Glaucon.?®

Miiller 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 (Rurzdialoge, 32—41);*" the author of that edition put

# On the analogy of D. L. 2.121 (SSR VI B 42) 8iaAdyous yéypadev [sc.
Crito] &v evi ¢epouévous PBiPAiwl ETTaKaideka, TOUS UTTOyEeypou-
uévous (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.

% D. L. 2.122 (SSR vi B 87) okuTikoUs auTol [sc. Simon] ToUs dix-
Aoyous kahoUoty; id. 2.105 (SSR 111 A 8) SiaAdyous Be ouvéypaye [sc.
Phaedo] yvnoious uev [2 titles] kai ioTagouevov [several titles and
alternative ascriptions] okuTikoUs Adyous: kal ToUuTous Tives Aloyi-

vou $aaoiv.
% D. L. 2.124 (SSR vi B 63) MaUkwv ‘Abnvaios kol ToUTou ¢pépovTal
v &vi Bi&Aoyol évvéa [not short ones, apparently] ... ¢pépovTal Kai

&\hot 8Uo kal TpidkovTa, ol vobeUovtal (presumably, though not
necessarily, in one volume and therefore short dialogues).

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 T& mTpd
Tfis dvayvioews TéV MA&TWwYos SoyudTwy (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 xai Aé€is ToUTou [that evil actions are in-

@
N
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the dpuoAoyouuévaws vobeuduevol in an Appendix and (since
five 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 Aleyon) and not subject to proof;*® 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 1.4.2(7).

Secondly, Miiller argues (Rurzdialoge, 321—2), since one
group of short dialogues, the okuTikol di&dAoyol, was as-
cribed to Simon the Cobbler, who was a mere literary
figure, they cannot have been earlier than Simon’s first
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
figures 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).?® It is not clear what Miiller
thinks of the authorship of Aristippus’ collection.

voluntary] éu¢paveoTdTn €oTiv év TfjL TToAirteiat. 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 Stobaecus is indicated as well).

% Cf. my review of Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 211—-12.

39 AP 7.215 22; 60.
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We are presented here with a conglomerate of hypoth-
eses started off by Ast and C. F. Hermann, dependent on
the one unprovable supposition that Simon the Cobbler
was not a real historical figure.** We have nowadays
learned to accept what was highly questionable one century
and a half ago, namely that all dramatic figures conversing
with Socrates in Plato’s works correspond to historical fig-
ures in Socrates’ time*' and there is no reason why other
Socratics should have resorted to imaginary figures.

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 different
ascriptions for the Cobbler’s Dialogues, whereas of the
short dialogues ascribed to Glaucon Diogenes bluntly states
voBeUovTal (2.124), does not inspire confidence 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. Miiller is un-
able to prove that short dialogues were not written in the
first half of the fourth century. The allegation is obviously
false. For one thing, Miiller himself dates the Pseudo-
Platonic Sisyphus in the fifties of that century (Rurzdialoge,
94—104). I am inclined to agree with him that Aristotle
knew this dialogue,*? therefore a date later than g50 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 0UTOS [sc. Simon] épxopévou ZwKp&ToUs Tl TO &p-
YAoTHPIoV Kol SIGAEYOUEVOU TIVE, WV EUVTIHOVEUEY UTTO-

*° A healthy reaction is displayed by Hirzel, Dialog, 1 102—5; Hobein
in his PW articles Simmias (4) and Zipewv (6). Archacological claims
that Simon’s workshop has been identified are discussed by Kahn,
Dialogue, 10 and n. 19.

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

*2 Rurzdialoge, 91: EN 1112221-3 — Sis. 388e2—-389ay; cf. my review, 212.
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onueiwoels émoleito. This may or may not be fiction (I
think it is), but it gives at least an indication of how the
oKUTIKOl 81&Aoyol 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 ATmopvnpoveupata. Now Xenophon certainly did
not hear all conversations contained in the Memorabilia
personally, but the fiction is that he did: 1.4.2 Aéwo B¢
TpdTOV & ToTE aUToU flKkovoa Trepl ToU Saipoviou dia-
Aeyougvou mpods AploTddnuov and passim.*® In antiquity
the conclusion drawn from such introductory formulae was
that Xenophon made notes of real conversations of the
historical Socrates: Diogenes 2.48 kol ToUvTeUfev &-
KpoaTns Zwkp&Tous Ny [sc. Xenophon]. kai wp&TOS UTro-
OTUEIWOAUEVOS TA& Agyopeva el AvBpotous fyayev,
AmropvnpoveupaTa émtypayas. 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 difference between them 1is that
whereas the short dialogues ‘remembered’ by Simon bear
separate titles, Xenophon (instead of calling 1.4 TTepi Beddov,
2.1 TTepi éykpaTeias and so on) arranged them, in the case
of the Memorabilia, within the framework of a larger text
with an apologetic character.**

# Cf. 1.3.1 ToUTwV 31 Ypayw Omoéoa &v Siauvnuovetow and Gigon,
Memorabilien I, 94; HGPh, 1m 345. That this is indeed fiction was
proved by H. Maier, Sokrates, 26—31. Cf. Kahn, Dialogue, 29—35; 393
401.

* Whether or not the short dialogues ascribed to Crito, Simmias,
Glaucon and Aristippus were of the same type of &TopvnuoveuyaTa
we cannot know, but for the first three collections the names of the
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Not only, therefore, were short dialogues written during
the first 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.*® 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 8eUTepos TAoUs, 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,** 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.

1.4.2 Short dialogues and the Clitophon

(1) Short dialogues are almost exclusively*” duologues; one
of the partners is Socrates,*® the other is sometimes anon-
ymous,** but usually his name is given so that he is identi-
fiable 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 fictive presence via Aristotle’s dialogues to

Cicero, as 1s done tentatively by Gigon, Memorabilien I, 94.

Miiller’s attitude is ambiguous: ‘In der Tat kann von einem Genos

des Kurzdialogs hochtens per analogiam die Rede sein’ (Kurzdialoge,

320).

In the main, Miiller and Gigon. I have stressed elsewhere — review

of Miiller, 211 — the insufficiency of Miiller’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.

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. G. W.

Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 129—30; 130 n. I.

* Except in Demod. 2—4 (for the numbering, cf. C. W. Miiller, Kurzdia-
loge, 107, n. 1; 262fL.). Demod. 1 is no dialogue.

* In [PL] Fust; Virt. (but cf. Miller, Kurzdialoge, 192—3); Demod. 2—4.
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when they are functional. Thus in the Sisyphus we learn
that Sisyphus is a oUpPoulos of the archons of Pharsalos
(387b7—c3), because the author needed a starting-point for
the discussion on (eU) PouAevecboun. 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 1.5.5
n. g), except for the fact that he is apparently not too old
for Socrates” and Thrasymachus’ cuvoucia.

C. W. Miller explains this feature, which seems only a
natural one in short dialogues, as a conscious device to
provoke ‘Selbstidentifikation’ of the reader with Socrates’
partner, and to make him concentrate on the subject-
matter. This, he argues, is easier ‘wenn er Alkibiades
heisst’.>® 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 “Selbstidentifikation’ will have been mainly the effect
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’ &kp&Tela in 2.1 — this cannot count as character-
isation.) In this respect, the Glitophon is apparently different
inasmuch as there certainly is some degree of character-
isation, especially in the prooemium (sections I1.5.2; 1.5.3).
On the other hand, this characterisation plays a very im-
portant part in the author’s message, whereas in longer

%0 Kurzdialoge, 323; cf. especially n. 1, where it is suggested that the
‘kleinburgerliche Milieu” of the Cobbler’s Dialogues has a similar
effect.
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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 i1s (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’.® 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.>> The only situational information
in the Clitophon is contained in Socrates’ opening words —
these are the point de départ of the conversation; the words
HOVW TUyX&vouey dvTes (406a10; cf. Comm.) are necessary
to explain a marker of formal style (section 1.5.2). In ‘indi-
rect’ (three-level) short dialogues one would a priori expect
some scenic background, but it is again virtually confined
to essential data, usually put together at the beginning of a
conversation, e.g. Lamprocles’ unfilial attitude towards
Xanthippe or Pistias’ workshop.*® 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

°t Cf. Miller, Rurzdialoge, 322; Gigon, Memorabilien I, 94.

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 1.5.1) as expressed in 7ht. — 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 cUuPoulos explained
above. The Aleyon is too late (cf. my review of Miiller, Kurzdialoge,
213) to take into account.

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 final sentence corresponds to this statement, giving a
comprehensive formulation of the result.’* A comparison
of the Meno (the only longer dialogue which begins imme-
diately with the problem) with Tlepi &petfis, which is an
extract of it, is instructive.

Meno (70a1—4): "Exels por elmwelv @ ZokpaTes, dpa S18akTOV 1

&petn); fj oU B18akTov AN &oknTdév; ) oUTe &oKNTOV OUTE

padnTdy, AAA& Uoel TTapaylyvetal Tois &vbpwTols § dAAwi

TV TPOTTWI;

Mepi &petfis (376a1—2): Apa 8i18akTév €oTv 7 &peTry; 7| ol
B18akTOV AAAG PUoel ol dyabol yiyvovtar &vdpes 1| &AAwl Tivi
TPOTTWI;

Meno’s question is here shorn of its personal traits (and
of the &oknTov alternative, which does not come up in the
Meno anyway),”® but apart from that the openings are
closely similar. At the end of Tlept &peTfis, however, the
conclusion is summed up: oUTws €olkev oUTe S18AKTOV
gival oUTe $pUoel &peTn), GAAK feion poipal Tapayiyvetal
KTwuévols (379dg—10). The Meno ends differently: éx pév
Tolvuv ToUTou ToU AoylopolU @ Mévwv Beion poipar fuiv
daiveTal Trapaylyvopévn 1) &peTh) ols TapaylyveTa
(100b2—4);°° this statement is followed by a proviso that the
result is not definitive until it has been established what
exactly &peTn is (this question is not touched in Tlepi
&peTfis), and the Meno ends with goodbye and a reference
to persuading Anytus.

* Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 523.

%5 Cf. Bluck on 70a2 &oxntév; Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 198; section 11.2.9.1.

* C. W. Miiller (Kurzdialoge, 217) should not have compared Virt.
379dg—10 to Men. 9gge4—100a2.
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The difference is clear: whereas Plato is contented with
restating the outcome (Belan poipat) in itself (not at the
absolute end of the Meno), the anonymous author of Tlepi
&peTfis fits 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 fitted, e.g. Memorabilia 1.5 begins E1 8¢
BN kol £yKpaTeld KOAOY Te K&yaBov &vdpl KTHu& 0Ty,
gmokepwpeda €l T1 TpouPiPale Aeywv gl TAUTNY TO1&SE
(a speech follows). (1.5.6) ToiaUTa 8¢ Aéywv €T1 EyKpaTé-
oTepov Tols épyols 7} TOis Adyols ExuTov émedeikvuey.®

We have already seen (section 1.3.2) 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 16 & &tepov, 6
SUvaTal Tolelv Nuiv €pyov O Sikaios, Ti ToUTO ¢apev;
EITTE. 410a4—6 TNV 8¢ UTTO 00U Agyopévnv dikaiooUvny f
opovolav ool Telvouod 0TV Slamrépeuyey, Kal &SnAov
aUTfis 611 wOT €oTiv TO E€pyov. It may be observed that
the conclusion is given in a condensed form; logically
speaking oudvola alone can be subject of the 6ot clause
whereas the referent of aUtfis is SikaiooUvn 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 finds markers of
transition, new stages in the argument etc., or alternatively

7 The participle Aéywv 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;
ct. Gigon, Memorabilien I, 150.

30



INTRODUCTION I.4.2

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. Miiller for the short Spuria
(‘Das formale logische Geriist der Argumentation tritt in
vielen Kurzdialogen stark hervor’ (Rurzdialoge, 323)) as well
as by O. Gigon for the conversations in the Memorabilia
(‘genaue bis tiberscharfe Disposition’®).

In the Clitophon there are several clear markers of transi-
tion, such as the announcement of the report in Akovois
&v ... yap (407a5; Comm. ad loc.); the interruption in the
report of Socrates’ speech (407¢3—4) underlines the end of
its first part (section 11.2.2). 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 1.5.9. The second and third definitions of the épyov of
justice are both introduced by clauses containing the par-
ticiple TeAeuTdV, ‘finally’ (409d2; 410a7).

On the other hand, we find several abrupt transitions,
one even in the middle of a sentence: the third part of
Socrates’ speech is marked off from the second only in
that both begin with a distributive temporal clause: kai
oméTav o ¢fjis (407e5); kail dTav Aéynis (e8) — cf. the use
of TeAeuTdV 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
gpyov and di8ayua and his request to define the latter in
the field of justice, the transition to the answers given to
him (oUTos pév s oipal TO oUudépov &TeKPIVATo KTA.,
409c1—2) probably contains both an anacoluthon (Comm.

8 Memorabilien I, 94; cf. HGPh, 111 342 (on X. Smp.).
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on 409a7 elmrévTos 8¢ pou) 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: TaUTtoa 8¢ oUy &mag
oUdt B8ls &AA& ToAuv 87 Umopelvas ypovov AITapdv
&melpnka vopioas KTA. (410bg—4); the particle 8¢ 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 1.5.3).

There is what may be called a fluent 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
voploas o€ TO UEV TTPOTPETTELV €15 KPETTS ETTIHEAEIQV KAA-
Aot &vBpdmwy 8pdv); for the negative side Clitophon
hesitates between inability or unwillingness (b6—c6), which
is why he wvisits Thrasymachus and others, out of sheer
embarrassment (&mopdév, ¢8). This last word is explained
by a (causal) émel clause which introduces the last appeal.
Only in the final sentence of the dialogue is the balance
struck definitively.

(6) One feature which the Clitophon has in common with
the short Platonic Spuria but which is virtually absent from
Xenophon, is what G. W. Miiller calls ‘die radikale Be-
schneidung der Spontaneitit des Dialogpartners’ (Rurzdia-
loge, 923). 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.” In the Clitophon, this phenomenon is paralleled

% They are throughout in the type of discourse called ‘Question and
reply’ by Thesleff (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 1.5.3.

(7) I may be permitted to subjoin an observation of my
own. Short dialogues are rarely what Theslefl' (Styles, 34)
calls ‘pedimental’. There is no central® episode which is
stylistically marked off 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.5* 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 1.2); as a consequence of this structure a cli-
max is absent. The dialogues®® in the Platonic corpus in
which no pedimental structure is found are Crito, Alcibiades

% Not necessarily (or even normally) precisely in the middle of the text;
ct. Thesleff, Styles, 167 and n. 2.

See further Thesleff, 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
Woodruff’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. amyth, as in R., Phd., Grg. (Thesleff, Styles, 168; Gaiser, Protreptik,
187-96). There is such an episode (the ‘last appeal’) towards the end
of Cht. and of many conversations in X. Mem. (e.g. Prodicus’ speech,
2.1.21-34). — Thesleff' (Styles, 168 n. 1) suggests that Cliz. combines
central culmination with protreptic conclusion but I do not perceive
the former.

I discount 4p. (which creates a problem for Thesleff] cf. Styles, 34 n. g
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, Tlepi 81-
kaiou, Mepl &peThs, 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. Miiller’s
theory that Plato could not have written short dialogues
such as the Clitophon.®® 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-
firmation regarding point (5). Now, it i3 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 explained®). 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.

% Rurzdialoge, 43—4; 320—1; 324—5. Cf. section 1.4.1 and my review, 211—
12.

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

If a literary text contains speech,® there are normally two
levels of discourse.®® 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 figures 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.®” In the Republic for
example, the lower-level discourse is between Plato and his
readers, the first upper-level discourse between Socrates

% 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 Erzihlungen
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.

Except in the case of various types of monologue.

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. “dAA& Tapinui,’ €pn o
®aidpos AN EpooTa.”’ peTd TalTa 8N & ZwkpdTns EvBévde Tobey
fip€ato (cf. Smp. 199c1—2), he uses the complicated four-level
discourse.

66

6

3

35



INTRODUCTION Ij5.1

and his unknown listener(s), the second upper-level dis-
course between Socrates and Thrasymachus, Glaucon etc.
At times there i1s a fourth, even a fifth, level, for instance
Er’s report of his journey to the underworld and the pro-
clamation of Lachesis’ mpo¢ntns within that report. The
Parmenides has five levels from 127d6 onwards, the Sympo-
stum four from 17429 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.%® 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’),*® whereas descriptions of literary figures while in
discourse should be taken into account as well.”” 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

% 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.

% 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.

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,” or if one participant in textual discourse is
identified 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 first 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 i3 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,

1A 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 Friedlander, Platon, 111 16: ‘Indem
Platon den Schluckenanfall erfindet, um den Aristophanes zum
vierten statt zum dritten Redner zu machen, sind wir aufgefordert,
ihn und seine Rede fiir einen Augenblick dort zu denken, wo er sie
eigentlich hitte 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 first person singular.”

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 first upper level (the report given by Socrates
to his anonymous audience). The Socrates who tells the
story 1s 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 first-upper-level communication of a particular
dialogue, the more imperative it is to distinguish between
communications of the first 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

2 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 different levels. Whether or not the
upper-level I is identified 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.” In all dialogues with more than two levels
of discourse, attention should be paid to possible incon-
gruences of homonymous characters in different 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 4o07a5 éyw
Y&p to 410bg &meipnka 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 first upper level.

1.5.2 Socrates

In the Platonic corpus, the necessity to distinguish between
homonymous characters at different levels of discourse is
probably nowhere more obvious than in the case of the
Socrates figures in the Clitophon. As I have indicated above,
these figures are characterised quite differently even to the
point of mutual exclusion (section 1.5.2(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.I), since an attack on the historical
Socrates would have been effective only if Socrates were

73 Such as the one contained in the following statement by O. Apelt:
“I'ritt den Sophisten Euthydemus und Dionysodorus gegentiber die
Ironie des Sokrates mehr als ein Spiel der Klugheit auf, so zeigt sie
sich von ihrer liebenswiirdigsten Seite gegen seinen Freund und
Gaugenossen Kriton’ (Platon Euthydemus (Hamburg 1922%), 19; cf. also
21 n. 1. Otherwise Apelt offers 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 Clz-
tophon should be explained from itself has been satisfied.

Let us start with the Socrates of the first 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. Thesleft (Styles,
157) says that Socrates ‘is perhaps deliberately made stiff
and formal’; for his two pnoeis this statement is correct.
The opening words (406a1—4) KAertopdvtar TOvV Api-
oTwvUpou Tis Nuiv dinyeito Evayxos, 611 Avcial dia-
AEYOUEVOS TAS PEV PETA ZWKPATOUS S1aTpLBas weéyol, THv
Opaoupdyou 8¢ cuvousiav UtepeTTaivol are unique in the
Corpus Platonicum. Usually the first sentence of a dia-
logue™ 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 briefly on Apollodorus’ character), the fon (where
Tov “leova xaipelv is equivalent to a vocative) and the un-
authentic dialogues Hipparchus, Minos, Tlepl Sikaiov, Tlepi
&peTfis, where Socrates starts firing questions immedi-
ately.” The Hippias Maior and the Menexenus begin with
names in the nominative, ‘sozusagen als halb Abwesender
prasentiert’.’® 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 Nuiv — cf. ad loc. — is made explicit by Clitophon:
HOVW TuyX&vopev dvTes 406a10), and which states at the
same time the subject of the dialogue.

’* Excepting three-level dialogues where the audience of a narrator at
the first upper level remains silent: Chrm., Ly., R.

75 Cf. G. W. Miiller, Rurzdialoge, 129—30; section 1.4.2(1).

76 J. Svennung, Anredeformen (Uppsala 1958), 422.
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The purpose of this singular exordium” 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 1.4.2(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 671 clause,’® the use of Nuiv for
g¢uol and the substitution of peT& ZwxpdTous for pet’ euol.
It appears from Clitophon’s answer that he takes Socrates’
formality as dissimulated pique (3fjAos el pepdduevos pév
BOl, TTPOCTIoloUuEVOS 8¢ undev ¢povTifev 406a8—9). As
Yxem saw (‘Uber Platon’s Kleitophon’, 14), Clitophon re-
torts the formality towards the end of the dialogue: f¢s Tov
KAeiTopddvTa dpoAroyolvTa (410d5).

I find 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 dokfow kai Siw§o-
pat is ironically formal and kaTa xpdTos is overt irony;
&AA& ... pnv is certainly not a very formal idiom (cf. ad
loc.), and the first 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

’7 The first parallel in Greek literature is Luc. Lexiphanes. This can be
no argument against authenticity (so, among others, Schleiermacher,
453), because there is sufficient justification for the third person
opening from the text itself. — Pavlu’s explanation (‘Pseudopl. Klei-
tophon’, 7—8: KAertopdvTa ... Umepemaivel 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 Tis fipiv dinysiTo
gvayyos is inexplicable on these lines.

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 KAertopddv 8¢ kal
gENo186pnoev aUTdV v Auciou ToU codioTol’ kol ThHv
OpaACUPAYOU CUVOUCIAV TTPOUTIPNOE ZWKPATNS & oUdE
Tpds ToUTo TapwluvTto, &AAX kai®® ToUTo KAeirtoddv
Kakéds oletal (Dio 57d—58a = 2.170.12—-16 Terzaghi).

A good parallel to these words of Socrates’ is his invita-
tion to Euthyphro: TTeipé 81 kai oU éug oUtw 8184&&at . ..
va kol MeAnTwl Aéywpev unked’ fuds &dikeiv pnde &oe-
Beias yp&peobal, ws 1kavds 78N Tapd ool pepadnkoTas
T& Te €U0ePT) kal ot kal T& pr) (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 eUoePfi, Socrates will no
longer be guilty of &oéPeia. Compare the analysis of
407a1—4 in section 1.3.2(1). There 1s a difference 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
5a23—9). Here Clitophon had said nothing that showed a
pretension that he could make Socrates a better man
(peAeiv); therefore the irony is slightly out of tune.®' 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
figure of Socratic protreptic writings. His introduction of
the ironical Socrates, who was typical of Plato (section
1.3.2 n. 22), at the first upper level shows that he was aware

In Lysias® house? No. Even the ancients do not always read carefully:
cf. Comm. on 406a2 Aucial Siaheyduevos.

Kai probably determines the complete sentence: ‘that is precisely
where Clitophon understands him wrongly’ — the reference 1s to Clit.
406a8—9 TpooTToloUpevos 8¢ undev dppovTifeLy.

Cf. also the more explicit passage Ap. 26a2-8.
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of the existence of another, better, Socrates.®> 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’ first words can be better understood now: Cli-
tophon’s faulty diagnosis 8fjAos &l pepuddpevos pév por 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 1.3.2(3)). The conse-
quence of this silence is that the Platonic Socrates of the
first 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-effect. It also means
that the content of the second upper level has virtually
ceased to function as discourse in the first upper level since
one of the two communicants of the first 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 Jt 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 figure. Personally I am not even sure Plato thought so.
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of his subsequent questioning, is destined not so much for
the first 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 first upper-
level namesake) for all the space devoted to him. We learn
that he repeatedly (cf. Comm. on 407a6 ToAA&KIs) delivers
a certain exhortatory speech, which is quoted in full, as
well as other similar speeches (408b6 &€tépois ToloUTOIS);
furthermore, that he gave a definition of the result of jus-
tice which proved wrong — it is hinted that he repeatedly
failed in that way (410bg—4 TaUTa &¢ oUy &maf oUdt Sig
&AA& oAUV 8N UTropelvas xpovov). Stylistically he is left
uncharacterised, even in the protreptic speech; Thesleff
(Styles, 157—8) finds no trace of ‘conscious burlesque’ in it.
Though the opening words ol ¢pépeabe, Gvbpwot; refute
his statement in its absolute form, it is true that there are
hardly any Gorgianisms (no poeticisms after ol ¢pépecbe,
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 justified
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’ first
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’ ¢pr1Aocodeiv
mentioned in the Apology (29d5), though Plato rarely de-
picts him doing it (cf. section 11.3.9)** — nor this exhortatory
speech in itself (as we shall see, all the elements of the ex-
hortations reported in the Apology return in the speech in
the Clitophon, cf. sections 11.2.9.1 and 2): what 1s really un-
Platonic is his addressing this speech to a crowd. In the
Apology, Plato takes care to stress that the exhortations are
directed at individuals (cf. 29d5-6 Upiv TapakeAeudpevos
Te Kol €vdelkvUuevos OTwl &v &el EvTuyXavw Uuddv;*t g6cs
EmIYelpdV EkaoTov Uudv meibev).®* We do find it occa-
sionally in other Socratic literature: Xenophon reports two
exhortatory speeches addressed to an audience of more
than one person: 1.5 (note & &vdpes) and 1.7,% but even
there, the audience consists of his companions.

8

&

In principle, one might therefore accept Rutherford’s claim (At of
Plato, 100) that the Socrates of the Chitophon is the Platonic Socrates
throughout. In the 4pology, the protreptic Socrates is, I suggest, Plato’s
comment on the elenctic Socrates (see section 11.3.3), 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.

The position of Te proves that éTwi depends from TapakeAeudpuevos
as well as from év8eikvUpevos, so that the 6Twi clause is a restrictive
apposition to Upiv (cf. Adam ad loc.).

& Cf. Th. Meyer, Apologie, 102—3 and n. 107; de Strycker—Slings, Apol-
0g9, 133; I51.

That these speeches are exhortatory appears from their position in
Book 1: at 1.4.1 Xenophon states that Socrates was capable of Tpoa-
yayeiv as well as TpoTpéyacbar not only through his elenctic ques-
tioning (EpwTdV fiAeyxev) but also in view of & Aéywv cuvnpépeue
TOis ouvdiaTpiPouot. 1.4 and 1.6 are examples of é\eyxos as a means
of making better (i.c. Tpoayaysiv: cf. 1.4.19 and 1.6.14). 1.5 and 1.7
are examples of speeches addressed to his ouvovTes; cf. 1.5.1 &mi-
okeywueda el T1 TPoURIPade Aéywv eis TaUTny To1dde @ &vdpes KTA.;
1.7.1 Emiokeywpeba 8¢ el kal dAafoveias ATTOTPETWY TOUS OUVOVTAS
&peThs émipereioban TpoéTpeTrey; 1.7.5 Euol pEV oUv E86kel Kol ToU
dhagoveleoBal &oTpéTely TOUs ouvdvTas Toldde SiaAeydpevos; cf.
Gigon, Memorabilien I, 151. 1 disagree with the analysis of Gigon
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If my interpretation of the Clitophon as an attack on pro-
treptic writings 1s correct, this remarkable feature is under-
standable: like Socrates, the written Adyos addresses itself
to a crowd consisting both of color che sanno and of those
who have no business with it (dpolws Tapd Tois émaiou-
o, s & alTws Tap’ ols oUdtv Tpoonkel, Phaedrus 27561
2). What at first 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 11.3.5; 11.6).

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 figure, the Athenian phi-
losopher who died 399 BcE. The Clitophon 1s so exclusively
dependent on the former that the interesting question
whether the latter was indeed at times an exhorter towards
virtue®” is irrelevant for its interpretation.

1.5.3 Clitophon

The first 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 offers 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 &§eTTANT-
Tounv &kovwv). 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’, 828—7, who interprets 1.4—2.1 as examples of Socrates’
(protreptic—didactic) Aéyewv 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 figure 286—7. More recently: R. Cushman,
Therapeia (Chapel Hill 1958), 3—29; L. Rossetti, ‘Ospameia in the
minor Socratics’, OTT 3 (1974) 145—57.
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who is obviously younger is pretty unique.®® Irony at the
same time constitutes the framework of the reported
speech.® The report is announced in 4o07a5-br1, inter-
rupted in 407e3—4 and terminated in 408b5—c4: the first of
these sentences is full of irony, in the second only a couple
of stylistic markers indicate it (cf. CGomm. on 407e4), in the
third, it is clearly present (less so than in the first but de-
cidedly more than in the second sentence; cf. Comm. on
408bg—c4). This fluctuation goes parallel with the degree
of burlesque in the speech itself: rather heavy in the first
sentence (ol ¢pépeade, dvbpwrot;) practically absent from
the last sentence of the oratio recta and the first one of the
oratio obliqua; present to some extent in the closing sentence
of the whole speech (cf. Comm. on 408a4—bs).

In the rest of Clitophon’s report, I detect irony only in
the introduction of Socrates’ companions (408c5—7 TGOV
NALKIWTOV Te Kal ouvemBupnTdy f ETaipwy odv 7 dTTws
Bel Tpods ot Tepl aUTOdV TO ToloUTov dvopderv); also in
the case of the two anonymous companions of Socrates
who volunteer an answer to questions of Clitophon: 409a4
6 87 dokdv aUTOV EppwpevécTaTos sival and 409dg—4 &5
&N kopyoTaTa €doev eimeiv (cf. ad loc.). There is no irony
elsewhere in the report (with the possible exception of
410b5 K&AA0T &vBpomwv). The summing-up and last
appeal are in deadly earnest.

The consistency of this character (an unabashed young®

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

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 (first upper-level) reaction in
direct speech, (4) the role of irony at both levels for both characters is
crucial for the interpretation, (¢) some of Clitophon’s statements in
the report do belong to the first upper level, cf. 407e4; 408c1—4.

The epithet is more or less traditional; I use it because a young man
would be more interested in the relative values of ouvousial of Soc-
rates and Thrasymachus than an older one, and also because in the

89

90

47



INTRODUCTION 5.3

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 influence of Thrasymachus, the proposition is
of a doubtful value (literary characters have no existence
outside a literary text). Though one should read To-
pevopal and not TopsUcopatl at 41ocy (cf. ad loc.), which
means that Clitophon is at the moment a pupil or visitor
of Thrasymachus, the words kai &AAooe suggest that he is
not going to be an orthodox disciple.?’ Briinnecke (‘Klei-
tophon wider Sokrates’, 463 n. g8) asks: ‘Liegt nicht in
dem “kai” usw. schon der Nebengedanke ‘“Thrasymma-
chos [sic] 1st moglicherweise unfihig”? Erscheint nicht
damit der Ausblick auf etwas Hoheres, auf die Akademie?’
The answer to the first question is affirmative (despite
Souilhé’s scepticism, 180 n. g). If one assumes — reasons for
which shall be given below and in section 11.5.5 — that the
Clitophon was written after Republic 1, the reader knows that
Clitophon will find 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 &mopddv
(410¢8), which suggests dissatisfaction with Thrasymachus
and the unnamed others. (Briinnecke’s second question
suggests too much. The Academy could have been sym-
bolised only by Socrates, who stays condemned. The ‘Aus-
blick auf etwas Hoéheres’ is in fact provided by Clitophon
himself.)

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

1 Note the use of TopeUopar mpods Tiva instead of the technical ¢oi-
T&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 1.3.2(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 xai vOv
3N TalToV yryvésbw®), but there is no more irony. Like-
wise, irony is absent from Clitophon’s final appraisal of
Socrates’ exhortation (410d5—e1): when again he shows his
agreement with it (especially with its first two parts, witness
TGV ... &AAwv d6) the irony of the report (E§eTTANTTOMNV
dkoUwv; BaupaoT®ds WS EMAIVE; TAUTOANOLS KXl Ty~
K&Aws Aeyopévors) is absent. The purpose of the Clitophon
(to translate this first-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 clear® (see also section 11.4.3).

Let us now pass to the second upper-level Clitophon,
who appears in two different settings. In a conversation
with Lysias®* he is said to have blamed Socrates and

%2 For the imperative, cf. 409ag3; 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—dy have quite a different 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—bg &meipnKa)
nor in the rest of his appeal and his final conclusion (d5—e8).

For another way of showing agreement with statements first derided,
cf. sections 11.4.2; 11.6.

It is clear that Clitophon and Lysias had not been alone, cf. 410e4—5
Tpods Auciav kal Tpds Tous &AAous: someone had to report Clito-
phon’s criticism to Socrates. It was necessary for the author to insert

9:
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praised Thrasymachus.” 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.® Yet it is significant 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 first upper-level Clitophon, but the accents are
different. Irony is present in his apostrophe @ PéATioTO!L

. Upels (408d1—2), which at the same time echoes Socra-
tes’ apostrophe ol ¢épeabe, GvbpwTor (cf. ad loc.), per-
haps in the plural &modeyoueba (408de2; cf. ad loc.), but
hardly anywhere else. On the other hand, the crisp tone is
more marked. All his questions (408d1—409a3; 409a7—cI;
c4—d2) end up in an imperative: AeyéoBw, €ité, AeyéoBw;
of these, the first two are remarkable inasmuch as they are
used as self-contained sentences following a question (this
1s rare in Plato’s authentic works; cf. Comm. ad 409a3 Ae-
yéobw). There is a note of impatience towards the pupils

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

Strictly speaking this is not the second but the third upper level: Tig
Nuiv dinyeito represents the second.

One may compare formally Alcibiades in Smp.: his name is men-
tioned in the first announcement of [a] participants, [b] scene and [¢]
subject of the dialogue in 172a7-bg THY "Ay&Bwvos cuvousiav kal
ZwkpdTous kal AAkIPL&Sou Kal TGOV &AAwv [a] T&OV TOTE &v TAL
oUVBEITIVWL Trapayevopevawy [b] Trepl TOV EpwTik®dY Adywv Tives
Aoav [¢]. 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. Friedlander, 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
(ETTovnpTwY, TTUvBavopevos Tis 6 peTd TalT’ €in Adyos,
Kal KAT& 0¢ TpOToV TIva UTroTelvawy alTols, 408cg—dr).
The participle UmoTeivewv, 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 kaTa o€ be
fully understood. It is not just Socratic questioning which
Clitophon has in mind, but a very specific feature of it, to
wit the use of analogies as steps in émaywyn. Analogy is
used as profusely by the second-upper-level Clitophon
(apart from the one already mentioned, cf. 409b1-6, the
distinction of €pyov and 8i8ayua in medicine and carpen-
try; c7—d1, the meaning of cupdépov, déov etc. as applied
to the €gpya of carpentry) as by his first-upper-level name-
sake®’ (cf. section 11.6).

At the lower level, the reader is supposed to infer from
the signal kat& o¢ that Clitophon will play the part which
in other dialogues is normally assigned to Socrates — this
expectation in the reader (which will be fulfilled com-
pletely) is strengthened by the use of a curious device. In-
stead of asking right away what he asks at 408e2—3 (wés
&pyeobal 8elv papev dikalooUvns mepl padnoews;) Clito-
phon makes a curious detour by first 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 first horn of the dilemma
may help in explaining why it has been put forward at all:
NUiv Topa TavTa 81 Tov Plov épyov ToUT’ EoTal, TOUs

97 It is probably this feature which earned Clitophon the epithet ‘ver-
bose’, accorded by Thesleft, Styles, 157.
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BNTIW TTPOTETPAPUEVOUS TTPOTPETELY, KOl EKEIVOUS oU
¢tépous (408d5—6). This suggests a regressus ad infinitum
(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: of Ti éoovtal fipiv &yabol kai Ti XpHoipotl; 7
€T1 Aéywpev 811 &AAous Troifoouoty, ol 8¢ &AAol ékeivol
&AAous; 6T1 8¢ ToTe &yaboi elotv, oUdapoU Muiv dai-
vovTtal (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
&yabov is codia; the result of copia must be an &yabov
(in this case &yaboUs oielv); therefore the result of co¢ia
is oo¢ia.?® The circular regress results in an aporia, which
is formally recognised as such (v) Tov Al & ZokpaTss, €ls
TOAANV Ye &Tropiav ws éoikev &dpikeode, 292¢6—7; sections
11.3.4; 11.4.3).

A similar circular regress is found further on in the Cl-
tophon: 41022 Tep18edpapnkey €l TaUTOV O Adyos Tols
mpwTols. In that place the regress is highly functional as a
means of reaching aporia (signalled as in the Euthydemus:
4o9e1o ‘Ote 87 evtalba fuev ToU Adyou, &mopolvTss); it
will be examined in section 11.4.3. Here, a circular regress
is logically out of place. Socrates’ TpoTpemTikds had been
an exhortation fo something (stated in so many words:
408d2—g TNV ZWKPATOUS TTPOTPOTINY NUAOV ETT° &PeTNV); 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

9% 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 specifically 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.®

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 0bliqua
with a preference for optatives and infinitives. There is no
dialogue.'®® 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-

? Xenophon occasionally makes use of Platonic traits, e.g. in Oec. 19.15
apa sqmv @ ‘loxépaye 1 spco*rncrls d18aokaiia EoTiv; &pTl yap &1
sc])nv eyoo KaTapavldvew fi pe E'rrnpoo'rnoots gKaoTa oryoov Y&p pe 81
@V éyw émioTapal, duota ToUTols Emidelkvus & oUk évopigov éi-
otacfar &vameifels oipor s kol TaUTa émioTapor (cf. Guthrie,
HGPh, 11 337, 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) laTpikfy ToU Tis AéyeTan
Téxvn, where the more normal questioning form (cf. ad loc.) would
smack of dialogue.
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tioned who asked the questions (hence 409d6 épwTpevos;
9 ETAVEPWTWHEVOS; CUVEBAIVE ... aUTRL; €5 EPWTWUEVOS;
6 AvaykaovTo), so that the discussion can be reported in
oratio obliqgua throughout. The definitive refutation is in di-
rect speech (410a3-6), but (¢) it marks the end of a major
part of Clitophon’s report; (4) it is the group as a whole
(ol TapovTes, 410a1) which is speaking. In harmony with
the general tendency of the report is the curious twist in
the sentence eimév pot ... dikaloouvny (409a5-6; cf. ad
loc.): a 671 clause instead of the accusative and infinitive
after eimév por would already have bordered on direct
speech and broken the pattern of anonymity.

The situation is different 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 UoTepov 8¢ Epavn PA&TTTELY Ye oUBETOTE O SiKA10§
oUdévar TavTa yap €’ dpeAial mavTtas dpdv. 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 11.4.2 and §).

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 $28b7, 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 first 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 benefit, so that some-
times TO ToU kpeiTTOVOS AoUpdopov (339¢e7) 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 finds 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 offer two different 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 1s 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 kal &AAooe, 410c¢7, 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 influenced 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 11.5), a com-
parison of the definitions of the épyov 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 mpoPouior 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’ w&Tpior vopor; 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).'°" 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 dnpoTiKoi
and yvopipol (oligarchs) and among the latter distin-
guishes on the one side members of étaipeiar and returned
fugitives, who were radicals (dAryapyxias émebuuouv), on
the other, those not united in étaipeion who strove after
the waTplos moAiteia. A number of politicians of this
conviction are mentioned; among them are Anytus (who
was subsequently banished together with Thrasybulus, and

ot 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 (TpoeioTnkel 8¢ pdAiota) 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).'2 The Clitophon named in a fragment of Lysias’
speech Ymep Ae§ioU &mooTaciou (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 fits 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 1s the sole character in the Republic
who stands first 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’ ‘Frische’ (Vienna 1954%), 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
Souilhé has given the matter any amount of thought
(167-9).°

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’ AcutaAfis (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 MEANING AND AUTHENTICITY

In this second section of the Introduction I shall try first to
draw a picture of philosophical protreptic in the fourth
century BCE (1.I), secondly to confront the results with
Socrates’ speech reported in the Clitophon (11.2). 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-

9% His answer is affirmative, 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
Té&Tpros ToAlTeia 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 confidence, it was written for a
client (cf. HGPh, 11 296; 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 1.5.2), partly
in the comparison of that work with protreptic literature
which is contained in section 1.2 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 (11.3); it will be shown that Plato’s alterna-
tive to protreptic is the dialogue, especially the complex of
interrogation and aporia which he calls éAeyyos. It has
therefore been necessary to explore the use which is made
of elenchos in the Clitophon (11.4). The statements about
justice in our dialogue will be treated separately (11.5).

The conclusions reached in this and the previous sec-
tions will be summed up in order to determine the author’s
intention (11.6); only then can the question of authenticity

be settled (11.7).

1.1 Philosophical protreptic in the fourth century BcE
1.1.1 Definitions

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 benefit 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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ASyov ... oUk £midei§lv oinoousvoy oUd’ EyKwPIaoouE-
VoV ... GAA& TrelpaoOpevoy ot TpoTpemely (5.17; cf. 116).
Similarly, Socrates’ two conversations with Clinias re-
ported in Plato’s Euthydemus may be called protreptic: their
aim 1s 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 first 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 (T&V &l THV cwdpoouvny Kl TNV
S1KX10OUVNV TTPOCTIOIOVUEVWV TTPOTPETTELY) try to acquire
pupils (¢rayayécbar Twas ... els THV aUTOV OWIAiav;
15.84-5).

I call ‘philosophical protreptic’ all protreptic texts in the
two senses defined 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
field 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 difference
in genre: in the wider sense, it is represented mainly by the
diatribe,'®* in the stricter sense by what is normally called

194 T 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 fout court.'®® 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 specific
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 confirms this: the wider and
stricter senses are often juxtaposed (e.g. 27526 ¢r1Aocodeiv
Kol &peThs émipeAeiobat). 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 profitable 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
first conversation of Socrates and Clinias mentioned above,
Socrates starts from the gév8o&ov that all men desire to be

die ‘Diatribe’. Eine vergleichende Stilinterpretation (Miinster 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 specific 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.

> Though a diatribe by Epictetus is quoted by an author as late as
Stobacus as "Ex Ttév "Appiavol TTpoTpemTik&OdY OUIAIOY (4.33.28 =
5.807 W.-H.; fr. 11 Schenkl), cf. Hartlich, ‘De exhortationum ...
historia’, gro.
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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—
6ges5) is an example of implicit protreptic. It has been
considered ‘protreptic’ both in antiquity (Iamblichus) and
in modern times (Festugiere, Protreptiques, 71—99), but the
conclusion that philosophy is necessary in order to obtain
happiness is here left to the reader.'%®

It is not always easy to draw the line between explicit
and implicit protreptic. This is especially the case in what I
have elsewhere'®” called ‘protreptic dialogue’. In this sub-
genre, a person is convinced by Socrates that his way of
life 1s 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 final distinction must be made between protreptic lit-
erature as a general way of influencing 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
exemplifies the latter species but also because it makes the
distinction itself. Having set himself off from the writers of

196 Schenkeveld (cf. n. 104), 20413 analyses various philosophical texts
from the post-classical age as (implicitly) protreptic.
107 “Aeschines’ Miltiades’, 305—6. Cf. section 11.1.3(6)—(8).
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protreptic speeches in the manner quoted above, the au-
thor continues: A16Tep Tuels ol TapdkAnolw eUpovTeS
AN TTOPAIVESLY YPAWaVTes PEAAOUEY GO1 TUPBPOUAeUELY,
WV XPN TOUs vewTépous dpeyeobal kal Tivwy épywv &Tré-
yeobal kol Trolols Tiolv qulpcTols OWAElV kal TS TOV
gauTdV Biov oikovopeiv (1.5). The distinction is not be-
tween gUupdvTes and ypdywavTes,'®® but between Topda-
kKAnow (= protreptic) and Tapaiveowv (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’.'®

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

11.1.2 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 ToUs TPoTpeTTIKOUS Adyous ouyypadouat; Hartlich, ‘De
exhortationum . .. historia’, 222, quoting Harpocration map&xAnaois:
&vTl ToU TPOTPOTIT.

Gaiser, Protreptik, uses ‘Protreptik’ for what I call ‘protreptic in the
stricter sense’ and ‘Pardnese’ 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 I1.1.4.2
n. 164) and in many modern studies. — Paraenesis is the continuation
in prose of the poetic genre known as Umo8fikai, on which cf. L.
Kurke, ‘Pindar’s sixth Pythian and the tradition of advice poetry’,
TAPRA 120 (1990), 85-107, esp. QO—5.

I shall not discuss statements on TpoTpotn and TpoTpémely in the
orators (notably Isocrates) and the theories of rhetoric (Aristotle;
Anaximenes of Lampsacus). The latter deal with poTpomn only
as a part of forensic oratory and shed no light on Ciz. Only in an
isolated case (Appendix 1) 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.''! On the basis of a passage
from the Euthydemus (274d4—275a3) Gaiser (Protreptik, 46—7)
arrives at the following fixed 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’
(274€3—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 &peTt) can be
taught 1s defended would be a possible type of sophistic
protreptic, as it was the most current objection to the so-
phists’ trade that &peTr) cannot be taught (section 11.2.3.1).
Gaiser’s analysis of Protagoras’ myth and Adyos (Protagoras
320c8-328d2) as protreptic (Protreptik, §8—40) is plausible
enough,''? but there is no proof that such a defence should

Gt 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 different
types of speeches (protreptic and instruction): an émideiis 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
Anistotelischen Rhetorik (Halle 1907), 68—81).

12 The thesis that virtue can be taught was defended in Posidonius’
Protreptict (fr. 2 E.—K.; W. Gerhdusser, 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.''® 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 TPOTPETTIKWTATOUS (408c2).

Another, better attested, type of protreptic is the ‘eulogy
of the art’. Protagoras’ defence of sophistic (Protagoras
316c5—317¢5; Gaiser, Protreptik, 37—8),''* Polus’ highly rhe-
torical encomium of Téyvn 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 s oU pEGAAov OvTlL SiKalo-
ouvns EMoTNHMOVL, S10TI KAAQS aUTNY £y KwUIASELS (4103~
4). The protreptic speech reported by Clitophon, as well as
the two alluded to by him (408b6—c1 dos 818akTov &peTn
Kol TavTwy €auToU Bel paAloTa émipeAeiofal) are ex-
hortations, not eulogies. This shows that our author either
ignores or implicitly rejects the distinction made by fourth-
century rhetoric between émaivos and TpoTpoTn.!®

In this respect, the author shares the position of Plato,
who likewise does not distinguish between praising jus-
tice and exhorting others to justice: Aéyouol 8¢ Tou Kal
TAPAKEAEUOVTAL TIXTEPES Te UECIV KAl TTIAVTES Ol TIVWV
kndduevol, s xpn dikalov elval, oUk aUTd SikalooUvny
gmavolvTtes AAAG TAs & aUThs edSokipnoels (Republic
362e4—363a2; cf. 363d4—5).

"3 Qf. Dialex. 6 = 2.414.1-26 D.—K., esp. the words kai oU Aéyw s
818axTov €omiv: this laudable reserve is not in keeping with a pro-
treptic speech.

""* There is again an interesting parallel from Posidonius’ Protr. (fr. 284
E.—-K.). Cf. Hartlich, ‘De exhortationum ... historia’, 283—9g1; Ger-

hdusser, op. cit. (n. 112), 16—31.

5 Arist. Rh. 1358b8—13; Rh. Al. 1421b18—9 and 1425b36—7.
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Of course, the shift from TpoTpemev to &ykwpi&lelv
was influenced 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 mTpoTpémelv would amount to in
the field of the Téxvai, our author could think of nothing
better than eulogy. The analogy from protreptic to bodily
care (410di—4) confirms this: Clitophon says not Tpo-
TPETTEY €l§ yUpvaoTIKNY but Tepl yuuvaoTikfis. This
shows not only that protreptic speeches sensu stricto which
exhorted people to the arts (like Galen’s TTpoTpemTikds)
were unknown to the author, but also that for him the
most natural form of exhortation to a Téxvn was an €yKo-
HIOV TEXVNS.

The apologetic nature of the passages mentioned above
may serve as a link between sophistic protreptic and the
pseudo-Hippocratic TTept Téxvns, which is an (implicitly
protreptic) defence of the Téyxvn status of medicine, and
which is full of sophistic topoi. A passage from Plato’s
Sophist (232dg—e1) indicates that Protagoras wrote an apol-
ogy for all arts.''®

Similarly, a eulogy of &petny 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 fixed genre, though
some implicit types (mainly eulogy) may be tentatively
considered forerunners of explicit protreptic as found
among the Socratics.

"6 Though it is usually taken as referring to criticism of all arts (HGP#,
I 44 n. 41). 232d6—7 & 8¢l PO EkaoToV AUTOV TOV dnuioupydv
avtermelv can only mean ‘what the craftsman himself ought to
answer to everyone’ (cf. Campbell ad loc.; Th. Gomperz, Die Apologie
der Helkunst. Ewne griechische Sophistenrede des fiinften vorchristlichen Jahr-
hunderts (Leipzig 1910%), 169—70). Arist. Met. 998ag—4 is no evidence,
as it does not refer explicitly to a separate book.
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11.1.3 The protreptic corpus

In order to study the relationship of the Clitophon to philo-
sophical protreptic, we must first 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 confine 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 fixed genre, as it did unquestionably in later
times,"'” 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.''® 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), 1
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 TTpoTpemTikds; (2) both Euthd.
and Clit. deal with philosophical protreptic: it must have been more
than an isolated phenomenon; (3) Demetrius (section 11.1.4.2) appears
to describe the different 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
FEuthd. and Chit.): such a coherence is best explained as due to the influ-
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 1.1.1). 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 TTpoTpemTikdS).
18 Cf. ¥. 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.'' But as motifs are
themselves defined 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.'** 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 TPOTPETTIKWTATOUS TeE
fyoUpal; d2—g TNV ZwKP&TOUS TPOTPOTHV NUQY &1’
&peTNV; 410b4—6 vopioas o€ TO UEV TTPOTPETTELY €15 &PETTS
gmipedeiav K&GAAoT’ &vBpwmwy dpdv);'?! 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 11.2).

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.

2 And because it is treated as protreptic by Chrysippus (section
11.7.1(4)). It does not matter whether the statement that part of a text
1s 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 first
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 11.6),
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 émipéleix is necessary; this is
an internal criterion. Both criteria have their disadvan-
tages. If a word like TTpoTpéTerv is used in commenting on
a text, that does not necessarily mean that that text was
regarded as belonging to the genre protreptic;'*? if on the
other hand a text (or part of it) appears to exhort its read-
ers, it may in fact have a wholly different intention.'?* Still,
given the scantiness of data in the area, we cannot afford
to be too particular.

I consider the following texts to constitute a corpus of
philosophical protreptic.

(1) Antisthenes, TTepi SikatooUvns kal &vdpelas TpoTpe-
TTIKOS TPG&TOS SeUTepOs TpiTos Tepi Oedyvidos &'e’;12* lost,
apart from one uninstructive sentence. This work has been
regarded as the source of Socrates’ speech in the Clitophon
(section 11.2.1.1).

(2) Aristippus, TpoTpemTikds (fr. 121 Mannebach; SSR
IV A 144); lost (see section 11.1.4.2 n. 165).

(3) Aristotle, TTpoTpemTikds. I follow Diiring'?® in ad-

22 For instance, Aristid. Or. 46 [8], 576 = 1.485.21—2 Lenz—Behr 6 &’
AV xpnotuov els 16 mwpoTpéyal (in Aesch. Ale.) is not sufficient evi-
dence for including Aesch. Alc. in the corpus (though some of his
other comments are).

123 E.g. Pl. Prt. 320c8—-428dz2; cf. section 11.1.2.

Mept Sik. kai &vdp. may be a separate title referring to a different

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

MpoTpemTikol or MpoTpemTikds (fr. 7; 18 a—c Caizzi; SSR v A 115

63—4). See section 11.1.5 and n. 168.

125 T use Diiring’s section numbers throughout in references to specific
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 111: Librorum deperditorum fragmenta (Berlin 1987),
302—13) under the heading ‘“TéTo1 TpoTPeTTIKOL’; 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 Diiring), with a few exceptions.'?*
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 Diiring).'?” This is typical of
protreptic in the stricter sense (compare the end of the first
protreptic conversation in the FEuthydemus, 282d1—3). For
further details, cf. Appendix 1.

126 The following passages I do not consider part of Protr.: B 52 Diiring,
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 off from each other and from the following by
Tamblichus’ favourite formula of transition €11 Toivuv; other transi-
tional passages contained in B 10; 15; 22; 31; 37; 38; 41; 43; 45; 46; 54
59 (ET1 Tolvuv); 63 (811 Toivuv); 78; 92; 93 (cf. Tambl. 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 Diiring; 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 1s 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 justified in Appendix 1. Bos’ theory that
FEudemus and Protr. are the same work (‘Aristotle’s Eudemus and Pro-
trepticus: are they really two different 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 Filosofici: Platone, Aristotele, Ierocle (Studi e Testi per il Corpus
dei papiri filosofici 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 T agree with Diiring that other occurrences of p1AocodpnTéov 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 11.4.4 and n.283.

(5) Plato, Apology 29d7—e3; gob2—4; 36c5—dr (Socrates’
protreptic speeches). See section 11..3.

(6) Aeschines of Sphettos, Alcibiades. 1 use the fragments
(1—6 and Vest. 1-g3 Kr. =1-11 D.; P. Oxp. 1608; SSR vI A
41—54) only; not the derived texts,'*® 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
Aeclius Aristides (Ymep TV TETTAPWV, 572—6 = 1.484.7—
485.23 Lenz—Behr) where it is compared with the pseudo-
Platonic Alcibiades 1; more precisely, Aristides compares
the effectiveness 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 suffer from the same evil (118bg—cr1); this 1s
unsuitable because Alcibiades was so arrogant that he
would have criticised even the twelve Olympians;'?® 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; Effe, ‘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. 16429—b6, which may derive from Aesch. 4lc., cf. below), but
cf. C. W. Miiller, Rurzdialoge, 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.
Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 134—9) and 4.2.19—20 to Pl. Hp.M:. (Maier, So-
krates, 54—6). Effe 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. Ale. fr. 1
Kr. =8 D. (SSR v1 A 50) and Ale. 1 117¢6—€5; 132c4—6. But again,
Chrm. is not a protreptic text.

129 Aesch. Ale. Vest. 1 Kr. = fr. 5 D. (SSR v1 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,'* 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 effect of
his words in an appropriate way,'®' for he has said in the
eulogy of Themistocles that not even he had acquired suf-
ficient 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 mpoTpéwat had not cropped up in his analysis we
would have been justified in adding Aeschines’ Alcibiades to
the corpus. Compare the definition of ‘protreptic dia-
logue’ (section 11.1.1).'52

130 Aristid. 46.576; the statement seems to be contradicted by P. Oxy.

1608.1—5; 36—48.

Kal TpooéTi cupuéTpws éméTeive TOV Adyov, 1.485.19. Following

Immisch, Krauss (63—4) thinks that the dialogue ended in a climax,

on account of the following words eitre y&p mou kTA., which they

take to refer to what Socrates said in the absence of Alcibiades. But
the words oUdt ékelvewl 1) ETIOTAMN oUoa fipkeoev, AN Evedénoev
are a paraphrasis of a sentence from the eulogy of Themistocles (fr.

1 Kr. =8 D. (SSR v1 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 (éméTeive TOV Adyov) that even his admired example had not
been equal to the vicissitudes of fate.

132 In ‘Aeschines’ Miltiades’, g05-8, I have tentatively reconstructed
Aesch. Mult. as a protreptic dialogue. Though I shall occasionally
refer to it, there is no sufficient ground in the fragments preserved
from this dialogue to warrant its inclusion in the protreptic corpus.
Besides, Mult. almost certainly did not have a conversion scene and
quite certainly not a final conversion scene.

131
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(7) Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2. An over-confident young
man, Euthydemus, standing at the beginning of a political
career (1; 11) is twice brought to &Bupia (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 &vnp &&16Aoyos (40). In its entirety, this
text is definitely 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)."**

(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 (1ogbg—ci12), but he has never
learned the difference (112d7—-113¢7). 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 émipéreia (118bg—119b1). The right émi-
MéAela auToU is possible only through self-knowledge
(124b7—129a10), which is identical to knowledge of one’s
soul or cwdpoouvn (129b1—-133c20). Only with this knowl-
edge is true statesmanship possible (133c21-185b6); 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. Ale. 1 106e4—112d10 and Aesch. Ale. fr. 1
Kr. =8 D. (SSR v1 A 50) on Themistocles’ preparation for politics)
and in the adage yv&61 cautdv (4.2.24—30, cf. Ale. r and Aesch. Ale.;
Effe, ‘Charmides’). The enumeration of so-called &yab& (4.2.31)
which are subsequently proved to be sometimes evil (32—6), recurs in
Euthd., cf. section 11.2.2 n. 188.
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The synopsis will make it clear that this dialogue is ex-
plicitly protreptic. Alcibiades’ need of émipéAeia 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.'®*

I shall explain elsewhere (section 11.4.5) 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,'* sustains the rejection, as
do certain pieces of un-Platonic doctrine.'s®

I do not accept as protreptic the Epinomis (Einarson, ‘Epi-
nomis’, passim; Festugiére, Protreptiques, 101—56), because it

3% 'When the author of the Anonymous Prolegomena (Hermann, Platonis Dia-
logi, 6.217) says that the okoTos of Ale. 1 is not Alcibiades’ ¢prAoTipia
but human ¢1AoTipla in general (Trepl Tfis év Ek&oTn Wuxfit p1AoTi-
pias okoToV Exel ToU EAEyEal. EoT1 y&p EkdoTwl AUGY olov AAkIPid-
Belos prAoTipia), he means in fact that Ale. 1 is a protreptic dialogue.
Olymp. i 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 émipéleia is first stressed
and developed (the break at 124a7 is motivated by the first mention
of the Delphic maxim, which inaugurates the third, ‘maieutic’ part).

Cf. also Procl. In Alc. 13.16—14.16 = lambl. In Alc. fr. 2 Dillon.

° Some stylistic tests, notably the occurrence of Ti pfv; (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. Lutostawski, 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.
Friedlander, Der grosse Alkibiades, 11 (Bonn 1923), 57—8) shows closest
affinity to Men., Euthyphr., Ly., Grg. (my personal impression is that
the style of Alc. 1 differs toto caelo from that of Plato’s later dialogues;
the absence of monologue, apart from the ‘central culmination’
(section 1.4.2(7)) 121a3—-124b6, seems to confirm this). This conflicting
evidence is best explained as due to inauthenticity.

%6 1 may refer to C. A. Bos, Alcibiades maior, esp. 70— (magic); 55-63

(a6 TO a¥Td); 88—9g0 (dogmatism). — Bos rightly claims that if Ale. 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 codia, dppdvnois or
¢moTnun, but the subject of the investigation is what
co¢ia 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 first discourse, which alone would make the Epinomis a
protreptic text, is absent.'?’

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
11.1.4.1); 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 different
from mine he concludes: “The most important aim of Ale. 1 is pro-
treptic to philosophy’ (54; my translation).

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.

137

75



INTRODUCTION Il.1.g

(our external criterion, cf. above). Among protreptic situa-
tions, I reckon:

(1) Gorgias 456a7—457c3 (Gaiser, Protreptik, 40—2; section
I1.1.2);

) 1bid. 526dg—end (Gaiser, 190—2);

) Laches 178a1—190b5 (Gaiser, 114—18);

) Phaedo 114d1—11522 (Gaiser, 194—6);

5) Protagoras 316c5—g17¢1 (Gaiser, 37—8; section 11.1.2);

6) ibid. 320c2—328d2 (Gaiser, 38—40; section I1.1.2);

7) 1bid. g52e5—357e8 (Gaiser, 42—4; 132—4);'%®

8) Symposium 173c1—d7 (cf. Comm. on 407b1 TTol ¢pépecde);

) Republic 621b8—dg (cf. de Strycker—Slings, Apology, 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 fixed pattern of sophistic pro-
treptic (see section 11.2.5).'%°

For the preamble to the laws in Laws 5, cf. section 11.2.2.
The exhortation from beyond the grave in Menexenus
246d1—248d6 belongs to rhetorical, not philosophical,
protreptic.

1% 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 first part of Socrates’ speech in Cht. from this pas-
sage; this does not do justice to Clit., but one of his parallels is in-
teresting (cf. Comm. on 407b5 8i18aokdious). The author of Clit.
may have perceived the protreptic character of the Prt. passage and
used a few phrases (esp. 357¢4—8). I cannot believe, however, that
ol pépecbe, dovBpwol was inspired by g53a3 etc. & &vBpwTrol; also
the proof that wrongdoing is involuntary was certainly not bor-
rowed from Prt.

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. 166¢c7—e2; Euthphr. 11b6—e4; Grg. 481c5—482c3; 486e5—488bi;
Hp.Ma. 295a1—c1; Hp.Mi. g72a6-373a8; La. 193e8-194c6; Men.
79¢7—81e2; 86b6—c7; Phd. 8gcr1—g1ch.

139
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11.1.4 Early theories of philosophical protreptic

Apart from the texts collected in the previous section, we
have to examine two passages which betray reflection 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
11.3); explicit statements on TpoTpoT are not found in his
works anyway.

1.1.4.1 Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.4.1

Having dealt with, presumably, Polycrates’ Katnyopia
2wKpaToUs in 1.1-2, Xenophon goes on to a counter-
attack and proves that far from being harmful, Socrates
was even highly beneficial to his companions'*® T& uev
Epywl SelkvUwv EauTov oios v, T& 8¢ Kal SlaAeyopevos
(1.9.1). The first point is shown in 1.3, the second from 1.4
onwards; but Xenophon sees fit 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:'*' Ei 8¢ Tives Zwkp&Tnv vopilouotv, ws'*? gviol

40 On the unity of 1.1—2 and the following chapters, cf. Gigon, Memo-
rabilien I, 93—4; Erbse, ‘Architektonik’, g19—22; 337—40; M. Treu,
PW s.v. Xenophon (6), 1777-8.

Bertini, 458-60; 465-9; Kunert, Necessitudo, 13—17; H. Maier, So-
krates, 43; Erbse, ‘Architektonik’, g§28—5.

Jacobs’ conjecture ofs, approved by Bertini, 458; Maier, Sokrafes, 42
n. 1; Kesters, Aérygmes, 126; Erbse, ‘Architektonik’, g22 n. 37 is super-
fluous, as Tekpaipopat is often used without a complement (LSJ s.v.,
A 11 1); the distinction between Tives and &viol makes sense even if dos
is retained: ‘If there are people who think [...] as some have actu-
ally said’: Tives may refer to the readers or listeners of the person(s)
called évio1. A papyrus from the third or fourth century ce (P. Lit.

142
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ypddouot Te Kai Aéyouoi'® Tepl aUToU Tekualpopevol,
TpoTpéyachal pev dvbpwTous €’ APeTHV KPATIOTOV Ye-
yovéval, Tpoayaysiv 8 &’ alTnv oUy ikavdv, okeydue-

VOl UT) MOVOV & EKEIVOS KOAXGTNPIOU EVEKX

144 1oUs TovT’

olopévous eidéval gpwTOdV AAeyxev, AAA& kal & Aéywv
ouvnuépeve Tols ouvdiaTpiPouct, SokipalovTwy € 1Kavos

NV PeATious TroLElV TOUS GUVOVTAS.

145

Lond. 149; cf. E. C. Marchant, Xenophontis Opera Omnia, t. 2 (Oxonii
19217%), praefatio) reads s like all MSS.

These words seem to be a more or less fixed combination in polemi-
cal writings, cf. Hp. VM 1; PL. Tht. 162¢1.

It is very improbable that koAaoTpiov means ‘punishment’ (LS]J,
s.v. koAaoTnplos 11 3; only this place adduced), because words in
-tnptov denote either instruments (ToTnplov) or places (SeouwTn-
prov) or religious actions (6utnpiov), cf. P. Chantraine, La formation
des noms en grec ancien (Paris 1933), 62—4. I would rather interpret the
phrase koAaoTnpiou éveka as ‘as a means of correction’ — the for-
mation would then be analogous to some members of the third
group like Autrprov, kaBapTtnpiov. In this context, ‘correction’ and
‘punishment’ are different things.

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
okeypd&uevol has the modal value of the main verb Sokipagévrwv,
we should expect pn, not oU, even in the first case, cf. Pl. Pri. 336c4—
6 BialeytoBw EpwTdV Te Kal &TOKPIVOPEVOS, UN € EK&OTNL
EpwTNoel pakpdv Adyov &moTeiveov; A. Oguse, Recherches sur le par-
tictpe circonstanciel en grec ancien (Paris 1962), 246—7. In the first 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 Joél, Der echte ... Sokrates, 1 457;
Gigon, Memorabilien I, 119; Gaiser, Protreptik, 30 and n. g1; 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.

78



INTRODUCTION IL1.4

As I have already shown (section 1.5.2 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’ ouvovTes (so named 1.7.1; 5). The first
gE\eyyos 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 ToUs T&vT’ oioué-
vous eidévai; at the end of either chapter the usefulness for
the listeners is stressed (1.4.19 TOUS oUVOVTAS €80KEL TTOLETV

. &méxeoBal TGOV &vooiwv KTA.; 1.6.14 €50Kel ... TOUS
&kovovTas éml KaAokdyabiav &yew). Evidently, in 1.4.1
three types of Socratic discourse are distinguished: explicit
protreptic (not exemplified), ‘didactic’, ‘elenctic’.'*® This
‘didactic’ discourse amounts to paraenesis (section II.I.I),
as may be seen from 1.5 and 1.7.

When we examine Xenophon’s use of the word Tpo-
TpeTe,' it becomes clear that the distinction made in
1.4.1 between mpoTpémeobal and Tpodyelv 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 mwpoTpéyacfal gradually be-
comes what in 1.4.1 is called Tpoayaysiv (cf. next note) is an argu-
ment for a bipartition of Socratic discourse at 4.8.11 and a
trichotomy at 1.4.1.

In the recapitulation of his defence of Socrates against the indict-
ment (1.2.64), there is an opposition between ToUwv and Tpo-
Tpémwv: ‘he made an end to their evil desires’ as opposed to ‘he in-
stilled in them a longing for virtue’. Obviously, TTpoTpémw 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 Tpodyew and TpoTpémev: 1.5.1 TpouPiPalde ... Eis
TaUTnY; 6.14 &l Kohok&yobiav &yew; 7.1 &peTfis émipeAsiofat
TPOETPETTE; 2.1.1 TPOTPETTEIV; 4.5.1 TIPOETPETTETO ... TPOS EYKP&-
Tewav (cf. TpakTiKwTépous émoiel; the verb Tpodyew is not found
after 1.4.1). The distinction made initially is gradually given up, with
TpoPiP&lelv and &yew acting as intermediaries.
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which is wholly alien to him — as we shall see (section
11.5.3), this is not the only time he does so. From 1.7.1 on-
wards TTpoTpémelv is precisely what had been called mpoa-
yayeiv at 1.4.1.'*% Already in Xenophon, there is an ambi-
guity in the notion of protreptic which may be perceived
more clearly in Stoic theory.'*

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 Tekuaipopevol 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
11.1.4.2). The trichotomy accusation, advice, elenchos re-

18 This becomes obvious as soon as we translate TTpoTpémelv by ‘to ex-
hort” — it makes nonsense of the statements quoted in the previous
note. Intuitively I would say that mwpoTpémeiv, like &moTpémelv and
Teibev, 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 Kpitiav ... &mé-
Tpeme. (30) ToU 8¢ Kpitiou ... oUd¢ &moTpemopévou and 4.7.5
ioxupds &méTpetev). 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 TpoTpéyacbal by ‘Aufmerksam-Machen’.

Cf. STF 3.682 pévov 8¢ TpoTeTpddpbal TOV copdv in comparison with
3.761 TPOS €Tepd TIva ME&ANOV Nuds TPoTpéyeTal T) TO prAccodeiv.
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curs in Demetrius and in Plato (section 11.3.1); 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 1s the existence of the criticism that
Socrates is successful in exhortation but cannot actually
lead people to &petr. This is quite specifically the charge
levelled against him in the Clitophon, as summarised espe-
cially in the final sentence (410e5-8 un pev yap mpoTe-
Tpapupévwr ot &ubpdmwl @ ZokpaTes &Elov gival ToU
TAVTOS $NOW, TPOTETPAPUEVWL B oXeBOV Kal EUTTOS1I0V
ToU Tpods TéAos &peThs EABOVTa eUBaipova yevésbat). 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, 111 23; De
Oratore 1.47.204 ut Socratem illum solitum aiunt dicere, perfectum
sthi opus esse, st qui satis esset concitatus cohortatione sua ad stu-
dium cognoscendae perciprendaeque virtutis; quibus enim id persua-
sum esset, ut nihil mallent se esse quam bonos viros, eis reliquam
JSactlem esse doctrinam), because in this passage (presumably a
quotation from a lost Socratic dialogue'™®) 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 évio1:'®! it is normal in polemic of this time not to
name one’s opponent but to call him ‘some people’ (cf.
section 11.7.3 of this introduction). So for instance, when
Aristotle says (Politics 1327b38—40) Omep y&p ool Tives
Seiv Umrdpxetv Tols dUAaEL, TO PIANTIKOUS pév elval TV

150 It would fit in quite well in Aesch. Alc. between fragments 10 and 11
D. — The parallel Cic. 4c. 1.4.16 (section I1.1.4.2) may suggest that
these words are Cicero’s own invention, but solitum aiunt dicere defi-
nitely excludes that possibility.

151 Grote, Plato, 11 23; Pavlu, ‘Pseudoplat. Kleitophon’, 18—9; Souilhé,
178.

81



INTRODUCTION IL1.4

yvwpipwy, Tpos 8¢ Tous &yvidTas &ypious he is quoting
directly from Plato, Republic 375c1—2."°% Besides, even if
gviol 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 1s 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 11.2.4; 11.6; 11.7.3(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
(Tekpaipopevol ), not through first-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 éviot Xenophon actually
means the literary character Clitophon. The issue will be
treated in section 11.7.3(7).

12 Cf. 1330a1r — R. 416d3—7 and H. Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus (Berlin
1961%), 598-9.
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1.1.4.2 Demetrius, Tepi éppnveias 296—8

At the end of his treatment of TS EoynuaTiopévov &v
Aoyw!l (a type of statement or even of whole text in which
what we would nowadays call the ‘illocutionary value’ is
different from the denotational value), Demetrius offers a
more general illustration of how one can convey the same
messages in different types of text:

(296) KaBohou'®® 8¢ dotrep TOV aUTOV KNpOV 6 pév Tis KUV
gmAaoey, 6 8¢ Bolv, & 8t imrmov,!5t oUTws Kol Tpdyua TaXUTOV
6 Mév TIS &modaivduevos Kol KXTNyopdv!®s ¢nowv oT1 87
“QubpwTol’®®  ypAuaTa  pEv  &moAsiTrouot  TOls  Taloiv,

153 Demetrius means: apart from the problems of eUmpémeia and &o-
paAeia discussed in the previous sections.
15+ Cf. Cic. De Or. 3.45.177; Plin. Ep. 7.9.11; Quintil. 10.5.9; Hieron. Ep.
53 (sic).3 = g.10.26—11.2 Labourt; J. E. B. Mayor, ‘Demetrius Trepi
épunveias and Pliny the Younger’, CR 17 (1903) 57.
195 One may doubt whether this means ‘accusing’ (stating — &Topaivo-
uevos (cf. 279) — that people do wrong amounts to accusing them) or
‘affirming’; 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, 4 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 (Gambridge, Mass.—London 1995)). The comment
on the third manner A81ké&s (‘tactfully’) kol upeAdds kai oUyl &7 TO
Aeyouevov ToUTo &To ZKubddv (297) seems to contrast the third with
the first manner, which is an argument for ‘accusing’. If the example
of the first manner was really borrowed from the Clitophon, that is
another argument (cf. 407a7 émiTipddv). Finally, if my hypothesis
that Demetrius is speaking here about three modes of protreptic is
right, then Epictetus’ identification of TpoTpemTIKOS YapakTnp
and EMITANKTIKY XOpX (3.23.33—4; 3.21.18—9; cf. n. 164) is a third
argument.
6T 8¢ &vBpwor the MS, “oi 8¢ &vBpwTol Spengel, 6T1 oi &vbpo-
ol most editors. For the construction ¢nui &T1, which is not found
in classical Greek (cf. my discussion in ‘Aeschines’ Miltiades’, 303),
cf. Demetr. 6; 23; 138.
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ETICTNPNV 8& 0¥ CUVATIOAEITTOUCIV TNV XpNoouévny Tois &Tro-
Aeidpbeior.” ToUTo 8¢ 1O €idos ToU Adyou AploTiTrmeiov AéyeTal.

gtepos O TaUTO UTobeTikds!®? mpooiceTal, kab&mep Ze-
vop&dvTos T& TOAAY, olov &T1 “8el y&p oU XpAuaTa pévov
&TroAITrelv  Tols €auTdV Taloiv, AAAX Kol ETICTAUNY THV
Xpnooupévny auTois.”

(297) TS 8¢ 18iws kaAoUuevov £180s ZwkpaTikoY,"® & pdAioTa
dokolUow fnAdoar Aloyivns kol TMA&Twv, peTtapubpiost &v
ToUTO TO TP&yHa TO TPOELPTHEVOV €l EpdTNOLY MEE TTwS, olov:
“o Tai, Téoa gol ¥pnuaTa &méAelTey & TATAP; ) TOAAS TIva
Kal oUk eUapifunTa; — TMOAA& & ZdkpaTes. — &pa oUV Kal
ETICTNPNY &ATEAITTEV 001 TNV Xpnoouévny aUTols;” &ua ydp
Kal gls drropiav EBadev TOV Taida AeAnBoTws Kal Avéuvnoey 8T
dvemioThpwy  EoTi, kol ToudeUsoBar TposTpiyaTor TaUTA
TavTa ABIKEGDS Kol EpUeNddS, Kal oUxl 8T TO Asyduevov ToUTo
&To Zkubddv.

(298) eunuépnoav & ol ToloUTol Adyor ToTe E§eupeBevTes TO
TP@dTOV, U&AAOV 8¢ EEETANEQY TOL Te PIPNTIKADL Kal T Evap-
YET Kal T PET peyarodppoouvng vouBeTIKL.

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

137 Normal philosophical terminology for ‘advising’, cf. J. Bernays, Ge-
sammelte Abhandlungen (Berlin 1885), 1 262—71. LSJ, s.v. (‘by way of
suggestion’) seem to overlook this.

“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 first
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 TO
goynuaTiopévov. 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 different ways,
each connected with a Socratic author (or in the latter case
authors).

Now, it would seem that the idea as stated in the first
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’,'*® then some-
thing else must be, and this can hardly be anything but the
first 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 first manner there 1s 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 p&AAov €GémAnEav (were more
shocking) on account of (among other things) T@®1 peT&
neyaroppoouvns voubeTikédil (admonition with nobility,
man-of-the-world criticism); apparently, the first type of
discourse had less effect 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 8eivéTns than statements
(kafd&Tep yap els &mroplav &yel TOV &kovovTa £§eAeyXo-
BEVOOL EOIKOTO Kal undeév &trokpivaoBal éxovTi).

The three types distinguished by Demetrius and his
comments on the first and third types coincide to a re-
markable degree with statements found in Plato’s Sophist
(section 11.8.1); 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 Bce'®?).
Yet Demetrius is not our only witness for this concept. The
related but not identical view that Plato’s dialogues had
a protreptic ¢ffect on many is stated in so many words by
Dicaearchus.'®’ 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 affirmet ipse,
refellat alios) 1s 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 reflect ‘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), g13—21.

Quoted by Philodemus (Acad. Ind.; PHerc 1021 col.i.11-15), cf. K.
Gaiser, Philodems Academica. Die Berichte iiber Platon und die Alte Akademie
in zwet herkulanensischen Papyri (Stuttgart—Bad Cannstatt 1988), 148; T.
Dorandi, Filodemo, Storia dei Filosofi: Platone e ’Academia (Naples 1991),
125: TIPOETPEYATO PEY ydp &Telpous s elTreiv ém’ Ty d1& Tfis
dvaypadfis Tév Adywv. Cf. K. Gaiser, ‘La biografia 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 (CEre, 61—2). More generally, the passage is often
taken to say that the intention of Plato’s dialogues was protreptic,
which is obviously false.

16
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(omnis etus oratio tantum in virtute laudanda et in hominibus ad
virtutis studium cohortandis [= TpoTpemew] 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).'®? In this case,
Cicero’s often-quoted words ‘&moypada sunt etc.” should
be taken seriously; it is not implausible that they refer pre-
cisely to the Academica.'®®

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’ exposé 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).'%*

162 Cf. 1.4.13 (scripserit); 14; 12.43; Att. 13.12.3—4; 16.1; 18.9; 21.4; Fam.
9.8.1. See A. Lueder, Die philosophische Persinlichkeit des Antiochus von
Askalon (Goéttingen 1940), 12-13; J. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late
Academy (Gottingen 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.

Att. 12.52.3; Glucker, Antiochus, 406—12.

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
€idn 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 €idn ToU Adyov 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-
flection 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 first 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 3ei; the
frequency of this word in Xenophon (as compared to
Plato) has often been observed (statistics in Joél, Der echte
... Sokrates, 1 467). Grouping together Plato and Aeschines
under the heading of interrogation and aporia is only su-
perficially right: implicit and explicit protreptic have not
been sufficiently distinguished in this theory (see further
section 11.3.5).

Demetrius’ example &vBpwtol xphuaTta pev &ToAel-
TTouol Tol§ Talolv, £TICTAUNY 8¢ oU GUVATTOAEITTOUGLV
TNV Xpnoouévny Tois &moAeipbeiot is strongly reminiscent
of the opening of Socrates’ speech in the Clitophon, cf. es-

stumbling-block is Demetrius’ ei8os UtmofeTikév; this cannot be
identified with any of the three xapaxTtfipes of Epict. See further
my paper ‘Protreptic in ancient theories of philosophical literature’.
— If Demetrius considered elenchos part of protreptic, his second
1505 (what I have defined in section 1.1.1 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. Prot¢r. 11.118.1; Paed. 1.1.1.1; cf. also
[Isoc.] 1.5 and section IL.I.1.

88



INTRODUCTION IL1.4

pecially Tév 8 Uéwv ols TalTa TapadwoeTe (k%) OTwS
gmoTnoovTtal XpfioBal Sikaiws TouTols (407b3—4; as we
shall see, these words are a combination of two protreptic
motifs found first in the Clitophon — section 11.2.3.1). If this
were the only verbal resemblance between the two texts,
any explanation would do.'®® But it can be shown that
elsewhere Demetrius draws upon the Clitophon;'®® 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 ei8os ApioTimrmeiov, are in fact a quotation from
Aristippus (fr. 21 Mannebach; SSR v A 148); if this were true, the
Protrepticus would have been a good guess. Cf. P. Natorp, PW s.v.
Aristippos 8), 9o5; 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), 5. Cf. contra: Dittmar
(Auschines, 115 n. 48) and G. Giannantoni, / Cirenaici (Florence n.d.
(1958)), 67—8. Carlini (cf. previous note) first 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: 6 B¢ YVWUOAOY&V Kol TPOTPeTOPEVOs oU 81° ETIoTOAfs €T1 Ao~
AoUvTi oikev GAN &{o) unyaviis (the insertion of &mwd (Ruhnke-
nius—Cobet) is necessary, as d1& pnyaviis AaAeiv makes no sense).
The combination of protreptic and the expression &wo pnxaviis 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. 2.936—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. g1.14 K.; Hld.
10.39.2; Eust. 1.300.4 v.d. Valk; 4n. Ox. 3.206.18; (3) people who de-
liver protreptic speeches, cf. Clit.; D. Chr. Or. 13.14 (depending on
Clit., section 11.2.1.1); Them. Or. 26.320d (depending on Clit., section
mm.2.1.2); Demetr., loc. cit; perhaps Aristid. Or. 28.54 with a reminis-
cence of Clit. (cf. M. Davies, ‘Alcman fr. 106 again’, REM 135 (1992)
94). There 1s a good reason to suppose that (3) was not a wide-
spread usage. D. Chr. quotes the phrase with the express addition of
ws €pn Tis. 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 first time in Clit., not in a source, if any
(section 11.2.1), Demetr. is directly or indirectly dependent on that
dialogue.
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1.1.5 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 11.1.1), this explains why exhortation to
virtue and to the care of the soul (émipéAeia; the most cen-
tral concept of fourth-century protreptic, cf. 11.2.2 n. 188)
coincides with exhortation to philosophy (that these were
identical was noticed by Dio Chrysostom, 13.28: kai oUTws
81N TapekdAel [Socrates] Tpos TO émipeAeiobal Kal TpooE-
XEW aUT®OL TOV voUv Kol ¢p1Aocodeiv.!s” fider ydp &T1
ToUTO {nTolvTes oUdtv &AAO ToINoOUCIY | PLAOCOPN-
oovol. TO yap {nTeiv kol prhoTipelobal dmws Tis éoTan
KaAds kal &yabods oUk &AAo Ti gival | TO p1Aocodeiv). In
the Euthydemus, Socrates asks the eristics to show by their
exhortation that it is necessary co¢pias kol &peTfis éi-
ueAnffivaa (278d2—3); he first gives a demonstration of his
own, of which the outcome is dvaykaiov givai prAocodeiv
(282d1).

Still, the accent may have been put by various writers
on either. If Antisthenes’ first three TTpoTpemTiKol were
indeed entitled TTepl SikatooUvns kol &vdpelas, his exhor-
tation was primarily ethical, and the sub-title TTepi ©edyvi-
Sos certainly points that way.'®® Philosophy is not named

167 kai ¢prAocodeiv (usually bracketed) is indispensable. The first y&p is
only explicable if in the preceding sentence émipeAsiofoar and ¢piho-
cogeiv have been identified.

Presumably Antisthenes used some lines from Theognis as a starting-
point for protreptic discussions. It is interesting to note that in his
Mepi ToU mpoTpémeoBai, Chrysippus (Plu. 1039¢f = SVF 3.167) men-
tions Antisthenes’ dictum 8elv kt&obon Bolv 7 Bpoxov (fr. 67
Caizzi; SSR v A 105 — to the parallels collected by Caizzi, p. 111, add
Clit. 408a4—7; Arist. Protr. B 110 Diiring) 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 Apology (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 &petn. The protreptic dia-
logue exhorts to émipéAeia, philosophy is mentioned, if at
all, only in passing.'® 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 ¢ido-
copnTéov but first 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 find from Aristotle
onwards, is natural. Once the Socratic paradox ‘virtue is
knowledge’ has been abandoned, exhortation to virtue and
exhortation to philosophy become two different things.
The first protreptic conversation of the FEuthydemus, by
which Aristotle was strongly influenced (cf. Einarson, ‘Epi-
nomis’, 264—75), foreshadows this transition. Though the
scarcity of our material does not inspire much confidence,
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 different use of the phrase ‘using one’s soul’ in the
Clitophon and in Aristotle’s Protrepticus, cf. Comm. on 408a5

wuxiit ... xpfiobal.

199 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 difference 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 Apology one at least (29d7—eg) is clearly
reprobatory. When we learn that Antisthenes’ TTpoTpe-
TTIKOl 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,'’® 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 first protreptic conversation in the Euthydemus
and Aristotle’s Protrepticus seek to convince by argument,
not by (negative) statements (&mo¢paivouevos) or thunder-
ing speeches (kaTnyopdv).!”!

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 I.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 11.1.4.2 n. 164).

71 The role of Demetrius’ advising ‘character’ is difficult to grasp,
because it blurs the distinction between protreptic and paraenesis.
PlL. 4p. 36c5—d1 seems to belong under this heading, as do some pas-
sages from the general preamble to the laws (Lg. 726a5—727by;
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 differ-
ence in using protreptic motifs between Aristotle and his
predecessors, the structural similarities and differences 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 11.2; the place of the Clitophon
within the development discussed will be treated in section

IL.7.1).

1.2 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 1.5.3) 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
ToooUTov povov duvacbal, pakpodTepov B¢ oUdEV) consti-
tute the justification for this hypothesis. A definite judge-
ment must wait until Plato’s attitude towards protreptic
has been studied (section 11.3).

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 specific source. I shall first
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.

11.2.1 The Clitophon derived from one source

11.2.1.1 The Clitophon and Dio’s thirteenth Oration

In the thirteenth Oration, 'Ev ‘Abfvais mepl $uyfs, 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 émi Tiva
Aoyov dpyaiov, Aeyduevoy UTTO TIVOS ZWKPATOUS, OV OU-
SémoTe ékeivos émavoaTo Aéywv [cf. Comm. on 407a6
ToAAGKIS] TavTayoU Te kal mpods &mavtas [cf. section
1.5.2 ad fin.] Podv kal SiaTelvdpevos [‘straining his voice’;
a misunderstanding of 407a8 Uuvois; cf. ad loc.] ... doTep
&mo pnyaviis 6eds, s €pn Tis [see note 174] ... Kl
n&louv, &v &pa pn dUvwual &mopvnpovevsobal &kpiPads
ATE&VTWY TV PNpdTwy unde OAns Tfs Siavoias, AN
TAéoV 1) EAXTTOV EITTW T1, OUYYyvwuny €xew (13.14—15 —
these words smack of excessive modesty; they could be an
excuse for almost any degree of modification).

The speech which follows, up to 13.17 &pelvov oiknoev
TNV TOA, reads as a close paraphrase of Clitophon 407b1—
c2 pepabnkoTas — after that, it has little in common with
our dialogue; it goes on and on, developing the same
theme of the insufficiency 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 first
speech: the search for teachers of justice.

Following a suggestion made by Hirzel,'”* 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, 1 118 n. 1; cf. K. Joél, ‘Der Aoyos ZwkpaTikos’, 64—5.
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written after, and not long after, 394 BcE. Dio is thought to
follow Antisthenes closely, whereas the Clitophon offers a
short recapitulation.'”®

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 8eds &md pnyavfis 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
culogy.'’*

I have indicated other parallels in the critical apparatus.
Two of the results of justice as defined in the discussion of
Clitophon and Socrates’ pupils (T0 cuu¢pépov and Suodvola)
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

'78 Leben und Werke des Dio von Prusa (Berlin 1898), 256—60. The similarity
of Dio 13 and Clit. was first seen by Hartlich (‘De exhortationum ...
historia’, g14—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 Joél, Der echte . . .
Sokrates, 1 483—5; Th. Gomperz, Griechische Denker, 11 545; H. Maier,
Sokrates, 287 n. 1) is nowadays usually accepted in treatments of An-
tisthenes or Dio (R. Héistad, Cynic Hero and Cynic King (Uppsala
1948), 171-3; Caizzi, Antisthenis fragmenta, 92—3; K. Doring, Exemplum
Socratis (Wiesbaden 1979), 86 n. 20; go n. 25; P. Desideri, Dione di
Prusa (Messina—Florence 1978), 220—-1; 253 n. g), while authors on
Chit. dismiss it (Pavlu, ‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 1o—r11; Geflcken,
‘Ritsel’, 430—1) or ignore it altogether (e.g. Briinnecke, ‘Kleitophon
wider Sokrates’; Souilhé); only H. Thesleff, Studies in Platonic Chronol-
ogy (Helsinki 1982), 206 accepts it, without arguments.

Besides, the words dos €pn Tis 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 Budé) with
Pl. Euthd. 305c6—7 (Prodicus); 1.13 (=1.3.25-6) with Pl. R. 421bg
and 345c5 (Socrates); 18.4 (= 2.815.19—20) with Pl. Phdr. 242c3—5
(Socrates).

174
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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 falsified 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 maideia?!”® Towards the end of
the speech (13.27-8), philosophy is defined as the science
of living the life of a kaAos kal &yafds; this is predom-
inantly a concept of later Stoicism.'’® In 14.28 Dio says
that Socrates eschewed the word ¢p1Aocogeiv. It so happens
that it is absent from the Clitophon (as are pr1Adcodos, -1a),
and Dio was an acute reader. All the same, the dissimula-
tion of the term ¢p1Adoo¢os is typical of practical philoso-
phy of Dio’s own time.'””

I therefore conclude that Dio used the Clitophon for the
nucleus of his Socratic speech, and embellished it with

various motifs culled from everywhere.'”®

75 It would fit in well with Dio’s time, cf. Plin. NH 7.19.80: Antonia
minor is said numquam expuisse.

76 Cf. Sen. Ep. 117.12; 95.7; 90.27.

Epict. Diss. 3.21.23; 4.1.113; 4.8 passim, esp. 17; Ench. 46.1; cf. 23. See

too D. Chr. 13.11.

Similarly, 3.1; 29—42 purports to be a Socratic dialogue. 3.1 is de-

rived from Grg. 470d5—er11, the continuation is evidently Dio’s own

invention. Cf. (contra) Wegehaupt, op. cit. (n. 173), 64; Hoistad, op.

cit. (n. 1738), 182—9; Déring, 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: Hoistad, op. cit. (n. 173), 150—6).
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1m.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 first version of the
Phaedrus'™ and on a proto-Republic.'®® 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 modified line-
ends in order to get clausulae which do not violate Meyer’s
Law.

Themistius gives a slightly condensed and modified
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 first part of the pro-
treptic Aoyos. In the Clitophon, where Socrates is being
confronted with his own words, the indirect speech natu-
rally depends on the second person singular (kai éTéTOV
aU bfjis ... kal dTav Agynis, 407e5; €8). 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 (Antisthene 8o),

79 T'o 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.'®!

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.'®? Kesters’ explanation of this
state of affairs'’®® 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 first scholar
to note that the plan of the third part of Socrates’ speech
was derived form Republic 1 (discovered independently by
Gaiser, Protreptik, 149 n. 156); cf. section 11.2.9.3.

11.2.2 The structure of the protreptic speech

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

8 Cf. KG 1 557 Anm. §; Schw.—D. 244; Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, 1
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.
557€2—558a2.

182 1.134.5 (Downey—Norman) Uuiv €oTan; 12—3 viv maidevoews; 21
ToUTOU Xpfio; 135.4 éo0Tiv &pa. In parts which do not correspond
verbatim to the Clitophon there are no infractions; 1.134.21—2
xpfioBal ¢papudkols appears to have been preferred to ¢papudxors
xpfioBar (cf. Clit. 407¢10 dpOaApois xpfiobat) in deference to this
rule, for which cf. E. Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa (Leipzig 1923*), 11
922-3.

183 Platoons Phaidros als strydschrifi, 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—
408bg (section 1.2). These are set off 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 10 é$e€fis ToUTw! in 407e5. An examination of
what Socrates is actually saying seems to confirm this divi-
sion at first sight: there is hardly any relation between the
direct speech and the reported (apart from étepov T1 ...
To10UTOV 407e¢6—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 kai
OmoTAV . .. EoTroudakéval (407¢5—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 first
part of the speech. As far as I know, Briinnecke (‘Kleito-
phon wider Sokrates’, 451—2) and Kesters (Kérygmes, 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 first part. Socrates had been vitu-
perating all mankind for being interested only in wealth
(407b2—3 XpNUATWY pev TEPL THV TEOAV GTTOUST|V EXETE)
— he could not very well go on to accuse them at the same
time of attaching too much importance to the émipéAeia
ToU cwpaTos, 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 TO é¢pe€fis ToUuTwi; hence 1
suspect that 6 Adyos oUTos (408a4-5) refers to the whole
speech, not to the last part beginning with kai éTav Agynis,
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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 reflects a theme not unknown
to protreptic literature: the hierarchic scale of values
xphuata — odpa — wuyn. This scale is worked out ex-
tensively in Alcibiades 1, where wuyxn is equated with Man
himself (130e8—9 yuxnv &pa Nu&s kelevel yvwpioal 6
EMITATTWY yvdual éauTov), body is T& aUToU (19122 and
passim), wealth €11 TToppwTépw TGOV éauTol (131c1; cf. arr)
or T& T&V éauToU (133e1—2; cf. d8; dr2). It is reflected in
Aristotle’s Protrepticus (B 2 Diiring — elsewhere only body
and soul are opposed: B 17, B 59). This trichotomy of values
is genuinely Platonic;'® a very similar one (xpnuaTta —
Ty — yuxn) is one of the key doctrines in the Apology'®®
and the Phaedo.

There is in Plato one passage which also is constructed
so as to reflect this trichotomy. I refer to the first part of
the general proem to the laws concerning mankind in Laws
5. This passage, the protreptic character of which has been

18+ Cf. de Strycker—Slings, Apology, 1378, on Ap. 30a7-b4, a passage
which belongs to the protreptic corpus as defined in section 11.1.3;
Phrlb. 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 Tp&Ta, deUTepa, TpiTa (Protr. 59.5—6
des Places), which precedes an extract from Clt.; 743e3-6; Ep. &
355b2—6. Cf. also Arist. Protr. B 52 Diiring (which I reject, cf. section
1.1.3 n. 126). In these places the order is clearly a hierarchy; there
are many more places where xpnuaTa, odpa, wuxn are simply
juxtaposed, cf. Meyer, Apologie, 98 n. 92; Gauthier—Jolif on EN
1098b12—14.

18 Cf. de Strycker—Slings, Apology, 135—40 and the references given
there; 233—5.
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186 15 announced at the end of

stressed by several scholars,
Book 4 as follows: T& Tepl T&s aUuTdv Wuxds kal T&
ocwpaTa Kal Tas ovoias (724a7—8). The proem itself starts
oftf with reflections on the soul (726a1-728c8), continues
with the body (728cg—e5) and wealth (728e5-729b2). The
last passage ends with the value of riches for children
(Taiolv 8¢ ald& xptm TOAANY, OU YXPUOOV KATOAEITELY)
and Plato continues with other precepts on the behaviour
towards the young, friends and relations, the ToAIs,
strangers, and finally a long sermon on personal behaviour
(730b1—734€2). Though the structure of the general proem
i1s more complex than that of the protreptic speech in the
Clitophon, it 1s 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: TTaiolv 8¢ aid@®d ¥p1 TOAANY, oU
Xpuoov kaTtaAeite (729br—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 11.2.4 and n.
234; 11.7.1(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 identification of wuyxt with man himself is not novel
(cf. HGPh, 111 467—70), but the higher status of the body as
compared with wealth certainly is (Meyer, Apologie, 98
rightly says: ‘Von Bedeutung ist, dass Kérper und Besitz

186 Wilamowitz uses the term ‘Predigt’, Platon, 1 545-6; 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 wére
kynisch —’. The statement is just as valid if one substitutes
‘Pythagorean’ or ‘Orphic’ for ‘kynisch’).'®

Our author used the trichotomy as a formal pattern for
Socrates’ speech, to be filled in with various protreptic
motifs. Thus, under the head of xpnuaTa 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 o&ua returns in Alcibiades 1 and else-
where. The last part of the speech combines the motif of
¢mioTacbar xpfioBar 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 &yof& are lumped to-
gether indiscriminately and opposed to the &petn THs wuxiis. So in
the Apology, which has a formula gauTév — T& EauTol (36¢5—6) re-
lated to, but incompatible with, the trichotomy éauTév — T& EauTol
— T& T&V tauToU found in Ale. 1. (Of course, two versions of the tri-
chotomy are also found in the Apology, cf. above.) The Euthydemus
contrasts a whole set of &yaba (which afterwards prove adta ko’
aUT& ... oUdevos &Sia, 281d8—c1), to wit TAouTEIV (279a7); Uylxi-
VEWY, KOAOV elval, TEAAG KAT& TO opa ikaveds Trapeokeudofal
(a8-b2); eUytveian, SUvauels, Tipual (b2—3), cwdpova elval kai Bi-
katov kai &vdpeiov (bs; tacitly dropped later on because they would
upset the conclusion 281d8—er1 quoted above) with copia. X. Menm.
4.2.31—5 proposes Uylaivew, codia (‘cleverness’; Daedalus and Pala-
medes are given as examples of cogoi), ed8aipovia (sources: K&A-
Aos, ioyus, TAoUTos, 86Ea etc.) as &yabd, but they appear to be
kakd& as well — the whole passage is meant as a proof that Euthyde-
mus does not possess self-knowledge (30: 6mé0ev 8¢ xpn &pSacbal
emioKoTelV €aquTov) and constitutes a parallel to the discussion in
Ale. 1 (cf. Dittmar, Aischines, 140; 155; Gaiser, Protreptik, 83—6; 93).
Arist. Protr. B 4 Diiring makes mAoUTos, ioxus, k&AAos depend on
the state of one’s soul. A highly sophisticated version of this dichot-
omy ‘external &yafd& — &yabd 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 détail in the speech
(cf. sections 11.2.9.1 and 11.2.9.3). Yet there is some kind of
unity between the parts: they all end on the keynote of émi-
néAera Tis Wuxfs, the central concept of Socratic exhor-
tation: 407d8 ka1 8elv EmipéAsiav Tfis viv TAslw Toigiobal;
407e7 TOU pev &GpfovTos &ueAeiv; 408b2 mapadovTi T&
mnd&Aia Tfis Siavoias &AAwr (the concept of the politi-
cian—educator).!8®

11.2.3 Protreptic motifs in Socrates’ speech

1.2.3.1 Furst 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 Apology:
XPTNHATWY PEV 0UK aloyUvni ETTIUEAOUUEVOS . .. GPOVNTEWS
B¢ ... oUK émiuéAnt oUde ppovTilels (29dg—es).

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

Apology: xpnudTwy pgv (a) oUk aioxuvnl émigeAouuevos (b)
OTTes ool E0Tal s TAEIoTX (¢);

Clitophon: ypnu&Twy pév mépl (a) TNV T&oav oTmmoudny
gxeTe (b) Oeds Upiv éoTan (c).

188 This repetition of &mipéAeia reinforces my opinion that & Adyos
oUTos (408a4—5) denotes the whole speech, not the third part. — For
emipéAsia aUToU (THs Wuxiis) as protreptic motif, cf. Pl. Ap. 29e1—3;
g0a9—be; 36c5-8; Euthd. 275a6; 306e2—3; Clit. 408b7—8; Arist. Protr.
B 34; 53 Diring. It is especially prominent in the Alcibiades dia-
logues: Aesch. fr. 8.52 D. =1 Kr. (SSR v1 A 50); X. Mem. 4.2 (where
it refers to special training in politics: 4; 6; 7); Ale. 1 11929; 120b6;
cg—dr; d4 (this is still political, cf. 124bg); from 124b7 on the discus-
sion centres on the precise nature of the émipéAeia. 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;
Effe, ‘Charmides’, 202). See HGPh, 111 467—73; Comm. on 410c8—d5.
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Note especially the anticipation of ypnuaTtwv (mépl),
which in either place is put into focus by lifting it from the
oTrws clause.

It is therefore probable that the author of the Clitophon
had in mind not just pieces of accusing protreptic as ex-
emplified in Apology 29d7—eg, but the Apology itself.

Imitation of the Apology is also found in Clitophon’s com-
ment on Socrates’ speeches &Texvdds Gomep kabeuSovTtag
gmeyelpelv NU&s (408c¢3—4), where verbal resemblances indi-
cate dependence on the famous comparison of Socrates
with a gadfly: &Texvéds [!], &l kol yehoidTepov eimeiv,
TPOCKeIUeVOY THL TTOAEL UTTO ToU B0l dooTrep ITrTTw!l pey&-
Aol ... deopevwl éyeipeoBal [!] UTTO pUwos TIvos (30e2—5)
and &oTep ol vuoT&fovTes [cf. kabeUbovTas] éyeipduevol
(3124—75).'% Conscious imitation is the more probable since
in the Apology (as here) the simile applies to Socrates’ ex-
hortations (the words éysipwv kal meifwv kol dveldifwv,
3oe7, point backwards to Socrates’ report of his protreptic
practice; cf. goar dveididd; a8 meibwv; cf. Comm. on 408e5).

It must be stressed that whereas our author parodies the
general form of protreptic as found in the Apology (in the
sentence 407b1-8), its content is not aimed at; the Socratic
values ppovnois, dAndeia, the best state of the soul (Apology
2ge1—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. 408eq9
0TS s PEATIOTOV EoTal TO odPA; 409ag T THS WuyHs
&peTfit; 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 Apology, our author imposed three different 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 ¢povnois), but a derived one (the
care for one’s sons). This combination of unrelated form
and content is typical, cf. section 11.2.2 ad fin.

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 28ob8—d7;' 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 11.2.5.3) that
what one cannot handle should be left alone.

(2) It 1s better to leave wisdom to your children than
money. This is found in the Euthydemus, both in the first
conversation of Socrates and Clinias (282a7-8) and in
the final conversation of Socrates and Crito, which is a
‘protreptic situation’ (306e1—g; sections I1.1.3; 11.3.4 n.
283). As has already been noted, the thought is also
found in the protreptic proem of Laws 5 (729b1—2; sec-
tion 11.2.2).

(3) One should have not only one’s children instructed in
wisdom, but also oneself. This is the closing remark of
the Euthydemus, g07c3—4."""

The combination of (1) and (2) is absent from the Futhy-
demus and seems to be an innovation of the Clitophon. This
is one of the reasons for the supposition that Demetrius
(296; cf. section 11.1.4.2) 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 v1 A 75), cf. Dittmar,
Aischines, 203—5.

1 Cf. PL. Prt. g57e5 (see on 407bs 8i18aokdhous); Lg. 8o4d4—6.
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nious way. The normal expression (émioTacBar) xpficbat
SpB&s is changed to émioTacbar ypfiobar Sikaiws in (1),
and wisdom to dikaioouvn in (2). In this way, justice be-
comes the focus of Socrates’ exhortation (cf. 408bjs), so
that Clitophon’s interrogation more or less automatically
concentrates on justice and its results (40926 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 &1-
SaokdAous, they are abandoned as soon as they have done
their duty — and (g) 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 XpnuaTwy uév

. TGV & Utwv, 407b2—3) to the addressees of the speech
themselves; in this way the protreptic speech can resume
its accusatory character. Apart from 4o07c1—2 Up&s Te au-
ToUs kail Tous Taidas Uudv, the sons are not mentioned
again in the speech; already at 407c5 they are left out of
account: oU8e {nTelTe 0iTIves Uu&s TaUoOUTT KTA.

The teachers of justice were necessary for the connec-
tion of (1)—(2) and (3). Now, whether or not there were
indeed teachers of &petn was a hotly debated question;
therefore the parenthesis 407b5—7 e€imep pabnTov
ikavés 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 éoT1 ye @
Khewia Av 8 éyw 1 codia 818akTdv, EAAX pf) &TTO Tav-
TOPATOU TrapaylyveTal Tois Gvlpctols (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
&petn) (codia, Sikatoouvn). In its fullest form this theory,
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which has been termed ‘trias paedagogica’ (¢pUots, ueAéTn,
gmoTnun),'*? is found at the beginning of the Meno: &pa
B18akTov 7 &peTn); 7 oU 318akTov AAN’ &oknTov; T oUTe
&oknTov oUTe pabnTdy, GAAX $Ucel TapaylyveTal Tols
&vBpcotols 1 &AAwl Tl TpoTWl; (70a1—4). Apart from
the last four words, which announce an original Platonic
alternative,'” Meno confronts Socrates with a problem
which had been discussed for at least half a century.'**
Meno’s three mutually exclusive possibilities are in fact
the three conditions which Protagoras held necessary for
anyone who wished to profit from sophistic teaching. This
didactic theory was laid down in the Megas Logos (sup-
posedly a TpoTpemTiKOS'®): ¢pUoews kal &oknoews OSi-
SaokaAia deiTal, &md vedTnTOoS B¢ ApSapévous el pav-
Bavew (fr. 3 D.-K.)." In a more elaborated form, we
encounter it in the Anonymus lamblichi (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
(¢qvTe codlav eavTe &vdpelav €AVTe eUyAwooiav £XVTE
&peTnNV 1) THV ocUuTTacav N uépos Tt auTfis), and indeed it

1s found 1n the areas of medicine!®” and rhetoric.'*®

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

193 Tt refers, of course, to the feion poipan alternative given at the end
of the Meno; the alternative is added to the list Arist. EN 1099bg—11,
cf. Gauthier—Jolif ad loc.; integrated into the theory 1179b20—3.

19 A good synopsis of the history of the problem is given by C. W.
Miiller, Rurzdialoge, 220—48; O’Brien, Paradoxes, 144—6. On peletn
cf. F. Hieronymus, MEAETH, Ubung, Lernen und angrenzende Begriffe
(diss. Basel 1970). Of the older literature P. Shorey, ‘OUois, yeréTn,
emoTAun’, TAPRA 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. g923¢5-8.

197 Hp. Lex 2.4.338 Littré.

198 Jsoc. 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 (Gottingen 1993), 169 n. 341.

107



INTRODUCTION Il.2.g

But of course, its most spectacular aspect was the teach-
ability of the &pett woAiTikn; this implied a strong oppo-
sition to the traditional views on this point, which had
been formulated at their sharpest by Pindar.'*® This oppo-
sition called forth a popular but quite un-Protagorean an-
tithesis puUoel: €§ emipedeias kol doknoews kal S18ayfis.2%
True sophists never held that &petr could be acquired by
instruction alone (cf. also Dissoi Logoi 6.11 ¢0T1 8¢ T1 Kol $U-
ots), and Isocrates, who goes out of his way to deny the
existence of a didactic method 715 Tols KAKMS TEPUKOTIY
TPOs &PeTNV cwdpooUvny &v Kol S1KALooUVNY ERTToLn-
oeiev (13.21) either misunderstood the issue*' or mis-
represented it on purpose, as Theognis had done before
him.2?

At any rate, it is clear that by the time Isocrates wrote
Kata 1édv codproTdy, from which I quoted just now, the
three necessary conditions of Protagoras had become mu-
tually exclusive in the field of &peTn; it was possible to
hold that you could acquire &petn| either by instruction, or
by training, or by natural ability. Isocrates’ own position is
intermediate: given natural ability, &peTn is acquired by
training, not by instruction.?%?

Such was the status quaestionis when the Meno was written.
Now it is self-evident that anyone writing a TTpoTpeTTTIKOS
will have to prove or take for granted that virtue (or any
other goal of protreptic) comes by teaching or training,
not ¢uoel. (Sometimes, the proof in itself may constitute a
TPOTPETTIKOS; section 11.1.2.) This is where Euthydemus and

1990. 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 111 113—14
(Engl. ed.).

200 P, Prt. 323c8—324ar1; an argument from oulgaris 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 1g.21; the training is 81& THY TGV Adywv TGOV TOAITIKOY ETiuENELaV;
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 &mo TaUTOp&TOV (= $pUOCEL,
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 final conclusion (&vaykaiov eivan
p1Aocodeiv, di), 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 ¢uoel 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
amplification HeAeTNTOV Te Kal AOKNTOV . .. EEAOKNOOUTLY
Kal ékpedetioouoty). In fact, the alternatives are as imma-
terial here as they are in the FEuthydemus, but they must
cover up the fact that the existence of instructors was
rather questionable in the first place,*** and that with the
alternatives padnTov — peAetnTOV the possibilities had not
been exhausted. Not quite an elegant way of getting round
an obvious flaw 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 g6b6—9g; Prt.
319c7—320b3; Dialex. 6.3; 6.7—8; Theognis, loc. cit.
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appear to surpass the differences. In the Euthydemus, Plato
can afford to mention the ¢pUoel alternative once, because
he is writing a dialogue; it is not ruled out by argument
and never mentioned again. The ueAetn alternative, which
1s immaterial, is left out. The author of the Clitophon has to
conceal the ¢uUoer 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 uehetn 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—g 1is certainly not the only source for
407b5—7, as the Clitophon mentions peAetn. 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 TpoTPeTTTIKOS.

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, 818akTév and doknToév are offered as
alternatives; as was argued above, they had been at least
from ggo onwards. The only possible argument is from
similarity of expression. And even here no case can be
made from the parallel order 818axTév — oU Bi18akTOV
&AM doknTov (Meno), po®nTOV — PeEAETNTOV Te KXl &OKT)-
T6v (Clitophon), since naturally the most startling alterna-
tive 1s put first in either case. The only similarity left is the
use of the neuter verbal adjectives (818akTov, uadnTov,
doknTOoVv Meno; po®nToéV, pereTnToV, dokntov Clilophon
407b5—7 — 818akTév 408b7). The choice of these adjectives
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might seem to indicate dependence,?*® but does it prove it?
The choice of the neuter is just an indication of good
fourth-century Greek.?*® Besides, it had been customary to
use verbals in -Tév when discussing the issue from the very
start,?°” 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 T1éTepov oUv dTav Tepl ypapudTwy Abnvaiol
BouleUwvTal, s &v dpbdds ypdoley, TOTE AvaoTnont
a¥Tols oupPouletowv; — pa A’ oUk €ywye. — AN dTav
TEPL KPOUPATWY &V AUpal; — oUdaudds. — oUde pfv oUde
Tepl TAAQIOUGTWY Ye elbaot Boulevsobar év THL EKKAN-
olat. — oU pévTor.2® Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2.4 Tlap’ oU-
Bevds pev mwToTe @ &vdpes Abnvaiol oUdev Epabov, oUd’
&koUwv Twvds eival Aéyelv Te Kol TP&TTEWV 1KQVOUS
€N TNOC TOUTOLS EVTUYXEIV ... Spws 8¢ 6T1 &v &To TaUTO-
H&TOU ETrint pol ocuuPoulelow UPiv (a reference to kifa-
piCev f| aUA€iv ) immevev in 4.2.6). These two passages
probably derive from Aeschines’ Alcibiades.

The Clitophon differs 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 insufficient education. Thus the

Arist. EN 1099bg—10 — who is certainly dependent on Men. — uses

padnTéV, E8i1oTdY, doKNTOV.

206 318akTos only Erx. 398d7; pabntods Virt. 376¢4; mapadotn D. L. 4.12
(Xenocrates).

207 $18akTov Dialex. 6; Isoc. 13.17 etc.; padnTov Dialex. 6; épikTov De-
mocr. fr. 59 D.—K.; moinTdv, évletdv, Theogn. 435; Tapookeva-
oT6v PL. Prt. g19b2—3, TapadoTov, mapaAnmTov Men. 93bq—5.

208 'This passage was probably used by D. Chr. 13.17-19, cf. section

I1.2.1.1.
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irony of Xenophon and Alcibiades 1 becomes dark cynicism
here.?%?

When protreptic literature rejects traditional education
(or at least claims its insufficiency), it reduces the notion of
education to school-education (very outspokenly here, cf. &
&N moudeiav &peTiis elvar TeAéav fiynobe, 407c2—3). This is
pure propaganda: no Greek would have admitted that a
child’s education takes place only, and is finished, within
the walls of a class-room.?'°

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
influence. The improvement at which protreptic aims con-
cerns not only individuals but also states (407¢8 kal TOAeLs
moAeotv, e1—2). In the Apology, Socrates exhorts others to
take care unTe TGOV THS TOAEWwS TPV aUTHS THs TOAEWS
(36¢8 and de Strycker—Slings ad loc.; cf. 30bg; Wolft, Apo-
logie, 28). Similarly, the theme is found in the Alcibiades r:
OUk &pa TerxGv oUde TpINpwy oUdt vewplwv déovTal ol
ToAels @ AAKIPI&ST, el péAAouctv eudaipovioely, oUdE
TANBoUs oUdE peyeBous &veu &peThis (134b7—9; just as, in
the individual, strength, beauty, riches do not contribute
to happiness).

11.2.3.2 Second part

The minor importance of the ccopaTos émipéAeia vis a vis
the care of the soul is a well-known protreptic theme. The
Alcibiades 1 provides the nearest parallel (yuxn — &pyovoa,
oQpax — ApYOMEVOV: 129€3—130b4; ETIMEAEI TS Yyuxis —

209 Other parallels: Pl. La. 179a4—7, in a protreptic situation (section
1.1.3; Gaiser, Protreptik, 111); Aesch. Socr. fr. g7 D. = 11 Kr. (SSR v1 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 CGf. Prt. g25c¢6—-dy; 326¢6-d8; Ap. 24dg—25a11, cf. Burnet on 24di11
and de Strycker—Slings, Apology, 108—12; Men. 92e3—6; Lg. 858d6—9;
Arist. EN 1180a1—12.
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ToU owpaTos: 132c1—6); others are found in the Apology
(30a8—b2) and Aristotle’s Protrepticus (16 pev &pxel 1O &’
&pxeTal B 59 Diiring; cf. B 17; 23; 34).2"' I may refer also to
my reconstruction of Aeschines’ Miltiades.*'?

There is, besides, a host of parallels outside strictly pro-
treptic texts.?'* See further section 11.2.2.

11.2.3.3 Third part

The general principle of this part of Socrates’ exhortation,
6Tl Tis pr) EmioTatal Xpfiobal, kpelTTov &V TNV ToUTOU
xpfiowv, is significantly 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: (¢) what one
cannot handle should be left to others;*'* (b) what one can-
not handle in the right way should be left alone or it will
prove evil.?"® 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
Diiring—Owen, Aristotle and Plato, 76—104, esp. 88—9.

212 “Aeschines’ Miltiades’, 306.

213 E.g. Pl. Lg. 896¢1—3; Ti. 34c¢5; Phd. 79e9—80a5; R. 353d3—7; e4; Epin.
980d6—e2; X. Mem. 4.3.14.

21+ Pl Chrm. 171d8—e5; 172d7—-10 in what is probably a refutation of
Aesch. Ale. (Effe, ‘Charmides’, 204—7; see section I.1.§ n. 128);
Aesch. Ale. 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 — Effe should have mentioned this parallel;
Ale. 1 117¢6—€5; 132C4—6.

215 Anon. lambl. 3.1 = 2.401.16—-19 D.—K.; Pl. Euthd. 280e3—281¢2; Arist.
Protr. B 4 Diiring — 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. Effe, ‘Charmides’,
204—7; the words &vapdpTnTol yiyvovTtal (26) which Effe compares
with Chrm. 171d6—7 &vapdpTtnTorl ... &v Sie§duev (207 n. 1), have
another parallel in Ale. 1 117¢4—5 &vapdpTtnTol {&at), yet no men-
tion is made of leaving things to others, while there is a reference to
abstention (&meyouevot, 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 (d¢pBaAuois
xpfiobal ... @oiv ... oUpmavTt T&OL cwpaTt) and the
sphere of tools and possessions (AUpar ypfiofar ... &AAwi
TGOV Opydvwy oUdé KTNUATwv oUdevi). As was seen by
Kesters (Antisthene, 78 n. 1) and Gaiser (Protreptik, 143 n. 156),
the same order occurs in the discussion of &pyov and
&petn at the end of the first book of the Republic (352d8—

353€11).

In the discussion of €pyov:

18€1v — dpBapols (352€5),
&KoV — Qolv (e7),
ATTOTEUVELY — BpeTTAVWI (35324).

And after épyov and &petn) have been connected (353a9—
b3):

dpBaApdV gpyov/&petn (b4—7),
OTwV gpyov/&petn (P8—11),
T&VTWY TéEPL TGOV &AAwv (br2—3).

The relation of épyov and xaxia:
dupaTa (b14—c8),

T (C9—11),

TEAa TavTa (di—2).

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

Moreover, we find &pémavov associated with &oris and
AUpa as examples of tools in an earlier attempt to define
justice (333d3—6). As the conclusion of the whole passage
(justice is the &petn Wuxfis 353¢e7) 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 figure
of Clitophon and many important features of the second
part of the Clitophon — from the first book of the Republic.*'®
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 &peTn yuxfs 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; g350c4—d5 in Republic 1.

The way in which the general principle 6Twi Tis un
¢mioTaTor xpfiobal, kpelTTov €&V TNHY ToUTOoU Xpfiowv is
applied to the field of Téxvn (408a1—4) is peculiarly incon-
gruous. One expects a statement to the effect 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.?"” Pavlu (‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 11)
compares Alcibiades 1 133e4—5 60TIS 8¢ TG aUTOU &yvoel,
Kal T& T@V dAAwv mou &v &yvool kaTd TaUTd (which

216 The similarity in order in Alc. 1 126a5—b10 o&pa — dupoTa — OT —
TOALs is much less striking and probably a coincidence — if the order
was not itself copied from Republic 1, as Adam (ad R. 353¢) supposes.
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 qualified than they are themselves) says little or
nothing, even if the lyre is mentioned at 209bs and the neighbour
(in another context) at ¢7 — there is no question of the neighbour’s
lyre.

21

N
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leads up to the statement that such a man can never be a
good politician, eg). Though I cannot accept his general
hypothesis that the whole of Clitophon 407e5—408bsg (i.e.
the second and third parts of Socrates’ TpoTpeTTIKOS) 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) offered 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 11.2.2). 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 first part of the
argument: 60TIS Y&p O8N pf émioTaTal Tfjl éauToU AUpat
xpfobai, 8fAov ws oUdt Tt ToU yeiTovos, was, in the
context from which it was borrowed, a step towards a defi-
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 affairs
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 T 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 (0Udt 60Tis pn Tl TOV dAAwWvY,
oud¢ Tt éauTol) 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 kal TeAeuT&l 87 KaAds 6 Adyos
oUTés oot (408a4—75), 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 a7y & 8¢ Tis onwards), as
there is no mention of death being preferable in that dia-
logue. Yet within this sentence, the weight is on the first
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
final motif of Alcibiades 1. The words kol TeAsuTd&l 87
KOAGS 6 AOyos oUTds oot are indeed meant to ridicule the
final passage of some protreptic work, but not, or at any
rate not in the first place, Alcibiades 1.

The reason why I am confident 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 1).
The slavery motif is found at the end of Alcibiades 1
(135b7—c11; cf. esp. c2 Tpémel &pa T KAk SOUAeUeLY
and 10 aloB&vnt 8¢ vUV TS EXELS; ENeuBepoTrpeTdds 1y oU;).
In Xenophon, having proved that Euthydemus has no
knowledge of just and unjust, Socrates continues (4.2.22):
olofa 8¢ Tvas &vdpaTodwdels kahoupévous; and specifies:
&p’ oUv TGOV T& KaA& kai &yabd kal dikaia pn 186Twv
76 dvopa ToUT’ é0Tiv; At the end of the conversation, Eu-
thydemus takes leave vopicas Téd1 8vTt dvdpdmodov eivai
(39). It can also be shown that the motif played an impor-
tant part towards the end in Aeschines’ Alcibiades.?"®

An allusion to this motif is also present in the Futhyde-
mus: oUSEV aloypov ... éveka ToUTou [sc. ylyveoBal co-
oov] UtrnpeTelv kol Soulevsly Kal €pooTfil Kol TAvTl
avBpotwi (282bg—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 v1I A 53) 81& TOv €pwTa OV €TUyXAVOV

29 See Cic. Tusc. 3.92.77: 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 adflictaret
lacrimansque Socrati supplex esset, ut sibi virtutem traderet turpitudinemque
depelleret. On account of a fragment from Aeschines’ Alcibiades (fr. g
D., cf. ii Kr.; SSR v1 A 51) kAdew [sc. Alcibiades] 8évta ThHv kepaAnv
el T& yévata dBuunoavta (cf. X. Mem. 4.2.39 Tavu &BUPws éxwv;
Aug. Ciw. D. 14.8 = 425.102—-5 Dombart—Kalb) this story was re-
garded by Dittmar as a synopsis of this dialogue (dischines, 9g9—103;
fr. 6 D.; not in Krauss; SSR v1 A 47). Even though a bawulus is not
necessarily a slave, the fact that in the same passage from X.
Mem. 4.2 which was quoted above, the dnuioupyol are said to be
&vdpamoddels (22; cf. Ale. 1 131a9—bg) makes it probable that
Aeschines made Alcibiades concede that his condition was not very
different from that of a slave, as Euthydemus does in Xenophon and
Alcibiades in Ale. 1. In fact, this similarity is one of the major argu-
ments for the hypothesis that both Ale. 7 and X. Mem. 4.2 reflect
(partly) Aeschines’ Alcibiades.
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gpdv ANKIBi1&Bov; Alcibiades 1 131e1-192a2 oUT’ &yévect’
s gotkev AAkIPi&dnt Téd1 KAgwiou épaoctns oUT’ €oTiv
AAN A els poévos, kal oUTos &yomnTds, SZwKpdTns O
Zwdpoviokou kal PalvapeéTns KTA.).22°

Commentators on the Euthydemus usually refer to Sympo-
stum 184c4—7 vevoploTal yap 8m Nuiv, €&v Tis €0EAN TIvE
Beparrevelv fiyoUpevos 81” ekelvov Guelvwv éoeofal f) KaT
codiav T f) kaTd &AAo 6TioUv pépos &peTfis, alUTn U 1
g0eNoBouleia oUk aioypd eival oUdE koAakeia (cf. 185b1—
5), but even there Alcibiades is present: R. G. Bury has
shown??! 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.?** This is clearly
putting into practice the theory about é9ehodouleia from
Pausanias’ speech;?*® immediately before the speech about
¢6ehodouleia there is probably a reference to Alcibiades in
the words 16 UTo XpnudTwy kKol UTO TOAITIKEOV SUva-
Bewv GAGVal aloypov, 184a7—8.

The examination of parallels for the slavery motif in the
Clitophon shows that this motif has, so to speak, two differ-
ent aspects. One is the conclusion that owing to lack of
(moral) knowledge a person is no better than a slave (Ae-
schines’ Alcitbiades; Xenophon; Alcibiades 1; a possible remi-
niscence in Aristotle’s Protrepticus B 53 Diring), the other
that such a person should have himself led by others (C/:-
tophon; Alcibiades r; Euthydemus; Symposium) — the presence of

220 The first part of the sentence in FEuthd. also contains a well-known

protreptic motif: 282a7 kal mwapd TaTpds ... TOUTO ... TAPA-

AapPavelv oAU p&AAov 1) XpnuaTa; cf. section 11.2.3.1.

Comm. on Smp. Ix—Ixiv.

222 Gf. Aeschines, dle. fr. 11c D. =4 Kr. (SSR v1 A 53) dia 1O épdv
BeATiw Toifjcar.

223 kaTadeSoulwuévos, 219eg, does not belong here, contrarily to what
Bury suggests, p. Ixiii.

221
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an épaoTns 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 &pabeis should have them-
selves led by co¢ot’. If this is true, it must be more than a
coincidence that both these thoughts are found in close
connection also in the Clitophon.?**

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:?* FEu-
thydemus 291di—g &Texvds katd TO AloyUAou iauPeiov
pwovn [sc. 7| moAITiKN] &v Tf1 TpUuvml kabfjobar TS
TOAEWS, TTAVTA KUPEPVOOA Kal TTAVTwWY EPYOUsH TTAVTA
xpnoipa molelv [sc. é80ket]. This passage provides a coun-
terpart to the identification of kuPepvnTikn and TOAITIKN
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 effect TroArTikn has on the citizens.
This search ends up in aporia: the ‘kingly art’ makes peo-
ple cogoi and &yaboi (292c4—5), but this statement breaks
down on the question in what respect they will be all that.

2% 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. reflects the last set of
arguments in Socrates’ exhorting of Alcibiades in Aeschines. But
such a case could never be conclusive.

225 Ale. 1 125d10—€6 is a2 mere coincidence: the art of the captain is used
there as an analogical example (along with yopo8iSaokaia, €3),
when Socrates and Alcibiades try to establish the qualities required
of a good governor.
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Probably, the subsequent identification of ToAITIKN
with 8ikaiooUvn and SikaoTikn in the Clitophon is there-
fore to be connected with the (rather elusive) discussion of
the Baoihikn Téxvn in the Euthydemus, and with the more
substantial treatment in the Politicus.?**

Let us note at the outset that at this point the Clitophon is
fundamentally different from the Alcibiades dialogues. In
Aeschines, Alcibiades accepts Socrates’ guidance (fr. 10 D.
(SSR v1 A 52) cum se Alcibiades ... Socrati supplex esset ut sibi
virtutem traderet) but not because Socrates is an expert at 1
T&V &vBpdTwy kuPBepynTiKn, let alone ToAITIKNA ete. Soc-
rates expressly says so fr. 11a D. = g Kr. (SSR v1 A 53): ¢y
8 el pév TvL TEYYNL Q1N duvachal weeAfjoal, Tavu &v
TOAANY EpauToU pwpiav KaTeylyvwokov: viv 8¢ Belat
poipatl Gipnv por ToUTo 8eddobai; explained by fr. 1ic
D. =4 Kr. (SSR v1 A 53) 8i1& TOv €pwTa OV €TUyXAVOV
gpcdv  AAkiIPi&Bou oUdtv Siapopov TV Bakydv ée-
OVl ... Kal 81 Kol £y oUBEV pddnua ETICTAPEVOS . . .
SpWS OLUNY ... d1& TO £pdv PeATiw Troifjoat.??’

Similarly, in Alcibiades 1 Socrates’ own ignorance is re-
peatedly stressed (r12e1—113c4; 124bro—ds; 135d3—7). In
Xenophon Euthydemus ends up becoming a companion of
Socrates’, &via 8¢ kol EuIMEITO OV EKEIvos ETTeTnOeuev
(4.2.40). Socrates does implant some kind of knowledge:
gEnysito & Te Evdpilev e1dévan Beiv kal EmiTndelelv Kpd&-
TioTa givar. This is typically Xenophontean (cf. 4.7.1), but
even this deviation from Socratic ignorance as expressed
by Aeschines is a long way from ) T&v &vBpwmwy Ku-
PepvnTikn.

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 identification of mwoAiTikf and Baoi-
Akny recurs in X. Mem. 4.2.11 (and 2.1.17; cf. Gigon, Memorabilien 11,
49-50).

227 For the influence 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 T& TnddAia Tfjs Siavoias to Socra-
tes, who is able to impart the right émpéAeia éauTol 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 rawson d’étre of
our dialogue that Clitophon should find out for himself
that Socrates is ignorant.

Evidently, the author of the Clitophon had to find 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 figure 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 figure, not too clearly identifiable 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 (BeATicw
moifjoatl, Aeschines, Alcibiades fr. 11¢c D. = 4 Kr.; SSR v A
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53) 1s carried on in a different form: we are exhorted to
turn to the politician for the émipéreia Tfis Wuxiis.

This Platonic concept of the politician—educator is of
course well-known.??® Yet it may be useful to remember
that the politician’s art in the Euthydemus is said to make
people cogoi and &yaboi (292c4—5). Though Plato creates a
circular regress (cf. section 1.5.3) at this stage, this is clearly
a positive result,?* and the statement as such fits in with the
function of ToAiTiK? 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 PaciAikn
oupmAokn in the Politicus is to establish in the citizens’
souls &AnBns 868a peTd PePaiddosws concerning T& KA,
Sikala, &yoab& 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 oiuat uet’ dAlywv
Abnvaicwy, Tva pn eimw povos, Emixelpeiv TH ws &ANBEDS
TOALTIKTL TEXVNL Kl TTPATTEV T& TOATIKA pdvos TV
viv.#® To what degree is it probable that here too, Soc-
rates himself is meant by Té&1 pafovTi THv T&OV dvbpwmawv
kuBepvnTiKAV? 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 Gorgas,

228 Tt lies, wnter alia, at the bottom of the condemnation of the ‘Four
Men’ in the Gorgias, cf. 508b6—c3; 504d5-e3; 515a4—e4; 521d6—er
and Dodds ad loc.; cf. also Prt. 319a3—5 Sokels y&p uol Aéyelv ThHyv
TOAITIKNV TEXVNY Kal UmioyveioBal molelv &vdpas &yabous ToAi-
Tas; 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 identification of politics with
SikaoTikf and Sikaioouvn, which immediately follows
in the Clitophon, seems, among the authentic works, to be
found in the Gorgias only (see section 11.5.4).

1.2.4 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 1s justified 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 sufficient 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 11.5),
the definitions of the result of justice come from the same
source. Republic 1 is certainly not an explicitly protreptic
text.?®' If it were, there would be no further problem in

21 “The first 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 11.4.5 and I1.5.5).

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 1t.**2 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,?* two
can be identified positively: the protreptic passages from

may well be called a TpoTpemwTiKOs Adyos’ (Grube, “The Cleitophon
of Plato’, go5). I wonder where Grube places the conclusion of
Thrasymachus’ refutation. Gaiser (Protreptik, 126-8) analyses the
whole of Republic 1 as a protreptic Adyos, 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—-g53¢e11 cannot be interpreted
as yielding an underlying positive message as can the description of
justice as a Téxvn for the soul’s &petn (section 11.4.1) or the distinc-
tion between épyov and Sidayua (section 11.4.2), both of which refer
the reader to Republic 1.

233 ] have phrased this paragraph with an eye to the most extreme hy-
pothesis: that Plato did not write Cht. If the same man wrote Ap.,
FEuthd. and Clt., it is rather superfluous 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 11.7.3(4) and
n. 297 to section I1.3.5.
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Plato’s Apology and Euthydemus. There are obvious reminis-
cences of either outside the protreptic speech as well (Apol-
0gy: 408cg—4, see section 11.2.9.1; 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 (6Tw1 Tis ut) emicTaTon Ypfiodal,
KpeiTTOV €&V TNV ToUTou Xpfiow, 407¢8—9): when one
compares the parallels for this particular version of the
motif (section 11.2.3.9 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 kai TeAeuTdn 81 KaAdDS O
Aoyos oUTOs ool (408a4—5) do not refer to the end of that
dialogue.

It 1s 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.?** 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

#%* The musical metaphor at Lg. 729a4—b1, which immediately precedes
the words Tauolv ... kaTaAeiTe, is probably better explained as a
reminiscence of Clit. 407c¢6—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. 407¢8—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 11.2.9.1; 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 11.2.9.1 ad fin.; 11.2.9.3 ad fin.). So far, the con-
clusions agree with the result of the analysis of the charac-
ters in the dialogue (sections 1.5.2; 1.5.3.): there is nothing
un-Platonic, let alone anti-Platonic, in this speech.

1.3 Protreptic in Plato

In the Apology, Plato presents us with a Socrates whose
main concern appears to be what we have defined as
explicit protreptic: oUdgv ydp &ANO TPATTWV £yw Trepl-
gpxomal T melfwv UGV Kal VEWTEPOUS Kal TTPecPUTEPOUS
BNTE CWPATWY EmiPeAeioBal pnTe XPNUATWY TPOTEPOV
uNTE OUTW 0dpddpa s THis Yuxiis OTws ws &ploTn 0Tl
(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 Apology as ‘Besinnung auf
das Sokratische Gesprach’ (Gaiser, Protreptik, g0). 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 confine myself to a more or less superficial
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 TpoTpoTt) £l ¢p1Aocodiav or
¢’ &peTtnv. 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 definition of the Sophist and the midwifery epi-
sode in the Theaetetus (11.3.1). It can be shown that these
discussions concern Socrates’ own procedure as depicted
in Plato’s dialogues (11..2) and that they harmonise with
Socrates’ statement in the Apology quoted above (11.3.3) as
well as with the demonstration of TpoTpoT found in the
Euthydemus (11.3.4). On this basis, Plato’s attitude towards
protreptic can be reconstructed in relation to his use of the

dialogue (11.3.5).

11.3.1 Elenchos and poiguTikn

In the diaeretical process from which the sophist will
eventually emerge as ‘a purifier of the soul from conceits

128



INTRODUCTION II.3.1

that block the way to understanding’ (Sophist 231e5—6;%%
summing-up of the sixth definition), 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 &pabia; SoSocodia 231b6) consists of believ-
ing that one possesses knowledge without really possessing
it (229c1—9), and it is to be countered by Toudela (cr1—d4).
There are two methods of Taideia, admonition (vouBeTn-
Tikn) and elenchos.

Admonition may take the form either of angry reproof or
of more gentle advice (T& pév YaAemaivovTes, T& 8¢ PA-
BakwTépws TapauuBouuevol, 230a1—2); it is old-fashioned
and ‘yields little result for much pains’, because the person
subject to it, owing to his &uabdia, does not consider him-
self to be in need of instruction (229e4—230a10).

Elenchos, as identified and described next,?* is a process
in which various subsequent stages may be distinguished:
insistent questioning (81epwTdo1V), testing opinions (&§-
eT&lovot) with the result that they prove to be the result
of &uabdia,?’ confronting them with each other (Tibéaot
map’ &AAAAQS), showing them to be contradictory (émi-
BertkvUouotv aUTas aUTals ... évavTias; 230b4—8). The re-
sults of elenchos are anger with oneself (and shame, d2), a
firm conviction that the opinions are wrong (cg PePBaio-
TaTa), gentleness towards others — in short, a frame of
mind which is the best and the most cw¢pwv (d5). Elen-

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

236 On the passage 230bg—d4, by far the best commentary is to be
found in Goldschmidt, Dialogues, 29—3g1. — 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 first 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 first to use the word in that sense.

27 This is not expressed, but the addition of &te TAavwpévwy
(= having the conceit of wisdom), 230bj5, points that way. Cf. Diés
(Budé text): ‘vérifiant aisément la vanité 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 &paBia (c4—dy). It is a
purification which concerns T& péylota (e1)?*® and results
in true happiness (e§—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 Plato®° rejects vouBetnTik™, this means that he prefers
implicit to explicit protreptic (elenchos versus voufetn-
Tikn). If this identification of expulsion of &uabia with
protreptic is correct, three types of protreptic are dis-
tinguished in this text: reprobatory (xaAemwaivovTes), ad-
vising (Tapapubouuevol) and elenchos. As we have already
seen (section 1.1.4.2), this trichotomy recurs also in Deme-
trius, as does the favourable judgement on elenchos as
opposed to the two types of explicit protreptic.?*

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, Apology, on Ap. 22d7.

239 Most scholars agree in taking the sixth definition as a constructive
piece of Platonic doctrine, not just as a more or less playful illustra-
tion of the diaeretic method, like the other definitions. On account
of the Eleatic visitor’s hesitation to connect sophistry with elenchos
(230e6—231b8; resulting in the compromise | yével yevwaia codi-
oTikf, 231b8) and of the similarity of elenchos to pateuTikn (to be
studied below), this seems to be the best interpretation. Cf. Corn-
ford, op. cit. (n. 235), 180—2; HGPh, v 128—9.
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 (Tondeveofal TpoeTpéyaTo) 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 off a process of reflecting 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 justified in extending what Plato makes the visitor say
about admonition and elenchos as Toideia to written
Adyot, in other words, does Plato also reject vouBeTnTikn
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 affirmative,
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.?*! In other words, if elenchos as outlined in the
Sophist 1s identical to Socratic questioning, both in theory
and in practice, we must infer that what is here said
about vouBetnTikn also reflects Plato’s attitude towards
accusatory and advising protreptic in written form. If
Plato does not indicate this more explicitly, that may be
accounted for sufficiently by the plan of the Sophust: he is
not giving a comprehensive treatment of Taideia in oral
and written form, but he uses TTaidsia 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 7Theactetus
shows us Plato as reflecting on the principia of his literary

241 Kahn, Dialogue, 978 (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 11.3.5). The
claim is valid for the 4pology only on a superficial reading (cf. section
11.3.3). But it seems clear to me that what is described and identified
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.**? 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 justification 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 7 oUv €11
KuoUuév T1 kai wdivopev KTA.; cf. 148e7-8). On account of
this reference we are allowed to combine the ending of the
Theaetetus (210bg—d4) and the poieuTikn episode proper
(150a8-151dg): 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 €\eyxos is not
used,?*® but there are sufficient reasons for identifying
elenchos and poaieuTikn. Socrates’ ability to ‘prove by
every possible test (Bacavigeiv) whether the offspring of a
young man’s thought is a false phantom or instinct with
life and truth’ (150c1—9) 1s in essence and function identical
to ‘testing opinions’ (é§eT&lerv), the second stage of elen-
chos (cf. 210c2 THV viv &§éTao1v); the interrogative form is
of course a second point of agreement. Even more striking
is the similarity of the results of paieutikn and elenchos:
Theaetetus ‘will be more gentle and more agreeable
(fiuepadTEPOS) to his companions’ (210c2—3), the subjects of
elenchos ‘become more gentle towards others’ (Sph.
230bg—c1). Theaetetus will henceforth ‘have the prudence
(cwdpdvws) not to fancy you know what you do not know’
(210c3—4), which is what elenchos is all about. Besides,

22 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
(167¢7-168b6).

243 Probably for the simple reason that it would be out of keeping with
the midwife metaphor.
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Theaetetus’ comment in the Sophist on having this convic-
tion as a result of elenchos, that it is cwppovesTdTn TGOV
€€ewv (230d5), clearly echoes Socrates’ cw¢pdvws.?** One
cannot but agree with Dies, when he says ‘ce qu’on oppose
a cette méthode d’admonestation ... c’est directement la
méthode dont le Théétete a donné et le nom et I'illustration
continue ... avec les résultats qui sont ici décrits de la
méme maniere qu’a la fin du Théétete’ **

The identification of poaieuTikny and elenchos, and
therefore of paieuTikf and implicit protreptic, enables us
to understand better what Plato’s views on protreptic are,
because the poieuTikn episode is much more extensive
than the rather schematic description of elenchos given in
the Sophist. At the same time, since the 7heaetetus itself
clearly purports to give a demonstration of elenchos/
MaleuTIKn, we are justified in analysing as Plato’s written
implicit protreptic those dialogues which exhibit the same
‘elenctic’ character as the 7heactetus. That a major part of
Plato’s euvre is protreptic was suggested already by Deme-
trius and Antiochus of Ascalon (section 1.1.4.2), and this
notion was the starting-point for Gaiser’s interpretation of
the Platonic dialogue.?*¢ I believe that the pateuTikn epi-

24+ If T have read H. North, Sophrosyne, 18 correctly, the antithesis of
SoGooodia and cwpoouvn is not found outside Sph. (not so expli-
citly, anyway), but for the T#ht. parallel, which she does not mention.

25 Edition of Sph., Notice 272. Cf. M. F. Burnyeat, ‘Socratic midwifery,
Platonic inspiration’, BICS 24 (1977) 7—16, at 9: “The midwife figure
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 different
— his implicit claim that T#t¢. belongs to the ‘last period’ is at vari-
ance with the results of stylometry, cf. n. 261 to section 1m.g.2, and
Kahn, Dialogue, 44-5.)

26 Cf. also H. Maier, Sokrates, 281—g; Kuhn, Sokrates, 75-9; H. ]J.
Kramer, 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 Gaiser®”’), 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 find 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 paieuTikn 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).2** On
the other hand, ‘pregnancy’ is more than the conceit of
knowledge (though the latter is included in it), and by the
same token paieuTikn has a wider application than &\ey-

as protreptic is a fruitful approach, that does not in any way imply

assent to the theory of an unwritten, esoteric doctrine. See section

11.3.5 and n. 309.

Gaiser (Protreptik, 111) denies that the elenctic method has still a pro-

treptic aim in 7ht. 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 7ht is an aporetic

dialogue.

28 We do not meet this condition in Sph. (though it does not conflict
with the statements found in Sph.), but it recurs in Phdr. 276e6 in a
passage which uses the same pregnancy metaphor as Tht.: a yuxn
TpoonKkovoa is the minimum requirement. See also La. 200c7-dg
and Comm. on 410c6 oUk £0€Ae1v aUTHis £pol KOLVWVELV.

24
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¥xos has in the Sophist:**® not only can the intellectual
midwife liberate from 8ofocodia (150c2; 210bg—10), but
he is also able to call up true knowledge (yovipoév Te kal
&Anbés, 150c3; d7—8; 210c1—2). Both processes are brought
to completion by the same method of interrogation and
testing, in other words, by elenchos.?*°

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 Sophust
(230cg—d1 TGV Tpoopepoutvwy padnudaTwy; it is not said,
but neither is it denied, that the pafnuaTa are likewise the
result of elenchos).

The double function of elenchos explains why Socrates?!
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 k&8apois (230c4; dg; d7—
9; e1) and therefore concentrates on So§ocodia and its removal: the
sophist is defined as a species of the genus kabapTns (231¢6). That
does not necessarily mean that elenchos is restricted to k&bapois,
and therefore this divergence in the description of poteuTik? in Tht.
and of elenchos in Sph. does not tell against their identity.

250 Socrates’ question at Futhd. 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 &petn. Compare also

Clinias’ surprising progress (Euthd. 2goe1—291a7 and Méridier’s note)

with Tht. 150d2—6 (below, section 11.8.4).

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 11.3.5.

251
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Elenchos 1s said in the Sophist to be a means of purifica-
tion concerning T& péy1oTa; 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 less**? purified. In other words, elen-
chos has for its (first) natural conclusion the final state of
aporia: only in that state are men ready for the care of the
soul, or as the Sophist has it, for padnpoTa.?s?

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 final 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

22 Tt is not said in so many words that the purification is complete, but
the possibility is left open (210b11—Cc4).

In Tht. Socrates denies throughout that he possesses knowledge
himself (150c8—d2; 210c4—6). This is perhaps only ‘une ruse de
Pironie socratique, expliquée 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 11.1.1; 11.1.5.
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R. Robinson’s Plato’s Earlier Dialectic (Oxford 1953%), which
systematically opposes elenchos and dialectic, and Vlastos’
Socrates, for whom the Socrates of elenchos is an entirely
different philosopher from the Socrates of later works.?* I
think that the differences must not be over-emphasised. 44
hominem refutation, dialectic, diaeresis, hypothesis®*® are all
different forms of testing, and therefore of elenchos. I do
not wish to deny that there is an evolution in philosophical
method,?*® but the theoretical framework as set out in the
Sophist and the Theaetetus justifies a unitarian approach.
How valid the approach is, will be tested in the next
section.?*’

11.3.2 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 first 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

24 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?’, §18—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.

The result of the test will have to show whether the passages from

Sph. and Tht. only reflect Plato’s later, modified, views of his earlier

work (so, for example, J. Laborderie, Le dialogue platonicien de la ma-

turité (Paris 1978), 369) or give a true account of elenchos as prac-
tised in all dialogues.

25
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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.>®

In the first place, Socrates’ interrogation of the slave is
in the last resort®? his reply to Meno’s complaint that Soc-
rates has numbed his mind (79e7-8ob2); Socrates shows
that being numbed can be beneficial as it is a sign of prog-
ress (84a3—cg). Therefore we can expect a priori that the
mathematical passage contains an implicit justification of
Socrates’ method, just as the paieuTikn episode contains
its explicit justification: Socrates’ questioning is exempli-
fied here in nuce.**°

Secondly, Meno and Theaetetus are rather wide apart
chronologically. Meno belongs to the large and diffuse
group called the early dialogues,?' whereas 7 heaetetus

28 T 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 T4t would
prove only that the poieuTik? 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.
The mathematical passage 1s usually taken for what it is ostensibly: a
proof of the theory of &v&pvnois. 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
&vauvnois is the ultimate explanation for paieutikf (cf. Bluck on
Men. 84d1; HGPh, v 73 n. 2).
260 TIf this 1s right, the first part of Socrates’ interrogation of the slave
must also reflect the first 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.
%61 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 g§69; the distance
may be fifteen to twenty years. If it can be shown that
the Meno passage gives a precise illustration of the theory
put forward in 7heaetetus 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 1s 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 (82bg—
eg). This is the stage called diepwTév and €eT&leiv in the
Sophist. The slave still thinks he knows what in fact he does
not know (82e5—9): he is guilty of So§ocopia.?5?

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 T10¢-
val ap’ dAAAAas and émidsikvivarl aUTals EvavTias.

The slave offers 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 (8gc4—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, Apology, 16 n. 29; my review of Brandwood, Chro-
nology, 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, 1v’, 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 dvauvnois).
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been removed, and he is now ready for pabnpata (cf.
84bg—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 pabnpota of the Sophist. Socrates goes out of his
way to underline that this method has remained the same:
he has confined himself to questions (84ci1—d2; 85b8—9;
d3—4), even when the slave is about to find the correct
answer.?%?

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.?** This last stage is not illustrated
completely in the Meno, because it 1s a lengthy, repetitive
process, but it is predicted that the slave will reach it if the
process is applied (85c1o—d1).

Aporia 1s a necessary and sufficient 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 1s hard to be convinced by these words of Socrates, but
that is not the point at issue.

264 Cf. P. Stemmer, Platons Dialektik. Die friihen 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 umschlagt, ist verbreitet [some refer-
ences in n. 78]. Teilt man diese Sicht der Dinge, liegt es nahe, im
zweiten Teil des Sklavengespriachs den Text zu finden, in dem die
neue konstruktive Dialektik zum ersten Mal vorgefiihrt wird. Doch
diese Deutung des Sklavengesprichs und des Menon ist unzutreffend.
Platon konzipiert hier nicht eine neue konstruktive dialektische
Methode.” Ibid., 245: ‘Ein Elenchos, an dessen Ende eine un-
umstossliche 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 &uabic and of its final expul-
sion are contrasted in the same way, and partly in the
same words, as in the Sophist.?*>

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.

11.3.3 Implicit and explicit protreptic in the Apology

It has often been remarked?®® that in the Apology, after
the interrogation of Meletus (24c4—28a2), the traits of
Socrates’ portrait become different. There is a renewed
description of his activity®®” (now for the first time called

265 T shall not enter here into another characteristic detail of Socratic
elenchos: that it is ‘searching together’ (Men. 84c11; cf. 8od4; gobs;
Prt. 330b6; Grg. 506a4; Cra. 384c2; Tht. 151e5; 157d1—2; Phdr. 276¢7),
in other words, that the aporia extends to Socrates as well, cf. sec-
tion 11.3.T n. 253.

I give a number of references taken more or less at random: Th.
Gomperz, Griechische Denker, 11 82—4; H. Maier, Sokrates, 114; Wolff,
Apologie, 25—8; R. Hackforth, The Composition of Plato’s Apology (Cam-
bridge 1983), 112—17; Meyer, Apologie, 93—4 and n. 76.

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 29cj to gocr 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

267
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prAocodeiv, 28e5; 29cg; d5) with the emphasis on the two
major moments of examination and conviction (¢pnooual
aUTOV Kal £§eTdow Kal EAeyEw, 29e5), but this time these
are preceded by exhortation and followed by taunt (dvei-
316, goar; cf. Comm. on 408e5).

The exhortation is of the reproving type; consequently,
initial exhortation and final reproof have the same con-
tent: the object of dveildos is 6T1 T& TAeioTou &Sl Trepl
gEAaxloTou TrolelTal, T& O PaUAOTEpa Trepl TTAEIOVOS,
goar—g — this is a slightly exaggerated paraphrasis of the
exhortation @ &pioTe dvdpdv, Abnvaios wv, TdAews THs
HEYIOTNS Kol eUBOKIMWTATNS €els codlav kol 1oxuv,
XPNHATWY MEV OUK aloyUvnl E€TiueAoUuevos OTws ool
goTon ws TAEloTa, kol 8OENS Kal Tipfis, ppovnoews B¢ kal
aAnBelas kal Tfis Wuxfis OTws ws PeATIOTN E0TAL OUK €TTL-
HeAfil oUde ppovTilels; (29d7—eg).26®

In the rest of the Apology, the emphasis is definitely on
that part of Socrates’ activity which is referred to with the
words Tapakeleveobal (29d5) and Teibev (30a8; cf. ey
gyelpwv Kal Teibwv kal dveldifwv) — these words are iden-
tified in the passage g1b1—7: eifovta émipereiofal &peTfis
... TaUTa TrapekeAevouny. In fact, it is even suggested that
persuasion/exhortation is the only form of Socrates’ phil-
osophical activity (30a7—8 oU8ev yap &ANo TTPATTWV €y
mepiépyopal T melbwv KTA.; cf. bg—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 T take it that in 29d4—6 (0¥ pf Tavowual ¢prAocodpdy kal Uuiv
TAPaKEAEUOUEVOS Te Kal EvdelkvUpevos 8Twl &v &el EvTuyXdvw
Uuddv), evdeikvupevos refers to €5éTaots and EAeyxos (in the terminal
sense of conviction of ignorance — Hackforth (loc. cit.) points out
that évdeikvUuevos lacks a complementary clause like it has 2gb?)
and that Tapakeheudpevos covers both the initial incitation and the
final taunt, and that consequently ¢1Aocopdv is coordinated with its
two principal aspects.
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Socrates’ exhortations (apart from the passage quoted in
full also gob2—4; 31b4—5; 36c5—dr1) are pieces of explicit
philosophical protreptic. If more confirmation is needed, it
may be pointed out that émipéAeia, which is the key-word
of Socrates’ exhortations here, occurs in Aristotle’s Pro-
trepticus in a very similar context®® and quite often in the
Euthydemus,?° cf. section 11.2.2 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 Apology 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 €§étaois and éAeyxos 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 &o€Beia the
description of Socrates examining others (called already
TNV ToU B0l AaTpeiav at 2gc1) is worked out (28e4—6 ToU
8¢ BeoU T&TTOVTOS ... PprAccopolvTa pe Belv {fjv kal ée-
T&GovTa €pauTOV Kal Tous &AAous), 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 beneficial 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 Apology to be a true

269 g 53 Diiring 7§ unv dvdpamodiddés ye ToU {fjv AN un 1ol &fjv €U
YAixeohal, kai Tais TGOV TOAAGY aUTdv dkoloubelv §oEais, AAAX
un Tous ToAAoUs &§1olv Tals auToU, Kal T& pEv XpHuaTa {nTelv,
TGV 8t KaAQY undepiav émipéAeiav molelobal 1o Tapdmav; cf. B 34.

270 Cf. especially 275a1—2 K&AAIOT &V TpoTpéWalTe eis prAocopiav Kal
ApeTRS ETIMEAEIQV.
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account of what Socrates actually said before his judges,?”!
there is no problem; they can say with Jaeger: ‘From the
Apology 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 different.?”? 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 Apology 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 different.

Besides, as we have already seen, there is contradiction
not just between the explicitly exhorting Socrates of the
Apology and the implicit protreptic practised by Socrates
in the dialogues, but at least as strong a contradiction
within the Apology itself. After Socrates has first 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, Apology, 1-8. For an intelligent defence of the ‘his-
torical’ interpretation, cf. HGPh, 1v 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 efficient 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 11.4.5)
does not necessarily conflict 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 Apology, the only difference
between the Apology and the dialogues is that between
explicit and implicit protreptic. In the Apology, Socrates
applies the method which is rejected in the Sophist as old-
fashioned and as ‘yielding little result for much pains’, in
short, voubetnTikn. 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 Apology 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 ‘¢ppovnoais,
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 beneficial for
them inasmuch as they will be ready for pabfuata. 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 offspring. Socrates could not
have claimed such a divine gift in the Apology.

The only way left for Plato, if he wanted to show that
elenchos is protreptic, was to do precisely as he did: to
concentrate first 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 first. 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 effect 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 (3oer—ag).?”?

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 Apology, then, is essen-
tially a defence of the dialogue. Take away the oracle and
the quest among politicians, poets and craftsmen from the
first 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.?’*

There i1s an awkward passage near the end of the Apology
which confirms the interpretation presented here. After
Socrates 1s 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,?”® there will be many
more people who will force them to an account (39c6—dr1

273 In this analysis Orwin’s view that the Clitophon is a counter-Apology is
acceptable. Just as in the Apology the second Socrates explains the
first, so in the Clitophon Clitophon’s own manner of questioning is a
tacit correction of Socrates’ explicit protreptic. The difference is of
course that in the Clitophon, the opposition is between two different
characters, which I can only account for if the Clitophon has a po-
lemic intention.

27# H. H. Benson, ‘The dissolution of the problem of the elenchus’,
OSAPh 13 (1995) 45112, reaches a similar conclusion along roughly
similar lines. In the first 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 Futhphr., La., Chrm., these
key features prove to play a major part (53-63) — some subsidiary
features which he perceives in the Apology are likewise present. His
conclusion is that all three dialogues ‘display the key features of the
method Socrates describes himself as employing in the Apology’ (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 ggcy 8186van eheyyov; di éAéyxovTes cf. 2ges EAéyEw; similarly
39d4 dveldilewv — goar dveidid; ey dvedifwv. Cf. de Strycker—
Slings, Apology, 206-8.
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viv yap ToUTo eipyoaocBe oidpevorl pév dmaAi&Eeobar ToU
B186var Eheyyov ToU Piou, TO 8¢ Upiv TOAU EvavTiov
dmoPnoeTal, s &yw ¢nulr TAelous EoovTal Upds ol
ENEY XOVTES).

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 Apology.?”® Since
there 1s 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,?””
as such writings do not force their readers to give an
account of their conduct in life. But the written elenchos,
as 1llustrated in Plato’s dialogues, does just that. As H.
Maier puts it: ‘die Apologie ist ein Manifest, das Plato ...
an die Athener richtet. Er présentiert sich und die Freunde
hier ganz formell vor der Offentlichkeit als die Erben und
Nachfolger des Sokrates, als seine Testamentsvollstrecker,
die im Begriff stehen, in die Arbeit des Meisters einzu-
treten.’?”® I do not subscribe to the suggestion contained in

276 T 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 g§gci—dg’ (de Strycker—Slings, Apology, 210). De Strycker
could not accept the interpretation offered here because he re-
garded the elenctic and the protreptic portraits of Socrates from the
Apology as simply complementary, whereas I have argued above that
the second portrait shows the effects of the first. (I was not at liberty
to put my own views forward in this respect in de Strycker—Slings,
Apology.)

277 So H. Erbse, ‘Zur Entstehungszeit von Platons “Apologie des So-
krates’”’, in Ausgewdhlte Schrifien (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 TAglous EoovTal Uuds ol EAéyyovTes 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 Apology 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 Apology
is the charter on which the dialogues are founded.*”

11.3.4 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 first upper level (2goer).
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,?® 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.?®!

Plato wishes to show the difference between Socrates’
elenchos and eristic argument (with which no doubt it was
often identified, as it is by the anonymous interlocutor?®?);
this was the more urgent because in all his dialogues
Socrates employs fallacious arguments not very dissimilar

2

N

9 I do not of course pretend that with this analysis a full statement on

the intention of the Apology has been given; on the other hand, I feel
reasonably confident that no one can explain the Apology satisfacto-
rily if this aspect of its meaning is neglected.
280 <Aeschines’ Miltiades’, 307-8.
I find myself in agreement with most of what Guthrie says about
Futhd. (HGPh, 1v 274—83) and with Sprague, Fallacy, 1—33. Cf. also
Rutherford, Art of Plato, 111—20.
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 ¢p1hocodia is inferior even to the eristics, inasmuch as the latter
practise philosophy and he something of less value (306a1—cj5).

282
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from (only less obvious than) the eristic dilemmas and fal-
lacies (cf. HGPh, 1v 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
field 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 1s
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, 1
shall study only the two conversations of Socrates and
Clinias.?®® The first 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
co¢la; since codia can be taught (cf. section 11.2.9.1), one
must try to acquire it — in other words, one must practise
philosophy (282d1 &vaykaiov eival pr1Aocodeiv).

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 first (288c6—d2). It is
essentially an attempt to determine what kind of codia is
necessary. The search ends up in aporia (292e6—293ar).

It would not seem unreasonable to doubt that this pas-
sage should be considered protreptic, as the first conversa-
tion had already reached the goal of philosophical pro-

283 There are some features in the final 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 Toudeia, but that the representatives of philosophy are re-
pulsive to him (N. B. mpoTpémw g07a2). 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 specific copia was a fiasco, but Crito has been exhorted none
the less to keep pursuing codia ($p1Aocodeiv).
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treptic. On the other hand, it is clear that ¢p1Aocopeiv had
not been used in its technical sense at the end of the first
conversation, but had been re-etymologised as ‘to strive
after copia’ (the allegedly Pythagorean but in point of fact
originally Platonic use of the word?®**). A more precise de-
termination of the notion co¢ia is therefore a necessary
addition to the first 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 first conversation: the
elements which bring about the aporia at the end of the
second had been carefully prepared there.)?®* As it is pre-
cisely these purposes in which we are interested at present,
it 1s logical to concentrate on this episode (the most impor-
tant elements of the first conversation have been studied in
sections 11.2.9.1 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
codia looked for is assumed implicitly to be a Téxvn (with
gmioTHMN serving as frait d’union; 288d8—289c8). Introduc-
ing the concept of virtue as a Téxvn is a well-known fea-
ture of the early Platonic dialogue; the concept invariably
causes the main aporia, as it does here. Because cogia is a
TéYvT, it must have an épyov (291er); this épyov must be
@deAipov (292a8) and therefore &yabov (2g92ar1r; cf. Comm.
on 407a1 w¢eAeiv). Now, in the first conversation, it had

%+ CGf. W. Burkert, ‘Platon oder Pythagoras? Zum Ursprung des
Wortes Philosophie’, Hermes 88 (1960) 159—77; esp. 172—4.

285 (1) The statement that codia is the only &yaBdév (281e3—5). (2) The
identification of co¢ia and émioTnun (28ra2—b6), while at the same
time co¢ia is used as ‘wisdom’ (281b6; d8; e4 and esp. by volv un
éxwv; besides, the question whether cogia can be taught (282c1—2)
is pointless if codia means ‘knowledge’). This identification enables
Socrates in the second conversation to replace co¢ia by &mioThun
(288d8 etc.) and even by Téxvn (289c2 etc.).
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been proved that codia itself is the only &yabov (281e3—5);
consequently, the only épyov of codia is copia (292d8—e1;
cf. section 1.5.3). 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 (Tols kouyoTépois) think the good is
wise knowledge (¢ppovnois). 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 (&Tro-
poUoa) and unable to grasp what it is (505d11—e2). These
statements occur at the beginning of the discussions of the
I8¢ ToU &yaboU; only the assumption that such a Form
exists can break through the circularity entailed by identi-
fying ¢poévnois (codia) and &yaboév. If Goldschmidt is
right in reading the Euthydemus in the light of this passage —
and I have no doubt that he is — the co¢ia 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 identified ethical knowledge with the
technician’s skill’ (E. de Strycker).?®® In the background
lies Plato’s idiosyncratic version of the Socratic paradox
‘Virtue is knowledge’: so it is, but knowledge of a very

26 ‘De eenheid van kennis en liefde in Socrates’ opvatting over de
deugd’, Bijdragen, Tijdschrift voor Filosofie 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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specific character, not the knowledge found in the arts and
sciences.

This interpretation of Plato’s use of the Téxvn analogies
is at variance with the one commonly held: that Plato,
in his early period, really believed that the knowledge
which 1s (or produces) virtue is not different from technical
knowledge, and that he believed this because he was still
under the influence of Socrates’ teaching. In my opinion
(which it would take me too far afield to argue at any
length here,?” but which I have to state because an im-
portant part of my interpretation of the Cltophon 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 first 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 &yafdov which is essential in de-
fining the virtues under discussion. As Goldschmidt puts it:
‘La est la raison décisive de I’échec des six dialogues [La-
ches, Charmides, Hippias Maior, Euthyphron, Lysis, Euthydemus).
Les parties de la vertu, ’amitié, le bonheur, on ne peut les
définir que si I'on parvient a définir le Bien avec lequel
toutes ces Valeurs paraissent a un moment donné se con-

287 Instead, I may perhaps be allowed to refer the reader to R. Kent
Sprague, ‘Plato’s unitarianism or what Shorey said’, CPk 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,
Chronology, 541) is completely compatible with what Kahn says
about his tentative grouping of the dialogues of the ‘first period’ on

p- 48.
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fondre. Or ce Bien, nulle part Platon n’en entreprend la
définition. Mais il nous indique qu’a vouloir ... s’entéter
dans cette tentative, on finit par tourner en cercle’ (Dia-
logues, 80).788

A second point of interest is the remarkable effect 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 AoyoTtoukn Texvn
and the oTpaTtnyikn 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 first 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 (Tis TOV KperTTOVWY, 291a4) uttered these words, and
Crito ironically?® agrees. Now, there is a sentence in the
uateuTikn episode of the Theaetetus, which provides the
best commentary on this passage. “Those who frequent my
company at first 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 (oloTep &v 6 6eds

28 Cf. D. L. Roochnik, ‘Socrates’ use of the techne-analogy’, 7HPh 24
(1986) 295—310, esp. 303—7, who claims that the Téxvn 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) TOV KpelTTOVwY WévTol Tis Euol Sokei,
kol TOAU ye, he thinks of Socrates. That, however, does not affect
the point. Cf. Hawtrey ad loc.; T. A. Szlezak, ‘Sokrates’ Spott iiber
Geheimhaltung (Zum Bild des ¢p1Adoogos in Platons Euthydem)’,
Aud 26 (1980) 75-89 at 84. Erler, Sinn der Aporien, 287 and n. 118,
misses the irony in Crito’s words.
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Tapeiknt) make progress at a rate that seems surprising to
others as well as to themselves’ (150d2—6).2%°

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 Apology: 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.

11.3.5 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 specifically, from the passages
discussed.?”!

290 See Méridier 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 sufficiently), 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 1.5.1), yet I feel justified for the following reasons.
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Plato rejects explicit philosophical protreptic because it
is ineffective. 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 do§ooco¢ia: 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 fixed 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 1s 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 different texts and dif-
ferent periods in Plato’s life. This consistency of different texts
makes it plausible that they reflect 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 Taideia, 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 Tai-
Beia (elenchos followed by pabfpara) the best, if not the
only, way to acquire philosophical knowledge. All writings
lead to 8o§ocodia (Phaedrus 275b2),%? 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.***

The written Adyos is the illegitimate brother of the spo-

292 The words xoaAemol ouveival (Phdr. ibid.) should be compared with
Sph. 230bg—c1; Tht. 210c2—3.

Again, considerations of space here prohibit an extensive analysis of
that difficult 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, 21-97; 286—92; M. Isnardi Parente,
‘Phdr. 2774c¢ 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.

293
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ken Adyos (276a1—2),%* 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 11.9.2). But what exactly does the
metaphor of illegitimacy entail? Phaedrus echoes Socrates
by another metaphor: the written Adyos is the €i8wAov?*
of the spoken Adyos (276a—g). The dialogue is an imitation
of the discussion, and it is a dead thing, whereas discussion
is éuypuyos. 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 profit 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).2%

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.?®” But at the same time

294 De Vries (ad loc.) wrongly says that yvfo1os is not used of brothers,
cf. Ar. Av. 1654; 1659; cf. vobos, Pi. 0. 7.27.

295 There is a conscious play on two meanings of the word: ‘image’ and
‘phantom’ (cf. (VT kal Euyuyov), hence &v ... AéyorTo Sikaics.

2% The words uet’ émoTnuns (276a5) are opposed to the inability of
the written word to answer questions, and therefore to impart
knowledge; cf. 276¢c9; e7—277ar.

297 1 doubt that T. A. Szlezak is right in claiming that ‘trotzdem will
man immer wieder die Dialoge wegen ihres erzieherischen Wertes
vom negativen Urteil iiber die Schrift ausnehmen’ (Platon und die
Schriftlichkeit der Philosophie. Interpretationen zu den frihen und mittleren
Dualogen (Berlin—New York 1985), 18 n. 16) — the references which he
gives do not confirm this sweeping statement. The fact that Phdr.
276e2—3 (SikatooUvns Te Kl &AAwY v Aéyels mépl pubuloyolvTa)
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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’®® (277e6) in the written Adyos, and
Plato’s dialogues are full of it.?°

At this point, a short excursus is in order about fallacies
in Plato: if anything, they qualify as play.**® They fall into
three different classes.

(1) Conclusions which Plato may well have thought are not
fallacious at all. This applies especially to what one might

1s an obvious reference to the Republic (376dg pubohoyolvTes; 501e4
uuBoAoyoUuev — both in crucial transitional passages) makes it quite
clear that the dialogues deserve all the negative qualifications which
are given to the written word in general (the verb is used in the same
way in two key passages of the Laws, 632¢5 and 752a1). The refer-
ence to R. was first found by W. Luther, ‘Die Schwiche des ge-
schriebenen Logos. Ein Beispiel humanistischer Interpretation, ver-
sucht am sogenannten Schriftmythos in Platons Phaidros (274 B
6f1.)’, Gymnasium 68 (1961) 52648 at 536—7. Cf. Szlezak, 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 vorldufige Bemerkungen’, in L. Rossetti, op. cit. (n. 293),
138-55, at 146—7, who points at the qualification 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: 278by
oUkoUv A8n memaiobw peTpics AUV T Tepl Adywv (virtually: ‘this
must be the end of the dialogue’; cf. Rowe ad loc.).

298 maidiav ... moAANV must denote here lack of seriousness; at 276d2
(Traadids xapv) the word mondi& 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 by Plato (Amsterdam 1949); H. Gundert,

‘Zum Spiel bei Platon’, in id., Platonstudien (Amsterdam 1977), 65—-98.

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’.**! 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., § = pleasure,
P = good: if so, pain is evil). For the theory, cf. Arist. Cat.
13b36 évavTiov 8¢ éoTiv &yaBdl pev €§ dvdykns Kakov;
Top. 114b6-15; Rh. 1397a7—19. Plato uses it frequently, e.g.
Grg. 507a5—6 (cf. Sprague, Fallacy, go—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.* 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, 1392—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-
%1 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 Sikaiov treated as
identical to &81kov). Plato was clearly aware that this is a fallacy, cf.
Prt. g31di—e4; Smp. 201e8—202a3.
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

302
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Polemarchus in Republic 1 (331e1—936a8), cf. section 11.5.3.
and n. g56.

(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 €U Tp&TTEY ‘to act well’
and ‘to fare well’). ‘In such cases Plato appears to be as-
serting by implication.’®*® Cf. section 11.5.3 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.%*

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 unfinished 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.**® 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.
On a special type of fallacies caused by ambiguity, cf. D. Evans,
‘Platonic arguments’, ProcAristSoc Suppl. 70 (1996) 177-93.
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 (OSAPL Suppl., Oxford
1992), 20119, esp. 206; 211—14.

305
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tion of the problem of ethical and technical knowledge
(section 11.3.4).

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),®*® but that is precisely what is indicated by
stamping the written word as a ‘reminder of those who
know’ (278a1).?*” 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.**® 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; 276dg—4. Plato secems 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 eUpebeis). In the case of the latter, one can
imagine that writing as Uméuvnois 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 276dg—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 reflection 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 justified.’
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down in writing.** It means rather that he will not expose
his doctrines to misunderstanding by stating them in full.
For example, the doctrine of &vauvnois 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 dofoocodia, 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 baffled, 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 definitions (often demonstrating what is
and what is not a definition) 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 pd&dnua; in that case written elenchos, too, will
have achieved its double purpose. To quote Goldschmidt
once again: ‘Le dialogue veut former plutét 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 11.3.1),

309 If writing is an €86Twv Umdpvnols 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.?'°

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 different; Dialogues, g23). 1 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 1s refuted, until Socrates’ partners have been

319 Though I agree with Gaiser that a group of Plato’s dialogues is to be
analysed as protreptic, his method differs considerably from mine.
Gaiser starts from a reconstruction of the structure of the sophistic
TPOTPETTIKOS Adyos and recognises elements of this structure in the
dialogue (cf. Thesleff, 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 Eingestindnis
des Nichtwissens ... der wesentliche Schritt der philosophischen
moudela selbst getan’). For instance, the explicit protreptic at the
end of Euthd. (section 11.3.4 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 (a¥Td T6 Tp&yna Pacavicas,

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 (T& dikala are not identical to T& ¢é-
Apa, 113d5-116d4), and that is suflicient evidence for his
total ignorance. He needs émipéreia abtol (119a8—124b9),
and Socrates will show him the right way for it (124bg—
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 profit 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 ‘specifically 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.

11.4 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 1.5.3): 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 Texvn;
11.4.1), on the distinction between €pyov and Sidaypa
within the analogy (i1.4.2), on the final regress and the
aporia (11.4.3).

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 definitions of the
result of justice). I have thought it more profitable to study
this subject-matter separately (section 11.5); this choice en-
tails in some cases anticipation of the results of that study.

1.4.1 The art of the soul’s perfection

When Clitophon has been convinced by Socrates’ pro-
treptic speeches that émipéAeia Tfis Wuxfis is necessary, he
asks a number of companions how one has to proceed. In
his question he uses the words &petn and Sikaloouvn
indiscriminately to refer to the goal of the exhortation —
below, I shall try to show that this identification reflects 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 Téxvn concern-
ing the best state of the soul. When the brightest brain of
the lot identifies this Téxvn with justice, he is responding in
the normal Platonic way to inductive reasoning, but two
points deserve attention. Hitherto, justice and &petn had
been treated as identical, so that the statement that justice
is the art of the soul’s &peTn (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
Téxvn (cf. Comm. on 409ag TNV ... TEXVNV).

Suggesting by means of analogy that a particular virtue
is a Téyvn is a procedure so common in Plato that it hardly
needs illustration. In Republic 1 the procedure is applied to
Simonides’ ‘definition’ of justice (to be treated in section
I1.5.3: 332¢5—7 @ 21pwvidn, N Tiow oUv Ti &modidolox
dpelNduevov kal Tpoofikov TeXvn laTpikn KaAeiTal; which
leads to d2—g 1) oUv &1 Tiow Ti &modi8oloa Téxvn Sikaio-
ouvn &v KaAoiTo;). As we saw (section 11.5.4) 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 final stage of the interrogation
of Socrates’ friends is caused by the analogy of justice and
Téyvn. The arts have, qua knowledge, an easily definable
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 €pyov of justice, and therefore justice itself (note 410a5
Sikaloouvny 1) opdvoiav!) cannot be defined (see further
section 11.4.3). The procedure is strictly Platonic; especially
the aporia of the Euthydemus is closely parallel.

No comparable use of the Téxvn 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 specific
argument. In the Alcibiades 1, for example, the difference
between o&dpa and &vBpwTros is inferred from the differ-
ence between the tool and its user.?'! Of course, this more
general way of using the Téxvn 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 11.5.3.

There is one important difference between the use of
Téxvn analogy in Plato’s earlier dialogues and in the Clito-
phon: in the former, the analogy is not stated explicitly,
whereas it 1s in the Clitophon. There 1s only one parallel for
the question kai vOv 81 Tiva dapév eiven THv &l Tt THs
Wuxfs &peTfit TéEXvny; (409a2—3): in the Euthydemus, Clinias
is asked to name a Téxvn, namely the one needed for at-
taining happiness (288dg—e2, cf. 282c¢8-dz2), but no Texvn
1s found. The explicitness of the procedure in the Clitophon
makes the misleading character of the Téxvn analogy far
more obvious than is usual in Plato.

The object of justice as a Téxvn is said to be ‘the &petn
of the soul’ (409ag). This is a rather uncommon phrase,
which I have not found outside Plato and Aristotle.?'?
Analogous to ‘the &petn of the body’, which is found
slightly more often?®'?
denote a particular quality of the soul, e.g. ppovijoar,®'* 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 (yuxn &yabn) by virtue of its
&petn makes the body as ‘good’ as possible.!®

it has two distinct uses, namely to

311 129c5—e7; cf. Arist. EN 1161a34—5; EE 1241b17-18; Protr. B 59 Diiring.
X. 4g. 3.1 uses a similar one: TNV év T yuyfji avTol &peTnv.

Grg. 479b3—4; 499d6-7; 504c8-9; 517¢8-518a1; R. 403d2-3; 518d10;
Arist. Rh. 136g9bar; 1361a2; 6; ba1; Protr. B 46 Diiring.

3% R. 518e2; cf. Arist. Rh. 1361a4—5; 7; 1362b13—14; Protr. B 46 Diiring.
315 403dg—4; cf. Grg. 506d5-6; Lg. 961d5.

313
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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: 6uo-
vonTikfis 8¢ kol Mpuoopevns THs wuxis &Andns d&petn
TOppw TOl éKPeUyol Gv auTov (the oligarchical man;
554¢4—5). Here the attributes of the soul clearly point back
to the definition of justice at the end of Book 4 (443c9—
444a2), in which the just man is said to be fjppoocpévov
(443e2). Yet it is only an oblique reference: though the
‘true &petn of the soul’ is obviously identical to justice,
this 1s not said in so many words.

Only in Republic 1 do we find a normal equation of jus-
tice and the &petn 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
¢pyov which in this context means ‘function’, not ‘result’
(sight and hearing are the épya of eyes and ears, g352e5—
10). Next, everything which has an &pyov also has an
&petn (353b2—4); without its proper &petn nothing can
fulfil its épyov well (353b14—c2). The épya of the soul are
caring, ruling, thinking, and above all, life (353d3—10).
Without its proper &peTt| a soul cannot fulfil these €pya.®'®
According to Socrates, it had already been established that
&petm 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
&petmn had been identified, first in Socrates’ discussion with
Polemarchus (335¢c4; cf. section 11.5.3 and n. g56), 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 6 pév &pa Sikaros MUV GvaTépav-
Tal Qv &yafds Te kal copds, 6 Bt &dikos dpabns Te kal
KaKos); in Socrates’ report this result is reformulated as
TNV dikatooUvny &peThv elval kal copiav (350d4—5). Soc-

316 The analogy &peTn) of the eye — &petny of the soul is imitated at Ale.
1 133b1—10, where the soul’s &peTr is identified with codia.
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rates is therefore guilty of negligence in adding the geni-
tive Wuxfs at g53e7—8.37

It is clear that in associating justice and the soul’s &petn
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 &petn the object of an
art subsequently identified 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 identified ToAiTik™, SikaoTikn and &i-
katoouvn is understandable from this doctrine only (sec-
tions 11.2.3.3; 11.5.4): 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 difference between this concept and that of
justice as object of a Téxvn 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 &petn as that of other things is said to be
the result of (among other things) Téxvn (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 specific way
of behaving towards others (oU Tept TNy 5w Tp&§IV TGOV
aUTol, 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 &peT is
either of the body or of the soul, and justice is not &petn} of the
body, therefore it must be &pett) 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 yuxfis
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 Téxvn in question
is stated to be the soul’s &petn 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.

11.4.2 The result of justice

Having forced the discussion to start from the assumption
that justice is a Téyxvn, Clitophon proceeds to impose a
new restriction on his partners. The effects (Ta &moTeAoU-
ueva) of a Téxvn are said to be twofold: to cause new men
to become TexviTanr and to execute its specific task. The
latter is clearly and unambiguously distinguished from
Téxvn as such (BoTv 8¢ ToUTwv B&Tepov OUKETL TEXVN
409bg—4; cf. d1 T& UAva ... okeun ... & 8T oUk €o0TIV
Téyvn) and is called épyov (bs; 6; c1 etc.). The former,
though called (with a rare term) 8i8aypa at b6, is not
completely distinguished from Téxvn itself, as can be seen
already from the wording éoTiv 8¢ ToUTwv B&TEpOV OUKETI
Téxvn [obviously, the other part is], Tfis Téxvns 8¢ THs
Bidaokovuons Te kal didackopévns gpyov. The second
analogy makes this quite clear: 409b5—6 kal TekToVIKfis 8¢
KQTX TAUT& oikia Te Kol TEKTOVIKT [viz. as taught and
learned] 16 pév épyov, T 8¢ didayua. So, the emphasis is
not on the distinction between the two effects (Epyov and
8idayua), but on the one between Téyxvn and gpyov (for
the reason why the latter distinction was introduced, cf.
below).

If the distinction between épyov and 8idaypa is second-
ary, why did the author find it at all necessary to make it?
He could have restricted himself to stating the obvious,

170



INTRODUCTION II.4.2

that a Téxvn is different from its object or result; this
would have made it sufficiently clear that Clitophon is
asking not for a definition of justice but for a delineation
of its épyov. That apart from this épyov it is also a quality
of justice that it can impart itself to others (b6—7 Tfs &1
SIKX10OUVTS OQUTWS TO PEV S1KaloUs E0Tw TOIETV) is in-
teresting in itself, but not to the point.

The only justification, as far as I can see, is that the op-
position €pyov:didayua serves to prove the thesis which
Clitophon had ascribed to Socrates, that ToALTIKT, diKa-
oTikn and SikatooUvn are identical (408bg—5). This is a
simplification of a doctrine elaborated in Gorgias and Polit-
teus and alluded to also in Euthydemus: the just politician
makes his fellow-citizens better men (sections 11.2.3.3;
11.5.4). The curious way in which the Téyxvn 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 €pyov which is to be defined.
When producing new just men is first called 8idayua and
then identified with Téyvn 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: T&1 pabovTt THY TOV &vBpwTWY KU-
BepvnTikNY KTA. (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—g &S &pxeoban Seiv
dapev dikatooUvns TEpL pabnoews — more neutral 410¢5-6
7} oUK e1dévai ot [sc. TNV Sikatoouvnv] 7 oUk 8éAelv alThs
g¢uol kowvelv). 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 Téxvn. Whether he actually thought
that justice is knowledge and can be taught is another
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matter. Perhaps the imperative éotw 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 8idaypa, which, as we saw, is
not relevant to the progress of refutation. We must now
ask why the distinction between Téxvn and €pyov was in-
troduced; the question is the more relevant because (as we
shall see, section 11.4.3) the distinction is an impediment
rather than a contribution to the final 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 definitions of the épyov of justice two appear in
Republic 1 as definitions of justice itself, whereas in view of
Aristotle’s treatment of the relation of justice and friend-
ship (section 11.5.2.) ‘friendship in the cities’ would not
have been absurd as a definition of justice. It follows that
our author must have had another reason for avoiding the
question ‘“What is justice?’ and introducing the épyov.

In order to trace this reason, we must realise that the
introduction of €pyov is possible only because justice had
been forced into the framework of Téxvn. 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 definition, which (as we shall see) was borrowed from
Republic 1. In the Republic, benefiting one’s friends and
harming one’s enemies had been presented as a definition
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
defined 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 ‘benefiting everyone’ as an adequate definition
of justice. This is where the introduction of €pyov 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 definition, 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 €pyov in the Clito-
phon criticises the source of the third definition from the
Platonic point of view which, as I have tried to establish,
was also that of the author of the Clitophon: while ‘benefit-
ing everyone’ (T&vTta ydp & Qo¢eAial TavTas Spdv,
410b2—3) is not an acceptable definition of justice, it is a
satisfactory description of its épyov. In this light, the fact
that the Clitophon reformulates the outcome of the debate
in Republic 1 (oU8apol yap dikaiov oUudéva Nuiv épavn Ov
BAGTTEY, g935e5) In a positive way, becomes highly
significant.

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 €pyov,
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 definition which is shielded by the distinction Téyvn:
gpyov. As we shall see (section 11.5.3), 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 fhimself, 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 1.5.3), 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 i3 Socrates himself who tells Clitophon that it
is the €pyov 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 definition 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
11.7.3(6)).

It seems to me superfluous to trace the origin of the
commonplace notion that the épyov of a Téxvn is distinct
from the Téxvn itself. In Plato, it is found in the Charmides
(166a3—5 &GAAG TOBe ool €xw deifal, Tivos EoTIV ETIOTHYN
EKGOTN TOUTWV TV £MoTNU®OV, O TuyXavel Ov &AAo
aUTfis THS émoTnuns), and, with less emphasis on their
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distinctness, in the Euthydemus (292b4—5; di—2) and Republic
I (332e3 etc.; esp. 351dg); as we saw earlier (section II.4.1),
the word épyov is used there also to denote the specific
‘function’ (335d3; g52dg etc.) of things (heat) and living
beings (horses) which are not a Téxvn. The opposition
gpyov:8idayua (or anything like it) is not found else-
where. There is an interesting parallel from Aristotle’s
Protrepticus: €1 y&p €oTal [sc. f) $pdvnois] TOINTIKT, ETEP
ETEPWV E0TAL, OOTEP OIKOBOMIKT OlKiaS, TTIS OUK E0°TI
wépos THs oikias (B 68 Diiring), but there is no direct con-
nection with the Clitophon — Aristotle is rather correcting
the Euthydemus passage here (Einarson, ‘Epinomis’, 272 n.
32; Diring, 241).

11.4.3 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 dudvola.

(3) ‘Owodvola is shared knowledge.

(4)

4) The result of justice as knowledge is knowledge.

The regress found at the end of Socrates’ second con-
versation with Clinias in the FEuthydemus (section 11.3.4) 1is
very similar:

(1) Wisdom is the only &yaf6v and has a result.
(2) Its result must be an &yabov.
(3) The only &yabov 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 definable result because it is a Téxvn) 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 difficulties. The regress in the
Euthydemus invalidates the basic analysis of wisdom as a
Téxvn directly; the one in the Clitophon does not invalidate
it: if it turns out that to define the result as Spdvoia creates
a regress, it is proved at the most that we had wrongly
defined oudvoia (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 Téxvn and épyov, which
the author goes out of his way to emphasise (section 11.4.2)
only complicates matters. If Clitophon had asked for defi-
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 ouodvola.®®
(2) ‘Opovola 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 11.5.4) 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 Téxvn
concerning the soul’s &peTn (section 11.4.1) 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.?' When the Clitophon

18 This would have been a plausible definition, cf. sections 11.4.2 and
IL.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 defining the result of justice, that is, the art of
the soul’s perfection, as knowledge, this definition 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 épyov, 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 benefiting all’ (410b2—3; section 11.4.2). 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 conflict, with that of the
Republic 1s 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 (41022 Tep1dedpaunkey els TaUTOV 6 AdYOS§ TOIS
mpwTols). This is normal Platonic practice; compare for
example Socrates’ words in the Euthyphro fj oUk alo8&vnt
6Ti O Adyos NWiv TepleAboov TAAWY €ls TaUTOV fKEL;
(15b1o—cr1; cf. kUkAw1 TrepridvTa To1édY, 15b10). Similar
explicit statements are found in Lysis, Hippias Maior, Char-
mides, Euthydemus;**° they always refer to the final 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 (409ero &mopoUvTes in our dialogue; cf. the

320 Ly. 222d1—3; Hp.Ma. gogere—g; Chrm. 174b11; FEuthd. 291b8—CI;
Goldschmidt, Dialogues, 75.
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Euthydemus as quoted in sections 1.5.3; 11.3.4). 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 diffidence. We have
seen from the 7Theaetetus and the FEuthydemus 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 11.3.4). 1
think an echo of this progress may be perceived in Clito-
phon’s words ol TapdvTes ikavol Aoav KTA. (410a1); why
does Clitophon stress the bystanders’ ability to criticise
their comrade? The words ixavol floav are a bit odd
anyway, and they induced an anonymous reader from an-
tiquity (or the early Byzantine era) to change them into
¢mexeipnoav,®! 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 defi-
nitions TO ocupdEpov, TO Beov, TO WPEAIHOV, TO AUCITE-
AoUv, so the refutation had concerned all of them. In
fact, they constitute one amorphous group (section 1.5.3)
and are treated as such. The boundaries of a Short Dia-
logue are narrow; if our author wanted to indicate the
beneficial 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 (yp.) by the first scribe of
A (Paris. gr. 1807); doubtless a conjecture (the hypothesis of a cor-
rection of a mechanical error in copying — ixavol having been
replaced by a dittography of the first part of the following émi-
TANTTEW — may be dismissed confidently).
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Clitophon (section 1.5) 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,®* 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 11.3). 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-
effect, of the reader turning away from exhortation (and
thereby from philosophy) for good, is obviated by a final
passage exhorting again, explicitly, to philosophy (section
11.3.4 and n. 283). In this respect the Clitophon 1s again sim-
ilar. Clitophon’s last appeal takes up the core of Socrates’
exhortation (410d5—e1 8&s Tov KAerTopdvTa dpuoloyolvta
@S EOTIV KATAYEAQOTOV TRV MEV EAAWV  ETIHEAEIQV
ToteioBal, Wuxiis 8¢ ... AueAnkévat), and we saw that here
he is completely serious (section 1.5.3; the next sentence,
410e1—g, 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 FEuthydemus 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 find
themselves unable to agree with all details of the interpretations
presented in this and the previous sections.
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11.5 Justice in the Clitophon

In this section the three subsequent definitions of the €pyov
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 defi-
nitions within the development of Greek popular or philo-
sophical ethics. It can be shown that the Cltophon is, for
these definitions, 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 11.2.3.3;
11.4.1); 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 11.4.1)
as 1s also the case with the author’s verdict on the third
definition (section 11.4.2). 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 1
have left them out of account in the discussions of the
three definitions.

Finally, Clitophon’s statement that Socrates identifies
politics with judication and justice (408b4—5) belongs here.

11.5.1 Beneficial, fitting, useful, profitable

As is also the case in a fair number of Plato’s dialogues,
the series of subsequent definitions is concentric: each defini-
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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,
owdpoouvn is defined first as acting calmly (159b2—6), then
as aidws (160e3—5), then as doing T& éaxuToU (161b6), next
as doing what is good (163e8~-11), finally as knowing one-
self (164d4) — this definition 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 first from external behaviour to a mental state
(aidds), next from a general formula to a description in
terms of relations towards others (doing T& €éauToU), next
from particular to general (doing what is good), then again
from external to internal (knowing oneself) and finally
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 final (third) definition. It conforms, however, in that
the first definition (in this case a string of definitions) is the
farthest from the object of search, and the easiest to refute.
As we have seen (section 11.4.2), the theoretical framework
serves to suggest a positive result in the case of the final
definition. 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 T6 cupdépov, TO
Béov, TO WPEAIpov, TO AuciTehoUv occurred independently
as definitions of justice or the €pyov of justice in different
Socratic writings, the different pupils of the upper level
are probably not to be ‘translated’ into different Socratic
authors in the message of the lower level. At most, T6 oup-
¢pépov and TO Séov**® may have been separate definitions,
though both in the Clitophon and in the Cralylus these words
are used as synonyms (cf. Comm. on 409c5).

325 ‘the fitting, the right thing’, cf. Comm. on 409c5.
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It is therefore not surprising to find 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 define 16 Sikatov: kal 6TTwWS
pol un €peis &T1 TO Béov eoTlv Pnd’ &T1 TO QdEAIUOY und’
6Tt TO AuoiTedoUv pnd’ &T1 TO kepdaiéov pund’ OTL TO
oupdEpov, GAA& coaddds pol kal AkpiP&s Aeye &T1 &v
Agynis s €yw oUk &modtSopar éav UBAous ToloUuTous
Agynis (336c6—dyg).32*

The first three terms occur, in identical order, in the
Clitophon; TO kepdaléov is absent,®® and TO ouupdpépov
opens the series instead of closing it. The order of Republic
I is slightly more logical in that there may be a difference
in meaning between the first 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 field of ethics are
left unetymologised, answers TaUTa T& Tepl TO &yabdv Te
Kol KaAOV, CUUGEPOVTA Te Kal AUGITEAOTUVTA Kol WPEAIP
Kol kepSaAéa kal TavavTia ToUuTwy (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 significance for our investigation.

Leaving aside this third parallel and concentrating on

32+ This parallel appears to have been first pointed out by Steinhart,
5475-

325 According to Pavlu (‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 15) because its meaning
is pejorative (‘“tbervorteilend, 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:
kepSaAéos 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 been®?) read into it. Alternatively it
might be supposed that our author gladly adapted the
string of definitions 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-
BAo1. In neither hypothesis is there real criticism of Repub-
lic 1, because the string of definitions 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 definitions he refuses to accept
are Socratic. They would also imply assent to the tenor of
the Clitophon. Either the string of definitions in the Clitophon
would become an original invention, which one does not
expect there, or we would have to look for a source else-

327

where.??” 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 ¢ il déon . .. sapendo, si vede manifestamente, che quelle erano
le idee della scuola Socratica’ (17); see also Tucker ad loc.

27 For a highly fanciful relation between Clit. and Just., cf. H. Gomperz,
Sophustik, 166—7; G. W. Miller, Rurzdialoge, 149 and my review of
Miiller, 214.
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exclusion of the series 8¢ov, deAIpov, AuciTedoUv, Kepda-
Aéov, ouudépov is countered by Socrates in an analogy: if
you ask how much twelve is and add that the answers
2 X 6, 3 X 4, 6 X 2and 4 x g will not be accepted, you pre-
clude any answer (337a8-bj5). The only logical way out is
for Thrasymachus to give his own definition 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 (§36c2—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 1s 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 oUk €0éAelv alTHs épol Kovwvelv). Priority of the
Clitophon to Republic 1 1s therefore unlikely.

(3) The main argument offered 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 definitions were borrowed. For the Clito-
phon, this assumption would involve an additional diffi-
culty, as one would have to suppose that the characters
Clitophon and Thrasymachus were borrowed from Repub-
lic 1 even though the string of definitions 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 definitions gives a
strong impression of having been borrowed (cf. Comm. on
409c4—d1; c6-d1); his source was identified by Pavlu
(‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 15) with Republic 1, 346a6—c4,
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where every art is said to have an i8ia dpelia, for instance
health (medicine), safety in sailing (steersmanship). There
is in fact little similarity. If the d¢eria of Republic 1 is
equated with the €pyov of the Clitophon, the Republic pas-
sage tries to define the particular épyov of each art and to
discard accidental €épya (such as earning money), whereas
the Clitophon tries to prove that general notions like ocup-
Pepov, déov etc. are inadequate descriptions of the épyov
of justice because they apply to the épya of every art.

11.5.2 Friendship in cities

This definition is ascribed by Clitophon to a companion &
81N KopyoTaTa édoev elreiv (409dg—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,**® Xenophon®*® or Antisthenes.**® But there can be
no doubt that if the author had intended this, he would
have said kopyoTaTa é8oge Aé¢yev (cf. Comm. on 409dg—
4). The adverb marks a higher stage in the concentric rea-
soning, and nothing more.

Of course this does not mean that the definition of the

gpyov of justice as ¢pi1Aiav v Tals TOAEcIV TOLETV was not

331

borrowed from some Socratic®®! source. There are several

28 Schleiermacher, 534; Steinhart, 55 and 72 n. 25.

229 Yxem, ‘Uber Platon’s Kleitophon’, 21-2, who refers to X. Mem.
4.4.5—25, in which conversation there is indeed a passage dealing
with 6pdvoia, cf. n. 334.

830 Kunert, Necessitudo, 9; Kesters, ‘Authenticiteit’, 182—3; Gaiser, Pro-
treptik, 146 n. 161.

31 E. Bignone, Studi sul pensiero antico (Naples 1938), 66—97 = C. J.
Classen (ed.), Sophisttk (Darmstadt 1976), 493—516 (I quote from the
second work) considers the Clit. passage to be derived from TTepi
Spovoias by Antiphon the Sophist (509—11): Antiphon is alleged to
have said that ‘the natural base for the good is always to be benefi-
cial, never to harm’ (extracted from 87 B 58 D.-K_; cf. 505-6) which
is compared to Clit. 409d6—7 THv $1Aiav &yaBov T #on eivon kad
oUdémoTe Kakov. Secondly, Antiphon equates vopos and 868a (87 B
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parallels, but before we examine them, the refutation of
this definition in the Clitophon itself claims our attention.

The specific 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 beneficial (409d6—e1),
this means that it is friendship fout 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 ¢1Aia and Spdvoia appears therefore more or less
superfluous, because dpoévoia is first and foremost a politi-
cal concept, so that the words ¢pi1Aia v Tals ToOAeov al-
ready refer to little else but épdévoia (cf. Comm. on 409e4
ouovolav).

It seems therefore that the definition does not match the
first part of its refutation. The simplest explanation of this
disagreement is that they do not come from the same
source: the definition 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 409dg) and the
superfluous kal 8ikarooUvns épyov (409e8; cf. ad loc.). As
we saw (section 11.5.1 ad fin.), the same discrepancy is to be
observed in the refutation of the first set of definitions.

44.2 D.—K.); this, Bignone thinks, is a reductio ad absurdum of Prota-
goras’ theory that Sikaiov = 86§a ToOAews (500—1); consequently
Antiphon must have thought that justice is &mioTAunN (510), just as in
Clit. dpoévora (which Bignone wrongly alleges to be identified with
justice) is called &mioTAun (409¢9). 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 TTepl dpovoias,
but from ‘AAnBeia. Cf. HGPh, 11 150 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,°* in Socrates’ refutation of the thesis that injustice
is stronger than justice (351a2—g52d2): Sokeis &v ) TOAW 1
oTpaTdmedov | ANoTas N KAEmTas fj &AAo T1 €Bvos ...
Tp&Ear &v T1 dUvaochal, el &Bikolev AAAHAoUS; — oU SfjTa
8 85 ... — oTdoels yd&p Tou @ OpacUpaxe 1| ye &dikia
Kol pion kal paxas &v &AANAols Trapéxet, ) 8¢ Sikatoouvn
Spdvorav kai prAiav ... &pa el ToUTo Epyov &dikias, Hicos
gutrolelv Omou &v évfjt kTA. (351¢8—dg). 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
definition of justice or its €pyov; in fact, justice and its
effect are mentioned only as counterpart to a parallel
statement (which is taken for granted) about injustice; this
statement 1is then applied to injustice in two persons
(351¢5—4) and finally to injustice in one person (351¢6—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,*** though there is an
oblique reference in the definition of injustice as oT&ols
(444br1).

Therefore, if the criterion stated above (section 11.5.1) is
applied, there is nothing gained for the interpretation of
the Republic if we assume that the sentence oTdoes ydp
mou KTA. was borrowed from the Clitophon or any other

source.%%*

332 Discovered, it seems, by Kunert (Necessitudo, 9—11).

333 Spodoia is used to refer to ocwdpooUvn 433¢6, cf. 442dr1.

#3* A more remote parallel is X. Mem. 4.4.16; 4.4 is essentially a series
of unconnected arguments for the statement that 1o Sikaiov is T
vouLuov; 4.4.16 is a eulogy of concord. The only link with the second
definition of justice in Clit. is that it too is found in a defence of a
definition 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
¢mipérela proper to him (124e1—127d8). Socrates estab-
lishes that the &petn he as well as Alcibiades strives after is
that of the Athenian xaAol k&yafoi (124e16), which con-
sists of being able to rule in the city (125bg). This ability is
the effect of eUPoulia (125¢6), more precisely, eUfoulic
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: guol pév Sokel @ ZcokparTes,
STav Pp1Aia pEv aUTols ylyvnTal Tpos &AAANAoUS, TO PYloElv
8¢ kal oTao1&fely dmoylyvnTal. — &p’ oUv d1Aiav Aéyels
opdvolav Ay dixoévolav; — dudvolav. — S1& Tiv' oUv TéEXVNV
SpovooUotv ol ToOAels mepl &pibpovs; — S THV &p1bun-
TIKAV. — T1 8¢ ol 181dTa; o¥ 81k THV aUTnY; — val. —
oUkoUv Kai aUTds aUTdl ékaoTos; — val (126ci—12). The
same questions are asked with regard to the arts of mea-
surement and weighing, after which Socrates asks: fjv 8¢
BN oU Aéyels opovolav, Tis 0TIV Kol Trepl ToU, Kol TS
otV TéYVN Tapaockeudlel; (126d8—g). 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 T& aUT&V (127a14-byg).
Similarly, cities are not well ruled when everyone does T&
auTédV, while on the other hand they can be well ruled
only if friendship is present (cf. 126c1-3). As doing T&
aUTédV equals doing Sikaia, this leads up to the paradoxi-
cal conclusion: T& Sikaia oUv TPaTTOVTWY v Tl TOAel
TOV TOMTOV PIAla oUK  Eyylyvetar Tpos AAANAoUS
(127¢8—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 oudvolx 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 T&
abTédV TpdTTEly with Sikaia TpdTTEW is typical of the
Republic exclusively; traditionally T& aUTédv mTpaTTEWV 1S
given as a definition not of justice but of cwdpoouvn.3*®

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 ¢1Aia and Spdvoia is pre-
sented in both as a separate step in the argument, while in
the Republic the words are associated without question. The
difference 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
opdvola and Sixoévola as equivalents of ¢piAla. One might
say that the Alcibiades 1 takes for granted a conclusion
which 1s the outcome of a debate in the Clitophon.

A second point is the epistemological character which in
both dialogues is attributed to éuoévoia (and by implication
to ¢p1Aia). In either case, this intellectualist conception of
ouovola is used as a means to reaching aporia, although in
a dissimilar way: in the Clitophon it is concluded that de-
scribing oupovola in terms of knowledge does not clarify
the concept at all, while in Alcibiades 1 some sort of answer

35 Chrm. 161b6; Ti. 72a4—6, note &0 kal méAar Aéystar. Cf. C. J.
Classen, Sprachliche Deutung als Triebkraft platonischen und sokratischen
Philosophierens (Munich 1959), 9g9—101; HGPh, 1v 165—7. The statement
OTL ye TO T& aUToU TPATTEV Kal P TTOAUTTPXYPoVeElV SikalooUvn
£0Tl, kKal ToUTO &AAwV Te TOAAGY &knKOapey Kal aUTol TToAASKIS
eipnkapev (R. 433a8—b1) is obviously a hoax: nowhere else in Plato’s
dialogues (discounting Alc. 1) do we find a similar statement about
justice, while other authors tend to associate T& aUToU TpaTTEV
and ocw¢poveiv, cf. esp. Lys. 26.3; 5; Ar. Mub. 1006—7 and Van
Leeuwen’s note; Gomme on Th. 1.92.4; North, Sophrosyne, 96-8;

136—7; 173—4 n. 49.
189



INTRODUCTION IlLg5.2

is given as to the object of oudvola — it is this answer
which eventually causes the aporia. There is even a slight
verbal resemblance: Clitophon 410a4—5 THv 8¢ UTO ocoOU
Aeyopévny SikalooUvnv ) 6udvolav &Trol Telvouod E0TLV
Sramepevyev — Alcibiades 1 126d8—9g fyv B¢ 8N oU Aéyels
opdvolav, Tis €oTi Kal Tepl ToU KTA. Again, what is
argued in the Clitophon is tacitly assumed in Alctbiades 1
that 6poévoia consists of shared knowledge. The concept of
Spodoia is absent from the latter dialogue.

The epistemological character of opodvola is wholly
absent from Plato’s authentic works and expressly denied
by Aristotle, cf. Comm. on 409e5 dpodoiav 1| ETIoTABNV.
Obviously these similarities cannot be a coincidence. Since
the Clitophon 1s much more explicit on both points than the
Alcibiades 1, 1t 1s 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.?*® 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 ¢iAia 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 11.7.1(3).

Finally, the association in Aristotle of justice and friend-

336 Futhd. 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 (TAouoious ToUs TOAITAS Trapéxely Kol éAeuBépous
Kal &oTaoldoTous) are rejected because these results are not mor-
ally good but morally neutral.
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ship*¥” deserves a brief mention, though friendship is not

mentioned in discussion of justice in Book 5 of the M-
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 objects®*® and therefore
to increase at the same time.**® There are as many kinds of

friendship as there are of justice;** in short, as the Eudemian

Ethics puts it, they are nearly identical (fy TaUToV &pa 1y €y-
yUs T1, 1234bg0—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 6uo-
voiav). The following passage from the Nicomachean Ethics
is especially significant: £oike 8¢ Kol TAS TTOAELS CUVEXELY T
1AL, Kal ol vopoBeTal p&AAov Tepl aUTTV oTToud&sety 1
THY SikalooUvny: 1) yd&p Opdvola Spoldv Ti Tt ¢prAlal
oikev glval, TaUTns 88 pdAioT’ édlevTan kal TNV oTdOLY
ExOpav oUoav**! pdAioTa §eAaivouatv (1155a22—26).

37 Aristotle uses ¢p1hia to denote two different things. (1) Amiability, the
persons possessing which quality are stated to be the intermediate of
&peokol and dUokoAot (EN 1126bir—20). While these persons are
called ¢iros without reserve at EN 1108a27, at EN 1126b1g—20 it is
said dvopa 8’ oUk A&modedoTal aUTfil, olke 8¢ pdAloTa Ppriar. Its
treatment in EN seems to imply that it is an &petr) (but cf. 1127214~
17, which may be taken to express an uncertain feeling). In EE
(1233b29—34) and MM (1193a20—27), which are parallel, ¢pr1Aia is
clearly ‘friendship’; at the same time in EE (1234a24) ¢1Aia is flatly
denied to be an &petn, while in MM (1193a37-8) it is doubted. (2)
Friendship, which differs from (1) through the addition of oTépyev
(EN 1126b22—-3): it is therefore a w&bos (ibid.; 1105b22). Whether or
not ¢p1Aia in this sense is an &pet is left open in EN (1155a3—4 €011
Y&p &peTt Tis 7| peT &PeTRS).

EN 1159b25—6: oike 8¢ ... mepl TaUT& Kal v Tols aUTols elval A Te
d1Ala kad TO Sikanov; cf. EE 1241b11—12; MM 121127-8.

339 EN 1160a7-8.

310 FE 1241b15; MM 121128—9; cf. EN 1161a10—11.

Often translated as if éxBpav were an adjective, e.g. ‘la discorde, son
ennemi’, Gauthier—Jolif.

338
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At the same time, it must be borne in mind that Aris-
totle is here speaking not about the TpwTn ¢p1Aia, the one
which is based on the good, but about friendship based on
mutual interest.**? Significantly, the notion of kowwvia 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 kowov cuudépov. In analysing
the relation of friendship and justice Aristotle comes close
to the utilitarian conception of friendship as found, for
example, in Xenophon.*** This analysis is therefore tradi-
tional; it has even been called ‘archaic’.®** Consequently
we must not expect it to shed special light on the Clitophon,
nor is there any reason to assume influence of this dialogue
on Aristotle.

Some points in Clitophon’s refutation of the definition
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; dg—e1) and
the relation of 6udvoia and opodogia (cf. Comm. on 409ej
opodotiav ... Ay emoTnuny). I fail to see how these slight
resemblances warrant Geffcken’s conclusion that the au-
thor of the Clitophon was ‘Aristotelisch denkend’ (434—5).%*
He appears to have overlooked the fact that Aristotle uses
opodotia in a different sense from the Clitophon; even so, if
Clitophon’s adversary rejects the identity of ouodvoia and
opodotia, as does Aristotle, the rejection cannot possibly
be used for determining the philosophical outlook of the
author of the Clitophon.

32 (Gf. EN 1160a10; 1162b21-3; EE 1242a6—7; 11-12.

335 Mem. 2.2—10; cf. Gauthier—Jolif 11 2, 657. Cf. n. 334.

344 Gauthier—Jolif, loc. cit.; 696.

%5 His suspicion that the definition of the result of justice as friendship
in cities originated from Aristotle — he quotes (485 n. 1) Pol. 1262b7—
8 (where justice is not named) and could have quoted with more
point EN 11552226 — 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 aidcs and 8ikn are called TOAewv
KOopol Te kal deopol ¢piAias cuvaywyol, g22cg; in fact it
could very well be sophistic in origin®*), there is no cogent
reason to assume that this definition 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.

11.5.53 1o benefit friends and harm enemies

There can be no reasonable doubt that Plato was the first
Greek writer to attack the traditional Greek idea that it is
right and just to benefit one’s friends and harm one’s ene-
mies.**” 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’ (Tetayfai), much as a speaker in an unknown
Euripidean drama had called it a vopos.3#

36 Tt is ascribed with no questions asked to Protagoras by Guthrie,
HGPh, 111 149; 175. Cf. Anon. Tambl. 3.6 ToUTo y&p [sc. 6 vopos and
T dikatov] Tds Te TOAels Kal Tous &vBpdTous TO ouvolkifov Kal
16 ouvexov; E. Supp. g12—13.
3*7 Whether he or Socrates was the first thinker to do so will not be dis-
cussed here — the claim that Antiphon preceded Plato has been dis-
posed of by Guthrie, HGPh, 111 112-19. 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 1 ¢ 488, but the ascription to
Socrates is probably an interpolation; Them. Or. 7, g5ab, SSR 1 ¢
489; Or. 34, 11 230.10—231.6 Downey—Norman, SSR 1 ¢ 490). There is
of course no telling how old they are; they may well have been in-
spired by Plato.
Fr. 1091 N* For an analysis of the position of this rule within
the wider field 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:** the anonymous author of the dialogue
of which TTept 8ikaiou is an extract,®® and Xenophon,
who states this rule of life quite often,*' although he also
says of Socrates Sika1og 8¢ ©OOTE PAATTEIV PEV UNSE PIKPOV
UNSEva, eeNElV 8 TA PEYIOTA TOUS YXPwWUEVOUS aUTL
(Mem. 4.8.11). Dover®? 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
final 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 ¢yxpaTns that he never preferred
the agreeable to the good, so ¢ppdvipos 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 influence 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, ®ihos und
P1Aic 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 reflected in a saying, as-
cribed to Pittacus (D. L. 1.75), cuyyvdun uetavoias kpeioowv, of
which an alternative version, ouyyvoun Tipwpias kpeioowv (ibid.)
seems to me to reflect a much later attitude.

#9 From texts like Top. 113a2—5 and Rhet. 1367a20—2 (cf. 1363a20-1) it
cannot be deduced that Aristotle subscribed to it as well.

30 g74c4—dg; cf. CG. W. Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 167—8. Since Miiller 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.

31 Mem. 2.1.28 (‘Prodicus’); 3.14; 6.35; An. 1.3.6; 9.11; Gyr. 1.4.25; 6.31;
Hiero 2.2.

2 Op. cit. (n. 348), 184.
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nate addition of pnd¢ pikpov 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
reflect the Gorgias: 12.117—-18: duoiv yap TpayudTOV TPO-
TEIWVOPEVOLY pn oTroudalolv, kpelTTw TNV aipeciv elval ToU
Belvd TOIETV ETEPOUS T} TTAOXEIV AUTOUS Kol TOU pn dikaiws
TV EAAwV &pyelv p&ANOV T dpeUyovTes TNV alTiav TaUTnV
&8ikws Aakedaipoviols douleUsiv. &Trep &TAVTES PEv &V
ol voUv éyovTes EAolvTo Kal Poulnbeiev, dAiyol 8 &v Tives
TGOV TTPOCTIOIOUPEVVY elval cod&dV EpwTndévTes oUk &v
pnoaiey.??

There are two passages in Plato in which this traditional
rule of conduct is explicitly rejected.*** 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 oUTe &pa GuTadikelv Sel oUTe KAKES Trolelv
oUdéva &vBpdwv, oUd’ &v 6TioUv Taoynt U’ auTdv). It
is repeatedly stressed that this has always been Socrates’
opinion (49e1—2 épol uev y&p Kai TaAal oUTw Kol viv €11
Sokel; cf. a6—7) and that the contrary opinion is the one
usually held (d2 oida yd&p &Ti dAiyols Tiol TalTa Kol
Sokel kal 86&e1;*® cf. be; bg—10). The gap between Soc-
rates and normal Greek opinion is unbridgeable (dg—5 ois
oUv oUTw B8&8okTal Kai ois pf), ToUTols oUK #0TI KOLVT)
BouAn, &AN &vaykn ToUTous GAANAWY KATXPPOVEIV
OpdVTas GAANAWY T& PoUVAeUuaTA).

33 (f. C. Eucken, ‘Leitende Gedanken im isokrateischen Panathenai-
kos’, MH 39 (1982) 4370, esp. 51—2.

** In a number of passages the rejection is implicit, e.g. Grg. 508d6—eb6.
The opposition &8ikeiv: &dikeioBal 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.

35 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: 16 ye &8ikelv TO!I
&81koUvTI Kol KakoOv Kol aloypdv Tuyydvel &v TavTl
TPOTW1 (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, 331e9—4), Polemarchus is induced to ‘interpret’
this as a definition of justice; TO ToUs ¢pilous &pa €U Tol€iv
Kol Tous €xBpous Kakds Sikatoouvny Aéyel; — Sokel pol
(332d7—9). The definition is refuted twice; we need not go
into the first 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
definition (ToUTo pévTol éporye Sokel €T1, PEAEIV UEV TOUS
didous N Sikaloouvn, PA&TTEWY B¢ ToUs éxBpous, 334b8—
9). After a slight modification (335a9—10 TOV pev ¢idov
dyobov dvta eU Trolglv, TOV & ExBpdv Kakov dvTa PAL-
mTew) the second refutation sets in: (1) harming a horse or
a dog means making them worse in their particular &pet,
likewise (since justice is a (or the) human &peTn) 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 (cg—d2); (3) it is not the
function (pyov) 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 (dg—13).

I shall not go into the questionable analogies and the
ambiguous use of PA&TTewv (1. ‘to treat badly’, cf. kakds
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Tolelv; 2. ‘to make worse’, cf. Comm. on 407a1 ©deAeiv). 3

I am convinced that there is a fallacy and that it was in-
tended; the two meanings are very effectively employed in
the Apology (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 11.3.5
on this function of fallacies).*®” 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
glev v & £y &meidn 8¢ oUdt ToUTo Edpdvn 1) Sikaloouvn
&v oUdt T Sikaiov, Ti &v &Aho Tis a¥Td dain eivar; This
question 1is 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 beneficial.
That much is suggested by the addition of the superfluous
third stage of the argument (335d3—13), and it is found
stated explicitly in the Clitophon: 410b1—3 UoTepov 8¢ edpdvn
PA&TTTEIV Ye OUBETOTE O Bikal0s OUBEVA: TAVTA yap £
wpeial TavTas Spdv (see section I1.4.2).

On the following grounds I consider it proven that the
third definition 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
definition was rejected by any other Socratic but Plato;

#3¢ The equivocation is less obvious because in the case of horses and
dogs the first meaning goes hand in hand with the second (so the
application to humans may seem a correct induction) and also
because of the dubious identification of justice and human &peTr.
Cf. H. Telle, Formen der Beweisfiihrung in den platonischen Friihdialogen
(Bonn 1975), 62-8, esp. 65-6.

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 definition; 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 benefit of everyone) is im-
plied (and its negative counterpart stated) in Republic 1,
whereas in the Crito a different ground is given (unjust
action is evil for the man who commits the action).

(d) The Crito does not speak of benefiting friends or harm-
ing enemies, but of acting unjustly or wrongly per se
(&81kelv, A&vTadikelv, KAKOUPYEV, AVUTIKAKOUPYEIY,
KaK@Ss Toleiv dvbpwous), whereas the opposition is
found both in the Clitophon and in Republic 1. The
verbs PA&TrTelv and @¢eAeiv are absent from the Crito
passage.

Even though the author of the Clitophon (for reasons
which have been discussed in section 1.5.3) omits to report
the argument following the definition, but for the bare es-
sential statement TavTa ya&p €T QeAial TAVTAS Sp&v
(410b2—3), this statement suffices to establish that in the
case of the third definition the refutation comes from the
same source as the definition itself. It is frivolous to discuss
the possibility of Republic 1 depending here on the Clito-
phon, or of either on a common source.

11.5.4 Politics, judication, justice

About the words fijv 87 oU TOAITIKNY ® ZWOKPATES ETTOVO-
uclels TOAAGKIS, THY aQUTHV 81 TaUTNV SIKACTIKAV TE Kal
BikalooUuvny ws 0TV Aéywv (408bg—5) much unnecessary
confusion has been created. That Pavlu declared that this
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identification was not to be found in the authentic works
of Plato (‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 13) is not surprising, con-
sidering his superficial knowledge of Plato, which makes
him elsewhere condemn as ‘lippische Beispiele’ (11 n. 2)
the sequence eyes — ears — whole body which is actually
taken over from Plato (cf. section 11.2.2.3). That this iden-
tification of judication and justice was denied by Plato in
Gorgias 464, as Briinnecke says (459 n. 29) and Souilhé re-
peats (186 n. 1),*® is due to misunderstanding and lack of
interpretative precision. Nor can I believe that this identi-
fication has anything to do with the right of the stronger
(Briinnecke and Souilhé, loc. cit.).

What is actually said in the Gorgias is that ToAITIKN is
about the e¥Ue§ia of the soul (464a1-b4). Socrates proceeds
to distinguish two parts of the care of the body, yvuva-
oTikn and ioTpikn (b4—7) and then he says Tfjs 8¢ ToAIL-
TIKfis &vTl pev THS yupvaoTikfis THv vouobeTikny, &vTi-
oTpodov 8¢ Tt iaTpikfjl TNV SikarooUvny (b7—8). Surely,
this must mean that ikaioouUvn at 464b8 is the corrective
part of the politician’s art, i.e. judication, in the same way
as laTpikm is the corrective part of the science of bodily
welfare,®* as appears quite clearly, if not from this passage
alone, from 520bg SowiTep vouoBeTikn JiKACTIKRS (sc.
KEGAASY £0TIV) K&l YUPVAOTIKT 1QTPIKAS.

In the Chliophon, TohiTikf) is said to be identical to
SikaoTikn and Sikaioouvn; in the Gorgias, there are two
uopla of mToAlTikn, one of them is called SixaiooUvn and
SikaoTikf. It is out of the question that the Clitophon

%% He seems to have been misled by Grg. 520b2—3, not mentioned by
Briinnecke.

Besides, one branch of the direct tradition and a number of wit-
nesses of the indirect tradition (see Dodds’ apparatus) read Sika-
oTikN(v) instead of SikaiooUvn(v) 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 SikaiooUvn
as the original reading by pointing at 478a5—b1, where both &ikn
and SikatooUvn are used for SikaoTiKN).

359
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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 SikaoTikn from TOAITIKT;
judication is an ancillary (UnpéTis) of the PaciAik) Téxvn
in the Politicus (305b1—c8); the separation is foreshadowed
by Gorgias 520bg quoted above.**° It would seem, therefore,
that the author of the Clitophon took his identification 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 different construction put upon the Clitophon pas-
sage ever since C. F. Hermann:3®' it is explained as a bor-
rowing from the pseudo-Platonic Erastai.

In an attempt at a definition of philosophy, Socrates
there proves (1) that justice is the same thing as cwdpo-
ouvn: the art of punishment is identical to the art of im-
proving others (137¢6); 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 Sika-
oTiKn (137d12), identical to dikalooUvn (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 cw¢poouvn (138a1—8). (2) This
Sikatoouvn/ocwpoouvn is next identified with ToAITIKT
(cities are well governed if there is right punishment;
138b7-10), BaoiAikn and Tupavvikn (138b1i5-7). (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, 111 440
n. 1 (but differences between Xenophon’s and Plato’s conceptions of
dialectic do not disprove dependence).

361 Geschichte und System der platonischen Philosophie (Heidelberg 1838), 1 426
n. 231.

200



INTRODUCTION II.5.4

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
identification of ToMTIKT, PoaociAikn, SeomoTikn and
oikovoplk™ in the Politicus (258¢8-11);*? the identification
of dikaoTikn and SikalooUvn probably derived from the
above-quoted passages from the Gorgias, and perhaps also
from 476d8-478b1.%% It follows that either the Clitophon
depends on the Erastai or they borrowed the identification
of ikaoTikn and SikatooUvn 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 define
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 f T®dV dvbpwmwv kuPepvnTikn as the
educative role of the politician (found in Gorgias, Euthyde-
mus, Politicus; cf. section 11.2.3.3) has to be given up: to be
sure, mention is made of PeATioTous Toieiv in the FErastai
(197c1—d1) but this seems to have no connection with either
Sikax1ooUvn /8IKAOTIKN or TOAITIKN; 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 187¢9—11 TOTepoV NTrep PEATIOTOUS Te TTOlel Kol KOAK-
Cer OpBdds, Ut Kal Y1IYVWOKEL TOUS XPNOTOUS KXl TOUS
poxBnpovs, 1 ETépa TIS;).

%2 Guil. Werner, De Anterastis dialogo Pseudoplatonico (Darmstadt 1912),
51.

%3 Werner, op. cit., 58; Souilhé, 122 n. 3; 123 n. 2.

864 T prefer abtn (Schanz; attn TW) to ) avtny 8¢ (B), avtry 8¢ (D),
because (a) apodotic 8¢ after a relative clause is rare; (b) when it does
occur, it always follows a demonstrative (GP?* 178).
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Though this consideration does not constitute a real ob-
jection, perhaps the following observations do. In the first
place, oA1TiKn is not directly connected with SikaoTikn
in Erastar as it is in Gorgias and Clitophon; it 1s just identified
with the moral cluster 8ikaiooUvn/cwdpoouvn (once di-
kaoTikn has been identified with SikaiooUvn at 137c14 it
does not turn up again, not even in the long series of iden-
tical Téxval, 138cg—10). Consequently, TToA1TIK™, inasmuch
as it is identical to SikatooUvn, is the art of right punish-
ment in Erastai, cf. esp. kai ai TOAels €U olkoUvTal dTav oi
&81koUvTes diknv 818GV — ... — Kal TOAITIKT &pat xUTH
¢oTv (138b7—10). It is a far cry from this to ToAITIKT as 1
T&V GuBpwTwY KUPBEPUNTIKY.

Another consideration may be the question why the au-
thor of the Clitophon selected precisely the triad ToAiTIKN,
SikaoTikf and dikaiooUvn from FKrastai. One can under-
stand why ocw¢pooivn was not named (the whole of the
Clitophon is concerned with SikaiooUvn; a second cardinal
virtue would have diverted the attention from it). The
omission of BaoiAikn and Tupavvikf may perhaps also be
accounted for, but one wonders why oikovouikn and 3e-
oToTikn were left out, when either of them, in combination
with roA1TiIK", would at the end of the whole speech have
harmonised quite nicely with the end of the part in oratio
recta TAvT dudpa 181an 8 dpo kal dnpocial ocupTtdoas
Tas TOAels (407e1—2). On the other hand, the hypothesis
that our author selected TToA1TiKT, SikaoTik) and dikaio-
ouvn from the Gorgias makes much more sense. Here, To-
ATikn, the Bepatreia Tfis Wuxfis (cf. 464b5—6) is said to
have two parts, one of them 8ikaiooUvn/8ikaoTikn, the
other vopobetikn. 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 &pyov and 8idayua
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(which complicates his use of the Téxvn 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 THs 87 dikaiooUVNs WOAUTWS TO PEV diKaious
¢otw Toteiv). 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
11.4.2). This doctrine is absent from the Erastai.

Apart from the parallel under discussion, the two dia-
logues have hardly anything in common.*® There is, be-
sides, little to connect the Erasta: with the protreptic cor-
pus: the yvé61 cauTtév motif is the only major similarity,
but precisely that has evidently been taken over from the
Charmides;®**® the opposition ¢l1AoyvuvaoTia : prAocodpia
(133e3—5) 1s only indirectly transposed into the opposition
body : soul (134d4) — no rejection of care for the body here!

This parallel between Clitophon and Erastar is evidently
of great importance for the origin of the Clitophon. The
date of the Erasta: is highly uncertain;*¢” the work is almost
unanimously rejected (cf. Souilhé, 107—10). If the Clitophon
depends on the FErastai, it is impossible to maintain the for-
mer’s authenticity, and it could hardly be dated before «.
330.%% As I can make more sense of the Clitophon if 1 do
not take the FErastar into account (especially because of

35 (Clit. 408a1—4 — Amat. 137e4—138a3; Clit. 407c1 — Amat. 132d1—2; these
are hardly parallels.

Werner, op. cit. (n. 362), 22—3.

%7 Werner detects influence of Ale. 1 (27) and Phdr. (24), apart from the
parallels from Plt. and Chrm. discussed. He interprets Amat. as an
Academic attack against Peripatetic ToAupadia, which — as is usually
the case with Platonic Dubia and Spuria — is a mere guess.

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 g40 — section 11.7.1 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.

368
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the third argument adduced above), I shall disregard the
parallel.

11.5.5 Conclusions

One of the three definitions 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?®® 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 first put forward
by H. Oldenberg®”® and adopted among others by Kunert
(Necessitudo, 11; 18—22), Grube (‘“The Cleitophon of Plato’,

369 T 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, 11 184. A
polemical text like the Clitophon could not possibly deal with an
unpublished sketch.

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.’

370
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305), Friedlinder,®! Julia Annas®’? and, with some reser-
vations, Gaiser (Protreptik, 147 n. 162).573

It is not necessary for us to decide whether the assump-
tion of a separately published ‘Thrasymachus’ is tenable
or not;*”* we may confine 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 1t (for example, the introductory conversation be-
tween Socrates and Cephalus makes little sense in a sepa-
rate dialogue, but serves admirably as a prefiguration of
the just man as described in the later books), two out of
three definitions 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 defi-
nition in the Clitophon derives (section 11.5.2)°”® 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 11.5.3). Therefore, even if a ‘Thrasymachus’ was

371 Platon, 11 45—6; 287.

572 An Introduction to Plato’s Republic (Oxford 1981), 17.

The message is slightly different if’ Republic 1 is itself considered to be
a ‘protreptic’ dialogue, so Grube (‘The Cleitophon of Plato’, go5) and
Gaiser (Protreptik, 126—8; 143). Cf. section 11.2.4 n. 231.

s 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 1, CQ 45 (1995) 58—67. The debate continues.

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 11.2), the first 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 definitions
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 11.4)
and with his implicit subscription to some Platonic tenets,
one of which is found in the ‘“Thrasymachus’ itself (section
11.4.2)?

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 affected 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. g57a1—2 &y u&v oUv TaUTa ElTGOV
ANy Adyou &mnAA&xBal TO 8 Av &pa s Eoike TPoOi-
utov) but first and foremost because in our copies of the
Republic it 1s printed as such. However, it is not until the
first century cE that we hear of a division into ten books;*’
another one into six books was perhaps used by Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium.?’7 At any rate, it is certain that Plato
himself did not divide the Republic into books.*”® 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

%76 Thrasyllus apud D. L. 3.57.

*77 Alline, Hustoire, 15—17.

%78 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 (14.3.9 — 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 n singulis libris utor prohoemuis ut Aristoteles in its quos
eSwTepikous 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 Diiring);
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 Miihe nicht
gemacht, den Staat durchzulesen’ (Platon, 1 386 n. 1) — we
must apparently suppose that he wrote for a public as lazy
as himself.*” 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
effects are.

What, then, did he wish to communicate? The best an-
swer I can think of is that by choosing his definitions from
the Republic, in which dialogue a well-reasoned definition
of justice is eventually given, our author tried to indicate
that his criticism is not aimed at Plato. This might seem a
paradox: the definitions 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 definitions in Republic 1 has shown that they are not
presented as serious answers there. In other words, pre-
cisely because the argument in the first episode of the Re-
public is presented as provisional, our author could borrow
the definitions, 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’ (drt of Plato, 100; cf. Blits, ‘Socratic
teaching’, §32 ‘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 difficult
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 different Socratics. 1
do not believe this to be a fruitful approach. Yet on one
point it is unmistakably correct: the figure of Socrates in
the dialogue is meant to symbolise Plato, both in the pre-
lude (section 1.5.2) and in the third definition (section
11.4.2). 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.

11.6 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 clarifies 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 different
method is applied; besides, as protreptic does not, and
cannot, teach, they run the risk of falling victim to dan-
gerous cthical 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 Téxvn, concentric
reasoning, aporia caused by circularity, and possibly prog-
ress (if my interpretation of 410a1 ikavol Noav — section
11.4.9 — 1s correct). The author of the Cltophon could not
contrast protreptic literature and Socratic elenchos as
clearly and explicitly as eristic and Socratic TToudeia 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; bi—5; b5—6; c4—d1; 410a3—4;
b7—c2; di—4) and there are two circular regresses (408d5—
6; 410a2—6). Justice is said in so many words to be a Téxvn
(section 11.4.1). The degree to which these characteristics
are stressed goes beyond normal practice in Plato’s apo-
retic dialogues, but that is sufficiently 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 1.5.2) and the words kaT& ot ... UTOTelveoy aUTOlS
(408dr1; section 1.5.3).

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 find
myself in partial agreement with Joél (Der echte . .. Sokrates,
1 485—4), Briinnecke (‘Kleitophon wider Sokrates’, 457—60)
and Souilhé (177—9), with the proviso that where these
scholars speak of ‘Antisthenes’, I would wish to substitute
‘protreptic’.?® I have not seen the second aspect of its

%80 T rather agree with Heidel’s remark: ‘Clitopho says in effect: Take the
Ale. 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, 1 207 offers two sensible arguments against a purely anti-
Antisthenean tenor of Clt.: (1) the rhetoric (said to be typical of
Antisthenes’ Protr., D. L. 6.1; section 11.1.5) 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. Ale. 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 Briinnecke (458—9)
says that the Republic is the author’s alternative for Anti-
sthenes’ ‘oberflichliche Protreptik’, he is partly right (cf.
section 11.5.5), but he overlooks the role of elenchos in the
Clitophon.

I have argued (section 11.3) 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 T 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
Apology, he does not hit at the values to which Socrates ex-
horts his fellow-citizens there (section 11.2.9.1). The proof
that wrongdoing is involuntary is a parody, but not of
Socratic ethics (cf. Comm. on 407b2—e2). The distinction
between €pyov and 8idayua entails the Socratic paradox
that virtue can be taught, and justifies the statement from
Socrates’ speech that justice and politics are identical (sec-
tion 11.4.2).

Similarly, the Clitophon might have been interpreted as
an attack on the Republic; its protagonist and its definitions
of justice were borrowed from that Platonic dialogue as
every reader who knew it was bound to see. Here, too,
efforts 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 11.4.2), by
pointing at the notion of justice as the best state of the
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soul (section 11.4.1), and by taking his definitions from the
abortive discussions in the first book, which are said to be
unsatisfactory in the Republic itself (354a13—c3; 357a1-by;
358b2—4 etc.; section II.5.5).

Finally, the allusions to literary texts (apart from the Re-
public, we can identify the Apology 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 11.2.4 — and there may have been many more) may
themselves have served as so many indications that the
Clitophon 1s 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 1.9.1 and 1.5.2) 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,*®' the Menexenus was a parody,
nobody in antiquity appears to have understood its inten-
tion.*®? 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

%1 But cf. M. Dirat, ‘L’éloquence de Platon dans le Ménéxéne’, Auti
dell’Accademia Pontaniana 40 (1991) 327—43.

%2 On the ancient views on Mx., cf. Méridier (Budé ed.), 76—7; K.
Oppenheimer, Jwe: 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 different
from that of the FEuthydemus (section 11.3.4)? An answer to
this question is indispensable for solving the problem of
authenticity, because, as Cobet says,**® ‘Plato sua repetere
non solet’. I may remind the reader at this point of de
Strycker’s opinion (section 1.4.1 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 11.2.5.1 and 3)
and in Clitophon’s handling of elenchos (section 11.4.3), 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 first 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 differently,
whether the Clitophon brings anything new?®* that is not
already to be found in the Euthydemus.

I think the answer to the latter question must be affir-
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 FEuthydemus, but rather less
clearly. Socrates’ conversations with Clinias are specimens
of explicit protreptic and of elenchos at the same time: the

383 ‘Platonica’, Mnem. 11 2 (1874) 36985, at g70.
34 If the Clitophon was written by Plato, he wrote it considerably later
than the Euthydemus; cf. sections 11.7.1 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 do§oocodia, 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 Adyos in the Phaedrus (section 11.3.5) recur in the
Clitophon. Socrates’ protreptic speeches are directed to
crowds, that is to say, protreptic literature may be read by
anyone (section 1.5.2 ad fin.), whether or not his frame of
mind makes him fit 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.

11.7 Date and authenticity

The problems of date and authorship of the Clitophon are
tied up inextricably, so that it would appear to be artificial
to treat them separately. If the work is authentic, Plato’s
death is its lerminus ante quem, and application of the less
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unreliable stylometric tests would suffice 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 (11.7.1). Language and style are
among these data, but as they are also crucial for settling
the problem of authorship they will be treated separately
(11.7.2) before this problem can be discussed (11.7.3).

1.7.1 Dale

I have already indicated (sections 11.2.4; 11.5.5) 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,®* let us say, after g70 BceE (HGPh, 1v 437). The
following texts must be considered for settling a terminus
ante quem.

(1) Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.4.1, cf. section 11.1.4.1. 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,**® there are
no chronological problems.

(2) Plato, Laws 728e5-729b2, cf. sections 11.2.3.1 and 11.2.4
(and n. 234). Priority of the Clitophon is not unlikely but
definitely unprovable.

385 | 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, ‘EKAOZXIZ’, 8-10 (and contra: C. W. Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 245
n. 1); G. Ryle, Plato’s Progress (Cambridge 1966), 21—54). There is
good evidence at Phdr. 275dg—eg 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—er).

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 Siaipeois was outlined, most probably Plt. (H. Maier, Sokrates,
57—61), cf. n. 360 to section 11.5.4.
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Alcibiades 1 126c1—d10, cf. section 11.5.2. Priority of the
Clitophon seems quite likely, but is again not subject to
proof.

Chrysippus, SVF 3.761 (= Plutarch 1039d—e). An attack
on Plato is given by Plutarch as an example of Chrys-
ippus’ inconsistency: év 8¢ Tois TPOS ETEPOUS AVTI-
Aoylals fikioTa dppovTifel ToU pndev elmeiv évavTiov
EqUTL Kol B1&pwvov. év yoUv Tois TMepl ToU Tmrpo-
Tpemeofar ToU TTA&TwWvOS EMAQUPAVOUEVOS AEyOoVTOS
OT1 TA1 UNdE® pnafovti und’ émicTapével (v AuciTe-
Al ut) CRv, TaUT eipnke kaTd Ae§iv: 6 yap ToroUToS
AOyos kol EaqUT@®dL paxeTal kol MKIoT 0TI Trpo-
TPETTTIKOS ... TPOS €Tep&X Tva PEAAov Npd&s Trpo-
TpéWeTal f) TO Pp1Aocodeiv ... kal unv oby értepa Bel
BiPAia Bieidfjoar ToU XpuoiTrmou THv Tpos aUTov év-
Setkvupévous uaynv (there follow three quotations in
which Chrysippus says or implies that death is prefera-
ble to being evil or foolish).3%

As und¢ ... und’ cannot mean ‘neither ... nor’ (LSJ, s.v. oUd¢ A 11 2),
this would seem a clear instance of ‘emphatic’ oU8¢ (und¢), cf.
Comm. on 4o09e2 oUdg pn (two MSS, reported by H. Cherniss,
Plutarch’s Moralia, x1m1 2, Cambridge, Mass.—London 1976) is lectio
Jactlior.

Von Arnim and the editors of Plutarch before Cherniss refer to PL
Grg. 512a2—b2, so too Geflcken, ‘Ritsel’, 439 n. g; Hartlich (‘De ex-
hortationum ... historia’, 278) proposes Euthd. 281b4—er1 in combi-
nation with 288e4-289gbg, ‘qua ex ratione effici 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 ‘effici 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. Souilhé,
169; Kesters, ‘Authenticiteit’, 180—1; Gaiser, Protreptik, 141 n. 154. An
extensive argument for this hypothesis is given by R. Westman,
‘Chrysipp 11,761 und der Dialog Kleitophon’, Eranos 59 (1961) 89—
100. Some of his grounds are not cogent: k10T’ €Tl TPOTPETTIKSS
— Clit. 408c2 TPOTPETTIKWT&TOUS Te NyoUual 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.?® 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
408a5-0), () ‘if one lacks justice and virtue in general’
(Laws 661c1—5), or (¢) ‘if one’s soul is in a bad state’ (Gorgias
505a2—b1; 512a2—be2; Crito 47¢3—7; Republic 445a5-b1).

Judged from a Platonic point of view, (q), (b)) and (c) are
more or less identical; they are equally far removed from
Chrysippus’ T&1 unde paddévti pnd’ émoTapéver Gfijv. As
¢mioTacbar (pavBavev) v is not Platonic,®®° 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,** 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 find 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 (g1—2).
The fact that the words occur in Tlepi ToU TpoTpémesbon leads us
nowhere, since this work did not confine itself to protreptic writings
proper: it quoted Tyrtaeus and Theognis (SVF §.167).
39 Grg. 483be2; 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. 735¢3—5; 854¢c1—7; 862¢1-863a2; 926b4—6; 942a1—4; Ep. 7 340c4.
Chrm. 173d3—4 comes closest, but the statement £mioTnuOVws &v
Tp&TTOVTES €U &v TpdTTOlpEY Kol eUdaipovoipev is, typically,
broken down by the question Tivos émioTnuovws; (d8—9).
Compare SVF g.256 with Chrm. as quoted in the previous note. In
later Stoicism, the phrase émioTacbar (pavBave) fjv would have
been less abnormal; cf. section 11.2.1.1 and n. 176.

390
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doubt that the Clitophon passage, (a), has the best chances,
since it is the only one in which one finds the verb émi-
otacbal. 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’ (To &yew flouxioav THt wuxfit kai un ¢fv, 408a6),
it is possible®*? to explain the condition 6oTis Wuyfl un
gmioTaTor XpfioBar (408a5) as ‘whoever does not know
how to live’, which is exactly what Chrysippus says. |
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 () 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.®*® The remaining four texts, (¢), 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 TTept ToU Tpo-
TpémeoBar. 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 wuxfi ... xpfiofau.

39 The occurrence of émigfiv 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 &yafd& without justice and virtue,
EAaTTOV 8¢, &v (5 dAly10ToV & ToloUTos Xpdvov Emifeni.
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This philosopher died during the 143rd Olympiad®** (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 1s 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 Adyos ZwkpaTikds 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 1.4.1 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, . Ueberweg’s argument
that the Clitophon is not attested before Thrasyllus ‘also tiberhaupt
auf eine vollig unzureichende Weise bezeugt’ (Untersuchungen iiber 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 11.1.5). 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 ¢pi1Aocodia 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 408as Wuxijt ... xpflodal).

Of course, interest in ethical protreptic did not cease to
exist at once, witness the post-Platonic Alcibiades 1 (usually
dated 350-340%%), but the Alcibiades 1 is a protreptic dia-
logue and as such belongs to the interrogative type of pro-
treptic set off 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 first
generation of Socratics: both Plato and Demetrius con-
sider it ineffective 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 I’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; G. A. Bos, Alcibiades
maior, 100—12.
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sections II.1.4.2; 11.2.1). 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, §30).

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 11.9.5) 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 g70.

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 ¢. 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.

11.7.2 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 obliqgua — recta — obliqua observed in
the sentence &lTév pol TaUTNV TNV TEXVNV slval, TVTTep
&koUels OU AEyovTos €Pm ZwKPATOUs, oUK &AANV 1 Bi-
Kaloouvnv (409a5-6; cf. ad loc.).?*

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 1s 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 €ws as a preposition in Aleyon 4),%7 but
usually matters are more complicated and some degree of
subjectivity is inevitable. Thus, I see no problem in the
(metaphorical) use of ¢peUyev kaTd Kp&Tos in the Clitophon
(407a3—4), given the fact that elsewhere in the corpus we
find ¢eUyewv dos €xel Tod&V EkaoTos and Piat oixeobal
¢eUywv (cf. ad loc.), but others may think differently.
Again, the use of Aeyéobw 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 sufficiently by the
parallel use of eité (Aéye) and &moxpivou as well as by its
function of characterising Clitophon, but there is no way
of proving that this is indeed a sufficient explanation.

I discuss in the commentary alleged signs of inauthen-
ticity which I cannot accept as such; they are 4o6a1o
PAVUAWS; 40724 KAT& KpAaTos; b6 é€aokeiv; 408cb ouverri-
BuunT&V; 409ag Aeytobw; b6 Sidaype; dg ouvéPaive; b8
KaTapeAeTfioal; ¢4 81611 dy 6€5.%%8 It goes without saying

%% 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.

37 Cf. G. W. Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 289 and n. 6.

See also section 1.5.2 for the formality of Socrates’ opening words;

1.5.3 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.?%°

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 Tpovoeiv
and 4oger T& TAelw; to these could possibly be added
410b6—7 paxpodTepov (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 i3 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, Tpovoeiv is common in the
fourth century BCE, T& TAeiw ‘more often’ is rare in Greek
but occurs in Thucydides, as does adverbial yakpoTepov.

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.*®® Various stylometric
tests have contributed to establishing a rough chronologi-
cal classification of the dialogues; we should expect a work
ascribed to Plato to exhibit more or less consistently the
traits of one period (cf. section 11.1.3 n. 135).

399 See especially on 407a1 AN ... pfv; d5 oUv 81; 408d1 UtroTelveov;
d4 v; 409e8 wuoAoynkel; 410b1 (curtailed report); d2 Seiv; e7—8 &p-
mTodiov ToU . . . yevéohal.

*09 This was done by Ritter, Untersuchungen, 93—4, who concludes that

Clit. comes closest to the dialogues of the latest period (Sph., Plt.,
Phib., Ti., Criti., Lg.) and to Epin.; a supplement in the form of a
study of clausulae is provided by Briinnecke, ‘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.*”' 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 dotep and kabdep; cf. note on
408br1). The Clitophon is far too short for such tests to be of
any value.*?

There remain, however, phenomena which we do not
find at all in Plato before a certain period. Thus, Plato
invariably writes 8fjAov 611, never 8fjAov cos, until the Re-
public, in which dialogue two instances of &fjlov s are
found against forty-seven of 8fjAov 6T1. There is nowadays
a general consensus about which dialogues were written
after the Republic; in most of these (except 7heaetetus and
Parmenides) we find 8fjAov s side by side with 8fjAov 6T1.403
Consequently, if the Clitophon (which has two occurrences
of 8fjAov ws, none of 8fAov &T1) was written by Plato, it
cannot have been written before the Republic (cf. Comm.
on 407a2).

Similar phenomena are the use of évtws (for T&1 dvTl)
at 409e3; €Tepos as a variant for &AAos (409¢2); cadéoTaTa
qualifying the copula (409e4); the aorist of ¢pavar (409e9)
and the accumulation of articles at 409ag — none of these
are found before, and some only after, the Republic. Besides,

*01 Cf. Brandwood, Chronology and my review, esp. 540 (on Natorp) and
540—1 (on pévTol vs. Toivuv). For a more general critique, cf. C. M.
Young, ‘Plato and computer dating’, OSAPh 12 (1994) 227—50.

02 For these reasons, the following tests should be rejected, apart from
@oTep/kabdep, oxedov/oxedov Ti (cf. Comm. on 408c1), dAAnBG&S/
@s &AnB&ds (cf. Comm. on 409e3—4; OvTws kai &ANB&S may be
valid, because 8vTws/Téd1 dvTi is valid), and the frequency of vari-
ous clausulae. The clausula — U U — U, which is avoided in Plt.,
Phlb., Lg. (cf. Brandwood, Chronology, 168—73), is not found before
full stops in the Clit., but the work is so short that this may very well
be accidental.

03 Ritter, Untersuchungen, 2—9; 58; Lutostawski, Plato’s Logic, 129; Brand-
wood, Chronology, 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.***

It 1s possible to narrow this dating down even further.
Two scholars have counted instances of hiatus in the Clito-
phon independently: Briinnecke, ‘Kleitophon wider So-
krates’, 467—8 and H. Raeder in his review of Pavlu, ‘Pseu-
dopl. Kleitophon’, BPAIW 30 (1910) 1503—4. Both applied
the criteria of objectionable hiatus as set out by G. Janell
(cf. Brandwood, Chronology, 153—7 and table 17.2). Briin-
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 figures range from 4.7 for
Lg. to o.4 for Plt. — Phdr., the middle-group dialogue with
the lowest count, has 23.9),*®> but the Clitophon is so small
that such a variation should be accepted.*® In this case,
the results cannot be ascribed to accident: if in a random
distribution one finds between 46.0 and g1.2 instances of
hiatus per Didot page (Ly. and Cra. respectively),**” even a
text of 4.6 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 Thesleff calls ‘Onkos style’ (Styles, 77—80),
which is virtually equivalent to what is normally called

#% 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
1s later, which we already knew.

*5 But some books of Lg. have a higher rate of hiatus than Cht. if
lengthy legal passages are included.

*06 In the oratio recta part of Socrates’ speech hiatus is avoided alto-
gether, cf. note on 4o7bi—e2, but this can influence the outcome
only marginally.

07 T discount the figures 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
Thesleff 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 find 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 1.5.2.)

In any case, the language of the Clitophon is definitely
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.

11.7.3 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 Sophust. If, as I think likely, the
Sophist is the first 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 reflects a
point of view which is entirely identical to the Eleatic
Stranger’s rejection of vouBetnTikn 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 first and second definitions of the result of justice). But
apart from these passages, there are allusions to the Euthy-
demus at 408c4—7 and 410bg—6, and one to the Apology at
408c3—4 (cf. section 11.2.9.1). 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 1s 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
11.2.3.3). The refutation of the first definition (ad 409c4—dr)
and that of the second (section 11.5.2) do not tally with the
distinction made previously between Téxvn and €pyov.
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 FEuthydemus). 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 émita¢ros 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 deficient 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 11.6) — one may well doubt if
Plato was capable of doing this. Grube (“The Cleitophon of
Plato’, 303) and Guthrie (HGPhE, 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 benefit
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 T think very likely, his wording, ‘as some people
write and speak about him Tekpaipouevor — on the basis of
inferences’, may indicate that he did not regard our dia-
logue as Plato’s work (see section 11.1.4.1 ad fin.). As he
wrote the Memorabilia not very much later than the Clito-
phon itself seems to have been written (ten to fifteen 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 (g) have been used in favour of the authenticity, (2)
especially by Briinnecke (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 Clifophon is essentially a new one, I disre-
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gard here many arguments based on other interpretations
that have been proffered.)

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 1s 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 (8) 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.*®

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 different nature

08 Tt 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-
ra, cf. G. W. Miiller, Rurzdialoge, 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 superficial knowledge of Plato, to iden-
tify specific passages from the authentic works which they
elaborate on. The allusions in the Clitophon which I men-
tioned are of a different nature. The Apology 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 Clt. 408cq4—7,
which I cannot understand unless it is a hidden reference
to Euthd. 28ga1—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 émita¢iol, and we know from the Apology that
Plato was influenced by the generic conventions of this
kind of speeches (cf. de Strycker—Slings, Apology, 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 offence, 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 different 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.
Tekpalpouevol 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 évior,
just as Aristotle can say Tivés when he means Plato (cf. sec-
tion 11.1.4.1 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
1.9.1) and Synesius (section 1.5.2). But if so, I do not quite
understand Xenophon’s Tekpaipopevol, 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 off 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,**” 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.

09 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 1s, after all, authentic. But I am less confident a scholar
than Shorey had the right to be.
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AQ

A3

FQ

Pa

Va

Xr

XI’H

CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

Cod. Parisinus graecus 1807, s. ix exaratus, cuius
imaginem luce expressam contuli.

eiusdem codicis manus veteris qui dicitur di-
orthotae, eadem atque manus prima.

eiusdem codicis manus fere aequalis. sunt qui
Arethae attribuant.

eiusdem codicis manus admodum recentior.
manus Constantini Hierapolis metropolitae, s. xii.

Cod. Marcianus graecus 185, s. xii exaratus, cuius
imaginem luce expressam contuli.

eiusdem codicis manus recentiores, s. Xiv non
anteriores.

Cod. Vindobonensis Suppl. gr. 39, s. xiii vel xiv
exaratus, cuius imaginem luce expressam contuli.
eiusdem codicis manus recentiores, s. Xv non an-
teriores.

Cod. Parisinus graecus 1809, s. xv exaratus, qui
Clitophontis partem tantum continet (usque ad
pag. 408dg). hic codex quamvis e cod. A deriva-
tus lectiones alterius testis, cum Themistii textu
Platonico cognati, hic illic continet. imaginem
luce expressam contuli.

Cod. Vaticanus graecus 2196, s. xiv exaratus,
cuius imaginem luce expressam contuli. cum Pa
arto vinculo cognatus; eiusdem testis atque cod.
Pa vestigia praebet.

Codicum ADFVa (Pa) consensus.

lectio in rasura scripta.
lectio supra lineam scripta.
lectio in margine scripta.

237



X!
XP
X', X2
XX

CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

lectio per litteras perscripta.

lectione primae manus punctis deleta
manus prima, altera (etc.).

incertum quae manus
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KAheitopdvtar 1OV AploTwvipgou  Tis  npiv - dinyeiTo
gvayyos, OT1 Auciol S1aAeyOUEVOs TAS WEV PETA ZwKPATOUS
SiaTpifas weyolr, THY Opacuudyou B¢ ouvouoiav UTrepe-
Tavor.

— OoTis & ZwkpaTes oUk Opfhdds  Admepvnudvevé ool
TOUs épol Trepl ool yevopévous Adyous mpos Auciav: TX pev
Y&p Eywye oUk &mfivouv og, T& B¢ Kal ETmflvouv. &mel 8¢
SHAos el pepPOUEVOS PEV  pOl, TPOCTIOlOUMEVOS B undtv
dpovTigev, H810T’ &v coi Bie§éABoipt aUToUs aUTos, ETTELST)
Kol pove Tuyxdvopev dvTes, tva HTTOV pe NYyfjt Tpods ot day-
Aws gxev. viv y&p lows oUk dpBds dknkoas, GoTe paivel TPOS
EUE EYEIV TPOYUTEpwS ToU BfovTos & B¢ poi Bidws Tap-
pnoiav, 8107’ &v de€aipny kai eBEAw Aéyelv.

— ANV adoxpov pfv ocoU ye @o¢eAeiv  pe  mpobupou-
MEVOU pn UTropévely: 8HAov ydp s yvous OTrni Xelpwv elpl

406a1—4072a4 resp. Synes. Dio 57d—58a = 2.270.12—16 Terzaghi.
4o7a1 resp. D.Chr. 13.15 = 1.233.3 de Budé.

Tit. MA&Twvos (add. D) KAeirtodpdv 1 mpoTpemTikos AD: KAertopdv F 13%
A: om. DF T& ToU S1aAdyou TpdowTa ZwkpaTns KAsitopdv A: om. DF

406ar Tis w 2 uév om. PaVa 3 yéyer F (ut vid.) corr. F¥P! Euv- I
(ouv- et Synes.) Utreperavol  AD:  &maivoi D*: Umepemonvel FVa
5 ante &oTis alium interloc. ind. A: ante a7 émwel DF post éo7Tis lac. stat.
Schanz: éoTis (fiv) Hermann: 6c{6s) Tis (‘ille “quidam” tuus’) Bury: s Tis
Richards 7 T& 8¢ kal Emfivouy bis scrips. D corr. D ¢meidn) &8¢ PaVa
8 undev] un PaVa 9 ppovTigerv] eidévar AX™ 10 3vte A®! D? (ut vid.)
11 ¢aiver ADF: -mi A% mpds pe DF 12 ToU 8¢- bis scrips. et lineola
corr. D ante ¢l alium interloc. ind. F el dn F 13 f810T” &v] AdloTa
F 407a1 ante &AA” alium interloc. ind. ADF ue om. PaVa
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CLITOPHON

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 offer to help improve me.
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Kal PeATiwv, Ta pev &oknow kol diwopal, T 8t dpeUSoual
KATA KPATOS.

— AkovUois &v. £y®d YAp @ ZwKPATES OOl OUYYlyvo-
MEVOS TTOAAGKIS EEETANTTOUNY &KOUWV, KAl pol EBOKELS TTapd
ToUs &AAous AvBpdTous KAAAIOTO Afyely, OTOTE ETITIHROV
TOls A&vBpoTols oTep €Tl pnyoavijs Tpaylkfis 6eds Uuvois
Aeywv “Tlol ¢epecbe, dvBpwtor; kal &yvoeite oUdtv TV
BeOVTWVY TPATTOVTES; OITIVES XPNUATWY MEV TEPL THV TTEOQAV
omoudfy #xeTe Omws Upiv EoTan, TV & Ufwv ols TalTx

ag sq. resp. Jul. Or. 4a = 1.2.12 5q. Bidez.

ay resp. D.Chr. 13.16 = 1.233.7 de Budé.

a8—408b2 cf. Them. Or. 320d—g21c = 2.134.8-135.6 Downey—Norman.

a8—c2 cf. D.Chr. 13.14—17 = 1.292.21—233.21 de Budé.

a8-br cf. Epict. 3.22.26 = 267.6 sq. Schenkl.

a8 resp. Jul. Or. ga =1.2.11 Bidez; Ps.-Plu. 4e =1.8.4 sq. Paton—Wege-
haupt; Tim. Lex. s.v. Tpayikn oknvn; Demetr. FEloc. 2g2; Philostr. VA
6.11 = 1.220.18—20 Kayser.

bi—c4 cf. Ps.-Plu. 4¢ = 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. Gyn. 18 = 4.145.11—-12 Macleod;
Schol. Luc. fupp.trag. 36 = 71.21 Rabe

4 &va kpaTos van Herwerden post kpaTos alium interloc. ind. F 5
ante &kovois alium interloc. ind. AF ool AD: om. F -yw-D 6 post
ToAAdkis dist. DF gdoker D 8 éml w: é&k Them. Iul.: &wd D.Chr.
Demetr. (ut vid.) unx.Tpay. w cf. Epict.: transp. Them. Tul. Tim. un-
xavfis o Them. D.Chr. Demetr. cf. Philostr.: oxnvfis Epict. Iul. Tim.
Tpaylkfis] Tpar A™ feois F corr. F* Uuvois Baumann: Upvois DF: Gpeis
ADF*: Gpvers Ven.18g Mal.D.28.4 Flor.85.6 b1 post Aéywv init. orat.
ind. A mol — &yvoeite] &vbpwTror &yvoeite D.Chr. (PY), fextum praeb.
D.Chr. (UBM) ol ¢pépeabe 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. mol Ps.-Plu. Olymp. (7ol omnes ceteri
exc. Luc. et Plu. (b)) @vhpwol w D.Chr. (UBM) Schol.Luc. (disertim): i
vBpwor Epict.: & &vBpwTol Ps.-Plu. Corp.Herm. Plu. (b) Them. Lib.: &v8peo-
ot D.Chr. (PY) Olymp. kal del. Cobet: 7y Ast (cf. Procop. Const.Porph.):
&S susp. Schanz und¢&v D.Chr. 2 kThoews ante Tépl add. Ps.-Plu.
THv T&oav omoudny éxete AD?P cf. Tambl.: Thv Teprmdoav omoudny ExeTe
D: m&oav v omoudny éxete F: omoudnv éxete &macoav Them.: m&oav
ToleioBe omoudnv Ps.-Plu. 3 Vitwv ® Ps.-Plu. Them. TalTa w Ps.-
Plu. Them.(ZY¥): a¥t& Them.(AA)
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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 b
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

243



KAEITOOWN

5 TapadooeTe ¥¥* dTres EmoTnoovTal Xpfiobol Sikalws ToUTols,
oUTe B18aok&Aovs aUTols eUpiokeTe TR dikalooUvns, elTrep
uaBnTov, el B¢ UEAETNTOV Te Kol &oKNMTOV, OiTIves EExoK™-
OOUCIV KOl EKMEAETHOOUOIV 1KV, oUdE Yy’ ETL TpdTepov

c Uu&s aUTous oUTws &0epatreUcaTte. GAN OpQdVTES YPAMPAT
Kal HOUOIKNY KOl YUMVAOTIKNV UP&S Te aUToUs Kal TOUs
Taidas UudV 1kavds pepadnkoTas, & 8n mandelav &peThs
gival TeAéav flynofe, k&meiTa oUdEv HTTOV KakoUs ylyvo-

5 MEVOus Trepl T XpNUaTa, TOS oU KaToadppoveiTe Tis viv
TToudeUoews oUdE {nTeiTe OITIVES UPES TTaUoouol TaUTns TS
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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 Budé; Aristid. Or. 24.55 = 2.70.7 Keil.

b5—7 resp. D.Chr. 13.92 = 1.239.8—10 de Budé.

c4—6 resp. Aristid. Or. 24.55 = 2.70.9 Keil.
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koate D.Chr.: &ueheite kal post ToUTols Stephanus (ut vid.) e Ficino é-
mioThowvtal D* Them.(AA?) Sikaiws @ Them.: &pf&s Tambl.: dpbdds
kai Sikadws D.Chr. ToUTols om. Them. post dikaiws dist. DF 6
pafnTév] -0- AM:-tédv Pa el 8¢] eite F ggaoknoouot DF 7y’ ETL
ADFVa: y¢ 11 Pa: ye Them. c1 e (et Them.) om. D 2 &peTfis] -Tfis
AT 3 ¢evar om. PaVa Them. Teheiav  Them. nyeiode F
Them. k&merta (et Them.)] k&mert’ D kakous ADFVa Them.(ZY):
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whom you’ll be leaving it, won’t know how to use it in a
just way. You don’t find 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
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AVAPHOOTWS TTPOTHEPOUEVAL OTAOLALOUTT KAl TTOAepoTVTES TA
goxaTa Spdotv kol maoyouolv. Upels 8¢ ¢paTe oU d17 &mal-
Sevoiav oUde 81° &yvoiav AN’ EkdvTas Tous &dikous &Bikous
glval, TAAWY 8§ aU ToAu&Te Aéyelv s aioypov kal Beoplots
N &81kior TS oUv 81 Tis TS ye TOloUTOV KOKOV EKWV alpoiT’
&v; "Httwv &5 &v 71 date TOV NHBovédv. oUkolv kal ToUTo
Adkoucolov, eirep TO VIKAV EKOUCIOV; OOTE €K TTAVTOS TPOTTOU
T ye &B1kelv dkouoiov 6 Adyos alpei, kal Selv emipéAeiav THS
viv mAglw Tolgiocbon wavT &vdpa il §’ &ua kal dnupooial
Euptrdoas Tas ToOAeLS.”

TalT oUv & ZZwkpaTes &yd OTav dkoUw oou Bapd
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d4—8 = Hippol. Haer. 1.19.21 = 80.86—9o Marcovich

e5—8 = Stob. 3.4.53 = 3.233.13—16 Wachsmuth—Hense.

e5—7 resp. lambl. Protr. 59.15-16 des Places.
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ADVa: €1 8¢ F: €1 8 i Pa: om. Stob.

246



CLITOPHON

without measure or harmony, feuding and making war and
committing and suffering 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 1s 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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gmioTaTal d$pBaAuois ypfioboar pnde wolv pnde SUpmavTt TOL
cwpaTl, ToUuTwt PAT &kovsiv pnd’ op&v unT EAANV Ypsiav
pundepiav xpfiobonl T copaTt KpelTTov ) OTrniolv Xpficbal:
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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 fine 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 off 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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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 first, 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 first, 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 1s, and 1s 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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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 find 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 effects 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 fit-
ting’, a third ‘the beneficial’, and another ‘the profitable’.
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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 profitable, beneficial 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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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 1s.’

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 benefit friends. Later,
however, it turned out that the just man never harms any-
one, as all he does to everybody is to their benefit.

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 field of justice — people might say that you are
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none the more an expert in justice just because you make
fine eulogies about it. Mind you, that’s not what I think, 5
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. ;3
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 s
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.
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COMMENTARY

Title: The simple KAeitopédv of F, a MS going back to a popular edi-
tion in antiquity, is more trustworthy than the complex of title, sub-title
and classification found in the more learned MSS D and above all A.
On the sub-titles in general, cf. M. Pohlenz, Aleine Schriften (Hildesheim
1965), 11 514—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 év Té1 émiTadiol,
Rh. 1415b31; both Callimachus (£p. 53 G.—P. = 23 Pf.) and the author
of the spurious Thirieenth Letter (363a7) use the well-known Tepi wuyfis
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 diaipeois (this is an interesting hypothesis; it must be noted — as
Philip fails to do — that the Spuria have no such classificatory sub-titles).
But Philip overlooks the possibility that Thrasyllus or Dercyllidas or
someone else applied the diaeretical classification to the tetralogical list,
which cannot belong to the fourth century, as it includes the patently
late Ale. 2.

npotpenttinog: Hirzel, ‘Protreptikos’, 62—g and Hoerber, op. cit.
(previous note), 13 want to supply &vnp, not Adyos. But émitadios 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, épioTiKos for Euthd.

406axr Kiettopdvra tov Apiotwvdpou: the main character of
the dialogue (‘Discourse Topic’) is introduced at the very beginning.
Together with the 671 clause, the content of the dialogue is thus stated
straight away. This is characteristic of short dialogues, cf. Intr., section
1.4.2(4). For the formal manner of address, cf. section 1.5.2 and n. 77, for
the historical person cf. section 1.5.3.

Niv: some interpreters have a tendency to deny that in Plato fueis
can refer to one person only, though Plt. 257d3—258a2 ToU & [sc.
Twkp&Tous ToU vewTépou] NUIV [= Socrates] 1 KAfjo1s SpwdvUpos oUoa
Kal 1) TpOopPNOLS TapeXeTal TIva OlKeldTNTA proves that it can (see also
Euthphr. 12e2—4). Cf. L. Reinhard, Anakoluthe, 139 n. 1; C. W. Miiller,
Kurzdialoge, 130 n. 1 (contra); Jowett—Campbell, Republic, 11 195 (pro; no
examples). Here the singular is chosen by Schleiermacher and Susemihl.
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For general discussions cf. KG 1 83—4; Schw.—D. 243; Wackernagel,
Vorlesungen, 1 9g8—101. See too on 408d2 &mwodeyopeda. — Only with uoévew
TUy)Avopev 8vTes (a10) does it become clear that fuiv is in fact = uol.
See Intr., section 1.5.2.

a2 Avciol Stareyopevog: for the importance of this detail, cf. Intr.,
section 1.5.3 n. 94. The words do not mean that the criticism was uttered
in Lysias’ house, as many readers have supposed, starting with Synesius
(section 1.5.2 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, 1 386 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 Clt. 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 Tog ... LETA Zwxpatovg StatptBdg: while the connection of
SiaTpiPn with an attributive prepositional phrase is frequent enough, 7
ueT& TIvos SiaTpiPn happens to be absent from Plato’s works (Sia-
TpiPw peTd is found Phd. 59ds; cf. Lg. 794c5). But the idea could not
have been otherwise expressed: T&s ZwkpdaTous diatpifas (cf. Ep. 7
329b2; Phdr. 227b1o—11; Ep. 5 322a2) is too ambiguous, because it could
also be taken as Adoyo1 (cf. 4p. g7d1 and Burnet’s note). — The omission
of pév in PaVa (against ADF) is perhaps defensible in itself (GP? 165),
but here the style seems to me to demand pév. The PaVa reading can
be explained as an error caused by homoiarcton.

a3 ovvouciav: this refers to basically the same thing as SiaTpipdas. I
do not see how la Magna’s claim that T&s ... diatpifdas ‘le conversa-
zioni filosofiche’ is opposed to THv ... cuvousiav ‘I'insegnamento’ can
be justified. ouvouoia is used for Socratic conversations at La. 201c2;
Prt. 335¢3 etc; cf. 407a5 ool ouyylryvopevos. The switch to the singular
is necessary because ouvoucial (like oupiAiar) denotes relationships to
different people.

a3—4 vmepenaivoi: 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 Tyrtacus’ unduly having praised war and heroes; here it might be
either. Most translators (apart from Ficinus, H. Miiller, De Win,
Waterfield) opt for ‘too much’. — FVa have Umepemanvei, but change
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COMMENTARY: 406a5-406a8

from optative to indicative is very rare in reported speech in Plato
(Riddell, ‘Digest’, §283; add Mx. 240d6—7; cf. KG 11 363; 556).

a5 "Ootig: there are two different ways of explaining the construc-
tion: (1) assuming an ellipse of Av with éoTis for 6oTic0UV (for the latter
cf. note on 408c6 6Tews Bel) as in R. 353¢c5 NTIS AV & €y aUT&OV 7
&petn) (cf. Tucker ad loc.); Ar. Ra. 38—g. Tis Thv BUpav ém&Tagev; s
KeVTaUpIk&S eviAal’, 6oTis (Stanford ad loc. unnecessarily assumes an
aposiopesis; Dover compares elliptic eitrep ‘if at all’); cf. also Grg. 508d5
6 8¢ 81 £uos [sc. Adyos] doTis, TOAAGKIS ... §idn eipnTat. So usually the
older translators from Ficinus onwards, and recently Orwin and Gon-
zalez. (2) Taking the éoTis clause as an addition to the sentence spoken
by Socrates (‘Someone who did not give you the right story’): éoTis is
the usual relative after Tis. So H. Miiller (reading Tis 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 first
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; éoTis v Hermann; s Tis H. Richards, Platonica, 157; 6 o{ds)
T15 (‘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 ta 8¢ xai émnivouv: one of the clearest examples of kai 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? 321-3; 585; W. J. Verdenius, review of GP?,
250—1 belong here (the interpretation of kai at Phdr. 238d6 and Phd.
62ar1 given by Verdenius, ‘Notes on Phaedrus’, 273 (cf. ‘Notes on Plato’s
Phaedo’, Mnem. 11 (1958) 193—243 at 197) supposes that xai 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 o0 y&p 81
Uetan T& dvao Tfis AlyUtrtou 16 Tapdmav: AAA& Kol TOTe Uobnoav ol
Ofipar yaxd&di; cf. Arist. Met. 1043b25fT. oUk €oT1 TO T1 éoTIV Spiocacdal
... GAA& Trolov pév Ti EoTiv evdéxeTan kai S18&Eat (‘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 T& pév oUv Ywpia kal T SévBpax oUdév w €B8éAer Bi8&okely, ol
8’ &v T&1 &oTel &vBpwTrol.

a8 mpoomoloVpevog §¢é: although, as in every pév/8¢ complex, the
two clauses are presented as parallel, there are some cases where in
practice the upév-clause carries the weight and the &é-clause is hardly
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COMMENTARY: 406a9

more than a concession: the reason why Clitophon is eager to explain
his remarks is only Socrates’ blaming him, not Socrates’ dissimulation.
TpooToloupevos 8¢ is therefore roughly equivalent to kaiTep Tpo-
oTrotoUpevos (so nearly all translators). Cf. Grg. 454bg—c1 &AM’ Tva un
Boupddnis E&v kal dAiyov UoTepov ToloUTOV Ti ot ETepov Avépwpal, &
Sokel piv SfAov eivan, Eydd & EmavepwTd (‘which seems obvious in
spite of my persistent questions’); R. g42d2—3 ouvwuoAdynoe pév Kol
TaUTa TeAeUTOV, Emexeipel 8¢ epl a¥Td pdixeobou; Men. 71d7—8 (cf.
Bluck ad loc.); GP? 370; Headlam—Knox on Herod. 3.18. The opposite
(the Bé-clause bears the weight) is more frequent, especially when the
antithesis is preceded by a negative (cf. Thompson on Men. gie; GP?
370; KG 11 232—3; Stallbaum on FEuthd. 289c; Grg. 464a).

wndév: pr negates the infinitive after wpoomoleioat, cf. X. Hipparch.
5.15. — un for undév (PaVa) is barely possible: o08év with ¢ppovTifew is
very frequent in Plato.

ag avTovg avtdg: the juxtaposition is intentional, as appears from
the sentence-final position of a¥Tds, which is quite rare in Plato; the
effect is well explained by la Magna: ‘contrapposto all’ignoto, che li ha
riferiti ok &p6&s’. In most other instances the effect is rhetorical. Many
examples from the Letters and Laws are quoted by Novotny on Ep. 7
343¢5. At Tht. 197brr and cj it is precise, not rhetorical diction which is
aimed at. Grg. 448c7-8 &A\Aor &AAwv &AAws is parody, but (e.g.) R.
603b4 ¢paUAn &pa GpaUAw! CUYYLYVOouEvT ¢aUAX YeEVWEL 1) PIUNTIKT 1S
not. Cf. Bluck on Men. 8ge2.

ag-10 émeldy) xai: ‘the more so because’; kal expresses that a second
reason is being adduced (the first was Socrates’ indignation). Cf. Chrm.
154¢6—8 T&VTWS Y&p Tou TNAIkoUTOS v 7187 (first reason) é6eAel Sia-
AéyeoBan. — Kai mavu ye €épn 6 Kpitias émel Tol Kai éoTiv $pr1Adcodos
(second reason); R. 612d7 (first reason émel 81 ... elol dg); Tht. 153a5
(first reason: Homer’s authority, ar—g); Hp.Ma. 288c4 (first reason mwés
Y&p &v ... uf) KaAdv eivan c2—3); possibly Smp. 188e4. This use of xai is
perhaps to be explained as due to an inversion, kai qualifying the émei
clause (which it cannot precede). If so, kai is simply the Focus particle
(cf. Eng. ‘also’, ‘too’).

This idiom 1is to be distinguished (as GP? 297 fails to do) from the far
more common use of kal stressing the familiarity or self-evident char-
acter of the facts mentioned in the émel (¢mwedn) clause, cf. Euthd.
285b7—cg €l 8¢ Uuels ol véor poPeiobe, ... &v Euol €oTw & KivBuvos g
gyw, &meldn kal mwpeoPUTns eiui (‘since I am, after all, an old man’)
Tapakivduvelely étolpos. Here we have rather to do with kal as a
modal particle (cf. German ja) — for the distinction between connective,
modal and Focus particles, cf. Wakker, Conditions and Conditionals, 308—7.

266
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This second use is present in most of the Platonic examples quoted by
GP? (but at Tht. 157a2 and 187b5 kal just means ‘also’); it is one partic-
ular sub-group of what has been called ‘consecutive’, ‘semi-consecutive’
or ‘conclusive’ kai; cf. S. Trenker, Le style KAI (Assen 1960?), 36—7; W.
J. Verdenius—]. H. Waszink, Arstotle on Coming-to-be and Passing-away
(Leiden 1966%), 3—4; 64—5; W. J. Verdenius, ‘Notes on Phaedrus’, 270;
275; id., review of GP?, 250; De Vries on Phdr. 227¢7 (and cf. Index s.v.
kai — consecutive). Verdenius wisely restricts the term ‘consecutive’ to
cases of kal 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 xai (Focus
or modal particle) with a similar nuance. It is questionable whether the
latter can occur outside certain well-defined contextual groups (relative,
causal, consecutive clauses; following demonstratives and certain ad-
verbs such as 816, &te etc.). Cf. notes on 410byg kai; ¢6 kai; eg Kai.

aro poévw tuyyavopev dvteg: both dvte and dvtes are possible (for
the plural, cf. La. 187a6 a¥Tol epeTal yeyovdTs; Ly. 212a2 ool T° -
oTov; Futhd. 303¢c4 poak&piol opw). dvTes is read by AF and (it seems) D;
dvTe (A*D?, both hands without any authority) is almost certainly a cor-
rection rather than the authentic reading. — See on 4o06ar1 fuiv for the
justification of the clause. Cf. also Alc. 1 118bj5. In a similar situation in
the Menexenus, a similar phrase has more point: &oTe k&v dAiyou, &l ue
keAevols &moduvTta dpynoacbal, Xapioaiuny &v, emeidn ye pdvw Eouev
(236¢c11—d2); still more poignant is the threat éopév 8¢ pévw év épnpial,
loyupdTepos 8y kal vewTepos (Phdr. 236c8—dr).

ar10—11 mpog ot paviwg éxewv: for palros used for being on bad
terms with a person cf. Lg. 922d6—7 omdoor Tepl éué palAol kai doot
&yabol yeyodvaow (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. arr—12 wpos ue xelv TpaxuTéPws; Ap. 34¢8 alba-
BéoTepov &V TTPoS uE oXOIN.

arr—12 wpog éwé: the reading of A; wpds pe (FD) is equally possible,
cf. Phdr. 236d6; J. Vendryes, Traité d’accentuation grecque (Paris 1945°),
103.

ar2 tpayvtépwg: cf. Adam on R. 343e3 poxBnpoTépws; R. Kithner—
F. Blass, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, Erster Teil: Elementar-
und Formenlehre (Hanover 1890—2), 1 577.

ei 8¢: dn (F) is only apparently better than 8¢ (AD): Clitophon repeats
what he had said in ag, and there is no opposition between viv y&p ...
ToU 8éovTos and what follows. Bury reads 8¢ but translates ‘so’. But af-
ter a y&p clause oUv not 87 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.

ar3 Ndiot’ dv SeEaipny xai €BéAw: for the change from potential to
indicative, cf. Grg. 481c3—4; Gildersleeve 1 178.

407a1—4 AAN’ aioypov ... xatd xpatog: for the purport of this
sentence as well as for its ironical character, cf. Intr., section 1.8.2(1);
L.5.2.

ar AAN’ ... pWv: assentient, ‘expressing ... readiness to accept a
proposal’ (GP? 342); ‘by all means’ (Gonzalez). In this collocation &AA&
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, “AAN’ £€§6A0166° aUTéd kéa§. Réexamen
des emplois de dAA& & la lumiére de 1’énonciation 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 pnv 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 uév/unv
in Theocritus’, in M. A. Harder et al., Theocritus (Groningen 1996) 247—
63, esp. 252); ‘Emphasis and affirmation. Some aspects of unv in trag-
edy’, New Approaches, 209—31. I think Denniston is wrong in considering
&AA& ufv a combination (with a value of its own) rather than a colloca-
tion (each particle keeping its own function): the basic value of unv ‘ex-
plains its affinity with ... &AA&’ (C. M. J. Sicking in Two Studies, 55).

The split form is somewhat exceptional; the only prose authors who
split &AA& prv 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 o¥ (0U8¢, oU n1, oUTl) and the
interrogatives except for a few places in the Platonic corpus (this pas-
sage; Lg. 9g6oer GAN’ €oT1 phjv SuvaTdv; lon 541a7 &AM’ ékelvo pmv Sokel
ool (nev TW); Sph. 240bg &AN’ €oT1 ye pfv Tws). The situation is the
same in the case of the more or less synonymous collocations GAA& pév-
To1 (cf. GP? 410—2) and &AN& pev &7 (cf. GP? 394—5; the split form Phd.
78a10). No argument against authenticity can be made from the fact
that Plato does not elsewhere split &AA& prv unless it is adversative; the
separation of &AA& and pév 87 quoted from Phd. occurs in exactly the
same context as GAAX ... wnv here in Clit. Besides, ‘not elsewhere ...
unless” means in fact ‘three times’ (not counting oU etc. and Tis etc.),
which is too small a number for argument.
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Why did the author choose to split &AA& unv? 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& and uev 81 at Phd., loc. cit.).

ye: ironically restricts aloxpdév kTA. to Clitophon: ‘it would be a dis-
grace not to accept pour offer’. It may be objected that &AAX prv is fol-
lowed by ye more often than not (Blomqvist, op. cit. (previous note), 65;
cf. GP? 119; for &AAG ... pfv ... ye cf. R. 441d8; Lg. gobes; Sph. 255a4).
But the natural explanation of this is that the collocation &AA& unv at-
tracts words or phrases with focal properties, and one of the main func-
tions of ye is to mark focality on a clause-initial constituent.

®¢ereiv: the passage gains in clarity if one realises that for Plato,
this word implied ‘to make better’, cf. 4p. 24e4—10 0ide ToUs véous Trai-
Bevsiv olol Té elor kai PeATious woroUov; — (...) — EU ye vi) Ty
“Hpav Aéyeis kai TOAANV &pBoviav TV dpehouvTwy (see also Hp.Ma.
296e7; Euthd. 292a8—11; Aesch. Socr. fr. 11c D. = 4 Kr. (SSR v1 A 53); cf.
my paper ‘Plato, Cratylus 417¢’, 47 and n. 23); in fact, the verb had re-
placed d¢éAAev in Tonic-Attic (cf. my paper “The etymology of BoUAo-
pot and O¢eide’, Mnem. 28 (1975) 1-16, at g), as Plato was well aware
(Cra. 417¢7-8). In using this word, Socrates suggests that Clitophon’s
report of his criticism will ameliorate his SiaxTpiPai, a suggestion which
is worked out in 8fjAov y&p kTA. The slightly offended mentor of the
opening words now turns humble pupil (d¢eAeiv is often said of teach-
ers, especially in Hp.Ma. and Thg.). See Intr., section 1.3.2(1).

we: omitted in PaVa, but d¢peleiv used absolutely is rare with a per-
sonal subject (E. 14 384; PL. Ap. 24e10).

a2 vmopéverv: cf. Grg. 505c3 oUY UTTOHEVEL OPEAOUPEVOS.

yap: explains woeeiv (‘I say “help (make better)” because ..."), cf.
GP? 66; ‘I call it a favour because ...” (Waterfield).

8fjAov ... wg: This collocation occurs twice in Clit. (cf. 408a2); 8fAov
oT1 is absent. 8fjAov s is not found in those works of Plato which are
prior to R. 2-10, whereas 8fjAov 671 is found 131 times (cf. Intr., section
11.7.2 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 kaf&rep; 408c1 oxedoV.

a3 xai BeAtiwv: kai (‘respectively’) is often found in one of two co-
ordinations (or in both), when a relation between the two first and the
second members is implied. Cf. R. 617¢3—4 &peTt) 8¢ &déomoTov, fv
TIMGOV Kol &Tipdlwv TAfov kal EAaTTov aUTiis ékacTos &€el. This is
one group out of various unrelated idioms often lumped together as
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‘disjunctive kai’, which is certainly not a separate value of kai as a
connective particle. Te kal is so used 409b6 olkia Te kal TekTOVIKTY; R.
332d5-6.

a3—4 Td pev donNow xal StwEopal, ta 8¢ pedfopal xata xpdrog:
remarkably parallel in wording is Grg. 507d1-2 cwopooUvny pév Sicw-
KTéov Kol &oknTéov, GKoOAaoIav 8¢ PeUKTEOV s Exel TOBDY EKAGTOS
UGV,

a3 aouncw ... diwgopat ... Ppedfopar: not modal; the Socratic
paradox ‘virtue is knowledge’ is present. Cf. Intr., section 1.8.2(1).

SthEopat ... dedfopar: cf. Tht. 176bg Tovnpiav pev ¢eUyely,
AapeTnv 8¢ Sicoketv (this parallel may have been noticed by the Emperor
Julian, who offers a conflation of it with Clit. 407a8; cf. note on a8
pnxavs).

a3—4 $evBopar xata xpatog: ‘wol schwerlich ein platonischer Aus-
druk’ (Schleiermacher, 534). But cf. Smp. 216a6—7 Pica ... oiyouat
peUywv; Grg. quoted above. ‘In hac iunctura veteribus usitatius est &v
kp&Tos. Idem valet de verbis éAavev et Siwokewv’ (H. van Herwerden,
‘Platonica’, Mnem. 11 15 (1887) 17286, at 177). In Plato, kaT& xpd&Tos
(Lg. 692d8; 698d1) is found exclusively.

ag Axovoig av: 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.

y&p: as in Plt. quoted in the previous note; Prt. 310a7—-8 &AN’ oUv
dkoveTe. Tfis y&p TapeABolons vukTos TauTnol; GP? 59; cf. 1. J. F. de
Jong, ‘TAP introducing embedded narratives’, New Approaches, 175—85.
This is only one manifestation of y&p 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 (‘PopP’):
407€3—4; 408b5—c4; 410b3.

® Zdupateg coi: vocatives do not count as separate clauses, as is
proved by e.g. infra 409dg &mekpivaTd Tis @ ZwkpaTés poi; Phlb. 54be
Ay’ & TTpooTapyé wot (so rightly Dies); R. 337e4 TTés y&p &v édnv &y
& PEATIOTE Tis &TroKpivolTo (it is senseless to print ¢, & PEATIOTE, TiS”,
cf. Wilamowitz, Platon, 11 339 n. 1). The same holds for parentheses such
as Epnv, AV & Eyw, oipau etc., cf. Prm. 137b6 Tis oUv eimreiv ot [not poi]
&mokpiveitar; Tht. 147b2—3g 1) olel Tis T1 ouvinciv Tvos dvopa, & pn oi-
Bev Ti toTv; Phlb. 16c5-6 0eddv ptv els &vBpcomous 8éals s ye KaTa-
daiveTan éuol Tobev &k Bedv éppidn (not Tobtv); Phd. 87a8 T olv &v
oain 6 Aéyos €11 &mioTels KTA. (to print a comma before &v, as most
recent editors do, is perverse); Lg. 772e7—773a1 "W moi Tolvuv ¢pdpeV
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dyobddv matépwv ¢uvTt kTA.; K. J. Dover, Greek Word Order (Cam-
bridge 1960), 13 and n. 1; Schw.-D. 60; Gifford on Futhd. 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 408bg fjv 81 oU TOAITIKAY, @ ZOKPATES, ETOVO-
u&lets (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 ooi, because I have the —
admittedly subjective — feeling that ool cuyyryvouevos is a separate co-
lon rather than forming one information unit with the preceding &yc
Y&p @ ZOKPATES.

ool suyylyvopevog: 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 moAAduig: belongs to &§emAnTTOUNY &KoUwv. This word, the im-
perfect tenses, 6moTe, the verb Uuveiv and the (conjectured) iterative
optative in this sentence, as well as éTav (6wodTav) + subj. and 8aud in
407e3—5, clearly indicate that the speech to be reported presently was
often held by Socrates (cf. also 410d1 TGV Adywv TGV TPOTPETTIKDV).
In the same way, Socrates’ protreptic maxims in the Apology are cus-
tomary (29d6—7 Aéywv oidmep slwba; goasfl. oUdtv y&p &AAo TpdTTwOV
gyo mepiépxopal i melbwv ... Aéywv 611 KTA.); cf. X. Mem. 1.7.1 &peTfis
gmipereioBon TpoeTpeTrey: &el y&p EAeyev KTA. 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 11.2.3.1). Since the exhortation described in the Apology is
personal, the repetition is more logical there than it is in the Cltophon,
cf. Intr., section 1.5.2. It is also tempting to connect Socrates’ statements
on the theory of Forms: & 8puloUuev &ei (Phd. 76d7—8; cf. J. Burnet,
Early Greek Philosophy (London 1930%), 308 n. g); 6 €ywye TOAA&KIS
SvelpwTTw (Cra. 439c7); ToAAGxis &xnkoas (R. 505a3) with his insis-
tence in 4p. on his having often uttered the exhortations he quotes. See
also note on 408bg—4.

EEenAnTTouny dxodwy: for the ironical value cf. Smp. 198bg Tis 0¥k
&v &gemAdyn &xoUwv; Phdr. 234d1. Other marks of irony are: doTep
gl unyovfis Tpayikfis 8eds, Yuvols. Cf. Intr., section 1.5.9 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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Topevopat at 410¢7 (q.v.). The present tenses in 407e4 do not contradict
the supposition (cf. note on kai u&Aa . .. ETAIVE).

a6—7 mapa Tovg dAAovg avBpwmTovg ®xaAALGTA: @ more recherché vari-
ant of k&GAAoT &vbpomwy (cf. note on 410bg—6), ‘praeclarissime om-
nium’ (Ficinus).

a7-8 émitip®v 1ol avBpwmorg: on the singularity of Socrates’ ad-
dressing a crowd, cf. Intr., section 1.5.2; for the exact reference of Tofs
avBpwTrois, cf. note on 407b1 dvbpwTot; if indeed Tols &vbpcotois is
more or less equivalent to Tois 6vnTois, there is no reason for printing a
comma after &v8pcois (as all editors do).

a8 Gomep émi unyaviig Tpaywniig Oeog: cf. Intr., section 11.1.4.2 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 émiTipédv
Tois &vBpoTrols, not (with H. Miiller, Susemihl, and others) with Uuvois
— only thus can T0ois &vbpcots be fully understood: it is equivalent, not
to Tols ToAAoTs as it is e.g. Prt. 352e5; Smp. 189c4, but to Tois BvnTois.

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 pnyxavn 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 Tepipepouevov (4p. 19c3—4) is an un-
ambiguous reference to it.

wnxoviig: Timaeus’ Lexicon Platonicum has a lemma Tparyikf) oknvm
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 oxknvfis attested also in some imitations of Clt., to
wit, Epict. §.22.26 &éml oknvijv Tpayikfv &vepxduevov Aéyewv 16 ToU
ZwkpdTous “iw ‘vBpwtol, ol ¢épeabe kTA.” and Jul. Or. 1.2.11-13
(= 4a) GoTep €K TIVOS TPAYLKT)s OKNVAS ... TTpoayopeUslv TOIS &v-
TUYX&vouot oTreUdelv pev Tpods THV &peThv, ¢peUyelv B¢ TNV Tovnpiav
(cf. note on 407a3 diwSopal ... peufouar). The reading of the MSS is
backed up by Dio, Themistius and probably Demetrius. &mod oxnviis
would mean: from the roof of the stage-building (oknvn); 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
oknvn and pnyxavn), &md pnxaviis 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 &mo
unxovfis in the Clouds.
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vupvoig: Upvels, the reading of Mal., Flor. ¢ and Ven. 189, is certainly a
conjecture — they are indirect copies of I — arising from the confronta-
tion of Uuvois (DF) and Uueis (A). The only possible readings are Upveis
and Upvols. I prefer the latter. Since the reference is to a repeated
action of Socrates’ (cf. note on 407a6 ToAAGKIS), the optative is decid-
edly better (the indicative is rare in distributive temporal clauses, cf.
KG 11 451, and absent from the Platonic corpus altogether). Uuvois
(Baumann) is a correction of the DF reading rather than a conjecture. —
Uuvelv used for an often repeated statement: cf. England on Lg. 653d6
(and his Index); LSJ, s.v., 1. When so used, it often has depreciatory
overtones (e.g. Prt. g317a6). It can also be used for a long statement not
repeated, likewise in a depreciatory manner (e.g. Euthd. 297dg—4 omoTe
ool TaUTa UuvnTal, referring to bg—dz; Gifford’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
ToANGkis), Clitophon may well mean that this speech is too long. D.
Chr. (Intr., section 11.2.1.1), ps.-Plu. 4¢ and Epict. g.22.26 (cf. Billerbeck,
Kynismus, ad loc.) misunderstood this word and took it to mean ‘shout’.

bi-408bs Ilot ¢pépecbe ... Aéywv: for the structure of the speech,
cf. Intr., section 11.2.2.

bi—e2 Ilol dpépecbe ... Tag mworetg: 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 first sentence, to be dropped later on (cf. Intr., section
1.2.3.1 and note on 407b5 di8aok&Aous). The relative obscurity of the
first 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 1.5.2; notes on h6—7 WEAETNTOV ... €Kpe-
Aethiooucty; b8—c6 &AN’ dpovcias; cb6 &pouoias; cb6-d2 kaitor ...
Té&oyouoly; dg aloypdv kal Beopicts; d6 ATTwv &5 &v A1; e1—2 TEVT
&vdpa ... oupmdoas Tas ToOAels). 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 first
part of the speech (407a6 pot €80keis; eg éyc dtav, which is obviously
deliberate, cf. note on 407e3 TaUT oUv ... &xouw); cf. Briinnecke,
‘Kleitophon wider Sokrates’, 468.
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b1 Iot ¢épeabe: this is a tragic diction, cf. S. EL g22 oUk oic8’ émol
yfis oUd” &mrol yvopns dépni; TGF adesp. F126.1 ol peTaoTpepecd @
kokol; Ar. Av. 1638 & Souudvr’ &vbpwtwy MMooeidov, ol ¢épel; in a
protreptic situation (Intr., section 11.1.) Apollodorus says of himself
TEPITPEX WY OTrNL TUXOouL (Smp. 173a1). Cf. also Isoc. 12.88 &AA& y&p
oUk 018" 8Tro1 TUY XAV $pepdUEVOs.

&vBpwmor: taken by Pavlu (‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 8; cf. Carlini,
‘Dialoghi pseudoplatonici’, 37) as imitation of Socrates’ refutation of ol
oMol in Pri. 352e5—357¢8, 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 6eds &l
unxaviis in Prt., which Pavlu seems to imply (cf. Intr., section 11.1.4 n.
138), yet it must be noted that ¢&vBpwTrol is not the normal way to ad-
dress a group (& &v8pes is; in fact, Xenophon reports a protreptic
speech by Socrates, beginning & &vdpes, Mem. 1.5.1). Of course, the use
of &vbpwTol is an automatic consequence of Socrates being émiTipddV
Tols &vbpwTrois, in exactly the same way as @ &vbpeotor in Pri., where
Socrates endeavours to Teifeiv ToUs dvBpdoous kal 818&okelv (352e5—
6), but that is not a real argument for adopting Pavlu’s interpretation.
On the contrary, if Tois &vBpcTols above is equivalent to Tols 8vnTofs,
dvBpwol indicates the continuation of Clitophon’s ironical compari-
son into the actual report of Socrates’ words. Socrates would then be
speaking &5 a¥TdS ... T& TGOV BedV PppovdV Kol UTepnPavidY T TV
&vbpwmwy (Schol. ad Ar. Nub. 223 & “¢npepe, in a scene which the
author of the Clitophon may well have had in mind, cf. note on a8 émi
unyaviis Tpayikfis 6eds). Cf. 4p. 23b2 (Apollo to mankind); Smp. 192d4
(Hephaestus ditto); cf. Festugiere, Révélation, 1v 130 and n. 5. Elsewhere
the persons are at least godlike, cf. Cra. 408b1 (the vopo®étns); Pri.
343¢e6 (Pittacus). Prt. 314d6 is rudeness, like & &vBpwre.

If this explanation is accepted, it follows automatically that dvBpwTrot
and probably ol ¢pépeabe 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 11.2.1.1).

The form &vBpwtor is confirmed by the scholiast on Lucian as well
as by Epict. 3.22.26 iovbpwTrol (so the Bodleianus, which is the archetype
of all MSS; Billerbeck, Kynismus, ad loc. rightly interprets this as ico
vBpwol, cf. Men. Sam. 580); @ &vbpwol (pseudo-Plutarch 4e; The-
mistius g20d; 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 &v8pwor &yvoeite is what Dio wrote, the longer ol
dépeabe, GOvBpwol Kai &yvoeiTe 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 ol ¢épeabe
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 Clt. directly, and Olympiodorus
quotes it év T&1 KAeiTopdvTl, it may be an old variant (so Schenkl,
‘Uberlieferung 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’ 10 may
reflect 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. (U1 &yvoeiT;
Up&dY KUKwuEvwy kal BopuPoupéveoy Trepl T& undevos &&ia), he has &
&vBpwor. How unreliable indirect witnesses are in this respect appears
from Eus. adv.Hier. 42 (11 600 Conybeare) & &vBpwTol ... ol 81 ¢é-
pecBe in a patent imitation of Herm. 7.1 ol ¢épeche, & dvBpwTrol.

xai: between a rhetorical question and a sentence which can be a
statement as well as a question (a question-mark somewhere after
TP&TTOVTES is suggested GP? 312; immediately after wpdTTovTes would
be the best place for it). A good parallel is S. 07 415 &p’ oic®” &’ v
€1; kol AEAnBas £xBpos v kTA., where AéAnBas kTA. is certainly a state-
ment, and a fairly close one Ar. 4v. 1033 0¥ dewvd; kal TépTOUCLY 8N
’TiokdTToUs KTA. — where Téutoustv kTA. can be either. Several ex-
planations can be thought of: (a) as a rhetorical question is cognitively
synonymous with a statement, kai 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 kal is
here ‘motivating’ (‘and therefore’) — quite apart from the problem
whether such a use of kal is not rather a consequence of the semantic
properties of the connected clauses. The case is different for kal linking
an exclamation and a statement, e.g. Phd. 116d5. (b) xai is emphatic and
stresses the next verb. This is probably valid for the passage quoted
from OT, cf. GP* 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 TéuTouoty to be stressed (the weight of the clause lies
on ’miokdToUs — it can of course be maintained that kai stresses the
verb plus its object); (¢) kal connects two questions, both more or less
rhetorical. This is excluded at OT, loc. cit. and unsatisfactory at Aov.,
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 first question is a Worifrage, the
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second one a Saizfrage, asyndeton would be rather harsh. (d) kai serves
to introduce a surprised or indignant question (GP? gr1—12). I think this
1s the right explanation for Av., loc. cit., but it is too much an idiom of
the dialogue to be appropriate here.

I prefer (¢) to (b) because kai stressing a verb seems to be rare at the
beginning of a sentence (cf. GP? g21). Yet I cannot help feeling that kai
is a little odd. Of the conjectures that have been offered, asyndeton
(Cobet, ‘Ad Themistii orationes’, 430) and s (Schanz) are not better.
A} (Ast) is, but confusion of 7 and ki 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, 1
think, suffice to justify its adoption here. Perhaps dv8pwmor;” kal “&-
yvoeiTe KTA. (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 kai is omitted by PY (Dio) is a consequence
of their lacking ol ¢épeabde and should not be treated as evidence for
Cobet’s deletion (cf. Schenkl, ‘Uberlieferung des Themistius’, 113).

bi-2 dyvoeite ... mpattovreg: this can refer both to the duties of
the Texvikds (the soldier, R. 469de2; the doctor, Chrm. 164bg) and (as
here) to man’s moral duties (X. Mem. 3.8.1; the identity of @dpéAipa
molelv and cw¢poveiv is established through equivocal use of T& 8¢é-
ovta mpdaTTely 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 ToU TpoonkovTtos’ (note on Arist. EN
1094a24 ToU déovTos). Aristotle himself gives (70p. 110b10) TO Séov as an
example of an ambiguous word, capable of meaning both T6 cuudepov
and TO kaAov. In the Cratylus, éov and {nuiddes are antonyms (418a4—
419byg). As {nui&ddes means ‘harmful’ (it is juxtaposed with BAaPepov at
417d8), d¢ov would appear to differ hardly, if at all, from d¢éAipov and
the other terms in the list of definitions of the épyov of justice at
409c2—3. In its turn, the association of d¢éAipov and &yaddév (cf. note
on 407a1 @oeAelv) explains how Plato could say 8éov kol ddpéAipov Kol
AuottehoUv kol kepdadéov kal &yabov kal cupdépov kal edtopov TO
aUTO dpaivetan (419a5—8). The phrase oU8ev TGV SedvTwov TP&TTEY re-
curs at Isoc. 3.25, and, more significantly, Tp&TTeIV TGOV SedvTeov Ti is
found in Arist. Protr. 3 2 Diiring, though in a different context (cf.
Einarson, ‘Epinomis’, 274 and n. 44).

b2-8 oitwveg ... éBepamedoate: three different 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 4o7br—e2). See Intr., sec-
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tion 1m.2.3.2. The sentence is further complicated by the parenthesis
407b5—7 giTrep podNTOV ... IKAVES.

b2 oitwveg: after questions and statements expressing indignation,
admiration etc., introducing clauses which provide the reason for these
affects — not in LSJ, no examples in KG (cf. 11 §99), but quite a normal
idiom, cf. X. 4n. 2.5.99 oUk aioyxUveobe . .. ; oiTives KTA.; Mem. 2.1.30 Ti
A8V oloba . . . ; ATis kTA.; Hdt. 6.12.3; 121.1; 123.1; 7.99.1 ApTepioins . . .
uaAloTa Bdpua Toledpat ... NTIs KTA.; Ar. Mub. 168; And. 1.67; ‘6oTis
apparait ... comme un intensif du simple 65 signalant a quel degré ém-
inent ’antécédent est concerné par le proceés subordonné; son réle est
de manifester en somme la responsabilité de I’antécédent dans ’actuali-
sation de ce proces’ (Monteil, Phrase relative, 144, who gives numerous
examples — but only of first and second person antecedents — 143 n. 2;
144 nn. 1-3, cf. also C. J. Ruijgh, dutour de Te épique (Amsterdam 1971),
329).

6o7Tis may be reinforced by ye: Ar. Thesm. 706 and Van Leeuwen ad
loc. Equally usual but better known in these contexts is 65 ye. For ex-
amples of simple 65 so used, cf. MT §580.

b2-3 yenuatwy ... éotaw: for the construction, cf. Euthd. 306dg—
e2. The émws-clause is on the analogy of oeUdelv; XpnuaTwy Tép! be-
longs to it, and is made part of the main clause by anticipation (pro-
lepsis), cf. Kithner on X. 4n. 1.1.5. See Intr., section 11.2.3.1 for the par-
allel Ap. 29dg—e1.

v macav emoudnv: this, backed by lamblichus, is rather strong
(‘utter’, ‘utmost’, cf. Verdenius, ‘Notes on Clitopho’, 144), T&oav TNV
omoudnyv (F) weaker. Ps.-Plutarch’s m&oav omoudnv has no authority,
nor has Themistius’ ommoudnv &macav. Elsewhere in the Platonic cor-
pus we find | TOAATy omwoudn Phdr. 248b6; Phlb. 15a6—7; T&oa 1
omoudn Ly. 219e7-8; Lg. 628e4.

b3 té@v & Véwv: the opposition is not Xpnp&Twv vs. TGOV Uéwv but
XPNMATWY ... OTTWS ... EOTAL Vs. TAOV UEwV ... OTTWS ETICTHOOVTAL
xpfiobar ... That amounts to saying that T&®v Uéwv is an anticipated
part of the 6mws-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 &ueAeite kai between ToUTols and
oUTe (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 offer a verb, shows a be-
wildering variety as regards its identity. Thus Dio’s fueAfkaTe (from
407€6?), pseudo-Plutarch’s uikp& ¢povtifete, Themistius’ oUSepiav
Toieiofe EmipéAeiav (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 xpnu&Twv: Tév
Uéwv, which, moreover, is only half-complete, as Tnv T&oav cmToudnv
gxeTe: oUTe d18a0k&Aous auTols eUplokeTe is a very lame opposition
indeed. The antithesis is further weakened by the anacoluthon tév &
Uéwv ... a¥TOIS.

(b) If indeed the structure of this sentence is modelled on Ap. 28d7—
e3, as I have argued in Intr., section 11.2.3.1, we should certainly expect
a verbum curandi here.

() Whereas anacolutha are rather frequent in Clitophon’s report,
they would be strongly out of character in this pastiche (cf. Thesleff,
Styles, 69 n. 2).

(d) If Tédv & Utwv as well as 6Tws ... TouTols depend on a verbum cu-
randi, the future émioThocovTal becomes normal, whereas it is excep-
tional (though not impossible, cf. KG 11 g74.1; 384.4), if, as our MSS
have it, mews ... ToUTols is an adverbial (final) clause instead of a
complement clause. Hence an incidental change to the impossible form
¢moTnowvTal in some secondary MSS of Plato and some MSS of

Themistius.
(e) If &mreos ... ToUTOoIS is an adverbial clause depending on epiokeTe,
the repetition dikaiws ... Tfis SikalooUvns 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 (‘Uberlieferung
des Themistius’, 112—13), that we find ourselves before a very old lacuna
in the text. To fill it in, we shall have to find a verb or verbal phrase
opposite in meaning to THv T&oav omoudny éxeTe and capable of being
constructed with both the personal genitive and a 6Tws clause, prefera-
bly one which is found with an anticipated genitive and a émws clause
at the same time within the Platonic corpus. Likely candidates are émi-
ueAeioBal, péhelv Twi, ¢povTifev, peuvfiobor and periphrastic con-
structions of the type émipéheiav (omoudnv) moigiobon (éxewv), all of
course preceded by a negative; &ueheiv is less likely as it does not
appear to govern a Omws-clause. As a periphrasis has already been used
in the sentence, a simple verb seems better. Of the verbs mentioned,
only the first three are found with a personal genitive anticipated from
a Omws clause in Plato (EmipeAeioBan Ap. 29dg—er; e1—3; Grg. 520a4;
Euthphr. 2d1—2; péhewv Tvi R. 345d2; dppovTileiv 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 oUx &miueheiobe (oU péher Upiv, ol ¢povTileTe): after
Utwv, Tapadwoete and TouTols. By far the best place stylistically is
after TapadoeTe; if the verb came after ToUTtols (so Schenkl, ‘Uber-
lieferung des Themistius’, 112—13), its distance from T&V Uéwv would
make the sentence too harsh, and besides, the order genitive — verb —
omws-clause is found in four out of the five instances quoted; in the fifth
— Ap. 29eg — the émws-clause precedes the verb only in virtue of its
shortness, and because Tfis yuyfis éTws s PeATioTn EoTat is basically
one phrase, ‘the best possible state of the soul’, on a par with ¢povn-
oews and dAndeias. This order is characteristic of formal prose, cf. note
on 406a1 KAsito¢pdvta TOV ‘AploTwvinou.

The precise form of the negative can be determined by the following

oUTe ... oUd¢ y’; it seems that oV ... oUTe does not occur in Plato (let
alone oV ... oUTe ... 0UB¢ y’) but there are a few instances of oUTe ...
oUte ... oUde (R. 426br—2 oUte ... oUTe ... oUTe ... oUS” aU ... oUdé

. oUB¢ ... oUBtv; 429e3 oUTe ... oUTe ... oUdt olv; 499b2 oUTe ...
oUTe ... oUd¢ y’ and Adam ad loc.; 608b5-6 oUte ... oUTe ... oUTe ...
oUd¢ ye; Thi. 148e3—5 oUT ... oUT ... oU p&v 87 ol oud’), so oUTe is

what one expects to have stood here.

Of the three possibilities, Tapadwoete {oUTe ¢ppovTileTe) has the
advantage of palacographical probability (the same sort of probability
will of course hold for any of the verbs if one reads {oUte...) after
TouTols). I do not have the courage to print oUte $povTifeTe: it is
cuphonically not satisfying. But I can think of nothing better, and it
may be backed up by ps.-Plu. pikp& ¢ppovTifete (which cannot be right
because oUTe is indispensable).

b4 mapadwcere: possibly modal (‘you will have to bequeath’, so
Schleiermacher, Susemihl, H. Miiller), cf. Magnien, Futur grec, 11 221—2;
cf. note on 407¢e7 &p&ovTos . .. &p§duevov.

Suaiwg: normal in protreptic contexts is dp8&ds: Euthd. 280e3—281a8;
cf. Men. 88er1; Arist. Protr. B 84 Diiring. Hence Iamblichus writes 6p8&s
(he had been paraphrasing the protreptic parts of Futhd. shortly before)
and Dio 6p8&s kai Sikaiws. But there is good reason for the deviation,
cf. Intr., section 11.2.3.1.

b5 Sidacnarovg: 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 (eiTrep pa®nTdV) and they are given understudies in the form
of anonymous persons oiTives Up&s Tauocoust TauTns Tfs duouoias,
c5—6), and after the argument about free will they have lost their per-
sonality and we are back again in commonplace Socratic terminology
(Belv Emipéreiav THs vOv TAeiw Tolelobal, d8—e1). When the presence
of 818&okadol is so manifestly unasked for in the rest of the parody,
one wonders why they are mentioned at all, especially as the parenthe-
sis €l 8¢ pueAeTnTOV ... ikavédds 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 11.2.9.1. I have offered a
possible reason in that section; one may also think of influence 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 Pri. g57e¢4—8,
where Socrates reproaches the common herd for not sending their sons
or going themselves to the teachers of the &mioTAun Ndoviis, the
sophists. Indeed, the whole Pri. passage has rather a protreptic ring
about it, cf. Intr., section 11.1.g n. 138; Gaiser, Protreptik, 42—4.

ebpioxere: rather conspicuous by its durative (here ‘conative’) Aktions-
art, which is not the usual one; in older Greek oUe . .. eUpiokeTe would
have meant ‘you cannot find’ (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 peretnTov ... éxperetnoovoiy: such examples of chiasmus as
are given from Plato by Riddell (‘Digest’, §304) and Denniston (Greek
Prose Style, 74—7) hardly suggest that the figure in itself is a marker of
rhetorical style (so Theslef, Styles, 69; 82). Normally chiasmus is used
more or less automatically if the information in the first of a pair of
clauses is too compact to be presented in the parallel order. Cf. below,
on er—2 8 &ua kal. Here, however, the information is not compact at
all: pedetnToév and &oknToév 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 aountov: cf. Thompson on Men. 70a2.

b6—7 €Eacuncovciy xal éxpeletncovaiv: the preverb serves to give
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the verbs perfective (‘confective’) Aktionsart, cf. Schw.—D. 266—9; note
on 410b8—g. &€aokeiv is new in this meaning, ékueAeTdv occurs at
Hp.Ma. 287a5. It is naive philology to consider é§aoknoouoiv a mark of
inauthenticity (Geflcken, ‘Ratsel’, 433 n. 5). — The futures, being on a
par with the 6Trws clause of by, are probably modal, cf. Magnien, Futur
gree, 11 219 (though his parallel Hdt. 3.40.4 is rather different); ‘people to
train them’, Orwin, cf. Gonzalez. Cf. notes on c5 and on e7 &p&ovTos

. &p&dpevov.

b7 ixav@®g: underlines the perfective Aktionsart as at R. 606a4—5 10U
SakpUoal Te (‘have a good cry’ — a very unusual use of the aorist of this
verb) kai &modUpacfal ikavéds kal &momAnodfjvar. Cf. c2 below.

vy’ €ti: Themistius® ye (conjectured here by Schanz) and Pa y¢ 11 may
indicate a common source (cf. Appendix 11). Yet y’ €11 is clearly lectio
diffictlior. €11 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 mpdTepov (here and Hdt. 3.64.4) it does little more than
strengthen it (not ‘already before’; so Bertini). Bury and Zuretti take &1
TpoTEPOV as apposition to the whole clause (‘that which comes first’),
which is unlikely without the article. Waterfield’s ‘moreover’ suggests
that he takes oU8¢ . .. €11 as the negative counterpart of €t1 8¢, but there
are no parallels for this in Plato.

b8 éBepamedoare: the causative component (as usually) not ex-
pressed (cf. my paper ‘Plato, Cratylus 417¢’, 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. 156bg—157¢6 and Prt. g12c1 with Adam’s note; further Prt. 325c1;
Smp 184¢c4; Cra. 440c5; R. 403d7).

b8—-c6 aAN’ ... dpovciag: whereas the first sentence of the speech
was loaded with different 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 superfluous, 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 (ypdupaTta Kai
MOUCIKNY Kol YUBVAoTIKNY UP&S Te aUTOUs Kal Tous Toidas Uuddv,
carefully embedded between 6p&dvTes and ikavdds uepafnkoTAS).

b8—cr1 ypappata xai poveuxny xai youvactixnv: cf. Pri. giebi—2
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Tapd ToU ypaupaTioTol ... kai kKifapioTol kal TTandoTpiPou; Ale. 1
106e6 ypduuaTa kai kibapifev kal moaAaiev; cf. 118¢8—dy4; Men. 94bs;
Chrm. 159c3—d2; very extensively but with a more positive appraisal in
Protagoras’ protreptic, Prt. 325d7—326¢3. What uyouoikf) amounts to is
best illustrated from Ale. 1 108¢7—-8 TO K1Bapifev kol TO &eidev kai TO
gupaivev dpB&s (cf. 108a5—6). Playing the aulos is mentioned along with
the curriculum at Alc. 1 106e7; X. Mem. 4.2.6 mentions x18apileiv, od-
Aglv, imrmevev. Pavlu (‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, g) uses the similarity of
Prt. g12b1—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.

cI—2 Vpdg Te avTOVG nul Tovg maidag vdv: the order (the inverse
one of bg T&V 8 Uéwv — 8 Uuds avuTous) reflects the decreasing impor-
tance of the children, cf. Intr., section 1m.2.3.1.

c2 87: 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 effect a distance is created), especially in the
report of other people’s opinions or statements. Cf. note on 408a4 xai

. 3n.

modelav dpetfig: Lg. 643¢4 TNV ... TS ApeTny ... Toudeiav, but cf.
R. 606e3—4 Tondeiav TGOV &vBpwTivey TRy u&TWY.

c3 eivou: omitted by PaVa Them. (against ADF); quite possibly
rightly; cf. 408ca.

Nynebe: being lectio difficilior, this should be preferred to F’s fysicfe
(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.

Cc3—4 noxoVg yLyvopévoug mepl ta ypnpata: understand Upds ou-
ToUs, hardly Tous maidas as well; kakol yryvouevor would be slightly
more regular but (a) the reflexive pronoun (c1) makes the accusative
possible here, (b) the nominative would be ambiguous as it might be
taken as coordinated with 6pé&vTes (b8). — For yiyvouat ‘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; 575¢; De Vries on
Phdr. 232¢8; 269b6; for kakous ... mepi ¢. acc. cf. R. 449a2—4 KaAKJs ...
Tepl Te TOAewV BlolkNoEls Kol Tepl 18100TGOV YuxFis TpOTOU KaTa-
okeunv. The accusative of respect is more normal.

c4 wdg ov: usually = nonne (cf. LSJ s.v. mwéds 11 7), here = qui fit ut non,
‘how can you fail to despise’ (Gonzalez; cf. Ar. Pax. 472 Té&s oUv oU
¥wpel ToUpyov; cf. Van Leeuwen on Ar. 4v. 278). There is no need for
Hermann’s 6ucws; his argument ‘neque enim ratio inconstantiae ex-
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quiritur, quasi eam objurgator non intelligat’ (111, xxviii) overlooks the
fact that this is a rhetorical question.

c5 008€ {nteite oitiveg LA Tavsoveot: for the construction cf. Pri.
348d4—5 {nTel dToo1 EmBeiEnTon Kad ped” dtou PePaicdoeTal (this would
scem the best reading if Burnet’s apparatus can be trusted; for the
changed construction, cf. KG 1 223.5). For the vagueness of the relative
clause cf. note on 407bg &i18aockdAous. The future is modal, cf. b6-7;
Magnien, Futur grec, 11 219—20.

c6 apovciag: as often, this is not lack of cultural education but of
moral knowledge (it refers to kakoUs yryvouévous Tepl T& XpHBOTA).
There is, however, some poignancy in the choice of this word: for all its
mouolikn, present education produces only &pouoia. Placed at the end
of the second sentence, this word announces the sarcasm of the third —
the need of a periphrastic turn for 818&okator has brought about a
rather fine by-product. Cf. Alc. r 120b3.

c6-dz2 xaitor ... macyovev: 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 cg—4 KakoUs yryvopévous mepl T& Xpripata). Obviously, it
adds nothing really new to the argument; in fact, the objection raised in
the next sentence (Upels 8¢ pate kTA.) 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: TANPBuEAEIOY Kal paiBupiav;
Kol &BeAPOs &BeAPAdL Kal TOAels TOAeowv (instead of kol &BeAdol kal
TOAeLs ... &AAHAQLS); &uETPpwS Kol &vappdoTws; TToAepuoUvTes; Kol
maoyovotv. There is a slight similarity in wording (probably fortuitous)
to X. Mem. 4.4.8 (in a conversation about justice): TaUcovTal 8 ol To-
ATar Trepl TOV Sikaiwv &vTiAéyovTés Te kal dvTidikoUvTes Kal oTa-
o1&ovTes, TavocovTal & al ToAels Siapepoueval Tepl TGOV dikaiwy Kal
TToAspoUoal.

c6 xaitou ... ye: 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 kaiTol he is rich, cf. my
analysis in New Approaches, 122—4 (slightly different B. Jacquinod, ‘Sur le
réle pragmatique de KAITOI?, New Approaches, 131-49). The split form
of this collocation (cf. note on ar &AA’ ... ufv) is much more frequent
than GP? 120 suggests, cf. ibid. 564. KG 11 152 rightly distinguish be-
tween kaiTol ye and kaiTol ... ye — in this case one might translate ‘yet
this is the TAnupéAsia and poiBupia ... which causes...” Plutarch’s
KalTol ye at 439c is not backed up in his second quotation, 534e¢.

c6—7 818 ye ... GAN’ 00: 81& Te ... kal oU (AA of Themistius) is not
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Greek: adversative e (...) kal o¥ occurs only in polar expressions such
as moAAakis Te koUX &maf (S. OT 1275; cf. GP? 513). See note on
409d6—7 &yaBov T’ ... Kal OUBETOTE KAKOV.

c6 TadTNV ™V TANppéretav: of proving KakoUs Trepl TX XPHBATS;
repeating TaUTns THs &pouoias in a rather otiose way. The words are
found coupled Lg. 691a7, where (as here) the musical association of
TANUUéAela is present (cf. England ad loc.).

c6—7 paBupiav: of not looking for a did8&okahos.

c7 81 THY €v T@L Todi TPog TNV AVpav dpetpiav: the prepositional
phrases are carefully embedded between article and noun, as 406a6
TOUS ... AOYoOuUs; 409a3.

&v t&L modi: instead of ToU modds (so Plutarch): not the dpeTtpia
which is present in the foot but the one (= TAnpuéAela) which is present
in bad handling of wealth.

c8 aderpdL ... moreowv: connect with oTaci&fovotv, not with
Tpoodepdpeval, cf. note ad loc.

c8—-dr1 ap.étpwg xal avappéctwe: used with the same double entendre
as dpoucia and TANuPéAeia (c6). Bury’s ‘without measure or harmony’
is perfect.

dr mpocdepopevar: ‘behave oneself” (LS] s.v. B 1 4), qualified by
ApéTpws Kal dvappdoTws; not ‘clash together’ (Bury, Sartori, Orwin,
Waterfield), because in the military sense it would mean ‘attack physi-
cally’, which is rather odd with oTaci&fouot. It must be noted, though,
that Plutarch understood it in this sense, as appears from his change of
the preverb to Sia-. A reciprocal middle is out of the question in both
meanings discussed: TTpoopépeaBai is passive. The masculine form, pro-
posed by Ast, is not only unnecessary, but probably ungrammatical (cf.
Gildersleeve, 11 207-8; there are, however, rather more exceptions than
it would appear from his collection of examples, cf. Schw.—D. 605).

otaciafovati: here not of internal discord of states.

moAepobvreg: includes, but is not restricted to, war between states: it
takes up otaoidfouot (the two verbs are coupled in Euthphr. 8ai—2).

d2—e2 Gpeig 8¢ ... moAerg: 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 11.2.3.1). 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. o¥ &1’ &maidevoiav oUde &1
&yvoiav). 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 (0¥ 81” &mai-
Sevuoiav oudt &1” &yvolav) or willingly (&AAN* ékdvTas); (b) injustice is evil
(réAv 8 v . .. 1) &8ikia); (¢) no one does evil willingly (1réds oUv &7) . . .
alpoit’ &v;); conclusion (not stated): therefore injustice is committed
through ignorance. This proof is immediately invalidated because (c) is
challenged (ATTwv ... TGOV HBoVEV).

(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 (oUkoUv ... ékoUoiov); conclusion: therefore, in either case (&k
TavTds TpdTOU) people commit injustice unwillingly (16 ye &3ikelv
dkouciov 6 Adyos aipei).

Argument (2) could be regarded as a sophism a dicto secundum quid: to
do something which is &koUolov in some respect is not the same thing
as to act &kwv (cf. Sprague, Fallacy, 6). (In the first 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 reflect on the validity of (2).) (4) itself is arrived
at through an argument involving opposites which the author may well
have considered valid. Cf. Intr., section 11.4.5 and n. gor.

Plato frequently sets out to prove the Socratic paradox oU8els ékcov
dpapTdvel (or its implication that no one wishes evil), e.g. Men. 77b6—
78b2; Grg. 467¢5-468c8; Prt g52e5-357€8, 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 confine
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: kak6s — morally evil : kakos — 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 &ya86v is not quite
clear, cf. Dodds’ note, p. 235 (a); the argument in Prt. is valid only if
dyafov = 18U and kakdv = &uiapov, cf. 351bg—d7; 353¢9—355a5.

Yet the fallacies Plato employs in these passages reveal a great deal
about his ethical principles (cf. section 11.8.5), 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 11.2.3.1; 11.6).

It is very interesting to note that argument (2) closely resembles what
is once or twice called Tapacuvnupévos (Schol. in Arist. APr = Arist.
Protr. A 2 Diring; cf. M. Frede, Die stoische Logik (Gottingen 1974), 100: if
a, b & if not a, b; either a or not g; therefore always ). Ancient logicians
quote two examples of this argument: 7%t 170e7—171¢7 (which is rather
more complex) and Arist. Protr. A 2—6 Diring, cf. Rabinowitz, Aristotle’s
Protrepticus, 38—9. Another example: [Pl.] Demod. 384c1i—d2; cf. C. W.
Miiller, Kurzdialoge, 264.

d2-3 o9 8§’ amaitSevoiav 08¢ 81 dyvorav: not just a rhetorical rep-
etition. &1” &mondeuoiav points back to the 8i18&okadot (bs, cf. ad loc.)
and does not have here the association ‘ignobility’ (‘inopia humanitatis’,
Ast, Lexicon, s.v.) which it usually carries in Plato. &yvoia is the more
general word, commonly used in discussing the maxim (e.g. R. 382b8;
Phib. 22b7; Lg. 863c1; cf. dpobia Pri. 357d1; R. g50ds; on the question
whether &yvoia and &uabia differ, cf. O’Brien, Paradoxes, 193—6).

d3—4 éxovrtag Tovg &dixoug &dixoug eivar: the second &dikous
might have been missed (cf. Men. 8gb1—2 &l ¢pUcel ol &yaboi yiyvovTo
— bg—c1 oU $Uoer oi &yabol &yabol yiyvovtal; see Bluck’s note on
89a6; add Prt. 325b4, where no correction of the text (dos favuacics
yiyvovtal ol &yaboi (&yafoi), Hirschig) is necessary; likewise Smp.
183b7 &¢podiciov yd&p Spkov ol ¢paotv eivar (dpkov (Spkov) Hertz).
But the omission (in F) of TouUs as well as of &3ikous makes one suspi-
cious. Cf. Lg. 860d1 ol kakol ... elolv dkovTes Kakol.

d4 médAwv 8 ad: this ‘pleonasm’ is quite normal in Plato, cf. Ast, Lex-
icon, s.vv. w&Aw and aUbis and esp. La. 193d6, where, as here, two in-
consistent opinions are contrasted.

aicypov xai Beoprcég: cf. Lg. 879c3; 838bro. In combination with
ToAu&Te, this coupling of synonyms makes the sentence rather heavy
with sarcasm, cf. note on c6—-dz.

d5 obv 8v: cf. des Places, Particules de liaison, 85—7; GP* 468—70.
Though both oUv 81 and 87 oUv are practically confined to Plato (and
Herodotus), these combinations cannot be used for questions of au-
thenticity: in the other Dubia, oUv &% occurs two or three times in Alc. 1
(cf. des Places, 86), three times in FEpin. (879d2; 984b2; 991bjs), four
times in the Letters (Ep. 2 g10e4, Ep. 7 326¢5; Ep. 8 353¢4; 355a5), once in
Min. (321d1); 81 oUv is found at Epin. 98gd2. Neither is found in the
Spuria.
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T6 ye Torobrov xaxdv: cf. Ap. 25e4 ToUTO (TO) TOCOUTOV KAKOV;
Gildersleeve, 11 269—70.

d6 "Hrtwv 6g &v Mu: for the postponement of the relative, cf. Den-
niston, Greek Prose Style, 48—9 who gives examples from Lg. only; but cf.
Ap. 19d7 Tepi EuoU & ol ToAAoi Aéyouotv; Adam on R. 363a6; Phdr.
238a4; my note on R. ggob6—c1, ‘Notes on Politeia 11r°, 345—7. Here the
postponement splits the phrase fTTwv TGOV Ndovdv.

The relative clause should not be explained as quasi-causal (Water-
field, Gonzalez) or quasi-temporal (Souilhé¢) 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 (31& TO fTTwv elvan or fTTWPevos would have been more nor-
mal, or Tis ... é&kev aipoiT’ &v (so translated by Bertini, cf. 471 n. 1) in
the preceding question), but it is covered up by the hyperbaton fiTTwv
6s, which therefore aims at a special, focalising effect. The distinction
between 6s &v and 6oTis &v (KG 11 426) proves rather theoretical.

»ai tobto: as well as ignorance.

d7 eimep: ‘precisely in the case that...” (cf. Wakker, Conditions and
Conditionals, 319—20); contrast eitep padnTév bs—6, where Wakker’s al-
ternative paraphrasis ‘exclusively in the case that...” applies. The clause
gives the reason for thinking that fTTwv sivat is dkoUoiov.

éx mavtog tpomov: = mavTtws, cf. England on Lg. 938cg. For the
function of these words (‘in either case’), cf. the analysis of the argu-
ment, note on d2—e2.

d8 ©6 ye a8ixeiv axovoLov 6 Aéyog aipei: Plato construes the phrase
6 ANoyos aipsl (cf. Jowett—Campbell on R. 607bg; Burnet on Cri. 48¢7) in
three ways: (¢) with modal adverb (Cri., loc. cit.; Prm. 141d6); (b) with a
personal noun as object (R. 607b3); (¢) with accusative and infinitive, as
in the next clause kal 8eiv kTA. (R. 440b5; 604c¢7; Phlb. 35d6; Lg. 663d7).

Consequently, one expects T6 ye &8ikeiv dxoUoiov eivan here. It
seems hazardous to explain our construction as an ellipse of elvai: givat
can be omitted with Sokeiv and vouilewv etc. but rarely with other verbs,
cf. KG 1 42. However, a nominal construction is found with the semanti-
cally related ocupPBaivew, which develops into a copula: Grg. 479¢8 oup-
Baivel péyloTov kakov ) &dikia; R. 329d6; Lg. 671cr (cf. England ad
loc., who points out that cupPaivew may be followed both by eivat (Prm.
134b1) and by v (Euthd. 281e3)). The double accusative construction
may therefore be defended. Cf. 408c2—4, where the construction of
NyoUpal with two predicative accusatives is followed by an accusative
and infinitive. I withdraw the conjecture Té ye &3ikeiv {elvar) dkou-
olov 6 Aéyos aipel, which I submitted in the first version of this work.
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d8—e2 xai deiv ... tag woAerg: 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 émipéAeia 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 UmofeTikéds (Deme-
trius’ words, Intr., section 11.1.4.2) and is no longer &mTopaxivéuevos Kai
KkaTnyopddv. Similarly, 408a4—br1 (end of the third part of the speech).

d8 émpérerav: the directly reported speech very neatly ends with
the signal theme of all Socratic exhortation; cf. Intr., section 1.2.2 n.
188; note on 410c8—ds.

er—2 mavt’ &vdpa ... Euumdcag tag moAeig: rhetorical effect is
caused by the climax wavt’ ... upmdoas, not by the chiasmus, for
which cf. next note. For the thought cf. Intr., section 11.2.9.1 ad fin.

0’ &pa xali: 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 mavTa T’
&vdpa kTA.) cf. Lg. 798a6—8 mrepl Tas TdOV &vbpdmeov Siavolas Te &
Kol TAS TGV Yuydv puoets. There is no parallel in Plato for the chiastic
construction with this collocation, but it is natural enough: both &vT’
&vdpa and idiat carry emphasis (and perhaps there would have been a
slight break in the clause, which accounts for the postposition of Te);
from 18iai, the opposite is derived as starting-point for dnuocial §uu-
T&oas T&s moAets. This is the most frequent cause of chiasmus: in such
cases it 13 wrong to consider it a figure of speech. Cf. above, on b6—7
MEAETTTOV . .. EKUEAETHOOUTTV.

e3 Tadt’ odv & Zwxpateg ey® 6tav duodw: the left-dislocation (re-
moval from subordinate clause) of both TaUTa and £y is unique in the
Platonic corpus. For TaUTa 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 TaUTa is object of &yauat
and &mouvéd as much as of Aéyovtos. For éyw preposed, cf. Ap. 21be
TalTa ydp éyw &xouoas (the oracle) — here the éTav clause seems to
have been used instead of a participle in order to indicate the repetition
of the speech. Cf. also Cri. 54d3—4 TaUta & ¢ide Kpitwv €0 ioh 811
gyc Bokd dkovelv (the speech of the Laws). There is hiatus after &y,
but then again so would there have been if the pronoun had been
placed in the éTav clause.

Bapa: cf. note on 407a6 ToAA&Kis. Strictly speaking this word is in-
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compatible with éTav &koUw: 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 fap&
AéyovTos from &koUw ocou and explain it as a participle of circum-
stance; we should better accept it as a contaminated construction, cf. R.
393b7—8 &Tav T&s proels Ek&oTOTE Ay L.

e4 noi péAa dyapat xai BovpasTdg wg Emalvéd: Kal ... Kai cou-
pling semantically related verbs, the parallel structure, udAa (instead of
mawu or o¢podpa, cf. H. Theslefl, Studies on Intensification in Early and
Classical Greek (Helsingfors—Copenhagen 1954), 56) all point to ‘pathetic
style’ (Thesleff, Styles, 70—1); BavpaoTds s (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 &§-
emANTTOUNY &koUwv; Intr., section 1.5.8). &maivédd does more than just
amplify &yapati: it also points back to 406a7 T& 8¢ kai émfjivouv. 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 fyoUuat): 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 407e5-408bjs,

had it been introduced by 6moTe a¥ ¢pains ... &Te Aéyols ... éTeheUTa,
would have lost its lively character. Cf. Smp. 18ob1 8auudlouot kal
&yavTal.

e5—8 xal omoétav ... éomouvdanévar: this is the second of the three
parts of Socrates’ speech (cf. Intr., section 1.2.2); after ypnuaTa,
owpaTos emipéheia is now censured. This part is set off from the first
one in a very clear way: by the intervening appraisal TaUT  oUv ...
gmovéd (eg—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 fluid 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 &yauar kai ... gmouvé. It is impossible to attach
the sentence to these very words by explaining kai (e5) as ‘so too” (Bury;
cf. Souilhé and many other translations — I take it these translations are
due to embarrassment, not to misunderstanding; la Magna’s note ‘in-
tegra: Kai &yapat kai émaivd og, 6mdTav’ does betray just such a mis-
understanding), as we would then desire a particle to coordinate Ta¥UT’
... 8Tav &koVw and 6TéTav ol $fjts (kal 81 kai would have served the

purpose).
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Besides, the case is not isolated: the next sentence, though more
complicated, is essentially parallel: ka1l éTav Aéynis kTA. has no apo-
dosis; the anacoluthon is here less harsh because the speech reported is
much longer and it is only natural that from 408ar kal 81 kai (or at any
rate from a4 kol TeAeutd) Clitophon should have abandoned the for-
mality of the nominal cos clauses. In fact, 408b5—c4 ToUTOIS 81 TOTS
Aoyols ... émeyeipev Nuds is the — long expected — equivalent of &ya-
pat kai . .. éraivéd which was needed.

It would seem, then, that we are dealing with two subsequent anaco-
lutha; the first one very harsh, the second tolerably justified. A reduc-
tion is desirable and as a matter of fact only the full stop which is
printed after éomoudakéval stands in its way. A colon or a comma
would improve the text by totally removing the first 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 kal émdTav av ¢fjis. 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 odpaTos émipéela, 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 kai émdTav ol
¢fits kTA. 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 11.2.2; for parallels in thought to the second part, sec
Intr., section 11.2.3.2.

e5 to eédeEiig Tovtwe: cf. Phlb. 34d8—9g 1O & &de€fis ToUTOIS TTEIPGO-
ueba Aéyerv; Ti. goce T& ToUTOols EdpeSfis fwiv AekTéov. Not adverbial as
e.g. R. 460d8. Cf. note on 410dg T6 &¢peiis.

e6—7 €tepov TL mpdTTELY TOLODTOV: Viz. OUSEY TGV dedvTwv (b1—2) —
caring for inessential things. La Magna makes the phrase refer to the
final part of the first speech only, but this brings in irrelevant infor-
mation.

e7 1ol pev dpEovrog: Souilhé prints ToU pév y&p &pSovTos against
the consensus of ADF Themistius Stobaecus, on the sole authority of
Ven. 189 and W, both secondary MSS. The particle is superfluous (ex-
planatory asyndeton, for which cf. W. J. Verdenius, ‘Notes on FEpi-
trepontes’, 17—18; to his references add England’s Comm. on Lg., index
s.v. ‘asyndeton, explanatory’).

&pEovtog . .. apEdpevov: 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.¢ (where futures are listed which denote that the subject ‘vermdége
seiner Beschaffenheit oder nach Lage der Verhiltnisse’ can or must exe-
cute an action, cf. also Kihner on X. Mem. 3.4.4; Stallbaum on Pl. Mx.
235d; id. on R. 524e; Magnien, Futur grec, 11 46—57) tend to suggest that a
substantive future participle (type o008’ 6 KwAUCwY T&PA) 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, 1 115: “The future ... is either skall 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 Eeive ‘ABnvale, Upels oikaTe ToUs
ugv &pyxovTas gxelv, ToUs 8¢ &pEouévous oUk EGelv.

e8 éomovdaxévar: 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.

e8-408bs xai 6tav ... Aéywv: see Intr., section 11.2.3.3. 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 first s ceases to exist. &l 81 (eg) probably started as a
parenthesis giving a few applications of the general principle stated just
before.

e8-9g émictatar ypficbar: short for émiocTaTar dpbds ypficBa, cf.
Euthd. 289a2 and passim.

e9—12 ei &M ... ypfoOor: cf. Euthd. 281d1 xai &uPAU 6pdv Kkal
akovwv [sc. éA&TTw &v Tpd&TTol and therefore éA&TTW &V Efx-
papTavol ete.] p&AAov f) 68U; the same principle applied to the same
field of human ability. Use of eyes and ears as the first 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
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insignificant 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 11.2.3.3).

err—12 puNt’ aAANv ypelav undepiov ypficbor: for the construction
ct. Lg. 785b7; 868b7.

408arx xai &n xai: transitional, not marking a climax, cf. GP* 256
(where Cra. 419b2 does not belong: the whole discussion from 418a5 on-
wards was meant to prepare the etymology of {nuié3es).

a2 §fjlov wa: cf. note on 407a2.

aq-bg xol tedevtdl ... Aéywv: stylistically this sentence is a little
more lively than the preceding ones: note the (slightly ironical) interac-
tion created by 81 (three times) and &pa; kaAdds; the absence of the ar-
ticle before wuxfjt (a5), which gives a solemn effect (Thesleff, Styles, 81);
the postposition of &pa; the rudder/steersman metaphor. See Intr.,
section 1.5.3.

a4 ol ... 802 this is a collocation of connective kai and 87 marking
(with some degree of irony) a report or quotation as well-known or even
subscribed to by the speaker (GP? 233—5; cf. 407c2 and note) rather than
the combination kal ... 87 which indicates that ‘the addition ... is an
important one’ (GP? 253).

a4-5 6 A6yog oVtog: the entire speech (not ‘this argument’, so la
Magna, Waterfield) is meant, cf. Intr., section 11.2.2.

ag5 cou: the dative should be compared with Hp.Mi. 363b2—g 1 “[Ai&s
K&AAov [cf. kKaA&s here] &in moinpa T&1 ‘Ounpwt A 1 "O8Ucoeia (cf.
KG 1 429); R. 335e2 ToUTo 8¢ 81 voel aUTédt (sc. Simonides; cf. Jowett—
Campbell, Republic, 11 186); Euthd. 287¢1 671 pol vool 16 pfina (which
disproves Stallbaum’s note on R., loc.cit.); the dative of the author in
quotations (type 'O8uooeus Aéyel ‘Ounpwi; KG 1 422) is a related but
more stereotyped idiom.

Yoyt ... xpficbar: we are left in the dark as to what exactly is
meant by this phrase — surely Waterfield’s ‘how to use his mind’ is en-
tirely beside the point, as it fails to explain xai pf) &fiv. 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 6Tw1
Ti5 uf) EmioTaTtar XpfioBon KTA. 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 6oTis Wuxfit un émiotatal Xpfijodor is picked up by Tén
ToroUTwl (b1); consequently the man who does not know how to use his
soul should surrender himself T&1 pabévTi TV 1OV &vBpdTy KU-
BepvnTiknv which is equalled with moAiTikf, SikaoTikn and dikalo-
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oUvn. That is to say ‘using (= rightly using) one’s soul’ amounts to
learning (cf. T&1 paBovTi) justice.

This is in harmony with the tenor of the first part of the speech, as
well as with the subsequent discussion on the &petn of the soul (cf. es-
pecially 409a2—6). For Chrysippus’ interpretation, cf. Intr., section 11.7.1
(4)-
The phrase wuxfis xpfiois is used in a completely different sense by
Aristotle (Protr. B go—1 Diiring): ‘there are many ways of using one’s
soul but the truest (kupieTdTn) is philosophy (f ToU ¢ppoveiv &T1 p&-
MoTa)’. 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 first and foremost ethical (cf. Intr., sections
1.1.5; 1.7.1). The author of Clit. and Aristotle use the same protreptic
motif (émioTaoBan xpfioBal) and in the same area (yuxn), 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 fouyiav &yewv T Yoy in Plato, fiouyia in connection with
the soul is normally tranquillitas animi (R. 583c7-8; Lg. 791a3—4; Prt.
356¢1); it may also denote slow intelligence (Chrm. 160a1—2) and mental
laziness (74t 153b11—c1). The way in which the expression is used here
is apparently a novel one (it had to be glossed by kail [explanatory] un
¢fv). There is a conscious play upon the double function of the soul as
the seat of thinking (called 81&voia a few lines below) and as the princi-
ple of life. Cf. Arist. Protr. 8 83 Diiring kal {fjv &pa p&AAov paTéov . ..
TOV évepyoUvTta TH1 Wuxfjt ToU udvov Exovtos; Pl R. g53dg—10 and
Tucker’s note. — For the dative (of respect) with fouyiav &yew, cf. Lg.
653d8.

a7 mwpattovtL xab’ adrov: these words point forward to the second
alternative (they are to be contrasted with mapadovti ... &GAAwi); Cfjv
by itself would have been sufficient. — kat& with a reflexive pronoun
(‘all by oneself’; cf. KG 1 480; Classen—Steup on Th. 1.79.1) is usually
reinforced with a¥16s in Plato, but cf. Grg. 505dg Aéywv KaTd cauTédy
(not ‘after your own fashion’, as suggested by Bury on Smp. 199b1). A
similar expression in a similar context Lg. 732b2 a¥Tol TP&TTOVTES.

€l 8¢ Tig avdyun CRiv ein: 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. Boyancé, ‘Note sur la ¢poup& platoni-
cienne’, RPh 37 (1963) 7—11; J. C. G. Strachan, ‘Who did forbid suicide
at Phaedo 62b?°, CQ 20 (1970) 216—20; HGPh, 1 310—-11. — The optative
in the €l clause is combined with a present indicative of an expression

293



COMMENTARY: 408b1—408b2

denoting propriety in the main clause; cf. M7 §§502; 555; my review of
N. van der Ben, The Charmides of Plato (Amsterdam 1985), Mnem. 41
(1988) 409—14 at 412. €in is omitted by Stob., a defensible reading, but
the optative conveys a nuance of uncertainty which is in harmony with
the context.

b1 &pa: Denniston’s classification of this occurrence under &pa ex-
pressing surprise (GP* 36) is not precise enough; it is what is usually
called ‘referential’ &pa, ‘used to direct attention to the fact that the
speaker is not uttering his own thought’ (Jowett—Campbell, Republic, 11
208; cf. des Places, Particules de liaison, 268—72; KG 11 324), a special-
isation of the general value of &pa 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—g ToUTou & bpos eoTiv &pa; Lg. 709eg Ti peTd ToUT €l-
Telv OpBdds EoTiv &pa; It cannot be a coincidence that in all three cases
&pa is preceded by éoTwv. See also Prt. g55b4—5 €&v un ToANois dvo-
uaot xpowueda &pa, where many editors prefer the Byzantine conjec-
ture &pa.

b1-2 xabamep ... dAAwu: for the expression cf. Lg. 775b3; R. 488ca.
The thought recurs at dle. 1 117¢c9—e6, cf. esp. T1 & €l &v vni TAfo1s . ..
T KUPEpVATNL EMITPEYas &v flouyiav &yols ... (e1) dTav 8¢ yé Tou
TIves Py olwvTtan eidévar [sc. 611 mpdTToUoWY], &AAOIS TTapadiBéaoty
(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 duaptnpaTta; our place and Ale. 1 135b7-d1o concern persons
turning over themselves to others, without it being made very clear
what we are to understand by that. At the end of Al. r Alcibiades
promises that he will from now on follow Socrates like a Todaywyds
(135d10) and make a start with SikaiooUvns émipeAeioBal; it would seem
that what is there called 16 &pyeobat ... Umd TOU BeATiovos (135b7—8)
amounts to becoming a close companion of this better man. What is
meant in Clt. is determined by the exact reference of Thv T&V
avbpcotwv kuPepvnTiknv (Intr., section 11.2.3.3).

b1 xabBdmep: found in this place, and at c4; 409b7; 410e4, OoTEP
407a8; 408cg; e3. The general value of this stylometric criterion (dis-
covered by Dittenberger, ‘Sprachliche Kriterien fiir die Chronologie
der Platonischen Dialoge’, Hermes 16 (1881) g21—45 at 337—9; Brand-
wood, Chronology, 19 and table 4.3) is beyond doubt. Yet in this case I
am inclined to share Souilhé’s scepticism (180): the Clt. is too short for
us to rely on criteria based on ratios; cf. Intr., section 11.7.2.

b2 ta mnddAia tiig Stavoiag: Greek ships of the classical age had
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a pair of steering oars, hence the plural as in Pl 272e4. Cf. J. S.
Morrison—R. T. Williams, Greek Oared Ships goo—322 B.c. (Cambridge
1968), 291—2 and General Index s.v. ‘steering oar’. The expression is
modelled on T& Tn8&A1a ToU TAOIOU.

A wi, @ pabovti: A. Gasda, Aritische Bemerkungen zu Themistios
(Lauban 1886—7; non vidi) proposes &AAw1 Twi pabovTi. But the article
is necessary after &AAos; cf. de Strycker—Slings on Ap. 33d7; my note on
R. 434b2, ‘Notes on Politeia, Iv’, 415.

b2-5 t&L pabovte ... Aéywv: for the comparison of a politician to a
steersman (announced bi—2), cf. K. M. Kaiser, Das Bild des Steuermannes
wn der antiken Literatur (Erlangen 1954); for Plato: P. Louis, Les métaphores
de Platon (Rennes 1945), 155—6. See further Intr., section 11.2.3.3.

b3—4 v &0 ... moAAaxig: Bury takes fijv as predicative: ‘which is the
name that you, Socrates, frequently give to politics’ (cf. Orwin; Pavlu,
‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 12: ‘Socrates nennt also die Politik hatifig so
[kuBepvnTikn]’). I doubt whether this is possible in Greek (6 or M1
would certainly be more normal). But these scholars saw the difficulty:
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 mwoAiTikn that I have given in Intr., section 11.2.5.3: when the
metaphor in THv ... KUBepvnTIKNV is translated into plain language, the
statement makes good sense: ‘the leading (educating) of men, to which
you often refer with the word moAirTikny’ — this implies that Socrates
used the term in a different sense from that used by most Greeks; we
know for a fact that he did so, to wit in Grg., Euthd. and Plt.

TOAAGKIs 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 TToAA&KIs.

b3 87: not, I think, the ironic 81 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 409bj (see note).

b4-5 ™v adt)Vv ... Aéywv: a highly unusual word order. To my
mind, the most normal order would be Thv a¥TfHv 81 TAUTNY Aéywv &S
é¢oTiv KTA. 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 &AN’ ... &uovoias), hence the
final position of Aéywv. 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 11 580, Anm. 5. Of the two examples
given there, E. IT g51—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 &péyat’ (sc. Earth) olkntfipas domidnddpous
TIoToUs 6Trws yévolobe Tpods xpéos T68e (M. Schmidt’s mioTol 8, ac-
cepted by Page, is definitely 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 yévoio8e 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 & Tis aiy®v Tpodpny kal 16 {&diov
aUTO KT s €oTiv kaAov émaivol kTA. It would seem that H.
Richards’ opinion ‘there is no possible construction for the accusative’
is mistaken, and his proposal to read dikaoTikh Te Kal dikalooUvn
(Platonica, 157; cf. M. Schmidt’s conjecture at A. Th.) superfluous.

SunacTinny Te xal SixatocVvnv: cf. Intr., section 11.5.4.

bs—c4 Tovroig ... npag: the parallel duplications in Tau(ToAAo1S)

Tay(k&Aws) (cf. note on bb6); oUT’ ... (TWW)moTE ... OUT ...

(uN)TTOTE; (TTPOTPETTIKW)TATOUS ... (WPeAluw)TaTous indicate that
irony is present, cf. Intr., section 1.5.3.

b6 mayxdAwg: a favourite vehicle of Platonic irony, cf. Festugiére,
Protreptiques, 28 n. 2. In combination with mwapmoAus: Hp.Ma. 286bg—4
TARTOAA . .. Kal TTAYKAAQ.

b7 §18autov apetn: cf. Intr., sections I1.1.2; 11.2.3.1.

b7-8 mavtwy ... émipereicBar: 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 1m.2.2 n. 188; note
on 410c8—dj5.

c1 oyedov instead of oxedov T1 (also 410e7) has been considered a
mark of late style (Ritter, Unfersuchungen, 3; Lutoslawski, Plato’s Logic,
124; Brandwood, Chronology, table 10.2); even so it is found in Ap., Cri.,
Chrm., Grg., Phd. With oUT’ ... m@moTe: not ‘hardly’ (Bury and Orwin;
cf. H. Miiller; Bertini; De Win) but ‘probably never’, ‘I dare say never’
(‘serve ad attenuare in certo qual modo, ¢ non senza una tinta d’ironia,
la recisa affermazione che segue’, la Magna), with the usual understate-
ment, cf. LSJ, s.v. oxedov, 11 2; England on Lg. 649a2; Stein on Hdt.
5.19.2. An extreme example is Men. Aspis 420—1 &BeApds — & ZeU, Tréds
Ppdow; — oxedov Ti oou TEBVnKe.

cI—2 oVt oipol pNToTe VGTEpov Avteimw: even now that I have
turned my back on you and gone over to Thrasymachus.

c2 te: Richards’ 8¢ (Platonica, 157) and Schanz’ {&s) Tpo-
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TPETTTIKWT&TOUS Te are unnecessary. There is nothing against oUTe . ..
oUte ... Te (KG 11 292); in these contexts, Te does not necessarily intro-
duce an opposition, cf. Hdt. 1.42.1; X. 4An. 4.4.6; Cyr. 2.3.6. 1€ y&p of Pa
(te Va) is probably conjectural, though in view of the status of that MS
the conjecture may be an old one.

c3 atexvde: 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; goc4; England on Lg. 923ag; D. Tarrant, op. cit.,
esp. 115 (d)).

c3—4 ©omep ... Npag: there can be no doubt that the author was
thinking of A4p. goe2—5, cf. Intr., section 11.2.3.1.

Cc4—"7 TPOGEIY OV ... 6vopalerv: this is an odd sentence at first sight.
The first clause (Tpooeiyov ... dkouoouevos) gives the impression that
Clitophon is waiting for Socrates to deliver other speeches in which he
will go more deeply into the matter of émpéAeix Tfis yuxfis (which had
been the refrain of the speech reported). But this impression is flatly
contradicted by the next participle (EmavepwTdv). 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 11 98—9.

The only way I can account for this confusion is to explain it as an
imitation of Futhd. 283a1—7. There Socrates has finished his protreptic
conversation with Clinias (similarity in situation): Té&1 8¢ pyerd TolUTO
goopévwl Tavu 0poSpa TTpooeiyov Tov volv [... Dionysodorus begins]
Kai Nuels TavTes EPAETOUEY TTPOS QUTOV Gs aUTika PdAa &Kouoduevol
faupaoious Twas Adyous (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. 283aff. the sentence remains
of course a confused one, but we have noticed before that our author is
quite willing to sacrifice 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 11.2.3.3 (neighbour’s lyre)
and note on 407b2-8). See section 11.7.3(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.

Cc4 7O petTa Tadta wg axovedpmevog: note the inverted word order.
The participle is probably not final (so la Magna and most translators),
if it is indeed an imitation of Euthd. 283a6—7: ‘Ma 10 stava [sic] attento
nella speranza di udire ci6 che viene in seguito’ (Bertini), cf. Ficinus.

0¥ 1L gé: see Intr., section IL.5.1.

c5—6 T®vV NwtwTdY ... c®v: on the partitive genitive as object in-
stead of the accusative (Tépvew Tfis yfis for Tépvw THV yAv), cf. KG 1
345; Schw.—D. 102—3; ‘genitivo partitivo, dipendente da un Tv&s sot-
tinteso’, la Magna — I doubt that the second half of this explanation is
linguistically correct. Examples in Plato are rare, but cf. Lg. go6d &v
a¥Tois TV &BiknudTwy Tis &movéunt ‘provided one gives them a part
of their unjust gains’.

c6—7 ocvvemiBopnTtdv ... 6vopalewv: an allusion (a rather broad
one) to Socrates’ denial of having pafnTai (cf. 4p. 33a4—5 oUs 81 diax-
B&ANovTes Eué ooty Euous padnTds eivar). This is generally Socratic,
cf. X. Mem. 1.2.3 kaitol ye oUSemcdmoTe UtréoxeTo S18&okahos eival
TouTou; Aeschines, Ale. fr. 11c D. = 4Kr. (SSR v1 A 53). Both Plato and
Xenophon avoid the word pafntns when speaking of Socrates’ com-
panions. Yet, when in 7kt and Sph. Plato theorises about Socrates’
work, it is difficult to see the difference (apart from the question of pay-
ment). Cf. Th. Meyer, Apologie, 134 n. 195.

c6 te xai ... N: not (as is usually the case with Te (...) xai ... kai or
kal ... Te (...) kai, cf. KG 11 251) coupling fAikieTédY and ouveri-
BuunTéV as against éTaipwv, but the opposite: Socrates’ coevals are
opposed to his ‘pupils’ (ouvemiuunTdv ... A .. .).

NAwwtdv: not many of Socrates’ companions were in fact of his
age: Crito (dp. g3d1o; Cri. 49a9) is the only one for certain; Chaerephon
(8uds ... ETaipos ... €k véou, Ap. 20e8—21a1; he appears to be co-owner
of the ¢ppovTioTnpiov in Aristophanes’ Clouds, but not consistently, cf.
Dover’s Comm., xxxiii; xcv) possibly so.

cuvenmtBuunTdv: a hapax word, contaminated from ocuvévTes, ouv-
BiaxTpiPovTes (the usual Socratic surrogate for ua®ntoai) and &mi-
BupnTns, which Plato never uses absolutely (unlike épaoTns) but always
with the genitive of an abstract noun or phrase (e.g. Euthphr. 14d4 &mi-
BuunTns ... Tfs ofis codlas). But Xenophon does use it this way, and,
what is more, applies it to Socrates’ followers: Mem. 1.2.60 éxeivos [sc.
Socrates] y&p moAAoUs ETBUUNTAES ... AaPov oUdéva T TToTe MioBov
Tfis ouvoucias émp&faTo. Half-way between this absolute use and Pla-
to’s practice stands X. Ap. 28 where Apollodorus is called &mi8uunTns

. loxupds alToU (sc. Socrates). Better known, of course, is épaoTns,
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which is used by Plato both for the sophists’ pupils and for companions
of Socrates (Smp. 179b3—4 ZwKp&TOUS EPACTNS OV &V TOIS UAALIOTA TV
T167¢). Curiously enough, Xenophon eschews this reference of the word
gpaoTns. ouvemiBupnTns 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 ouppadnTns and oupdorTnThs) 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; Geflcken, ‘Ritsel’, 433 n. 5; Thesleft, Styles, 15
n. 2).

€taipwy: referring to pupils; sometimes also to teachers (cf. Men.
79e6, where Gorgias is meant).

omwg Sei: ‘we should expect 6mws 81 dei or omws &v &ént” (H.
Richards, Platonica, 157). This is partly right: 6115 (etc.) is not frequently
equivalent to Lat. quicumque (Monteil, Phrase relative, 131—3); yet it does
occur: Cri. 50a6—7 €iTe dmodi18pdokelv €16’ dmws el dvoudoar ToUTo;
Hp.Ma. 282d4; R. 346c¢5; 353¢c5; Lg. 633a9; 674c2; 919d7; 925¢2; Grg.
503¢6 — esp. the phrase 6é8ev kal &1 XaipeTov dvopadpevol and its
numerous variations (Stallbaum on Euthd. 288br1). Cf. note on 406a5.

c7 ®pog Gé: ‘in relation to you’; Ast: ‘quomodocumque eorum ad te
rationem [relationem?] appellari oportet’. Cf. X. Mem. 4.2.15 &y o€ . ..
UmreA&upavov mTpods Tous didous pévov TalTa épwTdv (‘I thought you
were putting these questions only in relation to your friends’).

Yép: émavnpwTwy resumes the thread of the narrative after the di-
gression TV AAIKIOTOY KTA. A resumptive particle (81, oUv, Toivuv)
would perhaps seem more normal. But y&p is used because it marks the
return to the narrative level, after the authorial comment | émws ...
dvopdasev. 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
y&p. The sentence provides the justification for mwpooeixov Tov voUv: ‘1
paid good attention ... For I first questioned your best students.” To
some extent ydp mitigates the incongruence we detected in the preced-
ing sentence, but it does not iron it out altogether.

c8 1obg Tu: this (or perhaps ToUs Ti) should be printed, not Tous i,
cf. Wilamowitz, Platon, 11 339 n. 1.

dr1 xata oé: cf. Intr., section 1.5.3.

vroteivwy: ‘propounding’ (Bury), je leur présentais mes difficultés’
(Souilhé), ‘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 UtoTeiveoBai, which
occurs at Grg. 448e8; Thi. 179e2. LSJ s.v. UmoTeive, 11 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 7ht. “We should examine more
closely the doctrine of universal flux; 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.” — Té&1 To1 & ¢ide Oeddwpe
udAAov okeTTéov Kal €8 &pyfis, GoTep aUTol UroTeivovTatl. 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 &§ &pxfis’. 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 Téxvn as Herodicus (doctor),
or Aristophon (painter). What should we rightly call him? Polus starts
off with an encomium on Téxvn. Socrates intervenes: Polus should have
said what exactly Gorgias’ Téxvn was. ©oTep TX EuTpocbév ool UtreTei-
vato Xapepdv kol aUTdl KaADSs Kal 31 Ppaytwv &Trekpive, kal viv
oUTws elme Tis ) Téxvn Kai Tiva Fopyiav kodeiv xpn fuds. To my
mind, UmeTeivato (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 UroTiBéval s. UmToPdAAev ei quid respondendum sit’
(ad loc.; similarly Dodds), but the parallel quoted from 7#%¢. shows that
the notion of ‘proponere’ is secondary.

The same holds for E. Or. g15: (an anonymous person had proposed
to stone Orestes and Electra) Umd 8’ &teive TuvBdpews Adyous T@dL odpc
KATOKTEIVOVTL ToloUTous Aéyev. On the analogy of Gig., loc. cit. I sub-
mit that Adyous ... ToloUTous is object of Umod ... €teve (and Aéyewv
epexegetic infinitive): “I'. 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 UmroTeivew 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. Miiller); ‘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.) UmepPdAAw, -PdAAopat; TpoTiOnul, -Tibepal; TPOTPETwW,
~TPETTOUAL.
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di-2 "Q BéArtiotor ... Vpeig: as Socrates had started off his speech
with an apostrophe borrowed from tragic diction, so Clitophon opens
his with an imitation of one. oU occurs rather often after a vocative in
tragedy (T&vdupte oU A. Th. 969 (©) dUoTtnve oV, S. Ph. 759; E. Andr.
68; & xdxioTe oU, E. Andr. 631; etc.) and in comedy (@ PSeAupt k&-
valoxuvTe Kal ToAunpt oU, Ar. Ran. 465; & PéATioTe oU, 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 Uueis used that way, nor an instance of either oU or Upels
following a vocative (where the vocative alone would suffice) in Plato.
Nearest to this comes Euthd. 303c4 & pokdplol opm THs BavuacTs ¢pU-
oews (which is different because of the genitive). — For the punctuation,
cf. note on 407a5 © ZoKpaTEs coL.

d2 viv: 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 vuv
should be read. Brandwood (Word Index, s.v.) gives five instances of it
(not counting 81 vuv) 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 vuv, accepting it after i61, deUpo, &1 only. I
have found vUv used in questions with (at most) a vague temporal refer-
ence at Sph. 253¢6; Lg. 630b8; 835d1.

amodeyopeda: ‘understand’, cf. Ast, Lexicon, s.v., ad fin. 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 (Ti moifow;) as found in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and
Euripides’, TAPhA 41 (1910) 15767 at 165: ‘even a present indicative
may sometimes appear in a question, approaching the deliberative type;
cf. in Latin, quid ago? So T1 Aéyopev; [cf. Lg. 652a5]’); cf. the very fre-
quent use of ¢apev in questions in Plato. But it is quite possible that
Clitophon includes himself only for the sake of (ironical) politeness
(cf. Tht. 210bg 7 oUv €71 kuoUpév T1 Kai @Bivouev & PiAe; Jowett—
Campbell, Republic, 1 195—-6; Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, 1 42—4): in fact,
&modéxeoBe 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 v Zwxpdtovg mpotpomnv Hrdv: for collocation of subjec-
tive and objective genitives cf. R. 32gb1 T&s T&V oikelwv TpoTnAKi-
og1s ToU yNpws; 537¢2—§ OIKEIOTNTOS ... GAANAwY TGOV pabnudTev
(kinship of the studies); KG 1 337. — mpoTpotn is a hapax in the Platonic
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corpus (it is a worthless Byzantine conjecture at Lg. g2ob2), but that
cannot be an argument against authenticity: given the fact that the
author started the sentence the way he did, with més ... &modexoueda
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 wg dvtog pwovov TovTov, émeEeABelv §¢ odx OV TGHL TEdyRATL

., GAN’ ... €tépoug: ABA structure, cf. Dodds on Grg. 452¢6 (and
Index s.v. aba structure); de Strycker—Slings on Ap. 40bg—6; J. Th.
Kakridis, Der thukydideische Epitaphios (Munich 1961), 29. For the purpose
of this dilemma, cf. Intr., section 1.5.3. This structure is disjunctively
opposed to what follows (d7 7} 8€i kTA.), hence a comma after éTépous is
better than a question-mark.

d4 6v: a verb meaning ‘it is possible’ is necessary, as was seen by
Bessarion — I take it that his proposal &vi 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 infinitive (cf. R. 431e4). As a matter of
fact, évelval meaning ‘to be possible’ is found only once in the genuine
works of Plato (Lg. 646d6), though it is well-established already in the
fifth century and occurs frequently in Plato’s contemporaries — it seems
that Plato consciously avoided this usage at least until his old age
(among the Dubua it recurs at Ep. 12 359d2). As long as Plato’s authorship
is not excluded beyond doubt, we should be hesitant about excepting
évi. Ficinus translates the transmitted text: ‘an quasi solum hoc exstet,
prodire vero ad opus (...) minime’. But the coordination of ToUTou and
the infinitive without article seems strange and &v does not elsewhere
follow eémeEépyopal or -glyl.

Therefore, the best solution seems to me to suppose that an original
&v was corrupted to év. I wonder if the corruption to év has not also
caused a syntactic harmonisation: in other words, if the original text
was EmeCeABelv B¢ oUk v T TpdyuaTt or TO Tp&ypa. 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. émé€eim
1 2; éme§épyxopar 1t g). It so happens that the context (especially the
following words kai AaPelv aUTd TeAéws) 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
casier explanation for the corruption.

In the first version of this book, I proposed €{oTi)v for év, which was
endorsed by Gonzalez. My new proposal has two advantages over the
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former: (1) 6v as an accusative absolute (‘it [not] being possible’) is syn-
tactically on a par with the preceding 6vTos, as logically it should be:
both are modified by s; (2) &v better explains the corruption to év than
¢oTiv does. KG 11 89 quotes év thus used (= é§6v, duvaTdv 6v) at D.
50.22; I have not found a parallel in Plato. For s modifying first dvtos
then 6v (but as a copula, not a substantive noun, as in my proposal), cf.
R. 604b1o—c1 s oUTe 8NAov dvTos ... oUTe ... &Elov &V KTA.

AaBelv adTd TeAéwg: TeAéws aUTé Va against ADF has weak
authority.

d6 éxeivoug: against this reading of ADF, Schanz adopted ékeivous,
found in Va, possibly an old reading in view of the status of that MS,
but cf. Riddell, ‘Digest’, §185; Jowett—Campbell, Republic, 11 240. After
the infinitive TpoTpémer, the thought changes to ‘it will be inevitable’
or the like.

d7 1o peta todt’ émavepwTtdv: on account of Ti ToUvTeUOev, ‘ought
we to ask ... the further question’ (Bury; cf. H. Miiller; la Magna) is less
likely than ‘sollen wir nicht ... nun auch des weitern ausfragen’
(Schleiermacher; so most translators). — émepwT&v (A) is not found else-
where in Clit. and is therefore probably false.

er todt’ avto: the author is apparently indifferent to precise prono-
minal reference. His meaning is clear enough: dg ToUTtou: 16 TpoTpé-
mew; dg aTd: 1O Tp&yua = the object of TpoTpoTh Em’ &peThv; dj
TOUT’: TOUS PNTTW TTPOTETPAPMEVOUS TTPOTPETELY; el ToUT oUTo: the
object of mpoTporn. This object can be equated with &peTr) — as
the analogy e3—10 suggests, &peT is to be taken as the best state of the
soul. Cf. next note and note on €8 ToUTou ... a¥ToU.

e2—3 Sunatocdvng mépL pabnoewg: for mwept with the genitive instead
of the simple genitive (used here perhaps to avoid two subsequent geni-
tives), cf. England on Lg. 676¢6 (and Index s.v. Trepl c. gen.). dikaio-
oUvns takes up e’ &petnv (d3); at 408ag we find again TH THs Yuxiis
&petfit. This is understandable: Socrates had been exhorting his audi-
ence to the émpéleia Tfs Yuxis, a point which Clitophon had grasped
(cf. e7 Empereiav T&oav Trolelobal; 410bg—6 of TO pév TpoTpéTE €lg
&peTRs émipeAeiav KAAAOT dvBpoTwy Spdv; 410d5—e1), but in the first
part of the protreptic speech the emphasis had been put rather strongly
on dikatoouvn. There are two possibilities: either the author of Clit.
wanted to imply that SikaiooUvn and &petn are identical (cf. 410e7-8
Tpos TEAos &peTfis EABOVT), that is, that SikalooUvn is the best state of
the soul, or he takes SikaiooUvn as the Téxvn which is necessary in or-
der to reach &petn (cf. the analogy yuuvaoTikf kal laTpikn:&peTn
ToU oopaTos:: SikalooUvn : &peTn THis Wuxiis which lies at the bottom
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of the next sentence). Cf. Intr., section 11.4.1. Gallavotti’s Tivos Tépt
nadnoews (‘Miscellanea’, RFIC 63 (1935) 508—13 at 511), cf. 409223, is
therefore superfluous.

e3—409a2 @omep ... iatpuen: logically, this is one sentence
(Schleiermacher; Bertini), though all editors print a full stop after
oUocav (e10). Theoretically & after € at ero is superfluous (cf. KG 11
487-8), but only theoretically, as the first €l clause (containing many
dependent clauses) is very long. Cf. note on 410d5—e1.

e3 mpovTpemev: cf. note on ej.

e4 mpovoobvtag: 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. 395¢7—8, in the etymology
of TIéAoy; it is coupled with Tpoideiv after the fashion of the Cra.; it
may be important that Plato uses the deponent form Tmpovon®fjvar).
Here it does not have its usual meaning ‘to foresee’, ‘to provide’, but ‘to
realise beforehand’, which in Plato usually is mTpoyilyvwokewv (with a
6T1 clause, as here, 7i. 70c2—3). The use of Tpovoeiv instead and, be-
sides, in the active form may be a sign of inauthenticity. Cf. note on
408d1 UtroTeivaov.

e5 xdmerta ®Oveidifev: kd&meita does not mark off two distinct
stages, exhortation (TpoUTpetev) and reproof (coveidigev): the imaginary
persuader starts his ‘protreptic’ because he finds fault with his objects in
the first place (undev mTpovoolvTtas 6pddv kTA.). Consequently, exhorta-
tion and reproof are the same thing here (cf. 408e3—4 ToU cwuaTos
gmipéhelov ToleioBar — 6-10 aloXpov TUPGOY eV ... éTiuéAelay TEoQY
Totglohal. .., TouTou & alToU undepiav TEXVNY uUndE unyovhv, STrws
@s PEATIOTOV EoTal TO odPa, e§eupiokely). 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
XPNUATWY pEv TEPL THV T&OAV oTTOUdNY EXeTE — 408¢6—7 TUPGV Pév

. Emipédelav &oav Toleiobal; 407bs oUTe S18AOKAEAOUS . .. eUploKeTE
— 408e8—10 undepiav TéXVNV ... épeupiokev). This is a good indication
that for our author ‘protreptic’ meant ‘accusatory protreptic’. — K&-
TeITa at times connects two hardly distinguishable aspects of the same
action, as Cra. 411b6-8 ol ToAAol TOV copdV UTSd ToU TUKVE Trepi-
oTpépecbar {nTolvTes O Exel T& dvTa ey yldoty, k&mwerTa alTols
paiveTal Tepidpépeobal T& TpdyuaTa. TPOUTPETEY is apparently meant
to be interpreted as ‘if someone were going to exhort’.

One 1s reminded of the structure of Socrates’ protreptic method in
the Apology (29d5—30ag): first exhortation (Tapakeheudpevos, ds); if
people contradict, examination (épfioouat aUTov kol &§eTdow Kol
EAéy€w, e5); if they do not meet the standards, reproof (dveidi1®d, goar).
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In Ap. too, the content of bveldiew is not very different from the
exhortation, cf. Intr., section 11.4.9 and n. 268. It is possible that our
author had this passage in mind when writing these lines; we saw (cf.
section 11.2.3.1) that he probably used the protreptic passage 29d7-e3
for his parody. A verbal reminiscence may be Clit. 408e9 6Trws cs BEA-
TioToV é0Tal TO oddpa — Ap. 29e2 THs Yuxiis 6TTws cs PerTioTn EoTal.

e7 nai 6ca: ‘and for all other things which’, cf. 410a3; Tht. 145a9;
Sph. 219a10; Phlb. 46a8.

e8 Siamovolpeda te xai utwpeda: ‘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 SiamovoUuueda, cf.
410el.

TovTov ... adtob: Professor Sedley draws my attention to the paral-
lelism of this phrase with er ToUt” oalTd. As the collocation points for-
ward to the &mws clause here, the two phrases cannot be co-refential,
but they are strictly parallel. This strongly suggests that ToUT’ a¥Té at
er1 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 409ag Tfv
gl T THis Wuxfs &petfjt Téxvny. Cf. on er.

e8-9 pndepiav téxvny wnde wnyaviv: though of course Téxvn and
unxavn are very often coupled where one would be sufficient (cf. Lg.
831d4—5), here both words retain their original meaning: ‘to find out
whether there is an art, or, failing that, any means whatever of improv-
ing physical condition’ (cf. Waterfield and Gonzalez). Perhaps the
caution which caused the addition of und¢ pnxavnv was inspired by
407b5—7 oUTe B18aok&Aous ... eUpiokeTe ... eimep pabnTdV — €l B¢
MEAETNTOV KTA.

409ax §é&: ‘denotes that the information he [the speaker| already
possesses is inadequate’ (GP? 173; the instances quoted from Lg. and Pl
all begin Aéyeis 8¢ + interrogative).

a3 ™V émi L ThHg YPuyfig dpetiit Téxvnv: cf. Intr., section 11.4.1;
justice is here for the first time stated (without argument as in Republic 1
332d2—3) to be a Téxvn, cf. a5; d5; 410b7—8. This is a formal expedient,
necessary for the arguments by analogy and the final circular regress
(sections 11.8.4; 11.4.8). Hitherto Clitophon had been more cautious (cf.
note on 408e¢8—-9) and even further on it is clear that he does not regard
justice as a true Téxvn (cf. note on 409c4; 410a3; c1—2); for justice as the
&pett of the soul, cf. also on 408¢2. — For the accumulation of articles,
to the two examples quoted by KG 1 611 (Sph. 254a10; Plt. 281a8) add
Phdr. 269cg—d1 thv ToU T&1 STl pnTopikoU Te Kal miBavold Téxvnv; R.
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511c5—6 TO UTo THis ToU Siaiéyecba EmoTAMNS ... BewpoUuevov; Hp.
Decent. 17 ToUs & T& THis TEXVNS elAnupévous; De Arte 1 TO T& TV TréAas
gpya (...) draPdAAewv; [Aesch.] 1.12 Tols Utrep TNV TEOV Taidwy fAIKiav
oUotv. Normally Plato takes some care to avoid it, e.g. Smp. 182d3—4
81 TV TV Bepévoov THs yuyds &pyiav.

AeyécBw: pnoels ending in a direct question followed by an impera-
tive form of Aéyew (so too 4o9cr €imé) are rare in Plato. The only in-
stances in the authentic works are Prt. 353a4—6 "0 TpwTaydpa Te Kai
SOKpaTES ... T Upels aUTd daTe sivan; eimaTov fuiv; 357¢8—dr; Grg.
470a4 Aeye; Men. 74a1 eime; Chrm. 165e2 161 oUv elmé. As Grg. 462d10-11
must be otherwise explained (see Dodds ad loc.; cf. also 463¢6 &pcoTar —
c8 EpwTd® dN), $p&B1 is not used by Plato in this way. There are three
parallel cases of &mokpivou: Grg. 474¢8; 515¢3; Hp.Ma. 288e4. There is
no parallel for AeyéoBw so used, except Phlb. 16d8 Tis alTn; Aeyéobew
uovov, where the addition of pévov, to my mind, makes all the dif-
ference (cf. the frequency of Aéye pdvov, ‘please, go on’, in the later
dialogues).

The idiom is relatively frequent in the Dubia and Spuria: Thg. 129c12
(eltre); Min. 318a7 (¢p&B1); and especially Just. 373bg (eité); c1 (&modkpi-
vai); c2 (¢&b1). I discount cases where the imperative is not actually the
end of an utterance, e.g. Ap. 25c6—7 (after a question) & T&v, &mToKPI-
var oUdty ydp Tol XoAemov EpwTd; cf. 25de; Grg. 463a5; Lg. 665bsg.
This use of Aeyéobw is no good argument for inauthenticity (pace The-
slefl, Styles, 15 n. 2), the less so because Plato uses AeyéoBw as a variant
for Aéye in other contexts, e.g. Ly. 204e7 AeyéoBw ... oUTivds éoTv. It is
in keeping with Clitophon’s character (cf. Intr., section 1.5.3), and an
incidental preference for an idiom not used elsewhere can be found in
any work of Plato or anybody else (cf. GP? Ixiii—iv and n. 3).

a4 €éppwpevéstarog: this word is used of persons elsewhere only in
Grg. 483c1; e5, where it refers to Callicles’ ideal of the ‘strongest’ (cf. R.
564d7). Eppwuévos Tt Wuxfit occurs in Xenophon (An. 3.1.42; Hell.
3.4.29), but always denotes bravery (cf. Gyr. 3.3.31). But cf. 7i. 89e8,
where it is used of parts of the soul, and the phrase pwun Tfis yuxfs
(Plt. 259¢8; X. Mem. 4.8.1); cf. also Prt. g11b1.

mpog tadta: with &mokpivouevos (‘a questa mia domanda’, la Mag-
na), which is not just a pleonasm of eime here, as it is at Prt. 314d6;
355d5; Lg. 897d4. See on 410eg Seduevos Aéyw.

a5—6 eimév poi ... SuxarocVvnv: the change from oratio obliqua to
oratio recta (AvTrep AKoUEls oU AéyovTos €pn ZwkpdTous) and back again
(oUk &AANV 7@ BikatooUvny) can be roughly paralleled from R. 364b5—
c5: &yUpTan 88 Kol u&vTElS ... TelBoustv &§ €oTl Tapd odlol SUvaus

. xeioBal ... e&v TE Tva £XOpodv TTnufjvan EBEANL, MeT& opIKp&dY da-
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TGV ... PA&yeEL ..., ToUs BeoUs ds daoiv TeibovTés odpioty UTrnpeTeiv
(cf. Adam ad loc. and 1.128). Yet it would, in my opinion, be difficult
indeed to find anything really like our text: infinitival oratio 0bliqua, with
a dependent clause in oratio recta (with change of person) in between (cf.
Intr., section 11.7.2).

Of course, a change from oratio obliqgua to oratio recta is in itself not
very noteworthy (cf. KG 11 565-6), though there are rather fewer ex-
amples in Plato than one would suppose (L. Reinhard, Anakoluthe, 87—8;
add Chrm. 158¢c5—d6; 159b1-6; Smp. 178a7—9). A change from oratio 0bli-
qua to oratio recta coinciding with transition from main to dependent
clause (as here) is found infra 409c6-di; Ale. 2 148eg3-149a1, X. An.
1.3.14; 16; Hell. 1.1.28; Cyr. 7.3.13; 8.3.3 — in the last two examples én is
inserted as here (cf. ¢pnoel 409d1, pdvar Ale. 2 148e5).

The return to oratio obliqua is understandable: TaUTnV THV TéEXVNV
givar fivmrep &kovets ... oUk &AAN A SikatooUvn would be too harsh.
The difficulty could not possibly have been circumvented by using a
different word order: the best place for oUk &AAN(v) 7§ SikatooUvn(v) is
at the end of the sentence. On the other hand, it would have been quite
normal to use a éTi-clause instead of an accusative and infinitive after
glTTév por — 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 1.5.3.

a7 eimovtog 8¢ povu: if a full stop is printed (as is usually done) after
elré (c1), the genitive absolute is pendent. The closest parallels are Hdt.
3.53.3—5 &TIKOuEVNs 8¢ TaUTns Kal Agyouons “@ wai ... [8 lines of
oratio recta] ...” 1) uev 81 T& ETXYywydTATA . . . EAeye TPOS axUTOV, where
the intervening direct speech, as here, causes an unmitigated anacolu-
thon. Less harsh: X. Cyr. 6.3.17 eimévTos 8¢ KUpou 611 ToUTwv uév €in
&Ais, “& B¢ koupds NIV eldéval, TalT EPn “Sinyol, & Apdomar
kTA.”’, where the anacoluthon is softened by transition to oratio recta;
similarly Hell. 4.8.9 AéyovTos 8¢ ToU Kévwvos {ds) ..., “kal ToUTo

EER)

oUV”’ £ ““oU Tols utv ‘ABnvaiols kexapiopévos gont . ..>%; at Hell. 7.4.4
glrévTos 8¢ AnpoTicwvos &v T&d1 dHpwl T&OV Abnvaiwy s 1) pév Tpods
ToUs Apkddas ¢piAla KaAds aUTdl dokoin mp&TTecfal, Tols pévTol
oTpaTnyols TpooTdal épn Xpfival dmws kai Kopivbos cwia A1 TL
BNuwi TédV ABnvaiwy the change to édn + accusative and infinitive has
the same effect. No such softening is attempted here, as the author de-
liberately chooses to employ the oratio recta for stylistic reasons (cf. Intr.,
section 1.5.3). Alternatively, if we print a comma after eimé, there is no
grammatical difficulty, 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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elré causes asyndeton in the next sentence, but this cannot be an objec-
tion (cf. on 410ay). Indeed, if so, all three definitions of the €pyov of
justice start with an asyndeton: c1; d2; 410a7. Mainly on the strength of
this argument, and also of the roughly parallel anacoluthon 6TéTav ad
Ofjts TO Ede€fis ToUTWI ... Kol 8Tav Aéynis ... Kol TEAEUTEL 8T KAAGS ©
Ab6yos oUTds ool KTA. (407e5—408a5, cf. note ad loc.) I prefer the pen-
dent genitive, as does la Magna without arguments.

8¢ povu: so AF Stob., as against 8 &poU (D) as at R. 338a4 eimdvTos
8¢ you (AF; & éuoU D) TaUta. MS authority counts for little in these
matters, but there is no opposition between the cleverest pupil and
Clitophon.

b1-6 iatpwnn ... 8i8aypa: cf. Intr., section 11.4.2.

b1 latpun mob Tig Aéyetor téyvn: 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 émioTAPNY ToU KaAElS T1; (Grg. 495¢3—4); vari-
ants are 7 dikatooUvn Tp&ypd Ti EoTv ) 0UdEY Tp&yua; (Prt. 330c1);
dapév T1 givan Sikatov alTod A oUdty; (Phd. 65d4—5); fiyoupedd T1 TOV
BdvaTov eival; (Phd. 64c2); Aéyels 8¢ Tvas ... TédV &vBpomwy €U Efv,
ToUs 8¢ kak®s; (Prt. 351bg—4); olob& Twvas dvBpwtous &yapicTous
KaAoupevous; (X. Mem. 2.2.1; cf. 4.2.22). Cf. Burnet on Phd. 64c2; Bluck
on Men. 75e1; Stallbaum on Cra. 399d2—g. For the stating instead of the
questioning form, cf. Intr., section 1.5.9 n. 100.

mou: 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 differ-
ence of opinion’ (Sicking, 61 — this does not account for the strong ap-
peal in oU Ti TTou questions), hence its frequency in Plato for stating the
obvious (GP? 491; Sicking, 61).

b2 dmotehodpeva: Bury translates both this word and €pyov (bs) as
‘effect(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 €pyov 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 Oyietav: sc. e§epyd&leobai; often translated as if it were a nomi-
native (Schleiermacher, H. Miiller, Bertini, Orwin), but that would
equate &tmoTedoUpeva and €pyov, thereby making the clause 6 81 Aé-
youev Uyisiav (bg) superfluous.
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b4 tfig Si8aoxoVong Te xai Si8aoxopévng: cf. Plt. 304c4—5
(EmioThMNS) TS uavBavopévns kai didaockovons. For the passive of di-
Saokelv with a non-personal subject cf. Phdr. 269c2; 278a2.

b5 87: according to Denniston’s treatment of 87 in relative clauses,
this should mean ‘precisely that which we call health’ (GP? 218—19). The
particle can be better understood both here and at dr, when we take it
as ‘of course’ (‘bekanntlich’, KG 11 126—7; cf. Schw.—D. 562; J. M. van
Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 85; note on 408bg), its most fundamental
semantic value.

%ai ... 8é: introducing a new instance (GP* 202) cf. Ly. 215e7. On
this combination, cf. A. Rijksbaron, ‘Adverb or connector? The case of
Kai ... 8¢, New Approaches, 187—208, esp. 201—3. ‘For kai = “also” to be
acceptable [in the cluster kal ... 8¢] the states of affairs of the two
clauses or sentences must be identical or similar, while the entities in-
volved are different’ (201—2): this applies in the present case, although
Rijksbaron regards it as an exception to the normal behaviour of kol
... 8¢, in which, as he shows, kai is rarely the equivalent of ‘also’.

textovixfg: the genitive depends on TO upév ... 16 8¢, and should be
taken as partitive. Another possibility is to supply T& &moTehoUpeva
(Bertini; Bury) but then 16 pév €pyov, To 8¢ 8i8ayua would be an ap-
positive sentence — it seems better to take €pyov and 8iSaypa as predi-
cates. The construction of the next sentence supports my interpretation
of this one. — The concrete products of TekTovikn are said to be a
house at ¢6 and wooden equipment at d1. The translation ‘carpentry’ is
one-sided, in that a TékTwv also builds houses (cf. Lg. 793c2—5; PIL.
280cg olkoBoplkfil Kal SANL TeKTOVIKHL).

b6 te xai: ‘respectively’, cf. note on 407ag kol PeATicv.

8i8aypa: though found in Hippocrates, the tragedians, Aristophanes
(cf. Starkie on WNub. 668) and Xenophon (Eg. 6.13; 9.10), the word is
avoided by Plato, who uses p&dnpa throughout. The choice of the rarer
word was probably inspired by the need to stress the aspect of teaching,
unmarked in pddnua. Sidackaia and di8ayn, 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 8i8aypa. There
is no reason to use this word as an argument against authenticity (pace
Thesleff, Styles, 15 n. 2).

b7 €éotw: ‘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) ToAAad pév ndovai kai &véd-
wotol yryvéoBewv; Hp.Ma. 295c2—3; Phdr. 246a6 (cf. De Vries ad loc.);
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MT §254. This use of the imperative should be distinguished from cases
where the imperative points to surrender (R. 351d7 éoTw ... iva ool pf
Srapépwual; e€8; g52all etc.; Smp. 201c7; Euthphr. 9di; Ale. 1 106¢2).

b8 éxel: cf. Smp. 187¢3.

texvitag: Texvikous 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 Texvikds (TexviTns or dnuioupyds, one who has
a Téyvn for profession; Texvikods, one who has the knowledge or the
capacity for a profession; cf. A. N. Ammann, -IKOZX bei Platon (Freiburg
(Schweiz) 1953), 240-6).

cx épyov: logically speaking, this is an apposition of 1O & &tepov,
‘attracted’ into the relative clause (KG 11 419—20, where most examples
concern appositions following relative clauses; cf. R. J. A. Lagas, Syntacti-
sche Perseveratie- en Anticipatie-Verschynselen (Amsterdam 1941), 127-39).

eimé: cf. note on 409ag AeyéoBw. — Clitophon addresses either the
gppwpevésTaTos of a4 or all the pupils, cf. Euthd. 283b4 elmé pol épn &
ZokpaTés Te Kol Upels ol &Ahot; Pre. 311d6 (and Adam ad loc.); cf. Van
Leeuwen on Ar. Frogs 39.

cI1—3 0VTog . .. Avciterodyv: cf. Intr., section 11.5.1.

c2 €tepog: continuing &AAos as R. 439b1o; after the earliest dialogues
gTepos is often used as a variant of &AAos, cf. C. Ritter, ‘Unter-
abteilungen innerhalb der zeitlich ersten Gruppe Platonischer Schrif-
ten’, Hermes 70 (1935) 1—-30, esp. 13—16; Brandwood, Chronology, 224—5.

c3 émavnietv: ‘T went back’ (sc. to the Téxvn analogies); ‘ritornava a’
miei esempi’ (Bertini). The word is often used in Plato for tackling a
problem anew, after a first attempt has failed (Prm. 142b1—2 (introduc-
tion to the ‘second hypothesis’) BoUAel oUv i THY UTdlectv AW &§
apxfis EmavéNbwpev, éav Ti Nuiv émavioUov &AAoiov paviit;). As a rule,
this meaning is more clearly determined by the context, e.g. through
addition of T&Av, adfis, an adverbial phrase introduced by émi, etc.
The absence of such a determinant has led most translators astray.

The form e lies at the base of the readings at Ly. 206e1 mpootiel
T, mpooein B; elsewhere the MSS have Aix (Schanz, Platonis Opera, vii
p- xiii).

8’: so DF; A Stob. have 87. Our author is addicted to 81 (an argu-
ment which could be used either way). Perhaps 8 is better as it creates
a parallel between two pairs of question and answer: (1) Q. 8 (409a7),
A. asynd. (c1); (2) Q. & (here), A. asynd. (d2). Cf. note on 4o06a12 &7.

c4—d1 xéxel ... téxvn: this is a clumsy argument. Clitophon could
have carried his case by pointing out that the qualifications ouu¢épov,
8éov etc. apply also to the épya of the arts. Instead he transforms them
into qualifications of the performance of the artists; TO &éov now be-
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comes 0pB&S TPATTEWY, TO WPEALUOV is taken up as PEAIPa (TTPATTELY)
and so on. The vague words ké&kel T& ye dvdpaTta TaUT €0Tiv &V EK&-
oTnt TGOV TeXV&V cover up the transition. In the example from the car-
penter’s art, he should have said that the §UAwa okeun are themselves
oupgEpovTa, wdEAlua; instead, adverbs (qualifying Tp&TTev) are used.
The relative clause & 81 oUk éoTiv TéXVN seems to be inappropriate: it
had been made clear enough that the products of an art are distinct
from the art itself (bg—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
oupépov, Beov ete. as definitions not of the épyov 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 (& 87 oUx
éoTiv TéXVN), therefore “useful” is an inadequate description of what car-
pentry is. So you cannot use the word as a definition 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
defined by means of a substantivated neuter adjective (not necessarily
TO ouupépov or TO Sfov or any of the adjectives used here). This pas-
sage was put in a totally different framework, the search for the €pyov
of justice. As before, we see that the adaptation is not a success. Cf.
Intr., section 11.5.1. (Pavlu (‘Pseudopl. Kleitophon’, 15) refers to the 18ix
w¢eria of R. 346a6—8; c2—3; which has a different function and does
not explain the distortion in Clit.)

c4 naxel: ‘in the other area’, namely that of the arts, as opposed to
justice. &v €k&oTNL TOV TeXVAV is not a pleonasm, but a sort of distrib-
utive apposition. The formulation makes it clear that the author
thought of the Téxvai as one block opposed to &peTai (specifically jus-
tice), not of justice as yet another analogue to the several arts which
had been named. Cf. note on 409ag THyv ... TéxvnV.

c5 6p08& ¢ mpdTTeLv: represents TO déov of ce2, for the exact meaning
of which, cf. note on go7b1—2 &yvoeiTe ... Tp&TTOVTES.

c6-dr dAr& ... Téyvn: puzzling in syntax and meaning, this sen-
tence has been interpreted by the translators in many different ways. I
take Tpos 611 TaUTa T&VTA Telvel as an indirect question, depending
on £pel (so Schleiermacher); T6 i810v as a predicative apposition (‘as its
distinctive trait’, cf. R. 379c6—7 TéV 8¢ Kak®dV AN &TTa 8el {nTeiv T&
alTia); TO €U, TO KAAGS, TO BedvTws (sc. Tp&TTEeLY) as object of &pel, not
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of ¢noel; doTe as a sort of equivalent of Teivelv Tpds TS (T& EUAWVA . ..
yiyveobai), cf. Souilhé. ‘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 T6 i810v as object, other possibilities are:
(1) to supply Tpds ToUTo before épei (H. Miiller, Bury, Orwin, Gonzalez
— if T understand their translations correctly); but the function of Tpods
in TTpoOs 6T1 is not the same as in this Tpos ToUTO; (2) to take TO 1810V as
antecedent of (mpds) &11 (Bertini), which is unnatural word order.
gx&oTn Téxvnt (Ven. 184) makes TS i810v subject of &pel, but the subject
of ¢pnoel is ) TekTOVIKA, 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 11.7.2;
11.7.3(5)). One explanation might be that he was not talented enough to
retain the easy flow of his expression when the subject-matter became
really difficult. 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—di1). The similarity in word-
ing between this sentence and 410a3—6 does not exclude condensation
of a source.

c6 épei: for personification of the Téyval, cf. infra 410a4—5; R.
342a1—d1, and in general Dodds on Grg. 464c5—-dg; T. J. Saunders, Notes
on the Laws of Plato (London 1972), 30.

c6—7 éxdotn Téxvn: for éxaoTos without the article in Plato, cf. Gil-
dersleeve, 1 g22. If we could trust the distinction made by KG 1 634
and others (Ek&oTn Téyvn ‘cach art’, ék&oTn 7 TEXVN ‘every single art’),
the article would perhaps be better. But cf. Men. 72a3, where Tpos
gkaoTov €pyov 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 16 €9, 10 xaA&g, 16 dedvtwe: the last adverb goes back (via cj
dpB&s TpdTTEW, cf. ad loc.) to TS &¢ov. The other two are introduced
because they are in fact more relevant to the carpenter’s art than ‘prof-
itably’ or ‘beneficially’. The change in terminology is immaterial to the
argument.
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dx EVAwa ... oxedn: cf. Tht. 146e1—2, where TekTovikn is defined
as EmoTAMNY TS TV EUAvwy okeudv Epyacias; cf. note on by
TEKTOVIKTS.

¢noe: parenthetical; indicates transition to direct speech; cf. 409a6
and the examples quoted on 409a5—-6 and on a7 elmédvTos &8¢ pov. For
¢noel in a parenthesis cf. Tht. 165c6; 166c2; Phdr. 272b2 etc.

d2 16 tiig SixarocVvyg: if anything is to be supplied at all, iS1ov
rather than épyov (Ficinus, H. Miiller, Waterfield), cf. d4—5 16 Tfis
Sikatoouvns i8iov €pyov, where the emphasis is on i81ov.

d2-exo Terevt®dv ... 8§6Eav: for the oratio obliqua, cf. Intr., section
1.5.3. Note that the reporting tense of the argument is the imperfect
throughout (except, for obvious reasons, wuoloynkel at ¢8) until the
conclusion &oTe ... épnoev is reached. Cf. note on g10a7-8.

d2 Televtdv: probably we are to infer that Clitophon skips a few
definitions. Cf. note on 410br UoTepov 8¢ &p&vn. The words &5 &n
KopyoTaTa £80ev eimelv, ‘whose answer was considered the cleverest’
(see ad loc.), imply that other answers (apart from the series T6 ouu-
Pepov, TO éov ete.) had been given.

d3 1®v 6dv étaipwv: ADF Stob., TV etaipwv TV odv Va. Our
author has a strong preference for what Gildersleeve calls ‘first attribu-
tive position’ (11 280—2; 286—7); 408¢6 is a special case.

d3—4 0¢ 87 nopPoérarta €doEev eimeiv: 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 infinitive. kopydTaTa ...
elTreiv means that this particular statement was the smartest (so Ficinus,
Susemihl, Modugno, Waterfield, Gonzalez). Consequently, it is impos-
sible to take these words as an allusion to a specific member of the
Socratic circle, cf. Intr., section 11.5.2.

Both 87 and kopwyods indicate irony; for the latter, cf. De Vries on
Phdr. 227¢7 (and for a restriction, id., Miscellaneous Notes on Plato (Am-
sterdam 1975), 6).

d5—6 ¢iriav év taig moreowy morelv: cf. Intr., section 11.5.2.

d6-7 v Priav dyabév T’ E€pn eivar xal oddémorte waunov: cf.
Chrm. 159c1 0¥ TV KaA@®dV pévTol ) owdpoouvn éoTiv; introducing, as
here, the refutation of a definition, cf. note on dg—er; e4—10. For more
parallels and for the syllogistic method which lies behind it, cf. HGPh, v
165 and n. 2.

ayaBov T’ ... xol o0démote xaundv: Te ... kal o¥ coupling opposites
(cf. note on 407c6-7; GP? 513), here split as at Phd. 68b1. (But there the
intervening word belongs closely to the one preceding Te — maybe here
71 (F) 1s right.)
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d7-9 tag ... TOV maldwv ¢LAiag ... EmAVEPWTWREVOG: THOV
Taidwv and TGV Onpiwv are subjective genitives (contra Steinhart, 55;
Susemihl, 523—4 and 529 n. 11; Bertini; ‘pederasty and bestiality” Water-
field — 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 ydp T1 &©
Naxns Eywye dvdpeia kaA&d oUTe Bnpia olTe &AAo oUdty TO T& Bevd
UTrd &volas pry poPoupevov, AN &poPov kal pdpov: f| kal T& Tondia
T&uTa oiel pe dvdpeiar kKaAeiv, & 81° &volav oUdtv deédoikev; cf. Arist.
EN 1116b25; 32111721 (Gaiser, Protreptik, 146 n. 161, is certainly wrong
in saying that in the Laches the exclusion is ascribed to Prodicus: only
the distinction between &vdpeia and 8pacéa (197b6—c1) belongs to him,
cf. di—j).

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 1) 88 T®dV véwv ¢idia 81’ ASovfv eivan Sokel, cf. EE
1236a38. Primary friendship cannot occur in animals, but friendship
based on pleasure and on common interest can: EE 1236b5—7 aUTn [sc.
N TpwTn| Bév olv &v dvBpwTrols udvov Utdpyel PprAia ... ol & &Ahat
kal év Tols Onpiots. 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 409dg—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 identifies the dvTows kai &GAn6dds dp1Aia (eg3—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
1.5.2. 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 &g Npeig Tobto Tobvopa eémovopabopev: for the double accusa-
tive (of external and internal object), cf. Cra. 406a3-6; Lg. 892b7.
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d8-9 odx amedéyeto eivar Ppiriag: for the accusative and infinitive
cf. Tht. 207c6—7.

dg—erx cuvéBarve ... eivar: the reason why children’s and animals’
friendships are excluded. Cf. La. 192c3—d8 ‘Not every kapTepia is
&vdpeia, for &vdpeia is always good [cf. note on 409d6—7 THv ¢p1Alav ...
Kakov] but kapTepla pet” dppoouvns is PAaPepd kal kakoUpyos.” It is
not easy to see why friendship of animals is more often harmful than
beneficial. Indeed, Aristotle quotes examples of beneficial friendship
among animals (EE 1236bg—10). Hence H. Miiller would read étaipwv
(‘Parteigenossen’) for 8npiwv (74 n. 6). The thesis that friendship of
children and of animals is harmful more often than not is stated to be
the result (cuvéBaive ... auTdl, cf. ad loc.) of a discussion which Clito-
phon does not report but to which he alludes with émavepwTtopevos
(‘having been subjected to further (£m-) 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 1152b1g—20; 1153228; 31. Indeed, friendship
being &yafov, it can only be a rational thing, hence its subsequent
identification with 6pévoia in the sense of émioTNUn (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
T&s 8¢ TOV Taidwv ... &dyab&s eivan 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 e, where it makes the circularity of the argument —
which he added himself, cf. Intr., section 11.4.1 — more obvious).

dg cuvéBaive ... adTdu: 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 ouvéPaive 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
siffatte . . . siano dannose, non era quella che conseguiva (ouvéPaive) dalle
premesse’ (Bertini, 477 n.; he proposes to read T&s ¢prAias for T&s To1U-
Tas: ‘Le amicizie sensuali e brutali sono sempre dannose; ma tali amici-
zie sono le piu frequenti; dunque si puo affermare ... 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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eI ta wAeiw: comparative and adverbial; whether it should be taken
as temporal (‘more often’, so Ficinus, Ast, Souilhé) or quantitative (‘for
the greater part’, so Schleiermacher, Bury) is rather an academic ques-
tion. Thucydides is the only other author to use T& TAeiw as a compar-
ative adverbial adjunct (1.13.5; 4.64.1 — in the first passage a temporal
interpretation is possible, in the latter excluded), though he normally
uses the phrase (like TO TAéov) as a more recherché alternative for T&
TOoAAG, ‘mostly’. In the only parallel I have found in the orators, T&
TAgiw is only semi-comparative and semi-adverbial (D. 44.16 oUk &v
NvwxAoUpey T& TAelw, ‘we should not trouble you further’, cf. E. Med.
609), developed from phrases like T& TAelew Aéyev (Isoc. 5.63). In the
only other dialogue in the Corpus Platonicum which presents adverbial
T& TAgiw (Ale. 2), it is not comparative (at 144d6 and 146e2 it is opposed
to dAryakis; at 146d5 it is even followed by udAAov 7). In the genuine
works, T& TAeiw 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.

er—2 Tag ToLavTag . . « TaG Totavtag: our author does not often sub-
stitute ToloUTos for an attributive phrase (407d5; cf. Denniston, Greek
Prose Style, 78), but Té&s TV Taidwv kal T&s TGOV Onpiwv three times in
a row would offend even Greek ears. Cf. Jowett—Campbell, Republic, 11
193.

er Brofepdg ... ayabag: practically antonyms since &yafds and
@EAIpos are practically synonymous (cf. note on 407a1 GeAeiv).

e2 to totodrov: having to admit that some friendships are harmful
and consequently that his statement that friendship is always good was
wrong.

o08¢é: just as kai 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?* 317), one
would a priori expect adverbial oU8¢ 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 oU8¢ is often ignored;
Denniston admits it for Herodotus (GP? 197-8; 583); a host of examples
(most of them to be interpreted differently) are quoted from Homer by
J. M. Fraenkel, ‘O08¢ 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, Théétete
167d6°, Mnem. 32 (1979) 163—4; Verdenius, ‘OU8¢ “not at all”’’, ibid., 164.

316



COMMENTARY: 409e3

This idiom deserves closer investigation; no problem is solved by
stating that oU8¢ can ‘mean’ ‘not at all’. For some groups of examples
oU8¢ can be explained as the negative of emphatic kai, e.g. in causal
and consecutive clauses; in other cases, oU8¢ may be the negative of kai
as used e.g. at 406a7 T& 8¢ kai émfvouv (cf. ad loc.): 0U8¢ 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 o8¢ &’
&pxfis GAN &md TeAeuTiis €€ UmTias &vdmaAy Siavelv emixeipel TOV
Aoyov). At this place, the preceding statement that A is true in other
cases (specifically, that adults’ friendships do deserve the term) may be
said to be implied by the context: cf. GP? 583 (on Hdt. 8.25.2); Dover
on Ar. Nub. 8.

Another explanation might be that oU8¢ 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) 4359 at 436) kal ydp 6nv oUd’ eidos Exw Kakdv, & pe AéyovTl
(the falseness of what is said about Damoetas’ appearance is stressed);
cf. Plutarch’s work “OTi 008’ f8¢ws fjv €oTiv xat’ *ETrikoupov (con-
trarily to Epicurus’ pretensions). I must add that a definitive explana-
tion of oUd¢ in our passage is not possible until the general conditions in
which non-inclusive, emphatic oU8¢ can occur have been defined ex-
haustively. Some of De Vries’ most convincing examples (e.g. R. 328c6
oudt Bapilels) fall outside the borders of the contextual groups outlined
above.

Among instances not quoted by De Vries but probably to be classified
under the general heading of ‘emphatic 08¢ are R. 587c¢3; Euthd. o2c1
(De Vries, ‘Notes on FEuthydemus’, 53); Lg. 876bs; 8g1de; Euthphr. 15¢3
oud¢ (T; oU B8) might be defended as lectio difficilior. R. §29a8 TOTE pév
U §advTes, viv 5& oUdt {dvTes belongs to a contextual class described by
Denniston under ‘not even’ (GP? 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. 4.28; Mem. 3.5.24; Men. Aspis 415; Dysc. 962;
Call. H. 2.106; Ep. 17.1 (Pf). See Intr., section 1m.7.1 n. 387. Cf. also
oUdé- = oU- in oUBETTw, oUBETOTE.

Yevddg: as here, the adverb means ‘mistakenly’ in Plato, cf. Phlb.
40d2.

e3 obTtwg: one would have expected ToUTo, but cf. Prm. 133d5.

€3—4 TV ... dvtwe xal aAn0d¢ PpiLriav: 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 Lutostawski, Plato’s Logic, 1105 175 (I have not been able to locate
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the occurrence in Phlb. mentioned 110). This is probably right, as évTews
(instead of Té&1 dvTi) 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; Lutoslawski,
Plato’s Logic, 120; Brandwood, Chronology, 34—5 — 1 disregard the conjec-
ture 6vTws (Ven. 184) for oUtws at Euthd. g05e5; cf. G. J. de Vries, ‘Notes
on Euthydemus’, 55; perhaps the double construction of &xew, resulting
when oUTws is read, is supported by E. Med. 732 (cf. Page ad loc.), or
oUTws may be ‘ut dicis’ (Ficinus), cf. Chrm. 162d4. At Cra. 413e1 dvTwS is
read by 8, dvtos by BT; the word is omitted altogether in the new
OCT). — &Anb&s for ds &AnB&s is found occasionally in earlier dia-
logues but again starts occurring with some frequency only with Sph.
(M. Schanz, op. cit., 443-5; Lutostawski, Plato’s Logic, 120; Brandwood,
Chronology, 36). Cf. Intr., section 11.7.2 n. 402.

For the adjectival use of dvtws and Té1 dvTi cf. Phdr. 260a1—-3; of
&ANB&s and dos &AnBds Phd. 109e7—110al.

e4 eivar cadéctata opovorav: cf. Sph. 228d7-8 vooos ... codé-
oTtata &v, 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.

opovotav: in classical Greek, dpévola is above all a political word,;
this appears very clearly from Aristotle’s description of its use (EN
1167a26—b4; cf. esp. be—g moMTikn &7 ¢1Aia paiveTar 7 Supdvolq,
ka@amep kol Aéyetan cf. EE 1241a32—3); it is confirmed by the first
occurrences (Th. 8.93.9 ékkAnoiov moifjoal ... mepl dpovolas; 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 ¢1Aia, e.g. R. 351d5—6;
Plt. 311bg.

When friendship of animals and of children has been discarded (and
— as might have been expected — that of women neglected), men’s
¢1hian 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 qualification év Tais
ToAeow (ds) inevitably brings up opévoia. In fact, in the Greek phrase
P1Aiav Ev Tals TOAeo1v Tolely, dpdvoiav could have been substituted for
d1Aiav without any essential change in meaning (considering that 6ué-
voiax was according to Aristotle usually said to be ToATIKT $p1Ala); 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 11.5.2.

e4—-10 TNV 8¢ opdvolav ... §6Eav: the argument consists of two
syllogisms:
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(a) Sudvola (= ¢p1Aia) is either dpodo§ia or &mioTAUN (€5);
(b) it is not dpodoia (= 2);

(¢) therefore it is &mioTNUN (€9—10).

(@) $1Ala (= Sudvola) is always good (e7-8; cf. d6-7);

(b) Suodoia is sometimes evil (€6 Avayk&ovTo KTA.);

(¢) therefore ¢p1Aia is not dpodogia.

The order of the logical steps is (14); (16) because (yap) (26) and (2a);
therefore (cooTe) (1¢).

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 THv P1Aiav

. Kakov; dg—er.

e5 opodokiav ... #) eémeTpnv: Aristotle seems to imply that opod-
voia had been stated to be identical to 6po8o§ia, unity of opinion (EN
1167a22—4). This intellectualist conception of ouévoia is present at our
passage; in the discussion Ale. 1 126c6-127d5 it is used to prove Alci-
biades’ ignorance (Intr., section 1.5.2). Aristotle offers two arguments
against opdvoia being taken as dpuodogia: (1) unity of opinion can occur
between people who do not know each other (EN 1167a23—4), while
friendship cannot (1155b34-1156a3) and oudvolx is $1AlkOv, 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 different from the one used here.
He uses 6podogia to refer to agreement about vonTt& (this much can
be inferred from the conclusion Tepi T& TpakTd 87 SuovooUoiv,
EN 1167a228—9) regardless of the distinction 86§a: émioTnun; the verb
Suoyvwuoveiv covers agreement on theoretical and practical things, i.e.
Spodoia and Spdvola. Plato’s use of the words dpodogia (R. 433¢6;
Plt. 310e9—10) is identical. The author of Clit. restricts the term oudvoix
to what Plato and Aristotle call 6podo&ia (had he not done so, it would
have been too obvious that the argument does not hold water), and uses
6podoia 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 86§a but must necessarily agree on things of which they possess
§mioTNUN, the opposition dpodo§ia: émwioTAu is, in this context, a logi-
cal one.

Aéyour: against this reading of ADF Stob., Va has Aéyer. 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 1.5.3.
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e6 peév: the contrasted idea is expressed by the doTe clause in eg; a
natural anacoluthon.

nripalev: of rejecting an alternative, as Euthd. 292e2.

e6—7 fvayxdlovro ... yiyvesBar 6podogiar: the construction is the
passive transformation of &varyk&fw with accusative and infinitive (cf.
LS]J, s.v., 4) ‘to say (think) that necessarily ...", as if = dvaykaiov Aéyev
(vouigew). Cf. Tht. 196c1—2 fva pn T& aUTtd 6 auTos dvayk&golTo
e1daos p) eidévan &pa. Whether this use of dvaryk&iew is really different
from the supposed meaning ‘to prove’, as Stallbaum says (ad Cra.
432c8—d1), remains doubtful. See also Adam on R. 490cg.

yiyvesBai: probably not the copula (so Zuretti, la Magna, Gonzalez),
as it is unnatural to sever ToAAai from kol PAaPepad.

e8 wporoynrer: 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.

xai SixatocVvng €pyov: 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 ¢1Aia is true also of dudvoia — this explanation
may help us to reach a decision on the textual problem of the next line.

€9—I0 \OGTE TAVTOV EPYGEV €lval 6pOVOLAY KAl ENMLGTARNY oVGAY,
A’ 00 §6Eav: 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 oudvolav
as subject of TaUTdV eivan and kai 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 kai as a Focus particle
can occur with participles unless they are substantive (excepting poetic
kai = kaimep). The same goes for Verdenius’ proposal (‘Notes on Clito-
pho’, 145) to take kai 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, Souilhé, De Win) ignore oUcav so
that the phrase very neatly renders the conclusion of the first syllogism
(cf. note on e4—10): Spdvolx is émioTAUN. But (a) it is not easy to see
how oUcav could have crept in, (b) this does not explain the addition of
kal dikaloouvns Epyov (see previous note). Point (b) may be argued also
against Geffcken’s dpdvolav kal mioTnunv, oV 86§av oloav (‘Ritsel’,
486 n. 1) — which could be defended palaeographically if one assumed
that oU 86€av was omitted owing to homoiarcton and inserted after-
wards in the wrong place with help of &AN’ (the most normal coordina-
tor in contexts of the type ‘A, not B’). A few editors assume a lacuna

320



COMMENTARY: 409e9

after kai. C. F. Hermann reads dpdvolav xai {SikaiocUvnv), rightly
rejected by Susemihl (524 n.): the discussion is not about justice but
about the &pyov (409e9—10) of justice. (410a4—5 TNV 8¢ UTTO coU Aeyo-
pévnv dikatoouvny 7 opoévolav does not contradict this: see on 410a5
dikatooUvny 7 dudvolav.) Better is Baumann’s duévolav kal (p1Aiav),
which had occurred independently to Bertini (477—-8 n. 1); materially
the same is Bekker’s deletion of kai: both solutions give a text which
says that opodvoia 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 kal before ouévolav (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
Kal to @s and dudvolav to duovoial (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 (&oTe) that {riend-
ship is identical to oudvola, this makes sense only if it had been stated
previously (quod non) that 6pdvoia 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 oudvoia has not been defined clearly enough (410a3—6 kai 1
laTplkn Oudvold Tis £0T1 ... THY 8¢ UTd ool Asyouévny SikalooUvnv f
Spoévorav kTA.). This is not quite logical if ¢p1Aia, not dudvoia, had been
the topic of the last statement made before criticism is raised.

Therefore I submit that the doTe 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 sufficient for the
validity of the syllogism, but obviously the author wanted to outline the
concept of duévola he is dealing with as fully as possible.

We have to choose then, between Baumann’s kai {$p1Aiav) and
Bekker’s deletion of kai. I prefer the latter: if Ta¥Tév is left unspecified,
it is possible to make it refer to &ya®év and Sikaloouvns épyov rather
than to ¢1Aiav: ‘therefore he affirmed that concord was all this, too’ (cf.
Zuretti ‘affermava che cio appunto ¢ la concordia’; similarly la Magna).
This brings out more clearly the function of the &%oTe clause: with kai
deleted, it refers directly to all that has been said about 6pévoia; with
d1hiav inserted, it does so indirectly.
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The interpolation of kai 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 410bg4 (ad loc.); I
have argued (‘Plato, Cratylus 417¢’, 45; 51) that interpolation of kai at
Cra. 417¢c9 deteriorates an already interpolated passage, as it does at Ap.
26a2. kai is found interpolated at Chrm. 159e6; 171d7; Phd. 61b1; 69a8;
b6; Cra. 398d6; R. 558a7. Cf. G. Jachmann, Der Platontext (Gottingen
1942), 286 n. 1 = Texigeschichtliche Studien (Kénigstein/Ts. 1982), 642 n. 1.

eg &pnoev: Plato uses the indicative aorist of ¢p&vai sparingly and in
post-Republic dialogues only. For its raison d’¢tre here, cf. note on d2—ero.

ero 8v: with 87, ‘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 effect is that of a major transition, cf. Phd. 106e1 6moTe
8N 16 &BavaTov kol &B1ddpBopdv éoTiv KTA. (repeating ds—7). Cf.
Herodotus’ mannerism of opening a new section by means of pév 81
introducing a resumptive clause, followed by a 8¢ clause with new
information.

eévtadba . .. Tob Adyou: cf. R. 343a1; 588b1.

dmopodvreg: in Plato, &mopia is a state common to the interrogator
and his target (Intr., section 1m.3.2 n. 265). The participle must not be
taken with ot apoévTes (Ficinus), because, as Schleiermacher remarks,
‘ein &mopdv ist nicht ikavods EmmAATTEW’ (third edition (Berlin 1861),
372). Schleiermacher himself wished to delete the participle as a corrupt
dittography of ol TrapdvTes, since no &mopia has become visible yet. It
is true that the aporia is pointed out by the bystanders, but &mopoUvTes
is a piece of comment mixed into the report. Besides, the appositional
participle is supported by the similar use of &mwopdv at 410¢8.

410ar ixavoi noav: cf. Intr., section 11.4.9 for a possible interpreta-
tion of this detail (and n. g21 for the variant reading émexeipnoav).

a2 mepLdedpapnrev eig TadTOV 6 Aoyog Tolg mpwTorg: cf. Thi. 200c3.
See Intr., section 11.4.3. The perfect ocuvdedpdpnka is found at Pl
266¢5.

a3 xal amacat ai téyvar: ‘and all (other) arts’, cf. note on 408e7;
apparently justice is not included, cf. note on 409ag THv ... Téxvnv.

a4 mepl otov eiciv: cf. Phdr. 275d1 Tept @v &v A1 The accusative
seems to be more normal in Plato, cf. Ast, Lexicon, s.v. Tepi ad fin.

a4-5 v 8¢ ... opdvorav: a considerable number of translators
(Ast, Zuretti, Souilhé, Sartori, De Win, Waterfield) take this as subject of
Sramépeuyev (with fuds supplied as object), a construction (‘in accusa-
tivo per anacoluto’, la Magna) for which the examples collected at KG 1
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330 offer no justification. I see no problem in SikatooUvnv f dudvolaw
as object of dromépeuyev: medicine and all other arts are able to say what
they are all about, but this one cannot find and state its subject-matter
(cf. note on af ramépevyev). Cf. 409c6 (épel); d1 (pnoel).

ag SixatocVvVNVY 1) opévorav: strictly speaking, justice is out of place,
as the discussion had been about the €pyov of justice. But if the épyov
cannot be defined, neither can justice itself. Cf. note on 409e9—10; Intr.,
sections I.4.2 (4); I1.4.2.

omou: Bekker’s correction of MSS émou: ol and moU (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 1 545), 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 (TToU MSS ol pap.; cf. De Vries ad loc.). No such explanation is
possible here. Elsewhere in the corpus, Teivewv is found combined with
adverbs of movement (Cri. 47¢5 Tol; R. 499a7 undapdoe &AAooe; 526e2
aUTéoe), not of place.

telvoved éativ: for the periphrastic construction, cf. Plt. 308¢10 éoTl
Teivovta. To Thesleff’s bibliography on the subject (Styles, 84) add W. J.
Alexander, ‘Participial periphrases in Attic prose’, A7Ph 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.; Lutostawski, Plato’s Logic,
100; 128). Aerts (op. cit., 22) analyses the parallel quoted from Plt. as
‘independent’ (existential, substantive) eivou + substantival participle.
There is no need for that (Aerts is mistaken in saying that the other
roads to &peT) 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 TpoTeTpaupévos
1.

Sramédevyev: ‘it has escaped it’, i.e. either ‘it doesn’t recall any
more’ (cf. Tz. 26b7) or ‘it is for all the investigation unable to tell’ (cf.
Hp.Ma. 294¢7) — preferably the latter.

a6 adtiig: with épyov. For the postponement of the interrogative, cf.
Denniston, Greek Prose Style, 48. The postponement is due to the the-
matic prominence of justice.

a7 Tabra: probably adverbial: ‘therefore’, cf. KG 1 g1o0—11; Schw.—
D. 77-8. For examples in Plato, cf. Riddell, ‘Digest’, §18; add La. 179¢6;
Ap. 23bg. 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
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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 TaUTa 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 Talta would be only formally asyndetic), and there seems to be no
need for the emphasis on Ta¥ta (if object) created by disjoining it from
NPWTWV.

o€ avtov: cf. KG 1 558; Grg. 472b6—7. The order atds + personal
pronoun seems to be more frequent in Plato, cf. Stallbaum on Euthd.
273b.

a7-8 Npwrtwyv, xai eineg: the contrast imperfect : aorist as at 408cq
gTovnpwdTwY; 409a5 eimev and in the passage 409d6—e10 (cf. note on
409d2—e10). Of course £pwTdv is quite often found in the imperfect
without any perceptible difference from the aorist, but then so is Aéyev
(KG 1 143—4; Schw.—D. 277-8; A. Svensson, Jum Gebrauch der erzihlenden
Tempora im Griechischen (Lund 1930), 40—2 (EpwT&v), 50—60 (Aéyev)).

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) 191216, esp. 201—3): if
one action is the framework within which a second action falls, the first
one is expressed in Greek by the imperfect, the second one by the aorist.
Cf. Hdt. 8.64.1 fpépn Te &yiveTo kol &ua T HAiL AVidVTL oeEloHOS
¢yéveto; KG 1 157-8; 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 Greck
Imperative (Amsterdam 1966), 24; cf. 25—7).

a8-b1 Suxatocvng ... € motelv: cf. Intr., section 11.5.3.

b1 botepov 8¢ €davn: namely in the course of a discussion not re-
ported by Clitophon, cf. note on 409d2; dg and Intr., section 1.5.3. Plato
does not often make use of the reported dialogue to curtail the report
of an argument in this way. Instances include Futhd. 280ob1—2 ocuvwpo-
Aoynodpeda TeAeuTOdVTES oUK 018" OTTws &v kedoAaiwt oUTw ToUTo
gxew kTA.; 291bi—4; R. 342d2—g ZuvwpoAdynoe pév Kai TalTa TeAeu-
T&V, Emexeipel B¢ Tepl aUT& pyeoborr £meldn B¢ POAOYNOEV KTA.;
groci2—d1 ‘O 87 OpaocUuayos wuoAdynoe pev mavTa TalTa, oUy s
gyco viv pondiaos Aéyw, GAN EAkopevos kal uoyis; Chrm. 169cg—di; Smp.
201e6—7; 207a5—6. None of these places is quite comparable to either
Clit. 410b1 or 409dg, but difference in genre (Clt. is a ‘Kurzdialog’) may
account for that.

b2-3 wdvta ... navrag Spdv: for the double object, cf. R. 495b5—6

324



COMMENTARY: 410bg—410byg

etc.; KG 1 329—4. Bury’s mavtds (for wévTas; in his edition) is needless.
La Magna construes wavTas as subject, but the result (‘tutti fanno ogni
cosa a fin di bene’) is needlessly vague. There can be no doubt that 6
Sikalos is subject and épdvn predicate, carried over from the preceding
clause.

b3—4 Tadta ... Omopeivag: (1) ‘having endured this (getting unsat-
isfactory answers)’, so Schleiermacher, Susemihl, H. Miiller, Gonzalez;
(2) ‘having waited for an answer to these questions’, so Sartori and (with
many variations) most other translators. In (2), TaUTa is internal object
of Umopeivas, but I doubt whether this construction is consistent with
oUyx &ma§ oUdt Bis.

b4 nai: there are three reasons which in conjunction justify Bau-
mann’s proposal to delete the particle (followed by Schanz, Burnet,
Bury; H. Miiller translates as if kai were not there).

(1) Mirapeiv is elsewhere intransitive in Plato and all other fourth-
century authors (D. 21.208 is a hendiadys); TaUta ... Umopsivas kai
MTrapddv could only be explained as a zeugma.

(2) The phrase o¥x &mwag 0U8t 815 AAA& oAUV 81| UTroueivas xpovov
does not go well with &meipnka: ‘T have grown tired of enduring this
not once nor twice etc.” Besides, there is room for doubt whether &ma-
YopeUw can be construed with an aorist participle.

(3) The change in tense from UTropsivas to Airapdv is puzzling. If
kal is deleted, Airap@dv becomes a complement of &meipnka, and its
tense self-evident.

At most, xai could be retained as emphasising Arrapév, but the em-
phasis is rather on &meipnka (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 xai preceding a participle.

vopicag: ‘having come to conclusion’ (ingressive aorist), cf. R. 518a4.

b4—6 T0 p.év mpoTpémELY €ig dpeTTig EmLEL€ELAY KAAALGT’ AVBpOTLWY
Spav: cf. Futhd. 274e8-275a2 Upels &pa ... TGOV viv &vBpwdTTwy KAA-
MoT &v TpoTpéyaiTe £ls prAocodiav Kai &peThs EmipéAeiav; 275a6;
278dg. The phrase looks like a conscious imitation of the sentence
quoted from Euthd. (cf. note on 408c4—7); compare K&AAGT &vBpwTTwy
— 16V viv &vBpwdTwy K&AAOT’; els &peThs EmipéAeiav — eis prAocopiav
kol &petfis emipéheiav. Note that the word ¢piAocodia is absent from
this phrase in Clit., probably because the author avoided it on purpose
(cf. Intr., sections II.2.1.1; IL.7.1).

For &petfis instead of &ikaiooUvns or wuxfs (cf. 408e3—409a3;
410d6-7), cf. 408d2—g TNV ZwKp&TOUS TTPOTPOTIHV NUGOV ET° &peTnV.
In k&AMoT &vBpwdmwv the genitive reinforces the superlative (‘le
mieux du monde’, Souilhé), rather than being fully partitive (contrast

325



COMMENTARY: 410b6-410b8

the Euthd. parallel: Tév viv &vBpodmwy k&AAoT’), cf. LSJ s.v. &vbpco-
os 1 g b; Ast, Lexicon, s.v. &vBpwTros ‘superlativis apponitur ut eorum
vis augeatur (Latin. quam potest, v.c. maxime, optime al.)” with numerous
examples; Ast and England on Lg. 629a6.

b6 Svoiv 8¢ Bdtepov, # ntA.: the second alternative (‘you do not
want to impart your knowledge’, cf. c6) is missing: owing to the analogy
of praising steersmanship the first alternative has grown so lengthy that
the original construction has ceased to govern the sentence, so that
Buoiv 8¢ 8&Tepov has to be repeated at cs.

It seems at least possible that the relative clause & yévort’ &v KTA.
(b7—c2) is treated as antecedent of TaUTOV 81 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 4p. 32bs; my note
on R. 389a3-7, ‘Notes on Politeia, 1T, 344—5; on R. 432d7—e3, ‘Notes on
Politeia, 1v°, 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 9} compare Ap. 4oc1o ki giTe 87 undepla aiobnois éoTiv ...
(e2) €l oUvV Tol0UTOV 6 B&VATSS EOTIV KTA.

Buoiv 8&Tepov 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 1286 A 10.

b6-7 poaxpotepov ... o08&v: usually taken to be synonymous to
oUdtv mAfov, but perhaps ‘nothing which goes further than that’ is
preferable (cf. ‘nichts Weiteres’ H. Miiller; similarly Susemihl). Al-
though of course pakpds and woAUs tend to become synonyms, cf. LSJ
s.v. nokpos 1 4 (add R. 363d2) and 1 5, pakpdTepov never equals TAEov
in Plato, cf. Cra. 413a8—9 uakpdTepax ToU TPOoHKOVTOS EpdTAY, ‘going
further in asking questions than is fitting’; Plt. 283c5; R. 403b7—c1 pa-
KpOTEpa TOUTWV ouyylyveobal, ‘going further than that in amorous
contact’; cf. pakpoTépws at Sph. 258¢7.

Steinhart (72 n. 39) and Heidel (Pseudo-Platonica, 48 n. 8) consider the
use of pokpdTepov for TAfov 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 mepi &AANY MvTvaodv Téxvnv: cf. note on 4o9ag TNV ...
TEXVTV.

b8-c1 xatapererfical Tov émaivov mepi avtiig: the verb must mean
‘to train oneself completely in’ not ‘to deliver’ (Susemihl) because (a)
peAeTdv ‘to declaim’ is used intransitively (Phdr. 228b6; D. 61.43), at
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least in fourth-century Attic (cf. LSJ s.v. ueAetdew 11 1; 11 5b); the verb
means ‘to train oneself” also at D. 19.255 Aoydpia SUoTnva YeAeTHoXS
Kol pwvaoknoas; at D. 46.1 &pa T  €lkds £0T1 TOUs &y XelpoUvTas T&
Weudfj wapTupeiv kal THY &oloyiav eUbéws Utép aUTdY peheTd&v the
adverb €U0éws proves that training is intended (cf. the opening sentence
of the speech); (b) the prefix xaTa- 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 ESaocknoouotv kal Exue-
Aetnoouow) if training in delivery is meant. The aorist infinitive is cho-
sen because it harmonises with the meaning of the prefix. 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). —
gmauivos Tept Tivos is frequent in Plato: Smp. 195a2; Phdr. 26oc7-8; Lg.
687a2—3 etc. The article probably indicates that éwaivos is not a partic-
ular eulogy but praising in general: ‘the praise pertaining to it’. For the
relationship of &maivos and poTpotn cf. Intr., section 11.1.2.

c1—2 mepl T®OV dAAwv Texvdv: in view of the following sentence
these words imply that SikalooUvn is not among them, cf. note on
409a8 TNV ... TEXVNV.

c3—4 o0 paAlov ... §ioTi: ‘it is not the case that you are more
knowledgeable about justice because you praise it beautifully’; ‘tu sai
ben esaltarla ma cio non implica che la conosca meglio’ (Sartori). Not:
‘because you eulogise it you are not an expert’ (so Schleiermacher, H.
Miiller, Waterfield; 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 oUTw 8¢ kal TOV "EpwTa émeadn altods
Sporoyeis un eivar dyadov pndt kaAdy, undév Ti pd&AAov oiou Beiv al-
TOV aloypdv kal kakodv gival; R. 346bg—6 oU8év T1 u&AAov, &&v Tis Ku-
Bepvddv UyINs ylyvnTal 81& TO CUUGEPELY aUTOV TAEIY év Tfj1 BaA&TTn!,
gveka ToUTou KaAels pdAAov aUThY laTpiknyv; Sph. 233bg—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 kaitep anstreifende 81671 is a sign of inauthenticity. Of course,
kaitep is equally possible in contexts like these, cf. Th. 8.79.3 Tfj1 &
UoTepaial £l pev THY TOALY 0UBEV uEAAOV ETTETTAEOV, KaiTrep &V TTOAATL
Tapaxft kal $poPwi dvTas.

cq4 eyrwpialerg: culogy and protreptic are evidently felt to be re-
lated; cf. Intr., section 11.1.2.

Cc4—5 oV pNv Té Ye Epov ovtwg Exer: either (1) T6 ye éuov adverbial
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‘as far as I am concerned’ (here ‘in my opinion’, so Ficinus, Souilhé, De
Win, Waterfield), cf. Prt. 338¢c5; Grg. 458d5; Lg. 688a6 (and England ad
loc.) or (2) T6 ye €uov subject of oUTws éxel (‘my position’, ‘I’; ‘non &
questa la mia affermazione’, 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.); 7.
19ds.

If taken in the first way, Clitophon denies that Socrates has no ‘tech-
nical’ knowledge of justice. In the second interpretation, Clitophon un-
derlines that his position is different from those who deny that Socrates
has any such knowledge. In view of Clitophon’s immediately re-stating
the alternatives 1) oUk el8évai oe T} oUx é8éAelv alTfs ol Kovwveiv, 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 oUk éBéAev
a¥THs épol kowwveiv). Apart from that, I have seen no good parallel for
adverbial T6 ye €udv in the construction that one would have to assume
if (1) is accepted, whereas 16 &pdv is frequently subject of nominal predi-
cates, or phrases (such as oUTws €xe1) equivalent to nominal predicates.

c5—6 7 oOx €idévalL ce 7} oOx €Bérewv: the infinitives may be ex-
plained as continuing the construction of b6 after the repetition of
Buoiv 8¢ 8daTepov, but are better accounted for as depending on a verbum
declarandi implied in oU unv T6 ye épdv oUTws Exel.

c5 eidévar: object SikalooUvn (cf. av¥Tfis in the next line). el8évan
with a nomen qualilatis as object is found e.g. at Cra. 384b6 (Tnv &An-
Beiav); 425c2; 426a4—5 (TNv dpbdTnTa); Tht. 163c1 (TNv dEUTNTA Kl
BapUtnTa); Criti. 10ge1—2 (T&s &PETAS).

c6 odx €BéreLy adT g Epol xovwvelv: this possibility is certainly not
‘slechthin ungereimt’ as Steinhart (56) says (at 410eg 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 fit for
Socratic ‘instruction’, see Intr., section 11.5.1 n. 248.

But I see no point in introducing the idea of psychological affinity
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 UmoTeiveov; Intr., section 1.5.3); to sup-
pose that all of a sudden the Socrates of Cht. 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 TpoUAeyov
[Thrasymachus], &Ti1 oU [Socrates] &mokpivacfal uév oUk &8eAnools,
elpwvelcolo &t kal T&vTa p&AAov Toinools 1 &mokpivoio €l Tis Tl ot
EpwT&l; e1-3 va ZwkpdTns TO elwbos diampdénTar oiTos Yev un
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dmokpivnTal, &AAou & &mokpivopévou AapPdunt Adyov kal EAéyxni;
338b1—g aUtn 81 &pn N ZwkpdTous codicr aUTOV pév un E8éAev Bi-
d&oke, Tapd 8¢ TGOV EAAwY TepldvTa MavBdvely Kol ToUTwV unde
X&pv &modidévat; Thi. 150c4—7 Smep Adn TOAAOL pol qveldioav, @S
TOUS eV &AAOUS EpwT®, aUTds 8¢ oUdEy &mmodaivopal Trepl oUdevds Sid
TO undev Exev copov, dAnbdes dveidifouoiv; 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 1.8.2(1).

xowvwvelv: not 8i18dokew (cf. R. 338b2 quoted above) — the author is
well aware of Socrates’ ways and means. Cf. note on 408c6—7.

adtig: sc. justice, which had been left out as object of i8évai, since
the meaning, so close after SikaiooUvns mioTHMoOVL, 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 final sentence where Tpos TéAos &peTfis EABOVTA can only
refer to acquiring complete knowledge of &pet).

xai: probably the adverb with ‘conclusive’ meaning (cf. note on
406a9—10; GP? 307-8; it is, as Denniston says, often preceded by &n; cf.
J. M. van Ophuijsen in Two Studies, 149), though it might be corre-
sponsive (kal Tpds Opacupayov ... kai dANooe).

c7 olopau is found in parenthesi at Ap. 23d8; Tht. 155b5; Lg. 788dr;
798dy4. It is less likely to be a correction of oiuat than the other way
round; besides, the consensus of ADF favours the fuller reading (the
status of A3 is uncertain). — The parenthesis is superfluous, cf. 408c1
oxedov (and note ad loc.).

mopevopat: so ADF; mopeUoouar A%, The present is certainly better,
for the following reasons:

(1) It is a fair inference from g4o6ai—4 that Clitophon has already
experienced Thrasymachus’ ouvoucia.

(2) The imperfect in TOAAG&KIS ESeTANTTOUNY &KOUWY (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 émol &v 8Uvwpal, because Topeloouat (.. .)
6tror duvapal 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, 1 406 n. 1). — See also Intr., section 1.5.3 n. g1I.

xail aAdoge: cf. Intr., section 1.5.3.

omow: so Bekker; émni MSS; cf. Cri. 45¢1; Phdr. 230e1; Men. g7a1o
(&AAooe + 6Tro1); Phd. 82a6 (ol ... &AAooe); Cri. 51d8—e1; 52b6; The.
202e7; R.420a5; 486d5 (&AAooe + o). Given these places, Sph. 243bs
&AAoBi Trn1, which is suspect for other reasons (Radermacher’s &Aos
eltrn1 is palmary), can hardly support the MSS reading.

c8-ds émel ... yiyvésBw: the anacoluthon is caused, like the previ-
ous one, by the intervention of an analogy (cf. note on b6). For its aim,
cf. note g2 to Intr., section 1.5.3. There is no reason to change the text
(H. Miiller: ytyvort’ &v based on the &6éAois of inferior MSS and the
carliest editions; C. F. Hermann deleted Ta¥Ttov yryvéoBw, connecting
kol viv 87 B&s kTA.), The anacoluthon is complicated by the pév ... &¢
opposition; even the infinitive which we would expect to parallel TTaU-
cacbai is missing. ki vOv 87 (d4) may have helped trigger the anaco-
luthon, as it does at R. 414e3; cf. my note in ‘Notes on Politeia, 1’, 360—
1. The analogy looks like a repetition of 408e3—409ag, but it is essential
because it diverts attention from the question ‘What is Sikaioovn?’ to
the need of é¢mipéAeia, which now replaces SikaiooUvn definitively (an-
nounced bs; referred to d2 un &peheiv; dq Gepameias (cf. 407b8 éBe-
patmevoaTe); d6 émipéAeiav TolgioBai; e1 fueAnkévar). The final phrase
TPOS TENOS &peTRs EABOVTA eUBaipova yevésau is neutral. The dialogue
as a whole ends on the same note as the protreptic speech (see Intr.,
section 11.2.2 n. 188). This indicates that the author does after all attach
some value to it, cf. sections 1.5.3; 11.6.

c8 &mei: explains &mopddv.

€6érerg: C. F. Hermann (Platonis Dialogi, 111 p. xxviii) attributes a hy-
pothetical force to the indicative on the basis of Ale. 1 122b8—cg el 8 aU
€6éAers (T Olympiod.; 0éAois Bodl.) els mAoUToUs &moPAéyal ..., ai-
oxuvleins &v émi oeaUTowr; D. 22.55 €l 8éheTe oképacBal Ti SoUlov A
EAeUBepov eival Bradépel, ToUTo péyloTov &v eUpoiTte KTA. (to which
could have been added D. 22.51 i y&p 8éAet’ €§etdoan ... ToUT &v €U-
poiTe TpoyeipdTaTov KTA.). In these instances (§)8éAw is followed by
a verb meaning ‘to investigate’ or the like; the hypothetical force lies
rather in the combination &6éAeis + inf. which gives the impression of
an urban periphrasis (el 8éAeTe oképaocbon — €l okéyouobe). It would be
rash to assume that here €8éAeis, with no such infinitive 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.

tovTtwv: emphasised by disjunction.

di-2 mepi yvpvastixfig: emphasised, cf. note on d2 mpoTeTpau-
uévos 7; not els yupvaoTikny, cf. Intr., section 11.1.2.

dx mpog épé: depending on TGV Adywv: the construction is a bit
loose (TTavoacBal Aéywv Tpods éue Tous Adyous would have been more
precise).

T@V Aoywv T®v mpotpentix®dyv: for the plural, cf. note on 407a6
TTOAAGKIS.

d2 mpotetpappévog N: the periphrasis does not denote a state (cf.
8€iv; J. Gonda, ‘A remark on ‘periphrastic’ constructions in Greek’,
Mnem. 12 (1959) 97-112, esp. I111-12); it may have been used to empha-
sise another part of the sentence, cf. Hdt. g.15.4 fjv 8¢ TO Seimvov
Tolevpevov év ©OnPniot ‘it was at Thebes that the meal took place’ (H.
B. Rosén, ‘Die “‘zweiten” Tempora des Griechischen. Zum Pradi-
katsausdruck beim griechischen Verbum’, MH 14 (1957) 13354, esp.
141—7; cf. Gonda, op. cit., 97—104): ‘if it had been about gymnastics that
I had been exhorted’. — Cf. Intr., section 11.1.4.1 n. 147 and 148 for the
semantic properties of the verb.

Seiv: the infinitive is pleonastic; it is best understood if the &i clause is
reformulated actively: TpoTpémev TIva ToU cwuaTos Seiv ) &ueAelv is
hardly offensive, even though, as LSJ note (s.v. TpoTpémw, 11), when
followed by an infinitive 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 6mws for ws is a problem). Besides, the fact that the
focus of the sentence is Tepl yupvaoTikfis (cf. previous note) gives the
infinitive a more independent status than it would normally have; this
facilitated the insertion of Seiv: ‘if it had been about gymnastics that
you exhorted me, viz. that it was necessary not to neglect my body’.

d3 o édeEfig: object, explained asyndetically by an appositive indi-
rect question as Phdr. 239d8—e1 TO 8’ &peSfis pnTéov, Tiva fUiv Gderiav
KTA.; cf. note on 407e5.

€\eyeg: the choice of imperfect for a past unreal condition (cf. Trpo-
TeTpapuévos ) is a clear proof of the futility of the distinction between
irrealis of the present and rrealis 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 g03; Wakker, Conditions and Conditionals, 144—50. The
same holds for the chimerical distinction between unfulfilled wishes of
the present and those of the past.

ds—erx 6ég ... nureAnnévar: see Intr., section 1.5.3. The wording of
the sentence suggests that of 408e3—409a2 domep ... laTpIKN: E0TIV
KaTayEAaoTOV TGOV P&V EAAwv émipédeiay TolgioBal ~ 408e6—7 «i-
oY POV TTUPQV eV Kal Kp18QY Kol &uTréAwv ETipéAelay T&oav Toleiofal;
fs veka T&AAa Siammrovoupeba ~ 408e7-8 doa ToU cwpaTos Eveka
Sramovouuedd Te kai kTwpeba. Both sentences give a concise version of
Socrates’ speech, one directly, one through an analogy. — The asyn-
deton has perhaps explanatory force: the invitation kai viv 81 TaUTOV
yiyvéohw is a realistic one because Clitophon has now been exhorted to
the care of the soul. Cf. note on 407e7 ToU pev &p§ovTos.

ds5 6ég: cf. Tht. 191c8—¢g Bés ... &v Tals Yuxais NUGY Evov KNpLvov
ékuayeiov; cf. Ap. 27c10; Grg. 481ct with Dodds® note. TheslefI’s con-
tention (Styles, 15 n. 2) that 8¢5 is un-Platonic proves groundless.

tov Klewrodpdvra: the formality of Socrates’ opening words is
alluded to, cf. Intr., section 1.5.2.

er tovtyg: the resumption of a word within the same clause by
means of an emphatic anaphoric pronoun (oUTos, ékeivos; aUTds is un-
emphatic and should not be treated under the same heading) is often
colloquial (Thesleff, Styles, 91), but not necessarily so: emphasis is not
restricted to colloquial style. See the examples collected in KG 1 660-1;
Stallbaum on Chrm. 163c7; on Phlb. g0d8. In Clitophon’s last appeal, a
colloquialism would be definitely out of tune.

e1—3 xol TaAAa ... 81fiAbov: “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 eipnkévai, the number of
possible referents of ToUTois (cf. note on 408er) and the number of
possible antecedents of & (so MSS) contribute to make this an obscure
sentence.

Some translators take ToUTois as antecedent of &: ‘e fa conto che io
abbia ora esposto cosi anche tutto il seguito di quanto ho esposto or ora
[=just now]’ (Zuretti; similarly Sartori, Souilhé¢, la Magna, Waterfield).
T&AAa TavTa strongly suggests that viv refers to a greater part of the
conversation than vuvdn, and vuvd1 to something in the last part of the
conversation (31fjA6ov can both refer to extensive and to concise treat-
ment; it is unlikely that & kai vuvdn Si1fiAbov 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 vuv81 refer to the whole con-

332



COMMENTARY: 410e1

versation from 409a onwards). — I do not understand Verdenius’ expla-
nation (‘Notes on Clitopho’, 145—6) that viv = ‘in the present case’ and
that vUov8n refers to the whole speech. Waterfield’s identification of &
kol vuvdt) 8i1fiAbov with the sequence eyes — ears — lyre (407€9—408a4)
seems to me to stretch vuvdm well beyond what can be referred to as
Just now’. Besides, Clitophon cannot agree (6puoAoyolUvta) 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—ds); 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 8epameia of the soul. Though of course Clitophon’s
examination of the pupils has had the purifying effect of Platonic elen-
chos (cf. Intr., section 11.9.1), a statement that Clitophon had done Soc-
rates’ job for him is inconsistent with the final appeal kai viv 87 TaU-
ToV y1yvécbw, and also with the clause following presently pndapéds
&AAws Tol€iv (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 elpnkéval with an
accusative of the object and one of the predicate (type Tivas Aéyeis ToUs
BeATious;). This can occur with the perfect (Grg. 491¢6). ‘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:
‘T agree that gmpéreia Tfjs Yuyfis comes first. When I spoke of your
telling me what 8epameia 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 6epatreiar my soul needs given its nature; if you will do
so, I shall praise you wholesale.” The disadvantages are that both viv
and oUTws are difficult: viv may perhaps contrast the analogy (vuvdn)
with what has now actually been intended, oUTws (‘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 T&AAx T&VT ... T& TOUTOIS
£€€7is object of eipnkévar and antecedent of &: ‘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 wés ToUTo
Aéyes;) is offered by H. Miiller: ‘und sei des Glaubens, dass ich auch
iber Alles daran sich Kniipfende, was ich eben erértete, dem gemass
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mich ausgesprochen habe’; this suits the context, but would only be ac-
ceptable if in wé&s ToUTo Aéyels; 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 &: ‘und denke dass ich iber 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 &mep €Aeyov (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 Aéyw, as is shown by the survey of the
material in E. des Places, Une formule platonicienne de récurrence (Paris 1929),
7—-16.

If, however, we read s instead of & all problems are solved. TdA A«
T&VTa ... T& TouTols £&fis 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 ToUTo1s); gipnkéval has
the resultative sense it ought to have and viv underlines it: ‘the whole
of my position as it has now been stated’; oUTws ... ds kal vuvd) S1fA-
6ov indicates in what way Clitophon’s report and the remarks following
upon it should be taken. kai after s could be the inverted-place xai
which should have followed a main-clause demonstrative (GP* 295—6);
this is the more attractive because an adverbial kai in the main clause is
needed and the kai before T&AAa must be connective (8¢5 — olou). 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 undapdds &AAws Tolelv in the next sentence. Though with some
diffidence, I print s instead of & 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 @s is not very likely to have been cor-
rupted to &. Perhaps a person who paid attention only to the ds-clause
decided that its syntax was inferior inasmuch as 31fjAfov requires an
object (not realising that the object is easily supplied from the main
clause).

e3 xali: probably consecutive, cf. note on 406a9—10.

cov Seopevog Aéyw: Brandwood (Word Index, s.v. deioBai) wrongly
classifies this under the use of 8éopot with genitive of person asked ex-
pressed and accusative or infinitive or both implied. In fact 8eduevos is
used here with the personal genitive only (half-absolutely, so to speak)
as Ap. 35b10—c1 oUdt Bikaidy poi Sokel sivat Seiocbal ToU SikaoToU oUdt
Sedpevov &mogeUyelv; D. 21.108; this usage should be contrasted with
the elliptic construction of e.g. Prm. 136d4—5 aiToU & ZwkpaTes deco-
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ueboa Tappevidou (sc. SieABeiv, supplied from d2—g i o¥ S1fiAbes Huiv;).
The infinitive depends on Aéyw, not on 8eduevos (so Bury; for Aéyw
un +inf. cf. Euthphr. 12¢2); Aéycw with the infinitive, being a neutral ex-
pression of volition, is qualified by cou &edpevos: ‘I tell you to do just
that please.” Cf. Chrm. 155d5—6 KuSiaw ... 8 eimev &l kohoU Aéywv
Tad6s, EAAwL UroTiBEuevos, eUAaPeioBal.

There is no pleonastic use of Aéyw here (LS]J s.v. () 111 7) any more
than at 409a4 (see on pos TalTa). The only possibility of making the
infinitive depend on 8eduevos would be by supplying the previous sen-
tence as object to Aéyw (‘und ich sage dies dich bittend, dass du es doch
ja nich anders machen mogest’, Schleiermacher). But in my opinion this
would have required TalTa Aéyow.

eq4—5 lva un ... Péyw: cf. Intr., section 1.3.2 for the echo of the
prologue.

%ai Tpog Tovg dAAovg: cf. note on 406a2.

e5—8 pn pev ... yevésBaur: cf. Intr., section 1.3.2 for the details of
this peroration.

e5 yap: explains the whole of T& pev ETaivéd ... T& 8¢ T1 Kal ey w.

e6 &ELov ... tob mavtog: a typically Platonic idiom; cf. Ast, Lexicon,
s.v. Tas.

dnow: strictly speaking, the future is justified only for the first 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 épmodiov tol ... yevésBar: Eumddios in Plato is found once
perhaps with the simple infinitive (R. 407c4), twice with ToU uf + inf.
(Lg. 832b1—2; 925e1—2); our construction (not in LSJ) is not found else-
where in the corpus, but cf. T6 gumodifov ToU iévan (Cra. 419c3).

e7 télog dpetig: cf. Mx. 234a5 TandeUoews kol prhocodias eTri TéAEL,
R. 494a12 TpdS TEAOS EABETV.

e8 eddaipova yevéshar: the word eddaipwv is here used for the first
and last time, cf. Intr., section 1.3.2. The premise of the protreptic ar-
gument in Euthd. (278eg &pd ye mawvTes dvBpwol Pouldueba eU TpdeT-
Tew; cf. 280b6 eUBaipoveiv &v kal eU TpdTTeW) is the final note of Clit.
as well as R. (eU mp&tTwpev). If Clit. were the work of a forger, he
would in view of these parallels have written €0 mpd&TTewv (cf. Ep. 3
315b1-g and — rather less obvious — Ep. 8 352b3). el8aipovia is also the
central concept of Aristotle’s Protr. (but B 52 Diiring, not from Iambl.
Protr., is an adaptation of Pl. Futhd. 28ob7—d7 as likely as not); above
all, it is said to be the effect of Socrates’ exhortation combined with
elenchos in 4p. 36dg—r10. Cf. further Smp. 205a1—3 (note TéAos ag) and
Bury’s note; Phdr. 277a3—4.
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The words §| $p1AccodnTéov oUv f Xaipeiv elmrolol T §fijv &mi-
Téov évTeUBev (B 110 Diiring) 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 ¢ la_formazione filosofica di
Epicuro (Florence n.d. (1936)), 1 go; 97—8; Diiring, 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 Diiring—Owen, Aristotle and Plato, 56—75 at 67 and
n. ).
Hartlich, ‘De exhortationum ... historia’, 253—4; 272 and

Gaiser, Protreptik, 218 n. 21; 220 n. 22 want to place Iambl. Protr.
89.7—9o0.15 des Places =B 93—6 Diiring 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 Diiring (| ¢p1AccopnTéov ... 1 ... &mitéov) and the last sen-
tence of Cic. Hort. fr. 115 Grilli (s¢ aut ... aut si ... opera et cura
ponenda est). — Flashar’s attempt to attribute B 10410 to the Fu-
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 Diiring—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 Diiring—
Owen, 248-56 at 252; Diring, Der Protreptikos des Aristoteles
(Frankfurt—Mainz 1969) 110); besides B 110 1s closely connected
with A 2 =B 6 Diring, 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 10410 1s an indivisible block, inspired, as Diiring 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

... ol Tp&TOV eUBUS

PUOEL CUVETTOUEY,

kafdTep pooiv ol T&s Tehe-
T&s AéyovTes, Gomep &v &l
Tipwplal TévTes; ToUTO yA&p
Beicos ol &pya1dTepol Aé-
youol 1O paval diddval THv
WuXnV Tihwpiav kai §fjv
Nu&s &l KoAdoel peyd-

Awv TIVOV QUAPTNHUATWV.

B 107 TGV yap 1) oUleu-
€15 ToloUTwW! TIVi EOIKE
TPOSs TO odua Tis Yyuxiis:
doTep Y&p TOUS &V TfjL
Tuppnvial ¢aot Pacavi-
Celv TTOAAGKIS TOUS &-
ALOKOPEVOUS TTPOCBETUEY-
ovTas KaT’ AVTIKPU TOTS
{01 veEKPOUS QVTITTPOCCO-
TTOUS EKACTOV TTPOS EKACTOV
PEPOS TTPOCAPUOTTOVTAS,
oUTwS £01KeV 1) YUy dia-
TeT&oBa1 KAl TTPOTKEKOA-
Afjobai éot Tois alobn-
TIKOTS TOU OCWUXTOS Pé-
AEC1V.

fr. 112 Grilli (in extremis partibus
Hortensii dialogi); Arist. fr. 823
Gigon

ex quibus humanae vitae errori-
bus. .., fit ut interdum veteres
illi vates sive in sacris

initiisque tradendae divinae
mentis interpretes,

qui nos ob aliqua scelera . . .
poenarum luendarum causa natos
esse dixerunt, aliquid dixisse
videantur, verumque sit illud
quod est apud Aristotelem

simili nos adfectos esse suppli-
cio

atque eos qui quondam, cum in
praedonum Etruscorum manus
incidissent, crudelitate ex-
cogitata necebantur,

quorum corpora viva eum mortuis
adversa adversis accommodata
quam artissime colligabantur;

sic nostros animos cum corpo-
ribus copulatos ut vivos cum
mortuis esse coniunctos.

(2) B 110 as quoted above, cf. fr. 115 Grilli (in fine dialogi Hortensui;
sermonem finiens); Arist. fr. 825 Gigon: Quapropter, ut aliquando termi-
netur oratio, st aut exstingui tranquille volumus cum in his artibus vixe-
rimus, aut st 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. 119 Grilli: adpendicem animi esse corpus nihilque esse
i 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. Diring
152). I may point out (to avoid misunderstanding) that like
Hirzel, ‘Protreptikos’, 81 and n. 2; Hartlich, ‘De exhortationum
... historia’, 240; Rabinowitz, Arstotle’s Protrepticus, 23—7, 1 do
not believe that Trebellius’ statement M. Tullius in Hortensio, quem
ad exemplum protreptice scripsit (Hist. Aug. Gall. 20.1 = 2.97.21—2
Hohl = Hort. fr. 8 Miiller (cf. fr. 17 Grilli and Grilli’s note))
means anything but ‘which he modelled on the protreptic pat-
tern’, cf. Aus. Ep. 22 praef. lbellum, quem ad nepotulum meum . ..
wnstar protreptict luseram.

It is certain that Cicero imitates a passage ascribed to the Pro-
trepticus: A 2 =B 6 Diring ¢1Aocodeiv AéyeTon Kal TO {nTeiv
aUTO ToUTo €iTe XpT) prAocodeiv eiTe pn — fr. 54 Grilli: cum diceret
[sc. Hortensius]| philosophandum non esse, nihilominus philosophare
videbatur. (Rabinowitz’s scepticism, Aristotle’s Protrepticus, 38—40, 1s
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 ({nTeiv), but even to answer it
in the negative, is to philosophise.

If, then, the Hortensius was ‘modelled on a protreptic pattern’
(ad exemplum protreptict) 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 fixed 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 Epmnomis
(992b2—c3), which are, however, a long way off 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; Festugiere, Protreptiques, 108—15).
Again, the properly paraenetic part of the Demonicea ([Isoc.])
1.13—43) ends with a reference to kaAds &mobaveiv, 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. 4p. 38a5—6 & 8¢ &ve§eTaoTos Pios
oV PrwTds &vBpotwi, which is found near the end of the &vTi-
Tiunots — however, neither that part of the Apology nor the Apol-
ogy 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 final part of a fixed 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
11.7.1; it may be sufficient here to note that the wording is not
particularly close (Protr. §f ¢prAocodnTéov oUv 7 xaipev elmmolol
T LAy &mitéov EvTelBev — Clit. doTis uyfil pf eémioTaTal
Xpfiobal, ToUTwt TO &yewv fouxiav THL wuxfit ki pn Gfiv
kpelTTov 7 §fjv Tpd&TTOoVTI K&’ a¥TéV); there is rather more
resemblance between the Clit. passage and the various parallels
in Plato discussed in Intr., section 11.7.1(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) 8€iv kT&oBa1 volv f) Bpoxov, quoted by Chrysippus in
Mepi 10U mpoTpemesor (SVF 11 167, cf. Intr., section 11.5

n. 168).
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APPENDIX II: 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 Uueis
(Uuvotis FD, correct but for the accent, cf. Comm. ad loc.); 408a1
Y&p &v 81 (yap 81 F Stob. recte: y&p &v D); 409b8 éxelvous (Ekel
ToUs DF recte). For a description of A, cf. Boter, Tradition of Re-
public, 8o—9gr1; cf. also my paper ‘Supplementary notes’, 35-7.
The hand which is traditionally called A* 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 A? checked the
readings against those of another copy. Here and there in the
Clitophon we find A3, a hand roughly contemporary to A/AZ,
thought by some to be Arethas’ hand. Its readings in the Clito-
phon look like simple conjectures. A* and A5 are later hands of
no authority.

D (and its single descendant) has a separative error at 4o8ar
(cf. above). As in the Republic, it is an independent witness of rel-
atively minor importance. Cf. Boter, Tradition of Republic, 9g1—9g.
D? 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.

I and its descendants share numerous separative errors, €.g.:
406a13 om. &v; 407b6 € 8¢ eite; dg om. ToUs &8ikous; 408byg
81| 8¢ (with Stob.); d7 ToUT’] 167 . Schanz, Platonis Opera, 1xX pp.
x—xv thought that Marc.gr. 189 was a gemellus, not a copy, of F
for Hp.Mi., Mx., o 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 Clhitophon, where
Marc.gr. 189 has readings that were entered into F by a later
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hand: 407d6 &5 &v A1] s &v A F': woavei F? and the other
members of the group, including Marc.gr. 189; 410e2 I omits a
line, which is supplied by F? — in this line oUTws looks very much
like dvTws (I am almost certain that this is actually what F?
wrote), and the descendants, including Marc.gr. 189, have
SVTWS.

For a description and a characterisation of F, cf. Boter, Tradi-
twon of Republic, g9—110. It 1s important to bear in mind that I 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
F?; 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 AH) at 408ar suffices 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 kai). 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 first
half, to 408cg TpoTpotnv) and Va (Vat. gr. 2196, s. xiv).! 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 beneficial

' For the dates of these two MSS, cf. S. Martinelli Tempesta, La trad:-
zione lestuale 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, g20d—g21c; 11 134.3-135.6 Downey—Norman; cf. Intr.,
section 11.2.1.2)%. In one place PaVa agree with all Themistius
MSS against all other Plato MSS: 407cg eivat om. PaVa Them.
omnes (very possibly right); once only Pa agrees (in part) with all
Them. MSS: g407b7 yé 71 Pa: ye all MSS of Them.: y’ 11 all
other Plato MSS, including Va. PaVa (and F) agree with the two
most trustworthy Themistius MSS in manifest error at 4o7ey
&pEavTos FPaVa Them. AA; Pa alone agrees in manifest error
with these at 407cg kakéds Pa Them. AA: kakoUs 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 AY¥5D?F2. T 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: 407¢11 unTe dkovev pnd 6pd&v ADF
Stob.; a full stop before 408b1 €oTv &pa is shared by F and
Them., and supported by Stob., who quotes 407¢8—408b1 TOV
Biov in Book g and 408b1 éoTiv &po—bs in Book 4. The myth
that ancient prose texts did not have any diacritics or punctua-
tion signs, which one still finds 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, =Y have obviously been corrected from a
Plato MS, so the remaining primary witnesses A/ give the best idea
of what Themistius’ text of the Clitophon looked like. Cf. H. Schenkl,
‘Uberlieferung des Themistius’, 114.
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to an ancient MS tradition. In matters of elision, v épeAkuoTIKOV
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 wéAw 8° o¥ T& &ua Te Aéyev for
TEAY 8° ol ToAp&Te Aéyelv (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 Adyos épsi for
6 Noyos aipel on the off-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 407¢7 Themistius is quoted for kal oU: this means that
ADF read &AAN’ oU (so do PaVa, but it is superfluous 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 (S1) with those of Hermann (He),
Schanz (Sz), Burnet (Bt), Bury (By) and Soutlhé (So)

Deviations in punctuation, elision, crasis, v épeAkuoTiKOv and
minor matters of accentuation and orthography are not listed.

406a5 40115 Bt By So Sl: 66115 {(Av) He, doTis * * * Sz,

10 ovTes Sl: dvTe rell.
40728 Uuvois Sl: Uuvers rell.
b4 TapadwoeTe * * Sl: mapadooeTe rell.
5 oUte Bt SI: &ueheite kal oUTe rell.

7 vy’ étirell: ye Sz.
c3 fynobe By SL: fyelobe rell.

4 &S ov rell: duws oU He.

6 kaiTol Bt So Sl: kal ot rell.
€3 oou S1 (ADF): coU rell.

7 ToU pév rell: ToU pev y&p So.
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408c2 TpoTpeTTIKWT&TOUS Te Bt So Sl: mp. Te yap He By,
{&s) mp. TE Sz.
8 ToUs T1 By So SI: ToUs 11 rell.

de s ToTE vuv Sl: ds oTe He, Tédds ToTE (vel oTe)
vOv rell.
4 dv Sl: évt rell.
6 ékeivous rell: ékeivors Sz.
7 gmavepwTdv rell: émepwTdv Sz.
409a7 8¢ pou Sk: 8 &pov rell.
c3 gravniew rell: émavija Sz.
8’ Sl: &1 rell.
6 ¢x&oTn He Sz By Sl: éx&oTtn 7 Bt So.
€9 Spdvotav [kal] emioTApny rell: dpdvolav kai
{&ikatooUvnv) é¢moTthunv He.
410a5 oot rell: étou So.
6 6T’ éoTiv Sl: moT’ éoTi(V) rell (cum A).
be m&vTas rell: wévtos By.
4 kal secl. rell: habet He.
7 nvTivaotv rell: vTivolv Sz (cum D).
c7 olopat Sl: oipat rell.
Topevopatl Sl: ropevocopat rell.
dg—5 TaUTOV Yiyvéshw rell: secl. He.
€2 ws kal Sl: & kai rell.

3 vuvdn Sz Bt So Sl: viv &7 He By.
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