NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

THREE PLACES IN PLATO’S SYMPOSIUM

Symposium 174B:

“Emov toivuy, E@n, iva kai thv tapopuiav Srapbeipopey petafarovieg, G dpa xai
ayoBdv éni daitag laotv adtopator dyaboi. “Ounpog pév yap kivduvedel od pdvov
SragBeipat aAAd kai OBpicar eic tadTny Thv napopiav kTA.

GyaBdv : *Aydbov’ Lachmann

Two versions of the proverb alluded to here are attested: adtopator 8° dyadoi
ayaBdv émi daitag faowv (or fevtat); and adtopator §° dyabol detldv éni daitag
faowv. Scholars agree neither on which version is original nor on which Plato
had in mind nor on what he actually wrote here (see Bury ad loc. for discussion
and further details). That this passage caused difficulties already in antiquity is
clear from Athenaeus (5. 178 A-E), Zenobius 2. 19, and the T scholium to Plato
(ad loc.).

I consider it all but certain that the original version of the proverb had
&yoB@v and that dethdv arose as a comic parody thereof, this latter version
being explicitly attested for Eupolis (frag. 315 Kassel-Austin = frag. 289 Kock).
The most recent statement, that of Kassel and Austin, is the best summation of
the facts:

Hesiodi maiaiov Adyov Eupolim substituto deihdv pro dyab@v ludibundum im-
mutavisse diximus ad Cratin. fr. 182 nec credimus in verbis iva kai thv mapopiav
SapBeipopev petafarrovieg, Gg dpa kai dyabdv (Aydbov’ i.e. ’Aydbwvi Lachmann
Babr. p. xix) éni daitag faoctv adtépator dyaboi Platoni Eupolideam ‘proverbii’
formam, quod multis placuit, pro prisca et vera obversatam esse. nobis Lachmann
rectam viam ingressus esse videtur (vid. imprimis Hug ad locum et Josifovi¢ Phil. 91,
1936, 52-58), sed cum 'Ayd6wv’ neque scripturae rationi neque verborum structurae
satisfaciat (vid. Wil. Platon 112 p. 358 et Dover ad loc.), ‘Aya6wvog mavult Kassel;
numeros Plato soluto semel hexametro primario non curavit.

Lachmann’s 'Ayabwv’, though clever, is awkward Greek and would have been
intelligible only in scriptio plena, which some may wish to contemplate. Never-
theless, it has the real merit of providing a point to Plato’s rewriting of the
proverb—just the sort of point that is wanted, since here Socrates is persuading
an uninvited guest to go to Agathon’s for dinner.

K. J. Dover, who retains 4¢yaf@®v and believes that the proverb Plato had in
mind was dg1A@®v, as in Eupolis, remarks (ad loc.): “The proverb in Hesiod [frag.
264 M.-W.] is a complete hexameter; but since very many proverbs had the
metrical form == — == ——— — — Plato has inverted the ingredients of the
verse so as to start off in that rhythm.” This seems beside the mark. If Plato had
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revised so as to produce an independent paroemiac, and nothing more, this
metrical sequence might have been significant. As it is, Plato’s rewriting dis-
mantles the meter of the whole saying (Kassel and Austin are correct on this):'
the reason for the change in word-order is surely not metrical at all, but rather
to place the word that points the pun in the emphatic first position; the cor-
responding &yaBoi is placed at the end for comparable considerations of
emphasis.

Kassel’s ‘AyaBwv(og) is an improvement on Lachmann’s 'Ayd8wv’, but if Plato
had written that, the sense would have been so obvious that corruption is
unlikely. The following form seems to me to give a more effective play on words,
and one all but doomed from the start to suffer corruption at the hands of
uncomprehending scribes: ‘AyaBov(wv) éni daitag ooty adtdpatol dyaboi. The
generalizing plural ’AyaBdvev (= “Agathon and people like him”) suits the pro-
verb better than the singular would and echoes the original dya8dv with a jingle
that cannot be reproduced in English. For such plurals in Plato, see Symposium
218A-B kai 6pdv ad ®aidpovg, Aydbwvag, "EpvEipdyovg, [Mavoaviag, Apt-
otodnpovg te kKol Apiotoedvag; Phaedrus 229D bylog tolovtev Topydvev
kai [Inydowv; Menexenus 245D oV . . . [1éhoneg 006& Kadpor, Theaetetus 169B
‘Hpaxhéeg te kai Onoéec.

Symposium 178 A-C:

10 yap &v toig mpecPitatov eivar OV Bedv tipov, { §” &¢ texkpfplov 8¢ tovToL”
yoviig yap "Epwtog olit’ eiciv obte Aéyovtar bn” 0ddevog olite i8idTov obite mointod,
aAr’ ‘Hoiodog npdtov pév Xdog gnoti yevésBar,
adtap Enetta

Tai” edpvotepvog, Taviwv £8og dogarig aiel,

nd’ “Epog.
¢noi petd 10 Xdog dbo tovtw yevécBat, T'iiv 1e kai "Epota. IMappevidng §& v
Yéveotv Aéyel

npotictov pev "Epota Bedv pnticato naviov.

‘Ho168¢ 3¢ xai ‘Axovcilewg dpoloyel. obto morlaydbev dporoyeitar 6 "Epwg év
10ig mpecPotarog elvat.

This is the text as it comes down in the manuscripts (with a minor variant or
two), and it is, essentially, the text that Léon Robin (among recent editors)
prints in the Budé edition. (He inserts &7 after gnol in B8; see below.) The
soundness of the paradosis has often, and rightly, been questioned. The two
sentences that have been matter of dispute are B8-9 onoi petd o Xdog . . .

. Compare Pl. Phd. 69C: eiciv yap &9, [(c] pacv of mepi tag tehetdg, “vapdnkopdporl piv
noAdoi, Bdkyot 3¢ te malpol.” Plato here quotes—with two changes in the word order, one of which
dismantles the meter—a hexameter that was a familiar “Orphic” saying, namely, ToAloi ptv vapdn-
Kopdpor nadpol 3¢ te Pakyot (=frag. 235 Kern, who rightly describes it as a “celeberrimus versus”).
John Burnet in his commentary to the Phaedo, loc. cit., appositely remarked: “Plato often adapts the
beginning of a verse to his own prose, preferring to slip into the verse rather than give a formal
quotation. The original must have been molloi pév vapBnkogépor.” (It was; Kern gives the evidence.) I
add only that here, too, Plato’s version begins with an apparent paroemiac; that is accident.

2. Other examples of this usage, with discussion, can be found in E. Schwyzer and A. Debrunner,
Griechische Grammatik3, vol. 2 (Munich, 1966), p. 45; see also E. Fraenkel’s note to Aesch. Ag. 1438.
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"Epwta and C1 ‘Howddw 8¢ xai ‘Akovciiewg dporoyel; there has been con-
siderable diversity in the treatment of them. A number of scholars—A. Hommel
seems to have been the first to do so—delete B§-9 as an interpolation, while
many have followed F. A. Wolf in transposing ‘Ho168® . . . uoroyei so as to
come immediately after the quotation from Hesiod. Thus Bury, for example,
prints the following version:

10 yap &v toi¢ mpeoPitatov eival tov Oedv tiplov, i 8 8¢ texunptov §& tovTOL:
yoviig yap "Epwtog olt’ eiciv obte Aéyovtal bn” 00devog obte i8idtov obte mointod,
aAr’ “Hoiodog npdtov pév Xdog gnoi yevéohar,
avtap Enerta

Fat’ edpVotepvog, naviov Edog doparic aiei,

18’ "Epocg.
‘Ho1680 8¢ xai ‘Akovsilewg oporoyel [pnoi petd 10 Xdog dbo tovtw yevéohar, Ty
1€ kail "Epwta]. [Tappevidng 8¢ tnv [éveowv Aéyet

npdTictov pév "Epota Bedv pnticato ndviwv.

oVtw moAlaydBev dporoyeitar 6 "Epog év toig mpecPitatog eivat.

This I take to be the correct treatment of the passage; but both John Burnet, in
the OCT, and K. J. Dover, the most recent editor, print what will be seen, |
hope, to be a Gordian solution:

10 yap €v 1oig mpeoPitatov eivar tOv Bedv tipov, f & 8¢, tekpunplov 8¢ TovTOL!
yoviig yap "Epwtog olte eiciv olite Aéyovtar On’ 00devog obte i8udTov obte mointod,
aAL’” “Hoiodog npdtov pév Xdog gnot yevéohar,
adtap Eneita

Iai’ evpOotepvog, naviwy €dog dogparig aiet,

18’ "Epocg.
‘Ho168@ 8¢ kai "Akovcilewg ocvpgnotv petd 10 Xdog dvo tovte yevéoBat, Iy te
kai "Epwrta. [Tappevidng 8¢ thv yéveowv Aéyer

npodTIoTOV pEV "Epwta Be®dv punticato maviov.

oltw moAlaydbev oporoyeitar 6 "Epwg év toig npeoPitatog eivat.

This involves transposing ‘Ho168@ 8 xai Akovoilewg Oporoyel from its place in
the manuscripts at Cl, and replacing both opoloyei and ¢noi (in B8) by
ovpenotv on the “authority” of Stobaeus. Dover writes (at 178B8): “The prob-
ability is that Plato wrote here the words which in the manuscripts come after the
quotation (B11) from Parmenides, and that the word ¢noi is a stopgap inter-
polation occasioned by the misplacing. Stobaeus (Eclogae 1.9. 12) omits the
quotations from B3-11 (they have already been given, on their own, in 1.9. 5
and 1. 9. 6), and then goes on ‘Ho1d8w 8¢ kai "Akovoilewng Evuenoiv év toig
npecfutatorg (sic) elvat; from this the classical and characteristically Platonic
obuenot is worth rescuing, in preference to the banal Opoloyel of the
manuscripts.”

It seems to me that the evidence of Stobaeus points in another direction; I
quote the passage more fully:

0 yap &v 10ig mpeoPitatov elvar tdv Bedv tipov, { 8 6¢ Tekpnplov 8¢ todToL:
yovai yap "Epwtog o0t eioiv obte Aéyovtal On’” 00devog obte idtdTov 0BTE TOINTOD,
arra “Hoiodog npdtov pév Xaog gnot yiyveoBat, petd 1o Xdog dvo todtw yevéobat,
I'fiv t¢ xai "Epota. ‘Ho1ddw 8¢ kai "Akovoilewg Edpenowv év toig mpecfutdtorg
elvat
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Clearly Stobaeus, once he had omitted the quotations from Hesiod and Par-
menides, found it necessary to make some adaptations to his abridged text. We
can still make out the joins in his handiwork. After all mention of Parmenides
had been dropped, Stobaeus felt that the remaining two authorities adduced,
Hesiod and Acusilaus, no longer justified the statement ot molAay60ev dpo-
hoyeitar ktAh. in Cl, and accordingly he omitted it. Note, however, that the
infinitive clause that EOpugnotv introduces in Stobaeus is v toi¢ npecPutdrolg
elvat, not petd t0 Xdog dvo tovTw yevéoBal, T'fv te xai "Epwta (as in the
reconstructed text printed by Burnet and Dover). In Stobaeus this latter clause is
introduced by ¢not, just as in the manuscripts of Plato. What Stobaeus has in
fact done is to combine twice two sentences into one.

The first telescoping is to be seen in the omission of the quotation from
Hesiod along with the immediately following ¢noi (to avoid the redundant
sequence . . . noi yevésBal gnoi . . .), the result being: . . . ‘Hoiodog npdTov
pev Xdog enoi yiyveoBar, petd t© Xdog 6vo todtw yevécBar, T'fv te xai
“Epota. The most awkward absence of a connective for petd 10 Xdog ktA. is a
telltale indication of careless abridgement.” The second telescoping consists in
compressing ‘Hot6dw 8¢ kai "Axovcilewg dporoyel. obtw morrayddev duo-
Loyeitar 6 "Epwg év toig mpecfutatog eivar into “Houddw 8% kai Akovoilewg
Edpgnowv &v toig npeoPutdrolg elvar. Observe that since the words concluding
the immediately preceding sentence in Stobaeus’ version are I'fjv 1¢ xai "Eporta,
both these ought naturally to be the understood subject of év Toig npecButartorg
glvat. In other words, mpecPutdrolg may be, not an accidental corruption of
Plato’s npecsBitatog, but a deliberate change to accommodate the new version.*
The main point that all this demonstrates is that Stobaeus read a text of Plato
essentially identical with that of our manuscripts of Plato—a text showing the
order printed, for example, by Robin (see above).

And what of Stobaeus’ Eopgnov? It should be clear from this analysis of his
rather drastic rewriting of Plato that the verb can easily be Stobaeus’ own
contribution: one ought not to introduce it into the text of Plato—certainly not
to govern an infinitive clause quite distinct from the clause that Evpugnoiv
governs in Stobaeus.’ It is not difficult to conjecture why Stobaeus chose to
change verbs. As we have seen, his Ebpgnoiv actually replaces not one but two
occurrences of 6poAloy®, involving both an active and a passive form (6poroyei
and opoloyeitar). It is possible that, under the circumstances, he preferred to
use an entirely different verb. Be that as it may, both 6pokoy® and ocOpenut
may govern either a dative or an infinitive clause. Stobaeus’ revision (‘Ho168¢
3¢ kal Axovcileng Eopenowv &v toig mpeoPutdroic eival) combines both

3. Hermann Diels (Vorsokr.® 9 B 2 [1:53. 16-22]) conjectured (xai) petd, easy enough in itself,
although petd 10 Xéog (3&) or peta (8&) 10 Xdog would have been preferable; but any change is
probably a misguided attempt to improve upon Stobaeus’ own words.

4. The revised syntax of the sentence required some change; npesfitatoc could not have remained
in the nominative—assuming, of course, that Stobaeus’ copy had -tog, not an already corrupt -to1g.

5. Why Dover describes £0upnot as “classical and characteristically Platonic” and dpo)oyel as
“banal” 1 do not understand. Both verbs are classical and 6po)loy® is far commoner in Plato than
obpgnut. If he is referring to the particular form, 6poAoyei occurs some dozen times in Plato,
GUUPNOLV never.
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constructions, unlike Plato’s original. This may be significant. Elsewhere this
combination is found with cOpenut (see Soph. OT 553 Ebpuenui oot tavt” Evdik’
eipficBat, Pl. Lach. 199A o0 fjuiv, ® Nikia, oopeng nepl t@v adtdv v adtiv
gmioTAUNY kai Eoopévov kai ylyvopévev kai yeyovétov émaiewv, [Pl] Hip-
parch. 232B oopenc yodv fuiv ndvta ta kEpdn dyabd elvat). By contrast, unless
I have missed something, the double construction appears to be avoided with
o6poroy®d. I know of no example, and Stobaeus’ native ear may well have guided
him instinctively to the more idiomatic verb for this construction.

Let us now return to the passage in Plato. The sentence gnoi petd 10 Xdog
8vo tovtw yevésBat, I'fjv te xal "Epwta is shown to be an interpolation by the
absence of the stylistically mandatory connective (sc. yap; cf. below, n. 7).
Without such a connective the sentence is simply too abrupt. (Robin’s attempt
to get around this by conjecturing gnoi (81) introduces a collocation unattested
for Plato.) Many have felt the awkwardness of the missing particle, hence the
various rewritings of the passage. Now, though the significance of the absence of
a connecting word has sometimes been appreciated for proving what this sen-
tence is not—namely, genuine—the significance of the same missing word for
demonstrating what the sentence is does not seem to have been adequately
grasped.

Whether the subject of gnoi is Hesiod or Acusilaus (which depends on where
one places the sentence) may be ignored for the moment. There is a context in
which such a sentence, with gnoi and without connective, is not only acceptable
Greek but common. That context is the isolated scholium or explanatory mar-
ginal gloss, where—since it forms no part of a connected period but is self-
contained—a connecting particle is not only unnecessary but even inappropriate.
Examples of independent gnoi-statements are numerous (see, e.g., Z Pl. Phdr.
227A enoiv "Olupmiddwpog . . . bg tpdtog 6 Paidpog didroyog 1@ ITAdtwvi
véypantat, ibid. 261D ZAvovd enot tov ITapuevidov £taipov ktA., £ PL. Resp.
339A 6 IIpoxhog eonot v pév Adprov appoviav eig nodeiav é&apkeiv KTA.,
ibid. 424 A Tipaioc enot tavtnv Aeydfjvor v napotpiov KTA.).

Those scholars, therefore, who pronounced the words ¢noi petd 10 Xdog dvo
tovtw yevécBat, ['fjv te xai "Epwta a marginal gloss were correct. Furthermore,
the sentence surely makes more sense as an explanation, whether founded on
fact or mere inference,® of Acusilaus’ beliefs than as an explanation of Hesiod’s,
which have already been spelled out. It is also clear, as many have seen, that the
statement ‘Ho168w 8¢ xoi ‘Akovcikeng Opoloyel makes a better fit at BS,
immediately after the Hesiod quotation, than after the Parmenides quotation,
where it appears in the manuscripts.” Remove the gnoi-sentence to the margin
and restore the Acusilaus-sentence to B8 and the result is ‘Ho168¢ 6 xai
"Axovcileng dporoyel. [Tappevidng 8¢ v yéveowv Aéyet. . .. The two clauses
have almost the same number of letters, both begin with a proper name followed

6. Contrast what is reported of Acusilaus in Diels-Kranz, Vorsokr.® B 1 (1:53. 7-15).

7. Some accept this transposition and retain the gnoi-sentence, thus: ‘Ho168¢ 3¢ xai ’Axovcileng
Suoloyel” ol petd o Xdog Vo todte yevéaBar, I'ijv te kai "Epwta. This sequence shows strikingly
how bad a join the gnoi-clause makes. Any Greek would have written gnoi yap here, and such gnot
yép . . . explanatory sentences are so common, both in the writings of Plato and elsewhere, that any
documentation would be superfluous.
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by a 8¢, and, most significantly, they both end with sequences of letters that in
uncials appear, respectively, thus: . .. COMOAOT€TI ... ECINAETEIL . .. This
is a situation that explains at once how the first sentence could have been
accidentally omitted by a leap of the eye. The error would then have been caught
and ‘Ho1080 8¢ kai ’Akovcilewg dporoyel written in the margin—now next to
the separate marginal sentence ¢noi petd to0 Xd&og xtA. The next copyist
carelessly “restored” both sentences to the text proper, putting ‘Hoi0dw 8¢
kai 'Akovocireng O6poroyel at Cl, because it seemed to belong with obtw
noAhay68ev dporoyeita, and gnoi petd t0 Xdog ktA. at B8, because it seemed
to echo B3-7 mpdtov pev Xdog enoi yevésOot KTA.

This has been a long tale, but it is perhaps justified as cautionary; most
current editions of the Symposium print a seriously flawed version of the text
here.

Symposium 197A-B:

To&1KNV v PRy kai latpikfv kai paviikfv ‘Anordov dvnipev Embupiag xai Epetog
flyepoveboavtog, dote kai obtog "Epwtog v ein pabnrig, kai Modoat povoikiic
xai “Hearotog yorkeiog kai ‘ABnva iotovpyiag kol “Zedg kvPepviv Bedv e xai
avBpodrwev.”

The mise-en-scéne of the dialogue, it will be remembered, is a supper party given
by the poet Agathon to celebrate his victory in tragic competition in 416 B.C.
The words set out above come from Agathon’s own speech in praise of Eros. He
has just announced (196D) that he intends to honor “our art,” that is, tragedy,
just as Eryximachus has already honored his art, medicine. In the space of less
than one page of OCT text Agathon introduces three poetic tags, all apparent
quotations from actual tragedies. First, 196C: xai pfyv eig ye avpeiav "Epott
“o0d” "Apng avBictatar,” which is now widely acknowledged to be from
Sophocles’ Thyestes (frag. 256 npog v dvayknv 008’ "Apng dvBictatat). Then
196E: mdg yobv mowntig yiyvetar, “kdv dpovoog ) 10 mpiv” ob av "Epag
Gyntoan, from the Stheneboea of Euripides (frag. 663 nomtiyv 8" dpa / "Epag
d1ddoket, xév dpovoog 1) to mpiv). Lastly, here, 197B: . .. Zedc xvPepviy Bedv
¢ xai avBpdnwv, which Hermann Usener was the first to identify as a tragic
fragment. Kannicht and Snell print it thus (trag. frag. adesp. 348 g): x Zeig
KuBepviv Bgdv e kavBpdTwv — —. Both the metaphorical use of xvBepviv and
the rare genitive construction (on the analogy of &pyeiv and other verbs of
ruling) instead of the usual accusative clearly mark the phrase as poetic, and it is
surprising that Dover, exceptionally among editors, is silent here.

Here the matter now stands; more can perhaps be said. In the case of the two
other quotations it happens that we can confirm independently that the gods
who appear in Plato were the gods of the original contexts, Ares in Sophocles
and Eros in Euripides. Agathon’s speech in the Symposium is a most carefully
constructed composition; in particular, it is characterized by considerable balanc-
ing of its parts. We may assume with confidence that Zeus was the god who
“piloted” gods and men in the original context as well as in Plato’s (whether or
not the actual word Zetg occurred immediately before kvBepviv). This does not
take us very far, of course, for Zeus would be the most likely candidate in any
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event. But perhaps there is a more significant, and more subtle, type of balance
present here. Agathon, who wished to honor his own art, tragedy—and that
means also honoring tragedians—has just quoted Sophocles and Euripides. Is it
not probable that the third (and final) tragic quotation should be removed from
the limbo of the adespota and be assigned to the third of the great tragedians,
Aeschylus? Aristophanes’ Frogs (66-85, 758-94, 1515-23) shows that the clas-
sical triad of tragedians, though not established in 404 B.c., was well on its way
to becoming such. (The only other real candidate there is Agathon himself;
Iophon is hardly treated with equal respect.) As R. Pfeiffer observes, “the
passionate debate about the pre-eminence among the Attic tragedians, still going
on in Aristophanes’ Frogs, must have been settled by the middle or second half
of the fourth century B.c. when Heraclides Ponticus wrote Tlepi tédv tpidv
Tpayedonoidv.”® This gives us, of course, only a demonstrable terminus post
quem; there is nothing inherently improbable in the existence of the canon
Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides already a bit earlier than Heraclides’ work, that
is, at the time of the composition of the Symposium.

The image of Zeus the helmsman in this fragment would be very appropriate
to Aeschylus (see, e.g., Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 182-83), but that is not proof. It
might be worthwhile, however, to call attention to another passage for the
combination Plato-Aeschylus-helmsman, Euthydemus 291D: . .. xai dteyvidg
Kotd 10 Ailoyvrov iapPeiov [cf. Sepr. 2-3] pdvn év 1) mpduvy kabfobor tig
noAewg, TAVTa KLBePVAOE Kol TAVIWV &PYOovca TAVTO ¥ PHCIUA TOLETV.

R. RENEHAN
University of California,
Santa Barbara

8. History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of the Hellenistic Age (Oxford,
1968), p. 204.

NEW EVIDENCE FOR THE DATING OF
ARISTOTLE METEOROLOGICA 1-3

Previous attempts to date Meteorologica 1-3 have been based on four
passages:'

(a) At 2 362b9 the text says the constellation of the Crown (Corona Borealis)
appears directly overhead when it is on the meridian. J. L. Ideler claimed that
this statement would place Aristotle at the latitude of Athens and would there-
fore imply a date after 335 or before 347, when Aristotle was in Athens.? This
conclusion assumes an improbably high degree of accuracy in the observation:
how, for example, does one determine the center of the constellation, when a

1. Meteorologica 4 is widely held to be a separate work; Meteorologica 1-3 seem to be a compilation.

2. The reference is to J. L. Ideler, Aristotelis “Meteorologicum” Libri IV, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1836), p. ix,
which we have not been able to see. It is cited in the Loeb Mereorologica, trans. H. D. P. Lee
(Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1978), p. xxiv. Mathematical formulae for calculating the past
positions of stars, which change because of a wobble in the earth’s axis of rotation (resulting in a
phenomenon known as precession), were published in German in 1830 by F. W. Bessell.
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