NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

A NOTE ON PLATO APOLOGY 27B4-5

Plato Apology 27A7-BS5:

Tuvemokéyacle 31, & Gvipeg, 1| pot paivetar Tadta Aéyewy: ob 8t fuiv dnékpvat, &
Mérnre. Opeig 8¢, Omep kat apydg Opdg mapninodauny, pépvnodé pot uf Bopueiv &av
&V 1 €lwBOTL TPOTE TOLG AOYOLE TOdpAL.

“Eotv Sotig Gvlpdnev, & MéAnte, dvBpdrneia piv vopilet mpdypat’ elvat, avlpo-
moug 8& o vopilet; drokpivécBo, @ dvdpeg, Kal pty GAka kai dAAa BopuBsite.

This last sentence (dnokpivécbo . . . BopuBeite), although no one seems to have
questioned it, strikes me as decidedly odd. If Meletus is creating a disturbance, one
would expect Socrates to address him directly, in the second person imperative,
e.g., arokpivou kai pfy dAha kai dAAa BoplPet. Alternatively, if Socrates is appeal-
ing to his audience for assistance, one would expect him to say “Make Meletus an-
swer,” dvaykalete avtov dnokpivesbar vel sim. (Compare immediately below,
p.- 27C, when Meletus does give an answer: &g @dvnoag 6Tt poyls dnekpive VO
TOLTOVL dvoyKalOpevogs.)

Thus the wording of this sentence, as it stands, is unusual. More importantly, it
contradicts the facts. Two consistent patterns appear in this speech. First, Meletus,
under interrogation by Socrates, regularly blusters out a too confident response or
two and then, as he perceives where Socrates is leading him in the argument, an-
swers only with the greatest reluctance or not at all. See 24D7-8 6pdc, & Méinre,
&1 orydc kol ovk Exelg sineivy 25C5-10, 25D2-3 drokpivou, @ Gyadé: xal yap 6
vopog kelevel dnokpivesBatl, 27B8 €i pf) ob Bovier drokpivecbat, Eyd oot Aéyo,
27C10 tifnut ydp oe dporoyobvra, £nedn ovk damokpivn. So far from constantly
interrupting and causing disturbances, which is what pf d@Aa kot dAio BopuPeito
clearly means,! Meletus is not once elsewhere in the speech represented as doing
any such thing.

A second pattern that is observable in the Apology is a constant series of inter-
ruptions (86pvBor) on the part of the audience, whether jurors or other listeners or
both. See 17C6-D1 todto Gudv Séopar xai mapicpar . .. unte Bavpdlewv pnte
BopuPeiv, 20E3-4 kai poi, @ dvdpec ABnvaiot, pf BopvPrionte, 21A5 koi, Snep
Ay, pty BopuBeite, @ dvdpeg, 30C2-3 uf BopuPeite, @& Gvdpeg Abnvaiot, GAL ép-
peivaté pot olg 28enOnv Bu@dv, pf BopuPeiv, 30C4-6 pérdo yap obv dtta Buiv
gpeiv kol dMa 8¢” olg Towg BorjoeaBe aAAG pndapdg moeite todto. It is perfectly
clear that Plato represents the listeners as reacting vociferously again and again to
what they take to be outrageous remarks on the part of Socrates.

1. For the idiom dAAa kai GAha see LSJ s.v. @hrog I1.3; it means essentially, “one after another.”
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In the passage that is our concern, both these patterns appear together, 27A9-B1
ob 8¢ fuiv dnékpivar, & MéAnte. dusic 8¢ . . . pépvnobé por pty BopuPeiv (quoted
more fully above).

We can now see what Plato must have written in the sentence in question.
Socrates has just asked Meletus whether anyone believes in human affairs but not
in humans. Obviously the impatient hearers found the question exasperating and
voiced their objections by raising one more 86pvpog. Socrates accordingly makes
an appeal: “Gentlemen, let him answer and do not keep on interrupting” or, in
Greek, anokpivécBo, & &vdpeg, kol pf dAla kai dAla BopuPsite. The third-person
imperative form Bopufeito is a very old corruption, most likely a perseveration of
the ending seen in the preceding dnokpivésbo. For pm BopuBeite see 21A, 30C;
compare also 20E (aorist) and 30C (all cited above).

ROBERT RENEHAN
University of California,
Santa Barbara

THE LEX PAPIRIA DE DEDICATIONIBUS

The Lex Papiria de dedicationibus, a tribunician law of uncertain date that appar-
ently required popular authorization for dedications of temples, sites or altars, has
been the object of far greater scholarly agreement than it is customary for classicists
to bestow upon a measure about which so little is known.! The chief controversy at-
tending this law is whether it should be identified with the one regarding dedica-
tions mentioned by Livy as being passed in 304.2 Otherwise scholars have tended to
accept Cicero’s succinct formulation of the law in his De Domo (127): “video enim
esse legem veterem tribuniciam quae vetet iniussu plebis aedis, terram, aram conse-
crari.” One of the purposes of this paper is to shatter this academic concord, not
through polemic, to be sure, but by inquiring into the role of the Lex Papiria in Ci-
cero’s case against Clodius’ consecration: an examination of Cicero’s introduction
and elucidation of the law makes it evident that the application of the Papirian law
to Cicero’s circumstances was anything but straightforward. Which raises the ques-
tion of the law’s original purport and its role in the development of dedicatio.?

1. L. Lange, Romische Alterthiimer, vol. 2 (Berlin, 1879), p. 634; P. Willems, Le sénat de la répub-
lique romaine, vol. 2 (Louvain, 1895), pp. 305-9; T. Mommsen, Rémisches Staatsrecht®, vol. 2 (Leipzig,
1887), pp. 618-24; R. G. Nisbet, M. Tulli Ciceronis “De Domo Sua ad Pontifices” Oratio (Oxford, 1939),
pp. xxii, 176, 209-14; J. Bleicken, Lex Publica. Gesetz und Recht in der rémischen Republik (Berlin,
1975), pp. 155-56. A recent discussion of consecratio and dedicatio merely alludes to the Lex Papiria: cf.
W. Kierdorf, “«Funus» und «Consecratio». Zu Terminologie und Ablauf der romischen Kaiserapotheose,”
Chiron 16 (1986): 46-49. L. Pietild-Castrén, Magnificentia publica. The Victory Monuments of the Ro-
man Generals in the Era of the Punic Wars (Helsinki, 1987), though attentive to the sources for particular
dedications, is not concerned with the Lex Papiria. A. Watson, The State, Law and Religion: Pagan Rome
(Athens and London, 1992), pp. 55-56, examines matters related to the Lex Papiria, but for purposes
other than illuminating the measure itself.

2. So identified by Lange, Rim. Alt., p. 634, followed by Willems, Sénat, pp. 308-9. This view is
rightly rejected by most scholars.

3. The Romans could distinguish a proper templum, which required inauguration, from an aedes,
which, though consecrated, did not require inauguration; cf. J. Linderski, “The Augural Law,” ANRW II.
16.3 (1986), pp. 2249, n. 407; 2272-79. (more generally on templa). The language of consecration, espe-
cially terms like consecratio and dedicatio, was sometimes employed imprecisely: cf. Nisbet, “De
Domo,” pp. 209-12; Kierdorf, “«Funus» und «Consecratio,»” p. 46.
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