ON ‘PLUTARCH’, DE LIBIDINE ET AEGRITUDINE 9

‘Ooot Tolvvy THY Yuxn odk dpfapTov ods’ d8dvaTov udvov AANG kal amabn mewp wvTal Stagui-
artew, pUuny Twa THY anddeiav TH dpbapaia mpofariduevol kal TO TAGXOV AMWAYETWS
116n phopds avadéxeabar meipav olduevor, Ta 6 mddn mdvra kai Tas dobevelas wamep éxk PIENS
TNHS gapkos avaflacTdvew émi 7ov dvbpwmov, TG Stadop v mplTov Eovral TV mepl TA
oWpara pawouérwy Kara xp 6vovs kali Gvaeis kal perafords.’

T dndBetav 9 apbapaiag Hartman? : 79 amadeia v dpfapaiav codd.

We must return to the transmitted reading, which is beyond objection. The
persons referred to in ‘Ocot want to establish that passivity, the experiencing of
desire, grief, and the like, is a thing of the body and not of the soul, which, they
maintain, is aradng. The climactic OUK . . . LOovov dAAa Kai . . . structure makes it
plain enough that what is in dispute and has to be proved is that the soul is
amafns, and that what is assumed for the proof is that it is dpfap7os. It is, there-
fore, wrong to change the text so as to make those engaging in the proof try to
argue from amafeia to agfapoia instead of the other way round.

But there is a still stronger case against Hartman’s conjecture: it destroys a
formally good argument and puts a defective one in its place. The two arguments,
that of the transmitted text and that of Hartman—Sandbach, can be represented
syllogistically. 70 maoxov . . . metpav yields the major premiss ‘All that is passive
(10 maoxov in force = 70 un anadéc) is corruptible’; the minor premiss and the
conclusion are hidden in pwuny . . . mpofaiXduevor.’

Taking A = 70 maoxov (70 un anadés), B = pfopas avadexduevoy meipay
(= ovk dpBapTov), and C = 1 Yuxn, and understanding A and B to have appropri-
ate form in each place, we get:

All A is (some) B
All Cisnot B

(1) from the transmitted text

AllCisnot A ;

All A is (some)* B
All Cis not A

(2) from Hartman—Sandbach

All C is not B
In (1) the soul’s apfapaia is well used as pwoun for its aradewa; in (2) arabeta
proves an inadequate prop for a¢fapoia.
University of Birmingbam J. N. O’'SULLIVAN

! I give the text of F.H. Sandbach, Both Pohlenz, in his apparatus, (so too Ziegler)

Plutarch’s Moralia, Fragments (London
1969) (vol. XV of the Loeb Moralia), 56.
M. Pohlenz (Teubner 1953) and K. Zeigler,
who revised Pohlenz’s text (1959), also
accept Hartman’s conjecture as a correction.
2 J.J. Hartman, De Plutarcho scriptore et
philosopho (Leiden 1916), 633—4. Hartman
says only ‘Immo vero v andfewav 7 a¢ba-
pola nam 1) ardewa firmam tutamque reddit
Thw &pbapaoiav (sic)’. We are not told why

Sandbach accepted the result of this prejudice.

and Sandbach refer to Plot. 3. 6(1), mysteri-
ously as far as the textual point is concerned:
Plot. 3. 6. 1, properly understood, supports
the manuscript reading here; not that any ex-
ternal support is needed.

3 In the manuscripts the soul’s a¢fapoia,
in Hartman-—Sandbach its ardfewa, is granted
for a premiss.

* For this syllogism to be valid the major
premiss should assure us, either that ‘All A is
all B’ or, more naturally, that ‘All B is A’.
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