CRITIAS, SISYPHUS (FR. 19 SNELL, 1 NAUCK)

24-6 T000d¢e T0Vg Adyoug Aéymv

ddayuarwv fdictov eionyfoato
yevdel koaAdyag v dAnberav Adyo.

The fiction devised by the inventor of religious terror! is “the most
pleasant of teachings”. This has been called a “pungent paradox” (M. Da-
vies, “BICS” 36, 1989, 22). Others have found 1j8iotov alien to the tone of
the passage, and have substituted péyiotov (Methner, F.W. Schmidt),
kpatiotov (Mutschmann), képdiotov (Nauck). The latter is commended
by W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, 3, Cambridge 1969,
243 n. 4, who compares Eur. El. 743-4 goBepoi 8¢ Bpotoiot pdbor /
képdog npog Bedv Bepaneiav. There the appended mpoc Bedv Bepa-
nelav shows precisely where the fictitious tales bring profit. Here “most
profitable” lacks focus. I suggest x0d1at0V, to be taken ironically. For the
construction see Aesch. Su. 13 k08107’ d€wv. The superlative is applied
again to an abstract at Theogn. 904 xvdiotnv apetnv. Tragedy twice has
the neuter xv8wov (Eur. Alc. 960, Andr. 639 [v. l. x081otov]). For the cor-
ruption compare the variant x0dog for xfidog at Eur. Tr. 399 and Pi. OL.
1.107. In the passage immediately preceding this fragment, the manuscripts
of Sext. Emp. have yoywv for yfyov (Adv. math. 9.51 = Call. fr.
191.11). For further examples of the common phonetic confusion of n and v
see my Studies on the Text of Euripides, Oxford 1981, 85, and Euripidea:
Collected Essays, Oxford 1994, 422 n. 11. I am also reminded of Jackson's
brilliant ebdiav for hdelav at Eur. Ph. 399 (Marg. scaen. 158-9).

37-40 1olovg nEpE Eotnoev avBpdnoig e6Povg,
O oVg kaAdg Te T@ AOY® KATPKIOEV
10V Saipov’ odtog év mpémovi ywpie,
v dvopiov 1€ Toig vopolg katésPecev.
37 toiovg néplE Eotnoev Meineke: towodtoug nepréotnoev Sext. Emp.
39 obrog Diels: odk Sext.
I give Snell's text. W. Luppe (“Hermes” 120, 1992, 118-19) deletes 40,
because the inventor of religion did not “quell lawlessness with laws” but
rather invented religion when earlier lawgivers failed to quell lawlessness.

1 In 13 Bedv (Wecklein) Séog (Petit) is a plausible remedy for the transmitted yvé-
von 8¢ 8¢ (LE: 8éoon N). Since this passage has several verbal repetitions, the appearance
of 8eipa in 14 is no obstacle to éog. But N's reading perhaps implies a variant §¢n, and
the plural slightly mitigates the repetition. Cf. Lys. 6.20 8én noAl& xoi xivdivoug 6
Beog Emméuner.
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This is true, but it is too logical. The inventor devised gods who could detect
crimes which previously went undetected. He did not replace the laws with
religion; he invented religion in support of them. To that extent he may be
said to have quelled lawlessness with laws. vopoig “verbo dvopiav per
rhetoricum artificium oppomtur as Mutschmann said. See also Davies, loc.
cit. 23-4. Further, if 40 is deleted, then te in 38 has no function. To glve it
one, Luppe adopts Diels' x&v for év in 39. But kaA@dg T€... K&V TPETOVTL
xopio 1s not a sansfactory pairing. The one weakness of Snell's text is
Diels' obtog for ovk in 39. We do not want the demonstrative in a sub-
ordinate clause. Nor is ok the likeliest of corruptlons for obrog.

koAdg and T@ Mycp complement each other. “kaAdg of a speech (and
similarly xaA@dg or €0 A€yewv) can either approve its content or recognize its
skill” (Barrett on Eur. Hi. 487). And a kaAog A0Yog can promote a lie: Eur.
Antiope fr. 206.1-3 Nauck (32.1-3 Kambitsis) yévoivt’ &v ed Aeheypévor
Aoyot / wevdeic, ndv 88 xdAleowv vikdev av / taAnBég (cf. 26 above
yevdel kaddyog v aAnbeiav Adyw). While xaddg... @ Aoy is per-
fectly acceptable in itself (cf. Thuc. 1.84.3 Aéyw koAdg pepgopevor,
3.38.4 1@dv AMoyw xaddg émtiunodvimv), we shall gain a no less ac-
ceptable expression, and better account for ovk in the next line, if we write
KOADG... 1@V Adyav... o{ve)x’. “Such were the fears with which he
hedged mankind around. By way of these fears he both neatly, for the sake
of his fiction, located god in a suitable place and quelled lawlessness with
laws”. For the placing of t@v Adyov and oVveka in different lines see
Aesch. Su. 1006-7 dv moAbg movog, / moAdg d& moviog obvex’, Soph.
EL 578-9 totvtov Bavelv / xpiiv adtov otvex’, OT 857-8 oyl povieiog
¥ Gv... / BAéyoun’ &v obvex’. The plural tév Adywv picks up 24 tovode
tobg Adyouc. The corruption of obvex’ &v to ovk v calls to mind Eur.
Herc. 64 oVvex’ Canter: ovk év L.

Compare these Platonic passages: Crito 46D mpiv pev €ue delv
anoancKew xa?me_, gLéyeto (sc. O ?Loyog) viv 8¢ Kcm:aSn?Log apa
gyéveto 811 dAAwg Eveka Adyov s?»aye'co nv 8¢ morda kol (pl'uapux g
&AnBadc;, Lach. 196C dpduev pi Nikiog oietal 11 Aéyev kol ov Adyov
#vexo tadta Aéyel, Euthyd. 286D Adyov Eveko... Aéyelg Tov Adyov, tva
3n dromov Aéymg, f @g &AnBdg Soxel cot...;, Theaet. 191C Big 81 pot
Adyov Evexa Ev talg woyoig NUAV Evov kNpwvov expayeiov, Rep. 612C
kv el pf dvuvatov ein tadrto AavBdvew kai Beodg kot avBpdnovg,
dnog dotéov eivat 100 Adyov Evexa, Leg. 781D ei o1 doxel Adyov v’
#vexa pf droyf 1oV mepl mdong Thg moAiteiog yevéoBor Adyov.
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