
NO'I}1S ON PLU'I'AR(lH. I)È'. AIJDII:NDO

'l'lrcre are a number ol'passages in which luture edilors of Plutarch's
De audienclo slroulcl pause lbr lhought belbre tbllowing Paton ( I ). So-
mclimes it is a rlueslion ot'prel'erring oÎher variants: e. g'

.37 D p. 7 6.3 gpovoúov à.nopo\\a Cl M2 a A Z n D.
40 Cl p. t3l.l6 eú?úvav (hoc accentu) X u K.
4l B p. t33.1 dz6e1ópevotD. a
4.1 B p. 87.1 i) guou<\v 6úvapv (' Mi a A Z n h D.
44 C p. 89.6 roúracl c X u K J W Y N D.
44l:p.9O.7 itnorcla)t<iz L ('.
45 l: p.9l.ll eúTrJvau (hoc accentu) Ci X u K W Y Nl h.

lror îhe mosl part lhese are changes that would come aulomatically
with an improved understantling of the MS lratlition and better colla-
lions of the MSS (l). But tltere are also passages whe.re the reliabilily of

(l) W. R. Paton - l. Wegehaupr - M. Pohlenz, Plutarchi Moralia, vol' l, l'eipzig
1925, rhc standard edition; it has been reprinted rrith Addenda et corrigenda by
H. Gàrtncr, l.eipzig 197-1. Other editions to which l t'el'er are: D. Wyttenbach' PIu-
rarchi Moralia; \'ols. I (text), oxlbrd 1795, and \'l (conrmcntar;-), oxtbrd ltì10.
R. Her.cher, Plutarchi Moralia, r.ol. l, t,eipzig ltl72. (ì. N. Berna|dakis, Plutarchi
Moralia, r'ol. t, l.cipzig ltttttt. t'. (1. llabbitt, Plutarch's Moralia' r'ol. l, l'ondon-
(ìarnbritlge, Mass. 1927. i also refer to the fbllowing translations, G. Xylander, Plu-
tarchi (:Éaeronensis Moratia, llasle li7ll. J. Amyot, l.es oeuvt'es morales et meslées
de Plutarque , Paris 1572. 'l'. G. 'l'uckcr, Seleetcd Essavs of Plutarch, fJxford 1913.
t. c. Babbitf. as aboYc. orher abbreriations used arc: r\rndt-Gingrich -'w. t.
Arndr - F. W. Gingrich, Greck-linglish l,exicon of the Ncw'l'estament and other
Earlv christian l,itcratut'c' ()ambridge-(lhicago 1957' l'sJ ' 11' G' l'iddell - R' Scott
- H. S. Joncs, Greck-English l.cxicon, gth ed., Oxtbrd 194o. Wyttenbach,l.exicon
,. D. W!'ttenbach, l'lutarchi Molalia, vol. !'lll: lndex Graecitatis, Oxfbrd l83O-
'l'hese notes are based on lrtaterial that originalll' appeared in nr1' An Edition with
(lomnrenrarv of Ptutarch, De Audicndo (Ll. Phil. thesis, Oxtbrd 1975), and mr
thanks go to mr' .upcrvisors, Mr D. r\. Russell and Ml N. G. Wilson; to m1' cxantincrs.
M| 8. 1.. lJou'ie and l'rof. R. llrouning; and to PIof. lt. H. Santlbach'who also was
kind enough to read and criticizc thc thesis. An car,lier drati of parts of this articlc
had thc benefit ol'be ing scrutinizcd by Mr M. D. Reele.

(2) I har.e diseussed the MS tr:rdition at lcngth in the introtluclion to nì\'tcxt
and comnrcntary, pp. lxxi - cxvii, and hope to publish a revised version of this else-
where.
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the tradition is in question. and this article is concerned with some of
these. The passages are prinled as they stand in Paton's text;the appa-
ratus is based on my own collations, but presents the readings of the se-
venteen MSS cited by Paton (3).

38 C p. 77.15-19 èreì iín7e ró.or1c arcpodoe<,sc inreqyópevoc, ó uéos rca't
l,óyou pqievòc yeuópevoc où póvou iíxapnoc 6ì.o:s rcaì aB\,aor\s 6npe.
veî r p'og àperfiv,à).Àà rcoì 6aorpégon' tt"v rpòs rcarcíny, óorep èrc x<j.: -

pas àrcvfirou rcaLonùs ó.tpa noÀì.à rns ltuXns ò.va6óoúc ,6î1\óv èort
d.xo.ptros úÀc,rc... Ítutpévet (-peueî Madvig)... boorpé,pon'A.u D, tixapnos iiÀos...
6apéveu.. 6tnorpé4ono '1. n, tíxapnos .)p irÀ-s (6Àoc c uKyJ M a A N, ó lfios
X)... 6 wpévet... 6 wor p éqon o rell.

i. The reading of the archetype was prcsumably tírcapnos òv 6À<,.rs...
6npeveu.. 6norpégotro. This comcs under suspicion on several counts.
a. The óz looks. wrong. There are no lrue parallels fbr 6opep<,r with the
participle of eqtí (4), whereas Plutarch does ollen construct il with ad-
jectives (5). b. If the oplative is to be retained, an óz is probably need-
ed (ó). c. Even so, the combination of the optative with the present in-
dicative does not seem very satislactory (7). Paton's reaction to all this
was to fbllow D, incorporating Madvig's suggestion of writing the future
6npeveî (8). This certainly results in a possible text, but it should not
be accorded too much authority: both the iiv (9) and the omission of

(3) 'l'he inclusion of S in the list on p. 75 is an error. I use Paton's sigla except
that I have dispensed rvith his l', ll, and A, and use codd. for codices omnes anrJ
rell. tor codices omnes praeter citatos.l fbllow Paton here out of convenience. For
the textual problerns I am discussingthere is little or no need to be concerned about
the finer points of the tradition.

(4) In fr. 47.39 and Arist., Eth. Nic. 1159 b 8-9 ther.e is nrore point to íporos
óz' 'being alike'.

(5) E. g. 696 ll.-ts, 702 <'.,723 E,725 ts, and many of rhe other ref'erences in
Wvttenbach, l.exicon, s. r,. Sec also Arndt-Gingrich, s. v.

(ó) (lf. A.Hein, Deoptativi apudPlutarchunìusu,'l'rebnitz 1914,72 ff. He argues
that unlike somc other authors of the period, Plutarch is classical in always having
iíu with thc potcntial optatiue; apparenr exc'eptions are due to corruption.

(7) l'lein, op. cit., 7ó, refcrs to Toll D tbr the combination of optatil'e and pre-
sent indicative, but there the verbs do not balance one another in the way that they
do in the present passage. lt may be noted that on the same page Hein quotes our
passage along with (iat. Mi. 15. 3 fbr the combination of optative and future indi-
cativc, but without indicating rhat the tuture is by emendation.

(tl) J. N. Madvig, Adversaria critica ad scriptoresgraecos, vol.l, Copenhagen 1871,
ó1-5; accepted by Hercher and lJernardakis, bur not tsabbitt.

(9) For a reading peculiar to D rhat is obviously a conjecture cf.41 D p.83.22.
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òz (10) rnay be the outcome of conjeclure at difl'erent stages. I am in-
clinetl to pret'er the emendalion proposed by Pf'lugk and Halm: círcap'
ros av 'úì.<,-rs... 6npéuot Gpévot iam Amyot | 6norpégono (l | ). To sup-
pose that the ó.v accounts fbr the corrupt ilsv at this point provides a

more satisf actory explanation of'1he lacts tll the MSS, and llte texl that
results is at least as good ( I 2 ).

ii. At the end of lhe sentence the MS text has to be understood as

'making to grow tiom his soul, as though fiom idle anduntilled earth,
a wild crop'; the construction of r'Ds rluXiis is idiomatic, and can be pa-
ralleled many times fiom Plutarch and elsewhere (13). But there are se-
veral reasons tbr t'eeling uneasy about this interpretation. a. As Casti-
glioni argued. in the idiomatic conslruction supposedly used here' the
natural word order would be rfls úuxns dlp- ntíì.À'ózo6t6orjs, though
there are exceptions ( l4). b. Cienerally speaking, iwa6í6<':ttt is used of
the earth bringing things fbrth, though iî is sometimes fbund with a
plant as subject ( I 5 ). c. In the earlier part ofì the sentence the young
man is thought of in terms of a plant tn. b. àpì.aorficl and to have a
young man.,plant putting tbrth wild crops tiom his mind soil is per-
haps slightly strained. Given thal Plutarc'h's imagery elsewhere shows
signs of strain ( l6), this last point hardly constitutes an objection lo the
text. tsut we may, and probably should, meet the lìrst two points by
accepting Hirschig's easy emendation à.va6tioúons (17). The sense be-
comes 'his soul putting lbrth wild crops as fhough fiom idle and until-
led earth'(18).

(lo) lof conjecrures rhar appear in both D and z n cf. 3tJ F, p. 78. tJ and.ll !'
p. tl4. 13.

(l1) J. Pflugk, "Zeitschr.,\ltertumsw'", 2nd series, ó, 1tt4tt,ltttg;C. Halm, ibid ,

lst serics, 9, 1842, 1{)35 (Pt'lugk died in 1839). t'or Antvot see J. Jiiger, Zul Kritik
von r\nrvots Uebe rsetzung del Moralia l'lutarchs, tsúhl 1899. 3tj.

OD ìiv must come "t'Lt oir póvov. anJ ntav be regarded as havinggravitated to-
wards its idionratic earlv position in the clause to u'hich it belongs; cf. Mar.4ó 4'
(lat. Ma. 5. ó, etc.

(1 3) 4(t D p.93.1(r-17; other exanrples in H. A. tlolden, Plutalch's l.ifè ot'l'he-
mistoclcs, 3rd ed., l.ondon lttt)z,177 . lh1t'e not bee n able to see "Rcnd. lst. l,omb'",
scries ll A, ó4, 1931, tl79 ff., to uhich Castiglioni (sce n. t4) refcrs.

(14) 1.. (lastiglioni, "lloll. fit. class." 33. 192(t,tl5. An exception is ó0ó D.
(15) lor the normal use sce l3l I.,913 A, (]arn. 15.3, and many of the instances

given bv W.vttenbach, l.exicon, s. r'. l'or an exception see 138 D.
(ló) E. g. tt. t,lacelière, l'lutarque: Sul les oracles de la Pvthie, l,e Puv 1936,29'
(17) c. A. Hirschig, "Phitologus" 5, ltl5(1, 34(r; accepted by (ìastiglioni (see n.

l4), S. r\. Naber, "Mnem.", new series 2tl, l9(ru,90 (also wanting to dclete ér),
(ì:rrtner (see n. 1).

(ltì)'l'he soul is thought of as the earth. For the soul putting fbrth things fronr
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.3tì E p. 78. 9-l 3 raîs pèv oiv iípvntrîls úrrlve1tíou\oyeíac utiùtas à.re-'lt<hu rpav rca't a{túya:v únoheqtp&r<,sv à.pyà.c \éyouow e,uat,ró:u 6,à.-
rcoúep pì7 \uvapévav véav p46'ógeLeîo\at 6t'à"rcofis è0n0évrav bnrT-
uéptos ìívras é ì,óros èrctrírrav 'àrcÀeùs àí64Àos únòt vegéeooL Ke.
6úo011"

rfic .inqvep&tlr Ào1eías ù6î:Ll;.:s Wilanrowitz, rà.s únqveltíalrs (-os ttl) Àoxeíasroì òóîzoc rell.

The only possible interpretation of the MS text is as follows: 'In the
case of birds they say that the windy bringing-to-births and labour pains
(i. e. wind-eggs) are the beginnings of imperf'ect and lif'eless remnants'.
But this is unsatisf actory sense. a. The windy speech of young men is
the product of poor listening, and accordingly in the comparison we ex-
pect to be told that wind-eggs are the products (rather than the beginn-
ings) of something. b. inrolteíppara is not the term we would expect
fbr what results fiom wind-eggs;see further below.

Emendation is required, but at what sense should we aim? a. Aristo-
tle's own account of wind-eggs (rù" úrqvépro) is that they come f rom fe-
tations (rcuúpara) that arise without copulation (A.veu òxeío"q) as a result
of lack of discharge (àtt\rcpnc) of seminal matter (íi\q orepparwh):
i. e. wind-eggs are unf'ertilized eggs (19). b. But he twice ref'ers to what
he considers to be an incorrect view: neplr6sv ínrrTvepíav ruès eLólaot
lréyew òs où Tqvopévuv à}.À'ós úro\eq4tarav èrc rpoúpac òxeíns h.,.rav' roúro 6'èori r!eù6oc and oL 6è \éTovres 'órt ítro)'cqtpara èort rb.
únqvépn rGsv épnpoo1ev èlbyeínc Tevopévutv,oitrc à"\rtîrt)'érouow: i. e.
wind-eggs are the remnants of earlier conceptions (20). As in the pre_
vious sentence Plutarch has said that in speech receiving well comes be-
lbrcr emitting well, <borep roù rerce'iv r'o ou\\apeîv rt rcdr rcaraoyeît ró)v
|oví1tt'sv (sc. npórepóv èmu), we might expect him to adopt Aristotle's
view and draw a comparison between wind-eggs= unf'ertilized eggs and
windy speech rather than to liken windy speech to something left over
fiom a previous conception. But his use of the word ínró\eqtpa (21),
which Aristotle uses in both reports of the view he finds unsatisfactory

itself cf. toz6 D rb 7ùp na|rlrtxbu àua6i6<,sotu èE èavrlc h úuxrt.
(19)'l'he rnain accounr is in Gen. An. 750 b 3 ff.
(2(l) Gen. An. 751 a lo ff. and Hist. An. 559 b 2l ff .

(21) itnolqW- in MSS othcr than n N h D, but the variation is trivial, especially
with so unconìmon aword. Plutarch's use of Àé7ouroú proves nothing, and he should
not be intcrpreted as necessarily fbllowing Aristotle in this. He can ref'er to authori-
ties in rhis way (i) uÀcn he knows their identity, and (ii) when he has d single au-
thor in mind. (:f. D. A. Russell, Plutarch,l.ondon 1973.112;A. Gudeman, Aristo-
teles, Poetik, tserlin-Leipzig 193+, 9.
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but nowhere else in his accounts of wind-eggs, seems to me to be decisive
in showing that it is this other view that Plutarch is utilizing. ln this ca-
se, the sense requircd fiom an emendation is something like Babbitt's:
'lt is said that wlten fbwls labour and bring fbrth wind-eggs, these result
fiom some imperf'ect and inf'ertile residue fiom conception'. tsut his
òyeía.s for itpyac is not very persuasive (12); tno\.eíppara ó1eros is not
a natural way of saying 'residue Ji'um conceptiqn' (ralher ércnporépag
byeíns), ald eîuat with the plain genitive meaning 'result f rom' is du-
bious. I like M. D. Reeve's suggestion that à'pyuc be replaced by some
word meaning (e. g.) 'evacuation'. But as he himself points out to.me,
Plutarch's ínro'heípparo is asking a lot of his readers if not further ex-
plainecl. Perhaps we may combine these suggestions and write (e. g.) itro'
\.eqtparav <èrc rfis nporépa9 ,'òyeínc< è'rcrcprcrv' 'ltélouow eivat(23).

As fbr Wilamowitz's emendation, I am quiîe unclear what sort of im-
provemcnt that is meant to be. He ought not lo have lampered with the
pair (24): see 264 B iiz (sc. Artemis) raîcLoyeínLs Ka'Ltaîs a6îop ai
Tuvaîrces èru<a\oíura\ 282 C,495 B, 982 F' (25).

39 ts p. 79. 4-6 rca\ y'ap r'ov 'Etapewóu\av b Dnívîapoc ènawùv'é9r1
pflr e r\e íova T v cb o xowt pfir' è)t arr ova,p0 e77o pévo1 rtq6 íus èvtuyeî'u
èrépq:

The MS text is possible: 'that he had scarcely ever met with any man
either of greater judgement or of fèwer words' (Tucker). For lrg6í<,'rs
in these circumstances cf. Phoc . 4.3 fu,':rcíaua1à'p oíre ''te\úoavrd rq
oíjre rc\aúoavra itg.6|6rc'Alqvaí1;rv eî6eu (26). But it is worth contrast-
ing the aorist èzru1eîz with the perl'ect of the same verb in 592 F - 593
A (same anecdote) ù.e\ 6í1rou Lé7et g46e ví rr1 r<ìtv rca|'èauùv ìt'v|pa'
tau èvreruyrTrcévat phre t\eíova 7qu<lsorcourt pfir'èló.rrova g0 e71opé'
ua and, Rom. 9.7 ueooooîs 7wròc oú hq.6ías'íopev èvreruyr1rcórec (27\.
'flris leads me to think that Hartman correctly proposed pg'6ías

(22) E. Harrison, "Class. Rer'." 42, lgàtl, 130, but accepted by R' M. Jones,
"(llass. Phil." 2 3. 79211,78.

(23) r\lso possible for'evacuation'would be ànorcpLoLg, though
be prccisell' paralleled for this context.

neither word can

(2+) Accepred by him in Iruripides' Hcrakles, 2nd ed., Berlin 1895,
(/5) I have noî rcferred to earlier lite rature on this difficult passage;

of value.
(2ó) Also Lvc.31.5,|)em.8.3.'l'hesearethe bestof theparallelscitedbywyt-

tehbach in his nore on this passage. Cf. also l.SJ s. r. pú6ros ts' l. 3.
(27) $. also Aristox., ii. S+ n Wehrli roìrov (Spintharus) )té1ev ín oú zroì.ì.oîs

crùróc'y e n ú avarépoc èvreruyrTxùc èíq...

vol. lll, 223
it adds little
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<d.u:, (28;. For the result cf. 394 E rcbu
èvrÚyoc rcarà" róìtw, though this is not an

tbp 6llc..r u oít6 eù fig6 í<,:s à"v
exact parallel in sense.

40 A p. 80. l8-22 ÀuOeío4s 6è rrts arcpoí,oeusc rpbs ob6ev\rcbv eiprlp:é-
vuv oùoav (sc. rìz 6úvonv) àÀtrà ràs gusvùs t<a\6w0éoeg rútv rapóv.
rc'sv èrultrTgíftiuoau, rcaì roùs pèv ènawoùvrac óorep èppaveîs gerîYou.
oav rca\ àtronr76ósoav , rpoorpéxoDoau 6è rcoì owaye\a(opévr1v rcíis
r! éyouo t rù. etprTpéva rca\ 6nor pegoùo lv...

ègtaveîc Wilamowitz' èppavff codd.

This is part of a long sentence describing the ef'fect of envy on a li-
stener's mind. wilamowitz's conjecture creates a scene of people runn-
ing away from a madman. One could argue fbr this as a possibility (29),
but it has little to recommend it in the present context. a. cìiven that
this long sentence describes the behaviour of a 6thvon distracted and
confised by envy, what could be more natural than that itsactionsare
described as tienzied?(30) b. The phrase óorep èpWvns seems to
mean not so much'like a madman'as'in a frenzy'; cf. plutarch's de-
scription of an elephant: iti.,éorperpe raltut <bonep èppavfis avarpér<,sv
rcat 6n90eípuv roùs èvrulyavovros (Pyrrh. 33. 6).

40 B p. 81. 4-7 roîs pèv oív rcarop|oupévos èrr\vywréov cjtc ottrc àrò
nXqs où6'aínopór<^rc àtrì.'é'erryeìreí4 rca\ róva rcai pa|fioet rcarop|ott.
îaL ,Ke)L ttrynréov raira |aupó.lovró.s ye 6f rca't {r1\oùvras...

1tqryréou (l G X u K): lterlréov 1e rcll. (deest l,)
The 7e after pryr1réou is unlikely to be an intrusion, and should be

retained as genuine. One suspects that Paton rejected it to avoid the re-
petition brought about by the rc 6ú.But it is this second 7e that is to
be questioned. Though ^re 6ú is a known combination of particles (3 I ),
its normal use is to emphasize the preceding word, and in the present
passage it is hard to see what would be the point of such emphasis. Mo-

(2S1 1. J. Hartman, De Plurarcho scríptore et philosopho, l.eiden 1916,30.
(29) (:f. E. R. Dodds,'l'he Greeks and thè h'rational. Berkeley-l.os Angeles 1951,

68 with n. 22.
(30) As M. D. Recve points out to n.,àrorq6tsoav may ot'f'er some suppoft ro

<J,3orep èUtarit 'jumping around' is a natural concomitanr of insanity, andmay be
illustrated by, ..g., Eur., Bacch. lO94; Aesch., Prom. r,inct. ó75 f. But perhaps àno-
rr16<iouv is not supposed to give quite this picrure; hote the same pair in 927 D:
animals do not help onc another, àÀÀìr,geú7et xdtàroq6Qnopparú"rayqvótrteva
ro0 rerpapéwu xdt |vfioxozroc ('flees jumping away from'?).

(31) (;f. J. D. Denniston,'l'he Greek Particles,2nd cd., Oxtbrd 1954,2+4-2+6.
See also the examples collected by Wyttenbach in his nore on the present passage .
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reover, 0aupó(a rca\ lrù\óa is a clear example of a Plutarchean pair (32),
and I have noticed no instance in Plutarch of le 6i being used wit[ a
pair of this kind. The simplest solution is to read re 6fi explaining 6rf as
emphasizin g the re, i. e. the pairing; cf. Phoc. 34.4 àrevîépoc re òì1 rcaì
aísrovípoq, Cleom. 13. 3 (33). An alternative would be D. A. Russell's
re 16ú1.

40 C p.81. 18-20 Í:\orou tó.p èortrósv iurav rò pép{taoîatròur}rn'
oíau, àypí1or@c re rca\ t<ev6sq, yoópevov,'ìr, ph rpós rva 6óp0<'tow'ì1
gu\arcì1v à.vagé pqrat r <in 6 poíuv

Plutarch has argued that on finding faults in others we must look for
those same faults in oumelves. Sense seems to demand that what he goes
on to say is: 'For criticizing one's neighbours isthe easiest thingin the
world, but it is useless and vain unless...'. Neither the re of the MSS nor
Wilamowitz's 7e is satislactory; each results in lame apposition (34). Wyt-
tenbach was surely right to follow Amyot's lead and conjecture 6é (35).
As he says, we may then supply éorí from the previous clause: 'but is a
uselessly and vainly done thing unless...'. He quotes 143 E roùro 6'oí.,y
àzrÀòs Tqvípevóv èorp and 534 B òp06:c rca't 6maír.i,s "ytvópevóv èorw
inrb r6;.v voîtv èyóvrau for 'ytyvópevóv èort pro 1íTvetac' . But see 599 C
rò \utreîoilat rca't rb ranepoùv éavròu èn't ravri pèv ìíyprloróu èort rcaI

Twípevou rcevtbs, rca\ àvoí1ras, which suggests a diffèrent way of look-
ing at all these passages: ywópevov with an adverb takes the place of an
adjective.

44 B p. 88.23-27 noÀ).oì 7ó.p e'tow oi rcarc<hs rcdtrapà péì,os riTv Ílu?a-
yópov gt:vì1v úno\appdvovres. èrceîstog pèv tàp èrc gù,ooog'nc'égr1oev
aÍnQ nepqeyovéuat rb pn6èu 1aupó.(ew' ofsrot 6è. rà pa6èu énaweÌv
pr76è rryd.v, èv rQ rcaragpoveîv <rò gpoveîv> rúépevot rca\ rò oepvbv
inr e p o rlt í4" 6 ub rcov r e s .

rb gpovéiv add. 'l'ucker r(\evru...ltdsrcovotu Z nl

(32) Occurring at tì5 A,471 A,476 C, Dio 36.3, Mar. 35.
I, 27 . 7 ; and note the nouns at Aem . 39 . 6 .

(33) Cf. l)enniston, op. cit.,259 f.'l'he effect of the 6ri can also be to emphasize
the word or phrase preceding the re; this interpretation is no good here because then
re óf would be no improvement on rc'6ú.(J. J. Reiske, Plutarchi quae suPersunt
omnia, vol. lV, Letpzig 1776,35+, proposed 7e 6fi at Phoc. 34. 4).

(34)'l'he parallcl in 88 ll does not defend this since there the óîÀr..rs makes all
the difference , €let rt xpúowu èrc ro0 \ot6opeîv, dlÀc,rs àxpriorou rca'r xevoi 6o'
xo}vros eîvat xq\ i;uros.

(35) ln his commentary, but not histext;also conjectured by Hercher, Hartman,
op. cit., 30, Pohlenz (ap. Paton). Amyot has'mais'at this point.
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This is a well-known crux (36). It seems to me that a correct text
and interpretation must satisfy two main requirements. a. Plutarch
says that many people misinterpretwhat Pythagoras sajd. This cannot
mean that lhey disagree with his view that pr16èu 0aupdleu is the advan-
tage that comes fiom philosophy. The point is rather that they too
reckon this to be the advantage, but do not interpret the phrase in the
manner intended by Pythagorasl ?avpólerz is ambiguous between ,be
amazed at'(cf. 0a0pa rca\îóp\oc in the next sentence, p.88.28)and
'admirc,'. This consideration rules out texts that rely on supplying an
idea liom the previous clause: 'But they <say that the advantage gained
from pilosophy is-' praising and honouring nothing'. For this reason I
lìnd Paton's text unsatisf actory. b. When Plutarch says rb oepvbv tnep,
or!ín \wrcolzeq, he means that they puniurì something not in itself'un-
desirable by means ol'something that is (37). Similarly, when he says
èv rQ rcaragpoveiv rúépevot, he must mcan that setting something desi-
rable (cf'. rb oepvóù as their aim, they reckon disdain (cl'. únepoúíil to
be identical wilh, or a means to, it. Therefbre rb pr76èv èraveîv pr76è
rqtdv cannot be the object of nkpevor. Tucker's insertion of rò gpoveîv
is an excellent suggestion (3lJ).

Assurning that thc participles rúépevot and 6ubrcov7es are sound (39),
we also nced a lìnite verb. This points to cmendation along the fbllowing
lines: oú,ror 6è rò pri6èz èrawéîv pr76è rqú.v <rpoarpotsurat,rb gpoveîu,
èv rQ xaragpoveîv rt\épevot... (40). However, there are other possibili-
ties: e. g. oErot 6è < e. g. ogaltltovrat.. rò pr76èv ètraveîu pr76è rrydv èv
ró: lrcaralgpoveîv n1épevot... (41). In these circumstances it seems best
to obelize: af ter oîtrot 6é and befbre rúépevot.

(3ó) See, e.g.,S.(i. l.arsen, SrudiacriticainPlutarchiMoralia,Copenhagen 1889,
52-54. tsut there are few points of value in all the earlier discussions. MSS othcr
than D hate pr76éuaènapeîv,but this does not affect the poinr at issue.

(37) 'l'his distinction between the two qualities may bc illustrated from Dio 8. 1

imepoltiar rfiu oepuónyra xai rrlv napprloíav aí)ildbetau írnoxal,o\vres.
(3t'l) In his translation (p. 295) and befbre that in "(llass. Quart." 3, 1909, 101,

though Paton prints it as his own.
(39) For another case of 'L znd n having an ancestor that interf'ered see 43 l. p.

tì8- n.
(40) Moving rb gpovdìu to enable the two supplements to be put inro the one la-

cuna was suggested to mt' by lJ. A. Russell. On the other hand, we cannot now in-
voke homoeote leuton to explain the falling out of these words.

(41) 'l'he idea of dcleting ,(@î@ comes from a conjecture of Me ziriac's reported in
Wyttenbach's note here. r''or èp rCo gpoveîv rúépevot ct. 32 D.
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44 C p.89.6-7 b 6'èuavríoc aE núìrv roúrau, pq6èv hwpívav à'ìrltà'
rcar'a b fi pa rc aì' o uÀì.ap ì7v èg o r ó. peu oc K a'L rc e rc p a7 <ís s ...

ègtoró.pevoc o a2 A n D, itwrdpeprx G2 èruró"peuoc rell. (deest l.)

The tradition being divided between égnró.pevos and èTwró.pevoc,it
is clear that én- gives no sense, and consequently editors print ég-. But
there is no agreement about the meaning of this (42), and in fact no
available meaning is of any use in this context (43). Of possible emen-
dations, avrcró.pevos (G2), 'standing up', is not inappropriate (44). But
'standing up at every word and syllable' strains the imagination, and I
pref'er Emperius's èltoró.peuos (45). Thiswould mean 'being distraught',
a common idea in contexts of listening (46). If 44 Cp.89.9-tr0,iva-
oopùv rcat ouvelavoró.g is correctly interpreted as 'rousing and excit-
ing' (47), it may support this emendation.

44 C p.89. I l-14 oú6èu 6'ó9eÀ40eìs 6rà rb rapayó6r1 rcdtnolorrór1.
rov aúrQ rapà. roìts èraívous Teyovévat rì1v à.rcpóaow arépyerat r6.,v
rpuîsv èv gepópevoe ' eiposv ùtp iì rcó\.al íi rcp\ trd7ous à.neqórca\oc
é6olev eîvau

ncpà wihmowitz' nepì codd.

This is from a description of the type of listener who praises every-
thing indiscriminately. It is at first sight dif ficult to see how oùrQ (appa-
rently redundant after the passive age\Tlîeis\ and, nep't ro\sc èraíuouc
fìt into the sentence (48). a. Wilamowitz dealt with nepíby emending it
to rapd., 'because of (49). But this predominantly late use of rapó. does

(421 Xylander, 'insistens acclamat'; 'I'ucker, 'punctuates with loud cheers'; Bab-
bitt, 'hangs intent'.

(43) But I suspect that ég- originated as an attempted improvement on èzr-.
(+4) Ct. Amyot,'s'elèr,c'. Note 4l {l p.83. ltt nllripara.
(45) A. L,mperius, Opuscula philologica, Gòttingen 1847, 324; printed by Her-

cher, and approved by l{artman, op. cit., 31.
(4ó) For the same word cf. Dio Ohrys. 32.65 xà.và.xoúoaotrcúapacbronooú4

èluravat xa't gpírrew rcarb. pví1pqu ùu 'Op,W<os and probably [Plat.l, Menex. 235
A 7-tl (there is a variant); the examples given by l.SJ s. v. B. ll. 3 are less good. lor
the idea see also l.ongin. 1.4 (éxoruoc).

(47) For this interpretation cf. (r) Ztl A and (ii) Plat., l.ys. 206 A9 and Xen.,
Cvr. 2. 4.20.

(4tt) 11,. g. 'l'ucker goes astray in translating 'thanks to his applause deranging the
lecture and making an imbroglio of it...'. Moreover, l.SJ s.v. noUmróqroc putsour
passage under the meaning 'timorous'.

(+()) Ct. Arndt-Gingrich s. v. Ill. 5.
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not seem to be Plutarchean (50), and the problem of aúre remains un-
touched. b. More helpful is Larsen's suggestjon that some participle be
inserted: e. g. repl roùs èraívoug <oreú6ovr> (51). This disposes of
any problem about repí, and points the way to an interpfetation of aú
rQ, viz.'on account of his listening (52) having become fbr him a mat-
ter of confusion and excitement in his eagerness to praise'. rroíais
essentially a reaction of people, and the point must be that the lectu-
re is a source of rroín to the listener, aúrq. sinoe Plutarch several times
couples rapaxú with nron (53), it seems best to interpret rapay<1s6r1c
(which is anyway fbund of the mind) (54) along the same lines as zroì.u.
rróqms rather than make it refèr to uproar in the lecture-room.

There is, then, something to be said in f avour of following Larsen.
But I wonder whether it may not be just possible to extract the same
sense from the MS text. Wyttenbach construes repí after tolvrrór1.
ros (55), and this may give us what we need: 'on account of his listening
having become tbr him a matter of cont'usion and excitement over praise'.

45 B-C pp. 90. 27 - 9l . | èrceîva pèv ùt"p ìi6q rca\zrpòs roù's úÀ<,rs dTro-
ruTyóvovrac aorep èIrcúrc\n rcal rcopà. nóonc à.rcpoóoe<í:c èort,rca\é.
6pa 6í7 rls a?purros rca\ à.rcìtwhc èv òp\q oyfipart rcalrpóogrre{tc ait-îq î\ù ltéyovn rcai...

óri Paton' òd codd.

i. Plutarch is giving a list of courtesies that are expected or are shown
towards even lecturers who are complete failures. The only possible
translation of aorep ... èort seems to be'are routine (as it were) and
common to all listening'. But thisishardly satisfactory. a. 'Ihe meaning
of èyrúrc).ros required here, 'routine', is generally speaking so common,
though it happens not to be paralleled in Plutarch (56), that one hesitates
to believe that Plutarch would treat it as a metaphor in need of a quali-
fying óorep. b. It would be more natural fbr Plutarch to sav that there

(5O) Without searching systematically, I have noted only Caes. 39.7, whcre
however 'in the danger' might suffice.

(51) l.arsen, op. crit., 54 f. Another possibility tbr rhc participle would be o;mu.
6úlovn.

(52)'l'his seems a little berter than'the lecrurc', though either is possible.
(53) Cf. 3tl A p. 76.22, and see further Wyttenbach's note on tì3 D.
(54) (;f. l.SJ s. v. ll. 3.
(55) As nro'ut is constructed with nepí; cf. l,SJ s. r,. ll.
(5ó) So far as can be gathered from Wyttenbach,l.exicon s. v., Plutarch's use of

this adjective elsewhcre is either literal (1o24 D, Num. ll. l) or to do with raúeía
(Alex. 7. 2).
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exist certain obligatiot?,î even lowards speakers who are complete failu-
res (57). and what lbllows reads 10 me like a justifìcation fbr laying
down requirclments (5U). I suspect. then. that something has fallen out,
and suggest rcading èyrcúrcìt.r-,,6írcatn--: 'arc as it werc routine rights
common to all listening'. [:or è7rcúrc\.rc6írcaa cf. IDemosth.l 25'14 A
ryàp oú6è' r<hv iolu,v'ob6è r<î:u è1rcurc\.íav 6waí<'sv perovoíav 6t6óaow
oi vópot, and fbr rcopà. |ircan cl'. Per. 29. 4 airuispevotróoqc pèu àryo-
pà.s. illróvrav 6è ltryévav ésv 'A?qvaîot rcparoùou e(p1eoùat rcdtime'
\aúveoilat rapà. rà. rcopà" 6írcan rcdt robs ye1evr1pévous íprcous roîs 'EL'
ì.4orz ( 59 )

ii. Given thal rca0é6po begins a list to which èrceîua points fbrward,
6é cannot stand. But Paton's 6f hasnothing to recommend it except pa-
laeography. Better would be Wyttenbach's re (60). but I prefèr to dele-
te 6ea altogether as intrusivc- (note the earlier péz), fbllowing Vat. gr.
l0l0 though omission there may well be by error ralherr than conjecture.

National Library of Scotlancl , Edinburgh BRlr\N P. t{ll,l.\.'ARD

(57) 'l'ucker''s translation'are but ordinailz itenrs of comrrìon etiquette for any
and every audience' introduces this idea of obligation, but gQes beyond the Greek
in doing so. ,.,r.ii;;:

(58) Anothcr disputed passage. I believe that p. 91.4--8 iirovidcs the conrparison
and p. 91. 8-13 the infclence from it, and that theretbrg'we'should think seriously
about lcading oílrac tor t:onep at p. 91 . tl. Xylander manslated'sic'at this point,
as was noted by Wyttenbach; cf. also Hartman, op. cit., 3l'f,

(59) For the latter see also ('.ant. 77 .8, Polyb. 2. 58.7 .

(ó0) ln his text; accepted by Flercher, tsernardakis, and tsabbitt.


