NOTES ON PLUTARCH, DE AUDIENDO

There are a number of passages in which future editors ot Plutarch’s
De audiendo should pause for thought before following Paton (1). So-
metimes it is a question of preferring other variants: ¢. g.

37 D p.76.3 ppovobaw amofoNhv C2M2aAZnD.

40 C p.81.16 evfvar (hoc accentu) X v K.

41 B p.83.1 évdexduevor D.

43 B p.87.2 7 pvowhy stvauw C M= a A Znh D.

44 C p.89.6 70670 C1 G XvKJW Y ND.

44 | p.90.7 amrokal&v L C.

45 1 p.91.22 edBvvay (hoc accentu) G X v KW Y NI h.

IFor the most part these are changes that would come automatically
with an improved understanding ot the MS tradition and better colla-
tions of the MSS (2). But there are also passages where the reliability of

(1) W. R. Paton - I. Wegehaupt - M. Pohlenz, Plutarchi Moralia, vol. 1, Leipzig
1925, the standard edition; it has been reprinted with Addenda et corrigenda by
H. Girtner, Leipzig 1974, Other editions to which 1 refer are: D. Wyttenbach, Plu-
tarchi Moralia; vols. 1 (text), Oxford 1795, and VI (commentary), Oxford 1810.
R. Hercher, Plutarchi Moralia, vol. I, Leipzig 1872, G. N. Bernardakis, Plutarchi
Moralia, vol. 1, leipzig 1888. F. C. Babbit, Plutarch’s Moralia, vol. 1, l.ondon-
Cambridge, Mass. 1927, I also refer to the following translations: G. Xylander, Plu-
tarchi Chaeronensis Moralia, Basle 1570. J. Amyot, Les oeuvres morales et meslées
de Plutarque, Paris 1572. 1. G. Tucker, Selected Essays of Plutarch, Oxford 1913.
F. C. Babbitt, as above. Other abbreviations used are: Arndt-Gingrich = W. F.
Arndt - F. W. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other
Early Christian Literature, Cambridge-Chicago 1957. 1.S) = H. G. Liddell - R. Scott
- H. S. Jones, Greek-English Lexicon, 9th ed., Oxford 1940. Wyttenbach, Lexicon

D. Wyttenbach, Plutarchi Moralia, vol. VIII: Index Graecitatis, Oxford 1830.
These notes are based on material that originally appeared in my An Edition with
Commentary of Plutarch: De Audiendo (D. Phil. thesis, Oxford 1975), and my
thanks go to my supervisors, Mr D. A. Russell and Mr N. G. Wilson; to my examiners,
Mr E. 1.. Bowie and Prof. R. Browning; and to Prof. k. H. Sandbach, who also was
kind enough to read and criticize the thesis. An carlier draft of parts of this article
had the benetit of being scrutinized by Mr M. D. Reeve.

“(2) 1 have discussed the MS tradition at length in the introduction to my text
and commentary, pp. Ixxi - exvii, 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 printed 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 émel Gri ye wdonc dfcpociaewc ameLpyOueEros O VEOS Kal
Adyov pnﬁevoc YEVOUEVOS OV udvov axapnoc O\ws Kkal aB)\aomc 5caue
vet 1rpoc apeTiv, aANa kat SaoTpépor’ dy mpods Kakiay , (5oTeEp EK XCo-
pas akwnNTov Kat apyns dypua TOANG TS YUXAS avaBuSovc, SNNGY €aTe

drapmos Ghwe... dauéver (-uevel Madvig)... dwaotpéporr dv D: dkapmos Ghos...
duapéver... Swwotpéporo £ n: drkapmos Cov Owe (6hos G UKYJM a A N, b Adyos
X)... Suapéver... avtpégpouro rell.

i. The reading of the archetype was presumably dkapmos v 6Awg...
Swapever... Staatpépoiro. This comes under suspicion on several counts.
a. The &w looks wrong. There are no true parallels for §uévw with the
participle of etui (4), whereas Plutarch does often construct it with ad-
Jectives (5). b. If the optative is to be retained, an &v is probably need-
ed (6). c. Even so, the combination of the optative with the present in-
dicative does not seem very satistactory (7). Paton’s reaction to all this
was to follow D, incorporating Madvig’s suggestion ot writing the future
dwuevet (8). This certainly results in a possible text, but it should not
be accorded too much authority; both the &v (9) and the omission of

(3) The inclusion of S in the list on p. 75 is an error. I use Paton’s sigla except
that 1 have dispensed with his I', 11, and A, and use codd. for codices omnes and
rell. for codices omnes praeter citatos. 1 follow Paton here out of convenience. For
the textual problems I am discussing there 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 there is more point to Ouotog
wv: ‘being alike’.

(5) E. g. 696 A-B, 702 €, 723 E, 725 B, and many of the other references in
Wyttenbach, lLexicon, s. v. Sec also Arndt-Gingrich, s. v.

(6) Cf. A. Hein, De optativiapud Plutarchum usu, I'rebnitz 1914, 72 ff. He argues
that unlike some other authors of the period, Plutaruh is classical in always having
dv with the potential optative; apparent exceptions are due to corruption.

(7) Hein, op. cit., 76, refers to 708 D for the combination of optative and pre-
sent indicative, but thcre the verbs do not balance one another in the way that they
do in the present passage. It may be noted that on the same page Hein quotes our
passage along with Cat. Mi. 15. 3 for the combination of optative and future indi-
cative, but without indicating that the tuture is by emendation.

(8) J. N.Madvig, Adversaria critica ad scriptores graecos, vol. |, Copenhagen 1871,
615; accepted by Hercher and Bernardakis, but not Babbitt.

(9) For a reading peculiar to D that is obviously a conjecture cf. 41 D p. 83.22.




130 B. P. HILLYARD

wv (10) may be the outcome of conjecture at ditferent stages. I am in-
clined to prefer the emendation proposed by Ptlugk and Halm: akap-
T0¢ av‘ONws... Suauévol (-uévor iam Amyot) dwaarpépotro (11). To sup-
pose ‘that the av accounts for the corrupt ¢dv at this point provides a
more satistactory explanation of the facts of the MSS, and the text that
results is at least as good (12).

ii. At the end of the sentence the MS text has to be understood as
‘making to grow from his soul, as though from idle and untilled earth,
a wild crop’: the construction of 7h¢ Yuxne is idiomatic. and can be pa-
ralleled many times from Plutarch and elsewhere (13). But there are se-
veral reasons tor feeling uneasy about this interpretation. a. As Casti-
glioni argued. in the idiomatic construction supposedly used here, the
natural word order would be 7ijc Yuxfis dypa TN’ avaddobs, though
there are exceptions (14). b. Generally speaking, ava8{8 wput is used of
the earth bringing things forth, though it is sometimes found with a
plant as subject (15). c. In the earlier part of the sentence the young
man is thought of in terms of a plant (n. b. aBhas7ns) and to have a
young man- plant putting forth wild crops from his mind soil is per-
haps slightly strained. Given that Plutarch’s imagery elsewhere shows
signs of strain (16), this last point hardly constitutes an objection to the
text. But we may, and probably should, meet the first two points by
accepting Hirschig’s easy emendation avadidovons (17). The sense be-
comes ‘his soul putting forth wild crops as though from idle and until-
led earth’(18).

(10) For conjectures that appear in both D and Z n ¢f. 38 £ p. 78. 8and 41 F
p.84.13.

(11) ). Pflugk, “Zeitschr. Altertumsw 2 2nd series, 6, 1848, 889; C. Halm, ibid |
Ist series, 9, 1842, 1035 (Pflugk died in 1839). For Amyot see J. Jiger, Zur Kritik
von Amvots Uebersetzung der Moralia Plutarchs, Biahl 1899, 38.

(12) dv must come after 00 uovov, and may be regarded as having gravitated to-
wards its idiomatic early position in the clause to which it belongs; cf. Mar. 46. 4.
Cat. Ma. 5.0, etc.

(13) 46 D p. 93. 16-17; other examples in H. A. Holden, Plutarch’s Life of The-
mistocles, 3rd ed., l.ondon 1892, 177. 1 have not been able to see “‘Rend. Ist. Lomb.”,
series 11 A, 64,1931, 879 tf., to which Castiglioni (sce n. 14) refers.

(14) .. Castiglioni, “Boll. fil. class.’ 33, 1926, 85. An exception is 606 D.

(15) For the normal use sce 131 F, 913 A, Cam. 15. 3, and many of the instances
given by Wyttenbach, Lexicon, s. v. For an exception see 138 D.

(10) E. g. R. Flaceliere, Plutarque: Sur les oracles de la Pythie, Le Puy 1936, 29.

(17) G. A. Hirschig, “Philologus” 5, 1850, 346; accepted by Castiglioni (see n.
14), S. A. Naber, “Mnem.”, new series 28, 1900, 90 (also wanting to delete éK),
Girtner (see n. 1).

(18) The soul is thought of as the earth. For the soul putting forth things from
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38 E p. 78. 9-13 raic uév odv Spwiat ths vmnreniov Aoxelas wdvas dre-
AoV Twwy kal du,l/v’xwv OTONEWMATWY apXas )xeyovow elvar, 76w 8-
KOYEWw ;m vaauevwv véwv und’ wape)\ewOaL o axonc erBevrwv umn-
VEULOS 0vTws O N&yos ékmimrwv ‘akNems aidnlos Vmal vepéeaat ke-
dacbn™

Tng brnrepiov Aoxelas Odivac Wilamowitz: ac omnvepdovs (-oc N1) oyelac
Kat wbdivag 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 imperfect and lifeless remnants’.
But this is unsatisfactory 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. dmoAeduuara is not the term we would expect
for what results from wind-eggs; see further below.

Emendation is required, but at what sense should we aim? a. Aristo-
tle’s own account of wind-eggs (ra dmnréuta) is that they come from fe-
tations (kviuara) that arise without copulation (dvev dxeiac) as a result
of lack of discharge (amokptow) of seminal matter (¥An omepuarwh):
i. e. wind-eggs are unfertilized eggs (19). b. But he twice refers to what
he considers to be an incorrect view: mepi T drnrepicwr Twes eidbaot
Aéyew ¢ ob yryvouévwr aAN'ws dmoheyuaTwy ék Tpotépas dxeias ov-
7wV 10070 8'é0TL Yevdoc and oi 8¢ Néyovres b7 bmoheiuuard éori T
omnrépa T&v Eumpoaler éf oxelas yevouévwy, ok arndn Aéyovow: 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-
fore emitting well, Gomep 10D Tekew T0 GUANGBEWY TL KAl KATATXEW TCIW
Yovipwy (sc. mpoTepor éoTw), we might expect him to adopt Aristotle’s
view and draw a comparison between wind-eggs= unfertilized eggs and
windy speech rather than to liken windy speech to something left over
from a previous conception. But his use of the word bmoNeyua (21),
which Aristotle uses in both reports of the view he finds unsatisfactory

itself cf. 1026 D 70 yap mafnrikor dvadiswow & avthc f Yuxn.

(19) The main account is in Gen. An. 750 b 3 ft.

(20) Gen. An. 751 a 10 ff. and Hist. An. 559 b 21 ff.

(21) bmoAnuu- in MSS other than n N h D, but the variation is trivial, especially
with so uncommon a word. Plutarch’s use of Aéyovot proves nothing, and he should
not be interpreted as necessarily following Aristotle in this. He can refer to authori-
ties in this way (i) when he knows their identity, and (ii) when he has a single au-
thor in mind. Cf. D. A. Russell, Plutarch, l.ondon 1973, 112; A. Gudeman, Aristo-
teles: Poetik, Berlin-Leipzig 1934, 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. In this ca-
se, the sense required from an emendation is something like Babbitt’s:
‘It is said that when fowls labour and bring forth wind-eggs, these result
trom some imperfect and infertile residue from conception’. But his
oxeiag for apxac is not very persuasive (22); bmokeiupara oxelas is not
a natural way of saying ‘residuc from conception’ (rather €x TPOTEPAS
oxeias), and ewac with the plain genitive meaning ‘result from” is du-
bious. I like M. D. Reeve’s suggestion that apxac be replaced by some
word meaning (e. g.) ‘evacuation’. But as he himself points out to.me,
Plutarch’s Umole{uuara is asking a lot of his readers if not further ex-
plained. Perhaps we may combine these suggestions and write (e. g.) Umo-
Neypdrwy < €K TS TPOTEPAS -oxelas< €kkplow> Néyovow ewat (23).

As for Wilamowitz’s emendation, I am quite unclear what sort of im-
provement that is meant to be. He ought not to have tampered with the
pair (24); see 264 B fjp (sc. Artemis) 7aic Aoxeiaws kat raic wdiow ai
yuvaikes émwalovvrat, 282 C, 495 B, 982 F (25).

39 B p. 79. 4-6 kal yap tov 'Emauevdvéav 6 Lmivfapos émawdv épn
uhTe mhelova ywbokovTe uiT éNaTTova Yl eyyouévw padiws évruxelw
ETEPW

The MS text is possible: ‘that he had scarcely ever met with any man
either of greater judgement or of fewer words’ (Tucker) For paﬁcwc
in these circumstances cf. Phoc. 4.3 Pwkiwva yap oUre yekaoavm TS
oliTe k\avoavra padiws "Abnvaiwy eldev (26). But it is worth contrast-
ing the aorist évrvxew with the perfect of the same verb in 592 I - 593
A (same anecdote) deL 8hmov Néyet undevi mn TV Kab éavTov avl pc>-
TwWY EVTETUXNKEVAL unTE TAelova 'yL'yVo’Jorcovﬂ unT ENATTOVA PO EYYOUE-
vey and Rom. 9.7 veooooic yumos 0b padiws iouev évreTuxnkoTes (27).
l'lus leads me to think that Hartman correctly proposed padiws

(22) k. Harrison, “Class. Rev.”” 42, 1928, 130, but accepted by R. M. Jones,
“Class. Phil.”? 23,1928, 738.

(23) Also possible for ‘evacuation’ would be amokpios, though neither word can
be precisely paralleled for this context.

(24) Accepted by him in Euripides: Herakles, 2nd ed ., Berlin 1895, vol. 111, 223.

(25) 1 have not referred to earlier literature on this difticult passage; it adds little
of value.

(26) Also Lyc. 31.5, Dem. 8. 3. These are the best of the parallels cited by Wyt-
tenbach in his note on this passage. Ct. also 1 SJ s.v. pddws B. 1. 3.

(27) Ct. also Aristox., fr. 54 A Wehlh TouTOov (Spintharus) Néyew 0T 00 TOANOIS
ab7ds ye mbavwtépos EVTETUXMKCIS €m...
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<dv~ (28). For the result cf. 394 E 7w yap d\\wv oLS eVl padiws ¢ av
EVTUXO0IS KaTa TOAW, though this is not an exact parallel in sense.

40 A p. 80. 18-22 \vbelons 8¢ 10 akpodoews mpos ovS eVt TV emete-
vwy odboav (sc. THY Sudvowar) AN\ T4 pwras KAl Swbéoes Tv mapodw-
TWY émynpitovoar, Kal Tovs uEv émawodvras WOTEP EMUAVELS PeVYOD -
oav kal amomndooay , mpooTpéxovoar §¢ Kal ovvayehafouévny Tois
YEyovoL Ta €lpnueEva Kal §LaoTpepovow...

€upaveic Wilamowitz: éuuarn codd.

This is part of a long sentence describing the effect 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 for this as a possibility (29),
but it has little to recommend it in the present context. a. Given that
this long sentence describes the behaviour of a 8wvowa distracted and
confused by envy, what could be more natural than that its actions are
described as frenzied?(30) b. The phrase (omep €uuavns seems to
mean not so much ‘like a madman’ as ‘in a frenzy’; cf. Plutarch’s de-
scription of an elephant: avéorpepe makw omep éuparns avarpémwy
kat Suapdeipwy Tous évrvyxdvovras (Pyrrh. 33. 6).

40 B p. 81. 4-7 Tois pev ovw KaToplovuévols EmoyoTéor s odKk amd
TUXNS 008 'abroudrws AN émyeleia kal mévw kat padrioel katopdob-
TaL, KAl pyuntéov TaiTa avudiovtac ye 8% kail {nlodvras...

uunTéor C G X v KJ: wuntéov ye rell. (deest 1.)

The e after uunréov 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 ye §7. But it is this second e that is to
be questioned. Though e 67 is a known combination of particles (31),
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-

(28) J. J. Hartman, De Plutarcho scriptore et philosopho, leiden 1916, 30.

(29) Ctf. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, Berkeley-l.os Angeles 1951,
68 with n. 22.

(30) As M. D. Recve points out to me, amom Hoav may offer some support to
domep éuparn; ‘jumping around’ is a natural concomitant of insanity, and may be
illustrated by, e. g., Eur., Bacch. 1094; Aesch., Prom. vinct. 675 t. But perhaps amo-
mméLoar is not supposed to give quite this picture; note the same pair in 977 D:
animals do not help one another, aAN& pedyeL kal amomndd moppw i Tw Yryvdueva
70D TETPWUEVOV KAl YriukovTos (‘tlees jumping away trom’?).

(31) Cf. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd ed., Oxtord 1954, 244-246.
See also the examples collected by Wyttenbach in his note on the present passage.
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reover, favud¢w kat {nAéw is a clear example of a Plutarchean pair (32),
and I have noticed no instance in Plutarch of ye 87 being used with a
pair of this kind. The simplest solution is to read re 87 explaining 87 as
emphasizing the 7€, i.e. the pairing; cf. Phoc.34.4 é\evfepois Te 61 Kal
avtovouots, Cleom. 13. 3 (33). An alternative would be D. A. Russell’s
7€ [87].

40 C p 81. 18-20 paotov Ydp €0TL TV OVTWY TO ueu\[/aof)at TOV Tr)\n
aiov, axpnorwc T€ KAl KEVWS YLPOpevoy, av un mpos Twa 816phwow 7
YUNaKNY avapépnTal 7Y 0poiwy

Plutarch has argued that on finding faults in others we must look for
those same faults in ourselves. Sense seems to demand that what he goes
on to say is: ‘For criticizing one’s neighbours is the easiest thing in the
world, but it is useless and vain unless...’. Neither the 7e of the MSS nor
Wilamowitz’s e is satisfactory ;each results in lame apposition (34). Wyt-
tenbach was surely right to follow Amyot’s lead and conjecture 8¢ (35).
As he says, we may then supply éo7( from the previous clause: ‘but is a
uselessly and vainly done thing unless...’. He quotes 143 E 7od70 6 oby
ATNGS yryvouevov éoTw and 534 B 6pOos kal 8ikaiws yLvouevov éoTiy
Um0 TV vobw éxovTwy for “yryvduevby éati pro yiyveral. But see 599 C
70 \vmelofal Kal 70 TameEwody EQUTOY ML TAvTL uEV AXPNOTOY €0TL KAl
YLvbuevor Kevexs kat avonTws, which suggests a different way of look-
ing at all these passages: ywduevor with an adverb takes the place of an
adjective.

44 B p. 88.23-27 moA\oL ydp elow ol Kakds kat mapa uélos Ty Mvba-
Yopov pwriy dmohaufdrovtes. éxeivos uév yap €k plooopias Epnoev
abTd mepryeyovévar 1o undev Bavudiew - obrol & TO undev émaweiv
UNSE TWWaY | €V TG KATappOvelw < T0 ppovelw> TLOEUEVOL Kal TO TeUVOy
bmepoy ia & ukovTes.

70 ppovew add. Tucker ribevrac... S1cokovow Z nl

(32) Occurring at 85 A, 471 A, 476 C, Dio 36. 3, Mar. 35. 1, Luc. 21. 3, Arist. 2.
1, 27. 7; and note the nouns at Aem. 39. 6.

(33) Cf. Denniston, op. cit., 259 f. The effect of the 87 can also be to emphasize
the word or phrase preceding the 7€; this interpretation is no good here because then
7€ 67 would be no improvement on ye 87. (J. J. Reiske, Plutarchi quae supersunt
omnia, vol. 1V, Leipzig 1776, 354, proposed ye 87 at Phoc. 34. 4).

(34) The parallcl in 88 E does not defend this since there the dAAws makes all
the difference: ega TL xpﬁotuou ek 70D Nodopelr, AANAws dxpnoTov KaL Kevod $o-
KoduTOS €lval Kal Grros.

(35) In his commentary, but not his text; 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 satisfty two main requirements. a. Plutarch
says that many people misinterpret what Pythagoras said. This cannot
mean that they disagree with his view that undév Oavudfew is the advan-
tage that comes from 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 Pythagoras; favud{ew is ambiguous between ‘be
amazed at’ (cf. Qadua kal 6dufos in the next sentence, p. 88. 28) and
‘admire’. This consideration rules out texts that rely on supplying an
idea from the previous clause: ‘But they < say that the advantage gained
from pilosophy is> praising and honouring nothing’. For this reason I
find Paton’s text unsatisfactory. b.When Plutarch says 70 oeuvov tmep-
oyia Swokovtes, he means that they pursue something not in itself un-
desirable by means of something that is (37). Similarly, when he says
€v T KATAPPOVEW Tt0éuevor, he must mean that setting something desi-
rable (cf. 70 oeuvow) as their aim, they reckon disdain (cf. bmepoyia) to
be identical with, or a means to, it. Therefore 70 undev émawew unde
Twdv cannot be the object of 7t6éuevor. Tucker’s insertion of 70 ppovely
is an excellent suggestion (38). '

Assuming that the participles 70éuevot and Sukovres are sound (39),
we also need a finite verb. This points to emendation along the following
lines: olToL 8¢ 70 uNdev émaively undeE TWaY < TPOALPODYTALTO PPOVEW ~
€v 7O kartappoveiy Tihéuevor... (40). However, there are other possibili-
ties: e. g. oDroL 8¢ < e. g. opdA\NovTaL- TO undey émaweiv undé TWwav év
TG |katalppovew tihéuevoc... (41). In these circumstances it seems best
to obelize: after obror §¢ and betore 7iOeuevor.

(36) See, e.g., S. C. Larsen, Studia critica in Plutarchi Moralia, Copenhagen 1889,
52-54. But there are few points of value in all the earlier discussions. MSS other
than D have undéva énawew, but this does not affect the point at issue.

(37) 'This distinction between the two qualities may be illustrated from Dio 8. 1
tmepoyiar ™ veprdmTa kat M mappnoiay addddeiay dmokalodvrec.

(38) In his translation (p. 295) and before that in “‘Class. Quart.”” 3, 1909, 101,
though Paton prints it as his own.

(39) For another case of Z and n having an ancestor that interfered see 43 F p.
88. 8.

(40) Moving 70 @poveipr to enable the two supplements to be put into the one la-
cuna was suggested to me by D. A. Russell. On the other hand, we cannot now in-
voke homoeoteleuton to explain the falling out of these words.

(41) The idea of deleting kata comes trom a conjecture of Meziriac’s reported in
Wyttenbach’s note here. For év 70 gpoveiv tihéuevou cf. 32 D.
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44 C p. 89. 6-7 6 8 évavrios ab maG\w TobTWY, UNdEV émpwwry a\\a
Kata piua Kar ouVANafhy épLoTAUErOs Kal KEKPayws ...

¢pworduevos C a2 A n D: amorduevos G2 émorapevos rell. (deest 1.)

The tradition being divided between épioTduevos and émw rauevos, it
is clear that ém- gives no sense, and consequently editors print €ép-. 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, avioTauevos (G2), ‘standing up’, is not inappropriate (44). But
‘standing up at every word and syllable’ strains the imagination, and I
prefer Emperius’s €§torauevos (45). This would mean ‘being distraught’,
a common idea in contexts of listening (46). It 44 C p. 89. 9-10 dava-
00BOY Kat ovvegavioTds is correctly interpreted as ‘rousing and excit-
ing’ (47), it may support this emendation.

44 C p. 89. 11-14 0db&v § wpeAnbels dia 10 Tapaxhdn kat TONTTON-
TOV QUTGH Tapa TOVS €MAovs yeyovéval Thy dkpdacw AmépxeTar TGw
TOLOY €V pepduevos © elpwy Yip 7 kdNaE ) TePL Noyous ATeLOKANOS
éSokev elval.

mapa Wilamowitz: mepl codd.

This is from a description of the type of listener who praises every-
thing indiscriminately. It is at first sight difficult to see how ad7& (appa-
rently redundant after the passive wypeAnfeis) and mepL Tovs émaivovs
fit into the sentence (48). a. Wilamowitz dealt with mep({ by emending it
to mapd, ‘because of’ (49). But this predominantly late use ot mapd does

(42) Xylander, ‘insistens acclamat’; Tucker, ‘punctuates with loud cheers’; Bab-
bitt, ‘hangs intent’.

(43) But I suspect that éy- originated as an attempted improvement on €r-.

(44) Ct. Amyot, ‘seléve’. Note 41 C p. 83. 10 mbrjuara.

(45) A. Emperius, Opuscula philologica, Gottingen 1847, 324; printed by Her-
cher, and approved by Hartman, op. cit., 31.

(46) For the same word cf. Dio Chrys. 32. 65 k@ akovowat kfdpas omowacody,
éswrdvar kal gpitTew kara uwnuny Ty "Oppéws and probably |Plat. |, Menex. 235
A 7-8 (there is a variant); the examples given by 1.S] s. v. B. IL. 3 are less good. For
the idea see also l.ongin. 1. 4 (ékuTaow).

(47) For this interpretation ct. (i) 713 A and (ii) Plat., Lys. 206 A 9 and Xen.,
Cyr. 2.4.20.

(48) k. g. Tucker goes astray in translating ‘thanks to his applause deranging the
lecture and making an imbroglio of it..’. Moreover, 1.S] s. v. TONUT TONTOS puts our
passage under the meaning ‘timorous’.

(49) Ct. Arndt-Gingrich s, v. 111, 5.
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not seem to be Plutarchean (50), and the problem of avr¢y remains un-
touched. b.More helpful is Larsen’s suggestion that some participle be
inserted: e. g. mepl ToVs €maivovs <omeddovri- (51). This disposes of
any problem about mep(, and points the way to an interpretation of ad-
T, viz. ‘on account of his listening (52) having become for him a mat-
ter of confusion and excitement in his eagerness to praise’. m7oia is
essentially a reaction of people, and the point must be that the lectu-
re is a source of 7ol to the listener, ad7é. Since Plutarch several times
couples Tapaxn with mroda (53), it seems best to interpret Tapaxwons
(which is anyway found of the mind) (54) along the same lines as mo\v-
mronTos rather than make it refer to uproar in the lecture-room.

There is, then, something to be said in favour of following Larsen.
But I wonder whether it may not be just possible to extract the same
sense from the MS text. Wyttenbach construes wepi after molvmron-
705 (55), and this may give us what we need: ‘on account of his listening
having become for him a matter of confusion and excitement over praise’.

45 B-C pp. 90. 27 - 91. 1 ékeiva uév yap 16m kai mpds Tods SAwS &mo-
TVYXAPOVTAS G5omep éyKUKALa KAl KOwd TAons Gkpodaedds éoTt, KadE.
6pa &1 Tic dOpUTTOS Kal akAwng év 6pfD oxHuaTt kal TpdofAEY S ad-
TR TW NéyovTLKal...

&7 Paton: 6¢ 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 dSomep ... €07t seems to be ‘are routine (as it were) and
common to all listening’. But thisis hardly satistactory. a. The meaning
of éykvkAtos 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-
tying dbomep. b. It would be more natural tor Plutarch to say that there

(50) Without secarching systematically, 1 have noted only Caes. 39. 7, where
however ‘in the danger’ might suffice.

(51) Larsen, op. cit., 54 f. Another possibility for the participle would be omov-
dagovrt.

(52) 'This seems a little better than ‘the lecture’, though either is possible.

(53) Cf. 38 A p. 76. 22, and see further Wyttenbach’s note on 83 D.

(54) Cf. 1.S) s. v. 1L 3.

(55) As nrola is constructed with mep(; cf. LS s. v. 11

(56) So far as can be gathered tfrom Wyttenbach, Lexicon s. v., Plutarch’s use of
this adjective elsewhere is either literal (1024 D, Num. 11. 1) or to do with matbela
(Alex. 7. 2).
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exist certain obligations even towards speakers who are complete failu-
res (57). and what follows reads to me like a justification for laying
down requirements (58). 1 suspect, then, that something has fallen out,
and suggest reading éykvkAwa - §ikaw - : ‘are as it were routine rights
common to all listening®. For éyxkdkAia 8(kaw cf. |Demosth.] 25.74 &
~ap 008E TV Wwy 0b8E TV éykukNwy Swkalwy perovoiar §180aow
ot vouor, and for kowd Sikaw cf. Per. 29. 4 airubuevol mdons pév ayo-
pdc . amdvtwy §& Nwévwr v "Afnaiol kpaTodow elpyeobar kai ame-
Navveofa. Tapa Ta Kowa §iKala Kat ToUS YEYEYnuUErous 6pkovs Tois "EX-
Anow (59)

_ii. Given that kafé8pa begins a list to which ékelva points forward,
8¢ cannot stand. But Paton’s 6% has nothing to recommend it except pa-
lacography. Better would be Wyttenbach’s 7€ (60). but I prefer to dele-
te 8¢ altogether as intrusive (note the earlier uév), following Vat. gr.
1010 though omission there may well be by error rather than conjecture.

National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh BRIAN P. HILLYARD

(57) ‘Tucker’s translation ‘are but ordinary items of common etiquette for any
and every audience’ introduces this idea of obligation, but goes beyond the Greek
in doing so. o

(58) Another disputed passage. I believe that p. 91.4-8 provides the comparison
and p. 91. 8-13 the inference from it, and that thereforg’we should think seriously
about reading olfTwe for domep at p. 91. 8. Xylander translated ‘sic’ at this point,
as was noted by Wyttenbach; cf. also Hartman, op. cit., 311:

(59) For the latter see also Cam. 17. 8, Polyb. 2. 58.7.

(60) In his text; accepted by Hercher, Bernardakis, and Babbitt.



