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Abstract
Sebastiano Molinelli
Dissoi Logoi: A New Commented Edition

What in 1897 Ernst Weber first called ‘Dissoi Logoi” is an untitled work written by an
anonymous author in a peculiar kind of Doric dialect and which was handed down at
the end of a few manuscripts of Sextus Empiricus. Since Thomas Robinson’s
authoritative edition in 1979, most scholars have regarded Dissoi Logoi as a collection
of lecture notes by a sophist lived between the 5% and 4" century BCE. In this thesis,
articulated in five chapters, I will analyse and, where necessary, rethink the standard
view about the most salient historical, philological and philosophical matters
concerning Dissoi Logoi.

After briefing the reader on the theoretical and methodological framework of my
research (Preface), I will devote the first chapter (Introduction) to the transmission,
language, literary influences, date, place, and nature of the work.

In the second chapter (Critical Text and Translation), I will offer my critical Greek
text of Dissoi Logoi and a parallel English translation of it.

In the third chapter (Commentary), I will closely analyse the most relevant lemmas,
from a linguistic, rhetorical and philosophical viewpoint.

In the fourth chapter (The Author’s Message), firstly, I will investigate the work as
a whole, thus tackling the highly debated problem of its unity; then, I will draw an
overall outline of the author’s sophistic thought; finally, I will assess the possible
theoretical connections between this work and the later Pyrrhonean tradition.

At the end of this journey, I will summarize the various conclusions which I have
reached throughout the thesis and which delineate a new portrait of Dissoi Logoi,

alternative to that of the standard view (Conclusion).
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Preface

Thomas M. Robinson’s full-length edition of Dissoi Logoi (with critical text, English
translation and commentary), first published in 1979, marked a watershed in the
history of the scholarship on this work.! The interpretation of Dissoi Logoi as a sophistic
text had already been hinted by Lodewijk C. Valckenaer in 1802, was firstly defended
with adequate detail by Theodor Bergk in 1883, and consensus grew around it in the
20t century, among scholars such as Heinrich Gomperz, Max Pohlenz, Walter Kranz,
Adolfo Levi, and Mario Untersteiner, just to name few.2 However, only with Robinson
the sophistic attribution proved at once likely and preferable to the other alternatives
which had been suggested over the centuries and which he first scrupulously analysed
and refuted. Before quickly passing in review over these former attributions, we must
recall how this text was handed down to us at the end of Sextus Empiricus’
manuscripts, and how in 1570 it was initially printed within an appendix to Henricus
Stephanus’ edition of Diogenes Laertius’ De vitis philosophorum devoted to Pythagorean
fragments.? From then, it was attributed, in the chronological order of the scholars, to
the Stoic Sextus of Chaeronea (Johann A. Fabricius), to the writer who forged the
fragments of Archytas (Otto F. Gruppe), to the Socratic Simmias of Thebes (Friedrich
Blass), to Simon the shoemaker, friend of Socrates (Gustav Teichmidiller), to Miltas of
Thebes, former rhetor and then Platonic philosopher (Theodor Bergk), and to a semi-
Eleatic thinker of the Socratic circle (Alfred E. Taylor).*

As always, the value of a study is measured not just in how much it breaks with
the past, but also in the duration of its acceptance within the scholarly community.
From this perspective too, Robinson’s edition proves outstanding, because although a

lot of ink has been spilled on Dissoi Logoi since its publication, its answers to some

1 Robinson (1979).
2 Gomperz (1912), Pohlenz (1913), Kranz (1937), Levi (1940), Untersteiner (1954), Untersteiner (1967).
3 Stephanus (1570).
4 Fabricius (1724), Gruppe (1840), Blass (1881), Teichmidiller (1884), Bergk (1883), Taylor (1911).
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fundamental questions concerning the work’s composition — namely ‘by whom?,
‘when?’, ‘where?’, ‘with what goal?’, “‘under whose influence?” — are still held as
correct by the vast majority of scholars, and they still represent the standard view on
these matters. The sole exception is Thomas M. Conley’s supposition, in 1985, that the
work is actually a forgery from a Byzantine school, and to which Robinson replied in
2003.5 One may also want to recall that in 1998 Myles Burnyeat gave the idea for
exploring the possibility of a reception of Dissoi Logoi by Pyrrhoneans;® a suggestion
which, too, albeit new, did not contrast with Robinson’s views in any way, the two
being compatible.

When four years ago I started this project, my main goals were two. Firstly,
having read Carl J. Classen’s two articles of 2001 and 2004 — where he reviewed all the
known Dissoi Logoi manuscripts and editions and where he offered a few new
revisionary philological conjectures — and having personally inspected codices
Laurentiani 85.19 and 85.24, [ saw room for improvement in Robinson’s Greek text, and
hence for establishing a new one.” The same inputs from Classen’s studies had already
motivated Alexander Becker and Peter Scholz to produce their own edition of the text
in 2004.8 Their work, too, was accompanied by a translation, in German, and a
commentary, which treated only the chapters as wholes, though, without entering the
arguments of the single paragraphs. As one may imagine from what has been said
above, Becker and Scholz subscribed to the standard view on Dissoi Logoi, and so did I
initially, being persuaded by Robinson’s reconstruction. In fact, as a second goal of this
thesis, I originally planned my commentary to cast light on the kind of teaching that
the author delivered to his students through his text, under the hypothesis of a didactic

goal, which Robinson started to defend later on.’

5 Conley (1985), Robinson (2003).
¢ Burnyeat (1998).

7 Classen (2001), Classen (2004).
8 Becker/Scholz (2004).

9 Robinson (2003).



However, in execution, I realised that my two objectives did not correspond to
each other very well. For producing a commented edition of an ancient text is a wide-
scale operation — historical, philological and philosophical at the same time — and
one which entails personal assessment of every salient aspect of the work. To my
surprise, the sophistic nature of Dissoi Logoi excepted, from its dating to its dialect, from
its connection with Sextus Empiricus” works to its didactic aim, which underpinned
my very plan of digging out the author’s teaching, my re-examination did not leave
any one of the points which made up the standard view unchanged, and new
conclusions have followed from it. The result is a thesis consisting in five parts which
I lay out in the same logical order in which I proceeded during my research, namely
moving from the material data of the textual transmission — because more certain —
to the increasingly theoretical questions of language, literary influences, date and place
of composition, nature, and message of the work — because less decidable and more
subject to interpretation.

As a preliminary methodological indication, I must highlight that the Greek text
which I here propose repeats Robinson’s in most cases, except when I opt for a different
manuscript variant or scholarly conjecture, or, rarely, for my own conjecture. I will
signal these cases in the critical apparatus at the bottom of the Greek page, where I will
compare the reading I select with Robinson’s one. Each of these choices will be also
justified within the third chapter (Commentary), where I will recall all the other
available readings too. Likewise, in this section I will also account for the points where
my translation diverges significantly from Robinson’s, while other lemmas will be
devoted to passages, or words, which are salient from a philosophical or rhetorical

viewpoint.



1. Introduction

§ 1. Textual transmission

The text which nowadays goes under the name of ‘Dissoi Logoi’ has actually been
handed down without any indication as to its title, author, or date of composition. The
manuscripts which transmit it just generically introduce it, in their superscription, as a
writing (oUyyoapua) in Doric dialect (0woukt) dtkAekTog), or, as in the case of codices
Parisiensis 1964, Parisiensis 1967, and Vaticanus Ottobonianus 21, in Ionic (twvikr)
dudAextoc), this difference giving a first hint of the heterogeneous and peculiar
language of the text. To that, the copyists immediately add their uncertainty as to
whether or not the work belongs to Sextus Empiricus, as the material immediately
before does (Cntettat d¢ el kal TO MAQOV CUYYQAUMA LEETELOV EOTLV).

Dissoi Logoi, in fact, survives at the end of 22 manuscripts of Sextus Empiricus,
dated between the 14" and the 16% centuries. We also know that it survived at the end
of a lost 15" century codex of Sextus, the so-called Vaticanus Perditus,!® and, finally, it
features, exceptionally, all by itself in the 16" century codex Leidensis Vossianus misc.
1 no. 4. A relevant step towards the ‘better and fuller knowledge of the MSS’'2 which
Classen hoped for in 1982 when reviewing Robinson’s edition of this work, was
achieved between 1995 and 2002, when Luciano Floridi investigated the ‘transmission
and recovery’ of Sextus Empiricus in Renaissance.’® Based on the latter contributions, I

have mapped out the following synopsis, which for each of the 24 codices indicates the

10 Floridi (2002), 29.

11 ‘“This seems to have escaped Robinson’ (Classen (1982), 84). It will not be my custom to linger on
scholars’ slips, yet here I must make another, and last, exception, as it is indicative of the scarce attention
which has been so far paid for the yet obviously tight connection between the transmission of Sextus
Empiricus and that of Dissoi Logoi. One can still read that Dissoi Logoi “has reached us in extenso by direct
transmission via medieval manuscripts’ (Laks/Most (2016), 165), which clearly indicates the confusion
of those Sextus codices transmitting Dissoi Logoi, the earliest one of which is dated 14/16th century, with
all the Sextus codices, some few of which are indeed medieval.

12 Classen (1982), 84.

13 Floridi (1995), Floridi (2002).



abbreviation I will adopt in this dissertation (identical to Robinson’s, except in the case
of Vaticanus Perditus, which he ignores), its full name, its revised date, and the specific
work of Sextus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism ('P’) and/or Against the Mathematicians (‘M’),

which comes before Dissoi Logoi in that codex:

B Berolinensis Philippicus 1518 1542 PM
C Cizensis 70 1556 M

E Escorialensis T-1-16 16% c. M
F1 Laurentianus 85.19 14t /16 c. PM
F2 Laurentianus 85.24 15t c. PM
H Vesontinus 409 16t c. PM
L Leidensis Vossianus misc. 1 no.4  16%c.

M Mertonensis 304 16t c. M
P1 Parisiensis 1964 15t ¢, PM
P2 Parisiensis 1967 16t c. PM
P3 Parisiensis 1963 1534 PM
P4 Parisiensis 2081 16t c. M
P5 Parisiensis Supplementum 133 16 c. PM
P6 Parisiensis 1965 16t c. M
Q Vaticanus Ottobonianus gr. 21 1541 PM
R Regimontanus S. 35 15% c. M

S Savillianus Graecus 1 1589 M
T Taurinensis Athenaei gr. 81 15%/16% c. PM
Y1 Vaticanus 1338 16" c. PM
Y2 Vaticanus 217 16" c. PM
YP Vaticanus Perditus 15th ¢.? M
V1 Marcianus 4.26 1494-1495 PM
V2 Marcianus 262 15t ¢., ante 1468 M
Z Monacensis 79 16" c. PM

The new dating of some of the manuscripts does not pose problems to Robinson’s
stemma codicum, which is still the latest available and the one on which I have relied in
my research, along with his evaluation of the codices” quality.!* At the same time, a
minor modification in the branches of Y1, P4, P6, V2, and C, has been suggested by

Classen.’ Hence, I have deemed it not idle to update Robinson’s stemma to this change.

14 The most valuable codices are P1, P2, P3, R, F1, F2, P6, V2, P4, B (Robinson (1979), 22).
15 Classen (1982), 84.
8



Unlike Robinson, in this new version of the stemma, I shall also leave aside Q, Y2, P5,
and T, because they are apographs respectively of P1, Y1, R, and Z.1° The abbreviation
‘St’ stands for Stephanus’ first printed edition of the work, whose presence both in this
and in Robinson’s stemma is due to its relevance in the work transmission, as it will

result later. Hence, the graph goes as follows:

T
Pl/ \Pz v /

9]

M Z L

Comparing this stemma with the list above, one can easily notice how YP does not have
a place, just as it did not in Robinson’s stemma either. Nonetheless, Paul Canart,
inferring from the little philological information available about this codex, suggested
that V1, F2, and R may be copies of YP, which has found Floridi’s agreement as far as
V1 and R are concerned.” Yet, I observe that if we assume, with Floridi, that YP may
also be the manuscript registered ‘in a Greek Inventory compiled between 1517 and 1518
under Leone X (Vat Gr 1483 £. 68v)’,'® where it is referred to as ZéEtov Epmeigucov mpog

HATNUATIKOUG — TTEQL KOLTEQLOL TV KaTta LEETOV OKETTIKQV déka LTOUVIUATA,

16 Robinson (1979), 22.
17 Canart (1977-79), Floridi (1995), 78, n. 59, Floridi (2002), 34.
18 Floridi (1995), 78, n. 59.

9



AOyog Ttept adyaBov kat kakov, then none of the other 23 manuscripts known to us can
be connected to it. For 20 of them transmit a portion of text which, scattered minor
omissions excepted, is equivalent to what nowadays we recognize as the nine chapters
of the work, whereas P1, P2, and Q have the first three chapters only.!” Neither of these
cases fits the phrase Adyog meot dyaOov kat kakov, which one would rather associate
just with chapter 1. And this sounds even more suspicious as we observe that in that
same Greek description, Sextus’ Against the Mathematicians is described as the ‘ten
treatises on the criterion of the sceptics according to Sextus” (Ttegt kQLTEQIOL TWV KATX
LéEtov okenTikwv déka vmopvrpata) with great accuracy and completeness.?
Ultimately, we do not have good enough information to place YP anywhere in the
stemma. Yet, whatever the reason for its handing down just Against the Mathematicians
and the first chapter of Dissoi Logoi, this fact betrays a closeness between that Sextan
work and the start of ours, which goes beyond this mere manuscript juxtaposition. For
a glance at the codices list above reveals that except in L, which does not bear any Sextus
Empiricus, Dissoi Logoi is always preceded by Against the Mathematicians, but not always
by Outlines of Pyrrhonism, as YP itself testifies. Furthermore, as far as contents are
concerned, a special similarity stands out between the second part of Against the
Mathematicians, namely books VII-XI, and Dissoi Logoi 1-6, both dealing with logic,
physics, and ethics. Some scholars have variously shown how that is particularly true
of M. XI, i.e. Against the Ethicists, on one side, and Dissoi Logoi 1-3, on the other.?! These
three chapters are also the only ones which the two valuable codices P1 and P2 bear. I

suggest this may be due to their copyists deliberately excluding the rest of the work,

19 Mutschmann (1909), 245-250, De Meyier (1955), 222-223, Floridi (2002), 91-93.
20 Both in and outside Sextus, one finds references to this work in similar terms, such as okemTika
vriopvijpata (S.E. M. 1.29, 11106, V1.52), or ta déka twv Lxentikwv (D.L. IX.116) (cf. Floridi (2002), 10,
Janacek (1964)), or LéErov Eumegikov vmopvrpata, which is the title of Against Mathematicians in the
manuscripts of Dissoi Logoi. One may perceive a discrepancy with the 11 books now known as Against the
Mathematicians, but Against the Geometers (M. IlI) and Against the Arithmeticians (M. IV) originally made
up one sole book (Floridi (2002), 10, Janacek (1964), 120).
21 Robinson (1979), 208, Conley (1985), 63, Bett (2002), 239.

10



precisely because it is not equally reminiscent of Against the Mathematicians.
Contrariwise, Thomas M. Conley supposed that they were the only ones originally
attached to Sextus Empiricus, whereas the rest of the text was added later.?? This
hypothesis, along with his more general one that Dissoi Logoi appeared just at a later
stage in the tradition of Sextus Empiricus,? still ignores what emerges in Mutschmann’s
still authoritative studies of the manuscripts, namely that the opposite is the case:
originally, the archetype of Sextus contained also the whole Dissoi Logoi, which then
progressively faded away.? From this perspective, the fact that the codices preserving
all the nine chapters do not feature the end of chapter 9 would be a sign that when those
manuscripts came out, this process of erosion had already started.”

Support for this explanation comes from the fact that out of the 31 Greek codices
containing exclusively Sextus Empiricus, a good 21 are dated from the 16% century
onwards. Meanwhile, Sextus” works were printed for the first time, and never in
conjunction with Dissoi Logoi.?* We can hence safely locate in the 16" century the end of
a symbiosis between our text and the Sextan corpus, which started, if we refer to the
composition of the archetype, at an imprecise moment between the second half of the
2nd century CE — namely Sextus Empiricus” approximate historical time — and the 9t-
10" centuries, the time to which his oldest, and fragmentary, manuscript in our
possession dates.”” But this is just one side of the coin, because as our work was
departing from Sextus’ corpus, it also started being copied and edited in other forms,

which proves that scholars of that time attributed some value to it.

22 Conley (1985), 62.
2 Ibid., 60.
2 Mutschmann (1909), 277-278, Mutschmann/Mau (1958), VI, VIIL
25 Mutschmann (1909), 277.
2 Floridi (2002), 38-39.
27 Ibid., 92, where we read that this manuscript is actually made of three fragments preserved in three
distinct codices, namely Parisiensis, Supplementum 1156, Vaticanus Graecus 738, and Vindobonensis
Theologicus Graecus 179.
11



This is especially true of Henricus Stephanus and Melchior Goldast. The former,
in 1562, printed a translation of the Outlines of Pyrrhonism alone, and in 1570 placed
Dissoi Logoi in an appendix devoted to Pythagoreans at the end of his edition of
Diogenes Laertius” Philosophers’ Lives.” We are ignorant of his codicological source, but
Robinson’s suggestion that this is the same subarchetype (1) as the contemporaneous
codex L — which was redacted by Goldast — can be strengthened by the fact that L is
the only surviving codex which carries Dissoi Logoi but not Sextus Empiricus, just as
Stephanus does, and that in the margins of its folia 3-6 one finds annotations by the
same Stephanus.?

Besides being the first to appear, and being given the same consideration as a
valuable codex by editors of the following two centuries, Stephanus’ edition is also
worth recalling for its new division of the chapters. In the manuscripts, in fact, there are
four, the first three of which corresponding to the current Dissoi Logoi 1-3, and the fourth
comprising all of the other six chapters (4-9) under the only heading meot aAn0Oetac kat
Pevdove. Stephanus reduced this long, final section to just the current chapters 4 and 5,
distinguishing a new, fifth one which covers the rest of the text and which he entitled
TeQL TAC ooplag Kal Tag apetac, at dwaktov. He, thus, replaced the above codices’
superscription with the prefatory line AvwviOpov tivog AtaAéEelg Awoikn dlaxAékTw,
TEQL TOL dyaBoL KAl TOU KAKOV, TEQL TOL KAAOD Kal TOL aloXQov, Ttegl ToL dikaiov
Kal TOL &dikov, el TOL Pevdovg Kat g dAn0elag, el TG CoPlag Kal TS AQETNC,
el dwaktov. Particularly interesting here is the definition of the previously generic
oVvyyoaupa as AtxAé€eig, which Stephanus did not translate, but which we can assume
means ‘discourses’, in the wake of the following Latin translations ‘dissertationes” by
North, and “disputationes” by Fabricius.* Incidentally, ‘Dialexeis’ is the title by which

this work is still referenced in LS] and TLG.

28 Stephanus (1570).
» De Meyier (1955), 223.
3 North (1671), 47, Fabricius (1724), 617.
12



Dissoi Logoi’s first Latin translation appeared after only one century, in 1671, when
Thomas Gale included it in his Opuscula, again within the Pythagorean section.?! At this
stage, Gale appointed the editorship of text, translation, and commentary to John North,
whereas in the second edition, printed in 1688, the latter's work underwent a revision
by Marcus Meibom.3?> A noteworthy change which occurred between the two editions
is in the Latin title, conceived of as a summarizing translation of Stephanus’ Greek one.
For it turned from ‘Incerti cujusdam dissertationes quinque Dorico sermone
conscriptae’® into ‘Incerti cujusdam Dissertationes Morales, Dorico sermone
conscriptae’,* where the supplement of ‘morales’ reveals that the initial and ethical part
of Dissoi Logoi was still felt as the most representative, even when the work no longer
adjoined Sextus’ Against the Ethicists.

Two centuries passed, and in 1884 Gustav Teichmiiller edited the first modern-
language translation of the work, which was in German.?* He also identified the author
as the scarcely known figure of Simon the shoemaker, and regarded Dissoi Logoi as part
of the lost 33 Socratic dialogues attributed to Simon and whose titles are listed at D.L.
I1.122.%¢ This led Teichmiiller to subdivide the text further, into eight chapters: he broke
Stephanus’ chapter 4 into the current fourth and fifth ones, and he was the first to
separate the current sixth and seventh, but not the eighth and the ninth. This division
had its rationale in Diogenes Laertius’ list, as Teichmiiller recognized each chapter in

one of Simon’s dialogues.?

31 North (1671).
3 Meibom (1688).
% North (1671), 47.
3 Meibom (1688), 704.
% Teichmdiller (1884), 205-224.
% Ibid., 105-129.
% A move which in the past had been simply proposed by North (North (1671), 67).
38 Chapter 1 would correspond to megt tov ayaBov, chapter 2 to megl Tov kaAov, chapter 3 to meot
dwatov, chapter 4 to mepl kpioews, chapter 5 to mepl ToL Ovtog, chapter 6 to mepl apetig, Tt OV
OWaKTdV, chapter 7 to mept dnuaywyiac, and chapter 8 to mept émiotung (Teichmiiller (1884), 113).
13



With Ernst Weber’s subsequent edition of 1897, for the first time ‘Dissoi Logoi’
replaced Stephanus’ ‘Dialexeis” as the work title.* Following Martin Schanz, Weber
explained the work’s association with Sextus in the manuscripts by its sceptic
character.”’ In particular, he stressed how the very phrase diooot A6yot, which opens
the work and characterizes the beginnings of the first four chapters, has some bearing
on the sceptic tradition.*! For he recalled that Diogenes Laertius had attributed a work
ITept dittwv Adywv to the sceptic Zeuxis (D.L. IX.106), and that the Awctvaka of the
sceptic and empirical physician Dionysius Aegeus consisted in a form of diooot Adyot
applied to medicine (Phot. Bibl. 185, 211).4

The adoption of this new title, however, did not immediately satisfy everyone, as
shown by Walther Kranz who highlighted its unfitness to represent the second part of
the text, where the phrase does not even feature.® In that time, a good compromise was
reached by Hermann Diels, who from the second edition of his Fragmente der
Vorsokratiker in 1907, published both the titles, with the old ‘Dialexeis’ following,
between brackets, the new AIZX0OI AOI'OI# Within this collection the work’s position
changes again, as it is included in the old sophistic section. For the first time, it also
displays nine chapters, obtained by singling out the final part of Teichmdiiller’s eighth,

devoted to mnemonics.

§ 2. Language of the work

A component of Dissoi Logoi which at once strikes the reader and interests the scholar is
its language, a kind of Doric dialect mingled with a few Ionic and Attic forms. Various
suggestions have been tentatively made about its nature, and, by accompanying them

with the names of their first proposers only, I recall them as follows: (a) a peripheral

3 Weber (1897), 33.
40 Schanz (1884), 372.
4 Weber (1897), 34.
21bid., 34, n. 1.
4 Kranz (1937), 225. See also Nestle who continues to prefer ‘Dialexeis’ (Nestle (1966), 437).
4 Diels (1907), 635.
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Doric, such as that of Southern Italy or Sicily (North),* or Megara (Taylor);* (b) a non-
genuine standard Doric: either the product of a non-native Doric speaker
(Teichmdiller),*” or the artificial language of a later forger (Conley).* At the same time,
almost all commentators agree that nothing definitive about the Dissoi Logoi dialect can
be said, nor can anything about the work be concluded on this basis. Although this is
surely true, it is worth noting that the only two scholars who have conducted close
inspections of this language ended up with clearer results than those of the others. Due
to their more thorough inquiries, discussion of their two studies will be the starting
point of this section, to lay the foundation for my final assessment of the matter.

The earlier contribution was Weber’s extended article of 1898, ‘iiber den Dialect
der sogenannten Dialexeis’,* where he goes beyond Theodor Bergk’s judgement of
Dissoi Logoi as one “der altesten Denkmaler der dorischen Prosa’,*® enhancing its value
to the extent ‘der altesten Denkmaler des dorischen Dialekts’.>! This opinion reflects the
principle which he abided by one year earlier when reconstructing the text in his critical
edition of the work: to Doricize all the non-Doric manuscript readings, as Johan L.
Heiberg had already done with the contaminations of Archimedes’ similar Doric.%
However, the rationale behind this course of action, which inevitably led to an
admittedly ‘energische Durchfiihrung des Dorischen’,”® does not seem particularly
robust, as Robinson remarked,* and no subsequent editor acted in the same way. For

Weber regarded the sophistic nature of the text, which he deduced from its contents, as

5 North (1671), 47.
4 Taylor (1911), 128.
47 Teichmiiller (1884), 129-134.
48 Conley (1985), 65.
49 Weber (1898).
% Bergk (1883), 125-126.
51 Weber (1898), 64.
52 Heiberg (1884). On the similarity between the two philologists’ methods, see Weber (1897), 33-34,
Thesleff (1961), 83-84, Robinson (1979), 14. On the linguistic similarity between the two works see
Magnien (1920), 136, Thumb/Kieckers (1932), 102, where their non-Doric forms are also explained as the
result of Hellenistic influences.
53 Weber (1898), 70.
54 Robinson (1979), 14.
15



an unequivocal sign that the author wrote in a time, such as the sophistic age of the 5%
and 4% centuries BCE, when Doric was not yet contaminated. The frequency of certain
Dorisms, which he meticulously recorded and discussed, would hence be proof that
Doric is the exclusive dialect in which this work was originally composed, as opposed
to the non-Doric forms, which he explained were due to later scribal emendations which
were made especially during the production of the archetype.®

In 1922, then, Carsten Hoeg returned to this topic, but with a different result.>® He
nonetheless made use of Weber’s study when drawing a list of the distinctive features

of this idiom, the most significant of which are these:%”

1. In most, but not all cases, Doric a replaces Attic-Ionic 1 (e.g., vixa, § 1.6, but
ow@oovvng, §5.7);

2. In the first two chapters, the plural dative of the active present participle mostly,
but not always ends in -ovti® rather than in -ovot (LoBapvéovty, but amobavovot, §
1.3);

3. kata undergoes apocope, which is common in Doric,® only when it is part of
recurring expressions (kattwvutd, § 1.7), and in some occurrences of compound verbs
(katO€epev, but kataBéo0ay, § 9.4);

4. In most, but not all cases, Doric w is preferred over Attic-Ionic ov (T ayaBw, §.
1.1, but tov TAiov, § 1.9);

5. Forms in -eo (HioOagvéovty, § 1.3) are attested throughout the text, but in the
first two chapters they alternate with contracted ones, both -in ev (dxwpevpuay, § 1.11),
as in Ionic, and in -ov (doOevovvty, § 1.2), as in Attic; in chapters 3-9 they alternate only

with forms contracted in -ov (mepacovpay, § 3.1).

5 Weber (1898), 69-70.
% Heeg (1922).
% Ibid., 107-110.
% An extremely rare trait even in Doric dialects, attested only in inscriptions from Messenia and Crete,
and one ‘which gives an idiomatic touch to the language” (Thesleff (1961), 94).
% Buck (1973), 81.
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Based on these points, Hoeg discarded the possibility that this dialect could be an
artificial product of a non-native Doric speaker, as it strays too much from the rules of
standard Doric to which such a person would have been likely to stick.®® Furthermore,
he thought that the specific conditions under which (2), (3), and (5) occur denote a
precise intention on the writer’s part, which ‘ne peut étre di au hasard’:*! namely, it
would not tally with such casual phenomena as corruptions appearing, and then being
emended over a text. Rather, he suggested that we search the Greek linguistic map for
a place in which the specific Doric of this work is most likely to have been spoken; and
by so doing he pointed to Cos.®2

Hoeg was surely too point-blank in his conclusions, as he did not have ‘la preuve
que ce n’est pas un dorien artificiel que nous avons sous les yeux’, or that ‘la tradition
est bonne’, as he claimed.®® The textual evidence he brought forward is not sufficient to
conclude that Dissoi Logoi’s language is such-and-such a dialect; at best, it could guide
us towards the most likely candidate. At the same time, there may be some truth in his
regarding the departures from standard Doric in (1)-(5) as out of place in an artificial
language. As far as forgeries are concerned, these features do not have a parallel in other
Doric forged texts like Archytas’ letters, Timaios Locros” Ilepi @uvol0¢ KOOUW KAl
Ppuxac, or in Aristippus’ 16t epistle (Hercher, Epistolog. Graec. 16). Only to a lesser extent
do they appear in other pseudo-Pythagorean texts such as Okkelos” ITeptl tn¢ TOU
navtog pLoewg, Philolaos’ Ilept Puxng, and Aristaios” ITegt agpoviacg, as well as in
three other Aristippus epistles (Hercher, Epistolog. Graec. 9, 11, 13).%* Moreover, unlike

all these parallels, Dissoi Logoi does not provide clear indication as to its own purported

® Hoeg (1922), 107.
o1 Ibid., 108.
62 Ibid., 111.
63 Ibid., 107.
¢ Contra Orelli, who pushed the similarity with Aristippus’ letters further without even making
distinctions among them, to argue for the artificiality of Dissoi Logoi (Von Orelli (1821), 633).
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author or provenance;® hence, if we are to presuppose a forger, then it would have been
in his interest to at least connote his writing with an easily identifiable language to make
it more credible.®

Another case of artificiality could be that of a non-Doric author who wrote in this
dialect just to reach a Doric audience. This corresponds with Thesleff's”” (and then
Robinson’s)® hypothesis that Dissoi Logoi was firstly composed in Ionic and then
translated into Doric. Teichmiiller too, had made a similar proposal, supposing that in
writing our work, the Attic speaker, Simon, chose Doric to be read by the tyrant
Dionysius of Syracuse. The result was a linguistically uneven writing, with a
contemporary presence of Attic and Doric forms, in a way reminiscent of the 25
dialogues, some in Attic some in Doric, which Aristippus too is said to have sent to
Dionysius, according to D.L. 11.83.9 Once again, in all these interpretations non-Doric
forms count as involuntary imperfections due to the author’s insufficient familiarity
with the language. However, not only would that not square with the elements Hoeg
pointed out as denoting intentionality, but also with the following, noted not by him,

but by Weber:”

6. Sometimes a Doric trait and a non-Doric equivalent of it are at a very short

distance from one another (navia cweoovvng, § 5.7).

6 Cf., by contrast, the apocryphal ‘Definitions, attributed to Plato, or the De decentia, attributed to
Hippocrates’, both in Attic kowvr] (Adrados (2005), 179).
6 Such a point was already made by Robinson against Conley’s suggestion of Dissoi Logoi as a Byzantine
school exercise, staged in Greece around 400 BCE. Robinson observed that ‘for it to have any plausibility
as a hypothesis, we have to imagine our author, whoever he is, doing a very strange thing. That is, he
composes a piece that tries, on the face of it, to be in Doric, but succeeds in large part in being in Ionic and
Attic, while on occasion evincing dialectal forms that suggest quite specific locations, like the island of
Kos [...] But why do any such strange thing, rather than simply write a piece in passable Attic if the text
was meant to stem from Athens, or in passable Ionic if from some island location, or in passable Doric if
from some Doric-language location?’ (Robinson (2003), 240-241).
67 Thesleff (1961), 93.
68 Robinson (1979), 51.
6 Teichmiiller (1884), 129-132.
70 Weber (1898), 70.
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How could the author write in correct Doric only one of these words? By the same line
of thought, one can also sympathize with Heeg’s disbelief in the copyists” responsibility
of these contaminations. They too would be unlikely to have corrected the text in a
dialect which is not Doric, contrary to what they recognize in most codices’
superscription, and, moreover, with such an easily detectable inconsistency. Finally,
since the dialect is so deeply mixed-up throughout the work, one also finds it difficult
to agree also with the hypothesis of a plurality of authors in action at different times, as
no portion of the text can be distinguished from the rest on the basis of a specific
dialectal or stylistic thumb mark, as one would expect in a similar scenario.”

Moving now to the specific of the non-Doric variations, one notices that:

7. Peculiarly Ionic forms outnumber those more generally Attic-Ionic, and, just to
mention some of them, one can recall cogin (§ 5.7), apadine (§ 5.7), k&ota (§§ 6.7, 7.5),
elrta (§ 2.20), oidag (§ 9.4), dargevpar (§ 1.11), motitOet (§ 5.13). 72

These words, assessed as genuine by Thesleff and Robinson on palaeographic grounds,
constitute another blow for Teichmiiller’s attribution of the text to the Athenian Simon,
and their considerable number makes the hypothesis of a mistake on the copyists” part
even more unlikely. Furthermore, they lead us back to what was touched on above
about two of the best manuscripts, P1 and P2, introducing Dissoi Logoi as a text in Ionic
dialect (ilwvukr) dikAektoc).” As Weber pointed out, that looks like a mere corruption in
the transmission of the original dwowk1).” Yet, what may have tricked the otherwise
valuable copyist of their common source, the subarchetype 9, into this mistake could be

precisely the large number of Ionicisms which the archetype a itself contained.

71 Robinson suggested it in later times, in connection with the possibility that the work is a manual of
sophistic arguments (see infra, 46-48).
72 Thesleff (1961), 93, Robinson (1979), 51, 86, n. 46, 89, n 63.
73 See supra, 7.
74 Weber (1898), 69.
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In sum, albeit without his same certainty, one is keen to share Hoeg’s disbelief both
of the artificiality of the dialect of Dissoi Logoi, and of the possibility that this language,
originally consisting in a pure Doric, then got contaminated by non-Doric influences
during the handwritten transmission. Hence, the alternative hypothesis of an idiom
actually used at some point and time in Greece gains plausibility, although Heeg’s
preference for Cos” Doric over other dialects does not seem very convincing. Granted,

Coan would have the advantage of satisfying (5),”> as well as these points:

8. The replacement of the active infinitive ending -ewv (contract verbs in -ew
included) with -ev, which is attested in many Doric dialects, occurs most of the time but

not always (¢00tev, § 1.16, tepoovAév, § 3.7, but diddoxkerv, § 1.17, émogkety, § 3.7).7°
9. The singular dative of -evc nouns ends in 1) (xaAxr), § 1.5).”

10. The singular genitive of -1g nouns ends in -10g, as common in Doric (¢votog, §

8.1).7

On the other hand, as Hoeg himself noticed, Coan too diverges from our dialect, as it
does not have -w in place of -ov, nor does the plural accusative of -o¢ nouns end in -wg,
but, rather, remains, -og (cf. (4)). Hence, albeit to a lesser degree than that of the other
suggested dialects, Coan too fails to meet the requirements of this language, and Hoeg
was left to acknowledge that, properly speaking, ‘le dialecte des Dialexeis n’est identique
a aucun des dialects que nous connaissons’.”

However, there is a family of later dialects, which neither he nor any other scholar
has adequately considered so far, and that is Doric ko). Quoting Buck, that ‘is

substantially Doric, retaining a majority of the general West Greek characteristics, but

7 Hoeg (1922), 111.
7 Tbid., 111, Buck (1973), 122.
7 Hoeg (1922), 112, Buck (1973), 92.
7 Ibid., 91.
™ Hoeg (1922), 111.
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with a tendency to eliminate local peculiarities and with a strong admixture of form
from the Attic kowr).# To our knowledge, Doric kowvr] can be subdivided in the
Achaean, Aegean and North-Western variants,’! but ‘conspicuously local characteristics
are on the whole absent’.82 Hence, we cannot list the distinctive traits of a city’s own
kotvr] in the same way that we do with its traditional dialect. Dissoi Logoi’s dialect has a
few points of contact with Doric xowvr] in general, and with the Achaean and Aegean
sub-groups more than with the North-Western one, in particular. These two levels of

kinship can be seen back in (10),* and in these other points:

11. The plural nominative of -ic nouns ends in the Doric -teg (toALeg, § 2.9), but

the plural dative in the Attic -eot (&dmodet€eot, § 6.1).%

12. In most, but not all cases, the 1+t plural active ending is the East Greek -uev, and

not the West Greek -pec (uavOavopev, but ioauec, § 6.12).5

13. Both the Attic mowtog (§ 3.1) and Edc (§ 6.7), and the Doric mpatog (§ 5.2) and

rtott (§ 2.28) appear.’®

14. Doric future is generally more frequent in the active, and it is hybridized both

with the Ionic/Aegean -ev (mewpaoevpat, § 2.2) and the Attic -ov (mageEovuat, § 2.19).87

8 Buck (1973), 176. Attic xowvn] is, in its turn, a form of Attic contaminated by Ionic, which progressively
imposed itself as the first ‘medium of communication’ (ibid., 175) and ‘standard language’ (ibid., 176) in
the history of Greece. It came as the result of a process of universal diffusion of Attic whose start can be
traced back to the creation of the Athenian Maritime League (477 BCE), and whose ‘principal landmark’
(ibid., 176) was the Macedonian period, as that kingdom was the first to spread it. It finally led to Modern
Greek. (see also Adrados (2005), 176).
81 Bubenik (1989), 193-197.
82 Thesleff (1961), 82.
8 Buck (1973), 177.
8 Heeg (1922), 109, Buck (1973), 91, 177.
% Ibid., 177.
8 Ibid.
8 Hoeg (1922), 109, Buck (1973), 177, Bubenik (1989), 194.
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15. Two hyperdorisms pop up, namely dukdaAog (§ 1.11) and dovyia (§ 2.4).%

At the same time, Hoeg emphasised the endings -ovtiin (2) and -1) in (9) as too markedly
Doric for this dialect to be just a kown.? We hence get back to a ‘swings and
roundabouts’ situation about the likelihood of some suggested dialect, but this time
with something more in our hands. And I am not referring just to the questionably
consolatory fact that now the reasons against are fewer and maybe due just to the fact
that our knowledge of this dialect family is imperfect and not as developed as that
which we have of the traditional dialects;” the substantial point is that Doric kowvr] can
finally account for the Ionic and Attic contaminations, the inconsistencies, and the
peculiarities of the work’s Doric, as was apparent in (1)-(15). It is also the dialect family
to which Archimedes’ language is thought to belong;” therefore, under the assumption
that the same is true of Dissoi Logoi’s dialect too, we can also better account for the
aforementioned similarity between the two authors’ languages.”

In conclusion, although no certainty can be reached about Dissoi Logoi’s dialect, its
features seem to suggest that it is not artificial, but rather a form of Doric kowr),
probably Achaean or Aegean. If this is so, then some chronological observations become
necessary. For Doric xouvr] is known “to have been employed all over the Doric world
from the late 4™ century right down to the 2"¢ and sometimes even the 1% century B.C.,

with occasional archaistic instances later’.”* That opens two possible scenarios about the

8 See also Heeg (1922), 109, Buck (1973), 179, and Adrados (2005), 183, where hypercorrections such as

these are explained by the speaker being no longer perfectly familiar with the original laws of the dialect.

8 Hoeg (1922), 110. He also mentioned forms contracted in -ev, mentioned in (5), and those in -n (<ecx)

such as &AaOn in § 4.3, but both cases are actually attested in Doric xowvr} (Buck (1973), 179, Bubenik

(1989), 194).

9% The most we know of it is the above subdivision in three kinds of Doric kowvai, which has much room

for improvement, if one just thinks that, for example, in the same Aegean Doric kowr), the singular

genitive of -1g nouns is attested to end in -10¢ “in the central part of the South Aegean Sea (Thera, Anaphe,

Astypalaea), whereas the eastern parts (Rhode, Calymna, Cos) already show some advancing Hellenistic

forms (mOAewg)’ (ibid.).

91 Thumb/Kieckers (1932), 200, Adrados (2005), 124-125, Mimbrera (2012), 248.

%2 See supra, 15.

% Thesleff (1961), 82. It ‘ended up being displaced by the Ionic-Attic koine after a period of diglossia’

Adrados (2005), 176. An exceptionally early case is that of Syracusan kowvr}, which ‘dominated in Sicily
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origin of the text as we have it. In the first one, what has been handed down to us is the
later rewrite of a work composed decades, or maybe centuries, earlier: the writer turned
the work from its original and traditional dialect (whatever it was) into the Doric kowvn
used in his time. This hypothesis would hence be compatible with a date of composition
as early as 403-395 BCE, which is the one usually maintained. Alternatively, we must
suppose that the text was created in Doric kotvr), and therefore at least fifty years after
that time period, which obviously causes troubles to the usual dating.

But to tackle the work’s dating more thouroughly than through any reasoning
about language, other aspects of Dissoi Logoi need to be explored first, which I shall do
in the next few paragraphs. As a marginal note, it is worth taking a look at how the
author employs the language described thus far. His plain and short-sentenced prose is
unchanged during the work, and is typified by the two stock-phrases xai TdAAx
Kattwouto (8§ 3.16, 5.5, 5.14, 7.2, 7.6) and womeQ kat twvupa o0tw Kat to moaypa (§8§
1.11, 2.1, 3.13, 4.6).°* The unity of Dissoi Logoi, which can be questioned in some respects,
is hence enhanced by an individual style which the author never abandons, even when
he seems to be reworking materials from other sources.®® Exemplary are the long
ethnological excursus and the connected thought experiment following it in §§ 2.9-18,
where he appears to borrow ideas, but not language, from Herodotus.” From this point
of view, Robinson’s interpretation of the k&ota of § 6.7 as a homage paid to Protagoras
in a chapter strongly reminiscent of Plato’s Protagoras discussion on the teachability of
excellence, not only relies shakily on the authenticity of Protagoras’ speech as reported
by Pseudo-Plutarch in Comnsol. ad Apoll. 33.118e, but clashes with the same word

appearing in § 7.5 too.”

[...] from the start of the fourth century BC until it was gradually displaced by the Ionic-Attic koine and
subsequendy by Latin’ (ibid., 176).
% See also aimep TwvTOV €0TL.... in both §§ 1.12,14,16 and §§ 2.21,22,24.
% On the stylistic consistency throughout the work see also Schanz (1884), 374.
% Cf. taic xeoot and toig moot (§ 2.17) with Herodotus’ Ionian tot xepot, and toiot moot (Hdt. 2.63.3);
at (§ 2.18) with et (Hdt. 3.38.1, 7.152.2); vou(Covtt and ka (§ 2.18) with vopiCovot and &v (Hdt. 3.38.1).
97 Robinson (1979), 213.
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The author’s command of the use of non-Doric forms emerges also from the way
he deals with names of famous figures, both historical and fictional, which he puts in
the dialects of their geographical, or literary origin, as can be seen in Opéotac (§3.9, in
Mycenaean), KAeopovAivng (§ 3.11, Rhodian), AtoxvAov (§ 3.12, Attic), and AxIAAN«a
(§ 9.6, Epic).” That is not enough to infer some literary quality in Dissoi Logoi’s dialect,
as Hoeg and Thesleff were ready to do.” Nonetheless, it proves an informed and
thought-out use of language, which goes hand in hand with the knowledge of Greek

literature occasionally displayed.

§ 3. Defining Dissoi Logoi

§ 3.1 The Standard View

Over the centuries, a plethora of suggestions have been made in response to the question
of when this text was conceived, by whom, with what intent, and under the influence
of which other authors. Yet, since the first publication of his edition in 1979, most
scholars have agreed on Robinson’s assessment, which I shall call the ‘standard view’

(abbr. ‘SV’) from now on. It goes as follows:

SV: Dissoi Logoi was ‘written some time around 403-395’,'° and represents the collection
of “fairly full but unpolished “lecture-notes” (not really planned for publication)'™* of a
sophist ‘of a Ionian provenance’'® before a Doric speaking audience, possibly from
Megara, Sicily, or Southern Italy. His thought appears ‘largely influenced by Protagoras
and in some smaller measure by Hippias, Gorgias, perhaps Socrates himself, and a

number of ethnographers’.'®

% See also Heeg (1922), 108. Thesleff (1961), 80, 81, 83.
9 Ibid., 110.
100 Robinson (1979), 41.
101 Tbid., 54.
102 Tbid., 51.
103 Tbid., 51.
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However, there is room to reconsider the validity of this description, by means of a new
examination of the text, and through the aid of some scholarly contributions appeared
both before and after Robinson’s work. In order to respect the methodological principle
which I stated in the Preface and have been observing so far,'* I shall first examine an
issue likely to cross the mind of a reader of ancient Greek literature, when first presented
with Dissoi Logoi, namely its points of contact with other known works in the same field
(§ 3.2). I will then proceed to the chronological and geographical coordinates which one
can gather precisely from the literary influences, as well as from the contents of the text
(§ 3.3). Having clarified from whose works the author is more likely to have taken
inspiration, and when and where the work composition might have been, I will thus be
in a better position to finally draw plausible conclusions about the nature of both Dissoi

Logoi and its anonymous author (§ 3.4).

§ 3.2 Literary influences
The past participle ‘influenced” in SV calls for some clarification, as it captures the
connection between Dissoi Logoi and the works of major classical Greek thinkers in a too
generic way, and in some respects, also too weakly. To be sure, some passages of Dissoi
Logoi merely call to mind other texts; but some suggest direct influence, one way or the
other. Similarities of the first kind include the authors SV mentions, and, actually, some
more. Here I shall give a brief overview of them, from the most to the least relevant,
whereas for their full analysis, I refer the reader to the commentary.

I hence start from the three main sophists of the 5% century BCE. Protagoras stands
out as the first to say that two opposing speeches can be delivered about every subject
matter (DK80 A1),!% and he is known to have written some lost antilogies (AvtiAoyiat,

ibid.), a literary form to which chapters 1-6 belong. The relativism expressed by his homo

104 Namely to move from the known, or, at least, from what is easier to find out, to the unknown, or what
is more difficult, so as to avoid question-begging (see supra, 6).
105 1l o Tog €¢n dVo Adyoug etval TeRL MAVTOS TTEAYHATOS AVTUKELUEVOUS AAATIAOLG.
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mensura doctrine (DK80 B1) perfectly tallies with the speeches in defence of the identity
theses in chapters 1-5, whereas at Tht. 171a-b Plato has Protagoras deploy a self-
contradiction argument which is reminiscent of part of a larger one in § 4.6.1% Chapter
6 similarly recalls the genre of excellence which in Plato’s Protagoras the sophist
promises to teach to the young Hippocrates, and which can be broken down into a series
of skills, then listed throughout chapter 8, among which correctness of speech (000wg
dtaAéyeoOay, § 8.1) has as a specially Protagorean flavour (cf. 0p0oémeix: DK80 A24,
PL. Phdr. 267c), as Gomperz noticed.!?”

Finding myself in agreement with the order in which SV lists the most influential
sophists, I then cite Hippias who echoes in the last two chapters of this work. Dupréel
rightly observes how chapter 8 gathers all the most popular disciplines in the late 5%
century (physics, politics, eloquence, law, dialectics) in the true spirit of Hippias’
polymathia (DK86 A8).1% Hippias was also known to resort to mnemonics — which is
the subject of chapter 9 — to store such vast knowledge in his mind, and he would
publicly perform before Doric speaking audiences such as Olimpia, Sparta, and Sicily,
he himself coming from the Dorian city of Elis (DK86 A2, P1. Hp.Ma. 281a-286c¢). Finally,
at Hp.Ma. 285d (=DK86 A11), Plato recalls his unrivalled expertise in discussing ‘the
value of letters and syllables and rhythms and harmonies’,'® which mirrors our author’s
morphological examples of §§ 5.11-12.11°

Gorgias, as third, can be spotted in the author’s personal and varied use of the
notion of kapog in §§ 2.19, 3.1, 4.2, and 5.9 (cf. DK82 Ala, B13), and in the thesis of
ardrn owaia defended in §§ 3.9-12 (cf. DK82 B23) and which is characteristic of
Simonides too (Plu. Aud. poet. 15c). Traces of the latter may also be in §§ 1.12-13 (PL. R. I

106 See also Solana Dueso (1996), 156, 177.
107 Gomperz (1912), 162-167.
108 Dupréel (1948), 195.
109 Translation from Fowler (1926), 353.
110 See also Gomperz (1912), 71, n. 148.
26



331b-332d), in the unattributed verses of § 2.19 (Fr. PMG 36, Fr. 53 Diehl), and again in
the mnemonics of chapter 9 (Marm.Par. 55, et alibi).

The ideas of some other authors make rarer appearances in the work. Socrates’
thesis on the impossibility of teaching excellence (P1. Prt. 319a-b, et alibi) is put forward
in the first speech of chapter 6, and his arguing against the appointment of public
officers by lot because not meritocratic (X. Mem. 1.2.9, Arist. Rh. II 20.4) appears in
chapter 7 too. Three other sophists, Prodicus (DK84 A20, et alibi), Antiphon (DK87 B15,
et alibi), and Alcidamas (Alcid. Soph. 3,8,23,31) might come to mind in chapter 8, and so
does Hippocrates (Hp. Nat. hom. 1).11! The indiscernibility of all things, defended in §
5.3, is a position attributed to Pyrrho too (D.L. IX.61), along with that of ontological
indeterminateness at § 5.5 (Aristocles in Eus. PE 14.18.4), firstly ascribed to Heraclitus
(Arist. Metaph. I' 1005b24-25).

As for the similarities of the second kind, they are more numerous and we can
further divide them into a first class made of passages likely to inspire, or to be inspired
by, pages of ancient Greek authorities, and a second one comprised of others very likely
to do so; the watershed between the two groups is again the degree of similarity in
words and ideas between what is said in Dissoi Logoi and in those classics. Following
are these classes, each item of which is accompanied by its relevant passage from major

works:

First class

§§ 1.2-3 and PI. Prt. 334b-c

§ 2.2 and P1. Smp. 184c-e

§ 2.5 and S.E. P. 1.152, I11.209
§§2.9-17 and S.E. P. 111.199-234
§2.27 and Pl. Alc. I 111c

111 See also Becker/Scholz (2004), 30-31.
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§2.28 and Pl. Grg. 501e-502a, R. X 607c, S.E. M. 1.280-281, 297

Kol TewTov...ovU (§ 3.2) and PL. R. II 382c¢, [PL.] Just. 374c
avtika...évnuev; (§ 3.2) and [P1.] Just. 374d

§ 3.4 and PL. R.1331c-d, II 382¢

§ 4.2 and Pl. Sph. 263b, S.E. M. VIII.323-324

§ 4.5 and P1. Phd. 100d, Ly. 217b-e

woTeQ...eotiv (§ 4.5) and PL. Smp. 207d-e

§ 4.9 and P1. Sph. 259a

Chapter 5 and P1. Cra. 386¢c-e

§ 5.4 and Pl. Tht. 154c

§ 5.8 and Pl. Alc. 2 138d-139c

Chapter 6 and S.E. P. 111.252, M. X1.216-257

§ 6.3 and PL. Prt. 319b-d, Men. 89d-e, 90b-e, 96a-d, [Pl.] Virt. 376b-c, 378¢
§ 6.4 and Pl. Prt. 319e-320b, Men. 93a-94e, La. 179a-d, Alc. I 118¢c-119a, [Pl.] Virt. 377a-
378¢

§ 6.6 and Pl. La. 185e

§ 6.7 and Pl. Euthd. 278d, 283a, Prt. 312b, 325d-326¢c, Men. 91a-e, Alc. [ 118c-d
§ 6.11 and Pl. Prt. 320a, 327b-c

§ 6.12 and Pl. Prt. 327e-328a

§ 7.2 and Isoc. Areopagiticus 22, Arist. Rh. 11 20.4.1393b 4-9

... téxvag (§ 8.1) and Pl. Euthd. 274e, Phdr. 261d-e

kata...nuev (§ 8.1) and Pl Grg. 449b-c

ducdoaoOat...dapayogetv (§ 8.1) and PL. Grg. 452e

mept...0waokev (§ 8.1) and PL. Sph. 232¢

§ 8.2 and PL. Prt. 337d

§ 8.3 and P1. Grg. 457a

TeQL mMAvVTwV...ériilotaoceital (§ 8.4) and Pl. Euthd. 271c

§ 8.9 and P1. Grg. 454b
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§ 8.10 and P1. Grg. 484d
§9.1 and S.E. M. 1.52

Second class

§2.13 and Hdt. 5.6

tot...0¢oic (§ 2.13) and Hdt. 4.64-66
Maooayétat..té0apOarl (§ 2.14) and Hdt. 1.216
Avdoic...Nuev (§ 2.16) and Hdt. 1.93
Atyomrol...kaAov (§ 2.17) and Hdt. 2.35-36

§ 2.18 and Hdt. 3.38, 7.152

Kal mE@Tov... oV (§ 3.2) and X. Mem. IV.2.16
avtika...évnuev; (§ 3.2) and X. Mem. IV.2.17

§ 3.4 and X. Mem. IV.2.17
avopamodiEaoOat...amodoobay; (§ 3.5) and X. Mem. IV.2.15
Chapter 5 and S.E. M. XI.197-209

kot mpatov...iavta (§ 5.2) and PL Cra. 392c

§§ 5.3-5 and PL. R. V 479b-d

§§ 5.11-14 and P1. Cra. 431e-432b

§5.14 and S.E. P. 11.215, I11.109, M. IV.25, X.323
§ 6.5 and Isoc. Against the Sophists 14

T0...motewv (§ 6.8) and Pl Prt. 328¢

§ 6.12 and Hdt. 2.2

§7.2 and X. Mem. 1.2.9

§ 7.5 and Isoc. Areopagiticus 23

Based on the second class, it is reasonable to conclude that the works which are most
likely to have influenced Dissoi Logoi, or to have been influenced by it, are, in

chronological order, Herodotus” Histories, Xenophon’'s Memorabilia, Plato’s Cratylus,

29



Republic, and Protagoras, Isocrates’ Against the Sophists and Aeropagiticus, and Sextus
Empiricus” Outlines of Pyrrhonism and Against the Mathematicians. At the same time, a
special case can be made for Plato’s Gorgias, which features in the first class, but whose
points of contact with our text, although less strong, are as many as six.

While it is understood that the resemblance between our work and many others
could be simply coincidental, and that both our author and those aforementioned could
have conceived their respective texts independently from one another, the high number
of parallels listed above makes this less plausible than considering a dependence
between them. The question then arises about who drew upon whom. First and
foremost, the fact that over the centuries preceding its manuscript appearance, Dissoi
Logoi has left practically no mark of itself!? seems to clash with its possible
characterization as a source of inspiration for many other, much more renowned works.
Not by chance, the latter hypothesis has never been taken into serious consideration by
scholars, except for Trieber’s far-fetched attempt to present § 3.4 as the source of X. Mem.
IV.2.2-18, and Robinson’s sporadic and unargued supposition that § 4.5 may have
inspired Plato’s mapovoia.'® SV’s reading of this influence as reversed is hence more
plausible, although maybe too flat, as we will see later.

Another option could be that both Dissoi Logoi and those texts drew upon a third,
common source, as some scholars, in fact, have suggested concerning three of the
parallels listed above. However, besides these alleged common sources being works of
which we know little, and whose very existence is sometimes object of contention, this
interpretation has the unlikely corollary that an author who seems to be used to lifting
passages from well diffused texts would look at more remote sources in those three

cases. This objection gains substance if one inspects these parallels more closely.

112 The only potential case could be the elliptical reference to it in Diogenes Laertius’ account of Zeuxis
(see supra, 14, infra 289).
113 Trieber (1892), 218, Robinson (1979), 193.
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First comes the similarity between the ethnographic descriptions in §§ 2.9-17 and
some of those we read in Herodotus. That the latter may have been the source of our
work is something Robinson and some of his predecessors have found difficult to
accept, arguing that ‘on a number of occasions’” our author ‘offers details not found in
Herodotus; and a fair number of the more general points he makes are not to be found
in Herodotus at all”."* Yet, Robinson dismissed as ‘pure speculation” Gomperz and
Kranz’s hypotheses about Protagoras and his followers being the real source, in the
belief these had collected ethnographical material ‘for the purpose of demonstrating the
relativity of moral concepts’;!’® a valid criticism, as we indeed do not possess any
substantial piece of evidence for that. Contrariwise, he welcomed the possibility that
‘the author is drawing upon earlier sources, some or all of which were also tapped by
Herodotus (e.g. Hecataeus and Hellanicus)'."® However, this idea relies on an old-
fashioned view about Herodotus’ sources, and it is no wonder that Robinson’s authority
for that was Aly.!"” For later studies, with Detlev Fehling’s monograph first in the line,
got rid of the idea that Herodotus was heavily dependent on the geographic and
historical lore of earlier logographers such as Hecataeus, Acusilaus, and Pherecydes, as
well as on contemporaries like Xanthus and Hellanicus; the very existence of such
extensive literature from which Herodotus could lift is contested.!’® If that was not
enough to abandon the common source track for this case, one must notice how
Herodotus continues to echo in chapter 2 even once the ethnographic section is over,
that is in the mental experiment of § 2.18, whose literary parallels are Hdt. 3.38 and
7.152.

The second case where a common source has been adduced concerns the likeness

between §§ 3.2-5 and X. Mem. IV.2.15-17. Here Robinson, on the one hand,

114 Robinson (1979), 165.
115 Jbid., 166. See also Gomperz (1912), 163-164, Kranz (1937), 228.
116 Robinson (1979), 165-166.
17 Aly (1929).
118 Fehling (1971), 2-3.
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acknowledged that ‘the structure of the two passages is remarkably similar, and verbal
affinities (often the very same examples) abound’.!"” On the other hand, he fell into what
Classen considered the ‘main fault’ of his edition, namely the fact that ‘Robinson
discusses and determines the date of the treatise in the introduction and, on that basis,
considers and judges a number of passages in the commentary which should be viewed
without prejudice as regards the date, as they might contribute to determining it’.’* He,
in fact, did not even take into account the possibility that Xenophon’s Memorabilia,
completed not earlier than 371 BCE, was the original of our text, and so he explained
the above similarity by putting forth the three following possibilities. The first posits
that our author is the source of Xenophon; the second speculates that the two authors
personally heard Socrates’” arguments about justice; the third conjectures that both
authors drew on an earlier thinker.’?! At a closer look, though, all hypotheses pose
problems. The first one entails that Xenophon put arguments into Socrates’” mouth
which he had read in Dissoi Logoi, and that would seem at the very least bizarre for a
Socratic like him. The second hypothesis assumes that our author lived in a time which
allowed him to encounter Socrates, which itself needs to be proven. The third option
necessitates specification either of the possible identity of this ‘earlier thinker” or of what
his arguments could have been like, if it does not want to sound just like a strained
attempt to oppose the direct dependence between two texts which, as seen, Robinson
himself viewed as strongly similar. Things do not improve even if we supplement it
with other scholars’ proposals. Nestle’s attempt to base his claim about an unspecified
sophistic source for both Xenophon and our author on X. Mem.IV.2.1, where it is simply
said that Euthydemus collected works of famous poets and sophists, was fanciful, to say
the least.””? Dupréel’s identification of such a source with Hippias had no better

grounds, as it was based on elements unrelated to the texts at issue, namely Hippias’

119 Robinson (1979), 179.
120 Classen (1982), 86-87.
121 Robinson (1979), 180.
122 Nestle (1908), 580.
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said presence in Dissoi Logoi 8 and 9, and Socrates and Hippias” conversation on justice
at X. Mem. IV .4.13

Third, and last, is the case of chapter 6 and its striking similarity with Plato’s
Protagoras, both in content and in the form of six pairs of passages, falling within either
of the classes of the second-kind influences. Trieber'* and Taylor'? extended the
similarity also to Plato’s Meno, pointing out how the arguments in favour of and against
the teachability of excellence of all the three works could be traced back to ‘the common-
places of fifth-century rhetoric’.’* Granted, these claims are less weak than the common
source hypotheses seen so far. For there indeed might be room to include Meno, and
also, I would add, the pseudo-Platonic De Virtute in this relationship, judging by their
very similar arguments. Furthermore, for the first time, we have a hint as to which the
common source could have been, because the teachability of excellence may well have
been the subject of Protagoras’” Méyag Adyoc too (DK80 B3), as Heinrich Gomperz
suggested.'’” However, the special kinship of chapter 6 with Plato’s Protagoras can be
inferred not only from its higher number of parallels, but particularly from the reference
to Polyclitus teaching his art to his child at § 6.8, which has a parallel in Pl. Prt. 328c
only. Finally, since we have no certainty about the actual contents of Méyag Adyog, the
hypothesis of our author reading Plato, or vice versa, is at least slightly ahead of that
about a common Protagorean source for the two. As an upshot of the analysis of these
three cases, the hypothesis of a common source proves less likely than the more intuitive
one of one author directly drawing on the other.

In conclusion, SV seems right in maintaining that the many points of contact of
Dissoi Logoi with ancient Greek authorities should be explained in most cases by our

author’s drawing upon the latter. Yet, its list of these influences should be reconsidered

123 Dupréel (1948), 208, 310.
124 Trieber (1892), 235.
125 Taylor (1911), 117-119.
126 Ibid., 119. Similarly, Guthrie (1971), 319.
127 H. Gomperz (1912), 175.
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and enlarged so as to also include a series of parallels in which the closeness of the texts
is so strong as to suggest our author’s direct reading of those classics. As seen before,
among the latter eleven stand out as the most likely sources of Dissoi Logoi and out of
them now I would like to highlight nine in particular, as their date is later than the one
SV attributes to our work. These are Plato’s Protagoras, Gorgias (both before 387 BCE),
Cratylus (387-380), and Republic (390-360), Isocrates” Against the Sophists (ca 390) and
Areopagiticus (355), and, finally, Sextus Empiricus” Outlines of Pyrrhonism and Against the
Mathematicians (around 200 CE).

By advancing the possibility that our author was a reader of Plato’s dialogues, this
interpretation somehow takes up the route started by Kathleen Freeman, who first
commented that ‘it is hard to believe that the work was not written after the publication
of Protagoras, Meno, Phaedo, Phaedrus and Theaetetus’.'? Yet, the main difference between
our hypotheses lies not so much in the selection of the dialogues to refer to, but, rather,
in our views about the use which our author makes of what he reads elsewhere. For in
recognizing these and other debts (Heraclitus’ and Protagoras’ too), Freeman then
concluded that ‘the author shows no originality [...] repeating arguments and examples
used by others’, which makes the final product ‘superficial’.’* On the same wavelength,
few years later, Maria Timpanaro Cardini and Josef L. Fischer denied the intellectual
value of Dissoi Logoi, considering it as a mere compilation of ideas of Protagoras and
Hippias.’® On the contrary, what I will endeavour to show in the commentary is that
the author’s use of the classics is original, and subordinate to his own philosophical and
rhetorical necessities. To anticipate some examples of that, theses which Plato and
Xenophon put in Socrates” mouth are absorbed in a weave of sophistic and anti-Socratic

lines of thought in Dissoi Logoi, like the argument against the appointment of public

128 Freeman (1946), 417, n. al.

129 Tbid., 417.

130 Timpanaro Cardini (1954), 213, n.1, Fischer (1969), 33,36.
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offices by lot in § 7.2, or those of philosophical temper in §§ 8.9-11, within a chapter
devoted to sophistic polymathy.

A different and more radical way to oppose the intellectual originality of the work
in light of the many sources spotted has been the one (already introduced earlier) in
which some have denied the historical authenticity of Dissoi Logoi, arguing that the work
was a forgery put up with heterogeneous material from some relevant authors by
someone lived a long time after what he describes. This interpretation would enable the
inclusion of the latest of the classics I mentioned above, namely Sextus Empiricus,
within our author’s sources. It is no wonder that Conley, the most recent and incisive
upholder of the forgery view, stresses the already discussed similarity between the first
chapters of Dissoi Logoi and Against Ethicists to this end.’ Yet, clearly debates on ‘good
and bad, seemly and disgraceful’®> did not start with Sextus, having a long-lasting
history in ancient Greek philosophy, which starts, among the others, with some 5%-4t
century BCE works I quoted among the second-kind influences. From this point of view,
§ 5.14, the paragraph very close to some passages from Sextus, is as much so with the
earlier Plato’s Cratylus. Furthermore, as already touched on, one should refrain from
thinking, as done by SV, that only Dissoi Logoi can draw upon other texts, and never the
other way around. That applies especially to our work, as a similar limitation would
clash with what emerges about its most likely date at various levels, and which we will
see in the following paragraph. An alternative explanation of the points of contacts
between Dissoi logoi and Sextus, which hence is still called for, will be given in the final

section of the dissertation.

§ 3.3 Date and place
SV dates Dissoi Logoi ‘some time around 403-395" and places it in one city among

‘Megara, Sicily, or Southern Italy’. Similarly to what has been done with the influences,

131 Conley (1985), 62-63. On the similarity between the two texts, see also supra, 10.
132 Ibid., 63.
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let us now test the value of these coordinates, both in their adhesion to the text and
history, and as for their logical consistency.

The first scholar who contributed to these opinions was North, who spotted in §
1.8 the proof that the work was written shortly after Sparta’s victory in the naval battle
at the mouth of the Aegospotami river (&...cvpupdaxwc) in 404 BCE.'* This is due to his
conjecture T vewoti (‘what is just occurred”) to correct the codices’” T vedtatt which
since Gisbertus Koen editors have been rightly revising as 1 vectata (‘the most recent
events’) instead.’® North also saw Sicily and Southern Italy as the most likely locations
of our author, considering him to be a Pythagorean, and his reference to Hellas in
Aéyovtat év 1) ‘EAAGdL U0 twv prdocopovvtwy (§ 1.1) as oddly detached, if made by
a person coming from that same place.'®

Centuries passed, and in 1913 Pohlenz not only identified ta vewtata with the
tinal act of the Peloponnesian War, and hence made it the terminus post quem of the work,
but he also suggested that this association compels us to take 394 BCE as terminus ante
quem.’® For in that year the Corinthian War started, and it hence should have had a
place in the author’s list of historical conflicts, if only it had already occurred.’”

Finally, the hypothesis of Megara as the author’s city, was firstly suggested in 1961
by Edwin S. Ramage, but without any specific supporting reason except for Megara
being a Doric-speaking city.'*® Unlike him, one year later, Martha Kneale grounded this
same judgement on Dissoi Logoi’s marked interest in notions such as truth, falsehood
and contradiction which are distinctive of the Megarian school, and which characterize

the first part of our work too, especially chapter 4.1%

133 North (1671), 47, n.1.
134 Koen in Schaefer (1811), 234, n. 26.
135 North (1671), 47, n.1.
136 Pohlenz (1913), 72.
137 Ibid., 72.
138 Ramage (1961), 423-424.
139 Kneale/Kneale (1962), 16.
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These are the grounds on which SV argues about date and place of the work, the
latter of which are the shakier. Starting from Sicily and Southern-Italy as possible
geographical provenances, Pythagoreanism was certainly present in these cities, but not
in Dissoi Logoi which only gratuitous interpretations of § 4.4, and § 7.5 can connect with
it.1% It is no wonder that neither North nor Stephanus before him ever offered a reason
for their insertion of Dissoi Logoi among Pythagorean fragments, which hence seems to
be there simply due to its Doric dialect. But even granting the rather impressionistic
idea that every philosophical writing in Doric has to do with Pythagoreanism, one must
recall that the Doric of this work is a peculiar one, and different from the varieties
attested in Sicily and Southern-Italy. Judging by its Ionic contaminations, it actually
seems eastwardly rather than westwardly oriented.’* Even less persuasive is North’s
argument based on the reference to Hellas, which would seem to lead to the absurdity
that every time somebody names their own country in a discourse, they also need to
specify that they belong to it. As for Megara, Kneale was right in presenting it as a place
which would have satisfied our author’s dialectical interests, but wrong in singling it
out as the only possible one, from this point of view. So much so that one cannot rule
out the possibility that, whatever the reason of the peculiar Doric dialect of the work,
the author actually got his philosophical and literary education in Athens.!#?

In the search for a more suitable place where this work was composed, an
obligatory stop is at Cyprus, an island recalled in a controversial passage of § 5.5, which
says that “what is here, is not in Libya, and what is in Libya is not in Cyprus’. Bergk was
the first to defend the coincidence of ‘here” with ‘Cyprus’, and, then, around it he built
a broader interpretation of the work as the writing of a 4" century sophist from that

island.®® He, in fact, focussed on the barbarian menace to contrast which Hellas had to

140 See infra, 154, 221.
141 See supra, 22-23 for my conclusion for Achaean or Aegean Doric kouvr.
142 This idea has been defended a few times, the most recent of which can be found in Becker/Scholz (2004),
13-40.
143 Bergk (1883), 126-133.
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take the extraordinary measure of sacrificing the temples of Delphi and Olympia, as
recalled in § 3.8. This episode he recognized in the last phase of the Corinthian war,
immediately before the peace of Antalcidas (387 BCE), when Evagoras, the king of
Salamis on Cyprus, was engaged in promoting Greek culture in the island and securing
it from the Persian aims, with the help of Athens. In his Olympic Oration of 388, Lysias
exhorts the Hellenic cities to a national unity against the Persians, and Bergk believed
that this oration arrived to Cyprus, that there it got translated and soon read by our
author who was writing Dissoi Logoi, and who must have thus been inspired by Lysias’
words when composing § 3.8. According to Bergk, that a sophist could operate in a
remote place like Cyprus should not come as a surprise; rather it was also proven by the
fact that Polycrates (436/5 — after 380 BCE) came to this island from Athens, to spend his
retirement. And that was thanks to the material development and cultural flourishing
which Cyprus has experienced since Evagoras took power in 411, as magnified in
Isocrates’” Evagoras. Finally, Bergk quoted the mental experiment of § 6.12 about a
Hellenic child learning Persian simply by being raised there, and a Persian child doing
the same the other way around, as a sign that the place from which the author wrote
was close to Persia, and hence more likely to be Cyprus than other suggested places
such as Southern Italy.!#

I begin from the end, as the last argument speaks for itself in oddly constraining
our ability to figure out mental scenarios in some requirement of spatial proximity. As
for § 5.5, then, Taylor wisely observed that the conflation of ‘here” with ‘Cyprus” would
make the whole statement redundant, as the second part, “‘what is in Libya is not in
Cyprus’, is the simple converse of the first one, “what is in Cyprus is not in Libya’.1#

This rejoinder, yet, implies a commitment to exactness and conciseness about which we

144 ‘Dies setzt enge Verbindung und Nachbarschaft voraus; in Kypern lag dieses Beispiel sehr nahe, fiir
Unteritalien ware es sehr ungeschickt gewéahlt’ (ibid.,132).
145 Taylor (1911), 94, n. 1.
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cannot know whether it was among our author’s priorities. Hence, I would not go so far
as to say that the writer “‘would hardly express himself thus’, as Taylor did.#¢

At any rate, the most difficult points to Bergk’s solution are the following three.
First is the fact that the historical circumstances in which he argued that Dissoi Logoi had
been composed do not feature any episode reminiscent of the Hellenes’ use of their own
temples for military reasons, as described in § 3.8, and from which Bergk seemed to
draw only what he needed, namely the outline of a moment critical for Hellas” safety,
and in which the cities” cooperation was vital.

Secondly, notwithstanding the cultural development of 4% century Cyprus, to our
knowledge, philosophy seems to have been marginally involved in it. For if we except
Zeno of Citium (c. 334-262/1 BCE), the founder of the Stoic school in Athens, where he
also spent most of his life, the list of Cypriote ancient philosophers consists just in few
‘second- or third-rate authors’,'¥” such as Aristotle’s friend Eudemus (?- ca. 353 BCE),
who was perhaps previously a member of the Academy too, Persaeus of Citium (307/6—
243 BCE), Stoic and pupil of Zeno at Athens, and the cynic Demonax (70-170 CE), mainly
known from the Life of Demonax, written by his student Lucianus. None of the
philosophies embodied by these figures had diffusion on the island, nor a real bearing
on Dissoi Logoi. Even if we agreed on Eudemus having been an Academic, drawing a
link between him and the passages where Dissoi Logoi gets in touch with Platonic
dialogues would be far-fetched, both because these are just some of the work’s likely
sources, and because a vast part of Dissoi Logoi leans towards anti-Platonic positions. In
a similar way, nothing suggests that the stay of the old Polycrates promoted the
development of the sophistic profession on the island, nor is it presumable that he
himself composed Dissoi Logoi on that occasion, as the little we know of this sophist’s

production is at odds with our work. He, in fact, “‘was famous in antiquity for his

146 Tbid., 94, n. 1.
147 Hill (1949), 212.
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speeches on paradoxical and absurd themes’,*® and at Is. 20 Dionysius of Halicarnassus
condemns his style for its ‘overblown verbosity and a tasteless use of too many
extravagant figures and poeticisms’.'¥ Furthermore, the likely hypothesis of a
dependence of our text on Isocrates, would be seriously affected if this author were
Polycrates. For, firstly, there was no love lost between him and Isocrates, as we can
argue from Isocrates’” denunciation, in his Busiris, of the shortcomings of Polycrates’
Encomium of Busiris and Accusation of Socrates. Secondly, only the deployment of
Isocrates” Against the Sophists would have been chronologically possible for Polycrates
who in 355 BCE, when Aeropagiticus was composed, was not alive anymore.

Thirdly and lastly, nothing guarantees that the place in which chapter 5 is set is
the same as that of the other chapters. The chapters may well correspond to speeches
which our sophist held in various places’™ — maybe never where the author lived — or
may even not be set in any specific place. The same applies to chapter 7, which sketches
a moderate democracy, devoid of the lot system as method of appointment for public
officers, but nothing specific emerges as to its identity and relationship to the author.

Earlier on, we anticipated the exigency of going beyond the dialect to make a good
guess about the work’s date of composition. However, at the end of this analysis on
what the author lets us know about Dissoi Logoi’s place, the results invite us to backtrack.
For, bona pace the scholars” hypotheses which have just been discussed, the contents of
the work do not point to any Hellenic city in particular, whereas the Aegean /Achaean
Doric kown in which the work seems to have been written is the only element
potentially speaking of a geographical unity of Dissoi Logoi. Granted, as earlier observed,
it may well also be the product of a later translation of a work originally composed
somewhere else. Yet, this hypothesis will lose likelihood at the end of the following

inquiry on the work’s date.

148 Livingstone (2001), 28.
149 Tbid., 30.
150 See also Kranz (1937), 225.
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The latter can be started by recalling that the identification of t& vewtata in § 1.8
with the Aegospotami battle, and, hence, of 404 BCE as terminus post quem, was attacked
by Santo Mazzarino.’” He, interestingly, noticed how on that occasion the balance of
military power was the opposite of the one described in our text.!®> Quoting Thucydides,
he pointed out how on that occasion we see “the destruction of the Athenian empire and
the capture of the Long Walls and the Peiraeus by the Spartans and their allies” (Th.
5.26.1).13% In order to see Sparta defeating the Athenians and their allies (AOnvaiot de
Kal ol ovppaxot), Mazzarino suggested, rather, a look back at the battle of Tanagra in
457, which he deemed the real terminus post quem.’> However, although more consistent
with the text, this alternative identification too is far from conclusive, as the impact of
the Tanagra battle on Greek history cannot be compared with that of the Aegospotami
one, which marked the end of a war which Thucydides himself defined as ‘major [...]
and more momentous than any previous conflict’ (Th. 1.1.1).1% The Aegospotami battle
is hence less likely to be forgotten than the Tanagra one in our author’s list of crucial
military conflicts in the Hellenic world.

SV has thus found a sound terminus post quem in 404 BCE. Nonetheless, it is worth
moving on from chapter 1, to see whether we can encounter other elements relevant in
this respect. As first comes the already quoted passage of § 3.8, dealing with the
exploitation of temples which are common property of Hellas, to repell an imminent
Persian menace. Unfortunately, despite the aforementioned effort of Bergk, and others
too, it is impossible to identify this episode with any known event of Greek history, as I
will explain in the commentary. In §§ 3.11-12, then, we learn that the author was
acquainted with Cleobuline and Aeschylus, which too is of little help, as it draws us

back from 404. But once we get to § 7.5, we find a line of reasoning which, as mentioned

151 Mazzarino (1962), Mazzarino (1966).

152 Mazzarino (1966), 289-290.

153 Translation from Hammond (2009), 270.
154 Mazzarino (1966), 151.

155 Translation from Hammond (2009), 3.
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in the earlier paragraph and shown in the commentary, has a close and exclusive
parallel with Isoc. Areopagiticus 23. I therefore believe that we should take 355 BCE, the
date of composition usually assigned to this oration, as a more precise terminus post quem
than 404 for our work.

As for the terminus ante quem, that the Corinthian war would have been mentioned
if only it had already started when the author was writing is not surer than the above
possibility of the Tanagra battle as terminus post quem. On the other hand, as Bergk
pointed out, what is certain is the lack of any reference to the Macedonian power,
especially in the list of the most important battles of §§ 1.8-10, which thus makes 338
BCE, the date of the battle of Chaeronea, a later, maybe loose, but no doubt safer
terminus ante quem.'>

For the sake of completeness, the search for a terminus ante quem must yet call also
at the two short arguments of § 6.8, which drew the attention of some. Firstly, Becker
and Scholz argued that the author’s reference to Anaxagoreans in this paragraph could
have been possible only before 380 BCE.!”” This statement is puzzling, as it is both
unargued and clearly contrary to the three occurrences of ot Avafayopelot attested
after that date, according to the TLG. Pl. Cra. 409b6 is one, and maybe the earliest, as
that dialogue is approximately dated between 388 and 368 BCE; the other two belong to
the Byzantine Georgius Cedrenus (Compendium historiarum 1.144.13) and Georgius
Syncellus (Ecloga chronographica 174.25). The author’s next example of the famous
sculptor Polyclitus teaching his child his own art was used by Mazzarino in support of
his early dating, seen above.’®® Firstly, he pointed out how from Pl. Prt. 328c Polyclitus
appears to have taught his children, from which Mazzarino argued that Dissoi Logoi
must have been composed at a time when Polyclitus had already trained only one of

them. Secondly, considering the time when Polyclitus and his master Ageladas are

156 Bergk (1883), 126.
157 Becker/Scholz (2004), 16.
158 Mazzarino (1966), 288.
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known to have worked,® SV’s suggested date of composition would appear too late for
the former to have not yet taught sculpture also to his second child. According to
Mazzarino, to get things square one needs to adopt the dramatic time of the Protagoras,
which he questionably saw in 423 BCE, ' as a terminus ante quem to date Dissoi Logoi. In
reply to this, Untersteiner warned against being too trusting of Plato’s chronology. For
it cannot be excluded that Plato anachronistically transferred the number of Polyclitus’
children when the Protagoras was composed (between 395 and 394 BCE) to the dramatic
time.!®r On the same wavelength was Robinson, who excused the chronological
inaccuracies on the part of both Plato and our author, saying that what interested them
was, rather, the widespread tomog of Polyclitus teaching his children his own art.!*2 One
must not also pass over the yet unexplored possibilities that the taught children were
more than one by 433, as the Protagoras says, but that Dissoi Logoi refers only to one of
them either because only one was still alive at that time, or because only one actually
followed his father’s steps in sculpture.!®® Finally, Robinson did not favour any of these
hypotheses in particular, believing that they all demonstrated excessive faith in the
historical accuracy of both Plato’s and our author’s accounts. For this reason, in none of
them does he see a true danger for SV’s dating.’® For my part, I share Robinson’s
scepticism about the historical reliability of what has been written about Polyclitus and
his children in both works, which cannot hence help us with the terminus ante quem in
any sense. However, I also observe that one reason why our author’s words were
historically incorrect could be the length of time separating them from those episodes
and diminishing their memory. From this point of view, the terminus post quem I argued

for above may be preferable to Robinson’s one, because it is later.

1% Ageladas’ oldest statue is dated 520 BCE, Polyclitus” one 460 (ibid., 288-289).
160 Contra the usual 433 (Taylor (1992), 64).
1el Untersteiner (1967), 470-471.
162 Robinson (1979), 38-39.
163 Tbid., 39.
164 Thid., 39-41.
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With that being said about Dissoi Logoi’s date of composition, the conclusion is that
the assertions made by SV in this regard must be rethought precisely as above it
happened concerning the place of composition. Rather than 403-395 BCE, the work
seems to be dated between 355 and 338 BCE, an interval which becomes particularly
interesting when put in connection with the peculiar dialect of the work, because, as
touched on above, koineization of Doric is thought to start precisely in ‘the late 4t
century’.’®® Hence, the peculiar language of this work does not only give us clues about
Achean or Aegean Doric-speaking areas as the most likely provenance of the text, as
seen above, but it also turns out to be the language in which Dissoi Logoi is most likely

to have been originally written, rather than just that of a later translation of the text.

§ 3.4 Nature of the work

SV attributes Dissoi Logoi to a sophist of classical age, and with what I believe to be good
reason. I will go into the ideas and structure of the work in the sections to follow, but
that easily appears just by looking at the writer’s swiftly moving from ethics to eristic,
from education to politics, from ontology to mnemonics, and especially at that
manifesto of similar competences which is chapter 8, where the arts of speaking and
philosophy are sophistically intertwined.

In the relatively short length of each chapter, in its spare prose, and in the seeming
absence of a unitary line crossing all of them, SV sees the proof that the text is nothing
more than a collection of lecture-notes which helped the author to prepare himself for
his declamations, but which may even be wrong to call work, as it was not meant for
publication. In particular, Robinson observed that ‘the constant use of kattwOTO
suggests strongly that we are looking at shorthand versions of arguments that could be

expanded on the appropriate occasion’.¢®

165 See supra, 22.
166 Robinson (1979), 90, n. 69.
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It is at this point that my views on what the work is start to diverge from SV.
Firstly, despite their own essentiality and brevity, the nine speeches of Dissoi Logoi are
yet fully developed, the only few interruptions which affect them being due to lacunae
in the manuscripts. The structural completeness of the author’s treatment sounds also
like a reason of pride for him in § 6.13, where he closes the chapter by stressing the
tripartite structure of ‘a beginning, a conclusion and a middle’ he has given to his
speech. Secondly, as I will show at the end of this thesis, although the chapters are
independent in content the one from the other, their topics are not unrelated, both
because all of them pertain to the sphere of sophistic education, and because subgroups
of them describe more specific lines of thought. Finally, kattwvt6 actually features as
part of the bigger stock-phrase kal td@AAa kattwvTo, which I have already mentioned,
and which always appears at the end of an argument as a way to universalize the
conclusion the author has just inferred from a select few particular cases. If we buy into
Robinson’s logic, then the only expansion which those arguments can undergo, and
which the stock-phrase could adumbrate, will consist precisely in the addition of further
examples instantiating the same general rationale. But why should the sophist have
risked forgetting such additional unsaid examples, by hiding them under tdAAa
KaTtwLto, especially if one agrees with Robinson that Dissoi Logoi is a collection of
lecture notes, which, as such, are designed to improve the retention of a speech?

As for the fact that a work of similar contents and form cannot be ready for
publication, I again have some reservations. In the first place, a fair assessment of both
its style and thought should consider the expectations and the intellectual level of its
readership. Alas, the latter is unknown, but considering the Dorian origin of the text, it
stands to reason that so were their readers, or at least a part of them. If so, then, as
Rossetti observed, the work’s inadequacy to the standards of the Athenian rhetoric and

philosophy argues in favour of its suitability to a Dorian cultural environment, less
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intellectually demanding as emblematically depicted by Plato in Hp.Ma. 285c-d.'” At
the same time, and this constitutes a second reason for the work’s publication,
underneath its superficial naivety, Dissoi Logoi also reveals a series of major ancient
sources which the more learned among its readers would have found it rewarding to
recognize, and in as big a number as has ever been found among surviving sophistic
texts.!8 Finally, the habit of assessing the author as talentless, which Diels started, has
always been accompanied by blindness of some valuable aspects of his thought and
rhetoric, to which I will try to do justice in the next sections of the dissertation.!® Just to
name some of them, I recall the actual dynamics of contrast between identity and
difference theses in chapters 1-5, the four rhetorical strategies the author adopted in
those same chapters, and the identical list of topics covered by the second speeches of
chapters 1-4.

As last, it is worth tackling an alternative hypothesis about the nature of the work,
which emphasizes its didactic character by regarding it as one of those ‘little manuals
or catechisms of sophistic arguments’” which were ‘in fairly common circulation’
according to some reading of Arist. SE 183b36-184a2.17° Recently, Robinson himself
defended this interpretation, presenting it just as possible as the above hypothesis of the
work as a sophist’s lecture-notes.!” Yet, it is problematic in more than one respect. In

the first place, one must clarify what Aristotle means in that passage, which reads thus:

For the training given by the paid teachers of contentious argument resembled the

system of Gorgias. For some of them gave their pupils to learn by heart speeches

167 See also Rossetti (1980), 28-29.

168 Alcidamas testifies that one of sophists’ habits was precisely ‘to marshal the collected writings of past
sophists and bring together ideas from many sources into the same work’ (Alcid. Soph. 4, translation in
Muir (2001), 3-5).

169 Diels (1907), 635.

170 Robinson (2003), 241.

171 Tbid., 241, contra Robinson (1979), 89, n. 68, where he expressed his reservation about it. In Dorion
(2009), 127, one finds the latest support for this hypothesis which firstly appeared in Diels (1907), 635,
where Dissoi Logoi are considered ‘Niederschrift von Schulvortréagen’.
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which were either rhetorical or consisted of questions and answers, in which both

sides thought that the rival arguments were for the most part included.'”?

As one can see, the speeches under debate do not perfectly coincide with the genres of
speech in our work — surely not with the most distinctive one, namely the antilogy of
chapters 1-6. We may find a correspondence between chapters 7-9 and what Aristotle
calls ‘rhetorical speeches” (AGyot ontogwkot). Yet, as far as ‘questions and answers” are
concerned, this rhetorical device is employed in just few paragraphs throughout our
work, whereas none of its nine chapters is a speech consisting in only this device, as
according to Aristotle’s testimony (Adyot épwtntucot). Even more crucially, this passage
talks just of eristic teachers having their pupils learn some ready-made speeches by
heart, with no mention whatsoever of any sophistic manual. Granted, the role of a
physical medium on which to store words to assist their memorization is something
which I myself leverage to translate § 9.3. Nonetheless, describing the above passage as
the one where Aristotle “tells us of “Manuals of Eristic” put together by fee-taking
sophists’, as Robinson did, has no grounding on the text.””” And that is all the more
notable, because Robinson pushed this strained interpretation even further, to the point
of justifying the heterogeneous quality of Dissoi Logoi’s dialect with it: precisely because
the work may have been a sophistic manual such as those Aristotle refers to — he argued
— and hence been ‘used over the years in a “hands on” way’, we can imagine it as open
to modifications of its contents and language ‘in a way that standard books would not
have been’.7

Furthermore, there is no doubt that, albeit short and mutilated, chapter 9 guides
the reader through mnemonics in a way so detailed to prove that at its initial Greek stage,
of which it is the only testimony, mnemonics was not as far from the later Roman

development as usually maintained. On the other hand, in the rest of the text the

172 Translation in Forster/Furley (1955), 155.
173 Robinson (1979), 56.
174 Robinson (2003), 244-245.
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exposition sounds more epideictic than didactic, nothing suggesting that the work was
composed to be studied in a school rather than to be read by a more general audience.
On the other hand, the former hypothesis cannot be discarded either, especially
considering the fact that even Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen and Defence of Palamedes,
whose style is incomparably higher than our work’s, may have been composed just as
examples of ‘models to be learnt by heart’ by an apprentice rhetor.'”>

To sum up, Dissoi Logoi appears to be a complete work, rather than a collection of
notes, written by a sophist between 355 and 338 BCE, in a time when Alcidamas was
still the most relevant figure in the profession and the rhetorical treatise preserved in
POxy 410 had already been composed. I touch here on the latter because Dissoi Logoi has
been deemed contemporaneous to it, and sometimes the two have been likened to one
another on the basis of an allegedly similar rhetorical interest, and of their Doric
dialect.’”® However, a quick look immediately reveals the higher degree of purity of the
Doric of the POxy 410 treatise compared to our work’s kowr); and that, in turn, may
reflect the difference between a text composed at the beginning, and one in the second
half of the 4 century BCE, as I argue. Also, although literary quotations are frequent in
both, the didactic intent of the POxy 410 treatise is not as evident in Dissoi Logoi. As I
will better show later, in fact, the goal of the nine speeches of our work seems not so
much to form a sophistic manual, but rather to give an essay of the author’s vast culture
and preparation which ranges from rhetoric to literature, from history to philosophy, in

a way not belonging to the POxy 410 treatise.

175 Guthrie (1971), 270.
176 On the similarity between the two see Grenfell/Hunt (1903), 26, Christ/Schmid/Stahlin (1940), 204.
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2. Critical Text and Translation

10

15

20

1. ITegi Tw AyaBw Kal T KAK®
(1) dooot Adyor Aéyovtat v ) EAAGDL OO TV prAocopovvtwy Tepl T@
ayabw Kal T Kak®. Tol HEV Yo Aéyovtt wg &AA0 pév €0ttt To dyadov,
AAAO O& TO KaKOV" TOL O WG TO AVTO €0TL, Kal TOlg pev dyabov ein, Toig d¢
KaKOV, Kal TQ avt@ avOewWTw ToTE HEV dyaOov, tote de kKakov. (2) éyw d¢
Kal avtog tolode motttifepat. okéouatl d¢ €k T AvOpwmivw Plw, @
ETHEAES BOWOLOC TE Kal TTOOIOG KAl APEOdITIwY. TavTA YAQ doBevouvtl
HEV Kakov, Uytatvovtt 0¢ kat deopévew dyabov. (3) kal & kpaoia Totvuv
TOUTV TOIG MEV AKQATEOL KaKOV, TOIC Of TWAELVTL TALTA KAl
HoOapvéovtt ayaBov. véoog toivuv Toig pev AoOeveDVTL KAKOV, TOLG O&
lateolg ayabov. 0 totvuv Oavatog tolg peEV amofavovotl Kakov, Tolg
O’ evragponwAalc kat tuppPomowols ayabov. (4) yvewoyla te kaAwg
¢fevelkaoa TS KAQTWS TOIC UEV YEWQYOLS dyabdv, toic d& €UmoQolg
KAKOV. TAG Tolvuv 0AKAdAG ovvtoiBecOal kai mapaboavecdat T pev
VAUKATQw KaKkOV, Tolg 0¢ vavmayolg dyaBov. (5) &t d¢ tOv oldagov
katéoOeobat kal appPAvvecOal kat ovvtolBecdal tolg pev aAAoLS Kakdv,
T 0¢ XaAkn ayabov. kat pav tov kéoapov magadoavecdat toig uev
AAAOLG  KakOv, TOIG 0& KeQapeLow ayabov. T d¢ Vvmodpata
katatoiBecOat kal duapEr)yvuoOat Toig eV AAAOLS KAKOV, Tq & OKLTH
ayaBov. (6) év Tolvuv TOIC Ay@OL TOLS YUHVIKOIG KAl TOLG HWOKOLS KAl TOIG
TIOAEULKOLS, AVTIKA €V TG YUHUVIKG® TQ OTADIO0Q0HW, & VIKA T HEV
VIK@VTL dyaOov, tolg d¢ 1ooapévols kakov. (7) kattwvTto 0& kal Ttol
nadatotatl Kat mokTat kal Tot RAAOL TAVTES Hwotkol avtika & kKiBapwdila

TG HEV VIKQOVTL YO0V, Tolg d¢ OOAEVOLS KAKOV.

1 ITeol T ayabw kat tw kakw St.] ITeot ayabw kat kaxw Ro.
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1. On what is good and what is bad
(1) Contrasting speeches are made in Hellas by those who philosophize
about what is good and what is bad. For some say that that which is good
is one thing, that which is bad is another; others say that they are the
same, and that for some people it is good, for others bad, and for the same
man sometimes good, sometimes bad. (2) I too agree with the latter. I will
reflect, then, starting from human life, whose business is food, drinking
and sexual pleasures. These things, in fact, are bad for those who are sick,
but good for one who is in health and needs them. (3) And incontinence
in these things is something bad for the incontinent, but good for those
who trade in them and earn wages by them. Illness, further, is bad for
patients, but good for physicians. Death is something bad for those
dying, but good for undertakers and grave-diggers. (4) When farming
produces a successful harvest, it is a good thing for farmers, but bad for
merchants. And the fact that the trading vessels shatter and smash is bad
for the ship-owners, but good for the ship-builders. (5) Besides, that iron
corrodes, loses edge and wears out is a bad thing for the others, but good
for the blacksmith. And that the pottery gets broken is a bad thing for
others, good for the potters. And the fact that footwear gets worn out and
broken through is a bad thing for others, good for the cobbler. (6) In
gymnastic contests, in musical ones and in those of war, for example the
race at the stadium, victory is a good thing for the winner, but for the
losers bad. (7) And the same applies to fighters, boxers and all musicians;
for example, singing to the kithara is a good thing for the winner, but for

the losers bad.
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(8) v e T MOAEUW (KAL T VEOTATA TTIOWTOV £€0W) & TWV AAKEDALUOVIWV
vikae &v évikwv AOnvalwg kal Twg OVHHAXWS AaKedaHOVIOE HEV
ayabov, ABnvalolc 0¢ kKal TOIG OLHHAXOS KAKOV: & Te Vika av Tol
‘EAAaveg tov [Tépoav évikaoav toig puév "EAAaoty ayaBov, toig d¢

5 PaoPdoolsc kaxov. (9) a totvuv Tov TAlov alpeois toic pev Axalois dyadov,
toig 0¢ Towol kakov. kaddE TavTOV Kal ta twv Onalwv Kal T Twv
Apyelwv maon. (10) kat a twv Kevravpwv kat Aambav paxn toig pev
AamiBaic ayaBov, toig d¢ Kevravpolg kakov. kat pav kat & twv 0ewv
kal I'eydvtwv Aeyopéva pdxa kat vika toig pév 0eoic ayabov, toig o¢

10 I'tyaot kakov. (11) dAAog d& Adyog Aéyetat wg dAAo pev tyabov ein,
AAAO D& TO KaKOV, DLAPEQOV WOTIEQ KAL TWVUL A OUTW KAl TO TEAYHA. EYQ
d¢ Kal aTOC TOUTOV JLAREVHAL TOV TQOTIOV. DOKW YAQ OVLOE dLADAAOV
NUeV molov ayaBov Kat Tolov Kakov, al t0 avTo kal |1 aAAo ékateQov
el kat yap Bavpaotov K’ ein). (12) oipat 0& 00dE K avTov €xeV

15 amnokptvaocOay, al T [avtov] égorto Tov Tavta Aéyovtar “eimov o1 pot,
non T TL tol yovéeg ayabov Eémomoav;” @ain ko “kat moAAa kal

awrs

peyada.” “tb doa kaka Kat peyada kat ToAAX TovTolg o@eiAels, aimeQ
TWLTOV €0TLTO YO0V T kKakw. (13) Tl dé, twg ovyyevéag 1)dn L ayabov
ETONOoAG; TWS ARA CLYYEVEAS KAKOV £molels. Tt O€, Twe éX0ows 110N

20 KAKQG £molnoag; kal MoAAX Kat péyota aoa dyaBa énoinoag. (14) aye
ON Mot Kal TOdE ATOKQVAL AAAO TL 1) TWG MTWXWS OWKTEIQELS, OTL TOAAX

Kal kako €Xovty, <kal> maAwv evdatpoviCels, 6Tt moAAa kal dyaOa

TIEACOTOVTL, ALTIEQ TWVTO KAKOV Kol &yaOov;”

16 T T TOl YOVéeg ayaOov énoinoav; Schu.] Tt twg yovéag ayabov émoinoag; Ro.
21 moAAa kal kaka €xovry, <kat> maAwv DK] moAAx kat kaka €xovtl, maAwv Ro.
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(8) In war (and I will talk about the most recent events first) the victory
of the Lacedaemonians over the Athenians and their allies was good for
the Lacedaemonians, but bad for the Athenians and their allies. And that
in which the Hellenes prevailed over Persia was a good thing for the
Hellenes, bad for the barbarians. (9) The taking of Ilium was for the
Achaeans a good thing, but for the Trojans bad. And in the same way
went the events of the Thebans and the Argives. (10) And the battle of the
Centaurs and the Lapiths was a good thing for the Lapiths, bad for the
Centaurs. Further, the battle between the Gods and the Giants, of which
we are told, was a good thing for the Gods, bad for the Giants. (11) But
another speech says that what is good is one thing, what is bad another
one, differing as much in name as in fact. I myself make a distinction in
this way. For I believe that one could not recognize what sort is good and
what sort bad, if the one were the same as the other and not different; and
in fact that would be surprising. (12) I also think that not even he who
says these things would be able to answer if thus asked: “Tell me, then,
have your parents ever done good to you?” He could reply: “Many and
important ones”. “Therefore, you owe them many and important evils, if
it is true that what is good is the same as what is bad. (13) And have you
ever done good to your relatives? This way, you have done evil to them,
then. Well, have you ever harmed your enemies? This way, then, you
have brought them benefits many and important. (14) Come on, answer
me this too: is it not the case that you pity beggars because they have
many evils, and contrariwise, deem them lucky, since they attain many

goods, if indeed the same thing is bad and good?”
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(15) Tov d¢ PaciAn tov pHéyoav ovdEV kwAVel Opolwe dlakeloBal Tolg
TTWXOIS. T YXQ TMOAAX kal pHeYAAa AdyaBo avt@ TOAAX kKakd Kal
HeYAAQ €0Tlv, al Ya TUTOV €0TLV ayaBov Kal kakov. kal tade pev et
T TavTog elpoOw. (16) elut d¢ kat kb’ ékaotov AQEduevog ATO T@
£¢00lev kal Tivev kal APEODLOIALEV. TWUTO YA TOlG A0OEVELVTL TALTA
MOV ayabov €0y, almeQ TWOTOV €0tV aAyabov kal Kakov. kat Toig
VOO £0VTLKAKOV £0TLTO VOOELV Kal ayaBov, aimeQ twLTdv €0TL TO dyabov
T Kok@. (17) kadde 16de Kal TAAAx MAvVTa Tx €v T €unEoofev Adyw
elontat katl oL Aéyw Tt €0TL TO AYab0OV, AAAX TOUTO TTELQWUAL DDATKELY,

WG OV TWUTOV £l KAKOV Kal dyabov, AAA” &dAAo éxdteQov.
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(15) And there is nothing to prevent the Great King from finding himself
in the same situation as beggars. For his many, important goods are
many, important evils, if the same thing really is good and bad. And let
this apply in every subject. (16) But I shall come to them individually as
well, starting from eating, drinking and having sex. For it is good alike
for people who are ill to follow these practices, if indeed the same thing
is good and bad. And ailing is bad and good for the sick, if indeed what
is good is the same as what is bad. (17) All the other cases mentioned in
the previous speech are in accordance with this one. And I do not mean
to say what the good thing is, but this I endeavour to show, that the same

thing is not good and bad, but the one thing is different from the other.
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2. ITegl Tw kaAw kAl Tw aloxow

(1) Aéyovtal d¢ kal meQl T KAA® Kal aloxew dlooot AGyoL Tol HEV YAQ
PovTLAAAO eV eV TO KAAOV, RAAO O& TO aloxQOV, daxéQov WaTteQ Kal
TOVUHA OVTW KAL TO OWHA" TOL d¢ TWVTO KAAOV Kal aloXov. (2) k&yw

5 TIELQAOEVHAL TOVOE TOV TOOTIOV EEAYEVHEVOC. AVTIKA YOO AL Wi
goaota Hev Xonotw xaplleobat kaAov, ur) éoaota d¢ KaAw aloxeov. (3)
KAl TG yovaikag AovoBat Evool kaAov, év maAalotoa d¢ aloxeov, AAAX
TOLG AVOQATLY €V TTAAKIOTOA KAL €V YUUVAOIW KAAOV. (4) Kal OLVIHEV TQ
avooL v aovxia pev kKaAov, 0Tov Tolxols kouonoetatl, €é€w d& aloxodv,

10 Omov Tig detal. (5) kat T pEv adTag oLVipeV vl KaAdv, dAAoTolw &
aloXloTov. Kal @ Ye AvOol T& HEV €aVT@ Yuvalkl OLVIHEV KAAOV,
aAdotola 0¢ aloxpov. (6) kal koouetobat kat Prpuvbicn xoleobat kat
xovoia meguantecOaL T pev dvOpL aloxov, ta d¢ yuvaikl kaAov. (7) katl
TWG HEV PIAWG €V TIOLEV KAAOV, TG D& €X00WS aloXQOV. KAl TS HEV

15 TOAeplws Pevyev aloxov, Twe d¢ €V oTadlw dywviotag kKaAov. (8) kal
TG HEV @IAWS Kal Twg MOoAlTag @ovevev aloxeodv, Tws O& ToAgplwg
KAAOV. Kol Tdde pev mepl mavtwv. (9) elut 0’ €@” & tal MOALEG Te aloxQo
aynvrat kat ta €0vea. avtika Aakedalpoviolg Tag k0pag yvpuvaleoOat

Kal AxeWOTWS Kal dxitwvag magépmev kKaAdv, Twot d¢ aloxov.

1 ITeol T kKA xkat T aloxow St.] ITept kaAov kat atoxoov Ro.
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2. On what is seemly what is shameful
(1) Contrasting speeches are made also about what is seemly and what is
shameful. In fact, some say that what is seemly is one thing, what is
shameful is another, differing as much in name as in body; other people
say that the same thing is seemly and shameful. (2) I too shall attempt to
expound the matter in this way. To begin with, it is seemly for a youngster
in the prime of life to grant his favours to a worthy lover, but shameful to
the one who is not seemly. (3) And that women wash is seemly at home,
shameful in the palaistra, but for men it is seemly in the palaistra and in
the gymnasion. (4) And for the man having sex in a sheltered place, where
he will be hidden by the walls, is seemly, whereas outdoors, where
someone will observe him, is shameful. (5) <For the woman> having
sexual intercourse with her own husband is seemly, with another
woman’s one is very shameful. And for the man too having sexual
intercourse with his own wife is seemly, with another man’s one shameful.
(6) Adorning oneself, painting oneself with white lead, and covering
oneself with gold leaves for the man is shameful, but is seemly for the
woman. (7) Doing good to friends is seemly, to those hostile to us
shameful. And fleeing from the enemies is shameful, but the competitors
in the running race seemly. (8) Killing friends and fellow citizens is
shameful, but enemies seemly. And that applies in everything. (9) I next
move on to those behaviours which cities and peoples deem shameful. For
example, to Lacedaemonians that girls practise gymnastic exercises and
show themselves without sleeves and chiton is seemly, to Ionians

shameful.
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(10) kat <tolg HEV> TS MAdAG Ut HavOAvely HwOoKa Kol YOXHHATA
KkaAov, Twot & aitoxov un) éniotacbat tavta mavta. (11) Oecoaloiot de
KAAOV Tw¢ (Mnwg €k Tag ayéAag AaPOvTL avt@ dapaoal kal Tws 0QEAg,
Pav te AaBovti avtw opdlatl kal ékdelpat kat kataxopay, év LikeAla d¢
aloxov Kat dwAwv £ova. (12) Makeddot 0¢ kaAdv dOKeL eV TAGS KOQAC,
oLV avdol yapaoOai, €oaocbatl kal avdpl ovyytyveoOal, €mel 0é ka
vauntay aloxeov: ‘EAAaoL d” appw atoxpdv. (13) toig 0¢ Opal kOoH0g
TG kopag otiCeoOat, Toig & AAAOLS TNl T OTlyHATa TOIG ADIKEOVTL.
tol 0¢& LkvOatL kKaAov VOICoVTL O¢ vOa Ka KATaKavwy EKdelpag tav

KEPAAXV TO HEV KOULOV TIQO TOV (MTTOL QOQT), TO O’ 00TEOV XQLOWOAS KAl
aQyvowoag mivry €€ avtov kat omévdn tolg Oeols év 0¢ toig ‘EAAaowy
ovdé K &g Tav avtav olkiav ovveloeABetv PovAOITO TIC TOWXLTA
niomjoavtt. (14) Maooayétal d¢ Tws yovéag katakopavteg katéobovrl,

Kal Tdpog KAAALOTOG dokel eV €V Tolg Tékvols Té0a@Oal, €v d¢ T

‘EAAGDLal Tic tavta momjoat éEeAadelg €k ¢ EAAGDOC kKakws ka dmoOdvol

WS atoxoa kat dewva motéwv. (15) Tot 0¢ ITépoat koopeloOal te WoTeQ Tag
YLVATKAS KAl TG AvOQas KaAov voullovtt, katl ta Ouyatol kat T patotl
Kal T adeA@a ovvipev, tot 0¢ ‘EAAaveg kal aloxox kal magdvoua. (16)
Avdoic Totvuy tag k0pag ToevevOeioag kat AQyvoLov évegydoaoOat katl

oVt YapaoOat kaAov doket Nuev, €v d¢ toig "EAAaowv ovdelc ka BéAot

YapaL

1 <toig pev> Di.] cum codicibus Ro.
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(10) And to the former that youngsters do not learn the music and the
letters is seemly, whereas to Ionians it is shameful not to know all these
things. (11) To Thessalians it is seemly that he who has captured horses
from the herd breaks them in by himself, and so it is with mules, and that
he who has captured an ox slays it, flays it and chops it by himself; on the
contrary, in Sicily, it is shameful and those are actions of slaves. (12) To
Macedonians it appears seemly that girls, before finding a husband, love
and have sexual intercourse with a man, but once <a girl> has been taken
in marriage, shameful; to Hellenes both the actions appear shameful. (13)
To Thracians that women get tattooed is orderly, whereas to the other
peoples tattoos are a punishment for those who do wrong. Scythians
deem it seemly that he who has killed a man, after having flayed his head,
carries his scalp about on the forehead of his horse, and having gilded and
silvered the skull, that he drinks from it and makes libations to the gods.
Among Hellenes one would not wish even to come together at the same
house with him who has performed such actions. (14) Massagetae devour
their parents once having chopped them and to them being buried inside
their children seems a marvellous burial, whereas in Hellas if one did
these things, he would die in misery, banished from there, as perpetrator
of shameful and terrible actions. (15) Persians consider it seemly that, as
well as women, men too adorn themselves, and have sex with their
daughter, mother and sister, whereas Hellenes consider these behaviours
shameful and illegal. (16) To Lydians, then, it appears to be seemly that
girls by means of prostitution not only make money, but also find a
husband this way, whereas among Hellenes none would like to take them

as their wives.
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(17) Atyvmtiol te o0 TavTa VouLllovTt KaAx tolg AAAoLS thde Hev yaQ
yuvaikag Veatvely kal <éoua> eoyaleoBat kaAdv, aAAax tnvel twg
AVOQAC, TAG O YLVAIKAS TIOACOEV ATEQ TNOE TOL AVOQES. TOV TIAAOV
deveLy TalS X€QOL, TOV O& OLTOV TOLS OO, THVOLS KAAOV, AAA” apiv TO

5 évavtiov. (18) olpat &', al Tig T aloxea €g €V KeAeVOL OLVEVELKAL TIAVTAG
avOowmwe & ékaotol VoptLovty, kal TAAWY €€ aBQ0wV TOUTWV TX KAAX
Aafev & Ekaotol aynvtat, ovdev ka AewpOnuev, aAAQ mavtag mavta
dwxAafév. oV yap mavteg tavta vopiCovtt. (19) mageEovpal de kal

nomud T

10 Katl yoQ tov dAAov wde Ovntolotv vopov
OPn dxOpwv: 0VdEV NV TAVTT) KAAOV
oVLd” aloxEOV, AAA TalT émoinoev AaPwv

0 KALQOG aloX0a Kal DIAA&EAS KAAAL.

(20) wg d¢& TO oVLVOAOV ElTtAL, TAVTA KA HEV KAAL EVTL, €V dKkatpia O
15 aloXod. Tl v dlemoaEAuny; épav dnodeifetv TavT aloxoa Kal kaAdx
govta, kal amédeléa €v tovTolg aot. (21) Aéyetat O KAl TeQL T AloXQW
KL KAA® WG AAAO EkdTeQOV eln). £mel al TIC EQWTATAL TWS AéYOVTAS WG
TO AVTO TEAYHA AloXQOV Kal KaAOv €0Tv, al ToK& TL avTolg KAAOV
éQyaotat, aloxQov OHOAOYNOOLVTL, AiTEQ TWVTOV KAl TO XloXQOV Kal TO
20 KaAOV. (22) kat al Tvd Yo KaAov oldavTL avdpa, ToUToV Kat aloxov tov

avTOV. Kal al Tv& ya Aevkov, Kat HéAava ToLToV TOV avTOV.

2 <€ow> Va.] cum codicibus Ro. 11 dixOpwv Va.] duaxipwv Ro.
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(17) Egyptians do not regard the same things as seemly as the other
peoples: for here it is seemly that women weave and work the wool, but
there that men do it, and that women run the businesses which here men
do. Kneading the clay with hands and the bread with feet to them is a
seemly thing, but to us the reverse is. (18) I believe, then, that if someone
bid all men make a heap of the things which they each deem to be the
shameful, and conversely, to take those that each considers as the seemly
ones from these collected, nothing would be left behind, but everyone
would take everything. For not all have the same opinions. (19) And I will

offer up also a certain poem:

And, in fact, this you will see, by observing
the other law of men: nothing is completely seemly
or shameful, but having got hold of the same things,

the right moment makes them shameful and seemly, exchanging them.

(20) Generally speaking, all things are seemly at the right moment,
shameful at the wrong one. What did I then accomplish? I said that I
would show that the same things are shameful and seemly, and I did it
through all these arguments. (21) But it is said also about what is
shameful and what is seemly that they differ from one other. For, if
someone asked those who say that the same thing is shameful and seemly
whether anything seemly has ever been done to them, they would
acknowledge that as shameful, if it is true that what is shameful and what
is seemly are the same. (22) And if they know some man as seemly, they
know that this same one is shameful too. And if they know that someone

is white, they know that this same man is black too.
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Kal al kKaAov Y €ott tws Oewg oéPeobal, kal aloxpov doa tws Oewg
o¢BeoBat, almeQ TWLTOV aloxEoV Kal kaAdv éott. (23) kal tdde pev mept
aTavTwVv eloNobw pot teéPopat de ETtL Tov AdYoV avTwV OV AéyovTL. (24)
ALY TAV Yuvalka KaAdv 0Tt Koopelobat, Tav yuvaika aloxQov

5 koopeloOat, aimep TWOTOV ALOXEOV KAl KAAOV kKal TAAAX KATX TWUTOV.
(25) év Aaxedalpovi £ott kKaAov Ttag mawag yvuvaleoOal, Ev
Aaxedalpovi EoTv aloxov tag madag yvuvaleobal, kat tdAAa ovtwe.
(26) AéyovtL d¢ wg al Twveg ta ailoxpa &k twv €0véwv TAvToOEeV
OLVEVEIKALEV, ETTELTA OVYKAAETAVTES KeAEVOLEV & TIS kKaAa voutCot

10 AapBavev mavta ko v kaA@ ameverxOnuev. eyw Oavudlo atl o aloxoa
ovvevex0évia kada éoettat, kat ovy oldmeg NvOev. (27) al youv (Mmwg 1)
Pac 1) dic 1] dvOpwnws dyayov, ovk AAAO T K Amayov: €mel ovd” al
XOLOOV TVEKAYV, XAAXOV <ko> amrjveukay, ovd al agyvElov NVelkay,
HOALBOOV Kot ATtéeQov. (28) AvTi O’ dpa TV AloXQWVKAAX ATIAYOVTL;

15 péoe ON), al &pa TIG ALlOXQOV AYAYE, TOVTOV AL <KA> KAAOV ATIAYAYE;
TIOMTAG D& HAQTLEAC €TAyovTal, ol Totl adovav ov motT dAaOelov

TIOLEVVTL.

13 xa inserui] xaAxov [anrvewav] Ro.
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And if it is seemly to worship the gods, it is also shameful to worship the
gods, if indeed the same thing is shameful and seemly. (23) And let this
reasoning of mine apply in every case; but I will turn to the speech of theirs
which they make. (24) If, in fact, it is seemly that the woman adorns herself,
it will be shameful that the woman adorns herself, if indeed the same thing
is shameful and seemly; and all the other cases go this same way. (25) In
Lacedaemon it is seemly that children exercise, in Lacedaemon it is
shameful that children exercise, and so it is for all the other cases. (26) They
also say that if some men gathered the shameful things from the peoples
of everywhere, and then, following a convocation, they bid each one take
the things which he considers seemly, all would be taken away as seemly.
I marvel that the shameful things gathered will be seemly and surely not
such as they came. (27) No doubt, if they had brought horses, or oxen, or
sheep, or men, they would not have taken away something different; for
neither if they had brought gold, would they have taken away bronze, nor
if they had brought silver, would they have taken away lead. (28)
Therefore, do they take away seemly things in place of the shameful ones?
Come on, if then one had brought something shameful, would he have
carried this off as seemly? After all, they call on poets as witnesses, who

compose not in the name of truth, but in view of pleasure.
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3. ITegl Tw dikaiw kal Tw &dikw

(1) doool d& AdyoL Aéyovtat kat et Tw dikaiw Kal T ddikw, KAt Tol eV
&AAo Npev 10 dikaov, dAAo d¢ 1O Adwkov, Tol ¢ TwLTo dikalov Kol
AOKOV" KAl €Y@ TOUTQW TELQATOVUAL TIUWQEEV. (2) Kal TTOWTOV HEV

PevdeoOatl g dIKALOV €0TL AeE@ Kal EAMATAV. TG UEV TTIOAE WS TALTA
TIOLEV aloXQOV Kal movneov av é€eimotev: twg 0¢ PNTATWS oV avTika
TWGS YOVEQG al YoQ O€0L TOV MATEQX 1) TAV UATEQX PAQUAKOV TILEV KAl
poryév, kat ur) 0€Ao oL dkalov €0TLKAL €V TQ QOPNHUATLKAL €V TQ TIOTQ

dOpEV Kal pUn @Aapev eviuev; (3) ovkwv o1 Pevdeobal kal EamaTay Twe

YOovEéas KAl KAETTEV Hov T TV @IAwV kal finobat twg @Atatwg dikatov.

(4) avtika al Tic AvmnOeic Tt TV oikniwv kat axOecOeic péAdol adTov
duxOeipev 1) ElpeL 1) oxovie 1) dAAw Twvi, dlkadv Eott TavTa kAEPaL, al
dvvauto, at d¢ voteptéat kat éxovra kataAapor, apeAéobar Bia. (5)
avdoamodifaoBatl d¢ Twe ov dikalov Tws MoAepiwg, al Tig dvvatto EAwv
TIOALY OAav AodOoOAL; TOLXWEULXEV OE T TWV TOALTV KOLVA OlKNHATA
dikawov @aitvetal al yap 6 nato émt Oavatw, kateotaciouévog DO
twv €x0owv, dedepévog ein, doa oL dikaov dogvEavta KA&paL kal
owoal TOV matépa; (6) €moekev 0¢" al T VMO TV MoAepiwv AagOelg
VTOdEEALTO OUVVWV 1) Hav &d@eOels Tav TOALY TTEOdWOo eV, &Qat 0OVTOG
dlkald Ka momoat eVOPKNOAG; (7) €yw HEV YaQ OV dOKW, AAAX HAAAOV
TAV TOALV Kol TS PIAWG Kal Ta LeQd owoal av T TATOWIN ETOQKT|OAC.

NON &oax dlKALOV KAl TO ETILOQKELV. KAL TO LEQOTVAEV *

1 TTept T dukaio kal T adikw St.] ITepl dukalov kat adikov Ro. 13 Bia. O] Big; Ro.
(sed punctum in translatione)
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3. On what is just and what is unjust
(1) Contrasting speeches are made also about what is just and what is
unjust, and some people <say> that what is just is one thing, what is unjust
is another; other people say that the same thing is just and unjust. I too
shall try to defend the latter thesis. (2) And to begin with, I shall say that
it is just to lie and deceive. People may assert that <it is> ugly and base to
do these things to one’s enemies, but not to the people dearest to one, for
instance parents. For if it were necessary for one’s father or mother to drink
or eat a medication, and they were not willing to do it, would it not be just
to give it to them in the gruel or in the drink, without saying that it is
inside? (3) Therefore, <it is> already just to lie to parents and to deceive
them, and besides to steal the belongings of one’s friends and to use force
against one’s most beloved people. (4) For example, if someone who is
grieved and vexed by some private issue were about to kill themselves
with a sword, or a rope, or something else, it would be just to take these
away, if possible; and if one happened to arrive late and found him with
those, it would be just to remove them with force. (5) How could it not
<be>just to enslave one’s enemies, if one were able to sell a whole city into
slavery, having seized <it>? It also seems just to break through the walls of
the buildings which are common possession of the citizens. For if one’s
father, overpowered by his enemies, had been sentenced to death, would
it not <be> just, perhaps, to secretly carry him away and save his life,
having dug through <the walls>? (6) And to break an oath: if a man,
captured by his enemies, indicated under solemn oath that, once set free,
he would betray his city, would he act justly by keeping it? (7) For I
personally do not think so, but rather that he should save his city, his
friends and the temples of his fathers, by breaking it. It immediately

follows that <it is> just to break one’s oath too. And also to rob a temple:
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(8) Tax pev B twv mMoAewv Ew, Ta d¢ kKowva tag EAA&DdOG, ta éx AeApav
kat ta €€ OAvumiag, péAAovtog T BaoPdow tav EAAGda Aafév kat tag
owTnElag &v xoruaowy éovoag, ov dikalov Aafelv kal xonobat &g tov
TtoAepov; (9) povevev de Twe PNTATWS dikaov, Emel kal Opéotag katl

5 AAxpatov ** kal 6 Oeog €xonoe dikawx avtw nomoat. (10) €mi d¢ tag
téxvag TeéPopal Kal TX TWV TOWMTWV. €V YaQ Toaywdorola Kol
Cwyoapia 60Tc mAgiota ¢Eamat Opolx tolg aAnOivoig motéwv, ovTog
apwotoc. (11) OéAdw 0¢ kal TOMHATWV TAAKRIOTEQWY  HAQTUQOLOV

enaryayéobat. KAeoBovAivng -

10 avdQ’ eldov kKAémrovta kal EEanatwvia Plalwg,

’

Kal o Bl 0€Eat TOVTO dIKALOTATOV.

(12) v madAat tavtar AloxvAov d¢ tavtar

ATIATNG dkaiag ovk AmooTatel O€dg

Pevdwv d¢ kalpov €00 dmov Tiur) Beoc.

15 (13) Aéyetar d¢ kal T@de avtiog AOYOog ws AAAO TO dikalov KAt TO AdKOV
€0y, da@éQoV WOTEQ Kal TWVLHA OVTW KAl TO TEAYMa. €mel al TIg
EQWTAOAL TG AEYOVTAS WS TO ALTO 0TIV AdKOV Kal dikatov, al 1jon Tt
dikatov TeQl Twg yovéag Empalav, OMOAOYNOOUVTL Kal AdKOV &QA. TO

YOQ aUTO AdKOV KAl dKALOV OHOAOYEOVTLT)UEV.

5 lacunam inter AAxpatwv et kat suspicio] AAxpaiwv: kat Ro.
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(8) I leave out those which are exclusive property of cities, but when the
barbarian was about to take over Hellas, and its safety lay in money, <was
it> not just to seize the temples which are common property of Hellas,
those of Delphi and Olympia, and use them for the purpose of war? (9)
And <it is> just to kill the people dearest to one, since Orestes and
Alcmaeon <did it (?)> and the god proclaimed that they had acted justly.
(10) Now I shall turn to arts and to poets’ activity. In fact, in the
composition of tragedies and in the art of painting he who deceives the
most by making works similar to real objects <is> the best. (11) And I want

to call on the testimony of older poems. These words of Cleobuline,

‘a man I saw stealing and deceiving violently,

and doing that perforce <was> very just’,

(12) were ancient. These are from Aeschylus:

‘From a just deception, the god does not stand aloof’;

‘There are cases when the god holds in honour the right moment for lies.’

(13) But also a speech opposite to this one is made, to the effect that what
is just is one thing, what is unjust is another, differing as much in name as
in fact. For if one asked those who say that the same thing is unjust and
just whether they have ever performed a just action towards their parents,
they will answer in the affirmative. Then, that <will be> unjust too. For

they admit that the same thing is unjust and just.
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(14) pépe &AAO dé- al TIva YIVWOKELS dikalov avdoa, Kal &dIKOV &Qa TOV
avTOV (Kal Héyav TOVLV KAl HIKQOV KATX TWUTOV). kal tol ToAAX
adknoac anobaveétw <kal MoAAX kal dikaiax do>mpacapevos. (15) kat
TLEQL LEV TOVTWV AALC. Ll dE €@” & AéyOovTeg AELOVVTLTO AVTO KAl dikalov
5 KAl adkov dmodeucvUev. (16) T0 yaQ KAETTEV T TV MOAEUiWV dikalov,
Kal &ducov amodetkviel Tovt avto, al k¥ &aAnOng 0 vwv Adyog, katl
TAAA X KATTUTO. (17) TéXvag O¢ EmayovTatl é€v alg ovk £0TL TO dikalov Katl
0 Adwkov. Kat tol omtat ovtol ot aA&Belav AAAX TOTL TG AdOVAG

TV AVOQWTIWV T TIOWUATA TTOLEOVTL.

1 ywawokelg Di.] yivwoketRo. 2 kal tot moAAx O] kaittot moAAacRo. 3 amoBavétw
<kal MOAAx kat dikawx dw>moalduevoc Di] amoBavétw <date Oavatw alx
dua?>mpalapevog Ro. 6 amodewcvuet Wi.] amodeucviev Ro.
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(14) But take another case: if you know someone as a just man, then you
will know the same person as unjust (and, further, as big and small, on the
same principle). And, mark you, if he has performed many unjust actions
let him be put to death also for having carried out many and just actions!
(15) Now, enough about these cases. I come to the things saying which
they claim that they show that the same thing <is>just and unjust. (16) For
if ever their speech <is> true, it shows that robbing one’s enemies <is> just
and that this same action <is> unjust, and the same applies to the rest. (17)
They bring in arts, in which what is just and what is unjust have no place.
And indeed poets compose poems not for the sake of truth, but in view of

men’s pleasure.
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4. TTegt &AaBeiag kat Ppevdovg

(1) Aéyovtar d¢ kai Tegl T Pevdeog kal tag aAabelag dloool Adyor, WV O
HEV atL AAAOV pev Tov Ppevotav Nuev Adyov, aAAov d¢ tov dAaOn tol
d¢ TOV aLTOV . (2) KAYw TOVOE Aéyw: MEWTOV HEV OTL TOIG AVTOLG

ovouaot Aéyovtar émerta O¢, 6tav Adyog Ono1n, av pev wg Aéyntat 6
A0Yog oUtw Yévntay AAadnc 0 Adyog, av 0¢ ur) Yévntal Pevdng 0 avTog
Adyoc. (3) avtika katnyoel LeQoovAlav tw: al Y €yéveto twoYyov,
AAaO1c 0 Adyoc: at d¢ ur) €yéveto, Pevotac. Kal Tw ATOAOYOUUEV® G
ve 0 AOYO0G. Kal Td Ve dKAoTHoL TOV AUTOV AOYOV Kal Pevotav Kait

aAaO1) kotvovtL (4) émel oL kat £€ENg kaOrjuevol at Aéyouev “pvotac
elpl,” O aUTO pEV TTAVTEG €00VUEV, AAXDTIC D& HOVOC €Y, €mel kal elul.
(5) daAov @wv OtL O avTOg AdYOC, Oty eV avTE TaET) TO PeLOOG, PevOTAC
gotilv, Otav 0& 10 aAa0ég, aAabT)c WoTeQ kKal AvOEWTOC TO AVTO, Kol TAlS
KAl veaviokog kal v Kat YéQwv, €0Tiv. (6) Aéyetal d¢ kal wg AAAOG el
0 Pevotag Adyog, dAAog d¢ 0 AAaOT|G, dlaépwV <WOTEQ KAL> TWVLUA
<0UTW KAl TO MEAYHA>. Al YAQ TIC €0WTAOAL TS AéyovTag ws O avTtog
AOYo¢ ein Pevotag katl dAadnc Ov avtol AéyovTy, TOTEQOG 0TIV Al pLEV
“Pevotag”, darov O6tLdvo el al & “aAabnc” anokplvatto, kal Pevotag
O aVTOC 0UTOG. Kal AAxOEC Tl ok elmev 1) EEepaQTENOE, Kat Pevdr doa
TX AUTA TALVTA. KAl al Tiva avdpa aAaO1) oide, kal PevoTav TOV aUTOV.
(7) &k 0¢& T AdYw AéyovTLtavta, OTL YEVOUEV@ HEV TMW TTOAYHATOS AAXOT
TOV AOYOV, Ayevitw d& Pevotav. ovkWV dla@épel <épéobar> (8) avlig

TG dKAOTAC O TL KQLVOVTL OV YAQ TIAQEVTL TOIG TIOAYHUATLV.

1Pevdovg O] Pevdéog Ro. 2 1edeog O] Pevdéoc Ro.  tac aAabeiag P3] tw dAabéog

Ro.
Ro.

5 avcodd.]atRo. AéyntatO]<av?>AeyntatRo. 6vévntal O bis] <ye>yévnrtatl
av codd.] at Ro. 13 womep...€otiv intra parentheses posuit Ro. 15 <womep

Kal> twvopa <oltw kat to meaypoe> Bl] twvupa <womep kat 10 moaypa> Ro.
19 xai Di.] kat <at>Ro. 23 kpotvovtt Scha.] kptvowvto Ro.
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4. On truth and falsehood
(1) Also about falsehood and truth contrasting speeches are made, of
which one asserts that false speech is one thing, and true speech another;
other people, instead, say that they are the same thing. (2) I too say the
latter: firstly, because false and true speeches are said with the same
words; secondly, when a speech is uttered, if what happened is as it is said,
the speech is true; if not, the same speech is false. (3) For example, accuse
someone of temple-robbery: if the action has occurred, the speech is true,
if it has not, false. And so it is for the speech of him who defends himself.
The Courts too judge the same speech false and true. (4) And indeed, if
we, when we sit next to one another, should say ‘I am an initiate’, we shall
all say the same thing, but I shall be the only truthful one, as I also am <an
initiate>. (5) It is, then, clear that the same speech, when falsehood is
present to it, is false, but when truth is, is true, just as a man is only one
thing as a child, a youngster, an adult, and when old. (6) However, it is
also said that the false speech is one thing, the true another, differing as
much in name as in fact. For if someone asked those who claim that the
same speech is false and true which is the one they are saying, and the
person answered ‘the false one’, then it is clear that the speeches would be
two; if, instead, he answered “the true one’, then this same speech would
be false too. And if he ever said or testified something true, then these
same words would be false too. And if he knows some man as truthful, he
will know the same person as lying too. (7) And according to their speech,
they maintain the following idea: that if the fact has happened, the speech
is true, if it has not, false. Therefore, it is important to ask (8) jurors in their

turn what they judge; for they are not present at the events.
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(9) opoAoyéovTL ¢ KAl avTol, O HEV TO PevdOg avapépektal, Pevotav

NHEV, @ O¢ T0 AAaOEg, AAaOT). TovTO 0¢ OAOV dixépet [...]

2 post dapépet. lacunam susp. No.] lacunam susp. sed not indic. Ro.
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(9) However, even they themselves acknowledge that the speech with
which falsehood is mixed is false, whereas the one with which truth is

mixed is true. But that is wholly different from [...]
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5. (1) Tavtax TOlL HALVOUEVOL KAl TOL CWPEOVOUVTES KAl TOL 0O@OL Kat Tot
apafeic kal Aéyovtl kat MEACCOVTL (2) Kal TEATOV eV ovopalovtt
TAVTA, Yav kal avOowmov kal (Mmov kat moE kal TAAAa mavta. katl
TIOLEOVTL TAVTA, kKAONvTaL kat é00ovTL Kal TivovTL kal KaTdkewvTal, Kat
TAAAA KATTWUTO. (3) KAl pav Kal TO avTo Toaypa Kat péCov kat pnov
g0t Kat Aéov kal EAacoov kal BagVTEQOV KAl KOLPOTEQOV. OUTW YAQ
EVTL TavTa MAvVTa. (4) TO TAAAVTOV €0TL PapUTeQOV TG HVAS Kol
KOVU@POTEQOV TWV dV0 TAAAVIWV' TWUTOV &Q KAl KOULPOTEQOV KAl

Bapvtepov. (5) kal Cwel 6 avTog AvOEWTOC kKal 0L Lwel, Kal Tavta £0TL

KAl oUK €0TU T Yo TNO €0vTa €v 1) AOa ovk €0TLy, 0VOE ye tax év Apoa

év Komow. kal tdAAa katax tOvV avtov AOyov. OoUKWV Kal &vil ta
TIEAYHATA Kol 0V Evtl. (6) Tol TNva AéyovTeg, TS HALVOUEVWS <KL TWS
OWEPEOVOLVTAGC> KAl TWG 0OPWES KAl Tws apadelc Twuta diampdooecatl
Kal Aéyey, kat taAAa <to> Eémopeva 1w A0Yw, ovk 000w AéyovrL. (7) at

YO TIC aAUTWS £0WTATAL Al DAPEQEL Havia OwEEOoVLVNG Kal co@in
apading, pavti: “vat”. (8) €0 yoao xal €€ WV MEACOTOVTL €KATEQOL daAoL
EVTL WG OMOAOYNOOLVTL OUKWYV, KAl TAUTX MEACOOVTL, KAl Tol cogot
HalvovTal Kal TOol HALVOHEVOL 0O@OL KAl TAVTIA OLUVTAQACOOVTAL.
(9) kat EémakTéog O AOYOg MOTEQOV €V OEOVTL TOL CWPEOVOLVTEC AEYOVTLT)
TOL HALVOUEVOL. AAAX YAQ PAVTL WG TAVTA UEV AéyovTl, dTav TIS avTwS
£0wTI)" AAAX TOl pEV 00Ol &V TQ déovTL, Tol ¢ patvouevol & ov det. (10)
KAl TOLTO AéyovTeg DOKOUVTL UIKQOV TTOTLOT) VAL TO & DeL Kol Jr) del, woTe

HNKETL TO AVTO THLEV.

1 “tavta... (oratio recta §§ 5.1-5) Ro. 7 tdAavtov codd.] tdAavtov Ro. 12
HALVOUEVWS <Kkal Tws ow@povovvtag> kat Scha.] codd. Ro. 17 kat codd.] kat <at>

Ro.
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5. (1) The insane and the sane, the wise and the ignorant say and do the
same things. (2) In the first place, they give the same names to things:
‘earth’, ‘man’, "horse’, ‘fire’, and all the rest. And they perform the same
actions: they sit, eat, drink, lie down, and the same applies to the rest. (3)
And besides, the same thing is also both bigger and smaller, more and less,
heavier and lighter. Hence, in this way all things are the same. (4) The
talent is heavier than the mina and lighter than two talents: the same thing,
then, is lighter and heavier. (5) The same man both lives and does not live,
and the same things are and are not; in fact, what is here, is not in Libya,
nor is what is in Libya in Cyprus. And the same rationale applies to every
other example. Surely then, things are and are not. (6) Those who maintain
that, namely that the insane <and the sane>, the wise and the ignorant
carry out and say the same things, and every other consequence of this
speech, do not speak correctly. (7) In fact, should one ask them whether
insanity differs from sanity, and wisdom from ignorance, they say ‘yes’.
(8) For it is pretty clear that they will grant it, also from what each group
does. Therefore, it is not true that they do the same things, nor that the
wise behave insanely, nor that the insane are wise, nor that everything is
thrown into confusion. (9) So, one must bring up the question whether it
is the sane or the insane who speak at the proper time. But surely,
whenever one asks them, they answer that <the two groups> say the same
things, but the wise at the proper time, the insane when there is no need.
(10) And by saying that, they seem to have made the small addition of
‘when there is need’, and “when there is no need’, in such a way that <what

the two groups say> is not the same anymore.
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(11) éyw d¢ 0V MEAYHATOS TOoOVTW TtoTITeDéVvTOg dAAOLOVOOAL DoKW TX
noaypata, aAA” agupoviag dwxAAayeloag womep “T'Aavkoc”  katl
“yAavkog” kal “EavOog” kal “EavOoc” kal “Eovbog” kal “EovBoc”. (12)
TAUTK UEV TNV O loov AAAG T MVELKAV, TO OE i i
AVTA PEV TNV aQUoViav aAAaéavta dujvelkay, T 0& HAKQWS KX
Poaxvtéowe onoévta, “Tveog” kat “Tveog”, “oakog” kat “oaxdc”, &tepa
d¢ yodupata dixAddEavta, “kapToc” kat “koatdg”, “évog” kat “voog”.
(13) émel @V OVK APalEeDEVTOG 0VOEVOG TOOOVTOV dL@EéQeL, TLdN, al TG T
niotrttOet Tt 1) ApaQet kKol Tovto detéw oldv éotwv. (14) al Tig Ao TWV
Oékat Ev a@éAol, OUKETLOEKA 0VdE EV v ell, kKal TAAAa kKaTTtwLTO. (15) TO
\ T \ b T \ b4 \L 5 \L A\ 3 , bl T ~ . T\l‘ N T \ 4 T
d¢ TOoV avtov avbowmov ka EV KX ev, Eowtw: o TTAVTO

4

Eotv;” ovkV al TG un @ain Nuev, Peddetal T MAVIA MWV TAVTA.

TIAVTA WV T €0TL

6 “kaptoc” Kat “rpatog” scripsi] “kapTtoc” kal “kpoatog” Ro. 11 ta mavta codd.] “to

mtévta” Ro.

eV TAUTA. TAVTa scripsi] elmwv. tavta avta Ro.
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(11) Personally, I think that things become different not <only> through
addition of so big an element, but by change of intonation: for example,
‘Glaucus’ and “glaucous’, “Xanthus” and ‘yellow’, “Xuthus” and ‘golden’.
(12) These things differed by changing their intonation; others by being
pronounced with a long vowel and with a shorter one, <such as> "Tyre’
and ‘cheese’, ‘goat-hair cloth” and ‘fold’; others again by exchanging the
place of their letters, like ‘shorn smooth” and ‘of the head’, ‘ass” and
‘mind’. (13) Therefore, since it makes such a big difference despite nothing
has been taken away, what if someone adds or takes away something?
And that I shall show as it is. (14) If someone should take one from ten,
there would not be either ten or one anymore, and the same applies to the
rest. (15) As for the fact that the same man is and is not, I ask: “Is it true in
some respect or in all respects?” Surely, should one say that the same man
is not, he speaks falsely if he means that in all respects. For every thing, in

some way, is.
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6. (1) Aéyetar 0¢ tic Adyog oUT aAaOng ovte Kavog OTL dpa coPla Katl
ageta oUTe dWOAKTOV €in ovTe HABNTOV. Tol O¢ TAVTA AEYOVTEG TALOOE
amodetfeoL xpwvtar (2) wg ovx olov te eln, al Tt dAAw mapadoing,
TOUTO AVTOV €Tt EXeLv. pia pév o avta. (3) dAAa d¢ wg, atl dakTov Ny,
daokaAol ko ATodedeyHEVOL TV, WS TAG HWOKAG. (4) Tolta O¢ wg Tol év
@ EAA&DLyevopevolL ool avdpeg o adT@V Tékva av Eddacav kal twg
pAwe. (5) tetapta d¢ OtL NO1 TVES TTAQA COPLOTAGC €ADOVTEG OVLdEV
wPEANOev. (6) MEpTTA O OTL TOAAOL OV OLYYEVOUEVOL OOPLOTALS AELOL
Adyw yeyévnvral (7) éyw d¢ kdota e01)0N vouilw TOVOE TOV AdGYOV:
YWOOK® YAQ Tws dDACKAAWS YodUpaTa dDAOKOVTAS & Kol avT@V
<EKAOTOC> ETUOTAMEVOS TUYXAVEL Kal klOaplotag kibapilev. mQEOg 0&
Tav devTéQaV ATIODELELY, WG AQA OVK EVTL ODATKAAOL ATtodedeYHéVOL, Ti
Hav Tol co@lotal dAoKovTL dAA” 1) co@ilav kal doetdv; (8) 1) Tl O
Ava&ayopeot kat ITuBayodpelot ev; to d¢ toitov, £didae IToAvKAelTog
TOV VIOV AVORLAVTAG ToLeLv. (9) Kal &V HéV TIG UT) DAET, 0L ocaunov: al
O’ el TIc €dda e, TekpAQLOV OTLdLVATOV 0Tl dwaatl. (10) tétaptov d¢ atl
1) TOL IO COPWV COPLOTWV TOPOLYIVOVTAL KAL YA YOXHATA TTOAAOL
ovk épafov pabovtec. (11) ot dé TIC KAl QUOLS. at O€ TIg U1 HaBwV Tt
COPLOTAYV IKAVOG €YEVETO, EVPULNG KAL YEVOUEVOGS, Qadlws ouvAQTage T
MOAAQR, OALya paBwv maQ” wvTeQ Kat T ovopata pavOavouev- katl
toUTwV Tt fjTtot MAéov fjToL EAacoov, O PEV M TAaTEOg O d& T

HAaTOOC.

2 oopla codd.] copin Ro. 14 kai avtwv <ékaotoc> Or.] kat avtog Ro. 17 coplav
codd.] copinvRo. 181 codd.] [f]] Ro. 219 eigtic Wi.]d" éottRo.  €didale Wi.]

owaéat Ro.
on Ro.

22 toi codd.] totRo. 18 @voic. codd.] pvoig, Ro.  at dé codd.] &

19 cvvapma&e Scha.] cvvapna&at Ro.
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6. (1) Some thesis neither true nor new is stated: that is to say that wisdom
and excellence are not something teachable or learnable. Those who say
this make use of the following proofs: (2) that it would not be possible for
you, if you handed over something to someone else, to still possess this
same thing. And that is one proof. (3) Another one is that, if they could be
taught, there would be proven teachers of them, as in music. (4) A third is
that those men in Greece who became wise would have taught their own
children and friends. (5) A fourth proof is that already some who
frequented the sophists did not derive any benefit. (6) A fifth, that many
not associated with the sophists have become important. (7) I myself deem
this thesis extremely silly: for I know that the teachers teach the letters that
each of them too happens to know, and kithara-players how to play
kithara. Against the second proof, namely that there are no proven
teachers, well, what do the sophists teach, if not wisdom and excellence?
(8) Or what were the Anaxagoreans and the Pythagoreans? As to the third,
Polyclitus did teach his son to make statues. (9) And should someone not
teach, that would not be a sign of anything; but if some single man taught,
there is proof that it is possible to teach. (10) A fourth proof <occurs> if
those coming from wise sophists do not become wise. And, in fact, many
did not learn the letters, even though they took lessons. (11) But there is
also a kind of natural disposition. In fact, if someone became competent
without learning from the sophists, if he is also naturally gifted, he easily
grasped a lot having learnt few things from those very persons from
whom we also learn words; and someone learns a part of these, be it the

most or the least, from the father, someone else from the mother.
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(12) al 8¢ T pn moTov €0TL T OvOpaTa pHavOavev apé, aAN
ETUOTAMEVWS dpa YiveoDal, YvoTtw €k twvde: al Tig eVOLS Yevouevov
ntawiov &g ITépoag amoméupar kal tnvel tEAPOL Kweov EAA&dOg
pwvac, tegotlot ka- kat al T Tnvodev tmde kopiloy, EAAaviCot ka.

5 oUtw pavOdvouev ta ovopata, Kat Twe daockAAws ovk loapes. (13)
oUtw AéAexTatl poL 6 Adyog, Kat €xelg aoXNV Kat TEAOC kal HETOV: Kal OV

A€y @G dDAKTOV €0TLV, AAA” OVK ATIOXQWVTL HOL THVAL Tl ATIOdELELEG.

4 xat codd.] [ka(]Ro. 6 péoov- Mu.] péoav- Ro.
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(12) And if someone does not believe that we learn words, but believes
that we are born together with knowledge, let him understand from what
follows: if a man sent a little child, right after he was born, to Persia and
he had it brought up there, deaf to the Hellenic language, the child would
speak Persian. And if a man brought one here from there, it would speak
Greek. That is how we learn words and we do not know our teachers. (13)
My argument has been so formulated and you have a beginning, a
conclusion and a middle. And I am not saying that <wisdom and
excellence> are something teachable, but that those proofs are not

sufficient for me.
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7. (1) AéyovTLdé TIVES TV dDAUAYOQOVVTIWYV, WG XOT) TAS XAQXAS ATIO KAKQW
viveoOal, ov BéATIoTa Tarvta VOULILOVTEG. (2) €L YAQ TIG AVTOV EQWTHT) TOV
tavta Aéyovta, “ti O oL TOIG OWKETALS OVK ATIO KANQW T £Qya
TEOOTACOELS, OTws O pév CevynAdtag, al k¥ oomolog Adxr), opomolx, 0
d¢ dPorolog CevynAatn, kat TdAAa kata tovTo; (3) Kal TS oV Kal Twg
XOAAKNAG KAl TS OKLTNASG CLVAYAYOVTEG KAl TEKTOVAG Kal XQuooxoag
dlekAapwoapev kal Nvaykdoapev, av X €kaotog  Aaxn Ttéxvav
goyaleoOay aAAa pn av éniotatay” (4) TwLTOV 0¢ KAl €V AYWOL TG
HWOKAG DAKAAQQOAL TG AYWVIOTAS KAt O T ékaotog Adxn,
aywviCeoOar avAntac kilBaptfel TuXOV Kal KIOAEWOOC AVANTEL Kal &V
T MOAépw TOEdTAG Kal OmAltag inmaoeltatl, 0 O inmevg Toevoel, WoTe
TIAVTEG & OVK ETtioTavtat ovdE duvavtatl mealovvtl. (5) Aéyovtt d¢ Katl
Ayabov NHeV Kal DAHOTIKOV KAQTA: €Y NKLoTa VOUILw daOTIKOV. VTl
YO €V TALG MOAETL HOOGdAOL AVOQWTIOL, WV al ka TUXN O KVAMOG,
ATIOAODVTL TOV dAUOV. (6) AAAX XOT) TOV dAX OV aUTOV 0pWVTa aipetobat
TAVTAG TWS €VVWS AVTW, KAl TS EMITADEIWS OTOATAYEV, ATEQWS O

VOHOPLAAKEV KAl TAAAQ <KATTWUTO>.

2 etcodd.] atRo. 4 oYormowx St.] oYportor) Ro. 5 kata tovto codd.] kata twvtd

Ro.

10 kiOapifet Di.] kiBaptettar Ro. 11 moAépw codd.] moAepw Ro. 14 xdapog,

codd.] kOapog Ro. 17 kattwoutod add. Scha.] sine supplemento Ro.
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7. (1) Some of those who address the assembly say that it is necessary that
the magistrates be selected by lot, without having the best opinion about
the matter. (2) In fact, suppose someone would ask the one who says this:
“why, then, do you not assign the tasks to your slaves by lot, in such a
manner that the teamster, if he is drawn as a head cook, cook a dish,
whereas the head cook drives a yoke of oxen, and in this way for all the
other tasks? (3) And how is it the case that we do not gather the
blacksmiths, the shoemakers, the carpenters and the goldsmiths, draw
their names and compel them to exercise whatever skill each one is
assigned by lot and not that which he knows?” (4) And it would be the
same to assign by lot the competitors in the musical contests and that they
contend in whatever skill each of them drew: by chance, an aulete will play
the kithara and a citharode the aulos. And in war an archer and a hoplite
will be cavalryman, whereas the cavalryman will shoot with the bow, so
that everyone will do what he does not know and what he cannot do. (5)
They also say that this system is good and extremely democratic, but I
personally deem it the least democratic. For in the cities there are some
men who hate the people and if the bean chances upon them, they will
lead the people to ruin. (6) In fact, it is necessary that the people, by means
of a personal observation, elect all those who are well disposed towards
them, and that suitable persons be generals of the army, that others be

guardians of the laws and that the same go for all the other positions.
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8. (1) T 0 avtw AvdEOS Kal TAS avTAS TéXVas VOuIlw Kata Peaxy te
dUvaoBatdlaAéyeoBal, kat tav aAdbelav twv moaypatwy entiotacOat,
Kat dikaoaoOat 000w, kal daptaryoQely oldov T eV, Kal AOywV TEXVAg
énlotaocOat, kat meQl PUOLOG TWV ATIAVTWY WG Te EXEL KAl WG EYEVeTO,
dWAokeV. (2) Kal MEWTOV HEV O TeQL PUOLOG TWV ATIAVTWYV E0WS TIWS OV
duvaoeital el TAVTwV 000w Kat mEAooeV; (3) €TLdE 6 Tag TEXVAG TV
AOYWV €W EMOTATELTAL KL TEQL TAVTWV 000we Aéyev. (4) det yao
TOV HEAAOVTA 000G Aéyev Ttegl WV EmioTatal teQl TOLTwWV Aéyev. el
TIAVTWV d¢ emiotaoeltat (5) TAVIWV HEV YAQ TWV AOYWV TAG TEXVAG
émlotatal, Tot 8¢ AdyoL MAVTEG TEQL TTAVTWV TWV E0VTWV EVTi. (6) Oel O&
énlotacOat tov péAdovta 0p0ws Aéyev mepl OtV Ko Aéyr) ¥ <tov de
dapy0QelV EMIOTAUEVOV Del> Kal T pEV dyaba 000we dddokev TNV
TIOALY TEAOOEV, T 0 KK TS KwAVewy. (7) eldwg 0¢ ye tavta eldNoeL
KAL T ATEQA TOVTWV* TMAVTA YAXQ ETUOTACELTAL £0TL YAQ TAVTA TWV
TIAVTOV, THVA O& TOTL TWOTOV T déovta magé&etatl, al Xo1). (8) KoV un)
émlotatat avAév, &t duvaoeltat avAév, ai ka dér) TovTto pdooev. (9) Tov
d¢ dwdleoOar éruotdpevov det 10 dikawov EmiotacOar 0eOwc:
TEQL YAQ TOVTW Tal dikal eldwg d¢ tovTo eldNoeL kKat TO Dmevavtiov
avTE Kat mavta T dtega. (10) del d¢ avtov kal Twe VOHWGS emtiotacOat

TIAVTAG* &L TOLVLV T TEAYHATA M) ETUOTACELITAL OVOE TWS VOUWG.

9 d¢ Roh.] v &0’ Ro. 11 ka Aéyn BL] kat Aéyol Ro. <toV d¢ dAPAYOQELV
éruotapevov det> tentavi 16 emiotatal codd.] émotatatRo. 19 mavta tax dtega
Wi.] tax <adAAa avtw? é>tepoia Ro.
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8. (1) I believe that it belongs to the same man and to the same art to be
able to converse in short questions and answers, to know the truth of
things, to be able to plead one’s case in the right way and to address the
assembly, to know the techniques of speeches, and to teach the nature of
all things, both how they are and how they came into being. (2) And, to
begin, how is it possible that he who has knowledge of the nature of all
things will not also be able to act correctly in relation to all of them? (3)
Furthermore, he who has knowledge of the techniques of speeches will
also know how to speak in the correct way about everything. (4) In fact, he
who desires to speak correctly must speak of the things he knows. But he
will know about all things: (5) for he knows the techniques of all speeches
and, at the same time, all speeches are about all the existing things. (6)
Also, he who desires to speak correctly must know whatever things he
speaks about. *** <He who knows how to address the assembly, then,
must> also teach in the right way the city to do good actions and to prevent
evil ones. (7) By having knowledge of these things, he will also have
knowledge of those different from them. He will know, in fact, everything:
for these are among all things, whereas the others, in a similar way, will
be provided by the need, if necessary. (8) Even if he does not know how
to play the aulos, he will always be able to do it, if necessitated to do it. (9)
He who knows how to plead one’s case, then, must correctly know what
is just; that, in fact, is what lawsuits are about. But by having knowledge
of that he will have knowledge also of both its contrary and all the things
which differ from it. (10) That man needs also to know all the laws; again,

if he does not know the legal issues, he will not know the laws either.
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(11) TOV YaQ €V Hwoka VOHOV TIG emiotatal, 00meQ Kal Hwotk&v: 0¢ de
U1 HOotedv, ovdE Tov vopov. (12) 6g ya tav aAdBetav twv meaypatwyv
emiotatat, evmeTng 0 Adyog Ot tavta émiotatat. (13) 0g d¢ kato Peaxv
dlaAéyeoBar dvatal, del Vv WTwHeVOV aTokQivaoOatl el TavTwv:

5 OVKOV del ViIv TtavT émtiotaoBal.

1t Fa.] tigRo. émiotatal, codd.] émiotatay Ro. 2 ya codd.] ya <pav> Ro.
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(11) For he who knows the ‘law’ in music knows also music; whoever does
not know music will not know its ‘law” either. (12) It is easy to say that the
very person who knows the truth of things knows everything. (13) And he
who can converse in short questions and answers must answer on every

subject, when asked; he surely must know everything.

87



9. (1) péyotov d¢ kat KAAALoTOV €Eevonpa ebENTAL £C TOV BlOVv, Hvaua,
KAL €C TIAVTA XOT)OLHOV, &G pLAocoplay te Kal coplav. (2) €0TL 0¢ TovTo,
€V TMEOCEXNG TOV VOLV: dlXx ToUTw Yo EA0ovoa & yvwpa HAAAOV
aloOnoettat ovvoAov 0 Euadec. (3) devtegov, det peAeTav & ka dkovoT)c:
5 TG YOO TIOAAAKIC TAVTA AKOVOAL KAL ELTIAL €C UVAHAY TtQeYEVETO. (4)

\

Toltov & Kot AkoLOT)G, €mi Tt oldag kataBéoOar, olov Tode: del
pHepvaocOal Xovoinmov; kathéuev €l TOV XQLOOV Kal tov (mmov. (5)
AaAAo, TTupAGuTN: kKatOépev €miL TO TUE KAl TO AApTey. Tdde pEV TeQt
TV OVUHATWV. (6) T O&€ MEAYHaTA OVTWG: TteQL Avdpelag €Tt TOV AQn)

10 Kkat tov AxYiAANa, mtepl xaAkeiag 0¢ €t tov "Heatotov, mept delAlag émi

Tov Emtelov**

1 pvdpa, codd.] pvapa Ro. 4 peAetav scripsi] peAetav Ro. & xa Bl.] ai ka Ro.
6 & ka Bl.] al xa Ro.

88



9. (1) A very mighty and noble invention has been found, memory, useful
for life and for every activity, both for philosophy and for wisdom. (2) And
this is the case, whenever you focus your attention; for by going through
this process, your mind will better perceive what you learn as a whole. (3)
Secondly, you must go over what you read; for by frequently listening to
and repeating aloud the same words, these come to your memory. (4) In
the third place, you must associate what you hear with what you know,
such as in the following: does one need to call to mind ‘Chrysippus’? One
must associate it with ‘gold” (chrys-) and ‘horse’ (hippus). (5) Another case
is that of ‘Pyrilampes’; one must associate it with “fire” (pyr-) and “to shine’
(lampein). So much about names. (6) To things, instead, the following
applies: concerning manliness, one must associate it with Ares and
Achilles; concerning the smith’s work, with Hephaestus; concerning

cowardice, with Epeius ***
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3. Commentary

Chapter 1
Title
ITegt...kaxw] The titles of chapters 1-3 have been handed down in a questionable form
both from a linguistic and a grammatical point of view. Except P1 and P2, which lack
them, all the other codices read ITept aryaBov kat kaxov, ITeptl kaAov kat aloxoov, and
ITept ducaiov kat adikov. In these titles, the Attic-Ionic endings -ov of the singular
masculine genitive clash with the Doric variant -« used soon after, in the first sentence
of each chapter. As we earlier saw, that in itself would not be problematic, as dialectal
inconsistency is a distinctive feature of the work. Nonetheless, suspicion grows if one
considers, firstly, that titles are parts of a text more likely than others to be interpolated
over the textual transmission. Secondly, in ancient Greek, ‘preposition + singular neuter
adjective’ constructions such as these usually stand for adverbial locutions,'”” while for
an adjective to be nominal, such as in Robinson’s translations ‘on good and bad’, ‘on
seemly and shameful’, ‘on just and unjust’, it needs to be preceded by an article.'”
Again, that, by contrast, immediately occurs in the opening sentences of the chapters.
Therefore, I have opted for Stephanus’ Ilept @ dyaBw kat T kakw, ITegt T
KaA® Kat T aloxow, and ITegt T dikaiw kal tw ddikw, differently from Robinson,
who printed the above non-articulated manuscript forms, but who also surprisingly
turned chapter 1’s title into the Doric Ileol dyabw kat kakw — as Fabricius had
suggested first — without justifying this choice.’” On my translation of this and the

following occurrences of t0 dyaOov and 10 kawov (as well as of the couples to

177 See f.e. LS], s.v. eQL, V: ‘to denote value, v . moAAov €ottit is of much consequence, worth much,
to us, Hdt.1. 120, cf. Antipho 6.3".
178 By contrast, in English sometimes, but not always, the determiner drops when ‘the singular nominal
adjective is the complement of a preposition” (Greenbaum (1996), 138).
179 Robinson (1979), 98.
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KaAOV/TO aloxpdv and 1o dikatov/to &dkov), as opposed to Robinson’s one, see infra,

92-94.

§1.1

owoooi Adyot] The notion of A6yoc which is here introduced and which dominates the
first six chapters of the work has received a few possible translations, namely
‘opinion’,'® ‘speech’,!8! ‘argument’ or ‘argumentation’,'®? ‘account’,’®® ‘saying’,!®
‘reasoning’,'® “view’, ¥ ‘thesis’.!” My choice of ‘speech’ is grounded on some passages
throughout the text suggesting some features the author may have wanted this notion
to have, the first of which is in § 1.11. Here &AAog d¢ Adyog expresses the thesis of the
difference between the good and the bad thing (Aéyetal...moayua), and, contra
Robinson and others,® that is not what we would expect an argument, or a reasoning,
to do. For the latter are supposed to support, establish, or motivate a thesis or a
statement, rather than formulating it.!® Not by chance, in chapter 6 each of the
arguments in favour of the two opposite positions is called amddeilic (‘argument in
proof’), and in § 6.13 they are avowedly kept apart from A6yog which cannot therefore
be synonymous with &nédet€ic. Furthermore, in the same paragraph, the second Adyog
is also described as having had a beginning, an intermediate part, and a conclusion. The

mention of these three components, then, favours ‘speech’, “account” and ‘saying” over

180 ‘Sententia’ (North (1671), 48, Meibom (1688), 704, Fabricius (1724), 617, Von Orelli (1821), 211, Mullach
(1875), 544).
181 ‘Rede’ (Teichmiiller (1884), 205), ‘discour’” (Dupréel (1948), 41), “‘discorso’ (Reale (2008), 1843).
182 ‘Argument’ (Guthrie (1971), 316, Sprague (1972), 279, Robinson (1979), 99, Kerferd (1981), 54,
Waterfield (2000), 287, Dillon/Gergel (2003), 320), ‘argument’ (Dorion (2009), 131), ‘argomentazioni’
(Maso/Franco (2000), 179).
183 “Account’ (Graham (2010), 879).
184 “‘Dit’ (Poirier (1988), 1167).
185 ‘Ragionamento’ (Timpanaro Cardini (1954), 213, Untersteiner (1954), 559, Bonazzi (2008), 427),
‘razionamiento’ (Solana Dueso (1996), 179).
186 ‘Ansicht’ (Becker/Scholz (2004), 49).
187 ‘These’ (Dumont (1969), 232).
188 See above, n. 181.
18 OED, s.v. ‘argument’, 3a, 4, 5.
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the remaining possible meanings, namely ‘opinion’, ‘view’, and ‘thesis’, and, within the
tirst group, the first one appears thus more fitting than the other two. Ultimately, what
I consider 6000t in the first six chapters of this work are the two speeches which each
time clash and have the form of an initial thesis followed by its supporting case, and, in

chapters 1-3 and 6 by a conclusion too.

év t1) ‘EAAGDL U0 Twv prrloocogovvtwv] This clause is absent at the beginning of
chapters 2-4, but one could take it as understood there too. For on those occasions too
the author recalls that contrasting speeches are made about a certain pair of
philosophical opposites, and in so doing he also uses an introductory kat hinting at a

connection with what has been already stated here.!*

Tol pev Yy Aéyovtt...toté d¢ kakov] The similarity with the beginnings of chapters
2-4 goes on, because there too the second sentence displays the enunciates of the two
rival theses about the couple of opposites: first comes the thesis about the difference
between them (shortened to ‘DT’), and in this case corresponding to tot pev yao
AéyovTL...&AA0 0¢ TO Kakov; then it is the turn of the thesis about the identity of those
same opposites, or “identity thesis” (‘IT”), which here is given by tot d¢ wg T0 avt0...TOTE
O¢ KaKoV.

But what are these opposites? And in which way do the two theses contrast? These
questions are interconnected, because the assessment of the logical relation between the
theses depends on how we understand the two opposites. The traditional approach to

these issues'! consists in the following four key-points:

190 Aéyovtal d¢ kat mepl T KaA@ Kal aloxew dtoool Adyol (§ 2.1); dioool d€ AdyoL Aéyoval kKal meQl
T dkaiw kat T@w adikw (§ 3.1); Aéyovtal d¢ kal megl T@ Pevdéog kal tw aAabéog diooot Adyor (§ 4.1).
191 Just to quote the most recent reflections on the matter, Robinson (1979), 149-151, Solana Dueso (1996),
139-144, Waterfield (2000), 333-334, Becker/Scholz (2004), 93-94, 138-139, Dorion (2009), 204, Graham
(2010), 900-901.
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(a) The articulated neuter forms of the couple of opposites in chapters 1-3 (chapter 4
contrasts, firstly, dA&Oewx and Ppevdog, then, aAadrc Adyoc and Pevotag/Pevdng
AOYo0G) are taken as referring ‘to the universal’,’> namely as expressing the property
shared by all the things of which that adjective is predicated. For example, in this
chapter 10 dyaBov stands for ‘the good’, in the sense of ‘goodness’, while 10 kakdv
means ‘the bad’, namely ‘badness’;
(b) DTs exclusively distinguish between these opposite concepts, in other words their
only aim is to deny the truth of enunciates such as ‘the good is the same as the bad’
which we classify as ‘identity-statements’;'*
(c) ITs, instead, by featuring the neuter adjectives without article, come down only to a
‘predicative statement’,* that is to ‘the same thing is good under certain circumstances,
bad under others’;
(d) Considering (b) and (c), it follows that DTs and ITs do not really conflict, that they
are not actually dioool. Rather, precisely because the good is different from the bad, any
predicative judgement such as those expressed by ITs is meaningful.

I find this interpretation not satisfactory for the following three reasons, one for
each of points (a)-(c), as signalled by the letters (a”)-(c’):
(a”) As Robinson himself recognizes, the articulated neuter forms of two opposites can
be also taken with reference “to the particular’,'> namely as expressing the single thing
to which the adjective is referred. For example, in this chapter 10 &ya006v can stand for
‘that which is good’,” namely ‘what is good’, and 10 kaxov for ‘that which is bad’,

namely ‘what is bad’;

192 Robinson (1979), 151.
193 Tbid., 149.
194 Tbid., 150.
195 Tbid., 151.
196 Thid.
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(b”) Secondly, as for (b), it is not true that identity-statements are the exclusive target of
DTs, as shown, e.g., in §§ 1.14-16, where DT denies formulations of IT in predicative
form (aimeQ TWUTO KAKOV KAl &AyaOov);

(c’) ITs are not given exclusively in the form of predicative statements, as emerges from
[T0 dyaBov kal 10 kaxov understood] t0 avtd éoti of the current passage, which
Robinson himself recognizes as an identity-statement and explains by appealing to the
‘ambiguities” and ‘paradoxical effect’ which would characterize the work.!”

Having said that, I conversely think that by adopting the translation of the
articulated forms of the neuter adjectives suggested in (a’), a different interpretation of
DTs and ITs too becomes possible, which also has the advantage of better accounting
for the description of the two theses as diooot, and for the otherwise elusive cases

mentioned in (b’) and (c’).

toi pév [...] Toi O€] tol is the western form of the plural masculine article'®® and it
assumes a pronominal function in both the objects of this uév...d¢ correlation. Although
Aoyot could be a grammatically sound antecedent, I suspect that here the articles take
up, and differentiate, ol @LAocopovvteg mepl T dyabw Kal T kakw, thus pointing
more to the participants of the discussion, rather than to their speeches, in analogy with
the following &y« motitiOepat of § 1.2, through which the author in person decides to
take the floor of the debate.'” The same happens in §§ 2.1 and 3.1, whereas in § 4.1 a

slightly different construction is the case, as we will see.

§1.2
&yw...ayaBov] Along with § 1.3, the current paragraph casts light on the natural

aspects of human life («dvOpwmvog Plog), the good or bad value of which is said to

197 Ibid., 149-150.
198 Buck (1973), 100.
199 The same will be the case at §§ 2.2, 3.1, 4.2.
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depend on the specific criterion one adopts. Here, in particular, food, drink and sex,
being introduced as every man’s main objects of care (dvOowmnivw PBlw émipeAéc), in
the end prove to be good for the healthy only and not for the sick. The fact that from the
two extremes of health condition can spring two opposite judgements concerning
human life is propounded by Sextus Empiricus too, at P. 1.102-103 and M. VIIL.53-54. As
for the human body in general as pivotal for contrasting judgements see, instead, P1. Prt.

334b6-c6 and S.E. P. 1.79-93.

gyw...motitiBepat] The actual degree of the author’s commitment to this stance will
result only in § 1.11, when, after introducing the statement of DT once again, he will

similarly comment ¢yw d¢ kat avTOg TOUTOV DIALQEV AL TOV TQOTIOV.

§1.3

Kal axpaoia...tvppomnotoic ayaBov] Other aspects of human biology are treated
here, in continuity with those of the former paragraph as they begin from the
intemperance in the above pleasures; they follow a reverse logic, though, as this time
the author’s interest is in how what harms human wellness can be evaluated positively,
provided one adopts a particular criterion. This is the economic one and here it is
revealed for its sharp antithesis to human life: intemperance, illness and death are bad
for human beings in general to the same extent to which they are good for those
individuals who make money out of them, namely dealers, physicians and undertakers.
Admittedly, a common utilitarian rationale (underscored by the usage of the dative of
advantage and disadvantage for the individuals for whom the objects are bad or good)
underlie both the biological and the economic criteria.?® But this just accentuates the
contrariety between them, enabling the author to say that what is considered as a

biological harm is nonetheless a source of economic utility. Cf. P1. Prt. 334al-c6 for a

200 See also Robinson (1979), 150.
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similar prospect, but formulated more explicitely by the use of the adjectival pairs
w@EAlpoc/avopeAng and apwyos/maykakog along with dyaBoc/kaxdc.2 A
relativistic questioning of the preferability of health over illness is also carried out at

S.E. M. V.47-67.

§14

Yewyla...ayaBov] Having been inquired as to its corporeal and private dimension,
man’s life is now described to a social level, that is as regards some of its public
manifestations such as economy (§§ 1-4-5), culture (§§ 1.6-7), and war (§§ 1.8-10). What
emerges confirms the result just obtained about the individual’s sphere, namely that
every situation considered good by one person is bad to another one. As far as the
competing occupations here mentioned are concerned, Mazzarino is right in taking the
paragraph as laying down the premises of an actual fight between professions.?? But
his identification of the contrast between farmers and traders with the one, fundamental
for Greek history, between landowners and sailing merchants seems far-fetched.?®® For
vewQEYos denotes the worker, not the owner, of a piece of land, and, on the other hand,

an éumopog does not necessary trade by sea.

§1.5

ta O¢ vmodNuATA...Tw d¢ okvtr) AyaOov] Teichmiiller quotes this passage among
those which make him think that the author of Dissoi Logoi is Simon the Athenian, and
this because of the reference to the same job of cobbler (okvTeVg), in the first place, and
for the emphasis on the crafts, in general.?* But we will see throughout the chapter and

over the dialogue that the range of the author’s examples is anything but restricted to

201 See also ibid. and Solana Dueso (1996), 180, n. 5.
202 Mazzarino (1966), 287.
203 Thid.
204 Teichmuller (1884), 117.
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some social categories only, and therefore this passage can hardly be indicative for such

an attribution.

§1.6

év toivuv...nooapévols kakov] Cultural aspects such as arts and sports are discussed
here and in § 1.7, in compliance with the usual relativistic pattern. The stress on the
athletic competitions (&ywveg yvuvucot) as chiefly fraught with contrasting fortunes, as
they are bound to proclaim a winner and a loser, recurs in Greek literature, like, for
example, at Isoc. Archidamus 95, where the victory in the games is paradigmatically
presented as a source of admiration, and even envy, for every citizen, or at [Arist.] Pr.
18.2, where the losers are said to be always in search of a revenge, not standing the scorn

of the loss.

§1.7

Kk1Oapwdia] Robinson’s ‘lyre-playing’?® is not appropriate, firstly because it refers to a
broader kind of instrument, the lyre (AUga), of which the kithara (kt0a&pa) here implied
represented a specific class, namely the box lyre.?® Secondly, Robinson’s translation fits
klOapiCw rather than kOapwdia, as the latter derives from wiOaQwWdéw,?” one
component of which is the verb ae(dw, meaning ‘to sing’, and which Robinson ends up

obscuring.

§1.8
év...pagPagols kakdv] The opposite light under which a victory is seen by the victor

and by those on the losing side is thrown on the stage of war, in a passage spread across

205 Robinson (1979), 101.
206 West (1992), 50. As a rule, in translating the names of ancient Greek musical instruments and
instrumentalists, I simply transliterated them in Latin alphabet, in line with West’s admonishment not to
use the inadequate terminology of modern music (ibid., 1-2).
207 DELG, s.v. KlOaa.
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§§ 1.8-10, and always at the centre of the discussion about the dating of the work. For in
these three paragraphs the author looks through some crucial military conflicts in the
history of the Hellenic world, following a reverse chronological order which goes from
a not specified clash between Athens and Sparta back to the remote time of the mythical

battle of gods and giants.

§1.9
a...md0On] Clearly, the author is here referring, firstly, to the Achaean conquest of Troy,
typified by the deceit of the fatal wooden horse (see especially Verg. A. 2), then, to

Thebes’ resistance to Argos’ siege, such as narrated in Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes.

§1.10

kal & twv Kevravgowv.. I'iyaot kaxov] At Hom. Il. 1.262-268, 2.738-744 we can read
about the so-called centauromachy, the battle in which the Lapiths, legendary people of
Thessaly, defended their land from the assault of the fearful Centaurs. Finally, the last
battle to be presented, and therefore to be chronologically first, is the gigantomachy,
namely the battle in which the Olympian gods affirmed their superiority over the

Giants, as first narrated at Pi. N. 1.66-69.

Aeyopéva] Mazzarino correctly emphasizes how this attribute is the only element
hinting at a principle of critical distinction between myth and history within this war
section. Furthermore, by applying it to the battle of gods and Giants only, the author
proves to distinguish between this time of legend and the rest of the past, but not
between the history of heroes (the battle between Lapiths and Centaurs, Argos’ siege of
Thebes, and War of Troy) and that of humans (Persian Wars and Peloponnesian War).2

From this angle, Mazzarino argues, the author acts differently from Herodotus, for

208 Mazzarino (1966), 295.
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whom the progeny of the humans is markedly separated from that of the heroes (see,
e.g., Hdt. 3.122.2), and from Thucydides, who adopts a critical attitude towards the
ancient sagas which he does not even mention.?”” Untersteiner observes how a similar
continuity between mythological and historical ages can be traced in the epitaphs,

instead.?0

§1.11
AaAAog...moaypa] The second speech comes in and this first sentence reminds the
reader of DT, through a formulation which does not change noticeably from what seen
in § 1.1, except for the addition of womep kat Twvvpa 00TW kAt TO TEAYHA. As noticed
above, this is a stock phrase of DTs, and it intensifies the idea of difference (dixgégov)
between what exemplifies a certain quality and what exemplifies the opposite one. With
reference to this chapter, the locution points out how the nominal difference between
what is good and what is bad, namely as far as the predication of the opposite attributes
‘good” and ’‘bad’ (twvuvupa) is concerned, corresponds to (@WomeQ..oUtw...) the
substantial difference between the states of affairs (t0 moayua) involved.
Correspondence between the level of words and that of the world is thoroughly
discussed in Pl. Cra. 436c and Arist. Metaph. I' 1006b22-34, whereas in the first speech of
chapter 4 falsity will be represented precisely as a mismatch between these two levels.
Furthermore, this locution might also conceal a veiled attack on IT. For the author
may also be alluding at how the second speech makes use of opposite attributes
(duxégov [...] Twvuua), just as the first speech did, but also at how, unlike the first
speech, the second one considers two numerically distinct states of affairs (dixgépov
[...] T0 moayua). Clearly, if this reading is the case, the DT upholder is here omitting
the couples of conditions under which IT had the same state of affairs be either good or

bad. On the contrary, one may regard these conditions as crucial, because they can join

209 Tbid., 296.
210 Untersteiner (1954), 152.
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the single state of affairs and form two new ones. However, in the next commentary
note we will see how the fallacious path taken by the second speech to refute IT turns
precisely around omission of these relativizing conditions, which hence makes this
second interpretation of wome...mpayua which I have just been giving perfectly

aligned with the rationale of the speech.

Ookw...k" €in] This argument in favour of DT illustrates the rationale of the following
supportive examples (§§ 1.12-16), both in form and in content. For there too the
conditional clause (here ovd¢ diddaAov Nuev..at Eékategov ein...) features an absurd
consequence in the apodosis (00d¢ diddaAov Muev ooV &yabov kat ooV KAKOV),
and in the protasis an absolute version of the original IT (at [rtolov understood] t0 avto
Kat un &AAo éxdatepov i), where the conditions which then made something either
good or bad are omitted.

DT thus proves to operate in two steps. Firstly, it exploits what Aristotle classified
as the fallacy connected to the absolute or the relative use of the same predicate (Arist.
SE 166b38-167a21), which is similar, but not identical to the fallacy due to the ignorance
of the nature of the refutation, also known as ignoratio elenchi (cf. Arist. SE 167a22-36),
which a tradition starting from Barnes prefers to see here,?!! instead. In other words, DT
does tactically attack ‘a straw man’, as Robinson states;?'? but such a fabrication (whose
form is ‘the same thing is good and bad’) is closer to the original one (‘the same thing is
good under certain circumstances, bad under others’) than the one Barnes and Robinson
maintained (‘the good is the same as the bad’). For, if anything, the first two are
predicate-statements with an identical subject (‘the same thing’) and a predicate (‘is
good and bad’) which just changes its range (from a relativization “under certain
circumstances’ to an absolute value), whereas the third one is an identity-statement

connecting two elements (‘the good” and ‘the bad”) absent in the other two formulations.

211 Barnes (1979), 218.
212 Robinson (1979), 150.
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Consequently, both here and in chapters 2-4, the contrast between DT and IT, albeit still
logically flawed, is nonetheless more rhetorically effective, and these two kinds of Adyot
are thus more dwooot, than what is traditionally said.

Having identified the thesis which DT really targets, it is easy to recognize the
second passage of its argumentative strategy in a reductio ad absurdum of that. This
procedure, which Aristotle calls 1) eic T0 &dVvatov anaywyr and describes at APr.
41a22-38, is particularly dear to the author who consistently adopts it also for the DTs

of chapters 2-4 and 3, as well as for the argument of § 6.3.213

§1.12

oipat...kak@] Here and in the following two paragraphs the author imagines
addressing an unnamed supporter of IT, establishing with him a direct speech the
pretended realism of which aims to emphasize the alleged absurdities derived from his
position. §§ 1.12-13, in particular, reflect on the relationships with those dear to us. At
first, here in § 1.12, the author’s questions are put in a prescriptive way and in view of
the future, inviting the interlocutor to pay back his parents in evil actions for the good

ones he received from them.

T TL...8noinoav;] Robinson prints the manuscript reading Tt twg yovéag dyabov
é¢noinoag, which he read on P1, P2, P4, P6, and V2 and which differs from that of the
remaining codices only in the Doric Twg in place of Tovc. He rephrased the point of the
whole imaginary dialogue with these alternative lines: ”You already performed acts of
kindness to your parents? Then you ought to perform a number of acts of unkindness
toward them, since good and evil are identical”’.?* But that is a non sequitur, and also
sinks the necessity of paying one’s own debts, conveyed by the verb ogeiAw in the

following T &pa kaka kat peydAa kat moAAax tovtolg ogeiAelc. For this reason, I

213 For its application in this chapter see also Nestle (1966), 438.
214 Robinson (1979), 156.
101



found Schulze’s emendation TV L tol YOVéeg dyaO0OVv émoinoav more fitting, insofar as
making for a sort of lex talionis when taken in connection with the immediately
following remark. After all, at R. I 331b-e Plato too presents ‘returning to each one what
is owed to them’ (10 T opeldueva ékaotw amodwdoval, at 331e3), that is to say
‘returning to someone what one has received from them’ (331c3-4), as the core of the
popular idea of justice, approved by Simonides too, which the character of Socrates then
proceeds to criticise. In conclusion, the author’s point here is that since what is good is
identical to what is bad, and since one owes to the others the same acts they did to him
(implicit premise), then when it comes to the parents, who did good to us, we need to

repay them with evil deeds.

§1.13

ti O¢, Twe...ayaba énoinoag] Now the author’s interrogation turns to a descriptive
modality and a view of the past, through which the upholder of IT is shown that, if his
thesis is to stand, then he has always damaged his relatives and benefitted his enemies
every time he acted in the opposite way towards those people. Again, an interesting
parallel can be drawn with Pl. R. I 332d6, where another similar and popular definition
of justice, backed by Simonides as well, is given, i.e. ‘benefiting friends and damaging
enemies’ (TO TOUG @IAOLS dpa €V mOLelV kal Tovg €x0povg kakwg), which exactly

corresponds to what here counts as the right conduct endangered by IT.

§1.14

avye...aya0ov;] By again enlarging the range of his observation from a private to a
public dimension, in §§ 1.14-15 the author tests the undesirable consequences of IT with
two individuals which were poles apart in terms of wealth: the beggars (ot mtwyot), in
this paragraph, and the Great King (6 faoiretc péyac), in the following one. Since the

former would unexpectedly end up being in a condition enviable by everyone, the
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absurdity of such a scenario is again sufficient to exclude the tenibility of IT, on which

that is conditional.

moAAQ...maAw] All the manuscripts feature moAAx kat peydAa Exovtr Ay, where,
however, ToAAx kat peydAa does not match the following moAAx kat dyaOa with that
semantic correspondence we would expect from the parallel patterns oikteigeig, Ott...
and evdatpoviCelg, ott... which host them. Robinson’s moAA& kat ko €xovTL, ALV
works better, in this sense, but one still might feel the need of a more fluid connection
when passing from the first clause, ending with éxovry, to the second one, opening with
ntdAwv. That is why at this point I have preferred to bring back the text to the reading of
Diels and Kranz, namely moAAa kal kaxo €xovtt, <kat> tdAwy.2¢ Other conjectures —
Mullach’s moAA& kat peydda Exovil <kaxd, Tws d¢ tAovoiwe> dAv?” above all —

force too much the original, as noticed also by Classen.?

§1.15

TOV...£lpNoOw] Since he is known to carry on an existence at the opposite extreme of
wealth to that of the beggars, the example here construed around the Great King too
goes in the opposite sense to the previous one about the beggars, though sharing the
same logic. For whereas earlier the evils suffered by the beggars turned out to be
fortunes, now the King’s fortunes turn out to be evils such as those which the beggars

are supposed to suffer (Opoilwg diaxetobat Toig MTwWYXOLG).

215 Tbid., 102-104.
216 Diels-Kranz (1952), 407.
217 Mullach (1875), 545. The others are moAAd kat peydAa <kaxa> éxovtr maAwv (De Varis in Robinson
(1972), 196), moAAx kai peydAa <kaxo> €xovty; 1) tdAwv (North, who also suspected that maAwv should
be deleted: North (1671), 52, n.11), mToAAX kal peYAAQ <kakKA> EXOVTL <...TWGS AQA MTWXWS> ALY (Blass
in Weber (1897), 38)), TOAAX Kkal HeYAAX EXOVTL <KAKE;...TWS &oa MTwXwe> maAwy (Weber in ibid.),
MOAAX Kat peyaAa EXovty <m@s oV Tws MtwXws> maAwy (Wilamowitz in Diels (1907), 637), moAAa kai
peyaAa kaka Exovtt, <kat> mdAwv (Becker/Scholz (2004), 52).
218 Classen (2001), 112.
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Although hence being on the same wavelength as the reflection of the previous
paragraph as for content, yet the current one diverges in the form, as it is no longer

expressed through direct interrogation, but back in a declarative mode.

§1.16
elutL...kak@] An interesting revision of the supportive examples brought forward in IT
is here announced. But the intent gets shattered soon after, as this recapitulation stops
with the second one, about illness. That disappoints Robinson who believes that if the
author had completed this opposite reading of the same examples of IT, he would have
then been in the right position to choose between the two sides of the contrast.?"
Nonetheless, this break does not affect the actual value of the paragraph, which
lies in its offering the reader the possibility of better understanding the usual tactics
adopted by the second speech against the first, through a comparison between the ways
the two deal with the same examples. Looking at the first case presented, in fact, it
clearly emerges that those same pleasures which in § 1.2 had only a negative value when
assessed with reference to the ill, become also good to those persons, now that the
second speech has the rival simply say that ‘the same thing is good and bad’ (twvtdv
oty ayabov kal kakov) and therefore that ‘eating, drinking and having sex’ too are
good and bad. The ill, that is the reference-subjects to which the first speech originally
limited its judgements, are now called in just to enhance the paradoxical result to which
IT is alleged to lead (toic doOevevvtiL Taavtax otev ayaOov éotwv). The same applies to
the following case about illness (t0 vooeiv), to be compared with the original one of §

1.3.

219 Robinson (1979), 158.
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§1.17
Kkadde...eipntai] By this remark the second speech virtually projects its appropriation
of the examples of the first one into all the other cases not dealt with in the previous

paragraph.

Kai ov...&AAo ékategov] This last sentence closes the second speech by clarifying
what its goal has been. By refraining from defining what is good (o0 Aéyw Tl €0tL TO
ayaBov), and limiting himself to distinguishing it from what is bad (ov twvTOV €l
KAKoOV Kat ayaBov, dAA” &AAo ékdtepov), the author concludes the speech and the
chapter with a principle of caution which Kranz did not miss and on which he drew a
fitting parallel with the conclusion of § 6.13.22° He also read this attitude as Socratic, and
so did Taylor, who appealed to an analogy with the conclusion of Plato’s Theaetetus,
where ‘we do not know what knowledge is, but we have satisfied ourselves that it is not
the same as sensation, nor yet as right opinion’.??! Although that may indeed sound
similar to our text, I find an even higher similarity with a few passages of Sextus
Empiricus. Firstly, the negative part of our conclusion can be likened to the point made
by Sextus when criticising Plato for his taking position on the nature of ideas (P. 1.222),
thus blocking the inquiry about these objects (II.11), of which we do not have even
appearances, as they are non-evident (I.225). Secondly, according to Pl. Euthphr. 6d14-
17 and, broadly speaking, what we have called ‘Socratic fallacy” since Geach,?? the lack
of the knowledge of a property should prevent one from predicating it of something.
However, that is what our author does throughout the chapter, and an operation which
belongs to the Sceptic too, because, as we read in S.E. P. 1.226, in so doing he expresses
only his appearances, without any belief as to the probability of these. Thirdly and

lastly, our author’s final assent to the impossibility for the same thing to be good and

20 Kranz (1937), 230.
21 Taylor (1911), 101.
22 Geach (1966), 371-372.
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bad can hardly be taken as his final opinion on the matter, rather it must be considered
along with IT, which he previously defended, as forming that couple of contrasting

speeches which are dear to the Pyrrhonian Sceptic too, as we will also better see later.

Chapter 2
Title

ITegl...aloxow] See my comment on chapter 1’s title, supra, 90-91.

§21

Tol pév...cwpa] On the recurrent clause Womep kat TwvLHa OVTW Kal TO TEOAYHA,
already encountered in § 1.11, and to which the current one is reminiscent, see supra,
99-100. The substitution of moayua with cwpa could be due, with Kranz, to the couple
of opposites under discussion in the chapter, kaAdg and atoxpdg, whose first meanings
of ‘beautiful” and ‘ugly” inevitably involve the idea of body.?”® Nonetheless, I have
followed Robinson in translating them with two adjectives, such as ‘seemly’ and
‘shameful’, with a stronger moral connotation, because all the examples examined in

the chapter will deal with moral conventions and cultural habits.

toi O¢...atoxeov] The statement of IT we have here calls for elucidation, because it
forgets those relativizing clauses on the basis of which only such an identity can stand,
in accordance with the supporting examples offered afterwards whose pattern is ‘the
same thing is seemly under certain circumstances and shameful under others’. This absence
looks particularly striking if one compares the current statement with the counterpart
in chapter 1, which features such specifications (kat toig...tote 0¢ kKakov, § 1.1). On the
other hand, since the ITs statements at §§ 3.1 and 4.1 too lack these clauses, I am inclined

to think that the author so clearly felt them applicable to the following ITs too, that he

23 Kranz (1937), 224.
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did not deem it useful to repeat them, in the same way as hipothesized about diooot

Adyot Aéyovrat év 1) EAAGDL OO twv @rAocopovvtwy of § 1.1.

§22

KAYW...aloxeov] The portion of text from here to § 2.6 is devoted to body care and
sexuality. The current paragraph recalls, in language and content, some observations
about love of youths in Plato’s Symposium and Phaedrus. For at Smp. 178c4, according to
Phaedrus there is no higher bliss for a person in his early youth (evOUg véog wv) than
having a worthy suitor (épaotng xonotdg). Some pages later, Pausanias even draws
the profiles of the worthy and of the unworthy suitor, starting with the latter, who loves
the body of the boy more than his soul (181b4-5), which inconveniently leads people to
deem it shameful to grant favours to suitors like him (aioxov xapileoOat épaotaig,
182a4-5). At 184c10-d3, then, he remarks that the boy’s indulgence to the suitor is
seemly (kaAov yevéoOat t0 épaotn) mawduwa xaploaobat) only when the love of the
youngsters and that of philosophy converge, namely when the boy accepts the love of
the suitor and the latter helps the former to become wiser and better (184d4-e5).
Likewise, in Phdr. 233e-234a, a youth is spurred to gratify not lovers who are merely
interested in the bloom of his youth (1) o, cf. also Smp. 217a for this phrase), but those
who will prove their value ‘once the bloom of his youth has faded” (mravoapévov tg
woag 234a), by sharing their goods with him, by remaining steady friends throughout

their lives, and by being discreet in public about their relationship.

§2.3

Kat...kaAdov] Women washing in public constituted a contravention of ancient Greek
morals, as emblematically exemplified in Callimachus’ version of the myth of Artemis
and Actaeon (Call. Lav. Pall. V.107-116), and as we can infer, for example, from S.E. M.

I1.53, where we read that “”a bath” is called avdpelov according to common usage from
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the fact that it washes &vdpag (men)’.??* In this connection, one may also recall the taboo
of women being naked in public, which Herodotus makes famous in his tale of Gyges
and Candaules (Hdt. 1.8-12), where the prohibition is justified by the fact that ‘with the

stripping off of her tunic a woman is stripped of the honour due to her” (1.8).2%

§24

Kkal...0petan] Plato maintains the same idea both at Phlb. 65e10-66a3, where men are
said to intentionally hide their most intense pleasures and relegate them to the night,
far from the sight of the day, and at Lg. 841b, where the Athenian suggests men should
regard privacy in sexual acts as kaAdv, and lack of that as aioxpov (see also Hp.Ma.
299a). A similar assessment of outdoor sex will be later made by Sextus Empiricus, who
observes that it is regarded as shameful by most peoples, except some Indians (P. 1.148-
149, 111.200). This is also the first instance of a notable correspondence of this chapter
with S.E. P. II1.199-234. Some of the behaviours which Sextus proposes there as
examples of the high variability of the human criteria of beauty and shamefulness
appear in Dissoi Logoi 2 too. However, whereas Sextus consistently bases an
intercultural comparison on them, in some passages of our chapter, such as the current
one, these behaviours are rephrased within the context of a single set of values, which
the author does not attribute to any particular people. They may stand either for Greek
morals only (again on the assumption that diooot Adyot Aéyovtar v 1) ‘EAA&dL Oto
TV @LAocopovvtwv of § 1.1 applies to the following chapters as well) or for universal

ones.

24 Translation from Bury (1971), 215.
25 Translation from Godley (1920), 13.
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§2.5
KAl T pév...aloxeov] Sextus Empiricus examines this issue at P. 1.152 and 111.209, but
differentiates the Greeks’ condemnation and punishment of adultery from its

acceptance among other peoples and some philosophers.

aioxltotov...aioxpov] As Solana Dueso too notices, the degree of intensity of the
adjectives used to censure adultery varies depending on whether the offender is the
wife (aloxiotov), or the husband (aioxpov), which, I add, indicates the author's

assumption of male superiority.??

§2.6
Kal koopeloOat...kaAov] Male recourse to embellishment is discussed also at S.E. P.
I11.203, where wearing earrings, in particular, is said to be fit for barbarian men, but not

for the Greek ones.

§2.7

KAl Twg pev @iAwg...&ywviotag kaAov] This and the following paragraph are
concerned with three basic possibilities of human relationship, presented in descending
order from a peak of human sociability, consisting in doing good (¢0 motév), then to the
indifference entailed in fleeing (@pevUyev), through which one avoids any form of
personal contact, finally to the most radical hostility, expressed by killing (povevev).
These actions are said to be seemly or shameful depending on whom they are directed
towards, and, more precisely, according to the popular morals of benefitting friends
and damaging enemies, already seen in § 1.13. Another interesting narrative movement
in §§ 2.7-8 is that from the generic and private hostility of ot ¢x0pol to the warlike and

public one of ot moAéuo. This shift provides the perfect link between the first part of

226 Solana Dueso (1996), 183, n. 10.
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the first speech, ending at § 2.8 and devoted to intracultural relativism, and the second

part, opening with § 2.9 and concerned with intercultural relativism.??”

Kal Twg pev moAepiws...aywviotag kaAov] At S.E. P. 1I1.216 too, fleeing one’s
enemy at war is recalled both as a reprehensible and somewhere even illegal act, and
as a source of pride if one adopts the same perspective as Archilochus when he throws

away his shield (Archil. Fr. 5).

§2.8
Kal Twe pev...maviwv] Likewise, at S.E. P. I11.212 killing is deemed a crime, unless it
occurs in gladiatorial combats, or in athletic contests, where one is even awarded a prize

for it.

§29

elut...aioxoov] In the section starting here and concluding at § 2.17, which constitutes
the core of the first speech, the author enhances the demonstration of IT by widening
his focus from just one value system to those of different populations. The issue of the
author’s sources for this piece has been extensively explored and, like any other matter
ultimately connected with the authorship of this work, with little profit.??® In
commenting on these paragraphs, I will thus content myself with highlighting the
striking affinities which this ethnographic survey has with the alike ones in Herodotus,
on the one hand, and in Sextus Empiricus, on the other. The similarities with the latter,
in particular, have been considerably neglected,?” despite the fact that this section gets
even closer to the above S.E. P. I11.199-234, as it does not simply feature the same human

behaviours as examples, as happened so far, but it too uses them to compare cultures.

227 See also Solana Dueso (1996), 183, n. 11.
28 Cf. Robinson (1979), 165-166.
229 The best we can find is Bett’s description of this passage of our work as ‘the closest to parts of the
writings of Sextus Empiricus’ (Bett (2002), 239).
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On the other hand, what here is missing compared to Herodotus and Sextus Empiricus
is any further reflection about the nature or the origin of these customs. For here we
cannot find anything such as Hdt. 1.8 (‘men have long ago made wise rules for our
learning’),?® or S.E. P.1.146 (‘a habit or custom [...] is the joint adoption of a certain kind
of action by a number of men, the transgressor of which is not actually punished”).!
Similarly, nothing here could be used for the 5% century BCE debate about ¢voic and
vouog, although Hippias, one of its most famous voices (cf. P1. Prt. 237c), does not act
differently from our author when, according to Hp.Ma. 294c-d, he observes that among
men there is more contention about what is believed to be seemly than about anything
else. Finally, as far as the current paragraph is concerned, at P1. Smp. 182b-c Ionians are

similarly said to spurn physical exercise, but as such, without gender qualifications.

§2.10

KAl <Toig pev>...mavta] As a complement to the former comparison between the
different attitudes of Lacedaemonians and Ionians towards physical exercise, now the
author adds that when it comes to arts and letters, the former are happy to ignore them,
the latter ashamed. On this respect, the aforesaid parallel with P1. Smp. 182b-c ceases
here, because there Plato has Pausanias say that Ionians, like all barbarians, consider
training in philosophy to be as shameful as training in sports, whereas our author seems
here to be paying tribute to the historical Ionian pre-eminence in culture. Solana Dueso
mentions Sappho and Aspasia as representative figures of Ionian female education of
whom the author might have thought, but we must not forget Cleobulina of Rhodes

either, who is quoted at §, 3.11, along with a riddle of hers.?3

230 Translation from Godley (1920), 13.
231 Bury (1976), 87.
232 Solana Dueso (1996), 184, n. 12.
111



<toig pev>] As Classen observes,? the supplement of this article with pronominal
function, as first conjectured by Diels,>* or, alternatively, that of the Doric
demonstrative pronoun tmvoic, by Wilamowitz,?* is here required, if the correlation
Aaxedapoviolc... Twot d¢ of the previous paragraph is, as it seems, to go on, contra

Robinson who follows the manuscripts.?*

§2.11

®cooaroiot...&gya] The same farming habits held as seemly among Thessalians are
considered shameful, and even slavish (dwAwv), in a more civilized land like Sicily.
Many sources reveal the importance of horses in the Thessalian culture, but Taylor is
right when looking at E. El. 815-817 (‘they say that the Thessalians regard it as a seemly
accomplishment to butcher a bullock or break a horse’)*” as the most suitable parallel

with what we have here.?3

§2.12

Maxedoot...appw aioxeov] The author comes back to habits concerning love and
sex, this time with reference to Macedonians, described as allowing a girl a pre-marital
sexual life, but also condemning any other extramarital intercourse of hers, once she is
wed. By contrast, Hellenes are said to be stricter, and censure any sexual relations a girl
has before marriage, which is consistent with the Greek woman’s fidelity and conjugal

devotion, in § 2.5.

233 Classen (2001), 115.
24 Diels (1903), 582.
25 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff in Diels (1907), 638.
26 Robinson (1979), 108.
27 Kovacs (1998), 243.
28 Taylor (1911), 96.
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§2.13

toig O¢ @gali...adikéovti] That the Thracian woman finds seemly what women from
other cultures see as a form of punishment represents an overturn of aesthetical and
social criteria, along the lines of the former comparison between Thessalian and Sicilian
farming customs in § 2.11. What we read here is backed up by Hdt. 5.6, where in
Thracian culture ‘to be tattooed is a sign of noble birth, while to bear no such marks is
for the shamefulr sort’.2° At S.E. P. 1I1.202, also, we find that whereas with Hellenes
‘tattooing is held to be shameful and degrading’, nonetheless ‘many of the Egyptians

and Sarmatians tattoo their offspring’.?

tot 8¢ Lxv0at... nomoavrtt] The whole passage appears to be a summary of what is
expounded in Hdt. 4.64-66. There, the description opens with the technical procedure
of flaying an enemy’s head. The scalps obtained from it are said to serve not only as a
trophy to be fastened to one’s own horse, but in the first place as a hand towel; similarly,
the enemy’s skin in general and even his nails are said to be used in the manufacture of
a few items for both the knight’s wear and that of the horse. Herodotus then specifies
that the tradition of gilding and silvering the skull is observed just by the few who can
afford it, whereas what everyone does is “to cover the outside [scil. ‘of the skull’] with a
piece of raw hide’ (4.65). Not differently from our text, Pl. Euthd. 299e too reports that
Scythians are accustomed to drinking from these skulls, and this, according to Hdt. 4.66,
happens only once a year, when the king gathers the province governors for a drinking-
party where the more skulls one proves to have collected, the more his reputation
grows. Finally, even though Herodotus does not compare this people with Hellenes, as
our author does, he nevertheless recalls that when the Scythian king hosts guests, it is
customary for him to offer a drink from these skulls (4.65). This may help us better

understand év d¢ toig "EAAaowv...momoavtt at the end of this paragraph; for the

29 Translation from Godley (1922), 7.
240 Translation from Bury (1976), 463.
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concessive force of ovd¢ would seem to suggest that the author oddly considers visiting
one’s house as an ordinary action, and one not implying any particular degree of
acquaintance with the host. This final observation would make more sense, if instead
taken as an implicit rejoinder to that Herodotean anecdote about the Scythian king’s

hospitality.

katl omévon...momoavti] Concerning the varied and often contrasting ways in which
different peoples communicate with the divine, Sextus Empiricus as well points out
how ‘sacrificial usages, and the ritual of worship in general, exhibit great diversity. For
things which are in some cults accounted holy are in others accounted unholy’>*! (P.

I11.220).

§2.14

Macooayétat... motéwv] Burial was an issue of the utmost importance for Hellenes, as
we read, for example, in Pl. Hp.Ma. 291d-e, where Hippias says that among the things
seemly for a man there is the giving of a seemly funeral to one’s own parents and to
receive the same from one’s own offspring. The remains of the body, sometimes
cremated, were always buried, so as to safeguard the dead’s rest and keep the living
from their impurity. This is clearly a far cry from the Massagetae’s custom here
narrated, which, however, represents just the last phase of a longer death ritual,
according to Hdt. 1.216. For there we read also that this people believe that the happiest
death for an old man is to be killed by his relatives, who then usually boil his flesh and
feast on it. So much so that if, instead, he happens to die of some illness before reaching
the old age, ‘they do not eat him, but bury him in the earth, and lament that he did not

live to be killed”.?*? Ultimately, this ritual ends up contrasting not only with that

241 Translation from Bury (1976), 473.
222 Translation from Godley (1920), 271.
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belonging to Hellenes, but with the Hellenic condemnation of killing one’s kin, seen in

§ 2.8, in the first place.

§2.15

toi 0¢ ITégoat... magavopa] Proceeding from discussing male cosmetics, the extent to
which incest shocked Hellenes can be seen on the basis of Oedipus” myth (see S. OT).
By contrast, Persians judge it favourably, but Herodotus tells us that it was not so before
their king Cambises married his sister (3.31). Evidence of Persian intercourses with and
marriages to mother and sister is also in S.E. P. 1.152 and II1.205, in both of which these

practices applied also to Egyptians.

§2.16

Avdoig...yapaui] Prostitution as a way for Lydian girls to collect a dowry and find a
husband is described at Hdt 1.93. In S.E. P. II1.201, instead, the usage is attributed to
Egyptians, but also used to contrast them with Hellenes, for whom prostitution is said

to be shameful, just as it occurs here.

§2.17

AiyvmTior..évavriov] By swapping the tasks usually assigned to men and women, the
Egyptian case shows, in particular, how weaving is not necessarily a female business,
as typified by the Odyssean Penelope (Hom. Od. 2.82-128). Once again, the same
observation can be found in Herodotus (2.35) who also confirms that Egyptians ‘knead
dough with their feet, and gather mud and dung with their hands’*® (2.36), similarly to
what is said at the end of our paragraph. According to the historian, the peculiarity of
their customs must also be associated with that of their climate and of the river Nile

(2.35).

28 Translation from Godley (1920), 319.
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<¢ow>] In contrast to Robinson, I accepted this supplement by Valckenaer?* because
in a passage such as this one, where specific duties are attributed either to women or to

men, the only ¢oyaleoOar (‘to work”) would have been too generic.

§2.18

oipat...vopuiGovti] The moral lesson of the ethnological excursus that has just ended,
namely that the same habit can be highly regarded as well as despised depending on
cultures, is here defended through a thought experiment, an epistemic device used on
two other occasions in the work - the first at the end of this chapter (§§ 2.26-28, 6.12) -
and to which Gera pays special attention. Relying on the common dating of the work,
she counts these three Dissoi Logoi instances of thought experiment among the earliest
in Greek literature, the very first being Xenophanes’" famous argument against
anthropomorphic gods (DK 21B15).2> Of the current experiment she highlights
especially the pattern, which she sees as typical, as it starts with “an initial hypothetical
situation” (ai TiG...éxaotot vopiCovrtr), then it introduces “a further action which affects
the original circumstances’ (kai TaAw...&ynvtay), finally it assesses whether the
results of this action confirms or denies the ‘original thesis’ (oVdév ka...tavTX
vouiCovtt).2 Since the thesis was ‘that moral judgments are not absolute’, the results
are positive, but Gera notices that the reader is not given ‘any means to prove — or
disprove’ them, and the experiment therefore lacks any ‘control’ and ‘sense of
rigorousness’.?” Ultimately, in our author’s hands, the thought experiment does not
have its usual epistemological purpose, but rather gains a rhetorical one, or, in Gera’s
words, becomes ‘one of the tools of the sophist’s trade’.?* So much so that the second

thought experiment of this chapter will have ‘an outcome which is the very reverse” of

24 Valckenaer (1802), 263.
25 Gera (2000), 40-41.
26 [bid., 35.
247 [bid., 39.
248 [bid., 43.
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the current one, albeit starting from the same conditions.?* Finally, when looking for
other similar experiments in ancient sources, one will find them in Hdt. 3.38 and 7.152,
which, however, insist on a people’s preference for their own customs over those of the

others, and not on the nature of the things considered seemly and shameful, as here.

§2.19

nageEovpal... kaAa] An unspecified poem (roinua ) offers another case in which
the attributes of seemly and shameful are swapped (dicAA&Eac) with reference to the
same object, stressing again the variability of such judgements. A tradition starting
from Meineke has been attributing these verses to Euripides (Fr. TGF adesp. 26), but
without reporting any evidence to corroborate this ascription, except Craik, who draws
attention to E. Ph. 469-471, and Hipp. 383-390.%° However, these examples are arguably
relevant for our case, as they feature kaog in the sense of ‘proper measure’.! Surely
enough, Euripidean plays depict human vicissitudes as challenging the tenability of a
neat distinction between what is seemly and what is shameful, as well as what is pious
and impious, just and unjust, etc.; but this applies to the other tragedians too. In
questioning this Euripidean attribution, I also would like to point out another possible
source for the poem, Simonides. For he must have been known to our author, as other
implicit hints to him can be spotted in § 3.10 and chapter 9, and he is held to have agreed

on the idea that 6 ka106¢ determines 10 kKaAdv and 10 atloxedv (Fr. PMG 36).2%2

OotaOpwv] I have picked this conjecture by Valckenaer in place of dwxipwv in the
manuscripts, to which Robinson adheres,?* because the idea of distinction conveyed by

the latter seems at odds with the case for the identity of seemly and shameful deeds

249 Tbid., 39.
250 See Meineke (1823), 200-201, and Craik (1993), 56-57.
251 Translation from Kovacs (2002), 259, and Kovacs (1995), 163.
252 See also Pellizer (1978), 90.
253 Valckenaer (1802), 268, Robinson (1979), 110.
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made in the poem. The same applies to Nauck’s suggestion dixpOpowv.?* By contrast,
the previous observation of the variety of human customs is perfectly reflected in the

construction d.xBpwv TOvV &AAovV Bvnrtolov vOpov.

0 ka1e0g] Whereas so far culture has been the factor on which the judgements of what
is seemly and what is shameful has depended, here a different and temporal one is
introduced. As a result, the author seems to say that not only do such judgements
change between peoples, but also within the same people as the time changes, which in
a sense brings us back to the intracultural relativism of the first part of the speech. If so,
however, in this poem I cannot see a trace of the rhetorical kaipdg for which Gorgias
was famous (DK82 Ala, A24, Blla.32, B13), as instead Rostagni maintained, with

Robinson’s approval >

§2.20

we...naot] After a brief summary of the message of the poem, the author concludes
the first speech by bringing out the rhetorical success that he believes to have obtained
with it. An alike meta-rhetorical remark, aiming to improve the persuasiveness of what
has been just said, occurs in § 6.13, where the author concludes his second speech by

underscoring its even structure.

§2.21

Aéyetat...to kaAov] The second speech, in defence of DT, starts here and a connection
between it and the second speech of chapter 1 is suggested by the kai anticipating and
modifying meol T@ aloxow kat kaAw, which implies the existence of a previous

discussion about another couple of opposite things which were &AAo éxatepdv.

254 Nauck (1889), 844.
255 Rostagni (1922), 172-173, Robinson (1979), 171.
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émel...T0 kaAov] Like in chapter 1, the rationale of the second speech, here epitomized,
consists in a combination of the fallacy about the absolute and relative use of the same
predicate (the oversimplification of the first speech as just saying that t0 avto moayua
aloxov kai kaAov éotiv), and the reductio ad absurdum (the impossibility of receiving
a seemly thing which is not shameful either, if the suggested interpretation of the first
speech is the case; see ai moKd...10 kaAov). However, this time the degree of the former
fallacy seems lesser, as the statement of IT did feature a predicate used in the absolute
sense, at least at its face value, as previously stated. Nonetheless, the fallacy does occur
from § 2.23 on, when the author tackles some of the arguments for IT as if they too

predicated identity in the absolute sense.

§2.22

Kal ai Tva ya kaAov...kaAov éoti] The same argumentative strategy occurs here,
where, however, it is noteworthy that only the first (kat ai tva... aloxeov tov avtov)
and the last (kat ai kaAdv...kat kaAov éot) of the three paradoxical situations
depicted represent relevant cases for DT. In the second one (kai ai Twvd ya
A€VKOV...TOVTOV TOV avTOV), in fact, the author exaggerates the alleged drawbacks of
accepting IT even more, by moving from the theoretical properties of being seemly and
being shameful to the empirical ones of being white and being black. The same will
occur in §§ 3.14, and 5.3-5, and a has a parallel in P1. Prt. 331d, where Protagoras argues
that everything resembles any other thing, so that we can say both that justice resembles
holiness and that white resembles black. As I will better discuss later,?¢ such a
standpoint is that of doxophilists, as in Pl. R. V 480a Plato terms those who do not seek
knowledge of immutable ideas, but content themselves with opining the multitude of

mutable things in the world.

26 See infra, 282-283.
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§2.23

Kkal...Aéyovti] Similarly to what happened in § 1.16, the second speech announces the
intention of countering the examples of the former one (tov Adyov avtwv 6v AéyovTt)
by applying the line of reasoning just introduced (t&d¢). Yet, this time no promise of
recapitulating all of them is made, in a more consistent way with the following
paragraphs, where the author takes up just three of the cases previously encountered,

along with the recourse to poetry.

§2.24
ai...twvtov] This argument counters that of § 2.6 in a way analogous to that by which
§ 1.16 contrasted §§ 1.2 and 1.3, and which again instantiates the characteristic logic of

the second speech, presented in § 2.21.

§2.25
é&v Aaxedaipovi €0tL kaAov...o0twe] This paragraph too replies to an argument
used in support of IT against it, though with a slight change from the original version

in § 2.9, which focussed on girl’s exercise, as opposed to children’s.

§2.26

Aéyovrt...vOev] From here to the end of the chapter the author scrutinizes the
thought experiment of § 2.18, in order to argue for the untenability of its conclusion.
Such disbelief of his already appears in this paragraph (¢yw...vOev), soon after

recalling the statement of the experiment (Aéyovrtt...dmeverxOnuev).

Aéyovr [...] wg [...] &meverxOnuev] A contamination occurs between two distinct
modes in which indirect quotations are usually introduced, namely 6ti/cwg with a finite

verb, and the infinitive (&mevelxOnuev is the aorist passive infinitive of amogéow),
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without affecting the usual way of translating the clause.?” The same phenomenon is

attested in Th. 8.78.3-6, X. Cyr. 11.4.15, and P1. Lg. 892d.%8

§2.27

ai yovuv...anégepov] The paragraph clarifies what makes the proponent of the second
speech doubt the results of the example of § 2.18, namely the possibility of a change in
the nature of things gathered together in a pile. But, as Robinson comments, in the
former experiment ‘things themselves suffered no transmutation’, rather it was the
judgement of them as seemly or shameful to be overturned by the different opinions of
different peoples (oU yap mavteg tavta vouiCovty, § 2.18). Therefore, in forgetting
about the importance of cultural diversity in this matter, the author applies the fallacy
of the relative and absolute use of the same predicate once more. For compared to the
original version of the experiment, the sentence ‘the shameful things gathered will be
seemly’ (tax atoxpa ovvevexOévta kaAa éoeital) of § 2.26 lacks two clauses specifying
which people gathered them as shameful, and who picked them up as seemly, instead.
However, although misinterpreting its counterpart, the new experiment makes a
methodological point over that, in presenting to the reader a supposed parallel
situation, such as the pile of physical objects, on the nature of which different people
cannot, similarly, hold different opinions, as Socrates points out in Pl. Alc. I 111b-d. For
this move, besides contributing the argumentative strength of the experiment, also
counts as an invitation to the reader to check the soundness of the conclusions by

themselves, which is what the first version of the experiment lacked.

XaAxov ka anrfverkav] The manuscripts have xaAxov dnrjvekav, which seemingly

functions as the apodosis of a conditional sentence having at xovoov fjvewkav as

257 Goodwin (1898), 315.
258 Kithner/Gerth (1904), 357, Humbert (1972), 183.
259 Robinson (1979), 174.
121



protasis, and therefore containing a present supposition implying nothing as to the
fulfilment of the condition. However, this conditional sentence is between two others
containing a past supposition implying that the condition is not fulfilled, and thus
featuring a ko before the verb of their apodoses. Therefore, for the sake of consistency,
I have integrated xa here as well, along the same line as Mullach,® whose &v seems
yet formally at odds with the other two xa, and as Trieber,?! whose kd is yet wrongly
tonic. Similarly, the accent of annvewav does not need to move forward, as instead
Blass?? (applying the Doric accentuation) does with his xaAxov xa amnveikav,
especially considering the analogue fjveikav immediately before. Finally, Wilamowitz
opts for an excision rather than for a supplement, deleting amrjvewcav and reading the
sole xaAxov.?® But this solution too, followed by Robinson,?* is puzzling, when one
compares this apodosis with those of the two nearby conditional sentences, neither of

which leaves its own verb implicit.

§2.28

avti...anayayg] In line with the start of the thought experiment (éyw
Oavualw...qvOev, § 2.26), here, at its end, the author confirms his disbelief in the
outcomes of the first version of the test through two questions worth analysing, namely
avtl...andyovty and at...andyaye;. For they conclude a reasoning whose premises
are (i) the result of the original version of the thought experiment (ai td...1vOev, in §
2.26), and (ii) the impossibility of changing the nature of things simply by making a
heap of them (§ 2.27). More precisely, the first question is just a reminder of (i), whereas
the second represents the impossible conclusion following from (i) and (ii), or, in other

words, the conclusion which we are bound to accept if we assume (i) despite the

2600 Mullach (1875), 547.
261 Trieber (1892), 229, n. 2.
262 Blass in Weber (1897), 42.
263 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1889), 628.
264 Robinson (1979), 114.
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admonishment of (ii). Thus, in leading the rival opinion to an impossible result, the

author turns out to resort to a reductio ad absurdum yet again.

nowntde...motevvtt] This final thrust to the upholders of IT undermines the credibility
of the poetic testimony which those adduced in § 2.19, on the basis of a more general
reflection about the aim of poetry. That poetry aims at pleasure and not truth is pointed
out by Plato too at Grg. 501e-502a and R. X 607c. That true philosophers do not make
use of poetry, because poets sing whatever they please with no concern whatsoever for
truth is reported at S.E. M. 1.280-281. Then, at 297, Sextus distinguishes between prose-
writers and poets in a rather similar way to what we have here, saying that “the former
aim at the truth, but the latter seek by every means to attract the soul, and the false

attracts more than the true’.2%

nomntag...énayovrat] This is a stock phrase used by a few authors, among whom,
especially, Plato. According to LSJ, s.v. éndyw, II 3, pdotvoag momrtag émayeoOat

features, in fact, at Ly. 215c, Prt. 347e, R. 11 364c, and Lg. 823a.

Chapter 3
Title

ITegl... adikw] See my comment on chapter 1’s title, supra, 90-91.

§3.1

Kal ol pév...toi dé...] This pév...dé... correlation of two plural masculine articles used
in a pronominal function implies that the third plural person of some verb of saying is
understood. Blass hypothesized A¢yovti, which I too deem as the most likely one, in

the light of the close previous occurrence of Aéyw at the very beginning of the sentence

25 Bury (1971), 171.
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(Aéyovtan). Its echo may thus extend to this coordinate clause, albeit in a different form

and taking a different subject.?%

tol O¢...&dwkov] Similarly to what we saw in chapter 2, here IT is phrased in absolute
terms, despite the arguments in support of it taking the opposite attributes of justice
and injustice relatively. The contention of the first speech will be, in fact, that the same
action holds the opposite values of justice and injustice depending on the circumstances
under which it is performed. ‘Circumstance’ stands for a state of affairs, namely a
hypothetical scenario of beings and events which can take place in the world, and is
reminiscent of the notion of kaipd¢ featuring in the first speech of chapter 2; in this
connection, ‘state of affairs” is one of the possible meaning of ka1pdc when it occurs in
the plural (LS], s.v. ka1pog III 4). From this perspective, a parallel can be drawn with
[PL.] Just. 375a2-6 where things are said to be just év pév t@ déovtt kat T kap@ and
unjust év 0¢ t@ urn déovtl. This dialogue will then introduce knowledge as the
necessary means to distinguish between these two opposite conditions, which never
occurs in our text, though.

There is another difference in the criterion of circumstance of the ITs of chapters 2
and 3. For in the IT of the former, the author always clarifies the two circumstances
under which a certain object is either beautiful or ugly, whereas here his focus is only
on the exceptional conditions under which an object usually deemed as unjust is just,
and which always consist in some major issue to which our everyday conception of

what is unjust is bound to yield, by a logic of ubi maior minor cessat.

§3.2
Kkai mewtov...évnuev;] The first speech of this chapter (§§ 3.2-12), in defence of IT,

starts by announcing the intention of considering lies and deception (kat mowTov...katl

266 Blass in Weber (1897), 42.
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éEamatav), although the example it brings here (ai...évnuev;) addresses only the
latter. Before expounding this case, the author distinguishes between the possible
recipients of the action, namely between enemies, whose deception seems generally
condemned (twg pév moAepiwe...eEetmolev), and those dearest to us, whose deception
is allowed in some specific cases (Twg d¢ PUATATWG...évNuev;). Such a treatment of
enemies seems counterintuitive, and opposed to its counterparts in analogous
discussions from other ancient sources (Pl. R. II 382¢c-d, [P1.] Just. 374c, X. Mem. IV.2.15-
16), where enemies are the only ones whom it is always just to lie to and to deceive.
Hence Diels opts for two corrections of the text, by adding xaAov kat dikaiov, twg d¢
@Awg between tavta molév and aioxpdv, then g 0¢ twe moAeuiowe immediately
before twg d¢ pATdtws oV, soon after the colon.?” This results in a translation such as
Sprague’s ‘my opponents would declare that it is <right and just> to do these things to
one’s enemies but disgraceful and wicked to do so <to one’s friend>. <But how is it just
to do so to one’s enemies> and not to one’s dearest friends?’2®® However, besides being
very speculative, these emendations also cause the final question to cast doubt on the
possibility of an ethics favouring friends over enemies, though that is precisely what
we read in Plato and Xenophon as cited above, for example. Alternatively, Robinson
assumes ‘the holders of the difference thesis” as the understood subject of é€eimotev,
and paraphrases everything as follows: ‘even if (per impossibile) they (i.e., “the holders
of the difference thesis”) thought that it was aioxeov and ovnov to lie to and deceive
one’s enemies, they would never deny that it is, in certain circumstances, proper to lie
to and deceive one’s @iAtatol’ >’ However, in the first place, when the author needs to
refer to the supporters of either thesis, he regularly does so expressly, in a way which
enhances the antilogic character of the work (see e.g. Twg Aéyovtag wg tO avTo 0TIy

adwov kat dikatov, in § 3.13). Secondly, the sole av éEetmolev expresses a possibility,

267 Diels (1903), 583.
268 Sprague (1972), 285.
269 Robinson (1979), 179.
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and not the hypothesis of a conditional sentence such as the one Robinson recognizes
in twg pev moAepiwe...é€etmotev. In conclusion, the most compelling way I see to
understand this passage is to suppose that the people maintaining this view (&v
é€eimotev) adhere to a heroic ethics similar to that expressed in §§ 2.7-8, which
condemns fleeing from the enemy and praises killing him, and on the basis of which
lies and deception could therefore be considered acts of cowardice.

Coming to the example of the child giving medicine to either of his reluctant
parents (avtika...évnuev;), in it the reader may recognize a reversal of the usual
dynamics in which the parent cares for the child as he grows up, if necessary also with
the aid of lies or deceptions. For example, in the similar X. Mem. IV.2.17 it is the father
who gives the medicine to the child by pretending that it is food. Here, our author turns
this logic upside down, maybe to test his thesis against a more probative case, under
the assumption that it is more shocking to think of children lying to parents than the
other way around. The point of the example is that an action otherwise unjust is just if
directed towards a person (in our case, the parent) who is not doing what is necessary
for their own wellbeing (taking medicines to recover from some illness), because of
some form of mental impairment of theirs (caused perhaps by that illness itself). As
Zembaty observes, the next example, which will involve a depressed friend, will be

based on the same rationale (§ 3.4).>°

§3.3

ovkwv...0ikaov] Lying and deceiving of § 3.2 are now placed alongside stealing
(kAémttev) and using force against someone (BoOat) of § 3.4, in a connection which
sums up the two kinds of objects taken in examination throughout the first speech,

namely words and actions.

270 Zembaty (1988), 524-525.
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§34

avtika...Bia] Again on the ubi maior minor cessat principle, when a friend’s life is
threatened by the possibility of his own misuse of some object, the respect of the
ownership of that object takes second place, and one must do all possible to remove it
from him, even by means of force. A similar reflection appears at P1. R.1328c-d, whereas
331c-d offers the analogous example of returning a weapon to a friend gone mad during
the time of the loan. Even closer is the crosstalk between Socrates and Euthydemus at
the already quoted X. Mem. IV.2.17: ”and again, suppose one has a friend suffering
from depression and for fear that he may make away with himself he takes away his
sword or something of the sort, under which heading will we put that now?” “That too
goes under justice, of course.”’%”!

Many scholars have drawn on these moments of the two texts to establish some
dependence between the second speech of this chapter and X. Mem. IV.2.2-18. Trieber,
in particular, argued for the higher degree of elaborateness of our author’s exposition,
pointing to cases absent in Xenophon such as perjury, temple robbing and killing one’s
own kin, in order to conclude that it was our author who inspired Xenophon.??
However, by saying so, Trieber passes over examples such as those of stealing, of
plundering an enemy’s goods, and of a general lying to encourage his army, which
appear in Xenophon (IV.2.15,17), but not in our text. Furthermore, precisely by
assuming, with Trieber, that when one text depends on another, the latter is more
elaborate than the former, our chapter cannot be the source for Xenophon’s passage.
For here the author just limits himself to providing as many examples in favour of IT
as possible, whereas Xenophon sets them in a more articulate dialectical structure,
which is necessary to attain a higher epistemic goal, namely the definition of a criterion
to discern what is just and what is unjust. By contrast, the only generalization which

our author touches upon, that deceiving the enemies is unjust (§ 3.2), goes against the

271 Translation from Marchant/Todd (2013), 295.
272 Trieber (1892), 218-219.
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counterpart formulated by Xenophon at IV.2.15, where this behaviour is said to be just.
In conclusion, while it is never easy to determine influences, in either sense, between
this work and other ancient sources, yet in this case a close examination of the two texts

clearly excludes the possibility that Xenophon is indebted to our author.

Pia.] Some editors starting from North have turned the full stop which one reads in the
codices into a question mark, probably in analogy with the following direct questions
over §§ 3.5-8. At the same time, they translated the resulting clause dtica1ov...Big; as a
rhetorical question expecting an affirmative answer; see e.g. North’s ‘annon justum est
hoc clanculum subripere si quis posset, aut si tardior adveniens jam in manibus
habentem deprehenderit, per vim auferre?’?® But if that was the author’s intended
meaning, the Greek would have a o0 before dikatov, which, in fact, Untersteiner added
along with the quotation mark.?* Unlike him, Robinson thought that there is no point
in changing the text, and that this sentence has rather its parallel in the affirmative
povevev...omoat of § 3.9. He, in fact, translates ‘it is just to steal these implements,
should one be able to, or, should one arrive late on the scene and come upon him with
the implement in his hand, to take it away from him by force’.”> However, this
translation does not match his Greek text, which has the combination dikaov [...] Bla;
probably mistakenly taken on from Diels and Kranz’s edition of the text, the last one
before his own.?”® Therefore, in my rendition of the text I have restored the original full

stop in place of the question mark.

§3.5
avdoanodifaoOat...matépan;] Similarly to what is seen in the transitions from §§ 1.2-

3 to §§ 1.4-10, and from §§ 2.2-8 to §§ 2.9-17, the author switches from the private

273 North (1671), 62.
27¢ Untersteiner (1954), 164.
275 Robinson (1979), 117.
276 Cf. Diels/Kranz (1952), 410.
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dimension of the affections for parents and friends of §§ 3.2-4, to a public one, about
conflicts both internal and external to a community, in §§ 3.5-8. Over the history of
Greek legislations, it is frequent to find the actions analysed in these new paragraphs
— enslavement (avdoamodiEaoOat, § 3.5), burglary (toyxwovyév, § 3.5), false swearing
(émopkév, § 3.6), and robbing a temple (iepoovAév, § 3.6) — featuring in the same list
of crimes, as a large corpus of textual evidence from Xenophon to Constantine
Harmenopoulos” Hexabiblos. In particular, at Pl. R. I 344b the character Thrasymachus
recalls how among Athenians these offences are condemned and punished, while X.
Mem. 1.2.62 and Ap. 25 specify that the punishment was the death penalty. However,
by pointing out how in some exceptional cases these crimes need to be allowed for the
sake of justice itself, §§ 3.5-8 undermine the belief of a simple and coherent corpus of
moral norms; an operation with a clear sophistic flavour.?” Though with a specific
reference to laws, Aristotle too offers a similar reflection at EN 5.10.3-8 and Rh. 1.13.13-
17, also explaining these exceptions as due to the fact that whereas norms are endowed
with a regular form, ‘the material of conduct is essentially irregular’ (EN 5.10.4-5) and

cannot therefore fit the former.?”8

avdpamodifaoOdat...anod600ay;] In a strikingly similar way, at X. Mem. 1V.2.14
Socrates and Euthydemus describe enslavement as an unjust act, but soon after, at
IV.2.15, they add that a military general who enslaves his enemies’ city acts justly. As
Gaca recalls,? at Cyr. VIL5.73 Xenophon also adds that: ‘it is a law established for all
time among all men that when a city is taken in war, the persons and the property of
the inhabitants thereof belong to the captors’.®® Once again, a maior concern, i.e. the
hostility between cities, gets the better of one preceived as minor, i.e. the badness of the

action as such. This principle applies to other cases, as Socrates and Euthydemus

277 Similarly, Barnes (1979), 219, Mureddu (2014), 21, contra Hoffman (1997), 349.
278 Translation from Rackham (1926), 315.
279 Gaca (2010), 119, n. 6.
280 Translation from Miller (1914), 293.
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conclude at Mem. IV.2.16, where they realize that all the actions they previously recalled

as unjust are actually so if directed against a friend, but just if directed against an enemy.

TOLXWQEUXEV...matén;] A former ruler of a city has been overpowered, imprisoned
and sent to death by his opponents. In this case, his son may exceptionally act with
justice if he breaks into the prison — in this I recognise the ‘one’s own city’s builiding’
(ta Twv mMoAltwv kowa owknuata) the author has just been mentioning in the
formulation of the general rule (Totxwovxev...@atvetat) which underlies this example

— and free him.

§3.6

Emiogkév...ev0kNoag;] If we recall the two categories of objects with which the first
speech is concerned, words and actions, we can see how the current example involves
both of them on their specific levels. Forswearing an oath taken with enemies (§ 3.6) for
the defence of one’s city (§ 3.7), in fact, implies to act in a way which contravenes the
words uttered in the oath.?! From this point of view, to quote Chrysippus’ reflection
at Fr. Log. 197, only once we have kept the oath (e0ogkéw) or broken it (¢rtiopréw), can
we retrospectively say whether our oath was a true or a false one.

Furthermore, a particularity of this example, if compared with the other ones in
the chapter, is that in bringing forth the case of forswearing an oath contracted with the
enemies, it takes for granted another controversial case, namely that someone can
connive with the enemies for his own freedom. On the other hand, at §§ 3.5 and 3.8 two
other actions harming the community (toixwouyxev [...] T TV TOAITOV KOV
ouknpata and ta d¢ kowa tag FEAAGdoc.. . Aafelv kal xonoOa) are considered just

nonetheless. In particular, the former is said so for the sake of the individual’s safety,

281 A similar coming apart between actions and words will also underpin the first speech of chapter 4 (§§
4.2-5).
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similarly to the current case, which the author would thus not seem to be in trouble to

justity either, if required.

§3.7

¢yw...iegoovAEV] After answering the question concluding § 3.6 in the negative, by
appealing to the ubi maior of the city’s salvation, the paragraph introduces a new case,
expounded in § 3.8, which will again interweave the themes of national security and
sacredness (iepoovA€V). A religious component is, in fact, already implied in the actions
of the verbs evopkéw and émiopkéw of the last two paragraphs, as they derive from

0pkog, a sacralizing object by which a Greek swore.??

§3.8

T pev...moAepov;] It is not clear whether the author is presenting this event as
something that really occurred or ‘is trying to universalize a moral point’, by using the
genitive absolute péAAovtog T PagPagw as ‘the protasis of a general condition’, as
Robinson believes.?®®* Nonetheless, I would lean, rather, to the former case, as all the
conditional sentences we have encountered so far, and which have underpinned all the
examples of the first speech, featured an explicit protasis introduced by ati (see §§
3.2,4,5,6). A similar exploitation of the wealth of the temples of Delphi and Olympia in
defence against a looming Persian menace seems, however, to be missing from the

ancient Greek history .28

§3.9
ovevev...mowrjoat] The search for exceptional situations in which actions usually held

to be unjust are justified ends here, with this last example about the murder of one’s kin.

282 DELG, s.v. 6QKOG.
283 Robinson (1979), 183.
284 See also supra, 39.
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By resorting to the myth of Orestes and Alcmaeon, the author shows that these deeds
are justified if undertaken to avenge the loss of other kin. More precisely, Orestes” and
Alcmaeon’s mothers are guilty of murdering their fathers respectively, acts that
prompted the two sons to kill their mothers in retribution. As for Orestes, the story has
it that he is one of the sons of the king of Mycenae, Agamemnon, and of the Spartan
princess Clytaemnestra. During the famous Greek expedition to Troy, Clytaemnestra
falls in love with Aegisthus and the two plot to kill Agamemnon on his return (cf. Hom.
II. 3,266-71, A. A. 1577-1673). Some time after the murder, Orestes, with the aid of the
sister Electra, avenges his father, by slaying the murderous couple (E. El. 1165-1232).
The story of Alcmaeon proceeds in similar fashion, thee most extensive treatment of
which was given by Apollodorus, and is set in Argos (Apollod. Bibliotheca 3.6-7). It
begins with the death of Amphiaraus, a seer who foresaw the tragic end of the
expedition that Argos was preparing against Thebes. Amphiaraus is nonetheless
compelled to join it, being persuaded by his wife, Eriphyle, who was bribed to do so by
the Theban Polynices, in return for the necklace of the goddess Harmonia. But before
leaving to war, Amphiaraus, aware of this machination and of his tragic destiny, tells
everything to his sons Alcmaeon and Amphilochus, so that they will be able to avenge
him when they have heard of his death.

An interesting testimony of the reception of this myth, is that of the Latin poet

Ovid, who sketched it thus in his Metamorphoses:

His own son, dutiful to him, shall be both just and unjust in a single deed [‘facto pius et
sceleratus eodem’]; for he, in vengeance for his father's death, shall slay his mother, and
confounded lose both home and reason, persecuted both by the grim Furies and the awful

ghost of his own murdered mother.?s (Ov. Met. 9.407-410)

285 Translation from More (1922).
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What Ovid insists on is the twofold character of Alcmaeon’s murder, which, by force of
analogy, also applies to Orestes’. In the first place, Ovid deems this sort of crime just
and unjust at the same time, which fits the rationale of the IT of this chapter (aAAo
d¢...adwov, § 3.1). In second place, new divine characters are recalled, namely the
Furies, who start to torment Alcmaeon as punishment for their extreme acts of revenge,
just as they do to Orestes, in his story. At the same time, another god, Apollo, plays an
important part in the two heroes’” stories. Of him Ovid does not speak, whereas our
paragraph refers to a certain god’s oracle (kat 6 Oeog €xopnoe) about the justice of
Orestes” and Alcmaeon’s deeds. Some versions of the myths, by contrast, go even
further than that, representing Apollo bidding the two main characters to commit their
crime (cf. e.g. E. EI. 1301-1304, Apollod. Bibliotheca 3.7.5). At any rate, what here we have
is thus a balance between a divine support and a divine opposition towards the
matricide, with Apollo championing the memory of the dead fathers, and the Furies
that of the mothers.?® The painful and hard dilemma before which the two characters
are put (Aristotle will describe it as the one between two evils: Po. 13, EN 3.1) represents

a perfect case for the IT of this chapter.

povevev 0t Twe PAtatwe] It is worth noticing that after the author’s display, in the
previous paragraphs, of ubi maior causes for the sake of which what is usually deemed
as unjust becomes just, we here reach a point where even the fundamental idea to which
all those causes boil down, namely the defence of the people dear to us (see especially
8§ 3.2,5,7), is put into question, making the relativism of this chapter, according to

Barnes, ‘the most interesting and the most dangerous of the Sophistic relativisms’.2”

2% As far as Orestes’ story is concerned, Aeschylus’ Eumenides depicts this opposition in the guise of a trial
before Athena and a jury of Athenian citizens. On the one hand, Apollo, acting as advocate for Orestes,
recalls the greatness of the dead Agamemnon (625-637), on the other, the Furies speak on behalf of the
dead Clytaemnestra. This balance of opposing forces is further reflected in the result of the jurors’ voting,
which is a tie (but which is sufficient to acquit Orestes of his mother’s murder).
287 Barnes (1979), 220.
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émel...mownoat] A causal clause introduced by émel and justifying @ovevev d¢ twg
eUtdtwe dlkatov would be here expected, but the verb which the nominatives
Opéotag and AAxkpatwv should take is missing. Like the previous translators,
Robinson rendered the clause as “since both Orestes and Alcmaeon did’,?® assuming
that a verb of doing is here understood, in a way which is rather uncommon, though.
Furthermore, the reason why ‘it is just to kill one’s most loved people” can hardly be
simply that two characters of the Greek myth have done it. More relevant, instead, is
the fact that according to the myth, the god approved what those characters did, as it is
said in the following clause (xat o...mowmoat). Hence, I believe that originally
émel... AAxpaiowv was indeed completed by a verb of doing, and I also suspect that such
a verb took the place of the raised dot which now separates AAkuaiwv from the
following kat. For only in this way, the explicatory power of the coordinate clause can
be successfully transmitted to the émel clause preceding it, and the murder of one’s

loved people can be efficiently justified.

§3.10

émi ¢ tag téxvac...aptotog] That arts, and poetry in particular, consist in the
production of objects similar to real ones, in a form of deception, is a well-known theory
in ancient Greek literature. It can be traced back to the proverb ‘poets tell many lies’
(moAAa Pevdovtat aowol, [PL] Just. 374a, Arist. Metaph. A 983a3-4), which scholars
attributed to Solon (Fr. 29), and it receives its first substantial philosophical treatment
in P1. R. I 595a-608b. Here the stress is especially on tragedy (toaywdia) which is
coupled precisely with painting (yoagucr)), as exemplary of arts whose products are
imitations of appearances. For this reason, Plato considers them as three time removed
from the truth (598e-599a), and thus a form of deception (598d, where ¢Eamatdw occurs

too). As far as the deceitful character of painting (Cwyoa@ia in our text) is concerned,

288 Robinson (1979), 119.
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the following contest between the painters Zeuxis (c. 435/25-390 BCE) and Parrhasius

(active c. 440-380 BCE) has become particularly famous:

Zeuxis [...] produced a picture of grapes so successfully represented that birds flew up to
the stage-buildings; whereupon Parrhasius himself produced such a realistic picture of a
curtain that Zeuxis, proud of the verdict of the birds, requested that the curtain should
now be drawn and the picture displayed; and when he realized his mistake, with a
modesty that did him honour he yielded up the prize, saying that whereas he had
deceived birds Parrhasius had deceived him, an artist.2®? (Plin. Nat. 35.65-66)

Our author himself already warned us of the risk of relying on what poets say, pointing
out their preference for pleasure over the truth (§ 2.28).

However, what differentiates the current passage from these is that here the
artistic deception is connected with the notion of justice, owing to the argumentative
function of this paragraph within the first speech. Despite the fact that the author
declares him who deceives the most (60tic mAetota é€amatt)) to be the best (&olotog)
and not the most just, the latter qualification is clearly the one he really has in mind, as
also expressed in the poetic examples of the next two paragraphs. From this
perspective, then the authors most likely to have influenced the passage are other two.

As first comes Simonides, who, like our author, recognises the intellectual value
of poetical deception, but focussing on the audience rather than on the poet,
highlighting the necessity of a certain degree of education on their part for this effect to
work (Plut. aud. poet. 15c). Furthermore, our author’s reference to the resemblance of
artistic products to real objects (6powx Toic dAnOwvoic moléwv) can be read in parallel
with Simonides’ saying that the word is the image of the thing (6 Adyog twv
noaypatwyv eikwv eotwv, Mich. Psell. m. évegy. daup. (P.G. CXXII 821)). The

importance which Simonides attaches to the visual component of poetry can be best

289 Translation from Rackham (1952), 309-311.
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grasped by referring to his famous descriptions of painting (Cwyoa@ia, like in our
passage) as silent poetry (moinoig) and of poetry as speaking painting, as reported in
Plut. de glor. Ath. 3.346£5-7.

As a second influential author one must name Gorgias, who some pages later in
the latter Plutarchan work is described as propounding a very similar message (3.348c1-
8), but in connection with Toaywdia, the other art mentioned in our paragraph. Besides
it too associating the fact that a spectator can be deceived by tragedies to his
understanding and sensibility (6 0" anatnOeic copwTeQOg TOL un anatnOévtog), this
passage finally introduces the category of justice within this aesthetical reflection, by
saying that he who deceives is more just than he who does not deceive’ (6 T anatrjoag
dkadTeQOG TOL pr) dntatrjoavtog). For only the tragedian who deceives proves to be
doing what he promised to (611 o0’ VooxOpevog temoiniev), which is as much as
to say that tragedy is a declared deception. Hence, the justice Gorgias implies here
reflects an idea of consistency with what one has committed to do, which, as Falkner
notices, can count as a particular instance of a more general definition of justice as
‘giving back what one owes’.?® The latter already came up in connection with § 1.12
and is introduced as typical of Simonides rather than of Gorgias at P1. R. 1 331e. That is
not problematic, rather it proves the similarity between the ideas of these two figures,

both echoed in a few passages of our work.

§3.11

OéAw...0tkauotatov] As already seen in § 2.19, in order to corroborate and solemnly
conclude his first speech the author uses a poetical quote which, in this circumstance,
serves also to enter into poetry, a topic generally introduced in § 3.10. However, here
the attention is not as much on the artistic deception of Cleobuline’s words as, instead,

on the character she describes, which, in line with the previous examples, is just despite

20 Falkner (1998), 44.
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performing actions seemingly antithetical to justice, such as stealing (kAémtovta) and
deceiving (¢é€amatwvta). Yet, seemingly this composition is far from being
argumentatively effective, not telling who the man is whom the poetess has seen (&vdo’
eidov) and of whom such description is true. This is in fact a riddle, a poetic form in
which Cleobuline (6 century BCE) excelled, and which she inherited from her father
Cleobulus, tyrant of Lindus, according to D.L. 1.89.

A few solutions have been proposed for these lines, from Wilamowitz’s ‘the
wrestler’, followed by Robinson, to Romagnoli’s “the artist’, up to Matelli’'s most recent
‘the warrior’.?! All of them, however, follow the traditional translation of both Biaxiwg
and Bia with something like ‘by force’. Such rendering is required by the former word,
but not by the latter, of which another possible translation is “perforce’ (see LS], s.v. i,
IT2). The advantage of taking Bia in this second way, as I have done, is that the variation
between the two adverbial forms is no longer due to merely stylistic reasons, but to
more substantial ones of meaning. As a result, the man who is described in the riddle
emerges more clearly as Matelli’s warrior: a soldier at war acts violently by stealing and
deceiving (&vdQ’...Bualwc), but since he is compelled to do so by the state for which he

fights, he behaves in the most just way (kal 10 ...0kalotatov).

§3.12

nv...tiur) Beog] Two other poetic verses, this time from Aeschylus, are given here.
Although dealing with closely related subjects such as deception and lies (our author
too coupled them in § 3.2), they do not seem to be parts of the same reasoning, as first
noticed by North.?? In the first the god is directly responsible (dtootatet) for an act of
deception, whereas in the second he just praises (tiur)) someone else’s, and hence some

human, lies. For this reason, they now figure as two separate unattributed fragments of

21 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1933), 97, n. 179, Robinson (1979), 185, Romagnoli (1932), 270, Matelli
(1997), 19.
22 North (1671), 64, n. 9.
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Aeschylus, namely amdtng ducaiag ovk anootatel Oeog as Fr. 301, and Ppevdwv d&

Kapov €00 6mtov Tun Bedg as Fr. 302.

amnatng...anootartel 0eog] That Aeschylus was known for representing the divinity
as deceptive is something that appears also in the following fragment, handed down in
Pl R. II 383a-b, and which has been ascribed to The Weighing of Souls by Stanley, and to
The Award of the Arms by Lachmann:*?

Thetis: <And> he [scil. “Apollo’] dwelt on the excellent offspring I would have, which
would have length of life and never know sickness, and after completing these words he
struck up a holy paean-song about my good fortune in being loved by the gods, which
delighted my heart. And I supposed that the divine voice of Phoebus, pregnant with
prophetic skill, was incapable of falsehood. But he who himself sang that song, who
himself attended that feast, who himself spoke those words, he himself it is who has killed
my son!?* (A. Fr. 350)

As for our Fr. 301, it has been usually variously attributed ‘to Danaids, Aiguptioi,
Prometheus Pyrkaeus, Thalamopoioi, or Philoktetes’ > In contrast, Griffith thinks of the lost
satyric drama Proteus, assuming that the latter did not represent, as usually maintained,
the events told in Hom. Od. 4, namely Menelaus’ landing at the island of Pharos, home
of Proteus. Rather, Griffith looks to the events described in Stesichoros’ Palinode of
Helen, according to which Proteus brings Helen to Egypt leaving Paris with just a
phantom of her over which the war of Troy was fought. This substitution would thus
be the deception (&mtatn) which our passage attributes to a god (0€6c), such as Proteus.
Furthermore, it is also just (dikawx), because it is done ‘for the good of Helen (and

Menelaus too) and for the good of the institution of marriage —as well as for the

293 Sommerstein (2009), 308.
2% Translation from ibid., 309-311.
25 Griffith (2002), 250, n. 176.
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reputation of the Olympian gods, who otherwise must bear the responsibility for the

Judgment of Paris and resultant sack of Troy’.>*

Pevdwv...tiur) Be6g] Robinson’s translation ‘there are occasions when god respects an
opportune moment for lies’,?” weakens the value of tiur), which indicates not mere
respect, but esteem, which I have hence rendered with “holds in honour’.?”® The whole
translation I so obtained and which I proposed, namely ‘there are cases when god holds
in honour the right moment for lies’, keeps the poetic diction to the detriment of its
perspicuity, though. It is, in fact, worth observing that what the god is likely to be
interested in, and to honour, are the lies told at the right moment, rather than “the right
moment” in which these are said, as Teichmiiller first clarified with his semantic

translation of Pevdwv kapov with ‘eine liige zur rechten Zeit’.>?

§3.13

avtiog Aoyog] The adjective which is used here characterizes the new speech for its
contrast with the former one more emphatically than the still similar &AAoc d& Adyog
of § 1.11. A closer parallel can be drawn with Protagoras” and Sextus Empiricus” A6yot

avtucelpevol (‘counter-balancing arguments’), for which see supra, 25 and infra, 287.

§3.14

Ywwoketg] The manuscripts have the 3™ singular person forms ytvwokr, ywwok),
and ywwokel. The last one, preserved in L and firstly chosen by Blass,* is that which
Robinson too prints. He then translates the conditional clause ai ywwoxet as ‘if

somebody knows’.*! However, no tic is present either in the current sentence nor in

2% Tbid., 250.
297 Robinson (1979), 119.
298 Most translations are of this kind and date back to North's ‘laudat’ (North (1671), 64).
29 Teichmiller (1884), 213.
300 Blass in Weber (1897), 44.
301 Robinson (1979), 121.
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that before and one must go back to émnet al tic ¢pwtdoat of § 3.13 to find one; it seems
to me too far for the author to keep it understood here. In the absence of a suitable
subject in general, I have preferred to depart from Robinson’s yiwvwoxkel, and, instead,
to accept Diels” emendation ywvwoxkelg,’? which also fits the 2n¢ singular person @épe

few words before.

Kkal péyav...twotov] The reasoning shifts from theoretical properties (dikaov and
adwkov) to empirical ones (Léyav and pkEov), in the same controversial way as in §

2.22 (kat al TVA...TOVTOV TOV avToV). See also supra, 119.

Kkai tot moAAa] This is the reading of the manuscripts and it was kept by the editors
until Diels, who proposed kai tot <6> moAAa,*® through which the next ddwroac
becomes an articulated participle, subject of the imperative 3 singular person
anobavétw. Although producing a sound meaning, namely ‘let him who has
performed many unjust actions be put to death’, this supplement is not necessary,
because dmoOavétw can already find an adequate implicit subject in &vdoa of the
former sentence. In accordance with this reading, Adwnoag may become a
circumstantial participle representing a conditional clause (‘if he performs many unjust
actions’).?* Likewise, there is no need of an even more substantial supplement such as
Friedlander and Kranz’s kai <at Aéyorto> ‘toAAq.3% Nor does it seem that the overall
state of corruption of the passage (see the following lemma, below) and the author’s

rare habit of starting a sentence with a xai followed by particles do justify Classen’s

302 Diels (1903), 584.
303 Diels (1912), 340.
34 One might see this interpretation as inconsistent with § 3.8, to comment on which I relied on the
author’s preference for explicit conditional clauses. However, in this case an explicit conditional clause
has just been adopted in the former sentence, which therefore may have pushed the author to vary its
phrasing here, where he needs to introduce a further assumption logically dependent on the former.
35 Diels/Kranz (1952), 411.
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expunction of totin Diels’ conjecture, and, as a result, the reading kat <6> ToAAX.3% On
the contrary, the emphasis brought in by this particle ‘implying a real or imaginary
audience”” (‘mark you’) perfectly matches with the @épe starting the paragraph, as it
continues the direct speech opened by it. Finally, Robinson’s kaitot in place of kat tot
and its translation with ‘but’3® would turn what follows into an objection to what is
said before,® which seems quite counterintuitive, and which in fact makes sense only
by accepting his questionable next intervention on the text as well (see the following

lemma, below).

anoBavétw..0tangalapevog] Here most manuscripts have amnoBavétw
nioaapevog, three have anoBavétw anobavétw moalapevos (C, P6, and V2), and
two anoBavétw. dnobavétw moalduevos (Y1, Y2). Clearly, none of these solution
returns a meaningful text when joined to the first part of the sentence (kal Tot TOAAX
adwnoac). Many conjectures have been brought forward, and all of them are extremely
speculative and integrate many and various words. I, instead, have looked for the most
measured supplement, both regarding number of words and content, and I have
reckoned it likely that here the author keeps on pinpointing the paradoxes that
originate from treating an object as just and unjust at the same time. Under these
conditions, I have refused Blass’ amoBavétw, amoBavétw <MOAAX kal Odlkalx
doemoa&dpevog,®? in which the coordination of the two dmoOavétw by mere comma
is too abrupt to express the passage from the right death sentence to the wrong one. On
the other hand, this proposal has the merit of fostering the logic of paradox, by using a
phrase such as moAAa kat dtkaiwx which produces a perfect mirroring of moAAx

adwnoac in the first part of the sentence. This is also reminiscent of tax Yo mMoOAAx kat

306 Classen (2001), 124.
307 [.S], s.v. toL.
308 Robinson (1979), 121.
309 L.S], s.v. kai Toy, 11
310 Blass in Weber (1897), 44.
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peyada dyaba avtw moAAa kaka kat peydAa éotiv in § 1.15, a paragraph which we
saw having the same function as this one. For this reason, my choice has gone to Diels’
amofavétw <kal MoAAa kat dikaia dax>rioalapevog,®! which takes up again moAAx
kat dikawx and also adds a kal before this adjectival couple, which underscores the
addition of unwanted properties, similarly to kai ddwov doa tov avtov of the
previous sentence. Conversely, Becker and Scholz have printed the same solution, but
devoid of this rkai.??

Coming to other conjectures which have been propounded, Schanz’ amoBavétw
<kal AAW mMoAAa dikaa épyaoa>pevog and Wilamowitz's dmoOavétw <6 moAAx
Kkat dlkoa tov matépa éoya>Eapevog include ideas such as those expressed by maA v
and tov matépa which are neither necessary for the reconstruction of the sentence, nor
suggested by the context.’®® Diels and Kranz’s amoOavétw,” drnobavétw <kai moAAx
kal dlkax dx>moalapevoc® depends, instead, on Friedlinder and Kranz's
excessively speculative insertion of at Aéyoito, discussed above. Robinson’s
amoBavétw <ate Oavatw a&la da?>moaldpevog omits ToAAX kat dlkaix and, what
is more, causes the whole argument of the paragraph to proceed as follows: ‘if
somebody knows that some man is just, he in that case knows that the same man is
unjust [...] but if a man has been very unjust in his actions he ought to be executed! For
he has brought about a situation that warrants death’.3”> However, the fallacious move
from being unjust (‘the same man is unjust’) to being very unjust (‘a man has been very
unjust’) on which this line of reasoning turns is too big for our author to use it to make
his case here. Finally, Classen’s anoOavétw, amofavétw wg dikata <da>mealdpevog
repeats the above awkward coordination dnoOavétw, amofavétw as Blass, and leaves

out the useful ToAAA&.316

311 Diels (1912), 340.
312 Becker/Scholz (2004), 68.
313 Schanz (1884), 380, Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1889), 629.
314 Diels/Kranz (1952), 411.
315 Robinson (1979), 120-121.
316 Classen (2001), 124.
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§§ 3.15-17

Kai megl... motéovti] These last three paragraphs show the author’s intent of replying
more closely to the arguments adduced by the first speech, as already seen in §§ 1.16-
17 and 2.23-28. Once again, the arguments which have been used by the rival speech do
not receive the promised reply. The only case mentioned as representative of all the
others, that of robbing one’s enemies (kAémtev T TV ToOAeuiwv), follows the spirit

but not the letter of the first speech.

amnodekvoet] The manuscripts read amodewcviev, the Doric form of the infinitive
amodewvouery, which, if assumed, would leave the whole sentence without a finite verb,
and hence without a main clause governed by that. Teichmiiller supposed a
dependence of the whole sentence on the d&tovvtt of the former one, which already
governed amodewcvvev. He thus worked out a translation such as “for they <mean to>
prove that stealing the goods of the enemies is as just as unjust, if their words are true,
and the rest as well’ .37 However, the condition ‘if their words are true’ seems redundant
here, because the fact that one merely thinks that he is proving something does not
depend on the truth of the demonstration he actually performs; the same second speech
is devoted to show precisely how the first one has failed in such ambitions.

Many ways to obviate this textual difficulty have been explored. Stephanus3!®
altered the punctuation and broke down the sentence, obtaining the following: T0 vy
KAEMTEV T TV TOAgpiwy, dikalov kal Adkov Amodeukviev. tovT avto. al K’
aAnong 6 mvwv Adyog xai tdAAa kai twvutd.l® On the one hand, by placing
amnodewkvvev and al...Adyoc in two different sentences, this formulation would allow

the dependence of the former on the d&tovvtt of the previous sentence. On the other

317 ‘Denn (sie wollen) das Stehlen des feindlichen Eigenthums als gerecht und wieder als ungerecht
erweisen, wenn jene Rede wahr sei, und das {ibrige ebenso’ (Teichmiiller (1884), 214).

318 Stephanus (1570), 476-477.

319 Where I read kai tdAAa kattwutd, with Robinson (Robinson (1979), 120) and the codices.
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hand, we would then struggle to make sense of the newly originated sentences which
follow, especially of tovT” avt0, which looks even more elliptic than what precedes it.

Robinson, then, refrains from altering the punctuation and tries to obviate the
difficulty, by assuming the sentence to be an abridged version, and full of understood
elements, of either of these: (a) T0 Yoo kAémtev T TV MOAepiwy dikatov <etvat
ATIODEKVVEV> KAl ADIKOV <E€OTLV> ATIOdEKVVEV TOLT AVTO <elvar>, al k' &AnO1nc 6
mvwv Adyoc. (‘For make no mistake about it: <to demonstrate> the fact that stealing
the enemy’s possessions is just is eo ipso to demonstrate the truth of the antithetical
position as well, if their reasoning is sound’); (b) T0 Y& kAémtev T TV MOAgUlwV
dikaov <elvat > kat AdOV <EOTLV> ATODEKVVEV TOVT aVTO <eltvar>, al k¥ &aAnO1¢ 6
mvwv Aoyoc. (‘For make no mistake about it: the fact that stealing the enemy’s
possessions is just is eo ipso a demonstration of the truth of the antithetical position as
well, if their reasoning is sound”).?*® Both would be suitable for the point the author
means to make here, but unfortunately neither would be compatible with the author’s
usually plain style which nowhere else presents such a syntactical tour de force.

It has thus seemed clear to the rest of the scholars that some interventions in the
text are required. As first, North observed that ‘deest verbum forsan 0&diov aut
hujusmodi’,** and although printing the original text, he inserted a ‘licet’ in the
translation, which then inspired Mullach’s supplement d&duwcov <éEeotiv>
amodevoev.’? Alternatively, Blass decided to expunge amodewviev.’ Both these
solutions allows a finally intelligible text, presenting just two innocuous occurrences of
understood eivat: ‘it is possible to show that stealing the enemies” goods <is> just and
that this same action <is> unjust, if their speech is true...” and ‘stealing the enemies’
goods <is>just and this same action <is> unjust’. However, a similarly successful result

can be achieved by a minor, and thus preferable, intervention, that is Wilamowitz’s

320 Robinson (1979), 189.
321 North (1671), 65, n. 11.
322 Ibid., 65, Mullach (1875), 548.
323 Blass in Weber (1897), 44.
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correction of &modeuviev in amodekvver.3? For this 3t singular person verb can easily
be taken by the following 6 trjvawv Adyog, which thus becomes the subject both of the
protasis and of the apodosis of a conditional sentence containing a general present

supposition implying nothing as to the fulfilment of the condition.?

téxvag...motéovtt] In rather similar words to the ones used to part from the reader at
§ 2.28, the author reminds the upholders of IT that the poets’ testimony they adduced
in the first speech (§ 3.11-12) does not have value, as poetry aims to please and not to
tell the truth (kai tol momrat...moiéovtt). As seen above, §§ 3.11-12 featured
Cleobuline’s and Aeschylus’ representations of an unjust divinity in a way comparable
with Aeschylus’ Fr. 350. Likewise, the author’s current attack on the programmatic
carelessness for truth of poetry can be put in parallel with R. II 383a and ¢, where Plato
criticizes the poetical misrepresentation of a deceiving and murdering Phaebus in that

Aeschylean fragment.

Chapter 4

Title

Pevdovg] This reading is shared by all codices, including F1 and F2, which have been
wrongly believed to transmit Pevdeoc by Weber onwards.?® The two forms are
equivalent, both being the genitive singular of the noun {evdog, but whereas {edovg,
the Attic uncontracted one, has been printed only by Fabricius,” {e0deoc, the Doric

contracted one, has been picked by all the other editors. Robinson represents a seeming

324 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1889), 629.
35 Later, Wilamowitz proposed the following new emendation, which gets at a very similar result in terms
of meaning, but is less preferable because more corrective: T0 Y00 KAETITEV TX TV TMOAEIWV dlkaLov,
Kat ddov <i’> dmedelicvvev TOUTO TWLTO, al K AANOTG <1)g> 6 VWV AGY0g, Kal TAAAX KATTWOTO
(Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff in Diels (1907), 642).
326 Weber (1897), 45. I come to this revisionary conclusion after a personal inspection of the two codices.
Robinson seems to have gone in the same direction, but he referred {e0deog to F2 only (Robinson (1979),
122).
327 Fabricius (1724), 627.
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exception among the latter, as in his text we read {evdéoc, genitive of the adjective
Pevdnc;® but this is nothing more than a misprint as one can ascertain in his

commentary ad locum, where he defends {evdeoc, instead.’?

§4.1

Aéyovtat...av] The beginning of the previous three chapters were characterized by a
consistent use of the articulated neuter singular adjectives to indicate the two things
exemplifying the opposites in question. Here, instead, the author opts for a twofold
solution, by referring both to the opposite concepts, through their proper nouns (tw
Pevdeog, tac aAabeiag), and to the objects exemplifying either property, through the
medium of the term Adyoc (tov Ppevotav Adyov, tov [Adyov] dAaOn). Given the
overall similarity between the first four chapters of the work,*? this new phrasing may
surprise, but on closer inspection it, rather, turns out to be wholly consistent with how
chapters 1-3 fared. First of all, one may observe how it is the predication of truth and
falsehood of speeches, and not the two concepts themselves, that is the matter at issue
in the chapter. Truth and falsehood appear just here, and in §§ 4.5 and 9, where,
furthermore, they are considered exclusively for the relation between them and the
objects of which they are predicated.

It is not by chance that these objects — and this is the second point to notice — are
qualified as speeches and not referred to generically, in articulated neuter singular
adjectives, like in chapters 1-3. For if, as it is the case in this chapter, truth and falsehood
are taken in an epistemic sense, these apply chiefly to propositional objects, such as
speeches. One may then proceed to predicate these concepts of the individuals who
make true or false assertions (cf. § 4.4, 6, where &aAaOr|g and Pevotac are attributed to

people), but what he cannot do is to use a phrase like ‘a true/false thing” without either

328 Robinson (1979), 122.
329 Ibid., 190.
30 See also infra, 279-286.
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sounding sloppy — if ‘true” and ‘false” are still taken in an epistemic sense —or ending
up to convey something like ‘an authentic/inauthentic thing’, and hence a different,
non-epistemic sense of truth and falsity.

As a marginal note, the overall analogy between chapters 1-4 combined with the
unusual use of concepts in this chapter makes it not far-fetched to think that if in
chapters 1-3 too the author had wanted to mean concepts and not things of which those
concepts were predicated, he would have resorted to proper nouns — such as
ayabotnc/kaxia, k&AAog/aioxpdtng, dkatoovvn/adwiac — there as well, which,

conversely, confirms my translation of the articulated neuter singular adjectives there.

evdeog] In this case all manuscripts and editors agree on this reading, except for
Robinson, who again chooses {evdéog, but now intentionally, as one can conclude from

his translation of it as ‘what is false’.33!

tag dAlaBeiag] Most manuscripts read t@ aAnOeiag, P3 reads tac aAaOeiag, and P4
tw aAaOelac. As Classen too observes, for the sake of the agreement in gender the
second solution is the most likely to have been meant, along with Stephanus’ proposal
tag &AnOeiag, which, however, oddly combines a Doric form (tag) with an Attic one
(&AnOelac).3? There is, hence, no need of any emendations, such as Matthaeus De Varis’

Ionic g aAaOeing, or Diels’” tw aAaBéoc which Robinson picked up, instead.?

O pév [...] Tot 6¢] The two articles in pronominal function in this pév...0é... correlation
oddly differ in number. Robinson takes both of them to denote speeches, presumably on
the basis of the partitive genitive wv which introduces the former, and which refers to

the previous Adyol On this reading, the shift from the singular 6 (which Robinson

331 Robinson (1979), 123.

332 Classen (2001), 125, Stephanus (1570), 477.

33 De Varis in Robinson (1972), 197, Diels (1907), 643, Robinson (1979), 122.
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translates as ‘one view’) to the plural tot (‘the other group’), would not be particularly
significant, as much as in § 4.6 the IT defenders are first addressed in the plural (twg
Aéyovtacg), then referred to in the singular (dmoxptvatto) in the space of two consecutive
sentences, without particular import. However, we have seen how at the beginnings of
chapters 1-3 the statements of DT and IT are formulated within a tot pév...tot d¢...
structure, the plural articles of which are likely to distinguish two opposite groups
among ot pLAocogovvteg v ) EAAGOL of § 1.1. Therefore, I am inclined to think that in
the current passage a fusion has occurred between a new rhetorical construct, in which
O pév takes part, and aiming to contrast two speeches, and the usual one where two
groups of people committed to philosophy bring forward opposing theses, and here
signalled by tot d¢. For this reason, I have rendered the couple as ‘one [scil.
‘speech’]...other people...’, as done by Waterfield and Graham alone,** whereas all the
other editors have translated similarly to Robinson, except for Sprague and
Dillon/Gergel who read both articles as referring to people, despite the previous @v

preventing 0 pév from doing so, as noted above.>®

§4.2

nowtov...Aéyovtal] Formulated as such, this first statement in support of IT is
somewhat obscure, and the reader is left to assume some understood premise or to
understand some dropped word, in order for the text to communicate meaning. A
possibility could be that the sameness of the words mentioned here (toic avrtoig
ovouaot) is actually very loose and weak, consisting only in the fact that they belong
to the same language. Alternatively, we can suspect that the sentence originally
featured some relativizing clause able to restrict its absolute value in some way, for
example by saying that only ‘sometimes’ the two speeches share the same words. One

such exceptional case is that of ‘I am an initiate’, in § 4.4. For this utterance remains the

34 Waterfield (2000), 294, Graham (2010), 889.
35 Sprague (1972), 287, Dillon/Gergel (2003), 327.
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same, despite changing its truth value, depending on the person who speaks it.
Alternatively, one could think of a true sentence such as “all cats are animals” whose

words can produce another and false one such as ‘all animals are cats’, just by being

reshuffled.

tolg avtoig Ovopaot] In his attempt to inquire into the nature of these words
(ovopata), Bailey comes to a standstill between two alternatives. Either they are
perceptible, but not meaningful parts of a speech (A6yog) which, as a consequence, is
purely phonetic and devoid of semantic properties, namely ‘a mere token’,*
corresponding to the Stoic @wv1);*” or they are incorporeal and semantic objects, also
known as ‘names’, comprising a speech which can be also called “proposition’, or, in
Stoic terminology, Aextov.3® This dichotomic interpretation, however, fails to account
precisely for what the author here requires, namely cases where the same words make
up both a true and a false sentence. For it contrasts both with the above example of ‘I
am an initiate’, as we will see in § 4.4, and also with that of words being reshuffled: the
words of the true “all cats are animals” and of the false ‘all animals are cats’ are indeed
the same from a phonetic point of view, but in order to produce sentences bearing some
truth value, they clearly must be involved in some relation of meaning with the objects

of the world too.

Emerta...avtog A0yog] This second argument for IT works as a generalization of the
point made by the examples in §§ 4.3-4. In doing so, the author is also providing a
criterion of truth and falsehood according to which a speech will be true if the state of
affairs (a notion which we already saw in the first speech of chapter 3) which it describes

occurs, or false otherwise. One can see it more perspicuously in the second formulation

3% Bailey (2008), 253.
%7 Ibid., 251. He draws this terminology from Martha Kneale, who about § 4.4 comments thus: “we may
have [...] the origin of the Stoic distinction between @wvr] and Aextov’ (Kneale/Kneale (1962), 16).
3% Bailey (2008), 251-253.
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of this principle, in § 4.7, where the state of affairs is in fact explicated through the word
TOAYHUA (YEVOUEV® UEV TQ TEAYHATOS AAaON TOV AOYOV, dyevi)tw O¢ Pevotav).’®
In other words, truth lies in the agreement between what a speech says and how things
stand in the world, as we also find, for example, in Pl. Cra. 385b2-10, Sph. 263b2-11,
Arist. Metaph. I 1011b26-29, S.E. M. I1.9 (reporting Epicurus’ view), and 323. From a
syntactic point of view, we see a construction of the verb y{yvouat equivalent to one of
eiput, which Kahn has defined as ‘veridical”: “a clause with eipui [...] joined to a clause
with a verb of saying [...] in a comparative structure which has the general form
“Things are as you say”’,’* and which typically features locutions such as the
oUtw...ws...which we have here.3 Here ‘things’ stands for descriptive linguistic
content which a speaker ‘poses or affirms as present in the world’,*? and Kahn likens it
to what in Wittgenstein’s picture theory is known as ‘Sinn” (“sense’), namely ‘an alleged
or possible state of affairs as pictured in or specified by a sentence’.3*> The parallel with
Wittgenstein becomes all the more interesting for the current passage, as he makes it
clear that the sense of a proposition is independent both of facts (Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus 4.061), and of its truth value; the latter, in particular, is assessed only as a
result of a comparison between the sense of a proposition and facts (4.03, 2.221, 2.222).
In other words, one may well understand a proposition without knowing whether the
latter is true (4.024). The same seems to be said by our author here, who deems the
situation which a speech describes as logically prior to the assessment of its occurrence

in the world (&v pév...0 avtog Adyog).

av pév...avtog Aoyog] This is what we read in most manuscripts and seems to make

perfect sense grammatically, presenting two conditional sentences (&v pev... dAaOng

39 Cf. LS], s.v. moaypa I1.1. Dorion was the first to identify the content of a speech such as this one with
an ‘état de choses’ (Dorion (2009), 210).
340 Kahn (2003), 331.
341 Jbid., 337.
342 [bid.
343 [bid.
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0 Aoyog, and av d¢ ur)...a0TOg A0Y0G) containing a present general supposition (&v
[...] Yévntay, and av [...] pr) yévntar) which fits well with the idea of ‘general truth’3#
implied in the statement of a criterion, such as this one.

But Weber prints ai (Doric of et and transmitted only by P3) in place of av
(contracted form of ¢av), and yeyévntatin place of yévntai, an emendation by Blass,
but already annotated on the margins of P4.3% The following editors, including
Robinson, did the same, but only with the result of affecting the generality of the alethic
principle stated here. For with the failure of &v the general supposition too fails, and
by abandoning the aorist tense in favour of the perfect, the idea of an unlimited and
unqualified past is inconveniently narrowed down to that of an action finished in the

present.3

Aéyntai] The manuscripts show this seemingly odd use of wg followed by the
subjunctive Aéyntai, which can be explained as a case of attraction to the mood of
vévntay, the verb on which the wg clause depends. Therefore, there is no need to change
the verbal mood into indicative, like Mullach’s Aéyetai,?” or to force the value of the
verb by inserting an av before it, as Robinson hypothesized and Blass had already

suggested, though with the Doric equivalent ko3

§4.3

avtika...keivovti] The trial represents an excellent example of the criterion of truth
introduced in § 4.2. For the plaintiff’s speech, as well as the defendant’s one, does not
manifest a definite truth value in itself, but it receives one which varies according to

whether the asserted action (twyov) occurred or not (al Y éyéveto [...] at d¢ un

34 Goodwin (1898), 297.

345 Weber (1897), 45.

346 Goodwin (1898), 268, 270.

347 Mullach (1875), 549.

348 Robinson (1979), 122, Blass in Weber (1897), 45.
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£yéveto). Such a decision rests with the courts, which are supposed to ascertain, to the
best of their ability, whether facts correspond to what speech describes, as we will
gather from § 4.8 where the actual feasibility of this comparison is questioned. This
should not be surprising, as the last sentence of this paragraph (xai ta...kotvovty) itself
hints at some issue with this procedure, observing how the courts (t&x ducaotrox)
judge the truth of the same speech differently. As Becker and Scholz point out, this
variance could be meant as internal to each one of the courts, and therefore among the
judgements of jurors belonging to the same court, or external to it, and thus consisting
in different courts (hence from different trials) coming up with different collegial
agreements.* The former reading seems to me the more likely, as North first suggested
by unpacking the collective t& ducaotrjowx into the plural ‘judices” in his translation.3
For it is hard to think of the same speech being given at more than one trial, particularly
if we keep the ancient Greek legal system as a benchmark, in which appeals against the

sentence were not allowed.

§4.4

émel...eipi] This mental experiment in support of IT spells out the double nature,
phonetic and semantic, of the speech which the author conceives in this chapter, for
which I argued earlier. On the one hand, ‘I am an initiate” (uOotag eijui) is certainly the
same string of sounds which many people pronounce (¢£1c...€0ovpeV). On the other
hand, it cannot be just that, because a mere sound, such as those which animals too
produce, could not render anyone truthful (dAaOng...¢yw), or false either. Inside the
speech, there must, hence, be something further, which allows us to say whether that is

true or false, on the basis of how things stand in reality (é7tel kat eipi).

39 Becker/Scholz (2004), 96, 1. 2.
30 North (1671), 66.
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By contrast, Bailey finds in this paragraph ‘the strongest evidence®! to
understand the speech described in this chapter as a merely phonetic object, observing
that in the current sentence ‘only the sounds [...] are the same” and that, conversely,
‘once those sounds are understood as having semantic properties, then there is a sense
in which they [scil. ‘the present ones’] do not all say the same thing’, because each of the
uttered ‘I am’ (eiui) refers to the person who says it and to no one else.*> However,
hardly would the author have used this argument in support of IT, if it both asserted
and denied the identity of a speech. Surely a phrase such as ‘I am’ gives the impression
of multiplying the sentence which features it by as many speakers as pronounce it; no
doubt this represents a possible side to take about the philosophical problem of
indexicals, of which this chapter does represent a first evidence, as Goldin notes.’> But
besides oddly countering IT, this is not the only possible way to interpret this sentence
and the problem of indexicals in general. For it can be observed that when pronouncing
‘I am an initiate’, each speaker also attributes the same properties which define an
initiate, and hence the same mental image of this definition, to himself. It is only when
compared with reality that this attribution, identical for every one of the speakers,
becomes true (in the case of our author, who really is an initiate) or false (in the case of
the others). Bailey himself, quoting McGinn,** acknowledges the possibility of this
alternative reading, but not its being the only one which the author can reasonably

adhere to, if this paragraph is really to bring any support to IT.3%

£Eng kaOnuevot] For the first and only time in the work, a hint may be given as to the
setting in which the voice of the author rings. He refers to a situation in which he is

seated in a gathering with an audience, and this has been advanced to support the

31 Bailey (2008), 254.
352 Tbid.
353 Goldin (2002), 247.
354 Mc Ginn (1983), 58.
35 Bailey (2008), 254.
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didactic nature of the text, perhaps a collection of the transcripts of a teacher’s
lectures.®® Unfortunately, no other internal or external element supports the actuality

of this scenario, which may well be imaginary.

uvotag] Knowing into which mysteries the author is an initiated could have helped
locate him in place and time, but unfortunately no information is given about them.
Rostagni’s certainty about Pythagoreanism,®” as well as Waterfield and Becker and
Scholz’s conviction about the Eleusinian mysteries®® are grounded on the similarly
speculative contentions of the Pythagoreanism of the work, and of the author’s stay in

Athens respectively.

§4.5

daldov...yégwv, éotiv] In this new argument a speech is again presented as not
possessing a truth value of its own, but this time it is said to be affected by the presence
(maon) of the false (o Pevdoc) and of the true (10 dAaOEq). In temporally benefitting
of them, and hence in passing from being true to being false, or vice versa, the speech
remains nonetheless the same, in the same way as a man who ages (©omeo...¢0tiv).
Despite leading to a similar point as to the identity of a speech, and although being
thought of as in logical continuity with what precedes, as suggested by the inferential
adverb wv (Doric for o0v),* one cannot fail to see that this paragraph offers a criterion
of truth and falsehood rather different from that of §§ 4.2-4. For not only is any idea of
comparison of words with facts missing here, but more generally the author presents
the concepts of truth and falsehood as directly relating to speech, without any apparent

contribution of the world.

3% Rostagni (1922), 175, Robinson (1979), 89, n. 68, 192.
%7 Rostagni (1922), 175.
38 Waterfield (2000), 334, Becker/Scholz (2004), 14, and, less assertively, Dillon/Gergel (2003), 408.
39 See also Goldin (2002), 237.
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Rightly, a few commentators have regarded the passage as drawing on the
Platonic theory of mapovoia, according to which, quoting from Taylor, ‘if “I am hot”,
that is because of the existence of a relation between me and the entity t0 Oeouov, which
may be expressed either by saying “I partake of T0 Oepuov”, or conversely “t0 Oeouodv
is present to me”’3% (Taylor mentions Pl. Phd. 100d, but see also, e.g., Ly. 217b-e, Sph.
247a-b). What is more, as if in order to stress his Platonic debt, here the author
substitutes 1] dAdOewx (used in the title and in § 4.1) with 10 &AaOéc which in Plato
typically features precisely in tandem with to \evdog, to indicate the ideas of truth and
falsehood (Grg. 505e, R. II 382d, cf. also LS] s.v. {evodog III).

This passage, thus, further testifies the author’s habit of reusing material drawn
from other sources without concern as to how it fits within the new context. Moreover,
precisely in light of the author’s tendency to appropriation, the above leap from the
previous criterion of truth to the current one can be somehow eased, since we have seen
that Plato is the first philosophical source of the former criterion too (Pl. Cra. 385b2-10,
see supra, 150). After all, the main respect in which the two theories differ, namely that
one pertains to knowledge and language only, whereas the other is concerned with the
metaphysical “participation of a particular in a characteristic or Form’,*! make them

potentially compatible.

Otav pév..aAadng] Again on the Platonic import of this argument, if some scholars
agree with Kranz that a reflection of this kind “niemals ohne sokratisch-frithplatonische
Gedankenarbeit moglich ware’,*? others, instead, such as Taylor, preferred to adduce
this passage to show how ‘the fundamental notion of the “Ideal Theory”, together with
a characteristic piece of its technical terminology, was familiar possibly before the death

of Socrates, and, hence, ‘how contrary to fact is the popular notion that Plato invented

30 Taylor (1911), 109-110.
361 Goldin (2002), 237, n. 19.
362 Kranz (1937), 231.
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ex nihilo the doctrine of €idn or the technical terms in which it is expressed’.?* On my
views about Dissoi Logoi’s relation with ancient authorities which present similar ideas,

see supra, 25-35.

womeQ...£otiv] This example depicts the case for IT made in the first part of the
paragraph. A man keeps his identity (to avtd [...] éotiv) despite the changes he
undergoes throughout the different stages of his life, in the same way that a speech
remains the same although its truth value changes. The same simile appears in Pl. Smp.
207d-e, but the point made there is contrary to ours, with the man’s identity remaining
the same on a purely conventional level. What better suits its rationale is, instead, Arist.
Cat. 4a22-b16, where we read that although statements can turn from true to false, when
this happens, it is due to a change not in them, but in the facts which they describe. In
short, an alteration in the world can cause one in the truth value of a sentence, but not
in the sentence itself, in the same way as aging causes changes in the forms which a
human being takes on, but not in their personal identity.

If, then, the simile between this image and the argument of the first part of the
paragraph holds true in a broad sense, it does not with regard to a detail which was
pivotal there, namely the notion of magovoia. On the other hand, the comparative
woTmeQ is supposed to require a full correspondence between the two terms of the
simile. Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that each of the four secondary predicates
indicating the stages of a man’s life (mtaig, veaviokog, avno, Yéowv) is meant as an
effect of magovoia as well: that is to say, for example, that ‘as a child” (naic) is a
shortened form for “‘when childhood is present to him and hence he is a child’. Perhaps
also because of not seeing this implicit passage, Wilamowitz decided to move

WoTteQ... 0Ty to § 5.4,° a place where it does not seem to better suit either, whereas

%3 Taylor (1911), 110.
364 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf in Diels (1903), 584.
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Diels and the editors after him, including Robinson, limited themselves to bracketing

the clause, leaving it in its place.

§4.6

Aéyetat...avtov] Like in chapters 1-3, the second speech starts with a reminder of the
statement of DT (6 Yevotac...mooayua)*® and then offers a few reductiones ad absurdum
following the same sequence of rhetorical topics. As far as this paragraph is concerned,
firstly (at yao...tavta) the IT supporters are shown the extreme consequences of an
absolute version of their thesis (‘the same speech is false and true’), not corresponding
to the one which they argued for in the first speech (‘the same speech is true under a
certain circumstance, false under another one’). We already saw this in §§ 1.12-13, 2.21
(émel...t0 kaAov) and 3.13 (émetl...nuev), and in an almost identical fashion (the
starting phrase ai tic épwtdoal tws Aéyovtag wg features in §§ 2.21 and 3.13 too). Then
(kat al...avtov), the focus shifts to the absurd way in which the IT supporters are
alleged to regard other people as a result of their own tenet, like in § 1.14, and especially
2.22 (kat al Tvé...tovTov TOV arvTdv) and 3.14, where the arguments also issue from

phrases similar to the current ai Tivar dvooa AAxOT) 01de.3”

womeQ...mnegayua] The manuscripts agree on diagpépwv twvupa as the closing words
of the sentence. Despite the fact that Schanz deletes them,*® they aptly state a point in
which DT and the second speech in general are likely to be interested, as the first speech
appealed precisely to the identity of words to support IT (§ 4.2). Furthermore, a
supplement of mpaypa, as some scholars proposed, seems opportune here, considering
both the frequency with which the stock phrase womep xal Twvvpa o0tw Kat To

nioaypa features in the work (§§ 1.11, 3.13, and 2.1 where moaypa is replaced by ocwpa,

365 Diels (1903), 584, Robinson (1979), 122-124.
36 Cf. dAAoc...moaypa (§ 1.11), Aéyetat...ein (§ 2.21), Aéyetal...moaypa (§ 3.13).
37 al TV Yo kKaAOV oidavTL &vdoa (§ 2.22), al tiva yivawokels dikaov &vdoa (§ 3.14).
368 Schanz (1884), 382.
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though), and the author’s belief in speech as an object not only phonetic, but also
semantic (§§ 4.2-4), and, hence, in connection with the things it describes. However, for
reasons of consistency, in my text I followed Blass in adopting the same stock phrase,
rather than Diels’ t@vupa <womep kal 10 meaypa>,*° which Robinson printed,”
North’s T@vvpa <obtw kat meaypa>! Mullach’s Twvupa <kat to moaypoe>,*2 or

Wilamowitz’s dagépwv <10 oy WomeQ Kat> twvupo.?”

al ya&Q...ovtog] Besides the similarities already shown, this very first reductio ad
absurdum strays from those of chapters 1-3 as here the objects possessing the properties
which IT discusses, namely speeches, are also of the same kind as IT itself. That makes
this passage one of the most ancient testimonies of self-refutation arguments, as
Castagnoli points out.”*

The author starts with imagining asking the IT supporters whether their speech,
namely ‘the same speech is false and true’ (6 avtog Adyog el Pevotag kat aAaO1c) is
true or false (6v...¢otwv). The ‘dilemmatic form” of this question is another distinctive
feature of self-refutation arguments, and, at the same time, a point of divergence from
the parallel interrogations of chapters 1-3,5° where only the hypotheses of IT being true
were developed, in compliance with the logic of a reductio ad absurdum. Here, instead,
the reductio comes after an inquiry into the opposite scenario, that of IT being false (at
uev “Ppevotag”), which leads the author to conclude that the false speech and the true
one are two (daAov Ott dvo &in), which is another way to phrase DT. But a logical

difficulty then rises, because on the one hand, in doing so the supporter of IT aims to

369 Diels (1903), 584.
370 Robinson (1979), 124.
371 North (1671), 66.
372 Mullach (1875), 549.
373 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf in Diels (1907), 643.
374 Castagnoli (2010), 24.
375 §§ 1.12-13, 2.21, 3.13; see also supra, 157.
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concede “the contradictory of his IT (as long as he endorses the platitude Fp— —p)’,%¢ to
quote Castagnoli.*”” On the other hand, contra Castagnoli, ‘the false speech and the true
speech are two different things’ is actually not the contradictory of ‘the same speech is
false and true’, but its contrary, as its logical contradictory would be ‘some speech is
either true or false’. This can be better seen moving from the formalization proposed by
Castagnoli himself.””® He paraphrases the absolute version of IT as ‘any Adyoc
whatsoever is (unqualifiedly) both false and true” which he formalizes in first-order logic
as:

(Vp) (Tp A Fp),
with “p” being a speech, and “Tp’ standing for the predicate ‘p is true’, and ‘Fp’ for “p is
false’. If that is the case, then F(IT), namely ‘it is not true that any Adyog whatsoever is
both false and true’, would be of the form:

— (Vp) (Tp A Fp),
which is equivalent to ‘there is at least one speech which is not both true and false’:

(3p) = (Tp A Fp),
or, by the negation of conjunction rule, to ‘there is at least one speech which is either
true or false’:

(3p) (Tp v Ep).
This one is clearly different from ‘the false speech and the true speech are two different
things’ (the two are subalterns) which the author here unduly concludes, though, and
which can be formalized as:

(Vp) (Tp v Ep).
As a result, one can notice how in this first horn of the dilemma the author strains logic

in order to obtain what he is really interested in, namely rhetorical support for DT.

376 With ‘p’ being a speech, and ‘Fp’ standing for the predicate ‘p is false’.
377 Castagnoli (2010), 27-28.
378 Ibid., 25-26.
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As for the second horn, we finally encounter the self-refutation argument proper,
analysing the possibility of IT being true (ai & “aAaOnc” amoxkpivaito) and the
paradoxical consequence to which this assumption leads, namely that IT, being a
speech itself, must then be false too (kat Pevotag 6 avtog ovtog). Recalling the
formalization of IT as “(Vp) (Tp A Ep)’, the first passage the author presents here can be
expressed as:

T(T).

Then, he understands two steps: firstly, if IT is true, then IT is the case (semantic
descent), namely that ‘the same speech is false and true’:

TAT) — (IT).

Secondly, since IT is a speech, by self-application and hence substitution of the variable
pin IT, namely in (Vp) (Tp A Fp), we obtain:

T(IT) A FT).

This conjunction is what the author expressly concludes through kat Ppevotag 6 avtog
o0tog, where the kal is fundamental in indicating that T(IT) too, although left
understood, comes along with F(IT) as the outcome of this second branch of the
reasoning. Furthermore, a conclusion as such represents the simplest and clearest case
of contradiction, boiling down to the form ‘p A — p’. But if so, then the author has proven
that the assumption of T(IT) entails a contradiction, which is tantamount to saying that
he has refuted IT by reductio ad absurdum. Therefore, albeit not openly stating so, the
conclusion at which he has arrived is F(IT) and the path to get it can be contracted in:

T{AT) — F (IT).

As a result, this whole dilemmatic construal is not to be viewed, as Castagnoli argues,
just as a ‘dialectical silencer’” of IT, with the aim of pointing out the ‘dialectical

defeats’® which the thesis inevitably encounters ‘as soon as it is posed under

379 Ibid., 35.
380 Ibid., 28.
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scrutiny’.%¥! In its second horn it, instead, displays an effective logical proof that IT is
not the case, namely that it is false. After all, the second horn simply gives relevance to
a feature of IT which has been clear since IT’s first appearance, namely that its
propositional form is the contradiction ‘p A — p’, with p standing for ‘all speeches are
true’ and under the reasonable assumption, on which Castagnoli agrees, that the author
accepts the principle of bivalence, namely that a speech is either true or false.*? But if
that is the case, pace Castagnoli who excludes that this argument means ‘to prove the
necessary falsehood’*®® of IT, and who keeps self-refutation and self-contradiction
separate,® here the author reveals that IT is bound to fall into self-refutation precisely
for its being a self-contradiction, and hence a ‘necessary falsehood[s]’, to quote
Castagnoli himself.%

Finally, as the scholar highlights, self-refutation arguments must be assessed also
in consideration of their rhetorical aims.?¥¢ From this perspective, it is then possible to
spot a single plan underlying our dilemma and indicate a way to reconcile the latter.
First of all, we must recall that the second speech, in which this dilemmatic argument
lies, is devoted to support DT. Secondly, T(DT) is exactly the result at which the first
branch of the argument has led to, moving, though invalidly, from F(IT). Thirdly, it is
reasonable to think that precisely in order to conclude in support of DT the author sets
up the first horn of the dilemma: for this, if taken in itself, would otherwise be odd, for
not having a parallel in the DTs of chapters 1-3, and, especially, for its moving from,
and not towards, the falsity of IT, contrary to what one would expect a credible attack

on a thesis to do. As a result of these three premises, it is reasonable to think, contra

31 Jbid., 29.
32 Cf. ibid., 26, n. 14: ‘nothing in our text suggests that the author of the Dissoi Logoi envisaged the
possibility of truth-value gaps’. This is confirmed by analogy with the two contrasting attributes of each
of chapters 1-3 too, between which no intermediate value is ever given, and which are, hence, to be
conceived as opposites rather than as contraries.
33 Jbid., 28.
%4 Jbid., 5.
3% Ibid.
386 Ibid., 16, et passim.
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Castagnoli, that at the height of the second horn of the dilemma the author is highly
interested in demonstrating the falsity of IT,*” because that has just been proven to be
a secure way to get T(DT) too. But if that is the case, then it would not be hazardous to
think that the tacit F(IT) with which the second horn concludes is the key for a last,
additional, and again understood, logical step, by which to connect the two horns of

the whole dilemma, so far kept apart. In formal terms, we would, in fact, have:

(1) EIT) —» T(DT) First horn;
(2) T(IT) - E(IT) Second horn;
(3) TAT) —» T(DT) From (2) and (1), by concatenation.

Granted, this reconstruction is speculative and does not autonomously emerge from
the text. Nonetheless, by showing how the truth of IT entails not only its self-refutation,
but also that of the rival DT, this reading would justify the presence, unique in the work,
of this whole self-refutation construct with the goal of the second speech itself, namely
T(DT).

To conclude, despite not having any really close parallel among the other
testimonies of ancient self-refutation, the second branch of this argument can be
compared with Pl. Euthd. 287e2-288a4, Tht. 171a6-c4, S.E. M. VI1.389-390, and D.L. IX.76.
Things stand differently with the Liar paradox, a long debated one, whose ancient
origins go back to Eubulides of Miletus (D.L. I1.108) and whose first formulation we
have in Arist. SE 180b2-7. Castagnoli’s denial of the similarity between the two, on the
grounds that our argument is not equally conceived to prove the truth-value of the
thesis at stake®® should be revised, as such intention does seem to belong to our author
too, as just seen. The difference between them may be found, rather, in the fact that at
the end of our argument the sentence in question receives a precise truth-value,

differently from the Liar, which is a paradox precisely for this reason. For, on the one

37 Castagnoli excludes it both here (ibid., 28) and in any other ancient self-refutation argument in general,
as they ‘did not aim at establishing the truth value of a certain proposition” (ibid., 15-16).
38 Ibid., 15-16, 28-29 (esp. n. 19).
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hand, the truth-value of a sentence such as ‘this sentence is false’ cannot be decided on
the basis of the principle of bivalence, because if it is assumed to be false, then it turns
out to be true, and vice versa. On the other hand, IT proves to be nothing but false,
because F(IT) follows from T(IT) itself, and the converse is not the case. This asymmetry
is crucial to draw a line between our argument and the Liar, as the latter is characterised
precisely by double truth-value reversal, whereas our author is so far from concluding
T(T) by force of F(IT), that he, rather, chooses to go in the contrary direction, irregularly
deriving T(DT).

Kal dAaBéc...tavta avtov] The truth-value of the IT supporter’s words is now
inquired to a larger extent, abandoning self-refutation. Yet reductio ad absurdum is still
operative and subverts the truth of his speeches, and particularly of his testimonies
(another hint at trials, where speaking the truth is a duty), in the same way as this
mechanism inconveniently turned the acts done and received by the IT supporters of
chapters 1-3 from good to bad, from beautiful to ugly, and from just to unjust, or vice

versa (8§ 1.12-13, 2.21, 3.13).

kai] This crasis of kat and ai (Doric for €i) in place of the manuscripts” kat has been
suggested by Diels,*® to make the sentence fit among the conditional ones which make
up the rhetorical pattern of the paragraph. Blass’ supplement kai <ai>, taken by

Robinson, is hence avoidable.3*°

§§4.7-8
ék...moaypaotv] Resuming and criticizing the arguments deployed in the first speech
is what happened at the end of the second speeches of chapters 1-3 (cf. §§ 1.16-17, 2.23-

28, 3.15-16). Likewise, in these two paragraphs firstly the author takes up the criterion

3% Diels (1907), 643.
3 Blass in Weber (1897), 46, Robinson (1979), 124.
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of truth produced in support of IT in § 4.2 (éx...\pevotav); then, he attacks IT through
an example (oUkwv...tedypaowv) which, in parallel with that of § 4.3, is drawn from

courts.

ovkwv...neayuaowv] Rightly, Taylor points out that, just ‘as in the previous cases’,
this argument too is “apagogic’, as it contends that if the criterion of truth as agreement
of words and facts were the case, then one should seriously doubt something usually
taken for granted such as the soundness of jurors’ judgement of the speeches they listen
to.3! This line of reasoning distinguishes the passage from the similar P1. Tht. 201a-c,
Antisth. Aj. 1, and Isoc. Antidosis 52-54,%* where the fact that jurors assess speeches in
that way is acknowledged and triggers the criticism of the trial system, in which

persuasion has the better of knowledge.

koivovtt] The manuscripts read kptvowvto, which Robinson prints, but the middle
diathesis of this form is not compatible with the meaning “to judge’ (LS], s.v. xoivw, II
2.a.b) expected here.3 Schanz’s correction with the active kotvovttiis, hence, preferable,

as Classen too observes.

oV YaQ maevTl toig moaypaotv] In this yap clause lies the justification of the
argumentative point made in these two paragraphs. Hence, reasonably the manuscripts
connect it with the previous sentence through a semicolon and do not bracket it, as is

done by Diels, whom Robinson follows.*?

31 Taylor (1911), 108.
32 See also Burnyeat in Burnyeat/Barnes (1980), 173-191.
393 Robinson (1979), 124.
394 Schanz (1884), 383, Classen (2001), 127.
35 Diels (1907), 644, Robinson (1979), 124.
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§4.9

opoAovyéovtt...dtagéget] Having come to the end, the author counters the first speech
for the last time and in two ways. In line with what the second speech has already been
doing, he targets a particular argument of the first speech, highlighting its intrinsic
flaws (OpoAoyéovtt...dAaOn). At the same time, he also attempts to show how that
argument seems to conflict with another one used by the IT supporters

(tovTO...0lx@EQEL).

opoAovyéovrtt...aAa0n] In the first place, the sentence is a reminder of § 4.5, where the
first speech expounded its second criterion of truth and falsehood as presence of these
concepts to speech. That this is the author’s target now we can infer especially by
considering firstly the use of the same Platonic phrases 10 {evdoc and 10 AAxOég to
indicate the couple of opposites; secondly, the immediacy which characterizes the
relation of mixture (&vapépewctat) involving these concepts and speech, and which
was proper to the criterion of truth as presence too. However, this time the author uses
Platonic metaphysics even more freely than in § 4.5, as Plato never resorts to a
vocabulary of mixing to explain why an attribute can be predicated of some subject, i.e.
to expound his doctrine of mapovoia; in Plato, mixture is chiefly a relation between
general kinds, instead (see especially Philebus and Sophist). Nonetheless, recalling
Taylor’s observation that ‘mtaxpovoia is [...] the logical converse of pé0e&ic’,*° one may
think that the latter has been the middle term on which the author tacitly pivoted, in
order to shift from the criterion of truth as presence to that of mixture. For, firstly, both
in Platonic participation and according to the idea of mixture here sketched, an object
(a speech), is in so deep a connection with a theoretical entity (truth or falsehood), that
the boundaries between these two relata partially fade, and they end up resembling

each other (cf., e.g. P1. Prm. 132d). Secondly, we may observe that in Plato participation

%% Taylor (1911), 109.
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is precisely halfway between presence and mixture, being a relation sometimes
between things and ideas, like presence, sometimes between general kinds, like
mixture. Indicative of this double characterization of its are Phd. 100c-d, where it occurs
along with, and with the same meaning as, presence, and Sph. 259a, where the same is
true of participation and mixture.

But this remark also has the dialectical function of showing how the criterion of
truth as presence actually belongs to DT, rather than to IT. We may see it, by reflecting
on phrases such as xat avtol and the correlation @ pév... d¢, both testifying to an
appropriation, by the current speech, of this criterion. For xat avtot implies that the IT
upholders do not act differently from others and, as far as the dispute of this chapter is
concerned, from their rivals of DT. Secondly, as Robinson observes, the correlation @
név... d¢ indicates two distinct objects, in accordance with DT, and in contrast with §
4.5 where the argument spoke of one and the same speech.*” Such a contrast emerges
even more in my translation, where, reasoning by analogy with the author’s habit of
attributing truth and falsehood chiefly to speeches, I have read the two dative relatives
@ as masculine and as referring to Adyog of § 4.7 — as Mullach first did*® — rather than

as generic neuters like in Robinson’s “that with which” — first appeared in North.3*

tovTo...dtagéget] These last words laconically warn the reader about some unwanted,
but not specified difference involving what has just been said (tovto). Since the first
speech offered two different criteria of truth, one may legitimately think that this
duality of positions is what is hinted at here. All the more so because the d¢ of the initial
OopoAoyéovTt 0¢ kat avtol presents the following paragraph as in contrast with what
was discussed immediately before, namely precisely the criterion of truth as agreement

of words and facts. If that is the case, then it seems reasonable to assume that originally

37 Robinson (1979), 197.
3% He translated it as ‘sermonem cui’ (Mullach (1875), 549).
399 He translated it as ‘cui’ (North (1671), 67).
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other words followed duxgépet, and that they made the case for that contrast. I therefore
believe, with North and others, that a lacuna, not signalled in the manuscripts, follows
duxépet, and not as small as deemed by Robinson who conjectures the loss of as short
a phrase as'from their original thesis’, and who also forgets to flag it in the Greek text.4®
After all, such an abrupt and elusive ending would also break the structural similarity
usually shared by chapters 1-4, as all the former three conclude with clearer and fully

developed reflections (§§ 1.17, 2.28, 3.17).

Chapter 5

§5.1

Tavti...mnoacoovti] Because of the lack of an opening phrase of the kind of the usual
dtooot Aoyor Aéyovtat, North believed that originally the chapter was not disjoined
from the previous one, as in fact manuscripts transmit, but also that it had a rather
different shape than the one it has now.* He suggested to move §§ 5.1-5 between §§
4.5 and 4.6, and to put §§ 5.6-15 after the interrupted ending of chapter 4. Alternatively,
in order to fill that same suspected lacuna (end of § 4.9), Blass supplemented the start of
this chapter with <Aéyovtt 0¢ Tveg, ws> before tavta.? Finally, Diels put §§ 5.1-5
between direct speech quotes, which many scholars after him, including Robinson,
decided to do.*® However, none of these three emendations is really necessary for the
chapter to make sense. This, in fact, consists in another contrast between an IT which
asserts that a life lived according to reason and knowledge is the same as one not so
lived (defended in §§ 5.1-5), and a DT which maintains the difference between the two
ways of life (defended in §§ 5.6-15). Hence, contra North, splitting these two parts and
relocating them into two different chapters affects this clear-cut antithesis. Blass’

supplement, then, seems pleonastic, as it just takes arriving at § 5.6 to see the author

400 Robinson (1979), 124-125.
401 North (1671), 67, n. 6.
402 Blass in Weber (1897), 46.
403 Diels (1903), 585, Robinson (1979), 124-126.
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himself attributing IT to people other than him (tot tva Aéyovteg). Similarly, the
demonstrative tnva there used will be sufficient to mark the boundary of the first
speech just concluded, with no oratio recta to be introduced, contra Diels.

For the first time in the work, then, the opening paragraph only shows the
statement of IT and not of both theses. It also describes a seemingly new kind of identity
of opposites, which is no longer related to objects possessing opposite qualities, but to
properties (actions and words) of such objects (the insane and the sane, the wise and the
ignorant). However, in §§ 5.7-9, the actions and words of the insane, sane, wise and
ignorant are said to be sufficient to distinguish between insanity and sanity, and
between wisdom and ignorance (ai ydo tic....0poAoynoovvti). If so, then it implicitly
follows that on the basis of actions and words one can also distinguish between the
individuals who are characterized by those opposite qualities. As a result, objects
exemplifying opposites are at issue in this chapter too, though indirectly.

The debate portrayed in this chapter is hinted to at P1. Cra. 386b-c, and better
expounded in Pl. Alc. 2 138d-139¢c, 140d-e, and S.E. M. X1.197-209. In the last one, in
particular, we read that ‘there is no work peculiar to the wise man, whereby he shall
differ from the not wise’,** which allows Sextus to conclude that wisdom is not an art
of life. This is all the more interesting if we think that in his following chapter, Sextus
tackles the question of whether such an art of life would be teachable, if it ever existed
(S.E. M. XI1.216-257). This perfectly aligns with the next topic of our text too, as Dissoi
Logoi 6 discusses the teachability of that wisdom which is here under scrutiny, and pairs
this concept with excellence. This correspondence holds also from a lexical point of
view, as the two authors use highly similar terms. In fact, Sextus identifies this art of life
(1) mtept Tov Prov téxvn), which should be characteristic of the wise (poovipog, but few
times also cogoc) and virtuous (ortovdatoc) man, with excellence (&petr)) and wisdom

(poovnoic). Our author, in turn, uses both co@dc and cwepovwv (very close to

404 Translation from Bury (1968), 483.
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@oovipog) in this chapter, as well as dpetr] and cogla (instead of ppovnowg) in the

following one.

tol potvouevol...&puaBeig] The two couples of opposites, sane/insane and
wise/ignorant are kept distinct from here to § 5.8. There they intersect and we are told
about the wise behaving insanely (tot cogol patvovtat) and the insane being wise (tot
pawvopevoroogot). Finally, in § 5.9 they merge and cogot features as a perfect synonym
of the cw@povovvteg of some line before, so as to avoid a repetition. Furthermore, the
author never conceives an argument which applies to either couple, but not the other.
Hence, no numerical diversity is meant by these two distinctions, rather they just depict
two forms of one more general contrast with which the author is really concerned in this
chapter, namely that between an intelligent life, led with rationality and advised by
knowledge, and one straying from the guide of the intellect, insofar as proceeding
irrationally and in ignorance. From now on I will hence appeal to this latter more
fundamental distinction, for economy of words. Finally, the possibility of this
simplification constitutes a further point of contact with Plato’s aforementioned
passages, as both the Cratylus and the Alcibiades 1I present just one opposition, between
ow@pooLvn and dgoovvn; and, to an even higher degree, with Sextus” above text,

where @odvipog and cogog are used interchangeably.

§5.2

Kai mEAaTov...kattwvtd] The IT which has just been stated is now clarified, and the
underlying assumption which made such a seemingly counterintuitive thesis possible
can thus emerge. This consists in lowering the requirements of saying and doing the
same things (tavta [...] Aéyovtl kat mpaooovtt (§ 5.1)) to the more easily achievable
level of giving the same name to things (0vopalovtt tavtd) and performing the same
actions (motéovtt tavtd). Giving the same names somehow recalls the obscure

argument of § 4.2, which drew the identity of the true and the false speeches from that
169



of their words. More precisely, it fits the scenario of words belonging to one same
vocabulary, which was entailed by the weakest reading of the identity between the
words of the true and the false speeches there. As for the performance of the same
actions, now the author is bound to look merely at the basic biological ones (k&Onvrtat
kat éo0ovtl kat mivovtt kat katdkewvtatr) which unsurprisingly both those living

according to the intellect and those straying from it carry out, insofar as all humans do.

Kal meatov...0vopualovtt tavta] The passage can be compared with Cra. 392¢2-5,
where, however, Plato has Socrates and Hermogenes agree that the wise give names

more correctly than the unwise.

§5.3

kal pav... mavral IT is now defended through an argument which for the first time in
the work goes from the general to the specific, and not the other way around. In fact, it
subsumes IT under the more general statement that every thing is identical to the other
(oUtw...mavta), as no attribute can differentiate it, because that thing possesses also the
attribute opposite to that one (kai pav...kovg@otepov). But if there is no way to
distinguish a thing from the other, then — the author implies — neither will there be one
by which to differentiate between the words and the actions belonging to a life guided
by the intellect and those of a life straying from it.

The necessity of knowing the distinctive features of an object in order to know it
is said to have been stressed by Speusippus, at Arist. APo. 97a6-22 (=Fr. 5 Isnardi
Parente), whereas the thesis of the indiscernibility of all things is attributed to Pyrrho
according to D.L. IX.61,4° and according to Aristocles in Eus. PE 14.18.3.4%

405 “‘Each thing is no more this than this’: translation from Long/Sedley (1987), 13.
46 “Things are equally indifferent, unmeasurable and inarbitrable’: translation from ibid., 15.
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§5.4
T0...fagVTeQOV] A first example of the identity of all things, claimed in § 5.3, is given
here, with particular reference to the opposites of lightness and heaviness possessed by
the same object. This time the argument goes back to moving from the specific to the
general, namely from a comparison between the weight of some coins (10...taAd&vTwv)
to the conclusion that every thing is lighter (xov@otepov) and heavier (Bapvtegov).
The initial observation, t0 dvo...taAavtwv, exemplifies the intuitive fact that a
scalar property such as weight, is possessed by an object to a higher degree than by a
second one, but also to a lower degree than by a third, the only two exceptions being the
extremes of the sequence, if one admits them. However, in moving to the conclusive
TwLTOV...Kal Bagutepov the author removes the terms of comparison, which makes it
seem that the comparative forms of the two opposites can be predicated absolutely as
well, and that an object is lighter and heavier at the same time, under the same respect,
i.e. as compared to another implicit and same object, against the Aristotelian Principle of
Non-Contradiction (Arist. Met. I' 1005b19-20). The illegitimacy of this new procedure is
clear and no wonder from Plato it emerges that ‘more and less” puzzles like this were
dear to sophists like Protagoras (P1. Tht. 154b-c). Both the necessary gradualness of some
physical properties and the conclusion of an object having opposite properties against
the Principle of Non-Contradiction, although these properties not being in a comparative

modality in this case, can be found in Anaxagoras’ fragment DK 59B3.

taAavtov] Robinson misprints it as tdAavtov.4”

§5.5
Kai Cwet...ovxk évti] The first speech ends with this paragraph, where the author raises
the stakes of his defence of IT, showing how that thesis actually instantiates an even more

general principle than that of the sameness of all things, stated in § 5.3. For a life guided

47 Robinson (1979), 126.
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by the intellect is the same as one straying from it not just because each thing is identical
to the other; but especially because no thing is identical to itself, each one being and not
being (tavta éoTtL kAt ovk €ottand kal EvTi T TMEdYHata kat ovk £vtl). Now, this latter
position, no more of mere indiscernibility, but of ontological indeterminateness is one
which Aristotle ascribes to Heraclitus (Metaph. I' 1005b24-25),%% and which he means to
counter through his law of contradiction (b19-20).2° It also features among the
statements which Pyrrho admits ‘concerning each individual thing’, namely ‘that it no
more is than is not, or it both is and is not, or it neither is nor is not’*!° (Aristocles in Eus.
PE 14.18.4). The latter sentence is particularly interesting for us as, firstly, it comes in
conclusion to the aforementioned 14.18.3. Secondly, the ‘cognitive incompetence’ it
describes ‘is not attributed [...] to a weakness in our faculties as such, but to “how things
are by nature”’#1" (14.18.2), which Pyrrho deems as something which “whoever wants to
be happy must consider’ (ibid.), and the importance of which with regard to a man’s
conduct will be praised also in Dissoi Logoi 8.1-2.

It is worth noting that a lot of the dialectical efficacy of this argument hinges on
different values of the verb eiui, which, unlike the modern reader, an ancient Greek
speaker could perceive. For in tavta éott kat ovk éott — which comes straight after kot
Cwel...oV Cwel, and is therefore likely to maintain something of its coordinate clause —
one finds the existential value of eiui, namely that expressing ‘being alive in contrast to
being dead’,*'? and it would hence seem fitting to translate it in the sense of ‘live’. On the
other hand, the generic plural neuter tavtd advises against this move, because it would
narrow the range of the subject to living beings only. I therefore preferred keeping the

basic form ‘be’, although I believe that in virtue of the above vital nuance, the passage

408 “For it is impossible for anyone to suppose that the same thing is and is not, as some imagine that
Heraclitus says’: translation from Tredennick (1933), 163. See also fragment DK22 B49a.
40 ‘Tt is impossible for the same attribute at once to belong and not to belong to the same thing and in the
same relation’ (translation from ibid., 161).
410 Translation from Long/Sedley (1987), 15.
41 Long/Sedley (1987), 16.
412 Kahn (2003), 233.
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from ‘the same man both lives and does not live’ to ‘the same things are and are not’

sounded more smooth to the ancient Greek ears than to ours.

5.6

tot...Aéyovtt] DT is here formulated in open contrast with what the first speech has
argued so far. Its dialectical, and slightly polemical, tone is particularly clear from a
phrase such as tot T va Aéyovteg [...] ovk 000w Aéyovty, and is then confirmed by the
zeal with which the second speech starting here tackles the single points made by the
tirst speech. Such accuracy does not have a parallel in chapters 1-4, but, rather, in the

give-and-take between the two speeches of chapter 6.

<Kal Twe ow@Eovovvtac>] Robinson sticks to the codices and does not accept this
supplement by Schanz,*® with the result being that the sequence of human groups which
the author here recalls would oddly be composed of three terms only (‘the demented
and the wise and the ignorant’),*4 leaving out the opposite of Tw¢ patvouévwe. As has
been said above, in §§ 5.8-9 the author will attempt to reduce the two couples of
opposites into one; yet, only here he mentions three classes of individuals. Furthermore,
as Schanz himself notices, immediately in the next paragraph, pavia will be openly
contrasted with ow@poovvn in the same way as cogin with auadin.*® Finally, as
Classen points out, the transmission of this passage has been very uncertain, as
suggested by a note in the margins of B,*¢ which proposes the reading tepvopévawg,
which according to Diels and Kranz is a corruption of te pawvopévwe, a possible variant

of Twg pawvopévws.?” Things thus standing, it is hence opportune to intervene in the

43 Schanz (1884), 381.
414 Robinson (1979), 127.
415 Schanz (1884), 381.
416 Classen (2004), 104.
417 Diels/Kranz (1922), 341.
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text with Schanz’s supplement, with no need, as usual, of its Doric accentuation

ow@EovoLvvtag, proposed by Blass.18

§5.7

al...“vai”] This is the start of an argument for DT which covers §§ 5.7-9 and which
targets the statement of IT itself, in § 5.1, and its explanation, in § 5.2. As he has done on
previous occasions, the author imagines a direct interrogation of the upholders of IT (cf.
§§1.12-13, 2.21, 3.13, 4.6), but this time he does not need any reductio ad absurdum to make
them contradict themselves. In fact, they deliberately retract their former position by
answering ‘yes’ (pavti: “vat”) to the question ‘whether insanity differs from sanity, and
wisdom from ignorance’, which is tantamount to asking ‘whether the actions and words

of the insane differs from those of the sane, and those of the wise from those of the

ignorant’, as §§ 5.8-9 make clear.*”

§5.8
ev...ovvtagaooovrtat] The IT supporters are said to acknowledge a difference in the
actions of the opposing groups, and by so doing they overturn part of what was said in

§§ 5.1-2 (see tavta [...] modooovtt and moléovTL TaLTA).

oVkwV, kai tavta mgaooovtt] Robinson added at after kai and translated this as ‘so
even if they do the same things’.*® However, the initial concessive clause he thus
proposes seems to mistrust the results of the just-mentioned examination of the
opposing groups’ actions (e0...0poAoynoovvtt), and effectively prove DT
(ev...0poAoynoovvty). If, instead, we keep the sole kal of the codices, Tavta

npdooovtt more suitably becomes the first of a series of possibilities (kat

418 Blass in Weber (1897), 46.
419 On this equivalence, already discussed, see supra, 169.
420 Robinson (1979), 128.
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Tavta...ovvtapdooovtat) which must be excluded precisely on the basis of that

previous examination (oUxkwv).

§5.9

kai...det] The author deals with the second element on which IT insisted, namely what
the people living according to the intellect, and those straying from it, say. In this case,
the IT upholders are imagined not to withdraw their position as easily as before. On the
contrary, they offer an answer which appeals to the identity of the two groups’” words,
through the same relativistic pattern as the arguments of the first speeches of chapters
1-4 (“the same act, x, is done at the proper time, g, by the wise, and at the wrong one, —a,
by the insane’). Their answer also exploits a criterion of ‘proper time’ which is
reminiscent of the notion of ka1og, already seen in §§ 2.19 and 3.12. In this regard, it is
interesting to compare the current passage with [PL] Just. 375a2-6, where in a similar
vocabulary, things are said to be just if they are done at the due and right time (év pév
T déovtl kal T kaw) and unjust when the time is not appropriate (év 8¢ T un
déovtt). What is more, at 375b4-5 the author then explains that only he who possesses
knowledge can act in the former way, whereas the ignorant man is bound to the latter,

which is the point of the author’s final observation dAAx Tot...det.4!

§5.10

Kkal tovto...nuev] Now the author strikes back at the first speech’s arguments,
following the same order in which they appeared. He shifts from distinguishing a life
lived according to the intellect from one straying from it (§§ 5.6-9), to tackling the broader
issue of what makes a thing in general differ from the other (§§ 5.10-14). This counters
the parallel, but opposed in meaning, transition from §§ 5.1-2 (about the identity of the

opposite groups’ words and actions) to 5.3-5 (about the impossibility to distinguish a

#1 On a comparison between the two passages and on a hypothesis of the relationships between the two
works see Gomperz (1912), 153-154, 166-167.
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thing from the other). Furthermore, the linguistic focus on words and clauses which we
now see in §§ 5.10-12 already characterized § 5.2.

Here, the author argues that the specific addition of the relativizing temporal
clauses & det and & pr) det changes the nature of what the two groups say, because,
generally speaking, any addition alters the subject which undergoes it, as clarified later
in § 5.14. Consequently, the author abandons the rhetorical strategy used in the second
speeches of chapters 1-4, just as we saw him doing with the usual strategy of the first
speeches. For so far in the work, the second speeches, firstly, used to drop the relativizing
conditions under which the first ones had predicated opposite attributes of the same
object; then they performed reductio ad absurdum on the absolute versions of ITs, so
obtained. Here, instead, the author points the finger at those conditions, presenting them
not merely as circumstantial, but as integral parts of the objects to which they are
referred. In other words, if in § 5.9 the IT upholders argued that the sane and the insane
say the same things, and that what changes is just the time when they do so, here the DT
supporters no longer reply by accusing them of equating the two classes without
restriction. Rather, they stress the importance of the relativizing clauses of that identity
so much as to fit in them in the definition of the objects over discussion, by retorting that

the time in which a thing is said contributes to its identity.

§5.11

¢yw...E0v00¢] Here starts a series of four paragraphs, §§ 5.11-14, through which the
author justifies the statement in § 5.10, that the addition of the clauses ‘when there is
need’ and ‘when there is no need’ changes what the sane and the insane say (for the
logic of this justification, see the commentary on § 5.13). §§ 5.11-14 stand out for their
points of contact with Plato’s Cratylus, which, yet, scholars have just partially
pinpointed, focussing only on those scattered passages of the dialogue which feature
morphological changes similar to those grouped in this section. An example of this, with

reference to the current paragraph where change of intonation (&opoviag
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dwAAayetloac) is introduced, is Pl. Cra. 399a7-b5, where ‘change of accents’ (tag
ofvmrac petafPardewv) appears. However, the proximity between the two texts
actually proves more systematic and philosophically meaningful, as soon as one focuses

on 431e9-432b1, which commentators have generally neglected,*? but which runs thus:

Cratylus: That is true. But you see, Socrates, when by the science of grammar we assign
these letters—alpha, beta, and the rest—to names, if we take away or add or transpose
any letter, it is not true that the name is written, but written incorrectly; it is not written at
all, but immediately becomes a different word, if any such thing happens to it.

Socrates: Perhaps we are not considering the matter in the right way.

Cratylus: Why not?

Socrates: It may be that what you say would be true of those things which must necessarily
consist of a certain number or cease to exist at all, as ten, for instance, or any number you

like, if you add or subtract anything is immediately another number.423

The first thing to notice in this exchange is the similarity with §§ 5.11-14, as far as the
trains of thought of the two texts are concerned. For, firstly, Cratylus reflects on how
morphological changes turn a word into a different one, similarly to §§ 5.11-12; then,
Socrates assimilates this observation to an example of addition and subtraction from
ten, which is reminiscent of § 5.14.

Some differences emerge in the details, though. In the first place, Cratylus says
that in presence of these morphological changes, a word becomes a different one (1o
ovopa [...] eVOVLC EteEov 0Ty, €dv TLTOUTOYV TAOM), whereas precisely in the current
paragraph of our text, the author says that it is things themselves which undergo an
alteration in those cases (dAAotovoOat [...] 1 modyuata). However, the two passages
can be reconciled under the assumption that here our author may have understood

some premises which Plato puts in Cratylus’ mouth elsewhere in the dialogue. In order

422 An exception is Horky (2013), 162, n. 153.
43 Translation from Fowler (1926), 163.
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to see which these are, let us look at Cratylus’ initial views about the relation between
language and world, before they start to capitulate under the blows of Socrates” dialectic
at 432d. Cratylus originally claimed that a name is correct insofar as it reveals the nature
of the thing it means (428e), and that all names have been correctly given (429b). Then,
at 430a-b, Cratylus agrees with Socrates that the process through which names reveal
the nature of things is an imitative one, but unlike Socrates, he believes that such
imitation does not allow imperfections and on occasion of the slightest departure from
its standard form, a word is not simply miswritten and yet still recognizable as the same
one; it becomes a wholly different one (432a, quoted above). But the new and different
word so generated must also indicate a wholly different thing, if each word reveals the
nature of a thing, as just recalled. As a result, according to Cratylus, the most minimal
change in a word reflects one in the nature of the object denoted by it. That perfectly
tallies both with Heraclitus’ fluxism and with what our author too here says on the topic,
the two sharing the same ontological views about pronouncing the same word with
different accent (cf. this paragraph and DK22 B48 and 51).

As a second difference between the two texts, removal (&péAwpuev), addition
(mpooBwuev), and transposition (petaOwpév) of letters, which Plato mentions, are just
three out of the five morphological changes named over §§ 5.11-14, namely the
aforementioned change of intonation, pronunciation with long or short vowel (T d¢
Hakpws kKat Poaxvtéows onoévta, § 5.12), transposition of letters (yodupata
duxAAalavta, § 5.12), addition and removal of some element (tig 1) motttiOel Tt 7
a@auel, § 5.13). On the other hand, albeit not here, all of these five mutations sparsely
appear in the Cratylus too, and the proximity between the two texts is hence less
compromised than it may appear.

Desbordes interestingly points out how these five morphological changes actually
boil down to four linguistic phenomena known to ancient Greek and Roman
grammarians, namely addition (mpdéc0Oeois, or adiectio), subtraction (&galpeoig, or

detractio), mutation (&AAolwolg, or inmutatio), and metathesis (petaOeolg, or
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transmutatio); “* on this reading, changes in intonation and in vowel length are, of
course, both cases of mutation. Basing himself on the testimony of Var. L. 7.2, Barwick
locates the origin of this quadripartite scheme among Stoics, with Chrysippos as its
probable first promoter, and, again, the Cratylus as their source for it.*> The both
linguistic and ontological nature of these four phenomena, then, made Desbordes also
connect them to the three Aristotelian categories of quantity (in case of addition and
subtraction), quality (mutation), and place (metathesis). It is not my business here to
assess Desbordes” hypothesis that the Aristotelian physics has a debt to the Cratylus’
‘modele des manipulations qui sont possibles sur 1"écriture’.*?* A passage such as Arist.
Ph.17.190b6-11, which she does not quote, seems to articulate this notion, but the one I
prefer to dwell on for the sake of my analysis is, rather, Ph. De aeternitate mundi 113,
which she too mentions, and in which the author attacks the Peripatetic account of

destruction as follows:

Some of those who consider that the world is everlasting carry their ingenuity still farther
and employ an argument of the following kind to establish their view. We find, they say,
four principal ways in which destruction occurs, addition, subtraction, transposition,
transmutation. Thus two is destroyed and becomes three by the addition of one and

similarly four by subtraction of one becomes three.*?”

Just as in the above Cratylus passage and in our §§ 5.11-14, here the different kinds of
mutation are compared with cases of numeric addition and subtraction. On the other
hand, whereas here and in our text such an example is reported simply as belonging to
some thinkers (i.e., Peripatetics and the IT upholders), in Plato it has a contrastive

function, as Socrates uses it to show how, contrarily to what Cratylus seemed to suggest,

424 Desbordes (1987), 41, Desbordes (1983), 23.
425 Barwick (1957), 78. See also D.L. VII.44.
426 Desbordes (1983), 28.
427 Translation from Colson (1941), 263-265.
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names are not affected by alterations in the same highly sensitive way as numbers are.
As a result, interpreters like Taylor and Solana Dueso are wrong when reading the
second speech of our chapter as providing a Socratic or essentialist answer to the
Heraclitean tenet that ‘things are and are not’ of § 5.5. For over §§ 5.10-14 too our author
adopts ideas about language which in the Cratylus are associated to the Heraclitean
Cratylus and are opposed by Socrates.

In conclusion, unless we agree to add these paragraphs to the list of those Dissoi
Logoi passages which may have inspired Plato, and in this case an even longer tradition
after him, Robinson’s belief that Dissoi Logoi 5 antedates the Cratylus must be
overturned, and, one must acknowledge our author’s original use of that source in this
section.*

Expertise in correctness of names and morphology has been associated with
sophists too, with a particular preference for Hippias (cf. Pl. Cra. 391b, Hp.Ma. 285d,
Hp.Mi. 368d).%° With specific reference to the eristic deployment of change of accent in
the words pronounced, I would also point out Arist. SE 166b1-9. Sextus Empiricus’
Aguainst the Grammarians, namely M. 1.41-320, is, then, a relevant criticism of the effective
value of the art of letters (1] yoappatucr)), which is concerned, among other things, with

morphological notions similar to those exemplified here.

oV mpaypatog] If one takes €ya...dixAAayeloag at its face value, and translates it in a
way such as that of most translators, for example like Robinson’s ‘I myself do not think
that things are altered by the addition of such qualifications’,**® a contradiction arises
with what comes both immediately before and two paragraphs later.** For in § 5.10 the

author maintains that by adding words, a thing is no longer the same (punkétt T0 avto

428 Cf. Robinson (1979), 207.
429 See also ibid., 205-206.
40 [bid., 129.
431 This kind of translation is also in North (1671), 69, Fabricius (1724), 630, Von Orelli (1821), 227, Mullach
(1875), 550, Untersteiner (1954), 177, Dumont (1969), 243, Sprague (1972), 289, Poirier (1988), 1175, Solana
Dueso (1996), 193, Waterfield (2000), 295, Dorion (2009), 142.
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Nuev), and in § 5.13 that addition, as well as subtraction, of words makes things different
to a higher extent than any other change in a word can do (toocovtov...agaey). I,
rather, agree with the fewer translators who spot the omission of a puévov after ov in
this passage, a phenomenon attested also at Th. 4.92, E. Hipp. 359 and Ph. 1480 (LS], s.0.
puovog B II 2).42 For if one understands it, the o0 pévov...aAAa... correlation thus
resulting smooths the problematic denial of addition of words (me&ypatog toocovTw
niotite0évtog) being a sufficient cause for things to become different (dkAAoovoOat ta
niodypata). On this reconstruction, that morphological change, in fact, will become one
of the many possible ways, starting from change in intonation (agpoviag
dwxAAayetoac), through which things change their nature. Such a reading, one can
finally notice, also paves the way for the emergence of the a fortiori logic of the whole
argument, revealed in § 5.13. To conclude, Dillon and Gergel propose ‘I do not think
that the situation is altered so much by the addition of an element, as by an alteration,
as it were, of tone’,**® which, as is clear, does not require the expression of uévov.
However, this solution cannot stand up for reasons both of grammar, as in a
comparative sentence with tooovtog the conjunction employed should be wg and not
the coordinating dAA&, and of content, as it means that alteration changes a thing more

than how addition can do, which is the exact opposite of what is then argued in § 5.13.

YAavkog] Rather than Robinson’s unqualified ‘green’, I preferred the linguistic coinage
‘glaucous’, although scarcely used nowadays, as its definition of “dull or pale green
colour passing into greyish blue’ (OED, s.v. ‘glaucous’, a) is closer to the bluish green or

grey indicated by the original Greek adjective (LSJ, s.v. yAavkog).

42 Teichmiiller (1884), 217, Timpanaro Cardini (1954), 223, Maso/Franco (2000), 195, Becker/Scholz (2004),
77, Bonazzi (2008), 445, Reale (2008), 1857.
433 Dillon/Gergel (2003), 329, and similarly Graham (2010), 893.
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“TAavkog”...”Eov00¢”] With the couples of objects exemplifying these morphological
alterations the author confronts names of person (I'Aavkog, EavOog, Eovbog) and

colours (YAavkog, EavOdg, E0v00c), but the import of this association is inscrutable.

§5.12

TavTA...“voog”] Variation in the length of a vowel (ta 0é...“caxdc”) and the swap of
the place of letters within the same word (dteoa d¢...”vooc”) are the morphological
changes presented here. As far as variation in vowel length is concerned, the author
seems not to have picked the most perspicuous examples, since in both the chosen
couples, namely Tvpog (V)/tvpdc (V) and oakog (a)/oardc (&), the accent also shifts from
the first onto the last syllable; a phonetic phenomenon already discussed in § 5.11. A
reflection on the variety of vowels is also in Pl. Cra. 424c, and S.E. M. 1.111-116,121-130,

whereas for metathesis of letters cf. P1. Cra. 394b and the already seen 432a.

“1capT0¢” KAl “KEATOG”] KAQTOG Kal kKodTog is the reading of the codices, which yet
have the inconvenience of being two dialectal versions of the same word, the first form
being Doric, Ionic and Epic, the latter Attic only (LSJ, s.vv. kaptog, and kpatog, I 1). As
they both mean either ‘strength’” or “power’, they do not seem to constitute a fitting
example of things becoming different by a change in the words denoting them, and any
translation such as Blass’ ‘robur et regnum’ cannot be but arbitrary.** Since Diels’
edition of 1903, all editors, Robinson included, have been printing Wilamowitz’s
conjecture kA&ETog Kat koatog, which, yet, features another inconvenient accent slide
like the one seen in TVpoc/TvEd¢ and odkoc/oakds.** The solution I propose here averts

this problem, by making both the original paroxytone words oxytone.

434 Blass in Weber (1897), 47.
435 Wilamowitz in Diels (1903), 585, Robinson (1979), 128.
182



“Odvog” kat “voog”] This inversion of the first two letters of the word 6vog is the
morphological change with the most drastic ontological consequences among those the

authors mention and both Aristophanes (Nu. 1273) and Plato (Lg. 701d) played on it.

§5.13

émel...éo0mv] This paragraph finally clarifies the point the author seems to have been
driving at since § 5.11, namely to show that subtraction and addition, contrarily to what
IT supporters are reported to say in § 5.10, actually change words, and, consequently,
the things denoted by them, more substantially than modifications such as those of §§
5.11-12.

One may wonder why a change in the length of a vowel, for example, should
compromise the nature of a word less than the addition or the subtraction of a letter. I
believe that the interpretive paradigm to adopt in order to answer this question is again
the one of language as imitation appearing in the Cratylus, and which now seems
particularly useful for its featuring the idea of artistic imitation (cf. Pl. Cra. 423d-e). In
fact, for the likeness of an artistic reproduction the presence of all and only the distinctive
characteristics of an object is more important than how the latter are rendered, provided,
of course, that their rendering is not so poor as to compromise their recognisability. In
the same way, a word, or a sentence, becomes less recognizable when some letters, or
words, are added or subtracted, rather than when the latter components are just in
different shapes or places. How the identity of a sentence is interwoven with the presence
or the absence of its parts is discussed, with higher subtleness, in S.E. M. 1.131-141 too.

That this a fortiori argument moves from the little changes concerning accent, vowel
length and collocation to the bigger ones of addition and subtraction further proves that
the second speech of this chapter does not express a Socratic position. For both in P1. Cra.
394b and 432e Socrates ranks all these changes as equally innocuous for the nature of a

word, and, hence, of the thing denoted by it.
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§5.14
al TGs.. . katTwouTo] Just as §§ 5.10-13 take up the reflection on words of § 5.2, the use of
numbers in the current example recalls the idea of measurement which characterized
the following §§ 5.3-4.

Commentators have usually stressed the sophistic nature of this argument,
grouping it among the puzzles about addition and subtraction which sophists fancied,

according to Pl. Phd. 101c and, especially, Arist. SE 178a30-35, where we read:

Has a man lost what he had and afterwards has not? For he who has lost one die only will
no longer have ten dice. Is not what really happens that he has lost something which he
had before but no longer has, but it does not follow that he has lost the whole amount or
number which he no longer has? In the question, therefore, he is dealing with that which

he has, in the conclusion with the total number; for the number was ten.4%

Aristotle classifies this argument among those ‘that turn on the identical expression of
things which are not identical’®” (178a5-7). As Aristotle’s final explanation in this
passage suggests, the clause ‘he [...] will no longer have ten dice’ takes on the phrase
‘to have something’ in a different way from that of “what he had and afterwards has
not” of the previous question, although one may be led to take it thus. Actually, this
clause is no more than a synthetic form of the more proper ‘the dice which he will have
will no longer be ten’, the stress of the negation being put on the number and not on the
existence of the dice.

Robinson sees this same logic in our argument, which he in fact sums up as ‘I no
longer have all ten, so apparently I have lost all ten’.**® Furthermore, he equates the two
passages to the Cratylus one analysed above. But here some problems arise, as this

triangulation is anything but certain. First of all, precisely since our argument is close to

436 Translation from Forster (1955), 111-113.
47 Translation from ibid., 109.
438 Robinson (1979), 207.
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one found in Cratylus, as I too argued earlier, it is also far from the sophistic fallacy told
by Aristotle. For in that Platonic passage, Socrates was surely not sophistic in showing
that Cratylus’ ideas on the nature of words led to a true disappearance of a word, such
as that of two numbers involved in a calculation, when a new one, the result, replaces
them. Aristotle’s fallacy, instead, turned on physical objects such as dice, whose
disappearance after subtraction is just apparent, and which are hence optimal for
making a sophism about them. Bearing this distinction between Robinson’s advocated
parallels in mind, if we go back to our text, we immediately notice that differently from
Sophistical Refutations, but similarly to the Cratylus, the numerals used here (d0éxa and
£€v) are no further qualified, which has made all translators, including Robinson, read
them as numbers rather than enumerated objects.*® As I just said about the Cratylus, by
making such a choice, one also takes the argument seriously, not as a sophistic trick,
and that perfectly tallies with the end of § 5.13 (kat tovTo delEw ooV eotv) which
announces a serious explanation about how subtraction and addiction affect objects.

If, in conclusion, the Cratylus is confirmed as our author’s benchmark at this height
of the text, and in this paragraph in particular, it is also worth recalling how the first
instance of a reasoning such as the current one is the so-called Growing Argument of
Epicharmus of Kos, at DK23 B2. Although it describes a subtraction of physical tokens
such as pebbles, its concern is unambiguously on the change of numbers, like the
Cratylus, for which, in fact, Horky suggested it worked as a source.* Finally, alternative
formulations of our argument are attested in a few places of Sextus Empiricus, namely
P. 11.215, TI1.109, M. IV.25, X.323, and his interest for subjects such as, more generally,
the relation between whole and parts (P. I1.215-218), subtraction and addition (P. IIL.85-

96, M. 1V.23-34, IX.303-330), becoming and perishing (P. II1.109-114) is high. All this

4% For although in the commentary Robinson argued that the author is playing on the ambiguity of these
two possible referents (Robinson (1979), 207), he too translated the passage as ‘if a man were to take away
one from ten, there would no longer be ten or even one’ (ibid., 131).
40 Horky (2013), 125-166. On how the argument of this paragraph echoes Epicharmus’ one, see also Menn
(2010), 43-50.
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made Robinson think of this paragraph as one of the most responsible for this work’s

collocation at the end of Sextus’ codices.*

§5.15
10...£011] This final paragraph is one of the most controversial and there have hardly
been two similar translations of it. I myself will propose a new one, which strays from
Robinson’s, partially as regards the Greek text chosen too. The first two sure points from
which I move are the initial mention of ‘the same man’ (tov avtov avOowmnov), who
reappears for the first time after § 5.5, and the correspondence which we have just
verified both between §§ 5.2 and 5.10-13, and between §§ 5.3-4 and 5.14. Taking them
together, it is therefore likely that here the author completes his counter to the first
speech by coming to contrast the idea that ‘the same man both lives and does not live’
(Cawet [...] xat ov Cwet) of § 5.5. One may suspect the passage from that original
formulation to ‘is and is not’ (t0..nuev), but one must not overlook the possible
contribution of the same vital value of eiui toit, as I earlier pointed out in the case of kat
Tavta €0TL Kat ovk €oti of § 5.5 t0o.442

Moving on, then, the author asks for clarification about the relative or absolute
value which the opponents gave to their statement. Thus I interpret “ti 1] Tax mavta
£otwv;”, in a way just seemingly identical to Robinson’s ‘does he exist in some particular
respect or in every respect?’ .3 For the latter is actually an incomplete request for
clarification, as the previous clause involved not only the same man’s being, but also his
not being (kal fuev kat pr) fuev). Rather than the sole previous 6 avtog dvOowmog, I

follow Freeman and Dillon and Gergel*** in assuming that the subject of €otiv is the

#1 Robinson (1979), 208.
442 See supra, 172-173.
43 Robinson (1979), 131.
#44/As for the argument that the same man both is and is not: the question to ask is, does this relate to the
part or the whole?” (Freeman (1946), 421), ‘Do we mean in some respect or in all respects?’ (Dillon/Gergel
(2003), 429).
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whole articulate infinitive clause 7o0...un fpev. On this interpretation, I hence read éotwv
as exploiting the veridical use of eiu(, namely as “be true’.4

The fact that ti 1) t&x mdvta applies to both juev and un fuev is also immediately
confirmed in what follows, where, rather than on the same man’s being, the author
prefers to focus on the idea that that man is not, and in an absolute way (ovkwv...ta0T).
He, in fact, explains that this cannot be the case, because ‘every thing, in some way, is’
(mavta...€otl). In the latter concluding remark, I see an epitome of the whole second
speech, which, by showing how new entities can originate from the slightest change in
pre-existent ones, has set the stage for a multiplication of the objects which are, as is said
here.

To sum up, this concluding paragraph elucidates the opposition between the non-
discriminatory ontology of the first speech, where all things were said to be and not to
be (kat évti tax moaypata kat ovk évti, § 5.5) and hence identical the one to the other
and not distinguishable from it, and a new opposed scenario where all things are, no
matter how significantly distinguished (mtdvta wv mn €01y, § 5.15). As touched on before
in connection with the Cratylus too, it is noteworthy that both these ontologies can be
drawn on Heraclitus, both being aspects of his same fluxism. For precisely because an
object does not have a definite identity and can be said to be and not to be, it also

undergoes innumerable changes which produce as many wholly new natures out of it.

ta mavta...€otl] In Robinson’s text the end reads tavta mavta wv nny €éoty, with the
period placed between eintwv and tavta, more similarly to the manuscripts which read
elmovTes. Tavta mavta (eimovteg was rightly emended in eimwv by Mullach for the
sake of concordance with the singular tic).#¢ The translation which then springs from
this text is ‘all these things exist in some way’, which is a bit obscure, as the author has

just been talking exclusively about the specific case of a man who is and is not. I,

45 Kahn (2003), 355-362, 368-370.
46 Robinson (1979), 130, Mullach (1875), 550.
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therefore, agree with Diels on moving the period one word forward, but without turning
tavta into tavtd, as he did.*” For tavta perfectly takes up the initial proposition 1o
O¢...un Nuev which, when connected with ta mavta through the circumstantial
participle eimwv, constitutes a conditional clause bearing a fitting answer to the question
‘i ) tx mavta £otwy;’ Finally, precisely in order to exploit the predicative construction
tax mdvta einwv tavta (‘if he means that in all respects’), I removed the double
quotations of direct speech which Robinson introduced between ta mdvta and which

make sense only with the punctuation he gave to his text.*#

nr)] Many translators treated this particle as a synonym of tt and hence as hinting at a
specific nature as opposed to the general one of T mdvta, as we can see from the
question “ti1) t&x mdvta éotv;” This choice has been defended especially on the grounds
of the Aristotelian distinction between being either something (tt) or in some way (o
10 7t1)), and being absolutely (dmtA@c), appearing in Arist. SE 166b37-167a20.4° However,
one may wonder why if the author really wanted to repeat the same idea as before, he
did not similarly use ttin the last sentence, as he had done immediately before with ta
ntavta. Furthermore, unlike in Aristotle, here ) is not accompanied by any preposition
and in this simple form it does not usually mean anything more than ‘in some way’ (see
LSJ, s.v. mm), I).

I do not, therefore, agree with Kranz that the final sentence which features this
expression makes the Socratic point that everything is connected with a specific
quality.*® That, again, would have been more likely in case of a second occurrence of
11, and we must also remember the anti-Socratic, and, instead, Cratylean, spirit which

the second speech has had so far; an abrupt inversion of its would be hardly excusable

447 Diels (1903), 585.
48 Robinson (1979), 130, the whole sentence being translated as ‘thus, if anyone denies that the man in
question exists, he is making the mistake of asserting “in every respect”” (ibid., 131).
449 Robinson (1979), 209, Fait (2007), 118.
40 Kranz (1937), 231.
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at its very end. Finally, Socrates believes that the human delimitation of the essences is
the task of the art of dialectic, and that it therefore requires a knowledge and precision

which do not seem to fit this 1) (see, for example, Pl. Phdr. 277b-c).

Chapter 6

§6.1

oUT’ &ANONg, ovte kavog] This expression seems to suggest a ‘strong proclivity on
the author’s part’, as Robinson put it, but the antilogic nature of the chapter which will
fully emerge at the end of it, must refrain one from quick conclusions on the author’s
preference for either side of the dispute.®”* Robinson is, instead, right when spotting a
similiarity with ‘Gorgian rhetorical mannerism’#? of DK82 B11a, where ‘both the terms
kawvog and dAnOrc are used and in a remarkably similar fashion to here: ei pév yoo
AvoNToug, KAvog 0 Adyog, AAA” ovk aAnO1c’.#® That the unteachability thesis was not
new is proved by sources prior to the sophists” educational revolution in the 5" century
BCE (cf. Thgn. 434-439, P. O. 2.86, 9.28, P. 8.44, N. 3.38-42),%* and probably even by a
sophist like Gorgias, who at P1. Men. 95c is said to laugh at people who promise to teach

excellence, claiming to instruct only in the skill of speaking.

oo@ia] In agreement with Classen,** I selected the reading cogla, prevalent in the

manuscripts, instead the Ionic cogin of the P3, followed by Robinson.**

go@ia...paOntov] Both here and in § 6.7 the author prefers the pairing cogia xat

apeta to its single components. This is also confirmed by the collective reference to

#1 Robinson (1979), 210. On the author’s actual commitment to the speeches he displayed chapters 1-5,
see infra, 281-282.
42 Robinson (1979), 92, n. 85.
453 [bid.
454 See Jaeger (1989), 364-418.
#5 Classen (2004), 109.
46 Robinson (1979), 130.
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them through the singular neuter dWaKtoV £l oUte paOnTOV*” in place of the possible
plural feminine,*® which has motivated my use of the pronoun ‘something’ in the
translation, as a medium between the nouns and the adjectives. The morphological
connection between cogia and &getd hints at their conceptual kinship, which it is
crucial to convey in the translation. copia and dopetq, in fact, were what sophists
particularly boasted to teach to their pupils, as will also emerge in §§ 6.5-6.% The most
tamous of them was Protagoras, as described in the eponymous Platonic dialogue,
which now is particularly useful to the translation of these two terms.

At Prt. 318e-319a, Protagoras’ teaching (uaOnua) is defined as ‘the political
technique’ (1] moAttkr) téxvn); then, moving to 319e, we see Socrates contrasting the
possibility that such a technique could provide that kind of excellence (&oetr)) in public
life that Protagoras promised to the young Hippocrates (at 322b,e, 323b,e dpetr] too is
qualified as moAitikn)). I suggest that the translation of &petd that best fits the
arguments which our text too proposes is precisely that in terms of excellence, meant as
one’s value in a sociopolitical context, measurable according to its public
acknowledgement (cf. § 6.6 and éAAGYyLOG YevéoDar év ) MOAeL, 316¢).4° On the other
hand, translating co@ia according to the Protagorean definition of his paOnua entails
some difficulties. In fact, if we looked for something close to téxvn and translated it as
‘knowledge’, ‘expertise” or ‘skill” (LS], s.v. copia 1), this would be inadequate for some
examples proposed later in the chapter, as I will show, and we would fail to account for

part of the meaning of cogotrc too.

457 See also §§ 6.3, 6.13 for other two occurrences of ddAKTOV.
48 Likewise, in the openings of two other works of the Platonic corpus which are close in contents to ours,
namely at Pl. Men. 70al-4 and [P1.] Virt. 376a, the same neuter adjectives are referred to aetr) and one
must also assume that copia is just implicit and not absent, given the belief in a tight connection between
copia and &petd that these dialogues share with our chapter.
4 Yet, such a claim was far from being commonly accepted and people from different backgrounds
strongly opposed it, in a way that again perfectly fits the contrasting nature of our text (Pl. Prt. 316¢c-d,
Men. 91c-92d, R.VI 492a-d).
40 As Kerferd put it, agetr] indicated ‘those qualities in a man which made for success in Greek society
and which could confidently be expected to secure the admiration of a man’s fellow-citizens, followed in
many cases by substantial material rewards’ (Kerferd (1981), 131).
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The term originally denoted ‘tout homme qui excelle dans un art, devin, chanteur,
poete, orateur, sage [...]’;*! only from the mid-5" century it ‘désigne un professeur
d’éloquence, et se trouve pris en mauvaise part, par ex., chez Ar. et Pl. “sophiste,
charlatan”, etc.”*?2 However, that the former connotation still echoed in the latter is
proved in some places, especially in Plato’s Protagoras again. Firstly, at Pl. Prt. 316d-
317b, Protagoras declares that he practises the ancient sophistic art (1] coplotikn téxvn
[...] TaAaud), just as in the ancient times did poets like Homer, Hesiods and Simonides,
legendary and magical figures like Orphaeus and Musaeus, gymnasts like Iccus of
Tarentum and Herodicus of Selymbria, musicians like Agathocles and Pythoclides of
Ceos, who all aimed at educating men (ntawevetv avOpwmnovg). The only difference was
that they hid and masked their art under the name of specialised arts. As Kerferd
suggested, here Protagoras deems his ancient precursors cogiotai ‘not in virtue of
techniques or special skills, but in virtue of the content of their thinking and teaching,
their wisdom or Sophia’.** In the same way, some pages before, at 311e-312b,
Hippocrates’” difficulty in defining the kind of cogia peculiar to the sophist proves that
the outlines of this concept were more blurred than those of any other technique. Soon
after, at 312¢, his attempt at defining co@iotc as ‘the man who knows wise things’.
through an incorrect etymology shows that he still bears in mind the earlier meaning of
the term.** Finally, at 318e-319a, the political art is described as ‘sound judgement’

(evPovAia) in private and public matters, confirming that Protagoras” pupils would

41 DELG, s.v. oo@lotr|c. Likewise, the etymological definition of co@ia presents the term as true ‘aussi
du poete, du savant, de la sagesse pratique, de la sagesse en general’ (DELG, s.v. co@ia). Similarly,
Kerferd made a thorough classification of ‘the earlier uses of coguotrc according to the type of person to
whom it is applied” (Kerferd (1950), 8). This list is grounded on numerous sources starting from Pi. [. V
28, and shows how the word firstly indicated “poets, including Homer and Hesiod [...] musicians and
rhapsodes [...] diviners and seers [...] the seven wise men [...] similar early wise men [...] presocratic
philosophers [...] contrivers, often with suggestions on mysterious powers’ (Kerferd (1950), 8).
42 DELG, s.v. COQLOTNAG.
463 Kerferd (1976), 28.
464 See also Kerferd (1950), 9.
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have acquired not just some knowledge — as Waterfield translated*®> — but also a form
of wisdom, although in practical matters, by learning his technique.

In conclusion, in the co@ia professed by Protagoras and sketched in chapter 6,
there is still a trace of the wisdom of ‘those who in one way or another function as the
Sages, the exponents of knowledges in early communities’;*¢ and that hence justifies the
almost unanimous translation of this word as “‘wisdom’.

But even though that is the meaning our author gives to cogia throughout chapter
6, he presents two different views on how this concept stands with that of technique
(téxvm). In fact, the first thesis claims that wisdom has nothing to do with techniques,
whereas the second position will describe wisdom as one of them. This is testified by
the logic of the examples involving techniques, that are put forward in support of both
positions; in the first case, their aim is contrastive (§ 6.3), whereas in the second it is
assimilative (§§ 6.7, 8, 10). Precisely as a consequence of this first disagreement between
the two positions, it will then follow that the first one declares it impossible to teach and
learn wisdom, as Socrates and Anytus maintain in the Protagoras and the Meno, whereas
the second position defends such a possibility in virtue of the technical status of the

subject, as done by Protagoras in the Protagoras too.

§6.2

we...Exewv] This first proof has been wrongly compared by many scholars to Gorgias’
demonstration of the incommunicability of what we comprehend in the Ilegt Tov un
ovtog, at DK82 B3,83-86. In particular, Untersteiner regarded the loss of knowledge*”
which here the author envisages for the teacher as the simple appearance of a new

wisdom in the learner, different from the teachers’ one, which does not vanish.*#

465 Waterfield (2000), 296.
466 Kerferd (1950), 8.
47 Untersteiner read co@ia as ‘sapienza’ in the translation, but as ‘conoscenza’ in the commentary note.
(Untersteiner (1954), 179-180).
468 See ibid. Solana Dueso supported this comparison (Solana Dueso (1996), 162).
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Dupreéel, instead, first recognised that in this case we are before a sophism based on the
truism that we cannot hand something to someone and still retain it. Then, he explored
the possibility of a Gorgianic source of the passage, but this time in the spirit of the
demonstration of the unknowability and inconceivability of being at DK82 B3,77-82. By
a general consideration concerning something happening to all the existing things, the
author would have implicitly stressed the fact that since we do not lose our wisdom
when we transmit it to another person, ‘le connaitre est tout autre chose que l'étreet [...]
la virtue, en particulier, n’est pas une chose, mais un simple rapport occasionel’.*®

I agree with Robinson*” that both interpretations miss the sense of the text. As for
Untersteiner’s comparison, it misinterprets the idea conveyed by the author, which is
clearly about the loss of wisdom on one’s part in favour of the acquisition of it by
another. A more similar image is given, instead, at P1. Smp. 175d, where the transmission
of wisdom (co@ix) from a wiser to a less wise man is depicted as water flowing through
wool from a fuller to an emptier cup. Dupréel’s mistake, instead, consists in extending
Gorgias’ negation of the possibility of knowledge to our text, where just the teachability
of wisdom is in question. The only similarity I can see between Gorgias” and our
author’s arguments is that they are expressed through conditional sentences.*”!

Finally, the possibility that the teachers of wisdom and excellence turn out not to
be expert themselves seems to be reminiscent of Pl. Men. 96a-b, where Socrates says that

excellence is the only subject in which its alleged masters are actually inexpert.

§6.3
AAAQ... amtodedeypévol v] That the absence of proven teachers represents a proof of

the unteachability of wisdom and excellence is an idea which, too, appears in Plato’s

49 Dupréel (1948), 94.
470 Robinson (1979), 212.
471 Provided we assume the beginnings of Gorgias’ argumentations kv 1) Ti, TODTO AYVWOTOV T€ KAl
avervénTov éoty avOpwmw and el kataAapPavoito d¢, dvéEolotov €téQw as representative of the
entire arguments at DK82 B3,77-82, 83-87.
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Protagoras and Meno. At Prt. 319b-d, Socrates reflects on the fact that when Athenians
need advice on arts (téxvai)?? like architecture or shipbuilding, they turn to their
architects and shipbuilders,#® whereas when they have to decide about the
administration of the city, everyone, no matter what his job is, feels that he is able to
contribute with his own opinion. His conclusion is that Athenians do not consider this
matter a teachable one. As for Men. 89d-e, the likeness to our paragraph is even stronger.
Firstly, Meno agrees with Socrates that if something is teachable, then there must exist
teachers (dwdokaAot) and learners of it. Then, in a sort of modus tollendo tollens, they
infer that if there are no teachers of a certain subject, then that subject is not teachable.
And this is the case of political excellence, whose teachers Socrates says he is not able to

find .4+

ws tag pwoikag] We have already seen that téxvn is the term used for teachable
disciplines for which there are proven teachers. The same noun is implicit after povowr,
a discipline with which now the author contrasts wisdom and excellence. Since music
is here mentioned for its being a technique, the argument works only if the other term
of the contrast, copia kal &getd, was not seen as being technically taught as well. This
is a textual grounding to prefer a translation of cogia as ‘wisdom’” instead of “expertise’

or ‘skill’, as discussed above.

§6.4
toiTa...iAwg] From the usage of a present supposition implying that the condition is
not fulfilled, the author seems again to suggest that reality declares one of the

consequences of the teachability thesis — namely that wise men have taught wisdom

472 P. Prt. 319c.
473 A similar exemplification is given also at Pl. Men. 90b-e and [P1.] Virt. 376b-c.
44 The same concept is repeated at P1. Men. 96a-d and seems to emerge from the conclusion of Thucydides’
example at [P1.] Virt. 378¢, too.
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and excellence to their acquaintances — impossible and, hence, that the thesis itself must
be false.

Such an impossibility is exemplarily shown by Plato too, through some major
figures in the history of Athenian democracy. At P1. Prt. 319e-320b, Socrates attacks the
teachability of the political art with the specific case of Pericles: “about the subject about
which he himself is wise, neither he personally taught it [to his children], nor did he
entrust it to someone else’s care’. In fact, he let his children search for the political
excellence by themselves, like sacred animals at pasture.

Then, at P1. Men. 93a-94e Socrates draws on this same theme in his discussion with
Anytus, calling his attention to the fact that although many were and are the men who
are good at politics (dyaOot tax mMoAttika), none of them has ever been a good teacher
of his own excellence (ddaokaAoL dyaOot [...] ¢ adtwv agetng). On this occasion,
Socrates quotes some examples too, starting with Themistocles who taught his child
Cleophantus how to be a good rider and to perform numerous exercises on the horse,
these activities being again described as ‘what pertained to good teachers’ (6o«
daoKkIAwV ayabwv elxeto). Unfortunately, he did not manage to make of him ‘a man
excellent and wise in the matters in which his father was so’. The same could be said of
Lysimachus and his son Aristides, of Pericles with Paralus and Xanthippus, and of
Thucydides and his sons Melesias and Stephanus (cf. also [P1.] Virt. 377a-378c, P1. La. 179a-

d, 180b, Alc. I 118¢-119a).

§6.5

TeTAQTA...wPEANOev] Finally the sophists appear on the scene, confirming my initial
supposition that it is within their doctrines and teaching that one must look for the
wisdom and the excellence here debated. Moreover, for the first time the reductio ad
adsurdum makes room for a new mode of argumentation, consisting in the falsification
by counterexample of what is taken as a common belief, namely that sophists are the

masters of wisdom and excellence. From a logical point of view, we can appreciate how
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the author attacks the implication ‘(Vx) (Sx — Ix)" (with men as domain of ‘x’, “Sx’
meaning ‘x goes to the sophists’, and ‘Ix" meaning ‘x improves’), by producing a case
which contradicts this rule, ‘(3x) (Sx A — Ix)’, which is a form equivalent to ‘— (Vx) (Sx
— Ix)’. In conclusion, the fact that sometimes even sophists fail seems here to be used as
a new proof for the non-existence of acknowledged teachers of wisdom and excellence.
Its function to conclude that these cannot be taught at all has already been argued for.
Mistrust in the results of the sophistic teaching is reported, with much more
emphasis, also at Pl. Men. 91c, where Anytus mounts a strong accusation against
sophists, saying that ‘these are a clear ruin and calamity for those who associate with

them’.

§6.6
néumnta... yeyévnvtai] Here again, we are before a real life case, meant to contrast the
connection between frequenting the sophists and the acquisition of wisdom and
excellence. This time, however, the target of the argument is slightly different: in fact, it
excludes the necessity, for one who ‘became important’ (&&tot Adyw yeyévnvrat) of
having gone to the sophists: “(3x) (Ix A — Sx)” is equivalent to ‘= (Vx) (Ix — Sx)’. On a
tirst level, the claim of this argument seems to be that sophists’ formal teaching of
wisdom and excellence is not a necessary condition for one to learn those. However,
given the reference — implicit in § 6.5, explicit in § 6.7 — to sophists as the
acknowledged teachers of these subjects, and recalling the wider scope of the
teachability thesis, a further point is that the teaching of wisdom and excellence as such
is not necessary for these to be learnt. For the first time, teachability and learnability are
hence separated.

Once again, Plato too, in the Laches, shows the case of people who improved
without the aid of any teacher in general. Firstly, at 185e Laches reminds Socrates that
in some arts (téxvau) there are persons who have even surpassed the masters, without

taking lessons from them. In his reply, at 186c, Socrates agrees and quotes his own

196



experience as a self-taught man in the discipline of education, because of the
unaffordable costs of taking lessons from the sophists, the only ones who promise to
make someone good and excellent (kaAog te kaya0dc). These attributes go together
with the one used in our paragraph, &&lot Adyw, according to the ideology of doetr) of
that time. A more fitting example of how excellence could not be disjointed from social
recognition is the one, already mentioned, of Prt. 316¢. Finally, at Isoc. Oratio Contra
Sophistas 14, some people are said, in very similar words, to have become impressive in
speaking and dealing with public affairs even though they have never frequented a
sophist. The same argument pattern occurs, in a medical context, at Hp. de Arte 5: ‘there

are sick people who recover health without going to the physician’.

§6.7
¢yw...agetav;] Here starts the second speech of the chapter which replies to the
‘teachability thesis’*”> which has been discussed so far with what it seems more proper
to define as unteachability position, than ‘thesis’. For it consists only in a severe
statement against the first thesis, followed by a cluster of counterarguments against its
five proofs, and as Becker and Scholz remarked, only in the final sentence the author
hinted at the existence of a second thesis (A6yog, § 6.13).47°

Commenting on this paragraph, Robinson put forward the hypothesis that ‘the
author would perhaps be willing to accept a “qualified” version of the thesis of 6.1-6".477
He argued this on the basis of the final sentence of the chapter and due to the fact that
as the first thesis has been defended through arguments which presented it in an
absolute sense, the author might now be rejecting only this unqualified reading of it.
For the moment, I will respond only to the second point, leaving the first for my

commentary on § 6.13. There is no doubt that the five arguments seen so far interpret

475 Robinson (1979), 213.
476 Becker/Scholz (2004), 100.
477 Robinson (1979), 213.
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the unteachability thesis in an absolute sense. But at this stage of the text, it is just the
thesis (tovde Tov Adyov) that the author now calls “silly’, saying nothing about its proofs
(tat amodeiieg), criticized later in § 6.13. Furthermore, Robinson added that “in similar
fashion, he [scil. ‘the author’] never actively attacks the ‘qualified version” of the
identity-thesis in chapters 1-4 [...] and probably 5 also’.’8 But that is just a part of the
story. In fact, whereas in chapter 6 and, pace Robinson, chapter 5 the terms of the first
theses present predications with absolute value, in chapters 1-4 the first theses do have
a qualified nature, according to their initial statement, which roughly states that the
same object has two opposite properties under different conditions.*” It follows that not
attacking the qualified version of the first theses, and, rather, targeting the absolute one,
represents a rhetorical means in the first four chapters, but an act of intellectual honesty

in the following two.

YWwokw...kt0agiCev] Analysing the author’s new rhetorical strategy, we see how he
now wants to demolish the previous proofs, one by one, ‘by the production of counter-
cases’.®0 The first, directed towards the argument in § 6.2, involves the professional
categories of grammar teachers and kithara-players, who are shown not to lose their
specific knowledge after having taught it, as claimed in the reductio ad absurdum of the
tirst thesis. A strikingly similar reflection is put forward by Socrates at P1. Alc. I 118c-d,
where the teachers of letters, citharists and gymnasts, are cited as example of how
someone who has wisdom in a certain field is also able to transmit it to other people (cf.
also Prt. 312b, 325d-326¢).

This reply also enables the same twofold interpretation as the rival argument did.
From a general point of view, the two disciplines mentioned by the author prove that

teaching does not have such paradoxical consequences. At the same time, the counter-

478 Ibid.
47 See also infra, 279.
480 Robinson (1979), 213.
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argument replies to the implicit allusion to the particular teaching of wisdom and
excellence made by the first speech, proposing two disciplines considered to be
teachable. Once again, the notion of téxvn as something teachable turns out to be central
and just as in § 6.3 the argument relied on the idea, peculiar to the first speech, that
wisdom and excellence are not arts, the current argument is grounded on the opposite

assumption.

Kal avtwv <€kaotog>] This solution is one of two conjectures by Orelli.*! kai avTog,
Robinson’s reading of the codices,*?> would, in fact, abruptly introduce a new

unspecified male individual in the discourse.

nEOG...apetav;] With regard to this second reply, addressed against § 6.3 and split
between this and the following paragraph, Pl. Euthd. 278d, 283a and Men. 91a-e too
present wisdom and excellence as the objects of teaching which make sophists famous
and rich. So, even though Robinson was right when he considered this example “hardly
an answer to 6.3, because it fails to justify ‘the acceptability of certain sophists’
claims’,** we must remember that, according to many people, they were indeed the
teachers of wisdom and excellence, and, so, the response has some rhetorical strength.*
From this point of view, unlike in § 6.5, here &mtodedeyuévot may have conveyed to the
ancient Greek reader not just the idea of epistemic validity (‘proven’), but also that of

the sophists” reputation (‘acknowledged”).*¢

41 Von Orelli (1821), 652.
482 Robinson (1979), 132.
483 Jbid., 214.
484 bid.
48 Interestingly, Roochnick observed: ‘what matters is that the author, in shoring up the positive side of
the argument, simply points to what he takes to be an observable fact: there are teachers of virtue out
there. A contemporary parallel might well be to members of the clergy. They exist. Some claim to teach
virtue. Some perhaps, only a very few, are even “acknowledged” to do so” (Roochnick (1997), 7).
4% Robinson’s choice of ‘acknowledged’ in both cases also goes paradoxically against his stance that this
argument does not reply to § 6.3 (Robinson (1979), 214).
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oo@iav] The choice of most codices” reading instead of Robinson’s*” coginv follows

what I earlier said about cogta of § 6.1.

§6.8

7] It is not necessary to delete the introductory 1), as done by Wilamowitz*® and agreed
on, among the others, by Robinson.*’ Here this disjunctive conjunction just introduces
a new case undergoing the same logic of the previous one about sophists, so the

translation to “or’ is fitting, as firstly shown by North, who translated ‘aut’.**

1]...Nev;] Again with the aim of contrasting the idea that there cannot be teachers of
excellence, now the author gives the counter-example of philosophers such as those of
Anaxagoras and Pythagoras’ schools, which confirms the necessity of a translation of
copia as ‘wisdom’ rather than ‘knowledge’ or “expertise’.

Robinson thought that “such references suggest that the author is using the term
co@lot)c in an extremely broad sense’,*' comprehending both sophists and
philosophers, whereas Kranz*> and Untersteiner*” took this new example just as that of
other possible individuals concerned with the problem of wisdom and excellence. There
is some truth in both positions, because, on the one hand, the author presents this case
as a new one, including it in a separate question, distinct from that about the sophists,
this term meaning the new class of professional teachers. On the other hand, he is likely
to have exploited the earlier and broader sense of the word, according to which
Anaxagoras and Pythagoras too were considered co@iotat, as reported respectively at

Isoc. Antidosis 235 and Hdt. 4.95.

47 Ibid., 132.
48 Diels (1903), 586; Diels (1907), 646.
489 Robinson (1979), 132.
40 North (1671), 71.
491 Robinson (1979), 214.
42 Kranz (1937), 228.
493 Untersteiner (1954), 180.
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t0...motetv] This short paragraph ends with the story of Polyclitus, reminiscent of Prt.
328c, as we saw earlier on. In reply to the argument in § 6.4, that considers it impossible
for wise people to teach their acquaintances, the author parallels wisdom to sculpture,
and, once again, such a comparison is possible only on the basis of the technical nature
which he assumes the two subjects have.

It also confirms that in our text cpetr) does not have a moral value, as I initially
underlined. In fact, once Roochnick, who thought so, came to this point, he found the
counter-argument ‘puzzling’,** “a non sequitur’,** and he thought that if ‘the negative
[scil. “the first’] thesis depends upon the disanalogy between techne and virtue [...] then
Polyclitus teaching his son an art is irrelevant’.*® But in saying this, he fell into two
misunderstandings. The slighter was to assume that the author is compelled to accept
the opposition between téxvn and apetr), characteristic of § 6.3, in the second position
too, despite the fact that in § 6.7 he has already proved to radically change his mind
about from it. The more important one was the belief in a disconnect not only between
art and excellence, but implicitly also between wisdom and excellence, whereas the two
concepts have been presented as interconnected since § 6.1. Only by taking Polyclitus’
wisdom in his field as the object of his teaching to his son the passage appears not only
a coherent reply, but also a fitting one to the first thesis” proof. In fact, Polyclitus is
known to be not only a sculptor, but a good one, and, so, in teaching his wisdom he

cannot but also teach his excellence.

§6.9
Kai...0dagau] By Polyclitus” example, the author has replied to the proof of § 6.4 and
now he seems to use the same case to get to a different and more general conclusion:

that not only is it possible to teach wisdom and excellence to people familiar to us, but

494 Roochnick (1997), 8.
495 Tbid.
49 Tbid.
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that it is possible to teach in general. This is what in § 6.2 the first thesis excluded and,
so, for the first and only time, the second position exploits the consequences of an

example addressed to a certain proof, to attack another one too.

0’ eig Tig €01dae] This is Wilamowitz’'s conjecture in place of & £ott dAau in the
codices*” and it leads to a particular present supposition implying nothing as to the
tulfilment of the condition. If the reading of the codices were correct, in fact, there would
be the tautology “if it is possible to teach, there is a proof that teaching is possible”.
Robinson followed it and tried to solve the difficulty by assuming that an avtq@ was left
out*® and, so, translating the conditional sentence as ‘if he is able to teach it, there is
your proof that it is possible to do so’.#” But here the author recalls Polyclitus” case not
just as that in which the possibility of teaching is shown (éotL d0&Eat), but as the one
of a single man (eic tic) who actually taught (£dtdace). It is with this individual
empirical evidence that the observation of the first sentence about a generic man (tic)
who does not teach (ur) d1d4&&mn) can be best paired and contrasted, in order to conclude
that it is possible to teach. Dupréel was, thus, right in saying that this exploitation of the
case of a single individual to draw a broader conclusion on ‘la possibilité’>® of
communicating wisdom testifies “une belle concision de logicien’*"! on the author’s part:
a single negative case (the fact that a single man does not teach) is not sufficient either
to affirm a thesis (i.e. to say that teaching is possible) or to discard it (to say that teaching

is not possible).

497 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1889), 8§, n. 1.
4% Robinson (1979), 214.
49 [bid., 133.
50 Dupréel (1948), 212.
501 Ibid.
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§6.10

tétagTov...uabovteg] The first sentence reintroduces the proof of § 6.5, emphasising
it a little, if we consider that it talks about ‘the people’ (toi) and not just about ‘some’
(twveg), and that the sophists mentioned are now described also as wise (cogot). The
second sentence, then, presents the real counter-argument, it too relying on the
technical nature of wisdom. It, in fact, uses the case of letters to show how a possible
failure in learning a discipline is not sufficient to prove its unteachability; the learner’s

skill may not be up to the contents taught.

tol...ntagax copwv colotwv] I followed Weber's preference for the transmitted
reading tot and not the broadly accepted toy, first adopted in Stephanus’ edition.> The
main reason for this is that in some dialects, including the Doric, the enclitic form stands
just for the dative singular of the personal pronoun o0°® and not for the indefinite
pronoun Ttiveg, as it was taken in their translations by North, Untersteiner and
Sprague.®™ Robinson too chose toi,°* but, unlike the former translators, he read it as
‘those in question’, leaving the following maoa copwv coplotwv without any other
suitable element to depend on and working out a sophisticated construction to solve the
problem.> Moreover, this value of demonstrative pronoun ironically coincides with
one of the three possible for the codices reading tot.>”” The other two are that of a relative

pronoun,®® and that of a determinative article,*” which is the one I have preferred, since

502 Stephanus (1570), 480, Weber (1897), 48.
503 Buck (1973), 98.
504 North (1671), 71 Untersteiner (1954), 181, Sprague (1972), 290. For this point see also Robinson (1979),
215.
505 Tbid., 132.
5% “The fourth point <is valid only> if those in question do not become wise after associating with skilled
sophists’ (ibid., 133). Tot is endorsed also by Classen, but without any justification (Classen (2004), 111).
507 Buck (1973), 100.
508 Tbid., 101.
509 Tbid., 100.
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it manages to incorporate apx copwv coglotwyv into the restrictive adjective clause

‘the people coming from wise sophists’.

§6.11

£0TL ¢ T16 kal pUOLG.] In contrast to Robinson,*? who followed Diels,*'! I have kept
the codices’ period after @voic, which logically separates this proposition from its
following explanation.

This sentence seems both to support the reply to § 6.5, already started in § 6.10,
and to address § 6.6, since both proofs entailed the fundamental importance of natural
skills in any activity; the former by showing how a lack of skills can prevent the
learning, the latter how natural talent sometimes makes the formal instruction

unnecessary.

ai 0€] Once again, I have stuck to the codices and kept ai 8¢, instead of Diels” & o1),%'?
adopted by Robinson.**® Therefore, I have taken d¢ according to its possible function of
copulative particle in explanatory clause® and traslated it with “in fact’, as Mullach did

first.515

al... yevopevog] The passage is reminiscent of Pl. Prt. 327b-c, in which Protagoras
outlines the contribution of talent in any field in general, to prove its contribution in
excellence in particular, without denying the necessity of teaching as well, which

perfectly agrees with the author’s view. It is also worth highlighting a closeness in the

510 Robinson (1979), 132.
511 Diels (1903), 586.
512 Diels (1903), 586.
513 Robinson (1979), 132. On the outcomes of this choice see also infra, 206, n. 523.
514 1.5, s.v. 8¢, I 2 a. See also Deniston (2002), 169-171.
515 “Enim” (Mullach (1875), 551).
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use of the adjectives dquric (‘without natural talent’), used by Plato and opposite to

our VPTG, and ikavog (‘competent’), present in both texts.>

0adiwg...untEoc] The path to wisdom followed by talented persons consists in taking
their cue from their parents” conduct, in the same way as they learn from them how to
speak their mother tongue without being taught. So, again, the author is saying
something reminiscent of Pl. Prt. 320a, where the wise Pericles is said to have let his
sons ‘graze alone like sacred animals, with the hope that they meet excellence by
themselves’. Rightly, Solana Dueso drew attention to t0 avtépatov, a phrase that
Socrates uses in this sentence and also at Pl. Prt. 323¢c, Men. 92e, Alc. I 118c (cf. also Hp.
de Arte 6), to describe the same learning without teaching that our author too
imagines.”” Dupréel, then, saw this autodidactic process as a direct learning of the
things themselves without them passing through words, ‘tandis que les professeurs
enseignent inséparablement les choses et les mots’.5

Rightly Robinson underlines how ‘the ‘reply” embodied in 6.11 turns out to be
more of an explanation of the point made at 6.6 than a denial of it".5" For here the author
specifies what enables someone to learn wisdom and excellence without receiving
sophistic education — which was the point of § 6.6 — namely his being one of few (Tic)

naturally endowed (ev@ur|c) individuals.

ovvapnaé&e] This is Schanz’s correction of the codices’ ovvapma&ar®® kept by

Robinson.>?! Once again, this change from the infinitive aorist to the third singular

516 See also Kranz (1937), 228 and Solana Dueso (1996), 161. Solana Dueso recalled how in Hp. de Arte 11
the human nature is said to influence medical activity.
517 Ibid., 161-162.
518 Dupréel (1948), 212.
519 Robinson (1979), 216-217.
520 Schanz (1884), 384.
521 Robinson (1979), 132.
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person of the indicative aorist®?? turns out to be fundamental, since it provides the long
string of words eV@ur|c...pabwv with a verb with a definite mood and, so, the entire
conditional sentence with an apodosis, otherwise absent.”” In terms of content, this
usage of the verb ovvapmnalw (‘to grasp’), which does not occur elsewhere in the
chapter, in place of the usual pavOdvw (‘to learn’), can be considered the author’s way
of expressing the kind of autonomous and spontaneous learning that we have seen to

be suggested by Plato’s phrase to avtopatov.

§6.12

ai d¢... ioapeg] The paragraph is devoted to a new interesting thought experiment, this
time about language learning. Gera observed how it showcases some typical traits of
this kind of epistemological device. Firstly, the author addresses this experiment to a
precise audience, that is ‘a hypothetical doubter” (ai...ytvecOat), through a clause,
Yvtw £k Twvde, that is reminiscent of the one used by Hyppocrates in his account of
an experiment on freezing water at Hp. Aér. 8, yvoing o’ &v wde, due to its invitation to

the reader ‘to try things for himself’.>* Then, as regards its first part (ai Tic

522 Devoid of the augment, as usual in Doric with the ‘Augment der Praeterita von Verben, deren Stamm
mit a anfangt’ (Weber (1898), 73).
52 Those who did not adopt this correction tended to commit grammar infractions, like North who
translated cvvapnafar with ‘arripuerat’ (North (1671), 72), or Fabricius and Orelli, who had it governed
by the former evguric and, so, were compelled to turn the participle yevéuevog into the indicative perfect
‘natus fuit’ (Fabricius (1724), 631; Von Orelli (1821), 229). Finally, Mullach wrongly found in yevouevog
and the infinitive ovvapmd&at the same construction as the Latin ‘natus’ + ad + either gerund or
gerundive, and he translated ‘natusque ad plurima prope sine litterarum studiis facile arripienda’
(Mullach (1875), 551). In this solution, it also remains unclear whether the verb governing what follows
eO@UI|G is still éyéveto or, in a repetition of Fabricius and Orelli’s grammar mistakes, yevéuevog, by
taking ‘natus’ as ‘natus fuit’. The only grammatically acceptable alternatives are those following Diels’
option for a instead of ai of the codices (Diels (1903), 586) and among which is Robinson’s (see supra, 204).
For they do not require a second verb with definite mood after éyéveto, and cuvagmd&at can be taken
as governed by ikavdc. I have preferred keeping ai, as done only by Poirier who, though — keeping also
ovvapmdéar and its correlate syntactical problems — was compelled to unfaithfully translate: ‘si
quelqu’un, sans avoir étudié aupres des sophists, finit par se montrer capable, c’est qu’il est naturellment
doué, qu’il saisit facilement beaucoup de choses apres avoir un peu appris de ceux qui nous apprennet a
parler’ (Poirier (1988), 1176).
524 Gera (2000), 34.
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ev0VG...mepoilol ka), our mental experiment exhibits the classical pattern of ‘an initial
thesis’ (linguistic nativism), ‘a hypothetical situation’ (having a Greek baby raised in
Persia), “a control for the experiment’ (his being deaf to Greek) and, finally, ‘the test” of
the initial hypothesis whose result contradicts it (his speaking Persian).5® The second
part (kai at T TvoOev de wouilol, éAAaviCot ka) is seen by Gera as ‘an additional
control: a second experiment precisely parallel and complementary to the first’.>
Furthermore, it gets support from the former and either of them “acts as a check for the
other’, confirming a negative result for the initial nativist thesis.®*” Two other
noteworthy features are its ‘randomness and repeatability’, provided by the choice of a
generic T as performer of it, and its syntactical construction, ‘a less vivid future
condition, with &t and the optative in the protasis, and the optative and xa (the Doric
av) in the apodosis’. %%

Gera believed that the author was influenced by other authors of that time: we
have already cited Hyppocrates” experiment, but one could also add Plato, at R. II 359b-
362c in particular, where Glaucon proposes a personal thought experiment involving
the famous Gyges’ ring, and Xenophon, at Mem. 11.1.1-7 where Socrates presents ‘an
armchair experiment’®® concerning just education. The fundamental parallel with our
passage must be drawn, however, from Hdt. 2.2. Here the Egyptian king Psammetichus
is said to have segregated two infants in a hut for two years, just to hear what kind of
language they would speak after this time of isolation; this turned out to be the Phrygian
and that led the Egyptians to think that the Phrygians were the oldest people of all,
under the supposition that language is innate. According to Gera, such a nativist
attitude could not certainly meet our author’s approval, and his experiment ‘seems to

be a reaction™® to it. Her final judgement on the value of the two narrations was that

5% Ibid., 23.
526 [bid.
527 [bid.
528 [bid.
52 [bid., 31.
530 Ibid., 26.
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‘our author’s thought experiment is the more satisfying of the two trials’,*! even though
it is purely mental, whereas the other is presented as something which actually
occurred. In the first place, its results are more likely and, secondly, it looks ‘more
elegant and more humane, precisely because it does not have to be executed in reality’.53

Dumont underlined that the author here sees wisdom as an ‘enseignement
mutuel et que chacun I'apprend de chacun, comme il apprend sa langue maternelle’>*
and that is what Desbordes and Gera too thought. The former argued from this passage
that the author denies both that language comes from the things around us and that it
is ethnically determined at our birth. In a way that confirms what was said in the
previous paragraph, then, the author would maintain that language is learnt “par
imitation de 'entourage’>* and, therefore, it consists in “une proprieté diffuse de toute
une communauté [...] indépendant des choses, mais indépendant aussi de la personne
qui I'émet et qui n’en est qu'un support temporaire’.>® For her part, Gera pointed out
that it is precisely in the conclusion that ‘language [...] is imparted by the surrounding
community as a whole’ that the author’s example has not simply a destructive purpose,
but ‘leads to constructive results as well”.5%

In my opinion, this last digression has the function of clarifying the nature of that
particular kind of learning to which I referred as 10 avtépatov or ‘grasping’,
commenting on § 6.11. It does so by analysing how we learn language, a skill the
teaching of which was said to pertain to those from whom we grasp wisdom and
excellence too and, so, something which itself is usually learnt in this alternative way.
Now those persons are seen in the peoples of Persia and Greece, conversation with
whom enables the two children to grasp the knowledge of a foreign language without

taking any formal lesson.

531 [bid.
532 Ibid., 26-27.
533 Dupréel (1921), 38.
53¢ Desbordes (1987), 36.
5% [bid.
5% Gera (2000), 24.
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kai (II)] Placed at the beginning of the sentence, this kat serves to introduce the second
part of the experiment as a logical complement of the first and so, is not to be deleted
as done, unintentionally according to Classen, by Diels and Kranz>” whom Robinson

then followed in this respect.>®

Kal Twe ddaokaAws ovk ioapeg] I take this final statement about our ignorance as
to who our language teachers are as a logical consequence of the fact that they do not
exist, according to a definition of ddaoKkaAog as the professional in a certain art who
gives lessons of it, that the author has assumed so far (cf. §§ 6.3, 7). This entails that he
does not consider the persons from whom we sometimes grasp our knowledge (§ 6.11)
as teachers either.? At Pl. Prt. 327e-328a, Protagoras says very similar things, namely
that a master of the Greek language cannot be found, nor he who has taught the
craftmen’s children to practice their fathers” arts at the same level. This last example
supports also the mention of parents as typical individuals from whom we learn by

grasping, in § 6.11.

§6.13

oUtw...néoov] It is not easy to identify the three parts of the author’s speech to which
he alludes here. Rohde took the reference to a téAoc as indicating a possible original
end of the entire work at this point; a conclusion through a chapter dealing with the
teachability of wisdom and excellence would have been a logical one for a sophistic
teacher as the author was.?* Another option could be, instead, that the Aoyog is the

whole chapter and, as Becker and Scholz said, ‘demnach ware unter apyr die

57 Diels/Kranz (1952), 414. Actually, Classen had this change date back to Kranz (1937), but no trace of
this is there, which may also explain why he does not provide the page number of this reference (Classen
(2004), 113).
538 Robinson (1979), 134.
5% Similarly, Solana Dueso quoted this proposition to exemplify what he calls ‘el modelo social’ of
education (Solana Dueso (1996), 163.
540 Rohde (1884), 25, and ibid., n. 3. In this way, also Maso/Franco (2000), 289.
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Exposition einer These, péoa [scl. our péoov] die Darstellung der Argumente fiir diese
These und téAog die Konklusion, hier die Widerlegung der These, zu verstehen’.>!
From this perspective, within the didactical context of the work which Becker and
Scholz maintained, chapter 6 is meant to offer a ‘Modell fiir eine Argumentation’.>

I think, rather, that here the author wants to draw the reader’s attention to the
complete and regular shape of the second speech he has just been making. The doxn
can be seen in the counterarguments addressed to the first thesis (§§ 6.7-11), the peodv
in the excursus on the origin of language (§ 6.12), and the téAocg in this paragraph itself
(§ 6.13), which sums up what has just been said. A proof of this interpretation is given
by the following and last sentence which starts with a xai that indicates a logical
continuity with what precedes, and which presents a verb, Aéyw, having the epexegetic
function of explicating the content of the Adyog just mentioned. This is a declaration of
the insufficiency of the proofs presented in the first speech (ovk &moxowvTl pot tvat

tal dmodeiéleg) which finally substantiates the initial criticism of that as “silly” (§ 6.7).

pnéoov] The last word of the sentence proposed by most codices, péonv, needs to be
revised, because it is not elsewhere attested as ‘the intermediate part’, as the editors who
have kept it have translated it, and as it needs to mean for the sake of the reasoning. The
same applies to péoav, that Robinson selected from P3.>* Mullach’s péoov,** backed
also by Weber,> fits best in this sense, pace Classen’s preference for the plural péoa

conjectured by Diels.>#

Kai ov...amodeileg] The two denials contained in this sentence have been widely

analysed by scholars to clarify our author’s ultimate position on the theme of the

541 Becker/Scholz (2004), 101.
542 Tbid.
543 Robinson (1979), 134.
534 Mullach (1875), 551, 552.
545 Weber (1897), 49.
546 Diels (1903), 586.
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chapter. For he steps back from the teachability position and remarks his dialectical
victory over the arguments of the unteachability thesis at once.

Firstly, Kranz considered the passage as even ‘Sokrates wiirdig’,>” thinking of the
opinion on the teachability of excellence that Plato has him express in Protagoras. He did
not quote a particular passage of the dialogue, but the most likely must be P1. Prt. 320b,
where Socrates says that from the examples until then considered he cannot infer the
teachability of political excellence. I, again, recognise a similarity between our chapter
and this dialogue, but I would not go so far as to talk of a ‘sokratische Haltung’, as
Kranz did, also in reference to a similarly aporetic end of chapter 1. For a glance at the
work is sufficient to realize the number of passages clearly anti-Socratic and, especially
in chapters 1-4, relativistic.>

Alternatively, Robinson believes that o0 Aéyw wg daktov éoTivis a caveat against
the conclusion that the author completely refuses the unteachability thesis, as he, in fact,
has contrasted only the absolute version of it which emerges from the five arguments of
§§ 6.1-6.>! This reinforces Robinson’s above idea that the author implicitly sides with a
qualified version of the first thesis, just as he did in chapters 1-5. While I have already
discussed the weaknesses of this parallel, now it is worth wondering what such a
qualified version of the unteachability thesis could be like. The most likely hypothesis
would be that of a statement which is softer than the original copia kat dgeta oUte
ddakToV el ovte Habntov (§ 6.1), allowing the possibility of divergent cases. This is

in fact the way in which the author conceived the identity-theses of the first four

57 Kranz (1937), 230.
548 Ibid.
59 Tbid.
550 See also Levi (1940), 302, n. 51, Robinson (1979), 217.
51 “The author, in rejecting the Adyog of 6.1-6, is in fact rejecting only the argument currently used to
bolster it’. (Robinson (1979), 217). Similarly, Barnes considered this passage as the first clear statement of
the ‘distinction between rejecting an argument for a conclusion and rejecting the conclusion itself’, an
acquisition ‘crucial’ for the development of ‘the art of criticism” (Barnes (1979), 51). Theodor Gomperz
had already written something similar: ‘er unterscheidet [...] mit einer im Altertum nahezu unerhorten
Strenge zwischen der objektiven Unwahrheit einer Behauptung und der Unzulanglichkeit der bisher zu
ihren Gunsten vorgebrachten Argumente’ (Gomperz, T. (1912), 281).
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chapters, which, as Robinson himself deems,*? have a qualified nature. Such a version
would therefore be something like “wisdom and excellence are not something teachable
or learnable, except in some cases’. But that would not represent the unteachability view
anymore, since, as in § 6.9 the author’s himself says, a single case of someone who
managed to teach is sufficient proof to conclude that teaching is possible. Therefore, one
must observe that the concept of possibility conveyed by the verbal adjectives ddaxtov
and paOnrtov requires the unteachability thesis have the maximum of strength, since a
single counter-case can falsify it and, conversely, prove the truth of the teachability-
thesis.

In conclusion, firstly, Robinson’s distinction between qualified and absolute
versions of the author’s theses has once more proved not to help, but to impede, the
understanding of this chapter. Secondly, the best a reader can make of this ending seems
to register the author’s withdrawal from both the sides of the question, in the same way
as at the end of chapters 1-5 they could simply take note of the support which the author
has given to both the opposite theses. In neither case the author’s own position can be

concluded.

Chapter 7

§7.1

Tveg twv dapayopovvtwv] With reference to the key-case of the 5%-4-century
Athenian democracy, Hansen divided Athenian citizens into four groups, according to
their political involvement, the most part of which was attested precisely by their habit
of speaking at the assembly (dnunooopeiv).>® The first group was made of passive
citizens not involved in the public life of the city. The second consisted in those who
attended the assembly just to listen and vote, without addressing it. The third were

onropec in legal sense, namely a good number of citizens who occasionally spoke, ‘but

552 Robinson (1979), 213.
5% Hansen (1983).
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they avoided any regular or “professional” involvement in politics; they were emphatic
in stating that they were iduwwtat and they did not like to be grouped with those o1)topeg
who took the platform incessantly’.** Finally, the fourth group represented ¢rjtopeg in
a political sense, namely few citizens ‘who regularly addressed the éxkAnoia, proposed
laws and decrees, and frequented the courts as prosecutors or ovvrjyopot.5%
dnuneoelv was common to both the third and the fourth group,”® and since there is
no clue as to what kind of rhetors the dapayopvvteg of our text are, whether politically
or just legally characterised, it seems safer not to translate this expression with nouns
(‘thetors” or ‘public speakers’), as done by Robinson and almost all the previous
translators, because such solutions lean towards the idea of habitual and publicly
acknowledged orators, thus excluding the third group. I have, rather, opted for
rendering the substantivated present participle with the more inclusive formulation

‘those who address the assembly’.>”

wg...YiveadOaut] The city in which the author gave, or maybe just imagined giving, this
speech did not appoint public officers by lot yet, if supporters of this practice were
taking the floor to invoke its introduction. Unfortunately, one cannot conclude much
from that. For this procedure, which was certainly a characteristic trait of classical
Athens (see f.e. Hdt. 3.80.6, E. Supp. 403-410, P1. R. VIII 557a, X. Mem. 1.2.9, [X.] Ath. 1.2-
3, Arist. Rh. I 8.4, II 20.4, Isoc. Areopagiticus 22-23) and has been regarded as ‘the very
essence of the democracy’,*® is nonetheless attested also in oligarchies (such as those of
the Four Hundred (Th. 8.70), of the Five Thousand (Arist. Ath. 30), of Heraea (Arist. Pol.
V 1303a13-16.) and of Thebes (Plu. De gen. Socr. 597a) and in cities both within the

554 bid., 45.
5% Jbid., 46.
%6 An example of the verb used with reference to the orators of the third group is at Lys. For Mantitheus
20; with reference to the fourth group ones see D. On the false Embassy 251-52.
57 In this way, similarly to Solana Dueso’s ‘los que hablan en el agora’ (Solana Dueso (1996), 195) and
Bonazzi’s ‘quanti parlano nell’assemblea popolare’ (Bonazzi (2008), 449).
8 Headlam-Morley (1891), 17, n. 1.
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Athenian sphere (Sinope, Thasos, Styra, or Naxos in Sicily)® and within that of Sparta
(Heraea in Arcadia, Syracuse, Kamarina in Sicily, Tarentum, Pontecagnano and Reggio

in Magna Graecia).5®

§7.2
&i] In agreement with Classen,* I have chosen this reading, given in most codices, in

place of ai. The only exception to this reading is in P3, selected by Robinson.

el...mgootaocoelg] Trieber recognized in this passage®? a strong similarity to ai Tig
[avTOV] égoLTO TOV TavTA AéyovTa-...TO dQat...Tt Oé...ti O€...%8 in §§ 1.12-13, which also
supports the thesis of the text having a single author. The parallel is suggestive, because
just as in chapter 1 the conditional clause formed with the protasis o0d¢ k" avTOV éxev
arokpivacOal®® a conditional sentence expressing a less vividly imagined case in the
tuture, here an elliptical apodosis®® of the same kind seems to implicitly join et ydo tig
avtov €owten in the same grammatical construction. The examples subsequently
shown aim to highlight the indisputable absurdities to which the rival’s thesis would
lead, if ever put into practice, which too occurs in chapter 1.

“ri... tovto;] From this point to the end of § 7.4 the author gives his reasons to condemn
the use of lot through some examples invoking the superiority of expertise and ability
to chance on which lot is founded. A similar praising of competence occurred in the

previous chapter, and in particular in §§ 6.3, 7, 8, 10, where the experts were presented

599 See Kroll (1972), 270-277, Cordano (1988), Masson (1992), Alfieri Tonini (2001), 115-117, Cordano (2001)
84-86.
50 See Cordano (1992), 39-40, Lazzarini (1995), Cordano (2001), 84, 86-89.
51 Classen (2004), 114.
562 Trieber (1892), 224.
563 He read al Tig avtov €gotto tov tavta Aéyovtor...t0 &QA... Tl dn)...TL On... (ibid.).
54 Which is, in turn, dependent on the previous oiuat
55 Goodwin (1912), 179.
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as the primary source from which knowledge could be obtained in a certain discipline.
From a political point of view, then, we have testimonies of how such arguments
belonged to aristocrats, or at least, to critics of democracy (Hdt. 3.81, Isoc. Areopagiticus
22) such as, in particular, Socrates (X. Mem. 1.2.9, Arist. Rh. II 20.4.1393b4-9).5% But this
is not sufficient either to render the author a supporter of aristocratic ideology, thus
overlooking the two last paragraphs pervaded by democratic spirit, or to think, with
Rossetti, that these Socratic arguments are presented as ‘fragili’®*” and unworthy of
being investigated, since their point will be advanced again in § 7.6.

Rightly, Robinson®® introduced inverted commas at the beginning of this passage
and at the end of § 7.3 to delimitate the portion of text where the questions asked
through ¢owtn are expressed, as Diels had already done for the exchange in direct
speech in §§ 1.12-14. These direct questions asked of the interlocutor shows him the
awkward consequences of a choice by lot in other fields, through reductio ad absurdum.
The first question is directly addressed to the interlocutor by the second singular person
npootacoels and reveals how lot might end up swapping the tasks of who will cook a

dish (0omowx) and of who will drive the cart (CevynAar)).

oyomoial] Most codices have olomoia and Robinson® corrected this with De Varis'°
conjecture oorou), third singular person of the active present subjunctive. I, with
Classen,”! have preferred the equivalent oyomowy, first seen in Stephanus, for its being
closer to the codices” reading. That a verb ending in —ew can follow the pattern of those

ending in —aw is a phenomenon registred in Doric.5>

56 As Ober observed, in not accepting ‘that ordinary citizens were capable of making important decisions’
Socrates criticised one “of the underlying assumptions of the democratic culture of Athens’ (Ober (2011),
142).
%7 Rossetti (1980), 42.
58 Robinson (1979), 134, 136.
5 Jbid., 134.
570 Robinson (1972), 195.
571 Classen (2004), 115.
572 Buck (1973), 125-126.
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kata touto] All the codices have this reading, the meaning of which is perfectly fitting
and does not require any correction, such as Robinson’s katx twvuto, firstly conjectured

by Koen.”?

§7.3
Kkat...éniotatay”] The Socratic spirit of the passage reminds us of P1. Cra. 388c-e where
carpenters, blacksmiths and other craftsmen are defined as being such for nothing else

than their specific technical knowledge.

§7.4

TwOTOV...meagovvTl] The same strategy seen in § 7.2 and consisting in a reductio ad
absurdum of the exchange of some tasks is repeated here with the case of musicians
(aVvANTAG and kOaEwWdHOS) and warriors (tofdtag, 6TAlTag and intmtevg). Playing the
kithara (ktOapiCewv) appeared in § 6.7, while singing to the kithara (kt0apwdia) in §1.7.
Here we have a mixed solution, with kiOaptCewv applied to klOapwdog, and not to
klOaplomg (appeared in § 6.7 as well), and, more importantly, a swap between two
musical performances and performers regarded in opposite way by ancient Greek
culture. For, as Wilson wrote, in Athens the status of kithara, and stringed instruments
in general, was ‘much more elevated’,”* as confirmed by ‘the foundational role that
“learning one’s strings from an early age” played in the formation of the élite citizen’.>”
Conversely, among auletes we observe ‘an overwhelming predominance of foreigners,
females, slaves’.”® Likewise, in dramas auloi were played by the choir of Dionysus,
whereas stringed instruments like lyre or chitara were associated with heroic

characters.’”” As for musical contests, like those here mentioned, if we think of the

573 Koen in Schaefer (1811), 234, n. 26.
574 Wilson (2002), 42.
575 Tbid.
57 Wilson (1999), 74.
577 Wilson (2002), 42.
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Panathenaic competitions between the 5" and 4" century BCE, there ‘it was the
citharodes who got the largest prizes’.”” For the auletes, instead, ‘the prizes were fewer,
and almost certainly lower in value and there was only one all-inclusive age-category’.>”
Considering such variation in esteem for each of these instruments and players, the
swap of tasks here imagined appears even more drastic than what emerges from a

merely musical assessment.

avAntac kBapi&et] Whereas Robinson translated ‘a flute-player will [...] be playing
the harp’,® here I have abided by the aforementioned rule of transliterating ancient
Greek music terms.’®! Likewise, Mullach proposed citharoedus, citharam pulsare, tibicen
and tibia canere;*®* as the Roman tibia ‘seems to represent essentially the same

instrumental resource’” as aVAOG.58

Kk10agi&et] The imperative kiBaplétw of the manuscripts does not match with the
following indicative futures coordinated with it, so many scholars felt the need to
emend it in the same way. Diels’ conjecture, kiOaptel,® has the advantage of
reproducing the author’s use of the sigmatic future for the two other active verbs in the
third singular person in this paragraph, avAnoet and to&evoel. Wilamowitz’s Doric
future kOa1EeL,% by contrast, is analogous only to the passive third singular person
inmaoeitat and to the active third plural person mpafovvttl. The Attic future of
Robinson’s ktBagietta’®® has no parallel here and a usage of the middle diathesis of

kOapiCw is also nowhere else attested.

578 West (1992), 368.
579 Wilson (1999), 78.
580 Robinson (1979), 137.
581 See supra, 97, n. 206.
582 Mullach (1875), 551.
583 Wilson (2002), 42.
584 Diels (1903), 586.
585 Diels (1907), 647.
586 Robinson (1979), 136.
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noAépuw] Robinson wrongly printed moAepco.>”

§7.5
Aéyovrt...vouiCw dapotikov] With this paragraph the author presents his position on
the non-democratic nature of lot. In doing that, he also seems to offer some clues
regarding his personal political views. He starts by condemning the lot for being the
least (fjkiota) democratic, in opposition to the above-mentioned speakers who
considered it democratic at the highest level (k&pta). A question immediately arises:
why, if the author did not support democracy, did he not use his rivals” statement that
lot is extremely democratic (dapoticov kaQta) as proof of its negativity, rather than
arguing for its non-democratic nature? In my opinion, the most convincing answer is
that he was indeed a democrat, although of a particular kind, better described in the
next paragraph.>

Rossetti considered this first statement as proof that the author was not Dorian,
but just an Attic addressing a ‘Doric-speaking audience’>® in Doric. He thought, in fact,
that there cannot be any other strong reason to justify the exposition of such democratic
concerns in front of an audience of Dorians, people politically akin to Sparta and, so,
used to perceiving democracy as a danger. But this overlooks the fact that the political
situation in the Doric-speaking world was not the same everywhere, which democratic

cities like Tarentum demonstrate.®® On the contrary, I believe that assuming the

37 Tbid.
58 From the reading of this chapter commentators have come to four different interpretations of the
author’s political views. Some did not find it difficult to deem him a democrat (see, f.e., Untersteiner
(1954), 184; Dillon/Gergel (2003); 410, Graham (2010), 903); others, with whom I agree, preferred thinking
of a moderate democrat (Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1889), 626, Mazzarino (1966); 294, Robinson
(1979), 53); a group suggested he was actually an aristocrat (Rostagni (1922), 175-176; Solana Dueso (1996),
169-171; Bordes (1987), 150, n. 7); a last one chose not to take position on the matter (Nestle (1966), 446;
Hoffmann (1997), 348-349; Becker/Scholz (2004), 101).
%9 Rossetti drew this phrase from Robinson, who first proposed an analogous intepretation. (Rossetti
(1980), 46-47; Robinson (1979), 51).
50 Tarentum was founded by Spartans and western Doric dialect was spoken there. It lived according to
Sparta’s aristocratic regime until 473 BCE, when it ‘adopted a quasi-democratic political system’
(Robinson (1979), 53). See Arist. Pol. V 1303a, VI 1320b9-16.
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historical reality of this speech, only an equally democratic sentiment in the audience
may have enabled the author to feel comfortable in publicly stressing the political

centrality of the people which we see here and in the following paragraph.

évti...dapov] To prove that lot is not democratic at all, the author argues in a very
peculiar way that has a parallel only in Isoc. Areopagiticus 23. In fact, he shows his
concern that those who hate the people (pioodapor avOowmou), called ‘the partisans of
oligarchy” (ot 0OAtyapxlag érmiBuvpovvtec) by Isocrates, could be picked by lot and use
their power against the people (tov dapov). From this Solana Dueso concluded that the
author shared the same aristocratic views as Isocrates, since any attack on lot could not
be but an attack on democracy.**! As a reply to this position, false in itself for relying on
the fallacy that every criticism of democracy is necessarily anti-democratic,*? two
elements are to be shown: firstly, and once more, lot was not necessarily a democratic
electoral instrument nor the only one that ancient democracies knew; secondly, the
proximity to Isocrates” political ideas confirms our author’s adhesion to democracy
rather than to aristocracy. In fact, at Panathenaicus 131 Isocrates openly professes his
preference for what he calls ‘the democracy under the rule of the best’ (dnuoxpatia
aototokpatia d¢ xowpévn),*® which he sees in the democracy in its original form, as
opposed to that ruling at random (1] eixt) moAtrtevopévn) that he witnessed in his times.
As Bordes stressed, the choice for the term ‘democracy’ is not casual, because soon
afterwards, at 132, Isocrates himself points out the categorical distinction between
oligarchy (0Aryayxia), democracy (dnuokoatia), and monarchy (povagxio). In the

next paragraph we will see how our author thematises a similar idea.

%1 Solana Dueso (1996), 169-171.

%2 Cf. Harris (2005), referred to the exemplary case of the Athenian democracy.

53 In fact, here doiotokpatia ‘is not a regime, but an attitude” and ‘this would seem to say that aristocrats
could consistently be democrats’ (Bloom (1955), 43). Similarly, Bordes took this democracy as that which
‘fait appel aux meilleurs’ (Bordes (1982), 256).

54 ‘C’est bien une démocracie qui prone Isocrate, et non un quelconque régime intermédiaire entre
I'oligarchie et la démocratie’ (Bordes (1982), 257). See also Isoc. Areopagiticus 57 and 70, where Isocrates
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Some scholars®® played down the author’s worry observing that, if we make
reference to the Athenian democracy as a paradigm, there, after the sortition, a scrutiny
of the elected, called dokiuaoia, was held to make it sure that the person was
compatible with the democratic system which he was about to enter. Such a method
would have, therefore, prevented the recruitment of the enemies of the people, warding
off all of the author’s concerns. Rossetti, in particular, said that since he could not be
unaware of the institute of dokiuaoia, his argument proves to be as “pretestuoso’ as
those of Socrates,®® but that he was, nonetheless, a democrat.

However, that doxiuaoia could really prevent the city from appointing anti-
democratic people is not so obvious. In fact, according to the description given at Arist.
Ath. 55.3-4, the interview was meant to inquire into aspects of the elected persons’s life,
such as who his relatives were, whether he used to observe the cults of the city, or
whether he performed his civic duties, like the payment of taxes or the military service,
leaving aside any question regarding his political views.*” Surely, if in the past the man
had committed offences against the people or even taken a public office under an
oligarchic regime like, for example, that of Thirty, as hypothesised at Lys. On the
Scrutiny of Evandros 10, the emergence of such facts was sufficient to have him excluded
from the democratic offices. But at least from Aristotle’s account on Athens, as
Headlam-Morley observed, ‘'no one was excluded because of his opinions, only because

he had committed certain actions’,*® and so our author’s fears were not so ungrounded.

highlights his distance from the oligarchical ideas. However, Bordes, relying on the general observation
that ‘le tirage au sort n'est jamais critiqué en Grece par les véritables partisans de la démocratie’, suspected
that behind this professed idea both Isocrates and our author shared an actual aristocratic attitude.
(Bordes (1987), 150, n. 7 and, similarly, Brock (1991), 169; contra Vlastos (1973), 186-188). Bearzot, instead,
argued for Isocrates’ adhesion to to the kind of democratism that had distinguished Theramenes’
moderates (Bearzot (1980), 116, 131).
5% Rossetti (1980), 43-46, Bordes (1987), 150, n. 7, Solana Dueso (1996), 170.
5% Rossetti (1980), 46.
%7 This is reminiscent of the description of the doxiuaocio of magistrates which is given at Din. Against
Aristogeiton 11.17, which Feyel summed up thus: ‘dire comment on se comporte en privé; dire si l'on agit
bien envers ses parents; dire si I'on a participé aux campagnes militaires menées au nom de la cité; dire
sil’'on a des tombeaux ancestraux; dire si I’on s’acquitte de ses imp6ts” (Feyel (2009), 205).
5% Headlam-Morley (1891), 101.
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Moreover, at Ath. 55.2 Aristotle tells us that all the magistrates, no matter whether
elected by lot or election, undergo this exam, and this could probably be the reason why
our author did not consider it in his treatment of sortition. He could easily have taken
it for granted and, nonetheless, deemed lot a more effective way than election for
oligarchs to obtain power, such a procedure excluding the popular choice. Finally, Feyel
commented that differently from Athens, the rest of the Greeks tended not to practice
the doxipaoia of the magistrates, with the exception of some big cities like Rhodes,
Ephesus and Susa.>” The vast majority, in fact, was made up of cities of a small size for
which dokipaoia must have been felt superfluous, because ‘les citoyens devaient donc
bien s’y connaitre’.®® Obviously, for this to work, election and not lot must have been
the system of selection employed, otherwise the advantage of this familiarity would
have been neutralized. But if this is true, the many testimonies of the political use of lot
outside Athens seen before compel us to again take the author’s concern for the

oligarchic dangers entailed by the sortition of the magistrates seriously.

WV al ka Toxn 6 kKVapog] Regarding the author as a Pythagorean, Rostagni interpreted
his condemnation of the bean through the lens of a 4"-century BCE tradition (Lucianus
Vit.Auct. 6, lamb. VP 260, and D.L. VIII.34) which explains the famous Pythagorean
precept of the abstinence from eating beans as a refusal of democracy, that in the
drawing of the bean was so well symbolised. From this Rostagni argued for the author’s
aristocratic ideology.®® However, that does not explain, again, why he did not attack
the lot for this very reason, instead of for precisely the opposite one, namely that it is

not democratic.

5 Feyel (2009), 351-374.
60 Ibid., 376.
601 Rostagni (1922), 175-176. This reading did not convince Minar, who observed that ‘the real reason for
the taboo on beans was doubtless shrouded in the mists of legend, and the mystical meanings attached
to it in Pythagorean teaching were supposedly secret’ (Minar (1979), 64).
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KVapog, anoAdovvri] Robinson was the only one to delete the comma carried by the
manuscripts,®? but this has the function of marking a correct pause between the
protasis, ai...kVapog, and the apodosis, amoAovvtt tov dapov, of a conditional

sentence of the future.

§7.6
X0M...<kattwvto>] The author’s solution, described as the people’s choice by means
of a personal observation (tov dapov avtov opwvta aipeloBat), consists in election by
ballot which in the Athenian democracy was held to appoint officers requiring
particular abilities, like the otpateyoc mentioned here. It is no surprise, then, that this
reason is part of the improvement that the author thinks this electoral procedure could
bring. For by ballot it is possible to choose persons suitable for the offices (twg
érutndelwe) and favourable (twg e0vawg) to the people, solving in this way both the
problem of incompetency and the risk of oligarchy for which lot was blamed before.
Such a solution is as akin to our modern idea of democratic elections as it is
different from that effective in ancient Athens and, therefore, one could even deem the
author an aristocrat, in the same way as has been done with Isocrates. However, the
view that people can elect the best is something that an opponent of democracy would
undoubtedly reject. From this point of view, we can also appreciate the distance
between our author and Socrates. The latter attacks the advice of the many, on which
the voting system is based, at P1. Alc. I 110e, while at P1. R. VI 493e-494a he says that in
no way can the majority be philosophical. At Pl. Cri. 44c-d, then, Socrates interestingly
equates their irrational conduct with that of chance, and this is proof of his belief that
lot and election are two very similar practices. For him, what the many do in politics is
just repeating the powerful people’s opinion (Pl. Prt. 317a) and because of their large

number, it is even impossible to discuss with them (Pl. Grg. 474a-b). Finally, they bring

&2 Robinson (1979), 136.
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into their assembly the banausic way of thinking to which their practical jobs have
accustomed them (X. Mem. I11.7.6). Also, at P1. PIt. 292d-293a Plato has the Visitor say
that the art of kingship does not belong to the many. Then, at ivi, 303a-b, the same
character criticises the government of the many for its weakness, due to its distributing
offices in small portions among a large number of people. By contrast, our author’s trust
in the people’s political judgement is reminiscent of Protagoras’, who at P1. Prt. 322d-
323c gives two demonstrations that all the people share political excellence, which is
perfectly consistent with the historically close links between democracy and the
sophistic movement.®®

Furthermore, the Athenian model already had the most important offices elected
through popular vote and, rather ironically, what in effect our author here suggests is
just to extend this practice to the minor ones. This peculiar democratic attitude of his
could also be due to the fact that he, as a Dorian, did not have Athenian politics as his
benchmark and this would have a parallel in Aristotle’s detached attitude at Pol. IV
1300a8-b12. There, in fact, during his theoretical classification of all the possible
constitutional forms according to their electoral systems, he defines any constitution
where all citizens can be appointed by all by vote as democratic.®* On the other hand,
one could point out how the election by ballot privileged those who could afford the
cost of a good education by which to gain skills and fame, such as the one sophists
provided.®® But it is also reasonable to suppose that our author’s angle on this matter
was chiefly the utilitarian one of him who was able to sell precisely this kind of

education.

603 See Guthrie (1971), 19-20, 179. Similarly thinks Athenagoras at Th. 6.39, who defines the many as those
able to take the best decisions for the life of a democracy.
604 Arist. Pol. IV 1300a32-33. Nor can Aristotle either be considered an aristocrat, given his views about
the preferability of the advice of the many over that of the few, at III 1281a42-1282a.
605 [t is the same Protagoras who admits that those are the students who can receive a political education
(PL. Prt. 326c). Bearzot saw Isocrates’ icotnc founded on merit as implying this same social disparity
(Bearzot (1980), 126 et passim).
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otoatayév [...] vopoguAaxév] Leading the army was the task of the otpatnydc, the
general well attested in Athens, differently from the guardian of the laws, known as
vopo@UAaE whose presence in the Athenian democracy became stable not earlier than
the 3¢ century BCE.®% A reason for this could be that this was an aristocratic office, as
hinted by the crucial role of the vopo@UAakeg in Pl. Lg. 754d-755b and as seen in Arist.
Pol. VII 1323a8. On the other hand, as Franco Sartori suggested, both offices had a
particular importance in Tarentum,®” where, to be more precise, the task of preserving
the laws (vopoguAaxév) was performed by the Ontoo@LAaE,® and where the
otoateyog is thought to have appeared with the new democratic constitution.®” The
latter seems to be endowed with a particular power, being allowed to disregard the
decision taken by the assembly (Plu. Quaes. Gr. XLII 301c). The current passage,
therefore, makes of this ‘democrazia sui generis’®® a good candidate for the place which
the author had in mind when composing this speech, as Mazzarino suggested,®!!

although no certainty can be reached about this point.

Kal TaAAAa <kattwvTo>] All manuscripts present a short lacuna after kat taAAq,
except L, V1, Z. Robinson too had the chapter end here, but not in accordance with these
codices, which he considered of small or no value;*? we will see him placing a little
insertion at the beginning of the following chapter. However, whereas no other instance
of kal TdAAa ending a sentence appears in the work, there are many examples if it

followed by adverbial locutions like the kattwVT6 here conjectured by Schanz.®®* I have

606 Untersteiner (1954), 185. Gaetano De Sanctis, in particularly, thought that the office was established by
Ephialtes, abolished either by Pericles or during the restored democracy of 403 BCE and, then, re-
established either by Phocion or Demades (De Sanctis (1913), 3-4).

607 Sartori (1953), 86-88.

608 [bid., 88.

609 Ibid., 86.

610 Sartori (1953), 87.

611 Mazzarino (1966), 293.

612 Robinson (1979), 22.

613 The same closing phrase appears in §§ 3.16 and 5.2, but others similar are kai TdAAx katx TwOTOV (§
2.24), kat tdAAa oUTwg (§ 2.25), kal TdAAa avta (§ 5.2), kal TdAAa kata TOov avTov Adyov (§ 5.5), kai
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therefore opted for this insertion, preferring it to Blass’ émiotatév.° This verb seems,
in fact, to bring to an unclear ‘and that they [scil. ‘the people’] attend/follow all the others
offices’, in accordance with the usual meaning of é¢miotatetv with the accusative. If,
instead, Blass intended ‘and that they exercise all the other offices’, then the genitive

would have been expected.®!s

Chapter 8

§8.1

Tw...avtag téxvag] The way the author introduces this art could draw on a
phraseology already in use to show the multiple benefits for those who embarked on
the study of the art of speaking. For in Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen, at DK82 B11.2, the
skills ‘both of speaking the needful rightly and of refuting the unrightfully spoken’t
are said to be proper of the ‘same man’, through a possessive genitive (tov 0" avTOU
avdog) recalling our tw & avtw avdoc. At Pl. Euthd. 274e, then, Socrates asks the
sophist brothers Euthydemus and Dionysodurus whether it is the function of the same
art (tn¢ avtnc téxvng €oyov) to persuade both that excellence can be taught and that
they are the ones from whom it can be best learnt. At Phdr. 261e, then, Plato speaks of
‘one single art of all kinds of speaking’ (meol mavta tax Aeydpeva pia tic téxvn)
through which a man makes things resemble one another and through which he exposes
anyone who does the same. Finally, at Sph. 233d (cf. also 234b), the Visitor presents the
self-proclaimed omniscience of the sophist as that of a person who promises to do

anything by the means of a sole art (otetv kai dpav puig Téxvn ovvanavta émiotacOot

TIOAYHATAL).

taAAa kattovTo (§ 5.14, but I reported it as corrected by Mullach in kai tdAAa kattwOTd) and kat tdAAa
Kata tovto (§ 7.2).
614 Blass (1881), 740.
6015 L], s.v. éruotatéw: ‘c. gen., to be in charge of, have the care of [...] rarely c. acc., attend, follow’.
616 Sprague (1972), 50.
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Tw...&vdeog] We will soon know the six skills that this man can possess through the
mastery of one particular art. In light of them and the following ones described in the
remainder of the chapter, interpreters have come to different hypotheses as to this man’s
identity. Taylor thought of the Socratic ‘diaAekTucoc’,*” who would also be ‘the true
philosopher” and therefore ‘the true statesman and @1twe’.®® Then, Solana Dueso
observed how this man fits ‘el ideal del sabio en aquel tiempo’, versed in the knowledge
both of nature and of discourse,®® whereas Becker and Scholz preferred to speak, more
generically, of a democratic citizen, without clarifying whether an aspiring sophistic
teacher or a political speaker, or both.®2

I support this last open option, because the chapter will precisely pinpoint the
common source of all those abilities, rather than considering each one in itself. Surely,
one can think of this man as focussing more on one than another, in accordance with his
professional aims. So, for example, a political speaker may have been primarily
interested in how to instruct the city as to the best policy to adopt, whereas a reflection
on the nature of things may have suited better whoever took part in private
conversations (cf. Pl. Sph. 232c). As for Taylor’s appeal to the Socratic paradigm, it is true
that our man is depicted as a dixAextikdg, a PLAGTOPOC and a Orjtwo at the same time.
But if in a part of the chapter the Socratic assumption of the priority of knowledge seems

to hold, things dramatically change with the Euthydemean arguments of §§ 8.3-5, 7.

TaG...avtag téxvag] This particular art is introduced in a rather indirect way, by listing
the six main skills it provides, which, along with the following eight, correspond to
those taught on the courses of those 5"-4t-century private teachers whom historians of
ancient philosophy label ‘sophists’. No sophist is said to have delivered all these

teachings together, but many of these can be found in the outline of the philosophical

617 Taylor (1911), 127.
618 Jbid.
619 Solana Dueso (1996), 172-173.
620 Becker/Scholz (2004), 104-105.
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rhetoric sketched by Socrates throughout Plato’s Phaedrus, and in Alcidamas’ Against
the Sophists too.

Also, since the abilities usually associated with sophists varied according to each
one’s inclinations,®?! those which are here presented can be regarded as forming the
particular repertoire of skills the author offered to his customers, by teaching them “only
one art’ () avtn téxvn). If so, this chapter could represent a sort of menu of the skills
the sophist author taught to his pupils: firstly, just six of them are brought in, then, by
reviewing them one by one and in the reverse order, the author either clarifies their
content or shows how they imply eight new ones. This way, the manifold potential of
the art initially announced would be not only demonstrated, but also enhanced, since

in the end the total number of the acquirable skills reaches fourteen.

Katd...0tadéyeoOaui] Brachilogy is a rhetorical feature we find attributed to sophists,
philosophers and rhetors. As for the first category, a source is Plato’s Gorgias, where
Gorgias says he is perfectly happy with Socrates” request that he answer kata Booyv
(449b), as one of the sources of his own pride is just to speak &v Boaxvtépolg
(449c=DK82 A20).°2 Then, the excessive brevity of Socrates” dialectics, and so of a
philosophical method, is also censored by Hippias at Pl. Prt. 338a (=DK86 C1). Finally,
the rhetor Alcidamas praises the speaker’s capacity to shorten long parts of a speech, as
well as to lenghten the short (Alcid. Soph. 23).62

However, here the verb used, duxAéyouat indicates a more precise form of
speaking, namely conversation, which implies the interaction of two speakers.

Therefore, at this stage, the sophistic and the philosophical statement seem more likely

621 See Schiappa (1991), 5-8).

622 Similarly, see also Pl. Phdr. 267a-b and DK85 A12. Other sophists said to possess this skill are Protagoras
(DK80 A7), Thrasymachus (DK85 A12), Critias (DK88 Al), without forgetting Euthydemus and
Dionisodorus of Plato’s Euthydemus, whose eristic consisted in a fast and close questioning of their
interlocutor.

62 Also, according to P1. Phdr. 267b, it was common belief that Prodicus and Hippias could make speeches
of the correct length, and at 272a Socrates” good rhetor is said to opportunely use short speaking.
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to be referred to than the rhetorical one;®?* for rhetors’” art does not concern discussion,
but display and their eloquence entails an audience and not an interlocutor, which also

typically leads to the opposite of brevity.®%

tav...éniotacOai] The author does not give any information to qualify this dA&Oewx
TV noaypatwv (‘truth of things’), and Robinson®®* and Scholz®” generically attributed
the phrase to the sophists’ jargon. However, an inquiry into their texts and testimonies
rejects that proposal, highlighting only one occurrence of it, in Antipho Soph. On the
Murder of Herodes 3. Scholz is, instead, right in saying that a similar pursuit for
‘grundsatzliche “Wahrheiten”’¢® was, in any case, a hot issue in the author’s
contemporaneous Greek culture, where an authentic ‘Rationalitatskult’®® took place.
The phrase is, in fact, traceable also in rhetoric, with Isoc. To Nicocles 46 and To Philip 4,
and, as one would expect, in philosophy, in P1. Sph. 234c, where the concept is contrasted
with the void images produced by the sophistic art of speaking (similarly, P1. Phdr. 259,

277b where 10 &An0O£c is used).

kai dikaoaoOat...quev] The translation of dapiaxyogetv with ‘to address the assembly’
repeats in § 7.1, stressing the political value of the verb, similarly to North and others, ¥

but differently from translators like Robinson, inclined to more neutral solutions such

624 Not by chance, when the verb denotes rhetors’ practice, it loses this meaning in favour of the more
generic one of ‘to say’, as if it were a simple Aéyw (Cf. Isoc. Against Euthynus 5 and LS], s.v. diaAéyopat).
625 Emblematic of that are Pl. Phdr. 235a, where Socrates points out Lysias’ prolixity and Pl. Prt. 328e-329b,
where Protagoras is compared with political rhetors for the same feature. Schiappa and Timmerman,
instead, quoted the current passage among those attesting an early form of dialectics, before Plato’s
theorization of it (Schiappa/Timmerman (2010), 23-24).
626 Robinson (1979), 236.
627 Becker/Scholz (2004), 35.
628 Tbid.
629 Tbid.
630 ‘Concionari’ (North (1671), 74; Meibom (1688), 729; Fabricius (1724), 633); ‘advise the people (das Volk
beraten)’” (Teichmiiller (1884), 222); ‘arringare il popolo” (Timpanaro Cardini (1954), 226); ‘fare discorsi
politici” (Untersteiner (1954), 187); ‘hablar anta la asamblea’ (Solana Dueso (1996), 197); “to speak in public
assemblies’ (Graham (2010), 897).
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as ‘to speak in public’.®®! Although both these translations are possible for the verb,%
that its political vein must here be stressed seems suggested by the description of this
ability given in § 8.6 (kal..kwAvVewv) and by its conceptual kinship with the other
infinitive dixdoaoOat. For the two, which are also syntactically joined through two kat
and depend on the same oiov, are usually employed to represent the essential factors of
the citizen’s success in public life, namely pleading one’s case at the lawcourt and
addressing people at the assembly. Although Aristotle’s Rhetoric is the first work to
technically analyse this proximity (1354b, 1358b, 1377b, 1399b), it was the 5"-century
sophists who first spread their joint teaching.®® For example, according to Gorgias’
recipe for ruling others in a city, at Pl. Grg. 452d-e, a man needs to know how to
‘persuade by speeches judges in a law court, councillors in a council meeting, and

assemblymen in an assembly or in any other political gathering that might take place’.®*

Adywv...eniotacOaut] Similarly to Robinson,® Schiappa translated Aoywv téxvat as
‘argument-skills’,** but he did not distinguish the phrase from Aoywv téxvn,*” which
he also took as a teaching of discourse broader than rhetoric and implying philosophy
too, in a period, between the late 5" and early 4" century, when rhetoric was not yet an
independent and recognised discipline.®® But three controversies shall follow. First, as

Pendrick convincingly showed, there is not enough evidence to support the idea of a

631 Robinson (1979), 137. Others are ‘concionem’ (Von Orelli (1821), 231); ‘verba ad populum facere’
(Mullach (1875), 552); ‘parler en public’ (Dupréel (1948), 192; Dumont (1969), 245); ‘to make public
speeches’ (Sprague (1972), 291); ‘s’adresser au peuple’ (Poirier (1988), 1177); ‘parlare in pubblico’
(Maso/Franco (2000), 201; Bonazzi (2008), 451); ‘to deliver public speeches’ (Waterfield (2000), 297);
‘making public speeches’ (Dillon/Gergel (2003), 332); ‘vor dem Volk zu sprechen’ (Becker/Scholz (2004),
87); ‘tenere discorsi pubblici’ (Reale (2008), 1861); ‘parler devant le peuple’ (Dorion (2009), 145).
632 See LS] s.v. dnunyopéw: ‘practise speaking in the assembly’, ‘make popular speeches’.
633 Cf. Wilcox (1942), 135-136.
634 Zeyl in Cooper (1997), 798. Similarly, see also P1. Grg. 454b, 485d, 486a; Phdr. 261a-b (where the couple
dlka-dOnunyopiat is considered), 261d-e (duwcaotriolx and donunyopia); DK87 A2 (AdyolL @ovikoi and
Adyot dnunyogikoti); Alcid. Soph. 9 (dnunyogovvteg and dikalouévor).
635 Robinson (1979), 137.
6% Schiappa (1992), 4-5, or ‘the skills involved in argument’ (Schiappa (1990), 459-460).
67 Schiappa (1992), 4-5.
638 Tbid.
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AOywv téxvn earlier and broader than ontopw).** Secondly, since ‘argument-skills’
only ‘underscores the sophist’s dialectical ability in argument’,*’ Schiappa’s translation
does not fit his own idea of an art embedded with philosophy. In third place, the use of
the plural téyvau as ‘skills’ is attested to just in poetry (LS], s.v. téxvn, I 1). A safer
possibility is, instead, to take Adywv Téxval as meaning ‘techniques of speeches’, in
order to convey the idea of a plurality of rhetorical rules not necessarily making up a
unitarian theoretical entity, otherwise expressed through the singular téxvn (‘art’),
which is also reflected in Adams’ ‘tricks of speech’ for the same phrase in Aeschin.

Against Timarchus 117 .54

negl...010aokev] The Presocratic interest in how everything in the world (as here said,
T mavta), undergoes material mutations (wg €yéveto), but also, and primarily, exists
and has a specific identity (wg éxet) was shared by the sophists too. We know, for
example, that Gorgias wrote a book on nature (DK82 A10), and Antiphon’s reflections
on nature and essence have been handed down to us (DK87 B15). At Pl. Prt. 337d (=DK86
C1), then, during his harangue to the quarelling Socrates and Protagoras, Hippias recalls
the prestige of the sophists there gathered, for their knowing 1 VO TV Oy ATV,
whereas at 340b (=DK84 A14) we have Socrates playing the part of a sophist and
challenging Prodicus to answer whether being (10 eivat) and becoming (10 yevéoOau)
are the same things or different. But even more interesting is Sph. 232c where sophists
are described as being used to successfully disputing about the origin and the nature of
things in general (yevéoewg Te kal ovolag mépL kKata Tdvtwv).*? Therefore, Heidel's

interpretation, according to which here @Volc Twv andviwv is equivalent to T«

69 Pendrick (1998), 20. On the contrary, other late-5t" and early-4™ century places where this ‘art of
speeches’ already indicated ‘rhetoric” are Pl. Phdr. 266¢, 266d, 267d (referred to Prodicus), X. Mem. 1.2.31
(referred to Critias).
640 Robinson (1979), 227.
641 Adams (1919). The phrase appears with the same sense also in Alcid. Soph. 15.
642 ess surprisingly, at P1. Phdr. 270e, Socrates says that those who want to deliver speeches with art must
highlight the essential nature (1 ovola tg @UCewc) of the thing they speak about.

230



@uopeva insofar as meaning the outward constitution of all the existing things, runs
the risk of obscuring the philosophical component of the phrase, in favour of a modern

notion of physics.*®

Odaoxkev] For the first time a skill does not consist in a kind of knowledge or ability
but in teaching something which is supposed to be known. This could be seen as a
reason to connect this ability with the second one, as the knowledge of the truth of

things, and hence of their nature, is in fact the prerequisite for teaching it.

§8.2
kat...mpaooev] The paragraph starts off by highlighting a further and seventh skill
implied by the sixth one. Taking up Hippias” mention of 1] @U0oIc TV mEayudtwy in
Pl. Prt. 337d, both here and there the knowledge of the nature of all things can properly
direct the conduct of a man (000w¢ kat modooev), preventing him from bad behaviours
worthy of laymen (womep ot pavAdtator twv dvOpwnwv) who are not knowledgeble
about it.*# This way, @UOIC T@WV dtdvtwv proves again to be something more than a
mere naturalistic principle, but a guiding one for man’s life. Dupréel’s reading of the
passage as hinting at ‘l’application du savoir a la politique’®* overly restricted the value
of mpdooev and anticipated, without any apparent reason, the political theme which
appears in § 8.6.

Taken in itself, the seventh ability falls within the major sophistic task of making
the client successful in his life, which meant to wisely deal with one’s private and public
business, as said in P1. Prt. 318e-319a. Some sophists” knowledge is reported to have

been so wide that their practical abilities went far beyond the ones needed for social

3 Heidel (1910), 111, n. 125.
64 ‘La physis dell’'universo, oggetto della scienza della natura, deve insegnare i criteri direttivi della
condotta umana’ Levi (1942), 446.
45 Dupréel (1948), 194.
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success, like in the case of Euthydemus and Dionysodorus’ ability in fighting, in PL

Euthd. 271d-272a, 294b, or Hippias’ self-production of clothes, in Hp.Mi. 368b-c.

Twv anaviwv [...] megi mavrwv] Robinson pointed out some ‘basic and interesting
ambiguities [...] in a number of key words’,*® which would give to this chapter ‘a
dialectical tension that it does not at first sight possess’.®” A similar crafty use of words
would coincide with the one made by the sophist brothers Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus in Plato’s Euthydemus, who, however, do not seem to have ‘any honest
propaedeutical purpose in mind’.*#® Our author — Robinson maintains, but apparently
without justifying it — is ‘both clever and serious’, instead. As a result, the author must
have aimed at exercising and improving ‘the philosophical muscles” of his advanced
hearers through his ‘amazing phantasmagoria of non-sequiturs’.%

As a matter of fact, just one of the ambiguities Robinson pointed out may, but not
necessarily, occur (000ac¢ in § 8.6), and only as a result of his textual assumptions.
Furthermore, Euthydemus and Dionysodorus use these ambiguities to argue for any
possible side of a matter so as to trap and dominate their interlocutor (cf. P1. Euthd. 275e-
276d). Our author would have no reason to prove a further and opposite position to that
he openly declares, instead, and particularly in this chapter where no mention of
alternative views on the matters at issue is made. At the same time, although Robinson
does not see it, an Euthydemean style can indeed be recognised in the eristic means by
which the author pushes his demonstrations in §§ 8.3-5, 7.

In any case, the first example of the weakness of Robinson’s interpretation is given
in these two occurrences of &mag and mag, in which he detected “the fallacy of Division’,

namely the one according to which ‘collective and distributive propositions are not such

646 Robinson (1977), 134-135.
647 Ibid., 135.
648 Jbid.
649 Tbid.
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that the former necessarily entail the latter’.* Actually, as a quick translational test can
easily show, the rationale of the argument, namely the passage from knowledge to
action, is not affected at all by the sense in which antavta and mavta can be assumed,
whether they are both taken distributively, or both collectively, or one distributively

and the other collectively.

ovvaoettat] The use of the indicative future has the function of stating things for sure
and, so, of guaranteeing, here and in the following paragraphs, that by possessing a
certain ability (here ‘the knowledge of the nature of all things’) a man cannot help
having another ability too (here “to act correctly in relation to all of them’), in an assertive

tone which could hint at a promotional intent of this chapter.

§8.3

étu.Aéyev] A thesis is here formulated, that the possession of the techniques of
speeches is sufficient to get the new eighth ability of speaking correctly about
everything. The path to get to this conclusion will be rather long, covering the two next
paragraphs, and intricate, especially considering the banality of the stakes: the notion of
techniques of speeches itself implies the idea of speaking correctly in the largest possible

number of situations.

nepl...Aéyev] An ability which represented reason to boast for sophists and rhetors,
according to a few testimonies. At Pl. Grg. 457a, Gorgias recalls speaking about any
matter (o &mavtag [...] kat mept mavtog Aéyewv) while describing what a rhetor
does, and the same skill is attested for the historical Gorgias” at DK80 A26, Ala, and

A26. Alcidamas highly regards it, in combination with improvisation, at Soph. 3 and 31,

650 Ibid., 129.
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whereas, as far as 0p0wc is concerned, Protagoras is recalled for his ‘correctness of

diction” (0pOoémela) at DK80 A26.%1

000wg] Robinson claimed that the word can be translated both as ‘nonfallaciously” and
‘soundly’, and the author covertly aims to prove ‘that on every topic a man knowing
the téxvag twv Adywv will produce arguments that are both valid and sound (i.e. truth-
delivering)’, although he can actually reach just the former goal.®> But soon after, the
tirst sentence of § 8.4 solves the doubt, by depicting 000wc Aéyev as conditional (det)
on speaking about the known things (meot @wv émiotatat mept tovTwv Aéyev), which
enables not just a nonfallacious speaking, but a sound one. The fact that this concept
cannot actually derive from the mere knowledge of the techniques of speeches and the

fact that the entire argument §§ 8.3-5 is just a plain sophism, then, are different matters.

§8.4

oet...érmuotaoeitat] The first step of the demonstration consists in the two propositions
presented here. Firstly, it is said that any correct speech implies the knowledge of its
subject, and then, that the man we refer to has a universal knowledge. From these two
claims it implicitly follows that he will just have to speak about the things he knows, in
order to speak correctly about everything. However, whereas the first claim is
supported by a prescriptive del which has the strength of the common sense,®s the

second one is not, and needs a justification which will be given in § 8.5.

meQL mMAvTwv...éniotaoceitat] Appearing during the demonstration of the eighth skill,
this ninth one plays a secondary role compared to it. Nonetheless, its sophistic value is

important, if we think that the fame of many sophists was due precisely to the vastness

651 On sophists as experts of the correctness (00061nc) of names see also P1. Cra. 391a-b.

62 Robinson (1977), 130.

653 But also of Socrates” consensus, in P1. Phdr. 259e and 277b (see also infra, 273-276).
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of their knowledge, described sometimes as wide, like in the cases of Protagoras (DK80
A4), Prodicus (DK84 Ala.2) or Hippias (DK86 All, 12, 14), and other times as total, as
said of Gorgias (DK82 Ala) and of Euthydemus and Dionysodorus in Pl. Euthd. 271c.

0¢] It is clear that the man’s total knowledge cannot explain what precedes in any way,
and that y&o of the manuscripts must therefore be revised, but not deleted, as Diels
did,®* since a connective between the two parts is nonetheless needed. Robinson’s
proposal, v* &o’,%* has the merit of remaining very close to the original reading, but its
meaning is too vague®® to express the abrupt introduction of such a new decisive
element for the sake of the argument as meot...érmotaoeitar. Rohde’s®” 04, instead,
satisfies precisely this exigency.®® Furthermore, the sense of doubt that Robinson
conveyed by providing his v’ &o” with the meaning of ‘one must at any rate suppose”®”
is something odd both regarding the locution itself,*® and the point of the current
argument, in which the force of one of its fundamental premises®! would be

dangerously reduced, were this proposition presented just as a supposition.

§8.5
navtwv...&vti] The argument here formulated is as short as it is flawed. It consists of a
first premise (mdvtwv...éniotatat), about a man’s knowledge of ‘the techniques of all

speeches’ (Mavtwv TV AOywV at téxvat), a formulation slyly rephrased compared to

654 Diels (1903), 586.
65 Robinson (1979), 138.
6% Jt belongs to a series of combinations of &oa with other particles, which Denniston describes as mostly
void of ‘any very particular significance’ (Denniston (2002), 43), as it is also shown by the various ways
in which they are usually translated.
7 Rohde (1884), 26, n. 4.
6% As a connective, 0¢ can also be used to denote “all that lies between” a connection and a contrast (see
Denniston (2002), 162).
65 Robinson (1979), 139. But the first scholar to propose a similar translation was North with ‘suppono’
(North (1671), 74).
660 Of its components, ye is an emphatic particle and doat an inferential one (see LS/ s.vv. ye and doot).
661 Proposition (II) in the scheme below (infra, 236).
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the former "techniques of speeches’ (A0ywv téxvay in § 8.1) in order to facilitate the
combination with the second premise (tot...évti) that ‘all speeches” are about all the
things that there are (meol mavtwv twv €6vtwv). Finally, a principle is implicitly
assumed, that he who possesses the techniques of speeches also knows the things these
speeches are about. This last principle is clearly fallacious, leading from the knowledge
of words to that of things without any apparent concern for how the two are connected,
but is also essential for the author to implicitly conclude that he ‘who knows the
techniques of all speeches knows every thing that there is’, which is equivalent to the
thesis to be proven, namely ‘he will know all things’ (§ 8.4).

To sum up, being just a plain sophism, the argument of this paragraph fails to
prove its conclusion, namely the ninth ability, and this, on its turn, prevents the
demonstration of the eigth one too. For by reconstructing the entire reasoning of §§ 8.3-

5in a logically more perspicuous way, we will have the following;:

1st assumption (1): “‘He who desires to speak correctly must speak of the things he
knows’ (§ 8.4);

2rd assumption (2): The knowledge of the techniques of speeches implies the knowledge
of the things these speeches are about (implicit);

3 assumption (3): ‘Techniques of speeches’” means ‘techniques of all speeches’
(implicit);

4t assumption (4): “All speeches are about all the existing things that there are” (§ 8.5);
1¢t inference (I): The speeches taken into account in the techniques of speeches are about
all the existing things (for (3) and (4));

2nd inference (II): ‘But he [scil. “‘who knows the techniques of speeches’] will know all
things’ (§ 8.4; for (2) and (I));

Conclusion: “‘He who has knowledge of the techniques of speeches will also know how

to speak in the correct way about everything’ (§ 8.3; for (1) and (I)).
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One might wonder how the author’s reliability in the eyes of his readers cannot be
damaged by such a poorly grounded reasoning, especially if the chapter was meant to
have a promotional goal, as I suppose. But on closer examination, he does not actually
run this risk. First of all, this complex construction stems from the knowledge of the
techniques of speeches, an ability which naturally encompasses the production of
seemingly persuasive sophisms. Thererefore, this whole construction must have
sounded to the ears of the most careful readers as a meta-rhetorical device to show the
potential of that very skill in action. Furthermore, as initially observed, since the
simplicity of the thesis does not require the length of the argument used to prove it,
behind the choice of such an impervious path there could have been also the precise
intent of lengthening what is concise, in the spirit of Alcid. Soph. 23. The parallel is
particularly fitting, as in that passage Alcidamas pairs this ability with the opposite one
of shortening what is long, which resembles the first of the skills recalled by our author.
If this is true, then this long excursus may improve the sophist’s reputation. Finally, an
analogous case can be stated for the use of verbal trickery, whose sophistic origin is not
only well attested, especially in Plato’s Euthydemus and Aristotle’s Sophistic Refutations,
but also underlies the appearance of the word ‘sophism’ to label it.

Albeit perfectly satisfactory from a sophistic point of view, the argument of §§
8.3-5 completely fails from a philosophical one. The ninth epistemological ability of the
knowledge of everything thus remains without a valid justification, similarly to what
happens to Euthydemus and Dionysodorus’ eristical defense of their alleged

omniscience, at Pl. Euthd. 293c-295b.

toi...&vti] The addition of T é6vta®? to what so far was more simply called t& mavta

endows this sentence®® with an Euthydemean tone. In fact, that all speeches are about

662 Actually, it is due to Orelli’s universally accepted insertion é<ovtwv évti>, to fill a short lacuna in the
manuscripts (Von Orelli (1821), 653).
663 Proposition (4) in the scheme above (supra, 236).
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all the things that there are is what Euthydemus too claims at Pl. Euthd. 284a,%* at the
beginning of a sophism concluding that nobody speaks of things that there are not®®
and, hence, nobody lies (284c);*® both here and there the neuter articulated present
participle of it is also used.

Robinson thought that this sentence could be interpreted either ‘in terms of
argument-form’, therefore claiming that “there is nothing [...] that falls outside of the
purview of all argument-forms’, or “in terms of argument-content’, meaning that ‘the
sum total of argument-content (actual and possible?) covers the sum total of what is
(actually and potentially?) real/the case’.®” Similarly to what happened in § 8.2, he also
characterized the former paraphrase as exploiting the distributive sense of mavrtec,
whereas the latter, the collective one. However, this distinction is not meaningful, as
one can legitimately move from the one to the other without their common fundamental
idea varying in any way whatsoever. In fact, if everything can be communicated in an
argument-form, in such a way that the number of the possible argument-forms is
exhausted, then it is clear that the sum of the matters dealt with by all the possible
arguments coincides with the sum of all the things; and the other way around.
Moreover, Robinson expressed his preference for the reading based on the collective
sense of mdvteg, considering it necessary, ‘if the section is to succeed in its ostensible
purpose of explaining the final claim of 8.4, in which m&vtwv appears to be used
distributively’.® But, first, and again, it is obscure and pointless to tell which of the two
uses Ttavteg has in § 8.4, and not by chance Robinson does not justify his views about
the matter. Secondly, he omitted to explain why the collective mavtwv of § 8.5 should
be required by the distributive mdvteg of § 8.4, whereas one would expect a

demonstration to assume the words of its respective thesis in their original sense.

664 oUKOUV O €Kelvo AéywVv TO OV, €pn, Aéyey; val.
665 oUK QA TA Ye U1 OVT', 1), AéyeL ovdelc.
666 oUDELG PeLOT) A€yeL
67 Robinson (1977), 131.
668 Thid.
238



§8.6
Oel Oé...Aéyn] This proposition is followed by a lacuna between three and five lines
long® which interrupts the train of thought. The translation here proposed differs from
Robinson’s, which took the clause mtept 6twv kat Aéyol®”® to depend on Aéyev, and to
consist in “and the man who intends to speak correctly on whatever matter he speaks
about must know’.”! He also thought that étiotacOat is completed by ‘an infinitive of
some sort’,*”2 concealed in the lacuna, and coordinated with the following one, ‘if the
subsequent kadl...0WaokeV is to make sense’.¢”® But this reconstruction is problematic in
two respects. First, it is unlikely that ¢ tiotaocOau can still be the verb to which dwddokev
is referred, after such a long gap; and even so, neither politics nor any other specific
ability among those possibly listed in the lacuna could match the idea of totality
characterizing a man who aims at a correct speaking ‘on whatever matter he speaks
about’.®”* Also, in his reconstruction, this last clause (meot...Aéyot) — and here comes
the second difficulty — would be redundant, since the sole 6pOwc Aéyev would have
conveyed the same concept, without incurring a repetition of the verb Aéyw.®

By contrast, I have referred megt...Aéyn to emiotacOar and read this first part of
the paragraph as stating the same case of del...Aéyev, in § 8.4, namely the priority of
knowledge to speaking, though in another fashion: from the necessity of speaking about

the things one knows to that of knowing the things about which one speaks.®”¢ This

69 Weber (1897), 50. Robinson quantified it in '40-50 words’ (Robinson (1979), 230).
670 This Aéyol is alternative to our Aéym (see infra, 241).
71 Robinson (1979), 139. For the problems of this translation see infra, 241, n. 683.
672 Robinson (1979), 230.
673 Tbid.
674 Ibid., 139.
675 Similar constructions are also in Becker/Scholz (2004), 87; Dorion (2009) 146; Graham (2010), 896.
676 Similar constructions are also in North (1671), 74, Meibom (1688), 730; Fabricius (1724), 633-634, Von
Orelli (1821), 231; Teichmdiiller (1884); 223; Dupréel (1948), 192; Timpanaro Cardini (1954), 226;
Untersteiner (1954), 189; Dumont (1969), 245; Sprague (1972), 292, Poirier (1988), 1177 189; Solana Dueso
(1996), 197; Maso/Franco (2000), 201 Dillon/Gergel (2003), 332; Bonazzi (2008), 451; Reale (2008), 1861.
Waterfield’s translation falls out of both this and Robinson’s construction — ‘and if someone is going to
speak correctly he must, whatever his topic, know <...> (Waterfield (2000), 298) — and he seems to pass
over ka Aéym of his reference Greek text (Diels/Kranz (1952), 415).
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purely rhetorical change could hint at a continuation of the sophistic temper of the
previous argument of §§ 8.3-5, and if so, one could suppose that the following lacuna
conceals, in its first part,*” reflections similar to meol...évtt of §§ 8.4-5, so that the entire
justification of the thesis in § 8.3 would have been proposed again, but in a stylistically

different way.

Oet] This verb sounded intentionally ambiguous to Robinson, who believes that
whereas its ‘natural interpretation” is ‘in term of duty’, the intended one leads to the
translation ‘the péAAwV 0p0wc Aéyev cannot help knowing’.”® However, although det
may theoretically indicate both kinds of necessity, in this specific case, it is clear that the
man’s mere intention of speaking correctly (6 HéAAwv 0p0wg Aéyev) cannot be
sufficient for him to possess another skill. Hence, only the former of Robinson’s readings
proves to fit the text, and, once again, the author’s vocabulary does not seem

ambiguous.

000wg [...] 000wc] Here too,*”” Robinson believes that the author eristically plays on the
double sense of this adverb, aiming at the highest stakes of contending that the skill of
speaking in a nonfallacious way (first 000c) is sufficient to be able to wisely (second
000wc) advise the city.®® Although this is the most likely among the examples Robinson
gave in support of his interpretation, it nonetheless depends on his reconstruction of the

corrupted text of this passage. By contrast, following mine, this relation is not the case

677 As for its second part, see infra, 241-243. Apparently indifferent to the length of the lacuna, Diels filled
it only with ta modyuata (Diels (1903), 586), which is syntactically unnecessary to connect meot 6twv
either to éntiotaoOat or to Aéyr), and is due merely to Diel’s chosen construction (see above, nn. 680, 681).
The choice has been kept in all the following editions (Diels (1907), 647; Diels (1912), 344; Diels (1922),
344; Diels/Kranz (1952), 415).
678 Tbid.
67 See supra, 232.
680 Robinson (1977), 131.
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and the latter ability is more straightforwardly associated to the one of addressing the

assembly.

Ko Aéyn] Most codices have kat Aéyol, and so does Robinson,®! whereas F1 and F2
present kai Aéyet. The kat of both readings, placed inside a relative clause, would have
a function of an adverb expressing emphatic assent, with the meaning of ‘even’, “also’
or ‘just’,*? which cannot fit the sense of the passage, whether we construe it according
to Robinson’s solution or to the one here chosen.®®® Moreover, Robinson himself
recognises that the optative Aé¢yot after the pronoun 6otig does not respect “the so-called
Sequence of tenses’,** which would require ‘&v/ka+subjunctive’.*® The indicative Aé¢yel
would be more legitimate, but still not common.®* Therefore, it is safer to adopt Blass’
conjecture ko Aéyn,*” which also removes the unsuitable ka(, and which has been
followed by all the following editions of Diels” and Diels/Kranz’s, as well as supported
by Classen.®®® The only other grammatically acceptable conjecture left, Mullach’s det

Aéyev, departs too much from the readings of the codices.®’

Kai...kwAvewv] No translator so far seems to have reflected on how unlikely it is that

this second surviving portion of the paragraph can grammatically depend on the first

681 Robinson (1979), 138.
682 See LS], s.v. kai, B.
63 And it is not by chance that, in his translation, Robinson was then compelled to omit it (Robinson
(1979), 139), otherwise he should have printed ‘and the man who intends to speak correctly on whatever
matter he even/also/just speaks about must know’. This omission, joined by a silence in the respective
commentary note too, is particularly eloquent, as, up to this point, he had always emphasised the
idiosyncratic position of kai (appeared in §§ 6.11 and 8.2) both in the translation (ibid., 133, 139) and in
the commentary (ibid., 215-216, 226).
&84 Tbid., 230.
685 Ibid. See also Goodwin (1898), 277 and LS]J, s.v. 60TLc.
686 Goodwin (1898), 307.
7 Blass in Weber (1897), 50.
688 See Classen (2004), 118 and supra, 240, n. 677 for Diels’ and Diels/Kranz’s references.
6% Translated as ‘praeterea recte dicturum scire convenit, quibus argumentis immorari deceat’ (Mullach
(1875), 552).
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one after such a long lacuna.®® Moreover, the subject of this lemma has now clearly
turned to politics, which corresponds to the fourth of the six abilities initially listed and
which, according to the reverse order of their treatment, is precisely the one we would
expect after having dealt with the knowledge of the techniques of speeches. This has
therefore prompted my tentative conjecture <tov 8¢ dapaxyopetv émiotapevov det> for
the last words of the lacuna which immediately precedes this lemma. This solution
mirrors Tov...0¢l at the beginning of § 8.9, where the third ability, of pleading one’s case,
is analysed. In this way, I have aimed to keep the third and the fourth ability stylistically
close, in the same way as it was in § 8.1, where their logical connection was emphasized
by a common grammatical pattern.

It is worth noticing how no new skill is presented here, since advising the city as
to the right policy to adopt sounds like an outline of what addressing the assembly
(dnunyoeetv) consisted in. This is, in fact, confirmed by a few other sources which share
with our text a similar way to indicate political speech, through the nouns PovAn,
Onunyoeia or cupPovAn.®! To begin with, at P1. Grg. 502e the idea, presented as the one
commonly accepted, that rhetors really have the best (10 féAtiotov) in view when they
address the assembly, is challenged by Socrates who suggests that they actually think
of their own good (t0 d10v) rather than the common one (t0 kowvédv).*2 Similarly, at PL

Phdr. 260c-d he points out the possible risk of a rhetor who persuades the city to do

6% On Robinson’s and Diels’ treatments of the lacuna see supra, 240. Mullach did not even highlight it
(Mullach (1875), 552), whereas Graham described it as just “4-5 litt.” long, which is also consistent with his
option for Diels’ insertion of just T modypata to complete it (Graham (2010), 896). Stephanus, North,
Meibom, Fabricius, Orelli and Weber correctly reported it, but who among them gave also a translation
proved to believe in a dependence of what follows the lacuna on the initial dei (Stephanus (1570), 481;
North (1671), 74; Meibom (1688), 730; Fabricius (1724), 633-634; Von Orelli (1821), 230-231; Weber (1897),
50). Solana Dueso also thought that ‘ta pév ayaBa/ta d¢ kakd exige en la laguna la presencia de to
ayaBov/to kakdv, cuyo conocimiento es la condicién para que el orator aconseje correctamente a la
ciudad’ (Solana Dueso (1996), 197, n. 42). But, firstly, this hypothesis lacks a support in the chapter which
never presents signs of this essentialism, rather in its philosophical part it moves from the knowledge of
things to that of the concepts related to them (see infra, 248). Secondly, Solana Dueso seems to forget the
ability of addressing the assembly, which would be cut out from the recapitulation of all the initial six, if
the lacuna did not hide it.
1 They will become terms of art with Aristotle’s Rhetoric: see Schiappa/Timmerman (2010), 67-113.
692 See also 455d.
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something bad instead of good (melbw kaka modtterv avt dyabwv), whereas
according to Isoc. On the Peace 5, rhetors should advise what is advantageous for the city
collectively (ta péAAovta M) moAeL ovvoloetv) and not for a single person. The same
terms and reflections will later appear within Aristotle’s theorization of deliberative
speech. At Rh. 1.3.1358b, e.g., we first read that exhortation (mpotpon)) and dissuasion
(amotom)) are what those who speak in the assembly (ot dnunyogovvteg) do; then, it
is added that he “who exhorts recommends a course of action as better, whereas he who
dissuades advises against it as worse’®® (0 pEv YoQ TEOTEEMWV WS PEATIOV
ovuPovAevel, 6 0¢ amoTEénwV ws Xelpovog amoteénet). Finally, the “kind of good or
bad things the deliberative orator advises'®* (roix dyaOoa 1) kak& 6 ovpBovAevwv

ovuPovAevel) is the concern of 1359a.

§8.7

eldwg...xoNn] For the first time after §§ 8.4-5 the author argues again for the knowledge
of everything, in a less sophisticated way, but still sophistic, endowing improvisation
with an exaggerated capacity of filling the gaps in one’s knowledge. As exaggeration
itself was an early recognised rhetorical device (at Pl. Phdr. 272a is called delvwoig), the
author can have purposefully used it, to emphasize both it and improvisation before his
readers.

This lemma is joined to what precedes through the pronoun tavta, which, from a
grammatical point of view, could refer either to the political ability just discussed or to
all the nine seen so far. However, the latter hypothesis seems stylistically more likely, if
we rely on the author’s consistency with his use of the singular tovto to denote only
one skill in § 8.9 — namely 10 dixatov éniotacOat. If so, then the digression of the

current paragraph, along with its supporting example in § 8.8, could be due to a

6% Translation from Freese (1926), 35.
694 Tbid., 39.
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rhetorical exigence of variation, interrupting the usual flow of exposition with a

reflection about the skills illustrated until then, before presenting the following ones.
The idea that one can know everything by knowing just something is also in PI.

Euthd. 294a, though through the sophism on the impossibility of knowing and not

knowing at the same time, and without any hint at improvisation.

tva...xor] The need (t&x déovta) of knowing something one ignores, when the
situation requires it (at xon)) did not worry those rhetors who could perform extempore
speeches, whom Alcidamas at length praises in his Against the Sophists.®®> He too, in
particular, recalls how this capacity can save speakers “in their hour of need” (1) xo¢iq,
Alcid. Soph. 10), when their silence would otherwise bring shame on them.®® In this
respect, Gorgias is recalled to have never been ‘at a loss for words’®” at DK82 A17 and
his improvisation is reported at DK82 Al and Ala; the same is said of Antiphon at DK87
A4. Finally, at SE 174b32 (=DK83 A6), Aristotle gives a piece of advice on how to
efficiently guide one’s improvisation when out of words, suggesting that one focus on
something different from what one is asked for, by ‘taking it in a different sense’;**® for
this was what Lycophron successfully did, when requested to praise the lyre.
Improvisation can therefore be counted as the tenth skill so far introduced. It
differs from the others because it derives not from the knowledge of something else, but
despite its ignorance. By relying on improvisation, the author chooses an easy and,
again, deceitful way to justify omniscience, not actually aiming at the possession of an
infinite knowledge, but just at the confidence of always being able to display a

knowledge which is just apparently so.

95 qvtooxedlaotikol Adyol is the word he uses for extempore speeches (see Alcid. Soph. 8).
6% See also ibid., 3, 8-10, 14-17, 20, 22-24, 26, 28-30, 33-34.

7 Sprague’s translation of ovy UoAeineL avTov & Adyog (Sprague (1972), 64).

6% Sprague’s translation of éxetvo ékAafovteg (Sprague (1972), 69).
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§8.8

Kav...moaooev] Playing the aulos is here offered as an example of the extremely
various kinds of activities one does not know but can improvise, according to what was
seen in the former paragraph. It must therefore not be counted among the other skills
implied in the one art that a man should learn, as also confirmed by the fact that among
sophists only Critias is said to do it, at DK88 A15. Furthermore, in light of the previous
comparison between § 8.7 and Pl. Euthd. 294a, it is worth noticing that in the latter too
some usually non-sophistic skills are then immediately proposed to exemplify the

omniscient man’s polymathy.*

éniotatat] This form, registred in all manuscripts, falls within those present
subjunctives’® formed by adding the endings “directly to the long vowel of the stem”.”
Therefore, there is no need to emend it, as Mullach first did with éntiotntat and then
Robinson with émiotatay, both of which, nonetheless, are grammatically sound
alternatives.”” Though recognising the possibility of reading it as a subjunctive, Weber
preferred to take it as an indicative, and at the same time changed wkdv in kat ai, thus
turning the future supposition of vivid form into a simple present supposition implying
nothing as to the fulfilment of the condition. He justified that with his disbelief in the

author’s preference of &v — here contracted with kat in k&v — to ka, in light of the far

6 Shoemaking and astronomy along with the ironic one of knowing the number of the grains of sand (PL
Euthd. 294b).
700 See also Weber (1898), 73; Ahrens (1843), 313.
701 Buck (1973), 120, where the case of érmovviotatat is referred. The phenomenon takes place in verbs
whose present indicative has, instead, a stem with short vowel, and this is the case of émiotapou too
(ibid.). Our formation will therefore be éniota-tal, where a does not become 1, as usual in non-Attic
dialects (ibid., 21).
702 For, the present subjunctive of verbs like émtiotapat can be construed in further two ways, namely by
adding the long vowel subjunctive sign n/w either to the verbal stem ending with the long vowel or to
the stem ending in consonant (Chantraine (1984), 261). According to the former formation, the third
singular person used in our passage would thus be értilota-nrtay, then contracted in Robinson’s émiotartot
(Robinson (1979), 138), whereas the latter formation would straightly lead to Mullach’s émiot-ntoat
(Mullach (1875), 552). However, in most cases the contraction a+1 > a occurs in Attic, whereas in Doric it
results in 1 (Buck (1973), 37), therefore Robinson’s description of his conjecture as a ‘Doric subjunctive’
(Robinson (1979), 233) is improper.
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higher number of occurrences of the latter in the text, but, above all, of his disputable
assumption about a consistent Doric dialect throughout the text, that we have already

seen.

§8.9

tov...atepa] The ability of pleading one’s case reveals the eleventh one of knowing 1o
dikaov, also defined as that about which lawsuits are (mepl...dikat). The term
therefore denotes not the concept of justice, but rather the justice produced in lawcourts
by suits and judgements, and for this reason I have translated it with ‘what is just’ in
the sense of ‘what is lawful’.” Not differently, at Pl. Phdr. 260a, Phaedrus recalls the
common opinion that a rhetor needs to know not the things which are really just (to
T OvtLdikawa), but those which seem just to the multitude who will judge (t&x d6Eavt’
av mANOet olmep dwkaoovow),” whereas at DK87 B44, Antiphon argues for the
opposition between the administration of the law and real justice.

Finally comes an observation about the far larger corpus of information to which
this knowledge can actually give access, and the sentence €idwg...dtepa in fact recalls
the statement of omniscience of § 8.7 (edwc...émotaceitar). However, the absence of
sophistic trickeries both in this paragraph and in the following, and related two, along
with the lack of any supporting evidence, seems to exclude any hint at the idea of
omniscience this time. Rather, here the author may well be saying that by knowing

what is permitted by the law concerning a certain matter, one cannot but know also its

703 Contrariwse, Solana Dueso took the phrase as denoting the philosophical and essentialist concept of
‘justice’ in the same way — he argued — as in chapter 1 t0 dyaO6v means ‘goodness’, in chapter 2 10
Kkakov means ‘beauty’ and 10 dAaBég of chapter 4 means ‘truth’ (Solana Dueso (1996), 175). According
to him, in fact, as in § 1.11 the distinction between 16 dya©év and 10 kakov is the necessary condition to
tell the good things from the bad ones (motov aya0ov kat motov karkov), so in this chapter the knowledge
of 10 dikaov, namely, of justice, would be the necessary condition to know té dikaia, namely just actions
(ibid., 175-176). However, essentialism seems to go in the opposite epistemological direction of the
philosophical message of this chapter, as already observed erlier, when commenting another similar
analysis of his, about § 8.6 (see supra, 242, n. 690).

704 See also Pl. Phdr. 261c-d and Grg. 455a.

246



contrary (to Umevavtiov avt®), namely what is unlawful, and what is different from
it (Mavta tax atepa), namely he can spot aspects of a certain matter that are irrelevant
to forensic justice and are, therefore, not ‘what lawsuits are about’. This would match
with Pl. Grg. 454b, where lawcourts are said to be the place where persuasion is
practiced about what is lawful and unlawful (dikaid te kat ddwar), but, above all, with
Arist. Rh.13.5. Here Aristotle starts by saying that ‘the end of the forensic speaker is
the lawful or the unlawful; [...] all other considerations are included as accessory’.”®
That these “other considerations’” (tx *AAx) fit the description I have just suggested for
our mavTa T dteQa can be seen from Aristotle’s subsequent remark that ‘sometimes
the speakers will not dispute” about these other considerations, having in view just
what is lawful and unlawful. This would be proven by the fact that ‘a man on trial does
not always deny that an act has been committed or damage inflicted by him, but he

will never admit that the act is unjust; for otherwise a trial would be unnecessary’.”%

navia ta atega] At this point all the best manuscripts have a lacuna of about ten
letters”” preceding the string tepeta and following either Twe vouwe, according to P4,
P6, V2, or ta, according to the other codices. The marked distance between these two
possible starts suggests caution towards Trieber’s preference for one of them, with his
emendation T <tovTwV> &tepa.”® The same can be said of Mullach’s ta étepoia,”
which is also too short, of Diels” t&x dtepa <mavtoa>,”? which also postpones it, and of
Robinson’s tentative tax <&AAa avtw é&>tepoia,’'! which is also too strong.”? I,

therefore, agree with Classen that Wilamowitz’s mavta ta dtepoa’ is the best solution

705 Translation from Freese (1926), 35.

706 Jbid.

707 Weber (1897), 51.

708 Trieber in Diels (1907), 648.

709 Mullach (1875), 552.

710 Diels (1903), 587.

711 Robinson (1979), 140.

712 Of the same opinion is Classen (Classen (2004), 120).

713 Von Wilamowitz in Diels (1907), 552; Classen (2004), 120.
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among those proposed, also because it shares ta dtepa with the above recalled

edwWG...tovTwWV of § 8.7.

§8.10

OelL...vopwe] Two new skills are here inferred from the eleventh one, according to the
same rationale which allowed us to derive the eleventh skill from the second in the
previous paragraph. For if pleading one’s case implied the knowledge of the concept
one appeals to when performing this rhetorical skill, namely what is lawful, this is now
said to be acquirable only if one first knows the criterion on the basis of which it is
defined, that is laws (del...tavtacg). But in order to know laws one must first know the
legal issues of which laws have been meant as a solution (at...vopwc).

This movement from speaking to the knowledge of the theoretical framework
according to which speaking takes place (§ 8.9), then to the constituents of this
framework and finally to the empirical human situations on which these constituents
are grounded (§ 8.10) is therefore the main expression of what I will later call the
philosophical temper of the chapter,”* and reflects Socrates’ views at P1. Phdr. 259e and
277b, where he says that a rhetor must know the truth about the things he aims to speak
about. This idea already appeared in § 8.4, but within the sophistic context of an eristic

demonstration.

Twe...mavrag] That laws belonged to the subjects taught by sophists appears in Pl
Grg. 484d, whereas according to P1. Sph. 232d sophists just taught how to discuss them.
That they were of the greatest interest to sophists can also be inferred from the two
opposing strong attitudes they had towards them. On the one hand, Antiphon
highlights the unsolvable contrast between laws, which are bad, and nature, which is

good (DK87 B44B), as argued for also by the character of Callicles at P1. Grg. 482e-484c.

714 See infra, 272-273.
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On the other hand, Anonymus Iamblichi praises the contribution of laws in
guaranteeing justice and, therefore, social and political coexistence between people
(DK89.3,6,7). And it is also handed down that Protagoras wrote the laws for Thurii

(DK80 A1), whereas Critias was chosen to revise the old ones of Athens (DK88 B48).

§8.11

tov...vopov] The author aims to illustrate how the same search into things necessary
for a good understanding of the the laws of forensic justice in §§ 8.9-10 is also required
in the case of the laws in any other field, for example music. Here too, in fact, one must
first know the object, that is one must listen to a piece of music, in order to get its vouoc.
Usually, in musical context, this word’s meaning of ‘law’ is narrowed to that of ‘law of
music’, namely ‘melody’.”"® This seems to be the case here, considering the idea of an
intimate relation between it and music (pwowkn)) expressed by the the phrase 0 év
Hwotka vopog. However, since the efficacy of the example relies on the use of the same
term which appeared in the previous paragraphs, the best translation seems to be the
one offered by Dillon and Gergel, who by writing ‘law” between single scare quotes,
managed not to lose the word identity, and at the same time they signalled that a

particular kind of law is meant here.”*

tig] Neither tic of Y2 nor tic of the other manuscripts and which is followed by
Robinson respect the rule of accentuation of this pronoun which, since it is indefinite
and not interrogative, should be enclitic.””” Rightly, therefore, Fabricius read it as tig,”®

whereas Diels’” conjecture <wuv>toc,”” crasis for 6 avtog, swaps the idea of

715 Cf. LS], s.v. vopog, II, West (1992), 215-217, OED, s.v. ‘melody’, 1.3.a.
716 Dillon/Gergel (2003), 332.
717 Vendryes (1904), 104.
718 Fabricius (1724), 634.
719 Diels (1903), 587.
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indefiniteness of the original reading with an extraneous one of identity, in order to

keep the incorrect accent mark.

é¢niotatai,] The transmitted comma is useful in stressing how tic is proleptic to
domeQ, so Meibom’s omission of it is not convenient,”” whereas Robinson did not
justify why he turned it into a question mark,”! nor does a justification for that seem

possible.

§8.12

0¢...niotatal] Omniscience comes up again, this time as a natural consequence
(evmetic 6 Adyoc) of the second ability, the knowledge of the truth of things. The lack
of information about the latter prevents us from understanding this passage which
appears, in any case, rather odd and probably meant, in the author’s mind, as the

conclusion of another eristic argumentation, like that of §§ 8.3-5, not given here though.

Ya] The emphatic ya of most manuscripts is the most preferable reading, as it is
logically fitting and there seems to be no lacuna around it. Therefore, there is no need
to adopt Blass’ insertion of 0¢ before it,”2 though that seems to address the odd absence
here of this particle which occurs at the beginning of the treatments of all the other
skills. Alternatively, ya&o of L has no parallel in any of them and must therefore be
discarded, although it would stress the logical kinship that the paragraph has with
what precedes, and in light of which one must also exclude Wilamowitz’s yo <pav>

(Doric for ye unv),” followed also by Robinson,” and which is mostly adversative.”

720 Meibom (1688), 730.
721 Robinson (1979), 140. That this is not a mere typo is shown by the translation ‘for who is it knows the
rules (laws) of music?’ (Robinson (1979), 141).
72 Blass in Weber (1897), 51.
72 Von Wilamowitz in Diels (1903), 587.
724 Robinson (1979), 140.
725 Denniston (2002), 348.
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Finally, Meibom’s ka must have been a typo,”* considering the impossibility for this
particle (=av) to be construed with a present indicative’” and that he translated the

passage in the same way as North who had yo.”

§8.13

06...eniotac0at] The symmetric recapitulation of the first six skills comes to its end
here, where from the conversation by short questions and answers (kata Pooxv
dlxAéyeoBa) is derived the fourteenth and last skill of answering any possible question
(¢owTpeVOV... mavTwV), from which, in turn, another conclusion again concerning the

man’s omniscience is finally drawn (ovk@v...eémiotacOar).

0¢...navtwv] The rationale of this first step is clear provided we undestand the first
ability too as valid in any possible case, as here required by meot mavtwv. But this
assumption is not legitimate, as the sole xkata Poaxv dwxAéyecOat does not clarify
whether this conversation consisting in short questions and answers is about any
possible subject or just specific ones. According to the author, instead, the former case
is granted, and the new skill turns out to be implicit in the first one: for it is clear that he
who can converse in short questions and answers about everything is able to answer””
any asked question too (¢pwTwpEVOV ATOKQIVaTOAL TTeQL TTAVTWYV).

Finally, it is worth recalling the sophistic nature of this skill through the examples
of P1. Grg. 447c (=DK82 A20), where Gorgias is said to boast about his ability to answer
any given question (1pog amavta amoxkgtveloBat),” and of Hp.Mi. 363c-d, where
Hippias says he usually performs this ability at the temple of Olympia during the

games.

726 Meibom (1688), 731.
727 Goodwin (1898), 277.
728 North (1671), 75.
729 The Greek text just reads dei [...] anokpivacOay, but the prescriptive strength of det itself implies that
an effective dmoxpivaoOat, namely the ability to do it, is meant here.
730 Similarly to 458d and Pl. Men. 70c.
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ovkwv...eniotacOat] With this second inference the sophistic tone of this paragraph
reaches its peak, as nobody would be keen to derive the knowledge of a subject from
the mere ability to reply to every question about it. For one could just memorize a series
of basic notions about a subject and succesfully stand a superficial interview about it,
without for this very reason knowing it. Or, alternatively, one could satisfy a dull
interlocutor by answering all their questions through stratagems like that described by
Aristotle and mentioned before,”” which makes the knowledge of the subject
unnecessary.

For the fourth and last time in the chapter,”? omniscience is therefore concluded
by means of sophistic tricks, and, similarly to proposition (2) of the argument in §§ 8.3-
5, the current fallacy consists in an invalid passage from speaking about everything to
knowing it. This procedure seems to have been particularly dear to Gorgias, and our
testimonies stress the connection between it and his boastful behaviour. At DK82 Ala
it is said that ‘coming into the theatre of the Athenians he had the boldness to say
“suggest a subject” [...] showing apparently that he knew everything’.”* At Pl. Men.
70b (=DK82 A19), then, he is said to have taught how to ‘answer fearlessly and
haughtily if someone asks something, as is right for those who know’,”** which is clearly
the opposite of what we usually expect from a teacher, who is supposed to teach a
subject to his pupils, so that they can confidently answer as many questions as possible

about it.

731 Improvisation is, in fact, a skill logically close to the current one, because in order to answer any
possible question a successful man should also be prepared to speak about what he does not know, as
omniscience is necessarily impossible for him.
732 See 8.3-5,7, 12.
733 e ABwV Yoo o0Tog €6 10 ABnvaiwv Béatoov é0aponoev eimtety ‘mooPdAAete’ [...] évdeucviplevog
dnmov TavTa péV eldéval.
73 ApoPws Te Kol peYaAOTQETWS AmokplveoBal, €&v TIG TL €QNTAl, WOTEQ ElKOG TOVG EldOTAG.
Translation from Sprague (1972), 31.
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Chapter 9
§9.1
péyotov...uvapa] At first glance, it would seem surprising to define memory
(uvdpa) as a invention (¢£eVpnua), and not as a natural faculty of the human soul or
mind, as maintained in the other ancient accounts of the phenomenon.” But when, in
the following paragraphs, three rules are given to improve the reader’s memory, the
difficulty disappears as the chapter proves to actually concern not memory, but
mnemonics. From this perspective, a similarity can be spotted in Auct. ad Herennium
I11.16, where two different, but connected, kinds of memory are said to belong to man
— one natural and one artificial — with only the latter discussed.” There too
mnemonics is described using a word equivalent to the English ‘memory’, the Latin
memoria, but with the addition of the adjective artificiosa, as opposed to naturalis memoria,
the natural human faculty.

As for the epithet of ‘invention’, the first source to present mnemonics in this way
is Marm.Par. 55, dated 3™ century BCE, and which also identifies its inventor in

Simonides of Ceos. We do not have proof that our author too has him in mind here, but

735 The first description of memory in these terms belongs to Aeschylus, who inaugurates the metaphor
of memory as tablets of the mind (Pr. 788-789), then become more famous through the Platonic block of
wax of Tht. 191c-e. Among the other manifold and varied Platonic references to memory, it is worth
recalling first Epin. 976b5-c6, where memory is considered a natural gift (¢pVowg), which is confirmed in
R. VI 487a3-4; secondly, Phlb. 38e-39¢c, where it is described as a painter of the soul. Finally, at Phdr. 275a
the alphabet, an invention supposed to improve natural memory, is said to even damage it. At Mem.
449b22-26, Aristotle says, instead, that ‘memory, then, is neither sensation nor conception, but a state of
having one of these or an affection resulting from one of these, when some time elapses’ (Bloch (2007),
27); and, again, the place where memory takes place is the human soul. The belief in a purely natural
status of memory crosses the centuries and is frequently used to mark the difference between memory
and mnemonics, with various rhetorical ends. For whereas in Cic. de Orat. 11.356-357 and Quint. Inst. XI.2.1
memory’s natural status is consistent with the art aiming at improving it, at Philostr. VS 523 we read:
‘there is no such thing as an art of memory, nor could there be, for though memory gives us the arts, it
cannot itself be taught, nor can it be acquired by any method or system, since it is a gift of nature or a part
of the immortal soul’ (translation in Wright (1921), 91-93).

7% ‘Sunt igitur duae memoriae: una naturalis, altera artificiosa. Naturalis est ea, quae nostris animis insita
est et simul cum cogitatione nata; artificiosa est ea, quam confirmat inductio quaedam et ratio
praeceptionis. Sed qua via in ceteris rebus ingenii bonitas imitatur saepe doctrinam, ars porro naturae
commoda confirmat et auget, item fit in hac re [...] Nunc de artificiosa memoria loquemur’ (Auct. ad
Herennium II1.16).
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we cannot exclude the possibility, especially considering that he has already been
shown to be sensitive to the simile between poetry and painting for which Simonides
was famous,”” and which ‘rests on the supremacy of the visual source’,”*® just as
mnemonics does.”” Since at Ael. NA VI.10, Hippias too is mentioned as one of the
possible inventors of this art, and since he is the only sophist whom we know to be an
expert in it, some interpreters have instead used this passage to support the attribution
of the work to Hippias or to one of his entourage.”® Wisely, however, Blum”*! suggested
caution, stressing that our author’s system cannot reflect the same one that Hippias
must have used to repeat a series of even fifty names after only one listening, according
to P1. Hp.Ma. 285e and DK86 A2. For, as far as the transmitted text goes, the mnemonist
of chapter 9 lacks a means to check that he was repeating those names in the correct

order, due to the absence of a spatial arrangement of the mental images.”*

Blov, pvapa, kai] Only Robinson’ removed the commas before and after puvapa
which, instead, coherently highlight the syntactic, and semantic, centrality of this word

within the sentence.

éc mavia...oco@iav] The attribute éc mavta xonowov, along with the previous

Héylotov Ot kat kdAALoTov, reveals a trait common to the beginnings of the following

737 See supra, 136.
738 Yates (1966), 28.
73 Cicero thinks alike in the following passage: ‘vidit enim hoc prudenter sive Simonides sive alius quis
invenit, ea maxime animis effingi nostri, quae essent a sensu tradita atque impressa; acerrimum autem ex
omnibus nostris sensibus esse sensum videndi; quare facillime animo teneri posse, si ea, quae
perciperentur auribus aut cogitatione, etiam oculorum commendatione animis traderentur [...] et unius
verbi imagine totius sententiae information, pictoris cuiusdam summi ratione et modo formarum
varietate locos distinguentis’ (Cic. de Orat. 11.357-358).
740 See in particular Pohlenz (1913), 77, Dupréel (1948), 190-200, Nestle (1966), 437.
741 Blum (1969), 49-51.
72 Systems of place as fundamental component of mnemonics for their providing order to the images
which they host appear at Cic. de Orat. 11.351-354,358, Auct. ad Herennium I11.16-19, Quint. Inst. XI1.2.17-
21 (and at 2.22 Quintilian recalls also Metrodorus of Scepsis for that), Longin. Fr. 201-202.
743 Robinson (1979), 140.
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ancient works on mnemonics too, namely the stress on the advantages of having a good
memory, not only for oratory, but for life in general, or ec tov Biov, as just said.”
However, here the main activity which is said to require a good memory is not oratory,
but the pair @ulocopia te xai co@ia, whose interpretation has been a point of
controversy for scholars.

Pohlenz believed that the phrase proves the carelessness of the author’s style, as
the opposition one would have rather expected is ‘bei Studium und Praxis’.” Robinson
too found it problematic to give a literal translation and proposed the allegedly safer
‘for both general education and practical wisdom’,”#® which, however, seems to stray
from the Greek concerning ¢@ulooco@ia, as it nowhere else is attested as a general
education.” If, on the one hand, no further element helps to interpret this phrase, on
the other hand, the relation in which @iloco@ia stands with cogia can be inferred from
what has been seen earlier in the work. At § 1.1, in fact, ot pLAocogpovvteg were what
the participants in disputes about good and bad were called, and these same individuals
were also likely to be implicitly understood as the people discussing the philosophical
opposites in chapters 2-4. As for co@ia, chapter 6 presented it as a “‘wisdom” necessary
for an excellence (&petd) in the private and public affairs of the 5%-4" century Greek
ntoAg and whose teachers many recognised in the sophists. Finally, in chapter 8 cogpia

was shown as a variegated system of teachings among which was also a philosophical

744 Cic. de Orat. 11.355 (‘qui sit autem oratori memoriae fructus, quanta utilitas, quanta vis, quid me attinet
dicere?’); Auct. ad Herennium III.16 (‘nunc ad thesaurum inventorum atque ad omnium partium
rhetoricae custodem, memoriam, transeamus’); Plin. Nat. VII.37 (‘memoria necessarium maxime vitae
bonum cui precipua fuerit, haut facile dictum est, tam multis eius gloriam adeptis’); Quint. Inst. X1.2.1 (‘et
totus, de quo diximus adhuc, inanis est labor, nisi ceterae partes hoc velut spiritu continentur. Nam et
omnis disciplina memoria constat, frustraque docemur, si quidquid audimus praeterfluat; et
exemplorum, legum, responsorum, dictorum denique factorumque velut quasdam copias, quibus
abundare quasque in promptu semper habere debet orator, eadem illa vis praesentat. Neque immerito
thesaurus hic eloquentiae dicitur’).
745 Pohlenz (1913), 74.
746 Robinson (1979), 141.
747 To this meaning mawdeia seems more appropriate : cf. LS] s.v.v. plloocopia and naweia. In a sense of
the word typical of Isocrates and Alcidamas, pilocogia can, at best, mean ‘the fitting of knowledge to
the practical needs of the polis” (Walters (1993), 158).
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inquiry into the nature and the truth of things; a certain kind of gulooco@ia hence
seemed allowed to be a part of the sophistic copila the author envisaged. Therefore,
assuming that in this last chapter the author remains consistent with what he said in
chapters 1, 6, and 8, then we must conclude that in pulocopia te kat copia, where
the two concepts are distinguished, gpilocogia indicates ‘philosophy” in the narrow
sense of the discipline, as opposed to the broad cogia of the sophists.”

The praise of the importance of memory for philosophy does not have any parallel
in the 5%-4% century literature, rather a denial in Socrates” irony when he speaks of
Hippias’ mnemonic art at Pl. Hp.Mi. 368d and Hp.Ma. 285e.”® Things are diametrically
opposed on the sophistic side, as we can read in these same Platonic passages, or at
DK86 A2 and A5a, about Hippias” mnemonics as well. Here, memory is said to play a
fundamental educational role, and the same can be found in other passages previously
recalled, among which is DK82 B14, where we read that both the teachers of eristic
arguments and Gorgias would deliver some prepared speeches that their pupils should

have learned by heart.

§9.2

£otL..&uadeg] The first mnemonic rule prescribes concentration (tQooéxng Tov voouv)
on a given matter so as to make it easier to mentally embrace it in its entirety
(atoBnoeitar ovvoAov). The recommendation of concentration is common within the

ancient production on mnemonics, as we read at Auct. ad Herennium II1.247! and

748 Contra Burkert, who by simply extrapolating the phrase without any interest for the rest of the work,
concluded that no relevant difference in meaning between the two words could be observed (Burkert
(1960), 173, n. 4).

74 On the chronological implications of this distinction, see infra, 276.

750 Contra Kranz who recalled the current passage for its Socratic spirit (Kranz (1937), 230). At [PL.] Epin.
976b-c, instead, the Athenian excludes that a man can be considered wise just for the possess of an efficient
memory.

751 ‘Non enim, sicut a ceteris studiis abducimur nonnumquam occupatione, item ab hac re nos potest causa
deducere aliqua. Numquam est enim, quin aliquid memoriae tradere velimus et tum maxime, cum aliquo
maiore negotio detinemur’.
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Quint. Inst. X1.2.10.7* Quintilian recognises also the difficulty of keeping ourselves
focused on a speech we are trying to learn by heart, and recommends doing it aloud”*
and focussing particularly on the passages of the speech most difficult to remember”>*
as props of concentration. Embracing a matter in its entirety, instead, has to do with the
typically rhetorical necessity of a complete mental storage of a speech, both in its general
structure and in detail.”®> At de Orat. 11.355,7¢ 357,”” Cicero will identify it as one of the
advantages that a good memory brings to oratory, the discipline within which

mnemonics was conceived in antiquity.”®

§9.3
0evTEQOV...AK0VOTG] As second mnemonic precept, the author highlights the role of

training (ueAetav), which will be largely recognised also later, at Cic. de Orat. 11.357,7

752 ‘Necdubium est quin plurimum in hac parte valeat mentis intentio et velut acies luminum a prospectu
rerum, quas intuetur, non aversa’.

753 ‘Ediscere tacite (nam idquoque est quaesitum) erat optimum, si non subirent velut otiosum animum
plerumquae aliae cogitationes; propter quas excitandus est voce, ut duplici motu iuvetur memoria
dicendi et audiendi’ (Quint. Inst. 11.2.33). Yet, he immediately clarifies that ‘sed haec vox sit modica et
magis murmur’ (ibid.).

75 ‘In experiendo teneasne, et maior intention est et nihil supervacui temporis perit, quo etiam quae
tenemus repeti solent’ (ibid., 11.2.35).

755 Small (2005), 74.

7% ‘[‘Quid me attinet dicere” implied from the previous sentence] tenere quae didiceris in accipienda
causa; quae ipse cogitaris? Omnis fixas esse in animo sententias? Omnem discriptum verborum
apparatum?’.

757 ‘Verum tamen neque tam acri memoria fere quisquam est, ut non dispositis notatisque rebus ordinem
verborum aut nominum aut sententiarum complectatur’.

758 Yates (1966), 2, Small (2005), 74.

7% ‘Neque vero tam hebeti, ut nihil hac consuetudine et exercitatione adiuvetur’.
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358,760 Auct. ad Herennium 3.21,7¢! 24,762 and Quint. Inst. XI1.2. 9,763 36,76+ 40,75 45,766 and

through a process which is illustrated in the rest of the paragraph.

pueAetav] Rightly, Robinson”” followed North’s’ ueAetav in place of pueAétav of the
codices, as otherwise d¢i, which Robinson was correct in suggesting is the verb of the
main clause,” would lack any infinitive to complete it. However, since the following ai
ka of the codices also needs to be revised into & ka,”° Weber was right to drop the
comma which separates the new relative clause from the verb on which it depends.”
Finally, although Mullach too removes the comma, his <dix tw> peAetav is not
convincing, since the insertion which it includes is not necessary and is due exclusively

to a disagreeable conservation of d¢, in place of d¢t in the sentence.””?

& ka] By keeping ai ka of the codices, the apodosis (‘it is necessary to exercise’) can be

joined with the protasis (‘if you hear’) only by assuming an understood object of

760 ‘Quam facultatem et exercitation dabit, ex qua consuetudo gignitur’.

761 ‘Ut versu posito ipsi nobiscum primum transeamus bis aut ter eum versum’.

762 ‘Sed cum in omni disciplina infirma est artis praeceptio sine summa adsiduitate exercitationis, tum
vero in nemonicis minimum valet doctrina, nisi industria, studio labore, diligentia conprobatur’.

763 ‘Quod et ipsum argumentum est subesse artem aliquam iuvarique ratione naturae, cum idem docti
facere illud, indocti inexercitatique non possimus’.

764 ‘Excepta, quae potentissima est, exercitatione’.

765 ‘Si quis tamen unam maximamgque a me artem memoriae quaerat, exercitatio est et labor; multa
ediscere, multa cogitare, et si fieri potest cotidie, potentissimum est. Nihilaeque vel augetur cura vel
negligentia intercidit’.

766 * Atque in hanc consuetudinem memoria exercitatione redigenda’.

767 Robinson (1979), 140.

768 North (1671), 75.

760 All manuscripts have 8¢, but in this hypothesis, ai ka dkovomng should have been dependent on the
former €071 0¢ ToUTO and it should have governed peAétav, or peAetav, which is impossible.

770 See the next commentary note.

771 Weber (1897), 51. His change to the Doric peAetnv however is, as usual, not necessary.

772 Mullach’s text, which some line before has also Tolovto in place of TovTo, is therefore the following;:
£€0TL O¢ ToUTO [...] devTeQov Ot O T peAetav al ka diovong (Mullach (1875), 552).
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pneAetav and axovorc, as done by most translators, Robinson included.”” Rightly,

therefore, Sprague” highlighted the importance of picking Blass’””> conjecture & ka.

& ko dxovorg] This occurrence of axovw has been translated almost unanimously”
according to the main meaning of the verb, ‘to hear’, which, however, entails a problem:
what one has simply heard is difficult to remember, especially if composed of many
elements, like the words of a sentence. As a result, it can be laborious to go over it, as
the author immediately adds (t@...mapeyéveto). Alternatively, if one first keeps a
written record of the words to be memorised, then they can be read or repeated at any
future point in time without the risk of being gradually forgotten. A second sense of the
verb goes precisely in this direction. For, as is often the case in prose, when the objects
of dxovw are words, speeches, or books — all these being expressed in the accusative””
as & here is — the verb can mean ‘to read’,””® on the tacit assumption that someone hears
the words of a text while they are being read to them, ‘whether uttered by himself, by
his slave or by anyone else’.”” The first of these three possibilities seems to be the case
here, as the paragraph then concludes by requiring that one frequently (toAAdK1g)™

listen (&rovoat) and declaim (eimat) the things they want to remember, as also advised

773 ‘You must, whenever you hear anything, go over it carefully’ (Robinson (1979), 141). Only one
translation consistently omitted the object, in respect of the Greek, namely Fabricius’ ‘si mediteris, assidue
audiendo’ (Fabricius (1724), 635), whereas in Solana Dueso’s “ejecitarse si escuchas algo” (Solana Dueso
(1996), 199) at least axovonc is given an implicit T
774 Sprague (1972), 293, n. 10.
775 Blass in Weber (1897), 51. But Blass did not know that De Varis had already made the very similar
conjecture ‘ake vel &xa’ (Robinson (1972), 198).
776 Contrastingly, Mullach and Dumont translated dixovomg as “intelligas” (Mullach (1875), 552) and ‘tes
lecons’ (Dumont (1969), 246), respectively. But the former implies an idea of understanding which misses
the main theme of memory, whereas the latter unduly confines the author’s precept to only the specific
case of a lecture.
777 Schenkeveld (1992), 131, 139.
778 Schenkeveld listed a good number of these cases, including P1. Phdr. 268c, 275a, 235b-c, 261b, Alc. I
112b, Lg. 629b, X. Mem. 11.6.11 (Schenkeveld (1992), 141).
779 Ibid., 135. As Small observes, ‘since there was virtually no silent reading in antiquity, adkovw came, by
obvious extension, to mean “read”’, and ‘works were judged on how well a listener rather than a viewer
understood them’ (Small (2005), 165).
780 Similarly to Auct. ad Herennium II1.22 and Quint. Inst. X1.2.35, 40.
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by Quint. Inst. X1.2.33. But the fact that we first recalled this same place from Quintilian
in connection with concentration” shows a sense in which we can take the first two
rules to be in connection: in order to memorize, the mind needs to focus on the chosen
subject (first rule), and to do so a frequent, loud repetition helps, as it keeps the mind

busy and alert through constant speaking and listening (second rule).

tavta] The exigency that the memory of something be as accurate as possible is
particularly felt in oratory, in order to avoid the unpleasant situation of not being able
to recall a ready-made speech. For when one happens to lack even just one word, they
will find it hard to figure out a substitute, as observed at Quint. Inst. X1.2.49.78
Interestingly, when literacy appeared, a change of psychical task occurred, ‘from
[...] remembering to [...] writing and then, later, reading back the information’,”® a
transition which led to ‘a greater need for memory for words’”# than in preliterate times.
For as Plato pinpoints in Phdr. 274e-275d, the written text is an entity external to man
and is, therefore, something over which he has no control. So, when he wishes to repeat
it, he does not have words of his own to do it, and he is bound to pass through the exact
ones of which the text consists. But the diffusion of written texts promoted the
development of a memory verbatim in another sense as well: for, as Small put it, ‘one of
literacy’s most notable effects is that it feeds upon itself. The more literate you are the
more words you need to remember’.”® In other words, since literacy stimulated the
growth of the vocabulary, it has been maintained that by the 5* century BCE, the words
used in the written communication were already too many to be handled ‘without some

kind of improved retrieval system’.”8

781 See supra, 257, n. 753.
782 ‘Nam et invitus perdit quisque id quod elegerat verbum, nec facile reponit aliud, dum id, quod
scripserat quaerit’.
78 Norman (1993), 78, quoted in Small (2005), 4.
784 Small (2005), 4.
785 Ibid.
78 Ibid., 74.
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§9.4

toitov...inmov] As Blum’ pointed out, this third rule, especially in its statement
&...kata@€00ay, is on the same wavelength as Longinus’ remark that what is known
(0 yvawoipov) is the starting point for the memory of what is still to be known (10
Yvwotov, Longin. Fr. 201-202). Small recalled that this method for remembering
unfamiliar words is also known as ‘keyword mnemotechnics’ among modern
psychologists, whose tests showed that it helps memorize new words in the short term
rather than the long term, for which a standard study of the word within its proper
meaningful context gives better results.”

Our author then illustrates two different cases to which this rule applies: the
former involves the so-called memory of words and is exemplified in the current and
following paragraphs, whereas to the latter, concerning the memory of things, § 9.6 is
devoted. The distinction between a first moment, where the general rule is given, and a
second one, in which explanatory examples are offered, betrays the degree of
development of the technique taught here which confutes the tradition of the
mnemonics of ancient Greek authors as usually made of just long lists of ready-made
mental images for the user to use slavishly, with no regard for what could have really

stimulated their imagination and, hence, their memory (Auct. ad Herennium III1.23).

& ka] Similarly to what has been seen earlier, this solution by Blass proves again to be
fitter than ai ko of the codices, which is followed by Robinson, but also than the new at
<> ko, which Schanz proposed.” This conjecture would be worth considering only if
we did not accept Blass” emendation of émetta into émti to;”° we would thus obtain the

plausible toitov, ai & ka dkovomng, émerta odag kataOéobaL But, rightly, the editors

787 Blum (1969), 145.
788 Small (2005), 101. He drew, in particular, on Wang/Thomas (1995) for this.
789 Schanz (1884), 382.
790 Blass in Weber (1897), 51. But, similarly to supra, 259, n. 775, De Varis had already conjectured the same
(Robinson (1972), 198, Robinson (1996), 92).
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have unanimously preferred émi t&x, because it enhances the relation between this first
occurrence of katatiOnui, enunciating the general statement of the third rule, and the
following ones in the chapter, construed with émt and the accusative and introducing

sample cases of that rule.

axovorg] In all of the examples of the third rule, the objects referred to as new or as
known will be single elements, like names or things, and not compound ones, like
sentences or collections of things. After all, creating associations between objects of the
tirst group is simpler than doing it with those of the second, which the mind finds
difficult to visualize in the first place (Auct. ad Herennium III.20-21).”! In light of this
fact, I have here varied the translation of the verb from what I did previously, opting,
with most translators, for the primary meaning of ‘to hear’, because in order to
memorize the objects the author proposes, a single listening is sufficient, and the aid of

writing is not necessary.

éni...kata0¢00at] The principle underlying this statement is that of association,”? a
well known (Pl. Phd. 73c-74a, Arist. Mem. 452a8-16, Cic. de Orat. 11.357, Quint. Inst.
X1.2.30-31, Longin. Rh. 1.2.201-202) and powerful principle of memory, and because of
which here, once the connection between the new object and the one already known is
established, whenever one tries to recollect (pepvaoOat) the former, the image of the
latter comes up and guides them to their goal. Although Blum was right in judging the
author as lacking “die Gestaltung von Bildern’,” since no indication is given concerning
the aspect that the images should have,”* the conscious use of both the principle of

association and of different methods to visualise words and things proves that shaping

791 Blum (1969), 54.

792 Blum (1969), 51, 58.

793 Ibid., 50.

794 But see also Yates’ right remark, infra, 265.
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the mental images is nonetheless the heart of the author’s peculiar mnemonic system,

seemingly without mnemonic places.

oetL...inmov] Given in this second part of the paragraph is the first of two examples of
how the rule of association can be applied to Ta ovouata, namely to names, as later
explicited at the end of § 9.5. The contrast between T ovoupata and ta meayuata,
which has characterised the treatise so far,”> has a mnemonic version, here and in the
last paragraph, devoted to the memory of things.”® Thus, another historically known
mnemonic feature comes up, namely the distinction between memoria verborum and
memoria rerum.”” The objects with which these two genres of memory operate are both
expressed by words, but whereas memoria verborum aims to store these words with
exactness, both as to which they are and in what order they are set (if more than one,
like in a sentence), memoria rerum is just concerned with keeping their meaning.”® This
difference has led me to translate the names of memoria verborum between single
quotation marks, so as to indicate that they are considered under their status as words,
rather than for what they indicate, as happens to the things of memoria rerum, instead.
The genre of memoria verborum as illustrated here is, more precisely, etymological”

and it specifically applies to those proper names, which, taken undividedly, like at

795 §§ 1.11, 2.1 (where 10 owpa takes the place of 0 moayua), 3.13, 4.6.

7% On this conceptual continuity, see also Kranz (1937), 226.

797 Blum (1969), 51, n. 99, Desbordes (1987), 36. Other ancient sources are Cic. de Orat. 11.359, Auct. ad
Herennium. III.20.

7% See also Blum (1969), 13). In light of the rhetorical context of ancient mnemonics, Yates recalled Cicero’s
distinction between res and verba in oratory (Cic. Inv. 1.7.9), to conclude that *”things” are thus the subject
matter of the speech; “words” are the language in which the subject matter is clothed” (Yates (1966), 9).
7% ‘Etymologisches Verfahren’ or ‘Sinnverfahren’, according to Blum, who recognizes also a
‘Stellvertretungsverfahren” and a ‘Klangverfahren’(or ‘Phonetisches Verfahren’) as other possible classes
of memoria verborum applied to names (Blum (1969), 19-21). Desbordes did not agree with this label,
observing how the meanings of the words which are identified as components of the proper name do not
contribute to reveal the overall meaning of the name (Desbordes (1987), 36). But they dictate how the
mnemonic images of the name must be, hence the method could be considered etymological at least with
regard to them.
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Quint. Inst. X1.2.31,5% or cut into parts, like in this case of Xpvoinmog, recall nouns®”
easier to visualise. An implicit assumption here is that one does not know, directly or
indirectly, any person having the name to be remembered. Otherwise, firstly, the name
would not be new to them, and, secondly, an association between the name and the
mental image of this acquaintance would be more straightforward, and therefore more
advisable,®? than the one here prescribed. But if so, then it is legitimate to wonder who
could be genuinely interested in learning the names of people they do not know
anything about. As Blum noticed, the case of Hippias, who is said to be able to repeat a
list of fifty names in the correct order after only one listening, reveals that such
performances were practiced by sophists, either as a personal exercise of memory
training,®® or in a public demonstration of his own value. Yates also suggested the
possibility that Plato’s satire on the sophists” use of etymology could be partially due
precisely to the mnemonic application of it, on the basis of his condemnation of the art

of memory 8%

§9.5

AAAo...ovupatwv] Here we find the second and last example of etymological memoria
verborum, in which a proper name (ITvotAaumm) is easily remembered through the
visualization of its components (t0 mvE kat 0 Adumewv). The final remark on this
procedure’s restriction to names (Tade pev mEQL TWV OVUHATWYV) presents a correlative

uév, and it anticipates the opposite T d¢ modypata at the beginning of § 9.6.

800 The names ‘Aper’, “Ursus’, ‘Naso’, ‘Crispus’, ‘Cicero’, ‘Verrius’, “Aurelius’ are proposed.
801 Other kinds of words, like conjunctions, articles, and pronouns, cannot be reduced to images, as also
observed at Cic. de Orat. 11.359.
802 [t would be a case of ‘Stellvertretungsverfahren’ (Blum (1969) 19), as we read at Auct. ad Herennium
I11.18, Quint. Inst. X1.2.30.
803 Cf. ‘Nec nos hanc verborum memoriam inducimus, <ut versus meminisse possimus,> sed ut hac
exercitatione illa rerum memoria, quae pertinet ad utilitatem, confirmetur” (Auct. ad Herennium I11.24).
804 Yates (1966), 37.
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§9.6
ta... Emelov] Discussed here is the application of the rule of association to the memory
of things (ta d¢ modypata), or memoria rerum, and, in particular, its accomplishment
through the use of symbolic images.®® This precept too is attested in other ancient
sources (Cic. de Orat. 11.357, Auct. ad Herennium IIL.20), but only here are the examples
concerned with the memorization of single things and not of complexes of them.5®

These examples consist in three concepts which need to be connected to the images
of concrete entities in order to be remembered. Ancient Greek gods and mythical
characters are therefore brought in to accompany two psychological dispositions
(avdoeia and detAiar) and a profession (xaAkeia). Correctly, Yates believed that ‘here
we may perhaps see in an archaically simple form those human figures representing
“things” which finally developed into the imagines agentes’,*” namely into human
images ‘arousing emotional affects’®® through their look ‘striking and unusual [...]
beautiful or hideous, comic or obscene’®” and “dramatically engaged in some activity’s!
(Cic. de Orat. 11.357, Auct. ad Herennium II1.21-22).

As Blum?®! recalled, Hephaestus, in particular, is the outcome of a metonymy
representing what is done through the agent who does it, and is also mentioned at Auct.

ad Herennium IV.43 and Quint. Inst. VIIL.6.23, but just as a rhetorical figure. From this

805 According to Blum’s classification, memoria rerum applied to individual objects can be divided into
‘Abbilder” and ‘Sinnbilder’; the latter, in turn, consists of ‘Teilbilder’ and ‘Symbolbilder’” which is the
category to which these examples belong (Blum (1969), 13-17).
806 Cf. ‘hoc modo, ut si accusator dixerit ab reo hominem veneno necatum, et hereditatis causa factum
arguerit, et eius rei multos dixerit testes et conscios esse: si hoc primum, ut ad defendendum nobis
expeditum <sit,> meminisse volemus, in primo loco rei totius imaginem conformabimus: aegrotum in
lecto cubantem faciemus ipsum illum, de quo agetur, si formam eius detinebimus; si eum non, at aliquem
aegrotum <non> de minimo loco sumemus, ut cito in mentem venire possit. Et reum ad lectum eius
adstituemus, dextera poculum, sinistra tabulas, medico testiculos arietinos tenentem: hoc modo et
testium et hereditatis et veneno necati memoriam habere poterimus.” (Auct. ad Herennium II1.20). See
also Blum (1969), 17-18.
807 Yates (1966), 30.
808 Jbid., 10.
809 Ibid.
810 Ibid.
811 Blum (1969), 28, nn. 124-125.
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perspective, the author of Dissoi Logoi can be shown to anticipate the medieval

awareness of the mnemonic function of this and other rhetorical tropes.5

negl detAiag... Enelov] Epeius is known not only as the builder of the wooden horse in
the siege of Troy. His cowardice, reflected by his ineptitude in war, is largely attested
by another tradition, less famous, as Robinson’s puzzlement about this last example

indirectly proves,®? and whose first testimony dates back to Cratinus.5!*

‘Emetov***] All manuscripts have a lacuna after the word Emetdv, and with it the text
of the chapter and of the entire treatise ends. Since we have no hint as to the extent of
the loss, we can conjecture that it was large enough to contain at least one rule about
mnemonic places which is fundamental to recalling the order in which images come,
and is mentioned in all the other later testimonies of ancient mnemonics.®®> A more
speculative theory, though still possible, is that the chapter would have then concluded
by summing up the author’s view on the matter, a usual feature of the other chapters,

yet not shared by the eighth.

812 On this medieval discovery, see Blum (1969), 29.
813 Robinson (1979), 240.
814 "Erteton detAotegog (Cratin. CAF 460.1); see also Zachos (2013), 16. Contra Dillon and Gergel who
described his cowardice as becoming proverbial only ‘in later times” (Dillon/Gergel (2003), 411).
815 See supra, 254, n. 742.
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4. The author’s message

§ 1. Two parts, one work: the structural duality and conceptual unity of Dissoi Logoi
Earlier on, I showed the reasons why I believe that the nine chapters of the work are
more likely to be complete speeches than notes propaedeutic to write one, and as likely
to have a didactic use as not.8!® Having read, translated, and scrutinized the text, we are
now in a better position to widen our focus and assess whether the work is just a
collection of random speeches, or whether it also possesses a specific meaning when
considered as a whole.

Without a doubt, a first-time reader’s initial impression of Dissoi Logoi is hardly
one of unity. Although all dealing with motifs belonging to the sophistic culture, each
of the nine chapters has an individual and separate theme, and not only do chapters 1-
6 stand out for their antilogic form, as opposed to the demonstrative speeches of 7-9,51”
but structural differences within the former group are also clearly visible. Such
heterogeneity is, hence, acknowledged by all scholars, who yet divide themselves on
how to explain it.

As first, Trieber marked the hiatus in the work one chapter earlier than I do, and
judged chapters 6-9 to be so distant in contents from 1-5, as even to pose doubts
regarding their authenticity.®® Farther along this line went Zeller, who suggested that
the whole work is the product of multiple authors.’”” Gomperz maintained that Dissoi
Logoi was originally meant as antilogic, but due to growing haste the author simplified

its second part, by putting it down in the form of single speeches.®? Robinson observed

816 See supra, 44-48.
817 They can be seen as examples of ¢midelEl, but provided one assumes the Platonic use of this term, as
‘public presentation of literature or speech’ (sometimes sarcastically, with reference to his opponents’
speeches; cf. P1. Hp.Mi. 363a-d) (Timmerman (1996), 230), and not the Aristotelian technical one indicating
the miscellaneous class of encomiastic, funeral and festival speeches (Ibid., 229).
818 Trieber (1892), 224-225.
819 Zeller (1920), 1333, n.1.
820 Gomperz (1912), 186-187.
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that antilogy is particularly appropriate for the first six chapters, as ‘in such matters
articulate cases for and against particular propositions have been put forward by
proocopovvted’ ! and here the author is simply sketching out this debate without
seriously taking part in it. By contrast, in chapters 7-9 the author’s views ‘start to emerge
more and more clearly’,’? and the monologic form then becomes more natural.®?
Rossetti supposed a promotional goal for the work, through which the author would
have advertised a sophistic course of his to an audience, such as the Peloponnesian one,
more easily captivated by wonder than by persuasion. As a result, the abrupt move from
the initial antilogic chapters, whose philosophical themes are ideal to attract the
listeners” imagination, to the following political and rhetorical dissertations would
likely have had precisely the possible intentional effect of bewilderment.®* Finally, a
special case is that of Kranz, who argued for some unifying train of thought to be
carefully spotted under the apparent inconsistency of the work. He observed how the
notion of wisdom (co@ia) firstly tackled in chapter 5, as opposed to ignorance
(duaBia), appears in chapter 6 too, where its teachability is at issue; it is, then, required
from a good public officer, in chapter 7; it is accurately described for the various forms
it usually takes when meant as the wisdom of a successful man, in chapter 8; finally, it
is what needs the support of a well-trained memory, such as that illustrated in chapter
9.8

Interesting reflections, hence, emerge here, and yet I do not see them as the most
salient ones, which I shall soon introduce. Trieber’'s and Zeller’s similar ideas that
different authors are responsible for different parts of the text do not agree, firstly, with
what has been seen earlier about Dissoi Logoi’s stylistical unity;*?* secondly with the

exhibition of the same rhetorical features throughout the work, such as the exchange

821 Robinson (1979), 79.
822 Tbid., 81.
823 Tbid., 79.
824 Rossetti (1980), 28-29.
825 Kranz (1937), 226-227.
826 See supra, 23-24.
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with an imaginary interlocutor (§§ 1.12-14, 2.21, 3.13, 4.4, 4.6, 5.7-10,15, 7.2-3), rhetorical
question (§§ 2.28, 3.2,5,6,8, 5.13, 6.7,8, 8.2), and literary reference (§§ 2.19, 3.9,11-12, 6.8,
9.6). Robinson’s identification of different operations in the two parts of the work, a
descriptive one in chapters 1-6 and an argumentative one in chapters 7-9, sounds safer
than both the excessive stress which Rossetti puts on the rhetorical value of the shift
from antilogy to epideixis, and Gomperz’s mere speculation about the work’s origin as
fully antilogic. Even the moderate version of the latter (which Robinson himself
proposed) claiming that some expressions in the text give a ‘dialectical tension’®’ to
chapter 7 and 8, fails to convince, as I showed in the commentary. Although Robinson
is therefore right in emphasising the disconnect between the structure and goal of Dissoi
Logoi, I believe that the work finds its unity on a third level, which he did not mention,
namely that of contents.

This comes hardly as a surprise, after what I stated at the beginning about the
sophistic temper of the themes dealt with in Dissoi Logoi. Kranz too went down this line,
but the notion of cogia, which he saw as connecting all the speeches together, is
certainly pivotal in chapters 5-6, but loses its priority in chapters 7-9, being accompanied
by other relevant ones (sortition, man’s education, and memory above all), without
mentioning, as in fact he did not do, that it is even absent in chapters 1-4. I believe that
where to look for the thematical unity of Dissoi Logoi is, rather, chapter 8, which has been
comparatively neglected by commentators, but which bears special relevance on a few
levels.

First and foremost, chapter 8 furnishes the strongest evidence of the sophistic
nature of the text. For whereas the other chapters cover various subjects potentially
interesting for either a philosopher (chapters 1-6), or a rhetor (chapters 7 and 9), chapter

8 outlines a comprehensive omniscience which keeps together abilities belonging to

827 Robinson (1977), 135.
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both such figures and which easily reflect the kind of culture usually associated with
sophists.

Secondly, and what more matters in the current discussion, among these abilities
one finds those characterizing chapters 1-7. For the antilogies of chapters 1-6 can be
considered under the heading of A6ywv téxval (§ 8.1, 13). The one single art (1] avT)
téxvn) about which chapter 8 speaks is reminiscent of the wisdom and excellence
(copla kal apeta) the teachability of which is discussed in chapter 6; consider the
reference to sophists as the acknowledged teachers of these subjects (§ 6.5, 7), and to
their goal of making a man important (§ 6.6). Finally, advising the city to appoint their
public magistrates by election rather than sortition, in chapter 7, is an instance of
daparyopetv (§ 8.1, 6). This identification process leaves out chapter 9, although one may
argue that memory, there discussed, is essential in retaining the many objects of
knowledge mentioned in chapter 8, sometimes even magnified as ‘everything’
(mdvra/mepl mavtwv éntotacday, in §§ 8.4, 7, 12, 13).

In light of this network of cross-references, a new unitary reading of Dissoi Logoi
becomes possible, which lies in chapter 8. For the work can be regarded as the
compilation of a programmatic sophistic manifesto (chapter 8) preceded by a
demonstration of some of the skills showcased in that programme (chapters 1-7), and
followed by an appendix on memory - perhaps on other subjects too, as the surviving
work ends with a lacuna (chapter 9). On this hypothesis, chapters 1-8 could thus
constitute a long unit of text with promotional function as it emerges particularly from
chapter 8.8 For there, in illustrating the plurality of expertises brought by the single art
(1] avTn) téXvn) in question, the author implies that he is the kind of sophist who knows
and masters the latter, as well as it stands to reason that the man who is repeatedly
associated with this art (6 avtog dvr)Q) is the one who the reader will want to become,

if the speech succeeds in persuading them. If so, then one could think of chapters 8 in

828 Rossetti too agreed that chapter 8 shows this function the most, but included chapter 9 in this unit
(Rossetti (1980), 29-32).
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the same way as Muir interpreted Alcidamas” Against the Sophists: ‘a programme of what
should be taught and arguments for its importance [...] designed to attract and
persuade and to whet the appetite’.?” For any 4"-century ‘skilful, publicity-conscious
rhetor” - as Alcidamas and, possibly, our sophist were - would advertise ‘part of his
wares, giving a kind of public prospectus for a course of instruction’.’® To this end, he
would certainly address ‘an audience of prospecting students’ in person, ‘but for those
who could not be there’, he needed to resort to ‘information technology — the written
word’ 8!

The latter scenario seems the one which better suits Alcidamas” Against the Sophists
and Dissoi Logoi 1-8, as they both stray from ‘even the simplest conventional [...]
structure’®? of a formal speech designed for a public performance, consisting in an
introduction, a middle part and a conclusion. They also lack an ‘address to a real or
imaginary audience’, unless one is content with the quick and flimsy cases of
‘Alcidamas’ claim to be making an accusation — kategoria — in § 1'% and our author’s
mention of a circle of uninitiated people to whom he was talking, at § 4.4. The two texts
are also almost of the same and short length (Dissoi Logoi 1-8 being slightly longer),
which befits a possible promotional nature of the work, and, rather than speeches, both
may be seen as treatises ‘falling in no definite category’.®*® The only substantial
difference between the two is that in chapters 1-7 our sophist also gives demonstrations
of what he promises to his customer in chapter 8; by contrast, all that Alcidamas’ client
could find in Against the Sophists is promotion of the ability to make extempore speeches,
albeit to a higher degree of detail than how the various Dissoi Logoi abilities are

showcased in chapter 8.

829 Muir (2001), xiii.
830 Thid.

81 Jbid.

832 [bid.

833 Tbid.

83 Ibid., xvii.
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If this interpretation of chapters 1-8 is the case, how can we explain chapter 9? One
can accept that the work starts in medias res with an essay of some sophistic skill, in
chapters 1-7, and that then it informs the reader of how those are actually parts of a
broader teaching making a man competent and successful in various fields. Less likely,
instead, seems the hypothesis that in this same work, after such move from the
particular to the general, the author wants to go back to a specific skill again, such as
mnemonics of chapter 9. One may of course suppose that as chapter 8 concludes and
contextualizes what precedes it, chapter 9 opens up a new section of the work, covering
various chapters now lost in the lacuna with which the work now ends. However, it
seems less speculative, and hence preferable, to me to think of chapters 1-8 and chapter
9 as separate writings gathered together because belonging to the same sophistic author,
as similarity in language and style suggests, and maybe even forming a bigger corpus

of texts with other pieces now lost in the lacuna.

§ 2. The author’s sophistic ideology

Another surprisingly unnoticed aspect of chapter 8 is its contribution to reconstructing
the author’s personal views on the topics which, as earlier observed, make Dissoi Logoi
a typically sophistic text. Once again, what emerges in this respect does not just tally
with, but is also confirmed by, other passages of Dissoi Logoi, proving the author’s
consistency throughout.

To begin with, two opposite tempers, a philosophical and a dialectico-rhetorical
one, coexist in the chapter. The former emerges from the necessity of an in-depth
knowledge of the things we speak about in §§ 8.9-11 and echoes in the notions of
aAaBex Twv moaypdtwyv and eUOG TV amtdvtwy, in § 8.1, as well as in the discussion
of the latter of these, in § 8.2. The requirement of such a knowledge is also aligned with
the exigency of competence, observed in §§ 6.3,7 and, especially, in chapter 7.
Furthermore, an ontological concern with the nature (pvoic) of things belonged to

chapter 5 and § 6.8, a paragraph to which I will come back soon. The dialectico-rhetorical
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thread, on the other hand, runs across the analyses of the Adywv téxvatin §§ 8.3-6, of
dapayopety in § 8.6, and of the improvised knowledge provided by ta déovta in §§
8.7-8; across the unargued derivation of omniscience from aA&Oeix Twv moaypatwv in
§ 8.12, up to the treatment of kata foaxv dixAéyeoOarin § 8.13. The difference between
the two groups of passages and between the strands they represent®®> can be grasped
especially if one compares §§ 8.9-11 with §§ 8.3-5: in the first case, the knowledge of
things is necessary to be able to describe them in words, in the second one, the
knowledge of things is shown as deriving merely from the ability of composing
speeches about them. In its turn, the distinction between a layer of things and one of
words comes up in a few points of the work, with the stock phrase womep kat tvvua
oUtw kat 1o mpaypa frequently being the rhetorical device used in the DTs to declare
things not to be, ‘such as the facts are’; a formulation also hinting, by contrast, at the
theory of truth as correspondence between world and word which has a pivotal part in
the first speech of chapter 4.

Here a reflection on the date of the work becomes necessary again. For as far as
our evidence goes, the idea of an omniscience bridging philosophy and art of speech is
typical of 5"-century sophists, as Scholz observed.®*¢ For example, in Pl. Sph. 232a-233c
the Visitor reveals it as a deception, and Socrates does the same throughout the
Euthydemus. Its alleged philosophical component is what Plato distrusted the most,

regarding it as a mere application of the art of contradiction to “private discussions about

85 Solana Dueso identified two similar groups, but he also argued that the chapter aims to prove that the
rhetorical skills are subordinated to the philosophical ones, as would be shown simply by the fact that
emiotacBat and eldéval are the most used words (Solana Dueso (1996), 172-173, 176). But these verbs
change their degree of truthfulness according to the context in which they are used: e.g., the same form
éruotaoettal introduces a not reliable profession of omniscience in § 8.4, considering the justification for
this claim then given in § 8.5, whereas in § 8.10 it is used in the sensible observation that the knowledge
of legal issues precedes that of laws. By not discriminating between similar opposed uses, Solana Dueso
inevitably fell in the mistake of reading the whole chapter as consistently making the same case as
Socrates when praising the good rhetoric in Plato’s Phaedrus. In like manner, simply passing over the
distinction of the two different classes of skills, Sichirollo too read the chapter as advocating the
supremacy of philosophy over rhetoric (Sichirollo (1966), 43-48).

836 Becker/Scholz (2004), 40.
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being and coming-to-be’® (Sph. 232c). Upon reflection on Sph. 234b, one can conclude
that, according to Plato, any declaration of knowing the truth of things of the kind our
author takes (§ 8.1, 12) would be just the illusory product of a sophistic art, and not the
solid grounding of a wise rhetoric, as it should be.

Conversely, separation between these two contrasting tempers of sophistic
instruction occurred over the 4™ century BCE, as one can see in Isocrates’ Against the
Sophists or Antidosis, and schools of philosophy and rhetoric were then opened for the
first time in Athens.®® Particularly indicative in this regard is Antidosis, where Isocrates
claims that there is ‘no place in training of practical statesmen for any but practical
subjects’,*® and that young men should keep themselves far from any kind of
philosophical speculations, which in fact he derogatorily qualifies as ‘sophistic’. For
similar ‘barren subtleties” can just deviate the learner’s mind from those superior studies
‘which will enable us to govern wisely both our own households and the
commonwealth’® (Isoc. Antidosis 285).

Furthermore, Morrison recalled how at 268, Isocrates’ criticism is addressed
especially to the study of the early philosophers of nature: he openly mentions
Anaxagoras, Empedocles, Ion, Alcmaeon, Parmenides, Melissus and Gorgias, and again
disparages them as ‘ancient sophists’.?*! This passage sends the reader of Dissoi Logoi
back to the controversial § 6.8, where Anaxagoreans and Pythagoreans too are presented

as acknowledged teachers of wisdom and excellence. Regardless of whether or not here

87 Translation by Nicholas P. White in Cooper (1997), 235.
838 Cicero illuminates this transition in classical Greek culture for us in de Orat. I11.72-73: “the older masters
down to Socrates used to combine with their theory of rhetoric the whole of the study and the science of
everything that concerns morals and conduct and ethics and politics; it was subsequently, as I have
explained, that the two groups of students were separated from one another, by Socrates and then
similarly by all the Socratic schools, and the philosophers looked down on eloquence and the orators on
wisdom, and never touched anything from the side of the other study except what this group borrowed
from that one, or that one from this; whereas they would have drawn from the common supply
indifferently if they had been willing to remain in the partnership of early days’ (translation from
Rackham (1942), 59). See also Becker/Scholz (2004), 39.
839 Morrison (1958), 217.
840 Translation from Norlin (1929), 343.
841 Morrison (1958), 217.
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our author too applies the label of sophists to them, what matters is that he proves to be
perfectly happy with what Isocrates instead explicitly condemns: some private teachers’
idea that a successful education passes also through physical studies, such as those
which in earlier times Pythagoras and Anaxagoras too included in their doctrines. Part
of the Pythagorean maudeia was, in fact, taken up by astronomy, and in Arist. Metaph.
B 998b Pythagoreans are understood, along with Plato, as those who contemplate the
nature of beings, treating the first principles of those as genera. In Pl. Phdr. 269e-270c,
then, Anaxagoras is presented as the teacher who made Pericles ‘the greatest rhetorician
of all’, precisely by providing him with that ‘ethereal speculation about nature’, which
is a prerequisite of “all the great arts’.3% In the specific case of rhetoric, Plato observes,
the relevant nature to know is that of the soul, which is why Anaxagoras’ teaching on
mind helped Pericles so much.

The temptation of reading the quick reference of our text to Anaxagoreans and
Pythagoreans as a covert attack on Is. Antidosis 268 is as strong as it is risky. What one
can more cautiously conclude from this comparison with Isocrates is that Scholz is right
in associating the weight that philosophy has in our author’s educational programme
to the old 5™-century sophistic paradigm more than to the 4™-century educational
system. However, this does not mean that at that time the ideal of universal knowledge
combining the art of speaking and philosophy was completely ‘“liberkommenen’,5* let
alone leading us to prefer the earlier standard dating of between 403 and 395 BCE
because it is earlier. For the polemical character of the aforementioned Antidosis
passages indirectly testifies that early philosophical doctrines actually kept on playing
a role in the programmes of some mid-4* century private teachers too. Further, the sole
absence of this intellectual trait in the 4 century writings in our possession cannot rule
out, e silentio, the possibility that a sophist, especially if from a peripheral Greek area,

could still practice his profession in the traditional manner, offering, maybe still as a

822 Translation by Alexander Nehamas and Paul Woodruff in Cooper (1997), 546.
843 Becker/Scholz (2004), 40.
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travelling teacher, an educational program as wide as possible, and useful also to win
the day against a philosopher.

What I see as noteworthy about the author’s claim of omniscience in chapter 8, is,
rather, the fact that the two opposing trends I mentioned above can be identified with
the philosophy (piAocopia) and wisdom (co@in) mentioned in § 9.1; incidentally, that
also confirms my earlier views about this chapter’s author being the same as the author
of those before. These two terms, in turn, are striking for their sharp distinction,
highlighted by the xal which join them together, and, at the same time, for their both
better performing with the aid of a theoretical tool such as memory. They, in other
words, are pictured as two separate proper disciplines, and that backs my later dating,
as only in the 4" century, with Plato’s dialogues, did @iAocopia rise to the status of
discipline as opposed “to the many varieties of Sophia or “wisdom” recognized by Plato’s
predecessors and contemporaries’.5

Similarly to what has just been said about the lack of 4*-century textual evidence
of sophistic omniscience, the absence of ontooukr in § 8.1 cannot prove that this Platonic
term “had not yet entered into common usage’8* when Dissoi Logoi’s author was writing,
as Schiappa maintained, instead. As he himself acknowledged elsewhere, ‘the word
rhetoric is not found in the writings of Isocrates — even in the various texts in which
Isocrates explicitly describes and defends his teachings’.8* By the same logic which
Schiappa applied to Dissoi Logoi, should one hence question Isocrates’ dating and
profession merely based on this silence? Once again, I suggest attention should, rather,
be shifted to another aspect concerning the author’s acquaintance with the art of
speaking, namely the division in ‘a beginning, a conclusion and a middle’ (§ 6.13) at the
end of the second speech of chapter 6. And, as above, it is Schiappa himself who

accredited my suggested dating, when, in revising Kennedy’s authoritative opinion that

84 Nightingale (1995), 14.
85 Kennedy (1980), 19.
846 Schiappa/Timmerman (2010), 47-48.
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the 5%"-century Syracusan rhetors Corax and Tisias first introduced the division of the
parts of a speech,®” he pointed out how ‘the codification of this distinction belongs to
the fourth century BCE rather than the fifth’. 8

In conclusion, the kind of sophist emerging from Dissoi Logoi is one who offers
both a philosophical and a dialectico-rhetorical preparation, the two being unified
under the umbrella of a single art, discussed in chapter 8, which promises to make man
omniscient, with no regard for the opposition between the ways in which these two
strands interpret the relationship between knowledge and speech. Although seen as on
the same level, these philosophical and dialectico-rhetorical trends seem also to coincide
with two distinct disciplines, namely philosophy and wisdom, mentioned in § 9.1 and
so support my 4t-century dating of the work. To complete our picture, if it is true that
Isocrates could have criticized the role of philosophy of nature in this educational
system, on the other hand, he would have agreed with our author on the two following
points. Firstly, just like Isocrates in Against the Sophists and Antidosis, Dissoi Logoi’s
sophist too aims to make a pupil rhetorically skilled (chapter 8) and hence politically
excellent (chapter 6). Secondly, he takes a characteristic stance against the sortition of
public officers, but from a democratic standpoint (chapter 7), just as in Isocrates’
Areopagiticus. These two factors can be easily read together as claiming that only he who
has received an adequate teaching of co@ia and &pet can then be meritoriously and

freely elected by citizens.?¥

§ 3. Within the first section
§ 3.1 Chapters 1-6
As touched on earlier, chapters 1-6 stand out as the true ‘contrasting speeches’, namely

as antilogies in which two opposing theses are firstly stated and then argued for,

847 Schiappa (1999), 4-6.
848 Schiappa/Timmerman (2010), 170.
849 On the thematic continuity between chapters 6 and 7, see also Kranz (1937), 226.
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without the author seeming to genuinely uphold any of them, as opposed to the three
single speeches making up chapters 7-9, in which the authorial standpoint emerges with
clarity. From a sophistic perspective, this is also the section which is easier to associate
with Protagoras, both because antilogy is a distinctive trait of the latter, and because his
influence can be felt in chapter 6, via Plato’s Protagoras.®°

At the same time, the diversity of forms which antilogy takes in this section has
led some scholars to wonder whether this structure is actually common to all chapters
1-6, or, instead, proper diooot A0yol are only a subset of those. There surely is mileage
in this. For on the one hand, Kranz was right in regarding all six of them as displaying
the conflict of a thesis with an antithesis, and in arguing that the most immediate
boundary to draw within them is the insubstantial one between the first five chapters,
in which identity and difference theses are contrasted, and chapter 6, in which this
contrast does not occur.®! On the other hand, a more minute division within chapters
1-5 themselves proves to be not only possible, but also necessary to appreciate rhetorical
and philosophical elements which prima facie the work does not seem to possess. The
issue is therefore not a banal one, and an indication of that comes from Robinson, who
in his edition initially claimed that the work’s ‘(supposedly) “antilogical” quality is
apparently confined to the first four chapters, with perhaps a truncated example in the

tifth’,%2 but shortly after he seems to have changed his mind,®® and in his commentary

850 On these chapters, in particular, Solana Dueso grounds his reading of Dissoi Logoi as a controversy
between Protagoras’ relativism, represented by the ITs of chapters 1-5 and the teachability thesis of
chapter 6, on one side, and Socrates’ essentialism characterizing DTs and the unteachability thesis, on the
other (Solana Dueso (1996), 177). Yet, that simplifies things excessively. For, firstly, some relativistic
arguments in support of ITs are pronounced by Socrates himself within the Socratic literature (cf. the
example of taking a sword away from a depressed friend, in § 3.4, and X. Mem. IV.2.17). Secondly, as for
essentialism, the case of a number which disappears when another one is subtracted from it, is used to
show that, in the same way, the identity of any object (kal TdAAa katTOTO) is compromised by any
minimal change, in § 5.14; by contrast, at Pl. Cra. 432a-b Socrates points out to Cratylus how things, in
general, and words, in particular, do not behave in the way as that same arithmetic example shows.
851 Kranz (1937), 226-227.
82 Robinson (1979), 77.
83 Tbid., 79.
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to chapter 6, he described it too as structured in ‘Adyog (1-6) and counter-A6yog (9-
13)’ 854

Hence, I shall now carefully analyse this block of six antilogies, gradually
withdrawing the outmost boundary of the section from chapter 6 to chapter 3, and
bringing to light the different meanings which the text reveals each time this shift

occurs.

§ 3.2 Chapters 1-5 and 6

From the point of view of structure, the antilogies of chapters 1-6 share a basic five-step
pattern which goes essentially as follows: thesis enunciation, thesis arguments,
antithesis enunciation, antithesis arguments, conclusion (except in chapter 4, the ending
of which we do not possess and chapter 5 which seems to do without it). Yet, as soon as
one goes into the contents thus displayed, Kranz’s subdivision, which distinguishes the
first five chapters, expounding an IT-versus-DT contrast, from the sixth one, which does
not, gains interest. Something more can be added to that, though, namely the recurrent
logical patterns which ITs and DTs follow in their opposition. This essentially comes

down to an IT which states that:

The same x is a under ¢, —a under d
(with x standing for a subject of various nature (mainly state of affairs), c and d for
different relativizing factors, and a for an attribute having —a as its mutually exclusive

and exhaustive opposite),

and is argued for inductively with illustrative cases. DT rejoins to it by stating this:

84 Ibid., 210. Finally, he went so far as to recognise the antilogic structure even in chapter 7, provided one
interprets the author’s position as ‘the counter-Adyog “offices in public and military life should be
elective”’ (ibid., 218-219). That seems to match Untersteiner’s even more extreme claim that this and the
two subsequent chapters of the work have a ‘forma antilogica’, despite the lack of a ‘tesi contro tesi’
structure (Untersteiner (1954), 183).
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x is either a or —a,

which the author understands as equivalent, by semantic descent, to F(IT) (F(...)
expresses the predicate “...is false’, as opposed to T(...) standing for “...is true’). The
author arrives at the latter as a necessary consequence of the following reductio ad

absurdum:

T(IT) > The same x is a and —a,

obtained by dropping c and d, namely by deploying a fallacy connected to the absolute
or the relative use of the same predicate.

Whereas this scheme repeats unvaried in the first four chapters, in the fifth it appears
only in § 5.9, where an IT of this kind is stated, and partially in § 5.10, where a DT replies

in a similar, but not identical, way, namely:

T(IT) > (a-under-c <> a-under-d),

where, rather than being dropped, the two relativizing factors ¢ and d are now
emphasized so much as to be embedded by a and to form two new distinct objects the
identity of which IT is, again, accused to absurdly defend.

Granted, some arguments fall out of this logical schematisation (along with all the
other ones in chapter 5, see, for example, the mental experiments of §§ 2.18, 26-28, or the
poetical excursuses of §§ 2.19 and 3.11-12) which nonetheless applies in most cases.

Barnes even thought of another rationale for the IT of chapter 3, namely:

‘x is always a/—a’ is always false.®®

855 Barnes (1979), 217.
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The underlying idea here is that, unlike in the previous ITs, neither the predicate ‘...is
a or’...is —a’ is elliptical of some relativizing clause represented as c and d. A fitting
example of this could be the argument of §§ 3.3-4, where robbing friends and using force
against the people dearest to us is presented as just, and contextualizing reasons are
then given for it, but not a single word is added about a possible opposing judgement
of such conduct as unjust. However, an explanation for this could be that the latter
opinion is the one conventionally held about such actions in the vast majority of cases,
and it is therefore left understood. If so, then the whole formulation can be seen as a
simplification of the ITs scheme identified above rather than a true alternative to it,
which, in fact, can be easily brought out in such arguments too, by simply expliciting
the implicit second part of the opposition. Furthermore, in two circumstances, the usual
pattern turns up in this chapter too, namely in § 3.2, where lying and deceiving are
condemned when done to enemies, but accepted in certain cases in which they are done
to those dear to us, and in §§ 3-7-8, where robbing a temple is said to be unjust in case
of temples which belong to the cities, but just in case of those which are common
property of Hellas, when national security is threatened.

If the logical contrast describing the clash between ITs and DTs is the one I have
just illustrated, then it is immediately striking how these two positions are not
contrasting, let alone contradictory, but compatible. For nothing prevents us from
considering, for example, a certain custom beautiful under some condition, ugly under
another one (IT), and, at the same time, to oppose one custom which we deem beautiful
to another one which we deem ugly (DT).% From this angle, both ITs and DTs are
sensible and the same applies to the particular DT of § 5.10 too, because considering an
action, such as that of speaking, as essentially dependent on the time in which it takes

place is a philosophical choice which one may legitimately make. If that is the case, then

8% Earlier in the commentary I also observed how a translation of the articulate form of the neuter
adjectives in DTs in terms of concepts, such as Robinson’s, makes the two positions even less conflicting;
and that, by a principle of linguistic charity towards A6yot presented as dioooi, strengthens the case for
a translation such as mine.
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some scholars’ belief that the author must side only with either of the two positions
proves unconvincing, also considering how for each thesis for which the author argues,
he does not refrain from using phrases stating his own agreement with it, in a way
which makes his actual views inscrutable.®” Another questionable take on this issue is
Diels’, who even deemed the author so ‘talentlose’®*® as not to realize the failure in the
way ITs and DTs contrast. This does not do justice to the respectable standard of the
author’s reflection in chapters 7-9, though, or to what we have been seeing about the
thought-out construction of the antilogic chapters. Furthermore, by the same token,
criticism may well be advanced against Euthydemus and Dionysodorus too, although
no one would be ready to question these characters’ intellectual qualities.®® For it is
patent that the philosophical nonsense with which they flood Plato’s Euthydemus should
be taken simply for their eristic effect, namely for one of the results sought by a sophist
such as the two brothers and, presumably, our author.

The consistency of chapters 1-5, however, does not boil down just to the same logic
underpinning their different arguments, and the author seems to have worked on at
least two other levels when producing this cluster of chapters. From a philosophical
viewpoint, a Platonic passage, R. V.479a-480a, is of particular significance. There, Plato
describes a kind of people who reject the existence of qualities in themselves, and yet
do not refrain from predicating them of objects of the world. By doing so, they show
themselves to have opinions about what they do not actually know, and hence to

deserve the title of doxophilists, as opposed to philosophers. Going into such opinions,

87 That the author supports DTs has been argued, among the others, in Gomperz (1912), Levi (1940),
Dupréel (1948), Untersteiner (1954). This view often hinges around flimsy factors such as DTs coming as
second and its defense always occupying more space (which is even false!), as Robinson underscored
(Robinson (1979), 73-74). He, instead, saw the author’s preference going to ITs, judging them as
‘frequently quite acceptable, and easily supportable by evidence’, and their arguments as usually better
than the others (Robinson (2003), 243). As for the phrases potentially indicating the author’s commitment
to some view, however, he too acknowledged that what can be made of those is unclear (Robinson (1979),
74).

858 Diels (1907), 635.

89 A defense of our author’s intellectual qualities is, instead, in Rossetti (1980), 27-41.
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Plato recalls those about things that look beautiful, just, and pious under some
circumstances, but also ugly, unjust and impious, under others (479a-b); examples
clearly reminiscent of the ITs of chapters 1-4.5° Then, he broadens the range of such
judgements showing how not only evaluative predicates, but also empirical ones can be
included: things can appear both double and half, great and small, light and heavy
(479b). By only relying on opinion, doxophilists are hence bound to equivocate the
objects they opine, and they cannot be ‘certain that any of these things exists or does
not, either as both or neither”%! (479c). As a result, ‘the many notions of most people
about beauty and the rest are rolling around somewhere between nonexistence and
pure existence’®? (479d). All of this latter extract of Plato mirrors with extreme accuracy
§§ 5.3-5, which made me list this parallel among those testifying a second-class influence
between Dissoi Logoi and ancient Greek authorities. What one can conclude from this
comparison is that Plato’s doxophilists unequivocally coincide with the IT upholders of
chapters 1-5, and in a way which brings to light a philosophical connection between the
ITs of our work, which one would not at first sight suspect. For, granted, chapter 5
breaks with the previous ones by discussing the identity and the difference of opposites
which are no longer qualities, but actions by different classes of people. On the other
hand, we have just seen how it is also deeply integrated in chapters 1-4, by keeping a
brief sketch of the ontological implications of those chapters’ ITs, as well as of its own.
Finally, such coincidence can be reasonably explained with our author having been
inspired by R. V.479a-480a when composing the first speeches of chapters 1-5: as seen
back in the Introduction, Plato’s Republic is one of the most likely sources of Dissoi Logoi.

Earlier, we observed that a philosophical and a dialectico-rhetorical temper
characterize the author’s sophistic ideology. It thus would not come as a surprise if in a

sample of text which has been proving particularly meaningful in the former respect,

860 The parallel with true/false is missing in Plato, but the point he makes is clear enough to embrace this
couple, and hence to apply to the IT of chapter 4, as well, just as to any other possible couple of opposites.
8! Translation from Emlyn-Jones/Preddy (2013), 565.
862 Tbid.
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we can now find something associated to the latter too. For chapters 1-5 also exemplify
four different rhetorical strategies, which the author must have had in mind during their
composition.

Firstly comes the one I label relativization, and which concerns the ITs of chapters
1-4. Here the author shows how an issue puts on opposite tones under different
circumstances. One can better appreciate the rhetorical efficacy of this strategy if they
move from the field of philosophical opposites to that of ordinary life. We can thus
imagine, for example, defending our dog from the accusation of being aggressive,
highlighting how it barks only at strangers such as the accuser, whereas among the
family it is tame and plays with children.

The IT of chapter 5% shows overgeneralization, namely it makes different issues
coincide by cutting out the aspects which differentiate them. This time we could think
of another defence of our dog from the same accusation as before, by pointing out how
it barks at everyone, passing under silence that it barks joyfully at known people yet
threateningly to strangers.

Close to the latter strategy is the one employed by the DT of chapters 1-4, and
which I call absolutization. It too dispenses with the relativizing clauses which cast
opposite lights on an issue, but argues that only either of these lights is acceptable. For
example, to the owner who distinguishes between his dog’s behaviours with known
and unknown people one can counter that the aggressiveness of the dog with strangers
should make him seriously worry about leaving it in the company of his family
members too.

Lastly, the DT of chapter 5 is based on overspecification, that is it exaggerates the
importance of some details, ending up multiplying the actual number of matters at

hand. A parallel would be to excuse our dog to a passer-by at whom it was snarling, by

83 ] am here of course excluding § 5.9 which, as said above, leads back to the logical form of chapters 1-4
IT, and which too can be judged as a relativization from a rhetorical perspective.
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clarifying that actually the dog was not about to attack him, as he could have thought,

because usually when it does so it also lifts its tail.

§ 3.3 Chapters 1-4

We have just had further confirmation of a fact already known, namely that the author

has familiarity with the art of speaking, regardless of the fact that he does not expressly

name it. Something else in this sense can emerge if we now narrow down our focus to

the first four chapters and, more precisely, to their second speeches, in defence of DT.

What one sees here is the thought-out repetition of the same sequel of rhetorical steps,

namely:

1. New enunciation of DT, after the one in the first paragraph of the chapter (§§ 1.11,
2.21,3.13, 4.6);

2. Interrogation of the IT upholder and reductio ad absurdum of his position by putting
him at odds with his own words and deeds (§§ 1.12-13, 2.21, 3.13, 4.6);

3. Absurd consequences that the IT would have in the upholder’s judgement about
some people (§§ 1.14-15, 2.22, 3.14, 4.6);

4. Review and refutation of some of the IT’s arguments (§§ 1.16-17, 2.23-28, 3.15-16, 4.7-
9

5. Conclusion, except in chapter 4 where the final part of the text is missing, and with
reference to the untruthfulness of art in chapters 2 and 3 (§§ 1.17, 2.28, 3.17).

It would be excessive to see in (2)-(4) those rhetorical commonplaces (to7tot), namely

‘ready-made argument<s> usable in a variety of situations’,%* which according to Cic.

Brut. XI1.46-47 and Quint. Inst. III.1.1 Protagoras and Gorgias were the first to treat and

which soon became a pivotal aspect of ancient rhetoric. On the other hand, the repetition

of the same thread of general topics shows how the author was aware of the contribution

of order to the creation and the retention of a speech, which is something already

864 Calboli Montefusco in BNP, s.v. “Topics’.
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discussed in connection with chapter 9, and which, incidentally, explains the historical

affinity between rhetorical and mnemonic tomtor.8%

§ 4. A Pyrrhonian sophist?

The division of the antilogic chapters into smaller meaningful subsets has not actually
concluded with the previous paragraph. A last group, chapters 1-3, are, in fact, what
Barnes calls ‘the first 3 ethical sections’®® of the treatise and, as anticipated in the
Introduction, they have a special consideration in manuscripts and first editions of Dissoi
Logoi. I also already mentioned how scholars observed the similarity of these chapters
to Sextus’ Ethicists, and, as far as chapter 2 is concerned, S.E. P. I and, especially, III
should be certainly added, as we will better see later.

That leads me to finally tackle the question, left suspended, about why our work
has been attached at the end of Sextus Empiricus’ codices; a fact which, as I noted earlier,
was not perfectly clear to the copyists themselves at some stage of the text’s
transmission, judging from the comment (nrettal 0¢ el kKal 10 MAQOV CUYYQAMUX
Yé&redv oty in all manuscripts” superscription. And, truthfully, at first sight, one
may sympathize with them, given the author’s sophistic ideology seen in the previous
paragraph. His clear-cut political stand in chapter 7; his profession of omniscience and
his promotion both of rhetoric and of an inquiry into the nature of things, in chapter 8;
finally, his faith in the potentiality of mnemonics, and his instruction of how it works:
all that is inevitably at odds with Sextus” suspension of judgement, with his tranquil
avoidance of inquiring into the reality underlying man’s contrasting appearances, and
with his suspicion of anyone claiming to have a knowledge to impart. In this connection,

Fabricius stressed the anti-sceptical character of the text so much as to conjecture the

865 See Blum (1969), 53-54.
s66 Barnes (1979), 217.
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Stoic Sextus of Chaeronea as its true author, and supposed that a mistake in copying his
name caused the misplacement of Dissoi Logoi at the end of Sextus Empiricus.8”

On the other hand, a few scholars spotted a sceptical vein in chapters 1-6, almost
all of them without questioning the sophistic nature of the work either.®® In particular,
S.E. P.1.12 straightforwardly claims that ‘the main basic principle of the Sceptic system
is that of opposing to every proposition an equal proposition; for we believe that as a
consequence of this we end by ceasing to dogmatize’.®® Whether one agrees with me
about the author’s conceiving his contrasting speeches as equipollent, or not, as
Robinson,®”? a compiler, especially if not very knowledgeable about philosophy, ‘could
be forgiven for seeing an affinity between this view and the doctrine of equipollence
that so characterises the writings of Sextus” and for tying the two texts together, as
Robinson himself acknowledged.®”! In this hypothesis, the association would have been
made simply on the basis of their common practice of arguing on both sides of a given
issue, and would hence have had a certain degree of fortuitousness. For by the same
token, the same compiler may well have attached Dissoi Logoi to works from other later
schools of thought, which shared the same technique, such as the Peripatos (Aristotle
himself is reported to have introduced it, see Cic. Orat. XIV.46), the Academy (see de
Orat. 111.107-108, Att. 11.3.3, Acad. 11.7-8; Arcesilas and Carneades stood out in this, see de
Orat. 111.79-80, Acad. 1.46, Fin. V.10-11), or the empirical school of medicine (Dionysius

87 Fabricius (1724), 617.
868 Giacomo Leopardi first detected the pro and contra form of the starting chapters as typical of
‘esercitazioni scettiche’ (Zibaldone di pensieri, 21 June 1823); later he doubted the authenticity of the work,
yet (Ibid., 10 March 1829). The sceptical reading can be found also in Bergk (1883), 120, Schanz (1884), 372,
Teichmiiller (1884), 114-115, Weber (1897), 34, Dumont (1969), 232, Robinson (1996), 35-36, Burnyeat
(1998), Bailey (2008), 261-263.
89 Bury (1976), 9.
870 See supra, 282, n. 857.
871 Robinson (1996), 35. After all, Gregory of Nazianzus himself proves to have made this equation, when
writing this: ‘ever since the Sextuses and the Pyrrhos and the practice of arguing to opposites have, like
a vile and malignant disease, infected the churches, babbling has been regarded as culture and — as the
Book of Acts says of the Athenians — we spend our whole time in speaking or listening to some novelty
or other. (Oratio 21, caput 12, PG 35, col. 1095)" (translation from Floridi (2002), 12). A contemporary
example of such judgement comes from Dumont, who spoke of ‘deux theses contraires, a la fagon de
Protagoras [...] ou des Sceptiques’ (Dumont (1969), 232).
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of Aegae’s Auctvaxd, see Phot. Bibl. 185,211), had he just found himself with their texts
instead of those of Sextus.

However, other Dissoi Logoi features took on a considerable significance over the
long arc of Pyrrhonism, whose Sextus Empiricus is famously our main source. The
contrast in Greece among those who philosophize (twv @iAocopovvtwv...toi pév...tol
0é€...), with which the work starts off in § 1.1 and which involves the ITs and the DTs of
chapters 1-4, recalls the notion of dixgpwvia (‘disagreement’) to which the first Mode of
Agrippa is devoted (S.E. P. 1.178).872 Both chapters 1 and 6 end with what Sextus calls
értoxn) (‘suspension of judgement’, P. 1.5 et passim), the former underscoring the author’s
silence on the nature of the good thing, the latter refraining from concluding in favour
of the teachability of wisdom and excellence, although all the arguments in support of
their unteachability have been refuted. Finally, that it is essential for a man’s success to
know the nature of things (§ 8.1-2) and that indeterminateness is their nature (§ 5.5)
were two of Pyrrho’s tenets too. More broadly, the possibility that sophists ‘provided
the materials exploited most conspicuously but by no means exclusively by the later
Skeptics’®® has been illustrated by Striker. Exemplary of that is the case of the
Anonymous author of MXG who, according to Jaap Mansfeld, was a Neo-Pyrrhonist
already acquainted with Agrippa’s thought and reasonably interested in Gorgias’ On
What is Not.5*

Furthermore, looking back at the list of parallels between Dissoi Logoi and ancient
authorities,® in five out of the eight cases involving Sextus Empiricus” works, no other
author is included, and in two of these five, the influences are of second class (chapter

5and S.E. M. X1.197-209; § 5.14 and S.E. P. 11.215, I11.109, M. IV.25, X.323).87¢ Hence, albeit

872 Similarly, Gisela Striker examined MXG 979al4-21 and observed that ‘by playing out one philosopher's
arguments against those of another, Gorgias produced what the later Pyrrhonist skeptics would call a
dlapwvia: a set of conflicting theses each backed by argument’ (Striker (1996), 12).

873 Striker (1996), 20. On the links between sophistic and scepticism see also Pullman (1994).

874 Mansfeld (1988).

875 See supra, 27-29.

876 On the definition of the two classes, see supra, 27.
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the possibility of a lost common source cannot be excluded, there is a good chance that
an intellectual borrowing occurred between Sextus and our author, which comparison
of their chronologies also shows to have gone from the latter to the former and not the
other way around, like in all other cases of influence examined. If that is the case, then
the fact that the text of Dissoi Logoi remained close to Sextus’ corpus up to its manuscript
transmission can be explained, more than with the questionable choice of a later
compiler, with the fact that Sextus used, and hence accessed, our work. After all, he may
have not been the first Pyrrhonist to be interested in this text, as I shall now show.

We already saw that D.L. IX.106 informs us of a writing Ilegt dittwv Adywv
composed by a sceptic called Zeuxis, and how this testimony counted as textual
grounds for Weber to introduce ‘Dissoi Logoi’ as the new title of our work. It is now
opportune to supplement that with the further information which Diogenes adds about
Zeuxis, but which neither Weber nor Burnyeat, who more recently flagged up Zeuxis in
connection with Dissoi Logoi, fully observed.®”” In the same Diogenes Laertius passage,
in fact, Zeuxis is said also to be a friend of Aenesidemus and, just like him, to ‘hold to
phenomena alone’.#® At IX.116, then, both Aenesidemus and Zeuxis appear within the
legacy of Timon’s pupils. More precisely we read that “Aenesidemus of Cnossus, the
compiler of eight books of Pyrrhonean discourses [...] was the instructor of Zeuxippus
his fellow-citizen, he of Zeuxis of the angular foot”.*”” Hence, Zeuxis and Aenesidemus’
above philosophical agreement is explained here with the indirect transmission of the
latter’s teachings to the former via Zeuxippus.

What this kind of teaching was like is another element of knowledge within our
reach. As Bett put it, Aenesidemus was the starter ‘of anything we could call a
Pyrrhonian tradition” around three centuries after Pyrrho.®’ His brand of Pyrrhonism

was yet different both from that of the origins and, especially, from the late one of Sextus

877 Cf. Weber (1897), 34, n. 1, Burnyeat (1998), 107.
878 Hicks (1925), 517.
879 Tbid., 527.
880 Bett (2000), 191.
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Empiricus who, nonetheless, provides us with precious reconstructions of his thought.
Our most conspicuous source for Aenesidemus is, however, Phot. Bibl. 169b18-170b35
which furnishes an account of how the Pyrrhonist behaves, which boils down to two
fundamental points. Firstly, he “determines absolutely nothing, not even this very claim
that nothing is determined’®! (170al11-12). Secondly, though he is ‘free of all doctrine’®?
(169b41), Aenesidemus’ Pyrrhonist can nonetheless hold and express views on certain
issues, unlike Sextus Empiricus” one. An example of this is given at 170al-3, where
Pyrrhonists are said to maintain that things “are no more of this kind than of that, or that
they are sometimes of this kind, sometimes not, or that for one person they are of this
kind, for another person not of this kind, and for another person not even existent at
all’.# In Bett’s words, ‘things are not invariably F’,** but ‘sometimes F, sometimes not-
F, and F for one person, not-F for another, and non-existent for a third’.**> The same
stress on ‘the relativity of phenomena, or their variability with circumstances’®
emerges also from Diogenes Laertius’ account of the ten Modes of suspension of
judgement (D.L. IX.78-88) which, just as Sextus (P. 1.346), he traced back to
Aenesidemus.

With this in mind, it is not far-fetched to suppose that if an Aenesidemean
Pyrrhonist such as Zeuxis had access to the book of Dissoi Logoi, he could find the ITs of
chapters 1-4 to his liking, as they consist entirely in relativized assertions of that same
kind.® It is also worth assessing the possibility, just briefly sketched by Burnyeat, that
the dtttot Adyor about which Zeuxis seems to have written from his work’s title, were

those constituting the first six antilogic chapters of our work.® At first sight, this

881 Translation from Long/Sedley (1987), 469.
882 Tbid.
883 Tbid.
884 Bett (2000), 195.
885 Ibid., 194
88 Jbid., 209
887 Cf. supra, 279.
88 Burnyeat (1998).
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identification can sound fanciful, because the exercise of contrasting two opposing
arguments on the same topic is attested both before Dissoi Logoi’s time, with Protagoras,
and after it, with the aforementioned Hellenistic philosophers, as well as because one
cannot rule out that the dittot Adyor about which Zeuxis wrote were his own. However,
for what our available literary evidence is worth, the only other occurrence of the phrase
dwoooi Adyoibeside Dissoi Logoi, is a cursory appearance in Fr. TGF 189 from Euripides’
Antiope.® Furthermore, Aenesidemean relativism, based on opposite attributes
predicated of the same subject under different conditions, which I have just sketched
can be traced only in Dissoi Logoi’s antilogies and in those of Protagoras (P1. Prt. 334a-c).
Yet, one can observe how Dissoi Logoi, especially if we agree on the dating of it for which
I have been arguing, is far closer in time to Pyrrho than Protagoras, and that could make
it a more attractive reading for someone who was looking into the figure of Pyrrho.
Finally, Aenesidemus came from Crete and by being able to speak Aegean Doric kowvr),
one of the dialects which I previously associated to Dissoi Logoi, he could have a
facilitated access to our work. If that was the case, it is also possible that he read it,
deemed it an interesting testimony of ancient relativism for his own reflections on the
subject,®° and hence introduced it into his philosophical circle where Zeuxis could have
known it.

At this point, we have reached two conclusions. The first is that Sextus Empiricus
is likely to have drawn on Dissoi Logoi, which also explains the latter’s manuscript
collocation. The second, and more speculative, is that Zeuxis too may have accessed our
work and made use of it. Granted, these two points are distinct both logically and as far
as their degree of probability is concerned. Nonetheless, a hypothesis is worth
exploring, which can coherently account for both of them, and also tell us more about
those Sextus passages in which the debt to Dissoi Logoi is more visible, and on which I

just touched when opening this section.

889 €1¢ TAVTOG AV TIG TMEAYHATOG DlooWV AdywV [ dywva Oelt’ dv, el Aéyewv ein oopadg.
890 See also Bury (1976), xxxvii.
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To begin this exploration, we firstly need to recall two facts. In the first place,
although Sextus is another source for Aenesidemus’ thought, we lost the writings on
which he based himself to reconstruct the latter. Secondly, it has been observed how the
places of Sextus” work in which Aenesidemus’ Pyrrhonism seems to emerge more
decidedly are not as much those in which Aenesidemus is expressly referred to, as other
implicit ones in which Sextus’ scepticism takes turns so unexpected as to suggest that
another kind of Pyrrhonism is in action.®! In particular, Sextus” ethical writings ‘have
retained much more pervasive signs of Aenesidemean heritage than his writings on
other subjects’.?2 A first example is the treatment of the tenth Mode of suspension of
judgement, devoted to the variation in the laws and customs of peoples. Usually, in
Sextus the Modes end by inviting the Pyrrhonist ‘to suspend judgement as to the real
nature of the objects” of which appearances are given.®* This occurs with the tenth too
(P. 1.145-163), but with a characteristic additional ‘emphasis on relativity’#* which, in
fact, enables the Pyrrhonist to opine at least about what belongs to an object ‘in respect
of this particular rule of conduct, or law, or habit, and so on with each of the rest’
(I1.163).5%

On the same wavelength is P.III, whose second and ethical part is concerned,
among the rest, with the question of whether something by nature good or bad exists.
From a methodological point of view, Bett rightly points out as striking that here the
author does not opt for contrasting arguments pro and contra ‘the general proposition
that there exist things that are by nature good or bad’, in his usual oppositional
fashion.®® He, instead, displays ‘a multitude of conflicting positions concerning what

things are by nature good or bad’,*” and the immediate conclusion he draws from them

891 Cf. Bett (2000), 207-213, Bett (2010), 182-186.
822 Tbid., 186.
89 Bett (2000), 208.
894 Tbid.
%5 Bury (1976), 93.
89 Bett (2010), 182.
897 Thid.
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is that there are no such things (cf. 179, 182, 190). That too strays from normal Sextus, in
two respects. Firstly, it assumes a principle, which Bett called ‘invariability condition’,5%
and which at M. VIIL.8 Sextus himself admits comes from Aenesidemus, phrasing it as
follows.: “some of them [sc. ‘things’] appear to all men in common, others to one person
separately, and of these such as appear to all in common are true, and the other sort
false’.%” As Bett recalls, ‘except in Against the Ethicists, the book that espouses an
essentially Aenesidemean outlook, Sextus shows no sign of accepting the invariability
condition; nor would one expect him to accept it — it would surely look to him like a
dogmatic philosophical view’.”? Secondly, the conclusion Sextus formulates is clearly a
negatively dogmatic assertion, which, again, seems as far from him as expectable of
Aenesidemus, who at Phot. Bibl. 170b3-35 is described as denying the existence of signs,
causes and ends, as well as the possibility for man to grasp concepts such as those of the
world, gods, the nature of things, and of their causes.?! Finally, suspicion surrounds the
logical step which Sextus makes from this negative assertion to the conclusion of P. III
on this issue, namely that ‘the Sceptic, seeing so great diversity of usages, suspends
judgement as to the natural existence of anything good or bad’** (II1.235). Refraining
again from his usual oppositional method, Sextus does not come to this point by
contrasting the negative view with its opposite ‘something is by nature good or bad’.
On the contrary, at 182 he attempts to justify the move with a short line of reasoning,
which, yet, lacks persuasiveness,”® and seems designed just to tie together assertions
reflecting two different kinds of Pyrrhonism.

If in the case just examined suspension of judgement is grounded on shaky

premises, in Against the Ethicists (S.E. M. XI), earlier touched on and sketched as the most

8% Bett (2000), 196 et passim.
89 Bury (1967), 243.
900 Bett (2000), 216.
901 Cf. ibid., 197, 233.
902 Bury (1976), 483.
905 Bett (2010), 183-184.
904 Cf. also ibid., 183-185.
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Aenesidemean of Sextus’ books, it fails altogether. For here the sceptic’s goal of
atapaia extraordinarily emerges straight from the acceptance of this ‘definitive
negative conclusion’:*® “when reasoning has established that none of these things is
good by nature or evil by nature, we shall have a release from perturbation and there
will await us a peaceful life’** (M. XI.130; cf. also 118, 140).°” The same book also
features acceptance of relativized assertions (114, 118), commitment to the invariability
condition (69-71), and another unambiguously negative answer at the end of the chapter
inquiring whether an art of life exists or not (215).7%

In summary, P. 1.145-163, P. III, and M. XI reflect Aenesidemus’ Pyrrhonism rather
than that of their author. But what matters more to us is that, looking at the two lists of
parallels between our work and ancient authorities again, a good five out of the eight
portions of Dissoi Logoi paralleled with Sextus’ texts (§ 2.5, §§ 2.9-17, chapter 5, § 5.14,
chapter 6) corresponds to passages belonging to those three Sextus sections, three being
the cases of first-class influence (§ 2.5, §§ 2.9-17, chapter 6), two being those of second-
class influence (chapter 5, § 5.14). Also, the only three cases where relevant amounts of
text from both works are paralleled involve precisely those three Sextus sections (§§ 2.9-
17 and P. 111.199-234; chapter 5 and M. XI1.197-209; chapter 6 and M. XI1.216-257). As a
result, the passages in Sextus where Aenesidemus’ thought stands out the most are also
the closest ones to Dissoi Logoi.

Besides strengthening the case, already made, for the interest which an
Aenesidemean Pyrrhonist like Zeuxis could have had in Dissoi Logoi, these outcomes
may also suggest that Aenesidemean Pyrrhonism played a part in the relation between
Dissoi Logoi and Sextus. More precisely, Sextus may have discovered Dissoi Logoi within
that body of materials on Aenesidemus in which our work could have ended up, due to

the said interest of Aenesidemean Pyrrhonists for it. Among the other writings of that

%5 Bett (2000), 212.
%6 Bury (1968), 449.
%7 Cf. Bett (2000), 212, Bett (2010), 184.
s Cf. Bett (2000), 212-213, Bett (2010), 185-186.
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same collection, all of which now lost, Sextus may have found Zeuxis’ Ilegt dittwv
Adywv too. If this work did deal with Dissoi Logoi, on it Sextus could have drawn some
of the ideas which make his P. 1.145-163, P. III, and M. XI an expanded and

Aenesidemean treatment of what some passages of our work originally said.
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5. Conclusion

At the end of his entry ‘Dissoi Logoi” for The Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
Burnyeat warned that “sober readers will suspend judgement on every question about
the work’.*” I believe that with this thesis the range of this caveat has shrunk, and that
concerning a few issues related to this work new reconstructions emerge which,
although they do not meet the criterium of certainty which Burnyeat’s ‘sober reader’
might require, should, nonetheless, be welcomed by a scholar in ancient philosophy, as
they are more grounded than those that the standard view on Dissoi Logoi has
maintained so far.

In particular, the idea that the work is to be dated between the 5" and the 4
century BCE — to which its presence in Diels and Kranz’s collection of Presocratics
earlier, and in Laks and Most’s edition of the early Greek philosophers now, is due —
must be reconsidered. The numerous and strong similarities between Dissoi Logoi and
the works of Plato and Isocrates suggest that our author was influenced by them.
Combining the date of Isocrates” Aeropagiticus with a reference to what the author calls
‘the most recent’ of the wars in Greek history, in § 1.8, I moved the date of composition
to 355-338 BCE.

Fewer indications have surfaced about the geographical provenance of the text.
But in this case too, the usual preference for Western regions of the Doric-speaking
world, such as Sicily and Southern Italy, has turned out not to convince on linguistic
grounds, as careful analysis of this dialect makes think of an Eastern form of Doric
KoLwvn.

The sophistic nature of the author is confirmed, whereas both the idea of the text
as a collection of lecture-notes and that of a didactic goal conflict with its style and with

an internal unity which one may easily fail to see on first reading, but which starts to

%9 Burnyeat (1998), 107.
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emerge as soon as one focuses on chapter 8. Here the author showcases a series of
sophistic abilities which his customers may have been interested to acquire, and
samples of which may be recognised in the previous seven chapters. Chapters 1-8 hence
look as a promotional essay followed by an incomplete treatise of mnemonics, chapter
9. These two writings are likely to belong to the same author, but can hardly have made
part of the same work.

Finally, Dissoi Logoi’s collocation at the end of Sextus Empiricus’ manuscripts is
now strengthened by some new theoretical connections. The aforementioned
comparison with parallel texts which has revealed our author’s intellectual debts, here
leads to the conclusion that Dissoi Logoi was read by Sextus, and likely by Zeuxis too:
for the Aenesidemean kind of Pyrrhonism which seems to have belonged to this 1st-
century BCE figure, to whom the only possible literary testimony of our work may also
be associated, is the version of Pyrrhonism which suits Dissoi Logoi’s relativism the best.

To conclude, Dissoi Logoi seems to be the work of a 4"-century sophist imbued with
a literary and philosophical culture of the past, and who held knowledge, including
knowledge, in the highest esteem, considering it even as the essential basis of a true

democracy.
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