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PREFACE

Students of philosophy have, with good reason, been embarrassed by
Plato’s Menexenus. The former Laurence Professor of Ancient Philosophy
at Cambridge University referred in print to the dialogue as “this astonish-
ing little piece (which is, let us admit, of no great importance save as an
illustration of Plato’s versatility).” The very versatility that Plato displays, by
composing an epitaphios logos that is, let us admit, a virtuoso tour de force
of epideictic oratory that belies the philosopher’s expressed disdain for
rhetoric and his lack of formal training in the subject, disturbs those who
patrol the boundaries of literary genres; already in antiquity Dionysius of
Halicarnassus felt the need to demonstrate at some length that Menexenus
was not quite as successful an oration as Demosthenes’ On the crown. Also,
historians have derided Plato for his historical inaccuracies and for mis-
representing contemporary military and political developments. On top
of it all, Plato wishes us to accept a Socrates who can speak eloquently of
events that occurred a dozen years after he drained the kylix of hemlock
that ended his life.

Serious engagement with the problems posed by this astonishing little
piece was inspired by the publication in 1981 of Linvention d’Athénes by
Nicole Loraux, a brilliant study of the funeral oration as an instrument
of Athenian ideology, later translated into English. The significance of
this work was recently acknowledged by the organization of a confer-
ence held in 2018 at the University of Strasbourg, “The Athenian funeral
oration: 40 years after Nicole Loraux.” Loraux wrote the work originally
as her PhD dissertation for the University of Paris. Another dissertation,
this one for the University of Cologne, served as the basis for the splen-
did commentary on Menexenus by Stavros Tsitsiridis, published in 19g8.
This was the most substantial work ever devoted to the dialogue and was
the first commentary of any sort to appear in almost a century. The most
recent commentary in English, that of J. A. Shawyer, appeared over a hun-
dred years ago. English-language students of Plato’s Greek text deserve to
have a more up-to-date introduction to this curious work than is provided
by Shawyer’s twenty-four pages of notes or the still older commentary by
C. E. Graves. The idea of correcting this deficiency arose in the happy
environment of Kirk Sanders’ Greek Reading Group at the University of
Illinois, where faculty and students read Plato and other prose authors
in a relaxed and congenial atmosphere. It is a pleasure to dedicate this
modest work to Kirk, in the fond recollection of many pleasant meetings.

ix



PREFACE

It is also a pleasure to thank Neil Hopkinson and Richard Hunter,
whose vigilance and guidance have been most beneficial. Finally, the read-
ers of this volume, along with its author, owe a great debt of gratitude to

Jane Burkowski for her exemplary copyediting.
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INTRODUCTION

1 THE ATHENIAN STATE FUNERAL

The earliest, and most valuable, evidence we have regarding the Athenian
practice of communal burial and public eulogy for those who died in
war is the description given by Thucydides when he introduces Pericles’
funeral oration, delivered in 431 BC, for those who were killed in action
in the first year of the Peloponnesian War.' That Thucydides supplies as
much detail as he does is an indication that the custom he describes is
specific to Athens and that the Panhellenic audience to whom his history
is addressed cannot be expected to be familiar with the specifics:*

In the same winter the Athenians, in accordance with their ancestral
custom (téh TaTpiwt vépwr xpdpevor), conducted burial rites at public
expense for those who were the first to be killed in this war. They do
this in the following manner: they lay out the remains (t& éo1&) of
the departed, having erected a temporary pavilion two days previ-
ously, and each person brings offerings for their loved ones should
they wish to do so. When the funeral procession takes place, wagons
carry coffins made of cypress wood, one for each tribe, holding the
remains from that tribe to which each person belonged. A single
empty bier, covered with a shroud, is carried along for the miss-
ing, that is, for those who could not be found for burial. Whoever
wishes, whether a resident of Athens or a visitor, joins the proces-
sion; women related to the deceased also are present at the burial,
performing lamentations. The dead are laid to rest in the communal
burial grounds (16 dnpdoiov oijua), located in the most attractive area
just outside the city. This is where they always bury those who died
in war, with the exception of those killed at Marathon. (Since they
judged the valor of those men to be exceptional they buried them on
the spot.) Once they have interred the remains, a man chosen by the
city who is considered to possess outstanding intelligence and who
enjoys the esteem of his fellows delivers a fitting speech in tribute
to the deceased, after which they take their leave. (Thuc. 2.34.1-6)

' The penetrating analysis of Rees 2018, however, suggests that Thuc.’s account
of the disposition of the cremated remains may be unrealistically simplified and
sanitized.

* That the practice of conducting communal public burial for those who died
in war was an exclusively Athenian custom is stated explicitly by Demosthenes in
Against Leptines (20.141).



2 INTRODUCTION

Thucydides’ reference to “ancestral custom” and his singling out of the
Marathonomachoi as an exception give the impression that he believes
the practice of public burial of the war dead to date from time immemo-
rial.3 That impression is supported by the opening sentence of Pericles’
speech, in which he criticizes the man who added the funeral oration -
unnecessarily in the opinion of Pericles - to a venerable custom. But the
historian is mistaken about the hoary antiquity of the practice, which
was an innovation of the democratic city.t There is no archaeological
evidence to support the existence of burial of the war dead in the com-
munal burial grounds before the time of the Persian Wars. The available
evidence consists of a small number of mass burial sites from the fifth
and fourth centuries and fragments of inscriptions from the same period
containing the names of casualties, listed by tribe.> That the dead from
the same tribe were listed together points unmistakably to the period
after the democratic reforms of Cleisthenes, who introduced the ten
new tribes in 508/47 BC.® The communal burial and public ceremony are
likely to have originated some decades after that date. For, contrary to
Thucydides’ implication that the Marathonomachoi were exceptional,
Herodotus records that the Athenians who died at Plataea also were bur-
ied on the battlefield (9.85.2), indicating that this was still the standard
practice in 479.

Practical considerations always dictated that the bodies of those killed
in battle be disposed of promptly, whether by cremation or inhumation
or both. The Iliad concludes with two funerals, those of Patroclus and
Hector, both of whom are cremated and then buried. Hector’s funeral
is arranged by his family members and the lamentation is performed by

3 Note, however, that “ancestral custom” can be used to refer to practices less
than 100 years old: Arist. Ath.Pol 29.3 quotes a resolution from 411 Bc that refers
to “the ancestral customs (ToUs Tarpious vépous) that Cleisthenes established when
he founded the democracy.”

4 For detailed discussion, see Jacoby 1944; Stupperich 1977: 200-24; Ziolkowski
1g81: 13-21; Pritchett 1985: 112-24; Loraux 1986: 56-76; Hornblower 1 2g2-6;
Arrington 2010. The proposed dates range from the last decade of the sixth centu-
ry to 464. Whether the oration was a still more recent addition to the ritual cannot
be determined; nevertheless, Pericles’ claim that most of those who delivered the
funeral oration in previous years praised the man who added it suggests that such
was widely believed to be the case.

5 Arrington 2010: 510-21. Arrington (506) sees the origin of the practice of
communal burial in Athens as belonging to a time close to 500, relying, it seems,
on a notice in Pausanias, who mentions “a tomb of the Athenians who fought
against the Aeginetans before the Persian invasion” (1.29.7).

® On the battlefield at Marathon the Athenian army was arranged according to
tribe (Hdt. 6.111.1) and, as Thucydides attests, the remains of the dead from each
tribe were contained in separate coffins.
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his wife, mother and sister-in-law. The remains of Patroclus, however, who
died far from home, are interred by his fellow warriors, and this must
have been the case generally in Archaic Greece, whether the remains
were given special treatment, like those of Patroclus, or were buried in
a mass grave. In Book Seven such a communal burial on the battlefield
is described, when the bodies of the Achaeans are cremated and bur-
ied under a single mound (430-5). This was done at the prompting of
Nestor, whose speech earlier in the book also mentioned the possibility
that the bones of the deceased could be sent back to their children “when
we return to our homeland.”” The chorus of Argive elders in Aeschylus’
Agamemnon also envisions the return home of the remains of casualties
of the Trojan War; the god of war is imaginatively depicted as a gold-
changer who converts men into ashes, which he packs like gold dust into
urns that can be conveniently transported in a ship’s cargo (437-44). The
date of Agamemnon, produced in 458, places it in the period after which
the Athenians had started bringing home the remains of those killed in
battle, but the chorus’ mention of urns, here and at line 435, points to
individual, rather than mass, burial. That is, Aeschylus and his audience
were familiar with the practice of sending home the remains of the dead,
but they were aware that communal burial was a recent Athenian innova-
tion and that it would be inappropriate to ascribe it to the Argives of the
heroic age.

By the end of the Archaic period, wealthy Athenian families that had
become accustomed to erecting conspicuous funerary monuments will
have wanted to memorialize at home those who died abroad, whether
their remains could be brought home or not. One such monument
was placed on a marble base found in Attica some go km south-east of
Athens, bearing an inscription identifying the monument as a memo-
rial to “Croesus, cut down by furious Ares in the front line of battle.”®
This inscription is dated to the third quarter of the sixth century and
the base is thought to have been that of the contemporary “Anavyssos
kouros” now in the National Archaeological Museum of Athens, inv.
3851. This was a period of rapidly increasing prosperity in Athens, and

7 Il 7.334—5. These lines, however, do not cohere with their context and are
certainly an interpolation, as was recognized already by Aristarchus. Still, they ac-
knowledge that, at the (unknown) time of the interpolator, some remains might
be buried elsewhere than on the battlefield.

8 The base is associated with a tomb that may have contained a cinerary urn
(Neer 2010: 24), but it is not certain whether Croesus’ monument marked his
grave or a cenotaph, nor do we know where his death occurred. The inscription,
IG 13 1240, refers only to a ofjpa, which can signify either a tomb or a marker for a
cenotaph (e.g. Od. 1.291).
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aristocratic families used funerary monuments as symbolic statements
in competing with each other for public attention, placing them along
the principal thoroughfares that led to the city. The affluence of the
family of Croesus is proclaimed by the fact that their son was named
after the fabulously wealthy Lydian king, by his position in the line of
battle and by the family’s ability to erect a costly memorial in his honor
along the road to Sounion, where other opulent grave markers have
been found.

Another prominent location for elite display was the Ceramicus cem-
etery, outside the Dipylon Gate to the northwest of the city, particularly
along the road that led to the deme of Colonus Hippius, the very name
of which proclaims its equestrian, and therefore aristocratic, associations.
Just to the west of that road was the road that led to the Academy, where
Plato would establish his philosophical association, and it was along this
thoroughfare that the Athenians located the communal burial grounds
for those killed in battle.? One of the aims of Cleisthenes’ reforms was to
limit, and perhaps eliminate, the potentially destructive aristocratic rival-
ries of which these conspicuous displays were a symptom. Mass burial of
the war dead, with no distinctions drawn among individuals apart from
their tribal affiliation, was consistent with those aims. For the remains of a
cavalry officer, or a hoplite who died in the front rank, were commingled
with those of an oarsman in the fleet, and their names might be listed
consecutively on the inscribed casualty list, which gives only names, in
no discernible order, without patronymics or an indication of deme affil-
iation.' The purpose, then, of the ancestral custom was to encourage a
belief in the equality of all male Athenian citizens of fighting age, each
of whom was equally responsible for the defense of the city and the pro-
motion of its interests abroad. The state was thus appropriating to itself
the commemoration of the war dead, which had previously been in the
hands of the families of the deceased. The resources of the state allowed
it to mount a more magnificent funeral than most Athenians could afford
on their own, as Socrates points out in our dialogue (234c), and it could
even outdo the wealthiest families by staging athletic and equestrian com-
petitions (249b) reminiscent of those provided by Achilles for the funeral
of Patroclus.

9 See the map at Arrington 2010: 513%. Arrington’s argument is persuasive,
namely that the road to the Academy was deliberately chosen to make a
democratic statement in opposition to the aristocratic values displayed on the
nearby road to Colonus.

> For the casualty lists, see Arrington 2010: 510, with references and earlier
bibliography.
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2 THE EPITAPHIOS LOGOS

The oration that accompanied the state funeral articulated for the assem-
bled mourners the democratic message of the equality of all Athenian
citizens, generally abstaining from singling out by name any individual.!
At the same time, the very nature of the funeral oration raised questions
about the assumption that underlay that message. For not every Athenian
citizen was equally adept at public speaking. Thucydides notes that the
man chosen on each occasion to deliver the oration “possessed outstand-
ing intelligence and enjoyed the esteem of his fellows.” It goes without say-
ing that such a person could only come from the upper strata of Athenian
society; as it happens, of the many who were chosen to deliver the funeral
oration before 338, the only person whose name we know is Pericles, the
leading citizen of Athens (Thuc. 2.65.9), and he gave the funeral oration
on at least two occasions. That is not to say that only members of the
elite possessed the intelligence to fashion an oration appropriate to the
occasion, but only they had the experience of public speaking that would
have brought them to the attention of the panel that selected the speaker
(234b) and, more importantly, only they could afford training in rheto-
ric, which was becoming increasingly professionalized by the end of the
fifth century. Such training was provided by men such as Protagoras and
Gorgias, who were attracted by the opulence and openness of Athens in
the late fifth century. Like the Athenian poets who composed opposing
speeches for the characters in their tragic agones, these men were able to
argue with equal effectiveness on both sides of a dispute and they offered
to teach their pupils, for a substantial fee, the ability to persuade others to
believe even what they themselves did not think was the case. The extrem-
ity to which this could be carried is parodied by Plato in his Euthydemus,
where Dionysodorus and his brother “prove” that Socrates did not have a
father and that the father of Ctesippus is the dog that he routinely beats
(297e—298e; see g(c)ii below).

The solemn occasion of a state funeral was no place for bravura dis-
plays of rhetorical inventiveness that confront the audience with propo-
sitions that they are unwilling to accept. Rather, it was incumbent upon
the speaker to console the survivors, by expressing conventional senti-
ments in attractive language, and to persuade them, regardless of the

** For the exceptional character of Lysias’ references to Themistocles and Myro-
nides, see Todd on Lysias 2.42 and 52; for Hyperides’ reference to the Athenian
general Leosthenes, see Herrman on Hyperides 6.3. By contrast, there was no hesi-
tancy over naming foreigners like Darius and Xerxes or legendary figures from the
Athenian past.
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speaker’s own convictions, that the sacrifice made by their loved ones ele-
vated them to the status enjoyed by the nameless heroes who defended
Athens against the Persians at Marathon. The unspoken implication was
that the Athenians of the speaker’s day had in no way degenerated in
comparison with their antecedents. The speaker might even go so far
as to claim that the heroes of today had equaled or surpassed those
of legendary times, as when Hyperides compares Leosthenes favorably
with the victors of the Trojan War, who “with the help of all Greece con-
quered a single city, while he, assisted only by his homeland, brought to
its knees the entire ruling power of Europe and Asia” (6.35). Hyperides
seems not to have been alone among the speakers of funeral orations
to engage in such hyperbole. Pericles, according to his contemporary
Ion of Chios, was so proud of his conquest of Samos that he compared
that campaign, which took a mere nine months, with Agamemnon’s ten-
year war to capture “a barbarian city”; given that Pericles delivered the
funeral oration over those who died in the Samian War, it is a not unrea-
sonable supposition that Ion is recording a version of what Pericles said
in that very speech.'*

(a) Pericles

Pericles and Hyperides mark, for us, the beginning and the end point,
being the earliest and latest orators whom we know to have delivered the
Athenian state funeral oration, in 439 and 322, and whose speeches have
been preserved.'* The oration that Pericles spoke over the dead in the
Samian War has not survived, but we are told that in it he referred to the
dead as having become “immortal like the gods.”*¢ Also likely to come
from this speech is the metaphor that Aristotle praises as having been spo-
ken by Pericles “when he delivered the funeral oration,” namely that the
loss of the young men in the war is comparable to a year being robbed of
its springtime (Rhet. 1.1365a30-2, 3.1411a2-4). The speech that Pericles
gave at the start of the Peloponnesian War, on the other hand, is recorded
by Thucydides and is among the most famous and controversial passages

'* So Wecowski 2013: 160-2. Ion’s comment (fr. 110 Leurini = FGrHist 392 F 16)
is preserved by Plutarch at Per. 28.7 and mor. gro0e.

'3 The fundamental study of the funeral oration is Loraux 1986. All the sur-
viving speeches and fragments are conveniently translated by Herrman (2004).
Ziolkowski 1981 analyzes the standardized format that the speeches followed.

4 Plut. Per. 8.9 = Stesimbrotus of Thasos, FGrHist 107 F g. That the dead will
attain immortal renown is a commonplace found in all the funeral orations but
Plato’s (Ziolkowski 1981: 1268, 142-5).
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in fifth-century literature.'s The controversy, as with all the speeches in
Thucydides, involves the question of the degree of faithfulness with which
the historian reports what was said. For our purposes, it is perhaps safest
to say that Thucydides gives his readers a version of what Pericles said, a
version that cannot have deviated radically from the original, given that
Thucydides’ history was written at a time, close to 400, when some of
his readers had been in Pericles’ audience thirty years previously. Those
readers, and that audience, may have included Socrates and several mem-
bers of Plato’s family. If Pericles’ speech contained an abundance of florid
metaphors and hyperbolic statements about the deceased, those would
have been pruned by Thucydides, just as, in all likelihood, he removed an
extended section on the glories of Athens’ past of the sort that appears
in other funeral orations and seems to have been a standard element of
such speeches already in the fifth century (see 235dg—4n.). Instead, the
speech as reported by Thucydides concentrates on the present success
of the Athenian “empire” (&pxh, 2.46.2) and gives a remarkable assess-
ment of the character of the Athenians and their democratic way of life.
Whatever the relationship between Thucydides’ text and the words spo-
ken by Pericles, it is generally agreed that the historian has edited and
adapted the content of the funeral oration to suit its place near the start
of his account of the war between Athens and Sparta.'®

Also controversial is the question of whether Plato’s Menexenus is some-
how directed specifically at Pericles’ speech. Dionysius of Halicarnassus
expresses his personal opinion that Plato wrote his funeral oration
in imitation of Thucydides,'?” but he goes on to observe that this goes
against Plato’s own claim that Archinus and Dion are his exemplars, a
manifestly perverse reading of 234b. In more recent times scholars have
pointed to the explicit references in the opening dialogue to Pericles,
Aspasia and Antiphon, who is praised by Thucydides for his character
and his oratorical excellence (8.68.1-2), as indicating that Plato’s funeral
oration is a direct response to the speech of Pericles as transmitted by
Thucydides.’® But given the formulaic character of the Athenian funeral

'5 Thuc. 2.35—46. See the commentaries by Rusten (1989: 135—78) and Horn-
blower (1 292—-316), with earlier bibliography.

16 See, e.g., Ziolkowski 1981: 202—7; Connor 1984: 63—75 with 252; Rusten
1989: 16.

97 %.H. Dem. 28 ds piv &uoi Bokel, Boukudidny apappoupevos. The force of the
preverb wapa- here is unclear.

'8 Von Loewenclau 1961: 33-6; Kahn 1963: 220-2 = 2018: 10-1g; Coventry
1989: g; Salkever 19g3; Yunis 19g6: 136—9; Collins and Stauffer 1999; Monoson
2000: 185—9; Long 2003; Eucken 2008; Trivigno 2009: 32-8; Heitsch 200g9; Rich-
ter 2011: g4—100; Pappas and Zelcer 2015: 4—9; Zelcer 2018.
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oration, many examples of which Plato must have heard in person, and
given that Thucydides’ Periclean speech deviates from that character to
a much greater degree than the speech that Plato attributes to Aspasia, it
seems more sensible to assume that, while Plato was undoubtedly familiar
with Thucydides’ history, his target in Menexenus is not one speech in par-
ticular but the rhetorical tradition as a whole.'?

(b) Gorgias

Gorgias, from Leontini in Sicily, is said to have composed an epitaphios
logos “in praise of those Athenians who distinguished themselves in wars”
(DK 82 B6). There is no way of knowing when during Gorgias’ long life -
he was born before Socrates and outlived him - the work was composed;
it is likely to postdate 427, the year in which he came to Athens as an
ambassador and made a profound impression with his rhetorical style.
In any event, he cannot have delivered a speech at a public funeral in
Athens, since he was not an Athenian citizen. It must have been written
as a display piece, like the preserved Encomium of Helen and Defense of
Palamedes, both designed to advertise to potential clients the kind of ver-
bal skills he was capable of imparting to his pupils. Only a few fragments
of his funeral oration survive, but one of them is long enough, at over two
hundred words, to give a sense of Gorgias’ manner and his verbal style.°
As is the case with the two surviving works just mentioned, it is written
not in Gorgias’ native Ionic dialect but in Attic, and it displays the dis-
tinctive style for which Gorgias was famous, characterized by facile verbal
paradox, obsessive antithesis, isosyllabic clauses that often involve rhyme
or repetition and, in general, a play on the sound of words for its own
sake. While it has been suggested, most acerbically by Denniston (1952:
10-12), that Gorgias’ style calls attention to itself for the purpose of dis-
tracting from the content’s lack of substance, such a style is well suited
to the cliché-suffused funeral oration, with its standardized format and
predictable message.**

'9 Berndt 1881: 3—6; Trendelenburg 19o5: g; Méridier 1gg1: 78-82; Henderson
1975; Clavaud 1g80: 74—6, go—2, 201-2. In the commentary below an effort will
be made, wherever possible, to cite in the first instance parallels of language and
thought drawn from the other funeral orations.

** Russell 1991: 22—4. For biographical details of Gorgias, who appears promi-
nently in P.’s dialogue named for him, see Nails 156-8. The fragments of his funer-
al oration are collected at DK 82 Bga—6 and translated by Herrman (2004: 24-5).

* Berndt (1881: 26-45) and Clavaud (1g80: 230—44) document the many plac-
es where Menexenus displays features associated with the style of Gorgias. For what
appears to be a deliberate echo of Gorgias’ funeral oration, see 234c6-235a1n.



(c) Lysias

The orator Lysias is familiar to readers of Plato from his presence at the
conversation recounted in Republic, which is set in the house of Lysias’
brother Polemarchus (1.328b), and from Lysias’ speech on erds that is
central to the dialogue Phaedrus. The second speech in the collection of
Lysias’ surviving works is entitled in the manuscripts Funeral oration for
those who came to the aid of the Corinthians.** The title is drawn from sec-
tion 67 of the speech, where it is said to have been composed for those
who were killed during the Corinthian War (395-387 BC). As was the case
with Gorgias’ speech, however, it cannot have been delivered at the public
funeral since Lysias, a metic, was not an Athenian citizen. It is likely to have
been written, like Gorgias’ speech, as a display piece, probably in the 380s
(Todd 2007: 163—4). That makes it roughly contemporary with Menexenus
(see g(b) below), and it has been argued that Plato was inspired to com-
pose his dialogue by the recent publication of Lysias’ speech.? Given the
timing, that is indeed a possibility. But, while Lysias’ funeral oration may
have prompted Plato to compose his own version, the speech in Menexenus
should not be seen as directed specifically at Lysias. When he parodies
Lysias, as he does in Phaedrus (230e—234c), Plato makes his intention clear,
both by naming the target of his criticism and by repeatedly using recogniz-
ably Lysianic transition formulas, such as kai ptv 51 (for which, see Shorey
1933) and én 8¢, neither of which is to be found in our dialogue. Rather,
since Lysias’ funeral oration seems, on the basis of the evidence available
to us, to be a typical representative of the genre,* it may be that it is the
very generic, stereotypical quality of Lysias’ oration that is the object of
Plato’s critical reaction. At the end of the discussion in Phaedrus, Socrates
indicates that he regards Lysias as representative of the class of writers who
spend their time “cobbling together and trimming down” (koAA&v Te kai
&eoupddv, 278e1) their compositions, and he instructs his young companion
to deliver a message to “Lysias and anyone else who puts words together”
(Aucian Te kai €l T1s &AAos cuvTifnol Adyous, 278c1). Another member of that
class, according to what we see in Menexenus, is Aspasia, who “put together”

2 See Todd 200%7: 149-274 for introduction, text (Carey’s OCT, reprinted),
translation and full commentary; prosopographical details for Lysias can be found
at Nails 19o—4.

3 Stallbaum 1833: 10~14; Kahn 196g: 230-1 = 2018: 25-6; according to Loraux
(1986: 94), Menexenus “is no more than a pastiche of Lysias’ epitaphios.”

¢ Herrman 2004: 27-8; Todd 2007%: 153, 164. In any event, as Tsitsiridis (48—9,
92) points out, the Corinthian War provided frequent opportunities for the spo-
ken delivery of funeral orations in Athens, some of which are likely to have been
heard by Plato.
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the funeral oration that Pericles delivered, from whose leftovers she “cob-
bled together” the speech that Socrates recites (ocuvetifer . . . ouykoM&oa,
296bg—6). By using the same banausic metaphor (for which see 236b6n.),
Plato seems to be suggesting that such written works as Lysias’ speech
on erds and Aspasia’s funeral oration are mass-produced by a process of
manufacture not unlike that which yielded the hundreds of shields taken
from the armory owned by Lysias’ family (Lysias 12.19).

(d) Demosthenes

In his speech On the crown, delivered before an Athenian jury in the
summer of 330, Demosthenes describes, with characteristic self-serving
grandiloquence, the process by which he had earlier been chosen to
give the funeral oration over those who died at the battle of Chaeronea
in 338. He boasts that he was publicly selected — the verb xeipoToveiv is
repeated four times (18.285—7) — by the démosin preference to Aeschines,
Demades and others.?s The speech survives as Oration 60 among the
works of Demosthenes.?® An unusual feature of this speech is that the leg-
endary eponym of each of the ten Cleisthenic tribes is named and the
“descendants” of each are lauded for having proved themselves worthy
of their ancestor by sacrificing their lives for Athens (27-31). In this way
the speaker propagates one of the prominent themes found throughout
the funeral orations, that bravery is instilled through imitation of admi-
rable exemplars, and at the same time alludes to one of the defining
democratic reforms of the Athenian government just at the time when
that government was about to become subservient to the Macedonian
king. The authenticity of this oration has been questioned at least since
the time of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who condemns it as uncharacteris-
tic of Demosthenes and as “coarse, superficial and immature” (gopTixds kai
Kevdg kal Tandapiodns, Dem. 44). It was often regarded as spurious by nine-
teenth- and early twentieth-century scholars, but it is generally considered

*s In the funeral oration itself, addressed not to a jury but to a general audi-
ence, Demosthenes says that the choice was that of “the polis” (60.2; cf. Thuc.
2.34.6 &viip fipnpévos UTrd Tiis ToAsws). There is no necessary inconsistency between
Demosthenes’ statements and what we learn from Mnx. 234bs, that it was the
Boule that chose the speaker. The Assembly acted on a wpopouAeupa of the Boule
(Rhodes 1981: 543), rendering the decision an act of the démos. Presumably the
recommendation of the Boule was normally adopted, but Demosthenes seems to
indicate that his nomination as speaker was controversial and the vote was contest-
ed, although in the end the choice of Demosthenes was triumphantly vindicated
by vote of “the people” of Athens.

% There is a translation, with a brief introduction, in Herrman 2004: 63—75.
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genuine today, its deviations from Demosthenic style and temperament
plausibly ascribed to the conventions of the epitaphic genre, in which vitu-
peration and selfjustification are out of place (Worthington 2003).

(e) Hyperides

In 1858 a papyrus dating to the late second century AD was published, con-
taining what appears to be the greater part of Hyperides’ funeral oration.*?
This was the speech, mentioned by Diodorus Siculus (18.13.5), that was
delivered in 322 during the Lamian War, commemorating those who were
killed in action along with their general Leosthenes in an engagement in
central Greece. Prior to the publication of the papyrus, only a paragraph
preserved by Stobaeus and a couple of brief quotations from the speech
survived on the basis of which we could assess the praise of “Longinus,”
who considered it the outstanding specimen of epideictic style.*® We can
now see that the epideictic style of Hyperides displays a number of simi-
larities to the style exhibited in the other surviving funeral orations and
that it is readily distinguishable from the style of the few forensic speeches
of Hyperides that are available to us.?® The differences in style are compa-
rable to those between the funeral orations of Lysias, Demosthenes and
Plato and the other works of those writers. In the past, the authorship of
all three of those funeral orations has been questioned, largely on the
basis of style. But the example of Hyperides, the genuineness of whose epi-
taphios is not in doubt, shows that ancient authors were capable of adapt-
ing their styles to the exigencies of the genre in ways that can confound
the judgment of even the most accomplished of philologists.

3 THE MENEXENUS OF PLATO
(a) Authorship

As with the funeral orations of Lysias and Demosthenes, questions have
been raised concerning the authorship of Plato’s Menexenus. In the case
of Lysias and Demosthenes, the comparison is with other public speeches
composed by those orators, the style of which seemed incompatible with

*7 Text, translation and commentary (= Hyperides, Oration 6) in Herrman 200g;
translation with brief introduction in Herrman 2004: 777-86.

B De sublim. 4.2 Ttov 8¢ EmTégiov EmdekTikés, ds oUk oida &l Tis &AAos, Si1é8eTo [sc.
Ywepeldng].

*9 Herrman 200g: 24—6. Newly published sections of the Archimedes palimpsest
containing parts of two previously lost speeches have recently increased the size of
Hyperides’ corpus by about 20 percent (Herrman xii).
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that of their funeral orations. In the case of Plato, however, the Menexenus
stands out from the rest of the corpus (with the exception of the Apology)
in that more than 8o percent of the text comprises a single, continuous
speech very different in character from the conversational give-and-take
that prevails throughout most of Plato’s works. In addition, scholars have
found it difficult to accommodate Menexenus to the philosophical outlook
of Plato and have considered the egregious anachronisms, which seem to
go beyond what can be paralleled elsewhere in Plato, to be intolerable.s°
Further, the serious tone of the funeral oration is felt to be inconsistent with
the playful character of the conversation that opens and closes the work.
Those who doubt that Menexenus is the work of Plato must deal with the
seemingly unanimous verdict of antiquity, since it is regarded as genuine
by all ancient authors who cite it or refer to it, beginning with Plato’s pupil
Aristotle.3' In his Rhetoric, discussing how one should compose an enco-
mium, Aristotle says that it is necessary to take into account the audience
before whom the praise is spoken, &omep yap 6 ZwkpdTns EAeyev, 0¥ XaAeTdy
Abnvaious év Abnvaiois éraweiv (1.1367b8—g). This appears to be a refer-
ence to what Socrates says at Menexenus 235d, that it is difficult to praise
Athenians in Sparta, but easy to praise those before whom one is speaking.
The imperfect éAeyev, however, has been taken as an indication that this
was a sentiment that the historical Socrates was in the habit of expressing.
That may indeed be the case, but if so, Aristotle later confirms that this
Socratic observation was incorporated into Menexenus, when he speaks
approvingly of “what Socrates says in the Epitaphios, that it is not difficult
to praise Athenians among the Athenians, but it is among the Spartans.”s*
Aristotle does not, it is true, name Plato as the author of this dialogue, but
it is difficult to believe that he would have omitted the name of the author
if the work was the product of some other writer of Socratic dialogues.33
Nevertheless, ever since the early nineteenth century there have been
scholars who questioned the authenticity of all or part of Menexenus.3¢ For

% For the anachronisms, see 3(b) below.

3! For details, see Tsitsiridis 36, citing Cicero, “Longinus,” Plutarch, Quintilian
and others. We can now add Apuleius, if he is indeed the author of the newly pub-
lished summary of Plato’s works attributed to him; see Stover 2016: 106.

32 Rhet. 3.1415bg0~1. For Epitaphios as the alternative title by which our dialogue
is often identified in antiquity, see Tsitsiridis 127, to which add ’Emrégios vel Menex-
enus from Apuleius (see previous n.). The fact that Aristotle refers to a statement
in the opening dialogue as coming from “the Epitaphios” confirms, what some have
doubted, that the funeral oration and the surrounding dialogue belong together.

33 Aristotle feels no need to name Plato when he paraphrases Apol. 27d at Rhet.
3.1419a8-12, although Xenophon and others had written Apologies of Socrates.

34 For a survey, see Tsitsiridis 21-41, concluding that there is no reason to doubt
the genuineness of the work.



3 THE MENEXENUS OF PLATO 13

the most part, the dialogue is now considered to be an authentic work
of Plato’s, although its curious nature still on occasion engenders some
uneasiness. Debra Nails, for instance, in order to remove the awkwardness
of having Socrates speak of events that occurred after his death, suggests
that the section from 244b to 246a was added to a genuine Platonic dia-
logue by some later member of the Academy.?s David Engels (2012) even
goes so far as to consider the preserved Menexenusan amalgam of two texts
of different origins, a Platonic frame dialogue combined with a funeral
oration composed by someone else. Most recently, and more seriously,
Thomas Koentges has marshaled the resources of big data to conduct
topic modeling and stylometric analysis on the Platonic corpus. Only a
preliminary report of the results is currently available, on the website of
the Center for Hellenic Studies (Koentges 2018). Intriguingly, Koentges’
initial findings purport to show that “there is little stylistic evidence that
the Menexenuswas written by the authorial entity we identify as Plato.” It is,
however, difficult to assess this conclusion until the full results have been
made available; publication has been announced as forthcoming in 2020.
The view adopted here is that, unless conclusive evidence to the contrary
is produced, Menexenus is to be regarded as a genuine work of Plato’s that,
for reasons to be addressed below (3(c)), deliberately presents un-Pla-
tonic ideas in an un-Platonic style.

There are several reasons critics have sought to remove Menexenus
from the Platonic corpus, and those reasons are directly related to mat-
ters that are essential to any attempt at understanding the aims of the
dialogue. We have already mentioned the anachronisms, the disparity in
tone between the conversational portions and the oration itself and the
seemingly uncharacteristic style. Not only is the style unlike what we are
used to finding in a Platonic dialogue, but scholars have found it difficult
to accommodate the content of the work to what is usually understood
to be the thinking of Plato, both because of what is found in Menexenus
and what it omits. For the funeral oration that Socrates recites is an
unabashed laudation of contemporary Athens, the democratic citizenry of
which was responsible for the unjust and unjustified execution of Socrates
himself.3¢ Further, the dialogue makes clear that the successful education

85 Nails g1g—20. In addition to eliminating the anachronism, it is claimed that
the proposed deletion “would mark a rhetorical improvement.”

88 Plato’s disillusionment with the Athens of his day is most powerfully expressed
in the Seventh Letter (324d-326b), justifying his departure from his city and his first
trip to Sicily; similar is Socrates’ assessment of the degeneration in the character of
the Athenians after the time of Pericles, Gorg. 515b—516b.
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of the young that is envisioned has the form of simply imitating approved
models (284apn.), a procedure that is plainly at odds with the practice of
Socrates, as it is portrayed not only by Plato but also by Xenophon. On the
other hand, there is nothing in the dialogue that resembles the character-
istically Socratic questioning of basic ethical concepts, nor do we find any
reference to the concern for and care of the soul (2g5a2n.), which the
Platonic Socrates regards as his divinely mandated mission, to be pursued
even at the cost of his life (Apol. goa-b). If we are to make sense, then,
of Menexenus as a genuine work of Plato’s, we will need to locate it, both
intellectually and chronologically, within the Platonic corpus.

(b) Date, Anachronisms

The question of the order in which Plato wrote and published his various
works has exercised the ingenuity, and exposed the prejudices, of scholars
over the past two centuries.3” Two general classes of evidence have been
adduced, one relating to the presumed development of Plato’s thinking
(the presence or perceived absence in a given work of, say, the Theory of
Forms or the practice of collection and division) and the other relating to
the stylistic variations to be found throughout the corpus. Unfortunately,
neither type of evidence is useful for determining the place of Menexenus
within that corpus. The philosophical content of the work, such as it is,
does not allow for meaningful comparison with other Platonic works,
while its verbal style is so distinctive that, as we have seen (3(a)), even its
authenticity has been seriously questioned on stylistic grounds. There is,
however, one piece of evidence that provides a secure lerminus post quem,
regardless of whether the work is genuine or not. For the funeral ora-
tion refers (245€) to the conclusion of the Corinthian War, which ended
with the Peace of Antalcidas in 386. We can be confident, therefore, that
Menexenus was composed after that date and, if it was written by Plato,
before the philosopher’s death in g48/74. It is usually assumed that the
work can be dated to the period shortly after 386, on the reasonable
grounds that, had it been written long after that date, more recent events
would have been mentioned.?® Several of the scholars who accept this

87 The various attempts at producing a chronology of Plato’s dialogues are sum-
marized by Thesleff (1982: 7-17 = 2009: 153-63) and, at greater length and with
critical assessments of and amendments to earlier studies, by Brandwood (199o0).

38 This is the conclusion reached by Tsitsiridis, following a thorough examina-
tion of the matter (41-52); similarly Méridier 1gg1: 82; Dodds 1959: 24; Hender-
son 1975: 25; Clavaud 1980: 255-0, 288; Thesleff 1982: 116-1%, 127-8 = 200g:
2656, 276; Ledger 1989g: 210-12.
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date also point to certain affinities of theme with Gorgias, which is often
dated to just this time. It is true, the dating of Gorgias is itself sometimes
based in part on its affinities with Menexenus, so that the reasoning can be
seen to be circular. Still, we have little else to go on, and it seems best to
accept the view that Menexenus and Gorgias were conceived and written
around the same time, the mid to late 38o0s.

The reference to the end of the Corinthian War means that the speech
purports to be the funeral oration delivered for those who died in the last
year of that war. All of Plato’s contemporaries knew, and most subsequent
readers of Menexenus have recognized, that the Corinthian War ended
more than a decade after the death of Socrates and, most likely, after the
death of Aspasia as well.3? It is true that anachronisms can be found else-
where in Plato’s works, but this one stands out as by far the most blatant,
prompting scholars to resort to extreme measures either to explain it or
to explain it away.+® As it happens, there is an anachronism in Symposium,
although it is of a much less obtrusive nature, that likewise points to pre-
cisely the period immediately following the Corinthian War. Or, rather,
there are two such anachronisms (Dover 1965). In his encomium of Eros,
Pausanias makes reference to the Ionian cities that are under the rule of
the barbarians (&co1 U6 Pappépors oikolow, 182b7), a state of affairs that
did not obtain at the dramatic date of the dialogue, 416, when the Greek
cities in Jonia were still allied with Athens; it was in fact one of the terms
of the Peace of Antalcidas, to which the Athenians were reluctant signato-
ries, that ceded control of the cities in Asia to the Persian king (Xen. Hell.
5.1.91). Later in Symposium, Aristophanes recounts in his fanciful myth
how the Ur-humans were punished by Zeus for insubordination by being
sliced in half, and now we humans are forced by the god to live separated,
just as the Arcadians were partitioned by the Spartans (Siwoicfnuev . . .
kafdrep Apkddes Umd Aakedorpoviwv, 19ga2—g). This is a clear reference
to the actions taken in 385 by the Spartans to punish the Mantineans,
requiring their disobedient allies to demolish their fortifications and
assigning the population to live in four separate villages. Xenophon
describes these actions, twice using the same uncommon verb (Hell. 5.2.5

39 The anachronism was criticized already in antiquity, by Aelius Aristides ( 7o Pla-
to in defense of the four, pp. 286—7 Jebb). Since Aelius refers to specific archon-years,
it is likely that he is relying on earlier, Hellenistic scholarship.

4° Rosenstock (1994) and Dean-Jones (19g5) propose that Plato is representing
Socrates as returning from the dead to address one of his sons, supposedly also
named Menexenus; while not fully endorsing this view, Pappas and Zelcer (2015:
25—7) express some sympathy with it. Others argue that different portions of
Menexenus are later additions, either by Plato himself or by someone else (Thesleff
1g982: 182 = 200Q: 32%7-8; for Nails and Engels, see g(a) above).
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Sio1kioivTo, K.2.7 dwikiodn), immediately after his account of the Peace of
Antalcidas, making clear his view that the Spartans were emboldened by
the provisions of the peace treaty to act as they did.

All of this suggests that the Corinthian War and its aftermath made a
powerful impression on Plato, who does not ordinarily allow allusions to
contemporary events to intrude into his dialogues, as it must have done
on his fellow Athenians. The terms of the treaty, worked out between the
Spartan Antalcidas and Artaxerxes, sent a clear message to the Athenians
that future attempts at reestablishing their earlier hegemony would be
met with the combined military force of the Persians and those of the
Greeks who chose to abide by the treaty (Hyland 2018: 165-6). The sit-
uation could not be more different from the image that the Athenians
had created for themselves of their glorious past, when they faced the
Persians at Marathon and when they caused Spartan hoplites to surren-
der at Pylos. That image was nowhere more extravagantly promulgated
than in the traditional funeral oration, where those triumphs from the
past were remembered, along with the accomplishments of the Athenians
who lived in legendary times. Over the years the content of the funeral
oration remained essentially unchanged, although it might be clothed in
ever more elaborate verbiage as Athenian orators became more skilled at
“bewitching the souls of their hearers,” as Socrates puts it at 235a2. The
contrast between the present reality in 386 and the illusion constructed by
the orators and welcomed by their audiences certainly struck Plato, who
was both troubled by the disparity and the equal of any orator in using
language to bewitch souls, and it was perhaps this contrast that prompted
him to compose a funeral oration of his own. The deliberate anachronism
— representing the oration as having been composed by Aspasia, who was
associated with the period of Athens’ greatest power — served to highlight
the disparity. It also served to accentuate the purely “fictive character”
(Tsitsiridis 24; cf. Pownall 2004: 58-9) of the funeral oration. Graham
(2007) argues persuasively that this is the explanation for anachronisms
generally in Plato, who was happy to ignore inconvenient truths in order
to fabricate a conversation between Socrates and Parmenides and to bring
together a flock of sophists in the home of Callias. But, unlike Parmenides
and Protagoras, Menexenus masquerades as a work wholly devoted to polit-
ical and historical matters. And yet, as has long been recognized, the
funeral oration is itself permeated with historical inaccuracies.4' The out-
rageous anachronism, therefore, which the reader does not encounter

4 The various historical distortions (for which see Shawyer 19o6: xi—xv; Mérid-
ier 1931: 59-64; Vlastos 1973: 190-2; Henderson 1975; Clavaud 1980: 115-67;
Trivigno 2009: 38—41) will be pointed out in the commentary below.
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until the very end of the funeral oration, seems designed to ensure that
the reader will understand that the historical distortions have not been
momentary lapses but are, like the anachronism itself, an indication that
this speech does not pretend to historical accuracy, being in this regard
no different from Athenian funeral orations generally. Thus the oration
is a sample of rhetoric as that term is usually understood, that is, rhetoric
of the specious sort that distorts and falsifies, not the ideal, truth-telling
rhetoric that Socrates engages in when he delivers his Apology and about
which he will theorize in Gorgias and Phaedrus.

(c) Plato and Rhetoric

In the Apology, Socrates concludes his exordium by saying that, just as it
is the mark of the exemplary juror to be mindful of justice, so it is the
mark of the pfjTwp to speak the truth (18a5-6); indeed, jurors (SikaoTal, a
word derived from &ixn) swore a solemn oath to cast their vote in accord-
ance with the laws, and litigants swore that their depositions were true.+
Socrates’ assertion is an instance of what the American philosopher
Charles Stevenson identified as a “persuasive definition,” that is, it serves
the rhetorical purpose of redirecting people’s interests.4* But not in this
case the interests of the jurors. For the words are those, not of Socrates,
but of Plato, who was convinced that the so-called jurors on this occa-
sion failed to deliver justice and who believed that the charges brought by
Socrates’ accusers, one of whom, Lycon, is represented as having joined
the prosecution Umép T@v prTépwy (24a1), were meretricious. The effect
of Plato’s expressing himself in this way is to brand the jury as illegitimate,
on the grounds that it is not entirely composed of “real” jurors (a point
that Socrates will make explicitly when he addresses those who voted for
his acquittal as the &ikaorai correctly so called at 40ag), and to represent
Socrates as a more authentic pfitwp than his accusers, notwithstanding
his failure to persuade a majority of his listeners.4 Plato recognized that,
just as language is an indispensable instrument in the discovery and dis-
semination of the truth, so the techniques of the orators can be used just
as well by those whose arguments are not in accordance with justice and
who use rhetorical means to mask their falsehoods. He himself, in fact,

4 For a convenient survey of Plato’s complicated relationship with rhetoric, with
further bibliography, see Yunis 2007.

43 Stevenson 1938, giving Socrates’ definition of justice in Republic as a prime
example.

# The ability to persuade successfully is the mark of the exemplary pritewp,
according to Gorgias (Gorg. 457a-b), expressing a more usual view of the matter.
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shows that he is as skilled at fashioning eloquent speeches for Callicles
and Thrasymachus as he is for Socrates. When Plato presents his philo-
sophical inquiries in the form of dialogues, he is following in the literary
tradition of dramatists like Euripides, who devotes the same verbal artistry
to writing scripts for Helen and Hecuba, for Jason and Medea. But where,
and how, did Plato learn the prodigious rhetorical dexterity that he exhib-
its in Symposium and Phaedrus, among other acknowledged masterpieces?
If he had a formal teacher, he must have been careful to conceal the fact,
since later tradition preserves no record of his training in rhetoric.45

In fact, it is the contention of Plato’s Socrates that rhetoric, as it is com-
monly understood and practiced, is not a Téxvn that can be taught in the
same way the art of the physician is taught and learned. Rather, it is “an
aptitude that may be acquired through practice.”® The contrast with med-
icine, which requires an actual knowledge of what is truly in the best inter-
ests of the patient, is especially well conveyed through Gorgias’ claim that
he, as a man skilled in rhetoric but with no expertise in medicine, is able to
persuade patients to subject themselves to a treatment that they resist when
Gorgias’ brother Herodicus, a physician, advises them to undergo it (Gorg.
456a-b). Thus, Plato was conscious of the power that could be wielded
by those, himself included, who had mastered the art of language. At the
same time, he recognized that there was no necessary connection between
the desire, or the ability, to master the art of language and an interest in
pursuing wisdom (¢iAocogia) and, ultimately, the truth. An exploration of
this troubling disjunction is the focus of a series of dialogues that occupied
Plato in the middle years of his career. Menexenus appears to belong in
that series, demonstrating that it is possible for someone who rejects the
training of the “experts” to create a specimen of oratory which, judged by
the standards of rhetoric as that term is normally understood, can equal or
even surpass the recognized classics of the genre.

(i) Gorgias

The first part of the dialogue is devoted to a conversation between
Socrates and Gorgias, who identifies himself as a pfiteop and who professes

45 This is in contrast to the anecdotes, perhaps originating as early as the fourth
century, giving the names of his instructors in grammar, wrestling and music (Swift
Riginos 1976: 39-51).

4 tumeipla kal TpiPt), Gorg. 463bg; cf. Phdr. 260e4—5 oUk éomi Téxvn &AA& &Texvos
1p1p7. The difference between téyvn and dumeipla is that the former is concerned
with the true nature of things and can give an account of its methods, whereas
the latter operates unscientifically, merely performing actions that the practitioner
remembers as having worked in the past (Gorg. 501a-b).
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to be able to teach others to be piropes (449a—b). When Gorgias’ defini-
tion of the pnropixn Téxvn is shown to be inadequate, Socrates is forced by
Polus to propose his own definition of rhetoric. It is, he says, not a Téxvn
at all (462b). Rather, it is “a practice born of experience that produces
some kind of gratification and pleasure” ({umeipia x&p1Tés TIvos kai fidoviis
&mepyaoias, 462c6—7). In this regard it resembles the culinary art, for
which exactly the same description is offered (462d10—e1), and the art
of the tragic poet, which also aims at the pleasure and the gratification
of the spectators (502bg—c1), all of these being examples of ingratia-
tion, xoAaxeia (€.g. 463b1, 501cg, 502c3). As it happens, the only other
place in Plato where the pair x&pis + fi8ovi) occurs is in the later Sophist
(222e5—6). The context there is the distinction between the art of the
sophist and the ingratiation (xoAaxikf, 222e7-223€1) connected with
erotic seduction, which uses pleasure and gratification as inducements.
Plato’s sense of delicacy prevented him from proposing too direct an
analogy between sexual gratification and the so-called arts of rhetoric
and sophistry (both of which are forms of xoAaxeia; Gorg. 463b). But
he comes close to suggesting such a connection in the passage from
Sophist and elsewhere, most notably in Phaedrus, where Lysias’ speech
and Socrates’ first speech explicitly attempt to seduce the hypothetical
hearer (see g(c)iii below). In Gorgias, Socrates jokes that Callicles’ behav-
ior when he gives a public address to the démos parallels his behavior
toward his eromenos, Demos son of Pyrilampes; in either case Callicles
obsequiously tailors his words and his sentiments to the desires of his
addressee (481d-e€). Similarly, in Menexenus, the speaker of the funeral
oration tells the Athenian audience only what it is happy to hear. It is
surely no accident that Plato has chosen to ascribe authorship of the
oration to a woman whose reputation, whether justified or not, associates
her with prostitution and pandering.+

The relationship between Gorgias and Menexenus is generally acknowl-
edged, but the nature of that relationship has been a matter of considerable
disagreement. According to Guthrie (1975: 320), what Plato does by means
of argument in Gorgiashe does by example in Menexenus, which dialogue is,
for Clavaud (1980: 255), “a sort of illustration” of Gorgias. But is the funeral
oration intended as a serious example of the type of rhetoric approved by
Plato?4® Or is it rather a parody or pastiche of contemporary rhetorical

47 So Stern 1974: 506 (“to praise the Athens of his [sc. Plato’s] day is an act of
prostitution”); Richter 2011: g4, n. 30 (“Aspasia the orator, like Aspasia the cour-
tesan, is primarily concerned with the giving of pleasure”). For Aspasia, see g(d)iii
below and 239cyn.

48 Von Loewenclau 1961; Pappas and Zelcer 2015.
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practice?4® E. R. Dodds has even called Menexenus “a kind of playful appen-
dix” to Gorgias, serving as a “satyr-play” to its more ambitious, more theo-
retically explicit companion piece.5° Comparison with a satyr-play seems to
trivialize the funeral oration, especially the solemn concluding address by
the deceased to their living relatives (246d—248d). Still, there is one way in
which Menexenus, like all Platonic dialogues in which the satyr-like Socrates
participates, resembles tragedy’s sibling. In satyr-play, unlike in comedy,
there is no parabasis in which the playwright expresses his own views in pro-
pria persona. It will be necessary then, throughout the commentary below,
to examine carefully the words that Plato puts into the mouths of his char-
acters, using the same linguistic and interpretative strategies that we would
apply to the text of dramatists like Aeschylus or Euripides. Doing so will
expose a number of peculiarities of the funeral oration that seem designed
to discourage readers from taking it as an expression of Plato’s sincerely
held views. Those peculiarities include sentiments and stylistic features
that are uncharacteristic of Plato, numerous apparently deliberate histor-
ical inaccuracies and, perhaps most telling, Socrates’ insistence that he is
not himself responsible for the speech, attributing it instead to a woman
from an Ionian city proverbial for its luxury and effeminacy (Athenaeus
12.523e-f). At the same time, the speech is, and has often been regarded
as, a moving and brilliantly written model of epitaphic oratory (see 3(e)ii
below). It is reasonable to conclude, then, that Plato set out to compose a
masterwork using the recognized techniques of a genre that he considered
to be fundamentally flawed (Kerch 2008). The flaws are left to the reader
to identify, perhaps with help from a familiarity with Gorgias, even as the
reader is impressed with the skill of the author, a skill acquired with no
formal training in the misnamed pntopixf) Téxvn, but merely picked up by
observing the techniques used by earlier practitioners and the effects those
practitioners were able to produce in their hearers (235a—c).

(1i) Euthydemus

We include Futhydemus in our discussion even though it is not concerned
with rhetoric. The two brothers whose demonstrations are the focus of
the dialogue are experts in eristic, that is, a verbal technique whereby they
are able to refute any proposition, regardless of its truth value, an ability

49 Parody: e.g. Berndt 1881; Trendelenburg 1gof; Vlastos 1973: 1go—2; Clavaud
1980: 201-2; Pownall 2004: §8-64; Trivigno 2009. Pastiche: e.g. Guthrie 1975:
315; Henderson 1975; Thesleff 1982: 117 = 2009: 266.

5° Dodds 1959: 24. Characterization of Mnx. as Gorg.’s satyr-play is found also in
Dimmler (1889: 26) and Méridier (1931: 77).
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(cogla) that Socrates wishes to learn from them (272a-b). Unlike the
phTwp, who specializes in captivating his hearers with lengthy speeches,
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus employ a method of question and answer
that, on its surface, ought to be congenial to Socrates. In the course of the
dialogue the brothers’ skill is demonstrated through a series of “proofs,”
for example, refuting Ctesippus’ assertion that it is possible to tell an
untruth (283e-284a). These proofs are, and are meant to strike the
reader as, absurd, but in many cases the fallacies that enable them are left
unexamined and unchallenged. In this regard Euthydemus bears a resem-
blance to Menexenus, in which the reader is required to identify the blatant
flaws and fabrications and to make sense of Plato’s purpose in fashioning
them. There is another way in which Euthydemus may shed some light on
issues raised in Menexenus. In both dialogues there is an implicit contrast
between the questionable practices of individuals who may be character-
ized as charlatans and the genuine search for truth embodied in Socrates’
philosophizing. Euthydemus presents us with displays of eristic, the “vul-
gar counterfeit” (Dodds 1959: 213) of Socratic dialectic, in the same way
Menexenus shows off Plato’s ability to master rhetoric without having taken
a course of study in the subject. As we have seen, Plato considers rhetoric
to be a talent one can acquire through observation and imitation, without
necessarily requiring an understanding of how rhetoric achieves its effects
or how and when one ought to employ it. In Euthydemus Socrates congrat-
ulates the two brothers on their marvelous skill, noting ironically that the
best thing about it is how easily anyone at all could learn it in a very short
time merely by imitating them (goge; repeated at go4c), and he advises
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus not to show off their skill in public,
otherwise large numbers of people will learn for free what the brothers
offer to teach for a fee (304a). Thus Plato makes clear his view that neither
eristic nor rhetoric is a legitimate Téxvn, since they are learned without
understanding, by rote observation and imitation. As proof, Plato offers
the ingenious series of demonstrations in Euthydemus and the impressive
funeral oration in Menexenus. For Plato, genuine education cannot take
place in a short time, and it involves instruction in serious matters, like the
distinction between the just and the unjust (Gorg. 455a).

(iii) Phaedrus

Both Phaedrus and Menexenus are, like Gorgias, concerned generally with
the art of rhetoric, but there are further similarities between the two that
are of interest.5’ The two works are among the “dramatic dialogues” that

5' For some of the similarities, see Friedlander 1964: 218-19; Tsitsiridis 88.
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involve Socrates in discussion with only a single interlocutor.?* In each,
the interlocutor is a young adult with a particular interest in public speak-
ing and, in each, Socrates engages in banter redolent of that between
erastés and eromenos (Mnx. 236c—d, Phdr. 243e€), although Menexenus and
Phaedrus are past the age at which the role of eromenos would be appro-
priate. Both of Socrates’ interlocutors urge him to recite an oration in
response to an earlier speech or speeches, which Socrates undertakes
to do, claiming that it would be easy for him to fulfill his interlocutor’s
request. In Phaedrus, Socrates tells his companion that he is confident
that he “would be capable of producing a speech different from and
better than” (&v &xewv eimelv Erepa pfy xelpw, 235c6) the speech of Lysias
that Phaedrus has just recited; in Menexenus, he affirms that “even some-
one with training [in rhetoric] inferior to my own” (xai o115 épot xéxiov
émondevn, 296a3) could distinguish himself by praising the Athenians
in Athens. Accordingly, Socrates demonstrates his superior rhetorical
skill by reciting a speech that earns the enthusiastic praise of each of his
interlocutors. But there the similarities end. For there is no palinode in
Menexenus. After expressing his admiration for the funeral oration and
receiving Socrates’ assurance that he will recite further speeches for him
in future, Menexenus departs and the dialogue comes to an end. By con-
trast, Phaedrus objects that Socrates’ speech, though admirable, is not
yet complete, and an intervention by Socrates’ familiar supernatural sign
compels him, not to complete his speech, but to produce a second speech
that counteracts and corrects the first, which is now shown to be not only
rhetorically deficient but lacking any moral basis. Socrates’ palinode,
supplemented by the lengthy discussion that follows, lays the foundation
for a truly philosophical rhetoric, explicitly deploying the fully developed
Theory of Forms and the doctrine of anamnésis, which presupposes the
survival, if not necessarily the immortality, of the human soul. Indeed,
an understanding of the nature of the soul is essential to the rhetorical
art as Socrates conceives it, which entails the shepherding of the listen-
er’s soul.5? It is therefore worth noting that, in Menexenus, the word yuxn
is almost completely absent, occurring only once, at 2g5a2. Perhaps the
most telling difference, however, between Menexenus and Phaedrus, which

5¢ For the “dramatic,” as opposed to the “narrated” and “mixed,” dialogues, see
Finkelberg 2019, esp. 47-58. The restriction to a cast of only two characters is
otherwise a mark of early, “Socratic” dialogues like Crito, Euthyphro and Ion.

5 yuxaywyla ik Adywv, Phdr. 261a, 269c—272b. Socrates singles out Pericles
for his pre-eminence as an orator; in contrast, however, to what Socrates says
about Pericles at Mnx. 2g5e—236b, he attributes Pericles’ rhetorical skill not to
the tutelage of Aspasia but to his study of natural history with Anaxagoras (Phdr.
26ge-270a).
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was likely composed some twenty years later, is the nature of the speech
elicited from Socrates. For the funeral oration is not intended to persuade
its audience to adopt an attitude that it would not otherwise approve;
indeed, it serves to magnify and justify the Athenians’ own already
elevated opinion of themselves.5* On the other hand, Socrates’ first speech
in Phaedrus aims to convince a presumably reluctant eromenos to grant
sexual access to the speaker by virtue of the speaker’s status as a non-
erastés, a perversion of Socrates’ own perverse practice of causing attractive
young men to treat him as their erdmenos by deceiving them into believing
that he is their erastés (Symp. 222b). In this regard it bears a resemblance
to the speech that, according to the Socrates of Menexenus, requires the
skills of a first-rate orator, namely a eulogy of Athenians in Sparta or of
Spartans in Athens (235dg-5). The difference between the speeches in
the two dialogues is reflected in the response invited by, and accorded to,
each of them. The funeral oration, as is traditional, concludes by dismiss-
ing its audience,’ and, indeed, Menexenus departs shortly afterwards,
unchanged in his views regarding Aspasia (249dg) and in his eagerness
to hear the sort of speech that has just been delivered (249€e6n.). The
reaction of Phaedrus, however, to Socrates’ similarly disingenuous speech
prompts the lengthy, serious philosophical discourse that transforms
Phaedrus from a passionate devotee of Lysianic rhetoric into a worthy
partner in Socrates’ pursuit of wisdom (Yunis 2011: 3-6). All of this sug-
gests that Friedlander was justified in seeing Menexenus as, in a sense, “an
anticipation of the Phaedrus® (1964: 219).

(d) Personages of the Dialogue

Only two characters, Socrates and Menexenus, speak in the course of this
“dramatic” (above, n. 52) dialogue. But as is the case with some other
two-character dialogues by Plato, other figures hover in the background.
In Ion, for example, the rhapsode who gives his name to the dialogue is
presented as little more than an intermediary through whom the poetry of
Homer, several of whose verses are quoted, is channeled. And in Phaedrus
a speech purporting to be by Lysias is recited and provokes two further
speeches and a lengthy discussion of the nature of rhetoric, a discussion
which features judgments of other orators, most prominently Isocrates.

5¢ The funeral oration thus seems to embody the view, which Phaedrus describes
and Socrates will contest, that the aspiring orator does not need to know the truth
about the just, the good or the beautiful, but only needs a familiarity with what the
audience regards as just, good and beautiful (Phdr. 259¢-2602a).

55 The last word of the speech is &mite (249c8n.).
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In Menexenus, four fifths of the words spoken are attributed to Aspasia,
who is also credited with having composed the funeral oration delivered
by Pericles. Clearly these two individuals need to be taken into account
in any attempt to interpret Plato’s dialogue. In addition, a number of
other people are named in the course of the opening dialogue (234b,
23re—236a), and their brief appearances are surely intended to color the
reader’s reaction to the oration that follows.

(i) Socrates

“Socrates” is a fictional character who appears in Aristophanes’ Clouds
and in many of Plato’s works, as well as in a number of works by other
writers of so-called Socratic dialogues, only those of Xenophon having
survived.s® The relationship between this fictional character and the man
who was executed by the state of Athens in g3gg is uncertain.5? His por-
trayal in Menexenus obviously relies on the reader’s prior familiarity with
the character, who is represented as an elderly man accustomed to run-
ning into younger acquaintances on the streets of Athens and engaging
them in conversation. Because the dialogue at the beginning and end of
the work is so brief, there is little opportunity for characterization, and
little that distinguishes this Socrates from the man depicted elsewhere
in Plato’s (and Xenophon’s) Socratic dialogues. There is, however,
one surprise, and it comes as quite a revelation to those familiar with
Socrates from elsewhere: Socrates discloses (235€) that he is currently a
devoted and compliant pupil of Aspasia, who is his instructor in the art
of rhetoric. Everything in the dialogue proceeds from this “fact,” which
readers are given every reason to suspect. There is a parallel, of sorts,
in Futhydemus, where, as we have seen (g(c)ii), Socrates hopes to learn
eristic from Euthydemus and his brother.’® But in that dialogue the
inadequacy of eristic is fully explored, and Socrates’ conversation with

56 For a convenient survey of the Socratic literature of the fourth century, see
Kahn 1996: 1-35.

57 The evidence for the life of Socrates, son of Sophroniscus, of the deme Alo-
pece, is summarized by Nails (263—g). His date of birth is generally given as 469/8,
but that is likely only an inference based on an approximation: Diogenes Laertius
(2.44) quotes Apollodorus (FGrHist 244 F 34) as saying that Socrates was born in
the archonship of Apsephion. Apollodorus, however, can have had no documents
on which to base the claim and he was likely just counting back from the year of
Socrates’ death, at which time, according to Plato (Apol. 17d, Cri. 52¢), Socrates
was seventy. When Socrates refers to his age, he may only be giving a round num-
ber, a number that happens to correspond to the standard lifespan (Solon fr. 27
West).

58 For another significant parallel with Euthd., see 249d6n.
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Crito ends with the former, true to his nature, urging his companion to
have his sons pursue training in philosophy instead. Further, Socrates’
intention to become a pupil of the professors of eristic is not fulfilled. By
contrast, in Menexenus, Socrates makes no effort to persuade Menexenus
to abandon his ambition to engage in political affairs, a pursuit that
demands expertise in public speaking. In fact, he promises at the end
of the dialogue to relay many more of Aspasia’s wohiTikoi Adyot in the
future.

(ii) Menexenus

We know nothing about Menexenus son of Demophon beyond what
is said and implied in Plato’s dialogues.5® He is mentioned in Phaedo as
being present, along with his older cousin Ctesippus of Paeania (59bg),
in the prison at the time of Socrates’ execution. The two cousins also
appear, and speak, in Lysis. There, Ctesippus teases his friend and age-
mate Hippothales over his obsession with the younger Lysis, whose wealth
and aristocratic ancestry (2o5c—d) are commensurate with his outstand-
ing personal qualities.® In the palaestra in which the dialogue takes place,
Socrates lures Lysis into a discussion of friendship by beginning a con-
versation with Menexenus, Lysis’ closest friend and age-mate, with whom
Socrates is familiar; the conversation, which occupies the bulk of the dia-
logue, is carried out mostly between Socrates and Lysis. From Lysis we
can infer that Menexenus was at the time a teenager from a distinguished
family of the sort that Socrates was in the habit of associating with. He is
characterized by Socrates as “disputatious” (¢pioTikds, 211b8), so that his
presence in the palaestra frequented by the otherwise unknown sophist
Miccus, said to be a companion and admirer of Socrates (204a4-7), is
not surprising. In our dialogue, Menexenus is older than he was in Lysis,
being at an age at which he could reasonably consider his education to
be complete and he might contemplate entering politics (234a). That he
comes from a family that has a history of participation in public affairs
(234b1-2) confirms what can be inferred from Lysis about his social
standing. As long as we ignore the anachronism contained in the funeral
oration (g(b) above), the dramatic date of our dialogue thus lies some-
where between that of Lysis and that of Phaedo.

59 Nails 202-3; Robinson 2018: 176-81. According to a confused notice in Dio-
genes Laertius, Aristotle claimed that one of Socrates’ sons was named Menexenus
(D.L. 2.26 = Arist. fr. g3 Rose); for recent attempts to make a connection with our
Menexenus, see above, n. 40.

% See Nails 11g—20 (Ctesippus) and 195—7 (Lysis).
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It is not unusual to find Socrates in conversation with a young Athenian
from a prominent family who is on the verge of entering public life. Such
young men are typically subjected to the attractions offered by various
sophists and teachers of rhetoric, whose instruction is likely to aid them in
advancing their careers. Counteracting these attractions is the challenge
facing Socrates, who would prefer that those who exercise political power
have some understanding of what that power entails and how it ought
to be employed. One of those young men, as we learn from Xenophon’s
Memorabilia, was Plato’s brother Glaucon, who at an early age sought to
make speeches in the Assembly, since he strove to attain a leading posi-
tion in the state.®’ By subjecting Glaucon to a series of questions, Socrates
shows the young man that he is sadly ignorant of such fundamental mat-
ters as domestic revenues, military strategy and estate management, thus
forestalling Glaucon’s premature entry into public life. Plato’s Socrates is
less interested in the sorts of practical matters involving finance and logis-
tics that are of concern to Xenophon,; his focus is rather on the ethical
underpinnings that he considers necessary to political leadership. As he
has demonstrated to Callicles (Gorg. 515b—c), the only legitimate motive
for entering politics, as Glaucon and Menexenus are intending to do, is
to make one’s fellow citizens as good as possible. For this reason, Socrates
devotes a great part of the discussion in Futhydemus, Gorgias and Phaedrus
to showing that rhetoric and eristics, as they are practiced, are morally
neutral and can be used equally well for good or evil. The only way of
ensuring the proper use of these techniques, as Socrates tries to demon-
strate to Crito, Callicles and Phaedrus, is by engaging in the serious pur-
suit of philosophy. In striking contrast to the lengthy protreptics found in
these dialogues, Menexenus offers neither a critique of Aspasia’s rhetoric
nor an inducement to Menexenus to abandon his ambition and to pursue
a life of philosophy instead.

(ii1) Aspasia
Aspasia, daughter of Axiochus, was a contemporary of Socrates.®
Apparently a woman of some intellectual accomplishment, she came from

her native Miletus to live in Athens with Pericles after he divorced his
first wife, around 450. Her Ionian origin, her high visibility, unusual for

61 Mem. 8.6.1. Emexelper Snunyopeiv, émbupdv mpooTaTelew THs WoAsws; cf. Mnx.
2g34a-b, of Menexenus.

62 For Aspasia, see Nails 58-62; Henry 1995; Podlecki 1998: 109-17; Kennedy
2014: 68-96; Pappas and Zelcer 2015: §1-7.
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a woman in fifth-century Athens, and her suggestive name (&owélopan =
“embrace”) all contributed to suspicions concerning her character.
Consequently, references to her in Attic comedy, which constitute the
whole of the surviving evidence for her from her lifetime, represent
her exclusively in unflattering sexual terms. In Cratinus’ Cheirons she
is Pericles’ “bitch-faced concubine” (waAAaxfly xuveomda, fr. 259 PCG).
Eupolis in his Prospaltians (fr. 2677 PCG) calls her “Helen,” the promiscuous
wife who had famously described herself in Homer as kuvéms (1L .180,
Od. 4.145). In his Demes Eupolis goes even farther, using the term wépvn to
refer to her (fr. 110 PCG). In Aristophanes’ Acharnians she is not herself a
prostitute, but it is claimed that two of “her” wépvar (527) were abducted
by Megarians, setting off the Peloponnesian War; she seems to be envi-
sioned by Aristophanes as maintaining and training a stable of high-class
prostitutes. In the fourth century the figure of Aspasia was appropriated
by writers in the Socratic circle, who clothed her in less indecorous, and
undoubtedly more historically accurate, apparel. Still, a feature of her por-
trayal is her concern with relations, albeit more respectable ones, between
men and women. Antisthenes and Aeschines each published a dialogue
entitled Aspasia, the latter surviving in fragments substantial enough to
be reconstructed in some detail.?® In Aeschines’ dialogue Socrates advises
Callias to send his son to Aspasia to be educated, and Socrates himself, old
as he is, is her pupil (frr. 17-19 Dittmar). Pericles too, despite being some
twenty or twenty-five years her senior, had been her pupil, having learned
Gorgianic rhetoric — which was introduced into Athens two years after
Pericles’ death — from her (fr. 24 = Philostr. Epist. 73). In another section
of the work (fr. 31 = Cic. De inv. 1.31.51-2), Socrates reports Aspasia as
providing marriage counseling to Xenophon and his wife (whose wed-
ding almost certainly occurred after Socrates’ death). Xenophon himself
records Socrates as approving what he heard Aspasia say about match-
makers (TpopvnoTpides), namely that they make successful matches when
their praise of the man and the woman is truthful, because deception only
leads to resentment when it is discovered.® Aspasia’s commitment to the
truth, it would seem, is of a different sort from that of Socrates, being of a
purely pragmatic nature.

® For Antisthenes, see Prince 2015: 146-7 and 417-21. For Aeschines, see
Ehlers 1966; Kahn 1994 and 1996: 23—9.

%4 Mem. 2.6.36. The implication is that the reputation of matchmakers was such
that they were considered generally unreliable, dispensing praise whether praise
was warranted or not; cf. 2g3gcsn.
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What has all this to do with Plato’s prominent introduction of Aspasia
into our dialogue? The works just referred to, with the exception of
Xenophon’s, predated the composition of Menexenus. While Plato makes
no explicit mention of the erotic aspect familiar from earlier portrayals,
he cannot have expected his readers to ignore the most salient feature
of Aspasia’s curriculum vitae.®s Consequently, when he focuses exclu-
sively on her rhetorical expertise, he invites us to think in terms of rhet-
oric’s seductive powers of deception, powers most memorably explored
by Gorgias in his Encomium of Helen. Socrates is too polite, in his own
conversation with the Sicilian sophist (g(c)i above), to compare rhetoric
with prostitution or pandering, calling it instead a form of flattery that
bears the same relationship to justice that the art of the master chef bears
to medicine (Gorg. 465b—e); that is, rhetoric serves up to the soul what
satisfies the soul’s cravings, not necessarily what is in the best interests
of the soul. In our dialogue Socrates describes the satisfying effects of
rhetoric (2g5a—c) and, shortly afterwards (235€), associates mastery of
rhetoric with instruction by a woman popularly spoken of as a prostitute
and a procuress. By doing so Plato seems to be hinting that sexual grati-
fication may be as good an analogy for rhetoric as gourmandise. Aspasia
is, thus, the mirror image of Diotima, the other foreign-born woman
whose pupil Socrates claims to be.?® On the reasonable assumption that
Diotima is not a historical individual, Plato’s audience can have had no
prior expectations about her sexuality, yet it is explicitly expertise in T&
¢pwTikd that Socrates learned from her. By contrast, there is no hint of T&
¢pwTikd in Aspasia’s speech or in her instruction of Socrates. More signif-
icantly, the two women’s teaching methods are diametrically opposed.
Unlike Aspasia, who demands that her elderly pupil repeat verbatim what
she has taught him (236b%—c1), Diotima engages Socrates in dialectic.
Not only does Diotima teach the young Socrates about Eros, she teaches
him how to learn, namely by a process of question and answer. And, in
contrast to Socrates’ complete silence regarding the validity of Aspasia’s
instruction in the art of persuasion, he says that he found Diotima’s les-
sons utterly persuasive.®?

® For a conversation between Socrates and a woman whose income is explic-
itly identified as deriving from the gifts of “friends,” see Xen. Mem. 3.11, where
Socrates discusses with Theodote (who is called a éraipa by Athenaeus at 5.220e-f,
referring specifically to this passage of Xen.) how to attract friends, and Theodote
suggests that Socrates ought to become her business partner.

% Symp. 201d. Attempts to see a parallel between the women (von Loewenclau
1961: 31—3) or even to identify the two (D’Angour 2019: 42, 185) are perverse;
see the penetrating criticism of von Loewenclau by Newiger (1964).

67 Symp. 212b2-3 wémweiopan ¢ Eyc- Temeiopévos 8¢ TEipdpon kal Tous &AAous Treifew.
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(iv) Others

Only three voices are heard in the course of Menexenus, but a number
of individuals are named in quick succession in the opening dialogue,
and the way they are introduced indicates that their identity is somehow
important to an understanding of the dialogue as a whole. Menexenus
mentions, as the men most likely to be chosen to deliver this year’s funeral
oration, Archinus and Dion (234b10), presumably the leading orators of
the time at which his conversation with Socrates is imagined to have taken
place. In response to Socrates’ claim that it is not difficult to compose the
funeral oration, Menexenus asks if Socrates would be capable of doing
so. Socrates replies that he would of course be capable, having learned
the art of rhetoric from Aspasia, who has trained many fine orators, one
of whom is the leading orator in Greece, Pericles (235e6—7). He adds the
irrelevant claim that he has been trained in music by Connus (2g5e9)
and continues by saying that even someone who had been taught by infe-
rior teachers, like the musician Lamprus and the rhetorician Antiphon
(2g6a4), could distinguish himself by delivering an encomium of Athens
among the Athenians. When asked what he would have to say if he were
chosen to give the funeral oration, Socrates immediately backtracks, say-
ing that he would not be capable on his own, casting serious doubt on
the value of Aspasia’s tutelage. Instead, he offers to recite the speech that
Aspasia concocted, using leftovers from the speech that she prepared for
Pericles. What are we to make of this farrago? Regardless of the real or
perceived differences between the instructional abilities of Aspasia and
Connus, on the one hand, and Antiphon and Lamprus, on the other, we
are left utterly confused. Is it in fact easy to compose the funeral oration
or can it be done only by the most highly qualified expert? Are we to
regard the speech that Socrates recites as a masterpiece of the genre or
merely a derivative of an earlier specimen? The confusion and the uncer-
tainty are undoubtedly intended by Plato, whose point seems to be that
the funeral oration (and perhaps public oratory in general) is merely a
mélange of clichés, so that there is little if any distinction between the
finest example and the most pedestrian.

PERICLES

Plato cannot have known Pericles,’® whose death in 429 preceded his
own birth by a few years, but Plato’s stepfather Pyrilampes was an associ-
ate of Pericles (Plut. Per. 13.15) and his name must have been frequently

% Nails 223-7; Podlecki 1998; Pappas and Zelcer 2015: 45-50.
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mentioned in the household in which Plato grew up. Pericles is intro-
duced in Menexenus for his pre-eminence as an orator, a reputation con-
firmed by other authors. Thucydides praises him as the leading Athenian
of his time, most capable in both speech and action (wp&Tos Abnvaiwy,
Aéyew Te kai Tpdooew SuvaTtwTaTos, 1.139.4), and a character in Eupolis’
Demes, produced in the 410s, similarly describes him as xp&tioTos . . .
&vBpdmwv Aédyew (fr. 102.1 PCG). The same character goes on to say (5-7)
that a certain persuasive power settled upon Pericles’ lips, that he would
enchant (¢kfAe; cf. 235a7n.) audiences and that he alone among ora-
tors would leave his stinger behind in his hearers. This positive assess-
ment is reflected elsewhere in Plato, but is always undercut, as it is in
Menexenus, in one way or another. In Symposium (221c8) Alcibiades,
who can be expected to be sympathetic to Pericles since he was one of
Alcibiades’ guardians, compares Pericles with Nestor and Antenor, the
Homeric figures most noted for their eloquence, and singles him out
as an outstanding orator (215e4-5), although, notably, he does this
only to contrast Pericles with Socrates, the effects of whose speech are
even more profound and more lasting. In Phaedrus (269a5—6) Socrates
himself pairs Pericles, whom he elsewhere (Gorg. 455€5) claims to have
heard in person, with the legendary orator Adrastus and describes him
as wavTtwv TededTaTos ls THY pnTopikfy (269e1—2). Plato’s Gorgias also
praises Pericles, along with Themistocles, as being more effective in
advising the Athenian people on matters of public works than the expert
builders themselves (Gorg. 455d—€). Later, however, Socrates argues that
Pericles, for all his rhetorical skill, in fact made the Athenian people
worse (515d-516d). Elsewhere, Socrates questions whether Pericles ever
made anyone else, including his own sons, wise (Alc.1 118d-119a, Prot.
g19e—g20a) or good (Meno g4a-b). The explanation for this apparent
inconsistency, between Pericles’ proficiency in the art of persuasion and
his inability to improve others (in implicit contrast to Socrates’ focus on
doing just that), is suggested at Protagoras 329a, where Socrates claims
that Pericles, like others of those skilled in speaking, is incapable of
answering, or even asking, vital questions about the subject of his dis-
course, comparing those orators to inert books. The same objection to
written works is made at Phaedrus 2775d. For Socrates, genuine rhetoric
is dialectical, whereas those who have distinguished themselves for pub-
lic speaking learned their craft from written manuals (Phdr. 266d). In
our dialogue (236b) we are told that Pericles’ funeral oration, perhaps
his most famous speech, was not even composed by him, but was pre-
pared for him to memorize, presumably in written form. Only if Pericles’
speech was prepared with the help of writing would it be possible for



3 THE MENEXENUS OF PLATO 31

Aspasia to reuse discarded elements from that speech, as Socrates
claims she did in the composition of the oration that Socrates recites for
Menexenus. Already in the works of Antiphon (for whom, see below),
who died in 411, there are passages that appear in almost identical form
in more than one speech.% In this way the orator resembles the rhapsode
or the poet — neither of whom, according to Plato, is a practitioner of a
Téxvn, being infused rather with a 8sia SUvams (fon 533d3, 534c6) — whose
inventory of ready-made formulas enables him to perform before a mass
audience, ignoring the crucial differences that distinguish one listener
from another and reciting only what is likely to appeal to the audience’s
common interests.

ARCHINUS

About Archinus of Coile (Nails 43-4) we are reasonably well informed.
He was sufficiently prominent to have been subjected to ridicule on the
comic stage at some time before 405, the date of Aristophanes’ Frogs.
The chorus of that play banishes from its presence, among others, any
politician (pfirwp, 367) who, after being ridiculed in comedy, reduces
the compensation of the poets. The scholiast (= Plato comicus fr. 141
PCG, Sannyrion fr. g PCG) informs us that the reference is to Archinus.
During the archonship of Euclides (403/2), Archinus was recorded as
the author of a decree that required the official adoption of the Ionic
alphabet. For the significance of this reform, see D’Angour 1999, who
provides a detailed account of Archinus’ career. It was his political activi-
ties at just this time that earned him enthusiastic praise from the author
of the Aristotelian Constitution of the Athenians (40.1—2): he facilitated the
reconciliation following the overthrow of the Thirty (cf. 243e-244a), he
took vigorous action to uphold the amnesty and he thwarted a measure,
uncongenial to the sensibilities of Aristotle, that would have had the effect
of enfranchising slaves. Elsewhere (34.3), the author names Archinus,
Anytus, Clitophon and Phormisius as being among the prominent mod-
erate oligarchs who were associated with Theramenes and who sought to
restore the ancestral constitution in 404 (cf. 244a).7° Given that Archinus
appears not to have been an extremist in his political views, and given that

% Antiphon 5.14 = 6.2, 5.87—9 = 6.3-6.

7° Anytus was one of the prosecutors of Socrates in 3qg; for Clitophon, who
appears in Rep. and Clit., see Slings 1999: 56—8 and Nails 102-3; at Ar. Frogs g65—7
“Euripides” names Phormisius as a pupil of Aeschylus’ while claiming Clitophon
and Theramenes as his own pupils.
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we know nothing about the political views of Dion (for whom, see below),
it is fruitless to speculate about a political motive for Plato’s introduction
of these two men here.”

DION

The identity of this Dion (Nails 129) is uncertain, but Plato surely does
not intend us to think of his Syracusan friend, as Monoson (2000: 184-5)
proposes, assuming that Menexenus is not being serious when he names
Archinus and Dion. The Syracusan Dion, son-in-law of the tyrant Dionysius
I, in addition to being disqualified from delivering the oration by his lack
of Athenian citizenship, was even younger than Menexenus. Up to this
point in the dialogue Plato has been careful to establish the dramatic date
in the period shortly before Socrates’ death (g(d)ii above); only later will
he abruptly undermine the reader’s certainty by introducing a blatant
anachronism (g(b) above). The name Dion was not uncommon in Athens,
with over 150 men of that name being recorded, two of whom have been
suggested as possible candidates for our Dion: in §92 a man named Dion
was sent with Conon and three other Athenians as ambassadors to the
Persian general Tiribazus in order to counteract the Spartan embassy of
Antalcidas (Xen. Hell. 4.8.13), a mission that would have required the ser-
vices of experienced and persuasive speakers; and a Dion was the adver-
sary against whom a speech of Lysias was directed, a speech from which
only a single uninformative word is preserved. Either or neither of these
men might be the Dion to whom Menexenus refers. Kruger (1836: 241)
identified our Dion with the ambassador of §92; Trendelenburg (1905:
11) suggested that the man attacked by Lysias would be a suitable alterna-
tive to Archinus. They may, of course, have been the same man.

ANTIPHON

Antiphon of Rhamnous,’ son of Sophilus, is the author of six surviving
speeches, two of which were written to be delivered by defendants in
Athenian courts; the remaining four, the “Tetralogies,” are model speeches
that argue both sides of the same (hypothetical) case, apparently intended
to illustrate methods of argumentation and to advertise Antiphon’s skills
to potential students or clients. Whether he is the same man as “Antiphon
the sophist,” fragments of whose On truth and other works survive, is a

7' See the sensible comments by Pappas and Zelcer (2015: 40-2).
7* Nails g2—4; Hornblower 111 953—9; Pappas and Zelcer 2015: 38—40.
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subject of controversy.’? The Rhamnousian was canonized by the
Hellenistic critics as the earliest of the ten “choice” Attic orators and he
is commended in extravagant terms by Thucydides (8.68.1-2), whom the
later biographical tradition represents as Antiphon’s pupil. He may have
been the first to write out speeches for delivery. According to Thucydides,
he was generally reluctant to speak in public, but he was required to do so
when he was put on trial in 411 for treason in connection with his promi-
nent role in the oligarchic coup that established the short-lived Council of
Four Hundred. His speech is praised by Thucydides as “the finest defense
against a capital charge” (8.68.2) that he knows of. For all the supposed
brilliance of the speech, a few papyrus fragments of which are all that
survives, Antiphon was convicted and executed. Whether Plato knew the
speech and shared Thucydides’ assessment of it cannot be known, but he
must have heard about its failure, like Socrates’ defense speech, to sway a
jury of politically minded Athenian democrats. That he has Socrates sin-
gle out Antiphon in our dialogue as an example of a second-rate teacher
of rhetoric, in contrast to the expert tutelage provided by Aspasia, seems
almost certainly to be ironic.

CONNUS

Irony is likely to be at issue also in the contrast drawn between Socrates’
excellentmusic teacher Connusand thelesscompetentLamprus.’¢Socrates
claims to be the pupil of Connus son of Metrobius also in Euthydemus. The
more fully developed account of the relationship there sheds light on the
brief reference here (and perhaps indicates that Euthydemuswas composed
before Menexenus). When Crito expresses surprise at Socrates’ interest in
seeking instruction in a new subject at his advanced age, namely learning
eristics from Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, Socrates says that he is even
now still trying to learn to play the kithara from Connus and is suffering
the derision of his younger fellow pupils (272c). We learn later (2g95d)
that Connus keeps losing patience with his elderly pupil because of his
incessant questioning, a habit that is threatening to interfere, ironically,
with his progress in learning eristics as well. That is, the seemingly gratu-
itous reference in Menexenus to Socrates’ music teacher serves further to
undercut his claim to expertise in rhetoric. Just as Aspasia’s instruction
in rhetoric seems to consist merely in requiring her pupil to memorize a

73 See Hornblower 111 954-5, who notes that two well-argued books were pub-
lished in 2002, one presenting a separatist case and one a unitarian.

74 For Connus, see Nails 103—4; Trendelenburg 1gog: 12-13; Tsitsiridis 165—9;
Biles and Olson 2015: 296—7.
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speech composed by her, Connus’ excellence as an instructor turns out to
be irrelevant, since Socrates is such a poor learner.”» Connus was promi-
nent enough to have been the title character of a comedy by Ameipsias,
which finished second behind Cratinus’ Pytineand ahead of Aristophanes’
Cloudsin 423; the play featured a chorus of intellectuals (ppovTioTai) and,
if fr. 9 PCG (= D.L. 2.28) is correctly assigned to this play, Socrates was
mentioned by name either as a member of the chorus or as a character.

LAMPRUS

Little isrecorded, and less is known, about the Lamprus named by Socrates.
The evidence is assembled and ably discussed by Power (2012: 288-90).
The ancient Life of Sophocles (3) tells us that Lamprus was the tragic poet’s
music teacher and Athenaeus (1.20f) adds that, in his youth, Sophocles
learned dancing and music from Lamprus. “Plutarch” (On music 1142b,
quoting Aristoxenus = fr. 76 Wehrli) refers to Lamprus, along with Pindar
and Pratinas, as an excellent lyric poet. This would seem to put Lamprus
quite early in the fifth century. It is therefore unclear whether he is the
same man who is ridiculed by the comic poet Phrynichus, whose works
belong to the very end of the century. Phrynichus calls him a “twittering
hypersophist” (uvupds UmepoogioThs, fr. 74 PCG = Athenaeus 2.44d), indi-
cating that he is likely a contemporary, rather than an old-time musician
who taught Sophocles. Like Ameipsias (see “Connus,” above), Phrynichus
wrote a comedy entitled Connus, and Power (28g—go) suggests that this
fragment may belong to that play, which would bring Socrates together
on the comic stage with the two musicians he mentions in Menexenus. But
even if that is the case, we are no better informed about how Plato expects
us to understand the distinction he draws between Connus and Lamprus

(see 236a4n.).

(e) Survival and Influence

The preservation and interpretation of Plato’s text begins with the
Academy, the research institute established by him in the g8os. His dia-
logues were studied and discussed by the members of the Academy, which

5 Socrates confesses his lack of expertise in musical matters at Phd. 60e-61b
and Rep. 3.400b—c, likely the source of Polyhistor’s erroneous claim (D.L. 2.19 =
FGrHist 2179 F 86) that Socrates was a pupil of Damon, for whom see 2g36a3-4n.
Our passage is presumably the source of the confused claim by Sextus Empiricus
(Adv. math. 6.13) that “Socrates, even though he was well advanced in years, was
not embarrassed to take lessons from Lampon [sic] the kithara-player.”
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continued in existence at least until the reign of Justinian in the sixth cen-
tury. But there is, surprisingly, no evidence of an “edition” of the Platonic
corpus prepared by or for the Academy. Diogenes Laertius reports (3.56)
that Thrasyllus, who advised the emperor Tiberius on matters having to
do with astrology, said that Plato published his dialogues in groups of
four, modeled on the tetralogies in which Attic tragedies were performed.
Diogenes even gives the contents of the nine tetralogies (3.58-61), the
seventh of which contains Menexenus, along with Ion and the two dialogues
entitled Hippias. It is absurd to imagine that this arrangement originated
with Plato, for other reasons and because the list includes such spurious
works as Rivalsand the genuine, but unfinished, Critias. Still, this organiza-
tion of the dialogues achieved such authority that it was generally adopted
in those of the mediaeval manuscripts that preserve the complete works
of Plato;® it is still largely adhered to in the text printed in the series of
Oxford Classical Texts.

(1) The Manuscripts

Approximately 250 manuscripts are known that contain some or all of
the works of Plato, and of these about fifty preserve the text of Menexenus.
Only around half of them have been fully or partially collated. No
manuscripts have been newly collated for the purposes of this edition,
which relies on the reporting by Tsitsiridis (93-5) of the three primary
manuscripts. The text has, however, been newly constituted, and has been
provided with a severely curtailed apparatus. The reader is encouraged to
consult the full apparatus in Tsitsiridis’ text.”” The three manuscripts on
the basis of which the text has been constituted are:

T = Venetus append. class. 4,1. Date: ca. g50. Contents: Tetralogies
I-VII, Clitophon, Republic (to 3.389d; the remainder of Republic and
Timaeuswere added in the fifteenth century). See Dodds 1959: 37-9;
Boter 1989: 55-6, 111-18; Tsitsiridis g5—6; Jonkers 2016: 79-80.

W = Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 7. Date: eleventh century. Contents:
Tetralogies I-VII (although the dialogues of Tetralogies IV-VII
appear in a confused order; Clitophon, Republic and Timaeus were

7 See the lists of manuscripts and their contents in Boter (1989: 25-64) and
Jonkers (2016: 45—90).

77 There are, however, a couple of omissions in Tsitsiridis’ reporting of read-
ings from the indirect tradition: at 246e1, Iambl. Protr. 118.9 des Places reads
pet’ &peTiis dokeiv and at 247e¢6, D.H. Dem. g0 reads tén vt yé&p. Note also that at
247bg, D.H. Dem. 30 reads karaypticastar 8¢ xpnudTtwv and Stobaeus 4.10.31 reads
xptiofan 8¢ kai xpnpdTwy.
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added in the fourteenth century). See Dodds 1959: 39—41; Boter
1989: 61-2; Tsitsiridis g6; Jonkers 2016: 88—.

F = Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 39. Date: thirteenth or fourteenth
century; supplements and corrections to the main text were sub-
sequently made by one or more hands, collectively designated by
f. Contents: from the middle of Tetralogy VI ( Gorgias and Meno) to
the beginning of IX (Minos). See Dodds 1959: 41—7; Boter 198g:
62—4; Tsitsiridis g6—100; Jonkers 2016: 89, g7—100, 165—75.

Other manuscripts that contain the text of Menexenus are deemed unlikely
to preserve ancient readings that are not also found in one or more of
the three primary manuscripts. Despite the difference between T and
W in the order of the dialogues, as well as other differences,” the two
manuscripts appear to belong to a family different from that to which
F belongs. (Because of the high degree of contamination in the manu-
scripts of Plato, “family” should be understood in a very broad sense.)
This emerges not only from the frequency with which the readings of
F diverge from those of the other manuscripts (see 2g5a7n.), but from
the tendency of F to agree, against the other manuscripts, with readings
found in the indirect tradition (e.g. 246cg) and in the papyri.? As it hap-
pens, no papyri have yet been published that provide evidence for the text
of Menexenus.®° Thus the most we can hope for is a reconstruction of the
text as it appeared at some time after it became standard to arrange the
works of Plato in tetralogies.

(i1) The Indirect Tradition and Afterlife

The indirect tradition, that is, the texts of those later authors who quote,
refer to or comment on the text of Plato, can be a valuable resource for
determining the affiliation of Platonic manuscripts and can occasionally
preserve correct readings not found in the direct tradition.®* While the
indirect tradition happens to be of only limited importance for consti-

” Tsitsiridis (96) reveals that T regularly includes nu-ephelkystikon whereas W
regularly omits it. Editors, including Tsitsiridis, generally omit to report this trivial
detail in their apparatus, despite its potential significance (see 2g36e1n.).

9 See Dodds 1959: 58, 65—6; Tsitsiridis 101—2; Jonkers 2016: g8-100.

% The MP? Database (ciplgg.philo.ulg.ac.be/Cedopal/MPg/dbsearch_en.as-
px), consulted February 2020, gives details of the publication of 103 papyri repre-
senting almost all the genuine (and some of the spurious) works of Plato, but not
Mnx. or Ion.

81 See the “Index testimoniorum” compiled by Tsitsiridis (421-2), to which may
be added Libanius, whose Oration 59.10 quotes 237a6 &yafoi . . . &yabiv, and Ma-
nuel Chrysoloras, for whom see 246d2—7n.
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tuting the text of Menexenus, it is, perhaps surprisingly, of potential inter-
est for an understanding of the dialogue. Interpretation of Menexenus
is bedeviled by the question how seriously to take the funeral oration, a
question whose answer is dependent to some extent on an appreciation
of tone and style, and it may be thought that Plutarch, say, or the author
of On the sublime has an advantage over the author of this commentary
and its readers by virtue of being a native speaker of Ancient Greek and
being culturally and chronologically closer to the author of Menexenus. It
is, therefore, important to pay attention to the way Menexenus is discussed
and quoted by its earliest readers, particularly since it is mostly quoted
and discussed for stylistic and literary reasons, unlike some of Plato’s
dialogues, the indirect tradition for which is dominated by authors like
Proclus and Olympiodorus, whose primary interest is in Plato’s thought.
It has been noted that there is no hint in the ancient discussions of
Menexenus of the irony that has been detected by some of those who have
studied the dialogue in more recent years. Clavaud, who surveys reac-
tions to Menexenus in antiquity (1980: 15—-35), shows that ancient authors
are interested in the funeral oration itself as a specimen of rhetoric and
tend to ignore its context: the framing dialogue, the role of Aspasia and
the disquisition of Socrates on the intoxicating effects of public orators.
This is especially noticeable in the case of Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
who quotes about one quarter of Plato’s funeral oration — but none of
the surrounding dialogue® - in the course of his essay On the style of
Demosthenes. What, it is reasonable to ask, is the relevance of Menexenus
to the style of Demosthenes? The purpose of Dionysius’ essay is to show
that Demosthenes is the best representative of the best style, the mid-
dle or mixed style (8), the leading practitioners of which, apart from
Demosthenes, were Isocrates and Plato (3). Therefore Dionysius needs
to demonstrate Demosthenes’ superiority to these two stylistic paragons.
After dealing with Isocrates in sections 17-22, Dionysius turns to Plato.
He dismisses Apology and Symposium as inappropriate comparanda (23) and
concentrates instead on an extended criticism of Menexenus, “the most
impressive of all his political speeches,” after which he quotes (31), by
way of comparison, not anything from Demosthenes’ own funeral ora-
tion, which he regards as inauthentic (see 2(d) above), but On the crown

8 That he is aware of the introductory dialogue is clear from his odd assertion
(Dem. 23) that Plato claims to be modeling his speech on those of Archinus and
Dion (234b10).

8 D.H. Dem. 23 xp&TioTos TdvTwv T@v ToATIKGY Adywv. Itis as if one were to com-
pare Mozart and Beethoven on the basis of the latter’s Fidelio, the most impressive
of all his operas.
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1g9—208. The criticism is tempered with frequent expressions of praise
for Plato’s style (e.g. 5, 7, 16, 23) to give the impression that Dionysius
is presenting an unprejudiced analysis, but the tendentiousness is appar-
ent from the very start. He begins (24) by quoting the opening words
of the speech,® praising them for the appropriateness of the sentiment
and the beauty and dignity of the language, but immediately devotes a
paragraph to exconating Plato for fatally damaging the effect by tack-
ing on the words TpoTepgfévTes . . . oixelwv, which are superfluous to the
sense and ruinous to the sound. This is merely the first of many critical
judgments leveled at the oration by Dionysius, motivated, it would seem,
by a desire to reproach the philosopher for encroaching on the terri-
tory that rightfully belongs to the orators.?> There seems to have been a
controversy among ancient critics over which author deserved first prize
for prose style, with Dionysius’ contribution being the most detailed
to have survived.®® What is at stake in the controversy is illustrated by
Dionysius’ condescending dismissal (Dem. 23) of those who assert that, if
the gods use human language, Zeus must speak as Plato does.

The fact that Dionysius not only considers Plato’s funeral oration to be
worthy of comparison with On the crown but engages in such contortions to
demonstrate that it falls short of Demosthenic grandeur shows that Plato
was taken to be sincerely attempting to produce a respectable specimen
of the epitaphic genre. Cicero too appears to have held a high opinion
of Plato’s ability to compose serious oratory, quoting from Menexenus with
approval (see 247e6-248a7n.) and seeming to say that Plato’s funeral

% “Epycr. .. woptiav, 236d4-5. D.H. quotes these words again at Comp. 18, where
he gives a metrical analysis in the same way he analyzes the spondaic opening of
Pericles’ funeral oration (Thuc. 2.35.1). He praises the rhythmical beauty of both
passages, although his analysis strikes the modern critic as eccentric. For example,
he does not consider the possibility that év8&5e 1i5n in Thuc. or oi5e éxoucw in Mnx.
would have been subject to elision in pronunciation (see pp. 40-1 below), and
some of the quantities he assigns to syllables can most charitably be described as
questionable. He scans &ouow té& as v ——— (sic), although at Dem. 24 his text omits
the nu-ephelkystikon, and he describes épyw: pév as a “bacchius,” i.e. —— v, explicitly
rejecting an iambic analysis on the grounds that the solemnity of the occasion is
not suited to the rapid movement of iambic rhythm. In fact, the iambic character
of the opening, which is even more pronounced with D.H.’s scansion of t& as a
long syllable (&pycwt ptv fuiv oid’ Exouow T& Mpooty, ——v— | ——v—| ——v-),isan
expanded version of the iambic openings of Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen and Aga-
thon’s “Gorgianic” encomium of Eros; see 236d4n.

8 See the detailed treatment by Wiater (2011: g10—51) of D.H.’s criticism as an
“out-group reading” of Mnx.; the frequent references to D.H. in the commentary
below are listed in the General Index. For D.H.’s complicated relationship with
Phdyr., see Hunter 2012: 151-84.

% See the discussion, curtailed by a lacuna, at “Longinus” De sublim. 12.3-13.2.
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oration was recited annually in Athens in his own time.?” The patriotic
appeal of Plato’s text continued even into modern times. Loraux (1986:
5, with 342 n. 25) notes the proliferation of scholarly editions and school
texts of Menexenus in Germany and France following the Franco-Prussian
War. The text’s nationalistic pride, based as it is on supposed purity of
descent, contributed to its popularity in certain circles in the twentieth
century (see 245d6n.). It was not until the late nineteenth century that
the possibility was raised that Plato might have intended the funeral
oration in Menexenus as something other than a purely straightforward
example of the genre.® It is now not uncommon to see the words “irony,”
“parody” and “pastiche” used in connection with Menexenus. However we
describe it, we must acknowledge that Plato has written a successful, even
inspiring, epitaphios logos, fully worthy of being delivered before the same
Athenian audience that was emotionally affected by the words of Pericles
and Demosthenes. The question — which, it is hoped, the present com-
mentary will go some way toward addressing — is whether the funeral ora-
tion in Menexenus reflects the sincerely held convictions of its author or,
rather, demonstrates its author’s ability, regardless of his own beliefs, to
articulate the sincerely held convictions of the community at large using
attractive and persuasive language.

81 Cic. Orator 151. The words quae [sc. oratio] sic probata est, ut eam quotannis, ut
scis, tllo die recitari necesse sit, however, have often been suspected as an interpolation
into Cicero’s text, most recently by Vossing (200%). But ut scis is a curious expres-
sion for an interpolator to use. (Oratoris addressed to Brutus, whom Cicero knows
to be a devotee of the Old Academy.)

8 See especially Berndt (1881), and the survey by Clavaud (1980: 42—%7%) of
studies that have appeared in the wake of Berndt.



NOTE ON THE PRESENTATION OF THE
TEXT

In the printing of Greek poetic texts editors have adopted the traditional,
and rational, procedure of marking elision, crasis, etc. in those places
where the meter guarantees its occurrence and not elsewhere.? Readers
of Homer are accustomed to seeing the fourth verse of the Odyssey, for
example, printed as follows:

ToM& & 6 y' év wovTw abev GAyea 6v koTa Bupov

This practice is justified by the scansion, which shows that ¢ and ye are
elided whereas &Ayea is not. On the other hand, no rational principle -
indeed, no discernible principle of any kind - lies behind the practice of
printing Greek prose when it comes to such matters. So, for example, in
the Oxford text of Gorgias r07¢6—508a4 Burnet prints ¢aci & oi cogoi . . .
oUdt &xolaciav, with elision marked in one place but not in another, and
in this he is followed by Dodds. The explanation for this inconsistency lies
in the inherent conservatism that imposes itself on the editing of Classical
texts: an earlier reading is automatically taken over in a subsequent edi-
tion unless the editor makes a conscious decision to alter it. Features of
the text that do not significantly affect the meaning, such as accentuation,
crasis, elision and the presence or absence of nu-ephelkystikon, are often
adopted unthinkingly. And so the same inconsistency we see in Gorgias
507€6—K08a4 is found already in the text of Plato printed in 1578 by Henri
Estienne and, before that, in the Aldine edition of 1513.9° The Aldine
edition, printed in Venice, was based on manuscripts that happened to
be available to the editor, Aldus Manutius, in that city.®' But there is no
reason to believe that the manuscripts on which Aldus relied had any spe-
cial authority. On the contrary, a papyrus from the second century AD that
preserves fragments of Gorgias 5078 reads, with no word division, punc-
tuation or diacritical marks, ¢acideoicogor . . . oudakoAaciav.?? That is, the

% By contrast, in the case of Latin texts, both prose and verse, it is conventional
to employ scriptio plena.

% Estienne is also known by his Latinized name, Henricus Stephanus. The
“Stephanus numbers” according to which we still refer to the text of Plato desig-
nate the pages and sections of pages in his three-volume edition (Gorg. appears in
vol. 1, Mnx. in vol. 2).

9" For details, see Boter 1989: 242—4; Jonkers 2016: 361-5.

9 POxy 454 col. ii, 28-38. See Turner 1971: 106-7 for a photograph and tran-
scription; Turner’s index, under “scriptio plena: elision and scriptio plena in same

40
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papyrus exhibits a practice exactly the opposite of what is found in mod-
ern printed texts. Since we have no reliable evidence for what the author
intended, this edition employs scriptio plena throughout. That is not to
say that it is assumed that Plato in speaking avoided a pronunciation that
would be more accurately represented using the written conventions of
crasis and elision. We simply cannot rely on any of the manuscripts avail-
able to us, whether ancient or mediaeval, for reliable evidence regarding
Plato’s spoken practice.

text,” refers to nine papyri, all of which are verse texts. The same, seemingly ran-
dom, treatment of elision is revealed by Boter’s collation of papyri of Rep. against
the readings of mediaeval manuscripts and the indirect tradition (1989: 254-7);
the same is apparently the case with Demosthenes (McCabe 1981: 48-67).
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doTis épel émi TOis 4&moBavoUowr Tapds y&p oloBa 8T
peAAoUGT! TTOIETY.

20. Tlavu ye: &G\ Tiva efdovTo;

MEN. Ou0béva, &AA& &vePdhovto eis ThHv alplov. olpan
uévtol Apxivov f) Ajwva aipebficeodal.

3W. Kai pfiy, & Mevégeve, moMayijt kwduvelst kaAdv
glvar 16 év TroMépwr &moBvijiokew. kal y&p Tagfis kahfis Te
kai peycAompemols TUYXAvel, kai éav mévng Tis @V TeAsuthom,,
kai émaivou aU ETuyev, kai é&v @allos 7, UTd &vdpidv copdv
Te kai oUk gikfji émauvouvtwy, &GAA& éx TToAAoU Xpdvou Adyous
TOPECKEUQOUEVWY, Ol oUTwS KaAds Emawolow, ®OoTe kai T&
TpoodvTa kai T& pf) Tepi ék&oTou AéyovTes, KAAMOTA Trws
Tols Ovopaot ToikiAovTes, yonTeUouow MUY TAS  WPUXAS,
kai Ty TOAw éykwpalovtes kaTta TAVTas TPOTOUS, Kai Tous
TeETEAEUTNKOTOS év T ToAéuwt kal Tous Tpoyodvous MUV
amravtas Tous Eumpoofey kai aUToUus Tuds Tous ETi {dvTas
EmavolvTes, OoTe Eywye, @ Mevéfeve, yewaiws Tévu Siati-
fepnon émaivolUpevos UG aUT®VY, Kal  EKAOTOTE  E0TNKA
AKpowWEVOs Kai knAoUpevos, flyoUpevos év  T&1  Trapaypfjpa

2g94a2 kai del. Richards c2 Tagfis koAfis Te TF: xodfis Tapfis T¢ W: Taefis Te
kaAfis Stob. 4.9.15 2g5a7 éotnrka TWE: é¢éotnka F
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peifwv kol yevwondTtepos kal  kaMAlwv yeyovévan. kai  ola
8 T& TOoAA& &ei peTd époU Eévor Tvés Emovtan Kol ouv-
akpo®dvTal TPOs ouUs Eyd OeuvoTepos Ev T  mapaypfiua
yYlyvopar: kai ya&p éxeivor T& autd TaUTa SokoUol poi maoyew
Kal mpods Eéué kai mwpds THY EAANY  TOAw, BaupaciwTépav
aUThv fysioBar elvar §i TpoTEPOY, UMO TOU Aéyovrtos &vaTrel-
fbuevor. kal por aUtn 1 oepvdTnS Tapapével Tuépas TAfov
fi Tpeils, oUTws Evaulos 6 Adyos Te kai O ¢BOyyos map& ToU
AéyovTos &vBueTan eis T& T HoTe pdyls TeTdpTN f| WEUTTTM
fuéparl &vapipvijiokopal épauTtol kai aicB&vopor oU yfis eiw,
Téws 8¢ olpar pédvov oUk év pakdpwv vhools oikely, oUtws fHuiv
oi pfTopes deiol eiow.

MEN. Aei oU mpoomailels, o ZdxkpaTes, TOUS PHTOPOS.
viv pévtol olpcnr éyd TOV aipebévta oU Tévu eUmoptioeiv: &€
Umoylou y&p Tavtdmaoly T aipecis yéyovev, @oTe lows
avaykaoffioeTal 6 Adywv oep auTooXed1ale.

2. TIéBev, & &yabé; eiolv éxdoTols ToUTwv Adyol Trope-
OKEVaOoMévol, Kai apa oUdt auTooxedialewv T& Yye TolalTa
XoAemwdv. €l ptv yap OSéor Abnvaious év Tlehomrovwnolors €l
Aéyeww f) Tlehowovvnoious év Abnvalors, &yafol av priTopos
déo1 ToU Teloovtos kai eUdokiufioovros: &Tav 8¢ Tis v ToUTOIS
&ywvi{nTon olUomep kal &maiwel, oUdtv péya Bokelv el Aéyew.

MEN. Oix oie, & ZokpaTes;

0. OU pévror p& Aia.

MEN. "H olet olds Te &v elvar altds eimeiv, el Séor kai
€\o1To ot f) PouAr);

30W. Kai époi pév ye, @ Mevéeve, oUdiv BaupaoTdv oiwt
Te elvan eimely, o1 Tuyxdver Bi8&okalos oloa oU Tdvu QaUAn
mepi pnTopikls, dAA& fiTep kai &AAous TOMoUs [kai] dyaBous
memolnke pfiTopas, Eva d& kal Swapépovra TRV EAAAVwv,
TTepikAéa TOV Zavlimrou.

MEN. Tis adtn; f| 8fjAdov 611 Acaciav Aéyers;

0. Aéyw yép, kai Kéwov yes Tdv MntpoBiou: oUtor ydp
pot dUo eiciv Biddokalor, 6 pév pouoikiis, T O pnTOpIKiiS.
oUTw pév oUv Tpepduevov &vdpa oUdiv BauvpacTdy Bewvdv eivar
Aéyewv: GMG kai 6oTis époU kakiov ETadeUdn, pouoIKAY  pév

295b8 wAfov Méridier: wAsico TWF ey, kai del. Sansone
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Umo Adumpou TandeubBels, pnTopikfiy 8¢ UMO ‘AvmipdvTos TOoU
Papvouciou, duws kai &v oUTtos oids Te €in AbBnvalous ye év
Abnvaiols éraivédv eU8okIpeiv.

MEN. Kai i Gv gxois eimeiv, €i 8éo1 ot Aéyev;

20. AUToés pév Trapd épauTtoU iows oUdév, Acmaocias 8¢
kai xB&s fijkpowunv Tepaivouons EMTAPIOV Adyov Tepi aUTRV
ToUTwv. flkouoe yd&p Gmep oU Aéyels, OT1 péAAolev Afnvaiol
aipeicBar TOV EpolvTar EmeiTa TX MEv ék ToU Tapaxpfipd Mol
Bifier ola Béor Aéyew, T& B TpdTEpOV Eokeppévn, Te, pot
Sokel, ouvetiBer TOV EmTdgiov Adyov dv  TlepikAfis  elmey,
mepiAeippaTa &TTa E§ Ekelvou ouykoAAGoa.

MEN. °H kai pvnuovetoois &v & EAeyev fi AoTracia;

2. Ei pf &dik®d ye: EpdvBavév yé Tor map& alTils, kai
OMyou ANYyd&s EAaPov oTe émeAavBavouny.

MEN. Ti olv oU SifjAfss;

2. ANMa 6mws pn por yoAewavel T Siddokadros, Gv
€eveéykw auTiis TOV Adyov.

MEN. Mndauds, & Zokpates, AAA& eimé, xai Tavw pol
xopifit, €ite Aocmacias Pouler Aéyewv  elte  STouolv. AAAX
poévov eiTre.

2. AMa Tows pou kaTaysddoni, &v coil 86§w TpecPuTng
av N1 Tallew.

MEN. Oudauds, & ZwkpaTes, dAA& gimé TavTi TpdTwL

20. AN& pévtor ool ye Bel xapileoBa, doTe xai &v dAlyov,
€1 pe keAevois &moduvTa dpyfoaclal, Xapiocaipnv d&v, émwedn
Ye pOvw Eopév. GAA& &kouer EAeye ydp, ds éyd oluail, &pfapévn
Aéyew &mo aUTROV TGOV TeBvedTwy oUTwol.

“Epyowt pév fiuiv oide Exouoiv T& TrpoofikovTa opiciv auTois,
v  TuxOvTes TopsUovtar THY eipopuévny  Tropeiav, TpoTEP-
pOevTes kowfji pev Umo Tfis MOAews, idlon 8¢ UmWoS TRV oikelwv:
Adywr dE &) TOV AeimOpevov KOOPOV O TE VOMOS TPOCTATTEL
&moBolvar Tois &vdpdoiv kai ypfy. Epywv ydp €U TpayBévrwy
Adywr koA®ds pnBévT pvnun kai kéopos Tois Tpdfact ylyveron
Tap& TGOV A&xkouc&vTwy: Bel 87 ToloUTou TIvOos Adyou OOTIS
TOUS MéV TeTEAsUTNKOTAS ikavids émawéceTtal, Tois Ot [&ow

286c1 &T1e Schleiermacher: 11 TWF
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eUpEVRds TapoivéoeTal, Ekyovols pEv  kai  &deAgols  pipeiofon
THY TOVde G&peThiy TopakeAsuduevos, TraTépas O kol unTépas
kai el Twves TOV &vwlev &1 Tpoydvwy AsimovTan, ToUuTous O
ToapoapuBolpuevos. Tis olUv & fiuiv TololTos Adyos oavein; f
wolev &v 6pBds &pEaipeba &vBpas &yabBols Emaivolvres, ol
{&vTés Te ToUs EauTdv nMUppaivov dik &petfiv, kal TV TeAeuThv
&vti Tiis TGOV {wvTwv owTnpias HAAGEavTo; Bokel por pfivan
KaTa @uoty, wotep dayaboi éyévovto, oUTw kai émauveiv au-
Tous. d&yafoi 8¢ éyévovto Bid TO ¢@Uvan E§ Gyabdv. ThV
eUyéveiav olv TpAHTOV aUuTdV éykwmblwuey, deuTepov 8¢ Tpoenv
Te kai mondelav: émi 8¢ ToUTOs TNV TV Epywv mp&§iv Emdei-
Ewpev as koA kal &flav ToUTwv &meprivavTo.

Tfis 8¢ eUyevelas TpdTov UTrfipge Tolode f) TGOV Tpoydvwy yé-
veals oUk EmnAus oUoa, oUdE Tous ékydvous ToUuTous &TTOPNVauUEVT
pueToikoUvtas év Tt Ywpar &Alofev opdv fHKOVTwY, &AM
autdxBovas kai TdL dvmi év ToTpidt oixolvras kai {dvras,
kai Tpepopévous oUx UTO pnTpulds s oi &AAoi, &AA& UTo
unTPoSs Tiis Xwpas &v T dikouv, kai viv keloBon TeAsuThHoavtas
év oikeloig ToOmOIS TR Texouomns kai Bpeydons kal Umwodefa-
pévns. SikandTaTov O Koopficar TPpAHTOoV THV unTépa adThv:
oUTw Yyap oupPalvel Gua kai ) TOVEe eUyevela KOOHUOUMEVT).

gomt 8¢ 4&gla fi xdpa kai Umwod WavTwWY &vBpomwy émTa-
veioBal, o¥ poévov Umo fudy, ToMaxfit pév kai &AAMI, TTPOTOV
8¢ kal péyiotov 811 TUuyxdvel oloa Beoidfs. popTupel B¢
Uiy T Adywr 1) TGOV SupioPnmnodvtwv Tept aldTiis Beddv
gpis Te xai xplois fiv 8N Beol EmMveoav, whs ouy UMW
&vBpwmwy Yye oupmavtwv Sikaia EmwawveioBar; SeUTepos B¢
Emawos Sikaiws &v alTiis £in, 8T1 &v ékelvwr Té Xpdvwr, v & [f]
w&oa yf| &vedidou kai Epue {Mia Tavrodamad, dnpla Te kai PoTa,
gv ToUTw! 1) fiueTépa OBnplwv pév ayplwv &yovos kai kabapd
gpavn, &§eAéfato Ot TRV (wiwv kal éyévwwnosv &vBpwirov, O
ouvéoer Te UTepéxel TOV GMwv kal 8ikny xai BeoUs povov
vopiler. péya B& Tekpfplov ToUTwt T Adywi, 8Tt 118e ETexev
| yfl ToUs TQOVSE Te xai fueTépous Tpoyodvous: &V yap TO
Texkdy Tpogriv Exer émiTndeiav 1 &v Tékmi, o1 kai yuvh SfAn
TekoUoad Te AAnBds xai pf, &GAAG UmoPoAropévn, &av ufy Exmt
TNyas Tpopfis T yevwwpévwl. 8 dN kai f) fueTépa yfj Te kai

297¢8 fuiv D.H. Dem. 28: fjuédv TWF dg ) del. Sansone
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MNTNP ikavov Tekpfplov TapéxeTar s G&vBpwous yevvnoa-
HEVT) povn yap &v T TOTE Kal WPTN Tpophyv &vBpwmeiav
flyeykev TOV TGOV TupdY Kal kp1BdY kapmédy, dr k&AMoTa Kai
apoTa TPepeTal TO AvBpwelov yévos, ds T vt ToUTO TO
{dov auTh Yyevwnoapévn. pdAdov 8¢ Umép yiis fi yuvaikos
Tpootiker déxeoBar TowaUTa TEkpNpixrr oU yap Yy yuvaika
pepipnTon  xufjoel kai  yewvfioel, &AA& yuv) yijv. TouTou &¢
ToU kopmoU oUk EpBovnoey, &AA& Eveipev kai Tols &AAois.
petd 8¢ ToUto EAaiou Yyéveow, Tovwv pwyrhy, A&viikev TOIS
éxyovors. Bpewapdvn 8¢ xai adfficaca Tpods TNV GpxovTas
kai Si18aockdhous alTdY Beols émnydyeto (v T& pév SvdpoTa
Tpémerl &v Tl TOIdBe E&v [lopev ydp]), of Tov Plov fudv
KaTeokevaoay Tpds Te TNV KaT& fuépav Slotav Téxvas Tpw-
Tous Trondeucdpevol, xai TPos THY UTEp Tiis Ywpas QUAaKTY
OmAwv kTfigiv Te kai Xpfiow didafauevor.

yevvnBeévtes 8¢ kal TrondeuBévTes oUTws oi TOVSE TpPdyovol
okouv ToMTelav kaTtaokevacduevor fis SpBds Exer Six Ppa-
Xéwv Eémpvnobfjvar. moAiteia ydp Tpogn davBpwmwv EoTiv,
Kot pév &yabdv, f| Ot EvavTia kokdv. s oUv &v  koAfj
ToMitelon  éTpdonoav ol mWpdobev fNudv, A&vaykaiov SnAdoai,
Si1&x fiv 81 kai éxeivor &yabol kai ol viv glow, dv oide Tuyxdvouov
Bvtes ol TeTeAeuTnKOTES 1) Y&p aUTh ToMTela kai TéHTE TV
kol viv [&pioTokpaTia), év M viv Te ToMiTeudueBa kai TOV el
Xpovov &§ éxkelvou s T& TOAA&. kaAsT 8¢ 6 piv auThy
Snuoxpatiav, 6 8¢ &Ao, a1 &v yaipm, fomt 8¢ T &Anbeion peTd
e0Bogias TANBous d&pioTokpaTia. PoaoiAfis pév yap &ei fHuiv
giow (oUtor 8¢ ToTE pév &k yévous, ToTE Bt aipetol), &yxpatis
5¢ Tfjs WoOAews T& TOAA& TO TAfiBos, Tds B¢ d&pxdas Sidwo
kai kpdtos Tois &ei 86Eacwv &pioTols elvan, kai olUTe &oBeveian
oUte Tmevion oUTe &yvwoilan TaTépwv &meAfAaTon oUdeis oUdE
Tois évavtiols TetiunTon, Qotmep év GAAals  TOAsow, AAAK
el 8pos, & BoEas copds f &yabds elven kpotel kol &pyer.
aitia 8¢ Auiv Tiis woMiTelas Tautns f €6 loou yéveois. ai pév
Y&p GAAc1 TOAEls €k TAVTOBAT®V KOTEOKEUOOuEval AvBpwTTwv
giol kai &vwpdAwy, @®oTe aTOV A&vwpoAol kai ai ToAiTeial,
Tupawvides Te kai SMiyopyiocn: oikolUow olUv Eviot pév Sollous,
ol 8¢ BeomdTas &AAAous vopilovtes: fiuels O& kai ol fueTepol,

238bg iouev yép del. Wilamowitz c6 &proTokpatia del. Hartman
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Mi&s unTPos Tavtes &deAgol @UVTE, ouUk G§loUpev  SolUlot
oudt BeomdTon &AMAwY elvar, &AA& 1§ icoyovia fiuds ) kaTé
pUuow iocovoplav d&vaykdaler InTeElv xoaTt& vopov, kai pndevi
&AAw UTrelkev dAAHAo1s 1) GpeTiis 8OEM kail ppoviioecs.

60y BN év Thom éAeubepion TeBpouuévor of TOVEE Te
ToTépes kai fuéTEpol kol aUTol oUTol kal KOADS QUVTES,
ToMa &M kai koAd Eépya &mepfivavto eis mavTas &vBpwTrous
kai i8lan kai dnuooiai, oiduevor Beiv Umép Tiis éAeubepias kai
‘EMnowv  Umép  EAMpvwv  pdaxeoBar  kai  PapPdapois  Utrép
amavrwv TV EANfvewv. EfpdAmou piv olv kai Apaldvwv
¢moTpateucdvTwv éml ThHY Xopav kal TOV ET1 TPOTEPWY @S
Auvvavto, kail s fpuvav  Apyelois mpos Kadpelous kai
‘HpakAeidars  Tpds Apyelous, 6 Te xpdvos Ppaxus &flws
dinyNoaofBai, moinTal T abT®dv N1dn KaAds THY dGpeThiv &v
pouolkfjt UpvfioavTtes eis TavTas pepnuikaoty: &y oUv  Tuels
EMXEIPOUEY TA aUTE Adywi WIAGD! koopelv, Taxa av deuTepol
pawoipeba. Talta piv olv S1& TalTa Bokel por E&v, &mwadi)
kai Exer ThHy &€lave v B¢ olTte momThs Tw B6av &flav i
&glois AaPoov Exer ETt Té foTv év pvnoTelan, ToUTWY TEPL pot
Sokel xpfivan Empvnobijvon EmwovolvTtd Te Kal TTPOMUVAUEVOV
Mot el 1dds Te kai THY &AANY Toinow adTtd OBeivan
TPeméVTWS TGHV Tpafdvtwy. fotiv B¢ ToUTwv v Adyw
wpdTa: Tlépoas fjyoupévous Tfis Aclas kai SouAoupévous THv
Edpoommy Eoxov ol Tficde Tfis xwpas Ekyovoi, yoviis 8¢ fué-
Tepol, Qv kai Sikalov kai Xpf) TWPDTOV pepvnuévous EmTavéoo
aUTdv TV &peThiv. Bel BN aUThy ideiv, el péAAs1 Tis KOAGS
ETonVely, v éxeival T Xpovwi yevopevov Adywi, 6Te TEOQ pEv
f| Acia &SoUAsue Tpitwt 113N PaciAel, dv 6 pév TpdTos Kipos
EAeubeparoas Tlépoas Tols abTolU ToAiTas T aUTOoU @poviipaTl
Gua kai Tous BeomwdTas Mndous EédoulwoaTto kai Tiis &AANS
Acias péxpr AilyumTtou fip€ev, 6 Bt Uds AlyUmTtou Te kal
MAPUns doov oldv Te fv émPaivev, Tpitos 8¢ Aapsios el
MEv péxpr ZkuBiv TV &pxfv @ploato, vauoi B TRs Te
BoA&TTNS Ekp&TEl KAl TAOV ViHowy, @oTe punde &iolv avtiaiov
aUTédl pndéva elvarr ai B¢ yvdpor dedouvdwpévanr  &TdVTWY
avlpdmwy foav, oUTw TOoM& kal peydAa kal paxpa yévn

2g9ag 1e F: om. TW c4 pvnoteion TW: &uvnotion F
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katadebouAwuévn fv  f| Tlepodv  &pxh. aiTiackpsvos &t
Aapgios fuds T kai Epetpi&s  Z&pdeowv EmiPouieliocon
Tpopaocilopevos TMEpwas puptadas pEv  wevthkovrta v Te
mAolois kai vauoly, vals &t Tpiokooias, A&Tiv 8t &pyovTa,
gimev fikew &yovra ’Epetpids kai Afnvaious, & Poldoito T
géauToU KepoAfy Exewv: &6 8¢ TAeUoas eis Epétprav émi &vdpas
ol TV TOTE EMMvwv év Tols eldokipwTaTtolr floav T& Tpods
TOv TOAepov kKai oUk OAlyol, ToUTous EXEIPWOATO pEV Ev
Tpioiv fuépars, dimpeuvficato &8 alT®dV T&oav THY Ywpav,
va pndeis &mwoguyol, ToloUTwl TPOTWIt £ T& Oprax EABOVTES
Tiis EpeTpikiis ol orpaTidTan aldTtol, ék BoAdTTng eis BdAaTTOV
SixoTavTes, ouvaywavtes Tas Xeipas SiffAfov amacav T
xwpav, iva €xolev T PaciAel eimeiv 6T oudeis ophs &moTe-
peuycs €in. Tt 8¢ auTiit Siavolan katnydyovro £§ ‘Epetplag
els Mapafdva, cs EToipwdév ogiowv ov kai Afnvaious év Tij
aUTiit TauTm A&véayxm (eufavtas ‘Epetpielow  &yewv. TouTwv
8¢ TV p&v  mpayBévtwv, TV S8 Eémixepoupfvwdv  oUTE
Epetpielow  éPofinosv ‘EAMjvwv  oU8eis oUte  ‘Abnvaiorg
ANV Aaxedoupovicov (oUtor 8¢ Tt UoTepalon Tiis péyns Goi-
kovto), oi 8& &Aor TavTes ExkMEMANypévol, SyamdvTes THY
v T Tapbvmt cwtnplav, fouxiav fyov. v ToUTw BN &v
Tis yevdpevos yvoin olot &pa étUyxavov 8vtes THv &petiiv ol
Mapafdw Be§duevor THv TV PopPdpwv Suvauv xai koAaod-
pevor Thv Umepngaviav [Ans Tfis Aclas] xal mpdTor oTHoavTes
TpéTatx TGOV PapPdpwv, fyspoves kai driddokaAor Tols &AAois
yevopevor 611 oUk &payos €in 1| Tlepodv BUvaws, GAA& Trav
TAfifos kai T&s TAoUTOs &peTii Utrelkel. éycdd pév olv éxeivous
Tous &vdpas ¢nui oU pévov TAV OCWPATWY TRV NUETEPwY
Tatépas eivar, A& kail Tiis éfAeubeplas Ths Te flueTépas kai
oupmavTwy TRV &v THide T Ameipwr: els ékeivo yap TO Epyov
amoPAdwavtes kai Tas UoTépas pdyoas EToAuncav  draxivdu-
veustv ol “EAAnves Umép Tiis cwTtnplas, pafntal Tdv Mopabidvi
yevépevol. T& pév oUv dpioTeia T Adywr éxkelvors  &voabe-
Téov, T& Ot deuTepeia Tols Tepi ZoAapiva kai i ApTepicioon
vaupaxfoaol kai vikfoaol. Kai y&p TouTwv TRV  &vSp&dv
ToAA& pév &v Tis Exor BieABelv, kai ola émdvra Umépsivav
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KaT& Te yfiv kai katd 8dAarTav kal s fjpvvavto TadTa, O
8¢ por Ookel kai ékeivwv k&AAMoTov elven, ToUTou pvnoby-
oopal, 6T1 TO E€fis Epyov TOis MapabBdn Bdempdfavto. oi pév
y&p Mopafidwn TooolTtov poévov Emédeiav Tois “EAAnow, ém
kaTd Yyijv oiév Te &uivacbon ToUs PapPdpous SAiyors ToAlous,
vavoi 8¢ #m fiv &Bnhov, kai 86fav eixov TMépoan &uayor elvan
Katd fdAatTav kal WARBel kai TAoUTwr kai Téxvm kal papnr
ToUTo 81 &flov émanvelv TV &vdpdv TGOV TOTE VAUMAXTICAVTWY,
T TOV éxduevov @oPov BrfAucav TV EMfvwy xal Eraucav
poPoupévous TATBos vedv Te kai A&vdpdv. UTO &ugoTépwv
o1 oupPaiver, TGOV T Moaopafdvi paxscopévwv kai TRV v
Zadopivt  vaupaxnodvtwy, Tmodeubiivan  Tous &Mous “EA-
Anvas, UTO pEv TOV KaT& Yy, UMo 8¢ TV katd 8BdAaTTav,
paBdvtas kal éoBévtas pfy  @oPeicBon  ToUs PapPapous.
Tpitov 8¢ Aédyw TO év TlAaTtanais épyov kai &piBudd kai &petfit
yvevéoBan Tiis ‘EAAnvikfis ocwtnpilas, kowov 1idn ToUTo Aake-
Sanpoviwv Te kol  ABnvaiwv. TO piv olv  péyroTov  Kal
XOAETAOTATOY oUTOl TAavTes fjywoay, kai Sidx Taldtny Thy
dpeThiy viv Te UMO Tudv éykwpmdlovrar kai els TOV EmaTa
Xpovov UTO TV UoTepov: peTa OE ToUTOo ToAAal pév ToAels
v ENMfpvev i floav  petd ToU PapPdpou, alTds B¢
fYYéMeto Paocidels diavoeioBon s émyxeiphowy waAw i
ToUs “EAAnvas. Sikaiov 81 kal ToUTwy Muas émuvnodijvan,
ol Tols TOV mpoTépwv Epyols TéAos Tiis cwtnplas éméBecav
dvakafnpapevor kai E§eAdoavtes A&V TO PdapPopov Ek TS
BoAdTTns. floav B¢ oltor of Te émi Elpupédovmt vaupaydh-
oavtes kai ol el Kumpov oTpateUoavtes kai oi s AlyumTov
TAcUoavTes kai &A\ooe ToAAaxdoe, Qv Xph) pepvijoBar  xai
Xapwv  auTtols eidévar, OT1 Pacidéa émoincav  deloavra T
éautoU ocwtnplar TOv volv mpooéxew, &AAG pn Tt TOV ‘EA-
Avav émPoulevsy pBopa.

kai oUtos pév df fTwdom Tt wéAat SinyTAHen 6 TdAspos
UTrép £QUT@V TE Kal TOV GAAwV OpoPwvwy TTPds Tous PapPdapous:
elpfivns O yevopévns kai Tis TOAews Tipwpevns HABev  Emi
aUThy, & 87N @Al ék TOY dvBpodTwy TOis £U  TPATTOUGH
TpooTitTewy, TP&OTOV pév (fjdos, &md (HAou B¢ @Boévos: & kai

241c¢7 fiywoav Gottleber: fjpuvav TW: fpdvavto F
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THvde TNy WOAv axoucav év  ToAéuwt Tois “EAAnol  koTé-
oTnoev. UeT& O ToUTO Yevopévou ToAéuou, OuvéBaAlov v
év Tavaypon Umép Tfis Bowwtdv EAeufieplas Aakedaipoviols
nuaxopevol, daueiopPnrnoipou 8¢ Tijs pdaxns yevopévns, Oiékpive
16 UoTepov Epyov: ol uév yap iXovTo A&TIOVTES, KOTOAITTOVTES
[BowwToUs] ois épofBouv, oi 8¢ fuétepor Tpitm fuépon év Oivo-
QUTOIS VIKAIoaVTES Tous G&dikws @eUyovtas Sikaiws kaThyoyov.
oUTol &7 mpdTol peTd TOV Tlepoikdv TodAspov, “EAAnov #dn
Utép Tiis EAeuBepias Ponbolvres wpods “EAAnvas, avdpes dyabol
yevéuevor xai éAeuBepddoavtes ols éRorBouv, &v  Tde T
phpuaTt TiunBévtes UTMO TS MoOAsws TPOTOl ETEOMoQV. HETA
8¢ TalTta ToMoU ToAéuou yevopévou, Kai TAVTWY TRV
EAMfywv  EMOTPATEUCAVTWOY  Kai  TEMOVTWY ThHY Ywpav kai
avaglav  yxapiv  ékTwovtwy Tt TOAe, vikfjoavTes  auTous
vavpayion ol fuétepor xai AaPovTtes aUT@®Y ToUs fiyepdvas
Aoxedaipovious &v T Zeaylal, &§ov alUTois Siapbeipon Eqei-
cavto kai &medooav kai eipfiyny émoifjlocavTto, fiyoUpevor Trpos
MEV TO Opoulov uexpt vikng Beiv  ToAepely, kai pun Sk
opynyv idlav mwoOAews TO kowodv TV EAMpvwv  SioAAuval,
Tpos 8¢ Tous PapPdpous péxpt Siapbopds. TouTous 1) &fiov
g¢maivéoar Tous Gvdpas, ol TOUTOV TOV TOAEpoV TOAEUTiOAVTES
gvBade kelvton, OT Emédeifav, € TIs &pa NueeoPrnTEl @s v
T TPOTEPWI TOAéuwl T TPOs Tous PapPdpous &AAol Tiveg
glev &ueivous AbBnvaiwv, 811 olx &AnBH &ueioPnToiev: ouTol
v&p évtaiba £5ai§av, oTacloocdoms Tiis ‘EAA&Sos mepryevo-
MEVOL T TOAéuw!, TOUS TPOECTATAs TOV GAAwv ‘EAAfvwv
Xelpwodipevol, peTd v TOTe Tous PopPdpous évikwv ko,
ToUTous VIKOVTES i8icn. Tpitos & TOAepos peT& TOUTNY THY
glipfivny  &véAmioTds Te kai Bewods Eydveto, Ev 1 oMol kai
dyafBoi TeAsuTfioavTes &vB&de kelvtal, ToMMoi péEv  Guel -
keAMlav  TAfloTa  TpoéTmana  oThoavtes UmEp  Tfis  AsovTtiveov
EAeubeplag, ols PonBolvtes Bk ToUs Bpkous EmAsucav  eig
ékelvous Tous ToOTous, &k O& pfikos ToU TAoU eis &moplav
Tfis TMOAews xaTaoTdons xai o¥ OSuvapevns alTols UTIMPETELY,
ToUTw! &mermdvTes éduoTuxnoav (v oi éxBpoi, kai TwpooToAe-
pnoavtes, WAsiw Emwawov Exouct ocw@poouvns xai  ApeTfis 1

242bg BowwTous del. Bekker 243ap, Toutwt TW: Toito F
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Tév &MAwv oi ¢idor), ToMoi B¢ &v Tals vauvpaxlois Tols kaTd
‘EAMjoTrovTOY, MGl pév  Auépal  TAoas TS TOV  TOoAgpiwv
EAOvTes vals, TOAA&s Ot kal &Aas vikfoovTes. & O  elov
dewodv kai aveAmioTtov ToU TOAépou yevéoOal, TOBe Adyw TO
el ToooUTov ¢@ihovikias EéABelv mpods THY TOAWY Tous GAAous
“‘EAMMnvas, &oTe ToAufioar T éxBiocTwr EmiknpukeucacBar
BoolAel, &v kowfji EEéParov peTd MUY, idlor ToUTOV &AW
¢wayeobon, PapPopov émwi “EAAnvas, kai ouvaBpoicon  éri
v TOAwv Tavtas ‘EAAnvés Te xkai BopBdpous. oU By kai
Expavis éyéveto 1) Tiis TOAews pwpn Te kai ApeTy oiopéveov
Yadp N8N adThvy katamemwoAeufiofar  xai  &melAnuuéveov  év
MumiMivm TV  vedv, Ponbfocavtes E§fxovta vauoly, adTol
EuPdvTes el Tas vals, kai Gvdpes yevopevor OSpoAoyoupivaws
apioTol, vikfioavtes upEv Tous TroAeplous, Aucduevor Bt  Toug
giMious, avafiou TUXNs TuxOvTEs [oUk AvaipeBévtes Ex  Tiis
BoAdTTns] kelvton évB&Be. v xphy Gei  pewviioBal TE  kai
ETovely: Tiit pEv yap Ekelvwv GpeTiit évikfioapey, oU poévov
v TOTe vauvpayiav A&A& kal TOov GMov  TOAspov:  86av
y&p Bi& adTtous fy wOMs Eoxev pf) WoTe &v KoTamwoAsunBijvat
pundé UTd TavTwy avBpomwy, kai &AnBH Edofev: Tt Ot fueTépan
aUuT®dv Srogopdn EkpothBnuey, olx UTMd TAOV &AAwv: &/TTNTOL
Yap ETt kal viv UTO ye éxelvwv Eopév, fuels 8¢ atTtol fuds adTous
kal évikfioapey kal fTTHONUEY.

pueta &8¢ TalTa fouyias yevopévns kal eipfivng wpds ToUs GA-
Aous, 6 oikeios v TOAspos 0UTwS ETOAeun O, doTe elrep elpapué-
vov €in &vBpwtols oTacidoal, pf) &v dAAws eUfacBar undéva TdAw
géaqutoU voofioarr &k Te ydap ToU Tlepoudds kai ToU &oTeWS
@S Aopévws kai oikelws A&AAHAols ouvépeifav oi moAitan Kai
Tapa EATida Tols GAAois ‘EAAnoY, TéV Te Tpds ToUs ‘EAcucin
TOAEpoV s peTplws EBevto. Kal TOUTWY &M&VTwY oUdEv &AAo
aitiov | | T Svmi ouyyeveia, ¢iAlav PBéPaiov kai OudeuAov
oU Adywr GAA& Epywl Tropeyxopévn. Xph 8¢ kal TV év TouTwl
TOL TOALUW! TEAEUTNOGVTWV UTO AAAAAwv pvelav Exewv  kad
SioMA&TTEV alUToUs 1 BuvdueBa, elixois kai Buolais év TOlS
Tol0io8e, TOls KpaToUow aUT®v eUyopévous, ETedN kal Tuels
dMAAdypefar oU yap kaxion &MHAwv flyavto oUdE ExBpan

249c6—7 olk . . . BoA&TTns del. Stallbaum
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&AAG duoTuylal. p&pTupes B¢ fiuels autol éopev ToUTwv ol
{GvTes: ol aUTtol yop Ovrtes éxefvols yével ouyyvopny E&AANAorg
Exopev Qv Te éorfjoauey OV Te émdBopev.

pueta 8¢ TolTo TavTeAds eipfivns Nuiv yevopevns, fHouyiav
flyev f| oA, Tols ptv PapPdpols ouyyryvwokousa, 8Tt TaBdvTes
UTd abTfis Kakds [ikavédds] olx évdeds fluuvavTo, Tols ¢ “EAAnow
&yavaxToloa, pepvnuévn s &U maBdvtes UTd adThs oiav
Xapwv amédooav, Kowwoduevol Tois PapPapols, Tas Te vals
mepleAdpevor af ToTe ékelvous Eowoav, kxai Teixn xaBeAdvTes
avti @V fuels T& ékelvewov ékwAUoapev Teoeilv. Siavooupdvn SE
1 mWOAis pn &v &1 Guivan pfTe “EAAnol mpds  &AAAwv
Soudoupévols pfTE UTO PopPdpwy, oUTws Oikel. HUGY olv
gv Torxutn Siavolan dvtwv flynoduevor Aaxedaipdvior Tous pév
Tfis &AeubBeplas EémikoUpous TemTwKEvon Tuds, oétepov St 1idn
Epyov elvar xaTtadouloloBor Tols &MAous, TalTa EmpaTTov. Kai
punxuvely pév Ti 8el; oU yap ToAcid oudé maAaiGdv &vBpaTav
yeyovoTa Aédyoint Gv T& peTd TaUTtar aUTol yap iopev G
ExeTANypévol &oikovto eis xpeiav Tijs WOAews TV Te ‘EA-
Mpywv ol mpdTol, Apyeiot kai BowwTtol kai Kopivbior, xai T6
ye BedTaTtov TavTwy, TO kal Paoidéa els ToUTO d&mopias
dpikéoBar, woTe TepioTiivan adTtéd  pndapdbev  dAAobBev  Thv
ocwTnplav yevéoBar &AAG i éx TauTng Tils WOAews, fiv TpoBUpcs
AmwAAu. kai &M kail € Tis PoUdoiTo Tfis WOAEws KaTMyo-
pfioar dwkaiws, ToUTo Gv povov Aéywv OpBds av karnyopor,
ws &el AMav @iAowkTippwy €oTi kai ToU fiTTOVOS Oeporris. kad
oM kol &v TG TOTE XPOVwl oUX ola Te EyéveTo KapTepfioon oUdE
Srapurdfon & &8¢dokTo aUTii, TO undevi Souloupéver Ponbeiv
TOV o@ds &diknodvtwy, &M& éxdpeln kai éRoffnoev: xai
Tous p&v “EMnvas auth PonbBficaca &meAdvcarto Souleias,
dote éAeubBépous elvar péypt o0 TEMv alUTol aUTols KoTe-
SouAwoavto, PaociAel d¢ aUTh pév ouk EToAuncesv Ponbiijcay,
aioxuvopevn T& TpdTalax T& TE MopaBiowi kol ZaAapivt xad
TMAaTaials, Quyddas 8¢ kai éBedovras édoaoca povov Ponbiioocn
OuoAoyoupevws Eo0waoev. TeIXloOopEvn O xai vaumnymoouévn,
éxdeapévn TOV TOAepov, Emadn fivaykdobn ToAepeiv  TUTEp

244bb6 ikavéds del. Bekker d2 maAad Tsitsiridis: wéAar TWF ToAcdY
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maplwvt émoAéuer  Aaxedaipoviors.  poPnbeis 8¢ PaociAsug
THv oA, Emadn édpa Aakedaipovious T kaTd B&AaTTOAV
ToAéuwl &TayopevovTas, &mooTiivar Pouldpevos EEMTEL  Tous
‘EXAnvas Tous év Tijt fymelpwi, ouotep mpdTepov Aakedaipdvion
aUTéd1 é§édooav, €1 péMor ouppaxfoew fHuiv Te kal Tois &GAAolg
ouppayxots, flyoupevos ouk EBeAfnoey, tva aUT®dl TPOPAoIs €l
Tfls &mooTdoews. kai TRV pEv &GAAwvV ouppdywv éyeuctn
fiBéAncav yap oalTddr ékdidovar kai ouvébBevto kai poocav
KopivBior kai Apyeior kai Bowwtol kxai oi &\Aor ouppayor,
el péAAor xprpota Tapefey, éxdwoelv Tous Ev Tt fymelpon
‘EAMvas.  povor Bt Tfuels oUk  éToApnoauevy oUTe ékSolvan
oUTe Opdoarr oUtw J1f) Tor TO ye Tiis TWOAews Yyevvaiov kal
EAelBepov PBéPoudv Te kai Uylés éoTv kai Quoer  wooPdp-
Popov, Bi& TS eihikpwéds elvan “ENAnves kod  &uryeis  Pop-
Bapwv: oU ydap TTéhomes oudé Kaduor oudé Alyumtoi Te Kkai
Aavooi oUbé &Mor ToMloi uoer pév PdpPapor SvTes, vOuwL
8¢ “EMnves, ouvoikoUowv fuiv, SGAA& autoi “EAAnves, ou
peifoPapPapor oikoluev, O0Bev kabBapdv TO picos EvTETTKE Tijt
oA Tfis &AAotplas QuUoews. Suws B¢ olv Epovadnuev TEAwv
Sidx 1O pn éBéAsv aioypodv kai &vooiov Epyov épydoactar
‘EN\nvas  PapPdpors ExdOvTes. EABOvTes oUv eis T& alTtd &€
@OV Kol TO TPOTEPOV KaTETOAepnBnpey, ouv Beddr &uewov ) TOTE
g0épeBa TOV TOAspov: kai yap vals kal Telxyn Exovres kai
Tas TfipeTépas aUTOV  amoikias &TnAA&ynuev ToU  ToAfpou
oUTws &yoamnTds <ws> &mNAAGTTOVTO Kai ol  TroAéuior.
&vdpidv pévrtor &yaBdv kai &v ToUuTw! T ToAéuwt EoTephifnuey,
Tdv Te é&v KopivBwr xpnoapévewv Buoywplar kai &v  Aexaicwt
mpodoaicn: &yafoi 8¢ xai ol PooiMa EAeuBepdoavTes kai
ékPoddvTes ék  Tiis BoAdTTng Aakedaipoviouss OV Eyw  pév
UpGs Qvopipviiokew, Upds O& TIPETel CUVETTQWEIY Te KAl KOOMETV
ToloUTouS Gvdpas.

kal T& pév 8N Epya Talta TRV &vdpdv TOV EévB&de kepe-
vy kai TOV &AAwY Soo1 UTrép Tiis TOAEwS TETEASUTAKOOL, TTOAA&
pEv T& eipnuéva kai koA&, TOAU 8¢ ETt mAslw kai kKoAAlw T&
UmoAairopeva: ToAAal yap &v fluépar kKol vUkTes oUy ikavai
yévowwto T T& TAvTa péAdovTti Tepaivelv. ToUTwv ouv i)

245€6 &5 add. Trendelenburg
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uepvnuévous Tols ToUTwv ékydvols TavTa davdpa  Tapa-
keAeUeoBan, omep &v moAépwi, pf Asimeawy THY T&EWY TV TQV
Tpoydvwy undé eis TO Omiow A&vayxwpelv elkovras kAN Eyw
pév oUv kol auTds, & Taides &vdpidv dyoBddv, viv Te Tapa-
KeAsUopan kol &v T AoI@d Xpovwi, 6Tou &v Twl EVTUYXAvw
Upédy, xal &vopvficw kai  SiakeAsoopar  TrpofupcicBar  glven
ws A&pioTous: év BE T TapdvTi Sikouds el eimeElv & ol
TaTépes NUiv  EméoknmrTov  AmayyeéMewv  Tois del  Asiropévors,
el T maoyoiwey, fvika kiwduveucew EueAov. Qpdow 8E Uuiv
& Te alTdV fikouoa Ekelvwv kai ola viv 1)8éws &v eimoiey Uiy
AoPovtes BUvopy, Tekpaipduevos E§ v TOTe EAeyov. AN
vopilev xpfy aUT®v &xougv ékelvwv & &v &mayyéAAw. EAeyov
O¢ T&de:

"W Traides, 611 pév EoTe ToTépwy &yobdv, aiTd pnvisl TO
vOv mapoy: fuiv O¢ E§ov {fjv pn xaAds, koA&s aipoUpeba
uGAAov TeAsuTdv, Tpiv Upds Te kai Tous Emeita els Oveidn
KaTaoTiioal Kai Tpiv Tous TueTépous TaTépas kai &y 16
mpdobev yévos aioxlval, flyoupevor T@d1 Tous aUTol aioyUvavTi
&PilwTtov elvar, kai T ToloUTWI oUTe Twd &vBpdTwy oUTe
Becdv @idov elvan oUte &mi yfis oUte UMO Yyfis TeAsuThoavTi.
Xph) oUv pepvnuévous TV Tfuetépwv Adywv, é&v T1 kai &Ado
dokfite, &okelv peTd &petiis, €iddTas 6T1 TOoUTOU Asimrdueva
mwévTa kal kThuaTa kai émTndevpara aioxpd kai kokd. oUTe
Y&p TAoUTOs KAfos @Epel T KEKTNUéVW! peTa  &vavdplag
(&M yap 6 ToloUTos TAOUTET kai oUx éauTidi) oUTe oWMATOS
k&Mos kai ioxUs OSelAdd kai kakdl ouvolkoUVvTa TpéTovTa
paiveton &AA& &mpemdi, kai EémipavéoTepov TOlEl TOV EXovTa
kai éxqalver Ty  SeiMlav: W&o& Te émoThun  Xwpilopévn
dikatooUvns kai Tfis &AAns &peTfis Tavoupyla, oU cogia
palveTan. v #veka kal TpdTOV kai UoTatov kai Sk mwavTtds
m&oav wavtws mpobBuplav Tepdobe Exev OMws p&AoTA pév
UtrepPadsiofe kal fuds kai ToUs mpdobev eUkAelonr el B& pm,
ToTe s Ny, &v pév vik@duev Upds &petf, 1) vikn aioyxuvny
pépel, T O frTa, E&v fTTdpedo, eidaipoviav. pdAioTa B¢
&v vikowela kol Upels vikomTe, €1 Tapaokeudoaiofe TH TOV

246cg &ei F Stob. 4.10.31: om. TW eg xAéos Trendelenburg: k&AAos TWF
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Tpoyovwy BO§M pf KaTaxPnoopevol pndé A&vaAwoovTes auThy,
yvévTes &Ti &vdpi olopéven T1 elvan oUk EoTwv aioyiov oudtv
fi Topéxew Etautdv Tipdpevov pf Sid fauTtov AMG Sk B6Eav
Tpoydvwv. elvon  piv  yép Tipuds yovéwv Ekydvols  KaAdg
fnoaupds xai peycdompemfiss xpfioBan 8¢ kai ypnuaTwv kal
Tip&dv Onoaupddl, kai pf ToOis Ekyodvols Tapadidoval, aioxpov
kai &vavdpov, &mopiocn idiwv alTol KTNuUaTwvY Te Kai £UB0EIGV.
kal éav pév TaUta EémTndevonte, o¢ldor mapa @idous Tuds
&oifecfe, OTav Upds 7| Tpoofikouoa poipa koploms  &pelf)-
cavras Of Upds kai kakioOévtas oUdeis elpevdds UTTodéEeTan.
Tois WEv oUv Trauoi TalTa eipfiobew.

Totépas B¢ fudv, ols eol, kal pntépas &ei xph Tapo-
pubBeloBon s pdicTa @épeiv THy oupgopdv, éav dpa cupPfil
yevéoBan, kai pf) ouvodiUpecBon (o0 y&p TOU AumficovTos
TpoodenoovTan: ikavh) ydap EoTon kai f) yevopévny TUYXM ToUTO
Topilew) &AA& iwpévous kai mpalvovtas Avappvijiokew  ad-
Tous &T1 v mniUxovto T& péyloTa alTois of Beol Emfikoor
Yeyovaow: oU yap &bBavaTtous oiol maidas nuyovto YyevéobBan
&MA&  &yaBolus kai eUkAeeis, v Etuyov, peyloTwv &yabdv
Svtwv. mavta 8¢ oU phidiov BvnTdid avdpi koaTd volv év TéN
éautoU Plon  ExPaivev, xai @épovrtes pév  &vdpelws TS
oupgopds Bdéfouct T Svmi &vdpeiwv Taldwv TaTépes elvan
kai adTol ToloUTOl, UTelkovTes 8¢ Utmrowlav Tmapéfouociv 7 pn
fiuétepor elvan ) Huddv ToUs émavolvras koTaweUdeoBon. ypf)
¢ oUdETepa TOUTwY, AAA& ékeivous MAMOTO TUOY ETAVETOS
givan Epywl, TropéxovTas auTous gaivouévous T SvTi TraTépag
dvtas &vdpas &vdpidv. WaAa y&p O TO pndiv &yav Asyod-
pevov KoAGSs Bokel AéyeoBarr T ydp Svmi el Adyetar. ST
yap &vdpi eis tautov AvhpTnTal TAvTa T& TPodS eudanpoviav
pépovta 1| éyyls TouTou, xai pfy &v &Mois &vBpatorg
aiwpeitan 2§ v A e f kokdds Tpadvtwy TAav&cBon
fivadykooTtanr kai T& Ekelvou, ToUTw! GpioTa TapeokevacTan ijv,
oUTés éoTiv 6 oOppwv Kai oUTos & A&vdpeios kai @pdvipos,
oUTos Yyiyvopévewv XpnudTwy kai Taldwv kai Siagbeipopéveov
p&dMioTa TeiceTal T TWapopian: oUTe yap Yalpwv oUte Autou-
pevos ayav ¢avficeTar Sid TO autéd TemoiBéval. ToloUTOUS
Bt fuels ye &€oUpev kai ToUs fueTépous eivan kai Pouldpeba
kai Qapev, kai fjuds abToUs vUv TOpéXOpEV TOOUTOUS, OUK
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dyavakToUvTtas oudé qoPoupevous ayav &l Oel TeAeutdv Ev T
TopdvTi. Sedpuefa BN kal TaTépwy xai pnTépwv Tl alTiit TaUTN
diavolan  xpwpévous Tov émidoimrov Plov Sidyew, xal eidévon
0Tt oU OpnvolvTtes oUdE OSAogupduevor fuds Nuiv pdAioTa
xoprotvtar, &GAA& el Tis EoTi TOls TeTeAeuTnkoow  oiofnois
TV [OvTwv, oUTws &ydpioTol elev & pdAioTa, fautols Te
kakoUvTes kal Popéws QEpovTes TAS OUpPopds, Koupws O¢ Kai
peTpieds pdAiota av xopilowTo: T& pEv yap TueTEpa TEALUTNY
1dn éa fimep kaAMoTn yiyvetan &vBpdomors, &oTe Tpémel
aUTG p&Aov kooupeiv fi Bpnuely, yuvaik@®dv BE TRV TueTépwv
kai Taidwv Empedoupevor kai Tpépovtes kai évtalfa TOV
voUv TpémovTes TS TE TUXNS MAAoTa &v elev &v ARBm kal
{dev k&Ahiov kai 6pBoTepov kai fuiv TrpoogiAéoTepov. TAUTA
oN ixav& Tols fjueTépors Tapd Tudv &yyéMAew, Tijit 8¢ WOAel
TapakeAevoipeBa &v  Omws Nuiv  kal  waTépwy  kai  Uéwv
EmpeAfioovTal, ToUs uév  TandevovTes  Koomiws, Tous B¢
ynpotpogolUvtes &fiws: viv B¢ iopev OTI kai éav  pr)  Tels
TapakeAsumpeda, ikavdds ETIPEANCETAL.

TalTa olv, & Traides kai yoviis TV TeAeuTnodvTwy, éxeivol
Te éméoknmTov NV &mayyeéMey, kal &y s Suvapar Tpobu-
puoTata amayyéMew: kal alTds déopar Utrep Ekelvewov, TGOV piv
mpeiofal ToUs auTdy, TV 8¢ Boppeiv Utrep auTdv, @§ HUDY
kai idlan kai dnuocion ynpoTpopnodvrwy Uuds kal EmipeAn-
oopévwy, Omou &v ExaoTOs EKAOTW! EvTuyxdvmt OTwioly T&V
Ekeivoov., THis 8¢ moAews ToTe Tou kai alTtoi THY EmpéAaiay,
o1 vépous Oepévn TrEpl TOUS TV €V T TTOAEUWL TEASUTN-
o&vTwy Taidds Te kai YyewhTopas EmipeAsiTal, kai  Sia-
PEPOVTWS TV GAAWY TOMTROV TPOOTETAKTOL QUAGTTEY &pYiitl
firep peylotn éoTiv, Omws &v oi ToUuTwv pfy) &BikGdvTanl TTaTépes
Te Kai pnTépes: Tous & Maidas ouvekTpepel auTh), Tpobupou-
pévn O pdAioTa GdnAov auTois THV opgaviav yevéoBan, év
TaTpds oXNUOT! KaTaoTdoa auTtols auTh ET1 T Tauciv olow,
kai émaidav eis &vBpds TéAos iwow &moméuter £ T& OPéTEpPQ
auTt®dv TavomAlan koopfioaca, évdeikvupévn  kal  Avapipvi-
okouoa Ta ToU TaTpods émTndevpaTta <T&> Spyava Tfis TATPOI-

249a8 t& add. Richards

249
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as &peTiis Srdoloa, kai &ua oiwvol yx&piv apyecBan iévon émi ThHy
Tatpwiav éoTiav &p§ovra peTd ioxUos &mAols kekoounuévov:
adToUus 8¢ ToUus TeAeutTnoavTas TINGoa oUdémoTe  EkAsitrel,
KaTa EkaoTov EéviauTtdov auTh T& voul{dueva TroloUoca  Kowfit
waow &mep éxdoTwr idlan yiyveton, Tpds & ToUTOIS Ayddvas
yupvikous kai immikous Tiffeloa kai  pouoikils waomns, kad
ATEXVRAS TRV HEV  TeEAsuTnNOAvTwWVY &v  KAnpovduou Kkai Uéos
molpar kafecTnkuia, TV 8¢ Udwv &v TaTPOSs, Yovéwv B¢ TGV
ToUTWY év émTpPOTOoU, TAcAV TMAVTWY TOp& TAVTA TOV Xpdvov
émpéheiav  Tooupévn. Qv xphy évBupoupévous  TpaidTEPOV
Pépelv TNV oupgopdv: Tois TE Ya&p TeEAeuTHoQol Kai TOIS
{Gow oUtws &v TwpoogidéoTaTtor eiTe kal p&ioTor Bepatrevev
Te Kai OepameveoBon. viv B Ndn Upels Te kai oi &AAot
TAvTES KOowfjt Kor& TOV vopov ToUS TETEAEUTNKOTAS &Trolo-
PUPAUEVOL &TTITE.

OUtés ool 6 Adyos, @ Mevégeve, Acomacias Tiis MiAnoiag
goTiv.

MEN. Ny Aia, & Zdkpates, poakapiav ye Aéyes ThHY
Acmaciav, & yuvy oloa ToloUTous Adyous oia Té éoTi
ocuvTiBéval.

Z00. AN& el pf moTevsls, &koAouBer  peTd  EpoU, Kai
akouont auTiis Aeyouons.

MEN. TloAA&kis, & Zckpates, éyd EvteTUxnka Acmaocial,
kai oida oia éoTiv.

0. Ti odv; olk &yacocn aUThv kai viv xépw Exels ToU
Adyou alTiiL;

MEN. Kai woMfjv ye, @ Zdkpates, éyd X&pwv £xw ToUTOU
ToU Adyou ékelvmi i éxelver doTis cor 6 simov EoTv aUTOV
kai wpos ye GAAWY TTOAAGDY XApv EXw T EITOVTL

2. EU &v Exor &AA& émws pou ) kaTepels, iva kai
aUfls oot TToAhoUs kai kooUs Adyous Topd aUTiis TOAITIKOUS
ATy yeAA®.

MEN. ©dpperr oU kaTepd. podvov amdyyerAs.

2W. AXA& TaUTa EoTal.



COMMENTARY

234a1-236dg: INTRODUCTORY DIALOGUE

S. meets the adolescent M., who has just come from the Bouleuterion
hoping to learn who has been chosen by the Boule to deliver the funeral
oration over those who were killed in war during the past year. He reports
to S. that the decision has been postponed, which will make it all the
more difficult for the orator chosen to prepare adequately. S. assures M.
that there is no challenge involved in delivering so standardized an ora-
tion, especially before a sympathetic audience. When asked by M. what S.
would have to say should he be chosen to speak, S. offers instead to repeat
from memory the oration that has just been thrown together for this pur-
pose by Aspasia, whom S. represents as his instructor in rhetoric. Plutarch
aptly refers to this opening dialogue in his Life of Pericles as having been
written in a playful manner (pet& woudids, 24.7); still, Plutarch regards it
as providing historical evidence that Aspasia was sought out as a teacher
of rhetoric.

234a1 'E§ &yop&s fi wé0ev Mevifevos; cf. Lys. 203a6-b1 "W Zokpartes, ol 87
Topeum kai é6ev; Here, however, as the nominative shows, we are expected
to supply a third-person verb (“Is Menexenus coming from the agora, or
from where?”), as at the start of Horace’s Satire 2.4, Vnde et quo Catius?
Similarly, S. opens Clit. by referring to Clitophon in the third person,
expecting him to respond, and he opens Jon with Tév “lwva xaipew [sc.
keAeUw]. The nominative rather than the vocative can be used, even in
association with the second person, in apposition to oUtos or the definite
article, because those pronouns have no vocative forms; see Symp. 172ap
oUTos AToAASBwpos: ou Trepipevels; and the opening of Hp.Ma. (281a1-2)
Trrmrias 6 xoAds Te xai copdse ds Sk xpbdvou fiv katfipas. In such cases the
nominative is exclamatory, or simply declarative, as if calling the attention
of an imaginary bystander to the presence or the status of the effective
addressee (“Well, what do you know, it's So-and-so,” where “you” #
“So-and-so”); see Slings 1999: 40. So, at Prot. §10bgq—5, S. recounts that,
when he was awakened by Hippocrates asking in a loud voice whether he
was asleep or awake, ¢y THv pwviiy yvous abtol, ITrmokpdTns, Epnv, oUTos: uf
T1 vecoTepov &yyéMeis; A similar effect is produced in drama by the use of
rhetorical questions, as in Lorenzo’s entry-line in Act 111, scene ii of Kyd’s
Spanish Tragedy, “How now, who’s this? Hieronimor” P.’s “dramatic” (see
the Introduction g(c)iii) dialogues often open with an economical

59
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indication of the setting and the identity of the interlocutors. The brief
question here allows the reader to understand that M. and the speaker,
who is revealed in the next sentence to be S., encounter each other some-
where on the streets of Athens, where M. appears to be coming from the
direction of the agora, for which see Camp 1986. That our dialogue opens
with a question is not unusual (so Cra., Cri., Euthd., Euthphr., Hp.Mi., Meno,
Phd., Tht., Tim., Phdr., Prot., the last two with wé8ev). Often the questions
serve, as here, to set the scene and to initiate conversation, a technique
found also in comedy (e.g. Frogs), Theocritus (4, 10, 15) and mime
(Herodas 5). What is surprising is that it is only questions of a factual
nature that are asked in the course of this dialogue, many of them directed
at, rather than asked by, S. (Pappas and Zelcer 2015: 21). S. is noted, if
anything, for raising difficult questions about important issues, about the
nature of the soul, say, or about whose advice should be followed for the
education of the young. In our dialogue, however, S. does not raise any
“philosophical” issues, leaving it to the reader to ask (and to try to answer)
all the important questions, including why P. has abandoned his usual
practice of portraying S. as engaged in relentless interrogation of his com-
panions and why he has portrayed him as taking lessons in rhetoric.
a2 ‘E§ ayopds: the article is often omitted in prepositional phrases
(Gildersleeve §569), but there are exceptions, e.g. ¢k Tfis &yopds, Rep.
2.360b8, where the reference is to someone having a ring like that of
Gyges and being able to take with impunity whatever he wants from the
(i.e. his own, local) marketplace. [kai] &mwoé ToU Poudeurnpiou: the
Bouleuterion was a large (ca. 16 m x 22 m) building constructed on the
west side of the agora at the end of the fifth century, replacing an older
building nearby, to accommodate the meetings of the 5o00-member Boule
(Paus. 1.3.5; Camp 1986: go-1, with figs. 677, 68, 71 and 91; Rhodes 1g72:
30—9, 299—304). Instances like Chrm. 153a1-2 éx Tlotedaias &md TOU
otpatomédou, Euthd. 2:71c2-g évtelfév obév eiow éx Xiou and Tht. 142a7 &
KopivBou &méd ToU oTtpaTotédou show that Richards’ deletion of kai (1911:
29) is justified. There are times when kai has “a sense of climax,” but in
those cases “the particle is usually reinforced” (GP 2g1-2), and there
seems to be nothing comparable to what the MSS present here. This par-
ticularizing force of xai is frequent in Hdt. in passages like 3.136.1 &
Oowikny kai Qowikng & Ziddva wéAw; it is always reinforced, as in this
instance from Hdt., by anaphora or a form of oUtos; see Powell 1938: kai
A.L.2.b, c. aqg Ti pahora ooi Tpds Poudeuthprov; the construction
requires that éoi be supplied, “What exactly do you have to do with . . . ?”
More common than Tpds + accusative is a second dative, as at Ar. Knights
1022 Ti yép éo1’ 'EpexBei kai koAorois kai kuvi; (“What does Erechtheus have
to do with jackdaws and a dog?”; cf. KG 1 417), but we find mpés + acc. in
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what is in effect the negative answer to such questions (“nothing to do
with . ..”), as at Ar. Clouds 1188 TouTi ptv oUdév Tw Tpods Evny T¢ kai véav and
the proverbial oUdtv wpds TOV Ardvuocov. Trpos PouAeuthprov: M. had
used the article, and will do so again in 234bpg wpds T6 BouAeuTthpiov, where
the preposition, however, has a different meaning from its meaning here.
M. uses &mwé and wpéds in their local senses, referring to coming from
(234a2) and going to the building, familiar to both M. and S., where the
business of the Boule (in which S. had served: Apol. g2b1) is conducted.
Here, S. is speaking in more general terms, expressing some surprise that
M., given his youth (234b1), might be concerned with political delibera-
tive matters. Compare Gorg. 452¢2, Hp.Ma. 304a8, Tht. 1773d1, where
BouleuThiprov similarly lacks the article. 1j 8fjAx &1 811 “or is it (superflu-
ous to ask because it is) obvious that . ..” In P. f} 8fjAa is always followed by
8t (Euthphr. 4bs, Prot. 3g0ga1, 33ob1, Rep. 5.452a10); fi &fjdov is occasion-
ally followed by & but more commonly not, as at 235€8 below. The collo-
quial 8nAad1 is not found in P. aq—5 871 . . . kai @s: for the variation,
see Rep. 3.392b1-2; for the reverse (s . . . kai 811), Laws 10.885d2—3,
Phdr. 249€1-3, Prot. 324c5—7, 328c4—5, Rep. 7.517a3—4, bg—c3. agp
TandeUoews kai prhocogias: cf. Rep. 6.498b2—3 pepakiddn (n.b.) modelov
kai praocogiav. Elsewhere in P. waieuois is paired with Tpogn (Criti. 110c6,
Laws 5.740a2, 11.926e2, Rep. 4.424ap, Tim. 44b8) and &idaxn (Pol
274¢6). Closest to our passage are Prot. 349ag, where S. praises Protagoras
for openly proclaiming himself a professor of education and virtue
(Troudevioews kai dpetfis Siddokarov) and charging a fee for his services, and
Symp. 184e1-2, where Pausanias speaks of the erdmenos desiring to acquire
from the erastés “an education and the rest of wisdom” (maiSeuctv kai THy
&\Anv copiav, accepting Schiitz’s deletion of &is before waideucw). Neither
Taideuois nor grdocopia recurs in our dialogue. While this is the last we are
to hear of philosophy (Pappas and Zelcer 2015: g1), education will be of
great concern, both in the introductory dialogue and in the funeral ora-
tion. S.’s rhetorical training, however, turns out to be a matter of rote
learning sustained by threats of physical violence (236b—), and the edu-
cation provided by the laudandi and their predecessors is merely instruc-
tion by example (e.g. 240d5, e5, 241c1, 248e3, 249a7-8). None of this
could be mistaken for philosophy, and none of it would have met with the
approval of either P. or S. It is unlikely that the S. portrayed elsewhere by
P. could imagine that there is a TéAos to philosophy or that one can “be
adequately practiced” (ixavés Exew) in it. Indeed, P. depicts S. as philoso-
phizing on the last day of his life, addressing his closest friends from the
perspective of a man who has truly spent his life engaging in philosophy
(dwvip Té 8vT &v prhocogicn Sratpiyas Tov Biov, Phd. 63eg—10). The implica-
tion of M.’s subsequent behavior, on the other hand, is that he does, in
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fact, consider that he has reached the telos of training and philoso-
phy. a6 ixavddg 161 iéxwv: for 151 (found in a similar context at Euthd.
291b77-8 oidpevor #idn &mwi TéAer elvanr), see Burnet on Euthphr. ge2: “f5n
marks that a certain stage has been reached, oUmw that it has not yet been
reached, odxét that it has been passed.” émi T& peilw: compare the
discussion in Gorgias, where Callicles, whom S. ironically characterizes as
having been educated ikavéis (487b7), urges S. to abandon philosophy,
which he considers a suitable pastime only for the young, and to move on
i T& pellw (484c4-5). For M. and Callicles, “the more substantial mat-
ters” comprise public engagement in civic and political activities, glossed
here by S. in terms of authority (&pxewv) and oversight (émipeAnTfv), activi-
ties generally thought of as requiring training in rhetoric. At the end of
Phaedrus, S. will express the hope that some divine impulse might lead
Isocrates, who is currently pursuing oratory rather than philosophy, &mi
pellw (279a8). a7-b1 &pxev UGV . . . TGV TpeoPuTipwy THAIKOTTOS GVE
this is intended to sound like a paradox, since it is “obvious” that those
who rule should be older and those who are ruled should be younger (&1
pév pecPuTépous ToUs &pyovTas Bel elval, vewTépous BE Tous &pyopévous, Bfjiov,
Rep. 3.412c3—4; cf. Laws 3.690a7-8). The thematic issue of youth versus
age will recur at the end of the introductory dialogue, when S. expresses
concern that M. will mock him, an old man, for seeming still to be acting
like an adolescent (86w TpeoPuTtns dv ET1 Tailewv, 236c8—g) should he
recite Aspasia’s oration. While Callicles thinks it absurd for a man of S.’s
age to engage in philosophy (see previous n.), S. thinks it laughable for
mature men to indulge in such juvenile activity as practicing rhetorical
displays; in Apol. he says that it would be unseemly (oU5¢ y&p &v . . . pémror)
for him at his advanced age to come before the jurors like an adolescent
(Tinde Tt HAkion dorep perpaxint, 17¢4-5), fabricating tales of the sort that,
by implication, his (younger) accusers have been telling (see 17b6-
c1). a7 & fauvpacie: this seems to be one of the passages where this
“primarily Platonic” form of address is used by the speaker to express sur-
prise (i.e. 8adpa) at the addressee (Dickey 1996: 141, with a listing of
occurrences at 280). If so, the surprise is feigned, given that S. is express-
ing what he has just characterized as “obvious” (5fjAa).

234b1-2 iva uf éxkiTrm . . . émipeAnTv Tapexouévn; the clear implications
are that (1) there is an expectation that families that had previously sup-
plied leadership among the Athenians would continue to do so and (2)
the family of M. had a record of supplying such leadership. We do not
know enough about M. to be able to confirm the latter independently,
nor do we know anything beyond the title, and subtitle, of Antisthenes’
Mevé€evos f) Trepi ToU &pyew (D.L. 6.18; Prince 2015: 161-2), but there is no
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reason to believe that P. would misrepresent the prominence of M.’s fam-
ily in Athenian politics, a prominence that characterizes the families of
most of the young men who populate P.’s dialogues, Alcibiades, Charmides
and Clinias being typical examples. M. is the cousin of Ctesippus (Lys.
206d3—4), whose erdmenos is Alcibiades’ relative Clinias (Euthd. 274c2-3,
with Nails 100-1, 119-20). In Lysis M. appears as a close companion of
the title character, whose family is quite distinguished (Lys. 205b—c, with
Nails 195—7; see the Introduction g(d)ii). b1 Up&dv A oikia: as at Chrm.
154€2—3 (Tfis ye UpeTépas . . . oikias), where S. is talking to Charmides, the
plural is used although only one person is addressed. Wackernagel (2009:
137) explains this phenomenon, rare in Classical Greek, as, in effect, the
“royal we” transposed to the second person; compare Thuc. 1.187.4 Tév
Upétepov olkov, from Themistocles’ letter to the Persian king, with 1.129.3
Tén HueTépwn oikwi, from Xerxes’ letter to Pausanias. There may, then, be a
hint of irony involved in S.’s references to the families of M. and
Charmides, a hint missing from his references to, e.g., the families of
Meno (v ti ofj oixicn, Meno 8 5e4) and Plato’s brother Glaucon (ocou év i
oixiai, Rep. 5.459a2). b1-2 Npdv éimpeAnTiv: there is a seemingly irre-
solvable ambiguity. Does S. mean “us Athenians” or “us elders” (cf.
AUV . . . TV TpeaPuTépwy just above)? At the end of the funeral oration
the noun émpéAaia and the verb é¢mperoduc will be used repeatedly (248c6,
d4, d6, e4—5, €6, €8, 249c3), referring to the tendance of young children
and elderly parents left desolate by the death of the laudand:. By repeating
&pxew (b4) and ignoring S.’s implication that ruling entails émuéAsix
(Coventry 1989: 1; Salkever 1993: 136; Long 2003: 52), M. reveals some-
thing about his character which suggests that he really is in need of the
kind of education that S. is prepared to offer. At Gorg. 516a-b S. gets
Callicles to admit (reluctantly) that even the great Pericles was not a suc-
cessful #mpeAnmhs, since he did not make his fellow citizens more
just. bg—4 ‘Eav oU ye, & Zwkpartes, édis . . . & 8¢ p1, oU: somewhat disin-
genuous. M. is clearly eager to enter politics at present, but by expressing
himself as he does, using the future tense, he pretends that his eagerness
will be contingent upon S.’s approval. This is the first of several issues that
are raised in this dialogue and are later either left unresolved, seemingly
on purpose, or are conspicuously undercut. M. says that he will pursue a
political career if and only if S. gives his blessing, but that blessing is nei-
ther given nor explicitly withheld. The closing words of the dialogue leave
open the possibility that S. will continue to regale M. with roAiTikoi Adyor
from Aspasia. But, of course, the existence of such logoi is as problematic
as is Aspasia’s authorship of the funeral oration itself. We may compare
the account in the Seventh Letter of P.’s early withdrawal from political life,
which on two occasions is connected explicitly, not with the advice, but
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with the fate of S. When he was young, P., apparently like M., thought that
he would enter politics as soon as he attained his majority (@mény, &
8&TTov éuauTol yevoiuny kuplos, &l T& kowd Tiis ToOAews eubus idvan, §24b—c;
similarly Alc.1 105a77-bg4, of Alcibiades). But after the Thirty attempted to
involve S. in their illegal activities P. turned his back on the corrupt world
of politics (324d-325a); later he was again seduced by the appeal of poli-
tics, only to recoil after the trial and execution of his friend (g25b—c).
b3 cuppouleums: this lone occurrence in Mnx. stands in sharp contrast to
the frequent use (over twenty times) of words from this root in Laches, in
which Lysimachus and Melesias have invited Laches and Nicias to join
them for the purpose of giving advice regarding the training of their sons;
S. directs the discussion to the more general question of the kind of
expertise needed by the adviser, concluding with the advice that he and
his interlocutors should find teachers from whom they might learn the
expertise that, it emerges, they all lack (201a1-7). Here, M.’s expression
of his unquestioning willingness to rely on S.’s advice is intended to por-
tray him as someone who has a long way to go on the path to philosophy
and not, as some critics have suggested, as a polite young man who, recog-
nizing the ironic tone of S.’s question, is displaying deference to his
elder. b4 viv pévrou as below (235c7), this expression shows M.’s
reluctance to be sidetracked and his eagerness to direct the discussion to
the matter that is of immediate concern to him; similarly Phlb. 24e4, Prot.
314b6. bg Tpoés To6 Poudeuthprov: for the article, see agn. Rhodes
(1972: 40, 80) cites evidence that some, at least, of the deliberations of
the Boule were open to attendance by non-members, despite the diffi-
culty posed by the size of the building (for which, see a2n.). He includes
this passage in that evidence, but it is not explicitly stated that M. was
present for the deliberations; the general public may only have been
informed of the decision after the fact by public proclamation or word of
mouth. TruBopevos 811 ) Poudn péAAar aipeicBon: M. knows in advance
(as does Aspasia: 236b2—3) that the choice of a speaker is on the agenda
of the Boule and he assumes (b6—7) that S. is aware that the funeral is to
be held, from which we can infer that word of the agenda spread, likely
among fellow demesmen. The decision of the Boule would then go to the
Assembly for final action (see the Introduction 2(d)). According to
Thucydides, the remains of the dead were laid out for public viewing in a
tent for two days before the ceremony (mpétpiTa, 2.84.2). We do not know
how far in advance the speaker of the funeral oration was chosen, but
given that M. thinks a mere one-day postponement of the decision (bg)
will cause hardship for the speaker (23rc7—9), the decision is likely to
have been made only a few days before the event. It would appear, then,
that the speaker of Lysias’ Epitaphios, referring to “those who asked me to
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speak on a few days’ notice” and “on short notice” (Tois érayyeidaow . . . £§
SAlywv fiuepiov Adyev and £§ SMyou, 2.1), was expressing himself accurately
rather than exaggerating for rhetorical effect. Of course, Lysias’ speech
was not written for delivery at the public funeral (see the Introduction
2(c)), and S. will point out at 2g35d1—2 that such speeches could be pre-
pared in advance. In this way, and by writing a funeral oration of his own,
P. undercuts the illusion created by Lysias and other orators that they are
overcoming difficulties by speaking with little opportunity for preparation
(Henderson 1975: 33). bs—7 wélAa . . . péAdovor: for the change from
singular, normal with Boulf;, to plural (“construction according to the

sense”), see Gildersleeve §121, citing Thuc. 3.72.3 6 ptv dfjpos . . . kata-
PeUyel . . . kai Tov YAAdikdv Auéva eixov. (That the subject of péAiouon is 1
BouAn is confirmed by eidovto and &vePdrovto in what follows.) b6

doTig épei étri Tois amwodavoloiv: the construction with aipeicfar is normally
with the future tense, either, as here, in a relative clause or, as at 236bg, in
a substantive participle; cf. KG 1 175. For émi + dat. “over, in honor of” (cf.
gmTdgios Adyos), KG I 499 cites, in addition to this passage, Thuc. 2.34.6
Aéyer émri auTols Erawov, Isocr. 4.74 eimeiv émi Tols Snuocial Barropévols, Dem.
18.28p and 287 Tév épolvTa émi Tols TeTeAsuTnKOoW. Demosthenes, refer-
ring to an event eight years in the past, uses the perfect tense (= “the
dead”); here the aorist suggests the immediacy of the event (= “those who
have (recently) died”). For the contrast between the perfect and the (con-
stative) aorist, see Rijksbaron 19g4: §10.1, Note 2. b6—7 Tagas . . .
woieiv: Thucydides uses the middle voice (Tagés éroifjoavTo, 2.94.1), with
“the Athenians” as subject. Allan 2004: 112 describes this “indirect reflex-
ive” use of the middle as follows: “The subject is affected in that s/he
derives benefit from the action performed, i.e. the subject has the seman-
tic role of beneficiary.” In the case of the performance of funerary rites it is
legitimate to ask, and difficult to answer, Who is the beneficiary, the
deceased, the bereaved or, indeed, the imagined community of the living
and the dead? It would seem that the difference between tagés Toigiv and
Tapds moisiofon may depend upon the speaker’s answer to this ques-
tion. b8 Mavu ye: confirmatory. Thesleff 1954 divides the usage of
confirmatory wé&wu into two classes, one in which the word “has a collateral
notion of intensity with reference to a word in its context” (§§76—7) and
one in which there is no such apparent reference (§§79-80). It is difficult
to tell into which category our instance falls, that is, whether the meaning
is “I am well aware” or simply “I know.” For wé&wu is not often used as an
intensifier with £i8évar. Xen. An. 6.1.31 s wévu €idfiTe, cited at Thesleff
§67, is a rare occurrence (at Mem. 4.2.24 Téavu ToUTS ye dpny idévan, also
cited there, it seems that it is énpnv that is intensified). Percy Bysshe
Shelley, who translated the opening dialogue of Mnx. while staying at the
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Casa Bertini in 1818, well renders “Assuredly.” bg &vepéarovro eis THY
alpiov sc. fipépav; cf. Symp. 174€6—7 eis albis &vaparod, Dem. 21.84, 57.12
and 15 &vapoiéodan eis THY UoTepaiav. For the attributive use of the adverb,
cf. Eur. Alc. 784 v alpiov péAoucav. According to Rhodes (1972: 30), the
Boule met on an almost daily basis. bg—10 oipan pévror: as at bg and
295¢7 (uévror oipan) the force of the particle is almost “be that as it may,”
expressing M.’s desire to move on to what he considers of greatest inter-
est, namely the choice of speaker and the challenges facing him. Thus the
particle here combines the adversative force (GP 404—6) and the progres-
sive (406—9), specifically “proceeding to a new item in a series, a new
point, a new argument” (407). b1o Apxivov fj Aiwva: for the identity
of these men, see the Introduction g(d)iv. At the time when P. wrote the
dialogue, he and his readers knew whether Archinus or Dion had ever
delivered the public funeral oration. There would seem to be no point to
his naming them if either of them had been passed over by the Boule, and
S.’s rapturous praise of the skills of public speakers, which appears to have
been prompted by M.’s mention of their names, would have fallen flat if
these men were not generally regarded as outstanding in that regard. Of
course, S.’s praise is ironic, but his irony is effective only if employed at the
expense of deserving targets. We may then feel confident that both
Archinus and Dion had at some point delivered the funeral oration in
Athens (so Koppen 17go: 69g), perhaps with P. in the audience, and that
P.’s own composition is a response to theirs, among many others’.

234c1 Kai pufv: often accompanied by an enthusiasm, even excitement,
about what the speaker has to say, as at Phd. 58e1 (8aupdoia éradov), 88e4
(Baupdoas), Tht. 143e4—5 (wévu &ov). The enthusiasm that accompanies
xai v in its various uses may be genuine or feigned, as we see from Ion
530bg, which bears some resemblance to our passage. There, after S. has
wished Ion success in the competition at the Panathenaia and Ion has said
that he will win the crown, provided the god is favorable, S. exclaims xai
ptvy TToAAGxIs ye E{NAwoa Uuds Tous paywidous. In our passage S.’s exclama-
tion is prompted by the prospect that a speaker of the caliber of Archinus
or Dion is likely to deliver the funeral oration. Ion is impervious to S.’s
mordant irony — he responds to S.’s speech with &Anéj A¢yeis (530c7) —
and the same may be the case with M. as well (see 235c6n.). xivSuveve
“it is likely that.” P. often uses xiwduveter with the infinitive to convey the
speaker’s assertion that what is expressed by the infinitive can be reason-
ably inferred, often from what is said in the immediate context, to be
the case. So, e.g., at Euthphr. 2c5—6 S. says that Meletus is likely to be an
intelligent person (xiwduvee opds Tis elvan), to judge from his understand-
ing of how the young are corrupted and who corrupts them. And at Rep.
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1.334a11 S. tells Polemarchus that he is likely to have picked up from
Homer (xwduveters apd Opfipou pepabnkévar) the notion that the just man
is also a kind of thief, for (xai y&p) Homer esteems Autolycus. So here,
according to S., it is reasonable to imagine that it is keA6v to be killed in
battle, for (xai y&p) the dead are buried in lavish fashion and are glori-
ously praised by the most skilled public speakers. Cc1-2 XaAdv . . . TO
év olépwn &mrofviioxeav: one expects the aorist infinitive (as at e.g. Apol.
39a2—9 16 ye &mwobaveiv &v Tis Ekpuyot), since it is not the process of dying
that is admirable but the fact. Death in battle is traditionally seen to be
an especially fine thing and is often described as xaAdv or even xé&AhicTov
(248c4); e.g. Tyrtaeus fr. 10.1-2 West, Alcaeus fr. 400 Voigt, Aesch. Sept.
[1011], Eur. Tro. 386—7, Thuc. 2.42.4, Lysias 2.79, Xen. An. 3.1.43, Hell
4.8.38. By the very fact of dying in battle one becomes an dvijp &yaBébg
(Aeschin. g.154, Hdt. 6.114, 9.75, Thuc. 2.35.1; Loraux 1986: gg-101;
Rusten 1986: 71—4). c2—235b2 xai yap Tagfis . . . xaAAiwv yeyovivai:
in order to convey the illusion that his characters are engaging in sponta-
neous conversation, P. often goes out of his way to construct lengthy sen-
tences that exhibit anacoluthon; see Reinhard 192o. But this sentence,
for all its length — it contains no fewer than thirteen participles — and
being complicated to the fourth level of subordination, is carefully and
elaborately composed. Its structure, which is clearly articulated (except
for the string of participles under (4), for which see below) may be seen
from the following outline and paraphrase:

(1a) xai yé&p Tagfis . . . Tuyxdve,
(2a) kai é&v mwévng TIs AV TEAsUTHON,
(1b) kai &waivou al Etuyey,
(2b) kai é&v gaiiros A,
(2¢) Umwd &vdpddv . . . olk eikfji éravouvTtwy,
(2d) &4 . . . Tapsokevaopévwy,
(g) of olTews kaAds érawvolow,
(4) doTe . . . AdyovTes . . . TokiAovTes, yonTeUouow . . .,
(xal THY TOAW EykwumalovTes . . .,
Kai ToUs TETEAEUTNKOTAS év T TTOAEpWIL
kai ToUs TTpoydvous fiudv &ravTas . . .
kai alTous fluds Tous £ [GdvTas ErawvolvTes,)
(pa) oTe. .. daTiBepon ématvoupevos . . .,
(5b) kai ékdoToTe EoTNKa . . . KNAOUpEVOS,
(fyyolUpevos . . . yeyovéval.)

“He receives magnificent burial (1a), even if he is poor (2a), and he is
lauded (1b), even if he is undistinguished (2b), (lauded) by men not
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praising indiscriminately (2c) but crafting carefully prepared speeches
(2d), (men) who eulogize so impressively (g) that they enchant our souls
(4) by praising the city, the dead, our ancestors and the living, so that I am
invested with a sense of grandeur (5a) and am entranced (5b), thinking
that I have become thoroughly estimable.” The sentence purports to
explain why (xai yép) it is a fine thing to die in battle, and so it begins with
the deceased as subject (as does the funeral oration: 246d2—-g), but it
quickly turns its attention to the virtuosity of the public speakers and ends
with the disorienting effect that their virtuosity has on the audience. In
this respect it serves as a one-sentence critique of rhetoric, which is repre-
sented as beguiling its audience, regardless of both the nominal topic of
the speech and the truth, and focusing its attention on the skill and effec-
tiveness of the speaker. And it does this while employing some of the very
techniques — chiasmus, parallelism, rhyme, parisosis — that make rhetoric
so distasteful in the eyes of P. c2—3 Tapfis kaAfis Te kai peyadoTrperroiis:
cf. Hp.Ma. 291e1-2 xahés kol peyarotpeméds Tagfivar. The variation in our
sources (see the apparatus) is most easily explained on the assumption
that, in some earlier manuscript, xaAfis was omitted, coming as it does
immediately after Tagfis, and then was added in the margin; subsequently,
different copies of that manuscript inserted the word in different places.
For lavish burial rites and conspicuous funerary monuments as a reward
and consolation for death in battle, see H. Od. 1.239 = 14.369 = 24.32,
Tyrtaeus fr. 12.29 West, Aesch. Choe. 351-2, Lysias 2.80. €3 xai é&v
Tévng Tig &v: in his exhortation to his troops before the battle of Munichia
Thrasybulus assures them that if they should die in battle they will receive
a finer memorial than even the wealthiest could afford as an individual
(Xen. Hell. 2.4.17). c4 Eruxev: Rijksbaron 1994: §8.4 refers to this
usage as “the generic aorist” (“found in descriptions of habits, pro-
cedures . . ., in general truths, etc.”) and cites Hdt. 1.194.1 and $.82.3
where, as here, it is coordinated with a present indicative (Tuyyxaver); cf.
Gorg. 511d7 and e3, 524e4, Laws 7.791a8, 798ap, Prot. 342e2, Rep.
10.606c¢7, Symp. 181ag, 187dg, H. Il. 4.161, 16.689 = 17.177, Dem. 2.10,
with SMT §§155 and 157. Here, the shift to the aorist not only produces
variatio, it creates a chiastic balance with the (aspectually appropriate)
tenses of the subordinate clauses: Tuyydvel, kai é&v . . . TEAeuThion, kai . . .
ETuxev, kai g&v . . . AL kai é&v patlos ni: the seductive parallelism with
kai gé&v wévng Tis &v TeAeuThion in the preceding line conceals an imbalance
that ought to arouse suspicion. While a common burial for rich and poor
alike can be seen as a welcome symptom of democratic ideology and a
continuation of the Solonian curbs of aristocratic ostentation, the same
can surely not be said of praising a man who is gaiAos. In his funeral ora-
tion Pericles had justified bestowing praise on the martial valor of those
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who are deficient in other respects (tois T& &M\« xeipoot, Thuc. 2.42.3),
since their value to the community outweighs their individual shortcom-
ings. P., however, has chosen to express himself by using a word that he
elsewhere applies to the morally depraved (e.g. Phd. 81d6-—7, Symp.
181b1-2). Further, &rawvos ot gavdou ought not to be something to be
taken seriously. Isocrates (12.135) disparages people who take delight in
hearing orators who éyxwmélovow fi T& @auvAéTata TGOV Svtwv fi Tous
TapavouwTaTous TV yeyevnuévwy. Alcidamas’ Encomium of poverty, a frag-
ment of which is preserved in POxy 5130, was presumably intended as a
jeu d’esprit, as was Lucian’s Encomium of the fly (Hopkinson 2008: 142-3).
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom. 5.17.5) clearly has our passage in
mind (so Loraux 1986: 384 n. g5) when he compares the Athenian
funeral oration unfavorably with the Roman oratio funebris, saying that the
former accords praise to those who died in battle kai ¢&v T& &Aa paiinos
yévntal TIS. c4—6 UTo &vbpdv . . . Trapeoxevaopivwy: balancing, anti-
thetical 15-syllable clauses closing with parallel participles in ~wv. Further
along in this sentence are parallel clauses ending in rhyming participles
(AéyovTes . . . okiAovTes). For these and other “Gorgianic figures,” see
Berndt 1881: 26—45; Kennedy 1963: 64—6; Clavaud 1980: g2—5. c4
UTrd &avdpdv co@dv: for S., the appellation cogds is appropriate only to the
divine (Phdr. 278dg-4). S.’s own denial in Apology that he possesses any
gogia, except perhaps in the limited sense of recognizing his worthless-
ness with regard to cogla (23b2—-4), is his way of refuting what he repre-
sents as a charge brought against him by his earlier and more dangerous
accusers, that he is a gopéds aviip (18b7). As Burnet ad loc. notes, “This was
not a compliment in the mouth of an Athenian of the fifth century B.C.”
Euripides’ Medea also fears that her reputation for cogia has put her in
danger (Med. 292-3) and, like S., she denies being unusually ooty (305).
In P. the word is usually ironic, as it is here, unless it is applied to a god
(Apol. 23a5-6) or a figure from legend, like Odysseus (Rep. 3.390a8), ora
distinguished poet of the past, like Homer (lon 542a1) or Simonides (Rep.
1.331€6). Even in these cases the possibility of irony cannot always be
ruled out (at Tht. 194e2 Homer is described as w&ooogos, a word that is
heavily ironic elsewhere in P.). ¢k oUx eikiji éTravouvTwy “not praising
artlessly.” At his trial S. tells his judges that they will hear him speaking
eikfit (Apol. 177c2), in contrast to his accusers, whose speeches are ingen-
iously embellished pfiuaci Te kai dvépacv (compare Tois dvépaot orkiAhovTes
below). Similarly, the inebriated Alcibiades says that he will deliver his
encomium of S. in whatever order his recollections happen to occur to
him (&vappvmoxéuevos &Aho &Aobev, Symp. 215a1). “Not A but B,” where A
and B are contradictories, as tixfji and mwapesoksuaopévwv are here, is a fre-
quent form of emphasis in Greek poetry, especially Euripides, and
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oratory, as well as in Thuc. (Rusten 1989: 24—5). For oUk &ikfj . . . &AA4, cf.
Gorg. 503d7, e2—3, Xen. Oec. 20.28. We are given the impression that S. is
here saying that the orators spend a great deal of time carefully construct-
ing their speeches according to rational principles. But ¢ixj also allows us
to understand that S. is saying (ironically) that the orators “do not dis-
pense praise indiscriminately,” which is precisely what S. suggests that they
do, when he says immediately below that they laud the deceased by
recounting t& wpoodvta kai T& piy, which would appear to be the very defi-
nition of indiscriminate praise. c5—6 éx ToAAoU xpévou Adyous
Tapeoxevacpévav: with a verb in the perfect tense éx woAhoU (xpdvov), like
Té&Aan, specifies that the action of the verb took place some time ago and
that, consequently, the state resulting from that action is of long standing.
(By contrast, £ dAiyou appears not to occur with a verb in the perfect
tense.) So at Thuc. 1.68.3 the Corinthians warn the Spartans that their
enemies have long been prepared for war (éx ToAAoU TpoTrapeoxevacuévous)
and the defendant in Antiphon’s On the murder of Herodes, employing a
familiar topos, protests that it is difficult on the spur of the moment
(Trapaypfipa; cf. 236bg below) to counteract the lies and the plots to which
he has long been subjected (1& ék ToAoU kaTeweuopéva kal émiPeBouieupdva,
5.19). S.’s contention that the funeral oration was prepared well in
advance is challenged by M. (235c7—9), but P. substantiates the claim by
having S. explain at 236b that such generic speeches can be constructed
partially from existing material and partially from content created on the
spur of the moment and, most effectively, by composing one such generic
speech himself (236d-249c). c6-235a1 kai T& TpoodVTA Kai T& uf):
we are now told how the orator can praise the deceased “even if he is
gaUAos,” namely by attributing qualities to him whether he possessed them
or not. Of course, in the case of a mass funeral the orator can speak in
generalities, ignoring the possibility, even likelihood, that one or more of
the laudandiwas deficient in some regard. But in P.’s eyes it is the standard
procedure of contemporary orators simply to say what sounds appealing,
whether it happens to be true or not. At Symp. 198d-e, after S. has listened
to Agathon’s dazzling Gorgianic encomium, he says that he now realizes
that the proper way to deliver an encomium was not, as he had thought,
to tell the truth about each object of praise (wepi éx&oTou ToU éyxwmajopévou)
but to attribute the grandest and finest qualities to it é&v Te 71 oUTws ExovTa
¢av Te pt), and it is of no great consequence if the statements are false.
Here the words Tepi ékdotou underline the fact that, in the funeral ora-
tion, the qualities of “each” laudandus are buried amid the praises of the
collectivity. P.’s phrasing seems to be deliberately recalling that of Gorgias’
funeral oration (ti y&p &mfijv Tois &vdpdot TouTols GV 81 &vdpdot Tpootivar; Ti
8¢ kai Tpootiv v ol 8T wpootival; DK 82 B6), but without the equivalents
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of Gorgias’ defining relative clauses. In Aristophanes’ Acharnians (370-3)
Dicaeopolis says that unsophisticated rural Athenians are delighted when
some charlatan delivers an encomium of them and their polis, whether
what he says is justified or not (xai dikena k&Sika). Of particular interest is
the context in which Aristophanes’ hero says this: Dicaeopolis has placed
himself in great danger by doing what S. will shortly say (2g5d) requires
the skills of a truly accomplished orator, namely speaking well of the
Spartans to an audience of Athenians.

235al k&AAoT& Trws: with the exception of péMioTg, it is rare to find es
with a superlative. The tentativeness conveyed by the particle - it is fre-
quently found following &i or é¢&v — probably accounts for this. In P., apart
from our passage, the only occurrences of ws with a superlative appear
to be Phdr. 261bg—4 (uéhiota) and Laws 7.818a4 (dp8éTata Adyetan), a
puzzling passage. Here, in the context of the attractive falsehoods that the
previous clause seemed to attribute to the speakers, the implication of the
particle is that S. finds it difficult to account for the extraordinary appeal
of the speakers’ words unless, perhaps, as a result of enchantment
(yonTetouow). a2 Tois évépaoct TowkiAdovtes “using flamboyant lan-
guage.” Unless it is somehow qualified, évépata simply refers to verbal
expression in general. Here, in association with roik{AAovTes, it is clear that
the verbal expression in question is of the artful variety generally disap-
proved by S. and espoused by, inter alios, Isocrates, whose ideal, in Jebb’s
translation, is “to stud [katamoikida] the whole discourse with points hap-
pily made, and to clothe it in phrase [Tois évépoow] of gracious movement
and melody” (13.16). The basic reference of words from the root Toxia-
(cognate with Latin pingo) is to an object whose surface presents an intri-
cate appearance to the eye. Often words from this root are used to refer
to woven fabric, such as the tapestries with which Agamemnon is lured to
his death (Aesch. Ag. 923, 926, 936) and the garment in which he is
ensnared (Choe. 1013, Eum. 460). Alluring visual patterns created by
women (who were normally responsible for weaving in Greece) using a
tortuous technique that involves inserting strands of the weft alternately
in front of and behind the warps inevitably aroused an association between
weaving, including words from the root wowiA-, and notions of devious-
ness and verbal dexterity. It is, therefore, not surprising that these words
often have negative connotations for P. and are used by him to refer to a
superficially attractive multiplicity (Rep. §.404d1, eg, 8.557c5-9, 558¢3,
559d8, 561e4) that distracts from or disguises an underlying uniformity
or truth (Cra. 393d7, 394a5, 8, Meno 75er, Phlb. 12c4, Soph. 234by4, Tht.
146dp). yontsUouowv fludv T&s yuxas: P. is virtually quoting from
Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen (DK 82 B11.14; see Loraux 1986: 264-5); in



72 COMMENTARY 23pa

describing the power of the logos Gorgias says that it resembles drugs,
some of which are beneficial but some “poison and bewitch the soul with
a sort of evil persuasion” (meifol T kakfit THy Yuxhv dpapudrevoav kol
&éeyoniteuocav), the only other time yuyf is found as the object of (éx)-
yonteuew. A yéns (see Burkert 1962, esp. 50—5) is a wizard or sorcerer, and
the word can be used as a term of abuse, as it is by Theseus condemning
Hippolytus (Eur. Hipp. 1038), Pentheus condemning the Lydian stranger
(Bacch. 234) and Aeschines condemning Demosthenes (Dem. 18.276,
with Yunis ad loc.). P. uses the word to criticize those who think that the
gods change their divine shape and deceive mortals, like some sorcerer
(Rep. 2.380d1, g81e10, 383ag), since, if the gods were to disguise them-
selves as someone or something else they would necessarily debase them-
selves by engaging in a form of imitation. For P. yontela is associated with
mimesis (Pol. 303c4, Rep. 10.598d4, Soph. 234c5, 295a1, a8) and decep-
tion (Rep. §.413c4). At Euthd. 288b8 S. tells Ctesippus that the sophists
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus are imitating the archetypal shape-shifter,
“the Egyptian sophist Proteus,” with their sorcery (yontebovte), and it is
specifically with sophists and their slippery language that P. associates
yontela (Soph. 234c5, 235a1, a8, 241b7). S. is himself accused of sorcery
and pharmakeia by Meno, who says that if he behaved in another polis as
he behaves in Athens he would be subject to summary arrest as a yéns
(Meno 8oaz, b6), and Diotima describes Eros, who bears a striking resem-
blance to S. in her account, as 8s1vds yéns xai pappakels kai cogiaThs (Symp.
203d8). We are, then, well advised to be extra vigilant when S. undertakes
to deliver a sophistic display, as he will do when he recites Aspasia’s funeral
oration. yuxas: the only occurrence in Menexenus of this word, which
appears over 1,000 times in P. By contrast, in Phaedrus (where the art of
rhetoric is defined as yuxaywyia 115 81& Adywv, 261a8) and Gorgias, the
word is used well over 100 times. a3—6 xai THv oM éykwuiklovTes. . .
éavolUvTes: a string of four cola of approximately equal length (16, 13,
14 and 14 syllables), each starting with xai, in which there are two more-
or-less synonymous participles. It seems best to take éyxwp&lovres as gov-
erning v wéAw alone, with érawotvres (which Cobet 1874: 241 proposed
deleting) governing the remaining objects, since “the city” can be seen as
including “the dead,” “our ancestors” and “we the living.” The speakers
eulogize so impressively that, by attributing to the dead both appropriate
and irrelevant qualities that they have marvelously embellished with their
verbiage and by bestowing on the city all manner of praise, they enchant
our souls, paying tribute alike to the dead, to our ancestors and to the
living. The seeming synonymy of éyxwmélovres and éravoivres (for which
see also Futhd. 303cg, Prot. 326a2) finds a parallel in Hyperides’ funeral

oration (¢ykw[mé&l]ew ... Ewowov . . . éykdpov . . . o[ . . . yxop[1&l]w,
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6.15). a3—p5 ToUS TETEALUTNKOTAS . . . TOUS TIPOYOVOUS . . . QUTOUS Tiuds:
in his Rhetoric, just before he quotes what S. says at 235d, Aristotle advises
that the speaker of an epideictic oration should make the audience feel
that it too is being praised (3.1415b27-8). For P., however, this is one of
the reasons for his distaste for such oratorical performances. While it is
understandable that we lavish praise on those who died in war and who
can therefore be seen as deserving the honor accorded to war heroes, and
while deceased ancestors are subject to the universal precept de mortuis nil
nisi bonum, indiscriminate praise of the audience can be motivated only by
the speaker’s own base desire for adulation. As is clear from S.’s next
remarks, that adulation is short-lived, at least among those capable of see-
ing through what S. elsewhere (Gorg. 463b1) defines as xoAaketa. This sen-
tence, then, seems intended to instruct the reader to scrutinize with great
care all rhetorical displays, including - or rather, especially — the one that
S. will shortly perform for M. ab & Mevifeve: P. uses a vocative in the
middle of an utterance (here repeating the vocative from 2g4c1) to focus
the addressee’s attention on the most important element of the utter-
ance, in this case the effect the inspiring words of the orator have on his
audience; compare the use of the vocative at Cri. 48c4, Euthd. 294d7 (also
following &oTe Eywye), Gorg. 514€2 (following an oath), 526¢3 (following
Eywye), Rep. 5.473d5. yevvaiws avu: more commonly wévu precedes
the adjective or adverb that it intensifies (Thesleff 1954: §71). Other
occurrences in P. of wéwu following an adverb include Cra. 421cg
(&vdpeiws), Euthd. goodg (péya), 302bg (eipwvikds), Phdr. 275d6 (ceuvéds),
all occurring after punctuation, as here. In these examples the intensifier,
being of lesser importance than the word it modifies, cedes position to
the adverb, which appears at the head of its clause. So here it is the unex-
pected feeling of ennoblement on the part of a member of the audience
rather than the intensity of that feeling that takes precedence. Despite its
obvious derivation from the root yev-, the word yevvaios rarely refers to
lineage (Dover 1974: g5). Still, on the one occasion the word is used in
the funeral oration (245c6) it will be predicated of the city of Athens spe-
cifically because of the alleged purity of its inhabitants’ ancestry, untainted
as it is by any admixture of “barbarian” stock. a7 éxaovoTe éoTnka: the
impression given by the adverb is that this is a routine occurrence and
that the speakers on each occasion are more or less interchangeable. The
meaning of éotnka here is colored by its association with knAoUpevos, so
that the combination in effect = “I stand spellbound, immobilized, as I
listen” (see Loraux 1986: 266 with 441 n. g). Words related to knA& are
used to refer to a mesmerizing effect, similar to the pacifying of wild beasts
(Euthd. 2goa2—4, Lys. 206b2, Rep. 2.358b2), for which reason they are
used in connection with Orpheus (Prot. 315a8-b1, Eur. Ale. 59, IA 1213,
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AR 1.515), the Sirens (Xen. Mem. 2.6.31, Aeschin. §.228, Arist. EE
1230bgp) and S. himself (Symp. 215c), compared to a Siren at 216a. The
victims of knAnBuds are reduced to silence (H. Od. 11.333—4 = 19.1-2), are
“melted” (Rep. 3.411b1-3) or are lulled into a soporific state (Phdr.
259a3). Such is the (temporary) effect Protagoras’ display piece hason S.,
who is for a long time entranced (woAuv xpévov kexnAnuévos, Prot. 328d4—
5), continuing to gaze upon the master in the fond hope that he will have
more to say. So here, S. is frozen in a contemplation of his own status;
compare S.’s reaction to Agathon’s Gorgianic encomium, which caused
him to fear that he would be turned to stone and rendered speechless
(Symp. 198c3—5), and his habit of standing still when he is lost in thought
(Symp. 175b1-2, 220c7). The reading of F (4¢ornka) has been preferred
by many editors, but the absolute use of this verb in the required mean-
ing, “take leave of one’s senses,” is unexampled in P., as is the related
noun &xotaois. The idiosyncratic manuscript F is notable for its frequent
insertion and omission of function words, such as particles and preposi-
tions (Tsitsiridis g6—100; Boter 1989: 104—10; Jonkers 2016: 165—75),
and prepositional prefixes.

235b1 év Té Tapayxpfipa: there are two expressions involving wapaxpfiua
that P. uses, with some overlap: év tén w. (here and bg) and & To0U .
(296bg). The latter is used to refer to something “arising out of” the pres-
ent moment and = “extempore, on the spot, on the spur of the moment”
(Cra. gg99d1o, Criti. 107d8, Euthd. 303e8, Laws 6.768bs, 9.867ag, as,
Symp. 185c3). This meaning is occasionally conveyed by év tén . (Laws
7.799d7, 11.915d8, Rep. 5.455a6), which, however, is used primarily to
refer to what is the case “in” the present moment, as opposed to what is
the case permanently or in the long term (Phlb. 21cg, Pol. g10c5, Prot.
353d1, 354b1, Rep. 3.408b1). As is the case here, these passages are for
the most part concerned with pleasurable (or rarely painful) sensations
that are only temporary, and the same is often the case when Tapaxpfiuax
is used without the preposition (Prot. §53d8, g55bg, 35626, Thuc.
2.51.6, Critias fr. 6.22 West, Antiph. Soph. DK 87 B58) or with &is (Thuc.
1.22.4). The outlier is Xenophon, who speaks of ai . . . ¢k ToU Tapaxpfiua
fdoval (Mem. 2.1.20). Such imprecision in the use of temporal adverbs
is not unexampled. In English, the word “momentarily,” properly (given
the meaning of “momentary”) used to mean “fleetingly,” is sometimes
encountered in the meaning “anon, soon.” b2 peilwv xai yevvaidtepos
xai kaAMiww: it is easy to see why S. might feel yevwwaoéTepos (“more dis-
tinguished”; cf. yevvaiws ab) as a result of what the orators say, but why
bigger and more good-looking? P. and his contemporaries imagined that
there was a correlation between physical appearance, on the one hand,
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and social class and moral worth, on the other; hence the existence of
the word kahok&yabia. S., of course, is being ironic, so that we are not to
imagine that S. is representing himself as actually thinking that he has
become taller and more attractive. The irony here is especially acute,
since S.’s physical appearance was notoriously at odds with his admira-
ble inner qualities. He was acknowledged to be physically unattractive;
Zanker 1995: 32—9. Whether he was also short is not recorded; in any
event, he assures the young Theaetetus, who is now shorter than S., that
he will grow up to be taller than him (7Tht. 155b). b2-3 xai oix &7 T&
TolA& &ei “and as is for the most part the case I am constantly accompa-
nied . . .” For &% with adverbial accusatives like ola, oiov or &re, see GP
221, citing Symp. 21geg ola 81 &wi orpateias [sc. el yiyveoBaui]. Here, 87
calls attention to the orator’s effect not only on Athenians like S. but on
visitors from elsewhere as well. Later in his career P. prefers ofov &1 to
ola &1}, using the former six times in Laws but not at all in Rep., while
using the latter six times in Rep. but not at all in Laws. For the pleonasm,
cf. 238c6—7 16V &ei xpdvov . . . &S T& TOAAK. bg mera épol Eévor Tivig
érrovran: in place of the more usual dative, verbs meaning “follow” or
“accompany” are sometimes found with prepositional phrases (KG 1 431,
quoting our passage and 249d6 &koAouber pet& éuol); for EwecBon + petd,
cf. Euthd. 276c1, Phdr. 250b7, in both of which the metaphor of mem-
bers of a chorus following their leader is explicit. In the Socratic litera-
ture S. is often represented as conversing with non-Athenian Greeks (e.g.
Ion of Ephesus, Polus of Acragas, Phaedo and Hippias of Elis). We know
from Thuc. 2.34.4 and g6.4 that évor could, if they wished, attend the
funeral service, and Lysias (2.66) tells us that non-Athenian allies could
even be buried with and receive praise alongside the citizens. But since
these rites took place during wartime it was presumably only metics like
Lysias or visitors from allied cities who heard the oration. Thus, while the
funeral oration does not quite rise to the level of eulogizing the Athenians
before an audience of Spartans (235dg-5), P. wants to make sure that
we understand that it is not only those who are praised directly who are
affected by the accomplished orator’s intoxicating rhetoric (Loraux 1986:
79—-80). b4 oepvéTepos év Td1 Tapaxpiiua: as in b1, P. emphasizes the
temporary nature of this apparent ennoblement, which is further debased
in what follows, when S. makes explicit that he is exalted only by virtue of
his Athenian citizenship, so that his oepvéTng is no more enhanced by the
orator’s praise than is that of every other Athenian. osuvés, cognate with
oéPopan, describes that which is deserving of reverence and respect, like the
gods, their shrines and their rites. In Athens, the goddesses whose name
was felt to be too dangerous to utter were called the Semnai Theai (Eur.
Or. 409-10). Gorgias in his funeral oration describes the dead as ogpvoi in
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their justice with regard to the gods (DK 82 B6). When applied to living
humans, however, the word can be derogatory = “stuck up, pretentious”
(e.g. Eur. Alc. 773, Med. 216, Ar. Frogs 178; Loraux 1986: g1g—21). In
the genuine works of P. oeuvéds and related words are almost always dep-
recatory or are used ironically; so De Vries 1944 and 1984. Apart from S.
here, whose language is plainly ironic, only two individuals are recorded
as having previously described themselves as oepvés: Euripides’ Hippolytus
(Hipp. 1364) and the unnamed character in Callias’ comedy Pedetai (of
the 420s?) who blames Socrates for her oepvétns (fr. 15 PCG). bs por:
to be taken both with Soxoto1, “they seem to me,” and 1é& aiTd . . . w&oXEW,
“to have the same experience I have.” b6—7 GavpaciwTipav abThy
fyeiodar: the infinitive is epexegetic “(they seem to have the same experi-
ence I have, namely) to come to believe . . . ,” as at Euthphr. 11a9 mémovde
ToUTo T &o10v, piAcioBan; cf. Phd. 72c2-3, 73b6-7, 74a6, 78c2, KG 11 4. In
his funeral oration Pericles affirms that Athens is worthy of admiration
(T oA &Elav elvan BaupdleoBar, Thuc. 2.39.4) and that “we” shall be an
object of admiration (8aupac8nodueda, 41.4) to future generations even
in the absence of a Homer to sing our praise. b77-8 &varmeifépevor
this compound tends to have sinister overtones in P. It is used by S. at his
trial to refer to those accusers who prejudiced the citizens against him
(Apol. 18d2-3). The poets claim falsely that the gods are capable of being
diverted and won over (Rep. 2.365e4) by sacrifices, prayers and dedica-
tory offerings, and the poets themselves use their seductive falsehoods
to persuade (381e2) mothers to believe frightful stories about the gods,
with which they in turn terrify their children. Cf. also Gorg. 49324, Laws
10.886d7, 12.941b6. b8 wAiov: although Méridier keeps mAeiw in his
text, he says in a note to his translation that the MS reading “is unusual in
such cases for mAéov,” the form found at Jon 5g95d4, Laws 6.774d3, Meno
glepn, Symp. 175€6 and 214a1.

235c1 oUTtws évaulos: the orator’s speech is “so resonant” that its effects
last more than three days. The adjective is emphasized both by its location
in the sentence and by being placed in “predicate” position, for which see
297b1-2, Laws 9.880a2-3 yiais Tais xepoiv, Prot. g57a6 év 6p8iyt T aipéoel,
Rep. 3.39'7b6 opikpds Té&s peTaPords, Tht. 168bg—4 Aswor Tt Siavoian; CGCG
§28.12, Gildersleeve §629. Both here and at Laws 3.678cg, P.’s only other
use of évaulos, the word conveys the reverberations from an event, here
the lasting resonance of the orator’s words and voice, there the abiding
apprehensiveness caused by memory of the primeval flood. This connota-
tion derives from the sound of the aulos, which the Greeks considered to
be particularly resonant. So S. tells Crito that the sound of the Laws’
speech continues to ring in his ears in the same way the Corybantes
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imagine that they hear auloi playing (Cri. 54d3-5); and when Alcibiades
wishes to impress upon his fellow symposiasts the overwhelming effect
that he felt and still feels (Symp. 215d8—g) as a result of hearing S.’s words,
he compares the effect to hearing the playing of a master aulos-player and
compares himself to a participant in the Corybantic rites (215b—e). For
the aulos, see West 1992: 81-107; Wilson 1999; Lynch 2018. Editors have
generally put heavy punctuation before oUtws, taking it to be preparatory
to the following é&oTe. But that results in an asyndeton that is difficult to
justify. Clause-initial oUTtw is normally backward-looking, as at c4, 240ag,
245c6 and Tht. 169c1-2 oUtw TIs Epws dewds Evdéduke [n.b.] Tiis mepi TabTa
yvuvaoias. 6 Adyos Te kai 6 pB6yyos: at Soph. 26ge the visitor from Elea,
repeating the distinction drawn by S. at Tht. 18ge and 206d, defines Aéyog
and Si14voiq, the latter being a silent conversation that takes place inside
the yuyn, while the former is the stream that flows from the yuy through
the mouth pet& ¢86yyou. That is, for P. the addition of ¢86yyos here is
strictly speaking superfluous; it has been introduced to continue the
image implicit in &vaudos and to emphasize the incantatory effect of the
speaker’s performance, which relies as much on the sounds of the words
as on their meaning. Juxtaposed Te kai is very frequent in P., in striking
contrast to, e.g., Isocrates and Demosthenes, in whose works it is rare
except in the idiom &\Aws Te xal. Here the close connection between the
nouns is shown, not only by the particles, but by the preceding adjective
(Bvauhos) and the following verb (évdUetan), both singular in form; cf. Apol.
20c77-8 TooauTn ¢fun Te kai Adyos yéyovev. €3 &vapipviiokopai {uautol
kai aicbéavopar oU yiijs eipn: for the latter, compare Rep. 3.403e5-0 p eidévan
&mou Yyiis éoTw, of the need to prevent the Guardians from getting drunk
and losing their senses, and Men. Sik. §69 o0 yfis ei; asked by Cichesias,
who is recovering after having fainted. The former expression does not
seem to have an exact parallel (at Apol. 34c1 &vauvnodeis éautol means
“recalling his own circumstances”), but cf. the converse expression
(uouToU émedaBounv) at Apol. 17ag, ironically describing S.’s reaction to
the brilliant oratory of his accusers. In any event, both expressions are
designed to convey the extreme disorientation created by the orator’s
rhetoric, from which S. eventually recovers. Depictions of such returns
from extreme psychological states are a specialty of the dramatists, usually
in connection with a derangement brought about under divine influence;
so Cassandra regains her senses after an Apolline trance (Aesch. Ag. 1178
ff.), Heracles awakens to a realization of the carnage he has wrought
under the influence of Hera’s agent Lyssa (Eur. HF 1089 ff.), Orestes
recovers his senses after being maddened by the Furies (Or. 211 ff.) and
Cadmus gradually brings Agave to a recognition of how she has dismem-
bered her son in a frenzy induced by Dionysus (Bacch. 1259 ff.);
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Papadopoulou 2005: 68-70. c4 uévov oux: a colloquial expression
(= “all but, practically”), not found in serious verse but occurring in com-
edy and the orators where, as here, it introduces a fanciful exaggeration,
e.g., Ar. Wasps 516 oU pévov oU rpookuvels, Aeschin. 2.79 pévov ok EoTrypévos
auTédpodros, Dem. 19.47 pévov oUk dmriow Té Xelpe Sfioavtes. In P. only here
and Rep. 10.600d4, where S. says that the sophists have attained such an
exalted status that their followers all but carry them around on their
shoulders. év paxdpwv vijoots: the similarities between our passage
and Ar. Wasps 637—41 are so great that it is difficult to imagine that P. does
not have the Aristophanic passage in mind (see Biles and Olson ad loc.;
Loraux 1986: g11): &ot’ Eywy’ 637 = ab; nifavéuny dxolvwv 638 =
AKPOWMEVOS . . . TiyoUuevos . . . peilwv . . . yeyovévan b1—2; k&v poakdpwv Bikalev
(“a humorous substitute for a vb. such as oikeiv,” Biles and Olson) auTtds
£8ofa viools 639—40 = olpai . . . &v paxdpwv viools oikeiv c4. For the Isles of
the Blessed, the final abode of heroes like Menelaus (Eur. Hel. 16%77), of
those who have kept their souls pure and free from wrongdoing (Pind. OL
2.68—73) and of the Athenians who died at Chaeronea (Dem. 60.34), see
Hes. Op. 1771 with West ad loc.; Manfredi 1993. Reference here to the Isles
of the Blessed is particularly ironic, since P. would seem to regard S. as an
especially suitable candidate for permanent admission, but certainly not
on the basis of his hearing a half-hour oration filled with platitudes and
untruths. P. puts into S.’s mouth the assertion that the philosophers who
have returned to the cave and have proved themselves worthy after a life-
time of study and selfless public service are to dwell in the Isles of the
Blessed (Rep. 7.540b6—7) and, in the myth that concludes Gorgias, the
veracity of which is repeatedly stressed (523a2, 524b1, 527a8), S. relates
that the judges who were appointed by Zeus himself assign to the Isles of
the Blessed the souls of those who have lived a life piously pursuing the
truth, in particular those philosophers who have spent their lives in con-
templation and have avoided sullying themselves with participation in
public life (526c5; other references to the Isles of the Blessed at 52gbi,
b8, 524a3). cp Sefroi: the meaning “clever, skillful” is frequent in
Aristophanes, where it is generally complimentary; see Dover on Clouds
148 and his introduction to Frogs, pp. 13-14. Elsewhere in P., however, the
word is used only in the literal sense, referring to the right-hand side
(although Laws 1.634a3—4 mpds & Befidk kai kopyd kai 8wmeutiké hints at
the more, so to speak, sinister connotation). S. had begun by referring to
the orators as cogoi (234c4). Given the common pairing co@ds/Bewds
(Cra. 398d6, Hp.Mi. 3773b7, Prot. 341a9, Tht. 154d8, 173b2, 176¢c5-6),
one might have expected dewés here; cf. Euthd. 272a7-b1 olUtw Sewo
yYeyovaTov &v Tois Adyols paxeoBal Te kai E§eAéyyxewv TO &ei Aeyouevov, opoiws
éavte yeUbos &avte d&MnbBis M, of the sophists Euthydemus and
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Dionysodorus. c6 Trpoomrailers . . . Tous pHiTopas (apparently) “you play
up to, are deferential toward, the orators.” When the verb is not used
absolutely (= “engage in playful activity,” Euthd. 283b10, Laws 2.653e2,
7.804b1, 10.885c3, Phdr. 262d2) it is found governing either the dative
(= “engage in playful activity at someone’s expense,” Euthd. 278bg, b6,
Laws 6.778a1, Xen. Mem. 3.1.4, Men. Epitr. 399) or the accusative. Apart
from our passage, P. uses the construction with the accusative only at
Euthd. 28rag and Phdr. 265c1. In neither case is any mockery or denigra-
tion intended; indeed, in the latter case the object is the god Eros and the
meaning is “exalt,” while in the former S. is concerned to “conciliate”
Ctesippus. Thus there is little reason to believe that P. intends to represent
M. as charging S. with mocking the orators, as is generally assumed.
c7 viv pévrou: M. dismisses S.’s remarks and, as above (234b4), directs the
discussion to the challenge that will face the speaker to be chosen tomor-
TOW. oU Téavv eUmropfioaiv: cf. Euthd. 2g2ap, iows ol Tavu ye ebmopeis, Lys.
213cg ol wéwu edropd Eywye. The verb is frequent in P. in connection with
fluency in speech. M. is here “correcting” S.’s representation of the almost
superhuman powers of the orators. In the end M. will have to admit that
S.’s portrayal was accurate, when he characterizes the author of the
funeral oration that S. delivers as poxapia (249d3). c7-8 & Umoyiou
“on the spur of the moment,” an idiom confined to prose and first attested
in the fourth century: Xen. Cyr. 6.1.43, Arist. Rhet. 1.1354bg, 2.1396bs.
Isocrates, in what may be the earliest attested use of the expression (4.13),
speaks of orators who use, as a form of captatio benevolentiae, the excuse
that they have been compelled to speak at short notice, as Lysias does at
the start of his funeral oration (234bgn.). S., however, will show that this
is a hollow excuse. In fact, a splendid oration has already been prepared,
with enough time left over for the text of the oration to be memorized
and rehearsed by S. c8 mwavramwaoiv: like wévu, Tavrémaow (for which
see Thesleff 1954: §221) more commonly precedes the expression it
intensifies. Here, as was the case with mwévu at a6, the adverbial £ UroyUou
is more prominent than the intensifier, which is in any event a youthful
exaggeration on M.’s part, “absolutely on the spur of the moment.” Other
examples of postposition in P.: Chrm. 168e4, Cra. 394b6, Gorg. ro1a6,
Meno g2bg, Parm. 138d8, Phlb. 21d4, Rep. 7.523a3, Tht. 158e8, 202c7.
7 aipeois yéyovev: the perfect tense is surprising, since the selection has
not yet been made. M. must be projecting and imagining what the speaker
will say in extenuation (yé&p) of his efforts, as though the words were in
quotation marks; cf. Isocr. 4.13 MyovTas . . . s ¢ UToyUou yéyovey alTols fi
TAPAGTKEUN). cg wotrep avurtooxebialeav: the usage of dotep here (= “vir-
tually, practically, as it were”) is unusual. For the range of meanings of the
word when it is not used in connection with metaphor or comparison, see
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Silk 1974: 230—-1. The sense of “improvisation” for words from the root
auTtooyed- is first found in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, when the infant god
sings impromptu (&§ adTooxedins, 55) to the accompaniment of the newly
invented lyre. (“*In Homer aitooxédios and adtooxedsv are only used of
close or hand-to-hand fighting,” Richardson ad loc.) The verb is first
attested in Thuc., used in praising Themistocles for his ability adtooxedi&lev
T& 8éovTta, 1.138.3. Here M. uses the verb expecting S. to share his admi-
ration for orators capable of producing polished orations with little or no
preparation. But the verb in P. can have the connotation of “fabricating,”
and elsewhere S. tells Euthyphro that he, S., has been brought up on crim-
inal charges for contriving novel theological doctrines (aUTooyedi&lovta
onot [sc. Meletus] kai kavoTtopolvta Tepl Téwv Beiwov, Euthphr. na7-8), and he
had hoped to become Euthyphro’s pupil so he could refrain from engag-
ing in such behavior “out of ignorance” in future (16a2-g). Similarly, at
his trial S. imagines a member of the jury asking him to explain what
exactly he does, to ensure that the jury not reach its verdict based on judg-
ments made up on the spur of the moment (iva pfy fiuels mepi ool
auTooxedi&lwpev, Apol. 20d1).

235d1-6: S. responds to M. by claiming that the orators’ impressive per-
formance is only an apparent improvisation and that orators have ready-
made speeches that they can produce at short notice. He goes on to add
the irrelevant statement that such improvisation would, in any event, be
no great challenge. This is the first of a series of irrelevant and increas-
ingly outrageous statements that S. makes in reply to questions from
M. d1 TTé0ev, & &yabé; also at Cra. 398e6, Gorg. 471d8. woev; (“How
sor”) is a colloquial expression (Collard 2018: 87) that implies incredu-
lity. In P. &ya®é¢ is always preceded by & (at Prot. g11ag phimw, & &yadé
should be read with the MS Coislin. 155), often appearing in printed texts
as oyabé. Dickey (19gg6: 136 and 277-8) gives details for its usage in P,
characterizing it as a “mild F[riendship]T[erm]” that “can be used at any
time by the character dominating the argument” (113). tioiv éx&oroig
TouTwv Adyor: enclitic words like eiciv by definition depend upon the word
that precedes them, so they should not be able to begin a clause. Forms of
eipl and gnpi that are normally enclitic do, however, appear in initial posi-
tion, necessarily when they constitute the whole of an utterance (e.g. Phib.
40c¢7, Rep. 1.350b4 and 6) but also on other occasions. In P., apart from
familiar locutions like &ioiv oi, we find normally enclitic forms of eiui in
initial position at, e.g., Prot. 342d2, where S. makes the startling claim that
there are in certain Dorian cities not only men but even women who pride
themselves on their learning; at Gorg. 449bg, where Gorgias responds to
S.’s request that they converse using brief questions and answers by saying
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that there are actually some answers that require lengthy exposition; and
at Laws 12.951b4, where the visitor from Athens asserts that, among the
many people who exist, there are in fact a small number whose near-
divine status renders their company worth cultivating. In each case the
speaker is asserting the existence of something that may come as a sur-
prise or is unwelcome to the addressee (see also Futhd. 284cg, coming
after the exclamation wés Aéyeis . . . ;). So here, S. is asserting the exist-
ence, contrary to M.’s expectation, of previously prepared speeches. In
such cases the word cannot actually be enclitic; the anomalous accent -
finite verb forms normally have recessive accent — must have arisen as a
result of generalization from the innumerable places where the enclitic
was accented on the second syllable (Probert 2003: §283). The force of
the plural (éxéorors, rather than éx&otwt) and of the demonstrative
(ToUTawv, rather than a¥tév) is difficult to gauge. It may be intended to
distance S. further from “those people.” d1-2 Trapeoxevaopivor: S. had
earlier (234c5—6) said that the orators prepare their speeches well in
advance, but M. seems to have ignored that comment, suggesting that he
has fallen so far under the spell of the public speakers that he takes seri-
ously their claims regarding the pressure of time. Word order shows that
Tapeckevoouévor is to be taken as a predicate adjective, rather than as an
element of a periphrastic verb-form, as at Gorg. 454€1, 479a5-6, 523c5,
Laws %7.801d4-5, Lys. 206d1-2, Rep. 3.416b7, 77.527¢5, where there is lit-
tle if any separation between the elements; éx&otors, then, is dative of pos-
session, not agent. d2 xai &ua “and besides” (Lach. 182a1, 186¢8,
Parm. 19;7b8, Phd. 63d2, 108d6—, 116e2, Phdr. 258e6, Prot. g52c8), add-
ing a further, somewhat superfluous, reason for approving what has just
been said. Here, either of S.’s claims on its own, that the orators prepare
in advance or that improvisation in such cases is easy, suffices to deflate
M.’s exalted opinion of the skills of the public speakers. T& ye ToraUTas
the limitation will be explained in the next sentence, for (ydp) itis easy to
find words of praise for Athenians when speaking in Athens, but not in
Sparta. S. thus distracts M. from consideration of one of the favorite boasts
of the sophists and their pupils, about their ability to improvise on any
subject whatsoever. Hippias appears to have traveled around Greece pro-
fessing to be able to answer questions on all topics (Hp.Mi. 363c—d, Prot.
315¢, Xen. Mem. 4.4.6), as did Gorgias (Gorg. 44'7¢c, Meno ‘70c), and the
sophistic brothers in Euthydemus display their ability to dispute and refute
anything that is said, whether true or false (272a-b). In his On sophists, P.’s
contemporary Alcidamas condemns those who write out their speeches in
advance and extols the virtues of improvisation (see Muir 2001 for text,
translation and commentary). According to the Suda (o1 347), the orator
Aeschines “was the first to be showered with the compliment ‘Your speech
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isdivine!’ on accountof his improvisatory skill (8i1& 16 oxedi&lew).” dg-6
el piv y&p . . . €U Aéyav: the implication, spelled out at 236a3-6, that it does
not require expert training in rhetoric to be able to praise Athenians in
Athens, explains why it is easy to improvise in these circumstances, not
why speeches are prepared in advance. Aristotle in his Rhetoric twice refers
to this statement, the only times he makes mention of Mnx. anywhere in
his extant works; see the Introduction g(a). dg—4 Abnvaious iév
TTedoTrovvnoiors U Aéyawv: this was precisely the challenge that the
Athenians faced and, if Herodotus (g.26-8) is to be believed, successfully
overcame in 479. Before the battle of Plataea a disagreement arose
between the Athenians and the Tegeans as to which of them should
occupy the left wing. Each disputant delivers a speech before the Spartans
(which is how Aristotle understands “Peloponnesians” here, surely cor-
rectly), who are in command of the united Greek forces and who are
therefore entitled to hold the right wing. In response to the Tegeans’
oration the Athenians assert their priority by recounting their heroic
defense against the mythical Amazon invasion, their protection of the
children of Heracles, their military victory over the Thebans in support of
the Argives’ right to the burial of their war dead and, in more recent
times, their single-handed (sic) defeat of the Persians at Marathon. These
are the very events that will be mentioned below (239-40) and are the
common currency of Athenian funeral orations; see Loraux 1986: 74-5
on the likelihood that Herodotus, or his source, was drawing on the tradi-
tion of the funeral oration. TleAotrovvnaiois: this is the only occur-
rence in the Platonic corpus of “the Peloponnesians.” Elsewhere,
including regularly in the funeral oration, P. speaks of “the
Lacedaemonians.” dp ToU mreicovTos Kai elboxipnoovTos: cf. 247c7-d1
oV y&p ToU Autrficovtos TpoodeficovTtal. The definite article is used with the
future participle in referring to indefinite persons or entities whose role
is to fulfill a requirement or obligation, esp. after verbs of sending or
appointing (Thuc. 7.85.2, Xen. Symp. 4.26, Plut. Fab. 3.7, 18.1, Flam. 7.1,
Philop. 12.2, Them. 19.2), sometimes even accompanied by a form of the
indefinite mis: Rep. 1.342a4~5 Sl Twos Téxvns Tiis . . . okewopévns Te Kai
éxmopiovons, 348b2 BikacTdv Twwv T&OY Sakpvouvtwy denodpeba, Dem.
18.71 gavijvai Tiva T@v EAAMvewv Tév Talta kwAUoovta Troleiv adtdv éxpiiv.
With eiSokipfioovtos, compare Sokeiv d6 and eUSoxipeiv 236a6. P. thus
emphasises that the public speaker operates in the realm of mere appear-
ance. d6 aywvilnTa: the verb refers to engaging in activity involving
rivalry, conflict or antagonism, as in warfare (7Tim. 19c4), gymnastic,
equestrian and musical competitions (Laws 12.955a6—7; cf. 249bg—6
below) or courtroom litigation (Apol. 34c2). To the Greeks, putting one-
self in the public eye was an inherently competitive enterprise, an agon,
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especially when one undertook to express oneself verbally, either in writ-
ing or before an audience. Thucydides distinguishes his own history from
an &yaviopa & 16 Tapaypiiua (1.22.4; for the latter expression, see bin.).
In his funeral oration Lysias acknowledges that he is engaged in an agin
(2.2); his competition is not with the erga of those who died in battle but
with the logoi of his predecessors. For the agonistic character of the epi-
taphios logos as a genre, see Derderian 2001: 161-88. It would appear from
the wording of dg, e1 and 236a7 (8éor) that the speaker chosen was
obliged to speak, making the delivery of the funeral oration somewhat
akin to a liturgy, another intensely competitive institution (for which, see
Christ 2006: 156-7). oUorep xai éranvel: cf. ep fimep kai dAAous. After
domep we often find a superfluous kal, just as also in Latin, e.g., sicut et nos
dimittimus debitoribus nostris. d8 u& Aia: the use of oaths as intensifiers
is colloquial and is found frequently in Aristophanes and P.; see Dover
1997: 62—3. Accordingly, the only two occurrences in Mnx., here and
249d3g, are in the dialogue between M. and S., with none in the funeral
oration. This oath by Zeus is found as an intensifier with ou pévtor also at
Apol. 17bg, 26e5, Euthd. 29oe4 (also answering the question oUk ofiet;),
Lach. 195a6, Lys. 208a4, Phd. 82d1, Rep. 3.403b3, 4.426b7, 444a7. There
is a complete database of Greek oaths down to 322 BC, The Oath in
Archaic and Classical Greece, housed at the University of Nottingham and
available at: nottingham.ac.uk/greatdatabase/brzoaths/public_html.

235e3 Kai éuoi pév ye: by way of responding to M.’s question S. says that it
is not surprising that he too, or even he (xai ¢poi), is capable of speaking,
never mind the many others who are implicitly imagined to be capable,
given how easy the task is according to S. That is, this is “pév solitarium”
(GP 380~-2), with a contrasting 5¢-clause to be supplied mentally; for the
combination pév ye, see GP 159: “the effect of ye being to concentrate
attention momentarily on the pév clause.” What is surprising here is the
dative case; elsewhere in P., when o0 (8év) 8aupaoTtéy is construed with the
infinitive, the subject of the infinitive is in the accusative case, includ-
ing just below (236a2), where the sentiment is repeated, and at Hp. M.
376cg xai &pé ptv oUdEv Baupaotdy TAavdobar. Attraction of the antecedent
into the case of the relative pronoun (here ) is attested (CGCG §50.14),
but seemingly only when antecedent and relative are immediately adja-
cent. e4 oUoa ol avu pavAn: the gender of S.’s instructor in rhetoric
comes as a complete surprise, given that the role of women in Classical
Athens was neither to speak nor even to be spoken of in public (Thuc.
2.45.2; Schaps 197%7). For ol évy, see c;7. Here, however, it is used in lito-
tes (“no mean teacher” = “an outstanding teacher”), as Thesleff 1954: §83
notes, citing this passage. P. uses ou gailov to = &§i6Aoyov more than any
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other Classical author; e.g. Cra. 401b8, Rep. 1.337€7, Symp. 213c7, 218d8,
Tht. 151€8, 152d2. ep, epi pnTopikiis: cf. Lach. 186c1 518&okads pot ou
yéyove TouTou [sc. TolU &yaBidn yevéoBai] Trép1, Meno gobg—4 {nTeiv &petiis wépt
Si18aokdous, 9bby Tepi dTouolv . . . BidaokdMous. “The genitive after Trepi
connotes a general area of inquiry, a ‘sphere,’ the accusative connotes a
specific object of inquiry,” Renehan 1997: 167. The “sphere” of rhetoric
had only recently developed in P.’s day, and it has even been argued that
the name for it (f) pnropikf) being short for | pnropik?) Téxvn) was created
by P. around 385 as he was composing Gorg.; see Schiappa 199o. If so, and
if Mnx. is close in date to Gorg. (see the Introduction g (b)), then our pas-
sage is among the earliest occurrences of the word. kai &AAoug TToAAoUs
[xaxi] &yabous: the first kai does double duty, both as the kai that often
follows -rep (d6n.; in addition to being proficient she also teaches others)
and as the expected connective with forms of &\os (in addition to teach-
ing me she has also taught many others); the second is intrusive and has
been inserted by a copyist who, seeing ToAous and &yaBous juxtaposed,
attempted to “correct” the seemingly unidiomatic expression by adding
the kaf that normally joins forms of woAUs with other adjectives (KG 11
252), as at 242e5—6 (oMol kai dyabol), 237¢6, 239a7, 240a3, 243b1. The
transmitted text would mean either “created many other fine orators” or,
with two accusatives (CGCG §30.10), “turned many other fine men into
orators.” The latter is clearly not what S. intends, and yet P.’s usage shows
that the construction with two accusatives is what is expected (“turned
many other men into fine orators™), as at Gorg. 449c9—d1, where S. says
that Gorgias claims to be knowledgeable in the rhetorical art and that he
could also make someone else an orator (mwoifican &v xai &Adov pfTopa; cf.
455C3—4 kai &Nous TolElv prTopikoUs, 458€r PnTopikdY @is TroIETY [sc. Tiva]
oids Te elvan, 460a5-6 E&vrep PpnTOpIKOY OU TV TrOIfiOTIS). e7 Mepudhia
T6v Zavlitrmou: for Pericles (ca. 495—429 BC), see the Introduction g(d)
iv. e8 1 &fjdov 671: 234a4n. The unexpected gender of S.’s teacher and
Aspasia’s well-known connection with Pericles are what make her identity
“obvious” to M. AcTtraciav: for Aspasia, see the Introduction g(d)iii.
But in what sense did either S. or Pericles learn the art of rhetoric from
Aspasia, given that, as we are soon told, each of them merely memorized
a speech prepared for them by their teacher? eg Aiyw yép: cf. Alc.a
108dg—4 AA. Mouoikf por okels Adysv. ZW. Aédyw yd&p. Denniston ( GPlxvii
and 88) notes that this type of formula of assent is frequent in P. and
the Socratic works of Xenophon, and he suggests that Ar. Ecclesiazusae
773—6, where it appears four times in four lines, is parodying an idiom
that “was coming into prominence in certain circles early in the fourth
century.” Kévvov: for Connus, see the Introduction g(d)iv. S. claims to
be his pupil also at Euthd. 2772c and 295d. T6v Mntpoiou: Connus is
named as “son of Metrobius” also at Euthd. 2/72c2. Following the reforms
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of Cleisthenes in 508/7 and the reorganization of the Athenian popu-
lation into demes, it became increasingly common to refer to Athenian
men by name plus deme, like AvTtipévtos ToU Papvousiou below; earlier,
it was usual to use the father’s name as an identifier, like TepikAéa TéV
ZavéiTmou above; see Whitehead 1986: 6g—72. As we can see, P.’s practice
in naming Athenians — when he refers to non-Athenians he usually gives
the name of their polis, like “Hippias of Elis” and “Prodicus of Ceos” at
Prot. g14c —is “variable and inconsistent” (Jones 2004: 243). Occasionally
the choice is determined by the context, as when S. introduces Clinias as
the son of Axiochus (and the grandson of Alcibiades) to convey both the
young man’s promise and the potential risks he faces (Euthd. 275a10),
or when Apollodorus is addressed by his demotic by way of making
a pun on the name of his deme Phalerum (Symp. 172a4). But in most
instances it is impossible to determine why P. has used the patronymic
or the demotic, and there are places where the two appear in alterna-
tion: Gorg. 487cg3—4 Teloavdpov Tév Aidvaiov kai "Avdpwva Tév AvSpoTicwvos
xai Nauokudnv tov XoAapyéa, Prot. 315c2—4 ‘Epuipayds e 6 Axoupevol kai
Paidpos 6 Muppivouoios kai "Avdpwy 6 AvdpoTiwvos.

2836a2 piév oUv: the particles are to be taken separately; oUv has “resump-
tive” force (GP 428—9; note the repetition of oudtv 8avuactév from 2g5e3)
and pév prepares for &4 in the following line. For &A& following pév,
which gives greater weight to the second clause and may even call into
question the validity of the first, see GP 5-6. az2—-g Sewvov . . . Aéyawv: by
contrast, in Apology S. insists that the prosecution’s claim that he is dewds
Aé¢yew is unfounded, unless, that is, by deivds Aédyew the prosecution is refer-
ring to someone who speaks the truth (17b1-5). In Symposium (198c4) S.
uses this expression to describe Gorgias and, by implication, his follower
Agathon, whose speech has left S. in a state similar to what was depicted
above (2g5a7n.). According to S.’s friend Hippocrates, rendering some-
one clse ewos Adyew is the particular expertise of sophists (Prot. g12d—e;
cf. Euthd. 272a-b). ag—4 Mouaiknv . . . pnTopiknv: “retained” accusa-
tives with a passive verb (Taideubeis) that in the active takes a double accu-
sative; see CGCG §35.15 and Laws 3.695a2 maidevopévous Téxvnv. Norden
(1898: 56) cites our passage as evidence that it was taken for granted that
training in music went hand in hand with training in rhetoric. But there
is no other evidence he can point to, nor does there seem to be any evi-
dence that musical training was felt necessary for a skilled orator. Pericles’
pre-eminence in the art of rhetoric is elsewhere attributed by P. to his
studies with the philosopher Anaxagoras (Phdr. 26ge-2%70a) and not to
his well-known association with Damon, the leading instructor in music
in his day (Al.1 118c), or to Aspasia. a4 Aautrpou . . . AvTipidvTos:
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for these men, see the Introduction g(d)iv. In Nepos’ Life of Epaminondas
(2.1) Lamprus (G. Longolius: lampus LPA) is mentioned in the same
breath as Damon. According to Thucydides (8.68), Antiphon was inferior
to none of his contemporaries when it came to &petf, was supremely com-
petent in assisting those who needed advice (§upouiedoaito; cf. 234bgn.)
on public speaking and, when on trial, delivered the most skillful defense
speech known to Thucydides. With the introduction of these two names
S.’s argument rises to the pinnacle of irrelevance. Having made the claim
that it is easy to praise the Athenians to their face, it was unnecessary for
S. to refer to his own expert training in rhetoric. Now, in making the
further (unnecessary) claim that even someone with second-rate training
in rhetoric could make a name for himself by praising the Athenians to
their face, there was no need to supply, by way of example, the names of
those who might provide such second-rate training. Clearly none of this
is to be taken seriously, quite apart from the matter of the relative merits
of Lamprus and Connus as instructors of music and those of Antiphon
and Aspasia as teachers of rhetoric. It is likely that the very irrelevance
and absurdity is the point. Musical training is not relevant and training
in rhetoric is unnecessary to the delivery of a formulaic encomium that
merely repackages the same commonplaces with minor variations in lan-

guage and organization. ap xai & outos: the xai here emphasizes by
repetition the kai in ag, “even he who . . ., nevertheless even he . . .”;
see Denniston (GP 293), who cites Lysias 7.18 kai wepi dv . . . , kai mepi

éxeiveov. For the tendency of postpositive &v, which here belongs syntacti-
cally with &in, to usurp second position in its clause, even at the expense
of separating xai from the word it emphasizes, compare the frequent
oudt &v els, dividing the elements of ouBes. ab evSoxipeiv: see 2g5dpn.
a8 Tapd épautol icws oUdiv: S. is thus absolved of any responsibility for
what is said in the funeral oration. The situation here is thus to be dis-
tinguished from the similar one in Phaedrus, where S. is encouraged by
his younger companion to deliver an oration answering that of Lysias;
while S. claims that the inspiration will come from outside himself, since
on his own he lacks expertise (wopd ye épautol oUdtv alTdV Evvevdnka,
295¢7), he agrees that he will, though a mere amateur, improvise (i510oTng
avuTtooxediklwv, 236dr) a speech which he will acknowledge, somewhat
reluctantly, as his own. See the Introduction g(c)iii.

236b1 fixpocounv: the verb, regularly construed with a genitive of the
person heard (e.g. Gorg. 499b4, Rep. 10.605cg-10), is commonly used
to refer to a pupil listening to an instructor or to an audience member
listening to a sophistic or musical performance (235b1, Apol. 37d7, Euthd.
g304d7, Laws 7.800dg). b1-2 Trepi abrdv ToUTwWY: masculine, referring
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to the dead in whose honor the émit&gios Adyos is to be spoken. bg Tov
époUvTa: for the future, see 234b6, 235d5nn. bg—4 T& pév...1& 8é: cor-
responding to the improvisation that M., unlike S., considers to be espe-
cially difficult (235c8-dg) and to the material prepared well in advance
(234¢c5-6, 235d1—-2). bg ix ToU Twapaxpfiua “on the spot” (2g5b1in.).
b4 & imea “she went through” (cf. c2 8:ifiA8e5), a common expression in P. for
relating a narrative account or imparting the steps of an argument; e.g.
Tht. 1577¢e5 &v &pT1 Sifjiuev Adyov. éoxeppévn: for the rather uncommon
use of oxémropan to = “prepare, devise” (LS] 11.3), see Prot. 317b77, where
the title character acknowledges that he is a sophist and he notes that
this acknowledgment is one of the safeguards he has devised (éoxeppon) to
deflect resentment, and Dem. 24.158, referring to Androtion designing
arguments (Adyous . . . éoképBai) to secure an acquittal. b4—5 por Soxei:
for this expression inserted parenthetically, with the enclitic following a
pause, see Euthd. 278c6, 297cp, Ar. Peace 1267, “Longin.” 2.3; for other
enclitics following a pause, see Riddell §g11. bg cuveTifer: cf. 249d5;
here almost = “concocted,” as at Apol 27a1, Euthd. 3orc4, Phdr. 260b6
(of a speech in praise of an ass), Rep. 2.377d5. ToV émiT&Prov Adyov
ov TTepucAfis elmev: in fact, Pericles delivered at least two funeral orations.
In addition to the speech of 431 reported by Thucydides, Stesimbrotus of
Thasos, a contemporary of S., quotes from an oration spoken over those
Athenians who were killed during the military action against the Samians,
who revolted in 440 (Plut. Per. 8.9). Aristotle (Rhet. 1.1365a31-2) gives
a quotation from Pericles tév émtéqiov Aéywv, which could come from
either of these orations, or conceivably from a third. The definite article,
then, in both P. and Aristotle, denotes not “his (one and only)” funeral
oration but “the” funeral oration that was delivered annually during war-
time. b6 wepAeippaTa &rTar &TTa < <& Twva, that is, it originated as
a redivision of the neuter plural of enclitic Tis following the noun with
which it agrees, eventually becoming a lexical item on its own that no
longer needs to follow a neuter plural noun (e.g. Apol 30c6, Soph. 254c4,
Tht. 145c8). The noun mepiAsippa occurs only here and (several times) in
Archimedes before the Roman period. In Archimedes it = “remainder,”
but not in the sense of what is left over after performing an arithmetic
computation (which is normally 16 Aoimév or t& Aoiwé); rather it is used
in the context of solid geometry, referring to that which has been cut
away from a given solid to create another, smaller solid. This suggests that
the image here is of scraps lying on the floor of a craftsman (see next
n.). ouykoAA&oa: literary composition is often spoken of in terms of
the crafts (e.g. Phdr. 234€7-8 otpoyylAa . . . &moTetépveutan, Ar. Thesm.
52—7 and Aeschylus’ pfipara yougomayfi at Frogs 824; cf. Dover 1993: 28).
koM@ and kéAAnois can refer to the metalworker’s practice of welding or
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soldering (Hdt. 1.25.2), or to the fitting together of wooden elements by
carpenters (Ar. Knights 463, 470) or shipwrights (Theophr. HP 5.7.4);
see Austin and Olson 2004: 71; Biles and Olson 2015: 391-2. When
these words are applied to the verbal arts they tend to connote artifice
as opposed to substance or truth; e.g. Ar. Clouds 446 yeud&v cuykoAAnTHs.
In the concluding discussion of Phaedrus S. withholds the name “philos-
opher” from those whose written compositions do not adhere to the dia-
lectical requirements previously laid out, compositions that, he says, the
author has constructed (ouvéénkev; cf. bs) over a period of time, bending
them this way and that, cobbling them together and trimming them down
(Trpds EAANAa kOAAGY Te kal dpaipddv, 278dg—e1). b7 "H xai pvnuovevoais
“could you actually (kaf) recall . . . ?”; cf. Pol. 306d7 "H kai pvijuny &xeis. . . ;
and GP 28p. In fifth-century Attic the ending of the second-person sin-
gular aorist active optative varied between -(c)ais and -(o)sias; by the fol-
lowing century the former had taken over (Willi 2003: 246) and is the
only form used by P, with the exception of Pol. 272bgq é8eMiosias, spo-
ken by the visitor from Elea. f| Aotracia: the article here is perhaps
intended as an honorific. In Menexenus Aspasia’s name is accompanied
by the article only here and at 249d3—4, where the article is required to
render pakapiav predicative. The most one can say about P.’s use of the
definite article with proper names is that it “is used with the utmost free-
dom” (Gildersleeve §537). b8 Ei un &dixd ye: the same expression at
Chrm. 15626, Rep. 10.608d6 and (without ye) 4.430dg; cf. the similarly
colloquial € pt) paivopai ye, Euthd. 2838, Prot. 349€6, also (without ye) Ar.
Clouds 660, Thesm. 470. For these “attitudinal” conditionals, see Wakker
1994: 291, who notes that the conditional clause “serves to emphasize,
in an ironical way, the truth of the proposition presented in the main
clause.” inévlavov yt Tor wapd avTiis “Let me tell you (yé To1) Iworked
on committing it to memory under the direction of the Master herself.”
The imperfect underlines the process involved in learning. For atrés, like
Latin ipse, meaning “master of the household,” see Prot. 314d%7 and Rep.
1.327b6; at Prot. 315bp it is used of Protagoras, where Denyer comments
that it “almost means ‘the Boss’,” comparing Ar. Clouds 219 (of “Socrates”)
and the Pythagorean recourse to aitos épa = ipse dixit.

236¢1 SAiyou sc. Beiv, “almost, nearly” (LSJ A. 1v.1), regularly found with
a verb in the aorist (KG 1 204). TAnyé&s éAapov: this periphrasis serves
in Attic as the aorist of TUmrropat in the sense of Lat. uapulo (as opposed to
ferior). For an account of the intricacies of the conjugation of verbs mean-
ing “beat, strike,” see Rutherford 1881: 257-65. Much of the evidence
comes from comedy where, as in Roman comedy, frequent reference is
made to the beating of slaves (e.g. Ar. Wasps g with Biles and Olson ad
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loc.); corporal punishment was also the standard inducement to learning
in Greek and Roman schools (Bloomer 2015). The image of the elderly
Socrates being threatened with lashings by a woman who is a courtesan
and a non-citizen is, so to speak, striking. One wonders if it has had an
influence on the late story, frequently illustrated by Renaissance artists, of
Aristotle being ridden like a horse by Alexander’s concubine Phyllis, who
is often depicted wielding a riding crop (Sarton 19g0). Frustratingly, frag-
ment 7 of Hermesianax, which catalogues the indignities prominent men
have undergone in thrall to their passion for women, breaks off before
reaching Aristotle, having recounted in lines 85—98 the infatuation of the
philosophers Pythagoras, Socrates (for Aspasia) and Aristippus. éve: the
MSS read &7, but “because I kept forgetting” only serves to weaken S.’s
claim that of course he can remember Aspasia’s speech, whereas &te leaves
open the possibility that such lapses were infrequent and were firmly cor-
rected. This oration, then, is fixed in S.’s memory, unlike the speech that
he extemporized in Phaedrus, which he can only vaguely remember only
minutes after having delivered it (263d2). The indicative with &te is jus-
tified by éAlyou, which is equivalent to a negative (SMT §536). c2 Ti
oUv oU 81fjAfes; “Then why not recite it?” Compare Prot. §10a2 Ti olv ov
Smyficw Huiv; where Denyer notes, “Such questions with Ti o are equiv-
alent to imperatives, and the aorist of the indicative . . . has the same
import as the aorist of an imperative.” That is, the aorist is aspectual
rather than temporal. For conversational expressions of this type, see
Meno g2dp, with Bluck ad loc.; Collard 2018: 148—9; CGCG §33.33. c3
émrws uf por xaAsmravei: verbs of fearing can be construed with émws pf
and the future indicative (SMT §370). Analogously, we find &g pf and
the future indicative “in independent sentences implying a desire to avert
something that is not desired” (§278); cf. CGCG §38.34. The construc-
tion, and S.’s (feigned) apprehensiveness, recur at 249e3. c4 éfeviyxrw
“publish,” LSJ A. 11.3. auTis Tov Adyov: the possessive genitive of the
unemphatic third-person pronoun can appear either before or after the
article + noun. When it appears before, it assumes a degree of empha-
sis. So, here, the force is either “her speech,” stressing the authorship of
Aspasia, or “the Master’s speech” (b8n.). For the former, see 238e3n.
and Cri. 47c1-2, where adTtoU THv 86§av marks the contrast between the
judgment of the one person who is an expert and the approbation of
the many; for the latter, see Phd. 117e8, where the man who adminis-
ters the hemlock to S. pinches the foot of Phaedo’s mentor (adTod Tév
w6da) and asks if he can feel it. ch MnSouds . . . &AA& eitrés cf. Euthd.
2094¢7-8 Mndapds . . . dAA& ToUto ET1 fluiv pdvov eiaTtov kai EmdeifaTov,
Phdr. 234€1 Mndauds . . . d\& ds &Anbés eimé, a conversational expres-
sion found in comedy (e.g. Ar. Ach. 296—7, Men. Dysc. 502) and P. (Gorg.
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497b4, Laws 10.8god1, Symp. 175b1, Tht. 173b7); Riddell §136; Collard
2018: 70-1. The speaker vigorously protests against the interlocutor’s
intended action (or reluctance to act) and suggests an alternative. No
specific verb need be supplied. If a verb were to be expressed, it would be
a present imperative or aorist subjunctive (CGCG §38.26), accounting for
the form of the negative; contrast OU8auds . . . &AA& eimé c10, where the
verb, if expressed, would be an indicative (future). cb yapifji: there is
something perverse about the younger M. begging the older S. to “grant
him a favor,” as the verb yapilecBen is the mot juste for referring to the
compliance of the erdmenos with the request of the erastés for sexual grat-
ification (LS] A. 1.3). The verb is repeatedly thus used by Pausanias and
Eryximachus in their encomia of Eros (Symp. 18oc-185c, 185e-188e),
and Alcibiades makes the shocking admission that he was willing “to grant
favors” (xopileaBou, Symp. 217a4) to S. ¢ite Aoracias . . . €iTe dSTouoUv:
this is the converse of what Alcibiades says at Symp. 215d, that those who
hear S.’s logoi, even if they are spoken by someone else, are captivated to
a greater degree than when they listen to an accomplished orator. Here,
M. is eager to listen to S. in the unaccustomed role of an orator delivering
a speech, whether one composed by Aspasia or by anyone else. There is
nothing in the Greek to suggest that M. doubts Aspasia’s authorship of
the speech to be recited. c8-9 &v co1 §6§w TpeopuTns AV i1 Tailav
“if I allow you to think that I am still (¢1), at my advanced age, acting
like an adolescent.” For S., a fascination with rhetoric and oratorical dis-
play is appropriate to young men like M. (234a7-b1n.). €10 TavTi
TpoéTw1: a characteristically Platonic expression; over half the occurrences
from the Classical period are in his works. For its use with an imperative,
see Cri. 46a7-8, Euthd. 2'74d5, Euthphr. 15d1, Rep. 2.368cs, Tht. 148d1.
c11 AXA& pévrol ool ye 8T xapileoBar “Well, you at any rate are someone
who must be satisfied” (c6n.). “AAA& pévror is practically confined to Plato
and Xenophon” (GP410). In P. the combination is frequent and is almost
always followed by a vocative or, as here, a word emphasized by ye. The
implication is that there is (almost) no favor S. can refuse M. and that a
very special relationship exists between the two, an implication confirmed
by the presence of M. in the prison at the time of S.’s execution (Phd.
59b). &oTe xai &v 6Miyou “so that I would really (xai) almost.” For the
position of &v, see agn. For dAiyou, see cin,; in this case the aorist is a
potential optative (xapicaiuny &v), with &v repeated here in anticipation,
as often happens when a subordinate clause intervenes (e.g. Phd. 72c3-5
kai &v & ouyxpivorto . . ., TaxU &v . . . £in; KG 1 246-7; SMT §223).

236d1 &mwoduvra épxnoacBen “to strip naked and dance.” This is an
extraordinary statement, particularly after S. and M. have just been using
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vocabulary appropriate to the exchange of sexual favors (c6 and 11). It
is difficult to avoid the conclusion that P. intends us to think in terms
of the kind of seductive dancing with which hetairai enlivened symposia.
Lucian seems to have understood the passage in this way, since in his De
saltatione (25) he commends S. for his devotion to the dance, saying that
S. “used to frequent the training-places for auAnTpides, nor did he think
himself above taking lessons on serious matters from the hetaira Aspasia.”
The reference to Aspasia and to “serious matters” is completely irrele-
vant to the question of S.'s interest in the dance, so Lucian can only have
inserted it to show that he is thinking of our passage. That is, he associates
S.’s dancing with the activity of aliAnTpides and éraipen at a symposium, for
which see Symp. 176e, 212c—d, Xen. Symp. 2. Coming as it does immedi
ately before S. “gratifies” M. by reciting an oration allegedly composed
by a woman otherwise known as a hefaira and a pander, this comment is
surely designed to let us know how P. regards the kind of encomiastic ora-
tory exemplified by the funeral oration; see also 23gcsn. di1-2 brradth
yt pdww toptv: cf. Parm. 197a6—7 B¢l y&p xopileada, twadt) . . . avTol topev,
Alc1 118bsg tweibh) poévew topév, Clit. g06ag-10 tmeidh kal pévw TuyxEGVopey
Bvre, Phdr. 296¢8 toptv 5t pdvw ¢v épnpian. This is a literary trope that P. has
borrowed from the theater, where an actor, speaking before an audience
of thousands, portrays a character adopting a confidential tone to ensure
that the conversation not be overheard, e.g. Ar. Adh. 04 = Thesm. 472
atrrol (-od) yép topev, parodying a line from Euripides’ Telephus. dz s
¢y olpan: this should not be taken as indicating that S. Jacks confidence
in his ability to repeat Aspasia’s oration faithfully. It is one of those polite
formulas used by speakers in P. (and Xen.) to apologize, as it were, for dis-
playing the kind of precision expected of a secretary, say, or a professional
rhapsode, but not of a gentleman. So, for example, S. tells Euthyphro
that the indictment against him has been brought, és ¢y olpat, by some-
one named Meletus from the deme Pitthos (Euthphr. 2bg), and he uses
the same expression when he quotes a familiar dactylic hexameter from
Homer (Od. 17.218) at Lys. 214ap,. dz2-g &pfapivn Myav dwd atridv
Tdv TedvedTwy: as S. had earlier suggested (234c2-295b2n.), it is stand-
ard for the funeral oration to start out by giving the impression that the
subject is the deceased. It will not take long for this speech to shift its focus
elsewhere.

296d4-237b2: EXORDIUM

The speech begins with a conspicuous display of some standard rhetorical
commonplaces: the logos/ergon, living/dead and public/private antithe-
ses; a rhetorical question suggesting that the speaker is at the moment
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wrestling with the difficulty of the task facing him and that, consequently,
he is extemporizing; a clear articulation of the topics to be covered
(Tp&dToV . . . BelTepov . . . &l 8¢ ToUTOI5, 287a7-b1). This is all expressed in
a manner reminiscent of Gorgias, using figures such as balanced clauses
and epanalepsis (287a6). “Longinus” (De sublim. 28.2) quotes the opening
sentence, through to the end of d6, as a model of “periphrasis,” praising
the author’s lyrical elevation of mere prose. Dionysius of Halicarnassus
twice quotes the opening of the oration, on one occasion saying that it is
among the most renowned and often repeated passages (Comp. 18), and
discussing its style, with reservations, at some length; see Wiater 2011:
340-3, also the Introduction g(e)ii and 2g6e1n.

236d4 "Epywt piv fuiv oibe éxovow: the iambic character of the opening
(assuming elision of oid¢; see above, pp. 40-1) is reminiscent of the open-
ings of Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen (xéopos wéAet pév eb-, DK 82 B11.1) and
Agathon’s encomium of Eros (¢yd 8¢ &1 PoU-, Symp. 194€4). "Epywt
pév: answered by Adywn 8¢, d77. The logos/ ergon antithesis is found at the
start of the funeral orations of Pericles (and frequently elsewhere in Thuc.:
Parry 1957) and Lysias. Pericles uses it to question the adequacy of words
in honoring the acts of the deceased, saying that he would have thought
it sufficient to honor those acts with acts, namely the public prothesis and
burial (2.95.1). Lysias acknowledges the lack of congruity between words
and acts, and therefore represents his words as competing, not with the
deeds of the dead, but with the words of those who have spoken in the
past (2.2). Similarly, the funeral oration of Demosthenes claims that the
areté of the deceased surpasses every logos that could be spoken (60.1)
and that of Hyperides expresses anxiety that his speech will seem to be no
match for the acts that are commemorated (6.2). Remarkably, although
he signals with his first word that he will employ this topos, P. here ignores
the acts that his words will commemorate. Instead, the ergon referred to
is the act of carrying out the funeral rites which, unlike in Thuc., is put
on a par with the words about to be spoken. The topos will be used below
(244a3) more conventionally, to express “not (merely) in word but in
deed.” fuiv: an “ethical dative,” which can “loosely express the involve-
ment of the speaker or hearer in the action” (CGCG §30.53). The funeral
rites accorded the deceased are, “in our eyes,” those that are appropriate
to them. dp TropeUovTan THyv tipapuévny mopeiav: S. uses the same figura
etymologica shortly before his own death (wepipéver Ty &is "Aidou Tropeiav g
Topeuadpevos Stav 1) eipappévn kahii, Phd. 115a2—3) and when he recounts
the myth of Er (71v &v8évde éxeioe kai Selipo TdAw Topeiav oUk &v xBoviav kai
Tpayeiav TopeveaBal, Rep. 10.61ge4-F). At his trial he says that death is
either a complete cessation of sensation or, according to the commonly
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expressed view, a sort of migration from this place to another (xat& T&
Aeyopeva, peTaPoAn Tis . . . kal peToiknols . . . ToU TOmou ToU évBévde eis GAAov
téTov, Apol. 40c8-10). The image of death as a journey is indeed com-
monly expressed, e.g. Aesch. fr. 239 Radt (Telephus), Soph. Trach. 874-5,
Eur. Med. 1067-8, Catullus g.11-12. eipappévny: perfect passive par-
ticiple of pelpopan (cognate with poipa), “receive as one’s portion,” thus
“fated, destined.” d6 xowfii piv . . . iSin 8é: the antithesis, expressed
in nearly isosyllabic clauses, is not merely decorative. It is an obligatory
element of the funeral oration, appearing at Thuc. 2.42.3, Lysias 2.44,
Dem. 60.10 and Hyperides 6.24. In all these places it sets the bravery and
sacrifice of the individual against the common advantage for which that
sacrifice was made. Here, and again at the end of the oration (249bg4-5),
P. affectingly uses the antithesis, as Pericles does at Thuc. 2.43.2, to express
the reciprocal acknowledgment, on the part of both the individual and
the commonwealth, of the common benefit bestowed by the individuals
who sacrificed their lives. Elsewhere (242d3, e3—4, 243bs) P. will employ
the figure in an original manner, using “common” to refer to the con-
certed efforts of Greek poleis united against a barbarian foe and “individ-
ual” to stand for a single polis asserting its interests in a conflict with other
poleis. dy &t &n: the second particle indicates that, in contrast to the
balanced parallelism of uév . . . &¢ in the previous line, here the emphasis
is on the content of the &é-clause, as at, e.g., Apol. 24d6, Lach. 179d6, Tht.
170d6. That is, the speaker is implicitly challenging the statement made
at the start of Pericles’ funeral oration (d4n.), that words are superflu-
ous after the deceased have been honored by the actions of the mourn-
ers, and suggesting that the words to be spoken are at least as important
as the ritual actions that have been performed. Further, by using kéopos
(2g7¢c3—4n.) to refer to the honor paid to the dead by the words of the
funeral oration, the speaker underlines the distinction between his atti-
tude and that of Pericles, who says at the end of his oration that the dead
have been honored (xexéounvtar) by the acts of the funeral ritual, using
the logos/ ergon antithesis to contrast those acts with the words that have
just been spoken (Thuc. 2.46.1). vépos wpooTarTen cf. 249c7 katd TOV
vépov. For the wérpios vopos (Thuc. 2.94.1) prescribing the ritual and the
oration, see the Introduction 1. Reference to the vépos at the start of the
funeral oration is common: Ziolkowski 1981: 66-8.

236e1 xai xpf: Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dem. 24; see Wiater 2011:
344-6) condemns in the strongest terms the addition of these words to a
sentence that is already complete and perfectly clear. See, however, 239dg
kai Sikatov kai xpty, Symp. 186c2—3 xaAdv xapileobar kai dei, Phd. 117¢c1-2
g¢eoti Te kai xpfy (imitated by the author of Theages at 122a9-b1). For
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Dionysius, not only are the words superfluous but it is self-evident that
their addition does violence to the sonorousness of the period’s end. The
text of Dionysius, however, quotes &vdp&ow without the final nu. This
may seem like a trivial detail, but in fact it alters radically the character
of the period. For the text of Plato presents the highly favored cretic +
spondee clausula, whereas that of D.H. gives us a clausula which orators
tend to avoid. Whether our printed texts, and the manuscripts on which
they rely, accurately reflect what Plato and Dionysius wrote or intended is
uncertain (see the Introduction, n. 78), but given that the speaker of the
funeral oration elsewhere (see 243c7n.) goes out of his way to avoid the
clausula that the text of D.H. attributes to him, we are justified in giving
P. the benefit of the doubt here and following the reading of his modern
editors. For just as poets employ nu-ephelkystikon before a consonant for
metrical convenience (e.g. Eur. HF 544 HiA8ev ¢6Bos) so do orators for the
sake of prose rhythm (e.g. Dem. 3.32 yéyovev 8aupdlw, avoiding a succes-
sion of three short syllables, which would violate Blass’ Law; see McCabe
1981: 1, 67-73). As it happens, the later rhetorician Hermogenes of
Tarsus (On types of style, p. 250 Rabe) quotes our passage with xai xpf) (but
omitting Tois &vdpdow), along with a phrase from Demosthenes’ On the
crown (18.97), both of which he praises for embodying the very quality,
oeuvdTns, that Dionysius claims is impaired by the addition of the offend-
ing words. e1-3 épywv . . . &ovcavtwv “For, by means of a speech
admirably delivered, those who have acted (dat. of possessor) obtain from
the audience an ornate commemoration (uvfjun kai kéopos is a hendiadys)
of their admirably performed deeds.” After conspicuously beginning the
previous sentence with ergon, but not in the expected reference to per-
formance of heroic deeds on the battlefield, the speaker begins this sen-
tence with that word in just that meaning. As in the previous sentence,
however, the prominence accorded erga by its appearance in first posi-
tion is undermined as the sentence proceeds. The two parallel isosyllabic
participial expressions, pywv y&p &0 wpaxfévtwv and Adywi koAds pndévTi,
seem to give the same weight to words and deeds, but it emerges that it
is the words that adorn the deeds and make them memorable. This is in
stark contrast to the practice of the other funeral orations (d4n.), which
present the speaker in the unenviable position of having to compensate
the sublime accomplishments of the deceased in the common currency of
mere words. Indeed, P.’s is the only funeral oration that does not explic-
itly refer to the difficulty of finding words adequate to the deeds being
celebrated (Ziolkowski 1981: 63—70); after all, S. had assured M. that
the task of composing such an oration was not at all demanding (235d).
The position of the speaker here seems more in line with that of Gorgias
(Wickkiser 1999: 66—9); in his Encomium of Helen he calls logos a powerful
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lord which, despite its small and inconspicuous substance, accomplishes
the most godlike erga (DK 82 B11.8). In the following sentences P. pre-
sents the challenge facing the speaker in purely linguistic terms, namely
how to organize the material, rather than in terms of how to find words
to match the extraordinary deeds that are the nominal subject of the
speech. e3—237a1 8¢ 81 . . . wapapubBoupevos: the organization of the
speech is clearly laid out in a sentence articulated around the antitheses
living/dead and younger/older, expressed in parallel clauses that end in
rhyming words:

(1a) ToUs pév TeTeAsuTNKOTAS ikavdds éTTavéoeTal,

(1b) Tois 8¢ {@ov elpuevéds TTapawvéoeTal,
(2a) éxydvors piv kai &deAgols . . . TapakeAsudpevos,
(2b) ToTépag 8¢ kai unTépas . . . TapapuBolpevos.

What is needed is a speech that will praise the dead (1a) and encourage
the living (1b), by exhorting the sons and brothers of the deceased to
follow their example (2a) and by consoling their parents and grandpar-
ents (2b). The key terms will later be repeated at the start of each section
of the oration: éwawoivTes 287a2, TapaxeAsvopar 246b6—7, Tapapubeioctal
24'7¢c5=6. eg 8¢ 8n: connective 51, “accordingly,” is often found in the
company of 8¢i, introducing an expression of what is required given what
has been stated in the previous sentence; e.g. Cra. 428d6, 436d4, Symp.
184c7, 201d8, Rep. 1.347b10; GP239. ep éxyovoig piv kai &8eAgois: the
brothers of the deceased, referred to briefly by Pericles (Thuc. 2.45.1),
will not be mentioned again; they are included here for the purpose of
creating an expression that exactly balances watépas 8¢ xai untépas. By
mentioning the brothers P. includes in this clause the present genera-
tion along with the next, paralleling the following clause, which embraces
the previous generation along with the one before it. €7 &vwbev: for
the meaning, “from earlier ages,” see Tim. 18dg Tous futrpocBev kai &Gvwbev
yovéas, Theocr. 22.168—4 Upes . . . | xai TaTépes kai Gvwbev &mav TaTpmiov
aipa. TouTous 8¢: for apodotic &¢ following a conditional protasis, see
GP 180-1. Here the protasis is equivalent to a relative clause (“if any” =
“any who”), in which case “the apodosis normally opens with a demonstra-
tive (6, oUTos), or personal pronoun” (GP 178).

2g77a1-2 Tig oUv . . . &pfaipeda: cf. Parm. 137a7-b1 wé8ev olv 81) &pfdpeda kai
Tl Tp&dTOV UTrobnodueba; Phib. 15d1-2 wdbev olv Tis TadTns &p&nTan . . . péxns;
Soph. 242b6—7 Tiva &pxfiv Tis &v &paito TapakwduveuTikold Adyou; One or
more such “rhetorical” questions are commonly found at the beginning
of an oration; e.g. Gorgias DK 82 B11a.4, Andoc. 1.8, Hyperides 6.6-10.
In this respect the orators seem to be repeating a poetic commonplace: H.
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Od. 9.14, Homeric Hymn to Apollo 19, Aesch. Choe. 855-8, Eur. EL go7-8, IA
442; Hunter 2018: 125-35. a2 &pfaipeda . . . émrarvolvres: for the parti-
ciple, cf. Symp. 186b2—3 &pfopan 8¢ &wd Tiis iaTpikiis Adywv, as the physician
Eryximachus begins his speech, after praising the beginning but criticiz-
ing the end of Pausanias’ speech. ag {@dvTis Te . . . Kai THY TEAeUTAVE
the living/dead antithesis is used in two ways in the funeral orations, to
distinguish the survivors from the deceased (236e4, 248b7—1, Lysias 2.3,
74) and to oppose the lives of the laudandi to their death (Lysias 2.69,
Dem. 60.1—2). Here the speaker creatively combines the two, noting that
they benefited the living both while alive and by their death. Throughout
the funeral oration P. uses TeAeutt) and TeAeutd to refer to death and dying;
unlike the other writers of funeral orations he avoids the words 8&varog
and &mwofvijiokw (although those words are used in the opening dialogue:
234b6, c2, 236d3). ag—4 THv TeAeuTHY &vTi TS TV {OvTwy ocwTnpias
fHAA&favTo: imitated by Lycurgus in Against Leocrates 88 thyv iiav wuyty
&vTi THis kowfis owTnpias &vTikaTaAA&TTeofan, contrasting the cowardice of
Leocrates with the self-sacrifice of such legendary Athenians as Codrus
(from whom P. was supposed to have descended: D.L. g.1). a4 Soxel
por: the asyndeton contributes to the illusion that this is a real answer to a
real, as opposed to a rhetorical, question. ap @oTrep &yaboi éyévovTo:
in the context of a speech honoring those who have been killed in war,
this expression is inevitably taken as the standard euphemism used to
refer to death on the battlefield; see 242b6-7, 243c4-5, 245€7, 246a1,
Thuc. 2.35.1, Lysias 2.25, 51, Dem. 60.1, Hyperides 6.28; Herrman 2009:
75. But this understanding of the words is undermined by what has just
been said, that the laudandi gave pleasure &1& &pettiv to their loved ones
during their lifetimes, and by what will follow, that they were &v8pes &yaboi
by birth. It was not their death in battle that rendered them, or revealed
them to be, &v8pes &yaboi; they derived their aret¢ merely from their having
been born in Athens. Thus, so far from the words d%omep &yaboi éyévovro
meaning “in that they faced death with fortitude,” they appear to be used
as a gloss on kat& guotv, meaning “in that they were born é&yafoi.” P. takes
advantage of the gaping ambiguity in the words &yafés and yevéobo to
leave unresolved the questions that S. and Protagoras, with help from
Prodicus, explore (unsatisfactorily) in their discussion of Simonides’
poem at Prot. 339a ff. a6 &yaboi . . . & &yabdv: quoted by Libanius
(Or. 59.10), this is an example of epanalepsis, a figure that calls attention
to a statement’s conclusiveness by enclosing it within a repetition of the
same word or words at beginning and end, as in Shakespeare’s “Kings it
makes gods and meaner creatures kings” (Richard III, Act v, scene ii, a
future king speaking of Hope). a7 eUytévariav ouv TrpdTov: just as the
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first element, after the exordium, of the encomium of an individual is
praise of the subject’s good breeding (Burgess 19o2: 119-22), so here
the speech will begin with edyéveia. This had been prepared for by the
wording of the previous lines, with its emphasis on the vocabulary of birth
and generation (yev-, uow, @ivai). But rather than sing the praises of
the aristocratic ancestors of an individual, the oration will include in its
laudation the common ancestry of the deceased, the audience and, as it
happens, the speaker himself.

237b1-2 éwi 8¢ ToUuTols . . . &mepnvavro “After that let us demonstrate
how splendid were the accomplishments that they exhibited, and how
worthy they were of them” (i.e. of their ancestry, upbringing and educa-
tion, ToUtwv having the same reference as touTois). This is an example of
prolepsis (CGCG §60.87), with thyv 1é&v Epywv mp&fiv promoted from the
subordinate to the main clause and with the adjectives xaAfy kai &€iav in
“predicate” position (2g5c1n.). In the Symposium Diotima uses the same
language when speaking of lawgivers like Lycurgus and Solon: woAA& kai
xaA& &rognvéuevor épya, 209€2. b1 Thv T&v ipywv wp&fiiv “the perfor-
mance of their accomplishments”; cf. the second Tetralogy of Antiphon,
where the defendant draws a distinction between the verbal narrative
and the way the events in fact occurred () mp&is Tév épywv, .4.9), and
Thucydides’ programmatic statement, distinguishing between his report-
ing of speeches and of the course of events (T& 8¢ épya TV TpaxBévrwy,
1.22.2). Despite the speaker’s clear outline of the topics to be covered in
the funeral oration, and despite the use here of the verb ¢m&ei§wuev, which
is redolent of the specificity affected by the genre of “epideictic” oratory
(241a7n.), there is to be no demonstration of the accomplishments of the
deceased. Instead, after a lengthy account of earlier Athenian exploits the
speaker will pass over the deeds of the deceased in a praeteritio (246a5-b2).

237bg—238b6: THE BIRTH, REARING AND
EDUCATION OF THE ANCESTORS

The speaker begins not with mortal ancestors but with the Attic soil as the
mother of the Athenians. Reference to the myth of Athenian autochthony
is found in all the complete surviving funeral orations (Thuc. 2.36.1, Lysias
2.17, Dem. 60.4, Hyperides 6.7). “Autochthony,” however, can be used in
one of two ways, a more general signification referring merely to having
lived always in the same location, like the Libyans (Hdt. 4.197.2) or the
Arcadians, and in the stronger sense of literally having the Earth as one’s
mother, like the Theban Spartoi or the Earth-born Erichthonius, shown
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in fifth-century art being delivered to Athena by his mother, who is rising
out of the ground (e.g. Loraux 19gg: Plates g and 4). The latter is appro-
priate only for legendary kings or other elite males to whom aristocratic
families might trace their ancestry; the former applies to whole peoples.
The Athenians, unlike other Greeks, had no tradition of having migrated
from elsewhere, and so they considered themselves to be autochthonous
in the more general sense. Athenian democratic ideology, encouraged
perhaps by the practice of referring to the citizens as Erechtheidae (e.g.
Eur. Med. 824), began to speak in metaphorical terms of the whole popu-
lace as having sprung from the soil, as though all Athenians belonged to
the same aristocratic genos. (In similar fashion, each of the ten newly cre-
ated tribes into which the population was distributed under the reforms
of Cleisthenes was named for a hero from whom all the members sup-
posedly traced their descent.) P. takes this to the extreme and literalizes
the metaphor, as he does in the explicitly fabricated grandiose falsehood
foisted upon the citizens of Callipolis in the Republic (414b—e). In the
Republic, however, the myth is used explicitly to account for the inequal-
ity in the citizen body, whereas here it underpins the democratic fiction
that all Athenians are of equal status (Coventry 1989: 12). There is irony
here, undoubtedly deliberate, in that the “author” of the speech, who uses
first-person pronouns (297d5, €2, e5) to include herself along with the
deceased and the audience in claiming descent from the Attic soil, was
born in Asia. For Athenian autochthony, see Rosivach 1987; Loraux 1993:
37-71; Loraux 2000.

237bg Tiis 8t elyeveias mpdTov “To take their noble ancestry first . . .” For
the genitive of respect or reference announcing the topic about to be
addressed, see 241a2n. b4 oUx éTrnAvs oUoa: defining autochthony in
the general sense, as Praxithea does in Euripides’ Erechtheus fr. §60.7—
10, explaining her willingness to allow her daughter to be sacrificed in
order to ensure victory against Eumolpus (23g9bgn.): there is no city more
deserving of salvation than Athens, whose citizens have not immigrated
from elsewhere but are indigenous (oUx #mwaxtds &ANoBev, | autdyBoves &’
gpuuev), in contrast to other cities, whose populations are eioaydyipor.
For the opposition EmnAus/abtédxbwv, see Hdt. 4.197, Isocr. 4.63,
12.124. Tous éxydvous TouTous: the pronoun has the same reference
as toiocde (299abn.), but we cannot be sure of that until we reach &ikouv
(c1). That is, initially we may be encouraged to think that the speaker
includes the audience among those referred to. Indeed, everything said
here about the deceased applies equally well to all Athenian citizens, living
or dead. &mwognvauévn: there is a surprising anacoluthon in this sen-
tence. It would not be in the least surprising in another dialogue, where
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P. attempts to reproduce the effect of characters speaking impromptu
(234c2—-235b2n.). But this purports to be a carefully prepared speech
and this sentence is otherwise artfully constructed with balancing clauses
structured around participles — there are no fewer than eleven of them,
not counting té vt — and the repeated pattern “not A but B” (234c5n.).
Everything from here on depends on the participle &mwognvauévn, which
is initially construed with participles but then, apparently, governs the
infinitive xeioBai. Construction with the infinitive is much less common,
but is attested (Soph. 268b7, Tht. 168bs). The motive for the change of
construction seems to have been a desire to avoid two consecutive partici-
ples, with one dependent on the other, itself dependent on a third. bg
merowxolvras: by using this verb the speaker hints at the distinction
between genuine Athenians and metics, non-citizen resident aliens like
Lysias, whose father, an immigrant to Athens, we meet at the beginning of
Republic. Metics had financial and military obligations to the city in which
they resided but had only limited legal rights; for the status of metics,
see Kamen 2013: 43-61. b6 oixoUvTas kai [&vras: cf. Rep. 3.416d4—5
{fiv Te kai oikeiv, the one referring to the location and particulars of one’s
habitation, the other to the manner and quality of one’s existence, as
illustrated by Isocr. 4.39 &véuws {&vTas kai cTop&dnv oikoUvTas. b7 oUy
UTrd unTpuils s oi &AAor (sc. Tpépovtan): the “others” are the rest of the
Greeks, none of whom, according to Dem. 60.4, are autochthonous, and
thus, by implication, are virtually metics in their own land. The opposition
between one’s native land and a foreign country in terms of the oppo-
sition between mother and stepmother underlies Artemidorus’ claim
(Onir. 3.26) that a dream of one’s stepmother (or stepfather) portends
foreign travel. For the negative stereotype of the stepmother, see Hdt.
4-154.2, Eur. Ale. gos-10, lon 1025, 1329-30, fr. 4 Kannicht (Aegeus);
Watson 1995.

23'7c1 xdiobar: for the change of construction from participle to infini-
tive, see b4n. c2 év oikeiois TéTrois Tijs TexoUons: cf. Laws 9.865e8—9
ToUs oikeious Térous cuptréons Tiis arpidos. c2-3 TexovoTs kai Bpeyaons
kai UtroSefapévng: cf. Lysias 2.73 Tekeiv pév kai 8pédyan kai 8&yai. The three
participles recapitulate the three stages through which the sentence has
progressed: yéveois, Tpepopévous, keioBon TeAeuThoavtas. It is especially
appropriate that the earth-born Athenians should find their final resting
place in the bosom of their mother. For the common notion that Mother
Earth gives birth to and nurtures all and takes all back in death, see
Aesch. Choe. 127-8 yaiav . . . , fj T& wavTa TikTeTan | Bpépacd T’ albhs TévSe
xUpa Aaupavel, Eur. Suppl. 536 v Bpéyacav aitd Bel Aapelv, fr. 839.7—9
Kannicht (Chrysippus) pnnp wévtev vevdpiotar (sc. Maia). | xwpel 8’ émicw
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| T& pév éx yodas eUvT’ €ls yaiav, fr. 195 (Antiope) &mavta TikTer X8y &AW
Te AapPdvel. cg SixaéTarov &7: emphatically using the superlative to
correct Pericles who, after his exordium, says, “I shall begin first with
their ancestors, for it is right . . .” (&pfopa 8¢ &wd TGV TPOYydVwy TpddTOV-
Sikatov yép . . ., Thuc. 2.36.1). Pericles goes on to praise the ancestors
for their continuous habitation of the land, although he does not use the
word auTéy8wv. The speaker here, representing the Athenians as sprung
from the land, insists that praise of the land is equivalent to praise of the
ancestors, “for in this way the nobility of these men is, at the same time,
necessarily celebrated” (c4; for ouupaive + participle, see Euthd. 281e2-3,
Philb. 42dg). C3—4 Kooufjoal . . . koopoupévy: the repetition rounds off
this section of the speech, which began with the repetition xéopov . . .
xéopos, 296d7—e2. These words recur repeatedly in the oration, always
expressing the honor conferred by the speaker or the city, either on the
deceased (2g39c1, 246ag, 248cp) or on their children (249a%, b2). P.’s use
of these words reinforces the earlier suggestion (2g6e1—gn.) that what
the speaker says is at least as important as the acts of the laudand:. By
contrast, Pericles asserts that it was the aretai of the deceased that con-
ferred the honor (éxéopnoav, Thuc. 2.42.2) on the city. ch éom 5t &ic
f) xwpa: the speaker begins a series of “proofs” of why the Attic land is
deserving of universal praise: it was fought over by the gods, it gave birth
only to tame creatures, most notably human beings, and it produced
nourishment suitable for consumption by humans, for whose benefit it
also provided deities to serve as leaders and educators. The passage is
laden with language characteristic of the lecture halls of the sophists; for
papTupia and Texpfpiov, see Thomas 2000: 19o—200. c6—7 woMAaxiit
pév kai &AM, TpdTov 8¢ kai péyiorov 6T “for many other reasons, but
first and foremost because”; cf. Symp. 178a8—9g woAAaxiit pév kai &AAm, ovx
fikiota 8¢, from the opening of Phaedrus’ encomium. A frequent means of
highlighting a particular item or topic is to call the audience’s attention to
the many other items or topics from which this one stands out, using var-
ious forms of woAA- and &AX- in the pév-clause: Cri. 45c1-2, Euthd. 303c5-
7, Gorg. 463b2, Parm. 133b4, Rep. 9.584b4, 10.595a1-3, Symp. 221c2-3
(Hév . . . &GANG). Trp@dTov 8t kai péyrorov: cf. Hdt. 2.22.2 wp&dTov pév kai
uéyioTov papTtuplov, from his lecture on the Nile, and Gorgias’ Defense of
Palamedes (DK 82 B11a.29) mpdTov pév oUv kai SeUTepov kai péyroTov. c7
feogidnys: Athens is described as 8sopidecrétn by Athena at Aesch. Eum.
869, as is an unnamed city, perhaps Athens, by a character in Eupolis fr.
330 PCG. Aegina (Pind. Isthm. 6.66) and Argos (Bacchyl. 11.60) are also
Beopireis. The meaning of the word is the focus of much discussion in
Euthyphro, a dialogue that almost certainly predates Menexenus; Euthyphro
had defined 16 &o10v as that which is loved by all the gods (ge1—2), but S.
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reduces his interlocutor to aporia (11b6) by showing that by calling some-
thing 8eogiAés one has merely named an accidental property of that thing,
not defined its essence. Here the speaker gives as “the first and most
important” reason the territory of Athens deserves praise the fact that it
happens to be (Tuyxavel oloa) the object of the gods’ affection. Further,
the “evidence” given for that affection is the supposed fact that the gods
quarreled over possession of Athens, but in Euthyphro S. is not willing to
commit himself to a belief that the gods quarrel among themselves (6b2—
cg, 8e7 simep dupropnTolow Beot), and in Republic he insists that the young
people of Callipolis should not be exposed to such stories, since they are
not even true (oUd¢ y&p &Andfj, 2.378c1). Critias is of the same opinion,
explaining that, in ancient times, the regions of the Earth were appor-
tioned to the various gods not through strife (o0 xat& gpw, Criti. 10g9b2)
but by lot. c8 Auiv Té Adywr: cf. Hdt. 2.18.1 and 4.29 papTupéer 8¢ pot
Tit yvéount, where, however, some MSS read pou; here the MSS’ fuév is
unnecessarily emphatic (= “mystatement”; cf. 236c4n.), whereas fjuiv, like
uol, is appropriately postpositive. For unemphatic, virtually enclitic fuiv,
cf. 238e1; Probert 2003: §292.

287d1 ip1s Te xai kpiois: at Rep. 2.380a1 S., discussing the false stories
that are to be banned from the ideal state, says, “we shall not approve the
8ecov Epwv Te xai kplow brought about by Themis and Zeus,” referring to
the Judgment of Paris. Here the reference is to the rivalry of Athena and
Poseidon, who were vying for the land of Athens (¢ploavTas mepi Tis xdpns,
Hdt. 8.55; LIMC “Poseidon” nos. 236-48). According to the version of
Apollodorus, Poseidon claimed the city for himself by striking the acropolis
with his trident, while Athena put down roots by causing an olive tree
to grow on its rocky summit; Zeus appointed a panel of arbitrators and
the land was judged to belong to Athena (1) xcopa Tiis Abnvéas éxpibn, Bibl
3.14.1). Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dem. 28) condemns P.’s reference to
this rivalry as trite, claiming that it is found in nearly all speeches praising
the city. But none of the other funeral orations mentions it; presumably P.
has gone out of his way to include it precisely because of his disapproval

of such unseemly stories (c7n.). d2 ouptrévTwy: more emphatic than
TavTtwv in cp, lending force to the rhetorical question that concludes the
specious a fortiori argument. d2-3 8eUtepog 8¢ Eranvos: the second

ground for praise is that, in the earliest times, the Attic land was free of
wild beasts, and gave birth instead to the human race. Evidence for this
claim follows. dg éxeivar Td1 xpéven “that remote time,” equivalent
to & té Té1E (€7); cf. 299dp, Criti. 11128, Pol. 27127, Tim. g1a1. éxeivos
does not serve merely as the correlate to the relative pronoun, which in

-~ @

Greek is normally olUtos (KG 1 647). dg—4 [1] w&ox yij “every land.”
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The article has been deleted because the expected contrast with fj fjpeTépa
(sc. y#) dp is not “the whole earth” (for which P. uses the order w&oa # yf)
but “every land”; cf. Criti. 110e3—4 w&oav yfiv Ud Tijs évB&Se UrepPdAAeaban
(“every land was surpassed by this land”). d4 fmpia Te xai pora “wild
and domesticated animals”; the latter is a poetic word, glossed by the
scholiast with T& Bookfuata, not found in prose before the Roman period
except here and in a late fourth-century lex sacra from Cyrene (SEG I1xX
72.31). d6 &: with neuter {&iov (understood from (wiwv) as ante-
cedent and pévov d7 in agreement. d7 ouvicea: for ouveois, “reason,
understanding,” as distinguishing (along with language) humans from
beasts, see Eur. Suppl. 203—4, Tro. 671—2. d7—e1 8ixnv kai BeoUs pévov
vopiler: according to the myth told by P.’s Protagoras, the human race
alone among creatures embraced worship of the gods ({wiwv pévov Beous
évouioev, Prot. g22a4) and received aidé Te kai Siknv (g322c2) from Zeus. For
3iknv vopilew, compare Hdt. 4.106, describing the Man-eaters as o¥te diknv
vopilovtes oUTe vopwr oUdevi xpewuevol, well translated by Robin Waterfield
as “they have no sense of right and wrong.”

237€1 péya 8¢ Texunpilov ToUuTtwt T& Adywt: cf. Symp. 1g5a8-b1 péya Bt
Tekpfiplov Té1 Adywi, spoken by Agathon. P. puts the expression upéya
Texpfiplov in the mouth of speakers who are conversant with the latest
fashions in argumentation, like Agathon (again at Symp. 1g6a5), Gorgias
(Gorg. 456b1), Critias (Criti. 110€6) and Euthyphro (Euthphr. re2—3);
also Aristophanes in his parodic encomium (Symp. 192a5—6) and S. him-
self when lecturing Protagoras (Prot. 341€1). Here, the “strong evidence,”
such as itis, is given in the following sentence, introduced, as often follow-
ing Tekufpiov, onueiov and the like, by yé&p (GP 58—9); the éti-clause clarifies
Té Adyw! (“namely that . . .”). e2—g T&v yap 16 Ttexdv: cf. Dem. 60.5
T&vTa yap T& TikTOvTa GQua Kal Tpogfiv Tols yryvouévols &mod auTiis Tiis pUoEws
9épe1, offering this as an indication (onueiov) that the land is “the mother
of our ancestors.” P.’s argument here seems to be that (1) whatever gives
birth provides suitable sustenance for its offspring; (2) the Attic land was
the first and only provider of sustenance suitable for humans; therefore,
(g) Attica gave birth to “these men’s ancestors and ours.” Support is
enlisted in the form of an analogy with lactating mothers. But the analogy
cuts two ways. The statement that the Attic land altruistically shared its
bounty with “the others” (238a6) portrays Attica as a generous wet nurse,
thus raising the awkward question as to who those others could be. In
point of logic, the argument proves that all humans, not only Athenians,
were born from the Attic soil (cf. e6—7 ds &vpdtrous yevwnoapévn), which
rather dilutes the special status that the speaker wishes to confer on his
fellow citizens. In making Athens the home of all humankind P. goes well
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beyond even the outrageous innovation of Euripides, who, at the height of
the Peloponnesian War, puts into the mouth of Athena the claim that the
Athenian Creusa is the ancestor of all Greeks (fon 1587—94). €3 1 kai
yuvh 87An “by which it is clear, also in the case of a woman, . ..” The ante-
cedent is the content of the earlier part of the sentence; that is, whether a
woman has truly given birth or not is revealed by whether she can provide
sustenance for her young. According to Aristotle (Rhet. 1.1357b15-16),
if a woman is producing milk, that is a necessary indication (Texufipiov)
that she has given birth. e4 &\\& UmroPaAdopivn “but is trying to pass
off someone else’s child as her own,” elaborating on «ai pf). e5 Tnyds
Tpogfis: Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dem. 28), ignoring the fact that P. is
here making a comparison with the earth, ridicules P.’s use of this expres-
sion in place of the plain word for “milk”; the expression is repeated
by Plutarch (mor. gd, where it = “breasts”) and Clement of Alexandria
(Paed. 1.6.49), both of whom either quote or paraphrase the Platonic
context. €7 uévn . . . xai wpwTn: for this order of words, as opposed
to the more usual mpé&Tos xai pdévos (e.g. Lysias 2.18), see Laws 1.628d7,
as well as Dem. 19.302 and Aeschin. 3.76 and %77, in which each orator
refers to the other. The odd notion that Attica is the origin of human ali-
mentation can be attributed to the Eleusinian myth found in the Homeric
Hymn to Demeter. When Demeter went in search of her abducted daughter
Persephone she neglected her responsibility to the flourishing of plant
life. After she was reunited with her daughter, Zeus sent Rhea to Eleusis,
in Attic territory, to ask Demeter to rejoin the gods and restore fertility
to the earth. The first place where Rhea alights (457) is the Rarian Plain,
near Eleusis. The myth commemorates the founding of the Eleusinian
Mysteries, which are intimately connected with the agricultural cycle, but
there is nothing in the myth about the origins of humankind. On the con-
trary, before she restores fertility to the land, Demeter visits the leading
human inhabitants of the territory, among whom is Triptolemus (153,
474-"7). Later sources, including an early play by Sophocles (now lost)
entitled Triptolemus, related how this Eleusinian ruler traveled around the
world teaching the art of agriculture that he learned from Demeter. This
last is perhaps what the speaker is referring to with the claim (238a6)
that the Attic land shared its fruits with “the others.” The funeral oration
avoids mention of individual gods (238bgn.), and so all this is spoken of
in terms of the physical earth rather than in terms of Gaea or Demeter.
In sharp contrast to this glorificatory picture of Athens as the place where
agriculture originated, Thucydides (1.2.5) attributes to the exiguousness
of its soil the fact that Attica was never invaded nor was its population
displaced, essentially explaining Athenian autochthony (in the general
sense) as due to the fact that no one else coveted its contemptible land.
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P. was of course aware of the discrepancy between his glowing picture of
Attic fecundity in mythic times and the contemporary reality; in the myth
of the Critias (111a-b) the explanation is given that, over the millennia,
massive cataclysms washed away the rich Attic soil.

238a1-2 x&A\iora xai &piora: Dionysius also heaps scorn on P.’s use of
this phrase (Dem. 29; Wiater 2011: 347), not recognizing that P. is delib-
erately adopting an exaggeratedly formal manner. (The expression is rare
in P. outside of Tim. and Laws, where it is fairly common; it occurs in
a prose invocation at Ar. Thesm. 302-3, for which see Austin and Olson
ad loc.) In Symposium, Agathon repeatedly praises Eros as x&AMoTos kai
&potos (19pa%7, 197¢2, €3), and S. quotes the phrase ironically when he
says that the earlier encomiasts had gone out of their way to make Eros
appear — to the ignorant but not to the knowledgeable — ¢ x&AigTos
xai &proros (19gal). In Phaedrus, S. describes the palinode that he has
just offered to Eros as “the fairest and finest of which I am capable” (eis
flueTépay SUvopw 611 koMo kai &plotn, 257a3—4), and he goes on to
apologize that some of its language was inspired by a desire to appeal
to Phaedrus’ tastes. a2 té évti: looking back to &Andés 297€e4, with
which it is synonymous. ag yevvnoapévn: use of the middle voice for
this verb, here and at 237e6—7, apparently with no distinction in meaning
from the active (¢yévvnoev, 237d6), seems to be a mannerism of late P.:
Criti. 113d2, e7, Laws 784¢e2-3, Tim. §4bg. p&AAov 8é: having proved,
with the help of the analogy with maternal lactation, that the Attic soil is
truly the mother of the human race, the speaker asserts that the evidence
supporting the proof is even stronger than the analogy might suggest. For
the analogy does not supply independent evidence; rather, since woman
is merely an imitation of the earth, logic would require one to argue from
the earth to woman rather than the other way around. In this way the
speaker summarily withdraws from human mothers the very distinction
that the analogy with the life-giving earth had seemed to confer (Loraux
2000: 83—94). In similar fashion, in Timaeus, the Receptacle, which had
been compared to a nurse and a mother (49a6, rodg), is deprived of
all distinguishing characteristics at 5od-e. aq—5 oU yé&p yfi yuvaika
pepipnTar . . . &AA& yuvh yiiv: cf. Symp. 196d1—2 ob y&p Exer “Epwta "Aprg,
&& “Epws "Apn, from Agathon’s Gorgianic encomium of Eros. Here, how-
ever, the chiastic disposition of the nouns renders this an example of the
figure antimetabole, like Shakespeare’s “I wasted time, and now doth Time
waste me” (Richard II, Act v, scene v). The force of the perfect tense seems
to convey the sense “woman is a simulacrum of the earth.” The associ-
ation between women and the earth is widespread and is encoded, for



COMMENTARY 238a-b 105

example, in the familiar use of the same word for male ejaculate and for
that which farmers plant in the earth (seed, owéppa, semen). ab tveyuey
xai Tofs &AMorg: this serves to provide an ancestral basis for the Athenians’
supposed inveterate altruism, which can be traced back to their origin in
the Attic soil. a7 fAxiov yéweow: traditionally, it was Athena who intro-
duced the olive to Athens (Eur. Tio. 801-2; 2¢7d1n.); an olive branch,
along with an owl, is shown on the reverse of Athenian coins, the obverse
of which bears the image of the goddess. movwy dpwynv: this phrase
is criticized as “dithyrambic” by Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dem. 29),
yet it is used in prose, also in reference to olive oil, by Plutarch (Alex.
57-9), Clement of Alexandria (Paed. 2.8.6g) and Porphyry (On the cave
of the nymphs 33). Greek athletes considered olive oil to have an almost
magical power to restore their strength and enhance their performance
(UIf 1979), for which reason Protagoras calls it “beneficial” to mankind
(dpurydv, Prot. 334b5).

288b1 Opapapivn i xal abffieaca: marking the end of the section on tpogt,
promised at 237a7, and introducing the section on waibcia, which is sur-
prisingly perfunctory given that it comes from the pen of the founder of
the Academy. In both cases, rearing and education, the responsible agents
are not the Athenians themselves, but the earth and the gods. b2 Ta
plv Svépara: with “pév solitarium™ (285e9n.), as if e.g. v& &t fpya (Criti
10gdg), which it would be impious to exclude, were to follow. bs
[lousv yép]: the speakers of funeral orations refrain from naming the
gods not because their names are unknown but, as the speaker has just
said, because naming the gods o0 wpére1 ¢v Tdh ToiBe; cf. the reference in
Demosthenes’ funeral oration to the divine son of Semele, 3v ol npémov
torlv dvopdlav il ToUbe ToU Tagou (60.30). The speeches are part of a
funeral rite and the gods, being immortal, want nothing to do with the
taint of death; Parker 1983: 32—48. For this reason Artemis and Apollo
leave the stage before the imminent deaths of Hippolytus and Alcestis
(Eur. Hipp. 1437 o0 6épis, Ale 22 pioopa). bg-4 of Tév Biov Hudv
xatioxsvacay: cf. Laws 11.920d7-€1 ol Tév Plov fHpiv ouyxareoxeudraov
téxvais, where Hephaestus, Athena and Ares are named as the divinites
who assisted the craftsmen in fumishing our lives with the everyday véxven
and with the art of war. b4 mpds Tc . . . Sarrav: an 11-syllable phrase
matched by the parallel 11-syllable phrase xal wpds Ty . . . guAaxfiv, with
both phrases introducing expressions that end in rhyming, isosyllabic par-
ticiples, the second of which is enhanced by the parechesis xtijow/xpfiow,
bringing the section to an impressive close with one of the oration’s
favorite clausulae, . — . . x (see 246ag-4n.). bg-5 Tixvas mpoTous



106 COMMENTARY 238b—c

TaiSevodpevor: apparently all the arts and crafts, not just agriculture
(2g7e7n.), are here given an Athenian origin. It makes sense, after all, for
the gods to teach the crafts first to the first humans.

238b7-239a4: THE ATHENIAN TTOAITEIA

Having dealt with the origin and, in a sentence, the education of the
ancestors, the speaker turns to a consideration of the type of social and
political system under which the Athenians live. Pericles had devoted a
large portion of his funeral oration to praise of the democratic consti-
tution of his day; Lysias (2.18-19) and Demosthenes (60.25-6) include
brief sections of their orations to similar effect. Our speaker claims that
the constitution has remained unchanged since the earliest times and
that it is an aristocratic one, thus tacitly erasing, or at least disguising,
the democratic reforms of Solon, Cleisthenes, Ephialtes and Pericles him-
self. On this section and its relationship to Pericles’ oration, see especially
Vlastos 1973: 188-201; Loraux 1986: 172-220.

238b7 yevvnBivres 8¢ kai Toueubéivres oUtws: summing up and moving
on from the previous section, on noble ancestry and education. b8
ToMiTeiav KaTaockevaoduevol: in contrast to the active kateokevacav by,
which represented the gods as seeing to the organization of the lives of
the Athenians for them, the middle here gives the impression that the
Athenians themselves were responsible for fashioning their own wohiteia.
That impression, however, is shown to be an illusion, since (e1) the
Athenian constitution derives automatically from the circumstances of
the citizens’ birth from the Attic soil. “Constitution” is only an approxi-
mate translation of ToAiteia, which is the title of P.’s Republic and of works
by Xenophon, pseudo-Xenophon and Aristotle. The word refers to the
way in which the polis arranges its affairs and the degree to which the var-
ious residents of the polis are eligible to share in the benefits and respon-
sibilities connected with membership in the polis. b8-—c1 épbiss Exer
. . . émpvnobfjvau: this is one of about twenty times the speaker justifies the
inclusion of a topic or an element as proper, using words like &ikeiov and
&ov, or obligatory, using &vayxaiov, 8¢l or xpf).

238c1 moMiteiax y&p Tpogt &vBpdmwv: as Clavaud (1980: 122—-3) points
out, this stands in contradiction to the very premise of P.’s Republic, which
examines the state in order to discover justice in the individual pre-
cisely because the state reflects the character of the individual, not vice
versa. c3 woAiteian éTp&enoav: echoing wohiteia yap Tpogh) (c1). The
argument here is that (1) fine constitutions produce good citizens; (2)
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the Athenian constitution is and has always been fine; therefore, (g) the
current Athenians, like their ancestors, are good citizens. The flaws in the
argument, both logical and historical, need no comment. &vaykaiov
SnA&oai: an uncommon expression, used previously by the Athenians at
the beginning of their speech before the battle of Plataea, when they say
that they feel compelled to justify their claim to occupy the left wing (Hdt.
9.27.1), and again by the fictional Plataeans addressing the Athenians
after g73 (Isocr. 14.3). c6 [&proTokpaTia): deleted as an explanatory
gloss. It inappropriately anticipates the climax of the following sentence
and its removal absolves P. from saying that some people call aristoc-
racy “democracy”; the proper referent of autfiv ¢7 is not &piotokpatia
but wohitela. This sentence explains (ydp) why the speaker is justified
in treating together the present Athenians and their ancestors, because
their constitution is the same now as then, which claim is emphasized
by the chiastic arrangement surrounding the repeated vov (téTe . . . kai
vOov / vOv Te . . . kai TOV &ei xpdvov). c7 &g T& oAA& “for the most part”
(LSJ ¢>s Ab.111€), brushing aside the decades-long Peisistratid tyranny, the
oligarchic coup of 411 and the tyranny of the Thirty in 404. c7—d2
kalAel 8t . . . éaprorokparia: with this sentence the speaker mischievously
echoes what Pericles had said about the Athenian form of government
and what Thucydides himself says about Athens under Pericles’ leader-
ship. In his “obituary” of Pericles (2.65.9), Thucydides claims that, at the
time of his death, Athens was in name (Adywi pév) a democracy but in
reality (2pywn 8¢) was ruled by its leading citizen. Pericles for his part, in
his funeral oration for the war dead, offers an account of their constitu-
tion more palatable to a mass Athenian audience. It is, he says, called a
democracy (dvopa ptv . . . kékAnTal, 2.37.1), because the government aims
at the interests of the majority rather than of a few (i.e. contrasting it
with an oligarchy); further, everyone is eligible to contribute to the run-
ning of the state, regardless of social or economic class, the only criterion
being &petf). While Pericles declines to assign a more appropriate label,
our speaker, in agreement with Pericles’ emphasis on excellence, offers
the term “aristocracy,” explaining (d4—5) that the mass of the population
grants authority to those it deems to be the best. At the time P. composed
Menexenus, “aristocracy” was not yet the recognized term for a specific type
of government that it would soon become. Compare Republic 1.338d6-7,
where the three types of government are aristocracy, tyranny and democ-
racy, with the debate on constitutions in Herodotus (3.80-3; see Pelling
2002), where they are oligarchy, monarchy and rule by the démos, or isono-
mia. The word “aristocracy” is found only twice before its occurrence here
in P., both times in Thucydides and both times as if between quotation
marks (3.82.8, 8.64.3). That is, it seems to have been used by oligarchs as
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an approbatory term for their preferred form of government, as appears
to be borne out by the earliest attestation of the verb &pioctoxpaTteioBat,
at Ar. Birds 125. Oligarchs flatter themselves by referring to themselves
as “the best” on the basis of their illustrious ancestry. According to P.’s
account here, all Athenians share the same outstanding pedigree; there-
fore, he can flatter his audience by appropriating and democratizing an
oligarchic term, suggesting that rule by the Athenian démos is rule by the
best, since the city’s uniformly excellent population selects the best of the
best to rule itself.

238d1-2 pet& eUSofias mANBous “with recognition accorded to large num-
bers of citizens” (for the genitive with ei8o§ia see [Eur.] Rhes. 760), a
striking formulation that glosses what Pericles says at Thuc. 2.3%.1, when
he explains that the government, called a democracy, ensures that each
citizen is recognized (éxacTos . . . ebBoxipel) according to his merits, nor
is anyone prevented by poverty from making a contribution (cf. d6).
The following sentence explains (y&p) how widespread are the honors
enjoyed by the citizens. d2 mAnfous &proroxpaTia: the juxtaposition,
surely deliberate, teases us with the absurd notion that the one word
might depend on the other. An “aristocracy of the masses” would seem
to be a contradiction in terms, but it is, in effect, how the speaker wishes
to portray Athenian democracy. BaoAfis: Athens was thought to have
been ruled in the remote past by kings, who are occasionally portrayed
on the stage in fifth-century tragedy (239bg, 5 and 6nn.), one of whom
claims to have liberated the people and made the city into a monarchy in
which everyone has an equal voice (Eur. Suppl. 352-3). Basileus was also
the name of one of the nine Athenian archons in the Classical period.
In P.’s day he was chosen by lot (Pol. 2goeb6) for a one-year term, and his
duties included supervision of the Eleusinian Mysteries and other ritual
procedures, such as trials for impiety and homicide (Arist. Ath.Pol. 7). In
the opening sentence of Euthyphro we learn that S. has met Euthyphro at
the Stoa of the Basileus (for which, see Camp 1986: 100-5) because both
of them have business with the basileus, the former having been accused
of impiety and the latter bringing charges against his father for murder.
It is not clear what connection, if any, there was between the legendary
kings of Athens and the annual magistrate. At any rate, it suits the speak-
er’s purpose to pretend, and his audience’s to believe, that the kingship
had been democratized and that now there were so many citizens com-
petent to exercise the office once held by Theseus that a new basileus
could be selected randomly each year. dg ToTt piv éx yévous, ToTt 5t
aiperoi: cf. Arist. Pol §.1285a15-16 ai pév xaTé yévos eiotv, ai 8¢ aipetai,
referring to types of kingship. Ordinarily, aipetés is used to distinguish
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election from selection by lot (LS] A. 11.2), but aipoUuc can refer in gen-
eral to assignment to office, with no implication as to the method used
(Rhodes 1981: 182, on Ath.Pol. 1.2, referring also to aipeois 26.2), and so
Andromache calls her wretched fate, over which she has had no control,
kAfpwow oipeciv Te (Eur. Andr. 384). The funeral orations suppress any
mention of the lot, a characteristically democratic institution vigorously
attacked by opponents of democracy (Loraux 1986: 175). In this con-
text, where Athens has just been described as an aristocracy, the speaker
has gone out of his way to avoid acknowledging the fact that the basileus
owed his position to the lot. With this mention of the basileus, the speaker
contrives, in the span of a single sentence, to display the inclusiveness of
the Athenian constitution, allegedly embracing elements of monarchy,
oligarchy (&piotois) and democracy (wAfifos). dg—4 éyxpatis 8¢ Tiis
ToAews . . . TO TwAfifos: P.’s true feelings are revealed by the fact that else-
where he uses the expression ¢ykpatts woéAsws only in the idealistic ref-
erence to the philosopher-king (Rep. 6.499d4, ro1e1-2). dp Toig &ei
86faav &pioTois eivau: neither this nor 34¢as in d8 necessarily implies 56¢a
in the sense “opinion” as opposed to knowledge or truth (Vlastos 1973;:
199—200). They may simply refer to the formulaic means of describing
decisions reached by vote of the Boule or Assembly, frequently expressed
in inscriptions and quoted by S. at Phdr. 258a4: £808e . . . Tijt Poulijt fj Té
3 TIALR d6 &yvwoiat waTépwv: cf. Appian B.C. 2.1.2 &yvwaoiav yévous,
applied densively by Catiline to Cicero’s status as a “New Man.” Use of
the expression here ignores the fact, of which we are reminded at e1, that
all Athenians share the same distinguished ancestors. d8 8ofas copos
fi &@yabos: given the Platonic doctrine of the unity of the virtues, 1 is sur-
prising, especially after €is dpos and with &peTiis 36Em kai ppoviicews below
(2392a4). 1 and xaf are common manuscript variants, so it is possible that
we are dealing with corruption here. xpaTel kai &pxer: repeating in chi-
astic order &pxds . . . kal kp&Tos (4-F).

238e2 avtodandv . . . &vlpdwy: it is notable that, at Rep. 8.557c1-2, S.
says that it is especially in a democracy that the most diverse (Twavtodarmof)
population is to be found. eg &vwpdiwv: before they become rela-
tively frequent in Laws and Timaeus, words from this root occur in P. only
here and at Rep. 8.547a4, where the Muse explains the origin of stasis in
an aristocratic state as due to miscegenation, resulting in an adulteration
of the “metals” that characterize the various classes of citizen. aUTdV
“their constitutions (in contrast to ours)”; its position at the head of its
clause shows that this normally unemphatic possessive is here emphatic
(2g6c4n.). e4—5 Evior piv Soulous, oi 8i SearoTas &AAHAous vopilovTes
“one group regarding the rest as slaves, the other group regarding the
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rest as masters.” For the compendious use of &AMphous, cf. Euthphr. 8d10
ol pév pacv &AAAous &Bikelv, ol 8t o gacwv; Riddell §233. Of course, the
Athenians, like all Greeks, owned slaves, but they did not enslave fellow
Athenians. The speaker’s point is that, in tyrannies and oligarchies, with
their motley populations, those in power treat their fellow citizens as
slaves, whereas in the Athenian “aristocracy,” where all citizens are broth-
ers born from a single mother (2g39a1), all are free (239a5).

239az2 icoyovia: P. appears to have coined the word to match the isosyl-
labic icovopla ag, an instance of parechesis. It occurs only once again
before the Byzantine period, in Agrippa’s speech favoring isonomia (Dio
Cassius 52.4.1-3), a passage bearing unmistakable verbal similarities to
ours. fhiu8s: object of dvayxaler and subject of {nrelv, its placement
between igoyovia and ¥ xart& ¢Uow corresponding to the placement of
dvayxdlel {nreiv between lgovopiav and xaré vépov. For the position of the
unemphatic pronoun, see 2g7c8n. a2-3 f| xat& @uotv {oovopiav: a
deliberately paradoxical formulation, worthy of the cleverest of the soph-
ists. In the time of S. and P. nomas and phAysis were generally regarded as
antithetical (see 245dg3—4 and e.g. Prot. 387d1 guoe, ol wépwi, with Denyer
ad loc.); conservatives celebrated physis as justifying inequality in political
power according to supposedly “naturally” occurring differences among
people depending upon circumstances of their birth, while for progres-
sives nomos represented the civilizing force that ensured a fair distribution
of rights and responsibilities (Guthrie 1969: 55-134). In particular, isono-
mia “was so closely associated with democracy that it even served as a name
for that constitution before demokratia came into use” (Vlastos 1973: 164).
Thus the speaker’s phrase here attempts to satisfy all members of his audi-
ence by reconciling democratic isonomia with aristocratic physis on the
pretense that the Athenians’ equality of rights is based on their natural
equality of birth (cf. xar& @Uow 237a5). ag-4 pndwvi &Awr (neuter)
“on no other grounds.” a4 86¢m: cf. 238dp and d8nn.

2gg9ap-c7: LEGENDARY ATHENIAN TRIUMPHS

In a praeteritio the orator mentions four Athenian military successes
from the mythical past, but he declines to describe them in detail, on
the grounds that the poets have adequately extolled the virtues of those
legendary ancestors. Two of those victories, against the Amazons and
the Thracians, involved defending Athenian freedom against foreigners
invading Attic territory; the other two were instances of Athens coming
to the aid of other Greeks. This section, then, parallels and prefigures
the following account of the Persian Wars, in which the Athenians (with
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no mention of their Plataean allies) first withstood the Persian invasion
at Marathon and then helped defend the freedom of the rest of Greece.

239a5 év waom éAeubepian: cf. Laws §.699e4 émi m&oav éAeubepiav, with émi
T&oav Sovleiav in the previous line. When modifying an abstract noun
m&s can = “complete, total, absolute” (Gildersleeve §651). a5—6
Tehpappéivor . . . kai kaAds @uvTes: this section begins with an expres-
sion summarizing what has gone before, as had the previous section
(yevvnBévTes 8¢ kai roudeubévTes, 238b7). ag te: both the value and the
idiosyncrasy (2g5a7n.) of F are illustrated here by the fact that it alone
correctly preserves e, while in the following line it alone wrongly adds oi
before fuéepor. a6 oUrou i.e. the deceased, referred to in the previous
line by t&vde. For oUtos and &8¢ having the same reference, see 237bg—4,
Apol. 24€3—4; KG 1 644-5. xai kaA&ds quvtes: cf. Lys. 2.20 kai guvTes
xaA&s. The intransitive root aorist (CGCG §13.64) refers to an event, their
birth, while the parallel perfect participle Te8paupévor denotes the comple-
tion of the process of their upbringing. The deceased and, by extension,
the speaker and his audience share the same ebyéveiax and Tpogt) (237a7)
that are the object of the speaker’s encomium. a7-b1 woMA& 51y kai
kaA& ipya &wepnvavTo . . . kai idia kai Snuociai: cf. Phdr. 244b1—2 ToA& &1
kai koA idian Te kal dnpooia . . . ApydoavTto, from S.’s rhetorically and poet-
ically charged “palinode,” and Symp. 20ge2 moAA& kai koA& &rognvapevol
épya, from Diotima’s account of the poets and lawgivers who have “sired
excellence of various sorts.” In Lysias’ Epitaphios (2.20, quoted also in the
previous note) we read moAA& piv kaAd kai BaupacTd oi Tpdyovor TGV EvB&de
Kelpévwv fipydoavTo. a7 eig wavTas &vlpwrous: as at b8, the preposition
conveys the public nature of the display (KG 1 470, “coram”); cf. Symp.
179b6—7 papTuplav TapéxeTon . . . eis Tous “EAMAnvas, and, with &mogaivew,
Dem. 19.156, 57.50.

239b1 xai idic1 xai Snpooiai: cf. kowij . . . idi, 249bgq—5. Herrman 200g:
93, commenting on Hyperides’ Funeral oration 24 idlav . . . xowty, notes,
“This antithesis is common throughout the epitaphioi (e.g. Thuc. 2.42.3,
Pl. Mx. 236d, Lys. 2.44, Dem. 60.10).” Its use is inspired by the Greek
fascination, almost obsession, with polar expressions, such as “land and
sea” and “gods and mortals” (Lloyd 1966: go—4). UTrép Tiis éAsubepiag:
the Athenians’ commitment to serve as champions of freedom is
attributed to the fact that they were raised in complete freedom (ajp),
which is itself merely a product of their common birth from a single
mother (238e5—2g09a2). bg EGudéAtrouv. . . xai Apalévwy: Demosthenes
in his funeral oration pairs the victory over the Amazons with that over
Eumolpus (60.8), as does Isocrates on a number of occasions (4.68—70,
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6.42, 7.75, 12.193). Like P. here, Demosthenes passes over these myth-
ical accounts, since they are familiar from numerous earlier treatments
(60.9). EUpéAtrou: the son of Poseidon, Eumolpus invaded Attica at
the head of a Thracian army and was defeated in a battle in which both
he and the earth-born Athenian king Erechtheus were killed. The events
were the subject of Euripides’ lost tragedy Erechtheus, for a reconstruc-
tion of which see Cropp’s text, translation and commentary in Collard
et al. 1995: 148—94. The play, which was produced shortly before 420,
dramatized the voluntary self-sacrifice of Erechtheus’ virgin daughter to
ensure victory and the prediction by Athena ex machina that Eumolpus’
descendants, the Eumolpidae, would become the priestly family at Eleusis.
Euripides’ drama, then, included a number of themes that appear in the
funeral oration: the conflict of Athena and Poseidon for possession of
Athens (2g47d1n.), the importance of individual sacrifice for ensuring the
security of the state and the use of victory over a foreign foe to justify
Athenian hegemony (if, as seems to have been the case, the incorporation
of Eleusis was among Athena’s predictions). The play was famous enough
that almost a century after its production Lycurgus’ speech Against
Leocrates, delivered in §31, included a lengthy quotation from it, accompa-
nied by the claim that the patriotic verses served as the education (éwaideue,
101) of the jury’s parents. Apalovwy: the defeat of the Amazons was
referred to in the Athenians’ speech before the battle of Plataea as one of
their glorious achievements (Hdt. g.27.4; see 235d3—4n.), and it appears
in the funeral orations of Lysias (2.4-6) and Demosthenes (60.8). The
Amazons are mentioned in Homer (IL 3.189, 6.186), and artists of the
Archaic period frequently depict Amazonomachies (LIMC “Amazones”)
as well as scenes of Achilles defeating the Amazon queen Penthesilea.
But the earliest surviving reference to their invasion of Athens occurs in
Aeschylus’ Eumenides of 458, when Athena speaks of their encampment
on the Areopagus at the time of their campaign against Theseus and the
Athenians (685—9). This aspect of the Amazon myth appears to date from
the second quarter of the fifth century, created as a legendary precur-
sor to the successful repulse of the historical invasion by the Persians,
another army from Asia: Boardman 1982; Tyrrell 1984, with 13-19 on
the use of the myth in funeral orations. During the fifth century a number
of public buildings in Athens were adorned with Amazonomachies: both
the Theseion and the Stoa Poikile housed painted representations, and
Amazonomachies could be seen at the Parthenon, both on the metopes
and on the shield of Athena Parthenos. b4 éimoTpaTteusavrtwy: the
genitive absolute goes proleptically (CGCG §60.47) with only the first
of the two coordinated @s-clauses, “how they repelled the threat when
Eumolpus and the Amazons invaded.” bq-5 s AuUvavro, kai g
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fiwuvawv: the clauses depend on dinyficacbar by, their verbs illustrating
the distinction between the middle voice (“defend oneself’) and the
active (“come to someone’s defense”). by Apytiols mwpds Kadueiovs:
“Cadmeans” is a poetic term, found only here in P. (also at Hdt. g9.27.3
and Lysias 2.7-10), used to refer to the Thebans of legendary times,
whose city was founded by Cadmus (245d2-3n.). Oedipus’ son Polyneices
recruited an Argive army to help him wrest power in Thebes from his
brother Eteocles, as dramatized in Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes. When
Polyneices and his allies were defeated, the Thebans refused burial to
their enemies, whereupon the mothers of the Seven appealed to Athens
for aid. Euripides’ Suppliant Women, of the late 420s, portrays that appeal
and its success in persuading Theseus to undertake the forcible recovery
and burial of the bodies, over which Adrastus delivers a funeral oration
(857—917). Although Theseus is the king of Athens, he goes out of his
way to contrast the equality and freedom (432-41) that characterize his
city with the despotic rule of his Theban counterpart. b6 ‘HparAciSarg
mpoés Apyeious: another Euripidean tragedy took its plot from the myth
referred to here (mentioned also at Hdt. g.2%7.2, Lysias 2.11-16 and Dem.
60.8). The Children of Heracles of about 430 (Aeschylus had previously pro-
duced a play of the same name, now lost) portrays the plight of Heracles’
orphaned children; they have come to Athens as suppliants in flight from
the despotic king of Argos, who has forbidden other cities to receive
them. Only Athens, governed now by Theseus’ son Demophon, is willing
to admit the suppliants and stand up to the threat of military pressure
from Argos; to do otherwise would be for Athens to surrender its freedom
(197-8, 248-5, 286-7). b6—7 PpaxUs &fiws Simynoacdar “insufficient
to recount in a manner that does justice to the subject.” For the infin-
itive, cf. Prot. 314bs—6 véor doTe TogoUTov TP&ypa Siedéobon (“young for
deciding so great a matter”), Rep. 8.556C1 podakols kapTepeiv Tpods HiSovég
Te kai AUmas (“lacking firmness in their resistance to pleasures and pains”);
Stevens 1961. The excuse that the time available to the orator is inade-
quate for the magnitude of the topic is a rhetorical commonplace: 246a7-
b2, Apol. 19a1-2, 24a2—4, 37a8, Tht. 201b2—4, Lysias 2.1, 54, Hyperides
6.4. Pericles alludes to this topos in his funeral oration, saying that he will
pass over (Thuc. 2.36.4 ¢dow; cf. c2 éav) earlier defenses of Attica against
Greek and barbarian invasions because he does not wish to speak at great
length among those already familiar with the material. The speaker here
adds a further, superfluous, justification; he declines to elaborate on the
legendary military successes because they have already been widely and
admirably celebrated by poets (for a similar sentiment, see Dem. 60.9),
against whom he feels unable to compete in prose. b77-8 év pouoixij
sc. Téxvny, “by means of their musical skill,” and not, as it is often rendered,
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“in verse” or “in song,” as if P. had written &v Upvois or év worfjuacv. For the
“instrumental” meaning of the preposition, see KG 1 464-6. Elsewhere,
the phrase either means “in the case (or realm) of music” or it refers to
training “in the craft of music.”

239c1 Adywi YA xoopeiv: the juxtaposition of yidén and koopeiv sug-
gests, despite 287c3—4, that koopeiv is normally the province of poetry
rather than of prose (cf. Thuc. 1.21.1 ds woTai Upvikaot . . . émi 16 peifov
koopoUvTes, contrasting the reliability of the historian’s own account with
the embellishments of the poets). And yet Alcibiades, in his encomium
of S., says that S. alone is capable of producing in prose (yiois Adyors,
Symp. 215c7) and without instruments the same enchanting effects
created by the legendary musicians Olympus and Marsyas. Alcibiades
goes on to say (215d) that S.’s unadorned prose affects him to a much
greater extent than when he listens even to a very accomplished orator.
The funeral oration is not, however, a typical example of S.’s unadorned
prose, which aims at uncovering the truth and has the effect of making
people like Alcibiades uncomfortable; rather, it is P.’s attempt to reveal
the shallowness of a rhetoric that seeks to make its audience feel that it
has been transported to the Isles of the Blessed (285c4) by obscuring the
truth behind a veil of pretty words and clever phrases in the manner of
a poet. c1-2 Taxa &v Seutepor atvoipeda: the speaker seeks to miti-
gate the shame of inevitable defeat by using the attitudinal adverb Téya,
“perhaps,” with the potential optative, and by describing his status as “sec-
ond.” But coming second in a field of two (prose vs. verse) is tantamount
to coming in last. c3—4 @v 8 . . . év pvnoTeian “but things for which
a poet has not yet secured a reputation worthy of worthy deeds (or, of
worthy rewards) and which are still seeking a match (lit. still engaged in
wooing)”; that is, the relative pronoun initially depends on 8é¢av (for the
genitive, cf. a4, Laws 5.729d%, Phdr. 25126, Rep. 2.361¢6, 10.606c6—7) but
then must be supplied in the nominative. It is normal for the pronoun in
a different case to be omitted in the second of two relative clauses: Alc.1
134€8—9, Phd. 65a4-5, 82d2-3, Rep. 7.533d4—-5; KG 11 432. The reading
of F (¢v &uvnotin) has been adopted by a number of editors, but it is
unimaginable that P., or anyone in the fourth century, would say that the
events of the Persian Wars were in danger of slipping into oblivion, much
less that they were still (¢11) unrecalled. It is possible that P. wrote, per-
haps coining the word for use here, duvnoteicn, a form attested only by
Byzantine lexicographers, who gloss it with &yapia and 16 pfy pvnoTetecba
(cf. Eur. fr. 818 Kannicht &uvfioTeuTtos yuvi), apparently referring to a con-
cubine). For olte . . . T¢, common in P., see Prot. 309b8—g, with Adam
ad loc. cg oUTe TroinThs Trw 86fav &fiav: P. was certainly familiar with
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the work of poets who had celebrated the battles of the Persian Wars,
such as Aeschylus’ Persae, for which Pericles had served as chorégos, and
Phrynichus’ Phoenician Women and Conquest of Miletus (Hdt. 6.21.2), the
latter a tragedy with which Aspasia as a Milesian would be especially
familiar, as well as the epigrams and elegies of Simonides. Rather, he is
indulging in a rhetorical topos, to judge from Phaedrus’ assertion that no
one had yet brought himself to celebrate Eros in a worthy fashion (&gics
Upviioan, Symp. 177¢3) and S.’s own claim in his “palinode” that no earthly
poet had yet adequately praised the region beyond the heavens (oUTe Tig
Upvnot e TV THide ToINTHs . . . kaTd &€lav, Phdr. 247¢3—4). c3—4 afiav
étri &fiors: with &€leos in b6 and tHy &€lav in cg it is clear that P. is deliberately
repeating the word (he is criticized for inappropriate use of the figure by
D.H. at Dem. 26; see the Introduction g(e)ii), presumably in imitation
of the way poets and sophists like to play with words from this root (e.g.
Aesch. Ag. 1527, Gorg. Palamedes DK 82 B11a.22, 37); cf. Hippias at Prot.
337d7—e1 ToU &fidparos &Siov, and the man skilled in creating speeches
for the courtroom quoted at Euthd. 304€4—5 Tepi oUdevds &Eiwv dvagiav
oToudfyv. c4 TouTwv Trép1: contrary to the impression given by LSJ
(¢myupvrokopan A.2, where the reference to Xen. Cyr. 1.6.12 is in error),
the verb is rarely found with Tepi + genitive in place of the simple genitive,
unless the prepositional phrase serves as a “theme” (CGCG §60.33), as it
does here, Tim. 18c1 Tepi yuvaikédv émepviiobnpey, ds . . . and Hyperides 6.8
[elpi Tiis Toudeias adrddv émi[pvn]obd kai o . . . cp émpvnodijvar . . .
mpopvapevov: the metaphor and the wordplay on -pvnoéfivar had been
prepared for by pvnoreicn. The verb pvéopon has two distinct meanings, “call
to mind” and “woo as one’s bride”; wpouvéidpar = “serve as a go-between
for someone else” (cf. c6 &Ahois) and a wpopviicTpia is a matchmaker, the
word Hippolytus uses to disparage Phaedra’s nurse (Eur. Hipp. 589). Here
the speaker employs the compound verb in a bold and seemingly unpar-
alleled metaphor for bringing poet and subject matter together, by using
his encomiastic skill to call attention (¢mpvnobijvar) to deeds deserving of
poetic treatment. Aspasia, the alleged author of the oration, is reputed to
have been a matchmaker or even a pander (see the Introduction g(d)iii),
an occupation that S. himself claims he pursues (7Tht. 149d-151b, Xen.
Symp. 3.10, 4.56-60). The parallelism in éwowolvtd Te kai Tpopuvopevoy
thus expresses forcefully P.’s view of the relationship between encomiastic
rhetoric and pandering. c6 eig c8ag Te xai THv &AAnv Troinow: cf. Phdr.
245a3—4 koTd Te d&s kad kard THY &AMV Toinow, from S.’s “palinode,”
describing the frenzy inspired by the Muses, which results in the compo-
sition of both lyric and other types of poetic creation. C7 TPETOVTWS
T&v TpaavTwv: the genitive is found with wpéwov (also at Rep. 3.400b2-3
and Soph. Aj. 534) as with forms of &§ios; cf. KG 1 379. When Aelius
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Aristides (second century AD) paraphrases this passage, he writes eis &184s
Te kai THY &AANnY Troinotv Bcival, koopfhoavTtas (c1n.) &iws TV Tpaghvtwy (7o
Plato 341 Lenz-Behr).

239c7—240e6: THE PERSIAN INCURSION

The speaker begins a summary account of the events of the Persian Wars,
which are presented in terms of the Athenian rescue of Greece from
enslavement by an invading power. The events, familiar to us from the
Histories of Herodotus, took place in the generation of S.’s parents and
were vividly recalled, and subjected to patriotic embellishment, in sub-
sequent generations. In keeping with standard Athenian ideology, the
speaker represents the battle of Marathon as a model for other Greeks to
emulate in their fight to retain their freedom. For a detailed account of
the battle, see Krentz 2010; for the battle and its enduring afterlife, see
the papers in Carey and Edwards 2013.

239d1 Mépoas fyoupévous: asyndeton is common when, as here, “a writer
or speaker directly or indirectly announces his theme in advance,” GP
xliii; cf. Denniston 1952: 109—11. d1-2 fyyoupévous . . . Espoomn: the
exact parallelism and equal number of syllables in the two phrases suggest
the seeming inevitability of the enslavement that “our ancestors” fore-
stalled when they halted the Persians (£oxov; for this meaning of the verb
in a military context, see H. I 11.820, 13.51, 20.27, Hdt. 7.171.2,8.110.3
and lines 5 and 7 of the oracle at Hdt. 7.220.4). The opposition freedom/
slavery in connection with the Persian Wars is familiar from Aeschylus’
Persians, but it is expressed there in terms of the opposition Greeks/
Persians (50, 242, 402—-3). The Europe/Asia opposition — many Greeks,
after all, lived in Asiatic cities — seems to have been a later development,
and is pervasive in Herodotus; compare Atossa’s dream, where Xerxes’
intention is to place the yoke of slavery on two women distinguished by
their Persian and Dorian, i.e. Greek, dress (Pers. 182—3), with the dream
of Cyrus, in which Darius overshadows Europe and Asia with the wings
that sprout from his shoulders (Hdt. 1.209.1). So Lysias in his funeral
oration speaks of Darius as éAmwi{wv kai THv EUpdTmy SovAmoeotar (2.21),
where xai denotes “in addition to Asia.” Framing the opposition in this
way would enable the Athenians to justify their hegemony over Greek cit-
ies in Asia (and elsewhere). One of those cities, Miletus, was the home of
the alleged author of this speech. dz2 ixyovos, yoviis: the juxtaposition
of words from the same root emphasizes the supposed continuity; just as
those from whom we have descended are descendants of the earth so are
we ourselves children of the earth. dg xai Sikaiov kai xpfy: cf. Thuc.
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2.96.1 Sikaiov . . . kai mwpétov . . . THV TRV TauT T pviuns 818ooban and
238b8—c1n. For the pleonasm, see 236e1n. pepvnuévous émaivéoar:
recalling cp émpvnobijvar éroavodvra, with xpiivan preceding. d4q-5 8¢
81 . . . Adyw1: no entirely satisfactory explanation of these words has been
proposed. As the text stands, it can be rendered literally, “it is necessary to
see it (their valor), if one is to deliver a fine speech of praise, being in that
time in word.” It appears that the speaker is inviting his hearers to visual-
ize the bravery of the ancestors by relocating them in time by means of
speech, aiming at what later writers on rhetoric would call évépyeia, the
ability to make the audience think it is witnessing firsthand what the
speaker is describing (e.g. D.H. Lys. 7, with O’Connell 2017: 124-7).
There are, however, several problems: yevépevov Adywn (in word as opposed
to in deed?) is difficult to parallel (neither Tén Aéywn in 240€6 nor Laws
3.683¢8 yevpeba &1) Tois Sravoians év Téh T6TE xpdvet is comparable); “visu-
alize” is not an attested meaning of i5¢iv, nor is it clear what it means to say
that “seeing” the valor of the ancestors is indispensable to a fine enco-
mium; further, it is not easy to tell whether yevépevov refers to the speaker
or a member of his audience. Near the end of this section, the speaker
seems to be referring back here when he says, “If someone had been in
that (time?) he would recognize what sort of men they were with respect
to valor” (240d1-2). In addition to the problems posed by the wording,
the summary account that follows entirely avoids any description of the
battle of Marathon, concentrating instead on the build-up of Persian
power and the fall of Eretria. d5—6 Ta&oa piv ) Acia: cf. Aesch. Pers. 57
éx aons Aclas, 61 T&oa xBav AaifiTis, 249 Yfis &wdons Acqiddos, 548—9
TpéTTaca . . . yai ‘Acis, 769 &mdons Acidos. The point of the emphasis, both
here and in Aeschylus, on the whole of Asia is to magnify the accomplish-
ment of the small numbers responsible for the Persian defeat. The exag-
geration is somewhat less in the case of Aeschylus, whose theme is the
much larger invasion led by Xerxes; at this point the speaker is referring
only to the mission of Datis under Darius. Corresponding to pév here is &¢
at 240a4, contrasting all Asia with Athens and Eretria. Intervening is the
inventory of Persian kings (uév ... &¢... 5¢), culminating in Darius, whose
conquests included campaigns by both land and sea (pév . . . 8¢), and (&¢)
who brought about universal enslavement. d6 TpiTten #1581 PaciAe: for
fidn, often found with ordinal numbers, see 234a6n. “Third” entails a
group of at least three, justifying the plural relative pronoun &v. Darius
(eg) is the third Persian king if one ignores the usurper Gaumata, the
“false Smerdis,” whom Darius overthrew (Hdt. §.61-88); Darius’ son
Xerxes ignores him when he enumerates his predecessors in his address
to his advisers (Hdt. 77.8a.1), although the ghost of Darius includes him,
as “Mardus,” in a similar enumeration at Aesch. Pers. 774—5. In any event,
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threes are especially common in Menexenus, sometimes in clear opposi-
tion to other sources: a three-day trance (285c1), a three-day siege
(240bg4), three major battles against the Persians (241c4), three further
actions following Plataea (241d7-e2), a three-day interval (242bg), three
wars against Greeks (242e4). mp&dTos KUpos: Cyrus the Great (d. 530)
is “first” in the sense that he founded the Persian empire and, after subju-
gating the Medes and Croesus’ Lydians, was thought by the Greeks to rule
over all Asia. In Aeschylus, however, he is third after Medus and Medus’
unnamed son (Pers. 765-8), while Darius is sixth. In the fourth century,
particularly among the writers of the Socratic circle, Cyrus was idealized as
a thoroughly admirable monarch. He is the subject of Xenophon’s adula-
tory fictionalized biography, Cyropaedia, and Antisthenes wrote at least
one dialogue in which he featured as title character (Prince 2015: 144-
6). In P, apart from our passage, he is mentioned only at Alc..1 10Rc5,
where S. accuses Alcibiades of regarding Cyrus and Xerxes as the only
persons who have ever amounted to anything, and at Laws 3.694a-695e,
where the visitor from Athens faults Cyrus for the same reason S. else-
where faults Pericles (Al.1 118d-e, Menog4a-b, Prot. §19e-320a), namely
for failing to provide his offspring with a proper education. d7—e1
éAsvlepdoas Tépoas . . . MAbous é8oudweoaTo: cf. Hdt. 1.129.4, referring to
the result of Cyrus’ overthrow of Astyages, Mf\Sous pév . . . SoUdous avTi
deomoTéwy yeyovéval, Tlépcas 8¢ BouAous édvTas TO Trpiv MMdwv viv yeyovévan
BeomoTas. P.’s text seems to mean, “having liberated the Persians, his own
fellow citizens, by means of his own gpévnua (see below), he also simulta-
neously enslaved their overlords, the Medes.” But the Greek can equally
well be construed, “having liberated the Persians, he enslaved his own
fellow citizens to his own ¢pévnua and simultaneously their overlords, the
Medes.” In some ways this is a more natural way of taking the words, since
&ua xai normally joins items that are grammatically and syntactically par-
allel (although a participle is joined to a finite verb using &ua kai at Laws
8.847a3, 9.871eg and 11.925e10); further, “his own fellow citizens” is rhe-
torically more effective as an object of “enslaved” than as a gratuitous
apposition to “the Persians.” No matter how we construe the Greek, P.’s
wording speaks of an intimate connection between securing freedom for
oneself and imposing slavery on others, either one’s fellow citizens or oth-
ers, by means of conquest. d7 Té aUToU gpovipaTi: in P., ppévnua is
that aspect of one’s disposition that does not tolerate domination by
someone else; it can express itself as a freedom-loving spirit that incurs
the suspicion of tyrants (Rep. 8.567a5, Symp. 182c2) or, when not disci-
plined by good sense, can itself become an arrogant and even tyrannical
temper (Alc.1 103bg, Lys. 206a4, Rep. 6.494d3, 9.573¢1, Symp. 1gobb).
gpovfijuaTt can thus be taken equally well as a dative of means with
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éAeubepidoas or with éSouAaoaTo, and translators have varied between the
two. But the parallelism with ToUs adToU ToAiTas calls for the two phrases
to be taken together, and the dative with expressions of enslavement can
denote that to which one is enslaved (see d6, Rep. 9.58ge1), so that both
the vocabulary and the syntax are perfectly ambiguous.

239e2 6 5& Ués: Cambyses (d. 522) is nameless also in the list of his pre-
decessors given by Darius’ ghost (Aesch. Pers. 773), but he is named at
Laws 3.694c-695e as the ruler who threatened the integrity of the Persian
monarchy as a result of his father’s failure to bring him up properly
(d6n.). e2—-3 Aiyutrtou Te kai Aifing: the genitives depend on fipéev,
to be supplied from the previous clause. eg doov oidv Te v émPaivev
“as far as it was possible to advance,” parallel to péxp1 AiyUmTou in the pre-
vious clause. émPaivev can be construed with a genitive, but here it is used
absolutely (LSJ A. 1v.2), as at Lach. 18gbg4-5. Tpitog 8¢ Aapsiog: Darius
(d. 486) was one of the seven conspirators who overthrew the usurper
Gaumata (d6n.). Hdt. recounts a fabulous story of how he assumed power
(3.84—7) and describes his administrative accomplishments (3.89—96),
his conquest of Samos (139—49), the suppression of the Babylonian revolt
(150-60) and the invasion of Scythia (4.83-144). His ruthless, unpro-
voked acts of aggression earned the admiration of Callicles, who singles
out Darius and Xerxes as illustrating the self-evident fact, supposedly
acknowledged by men and beasts alike, that it is natural for the strong to
dominate the weak (Gorg. 483d). e3—4 melfis piv . . . vavoi 8é: paral-
lel clauses of nearly equal length (14 and 15 syllables). e4 vavoi: the
Persian navy consisted almost entirely of ships and crews supplied by their
subjects, especially the Phoenicians; cf. Hdt. .19, recounting Cambyses’
inability to attack the Carthaginians by sea, because the Phoenicians
refused to attack their kin and because Cambyses’ navy was ineffective
without the Phoenicians.

240a1 &fiolv: for the meaning (almost = ToAufioar), compare the Persian
queen’s question whether the Greeks at Salamis had so large a fleet &ot’
d€idocn Tlepoikédr oTpaTteluaTt | péynv ouvdyar (Aesch. Pers. g35—6) and
Nicias’ encouragement to his troops before the naval disaster at Syracuse,
telling them that previously o0t dvrioTfiven oU8eis . . . fipiv Aiwoev (Thuc.
7.63.4). The statement here deviously hints at the fact that the Scythians
for their part frustrated Darius’ efforts to enslave them precisely by refus-
ing to stand up to him (Hdt. 4.121—42). &vrimwarow: in P. the word
occurs only here and twice in Alc.1 (119eb, 124b1), where it refers to
those with whom Alcibiades is, or ought to be, competing. The word
appears once each in the funeral orations of Pericles (Thuc. 2.45.1), Lysias
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(2.38) and Hyperides (6.38). a2 yvodpo SedovAwuivar: the meaning
of the metaphor, “their will was reduced to that of a slave, i.e. was ren-
dered non-existent,” is illuminated by its occurrence in the Hippocratic
treatise On fractures, which dates to the lifetime of P., when the author
says (15), of patients who have suffered a broken leg, that a constraint
has eliminated their will, because they are unable to stand up (&véyxn
kaTaSouloUTan ThHy yvouny, 811 &8uvaTor uetewplleoban yivovtar). The image
is found also in Thuc. 7.71.3 (Tfv yvéouny . . . édoudolvto) and 4.34.1 (Tiit
yvaount Sedovdwpévol, with dative, rather than accusative, of respect); cf.
Huart 1968: 120. a2—4 SeSovAwpival . . . foav . . . kaTadeSoulwuivn
fv: the seeming parallelism is tempered by the chiastic arrangement of
the verbs and their subjects, by the change from passive to middle voice,
by the fact that one verb is metaphorical while the other is literal and
by the intensifying use of the compound verb following the simplex,
for which see Renehan 1976: 22-7; cf. Rep. 1.351b2-3 (Souolobau . . .
kaTadedouddofai . . . dovAwoauévny) and g.589d7—e2 (xaTadourolTan . . .
¢douloUTo), where, however, the verbs are all in the middle voice. az2-3
amavtwv avlpatrwy: the exaggerated reference to the totality of human-
kind, combined with the assertion that no one was willing to stand up
to the might of the Persian king, is part of the rhetorical build-up to the
claim that only the Athenians stood up to, and defeated, the forces of
Darius. ap ‘Eperpids: accusative plural of ‘Eperpieys. The MSS here
and at a8 preserve the uncontracted form Epetpiéas, but inscriptional evi-
dence from the fifth century (evidence from the fourth is lacking) indi-
cates that the form in -1&s, with the contraction resulting in alpha rather
than eta due to the preceding iota, was normal in Attica; see Threatte 11
256—7. Z&pdearv impovAsUoar: Athens and Eretria were the only main-
land Greek cities to send military support to the Ionian cities in Asia when
they revolted from Persian rule in 498. The revolt was unsuccessful, but
in the course of it the Greek forces managed briefly to capture Sardis,
the capital of the Persian satrapy, which was seriously damaged by fire
(Hdt. 5.99—102). According to Herodotus, Darius vowed to punish the
Athenians for the burning of Sardis (5.105) and used this as an excuse
(wpdoxnua 6.44.1, Tpdpaois 6.94.1) for invading mainland Greece; fur-
ther, the burning of the sanctuary of Cybebe at Sardis was the pretext
later used by the Persians to justify their burning of Greek sanctuaries
(5.102.1). a6 wpogacilépevos: Cobet (1874: 242) proposed deleting
the word as superfluous. If it is retained, there are two possibilities: either
it is used absolutely, as at Ar. Lys. 756, Thuc. 6.25.1 and Dem. 21.82, and
the meaning is “after accusing us and the Eretrians of having conspired
to attack Sardis, using this as a pretext he sent. . .,” or, since the verb can
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govern an infinitive (e.g. Dem. 19.124), we can take the meaning to be
“accusing us and the Eretrians, using as a pretext that we had conspired
to attack Sardis, he sent . . .” A profusion of participles characterizes
the style that P. has affected in this work: 2g34c5—2g5b1 with 235a3-6n.,
297bgq—g, 242cg—d1, 243c1-6, 244bgq—c2, 249a3-b2. A similar accu-
mulation of participles is found in Lysias’ funeral oration (2.14, 37-8,
61-2; Trendelenburg 19o5: 22). Mupi&Sas pév TrevrikovTa: given that
the men arrived by ship, the figure of half a million is absurdly inflated;
the same number is given also by Lysias in his funeral oration (2.21).
Herodotus (6.95.1) merely refers to a “large and well-equipped army.” Of
course, P. and his contemporaries had sources other than Herodotus for
the events of the Persian Wars, as we for the most part do not. Reference
to the Persian Wars was a common feature of the many funeral orations
that were delivered orally and never transmitted as part of the written his-
torical record, nor were the inevitable exaggerations that they contained
subjected to challenges and corrections by contemporary historians.
These dubious figures may then have been repeated year after year, taking
on a specious aura of authority. ab—7 &v te whoiois kai vavsiv “in trans-
port vessels and warships.” For this position of Te, not uncommon when
a preposition governs two nouns, see 243€4 £k Te y&p ToU lMepadds kai Tol
&oTews; GP 518. Herodotus (6.95) speaks of a fleet of 600 triremes and
an unspecified number of horse-transport vessels setting out for Greece
in 490. He had described an abortive Persian invasion in 492 under
Mardonius in which approximately goo ships were destroyed in a storm
as the fleet attempted to round the headland at Athos (6.44.3), perhaps
giving rise to P.’s figure here. a7 Aanw 8t &pxovra: Darius relieved
Mardonius of his command after the failure of his mission and replaced
him with Datis and Artaphernes, dispatching them with instructions to
“thoroughly andrapodize Athens and Eretria and to bring the serviceable
captives into his presence” (¢§av8pamrodicavras Abfvas xai Epétpiav &véyew
EwuTdd &5 Syv T& &vdpdmoda, Hdt. 6.94.2; the verb occurs again without
the prefix &- at 101.3, 106.2); cf. Laws 3.698c5—6, where, as here, Datis
alone is mentioned, Twépyavtos Aapeiou . . . émwi Te AbBnvaious kai EpeTpids,
gEavdpamodicdpevov &yayeiv. For the meaning and horrific implications of
andrapodizing, see Gaca 2010. The aim of the practice, by no means con-
fined to barbarian nations or to the ancient world, is to exterminate the
conquered population. This was done by killing off all adult males and
raping the women of childbearing age, ensuring that the next generation
were descendants of the conquerors, on the theory, rather crudely pro-
pounded by Aeschylus’ Apollo (Eum. 660), that “he who mounts” is the
true parent.
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240b1 xepaAnv éxev: i.e. to avoid being beheaded. Beheading was consid-
ered by the Greeks a “barbaric” form of execution and was associated espe-
cially with Xerxes (Hdt. 7.35.3, 8.65.5, 8.90.3, 8.118.4; cf. 9.78.3). At Laws
3.698c6—7 Darius’ threat is expressed in more conventional language:
8&vaTov aiTd TposiTTay pi} TPpaavTt TaUTA. b2 év Toig siSoxipwTaror:
for v Tois serving to intensify a superlative, regardless of the case, gen-
der or number of the superlative, see Cri. 43c77-8 &v Tois PapiTtaTta, Symp.
178c1-2 év Tois mpeoPuTaTos; KG 1 28—g, Thesleff 1955: §1g1. Itis not true
that the Eretrians were the most renowned of all Greeks for warcraft (the
MS reading says only that they were “among the most renowned”), but xai
ouk SAiyor implies a preceding nominative and, regardless of the truth of
the matter, the expression is rhetorically effective. b4 Tproiv Huépais:
elsewhere P. says more vaguely that Eretria was taken by the Persians &v Tt
Bpaxel xpdvwr (Laws 3.698c7—d1). According to Herodotus (6.101.2), the
siege lasted for six days. Whether P. is aware of a different tradition or is
substituting the rhetorically attractive number three (249d6n.) or is short-
ening the duration to magnify the potency of Athens’ adversary cannot be
determined. b4-5 SinpeuvioaTo . . . ToloUTwt TpdTw: at Laws §.698d
the visitor from Athens similarly describes the Persian practice of “trawl-
ing” in connection with the fall of Eretria, using the verb caynvevew, from
cayfyn, a net used in fishing. The verb is used by Herodotus to describe
the Persian army’s depopulation of the islands of Samos (3.149), Chios,
Lesbos and Tenedos (6.31), explaining that the Persian troops would link
arms and traverse the islands ék 8aAdoons Tiis Popnins émi v votiny. He
further says that the practice was not employed in the case of the main-
land Ionian cities captured by the Persians, “because it was not possible.”
Nor could it have been employed in Eretria, despite what P. says here and
despite Strabo’s false claim (10.1.10) that Herodotus says that it was. For,
as any Athenian would know, Eretria posed the same difficulty posed by a
mainland city by virtue of its location on the coast of Euboea, a hilly island
with an area of more than 4,000 km?*, making nonsense of P.’s éx 8oA&rtng
eis 8dAarTav. P. seems himself to be aware of the falsity of the claim he
makes here, as we can infer from Laws §.698d, where the Athenian says,
not that Eretria had been trawled, but that Datis dispatched to Athens a
terrifying report, “whether true or not,” to the effect that the city had been
trawled and that no one had escaped. bp émi & épia: for the asyn-
deton, see 2gg9d1n. b6 Tijs ‘Eperpixijs sc. xdpas; cf. Laws 3.698d4-5
m&oav ™y Epetpixfv. The yopa is the hinterland, the rural land that com-
prises the polis along with the urban center (also referred to as the polis);
see Hansen 2006: 57-8. b7 ouvayavTes Tas xeipas: cf. Laws 3.698d4
ouvayavTtes yap &pa Tés Xelpas. b7—c1 &mwacav Thv xwpav: cf. bg Tacav
v xwpav. The repetition, and the fullness of expression in general, in the
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build-up to the battle of Marathon contrasts noticeably with the complete
omission of any account of the battle itself. (Pericles makes no mention of
Marathon or the Persian Wars in his funeral oration, most likely because
mention of a successful repulse of a massive foreign invasion might be
an unwelcome reminder in the winter of 431, in view of the Athenians’
unwillingness to oppose the actions of the Spartan king Archidamus in
Attica earlier that year; Ziolkowski 1981: 1go n. 17.) We may contrast the
treatment given in Lysias’ funeral oration, where Marathon is dwelt on
at length (2.21-6) and mention of Eretria is conspicuously suppressed,
the speaker even going out of his way to explain why the Persians did
not attack any city before attacking Athens (22). P.’s reluctance to paint
a verbal picture of the battle of Marathon is all the more surprising given
that we were earlier told that it was necessary to “see” the bravery of the
Athenian heroes (239d4—5n.). P. seems to be using rhetorical means to
make the point that the rhetoric of the public funeral oration is merely
verbiage with no substance, the object of which is to make the audience
think it has heard what it wanted to be told even if nothing has been said.

240c1-2 6T1 oUdeis opds &rroTrepevy s ein: cf. by iva undeis &wogliyor, Laws
3.698dg ¢ oUdeis ‘Epetpidov abtdv [sc. A&Tv] &moTmepeuydos ein. cg @s
iToudv oprowv 8v “as if there was nothing preventing them”; accusative
absolute with an impersonal expression (CGCG §52.33), introduced by
&s (KG 11 g5, SMT §864) to express an assumption made by the subject
of the sentence but not necessarily shared by the speaker, as at Euthphr.
4d1, Gorg. 491a2. c4 &vayxm fevfavras: the “yoke of compulsion”
is a poetic metaphor first found in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter 216—17;
see Aesch. Ag. 218, with Fraenkel’s note, giving further examples. The
metaphor of the yoke is particularly common in connection with enslave-
ment, and both the chorus of Persian elders in Aeschylus (Pers. 50) and
Xerxes himself in Herodotus (7.8 y3) speak of the intention of imposing
the Sovhiov {uyév on the Greeks. &yeawv: cf. &yovta, a8. The frequent
expression to describe the plundering of a conquered people is &yew «kai
oépewv (LSJ &yw A. 1.3), the latter word referring to inanimate property,
the former to animate property such as livestock and humans. The equiv-
alence of human slaves and livestock is further evoked by the metaphor
of the yoke. cb éponbnoev EAMvewv oG8eis: that no Greeks came to the
aid of either Eretria or Athens is untrue and would have been known
to be untrue by both P. and his readers (Walters 1981). According to
Herodotus, when the Eretrians learned that the Persians were on their
way to attack them they asked the Athenians for aid (Aénvaicv 25ehfnoav
ogiol Ponbols yevésbar, 6.100.1), who responded by providing a force
of 4,000 Athenian cleruchs from neighboring Chalcis; these men later
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abandoned the Eretrians and crossed over into Attica before the enemy
arrived, allegedly on the advice of one of the Eretrians (6.100.3). It is
understandable that P. would want to avoid having to refer to this last
detail. The Plataeans did not abandon their Athenian allies, coming to
their aid in full force (wavdnuei, Hdt. 6.108.1) and occupying the left wing
of the army that faced the Persians at Marathon. For their service the
Plataeans were included in the public prayer offered up every four years
at the Great Panathenaia (Hdt. 6.111.2) and they were depicted in the
painting commemorating the battle that everyone could see in the Stoa
Poikile (Paus. 1.15.8). Still, their contribution was regularly suppressed
by Athenian speakers claiming that the Athenians alone had fought the
Persians at Marathon: Laws g.6g2d5, 698e1 (Ponfeiv oudeis fifehev Aty ye
Aakedapovicov), Hdt. g.27.5 (a speech delivered at Plataea; 235dg—4n.),
Thuc. 1.73.4, Lysias 2.20, Dem. 60.10—-11. We must, therefore, acknowl-
edge the Athenians’ willingness to delude themselves and, if they could
get away with it, others. Walters (1981: 211), writing before “alternative
facts” became a breezy euphemism for lies, complacently notes that this
situation illustrates the difference between us and the ancient Greeks
regarding what constitutes historical truth. c7 T UoTepaici: simi-
larly Laws 3.698e4~-5; Herodotus (6.120) merely says that the Spartans
arrived too late. c8 ixmemAnypévor: cf. Laws §.698d7 émAntrev, of
the report sent by Datis following the capture of Eretria (b4-5n.), and
yvédpon dedoudwpévar a2n. All the Greeks except the Athenians (and the
Spartans) were paralyzed by the approach of the Persians. &y oS VUTES
“being content, or satisfied, with”; in this meaning very rarely govern-
ing a direct object, the object normally being neuter: Rep. 3.399c1 (T&
&mroPaivovta), Dem. 6.19 (& Tapdvta), Xen. Cyr. 3..38 (Toito). In P. the
verb in this meaning is usually found with a participle (e.g. Rep. 5.475b1)
or more commonly an if-clause (Gorg. 483cr, Meno75c1, Prot. 327d6, Rep.
1.330b6, 5.450a9).

240d1-2 év TouTwt &) . . . yevépevos: it is not at all clear what noun is to be
supplied with ToUTe; in any event, this is a reference back to the speaker’s
earlier promise to transport the audience with his words to the time of
the Persian Wars (239d4-5n.) in order to “see” the valor of the Athenian
soldiers. There the noun xpéver had been expressed, but it is impossible
to supply it here after so long a lapse. The aorist tense suggests that the
expression means “if one had been present in that (time? situation?),”
but for this meaning one would have expected Tapayevépevos. The par-
ticle 87 can have a climactic force, marking, as here, a recapitulation or,
as often in P., the culminating item in a series of questions or examples
(e.g. Euthphr. 10dg, 13bg, Rep. 1.333a11, g50ab). d2 &pa: see GP
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36—7 for &pa marking the sudden recognition of what has, as it turns out,
been the case all along (with Tuyxévw, Tht. 161cg). d3—4 xoAao&uevor
ThHv Utrepngaviav: middle forms of this verb (apart from the future, e.g.,
Rep. 9.575d4) are very rare. The middle appears in the “poetic” form
kohalbpecBa at Ar. Wasps 406; in P. we find it only here and in Protagoras’
epideixis, where it occurs once in the midst of a number of active and pas-
sive forms in the expression TipwpoUvtal 8¢ kai koA&{ovtal (Prot. 324C1-2).
KG 1 107 suggests that the middle is used on the analogy of Tipwpeioai, but
in both Platonic passages it seems that auditory considerations are upper-
most, namely rhyme (here 5e§auevor) and syllable count (see nextn.). The
Athenians are regularly represented in the funeral orations as punishers
of wrongdoing: Gorgias DK 82 B6 koAaoTai Tév &8ikws edtuxouvtwy, Thuc.
2.42.4, Lysias 2.8, 16, 19, Dem. 60.11, Hyperides 6.5. Elsewhere the role
of scourge of arrogance is assigned to Zeus: Aesch. Pers. 827-8 Zeis To1
koAaoTi)s TV UmrepkdpTrwy &yav | ppovnpdTwy Emeotv (the ghost of Darius
speaking in the aftermath of Salamis), Eur. Held. 387-8 gpovnpéTawv | 6
Zeus kohaoTihs TGV &yav Umepppdvwv (Heracles’ nephew trying to assure
Demophon that his Athenians will be successful against the Argives;
299b6n.). The earliest associations of words related to Umwepnpavia (cf.
Hyperides 6.20 tiy Makeddvwv Umepngaviav) are with the monstrous hun-
dred-armed offspring of Gaea and Uranus (Hes. Th. 149) and with the
hybris of the Epeians who attack Nestor (H. Il 11.694-5). d4 [Ans
Tiis Acias]: without these intrusive words, added to supply an unneeded
genitive corresponding to those in the phrases that precede and follow,
we have three parallel participial phrases of 12 syllables each (see 2g5a3-
6, 239d1-2nn.). mpdTow according to Isocrates’ Helen, it was follow-
ing the Trojan War that there was the first instance of “Europe erecting
a trophy over Asia” (10.67). The funeral orations, however, rarely make
mention of the Trojan War (Loraux 1986: 6g—72), and Demosthenes
even goes so far as to compare it unfavorably with more recent achieve-
ments on the grounds that it involved the whole of Greece in a ten-year
war against only a single city (60.10). d4—5 oThoavTes TpdTAIX TV
BapPapwv: for the expression, cf. Gorgias’ Epitaphios, DK 82 B6 tpémaia
éoThioavTo TGV ToAepiwv, Lysias 2.2F Eéornoav pév TpdTaiov . . . TéV PapPapwv.
Elsewhere (Criti. 108c1, Tim. 25c3—4) P., like Lysias, uses the more pro-
saic singular tpémwaiov, which is regular in Thucydides and Xenophon
(the plurals at 243a1 and 245ap are used in reference to more than one
trophy). In verse the plural is more common than the singular, even in
reference to a single trophy. For the accent of tpémaiov (tpomaiov before
about 400 in Attic), see Probert 2004: 285-6. A tropaion (for which see
Pritchett 1974: 246—75; Kinnee 2018), usually consisting of an upright to
which spoils from the defeated enemy were attached, would be set up at
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the place where the rout (rpomt)) of the enemy occurred, that is, where
the enemy literally turned and fled. In the case of Marathon, a permanent
monument was erected some thirty years later to replace the trophy that
the Athenians constructed after the battle; see Vanderpool 1966. ds
fiyspéves xai Si5doxalor: the Marathonomachoi are now given the status
that the speaker had earlier assigned to the gods (&pxovras xal S 18aoxéAous,
238b1-2) and that S. will assign in the Republicto Homer vis-a-vis the tragic
poets (515&oxalds Te xal fyepdv, 10.595C2-3). d6-7 m&v wAfifos xai
1rds whoUvos: parallel phrases marked by exact syllabic equivalence and
corresponding assonance, leading up to a poetic clausula (. v -« -~ )
identical to the one that ends the first strophic pair of the Erechtheidae
ode in Eur. Med. (834 = 845 &petas §uvepyous) and is frequent elsewhere in
the lyrics of tragedy. d7 Oreeixar: for variation between indicative and
optative (sIn) in the same indirect statement, see KG n 365-6; often, as
here, that which is spoken of in the optative is contingent upon that which
is expressed by the indicative. ty® piv obv: unlike the “transitional”
utv olv (GP 470-3) at €6, here the two particles are to be taken separately,
with inferential oUv and “pév solitarium™ (GP 380-2; 2g5e3n.), “For which
reason I, for my part, . . ."

240e2 maripas: the move from the literal (the men who fought at Marathon
are the listeners’ biological ancestors) to the figurative (they are the pro-
genitors of European freedom) is rhetorically effective but, on reflection,
undercuts, or at least calls into question, the biological basis for Athenian
excellence with which the speech began, since &peth can apparently be
leamed by imitation. eg THide Tijt fyripan: i.e. Europe (239d1-2n.).
At the time when Menexenus was written, the Greeks of mainland Asia
(Tovs ¢v T Amelper "ENAnvas, 245¢4—5), including Aspasia’s Milesians, were
once again under the control of the Persian king, according to the terms
of the King's Peace of $87 (Xen. Hell 5.1.31). e4 &wopMyavTs: the
basic meaning of the verb is to focus one's attention on a specific object,
usually expressed by ¢is or wpés + accusative, by looking away (&mo-) from
something, or everything, else. (It is not clear whether what was said ear-
lier about “seeing” the valor of the Marathonomachoi is relevant here; see
239d4-5, 240d1-2nn.) In P. the verb is used by S. to describe the inquirer
who, after examining a number of particulars, turns to a contemplation
of what those particulars have in common (Cra. §goe2-3, Euthphr. Ges,
Meno 72¢8, Phdr. 237d1, Rep. 5.477¢8). S. relates this procedure to that of
craftsmen, who look away from the object being created to the model or
the original being copied (Gorg. roge1, Rep. 6.484c7). Given these asso-
ciations, P.’s use of the verb here suggests that he considers that there is
something derivative about the é&pert) practiced by the Greek pupils (e5)
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of the Athenians who fought at Marathon; the derivative nature of this
&peth) will be assigned in the next section even to those Athenians who
fought at Salamis and Plataea. For craftsmen are engaged in an imitative
practice that is not held in high regard by P., and particulars have a con-
tingent status for him, whether in the context of “the full-blown theory of
Forms™ (Dodds on Gorg. 5ose1) or otherwise. Part of the purpose of the
funeral oradon, announced at the beginning and repeated near the end
(236e5, 248e3), is to encourage the living to imitate the deceased and
their &pet), but nowhere in P. is it seriously proposed that &petH can be
acquired merely through imitation.

240e6-241e5: SALAMIS, PLATAEA AND THE
AFTERMATH OF THE PERSIAN WARS

The speaker ranks the battles of the Persian Wars in order of merit,
the order coinciding, not coincidentally (xal &pifpén xal aperfh, 241c4),
with their chronological order. First prize goes to the hoplite victory at
Marathon (although the word “hoplite” is never uttered in this or any
of the funeral orations), which served as a model for others to follow.
Second prize is awarded to the defeat of the Persian forces at Salamis
and Artemisium, explicitly labeled as naval victories. Finally, the battle
at Plataea is accorded third prize, after which the speaker mentions the
engagements at Eurymedon, Cyprus and Egypt, which allegedly caused
the Persian king to fear for his safety. By using temporal priority as the
criterion, P. accomplishes two objectives: he promotes the notion that the
&peth) praised in funeral orations is imitative (and therefore derivative),
and he circumvents a direct comparison of hoplite service, highly valued
by men of P.’s social class, and naval superiority, cultivated by those of a
more democratic sensibility (compare Lysias 2.40-3, seemingly elevating
the victory at Salamis above all others).

240e6 &prorda: the “prize for valor” awarded to an individual or military
unit after a victorious engagement (Pritchett 1974: 276-89); e.g. Symp.
220e6 Alcibiades following Potidaea, Hdt. 8.11.2 Lycomedes of Athens
following Artemisium, Lysias 2.43 the Athenians following Salamis. P.
takes this literal meaning and creates a particularly fitting metaphor,
applying the word to the winner in an imaginary competition among mili-
tary victories. 240e6-241a1 Téh Myw: txdvors &vaderiov: although the
context makes the meaning clear, P. has expressed himself in such a way
as to present the listener with a formal ambiguity (239d7-€1n.). Stricdy
speaking, the words could mean “the prize deserves to be awarded by
them to my speech,” as though the speaker is claiming that his oration
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should be acknowledged by the Marathon victors as the finest praise their
bravery has received. (For the competitive nature of the funeral oration,
see 235d6n.) Verbal adjectives in -téov are often accompanied by a dative
of agent (CGCG §37.3), and the adjacent éxeivois is the only word that can
fulfill that function, 1é Aéyw being inanimate. As it happens, however,
T Adyw is instrumental (as at Phdr. 238d7 fuiv 8¢ wpds TOV Taida wéAW
Tén Adyaw itéov, with fipiv as agent) and éxeivors is indirect object with the
verbal notion contained in dvaBetéov (as at Rep. §.414a2 Tipds SoTéov kai
{&vn kai TeEAeuTHOQVTI).

241a1 Sevtepeia: the relative importance of the battles of Marathon and
Salamis was already in the fifth century a matter of contentious debate
between the supporters of Cimon and those of Pericles, the former the
son of the hero of Marathon and the other the chorégos for Aeschylus’
Persians and the architect of the Athenian naval empire (Loraux 1986:
161; Sfyroeras 2013). Democratic ideology would favor the collective
nature of the naval victory at Salamis, and the present oration purports
to have been constructed by Pericles’ companion from bits left over from
the speech she composed for him to deliver. It is, therefore, notable that
P., who is alone among the authors of funeral orations to explicitly rank
the battles, places Salamis second after the hoplite victory at Marathon,
justifying it on chronological grounds, as if later successes were merely
imitations. Trepi Zahapiva xai émi Aptepiciwn: the naval action off
Artemisium occurred simultaneously with the Spartan army’s heroic but
futile defense of the pass at Thermopylae in 480. Lysias (2.30-1) speaks
of the battle of Thermopylae to contrast the Spartan defeat there, which
he seems to attribute to faulty intelligence, with the Athenian naval vic-
tory, but P. refrains from mentioning it altogether, both here and at Laws
4.707b—c. In that passage the visitor from Athens responds to the claim
by the Cretan Clinias that the naval success at Salamis was the salvation of
Greece. He acknowledges that such is the view of oi ToAAoi (never a mark
of approbation in P.), but he and the Spartan Megillus contend that the
battle at Marathon initiated the Greeks’ struggle for their salvation and the
battle at Plataea completed it; further, those two battles “made the Greeks
better,” as Salamis (and, he adds, Artemisium) did not. The reason for this
is supplied by what the Athenian had said at 7077a-b, that cities that rely on
their naval forces for salvation cannot properly recognize and celebrate
the valor of individuals, since victory at sea is determined by “helmsman-
ship, lieutenancy and oarsmanship, and by a motley assortment of not
very consequential individuals.” It is clear that this represents something
resembling P.’s sincere assessment of the merits of naval service relative
to hoplite warfare, but it would be impolitic to voice such an assessment
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in a funeral oration, which is aimed at a democratic audience and which
avoids singling out different elements of the fighting forces (Loraux 1986:
278 with 447 n. 75). a2 ToUtwv TV avlpdv: a genitive of respect or
reference, often occurring at the start of a sentence and equivalent to the
genitive found with mepi in passages such as Isocr. 11.28 &xo1 8¢ &v 15 . . .
ToMA& kai Baupaotd Trepl Tiis 6016TNTOS ATV B1eAbeiv. For this genitive, see
237bg, Laws 7.794a8, Prot. 336bg, Rep. 9.576d77, Symp. 221c3; KG 1 363;
Riddell §27; Renehan 1997: 157-61. ag ToAA& pév &v Tig éxot SieAbeiv:
cf. Symp. 221c2 ToAA& pév oUv &v Tis kai &AAa Exo1 ZwkpdTn éTaécal, spoken
by Alcibiades; also Dem. 22.1g ToA\& uév &v Tis £xot Adyew, followed by men-
tion of the battle of Salamis, which “saved the city.” Like that passage, ours
begins a praeteritio, designed to highlight the most admirable (k&A\\ioTov,
ap) feature of the naval victories at Salamis and Artemisium. ag—4 xai
ola émévTa Utréueivay . . . kai ds ApUvavTo TaUta: the reciprocal actions of
attack and defense (for s fuivavto and the middle voice, see 239bq—5n.)
are artfully expressed in clauses with verbs and objects chiastically disposed
and with variatio in the choice of introductory conjunctions, carefully bal-
anced around the polar expression kat& Te yfiv kai katd 8&Aarrav (Lloyd
1966: go—4), giving the impression that both elements figured equally
in the Athenians’ defense of the homeland. Mastery of land and sea is
celebrated in the funeral orations of Pericles (Thuc. 2.41.4) and Lysias
(2.2), but both speakers are expressing themselves in general terms. Here,
mention of the land is out of place in connection with the menace (for
this force of the verb, see LS] &weyn (B) 1.1b, Phdr. 238d6, Rep. 2.374a2)
faced by the sailors at Artemisium and Salamis. P. appears to be alluding
to the engagement on the small island of Psyttaleia (Aesch. Pers. 435-64,
Hdt. 8.g5, Plut. Arist. g.1—4), where Aristides and a band of Athenian hop-
lites massacred Persians who had been stationed there during the battle
at Salamis; the magnitude of this encounter seems to have been a cause of
debate between the supporters of Themistocles and those of Aristides and
Cimon, who may have sought to diminish the exclusively naval character
of the victory (Harrison 2000: g7—-100). ap, TouTtou looks back to & in
the previous line and forward to én (“namely, the fact that”) in the line
following. a6 o iiis ipyov Tois Mapaddw Sierpatavro: the speaker sin-
gles this out as the most admirable feature of the Athenians’ most glorious
naval victory, after having declined to describe the actual engagement. As
it stands, it need mean no more than “they accomplished the deed that
came next after Marathon” (tois Mapa8dw is a brachylogy for tén &yt
61 TV Mopabidw; for the dative with éfis, see Cra. 399d1, 420d4, Phd.
100cg, Tim. 61d4). Strabo uses the same locution when speaking of the
work done on the canal from the Delta to the Gulf of Suez, which was left
incomplete until Darius took up 16 &fis £pyov (17.1.25); he goes on to say
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that Darius abandoned work on the canal, which was only completed later
by Ptolemy. In the present passage, the verb Sienpafavro certainly denotes
completion, but we have to wait until the next sentence, introduced by yép,
for an explanation of the nature of the accomplishment. a7 twibafav:
it emerges that the achievement of those who fought at Salamis, like that
of the Marathonomachoi, is essentially educational; cf. c1 wabeuijvan.
The verb ¢ms¢ixvum and the related noun ¢wibea§is are regularly associated
with displays of sophistic learning (e.g. Cra. 384b4, Euthd. 274d7, Gorg.
447c3, Prot. 347b1; Thomas 2000: 24g-6g), and the speaker had earlier
announced that the present speech belongs in that tradition (237b1-2).
Denyer (on Alc.1 114d6) notes that an éwidefi differs both from persua-
sive speech and from an &wdbais (“a rigorous argument whereby some-
thing is shown to be true”), pointing out that, when S. himself consents to
deliver an ¢wibeifis at Phaedoggdz, “it is with the explicit acknowledgement
that his discourse is, by ideal standards, second best.” Here, S.’s ¢wibeifis is
a display piece that he has learned verbatim by imitation, under threat of
corporal punishment (236b8—c1), just as the men who fought at Salamis
leamed from those who fought at Marathon and will in turn serve as a
model to be followed by later generations. Readers familiar with P.’s por-
trayal of S. will know that this is not the type of education favored by S.;
listeners who have not been paralyzed by the speaker’s spellbinding words
will recognize that the remainder of this sentence contradicts what was
said just moments before. For the claim here that the victors at Marathon
displayed only this much (voooUrov pdvov), namely that a large number
of barbarians could be resisted by a small number on land, but that the
Persians retained a reputation for invincibility (&uayol elvan) at sea because
of their numbers and wealth (xal wAf8e1 xal mAolrwi), is contradicted by
the unqualified assertion at 240dg—7 that the Marathonomachoi showed
that the might of the Persians is not invincible (oUx &uaxos €in) and that
every multitude and every amount of wealth (w&v wAfifos xal &g wAoUTos)
succumbs to valor.

241b1 SMyors TroAdovUs: cf. Lysias 2.24 dAiyor pds woMous, also referring
to the batte of Marathon, as well as 2.87 and 56. This pairing of contrast-
ing words is very common in poetry (Fehling 196q: 271-85, esp. 283)
and is taken up by Thuc. (e.g. 4.36.3 woAoTs Te SAtyor payducevol) and the
orators. Here the words are juxtaposed for maximum effect, as in the
epigram dedicated to the soldiers from the tribe Erechtheis who died
at Marathon, SEG Lv1 430.5 [w]aupéTepol moAAGV. bg &fov drarvely:
of. &ov twawvéom 242d4-5, Lysias 2.66, Hyperides 6.3 and 248b8-
cin. bs Tov tyépivov gépov Siiducav Tdv ‘EAAivwy “put an end to the
Greeks' next cause for concern”; for the middle of ¥xw referring to that
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which follows, either temporally or logically (Rep. 6.511b7, 7.526¢8), or is
adjacent spatially, see LS] c. 1.3 and compare éfis a6. This, or seeing the
genitive as separative with &i1fAucav (cf. Laws 10.904d3—4 Si1cAubévtes T@dv
cwudTwy), is preferable to taking the participle as governing tév ‘EAA. (so
Gottleber); while @épos &xeiv Twé is common (e.g. Eur. Or. 1255), there
seems to be no parallel for ¢épos ExeoBal TIvos. b6—7 UTo &ugoTipwy
87: the particle is here used as a connective and virtually has the force,
“So, as we can see” (Sicking and Van Ophuijsen 1993: 82—7), as at Republic
4-421e4, where S., after first securing agreement that wealth can make a
craftsman worse and then that poverty can have the same effect, sums up
the argument by saying, “So, as we can see (81)), the craftsman and his
products are made worse by both poverty and wealth.” b7—c1 T&V Te
Mapabéivt . . . vaupaxneavtwv: balanced, rhyming 11-syllable phrases with
variatio (middle vs. active; no preposition vs. ¢v), clarified by the parallel
pév- and Sé-clauses in c2.

241c3 pabovras kai édrodévras: here, as throughout the speech, educa-
tion is represented exclusively as a matter of imitation and habit. In a
vital passage of Republic, by contrast, S. insists that genuine &petf) cannot
be implanted merely by habituation and practice (88eo1 kai &okfigeow,
7.518d11); rather, the soul must be turned, by means of a prolonged pro-
cess of rigorous intellectual exertion described in Book Seven, to a true
understanding of the Good. c4 TpiTov 8 Atyw T6 iv TTAaTadis épyov:
for the more positive evaluation of the infantry battle at Plataea in Laws,
see aln. kai &p1Budsr kai &periji: cf. Laws 1.630c8 tetdpTn . . . &p1Budn
Te kai Suvapel, of the place of courage among the virtues, which confirms
that the “number” in question is the ranking of Plataea in third place,
rather than the number of combatants (so Jowett) or the disparity in the
size of the forces (so Méridier). ch xo1vov 118n TouTo: for the force of
the adverb (“now,” connoting that up until this point the Athenians had
acted alone), see 294a6n. c6—7 16 piv oUv péyroTov xai xaAeTrddTATOV
sc. Egpyov. The particle combination is “transitional” (GP 470-3; cf. 240€6),
summing up the account of the three major battles of the Persian Wars
and preparing for the brief discussion of the aftermath, introduced by pet&
8¢ ToUTo d1. c7 ourot r&vres: referring to the Athenians who fought in
the three battles that together ensured the salvation of Greece (c5).

241d1-e5 pet& 8¢ ToUro . . . @Bopdu: the period of the 470s to the 450s,
in which the so-called Delian League was founded and then trans-
formed into an Athenian empire, is here treated as an extension of the
Persian Wars (cf. oUtos . . . 6 méAepos, €6). This allows the speaker and
his audience to imagine that the actions taken by the Athenians (with
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no mention of the allies) were nothing more than a continuation of the
struggle to ensure the freedom of the Greeks from barbarian influence.
“Delian League” is a modern designation; its members simply referred to
themselves as “the Greeks.” For the circumstances of its organization in
478/, see Thuc. 1.89—97, with Hornblower 1 1437, giving further bib-
liography. Collins and Stauffer (1999: 99—101; similarly Trivigno 2009:
47; Richter 2011: gg) see the omission of any reference to the Delian
League or to Athenian imperialism in general as disparagement of the
praise of Athens’ empire found in Thucydides’ Periclean oration, but
silence is a curiously ineffective means of criticism. The fundamental dif-
ference in outlook between P. and Thucydides with regard to “progress”
(Dodds 1973: 11-16) is sufficient to account for the discrepancy with-
out requiring us to see a specific reference to Pericles’ speech. In any
event, the Delian League is ignored also in the funeral orations of Lysias,
Demosthenes and Hyperides. dg AyyéAeTo PacideUs Siavotiobar “the
king was reported to be considering.” For the passive of &yyéA\w + infin-
itive, see Chrm. 153bg—c1. The article is regularly omitted when the king
referred to is the king of Persia (Gildersleeve §572), as if BaciAets were
a proper name, like “Pharaoh” in the English Bible. wg EmIXEIpRoWY:
for ¢s + future participle following BiavoeioBon, see Laws 6.783d8—g,
12.964a3, Rep. 1.327c14, 5.470€1-2. Whether or not Xerxes contem-
plated a renewal of the war against Greece, the fear of such a possibility
seems to have gripped the Greeks. Herodotus reports that, ata meeting on
Samos following the battles of Plataea and Mycale, there was a discussion
about resettling the Ionian Greeks to a safer location (9.106.2), and the
Spartans attempted to persuade the Athenians to refrain from rebuilding
their walls, so that the Persians would not have a fortified city to occupy
should they invade Greece again (Thuc. 1.9o.2). It was this anxiety that
served as justification, or pretext, for the creation of the Delian League as
a defensive alliance. dg—4 émxaphowy . . . émi ToUs “EAAnvas: the nor-
mal construction for this verb is either with a dative or with an infinitive
(which some scholars have wished to supply here). The text may, however,
find a parallel in Hermocrates’ encouragement to his troops to attack
the Athenians (¢myepfioon wpds Tous Abnvaious, Thuc. 7.21.3). ds ol
Tolg TV TpoTipwy Epyors Télos Tijs cwTnpias érédeocav “who consummated
their predecessors’ efforts to secure their freedom.” The second genitive
is objective (KG 1 §35-6), specifying that the &ya were productive of the
salvation of the Greeks, as at c4—5. In speaking of the battles of Marathon
and Plataea in Laws (4.707¢3—4), the Athenian says that the former was
the beginning of freedom for the Greeks while the latter added the fin-
ishing touches: Ty pév &pfan Tiis cwrnpias Tois “EAAnG1, Thv 8¢ Téhos mbeivar.
Similarly, the speaker of Lysias’ funeral oration says that the victors at
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Plataeca crowned the earlier ventures (TeAeuti)y Tois TrpoTépols émibévTes
xwdyvois, 2.47) and accomplished the salvation of Europe. Here, however,
it is the actions of the Athenians in the 460s and 450s that, according to
the speaker, finally brought about freedom for the Greeks. This involves
P. in chronological difficulties of which he was unaware or to which he was
indifferent, for the speaker refers in 242a to a period of peace between
Athens and Persia before hostilities began between the Athenians and
other Greeks. d7—e1 émwi EvpupidovTt vavpaxnoavTes: the Eurymedon
River (BA 65 Fg) empties into the Mediterranean at Pamphylia, on the
south coast of Anatolia. There, according to Thucydides, at some time
early in the 460s the Athenians and their allies under the command of
Cimon won victories over the Persians on both land and sea (welopayia
kai vavpayia, 1.100.1). P. here ignores the infantry battle either to vary the
string of participles or to highlight the naval action, which resulted in the
destruction of the Phoenician fleet of 200 ships.

241e1-2 xai oi eig Kumpov orpaTteucavTes xai oi tis Alyumrrov TrAeucavTes:
two parallel g-syllable phrases ending in rhyming participles, following a
longer phrase that also ends in -cavTes. Cyprus, opposite the mouth of the
Eurymedon River, was of strategic importance in the struggles for naval
domination in the eastern Mediterranean. In 478 the Greeks wrested con-
trol of most of the island from the Persians (Thuc. 1.94.2), but fighting
continued for many years, and Cimon died there in 451 (Thuc. 1.112.4).
This makes it impossible for us to tell what specific action, if any, the
speaker has in mind. In 460, while the Athenians were engaged in Cyprus,
they responded to a request to intervene in the Egyptian revolt from the
Persians (Thuc. 1.104). IG 18 1147 (460—459 BC) preserves the names of
1777 members of Erechtheis, one of the ten Athenian tribes, who died in
a single year fighting in Cyprus, in Egypt and elsewhere. Casualties are
likely to have been even higher in subsequent years; after some initial suc-
cess in Egypt, the Athenian and allied forces met with disastrous defeat in
454 (Thuc. 1.109-10). e2 v xpn pepvijodar cf. 243c7-d1 ov xpt) &el
pepviioBai Te xai érawveiv. P. is also capable of varying the wording to show off
his rhetorical sophistication: 238b8—c1 4p8ds Exer . . . émpvnobdijvar, 239ck
Bokel ypfivan émpvnodijven, 239dg xph Tp&dTOV pepvnpévous Eravéoal, 241d4
Bixatov . . . fiuds émpvnobijvar. For the frequency of such expressions in the
funeral oration, see 238b8—c1n. e3 x&piv avrols eidévar “to whom a
debt of gratitude is owed.” Rather than repeat the relative pronoun in a
different case, Greek prefers to use a personal or demonstrative pronoun
(KG 11 432-3). For the idiom, see LS] x&pis A. 11.2. e3—4 T éautol
cwTtnpici Tév voUv Trpocixav: the fantasy of the Great King attending to
his personal safety out of fear goes back to Aeschylus (Pers. 465—70) and
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Herodotus (8.97.1, 118.2-3; cf. 7.212.1). These, however, are connected
with Xerxes’ alleged panic as he witnessed at first hand the defeat of his
forces at Salamis in 480. In reference to the period the speaker is con-
cerned with, the middle of the fifth century, Lysias speaks less hyperboli-
cally in his funeral oration, saying only that the Persian king feared to lose
what territory he had (2.56).

241e6-242e¢4: TWO VICTORIES OVER GREEKS

Just as the war against the barbarians was divided into three phases,
so here the Athenians’ conflicts with other Greek poleis are spoken of
as three wars. The first is the Athenian activity in Boeotia in 457, here
represented as a successful war of liberation. The second is the ten-year
war (481-421), sometimes called the Archidamian War, that culmi-
nated in the Peace of Nicias. Both of these are counted as victories for
the Athenians (242b4, c5, e4). By arranging his material in this way the
speaker avoids expressing the view that Athens was engaged in a single,
ongoing conflict with Sparta and its allies that ended, after a number of
vicissitudes, in humiliating defeat for the Athenians in 404.

241e6 xai . . . piv &: the particles are transitional (GP 258), as at 246as5,
Phd. 111c4 and Symp. 216¢c4. twhom T wéhat: it is difficult, if not
impossible, to make sense of these words, which are brought to promi-
nence by their position in the sentence. It has been noted that they imply
a contrast between the whole city’s involvement in the Persian Wars and
some lesser involvement in the conflicts that are introduced in the fol-
lowing sentence, a contrast that is unwelcome in the context. There is
in addition a more serious syntactical problem. The dative can only be
taken as expressing the agent with the passive verb that follows; typical
is Bury’s Loeb translation: “Now this war was endured to the end by all
our citizens.” But P. very rarely uses the dative of agent with a passive verb
unless the verb is in the perfect or pluperfect tense; even then only a lim-
ited class of verbs is found, and the word in the dative is normally a pro-
noun rather than, as here, a noun (Bluck on Meno g5b6; George 2005
g1-2). The conclusion that the text is corrupt seems inevitable, but it is
difficult to be more specific. Some reference to the city or its inhabitants
here is needed to account for éautév in the following line (for the change
from singular to plural, cf. 244e5-245a1 oiriii . . . o@ds). SinvTAnn
& TéMpog “(the hardships of) the war were thoroughly tolerated.” The
verb &vrAd, along with its compounds, refers literally to reducing the vol-
ume of a liquid by channeling it or drawing it off (Laws 5.736bg, Tim.
79ag), often in reference to bailing bilge water from the hold of a ship
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(Theogn. 673). Words from this root are primarily used metaphorically
and, since Greek authors are fond of the metaphor of the “ship of state,”
whose seaworthiness is threatened by the tempests of violent conflict, we
find these words in connection with the heroic efforts needed to save the
city from war or factional strife (Alcaeus fr. 208.6 Voigt, Aesch. Sept. 796).
The present passage is the source of Libanius’ woAéuou SiavtAoupévou (Or.
59.94; see 2377a6n. for another quotation from Menexenusin the same ora-
tion), used in reference to external warfare in contrast to a revolt directed
against the Roman emperor.

242a2 eipfivns 5¢ yevouivns: if there was a peace treaty agreed to in 450
between Athens and Persia, that is presumably what the speaker is refer-
ring to. P.’s stepfather Pyrilampes (Nails 25%7-9) may have been involved
in the negotiations. For the controversy over the “Peace of Callias,” which
is not mentioned by Thucydides, see Hornblower 1 17g-81; Hyland 2018:
15—36. Such a treaty would indeed enhance the prestige (Tipwpévns) of
the city. ag d &1 giAel “a thing which, as we know (81), tends . . .” For
the “self-evidential” force of the particle, see Sicking and Van Ophuijsen
1993%: 145—6 and compare Symp. 182c3—4 (from Pausanias’ speech) 8 81
pdAioTa QiAel T& Te dAAa VT Kal & Epws EuTroleiv. ik TRV avlpwwy:
expressing the agent with the virtually passive verb wpooitrew = “occur,
happen,” but using “the less agentive preposition ék” (George 2005:
170), which conveys a somewhat impersonal sense of “source” rather
than of individual “agent”; cf. H. Od. 2.146—7 vépeois 8¢ por € &vBparmav |
éoosTa. a4 mpdTov piv {fjAos, &1ro {nAov 8¢ @hovos: in his funeral ora-
tion Lysias similarly attributes the origin of what he calls “the Hellenic
War” to envy of the Athenians, saying that the war arose S1& {fjdov TV
yeyevnuévwy kai p8dvov TéY Tempaypévewy (2.48), sacrificing any meaning-
ful distinction between (fjlos and ¢84vos to the opportunity to create
impressively resonant rhetoric. That P. speaks of a progression from
one to the other suggests that he draws the distinction familiar from
other authors, that {fjAos is a positive emotion leading to a potentially
productive rivalry while ¢86vos is a mean-spirited spitefulness that seeks
to curtail others’ success or deprive others of what they have acquired
(e.g. Arist. Rhet. 2.1388ag5-7; Sanders 2014). In Pericles’ last speech as
recorded by Thucydides (2.64.4), delivered when the war was already
under way, after praising the Athenians’ glorious achievements he warns
that anyone who is ambitious of success will emulate ({nAco=1) those
achievements, while those who fail to equal them will harbor resentment
(pBoviioer). ap &xovoav: Athens is represented as the reluctant victim
of impersonal forces over which it has no control (fA8ev a2, wpooimwTey
4, xatéotnoev 5—6), rather than as a hegemonic power expanding its
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empire at the expense of others. ab perd 8¢ ToUTo: merely a formula
of transition, as there is nothing to which Tolto can reasonably be said to
refer. The next event referred to, the battle at Tanagra, took place while
the Athenians were still engaged in action against the Persians in Egypt
(241e1-2n.). ouvépallov “they were engaged in combat.” For this
absolute, intransitive use of the verb, common in Herodotus, see Powell
1938: cuupdMw 1. The imperfect (some MSS have the aorist) in the pév-
clause sets the stage, as it were, for the decisive aorist (81ékpe) in the
5¢-clause (Rijksbaron 1994: §6.1). a7 év Tavaypa UTrép Tiis Borwtdv
éAevlepias: in 457 the Spartans came to the defense of some cities in
Doris, the territory in central Greece supposed to be the homeland of
the Dorians, then being attacked by the neighboring Phocians. The
Athenians suspected that the Spartans, encouraged by Spartan sympa-
thizers in Athens, might on their return to the Peloponnese attempt to
overthrow the Athenian democracy, and so they engaged the Spartans at
Tanagra in Boeotia. According to Thucydides (1.108), the Spartans were
victorious in a battle that involved heavy losses on both sides; Diodorus,
in a more detailed account (from Ephorus?), agrees with P. that the
engagement was indecisive (11.80). In any event, the Spartans returned
home following the battle, and shortly afterwards the Athenians attacked
the Thebans, winning a victory at Oenophyta (see bg—4) and “liberating”
Tanagra. Athenian propaganda, and P. here, sought to justify Athens’
expanding hegemony in this period as motivated by an altruistic desire
to ensure the freedom of other Greeks (Raaflaub 2004: 166-81). Only
with difficulty can this be reconciled with what has just been said, that
the Athenians were drawn into conflicts unwillingly, as a result of the
enviousness of others.

242b2 16 Uorepov Epyow: cf. 24126 1o éEfis Epyov. b2-3 kaTaArmrovTes
[BowwTous] ois éponBouv: the antecedent is unnecessary (cf. éAeuBepooavTes
ols éBonfouv c1) and, in any event, the Spartans were not assisting “the
Boeotians”; they were helping the Thebans assert control over the rest
of the Boeotians (D.S. 11.81.2—3). The Spartans’ abandonment of their
allies stands in stark contrast to (the speaker’s portrayal of) the Athenians’
selfless and unwavering support of their allies (e.g. b6, 243a1-2, c5-6,
245a2). b3 TpiTnt Auépar “on the second day (after the Spartan depar-
ture).” Inclusive reckoning is standard among Greek authors, so that e.g.
a fever that recurs every other day is called “tertian” (tpitaios, Tim. 86a).
P.’s chronology is at odds with that of Thucydides, according to whom
the Athenians waited for two months after the battle at Tanagra before
sending troops, commanded by Myronides, into Boeotia (1.108.2-3).
bg—4 év OivoguTrois viknoavTes: the location of the Boeotian town of
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Oenophyta is not certainly known, but it is likely to have been in the
neighborhood of Tanagra, for which see BA 58 F1. The Athenians’ victory
led to a period of about ten years in which Athens exercised control over
Boeotia; see Hornblower on Thuc. 1.108.3. b4 Tous &8ixws peuyovTag
Sixaiws katiyayov: that is, the Athenians set up governments in the cit-
ies of Boeotia sympathetic to their interests by restoring those who had
been driven into exile “unjustly” by the oligarchic faction in Thebes. For
the “resultative” use of the present tense of verbs like ¢elyw (= “be in
exile”), see CGCG §33.18. b5s—6 “EAAnowv 181 . . . Tpoés “EAAnvas: tact-
fully separating the two occurrences of “Greeks” by a phrase assuring the
audience that fighting against Greeks was only undertaken for the sake of
freedom. For the force of 1i5n (“now”), marking the contrast between the
Greeks and the Persians, against whom combat had up until this point
been waged, see 234a6, 241c5nn. b6—c1 &vbpes &yaboi yevouevor: i.e.
died fighting for their homeland. For the idiom, see 2g7a5n.

242c2 wpdTo: echoing wpdTor at the start of the sentence. It is, how-
ever, unlikely that those who were killed in action in 457 were the first
to receive public burial in the &npdoiov ofjua (see the Introduction 1).
c2—d4 perd 8t TaUTa . . . SragBopds: this is P.’s one-sentence account of
the ten-year Archidamian War, of which he singles out only two events,
the repeated devastation of the Attic landscape by “all the Greeks” (cf.
Thuc. 2.39.2 Aaxedaipdvion . . . peT& &mwévtwv) and the Athenians’ hon-
orable treatment of the Spartans captured at Sphacteria. The speaker
understandably neglects the Athenian defeat in the fighting at Delium in
424, in which S. participated as a hoplite (Symp. 221a). C4 TEUOVTWY
THv xwpav: more commonly iy yfiv (Rep. 5.4770a5, 471¢c1-2; LS] Tépve
A. 1v.3); the weightier expression is used perhaps in order to equal the
syllable count of émoTparteusévtwv. The reference here is to the annual
invasion of Attica by the Spartans and their allies, during which the
Athenians, following the advice of Pericles (Thuc. 1.1438.4-5, 2.13.2),
sheltered within the walls of Athens while the enemy ravaged the coun-
tryside. The invasions began in 431 and continued every summer until
425. ch avafiav x&piv éxTivévtwy: i.e. compensating Athens in full
(¢x-) for its previous benefactions with a return unworthy of those bene-
factions, an unparalleled expression sarcastically conveying the unprece-
dented ingratitude on the part of the Greeks in return for the Athenians’
unselfish acts of salvation. It is unclear why P. sometimes treats the
compound adjective as having three terminations, as here, and some-
times two, as at 243c6. c5—6 alrols . . . aUrdv: referring to “all the
Greeks,” although they appeared earlier in the sentence as part of a gen-
itive absolute; CGCG §52.32, Note 1. c7 Zoayiai: the name, found
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also at Xen. Hell. 6.2.31, for the island called by Thucydides Zgaxtnpia
(4.8.6; BA 58 B4). In the summer of 425 the Athenians won a naval vic-
tory and surrounded a force of Spartan and allied troops on the island,
off Pylos on the west coast of the Peloponnese. Eventually the Spartan
hoplites, contrary to their normal practice, agreed to surrender, and the
Athenians took prisoner about 120 full Spartan citizens (Thuc. 4.38.5).
P. represents the treatment of these prisoners of war as motivated by
humanitarian concerns; in fact, the Athenians were able to secure relief
from the annual invasions of their territory (c4n.) by threatening to
execute them if the Spartans invaded again (Thuc. 4.41.1; Henderson
1975: 40-1; Pownall 2004: 53). In 421 the Athenians agreed to return
the prisoners in accordance with one of the provisions of the Peace of
Nicias (Thuc. 5.18.7) that ended the Archidamian War.

242d1-2 Trpods pév TO6 SpoguAov: i.e. against Greeks; cf. opdgurov 244a2,
opopavwv 242al. Euripides’ Iphigenia says that, whenever she was
required to sacrifice Greeks, the intensity of her lamentation would cor-
respond to the degree of her kinship (és 8oupdgudov, IT 346). S. distin-
guishes between war with other Greeks and war with barbarians at Rep.
5.471a—c, saying that the citizens of Callipolis should not devastate the
land or burn the dwellings of other Greeks, nor should they pursue
warfare with them émi Soulelen . . . oUdE &mi 6AéBpan (a6—7). In his funeral
oration Gorgias says that victory over barbarians calls for hymns, while
victory over Greeks calls for lamentations (DK 82 Bgb). dg 16 xowov
T&v ‘EAMjveov: an arresting and seemingly unprecedented expression, as
though the various Greeks belonged to a common political entity (cf. e.g.
TS kowov Tév Zaptwv, Hdt. 6.14.3), a notion further suggested by the use of
oTaciacdons at e1. For the contrast with idiav and P.’s novel application of
the antithesis, setting an individual polis against the common interests of
the Greeks (also eg—4, 243b5), see 236d6n. d6 €l Tig &pa: the particle
marks the protasis as ironic (cf. Laws 2.668b1, §.686¢cg, d10), as though
it were unthinkable that anyone should dispute the Athenians’ superi-
ority. d8 &ugiopnToiev: for the plural verb, although the singular Tig
preceded, a common “construction according to the sense,” see KG I 54.

242e1—4 afav . . . ikdvTes “they demonstrated their superiority” by
prevailing (weprysvéuevor) when they defeated (xeipwodpevor). Edeiav =
¢mwédeifav (d6); for this common phenomenon, where a verb takes on
the meaning of a compound of that verb used earlier in the context,
see Renehan 1976: 11-22. el oraciacdons Tiis ‘EAA&Sos: cf. Lysias
2.21 otacialovons Tfs ‘EAA&Sos. There, however, the reference is to the
disagreement among the Greeks as to how to defend themselves against
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the Persian invasion. Here P. distinguishes, as he does at Rep. 5.470b—d,
between warfare against barbarians and stasis, which normally refers to
strife involving factions within a polis but which P. wishes to apply also to
conflicts among Greek poleis.

242e4-243d7: THE “THIRD WAR” AGAINST THE
GREEKS

The events of 415-404, from the Sicilian Expedition to the end of the war,
are presented as a series of triumphs for Athens, tarnished only by bad
luck, the treachery of other Greeks in allying themselves with the Persian
king and infighting among the Athenians, leading to the conclusion
that no one but the Athenians themselves had the power to defeat the
Athenians. The speaker thus conveniently ignores the almost complete
destruction of the Athenian fleet by Lysander at the battle of Aegospotami
in 405 (Xen. Hell. 2.1.20—9).

242€6 TwoAAoi pév: answered by roAoi 8¢ 243a7, reducing the second half
of the Peloponnesian War to the Sicilian Expedition and the naval action
in Ionia, while ignoring the painful memory of the Spartan occupation
of Decelea, which prevented the Athenians from having access to their
farmland and silver mines. e6—243a1 &uei ZixeAiav: the preposition,
frequently used by the tragedians but rare in Attic comedy (Olson on Ar.
Ach. 1072), is found elsewhere in P. only in the expression oi &ugl Twa. It
is here perhaps intended to evoke the aura of high poetry; cf. e.g. Soph.
Aj. 415 &pei Tpoiav.

243a1 mAdiora Tpémaia orhoavtes: for the expression, see 240d4-5n.
Initially, the Sicilian Expedition was indeed successful. In his Life of Nicias
(117.4) Plutarch quotes an epigram, which he attributes to Euripides, pur-
porting to be an epitaph for the men who “defeated the Syracusans eight
times, when divine influence favored neither side.” That is, like P. here,
the poet suggests that the Athenians’ ultimate defeat in Sicily was the
result of circumstances beyond their control. a1—2 UTrép Tijs AcovTivwy
éAevlBepias: Leontini (BA 47 G4) was an Ionian polis often at odds with
its Dorian neighbor Syracuse. In 427 the Leontines sent an embassy to
Athens, one member of which was Gorgias (Hp.Ma. 282b), appealing
for military assistance, which the Athenians provided. The large-scale
Athenian expedition of 415 was, according to Thucydides (6.6.1), in
reality motivated by a desire to dominate the entire island but purport-
edly for the purpose of assisting allies and kinsmen, including punishing
the Syracusans for their earlier expulsion of democratic supporters from
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Leontini (6.6.2; cf. 5.4.2). a2 &1« Tous dpxovs: cf. Thuc. 6.19.1, where
ambassadors from Egesta and exiles from Leontini urge the Athenian
Assembly to be mindful of the oaths sworn at the time of the creation of
their alliance. ag &ia 8¢ ufikos ToU wAoU: the length of the voyage was
one of the reasons for the concern expressed by Nicias before the Sicilian
Expedition (Thuc. 6.21.2). Still the Athenians were not dissuaded from
dispatching “the most costly and most magnificent force that had ever
been sent out by one polis up to that time” (Thuc. 6.31.1), nor were they
prevented from later sending reinforcements at Nicias’ request (7.16.1,
42.1). But even with these reinforcements the Athenian army and navy
were utterly destroyed within two years. The speaker’s comment here
seems intended, tendentiously, to validate Nicias’ hesitation. a5 TouTwi
amamovTes: i.e. (apparently) té Tois Aeovtivols Utrnpeteiv. For the dative,
compare 245bg—4 T . . . ToAéuw1 &mwayopeUovTas (&meirov serves as the
aorist of &mayopetw; see LS]). Use of this verb hints at a moral deficiency
on the part of the Athenians, for &weirov normally implies a weakness of
will or failure of spirit that would bring discredit upon the Athenians, but
the speaker counteracts the suggestion of moral failure with the very next
word, which attributes the Athenians’ lack of success to bad luck (244a7-
bin.). ap—7 v oi éxfpoi . . . TAV &\Awv oi pidor “Their enemies, even
having encountered them as foes on the battlefield, praise them for their
restraint and valor to a greater extent than others praise their friends (lit.
than friends praise others).” The juxtapositions show that Té&v &Awv and
v are parallel and that both are objective genitives with éravov &xouat (=
¢mauveiv). The only difficulty is that &wawov Exewv elsewhere = éraveiofan, as
at e.g. Symp. 177b5—6 &hes Eravov Baupdoiov ExovTes Tpds weeAiav. Similar
locutions, however, like pépyiv e, can be either active ([Aesch.] Prom.
445) or passive (Eur. Hcld. 974). a6 cwgpoouvns kai &petiis: for the
genitives, compare e.g. Eur. Phoen. 1683 aivéd pév oe Tiis mpoBupias and see
KG 1 390-1. a7 wolhoi 8é: sc. TpéTTaIX OTTCAVTES ETEAEUTIIOQV. a7-8
Tais kard EAforovTow: in 411 the Athenian navy encountered a fleet of
Peloponnesian and Syracusan ships off Cynossema in the Hellespont (BA
51 G4), where they erected a trophy (Thuc. 8.106.4). Later that same year
the Athenians were moderately successful in an engagement off Abydos,
on the Asiatic coast of the Hellespont, thanks to reinforcements under the
command of Alcibiades that arrived while the battle was under way (Xen.
Hell. 1.1.2-7). The following spring Athenian naval forces were again vic-
torious at Cyzicus in the Propontis (BA 52 B4), where they captured all
the Peloponnesian ships stationed there and where the Spartan admiral
was killed in battle (1.1.14-18). The Hellespont is also the body of water
into which the river Aegospotami (BA 51 H4) empties, at the mouth of
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which the Athenians suffered their final defeat of the war in 405, but that
battle is here passed over in silence (Henderson 1975: 42-3). a8 ja
pév fHpépar r&oas: presumably referring to the action at Cyzicus, enhanced
by the gratuitous juxtaposition of “one” and “all,” which strives to be even
more impressive than the more common one/many juxtaposition (e.g.
Thuc. 2.35.1).

243b1 TroAA&s 5¢ xai &AAag viknoavTes: sc. vikas or vavpayias (CGCG §30.12,
Note 1); cf. évikfioopev . . . T 16T vauvpaxiav d1-2, viknv . . . vikéda1 Rep.
5.465d8. For the successes of the Athenians, both military and diplomatic,
mostly under Alcibiades, in the years 410-408, see Xen. Hell. 1.2 with
Munn 2000: 160—9. b2 8ewvov kai &védkmoTov: referring chiastically to
avéAioTos Te Kal Sewods 24.2€5. T68¢ Aéyw “this is what I mean,” refer-
ring forward to 16 . . . é\8¢iv and back to & 8¢ . . . yevéoBan (“what I said was
the appalling and unforeseen aspect of the war”). b3—4 eis TocoUTov
Prrovikiag éABelv . . . doTe: a locution frequent in the orators, but relatively
rare in P.; see 244d6—7, Apol 25e1-2, Gorg. 487b2-3, 514€3—4; Bers 2009:
53—4. For P, gidovikia seems to represent the stage beyond {fijdos and ¢86vos
(242a4n.), since at Rep. 9.586c8—9 S. suggests that ¢86vos can arise from
ghoTipiawhile gidovikia can resultin violence; cf. Lys. 215d3—4, where ¢8évou
Te kai prhovikias kai ExBpas is perhaps intended as a progression. bq—5
émxknpukevoaobar Pacilel: the verb governs éwé&yeofor; for the infinitive
with &mknpukelecfar specifying the proposed terms to be negotiated, a
construction not recognized by LSJ, see Thuc. 7.83.2, 8.80.2. Thucydides
(8.18, 367, 58) records a series of three treaties formalized in 412/11
between the Persians and “the Lacedaemonians and their allies.” To enter
into negotiations with the Great King was (publicly) regarded in Athens
as treasonous behavior; see the parody of the solemn curse uttered in 411
against anyone who émiknpukebetan | Edpridm Madois te (Ar. Thesm. 336—7).
In fact, Athens repeatedly, including in 411, sought to come to terms with
the Persians in hopes of securing their support in the war or, failing that,
their neutrality; Munn 2000: 127-31, 141—4. bg xowfji . . . idicu: for
the antithesis, which here emphasizes the treachery involved in inviting in
a common enemy for individual advantage, see 246d6n. b6 Pappapov
éwri “EAAnvas: repeated chiastically in the following clause, where the out-
rage is further enhanced by the addition of wévtas, which is hyperbolic

even if it modifies only “EAAnvas. ouvabpoicar: the tense shows that it is
parallel to émknpuketoasfon and is dependent on ToAuficon. b7 oU &7

the particle, which is common with a relative adverb (“often followed by
kai,” GP 219), here illustrates especially well, with ékgavris, its “visualizing”
force (Sicking and Van Ophuijsen 1993: 140-1).
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243c1-77 olopévwy ydp . . . keivtan évBade: this sentence describes the vicis-
situdes of Athens’ fortunes in the year 406, beginning in seeming hope-
lessness, continuing with the uplifting victory at Arginusae, followed by
an undeserved stroke of misfortune, and concluding with the somber
keivran év8&8e. The sentence is constructed in two sections, with each con-
sisting of a sequence of four participial phrases diminishing in length
from an initial 16-syllable phrase to phrases of 8 or g syllables. (For
the deletion in c6—7, see below; for the proliferation of participles, see

240a6n.) c1 oiopévwv: sc. Afnvaiwv. A genitive absolute may dispense
with a noun if it can be easily inferred from the context: CGCG §52.32,
Note 1. c2 araAnppévev: from dmoAaupdavw. After losing thirty ships

to a Spartan fleet financed in part by Persian gold, the Athenian general
Conon found himself and his remaining ships under blockade (this is
the force of the perfect tense) in the harbor of Mytilene, on the east
coast of Lesbos (Xen. Hell 1.6.16—22). When word reached Athens, an
emergency levy in remarkably short order fitted out a fleet consisting,
according to Xenophon (Hell. 1.6.24), of 110 ships. The discrepancy
between P.’s number and that of Xenophon (who may in fact have been
among those called up; Munn 2000: 180) is difficult to explain. c3
auToi: sc. Abnvaiol, which seems intended to obscure the fact that even
slaves were mobilized to serve on board the ships alongside citizens, who
included “even many of the knights” (Hell. 1.6.24; Xen. was himself a
knight). c4—5 &vpes yevopevor dpodoyoupivws &proor: the adverb is
a favorite of the orators, found only once in Thuc. (6.go.3, a speech
by Alcibiades) and in P. only a few times, including 245a%7 and in the
speeches of Eryximachus and Agathon (Symp. 186bs;, 196a6). Here the
word serves as a polysyllabic invitation to the audience to acquiesce in the
speaker’s modification of the standard formula &v8pes yevépevor dyafol
(237apn.). c5—6 vikfjoavTes piv . . . grAious: parallel g- and 10-syllable
participial phrases encapsulating the standard Greek approval of helping
one’s friends and harming one’s enemies, e.g. Rep. 1.332ag-10; Dover
1974: 180~4. The relief force sent out to rescue Conon met and routed
the enemy fleet near the Arginusae Islands, between Lesbos and the
mainland (BA 56 Dg), freeing the blockaded Athenian ships and erect-
ing a trophy (Xen. Hell. 1.6.25-35). cb &vafiou Tuxns TuxovTes: the
same figura etymologicais found at Eur. Hel. 698—g «i . . . Tfis TUxns eU8aipovos
| Toxorre. The reference here is to the fact that, immediately after the
victory, heavy winds and a powerful storm prevented the recovery of the
bodies of the dead (or served as an excuse for the failure to recover
the bodies: D.S. 14.100.1—4). This failure was to have consequences
that personally involved both S. and, if she was still alive, Aspasia; it also
accounts for the fact that the victory at Arginusae is ignored by the other
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speakers of funeral orations (Pownall 2004: 54). Those of the generals
who returned to Athens following the victory, among whom was Aspasia’s
son by Pericles, also named Pericles, were put on trial in the Assembly for
dereliction of their responsibility to, as one citizen put it, ToUs &ploTous
UTrép Tiis TaTpidos yevouévous (Xen. Hell. 1.7.11). As it happened, the per-
son who was assigned by lot to serve as the chairman (émoté&Tns) of the
steering committee for the day on which the vote was to take place was
S.; he refused to put the matter to a vote on the grounds that condemn-
ing the generals en masse rather than individually had no precedent in
law (Apol. g2b, Xen. Mem. 1.1.18, 4.4.2). The following day, with a new
chairman presiding, the generals were convicted en masse and the six
who were in the city, including Aspasia’s son, were put to death; for the
trial, see Munn 2000: 181-7; Nails 7g-82. c6—7 [oUx &vepedivTes éx
Tiis 8aA&rTns]: it is patently nonsensical to say that those who were not
recovered from the sea are lying here. These words were added as an
erroneous explanatory gloss on the previous participial phrase by some-
one who was familiar with other references to the battle of Arginusae in
which similar wording is used, e.g. Apol. 32bg, Lysias 12.36, Xen. Hell.
1.7.9. The speaker’s reference to an &véios Tixn (unworthy, that is, of
the splendid victory) is surely to the unfortunate occurrence of adverse
weather, not to anything that would dishonor the victors. C7 KeElvTan
év0&Se: in the order év84&6e xei(v)Tan (cf. 242d6 and €6) this is an almost
formulaic ending to dactylic hexameters in funerary epigrams (e.g.
Philodemus, Epigr. 33.1 Sider = AP 7.222.1). P.’s deliberate inversion of
the order in this carefully constructed period shows his familiarity with
rhetorical convention, which prefers to avoid the “heroic” clausula - <
v — X (see also 2g36e1n.).

243d1 T pév . . . évikfoapev: the pév-clause is answered by the parallel
dé-clause Tij1 8¢ . . . ékparhbnuev, with each followed by a clause introduced
by a negative, itself followed by an explanatory sentence introduced by
vép. The second explanatory sentence, expressed in seemingly para-
doxical fashion (&fTTnTot y&p . . . fTThénuev), repeats the sense of the
whole structure, namely that the Athenians are capable of overcoming
all adversaries, including themselves. d2 kai Tov &AAov TéAepov: the
Athenians were victorious not only at Arginusae but “also in the rest of
the war” only in the very distorted sense that their defeat was self-inflicted.
This takes to the extreme, and thereby subverts, “the kind of chauvin-
ist fiction” (Henderson 1975: 43) seen in Lysias’ funeral oration, which
attributes Athens’ defeat not to the enemy’s superiority but to the “mis-
fortune” of factional strife (2.65; cf. 244a7-b1in.). In the looking-glass
world of rhetoric as envisioned by P., this is how defeat can be transmuted



144 COMMENTARY 243d-€

into victory, and how the orator can assault reason. dg pn ToTe &v
xatatroAepndijvan: for pf rather than ov as the negative with the infini-
tive “in strong asseverations” (Burnet on Apol. §7ap), see Apol. 37b2, Rep.
1.346e8, Tht. 15523, 201a5. At c2 we were told that Athens was thought
to have been overcome in war (katamwemwoAepfiofon); the bravery of those
who died at Arginusae has now made it appear (868av . . . éoxev = E8ogev)
unimaginable that the city could ever be overcome, a supposition that,
the speaker assures us, corresponds to reality. Later, however, the speaker
will admit that the Athenians had in fact been overcome (kateToAeuffnuev
245€3). d4—5 T 5 RueTipan aUTdY Srapopdn ixpaThbnuev: Thucydides
similarly attributes the final defeat of Athens to internal dissent (2.65.12
oU TrpoTepov Evédooav fi alTol év opiol kaTd Tds idlas diapopds TwepiTETSVTES
¢opdAnoav), as does Lysias (2.65). d7 Areifnpev: sc. UTd HudY adTdY.

243€1-244bg: THE ATHENIAN CIVIL WAR

After the Athenian defeat at Aegospotami, Lysander’s fleet set up a
blockade of Athens, which eventually surrendered to Sparta, agreeing to
demolish its walls and decommission its navy. In 404 the Athenians voted
to establish a panel of thirty men, one of whom was P.’s relative and S.’s
associate Critias (Nails 108-11), “to compile the ancestral laws” (Xen. Hell.
2.3.2). These men, often referred to as the Thirty Tyrants, embarked on
a reign of terror involving large-scale confiscations of property and exe-
cutions of political enemies. Opposition to the Thirty resulted in armed
conflict, in the course of which Critias was killed, as was Charmides (Nails
90—4), another of P.’s relatives and S.’s associates who was allied with the
Thirty. The end of the civil war was marked by an amnesty (which did not
extend to the persons of the Thirty themselves) and a restoration of the
democracy in 403. The speaker highlights this reconciliation, but ignores
the series of acrimonious trials that took place in the years immediately fol-
lowing, including, understandably, that of S. himself in 39q. For the Thirty,
the civil war and the amnesty, see Xen. Hell. 2.3—5, Arist. Ath.Pol. 34.2—39.6
with Rhodes ad loc.; Munn 2000: 218-72, Nails 111-13, 219—22.

243e2—4 &oTe eitep . . . vooijoan “that, if it is (or “should be”) fated that
humans fight civil wars, no one would pray for his own city to be afflicted
with this sickness in any other fashion”; i.e. everyone would pray that the
(allegedly) inevitable civil war turn out for his city in the way that it did
for Athens. A remarkable statement that begs the question whether stasis
is indeed inevitable. (The optative &in is ambiguous; it might stand for an
original indicative and owe its mood to the governing secondary sequence
or it might represent an original optative in a future less vivid condition.)
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The eunomia on which Sparta prided itself was generally held, even by
those who were not apologists for the Spartan system, to have kept it free
from stasis for centuries (e.g. Hdt. 1.65.2, Thuc. 1.18.1). For the com-
mon metaphor of stasis as a kind of sickness (vooficat), see Brock 2013:
69—-82. e3—4 oA éauTtoU: the normal construction in prose requires
that the genitive of the reflexive pronoun appear in attributive position:
THv éauTtoU éAw. The unusual omission of the definite article here is per-
haps to be explained by the indefiniteness imparted by the foregoing neg-
ative, as at Dem. g.41 o0 Adyous éuauTol Adywv. e4 ToU Taipoids kai Tol
&orews: the opponents of the Thirty occupied the port of Piraeus, while
the Thirty and their supporters controlled the acropolis and the older
parts of Athens. e ws Gopévws kai oikeiws: cf. 244a1 s petpiws. The
force of ¢s with an adverb (LSJ Ab. 111.a, KG 11 415-16) has not been ade-
quately explained. Sometimes, as here, an exclamatory/explanatory sense
(cf. demonstrative &g = oltws) can be envisioned, but that is not always
the case. eb Tap& éArida Tois &Adors “EAAner “contrary to expectation,
as far as the other Greeks were concerned”; the dative “marks the person
from whose perspective or vantage point the action is perceived” (CGCG
§30.52). Mention of the other Greeks is relevant, since a civil war in any
polis regularly attracted the attention and involvement of other poleis. In
this instance Sparta and some of its allies provided support to the Thirty
(Xen. Hell. 2.4.28-34), while Thebes and Megara harbored Thrasybulus
and other opponents of the Thirty in their exile (2.4.1-2). Toug
"EAeucive: after their defeat in the battle of Munichia in the spring of 403,
the Thirty and their supporters retired to Eleusis (Xen. Hell. 2.4.24). Two
years later their leaders were killed when they made themselves available
for a conference; the remainder agreed to come to terms (2.4.43, Arist.
Ath.Pol. 40.4).

244a1 woAepov ws peTpiws Edevro: for the expression, see 245e4 and Thuc.
1.85.6 mwéAepov . . . oU Pp&diov eumpemdds Béoban. a1—2 oudiv &lo . .

ouyytévaix: compare 238e1, where it was said that the cause (aitia) of
Athens’ harmonious form of government is f ¢ foou yéveors. ag ou
Adyw1 &AA& Epywr: for the antithesis, here elaborating tén &vmi, see 236d4n.
a4 TedeuTnodvTwy UTTd dAAfAwy: the verb can serve as the passive of a verb
meaning “kill,” and so is construed with the usual expression of agent
(CGCG §35.16). ap SiaAA&TTev adTous: encounters between personal
enemies in the afterlife are occasionally envisioned (H. Od. 11.543-64,
Aesch. Ag. 1555—9) and lie behind some explanations of the practice of
the maschalismos of murder victims (Muller 2011: 284-6), but the idea of
opposing armies continuing their hostilities after death never seems to
have appealed to the imagination of the Greeks. In the case of civil war
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it would be particularly important to hope for a post-mortem reconcili-
ation, since combatants with different allegiances might come from the
same family. a6 Tois xpaTolowv aUridv: apparently a reference to the
deities of the underworld, who are the objects of the prayers and sacri-
fices just mentioned, although no exact parallel has been cited for this
expression. Euphemisms, commonly used in referring to the gods of the
underworld, are especially appropriate here, where even the Olympian
deities are not named; see 238b2—g, with év Té1 Toin8e = &v Tois Tololode
here. a7 SinMAéyueba: according to Demosthenes (24.135), speak-
ing in 353, responsibility for this reconciliation was shared between the
gods and Archinus, for whom see 234b10 and the Introduction g(d)iv.
a7-b1 oU ydp kakiai . . . &AA& SuoTuyian: cf. Lysias 2.65 ou kakian Tijt abrédv
oUdt peTijt TGOV Toepicov TpdTepov EduoTuynoev f oA, which P. is plainly
adapting. Lysias is referring specifically to the democratic faction in the
civil war, while P. wishes to apply the sentiment to both sides. In doing so
P. uses kakia to mean “moral turpitude” rather than, as in Lysias, “military
inferiority,” and he replaces &petfit Tév ToAepuicov with &x8pon (“animosity”).
The nature of the “misfortune” (cf. 243ap, c6) is left vague; P. almost seems
to be using the word to parody Lysias, in whose funeral oration words from
the root duoTuy- appear a dozen times. The point is that reconciliation is
possible because (yép) no enmity was involved; rather the cause of the
war was some unspecified unfortunate circumstance that affected both
sides equally. a7 &A\nAwv fiyavto “laid hands on one another.” When
P. uses this verb in the context of violent or aggressive action, the object is
regularly someone on whom it would be shameful to lay one’s hands, like
a fellow citizen or one’s parents (Laws 9.880e6—7, Rep. 5.465b2); at Symp.
221br—8 Alcibiades uses the word to convey the supposed inviolability of
S. on the battlefield, whom he thus invests with an almost sacrosanct status.

244b1 pépTupes . . . ToUTwY: wWe are “witnesses to this,” not in the sense that
we can supply corroborating verbal testimony but by our behavior. For
this meaning of p&pTus, almost = “paradigm,” see Laws 8.836c3—4, where
the Athenian says that it would be possible to use the natural disposition
of wild creatures (Tiiv Tév fnpiwv @Uow) as a witness to the proposition
that sexual relations between men is unnatural. b2 éxeivoig: i.e. the
dead, the dative depending on oi attof = “the same (as).” The logic seems
to be that, since those who died in the civil war are our kin, there is all
the more reason for them to follow our example and be reconciled. It
is not at all clear how this should be related to the point with which we
began (a1-2), namely that the reason we the living reached such a firm
and congenial rapprochement with our enemies is our kinship with them.
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In any event, this statement is immediately undercut by the reference in
by to the forgiveness extended to the barbarians (Pownall 2004: 55).
b3 dv Tt iroifoauev v Te émaBopev: cf. Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen, DK 82
B11.7 6 utv yép Edpaoe dewvd, 1) 8¢ Emrabe. Strictly speaking, what the speaker
says is illogical, since forgiveness is not normally expected for what one
has suffered. The form of expression, however, illustrating once more the
Greek fondness for polar expression (239b1, 241ag3—4nn.), well conveys
the reciprocal nature of mutual forgiveness and brings the section to a
close with a resounding rhetorical flourish.

244bg-246a4: THE CORINTHIAN WAR

This section speaks of events that took place after the death of S. and, most
likely, after that of Aspasia (see the Introduction g(b)). In the immediate
aftermath of the Peloponnesian War the absence of fortifications and a
navy inhibited Athens’ imperial designs. At the same time, the Spartans
took advantage of Athens’ incapacity in order to extend their own influ-
ence, including advances in Asia, which they justified as an effort to lib-
erate Greek cities from Persian domination. This in turn encouraged
Persia, beginning in 395, to provide financial support to those Greek cit-
ies, including Athens, that could be counted on to oppose Spartan expan-
sionism. The ensuing conflict, known as the Corinthian War because of
crucial engagements in the area of the Isthmus, came to an end in 387.
The peace treaty ending the war is sometimes called “the King’s Peace,”
referring to the Persian king Artaxerxes (Xen. Hell. .1.31; Hyland 2018:
164-8). The speaker calls particular attention to this section of his speech
with a praeteritio in which he recounts, not once but twice, the events that
are so recent that they need no recounting, first in summary (244dg—€1)
and then in greater detail (244e1-246a4).

244bgq dpivns . . . fouxiav: cf. flouxios yevopévns xai eipfvns 243el.
b6 ixavés is commonly used in the Platonic scholia as a gloss on &mieixés and
&dnv; here it seems to have intruded as a gloss on ok évdecds, with which it is
synonymous; cf. Phd. 88eg ixavés éBotinoev ) évdedds. b77—c1 g e TraBovTEg
. « . oiav xapwv &niSocav: cf. Soph. EL 751 ol &pya Spdoas ola Adayxdver Kaxd.
This type of locution, where two exclamatory expressions are paratactically
juxtaposed to emphasize the disparity between what is deserved and what
accrues, is characteristic of tragedy (e.g. Soph. A;. 503, 923, Trach. 994, 1045)
and the more “poetic” sections of Thucydides (e.g. 5.7.2, 7.75.6). Here it
highlights the alleged ingratitude of the other Greeks toward Athens, the
city that “saved” them at the time of the Persian Wars (wote) and then was
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rewarded by being robbed of its power by those very Greeks in collusion with
the barbanans. b7 €0 Trabévres: in contrast to the harm suffered by the
Persians at the hands of the Athenians (waBévTes Urd adriis ko).

244c1-2 T&s Te vaus TrepieAdpevor: by using the verb that regularly refers to
taking down a city’s walls (e.g. Xen. Hell. 2.2.22, Thuc. 1.108.4), the speaker
subtly suggests that the Athenian navy served as the real defensive fortifi-
cation for the Greeks against the Persians; by using the middle voice the
speaker underlines the advantage attained by the Greeks at the Athenians’
expense. vaUs . . . kai Teixn: among the conditions of the Athenians’
capitulation to Sparta in 404 were the surrender of all but twelve of their
ships and the demolition of their walls (Xen. Hell. 2.2.20). A dozen years
later the walls were rebuilt and the navy began to be restored thanks to con-
tributions from the Persians (245a7n.). cg &vri wv: before the battle
of Salamis the Athenians abandoned their city and its walls “in exchange
for” the preservation of the walls of the other Greek cities; cf. Lysias 2.33
Aynoduevor kpeiTTov eivan . . . EAeubepiav A . . . Soulslav Tiis TTaTpidos, EéMTrov
Utép This EAAGSos ThHy oA, c3—4 Siavooupivn . . . uf) &v i1 &uivar “being
resolved that under no circumstances would it any longer defend.” The par-
ticle & marks the infinitive as potential; for the negative p rather than ov,
which carries with it almost the force of an oath, see SMT §685. The speaker
represents the incapacity to act imposed upon the Athenians by their sur-
render as a principled posture (cf. e & ¢5¢8okTo alTiit), thereby converting a
dire necessity into a moral virtue. €45 TTpos GAANAWY . . . UTrd BapPapwv:
George (2005: 176—7) detects a subtle distinction here between the two
expressions of agency, based on the fact that in the former the agent “is to
some extent a patient as well.” But P. is not averse to using the expression
Umod dMwv (24424 and elsewhere), and this may be merely an instance
of variatio for its own sake. c7 é\evbepiag émroUpous: a unique formula-
tion. fués: Cobet (1874: 244) proposed deleting this, but it seems more
likely that a glossator would have used ‘Aénvaious than fiugs. P. uses the seem-
ingly unnecessary pronoun to conclude this portion of the sentence as it had
begun, with Huév, and to create a juxtaposition with ogétepov, with which the
next portion of the sentence begins.  #8n: for the force of the adverb, see
294a6n. The sentence can be read, and P. may have deviously intended it,
as suggesting that the stage was reached when it was no longer up to Athens
to enslave the rest of the Greeks, a function now gladly taken over by the
Spartans.

244d1 TaUra itparrov “they set about doing this,” the imperfect creating
an expectation that details will follow (Rijksbaron 1994: §6.1). di—2
kai pnxuveav piv Ti 56y cf. Isocr. 16.8 xai Ti 8¢7 paxporoyeiv; (also 12.181,
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14.29). This and similar expressions became an Isocratean mannerism,
which P. is perhaps parodying both here and in the speeches of S. (Phdr.
241€6—7 kai Ti 8¢1 pokpod Adyou;) and Alcibiades (Symp. 217cg «kai Ti Bei
Aéyew;). Unlike Isocrates, P. here postpones the interrogative, as at Aesch.
Ag. 598 kai viv T& phoow pév Ti 8¢l o’ épol Adyaw; cf. Soph. Phil 11, Eur.
Hec. gb6o, Or. 28. d2 oU y&p aAaia: the speaker spells out the reason
for the praeteritio, elsewhere left implicit; see Isocr. 5.43 kai Ti 8¢l Adyew T&
ToAod kai T& Tpds Tous PapPdpous; Dem. 22.15 kai Ti 561 T& ToAa& Adye;
26.7 kai Tl BT Adyawv mepl TGOV TaAdd; dg Aéyoyn &v: a locution fre-
quent in tragedy (imitated by Ar. at Knights 40, Lys. 977, 119); see Barrett
on Eur. Hipp. 336 and Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 838, whose speculation that
it “evidently reflects a forensic usage at Athens” is not borne out by the
texts of the orators. auToi yap iopev: cf. Isocr. 20.10 adToi yép fiueis . . .
¢meiSopev, immediately following kai i 8¢t . . . Sixrpipew; d4 &pixovro &g
xpeiav Tijs wéAews: cf. Eur. Ale. 719 €18’ &vdpds EABois ToUdE v’ &5 xpelav, Laws
3.697d6-7, 702b6, Rep. 3.410a8. dp Apysiol kai BoiwToi kai Kopivéion:
in 95, according to Xenophon (Hell 3.5.1), the agent of the Persian king
distributed fifty talents of silver among the leading citizens of Thebes,
Corinth and Argos to induce those cities to form an alliance against the
Spartans, whose increasing influence in Asia was causing annoyance to
the king. The Thebans asked the Athenians for their support, which
the Athenians agreed to supply by a unanimous vote (3.5.16). dé6
8aéTarov: for Beios referring to that which is explicable only in terms of
divine influence, “extraordinary, miraculous,” see S.’s discussion at Meno
ggc—d, where he denigrates the way “women and Spartans” apply the
word to people as a term of praise. xai pacidéa: the speaker encour-
ages the audience to believe that “even the Great King” was so fearful
for his safety (cf. 241e3—4n.) that he had to rely on Athenian assistance.
The truth is that the Persians were happy to give financial support for the
rebuilding of Athens’ walls in 393, apparently at the request of Conon
(Xen. Hell. 4.8.9), in order to maintain the balance of power among the
various Greek poleis; earlier, during the Peloponnesian War, the Persians
had agreed to help finance the Spartan navy (Thuc. 8.58.5—6) for sim-
ilar reasons. Hyland (2018) may be justified in challenging the current
view that Persian strategy aimed at a “balance of power” among the Greek
poleis, but passages like Thuc. 8.46.4-5 and 87.4 suggest that the Greeks,
at least, perceived the Persian strategy as aiming at just that. d6-7 «ig
ToUTo &ropias aixkéado, waTte: cf. 243b3—4n. d7-8 Teprorijven adrin
. . . THY owTnpiav yevéiohar “it turned out for him that his salvation came
about.” For the construction of the verb with dative and infinitive, see
Dem. 18.218 weprciothke Tois Ponbeias defjoeabon Sokolow . . . alTous Ponbeiv,
with the translation of Yunis ad loc.: “it turned out for us who seemed
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to need help . . . that we were the very ones to help.” d8 &AA& i: cf.
Phd. 68bg—4 pndapol &Ahobr kabBapdss évteufecbBan ppoviioel &AAG f) éxel. For
the lack of agreement among scholars as to whether this or &\o 1 is the
appropriate way of analyzing what regularly appears in printed texts as
&\ 1, see KG 11 284-5, GP 24—7. In sentences like this, “except” can be
expressed by éA\& alone (e.g. H. Od. 8.311-12 o¥ T po1 afTios &AAos, | &M
Tokfie 8Uw) or by fj alone (e.g. Cri. 46bs pndevi &AAw1 elBecBon ) Té1 Adywl).
Our expression involves a redundancy like that seen in wAfv versus wAfyv 4
(Riddell §148); compare Euthphr. 3e3—4 &dnAov wAHy Uuiv Tois uévteow with
Apol. 42a4—r &SnAov TavTi TANY fi T Beddl.

244e1 &woAv: for the conative force of the imperfect (CGCG §33.25),
see e.g. Eur. IT g59—-60 ol p’ &Hote péoyov Aavaidar xeipoupevor | Eopalov,
spoken by the still living Iphigenia. xai 8 xai “and in fact,” a frequent
formula of transition in P. (GP 255-6). But it is rare to see it used twice
in close proximity, as it is here and eg—4, where it focuses on a specific
instance, “and in particular.” e2 &v . .. &v: the preferred positions
for the particle are either second in its clause or adjacent to the verb;
here, as often, it is repeated so that both tendencies can be satisfied.
eg &ei Aav gprdoxtippwy: the adjective is attested in the Classical period
only here and at Eur. IT 345, where also it is accompanied by &ei, referring
to Iphigenia’s (former) consistently compassionate attitude toward for-
eigners. For another possible echo of that passage, see 242d1—2n. ToU
fitrovog Oepartris: similarly Gorgias, in his funeral oration, describes the
laudandi as 8ep&rrovres TédV &Bikws ducTtuxolvtwy (DK 82 B6). The lan-
guage of 8spameia will return at the very end of the oration (249c5-6).
e4-245a1 oUy oia Tt éyéveTo KapTepfioal . . . &AA& éx&ueln: there is con-
siderable irony in the speaker’s praise of the Athenians’ failure to main-
tain their resolve, given that inconstancy was among the most common
grounds for criticism of Athenian democracy. Here the Athenians’ stead-
fastness (normally a praiseworthy quality) is broken by the city’s admira-
ble consideration for the plight of the oppressed, a trait seen earlier in its
defense of the Argives and the children of Heracles (239bs and 6nn.).
As Henderson (1975: 44) notes, however, in this instance Athens “clearly
was not aiding the weaker side.”

245a1 T&V . . . &dixnoévrwy: the genitive must depend on Ponbeiv, “(to
rescue) from those who had wronged them,” although the only parallel
with this verb seems to be pseudo-Democritus DK 68 Bgo2.170 1 uj
duvacBal Ponbeiv Tois plrols &opias. o@&s: plural, referring to the sin-
gular pndevi, as if Tv1 had preceded, since the meaning is “not to rescue
anyone.” The change from singular to plural is similar to what is seen at
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Xen. An. 1.4.8 oUdt &pel oUeis dos dyd Ews pév &v Tapfit Tis Xpduat, Emaddv 5t
amiévan BouAnTal, . . . AUTOUS KAKEDS TTOIRD. a1—7 xai Toug pév ‘EAAnvas . . .
fowoev: a carefully constructed and well-balanced period. In the case of
the Greeks (pév), Athens in its official capacity came to their aid so as
to free them from servitude; when it was a matter of the Persian king,
on the other hand (8¢), officially (uév) the city could not bring itself to
come to his aid, for fear of tarnishing its earlier triumphs, but (&¢) it was
willing to countenance the participation of Athenian fugitives and volun-
teers who came to his aid and brought about salvation. In P., sentences
like this are generally designed to illustrate the capacity of rhetoric to
conceal defects in the content with the illusory precision of the word-
ing. Here, it is not at all clear what specific events are referred to and,
in any event, the city had no authority to either forbid or allow fugitives
and volunteers from entering into the services of a foreign king. a2
armrelvoaTto SovAsias: generally taken as referring to the battle of Cnidus
(BA 61 E4) in 394, in which Spartan naval power was crushed and the
Spartan commander Pisander was killed (Xen. Hell. 4.3.10-12). Similarly
hyperbolic statements about this naval victory are made by Isocrates
(9.68 oi 8¢ “EAAnes &vTi douldelas auTovopias Etuyxov; cf. 5.64, 9.56) and
Demosthenes (20.69, quoting a decree honoring Conon as the man who
HAeubépwoe Tous Abnvaiwv cupudyous). But this makes nonsense of the
emphatic distinction drawn here between action taken by Athens itself
(a011)) and action taken by Athenians acting in an unofficial capacity.
The opposition to Sparta at Cnidus consisted of the Phoenician navy
under the command of the Persian satrap Pharnabazus and a fleet of
Greek ships, the majority of which, according to Isocrates (g.56), were
supplied by Euagoras of Cyprus, under the command of the Athenian
Conon. After the naval defeat at Aegospotami Conon had absented him-
self from Athens, taking the remaining eight ships and putting them at
the service of Euagoras (Xen. Hell. 2.1.29). Later, Conon served as an
adviser to Pharnabazus, who put him in command of forty triremes (Hell.
4.8.1-3), and it is surely to Conon that the speaker refers in a6 (puy&das
8¢ kai £8ehovTds). a7 époloyouvpivws Eowaev: the adverb (243c4—5n.)
encourages the audience’s acquiescence by assuming that its acqui-
escence has already been granted. Although the claim is repeated at
246a1, it is not clear when exactly the Athenians, “by common consent,”
proved to be the salvation of the king of Persia. The sentence ends with
ithyphallic rhythm (- ¢ - ¢ - x), frequently found as a concluding ele-
ment in tragic lyrics and in Agathon’s speech in the Symposium, including
in his first sentence (194e4-5; also 1g5a7, bg, 196¢g). Tayioapévn St
xai vautrnynoapévn: the speaker ignores the contribution of the Persians
to the restoration of Athenian power, giving the impression that the
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Athenians were themselves responsible for the reconstruction of their
navy and their fortifications. According to Xenophon (Hell. 4.8.9),
Conon asked Pharnabazus that he be allowed to retain the ships that had
been put under his command; the satrap agreed to this and in addition
gave him funds for the rebuilding of Athens’ walls. The Athenians had
surrendered their fleet and torn down their walls after their defeat by
Sparta in 404 (244c1-2n.). In Gorgias (517c, 518e-519a) S. condemns
those earlier politicians who persuaded the Athenians to build walls and
ships, thereby contributing to the unhealthy bloating of the city; they
should instead have fostered justice and austerity among the citizens.

245b1 ixbefapivn “took on” or “took over” the war, as though Athens was
now in charge of prosecuting the resistance to Sparta, with fvayxdofn
giving the impression that Athens was reluctantly pressed into the role,
and had no interest in settling scores with Sparta or in restoring its
empire. b1-2 tUmip mapiwvt: there is no evidence that the Athenians
undertook to fight the Spartans “on behalf of the Parians.” The words
are clearly corrupt, nor can we be sure whether what P. wrote, perhaps
a prepositional phrase or an adverb, goes with the previous or the fol-
lowing words. Possibly the text originally read Umép érépewov (cf. Isocr.
18.56, Isaeus 10.1), but it is difficult to see why that should have been
corrupted in this way. Given the inelegant repetition of wolAep- three times
within seven words, the corruption may in fact extend beyond the obe-
lized words. b2 @oPnbeis 8¢ PaciAeus: cf. 241e3—4. Here, it is alleged,
the Persian king was fearful of Athenian power since (¢weidn) he became
aware of the Spartans’ withdrawal from naval operations. This ought to be
a reference to the destruction of the Spartan fleet at Cnidus (a2n.), but
the Persians were so far from being alarmed at the prospect of renewed
Athenian naval power that they in fact helped to restore Athens’ fleet
not long after that battle (a7n.). At the same time, the Persians secretly
gave money to the Spartans to help rebuild their fleet, in hopes that the
Athenians and their allies would be more likely to welcome a peace treaty
(Xen. Hell. 4.8.16). bg—c1 &mootijvar . . . &mooTacws: a highly dis-
torted version of the aborted peace negotiations that took place in 3g2/1,
here presented as motivated by the frightened king’s desire to extricate
himself from danger. For a discussion of the evidence for those nego-
tiations, which includes Xen. Hell. 4.8.12-15, Andoc. On the peace and
Philochorus FGrHist 428 F 149, see Harding 2006: 165—73; Hyland 2018:
156-61. There appear to have been two conferences, one in Sardis and
one in Sparta. Given the competing interests of the various participants
it is not surprising that the negotiations were unsuccessful. Uppermost in
the minds of the Athenians was the fate of the Greek cities in Asia and on
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the Aegean islands that had earlier been controlled by Athens; Lemnos,
Imbros and Scyros are mentioned by both Xenophon (Hell 4.8.15) and
Andocides (3.12). bg ToUg év TH Ameipwn: that is, the Greek cities in
Asia that the Spartans had surrendered (é¢¢5ocav) to the Persian king as
part of the treaty signed in 411 (Thuc. 8.58.2), cities that the Athenians
felt had subsequently been liberated by them.

245C€2 ouviBevto xai dpocav “agreed under oath” or “swore to an agree-
ment,” a hendiadys. This is standard treaty language (e.g. IG 13 12%7.16
[405/4 BC], 1* 111.1%7-18 and 57 [362 BC]), but no treaty was signed
on this occasion. The speaker means that the cities were prepared to
sign such a treaty. c3 Kopivbior xai Apysior kai BowwToi: repeated
from 244dp, the point being to emphasize the contrast between the
other Greeks, who are scarcely distinguishable from barbarians, and
the Athenians, who alone (uévor cj) are unwilling to betray their fellow
Greeks. The pervasiveness of that spirit of betrayal is itself emphasized by
the fourfold occurrence of ék&:86var (b6, c2, c4 and cp). c5 Hovor ¢
fiuels: as noted by Loraux (1986: 1), the singularity of Athens is a com-
mon feature of the funeral orations; cf. Thuc. 2.40.2, 5, 41.3, Lysias 2.18,
20, 50, 57, Dem. 60.4, 10-11, Hyperides 6.35. oUx étoAuficapev: cf. aq
oUk éTdAunoev (sc. | Tohis). This passage is characterized by an unusually
high frequency of repetition; see cgn., bi-2n. and the five occurrences
of BonBeiv at 244e5—-245a6. c6 &n To1: an uncommon particle com-
bination (GP 552), occurring only five times in P. and not at all in the
orators (to itself appears only here in the funeral oration). Interestingly,
the only occurrence in Thuc. is in Pericles’ funeral oration (2.41.4, also,
as here, followed by vye). yevvaiov: referring not merely to the virtuous
character of the Athenian spirit but, as becomes immediately apparent,
locating that character in the very blood of the “race” (yev-, pUoe1) of the
Athenians, the only true and pure Greeks. c7 Péparov Te xai Uyrés: the
collocation appears only twice in the Classical period, here and at Phaedo
gocg, where S. characterizes the “antilogicians” who feel justified in argu-
ing both sides of any issue on the grounds that everything is in a state of
flux and nothing is secure or stable (oUdév Uyits oGt BéParov). c7—d1
moofépPapov: the word occurs only here before the Roman period; it was
perhaps invented by P. to prepare for (o0) uei§op&pPapor below.

245d1 51& T6 eidixpivids eivan “EAAnves: the meaning of the adverb, “unadul-
terated,” is illuminated by what Diotima says when she imagines what it
would be like & Twi yévorto aitd T6 kaAdV ideiv eihikpvés, kabapdy, &ueikTov
(Symp. 211d8-e1), describing the essence of the Beautiful, untainted
by contact with the physical world. Most editors have followed Berndt
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(1881: 48) in emending to accusative “EAAnvag, but the conceptual sub-
ject of the sentence, and the grammatical subject of most of c5 to dj, is
THETS. d2—g TTédotres oUS: KéSuot oUst Aiyutrroi Te xai Aavaoi “men like
Pelops or Cadmus or Aegyptus and Danaus”; for this use of the plural
of proper names “to express contempt and indignation,” see Fraenkel
on Aesch. Ag. 1439 Xpuonidwv peihypa Tév U1’ w1, and compare Rep.
3.387¢c1 KwkuTtols Te kai ZtUyas. Pelops, the legendary eponym of the
Peloponnese, came from Lydia (Pind. OL 1.24); Cadmus, a Phoenician
from Tyre, was the founder of Thebes (Hdt. 2.49.3); the trilogy of which
Aeschylus’ Suppliants is a part is set in Argos and dramatizes the immigra-
tion of Danaus and his daughters in flight from their native Egypt, pur-
sued by Aegyptus and his sons. By contrast, the Athenians were born of
the Attic soil and did not migrate from elsewhere (237bg—3). d3g—4
Quoa piv . . . vopwn 8¢ for the antithesis, see 239a2—gn. The antithesis is
put to novel, and potentially dangerous, use here in intersection with the
Greeks/barbarians antithesis. It is commonplace to speak of the “natu-
ral” animosity between Greeks and barbarians (e.g. Rep. 5.470c6, Isocr.
4.158, 12.163); we are now reminded that it is only the Athenians who
are “naturally” Greek, all others being Greek only “by convention.” dg
ouvoikoliowv: the verb is commonly used of cohabitation in marriage and,
metaphorically, of the coexistence of traits or features within an individual
(246e5), implying a more intimate connection than would have been con-
veyed by uetoikoGow (2877bgn.), which expresses a change from one habita-
tion to another. auToi "EAAnves “Greeks without qualification,” glossed
by the immediately following words. This use of autés (LSJ A. 1.4) features
prominently in P.’s attempts as he works toward an understanding of, and
a formulation of the language for, the Forms (see Parm. 133d-194d, Rep.
4-437€-438e and Symp. 211d8—e1, quoted in d1n.). Thus, Cobet’s ingen-
ious proposal (1874: 244-5) that we read the unattested adToéAAnves is
unnecessary. d5 pefopappapor: only twice elsewhere in the Classical
period, at Eur. Phoen. 138, referring to the Aetolian (and therefore some-
what backward: Thuc. 1.5.3-6.2) Tydeus, and at Xen. Hell. 2.1.15, of a
city with a mixed population of Greeks and Carians. d5—6 xabapov To
uioog évtéTnke Tij wéAer an iambic trimeter; for the expression, cf. Soph.
EL 1311 piods 1e yé&p maAaidv évtétnké poi, where Electra is speaking of
her inveterate hatred of her mother. The metaphor is from the casting
of, e.g., bronze by pouring the molten metal into a mold, where it will
cool and solidify. P. adds to the image that the hatred in this instance is
pure, that is, it is unadulterated as though with a baser metal. ka8apdv is
made emphatic by being in predicate position (Gildersleeve §627) and
by appearing first in its clause. d6 iijs &AoTpias puoews: all the talk
in this section about racial purity and inborn antipathy to alien natures
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contributed to the appeal of this text in National Socialist circles in the
1930s; see Harder 1934, esp. 499—-500; Bambach 2003: 204-7. Spws
8¢ oUv “be that as it may,” like simple 8¢ oOv (for which, see GP 463—-4), but
with a bit more urgency; cf. Pol 272d1-2, Symp. 217d1, Antiph. 5.75, Eur.
El 508, Ar. Eccl g26. ipovwbnuev wahv: cf. pévor 8¢ fueis c5, in both
instances referring to the Athenian isolation resulting from the alleged
refusal in 3g92/1 to abandon the Asiatic Greeks, an isolation that is here
presented as a repetition (&Aw) of that following the Peloponnesian War.

245€1 épyov ipyaocacar: this figura etymologica goes back to Hesiod (Op.
382) and is frequent in Herodotus. For its application to shameful deeds,
see Eur. Med. 791, Ar. Ach. 128, Wealth 445-6. e2 “ENAnvas Pappdpors
ixd6vTes: distinguishing the Athenians from the other Greeks (c2, 4, 5).
The participle is aorist because it describes the same action as the aorist
épydoacta; for this “coincident” use of the aorist participle, see Barrett
on Eur. Hipp. 289—92. e2—3 é§ ov: causal. The Athenians found them-
selves at the end of the Corinthian War in the same circumstances that
resulted in their defeat in the Peloponnesian War. As Xenophon notes,
the Athenians in 387, seeing that the Persian king had allied himself
with the Spartans, were “afraid that they would be overcome as they
had been earlier,” goPoupevor 8¢ pt) s TPdTEpov KaTatroAepnBeincav (Hell
5.1.29). eg auewvov fi TéTe: the Corinthian War ended with a treaty
signed in 386. The peace that resulted was called sometimes the Peace
of Antalcidas, after the Spartan admiral who helped negotiate the treaty,
and sometimes the King’s Peace, after Artaxerxes, to whose terms the par-
ties agreed (see the Introduction g(b)). Those terms included acknowl-
edgment that the cities of Asia belonged to the king, while other Greek
cities were self-governing, with the exception of the islands Lemnos,
Imbros and Scyros, which continued to be controlled by Athens (Hell
5.1.31). €4 é0éucha TOV TrOAepov: see 244aln. e5—6 &mrnAddynuev
.+ « Xai oi TroAépior “we welcomed the end of the war with the same sense
of relief as our enemies used to do”; cf. the opening sentence of Critias,
in which Timaeus expresses his relief at coming to the end of his dis-
course (&yoamnTds &mHAAaypar), comparing it to the satisfied feeling at
the end of a long journey. The speaker here is not comparing the feel-
ings of the Athenians with those of their opponents in the Corinthian
War. If he had wanted to do so he would have omitted the verb; cf. e.g.
Apol. 28eg—4 Epevov domep kai &Ahos Tis (sc. Euevev), which also illustrates
the “superfluous” xai (235d6n.). Rather, the verb is conspicuous for
being repeated, but now in the imperfect tense. The point seems to be
that the Athenians are receiving the same humane treatment that their
(Greek) adversaries regularly received at their hands (242c7-d4), with
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perhaps the further implication that it was the Athenians’ example that
set the precedent. e7 &vdpdv . . . &yabdv: see 287apn. pévTo it
is difficult to gauge the force of this particle, which appears only here in
the funeral oration. It is a generally conversational particle (e.g. 234b4,
10) occurring frequently in P. but absent from Timaeus and Critias and
rare in Laws (Brandwood 1ggo: 28-31). Here it may have an adversative
sense (GP 404-6), in which case the implication is that men were lost
even though the war was concluded successfully, or it may be progressive
(GP 406—9), moving on to a new point about the war. There may even
be a hint of the preparatory sense inherent in pév (although Denniston
finds this force of pévror only occasionally and only in epic: GP gg8), since
&yadoi 8¢ follows. e8—246a2 tdv Te év Kopivlwi . . . Aakedaipovious:
concluding the section on the Corinthian War by mentioning Athenian
actions that took place near Corinth, then those that took place in Asia.
By adopting this order, which reverses the chronology of events, the
speaker ends with what brings greatest credit upon the Athenians; by
attributing the loss of Athenian life at Corinth to rugged terrain and the
treachery of the Corinthians, the speaker allows no credit to the skill or
bravery of the enemy. e8 Suoxwpia: it is not at all clear to what the
speaker is referring. The sources for the fighting in Corinthian territory
offer no evidence of an instance in which the topography contributed to
Athenian losses. In fact, the Corinthian War is especially noted for the
emergence of lightly armed Athenian peltasts, troops that depended for
success upon their mobility and were particularly effective in rough ter-
rain. In ggo Iphicrates and his peltasts inflicted so humiliating a defeat on
a Spartan detachment near Corinth that Agesilaus led his troops home in
such a way as to avoid being seen during daylight (Xen. Hell. 4.5.13-18).

246a1 mwpoSooiacu: in 392, with Corinth occupied by the Athenians and
their allies, two Corinthians agreed to betray the city to the Spartans
(Xen. Hell. 4.4.7) by allowing access through a point in the walls con-
necting Corinth with the port of Lechaeum (BA 58 D2). BaciAéa
éAsvlepdoavTes: referring back to 245a4—7. The expression is paradoxical,
given that the Greeks generally regarded the Great King as the only free
person; cf. Eur. Hel. 276 t& PapBépwv ydp Solida TévTta A évés. The fol-
lowing comment about expelling the Spartans from the sea refers to the
battle of Cnidus (245a2n.). ag &voapipviiokw . . . kooueiv: cf. 236e2
uviun kai kéopos. The function of the speaker is to commemorate, that
of the audience to remember and honor. a3—4 Kxai KoouElv TO10UTOUS
avdpas: the entire section concerning # Tév fpywv mpahis (237b1) is
brought to a somber, spondaic close. (The two clausulae most favored in
the funeral oration are this one,————-x, and . — . « X, eleven times each.)
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It is perhaps relevant that one of the brave Athenians who lost his life
in the Corinthian War was the brilliant mathematician Theaetetus (Nails
2'74-8), whose early death, which serves as the occasion for the dialogue
named after him, made a profound impression on P.

246ap5—-c8: INTRODUCTION TO THE TTAPAINEZIZ

Having concluded the praise of the dead by recounting their glorious
accomplishments, the speaker now turns to address the family members of
the deceased. As had been promised in the exordium (236eg—2g7a1n.),
the address falls into two parts, exhortation of the younger generation
(246d1-24%7c4) and consolation of the parents (247c5—248d6). Such an
address is a conventional feature of the funeral oration (Ziolkowski 1g81:
138-63), but P.’s treatment is original, and characteristically Platonic.
For he places the address in the mouth of the dead. Thus the words are
those of the deceased, transmitted by the (male) speaker of the oration,
an oration composed by Aspasia and repeated by S. for the benefit of M.
This is a technique familiar from other Platonic dialogues. In Symposium
the words of Diotima are reported by S., whose speech is recounted to
his friends by Apollodorus, who heard it from Aristodemus. This has the
effect of distancing P., who is of course the author of everything that is
spoken, from the words, the purpose being to require the reader to con-
centrate on the words themselves and their coherence (or lack thereof)
rather than on the multiple stages of transmission or the person of the
speaker.

246ap kai . . . piv &7 transitional, as at 241e6. a6 xai TOV &Mwv:
raising potentially awkward questions. This may be taken as a reference
to the heroes of Marathon, who were buried in a mass grave at the site of
the battle (Thuc. 2.34.5). But it could equally well refer to the corpses of
those who died at Arginusae; the failure to recover those corpses resulted
in the trial and execution of Aspasia’s son (243c6n.). a6-b1 mwoAA&
Mév T& eipnpéva kai kaA&, TTOAU 8¢ €Tt WAtiw . . . T& UroAarropeva: cf. Lysias
2.2 OOTe KOAA ptv ToAAK . . . eipfioBail, ToAA& B¢ kai . . . TapaAeAsipbon. The
words of the speaker thus match the deeds of the deceased (woAA& &1
kai kaA& €pya 239a7), but only up to a point, since much more could
be said. It is a rhetorical commonplace to say that the speaker has given
the audience only a sample of what he could say; so Agathon, after laud-
ing the beauty (x&Aos) of the god Eros, says taita ikavé kal 11 ToAA&
AeimreTon (Symp. 196bg—5). By doing so the speaker modestly suggests that
he has not adequately praised his subject and, at the same time, hints
that he is fully aware of the store of material with which he could do so.
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246b1 ToMai y&p &v fpipar xai vuxtes: cf. Soph. ElL 1365 moMai
kukAoUvTan wkTes fiuépan T’ ioon, where the Paidagogos cuts off Electra’s
request for further details by saying that the full story will unfold
at length after the task at hand has been accomplished. Here, the
“many days and many nights” are applied to the rhetorical common-
place that the speaker has too little time in which to do justice to
the present topic, e.g. Apol 19a1-2, 37a8, Lysias 2.54, Arist. Rhet.
1.1374233%. bg upepvnuévous: plural, agreeing in sense with mwévTta
&vdpa; cf. Laws 6.763c1—2 mw&s &vip eis Suvopv émndevétw, Soor . . .
bg—5 pn Aditrav THY T&6v . . . undi eis TO dTriow &vaywpsiv: cf. Cri. 51b8—g
oUdt dvaywpnTéov oUdt Aeirtéov Thy T&§v. The metaphor, which appears
also at Apol. 2ga1-2 and is adopted by Demosthenes in a speech deliv-
ered in g59 (15.38 Tous ThHy UTS TV Tpoydvwy T . . . TTapadedopévny
MmévTas), refers to the admirable demeanor of the hoplite who bravely
maintains his position in the phalanx (Symp. 179ag-5); it is especially
appropriate in this context. bg xaxni: a poetic noun, found in trag-
edy and a tragic-style passage in Aristophanes that also contains that
author’s only use of mpéyovos (Birds r40-1); P. is the only prose author
in the Classical period to use it, once in Republic (5.468a6—7 Tév Aimrévra
T&EW . . . Bi&x kakny), twice in Phaedrus (247b3, 279c2) and several times
in Laws. bg—6 &y . . . alvés: although the “author” of the speech
is Aspasia, the masculine pronoun, along with the adjectives just below,
reminds us forcefully that the speaker is a hypothetical male citizen, the
only category of person eligible to address the assembled mourners. The
very words of the reminder (a¥Tds, dikaios, Tekpapdpevos) thus serve para-
doxically to undermine the fictional speaker’s authority and to falsify the
speaker’s claim to have heard what the deceased said as they prepared
to risk their lives. b6 & maides avdpdv ayaddv: this type of vocative,
accompanied by “a genitive which does not simply replace the name of
a parent” (Dickey 1996: 54), is characteristic of military exhortations as
found in the poets; e.g. Aesch. Pers. 402, Eur. Hec. 9go, Hel. 1593, IT
1386. b6—c2 viv Tt TrapaksAsUopal . . . sivan ws &pioTous: in similar
fashion, in the Apology (2g9d—e) S. promises, or threatens, that if the jury
acquits him he will not leave off philosophizing and exhorting anyone he
encounters (ToapoakeAeudpevos . . . éTwt &v &ei dvTuyydvw Updv) to concern
himself with the truth and to look after his soul, ensuring that it be as
good as possible (&mws ds PeAtioTn EoTan). S. there articulates his essen-
tial mission, which he obstinately insists on pursuing even at the cost of
his life. By echoing these words and the sentiment they convey P. here
brings into the clearest possible focus the distinction between the S. of
the Apology and the speaker of the funeral oration. The former refuses to
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abandon his commitment (b4-5n.) to his mission, which involves engag-
ing and questioning Athenian citizens one by one until their discomfort
leads them to improve their lives; the latter takes as his point of departure
what his assembled audience already believes and ratifies those beliefs by
embellishing his speech with beautiful words and phrases. Analogously to
what he says here, in the closing words of the dialogue S. promises that
in future he will continue to recite for M. additional “political” speeches
of Aspasia, presumably of the same anodyne character. Significantly, he
does not promise to engage M. in the kind of stimulating discussion envi-
sioned at the end of some other dialogues (see 249e4n.).

246c¢2 Sikands eipt eimreiv: cf. Apol 18a7 dikouds eipt &moroyficacbar and Prot.
319bg dikouds ein eimeiv, both spoken by S. cg éméoxnmrov: for this
verb used of transmitting one’s testamentary instructions, see Hdt. 3.65.6,
Soph. Aj. 566, Trach. 1221, Eur. Ale. 365, IT 701, Phoen. 774. &ei “in
each instance”; cf. Apol. 29d-e, quoted above (b6—c2n.). For this force
of the adverb with a participle, in attributive position, see Phdr. 238b4—5
dvopaTta Tfis &ei SuvaocTevolons [sc. émbupias], Thuc. 1.22.1 wepi TOV

adel TOpdVTWY. ¢4 € T maoyoiev: a common euphemism for death;
Chadwick 1996: 2g1—2. The speaker consistently avoids using words for
death and dying (2g7agn.). c5 xai ola viv Ndéws &v eimolev: the dis-

tinction between what the speaker allegedly heard from the deceased and
what the speaker imagines they would say, based on the evidence of what
they actually said, is immediately ignored when the speaker introduces
the speech with &Aeyov 8¢ Té8e (cf. TaUTa obv . . . Eméoxknmrrov, 248d7-€1).
c6b Aapévres Suvauv: for the more usual expression, see Prot. 361ap &
pwviyy Adpor and Aesch. Ag. 37 &i pboyyTfv AdPo1, with Fraenkel ad loc. The
suppression of a word meaning “voice” seems intended to suggest that the
speaker really is the voice of the dead. c7 vopilav xpt) aUt@dv &xoveiv:
the speaker had earlier (239d4) said that it was necessary to see the brav-
ery of the dead; here the audience is encouraged to think that it is hearing
them speak. In rhetorical terms this is an instance of prosopopoeia; see
Demetr. Eloc. 265-6, quoting our passage as an example and saying that
the words are thereby rendered évepyéoTepa kai Sewdtepa. P. uses the figure
elsewhere, when S. in Theaetetus pronounces the defense that he thinks
Protagoras would give and when he puts words into the mouth of the
Laws in Crito. S. and Theaetetus subject Protagoras’ defense to extended
criticism, but when S. gives Crito an opportunity to refute the divine Laws
he declines to do so, making it clear that what has been said is beyond dis-
pute. Here we are left to our own devices, either to accept or to question
what S. has put into the mouths of the dead. aUTdV &xovsv éxeivwy “to
hear from them themselves” (masculine), repeated for emphasis from cs,.
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246d1-247c4: TAPAKEAEYZIZ OF THE YOUNG

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dem. §0) quotes the whole of this section and
the next, to 248e2, saying that it is the most beautifully expressed part of
the speech, although he unfairly faults it for being precisely what it pro-
fesses to be, political in presentation rather than forensic (TohTikév ye . ..
oUk évaydviov); he then quotes Demosthenes’ On the Crown 19g—200 for
comparison. In fact, our passage is among the most accomplished spec-
imens of rhetoric in the whole of Greek literature; it is cited on more
than one occasion by Cicero (see 246e7-247a2, 247e6—248a7nn.), and
Iamblichus closely adapts the whole of 246d2-248b4 in his Exhortation
to Philosophy (Protr. 118-19 des Places). Many scholars would agree with
Kahn’s assertion that it is in this address to the living by the dead that “the
real meaning of the speech must be found” (Kahn 1963: 226 = 2018:
19; cf. Turner 2018: 63, with earlier bibliography); unfortunately, there is
little agreement as to what that meaning is. The view adopted here is that
P. seems to be going out of his way to signal the superficiality of the senti-
ments by freighting the passage with a conspicuous profusion of vocabu-
lary having to do with appearance, reputation and attractiveness: kaA(A)-,
TPET-, pav-, KAe-, 5o§-. The &pett that the deceased encourage their sons to
pursue is the traditional &peTt that the audience is predisposed to approve
and that the deceased embody, as displayed by their willingness to follow
orders and, if necessary, to die, in contrast to the &pettj that requires an
understanding of what constitutes right and wrong; see Petrucci 2017.

246d1 pév: the particle is “inceptive,” a usage characteristic of the open-
ing of speeches in drama and earlier Attic oratory (GP 382-4); it does not
correspond to 3¢ in the following line, which is explanatory (= yé&p; GP
16g—70). d1-2 alTé unvier 16 viv rapdv: cf. Cra. 413en altd pnvder . . .
16 &vopa. It is the very fact of their fathers having died in battle that proves
that they are sons of &vdpes &yafoi (2g7apn.). Of course, their fathers had
notyetdied at the time they gave their instructions to the speaker (note the
present tense aipoUpefa), but the expectation was that those instructions
would be conveyed only &i 11 w&oyorev. d2—7 éfov . . . TeAevTioavT: this
passage, along with 247b2—c3, is quoted by the fifteenth-century scholar
Manuel Chrysoloras in his recently published epistle to the emperor
Manuel; see Patrinelis and Sofianos 2001: 10g-10. d2-g é§ov fiv un
KaAds, kaAds aipoupeda pu&AAov TeAeutdv: cf. Ajax’s words at Soph. Aj.
479-80 &\’ §) xaAds {fiv | xaAds Tebvnkévan | TOV edyevii xpn, a sentiment
shockingly repudiated by the well-born Iphigenia at Eur. /A 1252 kaxés
{fiv kpeicoov fj kaAds Baveiv, before she changes her mind. The speaker vies
with the poets in expressing a cliché in memorable fashion, juxtaposing
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ut) kaAdds and xaAds, and prefixing the negative notion with life and follow-
ing the positive with death (the latter, however, is expressed less directly
than is done by the tragedians: 287agn.). The governing verb empha-
sizes the deliberate choice that validates the bravery of the dead, a com-
mon feature of the funeral orations (Ziolkowski 1981: 112-13): Gorgias
DK 82 B6 (mwpokpivovtes), Lysias 2.62 (aipotpevor), Dem. 60.26 (eidovro),
Hyperides 6.40 (mpotitovto). dg—4 Tpiv Uu&s . . . kaTaoTioa: it is tra-
ditional to speak of avoiding shaming one’s ancestors by one’s actions
(e.g. H. Il. 6.209 = Od. 24.508, Hyperides 6.3), as the speaker does in the
next clause. With this clause the speaker balances parents and earlier gen-
erations with children and later generations (2g36e5n.). d6 &piwTov:
the S. of the Apology justifies his willingness to risk death rather than forgo
philosophizing by saying that, for a human being, the unexamined life is
not worth living (oU Biwtdés 38a6). What he had spent his life examining
are the very values and assumptions celebrated by the speaker throughout
the oration. d7 TeAevtiioavTi: not strictly necessary after umé yfis, but
it is more impressive to end a sentence with a polysyllabic word, especially
one that echoes teAeuté&v dg, thus underlining the contrast between the
glorious death that the laudandi have chosen and the friendless afterlife
awaiting those who have brought disgrace upon their family. d8 xpn
oUv pepvnuévous TV fueTépwv Adywv: echoing ToUtwy (neuter) olv xph
pepvnuévous b2-g, which introduces the exhortation to conform to the
steadfastness of one’s ancestors as if maintaining one’s position in the line
of battle.

246e1 aoxijte, doxeiv: the repetition at the start of a clause of the word
that had ended the previous clause (epanastrophe), as at d2, isa common
rhetorical figure; see Berndt 1881: 29, Denniston 1952: 92—5. MeT&
&petiis: it is clear from what follows (uetd& &vavdpias, deidiav) that the
speaker is using the word in the restricted sense “courage,” of the sort that
elicits acclamation (eUxAsia). e1-2 £iddTag d71 . . . kaxk&: while it would
be reasonable to say that possessions improperly employed carry a taint -
and, indeed, that appears to be the purport of the next sentence — the
speaker improperly uses contradictories to make the more decisive, and
decidedly questionable, claim that all possessions and all practices, in the
absence of &petf), are shameful and depraved. €2 MavTa Kai KTHuaTa
kai émTnSeUpara: amplified in what follows by, on the one hand, wealth
and bodily endowments (for the latter, as well as the former, as kTpare,
see Symp. 216d77-e3) and, on the other, m&oa émoTiun. aioxp& xai
kax&: the opposite of kaAd kai &yabd (Gorg. 4'74d1-2, Laws 5.728a6-7),
the constituents of koAokdyabia, the ideal of human excellence; Dover
1974: 41-5%. That the deceased embody that ideal was suggested at the
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very start of their speech, when they asserted that they are &yafoi and
have chosen to die xaAds. eg xAéos: although it is adopted by all edi-
tors, the reading of the MSS and the indirect tradition is impossible. For
in the absence of further specification k&\os can only refer to physical
attractiveness. (The proximity of odpatos ké&Ahos is presumably respon-
sible for the corruption.) The issue here is whether the sons will be able
to live up to the reputation for valor that constitutes their patrimony. P.
occasionally uses the largely poetic word kAéos (twice in Diotima’s “sophis-
tic” speech, Symp. 208cp, 209dg, and four times in Laws), which appears
also in the funeral orations of Pericles (Thuc. 2.45.2) and Lysias (2.5);
cf. 247a4n. on eixAaa. €4 &A1 . . . kai oUy tautdi: cf. Gorg. 452€6—7
oUTos &AAw1 &dvagaviioeTan xpnuaTi{duevos kai ouyx abtdl. There, however, the
discussion is about the acquisition of wealth; here, as the perfect partici-
ple makes clear, the speaker is concerned with the possession of inherited
wealth. Understanding of these words emerges from what is said below,
that it is aioxpdv kai &vavdpov (247b6—7) to fail to preserve one’s ances-
tral wealth, a failure that incurs shame by allowing one’s wealth to pass
into the hands of another. e5 ouvoikoUvTa: neuter nominative plural,
in agreement with neuter k&AAos and feminine ioxds (KG 1 78), hence
the singular verbs. e5—7 TpéTrovTa . . . THv SaAiaw: it is traditional to
denounce the man whose strength or good looks contrast with his lack
of courage; e.g. H. Il 3.44-5, Tyrtaeus fr. 12 West, Archilochus fr. 114
West, Eur. fr. 282 (Autolycus) Kannicht. Here the speaker puts that topos
to use in an original fashion, playing with the language of appearance
to make the point that superficial qualities may, paradoxically, serve to
expose the underlying truth by calling attention to the disjunction. Using
similar language, Laches denigrates those who practice émAopayia on the
grounds that, if the practitioner is a coward (gi pév da1Ads Tis dv), his ten-
dency to overconfidence will reveal all the more clearly his true charac-
ter (¢mgavéoTepos yévorto olos v, Lach. 184b-6). e7-247a2 mwlo& Te
émoThun . . . paiverar: Cicero translates this at De officiis 1.6g (scientia, quae
est remota ab iustitia calliditas potius quam sapientia est appellanda), introduc-
ing it as praeclarum illud Platonis and continuing with material from Laches
197b as though it is part of the same sentence. Although émothun and
cogia are sometimes used as synonyms, P. does occasionally distinguish
them (see Denyer on Prot. 330bps); indeed, S.’s questioning of Theaetetus’
identification of the two at Tht. 145e6—7 serves as the point of departure
for P.’s most extensive epistemological inquiry. €7 Tw&o& TE EmMoTHUN
“every form of expertise” (cf. Euthd. 282e2, 292c77-8, Phib. 62dg—-10, Pol.
308cg3—4), virtually glossed by the predicate wavoupyia; that is, émoTiiun
here essentially = Téxvn (cf. Cicero’s scientia, although he fails to translate
T&oa despite its prominence). In the singular w&s can mean “the whole
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of” or, with an abstract noun, “total” (see 239agn.), but neither meaning
is appropriate here.

247a1 SikalooUvng kai Tiis &AAng &petiis: this is a formulaic way of referring
to “the whole of &petf)” or to “all the &perai”; cf. Cri. 54a1, Gorg. 527e4,
Isocr. g.2 (earlier than Mnx.), 8.6g and 12.228 (later than Mnx.), Xen.
Mem. 3.9.5. Tavoupyia: this quality, immortalized by Rabelais in his
character Panurge, is applied by P. to sophists in general (Phdr. 271c2,
Prot. 317bg, Soph. 239c6) and to such formidable individuals as Callicles
(Gorg. 499bg) and Meno (Meno 8ob8, 81€6). It implies a certain degree
of craftiness or skill, which may attract a grudging admiration, being put
to use for self-aggrandizement regardless of higher moral considerations.
Use of the word confirms the understanding of émoTtfiun as more or less
equivalent to téxvn. While it may be legitimate to say that it is not admi-
rable to pursue a craft while failing to observe traditional moral stand-
ards, the speaker goes too far in asserting that all crafts so pursued involve
depravity; the knowledge of, say, how to play the aiAds is, in itself, mor-
ally neutral. oU cogia: it is tempting to read this as a reference to the
Socratic and Platonic doctrine of the unity of the virtues, with knowledge
pre-eminent among them. In particular, in this context in which the vir-
tue of courage has been in the forefront, one is put in mind of Nicias’
observation that he has often heard S. speaking of courage in terms of
oopla (Lach. 194d). But Nicias’ attempt to define courage as a form of wis-
dom is subjected to scrutiny and the dialogue ends in &mopia with regard
to the definition of courage. In any event, even if it were true that any pur-
suit lacking virtue is revealed to be “not wisdom,” it would not therefore
be the case that it is Tavoupyla. a2—g mwavtds . . . weipdode: “Alliteration
in m is frequent in Plato” (Denniston 1952: 129). But this instance is
extreme and is surely intended to call particular attention to what the
speaker regards as of special importance. No fewer than five consecutive
words begin with T; the string begins with a threefold polyptoton of w&s
(cf. 249c2; Gygli-Wyss 1966: 43-8); there is hyperbaton of t&oav, Tévrws
and Teipdofe; and the words are introduced by the poetic and highly rhe-
torical xai p&dTOV kai UosTatov, reminiscent of the Homeric introduction
to a list of successful exploits with the question Tiva wp&Tov, Tiva 8’ UoTaTtov
ggevapibev; (e.g. Il 11.299; cf. 237a1-2n.) or the hymnic formula wp&Tév Te
kai UoTaTov aitv &eldawv (e.g. Hes. Th. 34). Comparable instances of alliter-
ation are the highly wrought description of the rivers of the underworld
in the myth of Phaedo (oAU 8¢ Tlp kai TTupds peydAous TroTapous, TTOAAOUS
8¢ UypoU TmAol, 111d%7-8) and the mythical account in Phaedrus of the
turmoil among the souls effortfully striving to apprehend true being
(TToAAai 8¢ TToAAG TTTEp& BpavovTan T&o o ¢ oAUV Exoucan Trévov, 248bg—4).
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ag p&ioTa pév: despite pdhiota 8¢ below, the correlate to this is € 8¢ uf. For
péhioTa pév . . . i 8¢ (uf), “ideally . . ., but failing that,” see Rep. g.59od4-5,
Hdt. 8.22.2; KG 11 485-6. a4 UrmrepPaleiode xai fiuds xai ToUs Twpdobev
eUxAsion: the wording leaves no doubt that what is at issue here is the tradi-
tional glorification (cf. 56§m and 86§av below) of valor on the battlefield.
eUkAeia (cf. dp edxheeis, 246€g xAdos) is a poetic word that appears only here
in P. (unless the Eighth Letter is genuine: 354b8). In Thucydides (2.44.4)
and Demosthenes (60.32, twice) it occurs only in their funeral orations.
The wish that the son might surpass the father is first uttered by Hector
(H. IL 6.4776-81; his wish is not fulfilled) when he is about to enter the
battle, as is the case with the fathers whose words are transmitted here,
and this sentiment is regularly associated with courage as displayed in
combat; see Schouler 1980, esp. 3. The hero of Sophocles’ Ajax, who is
also the eponym of one of the ten Athenian tribes, prays rather that his
son be his father’s equal for courage but surpass him in good fortune
(550-1). Such a prayer would be appropriate here, since the standard set
by the &vdpes &yaboi (or apiorol, as the speaker would have it: 24gc5) who
are being celebrated can hardly be surpassed. Pericles makes this explicit
when he says that, given the extraordinary valor of the dead (UmepBoAty
apetiis), their sons and brothers could scarcely be judged their equals,
but only somewhat inferior (oUy époiot, &AA& dAiywn xeipous, Thuc. 2.45.1;
cf. the Spartan Archidamus, urging his soldiers pfte Tév watépwv xeipous
gaiveoBar, 2.11.2). But quite apart from the question whether a paragon
of martial valor like Ajax or the recent war dead can be surpassed, or
even equaled, there is a more fundamental issue that is raised by the dia-
logue’s insistence on a form of education based on imitation (see 234a5,
241a7nn.). For it is standard Platonic doctrine, as well as a matter of com-
mon sense, that an imitation is necessarily inferior to its model. The aim
of a genuine educator, as S. and P. were surely aware, is to be surpassed
by one’s pupils. ap—6 &v piv vikduev . . . eUSaipoviav: the notion that
victory in this contest brings disgrace, while defeat confers bliss, is worthy
of Gorgias, who delights in such paradoxical expression (e.g. DK 82 A26,
B2g). Here there is a further paradox in that, while the context is that of
a funeral for those who died fighting the enemy, this contest is among
friends. The repetition involved in the figura etymologica (vikéyev . . . vikn,
fitta . . . frTdpeda; cf. Gorgias DK 82 B6 vopilovtes . . . vopov) is artistically
varied by the chiastic arrangement; Berndt 1881: g0, 41.

247b1 pn kaTaxpnoduevor undé &vadwoovTes: cf. Gorg. 49ocg avahiokew Te
auTd kai kataypficfal, referring to an inequitable distribution of food. The
wording thus anticipates the likening of §6§a to a material good that is
transmitted as part of the sons’ patrimony. b2 oiopévert 1 diven “who
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imagines that he amounts to something,” a colloquial expression that
recurs at Apol. 41e7 and Lach. 200a8 and, with a form of 8ok®, at Apol.
41ep and elsewhere (Collard 2018: 63—4). bq-5 dvar . . . xpfioBon:
normally when an infinitive is the subject of a sentence it has the article;
for exceptions (more common in verse, where the article is in general less
frequent), see Gorg. 454¢€%7, Rep. 3.397b8; KG 11 3—4. Kalods fnoaupods
xai peyadompemns: recalling the grand expression used to refer to the
burial accorded even to the paupers among the dead, Tagfis kaAfis Te kai
peyodoTpetols (234c2—3). For the metaphorical use of the noun, see Phib.
15€1 oogias . . . fnocaupév. Here the metaphorical meaning is immediately
merged with the literal, as the sons are expected to preserve and main-
tain their fathers’ store of both wealth and reputation. bs xpfichar “to
misuse, dissipate,” taking on the sense of xataypfic8ai from the use of
the compound in bi; for this phenomenon, see 242e1—4n. b7 iSiwv
auTtol: elsewhere in P. forms of {5105 are accompanied by the genitive of
the reflexive (or other) pronoun: Cra. $87d2, Pol. gorb7, d8, Prot. 35926,
Soph. 257d1. kTNp&TwWY TE Kai euSofidv: rephrasing xpnpdTeov kai Tipév.
To squander the first of each pair is aiocxpév; to fail to live up to the second
is &vavdpov.

24'7¢1 @ilor rap& gidovs: cf. Soph. Ant. 73 ¢iAn peT’ aToU keloopan, pidou péta,
where Antigone speaks of being buried beside her brother. Polyptoton
(a2—gn.) with ¢idos (and éx8pds) is frequent in expressing a reciprocal
relationship, e.g. Laws 4.708bg, 5.740€7, 11.915e6—7, 12.953d7; Gygli-
Wyss 1966: 67. That the dead are expected to welcome newcomers to
the underworld is implicit in passages like H. Od. 24.105-19, Aesch. Ag.
1555—9, Soph. OT 1971—4. Hyperides takes advantage of this expectation
in his funeral oration, naming several legendary heroes who are likely
to greet the arrival of Leosthenes with appreciation (6.35-40). c2
f) poofkovca poipa xopion: cf. Soph. Phil. 1466 1| uey&in Moipa kopilel,
where Philoctetes bids farewell to the island of Lemnos, from which Fate
is now removing him. There the personification, and consequently the
capital letter printed by most editors, seems justified. Here the case is
less clear, but the taboo against naming divinities in the funeral oration
(238bgn.) suggests that the meaning is something like, “the fate relevant
to each,” i.e. the time at which each person happens to die. P. uses the
same expression in the myth in Phaedo, when S. speaks of those who have
committed great crimes and face the fitting consequence, namely being
cast into Tartarus (f) mpoofkouoa poipa pitrTer eis TOV TépTapov, 113e5-6),
and in Laws, when the Athenian proposes that each individual should
believe that his or her place in society depends upon a plan for the wel-
fare of the whole, so that each individual is assigned the appropriate lot
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(va Tfis TpoonkoUons polpas Aayxdavni, 10.gogd8—e1). cg xaxiobéivras
“proving to be spineless,” a strong term of abuse; cf. Electra urging her
brother on to face the task of matricide, o¥ pt) kakioBeis eis dvavdpiav Teoii
(Eur. EL 982). oUSeig eUpevids Umrodéferan: in Crito the Laws, who repre-
sent themselves as S.’s parents (50e), similarly end their speech by telling
S. that, if he runs away from the punishment that Athens has decreed, the
Laws in the underworld “are not going to give you a cordial welcome” (o0x
eUpevds ot UTodégovtal, 54C7-8). C4 Tols piv oUv Taioi TaUTa eipnodw:
Herodotus often ends an émidei€is, or a section of an émideifis, in this fash-
ion; e.g. 2.34.2 Nefdou pév vuv ép1 TooaUTa eipfioBw (transitional pév vuv is
regularly used by Hdt., almost to the exclusion of piv wv).

247c5—248d6: TAPAMYGIA OF THE PARENTS OF THE
DEAD

Itis difficult to be original in offering consolation, and what follows exhib-
its many of the standard items seen in the funeral orations (for a table of
commonplaces, see Ziolkowski 1981: 163) and in consolations generally
(Kassel 1958; Schauer: 2002: 304-5). P.’s originality is to be found in his
putting the consoling words into the mouths of the deceased themselves.
This has the effect, as P. was undoubtedly aware, of the immediacy of the
drama, where the words spoken are not those of the tragic playwright or
of the Athenian actor behind a mask, but of Antigone or Agamemnon.
This effect is most urgently felt toward the end of the speech, where
the future tenses and potential optatives convey the impression that the
disposition of the deceased is in a dynamic state of flux and can still be
affected by the actions of the addressees. The parents, however, are not
directly addressed; rather, the deceased continue to speak to their sons,
who are asked to console the parents of the deceased (¢xeivous, 247€3) on
their behalf.

24'7¢5-6 é&ei xp Tapapubeiofal ds: there appears to have been some distur-
bance in the transmission. The text printed here, with no great confidence,
is that of F, D.H. Dem. 30 and all recent editions. TW have ¢i in place of &ei
and they repeat xp1j after @s. The difficulty is that the position of &ei makes
it look intrusive; it ought to go either with TapapuBeicBar or with @épew;
cf. Eur. fr. 82g (Phrixus) Kannicht xpf) y&p . . . 1é&s TUxas @épewv &ei. c5
Xpn: sc. Uuds, the sons of the deceased, with which iwpévous and mpaidivovrag
agree. It is not clear why the dead do not address their parents directly;
Pericles assumes the presence of at least some of the parents in the audi-
ence (Tous T&VSe viv Tokéas, door Tapeote, Thuc. 2.44.1). The continuation
of the address to the younger generation may be an indication that P.’s
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funeral oration is really meant for an audience of young men like M. (so
Robinson 2018), who hope to learn by example how to construct rhetor-
ically effective speech. c5—7 Trapapubeiofal . . . xai uf ouvoSupeobar: so
Pericles says oUx dAogupopar p&Arov fi Tapapudficopar, Thuc. 2.44.1. cb
é&v &pa ouppiii: cf. 246c4 & 1 whoyoev. For the force of &pa in a subjunc-
tive protasis, signaling that the state of affairs posited by the speaker, which
the form of the condition presents as a real possibility, is unwanted, see
Wakker 1994: 346-8, citing Hdt. 8.109.5 fiv &pa Tf pwv [sc. OsmoTokAéa]
kataAaupavn pods Afnvaiwv ébos. c7 ToU AutrfgovTos: for the future
participle with the definite article, see 235dfn. and SMT §826.

247d3—4 871 &v nixovro . . . yeyévaowv “that the gods have granted
them what they prayed for as of the greatest importance.” The geni-
tive depends on émfikooy; the dative denotes the interested party. Similar
is Laws 11.931Cc1-2 &v yéyove cagts émnxdous sivar yovelor mpds Tékva
Beous, “which (sc. curses), as is common knowledge, the gods fulfilled
for parents against their children.” d4 o¥ y&p &Bavéarous: that we
all know that death is inevitable is among the most common, and least
comforting, of consolatory motifs; cf. Lysias 2.77-8; Kassel 1958: 66—g.
ds &yafoUs xai eUkAeeis, v éTuxov: the meaning of &yafous (“coura-
geous”) is clarified by the following adjective and the relative clause
(and by &vdpeiwv Taidwv below), for it is by virtue of their death in battle
and the resulting acclaim that their parents’ wishes have been fulfilled.
These may be, as the speaker goes on to say, “the greatest goods” in
the eyes of the many, but surely not in the eyes of S. or P. For the S.
of the Apology the greatest good (péyioTov &yafédv, 38a2) for a human
being is to engage every day in examining &petfj and other vital mat-
ters. d6-7 mévra 5¢ . . . ixpaiveav: that all lives contain a mixture of
good and bad fortune is another cliché; e.g. Eur. fr. 661.1 (Stheneboea)
Kannicht, Hdt. 1.32.1—4. d7—e2 kai pépovTes pév . . . UtreikovTes 8t . . .
kaTaweudeobar: two parallel clauses of g4 syllables each, expressing the
same idea, first positively then negatively. d8 86fovor T dvm “will
seem in reality,” a deliberately oxymoronic formulation. The opposition
between seeming and reality is most famously expressed at Aesch. Sept.
592, of Amphiaraus, o0 y&p Sokelv &praTos AN elvan BéAet.

247€1-2 1| pf . . . kaTayeudeodar: if the parents do not bear the loss of
their sons bravely either they are not really their parents or the sons did
not die bravely. The entire weight, therefore, of Athenian ideology is
now seen to rest on the shoulders of the bereaved, for their fortitude
will validate both the bravery of the deceased and the speaker’s verac-
ity. e2 fudv ToUs émaivolvras kataweUdeobar “the eulogists (that is,
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orators like the present speaker) are misrepresenting us”; for the genitive
with koaraweUBeoba, see LSJ A. 1.1. The prominent position of fiuév at the
head of its clause corresponds to that of fipérepor. e3—4 émavétas sivai
ipywi: the speaker turns the logos/ergon antithesis (236d4n.) in a novel
direction, proposing that the very actions of their parents constitute the
praise of the deceased. e &vdpag avSp&v: polyptoton (a2-3n.) to end
the sentence. The mothers (c5) have conveniently been lost sight of while
the talk is of &vdpela; they do not reappear until 248b4. 8&%: another
instance of the “self-evidential” force of the particle (242agn.); Aristotle
refers to the saying quoted by the speaker as a commonplace (Rhet.
2.1395a20-1). undév &yav: referred to below as a proverb. In an epi-
gram (fr. 7 West), P.’s uncle Critias attributes it to Chilon, the only Spartan
among the so-called Seven Sages. In Protagoras (343a-b), S. ascribes it,
along with yv&6: cautév, more generally to the Seven Sages, all of whom,
he says, were devotees of Spartan wisdom and laconic sayings. eb Tén
y&p Svti eU Adyetan: cf. Alc.2 146eg tén v dpBéds épouvduny Aéywv, Euthd.
296d6 Tén v &Andf Adyers. Although editors do not record it in their
apparatus, D.H. Dem. 30 reads tén évn1 y&p. P. elsewhere uses now one,
now the other order; it is reasonable to adhere here to the reading of
P.’s manuscripts (and Iambl. Protr. g1). e6—248a7 dTwn yap avdpi . ..
merrorBéven: Cicero (Tusc. Disp. 5.36) quotes this passage out of context in
his own elegant translation, praising it as a revered fount of virtually divine
wisdom. The connection, however, between self-reliance and observance
of the maxim pndtv &yav is not immediately obvious, despite the appear-
ance of yé&p three times in three lines. S. seems to supply that connec-
tion in Book Three of the Republic. in arguing that Homeric accounts of
heroes engaging in excessive lamentation ought to be suppressed, he says
(387d11-e5) that an exceptional individual, who is adTéds agTén adtdpkrng
Tpds T €U Lfiv and who has least need of others, will be least affected by
the loss of “a son or a brother or material goods (xpnué&twv).” This ideal
of personal autarky, while it may be appropriate in the context of the
Homeric warrior, seems ill suited to the world of the hoplites and oars-
men whose death the funeral oration is designed to commemorate. It is,
however, worth noting that Pericles had praised the autarky of both the
city of Athens (Thuc. 2.36.g) and its citizens individually (41.1). e7 «ig
tautov avnprnTar “are within his own control”; for dvoapTdobo ¢ig, cf. Laws
5.729€4-5 eis Bedv dvnprnpéva, Meno 88e6 eis THy wuyiv &vnptijobon. The
literal sense of the verb is acknowledged in the following clause (kai pf év
&Mois . . . aiwpeitan), which underlines the statement here by using a form
of antithetic parallelism, adding denial of the opposite; cf. a1 avoupyia,
o¥ cogia; KG 11 586. tuSaipoviav: contradicting what the deceased
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had said earlier, that their happiness (ed8aipovia, a6) depended upon the
behavior of their sons.

248a2-3 if v . . . xai T& ixeivou “depending on the vicissitudes of whose
fortunes his own happiness also inevitably fluctuates”; T& éxeivou = & Tpds
v ékeivou eudaipoviav pépova. ag—6 routw . . . {ijv, oUTdg foTIv . . .
@povipos, oUTos . . . wapowpiar: threefold asyndetic anaphora, with each
successive element increasing in length, and with the second element
itself containing three items; Denniston 1952: 108—9. It is easy to see why
Cicero was impressed with this passage. a4 ocwppwy . . . &vdpeiog . . .
ppovipos: three of the four cardinal virtues, according to P. (Rep. 4.427€9—
10, Symp. 196d4-5). The absence of “justice” (2477a1n.) is likely due to
nothing more than the speaker’s fondness for threes (239d6n.). The
substitution of ¢pévipnos for copds, however, may be significant. In this
work P. is unusually sparing in his use of the term cogés, applying it, iron-
ically, only to the ingenious speakers who contrive to praise even com-
mon men (234c4) and to the man who is entrusted with public office in
the democracy because he is thought to be wise (6 86¢as copés, 238d8);
the noun cogla appears only at 2477a1, where it is negated. a7 ik 1o
auTéd errordévan: this form of the perfect tense of weifouau, occurring only
here and Epinom. g9'74b7 in P., is almost exclusively poetic, appearing in
prose before P. only once in Herodotus (9.88) and once in Thucydides,
in the funeral oration, again in the context of self-reliance (oplow adTols
&loUvTes TeTOIBéval, 2.42.4). a7-b1 TotoUTous . . . ToUs NueTipous eivar:
it now emerges that the dead are not relying on the foregoing “philosoph-
ical” argument, such as it is, to persuade their parents to forgo excessive
lamentation; rather, as has been the case throughout, the form of instruc-
tion advocated consists in imitation of a model. For emulation of the dead
as a commonplace, see Ziolkowski 1981: 156-7, quoting Thuc. 2.43.4 and
Dem. 60.35. In this instance, the dead urge their parents to follow their
example of stoic fortitude in the face of the approach of death.

248b1-2 xai fourdpeda xai papev: having said that we expect (&§ioUpev) and
wish our relatives to be such, it seems nonsensical to say that we declare
them to be such, but it is hard to see what else the Greek can mean. As
Trendelenburg (1gos: 28) notes here, the more expansive the flow of

words becomes, the more it lacks depth. b2 ToroUToug: with ToloUTous
a7 presenting another instance of epanalepsis (2477a6n.), emphasizing the
uniformity from one generation to the next. b4 TaTipwy xai unTipwy:

the definite article is sometimes omitted with words expressing personal
relationships, e.g. dg, Lach. 179a2 wémrmou. The effect of the omission of
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the article seems to convey a particular intimacy, almost rendering the
word a proper noun, “as we usually omit it with ‘father’ and ‘mother’”
(Adam on Prot. g10cb &BeAgods). b6—7 0¥ . . . xaproUvrar: that lamen-
tation for the dead is discouraged and should be subordinated to praise
of their accomplishments is a commonplace (Kassel 1958: 41; Ziolkowski
1981: 152-9; Schauer 2002: 3067, 332). To have the dead themselves
say that excessive lamentation will actually displease them, and to empha-
size their parents’ obligation to them by using words related to y&pis, is an
especially powerful means of conveying that message. b7 & Tig fom
Tols TeTeAeuTnKdoIY aigtnais: cf. Hyperides 6.43 €i 8¢ éomiv aiofnois év "Aidou,
with Herrman ad loc. and Tsitsiridis 393—4 for further parallels and bibli-
ography. In Euripides’ Helen the priestess Theonoe, who knows all there
is to know concerning divine matters (13-14), mysteriously explains that
the voUs of the dead does not live on, but it somehow retains an undying

yvaoun (1014-16).

248c1-3 oUrws &xapioTor . . . xapilovro: having said that excessive lamen-
tation will displease them, the dead repeat the sentiment in an elaborate
“negative—positive statement” (Rusten 1989: 24) carefully and chiastically
expressed: (a) &ydpioTor elev, (b) &v, (c) pdhiota. . ., (d) Papéws pépovTes. . .,
(d) xoUgws 8¢ xai petpiws, (€) pdhiota, (b) &v, (a) xapilowto. This state-
ment is itself part of a larger “negative—positive statement” that began at
b6 (oU BpnvolvTes . . . AAG). c1-2 éauTous Tt kaxoUvTes: i.e. engaging
in such self-destructive behavior as tearing the hair and beating the head
and breast, as Priam is described doing at the prospect of Hector’s immi-
nent death (H. Il 22.33, 77-8). S. condemns Homer for depicting such
acts, on the grounds that good men, and even good women, are self-suf-
ficient and are therefore not overly affected by loss (Rep. 3.387d—388b;
cf. 247e¢6-248a7n.). c3—5 T& piv yép fjuéTepa . . . yuvaik@dv §é: the
thought is, “(Our parents will please us by not grieving but bearing their
loss lightly), for our lot is to be envied rather than lamented, while their
caring for our wives and children will take their minds off their sorrow.”
c4 1i5n é€a “will presently have.” This is spoken by the fathers as they are
about to enter the battle (246c4) in which they will lose their lives. The
force of the adverb on the rare occasions when it is found with the future
(mostly in the first person, where the intention is already present in the
mind of the speaker, as at Lysias 31.16) seems to be to underline the
immediacy of the action described by the verb; cf. Aesch. Eum. 494, Eur.
Med. 985, Tro. 161, Ar. Thesm. 673. fiTrep xaAAioTn yiyverar &vBpwrtrors:
for the “beautiful death” in battle, see 234c1-2n. Reference to it in the
consolation section of the funeral oration is commonplace (Ziolkowski
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1981: 140-2). c4-5 Tpémer . . . xooueiv: echoing 246a3, where the
speaker in his own voice had told the audience that it was fitting for them
to join him in praising and honoring (wpéwe . . . kooueiv) all those who
had died in service to their homeland. CH YUVaIKDY 5& TV NueTépwv:
the widows are mentioned only here, almost as an afterthought. They are
ignored entirely in the funeral orations of Demosthenes and Hyperides
and are mentioned only briefly by Lysias (2.75) and Pericles (“only with
reluctance,” Rusten on Thuc. 2.45.2), who says no more than that their
great mark of distinction is not to fall short of their inherent nature and to
be least spoken of among men for either good orill. c7 Tiis TETUXNS . . «
eiev év AMqfnu: this expression for being oblivious of something is attested
only here before the Roman period. For comparable periphrases, see Prot.
318ag &v ¢émbuplar dv Tiis ofis ouvouoias, Symp. 221a%7 év eoPwt . . . elvat.

248d1 x&AAiov . . . dpBdTepOY . . . TpooPiAéoTepov: ending with a sequence
of three adverbs of increasing length, the last bringing the thought back
to the beginning (xapolvrar b7). di1-2 Tabra &7 ixava: cf. Phdr.
271d7-8 &¢1 &) TalTa ikavds vofjcavTta, peTd TadTta . . . , where S. is lec-
turing Phaedrus on the stages of rhetorical training. The particle fre-
quently accompanies a form of oUtos, marking a transition to a new topic.
d2 Tij1 8¢ éAer: having charged their parents with the émpédeia and Tpogh
of their wives and children, the dead address the role of the city, but only
very briefly, on the grounds that the city needs no further encouragement
from them to take adequate care of their parents and children. (In the
Apology, S. ridicules as a sign of Meletus’ &uéeia his ill-considered assertion
that it is the entire population of Athens, with one notable exception,
that educates and improves the young: 24e—25c.) This humanitarian role
of the city (or “we,” eg—5) is emphasized by the speaker in what follows,
where words related to “care” and “upbringing” appear repeatedly. The
collective responsibility of the community for the care of its citizens thus
contrasts with what served as the point of departure of the dialogue,
which began with S. asking M. if he thinks he is now ready to become
Huédv émpeAnthy (294b1-2). d3 xai aTéipwy kai Uéwv: that “fathers and
sons” here stands for “parents and offspring” is clear from €8 waid&s Te kai
yevviitopas émpeAsitan (sc. ) wdAi). d4-5 ToUs uiv . . . &fiws: parallel 9-
and 10-syllable phrases, with rhyming participles and adverbs, arranged so
as to form a chiasmus with their referents, arépwv and Uécwv.
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248d7-249c8: CLOSING REMARKS BY THE SPEAKER

The speaker concludes the oration by continuing to address the relatives
of the dead, but now in the speaker’s own voice, assuring them that the
city will look after the parents, the children and the memory of the dead.
The three groups are named first in an order that reverses the order in
which they had been treated in the oration (249a2-b6), then, in sum-
mary, returning to the original order (b6-c2). In the final sentence the
speaker dismisses the relatives and the other members of the audience,
using a formula that closes the other funeral orations as well.

248e1 twiownTrrov fiTy &mayyiAMiv: repeating the wording with which
the speaker introduced the words of the dead at 246c3. e1-2 g
Suvapa TpobupdtaTa: cf. Rep. 2.467b2—3 ds bivapar pdhigra. For this locu-
tion to express the highest degree possible, see Thesleff 1955: §§121-9;
many examples of this type of “Doppelsteigerung” in P. are collected by
Ritter (1935: 12—13). e2—g Tiv piv . . . Utrip aUtdv: parallel isosyllabic
clauses ending with the same word but in varying constructions (posses-
sive genitive, object of a preposition). eg pipddodar Tous aUtdy: recall
ing what the speaker had said at the start of the oration (236e5-6), that
it was necessary to exhort the children of the deceased to emulate their
fathers’ valor. e4 wal {8 xai Smpocim: for the antithesis, see 236d6,
2ggbinn. e4-5 yNpoTpognodvTwy Upds xal impdnoopivwv: referring
to the parents and children in chiastic order. Similarly, Demosthenes
says in his funeral oration (60.92) maides ol TouTwy évopaocTol Tpaphoovra
kal yowels wepiPAemrTol ynpoTpophoovtal, without specifying by whom the
children are to be reared and the parents supported. The speaker states
below that the city has legal responsibilities to both, and he seems to imply
as much here by having both participles agree with fip&v and by the cen-
tral placement of “privately and publicly,” which appears to apply to both
parents and children. There is, however, no independent evidence for
the city's obligation to support the parents of those who died in war. The
speaker seems intent upon blurring the line between family and commu-
nity, as has been the case since the start of the oration. According to the
speaker, all Athenians belong to the same family, being descended from
the Attic soil, and all are nourished by their excellent wohirela (238¢c1).
For the state funeral as a means by which the state attempted to usurp
the role of the family, see especially Loraux 1986: 22-8. eg, dtrov &v
ixaoros ixdoTwn dvruyyxévn extending to the entire citizenry of Athens
the commiunent that the speaker had undertaken, in connection with the
children of the deceased, as an individual at 246b7. e6 Tore wou: the
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particle is used, as often, ironically; it does not convey the speaker’s hesi-
tation to ascribe to his audience familiarity with the city’s benevolence. In
the Apology (20e8-21ag) S. immediately follows Xapepidvra yép ioTe Tou
with Toe 8 olog iv Xaupepddv, where 81 has “self-evidential” force (242agn.);
the frequent references to Chaerephon in Old Comedy (for which, see
Nails 86—7) show that his person and his character were indeed well

known. e7-8 81 . .. éimpeAditan “namely that the city takes care.” The
clause is in explanatory apposition to THyv émipéAsiav. e’7 vépous Bepévn:

a law was attributed to Solon requiring that the sons of those who died in
war Snpocial TpépecBan kal wandevesBan (D.L. 1.55). “Traditional practices”
(an acceptable meaning for vépous) whose origins were not known were
often attributed to Solon, so that it is not necessary to accept the attri-
bution. The evidence for the practice, which includes Thuc. 2.46.1, is
collected by Stroud (1g71: 288—go), who accepts the Solonic origin. The
provisions appear to have amounted to a grant of one obol per day and
perhaps also the privilege of év puTaveic o1Teiobai, that is a daily meal in
the Tholos, adjacent to the Bouleuterion (234a2n.; Camp 1986: 94-7).
The latter is the “penalty” that S. proposes that he be assessed for his
service to the city (Apol. 36d7-8). For an orphan from a poor family the
obol and the free meal, if indeed these are to be distinguished, would rep-
resent a subsistence; for someone whose father was of hoplite status, like
S., it would be purely honorific. As S. points out in making his proposal
to the jury, meals at public expense were granted to citizens who were
victorious in the equestrian events at the Olympic games, that is, to those
least in need of public assistance. e8 xai yevvfTopas: no such law, or
practice, is known; see e4—5n. P. uses the otherwise poetic noun yevviiTwp
also in Diotima’s speech (Symp. 209a4) and several times in Laws.

249a1 TV &Mwv ToAiT@dv: comparative genitive with Siagepdvtaws, “dif-
ferently from”; that is, the task has been assigned to the magistrate (see
next n.) “to a greater degree than” to other citizens. Some scholars, how-
ever, have taken this to mean that the magistrate is to care for the rel-
atives of the deceased to a greater degree than for other citizens (e.g.
Tsitsiridis ad loc.; Trivigno 2009: 44-5). But P. mostly uses SiagepévTws +
genitive to single out an individual (e.g. Phd. 65a2, the philosopher disen-
gages his soul from his body &iagepdvTos Tév dMwv dvBpwmawv); a careful
writer like P., wanting to use the adverb to distinguish a group, would
have inserted SiagepévTws T. & . into the clause in which the group was
named. a1—-2 apxijt fjrep peyiom éoriv: that is, to the man who holds
the highest magistracy, namely the eponymous archon (Stroud 1971:
289, rejecting the evidence of schol. Dem. 24.56 Dilts, where the role is
assigned to the polemarch). a2 émws a&v oi ToUTwy un &dikdvran: cf.
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Rep. 4.423c2—4 Tois UAal! TpooTaSouey QUALTTEW . . . TS P TE OMIKP& 1)
o5 EoTon (similarly Gorg. 480ag—4, Laws 5.736b2). The future indicative
is the regular construction in object clauses of this nature, but P. occasion-
ally uses &v + subjunctive with no apparent difference in meaning; e.g.
Euthphr. 11eg with SMT §348. The archon’s guardianship of the parents
may be little more than an extension of his role as protector of orphans
and heiresses, in which capacity the archon was charged with imposing
fines or bringing charges against those who harm them (7ois &dikoUaw,
Arist. Ath.Pol. 56.77 with Rhodes ad loc.). In any event, this is very different
from the ynpotpogia suggested by the wording at 248e4. ag-b2 Tolg
8& Taibas . . . kexoounuévov: this lengthy sentence, containing nine partici-
ples (240a6n.), presents serious problems of syntax and structure, none
of which can be readily resolved. Its problems become apparent if we lay
out its elements, followed by an attempt at translation:

(1) Tous 8¢ Taidas ouvekTpépel aUT,

(2) mpoBupoupévn &T1 pdAioTa &BnAov aUTols THv dpgaviav yevéobai,

(3) &v TaTpds oxNHpaT! KaTaoT&oR aUTols alTh) ETt TE TAICiV oUCY,

(4) xai éwardav eis &vdpods TéAos iwow

(5) &mwomépTer i T& CPéTEpa AUTHY TTavoTTAicn koopfioaoa,

(6) &vdeikvupévn kai dvampviiokouoa T& ToU TTaTpos EmMTNdelpaTa

(7) <Té&> Spyava Tiis TaTpoias &peTiis S18oUoa,

(8) kai &ua oiwvol x&pv &pxeoban idvan émi THy TaTpdiav éoTiav &pfovTa
METS IoyUos STTAOIS KEKOGHUMUEVOV.

(1) As to the children, the city itself takes a hand in their upbring-
ing, (2) being intensely concerned that their position as orphans
be as unobtrusive (?) as possible, () assuming for itself the role of
a father to them while they are still children, (4) and, when they
reach adulthood, (5) it sends them off to their own estate, having
equipped them with a suit of armor, (77) giving them the accouter-
ments of their paternal heroism (6) as a display and reminder of
their father’s occupation, (8) and at the same time serving as a good
omen (?) as he [sic] begins to enter upon the ancestral hearth to
take control with authority, being armed.

The position of Te in (§) appears to make it anticipatory to xai in (4),
but kai connects cuvekTpéper (1) with &momépmer (5). There is no possible
construction for &pxesfon (8), the subject of which appears to be singu-
lar, since &p§ovta and kekoopnuévov agree with the subject, but transition
from “children” to a single child has nowhere been signaled. Editors have
accepted the transmitted text, which seems the appropriate course in the
absence of any acceptable suggestions for improvement. a4 adnhov:
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an odd word to use in this context, where the status of the orphans is so
publicly recognized (cf. dvopacToi in the quotation from Dem. at 248e4-
5n.). If the word is correctly transmitted, it must mean something like
“inconspicuous, unnoticed.” It may, however, be preferable to regard it
as an error for, e.g. &\umov (cf. Laws 5.729a7, where the Athenian says
that a legacy of respect, even more than riches, makes life &Auvtmov for
one’s children) or &mwfuov, a largely poetic word that occurs at Phdr.
248c4. aq-5 év Tarpds oxhpaTt “in loco patris”; cf. Laws 11.918e6 ¢v
pnTPdS . . . kai Tpogol oxfuaTi. For this meaning of oxfipa, see LS] A.5. In
his funeral oration, Lysias says that we could repay our debt of gratitude
to the dead only by welcoming their children as if we ourselves were their
fathers (&omep avTtol waTépes Svtes, 2.75). a6 érradav cis &vSpog Téilos
iwowv: i.e. when they reach their majority; cf. Thuc. 2.46.1 ToUs Taidas . . .
Snuocion f) wéMs péxpr fipns Bpéwel, with Loraux 1986: 27. For the meaning
of TéAos, essentially “status” or “category,” see Epinom. gg2dp &is wpeaPiTou
TéAos agikopévors. These two passages are unusual, however, in that the
dependent genitives denote a person belonging to the category rather
than the category expressed abstractly (Waanders 1983: 137), as in Eur.
Med. g20—-1 #Hpns Tédos | poAdvtas. ab—y &mwomiumer . . . TwavomAia
xoounoaoca: the ceremony at which the (male) war orphans were publicly
acknowledged as adults is described by Aeschines (3.154): in the theater,
before the performance of the dramas at the City Dionysia, the orphans
are presented with a suit of hoplite armor and a proclamation is made,
declaring them to be sons of brave men (&vdpes &yafoi) whom the city
is now sending forth to take possession of their patrimony (&¢inow . . .
TpémecBon émi T& foutdv) and inviting them to occupy seats of honor
(mpoedpia) in the theater. a7 mwavomAial koopfioaoa: given the cost of
a suit of hoplite armor, and in view of the comment below that this was
the equipment that commemorated their fathers’ valor, it seems difficult
to believe that orphans whose fathers were of less than hoplite status, e.g.
rowers in the fleet, received this honor. But Bertosa (2003: 3$68—g) argues
that such was indeed the case, noting that Pasion, an older contemporary
of P.’s, donated 1,000 shields to the Athenian state (Dem. 45.85), which
were likely used for just this purpose.

249b1 oiwvol x&piv: in his Seventh Letter, P. says that he will avoid saying
anything negative x&pw oiwvoi (336c1), the only other occurrence of this
expression in Classical Greek. The suit of armor serves both as a reminder
of the past and as a favorable omen for the sons’ future, as they set out to
assume authority over their estate and, it is hoped, emulate the martial
valor of their fathers. It is especially at the beginning of an enterprise
that portents are regarded as significant (e.g. Aesch. Ag. 104-20, Thuc.
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6.27.3); thus the placement of these words just before &pyeofat is appro-
priate, but the syntax of the latter is impossible to divine. b2 &pfovra:
future participle with iéva1 expressing purpose (SMT §840). b4 xat&
ixaoTov éviautév: family members were expected to ensure that the mem-
ory of the deceased was kept alive by regular, generally annual, ritual
observances (Garland 1985: 104-5, 166; Wyse on Isaeus 2.46); in Laws
the Athenian refers to T&s katé éviautdv EmipeAeias, which should not be
neglected (p# wopaieimew, 4.717e2—718a1). The reference here to the
civic commemoration of the dead is not to the funeral oration, which did
not take place every year, but only in years in which Athenians lost their
lives in combat (6wéTe Suppain adTols, Thuc. 2.34.7). Rather, the speaker
is referring to the Epitaphia, a festival that seems to have occurred shortly
after the Theseia (8 Pyanopsion), that is, in early fall (Pritchett 1985:
107-11). Thus the Epitaphia will in some years have coincided with the
funeral oration, which took place after the end of the campaign season.
These two events, one an annual festival and one an ad hoc celebration
of those who had recently been killed in battle, constituted the commem-
oration common to all, corresponding to the private ceremonies held by
individuals. b4-5 xowfj . . . idicu: for the antithesis, here enhanced
by the w&ow/éx&oTwr antithesis, see 236d6n. bg—6 &ydvas yupvikoUs
Kai iTrmiKoUs . . . kai pouaikijs: cf. Lysias 2.80 &ydves . . . poouns [= yupvikoi]
kai ocopias [= pouoikoi] kai mAoUTou [= immikot]. These contests, mentioned
also in Demosthenes’ funeral oration (60.36 &ydvwy &BavéTwv), took
place at the annual Epitaphia; see the extended discussion by Tsitsiridis
(408-12). by &rexvas “in effect,” a colloquial adverb confined in the
Classical period to comedy and P., appearing only here in oratory. It is
frequent in P., often being used, as here, to underline the appropriate-
ness of a figurative expression, e.g. Apol. 18d6, Euthphr. ga7. b7—c1
év KAnpovéuou Kai uéos poipar “in the capacity of son and heir.” For this
meaning of poipa, see LS] A. v. b7—c2 Uéog . . . raTpds . . . émTpdTTOUL:
the (feminine) city, and by extension the land that “gave birth” to its
citizens at the start of the oration, has taken on a noticeably masculine
character at the end.

249c2-3 Td&oav . . . woroupévn: the conclusion to the speaker’s remarks
is signaled by hyperbaton, polyptoton (247a2-3n.) and conspicuous
alliteration; the use of wap& in the relatively uncommon temporal sense
(LSJ c. 1.10d; KG 1 513) is dictated by its contribution to the sound of
the passage. cg émpéAaav oloupévn = émpedoupévn; for this common
type of periphrasis with moioUuai (employed here to introduce yet another
m-word), see KG 1 106. This concludes the striking concentration of words
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in &mpeA- (seven times since 248c6), assuring the audience that the city
exercises total (for this force of wés, see 239agn.) care of everyone through
all ime. c3—4 TpxiéTEpOV Pépeiv THY oupgopav: echoing the opening
words spoken by the deceased regarding their parents, that they should
be encouraged ¢ paioTa pépev THY cupgopdy (247¢H6). ch5 oUtws: i.e.
by bearing their loss more stoically. The word is postponed to make way
for the topic (CGCG §60.25), which has changed from the deceased (bg)
to “both the deceased and the living.” TpoogiAéioraTor: echoing the
closing words spoken by the deceased regarding their parents, that by
seeing to the well-being of their widows and orphans their life will be fuiv
TpoopiAéoTepov (248d1). c5—6 paroTor Bepatreeiv Te kai fepatrevecdan:
owing to its origin as “a case-form of a verbal abstract noun” (Wackernagel
2009: 325), the infinitive in expressions like this has neither specifically
active nor passive meaning; cf. Phd. 62b6 (Adyos) pdudios dudeiv, Symp.
182a8 (vépos) vofjcar p&udios, KG 11 15—16. Here the addition of the passive
infinitive, along with making the end of the sentence sound more impres-
sive, serves to underline the reciprocal nature of the 8epameia. The parents
of the deceased have been asked to look after the widows and orphans,
who will in their turn look after the parents as they age; for the legal
requirement to care for parents and grandparents, see Rhodes 1981: 629,
on Ath.Pol. 56.6; cf. Gorgias DK 82 B6, referring to the deceased as éo101
Tpds Tous Tokéas Tijt Bepameicn, with 244egn. P. has presumably replaced
the language of émuéAsia with that of 8epameia because émuedotpcn is not
used in the passive voice; note also the use of 8epatrevovTas in the final sen-
tence of Lysias’ oration, quoted below. c6-8 viv 5¢ . . . &miTe: the other
funeral orations (the conclusion of Hyperides’ is not preserved) end in
similarly abrupt fashion (Ziolkowski 1981: 164~73 and Tsitsiridis ad loc.
for epigraphical parallels): viv 5¢ &moAogupduevor ov TpooTikel EkdoTw! &TITE
(Thuc. 2.46.2), &véykn . . . BepatmretovTas TOV T&TpIov vSpov dAopupeoBar Tous
Bamrropévous (Lysias 2.81), Upeis 8¢ &modupdpevor kai T& poofikovTa 6§ Xp1
kai vépipa orfoavtes &mte (Dem. 60.37). cb Upeis Te xai oi &hou: i.e.
the relatives of the deceased, who have been the addressees since 248d7,
and the members of the audience generally. €7 xat& Tév vépov: end-
ing the oration as it had begun (236d7), with reference to the mwé&rpiog
véuos. c7-8 amologupéuevor: the force of &mo- in verbal compounds is
sometimes that of “finishing off, completing” (LS] p. 2), as here and in
the closing sentences in Thucydides and Demosthenes just quoted. What
has concluded is the communal (xowfj; cf. 236d6) lamentation; private
observances (bgn.) will continue. c8 &mre: cf. Thucydides’ account
of the ceremony, peta 8¢ ToUTo [i.e. after the interment and the oration]
&mépxovran (2.94.6).
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249d1-e7: CONCLUDING DIALOGUE

M. expresses admiration for Aspasia’s ability to construct such a fine ora-
tion, but he hints at his suspicion that perhaps someone else might be the
real author. S. persists in attributing the speech to Aspasia and extracts a
promise from M. not to betray his confidence, promising in turn to regale
him with many other fine speeches from her in future. In contrast to the
opening dialogue, in which a series of questions from M. prompted S. to
share Aspasia’s oration, M. asks no questions, seemingly transported by
the oration in the manner described by S. at 2g35a—c. M.’s complaisance
here is especially notable given S.’s characterization of the young M. in
Lysis as “disputatious” (¢pioTikés) and Lysis’ emphatic affirmation that he
is “very much so” (c@é8pa ye, 211b8—g).

249d1 Acowracias Tiis MiAneias: in closing, S. asserts Aspasia’s authorship of
the oration with the same formality that “Herodotus the Halicarnassian”
and “Thucydides the Athenian” identify their literary works. It is striking
that S. expresses no evaluation of the oration, in contrast to the praise,
albeitironic, offered at e.g. Apol. 17a2—3, Phdr. 234d1, Prot. 328d4—€3, Symp.
198ag—7. dg N Aia: for the oath, see 235d8n. paxapiav “lucky,
blessed,” as in “blessed with talent.” The most common use of the adjective
in P. is as a vocative, mostly in the mouth of S., who uses it as a “friendship
term” with little difference in meaning from g¢iAs or &ya8é (Dickey 1996:
140, 278—9). d4 i yuv) oboa: her sex is mentioned first as the salient
element; she is all the more fortunate in possessing an ability generally
considered to belong with men. While S.’s comments below suggest that
he regards M. as somewhat skeptical, the conditional expression does not
necessarily imply doubt on M.’s part regarding Aspasia’s authorship of the
speech. Compare Hp.Mi. 364a1, where S. congratulates the sophist, saying,
“You lead a charmed existence (poxépidv ye wébos émovlas) if you have so
much confidence in your skill every time you go to Olympia,” after Hippias
has just described his self-assurance in publicly offering to answer any ques-
tion posed to him at the festival. For such “resumptive if-clauses,” in which
the speaker reintroduces information from earlier in the context phrased in
conditional form, see Wakker 19g4: 125—9. d4—5 TolouTous Adyous . . .
cuvmnibévar: plural, to include the speech that she composed (cuverifel,
236bg) for Pericles. d6 AAA& ei pf) moTevas: Wilamowitz (1919: 140)
aptly compares Euthd. 2g1a, where Crito interrupts S.’s account of his con-
versation with Clinias to express his skepticism that someone as inexperi-
enced as Clinias could have framed so sophisticated an argument. There
are, however, two significant differences between the two passages that serve
to convey P.’s differing attitudes toward the content for which, ultimately,
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he is himself responsible. In the first place, Crito is quite emphatic, under-
lining with an oath (u& Aia, Euthd. 2goe4) his certainty that it cannot have
been the boy who was the author of the argument, upon which S. backs
down, suggesting that his memory may be at fault and that perhaps it was
after all Ctesippus who argued in this fashion (a suggestion that Crito vig-
orously rejects, agreeing with S. that the author may in fact have been some
superior entity, Tév kperTTévwv TS, €7—291a7); here, by contrast, S. offers to
substantiate his ascription of the oration to Aspasia, an offer that M. says
is unnecessary, given his familiarity with Aspasia and her abilities. In the
second place, while there is little in the funeral oration that is consistent
with S.’s (or P.’s) manner or method, Clinias’ contribution to the discus-
sion contains nothing from which S. (or P.) would wish to distance himself
(Finkelberg 2019: 86—7), and he turns the conversation in a productive
direction: he first notes that those who create speeches do not know how
to put them to use and that the téxvn of making speeches is therefore
separate from that of using them, and then he argues that the general’s
Téxvn is deficient in that it requires a further téxvn (which S. will identify
as fj mohiTikty, 2g1c4) for its proper employment. Thus, in Euthydemus, the
standard Socratic practice is adopted, namely that of following the Adyos
where it leads without regard to whose Adyos it is (e.g. Chrm. 161c, Phdr.
275C), while here, at the very end of the dialogue, P. goes out of his way
to distance S. from responsibility for the content of the funeral oration.
The reason would seem to be that P. wishes to dissociate the content of the
funeral oration from the man who claims, at Gorgias 521d, to be just about
the only Athenian who practices the true political Téxvn and who engages
in T& moAiTIKA. axoloufer pera éuol: for this construction, cf. perd éuol
govtan 295bg with n. d1o Ti obv; “Well then?” As a self-contained ques-
tion introducing a further question arising out of what an interlocutor has
just said, this expression is very frequent in P. (ca. 100 times), especially in
the mouth of S. oUk &yacar: implying that S. senses a certain ambiv-
alence, to put it no more strongly, in M.’s claim to know what Aspasia is
like. kai viv xapwv #xeas: reminding us of the exchange in the opening
dialogue (236c—d), where M. had begged S. to do him the favor (xapifjt) of
reciting the oration of Aspasia, or anyone else he wished, and S. responded
in extravagant terms, saying that he was obliged under any circumstances
to grant M. favors (8¢i xopileaBou . . . xapioaipny &v).

249e1 1j ixeivwt doTig oot 6 eitrav: seeming to reinforce S.’s claim (26a8)
that, on his own, S. would be incapable of producing an acceptable funeral
oration, so that the speech recited by S. must have been composed by
either Aspasia or someone else. e2 kai pog ye “and what’s more,”
with adverbial wpés (LS] ). The expression appears to be colloquial; see
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Collard 2018: 123. &AAwv ToAA&V: what these “many other things” are
for which M. is grateful to S. (= tén eiwévn) is unclear, but the opening dia-
logue, along with M.’s role in Lysis and his presence at S.’s death, implies
considerable familiarity between the two. e3 EU &v #xou: Theaetetus
uses the same expression (followed immediately by éAA& épa pfy Trailewv
E\eyev, Tht. 145b10) in response to S.’s disclosure that the young man
has been effusively praised by Theodorus; similarly Pol. 277ag, Soph.
219ag (xoéds &v éxot). The optative indicates that the speaker’s approval
of the favorable statement that his interlocutor has made is subject to
qualification, depending on the fulfillment of some condition. Here it is
implied, in jest, that the relationship between S. and M. may be jeopard-
ized should M. let it be known either that S. has shared Aspasia’s oration
or has divulged her authorship of it. &AA& OTrws pou un) xaTtepeis: cf.
A& 8Trws pf) pot xaAeravel T S18dokados, 236cg with n. e4 aubis: other
dialogues end with an expectation of future meetings and further discus-
sion. In some dialogues, further discussion is called for because the inter-
locutors have not come to an agreement regarding the object of inquiry
(e.g. Cra., Euthphr., Lach., Tht.); in the late works Laws, Philebus, Sophist
and Timaeus, agreement is either reached or assumed and it is expected
that the interlocutors will meet again to build upon that agreement. Here,
it seems, no unanswered questions remain, and the expectation is that
S. will repeat for M. other speeches that he has learned from Aspasia
in the same unquestioning manner that he learned the funeral ora-
tion. Adyous Tapa aUTiis roMiTikous: deliberately provocative. S. insists
to the end that Aspasia was the author of the foregoing moAiTikds Adyos,
a genre of discourse from which women in Athens were excluded. Such
discourse comprised any speech delivered in a public setting (Clavaud
1980: 89—91). Thus the dialogue ends with the absurd promise of many
more fine woMiTikoi Adyor composed by a foreign woman and transmitted
by an elderly Athenian who had long since removed himself from pub-
lic life; for S. absented himself from such settings, discouraged by the
divine voice whose directions he invariably found beneficial (évavtioGTon
T& ok wpdatTew, Apol. g1dp). This is not contradicted by S.’s claim
in Gorgias that he is virtually alone of his contemporaries in practicing
the true art of statesmanship and acting in the city’s interests (wpaTTew
T& TohiTiKG, 521d7-8). An attempt to define what exactly that art is, and
how it differs from what is commonly understood as & wohiTiké, will be
made in the course of the conversations recorded in Republic, Statesman
and Laws. eb pévov amayyedde: cf. 236c6—7 &G pévov eimé, well illus-
trating the distinction between the aorist and present imperatives (CGCG
§33.65): “give a recitation (of a complete oration)” vs. “continue to trans-
mit (an open-ended series of reports).”
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4327-8, 43b1
alliteration, 47a2—3, 49c2—3
ambiguity, 34b1-2 fpdv EmpeAnTiy,
ggd7—e1, 40eb—41a1, 43e2—4
anachronism, g(a), 3(b)
anacoluthon, g4c2-35b2, 37bg
anaphora, g4a2, 48a3—6
antimetabole, 38a4—5
Antiphon, 2(a), g(d)iv “Pericles,”
“Antiphon, ”_36a4
antithetical expression, 2(b), 34c4-6,
36d4, 36d6, 36d7, 36e3-37a1,
3723, 37b4, 39b1, 39d1-2,
3gd7—e1, 41b1, 42byg, 42d3,
43b5, 4423, 44b3, 45d3—4,
47€3-4, 48¢e4, 49b4-5
aorist tense, 34bb, 34c1-2, g34c4, 36¢1,
36c2, ggab, 40d1-2, 42a6, 45e2,
49¢6
Archidamian War, 41e6—42¢4,
42c2-dy, 42¢7
Archinus, 2(a), g(d)iv “Archinus,”
“Dion,” g4b10, 44a7
Arginusae, battle of, 43¢c1-7, 43¢5-5,
43d2, 43d3, 46a5
aristocracy, 1, 35¢4, 37a7, 37bg—38bb,
38c6, 38c7—d2, 38ds
Aristotle, §(a), 35a3-5, 35d3—6, 36bs,
g6c1
Aspasia, 2(a), 2(c), 3(b), 3(c)i, g(c)iii,
g(d)i, g(d)iii, 3(d)iv, 34a1-36ds3,
3568 36b7, gbc1, g6¢c4, 36d1,
39¢3, 39¢5, 43¢6, 46b5-6,

49d1-e7, 49d1, 49d4, 49d6,
49¢4

assonance, 40d6—7

asyndeton, g5c1, 37a4, 39d1, 40bs,
48a3-6

autochthony, §7bg—-38b6, 37bg, 37b4,
37b7, 37€2-3, 37€7

Boule, 2(d), 34a2, 3424, 34bs, 34bg
burial of the dead, 1, 34c2-3

Callicles, 3(c)i, 34a6, 34a7-b1, 39e3,
4721

chiasmus, 34c2-35b2, 34c4, 38a4-5,
38c6, 38d8, 40a2-4, 41234,
43b2, 43b6, 47a5-6, 48c1-3,
48d4-5, 48e4-5

Cicero, g(e)ii, 46d1—47c4, 46e7-47a2,
4766—483.7, 48ag—6

clausula, gbe1, 38bg, 40d6-7, 43¢7,
4537, 46a3—4

Cleisthenes, reforms of, 1, 2(d), g5eg9

colloquial expressions, 35c4, 35d1,
35d8, 36b8, 36¢2, 36¢5, 47b2,
49b7, 49e2

competition, g35d6

Connus, g(d)iv “Connus,” “Lamprus,”

e

COI‘ll'?l,t5h1291n War, 2(c), 3(b), 44bq—46a4,
45€2-3, 45e8—46a2, 45€8, 46a3—4

crasis, pp. 401

Cyrus the Great, ggd1-2, 39d6

Darius, 3g9d1-2, 39d5-6, 39d6, 39e3,
40a1, 4025

dative case, g5d1-2, g5e3, 36d4,
g36e1-3, 39d7, 40e6—41a1, 4126,
41€6, 43a5, 43€6, 44b2, 47d3—4

of agent, 41e6

death in battle admired, g4c1-2, g7as,
42bb—c1, 43¢c4-5, 45€7, 46d1-2,
4724, 47d5, 48¢4
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definite article, g4a1, g5ds, 36bs,
86b7, 47¢7
omitted, 34a2, 3424, 41d3, 43€3—4,
47b4-5, 48b4
Delian League, 41d1-e5, 41d3
democracy, 38c7—dz, 38dg
Demosthenes, 2(d), g(e)ii, 36d4,
g36e1, 40d4, 46d1-4%7c4
Dion of Athens, 2(a), 3(d)iv “Dion,”
34b10
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 2(a),
2(d), 3(e)ii, 34¢c4, 36d4—37b2,
g6e1, g7d1, g7e5, 38a1-2, g8a7,
 89¢8—4, 46d1-47¢4
Diotima, g(d)iii

education, 2, 3(a), g(c)ii, a(d)iii, 34ap,
34b1-2, 40d5, 4127, 41¢3, 4724

elision, pp. 40-1

enchantment, g5az2, g5a7

enclitics, g5d1, 36bgq-5, 36b6

epanalepsis, §7a6, 48b2

epanastrophe, 46e1

Euripides, 34¢5, 37b4, 37€2-3, 39b3,
39b5, 39b6

figura etymologica, 36d5, 43¢6, 45€1,
ap—6

funeral oration, choice of speaker,
34b5

future tense, g4b6, 35ds, 36b1, 36¢3,
41d3, 47¢5-48d6, 47¢7, 48¢4,
4932, 49b2

genitive case, g5es, 36bg, 38d1-2,
39¢3—4, 39¢7, 40d4-5, 41bs,
41d5, 43a5-7, 4325, 43€3—4,
4521, 47d3—4, 47€2, 4921
absolute; 39bg4, 42c5-6, 43c1
of respect or reference, 37bg, 41a2
Gorgias and “Gorgianic figures,”
2, 2(b), 3(c)i, g(d)iii, 34c4-6,
34c6-gpa1, gbaz—g, 36d4—37bez,
g6e1-3, 38a4-5, 43a1-2, 4725-6

hendiadys, g6e1-3, 45c2
Herodotus, §5d3—4, 39d1-2
hoplites, 40eb-41€5, 41a1, 41a3—4,
42c2—d4, 42¢7, 46bg-5,49a7
hyperbaton, 47a2-3, 49c2-3
Hyperides, 2, 2(e)

imitation, 2(d), g(a), g(c)ii, 35az,
40€4, 41¢3, 474, 48a7-b1, 48e3

imperfect tense, g(a), 36b8, 42a6,

44d1, 44e€1, 45e5-6
improvisation, 35c9, 35d2, 36a8
infinitive, epexegetic, 35b6—7
Isles of the Blessed, 35c4
Isocrates, g(e)ii, 3426, 44d1-2
isonomia, 39a2—3

King’s Peace, see Peace of Antalcidas

Lamprus, g(d)iv “Lamprus,” g6a4
life, meaning of, 34d6
“Longinus,” De sublimitate, 2 (e),
g6d4-g7b2 B
Lysias, 2(c), 3(c)iii, 44a7-b1

manuscnpts g(e)i, pp. 40-1, 34c2-3,
35a7, 36e1

Marathon, battle of, 1, 2, 3(b),
35d3—4,3QC7—4066 39d4-5,
40b77-c1, 40c6, 4121, 41a7,
41ds

Menexenus, g(d)ii, 34a6, 34b1-2,
34b3—4, 36c6 g6c11, g6d1,
gEIl—e7, 49d10

middle voice, 34b6—7, 38a3, 38b8,
39b4-5, 40d3—4, 41b5, 44c1-2

mimesis, see imitation

negative—positive statement (“not
AbutB”), g4c5, 37bg,
48c1—3

nominative case, 34al, 39c3—4, 40bz2,
46es

nu-ephelkystikon, g(e)i, g(e)ii, pp. 40-1,
g6e1 - -

oaths, g35d8, 49d3, 49d6
oligarchy, 38c%7-d2, 38d3

parallel expression, 34c4-5, 36e3—
37a1, 38by4, 39d1-2, 39e3—4,
40d4, 40d6-7, 41b7—1, 41€1-2,
43¢5-6, 43d1, 47d7-e2, 48d4-5,
48e2-3

parechesis, 38b4, gga2

parisosis, 2(b), 34c4-6, 35a3-6, 36d6,
36e1-3, 38by4, 39a2, ggdi1-2,
39€3—4, 40d4, 40d6-7, 41b7—1,
41€1-2, 42¢4, 43¢50, 47d77-e2,
48d4-5, 48e2-3

participles, accumulation of, g4c2-
g5b2,37b4,40a6,43c1-7,49a3—

2
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Peace of Antalcidas, g(b), 40e3,
44b4—4624, 45€3

Peace of Callias, 42a2

Peace of Nicias, 41e6-42e4, 42¢7

perfect tense, 34¢c5-6, 35¢8, 38a4-5,
3926, 43c2, 46e4, 48a7

Pericles, 1, 2, 2(a), g(d)iii, g(d)iv
“Pericles,” 34b1-2, 35e8, 36a3—4,
36bs, 36d4, 36d7, 38b7-39a4,
38c7-d2, 39c3, 41a1

philosophy, 34a5

Plataea, battle of, 1, 35d3—4, 38c3,
39b3, 41a1, 41c4, 41d5

poetic expression, g37d4, 39bs, 40c4,
40d4-5, 42¢6-43a1, 46bs, 46¢3,
47a2-3, 4724, 48a7, 48¢8

polyptoton, 47a2-3, 477¢1, 4'7€5, 49¢c2-3

present tense, 34c1-2, 42bg, 49€6

prolepsis, 37b1-2, 3gb4

prose rhythm, 36d4, 45d5—6, see also
clausula

prosopopoeia, 46¢7

repetition, g7¢cg—4, 40b7—1, 45b1-2,
45¢5, 47256

rhyme, 2(b), 34c4-6, 36eg—g7a1,
38by4, 40d3—4, 41b7—1, 41€1-2,
48d4-5

Salamis, battle of, 40e6-41e5, 40€6,
41al, 4127, 44€3

slavery, 38e4-5, 3gd1—2, 3gd7—e1

Sphacteria, 42c2-d4, 42c7

stasis, 42e1, 43e2—4

Thermopylae, battle of, 41a1
Theseus, ggbg, 39bs,
Thirty, the, 34b3—4, 43€1-44b3, 43¢4,

43€6
Trojan War, 1, 2, 40d4

variatio, 34a4-5, 344, 41a3—4,
41b7—1, 44c4-5, 48€2—3
vocative case, §5a

word order, 35a6, 35c1, 35c8,
35d1-2, 36ap, 36c4, 37b1-2,
37¢c8, 38eg, 3gaz, 40a6-7, 41¢6,
44d1-2, 44e2, 45d5-6, 47¢2,

47¢€6, 49¢5, 49d4, see also
hyperbaton

written speeches, g5d2

Xerxes, 3gd1-2, 40b1, 41d3, 41e3—4

youth and age, 34a77-b1, 36c8—q,
36eg-g7a1

INDEX OF GREEK WORDS

ayabds “valiant,” g4c1—2

&MA& pévol, 36c11

&v, position, g6as, 36c11, 44e2
repeated, 36c11

avip &yaBds, see death in battle

admired

&pa, 40d2, 42d6, 47¢6

auTés, ipse, 36b8, 36c4

aUTooxediadew, 359

PaociAels, 38de, 41dg
yonteia, 35a2
8¢, in apodosis, 36e%7

&1, 34a4, 35b2—3, 36d7, 36eg, 4god1-2,
41b6-7, 42a3, 43b7, 47€5,

8d1-2, 48e6
81 To1, 45¢6

¢, g4b6

émpédeia, 34b1-2, 48d2, 49c3

i5n, 3426, 39d6, 41c5, 42bs-6,
44<4-5, 48¢4
kai, 36b77, 36c11
seemingly superfluous, g35d6, 35es5,
ep—6
with “a sense of climax,” g4a2
kai &1) kai, 44€1
Kai . . . pév 81, 41€6, 46ap
kad pfy, 34C1
kaAok&yabia, 35b2, 462
xoAakeia, 3(C)1, 35a3—h
kéopos, “honor,” 37¢3—4, 39c1

pév, inceptive, 46d1

solitarium, 35e3, 38b2, 40d7
pév . . . &G, gbaz
ptv olv, g40d77, 41¢6-7, 477¢4
wévtol, 34bg-10, 35¢7, 45€7



uévov ov, 35C4
v, movable, see nu-ephelkystikon
oUv, resumptive, g§6a2

Tévy, 34b8, g35a6, g5e4

Tapaxpfiua, 35b1, 35d6, 36bg

wé&s, 37d3-4, 395, 46b3, 467,
4732-3, 49¢3

TepiAeippa, 36b6

ToikiAia, gpa2

Tohitela, 38b8

Trou, ironic, 48€6

INDEXES

Tews with superlative, gpal
pnTopikh (sc. Téxvn), 35€5

aeuvdTNs, 35bg
oopla, 34C4, 47a1

Te kai, 35C1
xopileca, 36c6, 36c11
yuxn, 35a2

WoTep, 35C9
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