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PREFACE

‘Little need be said about this slight dialogue on the nature of “poetic
inspiration”.” Thus opens the brief passage on the lon in Taylor’s
Plato. The man and his work of 1928, p. 38. Taylor’s perfunctory and
dismissive judgement has not exactly deterred later scholars from
writing about the Jon. On the contrary, the literature on the /on is vast
and diverse, just like the literature on Plato and poetry in general, of
course. By way of an illustration I may refer to the rather extensive,
but by no means exhaustive bibliography to this book. For a far fuller
bibliography one may consult Capuccino’s recent publication (2005).
Perhaps a few words are in order, then, to justify the appearance of yet
another book on the Jon.

The book originates from a course for first-year students of classics
at the University of Amsterdam, which I taught for a number of years.
At some point, I planned to turn my rather simple notes in Dutch into
a more extensive but still brief commentary in English, using Burnet’s
text and apparatus criticus as a basis, like many other editions (and
translations) of the Jon. Now I knew, from the problems encountered
and discussed by Dodds and Bluck in their editions of Gorgias and
Meno, respectively, that Burnet’s apparatus might not be fully reliable,
notably with respect to the readings of Cod. Vindobonensis suppl.
graecum 39, commonly designated by the siglum F. And indeed, at the
very beginning of the lon (530a7) Burnet notes in his apparatus ‘ye
TW{ : te F°, without specifying which of the two ye¢’s in that line is
meant. In this case Méridier’s edition in the Budé series made it clear
that the second one must be meant. But [ also had to deal with the fact
that, at 530b2-3, Burnet printed vikrjcopev, with nothing in his appa-
ratus criticus, while Méridier reports that vikficopev is the reading of
T, that of W and F being vikijoopev. Furthermore, at 530c2 Burnet
printed dya6o¢ poaywddg, with F, and at 530d9 dxpodoacbal, again
with F, while Méridier in both cases followed T W, printing pay®ddg
and axpodoBot, both naturally without comments, as is usual in edi-
tions without commentary, and likewise in several other cases of MS
variation. Both these readings would seem to yield acceptable Greek.
Why was what was so attractive to Burnet unattractive in the eyes of
Meéridier? The two scholars had used the same MSS, and while Burnet
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followed Schanz in postulating ‘ducem potissimum nobis eligendum
esse Venetum T, he in several places preferred a reading of F (for ex-
amples see above), for no clear reason. Méridier had no such explicit
preferences, but he followed T (and W) even more faithfully than
Burnet. Why? What made T and W so special? Nor are these phenom-
ena confined to the Jon, of course; cp. the apt remark by Bluck (1961,
139): ... on a number of occasions one has to choose between read-
ings, one of which is attested by F and one by BT W, either of which,
it would seem, might have been written by Plato’. Indeed, one has—
but how? Finally, I had in the meantime found out that Burnet and
Meéridier, and indeed all editors, had somehow overlooked the quota-
tions from the Jon in Proclus. Whereupon I decided I might as well try
to establish a fresh text, with a revised apparatus, a revision which
would also include of course the readings of the two other MSS tradi-
tionally considered primary witnesses (Marcianus graecus append.
class. IV, 1 =T, and Vind. suppl. gr. 7= W), as well as those of Marc.
graecus 189 (S), for reasons set out in the Introduction. The text, then,
is based upon a collation—in situ—of these four primary MSS.

As regards the establishment of the text, unless there were obvious
palaeographical factors involved, the choice of one reading rather than
another has been determined as much as possible by a detailed linguis-
tic analysis of the readings concerned, the variants mentioned above
being clear cases in point. In fact, it is perhaps primarily by taking into
account linguistic factors that it is possible to make reasoned choices
and to avoid arbitrariness in preferring one variant reading to another,
at any rate in prose texts. (I will come back to the role of linguistics in
editing a classical text in the Introduction §4.2). More in general, it
will be seen that the commentary has a strong linguistic orientation.

The apparatus criticus is basically a positive one. It is also more de-
tailed than is strictly necessary to account for the readings adopted and
rejected. Like, for example, Dodds and Bluck in the editions already
mentioned I wanted to give some idea of the general character of the
MSS concerned, both before and after correction, if applicable.

The extensive introduction deals with, inter alia, Plato’s attack on
poetry, the position of the lon in the corpus Platonicum—rather late,
this book argues, from a number of lexical correspondences between
Ion and Phaedrus, Meno and Republic—, the title(s) of the dialogue,
and the text of the Homeric quotations in the Jon. Also, I have seized
the opportunity to discuss in detail some questions that had puzzled
me already for some time, e.g. the spelling of the 2nd person singular
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middle-passive thematic indicative and the variation found in the edi-
tions of Plato between vovdn and vbv &1. I have paid special attention
to questions of accent and punctuation, frequently referring to Byzan-
tine practices and theories in these fields and arguing that these should
be taken more seriously than is usually done in editions of classical
texts. In one case (the punctuation of ti 8¢ in Plato) I argue that in
many places we should abandon the current punctuation, which ulti-
mately goes back to Stephanus’ edition, and instead apply a more
‘Byzantine’ punctuation.

During my visits, in 2004, to the libraries in Vienna and Venice I hap-
pened to notice the name of an Italian classical scholar who had also
visited these libraries to inspect the /on. Indeed, when I was near the
end of the preparation of this book I was informed by my colleague
Professor Gerard Boter of the Free University that by an extraordinary
coincidence Dr Lorenzo Ferroni of Florence was like me preparing a
new edition of the Jon. After some correspondence by email Dr
Ferroni and I decided (at the end of March of this year) to send each
other the material we had prepared by then. Fortunately, it turned out
that the results of our collations of the four primary MSS were very
much alike. But I was also able to make a few corrections in places
where | had misread (part of) the MSS, as I could check in the photo-
copies I had of the MSS. I should add that Dr Ferroni’s edition will
supplement mine in one respect. Apart from MSS TWS and F I con-
sulted a few other MSS (cp. the Introduction §4.2), but it was not my
aim to present a full picture of the textual transmission of the fon. The
latter may be found in Dr Ferroni’s book (whose date of appearance is
unfortunately not yet clear). Dr Ferroni has also written a separate
piece on Venetus 189, which will appear in one of the forthcoming is-
sues of the Revue de Philologie.

I am indebted to a number of institutions and persons for support, help
and critical comments. The Amsterdam Center for Language and
Communication of the Faculty of Humanities of the University of
Amsterdam supplied financial support for my visits to Vienna and
Venice. The Institut de Recherche et d’Histoire des Textes in Paris
provided me with photocopies of MSS W and F, and the Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana with a photocopy of MS Vaticanus graecus 1030.
The staff-members of the Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek in Vi-
enna, the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana in Venice, and the Biblio-
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théeque Nationale de France in Paris helped me in various ways during
my visits to these wonderful institutions. The staff of the Library of
the University of Amsterdam enabled me to consult with ease and
speed the Aldine and other rare editions of Plato. Daan den Hengst
was so kind as to check the Latin of the apparatus criticus. In a semi-
nar on ‘Linguistics, Interpretation and Textual Criticism’ the—then—
students Bas van Bommel and Evert van Emde Boas presented papers
on £punvedg and the constructions of oyoAn, respectively, while Evert
van Emde Boas and Jacob Kaandorp delved into the problems pre-
sented by opoloyij/-€1 at lon 532b4. Iona Hogenbirk helped me in
tracking the identity of F. Sydenham. Jacqueline Klooster made useful
suggestions about pre-Platonic poetics, Douwe Sieswerda pointed out
to me the existence of a number of recent articles on Byzantine punc-
tuation, while Janneke Louman supplied me with much valuable in-
formation on the absence of speakers’ names in the manuscript tradi-
tion of Plato.

As for the critical comments, warm thanks are due to the members
of the Amsterdamse Hellenistenclub, that indispensable society of
learning and common sense, in general, and to three of its members in
particular, who commented upon earlier versions of parts of the manu-
script, and taken together upon the entire text. Gerard Boter com-
mented upon the Greek text, Emilie van Opstall upon the Introduction
and the Greek text, and finally Omert Schrier upon the Commentary.
They saved me from many errors and inconsistencies.

To Wim Remmelink I am indebted for the skillful expertise with
which he turned the complicated text of my ‘computer script’ into a
book.

Finally, my thanks are due to the firm of Koninklijke Brill NV, in
the person of Irene van Rossum, for their willingness to continue, after
the sudden and premature death of the regretted Han Gieben, the se-
ries Amsterdam Studies in Classical Philology.

Amsterdam Albert Rijksbaron
May 2007



INTRODUCTION

1. DRAMATIC DATE; DATE OF COMPOSITION; AUTHENTICITY

‘The small dialogue called lon has provoked more than its share of
bewilderment, embarrassment and outrage’ (Moore 1974: 421). For a
long time the discussion was dominated by Goethe’s view that lon, as
a personage, is so stupid that Plato cannot possibly have created him
to act as a serious opponent of Socrates.' Accordingly, he considered
the dialogue ‘nichts als eine Persiflage’ (Sdmtliche Werke, 691); but
he did not doubt in so many words that the dialogue was written by
Plato. Others, however, did, one of the most prominent being Wilamo-
witz—at least during the greater part of his scholarly career. After he
had unambiguously opposed the Platonic authorship of the /on in his
Einleitung in die griechische Tragidie (1895)," Wilamowitz towards
the end of his career made a volte-face, leaving open the possibility
that the Jon is a (satirical) dialogue from Plato’s youth.” Wilamowitz
thus well illustrates in one person the oscillating verdicts about the Jon
and its authenticity over the past two hundred years.* If the Jon is ac-
cepted as genuine, it is ‘in general placed among the first of Plato’s
writings’ (Moore 1974: 421). The main objective of Moore’s paper is
to show that the dramatic date often—anachronistically—assigned to
the dialogue, viz. sometime between 394 and 391, and the near-
contemporaneous date of composition usually connected with it,” are

"Ton’s ‘unglaubliche Dummbheit’, just as that of other Platonic characters, serves
only to enable Socrates to be ‘recht weise’ (Sdmtliche Werke, Ziirich 1997, 693).

2¢... der durch die ganze Zitatengelehrsamkeit sich kompromittierende Verfasser
des fon ...” (1895: 12 n. 17).

* Wilamowitz (1919: 32-46, esp. 36).

* The positions of Wilamowitz and other scholars concerning the fon are discussed
in Flashar (1958: 1-16); for further criticism see Moore (1974: 421-424). Tigerstedt’s
eminently readable book of 1977 provides a succinct but highly informative appraisal
of the views of Wilamowitz and other scholars, both ancient and modern, on Plato in
general. His article of 1969 is a useful introduction to Plato’s idea(s) about poetry, and
to the various ways in which this controversial subject has been studied.

> Cp. e.g. Flashar (1958: 100—101), who considers 394 “die fiktive Zeit des Ion’.
However, because ‘die historischen Anspielungen ... nur sinnvoll wirken wenn sie
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based upon invalid arguments, his main counter-argument being that
the rule of Athens over Ephesus mentioned at 541c cannot possibly
refer to the years 394-391. Moore himself (1974: 431) convincingly
argues for a dramatic date ‘at a time during the war between Athens
and Sparta before the Ionian revolt of 412°.° As for the date of compo-
sition, at the end of his paper Moore, having observed that ‘nothing
indicates an absolute date’, confesses that ‘to determine a relative date
would require another essay’. For such an essay ‘we must forget the
traditional date of the /on and consider carefully its affinities with
other dialogues in form, method and content’. To my knowledge
Moore has not written this essay after 1974, the year of the publication
of his article in GRBS. Nor is what follows here this essay, which
should be left, I feel, to Platonic specialists. I present a number of ob-
servations on the form, or rather the terminology of the /on, that may
be of some use for establishing its affinities and thus its position in the
Platonic corpus.’

In note 5 to his article Moore mentions a number of dissenters, schol-
ars who did not accept the early date for the /on, but placed it (much)
later in Plato’s philosophical career. The scholars mentioned by
Moore are: Stock, who in his student commentary on the fon (1908: x-
xi) puts it after the Republic, appealing to some ‘indications of lan-
guage’; unfortunately, however, while Stock mentions some features
of the lon he fails to compare them with other dialogues; Pohlenz
(1913: 185-189): contemporary with Meno; Dies (1927: 287): con-
temporary with Republic; Wyller (1958: 38): contemporary with Gor-
gias and Meno; Stefanini (1949: 113-118): after Meno; Vicaire (1960:
10, 31, 33): after Meno.®

aktuell sind, wird man annemen miissen daf3 Platon den Dialog Jon auch um das Jahr
394 geschrieben hat’.

®If this is correct, Plato must have known or assumed that the musical part of the
Asclepius games, of which it is uncertain when it was added to the games, existed al-
ready at that time. Moore does not discuss this implication of his date.

" The fact that parts of the quotations from the Iliad at 537a and 538c are also
found at X. Smp. 4.6-7 is unfortunately of little help for the dating of the /on, since it
is not clear who alludes to whom, that is, if Plato and Xenophon do allude to each
other. For details I may refer to Méridier’s ‘Notice’ (25).

¥ Some other dissenters are mentioned by Méridier (24-25). Heitsch (1990: 244—
247) rather unhelpfully argues that the Jon must have been written either before 399
or at a much later date, because the Socrates of the Jon is so unsympathetic that he can
hardly have appealed to the public in the years following Socrates’ trial and death.—
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I believe these dissenters are right, and that the lon should, in fact,
be reckoned among the works of Plato’s (late-)middle period; more
specifically, I will argue that it belongs to the same time as Republic
and Phaedrus. ‘The same time’ should be taken as a rather elastic no-
tion, since the Republic, at least, is an ‘ceuvre de lente ¢laboration et
dont la composition doit naturellement s’étendre sur plusieurs an-
nées’.” Thus Diés (1927: 287), who adds: ‘L’lon, le Ménexéne, I’Eu-
thydeme, le Cratyle furent peut-étre écrits dans les intervalles de cette
préparation’. Whatever the plausibility of the dating of the other dia-
logues, to my mind Dies, who unfortunately does not substantiate his
view, is right about the lon. The point is that a number of technical
terms in the Jon, both content terms that are used to discuss the activ-
ity of the rhapsode and the poet, and terms relating to the procedure of
the dialogue, are used in similar ways in what are generally considered
middle and later dialogues but not or very rarely in early dialogues."
The terms and expressions are, I think, fairly representative of the

The reader may have wondered why the names of Campbell, Lutostawski, Ritter and
the many later students of the stylometrics of Plato and its relevance for the chronol-
ogy of the dialogues have so far not been mentioned. In fact, the last three decades
have seen a new surge in stylometric research on Plato; see especially Thesleff
(1982); Ledger (1989); Brandwood (1990), a critical survey of existing theories, but,
not surprisingly, without Ledger (1989); Brandwood (1992); and, most recently, Kahn
(2002), with the reply to Kahn by Griswold in the same collection of essays. For the
earlier work in stylometrics Simeterre’s, rather ironical, critical survey of 1945 is still
useful. Unfortunately, Moore’s (1974: 425) verdict that ‘[o]n the chronology of the
Ion the stylometrists have little to offer’ is still valid, if only because the /on is often
omitted from frequency analyses, since it is either considered too small or unauthen-
tic. For further discussion of this inexhaustible subject see the, extensive and highly
informative, reviews of Ledger by Paul Keyser (1991; strongly critical), of Ledger
and Thesleff by Debra Nails (1992; rather sympathetic towards both authors), of Led-
ger and Brandwood (1990) by Tim Robinson (1992; very sceptical) and by Charles
Young (1994; very sceptical). See also below in the main text.

® And perhaps to the very end of his life. According to Dionysius of Halicarnassus
(Comp. 25) it was universally known that Plato during his whole long life kept ktevi-
Lov kai Bootpuyilov kol mdvta tpdémov dvamAiékmyv his dialogues, an example being
the opening words of the Republic. See further Alline (1915: 20-22), also for other
sources of this tradition. Also, the first two (or four, in a different book division)
books of the Republic may have been published separately before the second part; cp.
again Alline (1915: 14-19). As Poster (1998: 284) rightly points out, ‘the results of
stylometric analysis depend on (usually unstated) assumptions about Platonic revision
or the lack thereof™.

"% 1t being a matter of dispute, of course, which dialogues are early.
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terminological apparatus of the Jon. Here follow first the content
terms.

Technical terms relating to rhapsode and poet

Preliminary remark
The results of comparisons of words and phrases in Plato are often un-
reliable, because all occurrences of a given word form may be simply
lumped together. A case in point is T viv. In Brandwood (1990: 65)
we read (item 33 of a list established by Ritter) that ‘t0/t0 vOv instead
of plain vbv is ... frequent in the Laws, not uncommon in Soph., Pol.,
Phil., Tim., Crit., and isolated in Theaet., Rep., Phdo, Prot., and
Charm.” (And in lon, but this was considered spurious by Ritter.)
Very often, however, ta vdv is not used ‘instead of plain viv’ but has
uses of its own, where it cannot be replaced by vbv, and vice versa.
(See comm. at 530al.) Moreover, for a reliable comparison all occur-
rences of non-adverbial ta. viv (as in Sph. 231a4 ta vdv gipnuéva, Lg.
662¢3 1o viv Aeydueva, Lg. 653¢5 kai 10 mpdtepov OpOd Gol Tol-
Sefog mépt kol T VOV eipfioBan Soxel) should of course be discarded. "
As a matter of fact, Ritter probably did discard them, ' but the point is
that such questions of interpretation should be explicitly mentioned
and discussed before the counting starts. Another case in point is the
famous ti ufv, which is by no means used uniformly, a fact that has to
be taken into account if one wants to compare occurrences. See below
and note at 531d7.

In establishing the list below my aim has been to consider terms
that are used in roughly the same way(s) in the dialogues concerned.

— ovviévar at 530¢2 i un ovvein ta Aeyduevo KO T0d ToMNTOD.

The verb and the noun, cbveoic, occur also in Cra., Tht., Sph., PIt.,
Prm., Phib., Phdr., Euthd., Prt. (338¢-339a: the most 1mportant part
of madeia is ... 0 VO TMOV nomr(ov AeySpeva otdv e etvon cuvidvar &
1€ 0pBGG memoimtan Kol O v, ...), R., Mx., Epin. (cuvelvar t0. Agyo-
HEVAL).

" A similar proviso is made by Young (1994: 249) with respect to counting in-
stances of 1. Would this be disjunctive #| or comparative #{?

2 In table 3 Brandwood (1992: 98-99) reports that Ritter counted 79 instances of
70 vV in the Laws. A check learned me that this number cannot include . vOv Aey6-
peva, ete.
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— épunvedg at 530c3 OV yp poymddv Eppmvéa Sel T0d momTod ivan,
and passim.

These and related terms also in Cra.,” Tht., Plt. (see especially 290c5
ol T& MePL PLOVTIKNY EXOVTES ... Epunvevtal ydp mov vouilovtal mapo.
Oedv avOponoig), Phlb., Smp., R., Lg., Epin., Ep. VIII. See further
comm. at 530c3. As for Epunvede at 535a3—4 xai pot dokodot Heig
poipg MUl moapad TV Oedv TadTa ol dyabol tomtai Epunvedety, in the
meaning ‘transmit from ... to’, this verb is elsewhere only found at
Smp. 202e3 ‘Epunvebdov kal dwamopOuedov Ogolc 1o map’ avOpodnmv
Kol AvOpdToLg o Tapo. Oedv.

— &Enyele0an at 531a7 @ “Ounpog Aéyet, 531b6, 531b8, 531b9, 533b2,
533b8.

Elsewhere in the sense ‘interpret, explain’ only in Cra. (407a9 ff. ot
vdv mepl “Ounpov dewol. kol yap to0tov ol ToAhol EEnyoduevot OV
nomtv gaot ...), Alc. 1, Thg., Lg. (821d9 neip®d oV pev £EnyeicOan
ndvtoc, fusic 8¢ ouvéneobai ot pavldvovec; also 969a2).'

— Kpurig at 532b5 kprmyv (Ikavov).

Kpuig elsewhere in Phd., Tht., Phlb. (65a8, + ikavig: kavog MUV
yévorr’ av 6oticodv kputic), Grg., R. (545¢3, + wkavdg: nepacdueda
niept v mpovbéuedo ikavol kptrod yevésOo), Ti., Lg., Criti.

— &vBzgog at 533e6 ovk &k Tévng AL’ EvOeot dvtec.

“EvOeog also in Smp., Phdr., Ti. Cp. for the opposition ovk £k téxvng
... &vbeou also Phdr. 245a ff. 6¢ 8 Gv dvev paviag Movo®v &mi mou-
Tikag 00pog aeiknton, melobeic og dpo &k Téyvng kavog TomTg
goduevog, atelng avtdg Te Kal 1) Toinoig VI THS TAV HAVOUEVOV 1)
100 6OEPOVODVTOG NPavicdn.

Compare also &vOovordlev at 533e4-5 S 8¢ OV évBdwv TovTOV
AV évBovolaloviav opuabog Eaptatar; also at 535¢2, 536b3. 'Ev-
Bovcidlewv (or évbovoidv) occurs elsewhere in Ap., Cra., Tht., Phib.,
Phdr., Men., Ti., Ep. 11.

— kotéyeo0ou at 533¢7, 534a4, 534a5, 534e5 bis (+ £x), 536a8, 536b5
(+ 8x), 536¢4 (+ £x), 536d5.

13 Here, this is not used as a technical term, however, but occurs in the derivation
of the name ‘Eppfi (Cra. 407¢3 ff.).
' The related noun, 8&nynric, occurs in Euthphr., Ti., R. and Lg.
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Elsewhere the passive in the sense ‘be possessed’ only in Smp., Phdr.,
Men., R., Lg. Especially relevant is Men. 99cl1 ff. ‘OpBdg dp’ av
kodoluey Belovg te 0vg vuvdT EAEyopey xpNoU®SOVE Kol ndvTelg kol
TOVG TOMTIKOVG (TOVTOG KOl TOVG TOMTIKOVG OVY NKIGTO TOVTMV
paiuev dv Oelovg Te eivon kol dvBovoidlev, éninvovg dvtag kol Kot-
gyouévoug ék tod 0o ...

The related noun, katokmyn, occurs at 536¢2, and elsewhere only at
Phdyr. 245a2.

—Enoppaov at 534al, 534a2, 534a5, 535d1.
Elsewhere in Plt., Phlb., Smp., Phdr., Euthd., Men., R., Ti., Criti., Lg.

— Ogig poipa at 534¢2 od téyvn ... G Oeiq poipy; cp. also 535a3,
536¢2, 536d2-3, 542a4.

The phrase 6gilq poipa elsewhere in Phdr., Men., Lg., Ep. 11, VIL Cp.
especially Men. 99¢ ff. apetn av €in ote pdoel ovte didaktdv, AAAG
Befo poipa mopayryvouévn dvev vod oic dv mapoytyvntat.

Some other technical terms

— 0 KUBepVATIG ... 0 laTpdg at 540b6-7 and cl.
The combination of kvPepviitng/-ikn and iotpdc/-kn is elsewhere
found in Plt., Alc. 2, R. and Lg.

— dpyovtL Kapvovrog at 540b8 oOmola dpyovil Kduvovtog mpémel
Elmelv.

With this rather remarkable expression compare Plt. 299¢l avtokpd-
Topog dpyev T@V TAolov kai T®V vosovviwv. Cp. also the preceding
passage in Jon Apa 6mola dpyovt, Aéyeg, &v Bakdrtn yeyolopévon
nholov mpémet einelv, O Pay®SOg Yvmoetol KIAMoV | O kvPepviTnG;.
Also relevant is R. 342d4 ff., where the dxpipng tatpdc is called a
COUATOV APYOV.

Procedural expressions

— i 8¢ (8°) Otav at 531e4, 538b6-7 (i 8¢ 81| Stawv), 538¢7.
Elsewhere in Tht., Sph., Plt., Prm., Phlb., Phdr., Amat., Grg., R., Lg.
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— drwetdalew at 534€2 va un Siotdlmpey.

Awotdlewv, which is not found before Plato, occurs elsewhere only in
Tht., Sph., Lg., Ep. VII (and of other classical writers only in Aris-
totle).

— mavrdnact ye (as a reply formula) at 535a9.
Elsewhere only in Phd., Sph., Plt., Phlb., R. (cp. Brandwood 1990:
63).

— i pnv at 531d7 (Socr.:) Ti prv; kdkiov;

In this use, where it follows a negative statement by another speaker
and asks for further information, the combination ti pufv is very rare.
The other examples are from Tht., Phlb., R. (cp. also Denniston 333).
See further comm. ad loc.

— &v ke@arai at 531€9 Ovkodv &v kepolaim Aéyopey oG ...;
"Ev xepohaie elsewhere in Sph., Smp., Phdr., Euthd., Hp.Mi., R., Ti.,
Ep. 11

— (té&vn) 10 6hov at 532¢7-8 mom Tk Ydp mov 6TV TO AoV, 532e4—
5 ypo@ikn ydp Tic 6T TéxVN TO OAoV;

Elsewhere only at Men. 79¢1 Gomep eipnkmg 61t apetq oty 10 Shov
(‘what virtue is in the whole’—Lamb), Phdr. 261a7 Ap’ odv od 10
pev Shov 1 prtopikn av i wéyvn yoyayoyia Tig 810 Adyav ...;.

— hoppdavewy Aoy at 532e4 MdBopev yop 1@ AOyo.
Elsewhere only at Lg. 638¢ ot Adym AaBovteg Tt dmridevpa ‘all those
who take up an institution for discussion’ (Bury)

— 6Y€80v TL at 540b1 (as a reply).
Elsewhere only at R. 552¢el1 and 564el5. See comm. ad loc.

— 1 innedg €1 § N kopioTig; at 540e2. i
This use of 1| elsewhere only at Men. 72b8 008&v dwapépovcty, 1|
péhtton gioty, N £tépa tiig £tépoag. See further comm. ad loc.

— TELEVTAV ‘at last, finally’ at 541e8.
Tekevtdv and other forms of the participle in this use elsewhere in
Ap., Phd., Cra., Tht., Plt., Smp., Phdr., Grg., Men., Clit., R., Ti., Lg.
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Also relevant is the following grammatical feature.

—xpvooiot at 535d2-3 kexoounuévog ... ypuvooiot (SF : -oig TW)
oTEPAVOLC.

The Ionic dative plural in -61'"° occurs elsewhere in Phd. (109b4; moA-
Xotol T : -oi¢ ceteri), Plt., Smp. (197d; Bvciact W : 6vciog BT),
Phdr., Alc. 2, Thg., R., Ti., Lg., Epin., Ep. V1L

The fact that a number of terms in the Jon belong also to the technical
vocabulary of the dialogues mentioned above, the vast majority of
which are considered middle and late dialogues, could in itself per-
haps be considered a coincidence—after all, Plato may very well have
used these terms in different periods of his life. However, when this
fact is seen together and in conjunction with the many corresponden-
ces between a number of procedural terms in the Jon and many of the
same dialogues, the conclusion seems inescapable that the /on belongs
to the same period of Plato’s intellectual and writing activity as Meno,
Symposium and especially, as suggested above, Republic (R. 1I-X, that
is) and Phaedrus. This conclusion agrees very well, moreover, with
the overall stance taken by Plato towards poets and poetry in the lon
and the latter two dialogues, as well as in some other dialogues, as I
will briefly argue in what follows.

'3 For this feature cp. Campbell apud Brandwood (1990: 5) and Ritter apud Brand-
wood (1990: 60, 65). The forms in -owcuv)/-oucyv) from Grg., Men. and Hp.Ma. do
not count, since they occur in quotations.—As the instances mentioned show, the re-
sults of one’s stylometric research may be influenced by MS variation.
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2. SOME COMMENTS: PLATO AND POETRY

Plato takes issue with the status and value of poets and poetry in sev-
eral works, notably lon, Ap. 22a ff., Phdr. 245a ff., Grg. 502b—d, R.
598d-608b, Lg. 719c, 801lc and elsewhere; also relevant is Men.
99c ff. The general tenor of his approach is that poetry is a matter of
pavia, of being &vbeog, and not of téyvn. There is, in fact, no room for
a téyvn momtik in Plato, i.e. in the sense of ‘art of poetry’.'® If the
noun to be supplied with respect to momtiky is téyvn, we are not deal-
ing with poetry but with ‘the art of production’ in general, as at Sph.
219bl11 ff. In other instances the noun to be supplied is not téyvn but
éninvowa (Phdr. 265b3 ff. ... povtikny pév énimvolav AndAlmvog 0év-
8¢, AlovHoov 8¢ TEAESTIKNV, Move®v &’ ad momtikhy ...); or 1) mom-
TN stands for ‘poetry’ (Grg. 502¢12 Anunyopio dpa. tig éoTv 1) TOW)-
Tk, which comes after a discussion of 1 moinoic diBvpdupwv and
other forms of poetry). Again, if a noun is present, this is not Tévn but
piunoig (R. 606d3 M momtikn pipnoig; cp. also 607b—c and Lg. 719¢5
g téyvng ovong wuroewg). There are admittedly four exceptions, or
so it seems, viz. Ap. 22d6 ff. ... ol Tomtai kai ot dyodoi dnuiovpyoi—
310 10 TV Tévny KoA®d¢ EEepydlecfon Ekaotog NElov Kol TdAka Td
néylota copdtotog sivon, Phdr. 245a5 ff. 5¢ 8 dv dvev paviog Mov-
o®v &ml momtikag BOpag deikntal, ewsbelg og dpa &k Tévng Kovog
TomTNG €60UEVOG, GTEANG aDTOG T€ Kal 1} ToiNo1g VO THG TAV Hovo-
évov 1 10d cogpovodvtog Reavicdn, Smp. 196d7 &’ av kai &y v
nuetépav évmv tipnoe domnep Epvé&inoyog v avtod, and, finally,
Ion 532¢7-8 momtikn) ydp mov €otiv T0 SAov, where momtiky has the
meaning ‘poetic’, and where the noun to be supplied must be téyvn."”

' In her valuable article of 2004, Stern-Gillet (2004: 184) opposes the view of e.g.
Janaway (1995) ‘that, in the /on, Plato genuinely assumes the existence of a techne of
poetry’. Actually, Plato does not assume its existence anywhere. The same position is
taken by Levin (2001). Focusing on téyvn in R., she argues (p. 134) that ‘the Republic
rejects the fechné status of poetry as such’. See also n. 18 below.

7 “for there is an art of poetry, I suppose, as a whole’—Stock. Often wrongly
translated with 170 SAov as subject, e.g. by Kahn (1996: 109; ‘For I suppose that the
whole thing is poetry’) and Murray (‘for the whole thing is poetry, isn’t it?’), or as
predicative complement, e.g. by Allen (‘The art of poetry is surely one whole’). See
further comm. ad loc.



10 INTRODUCTION

Seeming exceptions, in fact, for in the passage from Apology €kaotog
né&iov indicates that v téyvnyv is presented from the viewpoint of the
poets and the dnuiovpyoi; in the second passage £k téyvng does not
belong to the words of Socrates/Stesichorus but is part of the convic-
tion of the frenzy-less person referred to in the d¢-clause (meioheic og
dpa ...)," while in the third Agathon is speaking, who naturally con-
siders his own activity a téyvn. It is, however, a 1éyvn of a rather pe-
culiar kind, for it is Eros who is responsible for its existence: nomn‘]g
0 Gsog GO(pog omwg hote Kal aMov nomcm TGg yoOv omTng ylyve-
a1, “KOV AHOVGOg n 0 mpiv”, ob &v “Epwg dymtar. As for the passage
from Jon, finally, téyvn is only introduced here argumenti causa (cp.
mov ‘1 assume’),19 to demonstrate that if there were such a thing as an
‘art of poetry’, there ought to be also people who are able to judge the
quality of poetry, just as there are people who can judge the products
of painters and sculptors, people who are dewvol dmogaively & ed Te
ypdoet kal 6 un (viz. the painter or sculptor); cp. lon 532¢3, and also
R. 529¢2, where the judge of sculptors and painters is called in more
specific terms &uneipog yeopetpioc. However, in the case of poetry
such judges, such &umeipot, do not exist, as the embarrassment shown
by Ion when he is invited to explain Homer, makes sufficiently clear.
In fact, what could they possibly be expert in? After all, the poets they
are supposed to explain are not experts either, they write whatever
they like on any subject they like, without being accountable for what
they write. As Socrates puts it in a key passage of the Republic
(602b5 ff.): Tadta uev dn, ig ye eaiveta, ém.sucd)g f] piv StopoAdyn-
o, TOV T€ PIUNTIKOV unésv idévar aélov Xoyon TESpl OV ppettat, GAN
gtvar Touddy Tve kol o Grovdny rnv muncsw rovg 1€ mg TPOYIKTG
Jtomcssmg amousvoug év 1au[38101g Kol &V €01 TAVTOG EIVOL LIUNTL-
KoVg ¢ oldv 1& pdhota. And 1 pipnoig, Socrates adds a few lines
further, ©éppo ... thg dAndeiog Ov 0 avtiic &pyov dnepydletan (R.

'8 Note the presence of dpa, conveying disbelief or scepticism on the part of the
speaker; cp. Denniston 38. Its effect is, in a somewhat exaggerated translation: °.
convinced, incredibly, that ...". Finkelberg’s (1998: 1-4) discussion of the relation-
ship between inspiration and art in Phdr., R. and lon is flawed by her ignoring the fact
that éx téywng at Phdr. 24526 is part of an embedded thought. This point is also
missed by Stern-Gillet (2004: 184 n. 49) when she writes, referring to Phdr. 245a5-8:
‘[o]nly once in the whole corpus does it refer to competence in versification’. It does
indeed, but not in Socrates’ ‘own’ text.

1% See for this view Flashar (1958: 77-96) and (1963: 58). See also Murray on
532c8-9.
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603a10 ff.).*° What Allen (1996: 6) observes with regard to the lon
(‘Nowhere in the Jon is it presupposed that poetry possesses an
autonomous value”) applies, I think, to Plato in general.”' Or, to quote
another recent paper on Plato and poetry: ‘Making poems is not evi-
dence of any sort of knowledge or ability’ (Woodruff 1982: 142).” In

? Earlier (R. 599¢7) he had already said "Q ¢fhe “Ounpe, einep 1) tpitog dmd tiig
dnBelog el dpetfig mépt, iddAov Snuovpydg, Sv &1 wpmTiy Opiedpeda, .... In the
lon, too, Plato attacks the lack of knowledge of the poets; see lon 5335 ff. ndvteg yap
ol 1¢ T®V &ndv Tomtal ol dyabol odk &k téyvng GAL Evbegot Svteg kal koteydpevor
navta tadta 0 KoAd Aéyovot toujuata. This point seems to be missed by Lowenstam
(1993: 25) when he tries to defend Ion against Socrates’ attack, by arguing that the
literary critic—perhaps a slightly anachronistic term—has his own competence, e.g. to
‘treat[s] the poems (Iliad and Odyssey) as totalities, investigating how the parts func-
tion toward a common goal, in contrast to Socrates’ “experts”, who can only expound
on limited passages without regard to their organic function’. (A similar view is held
by Morris (1993: 270): ‘a craftsman qua craftsman would not be in a position to judge
Homer’.) To be sure, there ought to be a field of expertise for the rhapsode, say the
‘poetic’ part of the epics, but the fact is that such a field does not exist, since Plato
denies the poets the faculty of composing poetry. There is, for Plato, nothing ‘poetic’
about poetry, it is all a matter of pavio. (Or of ‘procreation’; cp. Smp. 20924, where
Diotima speaks about the poets as yevviitopeg, but this can hardly be called a rational
activity either. Incidentally, with Robin I take it that Gv depends on &iot, not on yevvij-
topec.) See alson. 22.

2L If Socrates, in the restricted framework of the Jon, where pfymotg plays no role,
speaks of koAd moujpata (533¢7, 534e3), this is because 6 0g0¢ adTdg dotv O Aéywv
(534d3—4). Outside the Jon not even this possibility is left. All this raises the difficult
question as to how this poetry with only a limited value can be due to O¢io poipa, for
this is, after all, what the /on tells us. See for this question Tigerstedt (1969: 64 ff.).—
As in many other cases, Aristotle was not impressed by the lessons of his teacher. As
Russell and Winterbottom (1989: x) put it: ‘One pregnant sentence overthrows the
Platonic picture of the poet as instructor, whether of charioteering or morality’, refer-
ring to Po. 1460b14 f. mpog 8¢ TodTo1g OVY 1 AT OpBdTNG dotiv ThC MOMTIKAG KOl
Thg momTikfg 008 AAANG Té VNG Kol TONTIKAG.

2 “Making poems’ is perhaps already saying too much; cp. n. 20. See also the
other insightful discussions of Plato’s attack on (mimetic) poetry collected in Morav-
csik and Temko (1982). The literature on ‘Plato and poetry’ is of course abundant.
Other recent work that has a bearing on the subject may be found in e.g. Gould (1992;
who argues inter alia that Plato also condemns piunoig in epic poetry and drama in a
more technical sense, because, otherwise than in the case of dujynoic, ‘the poet is not
there to mould the reader’s reception of his story’ (24)), Nigthingale (1995: 60-93
‘Use and abuse of Athenian tragedy’, 172—192 ‘Philosophy and comedy’), Rutherford
(1995: 228-239 “The critique of art’). Beversluis (2000: 75-93) comes to the defence
of Ion, and of the poets (he considers the Jon an early dialogue). In his defence Bever-
sluis argues, among other things, that ‘[tJhe contention that rhapsodes and poets are
devoid of all intelligence and skill and merely passive vehicles of the gods awaiting
the necessary “inspiration” bespeaks an extraordinarily mechanical understanding of a
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fact, above we saw that Socrates regarded piunoig as moudid tig Kol 00
onovdn}. This, in turn, may explain why Plato portrays Ion as an unse-
rious character: someone who is an imitator of an imitator, and must
therefore be even more mailov and o0 cmovdaiog than the poets, can
only be fought with his own weapons. Or, in the words of Tigerstedt
(1969: 20): ‘[W]hen he so chooses, the Platonic Socrates beats any
Sophist at his game’.

Many scholars find it difficult to accept Plato’s uncompromisingly
negative attitude toward poetry. They argue that, even if Plato’s gen-
eral attitude is undoubtedly hostile, it is balanced by a more positive
view of poetic inspiration. Thus Flashar (1958: 106), having observed
that Plato always remained true to the position taken by him in the
Ion, viz. that poets create their poetry in a state of ‘géttliche Begeis-
terung’, claims, referring to Lg. 719c, that Plato praises this position
there ‘in feierlichen Toénen’. But he is reading far too much in that
passage; for while the tone is certainly ‘solemn’, there is nothing to
suggest that Plato is bestowing praise on this state of enthusiasm of
the poets. On the contrary, he dismisses there the activity of the poets,
since he writes in the same passage that the poet, tfic téxvng oong
wunoewg, is often forced to contradict himself: being mimetic, he can
only make people oppose each other.” Like Flashar, Penelope Murray

skill and an adolescent, moonstruck view of the creative process’ (92). Perhaps so, but
Beversluis entirely misses the point. For Plato the artistic creative process—if it exists
at all; see the main text and n. 20—is, and could not but be, philosophically irrelevant
and objectionable. To put it briefly: people should not waiste their time on making
imitations of a world which is itself an imitation, but seek knowledge of the original.
According to Westermann (2002: 47-95), in the opening scene of the Jon Socrates is
sketching an ideal, philosophically relevant, picture of the paywdikn téyvn, which
would differ crucially from the kind of pseudo-téyvn which Ion possesses. I do not
think this is correct, for Plato does not recognize the existence of any paymdikn
téyvn. See also comm. at 530b8-9. Ledbetter (2003) argues that the lon, like the Pro-
tagoras, is part of a Socratic poetics, and tries to reconcile poetry and philosophy by
claiming that according to these poetics ‘poetry’s contribution to the investigation of
virtue depends on its own divinely inspired and inquisitively discoverable meaning’
(113), and that poetry therefore belongs to the ‘subject matter of philosophical en-
quiry’ (117). Stern-Gillet (2004), already mentioned, studies the Jon primarily in con-
nection with the history of aesthetics and poetics.

3 Cp. also the words of the Athenian at Lg. 817a ff., where he says to ‘the serious
poets’ that tragedy in the true sense is not poetry but the fairest and best polity (fueic
gopgv tpay®diag avtol mwomtol Kot Suvouy 8t kadiomg dua kai dpiotng mhoo
ovv Muiv 1) mohtelor cuvéomie piimotg 0d koAMictov Kkai dplotov Blov, & & auev
uelg e Sviog etvon tpaydioy T dAndectdny).
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believes that not everything is hostile in Plato’s attitude towards po-
etry. For while she acknowledges (1996: 10) that ‘the central speech
of the Jon [i.e. the speech at 533d1-535al] undermines the authority
traditionally accorded to poets by depriving them of fechne’, she also
calls the tone of this speech ‘eulogistic’.** And on p. 11 of her Intro-
duction she contrasts ‘the low rating of the poet’s life’ at Phdr. 248d—
e, where he is rated sixth in the order of merit, with the ‘earlier exalta-
tion of the recipient of the Muses’ mania’ in the ‘famous passage’
245a ff. of the same dialogue. But in the latter passage the poets are
not really exalted. To be sure, Socrates speaks, at 245b1, of the koa
gpya of the Muses’ mania. This, however, relates only to the form, not
to the content of poetry. For all the poet does is to adorn (koopetv) the
popla @y makoudv Epya (245a4).” To my mind Allen captures the
essence of Plato’s views much better when he writes (1996: 7): ‘The
Ion does not present a theory of poetry, or of rhapsody, and to de-
scribe rhapsody or poetry as a matter of divine apportionment without
intelligence is not to praise it but to dismiss it’.

If the above is correct, the Jon would seem to be an integral—and
therefore authentic—part of what may be called Plato’s programme to
show that traditional poetry, being mimetic of the imperfect world as
we know it, and a fortiori thapsodes, imitators of imitators, should be
rejected, and should not be admitted to a state if that state is to be well
governed.” The other dialogues displaying (elements of) this pro-
gramme are the Phaedrus, Gorgias, Meno, Republic, Laws.”” While

# A similar ambivalence is found in Kahn (1996), who writes: ‘The theory of art
sketched in the Jon is less merely hostile [viz. than in Republic X], since it also takes
account of the positive, “divine” impact of poetry on the audience. But that impact is
seen as entirely devoid of understanding’ (110).

% And if the form is taken away all that remains is AGyot, words that are used to
please the audience. In fact, the poets are just rhetoricians (Grg. 502c—d). Tigerstedt
(1969: 66), too, wrongly speaks of ‘the marvellous praise of pavia in the Phaedrus’.

% Only officially approved state poetry is to be allowed, Lg. 801c.

1 Of course the Ap., too, contains an attack on the poets (at 22a ff., already men-
tioned above), but since this attack is mentioned solely in connection with Socrates’
disappointing quest for real cogoi, it does not belong to the anti-poetry programme.
Observe also that in Ap. 22b—c téyvn and Beiq poipg play no role. There, the technical
terms are rather (o0) coeig (22b8) and ¢doet (22¢1). The only term which the Ap.
shares with the other dialogues is évbovcidlew (22¢1).
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the lon belongs, then, to this programme, its technical vocabulary
comes closest to that of Phaedrus and Republic.”®

% One of the (syntactic) features that is sometimes taken as a rather sure sign of the
position of a given dialogue seems to plead against this, viz. the frequencies of mépt
and mepi (+ genitive). Roughly speaking, postpositive mépt becomes steadily more fre-
quent in the dialogues; see the discussion of earlier research in Brandwood (1990:
115-122). Now the Jon has only two instances of mépt against 78 instances of mepf; if
its technical vocabulary does, indeed, resemble that of Phaedrus and Republic, one
would expect the number of wépt’s to be considerably higher, the ratio of mepi : népt
for Phdr. being 4 : 1, for R. 3 : 1. However, the Jon may be atypical, since the number
of mepi’s + genitive in its 17 OCT pages (78, or 4.6 per page) is far higher than that in
e.g. the 46 odd OCT pages of the Meno (47, or one per page). The high incidence in
the Ion is in part, at least, no doubt connected with the fact that the lon is mept ‘Op-
pov and 7epi other poets, painters, etc., nearly always in this stereotyped form (some
35 instances, the exception being £vog mépt at 533b2). Also, this criterion may not be
really reliable in the first place. Thus, the Laches, which is generally not reckoned
among the later dialogues, shows the same ratio of nepi : wép1 as the (late) Theaetetus
(7 : 1), and the Euthyphro almost the same ratio as the Parmenides (12/13 : 1).—With
one exception, &v kepoAaie, none of the terms presented in the list above occurs in
the Hippias Minor. This fact strongly pleads against the view that the Jon closely re-
sembles the Hippias Minor; thus e.g. Flashar (1963: 59) in the ‘Nachwort’ to his
translation, and Kahn (1996: 101-124), in a separate chapter on Jon and Hp.Mi. While
there are doubtless a number of resemblances as to form—e.g. the way in which the
dialogues are conducted—and contents—e.g. ‘a concern with the notion of techne’
(Kahn 1996: 102)—the features listed above suggest that the resemblances of the Jon
with dialogues like Meno, Phaedrus and Republic are much more pervasive than those
with the Hippias Minor.
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3. TITLE(S); THE NAMES OF THE SPEAKERS

3.1 Title(s)
Materiam ex titulo (libri) cognosces—Pl. Ep. 5.12.3

In our manuscripts the Jon, like most Platonic dialogues, has a main
title, “Iwv, and an alternative title, introduced by 7j: j mepi "Thddog, il-
lustrating the practice mentioned by Diogenes Laertius (3.57): (Plato)
dumhaic te ypfiton Tals mypoagaic kad’ €kdotov 1@V PiPAiov, Th pev
and tod dvopatog, T 8¢ amd tod mpdyuatog. Diogenes’ first example
is the first dialogue of the first tetralogy: E0OV@pov 1| mepl ociov: 6
didroyog & éotl melpaotikdc. Note that from the phrasing of this sen-
tence it is clear that the second part (6 didhoyoc, etc.) no longer be-
longs to the yptiTon part but is additional information (cp. n. 36). The
double titles, as they are often called, are almost universally rejected
by Platonic scholarship, the title Gno tod dvépatog being considered
the ‘real’ title,” and the alternative, nd 10D mpdypatoc, title a later
addition,* and the Jon is no exception.

Before I discuss the testimony of the manuscripts on this matter, I
must note first of all that the modern editions I have consulted are sin-
gularly careless in reporting the data of the MSS. Thus, Méridier in his
Budé edition provides the dialogue with the following title: ION [}
nepl Thddog mepaotikdg]. Méridier has no remarks in his apparatus,

¥ And even this title is sometimes rejected. Thus Schubart (1962: 90) writes: ‘Von
Haus aus besal} ihn (viz. the title) das griechische Buch tiberhaupt nicht’. According
to Schubart the opening words of a work served as the title. This is most unlikely, in
view of the fact that e.g. Aristotle, whenever he refers to a specific work of Plato,
does so mostly by means of the title that we are also familiar with; cp. also below and
especially n. 47.—Observe that the main title need not be the name of one of Socra-
tes’ interlocutors, it can also be a professional name (Zogiotg, [Tohticdg) or an insti-
tution ([ToAitewa, Nopor).

% Strangely enough, in three cases Burnet does print the alternative title, viz. in the
Hipparchus, Minos and Critias, with no information in the apparatus criticus. I am
ignoring here the fact that in different sources some dialogues may have different sec-
ond titles. An example is the Phaedrus, whose second title in BT W is mepi kakod, but

\

in D.L. 3.58 mept Epwroc.
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which suggests that the MSS used by him (T, W and F) all read, in
fact, IQN 1 mepi ‘Taddog newpaoctikdg; since he brackets the last four
words we are to understand that he considers only IQN genuine.®'
Lamb, in the Loeb edition, has the same title, but for a comma after
"Taddog instead of a high dot, and he has capital letters throughout; he,
too, brackets everything but IQN. There is no report on the MSS, but
this need not surprise us, since Lamb’s edition, like most older Loeb
editions, has virtually no apparatus. In fact, he followed the text of
Schanz’s 1885 edition. Curiously enough, however, Schanz himself
has: IQN 1] nepi Taddog [repaoctikdc]; he accepts, then, the double
title. Schanz, too, has nothing in his, admittedly very succinct, appara-
tus. As for Burnet, he just prints IQQN above the text; there is nothing
to suggest that there may be more to this title, not in the text nor in the
apparatus. This strange procedure, which was followed by Burnet for
the vast majority of the dialogues,’” was also followed by e.g. Dodds
in his edition of the Gorgias (although he does mention the subtitle 1
nepl pnropiciig on the first page of his commentary), by Bluck in his
edition of the Meno, and also by the editors of the first volume of the
new Plato OCT.* I should add, finally, that all editions fail to mention
the presence of the title in T and W (and S), and its absence in F, at
the end of the dialogue.™

Actually, our main witnesses all have 1} tept ‘TAddog, so this should
appear somewhere on the first page, either in the title or, if bracketed,
in the apparatus; for some further details see the apparatus to this edi-
tion. Ileipactucdc, however, is not found in any of these MSS,* but

3! I should add that some volumes in the Budé series do present information on the
titles in the apparatuses, notably those prepared by Robin and his successors (Phd.,
Phdyr., Smp.).

32 Surprisingly, there are two exceptions: Amat. and R.

33 Information on the title is also absent from e.g. the new Aeschylus and Sopho-
cles OCT’s, and from the second, but not from the first and third, volume of Diggle’s
Euripides OCT; the second volume appeared first.

** For the function of the titles both at the end and at the beginning of a papyrus
roll (and, later, a codex) see Schubart (1962: 88-93). An excellent early example of a
text having an end title is a papyrus of Menander’s Sicyonians of the late third cent.
BC, where also the name of the author is present; see Irigoin (2001: 46, ill. 29) with
discussion on p. 39. The presence of TAdtmvog in the title in W may be a ‘fossilized’
indication that dialogues which had been published separately at some point were as-
sembled as a corpus (Martinelli Tempesta 1997: 274 n. 93).

*In other dialogues the genre of the dialogue is sometimes present in primary
MSS, but then in a different hand, e.g. 106 B2 (‘alia manu’—Robin) in the Phae-
drus.
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only in secondary manuscripts like Bessarion’s deluxe copy of the
complete Plato, MS Ven. gr. 184, usual siglum in modern editions E;
since E is a non-primary witness (see below, §4.2), this reading must
be relegated to the basement (or disappear altogether). It may have
been imported into Bessarion’s Prachtband from the cardinal’s own
copies of Diogenes Laertius’ Vitae philosophorum, where, in the Life
of Plato, the genre ‘titles’ are always added after the alternative title;
for the Jon see Thrasyllus apud D.L. 3.60.%

But what about the alternative title itself? As I noted above, this is al-
most universally rejected in modern editions, although there are ex-
ceptions, like Schanz’s, as we saw above. Perhaps Dodds’ standpoint
in this matter may be taken as representative of modern Platonic scho-
larship as a whole. On p. 1 of his commentary on the Gorgias Dodds
writes, in n. 1: ‘These sub-titles are as old as the “tetralogical” edition
of Plato, and some of them are older: Aristotle already quotes the
Menexenus by the sub-title 6 émtdglog (Rhet. 1415b30).” But despite
R.G. Hoerber, Phronesis, ii (1957), 10 ff., the systematic sub-titling is
surely Alexandrine at earliest.” The article to which Dodds here refers
is entitled ‘Thrasylus’ Platonic canon and the double titles’, in which
Hoerber, after reviewing the evidence, concludes that ‘it seems clear
that the double titles in the Platonic corpus originated long before the
time of Thrasylus**—at least by the fourth century B.C., and possibly,
on the basis of the Thirteenth Epistle, with Plato himself” (Hoerber
1957: 20).”” Observe that Dodds simply dismisses Hoerber’s article,

381wy § mepl Taddog, metpaotikée. ‘La classification dihérétique par genre ... est

assurément plus récente et, en tout cas, postérieure a Aristote’ (Irigoin 1997: 86). Dif-
ferently, however, Philip (1970: 302): ‘late fourth century’. For the presence in Bes-
sarion’s library of the manuscripts of Diogenes Laertius, now numbered Marc. gr. 393
and 394, cp. Labowsky (1979: 171 and 209); in modern editions the MSS have the
sigla I (= Marc. gr. 393) and M (= Marc. gr. 394). For a detailed description see Mar-
tini (1899: 95 and 97). That Bessarion was the owner is mentioned both in Greek and
in Latin.

37 Aristotle also refers to the Symposium by means of v toig &pwtucoig Adyorg, Pol.
1262b11.

* Or “Thrasyllus’. This refers to the widespread belief that the double titles origi-
nated with this Platonic scholar of the first century AD; see Hoerber (1957: 10).

% In the relevant passage of this Letter, whose authenticity is accepted by scholars
like Hackforth, Taylor and many others (see further Hoerber 20), Plato refers to the
Phaedo by means of the subtitle [Tepi woyfic. The text runs (Ep. XIII 363a) yeypop-
pévog yap gotv év toig Tokpateiog Adyoig peta Zippiov Twkpdrel Sakeydpevog év
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apparently feeling no need to discuss his arguments—wrongly, I
think. I shall not repeat, however, Hoerber’s arguments here, but add
an observation that was hinted at by Hoerber in passing” and may
corroborate his conclusion.

Besides Plato there were, between, roughly, 450 and 350, several
other writers of Adyol Zwkpaticoi, e.g. Antisthenes (born around 455),
who is sometimes credited with the invention of the ‘Socratic dia-
logue’; Xenophon (born around 427); Aristotle (born 384); and Hera-
clides Ponticus (born around 385).*' Interestingly, quite a number of
the works concerned have double titles. Some examples are: (Antis-
thenes) Kbdpoc 1| mepi Pacideiog, Mevé€evog | mept 10D dpysv (see
further D.L. 6.15 ff. and the fragments collected by F.D. Caizzi, Mi-
lano 1996); (Xenophon) ‘Iépov 1} Tupavvikdg; (Aristotle) Ebdnuog 1
nepl yoyiic, I'pdihoc ) mepl pnropixfic; (Heraclides Ponticus) mepi tod
pnropeve 1 Ipotoydpac.

Now it is theoretically possible, of course, that all these double ti-
tles are Alexandrinian or post-Alexandrinian inventions,” and that
these writings in reality were right from the start of their life as books
solely known by one title only, mostly the name of one of the partici-
pants in that dialogue. Such a situation, however, would confront the
interested public with a great number of titles that gave nothing away
about their contents, and were literally no more than names. What was
the public to make of a piece of work called Ev60@pwv? And of “Tov?
Who were these guys? And even in the case of titles like ['opyiag or
IMpotaydpag, that is, of public persons of some renown, the title did
betray nothing of its content.”® Again, a potential reader may have
been puzzled by the presence in educated circles of at least two Mgvé-
&evol, one by Plato and one by Antisthenes (see above). The latter ex-
ample makes it clear, I think, that without the extra information pro-

1@ mepl yoyfic Aoy@. The title TTepl yoyfig remained in use; see e.g. D.L. 3.37 6 8¢
MMAdtwv ... &v 1@ Iepl yoyfc.

“Onp. 11.

*! For other names see Christ, Schmid and Stihlin (1912: 653 ff.).

# According to Tsitsiridis (1998: 128) the second title of Mx. (i} "Emitdotoc) goes
‘vermutlich’ back to Aristotle. He does not substantiate his supposition.

“ We should not be misled by our knowledge of these persons. A passage from
Laches shows that ‘our’ Socrates, too, for his contemporaries was only one out of
many Socrateses (La. 180e5 ff., Lysimachus speaking): td peipdkio ... tddg mpog
aMAovg ofkot Siaheydpevor Bopd Smpépvnviar Tokpdtoug ..o 00 péviol TdnoTE
avtovg Gvnpatnoa &l tOv Zwepovickov Aéyoiev.—For Plato’s characters see now
Nails (2002).
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vided by the alternative title the reading public would simply be at a
loss about the, at least general, nature of the work it might be willing
to read or copy (or purchase).* From the perspective of the authors
such a situation would be unsatisfactory too, of course, since it would
be very unfavourable for the promulgation of their views. I believe, in
fact, that the system of the double titles did a highly efficient job, for it
worked both ways: while the alternative title provided some informa-
tion on the actual contents of the dialogue, the first title made the work
recognizable among the many works having the same alternative title.
By simply naming your new groundbreaking dialogue nepi woyfig, you
ran the risk of being confounded with other writers of works mepi yo-
xfic, which must have been legion already in the fourth century.” The
addition of a proper name was a simple device to put a personal tag on
that particular work.* That this title rather than the full title or the al-
ternative title became better known is hardly surprising, for the proper
name must have been more convenient to refer to, and must have had

* For the copying and the purchasing of books, the latter at first on a modest scale,
see e.g. Engelkes (1926: 84-109 ‘De verbreiding van het boek’; detailed and still use-
ful), Turner (1952: 20 £.), Kleberg (1969: 6-7), Blanck (1992: 114-120).—According
to Joyal (2000: 195) the subtitles ‘are unlikely to derive from Plato or even from a
relatively early Academic source’. His main argument is that ‘... those scholars who
wish to trace the subtitles to Plato invariably fail to reckon with a conclusion to which
their hypothesis necessarily leads, namely that Plato considered each treatise to be
confined to a single theme and intended his readers to approach his dialogues with the
preconceptions imposed by the subtitles’. This is unconvincing, if only because Joyal,
in turn, fails to reckon with the need for the recognizibility, or—why not—the ‘com-
mercial” aspect of the titles. Moreover, Cicero and other writers added subtitles freely,
for which see below. Did Cicero believe his audience to be so ill-instructed and naive
as to think that e.g. the Cato Maior (vel) de senectute would only be about old age?

* On the appropriateness of the alternative title of the Jon (mepl "TMdSoc) see be-
low.—That the contents behind a title was not always immediately clear appears from
an amusing anecdote in Aristoxenus (Harm. 39-40), who tells us that Aristotle used to
say that the majority of the people who were attracted to Plato’s course (dkpdacic)
nepl Tdyafod were so for the wrong reasons, expecting they would take away GvOpw-
nwva. Gyodd like richness and health, only to find out that it was about gpiBpof, yempe-
tplo, ete. Interestingly, we may infer from this anecdote that Plato gave separate lec-
tures under the title nepi Téyadod; these lectures must later have found their way into
the Republic, cf. 521e ff. It seems likely that, if these oral presentations were an-
nounced under titles like mepi tdyafod, these titles were in use for written material as
well.

% For the titles used in classical Greek literature Lohan (1890) is still indispensa-
ble.



20 INTRODUCTION

a greater ‘attention value’, especially if the dialogue acquired prestige,
as will have been the case for Plato’s dialogues very quickly.*’

The system of the double titles was very successful;*® many examples
from late antiquity can be found in e.g. Lucian (with whom it seems to
have become a kind of mannerism), in the Lists of Works of the vari-
ous philosophers discussed by Diogenes Laertius, and in the Suda.” It
was also used by Roman authors; cp. Cicero’s Laelius vel de amicitia
(or de amicitia, for in most MSS vel is omitted) and Cato Maior (vel)
de senectute.” In his brief but insightful discussion of the double titles
in Cicero, Wuilleumier, the editor of the Cato maior in the Budé se-
ries,”' observes (‘Introduction’, pp. 11-12) that Cicero himself twice

7 See for a probable reference in Plato’s own dialogues by means of a proper
name the mention &v 1@ Zogiotij at Plt. 284b7; for references to Plato in Aristotle see
Lohan (1890: 35-36). Aristotle uses e.g. &v tfj [lohtelg (Pol. 1264b29), év 1@ Dai-
dwvi (Metaph. 991b3), &v 1@ ®aidpw (Rh. 1408b20), &v 1@ Twaiw (Ph. 209b12).—It
is also worth mentioning in this connection that the titles which famous parts of the
text of Homer have in our MSS are also found in Thucydides and Plato, and may have
been assigned in the fifth century. Cp. &v ve@®v kotoddyw (Th. 1.10.4), év Awraig (Cra.
428c3 and Hp.Mi. 364e8). See also Labarbe (1949: 41).

* One may also compare the information in Philoponus, Olympiodorus and Sim-
plicius on what is now chapter VIII of Aristotle’s Categories (8b25 ft.), which, at
least in their text of the Categories, apparently had the ‘double title’ Ilepi o100 kai
nowdtntog. Phlp. in Car. XIII 1; 133.22 Busse: ti &1 mote 8¢ Swrhfjv moietron v &mi-
YpaeNV mept mo10d Kol ToWTNTOG, Kol ) amAfiv, Gomep &ml TdV GAA®MV KATyopIdV;
Aéyopev odv 81t ..., Olymp. in Cat. XII 1; 114.22 Busse: ... Ilepi mo10d kod motbt-
10¢. {NTicmuev odv tivog ydpwv SuAR kéxpnton Th Emypaed, Simp. in Cat. VIII;
207.27 Kalbfleisch: Tlepi 8¢ tiig mtypapfic (ntodowv, S tf mepl mood kol mowdnTog
énéypayev;. Whatever the authenticity of the title(s), it is clear that commenting on
the works of Aristotle included a discussion of their title(s). See also the program-
matic remark in Phlp. in Cat. XIII 1; 7.2 Busse: [lac®dv 8¢ 10V ApiototéAong Tporyua-
TE1®dV 10 Tporéyecbar dpeihovta £ dotv, O okomOg TO ypriowov 1) aitla thg Entypa-
ofic N TdEIG Thg dvayvaoemg 1 glg Ta kKepdAata Swaipeoic kol &l yvijoiov tod @hocd-
@ov 10 Ppriov. Cp. also Olymp. in Cat. XII 1; 113.23 and Simp. in Cat. VIII; 8.11,
and below n. 55.

* For Lucian see the ‘Libellorum ordo’ in Macleod’s edition (‘Inziog § Bataveiov,
Svundotov §j AaniBor, Katdnhovg | Topavvog, etc.). For the Suda see e.g. ss.vv.
Mdpxerrog (Adpravog 1) mepi Pacireiag), Tpipaviovds (Atdhoyog Mokedovikdg 1
nept evdoupoviag), PLdotpotog (Alyag 1 mept adrod).

50 Probably also the Brutus, whose title is either Brutus, or Brutus de illustribus
oratoribus or Brutus de oratoribus claris; there seems to be no title that has vel after
Brutus. Cp. the apparatus criticus in the edition by Jahn, Kroll and Kytzler, Berlin
1962.

> Wuilleumier (1962).



TITLE(S); THE NAMES OF THE SPEAKERS 21

refers to this work by means of Cato or Cato maior, once with a fuller
phrase, which includes the alternative title (Amic. 4 in Catone maiore
qui est scriptus ad te de senectute), and once with the second title only
(Div. 2.3 ... liber is, quem ad nostrum Atticum de senectute misi-
mus).”* The latter facts strongly suggest that the double titles go back
to Cicero himself, Wuilleumier apparently was of the same opinion,
for he retained the double title on the first page of his text.”

The double titles consisting of a proper name and a title dr0 00
npdypnatog remained in use in later times, famous examples being
Richardson’s Pamela. or, Virtue Rewarded, Cleland’s Fanny Hill: or,
Memoirs of a Woman of Pleasure, Rousseau’s Emile, ou De [’éduca-
tion, Hermann Broch’s trilogy Die Schlafwandler,”* Valéry’s Eupa-
linos ou [’architecte, lonesco’s Jacques ou la soumission, Nabokov’s
Ada, or Ardor: A Family Chronicle, Kubrick’s movie Dr. Strangelove,
or: How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Love the Bomb, and, in the
Netherlands, Godfried Bomans’ Erik of het klein insektenboek. Inter-
estingly, just as in the case of the Platonic dialogues, these works are
mostly only known by their first title.

All in all I consider it plausible that the earliest written texts of
Plato’s dialogues were provided with two titles, both at the beginning
and at the end of the dialogue, and for that reason 1 mepi TAddoc is
present in both places in the text of the Jon printed below—and on the
title page of this book.

32 Later, the second title was favoured both by Roman and by Greek authors; cp.
Wouilleumier, ‘Introduction’, 12.

3 Cp. also Off. 2.31 sed de amicitia alio libro dictum est, qui inscribitur Laelius.
On this passage Rose comments: ‘This, then was his own title for it’ (Rose 1954: 192;
I found no information on the double titles in more recent handbooks). This may be
true, but does not exclude the possibility that de amicitia was also used by Cicero. Cp.
also Att. 16.11.4, from which it is clear that choosing the right title was among the
topics discussed by Cicero and Atticus. Columella, too, did not take the question of
the title lightly; cp. the praefatio to Book 9.2: ... quoniam tituli quem p<rae>scripsi-
mus huic disputationi ratio reddita est .... Nor is this confined to ancient writers, of
course. Thus Henry James, to mention just one example, notes, writing about the
novel which we know as The Bostonians: “I haven’t even a name for my novel, and I
fear I shall have to call it simply Verena: the heroine. I should like something more
descriptive—but everything that is justly descriptive won’t do—The Newness—The
Reformers—The Precursors—The Revealer—etc.—all very bad ...” (The Complete
Notebooks, ed. by L. Edel and L.H. Powers, New Yord/Oxford 1987, 30).

>* The titles being: 1. Pasenow oder Die Romantik, 2. Esch oder Die Anarchie, 3.
Huguenau oder Die Sachlichkeit. Also without ‘or’, as in Flaubert’s Madame Bovary:
Meeurs de province, or Thomas Mann’s Buddenbrooks: Verfall einer Familie.
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There is, however, still another problem connected with the double ti-
tles, viz. that some of the alternative titles seem to be at odds with the
contents of the dialogue, the Jon being a case in point.> Is there a
sense in which the Jon can be said to be mept 'Thddoc? Already Ficino
thought not, for in his translation the alternative title is not de lliade
but de furore poetico.’® Stephanus, too, apparently had some misgiv-
ings, for although he printed 1} nept ‘Thddoc, he added two further al-
ternatives, viz. 1} mepl momTikod yapoktipog and 1| mepl moMTIKTG
gpunvetog, from which source I could not find out; perhaps they were
his own inventions, together with the generic classifier Aoy instead
of mepactucdc, which we find in his text.”’ In fact, it could be argued
that e.g. the third title given by Stephanus covers the contents better
than mepi ‘TAddog, one of the key terms of the dialogue being £pun-
velc. Yet another suitable second title might have been #) mepi poyo-
ducfic.™ On the other hand, Stephanus’ predecessor Cornarius saw no
problem here, for the title in his translation of 1561 runs ‘Platonis
Atheniensis lon, sive de Iliade. Sub tentationis specie.’ I think, in fact,
that the position can be maintained that in an important sense the lon
is ‘about the lliad’, rather than about rhapsodes or furor poeticus.
More specifically, it is about the ways in which, according to Socrates,
the various arts contribute to our understanding of the poem.” Now
while arts like that of the charioteer will be called upon to explain in-
dividual passages about chariot-driving, and that of the doctor for pas-
sages about food, and so on, the paradoxical net result of the discus-
sion is that the art of the poetry specialist par excellence, the rhapsode,

> For most other dialogues the alternative title has a prima facie plausibility, e.g.
Ev00¢ppov f| mepi 0ctov, Paidwv 1| mept yoxfig, PIAnpoc 1| mepi ndoviig, Adyng 1) mepi
avdpeiog.—Of course, if the second title is from the Alexandrinian period the problem
of its appropriateness, and indeed its very presence, remains basically the same. Why
would someone, some two centuries after its publication, have added a second title to
a dialogue which by that time must have been fully known by one title only? The ti-
tles were hotly debated by Neoplatonist commentators; see Alline (1915: 124-129)
and cp. n. 48.

% For the possible source(s) of Ficino’s translation see below, n. 109.

>7 For the sources of Stephanus see Boter (1989: 248-251).

%% According to Goethe, the alternative title should have been ‘oder der beschéimte
Rhapsode’ (Sdmtliche Werke, Ziirich 1977, 693).

% And of the Odyssey, of course, but of the latter only one passage is discussed by
Socrates (at 539a), against four passages from the lliad (at 537a, 538c, 538d, 539b).
Incidentally, the same idea may lie behind Stephanus’ alternative title | mepi mowti-

Kfg Eppnveiog.
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of which Ion claimed that ‘it encompasses all’ (539¢6), is shown by
Socrates to have no relevance at all, since it is not an art: the Iliad, be-
ing itself due not to an art but to Ogia poipa, as poetry defies all artful
analysis.

3.2 The names of the speakers

What I said above about the inaccuracy of our modern editions with
respect to the titles also applies to the names of the speakers. All mod-
ern editions have something like JOKPATHE IQN (Burnet, Méridier),
TA TOY AIAAOTOY IMPOZQIIA, followed by ZOKPATHE, ION (Schanz,
Lamb), and likewise for the other so-called ‘dramatic’ dialogues in
Burnet’s OCT, in the Budé series, etc.; see also the first pages of
Dodds’ Gorgias, Bluck’s Meno, and of the dialogues in vol. I of the
new OCT. The names are also present, of course, in the text to indi-
cate speaker change, mostly in abbreviated form. Since the appara-
tuses are silent, we can only conclude that all relevant MSS contain
these names, or the names plus TA TOY AIAAOTI'OY IPOXQIIA. In real-
ity, however, none of these MSS present the names, not at the begin-
ning of the dialogue nor in the text. Thus, in MSS T, W, S and F, the
text of the Jon comes directly after the (double) title. Speaker change
is indicated by a dicolon, which in part of the MSS is accompanied by
a paragraphos in the margin (in T always, in W irregularly, in S and F
never),” and often, if a question is involved, by a question mark with
an extra dot above the question mark. See also Appendix I, n. 358. For
the medieval (and ancient) reader the identity of the participants was
normally established in an altogether different way, viz. by the use of
the vocative. See comm. at 530a3. This applies both to direct (‘dra-
matic’), to direct-cum-reported (‘framed’) dialogues, e.g. Phd.,
Euthd., and to reported dialogues, although in dialogues of the latter
two types the names are normally also present in the narrative, as in
the Phaedo and the Republic. Sometimes a participant for a long time

% Cp. Andrieu (1954: 295): ‘Jamais il (: Plato) n’a utilisé de sigles’. Dicolon and
paragraphos are already present in the late fourth-early third cent. BC papyrus of the
Phaedo (P. Petrie I, 5-8; Dublin 1891), a reported dialogue. See illustration 27 in
Irigoin (2001: 45), with discussion on pp. 38-39. Irigoin also refers to the Menander
papyrus of the late third cent. BC mentioned in n. 34, which has no speakers’ names
and exactly the same system to indicate speaker change as the Plato papyrus. Cp. also
Irigoin (1997: 83-84).
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remains anonymous, e.g. in Cra. and T ht.* or even for good, as in

Prt. Of course, after their introduction the names of the participants
always recur in the ensuing dialogue proper, at what looks like irregu-
lar intervals. But they never have solely an identifying function, since
the alternation of speakers is routinely indicated by the dicolon.*

The fact that the names of the speakers are present in the opening
scene of a dialogue but thereafter only at irregular intervals has impor-
tant consequences for the way the original audience must have got ac-
quainted with Plato’s work. At Tht. 143c8 we read that a slave was
called upon to read the Biiiov written by Euclides which contained
the dialogue Theaetetus proper. How did the slave transpose the visi-
ble signs of speaker change in his text to audible signs?® This must
have been especially difficult for dialogues with multiple speakers like
the Gorgias. Or were such dialogues performed, with different speak-
ers for different participant roles? Or again, were they read in private,
if perhaps aloud? This is clearly the situation described at Phd.
97b3 ff. (where, however, the books read aloud are not Platonic dia-
logues). In all likelihood it was only in the latter case, i.e. in an unme-
diated contact between text and recipient, that the course of a ‘dra-
matic’ dialogue could be followed with (some) ease, and this must
therefore have been the normal way of knowing such a text, and pre-
sumably also the dialogues of the other types. For ‘the mode of perfor-
mance’ of the Platonic dialogues see the discussion in Blondell (2002:
22-29); cp. further Usener (1994: 174—197: ‘Der Leser und seine Mo-

¢ In the Cratylus the postponement of the first mention of the name ‘Hermogenes’
until 384a8 is no doubt due to the playful way in which Plato treats the proper names
of the other two participants, Socrates and Cratylus, as well as that of Hermogenes
himself, in the opening section of the dialogue, illustrating its theme: mepl dvopdtov
0pBdtoc. This play with the names is of course ruined if the name of Hermogenes is
put above the text and in front of the first line of the dialogue, as our modern editions
do (since the Aldina). (I owe these observations to a thesis by Janneke Louman, who
is currently investigating the history of the names of the speakers in the Plato MSS
and editions). As for Tht., we have to wait until the very end of the opening scene(s)
before we encounter the name of the first speaker, Euclides. Could this perhaps be
omitted for such a long time because his interlocutor, Terpsion, whose name is men-
tioned straight away, and Euclides were a regular couple, so that Euclides’ name was
automatically associated with that of Terpsion? Cp. their joint presence at Phd. 59¢2
(rapficav) Meyapdev EdxAeidng te kol Tepyiwv.

See again comm. at 530a3, and also Appendix IL

% For the achievement of reading a text ex tempore Flock (1908: 7) refers to Petr.
Sat. 75, where Trimalchio declares he has kissed a slave not because of his beauty but
because he was able to read a book ab oculo.
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tivation’, esp. 192 ff.). Neither of these authors addresses, however,
the problem of the recognizability of the speakers.

While they are absent, then, from the primary MSS used for our text
editions of the /on, participant names are present in Musurus’ editio
princeps of the lon in the Opera omnia edition of 1513, preceded by
TA TOY AIAAOTOY TIPOZQIIA, and before that already in Ficino’s trans-
lation (1484), with no further indication like ‘personae’, however.* In
the apparatus criticus to the present edition I have ascribed, for want
of more precise indications, the addition of the names to both Ficino
and Musurus.

 To be sure, the words TA TOY AIAAOTOY 1POSQIIA, followed by the names of the
participants, above the text, as well as the abbreviated names in the text, are in some
dialogues also present in part of the MSS, in various hands. For examples see e.g.
Schanz (1877: 5 ff.), and see also below in this note. But their systematic presence in
all dialogues seems to be an innovation of Ficino’s translation and the Aldina.—
According to Janneke Louman (cp. n. 61), Ficino’s source for these additions may
have been twofold. Firstly, he may have followed the example of some of his prede-
cessors, e.g. Leonardo Bruni (tr. Phaedo, around 1404; later also Phaedrus and Gor-
gias) and Henricus Aristippus (tr. Phaedo, around 1156), who frequently inserted par-
ticipant names in their translations of Plato (but in the case of Aristippus’ Phaedo not
in all MSS). More importantly, one of the MSS used by Ficino, Laur. 85.9 (cp. n.
109), has, in the Euthyphro, the first dialogue of the MS, names throughout, unlike
other medieval manuscripts. The earliest Greek manuscript of Plato with indications
of speakers in the text, however, is probably Ven. app. class. IV 54, dating from the
thirteenth century. The relationship between all these sources, as well as possible in-
fluences from dramatic texts and the practice in similar cases in Latin MSS, notably
those of Cicero’s dialogues, remain to be clarified. Janneke Louman also observes
that in Vahlen’s edition of De legibus (1883) and in De Plinval’s Budé edition of the
same dialogue (1959) the apparatus criticus does mention that ‘nomina interlocutorum
desunt in codicibus’. For Cicero cp. also Andrieu (1954: 297-299).
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4. THE TEXTUAL FOUNDATION OF THE PRESENT EDITION OF THE /ON

4.1 Papyri

To date no papyri of the Jon have been published.

4.2 Medieval manuscripts used for this edition

Nos si codices recognoscendo ad recensionem a grammatico quodam et di-
ligenti et scienti factam pervenerimus, satis habebimus.—H. Stuart Jones,
Praefatio to the Thucydides OCT (1898), p. v

Jeder auf uns gekommene Text [ist] eine Auswahl aus einer groferen
Menge antiker Varianten.—Seck (1965: 20)

In thinking about works in intangible media—works of literature, music,
dance, cinema (the media of which are language, sound, movement, and
light)—we must keep in mind the fundamental fact that the artifacts we
work with cannot be the works themselves and thus that we must constant-
ly distinguish the texts of documents from the texts of works.—Tanselle
(1995: 12)

L’éditeur qui s’imagine reproduire le texte composé par Platon risque de
s’abuser et d’abuser en méme temps de son lecteur.—Irigoin (1997: 74)

Naturally, in establishing the text of this edition I have, like previous
editors, made use of the three MSS whose status as primary witnesses
for the seventh tetralogy (and for others, of course) has been recog-
nized at least since Schneider’s and Schanz’s critical activities. I have
also used, however, a fourth MS, about which more will be said be-
low. Perhaps I should add, by way of a ‘statement of policy’, that to
my mind ‘establishing the text’ does not amount to establishing the
text which Plato wrote.” Not only is this objective in practice unat-

% For the concept of text, the relationship between text and author, and the goals
and procedures of textual criticism see the fundamental discussion in Tanselle (1995),
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tainable, it is also doubtful from a methodological point of view, since
it presupposes the existence of a single fixed, definitive, text written
or dictated by Plato at a fixed point in time, while in reality ‘the’ text
must for a long time have been in a more or less constant flux, by in-
terventions of Plato himself and of his pupils and audience,” and of
later readers, scribes and scholars.”’” In fact, this is how the variant
readings must have seen the light. And if not in flux, the fixation may
be due not to Plato but to editors.®® I concur, therefore, with the views
of Stuart Jones, Seck and Irigoin that serve as mottos to this chapter,
rather than with an opinion like that of West when he writes that it is
the task of an editor ‘to try to establish what the author originally
wrote’ (West 1973: 47), which echoes, of course, Lachmann’s origi-
nem detegere. Actually, I fail to see what we gain, in terms of editorial
responsibilities and philological carefulness, by setting ourself this
task. It may lead to the idea, for instance, that one MS, or one group of
MSS, by being old, or by presenting a beautifully written text, or by
being both these things, represents ‘the’ original text more faithfully
than other, younger and/or more carelessly written, MSS, an idea re-
jected long ago by Grenfell.”” To my mind, ‘establishing the text’

which for classical literature should be supplemented with Tarrant’s insightful contri-
bution to the same collection of essays (Tarrant 1995).

% “The absence of the originals permits classicists to imagine them endowed with a
stable perfection that consorts poorly with the untidiness of most writers’ worktables’
(Tarrant 1995: 97). For authorial interventions after the copying of a text, and their
consequences for the transmission of that text, and for wholesale revisions of a text
Emonds (1941) is still indispensable. Possible revisions of 7hz., R., and Phdy. are dis-
cussed by him on pp. 364-368. See also n. 9.

%7 Quam memoriam (namely, that of Plato’s works) nunc est mihi quoque conce-
dendum non uno continuoque flumine deductam fuisse ex ipsa Platonis Academia,
sed per rivulos plurimos complura per saecula manasse’ (Immisch 1903b: 10). An
early proof of the existence of these rivulets is the Phaedo papyrus mentioned in n. 60,
where, at 68d1, our texts, with the medieval MSS, read Avdykn, £en. The papyrus
omits #on, and has only avaykn, surrounded by two dicola. (The omission of &pn is
reported by Burnet, but not in the new OCT.) The text of the papyrus apparently left
no traces in the further transmission of the Phaedo. See also below on the indirect tra-
dition.

% According to Irigoin (1997: 88) ‘le corpus (: platonicien) a été établi soit au Ve
siécle soit méme au IXe’. At that time ‘le texte ... a été révisé avec le plus grand
soin’. Irigoin is speaking here about the Platonic corpus as it was transmitted in the
Clarkianus and Parisinus A. See also the next note.

% “The outstanding excellence of particular MSS., such as the Clarkeanus of Plato,
the Parisinus of Demosthenes and the Urbinas of Isocrates, is rather to be explained as
the result of an edition than as the consequence of a specially faithful reproduction of
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should lead to a text which can be interpreted in conformity with the
linguistic rules, the genre conventions, the philosophical, cultural and
historical ideas, as well as the material conditions,” of the period as a
whole in which the text was written and published, and in particular of
other texts that are by scholarly convention assigned to the same au-
thor.”" Of course, on the assumption that Plato is the author of a dia-
logue named lon, the text of the /on in this edition—which, in spite of
a certain number of divergences, is basically the same text as that of
e.g. Mdéridier, Burnet, Bekker, Stephanus and the Aldina—in some
way or other goes back to the individual named ‘Plato’. But it remains
fundamentally ‘eine Auswahl aus einer grof3eren Menge antiker Vari-
anten’.

The three MSS mentioned above are:

Codex Venetus Marcianus graecus appendix classis IV, 1, numero
di collocazione 542; common modern siglum: T; the older part, which
contains also the Jon, was probably written around 950 (see Diller
(1980), Irigoin (1997: 69, 156)).

the earliest text’ (Grenfell 1919: 35). For Isocrates compare Norlin’s view (Preface to
the Loeb edition, p. xlvii) that ‘[t]he discovery of Urbinas I" by Bekker ... enabled
scholars to restore, with great probability, the original Isocrates’. Something similar is
implicit in Burnet’s judgement (OCT t. I [p. i]): ‘Ceteris libris Platonicis cum antiqui-
tate tum fide excellere iam pridem constat inter omnes codicem Clarkianum ...”. An-
other outspoken critic of the view that ‘old + beautifully written = most faithful” is
Jachmann (1942), who speaks (359) about ‘die fundamentale Rolle’ of editions or re-
censions in the textual transmission in antiquity.

" <The’ in ‘the linguistic rules’, ‘the philosopical ideas’, etc. will perhaps be
frowned upon. Do we know ‘the’ rules and ideas, then? Is our knowledge of them not
in flux, too? This is most likely, and even most welcome, for otherwise our profession
would soon be dead and buried. To quote Heath’s (2002: 11) words: ‘Dissent has a
positive value. It is an integral part of the dynamic that drives enquiry forward.” Yet I
am assuming here that there is a sufficiently solid body of uncontroversial knowl-
edge—‘the rules and ideas’ for short—so as to enable us to carry out the scholarly
tasks mentioned in the text, yet not so solid as to show no cracks and fissures, giving
us room to use our linguistic and interpretive plastering tools.

" Naturally, my claim that it should not be our goal ‘to establish what the author
originally wrote’ does not mean that I expel the author from the text. Interpretation
includes asking questions about, for instance, authorial intentions, for which see e.g.
§2 above and the notes on Tov “Tovo yaipew at 530al, "Exe 81 etc. at 535b1 (espe-
cially the conclusion), and GAAd ydp at 541el. On authorial intentions, and the diffi-
culties involved in defining and recognizing them, see the illuminating discussion in
Heath (2002: 59-98).
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Vindobonensis Supplementum Graecum 7; common modern sig-
lum: W; the oldest part, which contains the Jon, was written in the
second half of the 11th century (Boter 1989: 61, Irigoin 1997: 162).

Vindobonensis Supplementum Graecum 39, olim 55; common
modern siglum: F; written between 1280 and 1340, according to Iri-
goin (1997: 163); for details about this MS see especially Dodds’ in-
troduction to his edition of the Gorgias, pp. 41-47, and that of Bluck
to his edition of the Meno, pp. 135-140. Dodds’ observations on the
unreliability of Burnet’s apparatus criticus for the readings of F (pp.
42-43), already mentioned in the Preface, are equally valid for the
Ion, as will become clear from the apparatus to this edition.”

I have collated all three MSS in sifu. Ultimately, T and W represent
one branch of the textual tradition,” while F represents a second
branch, together with another manuscript in Venice, Venetus Marci-
anus graecus 189, numero di collocazione 704, at least in Hp.Mi.,
Ion, Mx., as well as Clit. The common modern siglum of this MS is S
(= with Bekker, and Jonkers 1989).” S is a MS from the library of
Bessarion (‘Platonis dialogi triginta octo, et vita eius in principio’—
inventory of 1468 nr. 420; Labowsky 1979: 175). This MS was used
by Bekker and Stallbaum on a rather large, and by Schanz on a much
smaller, scale, but it fell more or less into oblivion after F, which was
used for the first time by Schneider in his edition of the Republic of
1830-1833 became gradually more popular; Burnet was an outspoken
fan of the latter manuscript.” Both Schanz (in the ‘Prolegomena’ to
his edition of the seventh tetralogy) and Burnet (in the ‘Praefatio’ to
volume III of the OCT edition) discuss the position of S at some

2 Burnet relied too much on the collations made for him by Josef Kral. ‘The re-
sults of a fresh collation, which I have made from good photographs, are decidedly
disconcerting’ (Dodds, Introduction, 42).

™ For details about the dating, relationship, affiliations, lay out, physical appear-
ance etc. of these two MSS see e.g. Carlini (1972: 159-168 (T); 169-195 (W)), Boter
(1989: 55 £. (T); 61 f. (W)), Murphy (1990: 316 ff. (T and W)), Irigoin (1997: 69 (T),
156 (T); 162 (W)), Joyal (2000: 159—-164).

™ For details about F see e.g. Boter (1989: 62 ff., 104 ff.), Irigoin (1997: 163 £.),
and for details about S, Jonkers (1989: 76, 248 ff.), Vancamp (1996b: 45—46). In other
dialogues than Hp.Mi., Ion, Mx. and (perhaps) Cliz., S has other affiliations than with
F. I mention here for the record that neither S nor F has scholia, unlike T and W. For
the latter cp. Dodds 60—62.

7 See his articles of 1902 and 1903.
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length. Schanz writes (p. xi): “... nunc’® hoc mihi videor posse statu-
ere nec S ex Vindobonensi (i.e. F) nec Vindobonensem ex S esse de-
scriptum, sed ambos libros ex uno fonte, quem nota N significare
libet, descendisse. Inde hos duos libros non testium duorum loco esse,
sed pro uno teste valere et testem locupletiorem S sufficere nobis in
aperto est positum.” Schanz was on the whole followed by Burnet, but
Burnet regarded F as ‘aliquanto sinceriorem codice Veneto S’ (Praef.
p. iii). While Schanz made no use, in fact, of F in editing Hp.Mi., Ilon,
Mx., Burnet made virtually no use of S. Although S had its supporters,
e.g. Immisch (1903a: 65)”" and Alline (1915: 243),” many editors re-
mained sceptical about the usefulness of S. Thus, on the basis of a
comparison of the readings in Hp.Mi. reported for F and S by Bekker,
Schanz and Burnet, Slings concludes (1981: 279): ‘... I reject
[Schanz’s] claim that S is a primary witness, though not with absolute
confidence. A future editor of the Clitophon would do wise to exam-
ine this MS. in situ.””

Recently, however, Vancamp (1996a: 30 ff.) has argued for the
Hippias Minor that S is, indeed, a primary witness;* he assigns the
MS to the first half of the fifteenth century (Vancamp 1996a: 33 n. 15;
1996b: 43 f.).*' After examining S in situ 1 conclude that for the fon,

78 In an earlier publication Schanz (1877: 107) had considered S a copy of F.

"7 “Er (: Burnet) hat die Thatsache, da F Mitglied einer Familie ist, viel zu leicht
genommen.’

™8 “Dans le Petit Hippias, le Ménéxéne, I’Ion et le Clitophon, le Venetus S ... doit
étre également consulté pour la recension du texte.’

" In the revised edition of 1999, however, Slings writes: ... the theory (viz. that S
is ‘a gemellus, not a copy of F’) ... should almost certainly be rejected for the Clito-
phon’ (340). See also n. 80.

% In his review of Vancamp (1996b) Slings rejects the primary status of S for the
Hippias Minor; according to Slings ‘the cases of agreement of S and F2 (and later
hands)’ can only be accounted for ‘by assuming that S descends from F after the latter
had been corrected by F2 and F3* (Slings 1998: 612). However that may be for the
Hp.Mi., this argument is not valid for the Jon. The second list presented below shows
that S has many readings where neither F nor f have these readings, so they cannot go
back to F in whatever state.

81 According to Vancamp, in the case of Chrm., Amat. and Hipparch. S is a direct
copy of Laur. 85.9, of which it is certain that it is from the fifteenth century. Also,
Plethon, Bessarion’s teacher, who was active in the first half of the fifteenth century,
made annotations in Ven. 189 (= S). The latter, of course, would give us only a termi-
nus ante quem. Note that S was ‘written in one hand throughout’ (Jonkers 1989: 76);
he omits to mention that it is written in two columns. Jonkers dates S to the fourteenth
century, as does Irigoin apud Joyal (2000: 166 n. 25).
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too, S must be considered a primary witness." Apart from sharing
quite a number of readings with F, in many places S is independent of
F (and vice versa). First some shared readings against T W:*’

530c2  d&yaBog SF Prisc. : om. TW

530c2 ovvein SF Prisc. : coviein Wf: cuvin T
530d9 dxpodcOour TW : dxpodoactor SF

531e7 6 odtdg SF (-0¢) : adtég TW

532d1 ot TW : &otan SF

533¢2  paywdod SF: om. TW

533d6 ®ote T W f Procl. Stob. : o1” ad SF

533e4 avt SF Stob. (P, adtf F) : attm TW : adtovg Procl.
534al pévSF:om. TW

534a3-4 «ai Baxyebovot TW : Baxyedovot SF Stob.
534¢6  eimep mepl SF : el mepi TW Stob.

534d1 {va TW Stob. : tva ur SF

535d2-3 ypvocoiot SF : ypvcoic TW

535e5 «xabico TW : koridw SF

536d7 Aéyovidg i (-og i) SF : Aéyovioc TW
537al  molayod dunpog TW : Sunpog morhoyod SF
537d1  «aixora TW : xoita SF

540cl  xdpvovtog SFPC : kduvovii TW

540cl  yvooetor] yvod (sic) SF

540d4 Zyoye SF:&yo TW

540e2 dmexpive SF : dnekpivov TW

541a7 oot TW : cotgivou SF

542a7 eivon vip SF : avip etvar TW

542b1 6ctog SF:om. TW

For a discussion of these variants, most of which prima facie are, in-
deed, real variants,* I refer to the commentary.

82 If ever, examination in situ is indispensable here, since S is in a bad state, and
many details get lost on a photograph. Cp. Vancamp (1996a: 33): “... S est d’un usage
plus malaisé que F: le Venetus, endommagé en maints passages, est plus d’une fois
illisible’.

8 Cp. Vancamp (1996a: 30-33) for comparable features of F and S in the Hp. Mi.

8 And which, as the list shows, in my view often should be preferred. But there is
at least one variant to which this judgment definitely does not apply, the impossible
yv@ in SF at 540cl. Since the other instances of yvéceton in SF in the context are
unobjectionable, one wonders why this augmentless epic aorist (if this is what yv®
represents, of course) suddenly turns up. Be that as it may, yv® must have been pre-
sent in the Vorlage of S and F.
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And next quite a number of readings where S and F part company:

53022 §TWF:S

531e2 Somep TWST: donep F

531e9 Aéyopev wg WSPC f(sic; eyduev; ¢ ex og) : Aeybuevog F :
Myopev og T

531¢9 6 TWSPC:om.F

532b4  Oporoyel TWST: opordyet F

532b6 1o TWS : tovtoug F

532b7 dyo TWSMME: Zyw F

533b6 003’ &v TWS : 00d&v F

533¢7  ob. kaitot TW S f (aftowsl) : off. kemt F

534a4  G&pvoviar WF Stob. : dpdroviar TS

53426 ovool ot TWST: odoar F : o) Stob.

535b2 Epouoar TWS : épdpor F

535¢2  ovow TWF : odoa S

535d3 whain(y) TWST: kol F (in mg kit vel khaiet add. f)

535e6 wkhavcopor TWS : khadowuo F

536a2 Jdmor &v T W SPC : omoiav F

536a2-3 GvOpwnwv TWSPC (’d-; ante ’dv- lacunam ex rasura praebet;
vide comm.) : dnovOpdnwv F

536d4  Bavpdloyut TW SPC : Oavpdlol F

536d4-5 £t obtwg F : oUtog el TWS

536el  t6de dv T W SPCng : 1o éov SF

537a8 gv&éote T WE(ed) : ébmhéito S cum libris Hom.*

539¢7 dmovto T W SPC (d- supra ov)f (G- supra od) : o0 wdvto SF

540cl mpénert TWS : met [sic] F, npémev FPC

540d4  yvoinv TWS : yvoin F

540d7 Apéuny TWS (1] in ras. T, ex &- W, 7 et o SPC) : époiunv F

541a6 odk o TWS : odkodv F

541b7 otpatnydg TWS : otpatnyoc &v F

541e5 &cye TWSPC: d¢cye F

541e6 mdhar TW'S (nd ex o) : moAAG, F

subscriptio v | tept iMddoc TW'S : nulla subscriptio in F

We may note that, although in nine cases (531a2, 531e9, 532b4,
532b7, 533c7, 534a6, 535d3, 536¢l, 539¢7) S, sometimes post correc-
tionem, shares a reading with f (and with T W), in the other nineteen
cases S (normally with T W) is opposed to F itself. The latter is diffi-
cult to explain if S were a copy of F.

% For the text of the Homeric quotations in the Jon see below §4.3. As will be seen
there, in many places S and F have different readings.
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As for F, observe that in a rather large number of cases an original
error in F has been corrected either by the scribe of F himself (= FPc)
or by ‘f.* In fact, almost all anomalies in F involve plain errors (see
further below) rather than serious alternative readings. Particularly in-
teresting is the situation at 536a2—3. Originally, the curious reading of
F (not reported by Burnet or others) was apparently also at the basis of
the reading of S. Note, however, that the a of avOponwv has first a
coronis and then a spiritus lenis; so the reading must have been dn’
avOporwv. Both an” dvOpdnov and drnavOpdnov may be due to the
influence of an” aAMAmv at 535e8-9. In S, dn was subsequently or
inter scribendum erased,”’ but the coronis remained where it was.

What does the above comparatio lectionum tell us about the descent
of S and F? It is often claimed that many of the errors in F can be ex-
plained by assuming that F was directly copied from an uncial exem-
plar, e.g. by Burnet, Deneke (1922), Dodds (1959: 41 f.: ‘(Burnet’s
conclusion) ... can be accepted as certain’), Bluck (1961: 136: ... F
may certainly be regarded as a direct, or almost direct, transcript from
an uncial manuscript’) and Irigoin (1997: 164), who speaks of a
‘translittération tardive’. This view has been called into doubt, how-
ever, by Vancamp for the Hippias Minor (1996a: 29). After a discus-
sion of some of the errors in F, he concludes that ‘Il est ... probable

% Burnet and Dodds do not distinguish between the two types of corrections,
wrongly, at least for the Jon. The symbol ‘f* is used by Burnet and Dodds for a later
hand, which Dodds calls ‘the’ corrector of F; likewise e.g. Bluck for the Meno. Ac-
cording to Boter, however, this is misleading; at least, in the Republic there are no less
than five different correcting hands in F (Boter 1989: 101), and he categorically states
that in other dialogues, too, e.g. Grg., Men. and Clit., *... the assumption that there is
only one later hand is untenable’ (101). For the Hippias Minor Vancamp (1996a: 28
n. 7) distinguishes between corrections that are ‘relativement anciennes’ and later cor-
rections. In the /on I take it that there are, besides the scribe of F himself, at least two
other correctors, one of them by and large being responsible for the many corrections
supra lineam, and the other, a later hand, for the corrections in margine; in both cases
the source of the corrections was probably a MS from the TW family (just as, inci-
dentally, in the case op SPC). However, since the history of the various hands, as well
as the source of the corrections, are immaterial to the main objective of this book, I
have decided to use just ‘f” for all corrections that were not made by the scribe of F
himself (= FPC). To be complete I should perhaps add that, although it is true that
‘has no independent importance’ (Dodds 44), I nevertheless, like Dodds (and Bluck),
report its readings in the apparatus criticus, if only to make it clear that the many er-
rors of F were not taken for granted by its owner(s)/user(s).

87 Just as in the case of F, SPC = a correction by the first hand of S, sometimes with
ink of a different colour (e.g. &g O at 531¢9), and s = the (rare) corrections by (a) later
hand(s).
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qu’il a existé au moins un intermédiaire en minuscule entre F et
I’exemplaire en onciale dont il dérive.” Vancamp’s judgement seems
also valid for the Jon. Notice especially in this connection 531e9 Aéyo-
uev g WS (Aeyduev (sic); g ex og) : heyduevog F : AMéyopev wg T;
533¢7 ob. kaitot] ob. kett F, aftot f51; 536d1 168 v T W Spe fimg: 1
34ov SF. In all cases phonetic-phonological® rather than translitera-
tion errors may be assumed to lie behind the forms in F: Aeyopevog for
Aeyouev wg: due to the loss of distinctive vowel length between o and
o, which was already completed by the mid-second century AD (cp.
Horrocks 1997: 107, 109); ket for katrot: due to the shift of /ai/ to /e/,
and of /oi/ to /y/ and later to /i/ (Horrocks 1997: 109 (o1, ot) and 205
(/y/ > /i/; ‘probably completed for all speakers of mainstream dialects
by the tenth/eleventh century’), To deov for tode wv: for o/ see on
Aeyopevog, with a (subsequent?) division error which may but need
not involve an uncial Vorlage. Similar instances of o/ confusion oc-
cur at 531e2 Sonep TWST: donep F, 532b4 oporoyel TW ST : opo-
Moyer F, and 535e6 khodoopor TWS : khadoopor F. On the other
hand, F contains no examples of errors arising from the copying of
uncials like those mentioned by Bluck on p. 136 for the Meno, e.g.:
71al-2 tva £0ékeic BT W : tivag 0érec F, 80d7 eloqt BT W : {601 F,
90b5 Gg(t)mof) BTW : €avtod F, 93b5 mapainmtov BTW : yap din-
ntov F.

8 This need not involve dictation, but may also be due to ‘subvocal murmuring’
(Johnson 2004: 39-40) or to ‘dictée intérieure’, to use Dain’s felicitous phrase. To be
complete I should perhaps add that the phonetic errors mentioned above could also
have been made with an uncial exemplar. But in the absence of transliteration errors
there is no need to postulate such an exemplar to account for such errors as are pre-
sent.

¥ Some of these cases seem rather doubtful. Thus, F’s y&p dAnmtov at 93b5 could
as well be due to a minuscule error. Likewise, F’s £avtod at 90b5 (covtod BT W)
may be an authentic variant, or perhaps even the correct reading, since the 3rd person
reflexive pronoun in the course of the fourth century (BC, that is) started to encroach
upon the other reflexive pronouns. See Kiihner-Gerth 1, 572: ‘... £avtod u.s.w. st.
guowtod, ceavtod u.s.w. hdufig sowohl in der Dichtersprache ... als in der Prosa’;
two of their examples from Plato are Phd. 101d1l o0 8¢ 8edidg ... Thv Eavtod oKV
(€éawt0D B : covtod B2 according to Burnet; in reality, however, after the correction
by B2 the text in B reads oeautod, just as in the line before, c9: &dng &v ... toig sov-
100 GoPOTEPOIC ... (0wTod B : ceantod B2, here reported correctly by Burnet)). Re-
markably, Burnet prints ceowtod at 101c9, but covtod at 101d1, as does the new
OCT,; the latter in both cases fails to mention the MS variation in the apparatus criti-
cus), La. 200b2 oV ... pot Sokels ... 008 mpdg avTov PAémey (adtov BT @ adtov W :



THE TEXTUAL FOUNDATION OF THE PRESENT EDITION 35

Not only, then, is it highly unlikely that F’s errors, at least in the
Ion, are to be ascribed to problems of transliteration, we have also to
account for the text of S, which has almost none of the errors of F.
Nor does S show any signs of having been copied from an uncial ex-
emplar. The conclusion imposes itself, therefore, that in the lon, and
probably also in the Hp. Mi., neither F nor S were copied from an un-
cial exemplar, and that ultimately we have to reckon, at least for the
text of F in the Jon, with a careless copyist of a minuscule exemplar.

As to the importance of S and F for the constitution of the text, to
my mind we cannot but agree with Schanz’s judgement that, again at
least in the fon, S is ‘locupletior’ than F. For this reason S may be
considered the main representative of the SF family (hence its posi-
tion before F in the apparatus criticus), just as T may be considered
the main representative of the TW family (a fact concealed by the al-
phabetical order).

Finally, when the four primary MSS are referred to collectively by
means of TWSF, e.g. in cases where they agree against Proclus, this
order, where the older family appears first, is purely conventional, and
is not meant to suggest that T W represent ‘a specially faithful repro-
duction of the earliest text’ (cp. n. 69).

Other manuscripts used

Apart from T W SF, I refer in a few, rather controversial, cases to the
following, admittedly derivative, MSS; I collated Ven. 186 and 184 in
situ:

— Florentinus Laurentianus 85, 7, from the fifteenth century. Modern
siglum: x. According to Boter (1989: 36), this MS ‘derives from F,
and is in all probability a direct transcript’. See further comm. on
541e5.

— Venetus Marcianus graecus 186, numero di collocazione 601, writ-
ten around 1450, by various hands; another MS from the library of
Bessarion (‘Platonis omnes dialogi, in papyro, liber correctus’™—
inventory of 1468, nr. 429; cp. Labowsky 1979: 175). This was ‘Bes-
sarions Handexemplar fiir die Tetralogien I - VIII, 1’ (Vancamp

cavtov corr. Coisl.; Burnet and Croiset print cavtov). See further the monograph by
Woodard (1990).
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1996b: 45). There is no generally accepted modern siglum; Jonkers
(1989: 75) uses Vs, Vancamp (1996a: 44; 1996b: 45) U. In some dia-
logues, e.g. Ti., this MS is a transcript of S (Jonkers 1989: 75). This is
also the case in the greater part of Hp.Mi., viz. up to 373¢8 odv (Van-
camp 1996b: 46). Thereafter, Ven. 186 derives from a MS in the T
tradition (Vancamp 1996b: 46). The latter also goes for the lon. ‘“The
complete MS was revised, corrected and annotated by Bessarion’
(Jonkers 1989: 74). One of the corrections must have been imported
from a MS belonging to the SF family; see below, §4.6 ‘The editio
princeps’.

— Venetus Marcianus graecus 184, numero di collocazione 326, from
the library of Bessarion; Bessarion’s deluxe Plato, written around
1450 at his order by Joannes Rhosos, and corrected by Bessarion him-
self (‘Platonis omnia opera, in pergameno, novus, pulcher et optimus
liber’—inventory of 1468, nr. 411; cp. Labowsky 1979: 174). Com-
mon modern siglum: E. According to Vancamp (1996a: 45; 1996b:
46), in the Hippias Minor Ven. 184 derives from Ven. 186. This also
goes for the Jon, probably after Ven. 186 had been corrected by Bes-
sarion. Thus the readings dpvtrovtar at 534a4, elpnud 11 at 534d8,
&xe dN° xai pot at 535b1 and tdte at 535d1 in Ven. 186 are the result
of a correction, while in Ven. 184 they show no signs of having been
corrected. On the other hand, &pyopat at 533¢8 is in both MSS visibly
a correction; in Ven. 186 an ¢ has been written above the d-, in E in
rasura. Perhaps these corrections were made simultaneously, so to
speak.” They also share a mistake which could have been copied ei-
ther way, viz. maivova (sic) at 534d7. A further complication is that at
540d1 Ven. 184 has vn, together with T W SF, while Ven. 186 has vai,
ex v, no doubt a conjecture of Bessarion’s. If Ven. 184 was tran-
scribed from Ven. 186, val in the latter was apparently ignored.

— Parisinus 1811 and Vat. 1030, both from the fourteenth entury; for
details see Martinelli Tempesta (2003: 53—56). These MSS are impor-
tant for the editio princeps; see below.

® For similar phenomena in the Hp.Mi. text of E and Ven. 186 cp. Vancamp
(1996b: 46-47).—Since they have no value for the constitution of the text, the read-
ings at 534a4, 535b1, 535d1 and 533c8 are not mentioned in the apparatus criticus.
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4.3 Excursus: the text of the Homeric quotations

(at 537a, 538¢, 538d, 539a, 539b)

The five passages quoted from Homer present several textual prob-
lems of their own. I will briefly discuss some of the more important
cases. Much more could, and has, in fact, been said about the presence
of Homer in Plato’s dialogues,” but here I am mainly interested in the
way we should handle these quotations in establishing the text of the
Ion. For the other cases I refer to the apparatus criticus of the present
edition. Whenever this seemed relevant, I quote from Labarbe’s mon-
ograph (Labarbe 1949: esp. chapter II), occasionally adding some ob-
servations of my own.”

First, there are cases where all primary Plato MSS have a text that
differs from that of all or most of the Homer MSS. Here, the choice is
rather easy: the editor of the Jon should print the text of the MSS of
the Jon. But, second, there are also, and in fact more, cases where the
primary Plato MSS vary, some of them agreeing with (part of) the
Homeric paradosis, while others do not. In such cases the editor
should in principle choose that variant which has the greatest chance
of being ‘Platonic’, i.e. the variant that Plato inserted from his text of

! Labarbe’s important monograph of 1949 is still indispensable for this subject.
He discusses the Homeric quotations in the Jon on pp. 88-135; on pp. 388-393 he
devotes a separate discussion to the quotations in MSS S and F. Unfortunately, the
value of his analyses is slightly diminished by the circumstance that the critical appa-
ratuses of the editions of the Jon on which he bases his discussion (notably those of
Burnet and Méridier) are often far from reliable. See below.

%2 After Labarbe (1949) the quotations from Homer were again the subject of a
separate study in a brief article by D. Tarrant (1951), a series of articles by G. Lohse
(1964, 1965, 1967) and recently in an article by Halliwell (2000). Lohse analyzes the
quotations from an interesting perspective, which is fundamentally different from that
of Labarbe. He argues that in most cases Plato has consciously altered the text of Ho-
mer, adapting the lines to his own purposes; he discusses also four cases from the Jon
(1964: 21 ff., on 538c; 1965: 263 ff., on 537a—b; 1967: 227-229, on 537a-b, 538d and
539a-b). Unfortunately, the value of his observations, too (see previous note), is di-
minished by the fact that he also allows for the possiblity that Plato may have erred in
quoting Homer, it not being clear when exactly we have to reckon with this second
possibility, and, second, by the fact that he hardly ever takes account of the textual
variants in the Homeric quotations in Plato. Thus, Lohse (1967: 228) discusses ‘Pla-
tonic’ mpa at Jon 538d3 without mentioning that there is a variant «fipa in F. Nor
does Dorothy Tarrant (1951: 62) reckon with the existence of such variants when she
speaks of ‘verbally incorrect quotations’. Halliwell (2000: 95) discusses the ways in
which Plato uses the quotations ‘within his own philosophical writing’, the emphasis
being on quotations with ethical implications.
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Homer into the text of the /lon, the, rather uncertain, premises being
(a) that he used one text of Homer, (b) that he used a physical text in-
stead of quoting from memory (cp. below n. 104), and (c) that there
was in fact something which might be called ‘the’ text of the lon
(rather than a number of versions in various stages of completion; cp.
p. 27 above). In actual practice this procedure is of course extremely
difficult. Which road should one follow? Should one, for example,
prefer the reading that is supported by the majority of the Plato MSS?
Or rather the ‘Homeric’ reading? Here are some representative exam-
ples of the two ways of transmission.
First, TW SF contra ‘Homer’:

TWSF Ion: Burnet, libri Homerici  Homer: van
Meéridier and Thiel, West and
others others

537a8 = I1. 23.335 KavOfivan 8¢ adtog 8¢ avTdg 68

Khuwvofvae 8¢ ... xai ... Kol o0TOg KAvOfvor KAvOfvor

avTog

538¢c3 =11 11.640 Topa 8¢ m & dhorta  €mi & dAgura

nopa (8wl S) 8¢ kpdpwov kpdpvov mot@d  Aevkd mdAvve  Aevkd mdlvve

ToT® Jyov Syov

538d2 =11. 24.81 gupepanio guPePovio libri  Eppefavia

gupeponia et nonnulli Hom. plerique

libri Hom.

538d3 =11. 24.82 pet’ ixodor &’ iy0bo1 én’ y0bo1

pet’ ixodor

539al = Od. 20.351 dadvior a Sethol 4 dethol

dadvior

539a2 = Od. 20.352 yolo yodva, yodva

yolo

Comments

538a8 = //. 23.335

According to Labarbe (1949: 92-93) xhvOijvan 8¢ ... kai o010 is the
original text: ‘[Platon] nous a gardé sous sa forme authentique le pre-
mier hémistiche du vers ¥ 335°.”

% Labarbe rightly adds that this may seem unlikely because of xai odtég. Since
there is nobody else around who is ordered to ‘bend to the left’, one might object that
the order/advice ‘you, too, must bend to the left’, is rather strange, if not impossible.
Labarbe unconvincingly argues that ‘kol adt(4g) équivaut ... & awt(dg) tout court’.
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538¢3 =11. 11.640
noapa 8¢ kpdpwov otd Syov TW S(Enl) F : &mi §” dAerra Aevka TdAvve
libri Homerici

Since ten lines before, at /1. 9.630, the Homeric text has émi 8¢ kpd-
poov ot® Syov, the variation must be the result ‘d’une défaillance de
mémoire’, of Plato, that is (Labarbe 104, 107). This is the more likely
because there are many other potentially confusing correspondences
between //. 11.639-640 and 630-631, a fact not mentioned by La-
barbe. Compare:

lon
538¢2 oivw mpapveim, gnoty, émi §” atyelov kvij TupOv
538¢3 wkvrjott yokein® mapd (Sm S) 8¢ kpSuvov Totd dyov:

Iliad book 11
639 otve Ipauvelw, i 8 afyslov kvij Topov
640 xviiott yoAkein, &ml 8’ dlpita Agvkd TAAVVE,

630 yorkewov kdveov, £mi 8¢ kKpSuvov ToT dyov,
631 18¢ péh yropdv, mapd & alepitov iepod dxtiv,

Notice the presence at 630 of ydAkeiov and at 640 of yodxein, and that
of dAgpitov in line 631 and dieura in 640. Also, ntopo TWEF at fon
538¢3 = 1. 11.640 may have been influenced by mapa in line 631. Cu-
riously enough, S is alone in reading émi instead of mopa, with the

s W 9N &

Kol adtdg should rather be interpreted as in a case like /7. 12.305 AN &y &p” ) 1ip-
noge petdiuevog, fe kai avtog / EPAnt’. Here, kol modifies »é, stressing that there is
an alternative to fjpro&e. This is also found with 184, e.g. at Od. 9.231 &vba 3¢ ndp
knavteg §00capey NdE kal avtol / Topdv aivipevol edyopev, where Nd¢ kol avtof is
not, pace Ameis-Hentze, ‘auch selbst’ (Stanford and Heubeck et al. have no note) but
rather ‘(we did X) and we also did Y’. Cp. also //. 17.635. (This use of kof is not men-
tioned by Denniston, but his remarks on p. 294 about the function of kaf{ in relative
clauses also apply here.) Such cases are entirely different from cases like /7. 4.150
plynoev 8¢ kol adtdg dpnipiioc Mevéhaog, which comes after (1. 148) ‘Piynoev & dp’
Enerta dvag avdpdv Ayapépvav. Whether kol adtdc/-ol means -self/-selves, too’ s,
then, entirely dependent on contextual information. In the cases mentioned above,
which include KavOfivar 8¢ kol adtdg, kai does mean ‘also’ all right, but it explicitly
marks the second action as an addition to the first one. So at //. 23.335, with the text
from the lon: ... and also/further you should yourself bend to the left’, or, with a
Dutch sentence whose interpretation is as context-dependent as the Greek one: ‘en
ook moet jijzelf naar links buigen’. In fact, the reading adt0g 8¢ KAvOfjvar of the Ho-
meric tradition may be due to someone who wanted to disambiguate line 335.
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Homer MSS, as often; see below. I have no explanation for this varia-
tion. Did the scribe, upon encountering wopa. 8¢ kpduvOV TOTA Syov
look up his Homer, notice the presence of &rt both in line 640 and in
line 630 of his Homer text, and decide in favour of émi? Or did he sim-
ply copy éni from €ni & atygov kvij Topov in line 639? Or did he find
émi in his Vorlage?

538d2 = 1/. 24.81
éupeponioc TWSF et nonnulli libri Hom. : éuBePovia libri Hom.
plerique

Confusion due to the preponderance of forms in -pepanio and -pepamg
elsewhere in Homer (Labarbe 114). But -p- in TW SF may simply be
due to a copying error; see below at 539c5.

538d3 = 1/. 24.82 pet’] én’ libri Hom.

‘Ni la grammaire ni le sens n’autorisent le critique a rejeter 1’une ou
l’autre de ces legons’ (Labarbe 117). If pet(d) was the original read-
ing, én({) may be due to influence from formulas with én” ixbv(devta)
(Labarbe 118).

539al = Od. 20.351 Sadviot TWSF : & dethof libri Homerici

According to Labarbe (125-126) A Seilof was the original reading.
Since the lines quoted by Plato are preceded by Aéyet pdvtig Tpog todg
uvnotipac, Ocokibuevog, and in the Homeric text by tolot 8¢ kol
uetéeme Ogoxdduevog Beoednc, the vocative dapudvior may be due
to influence from the following two formulas:

Od. 4.773-774  10low & Avtivoog dyopricato kol petéeue:
“Sapdviot, poboug pev ...

Od. 18.405-406 7tolo1 8¢ kol petéeryp’ iepn ic Tniepdyoto®
“Sopdviot, paivesOe ...”

539a2 = Od. 20.352 yoloa TWSF : yobva libri Homerici

‘Accidentellement, elle (= yobva) s’est effacée devant yvia, nom sept
fois plus fréquent a la catalexe, et dont I’intrusion ne troublait le vers
en aucune maniere’ (Labarbe 127).
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In all these cases editors naturally prefer the reading of TW SF, the
implicit assumption being that these were the forms which Plato found
in his text of Homer, and that their deviant form is due to the vicissi-
tudes of the transmission before Plato’s time (cp. Labarbe’s analyses),
not, then, to mistakes or conscious interventions of the Byzantine
copyists or their majuscule predecessors.

But when the MSS of the Jon are divided, the picture is entirely dif-
ferent. A seriously complicating factor is, moreover, that in several
cases the apparatuses of Burnet and Méridier cannot be relied upon.
Here follow some cases:

T W S (hardly F Burnet, libri Hom.
used by Meéridier  (as repre-
Burnet and sented in
Meéridier) the editions
of West and
van Thiel)

537a8=11. $v&fot  Simiéxte E0Efot  E0Efote  EhmAdktw
23.335

$0EéoT
537v4=1l. pq un Y v v
23.339 dv post
un corr.
538d1=1l. mobusv’ Buccov Bdccov Buccov Buocov
24.80 @
Bdccov ToOpéva
(mobpév’ in supra lin.)
margine t)
538d1 =1l Tkavev kovev dpovoev  Tkavev dpovoev
24.80 (Tcavey in
IN0AZAY margine f)
538d3 =17l mihpa Kfpa Kfpa Kfpa Kfpa
24.81 (also some (mpa in
ThHpo editions of margine f)
Homer,
acc. to the
schol.)
539¢5 =1  &dvkduPor’ EyxduPor’ Ewi gvi gvi kdpBoA’
12.206 KGBBoN’  KAPPal’
EVKAPPoAN’ (kofB- ex
(for details Kopp-)
see the app.

crit.)
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(cont.)
T w S (hardly F Burnet, libri Hom.
used by Meéridier  (as repre-
Burnet and sented in
Meéridier) the editions
of West and
van Thiel)
539d1=1l. métoto W méteto TETETO TETETO TETETO
12.207 (¢nta ad- (alt. -g-
§neto didit supra post corr.,
lineam) 1] supra m-
add. f)

In three of these cases the apparatus criticus of this edition differs so
strongly from those of Burnet and M¢éridier that I present these in a

separate table:

this edition

Burnet, Méridier

538d1 =11. 24.80

Buccov S cum libris Homericis :
Boocov TF : mobuéy’ W tmg Ssl (;j
ToOpEVL)

538d1 =11. 24.80

dpovoev F cum libris Hom. :
cavev TW S fmg

539d1 =11. 12.207

néteto SF (alt. -&- pc, 1 (sic) supra
- add. f) cum libris Hom. : wétato
W (dnto addidit sl) : €neto T

Burnet: Buocov F (et sic libri Home-
rici) : Bbocov T : mubuév’ W et in
marg. t

Meéridier: Buocodv (vel pocoov) TF (et
libri Homerici) : mo@uéve W et in
marg. T (actually, neither W nor T (t)
has a superscript o, while it is present
in S)

Burnet: kovev] 8povoey libri
Homerici

Meéridier: idem

Burnet: méteto libri Homerici : métato
W (sed suprascr. éna) : nétnro F :
§neto T f

Meéridier, who also prints néteto:
néteto libri Homerici : métato W (su-
prascr. éna) F ut uidetur : éneto T (£?)

Comments

Observe, first of all, that S and F have different readings at 537a8,
537b4, 538d1 bis and 539c5, which is further proof (see above p. 32),

that S has not been copied from F.
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537a8 =1I. 23.335 gv&éot TWF : ébmiékte S cum libris
Homericis g0&éoTw i dippw] vEéoTov &ml dippov X. Smp. 4.6

The reading £0&€otm must be due to a ‘substitution formulaire, a I’in-
trusion d’une locutio facilior’, due to the preponderance of £b&eotog
over ébmiextog in Homer (Labarbe 98-99). He also suggests that this
substitution was due to ‘un récitateur des poemes homériques’, which
must imply that it occurred before Plato. According to Labarbe (93 n.
2), ébmiéxkt in S ‘ne peut y étre que le résultat d’une collation effec-
tuée sur I'lliade’, i.e. by a Byzantine copyist. More in general, La-
barbe is inclined to view most ‘correct’, Homeric, readings in the
MSS of the lon, which are always found in S and/or F, and of the
other dialogues, as the result of collations against the text of Homer.
(He discusses this matter in detail in an appendix (‘Accords finals’),
on pp. 390-392.) In this he was preceded by, for example, Schanz
and, in part, by Burnet,”* and followed by Slings (1998: 612).

537b4 = 1I. 23.339 v WPCF (etiam libri Homerici) : uqn TW'S
Modern editions prefer dv, and rightly so.

Labarbe’s explanation of the way in which the—impossible—variant
un may have got into the text of the Jon is convincing. The gist of his
argument is that ‘la variante un a été créée par un lecteur de 1’fon’,
and more specifically a reader who had not grasped the meaning of
dodooeton and connected this form not with Homeric dodocato
‘seem’ but with a (near-)homonym which he found in a lexicon, viz.
dodlm or dowdlw ‘be doubtful, hesitate’, for which see e.g. the Suda
s.v. 80dlm and EM 281, 30: dodoocato £30&ev, dotdocato £8ioTacE.
Compare also LSJ s.v. d01dlo (d0dlm): ‘The forms in doa- and some
meanings are due to confusion with dodocato’. If this is, in fact, the
way things went, Labarbe’s ‘lecteur’ must have been a Byzantine
reader. I note that in this case Labarbe does not consider F’s dv, which

* In his enthusiasm for F Burnet claims (praef. t. III, p. iii), quite arbitrarily, that
‘in F loci Homerici non ad exemplar librorum Homericorum correcti sunt, quod pas-
sim in S factum videbis, ut uno alterove exemplo allato iam monuit Schanz’. Burnet
must refer here to Schanz’s remark (vol. IX, p. xiii): ‘At minore vel potius nulla auc-
toritate est conspiratio libri S cum codicibus Homericis qualem deprehendimus 65, 3
(= 538d3) wfjua M : kfipa 63, 2 (= 537a8) dvEéotw M : dumhéktw.” (M is the postu-
lated common ancestor of T and W.) After which Schanz writes that he in such cases
does not care ‘quid in S, quid apud Homerum scriptum sit’.
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is also the reading of W post correctionem, the result of a collation,
without further comment.

538d1 =1I. 24.80 Buocdv S cum libris Hom. : pdocov TF” :
moOuéy’ W tmg Ssl (§} moduéva)

Modern editions print Buocov.” Cp. Labarbe 109: ‘Les éditeurs de
I’Jon adoptent Buocov, comme ceux de 1’ Mliade. C’est faire preuve de
bon sens.’

This is a particularly interesting instance. We may safely assume
that Plato’s text of the /on presented uncial ByCCON, without accen‘[,g7
and that this remained the text until the Great Byzantine Translitera-
tion of the 9th—10th centuries. On that occasion an accent had to be
added, both in the text of Homer and in that of the /on. The scribes of
the Iliad text must have known their Herodian and other theoreticians
of the Greek accent,” and wrote Buoocov. And the scribes of the text of
the Jon? Those of TF, apparently ignoring Herodian and others (and
also the text of Homer?), accented poocov, wrongly making this form
the accusative of the very frequent Bdocog ‘(linen from) flax’, which
in the context of course makes no sense. [TvOuév(a) should no doubt
not be regarded as a serious variant but as a gloss, which in W has en-
tered into the text.” Only S, then, has pvocov (not F, as Burnet, Méri-
dier and Labarbe believed). Is this due to ‘une collation effectuée sur
Illiade?’ 1f one views S’s ébmléktw above at 537a8 as the result of

% Labarbe (109) believed that Bucody was the reading of S as well as F.

% The paroxytone form Bicoov is found in one Homer MS; see West’s apparatus
criticus ad loc.

%7 Cp. Page’s note on E. Med. 46: “tpbymv or tpoy@v? As Eur. did not use accents,
it was perhaps as difficult for a fourth century B.C. reader as for us to decide.”—Such
difficulties also occurred in connection with breathings; see the telling passage in Sex-
tus Empiricus, Adversus mathematicos 1.59, where we learn that it was one of the
grammarians’ tasks to find out ... ©dg Gvayvootéov mopd [Mdtwvi My “n & oc”
MEw, ndtepov Yikdg Ekeépova TV TPOTHY GLVAAPNY 1) docdwg, 1) TV pev mpaTv
YOG T 8¢ dgutépav dactwe, 1) Appotépag Wkdg ) EvodAidé. See also below, §5.2.

% Hdn. mept “Taaxfg mpoc. Gramm. Gr. IIT 2.1, p. 125, 7 (Lentz), in the section
EIZ THN Q, line 80: Buocdv: énekpdmoe 10 0EHveshat 1@ ta €ic 06 Ajyovta dvoua-
o S1o0Mafa, Apydpeva Gd cLUEOVOL T CLUEOV®Y, dedmAactacpévoy Exovta 10 o,
0&bvesBon Bélewv (= the scholion ad loc.). Also De pros. cath. 11 1.1, p. 208, 2: T4 &ig
606 diovAAaBa Eyovto kal Etepov 6 KMTIKOV &V Tff TpO TEAoVg GLAABE Wy Katd
ndfog 6&HveTan (—) 1. 13 Buoodg 10 £0vikdv kol 1y vijoog kal fuccdg O Pubdg ...

% Cp. the entry in Hdn. De orthogr. Gramm. Gr. Il 2, p. 484, 21: PuBudc fuccdc
BuBdg. dvrpov mubjv, Hsch. Puocdo *BuBig dvipov. mubunyv.
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such a collation, Puocov, too, of course, must be due to the same
source, but here Labarbe does not even mention this possibility. On
the contrary, he says that adopting Buocov ‘c’est faire preuve de bon
sens’. And the reason is not difficult to find: the other readings make
no sense. This is to my mind a rather strange way of operating, the
more so because Labarbe, like Burnet and Schanz, viewed S and F as
descendants of a common exemplar. Ultimately, the source of fuocov
in S is perhaps of secondary importance. What we know for certain is
that S has the only form representing the fuocov which Plato must
have meant, so we should print Buccov.

538d1 = 1. 24.80 dpovoev F cum libris Hom. : Tkavev T W S fmg

Modern editions, having overlooked the presence of Gpovoev in F,
naturally print kavev.

Misled by the entries in the apparatuses of Burnet and Méridier,
Labarbe writes: ‘A la fin du premier vers, les deux traditions s’oppo-
sent radicalement. Tous les manuscrits de Platon offrent {kavev ...,
tous les manuscrits d’Homeére 8povoev.” In spite of this misrepresenta-
tion of the MSS, his discussion of the two forms, and his conclusion,
remain valid: ... on serait amené a conclure que Tkovev avait toutes
les chances d’y écarter, a son profit, un dpovoev originel’. His main
argument is that lines ending in §¢  ~ Tkavev are much more frequent
than those in &g~ ~ dpovoey.

538d3 =1/. 24.81 mine. TWE et &vian 1OV xata woreg (sc.
gk80cemv) sec. schol. Hom. : kfipa SF et libri Homerici

Modern editions of the lon prefer mijpa.

Labarbe argues (118) that ‘si Platon offre mijpa c’est qu’il avait
trouvé cette forme dans son Homere’. This is perhaps slightly over-
stating one’s case; after all, the MSS are not unanimous. Labarbe pre-
fers, then, mipa. He considers this the original reading, and argues that
it may have been ousted in the later Homeric tradition by kfjpa due to
‘confusion formulaire’ (120), more specifically, influence from the
formulas ending in (pbvov kai) kfjpa @épovtec. Following a scholion,
Labarbe also argues that kfjpa is bizarre in connection with fishes;
elsewhere it is always used of human destiny. To this it may be ob-
jected, however, that mijpa is not used with respect to animals either. [
add three other considerations. [Ifjpa seems more appropriate, because
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the simile in which this line occurs illustrates Iris’ journey to Achilles,
whom she has to order to give up the body of Hector. This will be for
Achilles a mfjpa rather than a xip. Pro altera parte 1 add that if we ig-
nore the relevance of the simile, kfjpa is more appropriate since the
hook will bring death, not just misery or calamity, to the fishes. A fi-
nal problem is that if kfijpa was the reading taken over by Plato, it is
not easy to see where nfjuo may have come from, whose combination
with @épovca is unique; cp. for this point also Labarbe 120.'" The lat-
ter is perhaps decisive. So with some hesitation I here reject the read-
ing of SF.

539¢5 =11. 12.206 évi kapPol’ F (kapP- ex xapP-) et libri Hom.
plerique, v. West ad loc. : évkdBporr’ T (revera legitur: &vkdppar:’ /
L’ oplhot; fort. primitus scriba post prius A apostrophum scripsit, dein-
de puncto supra A scripto hanc litteram delere voluit; A alterum in
versu inferiore adest) : évkdufar’ W : éykdupar’ S

Burnet: évi xdufar’ F (sed p in p mutavit f) : vkduBod’ W :
gyxdpPard’ T (sed A alterum puncto del.) T

Meéridier: évi kappar’ f (évi kdupar’ F) : évkduPar’ W : éyxdppar’ T
(sed prius A puncto del.) T

On the variation kdpp-/kdup- Labarbe writes (133): ‘On verra en kdp-
Boev I’exacte notation d’une prononciation qui doit avoir existé dans
I’antiquité a la suite d’un affaiblissement articulatoire’. Fortunately
things may be somewhat simpler and less ad hoc. The p in S and F no
doubt involves a misreading of the mu-like minuscule B which is
found in many early manuscripts, e.g. in MSS T and W of the Jon.""'
See also the change from p into B in F; the original p here must also
be due to a misreading of a p.'”

As for évi against év-/¢y-: according to Labarbe, who refers in turn
to Chantraine (1961: 1 96-97), the disyllabic form should be preferred,
at least for the Homeric text, since spondees are avoided in the fourth

1% “Nous tiendrons miipa pépovoa, non seulement pour un groupe possible, mais
encore pour la fin authentique du vers étudié.” For the technical aspects of the fishing
simile cp. also N. Richardson, The Iliad. A commentary, vol. VI (Cambridge 1993) at
24.80-82.

1! For the various forms of the B cp. e.g. Gardthausen (1913: 11 207).

192 Which is further proof that F was copied from a minuscule rather than an uncial
exemplar.
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foot. In the lon, however,—he continues, implausibly and without
providing arguments—we should write ¢yxdppal’,'” and assume that
this was the form which Plato found in his /iad, just like Origenes.'*

539d1 = 1/. 12.207 néteto SF (alt. -e- pe, 1] (sic) supra - add. f)
et libri Homerici : métoto W (énto addidit sl) : éneto T

Here both the text and the apparatus of Burnet and Méridier are rather
careless.'” Burnet, who prints méteto in his text, mentions in his appa-
ratus criticus: ‘méteto libri Homerici : métato W (sed suprascr. énay) :
némro F : €neto T £, while Méridier, who also prints néteto, has:
‘méteto libri Homerici : métato W (suprascr. éma) F ut uidetur : €reto
T (f?)’. Note that they do not mention S. Although, then, according to
both Burnet and Méridier no Plato MS reads méteto, they nevertheless
print this form, importing it from the Homer MSS. Perhaps because of
the almost identical nétato in W? This is of course a dubious proce-
dure, and something they had not done at 538d1 for {kavev, in a simi-
lar situation. They should rather have followed Bekker, Stallbaum and
Schanz, who all three printed €neto, ignoring the Homeric text. Nor
did Burnet and M¢éridier follow the ‘libri Homerici’ at 537a8.
Actually, at 539d1 méteto is not only found in the Homer MSS but
also in S and F; it may be an adaptation of a formula like Od. 2.148
énétovto peta mvotfic” avépoto (or vice versa, of course). W’s métato
is either a writing error for, or an incorrect alternative to, méteto.
Athematic métapon, of which the imperfect is exceedingly rare, is not
found in Homer or classical prose, for which see LSJ s.v.'% Above the
line the scribe of W wrote énto, apparently suggesting that métato

19 Which he believed to be the reading of T. The situation concerning this form is
not very clear. There are actually two dot-like signs, one above and the other to the
right of the first A. Perhaps the scribe—as suggested in the apparatus—first wanted to
elide after the A, then saw that a second A had to be added, on the next line, where-
upon he added a dot above the first A, indicating that this A should be deleted, yielding
EVKdfBor’.

19 Cels. 4.91. This argument may have less force than Labarbe assumed, for in an-
other treatise (Philocalia 20.18) Origenes quotes the same passage from Homer, but
now in the form péow 8 i kdPPor’ opiw (v.I. £ykdfad)’ in one MS; cp. Robinson
1893: 143). For all we know, he may have used two different MSS of Homer.

19 As a result, Labarbe’s argument (134) is flawed, since it is based on the idea
that W reads wétato and has éna supra lineam, that F reads métato as well, and that
TS present £reto.

1% | abarbe (135) suggests influence from later prose, where métapot does occur.
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should be &rtoto, which, however, is metrically impossible. As for
T’s €neto, this may simply be due to a copying error, perhaps but not
necessarily from an uncial exemplar: KAATEACNETETO may have
been misread as KAATEACENETO. Since W’s métato is plainly incor-
rect, and T’s €neto can be explained otherwise, the original text of the
Ion must have had néteto.

Conclusion

In those cases where the Plato MSS are divided with respect to their
text of the quotations from Homer, I print, if no other considerations
apply, the readings of S and/or F (which not seldom are also those of
T and W), assuming that these were the forms which Plato found in
his own copy of the Homeric text.'”’ I further assume that these forms
reached the time of the Byzantine transliteration and were copied then
into (a) medieval MS or MSS, the ancestor(s) of S and F. If these
forms coincide with those of our Homer MSS, this need not worry us.
They may have been checked against Homer MSS, both in antiquity
and in Byzantine times, but there is no need to assume that they were
imported from these MSS, and replaced older readings. After all, they
can very well have been present in the Plato MSS and, at some point
of the transmission, have been checked against Homer MSS. If we as-
sume—as we do—that S and F may continue authentic readings in the
main body of the text, we must, as a matter of principle, allow for the
possibility that they do so also in the text of the quotations from Ho-
mer. As for the deviant, ‘non-Homeric’, forms, which mostly occur in
T W, these we should try to explain along the lines set out by Labarbe.

197 The phrasing at Ton 537a2 &v pvnodd 1 ¥, &yd oot ppdom suggests that
Socrates, at least, wanted to quote from memory (although the passage functions pri-
marily as a cue line for Ion to announce that he will do the quoting). Cp. also X. Mem.
2.1.21. Whether or not Plato quoted from memory, and perhaps made mistakes, is
immaterial to my point, which is rather how we must decide on what to print. Accor-
ding to Labarbe (421) ‘[Platon] avait recouru, pour la majorité de ses emprunts, a un
manuscrit de 1’//iade, & un manuscrit de I’Odyssée’. In fact, from Prz. 324¢3 ff. (§ner-
3w om ypdppoata udbwoty (sc. ol maidec) kol pEAoo cuvice Td yeypapupéva Go-
nep 10TE TV QOVIV, Topatidéocty adTols &ml 1OV BAOpov AvaytyvdoKe TomTOV
Gyoddv moujuata kol kpavidver dvaykdiovow) it is clear that poems were memo-
rized from written texts, and Plato will no doubt have possessed one or more Homer
MSS. Cp. also Lg. 810e6 ff. and Ep. 11 314b1 ff. (if genuine), X. Smp. 3.5, and Blanck
(1992: 24 ft.) and Irigoin (2001: 17-21) for representations of people reading and wri-
ting in Greek (and Roman) art. Cp. also above, §3.2.
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4.4 The indirect tradition
Passages from the Jon are quoted by the following authors:'®

— Stobaeus (early Sth cent.)

533dl  Eoti—>534b6 évij: Ecl. 2.5.3
534c¢6  énei—>534d4 fudg: ibidem 2.5.3

— Proclus (412-485)

530b8 dpa d&—cl éotwv: in Platonis Rempublicam 1.158 Kroll
533dl  Zoti—d3 kel ibidem 1.183

533d5 o0 pdvov—e5 éEaprarar: ibidem 1.183

533e5 mdvteg yap—e8 peromotol: ibidem 1.184

534b3  kodpov—b6 Exepwv: ibidem 1.184

534b8 dte 00—c3 Hpunoev: ibidem 1.184

— Priscian (late 5th cent.)
530cl  od yap—c3 prius momrod: Prisc. XVIII 287 (=1 p. 360 Hertz)
Allusions to the lon occur in:

533d1 #ot—534d4 nuag Lucretius (1st cent. BC), 6.906 ff.

533d1 #ot—534d4 nuag Philo (1st cent. AD), De opificio mundi 140 f.

534b  Athenaeus (ca. 200 AD) 11.113, 25 Kaibel: 811 8¢ xai duopevig qv
mpdg dmavtag, S{rov kol &k TdV &v 1@ “Tovi Enrypagopéve, &v @
TPOTOV PEV Kokohoyel mdvrtog Tovg montdg, (541¢) Ererta kai Tovg
V1o 100 duov mpoayopsdvoug, Poavosdivn TOv "Avdpiov kamorld-
dopov 1ov KuCuenvdv, &1 8¢ 1ov Khalopéviov Hpaxdeidny.

530b Proclus, in R. 1.163, 11 Kroll: 811 8¢ 00 pdvov Nuiv napekeiedoato
Aodv v ‘Opfpov moimowv 6 TThdtov, kobdnep &v 1@ “Twwvi
véypantal, kol TpOg TV Ekelvov didvoloy dmnofiémev .. ..

533d Timaeus Sophista (1st?, 4th? cent. AD), Lex. s.v. HpaxAeio Aiboc:
... ote IIMdtwv apoaptdvel v adThv VroAappdvav poyvity kal
‘Hpaxdeiov év "Tovi.

533d Hesychius (5th-6th cent. AD), s.v. Hpaxdeio Abog ... dote
IM\dtov apaptdvel ™y adtiv vroloppdvev payviitiv kai Hpo-
Khetav &v "Tovi.

1% The quotations in Proclus seem to have been overlooked by previous editors.
The one in Priscian is mentioned by Schanz, but not by later editors.
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Some comments on selected readings in the quotations

Priscian

Priscian sides with SF in reading dyofo¢ poymdog and cvvein at
530c3. But in the latter instance the text is not entirely clear, for Pris-
cian must have wrestled with the uncial exemplar used by him (or his
copyists with the uncials in Priscian’s text). See further comm. ad loc.

Proclus

530b8
533d1
533d2

3¢] 8¢ xai Procl.

yap T W sl Procl. Stob. : ¢ SF

0 vbv &1 &eyov om. Procl.

(this is not a real variant of course, since this clause had no func-
tion in Proclus’ text)

533d5-6 avtodg tovg dukTvAiovg dyst Todg 61dNPode, GAAL kol SOvopy

533d5
533d6

gvtibnot tolg Soaxturiolg] avtodg dyel TpOC EavThv ToVE 6181 POdC
daxtviiovg, GAAA kol Sdvapy antolc OAKOV TV Ouolwv Eviidnoty
Procl.

dyet W SF Procl. Stob. : om. T

éote TW £ Procl. Stob. : o1’ o SF

533d6-7 &bvacOor Tantov Todto motely Smep 1 AMbog] om. Procl.

533el
533el
533el

dot’ éviote TW SF Stob. : kol moAdxig Procl.
popog v TW SF @ wdvo pokpog Stob. : om. Procl.
cdnpiwv SPC(-Rpwv, sic) F Procl. Stob. : c16ipwv TW S

533el-2 odnpiov(-pov TW) kel Saxturiov TW SF Stob. : daxtvMav

533e2
533e3
533e3
533e4
533e4
533e8
534b5
534b8

| ownpiwv Procl.

3¢ TWSF Stob. : 8¢ dpo. Procl.

8 TWSF Stob. : dn’ Procl.

aviptnrar TW SF Stob. : éEfptnran Procl.

avtn SF Stob.(MS P, avtfi F) : atbtn TW : adtodg Procl.
dMwv TW SF Procl. : &\og Stob.

peromotol T W SFPC Procl. : uév howroi F Stob.

e TWfProcl. : om. SF Stob.

¢ SF : om. TW Procl

Stobaeus (other than the variants mentioned above)

533d1
533e2
533e5

ov] Gv Stob.
Aptnron] €lpetan (sic) Stob.
ol te om. Stob.

534al1-2 dpyodvrat ... Bvieg om. Stob.

534a4
534a4

kol TW : om. SF Stob.
apvovror WF Stob. : dpotoviar TS
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534a7 mpOg TSF Stob. : map” W
534b3  metdpevor T W S(ut vid.) FPC (prius o ex w): metmpevol F Stob.
534b5 1 TW{Procl. : om. SF Stob.

A rather bewildering picture, which shows, first of all, that it is impos-
sible to speak of ‘the’ indirect tradition, since there is a wide gulf be-
tween Proclus and Stobaeus. The most important finding is perhaps
that rather often Proclus differs from T W SF plus Stobaeus (533d5-6,
533d6-7, 533el (bis), 533el1-2, 533e2, 533e3 (bis)). He must have
had a text of the fon on his desk (or rather knees) that differed consid-
erably from ours. The clearest proof of this is the very deviant texts at
533d5-6 and 533d6-7. Interestingly, the text of the /on used by Pro-
clus must have resembled that of Philo. Compare De opificio mundi
141 (Philo has just argued that the greater the distance from the dpyn
the weaker wppota are): mapomiiolov 8¢ mdboc kol 1 poyviTig
AMBog émdeikvutor @V yop cdnpdv Soktodov 0 pev adThg yavoag
Brodtoto kpateltal, O 8¢ 100 yavcavtog Nrtov, dkkpépatar 8¢ Kol
Tpitog devTépou kai TéTapTog TPiTov Kol TEUTTOG TETAPTOL Kol ETEPMV
£1epol KoTo, HaKpOV 6TOTYOV DITO Hag OAkoD Suvdpeng cuveyduevol.
Notice especially 0Axod dvvdpemc in Philo and dvopuy ... 6Akov in
Proclus. ‘OAxdc is a Platonic word: it occurs three times in (our text
of) the Republic (521d3, 524el, 527b9).

As for Stobaeus, his text was clearly much less erratic, and mostly
in agreement with TWSF (see above). If Stobacus agrees with one
branch of the tradition only, this is most often SF (533e4 avt, 534a4,
534b5) or F alone (533el ocdnpinv, also with SPC, 533e8, 534b3).
Only rarely does Stobaeus agree with TW against SF (533d1 and
533d6), both times with f and Proclus. For the question whether there
is a special bond between F and the indirect tradition, notably Sto-
baeus, see Boter 1989: 104 f.

All in all, the indirect tradition gives us no new or otherwise valu-
able readings (unless we are prepared to introduce Proclus’ texts in
our town text), but for the history of Plato’s legacy in antiquity Pro-
clus’ ‘quotations’ are of course of considerable importance. Their
character is consonant with that of other quotations from Plato in Pro-
clus, which point to a different tradition than the one we are familiar
with. The existence of a ‘miscella’ or ‘nondum recensita memoria’ has
been argued for by a number of scholars, e.g. Immisch (1903b: 15 ff.).
For a survey of this view of the transmission of Plato see Alline’s dis-
cussion of the indirect tradition (1915: 134—-173). On p. 171 Alline
writes: ‘... au temps de Proclos, il y avait encore des traditions diver-
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ses, et non pas une vulgate uniforme, un « texte regu » a 1’exclusion de
tout autre’. See also Carlini (1972: 102 ff.).

4.5 Latin translations

In the apparatus criticus and/or the commentary I occasionally refer to
Ficino’s translation of the lon in the Opera omnia translation, which
was published in 1484 in Florence,'” to Serranus’ translation, which
accompanies H. Stephanus’ Greek text (Geneva 1578), and to Corna-
rius’ Eclogae, a series of emendations of the Greek text of Plato,
which accompany his translation (published in 1561).

4.6 Excursus: The editio princeps

As is well known, the first printed edition of Plato’s works was pub-
lished in Venice in 1513 by Aldus Manutius, with scholarly assistance
from Marcus Musurus. For a long time it has been assumed—a natural
enough assumption, of course—that the basis of the editions printed
by Aldus Manutius, including the editio princeps of Plato, were the
manuscripts donated to the Republic of Venice by Cardinal Bessarion
in 1468 (four years before his death), and transported from Rome,
where Bessarion had a permanent residence, to the Palazzo Ducale in
the spring of 1469. Surprisingly enough, however, this cannot have
been the rule, for the books of Bessarion were stored in boxes in the
Palazzo Ducale, and in 1485 it was decided by the authorities that for
lack of room ‘the boxes containing Bessarion’s donation should be
placed at one end of the hall (i.e. the Sala Novissima of the Palazzo
Ducale), “one on top of the other, fitted tightly and closely together,
so as to take up as little room as possible”, and that a strong wooden
wall should partition off this space from the rest of the room in order

19 In the translation of the Jon Ficino must have used at least one MS in the W tra-
dition, for at 530c2 he omits dyafdg (with TW, against SF), and at 532d1 he trans-
lates est (with TW (éo11), against SF (£ctar)), but at 5319 he translates dicimus—
only with W (Aéyopev), against T (Aéywpev). Alline (1915: 302) thinks it likely that
Ficino used W itself, which happened to be in Florence at that time. The situation may
be more complicated, however, as in the case of the Republic, for which see Boter
(1989: 270-278), since it is certain that Ficino used at least two Laurentiani, 59.1 and
85.9. For the genesis of Ficino’s translation see Hankins (1990: 306 ff. and 466 ft.).
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to protect the library from theft. In these conditions the books were to
remain for the next fourty years’ (Labowsky 1979: 59), in various ar-
rangements. In fact, Bessarion’s books were given to the Marcian li-
brary as an institution, not as a building, for this library building did
not as yet exist and was only built from 1537 onward, until it was
more or less finished in 1554. In 1531 the books were removed from
the Palazzo Ducale to a room ‘on the upper floor of San Marco ....
Here they were at last taken out of their chests and placed on shelves
and lecterns’ (Labowsky 1979: 75). From there they were removed
again after 1559 and probably before 1565, now at last to their own
building, Sansovino’s newly built Library (Labowsky 1979: 93).

It is clear, then, that during the years which are important for,
among other things, the editio princeps of Plato, the Plato MSS of
Bessarion were hidden from the public. The books from Bessarion’s
library could, it is true, be borrowed (cp. Labowsky 59, 62), but this
must have been quite rare.'’ In 1506 the authorities even issued an
order forbidding to lend the books ‘to anyone whatsoever, “ne cum
pagar, ne senza pagar”’ (Labowsky 62).

In connection with the projected transfer by Bessarion of his books to
Venice, in 1468 an inventory was drawn up, in which we find, in cap-
sis, the following Plato MSS:'"!

(i) as item 411: what is now known as Venetus 184 = E (see above,
§4.2);

(i1) as item 419: Venetus 185 numero di collocazione 576, ca. 12th
cent.? ‘Timaeus Locrus, Platonis dialogi decem et septem, et de re-
publica eiusdem, in pergameno’ = D;

(iii) as item 420: Venetus 189, ‘Platonis dialogi triginta octo, et vita
eius in principio’ = S (see above, §4.2);

(iv) as item 429: Venetus 186 = Vs or U (see above, §4.2);

110« at the end of the fifteenth century and during the first third of the sixteenth,

Venetian noblemen and citizens ... were able to use Bessarion’s books, though the
ease and the speed with which loans could be obtained probably varied very much in
different cases’ (Labowsky 62). The Procuratori may also have been reluctant to lend
their MSS to Aldus and other printers because printers had the bad habit of adding
annotations and printers’ instructions to the MSS they used, with the result that many
owners did not want to lend out their MSS. Aldus called them Bifliotdpor (see
Brown 1891: 44-45).

"'MS App. classis IV, 1 numero di collocazione 542 (= T) was not among Bes-
sarion’s books, but belonged until 1789 to the monastery of SS. Giovanni e Paolo.
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(v) as item 430: Venetus 187 numero di collocazione 742, ca 1460,
‘Platonis respublica, leges et epistolae, in pergameno, liber pulcherri-
mus’ = N.

For the presence of these MSS in inventories of 1474, 1524 and
later years I refer to Labowsky’s book. Of these MSS, Ven. 184, Ven.
186 and Ven. 189 contain the /on.

All this is important for the history of the printing house of Aldus, for
Aldus and his associates must not have had easy access to Bessarion’s
library.'"> As Lowry writes, in his fascinating monograph on Aldus
Manutius (1979: 231):'" *... incredible though this may seem, all the
signs suggest that Aldus never gained access to the Marciana’.'"* As
an illustration Lowry mentions Aldus’ first editions of parts of Theo-
phrastus (1497), and Quintus Smyrnaeus (1505), for which Aldus la-
ments that he had to use ‘torn and defective’ manuscripts. ‘Clearly, he
cannot have been referring to the complete, unstained and carefully
written codices of the works concerned which survive to this day in
the Marciana’ (Lowry 1979: 231). There are many similar cases, e.g.
Aristophanes, Plutarch, Athenaeus,'"’ Sophocles, Euripides, and Aris-
totle, and the editio princeps of Plato is no exception. This is not the
place to discuss the Aldina as a whole, of course,'"® so I will confine
myself to the lon.

While collating the Aldina with the Marciani it soon became clear
that the main body of Musurus’ text of the lon was, indeed, not based
on one of Bessarion’s MSS. To show this I will follow the traces set

"2 This fact is briefly acknowledged by Reynolds & Wilson (1991: 155, 157), but
they say nothing about the cause of its inaccessibility.

'3 Lowry briefly mentions the physical state of Bessarion’s books in the Palazzo
Ducale (p. 230), but he studies the library from a quite different angle, since he inves-
tigates the connections between Bessarion’s MSS and Aldus’ printing activities. By a
quirk of fate, Labowsky’s and Lowry’s books appeared in the same year (1979); it is
no doubt for this reason that they do not refer to each other.

"% There may be some exaggeration here, for some books, at least, could probably
be borrowed, although not routinely; see above, and below p. 56.

15 ‘Detailed research on the texts of Aristophanes, Plutarch, and Athenaeus has
proved that [Aldus] was unable to refer to the vital manuscripts of those authors
which Bessarion had collected’ (Lowry 1979: 232).

!¢ But I note that it is highly unlikely that Ven. 187 (= N) was the main source of
the Aldina in e.g. the Republic (contra Boter 1989: 242 f)). Other MSS from the T
family must have been used, e.g. Flor. 85.6 (=b) in books I-II, and 85.9 (=c¢) in
books ITI-X of the Republic.
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out by Vancamp in his edition of the Hippias Maior and Minor. Van-
camp (1996b: 49) shows that for the Aldina of these dialogues Musu-
rus used Par. 1811 (siglum H with Vancamp),''” a descendant, via one
or more intermediary MSS, of Par. 1808."® Another candidate, Vat.
1030 (Vat), an apographon of Par. 1811, eventually had to be dis-
carded. But Musurus made also use of one of Bessarion’s manuscripts,
which can be shown to have been Ven. 186 (for which Vancamp uses
the siglum U). The same situation exists for the Jon, as appears from
the following facts:

Some important readings shared by Par. 1811, Vat. 1030 and the

Aldina, against the two relevant MSS from Bessarion’s library, Ven.
186" and Ven. 189 (S)

Ton Par. 1811 Aldina Vat. 1030  Ven. 186 S

534b7 G&dbvarog  Gddvorog  dd¥vatog  dddvatog  ddvvatog
mav oty  mOv molelv  mAv molely  mag Mol O TOEV
goTiv goTlv goTlv avipomds  avOpomdg
dvipomog  dvBpomog  dvOpomog oty goTv

535al 7 n n i A

535¢7 tob 100 pOBov 10D ESPov  PSPoV @oBov
06Pov'2°

540el  iwv fov fov o Tov o Tov

54142 #dn 1 Hon 1 wéhg  1idn M wéhig  1de M méMg  1dg 1) TOMG
oG !

541el &Mg o0 GG o0 yap GAAG 6V yap GAAG yap oV GANG YOp
Yap ob

"7 Immisch (1903b: 14) already envisaged the possibility that a Paris MS might be
one of the examplars of the Aldina. See also Martinelli Tempesta (2003: 83 f.)

"8 Vancamp was preceded by Murphy (1990: 325) for Chrm., by Brockmann
(1992: 185-190: ‘Die Druckvorlage der Aldina’) for Smp. and followed by Joyal
(2000: 167, 169) for Thg. To indicate the position of Par. 1808 with regard to Par.
1811, I mention in a few cases its readings.

91 am ignoring, then, Ven. 184 (E), which in the Jon probably derives from Ven.
186; see above §4.2. Recall (n. 111) that MS Ven. app. classis IV, 1 (= T) did not be-
long to Bessarion’s library. Nor did Musurus use this MS otherwise.

120 par. 1808, the ultimate exemplar of Par. 1811, has péBov.

12 par. 1808 has 1{d¢ 1| noAC.

122 par. 1808 has GAAG yOp oV.
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That eventually Par. 1811 must be considered the exemplar of the Al-
dina appears from the following data:

Ton Par. 1811 Aldina Vat. 1030

530a8 nyovitov nyovitov nyovito

533c¢l dppéog dppéog Oppémg

533dl1 po( HLog pot

540a7-bl M@V TEXVOV M@V TEYVOV AV oyeddv TL
oyed0V TL oyed6V TL TEYVAOV

541d1 @avocOivn eavocOivn eavocéivny

Especially interesting is the vox nihili pog for pot at 533d1 in the Aldi-
na. This is written in Par. 1811 with a slightly rounded iota, that ap-
parently was mistaken for a lunar sigma.'”

Apart from Par. 1811, Musurus must have made use of another MS,
for in a number of cases the Aldina has a reading which differs from
that of Par. 1811 (and Vat. 1030, for that matter). This MS may well
have been, just as in the Hp.Mi., Ven. 186 (which in that case must
exceptionally have been on loan, or have been collated against Par.
1811 in situ), as appears from the following table. To enable a com-
parison with Ven. 189 (= S) I have added its readings in a separate
column:

Ton Par. 1811 Aldina Ven. 186 S
53022 1 ) ) 1
531d8 kol oA ve 7oAV ve TolD ve TolD ve
(sed kol per
compendium,
vix legitur)
533¢8  dpyopon Epyopan dpyopou, € (sic) dpyopan
supra lineam
534a4  dpvrtovian apvtTovian apvtrovian apvtoviol
534¢8 10V vodv vobv vobv vobv

12 MS Par. 1811 must have been among the numerous Greek manuscripts pur-
chased by ambassadors of the kings of France in Venice during the first half of the
sixteenth century. In 1550 it is mentioned in the catalogue of the future Bibliothéque
Royale as number 427; see Omont (1889: 143). Cp. also Lowry (1979: 244), Alline
(1915: 303) and Firmin-Didot (1875: 457) on the activities of various ambassadors on
behalf of kings Louis XII and Frangois I in Venice.
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(cont.)

Ton Par. 1811 Aldina Ven. 186 S

535bl 81 pot 31 xad pot 31 xai pot (not  Eye 1 xal pot
in mg add. ma- 168¢ giné
nus post.)

535d1  elvon todtov'**  eivon tdte glvon t6te téte glvon

tobtov tobtov tobtov

(tére sl add.
manus prima)

536d4 oOusvodved GO pgv ed ob pgv €0 €0 uev

540d1 val val (ex vi), ma- w1

nus post.)

To be complete I should add that Ven. 184 (E) is a slightly less likely
candidate than Ven. 186, since at 540d1 it has v1}, and not vai, as Ven.
186 and the Aldina. As I observed above, in one place Ven. 186 has a
correction, or rather an—excellent—conjecture, which Bessarion may
have based upon Ven. 189 (S), that also belonged to his collection.'”
This conjecture did not make it to the Aldina:

Ton Par. 1811 Aldina Ven. 186 S
534d8  evpnuatt gopnuaTL ebpnud T (ex  gbpruort (sic)
glpnud 1) s, evprjuoTt S

For the later printing history of the works of Plato I may refer to e.g.
Boter (1989: 242-251) and Martinelli Tempesta (2003: 84 f.). Some
characteristics of Stephanus’ edition of 1578 will be discussed below,
in Appendix L.

124 par. 1808, the ultimate examplar of Par. 1811, has gvan Todtov téte. In view of
the facts mentioned in this note and nn. 120—122 it is clear that Par. 1811 does not de-
rive directly from Par. 1808. In fact, the readings mentioned may be due to an inter-
mediary MS, the Scoraliensis y. I. 13; cp. Vancamp (1996a: 40) for similar phenome-
na in the Hp.Mi., but I have not checked this possibility. For Par. 1808 see further
Martinelli Tempesta (2003: 46-53).

125 The conjecture was later made independently (?) by Stephanus.
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5. SOME EDITORIAL DECISIONS UNDERLYING THE TEXT OF THE /ON
IN THE PRESENT EDITION

5.1 Orthography

(1) The spelling of the 2nd person singular middle thematic indicative

The lon has the following 2nd person singular middle indicative (pre-
sent and future) thematic forms (I give the readings of the MSS, stan-
dardizing those with 1) as -n1,'*® and Burnet’s text):

532d2 3ému WS (Burn.) : 8ée1 TF

533a3 Povret TWS (Burn.) : fovin F
535a2 dntet TWSF (Burn.)

535¢l  yiyymi TW SF (Burn.)

536b5  katéymt WSF (Burn.) : kotéyet T
538b2 yvaont WSF (Burn.) : yvaoet T
541e7 yiyym TWSF (Burn.)

542a6 Bovret TWSF (Burn.)

This variation makes one wonder what might have been the form writ-
ten by Plato (or his scribes). A sobering remark by Threatte suggests
that the search for an answer might be futile; in inscriptions ‘[c]ertain
evidence for the second person singular middle termination is lacking
before Roman times’ (Threatte 1996: 451); incidentally, in those times
both mt and &t are found (see below). There is, then, no contemporary
evidence for either form in Plato’s time. There is, however, much evi-
dence for the use of nu and €1 in other cases: ‘... in the earliest Attic
texts in lonic letters there is a hesitation between HI and EI as graph-
emes for nt, even when H is used consistently for the simple vowel
[e'] (Threatte 1980: 368). A clear example is the variation otiAmnt
MBivet in an inscription which is dated between 425 and 412, a varia-
tion that occurs regularly afterwards.

126§ and F always have -n, except at 532d2, where S reads -) (ex déetut videtur).
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Now it is important to realize—a point not mentioned by Thre-
atte—that it is the grapheme HI that is the newcomer here. In fact,
things may have gone along the following lines. Before the gradual
introduction of the lonic alphabet in the last quarter of the fifth cen-
tury, which was made official during the archonship of Euclides (403/
402), the 2nd person middle thematic ending, whatever its phonetic
value, was exclusively written as EI, just like, for example, the dative
of the form which we know as PBovAfj: BOYAEIL Next, in several
cases this spelling made way to the new spelling with HI, and this will
especially have been the case in forms that had paradigmatic support.
Thus, parallel with the new spelling BOYAH, BOYAHZ, BOYAHN
the dative BOYAEI came to be written as BOYAHI. This, however,
was countered by another, phonetic, development, viz. the gradual
closing before [i] of open [¢'] into [e‘],"*” whereby for example the da-
tive of BOYAH was written, or rather continued to be written, as
BOYAEI There must have been, in fact, a constant hesitation be-
tween the two forms, also, as the inscriptions show, in forms with
paradigmatic support like the feminine dative,'” and the new spelling
with HI must have been seen as something incongruous; it never com-
pletely ousted the spelling with EI, as the survey in Threatte (370—
383) shows.'®

Now the (contracted) 2nd person middle ending, being an anomaly
in between -opon and -gtat, had no paradigmatic support at all."”** On
the contrary: if anything, the presence of E in -ETAI may have en-
couraged the use of -EI rather than -HI for the second person. My
guess is that in this case the original spelling EI may occasionally
have been replaced by HI, but was not really given up, precisely be-
cause of the parallel phonetic development [g°i] into [e'i]. Moreover,
the acceptance of spelling reforms is a notoriously slow process and
this is another factor that may have hindered the universal introduction

127 [e+i] developed further into monophthong [e] (and eventually into a long 1 [i']).

‘Here (i.e. in the case of non-morphemic ni—AR) the development to monophthong
[e'] was rapid, and in some cases may have occurred in the fifth century’ (Threatte
1980: 369).

128 In an inscription from 387/386 both [t]fjt foAft and ot]irer Mbivel occur.

129 With some near-exceptions. ‘To die’ is usually written 8vijioke in the fourth
century (Threatte p. 372), perhaps by paradigmatic support from 6vntdc. The oldest
form, however, from the fourth century mentioned by Threatte is Oveiokeig, ca. 360, in
a metrical text, and to be scanned as — —.

139 Unlike e.g. non-contracted € in athematic ti@soar; cp. tisua, tietaL.
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of HI. After 375 there is a ‘continuous increase of EI at the expense of
HI for nu in all positions’;"*' “it is generally universal before the end of
the fourth century’ (Threatte 1980: 369, 370). A clear example is Ant-
tovpy-: ‘HI last about 330 B.C.; EI first in the second quarter of the
fourth century’ (Threatte 371).

I take it, then, that Plato and his scribes predominantly wrote AEEI,
I'II'NEL etc., where EI probably represented monophthong [e‘] (cp. n.
127), in line with the general developments in the first half of the
fourth century. Still later, however, i.e. after ca. 200 BC, ‘when ety-
mological connections made 1t obvious, learned revival of HI was en-
couraged’ (Threatte 370), ‘... HI is gradually restored. By 100 B.C.,
EI for nu is rare, and only a few examples from the first century can be
found’ (Threatte 377; cp. also Allen 1987: 86).132 From the remarks in
Eustathius and the scholia on Aristophanes quoted in n. 132 it is clear
that in Byzantine learned circles the (Hellenistic) spelling in -1 (1)
was still in use (with the exception of odAet, ofer and Syet) and this is
no doubt how the presence of yiyviu etc. in at least part of our MSS
should be explained.

All things considered I have in all cases, whatever the form in the
MSS,'? decided to print the forms in -gt."**

B! Or rather, as I would prefer: *... EI resisted replacement by HI ever more suc-
cessfully’.

132 The middle endings are also commented upon in lexicographers and grammari-
ans. Their remarks are inconclusive, however. According to the Suda, s.v. drtecOan,
... Amtet kol 10 G0 Ta &l ToD dvesT®Tog YpGVoL d10. ToD €1 AeyOpEva TMV VEOTEPOV
paikov Attik@v éotv. This must imply that the Old Attic writers wrote otherwise,
presumably nu. Under the entry tpdmatov the Suda mentions who belonged to the New
Attic writers, and who to the Old: 6 tpdnarov ot madoiol ATTikol TPOTEPIGTOGLY, Ol
3¢ vedtepor mpomapo&hvovot. 1| 88 mokoud Athic éotiv, fig Npyev (‘were the leaders’)
Edmolig, Kpativog, Apiotopdvng, @ovkudidng 1 58 véa Atdig dotv, fig éott Mévav-
dpog kal dAlot. Observe, incidentally, that there is no information on the position of,
for example, Plato, Lysias, Isocrates and Demosthenes. Eustathius, on the other hand,
(Comm. ad Od. 2.26.9, Stallbaum) speaks about 6 tomtopar TomTY Kol 10 Aoutd Sia,
Kot TV modonay Atdida 310 thg &1 S1pBdyyov ypapdueva, dg kai v Tolg 10D Kmu-
koD (= Aristophanes) mépnvev, while ol Votepov Attikol ypdyovteg S1d 100 1 GOV ¢
idto Tpooyeypappéve omitted doing so (i.e. writing 1) in the case of Bovlet, ofet and
Swet. In other words, in the other 2nd person middle forms they wrote -n.. The later
‘Atticol who used an éta with an adscript i6ta must be the writers of Hellenistic and
Roman times.

133 T mention for the record that the Bodleianus seems to have forms in -t through-
out.

1% But not in quotations from other works.—In his edition of the Theages, Joyal,
too, always prints -gt.
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(ii) The spelling of the nominative plural of nouns in -£0g

In the MSS of the lon the plural nominative of nouns in -g0g is -gig
(532e5-6 ypagelc, 534e4 and 535a8 £punveic). Yet I print, like other
editors, ypaofig etc., because between 403/402-350 ‘[t]he normal end-
ing is certainly -fig, abundantly attested in all types of texts’ (Threatte
1996: 240).'%

(iii) Other cases

In other cases ‘traditioni et lectoribus peperci’, to quote West, Iliad, p.
xxiv. Thus, the adscript iota of part of the MSS after a, n and ® has—
in the text—been ignored in favour of the subscript iota.”*® Likewise,
although the MSS read éhegwv- at 535b6 and elsewhere, and khai- at
535d3 and elsewhere, I print the traditional Attic forms with é\et- and
Kha-. Also, the o (all MSS) and the lunar sigma (occasionally in MS
T) at word-end are printed as -g. Again, | have followed Burnet in
matters of elision and the -v ephelkystikon. Crasis forms of td adtd
are always printed as tadtd, although the MSS may vary (see e.g.
531a5 ff.). Finally, at 541d1 I print ®avocOévn, with T W, rather than
®avocbévny SF, although ‘there can be no doubt that -nv was the
normal form of the accusative by 400 B.C.” (Threatte 1996: 174).

5.2 Accents

En matiére d’accentuation comme dans le domaine de la ponctuation,
1’érudit moderne aurait ... avantage, croyons-nous, a oublier ses habitudes,
basées sur de fausses certitudes, et a ne pas trop vite croire que les copistes
se trompent : les erreurs existent évidemment, mais il est sir qu’elles ne
peuvent étre généralisées.—Noret (1995: 87)

(i) Enclitics

Following the Byzantine copyists of MSS T W SF, as well as the Aldi-
na, and following the example of Barrett in his edition of Euripides’

135 Cp. also Hdn. mept ma®dv Gramm. Gr. 11 2, p. 324, 19: ... BaciAfig ATTik® S1d
o) .
13 E has neither adscript nor subscript iota’s.
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Hippolytus (Barrett 1964: Appendix II: Enclitics’, pp. 424-427), I ac-
cent the series of enclitics at 532¢7-8 as (moutikn) ydp mov éotiv (10
Shov), not as ydp mo¥ €otwv. I concur with Barrett when he writes
(427): “I find this (viz. series like dyafdv v¢ 11, fiyyehé v€ pol mote—
AR) wholly improbable: it is at variance with the rule that two con-
secutive syllables cannot both be acute; and it is no natural conse-
quence of the rule of limitation (which is satisfied by aya66v ye 11, and
requires no further accent on the ye)’. I also print therefore (in all
cases with (part of) the MSS and the Aldina)'137 at 532d6 (GO(poi) pév
nov €0t (VUELS), 532e4-5 (ypa(pum) vap t1g éoti (téyvn), 533¢8 ¢ apxo—
pon ya oot, 535a2 (fmter) ydp mog pov.™ At 537b2, too, I prmt gléon
¢ ol, with MSS T W S. Finally, at 533¢6 I print mdvteg pe paoiv (with
TW), at 541d6 uév éote, with the MSS. Compare also, outside the
Ion, the accents in the Bodleianus at e.g. Prt. 310a2 (&i) ur oe 11, Grg.
447b6 én’ avtd ye tot, 447d8 (6t) dv Tic og, and R. 487¢5 viv yap
pain dv tic oo, in the Paris. A, etc."”® For further discussion see Bar-
rett’s commentary, pp. 426—427, Kiihner-Blass I 341, 343 (notably on
the varying precepts of the ancient grammarians and on the discrepan-
cies between theory and practice), Reil (1910: 525), Vendryes (1945:
87 ft.), Schwyzer (1953: 389) and Noret (1989).

I also print (voktl pév) Vpewv rather than dpéwv in the quotation
from Od. 20.351 at 539al. Cp. again Barrett, p. 425; also West, lliad
p. XViii.

Another question that calls for some comment is the accentuation of
indefinite Ti¢ and 1 in series of enclitics. At 530a8 all primary MSS
read Nyoviov i fuiv, as well as ndg i Nyovico, i.e. Tt is in enclitic
position and yet oxytone. This is also found in the Aldina, in the two

37 Only in Jon, not if such sequences occur in quotations from other works. See
also n. 134.

B8 <L ange Silben der Encliticae werden in Beziehung auf die Betonung als
kurze angesehen’, Kiihner-Blass I 341 Anm. 2.—ydp mog pov W : yap ndg pov T :
ydp pov 1dg F (S non legitur).

19 Slings (Praefatio to his edition of the Republic, p. xiv), having remarked that he
has not signalled peculiarities of accentuation with ‘[sic]’, mentions as an example
(pain) dv tig oot (Slings’ accentuation): ‘loco 487¢c5 dedi ‘tig A : ©t DF’, quia nullus
ex his tribus libris aut tig aut t{ praebet, id quod regulae nostrae aetatis praescribunt’
and adds: ‘... luce clarius est scriptores medii aevi in hac re (viz. the putting or omit-
ting of accents on enclitics) nullam regulam certam esse secutos’, wrongly. As a rule
(“vielfach, wenn auch nicht mit volliger Konsequenz’—Reil 1910: 525), the MSS do
not accent two consecutive enclitics.
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Basle editions, and in Stephanus’ edition, with one modification,
though, for in the latter the accent is ti. Nor is this confined to this
line, for the MSS of the /on are full of accentuations of this type. Here
are some further examples: 531b3 Aéyer 11 our editions : Aéyet ti
TWSF, 531d12 émov tig our editions : dmov tic TWSF, 532¢10
AdBn Tig our editions : Adfn(v) tic TW SF, 534d6 dtov i our editions
: 6tov tic TWF (S is illegible), 535b6 1t TW : i SF; also twvo after
elision: 533a7 v’ T : tiv’ WSF. In part of the MSS of the /on this
phenomenon is also found with other monosyllables, notably mwg:
535a2 ydp mog pov W : yap ndg pov T : ydp pov néd F (cp. n. 138),
538cl Aéyer mog TS, Aéyet mdg WF, and tov: 532b8 dAAov tov
momtod T(tov,)F : dAkov 0D, momrod WS, 536b7 dihov Tov
nomtod T SF : dAlov 10D, mommtod W. And I should add that MSS of
other authors present similar examples, e.g. Ar. Ra. 1, where the
Ravennas has eino tf t@®v ..., Isoc. 3.17 aic0éc0on ti in MS Urbinas
I.

These accents are tacitly ignored in our texts, and omitted from ap-
paratuses and introductions alike. Yet they conform to some precepts,
at least, such as that of Herodian nepi khiceng ovopdtov (Gramm. Gr.
12, p. 640, 31 = An. Ox. 4, 336, 29) 10 8¢ tig 810 T0D v &KAiON KOl (OG
povoovAafov dEdvetan del kai év T ovpepdoel, and Bekker An. 11
873: ‘To tic épompatikdy gott kol adpiotov, NAOE T1g (sic; this
should rather be A0 t{c). dYo ovv ovev éoti dekTikdy, GAN’ émel
povosVAafoc Bpayeia AEELS 00 dvvatat d0o tdvoug Aafelv, Eva Aau-
Bdvet TOV OEVV del, &v 8¢ toig mhayioug deikvoton 1O didpopov ...". As
for ndg, the Etymologicum Gudianum presents (p. 243, 56) the com-
binations ndg AAOeg, NABec mdCc, mdOL ke, oikev mEOL, TOD Gmépyn,
gav mod, i.e. interrogative and indefinite mog etc. have the same ac-
cent. See further Kithner-Blass I 338, Mazzuchi (1979) and Noret
(1987, 1989, 1995)."" In this case, I have followed the current prac-
tice of omitting the accent on indefinite Tig etc.

0 The diastolai after tov and tod no doubt serve to stress the enclitic, non-articu-
lar, character of these forms.

! In this series of interesting articles the Belgian Byzantinologist Jacques Noret
addresses the question of the accents on a number of enclitics in the Byzantine MSS.
One of his conclusions is (1987: 195) that enclitics may be accented ‘lorsque ... le
sens de la phrase exige qu’ils soient mis en évidence’. He does not discuss, however,
how this phenomenon should be judged in relation to the remarks of the ancient gram-
marians. See also comm. on 536d7.
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A full treatment of this complicated matter is definitely a desidera-
tum, but would fall outside the objective of this book.'*

(ii) vovdnr/viv N

There are two instances of vuv on (or vovon) in the Jon, at 533d2 and
542a2; in both cases Burnet prints vovdn (§Aeyov), as do many other
editions, for example that of Flashar. Burnet prints vovd1] in countless
other cases, too. In fact, he nearly always does so when the verb modi-
fied by vovd1 is a past tense;'* if not, he prints vbv 8. The same
practice is found in many other editions, for example in Dodds’ edi-
tion of the Gorgias, in the two volumes published so far of the new
OCT of Plato, etc. In the nineteenth century Burnet was preceded by
Schanz, who to my knowledge was the first to differentiate between
the two forms on a grand scale. The differentiation itself was due to
Cobet; see below.

Lamb, Méridier and Verdenius, however, and before them for ex-
ample Bekker and Stallbaum, as well as the Aldina and Stephanus, in
both our cases print vdv 81, with the MSS. The other volumes of the
Budé series vary; thus, when the verb is a past tense Croiset, in the
Grg., prints vovdr], but Chambry, in the Republic, viv 61. LSJ only
acknowledge viv 1.

Now since the MSS at Jon 533d2 and 542a2 all four have vbv &1 (in-
cidentally, with Stobaeus), the question arises of course: where does

"2 1 just note that in most cases the ‘deviant” accentuation not only involves mono-
syllables, but also the presence of paroxytone words before the monosyllable. In fact,
when oxytone and proparoxytone words precede, the enclitics behave according to
‘our’ rules. Thus, at 534d7 the MSS read oyed6v 11, at 535¢5 élesvdv 11, at 537¢5
arodédotal T, etc. Sometimes the MSS are divided, e.g. at 531b6 pdvtedv tg T :
pdvteov tic W SF. In the case of disyllables and (pro)perispomenon words still other
problems arise; cp. 537d3—4 sivaf Tiva TW : eival Tiva S : elvan tva F, 531d12 &g Tig
TF : elg tigc W'S; yet at 531e5 all MSS have &ic Tic.—In her recent monograph Philo-
men Probert discusses the views of Herodian and other grammarians about the Greek
accent (2006: 21-45) as well as, more briefly, the use of accents in papyri (45-47) and
medieval manuscripts (48-52), but the emphasis is on altogether different subjects, as
is indicated by the subtitle of her book (‘Synchronic patterns, frequency effects, and
prehistory’).

3 There is, somewhat unexpectedly, one exception, Phlb. 61b4 Kot viv o1 Tig
Aoyog &pjvocey Nuiv. Burnet also prints vovdn with participles, e.g. Plr. 282b9 f. ta
vovdn pnbévta, nouns, e.g. Cra. 411¢5 ndvta 10 vovdn dvopate, and with the article,
Prm. 135b7 mdvto 0 vovor.
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vovdn come from? (To the question what we should print I will come
back at the end of this section.) This form is due to a conjecture of
Cobet’s. From an observation by ‘[G]rammaticus nescio quis per-
eruditus’ quoted in the Suda, s.v. vbv 1], Cobet concluded (1873:
233-234) that vovdr] should be written when it means dptiong, oAlyov
gunpocbev. The entry in the Suda runs: Nov 81: aptimg, §j pikpov &u-
npocbev. ITAdtov Nouoig. §j viv o1 dAtyov Eumpochev todrolg mepi-
oydvieg tolg Adyorc ovmm todt’ Etifepev: viv 8¢ EmAeljoueda;
(= Lg. 683e5-6; Cobet prints vovdn; in the text of the Laws OAiyov
gumpoocbeyv is bracketed by many editors, but not by Burnet; also, the
Plato MSS read oUtw, not obnw), followed by two other cases ‘in
quibus vovdT pév et vhv inter se opposita essent’.'* These cases are
(Cobet both times prints vovén): E. Hipp. 233-234 viv &1 pev (v.L
nev 8M) 8pog Pac’ ... dotédhov, viv & av ... Epacar, and Magnes
Com. fr. 6 viv o1 pev duvog, viv 8¢ eng. Then Cobet quotes a second
passage from the Suda which contains a quotation from the Laws (0
o etc. = Lg. 629d2-3): ‘Utilissimum est quod Grammaticus addidit &v
3¢ 1tolc Népoig dwwdelvpévov gipnke 10 pev vov &ml 100 moapdviog
xpdvov, 10 8¢ O &mi cuvdécpov. O¢ d1 TAVIOV TOV TOAEU®V YOAETD-
T0TOG, O¢ Qopev Nuelg vov 81°, and adds: ‘Perspicue enim docet con-
iunctim esse scribendum vové1, ubi significat dptimg, OAiyov Eunpooc-
Bev, et divisim vhv 87 ubi viv nativam vim servat, quam vocula & in-
tendit, ut in téte 81.”'* As for the accent, he adds in a footnote on p.
234: ‘Fuere olim magistri, qui vovdn scribendum esse praeciperent:
éneldn, ooTicdn, dniadn, alia, suadent ut vovdn praeferatur’. Inciden-
tally, at Lg. 629d3 the Plato MSS all read &papev, not gapev. This is
perhaps a rather small basis for changing the spelling and accent of
vdv 81. Observe that the Grammaticus implies rather than ‘perspicue

14 yuvé is the form printed by Cobet. Note that pév is absent from the text in the
Suda.—In the apparatus criticus of her edition of the Suda, Adler reports that in MS
M there is a superscript note yp. vovén.

15 Cobet also adduces a second argument, which at first sight carries more weight.
He observes (p. 234) that in the three cases of vovdn pév, pév follows rather than in-
terrupts vovén (his spelling, again), while in its use with non-past tenses it may be
split by pév. In his view this proves that in the meaning dptiwg the true form is vovén.
Nov pgv 81, however, is very rare, and virtually confined to Homer (seven instances)
and Xenophon (one instance). Also, it is doubtful whether 1 really modifies vdv here,
uév &1 being a quite regular particle combination; cp. Denniston 258-259 and 391—
394.
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docet’ that vovdn (vovdn?) should be written when the meaning is
aptiong.

Be that as it may, the passages from Cobet’s Grammaticus should
be supplemented with a number of passages from other, perhaps no
less erudite, grammarians. Consider the following passage.

— Hdn. Gramm. Gr. IIT 1, p. 489, 1 ff.: Ta €ic n peto tod 1, &l ano doti-
K@V g unde Bavpaoctikd, | Popvveton §| mepiomatol, ovdEmote 08
o0&bvetar. mepondrar pev SuAf) kol Tpuhf, melfi, whH, OpopTH Kad
apapth, Koudf, duyf, TPy, TeTpoyf, dAAoyf, Hovayf, Novyi, Ouf,
clonf, &vord. Bapdvetar 8¢ mdvry, dAAY, Todty” To10DTOV £0TL KOl TO
aunyénn map’ ATtikols. o 119N tdv Baputovouuévev yopic tod 1 ypd-
@eto1 Kol 10 VOV 81, 8t onpatver o mpd dMyov “obtog dvip Vv 81
EvupMuevog” (@ 260), éoti cbivBetov B¢ Kol TO dntadn dEvvouevov.
Here, in a passage on words ending in an iota, Herodian mentions
words that are either barytone, i.e. not oxytone, or perispomenon. Ex-
amples of the former are ndvy, A\, etc. To this group belong also
two words that are written without an (adscript) iota, namely 161 and
vdv 1. Note that viv 81, as it is printed here, is not cOvbetov nor ac-
cented as prescribed in the rest of this passage, which unambiguously
indicates that composite vovdn should be accented vovdn, i.e. with a
paroxytone accent, just like 7jdn. The idea that vovdn when it is used
for dptimg is paroxytone recurs elsewhere. Compare:

— Hdn. nspi "Odvoo. npocmS{ag Gramm. Gr. III 2, p. 151, 6: (Od.
11. 160) n viv 61] Tpomesv twsg (og &v uépoc Adyov napo&vvoncw
avti tob dpting Opoing T@ “ovtog dvip vov o1 Evupaquevoc”. Some
MSS have, in fact, VDVSn here.

— Schol. in Od. 11.160: n VOV 61] Tpomesv] nvsg (og &v uépog Adyov
napoEHvovsty, avtl tod aptimg, Opoing @ “ovtog avrp viv a1 up-
BAjuevog” (Od. o, 260).

— Eustathius Comm. ad 1l. 1.267, 8 (van der Valk), where we find
roughly the same information as in Herodian (the brackets indicate
that this part is a later addition by Eustathius himself): [Enueioco 8¢
®G 1O P&V 1 Gvtl 10D mov oVV T@ 1 ypdpovsty ol Texvikol, kodd Kai O
i} kol 01y kol dAAY, O éotv dMaxof)' 70 8¢ “N Gé;ug gotl” dilya Tpoc-
ypa(png 100 1 TI0¢0o1, kaba kol O “on vsog, oK omakauvog nyouv
wg véog 0vK (xvoc?qu, kol 0w, otov' pn wwng, Kol 0 V], otlov* vn
v AOnvav, kol 10 1 10 oeTAacTIKOV Kol Bavpactikdv, Kol 10 o1
GvarAntikév: olov: “on tic &v mHAaiot dopdtav Kupel” £t 8¢ kai 1o
O oYeTAMAGTIKOV Kol TO 1181 ypovikdv kol viven vl 1od dptimg dv
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EVI TOV®, O kai pact udve topeynuéve cvvtdooesbat.] What is miss-
ing here is the information about the barytone nature of #j6n and
vuvdn, but there is also some extra information on the &v uépog Adyov
part of Herodian and the scholiast, viz. that vovdn in the meaning
aptimg is written évi tove and is only combined with a past tense
(whereas Herodian just spoke about onuaivet T0 pd OAlyov). Observe
that although the accent on vuvdn here (vovon) is not barytone, and
therefore confirms the information in Herodian, it is a circumflex,
against the precept of Herodian (and against the law of limitation).

Interestingly, elsewhere, too, 1o is mentioned together with vovdn,
not surprisingly, for when it came to transliterating uncial NyYNAH and
HAH the latter caused exactly the same problems of accent and word
division, as appears from a passage like Eust. Comm. ad 1l. 1.156, 32,
where Eustathius discusses the use of fjdn with the future and gives as
an example “fon Aoty Epyo 1dd° Eoeton (sic)”. €1 8¢ tveg todTO
dAog ypdeovaty “R &1 Loty Epya Eoton” dvtl tod Svimg 81, evpe-
Ocovtar gig Todto ypNoeig &v 1oig £ERC €tepot. Among the ‘other
uses’ are 1.234, 25 Twvéc 8¢ 10 “n 0, d¢ Animv kai ‘Hpddwpdc pa-
o, &v &vi uépet Aoyov “HoN” paci Aéyovieg Oti, ™G Kol Tpoeppédn,
gmi TPV ypdvov 10 Hion AapPdvetor, ént e TopeyMuévoL Kai éveo-
@10, MOC Tapederypotiodn Ekel, kal émi péhhovtog 84, dg TO “Hidn
Lotyo Epyo Eooetan”.

All in all it is clear that if a distinction should be made between two
vovdn’s, the one that is found with a past tense should be written
vovdn. Nowhere is vovdn treated as an oxytone word. When Cobet
proposed to accent vuovdr] he was simply ignoring the passages pre-
sented above.'**

With the ghost form vovdn gone, we still have to decide what we
should print. Although I find the idea of printing vOvdn with a past
tense rather attractive, I see no reason to follow Herodian or the tiveg
mentioned by him and to deviate from the unanimous spelling and ac-
centuation of the Byzantine diorthétai, so 1 prefer viv 61. As a con-
sequence, vdv 81 does not have a fixed meaning, or rather referential

16 As for dnhadn in the passage from Herodian quoted above, a form also men-
tioned by Cobet: in the clause o1l cOvOgTOV MG KAl TO dnhadn dEvvopevoy the parti-
ciple 6&vvdpevov applies only to dnAadi}, not to vovdn, i.e. we should translate: ‘(viv-
dn) is composite, just as dnAadr] when it is oxytone’. That the accent in vuvdn should
be on the v was already sufficiently clear from what preceded.
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domain, since, depending on the verb, it may be used to refer to the
(recent) past (with a past tense),'*’ to the moment of speaking (with a
present or perfect indicative),'® or to the (near) future (with a future
indicative or an irnperative).149 This situation is not uncommon; TOTe,
for instance, is a clear parallel, since this may refer both to the past
and to the future (also t6te 61, Hom. Od. 4.422), and cp. the remark
on fidn (émi Tp1@V ypdveov Aappdverar) by Eustathius in the above
quotation.

5.3 Punctuation marks and other lectional signs in the MSS

(i) Punctuation marks

‘The punctuation and accentuation of our MSS are not to be trusted
over-implicitly, and frequent changes should probably be made. Edi-
tors have been rather haphazard in this matter’ (Denniston 430 on
oBkovv/odkobv).">” Denniston’s position, which is, I think, representa-

147 Both with impf., as here and frequently elsewhere, and with aor. ind., e.g. Phd.
61e6, Phdr. 263c10, La. 189d5, etc.

8 E g R. 398b6 Nbv &1, einov &yd, & ¢fke, kwvdvvedel ..., Phib. 64e5 Niv 81
KaTaméPevyey NUIV 1 700 dyadod Sdvapuc.

9 E.g Sph. 221d1 Kai vbv 87 todrov by 0copsv, Grg. 462bl Kol viv &1
ToUteV OmdTepov Povist molet.

15 When, during the great petoyapaxmpiopdg of the 9th—10th centuries, the un-
cial manuscripts were transliterated into minuscule ones, not only accents and breath-
ings were added but also word divisions and punctuation marks. There has been much
discussion about the possible reasons why the uncial MSS were transliterated at all,
and why they were provided with accents etc., a practice that had been largely absent
from the transmission of the texts in the preceding centuries. After all, as Barrett puts
it (1964: 60): ‘transliteration was a tedious business, involving not only the decipher-
ment of an unfamiliar script but also a good deal of interpretation in the insertion of
accents and breathings’ (and, one may add, punctuation marks). For centuries in a row
the Greeks had been content with uncial texts written in scriptio continua and with the
barest of aids to facilitate reading them (notably the paragraphos and/or the dicolon
(double dot) to indicate change of speaker within a dialogic text). A striking illustra-
tion of the transliteration practices of the Byzantine scribes is the following text of
Theodorus Stoudites (759-829), abbot of the Stoudiou monastery at Constantinople.
The text is rule 54 from the tvmkdv, the official regulations, of the monastery, and
may be found in Migne, Patrologia graeca, Paris 1860, column 1740C. It runs: [lepi
10D KoAMypdgov. &l pf| phokdAmg kpatel 10 TeTpddiov kol TiONoL TO G’ ob ypdest
BiBAlov, kai okénel &v kop@ Ekdrepa, Kol mapatnpetrat Td T dvtioTiya kol Todg T6-
VOUG Kol TOg oTLypd, Gva petovoiag A, kol p>” (‘On the calligrapher (= copyist). If he
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tive of the general attitude toward this subject, now and in the past,
has perhaps too readily led to the belief that the MSS cannot be trusted
at all in this matter. In the text presented below I have in a number of
cases departed from the punctuation of the text in Burnet’s and other
modern editions, which on the whole ultimately goes back to Stepha-
nus’ edition of 1578. This notably involves cases of 1t 8¢, for which
see Appendix I. Sometimes these departures were inspired by the
punctuation of one or more of the Byzantine MSS, in line with the ad-
vice of Huygens (2001: 57): ‘Prétez attention a la ponctuation de votre
(ou de certains de vos) manuscrit(s)’.'>' See at 533a6 and b2, 536b4—
5, 537d3-4, 541al.

Perhaps I may add here a brief survey of the Byzantine punctuation
marks that will be referred to in the discussion of the passages men-
tioned above. The definitions have been taken from the various Scho-

does not keep the quaternion neatly and does not neatly put away the book that he is
copying, and does not cover them both in time, and pays no attention to the lines cop-
ied, the accents and the punctuation marks, there is in each case a penalty of 130 peni-
tential exercises’). For a general orientation to the Byzantine transliteration see Le-
merle (1971: 118-128) and Wilson (1983: 65-68), and to the Byzantine book culture
Hunger (1989). Recently, Gutas (1998) has advanced the theory that the massive pro-
duction of minuscule manuscripts provided with all kinds of reading aids is connected
with the demand of Arabic translators for clearly readable and intelligible Greek texts.
Be that as it may, in all cases the accents, punctuation marks etc. do not of course be-
long to the text sensu stricto but are the result of editorial interpretive decisions. These
should perhaps not be ignored too quickly, since they may have a well-argued theo-
retical foundation, as in the case of tt 8¢, for which see Appendix L.

13! For a similar position see Noret (1995: 87). Questions of punctuation are still a
neglected area in editing Greek texts, although there are signs that things are chang-
ing. Thus, it is significant that at Phd. 92d4-5 the new OCT text adopts the punctua-
tion of one of the papyri rather than that of the MSS. For an orientation to punctuation
in the papyri Flock (1908) is still useful. Randolph (1910) is important for the pres-
ence in the MSS of the question mark; see also below, n. 358. Brief general overviews
of punctuation in antiquity may be found in Gardthausen (1913: IT 404—406), Schubart
(1962: 74 ff.), Turner-Parsons (1987: 9-11). For punctuation in school exercises in
Graeco-Roman Egypte see Cribiore (1996: 81-88). A discussion of the ancient theo-
ries of punctuation may be found in Blank (1983). Wilson (1983: 117-119) discusses
Photius’ worries about incorrect, heretical, ways of punctuating the Bible. Perria
(1991) discusses punctuation in a number of ‘philosophical’ MSS, notably Par. 1807
of Plato. Gafturi (1998) shows that on the whole there is a clear relationship between
the ancient theories of punctuation and the punctuation which is found in many manu-
scripts. Dover (1997: 27-32) discusses some aspects of the punctuation of classical
texts by modern editors. In spite of all this a Greek counterpart to Malcolm Parkes’
impressive monograph of 1992 is definitely a desideratum.
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lia in Dionysii Thracis artem grammaticam (6th—10th cent.; ed. A.
Hilgard, Gramm. Gr. I 3), which seem to represent the mainstream us-
age of the copyists (the page numbers refer to Gramm. Gr. I 3).

Strypad

The dmootiyur; (‘low dot’) is évvolag ovdénm dmmptiopévng fyouv
neminpouévig AL £t éMemodong ovpuBorov domep £0v el
«btav EM0w», tobTo ndvov gipnkwg 00 dvvapor dcov ypdvov HEL®
clwnficot, GAL 6 akodov avaykdlel pe érayaysilv 10 Actmov: éviaddo
ovV TP THS Empopdc Tod Asimovrog tibeton 1) YmooTiypn. (25, 19 ff)).

The péon (‘middle dot’) resembles the vVmootiyun; cp. the follow-
ing definition (313, 15 ff.): onueiov ... ot pecovong dovoiag, pite
Mav oong mpog téhog pnte Kpepapévng Kol Tpog GUUTAP®OLY OM-
you deopévng péomg ydp mog Exel O vode, Og Ov emmpuev A 36>
AmOMmVL dvakTt, TOV fOKopog téke AT, kol tdAy <H 93> aidechev
pev avivacba, deioav 8 vVrodéybat. .... A&l yodv &v tij péomn otryud
TOPATEIVOL TO TVEDUO TOV AVOYIVAOCKOVTO, KOl N S0KOTTEW, ThG
davolag &1 petedpov obong. The difference between péon and vmo-
otiyuqj seems to be that the vmootiyur] indicates that a dianoia
(‘thought’) is not complete and must be supplemented with a sym-
bolon (the technical term for any sign that consists of two parts which
only when they are put together are complete, i.e. meaningful), where-
as the péon indicates that a dianoia is semi-complete, so to speak, be-
cause it needs only OAtyov to be complete, like AmdAhovi dvoktt or
aidecbev pev avijvacOor. The difference may roughly correspond to
that between our subordinate clauses (bmootiyur) on the one hand,
and phrases and coordinated clauses (uéomn) on the other.

Finally, (177, 7 ff.) the tedeio (‘full dot”) is used Ote tiig meptdSov
téhelov kol amnpTicpévoy ol 1O dvBvumpa, otov K 382> tov & dmo-
nePdpevog mpocéen moadbpmTg ‘Odvoceds kol mdAy <M 243 €ig
0lovog dpiotog audvesOar tept dTpng o avtn 1 Tepiodog teAeio.

As for their positions in the text, the uéon tibetar év 1@ péow t0d
ypaupatog, 1 8¢ vmootiyun [ned’ dmokpicewg] Kdtw &v 1@ dxpw T0d
ypdupatog. while 77 tedeio (kettar) dvm, Gomep AVOTADOVGO TO TVED-
po. Some Byzantine grammarians inform us also about the effects of
the otrypod on reading; see above at péom, and also e.g. 314, 3 ff.: 'Ev
tivi dtevijvoyev 1 otyun Thg vmootiyufic; "Ev xpdve, tovtéotv v Sia-
otiuatt TS SLOTAS N uev yap tedeia téooapag Exetl xpOvoug GLOTAS,
M 8¢ péon &va, N 8¢ vmooTryun fuicvv. It is clear, then, that these signs
were intended to guide a reader while reading aloud, the common
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practice during antiquity and a major part of the Middle Ages (for this
practice see the comprehensive and illuminating study by Paul Saen-
ger, 1997)."*

Awctolat

Unlike Burnet, and the modern tradition in general, but following part
of the MSS, I have put dtuctoAai (comma’s) as a means to distinguish
syntactic units at 537d3 ff.; see comm. there, and compare Slings’
OCT edition of the Republic, p. xix. At 537d3 ff., I also mention, in
the apparatus criticus, the different system of distinguishing syntactic
units employed in that passage by the scribe of MS T.

(ii) Other lectional signs

Unlike for example Burnet, I have followed the Byzantine practice of
putting a dwipeoig (trema) on the vowels v and 1 in §b&€ote and Totiv
at 537a8, bl. See also West’s edition of the //iad, vol. 1, pp. xxiii ff.

As in all modern editions, the quotations from Homer at 537a8 ff.,
538c2-3, 538d1 ff., 539al ff. and 539b4 ff. are printed as an indented
block of hexameter lines. Curiously, information on the way in which
these quotations are present in the MSS is not easy to come by. I may
therefore perhaps add a few remarks on this matter.'>

The practice of indenting the quotations goes back to Stephanus’
edition of 1578.">* Before him the quotations were part of the running

132 Interestingly, the system is exactly like that described by Isidorus of Sevilla,
Origines 1.20. For the vmootiyuq compare §3: Vbi ... initio pronuntiationis necdum
plena pars sensui est, et tamen respirare oportet, fit comma, id est particula sensus,
punctusque ad imam litteram ponitur, et vocatur subdistinctio; for the péon otypn
§4: Vbi autem in sequentibus iam sententia sensum praestat, sed adhuc aliquid su-
perest de sententiae plenitudine, fit cola, mediamque litteram puncto notamus, et me-
diam distinctionem vocamus, quia punctum ad mediam litteram ponimus. Finally, for
the telelo cp. §5: Vbi vero iam per gradus pronuntiando plenam sententiae clausulam
facimus, fit periodus, punctumque ad caput litterae ponimus; et vocatur distinctio, id
est disiunctio, quia integram separavit sententiam.

133 Gardthausen (1913: II 406) has a few remarks, also on the early history of the
quotation mark, e.g. its presence in the so-called Ilias Bankesiana (2nd cent. A.D.), to
mark the end of a direct speech (form °), and its function(s) in Christian texts.

'3 The first Basle edition (1534) has inverted comma’s (‘) in the right margin, the
second Basle edition (1556) has no signs. Indenting (ic0eo1g) part of a text, especial-
ly in poetry, was not unknown in ancient and Byzantine times; cp. e.g. schol. Ar. Ach.
204-213, PI. 253, and see Reynolds & Wilson (1991: 247), Parkes (1992: 10, 97) and
Turner & Parsons (1987: 8).
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text, and mostly marked by quotation marks, which actually were
diplai in various forms, in the margin of the text, a practice also fol-
lowed by the Aldina. By way of an illustration I present here these
marks for 537a6-8 of the lon, as they are present in MS T, with the
line division and punctuation of T:

> & motpdkhot : kKAvOfivar 88 enot kal adtoc, SHEE
> otol dvi dlppmr Nk’ & dpioTtepd Toliv: GTop TOV

Observe that there is no further indication in the text of the place
where the actual quotation begins, except for the dicolon after matpo-
kAot In MSS W and S these marginal signs have the form of a single
modern quotation mark (‘smart quote’): . In T and W these marks are
present with all five quotations from Homer, in S only with the first
two, while in F they are absent throughout (just as, incidentally, in Fi-
cino’s translation).” In the Aldina, finally, they have the form of our
double quotation mark: ”, which may go back to its Vorlage, Par.
1811 (see §4.6), since in this MS they have the same form. ">

135 Other signs were also in use. In a Chrysippus papyrus from Memphis, first half
of the 2nd cent. BC, ‘a special sign is used ... to indicate a poetic quotation’ (Roberts
1956: 6); this sign is not a diplé. Recently, the Derveni papyrus (4th-3rd cent. BC)
has presented us a paragraphos which ‘serves to separate a quoted hexameter verse
from the surrounding prose’ (Turner-Parsons 1987: 8).

136 Interestingly, in MS Par. 1807 of Plato (= A) there are two types of quotation
marks, one for lines from Homer (an adorned diplé) and a different one for quotations
from other poets (a tilde ~).
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

T Cod. Marcianus graecus appendix classis 1V, 1; saec. X partis
posterioris

W Cod. Vindobonensis supplementum graecum 7; saec. XI partis
posterioris

S Cod. Marcianus graecus 189; saec. XIV partis posterioris vel
saec. XV init.

F Cod. Vindobonensis supplementum graecum 39; saec. XIII par-

tis posterioris vel saec. XIV initii
De ordine siglorum vide p. 35.

pc  lectio scribae primi qui se ipse correxit; si lectio prima non
memoratur non iam clare legitur

t, s, f recentioris aetatis correctores codd. T, S, F (qui non distinguun-
tur amplius)

mg lectio in margine addita
sl lectio supra lineam addita

Nonnunquam citantur

Ven. 186  Cod. Marcianus graecus 186; sub anno 1450
E Cod. Marcianus graecus 184; sub anno 1450
Flor. 85,7 Cod. Florentinus Laurentianus 85, 7; saec. XV

Scriptores antiqui qui lonem laudant

Priscianus, Institutio de arte grammatica, 2 voll.,, ed. M.J. Hertz,
Grammatici Latini 2-3, Lipsiae 1855-1859

Proclus Diadochus, /n Platonis rempublicam commentarii, 2 voll., ed.
Guilelmus Kroll, Lipsiae 1899-1901

Joannes Stobaeus, Eclogae (= Anthologium, 1-11), rec. C. Wachsmuth,
Berolini 1884

Ald. Editio Aldina, editio princeps operum Platonis omnium; in ae-
dibus Aldi et Andreae soceri, Venetiis 1513
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Hpodov; 00 TadTd 0Tt mept OV “Ounpog v motnow memoin-
KEv;

IQN AAndi Aéysic, ® Zdkpote.

2Q. Ti 8¢ ol dAAot Tomzat; od TEPL TV OTAOV TOVTMV;

ION Nai, GAX’, & Zdkpotec, oy Opoing memonjkoot Kai
“Ounpoc.

2Q. Tt ufv; kdxiov;

IQN IToAY ve.

2Q. “Ounpog 8¢ duevov;

IQN "Apewvov pévrot vij Ala.

Q. Ovkodv, @ (p{kn KS(paM‘] “Tov, dtav mept apOuod
nova Leybviov €ig Tic dpiota Adyn, yvcocsswl Snnou TG
OV €0 ksyovw —ION Onui.—ZQ. I1dtepov ovv O ou)rog
domep kal toVg Kok®d¢ Aéyovtag, 1 dAAog;—IQN ‘O avtog
Mmov.—ZQ. Odkodv O TV dpOunTIV TévNy Exov 00TdC
gotv;—IQN Nat.—2Q. Ti 8 Stav moAdv Aeydviov mepi
Wyewdv ortiov 6mold gotwv, &g Tig dplota Adyn; mbtepov
gtepog pév T OV dpioto Adyovto yvdoetar 0Tl dpioTa

2 1 S(ut vid.)F : §§ T WFpc c4 1€ TW :ve SF d7 t pv' kdkiov
dist. T : i pnv kdkwov WSF d12 Mym TW : Aéyer SF e2 domep
TWST : donep F e5 eic TW1S! : &/ SF My T : Ayer WSF
e7 0 avtdg SF(-0¢) : adtdg TW
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AMéyer, €tepog 8¢ 1OV Kkdkwov 0Tt KdKklov, 1| 0 avtdg;—IQN
Aijhov dmov, 6 adtd.—IQ. Tic odtog; Tl dvopa adTd;—
ION "Tatpdg.—ZQ. Ovkodv &v keparaim Aéyopsy g 6 od-
170G yvo')csswt ael, Tepl TOV aOTOV TOAADY Xsyévrwv dotig
1€ €0 Aéyel kai ocmg Koucmg n el pn yvoocsswt TOV KOK®G
Ayovta, dfjlov 611 00SE TOV €V, nspl ve 100 avtod;—IQN
OVtg.—ZQ. Ovkodv O avtdg yiyverarl dewdg mepl augo-
pov;,—IQN Nai.—ZQ. Ovkodv od @1¢ kai “Ounpov kol
o0 dAhovg momtdg, v olg kai ‘Hofodog Kol Apyihoydc
goTwv, mepl ye TAV avTdV Aéyewv, GAN 0Oy Opoime, GAAG TOV
nev ed ve, tovg 88 xeipov;i—IQON Kai dnof Aéyo.—IQ.
OvKkoDV, gimep TOV €0 AéyovTa YIyVAGKELS, Kol ToVC XEIpov
Aéyovtag ywvo'JoKou; av ot xsfpov XéYODGW'—IQN "Eowkév
ve.—2Q. Ovkodv, ® Bs?mcsts ouow)g tov “Tovo Aéyovteg
TESpL ‘Opnpov e devov gtvor kol TCSpl OV A @V nomw)v
ovy apoptnoduedo, £nedn] ye avtdg OpoAoyel TOV aOTOV
goecbat Kpnﬁv ikavov maviwv dcot av nspi AV a0TOV
Myoot, toug d¢ nomwg cxs?)ov outowwg 0L ATO, TOLEDV;

ION Ti ovv mote 10 aitov, ® Xokpoteg, 6t éym, dtav
pév Tic mepl dAAov tov momTod dwAéyntal, obTe TPOCEK®
TOV VoV aduvatd e Kol 0todv cvpPorécdar Adyov déiov,
AL dreyvide vootdlm, éneldav 8¢ Tig mepl Ounpov pvn-
o1}, e000¢ te &ypriyopa Kol Tpoctym TOV VoDV Kol EDTOPED
Ot Aéyw;

Q. OV xa)»sn(‘)v 10016 v gicdoat, & taipe, GANL mavTi
Snkov ot rsxvn Kol smcm]w] nepl Ounpov Myew advva-
T0G €U €1 Yap TE(VY 010g 1€ no()a Kol TEPL TOV GAA®V oM~
AV ATAVTOV ksysw otdc T dv Moo momTKY Ydp mov
goTiv 10 OAov. 1) ob;

€7-8 post a0tdc (e7) lacunam ex rasura praebet S, qui et fhov ... adtdg
om.; lacuna angustior est quam ut litteras omissas contineat e8 i (sic)
doroc (sic) i 5vouu ex i vopa fecit 3! et mg €9 Aéyopev mg W SPC
f(heydpev (sic); og ex og) : heyduevog F : Myouev og T 0 TWSpe :
om. F 532a2 Sflov 6t 00de] dfjdov 8¢ St ovde F, 8t o0 supra 8¢
add. f a3 odvkodv (sic) F, o sl b4 6poroyel TW ST : dpoidyet
F b6 Aéywor TSF : Aéyovor W toug TWS : tovtoug F b7
note 10 T W S(taftiov) : nété © F gyo TWSMME : o F c4
mavit TW f(nis]) : ndven SF ¢7 amdvtwv Aéyewv om. W



IQN

IQN Nad.

Q. Ovkodv éneldov AP Tig Kol AAANY Téxvny NvTivody
v, 0 avtog TPOTOG Thg OKEWEMG £0TL TEPL AMACDY TAV
TEQVAV; TMG T00T0 Aéym, déel Tl pov dxodoat, o “Twv,

ION Noi po tov Ala, ® Zokpoteg, &ymye yaipo yop
GKOV®V DUAV TOV GOPAV.

Q. BovAolunv dv oe dAndf Adyewv, o “Tov: dAka cogol
Hév mov £0TE VUELS Ol POYMIOL Kol VITOKPLTOL Kol MV VUETS
b4 \ / b \ \ R \ b4 N b ~ / T
GOETE TO TOMUOATO, EYO OE 0VOEV AAAO 1] TOANOT Afy®, olov
elkog ddv dvBpomov. &mel kol mepl TovTov 0L VOV NPS-
unv og, 0éacar og odlov kai 81TIKGV £0TL KOl TOVTOg
avdpog yvdvar 6 Eleyov, TV adTNV elvol okéyy, Emeddv
T1Ig OV tévmv AAPn. AdBopev yap @ Adym: ypoeikn ydp
11g 8ol térvn 10 Shov;—IQN Noil.—ZQ. Ovkodv kai ypo-
¢fg moAol kal €iol kal yeydvacty dyoboi kal @odrot,—
ION ITdvo ye.—ZQ. “"Hon ovv Twvo €1deg O6TIC TEPL pEV
IMoAvyvatov 10D Ayhao@®dvtog devdc 6TV AmOQaively G
€0 1€ YpAQel Kol a urj, mepl 88 T@V dAA®V ypopémv addva-
T0G, Kol £medav pév Tig 1o Tdv MoV (oypdenv Epya &mt-
deucvin, vootdlel te kal dmopel Kol 0Ok &gl Tt cvpupd-
M, €redav 8¢ mepi IToAvyvartov f) dAlov dtov Boviet
AV Ypapémv, £vOc uévov, dén dmoprivachol yvouny, &ypn-
Yopév Te Kol TPocEyEL TOV VoDV kai e0mopel 0Tt eimy;—IQN
OV pa tov Ala, 00 dfito.—ZQ. Ti 8¢ &v avdpravrtonotig; 7dn

PR (74 \ \ ’ ~ ’ N 9 ~
v’ €1deg BoTig mept pev Aaddrov tod Mntiovog 1 "Englod

~ / N ’ -~ / N bl \
100 [oavomémg 11 Ogodwpov TOD Zapuiov 11 AAAOL TVOG
avdpravtonolod, £vog mépl, dewdg Eotv €Enyelcbatl A €v
nemoinkey, &v 8¢ 1olg TV JAA®V Avdplaviomoldv &pyoig
b -~ \ / & b14 Y4 b4 & \
amopel 1€ Kol vootdlel, ovk €yov ot etnn;—IQN Ov po
0V Ala, 008¢ todToV Empaka.—ZQ. AMG v, &g v’ &ym

> Iy 9 A / SN I ’ SN 9
olLaL, 0vd’ €v OWANGCEL Y€ 0VOE €v Kifapicel ovde v kiBa-

dl éou TW : &oton SF d6 vmokprtal WSF : ol drokprrai T d7
0 TW :om. SF 140 TW SF : 70 mAn6n Madvig : €016 Schanz :
evtelfj vel 1o evtedj H. Richards el vbv] vovdn Schanz e4 al-
terum yap TW : om. SF e5 vol om. W 53322 Exet WSF : &m T
SuTW :8udv SF a6 év avdpravronot{a(l) TSF : Gvdpravromotio W
a7 Mntiovog T SF(ex pntivoog) : Mntiovog W b5 008¢ TW : otite
SF dcy’ &yo TW : wg ¥yoye SF b6 008’ &v TW'S : 008év F
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(533b) pwdia 008¢ &v paydia ovdendnot’ eldeg dvdpa Sotic mept

pev ‘Oldumov dewvdg dotv E€nyeioban 1| mept Oapdpov T
nepl ‘Opeéng 1) mept dnuiov 10d T0aknciov paymdod, mepl
3¢ "Iwvog 10d "Epeciov paymdod dmopel kol 0Ok &gl cup-
BarécBon & e €0 paydel kol & p.

ION Ovk & oot mept ToHTOL AVTIAEYElY, ® ZAKPOATES
GAL’ KeEVo €panT@d cvvoida, 0Tt mept ‘Oupov KAAMGT Gv-
Bpdrov Méym kol edmopd kol ol dAhot mdvieg pe Paciv &b
Myew, mepl 8¢ @V MoV ob. kaitot Spa todTo Ti EoTIV.

Q. Kol 6pd, & "Tov, kol dpyopor yé 6ot Gropoivopevog
8 pot dokel TodTO Eivar. EoTt Yop T0DTO TéYVN PV 0OK OV
nopd ool mept ‘Oprjpov ed Aéyetv, & viv 1 heyov, Belo 58
ddvag, 1 oe kwel, domep &v T MO v Edpuidng pev
Moyvitiv ovopacey, ol 8¢ modlol ‘Hpoxieiov. kol yap avTn
N ABog o0 pdvov avtovg Todg daktuiiovg dyel TovG G1o1-
podc, GAAa kai Svvopy gvtibnot toig daxtvriolg, dote
dhvacHar todTov t0dT0 ToIElY Smep M Aibog, dAlovg dyswv
daktudiovg, ®ot’ dviote Oppafog pokpog Tdvy cdnpimv kai
daktodmv €€ AoV fpttor thot 8¢ tovtolg 8 ékelvng
g AMBov 1 dvvopig aviptntat. obte 8¢ kai 1| Modoo v-

Test.: 533d1 &ot1—534b6 &vij Stobaeus Ecl. 2.5.3; d1 goti—d3 kel et d5
00 pdvov—e5 EEaptatar Proclus in R. 1.183 Kroll. Totum locum 533d1-
534d4 respiciunt Lucr. 6.906 ss., Philo De opif. mundi 140 s.

2 payedod SF : om. TW ¢2-3 ovpBarécbar W SF : cupBdiiecton
T c6 pe paciv TW : dué pacw S : €ue paciv F ¢7 ob. xaitol] od.
ket E, afror 18l d1 prius tobto TW : tadta S : tod F yop TW sl
Procl. Stob. : 8¢ SF téyvn W SF Procl. Stob. : téyvm T ov] av
Stob. d2 & vdv & #eyov om. Procl. d5-6 adtovg ... daktvriolg]
avtovg dyst mpOg Eavthv Todg 61dnpodg daktvriovg, GAAG kol Svopuv
avtolg OAOV TdV Opoinv éviibnow Procl. d5 dyet WSF Procl. Stob.
com. T d6 Gote TW f Procl. Stob. : ot ad SF d7 &bvachou ...
AMBog om. Procl. el ot éviote TWSF Stob. : ki moAkdkig Procl.
pakpog mdvo TW SF : mdvo pokpdg Stob. : om. Procl. el odnpiov
SPC(-piwv, sic) F Procl. Stob. : cidfjpev TW'S; c1dnpdv Jacobs el-
2 cwnpiov(-npov TW) kol daxtoiiov TWSF Stob. : daxtodmv §
cdnpiwv Procl. kai secl. Jacobs e2 fptnrar] eipeton (sic) Stob.
d¢ TWSF Stob. : 8¢ dpa Procl. alt. €& TWSF Stob. : n’ Procl.
e3 gvipmrtor TW S F Stob. : é&fpron Procl.
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0éoug pev molel avtr], S 8¢ 1AV &vBdwv TovTOV JAAMV (533e)

gvhovsialovimv oppabog EEaptatorl. mAvIeg Yop ol e TV
gndv momtai ot dyadol o0k £k Téxvng GAN" EvBeol Gvteg kal
Koteyduevol mavto todTa To Kakd AEYovot Toujuato, Kol ol
pelomotol ot dyabol moadTMS domep Ol KOPLPAVIIAVTEG
ovk Euepoveg Gvieg opyodvial, oUT® PEV Kol ol HEAOTOL0L
ovK Euppovec dvteg T0 KoAd péAn tadta mowodoty, GAN
gnedov EuPdotv gig TV apuoviay kai €ig TOv puiudv, Kol
Bakygvovot kal kateyduevol, domep ai Pdryor dpvovtot £k
TV ToTau®dV uEM Kol ydha koteydpevar, Epepoves O
ovoat ob, Kol TV pelomotdv 1) yoyn todto Epydietar, Smep
avtol Aéyovct. Aéyovot yap dmovdev mpdg Nudg ol momrtal
Ot amo kpnvdV peAppdTov &k Move@®v KNTmV TIVOV Kol
vomdv dpemduevol Ta pén NUv eépovoty domep ol péAT-
T01, Kol 00Tol OUT® TeTépevor Kol dAndf Aéyovot. kodgov
yop ypfune momtig €otv Kol wTnvov Kol iepdv, Kol ov
npdtepov oldc Te mowlv mptv av EvOedc Te yévntar kol
Ekepov kai 0 vodg unkétt &v adtd &vi® Emg & av TouTl &M
10 KTfjpa, adVvatog mag molely AvOpomdg E6Tv Kal YpNou®-
deiv. dte 0OV o0 Téyvn To0dVTES Te Kal TOAAG AdyovTeg Kol
KOAQ Tepl TV TpaypdTov, domep ob mept Ounpov, AL

Test.: 533d1 ¥ot—534b6 évij Stobaeus Ecl. 2.5.3; d5 od pdvov—e5
g€aptarar Proclus in R. 1.183 Kroll; €5 mdvteg yap—e8 ughomotoi Proclus
in R. 1.184 Kroll; 534b3 kobpov—b6 Ekepwv; b8 dte 00—c3 dppunoev
Proclus in R. 1.184 Kroll

e4 pev TSF Procl. Stob. : om. W avtn SF Stob.(MS P, avrtii F) :
adtn TW : adtodg Procl. dMwv TW SF Procl. : GAkog Stob. e5
ol t¢ om. Stob. €7 koA T SF Procl. Stob. : kaka W e8 pelonotol
T W SFPC Procl. : pgév Aourol F Stob. 534al-2 opyodvran ... dvteg
om. Stob. al pév SF : om. TW a3 alt. kol TW : om. SF Stob.
a4 ol Bdkyor om. Stob. apdovrar WF Stob. : apdrovar TS a5
katgydpevor Stob. a6 ovoon oy TW ST : odoat F : o Stob. a7
npog TSF Stob. : map” W bl é&k TWSF : i} éx Stob. b3
netdpevor TW S(ut vid.) FPC (prius o ex o) : metdpevor F Stob. b5
alt. t¢ TWf Procl. : om. SF Stob. b6 kai TWSF : kdv Stob.
ket &v ovt® évij TWE (S incert.) : &v adt® wijkett 1) Stob. b8 odv
om. Procl. e SF : om. TW Procl.

5

534a

534c¢



82

(534c)

535a

[TAATQNOZ

Beia poipg, TodTO PbVOV 016G Te EK0IGTOG TOLETY KOADG £¢° O
N Moboo avtov dpuncev, 0 puev ditbvpdupoug, 6 ¢ Eykaopua,
0 8¢ vmopypota, O & &mn, 0 8’ idufovg ta. 8 dAAe PUDAOG
avT®OV EKooTdg €oTiv. 00 Yop TéNV ToDTe AEYOustV GAAQ
Ociq duvdpel, énel, einep mepl £vog téyvn KAAMDC NicTavTo
Myew, kOv mepl TV M@V andviov: o tadta 88 0 0e0g
g€apodpevog todTOV TOV vodv todTolg ypiital f)m]péwlg Kol
rmg xpncmwSmg Kol 101G pavrscn r01g 98101g, va. Muelg ot
oucovovrsg elodpev St ovy, ovtol glow ol tadra keyovrsg
oVt ToALoD dEw, olg vodg ) mdpesTiv, GAL’ O Bgdg adTdC
gotv 0 AMyov, d1a Tovutwv 8¢ eBEyyeTan PO UAS. UEYIGTOV
8¢ texunplov @ Aoy THvvigog 0 Xodkideve, 0¢ GAAO pev
o0d&v modmote émoinoe moinua dtov TG AV AELOCEEY PvN-
oOfjvat, TOV 8¢ Toudva Ov Tdvteg Adovst, oyedov TL TAvimv
HEADV KAAMGOTOV, ATEXvdC, Omep avtog Aéyel, “sbpnud Tt
Motcav.” év to0T® yop 81 pdAoTd pot dokel O 0e0g Evdei-
EacOor Muiv, va pn dotdlopey, dtt ovk AvOpodmTIVa EoTIV
0. KOAO TodTo morjuate ovde AvOpamev, GAlA Oglo Kol
Bedv, ol 8¢ momtol 0VdEV GAN T} Epunviig icty TV Oedv
Karsxépavm € Gtov v £kaoTog KaTéMTaL TaDTo EVOEIKVD-
pevog 0 0edg sésmméisg 310 10D @oavrotdTov 7tomrov 70
KdAMoTOV uskog Toev: 1] 00 doK® GOl akn@n Myew, o "lov;
ION Nai pa rov Alo, &uotye: dmrel ydp moG Hov rmg
koymg mg Yyoyic, ® Zmncparsg, Kot pot dokodot Belg poipa
MUy Tapd Tdv Oedv todTa ol dyabol momTal Epunvedewy.

Test.: b8 dre 00—c3 dpunoev Procl. in R. 1.184 Kroll; c6 énei—d4 fudg
Stob. Ecl. 2.5.3

c2 otbg 1e Ekootoc] Fxaotog 01d¢ Té dott Procl. KoA®dg W SF Procl. :
Kkahog T c6 etmep SF : €1 TW Stob. ¢7 kv TW Stob. : xai SF
andvtov TW : mdviov SF Stob. dl tva TW Stob. : o pn SF
d2 post Aéyovteg verba ta oUtw Aéyovteg add. Stob.; vide Wachsmuth
d3 obt® TWSF : ta oUto Stob. G 6 TSF : 60 6 Stob. : 6AAa W
d3-4 avtdg éortv TWSF : éotv adtog Stob. d5 Moyor] Adyd yog

(sic) F; post Moyo vestigia 3—4 litt. praebet S thvviyog ex toviyog f

d7 moudve W : moaiwve TSF d8 Ayer ex Aéyeig F; Aéyeig S
gbpnud T Ven. 186 (ex -ud tv) E : ebpripatt (sic) sf : eopipatt TWSF
el powav sine acc. F 535a2 ydp mwg pov W : yap ndg pov T : ydp
pov mds F (S non legitur)



IQN

Q. OdKoDV DUELS av ol pay®Sol T TAY TOMTOV Eppn-
vevete;

ION Kai todto dAndsc AMyeic.

2Q. OvkodV Epunvéav Epunviig Yiyveobe;

ION Tavtdract ye.

Q. "Exe 81 168 pot giné, @ “Tov, kai py dmokpdymn St
dv oe Epopor. Stav ed ginng & kol knMiéng pdAoto Todg
Bewpévoug, 1 tOv 'Odvocéa dtav €l TOV 0080V EQUAAS-
nevov ddnge, ekeavi yryvopevov toig uvnothpot Kol kygov-
70, TOVG O16TOVG TPO TV TodMV, 1| AyidAréa émi tov “Extopal
OpudvTa, 1 Kol TOV mepl Avdpopdyny EAewvdv T 1| mepl
‘Exdpnv | mept Iplapov, téte mdtepov Euppov &l | o
cowtod yliyver kol mopd Tolg mpdypacy ofetal cov eivon 1
yoyn olg Aéyerg évBovaotdlovoa, 1| &v ‘10dkn odow #| &v
Tpoiy 7} dmwg av kol to &mn &m;

ION ‘Qc évopyéc pot 0010, @ TOKPOTES, TO TEKMPLOV
gineg’ 00 ydp oe dmokpoydpevoc Epd. &yod Yap Stav Elewvby
L Myw, daxpbov sumiumlavtal pov ol d@boipol dtav e
@oPepov 1) devdv, opbai ai Tpiyeg Totavtar VIO EOBov Kai 1)
Kopdio Tndq.

Q. Ti odv; eduev, ® “lov, Euppova sivor tdte TODTOV
10V dvOpomov O¢ av kekoounuévog odfitt moukiAn kol ypo-
60161 6TEPAVOIS KAAN T° v Buoioig kal £optaig, undev dro-
Aorekmg To0TOV, 1} @offitar mAéov 1| &v dicuvpiolg avOpo-
OIS E6TNKAOG PIMO1G, UNdevOg Amodvovtoc unde adikodvtog;

IQN OV pd 1oV Ao, 00 Tdve, @ Tdkpotec, B ve TaANOEG
gipficOat.

Q. Olcba ovv d1t kol T@V Oeatdv TOdG TOAAOVS TADTA
tadTa Vel Epydlecbs;

bl #e 61 16de pot giné scripsi : &xe 6N pot 163 einé W : &xe o1 pot
100¢" &iné T : &ge 81 kol pot t6de giné SF(8 kol ex 81 pot kaf, pot sl et
erasum) b2 o€ ex ov S épdpon F b3 0080v WSFt : 080v T
b6 opudvror F c2 odowv TWF : odoo S c3 8nwg TSF : ndg W
dl eivar 1618 TOdTOV WF : glvan tobtov té1e T : 16T €lvon TodTOV S
d2-3 ypvoototl SF : ypuooig TW d3 khain(y) TWST: xai N F (in mg
kMgt vel Khader add. ©) d4 eoffitan TS : poPettan WF ds eoig
TW : ¢idog SF d6 ov mdvv sME, om. S d8-9 tadta tadta TSF :
70 oo W
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ION Kai pdra koddg oda: kabopd yop £kAcTOTE Q-
T00g Gvwbev amd tod Priuatog kAdovidg Te Kol Sewov
guprénovtag kal cvvBauPfodvrag tolg Aeyouévols. del ydp
HE KOl 6QAdp’ avTtols TOV VOOV TPOGEYEV: MG &0V HEV KA~
ovtag ovtodg Kabicwm, odtoc yeAdoopot apydprov Aappd-
v, £0v 8¢ YeEA®VTOG, a0TOC KRGOt Apydplov AoAA)G.

Q. Otcbo ovv 811 0VTOC oTv O Bgatnc TV dakTLAlY O
£ T Y N WY €\ ~_ ¢ ’ 3 L)
€0Y0TOC OV €Y Eleyov VIO THg Hpakieintidog ABov an
b / \ / / e \ / \ e e \
oAiov v SHvouy Aappdvewy; 0 6€ HEGOG GV O PAYMIOG
KOl VToKpITnG, 0 88 TPATOG avToOg O TOMTHS O 88 O£0g Sia
TAVTIOV TOVT®V EAKEL THY Youyny 6mot dv PodAntol TV av-
OpdTV, Avokpepovvig &€ AAAMA®VY TV dvvauy. Kol dorep
gk Thc MOov keivng Oppafog mdumolvg EERpnTan yopev-
TV te Kol S1dackdlov Kol vrodiduckdiwv, £k mTAoyiov
gEnpuévov TV thHg Movong ékkpepapévav SoktoAiov.

\ e \ ~ ~ b b4 / e \ b b4
Kol 0 pev TV momtdv €5 dAing Movong, 0 6g € aAANg
gEnpmrar—ovoudlopey 8¢ avtd katéxetar, TO 0 0Tl
TopanAnclov: Exetonl ydp—Ek 8¢ To0TOV TAV TPOTOV do-

’ ~ A % 5 9. 7 7 2 N\
KTOA®V, T®V TomTdv, dAAol € dAlov av MpTMuUEVoL Elot

\ / ¢ \ b 9 / e \ /’
ka1 EvBovoialovoty, ol pev 8& Op(psmg, ot 8e £k Movoaiov:
01 d¢ no?»?»m 8& Ol,mpov kotéyovtal te Kai Exovtal, OV ov,
® "Tov, &g e kol katéyet & ‘Ounpov, Kol Sreldoy pév Tic
dAlov Tov momTod AdY, KubevdES TE Kal Amopels Ot Aéync,
gnedav 8¢ TovTov 10D momTod PHEYENTAL TIg HéNOg, £DOVC
gypnyopog Kol Opyetral cov 1 youyn Kol edmopeic Ot Aéyng:

& \ / R b b / A ¢ / / o /

o0 yop téyvn 008 gmotiun mept ‘Oprpov Adyeg a Adyeig,
aAro Oelq poilpy kol katokwyd, domep ol KOPLPAVIIAVTEG
gkeivov pdvov aicOdvovtor tod pélovg 0Eéwg 6 Gv 1 T0d

e3 éuprénovrag TW SPC : ékBrénovtog F e5 kabioco TW : kotido
SF e6 avtovg F Khadoopar TW'S : khadoopo F GmoAANG f,
ex andilug F e8 ov TW : 6v SF npoxiemtidog SF 536a2
Smor v TW SPC : omolov F a2-3 avBpomov T W SPC(é-; ante ‘Gv-
lacunam ex rasura praebet; vide comm.) : dravBpdrov F a8 adTol ex
avtd S 10 86 TWS : 168" F b2 v Aptnpévol TSF : dvnptnuévor
w b5 @ TWME : om. SF b6 4oy ... b7 momrod ME (sed ddet
pro aidn(v praebet), om. F b6 Aéymic TWSF : Aéysig WPC(er sl)
b8 Aéymig T : Aéyeig WSF 2 xarokoyft WS F(-yn) : kotokoyft T :
katokoyf SPC



IQN

00D &€ dtov av katéywvral, kol €ig ékelvo 1O péhog kol
oyNUdToV kol pnudtov edmopodot, T@V 8¢ dAAA®V 00 Gpov-
tfiovov obte kol ov, & “lov, mept pév ‘Oufpov dtav T
uvnoOf, eomopels, mepl 8¢ OV dAA®V dmopelg tovtov &
gotl 10 aitov 6 P €pwtadc, 8 dtL ob mepl puev Ounpov
eonopelg, mepl 8¢ TV dAAmV ob, &1t 00 Téyvn drka Osiy
pnotpg ‘Opmpov devdg &l dmovétng.

ION XV pgv b Myeig, @ Takpateg Bovpdloyu pevidy el
ovTeg &0 emolg GoTe e dvomeloat Mg £Yd KaTeXOUEVOS Kol
powvépevoc “Ounpov émovd. olpar & 008’ dv ool dé&out,
&l pwov dKof)coug Myovtdg T mepi eOl,nipov

2Q. Kal unv £0éAwm ye oucovcsou oV pévrot nporspov npw
av pot (mOprn 168" v “Ounpog Aéyel mepl tivog ed
Aéyeig; oo yap Snnov TEPL AMAVIWV YE.

IQN ED {601, & Zprarsg, nspt ov&‘vog dtov od.

2Q. OV dNrov kai TEPL TOVTOV OV 6V UEV TUYXAVELS OVK
idag, “Ounpog 8¢ Aéyet.

ION Kol todto moid éotv a “‘Opnpog pev Aéyel, &y 8¢
00K 01da;

2Q. 00 kai wepl teyvdv pévror Aéyet molhoyod “Ounpog
Kol ToAAd; otlov kol mept vioxefog: dov pvnodd ta Emn, &yd
601 Ppdo®.

ION AML &yo €p®° €yo yap péuvnuot.

Q. Eing 31 pot a Aéyet Néotop Aviildyw td Vel, mapot-
vV g0lapnOfvor mepl TV Kkopmny &v T mmodpopiq ti &mi
Motpdrhe.—ION

d4 oV pgv €0 TW : &0 pév SF(od add. Fmg) Bovpdoy TW SPe :
Bovpdtor SF d4-5 &l obtog F : obtwg el TW'S d7 Aéyovtdg T (-
og tf) SF : Adyoviog TW el 168 ov TWSPC ing : 1) déov SF
Myet TW : ed Aéyet SF €2 Méyeig Cornarius Ecl. 89 : Aéyet TWSF
537al moAhayod Sumpog TW : Sunpog morroyod SF a2 nvioyelag ex
nvioyiog TF
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K?»w@ﬁvou 3¢, qmcs{ Kol af)tég éi')&éctco EV1 dlppw
m< én’ APLoTEPQL TOTIV" awp OV Ssétov nmov
Kévool ouOKlncag, a&at € ol nvux XEPOLV.
év vioor 8¢ tot Imog aplotepdg EyyPedito,
¢ dv tot TARuvn ye dodooetat dkpov tkéobat

/ ~ 7 s A 7 ) B
KUKAOL TToT0T0" AlBov &’ aAéacBat Emavpely.

Q. Apkel. tadto M, & “lov, 10 Emn slte OpADS Aéyet
“Ounpog lte pn, mdtepog Gv yvoin dpewvov, atpdg 1 Nvio-
vog;—IQN ‘Hvioyog &Mmov.—XQ. Ildtepov Ot téyvmv
vtV Exet ﬁ kot dAro Ti;—IQN Ovk, GAN’ dt réxvnv —
Q. Odkody & SKOLG‘L'T] AV TEQVAV Amodédotal Tt Vo ToD Bg0d
spyov oly 1€ glvon ywvwcmsw o0 ydp mov @ KvPBepvnTiky
yryvookopey, yvooouedo kai iotpikf.—IQN Ov dfita.—
2Q. 008¢ ye @ lotpikf, todto Kol TekTovViK.—IQN OV
dfto.—ZQ. OVKoDV 0VT® KOl KATO TAGHV TRV TEXVAV, O TH
£tépa réxvn ywvo’acKousv oV chéusea rﬁ étépa 160€ 08
ot nporspov T0UTOV out01<p1vou Yy pev, Etépay (png gtvai
Tvo TéXvIY, n]v 3¢, srspow —ION Nat.—ZQ. Apa wcnsp
syw ‘ESK].LOLLpO].LSVOg, Stav 1 pev, srspmv npowuarcov n
gmotun, N 08, £1épwv, oUT® KAA® TV uev, ANy, TV 88,
ANV évmy, oVte kol 60;—IQN Noai.—ZQ. Ei ydp OV
AV ATV npayuarcov smcsmm] sm T1G, Tt v mv HEV 16~
pav Qaipev gtvat, ™V 8 £tépav, OmdTE YE TAVTA £11 E1dEVOIL

537a8-b5: 11. 23.335-340

a8 avtdg 8¢ KhvOfjvon libri Homerici gbEéotw T WF(eD) : ébmiékte
S cum libris Hom. gbEéotw évi Slppw] EbEEoTou émi Sippov X. Smp.
4.6 bl totiv TWST : totv F b2 16 TWS : 8¢ F b3 vioont
TW(n) : vbon S : viot F gyypowedito TWS : éuyxpnuedito F
b4 dv WPCF (etiam libri Hom.) : pj TW S cl tadta 4 TW : &1
tabta SF c4 A S TW : 86 T SF 6 otarte T : otd te W : O
Zote S(6 é-)F nov TW : dimov SF a]av F dl kot TW : 10
SF d3 v pev, étépav dist. WFE : v pev &tépov T : nulla dist. in
S; de dist. vide comm. ad 537d3-4 d4 v 8¢, &tépav dist. W SF; nul-
lam dist. post mv & pracbent TE d5-6 1 pév, ... n 8¢, dist. W; 1 pev,
etiam E d6 v pev, ... myv 8¢, dist. E : v puev ... mv 8¢ dist. T :
nulla dist. in WSF el obtw ex ob S e3 twta T : tavto W :
tadto SF



IQN

am’ au(porsp(ov wcnap syoo € ywvcocma) ot mévte eiotv
ovTot ol ddktvlot, kol 6V, mcmap syco TESpl TOUTOV TOOTO
YIYVOOKELS Kol €1 08 &y® épotunv &l T a0t tépvn yryvod-
okouev Tf aplOuntiki ta avta &yd Te Kol oL 1) AAAY,
eaing dv drov tfj avtii.—IQN Nad.

2Q. "0 toivov dptt é’usMov gpfioecbal og, vovi einé, &l
KOTO TAGAV TOV rsxvcov oUT® 601 SOKEL, Tij usv amn tsxvn
T4 OOTAL owayKalov gtvan ywvwcmsw ] & srspa un o
avtd, GAN elmep dAAN £otiv, dvaykoiov kol £Tepa yryvao-
kewv.—IQON Ot Hot dokel, @ Zd)Kpatsg —2Q. Ovkodv
ocmg av m] &m Twa rsxvnv Ta0TNG mg tsxvng 0 AeyOpeva
N TpoTTOHEVE KOADS ytyvcomcsw ooy, 010<; T scral —IQN
A?m@n Myeig—2Q. Horspov Y TESpl AV TV GOV amag,
gite kahdg Aéyer “Ounpog €lte pi], oL kdAov yvaooel 1
fvioyoc;—IQN ‘Hvioyoc.—EQ. Pay®ddc ydp mov &l GAN’
oy, fvioxog.—IQN Noil.—ZQ. ‘H 8¢ payedikn téxvn £tépa
goti g Mvioykiic;—IQN Nai.—2Q. Ei dpa £tépo, mepi
£tépov kol émotiun tpoypdtov otiv.—IQN Nail.—ZQ. Ti
8¢ 81 Otov Ounpog Aéyn o¢ tetpopéve 1@ Maydovt
‘Exapundn 1 Néotopog maAdokn Kukedvo mtivey didmot; kol
Myel mog obTog

oive popuveiw, pnotv, £l 8’ aiyelov kvij Topdv
KVIOTL OAKE" TTapa € KpOHLOV ToTd dyov:

538c2-3: 11. 11.639-640

e4 &oye SF e5 tovta T : tavta W : tadta SF 538a6 &yel S
b3 alt. fvioyog om. F b4 el TSF: i W b5-6 mepl £répav Kol
gmotiun mpaypdtov TPC (signis transpositionis additis) WSF : mepl
gtépov mpoypdtov kol gmotiun T @ mepl £épov Kol TPOypdTOV
gmotjun T (signis transp. add.) b7 3y TWSH!: om. F Srav] dv
Srav F b8 N TWF(ex nv) : 1 (sic) S nodoxn TSF : moAhakn W
post Todaxr) verbum nv add. S KUKEDVA eX KUKED S nivety TW
: metv SF c2 npopvio F atywov F kvijt W c3 wvijont F
(sic; kvijott libri Hom.) : kxvijotel T(ex kvijom)W S napa TWF : émi
S napa (&m) ... dyov] &mi & dAgrra Aevka mdlvve libri Hom.
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(538¢) tabta gtte OpOdS Aéyel “Ounpog eite pn, ndtepov laTpikic

5 éott Sryvdvar Kah@dg 1) poyedIKiG;

ION ’Totpikiic.
2Q. Ti 8¢ Srav Aéyn “Ounpoc:

M 8¢ polvPdaivy ikéin é¢ fuccov Spovoey,
1 te kot dypodroto foog képag Sppeponio
Epyetonr ounotiot pet’ ifdot Thpo eépovoar

t00To TOTEPOV POUEV GMEVTIKAC glval Téxvng udAlov Kkpi-
N e ~ 4 / \ 4 ~ b4 /
var | paywdikiic, drto Aéyel kol gite koAdg eite pf; ION
Afilov 81, @ Zdkpateg, Tt AMEVTIKTG.
2Q. Zkéyor 81, 6od Epopévov, &t Epotd pe ““Emneldn toi-
VOV, ® ZOKPOTEC, TOVTMV TOV TEQVOV &v Oufipw vpiokelg
0 mpoonkel £kdoty dakpivewy, 101 pot Egvpe kal to Tod
LAVTEADG TE Kol LOVTIKAC, ToTd £6TV 6 TPOGTKEL 0T Ol T’
£lvat S10y1yVOCKELY, E1TE €V £1T€ KAKMDG TemoinTo —okéyat
o¢ padimg te Kol AANOf £yd oot dmokpvodpat. oA ayod
\ \ N2 ’ / 5 v A
ugv yap kai v ’Odvcoeiq Aéyet, olov kal 6 6 T®V Melaumo-
318®V Aéyel pdvtig Tpog Tovg pvnotiipog, OcokAVuevoc:

538d1-3: 7/. 24.80-82

c4 prius gite TSF : ginep W c4-5 latpikiic éont sME, om. S c6
tatpuchic fME, om. F d1 poivBdaivnt] p supra -vp- add. F Buocov
S cum libris Hom. : Pocov TF : mubuéy’ W tmg Ssl (i} mbuéver)
dpovoev F cum libris Hom. : Tkavey T W S fmg d2 1} ex €l S(ut vid.)F
gupepavio. TW SF et nonnulli libri Hom.] épBeBovia libri Hom. plerique
d3 per’] én’ libri Hom. nfipo TWHE et vion 1OV kata woreg (sc.
ékddoewv) sec. schol. Hom. : kfipa SF et libri Homerici d4-5 kpivar
T : xpivor WSF post Aéyet in mg €l add. f  «kai om. SF d7
gpopévor TWFPC : épopévov SF gpoto (sic) pe ex gpofopev F
e4 Swyryvdokew] ex yryvaokew S (yv-); ex 8¢ yryvdokew F €6 0 0
ex oo T signo rei notabilis * supra o et o addito; de hoc signo v. supra
537d3 e6-7 pelopmodiddv TPCW : pehapmodidwv SF(sed habet
etiam 7o sl) : peAopmoddv T Mg



IQN

/ /7 \ / A \ \ A4

dapoviot, Tl KoKOV T00€ TAGYETE; VOKTL UEV VUEWDV

b / ’/ / / / ~
givaTon Ke@aAal 1€ TPOc®NA 1€ vEpDE TE Yula,

bl \ \ / A \ /7
olmYN O¢ d£0ME, dedakpuvtal O€ TapeLol

b / / / 7/ \ \ 9 \
e0OAOV TE TAEOV TPOBLpOV, TAEIN OE KOl AOAT)
¢ / b4 / € \ / S/ \
tepévov €pePfocde Lo {OPov: NEMOG O€

9 ~ 9 / \ s / b /
oVpavod EEaMOAMAE, KOKT) O° EMOESPOUEY AYAVC

oAAooD 8¢ kol &v TAddi, olov kol &mi Teyopoyiq Aéyet
yap kol EvtodOar

Spvig yap oy Eniilde Tepnoépeval Hepadoty,
aieTOg VYIETNG, & dploTtepa AoV E€pymy,
pownevta dpdkovia pépav Oviyeoot TElwpov,
Cwdv, &0 domaipovto: kol obmm AOeTo Ydpung.
KOWE yap anTov &xovta Kotd othbog mapa deipnv
idvbeic dniom, 6 8 and £0ev Nke yopdle
arynoag 68vvnot, péow & Evi kdPPar’ Opilg:
avtdg 8¢ KAdyEag méteto mvolfig avépoto.

t00T0 Po® Kol TG TOWdTO T® HAVIEL TPOOHKEWV Kol GKO-
TEWV Kal KpIvew.
QN A6 ve o0 Aéywv, ® ZOKPATES.

539al-bl: Od. 20.351-353, 355-357; b4—d1: 7I. 12.200-207

539al doupdviot] 6 Sethoi libri Homerici vpéwv TSF (de U- v. Exord.
§5.2 (1)) : budv W a2 yvia] yobva libri Homerici a3 olpwyn 8¢ 680ne,
deddxpovton TW (8édnon T) : olpwyn de d€81, £deddkpuvtan F; S non legitur
post mapeial in libris Homericis hic versus afpatt 8 éppddatar totyot kaial
1€ HecOSpoL a4 1¢] 8¢ SF nheln] mhem (ut vid.) el F a5
EpePdode] EpePog 8¢ S F(-Bo- pe, -B- fME) b2 prius kai T W f(per comp.,
supra lin.) : om. SF b5 dpiotepd S cl dviyeoor TSF : dviyeor W
¢3 kotd om. F; quae sl add. f non leguntur c4 dnicw WSF : dricoo T
o om. F 5 évi kdBPor’ F(xaBp- ex kopf-) et libri Hom. plerique, v. West
ad loc. : évkdBPoAL’ T (revera legitur: svikdBBar’ / A’ ouikoy; fort. primitus
scriba post prius A apostrophum scripsit, deinde puncto supra A scripto hanc
litteram delere voluit; A alterum in versu inferiore adest) : évkdufar’ W :
gyxdupod’ S dl 8¢ TWSH! : om. F néteto SF (alt. -&- pe, 1 (sic)
supra 7t- add. f) cum libris Hom. : nétato W (&nta addidit Wsl) : éneto T
d4 ye om. W o0 TW :cotSF
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Q. Kot 69 ye, @ “Tov, dAn0f todta Aéysic. 1 81 kol o
guol, domep &ym ool dEéheEa kai &€ "Odvooseiog kal £ Tad-
dog omola tod udvteng £ott Kol Omola Tod 1aTpod kol Omoia
100 oMéme, oUtm kal ob gpol EkheEov, Enedn kol Eumelpd-
Tepog &1 £1od 1@V ‘Opipov, dmola 100 Paydod dotv, @ “Twv,
kol tfig téyvng ths poydkic, & 10 Poyedd mpoo-
Nkel kol okomelobol kol Sokpivev mapd Tovg AANOVG
avOpwmovg.

ION Ey(n pév (pmu (o Zprarsg, amovTa.

Q. OV o0 ye ecpng, o "Tov, drovio n ovtag EmMoumy &;
Kkoftot o0k v mpémot ye micpova etvar Poy@dov Evpa.

IQN Ti 8¢ 81‘] ém?»av@dvouou'

2Q. 00 pépvnoot 8t Eenoba v pay@dikny tévny £1é-
pav gtvat mg nvwxu(ng,—IQN Mépvnpot—2zQ. Ovkodv
Kol £Tépov 0voOV SIspa yvcocscs@m muokoysu;,—IQN Nad.
—2Q. OdKk dpo. TAVTO Y& YVOCETOL 1) POYOSIKT] KOTO TOV
ooV Adyov o0de O Pay®ddc.—IQN TIMjv ve Tomg to TOl-
adta, @ Tdkpatec—2Q. T towdta 8¢ Aéyeig Ty 10 TOV
MoV tevdV;—IQN Zyeddv 11.—XQ. AAAG mola 1 yvo-
oeton, &medn ovy Gmovto;—IQN A mpénel, olpon Eyoye,
avdpi gimelv kal Omolo yovauki, kol 0molo 300 g kai Omoia
Ehev0ép®, Kol ool Apyopéve Kai omola ApyovTL.

Q. Apa 6mola dpyovy, Aéyeic, v Bohdrm) yealopévoo
mholov mpémel eimely, O PaymdOg yvodoetor KIAMov 1| 0
KkuBepving;—IQN Olk, dAAG O kvBepvitng T0dTO Ye.—
ZQ. AAM omola. dpyovTl KAUvovTog Tpénel eimelv, 0 poyo-
d0¢ yvdoeton kdAlov i 6 lotpdg;—IQN Ovde T0DT0.—XQ.
AMN ola SovA mpémet, Aéyei;—IQN Nai—2Q. Olov fov-
KOA®, Aéyelg, d0VA® O Tpémel €melV Ayplauvovs®dv Podv

d7 xai ... iotpod iteravit F e7 dmavto, T W SPC (d- supra o) f (d- su-
pra ov) : o0 mdvta SF 540b1 : oyeddv T : W, ergo loni tribuit (-
oxeddv 1 : F, oxeddv 1 : T [qui in marg. paragr. praebet], oyeddv 1 S
(qui ante oyeddv spatium praebet); de ratione distinguendi vide comm.)
b2 & mpéner TW ST (eusl) : dmpenfy F b7 dAka 6 W : ddho F : ddAa
kol 0 T(kai per compendium) fMg(ut vid.) olk ... yg] od kdAlov
(sic) 0 kvBepviimg; T0DT6 Y S (verba haec omnia Socrati tribuens; vide
comm.) b8 kduvovrog SFPC : kduvovit TW npénet TWS :
npénew F (ex met [sic)) cl yvaoetar] yvd (sic) SF



IQN

nopapvovpéve, 6 Pay®dog yvdoetal AL’ ody O Bovkd-
Log;—IQN OV dfta.—IQ. AAL’ ol yovouki Tpémovd oty
elinelv Todac1ovpyd mept Epiov Epyociog—IQN OV.—ZQ.
AMN ola Gvdpl Tpémet elnelv YvdoETOL 6TPATYH OTPUTID-
to1g mopavodvil,—IQN N <Aie>, ta towdta yvooetat O
pay®ddc.

2Q. Tidé; 1 pa\ymﬁucn rsxvn thamyum goTiv;

ION T'voinv yonv av sy(oys ola th(mwov TPEMEL EMETV.

2Q. Icmg yap el kal Grpomwucog, o "Tov. kol yap el
gT0yyavES Immikog OV dpo kol Kibapotikds, Eyveog av -
movg &0 Kol KaK(T)g imta@ouévovg A’ el 6 éyd) npounv:
“Horspa o rsxvn, ® Icov YIYVOOKELS roug ) mnaCoue—
Voug umoug, n umsug &l n 1 x@opomg;” Tt dv pot omaprw
—ION “Hi innete, &yoy’ dv.—XQ. Odkodv &l kai todg 0
Kt()apiCOVTag deylyvookeg, (buo)»éysu; dv, N KBopoTig €,
a0 Staywvwcl(sw GAL ovY n Lmtsug,—IQN Nat.—ZQ.
E7t8181] 3¢ ta Grpan(muca yryvdokeic, mbtepov 1 oTpomyL-
KOG €1 YIyVAOOKELS 1} T Pay®d0O¢ ayaddg;—IQN O0dev Euotye
dokel drapéper.

Q. TIdg 0088 Méyeig Sropépetv; piov Aéyeic téyvnv etvar
n‘]v PaYOIKTY Kol n‘]v ctpamymﬁv | 600;—IQN Mia
suows dokel.—ZQ. Ocmc; dpo aya@og pay®ddg oty
omog Kol ayafog otpatnyog wyxava dv;—IQN Mdhora,
o Zokpatee.—xQ. Ovkodv kal dotig ayabog oTpatnyog
Toyydvet dv, dyadog kol paynddc Eotvi—IQN Ovk ad ot

dl vn Al scripsi : vif TWSF : vol Ven. 186 (ex vi), man. post.) Ald.
d4 yvotny TWS : yvoin F yobv SF:y’obv W :y’0bv T av Syden-
ham : Gp> TS : ép” W : om. F Eyoye SF : éyo TW ota] otov F
otpa-] ota- F, et sic saepius infra d5 el TWSFPC : om. F ®SF:
om. TW d6 &v] ex av F, supra v et v (post &yvwq) signo rei notabi-
lis * addito; de hoc signo v. supra 538e6 et infra, annotat. 284 d7
npopnv TWS (M- in ras. T, ex é- W, n et o SPC) époipnv F e2 Nt
mnsvg g mTW:nn mngvg el (sm) n (sic) i F (demde constanter n vel
) pro N(V) usque ad e9) : iy mn:sug elf S OJIZSKpr(D SF : unaprou
W e3 n SpeC Eyoy’ ex éyw F e4 n SPC e5 tavtn ex
tabto F e6 ta TSF : om. W e7 el ex i F (ut vid.) Gyafog
secl. Schanz Euoye TW : gpoi SF 541al whg 00dev Adyeig
Sapépery; distinxi (Swapépety: TW SF); vide comm. a6 odK om
TWS : odkodv F
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dokel 10010.—XQ. AAL’ ékelvo pev dokel ool dotic Ye
ayabog poymdic, Kol oTpaTnyog dyae(‘)g givar.—IQN ITévo
ve.—ZQ. ODKODV oL 1@V EAMvov ¢ aptcsrog P0G &l;—
ION TToAb ye, ® Zpratsg —>Q. "H «ai cstpomwog,
"Tov, 1@V ‘EAMvov dpiotog el;—IQN ED {601, & Zdkportec:
Kol TodTd Ye &k T@V ‘Opnpov padov.

Q. Ti &) motr’ odv mpdg @V Oedv, & “lov, duedtepa
dpiotog v @V ‘EAMvev, kal otpatnyog kol paymddc, po-
YodElc pév mepuav toic “EAnet, otpatnyeic 8’ ob; 1 payo-
30D pev S0kel 6ol YPLOH GTEPAVEH EOTEQAVAOUEVOL TOAT
ypeta etvar 1ol "EAMGL, otpatnyod 8¢ ovdepla;

ION H pév yap fipetépa, @ Tdkpotes, TOMG dpyetol Hrd
DUAV Kol oTpatnyeltal Kol ovdev Seltan otpatnyod, N 8¢
vpetépa kai 1 Aokedoipoviov o0k dv pe Ehotto otpotydv:
adTol Yap ofecde ikavol sivar.

Q. "Q Bértiote “Iov, AmoAAESmPOV 0D YIYVAOGKELS TOV
Kuliknvov;

IQN ITotov tobrov;

2Q. “Ov Abnvoiot TOAGKIG E0VTMOV 6TPATNYOV TjpMVTaL
Eévov Gvtar kai Pavoodévn tov "Avdprov kol ‘Hpoakieidnv
tov Khalopéviov, ovg 1ide 1 mdhg Eévoug dvtag, EvdeiEopé-
voug Ot détot kéyou glot, Kai sig ctpamyiow Kol sig T0G
dAog dpx&g (’iyel Tova 8 dpa tov 'Epéciov ovx oupncssrou
thom]yov Kol nw]csa gav S0k a&tog Aoyov etva; Tl 8€;
ovk Afnvaiot pev éote ot "Epéotot 10 apxouov Kol M E(ps—
60¢ 00dedg EAITTOV nokscog, QAN yap o0, ® Icov el pev
a)»n@n Mysig og tsx\m Kol smcm]un otdc T €l Ow]pov
gmanvely, adikels, 6ot uol VIOGYOUEVOG MG MOAAD KOl
koA Tept Ounpov énictacot kai pdokmv EmdeiEety, EEama-
TG pe kai ToAhod Seig Emdeiton, 8¢ ye ovdE drta £oti TadTa

a7 pev TWS et revera F(per comp.) : pnv E oot TW : oot eivar SF
ve] 1€ SF b3 T:1 WSF b7 otpatnydog T WS : otpatnydg ov F
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530al1-b4
Prologue. The occasion of lon’s visit to Athens: the Panathenaic games

530al

Tov "lova yaipewv ‘My respects to the illustrious Ion.” Of the
translations and commentaries consulted by me only that of Battegaz-
zore renders this form of address correctly: ‘All’ insigne lone, salu-
te.”"”’ “Illustrious’, because, as Battegazzore rightly observes, the arti-
cle preceding a proper name may denote a ‘persona molto nota’. Since
the other translations and commentators simply ignore the function of
the article, a phenomenon that is by no means confined to the lon, 1
will dwell at some length on its use with proper names in Plato. For
the formal nature of the entire expression tov “Tova yaipewv see below.

Generally speaking, the article with proper names in Plato is common
only in so-called ‘turn-taking’ scenes, i.e. scenes where two, or more,
speakers engaged in a discussion each in turn have the floor, and are
contrasted with each other, as at Phd. 92a2 &pn 0 KéPng ..., 92a4 &on
0 Zpiog ..., 92a6 Kol 6 Zokpding ... &on, and in many other pas-
sages of the Phaedo' and other dialogues. The combination 6 +
proper name is always accompanied by a verb of saying, mostly &on.
Another important feature of this use is that it is confined to reported
dialogues, i.e. to dialogues that have a narrator,'” either a single nar-
rator, like the Phaedo (: Phaedo), the Charmides (: Socrates), Lysis (:
Socrates), Euthydemus (. Socrates), Protagoras (: Socrates), the Re-

157 Probably inspired by Battegazzore, Capuccino renders ‘Illustre Ione, salve’,
where the vocative, however, gives the wrong (pragmatic) meaning. See below.

18 Thus, the 38 instances of 6 Képng in the Phaedo occur all in turn-takings. For
the concept of ‘turn-taking’ cp. Brown & Yule (1983: 230-231); Levinson (1983:
296 ft.).

15 Burnet, in his commentary on the Phaedo, already observed, at 63a2: ‘it is Pla-
to’s almost uniform practice to insert the article with proper names in the narrative ...,
and to omit it in the dialogue when directly reported ...".
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public (: Socrates), or multiple narrators, like the Parmenides (: Ceph-
alus quotes Antiphon who quotes Pythodorus), and the Symposium
(: Apollodorus quotes Aristodemus). The dialogues that have Socrates
as their narrator differ from the others in as much as Socrates naturally
refers to himself by means of 1st person verb forms, with or without
éyo. Examples from Charmides etc. are:

Chrm. 154d7 xéyd, Hpoxhels, oy, 154d9 Ti; #on 6 Kpirlag, 154el v
8 &yd

Ly. 218¢8 eimov, 218d1 #en 6 Ktioumog, 218d2 v &’ &y

Futhd. 298e6-7 6 Aovucbdmpog ... en, 298¢8-9 Kai 6 Ktijownog ...
Eon

Prt. 3173 6 Tpotoydpag ... Epn, 318al Kol &ym eimov, 3186 O
[potoydpag sinev

R. 327¢4 ‘O ovv ITolépopyog &en, 327c¢6 qv & &yd, 327c13 &pn 6
Modkov, 328al Kol 6 Adeipavtog ... 1 8 8¢, 576b10 Avdyxn,
Eon dadeEduevog Tov Adyov 6 Thadkwv

Prm.  128a2 @dvar tov Zivavo, 28a4 ginely 10V Zokpdn

Smp.  185e4 @dvor 1OV Apiotoedvn, 185e6 Einely ... tov 'EpuvEipayov,
189al "ExdeEduevov ... &pn einely 1OV Apiotopdvn

Note the presence, at R. 576b10 and in the last example, of Swade&dpe-
vog and éxdeEdpevov, respectively, which explicitly signal that an-
other speaker ‘takes the turn’. By extension, the alternation of article +
proper names is also found in scenes that prepare the ground for a
turn-taking scene, e.g. Euthd. 273b1-8 0 Kkewlog ... mapekadéleto
... 6 18 Alovusddwpog kai 6 EvOvdnuog tpdtov pev dieheyéobny ah-
MAow ... Ererta ... O pEv mopa O perpakiov gkabéleto, 6 EvHdon-
Hog, 0 8¢ map” adToV ue ..., 01 8’ Aot ....

Besides full-blown expressions consisting of article + proper name
plus verb of saying, other, abbreviated, expressions occur, e.g. the an-
swer plus just a verb of saying (ITdvv pév odv, &on, at Phd. 65b8,
67d3, etc.), or just the answer (ITdvv pév ovv, Phd. 68el), as well as
other formulas with the same function, especially 1§ 8” 8¢, cp. R. 328al
above. The conditions under which all these variants are used are en-
tirely unclear.'®

160 At Tht. 143b5 ff. Plato has Euclides comment on the difficulties created by this
way of representing a dialogue in writing.
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Outside turn-taking scenes the article with proper names is very rare
in Plato, especially in direct discourse (cp. also Burnet as quoted in n.
159), and its function is different. In this use it expresses, or empha-
sizes, the idea that the person concerned is, in fact, ‘persona molto
nota’, much like ‘the’ in: ‘Yesterday I’ve met Tony Blair.’—‘The
Tony Blair?”’—*Yes, the Tony Blair.’, i.e. ‘the one we are all familiar
with’, ‘the well-known Tony Blair’. This is, in fact, what Socrates
wants to convey when he addresses Ion as tov “lova. Some other ex-
amples of the ‘familiarity’ use of the article from lon are Tov “Ounpov
at 530d7, tov 'Odvocéa at 535b3,"" 1ov “Extopa at 535b5, 6 pwtedg
at 541¢7. I should add that tov “Ounpov at 530d7 is the only instance
in Jon of the article + a form of “Ounpog, as against 43 instances with-
out the article. From this state of affairs it is also clear that tév at
530d7 is in no way necessary to refer back to ‘Homer’ (who was men-
tioned previously at 530b9, ¢9 and d3). Why Plato makes Ion use the
article with ‘Homer’ precisely here is not easy to explain; perhaps the
presence of the rather solemn context plays a role (¢ €0 kekdopmKa
oV “Opnpov: Gote oipot H1O ‘OunP@V dEtog etvar xpuod cTeEPAVE
otepavodijvor).

Apart from the honorific conventions involved in tov “Tova (yaipew),
its function in the fext is to identify for the reader at the outset the per-
son who will be Socrates’ interlocutor, and to make it clear that the
first words are not spoken by lon. Recall that there were no speakers’
names in the original text; see the Introduction §3.2 and Appendix
II.—The phrase tov “lwvo returns at 532b2; at that point of the dia-
logue this clearly has a mock-respectful effect (see also below).

For more details about the use of the article with proper names in
Plato, and in Xenophon’s Anabasis, as well as some theoretical issues
connected with this use, I refer to Rijksbaron (2006).

' Interestingly, we also find Tov 0036V there, with the same ‘familiarity’ value:
‘the treshold’ = ‘the treshold we all know’. I should add that in the same passage from
the Ion there are also proper names without the article CAyi\\éa, ‘Exdpnyv, [piapov).
Although these persons no doubt were as familiar as Odysseus and Hektor, in their
case this aspect is not stressed.

12 For a similar case cp. Phdr. 269e1-2 Kwduvebet, & dpiote, ikdtag 6 Hepuchiig
TAVTOV TEAEMTOTOG £lg TNV pnTopiknv yevécsOar Pericles is normally used without the
article; here, too, its appearance may be due to the solemn context.
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Tov "Tova yoipev A unique expression in Plato. Commentators
usually supply kehedo, but this is a didactic rather than a syntactic so-
lution. There is, to be sure, a more elaborate expression with keled,
at Ar. Av. 1581 t0v dvdpa yoipewv ol Ogol kedevopey, but the verb to
be supplied might as well be npoceinov/a: E. Cyc. 101 (Odysseus ad-
dressing Silenus) yaipswv mpooeina ... tov yepaitatov.'® Actually, Tov
“lova yaipew should rather be taken as an independent accusative plus
infinitive expressing a command or wish; there is a parallel at Men.
Dysc. 401 10v Iava yaipew. For infinitives in commands, etc. see K-
G 2, 22, Smyth §2014, although both fail to mention our formula; nor
is it discussed by Dickey in her otherwise very valuable Greek forms
of address. The combination of the articular proper name in the accu-
sative with the infinitive must have been very formal. Cp. van Leeu-
wen on tOv dvdpa at Av. 1581, quoted above: ‘gravius hoc est quam
o¢’; similarly Dunbar ad loc. (‘This formal greeting ..."); Seaford on
Cyc. 101 (‘an elaborate formality’). The form of address tov “lwva
yaipewv should therefore be translated—without a vocative—as ‘My
respects to the illustrious Ion’, as in my translation above, or in a simi-
lar formal way, like Méridier’s and Flashar’s third person forms of
address (‘A Ion salut’, ‘Dem Ion ein Willkommen!”). Translations like
‘Hello, ITon’ (Miller), ‘Ion! Hello’ (Woodruff), ‘Salut, Ion!” (Canto),
‘Salut a toi, lon!” (Pradeau) are entirely beside the mark. Lamb’s
‘Welcome, Ion’, Allen’s ‘Greetings, lon’, and Saunders’ ‘Good day to
you, lon’ are better but still too ‘standard’. The standard, neutral way
of greeting or welcoming people was by means of @ + the vocative +
yaipe, as at Prm. 126a3 Xaip’, épn, @ Képahe, Smp. 214b4 "Q "Epvki-
poye ... yalpe. That yaipe was, in fact, the common verb form in
greetings appears from Chrm. 164d6 ff., where Charmides says he ap-
plauds the fact that Apollo addresses the visitors of Delphi with yv@®6t
covtdv, instead of yaipe. The very formal way in which Ion is ad-
dressed also entails that in languages which in the singular differenti-
ate between honorific and non-honorific ‘you’, like Dutch, French and

' These constructions, like &Gv xaipewv, may also have a strongly dismissive nu-
ance; see LSJ s.v. yaipow, Il 2.c, e.g. E. Hipp. 113 mv onv 8¢ Kbdmpw noA éyw yai-
pew Aéyw; PL Lg. 771a3 ta & @Al émndedpoto. ... yxaipew xpn mpocayopedewy.
This use should probably be taken as an extension of the use of yoipsw at leavetaking
(LSJ s.v. yoipw, III 2.a), rather than of that at greeting.—The frequent formula involv-
ing the dative and the infinitive (e.g. Kbpog Kva&dpn yaipewv, X. Cyr. 4.5.27) seems
to have been especially common in letters, and expresses standard politeness; note the
absence of the article. Cp. also Svennung (1958: 19 ft.).
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German, the second person singular forms of the lon should be trans-
lated by means of the formal rather than the informal pronoun.

The solemn tone of the opening of the Jon is recognized by Batte-
gazzore (see above), who adds that it is ‘sottilmente ironico’. This de-
pends, of course, on the question whether for the original audience/
reader such a solemn greeting was unlikely, in view of what they
knew about Socrates’, or rather Plato’s, attitude toward rhapsodes.
That is, if lon was a famous rhapsode. If he was as unknown to the
original audience as he is to us, the greeting is perhaps patently rather
than subtly ironical.'* Be that as it may, in view of the way Socrates
treats Ion in the ensuing dialogue, it is clear that in retrospect, at least,
this form of address must be viewed as ironical.

By this formal form of address lon is presented as someone who
was known to Socrates but did not belong to the inner circle of his in-
terlocutors. For if he did, Socrates would have addressed him by (& +)
a vocative, and have omitted the verb of greeting altogether; Socrates
never says yoipe. The other dialogues that open with a sentence spo-
ken by Socrates are:

Cri.  Timvwdde doitor, ® Kpitov;

Tht.  The second opening, at 143d1 Ei ... ékndéunv, ® Osbdwpe, ...-

Plt.  "H moAav xdptv d¢eiho cot ... & Oeddwpe ...

Phib.  “Opa 61, TIpwtapye, tiva Adyov ...

Phdr. "Q ¢ike ®aidpe, mol &1 kal wdOev;

Ale. 1 "Q mai Kiewiov, oipadf ot ...

Ale. 2 "QANaPiddn, dpd ye ... mopsvn;

Hp.Ma. Inniag 6 xakdg te xai dyaddg o¢ 81a ypdvov Muilv katfpag €ig
10 AOfvag

Mx.  ’EE dyopdc iy nd0ev, MevéEevog;

Clit.  Kherwopdvro 1OV Apiotmvipov tig fuiv duyyetto Evayyog, 6t ...

Ti. Eic 8o tpsic 6 8¢ o téraprog Npiv, @ oiie Tinae, moD .. ;

1% Actually, it is even impossible to tell whether there really was a rhapsode
named ‘Ion’, since he is not known from other sources. Cp. Tigerstedt (1969: 19):
‘About the “historical Ion” we know nothing, the Platonic one is a figure of comedy’.
Coming from Ephesus, his name may have been chosen as a telling name to represent
a particular kind of Tonian rhapsodes. Homer, too, was considered a representative of
the lonians; cp. Lg. 680c7 (Homer) ... Twva ... Tovikov Blov dieEépyetar xdotote.—
In his discussion of the personages of the Gorgias, Dodds (comm. on the Gorgias, p.
12) notes that ‘[o]f Callicles we know absolutely nothing beyond what Plato tells us in
the Gorgias’, and that for that reason he has often been considered a fictitious charac-
ter. Dodds himself, however, rejects the idea that there are fictitious characters in
Plato. Nails (2002: 316) mentions Ion without further comment.
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In lon, Hp.Ma., Mx. and Clit. there is, then, a third person proper
name, which creates, just as in the cases from drama quoted above, a
rather formal setting. In the other dialogues Socrates makes a direct
appeal to his interlocutors-to-be, who did, in fact, belong to the inner
circle.'® On the opening words of the Cliz. Slings (1999: 40) observes
that they are ‘unique in the Corpus Platonicum’, but actually this ap-
plies to the other three as well (Slings, ibidem, also states that ‘Tov
“lova yaipew is equivalent to a vocative’, wrongly; see above). As for
the nominatives in Mx. and Hp. Ma., we may perhaps agree with Sven-
nung (1958: 422)'% when he remarks that Menexenus and Hippias
‘sozusagen als halb Abwesender prisentiert werden’. In fact, this ‘be-
ing semi-absent’ may be the overall effect of the other two third per-
son names as well; all four are presented rather than addressed. Ob-
serve that Ion and Hippias did not live permanently in Athens; for Ion
cp. émdednunkac, for Hippias see the second part of the sentence
quoted above. Observe also that third person addresses are only found
in non-central, and in the case of lon, Mx. and Clit. short, dialogues,167
with only two speakers. Dodds (1959: 24) conjectured that the Menex-
enus ‘was designed as an afterpiece to the Gorgias’. Perhaps some-
thing similar applies to lon and Clitophon, at least: they may be re-
garded as afterpieces, or perhaps ‘sidepieces’, to central dialogues like
Republic and Phaedrus.'® The form of the opening scene may thus
give an indication of the nature of the dialogue that will follow, and of
its status among the Platonic writings.

m00gv Observe that Socrates does not ask Ion why he is in Athens.
He apparently knows that lon is a rhapsode (cp. a5), and presupposes
that he is in Athens to participate in the Panathenaic games, as be-
comes indeed clear at b2-3.

TO VOV Commentators generally claim that this is equivalent to
vdv (see e.g. Miller and Murray). Some point out that 0 vdv also ex-
ists, and claim that to. vDv is vaguer (e.g. Stock and Verdenius) or, on

195 Cp. Nails (2002: ss.vv.).

1% Cp. also Tsitsiridis’ commentary on Myx. 234al. Dickey does not discuss third
person addresses.

17 On the notion ‘short dialogue’ see Slings (1999: 18-34).

18 See also the Introduction §2. The more ambitious Hippias Maior seems to stand
on its own.
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the contrary, ‘piu incisiva’ (Capuccino). Actually, the plural article in

0. vOv turns vDv into a series of vdv’s, so to speak, i.e. into an ‘ex-

tended now’. Formally, ta viv is an adverbial accusative, in which td

still functions as an article.'® There are several differences with

vf)v,”O e.g.:

— unlike vdv (e.g. 0 vdv Adyog, 24 instances), ta viv is seldom used
attributively (a rare example is 7i. 17a2 t®v y0&g uev dartopdvav,
10, VOV 8¢ EoTatdpv

— while viv may be modified by j6n (e.g. Phd. 115a5 £ue 8¢ vdv §idn
KOAET, Plt. 274b2 &n’ adt®d viv oy 118n), ta viv may not

— viv often marks the end-point of some action (e.g. Lg. 627b3 10 8¢
V1o 60D Aeyduevov povOdvem vov); this seems not to occur with a
vbv

— after a counterfactual the ‘real” world may be introduced by vdv 8¢
(e.g. Phd. 107¢8), but not by ta vdv 8¢ or 10 8¢ viv

— while there are some 57 instances of the opposition téte ... vdv,
there are only two cases of t0te ... to vdv (Criti. 111e6 10 Tfig
dxpomdreng elxe tétE 0dY OC TA VOV Exet. VOV pv yop ..., Lg.
705b8 cuyympoduey tdte Aéyetv NUag OpODS Kol Ta VOV).

All this suggests that in principle there is a difference between ta
vbv and vbv. Only in cases like those from Criti. and Lg., and in relat-
ed uses,'”" 70 vOv would, indeed, seem to be a simple variant of vbv,
just locating the verbal action at the moment of utterance.'”” Far more
often, however, it has a function of its own, viz. to specify, and often
limitate, the duration of (part of) the verbal action it modifies. Its gen-
eral meaning is something like ‘for the present, for the time being, for
the time to come’. In this use it mostly follows the verb; cp. e.g. Lg.
655b8 "Opbdg e TPoKeAf Kol TadO’ NuIv oUtwg &gy dmokekpicOm
0 vdv, Lg. 796d7 “Hv einov yopvactikiv &v 1oig mpdroig Adyolg 3t

19 But see also below, Text.

1" There is also a difference as to frequency: there are in Plato some 1,500 in-
stances of vDv, as against approximately 150 of adverbial ta vOv and just seven of 10
vbv (see below). A complicating factor is that sometimes one may hesitate between an
adverbial and a substantival interpretation of to viv, e.g. Prt. 309b3 Ti odv & vOv;,
Lg. 678a7 o0kodv ... 10 vOv yéyovey Nuiv cdpmovta ...; See also n. 173.

"'E.g. Sph. 218a3 mpbtepov ... 0 vOv, Plt. 287c6 TS 0OV moidusy 0 vOv;—
“Qomnep ... (—) Kai viv 81 tadtov pév todro, &1 8¢ udidov i 160’ fuiv momréov;
note that here and at Criti. 111e6 ta viv is picked up by vbv.

172 Note, however, that at Criti. 111e6 t& vdv could very well have the meaning
‘these days, nowadays’.
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déot dieEelbelv, oyedov 81 diedjivba ta viv, kal 60 avtn mavteAdc,
but it may also precede: Phlb. 50el tovt®V yap andviov abplov £0s-
Moo oot Adyov dodvat, Ta viv 8¢ (‘pour I’instant’—Digs; ‘but for the
present’—Hackforth) émi ta. Aowta Boviopor otéddecOar, Phlb. 31a2—
3 o0 pév yévoug 0Tl ..., oxedov €mewdg to vdv dedilotar, Lg.
638b6 vikog 8¢ kai Tjttog £ktog Adyov to. vov (‘for the present’—
Bury) 0@pev. The limitative function of ta. vv is seen most clearly in
contexts where also other limitative markers like ye are present; see
Cri. 54d6 6o0 ye T vOv €uol dokodvta, Chrm. 154a5-6 10D dokodv-
to¢ kaAMoTov etvar Td ye 5 vidv, Lg. 627d6 Kakdg pv ovv (sc. Aé-
YELG), AO¢ ye éuol ouvdokely, T ye tocodToV, Ta vOv. All this is not to
say that vbv would not have been possible in most of these cases, but
then the meaning would have been (slightly) different. This definitely
does not apply, however, to Chrm. 154a5-6 and Lg. 627d6, where viv
is excluded.

Now to return to lon 530al, a ‘for the time to come’ interpretation
seems perfectly acceptable: ‘From where have you come to stay with
us for the time to come/these days?’; ‘From where have you temporar-
ily moved over to Athens?’ Incidentally, ‘the time to come’ must be
the time of the Panathenaic games, mentioned at 530b2. For the ad-
verbial accusative with émdnpém cp. Prt. 309d3—4 "Q ti AMéyeig; po-
tayopog mdediunkev;—Tpitny ye 7o quépav.

As for adverbial 10 vdv, as noticed in n. 170 this is very rare. There
are only seven instances: Tht. 187b7, La. 201c2, Hp.Ma. 291c2, R.
506el, Lg. 694al, 858a3, 900a2, twice in the formula 10 viv eivan (La.
201c2, R. 506el). It resembles limitative ta vOv, as at R. 506el odtod
pnev tf mot’ ol Thyafdv ddompev T v elvar, without necessarily be-
ing synonymous. Cp. Engl. ‘for the present’, alongside ‘for the time
being’.

Text. 0. vov TW : tavdv SF While both variants are used adver-
bially,'” only tovbv, where ta is not an independent word but is used
proclitically, is formally an adverb. Concerning this form, which, in
classical Greek, for some obscure reason is especially (or only?) found
in our Sophocles texts (and if we are to believe the apparatuses appar-
ently with MS support), Ellendt-Genthe note, in their Lexicon Sopho-

' T& vbv may also be used as a (declinable) noun phrase, as at S. OC 1195 od &’
glg ékelva, pn 10 vOv, drookdmel, Pl. Sph. 256¢ Kal unyv éxi ye v tovtov tpdrepov
andder&w ) TdV VOV deuduedo.
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cleum, p. 475: “... rectius scribes ta vOv, ut 10 TpdTOV €t TO TAAOL’;
they point out that the combination of td with viv does not become a
real adverb, since it can be split by 8¢. An example from Sophocles is
OC 133. In Plato, too, to. 8¢ vOv occurs, Phdr. 266¢ (ta 8¢ vov B : 1a
viv 8¢ T), Lg. 804e, Ep. VII, 337d. Nor is this confined to 8¢: see td
ve on vbv at Chrm. 154a. The conclusion should be that both in Plato
and in Sophocles ta viv is to be preferred. Tavdv was possibly written
to distinguish the adverbial use strictly from the substantival (cp. n.
173) and the adjectival uses (ta vOv AeyOpeva etc.). It may reflect con-
ventions in later Greek. At least, this is suggested by the frequency of
the form tovdv in (our editions of) authors like Joannes Chrysostomus
and Procopius.

Npv Dative of interest, as in Hp.Ma. 281al o¢ dia ypévov fuiv
kotfpog eig Tag Advac quoted above. For this dative see K-G 1,
417 ft., where also more examples with verbs of coming and going
may be found, e.g. Th. 1.107.7 qA0ov 8¢ kol Oeccaldv inmAg Tolg
Abnvaiotg, 3.5.2 kai yop adtoic Meréoc Adkmv dpucvettor.'™ By us-
ing this dative Socrates intimates that he, and indeed the Athenian
community at large, might profit from Ion’s visit, an idea that reap-
pears at 530a8 fyoviCov T Nuiv;, bl Aveykduebo, and b2 dye 81 Snwg
kol o IMovadnvoio vikioopev. He is not sincere, but this becomes
clear only in the course of the dialogue.

Emoednunkog Both the verb (‘come to stay’) and the aspect indi-
cate that Socrates presupposes that lon is going to stay for some time,
as was also indicated by 1a vOv (see above). Note the difference with
the passage from Hp.Ma.: with xatfipag Socrates simply ascertains
that Hippias has not ‘called at’ Athens for a long time.

530a2 1 Stock notes: ‘How does 1j come to have the force of an
interrogative? We may suppose it to be owing to the suppression of
some clause with mdtepov. Thus here the full sentence may be con-
ceived to be ndtepov dAL00EV Tobev 1 oikobev €€ "Epéoov; But as the
former alternative is thought to be unlikely, the speaker enunciates

1" When used of the first, as here, or second person this dative is usually called da-
tivus ethicus. K-G discuss the latter use in a different section (1, 423), but this is rather
arbitrary. Thus, S. OC 81 & tékvov, n| PéPnxev fulv 6 Eévog;, which is classified by
them as a dativus ethicus, might as well be taken as a dative of interest.
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only the latter.” Unlikely indeed! Why would someone ask ‘Do you
come from elsewhere or from ...?7’°, thereby eliciting the possible, but
rather uninformative, answer ‘I come from elsewhere’?'” Needless to
say, such questions are not found in our texts. Nevertheless Stock was
followed by e.g. Verdenius, Battegazzore and Cappucino. Other com-
mentators are silent. Perhaps they took it in the same way as the fol-
lowing translations, viz. as a suggested answer (see below). Méridier:
‘Est-ce de chez toi, d’Ephése?’; Lamb, Saunders: ‘From your home in
Ephesus?’; Flashar: ‘Von Hause aus Ephesos?’; Battegazzore: ‘Forse
(provieni) dalla sua patria ...?’

Actually, what we have here (at least with the reading 1j; see below)
is a self-corrective or replacive question. In this use a speaker, having
asked a first question, does not wait for an answer, but immediately
corrects himself by asking a second question, which he on second
thoughts apparently considers more to the point. This second question
often also provides an implicit answer to the first question.'’® Typi-
cally, the first question is a wh-question, like mdfev here, which pre-
sents the addressee with a choice from an ‘open range of replies’
(Quirk et al. 1985: 806), and the second one a yes-no question, which
reduces the range of possible replies to just one, since the addressee
should answer yes or no. The eventual effect of such a sequence of
questions is that the implied answer acquires a certain obviousness. In
our case the effect may be paraphrased as: ‘From where have you
come to stay with us? Or <do I not need ask this question, have you
come> from home ...?" This rather common use of 1 is discussed by
K-G at 2, 532 ff. Some other examples from Plato are: Phd. 70b6
GG Tt 81 mowdpey; 1| mepl avtdV TovTEV Podletl Sropvboroyduey
...;, Prm. 13761 1éBev ovdv &1 apEdpeda kot tf mpdTov vmodncdueda;
N PovAecbe, émednmep Sokel mpaypotewdn moudv mailewv, an’
guantod dpEmpo;, Smp. 173a8 dAla tic cot dyelto; 1| avTdg Tokpd-

3

15 Kiihner-Stegmann (2, 518) observe, on a similar explanation of Latin an:
diese Theorie ist reichlich kiinstlich und verlangt oft die Erginzung von ganz nichts-
sagenden und geradezu torichten Gedanken’.

176 Not seldom, however, the #-question asks after the appropriateness of (an ele-
ment of) the first question, e.g.: Cri. 43al Ti mvikdde dgita, & Kpitov; § 0d mpo émt
gottv;, La. 191ell ... nep®d einglv avdpeiav mpdtov tf dv &v Tdol todTo1g TavTdv
gotv' 1} obme katapavidvelg 6 Aéyw; Such meta-questions occur also after assertions:
Euthphr. 6el ooBa ydp mov ud idéq td e vdoia dvdoia etvar kol o Soto oo
o0 pvnpovevels;, Grg. 454a8 ... dikaiog ... émavepoined’ av tov Adyoviar...; §j o0
dokel oot dikanov elvan Emovepéodoy;
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g, (but see below, Texr), Chrm. 174all tic adtov TOV EmoTuUdV
notel evdaipova; 1) dracat opoimg;.

The obviousness of the implied answer is sometimes made explicit
by the presence of dfjAov/-a (81) after 1), as in Phdr. 227b6 tic odv &1
v 1 Starpp; § SHtov St tdv Adywv dudc Avotag eiotia;, Pre. 309al
moPev, d Takpates, eaivn; § SHto o St dmd vanyncsiou 10D mepl
mv A)uKlBIOLSOU wpav,,177 Mx. 234a4 Ti uahow ool npog Bonksnrn—
plov; | dfjda 81 Gt Tadevoeme Kol (ptkocoq)wtg gmi Téhel NyQ etvar .
Sometimes the second question is just 7j dfjAa &1], suggesting that the
implied answer is too obvious to be spelled out, as at Euthphr. 4b5
"Eotv 8¢ 81| 10V oikelwv T1g 0 tebvewg DO 10D 60D Tatpde; 1| dfika
d1; (after a yes-no question).

Text. Apart from the type discussed above, there exists another type of
answer-question, which is introduced by the question particle 1.'* In
this use the speaker suggests an answer to his own question; cp. K-G
2, 526, Denniston 283."” Here, too, the question preceding 7 is a wh-
question, so in this respect the two types are similar. Some examples
from Plato are: Ap. 37b5 ti eloag (sc. ToAkoD dcw EponTdv ye dducn-
GSIV) f 1y mdbo TodTo 01) Méntéc pot tatat, ..., Chrm. 173d8
rwog emcm] HOV®G Xsyag, 1 GKULTOV roung,, Grg 452a7 Ti ovv Méyeig;
N (6t F) 10 1fig ofic téxvng &pyov péyotdv gotv dyadov; In fact, the
translations of flon 530a2 quoted above suggest that their Greek texts
have 1}, wrongly, for they all read #{."* Now at Jon 530a2 7 is indeed
found in S (as well as, incidentally, in Par. 1811 and Vat. gr. 1030),
and in view of the other examples from Plato this is, then, after all a
possible reading. I should add that although 1 is semantically quite
different from 1, it may yield a rather similar interpretation, if we fol-
low one of K-G’s suggestions (2, 526): ‘In sehr vielen Fillen ... tritt
die versichernde Kraft der Partikel noch so deutlich zu Tage, dass der
Satz nur als eine in fragendem Tone gesprochene Behauptung er-
scheint ... gewiss, sicherlich ...”, so ‘No doubt from home, from

177 Lamb (Loeb-translation) captures the tone of this question very well: ‘Ah, but
of course you have been in chase of Alcibiades and his youthful beauty!’

' The ancient grammarians called this use dmepdoig ‘question in reply’; see
e.g. Herodian De prosod. cath., Gramm. Gr. III 1, p. 520, 1.

17 Denniston only discusses 1, not 7}, which is, in fact, one of the two major lacu-
nas in the Greek Particles (the other being vuv). If ] is mentioned at all, this is in con-
nection with problems of accent (p. 283). Suggested answers may also be introduced
by GAA’ 1), Denniston 27-28.

1% The same mistake already in Stallbaum: ‘an domo Epheso?’
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Ephesus?’ In both cases, then, the answer has a high degree of obvi-
ousness. At Smp. 173a8, mentioned above, we find exactly the same
situation: @AM tic cot dupyeito; i (TWY : fj B) adtdg Zwkpdme;'™
All in all we are dealing here with a heads or tails situation: both vari-
ants can be defended equally well. In fact, I made a coin decide that
should be read.

The variation between 1| and 1 need not surprise us, for when our
Byzantine predecessors started transliterating and accenting the—
unaccented—uncial texts which had reached them, they must have had
the same problems as we have in accenting such forms."®* The choices
of the medieval MSS in such matters should of course be taken seri-
ously (cp. the Introduction §§5.2 and 5.3), but ultimately the accenting
of ambiguous word forms like 1 is a matter of interpretation, and thus
open to discussion.'®’

530a3

000anAGg ... GALG Ion emphatically rejects the suggestion which
is implied by Socrates’ question, viz. that he may have sat idly at
home. Of course he comes from some festival. ‘Or have you come
from your hometown, from Ephesus?—Certainly not, Socrates, from
Epidaurus, from the Asclepius games’, or, with Lamb: ‘No, no, Socra-
tes; from ... .

181 T have used Robin’s apparatus criticus, since Burnet, who, with Schanz and oth-
ers, reads 1}, gives no variant readings here. Robin himself prefers 1. Denniston, who
mentions Smp. 173a8 on p. 283, with variants, wrongly gives the readings in Burnet’s
apparatus for 173a6. For some other problems of accent involving 1 in Plato see e.g.
Ion 5312 T{ obv ...; § “Opmpog ...; (| S(ut vid.) F : f§ T W EPC), Hp.Mi. 366¢3 1| ody
.. kOAel ...; i TW : ) F3ME : Gp’ SF (app. crit. Vancamp)), Prt. 359¢ émi tf Aéyeig
Yrag elvan Todg avdpelovg; f 89 dmep ol dethol; (| B : {j T).

'8 Although they, too, just like we, had grammarians like Herodian as their guide.
As a matter of fact, Herodian is full of remarks on the ways to accent 1. One example
out of many (Gramm. Gr. II 2, p. 25, 10), on I. 1.232: §-AmPricoto: TOV §| Tepiona-
otéov' BeParwticdg ydp Eotv. See also comm. on 530c3 gpunvéa below. Incidentally,
the form of the words in our text editions, i.e. as discrete sequences of letters, is ulti-
mately of course also due to the Byzantine scribes. After all, it is they who abandoned
scriptio continua and applied word division (combined with accenting). See also
above, nn. 97 and 150.

18 A particularly telling example of the multiple possibilities of accenting 1 is
Bacchylides 5.9, where Byzantine guidance is lacking. The papyrus just has 1, and
this has been variously accented as 9, ), 1| (‘where), | (a variant of 1), or taken as
= ¢i. For further discussion of n see Chadwick (1996: 124-133), who does not men-
tion, however, the problem presented by /1 in questions.
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O ZOKPOTES After the identification of the interlocutor by means
of tov “lova yaipew this vocative identifies the first speaker as Socra-
tes. The use of the vocative of a proper name is the normal way to es-
tablish participant identification at the opening of a dialogue; recall
that there were no speakers’ names in the original texts (Introduction
§3.2). Yet this is a side effect of the presence of the vocative in this
particular context. It is difficult to say what is the basic function of the
vocative. What does its presence or absence contribute to the interpre-
tation of a given sentence? After all, in the vast majority of the cases it
does not serve as a participant identifier. As a general rule I suggest
that it has a deictic function, in as much as it, as it were, ‘points to’ the
addressee. By making such a direct appeal, the speaker emphatically
draws the attention of the addressee to the information expressed in
the sentence.'™ He apparently wants to emphasize that this informa-
tion is of special importance to him, the addressee. The pragmatic
value of the vocative might be paraphrased as: ‘Attention now’, ‘I’'m
telling you’, ‘Mind you’ vel similia, or, in questions, ‘[’'m asking you’.
Of course, the risk of circular reasoning in establishing what is so im-
portant about that information is a serious one. Yet in a number of
cases we can, in fact, understand why the speaker makes such an em-
phatic appeal to the addressee. I have collected several of these voca-
tives in Appendix II for a separate discussion. In the main body of the
text I will only discuss a few vocatives that are not from a proper
name, like & Péltiote at 532b2.

530a3—4 ¢k 1@V Ackinmisiov These games were held every four
years, nine days after the Isthmian games,'® which were held every
other year, viz. in the year before and after the Olympic games, in the
spring.'*® Presumably, the Asclepius games were held in the fourth

'8 For the vocative as a form of person-deixis cp. Lyons (1977: 641-642), Levin-
son (1983: 70 ff.) and Busse (2006: 241). Verdonk (2002: 35) provides a brief intro-
duction to person-deixis and other forms of deixis. The recent monograph by Busse
investigates various functions of the vocative in Shakespeare. Both by its theoretical
framework and by the actual investigation of vocative usage, this book provides an
excellent basis for similar research in ‘dramatic’ Greek (and Latin) texts.

185 Schol. P. N. 3.84/147 t{0star 8¢ &v Embdadpw dydwv Ackinmd, ... 516 mevta-
empidog tibetan 8¢ &v 1@ dAcel toD Ackinmiod, dyston 8¢ petd Evvéa Muépag TV
ToOuiov.

1% For the season of the "IoOpia cp. Th. 8.9.1 10 “IoBua, & téte v with 8.7 dpa
¢ NPt T0d Emtyryvopévov Bépovg. Nissen (1887: 47) wanted to fix the date (of the be-
ginning) of the Isthmian games on 9 April. See also n. 187.
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year of the Olympiad, i.e. the year before the Olympic games. (See
Edelstein & Edelstein 1945: 1, 312 ff. and 2, 208 ff.) If the scholion
on Pi. N. 3.84 mentioned in n. 185 is right, and if the Isthmian games
were held in (early?) spring, the Asclepius games must have been held
in spring, too; so this would give us April or early May for the Ascle-
pius games."” The athletic parts probably existed already in Pindar’s
time (cp. Pi. N. 3.84, but see Edelstein & Edelstein 1945: 2, 208 for
some reserve and for some doubts Seve 1993: 320-321); it is unclear

when the ‘musical’ parts were added. See also the Introduction §1 n.
5.

Text. The form Acxkinneiov, found in SF, is a late variant of AckAn-
meiwv; see Threatte (1980: 417).

530a5

pev Here followed by a positive answer, Ildvv ye. Although
questions introduced by ‘apprehensive-apotropaeic’ pu@v (and pr)
normally expect the answer ‘no’, positive answers are by no means
rare; cp. e.g. Tht. 142b4 EY. ... adtov aipel 10 yeyovog voonua &v @
otpatedpott. TEP. Mav 1 dvoevtepia; EY. Nad., Prt. 310d4 “T{ odv
coL,” v & &yd, “tod10; NdV i ot ddikel Ipotaydpoc;” Kai g yedd-
cag, “Nij todg Beovg,” Eom, “0 Zdkpatec, 81t ye pdvog ot coedc,
éue 8¢ o0 motel.” Just as in the Protagoras example, the tone in the fon
may be one of mock-disbelief: ‘You don’t mean to say that ...?" See
further the pertinent remarks in K-G 2, 525.

87 However, if Ion was in Athens (cp. émdedfipniag at 530al) for the Panathenaic
games, as we might naturally infer from Socrates’ exhortation Snwg kol T [Tovadnq-
vawo vikfioopev at 530b2, and if the Asclepius games were indeed held in April or
May, Ion apparently spent about two or three months in Athens awaiting the Panathe-
naic games. For the latter, both the pkpd and the peydho variant, were held in the
month of Hekatombaion, i.e. the first month after the summer solstice, so, roughly,
July. The most important day of the games was late in that month, namely the 28th.
Such a long period of idleness in Athens seems rather odd, and so does the exhorta-
tion Smwg kai to [ovadrvora vikijcopey two or three months before the actual games
(this can hardly be called ‘poco prima delle Panatenee’ (Capuccino ad loc.)). Perhaps
the solution to this problem is a remark by Defrasse & Lechat (1895: 235), to the ef-
fect that ‘la date des jeux Isthmiques parait avoir oscillé, suivant les cas, du printemps
a I’été; la moindre variation qu’on se croit en droit de lui imputer est encore d’environ
un mois, une quinzaine de jours avant et une quinzaine de jours aprés le solstice
d’été’. These authors doubt, then, the validity of the date proposed by Nissen (see n.
186). I refer to their monograph for further discussion.
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POYOIDV From this word we learn that Ion was a rhapsode.
Rhapsodes were professional singers who—at least in the view which
Socrates at first seems to share, but in reality is going to attack—by
their téyvn (530b5 é{NAmoa VUGS TOVG Pay®dOVG ... ThHg Téxvng) not
only knew the epic verses (530cl ékpavOdvew ta €mn) and could pre-
sent them in a formally correct way (535b2 Stav &0 eimyc &rmn) while
singing (532d6-7 @v vusic ddete 1 mompota, 535b3—4 Srav ...
@onc), but also understood their content (530b10-11 tnv didvolav £k-
povOdvewy, 530c2 ocvvein to Aeydpeva) and could speak meaningfully
about them (530d2-3 ginelv moAAG ki KoAAg Swavoiag mept ‘Ourpov)
and explain them (531a7 ényfioacton 6 “Ounpog Aéyer). See further
below 530¢3 on £punveie, and 531a7 on éEnyéopar. For a discussion
of the meaning and function of pay®ddg see e.g. Murray pp. 19-21,
Capuccino (2005: 263-272)."

Ti0éacol Habitual present. ‘Organize’, lit. ‘cause, create’. For this
meaning of tiOnu when it is combined with an (action) noun and a
dativus personae see LSJ s.v. C2. Compare also LSJ s.v. dyovodetém.

530a7 kol tfig dAANG Y& HOVOIKTG I do not think that Denniston
157-158 (‘The effect of ye in kai ... ye is to stress the addition made
by kai’) is right; rather ye, as usual, highlights the preceding word:
‘and of the rest of ...", emphatically indicating that this was a full-
blown, serious, festival. The sequence mdvv ye* kal ... ye is also found
at Grg. 475a2 TIdvv ye' kol KaAdg ye vov opily .. ..

Text. y¢ TWHSl : 1e SF For a discussion of te (‘supposed sense
“also”—Denniston) in kai ... 1€ see Denniston 535. This combination
occurs a number of times in all or part of the MSS of Thucydides, and
apparently twice in Isaeus, one of which is corrupt, and also, then, in
part of the MSS at lon 530a7 (and perhaps elsewhere, for such odd
combinations tend to be underrepresented in the apparatus criticus, es-

188 See also Blondell (2002: 98-99) for the affinity between the activities of sophists
and rhapsodes (and poets).—Nagy (2002: 22-35) is too strongly focused on the tech-
nical, mnemonic, side of the rhapsodes’ performances, and completely ignores the
destructive nature of Socrates’ discussion with Ion. There is nothing ‘convivial’ or
‘competitive’ (p. 22) in Socrates’ encounter with Ion, nor is Socrates interested in
‘out-arguing’, let alone ‘out-performing’ Ion (p. 24). His sole purpose is to expose
him as an ignorant mouthpiece of an equally ignorant poet. For this aspect of the Jon
see the Introduction §1.
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pecially if they occur in MSS considered of secondary importance).'®

Leaving aside the rather obvious palacographical arguments concern-
ing the alternation of ye and 7¢, kol ... t¢ would in itself make sense
here if this means ‘and also’. On the other hand, this is perhaps slight-
ly duller than the more emphatic ye.

530a8

Ti odv; In this formulaic question, ti announces that a second
question will follow, while odv reacts to Ion’s mdvv ye (= ‘There are
rhapsodic contests in Epidaurus’), which makes it possible for Socra-
tes to continue with a question about the contests: ‘This being so
(ovv), what more can you tell us (tf)?’,'" followed by the question
proper: iyoviCov ...; etc. Denniston 426 on odv (‘Proceeding to a new
point, or a new stage in the march of thought’) is too vague, for he ig-
nores tlllge1 fact that the ‘new point’ proceeds from what has been said
earlier.

Nyovitov TL Nuiv; ‘Did you participate for us in some part <of
the contest>?" flyovilov: imperfect of an action in course. Tv must be
taken as an internal object; cp. Ap. 34¢2 ENATTO ... Ay@va dyoviiOpe-
vog, Hdt. 5.22.2 dymvilduevog otddov, D. 18.262 1@V dydvmv, olg
VUET epl TS Yuyfc NyovileoOe; see also LSJ s.v. dyovilopot. Since
we are dealing with a contest of rhapsodes reciting Homeric poetry
(cp. a4), v must refer to one of the parts into which the epics where
subdivided for such contests. For this practice at the Panathenaic
games see [P1.?] Hipparch. 228b8 ff.: (Hipparchus) fvdykace tolg

'8 Also in later Greek, e.g. Ach.Tat. 2.6.1, 5.10.1.

% Cp., in slightly different terms, Slcklng (1997 170) on Grg 498a6 (So gv
norépg 8¢ n5n £ldeg divdpa Sehbv; Pol. TIdg yop ob; So. Ti ovv; dmdviwv ... tétepot

.2): “(tl obv) signals that the preceding question derives its relevance from being a
stepping stone to the one that is to follow’. (In our case ‘the preceding question’
would be p@v ... ot Emdadpion;.)

1 Actually, Denniston’s remarks about this use of obv too much resemble his de-
scription of ‘progressive’ ufv, p. 336: ... pfv ... either adds a fresh point (“again”,
“further”), or marks a fresh stage in the march of thought (“well”, “now”)’. The essen-
tial feature that distinguishes wiv from odv (and 8¢ and &) in its “progressive’ uses,
viz. that pfv ‘normally marks a new departure’, is mentioned by him all right, but
only in passing (p. 352). See also below on 530b5 kol punv.
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pay®dovg [Moavadnvaiog & vroAyeng Epe&fig adta (sc. Ta &mn) dué-
val, Oomep vov 11 010 To100o1v.
For qpuiv see above, on 530al.

Kol 7S TL YOVicw; ‘And how—by and large—did your par-
ticipation in the contest end?” fly@vic: aorist of an action brought to
a close. Here, 11 (lit. ‘to some extent’) modifies ndg; it functions as a
so-called ‘downtoner’, which makes the question less direct and sug-
gests that Socrates will be satisfied by an approximative answer; cp.
also Stock: ‘[t1] ... has a deprecatory force, as the questioner is not
sure of his ground’. Similar examples are: Hp.Ma. 297e8 n@d¢ 11 dp’
av ayoviloipeda;, X. Mem. 3.13.6 Kal ndg 11, &pn, annAdoyey €k Thig
0800:,'"" D. 19.242 kai nepumv Epel’ mAC TL TOVG SKAGTAG GaLyctydV
and tfig VTobécemc AYOuNV ...;. A good example of this use of t1 with
another adverb in -og is Tht. 148e4 obt’ adt0g dbvapo eloot uon-
OV ¢ KavdG L Aéym obT’ dAlov dxodoar AEyovtog oUTmg G GV
diakerevn. Cp. the use of Tt in the common phrase oyeddv 11, K-G 1,
663 f., S-D 215, LSJ s.v. g, A. 11.

Text. All MSS read ndg i, just as they read NyoviCov (-{® S) ti Huiv.
For these accentuations see the Introduction §5.2 (i); recall that ac-
cording to at least one tradition ti was always oxytone, also when it
was enclitic. In the case of nd¢ ti, however, there is a complication,
for our grammars and texts recognize a separate use of ¢ ti. See e.g.
K-G 2, 521, 5: “... die griechische Sprache [hat] die Freiheit, zwei
oder selbst mehrere Fragworter unter Ein gemeinsames Prédikat zu
stellen’, among which néd¢ and ti; at Hp. Ma. 297¢8, quoted above, K-
G prefer, in fact, nddg T dp’ av dyovioipeda, and refer to Heindorf
and Stallbaum for comments.'”* In this use, however—if it exists at
all, see below—m@®¢ i is always found in combination with todto, and
mostly with a verbum dicendi, and the combination seems to be con-
fined to Plato’s later dialogues. Cp:

92 The Hipparchus is generally considered a work from the fourth century. See
also n. 331.

1% Many editors bracket 1, without cause.

194 Stallbaum explains the ‘duplex interrogatio’ here as follows: ‘m@¢ ép’ dv dyo-
vifoipeba; quo argumento pugnabimus: et tf dp’ av dyoviloipeda; h.e.
quid erit quod contendamus’.—I note for the record that although K-G say
that ‘die griechische Sprache die Freiheit [hat]’ to combine two question words it is
actually the Byzantine copyists/editors who had this liberty, for it is they who added
the accents.
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Tht. 146d6 Il 1 11 010 ksyag, o Zdkpatec;—Towg pev oddév: & uév-
01 01u0u Pploo.

Tht. 208¢l  TI&g Tl todt0;—Dpdow, &av .. ..

Sph.261e3  Tldg Tl t0dt’ sinec;—Omep MOV vmoAaPdvto ce TPOs-

OLLOAOYETV.
Pit.297¢5 Tl ti todt” glpnkag; ....—Kal puny o0 @oadidy ve, v ...
Ti. 22b6 Ildg i Todto AMyeig; pdvar.—Néor Eote, €inely, TA¢ Yoyog
ndvtec.

At Lg. 968c8 Burnet and others further complicate matters by reading
I&g; tf Todto ipficOar pduev od; but this should be corrected in Tldg
o (or &G T, see below) TodTo €lpficOar pdpEV o, —IIpOTOV v ...
See also below, at 541al.

The question arises, of course, whether n®¢ and ti do, indeed, have a
function of their own, just as the combined question words in cases
like: S. Ant. 401 dyeic 8¢ Tvoe @ Tpén® TOOEY hafv; (answer: ad T
10V dvdp’ E0amte:, which reacts to both questions at the same time), X.
Mem. 2.2.3 Ttvag odv, &pn, V1o tivev ebpowev dv pellm ednpysmpé-
voug 1} Taidog Vo yovéwv; (no answer, rhetorical question), and espe-
cially E. IT 1360 tivog tig v <oU> tvd’ dmeumordic ybovdc; (an-
swer: 0 & &in’ ‘Opéomg, Tod’ Spatpog, ¢ pddne, Ayopéuvovog
noic, where ’Opéotng reacts to tic, and tfjcd” Sponpoc ... Ayauéuvo-
vog maig to tivog). If ¢ i in the cases mentioned above functions as
a double question word, this must be a combination of questions like
the following, where né®¢ and ti operate on their own. First some ex-
amples of nédg:

Cra.393d5 TIdg todto Aéyeig;—O0dev mowkidov, AN’ domep OV 6101
xelwv oicBa &t ... (‘What do you mean?’—Something
quite simple”)

Smp. 202¢4—6 Eig pév, &eon, ov, u{a & éyd) —Kdéyo einov, Hd)g 10970,
Epnv, Myeig;—Kol 7 n, Pading, Epn. Aéye y(xp pot, .

La. 190e10 Hcog 10010 Myelg, ® Tdkpoteg;—Eyd gpdon, v oldg e
yévopo

Men. 73€2  Tlétepov (xpsm, ® Mévav, n (xpsm 116;—I1IR¢ ToDT0 Adyers;
—Qg nepl dAov Otovodv. otov, &i Podet, .

Men. 96e6 . tiva, TOTE POV ywvovrou ol aya@m owﬁpsg —IIég Tob-
10 Myeig, ® Tdkpategi— Qe 311 pdv .
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and next of ti:

Grg. 462¢2 ... 6 &y &vayyog avéyvav.—Ti todto Aéyeig;— Epmepiav
Eyoyé Tva

R. 608d2 Otuoun #yay’, Eon' AL tf TodTo Adyeig;—OvK flobncoat, fv
8 &y, 611 ...

From these examples it appears that nd¢ and ti ask different things:
while médg seeks an elucidation of some assertion (‘How do you
mean?’, ‘What do you mean by this?"), ti at Grg. 462¢2 is a predica-
tive complement (‘What/How do you call this?’) and at R. 608d2 a
causal question word (‘Why do you say this?’). Are these meaning-
fully combined, for example, in nd¢ i t0dt0 Aéyerg? I think not. To
begin with, it is not clear what might be contributed to these questions
by 1i. In fact, these m@d¢ ti questions very much resemble those intro-
duced by simple nég, for they all ask the addressee to elucidate some
earlier assertion. Notice especially the similarity between Tht. 146d6
and Tht. 208el, on the one hand, and La. 190e10, on the other: both
n@®¢ 1t Todt0 and nd¢ todto are followed by epdow, introducing the
elucidation asked for. Observe also that in no example of mdg ti the
answer reacts to both question words, and that both at Thz. 146d6 I1dg
ol Tod10 Méyelc, @ Tdkpates;— Tomg pév o0dév: and Cra. 393d5 kg
10070 AMyeig;—O0dev mowcidov the answer has the form of an (adver-
bial?) accusative. Interestingly, nd¢ and ti can be combined with one
predicate, but then they are coordinated by kai and have clearly differ-
ent functions; see Sph. 249el TI&g ob kol Tl Todto ipnKag;, which
must mean ‘What did you mean by that, and why have you said it?’
(The answer is of no help here, for it does not react directly to these
questions.) All in all, the evidence for the existence of nd¢ T ques-
tions is scant. If they exist, they must be considered a variant of még
questions, which for some unclear reason was preferred by Plato to
simple médg in his later works. Alternatively, we should perhaps con-
sider reading médg 1 everywhere, with 11 having the same downtoner
function as in the /on: “What do you mean by that, broadly speaking?’
Why, in that case, Td¢ Tt T0dT0 Aéyeig etc. occurs only in the later dia-
logues is still unclear.

530b1

T0 TPATO. TOV A0V ‘les premiers prix’ (Méridier). The plural
forms, which are not, pace e.g. Lamb (‘the first prize’) and Flashar
(‘den ersten Preis’) pluralia tantum, may indicate that lon participated
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and won in a number of parts. For lack of information about the de-
tails of the Asclepius games we can only guess at their nature. Perhaps
for outstanding delivery and exegesis of (parts of) the Homeric epics
(cp. above on fyoviov Tt Nuiv)? Or were there several first prizes, for
which cp. Hom. /1. 23.262 innedowv ... npdto. ... debro / Ofike yovaika
dyeoBat ... / kai tpimod(a) ..., / 1@ mpwt®? Or, finally, is Ion exagger-
ating? The prizes probably were laurel wreaths; see Seve (1993: 324 1)).

Nveykapeda With this ‘inclusive’ plural lon reacts to Socrates’
Nuiv in the preceding line: Socrates, too, has won the prices. For this
use of the plural cp. K-G 1, 83, 3, who mention as an example Hom.
1l. 22.393 fpdpeba péyo kddog Eméevouev “Extopa Siov, spoken by
Achilles. According to K-G the plural is used ‘mit einer gewissen
Bescheidenheit’, but I do not think this is correct; ‘modesty’ is not a
characteristic easily associated with Achilles. On the contrary, it is
rather a sign of superiority: although you, other Greeks, have done
nothing, I let you share in my triumph. Likewise for the /on. For a
similar use in English see Quirk et al. (1985: 350; ‘rhetorical’ plural),
and further Corbett (2000: 101 ft.), on the ‘group’ or ‘associative’ plu-
ral.

530b2

g0 Adyeig This formula (‘Well spoken’) mostly comes after an
evaluative assertion and in that case expresses assent: ‘You’re right’;
see e.g. Tht. 168¢8 Iailewg, ® TOKPUTEC TAVD VAP VEOVIKDG TR GvSpl
BePoriOnkag.—ED Aéyei, & &taipe, Phd. 77cl, Grg. 449d8, but here,
after a statement of fact, it means: ‘Splendid news!’, ‘Bravo!” (Mac-
gregor). Likewise below, 530d4 and 536d4, and e.g. Prt. 339b7 (‘I
know the poem.”—ED ... Aéyeic). Cp. also Burnet’s note on &0 ... Aé-
veg at Ap. 24¢9: ‘That is good news’.

dye on 31 expresses the idea that the utterance is an obvious se-
quel to the preceding utterance or action. For this view of &1 as an
‘evidential’ particle see van Ophuijsen in Sicking & van Ophuijsen
(1993: 140 ft.), Brugmann-Thumb (1913: 630). Its effect in an answer,
as here, could be paraphrased as: ‘In view of what you said just now,
it will not come as a surprise to you that [ continue with ...”. Cp. also
Denniston 216 on 81 with the imperative: ‘(81]) sometimes implies a
connexion, logical or temporal, the command either arising out of, or
simply following upon, a previous action or speech’.
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Ommg ... vikijoopev dnwc + future indicative expresses an urgent
adhortation, and is a hortative expression in its own right. Commenta-
tors usually supply Gpa or the like, but this is again (cp. on 10v “Tova
yaipewv above) a didactic rather than a syntactic solution. ‘[W]e may
doubt whether any definite leading verb was ever in mind when these
familiar exhortations were used’ (Goodwin 1889: §271). That dnwg +
future indicative operates independently appears from the fact that it
may be coordinated with an imperative, e.g. Ar. R. 377 d\\" Eupa
YOO Apels / ™y Zaotepav; it would be rather absurd to supply Spo
here. It is true that alongside dnwg + future indicative also Spa dmwg +
future ind. seems to occur (Pl. Ly. 211b7 Opa Onwg émkovprioelg
pot)."” But this does not mean, of course, that &pa should be supplied
in the other cases: we are dealing here with two different constructions
which each have their own meaning. Likewise, un + subjunctive ex-
pressing an anxious assertion (e.g. Pl. Grg. 462e6 1 dypotcdtepov 1
1aAn0eg einetv, K-G 1, 224) is semantically related to uf + subj. after
verbs of fearing, but again this does not mean that with respect to such
sentences @ofodpot or the like should be supplied. For more exam-
ples, and further details on the use of 6nwg (and Snwg pn) + future in-
dicative see Kalén (1941: 118-119), Amigues (1977: 64-78). In Plato,
hortative dmwg + fut. ind. 1st person plur. occurs also at Grg. 495d2-3
Dépe O Smwe pepvnodueda todTa.

Text. vucioopev is the reading of T, WSF having vikiocwpev, on
which Serranus notes, in the margin of his translation in Stephanus’
edition: ‘For. vikiowpev et subaud. aliquod verbum cum émwg’. But
viknowouev should be rejected, for independent 6nwg + subjunctive (a
rare construction) is always accompanied by pr], and expresses an
anxious assertion. Two examples from Plato are: Cra. 430d8 A\
Snoc i, @ Tdkpateg, &v puév toig {oypagrpoacy § todto, Euthd.
296a9 AA\’ Omog pn TL qUAS oA 10 “del” todTo. See Amigues
(1977: 192-193) for further details.

The reading of WSF is perhaps due to contamination with the con-
struction of dye (81) + subjunctive without preceding Snwc; see Phd.
116d7-8 6L’ dye 81, & Kpltov, neiddueda adtd, A. Pers. 140, Eu.
307, X. Cyr. 5.5.15, etc.; often in Homer.

195 _seig T, -ong B (¢ refictum in ras. sed non videtur eig fuisse; 8pa secl. Cobet).
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530b4 a1\’ Eoton TovTO, S0V 00 £0£AN On the assentient use of
aM\d see the excellent discussion in Denn. 16 ff.; GA\d ‘repudiates the
very idea that dissent is possible’ (16); more specifically, our passage
is an example of ‘Practical consent, expression of willingness to act in
a required way’ (17). Although &otan tadto is impersonal, it implies,
in fact, a promise on lon’s part that he will act in such a way that he
shall win (god willing). For an almost exact parallel see Hp. Ma.
286b7—c3 GAN Smwg mapéon Kol avtdg Kol dAAovg dEelg, ottveg
ikavol dxovoaveg kpivol o Aeyduevo. Q. AAa tadt’ Eotat, av
0edc 0éAn, @ ‘Tnmio. Unknowingly, Ton anticipates Socrates’ argument
about the divinely inspired nature of his rhapsodic performances at
533d1 ff.

The expression gav/av 0e0¢ €0éAn/0éAn occurs all in all fifteen
times in Plato (including A/c. 1 and Ep. VI), six of them in the Laws;
there are furthermore two instances of the variant i 0edc &0éhot.'*
Eav ... £0éAy conveys a feeling of confidence on the part of Ton, for
in conditional clauses dv + subjunctive expresses the idea that realiza-
tion of the condition is very well possible; cp. Wakker (1994: 174 {f.),
Rijksbaron (2002: 69 f.). Other instances of this use of £dv + subjunc-
tive in the Jon are 535e4—5 (combined with an implicit generic (itera-
tive) meaning), 537a2, 541d5.

The verb of the conditional clause is always a form of £€0élm, never
of Bovlopor. This is in accordance with the powerful status of the sub-
ject of such clauses, the gods, for only £0éA® implies that the subject
is in control as to the realization of the action wished for: €6 o = ‘be
willing, be prepared, intend’; BovAopar basically = ‘prefer (one alter-
native to another)’, with no implication as to the control exercized by
the subject. For further details see Allan (2003: 236-242). The differ-
ence is apparent in the following sequence: Alc. 1 135¢12 ff. £Q. Oio-
Ba 00V S GmopedEn TodTo TO mEPl 6 Vdv; (—) AA. “Eyoye. Q.
[Idg; AA. Edv Bovdn ov, @ Zdkpotec. ZQ. OO kakdg Aéyelg, d AMKL-
Bddn. AA. Al mwidg ypn Aéyewv; Q. ‘Ot éav 0e0¢ €0éhy. Human
BodresOon is not enough for Alcibiades to escape from his present
condition, he needs the will of the gods to effectuate that. Cp. also D.
2.20 dokel & Euory’ ... det&ewv ovk €ic pokpdv, av ol te Heol 0EAmat
Kol DpETG BovAncbe.

1% Subjunctive: Phd. 69d6, 80d7, Tht. 151d5, Ale. 1 1276, 135d6, La. 201c,
Hp.Ma. 286¢3, lon 530b4, Lg. 632¢7, 688¢2, 730e5, 752a8, 778b7, 859b3, Ep. VI
323c5; optative: Lg. 799e5, 841c8.
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530b5-d9

Socrates prepares the ground for his conversation with lon, introduc-
tion of téyvn and other key terms

530b5S

Kol pnv ToAAdKIG Y€ ‘and in this connection (kai) I can assure
you (unv) that ... really (yg) often’; Lamb’s succinct ‘I must say’, and
Meéridier’s ‘Ma parole’, convey the value of xai punv rather well. As
always, kol expresses the idea that the information which follows is
semantically and pragmatically connected with the information which
precedes, while prv signals that the speaker vouches for the truth of
his information—which need not be the case of course, as Ion will
soon find out. Cp. Smyth (§2920): ‘asseverative, in truth, surely’. By
this feature ufv belongs to the class of what may be called, following
Quirk et al. (1985: 583) for English, ‘emphasizers’, i.e. ‘subjuncts ...
which have a reinforcing effect on the truth value of the clause or part
of the clause to which they apply’.'”” Cp. for the values of kof and
unv, and for a critique of Denniston’s treatment of these particles,
Sicking & van Ophuijsen (1993: 11-12, 15; 51, 54-55), Wakker
(1997: 209-213, 226-229).""® As for kai, ‘in this connection’ here
more specifically amounts to: ‘speaking about rhapsodic contests ...’ .
Similar instances of koi ufv in Plato are e.g. Mx. 234cl ‘speaking
about drobovely (= kai; cp. 10ig dnobavodowv at 234b6) I can assure
you that (= unfv) it is an honourable thing to die in a war’, and Chrm.
153b9 ‘speaking about the battle at Potidaea (cp. pdym &yeydvet év i
[Motedaiq at 153b6) I can assure you that we got news that the battle
was severe and that many people we know died in it’, whereby Chae-

7 Denniston is not very informative on pijv. He simply calls it ‘emphatic’ (329),
like several other particles: ye (115), dai (263), 81 (204), dfita (274), pév (359) and
pévrot (399). In a note (330) he rejects, with K-G, and like them without giving argu-
ments, the idea that prjv is subjective and &1 objective, wrongly, to my mind. See also
on 81 at 530b2. Of the other particles mentioned here four are not emphasizers in
Quirk’s sense: yg, dai, 81, and dfta.

1% Denniston is representative of many scholars when he writes (351): ‘kai pfv of-
ten introduces a new argument, a new item in a series, or a new point of any kind’.
Actually, it is only xai which has this introductory function, while pjv expresses the
attitude of the speaker towards the truth value of the information he is providing. That
this information usually relates to new arguments etc. (or to new characters in a play),
is a matter of usage, and thus a contingent feature of the use of kol pnv.
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rephon elucidates his startled question “how did you manage to get out
of the battle?’

Finally, ye emphasizes the iterative nature of Socrates’ envy: not
once (= éNAmoa without ToAAdkic) nor repeatedly (= bare moAdKkic)
but repeatedly.

TOAIKIG Ve ECNAmOa ... THS TELVNS For some time Socrates will
play along with lon, and act as an interested and understanding inter-
locutor.

For the use of moAhdkig with an aorist indicative, which turns a
single completed action into an (indeterminate) series of completed
actions, see S-D 278, 5.

y

530b6 ® "1ov See Appendix II.

530b6—c1 t0 yap dpa pev ... .NAoTOV £6TIV ‘The subject of this
sentence is the double articular inf. 70 .. aua Hev ... mpémov ... etvan

. dpa 8¢ dvaykaiov gival, with (nhwtdv éotv as 1ts predlcate (Mil-
ler).

530b8-9 mowmtaic ... dyadoig Since Plato rejects poetry and does
not consider it a good idea to spend too much time on it, ‘good poets’
cannot exist, of course. (See also the Introduction §1). Yet Plato intro-
duces them occasionally for the sake of the argument, as here, and in
two other technical, programmatic, passages, R. 598e3-599a5 and
605c9 ff."”° The central part of the first Jpassage runs: (Socrates speak-
1ng) avdykn yap tov ayadov nomrnv el psMezt Tepl OV AV O KaA®G
mou|oew, €id0ta dpa TowEly, 1) un owdv te gtvon motelv. This view, how-
ever, is not something endorsed by Socrates himself, but is part of the
investigation initiated at 598d8 with the words Ovkodyv, ﬁv &’ éy(b
uaw 10010 EmoKenTéov mv 1€ rpowco&ow Kol TOV m(suova omrng
Ow]pov 81181511 TVOV aKonousv &t ovtot nacag usv rsxvag éniotav-
0L, TdvTo 8¢ Ta AVOpOTEL TO TPOG APETNV KOl Kakiow, kai Td ye Bela,
and continued at 598¢5 ff. with 8¢l 81 &mokéyacOot Tdtepov ppnTaic
T<0t>00101g 0vTOL dvrvydvTeg SEnmdmvTon kol Td Epyo adTdV OpdV-

199 Capuccino (154—169) has a useful overview and discussion of the use of dyadéc
and related terms (g0, koA®G) in the Jon.— Beautiful’ and ‘poetry’, too, are some-
times found combined, but then this beauty is due to divine apportionment, as below
at 533e6-8, 534c2, e2-5.
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16¢ 0VK aicHdvovtar TprrTa anéyovto T0d Gvtog Kol Pddio TOlElY un
€iddTL TV a0y, pavtdopato yap GAL’ ook Gvia moodotv, 1§ Tt kol
AMéyovotv kai 1 Svtt of dyabol momral isoctv mept GV Sokodoty Tolg
molhoic €0 Aéyewv. The ‘knowledge of all arts’ mentioned at 598el
will be the principal target of Socrates’ attack on Ion as well as Homer
in our dialogue.

The second text where we find dyofog momi|g (605¢9 ff.) is from a
larger passage, in which Socrates condemns tragedy and comedy as
‘arts pernicieux’, to quote Chambry’s words (République, 111 100).
This verdict includes the effect of the poets on ‘us’, the audience: ol
Yap mov BEATIoTOL MUAV dKkpodpevot ‘Ourpov 1 GAAOL TVOC TMV Tpa-
YOSOTOIAY HUOVUEVOL TV TOV Tpd®V &V TéEVOEL dvia Kol pLoKpov
plow anoteivovto &v 1oig 0dvpproic 1| kol E8ovtdg Te Kol KOTTOps-
voug, 0160’ St yaipopdv Te Kol dvdévieg NuAS odTodg Embpebo cvp-
ndoyovieg Kol omovddlovieg émavoduey ¢ ayadov momty, 0g Gv
Nuag 0t pdhoto obtw S1001. It is only in the eyes of the audience,
then, (cp. ®¢) that a poet who achieves the effects mentioned is a
‘good poet’. Note also the presence of cmovddlovtes: we in earnest
praise a poet who achieves the effects mentioned as a ‘good poet”.*”

Naturally, the non-existence of competent poets entails the non-
existence of competent rhapsodes, and when Socrates below speaks of
an ayadog pay®ddc, he, too, is only introduced for the sake of the ar-
gument, just like his ‘art’ at 530b6.

530b10

OsotdTe An ambiguous and ominous term, as it will turn out, for
Homer is indeed the ‘most divine’ of all poets, i.e. the one who is the
prime example of poets being possessed by the god (the Muse).

20 Socrates also twice uses dyafdg momtiic in non-technical passages. At Phdr.
236d5 he is playfully comparing himself with such a poet: yeholog Ecopar Tap’ dyo-
00v Tom v 131G avtooyedidlmv mepi TOV avtdv. In the second passage there is a
moral dimension to the activity of the good poet: he must not harm himself (Ly.
206b8): oipon dyd dvdpa monjoer PAdnTovio Eontdy 0K dv ot E0EAe1v OpOAOYToL (G
Gyafdc mot’ €otiv momig, PraPepoc v ovtd. I should add that dyabog mommig is
also used by other speakers, viz. Diotima at Smp. 209d2 f.: gig “Opnpov dropréwag
kol ‘Holodov kal Todg dAAovg momtag tovg dyabodg (nAdv ..., and twice by Prota-
goras, at Prt. 325e5 and 326a7. In all three cases the use is again non-technical.
Diotima is speaking about the production of kAéog traditionally connected with good
poetry; she is, moreover, characterized as speaking donep ot Téleot cogiotat (208cl).
As for the Prt., there Protagoras is speaking about the characteristics of a traditional
education, which naturally includes getting to know ‘good poets’.
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TV T0VTOV drdvoray Awdvoio recurs at 530c4 and at 530d3. In all
three cases the meaning is ‘pensée’ (Des Places, Lexique). Here,
where davoiav is opposed to &rn (= “(epic) lines, verses’, the standard
meaning of &rn in the lon; cp. 533e5-6, 534c4, 535b2, 535¢3, 537a2,
537cl, 538bl), didvoio is what the poet expresses in these lines:
‘thought, spirit’. So, too, at 530c4. At 530d3, however, where lon uses
the plural and is speaking about his own dwdvoiot, and where there is
no opposition with &rn, the meaning is rather ‘ideas, insights’. Aud-
vota is probably the ‘literal thought’, as opposed to vmdvoua, the ‘un-
derlying, covert, deep thought’ of the epics, which must have involved
an allegorizing interpretation and whose existence is presupposed by
R. 378d6-7 Beopayioc doag “Ounpoc nemoinkev ov TopadekTéov €ig
mv oAy, oUt’ v vmovoloig memomuévag obte dvev vrovoldv. For
vrdvolo cp. further X. Smp. 3.6, where the word is connected with
rhapsodes: OioBd 11 ovv £Bvoc, Epn, AAMbbTEPOV paymddv; OV pd
t0v AU, o1 6 Nikrjpatoc, obkovv &uotye dokd. Afjlov ydp, Epn 6 Zw-
Kpdng, 61t 10 VIovoiog (sc. TOV Endv, mentioned a few lines before)
oVK émioTavToL.

Awdvouo is the normal word used in the Homeric scholia for the
‘thought’ of the epics. This is important, for it gives us a clue as to
what a punvedg does; see below.

530b10—c1 v tovTOL SLdvorav EkpavOdvewy, piy povov ta Emn
"ExpavOdve in principle = ‘to learn thoroughly’. With &rn and related
words the meaning shifts into ‘to learn so thoroughly that one knows
them by heart’. Cp. Prt. 325€5 (tov¢ maidog) AvaylyVOOKE TOUTdV
ayaddv Tompoata kai gkpovidve avaykdlovowy, Hp.Ma. 285¢e6, Lg.
811al, a3. But with didvoiav the meaning here rather = ‘to learn thor-
oughly’. Lamb employs two different verbs: ‘... apprehending his
thought and not merely learning off his words’. The combination with
dlavota is also found at Phdr. 228d2 ff. ... 1d ye puota ovk €€pa-
Oov: v pévtol didvoloy oyedOV GmAvVIQV ... &v Kepaiaiolg kacTtov

gpefic dteyut ...

530c1 pn poévov M, not ov, for the negative is part of the articu-
lar infinitive construction. ‘Der mit dem Artikel verbundene
Infinitiv wirdt stets durch pq negiert ... indem er iiberall als ein
abstrakter Begriff aufgefasst wird’ (K-G 2, 197,3).



COMMENTARY 121

530c1-2 ov yap av yévorrd mote ayadog poymoog This ydp sen-
tence elaborates upon the necessity for rhapsodes to occupy them-
selves with good poets and especially to get thoroughly acquainted
with the didvoua of the poet, Homer: there is no ékpavOdvew without
GULVELVOL.

With the reading dya60¢ paymddc (which should be preferred; see
below) there are two ways to construe:

1) pay®ddg is subject, and dyabdg predicative complement; thus Mur-
ray;

2) supply Tig as subject, with dya0¢ poymddc as predicative comple-
ment; thus e.g. Lamb (‘a man can never be a good rhapsode without
...”), and Flashar (‘... es kann doch wohl keiner als tiichtiger Rhap-
sode gelten ...”).

The first interpretation is unlikely, for predicative adjectives are
normally separated from the subject noun by one or more other words,
especially with non-articular subjects,” and either precede or—
seldom—follow after yryv- (or &iui). Cp. e.g. Ly. 206b8 ovk dv ot £04-
Lewv oporoyficor wg dyaddc ot €otiv momtng, PAafepdg BV EavTd,
Grg. 491e5 nidc av eddaiuwv yévorro dvOpwmog doviedmv O0TmODV;
Grg. 515a5 gotv Sotig TpdTepov Tovnpog @v ... dua KaihikAéa kaAdg
e Kayoog yéyovev, R. 466b5 (with articular subject) €l obtwg 0 @O-
M dmyeipnoet evdaipov yiyvesbor, Ep. VII 334d olte yap népukey
a0dvoroc Hudv 0vdeic, bt &l T cvpPain, yévorro Gv gvdaiuwv, Thg.
125a8 310 v Tivog cuvovsiay 6o@dg av yévorto TOPOVVOC;.

We should therefore prefer the second interpretation. For the sup-
pletion of tic see K-G 1, 35-36, Gildersleeve §78 (who mentions
among other examples Men. 97a6 ... ook &otv OpOGS Nyeicbar av pn
epdvipoc M), and for similar examples of adjective + noun or noun +
adjective as predicative complements with yiryv- see, for example, the
line quoted from Simonides at Prz. 339b1 dvdp’ Gyadov uev dhabéwmg
yevécOon xahemdv,” Prt. 345a4 f. tic odv dv kaxdg latpdg yévorro;

2! Eor this reason Aw t{ 00V T®V Gyafdv matépov morkol elg podAot yiyvovron;
at Prt. 326e6 should be taken as ‘Then why is it that of good fathers are born many
bad sons?’ rather than as ‘Then why is it that many sons of good fathers turn out so
meanly?” (Lamb). Later on, at 328c5 008&v BovpactOv TdV Gyaddv Tatépov eailovg
VETG yiyveoBon kol 1@V eadlmwv dyadoig, Lamb translates, correctly, ‘... that bad sons
are born of good fathers ...”.—The position before yiyv- is the default Focus position;
see Dik (1995: 12).

292 Supply Twva. ‘Sans doute devenir honnéte homme véritablement est difficile’
(Croiset), rather than ‘For a man, indeed, to become good truly is hard’ (Lamb).
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dfhov &1L @ mpdTOV pev Vmdpyet latpd eivor, Emerto dyadd latpd,
Men. 93b7 Ogpotokhéa 00K dyaddv v gaing dvdpa yeyovévar;,™™ R.
558b3 &1 un tig VrepPePAnuévny ooy Exot, ovmot’ av yévorto avnp
ayabdc, €l un mals v 0OV mailot &v KoAOTS ..., Lg. 641b8 00 yoke-
oV eimetv 811 (‘people’) mondevPéveg v e ylyvowt’ dv dvdpeg dyo-
Ooi. The front position of the adjective in dyafog pay®ddg, kakodg
fatpde, ayobov ... dvdpo makes this adjective the salient element of
the noun phrase; cp. Dik (1997), and it may contrast with another ad-
jective.” For similar examples with other verbs cp. e.g. Smp. 174b7
nomoog Tov Ayopéuvova dopepovimg ayadov dvdpa, Grg. 507¢2
TOAMY GvayKT| ... TOV od@pova. ... Gyadov dvdpa etvon telémg. Con-
versely, in the case of avnp dyabdc the word order either is neutral
with respect to salience (Lg. 641b8), or it is rather avi)p which is sali-
ent; cp. the contrast with moig @v in the €l p1j clause at R. 558b3.

Text. dyabog SF Prisc. : om. TW The text of TW, with bare
pay®ddc, is adopted by a number of editors, e.g. Stallbaum (who be-
lieves that dyafdg ‘ortum ex interpretatione’), Schanz (who fails to
mention that there is a variant dya00g pay®ddc, and who wrongly
suggests that Priscian has the text without dya8d¢) and Méridier, who
translates ‘car on ne saurait étre rhapsode si I’on ne comprenait ...’,
apparently supplying tig, as in the second interpretation discussed
above. In my view this should rather be ‘un vrai rhapsode’, for if bare
pay®ddg is adopted, this should be taken in the specific sense of ‘a
real thapsode’. A noun which is often used in this way is avip = ‘a
real man’. See LSJ s.v. IV ‘man emphatically’, where ‘emphatically’
must be taken in the ancient sense of &ugacig, Latin significatio,
= ‘suggestive innuendo’; see Quintilian’s definition of significatio at
8.3.83 altiorem praebens intellectum quam quem verba per se ipsa
declarant (‘revealing a deeper meaning than is actually expressed by
the words’). For details I refer to Leeman (1963: 39, 300). Two exam-
ples of ‘emphatic’ avijp from Plato are R. 550al ... dnwg, énedav

23 Note that here, by the presence of OsuictokAéa, dyaddv ... dvdpa must be
taken as one noun phrase. In the next sentence we find the reversed order odkodv kai
d18dokodov yaddy ... eivar,. In fact, having established that Themistocles is an dya-
00¢ Gviip in general, Socrates now focuses on one particular manifestation of his
apetr, which is signalled by the front position of di8doKkaiog.

24 Cp. Dik’s conclusion on p. 76: ‘a. When the adjective is not pragmatically
marked it will be postposed; b. When the adjective is contrastive or otherwise the
most salient element of a noun phrase, it will be preposed’.
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avnp vévnta, ... avip pudilov ot tod matpdg ..., and Ep. VII
330d4 ... gedyovra ... dvdpa Te Tyoiunv kol latpkdv ...

Although adopting bare pay®ddg yields an attractive and entirely
plausible text, and although dyo6dc in SF may indeed, as suggested
by Stallbaum (see above), be ‘ortum ex interpretatione’, I nevertheless
prefer the reading with dya®dc, because in several places in the Jon the
competence of poets, rhapsodes, and other artists and interpreters is
mentioned explicitly; see e.g. 530b89 momtais ... dyaboic, 530cd—5
KoA®G motelv, of rhapsodes, 531b6 1@V pdviemv T TOV Ayad@v,
532b5 kpurny ikavdv, 532¢5-6 ypoupfc ... dyadol kai gadrot, 540e7
Pay®dO¢ dyabdc. It seems appropriate to have an explicit reference to
the quality of the rhapsodes too, right at the beginning of the dialogue:
(supposedly) good poets deserve similar rhapsodes.

As for the absence of dyafdc from T W, unless we are dealing with
two original variants this may be ‘ortum ex interpretatione’, too, of
course, viz. of an editor-copyist who took it that not just good rhap-
sodes but any rhapsode should be able to understand the thought of
Homer.

530c2 &i p1) svvein Ta Aeyopeva

Text. cvvein SF Prisc.”® : covielny W : cuvin T Naturally, with
so many phonemes around that are liable to doubling or simplification
by itacism there is some MS variation. In principle, all variants make
sense; for T’s imperfect cuvin with optative + dv in the main clause,
which was the standard text until Bekker and Stallbaum preferred S’s
ovveln,” see K-G 2, 467, Goodwin §503. The reason why they pre-
ferred the aorist optative remains unknown. The aorist should, in fact,
be preferred, in view of the aorist form yévotto in the main clause;
with two aorists an effect of coincidence is created: the completion of
a person’s training as a rhapsode coincides with his fully having un-
derstood the poet’s words. This gives better sense than a combination

5 Priscian adduces the words from Plato in a discussion of the case form with
which Latin intellego is construed. ‘Attici “covinu tdv Adymv” kai “tovg Adyoug”.
IMdrtov “Tove: od yap av yévorrd mote dyafog paymddc, € ur cvveln 0 Agydueva
10 momtod’. The form of ‘understand’ in part of the MSS of Priscian is uncial
CYNEIN, while in another part it is cyNeIN. With Hertz, we may assume that these
forms represent cuveln: in CYNEIN, the second N stands for H, in CYNOIN, © for €
and N for H.—There are some 55 references to Platonic dialogues in Priscian.

206 Recall that they did not use F (Introduction §3.2).
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of a closed (yévotto) with an open, ongoing action (cvviein, covin).
For a similar case of coincident i un see R. 5003 o0k dv mote dAA®G
gvdorpovioete OMG, €1 un avtnv dwypdyeloy ol 1@ Beip mapodely-
pott ypopevol {wypdeot: the becoming happy of a polis coincides
with its having been designed in accordance with the divine plan, i.e.
in no other way (cp. dA\mc) can a polis become happy than by being
designed in accordance with the divine plan. For the coincident use of
the aorist stem, of which the classic example is the participle in the
Homeric formula ®¢ einmv dtpuve pévog kai Bopov ékdotov, cp. Het-
trich (1976: 77-81), Rijksbaron (1979) and (2002: 125), Barrett on E.
Hipp. 289-292.

As for ovvelvar, with our passage we may compare Prt. 338e6—
339a3, where Protagoras argues that the most important part of the
education for any man is to be dewvdg with respect to poetry, a compe-
tence which involves 10 V10 T@®v TomMT@V AeySpeva oldv T’ eivar cvv-
Bvar d te OpOdC memointon kai 0 pn, kol £mictocbol diedelv 16 kai
gpwtwpevov Adoyov dodvar Here, the present infinitive cuviévor has
generic (habitual) meaning®”’ while dieketv and Adyov dodvau relate to
individual acts of division®” and explanations of these divisions. For
0pO&¢ see on 537cl.

530c3 spunvia There are two main views of épunveig here: (a)
the word refers to an interpreter, i.e. the term implies ‘knowledge and
some kind of participation on the part of the rhapsode’ (Murray 102);
(b) it refers to just an intermediary, someone who transmits the
thought of the poets to men. Thus e.g. Flashar (‘Vermittler’) and
Capuccino (‘““mediatore” o “portavoce™”; 2005: 62 and 128 ff.).*” Ac-

27 With finite forms we would have dvip mepl ndv Sewdg T YO OV TOMTAY
Aeydueva cuvinoty.

%% That is, word divisions. For Staupéo = ‘divide words’ see Isoc. 12.17 Adyouc ...
drapodvreg ok 0pbde, LSJ s.v. VL See further below on 530¢3.

29 There are still other views. Thus, in the introduction to his translation, Wood-
ruff writes, (17): ‘Usually translated “interpreter,” hermeneus can be used of a variety
of mediating roles. Here it cannot mean a person who interprets in the sense of “ex-
plains” since (a) explaining a text is not a normal part of a rhapsode’s profession, and
(b) a rhapsode who is out of his mind (as Socrates argues Ion is) is in no position to
explain anything. I have therefore translated the word as “representative.” A rhapsode
presents poetry as an actor presents his lines; in doing so, he does interpret them, i.e.
he gives to them a certain expression.’ There are two mistakes here. Firstly, Woodruff
ignores the presence of (the forms of) é&nyéopon below at 531a7 ff. and 533b2, which
obviously involve the explaining of, and commenting upon, Homer’s texts. Secondly,
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cording to Murray the latter meaning is only relevant later in the dia-
logue, and I think she is right, as I will argue below.

To establish its meaning at 530c3, £punvedg should to my mind be
studied in connection with the following terminological data, which
center, on the one hand, around understanding and reciting:

— didvora and &l un ovvein ta Aeydueva in the present context

— yryvodokovta Ot Ayel 6 momtg at 530¢5

— &0 Ppaymdeiv (cp. 533¢3) and Stav ev einmg & at 535b2

and, on the other, around speaking and explaining about:

— (kdMoto avBpdmav) Aéyew mept ‘Ourpov at 530¢8-9 and 533¢5-6

— gimelv moAAAG kal kKohag diovoiog mept ‘Ounpov at 530d2-3, mepl
100tV &nynoacbor o “Ounpog Aéyer at 531a7 ff., combined with
nept pgv Iolvyvadtov ... dmogotvely & €0 te ypdget kol & pn at
532¢7-9, and mept pév Aaddrov ... ényelobon & ed memoinkev at
533a7-b3

— Stav mept apOpod ... eig Tic dprota Aéyn, yvdoeTol SHmov TG TOV
g0 Méyovta at 531d11—el.

In the present context, where £punvedg appears in the company of v

didvolav ékpavOdvely, covelvar to Aeydueva and yryvaookew 0t Aéyet

0 momtNg, there can to my mind be little doubt that it refers to an in-

terpreter.”’’ In fact, the activities of the rhapsode must have been

much the same as those of the later scholiasts and other interpreters of

Homer. To ensure a successful performance the rhapsode had first and

foremost to make basic but important decisions about word division

and accentuation, about the construal of the sentences, their declara-

tive, interrogative or exclamative character, and about punctuation, i.e.

pausing in a meaningful way while reciting the text, etc. The passage

from Protagoras (338e¢6-339a3), already quoted above at 530cl1-2

ouvein, points in the same direction: (... mepl éndv detvov eivar Eoty

3¢ T0D10) 10 VMO TAV TOMTAY AeySpeva oidv T eivon cuvidvar & Te

0pO&G memointon Kol A pn, kol éniotacOot Siedely Te Kol EpOTOUEVOV

while Socrates argues indeed that Ion is out of his mind while performing, this is
strictly Socrates’ view in the second half of the dialogue; after all, the discussion starts
from the idea that rhapsodes do explain their texts, and this must have been the nor-
mal practice.

210 Cp. also Tht. 163c1-2, where punviic appear in the company of ypappatiotad.
Since the latter gave elementary instruction, we may infer that the former represented
higher learning.
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Aoyov dodvon, where Siehelv must be = ‘divide’.*"" After all, in the
time of Plato, as indeed during antiquity as a whole, the text of Ho-
mer—my argument presupposes that fifth- and fourth-century rhap-
sodes worked from a written text; cp. the Introduction §4.3—was in
essence devoid of the interpretive aids just mentioned.”'> All readers
were their own text editors. Now Sidvoia, as I mentioned above (on
530b10), was the favourite term of the scholiasts for Homer’s
‘thought’. Time and again we encounter remarks like the following:
(Schol on /. 5.885-887 a 1) 1-1}: dwalevktikol auedtepor 510 OEV-
vovtal 810 T EmPepOpueVe. EYKMTIKA, Yopig €l un 0 devtepog Pefaiwm-
TIKOC Kol yap Todto pdAlov aitel 1 dudvoua, (Schol. on 77. 8.213 e)
@V 8 ooV £k V@V «amd THPyoL TAPpog Eepyer: Ppayd SracTtaAtéov
(‘there should be a brief pause’) &l 10 VWOV caeotépav yop molel
™V dtdvotay towdy odsav, (Schol. on /7. 15.735 b 1, on accenting
@apev as a present indicative or as an imperfect) }1é tvac{ @apév
Yetvon{: 10 Qapéy dviedéc dott kol dveoTtdTa Ypdvov onpotver §10 Tog
&0 ocvAlaBag Papvtovntéov. el pévtol mapatoTikdg yivorto, dfilov
dt1 amoPforny ypdvov tod kot apynv Tdcyel Kol ST TNV o, GLALAPTV
M 0&ela tdoig oton, Opotov g T EQapey Evielés, donep &n’ Ekelvou
“@duev 8¢ ot 00 teléecbar” (8 664), dnep ovk EminTel VOV 1) Sidvora.
Interestingly, the technical term for ‘interpretation’ is &punveia, as in
Schol. on 7/. 5.633-634 1 «<ti¢ tol Avdykn / mtdcoey &vOdd’ &dvt

2 Cp. also Prt. 339b7-8 ndtepov odv kahdS cot Sokel memotichat kal dpARG (sc.
0 Gopa), §j olf;. For the meaning of dpbag see below at 537cl. Awghelv is generally
taken as in Lamb’s translation (‘to know how to distinguish them’, viz. ‘what has
been rightly and what wrongly composed”), but in that case diglelv merely repeats
cvviévan in another form. The object of Siekelv is T VO TOV mOMTAOV Aeylpeva, as
appears from the (proleptic) position of this phrase before both oiév T’ eivan cuvidvon
and éniotacOo Sielelv. And, in fact, much of the analysis that follows involves prob-
lems of ‘dividing’ a phrase or sentence (e.g. how should dAabéwg, at 339bl, be con-
strued? And how &xdv, at 345d4? Cp. 346€2 évtadbo del &v 1@ Ekdv SrahaPelv Aéyov-
ta). See also the next n.

212 Gee also above, p. 44, on Puccév/Bbocov at 538d1, and n. 97. For a near-
contemporary testimony to the difficulties involved see Arist. RAh. 1407b13 ff.: SAwg
3¢ el edavdyvmotov givat O yeypaupévov kol ebppactov: Eotv 88 0 ot Smep ot
nolhol chvdespot ovk Exovoty, 008’ & pn pddiov draotiar, donep 1o Hpaxeitov. ta
ydp “‘Hpoxhettov Sacti&on Epyov 810 1o ddnhov elvor motépe mpdokettar, 16 Votepov
1} 1@ mpdiepov, olov &v T dpyi adTh T0d cuyypdupatog eNol Yop «tod Adyov TodS’
gdvtog el GEbverot dvBpomol yiyvovtaw: ddntov yap 10 del, tpdg motépw <deT> S~
oti€at. Kahn (1979: 94) argues that ‘When both readings have a good case to be made
for them, it is important to leave open the possiblity that the difficulty of deciding be-
tween them is itself an intended effect’.



COMMENTARY 127

ndyme adoanuovt eoTH Tig 6ol Avdykn TTOGoEW Kal detdv £vOdde
g6V, hovdTtt &v 1@ Mo, o¢ aneipe Gvtt Thg pdyme. Aetmel 1o G¢.
el 8¢ onuaivel 10 mtdooe avti Tod &népyecbor, Fotv M Epunveia
oVtwg' moio ool avdykm .... The importance of having one’s text well
prepared is apparent from the well-known anecdote about the unfortu-
nate actor Hegelochus, who &miAelyavtog tod mvedpatog mispro-
nounced, in line 279 of Euripides’ Orestes, yalijv’ (from yaknva) Op&d
(‘I see a calm’) as yoAfv Op®d (‘I see a weasel’), thereby ruined the
didvoua of the line and thus became the butt for much ridicule. The
fate of a stumbling rhapsode will not have been different. Like an ac-
tor, the rhapsode must indeed avoid kax®g SwatiOévor Ta Tomjuato, as
we may infer from Chrm. 162d2 £80&ev Opyicbijvor ovtd domep mon-
NG VIOKPLTH KAKME S1oTfvTL 10 £00TOD TOU|HALTOL.

There can be no doubt, I think, that only after the rhapsode had
thoroughly grasped the meaning of the text, or rather, had attributed
his own meaning to the text, he was an dyafo¢ poaymddc, someone
who was able to &b paymdsiv (cp. 533c3) or &b eimelv &mn (535b2),
‘recite them well’, i.e., I take it, recite them in a meaningful way.213
This, however, is not the whole story, for there was also a more spe-
cifically exegetical part to the activities of the rhapsode, which is des-
ignated first, at 530¢8-9, by kdAota ... Aéyew nept ‘Opnjpov, then, at
530d2-3, by einelv modag kai kodag Swavoiag mept ‘Oufpov, and
next, at 531a7 ff., by nepl tovtOV EEnyioaco 6 “Ounpog Aéyet, and
which must have consisted in commenting upon e.g. the technical
terminology of chariot driving (537a ff.) and fishing (538d), as used
by Homer. It is specifically this part which is singled out by Socrates
in the second half of the dialogue for his attack on Ion’s claim that he
is dewog meptl ‘Opnpov (thereby implicitly attacking Homer himself;
cp. the Introduction §1).

Now to return to €punveic, this takes on an altogether different
meaning in the central part of the dialogue, viz. when Socrates, with
the words &0t yap T0DT0 TéYVN HEV 0VK OV Tapd Gol mept ‘Opipov &V
Myew ... Bgla 8¢ dvvoyug at 533d1-2, has stopped playing along with

213 From the combination of &b eineiv with dkmAf&on at 535b2 it is clear that inter-
preting the text was only part of the job. The rhapsode also had to have a talent for
powerful delivery, td mepi v Omdkpiotv, in the words of Aristotle RA. 1403b23,
where it all comes to the voice: £otv 8¢ avtn pev &v 1 ewvij, Tdg adTh Sl ypficHot
np0Og Exactov ndbog, ete. Aristotle mentions v tpaywknyv kol pay@diav in the con-
text.
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Ion, and has subsequently bedazzled him with his showpiece on the
magnet and the Muse. Once Ion, touched by Socrates’ words (535a2),
has admitted that the good poets pot dokodot Oeiq poipg MUV Topa
v O0edv todta ... epunvedew (535a3-4) and that rhapsodes are
gpunvémv epunviic (535a8), he has effectively destroyed his own posi-
tion, since Oeia poipa, &m avtod yiyvesbor (cp. 535b8—cl) and
évBovowdalewv (535¢2) will now replace téyvn and émotiun as the
central notions of the rhapsode’s activity. In this passage £punvedg
= ‘mouthpiece, Vermittler’. And the whole second part of the dialogue
serves, of course, to demonstrate that lon, in fact, knows nothing.

530¢3—c5 oV yap pay®dov punvéa €t tod momrod Tiig Sravoiog
yiyvesOar 1o1g dkovovot ToDTO 88 KOADG TOLELY UT) YryvOdGKovTa 0Tt
Myer 6 momtng Gdvvatov The present stem forms have generic
meaning (cp. above on 530c2 ovvein) and indicate that Socrates is
speaking here about the habitual, professional line of conduct of the
rhapsode. For this use of the present stem, especially of the infinitive,
see Stork (1982: 204, 221), Wakker (2000: 224), below on 538c5 and
Appendix III on dxpodcOor.

530c5 yryvooekovro, For yriyvaokew = ‘know as the result of pos-
sessing a téyvn’ see on 537el-4.

530¢7
A0 Aéyerc, @ Todkporeg and 530d4 ED Aéyeg, @ “Tov: For the
vocatives see Appendix II.

530c8 1101 yoOV ToDTO MhEloTOV EpyoV TOPESYEV THG TEXVNG, KOl OTpLaL
KaMota avipdnov Aéyewv mepi ‘Ourjpov yodv ‘[introduces] a
statement which is, pro tanto, evidence for a preceding statement’ (the
‘part proof” use: Denniston 451). In the yodv sentence lon qualifies his
words AAn0f Aéyeic, whereby he reacts specifically to Socrates’ state-
ment 10010 8¢ KOADG TOlEV un| yryvadokovto §tt Aéyel O moutg 6.80-
votov. To0To = yryvdokewy 0t Aéyel 6 momg, while with kgl ot
Ion picks up Socrates’ kaAdg at 530c4: ‘I at any rate have found this
the most laborious part of my art; and I consider I speak better than
anybody about Homer’ (Lamb). What lon in effect says is: ‘it would
have been impossible for me to become the best interpreter if had not
gone through the labour of fully understanding the thought of the
poet’.
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Text. épot yodv W S: &uot y’odv T : #uoty’ odv F Without much
conviction I have adopted the traditional reading (Burnet’s apparatus
here is inaccurate). On the separation or combination of y and ovv
Denniston writes (448): ‘The number of passages where our texts give
¥’ obv is relatively small, and the following list is in all probability
approximately complete’. The matter is, unfortunately, more compli-
cated. The fact that the list is based on ‘our texts’ entails, of course,
that Denniston mentions only those forms which are given in the texts,
or reported in the apparatuses. However, possible MS variations may
not have been reported at all; and this is, in fact, the case for the other
instance of youv in the /on, at 540d4, where Burnet and others simply
read: I'voinv yobv dv &ymye ola otpatnydv mpémet inelv, without re-
porting that yodv is the text of SF, while W reads y’odv and T y’ovv.
To have more material I checked a fair number of instances of yobv in
the Gorgias and the Republic, but found no reports in the apparatuses
of Dodds’ and Slings’ editions, respectively, on variants of the kind
that could be established for the Jon.*"* This is too good to be true and
I suspect that much more variation remains hidden in the MSS. Note,
in this connection, that according to Adam at R. 335¢10 MS Parisinus
A has #ywy’ obv, a reading which is not to be found in the apparatus of
either Burnet or Slings. Again, at R. 585a8 Burnet has y> obv, while
Slings reads yobv; neither of them refers to the MSS.

Be that as it may, the question is, of course, whether the variations
mentioned above reflect semantic-pragmatic differences. Denniston
also writes, ibidem: ... how far, and in what circumstances, y’ ovv,
separatim, should be retained in our texts, or imported into them, is a
disputed question’. In a footnote on p. 448 he refers to the views of
some other scholars about the matter. And somewhat further on (449—
450) he adds: ‘It is certainly significant that the MSS. give evidence
for the two forms yodv and y” ovv .... And the distinction may well
have been used to differentiate those passages in which ovv has a con-
nective force [Denniston probably means that in that case y’ ovv
should be written—AR]: if it was in fact so used, the copyists have

14 There may be yet another variant, viz. ye odv, for which see Euthd. 292e8,
where Burnet has #yoye obv (and nothing in the apparatus). As for y’obv (T at 530c7,
W at 540d4), this obviously looks like a compromise between y° odv and yodv, but I
must admit that I fail to see its raison d’étre.
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frequently confused the forms.”*" I doubt that he is right, but in view
of the unreliable state of our material I think it is presently not possi-
ble to say anything substantial about possible semantic-pragmatic dif-
ferences connected with the spelling of yovv.*'"°

530¢9 o ‘in such a manner as’ (Macgregor). For this use of m¢
cp. Alc. 1 105b3 Wyq ... évdeifeoBar Abnvaloc 81t dEiog &l Tipdodat
a¢ ovte [epuchfic 00T’ dAhog 0vdelc TOV Twmote Yevouévov. For the
construction I may repeat here Macgregor’s excellent note: ‘The sen-
tence was begun apparently as a comparative one (wg =in such a
manner as) and the predicate naturally would be £oyev ginely simply
= was able to speak. But to the verb einelv is appended an object -
votog and thus there is added a fresh comparison oUt® mOAMAG Kol
kodag doag &yd.”

Most commentators and translators take mg either as a causal (Mil-
ler: ‘since’, Murray, Lamb: ‘for’) or as a consecutive (Battegazzore,
Flashar: ‘so dass’, Stock) conjunction, but these views should both be
rejected. As for the former, in its use as a ydp-like connector, g near-
ly always comes after an imperative or other expression of obligation.
Two examples from Plato are Cri. 44b6 &1 kol vOv épol mbod kol
oot ©¢ éuoi, £av 6L amoddvc, o pia cdupopd Eotiv, AAXG ..., R.
328d2 viv 8¢ oe ypn mokvdTEpOV dedpo tévar. oG e o0t &tu ... For
more examples of, and further details about, this motivating use of ®c,
as it should more properly be called, see Rijksbaron (1976: 119). The
consecutive view, too, cannot stand; cp. K-G 2, 501 Anm.: ‘Mit dem

251t should be borne in mind that the above discussion, as often, turns around
Byzantine solutions to an uncial problem. Plato and his copyists of course wrote the
undivided and unaccented sequence €MOITOYN. As for the Byzantine copyists, just as
in the case of accentuation (see the Introduction §5.2 (i)), there may have been differ-
ent traditions among them. In this connection I venture the suggestion that Zuoty’ odv
and #ywy’ obv may reflect a tradition in which the actual #yxhioig of enclitic elements
had precedence over possible other combinations of such enclitics. In this tradition,
given the elements &yc, ye, and odv, &y combined first with ve, and then this inde-
pendent unit, with a new accent, was modified by ovv. It must have been just a
graphic convention. Some support for the idea of ye forming a new prosodic unit with
the preceding word may be found in Herodian, e.g. De prosodia catholica, Gramm.
Gr. II1 1, p. 474, 8: M &yd moap’ Abnvaiog év 10 Eyoye tpitnv dnd téhovg Exel v
O&glav, g kol 1 potye dotikr], and especially ITepi Thoxfig npoowdiag, 11 2, p. 24,
27: yoye obtmg mpomapotutovitéov 0 Fywye, W’ 1 Ev.

218 According to Des Places (1929: 141 n. 1): “les deux graphies sont équivalentes
pour le sens’.
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Verbum finitum findet sich &g = dote nur vereinzelt bei Herodot
und Xenophon’.

530¢9—-d1 Mntpoédmpoc 0 Aapyoknvog ovte Xtneipppotog 6 Odot-
og ovte Mavkwev For these interpreters of Homer see the testi-
monia collected (and annotated) in Lanata (1963: 244-247 (Metro-
dorus), 240-243 (Stesimbrotus), 280-281 (the rather mysterious Glau-
con, with discussion of his identity)).

530d3 dwavoiog See on 530b10, Swdvolav.

530d4 v Léyeig ‘That’s splendid news’, as at 530b2.

530d6
Kol pnv ‘And in this connection (kat) I can assure you (unv) that
..”, as at 530b5, q.v.; cp. Miller’s ‘... and believe me, it’s ...”, or

Meéridier’s ‘Ma foi!’. With Jebb on S. 4j. 539 we might further say
that ‘kai pijv here announces a fact which favours the last speaker’s
wish’.

a&ov ye ‘(Whatever else it may be—ye) it’s worthwile to ...".

Text. y¢ SF : om. TW Both readings of course make perfect
sense, and there are really no linguistic reasons why the one should be
preferred to the other. Kai unv is followed by ye in two other instances
(530b5, 536d8) in all four MSS, in a third one (530d9) in none. On
balance, the emphasis put on d&wov by limitative ye is perhaps more in
line with Ion’s overall confident behaviour in the opening section of
the fon than simple d&ov.

530d6-7 &g €0 KekdopNKa ‘How well I have embellished ....’
(Murray’s ‘I embellish’ I do not understand.) Plato no doubt wanted to
suggest that Ton’s kexdounka was prompted by Socrates’ kekoouf-
oot at 530b6. The perfect denotes both that Homer is in a state of
‘permanent embellishment’ and that it is lon who is responsible for
the embellishment. For this value of the active perfect see Rijksbaron
(1984), where also more examples and further discussion may be
found, and (2002: 35-37).

I should add that xoopelv of persons (and gods) normally
= ‘honour, glorify’ (cp. e.g. La. 196b7, Smp. 177c8, Mx. 237c4,
246a3), so if the meaning here is ‘embellish’, tov “Ounpov should be
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taken metonymically: ‘Homer’s poetry’. In that case the embellish-
ment must be the result of Ion’s activity as a épunvede; it may also in-
volve the other meaning of koopuelv, ‘arrange, order’. See further Des
Places, Lexique s.v. KOGUETV.

530d8 ote@ave ote@avodijvar Contrary to what Murray and
Pradeau contend (‘the exaggerated repetition emphasises lon’s naiveté
and vanity’; ‘la redondance ... accuse la lourdeur et la fatuité de Ion’),
such repetitions are quite normal, and need not be a sign of ‘exaggera-
tion’; they belong to the figura of paronomasia. Some other examples
from Plato are Phd. 114e4—5 xooufoac TV yoynv 00K GALOTpim GAAG
0 avtiic kdouw, Smp. 212el fotepavopévov avtov Kittod Té€ Tivi
otepdve duoel kal twv; cp. also e.g. Hdt. 1.113.1 koouroag 8¢ 1@
KOou® TavTl ToD £1épov maudde, 9.59 kdopuw 0ddevi kooundévteg olte
141 See also S-D 700.

530d9

Kol pnv ‘and believe me, as far as I’'m concerned, I’ll ...”. With
this asseverative kol pv Socrates reacts to Ton’s implicit invitation.
Cp. Denn. 353. For the repetition of xai unv spoken by different
speakers at a short distance cp. e.g. S. OT 1004-1005 (Oed. kol unv
ydpwv v av a&iav AdPoig éuod. Mess. kol pnyv pdiota todT
APKOUNV, 6mag ...), Denn. 354,

&Yo Since there is no oV or other (pro)noun present in the context,
gy is not overtly contrastive here, and is therefore unemphatic; in
fact, just €11 tomoopon oxoAnv might have done the job perfectly well.
Yet éyd implicitly opposes Socrates to possible other addressees of
Ion’s invitation, so it may express the idea that Socrates takes lon’s
general invitation as a personal one: ‘as far as I’'m concerned’, or ‘I,
for one’. See also on 539d4.

TouoopaL GYOM|V This is, pace Macgregor (‘... a periphrasis
equivalent in meaning to a simple verb’), not simply an alternative for
oyoldow (just as ‘make time’ is not the same as ‘have time”), but ex-
presses the idea that Socrates will actively seek an opportunity to lis-
ten to Ion. ‘[E]s hebt die eigene thitige Beteiligung hervor’, to quote
K-G’s apt remark (1, 106). [ToieicOot is used as in moielcOon cvupo-
yiov, mdrepov, etc., where the ‘create, make, bring about’ meaning of
notelv predominates; cvppayiov mowelcbon is therefore not synony-
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mous with cuppoyéo. The middle has indirect-reflexive meaning: ‘in
my own interest, for my own benefit’.

TOU GOl GYOANY GKPoacOai Gov

Text. axpodctor TW : dxpodoocOar SF For the reasons why I
think the present infinitive should be preferred see Appendix II1.

531a1-532¢8

First part of the conversation, which runs up to 536d3. Introduction of

the theme of part I: to which poets does lon’s téxvn apply? Surely to

all poets? lon does not answer directly, but asks how it can be that

only Homer arouses his interest and makes it possible for him to know

what to say. The answer is: because Ion does not possess a téxw. If
he would, he would be an expert in all poets.

531a1-2 mepi ‘Opripov devdg €1 povov

Text. dewvdc €l pdvov S (dewvog &f quévov revera F) : pdvov devog el
T™™W Leaving aside the inaccuracies involved in fj kol in SF (see
the apparatus criticus),”'” both the sequences pévov dewvdg &i and dei-
vdg &l pévov are possible readings, with both texts the focus being on
nept ‘Opnpov. In fact, for both types parallels exist; the sequence of
T W, however, seems to be the most common one (I confine myself
here to phrases with pdvov and # kai in questions). Compare, for the
sequence mept ‘Opnpov pbévov: e.g. Prm. 143a8 dpd ye &v udvov pavij-
oeton § kol oAk 10 adTd T0dT0;, Chrm. 163al "H odv dokodot cot
0. £0VTAV udvov Tolelv 1) Kol Ta T@V dAA®V;, Euthd. 294e6 T16tepov
8¢, v & &yd, mdvta vov pdvov énfotocOov N kol del;, Grg. 498b4
[pocidviwv 8¢ ol deihol udvov Avmodvtar 1j kai ot avdpeiot;, and for
the sequence mepl ‘Opnpov ... pdvov: Euthd. 274el ndtepov memeio-
uévov 1dn g xpn map’ VUGV pavOdvel dhvaucd’ v ayabov motficot
avdpo povov, 1 kol éketvov OV Uit memeispévoy ...;, Grg. 502b4
notePOV €oTv anThc TO Smyeipnua kol | omovdn, Mg ool Sokel, yopi-

27 The scribe of F may, among other things, have started too early with §j «af, and
then have omitted 1 altogether, which was later supplied by f supra xai. In S, 1 is just
omitted.
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CeoBar 101g Peataic udvov, 1) kal Sropdyesdar, &dv ...;.>"* Incidentally,
the position of English only may vary in a similar way, as appears e.g.
from the translations of Lamb and Allen here: (Lamb) ‘Are you
skilled in Homer only ...?’; (Allen) ‘Are you skilled only in Homer

9

With all that a choice between the two variants is not easy. On bal-
ance, following the principle known as utrum in alterum abiturum
erat, 1 prefer (nept ‘Opfpov) Sevdg &l pévov, since this, being the less
common sequence, may have been changed to the far more common
order (mept ‘Oprjpov) pudvov devdc &l more readily than vice versa.

531a3 Ovdapdg, arha Compare 530a3. Apparently Ion wants to
make it emphatically clear that he is only an expert in Homer—
thereby emphatically weakening his position.

531a5 "Eoti 8¢ mepl 6tov For such self-contained substantival
phrases with €1, which may be considered ‘the existential type
proper’ (Kahn), see Kahn (1973: 277 ff.), K-G 2, 403—405. There is
no ellipsis of an antecedent: ‘... the verb in this type asserts or denies
the existence of an extra-linguistic subject ... that satisfies the condi-
tion stated in the relative clause’ (Kahn 277). That is, it is the Greek
sentence form ‘that corresponds most closely to the pattern of existen-
tial quantification in logic, (Ix) (Fx)’ (Kahn ibidem).

531a6

Aéyetov Both the dual and the tense call for some comment. (i)
Generally speaking, the use of a dual, rather than a plural, verb form
when two subjects are present indicates that these subjects are consid-
ered as a pair, to the exclusion of possible third and other parties. In
fact, this may explain its appearance here: having introduced, besides
Homer, two other poets, Hesiod and Archilochus, Socrates now con-
centrates on the ‘epic pair’. Once they have been characterized as a
pair, Homer and Hesiod can also be referred to by the default verb
form for ‘more than one’; cp. Aéyovowv at b2 and b3. Interestingly,

28 Of course, the sequences X pévov and X ... pdvov occur also outside questions
with pévov ... §j kal. See e.g. Ton 534c2 Tod10 PbvoOV 01d¢ Te EkuoTOG MOIEV KUADC
8@’ O ..., Tht. 182¢2 00 & &veko Aéyopsv, ToD10 pdvov uhdrtopsy, and Sph. 246al10
ducyvpilovtar odto eivon pévov & ..., Plt. 293¢3 todtov Spov dpOdV eivor pdvov

tatpichc.
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however, at b3 the plural Aéyovo is followed by singular Aéyel, al-
though Homer and Hesiod are again both mentioned by name. The ef-
fect of the singular verb form with a multiple subject may be as de-
scribed by K-G 1, 79: (a singular predicate is used) ‘wenn eines der
Subjekte als das vorziiglichere ausgezeichnet werden soll’. At the
end of this brief passage on Homer and Hesiod, their pairness is once
again stressed (b5 Aéyetov 10 momta toVT®), perhaps to emphasize
that Ton ought to be able to explain both members of the pair equally
well. Observe in this connection that at 531c1-2 Homer and Hesiod
are again mentioned by name.

For details about the ‘pairness’ meaning of the dual I refer to the
extensive discussion in S-D 46-52. A particularly clear example of
this use in Plato may be found in the Euthydemus, where the two
brothers Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, after their appearance as a
pair at 273al (... OAly® Votepov gioépyecov tovtm—0 T EDOUSNpHog
Kol 0 Aovusddmpoc—), remain a pair up to the very end of Socrates’
report at 304b5 napadéEecbov. In between, dual forms referring to this
pair, both nominal and verbal, occur with great regularity.

(i) As for the tense, the present indicative is used here as a so-
called ‘citative’ present, a variety of the omnitemporal use: ‘they say
the same things’, i.e. in their works and therefore for all times. All 3rd
person present indicative forms of Aey- in the Jon are used in the same
way. Another variety of the omnitemporal present is the ‘reproducing’
present, for which see below at 538b8. English examples of citative
and reproducing present are, respectively: ‘As Plato says in the Re-
public ...” and ‘In the [liad, Achilles kills Hector’. For these exam-
ples, and for an illuminating discussion of this use of the present see
Wisse (1996).2"°

oipot ¥yoye Kol ToALd From &omt (a5) supply eivau: ‘I think there
are even many of such things’. Cp. Cra. 424b4 ff. {Swpev ndtepov dpa
todta péva ot 1@V TpdhTev dvopdtov 1 kol dAka ToAld.—Oinat
yaye xai dAAa (sc. glvon). For the ellipsis of the infinitive cp. also R.
608b9 cOpenui co, Epn, & dv SienAbBopev: oipor 8¢ kol dAlov
OVIVoDV (sc. cuupdvar).

219 Wisse assumes, however, that in this use ‘the value of the present tense is to in-
dicate present time, i.e., contemporaneousness with the moment of speaking or writ-
ing’ (178). This view must be rejected, if only because it is strictly impossible to add
an adverb like vdv to such a present.
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531a7

il To be connected with mdtepov, not with kdihwv, for if 1 is
taken as the adverb of comparison after kdA\ov, tétepov would re-
main in the air. There is no ambiguity here: mdtepov instructs the

reader to look for 7, kdAAiov does not.

Enynoao See on 530c3 £punvéoa. For the meaning of éEnyéopan
cp. also Lg. 821d9 ff., where the verb is glossed as dnAdoat: melpd ov
nev €€nyelobon Tdvime, Nuels 8¢ cuvénesbal oot pavOdvovteg.—AAN’
gott pév od pddiov O Aéyo pabeiv, 008° ad mavTdmoct yoremdy, ovdé
vé TVOg XpOVoL TapTOALOV. TeKUplov 8¢ £y ToVT®V 0vTE VEOG 0UTE
TIAOL AKNKOWG SODV AV VOV 00K &V TOAAD pdve dnAdoat duvaiuny.

531b2-3
Ti 8¢ Ov méprL pi) TodTd Aéyovowy ‘And what of the things about
which they do not say the same things?” As usual, 8¢ signals the tran-
sition to a new Topic (= v mépt pn Tadta Aéyovoy, further explained
in olov mept povtikig Aéyet Tt “Ounpde te kai ‘Hotodoc), while i an-
nounces that a question will follow about this Topic (cp. above, on
530a8 Ti ofw;). But then, after Ion’s assentient mdvv ye, the question
makes a new start. In this rephrased question (i 00v;) odv replaces 84,
since Socrates has got ‘the green light’ from lon to continue about the
Topic which has just been established (1] povtikr}): “What of it, then?”,
followed by the real question: doa ... TdTEPOV ...

Observe that ti 8¢ is not itself followed by a question mark, but is
immediately followed by the relative clause. On the importance of
punctuation for the interpretation of 1 3¢ see Appendix L.

Th] For generalizing p1] in relative clauses cp. K-G 2, 185, Rijks-
baron (2002: 90).

531b3 Aéyer See on 531a6.

531b5 t® ot TOVTO When anaphoric ovtog follows the head
noun, we are dealing with ‘weak anaphora’, when it precedes, as at
536b7 tovtoL TOD TOMTOD, With ‘strong anaphora’. In the latter use
ovtoc emphasizes the identity of the referent; there is often a contrast
with another item, like dAlov Tov moutod at 536b6. In the former,
ovtog is almost an enclitic pronoun, and ‘this/that’ could be para-
phrased as ‘just mentioned’. For details about the pragmatic differ-
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ences between ovtog 6 Noun and 6 Noun obtog I refer to Rijksbaron
(1993).

531b6 oV ... ij TOV pavieOv TS TAOV GyaddV Murray writes:
‘the word order places the emphasis on t@v dyof®dv’. If this were
right, the result would be: ‘you ... or one of the good seers?’, which is
only possible if lon is also a seer, and a bad one at that; but a seer he
becomes, for the sake of the argument, only in Socrates’ next ques-
tion. Actually, it is exactly the other way round: the order places the
emphasis on T®v pdviewv, or rather, in pragmatic terms, it turns t@v
udvteov into the contrastive Focus of the question, on a par with cV.
For this there are three formal indications: (a) the presence of the pre-
ceding o0, which establishes a contrast between ‘you’, a rhapsode, and
‘the seers’, another professional group; (b) the presence of postposi-
tive Tig, which separates t®v pdviewv from t@v dyofdv, and thus
turns T®v pdvteov into an independent information unit;”° (c) Ion’s
answer: T@v pdvtewv; if the emphasis in the question were on t®v
ayab@dv, the answer should have been T®v dyaddv. To have ayoddv as
the Focus of the question the order should have been T&v dyoddv pdv-
tewv (as opposed to the bad ones). Cp. above on 530¢2 dyadog poye-
d4¢, and an example like Prz. 327b6-7 otet v Tt ... TOV AyaddV adAn-
AV ayadovg avAntag Tovg VELS yiyvesHat 1| T@V adrov;.

In our passage the position of the adjective dya®@dv has a different
effect, for it establishes a contrast between good rhapsodes (e.g. lon,
by his own saying) and good seers, rather than between good and bad
seers.””' For a similar example one may compare e.g. Smp. 209d1-2
gig “Ounpov amoPréyog kail ‘Hotodov kol tovg dAAovg TomTag Tovg
ayabovg (nAdv, where an interpretation a la Murray, viz. ‘the other
poets, the good ones’, would attribute to Diotima a rather remarkable
view of Greek poetry.

531b7 &inep Not ‘if really’ (e.g. Denniston 487) but ‘precisely in
the case that’. For &inep introducing an exclusive condition see Wak-

220 For postpositives as boundary markers see Dik (1995: 35 ff.). See also her arti-
cle of 1997 on adjective positions.

2! In more technical terms: with the word order T@v pdvienv ... 1@V dyaddv there
is a set-external opposition, viz. between good rhapsodes and good seers, whereas
with the word order t@®v dyaf®dv pdvteov there is a set-internal opposition, viz. be-
tween good and bad seers. Cp. also above on dyofdc at 530c2.
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ker (1994: 315 ff.), for the difference between einep and &1 ye ibidem
323.

531b7-9 Ei 8¢ o0 600 pdvtic, odk, eimep mepl 1@V Opoimg Aeyopévmv
otd¢ T’ NoBa EEnyNoasdan, kai tepl TV Sropdpmg Aeyopdvev Nricto
av £EnyeteOan, Again a problem of verbal aspect; cp. Appendix
M1, on dxpodcOav/dxpodoactor. The values that are found to be rele-
vant there are also relevant for these infinitives. | take it that the aorist
infinitive ényfioacOat continues the two aorist optatives kKdAAov v
g&nynoato (531a7 and 531b6), and that in all three cases we are deal-
ing with an action that is presented in abstracto. With éEnygicOon, on
the other hand, we pass into the domain of concrete action. More spe-
cifically, the present infinitive indicates that Socrates, via lon as an
imaginary seer, is going to continue about the dwpdpwg Aeyduevo
rather than about the opoiwg Aeydpeva. And this is, in fact, what hap-
pens, for in what follows the discussion turns basically on the issue of
the differences between Homer and the other poets. The same prag-
matic difference is apparent in several other passages where a se-
quence ‘aorist stem form : present stem form’ of the same verb stem
occurs. Cp. e.g.:

Ap. 20e3-5, 21a5 «xai pot, & dvdpec Adnvaiot, pty Bopuprionte, 1nd’ dav
SOEm TL OpIY péya Ay ... xal, Smep AMéyw, pn Oopupsite,
O dvdpeg

Plt. 257¢8-10 ZE. Awvanodcouey avtov petorofdvres odtod tov cvy-
youveothyv tOvde Twkpdrn; §| mdg cvpPoviedeig;—OEO.
Kofdnep sineg, petorappave:

Phib. 2426  Tkéyou 1. yolemOV pev yap kol dueisPnmiowov 6 kelebo
o€ oKomElY, Oung 8¢ okdmeL.

La. 180d6-8 &AL’ &1 Tt kol 60, & modl Zoepovickov, Exeig T®SE T6 GonTod
dnudtn dyabov copfoviedoar, xp1 copBovisicy.

R.436b3-6 tadt’ &otan 10 yorend dropicasOun dEimg Adyov.—Kai éuol
dokel, Epn.— Qde Totvuv Emyeipdpev ot 6pilecda, eite
10, 00T A0S elte E1epd SoTt.—IIRG;

Outside Plato:

Hdt. 3.74.3-75.1 «keivov & gkélevov dvaBdvto émi wopyov Gyopedoor mg
€ \ ~ / / b4 \ e E) 9 \ b4
Vo tod Kdpov Zuépdiog dpyovtar kot v’ oVdEVOS AALOV.
(—) ... ol pdyot dveBipacav avtov &rl wopyov kol dyoped-
£ Ekélevov.
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Th. 2.83.1, 3 dAX Avaykdobnoav mepi tdg antag Nuépag Thg &v Ttpdte
pdyng vavpayfico tpog Popuiovae kol 10 £1koct vadg TV
Abnvaiov (—) obto o dvaykdlovtol vavpoysly kot pé-
cov 1OV TopOudv.

In all cases the abstract aorist ‘paves the way’ for the concrete present.
Ap. 20e3-5, with 21a5, Plt. 257¢8-10 and Phlb. 24a6 are particularly
interesting, since the present stem forms are accompanied by a com-
ment clause (Smep AMéyo; kabdmep sinec; 6 keledw o okomeiv), which
makes us expect that the present tense form repeats an earlier present
tense form, while in fact that form was an aorist form. This clearly
shows that the difference between aorist and present here is not of a
semantic but of a pragmatic nature: the present and aorist forms are
used in different communicative situations. This is also shown by the
fact that pn Bopvpronzte is qualified by a conditional clause (und’ €av
3OEm T vuIv uéyo Aéyew) that specifies the, non-actual, situation in
which Socrates’ request is relevant, while un 6opvfeite is used when
he is about to say the ‘big thing’ announced at 20e3 (viz. Chaere-
phon’s question at Delphi whether there is anybody who is wiser than
Socrates). Something similar applies to the passage from Herodotus:
what Prexaspes (= kelvov) must say has been specified in the mc-
clause with dyopedoon, that he indeed must speak is conveyed by
ayopevew.

531cl Ti ovv mote ‘By using ti mote a conversation partner may
indicate that he himself finds it difficult to think of a satisfactory an-
swer to his question’ (Sicking 1997: 172).

531c2 7

Text. 1 S(ut vid.)F : f§ TWEFpc For the problems and possibilities
involved I refer to the discussion at 530a2. Again, the translators gen-
erally suggest that their text has 1§ (Lamb: ‘Does Homer speak of ...?”,
Allen: ‘Does Homer tell of other things ...?°, Méridier: ‘Homere
traite-t-il ...?’, Flashar: ‘Redet denn Homer ...?"), although they all
read §; F’s ﬁ is nowhere reported. Saunders, however, who used Bur-
net’s text (with 1), correctly renders ‘Or does Homer have themes
...?” Again, I had a coin decide. As a result I now read 1.

531¢2-3 neptl IV VOV Aéyet i Ovaep ovpmovteg oi dAlot momral
If commentators comment on this phrase, they take it, not surprising-
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ly, as an abbreviation of mepi TovTOV mMeEpt GVaep, but this is once
again a didactic rather than a syntactic solution, and a misleading one
at that. Actually, not only dAAwv Tv@v but the whole phrase is in the
scope of mepi. This is the normal construction in Attic prose, and the
full phrase is very rare, for which see K-G 1, 550, 4, Smyth §§1667—
1674. Smyth observes that the preposition is often omitted in clauses
of comparison with &g and with 1 ‘than’, as in D. 19.263 nept 10D
péAdovtog paAlov Povievesbot ) tod mapdvtog. Our example belongs
of course also to this category. Nor is this phenomenon confined to
Greek, as Smyth’s translation of the sentence from Demosthenes ‘to
deliberate about the future rather than the present’ shows.””> To the
clauses of comparison also belong examples with 0 avtog d¢, like Grg.
453el &mi OV aOTOV TEXVAV ksycouev cowtap vovdn and X. Ages 2.1
EMOPEVETO d10 TV AVTOV EOVDV (nvnsp 0 Hspcsng, and with ovtog O,
as in D. 21.155 xatd tadtmy NAkiov Nv fv &yo viv.

Observe that in all these examples not only the preposition but the
verb, too, does double duty, so to speak, since there is only one verb.
In fact, if the relative clause has a verb of its own, we are not dealing
with an omitted preposition but with other constructions. See exam-
ples like

Phd. 76b8-9 ... 8136var Adyov mept 00TV OV VOvoT EAéyousv
®V is object of éAéyopev, attractio relativi

Tht. 208d8  ékefvov mépt oot Eoton 6 Adyog GV dv 1) kowdtng
®V is a partitive genitive, dependent on kotvétng

Grg. 487e8  mepi TovTOV MV 6O &1 pot dmetiunoag
oV is object of énetiymoag, attractio relativi

R. 52626 nepl TodTV Aéyovotv oV Stovondivar pévov yyopel
ov is object of StavonOfivan, attractio relativi
R.533d8 oig 10600TOV TEPL GKé\ylg dowv Nuiv mpdxerton

dowv is subject of mpbkettay, attractio relativi™

In still other cases where the relative clause has its own verb the rela-
tive pronoun (with affractio) seems to function as a general marker of
subordination, just like, in the present English sentence, ‘cases where’
may alternate with ‘cases in which’. See:

222 For English see further Quirk et al. (1985: 968-969).
223 For the, rare, attraction of the nominative cp. K-G 2, 409 Anm. 4.
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Th. 1.28.2  &ikag 1fshov Sodvar ... mopd mdAeow oig dv Guedrepot
Evppdorv (‘which they would agree upon’)

X. Smp. 4.1 &v 1@ 1péve O VPOV GKoV® GTopovvIoV ..., &v TOVT® ...
mow® (‘during the time/period that’)

For ‘that’ in ‘during the time/period that’ and for other subordinating
devices in English, which has quite a variety of such devices, see
Quirk et al. (1985: 1253 ff.). Cp. also Latin Incidit in eandem invidiam
quam pater suus (Nep. 5.3.1),”* Dutch in de tijd dat (ik in Parijs was),
German wdhrend die Zeit dafs (ich in Paris war), French pendant le
temps que (j étais a Paris).

531¢c3—4 o0 mepi mohépov Ta TOAAL SrEANAVOEY AteMiiobey
should probably be construed with mept moAépov etc., with td ToAAd
as an adverbial modifier (‘predominantly, for the most part, mostly”’):
‘Has he not predominantly spoken about/treated ...?” Cp. for a similar
construction Phlb. 18a6 Apdom tadta S1EAOOV GIKPOV ETL TEPL ADTOV
tovtov, and for Sielelv nepl Tvog in general Pre. 347a7 EV pév pot
dokelc, Epn, & Tdkpateg, Kol ob mepl 100 doparog dieAnlvbévar, R.
506d4 ... kOv domep dukarocHvng TEPL KOl 6OEPOGUVIG Kol TV
AV S1fiAdeg, oUto kal mepi oD dyabod 1EAOTC.

As for the tense of d1elAivOev, this expresses the idea that Socrates
is now speaking about the lasting result of Homer’s poetic activity, the
finished product, and no longer about Homer as a ‘permanent’
speaker, as at ¢3, where he used citative Aéyet.

531¢7 opthovvtov (G OpthodoL For this construction, in which a
relative clause, in this case a clause of manner, modifies a main clause
which has the same verb, see K-G 2, 436, 1; it is mainly found in po-
etry, ‘besonders mit &g, 6nwg’. Some other examples are: S. OC 273
ikéunv &’ dpmy, E. Med. 889 éopsv oidv dopev, El. 288289 Or. 6
... matnp touPov kvpet; / EL Ekvpoev g Ekupoey, ekPandeic dopwv,
14 649 yéynbd 6” og yéyno’ opdv. Some examples from prose are Lys.
13.53 vbv 8¢ meoBeic V@’ OV téte dnelobng, with Frohberger ad loc.,
D. 3.8 &dvimv ... ag &ovol OnPaiwv, 23.182 tiic Kapdiavdv mdremc
gyovong g &yet. Cp. further Rehdantz-Blass (1886: 80, s.v. &yew),

24 Cp. Kiihner-Stegmann 1, 581-582, Touratier (1980: 216), Lehmann (1984:
221-222).
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where our passage from /Jon is indeed also mentioned. Following the
examples quoted above I put no comma after opiAoOvVTOV.

According to K-G the relative clause makes the verb in the main
clause ‘unbestimmt’, to avoid ‘eine unangenehme Sache’, but this is
too vague. Actually, the relative clause expresses the idea that the
main verb used is perhaps not really the correct term for the verbal ac-
tion in question. Its effect is well described by Mastronarde on E.
Med. 889: ‘[a] type of reticent euphemism, sometimes deprecatory,
sometimes resigned in tone, refusing to go into specifics’. Likewise in
our passage: ‘... about the gods, while they are interacting with each
other and with men, in whatever way’. Macgregor and others take the
whole of mepl Oedv TpOg dAAAOVE Kol TPOG AvOpdTOVS OLAOVVTIOVY
as a proleptic element with respect to &g Opthodot, but this is unlikely,
for in proleptic constructions, notably those involving mepi, the prolep-
tic (pro)noun typically does not have its own verb (type: nept Ohin-
nov Aéym Gt/wg modepel nuiv). For ‘real” prolepsis see the fundamen-
tal article by Chanet (1988), pp. 73—74 on mept.

531¢7-8 mepl OV ovpaviov mednpdtov ‘the heavenly experi-
ences/vicissitudes’ = ‘the experiences/vicissitudes of the heavenly
gods’. For ovpdviog cp. Criti. 107d6 1o pév ovpdvio kai O<ia, Lg.
828¢7 10 1V ¥Boviev kai Soovg ad Beodg odpaviovg novopactéov.

Elsewhere, maffjpota is mostly used in connection with body, soul
and @boic, but it resembles lon 531c¢7 at R. 393b3 dmjynow mepi 1
@V év TM@ kol mepi tdv &v 10dkn kai 6An ‘Odvooeiq mabnudov.
Cp. also Phd. 98a5 of the stars: ... tdyovg te mépt mpOg dAANIa Kol
POV KOl TV IAOV Todnudtmy.

531c8 yevéoeig From the construction with mepi + genitive Socra-
tes switches to the (far more common) construction of d1eAfgtv with
object. For the latter construction cp. e.g. R. 372¢7 1 p&v odv dAn0wn
oM Sokel pot etvar v SienAvbapiev, 466¢7 TV TOV YOVOIKOV KOl-
vaviov tolg avépdotv, v dieAnivdouey.

531d1-2 memoinkev The same resultative perfect as dieAfivOev
above (c4). Likewise below at d5, 533b3 and 538e4 (pass.).

531d7 Ti pfv; kdkiov; “What is the word, then? (Have they writ-
ten) worse (poetry)?” While ti asks for a more correct term, pufv con-
veys the idea that Socrates expects lon to come up with something of
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which he is certain, something which does apply, after his earlier neg-
ative statement. Dutch has a closely parallel construction with the par-
ticle wel (with heavy stress): als niet X, wat dan wél? This use, where
the combination of ti (or another question word) with pv comes after
a negative statement by another speaker and asks for further informa-
tion, is very rare in Plato. The examples given by Denniston (333) are
Tht. 142a5 ‘I couldn’t find you’—O0 ydp 1 katd méiv.—IIod piv;
(‘Well, where were you?’—Denniston), Phlb. 44b11 16 napdmay 1do-
vig ot pact ivar.—T{ uiv; (Dutch: “Hoe zit het dan wél?”)—Avn@dv
todTag etvar etc., R. 523b8 OV mdwv ... &tuyeg ob Adyo.—Ilola pny ...
AMyeig;—Ta pev ov ...; also Plt. 263b7. Our case, which comes closest
to Phlb. 44bl11, is not mentioned by Denniston. There is also an alter-
native, and slightly more frequent, construction, in which ti pijv etc. is
preceded by dAAd, for which see Denn. 532; e.g. Smp. 202d10 (What
can Love be?) Ovntdg,—kiotd ye.—aiho i uiv;— Qomep 10 Tpod-
tepa, Eon, petac&d Ovnrod kal dboavdrov. lon 531d7 seems to be the
only instance where ti pnyv is followed by a suggested answer. Since
this answer lies of course upon the surface, Socrates is playing the in-
génu.

531d10 pévror ‘certainly, surely, of course, in truth’ (Smyth
§2918). Strongly asseverative. In this use, i.e. in answers, pévtot is a
modal particle, where pév, like prjv, is an emphasizer (for this term see
on 530b5), which reinforces the truth value of (part of the) clause,””
while ‘tol brings home the truth to another person’ (Denn. 399). Here,
as often in Plato, pévtor ‘mark[s] assent by echoing a word ... of the
previous speaker’ (Denn. 401): ‘truly better’. Some other examples
are Phd. 93¢1-2 xai tadto dAn0dS Aéyeta,—AIODE puévtol, Euthd.
287¢8 "H ol Sfkaovi—Afkonov pévrot, €pn, La. 190c5 dapsv dpa
...;—®apev pévroy, Plt. 295a9, Prm. 144¢2, Hp.Ma. 290a8, R. 387¢6.
For the use of pévtot outside answers see below on 536d4.

531d11

Ovkodv ‘Ovkodv is used by Socrates for switching from prelimi-
nary or subsidiary material to its actual application’ (Sicking 1997:
162). In our case, o0koDv signals that Socrates is going to apply Ion’s
ideas about epic poets to other—and as it will turn out, real—téyvou.

25 Mév in pévroy, like prv, denotes subjective rather than objective certainty (con-
tra Denniston 399): it is the speaker’s truth which is reinforced here.
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For further details about the use of odkodv and other argumentative
particles in Plato (notably apa, ap” ovv, dpa) I refer to Sicking’s thor-
ough and illuminating article.

Text. In the passage that follows, ovkodv returns six times, at €3, €9,
532a3, a4, a8, and b2. The instance here and those at €3, 532a3 and a4
are followed by a question mark in Burnet’s and other editions, while
€9, 532a8 and b2 are followed by a period. This seems rather arbi-
trary. Denniston (433) convincingly argues that ovkodv in Plato al-
ways introduces a question and should therefore be followed by a
question mark. I have inserted them, in fact, where they were lacking.

@ ik kegain This elaborate ‘friendship term’ is used to redress
beforehand the Face Threatening Act (FTA) which Socrates is about
to commit by submitting lon to a series of questions by which he will
try to convince him of the untenability of his views. (For the terminol-
ogy see below.) Since it will turn out, however, that in what follows
Socrates in no way treats lon as @ikog, there is something ominous
about the elaborateness of the friendship term. In fact, I believe that &
¢iAn kepaAq in connection with Ion has a potentially insincere and
condescending tone, just like its counterpart ‘my dear soul/my dear
chap’ in English translations of this passage (something which must
have escaped Ion, however, just like the potential irony of the elabo-
rate greeting formula tov “Tovo yaipew at 530al). There are two other
instances of (®) ¢{An kepaln in Plato; in both cases Socrates is speak-
ing to far more congenial figures, to Callicles at Grg. 513c2, and to
Phaedrus at Phdr. 264a8 ®aidpe, @ikn kepolr] (no doubt modelled af-
ter 1. 8.281 Tebkpe, @idn kepaAn). In these cases there is nothing
condescending about this form of address. See also below on & PéA-
TioTE at 532b2.

The use of friendship terms, and of FTAs, in classical authors can
profit much from an analysis within the framework of Politeness The-
ory, as shown for Sophocles by Lloyd (2006). Lloyd also presents
(225-228) a brief introduction to Politeness Theory. On p. 229 he ob-
serves, moreover, with respect to Plato: ‘When Socrates uses @ike or
any other friendship term, he is invariably doing an FTA (e.g. refuting
one)’. For a general introduction to Politeness Theory see Brown &
Levinson (1987). Watts (2003) presents an interesting, socially ori-
ented, alternative to the, primarily linguistically oriented, theory of
Brown & Levinson, by focusing on the role of politeness in social in-
teraction.
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531d12 Aéyy

Text. Méym TW : Aéyer SF The reading of SF, and of WSF at
531e5 below, betrays influence from post-classical Greek, since from
Hellenistic times onwards &tav is frequently followed by an indica-
tive. See LSJ s.v. &tav 2 (‘generally, tav supersedes Ote in Hellenis-
tic Greek’), Blass-Debrunner-Rehkopf (1979: 310).

531d12—el yvdoctar TOV 0 Aéyovta I'yvookew with direct ob-
ject = ‘know, recognize’.

531e4-5 Ti &’ 6tav ... Aéyn; wotepov ... 7} O aOTOC; For the punc-
tuation ti 8’ dtav ...; see Appendix I.

531e9 Aéyopev

Text. Aéyopev og W SPef(Aeyduev (sic); og ex og) : Agyduevog F :
Myopev og T The latter variant was adopted e.g. by Bekker,
Stallbaum, Schanz and Lamb. But the reading of W Spcf should be
preferred, for the (present) subjunctive is not elsewhere used to sum-
marize (part of) a discussion, but rather to continue a discussion by
reopening it, or by opening an additional line of reasoning, and it
points therefore forward. Cp. e.g. (additional line of reasoning:) Phlb.
55a12 ZQ. TToAMY, énel kol tide &1L Aéyopev, (reopening of the dis-
cussion:) Grg. 453el ZQ. IIdAwv 31 &ml 1OV aOTOV TERVAV AEymuev
ovrep vovdi, R. 559d4 TIdhy totvov, v & &y, Aéyopev g &€ Oh-
yapykod dnuokpatikdg yiyverar. The aorist subjunctive is used in a
similar forward pointing way, not, however, to continue but rather to
change the course of a discussion, cp. e.g. Plt. 287¢2 Suwg 8¢ €repov
od @V &v moéhel kmpdtov sinopey 08, Tht. 197b3 ‘Husic totvov
oukpov petadopedo kol eimopey émotiung ktijowv. For the compa-
rable uses of Aéye and einé cp. Rijksbaron (2000: 159 ff.); cp. also
Vassilaki (2000: 184) on the aorist imperative as the marker of ‘un
tournant, un changement radical dans la fagon dont la discussion doit
étre menée’. For the summarizing use of Aéyopev cp. e.g. Phlb. 47d1
vdv 8¢ AMéyopev o ..., Hp.Ma. 2955 *Op0Odg dpo. viv Aéyopey Ott ...,
Lg. 643d8.

532a7 €0 ye

Text. This is also the text of S, pace Burnet and Méridier, who claim
that S omits ye.
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532b2—4 00KoDV ... 00y Lit. ‘Is it not the case, then, that we will
not be mistaken if we say that ...?” = ‘Surely, then, we won’t be mis-
taken, if we ...?” While oOkodv is the question word of the sentence as
a whole, oy functions as a local negative with auoptnodueda. As al-
ways, ovkoDv expects an affirmative answer, in this case, then, to a
negated question. Such questions are rather frequent in Plato. The an-
swer may be lexically affirmative, or may repeat the negative from the
question, confirming its correctness, or there may follow no answer at

all, as here.”® Some other examples are:**’

with a lexically affirmative answer:**

Ion 538a5-7 Ovkobv Sotig av ur &m tva téyvny, tadng thg téyvng to
Aeydpeva §| mpattdpevo KoADS yryvdokey ody oldg T’ Eotat;
(‘Surely, then, he won’t be able ...?")—IQN Anoij Aéyeig.

Euthphr. 15¢8 Obkobv §j dptt 00 kaAdc oporoyoduev, i &l 1éte kakdg,
viv o0k 0pO@dg T8éuedo;— Eokev.

Prm. 134c10 Ovdkodv einep 11 dAo avtiic dmotiung uetéyet, ovk dv Tiva,
pdAdov 1 0eov paing e v dkpiPeotdiny dmotiunv;—
Avdyxn.

Ly.220b4  Odkodv 16 ye 1 Svii ¢ihov ob @ihov Tvog Eveko @ihov
gotiv,—AINOA.

Euthd. 293¢6 Obkodv & T iy énfotacat, odk émotipmv ei;— Exetvov ye,
o @ike, v &’ &Y.

R. 402b5 Ovkodv kal gikdvog ypaupdtmv, & mov 1 &v Bdacw §| &v
KoTomTPOIg upaivovto, od mpdtepov yvwoduedo, mpiv Gv
00T YVALEY, ... —Ilavtdmact pgv odv.*’

s

226 While odkoDV ... o0 = ‘s it not the case, then, that not X ...?” = ‘Surely, then,
not X ...?’, the combination pu®v ov in principle expects a negative answer to a ne-
gated question: ‘It is not the case, then, is it, that not X ...?". In actual practice this
functions as a formula which expects an affirmative answer: ‘Surely, then, X ...?” E.g.
Lg. 657c6 udv ovy obtog—Obtm piv odv, S. OC 1659 udv ody opdg; ‘It is not the
case, is it, that you do not see ...?” = ‘You surely see ...". In Plato, p®v ov only occurs
in Sph., Plt., Phlb., Lg. and Ep. IIL

27 Burnet frequently puts a full stop after such sentences, which I have replaced
with question marks; cp. above on 531d11.

2 Curiously enough, K-G 2, 164, Smyth §2651 a. and Denniston 435 all say that
obkoDv ... 00 questions expect a negative answer. See also n. 226.

29 The answer may also be elliptic TId¢ ydp; or ndC yap dv;, as at Prm. 165¢4
Ovkodv Ev pgv ovk Eoton TaAa;—IIdG ydp;, Phlb. 43d4 Ovkodv odk v el T uf
MreloBol mote TadTOV 1) Yoipev;—IIdg yap dv;.
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with repetition of the negative in the answer:

Phd. 105e4  Ovkodv yoyr od déxeton Bdvatov;—Ob.—Abdvatov dpa
yoy.—ABdvartov.

Men. 8925  Odkodv &l TodTa oitadg Exet, ovk dv elev pvost ol dyadol;—
OY pot dokel

Men. 98d4 Of)Kozf)}})/ gmeidn od @ioet, 0088 ol dyabol pioet ey dv;—OD
ofita.

no answer:.

Ion 537d1-2 £Q. Odkodv oUt® Kol Katd TAc®V TOV TEXVDV, O T £Tépa
éyvn Yryvaokopey, od yvwoduedo th £tépq; 10de 8 pot
npdtepov todTov dmdkpvar

Cra. 406d7 Ovkobv 10 pév €repov Gvopa avthig 00 yorendv einelv 5U” &
ketton.—T0 molov;

Tht.204a5  Odkodv pépn adtig od del etvay—T{ 81);— Ot o0 dv 7
pépn ...

o PértioTe ‘Béktiote and (to a lesser extent) dpiote are used
primarily in moments of triumph for Socrates’ (Dickey 1996: 111),
being again (cp. at 531d11) a means to redress beforehand the Face
Threatening Act which Socrates is about to commit.

opoimg Although Opoiwg is ultimately to be connected with det-
vov, it is, by its position in front of all the other constituents, the Focus
of the sentence, and thus emphasizes Socrates’ idea that Ion cannot
possibly maintain the position that he is only competent to judge Ho-
mer. This emphasis seems appropriate in a sentence where Socrates is
drawing the balance of the preceding discussion, which was, in fact,
from 531b1 onward dominated by Socrates’ view that if Ion is compe-
tent to judge (the quality of) one poet, he ought to be equally compe-
tent to judge other poets.

29 The o0 in these answers is nof a negative answer, but repeats the od from the
question, confirming thereby the correctness of the negation. The nature of such an-
swers can be most clearly seen from Phd. 105e4, where O% is not ‘No’, but shorthand
for o0 déyetat. ‘Surely, then, the soul does not admit death?”—(It does) not (admit
death)’, just as the answer in the next questions is also repeated from the question
(and is not “Yes’, as generally in translations). To be sure, ‘no’ and ‘yes’ may often be
convenient words in English translations, but this is a matter of English rather than of
Greek syntax.
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532b4 avTog Oporoyel ‘il est le premier a convenir’ (Méridier);
‘since he himself agrees’ (Allen).

Text. 6poroyel TWST : opordyet F Burnet, who reads opoAoyf,
and Méridier, who reads Opoloyel, have nothing in their apparatus,
nor have Bekker, Stallbaum and Schanz, who all read opoloyel.
Lamb, Verdenius, Flashar, Battegazzore and Murray have the same
form as Burnet.”' Not surprisingly, Lamb, Verdenius and Flashar take
opoloyfj as a 2nd person middle; they translate: ‘you admit’, ‘je er-
kent’, ‘du gibt ... zu’. No doubt Burnet, Battegazzore and Murray
have taken this form as a middle form, t00.”*> And we must assume
that the 6poloyel of Bekker, Stallbaum and Schanz represents a mid-
dle form as well.”>* But this view must be rejected, for the—rare—
middle forms of opoloy- have reciprocal meaning. i.e. they express
mutual agreement between two participants on some subject of dis-
cussion.”* See Cra. 439b6 &vtwva ... Tpbmov St povbdve ..., peiiov
fomg £otiv &yvmkévor 1) kot £ue Kol of dyamntov 8¢ kol Todto Opo-
royioacOat, 6t ..., R. 436¢9 &t toivov dkpiBéotepov OpOAOYNC®-
ueba ... (droporoynodueba Galenus), and 544a5 kai Oporoynoduevol
(ADM : Gv- F, adopted by Slings) émokeyaipeda ...."*° And last but
not least, there is nothing amiss with opoloyel = 3rd person sing. ind.
act., as Méridier saw: the third person continues the third person in-
troduced at 532b2 by tov “Tevo.” I note also that Ficino translates

B! According to Flashar 65, TF have 6poloyfj and W opoAoysi, wrongly.

22 1n fact, they will have subscribed to Stock’s words ad loc.: ‘-ij, not -€1, is now
considered to be the classical form for the 2nd pers. sing. in the mid. and pass.
voices’.

23 They also print e.g. yfyvet at 535¢1, and yvéoet at 538¢2. For the spelling of the
2nd person middle ind. see further the Introduction §5.1 (i).

24 For this use of the middle cp. Allan (2003: 84 ff.).

5 With Opooy- only in the aorist. The compounds dvopooyéopar and
Stoporoyéopon are used in a similar way, also in the present and future stems; see e.g.
Smp. 200e7 Gvoporoynompeba (‘convenir en recapitulant’—Des Places, Lexique), R.
348b3 dv 8¢ domnep dptt dvoporoyoduevol Tpdg aAMidovg okondpev, R. 442¢e4, (dio-
pok-:) Sph. 260a8 8¢t ... nudg doporoyioacbar, Grg. 500e3 dopordynoal pot, R.
603d4 10016 ye vOV 0088V Sel Nuag Soporoyeioar, R. 392¢2 droporoynoduebo.

26 Brandwood, too, in a footnote on p. 628 of his Index, observes on the form
here: ‘generally taken as a 2nd pers. med., but Plato’s use of the word in the middle
makes this unlikely. Ion continues to be referred to in the 3rd person as in the preced-
ing clause.’—As for F’s mpoAdyey, this reading has the advantage of being an unam-
biguous 3rd person form, but it should nevertheless be rejected, for the imperfect
would seem to occur only in reported dialogues. For a similar case of MS variation
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‘quandoquidem ipse ... confitetur’. There is a clear parallel for this
way of indirectly addressing a participant by referring to him in the
third person at Grg. 495d7: KAA. Zwkpdtng 8¢ ye fquiv 6 Alomekt-
Bev oy oporoyel Tadto. ) Oporoyel; TQ. Ody OpoAOYEL

532b5 kprriv ikavov ‘a competent judge’. If we may adduce Lg.
669a7 ff. for comparison (see also below, at 537¢c1-2), a sane kpitig
should have three competences: dp’ odv ov Tepl kdotny eikdvo, Kol
&V YPaQIKf Kol &V HoVoIKf Kol Tdvey, TOV uéAdovto Eugpova KpuTny
goecban det Tadta Tpia Exev, 6 1€ &oTt TPATOV YIYVAOKELY, EMELTO OOG
OpOdG, Emed’ (G £v, T TpiTov, elpyacTol TdV elkdvov Ticody piuact
1€ Kol pédeot kai Tolg pubuoic;. So he must possess “first, a knowledge
of the original; next, a knowledge of the correctness of the copy; and
thirdly, a knowledge of the excellence with which the copy is exe-
cuted’ (translation Bury). Below, e.g. at 539¢3 ff., Socrates will argue
that Ton cannot possibly be considered a kpitric. See further on 537c¢l.
For the, predominantly late, dialogues in which kpitiig occurs see the
Introduction §1.

532b6 tov¢ 8¢ mouTOG GXESOV AmMAVTAC TR GOTO TOLELY Since
motelv does not mean ‘treat of” or ‘deal with’, T adta woielv should be
translated as ‘do the same things’, rather than as ‘treat of the same
things’ (Lamb), ‘traitent les mémes sujets’ (Méridier), ‘deal with the
same things’ (Allen) or ‘take the same themes’ (Saunders). ‘Treat’ is
rather expressed by dcot av mepl TOV 0dT@V Aéymot in the first part of
the sentence, as it is by Aéyet at 531¢2-3 1} “Ounpog mepi AAA®V TIVOV
AMye 1 etc. Ultimately, ta o0t motelv refers back to mepi tdv avtdv
Aéyewv, but this does not mean, of course, that it has the same meaning.
For td avtd moielv picking up another expression cp. R. 475a5 tovg
eoivoug 0v to odTa TadTa Towdvtag Opdc;, which refers back to
ndoog Tpopdoels tpopacilecdé at 475al.

532b7 ti oOv mote See on 531cl.
532b7-8 Gtov pév tig mepl dAAov Tov monTod SraAéynTan When

daréyouau is construed without a dative constituent, its meaning is ‘to
discourse’, LSJ s.v. 1, sub finem.

see Men. 75d6-7 (mpocoporoyfi BTW : mpocopordyet F, sed o supra @ scr. f—
Bluck).
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532b7—c2 Stav pév Tig mept dAov Tov moutod dweAéynrTay, ... £nel-
dav 8¢ tic mepi ‘Ounpov pvneoi Awdéyntar of an iterative, on-
going action, pvnodf of a single, completed action, which interrupts
the former one. ‘Tandis que le PR aprés dtav pév déploie un moment
inachevé, en cours de déroulement, ou régnent ’ennui et la Iéthargie
qu’il entraine, au contraire éngddv et I’AO signalent I’irruption d’un
proces apres lequel la situation s’inverse du tout au tout’ (Mortier-
Waldschmidt 2000: 144).

532b8-9 otte mpociy®m TOV VOOV Aduvatd TE For oVte ... 1€ (...
why I pay no attention and am at the same time unable ...") see Ruijgh
(1971: §181): ‘Le parallélisme des deux faits est souligné par -t¢ ...
1€e’.

532b9 kai Ot0dV For kol ‘marking a minimum (descending cli-
max)’ see Denn. 293. Another example is Ap. 28b7-8 ... dvdpa dtov
KOl GLIKPOV SQeNdg éoTiy.

532c¢l1 areyvidg Roochnik (1987) plausibly argues that since for
Plato there was in writing no visible difference between what was
(much) later differentiated as dtéyvog and dteyvdcg, there being only
one, unaccented, word-form (ATEXNWC), one has to reckon with the
possibility that Plato intended a pun whenever he used this word.
Thus, here and elsewhere in lon, which is, after all, a dialogue about
téyvn, behind the primary meaning ‘simply’ the meaning dvev téyvng
is evoked. ‘When Ion takes a little nap during a discourse on Hesiod
or Archilochos he does so because he is dvev téxvng’ (Roochnik 1987:
261). A real teyvitng does not doze off in such a case.

532¢2 e000c te éypiyopa Not ‘I wake up at once’ (Lamb) but
‘aussitot me voila éveillé’ (Méridier), ‘(daB ich) ... sofort wach bin
...” (Flashar), ‘I’'m immediately wide awake’ (Allen) or ‘I’'m awake in
a flash’ (Saunders), for the perfect denotes a state which is at once
completely realized. For this use of the perfect cp. K-G 1, 150: (the
perfect) ‘wird mit rhetorischem Nachdrucke so gebraucht dass ei-
ne noch nicht eingetretene Handlung als bereits vollendet,
der daraus sich ergebende Zustand als schon vorhanden antizipiert
wird’.
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532c4 ¢taipe ‘In meaning there is no discernable difference be-
tween &taipe and @ile’ (Dickey 1996: 138); etaipe is therefore a mild
friendship term which ‘can be used at any time by the character domi-
nating the argument’ (113). The exact conditions, however, under
which &taipe (and @i)e, for that matter) appears in the text remain to
be investigated. Observe that @ &toipe is used here at a point where
Socrates in the most explicit terms attacks the professional status of
Ton; & £taipe may therefore be meant to ‘redress’ the harshness of
Socrates’ words, a harshness which is underlined by mavti dfjAov; see
the next note. See also on @ ¢iAn kepal at 531d11 and @ Pértiote at
532b2.

532¢4-5 movti dijhov An argumentum ex auctoritate. ‘One re-
sorts to it when agreement on the question involved is in danger of be-
ing debated’ (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969: 308). Our case is an
example of the ‘argument from number’. Socrates uses this form of
powerplay some twelve times, in Euthphr., Ap., Phd., Cra., Phdr., Alc.
1, Men., Ion, R. and Ti. Of his interlocutors, Cebes uses it in Phd.,
Thrasymachus and Glaucon in R., and Timaeus in 7i. Adeimantus as-
cribes mavti dfjlov in indirect discourse to Socrates at R. 449c¢5. It is
used, furthermore, by the Stranger in Plt., the Athenian in Lg. and
once by Plato himself in Ep. VIIL. Once, at R. 529al ff., Socrates re-
fuses to accept the—cautious—universal claim of his interlocutor,
Glaucon: mavti ydp pot dokel ditov 1t ...— Towg, fv & &yd, movtl
dfhov ANV €pol- gpol yoap od dokel oUtmg. Socrates’ own universal
claims are never called into doubt. There is, finally, a variant, spoken
by the Athenian, at Lg. 685cl o0 Ilehomovwic® poévov ..., oxedov
dfhov, aAla kal Toig “EAAnociy maotv.

532¢5 téyvn Kai émoTiun ‘With skill and knowledge’. Murray
ad loc. claims that ‘these words are virtually synonymous in this dia-
logue’, but does not substantiate this claim.>’ Actually, émotiun here
is the knowledge of the skill and its subject matter; it also involves the
ability to account for what one knows. For émotiun as = ‘knowledge

57 Why “virtually’? In which respect are they not synonymous? And why would
Plato use two near-synonymous terms rather than just one term? ‘Synonymy’ is a con-
cept that is perhaps invoked too easily in literary and philological studies. ‘It is by
now almost a truism that absolute synonymy is extremely rare—at least as a relation
between lexemes ...” (Lyons 1995: 60-61).
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of a téyvn’ cp. Grg. 448c2 Niv & £&medn tivog téyvng Emotiumv
gotlv, Tiva av kaAodvteg antov 0pHdg karoluev;, Hp. Mi. 367¢9; for
gmotun relating to the subject matter of a téyvn cp. below 538b4 ff.:
2Q. ‘H 8¢ poyedikn téyvn £tépa éotl Thg Mvioxkhic;—IQN Nai—
2Q. Ei dpa &tépa, mepl £tépov kol Emotun Tpaypdtov §oTiv; cp.
also 537d4 ff.; and, finally, for émotiun involving the ability to ac-
count for what one knows, i.e. in our case to give an account of how a
téyvn works, cp. Phd. 76b5 dviip €motdpevog tept GV éniototon &xot
av dodvar Adyov 1| oU;—IIoAAr dvdykn .... It will turn out that Ion
fails on all three counts: he has no knowledge of a particular téyvn, the
téyvn he presumedly possesses has no content, and he is not able to
give an account of what he ‘knows’.

The combination téyvn koi émiotiun recurs at 536¢1 (00 ... 003§)
and 541¢2, and elsewhere at Prt. 357b4 ff. and R. 522¢7-8.

532¢8-533¢3

Corroboration of Socrates’ view that lon does not possess a téxvn by
examples taken from real Téyvon

532¢7-8 momTikn Yap mov £oTiv TO OLOV ‘for there is an art of
poetry, I suppose, as a whole’ (Stock), ‘since there is an art of poetry,
I take it, as a whole’ (Lamb), ‘Car il existe, je suppose, un art de la
poésie en général’ (Méridier), ‘there exists an art of poetry as a whole’
(Saunders). This sentence should, indeed, be taken as an existential-
presentative sentence, in which Socrates, for the sake of the argument,
assumes (mov) the existence of a momtiky (téyvn). See further the In-
troduction §1. TO SAov is an adverbial accusative: ‘as far as the whole
is concerned’, ‘taken as a whole’, ‘generally speaking’; see also LSJ
s.v. L4, Three clear parallels for this use of t6 Shov in a similar con-
text are 532e4-5 below: ypagikn ydp T1c €oti é)vn 10 OAov;, Phdr.
261a7 Ap’ odv 00 10 pgv Shov 1 prropucty dv e téyvn (‘the science
of rhetoric as a whole’—Rowe) yoyayoyia tic S Adywv, and Men.
79¢1 €uod denbévtoc Shov eimely TV Apethv, aOTHV HEV morhod Seig
ginglv 811 dotlv, macav 8¢ ¢ Tpa& dpev etvar, édvrep petd popi-
ov Gpetfic mpdrnTol, domep sipnkag Ot apet fotv 10 Ghov (‘what
virtue is in the whole’—Lamb). Compare also 6Anv below at 532¢10—
dl émerdav Adpn Tig kai ANV Tévny fvtivody SAny.
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The sentence is often translated with t0 Glov as subject and Tomti-
kN predicatively as ‘poetry’, e.g. by Macgregor (‘Surely it is the whole
that is poetry’), Miller (‘The whole (= the good and the bad) is poetry
(sc. téxvn), I presume’—a rather bizarre translation), Kahn (1996:
109) (‘For I suppose that the whole thing is poetry’), Murray (‘for the
whole thing is poetry, isn’t it?”), or with momtik1} as subject and 10
Olov as predicative complement, e.g. by Flashar (‘Dichtung besteht
doch irgendwie als Ganzes’), Allen (‘The art of poetry is surely one
whole’), Canto, Pradeau (‘la poésie forme un tout’) and Capuccino
(‘I’arte poetica & un tutto’).”* But in view of the parallels mentioned
above these translations should be rejected. Observe especially that at
Phdyr. 261a7 and Men. 79¢l 10 6Aov must be taken as an adverbial
modifier, since the subject and predicate positions are taken by 1
pnropikn téxvn and youyoyoyia tig, and dpet and Gti, respectively.
Also, what could ‘the whole (thing)’ possibly refer to? And what is, in
the translations of the second type, the function of t6? And, finally,
Socrates is not interested in poetry at all, but only in its ‘technical’
side.

532d1 6 avtog TpdmOg Thg oKEYEMC £6TL

Text. $o1t TW : gotan SF The future &otau is preferred by e.g.
Burnet and Flashar, while Lamb and Méridier read éott. Although in
principle both forms are acceptable, the future being an instance of the
so-called ‘futur de raisonnement’ (Magnien 1912: II 168—169) or ‘lo-
gical-inferential’ future (Bakker 2002: 199 ff.), I prefer (generic) £ott,
because when Socrates repeats this sentence below in indirect dis-
course he uses sivon rather than #cecfat to represent the verb of his

e

original sentence (532¢3, cp. 0 EAeyov).

532d2 déar T For the spelling of the 2nd person singular middle
forms see the Introduction §5.1 (i). For ‘deprecatory’ Tt see on nd¢ 1,
530a8.

532d5-7 co@oi ... Tain0 The fact that Socrates here opposes
being copdg to speaking the truth is heavily ironical, for elsewhere

2% But at 532e4-5 Murray, Allen, Pradeau and Capuccino translate, correctly: ‘is
there an art of painting as a whole?’, ‘there’s an art of painting as a whole?’, ‘y a-t-il
une technique picturale qui forme un tout?’, ‘c’¢ un’arte della pittura come un tutto?”’.
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Socrates equates oot with dif0ew. For this relationship cp. R.
335e4 odk v 60¢og O TadTa gindv. 00 yap GAnOf Ereyev, 485¢10 "H
ovv oikeldtepov coeig Tt aGAndeiog av ebporg;.

532d6 vpeic ol poymdol kal vVToKpLTai

Text. vnokprral W SF : ot vmoxprrai T As far as I know the read-
ing of T has found no supporters, and rightly so. With ot mokprai a
separate group would be created, distinct from ‘you the rhapsodes’,
and while this in itself is of course not impossible, it appears from
535e9-536al that Socrates considers Ion both a rhapsode and an ac-
tor: o0 O Pay®dOG ki vrokprc. As Stallbaum puts it in the appara-
tus to 532d6: ‘utrique nunc una notione comprehenduntur’. For coor-
dinated noun phrases with one and with two articles see K-G 1, 611,
and the extensive discussion in Rijksbaron (1991: 115-117), on E. Ba.
893-896. For vmokputig = ‘actor’ (rather than ‘interpreter’) see Bat-
tegazzore and Murray ad loc., with references to further literature.”’

532d6-7 GV Vpeig ddete TO TOWpPOATO This elaborate periphrasis
for ‘ot moutai’ once again puts emphasis on the role of Ion and his
fellow rhapsodes; note the repetition Dpelc ... vueic. For Socrates’ ar-
gument here the poets are only relevant in as far as they provide the
material for the performances of the rhapsodes.

532d7 ovdev dAlo 1) TaAn0f| Adyw ‘I’m only speaking the truth.’
Following Wilamowitz many scholars have found fault with 1aAn61,
and several conjectures have been proposed (although none of these
have been adopted in modern editions). In fact, if translated as by
Lamb and Méridier, there is something peculiar about Socrates’ state-
ment: ‘It is you ... who are wise; whereas I speak but the simple
truth’; ‘Les savants, c’est vous, j’imagine ...; moi, je me borne a dire
la vérité’. These translations suggest that Socrates is speaking here
just about his behaviour in general, i.e. outside the present discussion
with Ion.

In my view the clause can stand, if it is interpreted along the fol-
lowing lines. Although ovdgv dAlo 1| tdAnOf Aéym is a statement
about Socrates’ behaviour in general, and the present indicative is
therefore a habitual present, I think the clause has a bearing on the

39 To Murray’s references should be added Zucchelli (1962).
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present discussion as well, and for that reason I have preferred the
progressive to the simple present in the translation. For Socrates is
implicitly elucidating here his earlier statement (couched as a ques-
tion) at 532¢10—d1 ovkodv ... 0 adTOC TPOTOG Thg oKEYEDS £0TL TEPL
anac®v TAV texvadV;. He now assures lon that he spoke the truth when
he said that the method of inquiry is the same for all arts, a statement
that any non-specialist would make; Aéyw refers back, then, to mdg
10070 Aéy®w at 532d2. And to reinforce the connection between the two
Myo’s Socrates repeats, in a different form, at €3 the statement of
c10—-d1, while adding that seeing its validity is indeed something be-
longing to an i8udtng. Finally, to show that he spoke the truth he turns
to a—real—téyvn, the art of painting.

There are no direct parallels for this use of TaAn67 Aéyew in a com-
ment phrase on one’s own or other people’s words in Plato, but the
variant dAnOf Aéyew is very frequent, especially the formula aAn6f
Myeg. For first person aAndfj Aéyw cp. e.g. above, 532a7 Q. Ovkodv
oV @n¢ kal “Ounpov kal todg EAOVE TOMTAS ... TEPL YE TOV ATV
Myewv, GAL’ ody Opoimg, GALY TOV pév &b ve, Tovg 8¢ yelpovi—IQN.
Kai aAn0fi Aéyo (note g ... Aéym), Cra. 418a6 EPM. An0Ofj Aéyeic
GG, BN TO “IMuddec” i av ein; Q. Ti 8 av e mote “Inuddec”;
Béacat, @ ‘Epudyevec, dg &yod andi Aéym Aéywv St ..., Pre. 342d4,
349d5, Hp.Ma. 285a2, Hp.Mi. 372a6. Also with tdAn0éc: Ti. 37¢5
10010 8¢ &v @ TV vtov Eyyiyvesbov, dv moté Tic adTd dAko TANV
YoMV €, v paAlov 1 TaAn0eg Epel.

There is, finally, a semantic difference between 1aAn0f Aéyw and
aAn0f Aéyw, for the latter expression, without the article, applies only
to ‘local statements’, so to speak, while (008&v dAAo ) TaAn0f Aéyw
has a much wider, indeed a universal, application. It is therefore only
by entailment that tdAn0f Aéym at lon 532d7 refers back to Aéym at
d2: if Socrates always speaks the truth, he necessarily did so too in
this case.

532el émel kai motivates why Socrates said olov &ikdg ididmmv
avOpwmov. 'Emetl is preferred to ydp as a motivating connector in a
number of cases, e.g. in combination with kai. For énel xai ‘for also’,
and its advantages over kai ydp, see Rijksbaron (1976: 82).

532e4 Lapopev yap T® Loyw This sentence seems to have been
generally misunderstood, and has led to rather fanciful translations
and explanations, where 1@ Ady® sometimes is invisible, like ‘Prenons
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un exemple’ (Méridier, Pradeau), ‘Let us just think it out thus’
(Lamb), ‘Fassen wir es doch in unserer Erorterung’ (Flashar); ‘[t®
Moyo] in thought, as opposed to fact” (Stock), ‘@ Ady@ by reasoning
or argument’ (Murray), ‘Let us grasp (the point) by means of argu-
ment’ (Miller), etc. Actually, the sentence elaborates upon the preced-
ing sentence, £neddv T téxvnv AAPn, so the object of Adfopev is
téyvnv: ‘For let us take one (= an art)’, while 1@ Adyw = “for the bene-
fit of, in aid of our discussion’. The construction has a close parallel at
Lg. 638¢2 ol Myw apdvieg i dmridevpa “all those who take up an
institution for discussion’ (Bury).

MiBopey yap ... ypaeikn yap tic éotl évn 10 GAov; The two
vap’s have the same function. The first ydp explains Oéacotl ig @od-
Aov ... yv@var ... éneddv t1ig SAnv téxvnv Adpn, by introducing an in-
stance of the procedure of SAnv téyvnv Aafelv, while the second one
introduces an instance of such a téyvn. In this use ydp combines the
uses mentioned by Denniston on p. 59 (‘After an expression ... con-
veying a summons to attention’) and p. 66 (8) (‘An example of a pro-
positon constitutes an element in the explanation of it’; incidentally,
Denniston himself does not mention our examples there). Similar ex-
amples of summons combined with instancing (with single ydp) are
Ap. 24¢3 todtov 8¢ 0D fykAfpatog &v Ekactov EETAcmpEY. PNOL YO
31| Tovg véoug adikely pe Srapbeipovta, Phd. 100c4 Zxdmet 81, &on, t0
¢Efc éxetvoig édv oot ocvvdokfy Gomep €uol. aiveton ydp pot, ...,
Phib. 37a2 Swpiodpeda 61 copéotepov £TL 10 vovdn Aeyduevov ndo-
viig Te mépt kol 8OENC. EoTv ydp Tov T So&dlev fuiv; Grg. 495¢2, R.
358b2, 453¢2. See also below on 533d1 and 535c¢5, with further ex-
amples.

532e4-5 ypagucry yap tic £6ti TéYVN] TO OlOV The same con-
struction as at 532¢7-8. Naturally, wov is absent here: a ypa@ikn téyvn
does exist.

533a1-5 kai énedav pév Tig ... Emdeikvin, vootdlet ..., énedov 8¢
... 8én dmoprivacHor yvouny, &ypiyopév < ...; The subject of
vootdlel, anopel and ovk &yet is still dotig in the preceding clause,
and likewise for &ypfiyopev, mpocéyetl and €dmopel in the second half
of the sentence.
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533a4 v ypogpiwv, £vog povov, In part following MSS SF
(which have a middle dot after ypagéwv), and the Aldina, which has a
comma after ypapéwv, I have put comma’s around £vog pévov, there-
by turning this phrase into an apposition to the nameless and arbitrary
painter just introduced, stressing that the important thing is his single-
ness: ‘just one’. See also below, the note on 533p2.24%

533a6 ti 8¢ év avopwavromolig; Non ...; ‘And how is it in the
case of sculpture?’ For the punctuation, indicating a Topic shift, see
Appendix 1. For the combination ti 8¢ v ...; see again Appendix I.

533b2 , £vog mép, Again, now in part following MS T, which has
a péom otrypr| after avdplovtonolod, I punctuate (comma) after Gvdpi-
avtorolod, as well as after tépy, turning this phrase, too, into an appo-
sition to the nameless and arbitrary sculptor just introduced. Méridier,
correctly: ‘... ou tout autre sculpteur, mais sur lui seul ...". This effect
is perhaps enhanced by the front position of £&vdg. For a similar apposi-
tion cp. La. 198d6 mept 10 DYlewov ... o0k GAAN TS (sc. Emotnun) i
{otpucy], pla odoo, popd. Lamb translates “or any other single sculp-
tor’, but this would rather be 7 dAlov &vdg tvog dvdpiavtonolod; cp.
Lg. 894b11 dAAn pla 1 o) TOV TOGAY KIVGE®DV.

533b5

(533al 118 odV TvaL €18eC ....) ... OV pd OV Afa, 0088 TodTOV Edpaka
Ion gives Socrates more than he asked for, for he reacts to Socrates’
semelfactive aorist indicative &ideg ‘have you (ever) seen anyone who
...7” (or perhaps rather ‘Did you ever see ...?") with a totalizing-itera-
tive perfect indicative,*"' i.e. a perfect which combines stative with it-
erative meaning. Thereby he turns a neutral answer like ovk &idov,
which might have sufficed, into a rather emphatic denial, for o0(8¢) ...
gwpako signifies that Ton, up to and including the speech moment, at
no time has seen that man. In a translation the meaning can perhaps be
conveyed by ‘I definitely have not seen that man either’. The force of
o0(8¢) ... Empoxa is further enhanced by the emphatic o0 pa tov Afo

0 For the value of the punctuation marks in the MSS cp. the Introduction §5.3 (i).

2! For this term, which was coined by Ruijgh (1991: 209 f.), see Rijksbaron (2002:
37 v. 3). Cp. further Rijksbaron (1984) and the discussion (with partly diverging
views) in Sicking & Stork (2002: 159 ff.).
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(an expression of which Ion is rather fond, for it is also found at 533a6
and 535d6).**

Some other examples from Plato of negated cwPaK- with a similar
1nterpretat10n are Sph. 239¢el ®avepdc, ® Ocaitte, €l GOPIOTHV OVY
gwpakmg, and, with ‘at no time’ overtly present, Phd. 109d2 dw 8¢
Bpadvtfitd e kai dobévelov undendnote €mi Ta dkpo Thg OaAdTIng
aprypévog unde Ewpakag em, Smp. 220a5 Tokpdrn pebvovio ovdeig
TOnoTE EWpakev aAvlpamwv, Pri. 310e4 ... 00d¢ wpaxa [Tpotoydpav
nonote 00d’ dknikoo ovdév, R. 499al dvdpa 8¢ dpetii maploopivoy

., duvaotevovta &v mOel ETépy touu'nn, 0V TOTOTE EMPAKOCLY, OVTE
gvo ovte mhelovg.” I should add that od (...) Tdmote may also modlfy
an aorist, as at Grg 503b1 GAL’ 00 TOTOTE OV roum]v gldec ™V pnro-
ptciv, R. 498d8 ov ydp mdmote eldov yevdpuevov 10 viv Aeyduevov and
below 533b7 003’ &v adMioet ... oddendmot’ eideg dvdpa doTig ...
The difference with the perfect is that this is still presented as one sin-
gle (non-)action, although naturally an implication is present that the
‘not-seeing’ occurred more than once (but not up to the speech mo-
ment). The emphasis provided by the perfect is, then, an optional, rhe-
torical, feature.

The totalizing-iterative meaning is also found with other negated
perfects of perception verbs,”* e.g. (dkodw) Phd. 61e9 capig 8¢ mept
avT®V 008evOg TOTOTE 0VdEV axrkoa (which is preceded by semel-
factive fikovoo: 1101 yap &ywye, Omep vovdrn ov fpov, kai Dhordov
fxovoa), (aicOdvopar) La. 197d1 kol ydp pot dokelg o0dE NodfcOan
St TadTv TV coplav mapd Adumvog Tod NUETEPOL £Taipov Tapeiln-
@ev. It also occurs with ‘positive’ perfects; see e.g. (Opdw) Ap. 35a4
olovomep &y TOAAIKIG £dpakd Tvag dtav kpivovtal, (dkodw) Ap.
19d3 G&d vpdg aAAfrovg diddokev 1€ kol @pdlev, 6cot £uod moh-
note dknidate Sakeyopdvov (—) epdlete ovv GAMAoLg &l mdmote 1

2 The classic example of the totalizing-iterative use of the perfect is ¥opye at
Hom. II. 2.272, as opposed to semelfactive Zps&ev at line 274: & mbémor 1| &1 popt’
O&)cscsavg gc0ra Zefopye / Bouldg T’ €&dpyov dyabag morepdv e Kopdoowv: / viv 8
103¢ péy’ dpiotov &v Apyelowowy Epekev.

* Compare totalizing-iterative ot mo ... Smona at I1. 2.799 fén pév pdia moAAd
pdyog gicAvbov avdpdv, / GAL’ ol e T01dvde T056vdE Te Aadv Smwma (West’s text).
A particularly clear example is Arist. Insomn. 462b2 1{dn 8¢ tiot cvpPéfnkev undev
gvimviov Empakévar katd TOv Blov, tolg 8¢ Toppw mov Tpoehbovong thg NAkiog Wdelv
npdTEPOV U EDPAKOCLY.

*In fact, the negation strongly favours a totalizing-iterative reading of the per-
fect, just as in Engl. I haven't seen him in years.
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HIKPOV 1 péya KOLGE TIC VUMY £oD TTEPL TMV TOVTOV SL0AEYOUEVOL
(notice dxnkdate, recurrent hearings, as opposed to fjkovce, a single
hearing), Tht. 144b8 Axkfkoo p&v totvoua, pynuovedo d¢ ov, Ti. 26b6
gyo yop O pev x0Ec fikovoa, odk v 01d’ &l Suvaiuny drovto &v pviun
aAM AaBeiv: tadta 8¢ O mdpmoAivy xpdvov Swaknkoa, Tavidract Oov-
pdoo’ v el Tl pe avtdv daméeevyey (notice again the presence of
semelfactive fikovoa), and finally in questions: Prt. 350b1 "Hon 8¢
TVOG EDPAKOG, EQNV, TAVIOV TOVTOV AVETIGTAOVAS dvTac, Oappodv-
o 8¢ mpd¢ Ekaota TovTov;.

Alra pipv ‘But surely’: uﬁv indicates that Socrates feels quite
confident that his op1n10n (cp. &g y gy® oipon) about the other arts is
correct. For dAAQ w]v modlfylng otpar cp. La. 193¢8 AMAG uv oipad
ve, R. 370b7 AX\a pnv otpan kol 16de dHAov.

533b5-6 ¢c vy’ €Yo oipan This is another instance of an implicitly
contrastive éyd (cp. 530d9): (I don’t know what your opinion is but)
‘I, for one’. Note that this effect does not depend on vye; cp. the note on
the Text below.

Text. &gy’ &yo TW : o¢ éyoye SF If comment clauses with a
verb of opinion introduced by ®¢ are modified by vye, the particle over-
whelmingly comes immediately after the conjunction, e.g. @¢ ye &y

5 The perfect of perception verbs may also have a non-iterative stative meaning,
as at Cri. 44a7 texpaipopar 8¢ £k tvog évumviov O Edpako OMiyov mpdrepov tadTng
tfig voktdg. Here, the perfect probably expresses the idea that the dream is still present
with Socrates as he is speaking: ‘a dream which I have seen and am still seeing’. (Cp.
Stahl (1907: 112) on wémovOa: ‘Das Vergangene kann in seiner gegenwirtigen Wir-
kung dargestellt werden’.) Likewise at Smp. 216e6 ornovddoavtog 8¢ adtod Kol dvot-
¥0évtog odk o1da &F Tig Edpoxey T &vidg dydhpator GAL dyd #dn mot’ eldov, Kad ...
(édpaxev = ‘has seen and is still seeing them mentally’, ldov = ‘got a glimpse of
them, noticed them’), and perhaps at Cra. 399¢3 0 puév dAha Onpia dv dpd oddsy &mt-
okomel 008¢ avodoyileton 00de avadpel, O 8¢ AvOpwmog dpo dpakey ... Kol Gvadpel

. (Edpakev = ‘has seen and mentally stored’; note the opposition with 0p@ in the
preceding clause: the other animals just ‘see’ things), and Euthd. 273c1 "Homalounv
ovv ad T dte d1a xpdvov swpakdg (lit. “since T had seen them <and had still my eyes
on them> after quite some time’); contrast Phdr. 247d3 idodoa (sc. 00D Sidvora) dia
xpdvov 10 8v (‘having noticed’; cp. ‘lorsqu’ avec le temps elle a fini par apercevoir la
réalité’—Robin).
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Ayo; see further below.>*® In analysing its function I follow Dennis-
ton, who argues (146) that ‘[w]hen ye follows a conjunction ... we
may, if we like, say that it stresses the whole clause : but it is perhaps
more accurate to say that it stresses the logical relationship expressed
by the conjunction: thus, £{ ye emphasizes the hypothetical nature of a
statement: “I assert a truth subject to the validity of a hypothesis, but
not independently of it.”*"’

Likewise, in the case of comment clauses ye expresses the idea that,
in principle, the assertion made in the main clause is s#rictly subject to
the validity of the speaker’s (or somebody else’s) view, ‘at least, that’s
what I (you, he) think(s)’, etc.; this view may also be expressed in an
objectified form (e.g. by €ikdc). Here are some examples of the rele-
vant comment clauses (as printed in the OCT):

— ¢y’ &yo oluar: Ton 533b5-6 in TW, no parallels

— (b v4 pot dokd**® and variants: Ap. 18a2, Cri. 44b4 (vé pot Bd : époi T),
Cra. 417d2, Alc. 2 138a7, Grg. 482d5, Men. 80a2 (yé porB : vy’ duot TW :
&uotye F), 80b3; Burnet once prints ye éuof, Lg. 627d6 &g ye &pol cuvdo-
KEWV

— &¢ v€ pot @oiveton and variants: The. 151€2, Plt. 291a8, Prt. 324¢8, Hp.
Mi. 365b8, R. 602b6;** once y’ &pof, Lg. 625¢l

6 For comment clauses in English see the discussion in Quirk et al. (1985: 1112—
1118). Comment clauses ‘hedge, ie they express the speaker’s tentativeness over the
truth value of the matrix clause’ (1114).

#7 See also K-G 2, 177, and Wakker (1994: 310 f£.) on &1 ye.

% This should rather be &¢ y* &uot dokd. In fact, with or without MS support,
think ¢&¢ > éuol should be read everywhere, since the normal form of this clause
without ye is ¢ éuol dox- (40 instances, including Alc. 1 and Hp.Ma.), not &g pot
dok-. (Nor was ¢¢ Zuotye dok- a viable alternative; see below on d¢ &ywye oipat.)
There are only two possible instances of &¢ pot dokel in a comment clause, Chrm.
164¢2 and R. 409¢1, but in both cases we should probably read ag époi as well, at
Chrm. 164¢2 with Stobaeus, at R. 409¢1 with F and Stobaeus. Cp. also Grg. 502b3 ag
ool dokel. (At Cra. 422¢2, Sph. 24942, Phdr. 228¢7, Grg. 521¢3 (¢ pot dok- occurs in
other types of ®c-clause.) Also, with &¢ y* &pol dok®, etc., these types of comment
clauses are parallel to clauses like ¢ ye éyw Aéyw, &gy’ &yod eainv dv; cp. also Hp.
Ma. 298¢9 "Eyd oot ppdow & y° épol kotagpaiveton. The parallel constructions to the
¢ ye pot dokd etc. of our editions, with enclitic, unemphatic, pot, should be *@g ye
My, etc., but these do not occur.

9 Again, we should read éc y’ épof, for the same reason as with dok-: d¢ &pot
oouv- 11 instances, only one instance of &g pot @aiveton, Pre. 343¢5 (no variant read-
ings reported).
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— ¢ ve &yo Aéyw Grg. 470€9, &g ye ob Aéyeic Grg. 492e7, ¢ ye AMyovoty
ol toAhot Smp. 183b5, ¢ ye viv Adyetan Ly. 220e6, &g ve ta vOv Agydueva
Lg. 665d6, (¢ ye Aéyetar 10 tod pvbov Lg. 683d2

— &gy’ &yo eainv dv, Phlb. 36e13 (bgy’ T : ag B)

— &g ve (10) €ikdg: Euthphr. 3a4, Plt. 307¢l, R. 610¢e9; also &g v’ Eowev
Smp. 202d6 (¢5¢c v’ BT : wgye Oxy. : y> ¢ W : ddot’ Stob.).

Such clauses with ©¢ ye + pot (or rather y* €uot) / yd and/or a verb of
opinion are, then, rather common.

But what about the reading of SF, d¢ #ywye oipat? There is a paral-
lel clause at Phd. 77a8 ¢ ¥ywye oluo, apparently without variant
readings, and there are two instances of &g 60 ye oigt, both from the
Gorgias, 473b1 Q. ‘Q¢ ov ye ofel, ® IdAe, 495b7 KAA. Qg ob ve
ofel, ® Xdkpartec, but that is all there is. The latter two cases can be
discarded, I think, as parallels, for they are sui generis: they do not
qualify an assertion made by the speaker, but rather an answer given
by the interlocutor in the preceding sentence, with heavy contrast:
‘That is what you think’. As for the other verbs mentioned above, |
have only found one possible instance of ye following a pronoun: ag
Zuowye 886kec at Ep. XIII 360a6 (¥uorye AZO : épof e 02).2° ¢
Eyoye dokd, O Eywy’ av eainv (or gainv dv), etc., do not occur, then.
At Phd. 77a8 we should therefore probably change d¢ &yoye oipay,
e.g. into d¢ &yd oilpoy; see also n. 251; -ye may be due to &yaoye at
77a2 and &uoye at 77a5.

My conclusion concerning lon 533b5 is, that in spite of the absence
of direct parallels for ¢y’ &y oipon and the presence of a parallel for
®c &yoye oipat, the former reading is to be preferred."

533¢1-2 mepi Pnpiov tod ‘T0axnciov paymdod, wept 8¢ “Tovog Tod
"E@eoiov poy@dod

Text. paypdod SF : om. TW (Burnet: 100 'E@eciov [paymdod])
Something went wrong here with Burnet’s text and apparatus, for in
his text he has brackets around the second pay®dod, while according
to Naber’s conjecture mentioned in his apparatus they should be

20 As against some 40 instances of ¢ &uol dok-. We should therefore probably
read gpof te.

5! T should perhaps add that the regular forms of d¢ clauses with oipou in the cor-
pus Platonicum are o éy®uon (63 instances), d¢ &yd otpat (19), and d¢ oipar (12).
Plato has quite a variety of comment clauses with oipat Besides the clauses with &g
discussed above, also bare oipat occurs, in the Jon at 536d6 and 540b2. See there.



162 COMMENTARY

around the first pay®30D. Be that as it may, both readings probably
yield an acceptable text. Yet I prefer the more elaborate expression of
SF, for the reading of TW could also mean ‘the Ephesian’ rather than
‘the Ephesian rhapsode’. For another case where S F have a more elab-
orate expression see above, 530c2, and for a parallel cp. the repetition
of atig at Phdr. 246a3 Tlept pév odv dBavaciog adTig ikavde mept
3¢ Thic 1840 ot OSe Aextéov.

533¢2-3 odk &yet copParéaBan & te 0 PayIET Kol & pn

Text. copPorécOour W SF : copfdiiecOor T Since the infinitive is
accompanied by an object, the aorist infinitive is to be preferred. Else-
where in Plato, too, in the construction (00k) &yw et sim. + dependent
infinitive, the aorist infinitive is frequently accompanied by an object
or other restrictive constituent. The present infinitive tends to lack
such elements. Cp. Basset on &yeig Aéyew/eimeiv (2000: 307): ‘[A]vec
I’aoriste, I’attention est habituellement attirée sur les circonstances de
la réponse .... De telles précisions restrictives n’apparaissent pas avec
I’infintif PR.” For restrictive constituents with the aorist stem see also
above on 531b7-9 and Appendix III. Compare, in the lon, Gdvvotd 1€
Kol 0T100V cvpParécOar (532b9), and also the aorists in the related
constructions ovk &gt 31t cvpBdintar (533a2-3) and 0Ok Eywv 611
einn (533b4). See further e.g. R. 398¢9 oBkovv ikavdg ye &y &v T
nopdvtt supParécOon mola drra et Nuag Aéyew.>

533¢4-535a10

lon admits that Socrates has a point, but repeats that he is only skilled
in Homer, and asks Socrates how that can be. Socrates now formally
denies that lon possesses a 1évn, and will prove that he is moved by a
Bela dOvope. Explanation of the working of this dOvag by a com-
parison with the force of the magnet. Conclusion: the Muse makes the
poets Ekppov and causes each of them to be possessed by a different
god; they are therefore just mouthpieces of the gods. The rhapsodes in
turn are mouthpieces of mouthpieces.

22 If restrictive constituents are present with the present infinitive, the infinitive
generally has iterative meaning, e.g. Lg. 905¢3 fjv tig un yiyvdokwv odd’ av tomov
B0t moté, 08¢ Adyov cupBdirector mept Blov duvatdg av yévorto gig eddaoviay Te
Kol Sucdaipova Toymy.
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533¢5 AL ékelvo Spantd cvvolda, Ot ... In the rather rare cor-
relative construction €keivo ... dt/ag, instead of the common tobt0

. 0t/mc, €xeivo has the connotation ‘that special, remarkable fact/
phenomenon ... that ...". For related uses cp. Euthphr. 2b2 (spoken by
Euthyphro) o0 yap ékelvd ye kotayvdoopat, ¢ ov £tepov (‘that uni-
magineable thing ...°, viz. that Socrates is the accuser), Phdr. 234b2
gkevo évhupuod, ot ..., R. 600b3 gkelvo kepdaivew 1yettal, v ndo-
viv (‘that special thing, pleasure’); outside Plato e.g. S. 4j. 94 KoAdg
Ehefoc G 8kevd pot gpdoov, / EPayag Eyxog ed mpdc Apyeimv
otpat®; (‘this unimagineable deed”), Ph. 310 éxeivo & ovdeic, nvik’
av pvnobd, 0élel, / odoal p &g oikovg. This nuance of ékelvog is an
effect of the general meaning ‘that far away ...’, ‘that ... which is out
of my reach’, ‘that unattainable ...’, for which see K-G 1, 641 ff.
Other clear cases of this meaning of ékeivog are its uses to refer to a
dead person, and, in Plato, to refer to the Forms. For the latter see e.g.
Prm. 130d9 éxeice & odv d(puc()uevog, glg a vovén ékéyouav &ion
sxsw nspt gkelval npayuatsvopsvog dorpipw, Phdr. 249¢2 owauvncsu;
gxetvov d mot’ eldev mwov n yoyn ..., R. 454¢9 éxeivo 10 8180g,
511al {nrodvteg 8¢ avto EKelva 1681\/ a ovk av dAAm¢ 1ot Tig 1) TH
davolq, etc., for the former Ap. 21a8 éxeivog tetehedtnkev, Mx.
248d7 Tadto odv, ® ToAdeC Kol YOViiC TOV TeEAevTodvTmy, éketvol ...
gnéoknmrov NUiv dmaryyéAdey, Mx. 235b5. Compare Smyth §1254, S-
D 209, 1.

533¢6-—7 ot dAlot mdvteg pe pooty ed Aéyety

Text. pe poctv TW : gug gootv F : ué pacwy S With pe the em-
phasis is on mdvtec, which has Focus position (see on 531b6 with n.
220). This is perhaps more appropriate than the emphasis provided by
the readings of SF. The latter would be more appropriate in a context
of—explicit or implicit—contrast with other persons, as at e.g. Ap.
21b5 i odv mote Aéyst @dokev &ué copdtotov eivay, and Smp.
173d1-3 oo ad dpelg éug fyelobe koxodaipova etvar, kol ofopat
Vg GANOR ofecOar dyd pévtor Hudg odk olopot GAL’ €0 oida, Grg.
491b5-7 ‘Opac, @ Pértiote Karhihelg, dg 0 todta 6 T &1od Kotn-
YOPELS kal &y® 60D; oV pev yap Sue N¢ Gel toto Adyetv, kol péuen
pot &ym 8¢ cod todvavtiov ..., etc. etc.
For the accents cp. the Introduction §5.2 (i).
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533¢7 kairou Spa todto T EoTIv Adversative kaitol may be used
‘by a speaker in pulling himself up abruptly’ (Denn. 557): ‘But see
what that means’.

533c8—d1 Kai 6pd, & “lov, kai dpyopar vé cot arogavépevog & ot
dokel TodTO Etvan ‘And I start the presentation of my views with
my view of that matter.” In the construction of dpyopot + supplemen-
tary participle the participle denotes an action that is to be continued,
and dpyopon refers to the initial phase of that action;*> dpyouou is
usually accompanied by an adverb of origin or manner, a prepositional
phrase or an (instrumental) dative specifying the nature of the initial
phase,”* and the participle is intransitive or used absolutely. See e.g.
(adverb of origin + prepositional phrase) R. 596a BovAst ovv dvBévde
ap&mueda émokomodvreg, ék tiig elmbviag pebddov;, (adverb of man-
ner) Phlb. 28e3 apEdpedo 3¢ nog dde Emavepotdvies, (prepositional
phrase) Smp. 186b2 dp&opar 8¢ amd tiig latpikfic Aéyov (= ‘the start-
ing point of my Adyog will be the art of medicine”’), (instrumental da-
tive) R. 376e Ap’ odv o0 povoiki npdrepov dpEduedo mardevoveg i
youvootikij;. See further e.g. Cri. 49d6 (éviedbev), Cra. 397a5 (wd-
0cv), Phib. 28d3 (0d¢), La. 187¢5 (évtedev), Euthd. 283a3 (6mbbev),
Mx. 237a2 (ndBev). In a few cases, however, the specification is pro-
vided by an object (clause) rather than by one of the constituents men-
tioned above. See our text and Sph. 265a4 Ovkodv tdte pev Mpydueda
TOMTIKNV Kol KTNTIKNY tévnv dopovpevot; (cp. Dies’ fine transla-
tion in the Budé edition: ‘Ne commencions-nous pas alors nos divi-
sions par I’art de production et I’art d’acquisition?’). At La. 187c5
gvtedlev Npydunv Aéyov, 01t ... (= ‘the beginning of what I said was
that ...”) adverb of origin and object clause are combined. The overall
semantic effect is the same as with the adverbs etc.; thus, in our case
Socrates is presenting an extended argument, of which the first ele-
ment is his view of ‘tobto’. For further details about dpyopon + parti-
ciple (and + infinitive) I may refer to Rijksbaron (1986).

Text. dpyopar ... GLOQPAVOUEVOG. Starting with Cobet, editors
have rejected either dpyopat or dpyopat ... droeavopevoc. The latter
was the text printed by Bekker and Stallbaum. Cobet replaced dpyopan

3 Cp. K-G 2, 75: “Apysobai c. part. im Anfange einer Thitigkeit begrif-
fen sein (im Gegensatze zu dem Ende oder der Mitte ebenderselben Handlung) ... .

4 In technical terms: the action of the participle is presupposed, while dpyopon +
modifier specify the initial phase of that action.
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(the unanimous reading of TW SF) with &€pyopat, which he resusci-
tated from the ‘vulgata’,” and dmopauvépuevog with the future partici-
ple dmogavovpevoc.>® With respect to dpyopar he was followed by all
subsequent editors. As for dropoawduevoc, however, editors were di-
vided. It was either retained, e.g. by M¢éridier, Flashar and Murray,
yielding a rather peculiar construction,™’ or, following Cobet, re-
placed with dmogavovuevog, e.g. by Burnet, Lamb, Verdenius and
Battegazzore. On the interpretation given above, however, there is no
need to change the text of TWSF.

533d1 ff.

Text. The following passage is quoted, or alluded to, by a number of
later authors. See the Introduction §4.4 The indirect tradition.

533d1-2 £ot1 yop 0010 TEYVN PV 00K dv Tapd col mept ‘Oprjpov &v
Myewv “Eott must be connected with mapda col, = ndpeott coi,
T0D70 = et ‘Opnjpov ed Aéyetv, and téyvn pév ovk Sv is a circumstan-
tial participial phrase, with téyvn used predicatively. Literally: ‘This
(speaking well about Homer) is by you, not being an art (but a power)
...” = ‘This (speaking well about Homer) is at your command while it
is not an art (but a divine power)’. Many commentators interpret this
sentence as if it comes straight from the Parmenides or the Timaeus,
most explicitly Stock (who reckoned the lon, in fact, among Plato’s
later works; see the Introduction §1): ‘Here the analytic tendency,
which is characteristic of Plato’s later style, reaches its extreme limit
when £oti itself is analysed into £o1t ... 8v, “For this is not (being) an

5 Le. all printed editions before Bekker, for which see Bekker (1823: 145). Ulti-
mately &pyopon goes back to Ven. 186 (rather than to E (= Ven. 184), as Bekker be-
lieved). Cp. the Introduction §4.6. Burnet wrongly thought that £pyopat is the reading
of F.

26 Cobet (1858: 286). With characteristic aplomb—he was a master of the argu-
mentum ex auctoritate—Cobet writes: ‘In re tam certa quam nota [viz. that only the
combination of &pyopat + future participle is allowed] miror quomodo in PLATONIS
Tone doctos homines turpis soloecismus fugerit p. 533 ¢. Kol 0p®, @ “Iov, kol dpyo-
ol yé oot dmopovépevog & pot Sokel Todto eivar, nihil certius est quam legendum
Epyopai v oot dmopovodpevog.”

57 They take €pyopat dmopawvdpevog as if it were Epyopon dmopavodpevoc, but
this is impossible. The parallel often adduced to support this view (Phd. 100b3 &pyo-
po yop 81 Entetpdv oot Emdeifocbon g aitiag T £100¢) is better taken as Rowe ad
loc. takes it: ‘I am setting about trying to show you’. Or should we on that interpreta-
tion perhaps read dpyopat in the passage from Phaedo?
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art in you™ . This is highly unlikely: the verb phrase éott ... dv is
never used as some analytic variant of é511,”® but always in an onto-
logical sense, with v used predicatively. See e.g. Sph. 256d7 f. Odk-
odv 31 cadg 1 kivnoig dvimg 0Ok Ov €ott kai v, &neinep 10D dvtog
uetéyet;, Prm. 162al "Ectv dpa, o¢ goike, 0 &v o0k Ov, Ti. 38¢2 10
pev yap 8N mopdderypo mdvta ai®dvd éotv v, Lg. 894a6 Eotv 8¢
dvtog dv, omdtav pévy, petafarov 8¢ .... But for the rather convo-
luted word order, the syntax of our text should rather be compared
with that of R. 441a2 oUtog kol &v yoyf tpitov 10016 0Tt T0 Hupoet-
déc, énixovpov OV T® LoyloTik® gdoetL.

For the metaphorical use of locative £o1t ... Tapd coi with an ab-
stract subject (‘be at one’s command’) cp. Chrm. 158b5 &l pév cot 160
TAPESTV ... cOPpocvvn, also 158¢7, R. 364b6 neibovov m¢ ot
nopa o@ict Svvapug &k Oedv mopilopévn Buciong te kai Emdaic.

Finally, ydp introduces a so-called embedded description, as often
after verbs of saying. See further at 535c5.

Text. yop T W sl Procl. Stob. : 8¢ SF Although the chances that
yap, as a gloss, replaced an original &¢ are far greater than the other
way round—cp. the scholia’s frequent 6 8¢ dvti Tod ydp—the lack of
parallels for dmoavodual, £pd or ppdom + a sentence introduced by
8¢ in Plato made me adopt the reading of T W sl Procl. Stob. There
are, moreover, according to Denniston (169 n. 1), also cases of ydp
having been corrupted to 3¢.

533d2 O vov 1 \eyov For the form vbv 1] see the Introduction

§5.2 (ii).

533d2-3 Ocia 8¢ dvvapg, 1 oe kel 1 oe xwel being a non-
restrictive relative clause I have put a comma after SOvaypug.

533d3 év i} Mbw For feminine 1 Aifog, denoting a ‘besondere
Art Stein’, see Kiihner-Blass 1, 408.

533d4 kai yop Not ‘For this stone ..."” (Lamb), ‘Cette pierre n’at-
tire pas ...” (Méridier), ‘In fact, this stone ...” (Allen), ‘E infatti’
(Capuccino), but ‘Denn auch dieser Stein ...” (Flashar), ‘For this
stone, too, ...", the point of resemblance being the transmission of

2% And what would Plato gain by choosing Zott ... dv instead of §om1?
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power, a point that will be further elaborated upon in oVt 8¢ xai ...
at 534¢3 ff. For some other examples of kai ydp meaning ‘for ... too
...”, in passages of the general structure ‘x donep y* ‘For y too, .... So
x too ..." see Ap. 22c2 Eyvav odv od Kol TEp TOV TOMTOV (= X) &v
OMy® todT0, OTL 00 COPiQ Towiey G mololey, GAAA @VoEL Tvi Kol
gvBovoidlovteg, Momep ol Beoudvelg kol ol ypnoudoi (= y) Kol yap
ovtot (= y) Aéyovot pév modld kal kakd, {oaotv 58 oddev v Aéyovot.
10100tV i pot épdvnoay mdbog kai ol womtal (= x) temovOdtec, Pri.
313d1 ff. kol Smwg ye u), @ £taipe, 6 GO (= X) Enovdy & ToAel
g€amatnon Nubg, Gomep ol mepl TV 10D cOUATog Tpo@nv (=), 0
Eumopdg e Kol kdmnhoc. kol ydp ovtot (= y) mov Mv dyovotv dywyi-
Hov otite adTol icaotv 8Tt xpNoTov 1) TovnPOV TEPT TO GAU, EmaVOD-
owv 8¢ mavto ToAodvVTeS, ovTE ... oUT® 8¢ Kol ol Ta padiuote Tept-
dyovteg (= x) Katd oG TOAE Kol ToAodvTeS kol kammAsdovTeg ...

533d6 dorte

Text. ote TWT Procl. Stob. : &ot” od SF Because (ote av
(6o’ ad does not seem to occur at all) is extremely rare and is only
found in later authors (Longus 2.2.2, Plot. 6.36, Phlp. in GA4, vol. 14.2,
139, 3), ®ote should be preferred; (oo)tov may be due to anticipation
of -taw- in TaOTOV.

Since ote ddvacHar is an optional modifier (a satellite), I have, in
accordance with modern conventions (and with e.g. Stallbaum,
Schanz and Lamb), put a comma after SoxtoAiovg.

533d6-8 ®mote dvvacOor ... 533e2 ®otE ... fipTRTOL In &ote
ddvacbar ... moilv (= ‘so that it is possible for them to have the power
to do the same thing’) dUvacOar resumes dVvapy at 533d6; the clause
expresses the possible consequence more forcefully than just dote ...
notelv would have done. “Qote ... fiptntal, on the other hand, tells us
what actually happens (or rather sometimes (évidte) happens) if the
possible consequence of the preceding lines becomes reality. For the
constructions of ®ote see K-G 2, 501-515, Smyth §§2249-2278,
Rijksbaron (2002: 63-66).

29 See further Phd. 91a3, Cra. 407bl, Sph. 253al, Euthd. 277d8, Grg. 456¢8,
471e3.
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533e1-2 ownpiov kol daktoriov

Text. cdnpiov SPC(-pwwv, sic) F Procl. Stob. : cidjpwv TWS
Both cidnpog and c1dnpiov can be used for anything made of iron, but
the plural oidnpot would seem to be avoided, both in Plato and else-
where, while odnpio is quite common. Cp. in Plato Euthd. 300b4
“Otav ovv ABovg Aéymc kal Edho kol odnpro, and also b6. Tidnpimv
must therefore be the correct reading. (There is no need to adopt Ja-
cobs’ c1dnpdV [kai] dakTudimy.)

533e2-3 £ ékeivng Thig Abov ‘from that (far away) stone ....’

533e3—4

évOgong ... mouel Supply Tvag people for the omission of an
indefinite ob]ect cp. e.g. Prt. 312¢5-7 Ti &v elmoey ontov sivot,
ZoKpoTES, 1 EmotdTny 0D motfjoat devov Aéyetv;, 312d9 mepi dtov O
coPloThg devov motel Aéyely and other examples in the same passage,
Grg. 449e4-5 AXka. pnv Aéyew ye molel duvarovg, 450a1-2, 478d6.

avTi Not ‘the Muse herself” (Lamb, Saunders, Allen), but ‘la
Muse par elle-méme’, (Méridier), ‘a elle-méme’ (Canto), i.e. without
help, just like the magnetic stone. For a0tdg ‘von selbst, sua sponte’
see K-G 1, 652 Anm. 2.

Text. avt) SF Stob.(P, adtij F) : avt TW : avtodg Procl. Ana-
phoric avtn is meaningless here. Proclus’ adtodg, which must have
been introduced to provide &vBéoug with an object, is impossible,
since it has no referent.

533e5-6 ol te 1OV £ndv momTal ol dyadoi For the word order cp.
the discussion on 531b6.

533e5 mavrec—>534a7 Léyovor Reading with T and W kol Poxk-
yevovol at 534a4, 1 interpret this long, and perhaps, as suggested to
me by Omert Schrier, iconically corybantic, sentence, along the fol-
lowing lines:

(i) woadtog ‘looks backwards’, to quote Stock’s words, which means
that it is a substitute for the whole of odk &k téyvng ... monjuata; to
bring this out I put a high dot after ®cavtwe, with e.g. Méridier, and
Lamb in his translation; at the same time the high dot announces the
remainder of the sentence;
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(ii) in fact, what follows is one extended elaboration of ®cavT®C;

(iii) GAN’ émedav guPfdotv gig v appoviav kol £l TOv puhudv bal-
ances oOK &uepoveg Ovieg; the construction mirrors o0k £k Téyvng
AL &vBeor Gvtec at 533e6, and émedav updotv modifies therefore
noobow at 534al: ‘they do not compose their poems when in their
senses, but after they ...” etc.;

(iv) the xodi at 534a3 adds a new element, viz. Baxyebovot (the subject
is still ol pelomotof), to the preceding sentence, while the xai at a4
adds another new element, viz. kateyOpevot ... 1 yoyn todto £pydle-
tat, which in a syntactically regular construction would have been
koteyduevorl ... gpydlovtar; the kol before tdv pelomoidv at 534a6
= ‘also’.

Consequently 1 would translate, in the first part following Lamb: ‘For
all the good epic poets utter all those fine poems not from art, but as
inspired and possessed, and the good lyric poets likewise: just as the
Corybantian worshippers do not dance when in their senses, so the
lyric poets do not compose those fine poems when in their senses but
after they have started on the melody and rhythm, and they are frantic,
and while they are possessed, just as the bacchants draw honey and
milk from the rivers while they are possessed, but not while they are
(still) in their senses, so, too, the soul of the lyric poets does this ...".

Text. With e.g. Stallbaum, I prefer, at 534a3-4, T W’s kol Baxygdovot
to the variant without xoi of SF and Stobaeus, because the latter text
more or less invites us to take GAL’ éneidav EuPdoy €ig v appoviav
Kol €ig TOV pubudv not as a modifier of toodotwv but rather of Bakyed-
ovot, thereby destroying the balance with ovk &ugpoveg Svteg, and
creating a false contrast. For an example see Lamb’s translation: °
so the lyric poets do not indite those fine songs in their senses, but
when they have started on the melody and rhythm they begin to be
frantic ...” etc.

534al pev

Text. pev SF : om. TW For pév solitarium modifying pronouns
see Denn. 381. I have preferred (oUtm) pév because the likelihood of
its having been omitted in T W, intentionally or accidentally, especial-
ly in abbreviated form, seems stronger than that of its having been in-
serted in SF.
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534b6-7 tovti ... TO KTAuO By the deictic -{, tovti 10 Ko re-
fers back emphatically to 6 vobdg. Tovrtl is, in fact, doubly emphatic:
both by the deictic iota and by its front position; for the latter cp. the
note on 531b5. Some other examples of the deictic iota used with ana-
phoric pronouns are Ap. 22e6 'Ex tavtnoi on tfc é€etdocwe, Phd.
95a7 tovToVl ... TOV Adyov TOV TpOg TV appoviav, Smp. 215€7 Hmo
TovTovt T0d Mapovov.””

The idea that vod¢ is something which is acquired is frequently found
elsewhere in Plato, especially in the later dialogues. Cp. e.g. Ly. 210b6
gig 0 8 av vodv un kmoopeba, Sph. 227b1 100 ktoacbut Eveka
vobv, R. 494d5 édv tic Npéua mpocerdmwv tdAn0f Aéyn, Gt vodg ok
gveoTv aT®, dettan 84, 10 8¢ o0 KNTOV U dovAedoovtt Tf KTioet
avtod, Lg. 900d7 10 cogpovely vodv e kekthoOal papev apetfic. Nor
is this idea confined to Plato; cp. e.g. S. 4i. 1256 Kai ool npocépmov
1007’ &y 10 Qdpuakov / opd tdy’, €l un vodv kataktion tvd. Com-
pare also Aristot. EN 1097b2 tyunv 8¢ kai idoviyv kol vodv kol ndoov
apetnv aipovpedao pev kol 1’ avtd (undevog yap dropaivovtog £aoi-
ped’ av €kactov avT®V), aipodueda 8¢ kol g €0dapoviog ydpv,
from which it appears that vob¢ belongs to the things that can be cho-
sen.

534b8—c1 mo10DVTéC TE KOl TOAAG AEYOVTEG KOl KOG

Text. e xai SF : xai TW Procl. [ have adopted the reading of SF
because t¢ kai expresses the idea that ‘composing’ (moodvteg picks

260 Because in the anaphoric use emphatic -{ clashes with the unemphatic end posi-
tion of obtog, we should read, at Cra. 396¢6-7, &g dnemelpddny tig coplag Tavtng et
Tt tonjoet, with Bd, rather than towvmai 1 mowjoe, the reading of T, which is adopted
by Burnet, Duke et al. and others. Cp. Cra. 418b3 1 puév véa @ovi fpdv 1 Kakn aotr
(all MSS), where Burnet wrongly printed avtni, believing that this is the reading of B.

In the strictly deictic use ovtoot etc. may occur both before and after the noun; see
e.g. Ap. 21a8 6 G3ghpdg ViV adTod 00Tos popTUprisEt, Ap. 34c2 Ehdttm TovTout T0D
ay®dvog aydva, Ap. 26¢1 kol pol kai 1olg dvdpdoty tovtoist, Phdr. 237a10 6 Bérti-
otog 00tooi, Chrm. 176¢4 dnd Tavmol thg Nuépog apEduevog, Prt. 310a4 EEavaoTi)-
oog TOV maido Tovtovi, Grg. 469d4 TovTEVI TOV AvOPOTOV OV GV Opac.

At Lg. 629b8 dvepdpeda kowij Tovtovi oV momty ovtoct tog “’Q Toptate, ...”
we find the anaphoric and the deictic use combined: Tovtovi TOv momtHv refers back
to TOptanov at 629a4, but at the same time it evokes the presence, so to speak, of that
poet, as appears from the words spoken to him that follow. For a number of funda-
mental observations on the use of obtog, as opposed to that of &3¢ and ékeivog, see
now Ruijgh (2006).
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up absolute notely at b6) and ‘uttering’ are two sides of the same coin
more forcefully than single koi. For this effect of 1 ... kai see Ruijgh
(1971: §170): ‘te — xai sert a exprimer 1’idée de la combinaison avec
un peu plus d’emphase que kai non corresponsif’. A similar coupling
by 1€ ... xai of moielv and Aéyewv is found at Ly. 205¢5 tadta motel e
Kol Afyet, where tadta refers to epinician poems. For the hyperbaton
of ToAAQ ... Kol KaAd cp. TOAAQ ... Kol yelpw at Hp.Mi. 369¢5 tov 8¢
dokepdv te kol moAha yevdduevov kal yeipw Aydiiémc. Note also the
coordination there by 1¢ ... kai of oAepbv and yevdopevov.

534¢2-3 TodTo pdvov oidg T EkacToc morEly KaAdg &9 & 1} Modoa
aOTOV OpUNCEV For the idea cp. R. 394e8-9 Ovkodv kal mepi
ppmoeng 6 owtog Adyoc, 8Tt oAk O 0dTdg pusicOart g0 domep Ev 0D
duvatdg; together with 395a3 ff. 00d¢ ta dokodvra &yydg AAMA@Y
givon &%o ppnpota SHvavrar ol ool o ed pipelcbat, olov Kouw-
dlav kal tpaydiay molodvteg. §| 00 ppipote dptt todte EkdAeig—
"Eyoye: kol aAn0f ye Aéyeig, &1t o0 ddvavtar ot adtol.—Ovde unv
pay®dol ye kol vmokprrai dpa. I should add, however, that Socrates
expresses the opposite view at Smp. 223d3 ff.: 10 pévtor kepdiatov,
gpn (Aristodemus), Tpocavaykdiewy 1OV Zokpdrn Opoloyelv adtovg
(Agathon and Aristophanes) Tod adtod Gvpdg eivar KopmSiov Kol
Tpoywdiav énictacHon molelv, Kol TOV Tévn Tpay®doToloV dvia <kai>
Kopodomoldy sivor. "'

534¢3-5 6 pev dbvpdufove, 6 3¢ dykda, 6 ¢ vropyuato, O &’
gmm, 0 & idppovg Murray rightly observes that ‘[i]t is striking that
P. emphasises the genres of choral lyric, iambic and epic, but makes
no reference to dramatic poetry. Perhaps this is in order to sustain the
close identification of poet and performer.” More specifically, the gen-
res mentioned here are all non-mimetic or, like the epics, only partly
mimetic. In fact, piunoig, which is so important elsewhere in Plato in
discussions of poetry (cp. the Introduction §1) is entirely absent from
the Jon. Interestingly, the Homeric passages criticized by Socrates are

! Dover ad loc. observes: ‘The argument, strikingly unlike what is said by Socra-
tes in Jon 531e - 534e, is not developed elsewhere in Plato, and reconstruction of the
form it might take is a useful exercise for students of ancient philosophy’. (Dover
does not mention the passage from R.)—Robin may be right when he observes, on p.
vii of the ‘Notice’ to his edition of Smp., that the end of the dialogue may be meant to
show that ‘si un méme homme doit exceller dans ’un et I’autre genre, ce ne peut étre
que le Philosophe’.
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either—to use the terms of R. 394c—aw0 pupnoewg (537a8 ff., 539al
ff.) or 8V dmayyelag odtod 0D mOomTOD (538¢2-3, 538d1-3, 539b4
ff.). But for the Socrates of the /on the distinction is irrelevant, for it is
only Homer who is the ‘maker’ of these lines. Socrates can therefore
smoothly rephrase Aéyer Néotwp (537a5) as Aéyer ‘Ounpog (537¢1-2).

As for the credibility of the claim made here, Murray (on ¢5-7)
points out that ‘[i]t would not be difficult to refute P’.s argument: of
the genres mentioned, Pindar, for example, composed dithyrambs, en-
comia and vrmopyfuate’. To this, however, the Socrates of the lon
might reply: ‘True enough. But was what he made always kaldg?” Cp.
TOEV KOARG at c2.

534¢6 cinep nepl

Text. €inep SF : &l TW Stob. Another instance of two unobjec-
tionable readings, where the presence or absence of nep may be due to
dittography in the first case and haplography in the second. I have
adopted the reading of SF because at 531b7-8, in a very similar sen-
tence, we find etnep mepi in all MSS.

534c¢7
Kav Supply: koAd¢ NicTovTo Aéyewy.
Text. kv TW Stob. : xai SF Kdv is the correct reading, for just

as in the corresponding passage at 531b8 a counterfactual main clause
is needed.

owa TovTo 68 Since 8¢ introduces a new information unit, 310 Tod-
ta is used cataphorically rather than anaphorically, i.e. it prepares for
e/ 9 ~ 3 . \ ~ \ A4 N
va ... elddpev etc. Similar cases are Men. 73e5 510 TaDTO O€ OVTOC OV
3/ 174 "4 b4 / \ ~ \ ~
gUmoLLL, OTL Kol AAA 0Tt oynpata, and Lg. 659a2 dia tadto O apetig
eapev delobot tovg Tobtev kprtdg, 01t ... Cp. also 8¢ at Euthd. 278b4
\ \ 4 \ ~ 4 \ ~ ~ ¢ A
ondiav o€ Aéy® o tadTa, OTL, ..., R. 535¢6 To yobv viv aupdptnpa,
nv & &yw, ... 10 Tadta TpooTENTOKEY, ... 0Tl 00 kat’ A&iav avthig
drrovron . In cases without 8¢, e.g. Plt. 275b1 Aw tadta piyv kai

%62 Cataphoric 810 todta occurs also in other contexts, for new information units
need not be marked by 8¢, of course. Thus, at La. 187¢6 316 Tadta occurs at the be-
ginning of a stretch of indirect discourse, where it cannot cross, so to speak, the boun-
daries of the quotation and cannot, therefore, refer backward: & dpyfig &vtedbev Npyo-
unv Aéyov, &t glg cupBovAnv S tadta VUGS Tapakarioopey, STt pepenkévor Oy
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10V ubdbov mapebépeda, va Evdei&arto ... un poévov ..., dua tadta does
double duty, i.e. it looks both backward and prepares for iva, as in
Digs’ excellent translation (‘Or, c’est pour cela méme que nous avons
introduit notre mythe: nous ne voulions pas seulement ..."). Other ex-
amples are Hp.Ma. 297b3 xai & tadta ..., &1, Ti. 69d6 xai 10
tadTa ..., Ot Plt. 275b1, R. 341e4, Ti. 74b3.

534d1 va

Text. tva. TW Stob. : iva un SF SF’s reading should be rejected,
if only because below, at 534¢2, this tva-clause is rephrased in a dif-
ferent form as tvo pr diotdlmpev, which points to va £id®uev rather
than to va un €idduev. “Iva uf may be due to dittography combined
with inversion: INAHMEIC — INAMHHMEIC.

534d3 oic vodg pn mdpeoTtv For the value of p see on 531b2.

534d7 rnov@vo This form, found only in W, seems to have been
the correct Attic form. See Chantraine DE s.v. moudyv.

534d8 svpnua

Text. bpnud 1w Ven. 186(ex -ud 11) E : ebprjuatt (sic) sf : edpuatt
TWSF

Stephanus’ emendation gbpnud t1 was anticipated by Bessarion in the
two Plato MSS that were in his library and were corrected by him. See
further the Introduction §4.6.

534e4 spunviig Here ‘mouthpieces’. See on 530c3.

535a2 amter yap nog pov For the spelling of dntet see the Intro-

duction §5.1 (i), and for the accentuation of ydp mog pov §5.2 (i).
535b1-e6

Socrates confronts lon with the implications for himself of his admis-
sion that rhapsodes are the mouthpieces of the (possessed) poets. Is he

Nyoduedo, mg gikde, mepl @V To00twV; likewise at Phd. 98c6, Prt. 346¢1. At Men.
74cl the new unit is introduced by obkodv, at Smp. 207¢5 by GALG.
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Euopwv when he is successfully performing, or outside himself? And
what about the audience? lon admits that both he himself and the au
dience are not Enepov in such cases.

535b1 "Eye 81 16 pou einé, @ “Tov, kai pr| drokpdyng ...

Text. &ye 3 10d¢ pot scripsi : &ye 81 pot t0de einé W : &ye o1 pot.
108¢" einé T : &xe &1 kol pot t0de einé SF(ON" kol ex 81 pot kai, pot
sl et erasum) As far as I know all editors since Bekker have pre-
ferred the reading of T W.*® Before Bekker, "Eye o1 kai pot 163¢ giné
(sic, i.e. without a high dot after 81) was the generally accepted read-
ing (Aldina [from Ven. 1867?], Basle 1 and 2, Stephanus, who, how-
ever, put a comma after &1; see also the Introduction §4.6).
Commentators and translators follow in principle two ways in con-
struing &ye 81 pot t0d¢ eimé:
(i) e functions as a hortative particle meaning ‘Come on’, like pépe
at Cra. 385b ®épe oM pot 108¢ iné. (See further below.) Thus, for in-
stance, Méridier (‘Or ca’ (= ‘speak out’), dis-moi encore ..."), Verden-
ius (‘welaan (lett. ‘houd stand’)’) and Battegazzore (‘Orbene, allora’).
But this is a pis-aller, for &yg is not used elsewhere as a hortative par-
ticle.***
(ii) &xe is a normal imperative, = ‘Stop’ or ‘Hold on’. But what about
einé? Since this is another 2nd person imperative, it should in princi-
ple be coordinated with giné. In that case, however, we would have the
text of SF. Lamb was well aware of this, at least in his translation, for
this runs: ‘Stop now and tell me’, although in his Greek text there is
no kai. This will not do, of course; the same verdict applies to Miller’s
note: ‘Hold on ... and ...”. Murray’s note: ‘Hold on, then’, is not
much of a help either, for she does not explain how the remainder of
the sentence should be construed. If we want to avoid inserting ‘and’,
there is only one solution, viz. to follow Stock’s note, which runs:
“hold then.” A colloquialism common in Plato.” He then refers to a
number of other instances, and concludes with ‘It is generally dis-
joined from the rest of the sentence’. If the latter is true, we ought to
punctuate after poi, by a comma or by a high dot—in the latter case
creating an asyndeton—because this is the only possible place, since

%63 Which is, indeed, reported as one reading, in spite of the differences in punctu-
ation, and reduced to: pot TW : xai pot F.

4 Hermann, ad Vigerum, de idiotismis linguae graecae, 753, already observed
(the reference 252 to Vigerus’ text should be 254): ‘xe &M non significat agedum’.
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enclitic pot cannot be separated from 1. This would give us: "Eye 61
pot, t0de iné. Is &ye oM, in fact, ‘generally disjoined from the rest of
the sentence’? And is "Exe 81 pot an acceptable reading? Here are all
the examples (all spoken by Socrates, but in the Laws by the Athe-
nian; the punctuation is that of Burnet); I have included three cases
where &y is modified by an adverb (avtod, péua), but that otherwise

are similar:

Cra. 435¢6
Cra. 439al

Tht. 186b2
La. 198b2

Prt. 349¢l
Grg. 460a5

Grg. 490bl

"Exe 81, dopev g mot’ dv el 6 tpdmog 0vToG ...

"Exe 81 mpog Atdg 0 8¢ dvipata 00 TOARAKIG HEVTOL BUO-
Loyfoapey ...;—Nai.—Eiodv ... motépa dv el ...;

"Exe 81 dALo T ... aicOfoeTan .. .;

"Exe 1. tadto uev yap Opoloyoduev, mepl 88 1OV Sevidv
Kol Bapparémv okeydpeda, ... & piv ovv Nuelg fyodusdo,
ppdoopév cor (—) c2 XQ. Ta pév quétepa totvov, @ Nikio,
dicovetg, 8Tt deva pgv o péAdovta Kakd Qopev givot, Bap-
paAfa 8¢ To pr koxo fj dyada péhhoviar o 8¢ tavty §) dAAY
TEPl VTV ALYEIS;

"Exe 61, Epnv &yd d&ov vdp tor émokéyacOor 6 Adyeic.
notepov Todg Avdpeiovg Bappariovg Aéyeic 1 diho Ti;

(to Gorgias) "Eye 8 koAd yap Aéyeic. Edvaep Pnropikov
o¥ v mojong, avdyk ...

(to Callicles) “Exe 1 avtod. f mote av vbv Aéyec;

Hp.Ma. 296a8 “Eyxe &1 fpéua, & ofie £taipe’ d¢ popoduot tf mot’ av

Myopev. TIL T{ 8 ad @oPij, & Tdipateg, Emel VOV vé ot 6
Adyog maykdlog mpoBéPnke; Q. Bovkoiuny dv, GALG pot
108¢ cuvenickeyar ap’ dv ...;

Hp.Mi. 366a2 "Exe 61" avopvnc0®uey Tl €0Tiv 6 Aéyels. Tovg Wevdels ong

Ion 535b1

R.353b4

Lg. 627¢3
Lg. 639d2

Lg. 895d1

gtva ...;

9 / 7 Yy 1 3w \ \ 9 / 1% b
Eyxe & pot 188¢ ¢iné, ® "lwv, kai pny drokpdym St dv os
Epopar Stav £ einng &mn kol EknAiéne pdiioto todg Bem-
névoug, ... tote ToTEPOV EUOP®V ELT] .. .;

97 /D e ” \ e A ” ~ b ’
Eye 84" ap’ dv mote Supata 10 odTdV Epyov KaA®dg dnepyd-
cowto un &ovta Ty avt®dv oikelay dpetiv, AN avti tfig
apethc kaxiov;

"Eyxe 8. xai 10de mdhv dmokeyduedao: Tolhoi ddedpol Tov
vévowt’ Gv ...;

7 / ~ ~ ~ I4 \ I4
Exe &1 1®v moAMdV Kowovidv courndtag kai cupmdoio
Oetuev av piov Tva cuvovsiav givar;

7 \ \ I4 3 E) k] N b / \ ’
Eyxe 67 npog Adg dp’ odk Gv £0éhoig mepl Exactov Tpia
VOELV;
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There are, finally, two cases of & without &1, and one of &g obv:

Cra.399¢4 & 8¢ Podrer—&ye Mpéua Soxd ydp pol 11 kebopav
mOavaTepov To0ToL 101G Al EVOO@pova. todtov udv ydp,
¢ £pol SOKET, KOTOPPOVACAIEY OV KOl TIYHOUIVTO POPTIKOV
givor 168e 8¢ ordmer £dv dpa kol ool dpéon. EPM. Aéye
HOVoV.

Alc. 110963 "Exe mig £kaoto 100tV mdoyovieg; Telpd einely ti Siopé-
peL 1O Ode ) de.

Ale. 1 129b5 "Eye odv tpdg Atde. 1@ Stodéyn od viv; dAko Tt §j éuof;

We may conclude that &ye &1 (e, e oOv) is, indeed, “disjoined from
the rest of the sentence’, since it is never followed by a connective
particle (for the apparent exceptions Cra. 439al and Lg. 627¢c3 see be-
low). To put it in positive terms: &g 61 is in all cases followed by
asyndeton, and this is reflected in the traditional punctuation, with a
colon (high dot) or a period after 61 (and once, rather arbitrarily, a
comma, at Cra. 435¢6).

[ further note that &ye 31 always indicates that a question will fol-
low. By asking the interlocutor to ‘hold his position’, the speaker
gives himself and the interlocutor more room, so to speak, to focus on
the question he is about to ask, than by just asking it. He apparently
considers the question of special importance for the argument. A clear
example of this effect is Grg. 460a5, where Dodds on &ye 61 aptly ob-
serves: ‘The exclamation indicates that Socrates has now got what he
wanted, the lever which will overturn Gorgias’ position’. The question
announced by &e & may follow immediately: Tht. 186b2, Grg.
490b1, R. 353b4, Lg. 639d2 and 895d1, or it may be introduced by an
exhortation to cooperative action: Cra. 435¢6 ©dwuev, La. 192el "1d0-
uev &M, Hp.Mi. 366a2 avauvncdduev, Lg. 627¢3 kol 10de ndhwv émi-
okeywpeda; also, in a slightly different form Prz. 349el d&ov ydp ot
gmokéyacat. motepov ...;. Four times the question comes after more
or less lenghty intervening remarks, which at the same time may serve
to motivate the order/request &ye 6M: Cra. 439al "Exe o1 npdg Ad¢” ta.
3¢ dvédpato od moAdkic pévrot dporoyioapey ...;—Nal.—Ei odv ...
notépa v €M ...;,°° La. 198b2 "Exe 8. ... ydp ... émokeydpedo ...
pdocopey ..., the question eventually following at 198c2 oV 8¢ Tav

5 Here 8¢ does not connect, of course, e with Gpoloyfoapev. It introduces a
new Topic: ‘But what about the names, did we not ...?" For a similar case see Phdr.
267¢4 Tpotaydpewn 84, @ Tdkpateg, oK NV pévol Toladt” drta;.
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| dAAn 7epl todtev Aéyelg;, Grg. 460a5 “Exe 81 koAdg yop Aéyeic.
&dvmep pnropikdv ob Tva mowong, avdyk ...,> and, finally, Hp. Ma.
296a8 “Eye &1 pépa ...- &S popodpat .... ITL T{ &> ad ¢opf, & Zdo-
KpoTeg, ...; Q. Bovholunv v, GAAG pot 08¢ cvveniokeyor ap’ v

As for the three cases without 81, 4/c. 1 109b3 and 129b5 (¥xe odV)
are exactly like the cases of &ye o1 discussed above; Cra. 399¢4 is
much like Hp. Ma. 296a8: the question comes at 400a3 ckdmer.>”’

How does lon 535b1 fit into this picture? I note first of all that the
overall structure is the same as in several of the above examples: &ye
31 is followed by an imperative, giné, which in turn is followed by a
question: téte mdtEPOV EUPpV €1 1) ...;, at 535b7. Yet the imperative
einé is unlike the other imperatives, and it makes our passage crucially
different, for it is a sign that Socrates’ behaviour towards lon is very
rude. Whatever the text, giné is the only unadulterated imperative in
the whole collection of passages. The nearest parallel is A/c. 1 109b3
nepd einely, but this is, of course, much more polite than just giné.
Moreover, at Ion 535bl €iné is followed by the perhaps even ruder
prohibition pf dmokpvync.>® In the other instances of e (1) there is
mostly some mitigating device at work: a helpful Ist person plural
subjunctive: WBouev, émokeyopeda, dvouvnodduev, a sympathetic
imperative: dGALd pot 1dde cuvemiokeyor, a cautious potential optative:
(18opev) tic mot’ v e ...;, motépa dv el ...;, ap’ dv ...;, Yévowr’ Qv
..., Oglpey Gv ...;, ap’ odk dv 804hoig ...;, a complimentary phrase:
todTOL PEV Yap oporoyoduev, dEov ydp tol fmokéyachal, KOADS yop
Myeig, og @ofodpon. It is true that at Tht. 186b2, Alc. 1 129b5 and

%6 At Grg. 460a5 the sentence is generally punctuated as a statement, but this is
doubtful. Statement or not, it serves as an invitation to answer.

7 Burnet put a dash after i 6& Bov)ey, rightly, for Socrates interrupts himself. Ei
8¢ BodAet is only continued at 400a2, with ckdnet. (If one wants to avoid the dash as a
lectional sign, a high dot should be put after fodAe) This was apparently not under-
stood by the editors of the new Plato OCT vol. I, for they print a comma, which
makes £ye Npépa the main clause to &i 8¢ BovAe, as also in Fowler’s text. To be sure,
Fowler translates: ‘But—please keep still a moment’, but this does not correspond to
the Greek, since €l Bovlet is not ‘please’ (which is rather &i Sokel). Fowler’s text can
only mean ‘If you wish, keep quiet’, a rather nonsensical request, as Fowler must have
realized, after all.

68 The latter, it is true, is also found at Euthphr. 11b2, again combined with giré
(gl 0bv oot pihov, i pe dmokpdym AL mdAv eing &€ dpyiic), but there it is mitigated
by &i 0dv ot pihov, which makes all the difference.
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Grg. 490bl such devices are lacking. In the first two cases, however,
&ye O is directly followed by the question, which is a sign that Socra-
tes, rather than giving orders, seeks the cooperation of his interlocutor,
perhaps with a hint of impatience. As for Grg., in a different way this
may be as rude as Jon, for although a question follows, this is not a
question to advance the investigation, but a comment clause on the in-
terlocutor’s behaviour, and a pretty cantankerous one at that (‘Once
more, what is your meaning this time?’—Lamb)..

From Socrates’ way of addressing lon it is clear that he in no way
considers him a real interlocutor, with whom he is conducting a seri-
ous discussion. Finally, as for the function of &ye &1 at precisely this
point of the discussion, it may indicate, as in the instance from Gor-
gias mentioned above (460a5), that Socrates, after Ion’s answer Ilav-
tdmaci ye, ‘has now got what he wanted, the lever which will over-
turn’ Ion’s position, the lever being lon’s admission that he is ‘a
mouthpiece of a mouthpiece’ and that it may all be a matter of being
possessed and of Ogio poipa (cp. 535a4).

Text. Note that the combination & 69 pot is not found elsewhere.
Mot could perhaps be defended as a dativus commodi, but in view of
the highly formulaic character of &g &1 this is an unattractive solu-
tion. I believe, then, that &ye 69 pot is unsound. It must be due to con-
tamination of &g o1, on the one hand, and @épe &1 pot, 11 M pot, on
the other. The latter collocations are rather frequent, and are always
followed by imperatives like &iné, dmdkpival, okdmel, etc. See e.g.
Cra. 385b ®épe &1 pot 10d¢ einé (already mentioned above), Euthd.
302e6 101 81 pot e00Gg, | 8 8¢, einé, Euthd. 293b7 dépe &M pot md-
kpwat, Epn, Phdr. 262d8 “101 61 pot avdyvwbi v 10D Avciov Adyov
apynv. See further Prz. 352a4, 352a8, Grg. 449d8, 495¢3, R. 577¢l. In
such cases pot must be construed, not with the hortative particle, but
with the verbum dicendi; it owes its position to Wackernagel’s law.
More in general we may note that the combination 81 pot is frequently
used in appeals to the interlocutor, especially at the opening of a new
move in the argumentation: Aéye 89 pot (7 instances), TdAv of pot
Mye (1), eing 81 pot (4), 165e/0de &1 pot ... einé (2), #uu & pot ...
einé (1), 0e¢ 61 pot (1), mod 81 pot O waic (1). All this leads to the con-
clusion that &ye 81 pot 16d¢ iné should be rejected. Recall that &ye
cannot be taken as a hortative particle like pépe or 101 (but it may have
been taken as such at some point in the transmission of the text).
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Should we adopt, then, SF’s “Exe 61" xai pot 16d¢ einé, or the vul-
gate variant with 81 xai? And if so, how should we construe? Actu-
ally, whether we take kai as a coordinator—with or without a colon
after 4—or as an adverb—with a colon after 6—, both approaches
should be rejected. Observe that among the above examples there is
just one where &g 81 is followed by «ai, viz. Lg. 627¢3 "Exe 1. xai
168¢ mdhv émokeyopeda. In view of the fact that £ye 61 is elsewhere
always followed by asyndeton, Burnet’s full stop, or the colon of e.g.
Bury, after 61 ("Exe &1 kol 103¢ ...), are no doubt right. This means
that they take kol adverbially; compare, indeed, Bury’s translation:
‘Stay a moment: here too is a case we must further consider’.*® There
is, therefore, no parallel for the coordination &ye 67 ... xai ... giné.
Nor can we take kai in koi pot 163 at lon 535b1 as = ‘also’, as in the
example from the Laws, for kai can neither modify 168 nor pot. Kai
... 108¢ is excluded because adverbial kai cannot be separated from its
régime by clitics. Some instances of the, obligatory, word order xai +
pronoun + clitic are: Prt. 352b2 xai 10016 cot dokel, Tht. 149d5 kol
108¢ avtdV Tiodnoar, Hipparch. 227d7 kol 168 avt® TPOSOUOAOYN-
couev, R. 351¢7 xai t9de pot ydpioat. As for koi modifying pot: ad-
verbial kai cannot modify clitics. If xai is immediately followed by a
pronoun, the latter is orthotonic, and in the case of the dative of éy®
the form is of course éuot. Cp. Lg. 751d8 «al coi todto vdv momtéov
Kol €pot. Moreover, ‘me too’, would be meaningless here.

All things considered I think we should read either &ye 81 16d¢ pot
elné or &ye O kol t0de pot giné, with adverbial xai. In our MSS, pot
may have moved to the left under the influence of expressions like
eépe M pot, 11 61 pot. Subsequently, in part of the tradition kol was
added, possibly to bring &ye and &iné in line. The text without kol
seems slightly ruder and should therefore perhaps be preferred.

535¢4 10970 ... TO TEKPIPLOV ‘How clear is this proof which you
just mentioned to me.’*” What does ‘this proof” refer to, and what is it
proof of? It must refer specifically to the phrase t®v mepi Avépopdynv
ghev@v T 1) epl ‘Exdpny 1) mepi [piapov, since Ion seizes on EAevdv

9 For a similar adverbial kai see Smp. 199¢6 ff. 101 odv pot nept “Epwrtog, &meidn
Kol TaAA0L KoADG Kal peyohompendc SIHAOES 01d¢ £oTt, kol TOdE erté.

2 Lamb translates: ‘How vivid to me ...", connecting &vapyéc with pot, but pot
should rather be connected with einec. For the position of pot cp. on &g 31 T63e pot
above.
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to start his answer: &y yap Otav élewvdv Tt Aéyw .... And his being
full of pity when he speaks of pitiful things is clear proof that he is in-
deed, as suggested by Socrates in the second part of his question, with
the things he describes.

Ion’s soul is like the soul discussed, and dismissed, at Phd. 83c5:
Ot yoyn mavtog avOpodnov avaykdietor dua te Nodijvar ceddpa f
Ao Ofvar £xl T kal Nyeicbat wepl O Gv pdiiota Todto mdoyy, TodTo
gvapyéototdv Te eivar kol dAndéotatov, oy obtag Exov.

535¢5

00 ... ATOKPLYANEVOS EPD Ton complies with Socrates” order of
535b1. ‘I will speak without holding (anything) back from you’, lit.
‘by not holding back anything’, for this is an instance of the coinci-
dent use of the aorist participle: lon’s speaking consists of not hiding
anything. For the coincident use of the aorist stem see above on 530c2
ocvvein.

oV Yap o€ ATOKPLYAUEVOS £pD. YO Yap ... For the function of
the two ydp’s compare 532e4. The first ydp clause explains why Ion
said wg évapyéc, the second presents the content of épeilv and explains
what the tekpnpiov consists of. For an example that is quite similar to
our passage see Prt. 319a10 "H koAdv, v & &yd, tépmpa dpo kéktn-
oo, imep KEkTNoAr o ydp Tt dAAo Tpdc ye o eipfioetan 1) dmep vod.
&yo yap .... Some other examples are Ap. 32a8 ff. &p@® 8¢ vuiv pop-
Tk pév Kol Sikavikd, GAnOR 3¢, dyd ydp, & dvpeg Abnvaiot, ANV

nev apynyv ovdeplav ndnote Mpéa ..., Phd. 96a6 "Akove Tofvov @¢
gpodvtog. &ym vdp, on, ® KéPng, ..., ..., Prt. 319b3 Sikoudg i

einelv. &ym yop Abnvaiovg, Gomep kal ol dAkot "EAAnve, onui ....

['dp may also be thus used to introduce a narrative passage, as at
Tht. 201d8 "Akove &1 Svap Gvti dvelpatog. dyd yop ad £8dKkovv dicov-
gw .... A well-known instance of this use outside Plato is Lys. 1.6 &y
totvuv € dpyfic duiv dravta émdetém ta dpnontod npdypota .... Eyo
ydp, ® ABnvoio, ... obto dekeluny .... This function of ydp has re-
cently been discussed in detail by Sicking and van Ophuijsen (1993:
20-21) and especially by de Jong (1997).

535d1
Ti odv; ¢dpev ... Since lon has not really answered Socrates’
question about his state of mind when he is performing, but has only
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described what happens to him then, Socrates repeats the question in a
different form.

Euppova givat ToTe TodTOV TOV dvOpmmov, O¢ av ... This is appar-

ently a combination of &ugpova givan téte dvOpwnov Stav ... (or Eu-

epova. givor avipomov tote dtav ...) and Eugpova givorl todTov TOV

bl o N / -~ \ bl

avBpomov O¢ av .... As a result, both tote and todtov OV AvBpwToV
. o N /

point forward to Og av ... KAA.

Text. sivoi téte TodTov WF : £ivar todtov té1e T : Td18 £ivan TodTOV S
All three collocations seem acceptable, and the difference may be due
to a simple mechanical permutation. Yet téte etvau todtov of S, which
yields #ugpovo téte givan, is less likely than the other two, for with
this order the predicative constituent (Eu@pova) is separated from
givon by téte, whereas usually such a constituent, being the Focus of
the sentence or clause, (directly) precedes the form of eivay, as in Ap.
41d4 aAAG pot 8iiAdv £ott T0dTO0, OT1 ..., Grg. 485¢5 Nyoduon Elevbe-
pbV Tva eivon TodTOV OV dvBpmmov; this is especially frequent in the
interrogative formula which is the model for this word order: ti(¢) o1t
x, €.g. Euthd. 273d7 einetdv pot i o1t t0H70 T0 KOAGV, 292d4 Aéym-
pev 81 ovv Tig moté oty obtn. See also above 530c1—2 on Gyadoc
yiyvesOau, etc. Ultimately, the effect described here is a consequence
of eivan being a postpostitive boundary marker, like enclitic £oti. For
enclitics as boundary markers see on 531b6.

As for choosing between glvar téte todtov and sivan todTov ToTE,
this is basically a heads or tails situation. Yet I have preferred the
reading of WF, for when obtog is used cataphorically, announcing a
relative clause which modifies a noun phrase, it seems to prefer a
position immediately before 6 + noun. See e.g. Ap. 40d3 &l tva €k-
AeEdpevov déot Todtv T vikTa &v 1) obte Kotédapbev ..., Cri. 46¢7
el mp@dtov pev todtov oV Adyov dverdporuey Ov ov Aéyeig ..., 50b7
einelv VP TovTOL TOD VOOV AoAAVEVOD O ... TpooTdTTEt ..., Phd.
88a8 tadtnv Vv didAvcty tod odpatog 1) Th Toxh eépet dhebpov, Grg.
500c6 moAtevdpevov todTov TOV TpdTOV OV Dpels vOv Totedecde,
Tht. 170e9, Prm. 148¢e6, Prt. 319¢2, etc. The word order of T, on the
other hand, is preferred when obtog is used anaphorically, as in—with
t0te, which refers back as well—Plz. 269a3 60sv pgv avatéiiel vov
glg Todtov téTE TOV TdMOV £8V€T0, Ti. 24c4 TayTy odV 31 TéTE GVUTA-
cov Vv Swkdounow kai cvvtaév; also with three anaphoric con-
stituents: Ti. 68el Tadta &1 mdvto tote Tawt mepukdto. With the
word order tdte Todt0V the emphasis is rather on tdte; at least this is
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suggested by (again anaphoric) collocations like Phdr. 248¢8 Stav ...,
618 VOO TavmV (sc. yoyiiv), R. 566¢3 Stav ..., tdte &) ovtog, Ti.
43e6 Stav ..., 1o1e &v T0UT® T TAOeL. This is perhaps less appropriate
here, where a relative rather than a temporal clause follows.

535d2-3

£60fjTL TOKiAY ... YpULOOIGL GTEPAVOLG Why the difference in
number? Perhaps the costume was the same at the various perform-
ances, while the rhapsodes wore different crowns on different occa-
sions? Be that as it may, from this sentence we may infer, since
crowns were only bestowed affer a contest, that rhapsodes performed
wearing a crown won on a previous occasion.

XPLOOTGL For the form see the Introduction §1. I prefer this form,
with e.g. Burnet, since it was more liable to be changed to ypvcoig
than ypvcoic to ypvcoiot.

535d3-4 t(¢) ... 0 For this ‘irregular corresponsion’ see Denn.
514.

535d4-5 mhéov R &v diopvpiog avOpodmolg As Stock observes,
‘the inversion of order seems to be due to a desire to keep the preposi-
tion next to the noun it governs’. As a parallel Stock mentions Phd.
110c¢2 kol ToAd &1t &k Aaumpotépav kol kabapntépwv. Another paral-
lel is Cra. 414c8 moAd v mieiovi amopiq eipn. Compare also X. Oec.
21.3 mielov 1) &v dumhaocim ypbéve, mentioned by Macgregor. This ‘in-
verted order’ seems to be more fequent in Plato than the ‘normal’ or-
der, with the adverb placed in between preposition and noun. Of the
latter I found only one instance, Phdr. 261e6 &v moAd S0pépovct
ylyveton péddov 1 OAtyov;, where there may be contrastive Focus at
play (molv ... 1| OAtyov). I should add, finally, that another arrange-
ment was possible, as in Smp. 175e6 &v pdptoct 1@V EAMjvov miéov
1] Tpropvpiois. See also K-G 1, 522 ff.
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535d5 £v diopvpiolg avOpdTOLS E6TNKOG PLALOLG

Text. oig TW : gihog SF*! ®1Mloig is preferred by all modern
editors, no doubt rightly. ®{loig would express the idea that Ion had
the amazing number of 20,000 friends. ‘(Philos) designates a party to
a voluntary bond of affection and good will, and normally excludes
both close kin and more distant acquaintances, whether neighbors or
fellow-citizens’ (Konstan 1997: 53). ®{hioc, apart from being used
five times as an adjective with Zeus as = ‘of the friendship’, is used
six times with the meaning ‘well-disposed, friendly, supportive’: here,
at Smp. 221b4, Mx. 243c5, R. 414b3, in all three cases contrasted with
noAéuiog (see also LSJ s.v. 1), and finally at Lg. 865a5 and 876¢6, in a
legal context.

Intrigued by this passage, and by the words kafop® ... dvwbev ano
10D Prjnatog at 535e1-2, Boyd (1994) has asked himself the question
where lon, or rather rhapsodes in general, may have stood during their
performances at the Panathenaic games. He arrives at the conclusion
(113) that both the Odeion (which was situated at the SE slope of the
Akropolis) and the Pnyx were suitable places. In my view perhaps
rather the latter, since Ion says tod Prjpatog, the platform par excel-
lence being that of the Pnyx, the seat of the éxkinoia (cp. Ar. V. 31—
32, Th. 8.97.1). See D. 22.68 Bodv &v 1aig ékkAnoiaig &t Tod Prpo-
toc, and [PL] Ax. 369a2 ff. kaitor ye ov pdvog avTolg fHuvveg Kol
Edpuntdrepoc, tpiopvpiov kkinowldviov.—AZE. “Ectv todta, o
Sokpotec Kol Eyoye &€ ékeivov dhig Eoyov tob Pripatog .. ..

535d5 undevog Gmodvovrog pnde Gdukodvrog The participles
have conative meaning: ‘although nobody tries to strip or wrong
them’.

535d6-7 ©¢ ye TaAn0<g sipifjcOon This is not ‘to tell the truth’,
vel sim., for @g + infinitive does not have purpose value, nor is &ipfi-
oot ‘to tell’, but ‘if the truth be told’ (Saunders), or, more exactly, ‘in
as much as the truth can be told’, with limitative ®c, in our case rein-
forced by ve, just as mg &inelv is ‘so weit man das sagen kann’, &g
énog einelv ‘wenn man das Wort gebrauchen darf’. For these expres-
sions, whose semantics are often misunderstood, see K-G 2, 508.

2! It is doubtful whether f has really corrected ¢ihoig into iAo, as reported by
e.g. Burnet.
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Other Platonic examples of g ... gipficbon are Euthd. 307al &g ve
npog o& TaANOf eipficOar, Prt. 339e3 ¢ ye mpdg o eipficOat TaAno,
Grg. 462b8.

With these words Ion cautiously qualifies his negative answer to
Socrates’ question whether rhapsodes like Ton are &ugpwv when per-
forming. No, he is not, but he cannot afford to be entirely outside him-
self, since he must keep his vobg (e4) on the audience, to see whether
they are in tears and the box office is laughing.

535e4 ¢ Introducing an independent sentence (or clause):
= “for’.

535e4-5 £av pev khdovtog avtodg Kebicom

Text. xabico TW : xatido SF Again, both readings are accept-
able.”” With T W’s ko6ice the meaning is “if I have brought them in a
state of crying’, with perhaps a nuance of ‘make to sit down’. For
kobilo ‘to bring in a certain condition, situation’ ¢p. K-G 2, 73, Good-
win (1889: §898). The combination of kafi(w + the participle of KAd-
ewv seems to have been an idiomatic one, and is especially frequent in
later Greek. For classical parallels see Eup. fr. 92.110 xai vol po Afa
KAhdovta kobéow o’ [€]v vek[poig, X. Smp. 3.11.4 ... Kolunnidng 6
VoKpITNG, 0¢ vepoeuviveTol GTL dvvatar ToAAoVG KAaiovtog kabi-
Cewv, Cyr. 2.2.14 ... ad10d 10D KAaiovtag kabilovtog Tovg eilovg ToA-
Layod Euorye dokel EhdrTovoc déa dompdrtesbor 6 yéhwto odTolG
UNXOVOUEVOG, ... ToAltag 810 Tod khatovtag kabilew &g dikatocvvny
npotpénovtal; also Mem. 2.1.12.

As for SF’s katidm, although as such it gives an acceptable read-
ing, it may ultimately be a mistake, due to a copyist who, with kaBop®
still in his mind, read xafico as katidw.

535e7-536d3

Application by Socrates of the image of the magnet to lon himself, his
audience and ‘his’ poet, Homer. Socrates repeats that lon does not

72 That F has kotid® remained apparently unnoticed. Bekker (1823: 147) duly
notes: katidw X (= modern S).
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say what he says about Homer by skill or knowledge, but by Belo
poipo. End of the first part of the conversation.

535e8 Zoyatoc OV Just as in other cases of attractio relativi (cp.,
in the Jon, 532el, 535c2) there should be no comma before Gv, a com-
mon convention being that before restrictive relative clauses there is
no comma. In fact, attractio relativi is confined to this type of relative
clause. See Smyth §2524, Rijksbaron (2002: 91) and especially Rijks-
baron (1981).

535e9-536al 0 pay®S0G Kol VTOKPLTNS See on 532d6.

536a2-3 avOponmv

Text. avOpdmov T W S(d-; ante ’Gv- lacunam ex rasura praebet) :
anovOpdrov F

(For convenience’ sake I repeat here the observations from p. 33.)
Originally, the curious reading of F (not reported by Burnet or others)
was apparently also at the basis of the reading of S. Note, however,
that the o of avOpwrwv has first a coronis and then a spiritus lenis; so
the reading must have been an’ avOpdrov. Both dn’ avOpomwv and
anavOpdmov may be due to the influence of an” ARV at 535e¢8-9.
In S, an was subsequently or infer scribendum erased, but the coronis
remained where it was. Incidentally, andvOpwnog ‘inhuman, unsocial,
misanthropic’ does not occur in the genuine works of Plato, but only
at Ep. 1 309b7.

536a6 Enpmuévov OV ThHg Movong Ekkpegpapéveov daktoliov
EEnptuévav governs t@v ... daktoMav, Ekkpepopévmv governs The
Movorng: ‘suspended from the rings that hang down from the Muses’
(Lamb).

536a8-b1

70 8¢ For anaphoric 10 8¢ see K-G 1, 584 c. Note that 0 8¢ is a
nominative and the subject of éoti. This use is not to be confounded
with the adverbial use. In the latter no clear antecedent is present, nor
can 10 8¢ be taken as a nominative, because it introduces a sentence
which already has a subject as a matter of fact, however’. An exam-
ple is Ap. 23a5 ofovtoun ydp pe €kdotote ol napovrsg todToL OTOV
gtvat GO(pOV a ow dMov EEeréyEm. TO 8¢ Kvduvedel, @ dvdpec, T@ dvti
6 B£d¢ GoPOC stvat.
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536b1 10 6¢ éott mopamifolov: Le., xatéyecOar comes close to
gEnptiicOou, for both are forms of &ecban ‘to be held’.

536b4 ££ ‘Opfpov kKotéyovroi Te Kol £ovrol ‘they are pos-
sessed by him and depend on him.’

536b4—5 ot 8¢ molhot £& ‘Oprjpov katéyovtal e kai Exovrar, @V 6V,
@ "low, £ig £i* kol kKotéyer &5 Opfipov ... kol Emeday ... Fol-
lowing MS T,”” I have changed the traditional punctuation of this sen-
tence, which is: ot 8¢ moAdol €€ ‘Ounpov katéyovtol e Kol ExovraLl.
ov o0, @ “Tov, &g & kal kotéyel & ‘Opjpov. To this punctuation it
may be objected that by the full stop before ®v the whole of the pre-
ceding sentence becomes the antecedent of the relative pronoun,
wrongly, for Ion does not belong to those who are dependent on Or-
pheus or Musaeus, but exclusively to the Homerids. The new punctua-
tion reflects this fact. Also, the sequence oi 8¢ moAloi &€ ‘Oufpov kat-
gyovton ... @V ob ... katéxel & ‘Ounfpov is rather awkward. With the
new punctuation, the sentence kai katéyet ete. is an application to Ion
of the preceding general statement, and it explains why Socrates reck-
ons him among ol moAlot, hence the asyndeton; the koi before katéyet
corresponds to the kai before éneddv. Kai katéyet €€ ‘Ounpov is an
instance of ot 8¢ moAdol &€ ‘Ounpov katéyovtar, while the whole of
Kol Emeday pév Tig ... 4o, kabeddelg ..., énedav 8¢ Tovtov T0d TOM-
100 @0éyENTal Tig péhog Eypiyopog ... exemplifies €€ ‘Ounpov ...
&ovtar: ‘you are both possessed by Homer and your behaviour makes
it clear that without Homer you are helpless’ (to paraphrase the second
part of the sentence).

536b5 & "Twv

Text. ® TWfmg : om. SF The omission of & in S and F ante
corr. may be due to haplography of the ® in between ®v and "Icv:
WNCYWIWN — WNCYIMON. On the other hand, it may of course also
be due to dittography in T Wf. Or, thirdly, it may have been added
there by someone who wanted to bring this instance of “Iwv in line
with the majority of the vocatives “Iov in the dialogue (and indeed of

13 Which clearly has a low dot. W and F probably have a high dot, while S may
have either a middle or a high dot. For the values and positions of these dots see the
Introduction §5.3 (i).
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the vocatives in all dialogues). Ultimately, however, the question is
whether single “Iov can be defended. Perhaps it can, but in the ab-
sence of a satisfactory semantic or pragmatic distinction between the
uses with and without @, I have with some hesitation adopted the read-
ing of TW. The most recent treatment of this matter is that of Dickey
(1996: 199-206), who is very sceptical of all the distinctions sug-
gested in the grammars. She points out, for instance, that the fact that
Demosthenes in the speech On the crown generally addresses his op-
ponent as Aioyfvn, without @, may not express contempt, as is argued
e.g. by S-D 61, but may simply be due to Demosthenes’ ambition to
avoid hiatus.

536b5—6 éncdav pév Tig dAlov tov mowmTod oM The genitive
does not depend on péhog at the end of the following line (thus e.g.
Stock, Murray), which would create a very awkward hyperbaton, but
directly on 3. For ddewv + genitive ‘sing something of/from” cp. Ar.
V. 269 3dwv ®puviyov; there is no need to assume there, with Mac-
dowell, an ellipsis of pélog. Cp. also Nu. 721 @povpdc ddwv with Do-
ver’s notes.

536b6—7 The omission of b6 @dy ... b7 momtod in F is a nice example
of a saut du méme au méme.

536¢2 kotoxkoyijt

Text. xatokoyft WSF(-xn) : xatokoyft T : kotokwyi SPC of
these three forms that of T does not seem to be attested elsewhere. As
for the other two, katokwyn must be considered the original form; see
Chantraine, DE s.v. & 5. The spelling dvakoy, kotakoy ‘s’est ré-
pandue par oubli de la forme redoublée originelle’.

536¢7-d3
/ s 2 \ \ I 14 s 2 ~ s \ \ \ ¢ / 9
TOVTOV O’ €0TL TO aUTIOV O P €PMOTAG, 01" OTL 6L TEPL peEV Opnpov €v-
~ \ \ ~ b4 b4 174 9 / b \ / 7 € /
TOPELC, TEPL 0 TV AAA®V 0V, OTL 0V TEYVY aAla Oeig poipg ‘Ounpov
dewdg el dmavénge.

This sentence brings us back to Ion’s words at 532b7 ff. (T{ odv mote
70 aftiov ... 8t dyo ... mepl Ounpov ... edmop®d Ot Aéyw;), and to his
last words, at 533¢c5—7, before Socrates’ speech on the magnet and its
application to poetry: ... mepl ‘Ourjpov kdrAiot’ avOpdmov Aéywm kol
£OMoPAd ..., mePl O& TAV dAAmV ob. kaitor Opa Todto Tt EoTiv. As for
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the syntax, todtov is the antecedent of the entire clause 6 ©’ épwtdc,
3 &t ob mepl pev Ounpov edmopels, mept 8¢ TV dAAwv ob, which
repeats, or rather rephrases, for clarity’s sake Ion’s original problems
of 532b7 ff. and 533¢5-7. The genitive depends on 10 oitiov, which is
the subject of éoti. Finally, 11 00 téyvn dAa Ogiq poipg ‘Opnpov det-
vOg &l émovétng is the predicative complement to to aitiov. ‘The
cause of this phenomenon after which you are asking, why you speak
fluently about Homer but not about the others, is that you are such a
formidable eulogist of Homer not by any art but by divine dispensa-
tion’.

dgvog ... EmavéTng Note that Socrates no longer uses the phrase
dewodg mepl ‘Ounpov but replaces this with dewvog émarvétng. In fact,
since Socrates has established that Ion does not possess a skill, the
phrase dewodg mept could no longer be used. This sentence concludes
the first part of the conversation, which had started, at 531al-2, with
the question mept ’Oupov devdg &l pdvov ...;.

536d4—el

Transitional scene.
Ion attempts to convince Socrates that he is not possessed and outside
himself when he is eulogizing Homer, and implicitly invites him to
come listen to him. Just as at 530d6 ff., lon’s invitation to Socrates is
countered by the latter with a request to settle first a preliminary
point. This announces the second major part of the dialogue, which
starts at 536el.

536d4 TV pdv €0 AEYELS ...c Oavpdlott pevTay ... For eb Aéyelg
(‘Well spoken’) see above at 530b2. For pév followed by pévtol com-
pare e.g. Ap. 20d5 kol Toog pev 56&0) oty V@V modlew: v uévml
{ote, naoav uuw mv akn@swv gpd, Cra. 402al T'eholov pev mdvv
elmely, omm usvtm tva. mbavomta Eyov, Tht. 146d6 "Towg usv
o0dév: usvrm otpoi, (pp(xcsco Euthd. 286d1 T1dtepov odv yeudij pév
Myew o0k Eot1, doEAlew pévtot Eottv;, Denniston 404.

For the value of pévror, which is used here within a sentence and
has connective force (for its use in answers see on 531d10), see Slings
(1997: 114): ‘Within the clause pévtou is entirely different from GAAd.
Unlike GAAd, pévtot is not used for replacing false statements with
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true ones ...: in A pévror B both A and B are true statements ....
Normally, B is a denial of an expectation raised by A ...; what matters
most is the imbalance between them: the speaker attaches more value
to B than to A’. Thus, in our case the pévtot clause counters an expec-
tation which may have been raised in Socrates by lon’s affirmative
statement TV pgv 0 Aéyelc.

I should add that pévtot not only differs from GAAd but also from 8¢
(not discussed by Slings). While dAAd replaces A with B, and pévtot
attaches more value to B than to A, 8¢ ‘balances two opposed ideas’
(Denn. 165); they are equally true, so to speak.

Text. oV pgv e TW : 0 pév SF (ov add. Fmg) Again, both read-
ings are possible. Of modern editors, only Stallbaum preferred eb pév.
Note that F has essentially the same text as S, for although oV is pre-
sent in the margin, it is not clear what its position would be in the
body of the text.

To TW’s oV pév e it might be objected that this creates a false
contrast, since there is no contrastive pronoun or noun in the next
clause. This situation, however, is found elsewhere too; cp. Chrm.
165b5 AM, v & &yd, @ Kpitia, o pév O¢ @dokovtog &pod eidévar
Tepl OV EpOTA TPOSPEPT TPAC e, Kal &dv 81 PodAmpat, Oporoyhcov-
10¢ cor 10 & ovy oVtwg Eyel, G (NTd yap ..., Hp.Ma. 295b1 ov
nev yap otpon padiog adtd edproels, Smetdov pdévog yévi. GAAL TPOC
Oedv gpod évavtiov antod Eevpe, el 8¢ PovAel, domep viv Euol culn-
e, R. 53162 X0 pév, v &’ &y, tovg ypnotovg Aéyelg Todg Tolg Xop-
daig mpdypato mapéyovrag kal PacaviCoviag, &l TV KOAOTOV 6Tpe-
Brodvtag o 8¢ un poxpotépa M eikov ylyvntot ..., moadopot Thg
elkévoc. Likewise, in our passage it is the whole of o0 pév &b Adyeic,
rather than just 60, which is opposed to Oovudloyut pevidy etc.; there
is perhaps also a weak contrast between ¢ and €y® in the second part
of the sentence. There are no other instances of oV pgv 0 Aéyeic.

As for the reading €0 pév Aéyeig, this creates a straightforward con-
trast with the Bavpdloyu pevtdv clause. There are two parallel pas-
sages: Phlb. 24e3 AM €0 pgv Aéyeic kal mepatéov oUT® motely. vov
pévrot d0pet ..., La. 190e7 Ed pév Aéyews, @ Adyme 6L Towg &yo
ait10¢, 00 caPAS MV, TO o€ arokpivacOol ur T0dTo O dtavooduevog
APduMV, GAX’ Etepov; cp. also Prt. 347a6 Kol 6 ‘Inmioc, ED pév pot
dokele, o1, ® Tdkpates, kol oV mepl ToD dopatog deAnivdévor
gotv pévrot, Eon, kol duol Adyoc mept adTod €d Exov, Ov Vpiv &mt-
deiEw, av Podincoe.
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All in all T prefer the more elaborate, and more emphatic, o0 pgv &b
of TW.

Palaeographically, the text of SF, if not an original variant, may ul-
timately go back to uncial cymeNey, which may have been read and
copied as €yMeNeY, followed by the deletion of the second €Y.

536d4-5 &i ovtorg

Text. €1 oVtwg F : oUtog et TW'S The word order of F is probably
the correct one. With the word order oVtwg &, ovtwg would be used
proleptically, and therefore emphatically, having focus, but such a use
of oUtm(¢) seems not to exist. The closest parallel I could find is Prm.
138b7 “Opa 81, obtwg Exov &l oldv ¢ éotv éotdvan | Kveloay,
where semantically oUtwg &ov ‘belongs to’ the gi-clause; but here (a)
oUtwg does not stand on its own, and (b) oVtwg refers back, which
may have facilitated its displacement to the left of the &i-clause.”” The
transposition of oUtwg in TW S may be due to influence from devel-
opments in later Greek, where the combination oVtwg i, in various
uses, is quite frequent. See e.g. Alex.Aphrod. in Metaph. 226, 32
oVtwg &l kal 10 &v odoia €oti, and passim, and likewise in the other
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, Athanasius, Joannes Chrysosto-
mus, Galen, Libanius, etc.

536d6 oipa This oipat is analysed by K-G (2, 351, 1.a) as a com-
ment clause followed by an object clause without 61t or ®¢. One may
compare English object clauses without that, as indeed in Saunders’
translation of our passage: ‘And I reckon you wouldn’t think so
either’. Alternatively, it could be taken as semi-parenthetical. For fully
parenthetical oﬁwu see below, 540b2.

536d7 Aéyovtog Tu

Text. Méyovtdc T (-og tf) SF?” : Aéyovtog TW Aéygw 1 has two
main uses, (i) a neutral, unmarked one, = ‘say something’, as in
Euthphr. 3¢l Stav 1L Aéym v 1§ éxkAnoiq tepl 1oV Oeiwv, Phd. 107a3

2 Theoretically, with the text of TW'S oftog might also be taken as introductory
of &1, a construction that has some parallels (not, however, with &i following directly
after oUtwg). Cp. e.g. Chrm. 162d4, Men. 75cl éy® ydp k@v obtog dyomdny &l pot
apetnyv eimolg.

%75 For the accent on t{ see the Introduction §5.2 (i), and n. 277.
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Otkovv Eyaye, @ Tokpates, #on, &o mapd todta dAlo Tt Adysw ...
GAN el 81 T Zppdag 88e 1 Tic dAhog Exet Aéyew, 0 Exet i) KoTootyh-
oo, Smp. 212¢5 tOv 8¢ Apiotoedvn Aéyewv T1 émiyeipely, etc., and
(il)—more frequently—a marked, pregnant, one, = ‘say something
valuable, important’, e.g. in Phd. 63a5 vdv y&*'® dokel T pot kai adTd
Myew KéPng, Phd. 87b3 npdg 1| todto 108 énickeyat, €1 Tt Aéyw-,
Sph. 248¢10 Ovkodv Aéyovot t1;, La. 195¢3—4 ZQ. Ti dokel Adyng
Myew, ® Nikio; Eowkev pévtor Aéyewv 11.—NI. Ko yap Aéyst yé 11, 00
névror 6AN0&c ve, La. 199¢2 Aédyewv Tt & Xdkpatés pot dokelc, etc.,
also in opposition to 008év, as in Tht. 193a3 Aéyw i §} 008év;, etc.””
In the latter use Aéyew T typically qualifies a statement that is part of
the argument, either something that is going to be said (e.g. at Phd.
87b2) or something that has already been said (the other examples
quoted above at (ii)), a feature that is absent from the former use.

With the reading of SF we are dealing with the former use, which is
perfectly acceptable: ‘if you heard me say something about Homer’.
On the other hand, this might perhaps be considered too restricted, too
modest, so to speak, when compared with the reading without Tt of
T W. Compare also Ion’s words above at 531¢8-9 kai olpou kdAMoTa
avhparwv Aéyey mept ‘Ourpov.

The decisive argument comes perhaps from syntax. The point is
that in the construction of the aorist of dkodm + the participle of Aéyom,
in all other instances an object or another restrictive (‘binding’) con-

776 The new OCT has y¢, apparently a remnant of an earlier version with pot fol-
lowing ye.

7771 have printed Tt as I found it in the various OCT volumes. Observe that both
Burnet (La. 199¢2) and Duke et al. (7hz. 193a3) sometimes print Ti, for no obvious
reason. According to Kiihner-Blass 1, 346: ‘Wenn ... tic, ti bedeutet “ein Tiichtiger”,
“etwas Bedeutendes”, ... so wird es nicht betont’. Likewise, but more explicitly K-G
1, 664 Anm. 1: ‘Sicherlich ist fiir den Griechen in den genannten Wendungen (viz. Tt
etvan, T1 Aéyewv) das Indefinitum ebensowenig betont wie fiir den Deutschen das entsp-
rechende etwas in Féllen wie: er bildet sich ein etwas zu s e i n, wihrend er doch
ein Null ist. ... Daher hat die Schreibung T\ eivon, T Aéyew keine Berechtigung.’
Yet, having investigated a number of MSS, Noret (1987) concludes that the accent on
enclitics was frequently used to convey emphasis, and this might explain, pace K-G,
its presence on 1t in SF. In medieval Greek the accent was of course a stress-accent.
On the other hand, if the accent on i was an automatism (cp. the Introduction §5.2 (i),
with n. 144), this explanation fails. See also n. 294. As for the role of stress, both sen-
tence stress and word-stress, with respect to the melodic accent in classical Greek, see
the discussion in Allen (1987: 131 ff.: “The question of stress in classical Greek’).
With all that it is not clear how we should accent in our passage. Pending further re-
search I have decided to print the traditional tt.
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stituent is present; cf. for this phenomenon also above, on 533¢c2-3
ovpporécBat, and Appendix III on dxpodcOar vs. axpodcacHal. See
Tht. 148e4 o1’ avtog dHvapo meloat ELovTOV O IKOvAS Tt Aéym 0T’
dAlov dkobool Aéyovtog obtme ¢ oL dtakelevn, Smp. 217€2 10 §°
viedPev ovKk dv pov Nrovoate Aéyovtog, &l u ..., Phdr. 241d2
0VKET” Ov 1O mépo dkovooig Euod Adyovtog, AN’ §1dn oot Téhog ExéTm
0 Adyoc, Chrm. 161b5 dptt yap dvepuviodnv—o 1dn tov Hkovoa
Myovtoc—ott ..., Chrm. 162bl 1 tivog nAbiov fixovsag tovti Aéyov-
10¢ ...;, Ly. 115¢4 "Hdn noté tov fikovoa Aéyovtog, kai dpTt dvoyt-
pviokopay, 8t ..., Prt. 342a3 ‘O pgv ovv Ipotaydpog drodcag pov
todta Méyovtog, Hp. Ma. 304e5 éneidav ovv eicéAbm otkade &ig duow-
70D kai pov drxovon tadta Aéyovrog, Lg. 719b4—5 dpa ovk rodcopuéy
ooV Aéyovtog o ... (all examples). Since with the reading of TW Jon
536d7 would be the only passage where such a restrictive constituent
would be lacking, I prefer the reading of SF.””

536d8

Koi pijv £6éhw ye dxodoa, ... For xai pijv ... ye see on 530b5.
Here: ‘and in this connection’ (kat) I can assure you (unv) that ... I
am really (ye) willing ... .

pévron For its value see on d4 above. Here, by using puévtot Soc-
rates is countering the expectation which he may have raised in Ion by
his emphatic statement that he is willing to listen to what Ion has to
tell about Homer.

28T viedbev = 10 dvedBev 10D Adyov; cp., in the preceding sentence, péypt pev
ovv 81 3edpo 0D Adyov Kahde dv Exot kot mpdg dvtvody Adyew (sc. Tov Adyov). It is
probably an accusativus respectus: ‘as for the sequel of my tale’. Likewise for 10 népa
in the next example.

2 In this construction, the aorist expresses a momentaneous action that occurs
while the action of the participle goes on, just as in €idov oDTOV TpéyovTa, etc. When
the matrix verb is in the present stem, on the other hand, the action of that verb and
the participle are co-extensive, as in Euthphr. 9b9 édvnep dxovooi yé pov Aéyov-
t0g.—Note that I do not consider nepi ‘Oprjpov at Jon 536d7 an object-like ‘restric-
tive’ constituent. In fact, Aéyew nepi = ‘speak about in a general, non-specified way’.
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536e1-540b2

Part I of the conversation.
The theme now is: does lon speak equally well about all subjects, and
especially the téyvon, mentioned by Homer in the epics? Socrates
makes lon admit that judgements about chariot driving, medical and
other specialized matters mentioned by Homer are better left to the
respective specialists. What, then, is the specific expertise of the rhap-
sode?

536e1—2 mepi tivog £0 Adyeig;

Text. Méyeig Cornarius Ecl. 89 : Aéyer TWSF Cornarius’ Ayeig
has been generally adopted in later editions and gives, in fact, the
sense required, for we need a reference to lon here, since the upcom-
ing discussion, or rather interrogation, will be about the need for Ion
rather than Homer to be knowledgeable about a subject if he wants to
speak well about that subject. To speak well about Homer, Ion must
be able to judge eite OpOdC (or koAdg) Aéyer “Ounpog eite py; cp.
537cl. Aéyeg is confirmed, I think, by Socrates’ Aéyeig at 542a3,
where he, in drawing the balance of the preceding discussion, gives
Ton the opportunity to agree or disagree with his conclusion &l 8¢
TeyvikOg €1, aAAG Oelo pofpa koteydpevog &€ ‘Opfpov undév eidog
TOAAQ. kol KaAo, AEyelc Tepl ToD momTod, 0LV ASIKELC.

536e3 Ev o0t Used absolutely, a strongly asseverative answer
formula. It may characterize lon as sophist-like, since g0 1001 “is ut-
tered by sophists in answer to a question in Euthd. 274a and Hippias
Major 287¢ ... and Plato evidently regards it as characteristic of them’
(Dover on Smp. 208c1).

537al
Kol Tepl TEYVAV namely besides the subjects mentioned by Socra-
tes at 531c3 ff.

09 ... pévrot ...; For the value of pévtot in an answer(-question)
see on 531d10; cp. also Denn. 403 on these ‘[qJuestions of nonne form
(common in Plato)’. Some other examples are Phdr. 261c5 ... ol dvti-
ducot T dpdotv; odk aviidéyovoty péviot;, 267¢4-5 Tlpwtaydpeio 8¢
... oVK NV pévrot towadt’ drto;, Chrm. 159¢l ob 1OV KaA®V pévtor 1
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coepocvvn €otiv;. By using pévtot, the speaker reinforces the truth
value of the assertion implied by his question.

537al molhayod “Opunpog

Text. moAoyod Sunpog TW : dunpog morlayod SF Generally
speaking, in collocations of the type moA\A- kal ToAA-, the two forms of
moAA- appear as closely as possible to each other; see e.g. Sph. 251b3
a0Td TOAAG Kol TOAAOTG OvOpact Aéyouev, Phlb. 41a7 1tag 8¢ yevdeig
Kot dAlov Tpdmov &v MUV ToAlAg Kol ToAAdKIG évovocag, Lg. 639d8
gyo 8¢ &viethymrd 1€ moAlalg kol ToAAoyoD, and this situation would
point to the reading of SF being the correct one.” Yet I prefer TW’s
noAAood “Ounpoc, because the separation of moAloyod from mwoAAG
by “Ounpog gives a certain prominence to moAloyod. This seems ap-
propriate, since Socrates will, in fact, mention many places where
Homer speaks about téyvat. For this light hyperbaton, too, there are
parallels; cp. Men. 85¢10 i 8¢ avToV TI¢ AveprioeTan TOAAAKIC TO 0OTAL
todta Kol woAhoyf, Criti. 12129 moA® @ Ovntd kol morkdkig dvo-
kepavvopévn.®' See also the discussion of dovofong moAhaic kol wav-
todomaic as against morlaig Swavoiaig kol wavrodamaic at Isoc. 3.16 in
Worp & Rijksbaron (1997: 256-257).

The knowledge Homer himself supposedly has of the téyvat is scru-
tinized at R. 598d7 ff. Ovkodv, v & &y, petd todto Emokentéov v
1€ Tpoy®Siay Kol TOV Nyepdva avthc “Ounpov, &neldn Tivav aKovopey
8t odtol mdoog pév téxvag émiotavtal, mdvto 8¢ Td GvOpdmelo TO
TPpOg Gpetnv kai kakiov, kai td ye Oglo.

537a8 ff. For the textual problems connected with this and the follow-
ing Homeric quotations see the Introduction §4.3.

537c1 Apkei. Tadta 81, @ “Tov, Td &m

Text. tadta & TW : 81 tadta SF T W’s text should be preferred.
Apkel is a comment clause, as at Euthd. 293b8 Apkel, &on, while

*% See further PIt. 306e4, Men. 84b11, R. 423b1, 538d8, 561e5, Lg. 639d8, 931e9;
R. 439¢4 Kol pdia v°, Eon, moAhovg kol ToAAGKIG is sui generis, because there are no
competing constituents.

2! Also Phd. 91d4, and probably Euthd. 286¢1 molh@v 81 kai moAAdkig, and Ti.
21b4 TOAA@Y pgv odv 1) kol ToAAd EAEYON momTdV mompata (a rather heavy hyper-
baton), where the intervening elements are particles.
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tadto 81 establishes a connection with what precedes. There are many
parallels for a form of obtog being followed by 81 at the opening of an
answer; see e.g. Cra. 392e2 dw tadto 81, og foikev, OpOAS et
KoAglv (after a quotation from Homer), Tht. 157¢5 tobta 81, & Ogoi-
mre, Gp’ NOéo dokel oot eivan, Tht. 185b7 Tadto &1 mdvra Sid tivog
nePL avTolv duavofy;, etc. There are no parallels for pkel 61 in such a
comment clause. The position of 81 in SF may be due to persevera-
tion of the &7 in Eine 61 at 537a3.

537¢1-2 ctte 0pOAG Aéyer “Ounpog eite un "Opbig is probably not
just a variant of &b and koA®¢, but = ‘correctly’, i.e. ‘in conformity
with reality’, at least if we are justified in adducing Lg. 668b1 to ex-
plain its meaning. There we read: Kai roﬁrmg o rofg rﬁv KooV
anv 1€ Cnroncl Kol uoucsow Cnmrsov ag Eotkev, oux nru; Ndela GAA’
N opOn mw]csswg Yap v, Oc eapey, 0pHITNG, €1 10 ppunbev Goov
1€ Kol 0lov NV anotehotro. ‘OpOHdTnc has precedence over other quali-
ties, as appears from the sequel to the passage Just quoted 668d1 O 8¢
10 OpBAOG U yryvdokav ap’ dv mote 6 Ye €0 Kol TO KAK®DG duvaTtdg
ein dwyvdvar;. See further on 532b5.

537¢3—4 t&vnv TadTV lit. ‘he has that as his art’. Tavtny is the
object of &ye1 and téyvnyv a predicative noun. The form of the object is
TtV rather than todto because it is adapted to the form of the pred-
icative noun. Cp. K-G 1, 74.

537¢6 oig ¢

Text. ol te T : oid e W : O &ote S(8 é-)F The strange text of SF
must go back to a misreading of uncial o1a1T€ (with € for a1?), or to
OI1ATE, but the details are irrecoverable.

537d1 kota Toac®V TV TEYVOV ‘with respect to ...”, also below
538al-2 einé, €1 kota moo®V TAOV TEYVMYV, but earlier mepl teyvdV
Myer (537al) and 6 avtdg TPOTOC THC OKEYEMS E6TOL TEPL ATOCMDY
@V 1eYvedV (532d1-2). While the idea behind mepi is ‘from all sides’
(K-G 1, 488), xatd rather suggests that Socrates will ‘go through’ the
arts. For this use of katd + genitive cp. S-D 479. Other instances are
Phd. 70d7-8 Mn toivov kot’ avBpdmov ... okoémel udvov todTo ...
GG, Kol kato (OmV Tdviov kol eutdv, Sph. 253b5 Kol kato tdv
M@V 81 TeQvdV Kol Ateyvidv tolodto gupnoopev &tepa, Chrm.
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169a5 kato maviov ikavdg dtuproetat, Hp. Mi. 368a8 avédnv ovtwot
gniokeyal Kato TAoOV TV EMOTNUDVY, £l .. ..

537d1-538a5 Q. Ovkodv oVT® Kol KOTO TOo®V TV TEQVOV, O Th
£répa téyvn Yryvookouev, od yvoodueda Th £tépa; 100 8¢ pot Tpod-
TEPOV TOVTOV Gdkpvar TV pev, ETépav ong sival tva téyvny, ™V
3¢, etépav;—IQN Nal.—ZQ. Apa domep &yd tekpopduevos, Stav 1
nev, £tépov mpaypdtov | dmotiun, | 88, £Tépmv, 0BT KoAD TV
uev, aamy, v 8¢, aAAny téxvny, ovto kai 6V0;—IOQN Nat.—2Q. Ei
YAp TOL TOV ADTAOV TPUYUATOV EMGTAKUN €N TIG, TL OV TNV pEv ETépav
paiuev etvat, Tv 8 £Tépav, O6mdTe Y& TADTO £ eidévan G’ dppoTé-
pav; Gomep &yd te yryvdoko &t mévie gictv odtol ol ddktvdot, Kai
o0, domep &yd, mEPL TOVTOV TAVTA YIYVOOKELS Kol €1 o€ &y0 £poiunv
el T aOThj TéYvy Yryvdokopey T aplountikij o avto §yd Te Kol oL
Ay, oaing av dmov T adth.—IQN Noi—ZQ. “O toivov dpt
guelov épricecbal og, Vovi €ié, €l Kato TacAV TOV TEVOV 0VT® GOl
dokel, Th pev adTh téyvy T0 adTd dvaykaiov givol yryvhokew, Ti 8’
£tépg pn to adtd, GAA’ elmep dAMM fotiv, Avaykailov kol ETepa
YUYVAOOKEL.

This rather perplexing collection of instances of &tepog and dAlog is
universally ignored in the commentaries. I will therefore, on the basis
of what I believe is a representative number of examples, try to shed
some light on the uses of &tepoc and dAlog here and elsewhere in
Plato. I will focus on the singular, since this is the dominant form in
the passage from Jon.

While both &tepog and dAlog express ‘otherness’, they in principle
have distinct uses. “Etepog typically occurs in pairs, often natural
pairs, referring to the one or the other entity of a class of two, general-
ly accompanied by the article: 1 £tépa yeip, 0 &repoc dpBarude, 10
grepov okéhog, etc.”® Alhoc, on the other hand, refers to any other
entity out of all entities of some class; thus, dAn yeip = ‘another

2 Cp. the value of the suffix -tepog in mdtepog, dkdrepoc and devrepog. More in
general one may compare the suffix -tepo-, ‘ein Suffix fiir Kontrastbegriffe’ (Schwy-
zer 1953: 533), ‘suffixe différentiel’ (Chantraine DE s.v.), which is also found e.g. in
the comparative. In fact, £epog, too, basically involves a comparison between two
entities of the same class. See also n. 288.
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hand/arm (= belonging to somebody else)’, e.g. S. OT 1023, E. Med.
1239.

Outside natural pairs, and mostly without the article, €tepog often
involves a contrast between any two individual members of a class, or
between two classes, in which case it is frequently accompanied by a
genitivus comparationis or, more seldom, a construction with #.**’
Examples from Plato are e.g. (between two individual members.)
Euthphr. 8b5 kol &l 11¢ dALog 1@V Oedv E1epog ETép@ dapépetar mept
avtod (for dAlog see below), Tht. 184c3 tov €tepov O £1epoc 0VIEV
Nyetron €idévan (with the (generic) article), Phd. 1023 gtepov 1y Omep
v (contrast with itself); (between two classes:) Phd. 103d2 A\ &te-
pdv L TOPOG TO Beppov Kkai ETepdv TL y1dvog 10 Yoypov;, Sph. 257d11-
12 6 yap un karov ekdotote @Beyyouedo, TodTo 00K dAAOL TIVOG £Te-
pév gotv 1| thig T00 kaAod @doemg. But £tepog may also involve,
again with a genitivus comparationis, a contrast between one single
member and the other members of the class collectively, the latter of-
ten referred to by the plural darhot: Chrm. 171a8 Kaim 1atpu<n o £té-
pa givar TV dAAoV EmoTnudY mpw@n @ 10D uytswou glvo Kol
VOG(HE0LG smcstmm, R. 346a2 ooyl SKOLG‘ET]V ].lSV‘EOl QUUEV EKAGTOTE
MOV tswiv T00T® arapow givat, ¢ sr.spav mv dovopv Eyswv;, R.
438d1 ff. ook 87'[8151] oikiag épyaciog motiun sysvsro 8mvsyl<8 OV
dAA@V smcmu(ov dote otkodopkn kKAnOFve,—Ti piv;i—Ap’ 0d ¢
mold, Tig £tvat, ol Tépa 0vdepion T@V dAAwV (genitivus partitivus, de-
pendent on obdepin);. The latter example clearly shows that there is a
fundamental semantic difference behind the various uses of €tepog
and dAAog: while €repog highlights difference (i.e., although oikodo-
pwcr] shares with other émotijpon the property of being an émotiun, it
is considered here as different from the other ones; cp. dujveyke),™
dAhog rather highlights similarity (tdv dAov émotnudv = the class
of all entities which, although they are different from each other, share
the property of being an émotun). ’AAkog and €1epog may therefore
also apply simultaneously, as at Sph. 239d7 1d 1€ €v T0ig VdaoL KOl
KotdmTpolg dmAN, £TL Kol TO YEYPOUUEVO KOl TO TETLIOUEVO, Kod

3 Ultimately, the genitivus comparationis may be considered an ablatival geni-
tive. See K-G 1, 401, 3, and below, n. 288. Compare different from, Dutch verschil-
lend van, etc.

24 Cp. Arist. Top. 143b8 miica yop £id0mo1dg Stapopd petd Tod yévoug e160¢ Totel,
and the later differentia specifica.
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téha oo mov TowdT’ 60’ Erepal (‘the other things which are of that
nature while being different (from each other)’).

In ‘specialized’ dialectical or ontological discussions (10) &tepov is
often opposed to 10 avto, e.g. at Tht. 159b1 Adbvatov toivov todTdv
T Exew 1) v dvvdpet § &v dAw otwodv, Stav 1| koudf Etepov, Prm.
148a7 10 £epov is évavtiov @ tadt®.** And in another passage in
the Parmenides (164b8) it is argued that to be dA\og a thing has to be
étepog: Ei 8¢ mepl 1@V dMwv O Adyoc, Td ye dAla €1epd otv. 1) oK
¢m 1@ adTd KoAelc 16 T dANO Kol TO Erepov;

As for dM\oc, in the singular this is predominantly used without the
article as a pronominal adjective with Tig or 00d¢ig, or, more rarely, as
an independent pronoun. Often a genitivus partitivus is present. It may
also occur with a comparative construction, but only with #,* pre-
dominantly in stereotyped phrases like tig dAAog #, 00deig dAlog 1,

etc.”® Typical examples are Euthphr. 8b5 kol 1 Tic §Ahog TV Oedv,

5 Cp. Arist. APr 97all ob yop ) drapépet, Tadtov eival TodT, ob 88 Stapépst,
£repov tovtov, Metaph. 1058a8 Aéym yap yévoug Swapopav Etepdtta. 1) Etepov molel
t0dt0 avTo.

6 In this difficult passage on ‘One’ and ‘Others’ &\kog and £tepog play an impor-
tant role, but a full treatment would fall outside the scope of the present discussion. I
confine myself to observing that at 164c1-2 #tepog, with a comparative genitive,
= ‘different from’, while d\\og = ‘other of’, with a partitive genitive; see also below
and the next n. As for the sentence quoted in the text, Fowler, in the Loeb edition,
wrongly translates 1) o0k 7l ©® adT® KaAelg 16 e dAo kal 10 Erepov as ‘Or do you
not regard the words other and different as synonymous?’ Translate rather, with R.E.
Allen (1983): ‘Or don’t you call the same things other and different?’, i.e. one and the
same object can be both “different’ and ‘other’, e.g. oikodopuk, discussed above. Cp.
¢m 1 adt® at Cra. 434¢7 OloBo 0V Gt &mi @ adtd Huelg pév papey “oxinpdmc”,
"Epetpific 6¢ “oxAnpotip”;, and Sph. 244cl.

87 L.SJ mention just one instance of §Ahog + genitivus comparationis, viz. X. Mem.
4.4.25 10 dikono ... | Ao tdV dikaimv. Perhaps 1] was exceptionally avoided here
because of the preceding §?

88 There is an important conceptual difference between the two comparative con-
structions. That with the genitive rests upon a comparison between two objects, start-
ing from the one in the genitive, which is the norm: ‘la construction avec cas ... sert a
évaluer la qualité variable d’un objet par référence a un autre objet pris comme
norme immuable’ (Benveniste 1975: 135; emphasis original; compare also S-D 98 and
n. 283 above). The construction with 7, on the other hand, rests upon a choice: ‘le
domaine propre de ce type de comparaison est celui du choix entre deux objets ....
C’est donc une alternative, signalée par une véritable disjonction’ (Benveniste 1975:
137; emphasis original). It may therefore be no coincidence that @\ og is (almost) ex-
clusively construed with disjunctive 7. If GAlog singles out some entity, to the exclu-
sion of other entities, it involves, in fact, a choice.
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Phd. 78c4 100t pdve mpoorkel un mdoysw tadta, inep t@ AAA®D;,
Phd. 99b3 dA\ho pév i éott 10 attov, Grg. 458a6-7 peilov ayuddv
goTv a0TOV Amodlayfivar kakod tod peyiotov 1) dAAov dmaAld&o,
Phd. 72e5 1| pddnoig ovk dAho 1t §j dvdpvnoig toyydvel odoa. With
the article—a rather rare construction, at least in the singular—d&\\og
expresses a partitive relationship of the noun with respect to itself, so

to speak, e.g. at Euthphr. 16a3 tov d\lov piov ‘the rest of my life’.**

While there are, then, in principle important differences between &te-
poc and d\loc, in many contexts, especially those of a non-specialized
character, these differences are blurred. More specifically, dAlog en-
croaches upon the uses of €tepog, notably when non-articular pairs
and series are involved. Here follow some illustrative examples: Pz.
262a3 kai pot dokel @V pdv avBpdrov Etépa TiC sival, TOV & av
Onplov dAAn tpoei,” Smp. 196e6 & ydp Tic 1y un Exet §| p) oidev,
ovT’ v £tépem doin bt dv dAhov S1ddEetev, Alc. 1 1169 Ofet dv ovv,
&l T1g £poTN og 800 dPOaApONS 1) TpElS Exelg, Kol dV0 yelpog 1} TéTTa-
pag, f| dALO T TdV To10VT®V, TOTE eV £Tepa AV amokpivachal, Tote 88
dAha, §) Gel T adtd;, Clit. 409¢2 Ovtog pév, MG oipa, 1O GLUEEPOV
anexpivato, GALOg 8¢ 10 déov, £tepog & 1O dEEMpOV, O 8¢ TO Avotte-
Aodv,”! R. 342a6 kol 8l éxdot téyvn GG téyvne ftig adth To
ovppépov okéyetal, Kol Tf okomovpévy Etépag o TotodTng, Kol TodT’
gotv anépavtov;, R. 439b10 dAAn pev 1 anmbodoa yelp, £tépa 8¢ M
npocayopuévn, Lg. 872al gav 8¢ ..., PovAedor 8¢ Odvatdv i dAlog
£tép@. Also in the plural: Cra. 394¢3 kol GAA0 TOAAG €oTiv 6 OVSEV
GAN 1) Boothéa onpaiver kol GAAa ye ad oTtpatnydy, olov “Ayic” Kol
“TToAépapyog” kol “Evmdlepog”. kol tatpikd ye €tepa, “latporAfc”
Kol “Axecipppotoc”™ kol €tepo av lowg ovyva ..., Chrm. 157¢6 vn’
M@V ToAM@V Toutdv, Plt. 288d4 mol@dv &tépov texvadv, Phdr.
239b1 oM@V GAA®V cuvoLcI@VY, etc. In these cases €repog and dAAog
seem to be used in free variation, presumably to vary the phrasing.

9 Compare the clearly partitive use of §\\og in Cra. 422e5 Taig xgpol Kal Ke@od]
Kol 7@ A cdpatt ‘the rest of” = “all remaining parts of the body’.

0 Outside Plato compare e.g. Hdt. 1.32.8 ydpn oddepia katapkéet mdvra sovti
napéyovoa, GAA EAAo pev Exet, £tépou d¢ émdéetar.

P! Compare Hdt. 5.68.1 Obtor pév & Apyéhaot éxadéovto, Erepot 8¢ Yara,
dAhot 8¢ Ovedtat, Etepot 8¢ Xopedroar, 1.181.3, 7.23.1.
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Now to return to our passage from the Jon, the uses of €tepog and dA-
Aog can be explained as follows. The central adjective in this passage
no doubt is £repoc, of which there are ten instances, as against four in-
stances of dAlog. With and without the article, €tepog predominantly
appears in pairs (cp. above), opposing one téyvn or émotiun to a dif-
ferent téyvn or émotun; see d1-2, d3-4, d5-6, e2-3 (eight instances).
The article is found twice (536d1-2), in the pair tf} £tépaq ... i £1épQ;
the articles refer back to kvBepvntikfj ... lotpwki at c6-7 and loTpiki
... TEKTOVIKT] at ¢8, respectively. When Socrates, with the words t6d¢
8¢ pot mpdrepov tovToL Amdkpvan at d2-3, passes on to Téyvar in gen-
eral, the articles are absent, £tépav ... £tépav being used predicatively.
Note that at e4 the pairness of &tepog is lexically reinforced by the
phrase an” apeotépwv. The remaining two instances, one of which is
articular, occur at 538a3-4, where they are opposed to some form of 6
avtdg, for which see above, p. 198.

Like €tepoc, dAhog appears (once) in a pair (d6—el), without the ar-
ticle and thus used predicatively. AAAnv ... dAnv téyvnv may be used
to stress the similarity of the various téyvou: for all their being differ-
ent they are still other téyvon. Cp. p. 197 above. Again like €tepoc,
dAhog is twice opposed to tfj avtij (at €7 and 538a4), but unlike
é1epog, it does not have the article, but appears as an indefinite pro-
nominal adjective: ‘some other téyvn’. At 538a4, dAAn may again ex-
press the idea that the &tépa téxvn in question is indeed still a téyvn.

537d3—4 v pdv, répav onc sival Tva Tégvny, ™V 82, Etépav;
lit. ‘Do you agree that the one (sc. skill) is a skill of this nature (what-
ever it is—twva), and the other of another nature?” Qua construction,
téyvnv has to be supplied as a subject with v pév from the predica-
tive complement £tépav tiva téxvny. A fully specified sentence would
run: Ty pev téyvnv Etépav eng eival tva téyvny, v 88 téyvny Eté-
pav Tvo téxvny;. See also the next note. For the phenomenon of the
subject being taken from the predicative complement or vice versa see
K-G 2, 564. One of their examples is Men. 89a6 ... ovk Qv eiev pvoeL
ot dyadof (sc. dyadof), where see Bluck.*”

92 This type of brachylogy is not mentioned by S-D, Gildersleeve or Smyth.
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Text. In the passage 537d3—€3 in part of the MSS douotolai (com-
ma’s) are present after the first instances of tv pév, etc.,”” apparently
to facilitate the syntactic break-up of the sentences involved.”* Since
these are useful lectional signs, I have decided to adopt them in the
present text as well.”” See also the Introduction §5.2. The use of these
signs in Byzantine MSS is discussed by Noret (1995). With regard to
the punctuation in dwootpe@OpevoL Tovg, dVo Yiovg ) Xpiotodg S0&d-
Covtag (MS Vatopedinus 236, 12th-13th cent., f. 225V, 1. 18) he ob-
serves (74): ‘Cette ponctuation veut évidemment éviter qu’on lise
d’abord «rejetant les deux Fils». L’éditeur moderne hésite a reprendre
une telle ponctuation, mais a tort, me semble-t-il’.

537d4—e2 Apo. domep dyod tekpopdpevos, Stav 0 pdv, Etépov mpay-
pdtov ) metipn, 1 82, £tépov, obTm KoAd TV piv, dAnY, TV 88,
AV vy, obto kai 60;—IQN Nat.—XQ. Ei ydp mov 1@v adtdv
TPOYLATOV EMGTNNN €N TIG, TL AV ... Here (see preceding note),
gmotun should be supplied as a subject with 1 pév, and next with 1
8¢, from the predicative complement émotun, and likewise for téy-
vnv in ™y pev, dAnv, my 8¢, dAnv téyvnv. ‘Just as I, while I am
making inferences, when one form of knowledge is the knowledge of
these things, and another form the knowledge of different things, call
this art such an art and that art another art, would you do the same?’
Le., whenever there are two different forms of knowledge, I infer that
there are also two corresponding arts. The same syntactic principle
lies behind Ei ... t@®v avtdv mpayudtov émotiun €m 1 = Ei ... @V
a0tV Tpaypdtov émotiun e <émotiun> tig ‘If some form of
knowledge were the knowledge of the same things ... .

The syntax seems to have been missed by Lamb and M¢éridier, but
not by Flashar. Lamb and Méridier take téyvn as the subject both of

3 Not after mv pév and v & at 537e2-3, probably because the model of the
previous examples was by now considered sufficiently established.

P4 MS T has a different system to indicate the syntactic structure, viz. by what
looks like a gravis on the last letter of pév (uév) at 537d3 and d6, and of 3¢ (8¢) at
537d6. This system is discussed by Noret (1995); there are ‘deux accents sur pev et
sur 8¢ lorsque O p&v ... et 6 8¢ ... sont pronoms. Cela représente sirement une pro-
nonciation plus appuyée de pév et de 84, et il y a toute chance que cela corresponde a
la langue réellement parlée’ (80). See also the text of T at 538e6. The scribe of F, too,
once uses this sign, at 540d7.

2 Interestingly, these diastolai must have been of a strictly ‘abstract’ nature, and
not the sign of e.g. a pause, for in the latter case the accent on pév should have been
pév. I have left the accents intact.
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Stav N pév ... f émomipun, 1 8¢ at d5—6 and of émoTiun &l at e2:
(d5-6, Lamb) ‘Do you argue this as I do, and call one art different
from another when one is a knowledge of one kind of thing and an-
other a knowledge of another kind’ (observe that Lamb abandons the
word order of the Greek to arrive at this translation), (d5-6, Méridier)
‘Pour moi, c’est en me fondant sur ce que celui-ci (namely: art—AR)
est la science de tels objets, et celui-1a de tels autres, que je donne aux
arts des noms différents’; (e2, Lamb) ‘If it (= a téxvin—AR) were a
knowledge of the same things ...’, (¢2, Méridier) ‘Car, n’est-ce pas? si
c’était une science des méme objets ...". Similarly Stock and Batte-
gazzore in their notes: ‘if any art were the knowledge of the same sub-
ject-matter (as any other art)’ and ‘quando I’'una (arte) ¢ conoscenza di
...". But this interpretation runs counter to the tenor of the whole pas-
sage (537d2—eR), where téyvn and émiotiun as general concepts are in
principle kept apart and dealt with separately. As for Flashar, he cor-
rectly translates: ‘Also, wie ich folgerichtig, wenn das eine Sachwis-
sen (= émotNun—AR) sich auf diese, das andere aber auf jene Gegen-
stande bezieht, dann das eine dieses, das andere aber jenes Fachwissen
(= ©évn—AR) nenne, wiirdest so auch du vorgehen? Ion: Ja. So-
crates: Wenn es ndmlich irgendwie von denselben Gegensténden ein
bestimmtes Sachwissen gibe, wozu sollten wir denn ...?’

In concreto, the argument goes as follows. Socrates intended to dis-
cuss the téyvar (537d1), but changes his plan and starts with distin-
guishing any two émotfpat (537d3), then, corresponding with these,
any two téyvar (537d6), taking apiOuntik] as an illustration (537e6—
7). When he eventually returns to the téyvou, at 538al, he follows the
reverse order, using the insights gained from the discussion of the &mi-
otfjpon. He starts with distinguishing téyvon in general (538a2-7), then
turns to Ion’s (supposed) téyvn (538b1-5), and ends with the conclu-
sion that if the specific téyvn of lon is different from other téyvon, it is
also, i.e. corresponds with, a specific émotiun.

537d4—-el Gomep Syo ... 6tav ... oVT® KOAD ..., oVTO KAl GV;
“The first oUtw sums up the dtav clause ; the second oUtw answers to
donep’ (Macgregor).

537e1-4

Ei ydp mov tdv adtdv mpayudtov émotun ein g, Tt av ..., omoTe ye
9 \ 3/ 9 / b L) b /

TODTO € €&Vl AT’ QUPOTEPMV Observe that when Socrates

uses causal-inferential 6mdte ye ‘since, seeing that’ after the main
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clause, he conveniently ‘forgets’ that just before he had presented the
content of the 0mdte ye clause as a pure hypothesis. For the causal-
inferential use of ondte (and 81¢) cp. Phd. 84¢€2, La. 196d5, Lg. 655a3,
Rijksbaron (1976: 131-132).

Ei ydp mov 1@v adtdv mpaypdtov Emetiun €m 1ig ... 0mdte ye TavTo
ein €idévan an’ Apeotépav Not surprisingly, the principal verbs
connected with émotiun are gidéva, as here, and énictacOar. Com-
pare e.g. the remarks at Phd. 75d9 10 yap €idévon todt” otv, Aafdvia
T0V émoTAUNV & kol un dmolwiekévon, Tht. 196e10 Q. "Enerr’
00K Gvaudec Sokel un €i80tag Emotiuny drogaivesho 10 nictachot
otdv gotwv;, Chrm. 172¢7 éniotocdur émotiumy, La. 198d2 nept Somv
gotiv motun, odk dAAN pév elvon mept yeyovdtog eidévar Smm yéyo-
veyv, etc.

Téyvn, too, however, can be shown to have its favourite verb, which
is yryvdokew. The present passage provides an excellent illustration of
this. For after having used émiotiun in connection with gidévat, Socra-
tes uses yryvwoketv as soon as he, in the next sentence (537e4), starts
speaking about the téyvn of counting: y1yvdok® ... YIYVOOKELS ... T
avtij éyvn yryvookouev tfj apuntici. The joint appearance of téyvn
and yryvookew occurred before at 531d12—e4: ‘O avtog dnmov (sc.
yvaoeeton).—OdKkodv 6 TV apdunTikv vy Exov ovtdg dotv;, and
recurs several times in the next section (538al—c5): Th pév avth té)vn

. YYyVOOoKeW, Th & £TépQ ... YIYVAOOKELW ... TV TéYVNV, Ta0TNG ThG
TEYVNG ... YIYVOOKEW ... yvoon ... dwwyvdvor (538¢5; for the opposi-
tion yryvookew : dioyv@vor see below on 538¢5), and it is also found
in the preceding passage, at 537c2—d2, and elsewhere in the /lon, e.g.
at 540d6—¢7. In fact, at 537¢5 the link between téyvn and yryvookewv
is exp11c1tly established: ODKODV aK(xcm rwv rsxvmv amodédotai Tt
1o 10d Oeod Epyov ofa Te eivan yryvdokew;.® Nor is this phenom—
enon confined to the lon; cp. e.g. Tht. 149el ff. tiig avtiic 1| dAANG olet
TéYVNG ... TO YIYVOOKEW &ig molav YRV QuTOV Te Kol oTéppo. KoTaPin-
téov, Sph. 253b3 0 pEv TOVC GLYKEPAVVUUEVOLG TE KOL [T TEXVIV EYmV
YIYVAOKELY HOVGIKAG, 0 8¢ ur cLVIElS dpovoog;, Plt. 269¢3 I'vovon o
Loyiotikf) TV v 101 Ap1Opois dtopopav @AV Tt TALoV Epyov Smoouey

_ 2% A few times other verbs are used in connection with téyvn: 538d4 dhevtikfig
glvar téyvng poddov kpivar, 539d2-3 oxomelv kol kpivew, 539e4 okomneicBor kai
dakpivew.



204 COMMENTARY

1 10 yvoocbévia kpival;, R. 527b7-8 1od yap del Gvtog 1 YE®UETPIKN
yvdoic éotv, R. 402b7.

537e4 Gomep At the beginning of an independent sentence, i.e.
when no oVtw(g) follows, relative ®g may introduce an instance illus-
trating some statement: = kol oVtwc, ‘thus’. See K-G 2, 436 Anm. 5.

537e5 ovtot of ddxtvlot rather than o8¢ ot ddxtviot, ovtot indi-
cating that Socrates shows his fingers to lon. For this ‘addressee-
oriented’ use of ovtog, where one might expect 8¢, see the illuminat-
ing discussion in Ruijgh (2006: 157 ff.).

537e6-8 £i oc £yo £poipny £i T oOTh TéYVn Yryvodokouev TH apdun-
TIKR 0 a0To &Y® TE Kol 6V 1 dAAY, @aing dv dfmov i adth.—IQN
Nad. This is the first of three hypothetical, or ‘fictitious’, ques-
tions in the Jon;*” the others occur at 538d7 and 540el. In such ques-
tions Socrates either gives the floor to himself and asks himself the
hypothetical question, as here and at 540el, or he gives the floor to the
interlocutor, as below at 538d7 i €poid pe, or, finally, to an anony-
mous Tig, a type not represented in the lon, for which see e.g. La.
192a8 Ei tofvuv tic pe &portor “’Q Tddkpoteg, T Aéyeg TodT0 O &v
nhow dvopdlelc ToutiTa. sivar;” gimoy’ dv adtd St ... " Further-
more, such questions have, generally speaking, a protasis introduced
by &1, which is followed either by an optative or by a past tense. In the
first case the main clause normally has an optative + dv (potential

T For a survey of these constructions, ordered and discussed according to the
(supposed) chronology of the dialogues, and their relationship with the regular, non-
hypothetical, questions of the Platonic dialogue see Longo (2004).

%8 These three main types have several subtypes:

A. The principal speaker, predominantly Socrates, gives the floor to himself:

1. the addressee is the interlocutor, as in our example, and below at fon 540¢l &f ¢°
gym Npduny; also e.g. Euthd. 291e4, Men. 72b3 (see the main text);

2. the addressee is a third person; e.g. Grg. 452a6 £l obv adTdV gy épofuny;

B. Socrates gives the floor to the interlocutor and the addressee is Socrates himself;
e.g. lon 538el &l £poid pe, Euthphr. 12d7 (see the main text);

C. Socrates gives the floor to an anonymous Tig:

1. the addressee is Socrates himself; e.g. La. 192a8, mentioned in the main text;

2. the addressee is his interlocutor; e.g. Tht. 203a7 (see the main text), Prz. 311b7 &l
1ig o€ fipeto;

3. the addressee is Socrates himself and his interlocutor is the main speaker; e.g. R.
378e4 €1 t1c av kol TadTa EpOTAN NUAG
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construction), in the second case a past tense + dv (counterfactual con-
struction). But the main clause may also have other verb forms, e.g. Tl
anoxpivet;. The verb of the protasis is overwhelmingly a form of épw-
TGV, or, more often, épécbar; TovOdvorro is found at Smp. 204€2.

Hypothetical questions typically enable Socrates to make it easier for
his interlocutor to answer a certain question by presenting him with a
similar but apparently more manageable question as a model for his
answer to the original question;* Socrates may also ask a couple of
such questions; see Futhd. 291e4 ff., Men. 72b3 ff. below. Sometimes
the interlocutor admits that he found the original question rather diffi-
cult; see below Smp. 204d8 ff. The subjects of the hypothetical ques-
tions are generally borrowed from a domain of knowledge related to
that of the discussion at hand, but the domain may also be quite differ-
ent (see Men. 72bl below). Our passage illustrates the former situa-
tion: having asked Ion hypothetically about the art of arithmetic, using
his fingers as an example, Socrates next asks lon to apply the results
to all arts: 538a2 &iné, £l KaTd TOSAV TAOV TE(VOV 0VT® GOt dokel. Ex-
pressions like oUt® ot (kol coi) dokel, melp® kai oV, etc., are com-
mon features of the sequel to these questions (see Euthphr. 12¢el, Tht.
203b1, Men. 72c5 below), but need not be present (see Euthd. 291e4).
That these questions are based on exploiting similarities appears from
the fact that they may be introduced by donep €l (e.g. Euthd. 291e4
below), or domep Gv i (e.g. Alc. 1 126a6) rather than just €i. In the
following, rather elaborate, examples, already referred to above, the
original question and the application of the hypothetical question to
the original question are in bold type:

Euthphr. 12d5 ff. Q. "Op(x &M 10 peta todro. &l yap pépog 70 0610V TOD
dwkaiov, ¢t 81 nuag, mg Zowcev, sésvpsw 70 ToToV uspoc; av € tod o1
koiov 10 Sotov. gl pév ovv o ue ngwtag T TOV vvv&n, olov motov uspog
goTiv (xpleuov 10 apnov Kol Tig Qv wyxowa 00106 6 Gp1Bude, eimov dv STt
0¢ Gv pn okoAnvog i AL icookedic 1| 00 Sokel co;—EY®. “Eporye.—
(el) ZQ. Mewpd 61 Kol oV &us oVt S18dEm 10 molov pépog Tod dikaiov
6o10v SoTy, ...

Tht. 203al ff. PacaviCopey .... pépe npmtov ap’ ol pév GUMOLBOLL koyov
&povot, 10 8¢ oToyEle dhoya; —@EAI "Towg.—ZQ. TIdvo pév ovv kol

% For this model function cp. also Longo (2000: 106, 139-140). Occasionally
somebody else is the main speaker, e.g. Diotima at Smp. 204d8, for which see below,
or Protagoras at Prt. 350c9.
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éuo‘l Qaivetar. Zpro'noug yof)v el Tig 39'9011 ™V TpAOTV GD)\)\.(XBT\]V oVTO-
ol" “’Q Ocaimre, AMye Tl éott ZQ”; i dmokpwii;—OEAL “Ot qua Kol
®.—XQ. Ovkodv TodTOV EYEIQ koyov i ovAAPfc;—OEAL "Eyoye.—
(b1) ZQ. 7161 81, oVtdg ging kai TOV T0D 6lypa Aoyov.

Euthd. 291d6 ff. #ckomodpev ®d¢ g Dépe, TAVTOV (’ipxouca N ﬁaclkl-
K1 Taxvn T Nuiv anspya@swl apyov | 008év; Howm)g dMmov, nuag Epa-
pev mpdg aMnkovg OV xai od dv TodTa (p(xmg, ) Kpltcov —KP. Ey(n—
Ve. —3Q. Ti ovv Gv (poung owtng Epyov etva; wcmsp &l o8 svco spwmmv
ndviov dpyovoa 1 lotpn ov dpyst, Tl spyov napsxsrou ob v lesww
<av> @aing;:—KP. "Eyoye.—XQ. Ti 8¢ 1 duetépa téxvn M yewpylo; wdv-
TV dpyovca v dpyet, Tl [Epyov] dmepydletar; od TV TpoeNV v gaing
mv ék thig Yfig mopéyew Nuiv;—KP. "Eyoye—2Q. Ti 8¢ 1| Pacriki] wdv-
oV dpyovca (292al) Gv dpyet; Ti drepydleta;

Men. 71d5 ff. i onjg apetiyv eivor; (—) 72bl ff. €l pov Epouévov peit-
™mg 7'C8p\l of)csi(xg 0L mot” éotiv, moALAg Kol navroﬁomdg Eheyec ou’)tdg givau,
i Ov ommcpww wot, g1 oe Npdunv' “Apa T0VTE (png nomag KOl Tovtoda-
TTOG VoL KO S10.pEPOVGOG aMn?»wv 0 ushrwg gtvay; 1 To0T® pev 008y
Sopépovoty, FAA® 84 T, olov §j kdAkel 1 peyébet fj dAA® T TV TO100-
Tov;” giné, 1 av dmsncp{voo oﬁrwc épwm@sic,—MEN Todt’ Eywye, 61t
ovdeV &atpspovow 1 us)mtm glotv, N 8t8pa tng srspag —(cl) Q. Ei odv
gtmov petd todtar “Todto Tofvoy pot avto einé, ® Msvwv ® 008&V ch(ps—
POVt GAAL TanTdV glowy dmacar, T TodTo g stvar;” slyec Bnnov av i
pot einetv;i—MEN. "Eywye.—(c5) Q. Obto 81} Kol nepl TOV ApeTdV:

The working of the hypothetical questions is demonstrated by Socra-
tes himself at Smp. 204d8 ff., where it is Diotima who is asking the
questions: AM #n mobel, €pn, 1 amdkpioig Epmtnotv towdvde Ti
goton dkelve @ dv yévntan 16 kakd;—O% wdvu Eonv Eu Esw dyo
pOg TNV TV EpOTNOWV TPoYeipw¢ dmokpivacOu—AIN’, &on,
domep v &l Tig peraﬁakd)v avti tod kodod @ Ayadd xpo’ouavog TOV-
Odvotro: <D8p8 o Z(mcpatsc;, spa 0 spo)v oYy owaecov i €pd;—TLevé-
ofat, v &’ syoo adtd).—Koi i Eoton exetvey ¢ dv yevnwt Taya0d;—
Todtr’ edmopdtepov, v & &yd, ¥xo dmokpivacHal, St eddaipmy
gotat. And it is mildly ridiculed at Cra. 421c4 ff. EPM. Todta pév pot
dokele, @ Xadxpates, Gvdpeimg mdvy Sakekpotniévar &l 8¢ i oe
£potto toDT0 TO “iOV” Kal 10 “péov” kai 10 “8odv”, Tiva &xel OpHdTNTO
todTa T OvOpaTe—IQ. “T{ v adtd dmokpvaiuedo;” Adyeic; 1 ydps;,
and especially at Tht. 163d1 ff. Q. TO to16vde" &l Tic &potto” “Apal
duvatov 0tov Tig EmoTiuV yévorrd mote, £Tt &xovia pviuny ontod
T00T0L Kai omOpevov, tdte Gte péuvntat un énictacHot antd todTo O
pépvnron,” (‘Is it possible, if a man has ever known a thing and still
has and preserves a memory of that thing, that he does not, at the time
when he remembers, know that very thing which he remembers?’—
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Fowler). paxpokoyd 8¢, dg £otke, BovAdpevog Epecbon £i pabaov tig T
HEUVILEVOC UT| O18E.

538al

Toivuv ‘Well then.” While tou ‘arrest[s] the attention’™ of the in-
terlocutor, vov signifies that the speaker is coming to the point,*”' the
point being: &iné, &l xatd nac®dv T@V TeRV@V ....°" This point was
raised earlier (537d1 Odkodv 0UT® KOl KOTA TAGHV TAV TEVAV ...;)
but left unfinished because first some preliminary matter had to be set-
tled.”” There are three other instances of totvuv in clauses which refer
back to a point left unfinished and are followed by a directive expres-
sion or a question: Phd. 104€7 “O toivuv #leyov Opicacbat, molo ovk
™ R 413¢5 0 totvov dpt Eheyov, {nmntéov ..., and R. 485a4 “O
Totvuv dpydpevol TovTov T0d Adyov EAéyopev, TV @Oov adTAV TP®-
tov 3l katapadelv. A related use is Phd. 104b6 “O totvov ... Bovro-
pot SnAdoat, d0pet.

This use of toivuv is not discussed separately by Denniston, but it is
similar to that discussed by him on p. 577: “... a general proposition is
formulated, or implied, and followed, first by a preliminary instance
of its application, and then by the crucial instance introduced by toi-
vov’ 3%

Obv is used in a comparable way, but its semantic value is “this be-
ing so’ (see on 530a8) rather than ‘I’m coming to the point’. See La.
184b1 & ovv kal €& dpyiig eimov, efte obte opukpdc deeriog Exet
nddnpa 8v, elte iy Ov pact kal mpoomoodvor adTd eivorl pdonua,
ovK dEwov émuyetpelv pavOdvety, and R. 434e3 & odv Muiv ékel dpdvn,
EMOVOQEPOLEY €IG TOV Eval.

»300

3% Denniston 547 on Tot.

3! Cp. S-D 571: vov ‘kniipft solche (viz. Aufforderungen und Fragen) an die vor-
liegende Situation an’.

392 In fact, the scope of Tofvuv is the whole of &iné, &l etc. rather than just the rela-
tive clause.

3% The overall effect of tofvuv here may well be as described by van Ophuijsen
(1993: 164): ‘[toivuv is used] in cases in which it is intimated that the other partici-
pant cannot, in view of his own admissions, reasonably deny a point or reject a pro-
posal which is now to be made’.

3% Translated wrongly by Fowler as: ‘Now I propose to determine what things ...".
“Eeyov OpicacOat refers back to 104c7 BovAet odv ... Opicacha omoia ...

3% As often, Denniston only mentions the circumstances in which a particle ap-
pears, while he is silent on the exact function of that particle. Cp. also n. 303.
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£nelhov épfioecOan ‘T was going to ask.” For the differences be-
tween péAAo + future infinitive, expressing future realization of a pre-
sent, or, with #ueldov, past, intention, uéAAm + present infinitive ‘be
about to, be on the point of” and péAlo + aorist infinitive ‘be destined
to, be doomed to’ see Rijksbaron (2002: 34 n. 3 and 103 n. 2).

538a5-7 00KoDV ... 00Y See on 532b2-4.

538a6-7 Tavtng ThS TEYVNG TO Aeyopeva i mpaTTOpEVE A rather
remarkable use of both the genitive and the participle. On the analogy
of, for example, Smp. 221d8 ot Adyor avtod, Cra. 386¢e7 ai mpdéelg
avTdVv, etc., Tavtg The téyxvng should probably be taken as a genitivus
subiectivus or auctoris with ta Aeyduevo 1} mpattdueva, suggesting
that the téyvn itself speaks and acts. For this use of the genitive see S-
D 119; one of their examples is S. EIl. 1333 ta Spdpev’ vudv, for
which see also Moorhouse (1982: 52). In Plato, I found only one more
or less parallel construction, Ep. I 314¢3 (if genuine) td 8¢ vov Aeyd-
pevo, Zmkpdrovg £oTiv kahod kol véou yeyovdtoc, where Tokpdrovg,
however, is a predicative complement.

For the combination ta Aeydueva 1§y mpoattoueva cp. Phd. 58c7,
Phdr. 241a6 10 Aegybévto kol mpaydévta, Phdr. 233a7 1d 1€ AeyOpeva
KO TO, TPOTTOUEVOL.

538b1-3 Tétepov 0OV Tepl TOV MOV ... oV kdAMov yvadon §f fvio-
X0G; The question word mdtepov instructs us to look for 1§ and to
connect this with wdtepov rather than with kdAAov; see also on 531a6.
Differently below, at 540b6, where ndtepov is lacking.

538b4-5 ‘H 8¢ paymdikn téyvn £tépa o1 ThHg MVIOYIKAC; Just as
in the case of momtiky at 532¢8, q.v., Socrates introduces 1 poymdikn
téyvn for the sake of the argument. Of course, since there exists no
nomtikn téyvn, there is a fortiori no pay®dikn téyvn.

538b5-6 mepi £répov Kai émoeTiun Tpayudiov £otiv

Text. There is here quite some variation in the MSS as to the word or-
der, with several transposition signs around, e.g. in T mepl £tépwv
"mpaypdtov ¢V émotiun £otiv, indicating that mpaypdrov should
come after xai émotiun (¢ = xai). The text of Tpc W SF seems pref-
erable to the other ones, because it is the only one which puts £tépwv
in the Topic, and émotun in the Focus position, which seems appro-
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priate: £tépwv continues £tépo, while émotqun has additive Focus
(notice kai before émotun) with respect to the implicit subject, téyvn.

538b8
nivewy

Text. miveww TW : melv SF Once again both readings yield ac-
ceptable texts (with a semantic difference, since mielv puts emphasis
on the finishing (‘drink (up)’) and mivew on the process of the drink-
ing (‘(be) drink(ing)’)). Although the presence of an object may fa-
vour the aorist (cp. on 533¢2-3), I prefer nivewv, because the Homeric
text, too, has a present infinitive, right after the quotation; cp. II.
11.642 ff. otve mpouveiw, &ml 8 aiyelov KV TupOV / KVIGTL YoAKE'
gmi 8 dAgita Agvka TdAvve, / mvépevor 8 Ekélevoey.

didmot ... Aéyer For the ‘reproducing’ present 3idwot and the “ci-
tative” present Afyet see on Aéyetov at 531a6.

538¢c5 dwyvdvon After yvoin at 537¢2, yryvookew at 537¢6,
538a3 and 538a4-5, we now encounter another aorist form, dyvid-
voi. This is followed at 538a7 by yryvookewv. Then, at 538d4-5, fol-
lows an aorist, kptvai, which is followed again by a present infinitive,
at 538e2, Swkpivewy, and another one at 538e4, dioyryvodokew. At
539d2-3 follow two more present infinitives, ckonelv and kpivetv,
then, at 539e4, oxoneicOat and Swukpively, and finally, at 540e5, Swyt-
YVOGKELY.

What is the rationale behind this alternation of forms? (Cp. also
Appendix IIT on dxpodcBor.) Perhaps the following. All present infini-
tives have generic (habitual) meaning. In fact, they indicate that Soc-
rates is referring here to the habitual, professional, line of conduct of
the various professionals. As for the, rare, aorist forms, they all three
come immediately after the recitation of a specific passage from Ho-
mer; they express, therefore, a bounded action, a ‘token’ of the ‘type’
expressed by the present infinitive. To be sure, ckonelv and kpivewv at
539d2-3, too, appear after Homeric quotations, but these present in-
finitives indicate rather that Socrates is not referring to the specific
Homeric passages just quoted, but to Homer in general; note the pres-
ence of ta towdto.
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538d5
atta This is the regular nominative/accusative neuter plural of
dotig in Plato (33 times); dtwva occurs only once (Chrm. 169a5).

dtTa Aéyer Kol elte KOADG eite un After todta ... 0 &nn €lte
0pO&dG Méyer “Ounpog €ite uf (537¢1-2) and todto gite 0pODdC Aéyet
“Ounpog eite uf (538c4) we may wonder why the phrasing has
changed. Perhaps kpivar ... dtta Aéyetl covers what is described at Lg.
669a3 (... tov péhhovta Euppova kprrny Eoecbon del TadTa Tpia Exety,
8 1 ot TpdTOV Yryvdokewy, Ensrta g opOdS, Ened’ mc &b (for this
passage cp. also 532b5)) as § 1€ éo1t ... yryvookew as well as g op-
B¢, while kaldg expresses the same idea as €v.

538d7 cod &popévov, €i Epord pe ‘The hypothetical clause re-
peats in another form the force of the Genitive Absolute. “When you
ask me, if you were to do so™ (Macgregor).’® This explanation and
translation seem basically correct, although ‘repeats’ misses the point
(nor does ‘if” simply ‘repeat’ ‘when’). Ei €poto rather specifies how
the ambiguous participial phrase should be taken; for the hypothetical
question see on 537e6-8. In fact, such participial phrases tend to func-
tion as temporal modifiers, not only in narrative discourse, as may be
expected, but also in interactive discourse. For the former see e.g.
Phd. 118al1 Tadto épopévov adtod 00dev &t dmekpivaro, for the lat-
ter Prt. 360el Avtdg, Eon, népavov.—Ev y’, Epnv &y, pévov €pdue-
vog £t o, ...

With all that it is not clear why Plato at Jon 538d7 uses this com-
plex expression in the first place. Since he decided to leave both cob
gpopévov and i €potd pe in the text, this must tell us something. But
what? That Socrates has to spell out everything for Ion, even the
wording of the question that he, Ion, is going to ask? Be that as it may,
it is noteworthy and certainly ironical, to use a word that has perhaps
been used too easily in connection with the /lon, that the only time
Socrates allows Ion to really contribute to the discussion is in a hypo-
thetical question through the mouth of Socrates himself. And irony

3% Definitely nof ‘suppose you were questioning me and should ask’ (Lamb) or ‘If
you were questioning me and were to ask me’ (Murray), since, first, the aorist forms
épéobat, épopévov, etc., cannot have imperfective, ‘progressive’, meaning, and, sec-
ond, ‘and’ is not in the Greek.
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turns into sarcasm when Socrates in the next sentence says that it will
be quite easy for him to answer lon’s question.

538¢2 tobtv TOV TEYVOV ... O TPOONKEL £KdoTn Slakpivewy
Compare the discussion on what is appropriate for the various crafts-
men at Euthd. 301c6 ff. OicBa odv, &en, 811 Tpoonkel EkdoTolg TV
IMovpydV; Tpdtov Tiva xahkede Tpoctiket, oicho; etc.

538e5 padiog te Kol aindij Stallbaum draws attention to this
‘adverbium cum adiectivo iunctum’. The coordination of a manner
adverb and a substantivized neuter plural object, whereby the func-
tional differences between them are blurred, involves a mild zeugma
and occurs more often; see (also taken from Stallbaum) Prz. 352d4
Koldg ve, Eonv &ym, ob Aéywv kol aAn0T, Phd. 79d8 xaAdg kol dAn-
0f Aéyeic, Phdr. 234¢7 cagfi kol otpoyydia (predicative accusatives),
Kol Akppac ... Ekaoto arotetdpvevtor. More examples may be found
in Ottervik (1943: 70-79, who does not treat Plato, however), e.g. X.
HG 5.3.10 moAAG kol Tayéomg yprjpato E6ocav, D. 1.18 S¢1 81 moAAnv
kol Sy Tv Porydetav eivar. Compare also Latin recte et vera loquere
(Plaut. Capt. 960), with the extensive discussion in Pinkster (1972:
108-133), and for ‘ill-assorted coordination’ in English Quirk et al.
(1985: 971-973).

539d2 gnoo Socrates continues his answer to lon’s ‘question’.

539d4

AMOf € 6V Myov “Whatever else it may be (ye), it’s frue what
you just said.” Syntactically, Aéywv is a circumstantial participle with
enoeig, to be supplied, through o0 (see below), from @ricm, and func-
tions as a kind of comment clause. For other examples see e.g. Futhd.
273a5 6v oV Q¢ molv Emdedmrévatl, aAn0R Aéyov, R. 613el a dypot-
ko &pnoba oV etvar, GANOR Aéyowv, also with other verba dicendi, e.g.
Grg. 450c2 d10 TodT’ &yd TV PnTopkiv Téxvy GE1d etvar mept Ad-
youg, 0pOd¢ Ayav, ag &yd enut. Aéymv may also be attached loosely
to the preceding statement, as at Prz. 352d4 Kai dokel, &pn, donep ov
Myeg, @ Tokpateg, kol dpo, elnep 1@ JAA®, aioxpdv ot kal Epotl
copiov kal Emomuny u odyl mdviev Kpdtictov gdvar sivar TV
avOponeiov Tpaypdtov.—Koldg ye, Epnv &yd, oV Aéyov kai GAnoq,
where AMyov must refer to aioypdv o1t kai £pol ... edvot .... For this
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use of the participle and for examples of other verbs (yevdépevog, €0/
KkaA®¢ mowdv and others) see K-G 2, 86-87.

AMNOR ve 6 Aéyov, @ Tdkpateg The use of 60 as a ‘postpositive,
unemphatic’ pronoun in Plato is discussed in a recent article by Helma
Dik (2003: 541 ff.). She observes that in cases like the present one 60
is syntactically necessary, since ‘there are simply no finite verbs that
will “take care” of the identification of the subject.” Both ye and o0
are positioned to give extra prominence to GAn6f.

539d5 Kai ob ye, @ “lov, ¢ndf tadto Aéyeig ‘And (whatever
else you may be or do—ye) you, lon, were right in saying those
words.” Socrates emphatically turns from Ion’s truth to lon himself.
Note that here the order is oV ye, not ye oV, as in the preceding sen-
tence.

539e4-5 mapa tovg AAovg nopd of comparison: ‘when put next
to, when compared with’ = ‘beyond, more than’. Cp. K-G 1, 514-515.

539¢6
"Eyo pév onu An instance of ‘Contrasted idea not expressed’,
Denniston 380 ff. However, as Macgregor observes, ‘... uév comes to

299

be used to emphasize the pronoun = “/, Socrates, say everything.
And Denniston himself leaves open the possibility that this pév solita-
rium conveys emphasis, since he writes elsewhere, in a rather contra-
dictory sequence of thoughts (p. 364): ‘In Attic the use of emphatic
uév is extremely limited. It is often difficult to decide whether pév is
to be taken as purely emphatic, or as suggesting an unexpressed anti-
thesis ....” In the latter case, too, emphasis is of course involved. In
fact, by the absence of the contrastive second member the attention is
directed exclusively toward the first one, as here: ‘/, for one’. Observe
that in the next sentence Socrates reacts to Ion’s &y® pév with o0 ye,
where limitative ye has much the same focusing effect as pév in the
first sentence. For a similar instance of pév solitarium followed by ye
later in the sentence see oV pév .... &ywye at Euthd. 284e5 2V pév, &pn
0 Atovusddmpoc, Lowopi, ® Ktijorne, Aodopfi.—Ma Al odk Eyamye,
1 8 8¢, ® Alovucsbddwpe. Compare also Eyoye ... ob ye at Grg. 466e5—
6 TIQA. "Eyd 0B onut;, enui pév odv &yoye—Q. Md tov—od o0 e,
enel ...
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damavta With the claim made here by lon one should compare the
passage R. 598c6 ff., where the same claim, but now ascribed to the
poets themselves, is vigorously attacked by Socrates: AAAG yop oipion
® ¢ike, 08¢ Sel mepl mAviov TOV ToOVTMOV dovoeloOar Emetddv T
NUv anoayyéAAn mept tov, g évétuyey avBpdne Tdoog moTapéve
¢ Snpovpylag kol TéAha mdvto oo gl EkooTog 0idev, 00dEV GTt
01’))(‘1 axpiBéotepov OTOVODV émcwuévco fmokau[}dvsw del T® TO10V-
1@ 611 £0MONg TIg avepa)nog, Ko, cog gowcev, evn)x(nv yonti Tve Kol
mw]m aémtamen, dote 880&8\/ avTd naccoq)og gtvat, 810 T avTog
un owdg T’ gtvar smcsmunv Kol avsmcsmuocuvnv Kol mw]csw sisw—
ool —Akn@scsww £pn.—OvkoDV, nv 3’ &y®, petd TodTo EMOKENTE-
ov mv € rpayw&ow Kol TOV m/suova ommg Ow]pov sna&] VOV
oucovopsv &t ovtotl mdoog usv 1éyvog Enictavtal, mavta 8¢ To owep(n—
TELOL TO npog apsrnv Kol Kooy, kol 6 ye Oeto; avowm] Yap oV owa—
0ov nommv 81 uskk?,t mepl v Av ot KaAdg moujoety, eiddto dpa
motelv, | i oldv e eivon motelv. The same thought occurs at X. Smp.
4.6 (Niceratus speaking) Axovott’ dv, &pn, kol £uod a oecbe PeAtio-
veg, av £uol ovvijte. iote yap dMmov 6t “Ounpog 6 6oeOTATOg TETO-
inke oxedov mepl mdviov TdV dvBponivov. Sotic dv odv DudY Bovin-
TOL 1) OIKOVOHIKOG T dnunyoptkog 1} otpatnyikdg yevésHar 1§} Gpotog
Axel 1| Aflavtt | Néotopt 1) ‘Odvooel, éué Oepancvétm. dym yop
todro mdvra énfotopon.’” See also on 541b5 poddv.

539¢7 o0 ye Eong

Text. Virtually all editors since Baiter (1839) have adopted here Bai-
ter’s conjecture @1ig, against £#png T W SF, Verdenius being an excep-
tion. Stallbaum still had no qualms about &png. At Grg. 466e6 Dodds,
referring to, among others, Kiihner-Blass 2, 211, considers &png, for
gpnoba, ‘questionable Attic’, and for that reason he prefers @1jg, again
due to Baiter, against all MSS. “Egng is also found in all MSS at Grg.
497al, where Dodds and others again prefer Baiter’s onc. At Grg.
466¢e6 Dodds adds: ‘I know of no other instances of £png in Plato; y’
gpng at lon 539 e 7 must be divided ye @1jc, as the context shows’. The
MSS, however, have ye &png, not y’ &png, so this argument fails.
Moreover, there are, in all or part of the MSS, more examples than
Dodds assumed; see Euthphr. 7e10 ¢yic BT : onc &, Prm. 128a8 &v

397 For the question of the possible relations of this passage with the Jon see above,
n. 7.
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ofic (sic Burnet) T : &v &png B Proclus, Phlb. 26b10 ¢ng vir doctus in
Kidd. Misc. Porson p. 265 : €png codd. (see Burnet’s apparatus for de-
tails), Alc. 1 104d7 eng T Proclus : €épng B, and also Euthd. 293¢l &pn
Stephanus : €png BTW. So although the support for £png is not
overwhelming, it can certainly not be ignored. In fact, the situation is
not different from that of the aorist forms based on the stem &ina- in
Plato. There are seven of such forms, Sph. 240d5, 26163,308 Phib.
60d4, La. 187d1, Euthd. 294c7, Prt. 353a6, 357¢8, as well as two of
npooewmna-, Sph. 250010, Alc. 1 115el1, against hundreds of instances
of thematic forms. If this anomaly, which is also found outside Plato,
for example in Xenophon, is accepted, I see little reason not to accept
the variation &pnoba/Eenc as well.*”

There is, moreover, something odd about the conjecture ¢1g, since
one would expect it to have been &pnoba, if Epng is ‘questionable At-
tic’. Or, to reverse the argument by taking ¢ng as our starting point:
why would someone in the course of the transmission occasionally
have changed the perfectly normal and very frequent @1j¢ into &png?
For this is what Baiter’s conjecture implies, of course. If we keep &ong
at lon 539¢7, its use is in accordance with that of the more frequent
2nd person imperfect, &pnoba; indeed, £png is picked up by the latter
three lines further, at 540a2 OV péuvnoat §t Eenoba ...;, which refers
back to 538b5. As for the proximity of &png and &pnoba, compare
gineg at Sph. 261c5 and eimag at Sph. 261e3 (on the assumption that
this is the reading of the principal MSS; cp. n. 308), and npoceinog at
Ale. 1 115el1, followed by mpooeineg at 116a8; see also n. 309.%"

3% ¢lnac Burnet, no variant readings mentioned; eimog Digs (einog : -e¢ Y); eineg
Duke et al., no variant readings mentioned.

%9 Compare also the double aorist forms of pépw, fjveykov and fjveyka. The forms
in -ko are sometimes found side by side with thematic forms, e.g. at Plz. 275el ¢
TOMTIK® 3& 00 LETOV EmMVEYKAEY ToUVOuX, 0V TAV KOOV STeveyKely Tt cOpma-
ow, also at Ar. Th. 742 <Kai> déxa pijvag ot ym / fiveykov. KH. “Hveykog 60;. See
further Chantraine (1961: 165).

319 Functionally, Baiter’s conjecture is all right, of course, for ¢1jc may also be
used to refer back to words spoken by the interlocutor in the preceding context, espe-
cially in the comment clause &g or donep gy, e.g. Euthd. 273b2 ZQ. 18cv odv pe 6
Khiewlag dmo thg gicddov pdvov kabrjuevov, dvtikpug lov mopekadileto sk dekidg,
domep kol oV @rig, which refers back to 271a8 KP. "Ov pév éyo Adyw, éx de&idg tpi-
10G Gmd cod kabfcTo.
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The other instances of &png are like that at Jon 539¢7,*'" and should
probably be adopted in our texts as well.>'?

540b1 ZQ. Ta towdta 8¢ Aéyeig TV 10 TOV dAA®V TexvdVv;—IQN
Yyedov T

Text. : oyeddv © : W, ergo loni tribuit (- oyeddv 1 : F, oyedoév 11 : T
[qui in marg. paragr. praebet], oyeddv v S [qui ante oxeddv spatium
unius litt. praebet]) With W’s dicolon both before and after oye-
ddv 11 these words are spoken by Ion in reaction to Socrates’ question
(‘Pretty nearly these’), and something similar may lie behind the,
slightly confusing, text of the other MSS.’" This must be the correct
reading (for details see below), for the traditional text (mArv 0. TV
MoV teyvdv oyedov Tt) runs counter to the normal syntax of oyeddv
1. In fact, oxeddv 11 always, and mostly immediately, precedes the
constituent it modifies.”"* This constituent may be a (pronominal) ad-
jective, demonstrative pronoun, adverb, or a whole clause. Only clitics
may intervene. Here follow some representative examples:

(Pronominal) adjectives and pronouns

Euthphr. 11¢7 "Epol 8¢ 8okel oxedv 11 10D antod okdppotog
Cri. 46b8  dAAG oyeddv T1 Spotot paivovtal pot

' The three cases of ¢tjc found in part of the MSS (Euthphr. 7e10, Prm. 128a8,
Alc. 1 104d7) are perhaps due to ancient conjectural activity, but they might as well be
authentic variant readings going back to Plato. Observe that in these cases, too, it is
most unlikely that @jc was the original reading and afterwards changed into &onc.

12 And in my view also Euthd. 293cl (¥¢n Stephanus : ¥png BT W). Stephanus’
conjecture introduces an otiose &on, for from Apkel, £pn at 293b8 up to Zpnv &y at
293¢5 the turns taken by Euthydemus and Socrates just follow each other, without
intrusion of pn’s and Eonv’s. If &png is adopted, this must be taken parenthetically,
as &onoba at Ep. 11l 319¢3, and many instances of ¢tjc, e.g. Tht. 151e6, 200al, Sph.
240b10, Men. 83a7. Alternatively, one might consider reading énictactu for énicto-
oat, resulting in Odkodv ov #eng éniotacbal ti;. Cp. the use of Epnoba at Alc. 1
131e6 and Grg. 469a2 in a question asking for confirmation of something said earlier
by the interlocutor.

313 Actually, with the punctuation of T the words 16 Towobto 88 Aéyeic Ty T TGOV
dMwv teyvdv oxeddv Tt are spoken by Socrates, and gAAd mola ete. by lon. This can-
not be correct of course.—To avoid confusion between the dicolon of the MSS and
that of the apparatus criticus, I have exceptionally put parentheses round the readings
of F, T and S.

31 There are in the Platonic corpus 63 instances of oyed6év Tt and oyxeddv ... Tt
(oxed0v pév 11, oxedov ydp T, etc.), two of them in Alc. 2 and Eryx.
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Cri. 53b3 811 pgv yap xkwdvvedoovost ye ..., 6xed6v Tt Sfjhov

Prm. 128b5 ... dote pndev TV adt®Vv elpnrévar Sokely oxeddv Tt Adyov-
T0G TOOTA

Chrm. 166d5 1) 00 kowov ofet dyadov eivat oyeddv Tt Tacty GvOpdmoIg

Grg. 472¢7 f. kol ydp Kol Tuyydvel mepi MV dupiopnroduey 0d mavv opi-
KpO dvta, AARG oyeddv T1 Tadto TEPL OV ...

Adverbs
Phd. 59a8  xai mdvteg ol mopdvieg oxeddv 11 ovtw Siekeiuebo
R.393b3 Kol TNV GAAV oM mhoav oyeddv Tt obtm Temointan Sujynowv
Verb phrases

Phd. 11526  xai oxeddv i pot dpa. tpamécdor mpdg 0 Aovtpdv:

Smp.211b6  Stov 81 Tig Gnd TOVOE 810 TO OpHDC TASEPUOTELY EMAVIOV
gkelvo 10 koAOV dpyntan kabopdv, oxeddv dv Tt drtotto T0d
é\ovg.

Alc. 1 106e4 AdAa pmyv & ye pepddnkag oxeddv 1t kol dyd oida

Euthd. 297¢7 00 yap i Gviic Epatdv, oxeddv TL &yd 10T’ &) oida

La. 199¢6  xatd 10V 6OV Adyov od pdvov devdv te xai Bapparémv Emi-
otun M avdpeia ottv, AL oxeddv 11 1) Tepl mdviwv dyo-
0AV 1€ Kol KaKDV Kol TAvTeg &XOvVIoV ... dvdpeia Ov .

Prt. 345d9 2y yap oxedbv Tt ofpon TodTO

Lg. 720c2 rof)gl glév dovlovg 6yedbv 1L ol SoDAot T0. ToALA iaTpedov-
ow.

Interestingly, translators have often felt uncomfortable with the tradi-
tional text at Jon 540bl ff. How, indeed, should one construe oyeddv
T1? Méridier translates: ... sauf ce qui appartient aux autres arts, a peu
pres’. But why should Socrates weaken his point by this expression of

315 Single oxed6v, which is the preferred form in the later dialogues (most clearly
in the Laws: only one instance of oyeddv 11 (720c2) against 125 of oyeddv) is used in
much the same way; cp. e.g. Jon 532b6 10od¢ 8¢ ToMTdg GYEdOV dmavtag, Sph. 219a8
AMG NV TOV yE TEYVAV Tac®Y oYedoV €1n &0, 226d4 Zyedov obto vOv Aexbiv
oaivetal, Grg. 471b4 oyeddv nAkdny, etc., although our texts have some instances
where oyeddv seems to modify a preceding constituent, e.g. Cri. 44d4 ta péyiota
oyeddv, &dv tig &v adtoic SwPePAnuévog N, Lg. 705d8 10 8¢ St mpdg pépog GAN 0d
npdg oy oxeddv, o0 vy cuveydpovv. Here, too, however, oyeddv should rather
be taken as a preposed modifier, and we should punctuate accordingly. Thus, at Cri.
44d4 read 10 péyota, oyxedov édv, for which cp. R. 388e5 oyedov yap Stav Tig dei,
and at Lg. 705d8 read nicov, oxed0v o0 mdvy cuveydpovy; for oyedov ob cp. Ti. 61d2
10 8¢ dpa oxedov od duvatdv, Lg. 636a2 Zyedov od pddiov.
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uncertainty? That is, if this is a viable expression at all, for what is ‘to
belong more or less to’? Méridier himself apparently was not satisfied
with this translation, for he adds in a note: ‘TIAMv 10 @V GAA®V TE)-
v@v 6)ed0v 1L commente T TowdTa. Mot @ mot « Tu dis : (sauf) les
cas de ce genre, c’est-a-dire : sauf ce qui concerne a peu pres les au-
tres arts (autres que celui du rhapsode) »°, which is not very illumina-
ting. ‘A peu pres’ is still very odd. Lamb’s translation: ‘By “those in-
stances” you imply the substances of practically all the other arts’
makes perfect sense, of course, but he can only arrive at this transla-
tion by deviating from the text, for ‘all’ is not in the Greek. Again,
Flashar translates: ‘Mit “solcherlei Gegenstinden” meinst du viel-
leicht die, die nicht den anderen Fachkenntnissen zugehoren?’ This,
too, makes sense, but Flashar, too, deviates from the text, for ‘viel-
leicht’, which apparently is meant to render oed6v 11, does not belong
to the meanings of oxedév 1 in classical Greek.”'®

As for the new text, this is supported by the use of oyeddv 11 as an an-
swer in the Republic, at 552e¢11 AX> odv &1 Towd yé i dv &l W
Olryopyovpévn TOMG Kol TocadTo Kako &xovoa, 1omg 8¢ Kol miein.—
Tyedbv 1, Epn, and at 564el5 IThodotot &1 oipat oi To0DTOL KAAODV-
T0L KNONVOV Potdvn.—Zyedov 11, &pn. Compare also single oyeddv as
an answer at Sph. 250c8, 255c4, 256a3, 263b10, a use not found else-
where in Plato. I have also put a question mark after the preceding
sentence, following the current practice in such 8¢ Aéyeic sentences
asking for further information; cp. e.g. R. 333al3 IIpdg ta cvpPoraa,
® Sdrpatec—Ivpfdrota 8¢ Adyeg kowvovipota 1 Tt dAko;—Kowo-
vipota 8fita. Finally, the new text has led to some adjustments in the

316 Apart from fon 540b1-2 in the traditional text, there seems to be one other ex-
ception to the rule that oxeddv 11 precedes the constituent it modifies, viz. Prz. 348¢3
10D t& AAkiBrddov Tadta Aéyovrog kol tod Koairiov deopévov kai tdv dAwv oyeddv
TL TOV Tapdvimy, that is, of course, if oyeddv 1@ modifies t@v GAwv, for the construc-
tion of oyed4v 1t is hardly less unclear than at fon 540b1-2. What are we to make of
‘approximately the others present’? And indeed, here, too, translators have recourse to
manipulating the Greek: ‘together with almost the whole of the company’ (Lamb), but
oxed6v 11 does not mean ‘almost’, nor t@v FAhov ‘the whole’; ‘la plupart des assis-
tants’ (Croiset), but where is oyeddv 11? And again, t@®v dAAwv does not mean ‘la plu-
part’. I suspect there is something wrong with the text, and I propose to read T@v
MoV oxeddv TL <mdviov> tdv mapdviov. There are five other instances of oyed6v T
modifying ndc, e.g. above, 534d8-9 oyeddv 11 ndvtwv pehdv kdAiotov; see further
Tht. 143a5, Chrm. 166d5, Hp.Ma. 295d5, Ti. 26b2. I1dvtov may at some point have
fallen out because of the following mapdvtmv.
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lay-out of the passage, and consequently in the line numbering, when
compared with that of Burnet.

540b2-542b4

Part II, continued.
The question was, then, what is the specific expertise of the rhapsode?
Ion answers that he will know what it befits a man and a woman to
say, and a slave and a freeman, a subject and a ruler. Next, Socrates
applies this claim to a number of concrete representatives of the types
mentioned by Ion, the last one being the avnp otpotnykoc. The net
result of the ensuing discussion is that lon claims to be such a man,
and the best one, too. In that case, Socrates retorts, he ought to be a
otpatnyOg either of Ephesus or of Athens. Since he is not, he cannot
be what he claims to be, teyvikdg. Socrates breaks off the discussion,
but offers lon the comfort of being considered 0€log instead of tey-
VKOG,

540b5 réyeic, c2 Aéyewg, ¢3 Aéyeig’’  Parenthetical, or semi-
parenthetical (540c3), second person comment clauses. These ‘are
used to claim the hearer’s attention. Some also call for the hearer’s
agreement’ (Quirk et al. 1985: 1115). Observe that Aéyeig at 540a7 is
not a parenthesis, since it must be construed with 1o, tolodo.

540b5-6 Apo Omoto dpyovTy, Aéyelc, &v Bardrm yewoiopévov Tho-
iov mpénel ginely
Observe that Socrates is trivializing here lon’s dpyovtt of b4, for Ton
will hardly have had in mind ‘rulers of ships’ or ‘rulers of the sick’.
For dpyswv mhoiov, and dpyewv kduvovtog below at b8, = ‘to be in
charge of” compare Plt. 299¢1 avtoxpdropac dpyev TOV Thoiwv Kol
@V vocodviov, R. 488c6 thc vemg dpyetv, R. 342d6 opoldyntat yop
0 GxpiPic iatpdg copdtav eivar dpxov GAL o ypnuatiotic. Com-
pare also the coupling of kvBepvitng/kvBepvntiky and loTpdg/iaTpiki
at Plt. 298d6, R. 346a7 and elsewhere.

As regards the syntax of yeipalopévov mhoiov, this is often taken as
an indefinite noun phrase dependent on dpyovti; thus e.g. Lamb (‘a

3 In the text I have put comma’s around this Aéyewc, since it is not different from
the Aéyeig at b5.
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ruler of a storm-tossed vessel at sea’) and Méridier (... qui gouverne
en mer un vaisseau battu par la tempéte’). While this is not impossi-
ble, I prefer taking it, with Flashar (‘wenn das (rather: ‘ein’) Schiff auf
See in Sturm gert’), as a genitive absolute, for the separation of &v
BardrTn yewalopévou mhoiov from dpyovtt suggests that the particip-
ial phrase is an independent unit.

540b7 Ok, dALa 6 KvBepvTNG TODTO YE

Text. aAho. 6 W : Ao F : aAla kol 6 T (koi per compendium) fmg(ut
vid.)

ovK ... ye] 00 kdAAov (sic) 6 kvBepving; t00T0 ye S (verba haec om-
nia Socrati tribuens).

F’s text must be due to dividing, and accenting, an original OYKAAAO
as ovk dAAo instead of ook GAA” 0. The impossible kai of T and f may
rest upon a misreading of kdAAov. Finally, the complicated text of S
must be due to a conflation of ovkdAAro (cp. F), and xdihov in the
preceding line.*"

540b8 kapvovrog Again (see on b5-6 above), this can be taken
either as an indefinite substantival participle: ‘a sick man’, or as an in-
definite genitive absolute: ‘when someone is ill’. Here, too, I prefer
taking it in the latter way. For this use of the genitive absolute see K-
G 2, 81 Anm. 2 and Smyth §2072. K-G argue, perhaps rightly, that
there is no need to supply a noun in such cases. In our case, kduvovtog
contains its own subject, so to speak, for it can only refer to a human
being (unlike yewoalopévov, which could not do without an explicit
subject, unless in the context a ship has already been mentioned).

318 There is, moreover, no dicolon-cum-question mark in S after the first kopepvii-
¢ of line 540b7, but a dYmootiywy; as a result, at 540b5-7 the text of S runs Apo. ... O
Payed0¢ yvaoetar kdAov §| 6 kuBepvitne. od kdAlov O kuBepviitng; T001 Ve )
which means that formally all of these words are spoken by Socrates, and that Socra-
tes, with 00 kdA\ov etc., suggests an answer to his own question (which in itself is
not impossible, of course). If 1001 y¢ at b7 is meant to be Ion’s answer, this is not
visible in the punctuation. I should add that in F, too, there is no dicolon(-cum-
question mark) after he first koBepvijtng of line 540b7; actually, there is no punctua-
tion mark at all. The situation in S and F suggests that their texts go back to an origi-
nal text like (speakers’ names added): <ZQ.> Apa omoia dpyovty, Aéyeig, &v Bahdr
yealopévou mhotov mpémet einely, O PaymdOg yvdoetor kdAAov § 6 kuBepviitng; 0d
KdAMov 6 kuPepviing;—<IQN> Todtd ye.—.
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Text. kduvovtoc SF : xdpvovit TW On the latter, the vulgate
reading in the older editions but also to be found in e.g. Schanz’s text,
Stallbaum notes ‘sine sensu’, no doubt rightly. Note that kduvovti can
be construed, as a modifier of dpyovti. This would give us: ‘Well, the
sort of thing a sick ruler (or: a ruler when sick) should say, will the
rhapsode be a better judge of that than the doctor?’, and this is how
Ficino took it (‘Sed ea quae decens est ut princeps in morbo loquatur,
recitator melius quam medicus intelliget?’). But this translation is, in-
deed, ‘sine sensu’. -ovti in kduvovtt may be due to perseveration of
the preceding -ovtt.

540c2 Otov Exemplifying an earlier statement, = ‘such as, for in-
stance’, a frequent use in Plato. Often, as here, at the beginning of an
independent sentence: Cra. 387a2, 393e4, Prm. 133d7, 136a4, Phib.
46a8, Smp. 181lal, Grg. 495el1, R. 360e6, 537¢9, etc., but also in
other constructions, e.g. Phd. 113¢7, Cra. 385a6, 394c4, Tht. 143c2,
Phlb. 26b5, etc.

540¢3—4 dypravovsdv Bodv mapapvOovpive Sc. avtdg, ‘trying
to calm them down’. Compare X. Cyn. 6.10 v Opynyv T@®V KOVAOV
TOVET®, 1N OTTOUEVOG GAAG TOPapLOOVUEVOC.

540¢5-6 olo. yovoki Tpémovid goTwv einelv Tahasovpy®d mept Eplov
gpyaciog; In view of the hyperbaton taAaciovpy® should be taken
as an apposition, as in Lamb’s translation (‘the sort of thing a woman
ought to say—a spinning-woman—...”), or perhaps as a predicative
modifier: ‘a woman when she is a spinning-woman’. See the next
note.

540¢7 avopi ... oTpoTNY® Here the hyperbaton clearly points to
otpatny® having predicative function, viz. with otpotidTong Topal-
vobvty, as in Lamb’s translation: ‘But he will know what a man should
say, when he is a general exhorting his men?’ By introducing here ‘a
man’, i.e. any man, when he is general, and by giving otpatny® such
a prominent position, Socrates is preparing the ground for the analysis
of the rhapsode as general that comes next. For the ‘sophisticated
techniques’ displayed by Socrates in that analysis see Kahn (1996:
112-113).

Since Plato considers Homer’s own competence in military matters
nil (see R. 600al AA\a 81 Tig mdrepog émi ‘Ounpov v’ ketvov dpyov-
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to¢ | ovpPoviedoviog &0 molepndeic pvnupovedetar,—OvdelS), a
rhapsode, being a épunvedg epunvéwg, is of course a fortiori incompe-
tent in this field, as Socrates is going to point out extensively in the
final part of the dialogue.

540d1 vi) <Aie>

Text. vi| Alo scripsi : vif TWSF : voi Ven. 186 (ex vij, man. post.)
Ald. Since vi} would not seem to occur in Plato (and other classi-
cal authors) on its own, i.e. without the support of the name of a god
in the accusative, there must be something wrong with the text of the
MSS. I propose to add Aia, which may have fallen out before 1d. Al-
ternatively, one may read vai, the vulgate reading since the Aldine
edition, which is ascribed e.g. in Burnet’s apparatus to ‘scr. recc.’. It is
not exactly clear which manuscripts are meant. Of the MSS collated or
consulted by me (see the Introduction §4.2) only Ven. 186 has vai.
This is not an independent reading, however, for it has been written by
a second hand as a correction of vr|, and must therefore be a conjec-
ture, possibly by Bessarion, the owner of the MS.*'? I prefer the more
forceful vi| Alo.. For vij Ala in answers which repeat or echo a word or
words of the preceding question see e.g. above 531d10, Cri. 50c3,
Phd. 73d11, 81all, R. 469¢6, 588all, and especially, with initial v
Alo, Phd. 94e7 N1 Afo, & Tdkpoteg, uorye dokel, which echoes dp’
oiel at 94¢€2. Finally, I must admit that palacographically, neither the
0mi352%i0n of Ata nor the misspelling of vai as v1j are easy to account
for.

540d3 i 6¢; “What about it?” Since 1 poymdikn téyvn continues,
as an inferrable Topic, 0 pay®ddg of the preceding sentence, ti 3¢
does not mark a Topic shift. In such a case ti 8¢ indicates that the
speaker is going to ask for further details about the Topic at hand. Cp.
also Denniston’s ‘And what (of this that follows)?” (176), and e.g.

319 Which must also be the basis of val in the Aldina. See the Introduction §4.6.

320 0Of the 211 vai’s checked by me in Grg., Men., and R., the apparatuses of
Dodds, Bluck and Slings, respectively, do not mention a single v} as variant reading.
In medieval Greek, vai was pronounced as [ne-], with a long, and later a short, open
mid vowel (Allen 1987: 79, Horrocks 1997: 104), i.e. the vowel which was originally
present in vi|. The latter, however, by that time was pronounced as [i] (Allen 1987:
74), so that there was no phonetic overlap between vai and vij. In the case of a1, con-
fusion of letters virtually always involves the short open mid vowel €, not 1.
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Cra. 386a EPM. "Hon mott ... €Envéyxony eic drep [potaydpag Aéysr
. —2Q. Ti 8¢; &c 168 HoM &Envéxng, ...;.>"" See further at 531b2,
and Appendix .

540d4
yoiv See on 530c7.

av

Text. dv Sydenham : ap’ TS : dp° W : om. F Sydenham’s conjec-
ture®* has been generally adopted, and seems, in fact, inevitable, both
because of the combination of yodv and Gpa,*> since this is not found
elsewhere in Greek literature,”* and because of the use of the bare op-
tative yvoinyv in a statement, i.e. as a potential optative. The fullest dis-
cussion of the possible use of the optative without dv as a potential op-
tative in Attic Greek is that in Stahl (1907: 298-302; he does not men-
tion Jon 540d4, however), to which I may refer; cp. also K-G 1, 226.

Stahl refuses to accept any of these optatives, and believes that every-
where &v should be added.*

32! This is not really different from E. Hel. 1240 0dyon 0ého.—T{ §’; &ot’ dmndviov
topPog;, where topfog picks up Odwyar, although the latter instance is mentioned by
Denniston under a different label, viz. ‘Expressing surprise or incredulity’ (Denniston
175). ‘Surprise or incredulity’ are not expressed by t{ 84, however, but are a matter of
(subjective) interpretation.

322 proposed by Floyer Sydenham (1710-1787) in his translation of the Jon and
some other dialogues, which was published in London in 1767, and reprinted in the
translation of Plato’s collected works by Thomas Taylor (London 1804).

323 "Apa is already impossible in itself; see Denniston 44.

324 Although odv dpa does occur, in Plato at Tht. 149b10 and Chrm. 160e13.

32 He was preceded and followed by many others, but occasionally a dissentient
voice is heard. Thus Verdenius, in a note on Phdr. 239b8, where Burnet and others
read <Gv> €, with V against BT &in, simply writes, with characteristic aplomb: ‘The
addition of &v is not necessary’ (1955: 273), referring to several other cases where &v
would be superfluous. (His reference to K-G 1, 230, however, is not very helpful, for
on that page possible instances of the potential optative without dv in questions are
discussed, upon which K-G remark, incidentally, ‘Hochst zweifelhaft bei Prosai-
kern’.) Note also that at Ly. 211e7 de&aiunv is maintained by Burnet and Croiset (‘je
préférerais’), and at R. 437b3 0eing by Slings. In some cases an interpretation as an
optative of wish might be envisaged. The subject deserves to be studied afresh. I
should add that if the optative in our example could after all be defended, the text of F
must be preferred (but with yvoinv for the impossible yvoin) to avoid the unacceptable
*yodv dpa (dpa) of TS and W, respectively.
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Youv ... &yoys The double emphasis provided by yodv ... ye has
parallels at Ap. 21d6 €owo yodv tovTOVL YE ..., Hp.Ma. 29829 "Epol
YOOV SOKET VOV Ve, ....

Text. &ywye SF : éyo TW Although £yd is of course also accept-
able, &ywye is perhaps more in line with Ion’s fondness of this combi-
nation elsewhere in the lon; cp. 531a6, 532d3, 540b2, 540d4, 540¢3;
also &uotye at 535a2, 540e7 (Euotye TW : éuoi SF), 541a3, and éuoi
yobv at 530c¢7 (with the discussion there).

540d5

"Iowg yap & kai “Yes, for (ydp) perhaps you are good at general-
ship, too’, i.e. as well as at performing as a rhapsode. For ydp cp. Den-
niston 73 ff.

>

o "lov For the variation ® “Iov : “Iov see on 536b5.

Kol yap ‘For also if you happened to be ...’, Ion would be an ex-
pert in both fields. Kol = ‘also’, because Socrates is establishing a par-
allel with another, imaginary, situation.

540d5-6 &i £tdyyaveg ... OV ... Eyvog av Ei étdyyoveg ... dv
(= ‘if you happened to be’) denotes a (hypothetical) present state.
"Eyvac dv = ‘you would recognize’; the aorist expresses a single,
momentaneous action, which occurs within the state expressed by &i
gtoyyaveg ... dv. For this use of imperfect and aorist cp. e.g. S. Ant.
755 &l i momp Mo’ elmov dv 6° odk &0 @povelv, K-G 2, 470 P),
Goodwin (1889: §414), Smyth § 2310 and Bluck on Meno 72a7-b2.
Macgregor takes &yvmc dv as having past reference: ‘If you were
skilled in horses (Imperfect), you would have known (Aorist) good
and bad driving (viz. in the past, when you had your opportunity,
supr. 538 B)’ (emphasis original), and likewise for €l ¢” &y fpdunv:
... Tt &v pot anexpive; below (‘both tenses Aorist referring to the past,
viz. 538 B)’. This is impossible, for at 538b the discussion was about
chariot driving in the world of the epics, and lon’s ability to judge
Homer, not about horses being well or ill ridden in some hypothetical
world. Also, this analysis ignores the function of the counterfactual
sequence, which is to create a world which prepares for the next move
on the part of Socrates, that on military skills.
For similar counterfactuals see below on 540e3-5.
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540d7—e2 &l 6° &yo APouNV- ... Tl dv pot arekpive; For this type
of question see above on 537e6. Ei ... npdunv denotes, still within the
state denoted by &l £t0yyaveg ... &v, a single question, while i dv pot
anexpivo; elicits a single answer. For a similar sequence of @omep v
el + imperfect followed by two semelfactive aorist indicatives, one of
the question and the other of the answer, see Prt. 311b7 Gonep av €l
gmevoels . .., & tic oe fipetor “Einé pot, pédhelg telelv, o Inndipatec,
Inroxpdrel picOOV ¢ tivi dvty,” Tl Gv dmekpivm;. “Qonep av &l or &i +
imperfect may also be followed by just an aorist + dv in the apodosis,
as at Euthphr. 12d7 &l pév odv 6b pe pdrag ..., eimov dv, Smp. 199d4
domep Qv &l ... YpdTOV ... ginec dv ..., & Epovlov KaAdg dmokpiva-
oBat, Prt. 356d1-2 Ei obv ... v 10 &0 mpdrtew ..., tic dv ... compio
gpdvn ...; and Grg. 447d3-4 donep av el Etdyyavey AV ..., anekpi-
vato av .... Compare, by way of contrast, the following all-aorist
counterfactual situation, which is located exclusively in the past: Prz.
350¢9 &t (‘whether’) 8¢ xal ot Oapparéor avdpeiot, 0Ok NpoTHONV—Eel
Ydp pe téte fipov, elmov Gv ...

Text. npéunv TWS (1 in ras. T, ex é&- W, 0 et o SPC) : époiunv F
As appears from the corrections in the three MSS which read qpéunyv,
these MSS originally must have had, or attempted, £époiunv. Observe
that S and F part company here. It is of course impossible to tell
whether the corrections go back to one single corrected exemplar, or
were made independently. Should, in view of this situation, F’s &poti-
unv be preferred? Probably not. The fact is, that in Plato &t £poiunv/
gpoto/Eporto is not elsewhere followed by an aorist indicative or im-
perfect, but either by an optative, e.g. Jon 537¢6,”>° Alc. 1 106¢6 &i odv

. gpolumv* ... 1t Av dmokpivano;, 125d10, 126a6, 126b2, Chrm.
165¢10, Prt. 312d1, d4, etc.,”” or, more seldom, a future indicative,
e.g. Phd. 105b8 i yap &potd pe ... o0 ... oot épd, Tht. 203a7, Hp. Ma.
298d6.

Text. anexpivao SF : dmexpivov TW The aorist should be pre-
ferred, since there are no parallels for &t npdunv/fpov/ipeto followed

326 Compare also the ‘model sequence’ at Cra. 421c4, discussed above at 537e6-8:
» s g ” o N N S N wf4 v N N ocx n s s w2 g
el 8¢ 1ig o €potto TodTo T0 “IOV” Kol O “péov” Kal T “doDv”, tiva Exel dOpBomTLL
~ N o PPN s A o / 9 £ 5
tadTo Ta OvopaTo—=ZQ. “Ttav ant® amoxpvaipeda;” Aéyes;  yap;.
32T At R. 526al Ti obv ofet, @ Madkov, & 1i¢ Eporto adtode ... Tf Gv ofel adtodg

amoxpivacOar; the infinitive + dv must represent an optative + &v.
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by an imperfect + dv in the main clause.*® For the aorist see the paral-
lels at Prz. 311b7 &l tig o€ fjpeto ... i av anexpivw;, Prt. 311c5 & tig
oe fpeto... Tt Ov dmekpive;, Men. 72b3 1l v dnekpive pot, € og
APOUMV- ... giné, i dv dmekpive obtmg EpmmOeic;, R. 332¢5 &l odv T1g
avTOV fjpeto ... T Av ofel NUIv adToV dmokpivacOar;. Unless dmekpi-
vou is due to the intervention of a diorthétés, -ov may simply be a
mistake for -®. For such confusions see e.g. Worp & Rijksbaron
(1997: 36).

540d7 inwalopévoug is an attributive rather than a supplementary
participle: “You would recognize horses that are well and <horses that
are> ill ridden’; cp. Méridier’s ‘tu connaitrais les chevaux qui sont
sont bonnes ou mauvaises montures’.

As for the verb, although inndlopat is a medium tantum (= ‘drive,
ride’), it may also have passive meaning. For the passive meaning of
media tantum, which is mostly found in the perfect and aorist tenses,

and but rarely in the present and imperfect, see K-G 1, 120-121.%%
540e2 1) innedc £l | ) x1OapoTg; This relative clause continues

Hotépa téyvy in the preceding question, and 1) is therefore a dative,
and the same applies to 1) in Ion’s answer, as well as to 1) in Socrates’
next question: OVkoDV ... GUOAGYelg dv, | KIOapoTC &l, TavTy Sta-
yryvédokey, GAL ody 1 inmedc; (note also the presence of the dative
romm) Interestmgly, however in the next question, at 540e6-7, ndte-
pov 1| oTpamyikdg &l ywvwcmag 1§ Poyeddg dyabdc;, the formal
connection with Totépq rsxvn is lost, which is indicated by the change
from motépa téyvn to mdtepov. In other words, in this case 1) is no
longer a relative pronoun but a relative adverb (= ‘in as much as’), i.e.
we have here an instance of what was to become a very popular pro-
cedural term in philosophical texts, notably in Aristotle, and was taken
over as a calque in Latin qua. But it has not yet fully acquired the lat-
ter function here, for § still occurs in an (adverbial) relative clause.™’
There is a similar use at Men. 72b8, also mentioned by LSJ: o0d&v

328 There is actually only one instance of dnaxp{vou in Plato, which clearly has it-
erative meaning: Alc. 1 112¢18 Odkodv &y pev NpdTov, ov & drekpivov;.

329 Alternatively, frmovg ... inmalopévoug might be taken intransitively; cp. Engl.
The horse rides very well, The car drives well.

330 Also, téyvn is still present in the background.
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dropépovoy, 1 péhrton eloty, 1) Etépa g £tépac.®' The first instance
in LSJ is X. Mem. 2.1.18 00 30kel ol T@®V TO00TOV S0QPEPEV T
éxodola TdV dxovciov, 1) 6 uév Ekdv Tevdv edyot dv, again in a rela-
tive clause.” It is only in Aristotle that 1} need no longer occur in a
clause. Two typical examples from Aristotle are EN 1170a8 0 yap
omovdoiog, 1) omovdoiog, Taic kot® Gpemiv mpdiect yaipet, and
Metaph. 1016b5 &1 1) dvBpomog i Exet dwipeoy, eic dvOpwmoc.

Text. The, but all too understandable, confusion as regards the spell-
ing of 11 in this passage (e2-7) is also found elsewhere in the MSS,
e.g. at Phd. 112d5, Tht. 161a6, Smp. 173a6. Compare also n. 183.

540e3 #yoy’ av Supply drexpvduny.

540e3—5 OvkodV £i kai Todg &b KiBapiloviag dieyiyvookes, dpoid-
YEIS @V ... Sloyryvaokew; With this question®’ Socrates returns
to the ‘normal’ counterfactual questions with which he opened his ex-
amination of Ion’s claims. Since opoAdyeig dv is the only instance of
OpoAoy- in Plato with counterfactual meaning, it is difficult to explain
the choice of the imperfect here, after £yvog dv at 540d6. There is per-
haps a tinge of iterativity, just as in the infinitive dwyryvdokew (for
which see at 538c5).

540e6 ime1dn) ... YIYVOOKELS Not ‘When you judge ..."” (Lamb),
‘when you make a judgement ...” (Saunders)—which is rather énedav
+ subj.—but ‘Since you know ...” (Allen), ‘Puisque tu connais ...’
(Méridier), ‘Da du nun ...” (Flashar). This is a so-called ‘indirect rea-
son’ clause: ‘The reason is not related to the situation in the matrix
clause but is a motivation for the implicit speech act of the utterance’
(Quirk et al. 1985: 1104). Compare their example ‘As you're in

31 A third instance in the Platonic corpus occurs at [PL.] Hipparch. 230b9 odd&v
gxetvn ve Sropépet 1O Erepov 0D Etépov, 1) 0 06 dotwv;. On the Hipparchus Taylor
notes: ‘By general admission the language and diction of the dialogue are excellent
fourth-century Attic, not to be really discriminated from Plato’s authentic work’
(1926: 534). LSJ do not mention the Jon nor the Hipparch.

332 Note that in both these cases, as well as in the instance from the Hipparchus
mentioned in n. 331, 1) may be a dative rather than an adverb, since the clause is gov-
erned by a form of dwapépewv. The date of the Memorabilia, or rather that of its vari-
ous parts, is not certain, but it is probably not early; cp. Lesky (1971: 557 £.), also
Kahn (1996: 30).

* See on 531d11.
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charge, where are the files on the new project? [“As you’re in charge,
I’m asking you ...?"]".

541al Mdg 0008y Aéyerg dropipev; piav Aéyeig ...; ‘What do
you mean, “it makes no difference”? Do you mean that ...?" In this
use a Tdg comment clause asks the interlocutor to elucidate a word or
phrase used by him, which is repeated in the question (in what is
called ‘mention’), and is followed by a suggested answer. I1d¢ must
be construed with Aéygic, not with dwapépew, just as at R. 416al T1dg,
Zom, av 10010 Aéyelc Srapépetv ékefvov;. There may be a hint of incre-
dulity. For similar instances, but without Aéysic, see Grg. 466b4 Q.
0v8¢ vopileoBar Euorye dokodov.—IIQA. TIdg o0 vopilesOar;
(Dutch has an exact parallel: “hoezo “niet geacht worden”?”) o0 péyio-
tov ddvavron v toig moreow;, Grg. 466c¢8 Q. Elev, @ oile Enerto
dbo dua pe épwtic—IIQA. TIdg dvo (‘hoezo “twee”?’);. Compare
the use of 1&g Aéyeic; followed by a question which asks for elucida-
tion, as at Smp. 201e8 HAeyye ... ®C ovTe KAAOG €M ... ovtE AyodOC.—
[dg Myeie, Epnv, & Awtipa; aioypdg dpa 6 "Epog 20Tt Kai Kokdc;.

Text. 1 have restored the punctuation of the MSS, which from the Al-
dine edition onward had been current until Schanz, without further
comment, changed it to IId¢; 00d&v Aéyeic dopépev;. To my knowl-
edge he was followed by all subsequent editors. No doubt the change
was meant to make n®¢ an expression of incredulity, as indeed in
Lamb’s ‘What, no difference, do you say?’, and Mc¢éridier’s ‘Com-
ment? aucune différence, dis-tu?’ I see no reason, however, why the
perfectly acceptable older punctuation should be rejected. There is,
moreover, no other case in Plato where bare ntéd¢ must be followed by
a question mark and would express incredulity.”* To be sure, at Lg.
968c8 we find, in Burnet’s text and elsewhere, I1d¢; ti Todto gipficOot
oduev av;, but there too there should be no question mark after még.
&g tf todto is used as at Tht 146d6 TId¢ i Todto Aéyel, @ Tdkpo-
1e¢; (Burnet’s punctuation), and cp. Sph. 261e3, Plt. 297¢5. For nidg ti
see further above, at 530a8.

3 In cases like Phlb. 43¢3 Q. "Q8” Eotan kdAhov kol GvemAnmdtepov T Aeyd-
pevov.—IIPQ. Tdg;—Q. Q¢ al uev peydiar petaBoral Admog T kai 130vag mo10d-
ow, and Lg. 711a2 II&g; 00 yap pavOdvopey, ndg has its common modal-instrumental
meaning.
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541a7

AAN €keglvo pév An instance of the use of GAAa. ... pév discussed
by Denniston 378, in which ‘[t]he pév clause is contrasted with what
precedes, not with what follows’ (: 377). For other examples with de-
monstrative pronouns see Cra. 436¢7 Al todto pév, ayode Kpatd-
Le, 00dév Eotv dmordynua, Phlb. 33d11 dAAa 81 Todto pev &t kai gig
a00ic dmokeydpeda, R. 475¢2 to0TOUC OOV ... PIA0GEPOVG PTGO-
pnevi—O0daude, eimov, GAL’ dpofovg pév erosdeoic. Cp. also Grg.
462e3 O0daudg ye, GAAG Thig avtiic uév émtndedoemg, and see further
Denniston 378. Also without GAAd, e.g. Euthphr. 8€2 Nai, t10010 pév
aAnOf Aéyerc.

Text. pév is the reading of all primary MSS, and was also the vulgate
text until Bekker preferred prjv, which he took from his MS = (now E;
see Bekker 1823: 147)*° and is therefore no doubt a conjecture. This
was adopted by all subsequent editors, e.g. Stallbaum, who notes: “V.
uév, quod ex Ven. E. praeeunte Bekkero correxi’. Why Bekker pre-
ferred pnv is quite a riddle, for unlike GAAG. ... pév, GAAG ... punv is vir-
tually absent from prose: ‘The particles are sometimes separated in
verse: hardly ever in prose, except GAA’ o0 prjv, AL 008¢ urjv’ (Den-
niston 341). To these should be added, at least for Plato: dGAA’ ob Tt
unv, GAN ob m pnv, dAAa Tl prv, dAAG tive prv and other question
words, dAL’ o1t (ye) pnv. But apart from these fixed expressions
there is just one instance where a lexical word separates GAAd from
v, viz. the adjective aioypdv at Clit. 407al AM aioypdv piv.> Of
GAAG, unv there are some 190 instances.

£KEIVO ‘that remarkable thing’. See at 533c¢5. For neutral tobto
with dokel see examples in the next note.

GOl

Text. ot TW : cot eivar SF Editors universally print cot, and the
text of SF should in fact be rejected, for if gtvar is present with dokel a
predicative complement seems to be de rigueur, as in e.g. Ap. 19el
Kol 10016 yé pot Sokel kahov eivay, &1 TS ..., Grg. 454a8 1} o0 dokel

335 Burnet’s apparatus is incorrect here.

336 In his commentary ad loc. Slings notes: ‘The split form is somewhat curious
here’, but he does not doubt the correctness of the text, among other things because he
accepts Jon 541a7 as a parallel.
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oot dfkonov etvar Emavepéoda;, Grg. 454cl T1dtepov 0OV TadTOV Sokel
oot givon pepadniévon kol memotevkévor, Grg. 462b10 AMAa tf cot
dokel 1| pnropucy eivay;. The latter sentence may be called the model
sentence of this construction. In the construction at Jon 541a7, on the
other hand, no predicative complement is present, the subject of doxel
being ékeivo plus the infinitive construction dotig ye dyadog paymddc,
kol oTpotydg Gyofdg civar. Parallels for this construction are e.g.
Cra. 424a5 Todto Euotye dokel, ® Zdkpotec, Smep mdlon {nTodpuev,
0070¢ v giva 6 dvopootucds, R. 334b8 todto pévror Epotye dokel &1,
DPELEV PV TovG Pilovg 1 dikaocdvn, PAdTTeY 8¢ Tovg ExBpoic.

541b4 E0 {601, O Zcdkpatec For &b {661 see on 536¢3.

541b5

Kol tadtd ye &k OV Ounpov pobov kol tadtd (ye) is an idio-
matic phrase, which mostly modifies participles, as here pabmv, but it
is also found with adjectives and noun phrases. (Morpho-)syntactical-
ly, tadta is detached from the rest of the sentence, since it does not
depend on a verb. It should probably be considered an appositional
absolute nominative, which expresses something like: ‘and this situa-
tion obtains with the proviso (ye) that ...". For absolute nominatives
cp. appositions like 10 8¢ uéyistov, 10 kepdioiov (K-G 1, 285 Anm.
8). As for yg, if present, this indicates that the speaker is focusing on
the specification added by the participle (or adjective or noun). Cp.
Denn. 157 on kol ... ye: “... stress[es] the addition made by kai’. Den-
niston does not discuss kol todTd ye.

Generally speaking, the combination of xai tadto + participle etc.,
functionally a conjunct,”®’ refers back to some earlier piece of infor-
mation and serves to comment upon that information, by adding a
specification or circumstance which the speaker apparently feels is
needed for a correct interpretation of the earlier information. So here:
Kol Tadtd ye &k 1@V ‘Oufipov pobdv explains how Ion’s military skill
came about. When the xai tadto conjunct contradicts expectations
raised by the earlier information, a concessive value is present. By
way of an explanation Latin idque is sometimes adduced; see K-G 2,

37 For conjuncts in English cp. Quirk et al. (1985: 631 ff)); conjuncts ‘indicate
how the speaker views the connection between two linguistic units’ (633).
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85 Anm. 8; 2, 247.* Some examples: Ap. 36d3 i odv eipt dEwog
nofely T0100T0G BVv; dyaddv T1, O dvdpec ABnvaiol, &l del ye Katd TV
G&lav tf dAndsia TwacOor kol tadtd ye dyaddv Toodtov St ..., >’
Sph. 238a2 Téhog yodv av amopiog 6 Adyog &xol. EE. Minw uéy’
gimng n ydp, @ pakdpie, €ott, Kol TodTd ye TV Amopidv 1) peyiom
kol wpdn,** Euthd. 299d3 Ovkobv kol ypvoiov, | & 8¢, dyaddv
dokel oot gtvon Exerv;—IIdvo, kol Todtd ye mokd, Epn 6 Ktijourmoc.*!
Kai todta is also found without ve, e.g. Ap. 34¢6 éyo & ovdev dpa
00TV ToMom, kai todte Kivduvebwv (concessive, since there is a
contradiction between ‘doing nothing’ and ‘being in danger’),’** La.
200b5 (Damon) ov b mov ofet KaToyehdv, kol TadTa 00d’ 1ddV md-
note OV Adpwovo (concessive, since there is a contradiction between
‘ridiculing someone’ and ‘not having seen someone at all’),** Grg.
487b5 and elsewhere.

Translating this specifying kal tadta in English is difficult (cp. n.
338). In our case Lamb (‘and that I owe to my study of Homer’) and
Saunders (‘that too I learnt from the works of Homer’) take kol tadto
as the object of paBdv, but this is highly unlikely, in view of its fixed,
idiomatic, use elsewhere. Perhaps ‘and that, because I have learnt it
from Homer’? Méridier and Flashar render, correctly: ‘et cela, parce
que je I’ai appris dans Homeére’, ‘und zwar habe ich das aus dem Ho-

338 For idque cp. Kithner-Stegmann (1912-1914: 1, 619 Anm. 3). Interestingly, in
Latin this use is also found with isque (K-St, ibidem), which suggests that id, in idque,
should be taken as a nominative, too. Modern languages have various devices to ex-
press the value of xai Tadto. In Dutch en wel, and in concessive contexts en dat nog
wel, suit most instances, in German und zwar, for which cp. K-G ibidem. As for Eng-
lish, in some cases and that (too) will do, which is Goodwin’s general translation
(1889: §859), in others a suitable equivalent seems to be lacking; it is perhaps for this
reason that in the Loeb translations xoi tadto is often ignored or misunderstood.
Something similar applies to French, where ef cela is sometimes used, but in other
cases an equivalent apparently was lacking.

39 Dutch: ‘en wel een dergelijk goede behandeling als ...”; Croiset, Budé: ‘et, sans
doute, un bon traitement qui ...”; Fowler, Loeb, ignoring kol tadta: ‘and the good
thing should be such ...”. Burnet, in his commentary ad loc., translates: ‘Yes, and that
too’, and adds, correctly: ‘In the sense of idque, et quidem’.

9 Dutch: ‘en wel de grootste en belangrijkste van allemaal’; Diés: ‘et la difficulté
qui reste est la plus grande ...°, kol Tadto ignored; Fowler: ‘For there still remains,
my friend, the first and greatest of perplexities’, kai tadta ignored).

3 Dutch: ‘en wel veel’; Méridier: ‘et méme beaucoup’; Lamb: ‘Certainly, and—
here I agree—plenty of it too’.

*2 Fowler, correctly: ‘though I am’; Croiset: ‘bien que ...’

33 Lamb: ‘and that without ever having seen ...".
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mer gelernt’; Dutch: ‘en wel omdat ik dat uit Homerus heb geleerd’.
With pabov, supply dpiotdg el as finite verb, and ‘being the best
stratégos’ as—grammatical or mental—object from the preceding
sentence: ‘having got this instruction’, as at Prz. 319d5 o0daudfev
nobdv, sc. the competence to give advice, mentally to be supplied
from the preceding sentence.***

£k TV Opnpov padov For the question as to what extent the
contemporary audience of Plato saw Homer as their instructor I refer
to the section ‘Homer and the Generals’ in Ford (2002: 201-208).

541b6 Ti &1 mot’ 0OV See on i 00V mbte at 531cl.

541b8 1 Self-corrective 1. With this question Socrates provides
an implicit answer to his first question. See above on 530a2.

541¢3 ‘H pev yap fuetépa ‘No, it is because our city ...”. Ion an-
swers Socrates second question, thus rejecting his implicit answer. For
yap as = ‘Yes, for’ or ‘No, for’ see Denn. 73-74.

541¢7 Q pérniote “lov See on 532b2.

541¢7-8 Amorrddwpov ... Ov Kuluknvov; 541d1 ®avocdivy tov
Avdpiov kai “Hpaxieidnv 1ov Khalopéviov For these successful
immigrants | may refer to the extensive discussion in Nails (2002;
SS.VV.).

541¢9 Iotov TodTov; ‘What sort of man is he?’, ‘what might he
be?’ (Lamb). Since the name and provenance of the man concerned
have just been mentioned, lon asks after his qualities, qualities which
apparently entitle him to be mentioned by Socrates in the middle of
the dialogue he is having with Ion. There is therefore a hint of suspi-
cion or surprise in Ion’s question.”* For some other examples of moiog
combined with obtog see Cra. 416a5 Q. ... éndyo ... dketwv v

*¥ For omitted definite objects in Greek cp. K-G 2, 561 f. and especially Luraghi
(2003).

5 According to LSJ s.v. 2 a nuance of ‘scornful surprise’ appears when mofog is
‘used in repeating a word used by the former speaker’; as an example from Plato they
give Tht. 180b9 (ZQ. ... 101g pabntais ...—OEO. Ioioig pabntais ...;).
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unxoviv.—EPM. Iloiov tadtny;, Cra. 417d4 Q. “Oca pgv ... o0dev
del tadto dieiévor.—EPM. Hoia tadta;, Grg. 449el TOP. Iepi
Moyovc.—ZQ. Tloiovg Tovtovg,  Topyla;.

541c10

“Ov ... fjpnvrar An autonomous relative clause may answer
questions introduced by tic and molog. Cp. Euthphr 4al EYO. Awd-
Kko.—2XQ. Tiva;—EY®. “Ov Sidkav ad dokd potvesbor, Phlb. 43¢10
Q. Ovkodv &l Tadta oVtm, Ty 0 vovdn pnoeig Blog dv kot TTPQ.
Iotog; ZQ. “Ov dAvmdv 1€ Kol dvev yappovdv Epapev sivor, and else-
where.

TOAAAKIG E0VTMOV GTPATNYOV TipnvTan Totalizing-iterative perfect;
see on £dpako at 533b5. Temporal modifiers like moAldxig, ov ...
T®ToTe may or may not be present with such perfects; see again on
533b5.

541d3-4 &ig otpoTnyiay kai &ig Tag dAAOG Apydc

Text. otpatnyiov SF : otpotnyiog TW Another instance of two
equally acceptable readings. There are parallels both for oi dAAot
apyai being contrasted with a singular, and with a plural noun. For the
singular see e.g. R. 345¢€5 ... &v te moltikf kal IStk apyf. (—) Ti
8¢, v & &yd, @ Opacdpaye; Toc dAMaG Gpydg oK évvoelg St ...;, >
for the plural e.g. Ap. 36b7 otpatnyi®v Kol dnunyopidV Koi TV
MV apydv kol cuvopoot®v. There is a difference in meaning: the
singular otpatnyiav = ‘the office of (official) general/admiral’, i.e. the
abstract function of one of the ten official generalships, while the plu-
ral otpatnyiag = ‘generalships’, i.e. concrete realisations of the func-
tion. For this use of the plural see K-G 1, 17: ‘Die Prosa unter-
scheidet streng den Gebrauch der Singularform (viz. of abstract
nouns) von dem Pluralform, indem durch jene stets der wirkliche ab-
strakte Begriff, durch dies stets einzelne Arten, Fille u.s.w. der ab-
strakten Thétigkeit bezeichnet werden, oder der abstrakte Begriff auf
Mehrere bezogen wird’. So the plural otpatnyiog can refer both to
several generalships of one person and to single, and perhaps repeated,

346 This should rather be Ti 84, qv &’ dyd, & Opaciuaye, T0c dAhag pxdc; odK &v-
voglg 61t ...;. See Appendix L
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generalships of different persons. Both these interpretations of the plu-
ral are of course possible here, and so is the singular.

Although this is basically a textual heads or tails situation, since ei-
ther form may be authentic, I have preferred the singular: in view of
the presence of tag dAAag dpydg, this must have been more liable to
becoming a plural than the other way round.

541d4 & dpa Expressing ‘the surprise attendant upon disillusion-
ment’, Denniston 33, and see ibidem 35 for instances with verbs in the
future tense, e.g. Ap. 37d3 d\lot 8¢ dpa adTaC olcovot Pading;.

541d6

Ti 8¢; See on 540d3. No Topic shift: Socrates is going to continue
about Ephesus.

Abnvaior pév Mév solitarium, because Socrates does not finish

his question but breaks it off. See on dGAAQ ydp at el.

541d6—el 0¥k ... 1| "Epecog 008gpuids EAITTOV TOAEWG; ‘isn’t it
true that Ephesus is second to no other city?” For o0k ... o0(8gpdc)
see on 532b2-4.

541el ailo yop Socrates interrupts himself and in fact stops
questioning lon. With this powerful and, when it is used in addressing
an interlocutor, potentially rather impolite device, Socrates effectively
deprives lon of the opportunity to continue the discussion. On the
other hand, Socrates had already prepared lon for this abrupt move,
for his last two questions ("Iovo 8 dpa ... 00y aipyoeTaL GTPOUTYOV
...; T 8¢; o0k AOnvaiol pév €ote ... kai 1 "E@ecog o0demac Eddttmv
noAewc;) were of a highly rhetorical nature and not really meant to be
answered by Ton. With dAAa ydp Socrates clears the path for the sum-
mary of the dialogue, or rather of lon’s role therein, which follows,
and thus for the finale, where Socrates confronts lon with the seduc-
tive proposal to stop pretending to be a teyvikdg and to opt rather for a
status as Ogloc. For the vocative & “Iov see Appendix II.

Socrates uses GAAG ydp several times with a similar purpose, also
with respected interlocutors; see: Tht. 196d11 Q. "Enett’ 00k Gvoudeg
dokel ) eiddtag dmotiuny dmogaiveclon 10 énfotacOur oldv Eotwy;
GANG Yap, @ Ocoitte, Tdhon opv Gvdmie® oD | KoOapdg Stodé-
veoOar, Phlb. 43a6 ZQ. TIHg yop dv, un eadrol ye Gviec; GAAL yap
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vrekoThvol Tov Adyov émpepduevov todtov Bodropar, and especially
Ale. 1 114a4 0ddev frrov épricopot mdOev poddv ad 0 CLUEEPOVT’
éniotacatl, kai Ootig £otiv O diddokarog, Kol Tavt® kelva Ta TpdTE-
pov EpOTA G EpWTNGEL, GAAD YOp dRAOV Og £ig TaNTOV EEIG Kal 00y
EEe1g Amodei&a.

541el1-2 &i ugv anofi Aéyerg By using an indicative conditional
clause Socrates conveys scepticism, one of the many signs in this pas-
sage (cp. the previous note) of his unfriendly attitude toward Ion. For
this use of &l + indicative cp. Wakker (1994: 125 ff.), Rijksbaron
(2002: 68 n. 2).

541e3 aAla yap oV, ... Adikelg, 66T1S ... SEanatdc pe Digressive
relative™’ clauses often have a causal value. Cp. K-G 1, 399, Smyth
§2555, Rijksbaron (2002: 93).

541e4 @pdokomv ‘ptep. @dokwv, inf. edokew fréquents en attique
ou @dokav ... remplace pratiquement @dg’ (Chantraine DE s.v. onui
II). Of the 72 forms of @dok- in Plato only one is a finite verb (Epa-
okev, Lg. 901a4), all others are participles. ®dokwv is indeed a substi-
tute for @dc, since of the latter there are only two instances, both from
the spurious Alc. 2 (pdvteg, at 139¢3 and 146b2).

541e5 molrod deig EmdeiEon lit. “you are far from having shown
...”. This entails ‘you have not shown’ (Ion has in fact not given a
demonstration), and the aorist infinitive has therefore past reference.
This means that semantically moAroD d¢€ig functions as a kind of em-
phatic variant of the negative. The same use of moAAoD d€lg + aorist
infinitive occurs at Men. 79b8 guod denbévtog Ghov elnely Vv dpetnyv,
adTV uev ToAAoD deig eimelv 011 éotiv: Meno has, in fact, not told
Socrates what virtue is. Likewise, the present infinitive dyvogiv at Ly.
204e5 €nel e 01d° St TOALOD deig 1O €180G dyvoely Tod Tauddg ikavog
Yap Kol Grd pdvov tovtov yryvwokesHor (8¢ B (sed ¢ erasum) W :
3¢l oe T) has present reference, since moAAoD S€ig dyvoelv entails:

*7 Not, then, restrictive clauses. The difference is often ignored. Since digressive
clauses are not necessary for identifying the (referent of the) antecedent, they may
develop other functions, for example, as in our example, that of combining, so to
speak, the semantics of §otig with that of causal §ti: while the 8otig clause assigns a
characteristic feature to oV, it at the same time explains Gducelg.



COMMENTARY 235

oic0a or yryvdokelg. Compare also, with 8¢l e.g. nétecOou at Euthphr.
4a3 XQ. Ti 8¢; metdpevov tva Suwkelg;,—EY®. TTolod ye 8l méte-
oBat, 8¢ ye Toyydvel v &b pdia mpecPdtng, where moAkod Sei méte-
oOau entails: od méreton.’*® The negative may also appear itself, in a
slightly different construction, where both the negative and moAlod d&t
are present, as at D. 18.300 o0d¢ y* Nty &yo t01g Aoyiopoic Pihin-
7oV, TOAAOD ye Kol del, where moAlod ... del intensifies the force of
the preceding negative.

Text. 8¢ic Flor. 85,7 : 8s16” TW S Ven. 186 E : &’ €i¢ F (ut vid.) I
have taken 8¢ig from Stallbaum (‘Vulgo 8¢l 6” €., quod ex uno Flor.
x. (=Flor. 85, 7) correctum’). This MS ‘derives from F, and is in all
probability a direct transcript’ (Boter 1989 : 36). In that case d&ic must
be a conjecture. It is not clear what Burnet’s ‘scr. recc.” after deig re-
fers to. It should be noted that at Men. 79b8, quoted above, all MSS
have dg€lc, apparently without variants, whereas at Ly. 204e5, also
quoted above, the scribes have split up, since B and W have 6¢ig (al-
though in B the ¢ is erased), while T reads det oe. Apparently the
scribes, when the original uncial sequence NOAAOYAEIC was con-
verted into minuscule letters and had to be provided with lectional
signs, chose different solutions, and sometimes hesitated about the re-
sult (see B at Ly. 204e5). As for lon 541¢5, d¢i¢ should, in fact, proba-
bly be read, for the impersonal construction moAhod d&t + accusativus
cum infinitivo occurs elsewhere in Plato only once (Euthd. 289b7, not
with o¢),** while the personal construction is quite frequent.

541e5-6 6¢ ye 00d¢ ... é0éheig einely Again a digressive relative
clause with causal value; cp. K-G 1, 176, and Denniston 141 on ¢ ye.
I'e ‘denotes that the speaker or writer is not concerned with what
might or might not be true apart from the qualification laid down in
the subordinate clause’. In other words, ¢ ye expresses the idea that

¥ At Phd. 93a8 Burnet reads IToAhod dpo 8¢l évavtia ye dpuovia kivn@fvor v 1
00&yEacOan 7 Tt dAlo évavtiwbijvar Tolg avtiig pépeoty (kvnBfvar v Stob. : kvnO7f-
vor BTW). Incidentally, in his commentary Burnet does not comment upon the text,
and his translation suggests that he ignores dv (‘to move (vibrate) or give out a sound
...”). The new OCT omits &v, with BT W. Stobaeus’ text must be right, however;
kwnOfjvar dv etc. represents a potential optative, the entailment being: ovk Gv kwvn-
Oein etc. With the text of BT W the (entailed) meaning is ‘it has not moved’, which
gives the wrong sense.

¥ TToAoD ... €1 ... fipndc Avpomotode detv eivar. There is perhaps a jeu de mots
with the following d€lv ‘be obliged to’.
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the relative clause alone suffices to explain lon’s behaviour denoted
by molhod Seig dmdetéat: ‘you ... who—that much is sure—are far
from displaying ...".

541e7-542al yiyvel..., £0g ... avedvng A rare, if not unique,
use of €wg, in Plato and possibly in classical Greek literature as a
whole. Normally, €og + aorist indicative (= ‘until”) is preceded by an
imperfect and occurs in narrative discourse. Naturally, this is rare in
Plato. The examples are: Phlb. 18c5 10 peta todto Sujpel td €
dapboyya kal dewva ..., Eog ... dnwvouace, Chrm. 155¢2 &kactog yop
NUAV ... TOV TAnciov Embel omovdi, va Tap’ avTd Kabélorro, g ...
TOV ugv Gveotrioauev, TOv 8¢ mAdylov kateBdlopev, La. 184al £piel
10 ddpv da Thc yewde, €og dkpov tod oTipOKOC AvteddBeto, Pri.
314c¢7 dieheydpeda Eog cvvoporoyhoapsy dAAfrots, Crifi. 115d1.3%
On the other hand, if a present indicative is followed by £w¢ + an ao-
rist form, the latter is always a subjunctive + dv, and the present has
generic (habitual) meaning. Cp. e.g. Phd. 108cl (the soul) miavaton

. 8og v 81 Tveg ypovol yévovtar ..., Tht. 157d1 o6& 8¢ pouedopon
Kol ToUTov veko Enddm Te Kal mapoTidnul EKdoTmV TV CoeAV Amo-
yevoachal, mc av €ic og 10 6OV ddyro ocvvelaydywm, R. 424e2 (1)
nopavopio) vVIoppel ..., ueilov ékPaivel, ... Epyeton émi ..., €og av
TEAELTAOO TAVTa 18{g Kol dnpociq avatpéyn.

As for Jon 541¢7-8, I submit that this combines habitual meaning
(: mavtodumog yiyvel otpepduevog dve kal kdtm) with an aorist in-
dicative having semelfactive meaning, which, just as the rhetorical
questions and the dALd ydp sentence, is a sign that the discussion is

OVGI‘.351

542al tva pny émdeilng This purpose clause modifies mavtoda-
710G ylyvel otpepdpevoc dve kol kdto rather than otpatnydg dvepd-
w1, since (i) the purpose clause has a subjunctive, and (ii) a verb like
avagaivopor, which has non-volitional (non-controllable) meaning,
cannot easily be connected with a purpose clause. Cp. the oddity of

330 Cp. also imperfect followed by ¢ + iterative aorist optative at Phd. 59d4 mep1-
guévopev odv Ekdotote fmg dvorydein 0 dsopmmiplov.

33! The value of the aorist is much like that of the gnomic aorist in generic con-
texts, where it may close a series of generic present indicatives, as in Hdt. 3.823 &g
ExOe0. peydho GAMIAOIOL dmikvéovTal, &€ GV otdoteg Syytvovial, €k 88 1OV oTocimy
0dvog, &k 8¢ Tod pbvov améPn &g povvapyinv. Cp. S-D 283, Rijksbaron (2002: 31 ff.).
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Engl. You turned out to be general, in order not to (need) to display
your skill, or ... to avoid having to display .... I may also refer, in this
connection, to Chrm. 155¢2, quoted in the note at 541¢7 above, where
we find &kaotog yap U@V ... 1OV TAnciov €0l omovdf, a mop’
avt® kabélorro, £og .... Although ®Oslv seems to denote an action
that in principle is brought about volitionally (cp. LSJ s.v.) rather than
accidentally, omovdfj must have been added to ensure the volitional
interpretation, which was needed in view of the presence of the pur-
pose clause.

542a3—6 £i 8¢ ) Teyvikog &l, G Bsla polpa katexdpevog &€ Opn-
pov UNdEV e8mC TOAAN Kal KoAd Aéyelg Tepl ToD Toutod, domep &yo
gimov mepl 60D Socrates can say with good reason ®omep &y
gimov mept oD, for all the important themes of the discussion, and in-
deed of the whole dialogue, are present in the conditional clause:

— un teyvikdg refers back to 532¢5 téyvn kal motiun mept ‘Ourpov
Myewv adOvatog i, as well as 533d1 Eott ydp TodTO TEQVN eV OVK OV
Topd 6ol mept ‘Opnpov &b Aéyety

—un teyvikdg + Oely poilpa kateyduevog € ‘Ounpov refers back to
536b5 katéyet € ‘Ounpov and to 536¢1-2 o yap téyvy ovd’ émioti-
un wepl ‘Opnpov Aéyeig 0 Aéyeic, aAra Ogiq poipy kal kotokmyf

— undev idag refers back to 536e4—5 mepl T0VTOV OV GV PV TVYXd-
VELC 00K E10(MG

— oA Kol koA Adyelg mepl tod momtod refers back to 530¢8-9
otlpar kdAMota GvOpdmmv Adysw mept ‘Ounpov, as well as, with Cor-
narius’ Aéyeig, to 536e1-2 @v “Opunpog Aéyet mepi tivog €0 Aéyelg.

54226 £Lod odV moTEpR PodAel With £éhod odv mdtepa cp. Lg.
858a6 aipwueda ovv mdtepov SOKEL.

542a7 givon avijp

Text. givon Gviyp SF : avip eivon TW I have preferred the reading
of SF, since it puts dducog directly in front of givon and thereby in the
Focus position. This seems appropriate, because it makes the contrast
with Oglogc more salient. For the sequence ‘Focus—eivol’ see on
535d1.

542b1 TMold Swagéper, @ Xdkpates, Ogiog (‘Choose therefore
which of the two you prefer us to call you, dishonest or divine.’—)
‘Divine, Socrates, by far.’
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Text. Octog SF : om. TW Although, as far as I know, the text
without 8elog has been universally adopted, I will argue that the text
of SF should be preferred.

There are four parallels for the question-answer sequence of our ex-
ample:

Cra.403c4  mdtepog ioyupdtepds €otv, Qvdykn 1) €mbvpio;—EPM.
IToAV Srapépet, d Tdkpateg, 1 Embopio.

Grg. 478b5 ZQ. Ti odv tovtev kdAotdy oty [Ov Adyeic];—TIQA.
Tivav Aéyeig;—2Q. Xpnuotiotikfig, iatpuchig, Sikmg—
TIQA. TTold S10pépet, ® Tdkpoteg, 1) dticn.

R. 585¢7 ®de 8¢ kpive’ 10 T0D del dpolov dxduevov kol dBavdTov Kol
dAnOeiog, kol avtd ToodTov v Kol &v To100Tw Yryvouevoy,
noAlov etvai oot dokel, § 10 pndémote dpofov Kol BvNTOD,
Kol a0td To100T0V Kol &v To100TR Yryvduevov;—IIold, Eon,
Sopépet, 10 10D del duoiov.

R. 604a4 108¢ ... einé’ mdtepov pdAlov avtodv olet T Admn poyeicOo
1€ Kol Gvtitevely, Otov Opdtat ..., §| Stav &v épmuia uévoc
avtdg kad’ avtov yliyvnray,—IIodd mov, &en, Swicel, Stav
Opdrat.

In all five cases mohd dopépet (Sroicel) functions as an intensifying
formula which modifies either a superlative, as at Grg. 478bS5, or a
comparative, as in the other instances; at Jon 542bl the comparative
meaning is conveyed by Bovlet at a6. Superlative and comparative
have to be supplied from the preceding question with respect to the
constituent following oAb dwapépet, which provides the answer to the
question, i.e. in our case Ogloc. IToAD Swapépet is an impersonal verb
phrase, which literally means ‘There is a vast difference, it makes a
big difference’ = ‘by far’, Dutch ‘met afstand’, and is syntactically in-
dependent. Semantically, one may compare the use of bare ol0 as an
intensifier of comparatives and superlatives, as indeed in the next sen-
tence at Jon 542bl. Our examples should therefore be interpreted as
follows:

Cra. 403c4  EPM. IToAd dr0pépet, @ Tdrpoteg, 1| émbvpio.— Desire, by
far, Socrates’, sc. ioyvpotépa EoTiv.

Grg. 478b5  TIoad Swpépel, & Xdkpatec, 1 dikn.— Justice, by far’, sc.
KkoAoTn dotiv.

Ton 542b1  IQN IToAd Srpépel, ® Tdkpateg, Oeloc. ‘Divine, by far’, sc.
Bovropa vopilesOar, = ‘I prefer by far to be considered di-
vine’.
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R. 585¢7 TToAd, &en, Sweépet, 0 10D del opoiov.— That which is
concerned with the invariable, by far’, sc. ‘exists more’
(uaAhov glvad pot Soxed).

R. 604a4 IToAd mov, &en, dioioet, Stav oparar— When he is seen, by
far’, sc. paAAov oipon poyettad Te kol GvTiTevel.

As to the syntax, observe that in the last example $tov Opdton cannot
possibly be taken as the subject of dopépet. From this it may be in-
ferred that when the constituent which follows diapépet is a noun
(Cra. 403c4, Grg. 478b5, R. 585¢7), this is not the subject of dwapépet
either; at R. 585¢7 there should therefore be a comma after Swupépet.
Rather, with the noun (adjective) of the answer the verb of the preced-
ing question should be supplied. A related use is that of intensifying
dapepdvtag ... modd with a comparative at Lg. 862d3 6 vopog adtov
d18dEet ... 10 TowodTov ) pundémote £kdvta ToApficol TOEY 1) Swope-
pbVTOG NTTov TOAD ©... or else to do it ever so much less often’ (Bury).
In fact, ToAD Sw@épet in our five examples could be paraphrased by
TOAD S10PEPOVTWMC.

This use of moAV daépet is generally misunderstood. Thus Dodds,
apparently not aware of the existence of the other instances of wolv
dapépel, notes at Grg. 478b5: ‘Suapépet sc. kKIAer', clearly taking 1)
dikn as subject. This is impossible, for the reasons just set out, and
also because there is no kdAAog present from which kdAier might be
supplied. Likewise Lamb: ‘Justice, Socrates, is far above the others’,
and Jowett: ‘Justice, Socrates, far excels the two others’. Croiset, how-
ever, correctly translates: ‘La plus belle de beaucoup, Socrate, c’est la
justice’.

As for the reading of TW, molv Swupépel without O<log, this yields
a rather odd sequence of thoughts. Naturally, mold Sapéper must be
the answer to the preceding question, but this gives us (translation
Lamb): ‘Choose therefore which of the two you prefer us to call you,
dishonest or divine’.—‘The difference is great, Socrates; for it is far
nobler to be called divine.” Unlike 8¢loc in the text of SF, this is no
real answer to “Would you prefer to be called dishonest or divine?’;
consequently, Socrates’ question is not answered at all. There is one
parallel in Plato for the text of TW at lon 542bl, viz. at R. 582b2, in a
rather complicated passage. The part which is important for our pas-
sage from Jon runs (R. 582a7 ff.): Txdmel &1 ... mdtepov O @rhokep-
Mg ... dumepdrepog Sokel cot glvor THG Gd Tod eidévon Hdovig, 1) O
@b6090¢ Thg amd T0d Kepdaiverv;—IToAD, Epn, dtapépet. T@ HeEV Yop
avaykn yebeobatl TOV £épmv €k Toudog ApEapéve: @ 88 prlokepdel,
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.... There are no variants reported. This is like the text of TW at lon
542a7; note also the presence of the ydp clause after ToAd Siupépet.
Shorey (Loeb) translates: (Is x more experienced in p than y in ¢?)—
‘There is a vast difference, he said; for the one, the philosopher, must
needs taste of the other two kinds from childhood; but the lover of
gain ...". But to my mind ‘There is a vast difference’ is no more felici-
tous as an answer than ‘The difference is great’ at Jon 542bl. See also
n. 352.

In view of the peculiarities involved in the text of T W, and of the
existence of the examples of ToAD Swupépet discussed above, there can
to my mind be little doubt that the reading of SF, with 6gtog, should
be preferred. With that text there is a perfectly straightforward answer:
‘Do you prefer to be called unjust or divine?—Divine, by far, Socra-
tes’. The omission of Bglog in T W may be due to the presence of Oiog
at the end of the preceding sentence, either accidentally or by someone
who considered the second 8¢log redundant. The omission may have
been the more easy if copyists took offense at what they saw as the
combination Zdkpateg Oetoc.>>

542b3 map’ fpiv This picks up, and varies on, vopiesOot V7O
Nu@v at a7: ‘in our eyes, in our minds’; cp. e.g. Lamb’s ‘Then you
may count on this nobler title in our minds’. This qualification turns
the last sentence into a potentially dubious compliment. As Murray
puts it: ““in our eyes” ironically suggests that the idea of Ion being in-
spired is merely a convenient hypothesis on S’s part’. Thus, the dia-
logue ends on a similar potentially ironical note as it begins: from 6
“lov ‘illustrious Ion’, which is his status at the beginning of the dia-

logue (at least, Socrates makes him think so), he may now even be-

2 In view of the considerations put forward above I am inclined to introduce 6
odoopog after oA ... Swopépet in the passage from R. 582a7 ff. This would give
us: Zkédmet 81 ... mbtepov 6 PIAoKEPSIG ... EUmElpSTEPOG SoKET GOl Etvat THG Gmd T0D
eldévar ndoviig, | 6 eLdoopog thg amd 0D Kkepdatvev;—IIokd, Eon, Sweépet, <O
PbG0QOc> (sc. EumelpdTEPOS SOKET Lot etvan) T@ Usv Yap dvdykn ... = ‘Does the
lover of gain ... to your mind have more experience of the pleasure that knowledge
yields, or the philosopher of that which results from gain?” (Because of ndtepov the 4
after ndovfig must be taken as ‘or’, not ‘than’, as in most translations). ‘The philoso-
pher, by far (sc. is more experienced); for ....” Observe that just as in the other exam-
ples a comparative notion is present in the question. As in the case from Jon, the
omission of 6 EIAdcoeog may be due to the presence of 6 IAdc0@Og in the preceding
sentence.
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come Bglog “Iwv—but only in the minds of people like Socrates, who
do not take him seriously.

542b4 O<iov ... Kol pi} TELVIKOV These final words bring us back
to the first words spoken by Socrates after the proem, at 530b5—11. By
choosing to be Bglog lon comes close to ‘his’ poet, but, being a rhap-
sode, he does not equal him. After all, Homer was called 0gidtotoc by
Socrates (530b10). And it is fitting that Socrates at the very end of the
dialogue, with the words pn teyvikdv formally cancels the presupposi-
tion carried by his words é{fAmoa UGG TOVG PAY®SOVG ... THS TéXVNG
at 530b5-6, namely that lon possesses a skill.
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APPENDIX I: TI AE AND THE PUNCTUATION OF THE PLATO TEXT

It’s tough being a stickler for punctuation these days.—Lynne Truss

At Jon 531b2 all modern editions punctuate as follows: T{ 8¢ GV mépt
) TdTa Aéyovoty; olov mept .... At 531d4, however, some of them
print Ti 8¢ ol dALotl Tomzal; ov wepl TAV oOTAV ToVTOV;, but others Ti
3¢; ot dAhot momral od mepl TV adTAY TovTEV;.” Again, at 531e4,
they all print: T{ §°; Stav mOAM@V Aeydviov mepl VYlEWDV oltimv
onoild éotwv, el Tic dplota Aéyn, métepov ... § ...;. The MSS and the
Aldina, on the other hand, have no question mark (or other punctua-
tion mark) after any of these ti 8¢’s. In what follows, I will try to clar-
ify these discrepancies, which are less trivial than they may seem. I
can perhaps best illustrate my point by reviewing Burnet’s text of a
long passage from the Hippias Minor (373c8-376b6) where the punc-
tuation phenomena involved are represented on a larger scale than in
the Jon. At the end of the discussion of this passage I will come back
to the cases of ti 8¢ from the Jon. Naturally, Burnet’s punctuation
stands in a long tradition, which started with Stephanus’ edition of
1578. 1 will discuss Stephanus’ views on how to punctuate the Plato
text in a separate section at the end of this Appendix. By way of a ca-
veat [ add that the phenomena to be discussed relate to the form the
Byzantine and later scribes and scholars gave to the Plato text. Since
Plato himself and the scribes of his time used hardly any punctuation
marks at all (see above p. 68 n. 150), the ultimate question is how
Plato’s readers were able to perceive and appreciate these phenomena.
I will briefly discuss this point in the final section of this Appendix.

353 Méridier has T{ 82 (sic); ol dA\ot momtai (sic) ov ...;, which probably means
that he follows Bekker, Stallbaum and Schanz, who print Tt 8§;.
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354

L1 t1 8¢ as a marker of Topic shift

While questioning an interlocutor, Socrates frequently makes use of
the following procedure. Having introduced, by means of a certain
noun or noun phrase, an entity to illustrate his argument from, and
having asked questions for some time about this entity, he shifts from
this entity to another one, which illustrates his point from a different
angle. The shift is marked by ti 8¢, and I will argue that in such a se-
ries of questions the new entity is immediately introduced after ti 3¢,
and that this should be formally indicated by not printing a question
mark after i 8¢, which would separate ti 3¢ from the text that follows.
This procedure is well illustrated by the passage mentioned above,
Hp.Mi. 373¢8-376b6, where Socrates is going to investigate (Siooké-
yaoBar) the question (373¢6 ff.) ndtepol mote dpeivove, ol Ekdveg T
ol dkovteg auaptdvovieg. In pragmatic terms: dookéyacOar tells us
what type of Discourse will follow (an Investigation),” while the
question mdtepot ete. introduces the overall Discourse Topic of the In-
vestigation. Within the framework of this Discourse Topic (‘who are
better, those who err voluntarily or those who err involuntarily?”) Soc-
rates seeks answers from Hippias to questions about two classes of
human activities: (a) the use of the body parts (373c¢9-374¢2), and (b)
the use of instruments, which includes the use of the soul (374e3—
376b6). In actual practice, the investigation focuses on a number of
Paragraph Topics belonging to these two classes, which illustrate the
overall Discourse Topic, in the following way.

3% Much of what I am going to say in this Appendix is an elaboration of the fol-
lowing brief but pertinent remark in K-G 2, 518 Anm. 4: ‘Um den Gegenstand der
Frage bei einem Gegensatze oder Ubergange der Rede nachdriicklich hervorzuheben,
werden oft die Worte, welche diese Gegenstand bezeichnen, mit t{ 64 vorangestellt,
und dann das Pridikat des eigentlichen Fragsatzes gemeinlich mit einem zweiten
Fragworte gesetzt’. One of their examples is R. 332e3 Tig 8¢ mAéovtag mpoOg TOV ThS
Badrng kivduvov (sc. €0 motel);—KuPepvie—Ti 8¢ 6 dfxatog; v tivi mpdéet ...
duvatdrtatog eilovg deekely kol &yBpodg PAdmrewv;. Observe that the nominative
form 6 dikawog both continues the preceding nominatives and anticipates the subject
function of ¢ dikoiog in the question that follows. This ti 6¢-‘format’ is abundantly
present in the passage from Hp.Mi. to be discussed.

3% “Investigation’ may be called a ‘staging’ element, and evokes a Scenario. For
Staging, Scenario and the other terms used here see Brown & Yule (1983; Staging
134-152, Scenario 245-247, Discourse Topic 71-83, Paragraph, in a semantic-
pragmatic sense, 95-100).



APPENDIX I 245

After Hippias has declared his willingness to cooperate with Socra-
tes CAM dmoxpvodpon ... épata 6tt PovAet), Socrates assures Hip-
pias, at 373c8, that for his investigation the procedure, or Scenario, he
is going to follow is the best one (oipat odv émt v okéytv dpOéTaT’
dv 0 EMOEIV). GAN’ dmbrpvor kokelc Tva dpopéa dyaddv;. > With
this sentence Socrates introduces the runner, who will be the Topic of
his questions up to 373e6, where he summarizes the discussion so far
by means of 'Ev 8pdu® pév dpa .... This concluding formula ends the
first paragraph and paves the way (uév) for a second Topic, which is
introduced at 374al: Ti & &v mdAn; ndtepog ...;. The transition from
dpdpog to this Topic, mdAn, is formally marked by i 8(¢). By its form,
év mdAn continues &v dpdu®, while syntactically it anticipates its func-
tion in the ndtepog question, a ‘format’ that will be repeated in most
other cases of i 8¢ (cp. also n. 354). The ndtepog question is followed
by another question, and this part is summarized at 374a5: Kol év
mdAn dpa .... Then Socrates passes on to the use of the human body in
general, 374a7 Ti 8¢ év 1f dAAn mdon Tf T00 codpatog xpeiq; ovy ...;,
which functions in the same way as v ndAy above. This involves first
ioydc, then grace, 374b5 Ti 8¢ kat’ edoynuocvvy, 6 Tnmia; ob ...;,%"
thereafter the voice, 374c2 Ti 8¢ @wviig mépt Aéyeig; motépav ...;, next
follows limping, which is not introduced by ti 8¢, however, but by a
simple 8¢: ywleta 6¢. So far I have followed the punctuation of Burnet
and others. (Henceforth, ‘Burnet’ = ‘Burnet and modern editors in
general’.) Then we read to our surprise at 374d2 Ti 8¢; aupivonio o0
novnpia 0@OoAudv;. Since this is simply the next item in the series
about the uses and properties of the (parts of the) body there is no rea-
son to change the punctuation here all of a sudden. So we should
punctuate: Ti 8¢ auprlownic; o0 wovnpio d@OuAu®dY;, with the Aldi-

na,” and render ‘What about dimness of sight? Isn’t this faultiness of

3% <Does there exist someone whom you call a good runner?’, ‘Dis-moi: y a-t-il
selon toi de bons coureurs?’ (Croiset), rather than ‘Do you call someone a good run-
ner? (Fowler)’ or ‘might you call anyone a good runner?’ (Allen), for we are dealing
here with ‘I’emploi existentiel du verbe onomastique’ (Ruijgh 1976: 368). See also
LSJ s.v. kaAéo 3a and b.

7 Which continues kot v ioxdv at 374b3. The break between b4 and b5 in
Burnet’s text wrongly suggests that there is a caesura in the argument.

358 Actually, the Aldina prints: T{ 8¢ duprvonia, od moviplo dpOuiudv;. In the
Aldina, as well as the more recent MSS, like S, F, Par. 1811 and Vat. 1030, the é1o-
otol] (comma) has by and large replaced the Omootiyun] as a means to indicate an
‘incomplete thought’. For the latter cp. the Introduction §5.3 (i), for the SiactoM] see
at 537d3 ff. In not printing a question mark after tf 8¢ dufivwnic, the Aldina contin-
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the eyes?”*” The text with Burnet’s punctuation is rendered by Fowler
as ‘Well, is not dimness of sight faultiness of the eyes?’, but this sug-
gests, as it does in Greek, I suppose, that Socrates was already speak-
ing about ‘dimness of sight’, in other words, that dupivenio was al-
ready the Topic—which it was not. Next, Socrates continues speaking
about the qualities of the eyes, but when he sums up he broadens the
conclusion so as to include other sensory organs: 374d8 Ovkodv mdv-
70, olov Kol QT Kol pivag kol otdpa Kol mdoac T0g oicOhoelc €ig
Aoyog ovvéyet,. With this sentence he formally ends the discussion
about the use of the body parts which he started at 373¢9 with the run-
ner. Then Socrates continues, at least with Burnet’s punctuation, with
Tt 8¢; dpydvav motépmv Peltiov 1 Kowovia, ol Ekdv Tic Kakd Epyd-
Cetan 7} oig dkov;, (Fowler:) “Well now, which instruments are better
to have to do with, those instruments with which a man does bad work
voluntarily or involuntarily?’ But again this suggests that Socrates was
already speaking about instruments, which, again, he was not. Here,
too, there is, after the conclusion of the discussion about the body
parts, a switch to a new Topic, which now, since the body is no longer
on the agenda, naturally is a new class-denoting noun. So the punctu-
ation should be (again with the Aldina):*® T{ 8¢ dpydvov; motépov
Beltiov 1 kowavia, olg Ekdv Tig kakd pydietan §} olg dkmv;, ‘What
about instruments? Which ones are ...7°, etc. Syntactically, the geni-
tive 0pydvov loosely continues the construction at 374d6 Beltio dpa
fynoat T®v covtod ..., and anticipates the genitive of the motépwv

ues the practice of the Byzantine MSS, since as a rule these question marks are not
added if the interrogative character is already clear from introductory question words
like 7i(g), mdc, ndbev, TdTepPOV, etc. If the interrogative character is not clear from the
form of the sentence, i.e. in yes/no-questions, the MSS may or may not add question
marks. For these phenomena I refer to Randolph’s fundamental article about the ques-
tion mark in Greek MSS from 1910. The variation in punctuation after the two ques-
tion types—specifying, x- or word-questions on the one hand and yes/no-questions on
the other—is no coincidence, for the two types were strictly distinguished in antiquity,
and called wbopata (or nedoeic) and épotiporta (or épotiosis), respectively. [ have
discussed them in Rijksbaron (2003).

3% The nominative Guprvonio continues the nominative of yoAeia and, once
again, anticipates its function in the question that follows.

30T 58 dpydvav- motépav Pertiov 1§ kowovia-. Twice a péon otypd; for its
value cp. the Introduction §5.3 (i). For the absence of the question mark after Totépwv
see n. 358.
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that comes next.*®' There follows a short list of Instruments—oars,
bows, lyres, flutes kai T@AAa odpmavio—which are all of a concrete
nature, and then we find T{ 84; yoyv kexticOot (Tmov, 1 EkdV TIg
Kokd¢ inmevosl, dpewvov A 1 dkwv;. However, we must assume that
once again Socrates passes over to another type of instruments, viz.
horses, and more specifically their soul, so we should once again
punctuate: T{ 8¢ yoyv kexticfon Tmov; 1 Exdv Tig Kakdg innedoet,
Guetvov<oc>** | 1| dkwv;, ‘What about the possession of the soul of a
horse? Is it of a better horse, the soul whereby one voluntarily, or
(whereby one) involuntarily will drive badly?’ = ‘Does the soul which
makes you voluntarily drive badly belong to a better horse, or the soul
which makes you do so involuntarily?” Note that the dative 1) in the
relative clause is an instrumental dative.*®® Likewise, and with a simi-
lar syntactic format, at 375a7, where the punctuation should be: T{ 8¢
31 GvBpdmov oy £ktiicbot ToEdTov; dpetvovdc doty,*™ g Ekov-
olwg apaptdvel Tod okomod, 1| 1jtig drxovoime;. After Hippias’ reply:
“Hrig éxovoimg, Socrates concludes that the soul which gkovoimg

3! For the use of the genitive after t{ 84 cp. also K-G 1, 363 Anm. 11: ‘Wie gesagt
werden kann t{ kpiveig, 1yel, otel Tvdg, so auch elliptisch: i 8¢ Tvog;”. Observe that
in the Hp.Mi. fjynoou is present in the context, at d6.

362 T propose to read duefvov<oc>, with which nmov should be supplied; cp. below,
n. 364. TW’s Gueivov wrongly suggests that this is about yuyn; this, however, is the
next step, at a3. As for the syntax, here the format is being varied. I take it that yoymnv
Kekthioot represents a nominative, which continues 1 kowwvia at €3, kektficbo be-
ing a permanent form of xowwvic. The accusative yoyijv, however, does not have a
clear function in the question that follows.

363 Syntactically, with the following question ... § ...;” métepov should be sup-
plied, from the motépwv ... §j ... question at €3—4. For horses as instruments cp. the
combination of forms of ypficOat with Tnne/inroig, in Ap. 25b4, Lg. 625d2; frequently
in Xenophon, e.g. Mem. 2.6.7, Oec. 2.11, An. 1.9.5, etc. For the idea of the soul as an
instrument cp. Tht. 184d3 ff.: ZQ. Aewdv ydp mov, @ mod, &l modhol Tveg &v Muiv
domep &v dovpeiog Tnmoig aicHfoelg SykdOnvrar, GG pn gl plav tva i8éav, eite
yoyv elte 6 el kakeiv, mdvo Tobta cuveiver, 1) 510 TovT@V olov dpydvev aicOa-
vépeba Soa aicOnrd, Clit. 408a5 Sotic woyf) un énictaton ypficbon (which comes af-
ter a passage where the proper use of eyes, ears, lyres and other 8pyava and ktijpoza
(408a3) has been mentioned).

3 Apetvovog, with TW, not dpewvov, with F; with dpefvovog, to&btov should be
supplied: “What about the soul of an archer? Is it of a better archer, the soul which
misses ... or which ...?" = ‘Does the soul which misses the target voluntarily belong
to a better archer, or the soul which misses it involuntarily?” Both at a2 and at a7 the
argument has two stages: first the ‘owner’ of the soul is discussed, than its/his soul;
cp. Apgivov dpa gotiv (sc. 1 yoyr) at 375a3 and Odkodv kal ab duetvav &ig To&i-
KNV €oTv; at 375b2.
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apaptdvet is also better &ig To&ikv. After Hippias® affirmative answer
Socrates strikes the balance of this part of the discussion (375b3): Kai
yoyn dpa dkovsing auaptdvovoa movnpotépa 1 Ekovoimg;, which at
the same time refers back to the conclusion reached at 373e6 'Ev dp6-
e pev dpa movnpdtepog ... Just as Hippias replied there with 'Ev
dpdu® ve, so he now answers "Ev to&ikfj ye. And just as Socrates had
introduced there a new Topic with T{ 8’ év mdAn;, so he now, still
speaking about yoyr, goes on with another skill: T{ 8’ év lotpikfj; ooyl
n &xodoa ... épyalopévn ... latpikotépa;. Here, after four instances
of i 8¢;, Burnet reverts, correctly but quite unexpectedly, to the punc-
tuation without a question mark after tt 8¢, only to resume ti 8¢; three
lines further at 375b8: Ti 8¢; 1 kKiBapIoTIKOTEPA KO 0OANTIKOTEPA KO
TOAAOL TAVTAL TO KOTO TAC TéYVOG T Kol TAC SmoThpag, ovyl 1) dpetvav
...;, quite misleadingly. For thus punctuated, the sentence suggests
that it is not the soul but rather téyvar or téyvn which is the subject of
the ensuing question, as indeed in Méridier’s translation: ‘De méme,
pour la citharistique, pour I'aulétique, et en général pour toutes les
techniques et toutes les sciences, la supériorité n’est-elle pas a I’art qui
peut ...” etc., while in fact Socrates is still speaking about the yoy.
Actually, with ti 8¢ Socrates turns from the soul which is ioTpicetépa
to the soul which is kifapioTikoTépa etc., so the translation should run
(with the question mark after émotquog): ‘And what about the soul
which is more expert at the lyre or the flute, and all the other things
which concern the arts and sciences? Is not that soul better which ...?’
The next question concerns ‘our own’ soul (375c6), i.e. the souls of
Socrates and Ion, so again the punctuation should be: T{ 8¢ v Nueté-
pav adTdv; od PovAoiped’ dv dc Pertiomy dktiicOar.’ This part on
the soul is concluded by Odkodv ...; at 375d1, which is followed by a
brief interlude, an exchange of opinions on the enormous conse-
quences of the discussion so far.

Thereupon Socrates, still within the general framework of his orig-
inal question mdtepol mote dpeivoue, ot £kdvieg 1} ol dikovieg apoptd-
vovteg, repeats his original request (amdxpwvor, 373¢9) while at the

365 Significantly, Méridier, who prints tf 8¢;, ignores this punctuation in his transla-
tion: ‘Et notre &me a nous? ne devons nous pas désirer que ...?" As for the accusative
v Nuetépav see the second part of the remark in K-G 2, 518 Anm. 4, which contin-
ues the part quoted in n. 354: *Auch bei dem Akkusative mit Riicksicht auf das Verb
des folgenden Fragsatzes. PL. Soph. 266, c t{ 8¢ v fuetépav téxvnv; ap’ odk
oDV pdv oixiov oikodopkf eicopey siva;’.
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same time turning to a new Topic (8¢) illustrating the soul as instru-
ment: Tdhv 8¢ dndkpvar 1 dikatocvvn ...;, which is either a dOvapig
or an émotiun or both. He asks Ion to consider first the possibility
that it is a dOvauig (375e1 Ovkodv &1 pév ddvauig the yoyfg ...), next
that it is an émotun (375e4 Ti & &l émotiun (sc. THe yoxfic); ooy
...;), and thirdly that is is both (375¢6 Ti &’ €l dupdtepa; ovy ...;). In
both cases Burnet prints ti ¢ without a question mark, rightly, since ti
3¢ marks the shift to a new Topic. Thereafter Socrates confronts Hip-
pias with a number of consequences of the various positions, which
brings him to the conclusion that the man who voluntarily errs, if such
a man exists, is the good man.

I hope I have shown that in this passage ti 8¢ is consistently used to
mark the shift from one Topic to another Topic;*® to bring this out
there should be no question mark after ti 3. By this use of ti 8¢, Soc-
rates’ investigation is organized in a predictable and transparent way,
according to the standard pattern Ti 8¢ x;, followed by a question
about x. With the punctuation of the ti 8¢ questions in our modern edi-
tions, however, where ti 8¢ sometimes is, and sometimes is not, fol-
lowed by a question mark, this transparency has completely disap-
peared.

Other, less elaborate, instances of inconsistent punctuation occur in
dozens of other passages in our Plato editions; I can present here only
a few examples (the punctuation is that of the OCT volumes). See:

Euthphr. 7d9 Ti 8¢ ol Bgof, & EvBb@pwv; ovk ... Stapépowvt’ dv;—right-
ly, since Socrates shifts from humans to the gods.

Euthphr. 8510 Ti 8¢; dvBpdnav, & Ed8depav, §on ttvoc fkovoag ...;—
wrongly, for here Socrates shifts from the gods (tdv fsdv
ovdéva, b7-8) to human beings, so the punctuation should
be Ti 8¢ avOpdnmv, @ EX6\epov; §on ...;.

Phd. 71a6  Ti 8¢; dv 11 yelpov yiyvntat, ook &€ duetvovog, kol Gv duka-
dtepov, &€ ddikmtépov;—wrongly, for after 70e10 Odkodv
kOv Ehattov yiyvyntan, &k peilovog dvtog npdtepov Votepov
&hottov yeviioetar,. Socrates now shifts to a new, contrast-
ing, Topic, which is, like ¥.ottov, an adjective;367 so read Ti

366 To be complete I should add that t 84 does not always mark a Topic shift. See
below on Jon 540d3 and 541d5.

37 In fact, although the constituent after i 84 is not a noun but an adjective, this
has still Topic function, since the second part of the sentence is a question about
‘xetpov’.
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8¢ dv T yelpov ylyvnron; ovk €€ dpeivovog, kol v Swkondte-
pov, £& ad1kmtépov;.

Phd. 71a12  Ti & av; éotu T ...;—rightly, for t{ 8¢ is not followed by a
new noun or other potential Topic, contrasting with an ear-
lier Topic (as in the examples above), but by €ott, which in-
troduces an altogether new class of entities.”®

Grg. 454¢8-9 xodelg T pepadnkévoy,—IOP. KaAd.—2Q. Ti 8¢; memi-
otevkéva,—I'OP. “Eyoye., wrongly, for memotevkévon is
the next item to which the question “koAgic ... T’ applies.’®
So Ti 8¢ memotevkévar, ‘And what about “being full of
faith”?’

Grg. 454d6-7 Ti 8¢; émotiun gotiv \|/81)8ng Kol (xkneng,—wrongly, for
gmotun is opposed to mcng (cp. 454d5 Ap’ Eotwv TG, ©
Topyla, wioTig yevdnc kol dGAndrc;); so read Ti 8¢ émotiun;
EoTv yevdng kol dAnO1g;

Now to return to the Jon, I conclude this section with a survey of all
instances of ti 8¢ in the dialogue, with, if applicable, a new punctua-
tion:

531b2 Ti 8¢ OV mépt un) TowTd Aéyovsty; olov mepl HovTIKAG Aéysl Tt
“Ounpdc 1¢ xai ‘Hotodoc. So Burnet, rightly, since the i 8¢ ques-
tion is opposed to 531a5 ZQ. “Eoti 8¢ mept dtov “Ounpdg te kai ‘Hoio-
do¢ Tavta Adyetov;.

531d4 Ti 8¢ ot dAAoL omTal; 00 TTEPL TOV AVTAV TOVTOV; So Bur-
net, rightly. Homer and the other poets were both introduced at c1-2;
after questions about Homer Socrates now turns to the other poets.

531e4 Ti §’; dtav TOAA®DV Aeydviov mepl VYEW®Y oltimv O0Told £oTiy,
el Tic dprota Aéyn, mdtepov Etepog pév ... So Burnet, wrongly.
Read: Ti 8 dtav mol@dv Aeydviov mepi DYIEVOV oitiov 0mold 6Ty,
glg T dprota Aéyn; motepov Etepog pév ...;. While discussing the
quality of speaking, Socrates here turns from a Topic borrowed from
counting (531d11 OUKOUV ® oiAn kepaly “Tov, dtav mept aptepon
TOM@Y Aeydviov elg Tig dpiota Aéyn, yvdoetar dimov Tig OV £V

368 This is not connected with the presence of ad, for ad may also occur when a
Topic shift is involved, as at Alc. 1 115al T{ & o & kokd; TéTepov ...;, where Soc-
rates turns from ta dikota to the other item mentioned in the preceding context, o
KOAG.

3% For the use of kahetv cp. above 245, on kokelg Tva Spopéal dyadév.
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Aéyovta;) to a new Topic, the quality of speaking in health care. So we
should, with manuscripts T and W, the Aldina and Stephanus punctu—
ate accordlngly, opposing owv TCSpl VYlEWV@AY outiov glg TG dploTa
Aéym to Stav mept dppod eig Tic dproto Adyn.

533a6 Ti 8¢; &v avdpravtomorla 1dn v’ eldec Sotic mept pev Aaddiov

o So Burnet, wrongly. Read: Ti 8¢ év avdplavromotiq; fion tv’
gldec domig mept puév Acddov ...; Having introduced ypa(pu(n (532e4)
and having spoken about palnters ("Hén odv Tvo e1dec SoTig mept pév
[MoAvyvdtov 100 Aylao@®dvtog ...;) Socrates now passes on to an-
other téyvn: “What about the art of sculpting? Have you ...?” Compare
Serranus’ translation: ‘Quid vero in arte statuaria, quenquamne ...
vidisti ...?", and n. 374.

538b6 Ti 8¢ o1 Stav “Ounpoc Aéyn m¢ tetpopéve 1@ Maydovt ‘Exa-
unidn N Néotopog morlakn kvkedva wivey didmot; kol A&yel mmg
ovteg ... So Burnet; rightly, since Socrates shifts from what
Homer said about chariot driving (537¢1-2 tadto 61 ... ta &mn ette
0pO&dG Aéyer “Ounpog €ite p, ndtepog av yvoin ...;) to another Topic
relating to words said by Homer. The eventual nétepov question fol-
lows at 538c4. Note that here the new Topic is an implicit &, evoked
by Stav “Ounpog Aéyn.

538¢7 ff. Ti 68 Stav Aéyn “Ounpog ...; (d4) tadta nétspov (p(?)usv
ahammng gtvat rsxvng puéAlov kptvar ) payodikiic, drto Adyetl kol
elte KaAdg ette pn; For some reason Burnet and others print a
comma here, not a question mark, after ti 8¢, but the construction is
the same as at 538b6 (and 531e4), so read: Ti 8¢ dtav Aéyn “Ounpog

.; (d4) tadto mdéTEpOV eApEY GAELTIKAC elvar Téxvng pnaAkov Kkpivat
| poymdikhc, drto Aéyetl Kol ette Koah@dg €lte uy;.

540d3 Ti 84; N poy@dikn téxvn oTpatNyIKy 0TIV, So Burnet,
rightly, for here Socrates does nof turn to a different Topic but contin-
ues speaking about 1 pay®dikn téyvn, which had been, in fact, the
Topic of the discussion from 539e1-3 onwards: £kAe&ov ... 6mola toD
poymdod Eotv, @ “lov, kai thHg téyvne Thc paymducic. Here, Tl 8¢ in-
dicates that the speaker is going to ask for further details about the
Topic at hand. So not: ‘And what about the art of the rhapsode?’, but
‘Well? Is the art ...?7 etc. Or there may be a hint of incredulity:
‘What?! Is the art ...?°, as in the next instance. See also comm. ad loc.
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Whether or not ti 8¢ marks a Topic shift depends, then, crucially on
the pragmatic status of the constituent after ti 8¢. If this constituent
was already the Topic in the preceding context, there is no Topic shift
but Topic continuity. (This continuative use of i 8¢ is not found in the
passage from Hippias Minor analysed above.)

541d5 ti 6¢; ook Abnvaior pév éote ol E@éoiol 10 dpyaiov, kai M
"E@ecog 00depidg SMATTOV TOAE®GC; So Burnet, rightly. Again
there is no Topic shift. Here, no real questioning is involved, nor is ti
3¢ followed by a noun or other potential Topic candidate; note also
that ti 8¢ is both preceded and followed by a rhetorical question:
"Tovo 8 dpa oV 'E@éctov o0y aiprjoetol oTpatnyov Kol TuioeL, &0
dokij &g Adyou elvay; i 84; odk AbBnvoiot pév €ote ot ‘Egéotot 1o
apyaiov, kol N “Epecog o0deac éhdttov mdremc;. As a result, ti 8¢
gets an altogether different interpretation, probably conveying a mix-
ture of (mock) incredulity and (mock) indignation. I should add that
the context need not be rhetorical to arrive at this interpretation; cp.
above, 540d3, and cases like Phd. 61c6 Ti 84; 1 & 8¢, 00 @kdc0pOg
Ednvog;, where ti 8¢ indicates that something in the words of the pre-
vious speaker prompts the present speaker to ask the question 00 @1AG-
copo¢ Ebmvog;. Frequently, the second question is introduced by
0.’ See further Denniston 175."

1.2 ©i 8¢ in the MSS and the Aldina

Above I pointed out that neither the primary MSS of the Jon nor the
Aldina punctuate directly after i 5¢.°”> In omitting punctuation marks
the scribes must have been guided by the views of Byzantine gram-

370 Some other examples are: Phd. 61d6 ti 84, & Kepng; ovk ...;, Cra. 427e5 i 84,
® ‘Eppdyeveg; Sokel oot ...;, Phdr. 22769 Ti 8¢; odk dv ofet ...;, 234e5 i 8¢; kai tod-
m ...;, Alc. 1 114e2 i 8¢; ody, ...;, Euthd. 272b5 i 8¢, & Zdxpatec; od goff T H\i-
wlav, 1y %8 npecPitepoc N, R. 343a5 Ti 5é; fv & &yd odk ...;, R. 413a5 1 84; o0
.3, R.450b4 1 8¢, 17 8 8¢ 6 Opacduayog ... ofel ...;.

' 'Who in such cases speaks of ‘elliptical’ { 8¢, the full expression being tf &’
Eotu,.

372 T should add, however, that this also holds good for the cases where I did argue
for a question mark after ti 8¢, i.e. when there is no Topic shift, as at lon 540d4 Ti 8¢,
N pay@duc téxvn otpatnyw éotiv; and 541e5 ti 8¢; odk Abnvaiol pév €ote ...;. See
also the final section of this Appendix.
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marians and rhetoricians about the use of 8¢, for example those of
Arethas (the well-known bishop of Caesarea and the commissioner of
the Bodleianus B, completed in 895), from whom I quote the follow-
ing passage, which has a surprisingly modern, pragmatic, ring (Scho-
lia in Porphyrii eisagogen, 53, ed. M. Share, Brussels 1994. Note on
T 8¢ £ldoc Aéyeton pév kol £mi Tig Ekdotov popeic (3.22-4.4)):

Axorov0wg T oixely émayyehiq OV mepl eidovg Adyov petoyepiletal, 810
31| kol 1@ drolovdnTikd KéypnTol cvvdéouw, dte 81 cuveyf v Sidacka-
Mav mowdv: &mel yop dve enotv ‘Foikev 8¢ pijte 10 yévog mjte 1O €100
anAdg AdyecBor’, kol Téhog uev O mepi yévoug Adyog dmeiineev, Aowrn 88 1y
nepl eidoug Sidokeyig, Gvoykoing @ kot dpyag tod eidovg Adyw 6 88,
dxolovdnticog iy petafaticog ovvdeopoc, TapeAfeon.

‘Following his own announcement he (: Porphyrius) (now) takes the ar-
gumentation concerning &ido¢ in hand, and that is why he employs the
conjunction of linkage; naturally, he makes his instruction coherent. For in
view of the fact that above he said ‘it would seem that neither yévog nor
gldog are used in one sense’, and that the argument on yévoc has been con-
cluded, but that the investigation of €1do¢ is still due, it was necessary for
the start of the argument on &idoc to use 8¢, the conjunction of linkage or
transition.’

Similar observations occur in other Middle-Byzantine authors, like
Michael Syncellus (8th-9th cent.), Ilgpt tfic T00 Adyov cvvtdéewg
187: 6 8¢ ... énoxolovOnTikog kaAeltar &ott 8¢ kal petofaticog Emel
3 avtod mowovpedo petafdoeig vonudtov kai diynudtov, and the
commentators on Dionysius Thrax; cp. the comments on A£.] ...
Koketrot 8¢ kai petafatikds amo mpocmnon yop g tpdomwrov 1) aro
npdypatog eig mpaypo petafoivovieg adt@® kéypnvol ndvieg (Schol.
in Dion. Thr. artem grammaticam, Gramm. Gr. 1 3, p. 62, 8). They
stand in a long tradition, which goes back at least to Apollonius Dys-
colus; see 0 8¢ ... petdfacty ... 10d wpdypotog onuaivov ... (A.D.
Adv.; Gramm. Gr. Il 1, p. 182, 16).

When seen against this background it is quite understandable that
the MSS and the Aldina do not punctuate after 8¢ in 1t 8¢ (except for
an occasional comma), for this would conspicuously clash with the
transitional function of &¢.

The Byzantine traditions in this field fell into oblivion, however, after
the appearance of Stephanus’ Plato edition.
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1.3 t 8¢ in Stephanus’ edition

When Henri Estienne published his three volume edition (Geneva
1578), he introduced a number of innovations with respect to the Al-
dine edition.’” The most important of these was no doubt his decision
to divide the text into sections, which, together with the volume and
page numbers of his edition, became the means to refer to the Plato
text. As for the text itself, ‘[a]s a rule, Stephanus follows the text of
the previous editions’ (Boter 1989: 250)—the text, indeed, but not the
punctuation. In fact, Henri Estienne had a very low opinion of the ed-
iting practices of his predecessors, and especially of the way they
punctuated. The vehement rhetoric of the Annotationes in the third
volume of his edition (p. 9) speaks volumes: ‘In ... locis quampluri-
mis, et propemodum infinitis, lectionem quae hic est, ab ea quam illae
[viz. those of his predecessors] habent differre, si conferre libeat, com-
peries (—). Ut de maximo aliorum taceam locorum numero, qui ob
praepostere positas interpunctiones in illis editionibus, omnino depra-
vati erant: qui quantum mihi negotii exhibuerint, vix credi potest.” As
a result, he frequently changed the punctuation, indeed ‘in ... locis
quamplurimis, et propemodum infinitis’—but not necessarily for the
better. He must have been entirely ignorant of the Byzantine traditions
in this matter, and especially of the underlying theoretical considera-
tions. Be that as it may, the punctuation introduced by Stephanus in
the Plato text was there to stay, largely unalterated, into modern

373 And with respect to the subsequent, Aldine-like, editions, viz. the Basle editions
of 1534 and 1556. For Stephanus’ use of these editions (which included plagiarizing
of the second Basle edition, and of Cornarius’ Eclogae, the emendations accompany-
ing Cornarius’ translation, published in 1561) see e.g. Boter (1989: 247-251) (Schrei-
ber (1982: 170) and Kecskeméti et al. (2003: 413) wrongly say that Stephanus men-
tions both Basle editions). Perhaps I should add, however, that, although the Aldina
still looked like a MS that happened to be printed, the most important innovations had
already been introduced there, notably: (a) the replacement of the dicolon (double
dot), and the paragraphos, to indicate speaker change, by the name of the speaker in
an abbreviated form, for which see also the Introduction §3.2; (b) the fairly consistent
use of the question mark in yes/no-questions (which was also already present in the
Vorlage of the Aldina in the Jon, viz. Par. 1811); (c) the use of a capital letter for the
first letter of the first word spoken by some speaker; and (d) the use of a dot (period)
on the line after the last letter of the last word of a complete utterance, rather than a
high dot (otiypr| teheia) above the last letter of the last word. In the MSS the dot on
the line, the dmootiypy, is used after incomplete utterances; see Introduction §5.3 (i).
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times.”™* Occasionally later editors, notably Bekker and Burnet, devi-
ated from Stephanus’ punctuation,®” but on the whole the punctuation
of modern editors is the same as that of Stephanus. In nearly all cases
from the Hp. Mi. and the Jon where I argued against the question mark
after i 8¢, this question mark is due to Stephanus.

1.4 ti 8¢ in Plato’s own text

The above discussion was conducted, so to speak, with the Byzantine
copyists, with Aldus and Musurus, and finally with Stephanus and
later editors of the Plato text. This was inevitable, of course, for the
text we are editing has passed through their hands, which have left in-
dispensable but also virtually ineffaceable marks on it, as regards
word division, accentuation and punctuation. Behind this text, how-
ever, lies the, visually altogether different, text of Plato. (For the no-
tion ‘text of Plato’ cp. the Introduction §4.2.) Was the function of 1t 8¢
also recognizable in that text, without the help of punctuation marks? I
think, in fact, it was. There are three syntactic-pragmatic clues that
must have steered the interpretation, without being dependent on
punctuation marks. Indeed, it is some such clues that ultimately must
have led to the theories and practices of the Byzantine scholars and
copyists concerning ti 8. We must assume that readers of Plato were
familiar with, and alert to, the occurrence of these clues. They are:’’

™ Remarkably, Serranus’ translation often ignores Stephanus’ punctuation. Thus,
at Jon 533a6, opposite Stephanus’ text T{ §’; &v dvdpiavtomotiq % v’ £1deg ...; Ser-
ranus presents the following translation: ‘Quid vero in arte statuaria, quenquamne ...
vidisti ...?” Serranus ignores, then, Ti 8’; and treats év dvdpiavtonouig as the Topic of
the sentence, as in my analysis above (p. 251). In fact, from a remark near the end of
Stephanus’ preface we learn that Serranus had ordered (‘iussit’) Stephanus to leave
intact any deviations as to text and ‘interpungendi ratio’ he might detect in Serranus’
translation, just as he, Serranus, had accepted to have Stephanus’ translation in the
margin of his own translation in those cases where Stephanus did not agree with that
translation. This does not exactly point to an atmosphere of friendly cooperation, and
Stephanus and Serranus entertained indeed a cold and difficult relationship. At one
point during their work on Plato, Serranus called Stephanus ‘infaustus ille cacogra-
phus’. For this and other details about Stephanus see Reverdin (1956).

37 Thus, the punctuation T{ 8¢; §tav ... at 531e4 seems to be due to Bekker, and Ti
8¢ ot dAot momrad; 0¥ ... at 531d4 to Burnet.

376 To simulate the original situation I use uncials in scriptio continua, and the
paragraphos and dicolon for change of speaker; the line division and the size of the



256 APPENDICES

General function: TIA€ signals that during a conversation the speaker
is making a new move. Then either

(i) TiIA€ is followed by a noun or other constituent that differs from
the constituent that had been the Topic of the discussion so far: there
is, then, a Topic shift; TIA€ is also the sign that the reader may expect
that a question will follow about that constituent. This situation yields
the ‘standard’ or ‘default’ pattern of the Hippias Minor, e.g. at
374al ft.:

_ENAPOMWITE : TIAEENNAAHI
NOTEPOCNAANAICTHCAMEI
_NONOEKOWNNINTWNHOAEKWMN
_OEKENWCEOIKEN : etc.

or (ii) TIA€ is followed by a noun or other constituent that had already
been the Topic of the discussion so far; there is, therefore, no Topic
shift. Here, too, TIA€ is the sign that the reader may expect that a
question will follow about that constituent. This is the type repre-
sented by fon 540d3 (see comm. ad loc.):

NAITATOIAYTATNWCETAL
_OPAYWIAOC : TIAEHPAYWIAL
_KHTEXNHCTPATHIIKHECTIN :
TNOIHNTOYNANETMWreE etc.

or, finally, (iii) TIA€ is not followed by a noun or other potential
Topic candidate at all, but e.g. by OY. In this case, the reader can infer
that TIA€ has an altogether different function. This type is represented
by lon 541d5 ff. (see comm. ad loc.):

I(DNAAAPATONG(IDGCIONOY'X
AIPHCETAICTPATHIONKAITI
MHCEIEANAOKHIAZIOCAOTOYEI
NAITIAEOYKAOHNAIOI etc.

column are of course entirely exempli gratia; they were inspired by the second-
century BC Chrysippus papyrus mentioned in n. 155.
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Although the clues are there, such a text will not have made for easy
reading; indeed, no ancient text ever did.””” Especially in the latter
case, where ti 8¢ does not occur in a context of question and answer
but in a monologue, the uncertainties must have been legion, and one
understands why, in Petronius’ Satyrica, Trimalchio considered read-
ing a text ab oculo quite an achievement (cp. n. 63). In the fourth cen-
tury BC this will not have been different.

377 Cp. Introduction §5.2 (ii) on vdv &, the notes on #{ (530a2), Epumvéa (530c3),
and nn. 97, 150 and 212.
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APPENDIX II: SOME REMARKS ON THE USE OF THE VOCATIVE

The following continues, and elaborates upon, the general remarks
made at 530a3.

530b1 & Tdkpateg This vocative—which is not necessary for
participant identification—may serve both to make a direct appeal to
Socrates to pay attention to lon’s important achievement, and to sug-
gest that the ‘we’ of veykdueda is meant to include Socrates. Other
examples of the ‘appeal’ use in connection with something which for
the speaker has a special importance are 530d6 #&v ye dxodool, @
Ywkpoteg (the impersonal recommendation ‘it is worthwhile to hear
how ...” is really meant for Socrates) and 541c3 ‘H pév yop nuetépa,
® Tokpates, mOMC dpyeTon VIO VUAV (O Tdkpateg pragmatically
= ‘may I point out to you’), while the ‘inclusion’ use is also found at
530b5—6 Vuag ¢ payedode, @ “lTov, 535d1 edpev, @ “Iov and
539¢2-3 6mola Tod paydod éotv, @ “Twv.

530c7 AMOf Aéysig, ® ToKpoTeg Here the vocative asks the
explicit attention of the addressee for the fact that he, the speaker, an-
swers affirmatively to a question of, or complies with a request by, the
addressee. This is a very frequent use. See also 531d3 AAnOR Aéyeic, @
Takpates, 532d3 Noi pa tov Ala, @ Zdxpateg, 532d5 Bovholunv v
oe GO Aéyewv, @ “lmv (potentially affirmative only), 533c4 Odk &xo
oot Tepl ToVTOL AvtiMéyety, ® Takpates, 533¢8 ION ... kaitot Spa
10070 T ZoTv.—ZQ. Kot 6p®d, & “Tov, kol ..., 536d4 X us‘:v &0 Aé-
yeig, @ Tdkpateg, 536e3 Ef) 601, @ Tdkpoteg, TEpt 01)88v0g dtov ob,
538a5 OBt pot Sokel, @ Zcmcpatsg, 538d6 Afjlov 81, ® Zpratsg,
Ot ..., 539d4 AAnOf ye o Aéyov, ® Zumponsg, 539d5 Kai 60 ye, ®
va, 00»1]91] todta Aéyeig, 539¢6 Eyad pév onput, @ Tdkpates, drava,
540d5 "Towg yop €l kol otpatnykds, @ “Iov (not really affirmative of
course; cp. 1omq), 541a4—5 Mdhota, & Tokpateg, 541b3 TToAd ve, &
Takpates, 541b4 ED 1601, @ Tdkpateg, 542b1 TToAd dwpépel, & Zo-
Kpoteg, Olog.
A striking, but on reflection perhaps not really surprising, result of
this survey is that Socrates never says aAndfi Aéyeig to Ion, except
once, at 539d5 Kai 60 ye, @ “Tov, O tadta Aéyewc. But this is
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heavily ironic, because Socrates here tells lon that he, Ion, was right
when he said that Socrates was right (at 539d4 AAnd7 ye ov Aéyov, @
Yakpateg). It is Ion himself who has to say to Socrates that he, Ton, is
right: 532a7 Kol aAn0fj Aéyw. See also on cod gpopévov, £l &potd pe
at 538d7.

The instances at 539d4 and d5 also illustrate another phenomenon,
viz. that one vocative seems to react to an earlier vocative, perhaps by
some conventional rule of politeness. Such ‘paired’ vocatives occur
also at 530d4-6, 535a1-3, 535d1-6. They are also found in series of
three (532d2-3-5), and six (541b3—3-4—6—c3—7). The latter series oc-
curs toward the end of the dialogue, and is perhaps rather a sign of
impoliteness: there may just be a bit too much appealing here. For the
special status of the last item in this series see at 541c7.

Related uses are those where a speaker is making a compliment
(530d4 Eb Aéyeic, @ “Tov, 535a2-3 Noi pa tov Afa, Epotye: drtet ydp
g pov 1ol Adyolg TS Yuyic, ® Tdkpotec, 535¢4 Qg dvapyéc pot
10070, ® ZdKpaTeS, ...), is voicing an objection (531d5 Naf, GAL, &
SoKpotec, ovy opoiwg teromkact kai ‘Ounpog, 539¢7 OV o? ye Epng,
® "lov, dravta), or where a proviso is added (531b1 ‘Opofmg v mepi
ve TOVTOV, ® TOKpOTES, TEPL OV TAVTO Aéyovoty, 540a6—7 TIAfv ve
{omg 10 TodTO, O TOKPOTEC).

While the factors mentioned above may at least in part explain the
presence of the vocative of a proper name, they cannot have been de-
cisive, for in that case one might expect the vocative to occur always
with certain expressions, which is not the case. Thus, there are two in-
stances of the “You’re right’ type without a vocative (as against five
instances with a vocative): 535a7 Kai todto ain0sg Aéyeig, and 538bl
AMOf Aéyeic (and one of ‘I'm right’: 532a7 Kai dAnof Aéyw). In
other words, the presence or absence of a vocative is an optional fea-
ture of our dialogue (and no doubt of other dialogues). Why are they
absent here? Very tentatively I would suggest that at 535a7 there may
be no vocative because this answer still falls under the scope of the
vocative ® Sdkpateg at 535a3; note the presence of xof ‘also’. As for
538b1, unlike the other aAn0f Aéyeig answers, this answer is part of a
series of staccato answers, a series which begins at 538a5 OvOkodv ...;,
the answers being AAnOfi Aéyeic.— Hvioyoc.—Noi.—Noi.—Nai—
"Tatpuciic. Possibly, the presence of @ Xdkpateg with AAnOf{ Aéyeig
would have made this answer too different from the other ones. Much
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more research is needed, however, to confirm or invalidate this sug-
gestion, as indeed the other suggestions made above. This research
must also include possible effects of the various positions of the voca-
tive in the sentence.

I mention three uses of the vocative separately:

— the vocatives in the fictitious questions at 538el and 540el probably
have their own rationale, since they have primarily an identifying
function

— the vocatives & @fAn kepoA] at 531d11, & Béltiote at 532b2 and
541¢7, and & £taipe at 532c¢4, are discussed in the main text

— finally, while all uses discussed or mentioned so far were part of the
direct interaction between the two speakers, there are three instances
of ® “Iwv in the middle of a monologue by Socrates, in all cases pre-
ceded by ob: 536b4—5 GV ob, & “lov, €l &, 536¢6 obto Kal oV, @
"lov and 541el GAAG yop o0, @ “Tov. These vocatives, which are of
course referentially superfluous, since there can be no doubt who is
the 60, have an eminently rhetorical deictic function: they serve to re-
identify lon emphatically at crucial moments of the dialogue. At
536b4-5 the passage begins in which Socrates explicitly deprives lon,
as someone being possessed by Homer, of professional independence,
so to speak: 00 yap téxvn 008’ moTtun epl ‘Opnpov Aéyeig a Aéyelg,
aMa Osla poipa kai katokoyf, a verdict which is reiterated at 536¢6
and will dominate the remainder of the dialogue. The third instance
occurs at a point (541el) where Socrates is about to deliver the fatal
blow to Ion by summarizing the discussion, including notably Ion’s
failure to live up to his claim that he is dgwvog ... v mepl ‘Ounpov
copiov (542al1-2).
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APPENDIX III: AKPOAT®AI OR AKPOATATOAI (530D9)?

The choice between the present infinitive and the aorist infinitive in
the dynamic use, i.e. after verbs of volition, commanding, having
time, ability, etc., belongs to the most intriguing and elusive parts of
Greek syntax, which poses special problems when the MSS present
both forms, as here, which both yield good Greek.”” In such cases
Greek scholars as a rule stand helpless. The problem is either ig-
nored—massively—or it leads to puzzling remarks like the following
one by Dodds, on Grg. 448a5, where F reads Aofetv, and BT W f Aap-
Bdavew: ‘F’s Aofelv is more appropriate than Aappdvewv, and is con-
firmed by Olympiodorus (18.12 Norvin)’. Why Aafelv is more appro-
priate Dodds does not say. Burnet preferred Aapfdvewv. And this is
understandable enough, for two reasons. First, whether we read Aafeiv
or Aappdvew at Grg. 448a5, or dkpodoochol or dkpodobot in our
case, and in countless similar cases, the interpretation in terms of de-
notation is, or at least seems to be, the same. Related to this point is
the fact that in our translations present and aorist infinitives are usu-
ally translated in the same way.’” Second, a generally accepted theory
of such differences was not available in Dodds’ days nor is it now. Yet
in recent times some new light, at least, has been shed on this aspec-
tual distinction in two extensive and at the same time in-depth studies
of this subject, the dissertation by the Dutch scholar Peter Stork
(1982), on the dynamic infinitive in Herodotus, and Jacquinod (ed.;
2000), a collection of papers written by a French-Dutch group of scho-
lars, that for the greater part deal with the use of this infinitive in
Plato. In the ‘Présentation’, the introduction to this book (17), the edi-
tors aptly speak of a ‘projet de capturer Protée’. Anyone interested in
the actual state of research on this matter I may refer to this introduc-
tion, and to the book as a whole, where the notions used below and

378 The same holds, incidentally, for the choice between present and aorist impera-
tive, and present and aorist subjunctive and optative in purpose clauses.

37 Nor is this surprising, since after verbs of volition, etc., modern European lan-
guages (but also Latin, for that matter) simply do not have two infinitives that would
correspond semantically to the two Greek infinitives.
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elsewhere in the present book in connection with aspectual opposi-
tions are all discussed in detail.

Before I return to our passage, I must mention one further compli-
cating factor, now of a codicological nature. The fact is that if there is
manuscript variation involving the dynamic infinitive, MSS S and F
virtually always have the aorist infinitive, and T always and W mostly
the present infinitive. This is not only the case in the restricted corpus
of the /on, but also in the Gorgias, which I checked by way of com-
parison, using Dodds’ edition with its full apparatus (where, however,
of the SF family, for reasons proper to this dialogue, only F is men-
tioned, and TW are accompanied by B).** Consider the following
facts:

Ion

530d9 dxpodoactor SF: dkpodchor TW

533¢2-3 ocvuPorécOur WSF (all three with aorist accent) : coppdiiecBon
T

538b8 melv SF: miveww TW

Gorgias

448a5 MaPeiv F (Olymp.) : Aappdvey BT W
448d7 dmoxpivacOor F : dmokpivesOon cett.
493d1  petabécOm F : petatifecOu BT W T
513a8 dnepydoocOur F : dmepydlecOon cett.
505d1  xatoMmely PF : xotakeinety BT W T

Once the reverse is found: Grg. 475d6 dmokpivesOar F : drmoxpivacHot
cett.

I must confess that I fail to see how this bias towards either the aorist
or the present infinitive, depending on one’s starting point, should be
explained. If ever, it is of course impossible here to establish an ‘orig-
inal’ reading. There were apparently different traditions, which for all
we know may both go back to ‘Plato’. Or then again one tradition may

3% This phenonemon is also found with non-infinitive forms, e.g. fon 530¢2 cuvein
SF Prisc. : cuviein W f : cuvin T, 540el drexpivo SF : dnekpivov TW, Grg. 511d5
dampaéopévn F (Olymp.) : Swumpattopévn cett. Cp. further e.g. Hp.Mi. 363c5 dmo-
kpivesBor TW: dmokpivacOar SF, Men. 84a6 dmexpiveto BTW T : drexpivato F,
85d6 Gvarappdvew] dvaraBeiv F, 87e4 dvorappdvovieg] dvarafdvieg F. For the,
less frequent, reverse situation cp. e.g. Hp.Mi. 367a7 yeboorro TW : yeddorto SF,
Men. 72¢7 dmokpwodpevov WF : drokpwvdpevov B T.
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have been dominant, the problem, however, being that we are not in
the position to decide which one. I should mention at least one other
phenomenon, however, viz. that in Byzantine Greek from late antig-
uity onwards the forms of the aorist stem seem gradually to have en-
croached ever more upon those of the present stem.”®' As a conse-
quence, the copyists of the late Byzantine MSS S and F (or those of
their immediate predecessors) may have tended unconsciously to re-
place present stem forms with aorist forms (although the dynamic in-
finitives in question had by that time almost disappeared).

Be that as it may, we still have to decide whether dxpodcacOar or
akpodobot should be preferred. A fairly thorough investigation both
of the dynamic use of dxpodoacOut and dkpodoOor and of that of
Gxok;;z-i- infinitive, in Plato and elsewhere, leads to the following pic-
ture.

Axpodoo

AxpodcOot presents the ‘listening’ as an open-ended (unbounded, at-
elic) action, i.e. as an action ‘in course’ (in technical terms: an activ-
ity);"™ one might also say that it is ‘process-oriented’. It has frequently
iterative (habitual) meaning; in that case the infinitive denotes a gen-

eral line of conduct. Typical examples are:

Ly.205d4  1adt’ dotiv & ovtog Adymv Te kol ddov dvaykdlel kol Mpdc
dkpodoBar—repeatedly; cp. the generic presents ddeu ...
nolel e Kol Adyet at 205¢2-6.

Grg. 488¢c2  TIdtepov 8¢ tov adtov Peltio kodels o kal kpeittom; 0088
ydp tot té1e 01dc T’ M pabslv cov Ti mote Aéyoric, mbtepov
T00¢ ioyvpotépoug kpeitTovg Kakels kai 8l dkpodobot Tod
ioyvpotépov Tovg dobevestépoug—in general; note d&l and
the generic articles tovg, T0d and todg.

381 See Lallot (2000: 261) on the preponderance of aorist subjunctives as replacers
in Modern Greek of present stem dynamic infinitives in Ancient Greek.

382 <Elsewhere’ = Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes, Herodotus, Thu-
cydides, Xenophon, Andocides, Lysias, Isocrates, Demosthenes, Isaeus, Aeschines.
Axpodopot does not occur in Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Herodotus and Xeno-
phon. It does occur in Aristophanes, but not in the infinitive.

3 For activity and accomplishment, used below, see Rijksbaron (1989: 17 ff.).



264 APPENDICES

Th. 6.17.3  xai o0k &ikOg OV To10DTOV Spikov olte Adyov g yvouy
dxpodoBar olte &g 10 Epya Kowdg Tpénecbor—note generic
1OV 010010V GpIkOV.

And. 1.69  Ovtoct 8¢ &L, @ dvdpeg péypt TovToL dvopricovrar kol
MEovow vutv, Eog av dkpodcbot Bodincbe, Erncita & dym
nepl TOV JAA@v droloyficopar—unbounded (durative) ‘lis-
tening’ fout court.

Lys. 13.79  dvdykn 8& v otpotnyod dvdpdg dkpodcbay, simep EueAiov
cwBroecOar—the necessity to listen (obey) existed in gen-
eral; note indefinite, generic, otpatnyod dvdpdc.

Isoc. 15.20  “Qv yp1} pepvnpévong pun TpomeTdg TOTEVEW TOTG TAV KaTN-
yOpawv Adyorg, unde peta HopHfov kol yarendinrog dkpod-
ofar @V dmoloyovpévev—in general, with implications for
the actual situation; note the generic article in t@v katmyd-
pov and @V droloyovpévoy.

Also with the lexical variant ToiwioOot v dkpoacLV:

Isoc. 15.12  Xpn| 8¢ tovg d1e€dvtag adTOv TpdTOV UV O0g EvTog pikTod
10D Adyou kai Tpodg andoag tog Vrobéoelc Tadtac yeypopué-
vou moieloBon v dkpdacty, Enerta TPocEye TOV vodv Eut
pdAdov toig AéyesBan péhhovotv i} tolg 1o mpospnuévorg,
pog 8¢ TovTog un (ntelv e00¢ &nehbbvtag Shov avtodv
S1eM0elY, GAAG TocoDTov pépog Boov un Avrioetl Tovg Tap-
dvtac.

Other examples are: Th. 2.21.3, Lys.12.55, D. 8.23, 9.55, Aeschin.
Epp. 7.4.

Axpodoochot

AxpodoacBar, on the other hand, presents the ‘listening’ as a com-
pleted (bounded, telic) action, i.e. as an action in its entirety, from be-
ginning to end (as an accomplishment). One might also say that it is
‘result-oriented’. It is frequently used by the orators at the end of the
exordium, in appeals to the jury to listen to the speaker to the very
end. There may also be another nuance involved, viz. that the verbal
action is considered without any thought of it being carried out (unlike
the present infinitive), and thus in abstracto. (Cp. also on énynooa-
cBaut at 531b7-9.) (See also on 531b8-9.) The aorist infinitive does not
occur in the genuine works of Plato, with the possible exception of our
passage.
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Typical examples are:

Lys. 16.9 éopon odv udv uet’ edvolag dxpodooshai pov (i.e. my de-

D. 18.2

[D.]47.3

fence). moujoopon 8¢ v droroyiov ¢ Gv dvvopar 10 Bpayv-
TATOV.

Ilp&tov pév ... tolc Ogolc edyouat ... tocavtny (sc. ebvolav)
vrdpat pot mop’ VUV ..., Ereld)’ ..., 10010 mapoosTicol Tovg
Ogodg Vutv, un tov Gvridikov odpPoviov momjcacbot ... GALG
Tod¢ vépovg Kai tov Spkov, &v @ ... kai todTo Yéypamrtal, TO
opoilmg dpeotv dkpodoacat todto & Eotiv 00 pdvov T
npokateyvokéval undév, ovde o v dvolay Tonv drododvar,
GG 1O Kol Th Tdéet kal Tf drmohoyiq, dg PefodinTarn kal Tpo-
fpnTol TdV dyovitopévav Ekactog, obtng éacat ypiocacOol—
Here, 10 ... dxpodoacBo, just like the other aorist infinitives,
denotes the action in abstracto;’** notice that it is the content of
a legal provision. The ‘from beginning to end’ nuance is also
present, however; cp. un mpokateyvokéval in the next sen-
tence.

déopan 8¢ vUdV Kol &y pet’ edvoiag pov dkpodoocOar mepl
100 pdypatog £€ dpyfic drovto, va £k Tobtov idfite Soa &yd
e ROV Kol EEnmotinoay of Sikactal kai ovTot To Yeudi
guaptopnoay.

Also with the lexical variant v dxpdactv tomjcoacHat:

And. 1.9

T8¢ 8¢ dudV ddopar, pet’ evvolog pov v dxpdacty Thg dmo-
hoylag momoachot, kol pfite pot Gvridikovg kataothivor pite
VOVoElY To Aeydpeva, prjte pripota Onpevetv, dkpoacsaudvoug
3¢ dw téhovg (‘from beginning to end’) tfig dmodoylog tdte
61 ynoilesOar Todto & T v VUV avtolg dpioTov Kol gdopkd-
Totov vopinte etvau.

Also relevant is

74 \ \ / e / e /7 ’ 174 3
Lys. 19.11 opwg 8¢ Kol Toutv LROPYOVIOV padlng yvaoceshs OTL ovk

GAn0f €ott T koTyopnuéva. déopar & Vudv mdon téyvn Kol
pnyoavij pet’ evvolog drkpoasauévoug UGV dud télovg, 6 T dv
Dulv dpiotov Kkal evopkdtatov vopilnte eivor, todto yneico-
ol

34 Butcher, and Dilts in the new Demosthenes OCT, therefore rightly prefer dxpo-
doocOat to the variant dxpodoBor.
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Note that at [D.] 47.3 dxpodoocOdot is construed with two restrictive
(‘binding’) constituents, by which the implicit ‘from beginning to end’
value of the aorist is made explicit: the object drmavta, and the tempo-
ral modifier €€ dpyfig; for such restrictive constituents cp. also 533¢2—
3. In a different way, this implicit ‘from beginning to end’ value of the
infinitive mounjoacOat is made explicit in the context by dxpoacopé-
voug d10 téhovg at And. 1.9, and by 10 un mpokateyvokéval pundév
(‘do not have made up your mind before the end’) at D. 18.2.

Other examples of dxpodoacBor are: [Pl] Demod. 383b3, Lys.
30.1, Isoc. 14.6, 15.28, Aeschin. De falsa leg. 62, In Ctes. 59-60, [D.]
43.2, Is. De phil. 2.

Next, the constructions of oyoAn will be discussed.

YyoM + present infinitive

Yo\ is mostly followed by a present infinitive; it is often negated.
Generally speaking, the present infinitive has the same value as that
found above for dkpodcOat: it presents the action denoted by the in-
finitive as open-ended (unbounded, atelic), i.e. as an action ‘in course’
(an activity), which has frequently iterative (habitual) meaning; in the
latter case the infinitive denotes a general line of conduct. The exam-
ples from Plato are:

Phdr. 22768 XQ. Tic odv &1 qv 1 StarpiPny; §j Sfikov 811 tdV Adywv Dudg
0 Avclag giotia; ®AL Tlevon, &l oot oyokr mpoidvt
drovey.—2Q. Ti 8¢; ok av olel pe kot Iivdapov “kai
doyoMog vméptepov”’ mpdypa morjcocOo O Tefv e Kol
Avciov Satpiprv drxodoor;
nowoacOat Par. 1811 : movjcecor BT

R. 406¢5 Kol 00deVi ool 810, Blov kdpvew loTpevopsve.

Observe that at Phdr. 227b8 Socrates reacts to Phaedrus’ dxovew with
the aorist infinitive dxodoat. While Phaedrus wants to know from
Socrates whether he has the time to listen in the situation at hand, to
lend him his ear, so to speak, as they continue their walk, Socrates as-
sures him that he is interested in hearing the whole conversation; no-
tice, again (cp. above on dkpodoactar), the presence of an object with
akodoat.
The other examples from Plato are: R. 406d4 and 500b8.
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From other authors:**

A.A4.1055  obtol Bupaig tfid’ Epol ool mdpa / TpiBewv:

S.45.816 ... &ltw xai hoyileoBou ool

Ar. Ach. 409 xatofaivev 8 0 oyol.

X. A4n.5.1.9 oyoh toig morepiog MlecBar—right now, in the situation
at hand

X. Mem. 1.6.9 gdv 8¢ ... 8én, motépw N mheiov oyoAn TovTwV EmueAsl-
oBar—general line of conduct

X. Cyr. 2.1.16 & 1 yglpovg udv tadta motelv Ne, 008&v Bowpactdv: od
ydp v Ouiv oxoM| tovTmV (sc. certain weapons) émuéde-
cBo

See further X. Cyr. 1.6.17, 4.3.12 bis, 7.5.50, 8.3.48, Hier. 10.5.

YyoM + aorist infinitive

Yo\ is rarely followed by an aorist infinitive; it is always negated,
with the possible exception of dkpodoacBat in our passage. The aorist
presents the action denoted by the infinitive as completed (bounded,
telic), i.e. as an action in its entirety (an accomplishment). In actual
practice, i.e. in the context of od/un oyoAr, the aorist expresses the
idea that full realization of the infinitive action did not or should not
come about.”® The examples are:

Ap. 23b9 otite T OV Thig MOhewg mpaai por oyolr| yéyovev dElov
Adyov ofite @V oikeiov

X. An. 4.1.17 oxol) & ovk v 1delv mapeddvTt 1O oitiov ThS omovdHg
(‘but there was no time to go forward and find out (rather:
‘establish’—AR) the reason for his haste’—Brownson,
Loeb)

X. Cyr. 4.2.22 un 8duev antoic oyorny ufte BovisdoacOour pite mapo-
okevdoacBar dyadov avtolg undév ...

38 yyoMj + infinitive is not found in Euripides, Lysias, Herodotus, Thucydides,
Andocides, Lysias, Demosthenes, Isaeus, Aeschines.

36 Why is positive oyoj + aorist infinitive non-existent or rare? Perhaps because
it is slightly odd to say, upon completion of some action, that you have had the time to
bring about this action. Having completed an action entails that you have had the time
to do this. Interestingly, negated oyolj + infinitive has the reverse entailment; thus,
olte T 1@V Thg TOAewg mpa&al pot oxolr| yéyovev ... obte 1@V oikelwv (4p. 23b9)
entails (doyolia) otite T @V Thg TOAews Enpota ... olte TOV oikelwv.
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Also relevant is:

Isoc. 4.112 ... émavodued’ dAAqAovg éleodvieg. ovdevi yap TocadTnV
ooy mapéhmov Ko’ £tépw ovvoyBecOfivan (¢... since
there was no man to whom they allowed enough of respite
so that he could share another’s burdens’—Norlin, Loeb)

Conclusion

The main characteristics of, on the one hand, dkpodcfat and dkpod-
cocOat, and, on the other, oyoAq + infinitive can be summarized as
follows.

— axpodoBon presents the ‘listening” as an open-ended (unbounded,
atelic) action, i.e. as an action ‘in course’ (in technical terms: an activ-
ity)

— dkpodoocOot presents the ‘listening” as a completed (bounded, telic)
action, i.e. as an action in its entirety, from beginning to end (an ac-
complishment).

— oo\ is mostly followed by a present infinitive; it is often negated.
The action denoted by the infinitive is open-ended (unbounded, at-
elic), i.e. it is an action ‘in course’ (an activity)

— ool is rarely followed by an aorist infinitive; it is always negated,
with the possible exception of dkpodcacOar in our passage. The aorist
presents the action denoted by the infinitive as completed (bounded,
telic), i.e. as an action in its entirety (an accomplishment).

What conclusions can be drawn from these features for the text at lon
530d9?

Reading dxpodoacBa, the listening is presented as a bounded ac-
tion, ‘from beginning to end’. Does this make sense in our passage?
Perhaps it does, if dxpodoacOai cov refers to Ton’s words d&wov ye
dodoar O &b kekdounka oV “Ounpov at 530d6—7, where dxodoon
denotes a bounded action. A similar correlation exists below, at
536d6 ff. olpar 8¢ 008° dv ool db6Ea, €1 pov dkovoaig Aéyovtde Tt
nepl ‘Opnpov.—ZQ. Kol unv €06k ye dxodoat, ov pévrol Tpdtepov
npiv dv pot drokpivy tdde. The fact, however, that dxpodooacOot does
not occur elsewhere in Plato, and that oyo)r is elsewhere only fol-
lowed by an aorist infinitive when it is negated seems to plead against
the aorist infinitive here. I prefer therefore the present infinitive. Also,
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one wonders why Socrates would use dxpodoac6ot here, instead of
picking up Ton’s akoboar verbatim, as at 536d8. AkpodcOot presents
the listening as an unbounded action, indicating that Socrates in a gen-
eral way is willing to lend Ion his ear, and is not interested in anything
in particular.
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