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NOTES ON PLUTARCH'S ‘ETHICA’

THE 'Hécka proper of Plutarch, i.e. the first 21 treatises in
the so-called Corpus Planudeum of the ‘ Moralia, exist, as is
well known, in a far greater number of Manuscripts than the
remaining 48 treatises of the Corpus. They occur (1) as a whole
and by themselves, e.g. in the two Moscow Mss 352 and 387
(see Diels Doxographt, p. 33: the former (352) also contains the
Placita), and in Cod. Vindob. Philosoph. 73 (see Treu, Zur
Geschichte der Ueberlieferung von Plutarch’'s Moralia, 111 p. 1) ;
(2) at the commencement of the Corpus Planudeum, the most
important complete Mss of which are Par. Gr. 1672 and 1671
(see Treu, Zur Gesch. &c. 1), Ambr. Gr. C. 126 inf. (described
by Treu, tbid. 111. p. 10) and Vatic. Gr. 139 (known to me from
Treu’s personal communication)'; (3) at the commencement
of several other distinct collections of Plutarch’s writings, of
which the most noteworthy is that represented to us by Ambros.
C. 195 inf and the New College Ms. Here No. 55 of the
Corpus Planudeum ‘An Virtus doceri possit’ is inserted be-
tween nos. 6 and 7 (see for the A.abrosian codex Treu, Zur
Gesch. &c. 111, p. 15: the New Coll. codex seems to be not a
copy from it but a much later copy from the same source).

1 Used by Sintenis in the lives of Galba and Otho.
Journal of Philology. voL. XxI. 1
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Representative of other distinct collections of more or less
extent, opening with these #fuxoi Aoyor, are Paris 1955 (Wyt-
tenbach’s C), Harleianus 5612 (see Class. Rev. 111 p. 443), and
Paris 1956 (Wyttenbach’s D). As this Ms and Cod. Vindob.
73 are both at least as early as the XIith century and may
belong to the Xith, the "Héiwxd already at this date formed
a distinct Corpus. Some or all of them also occur inter-
mixed with other writings in a considerable number of codices,
and other Mss contain a selection from the 'Hfixa alone. It
is or was Treu’s opinion (and he is the best authority on the
subject) that for the text of the 'Hfikd both the Planudean
Corpus and the Ambrosian Corpus may be dispensed with
(Zur Gesch. &c. 11. p. 28). This, I have no doubt, will prove
to be the case?, but at least they should not be dispensed with
in favour of Paris 1956 (D), as has been done by the last
editor of the Moralia, Bernardakis. D belongs to a class of
very audaciously interpolated Manuscripts of which the (lost?)
Codex Xylandri and Venetus 511 seem also to be examples
(see Wyttenbach’s critical note to 167 A)%. D is an early mMs
and has its value in so far as it is a good representative of the

1 It is impossible for scholars to
form from published sources any in-
dependent judgment on this point,
On the one hand the Planudean Corpus
is only represented in our texts by
Paris 1672 and 1671, whereas the two
Ambrosian and Vatican codices are
independent of, and very possibly
better than, these, and for the Ambro-
sian Corpus we have only the imper-
fect collation of Coll. Nov. which was at
Wiyttenbach’s disposal ; on the other
hand the Moscuenses and Harleiensis
are known to us only from the collations
made for Wyttenbach (if we except
Matthaei’s full collations of the Moscu-
enses in one or two treatises); and we
are in entire ignorance as to the read-
ings of the very early and important
Vienna ms (73) except in so far as
they reach us through Hercher's and

Bernardakis’ collations of the Ricear-
dianus which is a copy of it. If Mr
Bernardakis is to make the eritical
edition which he promises us of real
value, he will have to consult all these
uss for the "Héwcd. I find recently, on
collating parts of Harleianus 5612, that
it corresponds very closely with Mose,
387.

2 T am here speaking of the ¢ Ethica’
only. In the De Ei Delphico and De
Defectu. Oraculorum D is not interpo-
lated. It is our oldest and best au.
thority for the text of these treatises,
but even here Bernardakis has relied
too exclusively on it and treats it with
more deference than it deserves; e.g.
P- 392d 6 7exfés is the reading of the
Corpus Planudeum; D gives 6 Texfels.
The editor correctly writing ¢ 7° éxfés
gives 6 Texfeis as the s reading,
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NOTES ON PLUTARCH’S ‘ETHICA’ 3

text where not interpolated, but this text does not very essen-
tially differ from the text of the Corpus of the "Hfika as it
reaches us through a different channel in the two large collec-
tions, the Ambrosian and Planudean Corpora. The acceptance
by Bernardakis of D’s interpolations ‘en masse’ has of course
involved his attaching a fictitious value to its genuine variants.
I have collated the New Coll. Ms (representative, as I have
said, of the Ambrosian) in some of the treatises, and in one or
two cases it gives us a text free from those corruptions which
have caused the interpolations of D (see below note on De
Adul. et Am. XI. 55 f); but all the more serious corruptions
which D professes to correct are common to the tradition of
the two Corpora, and, as far as I can make out, to all other
traditions, A future editor of the ‘Ethica’ will not be able
to dispense with D, but he will only use it to reconstitute that
Vulgate text on which its interpolations are grafted. I will
here give one striking instance illustrating the merits of D ;
of its demerits we shall see only too much. It is a fragment
of Sappho (fr. 27 Bergk) in the De cohibenda Ira, p. 456 e.
The Vulgate is offons ovx dudw mapaiveiv Svvauévms év ari-
Ocarv dpyiis mepiraybar yAdocar payviderav. D and the
Codex Xylandri give ws % Zawdew mapawvel orivauévns év
otifeaiy Jpyijs mep. A payrvddrav. This sounds right
enough, but the reading of Coll. Nov. shows that cxidvauévys
is a correction of something which came nearer the original
than the Vulgate Svvauévps. Coll. Nov. gives ofons dudw
mapawely dvvauévois év oriifeow medpirayBar yh. payrvidrav.
We should restore to Sappho cxvedouévois év orifecwv (vel
otibeaar) mepihaybar yrAdocav payviarcay (I do not at-
tempt to restore to metrical form; the fragment as it stood
before could only be made metrical by transpositions). dpyis is
an interpolation older than D. We can trace the stages of
corruption, mapaivei axvodouévors corrupted to wapaiwet oxidva-
pévors—this corrupted in one instance to wapaiwely Svvauévoss,
corrected in another to mapacwel oxidvauévns dpyis. How the
Vulgate mapaiwely Suvauévns dpyis arose I would not venture
to suggest without further information as to the readings of the
mss., This passage as a whole shows D at its best.

1—2
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It was my intention to go through the whole of the < Ethica’
and show that the interpolations of D have not only vitiated
Hercher’s and Bernardakis’ texts, but bave seriously atfected the
texts of Wyttenbach and Diibner, both of whom have, however,
fought very shy of them; but the task of demonstrating the
untrustworthiness of this Ms has already been performed by a
Danish scholar, Mr Larsen, in his Studia critica n Plutarchs
Moralia (Copenhagen, 1889). At present, I would offer some
remarks and suggestions relating to two of the treatises with
which he there deals, the De Adulatore et Amico and the De
Amicorum Multitudine. Of these two, the latter is in much the
most unsatisfactory condition. It lent itself more readily to cor-
ruption, as it is obviously an immature work, in which the argu-
ment does not glide smoothly but takes rather awkward turns
and jumps, perbaps necessitated by considerations of space or
time. There are, however, no actual hiatus in the argument
which would warrant us in supposing that an epitomator had
been at work.

De Adulatore et Amico.

Ch. 1. 49 e—f: dAN’ adTo 8) ToiTo TO KaAXOY Kal TO TEUVOY
abriys 760 xat mwobovuevoy éori. The article 7o offends here
and has been excluded by Vulcobius. The context shows that
we should restore @¢éipor for 70 geuvér. The corruption is
due to the occurrence of oeuvor immediately above and the
similarity of uncials wdehmon—rocemnon. Above I cannot
understand why Reiske’s 76 ¢pidov for Tov ¢irov has not been
accepted.

Ch. v.51b: émel 8¢ To pdhicTa Puhias dpyny cuvéyov kal
ounoTavor ouowtns éotiv. Is there any Ms authority for
banishing xal ovvierdvor with Hercher and Bernardakis? It
should seemingly be corrected to guviarar. It is by no means
equivalent to oguvéyo, but a much stronger word cuvéyor xai
gumarav might be rendered ‘holding together and solidifying.’

Ch.v.51d: 76 Onplov §oa wepurota Ty ypbav Tpémreabar
ouvapopoloiTar Tols vmorelpévors Uhjuact kal ywplos. D for
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UAqpace substitutes ypouao: which makes absolute nonsense ;
for ypduaa: rai ywplows could only mean ‘colours and colour-
less spaces,” and how can a beast, by change of colour, imitate
a colourless background? it could only do so by making itself
absolutely invisible. OAjpace xai ywpioes is correct and apt.
The beasts imitate the colours of the objects (leaves &c.) and
spaces (the sky) behind them.

Ch. V1 51 e: el8os odv 6 koNaf &1L TG yalpew Tols opolots
kai 10 ypnolar kal dyamrdv Eupurdy éoTi TavTy wpdTOw émMeL-
xepel TANTLdew éxdoTe Kal mapacknvody, domwep v Tiol
vopais Onpie, Tols adtols émirndedpaci—mapaBddiwy kai
wpocavaypwvviuevos. The Mss give 70 yaipew: the alter-
ation of 70 to T is necessary, and I have made it. Larsen
correctly restores Onpiw for @npiov, and for &v Tior vouais
proposes év Tals vouais, but ‘in pascuis’ or ‘in pascuis ejus’
seems to me here to have very little, if any, meaning. We
require some phrase which, in the case of the beast, corresponds
to the Tois adrols émiTndeduacs x7TA. in the case of the man,
The most probable change which I can think of is domep-év 76
guwiépeafar Onpip. The cause of the corruption is the loss of
Oa: before Gy, ocvwvvouars was then written for the unin-
telligible cvvrépes and 7@ ocvvwopais got corrected to Tiow
vopais.

Ch. vIL 52 f: mheloTois oupoavtes dvfpamois kal mokeat
kal Biows To wpoaikor fos alrols mavrayod xai oToAf kal
Siaity kai Aoyp xai Bip Siepiharror. Here Bip ‘ manner of
life’ cannot stand, as the orohy, Siaity &c. are parts of the
Bios. We should at least require xai ¢ cdpmavre Blp or kai
7@ &Ao Blw. It is more probable that Bip should be re-
placed by some other word such as mwpdfer or épye, xkai Bip
being merely an echo of xai Blows above.

Ch. 1xX. 53 f: ¢ 8¢ BovAduevos eivas xai Soxety duoiws Hdvs
Gua kai moTods [Tols xelpoot udAov dmoxpiverar yalpew] s
Um0 Tod opodpa piletv 008é Ta Padha Svoyepalvwv xTA. The
words in brackets are the interpolation of D and need not be
considered. It is evident that there is no lacuna between
mioros and &s which explains it, and the remedy must lie in
the emendation of the preceding words. Far the simplest
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change is to write Suocos for duoiws. “The man who is trying
to be and seem like his model, is agreeable to the model and at
the same time commands his confidence.” This emendation has,
I find, already been proposed by Schellens, De hiatu in Plutarchi
Moralibus (1864), p. 38.

Ch. X. 54 ¢: Uplerar 75 opoidTyTe Tis oérnres. 1 do not
think that the phrase is impossible, as Larsen argues. 77
opotoryTe does not depend on Iierar, but is equivalent to 7¢
ouocobobas or T dpoios elvar. “It is by his very resemblance,
that he renounces his claim to equality.” Larsen’s suggested
transposition of d¢ierar and 77 omodryTe gives a very weak
sentence.

Ch. X1. 55b: é¢’ &v 8. adudorépwr émwi 16 cuupépov dywv
Tov Oepamevopevor. I cannot understand why éni should here
remain.

Ch. X1 55 f: dv kal adTol TalTa Bovhéuevor kai Eghodvres
u7 povovs fuds aaAa mdvtas émwl Tols ouolots [émawdaw, &v]
uy viv pév Talra viv 8¢ Tdvavria mpdTTovTes wal Aéyovtes
[paivowro]. The words in brackets are the interpolations of
D (with the exception of dv before us vov wév, which is, as we
shall see, right, but may or may not have been found in his
text by the interpolator). The remainder is the Vulgate text
on which these interpolations are grafted. This is a very
crucial instance of interpolation in D and sufficient in itself to
discredit that Ms. The passage is also of importance for the
value of the New Coll. Ms and its fellow or original, the
Ambrosian. The correct text is given in Coll. Nov. and doubt-
less also in the Ambrosian. It is dv xai ad7ol Tadra Bovré-
uevoe xai {phobvres, Gy piy povovs Huds dAAG mwdvras émwl Tois
opolos, av uy viy pév Tadta viv 8¢ Tdvavria mwpdrTovras ral
Méyovras. It will be seen what nonsense D has made of the
passage.

Ch. XIL 56 ¢: kal kpivwy kal Tvumavwy éyyapafes. kai
kpivov is given by Coll. Nov. and the Aldine and it would
seem by F, Harl. 5660 and the Vossianus (at least I gather
so much from Wyttenbach). It is absent from all the other
Mss of which he had collations. As it is unintelligible, it is not
likely to be an interpolation and should be retained or re-
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formed, not excluded. There is no doubt that the juxtaposition
of «piva (lilies) and Tdumava in the Epigram of Dioscorides
(Anth. Pal. vIL. 485) is a mere accidental coincidence, and
there can be equally little doubt that xpivwv here, associated
as it is with rTupmavey, should be corrected to xéprav. Cp. éx
TupTavov épayov, ék kvuBaov &miov, éxepropopnaa in Clem.
Alex. p. 14 and Schol. in Plat. Gorg. 238, 46 (of course, as
Lobeck has shown, referring not to the Eleusinian mysteries
but to those of Rhea; see Hesychius s.v. xéprea). But we have
not got much further; for a xépvos was not an instrument but
a vessel of some kind, and we cannot have xépvwv éyyapaess.
I see no way out of the difficulty but to suppose a lacuna, e.g.
Kai Képrey <TepUTONTaS, Kai Kpovcels KuuBdAwv> Kal TupTd-
vov éyyapaes.

Ibid.: 78y for 40y is given by Coll. Nov. Ty\ikaira for
TyuikabTa may or may not have MS authority, but there is
no doubt that it is right: we require, however, 74 ‘Popaiwy
Syt 6n Tyhikadra.

Ch. X111 57 b: aAhoTpley mpooypduevos mposdme. This is
no doubt correct, but the reading of Coll. Nov. mpooyduevos
is noteworthy, suggesting, as it does, aAAdTpiov mpotoyduevos
wPOTWTOV.

Ch.x1v. 57¢: dv 8 7 Tis olopevos mordv Exew voly kal
Bowépevos adornpos elvar—del mpoBarigrat. Coll. Nov. has
&1 Tes.  kai must couple oiduevos and BovAduevos, not 7 and
mpoBarinrai. We should, I think, read dv &¢ 7us. ,

Ch. xVI. 59 a: see Larsen p. 63. I would suggest that the
passage should be written thus:—el 7i5 aypov éuerrev éyrw-
uidlov el'opov motelv kal ebrapmov, ok dv 8% dpapTdvew
édoxer ToDTO TOLBY WAMNOV ) okdTTWY Kal mpdypata Exwy;
ov Toivwy 008 dvlpeomov dromos Av el émawdv, €l Tols
<ématvolaiv 0> ématvovuevos wpéAuds éote kai wdupopos.
I substitute 7is for Tov, 8y for 8¢ (Coll. Nov.), avfpwmov for
avBpwmos, and suppose that érawodow o has dropped out
before émaiwvovuevos, which has, of course, in consequence been
changed to érawovuévors. Tis supplies the subject for Euerrer
and for av eln. We are relieved from the necessity of correcting
wdppopos, a word inapplicable to the praiser or his praise, but
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very much to the point when applied to the object of praise.
Finally, only by this means does Plutarch’s criticism of Bion’s
cynical remark become intelligible. Mr Larsen had proposed a
different restoration, but I am pleased to learn from him that
he approves of that here proposed, with the insignificant excep-
tion of the &7, which he thinks objectionable owing to the
hiatus. As however the passage is a quotation I have not
withdrawn the &7, but of course it is not required.

Ch. XVIL 60 a: domwep odv € Tis dvfpdmov ¢vpara kai
ovUpyyas &govros xkTh. dvfpamov is not given by Coll. Nov.
and may well depart.

Ch. xvir 60 ¢. Coll. Nov. gives, for mrappnoidafeaBar, wap-
pnoia xpiofai, and omits ¢avepds below—in both cases, as
I think, rightly.

Ch. x1X. 60 d: 7év mhovolwy Tiva dvelevlepdTaTov rai
durapyvpwTaTor "Abjymow. Should we not restore 7@y mhov-
giwy Tov avehevBepdTaTov rkal pihapyvpeTatoy Tov  Abfimow ?
[rwa Tov Hercher.]

Ch. xX1X. 60 f: ‘o0 yap alocldvy cavred ; kai oU ToUTwy
alteos kT\.” The words should, I think, be thus written : yap
is quite graphic and appropriate, when used thus interroga-
tively in a lively protest. There is no reason for quarrelling
with it as we might do (like Larsen), if we put no mark of
interrogation. Below, on the contrary (p. 61 a), in 7 pév yap
yvra, yap is probably due to the interpolator of D.

Ch. XXI. 62 ¢: kai 10 oixeioy &doler Sovs Tais dyeot.
Sovs here 1s given by Hercher and Bernardakis from some MS,
and an aorist is required. The Vulgate is 8iovs. Coll. Nov,
gives Swabidovs, from which we get the certain restoration
Swadovs.

Ch. xxII. 62 e: "Eatt uév odv kai TadTa Splouara Tois
vobv €yovaw ovk arnbwis ¢ilias oUdé codpovos dAN érai-
povans kai mwepimhexouérns érowudrepov Tov Seopévor. For
Tav Seopévwr 1 should suggest Tov Suvduevow, i.e. < potentemn.’
This at least gives the right sense: see Larsen’s note on the
passage.

Ch. XXI1. 63 ¢: kal cvvaicfavéuevor, vy Ala, kai ocvvop-
yefopevor. D’s quvndopevor for cuvaisBavépevov is cvidently
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a mere interpolation. There is a very large number of words
which would be quite appropriate here and might be restored
with some approach to plausibility if we regard cuvaiefavs-
pevov as a corruption in the uncial text, e.g. cuvarxovduevoy,
O'UVGICICal/O’,U«GVOV.

Ibid. 63 ¢: 7y 8¢ o E\eyyos év éxeive, the Vulgate is right,
and D’s yap (given by Hercher and Bernardakis) is wrong.
The clause completes the narrative and makes it intelligible ;
if we read ryap it must refer to éméxpurer and give the reason
for Lakydes’ action, but 7v yap 76 &xeyyos év éxeivep would
certainly imply that Lakydes knew the importance of the ring
from the outset, and this spoils the narrative.

Ch. xx111. 64 d: T should re-write this passage thus: ofTws
o pikos éoTat TorodTos < ofos >, av pév Tis 1) Samwavny 7 kiv-
Suvov % movov Exovoa xpela xaralapBdvy, wpdTos dfiodv
kaleiclat, kal petéyew ampopacioTws rai wpoBiuws, dmrov Sé
wpéoeaTy aloxivy pévov, édv ral Peldecbar mapaiTovuevos.
éaras is Larsen’s very neat substitute for xai of the Mss. dEwody
is my own substitute for dfedv. It does not seem to have been
observed that afidv peréyew dmrpodaciocrws kal mpobiuws
is an exceedingly awkward, if not unintelligible, phrase. We
can say that a man bears another’s burden ampodaciorws xal
mpofuuws, but not that he asserts his right to bear it or thinks
he should be allowed to bear it a@wpodagiocrws xal mpobiuws.
mapattovuevos, as I read the sentence, means  with apologies.’

Ch. XX1V. 65 b: o 8¢ Yrevdys xai vdfos xal Imayahkos Gv.
@v, given by D alone, is again an interpolation and ruins the
sentence, for we should, of course, understand ¢iros here.

Ch. XXIV. 65 e: 7év pév yap Tomwr Ta IYyha dvampicoda
~—ylveras Tols émiBovievovar To & év Yruxs voiv éyovay &
evTuyiav 9 O evdulay Tros—tois pikpols kal Tawewols pd-
MoTa Bacwuor éorw. This, the reading of Coll. Nov.,, is, I have
no doubt, right. The Vulgate is vodv ovx éyoloy. Plutarch has
been citing the examples of Alexander and Demetrins. Témos
‘strong places’ are compared and contrasted with ruyai veiv
éxovaar ‘souls fortified by the presence of vods.’

Ch. xxv. ad fin. 66 ¢: The reading of the Moscow Mss,
Venet. 250, and Coll. Nov. is avtos €otker o Néyos [6] 10 épefijs
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arairdy Umotibévar TH ropwvidi Tob cuyypduparos, and this
gives a good sense. ‘Our argument itself, demanding, as it
does, the examination of what is meant by wappnoia which
follows, suggests this to our peroration as a suitable topic.” The
remainder of this treatise—its xopwris—is a dissertation Ilepi
Ilappnoias, which might have formed a separate work. Every
ovyypauua necessarily had a ropwris, so we need not (with
Larsen) make a difficulty about the mention of the xopwris as
an already existing thing. It is, however, necessary, if we
render the passage so, to omit the o before 7o. The reading
peculiar to D, which will be found in Hercher’'s and Ber-
nardakis’ editions, is certainly more elegant and simple, and
probably correct ; but the Vulgate (omitting o) is possible, and
perhaps, considering the credentials of D, preferable.

Ch. xxvIL 68 b: airlav Pikias Gomep oodropa Noboplas
wpoodepopevos. ‘Nil in libris subsidii, says Wyttenbach,
who offers an explanation of the passage in his Annotations.
Paris 1211 has, however, mpodepouevos, which Reiske had
suggested, and Wyttenbach (in his critical notes) approved
(Coll. Nov. has émipepduevos). But, even with mpopepduevos
‘ making a pretext of,’ what does the whole mean, and what is a
gdpiopua howbopias? It can only mean ‘a dodge for intro-
ducing abuse,” and how can anyone be said to act under cover
of the privilege of remonstrance allowed by friendship (airia
¢ihias), as if this privilege were a odpiopa Nowdoplas? I should
write the passage as follows:—é\ev@épa uév 0vdémore povy ypn-
capevot, év 8¢ Tols cupmociows ral Tols TepiTdTols ékdaToTe,
wpos ovd uTiwody amouvdyy ‘dAN 67t of elgatto yeloliov
"Apyetotaw,” altiav ¢ihias, domep obpiopa, Aowdopia ouvpu-
wpoodépovres. This is probably not right, but the context
below requires something of the kind. The sense at least is
good. An alria, a legitimate remonstrance, does not, like a
oodioua, Tequire abuse to support it. We might write cuudd-
POVTES.

Ch. xxX11. 71 d: ’Apiotoparys 8¢ Tive Tov KNwva Tod7
éykarelv ¢now 6t ¢ Eévwv wapovTey THy oMY Kakds Aéyer’
kal mapofiver Tovs 'Afnvaiovs. Larsen corrects rovs *Afy-
vatovs to TodTovs 'Afnvaloss. It might be simpler to read
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