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tasy. The war is one of those immense problems, inescapable in
real life, which yield to the daring and imagination of the comic
hero?).

London (Royal Holloway) Christopher Carey

39) This article was delivered as a paper at a meeting of the Classics Research
Seminars at St Andrews in May 1986.

THE CONCLUSION OF AESCHINES’
ALCIBIADES

A good deal of scholarly attention has been paid to the frag-
ments of the dialogue Alcibiades of Aeschines Socraticus, with the
result that its general character, and certain features of Aeschines’
methods of composition, have emerged quite clearly'). A brief
reconsideration of fr. 11a—c (D[ittmar]) and their ordering may yet
advance our understanding of the final portion of this interesting
and important remnant of Socratica.

a) “Eya 8 €l pév vt téqvn dunv ddvaobon dgerfjoar mévy &v
oMY guavtol pweiav xoteyivworov: viv d¢ Oelg poiog dunv pot
0010 8€d600anL &’ *AAkLPLAONY nal oVOEV ye TtolTWV GELOV Bav-

z »
uéoor.

1) See especially H. Krauss, Aeschinis Socratici reliquiae (Lipsiae 1911); H.
Dittmar, Aischines von Sphettos (Berlin 1912) 97-159 (hereafter ‘Dittmar’); B. P.
Grenfell-A.S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, 13 (London 1919) 88-94; A.E.
Taylor, Philosophical Studies (London 1934) 1-27; R.A.Applegate, The Al-
cibiades of Aeschines of Sphettus (Diss. Princeton 1949); E. G.Berry, TAPA 81
(1950) 1-8; K. Gaiser, Protreptik und Parinese bei Platon (Stuttgart 1959) 71-95;
B. Effe, Hermes 99 (1971) 198-208; C.W. Miiller, Die Kurzdialoge der Appendix
Platonica (Munchen 1975) 150-5, 232—4; K. Déring, Hermes 112 (1984) 17-22. For
a brief résumé of the Alcibiades see G.C. Field, Plato and his Contemporaries
(London® 1967) 147-50.
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b) “IToMol oo %ai TdV xauvéviav bylels yiyvoviar ol Uev Giv-
Bowmivy téxvn, ol d¢ Beiq poipg. doou uev olv dvOpwmivy Téyvn, Vo
latodv Begamevdpevol, Soot 8t Belq poioq émbupia avtovg dyel énl 10
dvijoov: kol 1oTe Emedbunocay duéoar, dmdte avtolg Euelhe ovvoioewy,
xal Téte xVVNYETHOOL, 6OTE ouvoloew Euelhe movijooL.”

¢) ““Eyd 8¢ dutt 1ov Egwta 8v ériyxavov éedv AluBiédov 0vdev
duLépogov T@v Bany@dv énemdvOerv. kol yao ai Béxyou éneidav Evbeol
vévavton, 0ev of dAhoL x TV poedtwvy ovdE Bdwe dvavron Hdoebe-
00au, énelvon péh xal yéha dovovrar. xal 81 xol éyd oddev udbnua
gmotduevoc 8 S1dGEag &vBowmov derfiooup’ &v, Suwg Gunv Evvav &v
gnelve it 1O 80dv Peltim morfjoar.”

The fragments (Socrates is the speaker) are presented above as
they appear in Dittmar’s edition. Krauss however had accepted
only 11a and c (his frr. 3-4) as true remains?). That 11c is indeed a
genuine extract from Aeschines’ dialogue, and belongs in its pre-
sent position, is certain, since we have the testimony of Aelius
Aristides, our source for all the above passages (Or. II 61-2, 74
L[enz]-B[ehr]), that the Alcibiades concluded with these sen-
tences®). The way in which 11a is introduced by Aristides puts its
Aeschinean authorship also beyond any serious doubt*). That 11b,
though rejected by Krauss, represents the actual words of Socrates
in the dialogue, is hardly less secure: Aristides’ use of parenthetical
gnotv (sc. Aeschines) to introduce the passage®), and his effusive
praise which follows hard upon it (‘Hodxheig, dg diopondnv xod
negLpavig Aloyivng 6 Tod Ihdtwvog ovugortnTig uaetueet Midtwve
tavt(a) xtr.), all but clinch the case for the inclusion of these
sentences in any collection of Aeschines’ fragments.

All discussions and translations since Dittmar treat his ar-
rangement of 11a—c as canonical; in the most recent it is stated that
11a ‘seems to lead on’ to 11b®). It must be noted, however, that

2) In this he was following C. F. Hermann, De Aeschinis Socratici Reliquiis
(Géttingen 1850) 23.

3) II 74 L-B évtotba tehevtd tdv Stahéywv ov dud aiviypdtwv, ovde
frovolac, ovdE TEOTOV TLvd TadTd Méywv fulv, AN domeg éEemitndeg elg TV
YQE(QV TETONARDG.

4) 11 61 L-B ov yép mov duoyeoavel IThdtov, dav Aloxivng émymeion
IM\drwvog elmdévrog ““Eya & e wth.”

5) On the use of gnot in citing the evidence of ancient witnesses, see C. Os-
borne, Rethinking Early Greek Philosophy: Hippolytus of Rome and the Preso-
cratics (London 1987) 17-19.

6) T.]J.Saunders (ed.), Plato. Early Socratic Dialogues (Harmondsworth
1987) 378. For a more recent adherence to the traditional order of fragments see
now G. Giannantoni, Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae, IT (Naples 1990) 609-10
(Giannantoni’s fr.12).
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Aristides himself provides no explicit sanction for this sequence:
he cites 11a shortly before 11b, but makes not the slightest refer-
ence to the priority of one over the other, nor does he draw any
inferences which might imply that 11b, in its original context,
must proceed logically from 11a. On the other hand, if we consid-
er Aristides’ motive for citing Aeschines, and his method of ar-
gumentation, it becomes evident that, irrespective of what the true
sequence in the Alcibiades might be, the order 11a-b is especially
advantageous to him. For Aristides in Or. II ("Yrgg gnrogixic) is
seeking to defend rhetoric against Plato’s attacks in certain dia-
logues (especially Gorgias and Phaedrus), in particular Plato’s cri-
ticism that rhetoric is not a téyvn, but rather a ‘knack’ (dumewoia,
toup)). He therefore looks to the higher authority of Socrates, as
one whose utterances Plato would not venture to refute’), and, in
support of the efficacy of Beia poipa as a respectable and legitimate
counterpart to téxvn, cites Socrates’ words (through Aeschines)
concerning his personal experiences with Alcibiades (11a). Having
invoked Socrates as a star witness, Aristides then generalizes, again
through Aeschines (11b), about the activities — rhetoric is to be
understood as one of them, cf. IT 65 L-B — which may derive equal
benefit from the influence of either téxvn or 6eia poipa. It is clearly
Aristides” intention that Plato should be non-plussed by this argu-
ment; but 11b gains its force primarily through the credibility
which Socrates” own experience (11a) first guarantees it (note also
Aristides’ defence of the historical veracity of Aeschines’ words, II
76-7 L-B).

There is, then, no a priori reason to place special confidence
in the traditional order otP fragments. On the contrary, I strongly
suspect that this arrangement 1s Aristides’, not Aeschines’, and that
11b should precede 11a. With this sequence, Socrates’ narrative
proceeds by way of analogy. First (11b), circumstances within
human experience (illness and recovery) are presented, in which
the influence of either &vBowsmivn téyvn on the one hand or Bela
uotoa on the other may be the critical factor. Then (11a), Socrates
applies the same opposition to his relationship with Alcibiades by
affirming his belief that he could have heIF;)ed Alcibiades 6siq

uolog, not téxyvy.

7) Cf. II 62 L-B (directly after fr. 11a) dxoveig (sc. Plato) dvdpdg étaigov
xal TOV adTév coL ooqgci)mrov vopiCovtog, mpoodiow & &t xal T@ adTd Tovg
A6yovug dvatlBévtog, Mmep xal v ToUTovs. Moreover, Aeschines and Plato are
said (I 62 L-B) to be ‘from the same school’” (8% t0D adtol yvpvaciov, quoting
Grg. 493d5-6); cf. oupugortthg in IT 63 L-B.
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While the order 11a-b might suggest, superficially, an induc-
tive process of the kind attested for the historical Socrates®), for
several reasons it is unlikely to be right. First, we have some evi-
dence that Aeschines elsewhere in his cenvre proceeded along the
loosely deductive lines I have sketched above®). Secondly, the ar-
rangement 11b-a would provide a much more natural lead into
11c, where, as we have seen, Socrates’ mention of his relationshi
with Alcibiades caps off the dialogue (more on this below). Thirdlz
ly, the #owg hinteg at in 11a (through reference to Socrates’ rela-
tionship with Alcibiades)!®) and explicitly mentioned in 11c (i.e.
oV Eowta, 8o@v, 10 8oav) will then be seen to be subsumed under
the generic term émBupic of 11b; for a similar classification cf.
Plat. Phdr. 237d3—4.

The most important consideration, however, is Alcibiades’
role in this dialogue; for he (along with his association with So-
crates) is clearly the predominant focus of interest in the Al-
cibiades'!). It would therefore be curious and disappointing if he
were treated merely as a means by which a wider perspective on
the (admittedly important) concepts of Oeia poiga and téxvn could
be achieved. In fact, the evidence of our fragments, limited though
it is, supports the inference that Socrates introduces the theme of
Peia. poloa in order to account somehow for the effects of his
ouvvovota and owg on Alcibiades in particular. Aeschines’ motive
here must have been at least partly apologetic: any negative influ-
ence which Socrates may be perceived to have exerted upon Al-
cibiades was outside of Socrates’ own control (cf. Plat. Ap.

8) See in general W. K. C. Guthrie, History of Greek Philosophy, III (Cam-
bridge 1969) 425-37.

9) Compare the similar application of craft-analogy in Aeschines’ Miltiades,
as discussed by S.R.Slings, ZPE 16 (1975) 304-5. A form of induction is however
clearly discernible in his Aspasia, fr. 31 D.

10) As Gaiser observed (op. cit. [n. 1] 97-100), the activity of Oeia poipa, as
the concept pertains to Socrates in fr. 11a, is manifested by Socrates” €owg; see also
Miiller, op.cit. (n. 1) 233; H.-D. Voigtlinder, RhM 132 (1989) 42 n.70.

11) This is evidenced by both the title of the dialogue and the surviving
fragments (see below), but may also be surmised indirectly from other works in the
Alcibiades-dialogue ‘genre’, cf. [Plat.] Alc. I and II; the Alcibiades ‘type” Euthy-
demus in Xen. Mem. 4.2.1-40 (see Dittmar 121-30, 132—44); and (with caution)
Antisthenes’ Alcibiades (fr. 29a-33 Caizzi; see Dittmar 77 ff.; H. D. Rankin, Anti-
sthenes Sokratikos [Amsterdam 1986] 126-7). Alcibiades’ speech in Plat. Smp.
21524-222b7 similarly concentrates upon the relationship between Alcibiades and
Socrates.
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33a5-b8; Xen. Mem. 1. 2.24-8)!%). The central importance of
Alcibiades’ character within this dialogue may be further ob-
served by the distinctiveness with which it is elsewhere drawn
— I am thinking in particular of his tearful reaction in fr. 9 D
to Socrates’ proof of his inadequacy: dvayxaGel xAdewv Oévra v
xnepoAnv €l ta yovata dbvpnoavia, g ovd’ Eyyvg dvia 1@ Ogui-
otoxhel v magaoxevhv (cf. fr. 10).

A final observation may help to place this discussion in a
wider context. K. Doéring has argued persuasively that the
theme of ‘improvement’ (‘Besser-Werden’, ‘Besser-Machen’)
runs through Aeschines’ Socratic works like a leitmotiv'®).
This, I think, is especially apparent in the Alcibiades, where the
dialogue actually ends with the words Beltio motijoan!®). If we
accept the new arrangement which I have proposed for fr.
1la— of this dialogue, this theme now emerges still more
clearly and logically: whereas fr. 11b speaks of improvement
(t0 6vijoov) merely at the level of the analogous activities, re-
ferences to improvement in frr. 11a (dperfjoon’), picked up by
toito in the second sentence) and 1lc (dgedfoouw’ &v, Peltio
notijoon) are directed solely at Alcibiades!®). To retain the order

12) See also Dittmar 157-8. In light of certain comments which Socrates had
made earlier in the Alcibiades (fr. 8 D) it is tempting to see another apologetic
purpose behind Socrates’ ascription of Be{a poiga to himself in fr. 11a—c: xai
undév v’ Euod, fiv 8 &yd, & *AluPuddn, ratayvids, O TEOS TAG TUXOS Hal T
Oeta mpdypoto dAhondtwg xal 0w Exovtog, el TEOOTIONWL Exelv EmLoThunY
ndvtov, Ov Emgatte, xal undepiov olopar TOYMV aitiov ToUTwWY T@V Eoywy
yeyevijoBa. TOA Yo &v éyd oot udAhov €xouut dmodeiar, Tovg Tévavtio. éuol
doEdLovrtag aBéwg €xovtag 1) “xeivol éué, oitives &€ ioov oiovral toic te mo-
vneolis xal toig xenotois Tag Tiyag yiyveohar, dAAa un tois xalols xdyaboic
EVOEPETTEQOLS YE OVOLY GUEVW T TAEA TV Od@V Vmdyetv. So far was Socrates
from being &0eog that he was actually the beneficiary of divine favour! If it is
correct to make this retrospective connection, this would not be the only occasion
in Socratic literature on which Socrates is numbered (here by implication) among of
xohol x&yabo(; cf. [Plat.] Thg. 127a8-9; Xen. Mem. 1.2.17, Smp. 9.1. For Socrates
as the paradeigmatic xah0g %aya00g in a later tradition see K. Déring, Sokrates bei
Epiktet, in: Studia Platonica. Festschrift fiir Hermann Gundert (Amsterdam 1974)
195-226.

13) Op.cit. (n.1); see also Miiller, op.cit. (n. 1) 232-3.

14) For the concluding of a dialogue with a thematic phrase, see S. R. Slings,
A Commentary on the Platonic Clitophon (Amsterdam 1981) 387.

15) For wqehelv in this sense, cf. Plat. Ap. 24e10, 25c1; also S.R.Slings,
Mnem. 4.29 (1976) 47.

16) In fr. 11c Socrates drags in ai Bdaxyou expressly for the purpose of a
simile (0Vd&v dLdpogov TV Baxydv &nendévOewv), in order to clarify his peculiar
kind of experience vis a vis Alcibiades. Unlike fr. 11b within its traditional place,
the simile focuses, rather than diverts, our attention.
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11a—b—c must surely distract from Aeschines’ point in utilizing the
theme in the first place?).

St. Johns, Newfoundland Mark A. Joyal

17) Both Plato and Xenophon also explore the use of this theme. Socrates in
Plat. Ap. 24d3 ff. ironically presents the paradox that while all Athenians improve
the young men of the city, he alone corrupts them. d@ekelv = ‘to improve’ figures
prominently in Xen. Mem., especially books III and IV, where early references to
Socrates’ dgehio (cf. III 1, IV 1) serve a programmatic function (see also O. Gigon,
Kommentar zum ersten Buch von Xenophons Memorabilien [Basel 1953] 94f1.).
Moreover, Xenophon’s defence of Socrates against the official charge of corrupting
the young is contained in Mem. I 2.1-8 and shows why the theme of ‘improvement’
is a cornerstone around which he constructs his work: rather than corrupt, Socrates
turned young men toward virtue and ‘care of the soul’. I submit that Aeschines’ use
of this theme basically serves the same apologetic function that is so evident in Plato
and Xenophon. For other apologetic d}Zvices in the Alcibiades, cf. my remarks in
the preceding paragraph, with n. 12; and for further points of contact between the
Alcibiades and the Platonic Apology, see Déring, op.cit. (n. 1) 27-9.

For support of my research I wish to thank the Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council of Canada.

THE CORNICULA ASCRIBED TO PLAUTUS

The now fragmentary comedy Cornicula was attributed to
Plautus by the two late grammarians Nonius and Diomedes; Varro
knew the play and although he quoted from it twice he did not
name the author. It is the purpose of this paper to investigate what
can be learned about this lost comedy by comparing its seven brief
but informative fragments with similar elements in surviving

plays?).

1) The utility of this method has been demonstrated by J. Wright, Dancing
in Chains: The Stylistic Unity of the Comoedia Palliata (Rome 1974); however,
Wright did not include in this essential work a study of the “lost” comedies of
Plautus. Works on individual fragmentary plays attributed to Plautus include
F. Winter, Plauti Fabularum Deperditarum Fragmenta (Bonn 1885); H. T. Rowell,
Accius and the Faeneratrix of Plautus, AJP 73 (1952) 268-280; H. Lucas, Zum
Fretum des Plautus, RhM 87 (1938) 188-190; A.S. Gratwick, Sundials, Parasites,
and Girls from Boeotia, CQ 29 (1979) 308-323; K. Dér, Vidularia: Outlines of a





