SYMMEIKTA

ON EURIPIDES’ IPH. TAUR. 369 ff. *

Euripidis fabulae recogn. J. Diggle, t. II, Oxford 1981 (0.C.T.):
"Alne TAyhhede Fv dp7, ody & Mnpéwe,

1’4 4 4 3 ¢ A 4
6y wot mpotelvag mhow €v apudtov §yog 370
¢ alpornpdy yduov Endplueucas d6rwt.

369 Ayuarelg] dxeivoc Haslam 370 mporetvag Badham: mposeimag I.: cf. Hel. 28
{i’) 8yoc Nauck

1. In his laconic note (AJPh 88, 1977, 246) Dr M. Haslam proposing
—tentatively—the emendation of v. 369 states briefly: « Ayuireds is sure-
ly an intrusive gloss. Read é&xsivog?».

2. No answer is given to the queries: a)Why is’Aytieds an «intru-
sive gloss»? b)Why should we read «@xeivocn ? ¢)What will result from the
new text (construction, meaning)? d) How such a drastic change did
oceur without any sign in the MSS tradition?

3. In an article in the same journal (101, 1980, 47-49) Prof. M. Mar-
covich discussed the proposed emendation. He notes (p. 47): «I am una-
ble to parallel the juxtaposition Hades Achilles. Either “Awdnc or *Ayuh-
Astie is out of ordern. With this statement he answers—though incomple-
tely—question ¢. He proposes "Awdov 3’ *Ay..., rejecting éxcivog of query
b. No answer is given to queries ¢ and d.

4.1 am fairly certain that the text is eminentiy Greek and in no need
ol emendation. The reasons:

I. If we accept éxeivog instead of *Ayirrete, the pronoun must be
understood either a) as referring to "Awdne (="Awdne éxcivoc=that dam-
ned Hades), in which case another subject or another predicate should

*This note was originally sent to the editor of the AJPh but although the au-
thor, following the editor’s instructions, corresponded with the scholars involved
he found it impossible to publish it for «any further contribution to a problem which
seems insoluble will provoke criticism which we would have to print, in order to be
fair». (letter 22-9-81). It surely would be a bitter experience if a scholar could not
publish his opinion because criticism would be provoked [Ed].
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be provided for “Auwng éxcivog, or b) as subject to fv with “Aldne as its
predicate, while ody 6 llnréwe may function as a second subject or a se-
cond predicate. In this case, éxeivog substitutes *Ayiiredg and should
be considered as an «intrusive gloss» in ils turn.

II. If we accept the genitive “Awdouv of Marcovich, then *Ayuields
necessarily becomes the subject of %v, “Awdou a predicative genitive (A~
yihhebe Ay dpa “Awdou), possessive or indicating the descendance from
someone, equivalent to an adjective ("Aideioc or yBévieg=Dbelonging to
or son of Hades)l. In this case the original “Awne of the MSS tradition
is understood as predicate, and the emendation becomes unnecessary.
Besides, the following ody ¢ IIniéwe should also be emended to a metri-
cally tolerable off (ve) ITniéwe, owing to its paratactic - antithetical con-
struction.

5. In any case, with this emendation, *Ayiakelc, eventually also éxei-
voe, 18 understood as the subject of the sentence and this is correct in
my view. And if we accept the text as we have it through the MSS tra-
dition by reinstating mgossinog (LP)—which should be «corrected» slight-
Iv to meooeinac? (==having proposed or nominated)—then “Awdnc stands
at the beginning of the verse as an expressive predicate: *Ayuiebs &pa,
8v, oY, mdtep, mpoaelnag pot whoty, Embplpevods (ue) 3ok E¢ alpaTnpdy yauoy
&v & g dpudtov, Bv dpx “Adne (==Death, not the son of Death or he who
belonged to Death), odx #v 6 IInréwe (vids): or "Aydhede Av &p’ “"Atdvng, odx
(Fv) 6 TIngréemg vibe, 6v (IInréwe vidy and not “Awdyy), ob mdtep, mpoceinag
pot wéowy Endoluzuods pe 36iw ete.d).

1. See Kithner-Gerth, Gr. Gr. 11, 1, 371-2 (§418, 1b) tobro Hetoavdpov v 10 y0-
otov {Liys. 7, &); &yévemo Meoonvy Aoxpdv (Thue. 5,5) clc.

2. The form seems rather vernacular or dialectal (Doric, Ionic?) and is already
altested in Euripides (Cyel. 101). This slight correction has been already proposed
by D. N. Bernardakis (A. N. Begvopddxng) in vol. 3 of his edition of Euripides (Edguni-
dov Agduara, w6u. 3), Athens 1903, p. 279; he rejects mpoeinxg (Herw.), mpoteivac
(Badh.); «zob mpdrou doploton elna odfovear dmavres oyedov of yeetwdéorepol tomor &v
&mdoong Talc dyxhioest xal 8% &v 17 petoyd...n. Participle also is contemplated by F. G.
Schone and H. Kochly (nposcioxs, with reference to Plato Phaedr. 230 d), in vol. 2,
p. 370 of their Ausgewihlte Tragédien des Euripides, Berlin 1894), as well as in
Iph. in Tanr., ed. by M. Platnauer, Oxford 1938, 81 {Le rejects npoceimag as «impossi-
ble. Hartung’s mpoetéy is possible, but Badham’s wporelvxs... is better, though not
<0 good as Bothe’s wposetnac...» (1). J. N. Ilartung, Eur. Iph. in Taur. has introduced
his conjecture into the text (Comment. on p. 18). For the expansion of elra see Kiih-
ner-Blass, Gr. Gr. 1,1, 422-3.

3. There is probably also a kind of attraction here: cf. Eur. Med. 1339 odx omwv
frie 7080 v “Farvic yovi Eom... (=obx ¥otu v. ‘E. #mic &0 dv ~oUro); Soph. Aj. 1044
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With this construction “Awdnc—ody 6 Hxréwe (vidg) in the crucial
first sentence is preserved. The difference becomes clear if we invert the
antithesis: *Ay. &pa, &v ou ete. v 6 Hnréwg uivg odx fv (6) “Adne, which
is impossible.

6. To consider "Awdng as subject, *"Ayiede and ody & néwc (vidg) as
predicates is absurd. In the first place, it 1simpossible to connect év, o), né-
Tep, mpooelnag pot ooty Enbplucuode pe 36he... with “Awdne, because Agame-
mnon could not so bluntly promise death to his daughter; secondly, il
he actually had made such a proposition, no 36xoc was involved: Iphi-
geneia would know beforehand why she was invited to Aulis (with her
mother’s help she could have avoided the dreadful confrontation). T14-
ow Is a key word, predicative to 8v, the object of mposeinag, which spe-
cifies the meaning of both Achilles and Hades of the {ormer verse. Achil-
les should have been the promised wéotc; instead, Hades has become the
actual one.

7. Modern commentators or translators offer diverging opinions
or ambiguous translations. From what | have heen able to review?! "Awldzg
appears as: a) subject of the sentence in W. Bauer’s Kommentar (zu 1ph.
Taur.), Minclhien 1914: «der Tod also ist (zu 351) der Achilles (mein
Brautigam), nicht des Peleus Sohn»: b) predicate: L. Parmentier— H.
Grégoire, Euripide (Coll. Budé), Paris 1925, «il était donc Hadés, et non
le fils de Pélée I’ Achille que tu m’as proposé pour époux»?: ¢) ambiguous:
A.S. Way (Locb): «Hades the Achilles was not Peleus’ son», where the
article before Achilles mayv point to Hades as predicate. Edptridov, “Jgi-
yvévewa 7 év Tavpois, transl. by N. Kyparissis, Athens 1916, «frav houndy
6 *Ayuhheds 6 "Adneon, where 6 Ay. at the beginning of the sentence—as
against the word-orderin Euripides-—very Likely is understood as subject.
A. N. Toud¥, lpwyévera év Tadpows — Ipiyévaia év ABAid, Athens 1973,
p- 438 «§ "Awdng howmdy, olyl 6 vide ol lviéwe Fro 6 TAy. tov dmalov...n
(in maintaining the word-order of Euripides the editor gives the impres-

zig & Zomwv Gvty’ &vdpx mpochedaaelg atpatal; (=Tig & ot & dvipe (obTog) TOl oTPATOY,
&v wp. ?) or perhaps better <tc & & &. olizog &v hedoosg wods otp. {=coming from the
direction of the camp)? Ant. 1156 odx €60’ émolov oTdvt’ dv &vlpdmon Plov/ o’ aivé-
s’ dv obte pepyaipny moté (=odx & ovdg Blog & év...); cf. Kihner-Gerth, Gr. Gr. 11,
2, 417.

1. 1 would like Lo thank my former assistant Mrs Efe Toufexis for the additio-
nal research she has done for me.

2. The translators have omitied the article before «fils» although it is needed
here: they certainly wanfed to underline the predicative character of the word.
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sion that he considers Hades as the subject). A. B. England, London
1960, p. 167, refers to the translation of H.Weil («il était donc Pluton et
non le fils de Pélée cet Ach. que...», where «cet Achillen of Weil seems
to be considered as subject!.

8. The difficulty in understanding this construction lies, in my opi-
nion, in the individualization of proper names and the non-obligatory
presence of the determinative article before them in ancient Greek: e.g.
Eur. IT 349 3oxolc’ *Opéotyy un«éld’ fhov Brémewv: 356 ‘Erévny avhyay’,
etc., but ib. 358 7y w04 AdAw avribelon 77 éxel, ete.

For IT 369 one cannot exclude that “Awdvc?; may have been under-
stood as accompanied by the article (crasis), because no difference in
spelling (or metre) would result. The same is not valid for Achilles for
metrical reasons.

9. In a general way, a predicate without article confers a broader
identity to the subject: 6 Xappbpas 2otlv tnmog. ‘O tnmog datl {Hov; but
obThs EoTv 6 (posg) immog ete. 1s clearly different. Moreover, in cases of
individualization of both terms it seems difficult to say which one is
the subject or the predicate. This is especially clear not only if an article
stands before them, but also if other words of individualization (o97oc,
éxelvog, Tig Interrog. etc.).substitute the proper name or the substative?.
Lel us look at some cases from Aristoph. Pax: 181 toutt 1l éomt 10 nadv;
185 ti oot ot €01’ Bvoux; 187 matip 8¢ ot tig éoty; In these, the most like-
ly construction seems to be: Tovti 76 naxdv (subj.) &otl v, (=pred.; it
confers a quality). In the other two cases, évope and mathp seem to be
the predicates, i and i the subjects. The reason seems to be Lhat &vopd
éoti oot and moatvip goti oot correspond to the verbal predicates (xotryé-
prpa): o 8 dvoualy ti; ob 8¢ yevévwnoow éx tivog? This becomes clearer
in cases in which #voux is accompanied by the real noun: Od. VII 54
PAphityy 8 Evow’ ot Endvupey (=abty Emovondletar CA.); Hdt. 3,85 @
gvopa By "OPders; Xen. An. 1,5, 4 dvopo 3 adth (s¢. 1§ méret) Hiv Kopowty.

1. Although he refers to Iph. in Aul. 461 "Awdng viv 6¢ Eolxe vopgeboet Tayo, where
“Awdrc is subject.

2. Gf. H. W. Smylh, Greek Granunar, Cambr., Mass., 1920, § 1239 abty (=7ob70)
dptotn Siduoxuria; Tl EsTiv 9 Siatoadvy, where alty and vobro function as predica-
tes.

3. Even in MGreek if you say 6 pixpdg {adtc) elvon 6 Navvng, you consider 1uav-
vrg as predicate. For the MGreek cases see *Ayirede Tlaptlavos,Neoeddnpuxy Zvvradic?,
*Ab%von 1946, 40: 6 mowtig elvon 6 peyddog margudtne; &od eloan 6 Mnappna-An-
urfrons s Adth elvar 9 Adgoa.
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Here 8vopda éotiv (v) is clearly a predicate, because it constitutes a gene-
ral concept which serves as a qualification to the proper names and can,
at the same time, be substituted by a verbal predicate (6vopdZerar, Gvo-
ualeto)l.

10. On the other hand, it is a known fact that verbs meaning Aéye-
oo, xarzioOor, dvopaleshar and the like function as copulae and admit a
predicate®. Accordingly, the same sentences correspond to obrog dvopd-
Leto *0.; abrty dvopaletor *A.; alty f méhig dvopdlerar K., where the pro-
per or place-name is the predicate®.

On these premises we could try to test our findings by substituting
“Awdng or "Ayuhede by &vopa and see the results: “Awdne Fv &’ dvop” adtd,
ol (70) Hrréwe viol (=olrog &pa dvoudlero “Ar. od T1. vidg=0dx *Ayirele);
PAyunede Ay &p° Bvop’ adtd ob (16) IL. uviol (=olrog dveudleto *Ay. ol IL
vidg==00x ’Ayebs), which is absurd.

12. T hope it has become clear that "Awne stands at the beginning
of the sentence and of the verse as an expressive predicate meaning
Death, Achilles being the subject; and that both nouns are necessary
to illustrate the protest of Iphigeneia against her father: «(your) Achil-
les then was Death, he was not the son of Peleus, as I was given to un-
derstand, when you, my father...n.

Thessaloniki A. G. TSOPANAKIS

1. From Kithner-Gerth, Gr. Gr. I1,1, 45 (§ 346, 2. «Nominativ als Subjektcasus».,.

2. See Kithner-Gerth, le. 11, 1, 43-44 on the verbs «welche den Charakter der
Kopula annehmen, indem sie gleichfalls ein pradikatives Adjektiv mit dem Subjekte
verbinden und die Form dieses Adjektivs oder Substantivs mit der des Subjektes
kongruiren lassen».

3. It is odd that these cases are not contemplated even in the bulky works of
Kiihner-Gerth II, 1, 37 ff., or of E. Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 2, 26.

4. See Kiihner-Gerth, L. II, 1, 44 ff.



ON ARISTOPHANES’ RANAE 12561

XO. =i mote mpdlypa yevnoeTL; v. 1251
opovtilew yap Eymy’ Exo,
7 3 2 7 b 7
Ty &pa pwéudv Emolozt
avdpt T6 oAb TAsiaTa 8%
nal xEANLGTA HEAY, TTOLA-
cavtt Tav TETL viv vtovt. v. 1256

v. 1256 £n1 vBv gvtwv RVAM; viv #1° 8vtrev U; péyper vuvi Meineke; €t vuvi Bentley

The above lines come from a short choral interlude? inserted in
the famous poetic contest between Aeschylus and Euripides. The con-
test is in full swing by this time and the younger of the two tragedians
has just undertaken the task to prove that his rival is worthless and mo-
notonous as a pehomoiée. Imminent though it may seem, the attack will
be delayed for a few moments by the Chorus, who 1epresent a scepti-
cal audience by expressing in anticipation their doubt as to the truth
of Buripides’ statement. In their judgement the Chorus describe Aeschy-
lus as the poet who in comparison with some other people has composed
‘by far the most and the best songs’. Who exactly those other people are
remains uncertain, because v. 1256 is demonstrably corrupt.

The manuscript tradition for v. 1256 is tév &1t viv 8vrwv (RVAM)
and tév viv €7 8vtev (U). Both readings do not meet the metrical require-
ments of the verse: the first exceeds a Pherecratean by one syllable, the
second has a long syllable (vbv) where a short one is needed®. Apart from
the direct transmission of the text all we can rely upon for restoring the
line is an ancient scholion in the Ravenna MS. (R) tév wéyer viv vrev
movrtdv. On the basis of this Meineke suggested t&v péypr vovid, following
an earlier emendation by Bentley tév €t vuvi®. I intend to discuss biief-
ly these two attempts at vestoring the text as being more or less repre-
sentative of the trends followed by other modern scholars as well®.

1. For valuable advice on this paper I am most grateful to Sir K. J. Dover,
Prof. N. Hourmouziades and Prof. K. Tsantsanoglou.

2. The last four lines of the song (vv. 1257-60) have been bracketed by Hama-
ker and Meineke as merely repeating lines 1252-6.

3. Nuv (enclit.) is never found after the definite article.

4. It was adopted by Coulon and Stanford in their editions of the play.

5. It was adopted by Radermacher in his edition of the play.

6. Other emendations: tév #tt v* 8vrwv (Hermann), tév ¥t xal viv (Bergk), =&v
ndpoc §vtwv (Meineke).



A. S. Kapsomenos, On Aristophanes’ Ranae 1256 209

Let us first see what the scholion has to say. T&v péypt viv vty
motytéy is undoubtedly curious. In a strict sense, this cannot mean “all
poets so far’, for which tév péypt viv mowgrdy or tév péyer viv yeyovérwy
rovqrédv would be the right expressions. Nor can it mean ‘all poets exi-
sting today’, because, in that case, one would expect tév &vrowv monTdy
or Tév viv §vtwy omtév. As the scholion stands, it can only mean “the
poets who are alive up to this moment’. If so, however, why should the
scholia:t write t&v péyet viv évtwv mowtdy and not simply &y dvrwy
ToTOVY Or Thv wéyet viv mounTéiv?

The difficulty just mentioned might be avoided if one accepted
Meineke’s t@v péypet vt in the sense of “among all poets so far’. My ob-
jections to this emendation as well as to other aiming at a similar sense
arise from the implications raised by a general comparison between Aes-
chylus and “all poets so far’. Such a comparison would naturally involve
not only ‘earlier and contemporary tragedians’®, one of whom is known
to have been particularly admired for his péan?, but also every single
lyric poet till the end of the 5th century. Even if in an outburst of en-
thusiasm the Chorus spoke of xdairtota péiy, they could, of course, hard-
ly call them mord mwhrsioro.

The second e:- ondation under discussion is Bentley’s t&v #m vuvid.
Radermacher, who accepts it, translates ‘die schonsten im Vergleich
auch zu den heutigen’. The translation, however, is not in agreement
with the emendation. Kddhiota vév &1 vuvi is not equivalent to xdiiiota
Evu vév vovi. In this case, £rt clearly sounds superfluous. What is moreover
important, a comparison between Aeschylus and contemporary poets
must be out of question, since the very starting-point of the play has
been the acknowledgement of the fact that there were no more poets
worthy of esteem.

Now, one of the common points between the manuscript tradition
and the scholion is the participle 8vrwv. Its position at the end of the verse,
as given by the MSS, is supported by the scholion, where mowtév may
well be an explanatory supplement. If one assumes that dvrev is the

1. Sophocles included, who was earlier {(v. 788ff) said to have recognised Aeschy-
lus’ superiority.

2. For Phrynichus’ reputation as a pshomoiés, see Ar. Ran. 1298if and cf. Vesp.
219 péir... pehctdwvogeuviynpata, & RV ad Ar. Ao, 750 Qpdviyos..., g &l puehomotioig

¢0avpaleto. According to Ael. VH. 3. 8, he gained such a popurarity with his yéin that
he was elected orpatnyds.

3. Cf. v, 1088 rapmddx 8 od3elg olbg e pépay On” dyvpvaciag £t vovi,

14
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actual end of the Pherecratean required by the metre, the two preceding
short syllables may possibly either constitute an adverb, as has already
been suggested, or, alternatively, form one single compound verb with
—OVT GV,

I should prefer the second solution and suggest that we read tév
¢mibvtwy In the sense “(in comparison with) those who came (or would
come)afterwards’ (=tobrwy, ol Entoev). TEv Emibvrwv, as a future participle,
would express time future relatively to the time of the verb with which
it is connected, i.e., the time of mwotfoavti’. Similarly, in D. 18.151, &l
Tiv émoboay wuhalay (and not éxerfoloav or émiyevopévny) is said of the
“following murala’, although the tense of the leading verb is imperfect
(Zmotovv). Cf. also X. Cyr. 2.1.23.

Tév émdvrwv accounts well for both the corrupt manuscript tradi-
tion and the curious scholion. At an early stage, one of the commonest
palaeographical errors must have been responsible for its corruption to
Zn1 vtov? and, subsequently, because of the metrical hiatus, to &’ évrwv.
It was the attempt to make sense of this &’ gvrwv that gave birth to our
scholion. Finally, as " gvrev was both metrically and semantically de-
ficient, it was supplemented from the scholion with viv, which was placed

Yuv
either before or after 7’ (i.e. 76v &1 Bvtov>1iv €7 Svtwv->ThOV viv &7
vty and Tév e viv dvtwv).

As to the meaning, a comparison between Aeschylus and posterior
poets is quite suitable. The hint concerns not only all living poets, who
were called roB7qtal éyvng earlier in the play (v. 93), but mainly Euri-
pides, who is present on the stage and ready for his attack. The Chorus’
judgement anticipates his failure and in a way predetermines the out-
come of the whole contest.

University of Thessaloniki A. 8. KAPSOMENOS

1. See W. Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb, p. 47,
53 and 330.

2. For the confusion between m and < in Ar. Ran., cf. v. 57 drrmorai-drratal and
vv. 290, 550 wote-Tote.
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DEMOSTHENES 8.47%

Butcher’s OCT text of Demosthenes 8.17 reads as follows:
av pgv tofvuv i 1O cuvesTtnxds otpdteupx, xal T yopa Bondico Suvhceton
ol Ty xetvou (:Purimmov) T e wotfour el & dmad Swwavbfoerar, Ti
mwownoopey, &v &l Xeppbvnoov In;

App. crit. (from the editions of Voemel, Reiske/Schaefer, Weil, OCT
and BGT)L:

Suepbapoeton xol Starvbfoerar vulg., FY: Siuxgbaphoeror »al om. S, L3,
A, 0, Harl., Rehd., Dresd., Urb. [qui habet superseriptum vp. SixgOup?-
cetor sine xatl.

I shall argue, first, that contrary to the usual editorial practice of
relegating the verb SwxgBapfiocerar to the apparatus criticus, it should
be restored to the text. Secondly, that the verb Swiuvbfiserar, which ap-
pears to be sound, is probably only a variant (albeit a very old one) for
the verb Swxgouficetan, which stood in the text originally.

1
Arondey and Swxgbelpzty constitute an instance of one of the various
tvpes of amplificatio, which 1s a favorite Demosthenic device; alrea-
dyv the ancient scholiasts and critics had observed that the orator
often resorts to linking synonyms or near-synonyms in pairs for reasons
of thythm, logic or both? More specifically, both the verbs Swidcwy and

Suepbeipey are found, independently of one another, used in this schema
in a number of Demosthenic passages (SixAdetv three times; SixgOszipery

*Thanks are due to my colleagues R. Lamberton and L. Jost who read a first
draft of this paper and offered suggestions.

1. Reiske/Schaefer: Demosthenis quae supersunt (...) edidit To. Ia. Reiske.

liditio correctior curante . H. Schaefero, tom. primus, Londini 1822. Voemel:
AruocBévovs Ai Anunyogiar, ed. I. Th. Voemelius, Halis Sax. 1857. OCT: Demaosthe-
nis Orationes, ed. S. H. Butcher, tom. 1., Oxonii 1903. BGT: Demosthenis QOrationes,
ed. C. Fuhr, vol. 1., Lipsiae: BGTeubner 1914. Weil: Anuosfévavg Al Anpryogia,
ed. H. Weil, Paris 1873. See also C. Rehdantz and F. Blass, Demosthenes. Ausgewdhl-
te Reden, Leipzig-Berlin ®1909. Voemel omits SuxqBxpfserar »ai in his fext, but
retains it hesitantly in his Latin version: «in semel solvetur {el dilapsus erit) quid
agemus... .

2. See Dionysius Halicarn., [epi vijs Aserinfic AnuocOévovs dewdtnros, ch. 58
(«mreovalewwn), and Rehdantz-Blass, op. cit. Index I,s.v. «Erweiterungn». The parts
of speech involved may be verbs (mpooupodewy nal grhovixeiv), nouns {oxfderg xal mpo-
pdoeig), adjectives {oyétitov xal Sewwdv) or adverbs.
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four times)'. The coupling of the two verbs, in effect functioning as a
wunctura verborum, enriches the rhythm of the passage and adds pathos
and momentum to the Demosthenic argument which is in fact the main
theme ol the speech, namely, that the army of Diopeithes (engaged at
the time in illegal activities in the Chersonesus against Philip) not be
«dismantled and destroyed», since any kind of distraction of Philip in
the area served Athenian interests. The orator’s assertion that the Athe-
nians should not try to «destroy» the successes of useful allies like Dio-
peithes is repeated twice in this speech with the same verb: SiagBeipety,
accompanied by a warning about the adverse consequences of such a
move on the part ol the Atheniaus. Now, the verb Swxgfeipev is a perfect-
ly good Demosthenic word, as even a cursory look at Preuss’ Index De-
mosthenicus or Reiske’s Index Graecitatis Demostheneae will testify;
moreover, it belongs to the characteristically Cassandran tone which
marks the Philippics of Demosthenes. Besides, who could take the pre-
sence ol Sixoleipewy In this passage as an appropriate gloss over the word
Staddzv which presumably subsequently crept into the text? In terms
of both meaning and imagery the two verbs do not coincide but rather
suppleinent one another. Therelore, for reasons linguistie, stylistic and
contextual, the schema should be restored to the text with the position
ol Swxgpleipev preserved in it.
il

Turning now to the verb Swxibewy, no philologist has ever question-
ed its presence (it is transmitted by all manuscripts) or its aptness in
the context both immediate and general: Demosthenes employs it re-
peatedly in Oration 8, in connection with the above-mentioned main
motif of the speech:

8.19: ody Hv Aromellve metpditar tf) woher Sdvauy wapaoxreudlety, TodTny

Pacraivery xal Srarboor metpdsbo.

1. 2.9. mavta dveyaltios xal Siéhvoe [xal Siéivgev codd.: om. Rh.Gr.ii, 232: secl.
Cobet]

8.9. tadTyv (i.e. thv Sdvapwy) Baoratvery xal Stoahdetv.

11.7 mraiopa Tuydv &mavta Tayxfws Siécetoe wxl Siéhuoe [S: Sibcewge wal xatéhu-
sev, A: déhuos xal diéoeioe, vugl.: Siéoeioe xal Siéivoe]

8.20 SxomacOivar xal Sraplupijval

8.29 grrnpealbvrwv 8¢ xal Srxpleipdvrwy

48.52 Suéplaprat... xal mapoppovel

55.30 movypdratov xal Siepbupuévov
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8.76 (recapitulating the argument in the speeche’s cauda): iy o-
Tapyovcay Stvey cuvéyely dravoplolvrag, (...), wi 8sowg &v Tig alnd-
orrat T6 Shov xatakdovrag.

A shadow has been, however, cast upon Swxhu@7cerar for the first
time by a gloss, Nr. 448, in a Rhetorical Lexicon to the Philippics?,
which reads:

deapovijoerar: SraplaphoeTar

One’s initial inclination to discredit Sixppurcetar by taking it simply
as a corruption of dwaub7cetar (a corruption easy to explain in palaeo-
graphical terms) and consequently to assume that SixpQupfoerar is a
mere glossema, will be discouraged, when one learns that: this Lexicon
is to a large extend a «paraphrase» of Demosthenes’ Orations I-XI, which
uses for its explications Demosthenic vocabulary, predominantly drawn
from the same passage or even phrase where the lemma occurs. Some
examples:

Gloss 549: mpodmplaxilero: Pptleto. From Demosthenes, ad loc.,

9.60: ¢ 9Bpilero nal woodmyhaniled’ Smd Tol Sfuovu...

Gloss 387: drargei: dmoinber. From Demosthenes, ad loc., 6.15:

avapel, obg & dmdresey alths mwpdrepoy Dwnéas...

Gloss  73: mpooxaledsirar: mpoosedpeboet. From Demosthenes ad loc.,

1.18: mpooxabdedeitor nal wposedpehoer Tole medyuast?,

In the remaining cases, the explication draws basically on other
(mainly rhetorical) ancient lexica and is, normally, linguistically later.
Since however to the best of my knowledge gloss 448 does not appear
in any other lexicon, I am inclined to rule out this possibility for the
above-mentioned gloss. Consequently, I would suggest that the verb
Sraplaphoetar was taken by the compiler of this lexicon from the vulgate
text of Demosthenes, where it appeared next to Sixppuficerar and served
as an explicatio®. I certainly consider Swxppufceron to be a lectio diffi-

1. Gihimmxdy ‘Prroguwal Aékeg, A Critical Edition, by J. N. Kazazis, Urbana
1976.

2. It should be noted here that the verbs joined in this fashion do not produce
an idle repetition; in the last of the examples mentioned above, mooouafedeitar is
rarer than mpocedpedoet and used normally (e.g. by Thucydides) with a considerably
different meaning. By joining the two verbs Demosthenes signals that the latter verb
is now employed so as to elucidate the former, and deliberately expand its semantic
field. Kai has here an explicative force.

3. It is worth considering a rather more complicated case: Gloss 151 in this Rhet.
Lexicon, émoxorei: gmowalet, is apparently culled from Demosthenes, 2.20 which
reads: &xx’, oluar, vOv pév éntoxotel TodTog vo xatoplodv: al yop edmpafiat Setval ouyrpd-
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ciltor to Sibfcerar. Although Sixppuficetar occurs in Polybius, Plu-
tarch and other later Greek writers in precisely this sort of context (re-
ferring to soldiers or people in general)l, it appears only once in Demos-
thenes (in reference to money?). On the other hand, dtxddery belongs to
the common Demosthenic vocabulary, as was suggested above, and ap-
pears several times in this speech in identical, similar, or irrelevant con-
texts®. This is precisely the fact, I believe, which rendered 3txppuyoerot
suspicious in the eyes of the expert ancient grammarian who decided to
substitute the common Stxhvbiceror for the rare Swxppufiserar. The sub-
stitution must have occurred very early in the history of the transmis-
sion of the text of Demosthenes, and at any rate certainly before the
constifution of the archetype of all existing Demosthenie manuscripts.
since it prevailed entirely over Sixppunoerar; it subsequently survived
as the only reading exclusively in this rhetorical lexicon which, as I have
tried to show in the introduction to the edition, dates to the early By-
zantine period and had a textual transmission independent from that
of the corpus Demosthenicum itself.

To future editors of Demosthenes all such cases of two versions

dar ta 7ot dveldy.

ouyzeddor xal cuentacat: A, cf. D. 11. 13

ovyzpodat: 8, in mg. schol. cuoxidont,

vo. ovoxidout: F

Obviously the glossema énioxwalet derived from the text of a ms. of the A- {or 3.?)
family, which offered the fuller version cuyxpddat xal cuoxidout.

1. The use referring to soldiers is amply documented: Mériovog 8 Tolg ovpa-
TLdhTag Swamepatoly, xal Sedibtog i THs Traklag dmAafBdpevor xatd wéhers ExacTol Srap-
pudiat... Plut. Sulla 27.5 (Six more examples from the Moralia of the same author are
adduced by D. Wyttenbach, Index graecitaiis...Moralia, Oxonii 1830). Tolg 3¢ moi-
Vg (ioTpattdtag).. . Stappéovrag &% Tig orpatomedetac... (Polyb. 1. 74. 10). Of people
in general: Bpoydv mavterés ypdvov &Bpbor ouppetvavtes epl THY dyopdy, Acudy Exma-
iz Bvreg wpde Tag dpeteiug Séppeov (Polyb. 4.58.1); Xpdvou 8¢ yvopévou xatd Beayd
Stéppeov ol mapestéites (id. 15. 28. 4).

2. ph rafetv Stxppudv tdoylptov (Dem. 37. 54).

3. Swxivery in Dem. 8: In Hypothesis, §4, Stuiboo hy O’ éxelve Sdvapty
10 (twice)) whv Sdvapwy rateddoon [Svopev.. Srdulncopévyy
17 el & dmal Srxrvbnoeton
19 Booxaivew xal Starloutr metpdobul
37 dm-endouche (different context)

39 Xéruxev (thv elpfvny)
40 xotarboel (thv mohitetav)
76 ratahdovrag {T0 Brov).
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present a challenge to be met anew through the application of inteinal
criteria, and especially without the prejudices of the past in favor of
certain manuscripts considered consistently superior, or in favor of ihe
shorter version over the fuller and more amplified, for «oft ist nicht der
knappere, kompaktere Text demosthenisch, sondern die vollere und
auch wuchtigere Formulierung der Vulgatan, as Erbse aptly noted in the
Geschichte der Textiiberlieferung, vol. 1, Ziirich 1969, 263.

Center for Hellenic Studies J. N. KAZAZIS
Washington, D. C.
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1. Avoy. Aaépr. V 22-27. Bh. woal W. Ross, Aristotelis fragmenta selecta, *OLobpdy
1974 (1955%), V (Praefatio}.

2. Awy. Awépr. IX 53 (=Ross fr. 2 «Ilepl moudetagn).

3. Zrov "Aptototédn dmodidovrar 18 Jukhoyor dmoomouatd Toug xal TANPopopieg
yv adtodg BX. Ross (o0, 7-96), & 6molog ouveyiler Tig mahibrepeg Exdbomg tév R. Walzer
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Aristoteles, Hrsg. von P. Moraux, Nvdppotar, W. B. 1975,

4. Bh. XtpaB. X111 1, 54 11, 608. Tiodr. ZVAA. 26: 8Eeikey Savid (sc. 6 ZdAdag év
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1. J. Bernays, Die Dialoge des Aristoteles, N<dpustor, W. B. 1968, 133.

2. P. Moraux, Les Listes anciennes des Ouorages d’Aristote, AouBév 1951, 6 x.&.,
weB. Ross V (Praefatio).

3. 1IsB. E. Zeller-W. Nestle, Grundriss der Geschichte der griechischen Philoso-
phie, prop. X. Ocodwpidn, *Abhva 1942, 262. Thad wov ’Aplotovae tov Kelo, mod mpé-
meL v’ avniSiaotéderor dmd T Dtwind xal dpeco palnth Tob Ziveve Aploteova tov Xio,
gx. A. Mayer, Aristonstudien, Philologus 11 (1910) 487 x.£., Chr. Jensen, Ariston
von Keos bei Philodem, Hermes 47 (1911) 393 x.E.

4. Avoy. Aaépt. IX 53 (=Ross fr. 2 Iepi nadelag).

5. IThodt. *HO. 734d (=Ross fr. 1 Ileoi maibelag)

6. ITpB. Zouid.: téAn 7 orpwurd, olov (Artemid. 5,8) «800&é Tig év Tf] T¥An mvgods
Eyew avti yrapdilovy. TIpB. 8.7, 1 véla xal Tdlog (...) ToD duov 0 Terviowuévov xal
aemAnuévoy T cagxds, dmoiov moAidxis émi To¥ duov yivetar Toig dyfopdgors éx Tod fa-
ordlew Tt ovveyds. “Apwotopdyns CAyagvetow (860) «lotw ¥ Hpaxdfs, éxauov td
TOAWY xaxdo».

7. Awy. Aaépt. IX 55 (=DK Ipwraybpag A 1).
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Aty Eépoupe &v & Hpwtaybpus Smiple mott aylogdpoc. Eépovpe Suwe
871 9 T mhve oyxéon Tov pé o Anubrprto elvar SAdrera pulomhacTing xal

1. Tadr. Hpwray. 320 ¢ .k, émov & «ulbog» 7ob Mpwraydpa. IpB. A. Menzel,
Protagoras, der #lteste Theoretiker der Demokratie, Zeitschrift fir Politik 3 (1910)
206, 1. Havépn, ‘O pwtaybpas d¢ Bewpnrinds epeiiwthc hg dmpoxpatias, PiddAoyos
26 (1981) 477 w.&.

2. HpB. Gr. Vlastos, *foovouia mohitied. Isonomia. Studien zur Gleichheitsporstel-
lungen tm griechischen Denken, Bepoiivo 1964, 3.

3. Br. onu. 1. TIpP. H. v. Armin (Platos Jugendialoge und die Entstehungszeit des
Phatdros, “Apoctepvray 1967 (Enavéxdoon) 34), 6 Omolog déyerar Tov Ilpwraydpa dg
RpdTO Ypovind Srdroyo Tob rdrwva. ‘Orwedirote & Hpwraydoas yedetnxe moly &m0 TO
387 (dvorypa THg TAxadnulag).

4, Ba, ‘Hpéd. VI 43, TIpB. Vlastos 3 onu. 6, Tlavépn 477.

5. Awoy. Aadpr. X 8. TIpB. I. Iavépn, To mpbéfBinua «Aedhmrogn, "EAAnvixa 32 (1980}
37 .t

6. Bx. Usener fr. 171, 172, 173.

7. "Abyv. VIII p. 354c.

8. BA. B. Luria, Anfdnge griechischen Denkens, Bepoiivo 1963, 158 onu. 312,
145,
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1. Bi. Sefodina 1lavépy, T mpéffinua «Aebuinrocy, 39 x.c.

2. Bx. Awoy. Aaépr. IX 41, J. Davison, Protagoras, Democritus and Anaxagoras,
Classical Quarterly 47 (1958) 39, 8. Luria, Wann hat Demokrit gelebt?, Archie fiir
Geschichte der Philosophie und Soziologie 38 (1928) 205 x.&., A. Lesky, Geschichle
der griechischen Literatur, Bépvn-Mévayo, 1963, 368,

3. Ba. J. Paneris, Die Staatsphilosophie Demokrits, Diss., Buévwvr 1977, 46 x.£.
TIpR. <65 {Siou, Beitrage zur Emendation und Erklirung demokritischer Fragmente,
Dihocopia 7 (1977) 236 x.£.

4. Usener fr. 173 {=Crameri Anecd. Paris. =. 1 0. 171, 31).

5. Bernays 193.

6. Bildung (Bernays, 8.7.).



I. P. Tlavépn, ‘O Stdroyog tob "Aptovotréin Ilegl maibelag 219

’8 AY AY M 3 /1 II — ’ - fl‘- b > A e 2 Y 3 /
eidwa v ™y &ywynt. Iwrebovpe 611 xod adty) 9 yvdun tov elvar adfatoetn
14 3 ~
vevirevon. ‘O *Apistotéhng pholos a1d Sidhayé Tou «llept mardetogn nal 1d
\ 3 UA 4 \ 3 ~

TV GywYh, 6Twg TeondmTer &N THY &MY Thvpoposia, Tob [Tholtaoyov, Ewou
e 3 ~

6 ’Aptarotéing Bewpel v modwualeain altia olyyvorcd—napatiorey, wol

!

avagéoztal o xafopd madaywyudy Swduacte, Snwe wpondnTer nal and
’ ~ - ~ -

ov wpbhoyo Tob [Thodtapyov: adtds 16 moddan dmopidv (...) Smemiumiaro xal

T0ic raipows ueredidov.

Méc dxnifiooet dnwodAmore % xaradiny, T7¢ modvudbeiag &md Tov mworu-
nabéstepo Stavonty 100 wbopov. Ilgémer va deytobpe &1t & *ApioToTéine év-
voolice THY GvopyavmTY GUGGEMEENGY YvKcemy. ~EEddhou ¢ moduwoes *AgteTo-

¥ L) £ 3
Tehng elva andpa dg Eva Bxbud Sepdvoc ut t6 Sdouart Tou wal—ytaTi SyL—
nal & EAROUG dndumn dLavonTEs mpoYEvésTepols Tou oL wdmoles dmédels Toug

’ R
v Bolonovy chugpuve. "Eral v modupdben (modvmpaypostvy) yis tov 1Tha-
v Eumtodiler tny Epevva ThV aitidv: ofite molvmoayuovelv Tag aitias fper-
vovregd. Hapadosrara 4 moiuudbzia 8¢ srpaiver wal moddvowar. "Exar & “H-
parhertog Tpéitos B el molvualin voov Eyewy od Siddoxet. ME 6 18w nvebua

! \ ! N e 7 A} \ A ! !

noradiwdlet Thv mohupdleia wal ¢ Anudxpitoc (oL YLk THY mohupépeld ToV
R ! 3 3 . 5. * 2 3
saoaxTneloTine mpoapLoToTEMXOS CApiatotéinc®): moluvoilny, ob molvualiny
doxéewy yorit. moklol modvualées véov odx Exovany?. “H xaradixy the moruudbetog
€ I 3 \ 3\ s I 7 ' \ ' 4 ! \ A 7
Emopévems amd Tov "AptoTotéhy, Beloxer 0 Sialwo g péoo 6T Sdreyd Tov.

Avotuyds 88v elvar Suvatd va E€poups mepLochTepa Yo TO TERLEY GUEVD
Toh Shbyon adtob, wod ydbrxe.

"Onws Ehot ol Stdhoyor 00 "Agtototédn Erot nal 6 «llept maedelogn avh-
uz, ota £pye mob dmevbBlvovtar ot mhatdrtepo wowd wol ta elye Exddoet 6
i8io¢ 6 "Agiototérng. Elvan of &dedoudvor Adyor, oi éEwtepinol, mod dvridia-

!~ 3 \ 3 PIANY 3 by 3 ! ) 4 A} A
oTéhhovTal &R TV do and Tic mapaddoeig Tou 616 Avxetov, Todg xata gLio-

/ ’ 8 ¢ N/ 5 o €/ o ’ A
gopiav Adyoved. ‘O Sudhoyog adtdg weobmobérer, drwg mioTedovue, THv wout-

1. kEirziehung (Bernays, é.%.}).

2. TzP. E. Berli, La filosofia del primo Aristotele, T1ad0Pa 1962, 452: .. .saperc
(rorupdOera) come causa di confusione.

3. g, Nopor 821 a. 11p8. 6.7 811 a, 819 a.

4. DK 40. TpB. DK 32, 41 (: &v =6 copdy). *A0%v. XII1 610b, Atoy. Aaépr. VIII 6,
IX 11.

5. W. Nestle, Vom Mythos zum Logos, Ztoutydpdn 1940, 205: Demokrit war ein
Aristoteles vor Aristoteles.

6. DK 65.

7. DK 64.

8.HO. K93, 1217 b, 18-23, Eddnuoc fr. 7 Ross (: & xowd... Adyovs), Ilomr. 1454b
17, IToi. 1282 b 19. TIpf. Zeller-Nestle 201, F. Ravaison, Das Problem der exoteri-
schen Schriften, Friihschriften des Aristoteles, Hrsg. von. P. Moraux, Ntdpuotat, W.
B. 1975, 1 ».t., P. Moraux, Frihschriften des Aristoteles, Einleitung VIII, II. Diels,
Uber die exoterischen Reden des Aristoteles, Friihschrifien des Aristoteles 37 %.t.
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devtind) mpdky. "Erol meémer va yodotre dvducon otk 346 xol 342 n.X., oy
6 "Apiototéhng, wplv dudpa Spdoet td «Adxetovn (335 w.X.), Stduoxe o)

Zy ol Tou o7hy "Acco (346-343 7.X.) %) o) Muriddvy (343-342 7.X.).
‘A I. P. ITANEPHZ

H ZYMMETOXH TON AAIAPTIQN ITA TITQIA

2Zta modhamha émitebypata 1ol mpbooatou Pifrtov tob Paul Roesch
i 0 Bowwtia (Etudes béotiennes, Mapicr 1982) TROGYPAPETAL %ol 7
droxaraotacy uls oAb Sucavdyvworys dmiypadic ({nolopatos) &md THv
‘AMapro (108 téhoug Tod 3ou m.X. al.), THg dmolag T wiplo cdpa ot véo Ex-
Soonl &yer O¢ &g (Etudes, o.205):

émibel & mohis > Anpnfe|ieinfv] mof]o-
5  yelag drnooreliaca . . .
7 mapxall utv tav ndiw “Apwafoviow 8 ]wg
Bovaiay covvredei év 16 [*A JBavic *lro-
viag xn Aws Kapa[id ] tepévfe], akfoi 6é]
neuméuey G wolwog innféac] [év vov] afyad vfa]
11 zov amo reléwv &v 10 Irwiov afy Jove
14 ... 0e[0]6ybn ©o
ddpw vdg te Qovoing sovvteléfuey Targ dvre -
16 vovvyavovras éni dafpo JxAfe]ioc dvdfoywes]
[%]7) amoddoln Body Sotic mapeoyé[0]ew wfot]
18 7w¢ ravdmragt . . . (ot 20) . . . 7ov 8¢ dp-
21 [y]ovtd T ans vdc mdAios x1) T [re]-
[0 popodlaxas mageiuey x1) covvmoumay [meu -
nEUEY KT

‘H onpacie 1ol xeipwévon adrol, rmg mpoxdmrer dnd v EEovuytoTin
dvdruon Tob éxdéty (adtébi, oo, 203-255), elvor moAd peydrn Téoo Yo TV
lotopta yevixa tF¢c Botwtiag 60 xal yid iy lotepla eldiva tév Hrwlmy, <F¢
YOOTTG YLopTHE 676 Opdvupo legd el CAméAhwva xovta oty TAxpatoeta,
dEaitiag Tob mwhobTov nal THe mowthiag TAvV mAneogoptdv Tou, Tig dmoleg 6

1. ‘H &mypagy elye npwroexdolel dnd tov C. Vatin (BCH 92, 1968, 616-24). Ot
Sxpopts TV V0 Exdbocwy elvar T860 anuavTiés, Tod SuoxohedeTarl xavels v& dvayvepioet
& mpbuetton yid T I3to xelyevo.
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Roesch gupetarrederar atd BiBrio Tou ut Tpémo cuoTHuaTING Hal edydpLsTo.
Karotes dotéco Emipuadiels Snpiovpyel xata 1 yvawy gov 1 yeviny o0y
g Epunvelag Tov. Pavedletar dnrady 6 Roesch dg éE%¢ 76 ioTopind mAaiaro
tob ¢nplopatog adtod tav Alptiov: ‘Amestalpbvor 1év CAxpuipéwv
> 4 1 < ! by kA ! o~ 1 4 > by M 2
wavayyERhouy» 6tods “Alaptiovs Tov dywve tév Iltwiny Sotepa dd v dva-
véwah; Tov (228-226 7.X.) xahdvTag Toug V& GLRUETEGYOUY OTlE £0pTROTIRES
Endnhdoes Exelvor dmodéyovtan T mpdoxinoy ut fva TedTo YrpLoud Toug
xal o7t ouvéyex wé Eve dedrepo Yplopa, O mapumdve, ravovilouy Ta wpw-
TURG PETPX YO T7 GUUUETOYH Toug a1 yropth (BA. Eludes, xuplowe 6. 236
®.8.). 210 cevapo moeoatiletar xal wlo Aemropépeia (adtéhr, oo 208-210):
M v edxoupla 9g Emonédeng Toug oty “AMasto of meéoBeig TV TAxpar-
ptéav xaholv Todg oixodeondteg v teréoovy pall Buola o éva Tépevos T
‘Andprov. ‘H hemroudpsia adty EEdyetar dnd Todg o1, 7-9.
(H € ? > 7 A b A t bl ~ 7 b
Epunvela adty, xal eldiwd 6 cvoyetiopds Tob Ynolouwatog dmoxhet-
ot ué Tov avavewuévo dywve Tév Hrtotav, 3iv texunpiavetat, voplle, ué
\ 3 7 3 3 e > A ~ 3 ~ A 3 o~
metaTiXg Emuyetphpata. CTANG 9 avdmToly TGY Gvtiheyidy ddv elvar Tob ma-
pbvtoc. "Edd meptopilopat o8 Eva oy dhto Yid TV TRpaTdve «heTTowépetan %ol
ot dvdyveoyn Ty otiywy 20/21.
‘O Roesch évromilet ) Ousia med dmatvicoovtar of o1. 7-9 oty "AMap-
To, 8mov xal dvalnTel 0 tépevog TGV dVo Beottwv (Etudes, o. 208 x.&. )t
Dot Bpeg dmoxdeletal % "Axpaigeia, dmov udhota Infoye (BA. «dté0:, o.
105 %.8.) tepd 163 Awdg KaparoB; "Oye pévo 3&v boloratat cofupds Abdyog v
dmoxelotel adTY 7 WOAY, dAha lowg Oa Empeme adthv mpdita v oxeprolus.
Alrd dmPdideton xal &md Thv xowdh cuvieta (6 olxodeombTyg noTd xavéva
«rapaxarely, dnrudn Tpooxradel, 6TO oTitL Tou) Kl TEOTUVTOE & T Aoy
700 Ynplopatos, 8rov 7 umwapdxincicy (meB. o1. 7) dupaviletar d¢ 6 mpdTog
avTireipevindg 61oy0¢ tig mpeafelag. Ol gEatpetinés wepimtdioeg oL Emna-
reltar & ouyypavéag (Etudes, o. 210) elvar mohd Swxpopetinés, amoreiohv
A < A 3 Ay 3 7 \ M A -~ b
Snhady amide E0woTumines Endnhdicelg watd ) Sidpxeia SimhnpaTindy Era-
~ AY ~ A ~ € ! Y 3 ? hY hY A
pév. Adv 0a pmopoloe va cuvteheltar %) Duale oty *Axpaipela mwpog Tiuny Bé-
Bora tév Yo OeothnTv dAAL oTO TAaiclo widc OMOLACSTTOTE JLopYAVOGEWG
~ 4 . ¥ 1 o 4 3 ’ A \ 7 \ A ’
zov Hrotov; Elva yvoots 8t wla dpyala yiopty div tedelwve pd w5 Busla
otvy ipopevy xdbe gopa Bedtyra, dmme 86 6 TATbMwy, drra mepthdufove
xol TOMES Trpbpoles Tehetés Tpog TNV dAAwy Oedv (elduea yid ta It

1. ‘O Roesch (o. 208) Swxtumdver bg £E7g td Emuyelonpd tov: «..étant donné que
le décret a 616 pris & Haliarte, I'absence d’indication de lieu implique que c’est a Ha-
liarte méme qu’on sacrifie aux deux divinités, a l’invitation des ambassadeurs. C’esl
certainement un écho du sacrifice d’hospitalité offert & 1a maison qui les héberge par
des hdtes de passage».
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B, .y, IG VII 2712)L. Qo pmopodoape ocuvendic va bmobéosoupe mie of
3Vo mhhetg, Exovrag Thavig el Evdiagpépov N widk yix oV Afe (F " Axpal-
peia) xal 7 &AA (9 ‘Arlaprog) yia v "Alnvd, cuvreioly 13 Busix mpede Todg
ToAobyovg Dol Toug pE v ednaupta Tig yropTig Tob ITrdou *Améihwvo.
‘H wovy dmodraln O Frav dre 38 Swbérovpe My poptupla mohg 6 iepd
700 Atdg Kopatol oty “Axpatpeia grrofevolice, drnmg dEayetar and 7o bn-
pLop, ag «avyvaovn xal Ty Trovie *Abnvd, Ak 7 Emedraly adth dtv elvon
coBapt), dv Anelet Omodm 7 peydry, Suddooy ti¢ hatpelag s fedg oty Boww-
Tiot.

Qe mpdg 1O Ao ywplo Tob mpoavapéplnxe (ot. 20/21), adtd galverar
ndg mpoBinudtice Evtova 1oy xdbty (BN Etudes, oo. 248-49), daha ud
Mo mod tehixd mpotiunoe—o6 Roesch (adtdli, 6. 206) pstagpdler 6¢ EEFc
76 ywpto: «l'archonte, au départ de la cité, et les tethmophylaques se-
ront présents et accompagneront la procession»—=&yt pévo d@hHveton Guv-
Tor TG LETEWPO TO T(€), A nal xaTarfiyouue notpale 616 uaiiov anifavo
ovumépacuo 811 & pywy THe ‘Ahdprtou 63nyel wla moumy (dvebdptnTy &7d
Ty wopte @y Iltwlov;) drd thv wéiy tou &g 16 [ltdo («rpelg 3 téooepic
peg mopetan ). Ki §uowg 6 Roesch dnogidleran 19 cwoty dvdyveorn, dia
yia v& THv anopplyel, ypdpovrag (o. 249): «On pourrait enfin songer 4 cou-
per les mots ainsi: tov 3¢ &pyov (sic) & T &nd Tdg mwohiog nTA.; certes, I’ar-
chonte est appelé &pyoq a la 1. 23; mais rien, par la suite, le repond a v«
7c et la construction de T est impossible». YOt 4 dvdyvmon adth, ué dibp-
Bwan wévo Tob tévou (Tov 0 doyoy Td T’ dmo wtA.), elvar ) Evdederypévy oul-
veto, voutle, eduoha, dpnel v xataAdfovpe GWETA TO OVGLAGTIXOTOLUEVO
gumpéleto Tol otiyou: Ta dme Tds mdliag, dvvesiton meumbpEva. ZTHY TOUTY)
16v [totwy, cdpeanve pd todg ot. 20 x.&., Talpvovy wépog &md TNV Theupa
<6y “Ahaptiov 6 doyds, Emevta Ta (meumdueva) dmo tds méAiog, Smrady ol
immele (mpB. o1. 10)2 xal 16 B8t (mpP. o1. 17), nat Téhog of Bespogiianes.

‘H ouvifeia vé osuppetéyouy gloompues ot £0pTasTindg mouTes ol GvTL-
npocwneieg (Bewple) TdV mhhcwy, pé Tic dmapyés Toug TP Tlg TLLMUEVES
tomtnés BedtyTeg civan BéBata mohd yvwotn. Of ‘Eputovelg, m.y., xahtolvrat
ovusoumevew xal dyew Boiv otd X0évern tav "Acwaiov (IG TV 679) xal ot
*Endadetol Enirpémouy 16 feof o Juata (vo) véw’ Aorvmal[ ar]éwv mépmea[Oar]
oty 1@ v Emidaveiow [mou[nd xal §dew tois feofis Toig] év ’Emidaoe

(o060 917).
I. . XTEQANHX

1. T1pB. Etudes, o. 244.
2. M Emuxequiiic, mBavdic, Todg moieudpyous (mwpB. ot. 23).
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PROPERTIUS 2. 32. 5-6!

cur ita te Herculeum deportant esseda Tibur?
Appia cur totiens te ¢ia Lanucium?

5 cur ita te Richmond: Curua te N: Cur uatem cett.: cur tua te Baehrens: curnam te
Housman deportantes sed abitur ¥ 6 Lanuvium Jortin: dicit anum NF,: ducit
anum F,LPDV: ducit anus V,V,

The solutions suggested for the MSS curua te and cur uatem involve
slight palaeographical change, give satisfactory sense and, claiming al-
most equal plausibility, have been enshrined either in the text or the
apparatus criticus of the editions. In the case of the Propertian text,
however, euphoria over effective remedies is bound to be dogged by a
feeling of uneasiness; perhaps the letters curua, shared by all the MSS,
represent the remnants, not the distortion, of the true reading.

In 4.8 Cynthia is on a similar excursion. In 2.32 she rides an esse-
dum, in 4.8 a for more pretentious carpentum. The similarities between
the two occas'’'s leap to the eye: the route is the same in both; the pre-
text is a religi s pilgrimage; the context that of unfaithfulness; in both
Cynthia 1s in . ‘rantic haste, is sexually-driven but drives hersell.

In 4.8 she .s gquite a sight as she leans forward from her seat right
over the yoke-pole (or over the edge of her gig) shaking the reins and
daringly steering her course amid rough places

spectaclum ipsa sedens primo temone pependit,

ausa per impuros frena movere locos

(1L, 21-2)
— a striking visual concept of an impetuous Cynthiabent on her escapade
and over her vehicle. It is obvious that the poet visualizes a posture
that would be neatly and economically conveyed by the adj. curva. He
did not choose to use it here but he may have opted for it in 2.32.5. 1f
he did he may well have followed his own bent or remembered Vergil’s
curvus arator (Eclogues 3.42). No obscurily arises from the use of this
word in 2.32.5 and the degree of co-operative imagination the poet
exacts from his readers is not higher than in the case of Prop. 4.7.27,

denique quis nostro curvum te funere vidit

—a unique visua! effect. 1 cannot help feeling that Propertius somehow
relished this word which twice (2.32.5 and 4.7.27) spearheads the impact

1. Barber’s text, Oxford 1960.
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of a highly compressed visualization. It is after all a word which would
endear itself to someone who makesa point of snubbing straight forward-
ness.

Two last points. First, if curvam was the true reading in line 5 it
may have given rise to the MSS anum or anus in the next line. After
Lanuvium (if that 1s the true reading) had been miscopied a scribe faced
with the debris of the proper name grasped at curvam and came up with
curvam... anum, a combination reasonable in itself (cf., for instance, Prop.
2.18.20 ipsa anus haud longa curva futura die), even if unwelcome in
this particular context.

Second, is it possible that curvam, used as it is here of someone gal-
loping towards unfaithfulness, is meant to suggest by contrast the pur-
suits of a recta puella, ut possis curvo dignoscere rectum? Should we
then read

nam guid Pracnesti dubias, o Cynthia, sortis,
quid petis Aeaei moenia Telegoni

curvamque Herculeum deportant esseda Tibur?
Appia cur totiens le via Lanuvium?

Instead of four successive questions in a staccato manner we now have
a double question flanked on either side by each of a pair of simple ones.

ambridge THEODORE D. PAPANGHELIS
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ANTIKE SCHOLIEN ZUR ANTHOLOGIA GRAECA-PALATINA
Curae secundae

Im AnschluB an meinen Aufsatz mit dem o.g. Titel, in: “Eidnpuxo
33(1981) 374-381, welcher den «einleitenden» Teil (s. S. 375, a.a. O.)
des Scholiasten in die antiken Scholien zur Anthologia Graeca-Palatina
enthilt, werden hier wegen Druckfehlern und Besonderheiten des dort
veroffentlichten Textes im Zusammenhang mit dem Atfischen einige
Berichtigungen und zusitzliche textkritische Bemerkungen! vorgelegt:
(Zu Z.) 15 (lies) *Apyépopov Exdreaev; 17 vixfiong adrdy (richtig im Appa-
rat gedruckt); 31 drobeolobar: ...perwvoudachar; b6 dpyh; 64 871 év; 66 Toic
Iofuot; S.379, Z. 7 v.u. 145 76 wdrbecawn.; 87 77; 90 YrepBopéuv; 96 lotiat
( Druckfehler). 19 étébn dux (vgl. 11.26); 68 ypnorév (vgl. die Plutarch-
Stelle, S. 379 letzte Zeile v. u.); 88-89 {8v'}...¢nevdyly, 80ev; 103 vov wi-
wévra ( Textverbesserungen). 93 {tov) nad "A.; 101 Eore (87 albwy (stili-
stisch besser ).

Aristoteles-Universitit ANASTASIOS CHR. LOLOS
Thessaloniki

1. Ich verdanke sie der freundlichen Diskussion und dem Hinweis von Ilerrn
Professor Dr. A. G. Tsopanakis und Herrn Dr. Daniel Jakob {Universitit Thes-
saloniki), woftir ich beiden danke.
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