NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

ISOCRATES AND ISAEUS: LESEFRUCHTE

A passage in Plato’s Laws poses an interesting problem: #i\wv eimep dve yYuxi,
TPy abTiy & Neyovres dpav oxedov obk dmorevtduefa (898E). Here, for eirep dve of the
MSS, Eusebius gives in a citation e weptaver, which some editors have preferred.
In Studies in Greek Texts ((Gottingen, 1976], p. 138), I conjectured eimep (wept)évyer,
not as a merely mechanical compromise between the two variants, but because
the surrounding language of the Platonic context supported both eirep (rather
than ) and the compound wepiayer (rather than the simplex). At that time I
wrote: “To imagine, as some will, that a collocation such as eirep mepi- was offensive
to the Greeks is idle.” I did not document this statement. Compare now Meno
75C . .. doabrws dropol domep wepl TOD o xHuaros.

Certain passages in Isocrates, some of them themselves presenting textual
uncertainties, will further illustrate such locutions:!

(a) 4. 178 ... Tov 8¢ BapBapov amaons s "Agias deamwdbTny KaréoTnoav,

domep Umep Exelvov TONEuNTAVYTWY NUAY . . .

daomep TE : os cett.

() 5. 33 .. . oloamep (mepl) TGV Takawdy moTebouey
olomep (mepl) Blass : olomep TE : ols mepl cett.

(¢) 5. 127 ... kwdwebeww Umép abTis Omolws Qomwep Umép v paloTa
gmovdaleLs.
domep Umeép TE : ds wepl AIl : domep O

(d) 6. 62 ... duolws dv Vmép TGOV Nulv guupepdvTwy domep (wepl) TGV
avrals Bovevoouévas
&omep (mepl) Benseler : domep T'E : ds wepl cett.

(e) 6. 92 & Spoiws Muiv PpuhoviknTéoy toTiv Umép TG &vfade Yndialn-
oouévwy bomep Umep TV & TOls dwNots dywrwy.
domep Umép TE : ds vmep cett.

(f) 7.33. AN Suolws &appovy Tepl TAY w Sedouévwy Gomep wepi TGV
€vdov amokeluévwy

(g) 8.13 . .. wpogfkoy Vuads Ouoiws Umeép TOV Kowdv Gomep Vmép TOY
idiwy omovdalew . . .

I am grateful to the journal’s anonymous referee for saving me from several errors and for some
practical suggestions.

1. I report variant readings on the authority of the Benseler-Blass Teubner edition and the
Budé edition of G. Mathieu and E. Brémond.

Permission to reprint a note in this section may be obtained only from the author.
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(h) 8. 38 . .. moTepa xphowpar Tals aAnfelats Hhomwep wepl TAY ENNwy, #
KaTagWwmTNow . . .
() 10. 46 . . . Sanumep (wepl) adTod Tod TphyuaTos émipuéNetay émrooarto.

Sonvmep (mepl) Blass: dony wepl OA : Sonrmep TAE?

(4) 15. 104 ... 0uolws Umép TAY ovyyeyernuévwy GHomep Umép adTdY
dvaykatov woetofar Ty dwoloyiav . . .

(k) 15. 160  viv & Imép Tob wn whovrelr Homep TAY peyioTwy AdukmubTwy
amoloyiav del wapaokevaleafar . . .

) 16. 15 .. . kal &s Tepl ZikeNlav éaTpaThyNTEy.
as wepl T' @ domwep wepl A : ds els vulg.

(m) 19. 19 . . . Nyobuevos Ouolws ue Setv Vmép éxelvwy Kkwdvvebew Gomep
Umep éuavrod.

(n) 20. 21 ... &N Gs Umép adTod dikbfwr, obTws €kaoTos Vudv oloer THY
Vigor.

ws vmep T' @ Domep Imép cett.

Inspection of these passages permits us to state at once that a careful Greek
stylist did not find the repetition of rep, in such collocations as dowep wepi/vmép, an
offensive sound. Even when full account is taken of the variant readings in some
of these passages, the evidence in the aggregate leaves no reasonable doubt of
this. Isocrates’ usage is particularly significant here. He is an exceptionally “fussy”
writer; if such sounds were not avoided by him, it is a priori likely that less pains-
taking Greek authors would not have been troubled by them. We have seen
above that such in fact was the case with that other most careful writer of Greek
prose, Plato.

Remark next how very susceptible to mechanical corruption (haplography,
dittography) these letter sequences are. In the majority of the examples given
above there are variants (examples a, b, ¢, d, e, i, I, n); these variants clearly
represent unintentional slips, not conscious changes. Note especially item /, where
the variant édorep must be a dittography, since it makes no sense in context (os
here is the conjunction). Nor is corruption confined to the preposition wepi with
its exact correspondence of letters (domep wepi ~ ds wepi ~ domep). dwép in such
phrases also readily creates confusion (domep dmép ~ ws vrép ~ domep); see items
a, e, n.

These examples provide a minor, but striking, illustration of the folly of blind
reliance on the MSS. My conjecture at Leg. 898E, whether correct or not, remains
a conservative proposal, despite its abandonment of the MSS. I consider now
several of the passages from Isocrates listed above.

(1) 6. 62 (= example d). Read . .. dpoiws &v tmep Tav Huiv ovupepbvTwy bomep
(bmép) 7@y abrals PBovhevoouévas. Benseler correctly saw that a preposition had
fallen out, but his (repi) seems a mechanical choice based on the ductus litterarum

2. Sic the Budé editors; Blass records the reading of I' as 8oqv wept. For my purposes here it
suffices to demonstrate that (1) such locutions do propagate variants and (2) what form such

variants regularly take. The particular distribution of variants among MSS in a given case does not
affect the argument.
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of the variants (&omep: s mept). The reason that mepi would be incorrect here is not
that this preposition is objectionable in itself. It is not.? But with dorep Isocrates
repeats the same preposition; see examples ¢, ¢, g, j, m (dwép) and f (wepi).

(2) 15. 160 (= example k). Read viv &' imép 70D un whovrety domep (vmép) TAw peyioTwy

adiknubTwy dmohoyiay el wapackevafesfar. . . . Compare especially 15. 104 (= ex-
ample j).

(3) 20. 21 (= example #). Read, against I' and recent editors, . . . &AN &omep
Umép adrod dwafwr. . . . Not as, but domep, “as it were,” “just as if,” is the effective

word here. For &owep cum participio in Isocrates compare 4. 178 (= example a)
Homep Umép ékelvov moheunaavrwy Nudv; 4. 86 domep &v &XNorplais Yuxals péNhovres kivduved-
ogew; 4. 179 domep wpos Tov Ala Ty xdpav veuduevos &AN' ob wpds &vfpbmouvs Tas ouvbikas
wowobuevos; 10. 49 oi uév "ENNqres obrws fyavikrnoar domep S\gs tis ‘ENN&Sos mwemophnuévns.
Note that in these passages a judgment on the part of the subject is involved, as
in 20. 21 (domwep . . . obrws &aaros Vudv oloer THy Yigor). For an explicit instance of
this sequence (&orep cum part.—obrws —judgment) see 6. 106 domep olv & kowd Bedrpw
Tév ‘ENMppwy dudols ENeyxov ékaoTos Uudv [same subject in 20. 21] 7#s adrod ¢ioews,
oirw Siakeigbw v yrduny; similarly 9. 29; 15. 71.

The preference of the editors for s rather than dowep in 20. 21 seems based on
the auctoritas of T', an undeniably valuable codex. It has, I hope, bxcome apparent
what manuscript aucforitas is worth in dealing with this set of stylistic problems.

II

KailtoL Setaluny av . . . 6n Tekevrioar Tov Blov . . . udXhov § iy wolvmhaoiw xpévov,
Epoplv obTws adriwy [sC. TAw TAY Noywy peNérmy] domep viv Tap’ Vuly pepouévny.

[Isoc. 15. 177]

“rorvrhaciw I' Bk.: mo\d mheiw cett. M alim woN\am\éoov, sicut exstat 6. 8.”” Blass. The
same change occurred to me; the evidence for it is more than Blass indicates:

3.34 ... alpobuar uera Sikatoobvns THy éuavrod [sc. xdpav] wévov Exew palhov 4
unera kaklas moANamhagiav Tis Umwapxotons krhoacfac.

6. 8 ... oluny v dmofavely . . . uaNNov §) moANawAdagwov xpbvov (v . . .

12. 58 ... Zmapridras 8¢ uera Ty frrav und & woAkamhaciw xpoévw Suvnlévras
KaTaogTioatr apds abrols els Ty adryy €w . . .

These parallels are supportive, but, of themselves, naturally not decisive. What
tips the scales is the fact that woAamrhdows is a common word in the classical
period (also attested for Herodotus, Thucydides, Antiphon, “Hippocrates,”
Alcidamas, Xenophon, Aristotle), whereas, apart from the MSS at Isoc. 15. 177,
rohvrhaciwr is not found before the end of the second century B.c. (SIG, 711
L 11); the only other example cited in LSJ is from Themistius. The by-form
mohvmAaaos is also late; LS] s.v. cite Anth. Pal. 6. 152 (Agis), LXX 2 Matt. 9: 16,
Alex. Aphr. De an. 123. 33, T hem. Or. 6. 74C. E. Schwyzer, Griechische Gram-

3. Contrast, for example, 5. 127 (example ¢) Umép dw . . . omovdafers with 12. 235 wepl dw av
orovdafwot and 15. 177 wepl &v §71éy poL omovdadaar mpooiker. On the increasing interchange-
ability of vwép and mwepl ‘“from the fourth century B.c. onwards,” see K. J. Dover, Lysias and the
Corpus Lysiacum (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1968), p. 14, n. 13. For a number of examples of vrép
and mepi confused in MSS see Wyse on Isaeus 3. 55.
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matik? vol. 1 (Munich, 1960), p. 446, specifically contrasts such forms with
moMarNdoios, remarking ‘“‘erst spit wovwh-.”’

mohvrhaciw in Isoc. 15. 177 should therefore be recognized for what it is—a
scribal trivialization. Such also is the variant ad loc. 7o\d wAsiw (not a mechanical
confusion of uncial TTAACIQ and TTA€IQ: at Isoc. 6. 8 the comparable trivializa-
tion mo\d wAelova OCCurs as a variant to woAhawAdowor).

III

. v 8¢ TOAw THAkalTny TO peyefos émolnoav kal T Suvduer kal Tals ANNais kaTa-
okevals doTe ToUs @paokovras adTiv dotv 1is ‘EAN&dos elvar kal TowalTais vmepBolals

eifiopévovs xprnofar Sokelv dAnd7 Neyew.
[Isoc. 16. 27]

““76 péyefos add. T' Bs. Sed praeterea ante xai i (propter spowokbrapkrov) excidisse puto
kal Togoiror UmepBaNhovoar vel simile quid.” Blass. Presumably Blass found the
collocation of accusative of respect (¢ uéyefos) and dative of respect (kai 5 Suvépue
xkai Tals &\\as karaokevals) offensive. Hence his proposed s upplement. Blass rightly
avoided the facile solution of printing the shorter text of the other MSS, which
omit 76 uéyefos. Even though T alone preserves these words, they are guaranteed
by the fact that the adjective rm\wobros is often qualified by 76 uéyefos in Isocrates:
3. 23; 4. 26, 136; 5. 98, 151; 9. 19, 29; 11. 5; 12. 68, 70, 117, 196; 14. 33; 15. 3,
115, 257. Note also that in 4. 26 the words rmAwad6’ . . . 76 uéyefos and xai rs &AAns
karagkevils occur in the same paragraph.

The fuller text may seem to some awkward Greek, but it certainly can be
rendered into English without violence: . . . and they made the city so great in
magnitude both in respect to its power and in respect to its other assets. . ..” In
similar passages elsewhere Isocrates exhibits comparable fullness and variety of
expression:

9. 47 . . . wpods TobTOLs Kal xWpov WOANY TpooekThoato kai Telxn mwpoomeptefélero
kal Tpuipets vavryynoaro kal Tals dNNats kaTaokevals obrws nbEnoe THy TONw
woTe undeutds &y ‘ENNqvidwy droheneldplar, kal Sbvauw Tooalrny éveroinoer
@oTe ToNNoUs poBetafar Ty wpbdTEPOY KaTappovolvTwy abTHs.

4. 136  4NNd mepi pév Tdv KukNddwy viowy duuofnroiuer, Tosabras 8¢ 16 wAifos
moNets kal TnAikabTas 76 péyefos Suvduets olTws ikl 76 BapBbpy Tapadeddkauey.

See also 4. 26-27. Blass’ proposed supplement shows that he understood Isocrates’
tendency to amplitudo in such contexts. Obviously, he disputed not the fullness
of the language here, but its correctness.

The question thus is whether the text preserved in T, with its juxtaposed
accusative and datives, is idiomatic Greek. That can be answered in the affirma-
tive. The collocation of an accusative of respect with a dative of respect is found
from Homer onward; failure to recognize this usage has caused more than one
passage to be misunderstood. I give some examples:#

(1) édugoérepor, vevefi e kal otveka . . . (Il. 4. 60)
(2) éugérepor, GpN6TyTL Kai aldol . . . (Od. 14. 505)

4. See further my Greek Textual Criticism (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), pp. 107-12, where this
usage is illustrated and some of these passages discussed.
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(3) xepoiv Te amebdov xphuaci 7', dupbdrepa (Theog. 980)

(4) €l &' aperd karakeirar Taoav dpyav, / dudbrepoy Samévais Te kal wévois . . . (Pind.
Isthm. 1. 42-43)
(5) wads dravra kal xepai kai Noyowst . . . (Eur. Phoen. 312-13)

6) 4 ... dvig ... % BNeBy # duddrepa (Pl. Grg. 477D)

(7) % ddpois i xépiow % dupédrepa (Pl. Lach. 187A)

(8) Kkare mavra pe dvéravoar capxi e kal mvebpare ((Ignatius of Antioch Ep. Trall. 12. 1)
(9) ... va mavra, doa moeite, KaTevodwdiTe gapki kal Trebuati, TioTew Kal dyamwy . . .

(Ignatius of Antioch Ep. Magn. 13. 1)

Granted that not all of these examples are close parallels (especially the augérepor/
augérepa phrases, which are a set idiom), nevertheless the general principle that
accusatives and datives of respect may be collocated in Greek seems adequately
established. Isocrates 16. 27 should now be regarded as an additional example of
this. In further support of the fuller text there compare the comparable specimen
of amplitudo in Lysias 13. 95:

amodeédekTar 8 Vulv dwavta kal &k TOV YndioudTwr kal & TOY dmoypaddy kal &k TGV
dN\wv amavTwy *Aybpatos v abrols aitios Tob favdTov.

In this passage the accusative dravra is collocated with the & prepositional phrases
(which are analogous in function to the datives in Isocrates); note, as in Isocrates,
the repetition of xai and even the similarity of phrasing: kai é 7&» &\\wr ~ kai 7als
d\\as. Here too the text has been wrongly questioned: Taylor, perhaps deceived
by taking &ravra as a nominative, deleted the word; he was followed by Cobet
and others. They thereby failed to detect the truly Greek flow of the language.
Some may regard the repetition éravra . . . arévrwr as suspicious. Rather, it too
is a sign of deliberate amplitudo; compare Dinarchus Contra Aristogitonem 1:
wavh’, s okev, & *Afnvalol, TpoodoknTéa &oTi kal dkoboar kal idely &v Tals yeyernuévars
amopaoeat favuaouwTaTor 6¢ mavTwy, ws éuol Soket, TO YOy yLyvbuevov. 6 yap movnpdTaTOS
TOv &v Th TONe, udAlov 6¢ kal TAY ENNwy dvlpamwy, 'AploToyeiTwy dadikacduevos kel
KTN.

Note how, after the repeated =&’ ... mévrwr, the orator avoids the common-
place wévrwr &vfpbrwy with 6 wovmpéraros by further expansion: TV & TH TONeL—
dN\wv avbpdbrwrv. This whole phrase is an emphatic periphrasis for ravrwy avfpbrwr;
K. Fuhr, who suggested amévrwr for &é\\wv here (‘“Excurse zu den attischen Red-
nern,” RiM 33[1878]: 574), does not seem to have understood this. Compare
also Plato’s technique in Symp. 220A: . . . wavras tkpare, kal 8 TévTwy Oavuacréraror,
SwkpbTy peflovra obdels mdmore tdpaker dvpbrwr. For another possible avoidance of
whvrwy alplbmwr, see the next section.

v

& Tolvuy TobTWY, & vdpes, kal & adTol ToD wpdyuartos pEdLéy oL yrdvar gov dvaioxuv-
TéTatoL dvfpwrwy elalv odTor.

[Isaeus 3. 72]

Here one ought perhaps to have considered (révrwv) &vfpéomwr. The fuller, and
more usual, expression is found already in Homer, Il. 8. 17 yvaoer' éred’ Soov elui
Bedv kbprioros aravrwy (adduced by Wyse ad loc. to illustrate the use of 8osov in
Isaeus—which, incidentally, he wrongly questions). For parallels in Isaeus, see
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8. 13 obros 8’ 6 wéwTwy dvatoxurTéTaTos dvbplorwy KTN.; frag‘ 28 kal obros & wavTwy dvbpdmwy
axer\ubraros; frag. 4 viv 8¢ po. mavTwy Tpayudrwy Nvmnpbérator guuBéBnker. Omission of
mévrwr before &vwp (the normal abbreviation of &vfpédrwr) would have been easy.
Compare Isoc. 17. 23 . . . Bpaciraros amwévrwy dvbpomrwy &yévero; here, in fact, aravrwr
has fallen out in the majority of MSS (preserved in T and E). There are, to be
sure, passages where the simple genitive without wérrwr occurs: I1. 11. 248 épideixeros
avdpdv; Ar. Pax 736-37 épiworos . . . avfpdmrwr; Pl. Phd. TTA kaprepdratos avfpomrwy
éoriv. So possibly Dem. 24. 124 (see the app. crit. and compare 37. 49). The ques-
tion is particularly complicated by Isaeus 5. 35: dua 8¢ xai mhotowor kal movnpbraror
abTov SvTa vfpdmrwy dmodeltw kal els THY wOAw Kkal els Tols wpoofkovTas Kal eis Tols pilovs.
This may well be confirmation of the MSS in 3. 72. But here too omission of
mavtwy before avov (and after dvra) cannot be excluded.

It is relevant to direct attention to two different meanings of wavres &vpwmor.
The literal sense, “all human beings,” omnes homines, needs no elaborate docu-
mentation. Suffice to quote the opening of Aristotle’s Metaphysics: wévres dvfpwmor
Tob eldévar dpéyovrar dioe. What seems little recognized, and apparently missing
from the lexica, is a secondary meaning which wavres dfpwro developed. This
expression came to signify simply “everybody”’ in a much looser, narrower sense,
which by no means included all mankind.? Plato Symp. 179A is a good illustration
of how the literal meaning came to acquire a less precise force: . . . kai paxéuevoi
Y’ av per’ &ANAAwr ol TolobToL viker &v dNiyoL dyvTes ws émos eimelv wavras avfplomovs. The
Attic orators themselves offer the best evidence. In Dem. 23. 61 the vaguer
use is followed almost immediately by an example of the phrase employed in
its strictest sense: ... riva vap oloe # dfe Big adikws Xapidnuos; mavras &vhpdmous.
lore yap dhmov 1000’ 87i wavTes ol aTphrTevy’ Exovres, Gv dv olwrTal KpelTToUS éoegfar, dyovot
kal pépovar xphuar’ airobvres. elr’ ob dewdv. . . kal Paveplds mapbvouov, ob pdvor mwapd TO¥
Yeypauuevor vouor, 4NN kal mapd Tov kowdy dmavtwy @wfpdbrwy. . . . Demosthenes pro-
vides some clear instances of wévres &fpwmor used where the literal meaning “all
human beings” would be nonsensical in context. 34. 29 . .. mpocfikér ve Togobro
xpuaioy awodidovta, kal whéov Tob Saveloparos, weptBonTor ToLely &v TG éumopiw, Kal mapakaely
mévras dvlphmwovs, wpdTor 8¢ TOV Talda TOv TolTOU Kal TOV rowwvéy. 34. 31 oV & &wri Tod
woANoUs paprupas TobTwy moielobar mavras avfpamovs Navbavew émeipw, Gomep &dkdy TL.
55. 6 érdettal vé o e maow avbpbmois xapddpar ologar, wa un Noyw mbvov, Homep vov,
&AN &y Tov TaTép’ ddikodyr’ amépawes. See further 23. 156, 211; 45. 64. Lysias also
employs this idiomatic turn of expression: 12. 60 wofwsduevor 8¢ wéavras avpimous
&r’ ONébpe Tis TONews, kal woNeis émbyovTes kal TeeuT@vTes Aakedaiuoviovs Kal TGV Tuupdx WY
ombaovs ébvavro wetoar kT 16. 15 . . . Yorepos dvexdpnoa 1ob geurod Srepids Tod TaTW
dvfphmois dehiav dvedikéros. Isaeus himself uses it: 1. 40 odk &pa dikata obd’ duiv abrols
guudépovra obdé Tols véuots ouoloyolueva Yndielole e AV uév ouupopdv Tods EyyurdrTw
YéveL Kowwvely drvaykaoere, xpnudtwy 8¢ kataleipfévrwy mavras dvfplomous KupLwTépous L]
ToUTOUS TOLNTETE. T

There is a paradoxical consequence of this frequent occurrence of weakened,

5. The only allusion to this usage known to me is to be found in J. E. Sandys’ commentary on
Demosthenes’ Leptines (Cambridge, 1890), section 33: “rdow &vfpdmous, an exaggerated expres-
sion, meaning simply ‘all the world’ so far as immediately connected with the Greeks. Chers. S,
42; De cor. 72; 51. 13; Lys. 12. 60. Similarly De cor. 48, wdoa % oixovuérn.” Even this definition,

as will appear, is too comprehensive to fit some contexts. The phrase really was capable of a remark-
ably narrow meaning.
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nonliteral, révres dvBpwmor. The genitive plural wavrwr évdpdrwr (and wévrwr alone,
also very common) in conjunction with a superlative probably was not so strong
a hyperbole in Greek as it seems to us (&vaioxvrréraros wavrwy dvbplmwy vel. sim.).
Curiously, the simpler type, with mavrwr unexpressed (&vaioxvvréraros avfplrwr),
quite possibly came to be felt as a stronger, more emphatic expression, precisely
because it was the less common and less trite locution. That does not prove that
mévrwr has not dropped out in Isaeus 3. 72; it does tip the scales of probability in
favor of retaining the MS reading.
\Y
& &L Noumrdy* av apa 86y TL TobTwy DUty TpaTTEw, "Aynvopl Te dnhdaaTe kal Tols ddepols

o . Ned s ’ s ’
OTL MEPOS TL Kal oL €UE TVUYXAVOUOLY WV ere@vpow.

[Isoc. Epist. 8. 10]

Isocrates is here writing to the authorities at Mytilene urging the restoration from
exile of the musician Agenor and his family. Perhaps read . . . xal (7$ marpi kai)
Tols &dehgols. Compare above, c. 1: oi maldes of Apapéws, videls 8’ éuol, maidevfevres
b’ ’Ayfvopos Ta mepl THY wovaikny, &enfnodv wov ypaupata wémpar mwpds duds, dwws av,
tmedn) kal TOY ANNwy Twas KaTnyayeTe puyddwy, Kal TobTor Katadétnade kal Tov warépa Kal
rols 4dehgois. Note that the word order would be identical: Name-Verb—«ai—

Noun-«ai-Noun. The lipography would be of the easiest sort (kal 7¢ ~ xal 7os).

VI

emoknpapévor § udv § uév Njkis Tob kA\pov deypadn . . .
[Isaeus S. 17]
“Suaypagper ausstreichen ist im athenischen Verkehr entstanden, als die Anwendung
der Schrift um sich griff, zuerst wohl é.aypapewr dixnr, die Klageschrift durch-
streichen, wenn sie zuriickgezogen oder sonst nichtig gemacht ist, Wolk. 774,
spiter daher mit éxupoby glossiert. Auf einen Menschen, der nicht zihlt, kiihn
iibertragen. Eurip. El. 1073 eine gefallsiichtige Frau diaypa¢’ ds ofoar xaxfr. Da
reicht notare hin, wie man spiter auch wapaypager sagt.” Wilamowitz at Aris-
tophanes Lysistrata 676, with his customary succinctness. Wyse illustrates the
use of the verb, in all three voices, in his note to Isaeus 5. 17. He adduces there
the Lexicon Rhetoricum Cantabrigiense, s.v. Suaypamtos dikn’ % abry kal Siefvouévn
Neverar, kab’ s loxvoer ) mapaypadi, olov fipln 0 diky’ ob yap elcaywywuds éoTw, RrUpwuErn
Imé is wapaypadpis. Wyse does not cite Hesychius S.V. Ocaypamros Oikn' fiTis Kkal
tteopévn ENéyero. No one has questioned this entry, but it is clearly corrupt (and
probably abridged). Comparison with the Lex. Rket. Cant. entry shows that
&eoptry is doubly erroneous; not only is it a simplex, where a compound is wanted,
it is not even from the correct verb. 6w and téw have been confused; read (8¢)etvouérn.
The omission is due to an uncial (?) haplography, AI falling out after AI. For
further proof, see Hesychius, s.v. dcaypadew. diatbew. dmakeipew. dxvpobv. Anecd.
Bekk. 1. 238. 26 diaypayar 16 dratboar eibbaot Neyew. Ef. Magn., s.v. daypayar &rri.
70D dveNéoBar T EyrkAnua. Neyerar 8¢ diayphyar kal 76 Sratboar. This meaning of diatbewr =
Siayphpew has been missed by LSJ. For a different compound of #w with the
same meaning see the = on Ar. Nub. 774 Sswayéyparrar karétvorar xkrh. (where,
incidentally, some MSS show the false variant xaréteorar). xaraéiw in this sense is
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also missing from LSJ. By contrast, &éeouévos (and detesuévos), of careful speech,
means “polished,” as we learn from Pollux 6. 140-41. Correct LS]J accordingly
S.VV. féw, Sdakéw.

In further illustration of &.eypédn in Isaeus 5. 17, Wyse also cites Pollux 8. 57:
Gypamros B¢ dikn tkaleiTo B Uwd THs Tapaypadis dvarpedeioa kal daypapeioa. The dyparros
sikn, found only here, is clearly the same as the d.ayparros sikn—a suit which has
been “stricken off” the list (scaypageioa) of cases pending by means of the technical
legal procedure called rapaypadh.® (The “dypamros dixn’ should not be confused
with the aypagiov vpag#, a public prosecution [ypass], not a private suit [sixn];
such é&ypagiov vpadai are absolutely irrelevant to the present issue.) Therefore,
either the Athenians had two names for the same legal process (&yparros dikn ~
Suaypamros dixn) or there is a corruption. The corresponding verb diaypapew, which
is both technical in this sense and well-attested, settles the question. Read (5.)a-
ypartos in Pollux. The error is another easy (uncial?) haplography: the preceding
word in Pollux is HaANaAlwe.

VII

dua 7L olv dfiwoels aov Tols dikaoTas amoynpicachar, & Awkaidyeves ; wéTepov 8T TONNGS
ApTovpylas Nehprobpynkas 7§ wONe, kal moANG Xxphuara damavioas CeuvoTépav TNV
woNw TobToLs émolnaas ; f ws TpmpapXx@®v TOANG kaka Tols moNeuiovs €lpyhow ;

[Isaeus 5. 45]

Read moM\& (kai) kaxa. The plural of monis is regularly used with a connective
particle and the addition of «ai is supported by Isaeus’ practice elsewhere: 6. 5
TOANNGY 8¢ kal dewdv Svtwr; 6. 21 moANGY kal kakdv fpter; 1. 4 moAN& kal dewd vmd TobTWY
&duknbeis; 9. 23 moANa k&yafa wafiw vmd OeoppboTov; frag. 4 moANGY mor kal duokdéAwy
ovumrrévtwr. Note particularly moXhols kal kalols xdyaflois in 3. 21; even such a
collocation, which may strike the modern reader as a bit unusual, appears to
have been normal: Isoc. 9. 51 7&v yap ‘EXNfrwr molhol kal kaloi kéyafoi. See also
Isoc. 15. 128 woA\Gv kai wavrodamrdv kal dvokbhwy wpayubrwy.

The causes of corruption in Isae. 5. 45 are obvious. Not simply a mechanical
case of haplography with «ai dropping out before «a (or «at, if one wishes to count
the downward stroke of the kappa). moA\ds Aprovpyias and moANa xpfiuara precede;
a copyist (or even the auctor ipse, as is often forgotten) was conditioned to adjust
unconsciously the syntax of moAXa and xaxa to correspond. For parallels in other
prose authors, compare the following (pauca ex multis): Lys. 13. 95 woANa ké&vyafa
vpds movhoavres; HdAt. 7. 10. 2 woNhods kai é&yabois; Pl. Euthphr. 13E, 14A (bis)
mol\a kal kahé; Grg. 521E moA\a . . . kal kakd; Meno 93A woAhol kai é&yafoi; 93D
moANa kai Oavuaotd; Xen. An. 7. 1. 33 woXNa kai dvabé; Isoc. 7. 17 woXNe kal kala . . .
moNNa kal dewd. (Isocrates, incidentally, seems to prefer moAha kal dewéd to moAN kai
kaxd; see 8. 79, 105; 12. 207; 15. 127.) Dem. 37. 57 (cited by H. W. Smyth, Greek
Grammar? [Cambridge, Mass., 1956], no. 2879) . . . moA\& kal sewvé mérovbas . . . Tév ye
dewd o€ kal mONN' elpyaouévor (on the inversion of the adjectives, compare below).
Note that this normal usage is not confined to the positive degree, Isoc. 12. 60

6. On mapaypadali,see A. R. W. Harrison, The Law of Athens, vol. 2 (Oxford, 1971), pp. 106-24.
On p. 108, n. 2, Harrison quotes Pollux 8. 57 in full without questioning the text.
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TGy wheloTwy kal peyioTwy Tols uév BapBépois kakdy, tols § "ENNpow dyafdv airiav ve-
yerquévny . . . 5 15. 79 mheloTwy kal peyiorwy dyaliv.

The correction moA\a (xai) kaxa in Isaeus 5. 45 seems to me probable because
of Isaeus’ usage elsewhere. But the rule is not an absolute one,” and the grammars
(Kiihner-Gerth 2: 252; Schwyzer 2: 181) and lexica are quite inadequate on this
and other aspects of the treatment of monis in Greek authors. It may be found
useful by some if I take this opportunity to provide more detailed documentation
for the word. For omission of a connective with the plural of wo\is Passow’s
Lexicon s.v. moxs (p. 1012a) cites Aesch. Choeph. 277 woA\e. dvoreprii kaxé, 585
TOANNG u&v v Tpépe / dewa dewdrwy dxn; Aristoph. Eccl. 435 ras uév yuvaikas woAN
dyafa Neyww, o¢ 8¢ / moNNa kakd; Pl. Leg. 620B moNha dyafa kexrnuévos. LS], s.v. wohis
II, 2 quotes the two passages from Aeschylus and adds IG, 12. 76. 45 (Eleusis, fifth
cent. B.C.) . . . Tols 8¢ ralra wowdar / ToOANG dyadé elvar kal ebkapmiav kal wolvkapmiav.
That poetry provides some examples of the rarer phrasing is no surprise; variety
is of the essence of poetic expression. See, for example, I/. 24. 518 and Antimachus
Teius frag. 1 Kinkel moA\a kaxé, and for elegiac poetry, Tyrtaeus frag. 9. 38 Diehl =
12. 38 West mo\he. 8¢ repmva mabiv. Inspection of the two prose occurrences cited
by the lexica reveals poetic coloration in both. In the Eleusis inscription the
language is clearly that of traditional ritual prayers; note the assonance in the
repeated -kapriav. Furthermore, ayafa is here strongly substantival and coordinate
with kai ebkapmiav kal ToNvkapmiav; moANa kai 4yafé would have been most awkward.
It seems obvious to me that moA\a ayafa of the inscription is parallel to the tradi-
tional mavra éyafé ascribed to various deities. See Theopomp. frag. 38 K.; Ar.
Plut. 182-83; Pl. Resp. 471 C. In Pl. Leg. 620B, the words w6AN" &ayafé occur in
a passage where Plato is paraphrasing a poem of Tyrtaeus. It is perhaps no accident
that the phrase is the same as on the inscription; asyndetic 7oA\’ ayafa may well
have been a sacrosanct religious phrase, which occasionally surfaced in certain
“benefaction’” contexts (e.g., Ar. Ach. 633, 641). There is further evidence for
this suggestion, Isoc. 12. 62 ... Aakedaubvior moNNGY &yafdv airior Tols "EXAnat
karéornoav; 16. 16 wOAN' édyafé v wO\w Emoincev; see also 3. 5, 12. 25. This despite
the fact that Isocrates regularly and frequently uses a connective with wéAN-
(e.g., 7. 17 [bis], 71; 8. 4, 12, 79, 105, 145; 9. 51, 54; 10. 29, 69; 11. 28; 12. 44, 60,
90, 128, 149, 175, 207; 15. 40, 79, 98, 103, 127, 128, 138, 168; 18. 31, 45; 19. 50;
Epist. 6. 6.) Elsewhere in Isocrates I note asyndetic woA\a only at 12. 77: . . . rois
"EX\qras & moléuw kal Tapaxals kal moANols kakols dvras . . . Here, as in the Eleusis
inscription (above), the coordination of kakots with nouns (rohéuw, Tapaxais) makes
it emphatically substantival and explains the absence of xai.

Certain other niceties in the use of the plural of wohts, for the most part un-
remarked in the grammars and lexica, remain to be considered. The type xaxa
moA\&, with woAXé following, is not especially rare, but chiefly poetic. The reason
for the omission of xai in such phrases is clear. Adjectives of number and quantity
(woNbs) are by their nature emphatic and therefore tend to precede. Postponement
of moA\& of necessity gives special prominence to the other adjective (xaxa vel

7. Thus, for example, the MSS at Xen. 4An. 3. 4. 2 have moANa 8¢ kaka évduile woifoar
(contrast An. 7. 1. 33) and at Arr. Indica 29. 7 wmoAN& kaka ... waBbévres. Omission of «kal

before kaké is easy enough, but without a detailed study of a given author’s usage caution is in
order.
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stm.) and marks it unmistakeably as a substantive, with moA\& as its attribute.
Compare the English “evils aplenty.” Some instances of this type, exempli gratia:
xaxe, woNka (I1. 9. 540, 22. 380; Hymn. Hom. Ap. 302, 355; Batrach. 110, 179;
Hom. Vit. Herod. 1. 448 Allen (hexameter); Theog. 389, 1213; Ar. Ran. 786).
daidala woNNa (1. 14. 179; 18. 482; Hes. Theog. 581). In prose this type appears
especially in the phrases @\\o. moN\oi, 4\\a woNNé&, for instance: Pl. Cri. 45B;
Meno T6E, 81B, 92A (&\\o. maumorho); Prt. 316E, 340D; [Pl.] Theages 128A;
Isoc. 12. 108, 183, 215. Here perhaps belongs Pl. Resp. 492B afpéor worNoi ( {oi)mrorhoi
Hermann: woNoi del. Cobet). Note that &\Xo. moAhoi can be combined with the
commonest type: é\a moA\a kal wavrodaws (Pl Hp. Mi. 363C); &\\a moANé «al
avpacta (Pl. Meno 93D); &\how moAhol kai cogoi (Pl. Prt. 314C); &\Na 8% woAN& Te
«al avéoa (PL. Resp. 615D). Smyth (Greek Grammar?, no. 2879a) makes an interesting
distinction: “moNNoi kai &\Now means many others also (with xai adverbial). For
many others we find &\No. moXNoi (very common) or wolhoi &\o..”” He gives no
examples. Contrast Od. 21. 251 eioi kai &\Naw moANai 'Axaiides with Hes. Theog. 363
moMai ye uév elo kal dNhar. See further Pl. Prt. 352E woANa yap oluar, épn, & Zakpares,
kal &\Na ol 8p8ds Neyovoww ol &vbpwmor. Od. 3. 113 &\\a 7e wOAN' &mi rols mabouer kaké.
A similar set of phrases is found with rowabra. Pl. Prt. 353D &\\a roiabra woANé;
Meno 7T7TA moM\a roadra (bis). Dem. 38. 21 moM\d rowadra codd. SA: &\ha moAA
roabra cett.; 37. 58 wOAN" &\Na roadra codd. SA: woAA& roradr’ dAAa cett.: &\ha del.
Blass, coll. 38. 21.

Rarely, the type adjective xai moX\a (i.e., the reverse of the commonest sequence)
occurs, Theognis 651 aioxpé 8¢ u’ otk ééhovra Biy kal woAAa diddokers. The two word
orders are by no means interchangeable. B. A. van Groningen’s excellent note on
Theognis 651 deserves to be quoted in full: “xai moAN&: Stobée lit xaxa moANé, ce
qui oblige & considérer aioxps comme épithéte de xaxa (ou inversement); en outre
chez lui aioxpa et moAN& ne sont pas coordonnés par «ai, ce qui est anormal. Ahrens
s’est offusqué de 1'ordre aioxpé kai moANa au lieu de moANa kai aioxpd et a propo sé
«al dehé. Le texte est en régle, bien que ce soit le seul exemple dans Th.; cf. B 213
dKogué Te TONNG Te €lddrs, B 188 makaid Te ToANG Te €l8ds. Bethe a noté avec raison que
cet ordre des mots est plus énergique que 'ordre usuel; il traduit: turpia ac multa
quidem.” There is an example of this same use in Plato Meno 99C: kai vép obrot
&fovaivres Neyovow utv aAn074 kai moAka krA. R. S. Bluck ad loc. comments: “anndi
«ai moAk&. This is not the same as moA\& «ai aAn85. The kai is intensive, so that «ai
moN\é& means sane multa: cf. Phaedo 58d, Resp. 562C, and (with Stallbaum) Elmsley
on Eur. Med. 871. (At Arist. Nic. Eth. 1100b25 r& 8¢ ueydha kal moA& ywopeva
represents d 8¢ ueyaha kal moA\a yiyverat, SO that ueyéha and moANa are predicative
adjectives, and the case is altogether different. In the same section we have moA\as
kal peydhas arvxias.” Bluck’s statement that xal moAN& means sane multa here is
correct; his parallels from Plato are only partial ones, since in those passages the
intensives xai moNoi and «ai mohd are not preceded by coordinate adjectives. His
statement that the Aristotle passage is “altogether different” is wrong. The
fact that the adjectives there are predicative is irrelevant; “cet ordre des mots
est plus énergique que l'ordre usuel.” There is a similar alternative in Dem.
37. 57: moAN& xai dewad mémovfas; . . . TOv ye Sewd oe kal TOANN' elpyaouévor. In Isoc.
8. 105 the variant obrw dewd rai woAha should perhaps be preferred to moAAa xai
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dewa, which editors tend to print. This latter reading looks very much like a
lectio facilior. Compare Isoc. 12. 179 rémous . . . uwkpods kai woXNobs.

VIII

Nvéykaouar uév odv, & dvdpes, dtd 1O un dbvagBar dikny mwap' abrdv Nafelv, THv unTépa
T &uiv & T dvakpiocer 'ApioTépxov elvar adeAgny mwpooypbyachai. ob unv dua TobTO
Yty 7 Siayvwais TTov Tepl abTdy ebkpwis yevnoerar, TaAN'T & 7@y véuwy okomoboy
€l KTA.
& 1§ 4v. Dobree: mpds 7 &v. 17 Stayrwots Scheibe: #de 1 yrwois

[Isaeus 10. 2]

Of taxN't Wyse comments: “The construction is intolerable. The writer of M
boldly changed okomobow to okorduer. Dobree (Adv. 1., p. 307) and Schoemann
ease the sentence by casting out 4AX'. But where did the intruder come from?”
Thalheim accepts the deletion of 4A\’; the presence of this “intruder” has not
been explained. Read

(&AN’) ob wiv 8i6 ToDTO Vulv ) Sayvwats HrTov Tepl alT@v ebkpwis yevhioerat, [GAN']
& TV vOuwy gromovawy el KTN.

&N\’ fell out, as small words so often do, and was later “restored” in the wrong
position. Words and phrases sometimes wander in the MSS; for a fairly clear
example of a small word (vap) so displaced see Galen, De usu partium 17. c. 1
(= 4. 360-61 Kiihn = 2. 448 Helmreich); discussion of the passage in my “Lec-
tiones Galenicae,” RAM 108 (1965): 64-65.

For &N ob wiv see J. D. Denniston The Greek Particles® (Oxford, 1954), pp.
341, 344-45. It may be objected that &\N" ov usv does not occur elsewhere in Isaeus;
neither does ob wiv. One or the other seems clearly necessary here, and &N’ ob uiv
has the advantage of explaining the intrusive A\’ below. The positive counterpart
&A\\é. p#Av is common in Isaeus.?

IX

. &8koduar yap Umd TGV dnuotdv, obs weplopdv uv amogTepobvTas ob pEdiov, &mwéx-
BeaBar 5¢ andes [Sylburg: #déws], ued’ dv avéykn kai (fbew kal) gvvovaias kowds mworelahar
KTA.

[Isaeus frag. 4 Th.]

According to Thalheim there is a ““Jitt. 2 vel 3 rasura’ after avayxy xai in one of
the MSS (F). The supplement (8ew xai) is due to H. Sauppe; L. Radermacher

conjectured (owbtew kal). For this latter, compare Isaeus 8. 15 . .. eire pwps eire
peyéha Bbo, wavraxod mwapfuer Nuels kal cuveBouev. There can be no certainty here.
Perhaps «ai is simply to be deleted as a dittography after -«kn: . .. ued’ dv éavayxn

8. In general, given the great variety of Greek particles and the slender bulk of most of the Attic
orators (including Isaeus), some caution should be used before appealing to the argumentum e
silentio. Consider. Denniston in GP?, p. 29 states: “The authorities note that od unv 4AN& is con-
fined to Attic Greek. . .. They do not go on to observe that its distribution over Attic Greek is
extremely uneven. It is never found (except for the solitary instance of o ujv . . . &A\&) in verse.
I know of but one example in Xenophon; of but one in any orator other than Isocrates and De-
mosthenes (Lyc. 124): and of none in Thucydides. . . .”” Wyse on Isaeus 11. 34 also denies the
occurrence of ob unr ¢ANa in Isaeus. In fact ol ujy @\Né occurs in Isaeus twice: Or. 8. §; frag. 19.
The text is questioned in neither place.
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[kai] ovvovoias kowas moietofar. But if the supplements proposed above are along
the right lines, as well they may be, there is a simpler solution: uef’ &v avayry
(kal Buoias) kai ovvousias xowas wowlofar (or with the nouns in the reverse order).
Compare Isoc. 4. 43 ... elxas ral fuoias kowds momaapévous . . .; 19. 10 . . . obre
Ovoiav obre Bewpiav obr’ NNy &opTiy obdeuiav xwpls &AMIAwy fyouev; Isaeus 8. 16 ...
rabrys [SC. Ths Quoias] Auels éowwrvobuer. In uncials, because of the shapes of omicron
and theta (0, 0), fvsias and -ovsias can be readily confused.

ADDENDUM

In Isoc. 20. 21 (above p. 243) I now think that the anonymous referee, who
preferred &s to domep, is correct. Against the passages adduced in support of domep
see Aesch. 3. 247: &s obv un ubvov kpivovres, &ANG Kai Oewpoipevor, olTw Tiv Yiipor pépere.
The variant &omep is due to the influence of the following smwép.

ROBERT RENEHAN
University of California,
Santa Barbara

ON ETYMOLOGICUM GENUINUM B 120 (65. 7 BERGER)

Bivn® woAes. péuvnra 8¢ Tabrys ‘Hpodbeos kal ¢pnow wvoudolar Urd Bhirmov oikiobetoar
Gmwo TGy & adrfi ovvokiofevTwy pouxdv. odTws *Qpos.

‘Hpofeos A ‘HpA (= ‘Hpwdiavés) B

The name of Orus’ source for the etymology of Bivy as transmitted in A and
printed in the text by G. Berger! is highly suspect. ‘Hpéfeos is a very rare name,? no
author is known to have borne it. It is much more likely that the alternative
reading ‘Hpwdiavds is correct.

The city Bivy is also mentioned in Theognostus’ Ilepi épfoypagias: 76 dia 70b wn
i ToD T ypagoueva v wapaliyovoav SNiyioTa elow’ . . . Bivy 4 wé\is” . . .8 Theognostus’
source here is probably Herodian. In his dedicatory epistle he names Herodian’s
Kafohws mpoowdia as a source for his work;* he cites Herodian particularly often in
the second part of the treatise (canons 143 to the end, the part dealing with
terminations from which the passage just quoted is taken).® Lentz was surely
correct in including the word Bivy in his reconstruction of the Kafohwd mposwdia
on the basis of the Theognostean passage.® It would by no means have been

1. Etymologicum Genuinum et Etymologicum Symeonis (8), Beitrige zur klassischen Philologie,
45 (Meisenheim am Glan, 1972), p. 65. 7; this reading is likewise adopted by R. Reitzenstein,
Geschichte der griechischen Etymologika (Leipzig, 1897), p. 320. 24, where our gloss is rightly in-
cluded among fragments to be attributed to Orus’ ITepl évikiw.

2. Attested IG, 12.9. 1189, line 10 (Histiaea-Oreus; 2nd cent. B.c.): ‘Hpéfeos ‘HpoBéov Xpepu-
el dns.

3. J. A. Cramer (ed.), Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum Oxoniensium, vol. 2
(Oxford, 1835), p. 113. 25-27.

4. Cf. K. Alpers (ed.), Theognostos, IIEPI OPOOT'PAPIAZ. Uberlieferung, Quellen und Text
der Kanones 1-84 (Ph.D. diss., Hamburg, 1964), p. 69. 4 (Alpers here posits a lacuna in which the
names of other sources would have stood).

5. Ibid., p. 27.

6. A. Lentz (ed.), Herodiani Technici reliquiae, Grammatici Graeci 3.1 (Leipzig, 1868), p. 333. 8.
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