
NOTES ON ANAXIMENES' 
TEXNH PHTOPIKH 

FUHRMANN'S work on the manuscripts' of Anaximenes' Te'Xvv- 'P,7O7pcK, finally 
made public in his Teubner text (Leipzig, 1966), has left the ground clear for 
critical operations. A solid start was made by Spengel and Kayser (for refer- 
ences to their contributions, and to those of other scholars, see Fuhrmann, 
pp. xlvi-xlviii, whose abbreviations are used below); but that there are still 
serious flaws in the text has recently been shown by R. Kassel2 (Philologus 1967, 
122-6). The main purpose of the following notes is to air difficulties, some 
afresh, some for the first time. 

p. 9. 4-I I To uLeV ov OLOV Totov rVOI voL) TOV roov rTO rporov XaaLaverTal, TO b 

evavrTov 5osE' el yap o vo,tuos aTrayopevet rTa &uLoaLa SLavetf, aOat, 

8Arjov orn TOVS oLaLpovleVvovU avuTra aavTas aoKKetv o VOiOeTrr7 

EKplvev' el yap rTqaarOaL ot vOtLOL ITpoararTovaU rovs KaAh g Kaw 
3tKaltwg TO7iV KOLVCIv EcrtLaT-raavTags, A}hov Os Kal Trovs Tard 8Io'ata 

StacOelpov7a S TqCLWptaS daL'ovS vo!l'iOOVta 

The second example is apt, the first not, because the author is discussing not 
outright illegality, which falls within the compass of rO voptquov, but two ways 
of bringing within the compass of TO vo'p,Ugtov acts that are not expressly illegal. 
Deletion of the first example must therefore be considered. It should not be 
thought, however, that there is anything wrong with the asyndetic coupling of 
two examples that both lead off with yap (cf. p. Io. 9- I). 

p. 14. 15-20 Etat e votuot avAAXXtijSv ,v e tvev retv o,joXoy7q,aTa Kova 7roAEws a 
&al ypapCLTcrwv OpL`t? Kal 7rpoararrTCTTEL XP- rpaTTreLw KaaTa. 
Set be avrTv r7jv OBatv (<Trotadve vroLE(taGa> 'v EV Trats! SrloKpartlas 
ras tLLKpas apXaS Kal Tas rroAAas KArpcoWTaS rTOLetv (aara'amarov yap 
rovTo), rTs be /iEcylaraS XELpoTov)rTaS vTro Tov 7rA'Oovs 

Kayserl 288 saw that something was amiss and proposed Tr OEaEL for r7)V 
Oewv. The remedy suggested here is in keeping with the author's methodical 
way of introducing and rounding off his various sets of instructions; for the 
wording cf. p. i6. 3-4, where he rounds off the first half of the present subject: 
T)v JV p OV o (V Erats Sl/oKpaTTlats vOewv roavTrv et Toav OfE n T v TrotelrOat. 

p. i6. 15-20 KaOOAov &6 EltrELv ELV TOVS' VOl5OVS ev ELEV ratS 8&]toKparTalt KWAVELV 

TOVS 7roAAovs Tras Tr)V 7TAovoawv ovatlas e'trtPovAevev, ev be rat 

oAtyapXtaLs aTrorpe'retv TOvS T7JS rOAltEtas LE?TeXOovTaS Vj.p.fEV 
TovS aJOevearTepoVS KaW aVKO0av7Vetv rTOs rToATras 

The sentence is meant to be a summary of p. 14. I4-p. I6. I5, in which 

nothing has been said about avKo0avrta in oligarchies. Since avKo0avrla is 
I He did not go over the papyrus, but if adjusting: ovrw K]aL almost certainly stood 

a brief inspection can be trusted, Grenfell at the beginning of 23, and accordingly it is 
and Hunt took such pains over reading it unlikely, despite traces of ink, that anything 
that he would not have had anything new followed evepyeTr)cavrac). 
to offer (in line I TOUTOLS is not impossible, 2 -to whom thanks are due for his com- 
and in lines 22-3 their articulation needs ments on this article. 
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usually regarded, and not less by Anaximenes (p. 15. I2-I3), as a pastime of 
the 7rXrAOos in democracies, its association with oligarchies here is best put 
down to an interpolator, as it was by Fuhrl I597 (Spengel4 had decided 'Kal 
UVKoCfavTElv TovS rToAras ad democratiam spectant, post E'nTiovAEvetv in- 

serenda'); an incidental advantage is that the /cv and $e phrases then balance 
perfectly. Unfortunately Fuhr2 I4I7-I8 submitted to the authority of the 
papyrus, and Fuhrmann registers no suspicions. 
p. I8. 2 'Zu bemerken ist TrpoTEpoV rT T' 7r oAtE dyaOov Trrerori7KOTras' endland2 

488, in a list of Hellenistic usages (cf. LSJ Trowc B 2, where, incidentally, Ar. 
Nu. 388 has no right to be cited). More important, in the 10 pages of this 
chapter there are only 2 other instances of hiatus, and in both places (p. 17. 8, 
p. 18. 9) the text is uncertain. The author probably wrote rj)v roAtv. 

Fuhrmann is too ready to introduce hiatus by conjecture (e.g. p. 26. 2, p. 31. 
2, p. 52. 2I). 

p. 27. 14-17 4OXtj TO VLEV aI8tKeLV ELvaL Tciv 7rovrlpJv avOpW7rcv '6Lov, TO SE 

E`attapTraveW 

(Zwierlein, cf. Philol. 1967, 126: ealapprTev codd.) 

Kal 7repl rTsd rTpdeis adrvXEtv ov uLOVOv Evat e'avrc 'Stov dAAa Kal 

KOLvov Kat rwv o&KaXovrwv Kat rTv aAAcov vOpwI7r)v 

,uovov . . . eavTro Finckha, po'v. . .aawvTO Spengel6 

Some change must be made in this sentence, because 'not only peculiar to 
oneself but also common . . .' is nonsense. aAAa [KaL] circumvents this, but [ou 
,uovov ElvaC ovavr? ;'to dv AAa Kat] would also dispose of one hiatus and the neces- 

sity of introducing another (between p. 25. I4 and p. 37. 2 there is only one 
certain hiatus, and that not a harsh one: p. 29. 5 /ip EvavUoTLeEs; p. 28. 10 -rov 

;} is probably admissible, and the text of p. 28. 17-18 is in disorder). 
If these words are removed, the antithesis is sharpened and the personal 

reference, unwelcome in a distinction between terms, disappears. Cf. p. 87. 21 I-3 
rTO ilev dLapTrvetv KOLVOV rdvrwv advOpo7r Ev Vrof$KvdovTas, 

TO 3' d ?v ov 
r0v 

7rovTqp0pv. 

p. 28. 9-I4 8Er &E TOV eETardovTa 4rt TEtV e' TrOV O6 Aoyos Ov eerdeTaEt ' ac 
TrpaO4Es TO) e^eraTofLevov 7q atl 7Tpoatpe`Eis evavTLovvTat aAA7AAaLs. 

' 

3e tI0o3OS 7'?e' GKOTreV E'v TCv r7rapolXo0pE`VC XpOvW ?E' TO) TrprTOV TtS 

qf>Aos~ yevotYJevos IrTaWv ?(9p6s Eyevero KaL TrdtAoV qos T aTVT TrovTo 

To be inconsistent it is not necessary to change from A to B and back again to 
A: it suffices to change from A to B. There is therefore corruption, probably by 
loss rather than interpolation, in the el clause (e.g .... rTrdAtv E'XOpO' YETerO <7 

ITpOTOV EXOPOSp yEVOLEVOS> [Ka<] ratv 
a Avos T) av TOU). 

P. 34. i-p. 35. 6 This is all very difficult, and the difficulties are not just matters 
of wording. First the opening of the chapter (p. 34. I-7): 

3rapa&oytTara o' Erc TTpaXeLs oLoLat yEyevqpEvaLV Ka Eva vavrta 

rats vvv v4 7'Ca)V AeyoLE`VaLS. rTTre 8 Xpr1qurEov avroTs ErtIV, orav 

a7rtcaTov ov to vT o aov yyLov EvaLt ?avepov Trot7crat AEy?s', eav 
ola TOV ElKOTOS f laTeUTaV TUEvS Trpaa, oITp olav erepav Tj VTo7' 
aovi AeYyoptevr Karal,a0Ovres ovTro 7TrerpayJtEVrIv usO av cr)s 7,E7rTpaxOat, 

p,XAAov TlarTEVacUat Trot VrTO crov AEyoJevots 

OW'As pro Ae7yS Fuhrmann (Ore N ... OE'AELS ed. Ven. 1536) 
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NOTES ON ANAXIMENES' TEXNH PHTOPIKH 

There is more wrong with this than Fuhrmann acknowledges: 
I. eLvaL 'abundat' Spengel2. 
2. aavepov should be mnOavov. 

3. orav . . rO ViOr aoV AEyoALLevov rnOavov irorcaaL OeErAs and orws . . . dXAAov 
7LTrE(aTWtoL' T70S VTTO ro AEyoPEvoLs say roughly the same thing. 
4. It is hard to believe that Anaximenes confined all 7rapa8ety,ara, and not 

just wrapaSolytiara drawn from things that have happened 7rapa Aobyov, to the 

unconvincing parts of one's case. 

Daggers must be used, one before eLvat and the other after Edv, or perhaps 
even wider apart; though there is little doubt that the passage has been 

expanded, the additions are not easy to isolate (if the whole of the second 
sentence were removed, the opening of this chapter would resemble the opening 
of chapter I ; but there is nothing against the oTrts clause). 

Then the rest, which unfortunately has to be set out in full (Fuhrmann's 
lineation is reproduced): 

,oL 86e 
Trov 7rapaSoeyladrov ovo Tpo7rTO' 7a LtEv yap 7rov 7Tpay- 
/arawv yLveratL Kara Aoyov, ra oS 7rapa Aoyov. 7rotel 

Eo Ta ,EV KarTa Ao'yov ytvo/j,eva 7mrrecTeaacE, ra S Ir I0o 

KaTa Aoyov a7 TLTEloaL. AEyU otov El lS oaaKoL 

TOvS rAovatovs 8LKalOTEpOVS elva rTv 7TevouLev)V Kal 

Epol WivaS TTpa etS TorAovUaLv av6p6v &Kalas. Td eaV 

ovv TotavTa TWv TrapaocLtyLxarTWV KaTa Aoyov etvat 
SOKElF T7OVS yap 7TAELTrovs t'l8Evt votltovras TroVS 15 
7rAovTo3vTaS &oKaLorepovs elvaLt rjv Trevo/tevWv. El oE rTS 

rawtv a'roqalvot rvaS rTov 7rAovrtcowv Em Xp-rlaaotv 
aLKr71ravTas, rT trapa TO KOS yEvoevco 7TapaoELy/LaT 

XpwItE?vos' a7rfarovs av 'otoil TOVS TrAovrovvTas. cuaavrws 
8e KaL eL' TlS 7 tOpoL 7TapaSety/xa rTv Kara Aoyov etval 20 

3OKOViVTiCV, OtOTL AaKESalio'vtol' 7TOT?E A0rjvaot 7TroAAj 
7rA-6Oel XPLILE?VOL avl-zaXCwv KareTroAE[U7qcaav -TOVS vav- 

TlOVS, Kal 7TpOTpE7rOl TOVS OaKOvovTas Aov aV-tv/tdaxovs P. 35. I 

rrTOLeFoOaL rTa ttEv o Ov rotavra rTapa8ELy/uaTra Kara Aoyov 
EerT v arvares yap vojliovav ev rols 7ToAAeo1Os rO vrA1rOos 
Ov I/LlKpaLV pO7TrV EXElV 7TpOSr T7V iVLK7V. el 8E TlS ad7O(aLvtv 

;EOe'Aot tFi TOVr' al'Tov TOV vLKaV, TorlS tapa TO E'KOS yE- 5 

VOtEVOL9 7Tpayaait Xp-oar av TapaoEty[aat Aeyav a) . . 

p. 34. IO 7rtaTev?Er0at <Tra ELKora> Kayser1 284 
p. 35. 2 Ta ,/ev o6v ... 3 Earlv del. Spengell 

Kayser's supplement, right or not, has great value as a diagnostic conjecture. 
Whatever Anaximenes' failings, obscurity was not one of them, and yet the 
text here is undeniably obscure: who or what is believed or disbelieved has to 
be puzzled out by the reader, and if he casts about for help he will only be 
wandering further into the maze (7 dhAAov 7rtTrevUcooat rots- VrTO cov Aeyo/tE'voLs, 
19 dlaroTOV- av 7TOtOl TOVS 7TAovTOVTras-). 

Whether Spengel was right is a bigger question than it seems, for the struc- 
ture of p. 34. 20 PL' Tts cEpoL . . . p. 35. 4 vLK/7v is the same as the structure of 
p. 34. I IE T' rt <adKoL... I6 7revop,vVwv (after all, both depend on p. 34. I AEyw 
8' otov). 
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The main problems are these: 
I. What is the function of zLev oiv at p. 34. 13 and p. 35. 2? 
2. What apodosis is to be understood with the El clauses ? 

I. No other of the Ioo-odd instances of pev ovv in Anaximenes is like these; 
the way has to be paved for retrospective fev owv (more strictly, prospective 
/tEv+retrospective oUv) by a previous mention of whatever the LEv oiv sentence 
is about (e.g. p. 34. I rrapaSely/Lara o' EUl . . . p. 35. 23 rv fev oi rrapa- 

etyp,Carcov . . ). Without some such introduction as Kara Aoyov tev LtoS, these 
illustrations cannot be dismissed with ra t Ev ovv rotavra . . Kara Aoyov . . . 

Furthermore, in both places 7ra iev ov'v -rotavra is premature, because Anaxi- 
menes has more to say about his particular illustrations. 

2. In other places where Anaximenes leaves the apodosis of A'ycw ' otov EL 

unexpressed (e.g. p. 36. I ) it is readily supplied from the context. The apo- 
dosis of the first illustration (p. 34. I Ie' rts dausKO .. ..) is clearly 'this would be 
Kara AXyov' or 'this would make for credibility', and it might be expected that 
the apodosis of the second (20 EL' LrS EPpot .. .) would be the same; but it cannot 
be, because r,JV KarTa A oyov elvaL 5OKOVvrCvV already occurs in the protasis (20). 
What then is it? 

No better solution has suggested itself than this: p. 34. I 3 [ra tpev ov rotaOra 
Trcv 7Tapa8Et1yparctTv], 20 [rTJv KarT Ao'yov Elva OoKoVVTW)v], p. 35. 2 [ra uev ov 
rotavra 7rapaSlEyflara]. Both apodoses are now expressed, but the change of 
mood is not encouraging. 

A final observation: the number and detail of the illustrations attached to 
p. 35. 6 AEywv ds expose the generality of the ones that occur in the rest of the 
chapter, and it would be nice to know what accounts for the disparity. 
p. 38. 17-I8 TroS rT)v 7Tpoyeyevr1LEVWv 7rapasely(xaat Xpot'cvovs- 

codd. praeter H1 

TO F 7Trpoyey?EVIJevot0S 7TrapaeltyfiaaL Xpwoevovs 

H1 

Since the meaning of Trors Trdv 7TpoyEyEVWlEVWV rapa&elytLaac is not clear, the 

reading of H' should be preferred. For the juxtaposition of datives, at first 

misleading, cf. p. 34. 18-19 tC3 orapa ro EIKOg yevo.I.Ev TalpapEtyart XPWEvoS. 

p. 43. 2-5 Set 8E Kal 88adaKE?V OTt ov3 OrviLE'p?EL To EV8osg Laprvpecv at IeV yap 
dce'A)etat (tLKpat, ro 8' eeAheyxO1val xaA?Erov, yvwa0evra 8' ov txIovov 

Ets apyvptov ol vo,uot ^it/tovawv dAAa Ka. els ooeav Kalt els aiTTerlav 

<ov)> XaAETOv Finckh' yvowaevora yap Fuhrl 

Finckh's conjecture was rightly dismissed by Kayser' 283, who could have 

appealed to Dem. 9. 37 XaAer7TCrTaTov -rv ro 8opo8OKOVVTr' 'AEyx0vat. Fuhr's 

yap is more attractive, but further measures are required, for ov to'vov EtS 

apyvptov . . . AAa Kal els 8o'av Kal els arTlav demands an impossible switch in 

the meaning of ELS. Kal els arrLartav looks like an attempt at making Kat els 
8o'oav more explicit. Alternatively, the whole clause may have been added 

by someone who misunderstood XaA7rov ('. . . and conviction is difficult, 
but if you are found guilty . . .'). 
p. 50. 21 t 8f7rTOTE K~KOV VUTO rTaV rroXAe/Wiv TraOelv 

Perhaps ,/$Qev 8>$eTrore KaKOV. 

p. 56. 10-I i av yap KaKetvwv aLTrog e;ye'vov Kal rorOVWv aL'ros av' 
air'os av codd. praeter H: aLTrtoS eL H 
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Editors follow the weight of the manuscripts, but EL is much superior: the 
author is illustrating how particles should balance, and the better the clauses 

they accompany balance, the better the illustration. 

p. 56. 22-4 vvv uevv EyyevoduIeva rT dappa aafA rTTolet r)jv AX~wv, efalpeOevTa Se 

amasj -rolrtae (cre'a oTre oE arvLpatvet Kat To cJvoarraAv 

Surely vvv ,uev <yap>) E'yyEvodeva, and perhaps also vvv Jev <yap> e'yyevo,tLva 
<Lv>>). 

p. 64. 7-IO at 8e 7Tzep rO TIpayJta (sc. at3floal) ytvovTrat tEyv orav 7tS cravXav 
7rpos rov5s JLrJoev daLKovvras rj 7rpogs rovs Kpelrrovas atyIovUevl ) 
Etprj V7V 7TOEilaOaL atLaXpav. 

The orav clause has been emended in several ways, but it is easier to suppose 
that something is missing, e.g. orav rts rOavXtav 7rpos rovs <dOaKoLVTras dayetv 7 

7o0AE/Etv 7TpOs TroVs) pLq7aV daSLKOvvras ... 

p. 85. 6-14 7TEPpl LV o0v Twrv aa,3s CEpr7flJevWOv vO6IIov . .. 7. ept Oe wcv dcItfioAcwv, 

Edv ovTrs V 7troAa3avcoavw os rol aCTVLepEL, XPr7 ravra V7roSe0vveIv, 
av o' (s o EvavrTos AEyet, XP ' o3toadLKeWv tS o vop0oOe'r7s ov rovro 

ltEvoEtTo O) av XEyeLs, Kat oTt av1i,L#PEL a(vrolS ovrW AEyeLw rov voLpov. 
Edv &S fL77 ovvaros ?s E7rTl C ro evavrTov lJe UL? raval, OEIKVVE oS OV EV 

dIAo AE'yev o ev;avros ovvarat vo4tos' o o av 

ov roVro OlevoetTo daAA'> Spengel3 (cf. Kayser2 70) 
\AEYetv 6Svarat o votios Kayser' 289-90, [vo'uos] ? Spengel3 

The jury may interpret ambiguous laws either in your favour or in your 
opponent's favour. In the former case, indicate (?) your interpretation; in the 
latter, argue that your interpretation alone is in accord with the lawgiver's 
intention, which it is in their interest to respect. 

'If, however, you cannot make the opposite interpretation stick'-then 
what? According to the manuscripts, 'demonstrate that the opposite law can 

only be saying the same as you'; according to Kayser and Fuhrmann, 'demon- 
strate that the law can only be saying the same as you' (in other words, if you 
cannot convince them that the law means what you say it means, demonstrate 
that the law can only be saying the same as you). 

For once Kayser has outdone the manuscripts in absurdity; but the manu- 
scripts are still a long way from the truth, whatever it may be. The trouble 
with Spengel's conjecture (which certainly squares better with the absence of 
ACySye after o av) is that oviev IAAo AEyetv 'vvarat is more appropriate to a law 
than to one's opponent, who, one would argue, ov8ev a'AAo AXye or ovoev dAAo 
AeyeLv lovAerat; besides, the text ought to disclose how a manoeuvre so delicate 
is to be executed. 

p. 88. 7-iO AEyewv /17 KOAvELV rTv Vov v avrov 'yeypaJqLdeva AEyewv 7j EKELvov 
aypaJa[. rov yap vd,lov OVK e'v Lotavra Tparretv], AEyeLv oE O7TW 
av rtS fovo'AraT avtYXwpEtv 

A very silly interpolation. 
It is difficult to judge when the language of an interpolated passage should 

be improved, but at p. 96. 9-Io orrdAeov . . . acpeatOa ought perhaps to be 
atpeaOat or dvatpetaOat, and at p. 96. I6 the article in d7r3 rTwv ruq71adrwv is 
better omitted (ibid. 23, p. 21. 2). 
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