NOTES ON ANAXIMENES’
TEXNH PHTOPIKH

FunrMANN’s work on the manuscripts! of Anaximenes’ Téxvy ‘Pyropuki, 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. Kassel? (Philologus 1967,
122-6). The main purpose of the following notes is to air difficulties, some
afresh, some for the first time.

P-9-4-11 70 pév olv Spotov TG voulpw TobTov TOV Tpdmov AauPBdverar, To 8¢
évavtiov dde' €l yap 6 vouos dmayopever Ta dnudora Savéueabar,
87dov 67i Tods Brarpovuévovs adrd mdvras ddikelv & vouolérns
ékpwvev: el yap Tpdobar of véuor mpoaTdTTOUGL TOUS KAADS Kal
Sikalws 1@V Kowdv émoTaTioavras, 8jlov Ws Kai Tovs Td Snudaia

Swadbeipovras Tipwplas dflovs vouilovow

The second example is apt, the first not, because the author is discussing not
outright illegality, which falls within the compass of 76 vduwuov, but two ways
of bringing within the compass of 76 véuiuov 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 ydp (cf. p. 10. g-11).

P- 14. 15-20 eloi 8¢ vduor ovANiBdny pév elmeiv Spodoyijuara kows médews &
S ypapudrwv opiler kal mpoordrrer mhs xp1) mpdrrew Ekacra.
et 8¢ adrdv Ty Oéow (Todvde morelobar) év pév Tais Snporpariats
TAS IKPAS Gpxas Kai Tas ToANGS kAnpwTas moieiv (doTaoclacTov yap
T0070), Tds 8¢ ueyioras yewporovnras Hmo Tod whijfovs

Kayser! 288 saw that something was amiss and proposed 73j 6éoec for v
Oéow. 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. 16. 3-4, where he rounds off the first half of the present subject:
T@V pév olv év Tais Snuokrpariows vopwy TowavTyy det Ty Béow moieiobas.

p- 16. 1520 «kafddov 8¢ elmeiv Sei Tovs vopovs év uév Tais dnpokpariats kKwAvew
Tods moAdovs Tais TV mAovoiwv odoiats émBovAevew, év 8¢ Tals
oAvyapxlaws dmotpémew Tovds Tis moltelas peréyovras OPpilew

\ 3 ’ \ - A ’
Tovs dolleveaTépovs kal ovkodavreiv Tods molitas
The sentence is meant to be a summary of p. 14. 14—p. 16. 15, in which
nothing has been said about evkodavria in oligarchies. Since ovkodavria is

' He did not go over the papyrus, but if adjusting: ovrw x]ar almost certainly stood

a brief inspection can be trusted, Grenfell
and Hunt took such pains over reading it
that he would not have had anything new
to offer (in line 1 Tovrois is not impossible,
and in lines 22-3 their articulation needs

4599.2

at the beginning of 23, and accordingly it is
unlikely, despite traces of ink, that anything
followed evepyerncavrac).

2 —to whom thanks are due for his com-
ments on this article.
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usually regarded, and not less by Anaximenes (p. 15. 12-13), as a pastime of
the mAjfos in democracies, its association with oligarchies here is best put
down to an interpolator, as it was by Fuhr! 1597 (Spengel* had decided ‘xal
ovkopavreiv Tovs moliras ad democratiam spectant, post émBovAevew in-
serenda’) ; an incidental advantage is that the uév and 8¢ phrases then balance
perfectly. Unfortunately Fuhr? 1417-18 submitted to the authority of the
papyrus, and Fuhrmann registers no suspicions.
p- 18. 2 ‘“Zu bemerken ist mpdrepdv Tv T méAer dyalov memomkdoras’ Wendland?
488, in a list of Hellenistic usages (cf. LS] moiéw B 2, where, incidentally, Ar.
MNu. 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. 18,
p- 18. g) the text is uncertain. The author probably wrote w3y 7wéAw.
Fuhrmann is too ready to introduce hiatus by conjecture (e.g. p. 26. 2, p. 31.

2, p. 52. 21I).
p. 27. 14~17 ¢dO 70 pév ddikeiv elvar @V movnpdv dvbpdmwy idiov, 70 &€

éfapaprdvew

(Zwierlein, cf. Philol. 1967, 126: éfapapreiv codd.)
kol mepl Tas mpdfets dTvyeiv od pdvov elvar €avtd tStov dAdd kal
kowov kai T&v ducaldvTwy kal TéGv dAwv dvlpdmwy

dvov . . . éavrod Finckhl, udve . . . savrd Spengeld
[ s pove L

Some change must be made in this sentence, because ‘not only peculiar to
oneself but also common . . .’ is nonsense. dAAd [kai] circumvents this, but [0
povov elvar €avtd {8wov dAAa kat] would also dispose of one hiatus and the neces-
sity of introducing another (between p. 25. 14 and p. 37. 2 there is only one
certain hiatus, and that not a harsh one: p. 29. 5 Biw évavridgeis; p. 28. 10 7mov
% 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. 21-3
76 wév dpaprdvew kowdv mdvrwy dvlpdmwy émdekviorras, 70 8’ ddukelv idov TGV
TV POV
p. 28.9-14 8¢l 8¢ Tov éferdlovra (yreiv €l mov %) 6 Adyos ov éferdle 1) ai

npdes Tob éferalopévov 7 al mpoarpéoels évavriodvrar aAMjAats. 1)
8¢ uéfodos 7de: oromely év TG mapoiyopéve xpovw €l Tw TPHTY TiS
$idos yevdpevos mdhw éxbpos éyévero kal mdAw didos TG adrd TovTw
To be inconsistent it is not necessary to change from A to B and back again to
A it suffices to change from A to B. There is therefore corruption, probably by
loss rather than interpolation, in the € clause (e.g. . . . mdAw éxfpos éyévero ()
mpdrov éxbfpds yevduevos) [kal] mdAw ¢pidos T adrd TovTw).
P- 34. 1-p. 35. 6 This is all very difficult, and the difficulties are not just matters
of wording. First the opening of the chapter (p. 34. 1-7):
WapaaE[y‘U.aTa 8’ 6,0'7'1‘. 7Tpa'§€l.$ 3#060.(, ‘}/E‘}/EVT”LG’VQL Kai él’aVTlfaL
rals viv 5§’ Hudv Aeyouévais. TéTe 8¢ xpnoTéov adTois éaTw, STav
dmaTov Ov 76 Vo gob Aeyduevov elvar davepov morjoar Aéyys, éav
8i6. Tob elkdTos pi) moTEUnTAL, STws MPEEw Spolav érépav 77 Dwo
coi Aeyouévn karapalovres olrw mempayuémy ds o ¢js mempaybac
u@Adov moTevowor Tols Vw6 cod Aeyouévois
8éXys pro Aéyns Fuhrmann (é7e N . . . 8édeis ed. Ven. 1536)
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There is more wrong with this than Fuhrmann acknowledges:
1. elvar ‘abundat’ Spengel?.
2. ¢avepov should be mbavov.

3. 6Tav . . . 70 70 oo Aeyduevov mlbavov mofjoar Gédns and Smws . . . ua@Adov
moTEUoWOoL Tois ¥To god Aeyouévois say roughly the same thing.

4. It is hard to believe that Anaximenes confined all 7mapadeiypara, and not
just mapadelypara drawn from things that have happened 7apa Adyov, to the
unconvincing parts of one’s case.

Daggers must be used, one before elva: and the other after éav, 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 11; but there is nothing against the érws clause).

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

elot 8¢

7év TapadelypdTwy 8vo Tpdmor Ta pév yap TV mpay-

pdTwy ylverar kata Adyov, Ta. 8¢ mapd Adyov. moiel

8¢ Ta ;Le‘v KaTa /\6‘y0u ywipeva moTeveclai, Ta 8é ;L'r‘] 10

kata Adyov dmareichar. Aéyw 8 olov €l Tis pdoror

7'01‘)5 7T/\OUG'L’OU$ 8LKQLOT€’pOUS‘ szal- TV 7T€VO'LL€,V(UV Kal‘,

$époi Twas mpdfes movaiwy avBpdv Sikaias. Ta pév

odv Towadra TV TapaderypdTwy kaTa Adyov elvai

Sokel Tovs yap mAeloTovs Tideivt vouilovras Tods I5

mAovtobvTas Sikatorépovs elvar TGV mevouévwy. €l &€ Tis

md\w dmodaivol Tivas T@V mAovoiwy éml ypripuacty

&SLK"iﬂaV‘TGS, T(;) wap& 7'(‘) €zK6§ y€VO’L€IV(iU WQPQSE({‘}/'LLGTL

xpu’)p.evos (iTN{UTOUS aV TmTotol 701‘15 WAOUTOI?VTO.S. (I)GQU,TQ)S'

8¢ kal el Tis Pépor mapdderypa TGV kata Adyov elvau 20

Sokovvrwy, 88T Aakedarpdviol mote 7 Abnvaior moAAD

whjfer ypdpevor cuppdywy karemodéuncay Tovs évav-

Tlovs, kal mpoTpémoL Tovs dxovovtas moAdods cupupdyovs p- 35- 1

770!.6?000.!.' Td ’LG‘V Oﬁv TolavTa 7Tapa8€lf‘y,u.a1‘a KO,T& AéyOV

éoriv: dmavres yap vouilovaw év Tois moAéuois 76 mAijfos

Ol} ’U.LKPO‘,V f;OﬂﬁV é’XELV 7Tp6$‘ T‘;}V V[K"}V. ec’ 8€, TLS 0’,770(#(1&’€LV

é0éou un) Todr’ aiTiov Tod ViK@Y, Tois Tapd TO €lkos Ye- 5

vopévois mpdypaot xpioarr dv mapadelypact Aéywy ws . .

P- 34. 10 motedeafar {rd elxdra) Kayser! 284
P- 35- 2 Ta pév odv . . . 3 éoriv 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 uaAdov morevowot Tois ¥m6 ood Aeyopévous,
19 dmioTovs Qv mowoi Tovs mAovTodvTas).

Whether Spengel was right is a bigger question than it seems, for the struc-
ture of p. 34. 20 €i 7is ¢épor . . . p. 35. 4 vikyy is the same as the structure of

P- 34. 11 €l Tis pdokor . . . 16 mevouévwy (after all, both depend on p. 34. 11 Aéyw
8’ olov).
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The main problems are these:

1. What is the function of pév odv at p. 4. 13 and p. 35. 2?
2. What apodosis is to be understood with the e clauses?

1. No other of the 100-0dd instances of uév odv in Anaximenes is like these;
the way has to be paved for retrospective uév ofv (more strictly, prospective
peév-Hretrospective odv) by a previous mention of whatever the pév odv sentence
is about (e.g. p. 34. I mapadelypara 8’ éori . . ., p. §5. 23 TV uév odv mapa-
Setypdrwv . . .). Without some such introduction as kara Adyov uév &de, these
illustrations cannot be dismissed with 7a pév odv rowaira . . . kard Adyov . . .
Furthermore, in both places ra pév odv Towadra is premature, because Anaxi-
menes has more to say about his particular illustrations.

2. In other places where Anaximenes leaves the apodosis of Aéyw 8 olov el
unexpressed (e.g. p. 36. 11) it is readily supplied from the context. The apo-
dosis of the first illustration (p. 34. 11 € 7is ¢dokor . . .) is clearly ‘this would be
kara Adyovr’ or ‘this would make for credibility’, and it might be expected that
the apodosis of the second (20 €i 7is $épot . . .) would be the same ; but it cannot
be, because 7@v kara Adyov elvar Soxovvrwy already occurs in the protasis (20).
What then is it?

No better solution has suggested itself than this: p. 34. 13 [7a uév odv Tolatira
TV mapadevypdrwr], 20 [7@v kata Adyov elvar Sokodvrwy], p. 85. 2 [Ta uév odv
Towadra mapadelypara]. 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 Aéywr s 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. 17-18 Tols 7@v mpoyeyernuévwy mapadelypaot ypwpévovs

codd. praeter H!

TOtS‘ ﬂpoyeyevm.ce'vots 7rapa8€¢"y,u.am xpw,uévovs

Hl
Since the meaning of rois T@v mpoyeyevnuévwr mapadelypaot is not clear, the
reading of H! should be preferred. For the juxtaposition of datives, at first
misleading, cf. p. 34. 18-19 7¢ mapa 70 €lkds yevopuéve mapadeiypart xpwiLevos.
P- 43. 2-5 8ei 8¢ kai &i8dokew 8t ob cuudéper 6 YhedSos papTupeiv: ai pév yap

ddédeiar purpal, 70 8 éfedeyxfivar yademdv, yvwobévra 8 ov povor
els apyvptov of vopol {nuodow dAa kai els 86av kal els amaoriav

{oV) xademév Finckh! yvwobdévra yap Fuhr!
Finckh’s conjecture was rightly dismissed by Kayser! 283, who could have
appealed to Dem. 9. 37 xaXemdrarov v 76 Sdwpodokoivr’ éleyxbfivar. Fuhr’s
yap is more attractive, but further measures are required, for od pdvov eis
dpydpiov . . . A& kal els 86fav kal els dmioriav demands an impossible switch in
the meaning of eis. xal els dmoriav looks like an attempt at making xai eis
8é¢av more explicit. Alternatively, the whole clause may have been added
by someone who misunderstood yademdv (‘. . . and conviction is difficult,
but if you are found guilty . . .’).
P. 50. 21 undémore karov Hmo T@dv molepiwy mabeiv
Perhaps undév undyémore Kaxdv.
p- 56. 10-11 0D ydp kdkelvwy aitios éyévov kai TovTwy aiTios o

! girios ov codd. praeter H: airos el H
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Editors follow the weight of the manuscripts, but e 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 viv pév éyyevdueva ta dpfpa cadi moiei v Aééw, ééaipebévra bé
doagsi movjoer €’ Ste 8¢ ovuPaiver kal T6 dvdmadw

Surely viv uév {(yap) éyyevdueva, and perhaps also viv pév (yap) éyyevdueva

{pev).

P- 64. 7-10 ai 8¢ mepi 70 mpdypa (sc. duaBodal) yivovrar pév Srav Tis ovyiav
mpos Tovs undév ddikodvras 1) mpos Tos kpeirTovas ouuBovdevy 1)
elprjymy moteiclar aloypdy.

The érav clause has been emended in several ways, but it is easier to suppose
that something is missing, e.g. drav 7is fjovylav mpos Tovs {adikodvras dyew 7]
moAeueiv mpos Tovs)y undév ddikodvras . . .
P- 85. 6-14 mepl pév odv 7@V cadds elpnuévwy vépwy . . . mepl 8¢ TGV audiBéAwy,
éav olrws dmodapBdvwow s ol cuupéper, xpn Taira tmodekview,
dv 8 s 6 évavrios Aéyer, ypn Siddokew s ¢ vopolérns od TodTo
SLEVOE[‘TO 6 Ul) AE"}’EIS, K'a;' (’)’TI, GU,U.(ﬁE’pEL al}TOl‘:S oz';"rcu AE"}’ELV 76V V(;'lLOV.
éav 8¢ un Swards fis émi 76 dvavriov pebiordvar, Selkvve s ovdév
&AAO AE"}/GLV 6 évaVT[og SUIVGTG.L Vé[.LOS ;’ 6 (71)’
o0 TodT0 SievoeiTo {(dAX’) Spengel® (cf. Kayser? 70)
Myew ddvarar 6 vopos Kayser! 289—qo, [vonos] ? Spengeld
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
Aéyeus after 6 ov) is that 0d8év dAdo Aéyew Svvarar is more appropriate to a law
than to one’s opponent, who, one would argue, od8év dAo Aéye or 0ddév dAdo
Aéyew Bovderar ; besides, the text ought to disclose how a manceuvre so delicate
is to be executed.

P- 88. 7-10 Aéyew 7 kwldew Tov vépov 7 adrov yeypauuéva Aéyew 3 éxeivov
dypagal- T0v yap véuov odk éav Towabra mpdrrew], Myew 8¢ Smews
dv 1is BovAyTar cuyywpeiv

A very silly interpolation.

It is difficult to judge when the language of an interpolated passage should
be improved, but at p. 96. 9—10 méAepov . . . aipeiofar ought perhaps to be
aipeafar or dvapeiofar, and at p. g6. 16 the article in dwé r@v TipupudTwy is
better omitted (ibid, 23, p. 21. 2).

Exeter College, Oxford M. D. REeve



	Article Contents
	p. [237]
	p. 238
	p. 239
	p. 240
	p. 241

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 20, No. 2 (Nov., 1970), pp. 1-6+205-379+i-iv
	Volume Information [pp.  375 - iv]
	Front Matter [pp.  1 - 6]
	Melica [pp.  205 - 215]
	Who Did Forbid Suicide at Phaedo 62b? [pp.  216 - 220]
	Parmenides and Plato's Parmenides [pp.  221 - 229]
	The Alleged Double Version in the Sixth Book of Plato's Laws [pp.  230 - 236]
	Notes on Anaximenes' TEXNH PHTOPIKH [pp.  237 - 241]
	Some Notes on the Syntax of the Prose Inscriptions of Hellenistic Athens [pp.  242 - 257]
	A Callimachean Refinement to the Greek Hexameter [pp.  258 - 268]
	A New Interpretation of a Fragment of Callimachus' Aetia: Antinoopolis Papyrus 113 fr. I (b) [pp.  269 - 276]
	Corinna [pp.  277 - 287]
	Chalcenteric Negligence [pp.  288 - 296]
	The Syriac Version of Lucian's De Calumnia [pp.  297 - 299]
	The Eighth Homeric Hymn and Proclus [pp.  300 - 304]
	Indications of Speaker in Greek Dialogue Texts [p.  305]
	ΛΑΩ: Two Testimonia in Later Greek Poetry [pp.  306 - 308]
	Notes on Cicero, in Pisonem [pp.  309 - 321]
	ΟΙ ΝΕΩΤΕΡΟΙ, Poetae Novi, and Cantores Euphorionis [pp.  322 - 327]
	The Date of Horace's First Epode [pp.  328 - 334]
	A Note on Ille Ego Qvi Qvondam... [A Note on Ille Ego Qui Quondam...] [pp.  335 - 338]
	Ethiopians [pp.  339 - 349]
	Emendations of Seneca [pp.  350 - 363]
	A Note on Trimalchio's Zodiac Dish [p.  364]
	On the Leidensis of Tacitus [pp.  365 - 370]
	Tacitus, Germania 36. 1 [p.  371]
	Tacitus, Germania 36. 1 [p.  371]
	Hadrian's Farewell to Life: Some Arguments for Authenticity [pp.  372 - 374]
	Back Matter





