ANDOCIDES 1. 8 AND THUCYDIDES 4. 63. 1
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éxaards T ABL: 7is cett.

IF we reject mis, which appears only in derivative manuscripts, then the
sentence is notable in the following ways. First, the position of 7—not that it
separates éxaaros from dudv, but because (a) we expect it, if present at all, to
appear as wpos 6 7t . . . and (b) ékaords T initself is a conspicuously discordant
juxtaposition—hence presumably the corruption to éxaords ms. Second, the
sense : the sentence must surely mean not that each juryman has a criterion, but
that each has a different criterion, that he would like to see satisfied.?

There is little help in this matter elsewhere in Andocides. Like the other
orators he uses ékaoros generally more nearly as a synonym of wds 7is and this
passage is the only instance where it is associated with an indefinite. The
expression brings to mind, however, a related problem in Thucydides.
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Hermocrates advises the Siceliots to sack Athenian ‘allies’ on the ground
that their presence aggravates the evils that it is intended to cure; xkwAdpais
refers to the two circumstances mentioned in the first participial clause, the
point seemingly being that the uncertainty of the future and the presence of
the Athenians themselves sufficiently account for failure to achieve war aims.
That first participial clause has its own difficulties; ours begin with xai 7o
umés . . .

(1) 76 éMumrés may be subject of elpyfijvar, internal accusative after that verb
or absolute accusative of reference; in the latter two cases the subject of the
infinitive would be ‘we’. The established interpretation at least since Steup has
been that the subject of the infinitive is ‘we’ and 76 éAAurés is absolute accusa-
tive of reference. There seems no good reason to overturn these judgements.
We begin then from approximate agreement with Gomme’s “To account for
that failure . . . we must realize that we have been well hemmed in . . .’. But
other matters are less settled.

(2) In &v ékaords Ti/Tis the reading 7us again looks like a facile conjecture
designed to remove the discordance. If 7. is accepted, dv ékaords T is difficult :

I My thanks for encouragement and
advice to Professor D. M. MacDowell and
Mr. A. F. Garvie.

2 To avoid the difficulty by translating
‘Not all . . . equally . . . but each of you has
something he would like me to reply to first’
inevitably requires 7. to be emphatic. Em-

phatic 7is seems to be rare; but also this
instance is too similar to other cases of un-
doubtedly unempbhatic 7is to be anything
but unemphatic itself: cf. Dem. 21. 59 dAAd
TogobTov Tfis e€boePelas év éxdoTe TS &V
dSudv idot . . .
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either (a) &v = rovrwv d, and 7, which can hardly be adverbial, is incom-
patible, or (b) dv = rovrwv dv. This latter removes the grammatical difficulty
but seems an inexplicably gratuitous elaboration from the point of view of
sense. The established reading is 7« but Gomme inclines towards 7. It is
possible here to pass on uncommitted.

(3) The whole relative clause &v . . . mpdfew may depend either on é\més
Ths yvduns or on elpxfivar. Steup favours the latter; Gomme’s translation
implies the former. Steup’s version presents no particular difficulties, but if,
with Gomme, the relative clause is subordinate to the words which precede it,
we are plunged into the problems of (4) below.

(4) First, dv may depend (a) upon éX\ués, either (—o) objectively, ‘falling
short of (failure to attain to) what we expected to achieve’, or (=s) subjectively,
‘the failure of what we expected to achieve’; or (b) upon yvduys, judgement
of what we expected . . .. Second, yvduns may be (i) subjective genitive after
é\umrés, ‘our judgement’s failure/shortfall’, or (ii) objective, ‘falling short of
(failure to attain to) our expectation’ (so in fact Steup). Of the resulting per-
mutations, a—s i, i.e. both &v and yvduns subjectively dependent on é\Aurés,
yields no sense; for a—o ii, both dv and yvduyns objectively dependent on
é\urrés, see below. Meanwhile, the following may be eliminated : (a—o i) ‘our
judgement’s falling short of what we expected to achieve’; (a—s ii) ‘the failure
of what we expected to achieve to live up to our expectations’; (b i) ‘the failure
of our judgement of what we expected to achieve’; (b ii) ‘the failure to attain to
our expectation of what we expected to achieve’. All of these are either
tautologous or otherwise defective in sense. The least unattractive is b i, which
seems to correspond to Gomme’s ‘that failure in our judgement of all that each
of us expected to do in the war’, but even this is open to objection : expectations
are not normally subject to judgement but result from judgement of situations.

So far, then, it would appear that unless some more attractive alternative
can be found, acceptance of Steup’s version in (3) above is indicated. The
sentence would thus mean ‘And to account for the failure to live up to expecta-
tions, we must realize that the aforementioned obstacles have proved a
sufficient barrier to hinder us from what we expected to achieve.’

The phrasing, however, is much less inelegant if the apodotic parts of the two
participial clauses are approximately in proportion, as is not achieved by
Steup; it is awkward style, if, following on the long protasis 706 davois . . .
Abnvaiovs, the short apodosis kar’ duddrepa éxmAayévres has as its corresponsion
so long an expression as &v . . . @njfnuev mpdew . . . vouloavres elpyBijvar pre-
ceded by a short protasis kai 76 éMurés is yvduns. The proportions of the first
participial clause raise an expectation in the mind of the reader, and if style is to
assist comprehension it is preferable that that expectation should be fulfilled
by the proportions of the second such clause. Steup’s version also leaves
problem (2) untouched, and it seems better if possible to find a solution cover-
ing that too. Neither of these points is a major objection, but clearly there is
room for a more attractive alternative. The problem, then, is to find both a
solution to problem (2) and a way of taking the relative clause with the pro-
tasis without falling into the difficulties of (4).

The natural interpretation of é\\umés 7ijs yveuns, especially in view of 4. 55. 2
é\urés v Tijs Sorrjoews, to which the commentators refer, is ‘failure to live up
to expectations’: so Steup, contradicted by Gomme. That passage continues
Soktjoedds T mpdéew, while in 63. 1 the proximity of yvduys to diffnuer mpdéew,
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and the difficulty in avoiding tautology when we try to make the relative clause
subordinate to the preceding words, might warn us that they have identical
reference, that the relative clause indicates the reference of the judgement, the
sense being ‘the failure to come up to expectations, namely to what we ex-
pected to achieve . . .. This is the natural way to take the sentence at first
glance, and only the problem of accounting for the grammar gives us pause,
leading to the strange versions of (4). The protasis kai 76 é\urés T7js yvduns
would as Greek be sufficiently obscure in its reference to require some expan-
sion ; it is a further, minor, objection to Steup’s solution to problem (3) that the
expansion is there found to be part of the apodosis.

The desired result could be obtained by adopting permutation a—o ii (see
(4) above) and treating &v . . . as in apposition to yvduys, but that would be
a strange use of a relative pronoun and would leave problem (2) untouched.
There is, however, a type of relative clause, idiomatically associated with
éraoros, which is used in a vague, appositional, way, to expand a preceding
phrase, viz. a s clause : LSJ &s F 8, ékaoros I1I 3. Then riisan ordinary object
of mpdéew, as in 55. 2. For the discordance ékaords Tecf. 4.34. 1. .. &Baddov. ..
Mlows e Kkal Tofedpact kal drovrios, ds éxaords TL Tpdxetpov elyev, where the
point is variety of weapons, 4ust as each could find anything to hand’, ‘what-
ever each found to hand’. The proposal then is to read ws ékaords T @jfnuev
mpdfew, ‘And to account for events falling short of our expectation, of those
aims which we severally expected to achieve . . .". The point of the expansion
lies in the variety of aims (since the conference was attended by members of
opposite sides in the war), which is not represented in xal 70 éAAués Tijs
yvadums, nor made clear in Gomme’s version, given in (4) above.!

It may be difficult to find any cause for such a corruption other than simple
misreading. The following evidence gives support of another kind. These lists of
Thucydidean usage are intended to be exhaustive but for the omission of the
passage in question.

ékaoros with 7is in agreement, whatever the word-order :
3. 45. 4 &s ékdoTn Tis KaTéyeTal . . .© 4. 4. 2 s éxaordy Tu fvpPaivor: 6. 31.
4 & 7is Ekaoros mpooerdyln: 7. 75. 5 6 T Tis €8vvato ékaaTos xprjotov.

Both cases of ékaords Tis have s preceding ; when the opening is other than
s the word-order is different.

While there is little grammatical? difficulty in the singular ékacros in pre-
dicative agreement with the individuals who make up the subject of the plural
verb, Tis may be less free of objection on that score. Whatever ékaoros is, 7is
seems likely to be the subject of the verb, which may be thought difficult when
that is in the first person plural.

However that may be, it becomes clear that ékao7ds 7is, unlike 7ds 7, is not
an idiom in its own right.

facilitate the construction of 7.

t In fact «&s appears as a manuscript
reading in H (yp.dv) as reported by the Budé
apparatus of de Romilly. I would not doubt
the judgement of Kleinlogel (Die Geschichte
des Thukydidestextes im Mittelalter, 14 fI.) that
peculiarities in this part of H result from
errors in direct copying from B. In this case
the error would seem to be in favour of the
truth. Note that ¢s does much more than

2 Cf. 2. 87. 8 fapooivres odv . . . 70 kab’
éavTov Exaoros émeafe. This does not, how-
ever, seem to occur with s, and from the
point of view of sense one would expect the
war aims to be those not of individuals but of
delegations or of cities; the best sense would
be got from &s éxaorol T . . .
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ékaotos directly followed by any indefinite, whether or not in agreement:
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LSJ &s F 3 appears to be misleading in suggesting that this idiom is rarely
with verb and quoting only Herodotus for such usage. With the exception of
7. 74. 2, in the above instances, which include only those where an indefinite
follows directly,! the idiom is the opening of a full relative clause.

As parallel for the proposed reading notice particularly 2. 37. 1, where also
the idiom expands a preceding loosely related expression. But the list does
not merely supply parallels, for the word s is not part of its initial definition.
Rather the conclusion is that in Thucydides ékaoros is not followed directly by
any indefinite, whether or not in agreement, except as part of the idiom s
ékaaros, the resulting sequence of words being not infrequent, and 4. 63. 1 the
only exception. Should it, in view of the other difficulties, remain an exception ?

It is difficult to resist relating the above evidence to And. 1. 8 and there con-
sidering dAX’ (ds) ékaords T Sudv éxe . . . For the use with dAM cf. Thuc. 1. g3.
2 aboveand also 7. 57. 1. .. 0% kard Slkny . . . dAX’ ds ékdoros Tis Ewvrvylas . . .
éayev. The position of ¢ is now explained : it is part of the formula. The sense is
improved, ds being the counterpart of duolws, ‘not uniformly, but in accor-
dance with your several criteria’. The omission could have been due to the
inadvertence of a copyist who, unaware of the idiom, took s as an otiose
repetition of ér—its accidental omission then causing no apparent change in
meaning would be both easy in itself and difficult to detect. It is clear from
numerous instances above that (dA’) &s éxaoros is frequently associated with
the use of éxew in various senses; whereas in Thucydides and the orators
sentences opening with dAA’ ékaoros are rare and unlike And 1. 8.2 This would
indeed be the only instance of s ékaoros in Andocides, but in any case
€xaords 7o is similarly unique. A particularly close parallel is [Dem.] 25. 1 87t
oliTe mapa Tovs ¥’ avrod Adyovs . . . olire Tovs b’ éuod . . . Td TovTOUL TOD
dy@vés éotw Sikar’ loyupd, dAN’ s dv Ekaotos Sudv éxn mpds T6 Svoyepaivew 7
mpooieofar movnpiav. This last, also in a proem and addressed to a jury, suggests
a rhetorical commonplace used for flattery.

On the other hand these parallels do have to be drawn from widely separated

! There are also the following instances 57. 2; 6. 17. 4; 7. 65. 2. Intermediate

without directly following indefinite : relative
clause, 2. 48. 3, 51. 1; 3. 81. 3, 82. 2, 9o. 1;
4. 25.2,93.4;5.26.1; 6. 44. 2, 57. 1, 85. 2
(supply copula), 97. 35 7. 13. 2, 57. 1;
adverbial phrase, 1. 15. 2, 48. 4, 67. 4, 89. 2,
107. 5, 113. 13 3. 107. 4; 4. 32. 2; 5. 4- 3,

between the classes of relative clause and
adverbial phrase are 1. 98. 4 and 8. 104. 3
(cf. 1. 107. 5, 113. 1).

2 They are: Isocr. 3. 19, 9. 23; Aeschin.
3. 7; Dem. 19. 92, 29. 30; Din. 2. 19; the
last is the least unlike.
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sources. Generally in the orators s éxaoros is not particularly common.! More
seriously, the improvement in the sense yielded by s is offset by the impression
it would produce that the intensity of passion aroused by different charges
depends on the juror’s idea of the proper presentation of the defence, and not
the reverse. This in fact serves to illuminate something which, with or without
s, is a peculiarity of this sentence. It would have been more natural to say
either, ‘You do not all have the same priorities for the defence but have
differing degrees of passion about different charges’ or, ‘Because you have
different degrees of passion . . . you do not all have the same priorities’. The
form of expression with ‘.. . not. .. but..." is best suited to an order of pre-
sentation of ideas the reverse of that which Andocides has given us. This
awkwardness, partly offset by the elegance of ot wdvres émi mdow Spoiws, may
perhaps suggest that Andocides was influenced by s ékaoros phraseology, but

to avoid an undesirable implication, himself omitted the cs.

University of Glasgow

I It does occur at Isocr. 8. 132, 15. 140,
Dem. 22. 26, 54. 2, 59. 94 (cf. Hdt. 8. 107. 1,
Thuc. 2. go. 4, 6. 97. 3), 114, 60. 23 (cf.
Proem 18); none of these has an indefinite.
The use of éxaoros with the implication of
variety among individuals (‘differential-
distributive’) seems to be associated with a
small number of characteristic phraseologies
different from those in sentences where
uniformity is implied (‘miscellaneous’). The
former category includes: (a) expressions of
the sibi quisque type, including s éxaoros as
an adverbial phrase (LS] s H 5); (b) the
idiom as the opening of a relative clause;
(c) éxaoros in some other relative clauses
and articular participial clauses. Selected
examples of () and (¢): Thuc. 1. 15 mdvres
3¢ floav . . . wpos Oudpovs Tovs oderépovs
éxdorors Gorg. Hel. 15 fv éxaorov érvye
Isocr. 6. 102 OJmoiol Twes éxaoToL
Xdvovow ovres, 14. 48 Srws éxaortol Svvavral,
7. 24 éx 1@V éxdoTors dmapxdvrwy. In all
these there is an implication of variety.

TUY-
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Examples of ‘miscellaneous’: Thuc. 1. 141. 7
kal éxaotos . . . olerar BAdpewv Aeschin. 3.
243 xal dMows, dv éxdoTew woMA Kkal kadd
épya mémpaktar Dem. 4. 7 kai éxagros
Sudv . . . éroypos mpdrrew vmdpéy. In the
(6) and (¢) varieties of the ‘differential-
distributive’ type the verb is frequently
TUyxdvw, ovuPaive, éxw, Svvapar. In the
‘miscellaneous’ use it is often difficult to see
any important distinction in sense from més
7is. In most of the orators it is the ‘miscel-
laneous’ use that is mainly in evidence, and
when the other type occurs it is usually in
form (¢). Thucydides seems to have an above
average preference for the s form, and
there it may be that expressions like s
ékaotds T, s Eéxaords 7y take the place of
what in others would be 8 7, 7y ékacros
(similarly A. G. Laird, 4.7.P. 27 [1906],
33 f., on the form without indefinite). In
the orators éxaoros vudv is regular in the
‘miscellaneous’ use but rare in the other.



	Article Contents
	p. [28]
	p. 29
	p. 30
	p. 31
	p. 32

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 24, No. 1 (May, 1974), pp. 1-4+1-160
	Front Matter [pp.  1 - 4]
	The 'Tyrannis' and the Exiles of Pisistratus [pp.  1 - 18]
	Father Silenus: Actor or Coryphaeus? [pp.  19 - 23]
	Aristophanes, Frogs 1463-5 [pp.  24 - 27]
	Andocides 1. 8 and Thucydides 4. 63. 1 [pp.  28 - 32]
	Plato on Unity and Sameness [pp.  33 - 45]
	The Government of Syria under Alexander the Great [pp.  46 - 64]
	Notes on Aristobulus of Cassandria [pp.  65 - 69]
	Joseph and Asenath: A Neglected Greek Romance [pp.  70 - 81]
	A Use of Myth in Ancient Poetry [pp.  82 - 93]
	Some Observations on Propertius 1. 1 [pp.  94 - 110]
	Virgil's Roman Chronography: A Reconsideration [pp.  111 - 115]
	Three Notes on Ovid [pp.  116 - 118]
	Petronius and Lucan De Bello Civili [pp.  119 - 133]
	Moneta Bicharacta-Disgnim [pp.  134 - 136]
	Priests and Physical Fitness [pp.  137 - 141]
	On the Semantic Field 'Put-Throw' in Latin [pp.  142 - 160]
	Back Matter





