
ANDOCIDES 1. 8 AND THUCYDIDES 4. 63. 1' 

And. I. 8. O Se' ie rTOtEL XaAtor' a"ropetv, eyCL Vjtv epA , on ov TTaVTES' ilaus EIt 

7Taorl TOtS KaTr7yopoVlEVOLS- O1LOtWS OpyLtE?OE, aAA EKKaUros' T v(Lv eXeL 7pos 
o tovAoro Ldv L?e 7rrpt3rov aTroAoyELaOaL. 

EKaaTro TL ABL: Trt cett. 

IF we reject rIs, which appears only in derivative manuscripts, then the 
sentence is notable in the following ways. First, the position of r--not that it 
separates EcKacoro from VLUCov, but because (a) we expect it, if present at all, to 

appear as Trpo o TL . .. and (b) gKcaro'rds r in itself is a conspicuously discordant 

juxtaposition-hence presumably the corruption to EKacrds rts. 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.2 

There is little help in this matter elsewhere in Andocides. Like the other 
orators he uses EKKaCrTo generally more nearly as a synonym of Trrds TL 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. 

Thuc. 4. 63. I Kal vVv -rTOV (aavovso TE rov'ov Sa TO ar drKaprov KEcos Kal S&La T 

7'j,? rrapo'vTas AOqrvalovs, KaT' a/LFo'repa EK7rAaye'vreE , Kal TO TAAtres'r Trs 

yvy(L)7S WV EKaarTo TL )O6r71j?Lev 7rpdaELv TraL KwoA vacts TaTavTas tKavos voy-' 

oravTes eCpXOjqval, TOv' ... TOA .. a7TOr7TTELu7rTu,ev. 

Ti codd.: rTs G. 

Hermocrates advises the Siceliots to sack Athenian 'allies' on the ground 
that their presence aggravates the evils that it is intended to cure; KwoAvh'at 
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 Kal To 
eAAtres . . . 

(I) Tr `AALTres, may be subject of elpX`OVvat, 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 ro cAA7Lres 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 dv cKacrTos T-r/TL the reading rLS again looks like a facile conjecture 
designed to remove the discordance. If Tr is accepted, cOv EcKacr-aros is difficult: 

I My thanks for encouragement and phatic TiS seems to be rare; but also this 
advice to Professor D. M. MacDowell and instance is too similar to other cases of un- 
Mr. A. F. Garvie. doubtedly unemphatic Tsr to be anything 

2 To avoid the difficulty by translating but unemphatic itself: cf. Dem. 21. 59 dAAa 
'Not all ... equally... but each of you has -oaoivov T-sE' evaefleas g v EEKaaTro 7T av 

something he would like me to reply to first' v,uciv l'8o ... 

inevitably requires TL to be emphatic. Em- 
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either (a) ov = rovrcov a, and rc, which can hardly be adverbial, is incom- 

patible, or (b) Wv = TovTcov CoV. This latter removes the grammatical difficulty 
but seems an inexplicably gratuitous elaboration from the point of view of 
sense. The established reading is -r but Gomme inclines towards rts. It is 
possible here to pass on uncommitted. 

(3) The whole relative clause ov ... 7rpdcEuv may depend either on E'AAt7rE 

r7js Yyvco7Srs or on ELPXGOvaL. 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, t3v may depend (a) upon eAAiTrEs, 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 yvotr)us, 'judgement 
of what we expected .. .'. Second, yvmos- may be (i) subjective genitive after 
eAALtrre, '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 ov and yvcq/xrs subjectively dependent on EAAtXX7s, 
yields no sense; for a-o ii, both ev and yvo/Lr77s objectively dependent on 
cAAltrE', 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 roov daavoVs . . . 
AOr%vatovs, the short apodosis Kar' Jdxbo'repa EKTrAayEcvrcs has as its corresponsion 
so long an expression as v ... C6-rf06LEv 7rpadetv . .. vo1tucravres elpXOijvat pre- 
ceded by a short protasis KaiL Tro AAt,ris rrs ryvcrls?. 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 EAAiTres rrs yvlsr, especially in view of 4. 55. 2 
;AAuTresi v r7s OoKrarsEw, to which the commentators refer, is 'failure to live up 
to expectations': so Steup, contradicted by Gomme. That passage continues 

oK-qcrE?WS rt vrpdaetv, while in 63. I the proximity of yvoIuqs to Orf0,jL~ev vrpadwv, 
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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 Kal 6 e'orAAtrv r7js yv'oLrs 
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 cTv ... as in apposition to yvctl,sg, 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 

EKacTros, which is used in a vague, appositional, way, to expand a preceding 
phrase, viz. a cs clause: LSJ osg F 3, KaaUros III 3. Then is an ordinary object 
of rrpdaELv, as in 55. 2. For the discordance cCKacrds- rL cf. 4. 34. I ... 

' 
aAAov ... 

XAlOos re KaLL roeEv/acrt Kat aKovroLS, CS EKaco-ros TL 7TpoXELPOV EtXv, where the 

point is variety of weapons, 'just as each could find anything to hand', 'what- 
ever each found to hand'. The proposal then is to read Ogs KaraoS -r CtO),771ev 

7TpaeEtv, '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 Kal ro EAALTres' rjgS 

yv oaITs, 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. 

EKacTro with rts in agreement, whatever the word-order: 

3. 45. 4 cosg eKacrrT rLS KarcexerTa . . .4. 4. 2 >s9 eKacrTov rl vfL/3aLvoL' 6. 3I. 

4 ) rtlSg Kaoros TrpocrerdXOr' 7 75. 5 rT TlS ESvvaTo EKacTrog XpmrIl-ov. 

Both cases of EKctaoTr7s Tls have coas preceding; when the opening is other than 
cgs the word-order is different. 

While there is little grammatical2 difficulty in the singular EKaCrTOS in pre- 
dicative agreement with the individuals who make up the subject of the plural 
verb, Trt may be less free of objection on that score. Whatever EKacrros is, rtL 

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 EcKaordsg TLSg, unlike rasg TrL, is not 

an idiom in its own right. 
I In fact Ls appears as a manuscript facilitate the construction of T. 

reading in H (yp.ov) as reported by the Bud6 2 Cf. 2. 87. 8 OapaovvrTe oiv . . . TO KaO' 

apparatus of de Romilly. I would not doubt eavTov ;KaaTos ETreCaO. This does not, how- 
the judgement of Kleinlogel (Die Geschichte ever, seem to occur with ou, and from the 
des Thukydidestextes im Mittelalter, I4 ff.) that point of view of sense one would expect the 
peculiarities in this part of H result from war aims to be those not of individuals but of 
errors in direct copying from B. In this case delegations or of cities; the best sense would 
the error would seem to be in favour of the be got from cos caaTro . . . 
truth. Note that Ls does much more than 
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nKaor'og directly followed by any indefinite, whether or not in agreement: 

I. 93. 2 Ka' o0 vvELpyaY,LEv v oJv V v, aAA wS Eaa.rv TKa OTE 7 1OTpE EPOsJ 

2. 17. 3 KatL WS EKaorr7OV 8v;vaTO, 37. I KWTEL 717) c4uout, s EKarT0So Ev 
Tq) EV8oKL/ULEt.. (L . 45. 4, 43 4. 2, 34. i-see above) 4. 58 ... 8aqaEpotk'vwv 
KcLL 6c4ovvT-rwV, TKacjroI rt 'AaguoIYuOat &o'p4ov, 96. 7 O' tz'v ... pr;')Ur/koav, 

OLt s . . . Ot &E S EKaOrTOC TLVa EL'Xov EA-7Tt3a UWrTpicxsa, 6. 2. I ap'KElCTCw S 
WS ITOt7TaLFS TE EtprIp-aL Kat WS EKaQUTOs 7V YLyVWUKEL 7rEPL aM V, 69. i 
& ccLca?rrs ~c~7q ... 7Tc/pOLEL(EL..., 76. 3 TORs. p v AtiarTpai-iav, TOvg 8E... 

orTpaTErELV, T0LS E COS! EKaUT7oLS9 TLVa ECXOV aLTcav EV77TpEET) E7TTEVEYKOVTES KaTE- 

(rpTbav'rI 77. 2 VTc'0CE To ik 'V ... 8LLcTrTavatL, TOtS SE ... EK7rOALOVv, r o SI 

EKaoTToLS Tt 7 TPOcY07VES AEYOVTES6 8UvaVTaL KaIKOVPYEtV 7. 74. 2 Ta'g 8' (AAas ... 
WS EKaI7JT-V 7TOL EK7TE7rTCWKVCLv . E.. EK0uS . . . 

LSJ c;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. i, where also 
the idiom expands a preceding loosely related expression. But the list does 
not merely supply parallels, for the word co'. is not part of its initial definition. 
Rather the conclusion is that in Thucydides E'Kacrosg is not followed directly by 
any indefinite, whether or not in agreement, except as part of the idiom (O'S 
EKaoTos-, the resulting sequence of words being not infrequent, and 4. 63. h 
only exception. Should it, in view of the other dlifficulties, remain an exception? 

It is difficult to resist relating the above evidence to And. i. 8 and there con- 
sidering aJAA' <CO's> E'KauI-os- TtvF4co cXEt... For the use with a'AAa' cf. Thuc. I.- 93. 
2 above and also 7. 57. I ... Ov' Ka-ra 8L'K-qv... a'AA' (0', E'KaUo-rtOL T~s 6v-rX"a .. 
'EUXEv. The position of -rt is now explained: it is part of the formula. The sense is 
improved, Co's being the counterpart of zpolcos-, '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 co', as an otiose 
repetition of O%Lt-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 (aiAA') CUss- E'au-rosg is frequently associated with 
the use of EXEv in various senses; whereas in Thucydides and the orators 
sentences opening with a&AA' EiKaorrog~ are rare and unlike And i. 8.2- This would 
indeed be the only instance of asos- 'EKcauros- in Andocides, but in any case 
EKaorTos t is similarly unique. A particularly close parallel is [Dem.] 25. I T 
oUTE 7Irapa ToVS, Eavrov Ao'yovs- . .ovTE TovSg vIT EtLov . . . Ta Tov1-ovt -Iov 

aywovos' EorTv &Kat' t'Xvpa~ IcaAA cos aV EKauTosg V[CO EX?7 S voXEpa' Etv 

7TporTLEGGOaL 7rov-7pi'av. 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 

IThere are also the following instances 57. 2; 6. I7. 4; 7. 65. 2. Intermediate 
without directly following indefinite: relative between the classes of relative clause and 
clause, 2. 48. 3, 5. I sI; 3. 8 i. 3, 82. 2, 90. i ; adverbial phrase are i. 98. 4 and 8. 1 04. 3 
4. 25. 2, 93. 4; 5.26. i ;6. 44. 2, 57. 1, 85. 2 (cf'. I.07.5,II3. '). 
(supply copula), 97. 3; 7. 13. 2, 57. 1 ; 2- They are: Isocr. 3. I9, 9. 23; Aeschin. 
adverbial phrase, 1.15. 2, 48. 4, 67. 4,89. 2, 3. 7; Dem. I9. 92, 29. 30; Din. 2. i9; the 
107. 5, 113. 1 ; 3. 107. 4; 4. 32. 2; 5. 4. 3, last is the least unlike. 
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sources. Generally in the orators cus Kcacrros is not particularly common. More 
seriously, the improvement in the sense yielded by cw 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 
as, 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 ov 7Trdvrs Er TrraLCv dolos-, may 
perhaps suggest that Andocides was influenced by cos- EKaoros phraseology, but 
to avoid an undesirable implication, himself omitted the Ws. 

University of Glasgow 
I It does occur at Isocr. 8. 132, 15. I40, 

Dem. 22. 26, 54. 2, 59. 94 (cf. Hdt. 8. 107. I, 
Thuc. 2. 90. 4, 6. 97. 3), I4, 6o. 23 (cf. 
Proem I8); none of these has an indefinite. 
The use of EgKacTro 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 oLs EKaaTroS as 
an adverbial phrase (LSJ os H 5); (b) the 
idiom as the opening of a relative clause; 
(c) eKaacros in some other relative clauses 
and articular participial clauses. Selected 
examples of (a) and (c): Thuc. I. 15 rdavres 
b6 s aav . . 7.Tpos Od,dOpOvs ro7s UIETEpov 
fKaaTroi Gorg. Hel. 15 Yv eKaCrTOV ETVXE 

Isocr. 6. 102 O7rotol rtve EKaTOL Trvy- 

XavovaULV oVTre, 14. 48 rTOs EIKaaroTL SvvavraL, 

7. 24 EK rTwv eKaaTrois VrapXOvTCov. In all 
these there is an implication of variety. 

M. H. B. MARSHALL 

Examples of'miscellaneous': Thuc. I. 141. 7 
Kal EKaCTOs .. . O. LET bAatPELv Aeschin. 3. 
243 KaC aAAots, C'tV E'KacT rroAAa Kat KaAaL 

epya rre7TpaKTaL Dem. 4. 7 Kal K EaaTOS 
v,6vv . . . eTOL/os rpadrELV v7radpe. In the 
(b) and (c) varieties of the 'differential- 
distributive' type the verb is frequently 
TvyXadvc, avi,alavo, XOw, S'vvaLai. In the 
'miscellaneous' use it is often difficult to see 
any important distinction in sense from rras 
TLS. 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 (c). Thucydides seems to have an above 
average preference for the Ls form, and 
there it may be that expressions like dC 
EKaaTrd TL, CoS EKaadTo irf take the place of 
what in others would be o n-, 57r- fKacrroS 
(similarly A. G. Laird, A.J.P. 27 [90o6], 
33 ff., on the form without indefinite). In 
the orators EKcaorros vuLv is regular in the 
'miscellaneous' use but rare in the other. 
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