
AEN IN CLASSICAL GREEK 

Aev occurs in two classical contexts. They are: (i) Alc. 320 L.-P. (23 Diehl) 
KaL K OvOEv EK SEVOS yEVOLTo; (ii) Democr. 156 Diels (in Plut. Adv. Colot. 4, 
p. I I08 F.... o KoXAcJrrs EaafdX7 7Tepl e rLV TOV advSpos, ev j &Lop[LeraL 

LriAj AAoiov To 8ev 77 TO /7Ev dvat, frov ,rev EvojVaa'ctv To aci,Ja, rqefSv b e ro 

KEVOy. Further, Diels adds two other passages showing Democritus' use of the 
word. Simpl. De Caelo, p. 294. 33 f. Heiberg (Diels, Frag. d. Vorsokr. ii. 93) 
Trpoaayopevec 8e rov TO7TOV oroFaO -roe S ovolac, TO 7re KEVO Kat TTo ovoeVO 

Kat 
TwT 

dareLpc, TW)v oS OVa,TLV EKdarav Tr 'e SEVl Kal Tco vacrUT Kal To OVrl. Galen De 

Elem. Sec. Hipp. I. 2 (Diels, op. cit., p. 97) Kara 8E 77rv dh7jOetav eKal pJrjev 

CEarC rTa avTaa Kat yap av Kat TroVT' elrPJKEv aVTOS, 8Ev IE'V rTa adrotovs OvopdaC4ov, 

1LTr8E V f rTO KEVOV. 

There should not be any doubt about the origin of ev as a back-formation 
made from ov8ev / ,tr&Ev by the isolation of the negative element ov- (/u-) 
instead of the correct ov8- (/q-). Etymology is not always so easy. But even 
here attempts have been made to avoid the obvious.' An ingenious older inter- 
pretation (Wharton, Etyma Graeca)2 suggested deriving bels from 8Elva, on the 

analogy of els: that is, presumably, [Ets as a nominative masculine would 
be a back-formation from $eCva, with this form taken as an accusative and on 
the analogy of the declension of Els. The sense would not be impossible: 'eLva 
'so and so, somebody'; ev 'something'. But a number of difficulties arises 
whose effect is surely fatal. There is no form *elva as accusative of Ets; nor is etls 
itself attested, but only the neuter 8ev.3 This upsets the analogical pattern of the 
morphology. Further, the attempt to connect with 3erva illustrates the danger 
of etymologizing without reference to the facts of usage. Alcaeus provides the 
first evidence of the use of 8ev, but about six generations pass before the 
earliest use of 8etva (Aristophanes, Sophron). Again, Lesbian and Ionic have 
'ev, Attic and Doric $e!va. The separation of time and place is too much to 

bridge. 
Schwyzer (Griech. Gramm. i. 588, n. 4) notes with approval the suggestion of 

Kuhner-Blass, i. 634 (also 614), that the separation of 8ELs, 8ev was made 

possible by the psilosis of Els in Aeolic, and, presumably, Ionic. I cannot see 
any reason why psilosis was a necessary stage in the development. It is thereby 
suggested that a pronunciation ouden could easily be divided into ou-den, but 
that in Attic the pronunciation oudhen (oud'hen) to which the emergence of 
ov0ev in the fourth century bears witness prevented such a division and so 
stopped the creation of the word. This does not make sense. All that stood in the 
way of the formation of the word oev was a correct morphological division 
of ov;ev, and that would be the same whether there was an aspirate present or 
not after ov3-. For a speaker of Aeolic 'one' was e'v, and of Attic ev: the amount 

I A brief reference will suffice for Pisani, use of 3er in Alcaeus and Democritus. 
Rendic. Accad. Lincei, vii (I931), 71 ff. He 2 I owe the reference to Professor L.J.D. 
derives ov3e'v from ov tfefv, the latter sup- Richardson. 
posedly an emphatic particle built upon a new 3 Hence it might have been better for 
form *8e and on the analogy of Le'v. There L.S.J. to use Sev as their lemma, and not the 
is no justification at all for this view, which form el's, which only appears in Et. Mag. as 
also leaves out of account the pronominal part of its explanation of the form Sev. 



of distinction from den in the first case, and from dhen in the second, was pre- 
cisely the same. The only role that aspiration could have played-but did not 
-might have arisen if in a non-psilotic dialect oiv8v were pronounced as 
ouden, while Ev retained the aspirate; in this way the link between the two words 
would have become less obvious, and so the way laid open for an interpretation 
of ouden as ou-den. In other words, non-psilosis might have assisted in the forma- 
tion: psilosis could not. In a psilotic dialect 'v and -ev in the compound re- 
mained as closely linked as ever they were. 

It is not, however, to be assumed that &ev was due to a mistaken analysis 
of ov38ev if that implies that the correct morphological division of the word 
was not at the same time appreciated. In my view Alcaeus and Democritus 
were quite aware of what they were doing: it would be most surprising if they 
were not. ov3o()- was commonly found in other compound words as the initial 
element. Thus, ovME7rora and ovsTcr occur in Lesbian verse. Could Alcaeus 
have 'mistakenly' isolated *$7Erora 'ever', or *SE7co 'yet' from these forms? 
The question hardly needs an answer. Again, 8ev is not found in language 
drawing upon a popular source, such as comedy, yet that would be a more 
likely context for it if based upon Volksetymologie. 

The analysis into ov-oev, artificial as it is, is due to a sophisticated, and not 
an ignorant, division of the word. Its purpose is not difficult to see. It was made 
in order to provide a striking antithesis of form to the negative ov6&v (/ur16v); 
and the use of oev in antithesis in both passages (Kal K' oM3v E(K 8evOS yEvoLro: 

P,rq 1paAov rTO O8EV 7 ,r plr8EV E va&) shows that the word was felt to be a form 
which could not be used freely in isolation from its opposite. There is a 
parallel in the use of the precisely similar form Oev, made from ovOev: this word 
appears in Theodotion's translation of the 0. T., quoted by Philoponus, 
De Opif. ii. i. 59. I2 (Reichardt): ? be yij -v Ov eKaL ovOe'v.2 We note again the 
appearance of the two opposites, one a regular form, the other an artificial 
construct. For parallels to this usage I would refer among others to the use of 
the verbal form a'ia (Theog. 621 7rrs ii s TrAovmtov av8pa rlEt, are 8e TrEvtXpO'v), 
which is irregular in prefixing a- to a purely verbal stem; also advij8oat 

(Hermipp. 77 K. a ro'6' r'aOrv, TrararT vvv avi8ooua). 
We may now turn to the meaning of 8ev. In view of its derivation, and its 

use in antithesis to ov8ev and /p-ev, there would seem little reason to question 
the meaning 'something', 'anything' (on the analogy of -r: ov -r); or possibly 
'one thing' (8ev = ). 'Something' is the interpretation of Et. Mag. 305. I 
Gaisford (s.v. Ecs) : 3EFs, 8Evos oTrep cro8vvaqovTai TXr rt' O7rEp /era rov ov, 

OVSEL'), OVSEV OS Kal Era rov , 7 arEt8S.3 So too 'etwas' in Frisk, Et. Wb.; 
Schwyzer, Griech. Gramm. ii. 593; Leumann, Homerische Worter, p. I08. In the 
usage of Democritus it is quite plain that this is the sense required: rO 8ev is 
'something' in the sense of matter or substance. 0Ev in Theodotion has the same 
meaning. It is when we come to the earliest use, the passage of Alcaeus (Kac 

I Schwyzer, Griech. Gramm. i. 426, n. i, ii. 174, discussing Democr. 156. Notice also 
and Frisk, Et. Wb., use the terms falsche Philoponus' comment on the passage: 
Ausldsung, falsch ausgeldst. Schwyzer makes OEv iv, rovrea-rc 7jv rt. 
this comment on Sev in reference to cases of 3 It is necessary to remove from the text 
compounds in which 'das Hinterglied fur E's., evos, which was corruptly inserted after 
das Sprachgefuihl v6llig undeutlich wurde'. el'[s, Sevor. A later reference in Et. Mag. 
But it it is quite clear that these words could (639. I 7, s.v. otv$ds) is a source of the frag- 
not be applied to $e'. ment Alc. 320 L.-P., but does not go into 

2 I take the reference from Diels, op. cit., the question of meaning. 
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oV0EV EK 8EVOS yEvotro), that difficulty arises; or perhaps we should say, 
has been unnecessarily produced. L.S.J., s.v. Sets, offer two meanings, one for 
each occurrence: (i) 'no one' or 'thing', for Alcaeus; (ii) 'something', for 
Democritus. Reinach-Puech (Bude) give the translation for Alcaeus (no. 35), 
'Rien ne naitrait de rien.' Treu, Alkaios, p. 77, 'Aus nichts k6nnt' nie etwas 
entstehen.' The index of Lobel-Page, Poet. Lesb. Frag., p. 318, has $eds: sevos 

(=-ovEvos). An older commentator than any of these can be traced in a 

manuscript of the second source of the fragment (Schol. Marc. in Dion. Thrac. 
Art. 12, p. 381 Hilgard), which has ovSEvos in place of EK 8EVOS: this will have 
arisen from a gloss on 8evos. This highly unlikely interpretation may be due 
to a desire to range the Alcaeus fragment with the later philosophical state- 
ment of the materialists, that physically nothing can come into being out of 

nothing. Treu indeed explicitly affirms this (Alkaios, pp. 114, 173). Can the 
Greek bear this meaning? It cannot be seriously suggested that $ev in itself 
meant 'nothing': everything argues against such a view. Treu (op. cit., p. 173), 
in stating that 8ev equals ovi8v, refers to Et. Mag. 639. 17 if. This passage runs: 
ov 8EiSE t ov O O oVEl oE OV OVTLS &Vo /ep7L Aoyov Elal, TO TE 

ov' Kal TO ElS' ove6 yap EaTt avvOErov (there follow remarks on the accentuation 
of oVSsE) ... aU-rTOV 8e TOV ovteLS1 (8e[s Edmonds) rT OV8E`TEpov 8E Xfopis T7S ov 

7rapaOEcaros eXOILEV r apaAA Katu ev TcO) EvarLo' Kal K' OV8EV EK 8EVOS yEVOLTO' ZrIvoflOS. 
There is nothing in this to justify the remark that 8ev = ov3ev. The final sentence 
refers only to the morphology of 8Ev; and, as previously mentioned, Et. Mag., 
s.v. cEs, informs us that 3els has the meaning of rts. One must therefore con- 
clude that it is supposed that Sevos in the particular context of the Alcaeus frag- 
ment acquired negative meaning; and that this was due to the preceding ove'v. 

However, this line of explanation is equally untenable. It would have to 
suppose that the negation in ov'8ev could be carried on and turn &evos into a 
negative. But this is not possible. 'Nothing comes out of nothing' is ovcSev E' 
ov8evoS y7yverat. Further, because of the Greek preference for repeated negation, 
ov&ev e~ ovsevos ylyvETra could also quite regularly mean 'nothing comes out of 
something (anything)': cf. Kuhner-Gerth, ii. 204, quoting among other 
examples P1. Parm. i66 a TrAAa Trov ,? o6vTcov OVevl ov35a.t oXSatt6s o?Setav 
KOtvtw'av 'EXeC (also with repeated ove&s`). It is, however, possible for the mean- 
ing 'nothing out of something' to be given by indefinite forms (pronominal 
and adverbial) after ov or ov8es: cf. Kiihner-Gerth, ii. 206, n. 4, and PI. 
Phaed. 57 a ov'e EPAeLacaal'v ovels ITrvv Tr 7r XcoptaTcE r v vvv AO Tvae OV'T TLS 

{evos aLKT-ra; also Parm. i66 a (the continuation of the passage just quoted) 
ovo 'r T v p77 ovrOv rapa rov AV 'uTv.o T his second course was especially 
useful if there was risk of ambiguity: ov8ev cK rTWOS ytyverat could not be mis- 
taken for 'nothing from nothing'. Thus we see that, so far from being able to 
take ovoev EcK Sevos as 'nothing from nothing', we can only enjoy the freedom 

I et5 appears both a simple and a de- 'of this word ovuSe[s we have the neuter form 
sirable emendation of ovSels (roOv Sts re- Sev without the added ov- in Alcaeus'. Con- 
placing rov ovSeis: so Edmonds, Lyra Graeca, trasted with this, T-o6 3Se returns to the 
i. 426). It is still possible to make sense earlier mention of the word: XWptos jr ov 
with o5Sei?. The article in Et. Mag., after wrapaOeaerso will then draw attention to the 
saying that ouvets is made up of ov and rarity of the form oev, as compared with the 
Sets, then goes into a long discussion of the frequency of the compound ov'ev. It will be 
accent of ovdELs, so that this form is foremost seen that the problem of the reading does not 
in the mind. It would therefore not be out vitally affect the general sense of the passage. 
of the question to continue by referring to it: 
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of alternative translations with the double negative form of sentence ov3ev E' 
ovevo's. The language of Alcaeus (and of Sappho) does not differ from this 
general situation. I have not found in it any other example exactly of the type 
seen in our fragment: that is, of oveSds followed by an indefinite form. But there 
are several cases of repeated negation. Note especially Alc. 69. 5 L.-P. ov 
7TrOOVTes o)a4La urcAloov ov8ev. This has repetition in ovSa&ta and ov1Ev, but 
ruW retains its indefinite form (after ov). Further id. I29. I6 f,r8adta j,ue/Eva 
T-r3v Traitpwv; Sappho 56. I-2, 63. 5-6. 

What then is the meaning of the Alcaeus fragment ? Unfortunately we have 
too little of it to give the basis for a certain answer. The most likely seems to be, 
'nothing may come out of something (anything)'; 'something (anything) may 
lead to nothing': that is, perhaps, one may labour to no purpose. As already 
mentioned, Reinach-Puech give the translation 'Rien ne naitrait de rien'; 
and Treu, Alkaios, p. 77, 'Aus nichts k6nnt' nie etwas entstehen'. Treu dis- 
cusses the passage, op. cit., pp. I 14, 173. He sees it as the oldest certain example 
of the philosophical maxim found later in Anaxagoras and Democritus; sug- 
gests a connexion between Alcaeus and Thales; and regards this 'philosophical' 
fragment as a sign of Alcaeus' advanced and modernistic outlook. The con- 
clusions would be important both for the study of Alcaeus and for that of the 
Greek materialists if capable of justification; but the arguments against are 
too strong. The principal one is that already advanced, that 8Evos cannot mean 
'nothing'. By itself this does not completely destroy the philosophical case, 
since it is open to argue that Alcaeus was aware of the maxim and was making 
a parody of it, with 'nothing out of something' instead of 'out of nothing'. 
Alcaeus nowhere else shows any approach to philosophical or scientific thought, 
so that if he did know of the maxim, a parody might be less inappropriate 
than a statement of philosophical belief. But could he have known of it, at that 
time? This seems most unlikely. The historians of philosophy, as Professor 
Kerferd informs me, are not able to put the date of the doctrine so far back as 
Alcaeus. We are then left with the conclusion that the similarity of Alcaeus' 
phrase to the philosophical use is accidental. 

I do not know whether anyone has proposed an 'etymological' translation 
of the passage: 'the word o38ev might be derived from &e'. It would be 

pleasant to put Alcaeus among the founders of Greek grammar instead of 
philosophy, but I am afraid it would be safer to deny him this honour as well. 

University College, Swansea A. C. MOORHOUSE 

ADDENDUM 
A possible third occurrence of 8ev came later to my notice: Ar. Thes. I 197 
aAA' OVK I'KW c8v (generally taken as co&'8Ev for E'Kc ov8Ev). It is thus read by 
van Leeuwen. His account of Se deserves mention, though I regard it as wrong: 
it would be decurtatum for ov8ev, with the negative lost as in Fr. (pas) du tout- 
as in N. Gk. 8ev has replaced ov8ev (there of course under the influence of 
stress accent). But I doubt that we can accept such loss of the negative for 
Classical Greek. 
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