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Syntactical Variation in Lucian

By M. D. MacLEoD, Southampton (England)

Collation of the MSS. of Lucian for the published and unpublished volumes
of the Oxford Classical Text shows that he occasionally varies the syntax
of verbs connected by xai etc. and so seemingly parallel, linking optatives
with subjunctives or indicatives in oratio obliqua, final clauses, apodoses,
protases etc.; he varies tenses of infinitives and links infinitives with other
constructions. 29 passages are adduced in many of which editors may wrongly
have emended the text to restore syntactical consistency.

S. Chabert, L’Atticisme de Lucien, Paris 1897, is often referred
to as the standard work on Lucianic syntax, but it is superficial
and the best treatment fo the subject remains Du Mesnil, Gram-
matica, quam Lucianus in scriptis suis secutus est, ratio cum
antiquorum Atticorum ratione comparatur, Stolp, 1867, although
W. Schmid, Der Atticismus in seinen Hauptvertretern, Stuttgart,
1887-96, gives useful supplementary information. Both Schmid and
Du Mesnil, however, require modification because of the occasional
shortcomings of the texts of Lucian available to them; in particular
Jacobitz in his major and minor Teubner editions overestimated
the worth of A, the then Gorlicensis 12, now recognised as a codex
deterior, cf. K. Mras, Die Uberlieferung Lucians, Vienna, 1911,
pp- 234-5. Usually these modifications involve details only, though
I have already indicated, Classical Quarterly 1956, 102 seq., that
dv with the future is Lucianic.

Another feature of Lucian’s prose style which has escaped notice
is his occasional tendency to vary the syntax of two (or more)
parallel verbs, e.g. verbs connected by xai or ¢Add or a uév ... 8¢
antithesis. In such cases Lucian occasionally uses two different con-
structions which, though both within his normal syntactical reper-
toire, seem strange when found in combination. As a result editors
have often removed the lack of syntactical consistency by emenda-
tion or by rejecting the reading of reliable MSS. for that of dett.,
where the inconsistency is absent presumably because it has been
removed by conjecture. The evidence which follows is based on
the readings of the MSS. to be regarded as best according to the
criteria explained in the Preface to my Oxford Text of Lucian
(by and large those suggested by Mras, op. cit.), and I hope these
remarks will go some way towards explaining why in my text of
Lucian I have retained syntactical variation even in passages where
it may seem unnatural.
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Let us start with a syntactical variation which has good classical
precedents, the juxtaposition in oratio obliqua of the optative
normal in past sequence and the more vivid or graphic indicative
form. (1) Scyth. 4 7jxovea dg . . . olyoiro éc Adjvas xal v diaroife:
xeith xvd. duarpifer I': diaroifor I'? vel I's, E2 vel E3, edd. (sigla as
in O.C.T.) Read diarpifics, consulting Kiihner-Gerth, 551.3 for
precedents in Classical Greek, cf. also Goodwin, Moods and Tenses
670a and 690. It would be easy here for the indicative to be assimi-
lated to the preceding optative. Similarly in indirect questions we
find (2) in Gall. 25 Oddénw Epnada . .. Tovs yougovs . . . ofrwves eley
Tijc dpxijc 08¢ Ty duoppiay . . . fric éotiv. For the variation elev . . .
éotiv K.-G. 590.2, Anmerk. 2 gives a precedent in Thuec. 3.113.3,
noting however that in indirect question the indicative usually
comes before the optative. Similarly (3) in Harm.3 we have
doxomovuny Botic 6 dptaroc gin . .. xal Stw moTevoovew . .. xal 6
avri mavrwy doxéociey dv. Note two further variations in this passage,
firstly dovic and St followed by &c, and secondly the switch from
the future indicative to the potential optative with &, a usage to
be discussed later. ,

A strange variation, perhaps to be explained as a switch from
the optative to a graphic alternative in virtual oration obliqua is (4)
Herec. 7 86edicey pa) . .. d6kavpe . . . uewparsddn . .. mowly . . ., xdrd
tig mmhiber por xtd. Emmdiber I'BQL: dmnlién SQT émnmlieie
Rothstein. M7 with the future indicative after a verb of fearing
is Attic enough, cf. K.-G. 553b 6, Goodwin 367. The natural graphic
variation for the optative would be the subjunctive, e.g. Xen. Hell.
2.1.1 where oyoiev is followed by @ow, see K.-G. 553b3. I should
perhaps have given the reading émuwAsiéy in my apparatus as it
has this precedent and may have been corrupted by itacism, but
it should be noted that this reading almost certainly comes not
from the manuscript tradition but from conjecture.

Classical Greek also allows the alternation of the optative and
the vivid subjunctive in historic sequence in the virtual oratio
obliqua of final clauses, e.g. Thuc. 3.22.8 magavicyov ... énws 7
xal i) Pondoiev, vide K.-G. 553.6. So Lucian writes (5) in Fug. 7
n0Ahodc . . . Edpwv dnidvrag d¢ Aodogricawro . . . xal Pofic Tov dmio-
Vddouor éuniijowaty vAaxtotyres. More surprising is (6) Merc. Cond. 3
¢ 10 ye fjubregoy . .. évaltiov 1) undé Exowc Aéyew . .., @xovoov. In
my O.C.T., following Fritzsche, I have assumed itacism and written
&xne, but I now see that #yoic can be explained as a Lucianic syn-
tactical variation. This is of course present sequence and the opta-
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tive is strictly incorrect, but Lucian is prone to use the optative
in primary final clauses fc. Du Mesnil 16-7, B. J. Sims, Classical
Quarterly 1952. 63 seq., e.g. Musc. Enc. 5 (bis) adioxotro, éunéooe,
Prom. 1 énaudvoiey, ibid. 21 &in. Here therefore Lucian is combining
two usages within his repertoire, the normal subjunctive and his
own peculiar optative in primary final clauses.

Now for some examples of syntactical variation in Lucian which
have less classical precedent. Several times, in apodoses (real or
virtual), Lucian uses d» with the optative and the future indicative
(without dv) as parallels, e.g. (7) Dom. 2 dovis ... dpd, odx dv,
oluat, dyamijoctey . .. mewpdoetar 0¢ xvA. (8) Anach. 18 uddnua . ..
éyévero émiotacdar Smws dv dpiota mdhic oixoito xal oloTigw vopous
yowuévn eddatuorvijoe (eddaipovnoeie rece.) (9) Rhet. Pr. 1. épwrds ...
Srws dv gritwe yévoto xai . . . copiatic elvar ddkeis. dokeis B: done vy,
a clear itacism. (10) Dips. 4 006’ dv oféoeids more 10 dipos GAAa
npogexxadaes xtA. mpooexavoeias L. A. Post, Kilburn. In passages
7-10 the optative comes first, but the order is reversed (11) in
Somn. 9 drnavres gmawéocovrar, ovx Eoti 08 Sotis ... evfaur’ dv ool
Suoog yevéodar, where I regard the variation as of the same type,
taking odx &0t as stereotyped and invariable. Similarly in (3),
Harm. 3, we had the order mioredoovew . .. doxéoeiey dv. Basically
similar in type is (12) Somn. 8 & 07 todrwy els yévoto, mds pév od
#AeOs adTog . . . Yévoro, (niwtov 08 xai Tov marépa anodeifes; Here
editors have emended the first apodosis either by adding an d» or
by reading the ddfsic of dett. for yévoro, but the optative in apodosi
without d» is common in Lucian; see the appendix to this article.

The variation of passages 7-12 is easily explained by the realisa-
tion that Lucian didn’t bother much about the distinction between
open and remote conditions or about making protasis and apodosis
correspond ; Schmid. op. cit. 243. quotes 80 examples from genuine
works of Lucian where & with the optative is combined with a
present indicative protasis and usually serves for éav with the sub-
junctive and, more pertinently to our discussion, he lists, p. 244, 28
examples of i with the optative combined with a future indicative
apodosis e.g. Conviv. 13, Jup. Trag. 18, 30, Tim. 56, examples in
other words of syntactical variation between protasis and apodosis.
An excellent example of Lucian’s insouciance in conditions is (13)
Par. 12 &l uév odx Exer, . .. 000 (rjoeta, €i 8¢ Eyer elre map’ Eavrod
elre mag’ dAhov, el uév ody . . . Eyou (recapitulating i o¢ &yet), mapdordg
éai, followed in the next speech of the same speaker by, & yap
&yot, oA droma ... mapaxoAovdeiy dvdyxn. Another example of
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Lucian’s cavalier attitude to conditionals is provided by the strange
syntactical variation in a protasis (14) found in Hes. 7 7y us
xalbyne ta ombouara xal Pepdmav . .. émipogoin THc YHc adroic,
xarantijoerar Ta dpvea, where editors have restored the correspon-
dence by reading either xaidyaic or énipogsj. Here Lucian has com-
bined the normal subjunctive with an occasional idiosyncrasy of
his own, 7jv (or édy) with the optative, examples of which occur in
Astr. 10 7y . .. yvoing, Hist. Conscr. 5 iy . . . ovvrideln, and as the
lectio potior in V. H. 2.29 and Nec. 12; Du Mesnil 19-20 also
lists examples of the optative with éndy, émeiddv, &6’ &v, 6ndray
and xdy.

Next I refer to two possible examples of variations between the
future and the optative in relative clauses implying purpose. We
find (15) in Peregr. 20 0ddéy & xawovpyely édbvaro @’ frw Sxmliiéeic
(sic I'; éxmijéer M, edd.) Tovs évrvyydvovras xal Yavudlew . . . morjoet
and (16) in Parasitus 12 odire udyewds éotey @ yalemiyy (sic B:
yalemmyet y: yalemijvar Jacobitz) ofre agydoia dmép dv dmolouérww
aydecdely. Jacobitz’s emendation is unlikely as the shorter form
of the aorist optative is rare in. Lucian; R. J. Deferrari, Lucian’s
Atticism, p. 24 says there are 9 instances of -a: as opposed to 171
of -eie. The reading of y looks like an honest attempt to transmit
an original future and leads me to suggest the emendation to
xaAenavei, the form found in PIl. Tht. 161a and Men. Sam. 549
(Sandbach). In any case, whether one reads a subjunctive or a
future, there follows a syntactical switch to the optative dydeodein.
Another syntactical variation in a final relative clause (unless it
be regarded as indirect question) occurs (17) in Gall. 13, where we
have the optative first without and then with d&v. 7pdody 7
Apyolixijc éxelvne pelpaxos, odx Exwv eic & Tt fpacuidregoy adroy
perafdior 096é Smws dv dagdeipeie Tod Axpioiov Ty poovedy.

Another variation (18) involving dovic, this time = i 7uc, is sup-
ported by the weight of the MSS. evidence in Anach. 34 mgdoTiudy
Yy’ éativ, Gotic év dorer aidngopogoln undév déov 7} Smla Eevéyxor eic
10 dnudoioy. é&evéyxol L: dkevéyxn I'EQ. Here I have assumed itacism
and printed the optative in my text, but note that, though L is a
good MS., it hardly bears comparison with I" and E. Had I dared
to print the subjunctive, as probably I should have done, here we
have a combination of doric with the optative in present sequence,
(cf. xadioravrar, et mote dpixowro Anach. 24, xoldlouev, &l Tic
mapdvoua yedyeey Tox. 24, etc., and & with the optative passim
in Lucian for 7» with the subjunctive, vide Schmid 1.243) and the
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subjunctive in an indefinite subordinate clause without the usual
dv (for which Lucianic parallels are (with dndaor) Fug. 21, (with moiv)
V.H. 2.18 and Salt. 3 (Addys), (with dwg) Asin. 30, (with & for 7,
gy or &dv) Nigr. 12, Tim. 57 (ragdoync y, which I regret not printing),
Bis Ace. 2, Pisc. 5, Merc. Cond. 35, Pro Imag. 27 (Aéynrat), Tox. 7
(¢vrinvedoy), ibid. 40 (Adfp), Sat. 25 (éywow), ibid. 32 (édeirjonre),
Hes. 5 (Addy), D. Mort 10,2 (= 3.2 Teubner, napéidw). (Note that
this list modifies and supplements that given by Du Mesnil 23-4.)

Next let us consider syntactical variations involving the in-
finitive. Sometimes the variation is so natural that it hardly needs
comment. Take for example (19) Demon. 7: 7jyeiro yag dvdowmov
udy elyar To Guagrdvew, Yot 6¢ . . . To ATaALTPévTa Enavogdot. Ta codd. :
76 E. Schwartz: 7o 7a K. Schwartz. As Lucian uses the substantival
infinitive both with and without the article, there seems to me no
need to interfere with the reading of the MSS. in this passage.

Let us continue with examples involving the tense of the in-
finitive: (20) dueAdey . .. &oeodar ... GAAa . . . éxpaivew. Demon. 1.
Cobet’s éxpaveiv is rightly rejected by editors because both the
present and the future infinitive with uéilw are too common to
cause the slightest offence. (21) sjyeiro yag xefjvas ... Tobro .
xatacxevdoat, xal Tov dotota madevew avipdmovs mpoalpoduevoy . . .
woxiis . . . éoroydodar Nigr. 28. Although aroydleodar would be more
natural, yo7 with the perfect infinitive is paralleled by Prom. 11
and 17, Pseudolog. 21 and D. Mar. 14.3; for similar instances of
the perfect infinitive with other verbs see Du Mesnil, 12-13.
(22) Suogov 17} uiy @vidEery tag ovwhixas undé dragrijoacda Tox. 50.
anapvicacdar 'BD: anagviceocdai I'e, rece., edd. The aorist infinitive
for the normal future infinitive with verbs of hoping, expecting,
promising and swearing is found in Classical Greek, cf. Goodwin,
136, K.-G., 389 Anm. 7 and there is an example with durvu in
Demosth., or. 23.170; I can’t quote any parallels with duwvue in
Lucian, but cf. the aorist infinitive with dmeidé in Phal. 1.4 and
Sat. 31 (Passage 25 quoted below) and with éAni{w in Elektr. 1,
Symp. 37 and Pr. Im. 20.

Sometimes the variation of the tense of the infinitive is so natural
that comment is hardly necessary as e.g. (23) in Prom. 8 vdg ye
andrag . . . 0b yo7) Gmopvnuovedew, GAX &l xal Te fudgTyTal . . ., madudy
fyeiodar xal avrod év T ovumosie xaralimely (sic y: xavalelnew f)
Ty Spyriv. The y reading could be due to itacism, but I prefer it,
as the transition from the continuous present #jyeioftar to the
clear-cut, instantaneous aorist xaradwweiv suits the passage admirably.
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Two examples seem to involve a strange switch into an infinitive
in oratio obliqua. In Demon. 11 we find (23) radtyy &pn Exew airiay
100 w1 nowwvijoaw aplot Tijc Teletijs, e, dv Te padla 3} Ta uvoripa,
ob clwnoetar mpds Tovs undémw pepvnuévovs . . ., dv te xald (sc. 7j),
ndow adta ééayopeboew. éayopeboew I'BQL: éfayopeioet 9. Although
the assimilation into the infinitive of the verb of a dependent clause
in oratio obliqua is Attic, cf. Plat. Rep. 614b and other examples
listed in Goodwin, 304, to find an infinitive paralleling a future
indicative is distinctly odd. But Sat. 31 is even stranger (25) & yap
radra, pagl, moujoere, undé (uijre codd.: corr. Jacobitz) dupisfnreiv
Spy ..., &l 08 i, dmetdotor mpooxaiécacdar . . . If we assume the
MSS. tradition to be substantially correct (though perhaps some-
thing has been lost between nowjoere and wijre e.g. opoloyoduey
mpootixew uijre Papéwe @épew or, deleting gaoi, duoloyotor xtl.),
we have two difficult switches by way of variation, firstly that by
which dugofyreiv becomes infinitive as though it were in oratio
obliqua, and secondly when we have dmetdodor instead of part of
the quotation introduced by gaai; we would have expected dnatdod-
uey (or even dmetdeiv if we condone the infinitive dugiofnrety and
continue with the same construction).

Let us now consider some syntactical variations in combination
with the infinitive for imperative. The infinitive for imperative
(including w7 with the infinitive for a prohibition) is Lucianic
enough; clear examples occur in Ind. 7 and Sat. 21 (we needn’t
worry about its occurrence in Sol. 4 because it need not be a deli-
berate solecism there and in any case many usages criticised in
Sol. do occur in Lucian; see my article in Classical Quarterly 1956,
102 seq. and my notes on Sol. in the eighth vol. of the Loeb Lucian).
Let us start with two examples of syntactical variation involving
the infinitive for imperative so natural that one hardly notices
them: (26) ov 08 pijre meldeodar wijre mpoodyew ... GAAd T . ..
yaloew Aéye Rhet. Pr. 10, and (27) pépe 87 . . . droloyrjoouar (drolo-
yriowuar I'®) . . ., o d¢ mpocéyew Pseudolog. 16. Both examples are
essentially similar, even if editors print a full stop before dida in
the first passage as opposed to a comma before ov 8¢ in the second.
A more complicated example occurs (28) in Pisc. 46 mpodeis yovaiov

<o Oy uéy @y ... oy dmegogdvra . . ., 0%tos E0Tw O . . . oTEPIUEVOC,
ov & @y ... (sc. ¥nc) anmofrémovra ..., dnmdyew xtd., where the

infinitive for imperative dndyew corresponds to the third person
imperative otros dorw 6 orepduevos. Although the meaning of the
first half of the antithesis is clear enough, it should be noted that
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it involves anacolouthon, as after mpodeic one would logically have
expected Toftov otépe (or orépery). The same combination of third
person imperative and infinitive for imperative is found (29) in
Sat. 13: undels . . . ééeralérw undé dvaypapérw . . . undé yvuvileodar
(yvpvaléodw recc.) ... undé doxe 7| dmdeluvvodar miny el Tives
doteiot %tA., where again the meaning is clear but the grammar
dubious; with the introduction of the infinitive one would expect
a change to the accusative for the third person subject, cf. undéva
undév . .. modvvew at the beginning of this chapter, although the
continuation with the nominative nisny &l Twes seems to rule this
out; one could argue that there is a switch to a second person in-
finitive, viz. undé (sc. dueic) yvuvdleodar . . . wAny el Tweg (sc. dudv)
but this seems unnaturally difficult.

In conclusion, although this article has concentrated on passages
and problems involving the choice of text and does not claim to
be an exhaustive study of all forms of syntactical variation in
Lucian, its evidence suggests that variation of syntaxisan occasional
feature of Lucian’s style. It is perhaps to be explained not so much
as a deliberate literary effect ot the written word but as in keeping
with the less formal approach of a sophistic entertainer and per-
former who set more store by the effect of his works, or more
properly his words, on an audience than on a reading public.

APPENDIX

Lucian’s use of the optative without & in apodosi.

Although Jacobitz sometimes accepted the optative in apodosi without
dv in his text and Du Mesnil, 20—1 quotes a few examples, editors continually
attempt to rewrite Lucian by adding an dv. However the evidence that
Lucian periodically used the optative without d» in apodosi is quite con-
clusive. It may therefore be of some value if I list the passages where absence
of the d» is confirmed by the MSS.

Patr. Enc. 10 udfoi: Cal. 22 yévoiro: (Jud. Voe. 10 tic dv rodrwv dvdoyoito;
7} tlg éEaguéoeie dixn xtA.; is not a true example; cf. Goodwin 226 K.-G. 398.9;
80 too Par. 12, odx dv yévoiro 00dé épixoiro should be discounted): Symp. 40
ebploxouey: Icar. 2 dvvaluny: Tim. 38 éyxaléoaiuc: Pisc. 16 ddvaio: ibid. 37
Epoyue: Ind. 5 dxpégoi: Som. 8 yévowo (pro ddéfeic): Par. 22 edgoig: ibid. 28
nagéidor: ibid. 31 &dpows: ibid. 42 molarvo: Rhet. Pr. 12 g@afy (y), which I
probably ought to have printed in my text: Lex. 14 7jdtor dxoboyus: ibid. 25
dyvorjoeiey sine dv: (Am. 31 edfaluny: ibid. 46 edéairo): Pr. Im. 19 udiiota
xplvorro: (ibid. 23 wdya & viv gaing vett., tdy’ odv g@ainc recc.): Peregr. 26

épydoarro: Fug. 19 &dpois: Tox. 6 todvoua ... émAdBoiro: ibid. 36 0dd’ év
yalivy pddows: ibid. 62 ely sine dv: (Dem. Enc. 1 rdya . . . énioraivro): Hist. 8
dnegydoatto: Sat. 28 tiva adt@y . . . fvvato: Hes. 6 & 1@ fiw voullowro: Herm.

71 édvairo: ibid. 79 gain: (Halc. 3 énéidoi): Prom. in Verb. 2 Aéyois: ibid. 3
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gain: D. Mort. 24.3 (= 30.3 Teub.) &xo:: ibid. 25.2 (= 12.2 Teub.) évéyxairo:
D. Deor. 9.5 (= 6.5 Teub.) tdya ... pijosiey.

These examples would seem to prove beyond reasonable doubt that Lucian
occasionally omitted his dv with the potential optative in apodosi; it will
be noted that the usage is common in rhetorical questions, but the five
examples of gnui and four of dvauar are not significant, as these are such
common verbs.

Artemidorus of Daldis on the Pronunciation of Greek

By I. Avorins, London (Canada)

Although most of our knowledge of the pronunciation of Greek
in the Roman imperial period is inferred from inscriptions and the
papyri, some information can be found in authors preserved only,
or mainly, in manuscripts. One of these authors is the dream inter-
preter Artemidorus of Daldis?). In this article I have collected all
the hints regarding the pronunciation of Greek noticed by me in
his work.

The Pronunciation of the Spelling e

In 1.68, 74.18 P.2) we read : v@v dompiwy ( = pulse) wdvra poydnea
sy mioov (= the pea) dea 1o dvoua. ot yag merdois onuavtixoy.
The words of Artemidorus clearly assert a similarity between
mioov and meudodc. Since there is no connection in meaning, the
similarity must be one of pronunciation. Kaiser3), Festugiére?),
and Del Corno %) reasonably assume that we are here in the presence
of an iotacist pronunciation of the e in metdods. It is not easy to
determine whether Artemidorus would have pronounced this & as
a long or a short ¢. That the original quantity of the ¢ in migog

1) His exact years are not known, but several indications in his work
point to a date in the second century A.D. The data have been collected
by A. S. Osley, “Notes on Artemidorus’ Oneirocritica’, Classical Journal 59
(1963-1964) 65-69.

2) The text used here is that of R. A. Pack, Artemidori Daldiani Oniro-
criticon Libri V (Leipzig, 1963). In references Pack has been abbreviated to P.

3) Artemidor von Daldis, Traumbuch. Ubertragung von F.S. Krauss,
bearbeitet und ergénzt von M. Kaiser (Basel u. Stuttgart, 1965) 98, n. 2.

%) Artémidore. La clef des songes. Onirocriticon. Traduit et annoté par
A. J. Festugiére (Paris, 1975) 74, n. 14.

8) Artemidoro. Il libro dei sogni. A cura di Dario Del Corno (Mﬂan, 1975)
310, n. 101.
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