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Gauthier Liberman

PETITS RIENS SOPHOCLEENS : ANTIGONE V*
(V. 1095-1099, 11101112, 11131114, 1127-1130,
1140-1141 ET 1149-1150, 1165-1171, 12061211,

12151218, 1223-1225, 1226-1230, 1251-1252,
1278-1280, 1344—-1346)

Kp. EYVoKa KaVTOG Kol TAPAGGOpL QPEVOG: 1095
16 T €ikabEV yap Sevov, AvTioTavTo €
G matdEon Bupov v devd mapa. 1097
Xo. gvPovriav del, mal Mevoikémc, AaPeiv.

Kp. i ofTa xpn Opdv; epale: meicopan 8’ €Y.

1096 eikabelv Elmsley : eixéBew codd. || 1098 evfoviiav Lloyd-
Jones—Wilson in apparatu ; recepit Griffith : edfovAiag codd. | AaPeiv
IV : hayelv Zf : Kpéov SAzot, K in marg. : Kpéwv R.

* Voir Hyperboreus 28 : 1 (2022) 29-52; 28 : 2 (2022) 203-227 ;29 : 1 (2023)
29-49; 29: 2 (2023) 173-195. Voici quelques emendanda portant sur les « Petits
riens » précédents : 1) « Petits riens sophocléens : Antigone 11 », Hyperboreus 28
(2022) 204 n. 3 : le livre correspondant a « Irigoin 2009 » ne figure pas dans la
bibliographie, a laquelle on ajoutera « J. Irigoin, Le poéte grec au travail (Paris
2009) » ; 2) « Petits riens sophocléens : Antigone 111 », Hyperboreus 29 (2023) 31 au
v. 529. Pour illustrer la correction que je prone, OU®S 6 v’ AdNG TOVG VOUOVG TAGY
mobet, j’aurais di citer Marc Auréle, 12. 36. 1, 10 ydp Kot TOVG VOUOLS TG0V £KAOT®,
bien expliqué par Wilamowitz, Griechisches Lesebuch. Erliuterungen T. II. Halbband
(Berlin 21902) 200 et Kleine Schriften 111 (Berlin 1969) 506. De méme, pour illustrer
le v. 704, analysé 44-45, j’aurais pu citer Eschyle, Choeph. 505-506, maideg yop
avopi kKAndovog cmtiprot | Bovovtt ; 3) « Petits riens sophocléens : Antigone TV »,
Hyperboreus 29 (2023) 173 n. 1 : ajouter, sur dyog, P. Ragot, « Régicide, matricide et
souillure chez les Atrides selon Eschyle : considérations nouvelles sur la signification
de &yog (Ch. 155) et de Gyviopa (Eu. 327-328) », REG 124 (2011) 1-20, méme si
sa version du passage des Choéphores ne m’agrée nullement, comme je le préciserai
dans « Architecture et texte du thréne des Choéphores d’Eschyle » (article a paraitre
dans la REA). Relativement a la legon fautive t@v peydiov mapedpog &v apyaig
Osopdv (797-798) que j’examine ibid., 174-176, je m’avise avec étonnement que
Wilamowitz, Aristoteles und Athen 11 (Berlin 1893) 330 n. 1 la conserve en donnant
un sens « personnel » a Oeocudv, comme, selon lui, ce mot désigne les Aréopagites
chez Eschyle, Eum. 571 (il changea d’avis plus tard sur ce passage) et 615.

173



174 Gauthier Liberman

Si Griffith a raison d’écarter (tacitement !) la conjecture ludique "Atng
matd&or Oopov év Alve mapa que Lloyd-Jones—Wilson n’ont pas craint de
mettre dans leur texte, il a certainement tort de donner pour du Sophocle
év dewv® mapo et de prétendre que ces mots peuvent signifier « this too is
terrible ». Il accepte I’expédient de Jebb consistant a expliquer, si I’on peut
encore appeler cela « expliquer », que Sophocle mélange deux constructions,
nwépo = mapeotv (« often found in S. of bad circumstances ») et &v dev@®
€oTt1, ce qui est censé signifier « it is a matter of terror » et étre analogue
a I’idiotisme bien connu &v kaA® (cf. EL 384 vdv yap év kaAd epoveiv). Il
est a mes yeux clair que le sens attendu est « il est terrible de céder, mais il
est pire, en ne cédant pas, de fracasser dans les affres de la ruine son ardeur
a résister ». La correction idiomatique de Seyffert 1865 dewvod nwépa! rend
le sens qui convient en ne laissant pas trop loin derricre elle les données de
la tradition.? La formule de gradation restituée par Seyffert se trouve chez
Démosthéne 45, 73, Sewvdv, @ Y1) koi Oeol, kai mépa detvod et chez Maxime
de Tyr, Diss. 27, 1, dewdv ye, ® 0goi, koi detvod mépa.3 Reste la question de
savoir quel mot restituer devant dewvod népa, car Jebb a raison de critiquer
gv dewvod mépa (Seyffert), ou &v est censé renforcer devod mépa comme si
I’on avait &v dewvotatov, « unum maxime terribile ». L’adverbe av,* déja
conjecturé par Blaydes 1859, parait approprié : comparer 1281, 11 6* €otv
ad kéklov &k kakdv £ty Il n’est pas anormal qu’il soit éloigné du début
du vers et de la proposition : cf. 1070-1071, &xeig 8¢ TdV KdtwOev EvOAS’
av Oedv | duotpov, dktépiotov, dvoctov vékvy. Griffith dit lapidairement
a propos du v. 1098 « simplest is emendation to gdPovAiav ».> C’est
peut-étre simple et préférable au texte transmis, ou I’infinitif Aafeiv est
censé étre explétif, mais la phraséologie evoviiov Aafeiv ne parait guére
satisfaisante, au contraire de e0fovAiag deil. Le mot AaPeiv pourrait, quoi
qu’en ait Jebb, étre une faute par persévérance due a Aaxeilv (1094).6 Lloyd-

I Jebb attribue mépa a Musgrave et detvod a Martin et dewvod wépa a Seyffert,
qui dit améliorer dewvdv népa. de Nauck.

2 Voir Liberman 2010, 212. Je discute le passage de Sophocle a I’occasion d’un
examen de la correction palmaire de Wieseler népag dpo pour mapd | odpo chez
Pindare, Nem. 7, 19-20.

3 Voir aussi, par exemple, fr. 189, 1 Radt, & mdv 6O ToAfcoco Kai Tépa, YOVoL.

4 Sur 8¢... av, voir Klotz 1842, 208-210 ; Baumlein 1861, 45—46.

3> Selon Muff 1877, 116, le v. 1098 est dit par le premier parastate, le v. 1107 par
le second.

¢ Jebb objecte que le copiste du Laurentianus a écrit Aafeiv a la place de Aaxeiv
(1094) sous I’influence de Aafeiv (1098), qui se trouvait donc dans son modele.
L’objection est sans valeur : la faute par persévérance dont je parle se sera produite
a un stade antérieur.
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Jones—Wilson citent la conjecture de Rauchenstein td viv, locution qui
apparait a la fin du vers dans Phil. 613. Une possibilité plus attrayante, car
Td VOV a un peu trop 1’air d’un bouche-trou, est Alav, « il n’est que trop
besoin d’une décision adéquate » (cf. fr. 951, 1-2 Radt dotig 0& BvnTdv
Odavatov dppwdel Alav, | pdpog mépuke). Le mot Aakelv a pu d’autant
plus facilement amené la faute par persévérance que les vers 1096—
1097 doivent, a mon avis, étre transposés apres le v. 1099. Il me parait
clair qu’ils développent la raison pour laquelle Créon est décidé a suivre
le conseil que lui donnera le cheeur et a céder aux instances de Tirésias :

Kp. EYVOKO KOVTOG KOl TAPAGCOHOL QPEVOG 1095
Xo. g0PovAiag del, mal Mevotkémg, Alav. 1098
Kp. i of|ta xpn Spdv; epale: meicopar 8’ €Y. 1099
16 T’ €lKabeV yap devov, avTiotavto € 1096
gt motdEar Oopov ad dewvod mépa. 1097
Kp. opuacd’ eErdvTeg gig EndYLOV TOTOV. 1110

EY® 8’ €medn d0&a TN’ EmecTPaQN,
010G 17 E0noa Kal mapdV EKADGOULAL.

Créon invite toute sa suite a se précipiter vers le flanc de colline ou se
trouve Polynice. « Antigone’s rock tomb, écrit Griffith, is in a hillside
adjacent to it (773—4, 1215-18n.) ». Son émotion et la précipitation
font-ils perdre a Créon la précision de son langage et dire tomov au
lieu de mayov (411 ; mediov én’ Gkpov, 11977) ou tomov est-il un lapsus
de copiste ? On trouve &ig Tpocoyiov (v. 1. éndyiov) mayov dans Oed.
Col. 1600-1601. Les passages auxquels Griffith renvoie ne prouvent pas
la position adjacente de la tombe d’Antigone par rapport a la colline ou
git Polynice. C’est ce que ne prouve pas non plus le passage reproduit
ci-dessus. A premiére vue, en effet, I’opposition entre la suite de Créon,
associée a I’émoyiog tomog / mhyog ou se trouve Polynice, et Créon lui-
méme, qui va libérer Antigone, cette opposition, dis-je, ferait, telle qu’elle
est libellée, plutdt attendre I’association de Créon a une aire différente
de celle indiquée par énoyiog tomog / méryoc. S’il est vrai que, comme
on ’admet, éndyioc tomog / mhyog désigne 1’aire ou se trouvent le frére
et la sceur, alors il me parait plausible de supposer, avec Hermann,? la
perte, entre le v. 1110 et le v. 1111, de vers ou Créon disait que Polynice

7 Voir la note topographique de Jebb.
8 Hermann 1830, 260-261.
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se trouvait dans ledit éndyiog tOmog / mayog, qu’il accompagnerait sa
suite chargée de donner sépulture a Polynice mais que c’est lui en propre
qui irait délivrer Antigone, enchainée du fait de ses ordres. Jebb rejette
I’hypothése de Hermann sans percevoir la difficulté du texte transmis si
I’on admet la proximité des lieux ou se trouvent Polynice et Antigone.
Seyffert 1865 écarte aussi 1’idée de Hermann, mais il évite 1’écueil que
Jebb heurte en admettant une opposition implicite entre £émdy10¢ TOTOC,
« conspicuus locus », et la kat®pvg otéyn (1100) d’Antigone. Le texte
me parait exprimer trop peu nettement une telle opposition pour que
I’explication de Seyffert soit plausible.

Kp. d€dotka yap U Tovg KaBEoTATAG VOLOLG
&protov 1 6Olovta TOV Piov TEAETV. 1114

Impressionné par les paroles menagantes de Tirésias, Créon se demande
s’il ne vaut pas mieux vivre en observant les lois immuables qu’Antigone
lui disait préférer a ses décrets a Iui. Jebb et Griffith ne commentent pas
kafeotd@tag, mais Libker® et Seyffert 1865 sont sensibles a ce qu’a de
remarquable I’emploi de ce mot : les lois « établies » sont bien celles
qui dictent sa conduite a Antigone et non les siennes, qu’il qualifiait
de tovg mpoxeévoug ; les premiéres ne relévent pas que du « devoir
étre ». Le superlatif @piotov s’est-il substitué au comparatif duewov,
qui semble offrir un sens meilleur ? La forme épeiov expliquerait mieux
la faute, mais on la trouve non chez Sophocle et Euripide mais une fois
chez Eschyle (Sept. 305) et dans le Prométhée (420). La confusion entre
dprotov et duewvov n’est pas inconnue.!? Par ailleurs — Seyffert I’avait
déja vu ! — le sens parait appeler dédotko un non avec le subjonctif!!
mais avec I’indicatif, « je me demande avec crainte si... ne... pas » :

? Liibker 1851, 48-49.

10 Voir Richards 1911, 331-332. Il cite un vers de Philémon, ®@aveiv Gpiotov
éotwv 1 (v aOMomg (fr. 203 Kassel-Austin), ou la legon des mss. de Stobée est
Kkpatiotév €otwv. Faut-il supposer un processus de faute tel que duewvov < dpiotov
< kpdrtiotév ? Je ne tiens pas pour satisfaisante la correction de Blaydes citée par
Austin et Kassel 8¢ kpeittov, malgré Ménandre, Monost. 415 Jékel, Kpgiooov 10
un Civ éotwv 7 v aOhiog.

11 Jebb et Griffith citent Oed. rex 747, Sewvédg aOLU® ur PAETOY 6 pHavTic 1), mais
la le subjonctif est parfaitement justifié. Griffith remarque quand méme a propos
de notre passage « the indicative is more common, as implicitly at 278-9 ». Dans
Phil. 30, dpa ka0’ bvov ) KataviioBelg kupt), Seyffert 1867 voit aussi qu’il faut
I’indicatif (Schaefer). Lloyd-Jones—Wilson ont tort de garder le subjonctif.
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cf. diax 278-279, Eouoenu oM oot koi d&dotka Ui ‘K Bgod | TANYN TIg
fiker ;12 Ant. 278-279, dvaé, éuoi ot pun T Koi Benhatov | todpyov 168’
N &ovvole PBoviever mdion (avec la note de Griffith) ; 1253-1254, Al
gloduecba, pn Tt Kol Katdoyetov | Kpuef] Kodvmtel kapdig Ouopovuévn. 3
Seyffert invoquait la scholie ancienne 6€dotka, eNGi, 1 00K £6TL KAAOV
7O VOpoOeTEY Kouvad, AN’ dplotov €Tt TO Tteibecban Toig dpyaiolg vOUOIC.
Si Seyffert et moi-méme avons raison, il faut envisager de lire non 1} mais
nv (Seyffert) ou de remplacer §| c®lovta par un terme fort plusieurs fois
employé¢ par Sophocle, éxo®Clovra, tétrasyllabe qui répond d’une manicre
expressive au tétrasyllabe xoBeotdtoc, et admettre la méme « ellipse »
du verbe « étre » qu’au vers 278 de I’Antigone. La correction 7v est plus
plausible : je n'en disconviens pas. C’est I’imparfait « didactique » du grec
et du latin :'* « I’expérience a montré qu’il vaut mieux vivre en respectant
les lois établies ».

Xo. 6& 0’ VIEP SNOPOV TTETPOG
otépoy dmwne Ayvic, EvBo Kwpikion
oteiyovotr Nopeot Bakyide,
Kootoriog e vapa... 1130

1129 oteiyovot Nopgaor Meineke : N. o1. codd. metro iambico pessum-
dato || comma omissum ap. Lloyd-Jones—Wilson et Griffith restituo.

L’Antigone est la seule tragédie grecque connue a compter cinq « sta-
sima », selon Séchan.!> L’examen de la structure de la piece par Griffith
dégage cinq « epeisodia », chiffre normal,!¢ mais il méconnait le retour-
nement opéré, apreés la « fausse fin heureuse » que marque le dernier

12 Voir Finglass 2011 ad loc. La tradition manuscrite est partagée entre
I’indicatif, le subjonctif et 1’optatif.

13 Jadopte cette legon de mss. récents, au témoignage de Jebb, pour Bupovpév.
Pour un rapprochement comparable des mots grammaticalement disjoints, voir 1085,
apiika Oupud kapdiog toevpata, « jai décoché au ceeur des fleches faites pour
atteindre le coeur » (Tirésias, dans le style ramassé et hardi de la mantique).

14 Voir Liberman 2020 a Properce 1, 13, 34. 1l tend a échapper non moins aux
hellénistes qu’aux latinistes.

15 Séchan 1930, 190. L’observation de Séchan se tire aussi de I’examen des
tables de Masqueray 1895. Aichele 1971, 55 et Rode 1971 attribue cinq « stasima »
a d’autres tragédies aussi.

16 Voir Aichele 1971, 80. Cairns 2016, 31 annonce six « epeisodia », mais son
analyse n’en compte que cing.
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« stasimon », par I’« exodos » (1155-1353).17 « Créon ayant décidé —
trop tard — de ne pas faire mourir la jeune fille, le cheeur, persuadé que
tout danger est conjuré, se livre sur un mode trés vif a une danse joyeuse
qui contraste avec la fatale nouvelle que I’on va bientdt apporter ».!$
Dans le contexte festif et bachique'® de 1’antistrophe d’ou notre passage
est extrait,?0 la platitude de oteiyovot surprend : opposer par exemple
I’évocation de I’oribasie dans ces anapestes de [’hyporchéme de Pratinas,
fr. 3, 2 Snell-Kannicht, £uog £uog 0 Bpopiog, €ue del kehadeiv, EUE o0&l
moToyelv av’ Opea ocvuevov petd Naiddwv. La platitude de oteiyovot
surprend encore plus si ce cinquiéme « stasimon » est un hyporchéme
ou du moins d’inspiration hyporchématique.?! Selon Muff 1877, la

17 Voir Kremer 1971, 131-132 ; West 1990, 25.

18 Séchan 1930, 192.

19"« Dionysos ranges the slope of Mt Parnassos above Delphi, where in alternate
years a Panhellenic torch-festival (tpietnpic) was held, with nocturnal celebrations
by both women and men (so 1129 Noueor) » (Griffith).

20 Sur la difficulté de I’interprétation métrique de I’ensemble du morceau au
rythme trés enlevé, voir Wilamowitz 1921, 123. Je suis dubitativement la colométrie
de Willink 2010, 373-375 (comparer Gleditsch 1883, 117-119), mais j’écarte la
correction, certes légere, du vers 1115 qui permet a Willink d’interpréter 1115
= 1126 comme le vers (U U —uU U —uU —) qu’il appelle « T » et en lequel il voit, si
j’ose dire, un « para-télésillien » (cf. Wilamowitz 1921, 318). S’il s’agit bien de ce
vers, on en a l1a une forme « dragged » (———a la place de — U —), ce qui n’est pas
pour étonner dans cette piéce (cf. 1122 (0) patpomoiy ®nPav = 1133 molvctdpurog
néumner d’apres le texte et la colométrie de Willink lui-méme). D’autres analyses sont
possibles (séquence dactylique avec acéphalie, séquence anapestique) ; comparer
I’hyporchéme attribué¢ a Pindare, fr. 107 a Sn.—M. (voir Liberman 2017, 165-166),
avec le texte de Wilamowitz 1922, 504, vers 2, éhelMlopevog modi pupéo (synizese)
Ko moAov HEAOG SIDKMV.

21 Voir Muff 1877, 116117 et, sur I’hyporchéme tragique en général, Miiller
1847, 518-520 (I’expression « hyporchéme tragique » est de lui) ; Sommerbrodt
1876, 220-222 ; Miiller 1886, 223-224 ; Smyth 1906, Ixxiii—Ixxv ; Garrod 1920,
133 ; De Falco 1958, 5688 (sur I’hyporchéme sophocléen) ; Dale 1969, 34-40 ;
Pickard-Cambridge 1996, 350-353 (les deux derniers sont sceptiques sur cette notion
d’hyporchéme tragique). Boeckh 1884, 238-247 retire au morceau la qualité de
« stasimon » sans I’appeler « hyporchéme ». Dans la célebre scholie a Trach. 216 p.
99 Xenis, 0 yop HeASGPLOV OVK EOTL GTAGIHOV, GAL VIO THG Ndovilg dpxodvTal
(voir Miiller 1847, 472 n. 1), je suggere de lire \md tiig OONG, « ad cantum » : ce
serait une périphrase de vmopynuo (cf. Sommerbrodt 1876, 263 ; Graf 1889, 75 ;
Crusius 1894, 62). La définition de Latte 1913, 14, « est igitur hyporchema saltatio
chori aliis accinentibus », exclut la division en « cheeur de danse » et « cheeur de
chant » ; un témoignage de Callimaque (/n Delum 304-306) qu’analyse Latte (68—70)
implique cette division (voir Séchan 1930, 120 et 144—-145). Miiller 1847, 519 n. 1
est le premier a avoir supposé€ que ’hyporchéme de Pratinas (fr. 3 Snell-Kannicht)
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danse d’un demi-chceur accompagnait le chant de 1’autre demi-cheeur
(avec permutation des rdéles d’une strophe a I’autre) et cette danse était
mimétique de celle des Kmpoxiat... Nopeot Boakyidec. Wilamowitz?? con-
damne fermement 1’application a la tragédie du mot « hyporchéme », et il
est vrai que cette application pourrait résulter de I’intention d’opposer au
« stasimon » considéré a tort comme impliquant 1’immobilité du cheeur?
un morceau manifestement orchestique. Mais il n’est pas moins vrai que ce
cheeur de I’Antigone ne cadre guere avec 1’idée qu’il est permis de se faire
d’un « stasimon » : « dans les chants des stasima 1’émotion reste presque
toujours mesurée, contenue, et ce caractére se reflétait sur la danse elle-
méme : toute pénétrée de la maitrise que le cheeur, sorte de conscience du
drame, ne cesse pas, le plus souvent, d’exercer sur les sentiments que lui
inspire le spectacle de la passion et de la douleur, I’emmélie se distinguait
par la noblesse et la gravité. Treés sobre dans ses mouvements, ¢’était plutot
une suite de pas, de gestes, d’attitudes que ce que nous appellerions une
danse, et elle ne comportait que des évolutions harmonieuses et symétriques
sans rien de brusque ni de saccadé ».2* Quoi qu’il en soit, je suggere qu’en
otelyovot il y a banalisation d’une legon qui fut okiptdot 23 rapprocher
1150-1154, caig dua mepmdrolg | Oviacty, al oe povopevol mévvoyot |
yopevovot tov tapiav Takyov ; Euripide, Bacch. 169, k®dlov dyet taydmovv
okipTpact Baxya ; 446, oxiptdot Bpopov avakaiovpevar 0ov ; Oppien,
Cyn. 4, 340-342, nidaxt &’ éumélacav (les I€opards) Bpopumtior kol péya
¥ovdov | Admtovsty Advocov, €n’ GAAMANGL 0 TAcal | oKIPTEDGY eV
TPMTO, Yoportvwéovaty opoiot ; Orphica 51, 8, ovv Ilavi okiptdoot av’
obpea (NOpoat... Bakyowo tpoeoti) ; Philostrate I’ Ancien, /mag. 2, 12, 2,
EL&yovto 6 kal ol Nopgat yopedoai ol Kai avackiptiicat tov [ava.

faisait partie d’un drame satyrique (voir O’Sullivan-Collard 2013, 242-245). Dale
1969, 39-40, pour qui I’« hyporchéme dramatique » (I’expression est encore de
K. O. Miiller) est impensable, combat I’hypothése.

22 Wilamowitz 1907, 76. Le jeune Wilamowitz 1873, 20 se reprochait d’avoir
nommé « bachique » I’hyporchéme « apollinien » (1872, 20). Il est logique
que Wilamowitz 1913, 133 refuse au fr. 3 Snell-Kannicht de Pratinas le statut
d’hyporchéme et le rattache au dithyrambe. La célébre note de Wilamowitz 1914,
2 exclut tacitement 1’hyporchéme tragique.

23 Voir Wilamowitz 1914, 2 n. 1. Sur I’origine du « stasimon », voir I’hypothése
de West 1990, 21.

24 Séchan 1930, 190.

25 Sur le mouvement orchestique visé par ce mot, voir Emmanuel 1895, 55-56.
Pour semblable banalisation présumée (uenio substitué a salio ou salto) dans deux
textes latins, voir Liberman 2020 a Properce 1, 19, 13. Aussi bien okipt®ct que
otelyovot comportent une « impureté » de responsion vénielle avec le v. 1118, yévog,
KAvtav O¢ apeénec. Le v. 1129 offre une autre « impureté » du méme type.
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Xo. Kal viv, o¢ Praiog Exeton 1140
TAVOAPOG TOALG VTTO VOGOL 1141
ol Aog yévebhov, Tpoedvn’, 1149
OVvaé, oaic Bue mepurodolg 1150

1141 navoapog W. Dindorf : mavdnuog codd. | vmo Musgrave : &mi
codd. || 1149-1150 mpopdévnd’ avaé Bergk : mpopdvnd votioug codd.

Je reproduis le texte de Griffith a ceci prés que j’adopte la nécessaire
correction de Musgrave au v. 1141. Griffith a raison d’écarter le change-
ment symétrique, qu’opérent Lloyd-Jones—Wilson, de kai vdv en viv &’
(1140) et de mai Ao en Znvog (1149). Ce changement, qui, certes, simplifie
I’analyse métrique, mais en dénaturant la composition du poéte,2® ampute
d’une syllabe le colon ennéasyllabique ou Griffith reconnait dubitative-
ment une forme de dimétre choriambique.?’” Mais le colon ne rentre pas dans
la typologie du dimétre choriambique.?® L’analyse provisoire « dochmie +
choriambe? » est préférable. Rapprocher I’ennéasyllabe que dégage la
colométrie de Schroeder’® et Dale 1981 au sein d’un autre hyporchéme
supposé,3! diax 697 = 711, avn®’, @ Osdv yopomoi’ &vaé, glyconien

26 Le colon 1141 = 1150, par lequel débute une nouvelle période (la finale du
v. 1148 est « breuis in longo »), commence, comme 1140 = 1149, par trois syllabes
longues. Le couple strophe / antistrophe commence par un colon entiérement formé
de syllabes longues. Je vois donc, dans les trois longues initiales, la marque de
la composition métrico-rythmique du poéte. La colométrie courante fait du colon
initial une suite de six syllabes longues, erronément interprétée comme dimétre
choriambique par Griffith. Il s’agit en réalit¢é d’un pentasyllabe en synaphie
syllabique avec un dimétre choriambique octosyllabique et non heptasyllabique :
sur le caractéristique « pentamakron » sophocléen, voir Willink 2010, 376. Willink
corrige le colon initial pour en réduire a cinq les six syllabes mais il est plus plausible
d’admettre la synaphie syllabique que je viens d’évoquer.

27 Son texte porte kai viv mais ’analyse métrique porte et implique kai vov,
qui se trouve étre une correction de Boeckh 1884 effectuée « responsionis causa »
et trés justement critiquée par Seyffert 1865.

28 Sur cette typologie, voir Itsumi 1982.

29 Ainsi Dale 1981 (exactement « dragged hypodochm », parce qu’a ce colon
répond I’hypodochmie moi Awdg yéveb-, mais « spondée + crétique » est une forme
connue de dochmie, répertoriée par August Seidler en 1811). Le pentasyllabe initial
du couple strophe / antistrophe peut justement étre analysé comme un dochmie (cf.
Willink 2010, 376 n. 91). Le dimeétre choriambique du colon 1144 = 1151 est précédé
par une « penthémimere iambique » qui n’est pas sans affinité avec le dochmie.

30 Schroeder 1930, 63 § 94. Voir West 1982, 66 n. 80.

31 Tdée de Miiller 1847, 518.
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procéphale dont mai A1dg yéveblov, mpopdvnd’ est pour ainsi dire une
version « anaclastique ». La locution kai viv32? doit étre conservée : elle
est idiomatique dans une priére ou un appel a paraitre en renouvelant le
secours déja porté suit 1’évocation des services antérieurement rendus par
la ou les divinités invoquées. Il est a plus d’un titre utile de convoquer
cette partie d’une priére du cheeur de I’Edipe roi :33

npdTo 68 KeEKAOLEVOC, BUyaTep Atdg, GuPpot’ ABdva, 160
YOLoyov T AOEAPERY
Aptepy, 6 KuKAOEVT' dyopdg Opovov evkAéa Bdooet,
kot Doifov Exaforov aitd,
TpLecol aAe&ipopotl TpoPavnTé ot
&l mote Kol TPoTEPAG BTOC VITEPOPVLUEVOC TOAN 165
nvocat’ éktomiov eAGY THUaTOG, EADETE KOl VOV.

Le v. 1149 souffre a la fois d’une inégalité de responsion entre Koi VOV ®G
et mol A1og (mot pyrrhique) et de la superfétation moi Awog yévebiov. Le
npo@dvnTé pot du v. 164 de I’Edipe suggere 1’introduction du pronom
enclitique pot : Znvog pot yéveBrov, mpoeavnb(1). J’emprunte Znvog
a Bothe. Alov (Seyffert 1865) est bien slr aussi possible.’* Comparer
Trach. 956, Tov A10g dAkipov yovov, ou le métre iambique impose Znvog
(t) ou Alov (Nauck).

AT Kol yop fdovai 1165
6tav TpoddGLY Avdpog, o T Eyd
(v todTov, AAL’ ELyuyov 1YODpOL VEKPOV.
mAoVTEL TE YO KT’ OlKkoV, £l BoVAN, péya,
kai (i) topavvov oy’ Ex@v- €av 8’ ami
TOVT®V TO Yoipe, THAL’ £yd KamvoD oKidg 1170
oVK v Tproipnv avopi Tpog TV MooV V.

1165 xai yap nMdovai Seyffert 1865 post Hartung (cf. sch. ad
1167 laudatum) : tag yap noovog codd. necnon Athenaeus 280 c,

32 Voir Finglass 2018, 219. La modification de kai viv par Lloyd-Jones—Wilson
est, je présume, cause que notre passage n’est pas cité par Finglass. « The kai in the
manuscrits at 1140 is a connective kol », objectent Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1997, 83,
mais il n’y a la qu’une pétition de principe.

3 Texte et colométrie de Finglass 2018. Comparer Willink 2010, 412-414 et
Lachmann 1819, 127 et 141.

34 Voir Seebass 1880, 18.
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547 c || 1166 avdpodg] Gvopag Zot : dvopec Athenaeus 280 ¢, 547 ¢ :
Gvdpa Eusthatius 957. 17 supra linea in libro autographo (cf. van der
Valk ad loc.) | o0 tibnu’] obtt enu’ Meineke || 1167 om. codd.,
pracbent Athenaeus et Eusthatius, qui ea dicit extare apud td axpipi
avtiypaga : o0 vopilom Cijv ékeivov tov dvdpa Ov v mpoddov ai
noovai sch. L || 1171 mowiunv (id est mooiunv) Gleditsch (cf.
movaiuny Zf teste Dawe).

L’apparat critique, que j’emprunte, a quelques détails pres, a Lloyd-
Jones—Wilson, illustre le trouble de la tradition du texte de ce passage.
Ce trouble est encore plus grand qu’il n’y parait, car, ainsi que le signale
trés discrétement la mention de la conjecture de Gleditsch au v. 1171, un
probléme affecte les v. 1170-1171. « Mais si de tous ces avantages est
retranchée la jouissance, le reste (c’est-a-dire, je suppose, les avantages
sans la jouissance), moi pour une ombre de fumée je ne les achéterais pas
a un homme, par comparaison avec le plaisir (c’est-a-dire, je suppose :
‘je serais prét a payer pour le plaisir accompagnant ces avantages ce
que je ne serais pas prét a payer pour ces avantages sans le plaisir’) ».
La locution obk v mplaiunv parait ne pas cadrer avec komvod OKIiG,
qui semble appeler non un verbe du sens d’« acheter »3 mais un verbe
du sens d’« estimer » : « les avantages sans la jouissance, je les tiens
pour une ombre de fumée ». A la révocation en doute de mproiumv on
pourrait opposer Aias 477—-478, ovKk v wplaiuny ovdevog Adyov Bpotdv
| 6ot Kevaiow €lmiow Oeppoivetar, si la legon était incontestable et
que Nauck (en 1865) et Madvig,?® entre autres, ne fussent pas, comme
je le crois, fondés a suggérer mowoiunyv (bacchiaque) dans 1’4jax. Dans
I’ Antigone, la conjecture de Gleditsch moloiuny rend avdpi inconstructible
et Lloyd-Jones—Wilson aurait dii, comme font Nauck3” et Jebb, préciser

35 « Sehr unpassend, da man flir eine kamvod okid (d. h. fiir etwas wesenloses
oder vollig werthloses) nichts kaufen kann », écrit Nauck dés la révision de
Schneidewin 1852 publiée en 1880.

36 Madvig 1871, 207 (« et per se ineptum est nec Adyog pretium est, quo quis
ematur »). Une écrasante majorité d’éditeurs et de commentateurs gardent et, le cas
échéant, défendent la lecon transmise (voir Finglass 2011, 277). Bien str, on se sert
du passage de 1’Antigone pour défendre celui de 1’4jax. Opposer a ces passages
ceux que citent Finglass et Collard 2018, 121 pour illustrer ’idiotisme ovk av
TPV avec « genetiuus pretii » et ot le mot au génitif a une valeur d’échange
trés petite mais non absolument inexistante (voir I’objection de Nauck cité note
précédente). Finglass mentionne Hérodote 1, 33, 9, odte Adyov pv momodpuevog
000evog amonéumetal, sur lequel Nauck appuyait sa conjecture.

37 Nauck 1886, 170, par qui je connais la conjecture.
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que Gleditsch lui substitue wévta : « tout le reste, je ne le tiendrais pas
pour ombre de fumée en comparaison du plaisir ». Ces deux corrections
inséparables présentent aussi [’avantage de faciliter la compréhension du
syntagme 7pog v Ndoviv qui, tel que le vers 1171 est transmis, n’est
pas sans faire difficulté. Je pense cependant que les deux corrections de
Gleditsch sont fourvoyées et semblables a un cautére sur une jambe de
bois : il me parait plus plausible que le vers 1171 ait été forgé, d’apres
une version déja altérée du v. 477 de 1’4jax,?® pour rendre intelligible
la séquence elliptique tdAL’ éy® kamvod okidg.’® Tournier,*® qui sup-
posa I’interpolation, crut pouvoir se tirer de la difficulté de D’ellipse
en changeant éy® en ¢y, mais le grec dym ne parait pas étre employé
comme molobual pour exprimer ’appréciation avec un génitif de prix.4!
Néanmoins la question se pose bel et bien de savoir si la séquence tres
elliptique que compleéte censément 1’interpolation peut étre attribuée telle
quelle a Sophocle. Si elle ne le peut pas, je suggére, a la place de TdAL
&yo, 4&®d, c’est-a-dire <tadto> A&ud komvod okidg, « j’attribue a ces
avantages la valeur d’une ombre de fumée » (cf. Platon, Leg. 917 d, 6ndong
av T a&loomn 10 Towroduevov et rapprocher la locution o0vdevog d&tov,
« sans aucune valeur »*?). La sous-entente de todta tiré de TovT®V ne fait
pas difficulté ; ma proposition élimine Td@AA(a), qui n’est pas bien clair. Il
serait plus clair en I’absence de tovt®v : « si la jouissance n’est pas la,
le reste ne vaut rien ».*> La présence de tovtov rend tédAM(a), qui renvoie

38 Pour un phénomeéne identique dans I’Edipe a Colone, voir Liberman 2020, 31.

39 Sur I’interpolation d’un vers due a I’incompréhension ou au refus d’une
ellipse, voir Barrett 2007, 469-472.

40 Tournier 1875, 125 n° 395. Nauck approuvait Tournier dans la révision de
Schneidewin 1852 publiée en 1880.

4l Nieberding 1875, 11 reléve I’emploi sophocléen et hérodotéen de Gysw au
sens de « achten, schitzen, halten = vopilewv » : cf. Ant. 34-35, 10 mpayp’ dyewv | ovy,
¢ mop’ ovdév. Mais il y a une différence entre ce passage et 1’expression qu’admet
Tournier.

42 Voir la scholie ancienne a Aristophane, Nub. 252 b (Holwerda), ta yop
Undevog Gétor kamvovg Kol okl kol vepélog mvopalov et Leutsch-Schneidewin
1839, 425-426 a Appendix prouerbiorum 111, 44.

43 11 vaut la peine de rapprocher Eschyle, Ag. 349-350, 10 & &0 kpatoin um
SyoppOTmg 1OtV | TOALDV Yop €6OADY TV dvnotv gikdunyv. On entend en général
soit « je préfére la jouissance <de ce que j'ai> a <la jouissance> de nombreux
avantages <que je n’ai pas> » (Fraenkel 1950), sens pertinent mais qui, méme si on
lit Tqvde avec Hermann, force le grec, soit « j’ai choisi la jouissance de nombreux
avantages » (Denniston—Page 1957) ou, pire, « j’ai obtenu (gilouny = npoéunv ?)
la jouissance de nombreux avantages » (Medda 2017), dans les deux cas sens non
pertinent (« sinnlos » Wilamowitz 1962, 439) et peu en accord avec le v. 349, car
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au méme objet que TovT®V, obscur. Si je vois juste, quelque mélecture
de a&ud** (en écriture capitale) aura amené non seulement, par une forme
de « Binneninterpolation », la fausse correction TdAA’ €y® mais en plus
son complément pratiquement indispensable, le vers 1171, qui insére le
second hémistiche du vers 1170 dans une construction superficiellement
acceptable. Athénée cite déja les vers 1170-1171 tels que nos manuscrits
de Sophocle les présentent : la faute est donc ancienne, ce qui ne doit pas
surprendre.

Al. @i 8’ dnwbev Opbiov KOKLUATOV
KAVEL TIG AKTEPIOTOV APl TOGTADOL,
Kol 0eomotn Kpéovtt onpaivel Lordv:
@ & aOhiog donua wepiPaivel Potic
Epmovtl uIAAOV AoGoV, oiumEag &’ Emog 1210
inot ducHprvnrov.

Récit du messager. Des sons indistincts, émanant d’Hémon, parviennent
a Créon qui se rapproche du lieu ou se trouve son fils. L’occurrence de
eloePaivopev au v. 1205 (cf. aussi [on]uaiver v. 1208) et la construction
inhabituelle de mepiPaiver avec le datif ont fait peser sur cette lecon le
soupcon (Lloyd-Jones—Wilson préférent mettre gicefaivouev en doute).
Les conjectures mepioaivel (Schaefer), mepunitver (Hermann), mepurolel

I’infinitif final-consécutif i dyyoppodmmc ideiv vise la distinction entre « un ‘tiens’ »
et « deux ‘tu I’auras’ » (« mieux vaut un ‘tiens’ que deux ‘tu 1’auras’ »). Je soupgonne
qu’il faut, a la place de moAA®v, lire dvtwv, qui se trouve dans bien des paralléles
cités par Fraenkel 11, 179 et par exemple Ménandre, Kolax fr. 1, 6-7 Kassel-Austin
et Pernerstorfer, T@v évtov t€ viv | dyaddv dvnow (sc. diddvar) : « je préfere la
jouissance des avantages qui sont 14 (a la jouissance de ceux qui ne le sont pas) ».
La derniére explication de Wilamowitz (1927), « je préfére la jouissance du succeés
au succes lui-méme », n’est pas moins saugrenue qu’abusive.

4 Au vers 637, d&idoston (Musgrave) s’est corrompu en a&iog / d&log (non
métrique) €otat. En revanche, en 1247-1248, éc oAy yoovg ovk a&idoety (Griffith
d’aprés les manuscrits, en n’admettant rien de moins que 1’ellipse de yodcOat) est
impossible et &g OV Yoo ovk diwoey (Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 148 d’aprés
une conjecture de Pearson) n’est pas, & mon sens et malgré 1’approbation de
Housman 1972, 1094, plausible (« simply unbelievable Greek », dit Dawe 2007,
364) : éEavnoew (Blaydes) est une conjecture digne de considération. Elle a entre
autres le mérite de pourvoir £ moAv d’un rattachement : cf. 1094, yebdog &g TOMV
Aokelv ; 1082—-1083, pépav | avociov ooy Eotiobyov & moAv (mais il faut peut-
étre lire, dans ce passage soupgonné d’étre interpolé par Wunder 1846, non noiv,
possible faute par persévérance due a moieig v. 1080, mais ndyov).
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(Wunder) n’ont, & mon sens, rien pour séduire. Les sons indistincts se
rapprochent de Créon plutot, je gage, qu’ils ne I’environnent. Je suggere
donc mpocPaivet ou, si la reprise d’un composé de PBaive doit étre écartée,
npooypiuntel, en comparant Pindare, Pyth. 12, 21-22, tov Evpvdiag
€K KOPTOAUAY YEVO®V | xpiuebévia oV €viest ppmoott’ EptkAdyKToV
yoov.*s Le simple, transitif, est chez Sophocle (El. 721) et le composé,
intransitif, n’est attesté¢ que dans les Orphica (Lith. 53, motiypiuntoito),
mais il n’y a pas 1a d’objection sérieuse.*¢ Le simple ypipnto, intransitif
(« approcher »), est chez Euripide (lon 156 ; Andr. 530) et Sophocle
a &yypiunto intransitif.” On admet généralement 1’adjectif substantivé
donuoad et le pléonasme pdAiov accov, dont Jebb rapproche trois
passages empruntés a Eschyle, Euripide et Platon respectivement.*® Je
note que docov est employé seul v. 1215. Une scholie explique té kokd
ovpPora tiig Pofig mepiotoryiletat, ce que je trouve tres frappant : on dira
que kakd cvppora explique le seul donpa, mais il me parait possible que
Kkaka explique donpa et que oupPola reprenne purement et simplement
le mot original. Sophocle emploie le substantif coufoiov au sens de
« signe » (Ph. 403—404 oouPorov capeg AOaNG ; Oed. rex. 221) 30 je
suggere qu’il a pu écrire ici donua... Pofic Epmovtt cvuPoi(a).’! Mais
oouPora est peut-étre une variation, effectuée par le scholiaste, de

45 Voir Schmidt 1876, 240. Stepantsov 2018 suggeére de remplacer ypiupBévra
par xpepebévta, de ypépntopat, non attesté au passif (sur le verbe, voir Tichy 1983,
156-157).

46 Je reléve la conjecture de Dindorf 1873, 302 a (s. v. motyypipntopar) dmhmv
KTOTOG ToTLYpipmTeTon (« appropinquat ») chez Eschyle, Sept. 84 (contreposer West
1990, 99-101).

47 FEl 898, un mo¥ Tig uiv €yyvg yypiumtn Ppotdv. Kaibel 1896, 210 veut
que le verbe ne soit qu’apparemment intransitif et qu’on supplée ndda. L'usage
emporte I’idée de contact (cf. Schmidt 1876, 239-240), d’attrition et parfois
d’entame, ce que confirme 1I’étymologie (cf. Pott 1861, 778-779 ; Beekes 2010 au
mot ypiumtopot).

48 Voir Bruhn 1899, 32 § 23. 2. Nauck eut 1’étrange idée de lui substituer la
forme dorienne dynpo (= fnua). Le passage de I’Agamemnon d’Eschyle (1595)
qui parait comporter dornpo substantivé est gaté : voir Denniston—Page 1957, 215 et
West 1998 contre Fraenkel 1950 et Medda 2017, 111, 420 (« donpo 8° ootdv : ‘le
parti delle loro carni non riconoscibili’ » ; « all the meats served to Thyestes were
(in this sense) indistinguishable », protestent Denniston et Page).

49 Voir Bruhn 1899, 101 § 179.

50 Voir Kugler 1905, 10.

51 Pour I’élision &pmovtt oOpuPor’ Gocov, comparer 63 Emeito & obvek’
apyouect’ €K KPELGGOVMV.
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onuata. Il y a dans I’expression donpo cOpfoia ou donpo cnpote une
phraséologie trés bien attestée et tout a fait caractéristique.>?

AT. 1’ 460V OKEIG, Kol TOPUCTAVTES TAPD 1215
abpfoot’, approv xouatog Mboomadi
dVvTEg TPOG aTO GTOUIOV, €1 TOV ATpovog
@BoYyYyov cuvinu’, | Beoict KAETTONOL.

Créon, dont le messager retranscrit les propos, ordonne a ses serviteurs
d’aller voir si c’est bien la voix d’Hémon entombé avec Antigone qu’il
entend. « Standing right by the tomb, traduit Griffith, look, after you
enter through the stone-torn seal(?) of the mound into the <tomb’s>
actual mouth, <and see> whether [ <really do> hear Haimon’s voice ».
Selon le Colonel Mure,>? Bruhn,3* Bellermann 1913, Lloyd-Jones3’ et
Griffith, les serviteurs doivent s’engager dans un couloir (« dromos »)
qui mene a I’entrée proprement dite de la « chamber-tomb (tholos) ».
Avant de s’engager dans le couloir, « they must first break through an
outer wall » : cette explication de Lloyd-Jones—Wilson correspond a leur
conjecture aypov, « break »,°° sens exceptionnel de ce mot qui signifie

52 Voir Blaydes 1859 a Oed. rex 1214, Gyapov yauov ; Bruhn 1899, 120
§ 222 ; Meyer 1923, 103-104 ; Wackernagel 1928, 291 ; Fehling 1968 ; Barrett
1974 a Euripide, Hipp. 1144.

53 Mure 1839, 264-270 a identifié et fait connaitre le type de monuments dont
il est question et il a vu le lien du texte de Sophocle avec 1’objet de son étude
archéologique. Son analyse, approuvée par Welcker 1850, 369-371, laisse loin
derriére elle tout ce qui a précédé mais aussi ce qui a suivi et qui I’oublie.

54 Bruhn 1913, 35-37. Contre Bruhn, voir Wilamowitz (fils) 1917, 11-14,
qui expose les difficultés du passage et nie qu'une solution satisfaisante puisse
étre trouvée d’aprés les indications insuffisamment claires du poéte. Le pére
(Wilamowitz 1914, 91, « dessen unklare Abgaben iiber Antigones Grabgemach »)
ne pense pas autrement. « Sophocles was not an archaeologist, remarque Barrett
2007, 329, and I think it mistaken to expect from him a consistent and accurate
picture of a particular kind of Mycenaean tomb ». Mure prouve au contraire que
les indications de Sophocle sont (méme s’il n’était pas archéologue !) tres claires ;
tel est aussi 1’avis de Welcker 1850, 370. « Die von Sophokles dramatisierte
Geschichte selbst fiihrt darauf, dal} sie nicht erst in Athen erfunden ist. Mir ist das
in Theben aufgegangen, als ich dort viele Felsenhohle sah, wie sie Sophokles als
Grab Antigone beschreibt » (Wilamowitz 1914, 92).

55 Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 146—-147.

36 Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1997, 84.
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ailleurs « a broken off piece of something » (Griffith). West>7 lui non plus
ne se satisfait pas du texte transmis mais préfére a la conjecture aypov la
correction de ABoomadti en *ABooyadt (cf. oxdlm), indiquant « that the
stones do not fit flush ». West tient apuov yodpotog Abooyadt| pour le
complément de d0pfcat’, « observe the stone-gaping joint » et croit que
le sens global est « go and look through a chink at the entrance ». [l y a 1a,
au moins, un contresens de construction et c’est a juste titre que ni Lloyd-
Jones—Wilson ni Griffith ne se sont ralliés a cette interprétation. Ils se sont
eux-mémes, je le crains, fourvoyés, les deux premiers en supposant que
les serviteurs devaient « first break through an outer wall », le troisiéme
en imaginant que appov désigne « the ‘(stone) facing’ (sc. that ‘sealed up’
and ‘fastened’ the burial mound), now ‘with stones ripped-out’ from it ».
Selon Griffith, il s’agit du mur qui scelle I’entrée, otéov, « the doorway
leading from the dromos into the burial-chamber ». Cette explication
me parait incompatible avec apuov yopoatog SHvteg TpoOg AOTO GTOULOV,
mots qui, si je ne m’abuse, impliquent que les serviteurs s’engagent dans
une structure avant de parvenir a I’entrée de la chambre proprement
dite.’® L’expression « énigmatique » apuov yopotog>® désigne, selon
Mure, « die architektonische Fronte oder FEinfassung (framework)
der Eingangsthiire » du « tumulus »° et AMBoomadij se rapporte au
déplacement de la pierre « monolithe » bloquant ’entrée — en somme,
« tumuli compagem depulso saxo aperiendam ». D’apres 1’¢étude serrée
de Peter Corssen,®! en partant de « Fuge zwischen zwei Quadersteinen »
et en passant par « der eingefiigte Stein selbst », on arrive, pour apudc,
au sens de « der Raum, den ein solcher Stein einnahm », d’ou ce rendu :
« der durch Hervorziehen und Umdrehen des Steines hervorgebrachte
leere Raum ».92 Telle semble étre 1’explication exacte, perdue de vue par

57 West 1979, 109.

58 Ainsi Mure 1839, 265.

39 Seyffert 1865 lit avec conviction ydopotog en alléguant 1204-1205,
MB6cTp@TOV KOPTG | VOLEETOV Atdov KoTlov ; la redondance ydopatog / GTOHOV,
qui plait a Seyffert, me déplait. Le caractére « énigmatique » de I’expression rappelle
Pindare, Pyth. 6, 54, pehoodv (...) tpntov movov (style « dithyrambique »). A la
suite de Mure, Welcker 1850, 370 rapproche kotnpepel toppw mepurtoovteg (885—
886) de la ruche en paille, é&v ounvecot katnpepéesot (Hésiode, Theog. 594).

0 Rapprocher Welcker 1850, 370, « die wohl einfugende schwer aufzuziehende
steinerne Pforte ».

61 Voir Corssen 1913, résumé chez Bruhn 1913, 37.

92 Le sens de « fente » se trouve entre autres chez Plutarque, Alex. 3, 2,
amofadelv 8¢ @V dyemv avTov TV £tépav, f|v @ g B0pag appud TposPardv,
rkatdntevoey kTA. « Umdrehen » est peut-étre dii a la lecon transmise neplayopéve
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I’érudition récente. Le second élément du composé ABoomadi exprime
alors non I’idée d’« arracher »% mais celle de « tirer ».%* Griffith croit qu’il
s’agit de pierre(s) déplacée(s) par Hémon pour accéder aupres d’ Antigone.
Remarquant que Créon ne sait pas encore qu’Hémon a rejoint Antigone,
Wunder 1846 suppose que ce sont ses serviteurs que le roi charge de
déplacer la (les) pierre(s). En tout cas, il a bien fallu qu’'Hémon entre.
Robert®® considére qu’il n’a pu avoir la force de déplacer la (les) pierre(s),
admet donc une porte qui s’ouvre seulement de I’extérieur, rapporte
appov yopotog au « dromos » et explique dubitativement MBocmadi
par « aus (herbeigeschleppten ?) Steinen gefiigt ». L’interprétation de
Mure, qui, entre autres, permet d’expliquer Al@ocmadi d’une maniére trés
satisfaisante, me parait préférable.

AT, 10v O’ AUl HECOT) TEPUTETT TPOCKEILEVOV,
euVvi|g amodlovta Tig KaTm ehopav
Kol ToTpog Epya Kol TO SVGTIVOV AEXOG. 1225

Le messager évoque la détresse d’Hémon, qui étreint la défunte Antigone.
Si ’on ne veut pas envisager, comme font Lloyd-Jones—Wilson, de
supprimer le vers 1225,% il faut du moins s’interroger sur la lecon
apparemment répétitive Aéyog, « marriage » selon Griffith, a qui plait la
conjecture de Bergk Adyoc, laquelle introduit un mot eschyléen.®’ Pour ma

dans un passage de Plutarque que Corssen et Bruhn alléguent, Philopoim. 19, 4,
00 UnVv A Kopicavteg avtov €ig TOV Kahobevov Oncavpdv, oiknuo Kotdyeov
obte mvedpa Aopfdavov ovte edg EEmbev obte BOpag Exov, aALG peydim AiBw
rpooayouéve (conjecture de K. Ziegler) xotakietdpevov, évtadda katédevro, kal
oV AMBov émppda&avieg vopag Evomlovg kKOKA® mepiéotnooay. Voir la note érudite
de Bloomfield 1831, 530-531 a Euang. sec. Matth. 27, 60, npockvricag AiBov
péyav i 00pq.

03 Voir veoondg « récemment arraché » dans Ant. 1201-1202, év veoondov
Oairoic.

4 Voir Phil. 290, vevpooradng Grpoktoc, « neruo adducta sagitta » (Cavallin
1875) ; 6hoomédeg (mieux que 6Aloomadeig) fr. 1076 Radt, apparemment « bues
d’une traite », « funditus haustas », a en juger par I’explication de Photios o 241,
OLOGTAOEG OAOL KOTOTIVOUEVOL KO KOTOOTOUEVOL. ZOPOKANG.

%5 Robert 1915, 373-374.

% Dawe 1996 I’¢limine.

67 « Substantiuum, décide Seyffert 1865 dans sa note au v. 1303, quo ipse
(Sophocles) nunquam usus est ». Si I’on admet la correction de Bergk, la faiblesse,
a mon avis frappante, de natpog €pya demeure. Dawe 1979 (cf. Dawe 2007, 364)
admet Adyoc (Bothe) pour Aéyog au v. 1303.
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part, je trouve trés étrange et méme suspect 1’obscur tfig kdt®m @Bopdv,
« the ruination of <his> marriage-bed down below » (Griffith), « the ruin
of his marriage (which is to be only) in the world below », explication que
Jebb repousse et a laquelle il préfére la platitude « the loss of his bride
who is with the dead ». Seyffert 1865 contestait cette explication ; selon
lui, Hémon regrette la perte de la tranquillité dont il s’attendait a jouir
en compagnie d’Antigone dans leur « séjour tombal », dérangé et ouvert
par Créon. Une telle interprétation, tirée par les cheveux, a du moins le
mérite d’accuser I’obscurité et le caractére insatisfaisant du texte transmis.
Sophocle avait-il écrit v katapbopdv 29 Ce substantif se trouve chez
Eschyle et Euripide.

All. 68 &g 6pd 6pe, 6TLYVOV oiUdEAG EGM 1226
YOPET TPOG ODTOV KAVAKOKVOOS KOAET:
« @ TAfjuov, olov Epyov gipyacat: Tiva
voOv E0YEG; €V T® ovueopds depdpnc;
gEelbe, Tékvov, ikéo10¢ o€ AMocopat. » 1230

Le messager décrit a Eurydice la confrontation de Créon et d’Hémon
a I’endroit ou Antigone, entombée vivante, s’est donné la mort. Griffith
rapporte 60 6¢ a Créon, ce qui est évident, et ope ainsi que aVTOV
a Hémon. « The primary reference, observe-t-il,*° is clearly to his son,
his overriding concern throughout and chief focus of the preceding three
lines. Line 1227 avtov confirms this ». Mais ces vues se heurtent a un
obstacle incontournable : il est, pour parler avec modération, extrémement
peu plausible de rapporter a Hémon, qui n’a pas encore porté la main
contre lui-méme, les vers 1228—1229, lesquels sont parfaitement adaptés
a Antigone.” Il faut, si je ne m’abuse, se rendre a une évidence, trés
importante pour apprécier le personnage de Créon tel que le fagonne
Sophocle : le pere d’Hémon n’est pas insensible a la mort d’Antigone.
C’est le vers 1230 qui est adressé a Hémon. « There is no difficulty in
taking 1230 as addressed to Haemon, since the vocative, téxvov, marks the

% Conjecture anticipée par van Herwerden 1887, 66. Il n’est pas mauvais de la
rappeler au souvenir des érudits.

% Voir aussi Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1997, 85, palinodie corrigeant 1990,
147-148.

70 C’est ce qu’ont déja vu Broadhead 1968, 77-80 ainsi que Ledbetter 1991 et
1999.
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shift of address » écrit Mme Ledbetter.”! Mais, comme le cheeur interpelle
Antigone (855) et Tirésias (1023) Créon au moyen du vocatif téxvov, la
transition entre 1228-1129, adressés a Antigone, et 1230 peut paraitre
insuffisamment nette et I’on pourrait croire qu’il y a lieu de supposer la
perte d’un ou deux vers. Cependant le jeu de I’acteur suppléait au manque
de clarté¢ du changement d’adresse que peut ressentir le lecteur moderne.
Si les vues ici exposées sont, dans leur principe, justes, il suit que cog
doit étre rapporté a Antigone et Hémon et que avtov doit étre changé non
en avtovg (Broadhead) ou avt® (encore Broadhead, dont Lloyd-Jones—
Wilson avaient accepté la conjecture, forme non attestée chez Sophocle’?)
mais avtnv (Ledbetter’?). Boeckh,” qui défend une vision équilibrée des
personnages d’Antigone, qu’il ne peint pas tout en blanc, et de Créon,
qu’il ne peint pas tout en noir, aurait profit¢é de la réinterprétation du
passage que nous exposons et qui suggere que Sophocle ne se faisait pas
et ne voulait pas qu’on se fit une idée si absolument négative de Créon.”>
Car c’est sans doute aussi un préjugé sur Créon qui entretient la cécité
des éditeurs sur ce passage.

Xo. oDk 010’ £uoi 8’ odv §| T’ &yav oiyn Popd
SOKET TPOGEIVOL Y1 ATV TOAAT o). 1252

Le cheeur’ considére comme de mauvais augure le silence d’Eurydice,
qui, de fait, s’6tera la vie. Jebb explique « Tpoceivar : so oft. of attendant
circumstances (or of characteristic attributes) : 7r. 250 10D Adyov [T® AOy®
Margoliouth, Lloyd-Jones—Wilson] 8’ o0 yp1 @06vov, | yOvai, tpoceivat. —

71 Ledbetter 1991, 29. 1l faudrait matérialiser le changement d’allocutaire par
un tiret horizontal. Le changement d’allocutaire opéré chez Eschyle, Choeph. 903—
904 est beaucoup plus brutal ; néanmoins les éditeurs ne le signalent pas dans le
texte grec : c’est regrettable.

72 Hasse 1891, 5 accepte cette forme, restituée par Kaibel, dans Phil. 426, mais
Lloyd-Jones—Wilson préférent 1a une autre correction. Selon Griffith, « it may also
be doubted whether Haimon and Ant. qualify for the dual, which elsewhere in this
play is reserved for brothers and sisters ». Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1997, 85 reviennent
a a0ToVv.

73 La conjecture, communiquée a Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 147-1438, se trouve
justifiée chez Ledbetter 1991, 29.

74 Boeckh 1884, 134—144.

75 Voir la-contre Ullrich 1853, dont I’opuscule répond a Boeckh. Wilamowitz
1923, 343-345, se situe du coté d’Ullrich.

76 Le coryphée, selon Muff 1877, 118.
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Cp. 720 ».77 Le grec est, si je comprends bien, censé signifier « le silence
excessif non moins qu’une vaine abondance de cris me semble étre présent
(?)’® comme une chose lourde (de menace) ». « But to me, at least, traduit
Jebb de facon ¢élégante mais lointaine, a strained silence seems to portend
peril, no less than vain abundance of lament ». Les « paralléles » allégués
par Jebb ne contribuent en rien a résoudre la difficulté de Papd, censé
signifier « comme une chose lourde de menace ».7”° On peut opposer, pour
la construction grammaticale, le v. 767, vobg 8’ £€06Ti THAMKODTOG GAYHGOG
Baptg, « ’esprit d’un étre si jeune, est, sous le coup de la douleur,
plein de rancceur » (le cheeur cherche a excuser Hémon auprés de son
pere). La traduction naturelle de Jebb, « portend peril », le rendu des
traducteurs en général et la question que Créon pose au cheeur, i TovT’
av eikdoetag; (1244), et a laquelle celui-ci répond suggérent la piste d’un
« uerbum praenuntiandi » dont Bapv dépendrait a titre de complément,
par exemple mpogaivev ou mpoefivarl, mpoewmelv (Sophocle a ginely,
avtemely, EEemelv et Tpooemeiv) ou encore TPoPmVely, avec lequel Papv
pourrait étre un accusatif qualificatif, « donner a entendre un son avant-
coureur grave, menagant ». Nous avons signalé la correction T® Ady®,
qui éclaire mpooeival dans Trach. 251, allégué par Jebb pour expliquer
le vers 1252. Les vers 719-720 de 1’Antigone, yvoun yap €l 11 Ko’
€uod vewtépov | Tpoceaott, sont un peu difficiles. Sous kdn’ Jebb préfere
avec raison reconnaitre, plutoét que éni, dmo, qui avait déja les faveurs de
Schneider 1826. Mais I’explication de Jebb, « if I also, younger though
I am, can contribute a sound opinion », baigne dans un flou artistique. La
mise au point de Cavallin® sur le sens de mpoc&ivon incite, si elle juste,
a comprendre : « si quelque jugement, bien qu’il émane de ma jeunesse,
se trouve en moi ». Notre passage est repris par Créon, Kai tfig dyav yap

77 Voir aussi Jebb 1898 a Phil. 129, mg Gv dyvoia tpocti, « may be an attendant
circumstance, i.e., may aid our plan ».

78 La mise au point de Cavallin 1875, 71-72 sur le sens de mpoceivat (« cum
omnino inesse, esse in aliquo (...), tum in alicuius mente inesse, menti obuersari,
mentem subire significat ») suggére, si elle est juste, que ’emploi du verbe ici ne va
pas sans difficulté, indépendamment du probléme que je vais soulever.

79 L’idiotisme Papvd = Bapd Tt est connu (cf. Bruhn 1899, 12 § 17). Comparer
le type ovk ayabov moAvkotpavin (Brugmann 1925, 174-175). Nous avons déja vu
peilov = peilov tau v. 182 (note au v. 190). L’index de Jebb cite kaAdg €yov dans
YEVOLTO PEVTAY XATEP® KOADG Exov (687), mais la vraie legon est peut-Etre ydtepov
(Seyftert 1865 ; Brown 1991, 332-333 remplace &€yov par gpoveiv). Lloyd-Jones—
Wilson suivent Heimreich en supprimant le vers, ce qui, je crois, est une erreur.

80 Cavallin 1875, 71-72.
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€01l mov oyfig Papog (1256), si du moins Nauck n’a pas raison d’y voir
une interpolation inspirée par notre passage.

EZAT 8! @ 8é0m00’, Mg &xmVv T Kai KEKTUEVOC,
TO HEV TTPO YEPDV TASE PEPELS, TA & €V dOLOLG
gowkag fikmv kol tdy’ dyeabat, Kakd. 1280

1279 pépeig Brunck : gépwv codd. || 1280 fixwv Brunck : fixew codd.
|| koi téy’ LVZS: koi té vy’ AZo : kol 160’ RUY : xoitd T° S.

« Seigneur, en tant que <largement> pourvu et doté de malheurs, tu
portes dans les bras les uns, que voici (2 savoir Hémon), tandis que,
les autres malheurs, qui se trouvent dans ta demeure (il vise Eurydice,
laquelle s’est aussi donnée la mort), tu sembles bien, une fois que tu
seras arrivé <au palais>, devoir trés vite les voir ! ». Je traduis assez
prés du texte pour en rendre sensible la construction intriquée.?? Ce qui
est, entre autres, remarquable, c’est le rejet en position finale absolue du
complément de &ywv te Kol KEKTNUEVOC, & savoir KOKA, qui en regoit un
relief extraordinaire.®3 Kovacs®* critique a¢ et le participe au motif que le
sens devrait étre non « as one who... » (sens comparatif) mais « on the
ground that... ». Rapprocher pourtant E. 804-806, dp’ duiv dg dhyodoa
KOSUVOUEVT | dEVADS daxkpDoot KATIKOKDGHL dOKET | TOV VIOV 1] SVoTNVOG
®d> Olwroto;35 Kovacs trouve I’explication par m¢ exclamatif (ainsi
Griffith) trés peu plausible, et considére qu’il manque un participe futur
renvoyant aux maux a venir — mais ces maux (la mort d’Eurydice) ne sont
pas a venir : ils sont advenus, il reste a Créon a les voir de ses propres
yeux ! C’est donc en vain que Kovacs suppose I’omission d’un vers, par

81 Je n’obtempére pas aux instances de Brown 1991, 338-339, qui écarte
EEAITEAOZY : voir Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1997, 85, sans oublier Miiller 1847,
520-522.

82 Boeckh 1884, 251 traduit « O Herr, der du wie der wahre Inhaber und Besitzer
des Ungliicks das eine vor den Hénden trigst, das andere aber alsbald zu sehen
kommst, wie klar ist » et rapproche Platon, Pol. 382 b, &xew 1€ kol kektijcOat 10
yeddog, et Cratyl. 393 a, kpotel 1€ adTod Kol kékTnTon Kol €yel ovTd. Voir aussi
Wex 1829, 315.

83 Sur la « Wortstellung » sophocléenne ta pév... ta 8’... kakd, voir Sommer
1948, 89.

84 Kovacs 1992, 17-18.

85 Voir Moorhouse 1982, 256 : « as expected from (in the manner of) one who
is stricken with pain and grief ». Wex 1829, 314 voit dans &g I’équivalent de domep.
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exemple <mévOn kdticO y8tep’ ad oyfoov, énet>, « O master, know that
you have a grief and will get yet another ». Les deux corrections que
Griffith accepte marquent un progrés a mon avis incontestable. Mais le
pronom tade, qui introduit une résolution du troisiéme « longum », formé
par un dissyllabe,? parait, apres ta pév et devant ta 6¢, maladroit. Jebb,
qui documente 1’usage « présentatif » du pronom adjectif, ne cite aucun
passage illustrant ta pév... tade... td 6¢ dans un méme vers. Eschyle,
Ag. 427-428, 10 pev kat’ oikovg €9’ Eotiag dym | Tad’ €oti kol T®VS’
urepPatdTepa, n’est pas rigoureusement comparable. Faut-il revenir a la
lecon transmise @épmv et substituer a 63 la forme &1, de facon a obtenir
le fameux « présent périphrastique », bien fait pour insister sur la durée et
dont les occurrences sophocléennes sont diment enregistrées chez Ellendt
1872, 209B ? 87 Soit t4d¢ bouche le trou laissé par la perte de &l soit une
abréviation de cette derniére forme n’aura pas été comprise. Une autre
possibilité consiste, en adoptant pépeig, a suppléer devant pépelg un mot
auquel s’oppose kol tay(a)®® et susceptible d’avoir disparu aprés yeipadv,
a savoir viv : &y HEV &V yeipecaty apTimg tékvov, | Tahag, Tav &’ Evavta
npocPrénm vekpdv, dit Créon un peu plus loin (1297-1298), « je viens
de prendre® dans mes bras son fils, mort, hélas, et voila que mes yeux
la voient vis-a-vis elle, morte ».%0 Postgate a restitu¢ le genre de ’article
(tawv) qui convenait (Griffith adopte la restitution, que Lloyd-Jones—

86 Miiller 1866, 16 juge « minus numerosi » les trimétres qui contiennent cette
« irrégularité ». Il considére mpo yeip|®v 160e| pépmv comme différent d’Ant. 55,
adeho|d 0vo| piav kab’ Nuépav et de Phil. 1232, Eha|fov tade| ta T6E(w), en raison
d’un défaut prétendu de consolidarité du dissyllabe avec ce qui le suit. L’Antigone
ne contient que les deux exemples cités de troisiéme « longum » formé par un
mot dissyllabique ; il semble permis de faire valoir que la petite irrégularité du
v. 55 accuse le contraste entre 600 et piov. Lachmann 1819, 121 considérait comme
métriquement irréprochable le vers 1279 mais préférait lire, avec, dit-il, Alde
Manuce, 0 P&V TPO XEPDV, T OE PEP®V, TAS’ &V dOpo1S, « uideris adesse ut et hoc
et illud in aedibus suis uideas ». Ce n’est guére satisfaisant.

87 Voir aussi Bruhn 1899, 61 § 108.

8 1 n’y a aucune nécessité de remplacer ces mots par oavtik’ (Blaydes),
qu’approuve Kovacs 1992, 16. Il est vrai que dans kol tay(a) le premier élément
est en général conjonctif, mais son emploi adverbial intensif est bien connu : voir
Denniston 1959, 319 (« full soon »). Je désapprouve donc le « may be right » dont
Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 148, qui ajoutent « but is not necessary », honore la
conjecture de Blaydes.

89 Pour I’emploi idiomatique du présent avec aptiog, voir Wilamowitz 1909,
423 ; Wackernagel 1926, 158.

9 Comparer 1. 2, 192-193, o0 yép 1o céea 0ic’ olog vooc Atpeinvog: | viv
p&v metpdiTar, éyo 8 Tyetat viog Ayoidv.
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Wilson se contentent de mentionner) et Schneider 1826 a vu, chose qui
devait échapper a Jebb, que vekpdv est « en facteur commun ». Toutefois,
il se pourrait qu’on ait en ce tdde un exemple remarquable de 1’usage
idiomatique de cet adjectif : le démonstratif équivaudrait a ecce, en®!' de
telle maniére que le sens présentatif neutralise I’aspect répétitif de ta
UEV... TOOE. .. TO OE.

Kp. navto yép
Aéyplo Tav yepOiv, T & €ml KpaTi pot 1345
TOTUOG OLVOKOMGTOG EIGNANTO.

Lamento de Créon, sous la forme de dochmies. « The contrast, explique
Griffith, is between ‘the visible circumstances and the invisible hand of
fate’ (Campbell), and perhaps too between ‘Haimon, here in my arms’ and
‘Eurydike’... ; or ‘things at hand’ vs ‘the future’ ». Je ne vois pas comment
le texte peut exprimer aucune de ces trois oppositions et a fortiori les deux
premieres ensemble. Il n’y a en réalité pas d’opposition : tout le présent
qui suit une trajectoire descendante, tous les malheurs qui s’appesantissent
sur Créon, a savoir la mort de son fils et celle de sa femme, pour ne pas
parler de celle d’Antigone, c’est par eux que le destin lui fond sur la
téte ; vOv 0’ &g T0 keivov kpat’ évniad’ 1) toyn dit Edipe dans Oed. rex
263 a propos de Laios. Or (je suis d’accord sur ce point avec Griffith)
ta 6¢ emporte une opposition. Je suggere donc de lire 6 8’ €mi kparti
pot wotpog. L article au nominatif masculin élimine une opposition qui
n’existe pas et un accusatif ambigu, dont Griffith ne dit mot mais que I’on
a pris soit au sens « relatif » (« accusatiuus respectus ») de « quant aux
autres malheurs » soit comme une sorte d’accusatif de I’objet interne, car
le verbe sicdlAopon est intransitif. West”? majuscule I1otuog et s’appuie,
entre autres, sur notre passage et sur Oed. Col. 1323-1324, 100 KoKoD
[Totpov, pour restituer 6 péyog [otpog a la place de 6 péyag Nethog chez
Eschyle, Suppl. 880.

Gauthier Liberman
Paris, Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes ;
Bordeaux, Université Michel de Montaigne

gauthier.liberman@orange.fr

91 Voir Buttmann 1822, 136—137 a Phil. 822, « velut digito monstrat atque idem
valet quod latinum ecce, en ».
92 West 1990, 163.
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This is the last of five sets of text-critical, exegetical and sometimes metrical
remarks on Antigone. These *Sophocleuncula are not only minute philological
notes but they involve broader issues having a bearing on the interpretation and
meaning of the drama as a whole. These remarks were composed with a view to
drawing attention to a number of forgotten or unseen difficulties and to trying to
address a number of seen but unsolved problems more efficaciously. The text and
meaning of not a few other passages from other works of Sophocles or of other
writers are also dealt with.

CraThs IpeACTaBIsAeT COOOU MOCIETHIOI U3 IISITH MOCIE0BATeNFHBIX MyOInKa-
IUH, COACPIKALIIX 3aMCUAHHS O KPUTUKE TEKCTA, IK3CTETHUCCKUX U METPHUCCKHAX
cnoxHOCTSIX B Aumueone Codoxna. *Sophocleuncula mocBseHsl HE TOJIBKO
YaCTHBIM (PHIIOJIOTHYSCKUM IpobiIeMaM, HO U Oojiee OOIUM BOIIPOCaM, 3HAYU-
MBIM TSI HHTEPIPETAI[UH IPAMbI B 1IEJIOM. 3aMETKH [TPU3BaHbI IIPUBJICYh BHUMA-
HUE K Psijly 3a0bIThIX WIH YIYIICHHBIX M3 BUIY CIOKHOCTEH U MPEUIOKHUTH Oojiee
JICHCTBEHHBIC PELICHHUsI OCO3HABAEMBIX, HO HEpPEIUICHHBIX mpodieM. K ananuzy
MPUBJIEKACTCS TAKXKe HEMaio maccaxkeil m3 apyrux mnpousseneHuii Codoxiia
U JIPYTHX aBTOPOB.
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THE CRITICISM OF MONARCHY IN
ISOCRATES’ CYPRIAN ORATIONS®

The three orations sent to Nicocles, the king of Salamis, by his former
teacher Isocrates are traditionally regarded as one of the most significant
praises of monarchy in his works. These orations include: To Nicocles,
Nicocles or the Cyprians, and Euagoras. As was suggested by G. Mathieu
and E. Bremond, these works were composed from around 370 —
a probable date of the first oration in this cycle — to 365 BC, when the third
and the last work Euagoras was finished. The reason for writing these
orations was Nicocles’ ascension to the throne,! which became possible
due to the deaths of his elder brother and his father. Indeed, one may
easily find passages overtly stating that monarchy exceeds all other types
of constitution (Isoc. Nicocl. 12-13, 17, 25); a monarch, especially in
Nicocles’ words, is shown as a benevolent and wise leader (ibid. 31-42).
This as well as the criticism of democracy clearly expressed in the second
oration of this cycle (ibid. 14-25) could create a certain impression about
Isocrates’ views on monarchical power.

There are two main approaches to Isocrates’ evaluation of monarchy
in these orations. Some scholars acknowledge the praise of monarchy,
while others contest this point. Probably the most radical opinion on
the nature of monarchical power in the Cyprian cycle is expressed by
N. Baynes,? who labels them “laudation of a ‘totalitarian’ State”. This
conclusion is based on the passages in which Nicocles demands from his
subjects not to create any clubs without the king’s permission (Nicocl. 55)
and not to conceal anything from the king (ibid. 52); even an advice to
teach children obedience (ibid. 57) is regarded as an assault on citizens’

* Inspiration for this article and for working on this topic in general was found
during work on my master’s thesis accomplished under Dr. S. Takhtajan’s guidance,
for which I wish to express my sincere gratitude to him.

! This is expressed in the speech’s hypothesis: see also Forster 1912, 21; Blass
1874, 50-51.

2 Baynes 1974, 150-151.
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rights and freedom. Out of context, these passages could seem a bit
authoritarian, but when seen in context, they are perceived differently.
In the case of children’s obedience, it must be said that these words
are followed by the explanation: before one is to rule, one must learn
how to be ruled. Nicocles also explains the prohibition of clubs: these
organizations are useful in their own way in democratic states, while
in a monarchy they might be dangerous. It is true that this explanation
leaves much to guess, but it is certainly not an instigation to someone
to “practice delation against his fellow-citizens”.> The main argument
in favor of the “totalitarian” approach seems to be the passage in which
Nicocles encourages the king’s subjects to obey his words as laws.
Nevertheless, this might not be a call to fulfill every absurd wish put
into words, but rather to regard the king as the supreme authority, whose
judgments are more significant and, which is much more important, better
than laws whether they are written or not. Isocrates does not hide his
practical view of laws: they do not reveal absolute wisdom, and they
should be changed if needed.

Other scholars, who tend to have more moderate opinion, believing
that these orations contain praise of monarchy, base their arguments first
on Isocrates’ interest in monarchy in general and his criticism of the
contemporaneous Athenian democratic system, which can be traced not
only in the Cyprian cycle, but also in other speeches (4reop., Pac.), and
second on the passage (Nicocl. 14-26) in which Isocrates via Nicocles
compares the king’s power with oligarchy and democracy, preferring
monarchy. This could be an allusion to the famous Debate of the
Persian Grandees (Hdt. 3. 80-82).# The comparison serves the purpose
of defending the thesis formulated by Nicocles: monarchy is Beitiom
t®v moltelidv. This passage is interpreted in different ways. W. Jaeger’
believes that Isocrates “does more than accept tyranny as a given fact in
power-politics. He brings it under an ideal standard; so that he can then
fairly explain that monarchy is the best form of constitution”. N. Crick®
suggests that, addressing Nicocles in the first speech, Isocrates describes
an ideal ruler, so the orator prefers monarchical power to any form of
democracy or oligarchy. E. Frolov thinks that in these speeches Isocrates
tries to present and develop an approach to monarchy as the best form

3 Baynes 1974, 150.

4 This similarity was first noticed by E. Maass; however, he concludes that here
Isocrates is not referring to Herodotus, see Maass 1887, 586—588.

5 Jaeger 1986, 87.

¢ Crick 2015, 180-186.
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of government.” P. Cloché,? despite his general opinion that the orator is
a man whose political preferences lie between democracy and aristocracy,
calls this cycle “un éloge tres net et vigoureux, parfois méme enthousiaste,
de la monarchie, ¢loge accompagné d’une critique non moins décidée et
longuement motivée, elle aussi, des autres constitutions”.

There is an important detail that should be also considered — all these
words are put into the mouth of the king. It would be strange to hear from
a king anything but praise of his own power and an attempt to make his
subjects believe that a monarchical constitution is the best. It is also worth
mentioning that Isocrates forces Nicocles to admit some statements that
could not be regarded as parts of this eulogy. The orator states some of
these admonishments himself.

Another approach tends to see in the speech not a laudation of
monarchy, but general advice to the king on how he should govern his
city. The most radical position is presented by T. Poulakos.? He believes
that in these orations Isocrates portrays Nicocles not as a hereditary king,
to whom all his subjects must obey by his birthright and greater power, but
as a citizen of a polis, who must persuade all his citizens to take his side
by using his eloquence and mind. This approach would provide a good
explanation of the “hymn to /ogos” that opens the second oration (Nicoc!.
1-9), as well as the attempt to “explain” to his subjects why monarchical
power is the best one, which might seem unusual.

It seems, however, that too much attention is paid to the fact of
Nicocles’ addressing the subjects. Here is what he says (Nicocl. 11-12):10

OV & &yopevov, O Oel motElv ToLG APYOUEVOLS, €YD TEIPAGOLLOL
S1eMBely, ovy Mg ékelvov VmepPOroDUEVOG, AL’ G TPOGTIKOV Lot
mepl To0TOV palMota Stadeydivor Tpog vudag. Ei pev yap €uod un
dnAdcavtog a Podropal Toletv VUG dtapdpTorte THG EURG YvdUNG,
ovK Ov eikdtmg VUiV opyloiumv: &l 8¢ mpoewmdvtog €nod pndev
yiyvolto tobtev, dikaing Gv 110N toig un melBouévolg Hep@oiuny.
‘Hyodpot & odtwg dv pdAoTo Topakaréout Kol TpoTpéyat Tpog TO
pvnpovevey Hudg to pnbévta koi mebopysiv adtoic, ovK i mepi TO
ouppovieve pdvov yevoiumy koi tadt’ dmapunoag amarloyeiny,

7 Isaeva 1994 [B. U. Ucaesa, Aumuunas [ peyus 6 3eprane pumopuxu: Hco-
xkpam], 119—122; ®ponos 2013 [3. . ®ponos (ed.), Hcoxpam. Peuu. Ilucoma,
Manvie ammuueckue opamoput. Peyu], 834; 853.

8 Cloché 1978, 76.

9 Poulakos 1997, 27-41.

10 All of Isocrates’ works cited here are from the edition Mathieu—Bremond
1967.
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AA €l Tpoemdei&opt TPOTOV PEV TIV TOATEIOV TNV TAPODOAY OC
&6V €oTv Ayomdv oV pOvov Ol TV Avaykny, ovd’ &tl TavTo TOV
xPOVOV HETA TOOTNG OlKODUEY, AAA’ OTL BEXTIOT TAV TOMTEIDV E0TLV.

..what his (ruler’s — D. K.) subjects must do, I shall attempt to
discourse, not with any thought of excelling him (Isocrates — D. K.),
but because this is the most fitting subject for me to discuss with you.
For if I did not make clear what I desire you to do, I could not
reasonably be angry with you if you were to mistake my purpose; but
if, after I have announced my policy beforehand, none of my desires
are carried out, then I should justly blame those who fail to obey me.
And I believe that I should most effectively exhort you and urge you to
remember my words and heed them, not if I should confine myself to
giving you advice and then, after counting out my precepts, make an
end, but if, before doing this, I should prove to you, first, that you ought
to be content with our present government, not only from necessity,
nor because we have lived under it all our lives, but because it is the
best of all governments.!!

One should take into consideration the overall spirit of this phrase.
The king believes it to be important to clarify what he wants, so that in
the case of disobedience he can punish those who will not follow his
commands. “The approval due to necessity” is also an important part in
this thought. These words are expected from an absolute monarch and
not from a democratic leader. The king is kind to his subjects, but that
does not mean that he will not force them if needed. This addressing is
indeed a peculiar one, but it does not show an attempt of Isocrates to
present Nicocles as the first among equals, ruling by the right of his
outstanding citizen virtues. Both the orator and the king clearly understand
the sovereign position of the latter, and the whole dialogue is formed as
a dialogue between a ruler and his subjects.

A more moderate position seems to explain this cycle better. F. Blass!?
believes that the goal of Isocrates is not a laudation of monarchy, it is
rather a set of rules for kings as well as subjects serving the only purpose
of the city’s prosperity. Y. L. Too,3 in his introduction to Nicocles,
suggests not to regard this oration as an endorsement of absolute or
monarchical ideology. K. Bringmann'# states that it is unlikely that

11 Here and forthwith, G. Norlin’s translation of Isocrates’ works is used with
minor changes.

12 Blass 1874, 50-51.

13 Too 2000, 169.

14 Bringmann 1965, 108.
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Isocrates would see in a monarchical regime the best type of government.
Interestingly, S. Usher'> comments that Isocrates urges Nicocles to use
contemporary Athens as an example, namely, to govern Salamis with
laws, with full understanding that a tyrant is able to change those laws
in his favor. It seems that he refers to the paragraph in which Isocrates
tries to convince Nicocles to borrow good institutions from others (4d
Nicocl. 17). Ot dAlot in that phrase indeed refers to Athens. The orator
probably insists on using some good ideas in legislation, but it is unlikely
that the Athenian constitution is intended to be regarded as an example
for the young king. Athenian democracy is criticized both by Nicocles
(Nicocl. 18-21) and Isocrates (4d Nicocl. 18); furthermore, the fact that
the city will be ruled with laws does not imply that it will be ruled as
Athens is. Another phrase that, according to Usher, refers to the Athenian
governmental system is Isocrates’ call to examine those who will be
put into public office: dkpipeig mood 0 dokipaciog TV cuvovimv (Ad
Nicocl. 27). Usher believes that the word dokipacia is used as a terminus
technicus — “a scrutiny of magistrates made after election, to see if they
fulfill the legal requirements”,!¢ but this is hardly the case. A search of the
corpus shows that Isocrates uses this word as well as the verb doxipdlm
(and a variant with prefix dmo-) 33 times. It is clearly used as the technical
term only once: &t1 yop kol VOV Amdviov T®V mepl TV aipestv kol v
dokipaciov KatnueAnuévey idoyev (Areop. 38). It is evident that context
and the word aipeoig indicate here the terminological usage; however, in
other cases, this word is used in a more general sense. The nature of the
advice of 4d Nicocl. 27 points not to a special examination traditional for
Athens, but to the idea of the following passage (Panath. 222):

Xpn 6¢ 100 0pBdg dokidlev Pfoviopévoug mepl TOV TOWOHTOV €V
apyf eV Novyiov dyev kKol undepiov 60&av Exev mepl adT®V, EMEOAV
8’ eic Tov ypdvov éxeivov EMDmoty &v @ Koi Aéyovtog Kol TpaTTovTag
avTovg dyovtal Kol mepl TV idimv Kol Tepl TV Kowdv, Tt Dewpeiv
AKPPAOG EKOGTOV QOTAV.

However, those who desire to form a correct judgement about such
people should remain silent and have no opinion about them in the
beginning, but when the time comes when they can observe them
both speaking and taking action regarding both private and public
affairs.

15 Usher 1999, 310.
16 Usher 1990, 210.
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‘OpOdg doxpale should mean the same as dkpipeic morod tag doki-
poociog and refer to general comprehension of a person’s nature and
whether this person is worthy.

This short overview of the main opinions on these orations shows that
there is no consensus yet on Isocrates’ views of monarchy. The goal of
this article is not to solve all the difficulties, but rather to examine some
passages in which criticism of monarchy displayed by Isocrates himself or
put into Nicocles’ words could be found.!”

It would be easier to start with the criticisms expressed by Isocrates
directly. In the oration 7o Nicocles the orator, recounting things that
contribute to education of common people, namely necessities of their
life, laws, criticism by their friends and enemies, and the precepts of poets,
says (4d Nicocl. 3):

701G 8€ TVPAVVOLS!® 0VOEY VTTAPYEL TOLODVTOV, GAL’ 0VC Edet TodevEGHL
PAALOV TOV ALV, EXEWDAV €I TNV ApYTV KATASTAGY, dvovhETnTot
dwatelodoy.

for the tyrants there is no such thing (means of education — D. K.), on
the contrary, when the men, who should be educated rather than
anyone else, gain their power, they spend their life unadmonished.

One could find a similar thought in Antidosis (71):

EMTIUA TOig povapyiaig, 6Tt 6£ov avTovg TV EPOVNGLY AGKETY PHAAAOV
TAOV GAAOV, ol 8¢ XElpoV TadevovTal TV IOIOTAMV.

I accuse monarchies that despite the fact that they (monarchs — D. K.)
must exercise their wisdom more than others, they receive education
worse than common people.

In the latter case it is expressed a bit more distinctively and even
aggressively, since the author speaks to the Athenian public.

Lack of necessary educational institutions for kings and their own
reluctance to be educated are underlined at the end of Fuagoras, where

17 For a survey of monarchy’s flaws found in other orations, see Mathicu 1925,
134-135.

18 Concerning the usage of the words tvpavvig, thpavvog and their meaning,
see Parker 1998, 165-166; Alexiou 2010, 113. In short, notice that these terms
do not have negative connotations here, rather they mean the absolute power of
a king.
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Isocrates says to his former student: Tp@®tog Kkal LOVOg TAV &V TVPAVVIOL
Kol TAOVT@ KOl TpuQaig GVTOV PIA0GOPETV Kai Tovelv Emkeyeipniag (78).
In the same paragraph, the orator emphasizes that the king will make other
rulers envy his maidevoig, as well. The author compares kingship with
priesthood and notices that lots of people believe that any mediocre person
can fill both offices, while in reality they are most important and demand
extraordinary care (Ad Nicocl. 6).

That formula mp®drtog xoi poévog should mean that other rulers’
education is not enough to fulfill their duties, and consequently they tend
to rule their subjects badly. However, it does not imply that all rulers
govern their states this way. The author displays two contrary examples of
rulers who did not have any special education, but nonetheless succeeded:
Theseus and Euagoras.

The problem with one of these examples is obvious: Theseus is
a legendary character, so it is difficult to tell the truth from the myth and
his figure is used only as an example of a perfect leader. On the other
hand, our evidence about the Cyprian king from other authors shows that
the Athenian orator was quite liberal with the truth. First, he omits some
details about the Cyprian war, namely defeats at sea and in the siege of
Salamis.!” Isocrates also leaves unspoken the fact that when Euagoras
returned to the city, he was left by his allies. The war was finished with
a defeat and Salamis came under Arthaxerxes’ control (Diod. 15. 9. 2).
Indirect evidence of this could be the pitiful state of the city described by
Nicocles (Nicocl. 31). The audience hears a description of a crisis, to which
the good king finds a solution. How did the city come to this devastated
state? Most probably because of the expensive and unfortunate war led by
Euagoras. This fact could also partly explain why Nicocles’ recounting of
all the martial triumphs achieved by monarchical and tyrannical leaders
fails to refer to his father’s triumphs.

This brings us to the first point about which the monarchical rulers are
criticized — their lack of proper education and training and lack of will to
acquire it.

The next critical note, which is spoken by the orator himself, could
result from the previous one and concerns the quality of a kings’ advisors.
Kings are surrounded by flatterers (4d Nicocl. 4). Tyrants do not succeed
in getting proper education before they come to power, and they stay
avovBémntot after they gain it, since there is no one to guide them. Among
the things Isocrates says have a positive influence on the education of

19 Alexiou 2010, 156; Frolov 2013, 905.
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common people, he mentions this: €11 §* 7 mwoppnoio Kol 1O EOVEPDS
£Eetvan To1g te piloig EmmAfion Kol toig ExOpoic émBéchar Taig AAMA®Y
apoptiong (Ad Nicocl. 3). Tlappnoia?® in this case is the possibility for
people to criticize each other, while a tyrant is deprived of it due to his
high position and others’ fear of punishment. The beneficial spirit of
constructive critics is underlined here. Undoubtedly, a tyrant is able to
criticize others, but he fails to receive criticism in return; furthermore,
Isocrates gives the advice: 8idov mappnoiov toic €0 ppovodoty, tva mepi
GOV av aperyvofic &me tovg ovvdokiudooviog (Ad Nicocl. 28). In both
cases, the author uses the term that is usually associated with Athenian
democracy; but contrary to the usual practice in Athens, Isocrates insists
on giving the right of speech only to oi €0 gpovodvieg and not the whole
demos. This form of elitism is not unusual for him. He speaks about the
monarch’s duty to care about his people, but at the same time not to lose
control over them. This thesis is presented as a Tp@ta Kol LEYIGTA GTOLXETD
ypnotic molteiog (Ad Nicocl. 16). 1t is also important to realize who are
understood as oi 0 ppovodVTEC.

The real political situation?! in the Cyprian cities shows that the king
(Baotievg) possessed the main power in the state and ruled the kingdom
with the help of the local aristocracy called Gvokteg. It is not clear enough
whether official polis institutes were presented there, but in any case,
they played an insignificant role; power was concentrated in the hands of
the king, his family, and elites. Most probably the latter are meant when
Isocrates mentions freedom of speech. This is supported by a preface to
Nicocles composed by an anonymous grammarian, who says that the king
is addressing mpog tovg TV VKOV TYIOTATOVS (Hypoth. Nicocl.); the
reader should understand that before the king’s speech, the audience has
already heard the orator’s advice, as is mentioned by Nicocles himself
(Nicocl. 11). Usher believes that by mentioning mappnocio and laws,
Isocrates is trying to convince Nicocles to rule his state like a Greek
polis.22 It would have been too unwise of the orator to suggest that an
absolute king such as Nicocles would give up his power because of the
advice from his former teacher. It is more probable that he is trying to
convince Nicocles not to suppress any opposition, but to give the elites
the right to express their disagreement — it would be mappnocio — and to
adjudicate his subjects on a par, so they would know what to expect in

20 See more about Isocrates’ usage of this word in Giannone 2017.

21 For a detailed description of the Cyprian political system, see Pestarino—
Korner 2017, 217-243.

22 Usher 1990, 203.
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court; the laws would serve this purpose.?? In that case, the king remains
the absolute source of power, but the subjects could expect the king not to
act arbitrarily.

The necessity for qualified advisors is additionally stressed at the end
of the speech: cOuPoviog ayabog ypPNOUOTATOV Kol TLPAVVIKOTOTOV
anavtov TOV Ktuatov éotiv (Ad Nicocl. 53). Furthermore, in Euagoras,
Isocrates uses Nicocles’ father as an example by saying: “He consulted
with his friends, though he had no need of advisors” (Euagor. 44).

This is followed by another remark about tyrants. At first it seems
a locus communis, however it could be connected to the circumstances of
the death of the king’s father and brother. He says (Ad Nicocl. 5):

gnewdav & &vBuumbdoty To0g eOBovg Kol TOvG KLVOLG, Koi
dte&1ovteg OpDdGV TOVG PEV V' OV fiKioTa xpiv dte@Baprévous, ToNg

&’ €lg TOVG 0IKEIOTATOVS EEALLOPTEIV NVAYKOGUEVOVS, TOTG &’ ApedTEPL
tadto cupPepnkota.

But when they (the common people — D. K.) reflect on their
(monarch’s — D. K.) fears and their dangers, and when, as they review
the history of monarchs, they see instances where they have been
slain by those from whom they least deserved that fate, other instances
where they have been constrained to sin against those nearest and
dearest to them, and still others where they have experienced both of
these calamities.

This could be interpreted as a common criticism of tyrants, who, as
they gain power, become cruel even to those closest to them. Describing
the difficult position of tyrants in Encomium Helenae, Isocrates notes that
they do not trust people close to them (Hel. 33). In De pace, a similar
criticism is repeated (111-113), and Xenophon’s complaint in Hiero about
the miserable position of a tyrant mentions the same things (Xen. Hier. 3.
8). It seems as if [socrates simply resorts to a topos.

It is possible that Isocrates’ criticism is confined to a general topos;
however, recalling the details of Nicocles’ ascension to the throne, note
that Euagoras and his elder son Pnytagoras were killed by a eunuch,
Thrasideus, for raping the daughter of Nicocreon, another Cyprian king.

23 This thought is additionally stressed in Ad Nicocl. 18. M. Gianonne does not
see here any reference to &vakteg. She believes that the only conditions for granting
the right to criticize to a person should be legal citizenship and the moral qualities of
the speaker. This is of course possible when applied to Athens, while here Isocrates
deals with Cyprian reality (Gianonne 2017, 99).
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There is no clear evidence of what happened, since the versions all
differ in their details. Diodorus says that Nicocles was that eunuch and
the killer of Euagoras (15. 47. 8). This is more than doubtful, and there
must be a confusion between the king’s son and the eunuch. Furthermore,
this evidence is not supported by any other authors; it is possible that
Diodorus excessively abbreviated his source and thereby made Nicocles
the eunuch.?4 Aristotle, on the other hand, gives another version, which
is preferable to that of Diodorus, although it lacks details. He states that
Euagoras’ death was an act of revenge accomplished by this eunuch, for
the king’s son had taken away his wife (Aristot. Pol. 1311 b 5-6). Yet,
the uncertainty as to which of the sons is meant here and the oddity of
a eunuch having a wife leaves some doubts. The closest to reality seems
to be the version of Theopompus, who says the following (Theop. FrGrH
115 F 103. 12):

Kol g Tf €keivov moudi kortaAewpbeion kopn Evaydpag te kai
0 tovtov maig [Mvutaydpag AavOdvoviec dAANAovg cuvekdabevdov,
Opacvdaiov Tod edvovyov, d¢ {v HAE0g T Yévoc, antoic mopd HéPOg
VINPETOVUEVOL Tf] TTPOG TNV KOPNV AKOANGIY Kol ™G TODTO aTOlG
aitiov  0Aé0pov yéyove, Opacvdaiov TNV Ekeivov  dvaipeotv
KOTEPYACOUUEVOU.

And then (he described) how Euagoras and his son Pnytagoras
secretly from each other slept with the daughter that he (Nicocreon —
D. K.) left, while Thrasydeus the eunuch from Elis served them in
rotation in their licentiousness towards this girl; and how this resulted
in their deaths, for Thrasydeus committed their murder.

This version is the most detailed, and it mentions Pnytagoras,
Nicocles’ elder brother, who is also mentioned by Isocrates (Euagor.
62). It does not contradict Artistotle’s version, either. Theopompus’
knowledge is not surprising, since he was Isocrates’ pupil.?> However,
F. Jacoby rightly notes that this story does not clarify the reasons for
Thrasydeus’ assassination.?® This version has more credibility, since the
author could have used Isocrates’ evidence and knowledge to describe
these events.

24 Sherman 1907, 81. He also believes that Nicocles did not participate in the
assassination.

25 Laqueur 1934, 2181-2182.

26 Jacoby 1962, 374.
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It is highly unlikely that Isocrates was unaware of these events, since
he spent some time teaching the future king.?” Nicocles for his part stresses
his fidelity to his wife?® when describing his own virtues (Nicocl. 36—42).
He also mentions that violence against those closest to one has already
ruined lots of people (ibid. 36). It seems that this phrase was a clear
allusion for the audience, whose memory of the deaths of Euagoras and
Pnytagoras was still fresh. In an attempt to be perceived as a better ruler,
Nicocles intentionally mentions this and pays a lot of attention to it. Given
all this, one might assume that this was more than just self-praise. Some
vagueness of wording allows those who know the details of the scandalous
death to take this hint, and for others it serves as a usual reminder of the
perils of monarchy. Death at the hands of a eunuch is indeed a death by the
most unexpected person, and forced intercourse that father and son both
had with the same woman is surely vice against those closest to one, so
Euagoras suffers both of these, which Isocrates alludes to. The necessity
for this allusion could have arisen from the fact that the best argument
is an example from the life of a close person, which the orator himself
states (Euagor. 77). The tragic death of his own father would show the
importance of this advice.

That is the end of the criticism expressed by Isocrates personally.
These are the main theses: (1) tyrants do not receive a proper education;
(2) once they gain power, they do not have good advisors; (3) the cruelty of
tyrants against even those closest to them leads them to a tragic death. The
first two points seem to be the most important, since these are the reasons
for such poor governance, and they cause the pitiful condition not only of
subjects, but of the tyrants themselves, as well. The question is, however:
is this a criticism of monarchy as an institution or admonishments about
the perils that lie in a monarch’s path? In the case of Isocrates, it is hard

27 1t is unknown whether Isocrates visited Salamis or if it is Nicocles who
was sent to Athens. K. Miinscher believes that the orator never visited the island
(Miinsher 1934, 2189), and Blass thinks it more probable that the prince came to
Athens (Blass 1874, 54), but this contradicts the evidence of Ps.-Plut. (Vit. F 838),
who mentions Isocrates’ participation in a symposium held by a Cyprian tyrant,
Nicocreon. This could be a misunderstanding of the name Nicocles, but of course this
is uncertain. In any case, Isocrates was well-informed about Salamis and its reality.

28 Other sources portray the young king as a lustful and spoiled tyrant. He
is described in this way by Theopompus (FrGrH 115 F 114), but it is contested
by F. Maier, who believes this to be a stereotypical description of an eastern
tyrant (Maier 1994, 328). More evidence of Nicocles’ lavish lifestyle is given by
Anaximenes (FrGrH 72 F 18), who compares him to a well-known spendthrift,
Strato of Sidon.
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to tell the difference, for he prefers giving advice on general principles
rather than sharing practical formulas. It is evident that he does not praise
monarchy over other forms of government, and these warnings aim to let
others see this. The hidden criticism expressed by Nicocles starts by stating
the main principles of the three forms of government (Nicocl. 15):

ol pev toivov olryapyion kKol dnuokpoation tag icdtnTag Tolg HeTé-
YOLOW TOV TOMTEIDV (NTodGV, Kol ToDT’ €DOOKIUET Tap’ avtTaig v
unodev &tepog Etépov duvntal TAEoV Exev: 0 TOIG TOVNPOIC GLUPEPOV
€otiv. Al 6¢ povopyion TAEioToV HEV VELOVOL TR PEATIOT®, dEVTEP®
0¢ 1@ pet’ €kelvov, Tpite 0& Kal TeTAPT® Kol Tolg GAAOIS KaTd TOV
avTov Aoyov. Kot tadt’ e pn movtoyxod kabéotnkev, dAAd 1O ve
BovAnuo tiig ToAteiog TO10VTOV EGTIV.

Oligarchies and democracies seek equality for those who share
political rights, and it is praised among them, if nobody is able to
have more than the other. It is a benefit for malevolent people.
Monarchies on the other hand allot the most to the best, the second-
most to the second-best, then to the third and to others with the same
order. And even if it is not established everywhere, the principle of
this government is such.

There are in fact two main principles — the equality of rights and
honors between all who share political rights (only democracies give it to
a large number of men, while oligarchies have strict qualifications), on the
one hand, and inequality of rights, on the other. The first principle, which
was applied in Athens, is criticized as profitable for unworthy people.
Inequality, however, should serve better, since this principle grants each
citizen rights according to his merits. Without a doubt, this is an ideal
situation, when the king has no will to meddle with this system and does
not honor those who do not deserve it.

Some questions arise from this point. Foremost, is this a merit of
monarchy as a particular institution, or is it the principle that counts, not
the form? The second question is whether this principle is already realized
or remains to be realized. The latter is easier to answer, since the king
acknowledges it himself by saying tadt’ €i un mavtoyod kabéotnkey. This
is a realistic stroke, of course, but is there any evidence of this principle
being realized in a monarchical government? The only examples from
history that were recalled are Sparta, Carthage, Sicily, and Persia, and
all of these examples were used only to show the military strength of
monarchies, so it would seem that no examples of the fulfillment of this
principle are to be found, or at least Isocrates thinks so.
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The first question is more difficult to answer. The same thought
occurs in Areopagiticus (21-22), where the author attributes the same
principle to the Athens of old, which made it superior to other Greek
states. There are no doubts that the ancestors of the Athenians were ruled
by a democratic regime, but it was stricter than the contemporary one.
So, it is not a feature of monarchy as a regime, but rather of any well-
functioning government. BoOAnpa tijg moMreiog should be taken more
generally as “a principle of the state that distributes honors according to
everyone’s merit”. The reason for using the word povapyia is the nature
of this speech — it is a king’s speech, so it is expected that he will praise
monarchy and his own rule.?’

The next remark addresses the existence of the Cyprian secret police.
It is possible that Isocrates refers to it when he has Nicocles say this
(Nicocl. 51):30

O 11 av DPGV EK0GTOG 0VTOG 0VTG TOHYN CLVEMGS, MYEicOm und’ €ue
AoEY, AAA’ €0V Kol TO odua U Topt], TV d1dvotay Tty Euny oiécbm
TO1G Y1yVOUEVOLG TOPEGTAVOL.

If any of you acknowledges his wrongdoing, let him not think that it
will escape my notice, but believe that even in the absence of my
body my mind will be present.

The context of this phrase is somewhat terrifying. Describing how
his subjects should behave, the young king tries to install the thought of
inescapable punishment that will sooner or later reach wrongdoers. Along
with the expected warning that even those who conceal their knowledge
of any schemes will be punished the same as real conspirators, he assures
his people that every criminal will be punished sooner or later. This phrase
could simply serve the purpose of installing dread in his subjects and not
refer to this police. However, it seems important that Nicocles specifies
what kind of wrongdoing his subjects should be looking for. He says: un
KOTOoIORAT GV Tvog Opdte mepl TNV ApynV TNV EUNV TOVNPOUS VTG
(53). Undermining his power is his main concern. This line could be
interpreted differently. Does it refer to danger to his position as king or to
any violation of the king’s law, such as petty theft?

29 C. Eucken believes that this principle was originally developed by Isocrates
for Athenian democracy and then applied to monarchy, so that he does not doubt that
this merit is not restricted to monarchies (Eucken 1983, 256-257).

30 This thought was suggested to me by S. Takhtajan.



212 Danil Kossarev

Another possible hint can be seen in Euagoras, where Isocrates says
about the king (42):

AAA” oUTog dxplBdc Kol Tag Tpaéelg o€l Kol TV ToMT®dV EK0GTOV
gylyvookey ®dote Pnte tovg EmifovAiedoviag avt®d eOavewy pnte
TOVG €miekelg dvtag AavOavewy, GAld TAVTOG TVYXAVEWY TOV TTPO-
ONKOVIOV.

But he (Euagoras — D. K.) exactly knew government affairs and each
of the citizens, so neither those who plotted against him took him by
surprise, nor did worthy people escape his notice, but everyone got
what they deserved.

The reason for this striking awareness could be a well-functioning
secret police. However, E. Alexiou believes it to be the philanthropic
attitude toward his people that led Euagoras to be aware of everything
and escape the usual hatred between demos and tyrants.3! It is possible
and fits well with Euagoras’ image as a benevolent king involved in the
polis’ internal affairs; but nonetheless, if loyal people who wish to show
the king their eagerness and loyalty are easy to discern, of énifovAedovteg
are much harder to recognize, so most probably Euagoras resorted to some
kind of secret service. Of course, this does not mean that the king would
use this service to investigate his citizens’ virtues and try to find those
who serve him well; but the presence of such intelligence would be a great
help in dealing with hostile conspirators. The idea of giving subjects what
they deserve is found also in Nicocles’ speech, where he claims that all
conspirators will receive a proper punishment and all decent citizens will
receive rewards (53).

The main difficulty with this interpretation is that neither Nicocles
nor Isocrates speak of this directly. The young king could be speaking
about an imaginary situation and exhorting his subjects to act as if he
were present and as if even their most secret of thoughts were open to
him. The orator, on the other hand, might just be describing the virtues
of Euagoras and ascribing to him an unusual wisdom and knowledge of
human nature, which should be natural for an ideal monarch. Thus, it is
difficult to choose between the two possible explanations, and additional
arguments in favor of any interpretation are needed.

31 Alexiou 2010, 131.
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Evidence of the existence of such police can be found in the following
fragments of Clearchus of Soli (fr. 19 Wehrli):32

mapodedeypévol & glol mavteg ol kata Kodmpov povapyor 1o tdv
€0YEVAV KOAAK®V YEVOG MG YPNOLULOV' TAVY YOP TO KT TOPAVVIKOV
gott. Koi to0tov olov Apeomaytt®v Tivov odte 10 mAffog odte Tog
dyelg EEm TV EmPAVESTATMY 010ev 00delc. Ampnuévav 88 Sy TV
v T Zodopivi KOAGK®V Kot GUYYEVELAY, 6@’ OV EiGLV Ol KaTtd TV
Ay Kompov kdrokeg, Tovg pev Iepyivovg, tovg o6& Ipopaidyyoug
TPocayopevovst. Qv ot pév I'epyivol cuvavapyvOLEVOL TOTG Kot THY
oMy &V Te 101G Epyaotnpiolg kal taig dyopais dtokovstodot, & Tt 6’
v aKoHoMOV AVOPEPOVGTY EKAGTNG NIEPAS TPOG TOVG KOAOVUEVOLG
tvaktag. Ot 8¢ [Ipopdrayyeg ntodow avti tdv vmo tdv [epyivav
npocayyeldéviov, ook avatlov sivar (nthoemg S6En, dvieg TIVEG
€pguvnTod.

All the monarchs in Cyprus have adopted this kind of well-born
flatterers as useful; for having them is thoroughly characteristic of
tyranny. And like some on the Areopagus Council, no one knows how
many they are or what they look like, except for the most distinguished
ones. The flatterers in Salamis, who inspired those everywhere else in
Cyprus, are divided into two groups by kinship, one called Gergini
[“informers”], the others Promalanges [“manipulators”]. The Gergini
mingle with the townspeople in their workshops and the markets,
listening in on everyone in their role as spies, and whatever they hear
they report back to their so-called “lords” every day. The Promalanges
then investigate anything reported by the Gergini deemed to warrant
investigation, serving as detectives of a sort.3?

Clearchus states that this is rather a secret organization, which is little
known to the common people; even their appearance and number are kept
in secrecy. According to the historian, these noble flatterers originate in
Salamis. B. Pestarino, for his part, contests this and claims that it could
be related to the agenda of the king’s court in Salamis.?* It is interesting
that Clearchus mentions the methods of this secret police. After delation,
another branch of the service started investigation, while dvaxteg headed

32 Here only the main Greek evidence will be presented; for a more detailed
description of this service with inscription sources and parallels from other eastern
kingdoms, see Pestarino 2022, 33-35.

3 The translation of this passage is by T. Dorandi and S. White (see Mayhew
et al. 2022).

34 Pestarino 2022, 33.
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this organization, receiving information and giving orders. It seems that
Clearchus himself esteemed their work highly.

Finally, F. Poldrugo? claims that Isocrates could be referring to this
police when he advises Nicocles to distinguish between skillful flatterers
and diligent servants (4d Nicocl. 28), but it does not seem to be so. Here
the author mentions moappnocia, which was already discussed, and only
then urges Nicocles to distinguish the two kinds of servants. It is more
likely that here Isocrates means not “professional flatterers”, but those
who wish to please the king by agreeing to his every word, in contrast
with those who can see that the king is in fact wrong in his judgment
and disagree with him. The reason for this remark is given by the author
himself: tva pun mAéov oi movnpol TV ypnotdv Exwowv (ibid.). It is an
advice not to use any special services for preventing crimes, but rather to
see through people and take them for what they really are. This is most
applicable to the council, while the intelligence is used to spy on the
common people. This thought could also be related to the advantage of
monarchy that Nicocles claims, namely that tyrannies discern people’s
natures and deeds best of all.

As mentioned before, it is more probable that Nicocles refers to this
police by mentioning that, in the absence of his physical body, his mind
will be there. The same motif can be found also in the cited paragraph
of Euagoras. The question is, however: what is the orator’s attitude
toward this service? Isocrates does not speak about it directly, but some
suggestions can be deduced from the advice to relieve people of their fears
(Ad Nicocl. 23). Mathieu and Bremond connect this thought to Nicocl. 51,36
but they believe it to be used only for the interests of the audience.
Though this is possible, it does not necessarily mean that Nicocles is
not referring to his intelligence service. His audience is dvaxtec and,
according to Clearchus’ evidence, they are aware of its existence, so it is
suitable for the moment when he is warning them about what they must
not do, to mention that the king possesses the means to keep watch over
them. Nevertheless, this suggestion leads to a problem: since it is known
that his audience consists mostly of aristocrats and that Clearchus states
that k6lokeg spy on common people and obey those dvokteg and their
number and faces are not a secret to them, how can the king threaten the
audience with this service? As Poldrugo’” rightly claims, Clearchus is
wrong about the secrecy of this police, and inscriptions attest to this. Is

35 Poldrugo 2000, 40.
36 Mathieu—Bremond 1961, 133.
37 Poldrugo 2000, 40.
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it possible that he is also wrong about spying exclusively on the demos?
It is difficult to say and this needs a detailed investigation.

Referring back to the original question of Isocrates’ attitude, one
may say that it is not surveillance that he could oppose, but the nature
of this surveillance. If it is used to terrorize the subjects, then indeed it
is inappropriate, but to keep an eye on people’s moral qualities and not
let them overstep the boundaries is something he would refer to later in
Areopagiticus (36-37), where he says that when this institution watched
over Athenians they were generally better. Of course, the perils of such
an institution are not a secret to him, but he believes that the perfect king,
who Nicocles should be, will use it only for good.

All the main lines of criticism of monarchical power examined, it is
now important to match them with the political views of the orator. As
mentioned above, it is highly unlikely that Isocrates viewed monarchy as
an ideal form of government or even as one suitable for Greeks. He was
well aware of the impossibility of its application in a Greek polis, but
he uses this opportunity to find flaws in democracy and oligarchy and to
give advice on how to overcome them. It seems that Blass®® formulated
Isocrates’ position in the best possible way, saying that it is not the
form, but rather the spirit that is important for him. This view is further
supported by lack of practical formulas for the organization of the state in
Isocrates’ works. However, to understand his position fully, it is necessary
to examine thoroughly the advantages of monarchy that he highlights.

To summarize, one may claim with certainty only the following
theses: these three orations indeed contain some criticism of monarchy,
and Isocrates does not wish even theoretically to justify the superiority of
ideal monarchy over others forms of government.

Danil Kossarev
Institute for Linguistic Studies, RAS

dvkossarev@gmail.com
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The Cyprian Orations, addressed by Isocrates to his former student Nicocles on the
occasion of the latter’s ascension to the throne of Salamis, have caused discussions
among scholars about the orator’s political thought for a long time. Do these works
clearly outline Isocrates’ monarchical preferences, or are they nothing but a set of
advice to a young king on how, according to Isocrates, he should behave as a king?
The aim of this article is to highlight some passages in which Isocrates covertly or
openly criticizes monarchical power.

uxn Kunpcrux peueil, OCBSAIIEHHBIX McokpatoM cBoeMy OBIBLIIEMY YYECHUKY
Hukokiry mo citywaro ero BocmecTBHs Ha npecton CallaMuHa, TaBHO BBI3bIBACT
CIIOpPBI CPeIM MCCIIEA0BATENeH MOTUTHUECKOM MBICIH OpaTopa: SIBISIOTCS JIH ATH
COYMHCHHS NPSIMBIM yKa3aHHEM Ha MOHAPXHYECKHUe IpeAnodTeHus Mcokpara mim
K€ 9TO HaOOp COBETOB FOHOMY LIAPIO O TOM, KaK, 10 MHEHHIO aBTOPa, IOJKEH BECTH
cebst MoHapx? B crarhe aHaIM3MPYIOTCS HEKOTOPBIE MecTa U3 pedeil, B KOTOPBIX,
Kak JIoKa3bIBaeTcs, Mcokpar 3aByalMpOBaHHO WM SIBHO KPUTHKYET MOHapXH4e-
CKO€ yCTPOMCTBO.
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PLATO’S LAST WORD ON NATURALISM VS.
CONVENTIONALISM IN THE CRATYLUS. 1I*

I propose that Socrates’ definition of habit (434 e 5-8) should be under-
stood quite literally: habit is what secures a transit from a thing in the
mind of a speaker to a name that should indicate this thing, and then
the reverse transit from an interlocutor listening to this name and
grasping the thing that is indicated by this name. The connection between
a name and a thing is established in the minds of speakers not because
they are able to recognize the similarity of the name to its referent,
but because it is habitual for both to recognize this connection — they
have been habituated to associate this name and this thing. The point
of the definition is that a speaker’s choice of a name and a listener’s
understanding due to habit occur automatically, without an analysis of the
properties of a name and its referent. Here, for the first time in the whole
discussion, we have a sketch of how the communication of mediocre
language-speakers proceeds. When, as in the given case, the similarity
of the name to its referent is not sufficient for recognition of what this
referent is, a competent language-speaker has no other option than to
appeal to habit, viz. to the meaning of the name he learned in childhood.
A competent language-speaker thus appears to behave in these cases as
mediocre language-speakers usually behave.

This supposed explication of what Socrates regards as habit sounds
very similar to the conventionalist view to us, who tend to identify
the habitual meanings of words with convention. It thus might appear
that, for Plato, the appeal to habit means yielding to conventionalism.
However, as Plato sees it, we should be not too rushed in identifying
habit with conventionalism, as is represented in the dialogue, viz.
with the concept of arbitrary agreement on the meaning of names in
Hermogenes’ theory.

* See Hyperboreus 29: 2 (2023) 196-233.
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Let us consider what Socrates understands by agreement in this
context. As I have said, the argument about agreement appears to be
straightforward: since A makes ocxkAnpotng dissimilar to its referent, the
successful indication of ‘hardness’ to an interlocutor can be accomplished
only by means of agreement, because there is no other mode of indication
beyond resemblance and agreement. It is surprising that, on the contrary,
Socrates does not conclude that Cratylus thus partakes in the agreement
with the other language-speakers by which the name oxAnpdtng has
acquired its reference, i.e., ‘hardness’, but claims instead that Cratylus
“agreed with himself” on the meaning of this name.

Most scholars hold the view that this silent agreement with oneself
does not differ from agreement in Hermogenes’ theory. Thus, according
to Ademollo, Socrates has pressed Cratylus to accept that since the name
okAnpotng does not have a meaning that would correspond to its intrinsic
features, it is necessary to follow a collective convention about its meaning,
and this amounts to following Hermogenes’ theory of arbitrary agreement.
If I understand Ademollo correctly, he thinks that the agreement among
language-speakers is not mentioned because this agreement consists of
many acts of individual agreement, as Cratylus performs in our case.! But
this will not do: Cratylus’ agreement is an agreement to follow a linguistic
habit; this agreement, as well as similar acts of consent made by language-
speakers, are of course necessary to make the existing convention valid
for all, but such acts cannot constitute the convention itself. The latter had
to take place at a certain moment when somebody proposed to assign an
arbitrary name to a thing and some companions agreed that this name will
have a given meaning from this moment on.?

I Ademollo 2011, 401: “...Socrates apparently thinks that Cratylus’ adherence
to the public convention according to which ckAnpov indicates hardness is grounded
in his private convention with himself. His point seems to be that, since utterances
of oxAnpo6v do not have a meaning which depends on their intrinsic features and
which a hearer is somehow naturally forced to recognize, Cratylus had to decide,
as it were, that he would interpret utterances of okAnpdv as indicating hardness.
Thereby Socrates seems to view the collective convention as the sum of a plurality
of individual decisions”.

2 Ademollo 2011, 401 believes that this understanding of a public convention
as a sum of individual decisions like that of Cratylus finds support in Hermogenes’
reasoning (384 d — 385 a), “where Hermogenes put a convention among a plurality
of speakers on a par with the arbitrary decision of a single speaker”; cf. Ademollo
2011, 46. But in fact Hermogenes has in view only that there is no difference between
arbitrary imposition of names by means of agreement in a large collective like a state
and in a small one like a house (385 d 7 — e 3). It is true, as Ademollo rightly notices,



220 Alexander Verlinsky

I propose instead to understand the idea of an agreement with oneself
quite literally: it is not the same as an agreement that is made by language-
speakers on the meaning of a name when they assign an arbitrary string
of sounds to a certain thing, as proposed by Hermogenes, nor does it
stem from such an agreement. It is precisely an agreement made by an
individual language-speaker with an already existing meaning of a name
as fixed by linguistic habit, no more than this. There is a similarity in-
deed between the two concepts of agreement: both presuppose a lack of
resemblance of the name and its referent, and thus the necessity of an
external authority that maintains the meaning of the word. But on the other
hand, there is a considerable difference: the agreement with oneself that
Socrates introduces here is accomplished by a competent language-speaker,
who after considering the name in question, diagnoses the difficulty of
determining its meaning by means of its intrinsic features and after that
agrees to follow the authority of linguistic habit, which conveys its
meaning. A competent language-speaker thus descends to the level on
which all mediocre language-speakers always dwell: they simply follow
linguistic habit because they have no other option. But at the same time,
this competent person, unlike his fellow language-speakers, follows
habit only because the resemblance of the name to its referent does
not work in the specific cases, like the one under discussion. Socrates’
reasoning thus does not invite a competent language-speaker to abandon
the consideration of intrinsic features of names in determining their
reference in favor of following habit on the whole, but demonstrates that
it is commendable to do this only in the cases in which the resemblance
of a name to its referent does not work, as this competent person has found
through consideration. In this respect, the concept of an agreement with
oneself endorses the interpretation of the case of oxAnpotng as one that
does not undermine the principle of resemblance. I thus agree entirely with
Sedley? that the case of okAnpdtng appears as exceptional, not violating
resemblance as the prevailing principle, although I do not think that, in
Socrates’ opinion, such cases will be rare, as Sedley believes, because

that Hermogenes can further represent this imposition, without having in view any
difference, both as an agreement of some future users of a name, and as an individual
decision of a single person which other companions follow (384 d 2-5; 385 d 8-9).
Nevertheless, in Hermogenes’ theory, both in its initial exposition (384 d 6-7) and
in its reformulation by Socrates (433 e 2-9), agreement is treated only as a basis for
the imposition of names and for initiating a linguistic habit, not as a way of following
already established habit by generations of speakers.
3 Sedley 2003, 143—145, see esp. p. 145.
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I do not agree that the problem of this word is the equal number of letters
designating ‘hardness’ and ‘softness’.*

It remains to ask what authority stands behind linguistic habit according
to Socrates’ argument. As | have just said, the agreement of a competent
language-speaker with himself about following the meaning of a name that
is sanctioned by linguistic habit should be distinguished from Hermogenes’
theory of agreement as the assignment of any arbitrary name to any arbi-
trary referent. Hermogenes’ theory as it is formulated in the dialogue
stresses the arbitrariness of name meanings and their changeability; he is not
interested in how an ordinary speaker follows these multiple and change-
able conventions, precisely because the stability of language contradicts his
theory to a large extent: there is no visible reason why these arbitrary names
should survive through centuries rather than change by new agreements.
He of course assumes that linguistic habit stems from such agreements
(384 d 5-7) because it is important for him that we rely on agreed, habitual
meaning and not on any inherent properties of names; nevertheless, this
does not mean that he regards this habit as something stable. Again, he
refers to the differences among Greek dialects and between Greek and
other languages as a proof that the correctness of names is nothing more
than the will of those who assign names to their referents as arbitrarily as
they wish (385 d 7 — e 2). But this does not mean that he thinks that these
differences entail any idea of the stability of languages, for instance that the
meanings of names stem from an initial assignment.

Of course, we still cannot rule out that Hermogenes’ arbitrary agreement
is involved more distantly as the source of habit. Socrates might have
developed his theory to mean that the linguistic habit the language-speakers
learn in their childhood stems from some initial arbitrary agreement. But as
plausible as this view might appear, it remains true that Socrates’ does not
adduce the option of a temporally distant agreement in his argument: from
the lack of resemblance of the name, Socrates infers that Cratylus agreed
with himself to follow linguistic habit, instead of saying that he follows an
arbitrary agreement made in the past. Moreover, it is not clear that habit,
which was initially an element of Hermogenes theory, still preserves its
Hermogenian character at this stage. Hermogenes, as we know, was urged
to yield to Socrates’ argument that linguistic vopog has been created by the
skillful lawgiver, who possesses the téyvn of making names appropriate
to things (388 e): linguistic habit thus can be now a part of the naturalist
stance. It is thus fairly possible that Cratylus appealed to habit just because
he had already learned to associate habit with the naturalist position; his

4 Cf. Pt. I, p. 221-223.
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proposal is something like this: one cannot recognize the resemblance of
oKAnpotng to ‘hardness’ in spite of the will of the name-giver to make it
resemble its referent, and one is bound to follow the habit according to
which okAnpdtng indicates hardness, because the name-giver assigned it to
‘hardness’, the similarity having been lost for some reason.

Socrates’ argument is a correction of this view: in spite of Cratylus’
attempt to resist, one should concede that the indication in a given case
entails lack of resemblance and thus is based on agreement. But he does
not abandon Cratylus’ appeal to habit, and he shows that the agreement
here involved differs from that of Hermogenes: it is the agreement of the
competent language-speaker with the meaning of the name as assigned
to it by a wise name-giver, who tried to create the name appropriate to its
referent. This name-giver failed to achieve an unequivocal resemblance or,
alternatively, he was successful, but this resemblance was obliterated in the
course of the development of language, as many of Socrates’ etymologies
imply. Nevertheless, the bond of the name with the thing the name-giver
assigned it to is still persistent in habit, as Cratylus may have implied.

My main reason for preferring this option is the premises on which
Socrates’ argument is built: both interlocutors assume that the name
oKAnpotg was coined by a competent name-giver who tried to make
a word imitating the property of hardness. There is no sign that they aban-
doned this initial hypothesis, and the result is quite compatible with it:
we should agree to the reference that the habit preserved up to our days,
although we are not able to detect this reference due to inherent features of
the name itself because it lacks (or lost) similarity to the thing. The bond of
the name with the referent is thus still in force, but the manifestation of this
bond, the descriptive resemblance, became obscure. This situation would
hardly be possible if the habit could be reduced to arbitrary and temporary
agreements: the bond with the initial reference would have disappeared.

Another, less important reason for my interpretation of agreement
here as compatible with naturalism, is that Socrates’ reasoning about
oKAnpotng does not aim to demonstrate that it is an arbitrary name, even in
its current form, with the A that is contrary to properties of the referent. If
my previous argument was correct, ckAnpotg is composed basically from
appropriate letters and syllables,’ and the authority of habit restores in the
mind of a competent language-speaker the true form of the name, which
was distorted by the unhappily inserted A. This would again be impossible
if the agreement with oneself meant following an arbitrary agreement of
mediocre language-speakers.

5 See Pt. I, p. 221-223.
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Of course, there is a manifest difficulty for the view I bring forward:
Socrates shifts without much ado from the concept of the arbitrary
agreement of name-makers, as proposed by Hermogenes, which served
throughout the discussion as an antipode of naturalism, to the new kind
of agreement, now with a habit that takes its origin from the name-givers
who imposed names according to naturalistic principles. I believe that,
on consideration, this difficulty is surmountable. After all, both kinds
of agreement suggest a lack of resemblance between the name and its
referent, and thus restrict radical naturalism. And the reinterpretation of
conventionalist concepts in a naturalistic vein is not alien to the dialogue:
take for instance Socrates’ treatment of language differences, one of the
main arguments for conventionalism, both for Hermogenes and after him;
Socrates considers this quite compatible with and even inherent in his own
concept of naturalism (390 a 5-9).

The interlocutors thus discuss the new concept of linguistic habit that
serves as an explanation how language-speakers understand the meaning
of words without resorting to the resemblance between a name and its
referent. Of course the meaning of the name in such cases is what we
today call its referential and conventional meaning, viz. awareness of the
object indicated by the name, without any knowledge of the origin of this
name (its etymology) and correspondingly of any qualities of its referent
as suggested by the name itself (for instance, knowledge of what the name
dvOpwmog refers to, but without knowing the etymological meaning of the
word and the properties of the species ‘man’). If this is the case, Plato
came closer here than anywhere to our modern concept of conventional
language. What is important, however, is that this concept of understanding
language as following the authority of habit is essentially different from
the conventionalism as defended by Hermogenes, whose crucial point is
the arbitrariness of the choice of a name for a thing at the moment of the
creation of names.

The agreement of a competent language-speaker with himself turns
out to be linguistic habit;® to a certain extent, this recalls Socrates’

¢ Leslie Brown notices the oddity of the concept of agreement with oneself in
this part of the dialogue (Brown 2021, 22 f.), but in fact Socrates applies this unusual
designation only because it follows from the premises of the discussion that lack of
resemblance of the name with its referent entails the presence of agreement on the
name’s meaning and that, in the absence of a visible partner to this agreement, he
supposes that agreement occurred in Cratylus’ soul (note again that Socrates does not
mention that Cratylus agreed with Socrates or earlier with his compatriots). But this
does not imply an absurd idea that Cratylus should “make a promise with oneself”,
as Brown supposes, only that he in fact agreed with the habit as the higher authority.
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famous agreement to follow the laws of Athens in the Crito. Contrary
to Plato’s usual notion of agreement, which corresponds to the standard
understanding of his contemporaries, namely the agreement of two equal
sides to follow certain rules that the agreeing parties constitute together
and that are equally binding for all who partake,” the agreement in the
Crito is the (silent) agreement by which a lower party agrees to follow
the rules set by the higher one (and to get benefits for fulfilling duties
that follow from this agreement).® Ademollo® connects the concept of
agreement in Crito with Hermogenes’ conventionalism and supposes that
Socrates’ implicit agreement with the Athenian laws in the Crito may
imply that, for Hermogenes, linguistic agreement also had its origin in the
carlier speakers’ tacit adherence to the usage of one or more speakers. But
in fact, Hermogenes is quite explicit about the open, bilateral (or multi-
lateral), and equal character of linguistic agreement. Crito’s theory of the
underling’s tacit agreement with the will of the higher authority of the
laws is much more similar to Socrates’ appeal to agreement with linguistic
habit: in both cases, it is about following the rule, not about creating
it, and the concept is authoritarian: in the Crifo, once one accepted the
agreement with the laws (by the fact itself of living in the state), he should
obey them unquestionably; in the Cratylus, one should accept the meaning
dictated by the higher authority of linguistic law, or habit, for otherwise the
communication fails.

I believe that this step of the argument sheds light on its overall
purpose. Both Socrates and Cratylus assume that ckAnpotng is a name
whose sounds imitate the object this name indicates, even if this name is
not entirely correct. The supporters of the conventionalist interpretation of
the dialogue claim that Socrates’ argument destroys this assumption and

7 The most important example of this view of agreement is the theory of ‘many’
voiced by Glaucon in Plato’s Republic 358 e — 359 a, that the initial agreement
neither to do injustice nor to suffer is the essence of justice and that it underlies all
later laws and covenants (the parts of this agreement are ordinary people who thought
that to do injustice is good “by nature”, but to suffer injustice is bad); cf. Callicles’
theory in Gorg. 483 b—c; 492 ¢ 7 on laws as a creation of the ‘weak’, made in order
to restrict those who are stronger, and as cuvOnuata; for the popular notion of the
law as agreement of citizens see: Hippias in Xen. Mem. 1. 4. 12; Anaxim. Rhet. ad
Alex. 1. 8. 1422 a 2-4; 2. 13. 1424 a 10; [Demosth.] 25. 16.

8 See Crito 51 ¢ 6 — e 4: a citizen who stays in the city and does not abandon it at
the age of dokimasia or later by this very fact agrees that he approves of its laws and
thus should obey them without demur (see further, 52 ¢ 1-3 and e 3—5 on Socrates
staying in Athens in the course of all his life as a sign that he liked Athenian laws).

9 Ademollo 2011, 38 f.
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demonstrates that the resemblance of the name to the thing is entirely
unnecessary, and that convention can entirely substitute it as the principle
of naming.!° If on the contrary, as I have argued, the agreement Socrates
pleads for helps the competent name-speaker to grasp the similarity of
the name to its referent with the help of linguistic habit, his reasoning
confirms the original assumption that the names are imitations of things
and thus are produced by learned name-givers. It also suggests that this
habit itself is the creature of the name-giver(s) who both made the (similar
even if imperfect) name and established permanently its connection with
the thing ‘hardness’.

There is one previously unnoticed sign that the discussion of the
difficulties associated with the word ckAnpotnc and the recognition of the
need for agreement did not change Socrates’ commitment to naturalism.
Having proved that linguistic habit presupposes convention, Socrates
admits for a moment that his argument is wrong and that habit, as Cratylus
had previously believed, does not presuppose convention (435 a 10):

€l 0’ 611 pdAota U €ott 10 E00¢ cuVONKT, 00K GV KaOADG ETL Exot
Aéyewv TV OpotOTTO dNA®pa glval, AL TO £00g — ékelvo Yap, OC
goike, Kol Opoim kol dvopoim dnAol.

But if, which is extremely unlikely,!'! habit is not an agreement, then
it will no longer be correct to assert that indication must be made on
the basis of similarity, but [it will be correct to assert that it must be
made] on the basis of habit: for habit seems to indicate by means of
what is similar [to things] and what is not similar.

10°See Ademollo 2022, 40: “It is important to be clear that this argument not
only is aimed at, but also depends on, the naturalist premise that names resemble
things. The basic idea appears to be that if naturalism is true, then names (or some
names) resemble things; but if names resemble things, then they can do so also in
a partial way (as Socrates has already shown), and if so, then they are conventional.
Thus there is a sense in which naturalism about names is self-refuting”. I believe that
Socrates does not make the step from the partial resemblance of names to their (total)
conventionality. The names that partially resemble can be better or worse and thus
correspond more or less to the naturalist standard. The case of okAnpdtnc demonstrates
only that habit and agreement is a necessary means for grasping the meaning of some
names, but it is hard to see how this could refute naturalism as a principle.

11 The understanding of dt1 pdhicta as “wholly”, “entirely”, as it was often
rendered, is erroneous, as Ademollo rightly points out. This expression usually
introduces an assumption that the speaker does not consider likely or even regards
as incorrect (Ademollo 2011, 402 n. 36, with examples), cf. Latin si maxime (OLD
s.v. maxime 5 b); see already Heindorf 1806, ad loc.
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In rejecting this assumption, Socrates explicitly makes it clear
that the truth of his argumentation guarantees that the preservation of
the naturalistic principle of similarity prevails. This step in Socrates’
argument and the precise meaning of ovk ... €1t is usually overlooked.
On the contrary, scholars for the most part understand this phrase as
saying that in both cases, whether the habit is agreement or not, it still
would be wrong to claim that the principle of indication is similarity.'2
They give to the main sentence the meaning of a consequence that occurs
irrespective of whether the condition formulated in the adventitious
sentence occurs or not. However, ook £€t1 normally means that something
is no longer the case.!3 In reality, the point here is about a consequence
that occurs only if the condition is true, and its truth is presented as highly
unlikely.'* Cratylus is thus invited to concede that agreement plays
a certain role in the functioning of language, not only because of Socrates’
arguments, but also because this ensures that the principle of similarity,
dear to Cratylus, is preserved as the basic standard for the correctness
of names.

So, if Socrates’ reasoning is wrong and habit does not presuppose
agreement (agreement of a specific kind), then interlocutors will have to
abandon the idea that the standard for language is the similarity of a name

12 Already Heindorf 1806, ad loc., noticed that one would expect dpmg
before ovk av kaAdg, and in fact the scholars often render the text as if it has
done so: Schofield 1982, 77: “Even if habit is very far from being convention, it
would still not be well to say that it is not resemblance that discloses, but habit;
for that, as it seems, discloses, and it does so by both what resembles and what
does not resemble”’; Reeve 1999, 87: “And even if usage is completely different
from convention, still you must say that expressing something isn’t a matter of
likeness but of usage”; Sedley 2004, 140: “And even if habit is not at all the same
thing as agreement, it still would not be right to say that similarity is the means of
indication”; Ademollo 2011, 402 f.: “And even if habit were not convention, still it
would no longer be right to say that similarity is a means to indicate, but that habit
is; for that, it seems, indicates both with something similar and with something
dissimilar”. Ademollo, who faithfully renders the meaning of o0k &1t (“it would no
longer be right”), nevertheless adds “still”, to which nothing in the text corresponds,
and he understands the sentence in the same way as the scholars just cited — even
if habit differs from contract, it can s¢i/l no longer be said the resemblance is the
principle of indicating things.

13 LSJ s.v. ovkétt (“no more, no longer, no further”); for Plato, see Ast, Lexicon
Platonicum, s.v. o0xétt (iam non..., nicht mehr et nicht weiter), with examples.

14 For the correct translation, see Dalimier 1999, 178: “D’ailleurs, a supposer
que ’usage ne soit pas une convention, on ne serait plus en droit de dire que la
resemblance est le moyen de faire voire”.



Plato’s Last Word on Naturalism vs. Conventionalism in the Cratylus 227

to the thing it indicates. Then the only standard would be habit, since
it consists in indicating by means of elements of language both similar
and dissimilar to their referents, without making any difference between
them. The meaning of this dilemma appears to be as follows: let us grant
that, as has been proved, the standard of language is resemblance, while
indication by means of non-resembling names that owe their meaning
to an arbitrary assignment by conventionalist agreement is a worse kind
of indication. Now, as the case of ckAnpdtng demonstrates, situations
arise when the resemblance of a name to its referent is not sufficient for
successful indication, and a competent language-speaker has no other
option but to rely on the habitual meaning of the name, viz. the meaning
rooted in tradition and learned by all language-speakers. Resemblance or
non-resemblance of a name to its referent is irrelevant for this habitual
meaning. If a naturalist like Cratylus does not accept that following the
habitual meaning of a name in such particular cases entails the silent
agreement of a competent language-speaker with himself, this would mean
that even such a person follows linguistic habit automatically, without any
analysis of the imitative properties of words. But in this case, a naturalist
should admit that even if resemblance is theoretically preferable as the
principle of indication, in practice we all, including linguistic experts,
simply follow habitual meanings.

If on the contrary, Socrates is right and following habit in such cases
entails agreement, i.e., a competent language-speaker follows habit only
after having analyzed the structure of a name and recognized that it is
impossible to discern the referent of this name relying on the imitative
properties of its sounds, then the principle of resemblance stands. The
conscious, expertise-based character of following habit in such particular
cases guarantees the validity of resemblance as the standard of language
and as the criterion for the estimation of names.

This limited concession to agreement is consistent with Socrates’
conclusion following these words (435b3 —d 1):

gnedn 8¢ tadto ovyywpoduev, ® Kpatbre — v yap oyymv cov
ouyyopnow oo — avoykaidov mov kol cvvOnknv Tt Kol £00g
ovuPéileclol mpog SMAmoy GV Stovooduevor Aéyopev — Emei,
o BérTiote, £l 0éhe1g &mi TOV ApOudv MOV, To0ey oiet EEetv dvopoTa
Spota €vi €KAOTE TOV APOUAY EmeveyKelv, £0v Un €0 TL TNV ONV
opoloyiav kol cuvOKNY KUpog Exetv TV dvoudtmv 0pBdTNTOG TEPL;
guol pév odv kol odTd GPEcKel PEV KOTd TOSLVATOV dpota etvar T
OvVOLaTO TOIG TPAYHOGoY — GAAG U ©G 4ANOdC, T T0d ‘Eppoyévouc,
YAoypa 1) 1 OAKT abtn tfig OpoldTNTOC, dvarykoiov 8& 1) Kai 16 PopTIKd



228 Alexander Verlinsky

T00T® Tpooypiicbat, Tf cuvOnKN, €ig dvopdtoy opBdTTA. Emel TomC
KoTd Ye TO duVOTOV KAAMALGT GV Aéyotto Gtav T o §j dg mheioTolg
opoiotg Aéyntat, To0T0 &' 0TI TPOSHKOVGLY, OioYLOTAL O& TOVVOVTIOV.

(1) Since we have agreed on this, for I understand your silence as
consent, it is necessary that also the agreement, together with habit,
should contribute to the designation of those things which we think.
(2) For, my dear fellow, if it pleases you to refer to numbers, whence
will you take resembling names to be assigned to each of the numbers,
unless you allow your consent and agreement to govern to some extent
the correctness of the names. (3) I myself am committed that names
should be (as far as possible) similar to things, but I fear that indeed
this pull of similarity becomes, in Hermogenes’ phrase, “viscous”, and
that it is necessary to make additional use of this crude thing,
agreement, in regard to the correctness of names. (4) For perhaps the
most beautiful way of speaking is when it is expressed by [elements of
speech] similar to [things], that is, corresponding to [them] either
entirely or to as many of them as possible, and the most unsuitable
way is the opposite.

Let us start from the names of numbers. Socrates’ treatment of
numbers became an object of intensive discussion. At first sight, the
names of numbers can be nothing but conventional.'> But Socrates asserts
clearly that agreement in the case of numbers is necessary, precisely
in order to find the names that resemble each number (n60ev oiel Eev
ovopata Gpota Evi EkGote TV apBudy Emeveykeiv).'® Note also that he

15 Schofield 1982, 79 supposed that the only way to make the names of numbers
resemble their referents would be to make simple numbers like ‘one’, ‘two’, ‘three’
having one, two, and three syllables; since, however, this demands a convention
that the number of syllables corresponds to the number that the name refers to, the
names of numbers demonstrate that even the representation of thing by a name
(the capacity that the conventional names usually do not have) may be performed
according to conventional rules; Ademollo 2011, 407-411; 2022, 41, denies that
the names of the numbers resemble their referents in any way (cf. already earlier
Robinson 1955/1969, 117; Ackrill 1994/1997).

16 T here stick with Sedley 2003, 142, to the literal understanding of this
statement. Ademollo 2011, 411 argued contra that Socrates’ reasoning is a kind of
modus tollens — argument in an elliptical form: (if Cratylus assigns to agreement
some role, he would be able to recognize that a name may not resemble its referent
entirely); if on the contrary he denies a role of agreement totally, then he has to
admit that every name resembles its referent. But there cannot be names similar to
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speaks about “your” agreement, which should play a limited role in the
“correctness of names” (£av pn €3¢ t1 TV onv Opoloyiov kol GuvOHKNV
KOpog Exev TV ovopdtwv opBotntog mépt). This shows that Socrates
still has in view the agreement of the language-speaker with himself,
which is agreement on the validity of linguistic habit in certain cases, not
agreement in Hermogenes’ sense, namely on the imposition of names that
are entirely arbitrary. Where then does this Socratic kind of agreement
rule in the case of numbers? Most probably, in evaluating names for basic
numbers, just as in the general case of names, the necessity of agreement
to which has been maintained for the “first” fundamental names that do
not derive from others. There is a limited group of names that correspond
to the basic numbers 1-10, 100, and 1000 — those from which all other
numbers are formed in the Greek system of counting. We cannot maintain
that these names resemble the numbers they indicate, and we thus have
no other option than to agree with the linguistic habit that they belong
to these numbers.!” The names of other numbers are derivative from
the names of the simple ones and resemble numbers in this derivative
sense, viz. as far as they can be reduced to elements that we assume to be

each number. (Thus, agreement should have some authority concerning correctness.)
This reconstruction not only makes the reasoning unduly elliptical, but goes against
the immediate linguistic meaning of the passage: namely, that the denial of a role of
agreement would render impossible the resemblance of the names to each number
they refer to; on the contrary, the acceptance of agreement opens the door for
resemblance.

17" At first glance, émpépew implies that Socrates discusses the way the initial
imposition of names for numbers and opoioyiav koi cuvOfkny should refer to the
mode of this imposition by the initial creators of the name; for this meaning of
Emépety, cf. 424 d 6. 7; e 4-5 etc. (onv oporoyiav kai cuvOnknv would then have
the meaning like “the agreement” you spoke about). But ém@épetv is a less technical
term that tifecOau: for instance, at 432 e 3. 5, émépetv clearly has the meaning “to
use a linguistic expression (sound, word, sentence) on account of a certain thing”. It
is thus entirely possible that in our passage Socrates is discussing not how the names
of numbers were initially created, but how a competent language-speaker should
interpret them in terms of naturalist theory. This can explain why he is obscure
about how precisely these names were created in terms of their resemblance and
non-resemblance to their referents: important is only how we today understand and
use them. But it is entirely possible that the initial creator of these names operated
in the same way: in the absence of names that might resemble the basic numbers, he
had no other option than to select arbitrary strings of sounds for them, introducing
a habit of considering these strings their names; they were not however the objects
of a changeable agreement, since the whole system of further names for derivative
numbers was built on the initial assignment.
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appropriate to the simple numbers: for instance, if we assume that €v in
accordance with habit is the correct name for 1 and déko for 10, then we
can recognize in €vdeka a name that resembles 11.18 The numbers thus
confirm the necessity of agreement with the habit, in the sense maintained
above by means of the case of okAnpotng, as the principle additional to
that of resemblance.

Now to Socrates’ summarizing judgment on the main issue of the
discussion. Some scholars see in this judgment an explicit signal of his
apparent, though not consistent (Robinson, Schofield) departure from his
earlier support of naturalism.'® Ademollo denies that this signal is present
and argues that the reader should himself come to the conclusion that
naturalism has been refuted, but nevertheless finds in Socrates’ words
hints at the abandonment of his earlier position.2? For all these scholars,
reasoning about okAnpotng logically leads to the recognition that the
similarity of name and thing is superfluous. Barney claims, on the contrary,

18 T agree with Sedley, who argued that the names of numbers are compatible
with the naturalist principle (Sedley 2003, 142 f.), but I disagree with his proposal
that the names for basic numbers resemble their referents while names for derivative
ones indicate them conventionally. On the one hand, it is difficult to imagine how
Socrates, who earlier assumed that letters (elementary sounds) imitate physical
qualities, could claim that basic names were made of imitative sounds, too. On the
other hand, I don’t see why Sedley thinks that the names of derivative numbers
should be indefinitely long without agreement on their composition: once the names
of basic numbers have been imposed, the other numbers acquire quite naturally
names that are composed of principal ones.

19 Robinson 1955/1969, 122 (in Socrates’ words, there is only a “vain regret”
that the resemblance of names to things is desirable but unattainable; the contract
theory is “vulgar”, but, as Socrates seems to imply, has no alternative); Schofield
1982, 67-68: when discussing the word oxAnpdmg, the discovery that the naturalistic
theory has to rely on the idea of “pure convention” creates a crucial obstacle for
Socrates to accept naturalism; he still claims to endorse the idea of the resemblance
of names to things as far as possible, but is aware that the price to be paid to gain
confidence in it is too high.

20 Ademollo 2011, 406407, 418-421: although Socrates’ literal words
mean only a partial concession to conventionalism, the role of agreement in the
understanding of the word okAnpotg could allow him to speak in favor of full
conventionalism. Plato’s rejection of this conclusion is necessary to keep the reader
interested in the next part of the discussion, in which Socrates discusses Cratylus’
thesis that knowledge of names ensures knowledge of things themselves (435 d —
439 b). The refutation of this thesis by proving that names can reflect the mistaken
opinions of their creators finally opens the reader’s eyes, Ademollo suggests, to the
fact that names designate their referents on the basis of convention.
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that Socrates, as before, expresses his commitment to naturalism, but
recognizes that names, again on the basis of the case of ckAnpotng, cannot
fully fulfill their purpose of being derived from things.?! Sedley argued,?
however, that these statements by Socrates are quite consistent with the
qualified form of naturalism that he defends throughout the dialogue: he
assigns to agreement only the role of an additional means of designation,
necessary where the resemblance of the name to the thing is for one reason
or another insufficient to recognize the thing. Sedley’s view seems to me
in general correct, but some difficulties should be settled.

There is in fact some ambiguity in the concluding sentence of this
part: énel lomg KATA Y€ TO SLVATOV KAAAGT  Gv Aéyorto Otav 1| maowv
1| ®¢ mAgioTolg OUoiolg Aéyntal, TodTo &' €0Ti TpooKovaLy, aicyloTal 6
tovvavtiov. This can be understood both in the sense that the language
consisting of the parts that, as far as possible, resemble their referents
is the principle one should follow (in imposing names and in analyzing
their meaning in the existing language), but also in the sense that it is
theoretically a fine principle, but it cannot be realized. The decision about
which horn of this dilemma one should prefer depends on understanding
the immediately preceding statement, since the discussion of the case of
okAnpotng and of the numbers assign to convention only a limited role,
and thus left intact the prevailing role of resemblance:

duol pév odv Kol 0T GpEcKel HEV KaTd TO SuVOTOV BLoto. Etvol To
ovopata Toig Tpaypacty: GAAL U ©g aAnddg, to tod ‘Eppoyévoug,
YAMoypa | N OAkT abtn i OpodTTOog, Avaykaiov 88 1N kol T®
QOPTIK® ToVT® Tpocypficbat, Tf] cvvONKY, €ig Ovoudtov OpHdHTNTA.

The prima facie meaning of this sentence appears to be as follows:
Socrates summarizes that he approves the principle he defended throughout
the whole discussion that the names should resemble their referents as
much as possible, but he admits that resemblance does not work as a single
standard for indication, and it is necessary to use additionally agreement
(agreement with habit) as a second and subordinate standard (see kai and
npooypiicbar), as has already been asserted above (453 b 3-6).

Ademollo forwards quite a new interpretation both of the literal
meaning of this sentence and of its theoretical import.>> He denies
that Socrates here approves resemblance as a theoretical preference.

21 Barney 2001, 137.
22 Sedley 2003, 140-145.
23 Ademollo 2011, 413-420.
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He argues that dpéokerv with the infinitive construction dependent on it
is usually employed for the idea that Y believes X where “X” stands for
a proposition. Ademollo thus proposes that Socrates refers to the factual
state of affairs: he believes that names are “as far as possible” similar to
their referents, which in turn, according to Ademollo, means that most
names resemble their referents; this further construes Socrates’ thought as
maintaining that although most names resemble their referents, they do it
imperfectly and thus they indicate the referents by means of convention,
as, for instance, okAnpotng. He further interprets the words yAioypa 7 1
O0Ak1 avn Thg opoldtnTog as meaning that “resemblance carries little
weight with regard to the correctness of names” (p. 417) and comes to the
view that the concluding passage on using also convention understates the
results of the previous discussion — namely, that convention has already
won the field entirely — because of Plato’s special strategy (p. 420).

This appears to give the passage a sense that contravenes its most
obvious meaning. But let us discuss Ademollo’s points in sequence. First,
the meaning of the dpéoket phrase (§pol pév obv kai odT@ Gpéokel v
Kot O Suvatdv dpota elvat To dvopato Toig mpdypacty): I believe that he
is right that the infinitive construction corresponds to the proposition that
a person approves. But linguistically, it is impossible to distinguish in this
construction the approval of a fact from the approval of a principle; only
the context helps. At 433 ¢ 9, for instance, Cratylus uses this construction
to contravene Socrates’ statement that something is a name, even if it
is falsely imposed. When saying that he does not like Socrates saying
this (a fact), he implies that he does not approve such a statement as
a piece of doctrine. And when Socrates responds, asking him whether
it appeals to him that a name is the indication of a thing, he asks him,
not whether he is happy with the fact that names indicate things (there
is no specific reason for Cratylus to be happy with this trivial thing), but
whether he admits that it is their standard role. Grant that it is impossible
to maintain formally whether Socrates regards resemblance as a fact
of language or as a norm of it, the next sentence, which maintains the
principle of resemblance as the norm (énel iowg katd ye 1O dvvoTov
K@AAMoT’ Gv Aéyotto Otav 1j mdow 1| dg mAeioTolg Opoiolg Aéyntat, To0TO
&’ €oti TpoonKkovaly, aicylotat 8¢ Tovvavtiov), acquires the decisive role
for the meaning of the sentence we are discussing. Moreover, Ademollo’s
understanding of kotd O Suvatdv koTd TO Suvatdv Spota eival To
ovopato toig mpdypoow as “most names resemble their referents”,
implausible by itself, is refuted by the meaning of katd ye 10 dvvatodv in
the next sentence: in both cases Socrates says that he approves that the
names should resemble their referents as far as possible.
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Now to the second part of the sentence:

GARG p1) O aAnBdg, 0 Tod ‘Eppoyévovg, yricypa N 1 oAk adtn ThC
OL010TNTOG, GvayKaiov 08 1| Kol T® EOpTIKY ToVT® Tpooypficbat, T
oLVOnKY, gig dvoudtov OpboTNTO.

This is the difficult item. Some scholars take this phrase as undermining
the principle of resemblance. After an interesting discussion, Ademollo
comes to the following sense: this resemblance (viz. the one referred to in
the preceding sentence) carries little weight with regard to the correctness
of names (p. 415-417). Now, the adjective yAioypog has the literal meaning
‘sticky’, ‘glutinous’, with further development in different directions — on
the one hand, ‘clinging fast’, as metaphor for thorough or excessively
thorough work, and, on the other, to ‘greedy’ or ‘stingy’ persons, and from
this to ‘cheap’ things (Ademollo prefers this latter meaning). But “this”,
a1, in the sentence we are discussing, does not modify resemblance as
such, but 1 oAkm, the “dragging” of resemblance. Hermogenes reacted
with yAioypwg to Socrates’ overly bold restoration of the initial form of the
word. It is thus less probable that Socrates alludes here to the insignificance
of resemblance as such (this is certainly not the point Hermogenes made)
than to the strained character of some etymologies, and 1} 0Ax1 also favors
this option. Socrates is thus paying a tribute to Hermogenes’ criticism: this
“dragging” of resemblance turns out to be “sticky”, i.e., it would be far-
fetched to claim resemblance for every name and to search for strained
etymologies.?* This sentence does not attack resemblance as a principle:
Socrates merely says that we should not unduly press resemblance in every
case; when the resemblance of the name to the thing cannot be safely
maintained, it is necessary to be satisfied with a competent language-
speaker’s agreement with the meaning of this name as constituted by habit.
Note that agreement features as “base”, “inelegant” (1@ QopTiK® T00T®),
which should not be taken as ironic. Although as I argued this is about
agreement with the obscured will of the name-giver, not about conventional
agreement, it is not a principle that Plato admires, but one he thinks will
inevitably be appealed to.

24 Reeve translates it: “I fear that defending this view is like hauling a ship up
a sticky ramp, as Hermogenes suggested”. This seems to be correct in respect of the
immediate metaphoric meaning, but the metaphor Socrates uses is related not to the
defense of naturalism, which was not Hermogenes’ point, but to the undue defense
of resemblance in particular cases. Shorey 1933, 265 rightly renders the meaning
of the sentence with its hint at Hermogenes’ remark and objects (p. 570) to Jowett’s
translation “the force of resemblance is a mean thing”.
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The concluding remark corresponds entirely to this reasoning:

énel Towg KaTd Y€ TO SLVVOTOV KAAMGT Gv Aéyotto Gtov f| TaoW §| OC
mielotolg opoiog Aéyntat, todto &’ €0Ti TPocHKOVGLY, aicyloTol 08
ToOVaVTIOV.

At first glance it simply reformulates the principle as it was already
stated carlier. Reeve, for instance, translates opoiolg as modifying the
implied “names”. But there is no need to suppose a tautological statement:
opoioig can imply all parts of language and thus refer back to Socrates’
summary of the results of his discussion of resemblance with Cratylus
(432 d 11 — 433 a 6). According to it, not only can a name contain some
inappropriate letters, but also a sentence can contain some inappropriate
words, provided that they preserve general resemblance to their referents:
the best way of saying something will be by means of all appropriate
elements, the worst by means of only a few. This general principle thus
remains valid after achieving the new insights into the inevitable role that
agreement plays in indication. The sentence justifies (énel) why agreement
should be used only when resemblance is unattainable. This is the case
because the best possible way is to use the parts of language that resemble
things as much as is possible. Notice that not only the standard itself
remains valid; it is also the working standard, contrary to the “pessimistic”
understanding of Socrates’ naturalism; it would be useless to distinguish
between best and worst in respect of resemblance, if Socrates’ final
position were a pessimistic retreat to arbitrary names because resemblance
1s desirable, but unattainable.

Ademollo, unlike Robinson and Schofield, admits that Socrates’ very
statements summarizing his reasoning in this part of the dialogue (435b 2 —
¢ 6) do not mean literally that naturalism is refuted, but merely concede
to convention some role in indicating things, along with resemblance.
Ademollo suggests that Socrates, as a character in the dialogue in this part
of the conversation, is not yet conscious of what is clear to Plato himself
and what should be clear to a competent reader. According to Ademollo, it
is only in the final part, after Socrates has demonstrated that words cannot
serve as a reliable source of knowledge of things, that conventionalism
triumphs definitively: “for if a name may convey false information about
its referent, then clearly it can only indicate its referent by convention”.?3

Now it is true that in discussing the case of okAnpdtng, Socrates, in
connection with it and similar words, does speak of “correctness according

25 Ademollo 2011, 419; cf. 2022, 41.
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to agreement” (435 a 8, b 6 —c 7), that is, that the use of a name is governed
by agreement and not determined by resemblance to a thing. Agreement,
then, serves to make up for lack of similarity or to substitute for similarity
where it is unattainable, and, at least in this respect, does not in any way,
no matter how one understands agreement here, undermine the principle of
similarity as a standard for language on the whole. Ademollo is apparently
inclined to regard the mistaken names in the final part of the Cratylus as
something along the same lines. In reality, however, the word ckAnpdtng
is erroneous only in terms of inadequately conveying the language
creator’s correct judgment about the thing in question, whereas the names
in the final section are erroneous because they reflect their creators’ false
judgments about the world. However, the existence of names in a language
that reflect the language creators’ mistaken opinions about certain things
does not mean that Plato regards all names are mistaken in this sense. Still
less does the existence of such words undermine the naturalistic principle
itself, based for Plato not on what language actually is, but on the standard
to which names must conform according to their purpose, to instruct about
the true properties of the things they indicate.

To summarize, the final part of the discussion of the issue of naturalism
versus conventionalism does not show any signs that the former principle
is abandoned in favor of the latter. The yielding to conventionalism, as
I argued, in the case of “agreement”, is even less important than is usually
understood. According to Socrates, the lack of the name’s resemblance
to the thing should be compensated not by appeal to convention, viz. the
arbitrary agreement of mediocre language-speakers as in Hermogenes’
view, but by appeal to the agreement of the competent language-speaker,
to linguistic habit. The universal authority of the latter suggests that
interlocutors view it as fixing the ancient and permanent bond, created by
the ancient name-giver, between the name and the thing it indicates. It also
appears plausible that habit owes its permanence to the initial resemblance
of names created by name-givers to things, which persists in language in
spite of its partial obscuring by later developments. This moderate yielding
to “agreement and habit” (not to be confused with conventional agreement)
corresponds entirely to Socrates’ following summary of the discussion: the
naturalist principle of resemblance is not abandoned in theory or practice,
but only supplemented by a necessary appeal to habit for the names whose
initial resemblance to the things they indicate has been obscured.

Alexander Verlinsky
Institute for Linguistic Studies, RAS

verlinsky@mail.ru
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The second part of the article, dealing with the question of Plato’s own position in
the discussion of naturalism and conventionalism in the Cratylus (for part I, see
Hyperboreus 29: 2 [2022] 196-233), continues with an analysis of a key point in
the discussion between Socrates and Cratylus (434 a — 435 c). Cratylus argues that
when the descriptive properties of a word conflict with each other and thus make it
impossible to establish which “thing” such a word denotes, a competent native
speaker capable of analyzing such properties is forced to follow linguistic habit
like ordinary speakers. Socrates points out that following the linguistic habit with
which a competent native speaker is forced to “agree” is nothing but understanding
a word that is dissimilar to its referent. This in turn entails, in accordance with the
dilemma of the whole discussion, that understanding in such cases can be based
only on a “contract”, or “agreement” stipulating the meaning of a word, with the
competent speaker negotiating it with himself. Cratylus’ forced agreement that
contract plays a role in linguistic communication is usually understood by scholars
as a partial concession to conventionalism on the part of Plato himself, or even as
evidence that Plato fully supports the arguments of conventionalism and sees no
need for words that have similarities with their referents.

The article substantiates a different understanding of this part of the dialogue.
It argues that Socrates agrees with Cratylus in treating linguistic habit as an
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independent factor in linguistic communication: understanding a word on the
basis of habit does not need a word to resemble its referent through the descriptive
and “mimetic” capacities of words; however it does not follow that the meaning
of such words derives from the arbitrary “agreement” by which any arbitrary
name can be assigned to any thing and at any moment change its name, as
according to the theory of Hermogenes. The “agreement” of the competent native
speaker with the meaning that a word possesses according to habit applies, first,
only to a limited category of words that have no resemblance to their referents (in
this the author of the article agrees with David Sedley’s understanding). Plato does
not mean that understanding according to habit should make the similarity of
aword to its referent superfluous: the highest purpose of words is their philosophical
purpose as “instruments” for distinguishing the essential properties of things,
while linguistic habit provides only knowledge of what a word refers to, but not
of the properties of this referent.

Second, the “agreement with oneself” by which a competent native speaker is
forced to agree to habit in the course of communication differs significantly from
the arbitrary contract of assigning meaning to words in Hermogenes’ theory.
Socrates’ argument does not assume that linguistic habit arises from such an
establishment of meaning that makes any people, even the most mediocre ones,
creators of language. On the contrary, his reasoning about the word ckAnpotng is
based on the premise that this word was created by one of the wise creators of
language who strove to create words similar to the things they designate. This
implies that the similarity was either not achieved, through error, or was lost in the
course of the long history of language; the habit has nevertheless preserved the
word’s connection to the thing to which the word was assigned by a “lawgiver” of
language (apparently by virtue of his high authority), although the sound
composition of the word does not allow us to define this thing by virtue of its
intrinsic properties. Following the linguistic habit should thus be understood as an
imperfect kind of linguistic communication, a forced retreat from the principles of
naturalism, but not as a concession to conventionalism or even as Plato’s
acknowledgment of its victory.

Bo Bropoii yacTtu cTarby, OCBSIIEHHON no3unuu camoro Ilnarona B quckyccuun
0 HaTypalu3Me U KOHBeHIInoHanm3Me B Kpamune (dactb | eMm. Hyperboreus 29: 2
[2023] 196-233), mponomkaeTcs pa3dop KIrUEBOro Mecta B quckyccuu Cokpara
u Kpatuna (434 a — 435 c¢). Kparun yTBepkaaet, 9To B TeX clydasx, KOorna Jaec-
KPHUIITUBHBIE MJIM MHUMETHYECKHE CBOWMCTBA CJIOBA KOH(IMKTYIOT MEXIYy coOOn
1 HE MO3BOJISIOT YCTAaHOBHTH, KAKyI0 “Bellh’ 0003HAYAET MOJ0OHOE CIIOBO, KOM-
MIETEHTHBIH HOCUTENb S3bIKa, CIIOCOOHBIN K aHAJIN3y OJ00HBIX CBONCTB, BBIHYX-
JICH CIIE/IOBaTh 3a SI3BIKOBBIM y3YCOM, IOI00HO 3aypsiIHBIM HOCHTEIISIM sI3bIKA.
CoKpaT J10Ka3bIBAET, YTO CIICIOBAHUE S3BIKOBOMY Y3YCY, C KOTOPBIM BBIHYKICH
“COmIaCUThCS” KOMIIETCHTHBIH HOCUTEIb SI3bIKA, €CTh HUUTO MHOE, KaK TTOHUMa-
HUE CJI0Ba, HECXOAHOTO CO CBOMM JEHOTAaTOM. DTO B CBOIO OYepe/Ib Mpenonara-
€T, B COOTBCTCTBHHU C ﬂHHeMMOﬁ BCEeH JAUCKYCCHH, YTO IMOHMMAaHHEC B HOJI06HI)IX
CITydasiX MOXXET OCHOBBIBATHCS JIMIIb HA “7I0TOBOpE” O 3HAUYCHHUHU CIIOBA, IPUIEM
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KOMIICTEHTHBIN HOCUTENb SA3BIKA TOTOBAPUBACTCS IIPH ITOM caM C co00ii. Berayx-
neHHoe cornacue Kparuma ¢ Tem, 4to “moroBop” UrpaeT ONpEleNICHHYIO POJb
B SI3BIKOBOM KOMMYHHKAIIUH, OOBIYHO TIOHUMAETCSI UCCIIEI0BATENSIMU AUAJIOTa KaK
YaCTHYHAsl YCTYIIKAa KOHBEHIIMOHAIM3MY CO CTOPOHBI camoro [lmaTona wimm mpaxe
KaK CBHJACTCIBCTBO TOI'O, YTO I1naToH MOJHOCTHIO MoAACPKUBACT TOBOABI KOHBCH-
LIMOHAJIM3MA M HE BHIUT HEOOXOIMMOCTH B CIIOBaX, 00Naalomux Mmogo0ueM co
CBOMMMU JCHOTATaMH.

B crarbe 000CHOBBIBaeTCSl MHOE TIOHMMaHNE 3TOH YacTH auanora. Jloka3biBa-
ercs, uro Cokpar cortacer ¢ KpaTuiaom B TpakTOBKE SI3BIKOBOTO y3yca KaK camo-
CTOSITEJIFHOTO (haKTOpa B SI3BIKOBON KOMMYHHKAIIH: TOHIMaHNE CI0BA HA OCHOBE
y3yca He HYXJIaeTCsl B CXOJICTBE CJIOBA C €ro JICHOTAaToM OJarojapsi AeCKpHIITHB-
HBIM WJIM MHUMETHYECKHM CBOWCTBaM CJIOB. [3 3TOro, OHAKO, HE CIIEMYyeT, 4TO
3HAYCHHUE MO00HBIX CJIOB BOCXOAUT K PON3BOIBHOMY “IOTOBOpY”’, ITIOCPEICTBOM
KOTOPOTO MOYKHO TIPUCBOUTH JTF000€ MMsI JTFOOOH BEIU U B JTIOOOH MOMEHT M3Me-
HUTb €€ UMEHOBaHUE, Kak mpenanonaraetr teopus ['epmorena. “/loroBop” xomre-
TEHTHOTO HOCHTEJIS SI3bIKa C TEM 3HAYCHUEM, KOTOPBIM CJIOBO 00JIaaeT COMIACHO
y3yCy, OTHOCHUTCSI, BO-IIEPBBIX, JIHIIb K OTPAaHUUCHHON KAaTETOPUH CIIOB, KOTOPHIC
He 00J1alaloT CXOACTBOM CO CBOUM JCHOTaTOM (B 9TOM aBTOP CTAaTbU COIVIACEH
¢ moanmanueM Jl. Cemum); ITnaron He UMeeT B BUJLY, YTO TIOHUMAaHUE COIIACHO
y3yCy IDOJDKHO CIEIaTh MOJHOCTHIO M3MIIHUM CXOACTBO CJIOBA C €r0 JEHOTATOM:
BEICIIICE HA3HAYCHHE CJIOB COCTOUT B HX (PHIOCOPCKOM Ha3HAYCHUH KaK “‘Opynuit”
JUIsl Pa3NIMYECHUs] CYIIHOCTHBIX CBOMCTB BEILEH, a S3BIKOBOW y3yC oOecrednBaeT
JIMIIb 3HAHNUE CaMOTO JICHOTaTa CJIOBA, BEIIH, HA KOTOPYIO YKa3bIBAaET CJIOBO, HO HE
€€ CBOICTB.

Bo-BToprIxX, “moroBop ¢ caMuM co00ii”, MOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOTO KOMIICTEHT-
HBII HOCHTEIb SI3bIKA BBIHYXKJICH COIVIACUTHCS C Y3yCOM B XOJi€ KOMMYHHKAIUH,
CYIIECTBEHHO OTJIMYAETCS! OT IPOU3BOJIBHOTO JIOTOBOPA O NPUCEOEHUY CTIOBY 3Ha-
4yeHust B Teopun ['epmorena. Aprymenranus Cokpara He MpErosaraet, 4To s3bl-
KOBOW y3yC BOCXOIHUT K IMOJOOHOMY YCTaHOBJICHUIO 3HAQYCHHUI, B KOTOPOM MOTYT
Yy4acTBOBATh JIFOObIE, CaMble 3aypsiTHbIE HOCUTEIH si3bIKa. HarpoTus, B 0cHOBE €ro
PACCYKICHUS O CIIOBE GKANPOTNG JIEKUT IOCHUIKA, YTO 3TO CIOBO OBLIO CO34aHO
OIJHAM M3 MYJpPBIX TBOPLOB SI3bIKa, CTPEMHUBIIHMXCS K CO3aHHIO CIIOB, OTOOHBIX
0003HaYaeMbIX UMM BeIlaM, HO 9TO CXOJCTBO JHOO ObUIO HE JIOCTUTHYTO B CHILY
omuoOKw, 1100 OBITO YyTPaueHO B XO/I€ UTNTEIFHON NCTOPUH SI3BIKA; Y3yC, TEM He
MEHee, COXPaHHJI CBSI3b CJIOBA C BEIbI0, KOTOPOW IPHCBOMII ATO CJIOBO ‘‘3aKOHO/a-
TeNp” s3bIKa (OUEBUAHO, B CHITY €TO BBICOKOTO aBTOPUTETA), XOTS 3BYKOBOW COCTaB
CJIOBA HE TI03BOJISIET ONPE/ICIINTH 3Ty BEIIb B CHITy €ro BHYTPEHHUX CBOMCTB. Ce-
JIOBAaHHE SI3BIKOBOMY OOBIYAIO CIIEIyeT, TAKMM 00pa3oM, IOHUMATh KaK HECOBEp-
LIEHHBIH BUJI SI3bIKOBOM KOMMYHHUKAIINH, BEIHYXKJICHHOE OTCTYIUIEHHE OT IPHHIH-
IIOB HaTypajin3Ma, HO HE KaK YCTYIIKY KOHBCHIIMOHAJINU3MY WJIU JAXKC IMPU3HAHUEC
ero nobensl co cropoHs! [lnaTona.
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ARISTOTLE’S ‘PLATONIC’ EGYPT"

& Toxpate, pading ob Alyvrtiovg kai
0modamoVs v €0EATG AOYOLG TOLETS,
Pl. Phdr. 275 b 3-4

§ 1. Scientific vs. ‘Mythical’ Egypt

The presence of Egypt in Aristotle’s work is quantitatively important,
as a glance at Bonitz’s index! or a quick search of the online 7LG will
show. However, most of the references to Egypt and Egyptian culture and
people in the extant corpus are scattered pieces of information used by the
Stagirite in his scientific research,? and consist, for example, of reports on
the presence of certain animals (e.g. hippopotamus HA4 502 a 10, crocodile
503 a 1, ichneumon 612 a 16, white and black ibis 617 b 29-31) or on
certain phenomena related to animals (e.g. HA 562 b 25-26, 608 b 32-35),
references to customs and rites such as the cult of Apis (EE 1215 b 37 —
1216 a 2), mummification (EE 1235 b 1-2), or scant traces of political
history such as the building of the pyramids (Pol. 1313 b 21-22). Most of
this material arguably comes from ethnographic and historical sources, and
Herodotus’ influence is evident (see e.g. the anecdote in RA. 1417 a 5-7).

There is, however, another function performed by Egypt in the Aris-
totelian corpus, which is more interesting philosophically and conceives
of Egyptian civilization as an imaginary construct, making it the paradigm
of a unified cultural and historical horizon to be opposed, contrasted
or simply compared with the Greek world. We can therefore speak of

* This paper was first presented as a talk at the 215 Annual Conference of the
International Society for Neoplatonic Studies, held in Dublin in June 19-22, 2024,
in the context of a panel on ‘Platonic Egypt and Egyptian Platonism’ co-organized
by Michael Griffin, Elsa Giovanna Simonetti, Cagla Umsu-Seifert, for the project
‘Olympiodorus Online’ (https://www.olympiodorus.net/) and by Spyridion Rangos,
Hussien Soliman El Zohary and Irini-Fotini Viltanioti, in the context of the project
‘Between Athens and Alexandria’ (https://athens-alexandria.ims.forth.gr/). I thank
the organizers for having me in the panel and the colleagues present at the conference
for their feedback and observations.

I Bonitz 21961, 14.

2 See the Appendix.
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a ‘scientific’ and of a ‘mythical’ presence of Egypt in Aristotle’s works:
this ‘mythical” Egypt, which can be understood as complementary to the
‘scientific’ one more often referred to in technical works,? allows Aristotle
to situate in space and time, if only approximately, the discussion of prob-
lems such as the origins of practices and discoveries and the transmission
of knowledge through time.

This paper aims to examine the main passages in which the imaginary
and mythical presence of Egypt is evident, in order to investigate the
background and influences of Aristotle’s reflections on memory and time
through Egyptian examples. As we will try to show, the legacy of Plato’s
use of Egypt in the dialogues is manifest in all of these references, Plato’s
Egypt being the filter through which the Stagirite rediscovers the Egyptian
model as a cultural construct and a literary device.

§ 2. Time: Antiquity

The most important element in the ‘mythical’ representation of Egypt that
we find in Aristotle’s works is the venerable antiquity of the Egyptians as
a civilization. Even if, as Diogenes Laertius (1. 8) reports, in the /7epi pilo-
oogiog Aristotle had affirmed that the Magi were older than the Egyptians
(fr. 6 Rose?),* primacy in mpesfing is more often strongly assigned to the
latter in the corpus. The two key passages referring to the venerable antiquity
of Egyptian civilization are in the Meteorologica and in the Politics.

The short text of the Meteorologica (1. 352 b 20-22) comes right after
a longer section on the climatic changes that led to the physical formation
of Lower Egypt, a passage to which we will return later on. What Aristotle
insists on is that the land in which the Egyptians actually live was created

3 As we will see, the two approaches are sometimes intertwined, for example
in the discovery of sciences such as astronomy or mathematics. Scientific data
concerning the reproduction of animals and the fertility of the land (cf. e.g.
HA 562 b 25-26, 584 b 6-10, 584 b 31; fr. 284 Rose3 [=280 Gigon]) are certainly
influenced by the imaginary construct of the fertility of the Nile region: see
Froidefond 1971, 344.

4 The fact that Diogenes Laertius underlines that, according to this tradition,
the Magi were said to be “even more ancient than the Egyptians” (kai mpesfutépoug
glval v Alyvmtiov), suggests that Aristotle consciously created a hyperbole by
comparing the Magi to the civilization which was usually considered the most
ancient of all. On possible influences from Eudoxus and the Academy on [lepi
pilooopiag, see Untersteiner 1963, 82—-84, Chroust 1965, 575-579, Froidefond 1971,
345; Aristotle’s knowledge of Zoroastrianism and the problem of his presumed work
entitled Maykog is discussed by Rives 2004.
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by the Nile, but in passing he reminds the reader that the Egyptians are “the
most ancient of men” (Gpya0TaTOVGS ... TAV AvOpOT®V). As the Stagirite
explained in the previous section (351 b 9 — 352 a 17), a relatively recent
development of the Nile Valley does not call into question the venerable
antiquity of the Egyptians, as they were originally settled in the southern
part of the region.

The antiquity of Egyptian civilization is definitely more important in
Book 7 of the Politics, where Aristotle traces back to Egypt the origin of
the separation of castes and, apparently, of all political institution.”> After
having explained that the division of citizenship into yévn is common
to Egypt and to Crete, where it was introduced by Sesostris and Minos
respectively, the Stagirite develops a digression on several discoveries
in human history, assuming that it is undeniable that the priority in the
discovery of this organization of the state must be assigned to the Egyptian
civilization, since “the reign of Sesostris is of far greater antiquity than
that of Minos” (1329 b 23-24).6 But this does not imply that Minos was
inspired by Egyptian laws, since “these and many other things have been
invented several times over in the course of ages, or rather times without
number” (1329 b 25-27).7 The development that follows is of particular
interest (1329 b 27-33):

TO PV yap avaykaio v ypeiov d1ddokew €ikog avtny, ta 8’ €ig
OOYNUOGUVIV Kol TEplovsioy Drapydvtov 1N tovtmv gdAoyov
Aappave v adénow: dote kol T mepl Tog moMtelog oiecBot del
TOV a0TOV Exewv Tpomov. Ot 8¢ mavta apyaic, onueiov Td TEPL
Afyontév dotv 00Tol Yap dpyatdTator pEv Sokodotv etval, VOPmv 82
teTuynKaoty agl® kol thEemg ToMTIKTC.

5 The whole passage has sometimes been suspected of being an interpolation:
for a discussion see Newman 1887, 573—-575. Even if we assume that the text is
not in its place, there is no proof that Aristotle was not its author, and it can be
argued for a general coherence with the rest of the Politics: see Weil 1960, 306-308;
Schiitrumpf 2005, 388-393.

¢ An informed discussion of the historiographical context and Aristotle’s aim
in this passage can be found in Bertelli’s note in Bertelli-Canevaro—Curnis 2022,
391-395.

7 On this emblematic Aristotelian hypothesis of the polygenetic nature of
discoveries, the principles of which are set out in Metaph. o 1. 993 a 30 — b 5, see
Weil 1960, 328-329 n. 8, with parallels.

8 ael is an integration independently proposed by Bernays and Susemihl — cf.
Susemihl 31894, 139 — and then adopted by most editions. Without the adverb, the
sense would be slightly different, allowing for a period in which the Egyptians
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For necessity may be supposed to have taught men the inventions
which were absolutely required, and when these were provided, it was
natural that other things which would adorn and enrich life should
grow up by degrees. And we may infer that in political institutions the
same rule holds. Egypt witnesses to the antiquity of all these things,
for the Egyptians appear to be of all people the most ancient; and they
have laws and a regular constitution existing from time immemorial.’

The first part of the argument, which outlines a ‘heurematic’ history
of the evolution of mankind, finds a relevant and famous parallel in the
first book of the Metaphysics, as we will see. In the second part, Aristotle
cites the history of Egypt as evidence that the emergence of political order
cannot be dated. If the Egyptians, the most ancient known civilization,
have no memory of a time in which they were not governed by law, this
means that the existence of a moAttikn td&ig is to be imagined as one
of the first and spontaneous acquisitions of mankind.!® Egypt’s remote,
timeless antiquity is used as an image to convey the Aristotelian idea that
every human community is naturally led to develop a ‘constitutional’ and
political order.

Through this manipulation of the Egyptian example, Aristotle is
already in dialogue, if only implicitly, with Plato’s account in the Timaeus.
While strongly reaffirming the historical primacy of the Egyptians and
their legislation, the account of the Politics tacitly challenges the fictional
chronology put into the mouth of the Egyptian priest, according to
which the ancient city of Athens was founded a thousand years before
Sais (7i. 23 d 4—e 5).!" Moreover, as regards the distinction of social
vévn, Aristotle contradicts the very possibility of establishing a form of
dependence between Egypt’s class-system and possible Greek parallels,
be it in the sense of a derivation of the Laconian constitutions from the

would have lived without a political constitution: for a defence of the text of the
manuscripts, see Schiitrumpf 2005, 400. The necessity of integrating dei is defended
by Kraut 1997, 112.

9 Translations of Aristotle are reproduced from the revised Oxford translation
edited by Barnes 1984. Occasional changes are indicated.

10 For a different interpretation of the passage, see Kraut 1997, 112: the Egyp-
tians preserve no memory of the origin or development of their constitution. However,
this reading seems to be contradicted by the references to Sesostris as a legendary
legislator in the text.

1 For the complex relative chronology of Athens and Sais in the Zimaeus, and
the place of the war against Atlantis in this timeline, see Gill 22017, 113—-114, and
Nesselrath 2006, 114.
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Egyptian system,'? or, as Plato has his Solon learn, in that of an Egyptian
imitation of an original Athenian model (77. 24 a 2 — b 3), which was
made to correspond to the philosopher’s own tripartite elaboration in the
Republic.!3> While Plato used the venerable antiquity of Egypt to present
his history as more ancient than the oldest civilization known to Greece,
Aristotle restores the correct order in the Politics and, opening himself to
the polygenetic discovery of political arrangements, excludes any possible
historical interference between Egypt and Greece.

§ 3. Time: Leisure

We have seen how, in the same passage, the introduction of Egyptian
history is combined with the outline of a ‘heurematology’ developed in
two steps: the first human discoveries were things that were necessary
(1329 b 27), and only afterwards were other practices and things developed
that concerned the embellishment and enrichment of existence. This
sequence is bound to remind the reader of a more famous ‘heurematic’
passage in Book A of the Metaphysics, a text which introduces a notorious
and debated mention of Egypt (981 b 13-25).14 Wisdom (co@ia), says
Aristotle, was attributed to the inventors of the necessary arts not only
because of the utility of their findings, but above all because through
their discovery they demonstrated a superior capacity for understanding
(981 b 13—17). This is shown by the fact that admiration for the inventors

12 This had been clearly affirmed, for instance, by Isocrates in the Busiris (17—
18): on the ancient quaestio, already known to Herodotus (2. 167), cf. Livingstone
2001, 139-140. Aristotle’s position is summarized by Bertelli in Bertelli-Canevaro—
Curnis 2022, 396-397. It should be added that the expressions suggesting deri-
vation (1329 b 22, évtedbev, and 1329 b 24, £ Ailydntov) must be interpreted
figuratively: see the discussion on Metaph. A 981 b 20-25 infra, in which we find
a similar use of 66ev.

13 Cf. Brisson 2000, 162—-163; Herodotus knew of seven classes (2. 164), and
Isocrates’ account in the Busiris (15-22), while possibly influenced by Plato — cf.
Livingstone 2001, 48-56 — is not explicit about the tripartite structure. On the
possible relationship between the Timaeus—Critias and the Busiris, see Living-
stone 2001, 6673, and Vasunia 2010, 227-229, and also infra. The coherence
between the outline of ancient Athens and Socrates’ call at the beginning of the
Timaeus, to ‘set in motion’ the ideal state of the Republic, is explored in detail by
Regali 2012, 71-77.

14 Another interesting parallel is provided by fr. 53 Rose? [~ 74. 1 Gigon] (apud
Iambl. Comm. Math. p. 83 1. 6-22 Festa), alternatively attributed to the Protrepticus
or to the I1epi pilooopiag, but the attribution to Aristotle has been disputed: see the
discussion in Verlinsky 2018, 145-146 n. 23.
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of disciplines 1is, in fact, inversely proportional to the usefulness of
these disciplines. We must therefore imagine that the discovery of the
‘unnecessary’ arts, which are directed towards recreation, was greeted
with more praise than the inventions driven by necessity (981 b 17-20).
Aristotle then moves on to the arts which have no other aim than study and
knowledge (981 b 20-25):

TAELOVOV O’ EDPIGKOUEVOV TEYVADV Kol TAV UEV TPOG TAVOYKaATo TMV
d& TPOG Jy@YNV 0Vo®V, AEL GOPOTEPOVS TOVG TOLOVTOVG EKEIVMV
vmolapBavecOar S1d TO Ui TPOC XPHCY Elval TAG EMGTANOG ADTAV.
60ev 1ioN TAVTOV TAV TO0VTOV KATEGKEVOGUEVOV Ol T TPOC TOOVIV
unode mpog Tavoykoio TdV MOtV gupédnoav, Kol TpdTOV €V
100TOIC TOig TOMOIG 0VMEP Eoydhacoy: S10 mepi Alyvmtov ai padn-
HOTIKOL TPATOV TEXVOL GUVEGTNGOV, EKEL Yap apsidn oyxoldlewv 1o
TV iepéwv EBvog.

But as more arts were invented, and some were directed to the
necessities of life, others to its recreation, the inventors of the latter
were always regarded as wiser than the inventors of the former,
because their branches of knowledge did not aim at utility. Hence,
when all such things were already provided,!’ the sciences which do
not aim at giving pleasure or at the necessities of life were discovered,
and first in the places where men had leisure.'® This is why the
mathematical arts were founded in Egypt; for there the priestly caste
was allowed to be at leisure.

Aristotle’s argument is not entirely linear,!” but its content is clear
enough: the progressive discovery of the sciences and arts led to the
development of forms of knowledge that had no immediate utility. These
sciences first appeared in places where men were allowed to have leisure:
in Egypt, the caste system, whose remote origins are mentioned in the
Politics, allowed the priests to discover mathematics. As is well known,
a fierce debate has arisen about the accuracy of Aristotle’s information
and its value for the history of ancient science, mostly in opposition to
Herodotus’ account of the practical origins of geometry.!® But it should

15 On the translation of 1jdn TavTwv TV To100TOVY (981 b 20-21), see Verlinsky
2018, 140.

16 T am adapting the translation to the text edited by Primavesi 2012, 470; see
the discussion in Verlinsky 2018, 158-161.

17 See Verlinsky 2018 for a detailed analysis.

18 For an overview of this notorious quaestio, see Verlinsky 2018, 135-137.
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be kept in mind that the passage from the Metaphysics does not aim to
provide a factual reconstruction of the circumstances leading to the
introduction of the arts. In fact, by introducing this primordial, remote
Egypt where ai pofnpotikoi téyvor were first discovered, Aristotle
seems to be doing just the opposite, that is signalling to the reader that
he is not pretending to historical accuracy, but articulating in a mythical
and narrative form what is essentially a distinction between types of
knowledge: his ‘heurematology’ is thus exposed as a literary construction
in order to present a static tripartition that allows us to locate this specific
form of knowledge Aristotle is looking for, which can be identified with
‘wisdom’ (co@ia).

If our general analysis is correct, we can trace here a powerful
application of the ‘mythical’ Egypt we identified at the beginning: the
Egyptian horizon provides a background of venerable antiquity for the
higher consideration given to the ‘free’ theoretical sciences as compared
to applied knowledge. Because of its paradigmatic antiquity, Egypt
is the perfect setting for indicating a past which is more a matter of
abstraction than of chronological precision. So when we discover that the
‘heurematic’ priority of Egypt was not limited to the invention of things
of primary importance for human life (a fact established in the Politics,
as we have seen), when we realize that this priority also concerns the
theoretical sciences, we are led to see that the picture drawn by Aristotle
is probably to be understood as being more outside history than before
it, exactly as it happens with Plato.!® Aristotle uses Egypt to introduce
the primary necessity of leisure (oyoAr|) for theoretical observation and
the relationship between the &ievOepia of science and the oyoAn of
human beings, a theme already discussed by Plato.?? In fact, Aristotle
follows a similar pattern to Plato’s Socrates in the Phaedrus, who sets the
invention of writing against an Egyptian backdrop,?! in order to develop
his own reflection on the relationship between the written word and
philosophical discourse.

Despite the conciseness of the passage, it is perhaps possible to detect
a deeper Platonic influence: Aristotle implies that what enables this leisure
to give birth to science is a specific form of political organization which,
as we have seen, he thinks Egypt was the first civilization to introduce,

19 On Plato’s use of Egypt as a ‘uchronia’, see Froidefond 1971, 291-294;
similar considerations can be found in Vasunia 2010, 223-226.

20 Cf. Bénatouil 2020, 119-158.

21 The theme of Egypt as a ‘civilization of writing’ also appears in Aristotle, as
we will see infra.
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namely the division of society into classes.??> A similar link between the
Egyptian constitution and the invention of the sciences can be found in
Plato’s Timaeus (24 b 7 — ¢ 3): it is the vopog (24 b 7) that Athena gave
to the Egyptians that helped them to develop knowledge in divine matters
and to apply that knowledge to human matters (24 ¢ 2-3, ék tovtVv Oeimv
dvtov gig T avOpomiva dvevpmv), down to the specific arts of divination
and medicine (24 ¢ 1-2, uéypt povtikic xoi iotpkic). The importance
of the oyoAn given to the priests, a theme actually absent but implicit
in the Timaeus,? is echoed in the Critias, but this time in relation to the
creation of myths and research into the past (110 a 3—4: pvBoloyia yap
avalnoic e TOV ToAUdV HETO OYOATG Gu’ €ml Tag mOAES Epyecbov).
Another antecedent, as is well known, is Isocrates’ praise of the freedom
given to Egyptian priests in the Busiris (21-22),%* a passage to which
Plato himself responds playfully in the section of the Timaeus that we
have quoted.?

There can be no doubt that Aristotle was well aware of all these texts
and of the various implications that the image of archaic Egypt had for
thinking about political structures and their impact on the development
of knowledge. Still, he does not mention science in general, nor does he
repeat the examples provided by Isocrates in the Busiris and Plato in the
Timaeus. Rather, he chooses to mention ‘the mathematical arts’, and this
in a context where the reader expects to find philosophy. It is perhaps not
unreasonable to see in this choice another subtle influence of his Platonic
approach to the Egyptian tradition: on the one hand, mathematics —
and specifically the theoretical mathematics which Aristotle attributes
to ancient Egypt — are propaedeutic disciplines in the education of the
philosopher in the Republic. The disciplines of arithmetic, geometry and
astronomy — three of the arts of this educational program — are listed
among the inventions of Theuth in the Phaedrus (274 ¢ 8 — d 1), but
Plato associates mathematics not only with his mythical Egypt, but also

22 Cf. Froidefond 1971, 346-347.

23 In the Timaeus (22 a), the intellectual elite of the Egyptians is clearly
represented by the same sacerdotal caste of which Aristotle praises the freedom to
dispose of their time. This was an innovation compared to the account in Herodotus’
Histories: see Verlinsky 2018, 161-162.

24 Aristotle’s text has sometimes been interpreted as a reprise (or a correction)
of Isocrates: see Cambiano 2012, 35-36. On the importance of oyoAn in the Critias
and the role of Plato in the debate, see also Froidefond 1971, 310.

25 See Livingstone 2001, 66—67, specifically for the passage on the invention
of sciences.
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with the historical one. In Laws, Book 7, he cites Egyptian customs as
a positive model for teaching the rudiments of mathematics to the citizens
of the state from a very young age (819 a 8§ — d 3), a choice that frees
people “from the deep-rooted ignorance, at once comic and shocking, that
all men display in this field” (819 d 1-3).2¢

On the other hand, Aristotle’s limitation of Egypt’s discoveries to
propaedeutic disciplines such as are mathematics diminishes the impor-
tance of the reference to this “barbarian” wisdom in the definition of
the genuine copia sought in the Metaphysics, that is to say the science
of primary causes and principles: in Metaphysics A, all discussion of
the history of “this kind of research” (983 b 20-21: tf|g TolvTNG ...
@1ocoeing) is based on the Greek tradition. This echoes the ambiguous
praise found in Plato’s dialogues, both in the Timaeus, where the positive
aspects of the Egyptian constitution are attributed to the influence of the
mythical Athens of the past, and elsewhere in the corpus.?’

To conclude this discussion of the Metaphysics: the possibility cannot
be excluded that, in referring to ai padnupoatikai téyvot, Aristotle had in
mind astronomy in addition to arithmetic and geometry, in accordance
with the Phaedrus. Be that as it may, the eminence of Egyptian astronomy
is affirmed in Book 2 of De caelo (292 a 7-9), in which the Egyptians,
together with the Babylonians, are cited as an ancient and reliable source
on each of the stars. In this detail too, Aristotle follows a Platonic-
Academic tradition, as shown by the Epinomis attributed to Plato,?® where
Egypt and Syria are mentioned as the regions from which the observation
of the stars originated, due to the optimal conditions of their sky in the
summer, which makes it possible to see each and every one of the celestial
bodies (986 ¢ 9 — 987 a 6).%°

26 See Froidefond 1971, 309-315.

27 Cf. e.g. Lg. 747 c—d, on Egyptian and Phoenician mavovpyia. On this
ambiguity in Plato’s treatment of Egypt, see Brisson 2000, esp. 160-161, 166, and
already Froidefond 1971, 337-340.

28 The Platonic authorship of the Epinomis was already doubted in Antiquity and
nowadays the dialogue is considered spurious. Diogenes Laertius (3. 37) knew of an
attribution to Philip of Opus, which is generally accepted by scholars: see Aronadio
in Aronadio—Petrucci—Tulli 2013, 173-178; contra see Brisson 2005, 21-23.

29 The Epinomis is here part — or possibly the origin — of a wider tradition: see
the commentary by Aronadio in Aronadio—Petrucci—Tulli 2013, 372, underlining
that Philip, just as we have seen in Plato, wishes to uphold the superiority of Greek
culture, as shown just a few lines later by the assertion that the Greeks “have
a situation which is about the most favourable to human excellence” (987 d 3-5),
a statement reminiscent of 7i. 24 c—d. Aristotle, for his part, is not content to repeat



248 Marco Donato

§ 4. Remembering the Past

The mythical and immemorial past evoked by the Egyptian setting is na-
turally connected to the issue of memory. In this context, we find another
sign of the strong influence of the Platonic view of Egypt on Aristotle, and
we can specify the use that Aristotle makes of Plato’s Egypt as a way of
talking about the persistence and transmission of human knowledge.

As we have seen from Book 7 of the Politics, Aristotle is perfectly
at ease with the theory of independent discoveries, even in the case
of spheres as complex as political constitutions. This multiplicity is
conceived not only in relation to space, which allows him to suggest, for
example, that the Cretans “rediscovered” the division of society already
practiced in Egypt, but also in relation to time. Within the same area
or civilization, the same thing can be discovered more than once, after
a kind of oblivion. Scholars have underlined that this idea stems from the
Platonic theory of natural cataclysms, as laid out in the Timaeus (22 b —
23 a) and in the Laws (3. 676 a — 680 b),30 but that for Aristotle the
slow passage of a long period of time is in itself a force of progressive
oblivion.3! This could have an important consequence: similar dynamics
cannot be thought of as sparing people on the basis of their geographical
location but should affect more or less everyone. Remarkably, the case
of Egypt is explicitly treated by Aristotle in the work in which he deals
with these problems most extensively, the Meteorologica.

In Book 1, Aristotle expounds his theory of climatic and geographical
change on the surface of the earth, arguing for a general regularity and
gradualness in such large-scale phenomena of this kind. This involves
a well-known dialectic between moist and dry,3? so that “where there
was dry land there comes to be sea, and where there is now sea, there
one day comes to be dry land” (351 a 23-25). But such changes develop
over periods of time so immense compared with the length of human
life that entire civilizations vanish before any traces of their course are
recorded (351 b 8-13), nor can their development be reconstructed
through the movements of populations associated with these changes,

the astronomical ideas of the Egyptians, but, when referring to them, stresses the
importance of the confirmation brought by experience (cf. Mete. 1. 343 b 9-11,
343 b 28-32). See also Froidefond 1971, 317-323. The Egyptians’ primacy in
astronomy was already hinted at by Herodotus (2. 4).

30 On Plato’s theory of cataclysms, see Long 2021, 55-60.

31 See Weil 1960, 328-331.

32 See Wilson 2013, 169-178.
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since these too, Aristotle continues, escape historical memory because of
their slowness (351 b 22-25). It is in this context that the Stagirite gives
the example of Egypt, in a passage which requires closer examination
(351 b22-352a2):

TOV aVTOV 6€ TpoTOV Ypn vouilew kol TOVG KATOIKIGUOVS AavOavewy
note mpdTOV £yEvovto T0ig EBvesty €kAoTolg €ig Ta petafdiriovia
Kal yryvopeva Enpa €& EAd®dVv Kal EvHdpmv: kal yop Evtoddo katd
HUKpoOV €v ToAA® yiyvetat ypove 1 énidocic, Hote un uvnpovsnsw
tiveg mpdrtol kol whte Kol mAG EYOVI®V nM)ov OV TOTOV, 010V
cuuPéPnrev kai té mepl Alyvmtov: kai yap odtog del Enpotepog
0 TOTOG PaiveTal YIyvopevog kol mdoa 1 xdpo Tod TOTANOD TPOG-
Ywo1g odoa tod Neilov, S1d 88 10 KaTd WKPOV ENPAVOUEV®V TGV
EL®V oV TAnciov gicokileshal TO ToD ¥pOVOL UTKOG GerpMTOL
™V apynv. eaivetar obv kol T8 oTOMATO TAVTO, TARV EVOC TOD
Kovopuod, yeipomointa kol od 100 motapod dvta, kol o dpyaiov
N Afyvrtog Ofjfat kadovpevat. dnrol 6¢ kal ‘Ounpog, ovTmg TPoOG-
QOTOG OV MG EIMEIV TPOG TG TOVTOG HETAPOAAS EkElvoL Yap TOD
tomov motgltar pveiov g odmw MéEpgplog odong 1| dAmg 1§ ov
TNAMKOOTNG.

In the same way a nation must be supposed to lose account of the
time when it first settled in a land that was changing from a marshy
and watery state and becoming dry. Here, too, the change is gradual
and lasts a long time and men do not remember who came first, or
when, or what the land was like when they came. This has been the
case with Egypt. Here it is obvious that the land is continually
getting drier and that the whole country is a deposit of the river
Nile. But because the neighbouring peoples settled in the land
gradually as the marshes dried, the lapse of time has hidden the
beginning of the process. Thus, all the mouths of the Nile, with the
single exception of that at Canopus, are obviously artificial and not
natural. And Egypt was originally what is called Thebes, as Homer,
too, shows, modern though he is in relation to such changes. For
Thebes is the place that he mentions; which implies that Memphis
did not yet exist, or at any rate was not as important as it is now.

At first glance, the passage seems quite straightforward: Aristotle ar-
gues that the Egyptians are the perfect example of a slow migration of
people that accompanies climatic changes, and gives details of the reasons
for their movement towards the increasingly dry Nile delta, in accordance
with the received knowledge of his time and evidently intervening in
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debates concerning not only Egyptian history and geography,? but
also Homeric scholarship.3* What is especially interesting for us is to
determine how this example relates to the general principle affirmed at
the beginning of the text we have quoted, concerning the preservation of
memory through slow and gradual migrations, and how it relates to what
Plato says in the Timaeus. One possible interpretation is that Aristotle
is here taking a stand against Plato, implying that Egypt is no exception
when it comes to the impact of cataclysms and the occurrence of long-
lasting, and therefore easily forgotten, changes in both climate and
civilization. On the contrary, it is one of the best examples to evoke when
dealing with such phenomena. It will be useful to recall the words that
Plato attributes to the Egyptian priest speaking to Solon at the beginning
of the Timaeus: the region of Egypt is protected from all catastrophes
by its climate and by the Nile, so that civilization has continued
uninterruptedly and has preserved the memory of human history more
completely than anywhere else.

According to a reading of Aristotle such as the one here presented —
and which has been proposed, among others, by Christian Froidefond
in his book on the “Egyptian mirage”?> and by Malcolm Wilson in his
study on the Meteorologica3® — the priest’s speech in the Timaeus would
make no sense, and Aristotle would here be refuting Plato’s argument by
pointing out the impossibility of believing that a particular civilization
could maintain an uninterrupted memory of its history throughout the
ages. It is more than likely that Aristotle had the Timaeus in mind when
writing these pages of the Meteorologica, as is also suggested by the
mention of the Greek myth of Deucalion and Pyrrha, which occurs in

3 The role of the Nile in the development and maintenance of Egyptian
civilization was already known to Herodotus (2. 5, with the famous description
of Egypt as “a gift of the Nile”) and the fact that the delta area was of recent
origin was not unknown (2. 10, 15). Herodotus had a different opinion about the
antiquity of Memphis (2. 99), but when he affirms that ancient Egypt corresponds
to the region called Thebes, Aristotle closely follows the historian, using almost
the same wording (2. 15). Aristotle apparently devoted a treatise to the river, the
Iepi tijc 100 Neidov avafaoewg, of which a medieval Latin epitome survives: on
the problem, see De Nardis 1992.

34 For another example of such a geographical quaestio in connection with
Homer, see fr. 169 Rose? [= 392 Gigon] apud Schol. Od. 4. 356 a 1 Pontani.

35 Froidefond 1971, 345.

36 Wilson 2013, 174, n. 141: the scholar credits “an anonymous reader” for this
intuition.
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both texts (Pl. 7i. 22 a 7 — b 1; Arist. Mete. 1. 352 a 32-33), and this
reading cannot be excluded: Aristotle’s criticism of the Timaeus is well
known, and we have already seen that the reaffirmation of the primacy
of Egypt in terms of mpecPfong that occurs later in the same passage
(352 b 10-22) can be understood as a correction of what Plato invents
about his mythical ancient Athens.3” Nevertheless, this reading should
probably be tempered, for Aristotle does not say that in a case like that
of Egypt all memory of previous events is lost, but only that men do
not remember “who came first” (tiveg mpdtol), and “when” (mwodte), and
“what the land was like” (zd¢ &xoévtav ... OV TOT®V): What is forgotten
are the details. The persistence of the memory of major events — and
of the migration itself — is not called into question, and it should
also be noted that Aristotle explicitly refers to a source, Homer, in order
to defend his position: this would be proof that a form of memory of
these events persists, precisely in the case of Egypt,3® which makes it
a perfect example for imagining lesser known, or entirely forgotten,
similar cases.??

§ 5. Transmitting Memory

If this is so, how can memory be preserved through change? One last
feature that allows us to detect a correlation between Aristotle and Plato’s
Egypt is the written word. In Plato, the use of Egypt in the discussion
of the value of written discourse and its comparison with the living
and oral practice of philosophy is well known: the interpretation of the
Egyptian tale of the Phaedrus has been one of the crucial points in the
debate on the hermeneutic procedures we use to read Plato’s written
dialogues. Writing is also referred to in the Timaeus story: the memory
of ancient events is entrusted to written records, which are kept in the
sacred temples (23 a 1-4), so that they are “saved” (23 a 4: cecwopéva)
from oblivion. One of the difficulties in preserving the memory of the
past in regions such as Greece is the lack of a continuous written record:

37 Cf. supra pp. 242-243.

38 Since Aristotle closely follows Herodotus, he could not ignore the fact that
the historian attributed to the priests knowledge of the evolution of the country and
the Nile region (2. 10, 15).

39 Such as the case of Argolid, discussed just after Egypt (352 a 9-18): see
Verlinsky 2007 [A. JI. Bepauackuii, “ApuCTOTeNb 0 BRICBIXaHUH Aproaus (Meteor.
I, 14,352 a 9-13)”].
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whole generations are left metaphorically “voiceless” (23 ¢ 3: ypaupaocwv

. Gpdvovc), because in each of the cataclysms only the illiterate and
uncultured part of the population is spared (23 b 1: toV¢ dypapudTovg 1€
kai apovcovg). The redaction of written records is therefore of primary
importance in the Timaeus narrative, but the priest chooses not to rely
on them in presenting the ancient history of Athens and Atlantis: he
proposes himself to show “briefly” (23 e 5: dwa Ppoyéwv) the laws and
deeds of the ancient Athenians, adding that there will be an opportunity
to check the details (10 &’ axpipéc) in the books themselves, but this
will require the appropriate amount of leisure (24 a 1-2: kot 6yoAny).40
In other words, written records are an instrument of transmission, but
their use is somewhat limited, and they are only used to confirm and
verify a parallel oral tradition:#! it should not be forgotten that Egypt is
the country of both Thamous and Theuth, the birthplace of both writing
and the criticism of writing. In the Timaeus, too, Egypt is an imaginary
geographical setting for the ambivalent value of writing.*?

The same ambivalence is associated with Egypt in Aristotle, in an
ambiguous text from Book 3 of the Politics. The Stagirite contrasts the
state governed by laws with the state governed by a Paociiedc* and,
specifically, gives the arguments of the defenders of kingship.#* In no
case, they argue, should one base the practice of a science on written
rules, as this would be utterly foolish (1286 a 12: ®Ai0wov), since laws
are not adapted to the contingency of specific situations and concern the
universal (1286 a 10: 16 kaBdorov), “hence it is clear that a government
acting according to written laws is plainly not the best” (1286 a 14-16).
Between the premisses and the conclusion of this argument we find
a curious example, of which we do not know exactly what to make
(1286 a 12—14):

40 Reading and writing take time, as Plato never fails to remind us (cf.
Tht. 143 a 2). Here we possibly have another subtle trace of the oyoAn theme
associated with the Egyptian priests, on which see supra pp. 244-245.

41 In addition to the ypaupata, the Muses, as daughters of Mnemosyne, ensure
transmission through memory: hence the detail that the men who are saved from
catastrophes are both aypdappartot and dpovcot.

42 See already Brisson 2000, 157—158. On the ambiguous role of writing in the
transmission of the Atlantis tale, see Tulli 1994, 97-103.

43 On the Platonic (and anti-Platonic) background of this debate, see Accattino,
in Accattino—Curnis 2013, 14-17.

4 The opposite argument will be set out later, with the reprise of the technical
example (1287 a 33—41): see Wexler—Irvine 2006, 14-16.
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Kol T &v AlydmT@ petd TV TETpUEPOV KIvelv £E€0TL TOIG 10Tpoic
(éav 8¢ mpdTEPOV, €M TM ADTOD KIVOOV®).

And in Egypt the physician is allowed to somehow alter his treatment
after the fourth day, but if sooner, he takes the risk.

The role of the reference to this Egyptian custom is unclear. It is
commonly understood that kivelv, in the context, must refer to divergence
from a written prescription, and it is clear that the overall argument here
presented by Aristotle is that in medicine a doctor should not be bound by
written prescriptions, as the application of the art concerns in each case
the individual and not the universal.*> A doctor must thus be prepared to
adapt his recommended treatment to each specific case. What is not at
all clear is whether the Egyptian practice is being invoked as a positive
or a negative example in this context, and what the function of this
“sandwiched” example is in either case. The positive interpretation of the
example is the most common, to the point that Ross decided to make it
clear in the text by integrating the adverb &0 before mwc.46 If we follow
this reading,*’ the Egyptian physicians are an example of the possibility
of changing the prescribed treatment according to the evolution of the
patient’s condition over a period of time.*8

Scholars who interpret the passage as a negative example stress that
the vopog applied here to medicine is not primarily the written prescription
from which the physician can be released after the fourth day, but
precisely the rule which obliges him to wait four days*® before changing
his treatment,’” if he does not want to incur a kivdvvoc, which is probably

45 Cf. Metaph. A 981 a 19-21, with Cambiano 2012, 21-22.

46 Ross 1957, 100. Other editors have intervened: Newman 1902, 98, followed
by Aubonnet 1971, 91, excises mwg, interpreting it as the interpolation of a marginal
ke, by a copyist who did not understand the meaning of the text, while Curnis, in
Accattino—Curnis 2013, 124126, interprets the sentence as a question and prints
QG ... iotpoig; But the function that this (rhetorical?) question would have here is
quite unclear: see infra n. 53.

47 See, among others, Tricot 1962, 241, Pellegrin 1990, 262, Mueller-Goldingen
2016, 235, and obviously all the translators and commentators uncritically repro-
ducing the authoritative text printed by Ross 1957.

48 This period is considered short by the interpreters following this reading: see
e.g. Viano 1955, 164 (“dopo solo quattro giorni”).

49 This is considered too long a lapse of time by interpreters following this
reading: see e.g. Aubonnet 1971, 91.

50 See e.g. Aubonnet 1971, 91; Froidefond 1971, 349.
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to be read as a legal penalty if the treatment does not work.>! I find this
second interpretation more convincing than the first, as it would show that
Aristotle is invoking a proper, juridical vopog, applied to a té€yvn. But
if this reading is correct, the problem of the function of the example is
obvious: why is the Stagirite introducing this custom here? Is he suggesting
that the Egyptians are Ai6101? Is he introducing an objection?>?

We may be able to find a middle ground: in itself, the example is
neither entirely positive nor negative, but rather functional to Aristotle’s
present argument. By claiming that even in strict Egypt some form of
exception was contemplated for physicians, Aristotle is able to argue that
no civilization, even the strictest, had ever accepted to fully entrust the
operation of a techne such as medicine to static written prescriptions. The
fact that this exception was established by a written vopoc obliging each
and every physician to start from the prescription, allowing them to apply
a different treatment — even if not radically, as can be suggested by the
adverb mmg> — only after the fourth day, may be ironic, but it once again
reflects the portrayal of Egyptian civilization as one based on ancient,
unchangeable, and written laws.>*

31 An interesting parallel, which gives a more precise formulation of this law, is
found in Diodorus (1. 82. 3). I give the passage in the translation by Oldfather 1933:
“the physicians draw their support from public funds and administer their treatments
in accordance with a written law which was composed in ancient times by many
famous physicians. If they follow the rules of this law as they read them in the sacred
book and yet are unable to save their patient, they are absolved from any charge and
go unpunished; but if they go contrary to the law's prescriptions in any respect, they
must submit to a trial with death as the penalty, the lawgiver holding that but few
physicians would ever show themselves wiser than the mode of treatment which had
been closely followed for a long period and had been originally prescribed by the
ablest practitioners”. There are no grounds to the suggestion formulated by Burton
1972, 239-240, who, rather haphazardly, implies that the four-day period mentioned
by Aristotle and not found in Diodorus would be the result of a misunderstanding
of the three days that elapsed before a corpse was handed over to the embalmers.

52 This is what seems to be implied in the translation by Curnis in Accattino—
Curnis 2013, 126, which interprets the sentence as a question (“e come mai in Egitto
ai medici ¢ consentito derogare dalle regole dopo quattro giorni e se lo fanno prima,
¢ a loro rischio e pericolo?”).

33 If we understand this often excised adverb (see supra n. 47) as modifying
Kwvelv €€eott, we could think that the physician was allowed to change the prescribed
mode of treatment only to a certain extent. I thank the anonymous referee of the
journal for this suggestion.

3 On the antiquity and unvarying nature of the Egyptian constitution, see
supra pp. 241-242.
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The Egyptian setting of the example thus seems to be charged with
the same symbolic “mythical” role that informed Plato’s decision to set
his imaginative representation of the reflection on the ambivalence of
writing in the same country: it is not unreasonable, I think, to see, even
in such a minimal detail, the heritage of the Phaedrus and the Timaeus.

§ 6. Conclusions

The analysis of selected passages in which Aristotle refers to Egypt has
shown that there are traces of a “mythical” function of the Egyptian
setting in the Stagirite’s works. Egypt is used as a timeless horizon in
which the traces of the passage of time itself and its influence on human
behaviour and cultural practices can be seen. It is the setting for the
origins of both mankind and human expressions in the fields of politics
and science, making it the perfect fictional and symbolic location for
discussing memory and the transmission of knowledge across the ages. By
emphasizing this association with time, tradition and memory, Aristotle
treats Egypt as a paradigmatic, semi-legendary backdrop to evoke and
discuss the central issues of the acquisition, preservation and renewal of
knowledge over time.

Even though specific correspondences are not immediately visible,
it is clear that in this use of Egypt as a philosophical tool, Aristotle is
inspired by Plato’s Egyptian tales in the Timaeus and in the Phaedrus,
but feels free to correct his model and to introduce novel elements that
he recovers from the historical or ethnographic tradition. Most strikingly,
Aristotle’s Egypt, unlike Plato’s, is not the paradigm of an entirely ideal
and unnatural reality, a singular haven of unity and continuity with
tradition, somehow protected from the inexorable rules of tragic and
perpetual mutation that affect the rest of the world. Rather, it represents
the imaginary construction of an almost unchanging civilization in
a world of constant but recurring change.

Marco Donato
ESC Dijon-Bourgogne,
Université de Bourgogne

marco.donato@bsb-education.com
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The presence of Egypt in Aristotle’s corpus is twofold. On one side, notices about
the land and its inhabitants — be them humans or beasts — are vastly exploited in
scientific works such as the History of Animals. On the other hand, ancient Egypt
is less often but more significatively mentioned as a unified cultural and historical
horizon, opposed, contrasted or simply compared with the Greek world. The paper
examinates some examples of this tendency, especially focusing on Aristotle’s
Politics, Metaphysics and Meteorologica. Insisting on the association with time,
tradition and memory, Aristotle treats Egypt as a paradigmatic and semi-legendary
background used to evoke and discuss the central issues of acquisition, persistence
and renewal of knowledge over time. Doing this, whilst reemploying other elements
from ethnographical and historical sources, the Stagirite stays faithful to Plato’s
literary use of Egypt and more specifically to the Egyptian settings evoked in the
Phaedrus and in the Timaeus, but feels free to correct his model and to introduce
novel elements in a similar theoretical framework.

B kopnyce counHeHud ApHCTOTENsT MOKHO BCTPETUTH JBA BUJA YIIOMHHAHHI
o Erunre. C oiHO# CTOPOHBI, B TAKUX €CTECTBEHHOHAYUYHBIX TPyAax, Kak Mcmo-
PUs HCUBOMHBIX, IINPOKO UCIIOJIB3YIOTCSl CBEJICHHSI O CTPaHE U €e OOMTaTeNsx —
Kak JIIONSX, TaKk M XHUBOTHBIX. C NpYyroil CTOpOHBI, MEHEE YacThIMH, HO Oojee
BECOMBIMH NPEJCTABIAIOTCS YIOMUHAHUS O JpeBHEM Erunre kak KyJabTypHO-
HNCTOPUYECKOM €IMHCTBE, KOTOPOMY MIPOTHBOIIOCTABIISETCS, C KOTOPBIM COTIOCTaB-
JIieTCsl WM MPOCTO CpaBHUBAeTCs rpedeckuil Mup. B cTartee paccmarpuBaroTcs
HECKOJIbKO MPUMEPOB TAaKOTO pojia, B 4acTHOCTH, W3 [lonumuxu, Memaguzuxu
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u Memeoponozuxu Apucrorend. Iloquepkusas poiab BpeMeHH, TPAIULUHN U UCTO-
pudecKoil mamsaTH, ApUCTOTENh UCIONb3yeT Erumer kak mapagurMaTudeckuit u,
BMECTE C TEM, IOJIyJIereH1apHbIid (POH, TO3BOJISIOIINI OAHUMATL U 00CYXKIIaTh
LEHTpaJIbHbIE TIPOOJIEMbl BOSHUKHOBEHUS, COXPAHEHHS ¥ OOHOBIICHHS HAYYHOTO
3HaHMS Ha MPOTsUKeHNH BekoB. IIpu aTom Crarupur B 1esoM ciexyeT n3oopaxe-
Huto Erunta y [Inarona, ocobenno B @edpe u Tumee, 0OTHAKO UCHONIB3YET, IIepe-
palarbiBasi MX, TaKKe Jpyrue dTHorpaduuecKue u ncropuieckue cepenus. C nx
MOMOILBIO OH KOPPEKTUPYET IIATOHOBCKYIO BEPCHIO U BBOJUT HOBBIE MIEMEHTHI,
COXpaHss INIaBHBIE YEPTHI TEOPETUYECKOTo nojaxoaa Ilnarona.
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ON BOOKROLLS, PINTS, AND SOMEWHAT
FLAT JOKES: SUET. DE POETIS 3. 3. 9°

The possession of a sense of humor...
is a dangerous thing for a philologist.!

Augustus was famous for his love of witty remarks, many of which
have been preserved in various sources, including Suetonius, Quintilian,
Plutarch, and Macrobius.? This note will focus on one such joke, retold
in the biography of Horace (Suet. De poetis 3. 3. 9). There, Suetonius
comments on Horace’s appearance in the following way:

habitu corporis fuit brevis atque obesus, qualis et a semet ipso in
saturis describitur et ab Augusto hac epistula: “pertulit ad me Onysius
libellum tuum, quem ego ut excusantem, quantuluscumque est, boni
consulo. vereri autem mihi videris ne maiores libelli tui sint quam
ipse es. sed tibi statura deest, corpusculum non deest. itaque licebit in
sextariolo scribas, quo circuitus voluminis tui sit dykmdéototog, sicut
est ventriculi tui”.?

Regarding the bodily appearance, he was short and overweight, as he
is described by himself in his hexametres, and by Augustus in the
following letter: “Onysius brought to me your little volume, which
I find good as an apology, however little there is of it. It seems to me,
though, that you are afraid your books might become bigger than
yourself. But you lack in height, not in the body. Thus, you could
even write in sextariolo, so that the girth of your volume is all puffed
up, like that of your belly” .4

* This paper originated from a note in my doctoral thesis (Kondakova 2022)
and was first put together as a contribution to a Festschrift for Vsevolod Zelchenko
in 2022. This article is an update of my views on the matter of sextariolus, and
benefitted from the generous help of many readers and listeners.

I Rolfe 1925, 273.

2 A series of jokes by Augustus in Macrobius: Macr. Sat. 2. 14-31.

3 Text according to Stachon 2021, who accepts Reifferscheid’s ut excusantem
instead of the transmitted ut accusantem. 1t is difficult to reconcile ut accusantem
and boni consulo, which the conjecture remedies.

4 Translation is my own.
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The general sense of the letter, and the rather unflattering joke therein,
is clear even without the preceding commentary. The emperor expresses
his dissatisfaction with the length of the book sent to him; a roll of small
length can be easily recognised by its diameter.”> However, Horace should
not worry about writing more, because it is hard to create a bookroll with
a circumference exceeding that of the poet’s waist.

The basis for the joke is thus the comparison of two dimensions, the
height and the circumference, of the poet and of a bookroll. Augustus
attributes the length of the book to Horace’s fear that it “would turn out to
be bigger than himself”, which is easy to remedy if the other dimension is
taken into account: a short roll with a lot of text will resemble the poet’s
figure.

The switch from one dimension to the other would be even easier
to understand if the length of the papyrus roll were close to Horace’s
height:

1. Your text is quite short.

2. Perhaps you are afraid of making a book /onger than yourself?

3. You are mistaken: the book may be /onger than you, since you are
short, but even so it will never be fatter.

How long would the bookroll in question be? The two candidates
suggested for Horace’s volumen are Epist. 2. 1 (270 lines) and the signata
volumina of Epist. 1. 13; in the latter case, the discrepancy in number
impedes this interpretation.® Epist. 2. 1 is also indirectly indicated by the
reference to the length of the work at its beginning: in publica commoda
peccem, si longo sermone morer tua tempora, Caesar (3—4).7 Due to
the lacking knowledge of the formatting of Latin papyri of hexametric
poetry, it is impossible to say how many lines a column would usually
have. Therefore, the following calculation should be seen as nothing more
than a series of not implausible conjectures. The first assumption is to
take the only existing example of a Latin hexametric column, P. Narm.
inv. 66.362 (10 lines per column), to be an exception and adhere rather

> For example, Martial jokes about a book not thicker than an umbilicus (Epigr.
2. 6. 10-11: tam macer libellus, nullo crassior ut sit umbilico).

¢ E.g. Johnson 1940. T. Frank tries to explain the discrepancy by suggesting
that Augustus wrote his answer before opening the gift, a theory far-fetched at best
(Frank 1925, 30).

7 Gelsomino 1958, 332. H. Ohst finds additional parallels between this letter
and the text of 2. 1: Ohst 2020, 83-86.
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to the more ‘standard’ measures of ca. 20-25 lines per column which are
documented in Greek bookrolls.® Calculated in such a way, the text of
Epist. 2. 1 would take between 10 and 13 columns. The next unknown
is the width of the column. Columns of P.Narm. inv. 66.362 are 16 cm
wide; of P. Herc. 817, 16—18 cm; of the Gallus papyrus (P. Qasr Ibrim
inv. 78-3-11/1), 13.5 cm.? To this, at least 1 cm of an intercolumnium
should be added. If the 10-line-per-column layout is considered an outlier,
the book Augustus writes about could be a roll of 10-13 columns, with
a length falling anywhere between ca. 145 cm and 275 cm. If we take the
lower estimate, it is possible to compare it to the height of a relatively
short person.

The main difficulty lies in the interpretation of the expression licebit
in sextariolo scribas, which will be the focus of the rest of this paper.
This passage is the only secure attestation of the word sextariolus in Latin
literature, and it is reasonable to assume that Augustus coined it ad hoc,
given the number of diminutives in the letter.! For a regular diminutive
formation, the expected base word is sextarius, a term denoting a common
Roman measure of liquids or grain. Its volume, according to various
estimates, was just over 0.5 1, that is, about a pint.!! It seems that sextarius
was the basic unit for measuring the volume of wine. In Herculaneum,
a dipinto on the wall of a tavern depicts wine vessels and the price per
sextarius: it is assumed that different vessels corresponded to wines of
different quality.'> When Horace describes what one could spend a little
money on, his modest “shopping list” looks like this: panis ematur,

8 P. Narm. inv. 66.362 has the text of Verg. Ecl. 8. 53—62 and carries 10 lines per
column. G. Macedo cautions against taking this roll as a standard due to the lack of
comparative material: “we cannot say whether or not short columns were a typical
feature of the layout of Latin poetry. The number is considerably higher in bookrolls
of Latin prose, whose columns seem to have at least twenty lines” (Macedo 2021,
54-55). As for Greek bookrolls, both of poetry and prose, one can expect between
25 and 50 lines per column (Johnson 2004, 125-126).

9 All numbers are taken from Macedo 2021.

10 Stachon also quotes a passage from Epistula Alexandri ad Aristotelem (p. 193,
16 Kuebler): multa gemmea et crystallina, quae potaria fuerunt et sextariola, multa
aurea invenimus et rara argentea. However, the reading sextariola is doubtful.

110,546 ml. Apart from the regular sextarius, we know of a sextarius Italicus
(s of a congius) and a sextarius castrensis (1" of the s. Italicus, or 4 of a congius):
Swift 2017, 217.

12 In Herculaneum (V1.14), a shop sign was found with an inscription “Ad
cucumas” and four wine jugs below, each labelled with a price. An illustration can
be found in Pagano 1988, Tab. 4.
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holus, vini sextarius (Sat. 1. 1. 74), implying, perhaps, that buyers usually
purchased wine in larger quantities.!3

The word sextarius could also be used to denote a vessel of the
appropriate volume.'* This seems to be the reference in the passage under
consideration, as it is difficult to imagine any other combination with the
preposition in. Even so, the connection between the joke on the length of
the text and in sextariolo scribas is somewhat enigmatic. Several scholars
have followed the line of reasoning which implies transferring the text
from the roll onto the vessel’s surface. E. Fraenkel comes to the conclusion
that Horace is invited to write on a potsherd.!> R. Gelsomino understands
the passage even more literally: the rolls of Horace are so short that their
texts could fit on a small bottle.'® A variant of this interpretation has been
recently suggested by H. Ohst, who finds in Augustus’ joke an additional
reference to the fact that Aristotle calls hexametric verse dykmong.!” The
logical chain he suggests is as follows: “You apologise for the brevity of
the book, but it is actually quite dykmdng, since it is written in hexameters.
So, if you want to correct that, write the same text on a small chubby
vase”. M. Stachon, who has recently edited De poetis, understands it
similarly; however, he does not mention the reference to Aristotle but only
points out the figurative use of dyk®dong in Philodemus (in conjecture:
only oykm- is preserved on the papyrus).!® S. A. Frampton goes further in
the search for intertextual connections with Aristotle and the vocabulary
of literary criticism, and in doing so renders the link between the sextarius
and the physical book merely a loose association.!?

There are, however, issues with seeing an act of writing on a sextarius
in the expression used by Augustus. A literal understanding is not
supported by known ancient practices: the only example of a complete
literary text written on a vessel can be found in the SHA (Treb. Trig.
tyr. 14. 5): patera in circuitum omnem historiam Alexandri contineret. In
this case, fitting a long text on a bowl is shown as something extraordinary.

13 Cf. Vopisc. Tacit. 11. 1: ipse fuit vitae parcissimae, ita ut sextarium vini tota
die numquam potaverit, saepe intr<a h>eminam.

14 Varr. De vit. pop. Rom. ap. Non. p. 545: item erant vasa vinaria: sini, cymbia,
culignae, paterae, guti, sextarii, simpuvium.

15 Fraenkel 1957, 20-21.

16 Gelsomino 1958, 334.

17" Aristot. Poet. 1459 b 34-35. Ohst 2020, 86.

18 Philod. De poemat. 5. 1. 15 (Jensen). “Allein auf diese Weise, also wenn man
sie auf ein bauchiges Gefdl} schreibt, so schlussfolgert Augustus, konne man ein
Werk des Horaz zu einem ‘umfangreichen’ machen” (Stachon 2021, 232).

19 Frampton 2019, 131-133.
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Fraenkel’s potsherd breaks the association between the shapes of the vase,
the bookroll, and the poet. Moreover, both the literal and the metaphorical
interpretations relying on the writing of the text on the surface of a small
pot are hindered by the following circuitus voluminis tui, which (1) clearly
refers to the volume of a bookroll, not a pot or a vase, and (2) can only be
understood literally.

In contrast, some scholars proposed an alternative version, according
to which sextarius should mean a roll of a particular format. T. Frank and
A. Rostagni believe that Augustus is talking about a roll of small height,
Y of the “normal size”.20 A. Tovar sees sextariolus as a reference to the
well-known format of the papyrus sheet, called charta emporitica by
Pliny, on the grounds that it was six fingers wide.?! However, the format
of the sheets that make up the papyrus roll has no bearing on the ratio of
its height to its diameter, which forms the basis of Augustus’ joke. The use
of wider sheets results in the roll having fewer joins (koAArce1c), but does
not affect either its length or its thickness (see Fig. 1).

Fig. 1. Schematic comparison of rolls of the same length made
of sheets of different formats.

The assumption that postulates some sort of terminus technicus for
a small book not only finds no parallel among the discussions of ancient
roll formats known to us but also undermines the joke. Moreover, such an
explanation neglects the fact that the word sextarius was part of everyday
Roman usage, and it is what the reader — and Horace — should have thought
of first. Let us return to sextarius, the vessel.

20 Frank 1925, 29-30; Rostagni 1944, 119.
21 Tovar 1968.



268 Daria Kohler

While the volume of a sextarius is well-documented, it is difficult
to establish whether such a vessel had a recognisable shape. I managed
to find two vessels of different shapes carrying inscriptions which may
indicate that they contained one sextarius. One of them is dated to
the 1st century AD, the other, tentatively, to the 3™ century AD. Both
are made of bronze. The first one has the form of a little vase, the
diameter of which increases in the middle and narrows again towards
the neck, and has the letters SEXTAR in silver.??2 The second one is
a cylinder, the diameter of which exceeds the height, with the inscription
IXTARIVMEXSACIATVMLEGIII along the upper edge.?* In addition,
rectangular glass bottles of a volume of about a sextarius, which could
perhaps also have been used for measuring or transporting wine, are
attested.?* Of the three shapes I was able to find, the first one is the closest
to the time and context of the passage in question. Gelsomino also notes,
without a reference to a particular artefact, that he encountered vessels of
a similar shape “in museums”.?

If writing on the surface of a sextarius is not a satisfactory understanding
of the passage, what is? In my opinion, the right interpretation lies between
the two avenues suggested so far. What Augustus wants to say is “you
could have written more”. As a consequence, in sextariolo scribere should
lead to the bookroll becoming larger in diameter. It seems as if Augustus is
suggesting that Horace could have chosen a different roll size to make his
work look more voluminous.2¢ This is not an unlikely scenario: in the case
of copies intended to be sent to friends or literary patrons, authors may
have made decisions about the quality of the papyrus and, presumably,
other elements of the future book. For example, Cicero in A#t. 13. 25. 3
says that he splurged on expensive papyrus for a copy of the Academica
intended for Varro: sed tamen ego non despero probatum iri Varroni et id,
quoniam impensam fecimus in macrocolla, facile patior teneri.?” While we

22 Held in the British Museum, registration number 1918,0101.2. Height:
17.3 cm, diameter: 11.6 cm, volume: 0.99 1. An image can be consulted on the
website of the BM: https://www.britishmuseum.org/collection/image/1041705001.

23 Height: 7.6 cm, diameter: 12.4—12.6 cm (Rothenhéfer 2016, with image).

24 E.g. a glass bottle with a square bottom, late 153t century AD, in the
collection of Metropolitan Museum (New York), accession number 81.10.22. Height
13 cm, base width 7.9 cm. See also Charlesworth 1966; Swift 2017, 211-227.

25 Gelsomino 1958, 334.

26. A modern analogy would be something like “you could even print it in
duodecimo”, or, in Germany, “you could even publish it in Reclam”.

27 See on this Johnson 2004, 156.
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do not have any evidence of a format defined by the height of the roll, the
existence of a variety of options could mean that there were multiple sizes
to choose from when ordering the production of a copy.

Our knowledge of early Latin books and their sizes is sketchy due to
the number and the state of preservation of extant Latin literary papyri.
Some data can be obtained from the analysis of contemporary papyri from
Egypt, especially those of Oxyrhynchus, but Greek and Roman books did
not necessarily follow the same principles, especially in matters of mise
en page.*® One can only cautiously say that Latin books are characterised
by wider margins and greater line spacing. As regards the average size of
a Latin roll containing poetic works, most of the fragments of more than
one column at our disposal contain texts not otherwise extant, rendering
an accurate reconstruction of page heights impossible. For P.Herc. 817
(De bello Aegyptiaco), Gabriele Macedo estimates the minimum height of
a column at 20 cm, and of the whole bookroll at 24-25 ¢cm.?° Before him,
Guillelmo Cavallo named 19-24 cm as the standard height of rolls from
Herculaneum.3® The sextarius from the British Museum, 17.3 cm high, is
thus a little smaller than the average Latin book.

It seems to me that we should not see literary criticism as the basis
of Augustus’ not very elaborate joke.3! It is also certainly unnecessary
to calculate how many lines could fit on a sextarius. /n sextariolo should
refer to the shape of sextarius the vessel, but denote a bookroll. Among
different possible connotations, diminutives are known to have the
potential of a metaphoric usage, whereby they denote something that has
a likeness to the base word (e.g. apriculus, ‘a fish similar to a boar’).3?
A voluminous roll about 17-18 ¢m high would be similar to a sextarius
in height, and the pot-bellied shape explains the joke at the expense of the
figure of Horace. In sextariolo could then mean “on a roll roughly like
a sextarius” or “in the shape of a sextarius”.

Daria Kohler
KU Leuven

daria.kohler@kuleuven.be

28 Hutchinson 2008, 20-25.
29 Macedo 2021, 39.
0 Cavallo 1983, 14-16.
31 Pace Frampton and others.
32 Hakamies 1951, 15; Fruyt 1989, 128. I am grateful to Denis Keyer for
pointing this out to me.
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ford 2017).

A. Tovar, “Augustus Ridicules Horace’s Shortness: A Comment on the Word
Sextariolus”, AJP 89: 3 (1968) 334-341.

This article explores a passage of a letter from Augustus to Horace, quoted in the
vita Horatii by Suetonius as evidence of him being short and overweight (Suet.
De poetis 3. 3. 9). In the letter, the emperor jokingly connects the brevity of the
work he received with the physical appearance of the poet. He then suggests that
Horace could even write ‘in sextariolo’, an expression that commentators have
been struggling to interpret. I argue both against the literal understanding of the
expression ‘in sextariolo’ as ‘on a small vase’ and the alternative suggestions seeing
it as a technical term for a specific kind of bookroll. Instead, I put forward an
interpretation based on the similarity between a papyrus roll of a slightly smaller
height and the shape of a sextarius.

Ora cTaThsl MOCBSILEHA MECTY B OIHOM MHchMe ABrycra ['opatiuio, KOTopoe IUTH-
pyer CBETOHMH B KM3HEOITMCAHUH 0ATA KaK MOATBEP)KICHUE TOTO, YTO OH OBLI
HEBBICOKOTO pocTa 1 nosiHoBar (Suet. De poetis 3. 3. 9). B aTom nucbme ummnepaTop
B LIYTKY HaXOIUT CBSI3b MEXKY JUIMHOM MOJy4eHHOTo OT ['Oparys CBUTKa U BHEILI-
HOCTBIO [109Ta, a 3aTeM TOBOPUT, uTo [oparmii Mor Obl Jaxke nucarsk in sextariolo —
BBIp)XCHUE, KOTOPOE MPUBIEKIO MHOTO ITONBITOK UCTOJNKOBaHMA. B 3Toi cTaThe
s BBICTYTIAI0 KaK MPOTHB OyKBaJbHOTO MOHMMaHMs in sextariolo kak “Ha HEOOIb-
IIOM KyBIIHE”, TaK ¥ TIPOTHB MTOTIBITOK YBUAETH B CIIOBE sextariolus TeXHHIeCKUit
TEPMHH JJIs1 0003Ha4YEHUsI 0COOOT0 BHA CBUTKA. BMecTo 3TOTO 5 Mpejarao nH-
TepIpeTaluio LIyTKH, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha BH3YaJbHOM CXOJCTBE MEXKIY CBHTKOM
HECKOJIbKO MEHBIIEH BBICOTHI M (POPMOIL CeKcTapusi-cocya.
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PHILOGELOS 23; 130
AND THE MEANING OF o0 Aovet

In the “longer” recension of Philogelos, the story about the man who
came to the bathhouse at its very opening is attested twice with some
lexical variations. Philogel. 23, belonging to the section dealing with
oyolaotikdg, is found in both A (Par. sup. Gr. 690; 11 c.) and M (Monac.
Gr. 551; 15 c.), while Philogel. 130, belonging to the group of jokes about
the silly Sidonians,! is omitted in M, which is generally characterized by
the elimination of doublets.

23. LyolooTikOg Kot TpdmV Gvot&y tod Paiaveiov giceAbav Kol
undéva evpav Ecm Aéyel mpdg Tov dodrov adtod- 'EE Gv PAénw, pun
o0 Aovel [10 Boraveiov].

unoéva A, Boissonade aliique; ynd’ &va M, Eberhard | pn del.
Thierfelder | to0 Polavelov del. Dawe praeeunte Thierfelder (in
comm.) | in fine punctum A, Thierfelder aliique; interrogandi signum
M, Boissonade, Eberhard

I This part of the collection is puzzling because, unlike the Abderites (110-127)
or Kymaeans (154—182), the Sidonians never had a reputation for being fools. For
a possible solution to this problem, cf. Minunno 2016. In jokes about Sidonians,
the protagonist’s occupation is always indicated — “a lawyer from Sidon” (129),
“a fisherman” (133), “a teacher” (136), “a butcher” (137) etc. — which leads one
to suppose a separate origin of the section (Thierfelder 1968, 238; Beard 2014,
192). In two cases, however, commentators recognize this indication as excessive,
playing no part in the plot: this is the case with the “Sidonian provincial governor”
in 128 and the “Sidonian sophist” in 130 (Thierfelder 1968, 239). In our opinion,
for Philogel. 128 this conclusion would still be exaggerated: although this joke also
has a doublet in the oyolaotikdg section (100), it should be noted that even if the
story of the runaway mules could have happened to a man of any rank, the figure of
the pompous and arrogant £rapyog gotten into trouble gives it a special flavor. Thus,
130 remains the only “Sidonian” joke in the Philogelos in which the designation of
the profession of the butt of the joke does not seem to be necessary; we will turn to
this question in n. 35.
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A scholasticus, arriving at the bathhouse just before it opens and
finding no one inside, says to his slave, “From what I see, [the bath]
doesn’t seem to wash”.

130. Xuddéviog coelotig katd mwpOTNV GvolEly tod PaAaveiov
<glioeADdv> [Aovdpevog] kai undéva Ecmbev gbpdV Aéyet TPOG TOVG
idiovg oikétag Kabmg PAénm, od Aovet.

<gioeABv> [hovouevog]| Thierfelder (in comm.), Dawe Aovdpevog
A Boissonade, Gonzdlez Sudrez hovooduevoc Eberhard, Brodersen

A sophist from Sidon, arriving at the bathhouse at its very opening
and finding no one inside, says to his slaves: “As I see it, it doesn’t
wash”.

Although the MSS variants as well as the emendations proposed by
editors hardly affect the meaning of the joke, it is worth saying a few
words about them.

23. The context does not require any special emphasis, so pundéva
is preferable. With a question mark, ui ov would have appeared as an
equivalent of Lat. nonne (cf. Philogel. 217); the period, on the contrary,
would turn the phrase into a doubtful assertion about a present fact
introduced by pf or pfj 00 + ind.2 In our opinion, €€ Gv PAénw makes the
interrogative sentence impossible. Thierfelder’s deletion of [un] suggests
the simple “The bath does not wash”, as in 130; both statements, the
categorical one and the one colored by cautious doubt, are equally suitable
for the interpretation of the joke that we shall argue, but it seems difficult
to explain pn of the MSS if it is not authentic. On the bracketing of [10
BaAaveiov], see below.

130. Even if we accept that the infinitely obtuse cogiotig, having
already washed in the bath, still considers it “not washing”, Aovopevog
is hindered by the following undéva gbpdv: the sequence of verbs should
be reversed. Eberhard’s conjecture provides the correct meaning (“going
to wash”), but such a construction is alien to the language of Philogelos:
participium futuri occurs only once in its text (19: &cele 10 3évOpov @
V10deEOUEVOG TOVG oTpovbong),? in close connection with the predicate
and supported by o¢. So Thierfelder’s idea seems to be the best: eiceAbdv,
preserved in 23, was accidentally omitted by the copyist in 130, and
Aovdpevog appeared at a later stage as filling up this lacuna.

2 Kiithner—Gerth 1898, 224-225 (§ 394, n. 7).
3 Ritter 1955, 61 n. 139.



274 Daria Zueva, Vsevolod Zeltchenko

Let us now turn to the interpretations of the joke. Jacobus Pontanus
rendered its punchline, somewhat vaguely and without any explanation,
as nemo hic lavat;* Charles C. Bubb confessed that he did not understand
it.> It was Andreas Thierfelder® who first demonstrated that, at least from
a linguistic point of view, the remark “ov Aovet (10 Paraveiov)” is not
by itself ridiculous. He adduces two Latin inscriptions giving an almost
identical text, evidently an advertising formula: /b/alineum more urbico
lavatur et omnia commode praestantur (CIL X1 721 [= 254 Fagan];’
Bononia, undated) and balineus lavatur more urbico et omnis humanitas
praestatur (CIL XIV 4015 [= 259 Fagan]; Ficulea, presumably 2" c. CE).
Then Thierfelder cites CIL 111 1805 (= 189 Fagan; Narona in Dalmatia,
280 CE), an inscription honoring the local benefactor who, among other
services to the city, thermas rei p(ublicae) hiemales [rog]a[nte] populo in
ruinam [de]lap[sas] [...] de frugalitate sua [...] [aedifi]cavit et lavantes
rei p(ublicae) tradidit.

Particularly impressive in Thierfelder’s argument was the reference
to a Byzantine proverb from a small alphabetical collection preserved
under the title Aiocdmov kooukal koumdiot (6 = Aesopica vol. 1, p. 287,
149 Perry): BaAaveiov &ym, koi od Aovel &l eiyev, Elovev. According to
the previous interpretation by Victor Jernstedt (1893), the explanation &l
elyev, Elovevs is wrong and “the meaning of the proverb is that a bath
does not wash itself: whoever wants to bathe in his bathhouse must take
care that everything is prepared for it”.? Instead, Thierfelder persuasively
suggested that the proverb should be understood in a different way, namely
as a mockery of boasting. A braggart says: “I have a bath, but now it is
not working”; if he really had one, it would be working (“Ich habe ein

4 Pontanus 1758, 478; a Latin translation of most of the jokes from the
longer version of Philogelos was first included in the 15% edition of Pontanus’
Progymnasmata Latinitatis (1620). Cf. “Kak BugHO, 37€Ch HEIb3sS MBITHCS
(Gasparov 1962 [M. JI. I'acniapos (tr., comm.), @edp. babpuii. bacnu], 187).

5 Bubb 1920, 23 (“As far as I can see, it doesn’t wash”; cf. n. 2: “I can not grasp
the point of the joke”). His reference to Diogenes’ bon mot on a dirty bathhouse
(DL 6. 2. 47) is completely irrelevant.

¢ Thierfelder 1968, 209-210.

7 Fagan 1999, 317.

8 On the irreal apodosis without dv, see, ¢.g., Blass—Debrunner 1961, 182, § 360.

9 Jernstedt 1907 [B. K. Epumrent, “3a0bIThie TPEYSCKUE MOCIOBHILI”, in:
Victoris Jernstedt Opuscula: Coopuux cmameti no Kiaccudeckol @uionoeuu
B. K. Epnuumeoma), 187: “CMbICII IOCTOBHUIIBI B TOM, 4TO 0aHsS cama co0o0r0 He
MOET: KTO XOU€T YMBIThCSI B CBOEH OaHe, JODKEH M03a00TUTHCS O TOM, YTOOBI BCE
OBLIO K 9TOMY NIPUTOTOBIICHO .
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Bad, es funktioniert blof3 nicht”, commentary: “Wenn er eins hétte, wiirde
es auch funktionieren”). All these parallels brought Thierfelder to the
conclusion that oV Aovet (10 Paraveiov) in Philogel. 23; 130 is idiomatic
and means “the bath is not in operation” (“Nach dem, was ich sehe, ist das
Bad nicht in Betrieb”).

Thierfelder’s contribution proved decisive: the subsequent translators
of Philogelos either follow him literally,'? or clarify “The bathhouse is
closed / out of hours”,!! or, finally, resort to oblique periphrases leading in
the same direction.'? However, there is no joke, not even a flat one: if you
go to a public place (e.g. a shop or a restaurant) and no one is there, then
even if the door is open and you manage to get in, you naturally conclude
that the establishment is not functioning for some reason. The deduction
of the oyoAaoTikdc is not silly at all.

A fresh interpretation of the text was offered, in passing, by Hanna
Zalewska-Jura in her overview paper on the Philogelos. Listing the daily
habits of the Greeks reflected in the jokes of the collection, she notes:
“There is no reason to come to the bathhouse in the morning, because you
will not meet your acquaintances (23, 130)”.13 In this case, the punchline
of the story would be that the oyolaotikdég goes to the bathhouse to
communicate: “the bath is not working” if there are no people to meet.!4
This, however, does not correspond to the nature of the character (however
protean, the oyolootucog is never endowed with the traits of an somme du
monde) and, as it seems, would have needed a more distinctive expression.

10 “As far as I can tell, the public bath is not in operation” (Hansen 1998, 278),
“A ce que je vois, ils ne sont pas en service, ces thermes” (Zucker 2008, 16), “It
looks to me as if the bath isn’t working” (Berg 2008 [26]), “Thierfelder [...] nota
che I’espressione [...] potrebbe essere di matrice tecnica” (Braccini 2008, 106—107),
“Por lo que veo, el bafio no funciona” (Gonzalez Suarez 2010, 53), “Pelo que veho,
o banho ndo esta a funcionar hoje” (Troca Pereira 2013, 28), etc.

I “Wie ich sehe, hat das Bad heute Ruhetag” (Lowe 1981, 10; idem fere
Brodersen 2016, 19), “Jak widze, taznia nieczynna” (Lanowski 1986, 92), “Polo
que vexo, parece que estd pechado” (Seara—Soto 2016, 20), etc.

12 “A ce que je vois, on ne lave personne aux bains aujourd’hui” (Noél 2021, 23).

13 Zalewska-Jura 2010, 108 (“Dlatego nie ma sensu przybywac tam zaraz po
otwarciu, bo poza taziebnymi nie zastanie si¢ znajomych [23, 130]”).

14 Cf. a similar story about Jean Moréas, who refused to enter a restaurant
because there were no acquaintances to chat with: “Je me souvenais de cette anecdote
parisienne qui m’a contée jadis Paul Fort, le pocte. Paul Fort arrachant Moréas
au Vachette et le menant déjeuner dans un petit restaurant de la rue Campagne-
Premicére; et Moréas, sur le seuil, ayant ajusté son monocle, et de sa belle voix
grecque: Mais il n’y a personne, ici! 11 n’y avait, en effet, personne, ajoutait Paul
Fort. Il n’y avait qu’ Apollinaire, Picasso, Lénine et moi...” (Bauér 1967, 35).
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The extensive and contradictory comment by Barry Baldwin deserves
a separate mention-'> He adduces the parallel passages from Thierfelder’s
edition, concluding that “the bath isn’t bathing” is “a proverbial expres-
sion, and probably technical”. Nevertheless, he does not stop there, ap-
parently feeling that the joke lacks a punchline, and observes that the
morning hours in the Roman baths were reserved for women and invalids;
the oyoAlaotikdg thus is ridiculed for committing “a social solecism”.
Why, then, has he come “absurdly early”? Baldwin, referring to Lucian
(Lexiph. 4), explains that he wanted to use clean water, an advantage given
to those who came first to the baths.

The notion that the Roman baths of the imperial age during the morning
hours were reserved for the ill and disabled persons is based on a single
passage from Hadrian’s biography in SHA (22. 7): ante octavam horam in
publico neminem nisi aegrum lavari passus est. Garrett G. Fagan dwells
on this testimony at length, explaining that it contradicts all available
evidence: either this account is unfounded, or it did not refer to all baths,
municipal and private, but only to the “imperial controlled thermae”.'® As
public baths were usually crowded, visitors tried to guess the time when
they could wash in comfort: thus, in Vita Aesopi, Xanthus asks Aesop to
go and see if there are many people in the bathhouse (65-66). Complaints
about having to bathe alongside all sorts of rabble form the background of
Philogel. 149 (where a comparison is made with the Trojan Horse, which
was just as crowded, but the society was incomparably more decent) and
150, while the desire to save some clean water for a dear friend is the
point of Philogel. 163. Finally, AP 9. 640, an anonymous epigram of the
imperial age, explicitly states that bathing immediately after opening is
the best time to do so: ABdvartol Aovovtal dvoryopévov Paiaveiov, /
wéunty 6’ Muibeot, petémerta 8¢ mpata wavta.'? Thus, not only did the

15 Baldwin 1983, 59-60.

16 Fagan 1999, 184—185 (cf. 87). The designation of morning hours for women
is attested only for a bathhouse of the imperial mines at Vipasca in Lusitania
(CIL 11 5181,y = 282 Fagan; Hadrianic time), which, however, was by no means
typical: “Depending on the shifts of the workers, the reservation of the bath for
women early in the day could be a dictate of necessity rather than of morality” (ibid.,
325-326; cf. Bowen Ward 1992, 140 ff.).

17" P. Waltz and G. Soury claim that the “immortals” are the emperor and his
family (Waltz—Soury 2002, 256), which is implausible: for the members of the
imperial house, there were obviously no problems of crowds and dirty water, so
they could wash whenever they wanted. In our opinion, a0dvatot here means simply
“the lucky ones”, peia (dovtec. To visit a public bath in the morning, one had to have
free time: neither an artisan, nor a small merchant, nor a clerk could afford that time.
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oyolaotikdg not do anything inconsiderate by coming to the bathhouse at
an early hour, but, on the contrary, he proceeded with foresight.

In our opinion, Thierfelder rightly assumed that the salt of the joke
lies in the expression “the bath washes / does not wash” and that this
expression is idiomatic;!® however, the four instances that he collected
are heterogeneous. In two of them (CIL XI 721; XIV 4015) there is an
adverbial of manner (urbico more), while in the other two (CIL III 1805;
Aesopica 1, p. 287, 149 Perry), the combination is used absolutely, as
in Philogelos. For each of these groups, the number of examples can be
substantially increased.

Let us begin with the first category. Epictetus (Diss. 2. 21. 14), enu-
merating the anxieties that beset an exhausted and irritated man unable
to concentrate on self-improvement, mentions Koi £&v NiKomOAEL GOTPDG
Aovet 10 Paraveio. Frontinus (De aquaed. 2. 107) defines the thermae
as balneae, quae publice lavarent. The Christian pilgrim Antoninus of
Piacenza (570 CE; Itiner. 7; 10) describes the hot springs near Tiberias
as “natural baths”, termas [acc. pro nom.] ex se lavantes salsas. In all
these examples the verb means simply “to fulfil its function”, and the main
sense is carried by the adverbial.

On the contrary, in the passages belonging to the second group, the
exact meaning of the expression has to be reconstructed. Here, as it seems,
the examples omitted by Thierfelder are more revealing than the ones he
adduces. First of all, the special meaning of Aodoig and Aovw in relation to
public baths is well known to the epigraphists and papyrologists. The fact
that this technical expression denotes free access (without charge) to the
baths was first pointed out in 1911 by Edouard Cugq, and then, independently,
in 1954 by Jeanne and Louis Robert:!" in 1968, the authors of the first
Supplement to the LSJ, following Roberts, added to the entry Aob® a new
meaning | ¢ “provide free baths”. The problem was further revisited by
Thomas Drew-Beer in a series of critical notes devoted to the treatment of
the epigraphic material in the LSJ Supplement; he touched on it again in
1980, publishing an inscription from Hypaipa.2® In the same year at the XVI
International Congress of Papyrology, Béatrice Meyer delivered a valuable
paper, collecting a large number of examples of the idiom from Greek

18 This does not allow one to accept the rather forced explanation of D. Cromp-
ton and G. Vergara: “It looks to me as though the water isn’t washing properly”
(Crompton 2010, 25); “Il sapientone [...] non si rende conto che la capacita dell’acqua
di lavare non puo variare da bagno a bagno” (Vergara 2011, 65). The oyoiaoticdg
does not say, “The water here does not wash”, but “This bath does not wash”.

19 Cuq 1911, 190; Robert—Robert 1954, 139.

20 Drew-Bear 1970, 208-209; Drew-Bear 1980, 523 and n. 70.



278 Daria Zueva, Vsevolod Zeltchenko

inscriptions and papyri; her interpretation, however, is more generalized:
“faire fonctionner le bain” (“la notion de gratuité [...] réside essentiellement
dans la nature des documents ou ces expressions apparaissent”).?!

The syntax of the expression varies. In some honorary inscriptions, the
subject of Aovw is the benefactor who paid for access to the baths and
provided all the necessaries, while the object, expressed or implied, is the
o1jnoc.2? In other instances, where the formula has the same meaning, 10
Baiaveiov appears as a direct object of Aovetv, so that the literal translation
would be “NN washed the baths” (in fact, as Meyer has pointed out, the verb
is used in a causative sense).?3 Finally, Meyer has rightly identified a third
construction: t0 Paiaveiov Aovet, or Aovel tout court. Her example includes
PFlor 111 384,5 5, (Alexandria, 489 CE), where the lessee undertakes to
avoid provoking complaints that the two parts of the baths are closed to the
public (évedpg[d]oar Aovew T dvo pépn tod avtod Paiaviov) but to “keep
them available every day without exception” (GAAd Ta[dta] €9’ ékdoTng
nuépag adtahintwg Aovew),* PGiss 1 50,5 ;4 (Oxyrhynchus, 259 CE),
where the capsarii are subjected to the popog Tod Aovovtog Paraveiov,?
and the famous PLond 111 11775, (Fayum, 113 CE), where, when listing the

21 Meyer 1981, 213-214.

22 So, IGR 1V 555;_4 (= 329 Fagan; Ankyra, 1%t c. CE) honors a local magistrate
aAlyavta TOv dfjpov £k Aovtpmv kol Aovcavta €K TV idiov (“who anointed people
and washed them with his own money”). Cf. Demitsas Moxed. 51, s (Beroia, Roman
time): dAelyovto kol Aovoavto o’ 6Ang Nuépag mavonuet, SEG 42 (1992) 582,
(Kalindoia, 68-98 CE).

23 See an honorary inscription from Kys in Caria, BCH 2 [1887] 306308,
(40 CE): doboog 8¢ kol to Paraveiov, a contract for the rent of the baths PMich
V 312,7,_19 (34 CE): Aovowat 10 Baraviov kot pijve Ekactov piav mopd piov ot
avTol pepuobopévot kol taig Emptég (“the tenants themselves shall provide free baths
every month every other day, and on holidays also”) or a statute of an association of
épromdrat kol Avoeol SEG 30 (1980) 13824 ;5 (= 330 Fagan; Hypaipa, 301 CE):
70 Bodovelov Aove HEAET® TOTG Empeln|taig lac. circa 7 litt.] Tovg katoikovg (“the
overseers should take care to ensure the functioning of the bath without charge for
the local population”). Cf. Drew-Bear 1980, esp. 523; in 1996, this inscription was
added to the examples of Lovw “provide free bath” in the revised LSJ Supp!.

24 The public status of these “two parts” is specified above, 1. 23-25: kai
moteicBat v Aodow Td[v] dvo pepdv tod avtod Poraviov kai thv VIoOK[a]vcy
[4n” i18]iov cov dvaAiopdtov; the tenant is free to use the other parts of the bathhouse
for his private needs, but two must be open gratis to all local people. This example
convinces us (pace Meyer) that it is not the mere functioning of the bathhouse that
is involved, but the provision of free access to it; cf. also Aovew 100G Katoikovg in
SEG 30 (1980) 1382, ;5 (quoted in the previous note).

25 “Le @opog payé par les capsarii ne 1’est pas pour chaque utilisation du bain,
mais pour les périodes ou I’établissement est en activité¢” (Meyer 1981, 211).



Philogelos 23; 130 and the Meaning of 00 Aovet 279

water supply expenses incurred by the magistrates, it is stated that on certain
days there was no bathing: ano 1g Emg A (sc. 100 Mecopn) pn AeAovkévar.
To this set of instances?® we may add the colloquial expression balineum
lavat, which is mentioned, without any context, by Roman grammarians
condemning its solecistic counterpart balineum lavatur (Charis. p. 352,
6 Barwick; GL 4. 437.28; 7. 104. 14 etc.).?’

Let us now turn from 10 PaAaveiov Aovel to ob Aovel and adduce
a close parallel to the text of Philogelos, which seems to provide the
key to its interpretation. The historian Olympiodorus of Thebes tells of
an elaborate prank initiation (“mascarade qui symbolise les risques d’un
échec de carriére”)?® to which Athenian students of the 4th—5t ¢. subjected
newcomers: they were led by a crowd to the baths, while another crowd of
students rushed and shouted at them, trying to push them away (28 Miiller
[FHG 1V 64] = Phot. Bibl. 80. 60b):

OV pev Eumpocbev tpeydVTOV Kol KOAOVTOV, TV 6& @OOVVTOV Kol
EMEYOVIMV, TAVI®V 0€ TOV KOAOVTOV TadTa fodviev: Xtd, oTd, 00
AoVEL. ..

Some ran forward and prevented them [from entering], others pushed
and directed them towards the bath, and all those who prevented them
shouted: “Stop, stop, ov Aove!!”...

Such translations of Ztd, otd, 00 Aovet as “Stop! Stop! Don’t take
the bath!”,2% “Arréte-toi, arréte-toi, tu ne te baignes pas!”,3° “Stop, stop,

26 We do not discuss the corresponding nominal collocation 1| Aodoig 10D
Boraveiov (for a list of epigraphical examples, v. Drew-Bear 1970, 208; Meyer 1981,
210-213), grammatically ambiguous because of the amphiboly of the genetivus
subiectivus / obiectivus.

27 ThLL VII 2 (1973) 1049. 26 sqq. The longest passage of this kind belongs to
Pompeius (5™ or 6% c.; GL VI, p. 233, 25 sqq.): “Ecce puta lavo: puta de me ipso
possum dicere lavo ego et lavor ego. De balineo quid possum dicere? Balineum lavat.
Hoc bene dicimus. Balineum lavatur guem ad modum possumus dicere? Nam lavat
balineum nos. Numquid a nobis balineum lavatur? Homo enim lavatur”. As we have
seen, balineum lavatur is attested by inscriptions (CIL X1 721; XIV 4015).

28 Bernardi 1992, 155 n. 3. Iohannes Meursius, the first to collect, in his De ludis
Graecorum (1622), the extant information about this initiation procedure, likens it to
the depositio cornuum in the universities of his day (Meursius 1744, 1005).

29 Blockley 1983, 193; DeForest 2011, 323—-324. Cf. “Stop, stop! Don’t bathe!”
(Rothhaus 2000, 92), “Fermati, fermati, non bagnarti” (Baldini 2004, 57), “Croi,
ctoii, He moiics” (Vasilik 2021 [B. B. Bacunuk (niep., komm.) @omuil. bubauomexa 1],
108) etc.

30 Kugener 1904/1905, 353 (obviously, Kugener understands Aovet as 2 sing. med.).
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he must not wash”,3! or “Croii! Croii! On He moetcs!” (“Stop! Stop! He
is not washing!”)3? are evidently misleading: the implied subject of ov
Aovet is not the novice, but 10 BPaiaveiov (cf. the same ellipsis in Philogel.
130).33 This is clear from a parallel provided by Gregory of Nazianzus,
who experienced this unpleasant ritual some sixty years before Olympio-
dorus’ visit to Athens (Orat. 43. 16. 5): kekedel 6& 1 Porn un wpoPfaivery,
AL’ iotacBot g Tod Aovtpod o@dc 0 Tapadeyouévov. Then the students
start banging on doors (closed from the inside by their accomplices),
intimidating the novice, until finally everyone is allowed in the bathhouse:
Kad Gpo TV OVPAY APUGGOUEVMV, TOTAYM TOV VEOV QOPNGAVIES, ElT0L THV
€{0000V GLYY®PNCAVTEC.

What situation is being simulated here, and what is the meaning of
Gregory’s words “as if the bathhouse would not receive them” (&g tod
AovTpod oG oV TapadeXopEVoD), equivalent to Olympiodorus’ o0 Aover?
Obviously, the victim of the hoax must think that the bathhouse is for some
reason inaccessible to ordinary visitors: for example, that it is entirely
rented by some large company or by a rich person, or that the owner
bathes there with his family and friends, etc. Indeed, if the bath were not
in operation, with unfired stoves and unheated water, it would make no
sense to break the doors and there would be no kwAbovtec. Nor does it
seem plausible to assume that o0 Aovel means “you can’t wash here for
free”: in this case visitors would not be chased away, but asked for money.
An exact counterpart to the scene staged by the pranksters is Theodoret of
Cyrus’ account of Eunomius, an Arian bishop of Samosata: when he went
to the public baths, his servants locked the doors and turned away visitors
until an outraged crowd gathered at the entrance and the bishop ordered
everyone to be let in (Hist. Eccl. 4. 15. 2, p. 235, 15 sqq. Parmentier—
Scheidweiler): émedn yap AovcacBar PovAnBéviog ol oikétor ToOd

31 Freese 1920, 142.

32 Bolgova 2018 [A. M. Bonrosa, “TlocBsiiieHre B CTyIACHTHI U ApyTrue Hedop-
MaJIbHBIC PUTYAJIBI TO3THEAHTHYHBIX Adun”, Hayunvie 6edomocmu Benl Y. Ucmopus,
nonumonoeus), 432; the author cites, without any attribution, the translation by Helena
Skrzynska (Skrzhinskaja 1958 [E. U. Ckpkunckas (tr., comm.), “Onummmonop. Hc-
Topust”, Buzanmutickuii epemennux], 228). The previous Russian version by Spyridon
Destounis was closer to the truth, although evasive: “Cto#, cTO#, He BEIMOETIILCS’
(“Stop, stop, you will not be able to bathe”: Destunis 1860 [C. 0. dectynuc (mep.,
npumen.), Buzanmuticxue ucmopuxu [excunn, Senanuii, Onumnuodop, Maix, [lemp
Hampuyuii, Menanop, Kanouo, Hounoc u ®@eogpan Busanmuey], 202).

3 “No bathing here!” (Walden 1910, 302), “Pas de bains!” (Henry 1959, 178),
“Niente bagno!” (Maisano 1979, 46 = Mugelli 2000, 106) et sim. are therefore
grammatically correct.
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BaAaveiov tag OOpag Ekielcav Tovg eiceAfely PovAlopévoug KOADOVTEGS,
m00g 0& Tpo BupdV Beacdpevog avomeTdont TaNTog EKELEVTE.3

As we suggest, the exact meaning of the idiomatic ov Aovet in
Philogel. 23 and 130 is, as in Olympiodorus’ passage, “the bathhouse is
not accessible, is occupied, closed for an event’. The cyolaoTiKOC, as
often in the Philogelos, applies twisted logic: if there are no visitors in
the baths, it means that they are not allowed in; if they are not allowed
in, it means that there is some special event going on — a deduction that is
absurd because no one is in the bathhouse at all.3’ Imagine a person who
comes into a completely empty restaurant and says: “As far as I can see,
there is a gala banquet being held here.”

In conclusion, it is worthy of notice that in Olympiodorus, as in
Philogel. 130, the subject of o0 Aovel is omitted,?° just as it is omitted
in modern “CLOSED” signs. This makes one agree with Thierfelder’s
assumption, “ov Aovet diirfte die Phrase der Umgangssprache gewesen
sein, 10 Paiaveiov in § 23 ein mehr literarischer Zusatz”,37 as well as with
Dowe’s deletion of 10 Baiaveiov3® at the end of Philogel. 23.3°

Daria Zueva Vsevolod Zeltchenko
Independent researcher Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient

dasha.saber@mail.ru Manuscripts (Matenadaran), Yerevan

vsevolodzelcenko@gmail.com

34 Cf. the analysis of this story in the context of bathing habits of Late Antiquity:
Maréchal 2012, 55; Zytka 2019, 51; 95.

35 'EE Qv / xofmc PAémo provide an additional comic touch; perhaps it was
this intonation of elaborate reasoning that gave the Sidonian in Philogel. 130 the
profession of Gopioic.

36 Cf. the same ellipsis in PLond 111, 1177, 32 (v. supra), where, however, un
Aelovkévar has the non-specific meaning “keine Badebetrieb stattfand” (Habermann
2000, 9). The proverb from Aesopica (Paiaveiov €yw, kai 0b Aovet) does not allow
a judgment to be made.

37 Thierfelder 1968, 239.

38 “The final 16 Balaveiov sounds superfluous, and comparison with 130, which
ends kabng PAEn®, 00 Aovel, confirms this suspicion. "Hyovv pvijua in 26, and fjtet
v oeaipav, deleted in 33 by Thierfelder, are other intrusions in the vicinity” (Dawe
1997 [but the text is dated “January 1999’] 308).

39 We are deeply obliged to Alexey Belousov, Elena Chepel, Denis Keyer,
Alexandra Pimenova, Maria Pirogovskaya, Yakov Podolny, and Kristina Rossiianova
for bibliographical assistance.
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In two almost identical jokes from Philogelos (23; 130), a oyohactikdg (or a “Si-
donian sophist”), on arriving at a bathhouse at its very opening, when no one else
is in it, says: “As far as I can see, ov Aovel”. According to Andreas Thierfelder,
whose interpretation has prevailed in recent scholarship, the technical expression
0V Aovet (10 Paraveiov) means “the bath does not work”. With this understanding,
however, the joke loses any salt: for even if the entrance doors are open, the sight
of an empty bathhouse might naturally lead a visitor to think that it is not function-
ing for some reason. The authors deal with examples of the idiom (10 Baiaveiov)
Aovel / balineum lavat meaning free access to the baths, which epigraphists and
papyrologists have discussed more than once. As the closest parallel, a passage
from the historian Olympiodorus (28 Miiller [FHG 1V 64] = Phot. Bibl. 80. 60b) is
first invoked, describing the initiation procedure to which newcomers were sub-
jected in fourth- and fifth-century Athenian schools. In endeavoring to prevent the
novice from entering the deliberately locked bath, students shout, “X1d, otd, o0
Aover”: as a parallel passage from Gregory Nazianzinus (Orat. 43. 16. 5) shows,
this does not imply “the bath is not in operation”, but “there is no access”, “the bath
is occupied”. Thus, the oyolaotikdg, applying perverse logic, concludes that the
visitors are not allowed into the bath because same “special event” is taking place
there: in a completely empty bathhouse, these words sound absurd, which seems to
restore the punchline to the joke.
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B nByx nyOmmpyrommx Apyr Apyra aHEKIOTax W3 TO3AHEaHTHYHOTrOo COOpHHKA
@unozenoc (23; 130) cxonactuk (Wim “cuaoHCKUi coduct”), mpuas B 6aHIo K ca-
MOMY OTKPBITHIO, KOT/Ia B HEW HUKOT'O HET, TOBOPHUT: “HacKoJIbKO 51 BUKY, OO AOVEL”.
CornacHo uHTepnperanun Aunpeaca Tupdenpaepa, Bo300maaaBIIeii y mo3aHeH-
KX [IEPEBOTYUKOB, TEXHUYCCKOC BhIpaKeHHE 0V A0VEL (1O Polaveiov) o3HaUaeT
“Oans He paboraer”. IIpu TakoM MOHMMAaHWH, OAHAKO, IIyTKA JIUIIACTCS COIU:
BeJ/lb Ja)K€ €CJIM BXOJIHBIC JIBEPU OTKPBITBI, BUJ MYCTYIONIEH OaHU €CTECTBEHHO
MOKET HaBECTH MTOCETHTEIISI Ha MBICIIb, YTO OHA MO KAKMM-TO IPUYUHAM HE (PyHK-
LUOHHUPYET U TOMBITHCS HE MOJTY4UTCS. ABTOPBI pa30UPalOT IPUMEPbI KOHCTPYK-
i (10 Bakaveiov) Aovel / balineum lavat, He eqMHOXKIBI UCCIICIOBAHHON AIIHATpa-
(urcTamMM 1 NarMpoIOTaMK U O3HAYAIOLIEeH c60000HbIl docmyn B OaHI0. B kadecTBe
HanOosee ONM3KOW Mapaijiely BIEPBbIE NPHUBIEKACTCS MAccaX M3 HCTOPHKA
Omummuonopa (28 Miiller [FHG 1V, 64] = Phot. Bibl. 80, 60b), paccka3bIBaromuit
0 TpoIEeype MHUIMAINN, KOTOPOH CTyaeHTHl B Aduaax V-V BB. moasepramu
HoBONpUOBIBIINX. CTapasich HEe IyCTUTh HOBUYKA B HAPOYHO 3arepTyio O0aHio, ero
CICIMAIBHO TOAYyYCHHBIC OHOKAIIHUKH Kpuyar “Xtd, otd, o0 AoVel”’, 4To, Kak
TIOKa3bIBaeT TapajuiesibHoe Mecto u3 I'puropust Hasmansuna (Orat. 43, 16, 5),
MojipasyMeBacT He “OaHs He paboraetr”’, HO “‘B OaHIO HET AocTymna”, “B OaHe 3aHsi-
T0”. Takum 00pazoM, cxonacTHk u3 Durozenroca, TIPUMEHSI H3BPANICHHYIO JIOTH-
Ky, 3aKJIFOYACT, YTO MOCETHTEJICH He MyCTWIIN B OaHIO, TTOCKOJIBKY TaM MPOXOJHUT
“crenaIbHOEC MEPONPHATHE: B COBEPIICHHO ITyCTOM IIOMENIEHHH 3TH CJIOBa
3ByYar abCyp/iHO, YTO, KaK MMPEACTABISIETCS, BO3BPAILACT aHEKAOTY MyaHTY.
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PHILOLOGICAL NOTES ON THE LETTER LAMBDA
IN A NEW GREEK-ENGLISH DICTIONARY
III. AHNAIOX — AOI'OX*

S.v. Mvaiog, the Dictionary — repeating and to some extent garbling
the material in LSJ s.v. — asserts that the Lenaia festival at Athens was
held “in the month of Anvoidv or Gamelion, with dramatic competitions,
usually comic”, and glosses 10 Afvarov (sic) as the “area in which the
Lenaian festival took place at Athens”. In fact, Athens had no month
called Lenaion (although a number of Ionic cities did); inscriptional
records leave no doubt that the Lenaia festivals always featured both
comedy and tragedy, at least in the classical period; and while there was
a place in the city called the Lenaion, all competitions were held in the
Theater of Dionysus. /G 112 1496, [¢y] Aovuciov td@v [énl Anvaio[i] —
cited in an outdated fashion, again following LSJ, as “Syll.3 1029.9” —
appears to represent a fossilized expression preserved also at Ar. Ach. 504
(with Olson 2002 ad loc.). S.v. Anvauav, replace the outdated reference to
“Syll3 1014.94” (drawn from LSJ s.v.) with L. Erythrai 201,,, and add e.g.
1D 290y, (246 BCE); IG XI1 6 1. 133, (Samos, 2" c. BCE).

S.v. AqvoBatng assigns the word to “Anacr. 4.16 (IEG)”. 1t is instead
found in the Carmina Anacreontea (= [Anacr.]), which are not included
in West’s lambi et Elegi Graeci but were edited by him in a separate
1984 Teubner volume.

What s.v. Mg 1.2 “share, portion, assigned or attributed domain
without any kind of draw, delegated residence”, with reference to [Arist.]
Mund. 401 b 20 xatd 8¢ 10 péAdov Adyeoig — [gig] mavta yop 1 xotd
@vowv pével AfEg (“Lachesis takes charge of the future; for its natural
allotment awaits everything”; of the relationship of the individual Fates to
existence) is supposed to mean is unclear. But this looks like a confused
and unsuccessful attempt to rewrite LSJ s.v. 1.3 “without the notion of lot
or chance, assigned sphere”. S.v. Mj&ig 1.3 “Att. jur. A. dikng absolute A.

* See Hyperboreus 29: 1 (2023) 133-156; 29: 2 (2023) 299-325.
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written accusation presented to the Archons in a private suit Plat. Rp. 425d
Is. 11.10 Aeschn. 1.63 | rar. in public cases Demosth. 39.17 || request to
enter into possession of an inheritance Is. 3.2” has similarly been taken
straight from LSJ s.v. II.1 “as law-term, A. dikng or A. alone, written
complaint lodged with the Archon, as the first step in private actions ...
Pl. R. 425d, Is. 11.10, Aeschin. 1.63 ...; very rarely of public actions,
as in D. 39.17” + s.v. I1.2 “A. toD kKAnpov, an application to the Archon
(required of all except direct descendants) to be put in legal possession
of an inheritance”. This lemma and others like it in the Dictionary raise
intriguing questions regarding the ethics and obligations of lexicon-
production that are however beyond the scope of this paper.

MmN is a noun and thus means not “who takes or accepts” (as if the
word were an adjective) but “one who takes or accepts” (~ LS] s.v.).

0g0g oyl Anmtoc €l 8¢ AqmTdg, o 0Oedg (adesp. tr. fr. 168) is not
a bit of Christian moralizing, even if it accidentally opens itself up to such
interpretation. It thus means not “God cannot be understood; if he were
comprehensible, he would not be God”, but “a god cannot be understood/
captured, and if he is understood/captured, he is not a god”.

peia (glossed “talking nonsense, verbiage”) is an abstract and refers
to “nonsense” generally; Mipnoiw (glossed “verbiage, saying or doing
nonsensical things”) is the equivalent of a gerund and means “talking
nonsense” or “acting nonsensically”; and AMjpnpa (glossed “verbiage, non-
sensical prattle”) is a concrete noun and refers to a specific bit of nonsense.
Myoig (glossed “will”) is likewise equivalent to a gerund (“‘exercising one’s
will, making a choice”). The word is attested already at Epich. fr. 178, where
it is contrasted with Afjua; Hsch. A 902 offers fovAncig as an equivalent.

Ar. Pl. 517 Mijpov Anpeic (Chremylus responds to Penia’s claim that it
is better to be poor than rich) means not “you are saying trivialities” (sic),
but “you’re talking nonsense”; Ra. 1497 is not another example of the
expression. X. An. 7. 7. 41 ‘Hpaxkeidn ye Ajpog mévto Sokel sivan mpog
TO ApYyOploV Exelv €K TOVTOg TpOTOV Mmeans not “everything seems trifling
to Heraklides, as long as he can make any kind of profit” but “everything
seems to be nonsense to Heraklides in comparison to getting money by
any means possible”.

The speaker at Luc. Lex. 9 is a goldsmith who explains his tardiness by
saying €yo ... Afjpov tva €kpoTtovv Kol EAAOPL kol médag T1 Ouyatpi T
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éun (“I was forging a /éros and earrings and bracelets” — or “anklets?” —
“for my daughter”); this does not mean that a Afjpog (glossed “gold
ornament’) was necessarily made of gold, only that it could be.! Central to
the wit of Lexiphanes is the title-character’s absurd fondness for recherché
Attic vocabulary. éALOBtov is a certain example (Poll. 2. 84; Ael. Dion.
€ *33), and AMjpog likely is as well; most easily taken as an extended sense
of the normal meaning “nonsense” (thus “bauble” vel sim.).

Anopocvvn (a poeticism attested before the late Roman period only
at Hes. Op. 55 Anopocovny te kak@®v; S. Ant. 151 €k pév on moréuwv /
TV viv Béc0e Anopocivay; contrast common ANO1) is glossed “oblivion”.
Aijotig (also glossed “oblivion™) is likewise poetic (attested before the
Roman period only at E. Cyc. 172 kax®v te Afjotig; S. OC 584; Crit. ft. 6.
11 West?).2 In colloquial English, however, “oblivion” means a general
sense of unconsciousness (“they drank themselves into oblivion™) or
of being forgotten (“the idea slipped into oblivion”), whereas with an
objective genitive the normal term is “forgetfulness”.?

S.v. Mnotig, Hdt. 6. 17 Anotng kateotnkee ... Kapyndoviov 8¢ kal
Tvponvddv means not “l made attacks of piracy at the expense of
Carthaginians and Tyrrhenians” but “he set himself up as a plunderer
of ...”, 1.e. “he raided ...”

“Privateer” is not a high-style equivalent of “pirate” but refers to a legal
arrangement under which a state grants a private individual a “letter of
marque” allowing him to raid the state’s enemies at his own risk and for
his own profit.* A pirate, by contrast, operates outside the law. D. 23. 148
ANoGTIKOV ... TAolov Exmv ANLETO TOVE DUETEPOVG GLUUAYOVG (an incident
in Charidemus’ supposedly ugly past) thus means not “he plundered your
allies with a privateer” but “he plundered your allies with a pirate ship”.
70 Anotwov tav [lehomovvnoimv at Th. 2. 69. 1, by contrast, is a reference

I The Dictionary also cites Hedyl. AP 6. 292. 2 Anp®v oi ypHoeot kdAapot (“the
gold reeds of the /éroi”; in a list of expensive items of clothing), where the “reeds”
might be e.g. pins in an ornament designed to hold up a woman’s hair.

2 That the word is preserved only in the nominative and accusative singular is
best understood as an historical accident of attestation; there is no reason to doubt
that other forms were available, if anyone chose to use them.

3 S.v. Motebo, standard English says not “infested by” but “infested with”.

4 Article 1 Section 8 of the United States Constitution, for example, empowers
Congress to issue letters of marque.
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to something more like privateering, since the target is the Athenians and
their allies, to the general benefit of the Peloponnesian forces.?

AnToidng in reference to Asclepius at Hes. fr. 51. 3 M-W (fr. 55.
3 Most) means not “son of Leto” but “descendent of Leto” (sc. through his
father Apollo).

N tod wobod Ajyig at Pl R. 346 d means not “payment” but “the
receipt of a wage”. Arist. EN 1107 b 9 d6c1wv ypnudtov Kol Afyly means
not “the use and acquisition of wealth” but “giving and getting money”.

Ephipp. fr. 14. 3 ¥ Mywyouicbw T téyvn is corrupt, and Adam’s
MyohyopicO® téyxvn (glossed “the art of receiving low pay”) was
printed by Kaibel and lemmatized by LSJ (followed by the Dictionary).
But the line is part of an extended description of a fashionable young
man who has got a training in various philosophical schools, and this is
accordingly the wrong sense. Meineke’s AnyiloyouicOm téxvn (glossed
“the art of getting paid to speak”), which is better from this perspective, is
mentioned but for some reason not given a lemma. Kassel-Austin simply
print the word surrounded by cruces (as above).

S.v. Ainv, /1. 5. 362 Ainv dyBopor EAkog means not “the wound hurts
too much” but “my wound is extremely painful”. Arist. EN 1118 b 20 oi
Mav avopoamodmdelg means not “men who are overly material” but “men
who are too slavish”.

S.vv. Aipavnig and Arpavitig, the name of the country is oddly given
a definite article (“of the Lebanon™), as in e.g. Italian but not contemporary
English.

Apavog is attested already at Sapph. fr. 44. 30 (omitted) and means
not “incense” but “frankincense”;® see discussion of the substance and its
source in Olson—Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 60. 4-5 (with bibliography).
The etymology of the word is garbled: the Phoenician equivalent is not
“ebn-ti” (sic) but lebonat, cf. Hebrew n1ab>.

5 MotocaimykTig is lemmatized (appropriately) in the singular but glossed
in the plural (“trumpet-playing plunderers”), as in Men. fr. 620 (the only attestation
of what is apparently a comic nonce-word).

¢ Similar corrections are needed s.vv. MBavidrov, Mpavil®, MBavosidng,
MBavopévva, and in a dozen additional cognates that follow.
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The Dictionary is aware that Mpavertic (glossed “rosemary’) is
a different plant from Aifavog, but nonetheless translates kdpmiog
MBavog at Thphr. HP 9. 11. 10 as “rosemary bearing incense as fruit”
(sic); read “fruit-bearing rosemary”. At /G 11> 840, s, etc., the word is
used instead to mean a stand for burning frankincense (glossed “incense
burner”) or the like. The alternative gloss “thurible”” (also offered s.vv.
MPaveTtog and MPaveTpic) refers specifically to an incense censer that
hangs from chains and is swung e.g. in Catholic services, and is probably
inappropriate in a classical Greek context.

The subject of Ay’ dedev at Od. 10. 254 is Circe, and the words mean
not “he was singing sweetly” but “she was singing in a clear voice”. The
text at A. R. 4. 837 reads not {epOpov Alya xukvpévoro but (epvpov Alya
Kivopévolo, and the sense is not “the Zephyr blowing softly” but “if the
West Wind blows vigorously”.

Mydog is glossed “lathe” with reference to Poll. 10. 189. Pollux is
discussing the so-called “lost wax” method of casting bronze, and what
he says is TO0 T Avov 0 mepteiinee Td TAAGOHEVTA KNPva, 6 Kot TV TOD
TVPOG TPOGPOPAV TNKETOL, KoL TOAAO EKEIV® TPLINUOATO EVATOAEITETOL,
piArydog kaAeitar 60sv kol Xo@okAfg £pn év AlYHoA®TIOW: GOTIG UEV
N pilydog @¢ mokvoud Tt (“the clay casing that surrounds the molded
wax, which is melted when the fire is applied, and many holes are left in
it [sc. to allow the wax to escape], is referred to as a miligdos. Sophocles
(fr. 35) accordingly said in Captive Women: 1 the miligdos shield like some
dense mass 7”’). The Sophocles fragment (ignored) was emended by Nauck
and Bentley to read domic pev nun Alydog dg mukvoppoatel (“our shield is
dense with eyes” —i.e. “full of holes” — “like a /igdos™), which requires that
Pollux’ piMydog in turn be corrected to Atydog. On this basis, LSJ s.v. II
glosses the word “clay mold”. The lexicographers, meanwhile, agree that
a Mydog is some sort of mold used for casting, but seem understandably
confused about exactly what process is in question and how it worked.®

MyvtepO@®vog is a hapax at Or. Sib. fr. 10; the sense is not “with
wings that resound harmoniously” but “with wings that sound shrill”
(~ Lampe s.v.).

7 Cognate with Greek 60w, 60og, and 6vov.

8 Esp. Phot. A 300 Liydog' y®vog tprpata Exmv cuveyi, @ A Ttaparincta, o’
@V O yohkog 0etton (“ligdos: a mold with numerous holes, resembling a A, through
which the bronze is filtered”; = Ael. Dion. A 15).
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Myvpilom is attested only at Luc. Lex. 2 xatéloafov yap tovg £pydrtag
Myvpifovtog v Bepvnv @onv (“T caught the hired workmen ligyrizontes
their summer song”; the title-character is speaking again, see above on
Afjpog) and Hsch. A 978, where the verb is glossed pelmdel (“sings”),
hence LSJ s.v. “sing loud or clear”, which makes better sense of the
passage in Lucian than the Dictionary’s “intone”.

S.v. AMyopég (glossed “clear, shrill” by LSJ s.v.; poetic), the Dictio-
nary attempts to give the word the new meaning “sweet, harmonious,
melodious”. None of the passages cited — //. 14. 290 (of a bird singing
from a tree in the mountains); Od. 12. 44 (the Siren’s song); Hes.
Op. 659 (the path of song upon which the Muses set the poet); Arist.
HA 616 b 32 (a bird’s call); Theoc. 17. 113 (the song of a poet) —
require this sense. The same is true of s.v. Ayvg (glossed “clear, shrill”
by LSJ s.v.; also poetic), to which the Dictionary similarly gives the
additional meaning “sweet, melodious, harmonious”, citing e.g. Il. 8.
186 (Achilleus’ lyre); 24. 63 (a Muse singing at Achilleus’ funeral);
0d. 20. 274 (Telemachus’ speech as characterized by Antinoos, scarcely
praise); s.v. Myv@0oyyog (glossed “clear-voiced, in Hom. always epith.
of heralds” by LSJ s.v.; also poetic), to which the Dictionary gives the
additional meaning “harmonious-voiced” (sic), citing e.g. Thgn. 242 (of
pipes, which are normally said to “drone” vel sim.); Bacch. 10. 10 (of
a bee); and s.v. Myvowvog (glossed “clear-voiced, loud-voiced ... also
of sweet sounds” by LSJ s.v., noting for the supposed exceptional sense
Hes. Th. 275, 518 and Theoc. 12. 7, in both of which “clear” would do
just as well), where the Dictionary offers the omnibus definition “with
a clear or sonorous or harmonious voice”.”

Despite s.v. Avyvortic, Liguria and Tyrrhenia were separate parts of
Italy; whoever the ancient Ligurians were, they were not Etruscans.

MOayoyio (glossed “carrying stones”; better “transport of stones”)
at IG 13 436,, (from the Parthenon accounts, 447/6 BCE) is cited with the
outdated reference “/G 12 339. 25”. The cognate adjective MOaymyog at
1G 1B 395, (450-445 BCE) is similarly cited with the outdated reference
“IG 12 336. 8” (following LSJ s.v.).

® S.v. Aiyvg, the normal English term for an inhabitant of Liguria is not
a “Ligur” but a “Ligurian” (as s.v. AtyvoTikég and Aryvotivog).
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TOV 1pLGOV &g TNV Taida EMiBalov at App. 1. 4 means not “they threw
the gold at the girl as stones” but “they threw the gold at the girl as if it
were stones”, i.e. “they stoned the girl with the gold”.

MO6paci at ~ ID 1423 face A. 10 is glossed “stone base of a tripod”,
following LSJ s.v., including for the outdated reference to BCH 29. 541.
In fact, MO6Paocic — attested nowhere else — is a restoration in the original
publication and is replaced in /D by [dkpOPaciv], making A06Pacig
a ghost word that ought to be deleted from both lexica.

On MOiaoig and MOwGo (referring to kidney stones, gallstones, and
the like), see s.v. Aevkepivedg/hevkiokog (Hyperboreus 29: 2 [2023] 316).
MBoyovog at Dsc. Eup. 2. 118 (of water) is related to this use of AiBog and
means not “which generates rocks” but “which tends to produce kidney
stones / gallstones / bladder stones”. So too a MBoAdfoc (glossed “surgical
instrument for removing stones”) is used specifically for removing stones
from the bladder.!®

As LSJ s.v. notes implicitly, the etymology of M06devdpov (literally
“stone-tree”) — identified at Dsc. 5. 121 as a term sometimes used for
kovpdhov — along with the description of it at Thphr. Lap. 38 (compared
to 0 Tvokog wéAapog dmorelbmpévog, “the petrified Indian reed”),
makes it clear that the word refers not just to “coral” but specifically to
“branching coral”.

dwelv at Pi. O. 10. 72 pdkog ... &dike métpw is glossed “strike” by
LSJ s.v., but the text actually says “he hurled a distance” — an internal
accusative — “with a stone” in reference to a discus-thrower. This would
seem to support the notion that Mi@odwktd (poetic?) at Suda A 516 means
“throw stones” or perhaps “throw a stone”, as opposed to “throw stones
at, pelt with stones” (thus the Suda éx 100 dikw 10 Bdrhw, “from diko
meaning ‘pelt’” and more explicitly Zon. p. 1312. 18 MBodkT®d. Aibo1g
Bairw, followed by LSJ s.v.).

10 Cf. s.vv. MOBotopém (glossed “to remove a calculus”) and MOovAKOG
(glossed “instrument for extracting calculi”), which use technically correct medical
vocabulary that is nonetheless too obscure to be helpful. S.v. MBovpkdg (“having
to do with bladder stones”, and thus as a substantive “one who suffers from bladder
stones”), the cross-reference to MOo@opém should be struck; the verb means not
“afflicted with bladder stones” vel sim. but “carry rocks” (e.g. to construct walls).
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mOoounTog (glossed “built out of stone”) is attested not just in an
epigram of Philodemus (4P 9. 570. 4, of a grave cut out of living rock) but
already in a mid-3-century BCE list of poetic vocabulary (SH 991. 90).

MOogpyog at Man. 1. 77 is glossed “that builds out of stone”. The
sense is actually “that works stone” and thus when used substantively
“stonemason” (thus LSJ s.v.), precisely like the more common contracted
form MOovpyoc.

MOoképarog in Arist. fr. 294 Rose (of various varieties of fish) means
not “having a head as hard as a rock” but “having a stone in its head”.

MOoxkoéAiinTog at S. Tr. 1261 MBoxoAANTOV GTopov (“a lithokollétos
bit”, for a horse; lyric) is glossed “made of cement, cemented, fig.
extremely hard”. But the object in question has just been described in the
preceding line as ydAvpog, “made of steel”; cement is not a particularly
durable substance in any case; and since the word elsewhere always means
“set with stones”, that is probably the idea here as well; LSJ s.v. adds “to
make it sharper”.

[MB]okopukov (“involving the transport of stone”) at IG I3 395,, —
a virtually certain restoration, given its appearance in the middle of
a catalogue of other items all having to do with the handling and cutting
of stone — is omitted.

MOorapmig (of a crown) is glossed “having gleaming, shining stones”;
better “gleaming with gems”.

MOoTépog (“stone-cutter”, i.e. “stone-mason”) is not attested in literary
sources before Xenophon (below) but appears in inscriptions already in
the middle of the 5% century (e.g. IG B 144,,; 46344 5¢). The word is not
a “conjecture” at X. Cyr. 3. 2. 11 but is drawn from Poll. 7. 118 MBotopov
0¢ Eevoav &v @ tpite tii¢ [Tandeiog eipniev (“Xenophon uses lithotomos
in Book 3 of the Education”). The manuscripts’ A0odépog, by contrast,
is attested nowhere else before Procopius, and in the classical period one
would expect that word to have the strange meaning “one who constructs
rocks” (cf. oikodopog, “one who constructs houses”).

MOovixkia (glossed “transport of stones”; better LSJ s.v. “haulage of
stone”) at /G I? 444,,, (447/6-433/2 BCE, from the Parthenon accounts;
spelled MBoAxia) is cited with the outdated reference “/IG 1> 347. 38”
(following LSJ s.v.).
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LSJ s.v. I notes that MBovAikodg -6v is attested at Poll. 7. 118 in an
otherwise unattested sense and glosses “quarrying stones”; the Dictionary
offers instead “that extracts stones”. The context in Pollux involves words
having to do with the construction of buildings, and with stone-working
in particular, and the sense ought accordingly to be “that hauls stones”,
i.e. “that transports stones”. But this is the reading in only one set of
manuscripts in any case; the others have a form of ABovpydg (printed by
Bethe); and the reference should be struck from both lexica.

MOovpyia (cited from Roman-era sources) is attested already at
1G 1B 444,,; (spelled MBopyia; 447/6-433/2 BCE). The word (mis-
leadingly glossed “sculpting”) is an abstract, and the sense is “stone-
working”. The cognate adjective MOovpywkog is likewise attested already
at e.g. IG I3 4764, (spelled MBopykdc; 408/7 BCE), while MBovpydg is
attested already at /G I3 395,; [MB]opyoic (a virtually certain restoration
given the context, which is entirely concerned with stone-working; 450—
445 BCE).

Adesp. com. fr. 385 MOopoTar is glossed “who swear on an altar”, i.e.
a Bopde. But Hsch. A 1003 (which preserves the fragment) explains that it
refers to dnunydpot €mi 1od AiBov opviviec. 0 8¢ Abog T €v T} ABnvaiov
éxkAnoiq Pripa (“political leaders who swear upon the ‘stone’; the ‘stone’
is the speaker’s stand in the Athenian assembly”).

MO®dmg is attested only once (Nonn. D. 30. 265) but is in any case
a type of adjective restricted to female objects; the common equivalent is
MOoOTNGC.

MOmTog (glossed “made of stone™) is attested only as a v.1. for a form
of MBwadg at Hdt. 2. 69. 2 and ought not to have been lemmatized.

kavodv, the word Hsch. A 1017 uses to define Aikvov, is glossed
“basket”. But a xavodv is specifically the sacred basket containing
sacrificial implements that was carried at the head of Athenian processions
(e.g. Ar. Ach. 244 with Olson 2002 ad loc.; Men. Epitr. 438—439 10 11]¢g
0gob @épev / xavolv; cf. the sacred Aikva of some sort mentioned at
S. fr. 844. 2-3). Mkvo@dpog (cf. D. 18. 260; Harp. A 21; Phot. A 319)
is thus simply another word for the more common xavneopog, while
Mkvo@opém is equivalent to Kavneopém. MKvooTEQPET (a hapax = adesp.
tr. fr. *591 b) at Hsch. A 1018 is glossed “take part in a sacred ceremony
involving a winnowing-fan decorated with garlands”. But the note in
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Hesychius reads Aikvov otepoavovpevog Opnokedvet (~ “someone wearing
a garland shows reverence for a winnowing fan”), and with the compound
verb this accordingly looks like a high-style way of saying ~ “a garlanded
individual serves as Mkvo@6épog / kavneopog”.

Mlaiopor (glossed “yearn, have desire™) is epic vocabulary (attested
outside of Homer and Hesiod at Cypria fr. 9. 7, p. 50 Bernabé, and
subsequently picked up at e.g. Matro fr. 1. 66 Olson—-Sens = SH 534.
66; Euphorion fr. 44. 1, p. 38 Powell; Nic. Th. 58; and repeatedly in
Apollonius). Od. 1. 315 Mhoidpevov ... 6d0io means “longing for the road”
and thus only by extension “long to leave”. AAaico at Od. 11. 223 dAla
POmaode ... MAaieo is a second-person imperative, and the text thus says
not “he yearns to return to the light” but “be eager to return to the light!”

Mpayyéo (medical vocabulary) means not “weaken by diet” generi-
cally but “weaken by extreme hunger”, i.e. “starve”. See below s.v. Muég.

Mpoxk®ong appears once in Galen (XIX. 118. 16 K.), where it is
nominally a term used by Hippocrates. But Hippocrates always has
Aelpok@ong (< Aeipnav); the error is a common, easy one, reflecting the
fact that €1 and 1 eventually came to be pronounced alike; and the lemma
should be dropped.

LSJ s.v. glosses Apevijoyog at A. R. 2. 965 Auevnoyov Gkpnv as
“closing in the harbour”, i.e. “enclosing the harbor, protecting the harbor”;
cf. epic moAmoyog = molodyog (“guarding the city”); poetic yoioyxog
(“protecting the land”). It might perhaps be taken to mean ‘“having
a harbor”, but there is no reason to believe that it means “having many
harbors”.

Mpevnpog is the middle term in a strained etymology at Str. 8. 6. 1:
Apollodorus claimed that Ayunpd Enidavpog got its odd name gvdipevov
8¢ odoav Ppayéng kai dmteTunpuévag Aunpdy ipficOat G av Apevnpdy
(“because it had a good harbor and was referred to as /iméra in abbreviation
and summarily, as if it were /limenéros”, i.e. “fitted with a harbor” < Mpunv
+ dpopiokw). This is thus a nonce-formation which does not in any case
mean “having many harbors”.

Mpéviog (a divine epithet) means “of the harbor” (thus LSJ s.v.) and
only by extension “protector of the harbor”. The same is true of MpeviTng
and the exclusively feminine Mpevitig (both also used as divine epithets).
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mpéviov (glossed “a small harbor™) is cited from Strabo but is attested
over a century earlier at /G IV? 1 76,, (mid-2"d century BCE).

If Jpevéokomog means “who keeps watch over the harbor” at e.g.
Call. H. 3. 259, one would expect instead Apevookomog, as in LSJ.1

Mpevo@Orag at Aen. Tact. 29. 12 is glossed “guardian of the harbor”.
But the individuals in question are “harbor-masters” or the like, who go
on and off boats inspecting the goods being transported. The word is also
attested at /G XII 9 8, (Carystus, 2" c. BCE); 9, (Carystus, 1t c. BCE),
where these are certainly members of an official board.

Awpévrepog (glossed “hungry belly”, perhaps better “Starve-guts”) at
Alciphr. 3. 23 is described as a “male name”. The individual in question
is a fictional parasite, and it seems unlikely that any real person was ever
called this. The same is true of Awpomvking (the supposed author of
Alciphr. 3. 34, a failed parasite who has taken to working as a highway-
robber to avoid starvation).

As Beekes 2010, 862 f. (following Hsch. A 1035) notes, AipivOeg
(glossed “worms”) appears to be a variant form of &\puvOeg (substrate
vocabulary). Beekes adds that “Influence of Apuog ‘hunger’ — hesitantly
suggested by the Dictionary — “seems improbable”.

Aipva is treated repeatedly in Euripides’ Hippolytus as a place in
Troezen where the hero drives his horses (149, 228, 1132; all lyric, hence
the Doric form). Barrett 1964 on Hipp. 148—150 — who has a perhaps
overly concrete sense of the topography of the play — identifies this as “the
Yapwvig (or PopPaia) Aipvn of Paus. 2. 30. 7, a large shallow salt lagoon
which lies behind the shore north of Trozen and is separated from the sea
by a long sandbar”. It is in any case extravagant to maintain that the Aiuva
is instead an otherwise unattested “gymnasium at Troizen”.

The Dictionary notes both that there was an area in Athens called
Aipvan (lit. “Marshes”) and that Dionysus in Athens had the epithet
Awpvaiog. It fails to connect the two points by noting that he was called

11 “accent -okomog Nonn. D. 3.57” at the end of the note only makes matters
more confusing by suggesting that this is an exceptional case and implying that
accentuation is fixed in ancient texts rather than being primarily a matter of editorial
convention guided by various best practices.
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“Dionysus of the Marshes” because he had a sanctuary in Limnai; see s.v.
Mpvopdyne below, and in general Dover 1993 on Ar. Ra. 216-217.

mpvag (glossed “of the swamp™) is an exclusively feminine poetic
variant of prosaic Mpvaiog. Mpvakig (a hapax in the Orphic Hymns) is
likewise exclusively feminine, as is Ajpvijtic.!?

pviapymg or Apviapyog (glossed “superintendent of lakes”, fol-
lowing LSJ s.v.; attested nowhere else) is no longer read at POxy. I 117.
20 (AMpevapyov).

Mpvopayme (a hapax at Hsch. A 1040; better capitalized) is glossed
obscurely “a fighter in Aipvol”. Hesychius (who gives the word in the
plural) actually says that it means naideg o1 mukTedOVTEG <EV> TOT® Afpvaig
Korovpéve (“boys who box” — i.e. who engage in a boxing match — “in
a place referred to as Limnai”), probably as part of a Dionysiac festival,
see s.v. Aipvar / Awpvaiog above. LSJ s.v. seemingly takes the term to be
figurative and to have been misunderstood by the lexicographic tradition,
glossing “candidate for the prize at the Lenaea” (thus in reference to
comic or tragic poets). An adespota comic fragment?

Mmpvoocopartog (glossed “whose flesh tastes like a swamp™) is not
a “v.1.” at Eub. fr. 36. 2 but the paradosis, and is printed by Kassel—
Austin. The reference is to Boeotian eels; the Aipuvn in question must
accordingly be Lake Copais; and the adjective is a bit of mock-
dithyrambic bluster (“lake-bodied”) that is intended to sound appealing
rather than disgusting.

MpvoOBarlaocoa appears to have at least three different senses not
effectively distinguished in the Dictionary or in LSJ s.v.: (1) “estuary”,
i.e. the place where a river meets the sea, producing a mix of salt and
fresh water and generally characterized by fast, strong currents (Str. 4.
1.8,2.1;5. 1. 5; Gal. VL. 711. 11 K.), also referred to as a ctopaAipvn;
(2) “salt-marsh”, i.e. low-lying, swampy land regularly flooded by tides,
often produced by rivermouth silting (e.g. Arist. GA 761 b 7; Str. 13. 1.
31); (3) “saltwater pond” or “salt lake”, of a sort that is isolated inland
and fed by underground sources or the like (Str. 1. 3. 4; 3. 4. 6; 7. 4. 7).

12°S.v. Mpvnoug, the cross-reference should be to @dapkng rather than adapkn
(as in LSJ s.v., where addpxn and addapkng are however dealt with under a single
lemma).
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That the word ever means “lagoon”, in reference to a shallow body of
coastal water separated from the sea by sand dunes, barrier islands or the
like, is unclear.!?

A «ippi§ is a “miser”, and a hMpokippi& (obscurely glossed “one
who hungers out of greed”; = adesp. com. fr. 219) must be someone who
starves because he is too cheap to buy food.

Mpog is glossed “hunger” but is stronger than that (“ravening hunger,
starvation” vel sim.); in Aristophanes, for example, as well as in many of the
passages cited s.v., one perishes of Apodg (esp. Ach. 743, 1044 dnoktevelg
Mu@ *pé; Pax 843 vrd tod ye Mpod ... éEohordteg; Av. 186 todg & av
0gov¢ dmolieite Mpud Mniiw; Pl 1174 drdiw)’ dd Mpod). That the word
(normally masculine) is feminine at Ar. Ach. 743 probably reflects the fact
that the speaker is non-Athenian (from Megara) and is thus characterized
by odd linguistic habits.

Mvapuevov is glossed “veil” at POxy. XVII 2136. 6. But the word is
part of what appears to be a standard catalogue of the items associated
with a ship (cOv 1fj To0TOVL €€0pTign ThoT Kol 1oTd [K]od Avopuéve Kol
k[éplact) and clearly means “sail” (thus LSJ s.v.), as also in PLond. 3
1164h. 7 du véwg ovv iot® K(al) képatt k(al) AMvapuEV.

Mvdopar (a hapax at Hsch. A 1054) is glossed “fight”. But Hesychius
actually defines the verb apilidcOal, “to compete, vie, contend”.

AMvdocg (a hapax) appears in a catalogue of aromatic substances at
Mnesim. fr. 4. 63. Whether it is specifically “an aromatic plant” (a gloss
borrowed from LSJ s.v.) is impossible to say.

According to Hsch. A 1060 ~ Phot. A 323, Awvetg (Call. Com. ft. 6. 2)
is another name for the keotpetg (“mullet”’). What the Dictionary intends
by further defining this as a “hammerfish” (sic) is unclear.

S.v. Mvoodetog, Ar. Nu. 763 Awvodetov domep pnlorlovOny tod modog
means not “with a scarab tied to a thread by its foot”, but “like a big beetle
with a string tied to its foot” (referring to something done by ancient
children to keep themselves — although perhaps not the beetle — amused).

13 S.v. pvddng for “swampniess” read “swampiness”.
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Avov at Od. 13. 73, 118 is not a “linen garment” but something to
sleep on (a “sheet” vel sim.). At Il. 9. 661 Aivold e Aentov Gwtov, the
word — there as well glossed “linen garment” — is used to describe the
material out of which the dwtoc (“blanket” vel sim.) is made.

Mvomioxkog at Nonn. Ev. 21. 9 is used to describe the apostle Peter,
who was a fisherman. The obvious sense of the adjective would seem to
be not “that interweaves or folds nets” but “who weaves nets”, the idea
being that Peter manufactures the fishing-nets that are central to his trade.
Cf. Nonn. D. 23. 131 Awvoppagénv aimov (“fishermen who knit nets”).

Mvomopog at E. IT 410 (of avpar — “breezes” rather than “winds” —
acting on ships; a high-style lyric hapax) is glossed “that inflates sails”,
with the second element in the word taken to be from meipw (“pierce, run
through™). It is better connected with noépog and mepdw, and the sense
would seem to be “that conveys by means of sails”.

mvocapkog (literally “linen-fleshed”; a mock-dithyrambic hapax) at
Antiph. fr. 51 is explained “figurative fender”. But hunks of cheese are in
question, and the more obvious figurative sense is “white”.!4

S.v. Mmaive, the reference to “Ath. 5.219¢” is actually to Herodic.
SH 495. 5, where the text reads not yopdg Vo cdpa Amdvon (translated
“the body was wet with sweat out of joy”, as if c®uo were the subject),
but yopdg tmo ocdpa Mmaive (lit. “I am wet in respect to my body out of
joy”). Anaxil. fr. 18. 1 pdpoig ypdta Mmoivov means not “anointing his
body with ointments” but “anointing his skin with perfumes”.

S.v. Mmapog, Ar. Pl 616 lmopog yopdv €k Polaveiov means
not “emerging perfumed from the bath” but “emerging oiled from
a bathhouse” (scented and unscented olive oil being ideologically very
different matters, and a BaAiaveiov being the place one takes a bath rather
than the bath itself). Arist. de An. 421 a 31 Amapd ... doun is part of
a comparison of tastes and smells (e.g. sweet, bitter, sour) and is not
a “penetrating smell” but literally “a fatty smell” and thus probably the
olfactory equivalent of umami.

14 S.v. Mvoteyms (glossed “surrounded by walls of linen”; of the mysterious
Indian city of Gazos), the outdated “St.Byz. s.v. ['4loc” is a reference to St. Byz.
v 15. But Stephanus is in any case simply quoting Dionys. Perieg. fr. 4 Heitsch (31
century CE).
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Mmapo6Tng at Arist. Long. 467 a 8 is paired with yYAoypotng (“sticki-
ness”) as a moisturing element that makes plants generally more long-
lived than animals. The reference is not specifically to vegetables, and
nothing suggests that the word means “humor” (sic, as if this were
a concrete noun) or “abundance of humor”, as opposed to the expected
“oiliness” or “fattiness”. Likewise, at Thphr. CP 6. 8. 8, the word is used
in a discussion of olive trees and the like and their fruit, and again means
“fattiness, oiliness”. Cf. S. fr. 398. 4 Almog t° éhaiag (= “olive o0il”).

Mmapoypoog (thus the manuscripts at Theoc. 2. 165; a papyrus offers
instead a form of AmapoOpovog) is glossed “shining”, which ignores the
poetic force of the word (literally “with oiled skin”, as if the personified
Moon had just bathed and anointed herself before mounting into her
chariot; cf. Mumapoypmg of an attractive young man at Theoc. 2. 102).
Mropowy at Philox. PMG 836 b 1 €ic &’ £pepov dimhdol maideg Mmapdmo
tpanelav is similarly glossed with the flat “splendid” rather than the literal
“with a shining face”.

Mravpel (a hapax) at Hsch. A 1092 is glossed “there is not enough
wind”. Hesychius actually explains that the verb means atpa émiéloutev
(“a breeze fails”, i.e. “the wind has died, there is no wind”). LSJ rightly
lemmatizes as Mmavpém.

Servius on Verg. Ecl. 5. 68 craterasque duo statuam tibi pinguis olivi
comments: pinguis olivi quod Graeci Mmtéhonov dicunt (“rich olive oil:
what the Greeks refer to as lipelaion™). This is merely a misunderstanding
of the Homeric line-end formula Ain’ éAaiw, as at e.g. I1. 14. 171 dAretyoto
d¢ Mn’ éhaie /. But Servius in any case takes the supposed word to refer
to olive oil of some particularly rich variety, not “a large olive”.

Mrmepvijtic is an exclusively feminine form of Mmepviic. Cf. above
s.vv. Anuvic / Anotpic.

Mmoyapog at E. Or. 1305 (of Helen; lyric) would have to mean “who
abandons her marriage”. This is the paradosis; the Dictionary’s “who
abandon’s one’s consort” (better “spouse-abandoning”) assumes West’s
Mmoyapetog (omitted, but printed in the text of Euripides for metrical
reasons).

Mmoypappatog at Suda A 261 is unhelpfully glossed “lacking
a letter” (cf. LSJ s.v. “wanting a letter”). The word means “omitting
a letter”, in this case in reference to an /liad by a certain Nestor that
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scrupulously avoided one letter of the alphabet, sc. as a display of virtuoso
compositional technique. The Suda describes dotoryeimtog (lit. “without
a otolyeiov [letter]”; omitted in this sense, as also in LSJ) as a synonym.
Cf. Lasos of Hermione’s asigmatic poetry (PMG 704).

Mmooeng (a hapax) at [Pythag.] Ep. 2 pétplog avnp Kol AmodEng
YiwceMkig Tpamélng ovdev mpocdeital (“a man who is moderate and
lipodeés has no need for a Sicilian table”, a symbol of extravagance) is
glossed “lacking what is necessary, poor”. It actually means “with few
wants” (thus LSJ s.v.) or “who has no needs”.

Mmédeppog is described at Gal. XIX. 445. 11-12 K. as the absence
of a foreskin, with no reference to circumcision; cf. Sor. 2. 34. 4 &i 6¢
Gppev 10 vATOV VITAPYOV Paivorto Aewmddepuov (“if a male infant should
appear to lack a foreskin”). Dsc. 2. 82. 2 similarly refers to Atmodépuovg
.. Tou¢ 1 ék meprroudic (“those who lack a foreskin not as a result of
circumcision”), making it clear that this is a general term that does not
mean specifically “circumcized”.

Mmocstpatio and Mmota&ia are both glossed “desertion”, but appear
to be different phenomena. The former is a general accusation of joining
a military expedition but then abandoning it (Hdt. 5. 27. 2; Th. 1. 99. 1; 6.
76. 3), whereas the latter is a specific Athenian legal charge that involves
being required to present oneself somewhere (e.g. in camp) but failing to
appear there, or being posted somewhere but abandoning one’s position
(P1. Lg. 943 d; [Lys.] 50. 5-7; D. 21. 103).

Moyov (glossed “spade”) is attested only in § 22 of the so-called
“Farmer’s Law”!® (Byzantine period), where it is a digging tool of some
sort and is distinguished from a dikeAda (“mattock™). Whether the word is
masculine or neuter is impossible to say. Meyaprov (glossed “small hoe or
spade”) is formally a diminutive of Aloyov, but — as is true of many such
pairs (cf. s.vv. hekavidrov / hekaviov / hekavn, Hyperboreus 29: 2 [2023]
308) — there may well be no actual difference of meaning between them.

Mokog is glossed diokog at Hsch. A 1116. This is a simple majuscule
error (AIXKOX for AIXKOZX) mistaken for a rare word by an ancient
lexicographer, and the lemma should be deleted. Cf. s.v. hopvog (part 1V,
in print).

15 Ashburner 1910; 1912.
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S.v. Mooopai, E. Tr. 1045 npod kelvov kal tékvov o Mooopat does
not mean “I ask you in their name and in that of their children” but “I ask
you in their name and in that of my children”.

Moow is traced to Hesychius and glossed “leave”. This seems
to be a garbled reference to Hsch. A 1125, where Alcoouev is said to
mean £aoouev (“let us allow” and thus perhaps “let us let (it) go, let
us ignore”). Presumably the basic sense of the verb is “smooth” and so
by extension “make no trouble about”. A Aiccopa is thus the smooth
section of one’s hair, i.e. the place where it parts, and a Aicowoig is
a “parting” of this kind.

Alomog is used at Ar. Ra. 826 of a rhetorically practiced tongue, and
Dover ad loc. (comparing Pl. Smp. 193 a, where Alomar are supposed
to be dice or knucklebones that are sawn in half to serve as recognition
tokens) suggests that the adjective means “‘of half-thickness’, either
from wear and tear or from deliberate bisection”. Poll. 2. 184 reports
that AMomoc also means €vdedg Tuy®dv Exmv (“being in need of buttocks”,
i.e. “lacking buttocks”), while Moer. A 6 (oddly cited from Pierson’s
19th-century edition) reports that Aicpog was the Attic equivalent of
dmoyoc (“having no butt”). Pollux adds that the Athenians were described
as Momomvyor by the comic poets (= adesp. com. fr. 767), and Ar.
Eq. 1366-1368 (where the word used is dmOAGQOG) suggests that this
was a joke that had to do with wearing one’s rear end out on a rowing
bench in the fleet. Hsch. A 1134 preserves an aorist middle infinitive
of Mo@oopor, which the Dictionary (seemingly taking account of the
various words discussed above) reports is defined there as “become
thin”. But Hesychius’ gloss is in fact éhattdcacOar (“to diminish™),
which more or less matches “worn-down (through constant use)” as the
meaning of the cognate adjective.

MtavevTog (a gloss in the feminine accusative singular!'® on the simi-
larly obscure dugiiitnyv at Hsch. o 4054, and in the feminine nominative
singular — substantive? — on Atn, “supplication” vel sim. at Hsch. A 1146;
attested nowhere else) is glossed “prayed, begged”; read “prayed for,
begged for”. Mtog is similarly glossed “prayed, begged”, where the
intended sense would seem to be “prayed for, begged for”.

16 Pace LSJ s.v. apgpiditnv, which reports that Hesychius has tov AMtavevty,
which would make this a first-declension masculine noun AMtavevTigc.
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Mroiunv is an aorist middle optative of AMiocopat at Od. 14. 406, while
MtécBan is an aorist middle infinitive of the same verb at /. 16. 47. Either
might easily be taken for a present, which would seem to be the basis on
which Aitopar came to be treated as an elevated alternative present form
of AMooopot at HHymn 16. 5; Demodoc. fr. 5. 5 West?; Ar. Th. 313, 1040
(both paratragic lyric), and repeatedly in the Sibylline Oracles (e.g. 3. 2).

For Aitpa as a type of Sicilian coin or value of a coin (hence the
attestations of the word in Epicharmus and Sophron), note also Arist.
fir. 476 (in Acragas); 510 (in Himera), both ap. Poll. 4. 174—176; Paus.
Gr. A 21 (= Hsch. A 1160 etc.). LSJ Supplement s.v. adds further archaeo-
logical and inscriptional evidence. A MTpookomog is a “money-changer”
but scarcely an “exchange bureau”.

Hsch. A 1179 specifically identifies Ayalm in the sense “throw” as
Cretan vocabulary.!”

Hsch. A 1167 reports that Myddeg was a term for dotpea mdvra
(“bivalves of all sorts”, i.e. “oysters and the like”), but that some
authorities said that it referred to AiBot xai yfipot Kai koyyvia (“stones
and pebbles and seashells”; i.e. voting tokens?).

Mypalo (Hesiodic vocabulary; later picked up by Nicander, Moschos,
and Oppian) and Mypao (attested in 5™-century comedy in passages
reminiscent of Hesiod and once in Euripides; subsequently in Theocritus,
Euphorion, and Nicander) are both poetic vocabulary.

Myvog (normally “gluttonous, greedy”) is glossed “curious” at E. Hipp.
913 7 yap moBodoa mhvta kopdia kAdEWw / kdv T0ig Kakoict Alyvog ovc’
aAioketal (“for the heart, which longs to hear everything, is convicted
of being lichnos even in the midst of trouble”) and “tasty, delicious”
at Sophr. fr. 62 Ayvotépo tav mopeupdv (“more lichnos than purple
shellfish”) and Gal. V. 31. 10 K. mhakodvtog i} Tivog GAAOL TV Alyvev
Syov anolavew (“to enjoy a cake or one of the other /ichnos dainties”). In
Euripides, the word is instead used in a straightforward extended sense: to
be “greedy to hear” is to be curious; cf. E. fr. 1063. 8 del 10D kexpvupévou
Ayvov (“always lichnos for what is hidden”); Call. fr. 196. 45-46 Aiyvog
€ool [yop] / koi 16 pev muhécBan (“for you are lichnos to question me”).

17 S.v. Myéig, correct “lenght” to “length”.
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Kassel-Austin cite Plin. Nat. 9. 132, who suggests that purple shellfish
were trapped in ways that relied on their aviditas (“greed”), so in Sophron
it probably also means simply “greedy”. In Galen, on the other hand, the
sense has become passive and refers to what one is greedy for.

A tévOnc is a “glutton”, and a MyvotévOng (glossed “greedy”; a hapax
at Poll. 6. 122) is thus probably a “greedy glutton” (LSJ s.v.), but in any case
a noun rather than an adjective. Otherwise unattested comic vocabulary?

If Aoppivn (correctly described as an epithet of Rhea, but left
otherwise unexplained) at Nic. A/. 8 deserved a lemma, then so did
AoBpwov, which the scholia ad loc. claim was the name of a mountain or
other spot in Phrygia or Cyzicus from which the goddess got her epithet.

The non-word AMOBworg at Sophron. Lives of Cyril and loannes 24 is of
“dubious significance” because it is corrupt and the proper reading is the
well-attested Adpnoig. The lemma should be struck.

According to Hephaestion Encheiridion 24, 29, hoyaoidikog — literally
“speech-song” — is applied to meters that include not only those that
combine dactyls and trochees (thus also LSJ) but also those that combine
anapaests and bacchiacs, i.e. iambs.

Suda ) 638 claims that Aoydapuwov (glossed “little speech, small
reasoning”) at Ar. fr. 950 means Adyoc, i.e. that there is no difference
in meaning between the primitive and its formal diminutive; cf. above
on Aioyov / Meyaprov. D. 19. 255, on the other hand, uses the word as
a deteriorative, which would match Aristophanes’ use of pnudriov at e.g.
Ach. 444 (with Olson 2002 ad loc.).

hoyiaTpog at e.g. Gal. X. 582. 15; XV. 160. 1 K. is not a “verbal or
theoretical doctor” but much more pejoratively someone who talks like
a doctor but does not understand the field. Loywatpeia at Philo Congr. 53,
by contrast, seems in fact to mean “verbal or theoretical medicine”, in
contrast to the practical aspects of the business.'?

18 év lotpoic 1 Aeyopévn Aoywotpeios mOAD Thg TGV KOUVOVI®OV GQEAEing
GmOGTUTET — POPUAKOLS YO Kol xElpovpyialg Kal dtaitalg, AL’ ob Adyolg, ai vOcoL
Oepamevovraon (“among physicians, what is referred to as logiatreia has very little to
do with helping those who are sick; for sicknesses are cured by drugs and surgery
and diets, not by words”).
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hoyidpov is lemmatized, with Aoy¥Odprov treated as a variant. But
-0dpiov is a common diminutive suffix (e.g. kaAvSpLOV < KAA®C, VEAVIC-
KOOplov < veaviokog, vepidplov < VEPOg, GTNAVSpLoV < GTAAN, TELXDOPLOV
< 1€1y0¢), whereas -idpiov is not, and the arrangement of the words should
be reversed (as in LSJ).

hoyiCopan ynoorg (cited at e.g. Hdt. 2. 16. 1; Ar. V. 656) is literally
“calculate with stones”, but the sense is “use an abacus”. [Arist.] Ath. 48. 3
TOVG AOY10LUEVOVG T 0dC G]pyais Katd TV mpuTaveioy Ekdotny is presented
as an example of the verb + dat. meaning “verify accounts of someone”;
this is instead a dative of advantage (“for the magistracies”). X. HG 2.
4. 28 Aoyiouevog 8Tt 010y Te £ means not “thinking it to be possible”
but “thinking that it would be possible”. X. HG 6. 4. 6 éloyilovto ®¢
gl un poyoivto, GmTOGTAGOWVTO UEV Ol TTEPLOIKIOEC OOTAV TOAELS means
not “they considered that if they had not fought, the surrounding cities
would have defected” but “they calculated that if they did not fight, the
cities that surrounded them would revolt”. Pl. Ap. 21 d ©pdg €uavtov
amov Ehoyllopunv 6t ToVToL HEV TOD AVOPAOTOL €YD GOPMTEPOG Eiplt
means not “when [ went home, I thought that I knew more than that man”
but “as I went off, I thought to myself ‘I’'m wiser than this person’”.
Philo Somn. 2. 30 ovx éloyicato map’ €avt®d, 6Tl S0VAMV ... fjoe EoTiv
vnpeoio means not “he did not reason with himself that this service
is for slaves” (sic) but “he did not take into account that this work is
performed by slaves”. X. HG 6. 1. 5 1t ... Tr|v DueTépay TOAY duvaipny
av mopactnoactal £eoti cotl ék T@VOE AoyilecOal does not mean “you
can deduce from this that I could enslave your city” but “you can deduce
from the following points that I could bring your city over to my side”.
X. HG 6. 1. 19 omAiton 8¢ éloyicOnoav ovK ELATTONG SiGHVpi®V means
not “it was estimated that there were no less than 20000 hoplites” but
“hoplites were calculated at no fewer than 20000”.

hoyiokog (glossed “little conversation or debate”, following LSJ
Supplement s.v.) is a conjecture by Kock at Antiph. fr. 205. 2! for
the paradosis Aoywopog (glossed “calculation, reckoning”; in a list of
symposium activities). That Aoyickog is not attested elsewhere — i.e.
that Kock has made the word up — makes it problematic to accept it
into the text (or to regard it as deserving of a lemma in a lexicon). The
speaker’s language is odd and opaque throughout, and Kassel-Austin
retain the paradosis (likely to be taken as referring in a precious fashion

19 Miscited as fr. 207. 2, which is the old Kock number.
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to conversation and intellectual debate), comparing Lyc. 7rGF 100 F 3. 3
0 COEPOVIGTIG ... &V pécw Adyog (“modest conversation in the middle”;
a symposium activity).

S.v. hoywepog, Th. 2. 11. 7 oi Aoylou® €rdyioto ¥poOUEVOL means
not “those who reflect little” but “those who reflect the least”. Th. 6. 34.
4 av adTONG ... £ AOYIOUOV KOTOoTHoOUEY OTL Opuduedo means not “we
induced them to think we had moved” but “we would make them think
that we were setting out”. lo. Hlo. 8. 144 a t@®v Aoyioudv v dcbévelov
apévteg TNV Kato means not “leaving behind the lower regions of the
weakness of reasoning” but “abandoning the low-land weakness of logical
arguments”. Th. 2. 40. 5 o0 1o &uueépovrog PaAAOV Aoylou®d 1 TG
€levbepiag T@ motd means not “not valuing utility, but rather having faith
in freedom” but ~ “not with a calculation of utility, but with our faith in
our freedom”. X. HG 3. 4. 27 todto &’ énoinoav ... To1dde AOYIGUD, O ...
16 1€ MOV OV v ioyvpoTEPOV Elvar means not “they did this because
they considered that the infantry would have been much stronger” but
“they did this out of a calculation of the following sort: that the infantry
would be much stronger”.

S.v. hoywotéov, the text of D. 27. 36 is inappropriately condensed to
amo t@v ERdounrovia pvdv kol €nto Aoyiotéov and thus misleadingly
translated as “it is necessary to calculate subtracting from 77 mina”
(sic). Read v pev toivov tpo@nyv anod tdv £Pdounkovta Lvdv Kol €Tt
Aoylotéov, “it is necessary to charge their living expenses to the 77 minas”.

royoypaog (glossed “logographos,®® writer of history”) at Th. 1. 21.
1 is contrasted specifically with momntng (“poet”) and thus means simply
“prose-author”, as in Aristotle, even if the reference is certainly to prose-
authors who write about what we today would call historical or semi-
historical topics.

hoyodaidarog at Pl. Phdr. 266 e is an adjective rather than a noun and
thus means not “skillful constructor of speeches” but ~ “skilled at making
speeches elaborate” or “skilled at verbal ornamentation”.

hoyéoeutvov at Ath. 1. 1 b (a characterization of the work as a whole)
is probably not just a “/iterary banquet”, i.e. a banquet at which literature

20 An example of translation via transliteration, which is not translation at all.
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is a central topic, but has the figurative sense “a banquet of words”, i.e.
a sort of banquet in which the reader is offered an enormous assortment of
philological dainties rather than actual food and drink (something about
which Larensius’ guests in fact complain occasionally, when too much
conversation interrupts the dinner-service).

At Poll. 2. 125, only B has the otherwise unattested Aoyodiddokarog,
which was nonetheless printed by Bekker and accepted in LSJ (followed
by the Dictionary). All other manuscripts have Aoyodaidarog, which
is found in Plato (see above) and is thus certainly correct, and which is
printed by Bethe. Aoyodiddokarog is accordingly a ghost word, and the
lemma should be struck.

hoyoOeoio in the sense “examination of accounts” is cited from
Justinian’s Lawcode (6 century CE), but is already well-attested in papyri
four centuries earlier (e.g. BGU 1V 1019. 7-8). The same is true of the
cognate noun Aoyo0étng (e.g. BGU 1 77. 10).

hoyoBéorog is glossed “narrator” in a list of occupations at Palch.
CCA 1. 95. 26 dwdaockdrov 1 vomkelov 1| tpamelitov 1 Aoyobeciov
(“a teacher or a lawyer or a banker or a logothesios™), but the context
makes clear that it means “accountant” (thus LSJ s.v.) vel sim. The word
is lemmatized as an adjective (Aoyobéciog -ov) but glossed as a noun (as
in LSJ s.v.), with 10 AoyoOéciov (duplicating the immediately preceding
lemma) then described as a substantive use of the same word.

Herodotus — the earliest author in whom the word is preserved — uses
hoyomordg four times, once of Aesop (2. 134. 3; glossed “writer of fables™)
and three times of Hecataeus (2. 143. 1; 5. 36. 2, 125. 1; glossed “writer of
history, historian”), about whose abilities he has no very high opinion. The
word ought accordingly to be translated ~ “story-teller, fabulist” at every
point; cf. “peddler of false news, liar” at D. 24. 14; Thphr. Char. 8. 1.

Moyompaxtop (“auditor” or “accountant”) is widely attested in papyri
(e.g. POxy. LX14123. 3-4; carly 4 ¢. CE) but is ignored, as is the cognate
verb hoyompayém in the sense “audit” (citations in Trapp s.v.).

S.v. Abyog, at Luc. Alex. 10 the omission of the main verb from
the citation of the text has caused the translation to be garbled: read
dwpottijoat ... TOV Adyov tobTov &€ig maoav v Bibuvviav ... émoincav,
“they caused this story to spread thoughout all of Bithynia” (not “to
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spread the news throughout Bithynia”). NT Matthew 8:16 €E€Balkev td
nvevpota Ady® (“he expelled the spirits with a /ogos™, not “his word”;
of Jesus healing demoniacs) is not an example of Adyog in the sense
“revealed word” but simply means “with a verbal command”, i.e. Jesus
told the spirits to leave and they did. Hdt. 1. 21. 1 mporenvcuévog mdva
Aoyov does not mean “the whole matter being known beforehand” but
“having inquired into the entire matter ahead of time”. Mac. Apoc. 4 T1i¢
Aertovpyiog OV Adyov mAnpocaca does not mean “once the liturgial
function had been brought to completion” but “after it fulfilled the
liturgical function”. Hdt. 3. 120. 3 &v dvdp@dv Aoy (eivar) does not mean
“to be considered male name of value” (sic) but “to be a man of value”.?!
Hdt. 3. 45. 3 006¢ Adyog aipéetl ... ToDToV ... EcomOTvan means not ““it is
not even logical to think that he had been defeated” but ~ “it is illogical
that he was defeated”. Alciphr. 1. 13. 2 Adyov Battov means not “quicker
than thought” but “quicker than a word”, i.e. “no sooner said than done”
(thus Benner—Fobes); Chariton (e.g. 7. 4. 9) and Heliodorus (e.g. 9. 3.
3) both use the phrase repeatedly, suggesting that it was taught as good
Greek style in the Roman period. Pl. Phd. 62 b means not “perhaps it
may have some foundation” but “perhaps it has some foundation”. Ar.
Nu. 1042 aipovpevov tovg ftTovag Adyoug ... vikdv means not “to get the
better despite choosing the weakest arguments” (sic) but “to win one’s
case despite choosing the weaker arguments”. Hdt. 3. 36. 5 katakpOnTovct
tov Kpoicov énl 1®de @ AOym dote means not “hiding Croesus with the
intention that” but “they conceal Croesus with the following intention,
that”. E. Ba. 940 mapa Adyov means not “against all (your) belief” (sic)
but “contrary to expectation”. Hdt. 8. 6. 2 1® éxeivov AOy® means not
“according to their project” but “by their calculation”.??

To be continued.

S. Douglas Olson
University of Minnesota

sdolson@umn.edu

21 This strange error and others like it elsewhere in the Dictionary appear to
be the product of a clumsily executed universal search-and-replace (presumably in
connection with personal names that were first glossed “a man” and then altered to
the more appropriate “male name”).

22 In the translation of Pi. O. 7. 68, read “occurred” for “ocurred”. “A. Logos,
an eon Ir. Haer. 1.1.1” is garbled. At Hdt. 8. 102. 3, read not mé0n but mé0n.
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