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ZUR ENTSTEHUNG DER GRIECHISCHEN
CHORLYRIK*

Es wird oft behauptet, dass der Ursprung der griechischen Chorlyrik in
einer Zeit, die der endgiiltigen Fixierung des epischen Hexameters voraus-
geht, zu verorten sei.! Da es nun feststeht, dass der homerische Hexameter
spétestens um die Mitte des 8. Jh. v. Chr. seine endgiiltige Form erhielt,?
misste man besagter Theorie zu Folge zu dem Schluss kommen, dass die
Chorlyrik (oder mindestens etliche Elemente derselben) aus einer noch
dlteren Zeit stamme. Da die uns erhaltenen Chorlyriker (Alkman, Stesicho-
rus, Pindar, Bakchylides) dorisch schreiben, hat man vermutet, dass diese
literarische Gattung im Peloponnes gepflegt worden sei. Dieser Annahme
gemil hétte die Chorlyrik (oder einige dhnlich anmutende literarischen
Formen) schon vor Alkman (dem éltesten uns erhaltenen Chorlyriker) iiber
etliche Jahrhunderte im Peloponnes eine Bliitezeit erfahren.

Die Sprache der Chorlyrik und das Epos

Diese Theorie basiert vor allem auf metrischen Grundlagen, auf die wir
spater noch eingehen werden. Zunédchst mochte ich die Frage stellen, ob
es nicht zu erwarten wére, dass die Chorlyrik, wenn sie wirklich eine
so hohe Altertiimlichkeit beanspruchen kann, auch ein entsprechend alt
anmutendes sprachliches Erbgut vorweist. Eine unumstrittene Tatsache
ist, dass das Epos in einer altertiimlicheren Sprachform verfal3t ist als die

* Ich bedanke mich bei Herrn Kollegen A. Auf der Heyde fiir die sprachliche
Unterstiitzung. Mein Dank gilt ebenso Herrn Dr. L. Benelli (K6ln). Den Impuls,
diese Untersuchung zu unternehmen, verdanke ich meinem pisanischem Lehrer,
Prof. G. B. Conte.

I Vgl. z.B. Bethe 1914, 23; Grinbaum 1968; Pavese 1972; West 1973a, 183 ff.;
Gallavotti 1977, 16 ff.; Gentili-Giannini 1977; Gallavotti 1979; Triimpy 1986;
Gentili — Angeli Bernardini — Cingano — Giannini 1995 1995, 512; Comotti 2000, I'V.

2 Die Inschrift der Dipylon-Kanne (ca. 740 v. Chr.) ,,is a hexameter whose
language and vocabulary sound almost perfectly Homeric* (Cassio 2002, 105).
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216 Carlo M. Lucarini

iibrige uns erhaltene Literatur. Doch zeigt auch die Sprache der Chorlyrik
derlei archaische Charakterziige auf?

Fiir die ionischen Dichter, deren &rn in die //ias und in die Odyssee
eingegliedert worden sind, war das Vau bekanntlich ein toter Laut; Es
haftete nur in vielgebrauchten epischen Woértern und Wendungen.3 Fiir
den Booter Pindar lag die Sache anders, denn das Digamma wird in Bootia
(mindestens im Anlaut) bis gegen 200 v. Ch. zdh festgehalten.* Wollen
wir auch annehmen, dass Pindar dem Gebrauch der dorischen Dialekte
des Peloponnes folgte, dann wére eine weite Verbreitung des Digamma
ebenso zu erwarten.®> Mit anderen Worten: das frithzeitige Verschwinden
des Vau ist ein Merkmal des Ionischen, wihrend andere Dialekte (darunter
Bootisch und Lakonisch) es noch Jahrhunderte lang beibehalten haben.
Wie verhilt sich Pindar? Es scheint, dass der Gebrauch der ionischen
Dichtung fiir ihn maB3gebend war. Das Schwanken zwischen digammierter
und nicht digammierter Form, das zahlreiche Worter im Epos aufzeigen, ist
auch bei Pindar zu beobachten: Sogar Worter, die sowohl im Bootischen
als auch im Lakonischen die digammierte Form stindig aufweisen, werden
von Pindar ohne anlautendes Vau oft angewendet.® Etliche Worter, die
urspriinglich mit Vau anlauteten, zeigen bei Homer keine Spur dieses Lauts
mehr (z.B. 0pBdg, 6pTvE, dy0G),” wobei auch bei Pindar keine Wirkung des
Digamma nachweisbar ist.® Es ist fernerhin aufschlussreich zu beobach-
ten, dass 0p06¢ im 6. Jh. im Lakonischen mit Vau anlautete.’

Angesichts der angefiihrten Beobachtungen miissen wir Heimers Be-
hauptung beipflichten: ,,Pindarum digammi usum magis ex epicae poeseos
imitatione quam ex dialectis suae ipsius actatis assumpsisse®.!?

Was das Vau angeht, verhilt sich Bakchylides nicht anders als
Pindar.!! Man konnte vermuten, dass seine keische Herkunft Anlass
zu Unterschieden gegeben hitte,'? das ist aber nicht der Fall. Genauso
wie bei Pindar zeigen bei Bakchylides nur die Worter, die schon im

3 Meister 1921, 201; Chantraine 1988, 116 ff.

4 Thumb-Scherer 1959, 29.

5 Thumb—Kieckers 1932, 84.

¢ Ohne Digamma: dva& (P. 4, 45; N. 4, 42 usw.); kot / ékov (P. 4, 181; N. 8,
47 usw.); eineiv / €mog (0. 1, 52; O. 13, 25 usw.); €pyov (N. 1, 26; N. 8, 49); &telog
(1. 4, 68); icog (O. 4, 25). Die ausfiihrlichste Analyse bei Heimer 1883—1884, 1-89.

7 Chantraine 1988, 125.

8 S. fiir die genannten Worter O. 6, 24; 90; 93; O. 10,4; P. 3,96; N. 1, 2.

9 Schwyzer 1923, 4.

10 Heimer 18831884, 4; in derselben Richtung Peter 1866, 21; Meister 1921, 199.

11 Schone 1899, 194 ff.

12 Anders als in Bootien und Lakonien, war das Digamma zu den Zeiten des
Bachkylides auf den Kykladen geschwunden, vgl. Thumb—Scherer 1959, 261.
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Epos teilweise digammiert sind, ein anlautendes Vau, das allerdings oft
vernachldssigt wird.!3

Ich habe mich auf das Digamma konzentriert, weil es ein adidquates
Orientierungsmerkmal fiir die Bestimmung der Verhéltnisse der literari-
schen Dialekte bietet.!# Auch die sogenannten correptiones epicae scheint
Pindar nach homerischem Muster anzuwenden.!> Auch die Kontraktionen
(die bekanntlich eine nachmikenische Entwicklung darstellen'®) zeigen
einen ebenso starken Einflu der Epik auf die Sprache der Chorlyrik.
Zum Beispiel kontrahieren bei Pindar alle Verba vocalia auf -G® mit
Ausnahme von voietdo, was zweifelsohne auf den epischen Gebrauch
zuriickzufiihren ist.!”

Natiirlich kann ich hier keine systematische Untersuchung der chorlyri-
schen Sprache unternehmen, aber die Sachlage liegt klar auf der Hand. Was
Pindars Sprache angeht, ist Peters Zusammenfassung nach wie vor stichhal-
tig:!8 ,Epica dialectus fundamentum quasi linguae Pindaricae est; nam
quemadmodum poesis lyrica universa paullatim ex epica enata est, ita etiam
dialectus inde originem trahit, id quod ex multis indiciis [...] intelligi potest*.

Die Verfechter einer Kontinuitit zwischen der vorhomerischen Tradi-
tion und der Chorlyrik haben sich auf einige bei Homer nicht befindlichen
Worter berufen, die sowohl auf den mykenischen Tontafeln anzutreffen
sind als auch bei Pindar.! Es handelt sich um BovBotag / go(u)-qo-ta
(N. 4,52,1 6,32; KN L 480b, PY Ea 270 usw.), 'Evvocidag / E-ne-si-da-
o-ne (P. 4,33, 173 usw.; M 719, 2), énétoc / e-ge-ta (P. 5, 4; PY An 654),
hayétag / ra-wa-ke-ta (P. 4, 107; PY Er 312), vawog (P. 6, 4; PY Jn 829, 3).
émétag ist aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach eine Neubildung Pindars, der
auch andere nomina agentis auf -tag neugebildet hat,2® und das Gleiche
kann auch fiir véuoc (,,ad fanum pertinens®) angenommen werden.?!

13 Vgl. die folgenden nicht digammierten Formen: &va& (3, 76); dotv (3, 43);
einelv (17, 47); Epyov (9, 82); &tog (11, 59).

14 Vgl. z.B. Dover 1964, 193.

15 Heimer 1883—1884, 8 ff. Es ist hervorzuheben, dass die correptiones epicae am
meisten in den Daktylopitriten auftreten: Heimer 1883—1884, 10.

16 Lejeune 1972, 258.

I7 Peter 1866, 61.

18 Peter 1866, 4; Nothiger 1971, 133—134. Ahrens’ Behauptung (1843, 410), der
Dialekt von Delphi habe Pindar beeinflusst, ist heutzutage nicht mehr haltbar.

19 Vgl. besonders Triimpy 1986.

20 Vgl. éyérag (fr. 304), kpayétag (N. 3, 82): Fraenkel 1910, 164 ff.; Hajnal 1998,
41-42. In P. 5, 4 tritt énétog als Adjektiv zu mhodtog auf, der mykenische e-ge-ta
befehligt hingegen ein Kontingent von Soldaten. Man beobachte, dass mAodtog £nétog
eine Parallele bei Solon (6, 3 W.: dtav molvg 6ABog Exnton) findet.

2 Vgl. Ruijgh 1989, 88.
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Was die anderen Worter angeht, ist es wohl moglich, dass Pindar sie aus
einer alten poetischen Tradition geschopft hat (BovBdtag und Aayérog
gewil} nicht aus dem Epos, wie das Metrum zeigt!), aber nichts hindert uns
daran, diese Tradition mit der dolischen Lyrik gleichzusetzen. Wir werden
sehen (unten S. 235), dass die Chorlyrik die Tradition der lesbischen Lyrik
fortgesetzt hat, und solche Archaismen konnten von dorther eingedrungen
sein. In jedem Fall reichen die erwdhnten Worter keineswegs aus, um zu
beweisen, dass eine alte, sonst verschwundene, vorhexametrische Lyrik
in der Chorlyrik fortlebt.

Andere Worter zeigen deutlich, dass der Gebrauch der Chorlyriker dem
archaischen und klassischen Griechisch nédher steht als dem Mykenischen.
Das Wort ddpap / da-ma begegnet uns sowohl bei Homer als auch auf
den Tontafeln aus Pylos, aber mit unterschiedlicher Bedeutung: Im My-
kenischen ,mochte man den da-ma als einen nicht unmittelbar von
Palast abhédngigen, einzig in die Struktur des da-mos bzw. der Gemeinde
eingebetteten Landnutzer bezeichnen®,?? dagegen bedeutet ddapop im
Epos (und in der nachfolgenden Grizitit) ,,die Ehegattin®. Zwar ist die
Entwicklung dieser Bedeutungsschiebung diskussionswiirdig, allerdings
steht fest, dass die Chorlyriker das Wort in derselben Bedeutung anwenden
wie Homer (N. 4, 57; N. 7, 28). Ahnliches kann man fiir das Wort
Bactlevg behaupten: Auf den Tontafeln aus Pylos bezeichnet ga-si-re-u
den Vorsteher einer Arbeitseinheit, der den Rang des homerischen und
spateren Paociledg keineswegs besitzt.23 Auch hier wenden die Chorlyriker
das Wort im homerischen Sinn an,>* wéhrend sich von der mykenischen
Bedeutung des Wortes keine Spur findet.

Es gibt eine Reihe von lyrischen Ausdriicken, fiir die eine direkte An-
kniipfung an die indogermanische Dichtung vermutet worden ist. Mitt-
lerweile befinden wir uns in einer gliicklichen Lage, was die Priifung der
Stichhaltigkeit solcher Hypothesen anbelangt, denn die kiirzlich erschie-
nene Dissertation von L. Massetti legt alles Wesentliche klar und deutlich
dar. Im Folgenden werde ich fiir die lyrischen Stellen, deren indogerma-
nischen Ursprung Massetti anhand auBlergriechischer Parallelen nachzu-
weisen versucht hat, eine innergriechische Herkunft vorschlagen.?’ Vorab
mochte ich daraufthin hinweisen, dass die Zuriickfithrung eines Ausdru-
ckes auf das indogermanische Erbgut nur dann erlaubt ist, wenn er in

22 Hajnal 1998, 54, worauf meine Diskussion basiert.

23 Hajnal 1998, 26.

24 Auch wenn sie sich auf die heroische Zeit beziehen (z. B. O. 13, 67).

25 Die epischen Stellen, die ich anfiihre, stehen zum Teil schon bei Massetti.
Ich habe die Ubersetzungen der nicht-griechischen Texte aus Massettis Dissertation
iibernommen. Vgl. auch Wiist 1968.
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seiner Sprache isoliert auftritt: Wenn z.B. einem pindarischen Ausdruck
nur die Veden eine Parallele bieten, dann ist die direkte Zuriickfiihrung
auf die indogermanische Dichtersprache berechtigt. Wenn hingegen fiir
denselben Ausdruck von Pindar unabhingige Parallelen aus der griechie-
schen Literatur angefithrt werden koénnen, dann diirfen wir keine direkte
Beziehung zwischen Pindar und der indogermanischen Dichtersprache an-
nehmen. Auch wenn ein Ausdruck der Chorlyrik in nicht indogermani-
schen Literaturen belegt ist, ist ein direkter Einfluss der indogermanischen
Dichtersprache auf die Chorlyrik schwerlich beweisbar.¢

aoaxpug (0. 2, 66) = RV X, 18, 7 c—d (,,Ohne Trénen*), vgl. jedoch
aodkputog (A 415).  aebrogopog (0. 7, 7) = RV 1, 60, 5 ¢ (,,ein Renn-
pferd, das den Siegerpreis davontragt™), vgl. jedoch dgbropdpog (X 22).
(m®dAov) delhodpdpav (Bacch. 5,39) = RV 1, 181, 2 a-b (,,windschnelle ...
Rennpferde®), vgl. jedoch immoocwv delhonddecow (Hymn. Ven. 217).
afavatov kAéog (Bacch. 13, 65) = RV VI, 48, 12 b (,,die unsterblichen
Ruhm spenden wird®, vgl. jedoch dpbitov / doBectov khéoc (I 413; Hes.
fr. 70, 5).  dxopoavronddov innwv (0. 3, 3-4) = RV VI, 21, 12 ¢—d (,,mit
den unermiidlichen ... Fahrrossen®), der Ausdruck konnte aber poly-
genetisch enstehen, wie ein spitgriechischer Text nahelegt, Blemyomach.
79 (dxdquotot immou). axepoekopa Poife (P. 3, 14) = RV 1, 114, 1
(,,Rudra, mit aufgewundenem Haar®), vgl. jedoch ®oifog dkepoekoung
(Y 39). ava&ipodimov Ovpaviag (Bacch. 6, 10-11) = RV VI, 24, 1 d
(,Konig der Lieder®): Ich glaube vielmehr, dass der Ausdruck als eine
Neubildung des Bakchylides anzusehen ist.?’ avopopdvog (P. 4,
252) = RV'1V, 3, 6 d (,,dem ménnertétenden Rudra®), vgl. jedoch A 242.
agowav matnp (P. 4, 176) = RV 1X, 76, 4 (,der Vater der frommen
Gedanken®), aber die metaphorische Anwendung des Wortes matnp ist
auch in Texten, die nichts mit der indogermanischen Dichtungstradition zu
tun haben, belegt (vgl. Plat. Symp. 177 d matp tod Ad6yov und Braswell
1988, 257).  dpetav gopovra (0. 7, 89) = RV 111, 31, 5 ¢ (,,Sie fanden
jeden Weg des rta“), aber apetr| bedeutet bei Pindar ,,Ruhm®.  dptienng
(0. 6,61)=RV1, 190, 2 a (,,ihm streben rechtzeitig die Reden zu*), vgl.
jedoch X 281. adénc odpov buvov (P. 4,3) = RV1, 116, 1 b (,,Loblieder
lasse ich aufsteigen wie der Wind die Regenwolken®), aber Metaphern aus
dem Bereich des Seelebens sind auch in dgyptischer Literatur auffindbar.28

26 Vgl. zu diesen Fragen Campanile 1977; Costa 1998.

27 Maehler 1997, 131. Im allgemeinen habe ich den Eindruck, dass Massettis
Hypothesen demselben Einwand, den Ruijgh 1989, 88, gegen Triimpy 1986 erhoben
hat, oft ausgesetzt sind: ,,Elle ne tient pas suffisamment compte de la créativité lexicale
du langage artificiel poétique*.

28 Vgl. Niinlist 1998, 265 ff.
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BaBounta (N. 3, 53) = RV VIII, 8, 2 d (,,Seher von tiefer Einsicht™), vgl.
jedoch BaBvPovroc (Aesch. Per. 142), Babbepwv (Pind. N. 7, 1; Solon
33,1). yAdoooa motpaivew €0ékel (O. 11, 9) = RV 111, 38, 9 ¢c—d (,,whose
tongue is a herdsman®), vgl. jedoch Niinlist,2° der Y 249 (énémv 0& moAvg
vopog évla kai €vOa) und Hes. Op. 403 (émémv voudg) anfiihrt, mit der
zusétzlichen Beobachthung (141): ,,Landwirtschafts-Metaphorik ist in
einer agrarischen Gesellschaft wie der frithgriechischen nichts Auflerge-
wonliches®. éprogapayog(Bacch. 5,20)~RV X 68, 1 (,,dumpfdonnernd*),
vgl. jedoch Hymn. Mer. 187.  dvoonuoc (N. 8, 37) = Y 11, 1-2 (,,iiblen
Ruf mdgest du bekommen®), vgl. jedoch dvosenuio (Soph. fr. 178 R.).
gyeipat 06&av (P. 9, 104-105) =~ RV VIIIL, 9, 17 (,,wecke grolien Ruhm zur
Freude®), aber Niinlist*® fiihrt akkadische Parallelen an.  &yyeicépavvog
(0. 13, 77) / kepavveyyng (Bacch. 8,26) = RV'1, 168, 5 a (,,speerblitzenden
Marutas®), aber es kann sich um eine Neubildung der griechischen Dichter
handeln.3!  £dei&av apetav (1. 8, 47-48) =~ Y 43, 10 a (,,So zeige mir das
asa“), aber der Ausdruck kann polygenetisch entstanden sein.  éAeAiyOwv
(P.2,4)=RV1V, 22,4 a-b (,,Alle Ddmme und die vielen Strome, Himmel
und Erde zitterten vor dem Recken bei seiner Geburt®), aber der Ausdruck
kann polygenetisch entstanden sein.  &méwv mOrag €Eevpeiv (Bacch.
fr. 5) = RV IX, 10, 6 (,,Die Dichter der Vorzeit 6ffneten das Tor der
Gedanken®), vgl. jedoch molot Ypuvav (Pind. O. 6, 27), 10D moAépov mHAaL
(Plut. Caes. 33, 1) und Niinlist,32 der Parm. 28 B 1-5 anfiihrt. £patd@vopog
(Bacch. 17, 31) / yoprtdvopog (Bacch. 2, 2) = KUB 24, 8 iii + KUB 36,
60 iii 8 (,,Und gab ihm den siiBen Namen Schlecht™), aber zusammen-
gesetzte Adjektive auf -®vopocg sind zahlreich, vgl. de&umvopoc (Aesch.
Supp. 607), evdvopog (Hes. Th. 409).  evapuatog (P. 2, 5)=RV'1, 22,2
(,,Die die besten guten Wagen habenden Wagenfiihrer sind*), vgl. jedoch
aprebapuatoc (P. 5, 30), pyueapuartog (Pind. O. 3, 37; Soph. OC 1063)
und Gppa €0oov, evmointov, £0tpoyov.  gvbeia kéAevboc dpetTav EAETV
(P. fr. 108 a2 S—M.) = RV 1, 46, 11 a-b (,,Der Weg des rta ist direkt®),
vgl. jedoch einen vielleicht vergleichbaren Ausdruck bei Eur. Phoen. 469
(Gmhodg 0 udbog tiic aAndeiag £pv).  edmointog (Bacch. 5, 177) = Yt 5,
101 g—h (,,ein wohlgebautes Haus*), vgl. jedoch E 466.  edinnov (O. 3,
39) = RV VII, 68, 1 a—b (,,mit schonen Rossen®), vgl. jedoch Hymn.
Ap. 210. gbmenlol te kodpar (Bacch. 11, 42) = RV 1, 124, 7 ¢
(,,schongekleidet wie ein verlangendes Weib®), vgl. jedoch Ayauddwmv
eonémhov (E 424).  eopvaiyunc (P. fr. 173) = Yr 15, 48 c¢—d (,,derjenige,

29 Niinlist 1998, 135 ff.

30 Niinlist 1998, 295.

31 Braswell 1988, 278-279; Maehler 1997, 141.
32 Niinlist 1998, 260.
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der einen breiten Speer hat®), aber mit €dpO- zusammengesetze Adjektive
kommen zahlreich vor, und gopvaiyung ist wahrscheinlich als Pindars
Neubildung anzusehen.  {eb&ou péhog (N. 1, 7) = RV'1, 186, 7 a-b (,,als
Rosse angeschirrte Gedichte®): Fiir das Bild des ,,poetologischen Wagens*
vgl. jedoch Niinlist,3? der Choer. Sam. 2, 4-5 Ber., Emped. 31 B 3,
3—-5 und Parmen. 28 B 5 anfithrt.  6pacvképdioc (Bacch. 13, 106) = RV
I, 54, 4 a-b (,,mit kithnem Sinn*), vgl. jedoch K 41. toyéoupa (P. 2,
9)= RV X, 103, 2 c—d (,,der den Pfeil in der Hand hat*), vgl. jedoch E 53.
inmovg ioavépovg (Bacch. 20, 9) = RV 1, 181, 2 (,,Rosse ... windschnellen
himmlischen Rennpferde®), vgl. jedoch inmoicwv delhonddeco (Hymn.
Ven. 217).  xéhevBov duvov (P. fr. 191) = RV IX, 91, 5 a-b (,,Mache du
wie vormals der neuesten wohlgesetzten Rede die Pfade bereit*™), aber fiir
das ,,poetologische Weg-Bild“ vgl. Niinlist,>* der Empedocl. 31 B 17, 26,
id. 31 B 24 anfiihrt.  «Aéog evpécbor (P. 3, 111) = RV IV, 26, 5 d (,,und
der Adler hat sich dabei Ruhm gefunden®), aber der Ausdruck kann
polygenetisch entstanden sein.  kA€og vmépToTov / VynAdY (Bacch. 17,
79-80; P. 3, 111) = RV 1, 91, 18 d (,,erwirb dir im Himmel hochsten
Ruhm®), vgl. jedoch M 437 (xddog Vvméptatov). KADTOHOVTIC
(P. fr. 52) = RV X, 47, 3 (,,famous seers*), aber dass die Hellseher Ruhm
genieflen, ist ein geldufiger Gedanke, vgl. Apoll. Rh. 3, 932. S
aynpaov (P. 2, 52) = RV 1, 126, 2 d (,.er seinen nicht alternden Ruhm
ausdehnt™), aber es konnte sich um eine Mischung von Begriffen wie
KAéog GeOitov und yapig aynpwg (Eur. Supp. 1178) handeln.  Aaoccdog
(P. 12,24) = RV'1, 37, 12 a-b (,,habt ihr die Menschen erschiittert™), vgl.
jedoch N 128.  Aevxkutmog (O. 6, 95) = RV VII, 77, 3 a-b (,,das schone
weille Ross®), vgl. jedoch Aevk60pi immog (Call. Hymn. 6, 120).
Aevkdievog (P. 3, 98) = Hav. 161, 5 (,,der weilarmigen Frau®), vgl.
jedoch ® 484 etc. péya kiéog (0. 8, 10) = RV 1, 43, 7, vgl. jedoch Z 446.
pedMydwocog (Bacch. 3, 97) = RV 111, 57, 5 a-b (,,der honigziingigen
Nachtigall), vgl. jedoch A 249 (amo yhdoong pélrtog yAvkiov péev
avon), unAiynpug (u 187).3 Motwcayétag Amorrov (P. fr. 94 ¢) = RV 1,
190, 1 (,,den Brhaspati ... den Leiter der Gesidnge®), aber Motcayérog ist
ein kultisches Epitheton (vgl. Paus. 1, 2, 5). vicovt® én’ avOpmmovg
agowdai (0. 3, 10) = RV'1, 186, 7 c—d (,,our songs approach him®), vgl. was
ich zu kélevbov Vuvwv beobachtet habe.  véov duvov (1. 5, 63) = RV 1,
12, 11 a-b (,,mit dem neuesten Gesangeslied*), aber der Ausdruck kann
polygenetisch entstanden sein.  0Akdd” Vuvov (Bacch. 16, 1-4) = RV 1,

33 Ninlist 1998, 255 ff.
34 Nunlist 1998, 228 fT.
35 Auch die semitischen Literaturen bieten Parallelen, vgl. Niinlist 1998, 300.
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46, 7 a-b (,,das Schiff unserer Gedanken®), aber fiir diese Metapher vgl.
Niinlist,?¢ der dgyptische Parallelen anfiihrt. Omo. Tpoyeovimv (P. 10,
56) = RV 11, 27, 1 a-b (,,Lobrede ergiele ich®), aber die Metapher des
poetischen FlieBens kommt auch in semitischen Literaturen vor.3’
opoiarog (Bacch. 16, 19) = RV X, 123, 2 a (,,treibt der Vena die Wellen
empor®), aber Bakchylides und Pindar haben zahlreiche neue dpot-
Adjektive gebildet,’® und das Bild von Poseidon, der das Meer erschiit-
tert, begegnet auch anderswo (Hymn. Nept. (22) 1-2: Ilocewddova ...
yaing kwnrijpa koi dtpuyérolo Borkdoong). opowveenc (N. 5,35)= RV,
116, 1 b (,,Loblieder lasse ich aufsteigen wie der Wind die Regenwolken
aufsteigen ldsst®), aber vgl. was ich zu dpciaiog beobachtet habe, und
vgl. auch vepeinyepéta A 30.  mappdpuaxkog (P. 4,233)= RV X, 60, 12
(,,diese meine Hand ist allheilend”), aber Braswell?® vermutet einen
epischen Ursprung.  mowidov duvov (O. 6, 87) = RV VII, 18, 2 ¢ (,,0r-
nament hymns*) vgl. jedoch Niinlist.**  woAvavopog (P. 1, 17)= RV VIII,
93, 17 (,,0 you of many names*), vgl. jedoch Hymn. Ap. 82.  tepyienng
(Bacch. 13, 230) = MBh XII, 279, 1 c—d (,,mit deiner Rede, Grof3vater, ...
kann ich mich nicht fiillen*), vgl. jedoch 0 91 (tépmovt’ éméecowv).
vppy 16de eépwv pérog Epyounan (P. 2, 3-4) = RV 1, 57, 1 a-b (,,dem
starken trage ich ein Gedicht vor*), aber der Ausdruck kann polygenetisch
entstanden sein.  Vyikepwg (Bacch. 16, 22) = RV 'V, 59, 3 a—b (,,ist euer
hochstes Horn priachtig anzuschauen®), vgl. jedoch « 158. PaeVVaC
omoc (P. 4, 283) = RV 1, 173, lab (,,we chant this chant that is growing
strong, bringing the sun*), aber Vergleiche zwischen dem Licht und dem
Gesang kommen auch in hebrdischen Texten vor (Ps. 119, 105).4!
pepexvong (Bacch. 1, 127) = RV 1, 102, 2 d (,,Seinen Ruhm tragen die
sieben Fliisse®), aber Bakchylides’ Text ist unsicher. XPVOOKEPMG
(0. 3,29) = RV, 163, 9 a-b (,,mit goldenen Hornern*), aber vielleicht
die goldenen Horner stammen aus der Sage.*>  ypvoomnyvg (scil. Hog,
Bacch. 5, 40) = RV VII, 34, 4 (,,mit goldenem Arme”), vgl. jedoch viel-
leicht 'Hog podommyvg (Hymn. 31, 6) und ‘Hdag ypvcdbpovog (y 243).
xpvoomela (P. fr. 51 £ b) = Yr 15, 57 a—g (“mit goldenem Schuhzeug
war sie angetan®), aber die Pindarstelle ist zu fragmentarisch. ypvcomenlog
(I 6, 75) = Yt 15, 57 k (,,der das goldene Gewand trigt™), vgl. jedoch

w

¢ Ninlist 1998, 265 ff.

37 Vgl. Niinlist 1998, 178 ff.

8 Machler 1997, 162.

9 Braswell 1988, 321.

O Niinlist 1998, 118.

41 Vgl. Niinlist 1998, 162.

4 Vgl. Gentili-Catenacci—Lomiento—Giannini 2013, 427-428.

BOW W
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vielleicht &ixeoinenlog (Z 442) und ypvcootéeavog (Hes. Th. 17),
ypvoomedirog (A 604), ypuvodBpovog (A 611).  ounotd Aéovtt (Bacch.
13,46) = RV X, 87, 7 d (,,die aasfressenden ... Geier*), vgl. jedoch A 453—
454 (oiwvol / dunotai).

Diesen sparlichen und zweifelhaften Belegen, die einen Einfluss der
vorepischen Tradition auf die Chorlyriker beweisen sollten,*? stelle ich
eine Reihe von pindarischen Junkturen, die ganz offensichtlich aus dem
Epos entstanden sind, gegeniiber:**

ayopai BovAagopot (O. 12, 5), vgl. 1 112; iBouéva dac (fr. 79 b), vgl.
a 428; aibouevov wop (0. 1, 1), vgl. I1 293; Gvdpa merwprov (0. 7, 15),
vgl. 1 187; dvBog fifag (P. 4, 158), vgl. N 484; dpua Bodv (0. 1, 110; O. 8,
49), vgl. P 458; dopareg aigv £€dog (N. 6, 3), vgl. { 42; Béhoc axd (O. 2,
83), vgl. E 112; ynpat Mmapd (N. 7, 99), vgl. A 136; yAvkvg {pepog (O. 3,
33), vgl. I 446; dvopepac voktoc (fr. 130), vgl. v 269; dvcuevémv avopdv
otiyac (V. 9, 38), vgl. I' 196, 6 246; &yyog ydAikeov (O. 1, 76), vgl. I" 317,
gvtea yoikea (0. 4, 20), vgl. £ 130-131; Boa vadg (0. 6, 101; O. 12, 3;
P.5,87; N. 7,28; fr. 221, 5 S.—M.), vgl. E 410; xedvoi tokieg (I. 1, 5),
vgl. P 28; khéog £cOLov (P. 4, 174), vgl. E 3; khéoc gvpv (O. 10, 95), vgl.
o 344; koihar vaeg (0. 6, 10), vgl. @ 32; uéyav dpkov oudecor (O. 6,
20), vgl. k¥ 299; Eeotov digppov (P. 2, 10), vgl. Q 322; péya kddog Edwke
(P. 2,89 D), vgl. ® 176, 216; puehaivog voktog (fr. 142), vgl. © 486; 050v
aynuovedoor (0. 6, 25), vgl. £ 261; o6&siog dutag (N. 9, 35), vgl. O 312;
opéwv okloéviov (P. 9, 34), vgl. A 157; netpaéococ [Tubdvoc (O. 6, 48),
vgl. B 519; mohadc ardc (0. 1, 71; P. 2, 68; 1. 4, 56), vgl. u 180; ntepdelg
oiotog (0. 9, 11), vgl. E 171; mokval Povrai (. 7, 8), vgl. B 55; vmo
kevBeot yaiag (N. 10, 56), vgl. X 482; paevvag viov Adog (N. 6, 52), vgl.
5 188; paoyavov Tvdocwv (N. 1, 52b), vgl. X 311; gikov fjrop (O. 1, 4),
vgl. T 31 etc.; ydhixeog Apng (O. 10, 15; 1. 4, 15), vgl. E 704; ydikeog
ovpavoc (P. 10, 27; N. 6, 4), vgl. P 425; ypvodOpovog "Hpa (N. 1, 37),
vgl. A 611; yoldevto kepavvov (N. 10, 71), vgl. y 330; oxvropov vadv
(P. 1,74), vgl. K 308.

Wie Schultz in einer noch lesenswerten Arbeit dargelegt hat,®
stammen fast alle pindarische Adjektive nachweislich aus dem Epos, und

43 Eine Bestitigung der hier verteidigten Auffassung kommt aus dem beriihmten
Buch zur indogermanischen Dichtersprache, das vor mehr als fiinfzig Jahren
R. Schmitt (1967) ver6ffentlicht hat. Ein Blick auf Schmitt’sche Sammlung geniigt,
um zu konstatieren, dass fast alle lyrische Stellen, fiir die eine Parallele aus anderen
indogermanischen Kulturen angefiihrt werden kann, eine noch engere Parallele im
griechischen Epos finden.

4 Vgl. besonders Schultz 1905.

4 Schultz 1905.
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auch fiir diejenigen, die keine Parallelen im uns erhaltenen Epos finden,
kann ein epischer Ursprung mit grofer Wahrscheinlichkeit angenommen
werden. Auch die Epitheta, die haufig sprachliche Altertiimlichkeiten auf-
weisen, enthalten bei den Chorlyrikern keine Archaismen.*°

Damit will ich nicht bestreiten, dass die Chorlyrik als einziges grie-
chisches Zeugnis an manchen Stellen diverse Ziige der indogermanischen
Dichtersprache vorweist. Doch habe ich den Eindruck, dass es sich um
ganz sporadische Erscheinungen handelt. Die Vermutung, es handele sich
um eine ununterbrochene Tradition von der indogermanischen Zeit bis
zur griechischen Chorlyrik, wird dadurch keineswegs berechtigt, zumal
eine Vermittlung der lesbyschen Lyrik oder des verlorenen Epos nie
ausgeschlossen werden kann.*’

Die Entstehung des Hexameters und die Lyrik

Ein weiterer Beweis fiir die Altertiimlichkeit der Chorlyrik wurde aus
der Metrik hergeleitet. Ein grofer Teil der auf uns gekommenen Lyrik
ist bekanntlich in Daktyloepitriten verfasst, und viele Philologen glauben,
dass solche Metren, genauso wie die anderen daktylischen Versmale, die
in der Lyrik vorkommen, in einer Phase der griechischen Verskunst, die der
endgiiltigen Fixierung des Hexameters vorangeht, ihre Wurzeln haben.*
Trifft diese Hypothese zu, so sind die Daktyloepitriten als zum Hexameter
parallel entwickelte Verse anzusehen. Die Daktyloepitriten bestehen aus
Daktylen, Trochden und lamben. Hier lasse ich die Trochden und die
Iamben beiseite, weil sie nichts Brauchbares fiir unsere Untersuchung
enthalten, und konzentriere mich auf die Daktylen. Am meisten treten
folgende daktylische Formen in den Daktyloepitriten auf: —uw U — U U —
(hem m), — U U — U U — X (hem f), X — U U — U U — X (enhop),
X — U U — U U — (pros). Die augenscheinliche Ahnlichkeit zwischen
diesen Sequenzen und der Hélfte eines Hexameters haben viele Philologen
zu der Vermutung veranlasst, dass der Hexameter aus der Verbindung
zweier solcher Sequenzen entstanden sei: Die meisten Philologen haben

46 Meyer 1913 zeigt, wie stark Alkman und Bakchylides unter dem Einfluss des
Epos stehen; Pindar ist ein bisschen freier.

47 Watkins’ beeindruckende Behauptung 2002, 319: ,,Yet Pindar is in many ways
the most Indo-European of Greek poets” bezieht sich auf Pindars literarische Gattung
(,,praise poetry*), kaum auf seine sprachlichen Ziige.

48 Vgl. z.B. Bergk 1854; Usener 1887; Gentili-Giannini 1977; West 1973a,
188; Gallavotti 1977, 16 ff.; Fantuzzi 1984, 54 ff.; Gostoli 2011, 33. Vgl. auch Macia
Aparicio 1992.
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angenommen, dass der Hexameter aus der Kopplung eines hem m mit
einem enhop entstanden sei.*

Trotz aller Unterschiede haben alle diese Theorien ein gemeinsames
Element, indem sie den Hexameter aus zwei reinen daktylischen
Sequenzen (— U U — U L) entstehen lassen. Ich nehme an, dass jeder
Versuch, der Vorgeschichte der griechischen Verse auf den Grund
zu gehen, unseren Kenntnissen der indogermanischen Metrik gerecht
werden sollte. Dieser Anforderung ist erst Meillet nachgekommen,
dem wir die grundlegende Feststellung verdanken, dass unter den
griechischen Versmafen die sogenannten dolischen Metren eine besondere
Altertiimlichkeit beanspruchen kdnnen:’° Die vergleichende Betrachtung
von vedischer und griechischer Metrik (die die Grundlage jedes
Versuches, die indogermanische Metrik wiederzugewinnen, darstellt) lehrt
uns das. In den Veden tritt eine Erscheinung oOfters auf, der im Rahmen
unserer Fragestellung eine entscheidende Rolle gebiihrt (hierbei sei daran
erinnert, dass die vedische Metrik isosyllabisch ist):31 x x x x U — U —
(vedischer Achtsilber). Zwei Ahnlichkeiten zwischen diesem Meter und
den dolischen dréangen sich sofort auf: (1) der Isosyllabismus, auf den die
iibrigen griechischen Verse verzichtet haben; (2) die Freiheit der ersten
elementa. Vergleicht man den vedischen Achtsilber mit dem Glykoneus
(einem der verbreitesten dolischen Verse), so bemerkt man, dass sie sich
nur am dritten und vierten elementum unterscheiden. Ein weiterer dolischer
Vers, der sogenannte wilamowitzianus (X x X X — U U —), zeigt weitere
augenfillige Ahnlichkeiten mit den vedischen auf. Aus all dem kann man
mit Zuversicht zu dem Schluss gelangen, dass die dolischen Versmalle
unter den griechischen den indogermanischen am nichsten stehen.>?

Da die dlteste griechische Literatur in Hexametern verfasst ist, sind von
vornherein diejenigen Theorien vorzuziehen, die einen Zusammenhang
zwischen dem Hexameter und den dolischen Versmallen erkennen und
erkldaren. Trifft das zu, so muss man annehmen, dass der Hexameter aus
der Verbindung zweier kleinerer Verse entstanden ist: Wir erschlieen
das daraus, dass die oben erwihnten dolischen Versmalle Achtsilber sind,
wihrend die homerischen Verse 15/ 17 Silben im Durchschnitt umfassen,
und die Tatsache, dass der Hexameter doppelt so viele Silben enthilt wie die

4 So schon der Urheber dieser Frage, der grof3e Th. Bergk (1854); ihm sind mit
unwesentlichen Differenzierungen u.a. Usener 1887, West 1973a, Gentili-Giannini
1977 gefolgt.

50 Meillet 1923.

51 Eine synthetische und klare Darstellung bei Macdonell 1916, 436 ff.

32 Diese Tatsache ist heute allgemein anerkannt und bedarf keiner eingehenden
Erlduterung.
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Achtsilber, spricht fiir die Entstehung des Letzteren aus dem Ersten.> Eine
sehr plausible Entwicklungshypothese ist von Berg vorgelegt worden.>*
Nach Bergs Auffassung wurde am Anfang der ererbte Achtsilber mit seiner
katalektischen Variante verbunden (X x X x U —\U — X x X x U ——): Das
ist per se ipsum sehr plausibel, denn die Koppelung eines akatalektischen
Verses mit seiner katalektischen Variante ist nicht ungewdhnlich.>> Dann
hitte eine quantitative Festlegung der ancipitia stattgefunden, die die
zweite Hélfte des Verses zu einem pher gemacht hitte (X X — U U — —).
Auch dieser Schritt ist leicht nachvollziehbar, weil derlei Festlegungen
in der Richtung vom Ende auf den Anfang des Verses hin nachweislich
auftreten konnen.5¢ Seit Wilamowitz steht fest, dass zwischen einer
ganzen Reihe von Achtsilbern (glyc, wil) ein Zusammenhang besteht:>7
,Die Ratio der empfundenen Zusammengehorigkeit dieser 8-Silber liegt
offenbar einerseits in dem gemeinsamen choriambischen Nukleus, der in
der Mitte, am Anfang oder am Ende stehen kann, und andrerseits in der
Gleichwertigkeit von — U U —und U — U —“.38 Da die Verwandtschaft bzw.
die Aquivalenz dieser Achtsilber das altertiimlichste Gepriige erkennen
lasst, sind wir berechtigt anzunehmen, dass die erste Hilfte unseres
Urhexameters manchmal die Form X X x x — U U — annahm, und dass
eine Entwicklung von x X X x — U U — X X — U U — — zum homerischen
Hexameter somit leicht zu verstehen ist. Berg hat versucht, jeden Schritt
dieser von ihm angenommenen Wendung von jener primitiven Form
bis zu dem uns vertrauten Hexamater, zu erkldren. Es wére iiberfliissig,
Bergs Argumente an dieser Stelle noch einmal zu wiederholen.>® Ich
beschrinke mich auf wenige Beobachtungen. Bergs Hypothese wird nicht
nur der Silbenanzahl des Hexameters gerecht, sondern mindestens auch
dreien weiteren Tatsachen. (1) Das pherekrateische Ende des Hexameters
(- U ——) wird auf diese Weise am besten erkldrt. (2) Es ist eine bekannte
Tatsache, dass die Anzahl von Spondeen in den ersten beiden Fiilen hoher
ist als in den folgenden: Nehmen wir an, dass das Eindringen der Daktylen
ausgehend vom Ende des Verses bis hin zum Anfang verlduft, dann ist

53 Man erinnere sich, dass die dolischen Versmalf3e dlter sind als die hexametrischen,
wie Meillet (1923) ein fiir allemal bewiesen hat.

54 Berg 1978; ihm sind Hajnal 2003 und Tichy 2010, 6 ff. u.a. gefolgt. Vgl. auch
Magnelli 1995-1996.

35 Man denke z.B. an den Priapeus (glyk + pher) oder an den Eupolideus
(00—x—UU-|00—%x—U X).

% Berg 1978, 27 ff.

57 Wilamowitz 1921, 210-244 (als eigenstdndiger Artikel schon 1902 erschienen);
Tichy 2010, 7 ff.

38 Berg 1978, 23-24.

% Vgl. dazu Tichy 2010, 1-16.
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es kaum verwunderlich, dass erste Fiile ihre zweisilbige Form fiir eine
langere Zeit beibehalten haben. (3) Die sogenannten otiyot dképaiot, die
mit einer Kiirze anfangen, spiegeln einen altertiimlichen Zustand wider,
wie die uns geldufige basis Aeolica der dolischen Verse.%0

Berg ist nicht der erste, der den Hexameter auf die dolischen Versmalie
zurlickfiithrt: Schon Nagy®! hatte ihn als einen expandierten Pherekrateus
interpretiert, und auch frither hatte es nicht an dhnlichen Versuchen ge-
mangelt. Solchen Hypothesen stehen diejenigen entgegen, welche die ur-
spriinglichen Hemistichien, aus denen der Hexameter entstand, auf eine
urspriinglich daktylische Form zuriickfiihren. Die Verteidiger dieser An-
sicht berufen sich sowohl auf die augenscheinliche Ahnlichkeit zwischen
Versen wie dem Enhoplios, dem Hemiepes usw. und dem Hexameter als
auch auf die Césuren des Letzteren: Der Umstand, dass die hdufigsten
Césuren (mevOepupepng bzw. kotd 1OV Tpitov tpoyoiov) im dritten Full
fallen und die Versteile, die solchen Einschnitten vorangehen bzw. folgen,
einem hem m / hem f bzw. enhop entsprechen, wird von diesen Philologen
als Bestétigung ihrer These angesehen. Dagegen sind gewichtige Bedenken
anzumelden. Jede Hypothese, die, um die Entstehung des Hexameters
zu erkldren, eine Césur in den Mittelpunkt riicken ldsst, setzt sich dem
uniiberwindlichen Einwand aus, dass der Hexameter vier wichtige Ein-
schnitte hat,®> von denen keiner ein besonderes Recht beanspruchen
kann, als Verkniipfungspunkt zweier urspriinglich unabhéngiger Verse
zu gelten.®> Ebenso unmdglich ist es, die genetischen Prozesse des
Hexameters mit bestimmten Formeln in Zusammenhang zu bringen,
weil altertiimlich aussehende Formeln die verschiedensten metrischen
Positionen einnehmen.%*

60 Zu den Besonderheiten erster Fiile, die durch die erwéhnte genetische
Hypothese erklart werden konnen, vgl. Nagy 1974, 55; Durante 1976, 63-64.

61 Nagy 1974.

62 Neben den schon erwdhnten Césuren die épOnuipepng und die bukolische
Didresis.

63 Man hat behauptet, dass im dritten Ful} einige UnregelméaBigkeit auftreten,
die auf die urspriingliche Trennung der Kola zuriickzufiihren seien (z.B. West 1973a,
188; Gentili-Giannini 1977, 38). Dagegen hat Witte (1972, 83 ff.) mit Recht geltend
gemacht, dass derlei Erscheinungen auch vor der bukolischen Didrese vorkommen.

64 Vgl. Magnelli 1995-1996. Gentilis Behauptung (1977, 28): ,,L’esametro ap-
pare un verso risultante dall’associazione di quelle stesse figure metriche nelle quali
si strutturano le formule evidenziate dal Parry* ist bedenklich. Es ist allerdings wahr,
dass die alten Formeln am Ende des Hexameters am héufigsten auftreten (Durante
1971, 123). Diese Tatsache wiirde vermuten lassen, dass die Fixierung der Formeln
im Hexameter nach der endgiiltigen metrischen Fixierung des Letzteren erfolgt ist.
Allem Anschein nach die homerischen Formeln in nachmykenischer Zeit entstanden
sind, vgl. Gallavotti 1969.
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Manche Philologe glauben, dass die Kola, aus denen sie den Hexameter
entstehen lassen (hem, enhop usw.), auf einigen archaischen Inschriften,
die keinen epischen Einfluss aufzeigen, auftreten: Nach diesen Gelehrten
wiirden die erwdhnten Inschriften, genauso wie die Daktyloepitriten der
Chorlyrik, diejenigen alten Versen gebrauchen, aus deren Verschmelzung
der Hexameter entstanden ist. M.W. wurde dieser Weg erst von Usener
eingeschlagen, welchem einige gefolgt sind.%® Da die ausfiihrlichste Ver-
teidigung dieser Ansicht von Gallavotti stammt, werde ich einige metrische
Analysen dieses Gelehrten einer Priifung unterziehen. Zunichst gebe ich
Gallavottis Text und die entsprechenden metrischen Interpretationen
wieder:%0

80 Hansen, Attica, ca. 475-450: yaipere ol moapdvieg €ym Of |
Avtiotdng | ¥0¢ AtdpPov kei|po t€ide Bavav, | Totpida YV TpoToV |
Avtiotamng Abnvaiog alem”, ia, hem m, reiz", hem m, 2 ia

144 Schwyzer, Syracusae/Delphi, post 480: Tapwv 0 Agwvopéveog | kai
tol Zvpakdciot | tdt Al Tvppava 'no Kopog 2 pros, enhopl

87 Hansen, Attica, ca. 431-421: ®puydv O¢ dpiotog €ysivot’ | &v
g0pLYOpoIcty ABMvarg | Mévvng Opoponog, | ob pviipa t68° o6l koddv, |
kol pot Al odx eldov gpov|tod dueiveo DAotoOpov | &v Tl mOAEpmL
anéBavev. 2 enhopl, reiz, pros, cho dim, 2 pros

394 Hansen, Sybaris, ca. 600—550: 8@ KAéoppotog | 0 Ag&ilaFo avédni’
| Ohvvrion vikdoog | Fioo(p) pikog te Kol mdyog te, | tdfdaval apEédiov |
evEGuevog dexdtav  hypd, pros, 2 enhop, reiz, hem m

1G X1V 865, Cumae, saec. VII: Tataing gipt Mkvbog | 6¢ 8™ dv pe kA&ymt
| ToprOG Eotan 2 ia, reiz, tr

Gallavotti bemerkt, dass die von ihm angenommenen Versmal3e ihre
engste Parallele in den Daktyloepitriten der Chrorlyrik finden, und in-
terpretiert sie als metrische Kola. Nun habe ich den Eindruck gewonnen,
dass eine sorgféltige Gegeniiberstellung von Metren der Chorlyrik und
der angefiihrten Inschriften Gallavottis These eindeutig widerlegen. Der
vermeintliche hem m V0¢ AtdpPov kei- hat eine Kontraktion, wéhrend

65 Usener 1887; Gentili—-Giannini 1977; Gallavotti 1979. Contra Allen 18851888,
Zaicev 2006 [A. U. 3aiiueB, “@opMUIpoBaHUE IPEBHETPEYECKOr0 rekcamerpa’, in:
A. H. 3aiiues, Hccrnedosanus no opesnecpeueckoil u undoesponelickou noazuu, 137.

6 Mit | bezeichne ich das Kolon-Versende, wie es von Gallavotti gesetzt wird.
Die angefiihrten Texte befinden sich auf den Seiten 23, 14, 21, 108, 86 des Buches
von Gallavotti.
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die hem der Daktyloepitriten fast immer unkontrahiert bleiben. Reiz
wie -pon 1€1de Oavav, Mavvng Opouatog sind den Daktyloepitriten der
Chorlyrik, die die Form x — U — — gern anwendet, fremd. Auch pros mit
monosyllabischer Senkung wie koi toi Zvpakdciol oder mit Auflosung
der letzten Hebung (-6avev) werden von Chorlyrikern vermieden. Auch
ein cho dim inmitten einer Reihe von Daktyloepitriten wiirde iiberra-
schen. Man fragt sich, warum den Steindichtern, die nicht selten gute
Hexameter und Pentameter zu schreiben vermochten, keine anstidndige
Reihe von Daktyloepitriten zu schreiben gelungen sein soll. Dazu kommt
ein weiterer Aspekt: Selbst wenn die angefiihrten Steinepigramme
wirkliche Daktyloepitriten enthalten wiirden, so wiirde daraus keines-
wegs folgen, dass eine besonders alte Tradition dieser Dichtung da-
hintersteckt. Da kein vermeintliches daktyloepitritisches Steingedicht
iber das 6. Jh. v.Chr. hinaufreicht, konnte man auch annehmen, dass
die Chorlyrik diese Dichtungen beeinflusst hat. Wie dem auch sei,
steht fest, dass Useners, Gianninis und Gallavottis Versuch, in einigen
Steingedichten Spuren einer vorhexametrischen Verskunst nachzuweisen,
gescheitert ist.

Ein Uberblick iiber die daktylischen Formen der Lyrik kann hier
behilflich sein. Der élteste Dichter, dessen Metrik wir erfassen konnen,
Archilochos, benutzt hex, 4 da™, hem m, 4 da, enhop. Wer an die Ent-
stehung des Hexameters aus hem m + enhop glaubt, kann sich auf das
Vorhandensein dieser Kola berufen, aber Archilochos benutzt auch
4 da (fr. 188 W.: 00ké0’ oud¢ Odrrelg anarov ypoda), das die Ansicht
derjenigen, die den Hexameter aus 4 da + adon entstehen lassen,®’
unterstiitzten mag. Dasselbe gilt von den Daktyloepitritern, die meiner
Meinung nach eine Parallelentwicklung zu Archilochos’ sogenannten
Asynarteten darstellen:%® Auch dort tritt neben hem, enhop, pros die
Sequenz 4 da auf, obwohl in katalektischer Form (Pind. P. 4, 6: xapmo-
@opov Apdag, iepav).

Weitere Erscheinungen daktylischen Ursprungs innerhalb der Lyrik
sind wahrscheinlich die Anapéste. Dass Daktylen und Anapéste aus
einem /ongum und einem biceps bestehen, was sie von den {iibrigen
griechischen VersmalBlen unterscheidet, fiithrt berechtigerweise zu der
Vermutung einer engen Verwandtschaft beider Metren. Der sogenannte
Paroemiakos (U U — U U — U U — —), der sich vom Enhoplios kaum
unterscheidet, wird in der klassischen Tragddie als Klausel fiir ana-

7 Wie z. B. Witte 1972, 83 ff.
%8 Manche lassen hingegen die Daktyloepitriten aus den archilocheischen Vers-
mafen entstehen. Ich werde dieses Thema an anderer Stelle behandeln.
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pastische Reihen angewendet, was ohne Zweifel auf sein klingelndes
Ende (- —) zuriickzufiihren ist. Manche schreiben eine besondere Alter-
timlichkeit dem Paroemiakos zu, und berufen sich dabei auf den Um-
stand, dass die Sprichworter in diesem Vers verfasst wurden.®® Aber wenn
man Bergs These zustimmt, dann ist der Paroemiakos nichts Anderes
als ein Teil des Hexameters, der mit dem genetischen Vorgang, der
zum Hexameter gefiihrt hat, nichts zu tun hat. All das hat weitreichende
Folgerungen fiir die Geschichte der griechischen Lyrik: Die beriihmten
spartanischen éupatnipia, von denen uns ein Stiick erhalten ist (PMG 856),
sind in Paroemiaken verfasst. Wir besitzen iiberhaupt keinen Anhaltspunkt
fiir ithre Datierung, aber wenn man davon ausgeht, dass das Metron,
in dem sie geschrieben sind, aus dem Hexameter entstanden ist, und
dabei bedenkt, dass sich sdmtliche Versmalle, die auf den Hexameter
zuriickzufiihren sind, im Osten entwickelt haben, und von dort aus im
8. Jh. von dolischen Séngern auf dem Peloponnes eingefiihrt worden sind
(vgl. unten S. 233 ff.), dann fiihrt das zu dem unumgénglichen Schluss,
dass vor dem 8. Jh. keine anapéstischen ufatnpio existierten.

Meiner Ansicht nach sind die daktylischen Reihen, die in der Lyrik
vorkommen, nichts Anderes als Teile des Hexameters, die von einem
gewissen Punkt an als selbstdndige Kola bzw. Verse angewandt worden
sind. Gibt es irgendwelche Parallelen fiir eine derartige Zerstiickelung
langerer Verse? Ein dhnliches Verfahren ist in mittelalterlicher Dichtung
belegbar, wo der Octonarius aus der Zerstiickelung des lateinischen
trochaischen Octonarius entstanden ist.”°

Besonders hervorheben mochte ich die weitreichenden Konsequenzen,
die Bergs Entstehungstheorie des Hexameters fiir die ganze griechische
Literaturgeschichte hat: Nehmen wir einmal an, dass der Hexameter
aus den sogenannten dolischen Versen entstanden ist, dann folgt daraus
notwendigerweise, dass sich die daktylischen Reihen erst innerhalb des
Hexameters entwickelt haben. Daraus wiederum kann man schliessen,
dass die daktylischen Versmalle der Lyrik aus der Zerstiickelung des
Hexameters entstanden sind. Wenn auch einzelne Punkte von Berg
Rekonstruktion angezweifelt werden diirfen, miissen wir daran festhalten,
dass die daktylischen Reihen aus dem Hexameter entstanden sind, und
nicht umgekehrt. Trifft das zu, dann gelangen wir unausweichlich zu der
Schlussfolgerug, dass sdmtliche daktylische Erscheinungen der Lyrik
(darunter die Daktyloepitriten) aus dem Epos enstanden sind.

% So Bergk, vgl. Fantuzzi 1984, 36-37.
70 D’Ovidio 1932, 224 ff.; Beltrami 2011, 196.
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Herakleides Pontikos tiber die Geschichte der Kitharodie

Die These, dass die daktylischen Erscheinungen der Lyrik auf den Hexa-
meter zuriickzufiihren sind, kann durch eine weitere Beobachtung unter-
mauert werden. Der pseudoplutarchische Traktat I7epi povoixijc hat uns
ein Bruchstiick aus einer Schrift des Herakleides Pontikos iiberliefert
(Plut. De mus. 3, 1131 F ff. = Heracl. Pont. fr. 157 Wehrli):

‘Hpaxkeidng 8 €v tf] Zuvaymyf] T@V &V LOVOIK]] <EVSOKIUNGAVI®OV> TNV
KiBopmdikny moinow npdTév enow Apeiova €mwvofjcat Tov A0¢ Kol
AvTIOTNG, TOD TOTPOG SNAOVOTL S18GEAVTOC ADTOV. TIGTOVTOL OE TOVTO €K
T avaypaiic Tic &v Zikvudvt dmoksuévng, S’ A TS Te iepeiog Tag &v
ApyeL Kai TOVG TOMTOG Kot TOVG LOVGIKOVS Ovopdlet. [...] yeyovévar 6
kal Anpodoxov Keprvpaiov maAaidov povcikov, ov teromkéval Tiiov te
nopOnow kai Aepoditng kol ‘Heaictov yapov: daAka unv koi Onuiov
‘T0axnolov vootov 1@V amo Tpoiog pet’” Ayoapépvovog dvakopcHévioy
norjoat. o0 Aedvpévny § etvor TdV TpoelpNUAVEV THY TV TOmMuUATOY
AEEWY kal pétpov ovK Exovcay, AL Kabdmep <tnv> ZNoydpov Te Kol
TOV apyoimv HEAOTOLDV, Ol TowdVTEg Emr) TOVTOLS UEAN TepLeTifecay:
kal yap tov Tépmavdpov Epn kKBop@IKOY Tomn Ty 6via VOU®V, Kot
vopov £kaotov 1oig Emeot Toig E0vtod Kol Toig Opnpov péin mepitibévia
e év 1oig aydow: [...] opoimg 8¢ Tepmavopm KAovdv, tov mpdTov
GUGTNGAUEVOV TOVG ODAMOLKOVG VOLOVG Kol TO TPOoGodia, Eleyeimv T
Kol En®dV oty yeyovéval, kai [loddpuvnetov tov Kohopdviov Tov peta
TODTOV YEVOLEVOV TOIG 0OTOTG Xprcachat Tompaoty.

Die Gedankenfolge dieser Stelle ist nur mithsam erfassbar. Nach einer Reihe
mythischer Personlichkeiten, erwahnt Herakleides den Stesichoros und die
apyoiot peromotoi, und sagt, dass ihre Aé&ic weder Aelvpévn noch duetpog
war. Der Grund, weswegen Stesichoros zitiert wird, liegt auf der Hand:
Wihrend keine Zeile von Demodokos oder Phemios zur Verfiigung stand,
um die Metrik solcher Dichter zu erfahren, waren Stesichoros” Werke dem
Herakleides noch zuginglich, und der Peripatetiker (bzw. seine Quelle) be-
nutzt sie, um die Metrik der élteren Dichter zu erschliefen. Dann folgen
Terpandros, Klonas und Polymnestos: Hat (die Quelle des) Herakleides
ihre Gedichte gekannt? Diese Frage ist schwierig zu beantworten, aber die
verbindliche Aussage katd vopov €kactov und die Erwéhnung von Elegien
und &nn wiren unverstdndlich und verantwortungslos, wiren Terpandros
und Klonas fiir (diec Quelle des) Herakleides leere Namen gewesen.”!
Aus unserer Stelle geht m. E. hervor, dass (die Quelle des) Herakleides
Auskunft {iber die Metren der erwéhnten Dichter irgendwie erhalten hatte.

71 Zum Polymnestos’ Nachleben vgl. Almazova sub prelis.
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Aber was bedeutet, dass die AéEic dieser Dichter nicht Agdvpévn kai
uétpov ovk &yovoa war? Wie kann ein Dichter iberhaupt dvev uétpov
schreiben? Wenn man AeAvuévn kol pétpov ovk &yxovca als ,,Prosa“
versteht, bleibt die Stelle rétselhaft. Ich glaube, dass sich Herakleides
mit pétpa auf reguldre Metren, wie den Hexameter, Distichon und die
Daktyloepitriten bezieht, denen er diejenigen Metren gegeniiberstellt,
welche eine kompliziertere Gestaltung aufweisen (wie z.B. Pindars
dolische Metren).”> Auch bei anderen Schriftstellern bedeutet pétpov ein
reguldres Metrum, dem die Vielfdltigkeit der @odpeva uéin gegeniiberstellt
wird.”? Eine Bestdtigung dieser Interpretation kommt aus dem Folgenden,
wo man liest (1132 D-E):

6tL & ol kiBap@dkol vopol ol mahot €5 €ndv cvvictovto, Tiyudbeog
EOMAMOE" TOVG YOOV TPMTOVG VOLOLG €V Emeat dtapyvomv dtbvpapfiknv
AEEW Mdev, OmmG un €0OVG POV TOPUVOUDY EIC TNV APYOI0Y LOVGIKNV.

Offenbar wird damit gemeint, dass Timotheos, der als Verderber der
alten Musik bekanntlich galt, vielféltige Versmalle in den kitharodischen
Nomos eingefiihrt hat, und diese Feststellung setzt voraus, dass bis dahin der
kitharodische Nomos nur die alten daktylischen bzw. daktyloepitritischen
Formen benutzt hatte.”* Aus all dem folgt, dass (die Quelle des) Herakleides

72 Jeder wird mir beipflichten, dass Hexameter und Distichon ein ,,reguldres®
Gepridge aufweisen; problematischer sind offensichtlich die Daktylopitriten. Aber
wenn wir davon ausgehen, dass wir ein zuverlédssiges Gesamtbilden der stesichorischen
Metrik besitzen (vgl. in dieser Richtung Haslam 1974, 5657, dem ich zustimme),
dann kommen wir unausweichlich zu dem Schluss, dass Herakleides (bzw. seine
Quelle), als er von nicht Aedvpévn kol pétpov ovk €xovoa AL sprach, eben die
stesichorischen Daktyloepitriten von Augen hatte, die mehrere Daktylen enthalten als
diejenigen der spdteren Dichter.

73 Vgl. [Dem.] Epit. 1391 (to0g Eupétpovg [ita mss. : €v pérpoig Sykutris coll.
Isocr. 9, 11, fort. recte] xai Tovg Td®V adopévov momtacg), LST Eupetpog II1. Gostoli
(1990, XXXIV; 2011, 33) interpretiert AeAvpévn A€ Kol puétpov ovk Egovsa in Ps.-
Plutarch als ,astrophisch®: Auf diese Weise wiirde Herakleides meinen, dass die
homerischen Adden dieselbe strophische Struktur verwendeten, die wir bei Stesichoros
finden. Gostoli beruft sich auf Hephaest. 64, 24 — 65, 1-2 C.: dmokeivpévo 8¢, 6 ik
yéypomtal Kai dvev PETPov MPIGuVOL, olol sictv o vopot oi kibapwmdikoi Tinodéov.
Freilich bedeutet hier dmoAeivpéva ,,astrophisch®, aber das wird durch den Kontext
unzweideutig nahegelegt. (dmo)rervpévog bedeutet grundsitzlich ,,frei, unverbunden®,
und nur der Kontext verdeutlicht die jeweilige Bedeutung des Wortes. Gegen Gostolis
Erklarung kann der Satz opoimg 6¢ Tepnavopm Kiovdg ... momuacty geltend gemacht
werden, weil der Parallelismus zwischen Klonas und Terpandros darin besteht, dass beide
daktylische Versmafle anwandten, was mit den Strophen nicht das Geringste zu tun hat.

74 Das ist wahrscheinlich eine Ubertreibung, die nur im Rahmen der erbitterten
Polemik gegen die neue Musik versténdlich ist.
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Stesichoros als Nachfolger des Terpandros einstufte, indem er dieselbe
metrisch-musikalische Tradition fortsetzte. Neben Terpandros erwdhnt He-
rakleides Klonas, tOv tp®dtov cLGTNGAUEVOV TOVG ADAMITIKOVG VOLOLE Kol
T TPOCOdLa, als Edeyeimv T kal Endv momtyv. Was die metrische Form der
Prosodia betrifft, bestétigt die Angaben des Herakleides ein Fragment, das
Pausanias (4, 33, 2) dem Eumelos zuschreibt (PMG 696): tén yop T10mpdton
kartafvuog Emheto Moioa / 6 kabapd kai Erevbepa odupar’Eyotsa (Din-
dorf : &yovca mss.). Es wurde die Vermutung ausgesprochen, dass es sich
um zwel Hexameter handelt, aber fiir den zweiten Vers lésst sich dies nicht
mit Sicherheit bestimmen:7> Fiir unsere Fragestellung bleibt jedenfalls von
Belang, dass es sich um eine daktylische Form handelt.

Die Absichte (der Quelle) des Herakleides ist nunmehr klar: Die dltesten
Verteter der kitharodischen Tradition haben nur daktylische Versmalle (He-
xameter, Daktyloepitriten, elegische Distichen) verwendet. Terpandros und
Stesichoros werden als Nachfolger des Phemios, des Demodokos und anderer
mythischen Kitharoden dargestellt. Dem Phemios und dem Demodokos
werden diejenigen Gedichte zugeschrieben, die sie in der Odyssea singen
(Nootog t@v amo Tpoiag pet’” Ayauéuvovog, Taiov mopOncic, Aepoditng
kol ‘Hoeoaiotov yapog). Daraus kdnnen wir deutlich erschlieBen, dass (die
Quelle des) Herakleides beide homerische Adden fiir hexametrische Dichter
hielt.’® Fiir (die Quelle des) Herakleides sind offensichtlich die Versmalle
des Terpandros und des Stesichoros eine Entwicklung des Hexameters.”’

Terpandros war fiir die alten der erste historisch greifbare Kitharod,
und alle sahen in ihm den Anfang der kitharodischen Tradition. Darin
stimmen alle {iberein,’® und das hat offensichtlich etwas mit dem Umstand
zu tun, dass Terpandros die lesbische Verskunst nach Sparta eingefiihrt
hat. Ob es mit der Tatsache, dass die Chronik der spartanischen Karneen

75 Vgl. Pavese 1987. Tausend 2012 hilt dieses Prosodion fiir eine Félschung aus
dem 4. Jh. v. Chr.

76 Zu den homerischen Adden vgl. Diehl 1940, 98 ff.

77 Wie Gostoli 2011, 33, schreibt: ,,Nella prospettiva di Eraclide la poesia di
Stesicoro, ad un tempo epica e lirica, lungi dall’essere considerata una sorta di anomalia
o comunque di esperienza innovativa, era inserita in una tradizione antichissima
risalente al canto aedico®. Gentili—-Giannini 1977, 34 ff., die den historischen Wert des
Zeugnisses des Herakleides anerkannt haben, scheinen nicht wahrzunehmen, dass es
ihrer Rekonstruktion, nach welcher der Hexameter aus den Kola der Daktyloepitriten
enstanden sein soll, widerspricht.

78 Vgl. Pindaros (fr. 125 S.-M. =T 45 G.), Timotheos, Pers. 235 ff. (T 46 G.),
Hellanikos von Lesbos (FrGrHist 4 F 85 = Terpandros T 1 Gostoli; vgl. dazu Franklin
2010-2011, 734 ff.), Glaukos von Rhegion (Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1132 E =T 3 G.),
Herakleides Pontikos (Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1132 C = fr. 157 Wehrli =T 27 G.), Alexander
Polyhistor (Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1132 F = FrGrHist 273 F 77=T.7 G.).
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aufgezeichnet und friih veroffentlicht war, in Zusammenhang gebracht
werden muss,”® weill ich nicht, aber ich kann mir schwerlich vorstellen,
dass Pindaros (Fr. 125 S.—M = Terp. T 45 G.) auf einer Quelle solcher Art
beruht.30 Wir wissen auch nicht, was Terpandros in Sparta vorgefunden
hat, insofern darf man davon ausgehen, dass die Uberlieferung, die keine
Vorgéinger des Terpandros kennt, vereinfacht hat.’! Nichtsdestoweniger
halte ich es fiir gesichert, dass das Auftreten des Terpandros in Sparta
einen entscheidenden Punkt in der Geschichte der griechischen Dichtung
darstellte. Neben Herakleides kennen wir weitere Gewidhrsménner, die
dem Terpandros eine entscheidende Rolle zuweisen. Glaukos von Rhegion,
der im 5. Jh. v. Chr. gelebt hat, und der erste uns greifbare griechische Li-
teraturhistoriker ist,3% scheint nur einen einzigen Kitharoden unter den
Vorgéingern des Terpandros zu kennen: Orpheus. Dasselbe gilt auch fiir
Timotheos und Alexander Polyhistor (vgl. Anm. 78). Ein lakonischer
Schriftsteller der alexandrinischen Zeit, Sosibios, erzéhlt, dass die Spar-
taner, um einen Sieg iiber die Argiver, der im 6. Jh. stattgefunden hatte, zu
feiern, @oAntd koi AAKudvog dgopota Kol Toug Atovusoddtov 100 AdKo-
vog modvog sangen (Athen. 678 BC = FrGrHist 595 F 4),83 woraus wir
erschliefen, dass Thaletas’ und Alkmans Gesénge im Sparta des 6. Jh. als
klassich galten.3* Bei Plutarch (Lyc. 28, 10) lesen wir, dass zu Epaminondas’
Zeit To0¢ aAoKopuEVovg eAmTag KeAevopévoug Goey ta Tepmavopov kol

79 Wie es Wilamowitz 1903, 88 tut.

80 Immerhin muss man Wilamowitz 1903, 88 beipflichten, dass es merkwiirdig
ist, dass unsere Uberlieferung selbst die lesbischen Kitharoden nur in Sparta tiitig
kennt. Angesichts dieser Quellenlage fragt man sich welche Rolle die Wiederein-
fiihrung der Schrift in Griechenland (8 Jh.) gespielt hat. Ein jiingst erschienener
Sammelband (Yunis 2003) hat einen vielversprechenden Titel, dem der Inhalt leider
nicht ebenbiirtig entspricht.

81 ITm Marmor Parium (FrGrHist 239, 34) lesen wir: Tépmavopog [...] koi v
Eumpocbev LOVGIKTV petéotnoey, was zur Vermutung veranlasst, dass schon vor
Terpandros in Sparta die Musik gepflegt wurde (vgl. Wilamowitz 1903, 88, Anm. 1;
Lasserre 1954, 22).

82 Uber Glaukos vgl. zuletz Gostoli 2015.

8 7Zu dieser Stelle vgl. Bolte 1929, 130 ff.; Franchi 2012. Uber Dionysodotos
wissen wir so gut wie nichts. Dasselbe gilt fiir den Spendon der Plutarchstelle, die wir
in Kiirze zitieren werden.

84 Man bemerke, dass Alkman von Plutarch 6 Aakmvikog momg gennant wird
(Lyc. 21). Vgl. auch Eupolis fr. 148, 1-2 K.—A. 10 Ztnowydpov 1€ Kol AAKUEVOG
Swovidov te / dpyoiov deidewv. Im Altertum kursierte eine Tradition, wonach
Alkpav TpdTtog gionyaye 10 pn €apétpolg pelwdeiv (Suid. a 1289 Adler): Diese
Nachricht besitzt einen groen Wert, weil sie bestitigt, was wir beobachten konnen,
namlich dass Alkman der erste Lyriker ist, bei dem lange nicht-daktylische Gedichte
vorkommen.
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Alkpdvog kol Twévoovtog Tod Adkwvoc moparteicBat. Angesichts dieser
Zeugnisse liegt der Schluss nahe, dass der dlteste ihrer Dichter, von dem
die Spartaner eine dauernde Erinnerung bewahrt hatten, Terpandros war.

Zur Ursprung der ,,4olischen Chorlyrik

Bislang habe ich den Ursprung der Daktyloepitriten behandelt, die be-
kanntlich nur die Halfte der auf uns gekommenen Chorlyrik darstellen. Die
andere Halfte bilden die sogenannten dolischen Metren (ich lasse die metra
ex iambis orta beiseite): Woher kommen diese Versmalle und in welcher
Beziehung stehen sie zu den Daktyloepitriten? Der lesbische Ursprung,
von dem wir im Falle der Daktyloepitriten ausgegangen sind, macht es
von vornherein wahrscheinlich, dass auch die dolischen Versmalle von
Lesbos heriiberkamen.® Ich beschrinke mich auf einige Beispiele aus
Pindaros und Bakchylides. Der metrische Charakterzug ihrer dolischen
Gedichte ist die Verbindung der alten Kola (glyc, pher, wil) mit lamben,
Kretikern und Daktylen, was gleichfalls charakteristisch fiir Sappho und
Alkaios ist. Hier lasse ich eine Reihe von Erscheinungen folgen, die
sowohl bei den Lesbischern als auch bei den Chorlyrikern vorkommen:8¢

cr glyc 0. 14 Sa. 96, Sa. 98 V.

cr tel P.7,N.3 Sa. 155, strophes Sapphicae
tertius versus

glyc bac (= phal) 0.9, P. 8, Bacch. 18 Sa. 230

glyc ia P. 5, P 6,1 7, Bacch. 20a Alc. 355

ia glyc P2,P6 Sa. 102, Alc. 70, Alc. 117 b

ia hag L7 Sa, 137 (?), Alc. 375, Alc. 384

ia tel P. 10, Bacch. 2 Sa. 138 (?), strophes Alcaicae
vv. [-I1

pher ia P2 Sa. 111

tel bac O.14, N.2,N. 4,1.7 inc. auct. 18

tel ia N. 3, 1. 7, Bacch. 18 Sa. 138 (?), Alc. 303A a, Alc. 319

gleho 0.5 Alc. 5, Ale. 130

glda N. 6 Sa. 130

pher?da 0.1 Sa. 115, 136

85 Der Name oiolkd pétpo ist fiir unsere Frage belanglos, denn diese alte
Bezeichnung ist bar jeglicher genealogischen Gelehrsamkeit.

86 Am Anfang stehen die versus compositi, dann folgen die versus amplificati.
Ich gebe nur die Nummer der betroffenen Gedichte an; Die metrischen Analysen bei
Voigt und Snell-Maehler.
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Diese Ubereinstimmungen und die Tatsache, dass im achten und
siebten Jh. eine Reihe von Lesbischern Kiinstlern bei den spartanischen
Festspielen (wo allem Anschein nach die Chorlyrik entstanden ist)®’
eine dominierende Rolle ausiibten (vgl. Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1133 C-D),
berechtigt uns zu der Schlussfolgerung, dass auch die dolischen Versmalle
aus dem Osten kamen. Allerdings ist ein direkter Enfluss der sapphischen
bzw. alkaischen Metrik auf die Chorlyriker wenig wahrscheinlich, weil
die mehr charakteristischen Ziige der sapphischen bzw. alkaischen
Strophe bei den Chorlyrikern keine mafigebliche Rolle spielen.58

Der lesbische Ursprung der spartanischen Dichtkunst kann von
einer weiteren Seite her bestétigt werden. Mittlerweile hat einer der
besten lebenden Kenner der griechischen Dialekte, A. C. Cassio, einer
Diskussion, die sich jahrzehntelang hinschleppte, ein Ende gesetzt.®
Die Chorlyriker lassen das Partizipium Femininum auf -oica enden,
was weder dem Aolisch-Ionischen des Epos (wo man -ovca findet)
noch dem Dorischen (was -wca bietet) entspricht. Woher stammt
diese Form? Lange Zeit hatte man vermutet, diese Partizipien wiren
eine archaische Form des Dorischen, von wo sie in die Sprache der
Chorlyrik eingedrungen wiren. Trédfe dies zu, so wiirden diese Parti-
zipien den zahlreichen Dorismen der Chorlyrik angehoren. Allerdings
hat Cassio jetzt endgiiltig dargelegt, dass diese Partizipien auf den
L.asiatischen® Aolismus zuriickzufithren sind. Dieser Aolismus ist jiin-
ger als der homerische und hat sich in Sapphos und Alkaios’ Sprache
niedergeschlagen. Der Nachweis, dass die Chorlyrik von diesem jiingeren
Aolismus beeinflusst worden ist, hat weitgreifende Konsequenzen fiir die
Geschichte der griechischen Lyrik, weil dadurch Terpandros’ Tatigkeit
in Sparta bestdtigt wird. Die Ankunft orientalischer Kiinstler in Sparta
hat die dorische Welt, die bis dahin nur eine oberflichige Kenntnis der
dolisch-ionischen Literatur hatte, mit Epos und anderen literarischen

87 In ihrer vorziiglichen Stesichoros-Ausgabe sind vielleicht Finglass—Davies zu
vorsichtig, wenn sie schreiben (2014, 45), dass ,,consensus over the origin of literary
Doric is even less likely [ndmlich als iiber den Ursprung der epischen Sprache] to
emerge™: Ich sehe keine andere Moglichkeit als Sparta und den Peloponnes. Es ist
aufschlussreich, dass eine dorische Region, die auf ihre alte literarische Tradition
stolz sein konnte, Kreta, keine eigene ,,lyrische Sprache* besitzt: vgl. Pages Beobach-
tungen zum Hybreas’ Gesang (Page 1965). Vgl. auch Tedeschi 1991.

88 cr hag (= hend Sapph) habe ich in Pindaros’ vollstindigen Gedichten nirgend-
wo gefunden; ia tel (= hend Alc) tritt bei den Chorlyrikern verhdltnissmafig selten
auf. Die inneren Erweiterungen spielen bei den Chorlyrikern eine bescheidenere
Rolle als bei den Lesbiern; Das Gegenteil gilt fiir die wilamowitziani.

89 Cassio 2005; Vgl. auch Hinge 2006, 43 ff. und Verdier 1972, 37 ff.
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Gattungen vertraut gemacht.”® Nach dem [lepi povoikijc hat sich diese
neue literarische Bliite auf dem gesamten Peloponnes verbreitet;®! sie
hat auch den Westen erreicht, was man vor allem an Stesichoros’ und
Ibykos’ Lyrik sehen kann. Diese Dichter schreiben dorisch, nur weil sie an
eine literarische Gattung ankniipfen, die im Peloponnes gepflegt worden
war. Auf Sizilien gab es gewiss keine Chorlyrik, wie auch das Nichtvor-
handensein von lyrischen Versmallen bei Epicharmos zeigt. Weder Stesi-
choros noch Ibykos stammen aus dorischsprachigen Kolonien und ihr
Verhéltnis zum Dialekt der Chorlyrik ist dhnlich geartet wie das Pindars.*?
Es ist keinesfalls verwunderlich, dass uns der Einfluss der dorischen Kunst
in nichtdorischen westlichen Gebieten begegnet: ich kann dafiir eine
Parallele aus der Kunstgeschichte anfiihren, wo nichtdorische Kolonien
unter einem starken Einfluss der lakonischen Kunst stehen.??

Schlussfolgerung

Aus dem Gesagten ergibt sich ein kohdrentes Gesamtbild: Die aus in-
dogermanischer Zeit ererbte Metrik wurde in Ionien und in der asiatischen
Aolis gepflegt, wobei der ererbte Achtsilber einserseits in leicht gewandelten
Formen als Basis fiir die dolische Lyrik diente, andererseits erfuhr dieser
auch eine radikale Umgestaltung und Erweiterung, woraus der Hexameter
des Epos entstanden ist. Die Chorlyrik hat beide Traditionszweige, den
ersten in den dolischen, den zweiten in den daktyloepitritischen Gedichten,
fortgesetzt. Bislang habe ich die iambo-trochdischen Versmalle ausser
Betracht gelassen; Es ist allerdings hochstwahrscheinlich, dass sie aus der
indogermanischen Dichtung direkt stammen.?* Thre endgiiltige Form haben
auch die iambo-trochdischen Versmalle im Osten erhalten.

% Vor dem Auftreten des dolisch-ionischen Epos gab es im kontinentalen Grie-
chenland kein Epos, vgl. unten und schon Wilamowitz 1884, 269; Meister 1921,
229); Schmid—Staehlin I 158: ,,Vielleicht habe zuerst die musikalischen Bearbeitung
des Homertextes von Terpandros den Homer den Lakoniern vertraut gemacht. Nach
Sizilien, und zwar nach Syrakus, soll der Rhapsode Kynaithos aus Chios [...] in der 69.
Olympiade (504-501 v.Ch.) den Homer gebracht haben. Contra Janni 1965-1970.

°l Schon Page 1936 hatte die peloponnesische Elegie erforscht; vgl. Nobili
2011; aber man muf} immer vor Augen halten, dass auch die Elegie aus dem Ostem
gekommen ist, vgl. Dover 1964 und Wilamowitz 1921, 101, Anm. 2 (,,nach Sparta
kommt die Elegie im siebenten Jahrhundert®).

92 Vgl. zulezt Finglass—Davies 2014, 40 ff.

93 Vgl. Prost 2018, 169 ff. Doch ein Aufenthalt des Stesichoros in Sparta ist mehr
als zweifelhaft, vgl. Finglass—Davies 2014, 27 ff.

%4 Meillet 1923, 48 ff.
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Aus dem Gesagten bekommt man den Eindruck, als seien alle grie-
chischen Versmafle aus dem Ostem gekommen wéren. Allerdings ist
es von vornherein unwahrscheinlich, dass bis ins achte Jh. hinein im
Mutterlande keine Dichtung gebliiht hat. Vielleicht sind auf uns einige
Gedichte gekommen, die mit den gekiinstelten Versmalen, die im 7. Jh.
aus dem Osten kamen, nichts zu tun haben. Bekanntlich bewahrt die
kultische Dichtung alte Charakterziige; angesichts dieses Umstandes ist
es nicht unwahrscheinlich, dass der Pacan eines gewissen Aristonoos, der
im dritten Jh. v. Chr. gelebt hat, eine archaisierende metrische Gestaltung
hat. Es handelt sich um Strophen von vier Versen, deren letzter stets ein
pher ist, wihrend die vorhergehenden sowohl als glyc als auch als wil
erscheinen konnen. Wenn man daran denkt, dass die erwdhnten Verse
unter den griechischen die dltesten sind, und dass die vedischen Strophen
eben aus 3 bzw. 4 Versen bestehen,? so ist man berechtigt zu schliefen,
dass Aristonoos’ Paean eine metrisch hocharchaische Pragung aufweist.
Das Gleiche kann von einigen Gedichten Corinnas (PMG 654 11, 13 ff.)
behauptet werden.

Es ist eine ansprechende Vermutung, diese schlichten metrischen
Erscheinungen als von den Verfeinerungen, die die &olisch-ionische
Verskunst eingefiihrt hat, unabhédngig zu betrachten (,,Metrik des Mut-
terlandes®).%¢ Ich bin nicht imstande, einen positiven Beweis zu erbrin-
gen, dass dieser Versbau in der archaischen Periode im kontinentalen
Griechenland gepflegt wurde: Freilich stammen unsere Dokumente
aus einer spiteren Zeit, aber alles spricht dafiir, dass sie eine alte aus
indogermanischer Zeit ererbte Metrik widerspiegeln. Ist das Gesagte
zutreffend, so steht nichts im Wege anzunehmen, dass fast sdmtliche
griechischen Metren der historischen Zeit letzten Endes aus den
VersmaBen, die sich in Aolis und Ionien entwickelt hatten, herriihren.
Man konnte ein Stemma skizzieren:®’

95 Macdonell 1916, 438 ff.

9% So Wilamowitz 1921, 240 ff.

97 Dieses Stemma weicht von demjenigen, das West 1973, 184 entworfen hat,
entschieden ab, weil ich keinen Grund sehe, ecine Zwischenstufe anzusetzen, aus
der die dorisch-peloponnesische und die ionische Tradition (aber nicht die dolische)
entstanden wiren. West identifiziert die besagte Zwischenstufe mit der siidgriechi-
schen Tradition, welche er der nordgriechischen (d.h. #olischen) gegeniiberstellt.
Wihrend ich der von Porzig 1954 und Risch 1955 entworfenen Einteilung der
Dialekte in nord- und siidgriechische beipflichte, halte ich es fiir unmoglich, eine
siidliche und eine ndrdliche Dichtung zu unterscheiden. Nach Wests Auffassung wére
das Merkmal der stidlichen Dichtung die massive Anwendung der Daktylen, die das
ionische Epos genauso wie die Chorlyrik kennzeichnet, und der englische Gelehrte
fithrt dieses Uberwiegen der daktylischen VersmaBe auf eine kontinentalische Phase
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The aim of this paper is to show that the Greek choral lyric is not a direct
descendant of the Indo-European poetry. Whereas the language of poets like
Pindar or Bacchylides is clearly strongly influenced by epic tradition, there is no
means to show that substantial features of their poetry go back to the Indo-
European stage. One of the most common metres used by choral poets are the
dactylo-epitrites: basing myself on Berg’s theory about the origin of the
hexameter, I show that the dactylo-epitrites derive their dactyls from the
hexametric tradition. I also show that the Aeolic metres used by choral poets have
a common origin with those used by Sappho and Alcaeus, but that the two
traditions developed independently. A passage of Heraclides of Pontus shows that
this scholar knew a tradition, according to which the oldest Greek poetry was
hexametric. In my view, this assumption is to some extent right, as many metric
forms (dactylo-epitrites, Archilochus’ asynarteta, anapaests, elegy) derive from
hexameter (attempts to show that extant inscriptions contain traces of pre-
hexametric tradition are in my view misguided). Only aeolics and iambo-
trochaics seem to be independent from the hexametric tradition.

ABTOp CTpeMHTCSI 10Ka3aTh, YTO TPAIHUIIMsl I'PEUECKON XOpPOBOH JIMPUKH HE
BOCXO/UT HEIOCPEICTBEHHO K HMHIOCBPOICHCKOW MOo33MH. XOTS BO3/EHCTBHUE
3I0Ca Ha A3bIK TaKUX MO3TOB, Kak [IuHpap u Bakxunua, oueBUAHO, HE yJaaeTcs
JI0Ka3aTh, 4YTO OCHOBOIOJIAraloIlle YepThl WX MO33MM  BOCXOMAT K
WHJIOEBPOIIEHCKOMY — Tiepuoay. JIakTWIIO-3MUTPUTBI — OJMH M3  CaMbIX
pacIpocTpaHEHHBIX pa3MepoB XOpoBoi nupuku. OCHOBBIBasICH Ha Teopun bepra
0 TPOHCXOKAECHHM TEKCaMeTpa, aBTOp JIOKa3bIBAET, YTO JAKTHIM B JIAKTHJIO-
SMUTPUTAX MPOUCXOIAT U3 TeKCAaMETPUUECKON Tpaguuuu. Jloka3pIBacTCs Takxke,
YTO DOJIMMCKHE pa3Mepbl MMEIOT O0IIee MPOMCXOKACHHE Y aBTOPOB XOPOBOM
aupuky 1 'y Cando u Ankes, XOTsS 9TH [IB€ TPAAULMU PAa3BUBAINCh HE3aBUCHMO.
IMaccax I'epaknuga [ToHTHICKOTO AEMOHCTPUPYET 3HAKOMCTBO 3TOTO YUEHOIO C
TpaguIMel, COIVIaCHO KOTOpPOH JpeBHeHmIas Tpedeckas mod3us ObLia
reKCaMeTPU4ecKol. DTO JI0 M3BECTHOW CTENEHM CIIPABEIINBO, TaK KaK MHOTHE
MeTpuueckue GopMbl (TaKTUIO-IMUTPUTHI, APXUIOXOBbI ACHHAPTETHI, AHATICCTHI,
9JIETHS) TIPOUCXOIST OT reKcaMeTpa (IIOIBITKH J0Ka3aTh, YTO B AOMICAMINX O
HAaC  HAQANUCSAX  COAEpXKAaTCs  CleAbl  JIOTeKCaMEeTPHUYECKOW  TpaauIuH,
TIPEJCTABISAIOTCS HEOOOCHOBAHHBIMH). TOJBKO JONUHCKHE METPHI W sMOO-
TPOXEH, TI0-BUANMOMY, ObUIM HE3aBUCHMBI OT FeKCaMeTpa.



ATIAS UND ATHEN:
ZUR GESCHICHTE EINER POLEMIK*

Im Schiffskatalog der llias werden dem Fiirsten von Salamis folgende
zweil Verse zugeteilt (2, 557-558):

Afog & €k Zaiapivog dyev dvokaideka vijog,
otioe & dyov iv' "Abnvaiov iotavto ealayyes.

Aias fiihrte von Salamis zwdlf Schiffe, und nachdem er sie hingefiihrt
hatte, stellte er sie dort auf, wo die Phalangen der Athener standen.

Den zweiten Vers, Il. 2, 558, erkldarten die antiken Gelehrten fiir unecht
zunichst schon deswegen, weil die AuBerung, Aias habe seine Truppen
dort gestellt, wo die Athener standen, von den sonstigen Angaben iiber die
Position der beiden Heere abweicht. Strabon (9, 1, 10 [394]) weist auf die
frihere Kritik zuriick, wobei er die Homer-Zitate anfiihrt, die beweisen,
dass Aias und seine Salaminier weder im Schiffslager noch in der Feld-
formation den Athenern benachbart waren (//. 13, 681: Nebeneinander
befinden sich die Schiffe des Protesilaos und des Aias; 4, 327-331: Der
athenische Anfiihrer Menestheus steht neben Odysseus; 4, 273 und 230:
Die beiden Aias stehen neben Idomeneus). Ein noch gewichtigeres
Argument war, dass sich in dem Vers, welcher den Salaminier als Bun-
desgenosse der Athener darstellte, die auBerpolitische Tendenz von
Athen deutlich widerspiegelte. Somit wurde die Félschungsmotivation
durchschaubar. Gewo6hnlich machte man Solon dafiir verantwortlich, wel-
cher sich auch in seiner eigenen Poesie fiir die Eroberung von Salamis
einsetzte (Plut. Sol. 8, 1-3, vgl. Sol. F 2 G.—Pr. = 1-3 West). So moA)Loi bei
Plutarch (Sol. 10, 1-3): Solon soll zwei Ilias-Verse, d.i. 2, 557 und 558,
den er ,,eingeschoben® (§upaiovia) hatte, vor den spartanischen Schieds-
richtern deklamiert haben. Diogenes Laertios (1, 48) verweist auf &viot,
die berichten, Solon hétte den fraglichen Vers in den Schiffskatalog

* Seinem verehrten Lehrer und Kollege Herrn A. L. Verlinsky will der Verf.
diese Skizze zum Geburtstag schenken und seinen Dank fiir die duBerst lehrreiche
gemeinsame Homer-Lektiire dufern.

244
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“hineingeschrieben” (&yypdwot). Strabon informiert a.a.O., dass der
Einschub ,,von einigen Peisistratos, von anderen aber Solon“ zuge-
schrieben wurde. Die «xprtikoi, denen Strabon die darauffolgenden
Beispiele entnimmt, diirfen die alexandrinischen Philologen gewesen
sein: Laut Schol. b zu II. 2, 558 wurde der Vers von Aristarch obeliert,
wobei Zenodot Verse 553555, die das Menestheus-Elogium enthalten,
ebenfalls fiir verdidchtig erkldrte. Doch letztendlich scheint die Kritik
auf die megarischen Historiker des spéten 4. / frithen 3 Jhs. Dieuchidas
und Hereas zuriickzugehen.! Uber sie wird anderswo berichtet, dass in
ihren Geschichtswerken (beide haben Meyopikd geschrieben) sowohl
Peisistratos als auch Solon fiir die politisch bedingten Manipulationen
mit den Dichtertexten angeklagt wurde (Hereas: Plut. So/. 10 und Thes.
20 = FGrHist 486 F 1; 4; weniger relevant scheint die Angabe {iiber
Dieuchidas bei Diog. Laert. 1, 57 = FGrHist 485 F 6). Einem der beiden
gehorten wohl auch die von Strabon am Ende des Abschnitts angegebenen
,parodierenden Gegenverse™ an, welche die Megarer etwa als Antwort
auf die athenische Falschung gedichtet haben sollten: ol 8¢ Meyapeig
avtmapmofjoat ovtmg: Alag 0° &k Zaiauivog dyev véag £k te [Tolixvne /
£k 1° Alyepovoong Nicaing te Tputodwv te. Nach diesem Gedicht zu
urteilen strebten die Megarer zu zeigen, dass ihr Land zum Konigreich
des Aias gehorte. In dem Schiffskatalog wird keine Ortschaft der Megaris
erwahnt. Hereas wie moglicherweise auch Dieuchidas meinte wohl, dass
die Athener die Erwdhnungen aus Homer wegradiert hatten.2 Dass die
Authentizitdt der Aias-Verse heftig debattiert wurden, beweist die (etwa
in der Schaffenszeit des Dieuchidas entstandene) Parodie des Matron
(F 95-97 = Athen. 134 D: woic 0 T1¢ €k ZaAapuivog Gyev TploKaideka,
vnoooag / AMuvng €€ tepiic, ubia miovac g 6 udyspog / Ofke eépav, v’
"ABnvoiov katékewvto eaiayysc). Auch Aristoteles dullerte sich darii-
ber: Die Art und Weise, wie er in Rhetorik 1, 15 das Beispiel heranzieht,
deutet klar darauf hin, dass er sich der Debatte bewusst war. Die ,,klaren
Urteile* (kpioelg eavepai) der alten Dichter kdnnen, behauptet er, als
Zeugnisse in Streitfillen verwendet werden, olov ~AOnvoiot ‘Opnpo

I Darauf hat als erster F. Jacoby in seinem Kommentar zu den einschldgigen
Fragmenten sowie in einer RE-Artikel hingewiesen: Jacoby 1912, 621, vgl. auch
Schwartz 1905, 480. Thm folgt man mehr oder weniger einstimmig, s. Higbie 1997,
281-282; Heitsch 2001, 81; 135 und Miiller 2009, 27 mit Anm. 47.

2 Die Moglichkeit wird von E. Visser (1997, 453) abgelehnt allein schon
deswegen, weil ,,auch andere Gebiete Griechenlands im Schiffskatalog fehlen...*
.. Wahrscheinlicher ist, dass Megara und sein Hafen Nisaia aus Griinden des Mythos
nicht mit aufgenommen sind; denn Megara ist unter panhellenischen Gesichtspunkten
gewissermallen mythologisches Niemandsland“. Man merke, dass kein Ort der
Megaris auch sonst in den Epen Homers genannt ist.
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udptopt Expnoavto mepi Taiapivog (1375 b 26-29). Aristoteles glaubte
demnach an das Schiedsgericht in Sparta; weder jedoch erkennt er die
Authentizitdt der Verse an noch bestreitet er sie. Es ist denkbar, dass
letzteres in Athen wohl keine ungefihrlichen Konsequenzen mit sich
gezogen hitte; dariiber hinaus hatte er keinen objektiven Grund, sich mit
den Megarern in dieser Debatte zu einigen.

Das ist bislang unser ganzer Testimonienbefund. Bevor es versucht
wird, ihn zu erweitern, muss die moderne Kritik ergdnzend zusammen-
gefasst und somit zugleich das Anliegen dieser Skizze berechtigt werden.
Ganz natiirlich plddiert die Mehrheit auch heute fiir die Athetese. Zu den
oben angefithrten Griinden, die von den modernen Forschern durchaus
anerkannt werden, kommt die Unangemessenheit des Begriffs odiayg,
welcher, wie von E. Visser formuliert, ,,hier offenbar zu einem falschen
Zeitpunkt in Hinsicht auf die imaginierte Erzéhlsituation gebraucht
wird“.3 Dies darf dadurch erginzt werden, dass die Schiffe unmoglich
neben den Kampfformationen vertdut (zu €éotdvot = opueiv vgl. Ar. Poet.
XXI, 1457 b 10-11) werden konnten. + Manchmal sind die Falsifikate
dulerst professionell angefertigt; doch ist das hier offenbar nicht der Fall.
(Dies schlie3t wohl so gut wie ganz aus, dass der Filscher Solon selbst
gewesen war.)

Andererseits wird das angebliche Motiv glaubhafter, bedenkt man,
dass die Teilnahme an dem trojanischen Krieg von den Athenern als Ar-
gument gegen die Mytilener im alten Streit um Sigeion beniitzt wurde
(Hdt. 5, 94). Nach derselben Quelle (7, 161) sollten die athenischen Ge-
sandten in Syrakus auf die rithmende Partie iiber Athen im Schiffskatalog
verwiesen haben. Mit Riicksicht darauf spricht Carolyn Higbie bei ihrer
Betrachtung der Aias-Verse sehr treffend von usable past> Die bildende
Kunst beweist, dass die Bundesgenossenschaft mit Aias im Kampfum Troja
ein Teil der athenischen Propaganda zur Zeit der Perserkriege gewesen
war. In der Abfahrt-Szene auf der berithmten Kodros-Schale von Bologna,
sind Aias und Menestheus zusammen dargestellt.® Auf der athenischen
Akropolis stand die eherne Statue des trojanischen Pferdes, aus welchem

3 Visser 1997, 452. Nach Visser ist die ,,improvisierende Genese* fiir B 558 nicht
denkbar. Ubrigens scheint AOnvaiov durch die Stellung zwischen Trithemimeres und
Hephtemimeres absichtlich markiert zu sein.

4 Visser 1997, 452 zeigt, dass @dhoyE bei Homer immer ,die geriistete,
kampfbereite Truppe® bedeutet und somit nicht als Synonym fiir ‘Kémpfer’ betrachtet
sein darf.

5 Higbie 1997, 278.

¢ Hierzu: Sourvinou-Inwood 1900, 148—149 und Wolff 1874, 55, mit weiteren
Hinweisen.
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Menestheus, Teukros und die S6hne des Theseus herausbeugten (Paus. 1,
23, 10). Kein Wunder, dass ein freilich allzu streitsiichtiger Grammatiker
Daphidas aus Telmessos behauptete, die Athener hdtten iiberhaupt nicht
nach Troja gezogen (Suda s.v. Aagidag).

Womdéglich sind die Ungereimtheiten durch die auBerordentliche,
ja recht liberraschende Kiirze des Aias-Abschnitts verursacht. R. Hope
Simpson und J. F. Lazenby, die zu den wenigen Verfechtern der Attribu-
tion gehoren, haben wohl Recht, wenn sie auf diese Spérlichkeit des
Ausdrucks hinweisend Folgendes behaupten: ,,if the desire to link
Salamis to Athens had been the motive for the alleged ‘interpolation’,
the interpolator could surely have made a better job of it“.” Warum, also,
hatte der Félscher tiber den Helden wie Aias nichts mehr zu sagen, als dass
dieser neben den Athenern stand?

Als Losung bietet sich an, den Aias-Abschnitt als Ergdnzung der
ithm unmittelbar vorausgeschickten athenischen Partie zu betrachten.
Anscheinend haben diejenigen Kritiker Recht, die das ganze athenische
Teil des Schiffskatalogs, d.i. Verse 546—556 bzw. 546558, fiir nachhome-
risch halten.® Diese Verse stellen ein schones Preisgedicht {iber die Stadt
Athen dar. Fin derartiges Panegyrikon ist im Katalog einmalig und durch
die /lias-Erzéhlung wenig, wenn iiberhaupt, motiviert. Es enthélt aulerdem
einen Hinweis auf die Zeit des Erzéhlers (Verchrung der Gottin Athena in
ithrer Stadt, 2, 550-551: &v0a. 6¢ puv Topoist kol apveloig ildovtar / Kobpot
"AOnvaiov meprtelMopévov Eviavtdyv), welcher eine Parallele in dem
ebenfalls verdachtigen Passus Od. 8, 73—80 findet.” Bei den riihmenden
Erwédhnungen der zeitgenodssischen Kultstitten und Ortschaften, in und
von welchen die rhapsodischen Agone veranstaltet wurden (zu vergleichen
ist auBBer Pl. fon 530 a-b das pseudohesiodeische Fragment 357 M.—W.:
&v ANl tote mpdTOV &y Kol ‘Ounpog dodoi ktA.), wie gerade in dem
erwéhnten Passus der Odyssee oder in den als spiter Einschub angesehenen
llias-Versen 9, 404-405, wo die delphische Schatzkammer zum Vergleich
gezogen wird,'? liegt ein Verdacht nahe, dass die entsprechenden Verse
von den Rhapsoden gedichtet worden sein konnten. Mit derartigen schmei-
chelnden Félschungen begehrten Vortragenden die Sympathie ihrer Richter
zu gewinnen. Das Lob an die Athener im Schiffskatalog wird recht grotesk,
wenn iiber Menestheus gesagt wird, er sei der beste gewesen in der Kunst
,Rosse und Schildtrager im Kampf zu ordnen® (553-554: 1® &’ ol ndd T1g

7 Hope Simpson—Lazenby 1970, 60.

8 Das Misstrauen Zenodots hat kein geringerer als Jakob Burkhardt geteilt,
s. Burkhard 2014 [1902], 496 Anm. 338.

9 Dazu ausfiihrlich: Pozdnev 2016, 891-899.

10 Vgl. Lorimer 1950, 450.
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opolog émyBoviog yévet' avnp / koopfjioot (Tmovg T€ Kol AvEPUG AoTIOUDTAG).
Danach rdumt der Dichter ein: ,,Allein Nestor konnte mit ihm wetteifern,
der aber auch vor ihm geboren war* (555: Néotwp oiloc Epilev: O yop
npoyevéctepog Nev). Das Publikum wird nun wirklich geglaubt haben, ein
athenischer Fiirst sei als Stratege tiichtiger als Agamemnon gewesen. Doch
nicht allein die Eigenschaften ihres Konigs seien derart hervorragend. Aias
der Telamonier, ein zweitgrofiter Held der Achéer, stehe ihnen im Kampf
bei. Das Aias-Segment, kurz und priagnant wie es ist, wurde folglich von
dem Verfasser der athenischen Partie des Katalogs als eine eindrucksvolle
Klausel dieser Partie beigeschlossen.

Die Skeptiker fragen, ferner, wie sich die widerspruchsvolle Aias-
Einordnung im Beta iiberhaupt durchsetzen konnte, und warum die Ur-
sprungsversion von niemandem erwdhnt wird.!! Es ldsst sich vermuten,
dass derartige Filschungen eher anerkannt worden sein konnten, wenn
der Schiffskatalog als ein isoliertes Vortragstiick im Umlauf war. Bertick-
sichtigt man, dass er eine Einleitung in Form der neunzeiligen Musen-
Anrede hat (Vv. 484-492; die Formel £onete viv pot Moboat "Oldumio
doupat’ &ovoat findet sich noch dreimal, gefolgt von 6¢ tic mpdtoc: 11,
218-219; 14, 508-509 und 6nnwc on mpdtov: 16, 112-113, d.i. immer
am Anfang einer archetypischen narrativen Einheit: ,jetzt werde ich
erzédhlen, wer der erste war...”), so drangt sich der Schluss auf, dass die
Heeresbeschreibung als ein in sich geschlossener Darstellungsstoff unter
den Rhapsoden galt und als solcher Einschiiben zugunsten der Ortschaften,
in welchen er aufgefiihrt wurde, breite Angriffsfliche bot. Eben darum,
weil das Textstiick einzeln vorgetragen wurde, entstand fiir den Félscher
kein grofler Schaden dadurch, dass die strittige Aussage iiber die Truppen
aus Salamis ,,allem widerspricht, was sonst in der //ias iiber deren Position
gesagt wurde“.!2 Wie bspw. anhand der Patroklie bewiesen sein kann,
durften die Ankniipfungsverweise, durch welche die Rezitationskiinstler
thre Vortragsepisoden in den homerischen Kontext einzuflechten suchten,
ziemlich willkiirlich sein.!? In der frithesten Phase der Textvermittlung

11" Vgl. Heitsch 2001, 80-81: ,,Sollen wir annehmen, die um 600 unter attischem
Einfluss vollzogene endgiiltige Fixierung des GroBepos habe alles andere, das schon
schriftlich existierte, also die originale Fassung des Schiffskatalogs sofort und spurlos
verdriangt? Oder hat es den Schiffskatalog etwa vorher in schriftlicher Form noch gar
nicht gegeben? Higbie 1997, 286 glaubt an den von Strabo zitierten Ersatz-Versen
etwa einen urspriinglichen Homer-Text erkannt zu haben. Doch die megarische
Version stellte, wie gesagt, eine Antwort auf die angeblich verfalschte athenische dar
und kann unméglich fiir Original gehalten werden.

12 Heitsch 2001, 52.

13 An dem Gebet des Achilles an Zeus Dodonaios, 7I. 16, 220-249, bes. an der
falschen Analepse in Vv. 236-237 wird dies ersichtlich; dazu: Pozdnev 2017, 12.
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verfligte das Publikum iiber keine genaue Textkenntnis.!* Schon daher war
das Risiko fiir den Vorleser gering, dass ein Zuhorer oder gar ein Richter
ihm einen fehlerhaften Verweis zum Vorwurf machen konnte.

Es gibt gute Griinde zu glauben, dass die allgemeingiiltige schriftliche
Fixierung des Homer-Texts in der Form, der tiber Alexandrien und Byzanz
bis auf uns gekommen ist, in Athen unter Peisistratiden stattgefunden hat.
In absoluter Mehrheit der Félle lasst sich der Homertext iiber diese erste
‘Ausgabe’ Homers nicht weiterverfolgen.!’> Selbstverstindlich wurde bei
der Vorbereitung des einheitlichen Texts, welche wohl in erster Linie fiir
die Schiedsrichter der rhapsodischen Agone wéhrend der Panathenden
hergestellt wurde,'® nach der urspriinglichen Version der Aias-Partie,
welche sie auch sein mochte, nicht gesucht. Wahrscheinlich existierte
sie auch damals weder in der miindlichen noch in der schriftlichen Uber-
lieferung mehr. Denn, wie aus dem Weiteren ersichtlich wird, wurde diese
Version bereits in der rhapsodischen Phase der Homeriiberlieferung durch
die athenfreundliche Variante vollig verdrangt.

Ein kleines Problem bleibt unaufgerdumt. Die antike Kritik an Authen-
tizitdt greift auf eine kaum verléssliche und relativ spate Quelle d.i. auf
die Megarika des Dieuchidas bzw. des Hereas zuriick. Frithere Zeugnisse
liegen nicht vor. Allerdings muss der Aias-Abschnitt in die reich vertretene
Klasse von Falsifikaten fallen, die politische Interessen betreffen. Die
Filschungen dieser Art konnen nicht von der Offentlichkeit unbemerkt
bleiben; in der Regel werden sie besonders heftig diskutiert.!” Um die
Félschungstheorie zu stirken, wire dann wiinschenswert, ja geradezu

14 Die Nachricht Herodots ,,kann sich sehr wohl auf rein miindlichen Vortrag
beziehen: Dihle 1970, 96. Vgl. die etwas schroff formulierte Meinung von Higbie
1997, 289-290: “for the first couple of centuries after the Greeks developed an alphabet
literacy was not important for preserving epics like the expedition against Troy since
oral performances, in festivals across Greece, preserved and presented the story®. Fiir
den Anfang des 6. vorchristlichen Jahrhunderts scheint es tatséchlich der Fall zu sein.

15 So u.a. Davison 1955, 21; Miiller 2009, 26.

16 Selbstverstiandlich kann hier dem iiberlieferungsreichen Fragenkomplex iiber
die athenische Rezension des Homer-Textes unmdglich nachgegangen werden. Es
sei nur bemerkt, dass die angeblich von Hipparchos geforderten ,aufgreifenden
Rezitationen der Homer-Gedichte wihrend der groen Panathenden (so Ps.-Pl. Hipp.
228 b 7 — ¢ 1, was durchaus glaubhafter ist, als der Bericht von Diogenes Laertios
[1, 57], der womdglich auf MutmafBungen des Dieuchidas bauend diese Neuerung
Solon zuschreibt) die Aufgabe der Rhapsoden sehr erschwert und, wie bei Wett-
kdmpfen tiblich, zu Tduschungshandlungen d.i. in diesem Fall den improvisierten
Einschiiben in den iiberlieferten Text gefiihrt haben muss. Dies muss die Herstellung
des einheitlichen Textes in allgemeingiiltiger Fassung zutage befordert haben, welcher
den Richtern als Vergleichsmuster dienen wiirde.

17 Fiir lehrreiche Beispiele s. Speyer 1971; Doll 2011; Oels 2014.
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entscheidend, die Spuren wenn nicht der Originalvariante so doch zumin-
dest der Echtheitsdiskussion iiber die Bundesgenossenschaft von Aias und
Athenern in der mdglichst zeitnahen Uberlieferung, aufzudecken.

Ein paar solche Indizien lassen sich tatsdchlich finden. Eine implizite
Anspielung auf die Einschub-Geschichte bietet der sikyonische Exkurs im
5. Buch Herodots dar (5, 66—67):

Meta 0¢ tetpapviovg €6vtag “ABnvaiovg deka@viovg €moince, TV
"lovog maidwv T'edéovtog kai Aiyikopeog kai “Apyddew kai “Omintog
amoAldag oG Emmvopiog, €Egupov O ETEPOV MPOOV ETOVLUING
Enyopiov, tapes Alavtog: todtov 8¢, dte dotvyeitovo Kol GOULOYOV,
Eelvov €6vta mpocébeto. Tadta 6€, dokéewy Epot, Epipéeto 0 KheioBévng
obtog OV £wutod untpondtopo Kielobévea 1OV Tucu@vog TOPAVVOV.
KXewsbévng yap *Apyeioiot morepnoag tobTo HEV Poy®doVg ETOVCE €V
Zikodve ayovilesbor Tdv "Ounpeiov énéov eiveka, 61t "Apyeiloi 1€ kol
"Apyog 10 TOAAL ThvVTO DvEQTOL!

Danach teilte er [d. i. Kleisthenes] die Athener anstatt der bisherigen vier
in zehn Phylen ein, wobei er die Benennungen nach lons S6hnen Geleon,
Aigikores, Argiades und Hoples abschaffte und dafiir andere einfiihrte.
Er benannte sie ndmlich nach den einheimischen Helden, auller Aias.
Diesen fligte er, freilich als einen Nachbar und Bundesgenossen, aber
dennoch als einen Fremden, hinzu. Ich glaube, hierin ahmte dieser Klei-
sthenes seinen GrofBvater miitterlicherseits, Kleisthenes, den Tyrannen
von Sikyon, nach. Kleisthenes hatte zwar, als er sich mit den Argivern
tiberworfen hatte, erstens, den Rhapsoden untersagt, in Sikyon ihre
Wettkdmpfe zu veranstalten und zwar wegen der homerischen Epen, da
in diesen Argiver und Argos iiberall ausgiebig besungen werden.

Daran angeschlossen wird eine ausfiihrliche Erzdhlung tiber die
,Vertreibung® des Adrastos aus Sikyon.!® Nach diesem Bericht wendet
sich Herodot der Umbenennung der sikyonischen Phylen zu, welche
den eigentlichen Anlass zur Abweichung gegeben hat; die Geschichte
von der Neubenennung mit verdchtlichen Namen nimmt ein weiteres
Kapitel ein; erst danach kommt der Erzéhler zum Hauptstrang zuriick, und
da er wohl auch selbst das Gefiihl hatte, dass die Exkurse bei all ihrer
Lange zu gepresst und ablenkend wirken konnten (vgl. 5, 67, 19: todto
o€l annynooacBot), wiederholt er seine anfangliche Vermutung (0 0& o
"ABnvoiog Kiewobévng «tA.). Die Substitution des Aias-Abschnitts
im Schiffskatalog stinde mit den Machenschaften des sikyonischen
Kleisthenes beziiglich des Adrastos-Kults bestmoglich in Einklang. Doch

18 Hierzu sowie zum Verhéltnis des Kleisthenes zu Delphi: De Libero 1996,
201-203.
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dieses Sujet passte in den ohnehin iibermifBig ausgedehnten Exkurs nicht
mehr ein. AuBBer dem poetologischen Grund muss berticksichtigt werden,
dass Herodot die Bundesgenossenschaft mit Aias, bei welcher es, wie
gesagt, im kimonischen Athen um die Staatspropaganda ging, wohl nicht
als umstritten darstellen wollte.!” Man bedenke, dass die Zugehdrigkeit
der Insel Salamis zum athenischen Staat wihrend der Reformierung des
Letzten durch Kleisthenes immer noch eines Beweises bedarf und mithilfe
der Heranziehung von Aias, wie im zitierten Text steht, bei der Benennung
der Phylen endgiiltig fixiert wurde. Die Aussonderung von Aias als Egivov
und der nachfolgende Homerveto-Bericht lieBen den Lesern allerdings
eine Moglichkeit zur Ergénzung dessen, was der Historiker nicht expressis
verbis dullern wollte. Beachtlich ist, dass er Aias nicht blof3 als Nachbar
der Athener, sondern auch in lapidarer Weise als ihren Bundesgenossen
gekennzeichnet und dieses Charakteristikum als konzessive Angabe
gestaltet hat.20 Allein dies regt schon zum Nachdenken an. Durch die
darauffolgende Erwdhnung der Rhapsoden im politischen Kontext wird
die Anspielung, wenn sie denn vorliegt, ganz gewiss.

Das zweite Zeugnis enthélt ein noch viel fritherer, wahrscheinlich gegen
Mitte des 6. Jhs. 2! entstandener Text, ndmlich der pseudohesiodeische??
Frauenkatalog. Threm Autor zufolge versprach der Salaminier Aias als er um
Helena warb, eine riesige Menge an Vieh, die er sich von den Bewohnern

19 Dazu: Kleinknecht 1940, 255-258. Uber den athenischen Kleisthenes, der ja zu
seiner Zeit in Athen als Einfiihrer der Demokratie galt (Pohlenz 1961, 37), geschweige
denn iiber Solon, wiirde der Historiker kein beleidigendes Wort aussprechen.

20 Vgl. Hornblower 2013, 198: ,the point is that Ajax was associated with the
neighbouring island of Salamis, an Athenian cleruchy or military settlement of Athe-
nians; in the Homeric Catalogue of ships they [d.i. die Salaminier] are ranged with
suspicious explicitness next to the Athenians (a result of early Athenian tampering with
the text?)... Hdt. is brief and enigmatic here; the full importance of the present narrative
‘seed’, especially the description of Ajax as an ally of the Athenians, will become clear
at 8. 64, where the Salaminian connection is spelled out: before the battle of Salamis and
after an earthquake, the Athenians called on Ajax and Telamon from Salamis, and sent
a ship to fetch Aiakos and the other Aiakidai from Aigina“. Das zuletzt beschriebene
Verfahren beweist, dass der Zweifel an der Bundesgenossenschaft von Aias und den
Athenern zur Zeit der Perserkriege immer noch bestand. Diese Bundesgenossenschaft
konnte vielleicht durch nichts auler den erwdhnten Homerversen bewiesen werden.

21 Die von West 1985, 127-128 und 132 (fiir terminus ante quem ca. 600 v. Chr.)
argumentierte Datierung ist allgemein anerkannt; man polemisiert nur dariiber, ob der
frithere Kern tatséchlich existierte, m.a. W. ob die Kernfassung an den erhaltenen
Fragmenten erkennbar ist.

22 Fir die opinio communis beziiglich der Autorschaft s. Ormand 2014, 3-5.
Driger 1997, 1-26 (wie vor ihm Rzach 1912, 1193) vertritt die Meinung, wenigstens
der Kern des Katalogs sei auf Hesiod zuriickzufiihren. Die Aias-Partie, wie gleich
gezeigt wird, kann allerdings schwerlich von Hesiod selbst gedichtet worden sein.
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der ganzen saronischen Kiiste siidlich der Attika, aber auch der Asine auf
der siidlichen Kiiste der Argolis beschaffen wiirde. Diese Verse wurden
schon von Wilamowitz, der sie auf dem Berliner-Papyrus 10560 entdeckt
und ediert hat, als erstem, vollkommen zu Recht mit dem Aias-Passus des
Schiffskatalogs in Verbindung gesetzt,>3 Hes. F 204, 44-51 M.—W.:

Afog 8’ €k ZaAapivog AUMUNTOG TOAEUOTNG
pvato- didov &’ dpa Edva owkdta, Bovpata Epya-
ol yap &yov Tpolijva kai dyyiaiov "Enidavpov
vijobv 17 Atywvav Maontd te kodpot "Ayoidv

kal Méyapa okiogvta kol 0ppvoevta Kopwvbov,
‘Eppuovny "Acivny te mapeé dro valetamoog,
TV Epat’ eiMmodag te foag Kol ipo P
GLVEAAGOG dMOEWV: EKEKOGTO YOP EYYEl HOKP®D.

Und Aias von Salamis, der tadellose Krieger, warb um sie. Und er bat
passende Geschenke an, die wundervollen Taten. Denn von allen S6hnen
der Achéer, die Troizen und das dem Meer benachbarte Epidauros und
die Insel Agina und Mases und die schattige Megara und das
stirnrunzelnde Korinth, die an der Kiiste liegenden Hermione und Asine
bewohnen, von all diesen also versprach er die schleppfiissigen Ochsen
und die starken Schafe zusammenzufiihren und ihr zu schenken. Denn er
tat sich als Krieger mit dem langen Speer hervor.

In 11. 2, 559-568 wird Diomedes, dem Herr von Argos, samt seinen
Untertanen Sthenelos und Euryalos Agina, Epidauros, Troizen, Hermione
sowie natiirlich auch Asine zugewiesen.?* Korinth gehore laut derselben

23 Wilamowitz-Moellendorff—Schubart 1907, 38.

24 Vgl. bes. 559-563: 01 8’ "Apyoc T’ eiyov Tipuvla te teyidecoay / ‘Eppudvnv
"Actvnv te Babov katd KOATOV €x0000g eqs. Dass Asine und Hermione ,,sich am tief
ins Land hineinragenden Golf befindend” dargestellt sind (V. 560), bedeutet trotz
Finkelberg (1988, 34 mit Verweis auf Kirk 1985, 209) nicht, dass der Dichter des
Schiffskatalogs an dieser Stelle geographisch falsch liegt. Freilich kann mop&é dla
vatetawoog als Korrektion gelesen werden. Der Golf von Hermione ist in der Tat
sowohl von dem Saronischen als auch von dem Argivischen durch Gebirgszungen
abgetrennt. Morphologisch und politisch gehort Hermione aber trotzdem in die
Stidargolis. Im groen MaBstab zeichnend wéhlt der Dichter nun zwei Extrempunkte
auf dieser siidlichen Kiiste (Nauplion konnte er nicht wéhlen, denn dort herrschte
Palamedes, dessen Gestalt fiir die nachhomerischen Troja-Epen sehr von Belang war),
um den ganzen Kiistenbereich zu bezeichnen, iiber den Argos seine Vormacht ausiibte
(vgl. Visser 1997, 462). Genau dasselbe meint der Autor des Certamen Homeri et
Hesiodi (Alkidamas?), indem er erzdhlt, wie Homer zu den Argivern kam und, um
sie anzuschmeicheln, ihnen den Diomedes-Abschnitt aus dem Schiffskatalog vorlas:
Cert. 287-301. In 289-293 wird nach dem entsprechenden Verweis 11 2, 559—
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Quelle keinem anderen als Agamemnon (V. 570). Der Autor der zitierten
Verse hat die an den Aias-Abschnitt unmittelbar ankniipfenden Passagen
des Schiffskatalogs modifiziert und in sein Gedicht eingebaut. Bei diesem
Verfahren musste er einen geographischen Fehler begehen, indem er Asine
neben den Territorien auf dem Saronischen Golf lokalisierte. Um Megara
anzuschliefen, beniitzte er das homerische Klischee xota / dava péyapo
okoevta (,,im schattigen Saal“: /. 9, 463; Od. 1, 365 usw., insgesamt
7 Mal). Freilich variiert er die Epitheta und weist kein geringes Talent zur
kombinatorischen Versifikation auf. Das bedeutet aber bei weitem noch
nicht, dass er unabhingig schafft.?> Das mehr oder weniger anspruchslose
Zusammenkleben der homerischen und hesiodeischen Versteile deutet
m. E. unmissverstdndlich auf die Rhapsoden-Dichtung hin. Dass der Frau-
enkatalog als die von einem oder mehreren hesiodeischen Rhapsoden
stammende Félschung qualifiziert werden darf, folgt iiberdies aus der
Tatsache, dass die Autorschaft Hesiods in der Antike nie bezweifelt
wurde. Allem Anschein nach wurde das Gedicht als Theogonie-Ergénzung
nicht nur vorgelesen, sondern auch gedichtet.

Nun spricht Aias des Frauenkatalogs (genauer gesagt, des Freierkata-
logs, denn durchaus kann dieser von einem selbstdndigen Autor gedichtet
worden sein) seine Absicht aus, im Falle des Erfolgs bei seinem Werben
die benachbarten Herrscher zu iiberfallen und ihr Vieh zu rauben.?® Die

563 wortlich zitiert. Bei der Zitation hat der Autor aber anstatt of T° &gov Aiywav die
Version des Frauenkatalogs vijodv t° Afywav verwendet. Dass die beiden Varianten
als homerisch im Umlauf waren, sagt explizit Strabon 8, 6, 16. Finkelberg (1988,
34-35, mit Verweis auf Allen 1909, 84) meint, vijcdv T’ Aiywav sei ,,an authentic epic
formula® und verweist auf vijodc t° Aiyivn in dem delischen Apollo-Hymn (V. 31),
wohin es aber wahrscheinlich aus der einschldgigen Fassung des Schiffskatalogs
iibernommen wurde. Ein prosaischer Ausdruck wie ,,und die Insel Agina®, der sich
iiberdies weder bei Homer noch in Hesiod sonst finden ldsst, kann jedoch unmoglich
als episches Klischee gedeutet werden.

25 So die Meinung von Finkelberg 1988, 35: ,....Hes. fr. 204, 44-51 is a genuine
traditional version independent of Ilias 2, 557-70%. Vgl. aber ebd., 33: ,,The points of
coincidence between the two versions are so obvious that we may say with certainty
that they are mutually related”. Die Verbindung zwischen beiden Versionen bestehe
dann Finkelberg zufolge allein darin, dass beide aus dem gemeinsamen Gut von oral
poetry schopfen.

26 So mochten die Helden in der Kleinen Ilias einander gegeniiberstehen,
sehr anders als in der //ias und bei Pindar® —, erklart Wilamowitz (Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff—Schubart 1907, 38). Gemeint ist sicherlich der Waffenstreit, die
Vorgeschichte der sophokleischen Aias-Tragodie (vgl. in der Odyssee 11, 543-567;
in der Kleinen Ilias und in der Aithiopis wurde das Sujet ausfiihrlich behandelt).
Bei Pindar (1. 3/4, 50-59) wird das homerische Aias-Bild dem nachhomerischen
gegeniibergestellt, und die Rhapsoden implizit dafiir gepriesen, dass sie diese
urspriingliche Gestalt iibermitteln.



254 Michael Pozdnev

Stelle wurde missverstanden von T. W. Allen, indem er dem Autor eine
Anerkennung der hervorragenden Rolle zuschrieb, die Megara als Teil
des Reiches von Aias im trojanischen Mythenkreis spielen sollte: ,,he
[d.i. Ps.-Hesiod] has given the Megarians what they in vain sought from
Homer, an heroic existence under the banner of Ajax“.2” Dies wurde von
W. Leaf zu Recht kritisiert.?® Aias sei ein tiichtiger Krieger; das zum
Schluss gesagte kausative ékéxaoto yap Eyyei paxp@ erkldre, worauf er
sein Versprechen griinde. ,,Are we to say that the sheriff of Nottingham
existed heroically ‘under the banner’ of Robin Hood?** —, fragt Leaf mit
wohl begriindeter Ironie. Das ausschlaggebende Argument allerdings
liegt im Sinn des von Homer adaptierten Verbs cuvelavve: Die von Leaf
angegebenen Parallelstellen /1. 1, 154: o0 yap nomot’ £uag fodg Aacov
ovd¢ pév tmmovg und 11, 677: Anida & €k mediov cvveldoocapey Hibo
molv lassen keinen Zweifel iibrig, dass cvveldcoag nichts anderes als
einen rauberischen Kriegszug bedeuten kann. Ohne dieses Argument zu
paralysieren, sprach Margalit Finkelberg wiederholt die Meinung aus, dass
es sich bei der ,,hesiodeischen Version® im Gegensatz zur homerischen um
ein ,,salaminisches Reich* handeln soll. Aias sei dargestellt ,,as exercising
authority over the lands that in Homer are ascribed to such a prominent
leader as Diomedes and even to Agamemnon himself*.2° Dem darf mit den
Wortern von Leaf erwidert werden: Muss man denn glauben, dass Robin
Hood iiber den Sheriff von Nottingham ,,Regierungsgewalt ausiibte*?
Aus Homer schaffend aber auch Homer ergidnzend?® listet der Dichter
des Freierkatalogs pedantisch (daher vijo6v v Alywav, vgl. Strb. §, 6,
16) die Gebiete um Salamis auf, erwéhnt allerdings keinen nordlich der
Megara liegenden Ort. Das mutet merkwiirdig an. Warum will Aias sein
angriffslustiges Versprechen auf die ihm ganz nah, viel ndher als die
Isthmus-Stidte, Agina oder Argolis liegende Attika nicht verbreiten?
,,Offenbar, weil er eigentlich bereits dazu gehorte”. So die Antwort von
Wilamowitz.3! Eine ausgewogenere Formulierung von Leaf scheint cher

]

7 Allen 1909, 83-84.
8 Leaf 1910, 179-180; vgl. Meier 1976, 184-185.
? Finkelberg 1988, 32, Anm. 6; dasselbe: Higbie 1997, 285.

30 So mit Recht Meier 1976, 185-186.

31 Wilamowitz-Moellendorff—Schubart 1907,38. West 132—133,Anm. 21 erwidert
darauf, Aias wiirde seinen Reichtum augmentieren ,,by loot from those places round
Saronic Gulf with no suitors attached to them*, wiahrend Athen von Menestheus ,,and
perhaps one or two others* (diese Ergénzung bleibt ohne Begriindung) vertreten
wird. Dabei bezieht West keine Stellung beziiglich der augenscheinlichen Verbindung
der Aias-Partie mit den Versen des Schiffskatalogs, die unmittelbar nach den Aias-
Versen folgen und den Machtbereich von Argos beschreiben. Unmoglich konnte der
Dichter davon ausgehen, dass sein Publikum diese Beziehung nicht merken wiirde.

NN
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zuzutreffen: ,,In fact, the only conclusion which we can draw from this
fragment as to Aias’ political position is that he was on particularly
friendly terms with Attica. This is entirely consonant with the Homeric
Catalogue, B 55832

Die pragnante Verschwiegenheit wird durch die Gestalt des athe-
nischen Freiers Menestheus unterstiitzt. Er besitzt viele Schitze (F 200,
Vv. 4-8 werden diese beschrieben) und wiegt sich in der Hoffnung, alle
iibrigen Pratendenten hinsichtlich der Pracht der Geschenke zu iibertreffen:
Vv. 8-9, mkeilota mopovt’ xzd. schaffen den Eindruck, dass er keinem der
Freier nachsteht. Zwar bietet Menelaos die noch reicheren Geschenke an,
doch wohl nur zu dem Zwecke, um den Hauptstrang der Sage invariant zu
halten. Das Portrait des athenischen Helden ist hier demnach nicht minder
schmeichelhaft als im Schiffskatalog.

Bei Modifikation des ‘homerischen’ Erzéhlstoffs scheint also der
Dichter des Freierkatalogs an die uns bekannte pro-athenische Fassung
des Schiffskatalogs anzulehnen. Zu seiner Zeit lie sich wohl nur aus
dieser Fassung iiber die Bundesgenossenschaft von Aias und Athen
schlieBen. Anscheinend will der Dichter die fragliche Version als ‘Hesiod’
untermauern. So konnte er der Sympathie der athenischen Richter sicher
sein, denn die Vermutung dréngt sich auf, dass auch er wahrend eines
Wettbewerbs auf einem attischen Fest sein Gedicht vortrug. Sein Text
darf somit als bewusste Reaktion auf den seines Vorgéngers gelesen
werden. Der Vergleich der Aias-Eintrdge in beiden Katalogen zeigt also
deutlich, dass die angeblich verfalschte Angabe Homers iiber die Bundes-
genossenschaft des salaminischen Helden mit Athen von der mit Dichtung
vertrauten Offentlichkeit seit der Bliitezeit der homerischen Rhapsoden
bereits diskutiert wurden.

Michael Pozdnev
Universitdt Sankt Petersburg

m.pozdnev@spbu.ru

Daraus folgt: Auch bei diesem ,,Hesiod” gehoren die genannten Gebiete Argos, er
hat sie aber nicht Diomedes, sondern den anderen, nicht so ansehnlichen Freiern
zugeschrieben. Die Tatsache, dass Aias gleichfalls Korinth anzugreifen verspricht,
ist durch seine von Wilamowitz bemerkte in der Waffenstreitgeschichte klar zutage
kommende rebellische Einstellung zu erkldren, die ihn zum Begleiter Achills in der
Unterwelt macht (Od. 11, 469; 24, 17). Agamemnon als ‘Mitfreier’ brauche er nicht
zu respektieren; ja selbst ihn konne er angreifen, nicht aber die Athener, denn mit
denen sei er im Bunde: So musste der Abschnitt von dem zeitgendssischen Publikum
wahrgenommen werden.
32 Leaf 1910, 180.
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1l. 2, 558 is considered by most scholars, ancient and modern, to be a politically
motivated Athenian forgery. The verse informs that the Salaminian Ajax landed
his ships “where the Athenian phalanxes stood”. This is different from what is told
about the position of both contingents and their leaders elsewhere in the [liad.
E. Visser points out the preposterousness of the term “phalanx” in the narrative.
Besides, the phrase is catachrestic since it is hardly possible to land ships near the
attack formations. Such mistakes are likely to be forced by the conciseness of
expression, and it is this unexpected brevity of the Ajax segment in the Catalogue
of Ships that is stressed by R. Hope Simpson und J. F. Lazenby who defend it
against athetesis. Indeed, the interpolator moved by desire to link Salamis to
Athens “could have made a better job of it”. Yet, if seen as a mere supplement to
the Athenian part of the Catalogue, the Ajax entry becomes significant in its
briefness: not only are the Athenians very pious and their leader Menestheus
superior to all chieftains except Nestor, but no lesser hero than Telamonian Ajax
sides with them in camp and field. Considering the hyperbolized compliments, the
accent put on the worship of Athena in her temple on the Acropolis and the focus
on the narrator’s time (vv. 551-552), we should agree with those who believe the
Athenian segment to be an insertion made by Homeric rhapsodes for the benefit of
Athens. The sceptics ask: if the alleged distortion of the Homeric original was that
obvious, why there seems to have been no polemics on it before the late Classical
period? For the earliest objections known so far are that of the patriotic-minded
Megarian historians Dieuchidas and Hereas. However, it is possible to reveal
traces of doubt in still earlier sources, i.¢. in Book 5 of Herodotus’ Histories (c. 67,
the account of the two Cleisthenes of Sicyon and Athens) and in the Hesiodic
Fragment 204, vv. 44—51 M.—W. (the ‘sub-list’ of Helen’s suitors in the Catalogue
of Women). Herodotus mentions the Athenian “ally” Ajax whose name Cleisthenes
used while renaming the Attic tribes; there follows the story how another
Cleisthenes prohibited the rhapsodic competitions in Sikyon. Ps.-Hesiod attempts
to redraw the political landscape of Homeric Greece and to portray its kings in a
way corresponding to the Athenian version of the Catalogue of Ships. This
questionable version is never cited nor explicitly mentioned, both sources being
pro-Athenian. Nonetheless the apologetic tendency is apparent, especially in the
second case, thus proving that the forged version of the Catalogue was criticized
already in the early period of its existence in rhapsodic performance.
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Crux 558 Bropoii mecHn Mnuads: GONBIIMHCTBO YUCHBIX MPU3HACT MOIOKHBIMH.
O MecTononoxeHnn kopadneit CasaMMHCKOro Asikca “Tam, Tie CTOsUIH (ajaHru
aduHIH", NCKOHHBIN Cnucok Kopabieti yMaIlduBall — B 3TOM COBpEMEHHas (hro-
JIOTHs IOBTOPSIET aHTUYHYIO, YKa3blBasi Ha pacxoxkaeHue Karamnora ¢ TeM, 4To u3-
BECTHO 0 MecTe ASKCOBa BOICKa U3 JApyrux necen Mauaowr. [lpuunna danabcudu-
Kaluy sICHA JIPEBHHUM, KaK M HOBBIM: CTHX ‘['omepa’ orpaBibIBaji MOIUTHYECKHE
nputsazanust A¢un. J. Buccep oOpaiiaer BHUMaHHE Ha MNPEXICBPEMEHHOCTh
B Happaruse “Qananr”’. Eme 3amMeTHee kaTaxpesa: “ipuyaiii kopadnu Bo3ne (ha-
naHr”’. BeposiTHO, OIIMOKK B KOMITOHOBKE BBIHYK/ICHBI KPATKOCTHIO COOOIICHUSL.
HemHOrOUYNCNeHHbIE CTOPOHHUKH ATPUOYLIUH OTMEYAIOT 4YTO (albCHUPHUKATOP
JIOJDKEeH ObLT ckazarh 00 Askce moapoOHee. J[0BOI MOXKHO IapupoBarh, 3arofo-
3puB Bech admHCKUA cermeHT Katamora. I'umepOonm3upoBaHHBIe TOXBaIE Me-
Hecdero, pacckas o MoyuTaHuu AQHUHBI B €€ XpaMe Ha AKpOIOJIe U yKa3aHUe Ha
Bpems pacckaza (II, 551-552) cBumeTensCTBYIOT O PaBOTE YUEHBIX, IPU3HABAB-
myX aUHCKYIO YacTh pancoauueckoi narepnossinnei. CTuxu 00 Askce mociy-
i 3G exTHON KOHIOBKOH aduHCKON Amorun. OcTaeTcs eTMHCTBEHHOE BO3pa-
JKEHHUE: JIPEBHEHIIYIO JUTEPATypHYIO (PagbcHHUKANIO TPYAHO CUECTh HAJIEKHO
3aCBUICTEIHCTBOBAHHON. JIMCKYCCHIO OTKpBUIM IMAaTPHOTHYECKH HACTPOCHHBIC
merapckue ucropuku [V-III B. [lueBxun u ['epest; Oonee paHHUX MCTOYHUKOB HE
obnapyxeHo. OHaKo OHM CYIIECTBYIOT. O TOM, UTO KPUTHKA CTHXa 00 AsIKCe, Kak
1 BCEX ITTO3IHEHIINX 3aTPAarnBaroONINX OJUTHIYECKNE HHTEPECHl (paabCcupUKAILIIT,
He 3acTaBmiIa ce0st J0JIT0 XKJIaTh, CBUIETEIbCTBYIOT CHKHOHCKHI AKCcKypce ['epono-
Ta (5, 67) n ‘monkaranor’ xenuxoB Enensl B [IceBmo-I'ecnomoBom Crucke dicen-
wun (F 204, 44-51 M.—W.). I'eponoTr ynomuHaeT “coro3Huka” apuHsH Askca,
paccka3sbiBasi O HEpEeUMEHOBaHU arTHuecKux (Guin Kincdenom; TyT sxe moBecTBy-
eTcst 00 M3rHAHMMU ParcoyioB, ¢ kKoToporo Kircden CHKMOHCKMH Hauaul HIE0JIOT -
YeCKyIo BOMHY poTuB Aproca. Aprop “Karanora ;eHHX0B” CTpeMHUTCS 3aKPETTUTh
BO3HUKIIYIO B pe3yibrare (Ganbcu(uKanuy npo-ahuHCKYI0 MOJIUTHYECKYIO pac-
CTaHOBKY, ITepeKpanBas KapTy U CBOCOOPA3HO XapaKTepH3ys BIaCTHUTENCH MUKEH-
ckoit I'penmu. OOa MCTOUHHMKA CHMIIATH3UPYIOT A(QHHAM M MOTOMY HE TOBOPSIT
O CIIOPHOM TOMEPOBCKHM CBHJIETEIHCTBE OTKPHITO. OMHAKO armoyIoreTH4YecKast
TEHJICHIUS O€3 TPy[a BBIYUTHIBACTCS M3 000OMX TEKCTOB, MOATBEPIKIAIONINX, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, 4To crop o nouimHHoCTH /7. 11, 558 Bo3HMK BCKOpe mociie Toro, Kak
“Crincok kopabieii” mpo3Bydai ¢ apHCKON CIICHBI B HOBOI BEpPCHU.



LEAD LETTER FROM THE EXCAVATIONS
OF AREA ‘O-WESTERN’ AT THE BEREZAN
SETTLEMENT IN 2017

In 2017, during the excavations of an ancient Greek settlement-site on
the island of Berezan at the mouth of the Dnieper and Bug estuary, the
expedition of the State Hermitage found a letter on a twice folded lead
plate.! For the correct dating of the letter it is important to determine the
proper date of Storage Pit no. 266, in which it was found. This pit was
investigated in the northern part of the Sector ‘O-Western’. This sector,
located in the north-eastern part of the modern Berezan Island, currently
is the largest of the Archaic city: the total territory excavated by Russian
and Ukrainian archaeologists since the early 1960s to date is more than
7000 sq. m (Fig. 1, nos. 8, 9, 10 on the plan).?

The ongoing excavations of the State Hermitage in the Sector
‘O-Western’ in the last decades has resulted in the discovery of the
residential quarters of the city of the second half of the 6™ — first half
of the 5" centuries BC (period II), as well as of a remarkable complex
of two Late Archaic civil buildings. This included at least two buildings
of similar size and layout, both houses were constructed in the late 6™ —
early 5% century BC (phase II-B) and had existed up to approximately
the second quarter of the 5" century BC.3 Numerous structures of the
earliest, Ist period of the Berezan settlement’s occupation (dugouts and
storage pits), dated to the late 7t — first half of the 6™ century BC were
also investigated within the same area.*

! Field number B3 2017.57/364. At present, it is kept in the Mykolaiv Regional
Museum of Local Studies ‘Old Navy Quarters’ (city of Mykolaiv, Ukraine). The
authors are sincerely grateful to A. V. Verlinsky for his valuable comments and also
to M. Dana, D. Dana and S. Minon, who made many important points in the discus-
sion of this letter on December 11, 2018, at the seminar “Dialectologie et linguistique
du grec ancien” at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes/ ANHIMA.

2 The place where the lead letter was found is marked by the letter “A”.

3 About the main results of the investigations of the Sector ‘O-Western’ see:
Chistov 2005, 287-291; 2015a, 106-110; 2015b, 403—413; 2019, 97-106; Chistov—
Krutilov 2014, 209-230.

4 Chistov 2017 [[. E. Yuctos, “3emusHku apxandeckoil bepesann™], 127-144.
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<—— Fig. 1. Northern part of the Berezan settlement with the main excavation
trenches. Numbers of the sectors on the plan: 1 — Necropolis; 2 — Sector “S-1”
(Northern-1); 3 — Sector “S-2” (Northern-2); 4 — Sector “North-western A”; 5 —
Sector “North-western B”; 6 — Sector “T”’; 7 — Sector “G”; 8 — Sector “R-1v”
(Eastern); 9 — Sector “O”-Western; 10 — Sector “O”-Eastern; 11 — Sector “R-1”
(Western); 12 — Sector “G.Sh.”; 13 — Sector “A1”; 14 — Sectors “C4-6; 15 —
Sector “B8”; 16 — Sector “Zh”. Locations pointed by the arrows: A — location of
pit no. 266 (excavated in 2017), Sector “O-Western”; B — exploratory pit no. III
(excavated in 1982)

Bell-shaped storage pit no. 266 is a quite typical structure for the
Archaic Berezan settlement: it had a narrow mouth with the walls strongly
flaring toward a flat bottom. With a measured depth of 1.75 m it had
a diameter of 0.83 m at the level of the mouth and 1.90-2.0 m — at the
bottom. This pit was located fairly close to the external south-western
corner of the semi-basement premise no. 29. However, the masonry of
this structure, belonging to the residential house of the third quarter of the
6% century BC, did not cut through the filling of pit no. 266 (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2. Sector “O-Western”, area of investigations of 2017.
View from the West
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The fragmentary preservation of the construction remains of the
second half of the 6% century BC in this part of the excavation sector
makes it very difficult to determine the boundaries of individual housing
plots as well as to reveal their internal layout. Apparently, the house, to
which premise no. 29 belonged, was adjacent to the meridionally oriented
urban street from the west, and from the south, it adjoined residential
house no. 3.° Since the stone and mudbrick buildings in this area were
constructed taking in account the character of the terrain, to the north
of the previously investigated premises of house no. 3, the soil was cut
in antiquity to form a low terrace up to 0.5 m high. To the north of the
latter, semi-basement premises nos. 28, 29 and the remains of premise
no. 27 were investigated: to the south of the latter there was, probably,
the courtyard of the house. All these structures belonged to a single
stratigraphic phase: in the filling of the structures, as well as over the
territory of the courtyard, layers of destruction in the fire were revealed.

Traces of massive destructions of the earliest stone and mudbrick
houses of stratigraphic phase II-A, which happened approximately in the
last quarter or the late 6™ century BC had been uncovered earlier almost
everywhere over this area.®

However, the question arises whether pit no. 266 was synchronous to
the phase II-A houses or preceded them? The stratigraphic context gives
us no unambiguous answer to this question. None of the investigated
structures of this phase overlays or cuts its strata. The pit itself was dug
into the ground from the level of the buried soil, however, the surface
level of premise 29, apparently, almost coincided with this level. On the
other hand, pit no. 266 cuts through some other storage pits (no. 264, 258)
as well as dugout no. 72: all of these objects are datable to the Ist period
(late 7th — first half of the 6t century BC), and preceded the multi-chamber
houses, to one of which premise no. 29 belonged. Thus, a narrower dating
of this structure is possible only based on the assemblage of finds from
its filling.

464 ceramic fragments were found in pit no. 266, 86.21% came
from transport amphorae. Finds of other groups are represented by only
64 fragments, 40 of which belong to East Greek pottery. Ionian cups
are the most frequent of the tableware. A large fragment of a ‘rosette
bowl’ (Fig. 3.2), due to the peculiarities of its form (massive walls with
a rim slightly bent inside) and ornamentation (which contains no vertical

5 Chistov 2016, 15-20.

6 Chistovetal. 2012 [[I. E. Yucros, B. 10. 3yes, }0. . Unbuna, A. K. Kacnapos,
H. 1O. HoBocernoga, “UccrnenoBanus Ha octpoBe bepeszans B 20052009 rr.”’], 4142,
122-123.
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strokes) can be referred to early samples of bowls of this type dated to the
end of the 7t — first quarter of the 6 century BC.” An almost complete
Ionian cup with an everted rim (“Knickrandschale) with a graffito “A”
on the outer side also belongs to the early type (5.3B or A-2) (Fig. 3.1).
This vessel has thick walls and a low foot. The lip and upper body of the
cup, at the level of the handles, bears a banded decoration. The lower part
of the bowl and the foot are black-glossed. The entire internal surface is
also covered with the gloss and has a narrow reserved band in the upper
part of the lip. The cup under consideration belongs to a type which was
produced for a rather long time; one of its variants dates back to 640/630—
600/590 BC.? Early cups of this kind are often found on Berezan, but
usually they are represented by small fragments.” Our vessel has some
analogies among the cups found on Samos in the sanctuary of Hera.!?
These parallels are considered to have been products of Southern lonia,
but the vessel from pit no. 266 is different from the finds from Samos
in the black shiny gloss and the presence of white inclusions in the clay
which does not allow us to attribute it as a product of the same region.

Thus, the assemblage from pit no. 266 contains cups of two types
dated to the late 7t — the first quarter of the 6t century BC: one of them
is represented by a large fragment, while the second is almost complete,
so that it is impossible to suppose an occasional association of these
finds. However, some small fragments of Ionian pottery from the same
assemblage (the rim of a plate, the bottoms of rosette bowls with ray
ornament in a reserved circle at the centre (Fig. 3.3—4) are dated rather
broadly to within the first half of the 6t century BC, and they also occur
in Berezan structures of phase II-A dating from after the middle of that
century.

A sherd of an amphora of the “Fikellura” style with a lotus painting
(Fig. 3.6) can be considered as the latest find among the assemblage of
East Greek pottery from the pit. Since this fragment is very small, it
is possible only to state that the shape of the lotus corresponds to the
ornamental pattern of the earliest examples of ceramics in this style,
including amphorae of the Altenburg painter.!' It is datable to the late
second or third quarter of the 6t century BC. Nevertheless, an occasional
late admixture to the fill of the pit cannot be here excluded. The absence

7 Ilyina 2016 [}O. 1. WneuHa, “Panane xumikn Ha Bepesann™], 224, PL. 5.1-4.

8 Schlotzauer 2001, 94-97, 296.

9 Bujskikh 2016 [A. B. byiickux, “Honmiickue kunmnkn u3 bopucdena™], 31
Fig. 1.1-7.

10 Schlotzauer 2001, 502, Cat. 106, P1. 20; 503, Cat. 108, P1. 20, 112.

11 Schaus 1986, 267, Fig. 5.15,19.
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Fig. 3. Pottery from the filling of Storage Pit no. 266: 1 — lonian cup

(field number BD 2017 57/181); 2 — fragment of the “rosette bowl” rim

(field number B2 2017 57/129); 3—4 — fragments of the “rosette bowls”;

5 — fragment of an Ionian plate; 6 — fragment of a Fikellura style vessel;
7 — Ionian chytra (field number B2 2017 57/130)

of fragments of Attic black figure pottery is indicative of an earlier date,
because the numbers of Attic tableware, quite rare in the storage pits and
dugouts of the 15 period, sharply increase in contexts on Berezan from the
third quarter of the 6t century BC.

Finds of kitchenware from pit no. 266 are not essentially helpful for
its dating. The handmade pottery is few; the wheelmade imported cooking
ware is represented by pots — chytrai (Fig. 3.7). Samples of similar forms
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of archaic imported cooking vessels are well known on Berezan, and can
be dated to within the 6% century BC.!2

Among the fragments of transporting amphorae (Fig. 4), the Kla-
zomenian amphorae and those of the “Klazomenian circle”, Milesian,
Samian, Lesbian red and grey wares can be identified. Profiled parts of
the amphorae represent the assortment of types common for the 1t half
of the 6% century BC; some fragments (such as a massive Klazome-
nian rim, Fig. 4.2) definitely dates back to the early 6™ century BC.

6 h

15 16
01 5 10 cm

[r— L1 L

Fig. 4. Transporting amphorae fragments from storage pit no. 266:
1-2 — Klazomenai; 3—8 — Miletos; 9-10 — Samos; 11-13 — Lesbian grey
amphorae; 14-16 — Lesbian red amphorae

12 Chistov—Iljina—Shcherbakova 2015 [ . E. Yucros, 0. 1. Unbuna, O. E. lep-
6axoBa, “KyxoHHOe 000py10BaHNE 1 KyXOHHAs KepaMHKa apxanueckoro bepesanckoro
nocenenust’”’, Knuo], 18—-19.



266 Dmitry Chistov, Natalia Pavlichenko

It is also indicative that ceramics from pit no. 266 do not include frag-
ments of the so-called ‘Protothasian’ amphorae — transporting containers
of an unknown, probably North Ionian, production center, which are
characteristic chronological markers for the Berezan layers from the
mid-6 century BC.13

Thus, the combination of finds from the filling of Storage Pit no. 266 is
the most convincing evidence for its belonging to the earliest, 15 period of
the Berezan settlement’s occupation, which preceded its rapid urbanization
in the 3™ quarter of the 6™ century BC.

The letter under consideration was found folded two times (Fig. 5).!14
Dimensions of the plate: 5.8 x4.1 cm, the height of the letters 2—3 mm, the
width 1.5-2 mm, the interval between the letters is 1.0-1.5 mm.

The inscription is drawn on a narrow specially cut plate. As it is
well discernible even from the photo, its upper and lower edges are
specially smoothed. The plate contains eight lines of an inscription exe-
cuted in the boustrophedon style, interpunction is absent. None of the
lines of the inscription is completely preserved. The left edge of the
plate is completely broken off, on the right one the lower right corner
is preserved. Probably, this is the end of the letter. However, since the
8t and last line is completely preserved, it can be concluded that, in the
broken off right part of the plate, in lines 1-7 approximately 2—3 letters
were lost in each line.The end of the 6, 7t and 8™ lines is higher than
the beginning of these lines, but it is difficult to say why.

On the reverse side of the plate there are no evident traces of the
continuation of the text or its addressee. The unclear dashes on the
reverse of the plate are traces of the signs deeply impressed during their
scratching.

The alpha of the letter of 2017 has an inclined oblique cross-bar, the
epsilon has oblique hastae, the gamma is with a raised horizontal hasta,
the eta is inclined to the right, the omicron and omega are fairly large
within the dimensions of the line; there is a characteristic pointed r/o;
the sigma is in a zigzag form; and the upsilon is in the form of the Latin
letter “V”.

The closest parallel of this letter is represented by the Berezan letter
of 1982 (field number Ab-82/146) found not far from the findspot of the
letter under consideration. It also was written in the lonian dialect and
has the same palacographic features as the letter under publication, and

13 Chistov 2018 [/I. E. Yucros, “Mmmnopt ToBapoB B amdopHoii Tape Ha bepesan-
ckoe ocenenre B VI-V BB. 110 H. 3. (110 MaTepuanaM packorok yaactka ‘O-3amamHbrii’
B 2004-2016 rr.)”], 22.

14 The letter was read by N. Pavlichenko from a photograph.
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Fig. 5. Lead letter from Storage Pit no. 266 (2017):
1 — the letter after the field conservation; 2, 3 — the letter in the condition
prior to conservation; 4 — photomontage of the front side of the letter
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also was scratched in boustrophedon style. The lead letter of 1982 was
found in the lower layer of the filling of Storage Pit no. 2, in exploratory
trench no. III during excavations of S. N. Mazarati. This small trench
was situated to the north-west from the modern “O-Western” sector:!® the
distance between the latter and pit no. 266, where the letter was found,
is only 48 meters. As this trench had very small dimensions (6.25 square
meters), no structures surrounding the storage pit have been disclosed
within the borders of the trench. So, it is difficult to propose a date of
this find only on the basis of the stratigraphy. Yu. G. Vinogradov, who
published this letter sixteen years afterward,'® dated the pit itself and
the letter from it to a period not later than the third quarter of the 6™
century BC. The finds of East Greek pottery presented in S. N. Mazarati’s
field report!” suggest rather a date around the second quarter of the 6t
century BC. These finds include the rim of a North Ionian oinochoe with
an ‘eye’ depiction,'® part of the neck of a North Ionian painted table
amphora (NiA I), which belongs to a type widely known among the
materials of Berezan and Olbia,!® and rims of early-type Lesbian red clay
storage amphorae. Thus, the lead letters of 1982 and 2017 not only were
found in a single part of the ancient settlement relatively close to each
other, but are also very closely associated through their archacological
context. Their palacographic features do not run contrary to their dating
through the associated material.

The following reading of the Berezan letter of 2017 can be proposed
(Fig. 6, 7):

1 [--] poptog d[vn]-

2 [6g]in NEMAIKA[--]

3 [--nmp]o[g] €ap katan[Aéo]-

4 [uev e.g.]. 1@V 0& ypnio[--]

5 [--]v T1c €vOade[2-3]

6 [--] || u T@LTOL oY[ApaTL ? --]
7 [--]H. xpfjpa &° éniot[EA0]-

8 v & L avayotev.

[ R

15 Fig. 1, pointed by the arrow with letter “B” on the plan.

16 Vinogradov 1998, 154-157, Fig. 1.

17 Mazarati 1982 [C. H. Mazaparu, “Otder 00 uccienoBaHusx bepe3aHcKoro
nocenenns B 1982 r.”’], PI. 28.

18 Walter-Karydi 1973, 77-78, P1. 106-107; Cook—Dupont 1998, 55, Fig. 53, 55,
8.20

19 Kerschner 2006, 136—138; Posamentir—Solovyov 2006, 119-120; Bujskikh
2013, 45, Fig. 3.29-44; Chistov et. al. 2012, 31, Fig. 30-31, 44.
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Fig. 6. Photos of the front side of the lead tablet of the letter at places
of the folds. Alignment points are marked by arrows

Fig. 7. Drawing of the front side of the letter from Storage Pit no. 266
(2017)
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Line 1-2. Unfortunately we do not know what the length of a single
line was on this plate. That is why the question about the genre of the
inscription arises — i.e. whether our plate is a letter or just some record
on trade transactions, written with a purpose unclear to us. In the case it
is a letter, it may be supposed that the greeting formula was 0 dgivo T®
d¢ivi émotéddet like in the letter of Achillodoros? or mwapd Tod deivog vel
Tov dgiva, with which, in the opinion of Yu. G. Vinogradov, the Berezan
letter of 1982 began.?!

In the first word of the letter under publication, M. Dana justly pro-
posed to see a form of the noun @optoc.2? According to the evidence by
Pollux, the terms @dptog and @oprtia, along with dydya and some other
words designated a ship’s cargo.?? The term @dptog meant, for example,
a ship’s cargo in Odyssey (Od. 8. 163, 14. 296). Herodotos employs the
words @optog and goptia in his tale about Egyptian and Assyrian goods
which the Phoenicians brought by sea to Argos (Hdt. 1. 1).

The closest Black Sea parallel, it seems, is t© @optnyecio from
the Berezan letter of Achillodoros. The meaning of this word remains
arguable: Yu. G. Vinogradov believed that it implied a freedman busy
with transportation of cargos, i.e. an active agent, while in the LSJ
it is a noun of the neuter gender designating “the business of carrying
merchandise or equipment for it”. Dubois believed that it is ‘cargaison’
of a merchant ship.

In either case, @optog, equally as its derivatives optnyém and 10
poptnyecio, belong to the vocabulary employed in the description of
transportation of cargoes by ships (cf. Hdt. 2. 96). The letter under con-
sideration is thus one where the matter is concerned with transactions on
purchase and sale of ships and their cargoes. Examples of letters of this
type are those from Emporion, Pech Maho and Torone.?> This fact allowed
M. Dana to suppose that Q scratched after ®OPTOZX is the first letter of
some form of the verb @véopat. In this case ®OPTOX must be a form of
nominativus singularis or accusativus pluralis.

20 Vinogradov 1971 [1O. I'. Bunorpaos, ““/IpeBHelimee rpe4eckoe MICEMO ¢ OCT-
posa bepesann”, BAH], 75. Cf. 6 d&iva 1@ deivt in the letter of Apatourios to Leanax
(Dana 2004, 6).

2l Vinogradov 1998, 155, see also Ceccarelli 2013, 336 no. 2.

22 This reading was proposed at the seminar “Dialectologie et linguistique du grec
ancien” at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes/ANHIMA on December 11, 2018.

2 Poll. 1. 99: Ta d¢ évubépeva taig vavet OPTOS, Poptia, AYOYYL, PATOS,
yopoc, Topevoijkat, see also Poll. 7. 8.

24 Vinogradov 1971, 87-94; SEG 26. 845; Dubois 1996, 52; see also Ceccarelli
2013, 336 no. 1.

25 Ceccarelli 2013, 346 no. 23, 350 no. 33, SEG 38. 1036, 48. 1038.
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However, poptog in the meaning of ‘cargo’, as it seems, was employed
only in singular (cf. e.g. Hdt. 1. 1. 10, 194; Hom. Od. 8. 163, 14. 296). In
this case, after mvéouar, the form of a passive participle is possible,2 or
a personal verbal form, e.g. that of optativus aoristi with the end of the
word transferred to the 2" line — m[vn/0g]in. In this case, in every line, we
would have to reconstruct two letters rather than three as in the 8™ line.
Then the letters NEMAI must be probably understood as the infinitivus
aoristi activi from véuw — “the cargo was bought in order to divide /
distribute (it)”, but this variant of reconstruction yields no satisfactory
sense. The letters KA might be the beginning of the conjunction kai.

Line 3. Before the distinctly readable letters EAP in the beginning
of the line there is a place for one letter, while on the left, near the very
edge of the plate, parts of a letter of a rounded form are preserved.
Since inside this circle there are no traces of vertical or oblique hastae,
this letter, most probably, is omicron. In this case it seems possible to
reconstruct here [np]o[g] Euap, i.e. “in the beginning of the spring” or “with
the approaching spring”.?” After EAP, letters KATAII follow which,
considering that in the 1% line some transported by sea freight (“goods” or
“cargos”) are mentioned, can be interpreted as the beginning of some form
of the verb xatamiéw. If we suppose here the form of the 15t or 22 person
pluralis, then the end of the 3t and beginning of the 4™ line can look as
KATAII[AEQ]/[MEN] or KATAII[AEE]/[TE] — “with the coming of the
spring we (e.g.) shall sail...”.28

Line 4. In the beginning of the line there were possibly two or three
letters of the ending of the preceding word, and after them was TQN
with a carelessly drawn nu. The last letter in the line is not completely
preserved. Most likely it was a sigma. This line thus can be reconstructed
as [uev/te] 1@V o€ ypnic[ovot e.g.] — “the things that they will need...”.?°

Line 5. While évBade (‘here’) is read fairly reliably, the first four
letters can be treated as [--]v Tig, i.e. the last letter of conjunction, for
example érnedav or 6tav and an indefinite pronoun.3°

26 Cf. ap1Bpog Podv tdv €fig v €optnv ovndévtav in the accounts of the
amphiktyons of the sanctuary of Apollo on Delos (377/6-373/2 BC, IG 112 16355 3).

27 ..10D yelpdvog tekevtdvtog oM kol tpog Eap... (Thuc. 5. 39. 3), as well as
Thuc. 5. 56. 5; 81. 2; Xen. Cyneg. 7. 1. 2.

28 Cf. Guo 1@ Eopt kotamiéopev €mi EAleondvtov (Hdt. 8. 109. 23).

29 Cf. Todtov v Sokém toV dvpa momcety TV v ypniCouev (Hdt. 5. 3).

30 This interpretation of [--]v was proposed by A. L. Verlinsky. Otherwise it may
be supposed that these letters belong to a single word proposing here such words as
[né]vtic or personal names — [Kiedpa]vtig, [Ago]vtig ete, but in the Black Sea littoral
similar names so far have not been recorded — see LGPN IV s.v.
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Line 6. The oblique bar drawn at the beginning of the line is, most
probably, a chance scratch. The following two vertical dashes with
no traces of other lines between and over them can inter alia present
numerical signs.3! After them we can see, probably, conjunction or simply
a negation un followed by the dativus singularis tovtdn with crasis of the
article and the pronoun. After the next two letters, £ and X, a vertical bar
is discernible which may be the hasta of an efa or, less probably, an iota.
Here it is possible to restore, for example, the form from the noun oyfjua,
i.e. un TOLVTAL oy[furatt] ‘not in the same manner / in order that not in the
same manner’.3?

Line 7-8. Since the end of the last lines of the lead letter is, for reasons
unknown to us, higher than their beginning, the letters N, O, T,  and A in
the right corner of the lead plate proved to be between the 7t and 8 lines,
which fact makes their interpretation rather difficult. Most probably, these
letters are the beginning of the 8t line.

At the beginning of the 7" line, after efa the word ypfjua is distin-
guishable. The plural tense ypiuata often is found in Black Sea inscrip-
tions in the meaning of ‘money’ or ‘goods’. As the closest example, the
letter of Apatourios to Leanax may be cited, where some goods were
confiscated by Herakleides, son of Eotheris.?? At the same time, according
to the statement of Pollux (9. 87), among the Ionians, the singular ypfjpa
has the same meaning as ypiuota.

As an example, we may adduce the well known place in the 374 book
of Herodotos (Hdt. 3. 38), where it is narrated that King Darius asked
Hellenes, for how much money they would agree to eat their late parents.
Another example of a similar meaning of the form of singular number
from ypfipa can be found in the letter, or rather a memorandum, from Pech
Maho, the author of which tells that he “paid the money, the 2 1/2 hektai”
or, according to another interpretation, “completed the sum of two octania
and a half” (anédmxa 10 ypfina Tpitov [fujroxtdvi[o]v).3

The letters AEIIXT following ypfipna are explainable in the following
ways: 1. 8¢ and the word derivative from the stem miot-; 2. 8 émiot[atém]/v,

31 Cf. the receipt of delivery from Corcyra which says that the carriers broke four
tiles — katépa&av ||| TAivBovg (ca. 475-450 BC, SEG 48. 604).

32 Cf. "Ootig... £1épm 080G kod £T€pm oynuott Emyepéel ntéewv (Hp. VM. 2. 5);
To0TE® O katdrkovy t@ oynuatt (Pl Criti. 112 d).

33 Dana 2004, 6, 13 — ta yprnata ctovAnpon v’ Hpoakieidem 6 E[6]0Mprog.
Cf., also XPHMAT from a fragmentary lead letter of the mid-5t century BC found
in Olbia in 2010 (Mitina 2017 [B. B. Muruna, “ITucemo, HaiiienHoe B OJbBUH B
2010 rony”, Hyperboreus], 257, 262).

34 Chadwick 2012, 161, 165; Somolinos 1996, 78.
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supposing here the genitivus pluralis from émotdrol — a term designating
the heads of some college of magistrates, with hyphenation of the final
nu to the next line; 3. 8’ éniot[EA0]/v, i.e. the form of imperativis aoristi
activi of the 2 person singular from the verb émotéAlw, also with
hyphenation of the final nu to the next line. Taking into consideration that
our letter tells about some trade or economic activities, the last variant
seems the most probable one.

The verb émotélAm has previously been recorded in lead letters. It
is found at the beginning of the letter of Achillodoros from the island
of Berezan of the second half of the 6% century BC.35 In a letter from
Emporion from the turn of the 6% and 5% century BC, this verb is
employed, similarly as in our letter, not in the beginning but the end of
the letter, in the end of the list of instructions of the trader to his agent —
KAMGTEAGT® 0KOGO v [--].3°

In this case we see in the last line an object clause depending from
émiot[EAo]v — & T1 dvdyolev, which is an attribute for ypfjua. The last two
lines then should read: [--] H. ypfjpa 6 €miot[EAo]v & L dvdayotev i.e. —
“in the case they would bring money (whatever money they would bring)
inform me”.

Thus our letter can be translated as follows:

... the cargo was bought ... with the coming of the spring we (e.g.) shall
sail. The things that they will need ... someone here ... not in the same
manner / in order that not in the same manner... in the case they would
bring money (whatever money they would bring), inform me.

Despite the poor state of preservation of the letter under discussion,
it may be concluded that it probably belongs to letters with an economic
content, in particular to a correspondence between a merchant who con-
ducted large-scale exporting operations on Berezan and his counter-
agent. This letter bears evidence on the lively trade connections of Berezan
settlement in as early as the first half of the 6% century BC, i.e. in the
period preceding to the stone house building on the site.

Trade in this early period could have been mostly seasonal: the text
of the letter mentions preparations for sailing with the onset of spring.

35 Vinogradov 1971, 75. Concerning the Northern Black Sea region see also for
the other examples of the Classic and Hellenistic period — Hermonassa, 2" half of
the 5% century BC (Pavlichenko—Kashaev 2012, 230), Patraeus, last quarter of the
5t century BC (Pavlichenko—Zavoykina 2018, 41), Nikonion, 15t half of the 4t century
BC (Dana-Brujako—Sekerskaja 2018, 115).

36 Ceccarelli 2013, 346.
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Apparently, the letter refers to trade expeditions over long distances.
There is reason to believe that Borysthenes was the main centre of transit
trade with the barbarian world from the second half of the 7t century
BC. Through the Berezan settlement, Milesian ceramics at the stage of the
earliest contacts were delivered and appears on the settled and funerary
sites of the Right-Bank Forest-Steppe, Central Dnieper, as well as in the
castern Crimea, and possibly in the lower reaches of the Kuban.?” The
published letter may be directly related to similar trade relations of the
first half of the 6th century BC.

Moreover, together with the recent discovery of the graffito on an
Ionian rosette bowl with the dedication to Hermes from another pit,33
which is also dated before the middle of 6™ century BC, this finding
is another important argument for Greek ethnicity of a large part of
inhabitants of the early Berezan settlement.?®
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In 2017, during excavations of an ancient Greek settlement-site on the island of
Berezan in the mouth of the Dnieper and Bug estuary, the expedition of the State
Hermitage found a letter on a twice folded lead plate. This letter, on the plate
broken on left and right, contains eight lines scratched in boustrophedon style. It
was discovered in the fill of a household pit located ca 50 m from the place where,
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in 1982, a fragmentary lead letter also of the 2"d quarter of the 6t century BC was
found. Both the archaeological context (e.g. Attic pottery and ‘proto-Thasian’
amphorae were absent in the pit) and the palacographic peculiarities of the
inscription allow us to date the find under consideration to the 15t half or even the
2nd quarter of the 6™ century BC. This is the early pit-dwelling period in the
occupation of the Berezan settlement. Despite the poor state of preservation of the
letter here published, it may be concluded that it probably belongs to letters of an
economic contents, in particular, to a correspondence between a merchant who
conducted large-scale exporting operations on the Berezan and his counteragent.

B 2017 . BO BpeMst pacKOIOK aHTHYHOT'O [TOCEICHUSI Ha OCTpoBe bepe3anb B ycThe
Juenpo-byrckoro nmmana skcnenunueii [ocymapcTBeHHOro OpmuTaxka OBLIO
HAMICHO MUCHMO Ha JBAXKIBI CIIOKCHHOM CBUHIIOBOH IutacTiHKe. [Tnchmo Ha 00-
JIOMaHHOI! ClieBa U CIpaBa IUTACTHHKE COJIEPKUT 8 CTPOK, MPOIapaiaHHbIX B CTHIIC
oycrpodenon. OHo ObLTIO OOHAPYKCHO B 3AIIOTHCHHUN X03sHCTBEHHOW SIMBI, PaCIIO-
JIOKEHHOU MpUMEpHO B 50 M OT MecTa, rie B 1982 1. Ob110 HaiiieHo (hparMeHTHPO-
BaHHOE CBMHIOBOE MUCHMO 2-i 4yeTB. VI B. 10 H.3. 1 apxeonoruueckuii KOHTEKCT
(HampuMep, B sSIME OTCYTCTBOBaJia aTTHYECKas Kepamuka M “‘nporodacocckue”
amdopsl), 1 maneorpadpuaeckre 0COOCHHOCTH HAIHICH TTO3BOJSIOT JTaTHPOBATh
Haxonky 2017 . 1-it mon. win maxe 2-it yetB. VI B. 10 H.3. DTO BpeMsi paHHETO,
3eMJITHOYHOTO TIeproa B Xu3HU bepe3anckoro mocenenus. Hecmorps Ha dpar-
MEHTapHYIO0 COXPaHHOCTh MUChMa, MOYKHO 3aKITIOYUTh, YTO OHO OTHOCHUTCS K KaTe-
TOPUH JICIIOBBIX MTICEM U MIPEACTABISACT COOOH MOCIaHNe OT TOPTOBIIA, TOCTABIISIB-
mero Ha bepesanb 1o MOPIO IPy3bl, K €ro KOHTPAreHTY.



SPRECHERBEZEICHNUNGEN IM KYKLOPS
DES EURIPIDES

I. Allgemeine Einleitung

Der Kyklops gehort zu den Stiicken, die wir dem gliicklichen Zufall
verdanken, dass sich neben der Schulauswahl von zehn Dramen! ein
kleiner Teil einer alphabetischen Gesamtausgabe erhalten hat, der sich
nur in einem einzigen Stiick (Hekabe) mit der Auswahl iiberschneidet.
Der Text der neun Stiicke, und damit auch des Kyklops, beruht auf einer
einzigen Handschrift, dem Codex Laurentianus 32,2 mit der Sigle L, der
am Anfang des 14. Jahrhunderts in einem Scriptorium in Thessaloniki
geschrieben worden ist,2 und einer ebenfalls aus dem 14. Jahrhundert
stammenden Abschrift von L mit der Sigle P (Palatinus gr. 287).3 L wurde
nach der Abschrift aus der Vorlage A von dem bedeutenden Philologen
Demetrios Triklinios (ca. 1280-1340) mehrfach korrigiert.* Wéhrend
die erste Korrektur dazu diente, Fehler des Schreibers zu verbessern,
betdtigte sich Triklinios, nach einer gewissen zeitlichen Pause, in zwei
weiteren Korrekturgidngen als Konjekturalkritiker (vor allem bei den

U Alkestis, Medea, Hippolytos, Andromache, Hekabe, Troerinnen, Phénissen,
Orestes, Bakchen und der unechte Rhesos; im Unterschied zur Schulauswahl haben
die alphabetischen Stiicke keine Scholien. Es handelt sich um fiinf Stiicke, deren Titel
mit Epsilon oder Eta (Hekabe, Helena, Elektra, Herakles und Herakliden) und finf,
die mit Iota oder Kappa anlauten (lon, Hiketiden, Iphigenie in Tauris, Iphigenie in
Aulis und Kyklops).

2 L enthilt alle Stiicke au3er den Troerinnen und einem Teil der Bakchen (1-755).
Die Sammelhandschrift enthdlt auerdem die Dramen des Sophokles (auler dem
Odipus auf Kolonos), Hesiods Erga und die sogenannte byzantinische Trias des
Aischylos (Perser, Sieben und Prometheus).

3 In P fehlen durch den Verlust eines Blattes die Verse 244-351. — Seit einigen
Jahren ist ein Oxyrhynchus Papyrus (Nr. 4545) bekannt, der unterschiedlich grofe
(meist sehr kleine) Teile der Verse 455496 bietet; s. Giinther 2001, 16—18. Es handelt
sich um den gréBeren unteren Teil von zwei Kolumnen.

4 Die Korrekturen konnen groBtenteils an Hand der verschiedenen Farbe der
Tinte unterschieden werden.
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Chorliedern).> P ist nach der ersten der drei Korrekturen aus L kopiert
und hat deswegen nur in den Fillen Wert fiir die Konstitution des Textes,
an denen die Handschrift Lesarten von L bewahrt, wo Triklinios bei
seinen beiden spateren Korrekturgéngen eingegriffen hat.

Die Sprecherbezeichnungen bzw. Sprecherwechsel, die entweder
durch den Namen des Sprechers (meistens abgekiirzt) oder durch eine
Paragraphos angezeigt werden,® sind weitgehend vollstdndig und in L
und allen spéteren Abschriften so gut wie identisch. Nur vereinzelt haben
Triklinios oder der Schreiber von P bzw. die Schreiber der spiteren
Abschriften eine in L fehlende Sprecherbezeichnung hinzugefiigt.” Wie
bei allen dramatischen Texten sind die handschriftlichen Sprecherbe-
zeichnungen auch im Falle des Kyklops unzuverlédssig.?

II. Eindeutige Félle

An einer Reihe von Stellen ist die Notwendigkeit einer Korrektur der
Uberlieferung evident und die Heilung des Fehlers unstrittig.

Das gilt z.B. fiir 175, 177 und 179, die in den Handschriften Silenos
zugewiesen sind, aber sicher vom Chor (so Tyrwhitt) gesprochen werden.
Es kann kein Zweifel daran bestehen, dass der Alte, als Odysseus ihn
auffordert, den versprochenen Proviant aus der Hohle zu holen (162),
nach dem zustimmenden ,,das werde ich tun* (163a) und der begeisterten
Begriindung seiner Bereitschaft (163b—174) in die Hohle geht und es
die Satyrn sind, die die Gelegenheit nutzen, Odysseus danach zu fragen,

5 Cf. Zuntz 1965, 194. — P ist nach der ersten der drei Korrekturen aus L kopiert
und hat deswegen nur in den Fillen Wert fiir die Konstitution des Textes, an denen
die Handschrift Lesarten von L bewahrt, wo Triklinios bei seinen beiden spéteren
Korrekturgéngen eingegriffen hat.

6 So bietet L z.B. bei Wechsel des Sprechers innerhalb eines Verses in der Regel
nicht den Namen des Gespréchspartners, sondern eine Paragraphos.

7 So hat Triklinios z.B. in Vers 1 die in L fehlende Personenbezeichnung ciinvog
hinzusetzt und P bietet in 154 nach avtv; die in L fehlende Sprecherbezeichnung
o). Ansonsten beschriinken sich die Anderungen auf die Ersetzung von Abkiirzungen
eines Namens durch Paragraphos bzw. die umgekehrte Ersetzung einer Paragraphos
durch die Abkiirzung eines Namens; zu Triklinios’ Aufteilung des Chors in Halbchore
s.u. zu 483-518.

8 Stoessl hat im Anschluss an seine Studien zu den Sprecherbezeichnungen
in Euripides’ Elektra (1956, 47-92) und Herakliden (1956, 225-234) sowie in
Menanders Dyskolos (1960) in einem Aufsatz aus dem Jahr 1984 die Auffassung
vertreten, dass L nur in 638 eine falsche Sprecherbezeichnung bietet und die hand-
schriftliche Uberlieferung auch an Stellen verteidigt, an denen sie offensichtlich nicht
korrekt ist.
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was die Griechen nach der Eroberung Trojas mit Helena gemacht héitten
(175 f£.).° In 188 kehrt Silenos mit Ldmmern und Kése zuriick (wahr-
scheinlich helfen ihm die Prospoloi, die in der Parodos die Satyrn dabei
unterstiitzt haben, die Herde zuriick zur Hohle zu treiben) und unterbricht
mit seinem 1600 das Gesprach zwischen den Satyrn und Odysseus.

Ebenso klar ist, dass der Sprecher von 203 und in der kurzen Sticho-
mythie 212-219, wie Tyrwhitt als erster konstatiert hat, nicht Silenos
sein kann, den Polyphem ja, wie sein iiberraschter Ausruf £o! zeigt,
iiberhaupt erst in 222 entdeckt, offenbar, weil der Alte, als der Kyklop von
der Jagd zuriickkehrt, sich zusammen mit Odysseus in den Hintergrund
zuriickgezogen hat.!0

SchlieBlich gibt es noch zwei weitere Stellen, an denen die {iber-
lieferte Sprecherbezeichnung offensichtlich falsch ist: In 589 fehlt die
Sprecherbezeichnung Silenos.!! Es ist aber vollig unmdoglich, dass
der Kyklop den Vers spricht,'> und in 638a ist es eindeutig, dass nicht
Odysseus, sondern der erste Halbchor sich der Entschuldigung des zweiten
Halbchors anschlief3t.

III. Strittige Stellen

Neben diesen eindeutigen Fillen gibt es aber auch eine Reihe von
Stellen, an denen sich Editoren und Interpreten nicht dariiber einig sind,
wer der Sprecher eines Verses ist:

193-194: Die Handschriften geben beide Verse Odysseus.!3 Her-
mann hat 193 dem Chor zugewiesen (s. auch Paley), aber die meisten

9 Stoessl (1984, 9 f.) steht alleine mit der Ansicht, dass Silenos nach 174 nicht
abgeht, sondern nur ,,den sich drinnen befindlichen npoécmoiot ein entsprechendes
Zeichen machte®, die Sachen herauszutragen. Diese Erkldrung scheitert schon daran,
dass die Diener, die den Handel zwischen Silenos und Odysseus ja nicht verfolgt
haben, auf ein bloBes Zeichen gar nicht wissen konnen, was sie tun sollen.

10 Auch hier versucht Stoessl (1984, 9 f.) die Uberlieferung gegen Tyrrwhitts
Emendation der fehlerhaften Uberlieferung zu verteidigen.

' Nur der Codex Parisinus Graecus 2887 vom Anfang des 16. Jh. bietet die
richtige Sprecherbezeichnung 1.

12 Stoessl, 1984, 15:,,Die Anderung der Sprecherverteilung gegeniiber den Hand-
schriften hat zwar viel fiir sich, ist aber auch hier nicht zwingend*.

13 Nur Stoessl (1984, 9) konstatiert, dass Triklinios die urspriingliche Zuweisung
von 193 an den Chor gedndert und den Vers Odysseus gegeben hat. Er vermutet, dass
die falsche Zuweisung durch die Pluralform ti dpdcopev; verursacht worden ist. In
den Ausgaben ist Triklinios’ Eingriff in L nicht notiert. Die Zuweisung des Verses an
den Chor wird allgemein Hermann zugeschrieben.
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Editoren und Kommentatoren sind entweder den Handschriften
gefolgt (z. B. Ammendola und de Falco; s. auch Seaford, Paduano und
O’Sullivan—Collard, die es fiir mdglich oder wahrscheinlich halten,
dass Odysseus der Sprecher ist) oder haben sich Ludwig Dindorf
angeschlossen und lassen Silenos, der gerade zur Eile dréngt, als ersten
realisieren, dass Polyphem von der Jagd zuriickkehrt (so z.B. Nauck,
Ussher, Diggle, Napolitano und Kovacs).

Aus der Entscheidung, 193 Silenos zu geben, folgt, dass in 194 das
tiberlieferte yap gedndert werden muss, weil Odysseus’ Reaktion auf
Silenos’ erschrockenen Ausruf mit einem begriindenden yap wenig
Sinn macht.!# Die Vertreter dieser Losung haben deswegen Hartungs
Konjektur tép” akzeptiert. Die beiden Versuche, eine Anderung des iiber-
lieferten Textes durch eine andere Zuweisung an die beiden Gesprichs-
partner zu vermeiden, vermdgen nicht zu iiberzeugen. So hat Paganelli
vorgeschlagen,'> die erste Hilfte von 193 und 194 an Silenos zu geben
und die zweite Hélfte an Odysseus; Duchemin will Odysseus erst 194b
(ab & yépov) sprechen lassen. Bei Paganellis Arrangement wire Silenos’
Reaktion auf Odysseus’ Frage: ,,Was sollen wir tun?* ganz unpassend;
und bei Duchemins Vorschlag wére es ebenso wenig passend, dass Si-
lenos seinem entsetzten Aufschrei oipot und der Frage ,,Was sollen wir
tun?* noch die Begriindung ,,denn wir sind verloren‘ hinzufiigt.

Es wiirde zwar zweifellos gut zu der Gestalt des Silenos passen, dass
er zundchst beim Tauschhandel damit prahlt, dass ihm sein Herr vollig
egal sei (163), und nun, als der Kyklop unerwartet erscheint, in panische
Furcht gerét,'® aber der entsetzte Aufschrei konnte genauso gut von
Odysseus kommen. Hermanns Argument, dass Odysseus Polyphem nicht
erkennen konne, weil er ihn noch nie gesehen habe, ist nicht zwingend.
Die Erkldarungen, die ihm Silenos {iber die Bewohner Siziliens gegeben
hat (117-128), und die Information, dass der Herr der Hohle auf der Jagd

14 Ussher glaubt, yap — mit einem Komma (statt Semikolon) nach yépov — halten
zu konnen, auch wenn Silenos 193 spricht. Er verweist als Parallele auf Eur. Ba. 477
(tov 00V Opiv yap eRIg Gopdc, Toidg Tic fiv) und spricht mit Verweis auf Denniston
1954, 168—173, von einer antizipatorischen Verwendung des yap. Die Parallele ist
aber m.E. nicht {iberzeugend, weil der moi-Satz anders als in Ba. 477 hier nicht an
das Pridikat des vorangehenden Satzes anschlieft. ,,Wir sind verloren, Greis, wohin
wir flichen miissen” macht keinen Sinn. Denniston fiihrt den Kyklopsvers denn auch
unter den Beispielen fiir antizipatorisches yép nicht auf. Paduano hilt das ydp ohne
eine Begriindung.

15 Paganelli 1984, 57-59.

16 Die Verbindung von Angeberei und Feigheit ist ein topischer Charakterzug der
Satyrn und ihres alten Vaters.
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ist (129-130), sind auch dann eine ausreichende Vorbereitung, wenn
Polyphem nicht, wie nach 130 wahrscheinlich, mit Hunden auftritt; und
die Warnung, dass die Kyklopen Menschenfresser sind (125-126), erklart
hinreichend Odysseus’ Entsetzen, als er den Kyklopen herankommen
sicht. Auch der Plural: ,,was sollen wir tun? spricht eher fiir Odysseus
(der damit seine Ménner einschlief3t) als fiir Silenos.

261: Die iiberlieferte kausale Partikel yap macht nach Silenos’
entriisteter Frage (éy®;) keinen Sinn. Dennistons Vorschlag,!” das Pro-
blem dadurch zu 16sen, dass man die Verfluchungsformel xokd¢ €61 010
Odysseus gibt, ist attraktiv. ,,All difficulties are removed, and life given
to the line, by making Odysseus’ speech start at kak®dc. ,Yes, damn you if
I’m lying* (yap having its normal confirmatory force)“. Man wird jedoch
Seaford recht geben miissen, wenn er sagt, dass die Wendung besser
in den Mund des Papposilenos passt (so auch Ussher), der sie gleich
darauf noch einmal verwendet (268 f.), und dass zudem der Witz des
Verses verloren ginge: ,,In fact the joke is that he (sc. Odysseus) neatly
turns Sil.’s mendacious indignation into a compelling declaration of his
veracity“.!8

521: Nimmt man den Satz als eine Frage, wie das Murray und andere
tun, miisste tig die Bedeutung von moioc haben: ,,als was fiir ein Gott gilt
er?* Das aber ist nicht moglich. In diesem Fall miisste man mit Hermann
T1g Be0¢g schreiben: ,,Gilt er als irgendein Gott?* (Ussher verweist als
Parallele auf Hom. Od. 9, 142: xai ti¢ 0g0¢ Nyeudveve). — Diggle hat sich
m. E. zu Recht fiir Naucks Strukturierung des iiberlieferten Textes als
zwei Fragen entschieden: 0 Bakylog 6¢ tic; 0e0¢ vouiletar; — Wieseler!?
wollte den zweiten Teil des Verses Odysseus geben: Pol. 6 Bdxyioc 8¢ tig;
Od. 0ed¢ vopiletar / péyrotog ... . Damit wire das Problem beseitigt, dass
Polyphem {iiberraschend fragt, ob der Wein, von dem Odysssseus spricht
und den er Bakchios nennt (519-520), ein Gott sei.?0 Allerdings miisste
man in Kauf nehmen, dass dann die strenge Stichomythie unterbrochen
wird. Die beiden von Seaford als Parallelen fiir einzelne Antilabai in
euripideischen Tragddien angefiihrten Stellen sind nicht wirklich parallel:

17 Denniston 1930, 214-215.

18 Diggle hat sich als Korrektur des yap fiir Heath's y* ép’ entschieden; Seaford
zieht — mit Verweis auf Lowe 1973, 34-64 — wohl zu Recht y° &p’ vor. Das falsche
vap konnte durch Fehldeutung eines yop beim Kopieren einer akzentlosen Handschrift
entstanden sein.

19 Wieseler 1879, 11.

20 Ussher sieht eine gewisse Vorbereitung darin, dass Odysseus den Wein, als
er Polyphem in der Hohle den ersten Becher reicht, als ,,gottliches Getrank™ und
,,Dionysos’ fliissigen Glanz* bezeichnet hat (415).
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Helena 1514 ist nicht Teil einer strengen Stichomythie; Bakchen 189 ist
der Beginn einer strengen Stichomythie.

541: Der Vers wird in den Handschriften Polyphem zugewiesen, und
die meisten Herausgeber und Kommentatoren haben die Uberlieferung
akzeptiert. Da 540 eine Frage ist, die sich an ihn richtet, scheint es
natiirlich, dass er darauf in 541 reagiert. Diggle hat sich jedoch Mancini?!
angeschlossen, der vorgeschlagen hat, den Vers Odysseus zu geben, und
Seaford hilt diese Zuweisung, der sich auch Kovacs und O’Sullivan—
Collard angeschlossen haben, sogar fiir sicher (,,surely spoken by
Odysseus®). Sein Argument ist jedoch nicht zwingend. Es ist richtig,
dass die den Vers einleitende Partikelkombination (kai unv) Zustimmung
ausdriickt; s. Denniston: ,,In dialogue, expressing, directly or by implica-
tion, agreement or consent, or a generally favorable reaction to the words
of the previous speaker“.2? Das aber muss keineswegs, wie Seaford
annimmt, heiflen, dass Polyphem, wenn er der Sprecher dieses Verses
ist, schon hier véllig entschlossen ist, Silenos’ Rat zu folgen. Er kann mit
diesen Worten auch lediglich einrdumen, dass nicht nur die Vorstellung,
den schonen Wein alleine trinken zu konnen, sondern auch der ideale
Ort verlockend ist: Silenos merkt, dass Polyphem nachzugeben bereit ist,
fligt, ihn unterbrechend (oder fortsetzend), ein weiteres Argument hinzu
(542) und fordert ihn dann auf, die idealen Bedingungen zu nutzen (543).
Daraufhin signalisiert Polyphem seine Zustimmung zu dem Plan, das in
der Hohle begonnene Gelage gleich vor der Hohle fortzusetzen, indem er
der Aufforderung folgt und sich auf dem Boden lagert (544).

Dass Polyphem der Sprecher des Verses ist, ergibt sich im iibrigen
meines Erachtens schon aus der Tatsache, dass stichomythische Dreige-
sprache bei Euripides, wie auch bei den beiden anderen Tragikern,
duBerst selten sind. In der Regel handelt es sich, wenn drei Personen
an einer Szene beteiligt sind, um sukzessive Zwiegespriache. Der
Grund dafiir konnte sein, dass es im Maskentheater fiir den Zuschauer
schwierig ist, zu realisieren, wer von mehreren nebeneinander stehenden
Personen spricht. Der Wechsel zu einem neuen Gespréachspartner wird
deswegen in der Regel sprachlich klar signalisiert. So auch hier: 539,
548, 55123 und 566. In Vers 541 fehlt ein solches Hinweis dagegen.
Paduano hilt daher zu Recht an der Uberlieferung fest, fiir die sich auch
Napolitano?* ausspricht.

21 Mancini 1899, 448.

22 Denniston 1954, 353.

23 Wenn Odysseus 551 spricht (s.u.), ist der Wechsel zu einem neuen Gesprachs-
partner auch in 553 (oVtog, ti dpdug;) klar angezeigt.

24 Napolitano 2003, 142.
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551: Lenting hat vorgeschlagen, diesen Vers, der von L Odysseus
zugewiesen wird, Silenus zu geben, und viele sind ihm gefolgt (zu-
letzt z.B. Ussher, Diggle, Seaford, Paduano und Kovacs).?> Es ist
nicht einfach zu entscheiden, ob der Vers Odysseus’ sarkastische
Reaktion?® auf das von Polyphem versprochene Geschenk ist?’ oder
ein witziger Kommentar, mit dem Silenos, wie schon in 313-315, einer
Entscheidung seines Herrn applaudiert. Fiir Silenos spricht, dass ein
Witz in diese lustigste Szene des Stiicks besser zu passen scheint als
Sarkasmus und vor allem, dass nur so der Text eine explizite Erklédrung
dafiir bietet, wieso sich Polyphem mitten im Gespriach mit Odysseus
Silenos zuwendet und merkt, was dieser tut. Gegen Silenos spricht, wie
mehrfach festgestellt worden ist, dass dieser, um moglichst viel trinken
zu konnen, alles vermeiden muss, was Polyphems Aufmerksamkeit auf
ihn lenken konnte; und O’Sullivan—Collard fiigen diesem Argument
noch hinzu, dass sie sich nicht vorstellen konnen, dass Silenos eine
Handlung des Kyklopen begriifit, die seine Chancen ruinieren wiirde,
die Insel endlich zu verlassen. Seafords Begrindung fiir seine
Entscheidung (,,Silenos is unable to resist the quip®) ist eine denkbare
Erklarung fiir Silenos’ Verhalten, aber zu subjektiv, um zwingend zu
sein, und dasselbe gilt fiir sein zweites Argument (,,Odysseus is unlikely
to refer to himself as 1® &éve [dem Gastfreund]”). Fiir Odysseus
spricht, dass man eine Reaktion auf Polyphems Ankiindigung, ihn als
letzten zu fressen, erwartet und dass es durchaus Sinn machen wiirde,
wenn er noch einmal — wie in seiner gro3en Rede (299-303 und 310-
312) — betont, dass Polyphems Ankiindigung gegen die Regeln der
Gastfreundschaft verstoft. Pro und Contra halten sich also die Waage,
und da auch die handschriftliche Zuweisung an Odysseus, wegen
der notorischen Unzuverldssigkeit von Personenzuweisungen, keine
Entscheidung zu bringen vermag (L gibt auch noch 553 an Odysseus!),
muss die Frage letztlich offen bleiben.

678: In L fehlt vor diesem Vers, wie auch vor dem folgenden, die
Angabe des Sprechers. Es kann jedoch kein Zweifel daran bestehen,
dass nicht weiter der Kyklop spricht, sondern die Satyrn auf seine Klage
dariiber, dass der Fremde ihn mit Hilfe des Weins {iberwailtigt habe, mit
einer allgemeinen Wahrheit aus dem Schatz ihrer reichen Erfahrung

25 Andere haben an der Uberlieferung festgehalten: Nauck, Duchemin, Stoessl,
und zuletzt Paganelli und Napolitano.

26 S, Denniston 1954, 128.

27 So z.B. Gargiulo 1996, Anm. 16.
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reagieren.?® — Seaford erwigt die Moglichkeit, dass Odysseus den Vers
spricht: ,If spoken by Od., this motivates the urgency (sc. ,,.bei den
Gottern!*) of Pol.’s question®. Gegen diese Zuweisung spricht jedoch,
dass Odysseus so nur einmal in das Gesprich zwischen Polyphem und
dem Chor eingreifen und dann wieder fiir geraume Zeit (bis 689b)
,verstummen*‘ wiirde. Das aber widerspricht der Dialogtechnik der grie-
chischen Tragiker (s.o. zu 541). Vor allem kann Odysseus an dieser
Stelle, an der die Flucht noch nicht abgeschlossen ist, auf keinen Fall
Polyphem auf sich aufmerksam machen!

IV. Aufteilung des Chors

1. In den Chorliedern

Bei den Chorliedern (41-81, 356-374, 483-518, 608623, 656—
662) bieten die Handschriften durchweg die Bezeichnung Chor (yopog
Yatvpwv bzw. y0), und es gibt im Text keinen sicheren Hinweis darauf,
dass nicht alle fiinf Chorlieder vom gesamten Chor gesungen und getanzt
worden sind. In drei Féllen ist gleichwohl angenommen worden, dass
Euripides den Chor in Halbchore aufgeteilt hat bzw. ein Teil eines Lieds
von einem einzelnen Satyrn gesungen worden ist:

— In 483-518 hat Triklinios sowohl fiir das einleitende anapéstische
Rezitativ (483-494) als auch fiir das lyrische Duett zwischen dem Chor
und dem Kyklopen (495-518) eine Aufteilung des Chors in Halbchdre
angenommen, indem er bei 488 Huuyoptov B hinzusetzte (d.h. implizit
483-486 einem Halbchor A gab) und die beiden vom Chor gesungenen
Strophen (495-502 bzw. 511-518) mit den Personenbezeichnungen
nuy A bzw. fuy B versah. Er konnte dazu durch den Zuruf: ,,Ruhig!
Ruhig!* in 488 veranlasst worden sein und die Aufteilung dann auf das
folgende Lied iibertragen haben. Seaford hat allerdings zu Recht darauf
hingewiesen, dass die Aufforderung, still zu sein, nicht beweist, dass hier
ein Teil des Chores den anderen Teil anspricht. Der Chor kann sich mit
den Befehl auch selber anreden.

— Im 1. Epeisodion (356-374) hat Scaliger Strophe (356-360) und
Antistrophe Halbchoren zugeteilt.?? Vielleicht hat ihn die iiberraschende
Differenz zwischen der Aufforderung, das Mahl zu beginnen in der

28 Nach Diggles Apparat ist Reiske 1754, 221 (dort zu 674) fiir die korrekte
Zuweisung von 678 an den Chor verantwortlich; Paganelli notiert dagegen, dass schon
die correctores des Codex Parisinus Graecus 2887 den Vers dem Chor gegeben haben.

29 Die Information ist Paganellis Apparat entnommen.
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Strophe, und der scharfen Verurteilung des Mahls in der Antistrophe dazu
veranlasst.3? Es gibt aber keinen Grund zu der Annahme, dass der Chor
etwa unterschiedlicher Meinung iiber das kannibalische Mahl sein konnte.

— Denkbar ist dagegen, dass die Verse 49—54, in denen der Chor den
storrischen Widder auffordert, zur Hohle zu laufen, wie Wilamowitz
vorgeschlagen hat, von einem einzelnen Satyr gesprochen werden, der
hinter dem sich entfernenden Widder hinterherlauft.3!

2. Im Dialog

624—655: Mit dem Vers 624 kommt Odysseus — nach letzten Vorbe-
reitungen flir die Blendung — aus der Hohle, um die Satyrn, die ihre Hilfe
zugesagt haben, zu holen. Auf seine Aufforderung, still zu sein, antwortet
zundchst in 629 der Chorfithrer. Er ist es sicher auch, der Odysseus
auffordert, die Aufstellung der Helfer vorzunehmen: 632-634 passen
nicht zu den in 635-641 folgenden Ausreden, die offensichtlich von ver-
schiedenen Gruppen von Satyrn vorgebracht werden. Ob diese unisono
sprechen oder von einem Sprecher reprasentiert werden, konnen wir nicht
sagen. Auch die Frage, um wie viele Gruppen es sich handelt, ist nicht mit
letzter Sicherheit zu beantworten.3?

Murrays Unterscheidung von vier Gruppen scheitert daran, dass die
Verse 640-641 zwar eine vierte Entschuldigung bieten, aber offenbar
als Antwort auf Odysseus’ spottische Frage formuliert sind. Mit kai ...y’
schieben die Kritisierten eine weitere Erkldrung, warum sie leider nicht
helfen kdnnen, nach (,,und zudem kénnen wir auch nicht richtig sehen!*).

Die allermeisten Editoren und Kommentatoren gehen wohl zu Recht
von zwei Halbchoren aus (zuletzt Diggle, Seaford, Paganelli, Napolitano,
Paduano, O’Sullivan—Collard und Kovacs). Die Verse 638-639 konnten

30 Es tiberrascht, dass die Satyrn, die sich, als ihr Vater Odysseus des Diebstahls
bezichtigt, auf seine Seite gestellt und den Kyklopen gebeten haben, den Fremden
kein Unrecht anzutun (270-272), zu Beginn des Lieds den Kyklopen auffordern, das
Mahl zu beginnen. Usshers Hypothese, dass dieser Teil des Lieds gesungen wurde,
wihrend Polyphem dabei war, Odysseus nach seinem kurzen Monolog in die Hohle
zu treiben (so auch O’Sullivan—Collard), kdnnte den leichten Widerspruch vielleicht
erkldren. Allerdings ist es wenig wahrscheinlich, dass Polyphem noch auf der Biihne
ist, wiahrend Odysseus sein Gebet spricht, und es gibt keinerlei Hinweis im Text,
dass Polyphem nach seinem Abgang in die Hohle noch einmal zuriickkehrt, um den
zuriickgebliebenen Odysseus zu holen, wie Seaford mit Blick auf eine Oxforder
Auffiihrung im Jahre 1976 erwigt.

31 Wilamowitz 1921, 223.

32 L bietet in 635 yo., aber in 637 fjuy. B, in 638a das sicher falsche 0d. (s.o.
S. 280) und in 638b—639 ebenso xo. wie in 640-641 (Diggle : yo. Tr! et fort. L).
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zwar auch einer dritten Gruppe gehoren, die nach den beiden ersten
Entschuldigungen (635-636: ,,wir sind zu weit weg* bzw. 637: ,wir
konnen plotzlich nicht mehr recht laufen®) eine weitere vorbringt (,,wir
haben uns irgendwie eine Zerrung zugezogen®); und O’Sullivan—Collard
haben sicher nicht unrecht mit ihrer Erkldrung: ,,Conceivably, several
speakers would add to the comedy of the scene, so that the excuses seem to
emerge randomly from a group of satyrs desperate to avoid any dangerous
activity”. Auf der anderen Seite spricht die Wiederholung von £ot@®teg
in 639 (nach 635) dafiir, dass die erste Gruppe (635-636), als die zweite
erklért, sie konne nicht laufen (637), diese Entschuldigung aufgreift, weil
sie so eine gute Begriindung fiir ihre Erkldarung nachschieben kann, dass
sie zu weit weg von der Hohle steht.33 — Die letzten beiden AuBerungen
des Chors in der kurzen Szene (643—-648 und 654-655) werden dann
wieder vom Chorfiihrer gesprochen, der sich und die anderen Satyrn gegen
Odysseus’ Vorwurf der Feigheit verteidigt und verspricht, die Blendung
mit einem Zauberlied des Orpheus zu unterstiitzen.

669—688: Mit Vers 669 beginnt das Spiel der Satyrn mit dem ge-
blendeten Polyphem. Zunichst stellen sie sich dumm und fragen, was
denn geschehen sei (669—678). Dann dirigieren sie den Blinden auf
seine Fragen, wo die Griechen denn seien, hin und her (natiirlich immer
in die falsche Richtung), bis Odysseus und seine Ménner alle die Hohle
verlassen haben (in 688). Die dem Chor zugeschriebenen Verse werden
wahrscheinlich vom Chorfiihrer gesprochen. Es ist aber auch denkbar,
dass Euripides hier den Chor in Einzelstimmen aufgeldst hat. Dafiir
konnte sprechen, dass es sich um genau 15 AuBerungen handelt, d.h.
jeder der 15 Choreuten einmal zu Wort kdme.3* Als Parallele konnte man
an die Szene im aischyleischen Agamemnon erinnern, in der jeder der
zwolf Choreuten seine Meinung zu der Frage duflert, was angesichts der
Todesschreie aus dem Palast zu tun sei (1348—1371). Sicher ist die Auf-
teilung des Chors in Einzelstimmen im Kyklops nicht so deutlich wie im
Agamemnon; aber man kann sich sehr gut eine Inszenierung der Szene
vorstellen, in der die Satyrn vor Polyphem herumhiipfen und einzeln ihre
Fragen, Kommentare und Anweisungen duf3ern.

Bernd Seidensticker
Berlin

bs1@zedat.fu-berlin.de

3 Cf. Ussher und Seaford.

34 D. Sansone (2016, 233-254) hat jiingst die communis opinio, dass Sophokles
den Chor von 12 auf 15 Choreuten erweitert hat, in Frage gestellt. Ich gehe gleichwohl
weiter davon aus, dass der Chor in Tragddie und Satyrspiel in der zweiten Hélfte des
5. Jh. 15 Mitglieder hatte.
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The designation of speakers in the manuscripts of dramatic texts — either by
abbreviated names or by a paragraphos is notoriously unreliable. The paper
discusses the cases in Euripides’ Cyclops, where the assignment of a line resp. of
lines to a certain dramatis persona is controversial, and looks at potential divisions
of the chorus.

XOopoIIo U3BECTHO, YTO PACHpEICTICHNE PEIINK MEXy MePCOHaKaMHU B PYKOIIH-
CSIX JPaMaTHYECKHUX TEKCTOB — Oy/Ib TO C MOMOIIBIO MTaparpada Mk COKPaIeHHOTO
yKa3aHHUs UMEH — HEHa/IeXKHO. B craThe paccMmaTpuBaroTcs maccaxu u3 [{uxiona
EBpunuzaa, B KOTOPBIX OAHY WJIM HECKOJIBKO CTPOK MOXKHO IPHITUCATH PA3HBIM
JIEHCTBYIONIUM JIMIIaM, a TAaKXKe Te, B KOTOPHIX BO3MOXKHO Pa3/IesieHHe Xopa.



ETYMOLOGY IN PLATO’S SOPHIST

I start with a passage from Plato’s great dialogue on philosophical logic, the
Sophist. The unnamed Visitor from Elea is interrogating young Theaetetus,
in search of an agreed definition of ‘sophist’. On a comparatively benign,
indeed almost Socratic, portrayal of the sophist’s role, a sophist is some
kind of specialist in kdBapoig or ‘purging’ — specifically, the purging of
false beliefs, and especially of the conceit that one knows what one in
fact does not know. Making a case for this analysis of the sophist requires
dividing and subdividing the skill of purging, until the specifically sophistic
kind is reached. And that for its part requires, among its preliminary steps,
distinguishing moral from intellectual badness, since purging must always
be the removal of something bad, but it is only what is intellectually bad
that sophistry might aspire to purge. The following points are agreed:

e The kinds of badness that may need to be purged divide into those
of the body and those of the soul (227 ¢ 7—d 1).

e The soul’s badness itself further divides into two kinds: (a) soul’s
counterpart to bodily sickness, and (b) soul’s counterpart to bodily
ugliness (227 d 13 — 228 a 2).

e Of these, (a) psychic sickness is otdoic, an internal disorder of the
soul’s components; (b) psychic ugliness is auetpia, ‘disproportion’
or ‘lack of measure’ (228 a4 —b 10).

This last distinction is a difficult one to grasp, but the Visitor makes
some effort to clarify it. (a) Psychic sickness turns out to be movnpio —
wickedness, or moral badness. (b) Psychic ugliness will differ from
psychic sickness in being not another kind of sickness, but a specifically
intellectual failing, ignorance. Here is how the Visitor starts to clarify the
distinction (228 b 2—-10):

EE. Ti 6¢; év yoyfi 06&ag émbopiong kai Bopov noovaig kai Adyov Aomaig
Kol mavto GAAMAolg tadta TV QAaDpmG €xOviov ovk Nobnuedo
dopepodUEVa;
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OEAIL Kai cpddpa ye.

EE. Zvyyevi] ye unv €€ avaykng cOUmovTo YEYOVEV.

®EAL I1d¢ yap ov;

EE. Ztdowv dpa kol vocov Tig Woyiig movnpiov Aéyovteg OpBdS Epodiey.
OEAL "Op0dtata pév odv.

V: Next, inside the soul of people in a defective condition haven’t we
noticed the clash of opinions with appetites, of anger with pleasures, of
reason with pains, and of all of these things with each other?

T: Very much so.

V: And the whole lot of these must of necessity belong to a single kind?
T: Of course.

V: So if we call wickedness the disorder and sickness of the soul, we will
be speaking correctly?

T: Yes, entirely correctly.

Down to here, the Visitor has simply been reminding Plato’s readers
of a thesis thoroughly familiar to them, especially from Republic book
4, that all forms of moral badness consist in disorder among the various
drives making up the soul, drives whose natural and healthy state would
be one of mutual harmony. But he now adds to that familiar thesis about
moral badness a quite distinct characterization of intellectual badness.
Here is his opening move (228 ¢ 1-6):

EE. Ti 8’; 66° <av> KIViOE®G LETAGYOVTO KOl 6KOTOV Tva, BEpeva et
POUEVO. TOVTOV TVYYAVELY KOO EKAGTNV OpUTV TOPAEopa aOTOD YiyvnTon
Kol GmoTLYYAvVY, TOTEPOV VTR PNGOUEV VIO GULUMETPlag TG TPOg
dAnAa §j Todvavtiov KO dpeTpiog O TA TACKEW;

OEAIL Afjlov og vmod dpetpiog.

V: Next, whatever things partake in motion, and set up some target which
they are trying to hit, but every time they strive to do so overshoot it
[rapdpopa avtod yiyvntat, 228 ¢ 3] and miss, are we going to say that
the result is produced by proportionality with each other, or on the
contrary by disproportion?

T: By disproportion, obviously.

The description of this disproportion is worded so as not to focus
narrowly on mental processes. In fact the subject expression, ‘whatever
things partake in motion’ most obviously calls to mind ballistic sports,
especially archery. When an arrow misses its target, the archer’s failing
does not lie in the sort of internal disorder that the Visitor would equate
with sickness. Instead, it lies primarily in a lack of measured co-ordination
or proportion between the various protagonists: the archer’s arms, the
bow, the arrow and the target.
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Once readers have grasped this generic point about the causes of
kinetic failures, they are ready to apply it to the mental kinetics specific
to the learning process. The next exchange runs as follows (228 ¢ 7-8):

EE. "AMa v yoynv ve Topev dkovcav tdcov Ty dyvoodoay.
OEAIL Zpddpa ye.

V: Now, we know that whatever ignorance any soul has, it has
unwillingly.
T: Very much so.

This thesis, that all ignorance is involuntary, is recognizably Platonic.!
Although its role in the present argument is somewhat opaque, the Visitor’s
point seems to be that, since no soul wants to be ignorant, it follows that
every soul is aiming for knowledge. Thus all ignorance will consist in, or
result from, a failed effort to know, and none from inertia. And the ensuing
analysis of ignorance will be universally applicable (228 ¢ 10 —¢ 5):

EE. T6 ye punv ayvoeiv éotv €m' aAN0g1ay OppumpEVNS WYouyis, Topapopov
GUVEGEWMG YLIYVOUEVTG, OVOEV GALO ATV TaPAPPOGHVY).

G®EAL IIavv pév odv.

EE. Yoyny dpa avontov aiocypav kol dupetpov Betéov.

®EAL "Eowev.

EE. "Eott 81 000 tadta, ©¢ goivetal, Kok®v &v oty YEvn, 1O pEV
movnpio KAAOVUEVOV DTTO T®V TOAADV, VOGOG TG capéstata Ov.
OEAL Naoi.

EE. To 6¢ ye dyvowv pév kaAodol, Kokiov 68 adto &v Yoyl Hovov
yryvopevov ovk £06A0vGtY OLOAOYETY.

OEAI Kopdij cvyywpntéov, 6 vovorn Aé&avtog fueeyvoncd cov, 10 600
sivan yévn kocog 8v yoydi, kol Sethiav pév kai dxoAaciov kol dducay
obumovTo Myntéov vocov &v Muiv, tO 0¢ TG MOAANG Kol TovTOdami|g
dyvoiag maog oicyog Oetéov.

V: And ignorance, when a soul striving towards truth travels beyond
understanding [rtopa@dpov cvvécemg yryvouévng, 228 d 1], is nothing
other than delirium [rapagpocvvn, d 2].

T: Absolutely.

V: Then a soul that lacks understanding must be reckoned ugly and
unbalanced.

T: It seems so.

V: So there are evidently these two kinds of badness in it, one of which
is what ordinary people call wickedness, because its being a sickness of
the soul is quite obvious.

I The same motif recurs barely a page later, 230 a 5.
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T: Yes.

V: And the other one they call ignorance, but because it occurs only
inside the soul they are unwilling to agree that it is a kind of badness.

T: I have to agree entirely on a point which I doubted when you said it
earlier, that there are two kinds of badness in the soul, and that cowardice,
intemperance and injustice are jointly to be considered a sickness inside
us, while suffering from a great deal of wide-ranging ignorance is to be
reckoned ugliness.

As Theaetetus’ words here confirm, the argument we have witnessed
so far has been aimed at an improved understanding of the distinction be-
tween moral and intellectual badness, so that the further divisions that will
follow can concentrate on the purging of the latter, specifically intellectual,
kind of badness. According to the Visitor, intellectual vice’s existence is
not widely acknowledged. His proffered explanation is that, being entirely
contained within the soul, it does not manifest itself behaviorally in the
way that moral vices do. Plato’s deeper reason would no doubt be that this
intellectual vice is one that all ordinary people suffer from, making it seem
to them to be the norm rather than some kind of failure.

To support his contention that we are here dealing with a distinct class
of badness, the Visitor offers just one item of evidence. He appeals to the
term mopappocHvn, ‘delirium’ or ‘derangement’. Its etymology reveals
the imbalance to which it refers to be a specifically intellectual one.
For the Visitor represents mapoa@pocvvn as a contraction of wapdapopa
ovvécewg, ‘travelling beyond understanding’: mwapa-@opa cvv-g-cemg =
mapoa@pocivy). The etymology indicates that at least one disorder of the
soul, delirium, consists in an intellectual mistake, that of aiming for the
truth (as everyone does) but, in one’s haste, overshooting it and missing.
That is what ignorance really is: not a mere absence of knowledge, but
lack of the proper controls when seeking it.

I shall refer to this as a ‘Cratylean’ etymology. In Plato’s Cratylus
it is a ubiquitous feature of the huge series of etymologies proposed by
Socrates that a word’s underlying meaning is excavated, not by listing its
superficially obvious components, but by detecting below these a more
condensed, complex and profound message. For example, at Cratylus
411 d ppovnoig, ‘wisdom’, is not analysed into its obvious components,
the verb stem @pove- and the regular termination -c1g, which would jointly
mean something like ‘thinkfulness’. Instead (or perhaps additionally) it is
decoded as concealing the description @opdg koi pod vonoig, ‘conceiving
motion and flow’. This is taken by Socrates to have been encoded in it
by the ancient name-makers as a way of conveying their own conviction
that reality should be understood, in Heraclitean style, as constituted all
the way down by change, motion or flux. Likewise here in the Sophist,
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mopa@pocvvn is not decomposed into the obvious mapa + gpove- + vy,
meaning roughly ‘beyond-thinking-ness’: that is, going beyond the
proper limits of rational thought. Instead, in the style of the Cratylus, the
word’s first three syllables are re-analysed as moapa-@op-, ‘travel beyond’,
and -obvn, its termination, as abbreviating a further word, cvveoic,
‘understanding’.

It is not surprising that this linguistic manoeuvre has, although
occasionally noticed in passing, drawn very little comment from Platonic
scholars. After all, the Sophist is a serious work on philosophical logic,
whereas the Cratylus has for the last two centuries been read as a text
designed by Plato to ridicule the fanciful etymological practices that
these examples illustrate so well. For my part, especially in my 2003
book Plato’s Cratylus, 1 have fought to resist any such reading of the
latter dialogue. In Plato’s eyes, I believe, each word really does encode
a covert meaning in the way the Cratylus etymologies depict. Expert
decoding by etymological methods can teach us why this or that word has
achieved currency in the language, thanks to the skills of the vopo8étng or
‘custom setter’ who originally devised it and succeeded in putting it into
circulation. The reason why each word to a lesser or greater extent feels
right for naming its particular object is that it was designed to encode just
such a description of that object, whether or not today’s ordinary users of
the language are capable of seeing how it accomplishes this.2

At the opening of the Cratylus (385 a 6 — b 1)> Hermogenes protested
that the words &vOpwmog (‘man’) and {nmog (‘horse’) could just as well
be interchanged, and if they were anyone would happily call a horse
vBpwmog. Socrates implicitly disagrees (399 b 6 — ¢ 6). The reason
the word &vBpwmog succeeded, against all its potential competitors, in
becoming the name of the species man is that the human species is the
only one to combine sense-perception with rationality. Hence man is
quite properly described as ‘reviewing what he has seen’, avabpdv
Onwomne, condensed into the three syllables dv/Opw/moc. Only an expert
in the domain that was known as ‘correctness of names’, 0pOdtng
ovopatwv, could have told us why this word feels so right. But once we
have heard Socrates’ decoding, we are meant to appreciate immediately
why, contrary to Hermogenes’ contention, dvOpwmog could never have
achieved currency as a name for the species horse, or indeed for anything
else but human beings.

2 Cf. English ‘smarmy’. Whatever its historical origin, the reason it works is
surely that it expands into something like ‘smug-charm-y’.
3 Cf. the reprise at 433 e, where the examples are ‘large’ and ‘small’.
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That Plato really does think the discipline of etymological decoding
has the explanatory potential displayed at length in the Cratylus is, it seems
to me, strongly confirmed by the passage of the Sophist which I have been
examining. There the deep etymology of mapagpocivn, far from being
invoked for satirical purposes, is the Visitor’s sole proffered ground for
a division, that between moral and intellectual vice, which plays a key role
in his current attempt to demarcate the meaning of ‘sophist’.

This observation may, however, appear to open up a new gap between
the two dialogues. One salient conclusion drawn by Socrates in the
Cratylus was that the study of things’ names cannot reveal the nature of
those things, but only, at best, what the original name-makers thought that
nature to be. How then can the same linguistic method be relied on in the
Sophist to teach us something about the true nature of vices?

In the Cratylus, Socrates’ doubts about the reliability of the original
name-makers are focused mainly on their poor construction of the moral
vocabulary (411 a 1 — 420 e 3), in which they chose to concentrate on
instability, ignoring the all-important underlying fixity of values. This
negative judgement reflects Plato’s conviction that ethics is an area of
philosophy in which his and Socrates’ predecessors had shown scant
understanding. Socrates manifests no such doubts about, for example, their
ancestors’ highly skilful naming of sun and moon, presumably because
astronomy was a domain concerned with change, not rest, and in which
the Presocratics had already excelled.

The Visitor’s proposed decoding of mapagppocsvvn is Cratylean not
merely in the sense that the word is revealed as condensing a different and
richer informational content than appears on the surface, but also in the
way that the revealed deeper meaning conveys a message specifically about
motion. According to Socrates in the Cratylus the original name-makers
believed in a Heraclitean world of radical flux, and encoded this belief
into the Greek language, along with a cognitive vocabulary that associated
successful understanding with always following the motion and flow
wherever they might lead. That the new etymology, that of wapagppocivy,
belongs to the same family as those in the Cratylus seems overwhelmingly
likely. But by a subtle difference between the two we are enabled to work
out that the Visitor from Elea has marginally outperformed Socrates,
tracing in the ancestral Greek vocabulary a more nuanced, and one might
add Platonically more advanced, relationship between motion and truth
than Socrates had found in it. In the Cratylus Socrates had already made
some headway by showing how the existing cognitive vocabulary, despite
its constant evocation of flux, does after all hint at a role for stability,
for instance in the case of émiotnun (437 a 2-8), which he now thinks
echoes not &neocbar ‘to follow’ but iotdvor, ‘to stand’. However, in the
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Sophist we will learn from the Visitor that stability is not really the chief
mark of knowledge. For later in the dialogue (248 a — 249 d) he will be
challenging certain people he calls ‘the Friends of the Forms’ (tovg t®v
€ld@®v @idovcg), who think that true being is characterized by total stability.
These people are recognizable as preaching the radical dualism of stable
Forms and unstable particulars that Plato himself seemed already to favour
when writing the Cratylus. In criticizing the Friends of the Forms, the
Visitor will insist that true being must include life, thought and soul, all of
them subject to interaction and therefore to change.

By bearing in mind this ensuing refinement of Platonic principles, we
are enabled to see that the Visitor’s new etymology, although unmistakably
from the same family as those in the Cratylus, is that little bit better
informed metaphysically. In his etymological decoding of mapagppocivn,
by treating the termination cvvn as if it were the beginning of cvveaig,
‘understanding’, Plato is borrowing from the Cratylus (412 ¢ 7-8), where
dwcatoovvn, ‘justice’, was analysed into dwkaiov cvveoig, ‘understanding
of the just’. And this link in turn implicitly invokes the Cratylus’ decoding
of oOveoig itself (412 a4 — b 1), according to which it is the noun cognate
with cvv-1évar, ‘to go with’, so that coveoic means keeping up with the
flow. In the light of this we can loop back to the Sophist and appreciate
even further the Visitor’s decoding of mapagppocsvvr. Understanding,
his analysis confirms, is itself a kind of motion, process or change. No
doubt the name-makers invoked in the Cratylus had glimpsed this fact.
But on further examination of their linguistic legacy it has become clear
that understanding is above all a measured process of change. Ignorance —
now identified with mapagpoctivin — does not consist in the opposite state,
that of remaining mentally immobile. It consists in a failure to observe due
measure in the learning process.

This same redefinition of ignorance as a failure to observe measure,
we should note, also has an implied bearing on the methodology of
definition by division introduced by the Visitor, because the need not to
rush ahead when dividing, but to keep pace with the complex nature of the
definiendum, is strategically at the centre of that method.

Even in other dialogues Plato will occasionally call on Cratylean-style
etymologies to support a philosophical contention. A good example is in
the Laws (714 a, cf. Pol. 297 a-b), where his conception of law, vopoc,
is elaborated with help from the etymology vod dwavoun, ‘distribution of
intelligence’. In his eyes, the better informed you are philosophically, the
more chance you have of recognizing philosophical subtleties implied
by others, the original name-makers included. This does not require the
name-makers to have been infallible. But their intellectual achievement
in inventing a language, and the further venerability conferred by their
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sheer antiquity, makes them always worth consulting — as, thanks to
etymological expertise, one can indeed learn to do.

I am not suggesting that Plato ever recanted his verdict in the Cratylus
that studying things through their names is less satisfactory than studying
the things themselves in their own right. But from this verdict it by no
means follows, as many have too quickly inferred, that the former method,
that of studying things through their names, is a thoroughly misconceived
enterprise, of no heuristic value whatsoever. The Sophist confirms that
Plato does not intend any such corollary.

The case I have discussed so far, that of mapappoocvvrn, may on the
other hand seem no more than marginal to the Sophist’s main enterprise,
which is the definition of ‘sophist’, to be followed by that of ‘statesman’
in the ensuing dialogue and, apparently, that of ‘philosopher’ in a further
dialogue which, if so, was never written. But there is a second Cratylean
etymology in the Sophist, and this time it will take us much closer to the
heart of Plato’s enterprise.

The announced method of definition is that by division, or rather by
repeated division and subdivision of a genus until the precise species
sought has been marked off from all others. This leads to a series of
seven competing definitions of ‘sophist’, of which so far we have focused
just on the sixth. The final division, which analyses the sophist as the
practitioner of a particular kind of imitation, is clearly the dialogue’s
major philosophical achievement. But that impressive climax does not
entail that even this final division is philosophically a complete success.
To see why, we must go back to the beginning.

To introduce his method of division, the Visitor offers a simple
illustration of it. As he remarks (218 c—¢), before undertaking a large and
onerous task one should first sharpen one’s skills on a smaller and easier
example. Hence he suggests that, to prepare the ground for defining the
sophist, they should first use the same method, that of division, to define
angling (domolevtikn). The angling example is chosen as something
‘lowly’ (padAog), a choice of term which may remind us of a common
methodological procedure in the Platonic search for definitions. A ‘lowly’
example will normally be a simple one, where the right definition will
be not only quickly arrived at but also instantly recognized, because
its object is already entirely familiar and understood. In the Theaetetus
(the dramatic prequel to the Sophist) Socrates explained to the young
Theaetetus what he expected of a successful definition of knowledge,
and to help make his point he used the ‘lowly’ (147 a 1-2) example of
mud, which can safely be defined as ‘earth mixed with liquid’ (147 c
3-6). A further example occurs in the Laches, where the definition of
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‘speed’ serves Socrates as a simple model for the more demanding task
of defining what courage is (192 a-b).

One reason why sophistry may prove harder to define than angling is
that, as Socrates hints to the Visitor in their opening discussion (216 d 3 —
217 a 9), it can be quite hard to tell whether the people of the Visitor’s
hometown Elea, at least back in the great days of Parmenides and Zeno,
made a clear distinction between the terms ‘sophist’, ‘statesman’ and
‘philosopher’. He means, I think, that even the venerable Parmenides,
philosopher and legislator though he was, can seem like a sophist as
well.# It could then prove a hard task to discover the essential nature of
sophistry, beneath what may turn out to be a veneer of conflicting cultural
accretions. A merit of angling, it seems, is that unlike sophistry it has
a simple core-nature, not much obscured by diverse cultural viewpoints.

The division proceeds as follows. Expertise is divided into productive
and acquisitive; acquisitive expertise into commercial and imposed;
imposed acquisitive expertise into combat and hunting; hunting into
that of the inanimate and that of animals; hunting of animals into that
of terrestrial and that of aquatic animals; hunting of aquatic animals
into that of winged and that of underwater kinds; and so on, until the
specific expertise of catching fish by a hook drawn upwards from below
is isolated.

4 At the dialogue’s opening Socrates was introduced to the unnamed visitor
from Elea, described as ‘a companion of the circle of Parmenides and Zeno, and
very much a philosopher’ (216 a 3—4). Socrates queries whether this visitor really is
a philosopher, and not some higher being, but is reassured on the point. He then turns
the spotlight onto the label ‘philosopher’, observing that philosophers can at times
give the impression of being statesmen or sophists: he therefore wants to hear from the
Visitor how the three terms — ‘sophist’, ‘statesman’ and ‘philosopher’ — were used back
in his home town of Elea, by this past tense apparently meaning back in the days of
Parmenides. Were the three treated as equivalents, or as corresponding to two, or even
three, distinct kinds (216 ¢ 8 — 217 a 9)? Parmenides had been a brilliant philosopher,
as Socrates recalls from his youthful encounter with the great man (217 c), but had
also differed markedly from Socrates in serving his city as a lawmaker (Parmenides
P 20-22 L.-M.). In addition, at least some of Parmenides’ philosophical arguments
could easily incur the charge of sophistry, as they arguably do in the Sophist itself.
For his follower Zeno, the celebrated author of paradoxes, this danger was of course
even greater. Hence when in the opening scene Socrates asks how the Eleatics used the
three terms ‘sophist’, ‘statesman’ and ‘philosopher’, I think he is genuinely puzzled as
to whether or not they were operating with the same semantic distinctions as have been
familiar to him in his own day at Athens. The fact that in the Visitor’s sixth division the
sophist will sound almost indistinguishable from Socrates, at Athens a paradigmatic
philosopher, confirms that the risks of intercultural confusion are severe, but at least
the Visitor’s distinctions are subject to approval by Theaetetus, himself an Athenian.
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There is no doubt that this is done in a partly jocular spirit, because in
the following passage (221 ¢ — 223 b) a pointedly analogous first attempt
will be made to define sophistry as another kind of expertise in hunting,
namely the hunting of young men. But at the same time an entirely serious
point is made, one that implicitly addresses the old paradox raised in
Plato’s Meno: in a definitional inquiry, it was asked, even if you were
to hit upon the right answer, how would you know that it was the right
answer? The Visitor no doubt has that problem in mind as he sums up the
final stages of his definition (221 b 6 — ¢ 3):

alevTikiic 08 (sc. PEPOG) TANKTIKOV, TANKTIKTG 08 AYKIOTPELTIKOV"
TOUTOL 8& TO MePl TNV KAT®OEY Gved TANYNV dAvacTouévny, an’ aOTiig TG
mpa&emg apopotmbey tobvoua, 1 VOV domailevtiky {ntnbeica Emikinv
YEYOVeV.

Of fishing (GAevtikn) one part is strike-fishing (mAnktwkdv); and of
strike-fishing, hook-fishing (dykiotpevtikdv); and of this, the part
concerned with a strike drawn upwards from below (10 mept v KdtwOev
v ANy dvactopévny) — the name being derived by imitation of the
actual action — is how ‘angling’ (domaiigvtikn), the object of our present
inquiry, has come to be called.

In short the very term for ‘angling” announces its place in the complex
taxonomy of skills, by decomposing into &(vw)oma-(d)Atevtiky, ‘upward-
draw fishing’, condensed into domolevtikr. One may suspect that the
term is, here too, deliberately presented as closely echoing the sound
pattern of the name assigned to its immediate genus, AyKIGTPELTIKOV,
‘hook-fishing’. If so, the name as a whole presents angling as ‘upward-
draw hook-fishing’.

The Visitor and young Theaetetus seem to agree that this definition has
been most successfully demonstrated (221 a 7 — b 2, ¢ 4-5), and it is hard
to doubt that in their eyes its confirmation lies to a considerable extent in
the Cratylean etymology with which the series of divisions concluded.
When you have been systematically through the divisions, you can see
that they are correct, partly because in the light of them you now for the
first time understand why it is that domaAevtikn feels like exactly the
right word for angling.’

> Despite a lack of confirmatory textual evidence, I think we must assume
that domalievtikn, or at least such cognates as domoAlevtng, was current by the
mid 4™ century, when the Sophist was written. True, the Visitor does freely invent
a lot of terms in this dialogue’s divisions, but at 218 e he and Theaetetus agree that
daomaAevtg is already familiar.
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To repeat, the angling definition is set up as exemplary of how the
method of division should establish the target definition, that of so-
phistry, and Cratylean etymology, we have seen, plays a key role in
the confirmatory phase of this process. By contrast none of the seven
definitions of the slippery ‘sophist’ which now follow sets a similar
seal — etymological or otherwise — on its own final division. Of course the
divisions are formulated in full awareness of the obvious fact that ‘sophist’
is derived from copog, ‘wise’ (see 268 b 10 — ¢ 4, and cf. 221 d 4), but
that is common knowledge, assumed rather than exploited in the heuristic
process. If copiotg were to be subjected to a more ambitious, Cratylean
etymological analysis, that might require revisiting and reviewing the
findings of Cratylus 412 b 1-8, where cogpia was hesitantly identified as
an obscure Laconian coinage. There is no sign that Plato wishes to follow
that path, or, if he does so wish, that he has found a means of doing so.

I end with the following thought. The difference between the success-
ful ‘angling’ definition, with its concluding etymological seal, and the
divisions subsequently attempted for sophistry, which lack any corres-
ponding seal, constitutes a covert warning: for all their rich informa-
tiveness, none of these seven divisions should be treated as altogether
conclusive. When, 47 Stephanus pages later, he ends the discussion with-
out having adjudicated among the seven, the Visitor is heeding his own
Cratylean redefinition of ignorance as mopa@poctvn, ‘rushing ahead of
understanding’. If instead he had hastily endorsed any one of the divisions,
even the last and most impressive of them, such impetuosity would have
been enough to convict him of real mopagpocvvn.b

David Sedley
University of Cambridge
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The etymological method displayed at considerable length in the Cratylus is
widely assumed to be intended by Plato as an object of ridicule. In my 2003
monograph Plato s Cratylus 1 resisted this assumption. In the present paper I seek
to strengthen my case by arguing that in Plato’s major work on philosophical
logic, the Sophist, the same method is re-employed twice, at 221 a—c and 228 b—e,
for entirely serious purposes.

[TpuHSATO CcYUTATh, YTO ITUMOJIOTHYECKHIl METOJl, MPOCTPAHHO ONUCAHHBIN
B Kpamune, cinyxut [1narony npenqmMeToM HacMelIeK. ABTOD YK€ OCIIapuBall 3TOT
Te3uc B CBOeH MoHOrpaduu o TIaTOHOBCKOM Kpamune. B Hactosmien crarbe
MIPUBOSITCS JONOJHUTEIbHBIE apryMeHTsl: B Coucme — Tpyae, CIenUalbHO
MOCBAIIEHHOM (pritocockol JIOTHKE, — 3TOT METOJ IPUMEHSETCS JIBaXK/[bI
(B 221 a—c u 228 b—¢) BO BIOJIHE CEPHE3HBIX PACCYKICHUSIX.



RECOGNITION BASED ON PARALOGISM
(ARISTOT. POET. 1455 a 12-16)*

I. The Context: Classifying the Recognitions

In Chapter 16 of the Poetics Aristotle gives a classification of recognitions
used in constructing the plots of tragedy and of epos, and enumerates
€0 avayvopicewng in ascending order of merit. Recognitions by means
of signs (S0 T®V onueimv), i.e. remarkable objects such as necklaces
or physical tokens such as moles and scars, are the least artistic. Next
are cases where a character declares his own identity and provides
proof in the form of circumstances contrived by the poet that do not
logically follow from the plot, including tokens (oi memompévor VO
to0 mowrtod). Thirdly, we have emotions revealed at some sight or story
(1} 810 pvruNg).

Next comes the recognition ‘by syllogism’ (1455 a 4-12). Since it
might appear, at first glance, that the kind ék cvAloyiopod is related or
opposed to the kind éx moparoyiopod, to which this inquiry is dedicated,
it must be discussed in more detail:

TeTAPTN 82 1} €K GLALOYIGHOD, olov &v Xonedpolc,

5 8t dpotog Tig EMvbev, dpotog 8¢ 0vBeig AAA’ §| Opéotng,
obtog dpa EMyAvley. kol 1) ITodvidov tod copiotod mepi Tfig
"Toryeveiag: €ikog yap Epn tov Opéotnyv cuiloyicacOat 4Tt
7 T° adeAen £T0ON Kai ovT@® cvpPaivel Bvesbat. Koi v T@
Ocodéktov Tudel, 411 EMDDV OG EDPNG®V TOV VIOV AVTOG ATOA-

10 vt kol 1 év toig Pveidaig: idodoat yap TOV TOTOV GuV-
gloyicovTo TNV elpoppévny 6Tt &v 100t ipopto anobavelv
avtaig, kal yop é&etédnocav évrada.

* This work was supported by the Russian Science Foundation (project no. 18-
18-00060). My thanks to Prof. Alexander Verlinsky and Michael Pozdnev for helpful
discussion.
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Only the first example comes from a surviving tragedy. The conclusion of
Electra in the Libation-Bearers of Aeschylus is represented in the form of
a syllogism: someone like herself has come; there is no one like her except
Orestes; therefore the newcomer must be Orestes.

The following three examples deal with works unknown to us.
Nevertheless it may be noticed that the characters” words are not examples
of acceptable syllogisms.! As for Orestes of Polyidus, an odd inference
“my sister has been sacrificed; therefore 1 am destined to be sacrificed
too” would imply the premise “anyone whose sister is sacrificed will
undergo the same fate”, which is hardly good reasoning.> Yet the verb
ovAloyicacOot is applied to Orestes’ inference. One might assume that the
text is not sound in 1455 a 7: the example from the Choephori suggests
that the reasoning suits those who recognize rather than those who are
recognized, so one could expect Iphigenia to be subject of cuAloyicacOa,
and Orestes of a verb of saying. Yet an emendation would not remove
the difficulties, considering that the same verb cvveloyicavto is also
applied to the unknown female characters who are recognized in the Sons
of Phineus (1455 a 10-11). This latter plot is completely obscure, so it
is impossible to say, whether they had any logical ground to identify the
place of their exposition as the location of their approaching death. The
case of Theodectus’ Tydeus seems equally hopeless, since the utterance
of the character “Instead of finding my son, I have to die myself” is not
reducible to a syllogism in tripartite form.

Now, must we really extract characters’ syllogisms from these
examples? Harking back to the illustrations of other kinds, we must
admit that any recognition requires an inference,? such as:* (1) “Odysseus
had a scar on his leg; this man has a scar in exactly the same place; it
follows that he is Odysseus” (Hom. Od. 19. 390-475); (2) “Orestes must
remember how our home looked like; this man who declares himself
Orestes remembers it; it follows that he is Orestes” (Eur. /7 808—827);
(3) “a song about the events at Troy could deeply move a participant of
those events; this man is deeply moved; it follows that he is Odysseus — the
only hero who neither perished nor returned home” (Hom. Od. 8. 521-586).

I Valgimigli 1946, 121 n. 2.

2 Susemihl 1871, 460; Pozdnev 2005, 451 n. 15.

3 Susemihl 1871, 460: “...ist ... Uberhaupt jede Art von Erkennung auch ein
Schliessen”. Cf. Cave 1988, 38: “can syllogismos not be derived from signs?”

4 Let us for the moment set aside the question as to whether the reasoning in
these examples is correct from a logical point of view (we shall see below that this is
not so, as was argued already in antiquity), and concentrate on its form as a syllogism.
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It looks like no discovery could be possible without such reasoning.’
Consequently, a syllogism by the recognizing party cannot be a classifying
attribute of a particular €id0g dvayvopicenc.

On the other hand, the thing that led to recognitions of the three
previous types was something that a character going fto be recognized
had, did, or said. I conclude that in the fourth case as well the means
of recognition was a cvAloyicudg by those recognized,® yet it was not
a ‘syllogism’ in a technical sense — rather what they said was ‘putting
together of observed facts’ (LSJ s.v. cuAloyiopog I1. 1).7 If any inference
was drawn by the characters at all, it concerned the eipapuévn. Thus
Polyidus’ Orestes did not talk nonsense deducing his own mactation
from that of his sister — he only reflected on the fatal similarity of their
fates,® which was indeed natural (gikdg) in his case. Recognition €k
cvAhoylopod means almost the same as ‘by assertion, by utterance’. How
a character is recognized is not hard to imagine: each time he reveals his
identity by an assertion of some peculiar coincidence, for example with
the fate of his relatives, so his companion deduces: “this man says he had
suffered such-and-such unusual misfortunes; these events happened to .X;
consequently, this man is X".

However, this conclusion does not work for the example from the
Libation-bearers. Electra’s reasoning is clearly a logical syllogism, by
which she recognizes (by onueio® and not by utterance) instead of being

5> This was noted already by the Renaissance scholars: Piccolomini 1575, 235;
Riccoboni 1579, 380-383.

¢ This was explicitly admitted also by Heath 1996, 75 n. 75; Pozdnev 2005, 450.

7 Cf. Bonitz 1870, 711 b 49-59: “cvAhoyiondc interdum latiore sensu usur-
patur perinde ac cvAAioyileoBor”, with examples from Rhet. 1. 11. 1371 b 9 and
Poet. 1455 a 4; Susemihl 1871, 460: “nicht bloss ... den Schluss im eigentlichen
Sinne ... sondern auch alle anderen Formen der Gedankenableitung, wie durch
Analogie und Induction”; Gudeman 1934, 299: “Das cuALhoyicacOat bestand in einem
Analogieschlu3 des Orestes”; Lucas 1968, 170: “in spite of €k cuAhoyiGuod, it is
difficult to avoid the conclusion that cuAhoyiCecBat bears the less specific sense of
‘reflect’, applying to O.’s meditations about his family’s misfortunes; he brought the
two sacrifices together in his mind”.

8 Note t¢ ... xai (with no indication of cause-effect relationship) in 1455 a 8, cf.
the summary of the same story in 1455 b 9-12: 6vecbor péddwv aveyvopioey, €0’
¢ Evpuridng €10” ag [Molvidog Emoincey, katd T0 £lk0g gimav &1t 00K dpa pdvov v
AdEAENV AALG Kol aOTOV €0l TVOTvaL, Kol Evtedbev 1 coTnpio.

9 Hubbard 1972, 112 n. 3; Dupont-Roc — Lallot 1980, 274: “en effet, la recon-
naissance d’Oreste dans le Choéphores — fruit d’un raisonnement qui se déploie a partir
de signes matériels : traces de pas, méches de cheveux — n’est pas trés différente dans
son principe de celle d’Ulysse qui devant les porchers utilise sa cicatrice comme
preuve”; Cave 1988, 247; Pozdnev 2005, 450.
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recognized.'® Thus this case runs contrary to the other three in every
respect, as well as to Aristotle’s approach to classifying previous kinds of
recognition. Besides, the synopsis of the scene in the Poetics is strikingly
imprecise (or at least overcompressed, as D. W. Lucas puts it). In Aeschylus,
Electra’s avoyvopioig meant here (Cho. 166-211) is the discovery of
Orestes’ arrival rather than of his identity (which once again sets her case
apart from all the other dvayvopiceilg in Chapter 16). Surprisingly, only
the less satisfying of her arguments are referred to: Aristotle certainly
understood that a shaky construction based on likeness of hair and
footsteps falls far short of true reasoning (it must have been a famous and
much discussed case,!" given that Euripides made his Electra reject these
arguments of Aeschylus’ heroine, El. 508-546; cf. Aristoph. Nub. 536).12
At the same time, a valid syllogism which she does actually make and
which should please any teacher of logic is never mentioned: no one but
a loving relative could honour Agamemnon’s tomb with a curl; there are no
loving relatives but Orestes and herself; consequently, Orestes has come.
When Electra eventually meets him (Cho. 212— 234), she does not dare to
believe that he is her brother, so Orestes must appeal to the ‘second kind’
of recognition, declaring his identity and demonstrating onueia as proofs.

M. Pozdnev is forced to conclude that Electra, according to the
Poetics, was recognized herself by her brother on the base of her syllogism.
However, he is well aware of the implausibility of this solution:!? Orestes
did not struggle to identify his sister among other libation-bearers, and
even if he was unsure at the start (Cho. 16—17: xai yap 'HAéktpav dokd /
otelyew), Electra’s subsequent words, such as calling Agamemnon her
father (88 etc.) and praying for Orestes’ home-coming (131-139), must
have soon removed any doubts.

I would suggest a more drastic solution, namely deleting év Xongo-
pois ... kol (1455 a 4-6). Of course an imprecise reporting of Aeschylus’
scene is hardly a sufficient argument for an athetese: Aristotle himself
was capable of such imprecision.!* Yet the incompatibility of this episode

10 The fact that in the first example the ‘syllogism’ is by the recognizing party,
and in the others by the recognized one has been underlined already by Piccolomini
1575, 235; Castelvetro 1576, 360.

11 Valgimigli 1946, 120; Dupont-Roc — Lallot 1980, 273.

12 The inconclusiveness of Electra’s reasoning was noted also by Denores 1588, 16.

13 Pozdnev 2005, 450451 (with a remarkable cri de coeur: “We can hardly take
this version seriously”).

14 For example, the synopsis in 1455 a 2—4 (Odysseus listening to Demodocus)
is just as imprecise: actually Alcinous did not recognize Odysseus by display of
emotions, but asked the stranger to name himself (cf. Pozdnev 2005, 449 n. 9).
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with other examples and with the argument in general, which I have tried
to demonstrate, makes it likely that an interpolator was misled — just like
modern scholars — by the word cuALoyioudg, since it was used not in the
technical sense to which he was accustomed. Therefore he added a famous
example of discovery, which suited his own conception, but not that of
the Stagirite. This incompatibility,’> as well as a particular meaning of
ovAloyiopdg and cvAdoyilesOar,'® has been repeatedly stated, but the
hypnosis of the term éx cvAloyicpod in an Aristotelian text, back-to-
back with ék maporoyiopod, precluded scholars from accepting all the
consequences of this statement.!”

Returning to the relative value of €idn dvayvopicemg in Chapter 16, the
best type of recognition is the one which logically follows from a course of
events (1 £€§ adTdV TOV mpayudtwv). However, before addressing this last
one Aristotle focuses on the type éx mapaioyiopod. It has been considered
to be either a species in its own right or, more often, as a subspecies
of the recognitions ék cvAAOYIGHOD (no. 4) or ai TeEmOMUEVAL VTTO TOD
momrov (no. 2).!8 To my mind, regardless of its possible interpretation,
we may postulate that Aristotle did not consider it to be a separate species:
recognition by utterance is the fourth type (1455 a 4), and at the same
time the second-best following the recognition arising from a sequence of
events (1455 a 20-21), therefore recognition by paralogism does not have
its own number.

15 Bywater 1909, 236-237: “in other instances of dvayvdpiolg €k GuAAOYIGHOD
the discovery is made by the party who overhears the reflection of the other”;
Valgimigli 1946, 121; Pozdnev 2005, 449-451, esp.n. 14.

16 See above n. 7.

17 See.e.g. Pozdnev 2005, 449: “The following class (55 a 3-12) is called
ek ovAMoyopod, which implies prima facie that there is no place for guessing
left (cuAhoyiopdg cannot be misleading [my emphasis. — N. A4.]: SE 164 a 23)”;
ibid. 451 with n. 16.

18" A separate species: Cooper 1918, 253; 256; 258 (cf. the heading: “the fifth
form”); Quijada 2005, 492. A subspecies of (4): Hermann 1802, 157; Vahlen 1911,
27;1d. 1914, 56; Tkatsch 1932, 90; 93; Rostagni 1945, 94; Cave 1988, 38; Guastini
2010, 282. Lucas 1968, 171 considers either solution possible; yet on p. 228 (ad
1460 a 20) he identifies this kind of recognitions as “a subdivision of avayvdpioig £k
cvAloyicpod”. A subspecies of (2): Cronert 1913, 1443; Tkatsch 1932, 93; Valgimigli
1946, 122.
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II. Poet. 1455 a 12—16: the Text!®

12 €otv 8¢ TIC Kal GLV-

13 Oetr) éx maparoyiopod tod Ogdrpov, olov &v 1§ Odvecel 1)
14 yevdayyéhm: O pev yap to to&ov Evieivety, GALOV O

14" undéva, memompévov vo Tod TotNTOD Kol VILOOETIC,

142 kol € ye 10 t6&ov Epn yvdoeshat 6 ovy empdiet:

15 10 8¢ g 6V gketvov dvayvmplodvtog didt ToVTov oot

16 maporoyiopoc.

13 tod Oedzpov IIBX : Batépov Hermann : tod Oatépov Bursian 14-142
évtelvew ... to&ov B, similia in X : om. IT 14 10 16&ov TIBX : @ t6&0v
Merkelbach : to<v> pév Tkatsch, de eodem cogitavit Cavallini | gAhov
[6€] vel <ékeivov>, dAhov o6& Sykutris : fort. <avtoév>, dAlov 6¢ Kassel
142 post ¥m60eo1g lacunam suspicatus est et kai del. Pozdnev | €l ye B :
fort. 1| ye vel 10¢ X : €nel ye Pozdnev | Tt6&ovT, fort. {t6&ov} <Aéktpov>
Merkelbach | yvdocecsBau I1X : évteivewv B | émpdxot in B perperam legit
et kai €1 ... éopdiot del. Hardy 15 &v° TIB : o1 Tyrwhitt | dua tovtov 1B
: o1 todto Sykutris | morfjoarn [IBX : énoinoe Pr2038, Ald (Ducas 1508),
R : moteioBa Vahlen 16 naparoyiopog BE : maporoyicuoy I1

Of the four main sources of the Poetics, the words évtetvew ... t6&ov in
lines 14—142 are preserved only in B (Codex Riccardianus 46); the Arabic
version confirms that they belong here, but punctuates differently and
shows that the Greek text used for the Syrian translation () was evidently
misunderstood and perhaps already corrupt.?’ In IT (coincidence of A —
Codex Parisinus 1741 — with the Latin translation by Wilhelm Moerbeke)
a mistake occurred by parablepsy: the scribe’s eye slipped from 10
t6&ov in line 14 to 10 t0&ov in line 142, This lacuna served as the main
argument for D. S. Margoliouth, who proved the independence of B in
1911.2! Earlier editions and commentaries did not pay proper attention

19 The text cited here is the same in Kassel 1965 and Taran—Gutas 2012; apparatus
criticus is extended.

20 The Arabic translation (“The reason is that the stretching of the bow, he
claimed that it is impossible [for] another man; the poet said that. Also, the report that
has come about that, he reported in it the affair with the bow in order to recognize
what he did not see”) allows reconstructing of the following Greek text: To pév yap
70 t6&0V Evteivewy, GALov 8¢ undéva, temompévov Vo Tod TomTod. Kal 1 v1dbeoic
kol 7 ye (or §10€?), 10 t0&ov £ (iva?) yvdoeshar 6 ody Empakel (Taran—Gutas 2012,
396 ad loc.).

21 Margoliouth 1911, 83-84; see Kassel 1965, vi—ix.
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to this codex and dealt with the lacunary text, which makes them of little
help for analyzing the train of thought in the passage under review. In
fact, commentators prior to 1911 considered the passage corrupt and
incomprehensible,?? and even those who are aware of the lines missing in
IT are seldom less skeptical.2> Undeniably, information we now possess
still falls short of enabling us to understand every detail. Still I believe
there is good chance that the text as published by R. Kassel and L. Taran —
D. Gutas is what Aristotle actually wrote, and a convincing interpretation
of his example can be proposed.

“Odysseus the False Messenger” is likely a tragedy,>* otherwise un-
known. We may suppose that the eponymous character represented him-
self as another person, and that his recognition had to do with a bow.?

22 As is eloquently expressed by Twining 1812, 192-193: “T confess myself
totally unable, from the short, perplexed, and probably corrupt words of the text, to
make out. The reader may see, however, a great variety of different conjectures in
the commentators; and I believe when he has read them all, he will find himself just
where he was. For my part, I leave this bow of Ulysses to be bent by stronger arms
than mine: ‘® @ilot, 00 p&v &yo Tavdw, AaPétm 8¢ kol BAloc’”.

23 Kassel 1965, 26: “obscura”. Lucas 1968, 171: “Almost everything here is
obscure”; 172: “No clear meaning can be attached to the corrupt lines in which A.
explains his example, and in the absence of other information it is idle to attempt
to reconstruct the plot”. Halliwell 1995, 87 n. c¢: “the following clauses are irredeem-
ably dark” (cf. id. 1987, 67: “the sense and reference of this passage are entirely
unclear”).

24 Odysseus was often chosen to be the protagonist of tragedies, see 7rGF for
‘Odvooevg Axavlorn (fr. 453—461) and ‘Odvooedg Moawvouevog (fr. 462-467) by
Sophocles, Odvcecetc by Apollodorus (64 T 1), Sophocles IT (62 T 8) and Chaeremon
(71 F 13). Less plausibly, the reference could be to a section of an epic poem other
than the Odyssey (Smith 1924, 166). Howald 1921, 1003, Gudeman 1934, 300 and
Else 1957, 625 thought of a satyr play, but extracting examples from this genre has no
parallels in the Poetics.

25 According to Tyrwhitt 1806, 161-162, the title suggests that some person
posed as Odysseus or as his messenger (and intended to prove his alleged identity by
recognizing Odysseus’ bow), but Odvcoedg 0 yevddyyelog can only mean that the
message was false, not that the messenger was an impostor assuming the identity of
Odysseus (which would demand something like Wevdodvooeic, as noted already by
Twining 1812, 192), and still less that he neither was nor pretended to be Odysseus.
Thus reconstructions of the plot presupposing a “false Odysseus” (such as Hermann
1802, 157-158; Ritter 1839, 201-202; Howald 1921, 1003; Gudeman 1934, 301) are
to be rejected a priori. That Odysseus was the object of false tidings (Castelvetro 1576,
363 “Ulisse di cui sono recate false novelle”, considered also by Vettori 1573, 162) is
possible on the assumption that he was the messenger at the same time. Lucas 1968,
172, Janko 1987, 116 and Heath 1996, 75 n. 77 conjecture that Odysseus brought
a report of his own death. Yet the possibility of recognizing him seems to have been
discussed in advance (note the future dvoyveplodvtog).
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There is little doubt that the famous bow of Odysseus (Od. 19. 572 sqq.;
21. 1 sqq.) is implied, which the suitors tried in vain to draw. Thus the plot
dealt with Odysseus’ home-coming.2¢

[Maparoyiopdc in Aristotle is (a) false reasoning, and (b) provocation
of false reasoning, misleading by fallacious argument.?’ Aristotle seems
especially taken with one particular kind of paralogism — the only
kind mentioned and explained elsewhere in the Poetics (1460 a 20—
25, on which see part III below) — that is, deducing a cause from its
consequent (fallacia consequentis). Several examples of it are adduced
in Sophistical Refutations (5. 167 b 1-12) and in the Rhetoric (2. 19.
1392 b 16; 2. 24. 1401 b 20). For example, while it is true that when it
has rained, the ground is wet, it is a paralogism to inverse this statement
and argue that if the ground is wet, it has rained, since the ground can
also be wet for another reason, say, because someone spilt water on it
(Soph. el. 5, 167 b 6-8). It is important to emphasize that a conclusion by
paralogism may occasionally be — and often is — true, as examples in Soph.
el. 167 b 1-12 and Rhet. 2. 19, 1392 b 15-33 show.?® In practical life
approximate reasoning frequently leads to a true discovery (Rhet. 2, 19,
1392 b 31-32: o711 0& TOVTOV AIAVT®V TG UEV €€ AvayKNg Ta 6 MG Ml TO
oAb oVtwg &yovta). In modern legal procedure the presence of a motive
and an opportunity to commit a crime (€i £d60voto Kol EBovAeTo, TETPAYE,
1392 b 19) does not prove that the charged person is guilty, but remains
a reasonable ground for suspicion.

Commentators often suppose that the paralogism implied here are
unreasonable expectations of either the spectators or the characters of the
tragedy concerning what will provide the recognition. See, for example,
R. Janko:?° “Apparently the playwright led the audience to expect that
Odysseus would reveal his identity by stringing the great bow that nobody
else could bend (as seen in Odyssey XXI), but in fact Odysseus did so
as a result of claiming that he would be able to recognize the bow. How
exactly this worked is not clear”. J. A. Smith3° (who kept the obsolete

26 Smith 1924, 166: “seeing the use to which in the Odyssey the bow is put on the
occasion of his return, it would have been tasteless in another poet to have invented
a different but similar case of it upon another occasion”.

27 See Bonitz 1870, 565 s.v.; Bywater 1909, 318 ad 1460 a 20. ITapaioyiCecOot
means (a) draw a false inference; (b) deceive or beguile by fallacy (+ acc. personae),
and, in a passive sense, be so deceived or beguiled: Bonitz 1870, 565 s.v.; Bywater
1909, 319 on 1460 a 25.

28 See Pozdnev 2005, 448.

29 Janko 1987, 116; similarly Dupont-Roc — Lallot 1980, 275.

30 Smith 1924, 167.
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text variant’! and so considered the recognition of the bow and not its
bending): “Someone who suspected that ‘the messenger’ was other than
he seemed — i. e. was possibly Odysseus himself — devised what he thought
would be a decisive test, which was accepted by ‘the messenger’, but was
by his skill turned into a refutation of the suspicion, and so his incognito
was preserved”. A similar story is suggested by R. Merkelbach (who calls
the tragedy “Odysseus Promises the Impossible™3? and tentatively changes
t6&ov to Aéktpov in line 142): according to his reconstruction, the hero
was challenged by Penelope to prove that he was Odysseus by identifying
his nuptial bed among three beds that would be brought out to him. Yet
the hero did not want to reveal himself prematurely and, instead of saying
“This is impossible”, cunningly promised to recognize one of the beds —
which he had actually never seen.

Proceeding to particular exegetical problems of the passage, ék mopa-
Aoylopod tod Bedtpov means that the false inference has to be drawn by
the audience. Yet in the previous discussion of recognitions the reasoning
of the public was not the factor, since the public knows in advance who
is who and therefore makes no discoveries.?® This led G. Hermann and
C. Bursian?# to the emendation Oatépov, in order to focus on the false
inferences of the characters involved in recognition. Smith3’ tried to claim
there was no difference: “The misleading here is not that of the audience
by the poet, but that of one of the dramatis personae by another (10D
Ootépov). But though this should not escape notice, it is not important.
Here as elsewhere in the Poetics it is assumed that the audience follows the
processes of thought of the personages, and is misled (temporarily) where
one of them is misled”. However, this is a strained interpretation: surely the
audience of Greek drama need not share the characters’ fallacies.

It appears impossible for cuvOetn €k Toparoyiouod to mean ‘composed
of a paralogism’,3¢ since, firstly, the meaning ‘based on, resulting from’

31 Smith 1924, 167-168: “I am quite convinced by Mr. Garrod [in a paper read
by him to the Oxford Philological Society] that neither the Arabic version nor the
Riccardianus has any weight or supplies any help: both are negligible witnesses to the
original text”.

32 Merkelbach 1969, 111: “Odysseus verspricht unmogliches”, with n. 4: “Man
darf yevdayyerog wohl im Sinn von yevdemdyyehog verstehen”.

33 Vahlen 31895, 181; Lucas 1968, 171.

34 Hermann 1802, 156—157; Bursian 1859, 756.

35 Smith 1924, 165.

36 Margoliouth 1911, 191: “There is another process compounded out of this
and misleading the audience”. Tkatsch 1932, 93: “Es gibt auch eine Erkennung durch
den SchluB3 (7] €k cvAloylopod 55 a 4), welche mit einem Fehlschluf3 einer anderen
Person verbunden ist”. Albeggiani 1937, 44: “un riconoscimento combinato con un
paralogismo”.



Recognition Based on Paralogism 311

is supported by £k cuAloyiopod (1455 a 4) and €€ aOT®V TOV TPAYUATOV
(1455 a 16-17), and, secondly, ‘composed of” would require two terms
(ovvbet €€ A xai B).

>vvbet (sc. avayvopioig) is for the most part interpreted as ‘com-
pound, composite’. According to a popular view, the combination must be
that of cuALoyioudg and Taparoyiopdc.’” Sometimes both are ascribed to
the same person.3® A reconstruction of this kind is suggested by Pozdnev
(who is careful to take both syllogism and paralogism in their strict logical
sense): as the hero, who allegedly had never been to Ithaca, said that he
would know the bow, the other party concluded by paralogism that he
would be able to bend it,* and hence by syllogism that he was Odysseus.*
It was also supposed*! that the compound recognition arose from a true
inference of one party and a false inference of another. J. Vahlen’s
attempt at reconstructing the plot is as follows: Odysseus erroneously
imagined that another character would recognize him by the bow. That
was false reasoning, since the other had never seen the bow. However
the false messenger took precautions and invented a story as to how he
acquired Odysseus’ bow, but by doing so he betrayed to the other that the
bow was that of Odysseus and provoked his actual recognition by true
reasoning (cvAloylopdg not meaning ‘syllogism’ as a technical term). It
is now clear that this version is not acceptable, since the bending of the
bow as a premise is not taken into account, and besides Vahlen proposed
an impossible understanding of t6&ov &pn yvodoesbatl implying that €pn
and yvooecbor had different subjects: “er meinte ndhmlich, es werde
der Andere den Bogen erkennen, der dieser doch nie gesehen hatte”.
Nevertheless one might generally speculate that a logical error of one party
stimulated the correct conclusion of the other, even if such a sophisticated
intrigue in a plot of a Greek tragedy seems unattested, and at all events it
could hardly occur often enough to create a separate type. Yet I wonder

37 This is considered as the only likely possibility by Lucas 1968, 171 (he does
not specify, whether the inferences should be by the same or by different parties).

38 Ritter 1839, 201: “haec agnitio ita composita est, ut spectatores in agnoscenda
persona quadam primo errant, mox eadem quae sit cognoscant”; Tkatsch 1932, 92-93
(see p. 92: “...die zweite Person durch ihre richtige vm60ec1c den Bogen erkannte,
nicht aber dadurch auch Odysseus selbst, der sich auf andere Weise zu erkennen gab,
wodurch sich der Schluf des anderen von dem Bogen auf Odysseus als Fehlschluf3
erwies”’; Gudeman 1934, 301 (who imagines a ‘false Odysseus’).

39 This is however not a blameless paralogism, for, if inversed, the inference does
not become true: one who is able to manage the bow need not be familiar with it in
advance (as proved by the protagonist of the Ramayana).

40 Pozdnev 2005, 456-457.

41 Hermann 1802, 157; Vahlen 1895, 181-182; id. 1911, 28.
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how the recognition based on both a true and a false inference could be
labeled ‘éx mapoaroyiouod’.

R. Dupont-Roc and J. Lallot*? suggest that ‘composite’ recognition
by false reasoning was provoked by a ‘combination of words’, i.e. an
expression with double sense, which was wrongly interpreted (cf. a false
inference mapda v cvvBeowv: Soph. el. 166 a 22 sqq.; 177 a 33 sqq.).
Ingenious as it may be, to my mind, there is however too great a distance
from ovvBeoig of words to calling a recognition cuvOet.

According to E. Howald and Janko,* combined recognition is a false
inference from the combination of two premises. Howard supposed that the
claim of an impostor that he would recognize the bow led the other party
to conclude that he had already bent the bow in the past. Janko’s attempt
to reconstruct the plot of Odvecevg yevddyyehoc (Odysseus is recognized
not by stringing the bow, as the audience expected, but by promising to
recognize it) can hardly serve as an illustration, since the misexpectation
of the audience can in no way help to “yield the recognition”.

For the most part these versions are culpable of mistakes in translation
and/or imprecise correspondence to the hints at the plot of Odysseus the
False Messenger. Some of these errors have been indicated above, while
others may be clear from what follows. In general, I cannot side with any
of these explanations, for I do not believe that cvAloyiopdg in Chapter
16 is a logical term meaning either ‘syllogism’ or ‘true reasoning’.
Therefore I feel inclined to accept another possibility: that cuvBet means
“fictitious’, ‘invented’ by the poet.*

Yno0eoig in line 14! is for the most part interpreted as having its usual
meaning ‘premise’.*> Its metonymic use for ‘syllogism’#¢ is implausible.
Cronert seems to understand this term as ‘contents’, as he argues that the
vobeoic was killing of the suitors.*’

42 Dupont-Roc — Lallot 1980, 275.

4 Howald 1921, 1002—-1003; Janko 1987, 115.

4 Cooper 1918, 253: “fictitious — otherwise fallacious or false, or perhaps ‘concoc-
ted’”; 258: “we need some term like “fictitious’ — one with no necessary connotation of
what is morally wrongful”; Smith 1924, 165: “The point is not that what is said or told
is necessarily a lie, but that it is untrue, baseless, not founded on fact” (with examples).

4 Bonitz 1870, 796 b 41; 59-61.

46 Tkatsch 1932, 92: “Hier bezeichnet vn60eo1¢ nicht allgemein nur eine Voraus-
setzung, Annahme, sondern nach Aristotelischem Sprachgebrauch im besonderen
eine Annahme, welche bei einer indirekten (apagogischen) Beweisfiihrung oder
Schlussfolgerung (cuAloyiopog €€ vndbécems) verwendet wird, und ist hier synonym
mit cuAhoyiopdg (55 a 4, 7, 10) gebraucht”; accepted by Gudeman 1934, 301. Contra
Gallavotti 1968, 257 n. 18.

47 Cronert 1913, 1443, cf. Bonitz 1870, 795 b 42.
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In line 142, xoi €l ye 10 t0€0Vv EQN Yvioechar O ovy £wpdkel, it
goes without saying that the infinitive depending of &pm cannot have
a modal meaning “he said he wanted to examine the bow”.#® I also find it
impossible to admit that &pn and yvoecsbot can have different subjects.*’

Interpreting this subordinate clause in general proved extremely
problematical. Sometimes &i was taken as approximating to 6t (the clause
would then be explaining the essence of one more ¥m60ec15).>" A natural
meaning seems to be concessive: “even if indeed”.’! However, Pozdnev>?
argues that the combination kai €l ye cannot be understood as a single
expression, since elsewhere in pre-Aristotelian literature xoi always
belongs to the apodosis. His own solution is to postulate a lacuna between
vmobeoic and to to€ov, delete kai, and change &i ye into émei ye (with
a temporal or temporal-causal meaning).

As regards mg 01’ ékelvov avayvoplodvtoc, the verb dvayvopilo in the
Poetics means both ‘recognize’ (1452 b 5 otov 1) pév Teryéveia td Opéotn
aveyvopictn €k thg Tépyenc Th¢ €moTtoAf|g; 1454 b 27 dveyvopicOn vmo
¢ Tpopod) and ‘reveal, make oneself recognized’ (1454 b 31-32 oiov

48 Tkatsch 1932, 93: “erklért, den Bogen erkennen zu wollen”. Gallavotti 1954,
132: “aveva detto sulla scena di volere conoscere quell’arco mai visto”; id. 1968, 258—
260: “volere conoscere, fare esperienza, e quindi provare I’arco”; id. 1974, 59: “aveva
affermato di non avere mai visto 1’arco di Ulisse e di volerlo esaminare”.

49 Vahlen 1911, 28 “er meinte ndhmlich, es werde der Andere den Bogen
erkennen”.

50 Cronert 1913, 1443: “Vom Dichter geschaffen ist es, daB nur Odysseus den
Bogen spannen kann <...>und daB er den Bogen, den er nicht gesehen hat, herauszu-
finden vermeint”; Howald 1921, 1002; Tkatsch 1932, 93: ““...und ein darauf gebauter
SchluB ist es, wenn der andere (étepoc) erklért...”; Sykutris 1937, 140: “...etvol
Emvono, Tod omTov, Kol GLALOYIGHOG Emiong T dtt ioyvpileto...”; Dupont-Roc —
Lallot 1980, 91: “...est une donnée forgée par le pocte et une prémisse du raisonne-
ment, et pareillement qu’Ulysse dise...”; Halliwell 1987, 49: “...is a premise contrived
by the poet, as is his statement that...”; Heath 1996, 27: “the fact that he can bend the
bow is contrived by the poet as a premise, as is his claim...”.

51 Rostagni 1945, 95; Valgimigli 1946, 122; Gallavotti 1968,260-261: “con quella
battuta (“10 t6&0V, O 0VK €180V, YvOGOUL”, “dyopat & odk Eyvav”) Iaraldo aveva
allontanato da sé I’attuabilita dell’ avayvdpioig e del maparoyiopde, di cui sta parlando
Aristotele; di qui I"impiego della concessiva kai giye”; id. 1974, 59; Halliwell 1995,
87; Guastini 2010, 81. — Gallavotti 1956, 132; 133 paradoxically converts “anche se”
into “tanto piu che”, implying that a Homeric motif (only Odysseus could bend a bow)
by no means followed from the plot of the tragedy — still more so, since the hero said
that he wanted at last to get to know the bow which he had not seen before (with an
impossible translation of £€pn yvdoesbat, see above n. 48). — The combination kai €}
ve is not recorded in Denniston 1954, but there is €i ye ‘even if” (p. 126), xai €l ‘even
if*, with an effect of climax (p. 301), and kai ... ye ‘also, even’ (p. 158).

52 Pozdnev 2005, 454-455.
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Opéotg év 11 “leyeveia dveyvopioey 6tt Opéotng; 1455 b 9 él0av
8¢ kol Anedeic Obvecbor pElMwv aveyvoploev).? 1 think the intransitive
meaning is more plausible here,> for in this case we are dealing with
the contextual omission of only the subject and not the object as well.
As demonstrated by E. Cavallini,? ellipse of a subject is recurrent in the
Poetics when the subject is a protagonist character easily supplied from the
name of a tragedy just mentioned. She applies her observation to évteivewv
(therefore rejecting all emendations aimed at providing its subject), but
I would extend it to &pn yvdoecbal, ovy empbkel and dvayvoplodvtog,
suggesting that in each case the subject is likely to be Odysseus.

Scholars felt it difficult to explain two indications of causes, ot
€keivov and d10 TovTov, close to each other in the same phrase. T. Tyrwhitt
changed 61" to on, thus making €xeivov the subject of dvayvwplodvrog:
“that he will reveal his identity by means of it (sc. recognizing the bow)”.%¢
I. Bywater accepted this conjecture, but implied 16 t6&ov as the object of
avayvoplodvrog, referred S tovtov to motfjoar and speculated that the
false inference in the tragedy was due to misunderstanding yvécecsOot as
avayvopieilv: whereas the character said that he would ‘get to know’ the
bow, which he had never seen, someone erroneously concluded that he
would ‘recognize’ it.57 In this instance wotfjcon is taken to mean ‘suppose’
or ‘assume’, but all the parallels Bywater manages to adduce (p. 238) are
not from Aristotle.

On the contrary, J. Sykutris conjectured o1 todto, making it the direct
object of avayvmprodvtog: “that the hero will recognize tovto (the bow)
Ov éxeivov (the premise that nobody else could string it)”.

33 See Bonitz 1870, 43 b 53-56, Bywater 1909, 203—204 on 1454 b 5.

54 The transitive meaning was defended by Bywater 1909; 47, 238; Sykutris
1937, 140; Gallavotti 1974, 159; Cavallini 1980-1982, 146 n. 7.

55 Cavallini 19801982, 145-146.

56 Tyrwhitt 1806, 161-162. He accepts the vulgata of his time (the text published
already in the Aldina in 1508) at the end of the passage and reads: 10 8¢, ®g 61 €keivov
avayvoplodvtog dud TovTov, £moinoe maporoyiopov. — “Hoc vero (theatrum sc.) quasi
revera seipsum notum facturus esset per hoc (arcus sc. cognitionem) falsam fecit
conclusionem”.

57 See contra Cooper 1918, 258: Bywater was misled “by what is probably an
accidental word-echo: yvdcecOat — avayvmprodvtoc. But here yvdoesOar is an indi-
rect quotation of something uttered by a character in a poem of unknown authorship,
while avayvoplodvtog is a part of the technical language (cf. dvayvdpioig) of the
Poetics”. Besides, what could the intention to “get to know the bow” actually mean?
‘See it’ or ‘try one’s strength with it” would have required other verbs, such as opdav
or elpdv; ‘know how to handle it’ (Pozdnev 2005, 454 n. 38) is rendered improbable
by the future time, which would suggest an inappropriate meaning ‘/earn how to
handle it’.
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According to C. Gallavotti, both pronouns imply the same act of bend-
ing the bow: d1d TovTOL OGN (SC. Avayvdpiow) refers to the recognition
by the characters, and dt” €keivov avayvoprodvtog, to the recognition (or
rather its acceptance) by the spectators.’®

Another way of addressing the problem is understanding the pro-
nouns as opposed to each other in the manner of ille and hic, e.g. “but
the way he is expected to make himself known by the former means,
but does so by the latter, is a [case of] false inference” (Janko).*®
However, this appears to be impossible Greek. I strongly doubt that
a genitive absolute introduced with @¢ can have an adversative meaning
(‘while, whereas’). In Kithner—Gerth GG3 11. 2, p. 93 only two cases are
indicated: (o) subjective reason and (B) subjective opinion and utterance
(with verbs of saying and thinking, analogous to an indirect discourse
expressed by an objective clause with 611 or ©¢).%° I also doubt that
a part. fut. can occur in a gen. abs. in cases other than these two, and
as an analog to an 6ti-clause a part. fut. can hardly signify modality
(“expected t0”).6! It should also be noted that Aristotle does not feel
it always necessary to distinguish the first and the second mentioned
with the help of demonstrative pronouns (cf.e.g. 1454 b 32-33: éxeivn
eV yap dw Thg &€moToAfg, €Kelvog 0 avtog Aéyest, 1460 a 20-21:
étav Tovdi dvtoc T0di 7; Soph. el. 167 b 2-3: dtav yap 100de dvtog &
avayinc tode 1).62 Besides, motfjcat meaning ‘make himself known’ (sc.

38 Gallavotti 1956, 133: “ma risulta un paralogismo il fatto di fare avvenire il
riconoscimento attraverso (la scena del arco) nella previsione che attraverso questo
sara manifesto (agli spettatori il vero Ulisse)”; id. 1968, 259-260: “il successivo
Su tovtov riprende esattamente il 8t ékeivov (per mezzo del arco, o della prova
dell’arco)”.

3 Janko 1987, 22. Compare Valgimigli 1946, 122: “I’avere immaginato che
Odisseo si faccia riconoscere mediante questo mezzo [del tenere 1’arco], mentre
avrebbe dovuto mediante 1”altro [del riconoscimento dell’arco]”’; Dupont-Roc — Lallot
1980, 91: “si, sous prétexte que 1’exploit de 1’arc doit permettre la reconnaissance, on
la fait résulte d’un dire”; Halliwell 1995, 87; “to have him recognised by this means,
when he was expected to cause recognition in the other way”; Pozdnev 2005, 457:
“Although the poet could make him recognized by means of the former, he actually
did it by means of the latter”’; Guastini 2010, 83: “il fatto che si abbia il riconoscimento
grazie a quello, benché lo si costruisca grazie a questo”.

0 See also Goodwin 1897, 365-366 § 917 and 918.

6l Kithner-Gerth GG? 1I. 1, p. 185: “Rein temporal, eine zukiinftige Handlung
bezeichnend, erscheint es (sc. das Partizip des Futurs) nach den Verben der Wahr-
nehmung (§ 482), entsprechend einem Satze mit 611, ®g und dem Indikativ des Futurs”.

92 See Bonitz 1870, 227 a 21-22 s.v. ékelvog: “usurpatur etiam £keivog ubi una
modo est et proxima res, ad quam referatur®; id. 546 a 40-41 s.v. ovtog: “pronomen
obtog etiam ad ea quae sequuntur potest referri”.
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avayvoplowy motijoat, as a substitution of the previous dvayvoplotvtog)
in the translation of Janko is clumsy, and to suggest an ellipse “to
compose <that he was recognized> by the latter” is strained, given
that the object of motfjoat can be easily found. It seems most natural
to understand moiufjcon as referring to the poet’s activity®® and not to
separate it from @g + gen. abs. (with a part. fut.), which in this case is
equivalent to indirect discourse in an object-clause: “to compose that he
will be recognized by it”. A’ €ékeivov (sc. dua Tod TO6E0VL or, still better,
1 Tod 10 16&0V évteiverv) should come with dvayvoprodvrog, and s
tovtov (probably referring to memompévov Hmd 100 mointod) with the
main clause 10 ... Toujoo TOPALOYIGUOC (SC. £0TIV).

III. TTaparoyiouog as a Poetic Means of
Introducing the Improbable

Let us now address the only other occurrence of the notion mapaioyicudc
in the Poetics (Chapter 24, 1460 a 18-26). As a rule, commentaries
to 1455 a 12-16 include a reference to this passage, which does not
presuppose that explaining the former would actually rest upon the evi-
dence of the latter.

dedidayev 8¢ palota ‘Ounpog kol Tovg dALoVS Yevdi) Aéyetly MG Oel. 0Tl
d¢ 10010 MapuroyIGHdg. olovial yap oi dvOpmmot, dtav Tovdl Gvtog Todl
N A ywopévov yivirar, & 10 Dotepov Eottv, Kol TO TPOTEPOV Elvar
1} yivesOar- ToUt0 8¢ €0t WedSOG. d10 O€l, Av TO TPATOV Yebdog, AALO 6
TOVTOVL VIO Gvaykn eivon | yevésBou 7, TpocBsivar S yap T TodTo
gldoévar aan0eg ov maporoyiletor NUAV 1| yoyn Kol 10 TPOTOV MG Ov.
mapadetypo 8¢ T00ToL TO €K TV Nintpmv.

As we remember, if B regularly or necessarily follows from 4, people are
inclined to suppose that there was 4 whenever they see B, although this
is bad reasoning, since B can also occur independently of 4. According
to Aristotle, Homer skillfully provokes this kind of paralogism: when he
needs to make his audience believe in something impossible, he represents
it as 4 and describes a convincing B as its consequence, so that anyone
persuaded by B would suppose that 4 is also true.

03 See Bonitz 1870, 609 a 31 ff.; the motivation in Cooper 1918, 258; Tkatsch
1932, 93; Gallavotti 1968, 260.
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It is not obvious what lines from td Nintpa are implied. According
to the most popular version,® the reference is to the error committed by
Penelope (Od. 19. 164-260): beguiled by Odysseus, she concludes that
if the stranger could make a correct description of her husband’s clothes
and companions, it follows that his story of meeting Odysseus is true,
whereas it is not. A person who met Odysseus (4) can describe him (B),
but so can Odysseus himself, as can one who knew the details from
hearsay (B not following from A4), and besides, the circumstances could
be different: the stranger might not be the host who entertained the king
of Ithaca, but, say, a slave waiting at table.®> However, this interpretation
of the reference has been disputed. The name Nintpa (“Wash-scene”
must in this case be extended from the episode of feet-washing to the
whole Book 19 of the Odyssey, but other cases in the Poetics show an
exact correspondence between conventional names applied to the parts of
Homeric epos and the contents of relevant episodes (including the same
Nintpo in 1454 b 30).°¢ Besides, since it was Odysseus and not Homer
who provoked the paralogism, and it was committed by Penelope instead
of the audience, it may be argued that this case does not illustrate Homer’s
ability to introduce poetic lie in the right way.%’

Otherwise, false reasoning in the Wash-scene could be that of
Eurycleia:®® her recognition of Odysseus by the scar (mentioned in
Poet. 1454 b 2630 as an illustration of o1& T@v onueiwv type) happened
to be true, but nevertheless ancient commentators reference a piece of
work by Aristotle (likely Homeric Questions) that criticizes the logic of

64 Most Renaissance and neoclassical commentators (see Cave 1988, 42); Vahlen
1914, 296; Hardy 1932, 87; Gudeman 1934, 294; 413; Albeggiani 1937, 67; Valgimigli
1946, 179 n. 1; Butcher 1951, 172 n. 1; Gudeman 1934, 413; Sycutris 1937, 224;
Rostagni 1945, 151; Lucas 1968, 171-172; 229; Hubbard 1972, 126 n. 2; Dupont-
Roc — Lallot 1980, 80 (with an erroneous reference to Od. 20 instead of 19); Hutton
1982, 109; Halliwell 1995, 123.

% Lucas 1968, 229; 172.

% See Pozdnev 2005, 448 with n. 5. Cf. the segmented subdivision of episodes
in Schol. Od. hypothesis 1. 30-31: T. ‘Odvocéwg kol [Invelonng ophia. Ta vintpa,
7 'O vro Evpukieiog avayvopiopds. Cf. examples of pre-Alexandrian names for parts
of Homeric epos in Aelian. VH 13. 14.

67 Lucas 1968, 228; 229; Pozdnev 2005, 448. Janko 1987, 143 parries this
objection: “It is wrong to complain that Aristotle should have chosen an example in
which the audience is misled; his point is that Homer showed other poets how to
mislead”.

68 Gallavotti 1968, 255-257, though on questionable grounds that the “Paralogism
of Penelope” would be too detailed to serve as a good example (he reads <p>n
mpocBeivar in 1460 a 24, see p. 249-250); id. 1974, 198; Pozdnev 2005, 448-449;
considered by Cave 1988, 42.
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her inference. The argument runs that it is a false premise to assume that
anyone who has a scar is Odysseus:®

Apiototéng 8¢, goaoly, émlapfdvetal 100 TOVTOL AVOYVOPLIGHOD,
Aéyov O¢ dpo Katd TOV TomTyv T@d ToVT® AOY® TS OVANV Exov
‘0dveoeng €oTv. TO 8¢ 0TV VY AmA®G ToloVTOV, AAAL cLUPBaALeTal T
Kal TO ooV Tig, O £ppéln, a&oAdyov oVARG oUV Ye TOlg dANOIG: Kol
YOp KOTO TOV TG YPaOC AOYOV Kol dEHaG Kol oV Kol 000G 0 Tapdv
EEvog Emkel 1@ OJVooEL.

Margoliouth suggested that the reference was to Od. 19. 361-362.70
This example is adduced in Rhet. 3. 16. 1417 b 2—6, where orators are
recommended to give as many trustworthy details as possible, in order to
make their listeners believe in what they do not know by recognizing the
truth of what they know. Homer says that Eurycleia put her hands to her
face as she shed tears, and this detail adds cogency to his story. However,
this version does not suit the context of Chapter 24 of the Poetics, which
deals with introducing advvarto (things impossible in fact) and dAoyo
(things improbable to the reason), rather than with poetic fiction in
general.”! Whereas the miraculous alteration of Odysseus’ appearance,
which led his own wife to believe that he was a Cretan stranger, is an
aovvatov, and the possibility of recognizing by a scar could seem an
dAoyov to Aristotle, there is of course nothing impossible or improbable
in an old nurse crying.

A. Rostagni considered Od. 19. 572 sqq., implying the statement that
no one but Odysseus could string the bow (the same as referred to in
Odysseus the False Messenger in Chapter 16), yet in fact there is no such
a statement in this passage, and this also does not exactly correspond to
the reference “Wash-scene”. G. V. Else even thought of mapdaderypo 6

% Eustath. Comm. ad Hom. Od. 19. 467, vol. 11 p. 213 cites Porphyrius, Quaetio-
num Homericarum ad Odysseam pertinentium reliquiae, Od. 19. 467, p. 126 f. Lucas
1968, 229 doubts that the criticism was made by Aristotle himself: “This ignores the
fact that not all scars are the same or on the same part of the body. A. cannot have
been guilty of such simplicity, and @oociv suggests that the account is garbled. Other
quotations from the Homeric Problems do not admit to any doubt as to what A. said.
But probably A. did say something in that work criticizing the recognition, and the
same point may be alluded to here”.

70 Margoliouth 1911, 24-25.

71 See Butcher 1951, 171-172: “The fiction here intended is, as the context
shows, not simply that fiction which is blended with fact in every poetic narrative
of real events. The reference here is rather to those tales of a strange and marvelous
character..., which are admitted into epic more freely than into dramatic poetry”.
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To0TOoL T0 €k TV NimTpwv as an interpolation, and F. Ritter athetized the
whole passage 610 o€l — 1@V Nintpov.”?

Asides from the Wash-scene, another example of Homer’s use of
paralogism may be the scene from the Odyssey (13. 116 sqq.) referred to
at the end of Chapter 24 (1460 a 35-36 ta £v Odvooeig GrAoya T wepl TV
€xbeowv): it is absurd that Odysseus did not wake up as the Phaeacians set
him ashore on Ithaca, but the consequences and the reactions of the main
character are depicted with such cogency that the audience accepts the
impossible premise to be true.”

However enigmatic the reference to Tt Nintpa may be, the exposition
of Homeric paralogism is fortunately clear enough. Of course it is not
guaranteed that in both cases in the Poetics Aristotle addressed exactly
the same kind of mapoloyiopdg, but this is at least probable and, to my
mind, helps support a plausible interpretation. So I suggest that in Chapter
16 Aristotle not only implied the same false inference of the cause from the
consequent, but also had in mind the same situation — the poet beguiling
his audience in order to introduce a poetic lie. This is backed up by the
manuscript reading tod Oedtpov as well as by mentioning nerompévov
V70 10D oo and TO TolcaL.

L. Cooper’ proposed an interpretation of avayvopiolg covbetn €k
naparoyopod entirely based on the data of Chapter 24: a ‘concocted’
discovery is a mistaken one, that is, the case in which a character de-
ceives others in Odysseus’ manner and makes them believe in his lie by
provoking an inference from a known B to an allegedly preceding 4.7
The main objection to this version is that in all other cases in the Poetics
a discovery is a true one, that is, concerns the real state of affairs, so there
is no reason to suggest that mistaken recognitions were also considered.’®
Besides, Cooper ignores the words missing in II. It should also be taken
into account that such a false inference in Greek theatre apparently would
be made only by the characters and not by the audience.”’

R

2 Rostagni 1945, 151. Else 1957, 626. Ritter 1839, 260.
3 Lucas 1968, 229.

74 Cooper 1918, 258-261.

75 One example is from Gen. 37: 31-33: the brothers show Joseph’s coat, stained
with blood, to their father, and he falsely concludes that Joseph is torn by a beast.

76 Hardy 1952, 84 augmented illustrations of recognitions by paralogism as he
bracketed the words xai &1 y& 10 t6&ov Epn yvdoesbor 6 ody Empdakot, considering
them to be another example (probably added by Aristotle himself as an afterthought):
an impostor pretending to be Odysseus would promise to recognize the bow and make
a description of it without having seen it. This would certainly produce a mistaken
recognition on behalf of the characters, of the type described by Cooper.

77 Cooper tries to reject the difference by referring to “the illusion, which is
shared by anyone who hears the story” (255).

-
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The approach most close to the one I think true was aptly generalized
by Lucas: “A<ristotle> may be saying that the audience is deceived
into accepting a recognition between two characters which is based on
a logical fallacy, just as the audience of the epic poet can be charmed
into accepting an absurdity like the landing of Odysseus on Ithaca in his
sleep™.”®

Several scholars have proceeded in this way. F. Albeggiani suggested
that Odysseus, instead of being identified by bending the bow, was
identified because he recognized his weapon; to be satisfied with such an
avayvoplolc was a paralogism on behalf of the spectators, because not
everyone who can recognize a bow is its owner.” We may infer that in
this case Aristotle will have mentioned Odysseus’ exclusive capacity of
managing the bow as an alternative, perfect premise, which ought to be
applied by the playwright instead.

Other interpreters, who attempt similar explanations, make the opposite
evaluation of stringing the bow: they give no credit to such a premise
and declare it a paralogism to believe that if a stranger proved able to
bend the bow, he was Odysseus.?? A logical mistake is ascribed not only
to the audience, but also to the characters: they should have understood
that not everyone who can strain the bow is necessarily Odysseus.
J. Hardy underlined that the remark dAAov 8¢ punoéva was restricted to
the characters’ milieu. Gallavotti supposed that the particular way of
introducing the scene of recognition in Odysseus the False Messenger
somehow added to its illogicality, making the syllogism a false one.

This way of addressing the problem might seem plausible, until
we reconsider the examples of various types of recognition mentioned
above. One cannot but notice that almost all the recognizing characters
can equally be charged with fallacia consequentis. (1) As previously
mentioned, not everyone who has a scar is Odysseus. (2) An impostor
might learn the details of Iphigenia’s old home from hearsay or because
he visited the palace in Argos; it is not correct to conclude that one
who can name them is Orestes. (3) A person who cries listening to
Demodocus’ song about the Wooden Horse need not necessarily be
Odysseus. (4) Even a conclusion that one whose sister was sacrificed is
Orestes is highly probable, but not inevitably correct. We could claim
that in all these cases the spectators were involved in a paralogism,

78 Lucas 1968, 171; however, he remained uncertain, whether to accept the
reading Ogdtpov or Batépov.

79 Albeggiani 1937, 44.

80 Valgimigli 1946, 122; Hardy 1952, 84; Gallavotti 1968, 257; id. 1974, 158-159.
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so far as they accepted recognitions not perfectly founded, since each
time a guess concerning someone’s identity proved correct in spite of
invalid arguments.8! If so, what makes these examples different from an
AVayvVoOPLoLg €K ToPOAOYIGHOD?

I'V. Recognition by Paralogism: an Interpretation

Apparently Aristotle does not insist that the recognition must result
from undeniable evidence. Perhaps it would be desirable, if possible
(cf. 1460 b 28-29: d&l yap &i &vdéyetar OAmc undaut nuaptiocat), but
the Stagirite is well aware that reasoning of common people in real life
for the most part is not bulletproof, so the logical mistake of Eurycleia is,
after all, a realistic psychological detail. Even if logically imperfect, an
inference of the recognizing party is a probable guess which then leads to
an attempt to find out whether it is true and thus to the actual recognition.
The orators in court use to provoke false inferences in order to convince
their audience (Soph. el. 167 b 8—12, cf. Rhet. 2. 24. 1401 b 23-24), so
why not the poets?

It seems evident that neither the good nor the bad reasoning of the
characters was a classifying factor. The classification of recognitions is
based on the means — dapépovot T® o1 ETépmv, or T € ETépwv (para-
phrasing the beginning of the Poetics, 1447 a 17): each discovery results
from some particular feature or conduct of the recognized party. So in
a recognition ‘by paralogism’ it is the means that must be special.

I believe the true solution was found for the first time by Rostagni in
1927, but slipped by almost unnoticed. For him the mark of the premise
of recognition was its incredibility.®? It remains only to set aside the idea
that the fourth kind of recognition, as well as its subspecies, was “by
reasoning”, and we come to my own proposal: recognition by paralogism
is based not on a “logical fallacy” (pace Lucas), but on an “absurdity” (the

81 Pozdnev 2005, 448: “Here mopoloyiopog is the operation of deducing the
cause from the consequent <...>. It is, in fact, nothing more than guesswork, but in
many cases it does succeed. Judging by similarity <...> one may occasionally, though
not necessarily, reach the truth”.

82 Rostagni 21945, 95: “che Odisseo solo e nessun altro al mondo sapesse tendere
I’arco, era cosa incredibile: era un falso presupposto dato come vero dal poeta; ma
poiché per quell mezzo Odisseo si fa realmente riconoscere, gli homini sono indotti
ad ammettere come vero anche quell presupposto”; ibid., 96: “Dunque il paralogismo
consiste nel dar come vero il presupposto falso o incredibile, perché com questo mezzo
Odisseo (o chi altri) si fara veramente riconoscere”; ibid., 151.
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matter discussed in Chapter 24), i. e. something ddvvatov or dAoyov, which,
however, the audience will accept thanks to the poet’s skilled deception.

As regards the previous examples, there is nothing supernatural in
having a scar, or acquaintance with a king’s palace in Argos, or being
moved by a song, or even having one’s sister sacrificed. Yet in the case
of Odysseus the False Messenger we are dealing with an adOvotov: in
reality no bows exist that can be drawn only by one specific person (nor
are there slippers which would fit only Cinderella). Nevertheless, the poet
makes his Odysseus the only one capable of bending the bow and brings
the audience to accept this false Vt60go1g as true.

The poetic lie concerns not the correctness or probability of the
characters’ argument, but the possibility of the premise. Once a marvelous
circumstance is inserted into poetic reality as a vm60eoig, the reasoning of
the characters is correct and does not differ from a true syllogism:

1) no one but Odysseus can draw this bow;

2) there is a man who drew this bow;

3) it follows that he is Odysseus.

Yet the initial point of the reasoning is a thing impossible in the real
world. Likewise, in the modern literary genre of fantasy it is conventional
to build upon an dadvvartov, e.g. to introduce men with supernatural
capacities or creatures taking possession of others’ bodies, but once the
“poetic lie” is accepted, consequent reactions, emotions and actions of the
characters must be described as “realistically” as possible.

[Memompévov Hmd tod motod might be said of Homer as well as
his successors who worked on the same myth.®3 However, Homer does
not emphasize that Odysseus is the only mortal able to string the bow —
he simply turns out to be stronger (or more skilled) than the suitors;®
neither is shooting an arrow through twelve axes the only and decisive
way of recognizing the king of Ithaca — he identifies himself to the suitors
after the first shot (Od. 22. 22-41), and eventually Penelope finds it
necessary to make a further test of identity (Od. 23. 177-230). Probably
the tragedian was cruder than the epic poet® in asserting the exclusive,
indeed supernatural link of the bow with his eponymous character.

83 Gallavotti 1956, 132 n. 1 insisted that Homer and not the playwright was
implied. As proved by Scott 1922, 330, momntg need not always mean ‘Homer’.

84 0d. 21, 91-94 (words of Antinous): pvnotipeoow Gebiov ddotov: ov yap
ot / pnidiong 168e toEov EbEoov dvtavieshor. / 00 yép Tig péta toiog évip év Toicdeot
nioty, / oloc Oduocedc EoKev.

85 Cf. Cronert 1913, 1443—1444: “In Nebendingen aber scheint der Dichter stark
von Homer abgewichen zu sein, was dann den Tadel des Aristoteles hervorrief”;
Gallavotti 1974, 159.
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Unlike Homer, the author of Odysseus the False Messenger seems
to be guilty of even further awkwardness: that is, he made his character
affirm that he would recognize the bow, although he had never seen it
before (10 t6&ov Epn yvodoechal 6 oy Empaket).8o If this character was
Odysseus, and ovy £wpakel is true, it follows that Homer’s story of
acquisition of the bow as a gift from Iphitus (Od. 21. 13—41) was not
taken into account in the tragedy. One could tentatively speculate that the
miraculous bow somehow appeared in Ithaca during the king’s absence,
only to serve as a means of proving his excellence and hence identity
(according to a prophecy? to the design of Athena?). Otherwise, perhaps
Odysseus betrayed himself by this promise, since the ability to recognize
the bow contradicted the story invented by him (ovy émpdkel was then
a circumstance implied by his misinformation®?), but nevertheless he was
not unmasked prematurely. The details will likely remain unclear to us,
but anyway, I suppose that the playwright committed a mistake like those
described in Chapter 17 (1455 a 22-29), and this mistake made stringing
the bow by none other than Odysseus still less believable.3® Yet even such
clumsiness (kai €1 ye must be concessive) did not prevent the playwright
from suggesting, and probably the spectators from accepting, the existence
of the magical bow as a premise (V00g01G).

In this case avoyvapioig £k maporoyiopod is clearly a subspecies, but
not — or rather not only — of the kind 1} £ék cuALoyiouod. Apparently poetic
lie could deal with such means as tokens, both noticed by chance (no. 1)
and referred to in self-declaration (no. 2), and also with a statement of
extraordinary circumstances (no. 4) — I only find it difficult to imagine
an impossible display of feelings (no. 3). Recognition by bending the
bow most probably belongs to those “contrived by the poet” (the words
meromuévoy Vo tod momrod in 1455 a 14! must refer to Aristotle’s
type 2 newly introduced in 1454 b 30-31).%° It should be noted that, as
Aristotle makes a short summary of the Odyssey in 1455 b 16-23, he does

86 Cf. Merkelbach 1969, 112: “Wenn Odysseus tatsdchlich daran erkannt wird,
dass er den Bogen spannt, kann er unmdoglich diesen selben Bogen noch nie gesehen
haben”.

87 According to Cooper 1918, 259, “which he had not seen” may imply “on this
occasion”: e. g. Odysseus had not seen his nuptial bed since he returned to Ithaca, yet
he was able to describe it to Penelope.

8 Cf. Rostagni 1945, 95: “Qui Arist. si riferisce forse a qualche espressione
del drama che aggravava 1’incredibilita del presupposto”. Despite most attempts at
reconstructing the plot, this scene may be not part of 10 kaBdLov, but an éneicddo0v
(see 1455 a 34 — b 23), like the example from Soph. Ant. 1226—1234 (1454 a 1-2).

8 As suggested by Cronert 1913, 1443 and Gallavotti 1956, 132.
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not include stringing the bow among substantial events, so this must be an
éne1cdo10v that does not arise from the action itself. As for the fifth, and
the best class, presumably it should preclude any imperfection, including
dloya;?0 that is why recognition ék maporoyiouod is mentioned before
and not after it.

It is not ruled out that Aristotle called the recognition based on
paralogism cvvBetn because it was ‘combined’ with a paralogism of the
audience, that is, with admitting an impossible matter.! Yet I do not find
it convincing that the miraculous nature of the premise could be regarded
as something ‘put together’ with it. Rather this kind is called ‘fictitious’,
i.e., based on a fictitious premise.

Nina Almazova
Saint Petersburg State University

n.almazova@spbu.ru
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Knaccudukanus y3naBanuii B rmaBe 16 [losmuku He MOXKET OBITH OCHOBaHA Ha
YMO3AKIIIOYEHUSIX Y3HAIOIEH CTOPOHBL, Oy Ib TO BEPHBIX MIIH JIOKHBIX, TOCKOJIBKY
JUist 1F000T0 y3HABaHMs1, BO BCEX [TpUMepax, TpeOyeTcsl OMH U TOT XKe BUJL pacCyiK-
JIeHns1 (4acTO HECOBEPIICHHOIO C TOYKH 3PEHHMs JIOTUKH, OJHAKO MPHUBOJISILETO
K BEpOSITHBIM BbIBO/IaM). CKopee B € OCHOBE JISKHT TO, [0 YeMy NIepCOHaKa y3Ha-
I0T: €r0 OTJIMYUTENIbHbIH MPU3HAK, TOBEJICHUE WK BbICKa3biBaHue. [Ipy y3HABaHUN
€K GUAAOYIGMOD, KakK IMMOKa3bIBAIOT BCE MPHUMEPBI, KPOME IEPBOTO, Y3HAFOLIUN
MEPCOHAXK CIBIIUT, KAK Yy3HABAEMBIH COIOCTABISIET YHHKAJIbHBIE POKOBBIC
coObiTHst B cBoci cyanOe. [Ipumep uz Xosgop Dcxuna (Poet. 1455 a 4-6) He
COOTBETCTBYET KOHTEKCTY M, OYEBHJIHO, SIBISICTCS MHTEPIOJSIMEi. Y3HaBaHHe
€K moporoyiopod tod BedTtpov — 3TO HE OTHENbHAS Pa3HOBUIAHOCTD, a TOJBHII,
creuudrka KOTOPOro — HEBO3MOJYKHAsE WIIM HEBEPOSITHAs MPENochuika (Kak,
HalpHuMep, CyLIeCTBOBAHHE JIyKa, KOTOPBIH HUKTO, Kpome Opuccesi, HE MOXKET
HATSHYTH). TeM He MeHee, MO3T J0ONBaeTCs TOTo, YTOOB ayIUTOPHS e¢ TIPUHSIIA,
MIPOBOLMPYS JIOKHOE YMO3AKJIIOUCHHE O PUYMHE Ha OCHOBAHUM CIIEJICTBHUS, KaK
onmcano B 1460 a 18-26. B Oduccee — nodichom ecmuuke Tpomax aBToOpa,
3aCTaBUBILIETO CBOETO I'eposi CKa3aTh, YTO OH Y3HAET JIyK, KOTOPOTO HUKOT/IA HE
BUJICN, 10 BCEH BEPOSTHOCTH, YCYryOJIsul HENpaBlONoJo0He MNPEANOCHUIKH.
DOnuteT y3HaBaHHs GUVOETI] MOXET O3HadaTh JuOO ‘cocTaBHOE’ (COEAMHEHHOE
C mapajgoru3MoM MyOJuKH), TUO0 — CKopee — ‘BBIMBIIUICHHOE  (OCHOBaHHOC Ha
HeOBIBAJION MPEIITOCHLUIKE).



ON THE CURIOSITY OF PHILOCRATES
(EP. ARIST. 1)

1. The Letter of Aristeas and its genre

The Letter of Aristeas raises many questions concerning its date,' author-
ship,? historical value,? and audience.* It is likely to have been written
in Alexandria in 2 BC by a well-educated Jew, who presents himself as
a Gentile courtier, who has taken part in the embassy to the High Priest
Eleazar in order to fetch Jewish translators from Jerusalem. Addressing
his brother Philocrates, he narrates the story of the translation of the
Hebrew Pentateuch into Greek. The problem of the genre and the role
of addressee of the Letter is also open for discussion. It should be
mentioned that no one referred to it as ‘letter’ in antiquity.> However,
there is a superscription in the form “Aristeas to Philocrates” in
manuscripts, and a 14% century manuscript Q contains some fragments
of the text and uses the word ‘letter’ as the heading: émiotoAfic AploTémg
npog dlokpatny Ekppaocic.® Although the editions of L. Mendelssohn,
P. Wendland, H. Thackeray, H. Andrews, H. Meecham and R. Tra-
montano put the title epistula or epistula ad fratrem Philocratem,’” in
1951 M. Hadas took out the word ‘letter’ from the title of the book,
claiming that the book was not a letter at all, considering that the

I For detailed discussion see Wright 2015, 21-30.

2 See Wright 2015, 16-20.

3 See Wright 2015, 6-15.

4 For details see Tcherikover 1958, 59-85.

5 Joseph Flavius, retelling the most of the Letter in Antiquitates Judaicae, calls
it 10 Apiotaiov Pipriov (4nt. Jud. 12. 100), Eusebius of Caesarea gives a title mepi
g éppeveiog Tod t@v Tovdaimv vopov (Praep. Ev. 9. 38), Epiphanius of Cyprus —
ouvtaypo (De mensuris et ponderibus 9).

¢ S. Honigman guesses these words misled the scribe, who eventually began to
refer to it as a letter (Honigman 2003, 1).

7 Mendelssohn 1897, Wendland 1900, Thackeray 1902, Andrews 1913, Meecham
1935, Tramontano 1931.
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addresses to Philocrates are formal.® Despite the fact that his opinion
had been more or less accepted by many scholars,’ recently T. Rajak,!?
L. Doering!! and L. Michael White!'? returned to this question. While
Rajak and White conclude that the Letter is a sort of literary epistle,
Doering, relying on the detailed analysis of the preface, considers the
writing of Aristeas as a special type of a letter: “the technical epistolary
treatise”.

2. What do we know about the addressee of the Letter?

Although Philocrates is addressed by name in many sections within the
book (120, 171, 295-300), most of the information about Philocrates is
to be extracted from the preface (1-8) and the epilogue (322). We do not
know much about the addressee of the author, since he is not featured in
other sources.!? In section 5 the author mentions the fact that Philocrates
has recently come from an island'* (rpoc@dtmc mopayeyevnuévov €k Ti|g
viioov po¢ Nuag) and now is ready to hear the story he is going to tell
him. In section 6 it is stressed, that the present work is not the first one
transmitted to him by Aristeas (Ep. Arist. 6):13

8 Hadas 1951. According to Hadas it is a sort of duynoig, which Theon, the
rhetorician of the 2" century CE, defines as Adyog ékOeTikdg mpoypdTmv yeyovoTmv
i ©g yeyovotov (“discourse expository of things that happened or might have
happened” (Hadas 1951, 57). Moreover, he concludes, that according to the termi-
nology of grammarian Asclepiades of Myrlea, who divided such treatises into three
groups based on their historical veracity, the dmjynoig of Aristeas is a ‘mAdoua’,
which is “an imaginative treatment of history which should preserve historical verisi-
militude and present a ‘poetical’ truth”, see Hadas 1951, 57-58.

? E.g. see Pelletier 1962, 47; Murray 1967, 337 n. 1; Bartlett 1985, 11; Honigman
2003, 33; Gruen 2013, 2711.

10 Rajak 2009, 31.

I Doering 2012, 217-232.

12 White 2018, 43-54.

13 Hadas observes that the name Philocrates is not rare and occurs in Zenon
Papyri (Hadas 1951, 92); Wright also refers to various literary sources, in which the
name is attested (Wright 2015, 105).

14 What island is meant is not clear. Wendland argued, it was Pharos, Hadas
suggests Cyprus (see Hadas 1951, 94).

15 Tt is not clear, whether the author refers to his own work (Freudenthal 1875,
141) or to the work of Aristeas Exegete, of which we have the only third-hand citation
in Eusebius (Eus. Praep. Ev. 9. 25). O. Murray (Murray 1967, 340-343) put forward
a hypothesis about identity of two authors. For the discussion of the suggestion see
Tramontano 1931, 43—46; Wright 2015, 17-18; White 2018, 205-206.
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Kai npotepov 8 Siemepyduny cot mept GV EvOuiov 4EUVNLOVENTOV
glvatl Vv avaypaenyv, v peteddfopev mapd T®V KOTO TV AOYIOTATV
Afyvmtov Loyiotdtov apylepémv mepi 100 yéEvoug Td@v Tovdaimy.

And previously I transmitted to you, concerning those things that I
considered worthy of mentioning, a record, which we received from the
most learned high priests throughout the most learned (land of) Egypt,
concerning the race of the Judeans.!”

In the epilogue, Aristeas promises to write another work (Ep. Arist. 322):

IMepdoopat 8¢ kai Td Aomd TV AEOAOYOV Avaypdesty, tva dtamopev-
opevog vt Kopiln tod fovAnuatog 10 KaAMoTov ETabAOV.
And I will also attempt to write down the remainder of those things worth

saying so that, by going through them, you might attend to the most
excellent prize of your desire.

The author constantly underlines the curiosity of Philocrates, his piety,
love of learning, interest for serious things and inclination to knowledge
in general (Ep. Arist. 5;7; 322):

5: [Téneiopan yap og pdAlov £xovta TPOGKAIGLY TPOG TV CEUVOTNTO Kod
myv 1@V avbpdnov ddbeoty T®Y KoTo TNV GEUVIV vopobeoiav dteé-
ayoviov, meplt v mpoarpodusdo dnrodv, douéveog ot dkovoesdol,
TPOCPAUTMG TAPAYEYEVILEVOV €K TT|G VI|OOV TTPOG NUAG, Kol BovAdpevov
GLVAKOVEWY OG0 TPOG EMGKEVTV YUYT|G VITAPYEL.

For I am convinced — since you, all the more, have a predilection toward
matters most holy and toward the disposition of those people who conduct
themselves according to the holy legislation, concerning which we propose
to explain — that you will listen gladly, having recently come to us from the
island, also desiring to hear whatever exists for the restoration of the soul.

7: Dopadids yap Exovti 6ot TPl TOV SLVOUEVOVY DEEATiGL Stivolay dEoV
€0Tl HeTaddoval, LAMOTo HEV TTAOL TOLG O[Ooiolg, TOAA® O0¢ paAlov col
yvnoiav £ovtl TV aipeotv, 00 HOVOV KATO TO GUYYEVEG AOEAPD KoOEGTMTL
TOV TPOTOV, GAAG Kol T TPOG TO KOAOV OpUi] TOV 0OTOV dvTa fUiv.

For to you, as one who has an eagerness to learn about matters that can
aid understanding, it is necessary that I communicate, on the one hand,
most especially with all who are like-minded, and on the other, even
more so with you who possesses a genuine purpose, who has been es-
tablished in character as a brother not just according to descent but also
being the same as we are, with an eager desire for beauty.

16 The Greek text of the Letter is cited according to the edition of Hadas (Hadas
1951).
17 Here and below we quote the translation of Wright (Wright 2015, 99).
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We do not know whether or not there is any historical figure behind the
mask of Philocrates, but since the question of who Aristeas’ audience was
is open for discussion, it seems important to clarify the character of the
addressee, as he is portrayed in the Letter, even if he is in fact fictitious.

3. What can we learn about Philocrates from Ep. Arist. 1?

Since the first paragraph of the preface seems to contain key information
about communication between the addresser and addressee and gives
some background behind the writing, it is worth examining it in detail
(Ep. Arist. 1):

AEordyov dmyfoeng, @ DAOkpatec, mepl Thc yevnOsiong fHuiv &v-
toylog Tpog Erealopov Tov @V Tovdainv dapylepéa 6VUVEGTAREVNS, S0
10 6¢ mepl moAloD memotijcbot map’ Ekacto TOTOMUVGKOVT cuva-
Kodool mepl GV GmecTtdAnpey Kol 18 Ti, memeipapon capdc Ek0écOat
601, KATEIMMO®OG NV &xelg Priopadn dtibecty.

Having composed!® a noteworthy narrative, O Philocrates, about the
meeting that we had with Eleazar, the high priest of the Judeans, since
you place a high value, as you constantly mention, on hearing about
the details and purpose of our deputation, I have attempted to expound it
clearly for you, having realized the disposition you have to love learning.

There are two main problems in the text. The first one is connected with
the understanding of the initial genitive absolute A&loloyov dmynocemg
<...> ovveotauévng, the second one is the reading fOmoppvioxkwv T,
which is evidently corrupt and must be corrected.

Many scholars note that the first phrase is difficult.!” M. Hadas inter-
preted a&loldyov as a predicative with cvvestapévng and translated it
“as the account of our deputation is worth narrating”,?° regarding cvve-
otapévng as a copula.?! B. Wright takes d&ioAdyov as an attribute with
dmynoemg guessing that a&loddyov dnynoewg refers to the present writing.
He takes the participle as a middle voice, and assumes the verb means

18 Following the translation of B. Wright (Wright 2015, 99) we mark with bold
those sections of translations, which are doubtful and need reconsideration.

19 Especially Zuntz 1972, 107; Doering 2012, 219.

20 Cf. the translation of Pelletier: “étant donné tout ’intérét que présente la
rélation de notre embassade”.

2l So Hadas 1951, 93 (“as the account of our deputation is worth narrating”);
Thackeray 1917, 1 (“As the story of our deputation is worth telling”); Raurell 2002,
63 (“relacio es digna”), and others.
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‘to compose’ here.?2 G. Zuntz, admitting the difficult syntax of the phrase,
argued that it would have sounded absurd, if by a&oloyov dinynoewmg
ovveotopévng the author had meant the present narration, which he was
at the moment going to tell (mensipapor caedg €ék0écbat). In his opinion,
a&loloyov dmynoemg cuvestauévng refers not to the present writing of
Aristeas, but to the narration that had already existed and that Philocrates
perhaps had got acquainted with.23 Pelletier?* agreed with Zuntz. Doering?
developed his argument further comparing the preface of the Letter and the
preface of the Luke’s Gospel. Following Loveday Alexander’s analysis of
the structure of the first sentence of Luke (émeidnmep moAlol Emeyeipnooy
avatd&acbot dStynow mept TV merAnpoeopnuévev),2® Doering concludes
that the first phrase of the Letter of Aristeas, like the first phrase of the
Gospel, refers to the former tradition, which was typical for scientific
prefaces in epistolary treatises.?’ It might seem strange that the author,
introducing his own writing (nemeipapon ék0écOar), tries to endow with
authority the writing of another person using the adjective a&ioAoyog
‘worth narrating’. In 322 the adjective is applied to the future writing of
his own (mepdoopor 8¢ kol ta Aowma T@V AEoAdywv dvaypdeewv), and
in 6 Aristeas, speaking of the record about the Jews that he has already
transmitted to Philocrates, uses the word a&ouvnuovevtog. We could
suggest that in the passage discussed a&idoAoyog dmynoig is applied to his
own work, particularly since in the epilogue he uses the word dmynoig with
reference to the present writing (Ep. Arist. 322):

v 8, KoBOG EmNyyELAuNY, ATEXES TV SUYyNOLV.

And you have the narrative, just as I promised.

On the other hand, perhaps the adjectives a&ioloyoc and d&topvn-
povevtog underline the importance of the topic rather than authorship of
the narratives. Thus, Zuntz’s interpretation of the beginning of the sentence
is not to be rejected. I will come back to the interpretation of the genitive
after discussion of the second problem of the section, which deals with the
phrase o160 10 6¢€ mepi ToAAOD memotfjobon mop’ Ekoaota ToTOMUVOKOVT
GLVOKODGOL.

N

2 Wright 2015, 99.

3 Zuntz 1972, 107-108.

24 Pelletier 1962, 100 n. 1.

5 Doering 2012, 219.

26 Alexander 1986, 48-74.

7 Raurell 2002, 64 argues that Luke’s prologue is directly influenced by the text
of the Letter.
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Many editors suppose that the text indicates the fact that Philocra-
tes (o€) constantly reminded (map’ Ekaota TomoppuviokwvT) Aristeas he
would be glad to hear (cuvaxovoar) the story of his deputation to Eleazar.?
Thackeray and Hadas?® leave a crux desperationis here considering the
reading vmoppuviokwv attested in manuscripts to be definitely corrupt.
Indeed, the participle in nominative breaks the syntax of the phrase, as there
is an infinitive construction with a subject in accusative ce. If the participle
relates to the subject og, it should be in accusative. Several emendations
have been proposed to solve the problem. L. Mendelssohn offered to
read Ymoppvnokovta instead of vmoppvnokwv.3? H. Diels proposed to
replace the form of participle by infinitive Omopuviokev. His conjecture,
accepted in the edition of P. Wendland,3' complicates the structure of the
phrase’? (“because you constantly remind that you put a great value to
hear”), but at the same time keeps a similar interpretation.

Until the latter half of the 20t century, nobody had doubted that the
phrase discussed should indicate that Philocrates, being @tlopadng, con-
stantly reminded Aristeas that he put a great value on hearing the story.
It was G. Zuntz who cast doubt on this interpretation. In 1958, he wrote
a brief article’® and offered another correction of the text that changed
the whole sense of the passage. He supposed, first, that originally the text
had a participle in genitive bmopuvriokovtog governed by cuvakodoot
and, second, that vmoppviok® had the same meaning as pvnuovevm (‘to
recall’). In his opinion, the meaning of the sentence is the following: “as
you particularly concerned (61 10 6€ mepi moAhod memotfjcOar) to listen
(ovvakodoar) by every chance (mop’ €xacta), when I recall (dmopupviokov-
10¢), I have attempted (memeipapor) to explain clearly (coedg £kx0écbar)
the details and purpose of our deputation (mepi v dmeoTdAnuey Kai S1dt i),
It is noticeable that the subordinate clause mepi v dmeotdAnuey Kol S i
is governed not by cuvakodcat or VTOUUVIICKOVTOG, as one may guess, but
by the following predicate capdc ék0écbo memeipapat. The emendation
completely changes the syntax and the meaning. If we accept it, we get a
new detail about relationship between addressor and his addressee before
the Letter was written: it was not Philocrates who had constantly reminded

28 Thackeray 1917, 1; Hadas 1951, 93; Wright 2015, 100; Raurell 2002, 63.

29 Thackeray 1902, 519; Hadas 1951, 92.

30 Mendelssohn, 1897, 1.

31 Wendland 1900, 1: dYmoppvioxew ¢j Diels (“quod omni occasione admonebas
tua multum interesse comperire”).

32 Cf. the reasonable note of Zuntz, who claims that the structure is too com-
plicated (Zuntz 1972, 108 n. 1: “Das ist selbst fiir Aristeas zu viel”).

33 Zuntz 1958, 240-246, later reprinted in Zuntz 1972.
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addressor that he should tell him the story, but it was Aristeas himself who
had told Philocrates his recollections of his deputation to Eleazar.

Zuntz’s emendation has not been apprehended unanimously. In 1963
A. Pelletier accepted it in the critical edition, but evidently did not connect
vroupuvrokovtog with Aristeas. As far as one can judge by his translation,
Pelletier interprets the passage as follows: “As you put a great value on
hearing (cvvakodoar) when somebody reminds (Vmoppuvniokovtog) of
the details and purpose of our deputation...”.?* In contrast to Zuntz’s
suggestion, Pelletier relates the subordinate clause mepi GV dmecTdANpUEV
Kol d1d. Tl to voppvnokovtog. In 2002 F. Raurell also accepted the reading
vrouuviokovtog in the text, nevertheless translated it “as you constantly
remind me”, as it were in the form of accusative Vmopupviokovto.3d
B. Wright has misunderstood the idea of Zuntz too, claiming that the
emendation vmopuviokovtog should be interpreted as genitive absolute
with the subject cov omitted, which means “as you, i.e. Philocrates, con-
stantly mention”.3¢ Meanwhile the explanation of Zuntz himself does not
leave any doubts: from his point of view, dmopupviokovtog, being genitive
absolute or genitive objective, is to be related to Aristeas, not to Philocrates.
Indeed, it is nowhere stressed that Philocrates reminds Aristeas that he
should tell him the story, but within the whole book Aristeas pretends to
be the eye-witness who tells his own recollections to Philocrates. Thus,
the interpretation of Zuntz has a reasonable advantage over the previous
suggestions. Yet there are two difficulties we have to deal with, if we ac-
cept it. The first one is the unusual meaning of vmouuvrokw, the second
one is the problem of the subject of the participle.

First of all, the verb vmouuvrokew in active means ‘to remind’, ‘to
put in mind’.3” Realizing the difficulties of semantics of the verb, Zuntz
tried to find some occurrences, which prove that vmouiuviok® could be
used as a synonym of pvnpovedo ‘to remember’, ‘to recall’ (Plut. De coh.
ira, 466 a,’8 De tuenda san. 131 b; NT: 2 Tim 2:14, 3 Joh. 10. 1; Clem.
Cor. 62.2 et 3).

In the passage from Plutarch’s De tranquillitate animi 466 a (if it
is in fact the section which is referred to here), the verb Yvmoppvioko,

34 Pelletier 1962, 100—101: “comme tu attaches beaucoup de prix a entendre
rappeler dans le detail I’occasion et 1’objet de notre mission”.

35 Raurell 2002, 64.

36 Wright 2015, 100: Pelletier follows Zuntz’s emendation of vmopupviokovTog,
making the participle a genitive absolute, “as you constantly mention”.

37 LSTs.v., 1. 2.

38 Zuntz 1958, 108. The reference is evidently wrong, as Stephanus page 466 a
belongs not to De cohibenda ira, but to De tranquillitate animi.



On the Curiosity of Philocrates (Ep. Arist. 1) 335

introducing the quotation of Menander, is likely to have its usual meaning
‘to remind’ (tovg pev yap aewpiopévag éva Piov divmov vopilovtog,
®¢ &viol TOV TV yewpy®dV 1 TOV T@V NBémv 1 tOv TdV Paciiéwv,
ikavdg 0 Mévavdpog vmoppviokel Aéywv). On the contrary, in the se-
cond example (Plut. De tuenda sanitate 131 b) dmopuviok® obviously
means ‘to mention’ or ‘to tell” (GAAd TodTa pEV Qv TIC DOTEPOV EVKAIPMG
vrouvioete — “But this one may mention hereafter in its proper place”).

In 2 Tim 2:14 by tadto vmopipvnoke apostle Paul persuades his ad-
dressee to remind the people of several faithful sayings (ITiotog 6 Adyoq)
quoted above (ibid. 11-13). In 3 Joh. 10 the words of John being directed
against Diotrephes, bmopviom is generally rendered as ‘I will remember’
or ‘I will call attention’ (Awx todt0, £0v EAO®, DTOPVNO® AVOTOD TG £pYo,
0 motel Adyotg movnpoic Avap®dv nuag — “If I come, I will call attention
to what he is doing, prating against us with malicious words”). Gaius, to
whom John is going to come and to tell the truth about the arrogance of
Diotrephes, is not supposed to have known the details. So in this case the
verb dmoppvnoko is not likely to mean ‘to remind’ in its original sense
(‘to tell something which has been known before”).

In the conclusive passage from the Clement’s epistle to Corinthians
(1 Clem. Cor. 62. 2) the author underlines the erudition of those for whom
he has written. So we can suppose that vreuvicapeyv indicates that Gvopeg
motol kol éMAoyiotatol could have known something about the topic
(Kai todto 10600t 1010V DTEUVICOUEY, ETEDN GOEMS HOEILEY YPAPELY
NUEG GvOpActY TIGTOIG Kol EALOYIUOTATOLS Kol EYKEKVQOCY €i¢ TO AdYL0L
g moudeiag Tod Oeod). Hence, it is better to interpret Vmepvicapey as “we
reminded”.

Thus, the examples which Zuntz referred to are not absolutely con-
vincing. In Plut. 466 a and 3 Joh. 10 the verb means ‘to mention’ or ‘to
make mention of’, in other examples it can be interpreted in its traditional
meaning ‘to remind the thing that possibly has been known before’.

No doubt, we cannot claim that the meaning ‘to mention’3® or even
‘to recollect’ for vmouuviok® is not attested in classical Greek at all.
Perhaps such is indeed the case in Lys. In Agor. 43, 6 (&vidpol p&v ovv
VTOUIUVIOK®V TOC YEYEVNUEVOC CLUEOPAS T woOAel, “It saddens me
to recall the calamities which had happened to the city™), but it is not
necessary to postulate it in the passage discussed. It seems important that
throughout the book and especially in the preface Aristeas underlines the
curiosity of Philocrates, stating that he does not stop learning. Further-
more, in the second sentence Aristeas, speaking of @rhopadng d160eoic of

39 LSTs.v., 2. 3.
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Philocrates, inserts in the text the line from Sophocles, containing the rare
verb mpoopavOdve, which indicates the aspiration of the addressee for
additional knowledge*® (Ep. Arist. 1-2):

neneipopon capdg Ek0écbat cot, KatetAnemg fiv Exelg Ao didde-
ow Omep Péylotdv Eotv AvlpOT®,

npocuovidvey del Tt kol TPOGAapPAvVELY,
fiTot kata TG ioToping, fj Kol Kot avtd 10 TPAYIO TETEPUUEVE.

I have attempted to expound it clearly for you, having realized the
disposition you have to love learning. For indeed it is the greatest thing
for a person “always both to increase learning and to make progress”,
whether through written accounts or through the actual reality that we
experience.

Perhaps the author wants to imply that Philocrates, as well as a pre-
sumptive reader of the Letter, already knows something about his deputy
to Eleazar and the story of translation. In this case there is no need to look
for special examples, proving that dmopipuviokem has here unusual meaning
‘to recollect’. It seems much more plausible that Philocrates, who has
already acquainted with the story, is glad to hear what Aristeas is going
to remind him of. The verb vmoppvinokem, used here in its usual meaning
(“to tell what has been already known’), underlines his curiosity.

This interpretation also strengthens Zuntz’s understanding of the
initial genitive absolute a&toAdyov dimynoewg cuvestapévng, which in his
opinion implies that Philocrates, having a narration in his hands, could
have got acquainted with the story before.

It is not surprising then, that the prefixed verb cuvakovw is used here.
In the 5% paragraph cvvakovewv adjoining the precedent dxovcecton
might have a semantic nuance of additionality. Philocrates is glad to listen
in general (dopéveg oe dkoveesBat) and he in particular wants to hear,
whatever concerns the soul’s edification (Ep. Arist. 5):

[Téneiopon yép oe <...> douévmg oe axovoechal, <...> TPOGPATMG
TOPOUYEYEVNLEVOV €K TT|G VIIOOV TTPOG MGG, Kol fOVAOUEVOV GUVOKOVELY
6060 TPOG EMGKELTV YOYTS DLAPYEL.

For I am convinced that you will listen gladly, having recently come to
us from the island, also desiring to hear whatever exists for the restoration
of the soul.

40° As commentators state, this iambic line is either contamination of two lines
(fr. 779, 662) or a quotation of a lost work (Wright 2015, 103; Pelletier 1963, 101).
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Thus we can suppose that in the first paragraph evvaxodoar in the
phrase o106 T0 o€ mepl ToAAOD memotohat wap’ EKAGTA VITOULUVIGKOVTOG
ovvakoboot also underlines the fact that it is not the present writing of
Aristeas which is meant by a&loAdyov dimynoemg cuvestTouévng, but other
sources that Philocrates has learned before. Aside from them, he is ready
to listen to something else.

The last (but not least) problem to be discussed here is the possible
subject of dbmoppvnokovrog. The subject being omitted, one may only
guess what Aristeas could have meant. Wright and Raurell think that the
omitted subject is cov,*! but if we suppose it was Philocrates, who reminds
Aristeas of his interest, there is no need for emendation VoLV GKOVTOG
in genitive as there is pronoun c¢ in accusative in the text. If the subject
of vmouuvnokovtog is Aristeas himself, who tells Philocrates the story,
as Zuntz suggests, we would hardly expect omission of £uod. Pelletier,
accepting Zuntz’s emendation in the text, did not connect bopVRoKOVTOG
with the author directly. His translation implies that Philocrates is ready to
hear when anybody recalls or reminds of the details of the story.

Indeed, we have no subject in the text. The general tone of the preface
seems to characterize Philocrates generally. Thus, we can suppose that
the original reading was not bmopupviokovtog with subject pov omitted,
but the form in plural Ymopuvnokoviwv. First, it would be easier for the
form vmopipuvnokoviewv rather than for the form vmouuviokoviog to
turn into the manuscript dmwoppviokev during textual transmission via
contraction and, second, it would not accentuate whom Philocrates was
ready to listen to. He places a high value (o€ mepi moAlod memorficOa)
on every chance (moap’ €kacta) to hear (cvvakodoat), when somebody
reminds him (bmopupvnokdévrwv) what he has learned from other sources.
Perhaps the author wants to imply that by the time when he wrote the
book, the Judeans of Alexandria, to whom the book was addressed, had
already known about the history of Septuagint’s appearance.

Ekaterina Druzhinina
St Petersburg State University

e.druzhinina@spbu.ru
k.druzhinina@rambler.ru

41 See notes 35 and 36 above.
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The paper deals with a difficult phrase from the beginning of the prologue of the
Letter of Aristeas (Ep. Arist. 1), containing the information about Aristeas’
addressee Philocrates: o106 10 6€ mepl moAhod memotfjcbot mop’ Ekaoto FOmOpL-
pvnokeovi cuvakodoat. The manuscript reading dmopyviiokmv is impossible and
definitely corrupt. The emendations of Mendelssohn (bmopipuvncrovta) and Diels
(Omoppviokev) imply that Philocrates constantly reminded Aristeas he would
be glad to hear the story. Many modern scholars (Wright, Raurell, White) follow
this interpretation. According to Zuntz, who corrected vropupviiok@v into Hropt-
pvnokovtog, the phrase indicates that Philocrates was ready to listen to Aristeas,
when he recalled what he had seen himself. We suggest that original reading was
vroppvnokovtov and by underlining the curiosity and piety of Philocrates, the
author wants to imply that his addressee is glad to listen when somebody reminds
him what he already knows.

B crarse paccmarpuBaeTcs TpyaHOE MECTO U3 Hadana rposora /lucema Apucmes
(Ep. Arist. 1), tne conepxarcs cBeienust 00 anpecare Apucres: dunokpare: S 10
o¢ mepl moAhoD memotficlon map’ Ekacta TOTOMUVICK®OVT cuvakodool. Pykommc-
HOE YTEHHUE DIOULUVIOK®V O€3yCIIOBHO HEBO3MOXKHO M YKa3bIBAET Ha TOPUY TEKCTA.
C ToukH 3peHust MeHIeIbCCOHa, KOTOPBI Ipeuiarail KOHbEKTYPY DITOULLVITKOVTA,
n Jlunbea, npeasarasiiero VIOUUVIGKELY, 31€Ch TOBOPUTCS O TOM, 4To Duitokpar
HEOJHOKPATHO HAIMOMUHANI APHCTEI0 0 HEOOXOAMMOCTH Hamucanus [lucoma. Ilo-
JIOOHOW MHTEpIIPETalny ClIeyeT OOJIBIIMHCTBO COBPEMEHHBIX M3/aTelied U KOM-
MeHTaTopoB ITucoma Apucmes (Paiit, Paypemnn, Vaiit). Ilo maenuro Llynriia, koto-
PBIi TIpeIarai UCIIPaBUTh VIOULLVIOK®V Ha DITOLUVI|GKOVTOG, PeUb HICT O TOM,
4TO ajipecar roTOB CIIyIIaTh ApPUCTes], KOTAA TOT BCTIOMUHAET O COOBITHAX, CBH/E-
TeJIeM KOTOPBIX OH ObUT caM. MBI npesronaraeM, 4To NepBOHaYaIbHBIM YTCHUEM
OBLIO HE VTTOULLVIGKOVTOG, a DITOULLVNOKOVI®V, 1 APUCTEH, IOTYepKUBast J1t000-
3HATENBHOCTh M Onaroyectne MDuiokpara, XodeT ckaszaTb, YTO €ro ajpecar pajn
CIIyIIaTh, KOT/a €My HallOMHMHAIOT O TOM, YTO YTO OH YK€ 3HAET.



INSCRIPTION ON A ROMAN STYLUS
FROM LONDON*

Was ich mich auch sonst erkiihnt...
Goethe

During excavations of the site for Bloomberg’s European Headquarters in
2010-2014 by archaeologists from the Museum of London Archaeology,
an iron stylus with a remarkable inscription was discovered. Its full-fledged
publication is yet being prepared by R. Tomlin,! but two brief accounts,
with a preliminary interpretation of the text, have already appeared in
print.2 In summer 2019 the stylus was displayed in an exhibition “Last
Supper in Pompeii” at the Ashmolean Museum and gained much attention
on the internet. Reports of the find along with photos (mostly retouched)
and Tomlin’s text and translation were iterated in digital media® and on
Facebook.

The octagonal stylus, dated according to Tomlin to c. AD 62-70, is
132 mm long and 5 mm thick. Its four alternate facets are inscribed with
letters ca 2 mm high. The inscription of curious content, almost certainly
metrical, has survived in astonishingly good condition (almost all the words
appear to be legible), which is indeed a gift of fortune to small epigraphy.

* I am grateful for discussions of my paper at the Department for Classical
Philology, Saint-Petersburg University (23.09.2019, the Students’ Academic Circle)
and St. Petersburg Classical Gymnasium (23.11.2019, the Alumni Conference on
the occasion of its 30t anniversary) and in particular to Vsevolod Zeltchenko for his
valuable comments. I learned about the stylus from his Facebook page.

I'R. Tomlin, Roman London's First Voices..., Museum of London Archaeology
Monographs (forthcoming). His first volume of MoLA’s report on the excavations
(Tomlin 2016) gives an impressive publication of wooden waxed tablets; some of
these left imprints of texts due to cutting of the styli through wax into the wood.

2 Tomlin 2018a; Hilts 2019, 14—15 (I owe this reference to R. Tomlin himself).

3 Unretouched photo: https://danq.me/2019/08/22/stylus-souvenir/ (reposted
from: https://www.livescience.com/66066-ancient-roman-pen-was-joke-souvenir.html,
where now a combination of unretouched and retouched photo in GIF animation
is available [09.12.2019]). The stylus became an internet meme because of its
comparison to the jokes of modern souvenir industry (“...and all I got was this lousy
T-shirt” et sim.).

340



Inscription on a Roman Stylus from London 341

I reproduce below, with R. Tomlin’s generous permission,* his meti-
culous drawing, made with the help of enlarged photos and improved by
examining the original under the microscope (see Fig.).
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Stylus from London, repr. from: Tomlin 2018a, 6

The text is carefully inscribed in litterae punctatae.> Since the letters
are very small, only 2 mm high, their forms and proportions differ from
those I have seen, mostly punched on wide plates (e. g., the middle hastas
of 4 and E on the stylus consist of only one dot). Noteworthy are the ones
resembling cursive letters: D with a long peak and Q with a small circle
and a long tail.¢

The craftsman kept to wide gaps between the words and even intervals
between the letters within each word, which makes the inscription easy
to restore. Notably, the gaps between the words tend to be smaller at the
beginning of lines and grow sprawling afterwards, as if at first the maker
were concerned not to run out of space, and then it relieved him to see that
there was still enough room” (in lines 1 and 2 he ended up punching the
last letters on the spatula).

4 Tam immensely grateful to the editor princeps for generously giving permission
to publish his drawing prior to his own full publication about the find (n. 1). I offer my
interpretation in anticipation of further fruitful discussion.

5 Hiibner 1885, XXXVII; 322-326 et saepius.

¢ For D cf. Hiibner 1885, 323-324, no. 932, 934.

7 T owe this observation to Vsevolod Zeltchenko.
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In line 3, too, large gaps did not allow the craftsman to accommodate
largius in the same line, so that letters and gaps in line 4 are distinctly
smaller than in lines 1-3. Had /argius been placed in line 3, the letters
would be almost evenly distributed between the four lines. The smallest
gap between the words is the one between /argius and ut in line 4: it
approximately equals the width of a letter with intervals on both sides
of it, and can perhaps be taken as a minimum possible gap between
the words (in most cases gaps are larger and equal the width of several
letters).

Tomlin’s restoration and translation of the text runs as follows (he
interprets the inscription as four lines of iambic senarii):®

ab urbe v[e]n[i] munus tibi gratum adf(e)ro
acul[eatJum ut habe[a]s memor[ia]m nostra(m)
rogo si fortuna dar[e]t quo possem

largius ut longa via ceu sacculus est (v)acuus

I have come from the city. I bring you a welcome gift with a sharp
point that you may remember me. I ask, if fortune allowed, that I might
be able [to give] as generously as the way is long [and] as my purse is
empty.

Most of the restorations proposed by Tomlin seem legitimate to me,
so does the general interpretation of this dedicatory inscription as imply-
ing an apology for the cheapness of the gift (as well as the analogy with
Catull. 13. 8 plenus sacculus est aranearum). However, I have my doubts
about the restoration of single letters and, more importantly, objections to
metrical interpretation and the translation of the last two lines.

I shall start with remarks on single letters, though, since I can only
judge by the drawing, in most cases it is mere thinking aloud — the trump
cards are in the hands of those who have done the autopsy.

— Line 4, (v)acuus: 1 do not find it likely that the initial /" was omitted
in the original. Since there is enough space for it on the drawing, one can
assume that it was present and subsequently lost; it seems reasonable to
restore /v/acuus. Some middle letters of the inscription obviously left no
traces; why not suggest the same for initial or last ones?

— Line 2, nostra(m): If the last M were omitted due to lack of space
this would be surprising, given the rest has been punched very carefully.

8 Tomlin 2018a, 6.
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Is it not possible that M was instead pressed into at the very end, but has
not survived??

— Line 3, dar/[e]t: this seems likely to me, but I wish I could say with
certainty that the third letter might not admit B (if so, dab[i]t).

— Line 2, acul[eatJum: it fits into the context perfectly, but I have
a slight concern as to whether there is sufficient space for three letters.
It appears to me that even the smallest £, 4 and T of the inscription can
only be accommodated into the gap end-to-end, with the intervals between
the letters considerably smaller than in ACVL...VM or in the rest of the
inscription. One might consider acul/eJum, but in this case the intervals
left and right of £ would be, on the contrary, too large. It seems that the
‘spacing’ would be impeccable if two letters were to be restored. The
only possibilities I can think of are Acul/eiJum (= Aquileium, ‘made in
Aquileia’)!% and acul/atJum (< acula, deminutive of acus;!" since, how-
ever, it would be a hapax derived from a very rarely attested form, I am
reluctant to suggest it as a better option).

The crucial point for interpretation is the following:

— line 4, ceu: both the drawing and the photo convince me that the
last letter is N much rather than V. The traces of the left hasta of V are clearly
seen in the drawing and even the unretouched photo of low quality (see
n. 3 above) makes at least one dot of it discernible. One might assume
that it was punched by mistake (e.g., £ in adfero in line 1, conversely,
misses the dot that should stand for its lowest horizontal hasta); yet, even
so, if the letter were interpreted as V, its right hasta would be almost ver-
tical, which seems abnormal as compared to the other 17 V letters of the
inscription.!? Moreover, as I hope to show further, if we read ceu, the text
will be problematic both metrically and semantically. Admittedly, if the
letter is identified as N, its left hasta will be slightly slanted, while it is
strictly vertical in fortuna and longa; but perhaps this is not a great obstacle.

9 Memoria nostra instead of nostri is remarkable, as it is typical of Medieval
Latin. Cf., however, CIL 8. 9052. 6 decentem memoriam meam; Tac. Ann. 4. 38. 1
...memoriae meae tribuent, Scaev. Dig. 20 (Dig. 34. 1. 18. 5) memoriam meam
quotannis celebrent. “Memoriae suae” in the dative appears to be more common
(CIL V1 36058 et saepius; [Cic.] Inv. in Sall. 5 [genitive]; Tert. De spect. 10. 5; Fronto
ad Ant. 3. 5. 9; Donat. Interpr. Verg. 1. 1. 5-9).

10 In this case the gift would come from Aquileia instead of Rome. The adjective
Agquileius is poetic (see Th.l.l. s.v.). For Acul- = Aquil- cf. Aculeiensis (CIL 3. 12925,
AE 1953. 0093), Gk. ‘AxvAnqwog. For munus with a geographic epithet cf., e.g., Mart.
13.9. 1 accipe Niliacam, Pelusia munera, lentem.

' The meaning of aculatum could be either the same as aculeatum or else ‘dot-
punched with a sharp point’.

12 V'in largius might be an exception, but it has not survived in full.
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The inscription is highly likely to be metric: (1) separate parts of it
can be read as metric (line 1 is an impeccable iambic senarius, though
the rest is more problematic); (2) it has some poetic diction (fortuna
daret); (3) dedicatory inscriptions are generally much shorter and more
formulaic; letters in prose also have strict forms of address;!? if one cared
to punch such a long message, it must have been regarded as aesthetically
valuable.

Is it possible to read the inscription as four iambic senarii? If so, its
metric interpretation would seem to be as follows:

ab urbe v[¢]n[i] munus tibi gratum adf(e)ro |
acul[eat]um ut habe[a]s mémor[id]m nostra(m) |
rogo si fortina dar[¢é]t quo pdssem | largius

ut 16nga via ceu sacculus est (v)dcuus.

This would imply harsh prosodic and metrical mistakes: short vowels in
thesis (aculeatum, sacculus, vacuus) and spondee in the last foot (nostram).

Latin metric inscriptions, of course, often contain mistakes. A fleeting
glance at iambic epigrams in Buecheler’s Carmina Latina Epigraphica
shows, however, that normally they have either more respectable or, on
the contrary, much more dreadful meter and prosody than this (verses
conglutinated from both hexameter and iambic senarius, wrong number of
feet and so on). Spondee in the last foot is very rare. Short vowels in thesis
do occur, but mostly in cases when they coincide with the spoken accent
of the word.'* I have found no examples when metrical ictus would fall on
the last open syllable with a short vowel (like sacculus).

13 For extant dedicatory inscriptions on styli see, e.g., Fuegére 2000, 228-229. It
is notable that some of them are difficult to interpret. The one from Rouffach (Haut-
Rhin, France) is usually read amori / ars mea | cum studio | procedet. Whatever the
exact meaning might be, I wonder if another sequence of facets might be intended: ars
mea | cum studio | procedet | amori: this would give an incomplete hexameter (can
studio <dio> be supplied?). Another from Cologne (CIL 13. 10027. 229) reads hego /
scribo | sinem / manum. 1t is usually understood as ego scribo sine manu, with oddly
blatant solecisms in hego and sinem and accusative instead of ablative in manum. I like
the idea of Clermont-Ganneau 1918, 250260 (risky as it might seem), who explains
H in hego and M in sinem as ligatures (H = ET, M= MI) and reads as follows: sine
mi (= mihi) / manum / et ego / scribo (‘give me the hand and I [will] write”). Finally,
the one from Frankfurt has been explained either as Felix / felicior / scribe / dicta
(‘O ‘Fortunate’, write dictations more fortunately’, Riese 1889, 67) or as dicta / felix, /
felicior / scribe (‘dictate fortunately, write more fortunately’, Biicheler 1889, 119).

14 Cf, e.g., CIL IV. 5092 (= Biicheler, CLE 44): Amoris ignes si sentires, mulio, /
magi(s) properares, ut videres Venerem. /| diligo pwerum iuvenem venustum,; rogo,
punge, iamus. / bibisti: iamus, prende lora et excute, | Pompeios defer, ubi dulcis est
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Though I cannot say with certainty that such an interpretation is im-
possible, it strikes me as very dubious. One would expect dedicatory
verses that were dot-punched on a writing tool, probably with a help of
a craftsman, to show more literacy than does graffiti on walls or funerary
scribble of the poorly educated.

My strongest objections are, however, to the translation of lines 3—4.
Whatever awkwardness there might be in the Latin phrasing, it cannot be
taken to mean “I ask, if fortune allowed, that I might be able [to give]'s
as generously as the way is long [and] as my purse is empty”.

Both ut and ceu are problematic. Ut is rendered as if it were depen-
dent on the comparative (as quam ut?), but the comparative itself is
turned into a gradus positivus (= ...quo tam large possem, quam via est
longa). Further, ceu is taken as if it were seu or aut or even a copulative,
like atque. Neither of these is legitimate, nor coherent. !¢

One might consider taking uf as causal,'” but even so, the following
ceu (which is very likely to be CEN) lacks any explanation.

Ceu with indicative can only mean something like ‘as (in compa-
rison)’, and if it were to give any sense at all, it would be ‘a long road is
like an empty purse’. Yet, (1) this figure of speech would clearly be an im-
possible way of saying that ‘long roads make purses empty’; (2) I have
found no examples when ceu would introduce a predicate (like tamguam).

My suggestion for restoring and interpreting the text proceeds from
the fact that si fortuna daret quo possem largius is an almost complete
hexameter, while sacculus est vacuus is very much like a hemiepes. One
might therefore consider the possibility that si fortuna... introduces a new
section of the text in the metrical form of an elegiac distich. A combination
of iambic senarii with elegiac disticha is attested, e.g., in CLE 1545.

amor | meus es [- - -?]. Here ubi and Venerem have short vowel in thesis due to their
spoken accent and line 3 does not succumb to metrical interpretation at all.

15 Dimitrija Raslij¢ (Belgrade) persuaded me against objecting to the ellipse of
the verb by reference to largiter posse in Caes. BG 1. 18. 6.

16° A minor oddity is that the parenthesis contains a modus irrealis (si fortuna
daret, ‘if fortune allowed’): one would expect ‘if fortune allows’ (si fortuna dat /
dabit / det).

17 T owe this idea to Elena Zheltova. See OLD s.v. ut B.21; Hofmann—Szantyr
1972, 635 (§ 342 Zus. o), 647—648 (§ 352); Karakasis 2005, 56—57; Lofstedt 1907,
11-14. Causal ut is a feature of Early Latin. Apart from formulaic expressions
like ille, ut erat / ut fuit... (with the same subject in the main and the subordinate
clause) it is very rare in Classical Latin, and in Late Latin it is mostly construed with
subjunctive.
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The first line gives a metrically correct iambic senarius, and the second
line can also be interpreted as a iambic senarius, if we extend it to rogo.
In this case if one reads acul/eat]um, it must be interpreted as an anapest
with a synizesis (-ea- monosyllabic!®); Acul/eiJum would give anapest
with normal prosody.!?

The clause ut habeas must then be taken not as ut finale/consecutivum
depending on adfero, but as ut obiectivum depending on rogo:

acul[eat]um. ut habe[a]s mémor[id]m nostra(m) | rogé.

...I ask you to remember me.

The first part of the poem thus consists of two iambic senarii with
three asyndetically joined clauses with verbs at the end (...veni, ...fero...,%0
...r0go). It is quite common in both Greek and Latin metric inscriptions for
line endings not to correspond to verse endings.

In the following part it seems tempting to restore a hexameter by
adding only one letter:

si fortuna dar[e]t quo possem | largius ut[i]!

There is enough room for the last /i/ and the following gap before
longa (it might have been erased, since in veni and memoriam the
restoring of -i- is certain).2! As the following provides no apodosis, the
conditional clause is to be taken as exclamatory (si introduces a wish like
utinam):?* ‘If only Fortune would bestow upon me something that I could
use more lavishly!” This gives good meter, good Latin and good sense that
corresponds to the second half of the pentameter (sacculus est vacuus).

18 Cf. in the last foot of the hexameter: Hor. Sat. 2. 2. 21 ostrea; Ov. Am. 1. 8.
59 aurea; in the first foot: Verg. den. 1. 698, 7. 190 aurea; 10. 487 una eademque. Cf.
also CIL 1V. 5092 (n. 14 above) iamus (= eamus). See Kithner—Holzweissig 1912, 147—
149 (§ 30 aa, bP, ca). I must admit that I have not found examples for monosyllabic
-ea- in the middle syllable. It seems harsh, but possible that the preceding short open
syllable remains unlengthened (aciileatum): cf. Ter. Heaut. 1038, Ad. 275 prohibeant
(however, Gratwick 1999, 88 prohibeant). For unlengthened short vowels before
the synizesis of -i- Kithner—Holzweisig 1912, 148 (ay Anm. 1) cite Plaut. Trin.
200 mendaciloqujus; Lucil. 438 dominja; Lucr. 2. 991 orjundi.

19 Meter would allow acul[eJum as well, with three resolutions.

20 The postposition of acul/eat]um makes fero an exception.

21 The phrase largius uti is attested in Sall. Cat. 16, 4 Sullani milites, largius suo
usi and Macrob. Sat. 6. 4, 22 sed hac licentia largius usi sunt veteres, parcius Maro.

22 Cf. OLD s.v. 10; Hofmann—Szantyr 1972, 331 (§ 185 I Zus. o). Usually this
kind of si is preceded by the exclamatory particle o, but sometimes goes without it.
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Now one has to consider if the first half of the pentameter can be made
out of the rest of line 4: Jonga via CEN. It seems that there is not enough
space for a letter between via and CEN (possibly, with the exception of /,
but even this seems unlikely). After CEN, however, there is enough space
for any last letter with a following gap.

Longa via is likely to be the original text, as it fits into the context.
It could be nominative, if the following word started with a long vowel
and the last syllable in via were elided.?? As this seems not to be the case,
longa via must be ablative scanned monosyllabically with a synizesis
(vja). This kind of synizesis is common in poetry,?* though rare in two-
syllable words.?® Besides, it is attested in another metric inscription from
Britain (also elegiac distich).26

As for CEN, I can suggest two ways of restoring it. The most obvious
one would be cen/a]: arranging a banquet, as well as travelling, is a typical
source of financial problems. It may be objected that if a banquet was
held to celebrate one’s arrival (cena adventicia or adventoria), this was
normally arranged at the expense of friends.?” One has therefore to assume
that it refers to some particular circumstances, of which the recipient may
have been aware.?

Due to synizesis and asyndeton in “via, cena” this pentameter looks
much clumsier than the hexameter, yet it seems tolerable enough for
a non-professional versifier.

23 [I]cen[i] might be an intriguing option, if the gap after via were long enough.

24 In common nouns: Enn. Ann. 425 insidjantes; 89 avjum; Verg. Aen. 6.
33 omnja; 2. 492, 7. 105, 12. 706 arjete; 2. 16, 5. 663, 8. 599, 11. 667 abjete; G. 1.
482 fluvjorum; 4. 243 steljo; Aen. 2. 442, 5. 589 parjetibus; Hor. Epod. 12.7 vjetis; Sat.
1. 7. 30 vindemjator; Carm. 3. 4. 41 consilj(um); 3. 6. 6 principj(um). See Kithner—
Holzweissig 1912, 148—149 (§ 30 ay, by, cp).

25 Enn. Ann. 212, 467 prjus quam; Ven. Fort. Carm. 2. 15. 8 filius ut dicunt, quia
est creatura dei. Monosyllabic vja is attested in iambic senarii: Ter. Heaut. 101.

26 RIB 1228 (= CIL 7. 998): Somnio praemonitus miles hanc ponere iussit / aram
quae Fabio nupta est Nymphis venerandis. The verses are not easily intelligible; for
a possible explanation see Tomlin 2018b, 208. The scansion of miles may well imply
lengthening of a short vowel in arsis rather than a prosodic mistake. Even for the
same metric position (in the fourth foot) examples are abundant: e.g., Verg. den. 1.
478 pulvis; 4. 222 adloquitiir; etc. See [Conington]—Nettleship 1898, 469474 and
other literature cited in Mynors 1990, 211 ad G. 3. 189 invalidis.

27 Plaut. Bacch. 94, 185186, 536-537; Col. 12. 3. 4; Petr. Sat. 90. 5; Mart.
12 praef.; Suet. Vit. 13. 2.

28 E.g., the donor might have arranged a cena aditialis on entering an office or
treated his friends to dinner on some other occasion than arrival.
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Another possibility would be Cen/i], a vocative from Cenius.? In this case
the pentameter is less awkward and contains a name of the addressee, which
would be apt for a dedicatory epigram. Besides, Ceni would leave a longer and
more accurate gap before sacculus. On the other hand, both the name and its
monophthongised form is rare, and I admit to some hesitation in restoring it.

As a result I propose a new interpretation of the text that is based on
restoring two additional letters and alternative punctuation. It consists of
two iambic senarii and an elegiac distich:3°

ab urbe v[e]n[i]. munus tibi gratum adf(e)ro |
acul[eat?]um. ut habe[a]s memor[ia]m nostra(m) | rogo.
si fortuna dar[e]t quo possem | largius ut[i]!

longa via cen[a?] sacculus est [v]acuus.

1. 2 Acul[eiJum?
[. 4 Ceni (< Cenius)?

I have come from the city. I bring you a welcome gift

with a sharp point (?). I ask you to remember me.

If only Fortune would give me something that I could use more lavishly!
Due to long journey (and) the banquet (?), my purse is empty.

If my interpretation is correct, the author’s versification was confi-
dent, but the tendency to stack established colloquial formulas into verse
and resorting to synizesis (in via and, possibly, acul[eat]um)’' betray the
work of an amateur.

Whether the inscription implies that the donor came from Rome to
Britain remains an open question: the addressee might have taken the gift
with him on his way to Britain from another part of the Roman Empire.

Denis Keyer

Saint Petersburg Institute for History, RAS;
Saint Petersburg State University
keyer@mail.ru

d.keyer@spbu.ru

29 See Sasel Kos 2018, 277 (on Cenius mentioned in CIL 3. 3985): “C(a)enius
is a rare Latin gentilicium, attested a few times in Italy (three times in Tarquinia and
once in Aquileia), twice in Gallia Narbonensis, once in Dalmatia and Sicilia, and
three times in Pannonia”; for references, ibid. n. 57.

30 Indecisive as it might seem, I prefer to add a question mark where I have doubts
about the reading and translation.

31 Though classical poetry admits this poetic license (n. 24 above), it is still taken
not frequently and is naturally avoided in short epigrams.
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I interpret the metric inscription on the stylus from the Bloomberg excavations in
London (Tomlin 2018a, 5-6) as a polymetron that consists of two iambic senarii
and an elegiac distich. In acul/eatJum, if this restoration is correct, -ea- must be
scanned monosyllabically with synizesis. In lines 2-3 I punctuate before ut and
after rogo, so that the ut clause depends on rogo.

In line 4 1 restore ut/i], which provides a hexameter: si fortuna daret quo
possem largius uti! (si introduces a wish, like utinam). In the word that follows
via the third letter must be identified as N (not as V); I suggest to restore either
cenfa] (the ablative that is asyndetically coordinated with via) or Cen/[i] (the
vocative of Cenius). In either case via must be scanned monosyllabically with
synizesis.
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CTHXOTBOpHAsl HAAIKMCh Ha CTHIOCE, OOHAPYKEHHOM IIPH PAcKOIIKax Ha MecTe
mrad-kBaptupsl “birym6epr” B Jlongone (Tomlin 2018a, 5-6), uaTepnpeTnpyeT-
sl KaK IOJMMETpHYecKasi, COCTOAIIAs U3 ABYX IMOMYECKUX CEHapHeB U dIernde-
ckoro auctuxa. B cinose acul[eat]um, ecii OHO BOCCTaHABIMBACTCS IPABUIIBHO,
-ea- MOCPEJCTBOM CHHHU3ECHl CKAaHIMPYETCsl Kak OAMH cior. B crTk. 2-3 3Hak
NpeNUHAHNS CICAYET CTABUTh IIEPE ut U OCJIe T0g0; TAKUM 00pa3oM, NPUIATOY-
HOE C COI030M Ut 3aBHCHUT OT r0gO.

B cTk. 4 mpemtaraeTcs BoccTaHABIMBATH Ut[i], 9To maeT rex3amerp: si fortuna
daret quo possem largius uti! (B 3TOM ciiyyae BOCKJIMIATEIbHBIA COO3 Si BBOIUT
KelaHue, Kak utinam). B cioBe, koTopoe ciemyer 3a via, TpeTbio OYKBY CIEIyeT
yuTtarh Kak N, a He kak V. J{Jst Hero npejyiaraercst Ba BO3MOXHBIX BOCCTaHOBJIE-
Hus: cenf[a] (abimaTtuB, OMHOPOIHBIN C Via M COCIMHEHHBIH C HUM OECCOI03HOM
cBs3p10) min Cen[i] (BokarnB nmenn Cenius). B ToMm n apyrom cirydae via ckaH-
JUPYETCs KaK OJIMH CIIOT IOCPEICTBOM CHHUA3ZECHL.



A NEW LOOK AT DIOGENES OF OINOANDA,
FR. 157 SMITH*

To mark Alexander Verlinsky’s sixtieth birthday, I offer a re-edition of
a small fragment of the largest-known Greek inscription — the one in
which, probably in the reign of Hadrian, the philosopher Diogenes of
Oinoanda presented to his fellow-citizens and the city’s visitors the
doctrines of Epicurus, which he calls “the medicines that bring salvation”
(ta tic compiac ... [papualka).! My choice of Diogenes is fitting,
because it was he who first brought Verlinsky and me into contact. That
was in 1994, the year after Bibliotheca Classica Petropolitana (BCP) was
founded, and the year in which the first issue of Hyperboreus appeared.
Since then I have witnessed with the greatest admiration and pleasure
his fine scholarly achievements, the expansion of BCP, and the valuable
contribution made by Hyperboreus to knowledge of the classical world in
Russia and throughout the world.2

The text I have chosen is part of Diogenes’ treatise in defence of old
age against charges that it is a bad thing. To avoid any misunderstanding,
let me say that the choice of Old Age is unconnected with the age of the

* | warmly thank Jirgen Hammerstaedt for reading and commenting on a draft
of this article.

Abbreviations

Fr. = Fragment(s) of Diogenes’ inscription. The numbering is that of Smith 1993.

NF = New Fragment(s) of Diogenes’ inscription.

YF = Yazi Felsefi (Philosophical Inscription). The YF numbers are the inventory-
numbers of the fragments of Diogenes’ inscription.

1 Fr. 3V 14— VI 1. For the inscription being “a means of salvation”, cf. fr. 29 III
+ NF 207 I 9 (Hammerstaedt—Smith 2012, 11 = 2014, 185), fr. 116.6-8.

2 Qur epistolary (and then e-epistolary!) friendship was consolidated after I went
to live, in 1995, on the remote island of Foula in Shetland, a location slightly more
hyperborean than St Petersburg and home to a tiny community that, almost uniquely
in the United Kingdom, celebrates major festivals, including Christmas, according to
the Julian Calendar.
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dedicatee, who is to be placed in the second, not the third, of the three
age-groups distinguished by Diogenes in the preface to his Ethics — the
young, those who are neither young nor old, and the old.?

The fragment came to light in 1969, when I was making my second
visit to the ruins of Oinoanda, in the mountains of southwest Turkey, in
search of Diogenes. I first published the text as NF (New Fragment) 4,
and it is fr. 157 in my editions of the inscription.’

The subject of old age was one treated by many philosophical writers
in antiquity, although only one work devoted exclusively to it survives
intact. That work is Cicero’s De Senectute. Diogenes of Oinoanda is the
only Epicurean writer known to have produced a treatise on it. Naturally,
his wholehearted commitment to Epicureanism permeates his treatment,
but his arguments have much in common with those of other writers,
especially Cicero and Iuncus, the latter being the author (of uncertain
identity and date) of a dialogue in Greek that presents arguments against
and for old age.

Despite the number of known fragments of Old Age having risen
from 19 in 1968 to 71 today, the writing is the most lacunose of the
three treatises included in Diogenes’ inscription. A large part of the
explanation for this is the way it was presented on the wall of the stoa
which, ironically, Diogenes used for the display of his militantly anti-
Stoic writings. Unlike his Physics and Ethics, each of which, presented in
14-line columns, occupied one horizontal course, Old Age was carved in
18-line columns that ran down three horizontal courses. This would not
be a problem for us if the inscribed wall were intact, but in fact it was
demolished in antiquity and its blocks were dispersed to be reused in new
structures around the city, with the result that the pieces of Old Age that
come to light never carry a complete column or columns and never give
us more than eight lines, usually fewer. There are a few cases where texts
on blocks in different courses can be joined up, but not many.

Another circumstance that limits the quantity of text yielded
by each fragment of Old Age is the fact that the letters of the treatise
(average ca. 2.9 cm.) are considerably larger than those of the Physics
and Ethics (average ca. 1.8 cm.), the reason for the difference in letter-
size being that, whereas the Physics and Ethics occupied, respectively,

3 NF 207 II-III. Greek text and English translation in Hammerstaedt—Smith
2012, 185-187; 2014, 183-185.

4 Smith 1970, 61-62 and pl. 16, fig. 27.

5 Smith 1993, 345-346 (text and critical apparatus), 422 (translation), 586
(notes); Smith 1996, 217-218 and pl. 59, fig. 197. The inventory-number is YF 029.
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the second lowest and lowest courses of the inscription and were at or
near eye-level, Old Age occupied the three topmost courses and was
above eye-level .6

The three courses of Old Age are known as A, B, and C, A being the
topmost one and C the lowest. Complete blocks are easily assigned to
their proper courses by their differences in height and by the appearance
of their upper and lower margins, if any.” One distinctive feature of the
C-blocks is a very tall lower margin, the lower part of which is occupied
by a deeply-scored band, and this further limits the quantity of text
yielded by them.®

Fr. 157 was in the middle course, B. It carries parts of two columns —
the ends of seven lines of col. I and all but the ends of six lines in
col. II. Above the first line (7) preserved of each column there is space
for the lower parts of the letters of the preceding line, the upper part
of which will have been carved near the bottom edge of the block(s) in
the course (A) above. That line, broken off in col. I and obliterated in
col. II, will have been the sixth in the 18-line column. As for the last line
(13), the letters whose tops are partly preserved in col. I will have been
completed at the top of the blocks in the course (C) below; likewise the
letters of II 13, of which no traces survive. The C-block(s) below will
have carried lines 14—18 of both columns, and it is important to realise
that eleven lines are missing between [ 13 and 11 7.

I now present a cautious text, showing only what can be seen on the
stone and those restorations that seem secure. I also present a photograph
of the fragment (fig. 1) and reproduce the scale-drawing of it published
in Smith 1996 (fig. 2). The preparation of the drawing, like the decipher-
ment and restoration of the text, was based on autopsy of the stone and an
epigraphic squeeze as well as on photographs. In presenting the revised
text here, I have been able to make use also of a second squeeze which
I made in November 1997.

¢ The total number of inscribed courses was almost certainly seven.

7 Course-A blocks have no lower margin, B blocks no margin above or below,
C blocks no upper margin above.

8 To demonstrate how little text a course-C block of Old Age can yield compared
with a fragment of the Physics of similar size, one can point to fr. 9 V-VI (YF 072)
and fr. 147.13—18 (YF 010). The former, which belongs to the Physics and measures
46x44.5 cm., carries nearly four times as many letters as the latter, the Old Age block,
which, measuring 49x46 cm., is slightly taller and wider.
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Fig. l.rPhotograh of fr. 157.
© Martin Ferguson Smith

KAleTIMGXPh'\ I &
BIOYMENTIAAAIAYN
MENAIMHKETEINA
KAIYEP TAXYTAPTOTWNAN
MWNIFENOCPOEIPE
IOYToYc AIATHNCYNOYCAN

O G

Flg 2. Drawing (12 100) of fr. 157, as published in Smith 1996, 217.
© Martin Ferguson Smith
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I 1-5, on block(s) above, missing; 6 broken off

7 ]mo-
e pe-
v coPoa-
10 [p----- o vrep-
] émi @ yé-
[povtt T]otovtove

14-18, on block(s) below, missing

11 1-5, on block(s) above, missing; 6 obliterated

7 xai & péypt yovCl
Blodpev mahat Avy[
pevor pniét’ sivafi].

10 Toyo yop 1o TdV ay[0pd]-
nov yévoc ebeipg[tat]
du v cvuvodeay - -

13—18, on block(s) below, missing

Not enough of col. I is preserved for one to be sure exactly what is
going on. oPa- in 9 must surely be the beginning of a form of cofapdc
or a word connected with it. In Epicurus Sent. Vat. 45, the adjective
refers to possession of inner self-pride and self-confidence, as opposed to
outward boastfulness. But a derogatory meaning, ‘arrogant’, ‘haughty’,
is more common. In Philodemus, this is the case with coPapdc (Lib.
fr. 37. 5, Tab. IV. J. 2) and cofapotnc (Lib. fr. 23. 3—4).° In the case of
Diogenes, ‘arrogance’ is, to my mind, supported by what follows: even
if my suggestion of vVep/[Meaviav] in the tentative reconstruction shown
below is incorrect, the words “in the power of the old person [to ...] such
people” make me think it most likely that Diogenes is pointing out how
the elderly can respond to the undesirable (arrogant) behaviour of others,
or perhaps avoid such behaviour themselves. The complaints of some old
people that they are harshly treated by their relatives and acquaintances

9 The citations are of Olivieri 1914. The text is also given, with an English
translation, in Konstan 1998. coPapotnc is partly restored.



356 Martin Ferguson Smith

are mentioned and answered by Cephalus early in the first book of Plato’s
Republic (329 b-d), the answer being that their problem is not their old
age, but their character: dAAG Kol TOVTOV TEPL KO TOV Y€ TPOC TOVC
oikefove pia Tic aitio éctiv — o0 10 yRpoac, @ Coxpates, GAL 6 TpdOTOC
t®v avOporwv. This judgement is echoed in Cicero, De Senectute 65,
with respect to charges that the old are bad-tempered, awkward, and
mean: sed haec morum vitia sunt, non senectutis. In both passages it is
suggested that old people whose behaviour is civilised and good-natured
can avoid unpleasantness and discontent, and it is possible that Diogenes
made essentially the same point, but in that case a significantly-different
restoration of the text from the one below would be required. In this
connection, one point to make is that t]Joltovtovc (12) need not necessarily
refer to people. It could have been followed by, for example, [tpomovc],
‘manners’, ‘behaviour’. What is certain is that Diogenes would agree with
Plato and Cicero that there is no need for the elderly to suffer discontent,
and that, if they do suffer it, it is their fault.

In col. I 7-12, where all but the last letters of each line preserved,
it is clear that the theme is the inevitability of death and the shortness
of human life. Proximity to death is one of the complaints against old
age refuted by other ancient writers who wrote in its defence, including
Cicero (Sen. 66—67), Musonius (p. 92 Hense), Seneca (Ep. 12. 5-6), and
Iuncus (Stobaeus p. 1050. 8—-11 W.—H.).

In 1993 I wrote that “it is difficult to see how the content of col. |
is linked to that of col. II” and suggested that there may well have been
a change of subject.'? Clearly there has been some development in the
argument, but the step from behaviour in old age to the inevitability
and nearness of death is not a big one, and it is to be noted that Cicero
proceeds directly from the one subject to the other (Sen. 65-66).

Although the broad theme of the preserved lines of col. II is clear,
and there is no doubt at all about the text and meaning of 1011, there
has been much uncertainty about the restoration and exact meaning of
7-9. The endings of 7 and 8 are damaged or lost, and the first letters of
9 have caused puzzlement: pevar looks like the ending of a feminine
plural participle, but, if so, to what does it refer?

I suggest the following restoration of the whole fragment, with a
renewed warning that the proposals in col. I are very tentative — mostly
exempli gratia.

10 Smith 1993, 586.
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7 [€l Tvee @]mo-
[6ecviact mo]te pe-
[T” adtod TNV cofa-

10 [pétnta t€] KOl Vrep-
[Meoviav], &mi @ vé-
[povtt Tove t]otovTove
[€ctiv &mi] To[A]D m[a]-
[popdiv]

I
[6tav Bvickopev, al yoyol Nudv gvbéwc dtaivoval, i)
7 o &1t puéypt voveli]
Blodpev marat, duy[&]-
pevol unkét’ ivafi].

10 Toyd yap 1o TdV ay[0pd]-
v yévoc ebeipg[tot]
dua v cvuvodcay [@V]-
[ctv Bvniv]

Translation

I .... [If ever some exhibit, in their dealings with him, haughtiness and
arrogance, it is for the most part] in the power of the elderly person [to
take no notice of] such people ....

II .... [When we die, our souls are dissolved instantly], even [if] we
have still been living up to this moment for a long time, being able to exist
no longer. For the generation of human beings quickly perishes on account
of its inherent [mortal nature] ....

Notes

I

9-10. copa[potnta]. The word in not in LSJ, but is in Lampe and (see
above) is also found, partly restored, in Philodemus.

11-13. Cf. Lucretius 5. 42: quae loca vitandi plerumque est nostra
potestas, referring to places made dangerous to humans by the presence
of wild animals.

II
6 (and what preceded). If guy[a]uevar is correctly read and restored in
7-8, as it surely is, it seems to me that yoyai is by far the most plausible
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restoration here. €b0éwmc is used of the destruction of souls in fr. 39 IV 6.
SoAvo is frequently used of the dissolution of atomic compounds: see e. g.
Epicurus, Hdt. 39, 41, 42, 65, 73; Sent. 2: 6 Bavotoc 00dEV TPOC NUAC TO
yop S1oAvbey avaicOntel” 10 0’ dvaicOnTodv ovdEV mpoc Nudc. Lucretius
similarly uses dissolvo, including with reference to the dispersal of the
soul at death (e.g. 3. 438, 455). The mind (animus) and the spirit (anima),
the rational and irrational components of the soul, are parts of the body
and cannot survive death.

7-8. However long we live, death is inevitable. As Lucretius puts it
(3. 1090-1091):

proinde licet quot vis vivendo condere saecla
mors aeterna tamen nilo minus illa manebit.

Diogenes set up his inscription in his old age,!! had health problems,!?
and was very conscious that he was near death,!3 but he was not in the
least afraid of it.14

One can be sure that somewhere in his O/d Age he made the point that
death comes not only to the old but to younger people as well. Why? For
three reasons. First, it is a point made by others who wrote in defence of
old age: see Cicero Sen. 67, Seneca Ep. 12. 6, and Iuncus p. 1030. 16—
19 W.-H. Secondly, in the known passages of Diogenes’ treatise it is
pointed out that neither deficiencies of eyesight and hearing nor physical
and mental health-problems are peculiar to old age,'> which means that
saying the same about death would be completely in line with those
arguments. Thirdly, early death, as well as being a matter of common
observation and knowledge, had occurred in Diogenes’ own family: like
the Elder Cato in Cicero’s De Senectute,'® he could have pointed to his
experience of having been predeceased by a son. We know this from NF
215, a well-preserved block of his inscription discovered at Oinoanda

1 Fr. 311 7-12; fr. 63 11 3—4; fr. 138 by implication; fr. 146 I + NF II 7-12 by
implication.

12 Fr. 117.4-11; fr. 121 II; fr. 122.

13 Fr. 311 7-12; fr. 117. 4-11.

14 Fr. 73 I; NF 130, for the full text of which see Hammerstaedt—Smith 2012,
103 = Hammerstaedt—Smith 2014, 163.

15 On deficiencies of vision and hearing, see fr. 145 + NF 133 in Hammerstaedt—
Smith 2012, 31-33 = Hammerstaedt—Smith 2014, 205-207; on physical and mental
health problems, see fr. 146 + NF 134. NF 134 was added to fr. 146 in 1997 and
published in Smith 1998, 165.

16 Sen. 67-68. Cicero himself had been predeceased by a child, his beloved
daughter, Tullia.
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in October 2017. The fragment contains the title and opening column of
a previously-unknown letter, purporting to have been written by a certain
Archelaus to a certain Dion, giving the words Diogenes spoke after the
funeral of his son.!”

vovet (vovi) (cf. fr. 6 III 1), a strengthened form of viv, here em-
phasises the moment. I earlier thought of reading vdvy g[mt]/Bioduev
rather than yvyg[i] / Produev, but in this context the emphatic form of the
adverb is very appropriate, and there is no compelling reason to prefer the
compound verb, which is not very common and is not used by Diogenes
elsewhere.
€1t ... Prodpev: cf. NF 207 III 12—13, 6cov mot’ &1t Budcovtan, referring
to those who are already old.

8-9. Juy[a]/uevar was first suggested by me in 1974,'® but I did
not print it in Smith 1993 and 1996 because I could not see to what it
could refer. For the probable answer, see above, on 6. With [ai yoyai] ...
duv[a]uevor unkét’ eivafi] cf. fr. 38. 3—6: ka0’ oty ... [\] woyn obdr’
givon Svva[tai] mote. See also fr. 37 IV 2-6: [008&v yap d]péince[v i 1
Yoy unké]tt dapé[vel kai Avetat] 1 tod cop[atoc covov]cia.

Jirgen Hammerstaedt, commenting on a draft of this article, prefers
a different interpretation of 6-9, with a different restoration of the words
missing at the beginning. He suggests:

[towadtad gicwv ai pvcelc UGV, &i]
Kol £t péxpL vove(i]

Bloduev, modat duv[a]-

uevan pmkét’ eivo.

[Our natures are like this], even [if] we survive up to now, having for
a long time the potential not to exist anymore.

In clarification of his text and translation, he notes: “I meant that
our gucele, even if we (both Diogenes and his readers) survive until the
present, could have ceased to exist for a lot of reasons long time ago,
almost at any time from our birth onwards”. The proposal is interesting,
but I remain convinced that Diogenes is here asserting the inability of
souls to survive and avoid death, no matter how long we have lived. My

17 See Hammerstaedt—Smith 2018, 59—66. Archelaus is made to claim that he
obtained a copy of the speech from “some accurate shorthand-writers”, but both the
attribution of the letter to Archelaus and the part allegedly played by the shorthand-
copyists are to be regarded, in my opinion, as inventions of Diogenes, intended to vary
and dramatise his presentation.

18 Smith 1974, 51 n.
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interpretation involves taking maAat not, as Hammerstaedt does, with
dvvapevor, but with Broduev, which I take to be a “continuative” present,
“we have been living”. Such a present is common with expressions
denoting past time, and particularly so with mwaAat: cf. e.g. Soph. 4. 20:
KEvov ... iyvedm méiat, Plat. Men. 91a: obtoc ... méhor Aéysl mpoc e,
Epic. Nat. 25 in PHerc. 1191 -6 sup. 7: kabamep mdior OpvoAd.!° In “our”
passage of Diogenes the continuation is reinforced by &rtt.

12. What is to be supplied after covodcav? Suggestions have included
coctaoty and dcBévelav. But a specific mention of “mortality” seems most
likely. One possibility is Bvntétnta, which I first suggested tentatively
in 197020 (the word occurs in fr. 39 V 3 and 125 IV 4, and perhaps also
in NF 129 II 14), but I slightly prefer ¢vctv 6vnrrv, for which cf. Aelian
VH 8. 11: o0d&v &1 Bawpdlopey &i 1) TV dvOpodrov edcic, Ovnti oveo
Kol épnuepoc, @beipecHor avtove dvaykdlel, a close parallel: “We are
in no way still surprised if the nature of human beings, being mortal
and ephemeral, compels them to perish”. Another possibility might be
something like 610 tr)v covodeav [@v/ctv Thc Yyuyic kol Tod copatoc], “on
account of the cohabiting nature of the soul and the body”. Cf. fr. 37 IV
9-13: [1] aitia 1 &c[xbn Tod Cfjv] éctv N wvyr covod]ca 1j key[wpicuévn
Tod co[paroc.

Martin Ferguson Smith
Durham University, England; Foula, Shetland
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Fr. 157, discovered in 1969 and first published as NF (New Fragment) 4, is part of
Diogenes of Oinoanda’s treatise on old age, the only known work on this subject
by an Epicurean writer. Despite the increase in the number of known fragments of
Old Age from 19 in 1968 to 71 today, the work is the most lacunose of the three
treatises in Diogenes’ inscription, a major reason for this being the way each of its
18-line columns is split between three horizontal courses of stones, which means
that, when one of the now-scattered blocks is recovered, it never contains more
than eight lines and usually fewer.

The three courses of Old Age, the topmost ones of the inscription, are called
A, B, and C. Fr. 157 is a B-block, and the text of its two columns was continued
from a missing block or blocks in course A above, and continued on a missing
block or blocks in course C below.

The preserved text of col. I is not abundant, consisting only of seven line-
endings, but there was a likely mention of arrogant behaviour encountered or, pos-
sibly, displayed by old people. Diogenes would have agreed with Cephalus in Plato
Resp. 329 b—d and with Cicero Sen. 65 that there is no need for the old to suffer
discontent, and that, if they are discontented, that is their fault.

More of col. II is preserved, but the last letters of 7-8 are damaged or missing,
and pevat in 9 has hitherto caused much puzzlement. The editor reads dvy[a]uevar,
referring to yvyoi, which he restores before 7. He also considers what should be
restored after dud v cuovodcav in 12. His preferred suggestion is @v/ctv Ovyntiyv,
closely followed by Ovn/totnta. The themes of the passage are the inevitability of
death, no matter how long we have lived, and the brevity of human life.

®parmeHT 157 Tpakrara JlnoreHa u3 DHOAHABI O CTAPOCTU — €AUHCTBEHHOTO U3-
BECTHOT'O AMUKYPEHCKOT0 COUMHEHHUs Ha ATy TeMy — HaiifieH B 1969 rony u Bnep-
Bble oryOnukoBaH kak NF 4. HecMoTpst Ha TO 4TO YHCIIO M3BECTHBIX ()parMEHTOB
Bo3pocio ¢ 19 B 1968 rony 1o 71 B HaIm AHU, TPYA O CTAPOCTH COIEPIKUT OOIb-
11e JIJaKyH, 4eM J[Ba APYTUX TpakTaTa B HaAmucH J/luoreHa. 3To CBA3aHO IIaBHBIM
00pa3zoM ¢ TeM, UTO Kakaasi U3 TPeX ero KOJOHOK Io 18 cTpok pacnonaranach Ha
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TpEX TOPU30HTAIBHBIX KAMCHHBIX ONIOKax. B pesynbrare Beskuil pa3, Kak HaXOIST
HOBYIO 9aCTh 3THX OJOKOB, Ha HEHl HUKOTIA HEe OOHapyXuBaeTcs Oomee 8 CTPOK,
a yalle eIie MEHbIIIE.

Tpu BepxHHUX OM0Ka, copepxkantux O cmapocmu, 0003HAYAIOTCS OyKBaMH A,
B u C. @p. 157 orHocutcs k 610Ky B. B Hem nBe xomonku. [Ipensiaymmas 9acTsb
TeKkcTa Oblla HanKMCaHa Ha OHON MM HECKOJNBKUX YTPAauCHHBIX HbIHE HACTSX O110-
Ka A, pacroyaraBIIEroCs BbIIIE; CIACTYIOMAs — Ha OJHON MIINM HECKOIBKUX yTpa-
YEeHHBIX JacTsx Omoka C Huxe.

XoTs OT KOJIOHKH | cOXpaHUJIOCh HEMHOT'O — TOJIBKO CEMb OKOHYAHHUN CTPOK,
MIOXOXKE, YTO TaM YIOMHHAJIOCh O BEICOKOMEPHOM IOBEACHUN — JTHOO0 110 OTHOIIIE-
HUIO K CTapuKaM, JUOO CO CTOPOHBI CaMHX CTapuKoB. B Takom ciyuae Jlnoren
cormaced ¢ rmuatoHoBckuM Kedamom (Resp. 329 b-d) um ¢ Luneponom (Sen.
65), 9TO cTapuKH HE OOpEYeHBI CTPAAATh OT HEIOBOIBCTBA M YTO €CIIM OHHU €ro
UCTIBITBIBAIOT, TO OHU CAMHU B TOM BUHOBATHI.

Kononxka II coxpanmnace mydiie, HO MocaeIHUE OYKBBI CTK. 7—8 MTOBPEKICHBI
WJIN OTCYTCTBYIOT, @ B CTK. 9 MHOTO 3aTpy/HEHUH BBI3BIBAJIO LEval. ABTOp Mpea-
JlaraeT BOCCTAHOBIICHHE JLY[(]LEVaL, OTHOCS €T0 K Yuyoi, KOTOpOe OH BOCCTaHAB-
JIMBaeT mepes CTK. 7. Paccyxnas 0 BO3MOKHOCTAX BOCCTAHOBJICHHSI TEKCTA MOCTIE
Sud v cvuvodcav B CTK. 12, OH OCTaHABIMBAeTCS Ha BapuaHTe Qv/ctv Ovntiv, 3a
KOTOPBIM HETOCPEICTBEHHO ciexyeT Bvn/totnta. Ilaccaxk MOCBAIIEH KPaTKOCTH
YEJIOBEYECKON JKU3HU U HEOTBPATUMOCTH CMEPTH.



“MOTIVATED SIGNS”: SOME REFLECTIONS
ON PHONOSEMANTICS AND SUBMORPHEME
THEORY IN THE CONTEXT OF DEMOCRITUS’

AND EPICURUS’ TRADITIONS

In the monograph “Ancient theories of the origin of language”
Alexander Verlinsky' analyzed two fundamental traditions in the
theory of language origin that are similar to one another in their
“realistic and evolutionist nature”:2 “The first one represented in the
works by Diodorus, Vitruvius, and Lactantius, proceeds from the thesis
about an arbitrary connection between a thing and a word and thus ...
is close to ... the ideas of Democritus. The second one that reflects
the ideas of Epicurus, on the contrary, puts forward a thesis about the
necessary correlation between things and words...”.3 Although the
Epicurean tradition eventually goes back to the Democritus’ one,* this
discrepancy highlights Epicurus’ intention to justify as natural his own
laws and principles of life as being opposed to extreme manifestations
of modern civilization.’

Interestingly, it is from the ideas of Democritus that all modern
linguistics evolved, since many centuries after Democritus, Ferdinand
de Saussure put forward his thesis regarding the arbitrary (non-iconic)
character of a language sign.

In comparison to Democritus, the Epicurean tradition has led merely
to repeatedly reproduced “onomatopoeic” hypotheses about the origin of
the language, which even forced the Société linguistique de Paris — for
the lack of evidence in such hypotheses — to stop considering articles
on this subject as early as in 1866. Modern linguistics addressed the
problem of the origin of language only at the end of the twentieth century,
when the accumulated knowledge both in linguistics itself and in related

I Verlinsky 2006 [A. JI. BepnuHCKUiA, Anmuunble yuenus: 0 603HUKHOGEHUU SI3bIKA].

2 Verlinsky 2006, 372.

3 Verlinsky 2006, 372-373.

4 Verlinsky 1997 [A.JI. Bepiunckuii, “BO3HUKHOBEHHE peud B SMHUKYPEHCKOM
teopun’], 83.

5 Verlinsky 2006, 375.
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sciences triggered considering this problem in the framework of such
areas as cognitive linguistics, neuro-linguistics, language acquisition,
etc.® The Epicurus’ idea about the motivation of the words by properties
of the denotata turned out to be resilient, encouraging linguists to look
permanently for the traces of initial correlation between words and
objects which in the course of historical development could become
more complicated, but still discoverable within the framework of “sound
symbolism” or “phonosemantics”.

The focus of phonosemantics is on the idea that sounds have inherent
meanings. As R. E. Butler argues, this “small, but growing branch of
linguistics lies at the opposite end of the spectrum from Swiss linguist
Ferdinand de Saussure’s Theory of Signs. This theory states that a word
and the object to which it refers are arbitrarily related. This, de Saussure
explained, is why languages have such variety in words referencing the
same object. The work of de Saussure has informed much of linguistics
research; however, recent studies in phonosemantics ... have begun to
challenge the ‘arbitrariness of signs’”.7 It is possible to point out that the
differences between phonosemantics and de Saussure’s Theory of Signs
are similar to those between Democritus and Epicurus. In spite of the
fact that de Saussure’s theory is the mainstream in modern linguistics,
a number of works concerning iconicity in language, sound symbolism,
and phonosemantics is actually quite large.® It is worth stressing that
in many of these studies, the idea of the arbitrariness of signs remains
unchallenged. For example, a recent study in which a statistical computer
analysis was used to test a non-random connection of form and content
in 106 languages, proved that “approximate effect size (measured in bits)
is quite small — despite some amount of systematicity between form and
meaning, an arbitrary relationship and its resulting benefits dominate
human language”.’

Indeed, it is the non-iconicity of the language sign and its ability to
“break away” from the denotatum that makes human language a unique
universal sign system. At the same time, it seems improbable for language
to completely exclude the use of iconicity in those cases when it allows
creating signs in as simple way as possible.

¢ The overview of modern concepts on the origin of language see in Burlak 2011
[C. A. Bypnax, IIpoucxoscdenue azvika. Paxmsl, UCCIEO08ANHUL, 2UNOMESDL].

7 Butler 2017, 2.

8 See inter alia: Hinton—Nichols—Ohala 1994; Magnus 2001; Voronin 2006
[C. B. Boponus, Ocrossi ¢honocemanmurxu], and the extensive bibliography in these
volumes.

 Pimentel-McCarthy—Blasi—Roark—Cotterel 2019, 1751.
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The creating of ideophones (or onomatopoeia), for instance, is natural
for language: if a certain denotatum itself is a sound form, and any
linguistic signifier is also a sound form, then a complete separation of one
sound form from another would be unmotivated.!?

At the same time, we can point out that although animals of a certain
species make the same sounds regardless of the geographical area of their
habitat, each particular language uses its own phonology to express the
respective animal sounds. For instance, the rooster cries differently in dif-
ferent languages, often preserving only a sequence of unvoiced velars,
which in most phonological systems are the closest correlates of natural
sounds resembling the glottal stop.

In human languages, reduplication is found to be used for expressing
plurality of nouns, iterative action or intensity of attributes. However, the
language is not “obliged” to use only iconic reduplication to express such
values, and in many cases other (non-iconic) means are used for this.

It is also natural that languages tend to push “old” information (topic)
to the beginning of the clause, while “new” information (focus) is normally
brought closer to the end of the clause.

In this case, the linear character of language is iconic for the ordering
of information blocks.

Nevertheless, languages have the opportunity to “get away” from such
iconicity, if necessary.

Regarding the motivation of language signs, the work by Roman
Jakobson is of special interest, and it is this author whose works on the
topic are most widely represented in the volume on phonosemantics edited
by S. V. Voronin.!! Jacobson does not contrast the two trends under obser-
vation, but attempts to find the proper niches for both non-iconicity and
motivation of sign: “It is not the presence or absence of similarity or
contiguity between the signans and signatum, nor the purely ... habitual
connection between both constituents that underlies the division of signs
into icons, indexes, and symbols, but merely the predominance of one of
these factors over the others”.!2

Interestingly, Jacobson anticipated a statistical or probabilistic
approach to the interpretation of the phenomena of sound symbolism: “If
we ask somebody what is darker — /i/ or /u/ while considering, for example,
phonological opposition of front/back vowels, some of the respondents

10 About state of the art, see Dingemanse 2012.
11 Voronin 1990 [C. B. Bopouun, @onocemanmuueckue uoeu 6 3apyOesicHom
S3bIKOZHAHUL].

12 Jakobson 1965, 26.
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may answer that this question seems senseless to them, but hardly anyone
will say that /i/ is darker than /u/”.13

Despite these observations, a significant part of the phenomena con-
sidered in the context of this branch of linguistics, including some of the
Jacobson’s studies, seems to belong to the Democritus’ tradition rather
than to the Epicurus’ one.

Building on the assumption that human language is organized as
a system of oppositions, we consider that language can semantize any
formal opposition even without an explicit correlation between a sign and
its denotatum, i.e. in the absence of motivation for the very form of signs
in the world of denotata.

Such cases include the phenomenon of “clustering”!4 or “phonesthe-
mes”,’5 which represent some sound (not morpheme) combinations:
“These are submorphemic and mostly unproductive affixal units, usually
flagging a relatively small semantic domain. A classic example in English
is /gl-/, a prefix for words relating to light or vision, e.g. glimmer, glisten,
glitter, gleam, glow and glin”.!¢ In this case, we are dealing with the
motivation of the sign, but this is not the motivation associated with the
denotatum, because we can hardly assume that the idea of “vision” is
indeed contained in the sound combination /gl-/. We interpret such cases
as rather intralingual motivation: it seems natural for a language to label
both differences and similarities. Thus, if a certain basic concept related to
“vision” has /gl-/, the language may use this element to mark a particular
meaning, adjusting by analogy the words that pertain to the same semantic
zone. The process of “analogical changes” is well-known in historical
linguistics, which supports our argument.

It is to be stressed that the idea of clustering or phonesthemes is as old
as Plato’s Cratylus. One can refer to the well-known Socrates’ observation
on the symbolism of Greek character rho whose immanent idea, in
Socrates’ opinion, is movement:

70 8¢ obv pd 1O oToygiov, Momep Aéyw, KaAdv E5ofev dpyavov sivar
TG KWNoems T@ Ta OvOpaTo TIOEUEVE TTPOG TO GPOUOLODY Tf QOpd,
TOMOY0D YOOV ypfiTat adT@® €1 DTV TPMTOV HEV €V AT T@ “peiv”
Kol “pofi” 10 TovTOL TOD YPAUMATOC THY QOpav Musital, sito &v Td
“TPOU®”, elta &v TG “Tpéysy”, ETL 8¢ €v TOIC TO10iGdE PHUACTY OlOV

13 Jakobson 1975 [P. O. SIxo6coH, “JIMHIBUCTHKA U TIO3TUKA”, CmpyKmypanusm:
“3a” u “npomus’’], 223-224.

14 Magnus 2001.

15 Pimentel-McCarthy—Blasi—Roark—Cotterel 2019.

16 Pimentel-McCarthy—Blasi—Roark—Cotterel 2019, 1753.
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CEINNTY LEINT3 9% ¢

“kpovewy”, “Opavev”, “Epeikev”, “Opimtev”, “keppatilev”, “poppeiv”,
TavT ToDTO TO TOAD Amekdlet S1d Tod P@. EDpa Yap olpat T YAGTTOV
&v 100t fiKiota pévovoayv, HAAoTo 0¢ GElOpEVV: 010 QaiveTai pot
TOVT® TPOG TadTa Kotakeypfobat. (Plat. Crat. 426 d—e).

Well, the letter rho, as 1 was saying, appeared to be a fine instrument
expressive of motion to the name-giver who wished to imitate rapidity,
and he often applies it to motion. In the first place, in the words peiv
(flow) and pofj (current) he imitates their rapidity by this letter, then in
tpopog (trembling) and in tpéyewv (run), and also in such words as
Kkpovew (strike), Opavew (break), peikev (rend), Opvmtewy (crush), kep-
patifewv (crumble), poppeiv (whirl), he expresses the action of them all
chiefly by means of the letter 7ho; for he observed, I suppose, that the
tongue is least at rest and most agitated in pronouncing this letter, and
that is probably the reason why he employed it for these words (transl. by
H. N. Fowler).

It seems of great importance that the correlation between a sound
cluster and a meaning is not obligatory the same in different languages,
since Socrates associates the sound combination /gl-/ in Greek with
something glutinous, sweet or gluey, while in English this sound combi-
nation has quite a different semantic value of “vision”:

7 8¢ dMcBavovong Thg YAGTING dvTidapBavetor 1 Tod yaupo SHvapic, to
“yYAioypov” dnegpupuncato Kol “yAvkd” kol “yAoiddec” (Plat. Crat. 427 b).

Where the gliding of the tongue is stopped by the sound of gamma he
reproduced the nature of yAioypov (glutinous), yivkv (sweet), and
yhoudodeg (gluey) (transl. by H. N. Fowler).

There is another concept that can be treated as “intralingual” (or “intra-
paradigmatic”): this is the concept of submorpheme, or submorphemic
neutralization which also dates back to R. Jacobson!” and was further
elaborated in the work of K. Pozdniakov.

Pozdniakov has drawn a considerable distinction between the mor-
phemic and submorphemic neutralizations.'® As regards the morphemic
neutralization, there are many examples of this phenomenon in the world

17 Jakobson 1985 [P. O. SIko6coH, “Mopdonornueckie HaOIIOCHNS HA Clia-
BSIHCKUM CKJIOHeHUEM”, HM36pantble pabombi].

18- Pozdniakov 2003 [K. U. TTo3ausikoB, “Mukpomopdosiorust win Mopdosrorus
napaaurMel?”, zvik u peuesas oesmenvrocms); Pozdniakov 2009 [K. U. [To3aHsKOB,
“O npupoze 1 GpyHKIUAX BHEMOPPEMHBIX 3HAKOB”, Bonpocel A3bIKO3HAHUA).
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languages. Thus, in Swahili, the object case in the pronominal paradigm
has the same form wa for the second and the third person plural pronouns.
The German personal pronoun sie is used for the third person singular
feminine, the third person plural and the second person plural honorific.
The English personal pronoun you is used for both the second singular
and the second plural. Such phenomena are often treated as homonymy or
syncretism, but Pozdniakov considers them as morphemic neutralizations.
It is worth stressing that the neutralization is not a destructive process
which could eliminate meaningful differences between elements of a pa-
radigm, nor is it an occasional realization of “the language economy
principle”. On the contrary, a neutralization that reduces the opposition
in a given semantic feature may, in turn, create another semantic feature,
which can be very important for the language.

As for the submorphemic neutralization, the concept was first intro-
duced by Jackobson who called this phenomenon “primeta” (npumema,
‘mark’ in English) and applied it for the analysis of Russian declension.
According to Jacobson, the dative, instrumental and prepositional cases
in Russian adjectives are marked with a special semantic feature of
“peripherality” that distinguishes them from all other cases. The formal
marker of “peripherality” in the surface structure of adjectives can be seen
in that all inflections in the dative, instrumental and prepositional cases
(and only in these ones) in the singular forms of masculine gender have
a common formal feature [m]: -omy [-omu] in the Dative, -siv [-ym] in
the Instrumental, -om [-om] in the Prepositional.'® Thus, we are dealing
with a sign: there is a meaning — “peripherality”, and there is a formal
carrier of this meaning — [m], and there are no other ways to express the
semantics of peripheral cases. Most intriguingly, the carrier of this value is
formally (segmentally) smaller than a morpheme, which, therefore, loses
its status of a “minimal linguistic sign”. These considerations open up an
opportunity to introduce a new level of linguistic description, although the
intra-paradigmatic “motivation”, or marking the semantics of peripherality
with the nasal sonant is in a crucial contradiction with the traditional
viewpoint that the meaning (semantics) cannot show up in the segments
which are smaller than morphemes. For this new level K. Pozdniakov
has coined a term ‘“submorpheme”, with the process of neutralizing the
semantic differences of the dative, instrumental, and prepositional cases
under the common meaning of “peripherality” being called “submorpheme

19 The same feature can also be observed in the singular masculine forms of the
numerals as well as of the demonstrative, possessive and anaphoric pronouns (but not
in the noun declension or in the plural number).
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neutralization”, a labial nasal sonant [m] being the formal carrier of this
meaning.

This approach was applied by Pozdniakov to various languages and
allowed him to conclude that submorphemic neutralization is used for
“gluing” together the elements with a common component of meaning
in the same way as morphemic neutralization does, but the former seems
to be more convenient for language than the latter, since submorphemic
neutralization allows to preserve the distinctions between the elements of
a paradigm that cannot be preserved in case of morphemic neutralization.
Pozdniakov points out the two important generalizations concerning
these phenomena: first, elements of a certain paradigm may undergo
both morphemic and submorphemic neutralization, while elements of
other paradigms may keep their distinction without being affected by this
process; second, the morpheme and submorpheme neutralizations tend to
be in a complementary distribution.20

Another important issue discussed by Pozdniakov is the relation of the
submorphemic neutralization to the notion of iconicity of linguistic sign
and sound symbolism. He believes that the submorphemic neutralization
and iconicity have nothing in common. Indeed, the fact that [m] expresses
the common meaning of “peripherality” for several cases in the singular
adjectival paradigm of masculine gender has nothing to do with iconicity.
This common feature is meaningful only in a certain linguistic paradigm
and has no reference in reality. This can be proved by the fact that in
another paradigm, [m] may have no meaning at all or absolutely different
one.

The submorphemic level as an instrumental device for linguistic
analysis was also supported by W. Dressler who presented Latin pronoun
system as a sort of morpheme-submorpheme continuum.?! In Dressler’s
opinion, “submorphemes can be classified as signs on signs, which
can be operationalised as minimal meaningful elements within another
sign”.22 The scholar contributes greatly to the theory of submorphemes,
in particular, by distinguishing between inflectional submorphemes that
have very precise meanings and phonaesthemes whose meaning is usually
rather vague.?

As regards Latin personal pronouns, Dressler ascribes a submorphemic
status to the elements no-/vo- in the personal pronouns nos/vos and
nobis/vobis, and also makes an important remark about the fundamental

20 For more detail, see Pozdniakov 2009.
21 Dressler 2016, 55-65.

22 Dressler 2016, 59.

23 Dressler 2016, 59.
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difference between the first and second person pronouns, on the one hand,
and the third person pronouns, on the other: the stems of the former begin
with consonants (e.g., me, te, nos, vos), while the stems of the latter — with
vowels (illum, istum, hunc etc.).2*

Building on these findings and drawing upon our own observations,
we will demonstrate to what extent the submorphemic level is involved in
the Latin paradigms of personal pronouns.

Indeed, the submorphemic neutralization of the first and second person
pronouns both in the singular and in the plural marks the semantic feature
“locutor +” (i. e. speech act participant + someone else) and occurs in
various pronominal systems, for example, in French pronouns nous [nu] /
vous [vu], notre [notr] / votre [votr], Russian pronouns mst [my] / 6bt
[vy], rac [nas] / eac [vas], etc. We also observed a similar submorphemic
neutralization in a number of pronominal paradigms in Latin, i.e., not only
in nos/vos forms, but in the whole paradigm of personal pronouns in plural
(nostri/vostri, nostrum/vostrum, nobis/vobis).

Another feature — “locutor only”, in our opinion, can be also expressed
by means of the submorphemic neutralization, but in the Accusative and
Ablative only: me/te (cf. Russian mens [menia] / mebsa [tebia], French
moi/toi, German mir/dir).

To sum up, the submorphemic level is an observable linguistic phe-
nomenon that is effectively used to express such an important semantic
opposition as “locutor vs. non-locutor”. Importantly, it is the sub-
morphemic neutralization that allows to combine the speaker and the
addressee and thus to contrast locutors and non-locutors in the languages
which are lacking inclusive/exclusive opposition in the “overt” prono-
minal morphology.25

It is worth noting that in two cases (the Genetive and the Dative), in
addition to submorphemic neutralization of the first and second person
pronouns, there is also submorphemic neutralization of the second and
third persons (fui/sui, tibi/sibi) which marks the semantic feature “speaker

24 Dressler 2016, 61. Zheltov 2008 [A.IO. XentoB, A3viku Hucep-koHeo:
CcmpyKmypHo-Ounamuyeckas munoiozus], 135 points out a similar pattern for Russian
pronouns in the nominative case: the syllable structure CV (s, mat, mul, 66t [ja, ty, my,
vy]) is a marker of the feature “locutor is included”, and VC (o, ona, onu [on, ona,
oni]) — “locutor is excluded”.

25 There are languages (e.g. some languages of the Niger-Congo family) that
express the opposition “locutor vs. non-locutor” by means of the “overt” morphology,
i.e. they have the opposition “inclusive pronoun vs. exclusive pronoun” in the overt
morphology. The inclusive pronouns, in turn, are the first person plural pronouns that
obligatorily “include” the second person singular pronoun in their semantics as well,
while the exclusive pronouns do not have such semantics.
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is excluded”, and it is with this means that the Latin language contrasts
the addressee and non-locutors to the speaker. Importantly, this opposition
can be expressed by no other means except for this one.

It is also possible to observe a certain submorphemic adjustment in the
verbal inflections which are segmentally even much shorter than those of
the pronouns: [m] in the inflections of the first person singular and plural
(-m and -mus) creates the semantic feature “speaker is included”, [s] in the
second person singular and plural (-s and -fis) — “addressee is included”,
and [t] in the third person of both numbers (-# and -nf) — the semantic
feature “non-locutor(s)”.

One can see that [-s] is found not only in the second person singular
and plural inflections (-s and -tis), but also in the first person plural
(-mus), that at first glance is in conflict with our assumption about [-s] as
a marker of the feature “addressee is included”. In fact, it can be assumed
that [-s] in the endings (-mus) and (-tis) creates the feature “addressee
is not excluded”, which means that the ending (-mus) allows inclusive
interpretation and, being the morphological correlate of the pronoun nos,
indirectly indicates the possibility of inclusive use of the first person plural
pronoun in Latin.

Comparing the meaning of the verb vivamus in Petron. 72. 3 to that in
Catull. 5. 1, one can see two different meanings of the ending (-mus): when
saying vivamus, Trimalchio addresses the whole company of his guests
in which the speaker is included too, while in the Catullus’s vivamus,
only Lesbia may be the addressee of the poet that implies “inclusive”
interpretation of (-mus):

Immo iam coeperam etiam ego plorare, cum Trimalchio ‘ergo’ inquit
‘cum sciamus nos morituros esse, quare non vivamus?’ (Petron. 72. 3)

I had even begun to lift up my voice myself, when Trimalchio said,
“Well, well, if we know we must die, why should we not live?” (transl.
by M. Heseltine)

Vivamus, mea Lesbia, atque amemus... (Cat. 5. 1)

Let us live, my Lesbia, and let us love! (transl. by L. C. Smithers)

To sum up, the common element [-s] in the endings (-mus) and (-zis)
creates the feature “addressee is not excluded”.

To conclude, the arbitrariness of signs as one of fundamental language
properties which was discovered by ancient philosophers and confirmed
by modern linguists, dominates indeed human language. Nevertheless, the
linguistic signs of each particular language possess various techniques of
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intralingual “motivation” based on the oppositional nature of the language
system that seeks to mark both semantic differences and similarities.
Therefore, although Democritus’ trend in linguistics is evidently greatly
influential and productive, Epicurus’ interest in “the motivation” of lan-
guage signs is not senseless: the search for such a motivation is still alive,
although the most productive findings in this field seem to belong to the
“intralingual motivation” rather than denotatum-oriented motivation.
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The article attempts to trace how the difference in approaches to the question of
language origin in the Democritus’ and Epicurus’ traditions is reflected in modern
linguistics. According to the monograph by Alexander Verlinsky (2006), De-
mocritus insisted on the arbitrary connection between objects and words, while
Epicurus insisted on a necessary correlation between them. At first glance,
Democritus’ tradition has ultimately won, being reflected in the ideas of Ferdinand
de Saussure that remain of crucial importance for modern linguistics. If looking
further, however, the research on motivation or iconicity of language sign is still
quite alive, with a number of relevant studies. This paper argues that the majority
of studies on the motivation of language signs still follow the Democritus’ tradition
rather than Epicurus’ one. They tend to find the motivation based on purely
intralingual data rather than in the “world of denotata”, the works by Roman
Jakobson being of especial importance in this sense. Jacobson offered the idea of
paradigmatically motivated signs that are segmentally smaller than morphemes,
and this idea was further developed by Konstantin Pozdniakov and other linguists
into the theory of submorphemic signs and submorphemic neutralizations. In
support of this theory, this paper illustrates how the submorphemic level of the
language can be used for the description of Latin personal pronouns.

B crarbe nenmaercst MOMBITKA MPOCIIEANTD, KAKMM 00pa3oM pa3jinyue B MOJX0/ax
K BOIIPOCY O IPOUCXOXKJIECHUU SI3bIKa B JIEMOKPUTOBCKOM U SNUKYPEHCKOU Tpaju-
LUSAX OTPAKAETCsl B COBPEMEHHOHN IMHIBUCTHKE. Kak yka3blBaeT B CBOEH MOHO-
rpaduu A. JI. Bepnunckuii (2006), JleMOKpUT HacTauBaj Ha IPOU3BOJIBHON CBS3N
MEXAy NpeaMeTaMHd M CIOBaMH, B TO BpeMsl KaKk ONHKyp — Ha HEOOXOAMMOMH
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KOppeJSIIUY MeXAy HUMHU. Ha mepBbIif B3nIsa, Tpaaunus JleMOKpHUTa IOITHOCTHIO
nobeaniIa, 4To Hamulo orpaxkenue B uaesx PepanHanga ne Coccropa, KOTOpbIe
MO-TIPEKHEMY MMEIOT PEIIalolee 3HaYCHHE TSI COBPEMEHHOM JINHTBUCTHKH. B TO
JKe BpeMsI HHTEpEC K MCCIIECI0OBAHUIO MOTHBAIMU U MTOUCKY WKOHHYHOCTH SI3BIKO-
BOTO 3HAaKa BCE €I€ aKTyaJeH, YTO HaXOAUT OTPAKCHHUE B TOCTATOUHO OOJIBIIOM
KOJIYECTBE padoT 1O 3TOW TeMaTHKe. B MaHHON cTaThe MPUBOIATCS apryMEHTHI
B IMOJIB3Y TOI'0, YTO 3HAYUTCJIbHas 4YacTb I/ICCJ'Ie,HOBaHI/Iﬁ MOTHBAIIUU SI3BIKOBBIX
3HaKOB CJIEyeT CKopee Tpaauuuu JleMokpuTa, a He DnuKkypa. X aBTOpHI CKIIOH-
HbI HAXOAUTbh MOTHUBALIMIO, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha BHYTPHUA3SBIKOBBIX JaHHBIX, 4 HE CBI-
3aHHYIO C “MHPOM JIeHOTaToOB”. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE 0c000e 3HAYCHNE MMEIOT pado-
1ol P. O. SIk0OcoHa, MPEATIOKUBILETO HJICIO MapaJnTMaTHUYECKH MOTHBHPOBAHHBIX
3HAKOB, KOTOPHIE CETMEHTHO MEHBIIIe MopdeM. DTa uaes Molyduia JanbHeinee
pas3BHUTHE B TPyJax 110 TEOPUN CyOMOP(EMHBIX 3HAKOB M CyOMOp(eMHBIX HeHTpa-
mu3arwii K. U. Tlo3naskoBa n qpyrux TUHTBUCTOB. OMpasich Ha 3TH HJIEH, aBTOPHI
JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT, KaK CyOMOp(EeMHBIN yPOBEHB SI3bIKA MOXKET UCIIOIB30BATHCS JIIS
ONMCAHUS JJATUHCKUX JTUYHBIX MECTOMMEHUM.



NEO-HELLENIC POETRY IN RUSSIA:
ANTONIOS PALLADOKLIS (1747-1801)
AND GEORGIOS BALDANI (ABOUT 1760-1789)*

The tradition of versification in ancient Greek in Russia is not very
rich.! This paper examines the work of two almost forgotten Greek poets
who lived in Russia at the time of Empress Catherine II and completed
laudatory and occasional odes in ancient Greek with Russian translations
en regard.

Empress Catherine II had an ambitious plan, the so called Greek
Project, to restore the Byzantine Empire with its metropolis in
Constantinople.? After the Russian victories in the Turkish war (1768—
1774),> New Russia (Novorossia) was founded in the South regions
around the Black Sea.* Eugenios Boulgaris (1716-1806), a significant
figure of the Greek Enlightenment, was invited by the Empress to the
Russian court after he had translated into Greek (in 1770, from a French
translation) her famous “Nakaz” [“Instruction”] of 1767, a document-
recommendation of a new code of law for the Russian Empire.’ In 1775,
Boulgaris became the first Archbishop of the newly created Eparchy of
Novorossia. He believed that Catherine II would restore Hellenism in
place of the Ottoman Empire, and he dedicated his translation of Virgil’s
Aeneid into ancient Greek to her.® It seems that at that time an increase

* This paper is a part of the project by Filippomaria Pontani and Stefan Weise
“The Hellenizing Muse — An Anthology of Poetry in Ancient Greek from the
Renaissance to the Present”. My thanks go to Alexander Verlinsky and Filippomaria
Pontani for their corrections of my text and their suggestions.

I Ermolaeva 2018, 165-180.

2 Zorin 2004 [A. JI. Bopun, Kopms 0gyeragozo opaa... Jlumepamypa u cocyoap-
cmeennas udeonozusi 8 Poccuu ¢ nocneoneii mpemu XVIII eexa — nepsoti mpemu
XIX sexa], 31-64.

3 Davies 2015.

4 Pryakhin 2008 [FO. . Ipsixuw, I pexu ¢ ucmopuu Poccuu XVIII-XIX 6exos].

5 Batalden 1982; Gavrilov 2010 [A. K. T'aBpuios, “Apxuenuckon Esrenuii Byi-
rapuc”, O ¢gunonocax u ¢unonoeuu), 65-70.

¢ Boulgaris 1786—1792.
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in odes in honor of Catherine II and her favorites had reached almost
epidemic proportions,” among which ancient Greek odes with their
Russian translations took their place.®

ANTONIOS PALLADOKLIS
(Avtoviog Mtvinvoiog 6 TTaAladokAfic, 1747—-1801)

Antonios Palladoklis (Antonij and Anton Pavlovich Palladoklis in
Russian), a native Greek born in Mytilene, became a Russian subject
and had a distinguished career in Russia as a translator and diplomat.’
He studied first in Athens, then, from 1762, in the Collegium Kijevoense
Mohileanum in Kiev, and from 1766, in the Collegium Charcoviense, the
Slavo-Greco-Latin school in Kharkov (1721-1840). In 1768-1770, he
was a teacher of ancient Greek and Latin at the Holy Trinity Orthodox
Seminary near Moscow.!® In 1770, he was appointed as a translator of
Greek, Latin, Turkish, Italian, and Romanian to the Collegium in Foreign
Affairs in Saint Petersburg. In 1775-1779, he worked at the Russian
embassy in Constantinople; then in 1783—-1797, he served as a Russian
consul in Dalmatia; in 1800, he was appointed General Consul of Russia
in Ragusa. In 1771-1780, at the time of the victories of the Russians in the
Russo-Tukish War, in Saint Petersburg he published six bilingual laudatory
odes in ancient Greek and Russian, in various types of meter: hexameters,
elegiac couplets, Sapphic stanzas, iambic dimeters and trimeters in honor
of Catherine II (1771), Counts Alexei (1771) and Grigory Orlov (1771),
Count Nikita Panin (1771), General Semen Naryshkin (1771), and the
poem “To Kherson” (Eig Xepo@®va, 1780).!" The editions of the bilingual
odes were decorated with miniatures and published at the expense of the
author at a print run of 100 copies of each booklet. He completed two
big epic historical poems in Russian: “Calliope” (1775, 73 pages) and

7 Kochetkova 2006 [H. JI. KoueTtkoBa, “JIuTepaTypHbIC MOCBSIICHHUS B PYCCKHUX
m3ganusx XVII Beka (MOCBALIEHHS €KAaTEPUHUHCKUM BenbMoxam)”, XVIII eex],
96—124; Pozdnev 2018, 288-302.

8 Zorin 2004, 59-62.

9 Sazonova 1999 [JI. 1. CazonoBa, “Tlamiagokinuc Auron [laBnosuu”, Crosaps
pycckux nucameneu XVIII éexa], 405-406; Arsh 2018 [I. JI. Apu, “Tpeko-pycckuii
mucarenb u gumiiomar”’, in: A. B. Cokxomosckas, 1000 nem emecme: Kniouesvie
momenmol ucmopuu Poccuu u Ipeyuu], 100-109; Minaoglou 2017 [X. Mnvdoyiov,
Iotopio tov Pwoikod koppotog: Awdeko. puelétes yio e omopyés], 125-126.

10 Smirnov 1867 [C. CmupHOB, Hcmopusi Tpouykoti Cemunapuu], 503.

11 Svodnyj katalog 1964 [Csoouwii kamanoe pycckou KHueu epaxcOaHcKoll
nevamu XVIII eexa, 1725-1800], 11 s. v. “Palladoklis”.



Neo-Hellenic poetry in Russia: A. Palladoklis and G. Baldani 377

“Clio” (“Kmua”, 1781) on the Russo-Turkish war, the latter in the form
of a dialogue between Ottoman [Osman] and the Muse of History Clio,
with dedications in ancient Greek to Catherine II and to Prince Grigory
Potemkin, philhellenic patrons of Greeks, accordingly. Catherine, in whom
Greeks put hopes of freeing Greece from Muslim Turks, was compared
with Alexander the Great, and portrayed as Themis and Pallas. The name
of Palladoklis was either a felicitous real name or else a pseudonym
chosen to glorify the Russian Pallas, Catherine I1.

Xtiyot ig THv oToANV THvV EAAZvVIKTV
fiv 00K annvivato apueiécactot
‘H peyiot Avtokpatop (1771),

vss. 25-34

This poem of 34 lines with its Russian translation en regard (“Crtuxu
Ha IUIaTbe TIpeyeckoe, B koe Esi BennuecTBo com3BosIMIa OJEBAaTHCS
B Mmackapane”) was dedicated to Empress Catherine II on the occasion
when she put on a Greek dress, pretending it to be the garment of
Olympias, the mother of Alexander the Great, at a masquerade. Following
a long-standing Byzantine equivalence, the Turks are called “Persians”,
and compared with them; accordingly, Catherine II is shown as a spirit
descendant from Alexander the Great.!?

...Méyag 8 AAéEavdpag te Tlepcéwv Opove 25
[Tédot kaBecbeig, THN 8’ iddv, T0 povéet
AIKATEPINAN THN MET'AAHN viv Aénwo
Dopodoav eipo kol 6ToAv Mntpoc nébev...

Q “va& [okov, 86¢, kaEincov Sapkésty
AIKATEPINAN «¢v AleEavopov otépet, 30
“Qomnep prhodoav €K T€ KNPOg MUEAS,

OVt tpormtiicav Movotapdv daralova,

Q¢ ‘“yo TpoTatov K0d Aapeiov otnoauny,

"Epoi te aiypd) kol yoyig kéAier "TEHN.

Crit.: 29 dapxéew metri gratia pro dpakelv | 31 knpog correxi ; kfjpog ed.
32 tpomficov vox nihili, an Tpomcacav voluit?
Sim.: 29 avaé nérov: cf. Mich. Psell. poem. 85.1 West.

12 Text: Palladoklis 1771a [ANTQNIOX MITYAHNAIOX O [TAAAAAOKAHZ,
2TIXOI EIX THN XTOAHN THN EAAHNIKHN fjv otk drnvijvaro dupiéoacOaor
H METIXTH AYTOKPATQP, Ev TletpomOAet].
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Verses on the Hellenic garment
in which The Great Autocrator didn’t reject to dress Herself
(1771), vss. 25-34

Alexander the Great, when he was sitting on the throne of Persians,
having seen HER, once said: “Now, I see EKATERINE the GREAT
wearing the garment and dress of my Mother... O Lord of Heaven, give
<me> the honour of seeing EKATERINE also crowned as Alexander.
Just as she loves us from her heart, so she has put to flight boastful
Mustapha, just as I raised a trophy after defeating Darius: she is my equal
in prowess and beauty of the soul”.

Quon 1@ Exhaprpotato Kount
Ale&io I'pnyopraon @ ‘OPAQB (24.03.1771),
vss. 15-30

This poem on the defeat of the Turks at Chesme in 1770, of 350 verses
in ancient Greek with its poetic translation into Russian (“Oma Ero
CusarenscTtBy rpady Anexcero ['puroppeBmay OproBy”) and notes in
ancient Greek and Russian, was dedicated to the victorious Count Alexei
Orlov (1737-1807). Palladoklis addresses Greece as Mfjtep mofntn and
describes to her in colors how the Russian fleet has destroyed the Ottoman
navy. Orlov is compared to Agamemnon who came from the North to seek
revenge from the Agarenes (Muslims) for having deprived the Greeks of
their freedom; the Turkish fleet was called the Hundred Headed Hydra,
and Typhon eventually burns Troia. The edition was decorated with
miniatures in particular with the image of Athena Pallas.!3

...Mfjtep mobnty, Afjye daxpv’ Ekyéetv, 15
K’ ép’ aprayeion *Aevbepin dryéev:

Toov an’ "Apktov Ayopéuvmv intotot

Avcpag te EM0mV apTayi] TILOpPEEL

Q&1 Emovron dAkipot Mupdoveg,

Alog T Ayddedg, Toig Ayapnvoig otovor 20
‘Id00ye fipag intatr’ OPAQB ‘Pwocing,

‘'OPAQB mobntog kai AMnv nuiv eilog,

Qurep Moceddv Sapvivov TAEKEL GTEPOC

13 Text: Palladoklis 1771b [ANTQNIOXZ MITY AHNAIOX O ITAAAAAOKAHE,

Qion 1@ Exlounporare Kounu Aleéio Tpnyopidon 1 OPAQB, Ev Ietpondlel].
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ITtvaev 8’ €9’ dAung, unyxavav tod Aatddiov
‘Hepatototevktov ntag 66 pAoyoTvomv, 25
TH pév Kepoovov, i 8¢ 81 "Ipv pépet

AIKATEPINHE, npoik’, ANASZHE, AEYTEPAS,
‘Onwg tataln tov otepnoavd’ uéog

"Elev0eping, olktov &updvn &t

Yol tf] mabodon dewad pakpd &v ypovao... 30

Crit.: 18 apmoyfj correxi] Gpmay’ N ed. | 20 Ayidhedg correxi] AyAledg
ed. I 24 d@iung correxi] dAung ed. I 25 ‘Hoaototebktmwv correxi]
‘Heeototévktov ed.

Sim.: 25 ‘Hoactotebktov cf. S. Ph. 987; prloyorvowv hapax leg., ut vid.

The Ode to His Excellency Count Alexey Grigorijevich Orlov
(24.03.1771), vss. 15-30

...Dear Mother, stop shedding tears / And suffering because Thy freedom
was ravished. / Here, Agamemnon flies from the North/ And coming to
the West leads a revenge for this loss, / Brave Myrmidons accompany
him, / And Ajax, Achilles, sources of woe for the Agarenes. / Here flies
Orlov, the hero of Russia, / Orlov who is desired and exceedingly beloved
by us, / For whom Poseidon weaves a laurel wreath. / Flying above the
sea on Daedalus' winged machines, / made by Hephaestus and breathing
flames, / he brings the thunderbolt in one hand and Iris in another, / That
is the gift of QUEEN EKATERINE THE SECOND, / so as to strike
down he who deprived us of freedom, / To show compassion for You,
who have suffered awful pains for a long time...

Quon 1@ Exhaprpotdto Kount
I'pnyopio I'pnyopradn 1@ OPAQB (1771),
vss. 109-120

Grigory Orlov (1734-1783) was a favorite of Catherine II, who together
with his brothers prepared a palace coup in 1762 to overthrow Emperor
Peter III in favour of Ekaterina Alexeyevna (born Princess Sophie of
Anhalt-Zerbst). Whereupon, the Orlovs were elevated to Counts, then in
1772 Grigory rose to Prince. He was known to be a philhellenic patron of
the Greeks. A Greek poem of 192 verses in Sapphic stanzas was edited
together with a Russian poetic translation (“Oma Ero CustensctBy rpady
I'puropwuro ['puropreBuay OpiioBy”) in iambic dimeter with bababbabba
feminine and masculine rhyme. In the ode, Hellas, “famous Mother of
heroes™, is shown as a poor and disconsolate woman who complains of
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her miserable present, reminisces of her glorious past, and asks Orlov to
be her patron and defend her from “evil Agarene dogs”. Orlov’s epithet
ueyado&og (115) seems to have been coined by Palladoklis.!4

... Pocin yap kAidoev Eudv 0dvpudv,
‘Opopoavoic’ domig terédovoa aidy, 110
Ol oV dAiung 1o’ opémv TOAG VOV

"Hkov ép oiktmv.

Xelp® 0péyvue’ Eupévemg EUoLye,

QT £C OIKTPOV HEV EMSAY PILOPPOV

Nov 6 Kiewvog kai Meyado&og OPAQB 15
Zoumafémv pot.

Ov¢ KMver 8’ oDtog cTovayfic” éuoio,

Tod ppevdv dpBaluog Gp’° €01’ AbIVAV,

"Oop’ dtopnpav péo poipav aponv
‘E€oAobpevon... 120

Crit.: 112 "Hxov correxi] "Hxov ed. I 113 gduévewg correxi] dvpévemc ed.
I 120 "E&oroOpevon correxi] 'EEoAoBpévon ed.

Sim.: 113 y&ipag dpéyvug cf. 11.1.351; 22.37 115 peydadoéog hapax leg.
ut vid.

The Ode to His Excellence Count
Grigory Grigorijevich Orlov (1771),
vss. 109-120

...Russia, ever being the shield for orphans, listened to my wailings which
flying over sea and mountains have now reached gates of com-
passion./<Orlov> stretches a hand to me friendly, looking favourably at
my pitiable face, Orlov, who is famous and widely known, now
sympathises with me./He inclines his ear to my groaning, and the eye of
his mind is sleepless so as to subvert utterly my baneful doom...

14 Text: Palladoklis 1771c [ANTQNIOZ MITY AHNAIOXZ ‘O ITAAAAAOKAHZ,

Q101 1@ Exlounpotarew Kount Ipyyopio Ipnyopiady 1 OPAQB, Ev Tetponddet].
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Qo 1@ Eéoyotatm
Yope®dvi Kuptdhdidon 1@ Nopioknv
Td xopvpaion Ztpoatnyd,
@ ¢ Meyiomg AVToKpATOpOg ApYLKOVNY® ...
@ OEMNVL kol DLAoEEVED
(1771), vss. 1-8, 41-44

The poem is of 29 stanzas (116 lines) in Anacreontic dimeter. It was
dedicated to nobleman Semen Naryshkin (1710-1775), a famous bon
vivant who for a long time lived in Paris, moved in the circle of Diderot
and Falconet, and later served as a Russian ambassador in Great Britain.!?

Xapiesoo Modco. doov, i
Tic &yve Blov meparodyv,

"Opehog pépovta oL,

Tic adel 1 Anuovpyd;

Tic Néktapog pebééet; 5
Tiva OpvAAiéet 6 aidv;

Tig dvidtepog ye MOng;

Tig dva& meher Eavtob;

<...>

Toiov Biov Napioknv 41
Agikvooty glkov’ fuiv,

[Todt drpexel te Paivav,

DHoEMG VOLLOV YE TANPDV.

The Ode to his Excellency Semen Kyrillovich Naryshkin
the supreme General, the Leader of the Hunt of the Great Autocrator...
to the Philhellene and a hospitable Man (1771), vss. 1-8, 41-44

Sing, graceful Muse of one, / Who knew how to lead a life / that brings
advantage to all?/Who will please the Demiurge? / Who will take his
share of the Nectar? / Who is the object of secular talk? / Who is above
oblivion? / Who is the master of himself?...Naryshkin shows us / An
example of such life, / Stepping with sure foot, / And fulfilling the law of
nature.

15 Text: Palladoklis 1771d [Qi4H TQ1 EEOXQTATO1 YMEQNI KYPIAAIAAH:
T1 NAPIXKHN T& xopopoaiew Ztpotny®d, t@ tijc MEIIXTHY AYTOKPATOPOX
APXIKYNHI Qi ...t PidéAnvi kol Pidoléve. Ev Tletpondlet].
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GEORGY BALDANI
(T'edpyroc MraAdévn, about 1760—-1789)

Georgy Baldani, a native Greek, studied in the Greek Gymnasium
(the Corps of Foreign Co-religionists) in Saint Petersburg which was
established by Catherine II in 1775.16 His amazing career as a poet seems
to have started from his “Ode to Catherine II Great Autocratrix of all
Russia, the real Patroness of Greeks” (1779) written when he was still
a gymnasium pupil, “in Helleno-Greek”, as he himself proclaimed in
the title of a separate edition in which his ode figures together with his
Russian translation.!” In 1779, and 1781, he completed his Greek odes
with Russian translations to the birth and the name-day of a grand duck
Constantine Pavlovich, and in 1782 his ode in ancient Greek with Russian
translation en regard to the birthday of Catherine I1.!8 His Russian version
of the ode to the birth of Constantine Pavlovich (1779) is very similar
(even completing the same number of lines — 80) to the ode dedicated to
the same event by the famous Russian poet Vassily Petrov (1736—1799).1°
In 1780, Baladni translated into ancient Greek the ode by Petrov to Prince
Grigory Potemkin “Cpenp Oiar, koTopbix odecu / CJIOBECHAro0 TBOPEHbS
nectHbl...” (1778), following the triadic structure: strophe — antistrophe —
epode. In 1781, he translated another laudatory ode by Petrov to Potemkin
“B uHOM Teuer Hatypa uuHe! / Wnu BocTopr mieHuT moi ym!...” (1777),
completing it with the various meters that seem to imitate choral lyric.20

Qo ént toig [Mavnyvpikoig, [Tavevdapovestdrotg,
[MoavevBopoig I'evebriog Kovotavrtivov TTavieidov
Meydrov Hyepovog Pocoing (1779), vss. 21-30

In Baldani’s poem of 80 lines in paroemiac (an an,), the goddess Iris
informs all the world that in Russia the second child of Paul was born. Paul
is the future Emperor Paul I (1754—1801) and Mary is the future Empress

16 Kibalnik 1999 [C. A. Kubanshuk, “banganu eopruii”, Crosape pycckux nu-
camenet XVIII sexa], 55. About the Greek Gymnasium see Pryakhin 2008 121-135.

17 Baldani 1779a [Oda ess Hmnepamopckomy Benuuecmsy [ocyoapvine Eka-
mepune II, Camodepicuye Bcepoccutickoil, UCMUHHOU NOKPOSUMENbHUYE 2PEKO8,
COYUHEHHAsl HA eLTUHOSPEYeCKOM 53blKe, TPEUeCKOi I'MMHAa3HH ydeHuKoM [eopruem
bannanu, a ¢ OHaro UM e Ha POCCUHCKHE CTUXHU TePeIoKeHHasl|.

18 Kibalnik 1999, 55 writes by mistake that Baldani’s poetry was completed in
Modern Greek.

19 Recently, on Vassily Petrov, a translator of the “Aeneid” into Russian, see in:
Pozdnev 2018, 288-302.

20 Svodnyj catalog... 1962, s.v. “Baldani”.
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Maria Fyodorovna, born Duchess Sophia Dorothea Wiirttemberg (1759—
1828). Empress Catherine II gave her grandson, who was considered
destined to become the future Emperor of Constantinople restored by the
Russians, the name of Constantine.?!

...'Paxg, ioyeo kol peio kAv0, 21
Apop 168 yndocvvodv cot,

AVOGY TE ELav yopiscoay,

Al amdon eépe TPOPPOV.

Ndv ‘Pwcoctin Bpépoc ko 25
Dadpov Maping te kai [Taviov
Agvooel, nedéovt’ Epatevov

Y ppv yépac andr mopeiye

Osiov, KLE0C OTVL PavINV

"H¢ Pwooting 0¢p 0@EAAT. .. 30

Crit.: 23 Avoav correxi] Avoav ed. I 24 Ain correxi] Am ed. | 27Agbooet ?]
Aovooet ed.
Sim.: 29 eavonv] cf. ékedvonv: pavepdg (Hesych.).

The ode to the festive, all-blessed, all-delightful birth
of Constantine Pavlovich Great Leader of Russia
(1779), vss. 21-30

...Ros, hold your breath and listen to me, / this day is joyful for Thee. /
Bring willingly my pleasant voice / to all the Earth./ Now, Russia sees
another cheerful child of Mary and Paul, a lovely king: it has offered him
to you as a divine gift, for he will increase the glory of his Russia
manifestly for whoever...

In sum: An amazing phenomenon in 1770s poetry in Russia is the extra-
ordinary concentration of odes in ancient Greek by native Greek, Russian
subjects for Catherine II, Potemkin and others nobles edited in separated
booklets decorated with elegant miniatures in ancient Greek style. It seems
that these poems represent the earliest examples of secular poetry in ancient
Greek in the Russian tradition. The poets could obtain skill in writing
in various ancient meters through practice in rhetoric and versification at

21 Text: Baldani 1779b [TEQPT'TOX MITAAAANH, Qu4H éri toic Iovnyvpikoic,
Hovevoauoveorarois, IavevOipois TENEOAIOIY KQNEXTANTINOY [TAYAEIAOY
Meydlov Hyeuovos Pwooing, Ev Ietpondlet].



384 Elena Ermolaeva

gymnasium and the Slavo-Greco-Latin school; it is important that Greek
was their native language. This phenomenon was a result of the historical
situation and has never been repeated. In 19% century, the tradition of
ancient Greek versification in Russia was connected rather with the
German university tradition.?2

Elena Ermolaeva
St Petersburg State University

e.ermolaeva@spbu.ru
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The article deals with the tradition of versification in ancient Greek in Russia. The
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stanzas, iambic and Anacreontic dimeters, paroemiac, etc.
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CraThs TOCBAIICHA HCTOPUH CTUXOCIOKEHHS Ha IPEBHETPEIECKOM sI3bIKe B Poc-
cuu. ABTOp HanoMuHaeT o nmodtax Antonuu [lamnanoknuce u ['eoprun bannanm,
YPOXKICHHBIX TPEKaX, CTaBIINX PyCCKUMH MOATAHHBIMHU (0 paHO ymepiueM bai-
JTAHU Majl0 M3BECTHO), COYMHSBIINX obl B decTh Exarepwnsl II, [ToremkuHa,
OpJIOBBIX, PYCCKMX BEJIBMOX M 4ICHOB LAPCKOH CEMbU Ha JIPEBHEIPEYECKOM
SI3BIKE C TMOATHYECKUM PYCCKHM IIEPEBOHOM en regard. Tlocne moben pycckoro
¢utota B Pyccko-typertikoii BoiiHe (1768—1774) rpeku HaaesuUch Ha moMonib Exa-
tepuHsI 1l B 0ocBoOOXKIeHNH [peninu OT TypOK MyCyTbMaH U BOCCTAHOBIICHHUH AJI-
JIMHCTBA. ABTOp IpejyiaraeT HeOOoJbIIYI0 O00PKY CTUXOB Ha APEBHEIPEUSCKOM
SI3BIKE C TIEPEBOIOM Ha aHTTHicKwid. OOpamaeT Ha ce0s BHIMaHUE pa3zHooOpasne
JIPEBHETPEUYECKUX METPOB B II03MaxX 3TOTO BPEMEHM: T'€KCaMEeTp, 3JIETHYeCKUH
TUCTHX, canpudeckas cTpoda, IMONIESCKIH U AHAKPEOHTUIECKUH TIMETp, rape-
MHAK U JIPYTHE METPHIL.



A NOTE TO VLADIMIR BENESEVIC (1874-1938)
PENNED BY ULRICH VON
WILAMOWITZ-MOELLENDORFF (1848-1931)

A short undated handwritten note, possibly a postcard, with the overleaf
blank, extant among the correspondence of Vladimir BeneSevi¢ as part
of an extensive body of his MSS. in St Petersburg Branch of the Archive
of the Russian Academy of Sciences under shelfmark call number
192.2.43.1%! is yet another testimony to the far-reaching renown and
acclaim of the scholar whose singular efforts for the cause of Byzantine
studies in this country and impressive scholarly address book, which
constituted the very essence of academic existence, were turned against
him and foiled by the regime he would fall victim to.

The full text of the German original with a translation, some textual
criticism which Wilamowitz’ hand almost always requires, and an
attempt at a commentary, largely through citing additional unpublished
documents, are offered here.

Hochgeehrter Herr College,

dem Briefe und den Bitten meines verehrten Collegen Norden mochte
auch ich noch mein ganz personliches Interesse an der Sache beson-
ders bekréftigen: es liegt so sehr in der Richtung, die ich der Verwendung
dieser Gelder geben mochte, dal mdglichst viele Nationen auch bei dem
wissenschaftlichen Werke Hand anlegen; ich denke, das wird auf Wider-
hall allgemein stossen, und so hoffen wir fiir die Sinaihandschriften? bei
Thnen keine Fehlbitte zu tun, da Sie allein den Zutritt haben.

In ausgezeichneter Hochachtung

ganz ergebenst

U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff?

I Conventionally in this country, here and after, SPbF ARAN. Fond 192, opis’ 2,
delo 43, list 1.

2 Bene$evi¢ [Onucanue epeueckux pykonuceil MoHacmuips césmoul Examepuiivl
Ha Cunae. I3a. mMn. Akaj. Hayk, HCIIOJH. Ha 3aBell. el emn. [lopdupuem cpeacrsa,
noj pen. u ¢ pomn. B. H. benemesnya] 1911-1917. A catalogue of a part of these is to
be found at 192.1.26.1-108; 192.3.51-54, 112115, 182. The second volume, reserved
for hagiographical MSS., was never published.

3 The transcription reproduced here belongs to Alexander Gavrilov who kindly
prompted the author to put his two-decade-old work to good use; having examined
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Dear colleague,

alongside the letter of my honourable colleague Norden, I would also like
herewith to especially affirm my profound personal involvement in this
matter: it lies very much in the way in which I would like to see this
amount of money spent, so that as many nations as possible could have
a share in the scholarly work; I believe it will be met with general
sympathy, so that we hope not to have entertained false hopes in asking
you for Sinai manuscripts, since you alone have access.

With utmost respect

sincerely yours,

U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff

Unmentioned in an overview of the correspondence of Benesevic offered
by Igor Medvedev,* this uprooted note can and should be put in context, or
else, on the face of things, “Sinaihandschriften” would have Wilamowitz
and Norden asking for anything from collations or an augmented edition
of the catalogue of Sinai MSS., to, in the light of Wilamowitz Stiftung
mentioned, a critical text. It is by pure chance, with the absence of
any other piece of correspondence directly pertaining to this episode,
that the very letter of Eduard Norden mentioned (an easy clue as it is)
survives among the papers of Benesevi¢ under shelfmark call number
192.2.133.1—3r. The mechanical character of the request it contains might
come as a disappointment, but should not be seen as belittling Benesevic.

Norden seems to have written to BeneSevi¢ before; the first letter
dating to late 1910 reached his St Petersburg colleague only by word of
mouth (possibly through Th. Zielinski, Benesevi¢’ father-in-law) and
prompted Benesevic to initiate correspondence and offer assistance, hence
the opening lines of gratitude:

Ihr Brief war mir eine grofe Freude. Ich weil} aber ganz genau, daf3 ich
Thnen damals schrieb: Ihr liebenswiirdiges Anerbieten nehmen wir mit
Dank an. Jener Brief muB also nie in Thre Hinde gelangt sein. Um so
vertvoller war es mir nun natiirlich, dal ich nun doch noch in die Lage
gekommen bin, Sie zu erreichen.’

The sparse collection of Norden and Wilamowitz correspondence, with
Norden’s letters virtually all missing, offers a firmer dating for the
entering into a correspondence, alongside a rather blunt assessment of

the MS. independently, the author reads Zutritt in the last line, against Vortritt of the
transcription; an attempt at a defence is undertaken in the commentary.

4 Medvedev 1995 [W.I1. MenseneB (ed.), Apxusvl pycckux u3aHmMuHuUCmos
6 Cankm-Ilemepoypee], 363-371.

5192.2.133.1~
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the connection established and the expenses to be incurred (a letter of
Wilamowitz of 28 December 1910):

Es ist ja sehr hiibsch, wenn wir gleich noch an den Sinai kommen, und
der erste Schritt: Excerpte der Katalogautnahmen fiir Greg. Nyss. und
von Basil. nicht mehr als was fiir diesen nétig ist (sonst wiirden schon die
Monchsregeln ersticken) wird sich ja fiir nicht viel Geld (Russe immer
am liebsten honorirt) erreichen lassen. Dann wird Taxe nétig sein.
Slawische Briider (Zielinski eingeschlossen) sind immer mit grosser
Hofflichkeit und gleich als waren sie gentlemen zu behandeln; aber man
darf nie vergessen, daf} sie slawische Briider sind.¢

The “Russe” is, beyond all doubt, Benesevic.

Norden’s letter we possess bears the date 15 July 1911, thus both
setting a terminus post quem for the note of Wilamowitz and shedding
more welcome light on the way in which Benesevi¢ was involved, albeit
with the outcome undocumented. The first volume of the Catalogue of
MSS. housed in the monastery of St Catherine on Mt Sinai was edited,
augmented, and published by Benesevi¢ earlier in the same year’ and was
already current in Germany, allowing Norden to have it skimmed for his
purposes (,,Ich habe ihn in diesen Tagen durchsehen lassen®), which were
the following: the editors (presumably Pasquali and Jéger, as it transpires
from the letter of Wilamowitz to Norden of 10 March 1912)% needed
photographs of certain MSS. of Gregory of Nyssa, Eunomius and Basil
the Great from Sinai, a notoriously inaccessible holder. Norden puts it in
his letter to Benesevic this way:

Fiir unsere Zwecke kommt daraus nur in Betracht: Nr. 513 (383): Tod
ayiov I'pnyopiov... Emtderog &ig tov dytov Merétiov etc. HOENoev Nuiv
Tov apudv etc. Denn sowohl nr. 517 (2089) als nr. 516 sind zu jung,
als daB} sich lohnte, sie zu photographieren. Fiir Basilios (W&anpepog
kot Evvopiov) sowie Eunomios (dmoloyntikdg) hat sich in den
genannten Teile Thres Katalogs nichts gefunden. Ich mdchte noch
bemerken, dal3 so junge Hss. wie die beiden genannten fiir uns {iberhaupt
nicht in Betracht kommen.?

6 Calder III — Huss 1997, 75.

7 Benesevic 1911.

8 Calder IIT — Huss 1997, 84-86.

9 192.2.133.1v-2r. Similar sentiment in Wilamowitz’ letter of 10 March 1912: “die
Rechnung ist bitter, aber wenn der Auftrag lautete, photographire was du findest, so
kann man den Mann nicht schelten. Da wird wohl Pasquali oder vielmehr die moderne
Torheit, jeden Pferdeapfel zu beriechen ob er nicht am Ende doch ein Borsdorfer ist
die Schuld tragen. Das nennen die Modernen Akribie” (Calder I1I — Huss 1997, 86).
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Wilamowitz’ Erinnerungen (summing up the outcome) allow but
a glimpse into the whole enterprise running alongside the sweeping
Th. Mommsen’s Kirchenviterkomission:

Daher bestimmte ich die Summe Geldes, die mir zum 60. Geburtstag
geschenkt war, 10 fiir Gregor von Nyssa, und mein Kollege und Freund
Norden tibernahm die Leitung. Es waren so viele Forschungen in den
Bibliotheken und damals noch teure Photographien nétig, da3 das Geld
nur fiir den Druck von ganz wenigen Bianden gereicht hat. Zu meiner
besonderen Freude ist einer von einem italienischen Gelehrten bearbeitet,
denn die Spende kam auch aus dem Auslande.!!

Benesevi¢, an avid and experienced photographer,'? was to undertake
his third expedition to Mt Sinai in the summer of 1911 (prior to that, in
1907 and 1908), also planning (prompted by his German colleagues?) to
visit Cairo and the isle of Patmos (thwarted by his illness and an outbreak
of cholera). The report he offered at the sitting of the Academy of Sciences
on 19t October 1911 makes it quite clear that the obstacles on the way of
any lay reader of the Monastery Library were indeed great: to quote from
a leaflet reproduced, residence within the monastery was forbidden, with
prospective readers having to provide food and bedding (usually a tent)
for themselves, the Library was open for four hours a day only (divided
between the morning and the afternoon, with the exact hours at descretion
of the Council), it was forbidden to make any photographs or catalogues
of MSS., no more than two books could be taken out at any one time, no
visitor could study for longer than a month. Benesevi¢, however, enjoyed
what was in itself a valuable asset: hospitality in the walls of the Monastery,
unlimited access to holdings and unspecified working hours, the ban on
photography lifted (he reported having made around 3000 photographs on
that outing alone).!3 In the light of the request, it is all but certain that the
immediate reason for Wilamowitz’ and Norden’s interest in the work of
Benesevi¢ was the access he had to the most secluded MSS. collections,
thus the reading “da Sie allein den Zutritt haben”, which is supported by
the instances of the shape of letters V (always having the shape of a printed
letter) and Z (invariably going below the line) as they appear in the body
of Wilamowitz’ handwritten letters, as well as in this note itself, is more
feasible palaeographically and aptly expresses the long and short of it.

10 With Russian scholars among its contributors. P. Nikitin papers (shelfmark 36)
held in St Petersburg Branch of the Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences:

1 Wilamowitz 1929, 305.

12 See among his papers, 192.3.114.1-499; 115.1-271.

13 Benesevi¢ 1911, 1097-1104.
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Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff,
Professor of Classics at Berlin University

© St Petersburg Branch of the Archive
of the Russian Academy of Sciences
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It is quite possible that a black-and-white photograph of Wilamowitz
from the family album of BeneSevi¢, undated and bearing no dedication,
set by the archivists between 1893 and 1912,!* shelfmark call number
192.3.200.13v, 50, if received from the hands of the sitter himself,
could have arrived together, or shortly after, the note (unless obtained
indirectly through, for instance, Zielinski). Taken roughly at a time if not
on the same occasion as the privately held photo in half profile listed by
W. A. Schroder in his iconography of Wilamowitz under Nr. 18, a 55- to
60-year-old Wilamowitz,'> this earnest enface is virtually unknown.

Tatiana Kostyleva
National Research University
Higher School of Economics (HSE) in St Petersburg

tkostyleva@hse.ru
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KopoTkoe pykommcHoe THCEMO (OTKpBITKA) 0e3 marbl, xpansmeecs B CIIOD
APAH B donne B. H. benemesuua (®. 192, on. 2, 1. 43, 1. 1), ornpasineHo Y. poH
Bunamosuniem-Mémtenaopdom benemeBuay B X0/1€ MEPEMUCKH, EIBI0 KOTOPOH,
KaKk BBIICHSET aBTOp OTOH 3aMeTKH, craima mpockba o QororpadupoBannn
HEKOTOpBIX pyKomuceil m3 cobpanus MoHacTelps CB. Exarepunsr Ha CuHae.
[Tone3HsIM Ui yCTaHOBJIEHUS] IPUMEPHOTO BPEMEHHU HANMCAHUS U LEIU CTallo
nucbmo D. Hopnena benemesuuy (CII0D APAH, ®. 192, om. 2, a. 133, n. 1-3),
BBIJICP)KKH M3 KOTOPOTO PUBOAATCS 0€3 nepeBona. JlocTyI K cruHaiickoMy codpa-
HUIO SIBUJICSI OCHOBHOM MPUYMHOI 0OpallleHns] HEMELKUX KoJuler K beneriesuuy,
YTO [TO3BOJIIET C YBEPEHHOCTBIO YUTATh Zutritt B IOCIEAHEM IIPEATIOKEHUHU TUCbMa
Bunamosuma.
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[IpaBuna 15t aBTOpOB

MaxcuManbHBIH 00beM Iy OIHKauy B OJHOM HoMepe He npeBsimaet 64 000 3Ha-
KOB C mpo0Oenamu (He CYUTas CIHUCKa JUTEepaTypsl u pesiome). CtaTeu OoibIe-
ro 00beMa MOTYT OBITh OMYOJIMKOBAHBI TOJIBKO B HECKOJIBKUX HOMepax. CTaThH
MEHBIIET0 00beMa MPUBETCTBYIOTCS.

JKypHan oTnaeT mpeamodTeHue CTaThsAM, COAEPXKallMM OTYETIMBBIA TE3HC,
OCHOBAHHBII Ha MHTEPIPETALMH AHTHYHBIX HCTOYHUKOB, a TAKKe MyOJIMKAIUAM
HOBOT'O MaTepuana.

B sxypHane myOaMKyIOTCS CTaTbH Ha PYCCKOM, JIATHHCKOM, aHTIHHCKOM,
HEMEIKOM, (PPaHITy3CKOM M UTAIBSTHCKOM s13bIKax. CTaThH COMPOBOXKIAIOTCS PyC-
CKUM M aHIVIMHCKUM PE3I0ME U KJIIOYEBBIMU CIIOBAMHU HA PYCCKOM M aHTJIMHCKOM
SI3BIKAX.

Penakuust paccMaTpuBaeT cTaTby, MPUCIAHHBIE B TICYATHOM HIIM AJICKTPOH-
HOM BHJIE (SJCKTPOHHYIO BEPCHIO MPOCUM TIOChIIaTh B popmarax Word u PDF).

Pepakuust mpuHUMAET pelIeHHe O IMyOIMKALUN ¢ yY€TOM MHEHHS aHOHUM-
HBIX pELEH3eHTOB. PemieHue coolIiaercs aBTOpaM HE MO3JHEe IBYX MECSICB
C MOMEHTA TOJIyYeHHUs CTaThH ¢ KPATKUM 0OOCHOBaHMEM B CIIydae OTKa3a.

B ciyuae mpuHATHS TMOJIOXKHUTENBHOTO PEIICHHUS O MyOIMKAIMK PeIaKius
MIPOCUT aBTOPOB IPEJOCTABUTh OKOHYATEIBHYIO BEPCHUIO CTaTbu B (hopmarax
Word u PDF ¢ npuioxxenuneM pestoMe u 3—5 KITIOUEBBIX CJIOB Ha PYCCKOM M aHT-
JIMHCKOM SI3BIKaX.

OdopmieHne craTbu 3aBHCUT OT SI3bIKa, Ha KOTOPOM OHa Hamucasa. Ilpn
odopMIIeHUH cTaTell Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE TMPOCUM IPUICPKUBATHCS CIICAYIOIINX
TIPaBUIL:

CchbUIKH HA aHTHYHBIX aBTOPOB (B OCHOBHOM TEKCTE M B IPUMEYAHHUSAX )

Cic. De nat. deor. 11, 7. 8 (m. e. 2-s xkn., §§ 7 u 8); 111, 2.

Thuc. 1, 2, 4. 6 (m.e. 1-a kn., 2-5 en., §§ 4 u 6); 5, 2-3 (m.e. ma dnce k.,
S-sen., §§ 2 u 3).

[TonHoe OubaMorpaduyeckoe onMcaHue UCIoIb30BaHHOM JINTEPATyphl MPH-
BOJHTCSI B ali(haBUTHOM TIOPSIKE B KOHIIE CTAThH MO CIIEAYIOIIEMY 00pasiy:

Monorpadus

G. Finsler. Homer (Leipzig 31924) (m. e. 3-e u30.).

K. Miillenhoff. Deutsche Altertumskunde 111> (Berlin 1896) (m.e. 2-e u30.
3-20 moma).
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by commas, numbers of the same rank by dots. Books and volumes are numbered
with Roman numerals:

Thuc. 1, 2, 4. 6 (i. e. book 1, ch. 2, §§ 4 and 6); 5, 2-3 (i. e. the same
book, ch. 5, §§ 2 and 3).

For the rest, see above for publications in English.
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