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ANAXAGORAS ON THE MILKY WAY
AND LUNAR ECLIPSES*

In this paper, I will investigate the interrelations between three astro-
nomical theories that are attributed to Anaxagoras. The first theory is the
explanation of the Milky Way as resulting from the earth’s shadow. The
second is the explanation of eclipses of the moon as caused by the earth’s
shadow. The third is the explanation of eclipses of the moon as due to
invisible heavenly bodies below the moon. I will investigate how well
these theories are attested, to what extent they are mutually compatible,
and whether or not they harmonize with Anaxagoras’ other astronomical
conceptions, especially that of a flat earth.

The Milky Way

The Milky Way is visible as a band of varying angular width (roughly
30°) in the night sky.! An ancient legend says that the Milky Way derives
its name from the stream of milk that poured from the breast of Juno,
heaven’s queen. Another story tells that it is the path through which the
souls of heroes pass to heaven. Some people supposed that the Milky
Way was the seam where the two hemispheres of the heavens were sewed
together. Others feared that the firmament was about to split in two (cf.
Manilius, Astronomica 1. 718-761). The Milky Way also troubled several
Presocratics. Metrodorus is said to have identified the Milky Way as the
sun’s path among the stars. A similar theory, which says it is the former
path of the sun, is ascribed to the Pythagoreans and to Oenopides. The
Pythagoreans seem to have linked the Milky Way with the fall of Phaéthon,

* This paper is supported by the Czech Grant Agency Project, GACR 15-08890S.
I am grateful to Jaap Mansfeld, David Runia, Dmitri Panchenko, Istvan Baksa, and
Radim Kocandrle for their critical and encouraging remarks on an earlier version
of some ideas of this paper. I also want to express my gratitude to the anonymous
reviewer and the editors for their critical and helpful remarks. Of course, I am the only
one responsible for what I have written.

I For a general review, see Jaki 1973, 1-32.
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182 Dirk L. Couprie

while Oenopides adds that the direction of the sun’s course reversed
on that occasion. Some others are said to hold that the Milky Way is
a reflection of our vision to the sun. Parmenides maintains that a mixture
of dense and thin produces the milky color. Anaxagoras explains the
Milky Way as a band of stars that light up in the earth’s shadow.? These
ideas unmistakably illustrate how little was understood at that time of the
heavenly phenomena. This should be a warning sign to those scholars
who are inclined to attribute to the ancient Greek thinkers — in this case,
to Anaxagoras — all kinds of astronomical knowledge they did not possess.

Anaxagoras on the Milky Way

As we shall see, Anaxagoras’ idea, as strange and wrong as it was, can
be regarded as one of the first attempts of a rational explanation of the
Milky Way in natural terms, supported by an optical theory. It is well
documented: Gershenson and Greenberg, who classify it in their first
category “Reliable Traditions”, count seven testimonies,? the first of which

2 For Metrodorus, see Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 3. 1. 3 = DK 70 A 13. For the
Pythagoreans, see Arist. Meteor. 345 a 17 = DK 41 A 10, cf. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac.
3. 1. 2 = DK 58 B 37c, and Manil. Astronom. 1. 735-744. For Oenopides, see
Ach. Tat. Introd. 1. 24 = DK 41 A 10. For “some others” (perhaps Hippocrates and
Aeschylus), see Arist. Meteor. 345 b 9 = DK 42 A 6. For Parmenides, see Aét. in
Ps.-Plut. Plac. 3. 1. 4 = DK 28 A 43 a. For Anaxagoras, see texts below.

3 Gershenson and Greenberg 1964, 333. Modern handbooks, textbooks, and
monographs are rather reticent in giving information about this topic. DK misses
Olympiodorus (text C) and does not give Ps.-Plutarch’s version of Aétius (text
H), while Alexander of Aphrodisias (text B) is tucked away in the doxography on
Democritus (DK 68 A 91). Gilardoni and Giugnoli 2002 have only the texts that
appear in DK 59A and thus miss the same texts. Mansfeld 1986 has only Hippolytus’
report (text F). Gemelli Marciano 2013 has only Aristotle’s text (text A). Graham 2010
has Aristotle (text A, although tucked away between those on Democritus), Hippolytus
(text F), and Olympiodorus (text C). Laks and Most 2016 have both Aristotle’s (text A)
and Hippolytus’ text (text F), but miss that of Aétius (text E) and all the others. Curd
2007 has Aristotle (text A), Aétius (text E), and Hippolytus (Text F), and a short
commentary. Kirk 2009, Barnes 1982, and McKirahan 2010 do not have any text
at all about Anaxagoras and the Milky Way. Rechenauer 2013 refers shortly to DK
59 A 80. Guthrie 1965 is a positive exception; he mentions most reports: Aristotle
(texts A and D), Alexander (text B), Aétius (text E), Hippolytus (text F), and Diogenes
Laértius (cf. n. 19). Dicks 1970 refers shortly to Aristotle (text A). Cleve 1949 has
only Aristotle (text A) with a short commentary. Graham 2013 has Aristotle (text A),
Hippolytus (text F), and Olympiodorus (text C), but no commentary concerning the
Milky Way. Alexander of Aphrodisias’ interpretation (text B) is, apart from Gershenson
and Greenberg 1964, 158 (287) and Dumont 1988, 791, not available in any other
textbook I consulted.
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is by Aristotle, who ascribes this explanation of the Milky Way not only
to Anaxagoras but also to Democritus:

A. Arist. Meteor. 345 a 25-31 = DK 59 A 80

Anaxagoras and Democritus posit that the Milky Way is the light of
certain stars, (2) for the sun, in its course beneath the earth, does not see
(oVy 0pawv) [i. e. does not shine upon] some (£€via) of the stars. (3) Those
(stars) (6ca pev) upon which the sun does shine in the round
(mepropaton), of these the light is of course (u&v 0dv) not visible, for it
is prevented (koA VecBo) by the rays of the sun. (4) But those (6610¢ )
which are screened (&vtippdttel) from the sun by the interposed earth
so that it does not shine upon (un 6pacOot) them, the light proper to
these (olkelov e®G), they say, is the Milky Way.*

The optical theory behind this explanation of the Milky Way is that
lights are more visible in the dark. This is why the stars lying in the
band of the earth’s shadow — the Milky Way — are seen to glow more
brightly (see also the last lines of text B). Aétius (text E) mentions only
Anaxagoras and ascribes to Democritus the theory that the Milky Way is
the combined light (cuvavyoopoc) of many stars that are close to one
another (81 Tnv TOKvV®oLv). So it would seem that Aristotle’s ascription
of the theory to Democritus was less accurate, as Diels has already
remarked.>

I have divided Aristotle’s text into four clauses, in order to make
it easier for the reader to follow the complicated discussion. The usual
reading of Aristotle’s text is that it describes the situation at night and
that the theory of the Milky Way is expressed in the clauses (1), (2), and
(4). The problem is, then, the third clause: “Those (stars) upon which
the sun does shine in the round, of these the light is of course not visible,
for it is prevented by the rays of the sun”, which is usually understood
as having bearing on the stars at night on both sides of the Milky Way.
This leads to the strange consequence that most of the stars at night would
not be visible. Lee, for instance, comments on this interpretation: “what
is not easy to understand is why, on Anaxagoras’ theory, we see any stars
outside the Milky Way”.¢ The originator of this interpretation seems to
have been Alexander of Aphrodisias:

4 Trans. Mansfeld 2010, 488.

5 Diels 1879, 230. For Aétius on Democritus and the Milky Way, see Ps.-Plut.
Plac. 3.1.6 =DK 68 A91.

6 Lee 1962, 59 note d.
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B. Alex. Aphrod. In Arist. Meteor. 37. 28 (ad 345a11) =DK 68 A 91

Anaxagoras and Democritus say that the Milky Way is the light of
certain stars. They say that at night, when the sun goes under the earth,
its rays shine upon some of the stars above the earth (660, TEPLAQUTEL
TOV LREp YHG OVTV dotpwv), mask their light, and prevent them from
being seen. The stars shielded by the earth’s shadow are hidden from
the light of the sun and are not illuminated by it. These stars are visible,
and their light is the Milky Way.”

However, while Aristotle (text A, second clause) says that the sun at
night, when it is under the earth, does nof shine upon some stars, Alexander
(text B) says that the sun when it is under the earth, does shine upon
some stars, and then he construes the nonsensical theory that the light of
these stars at night is outshined by the sun. According to Alexander, “the
sun’s rays mask their light, and prevent them from being seen”. As already
remarked by Tannery, Gomperz, and Heath, this idea could easily have
been disproved by simple observation.® Actually, Alexander combines, in
a very confusing way, Aristotle’s second and third clause. Olympiodorus’
attempt to provide clarification is not very helpful either:

C. Olympiodor. In Arist. Meteor. 67. 33

A third view is that of Anaxagoras and Democritus. They say the Milky
Way is the proper light of stars not illuminated (un ewtilopévwv) by the
sun. For they say that the stars have their own light on the one hand and
the light obtained (¢ixtntov) from the Sun on the other. And the Moon
proves this. For its own light is of one sort, the light [that it receives]
from the Sun is of another; for its own light is coal-like, as it is evident
from its eclipse (EAAelyig). But, they say not all stars receive light [from
the Sun]. The [stars] which do not receive [light from the Sun] produce
the circle of the Milky Way.?

Olympiodorus introduces yet another confusing idea that is not in
Aristotle’s text, namely that the stars, in addition to their own light, have
a light acquired from the sun. This is the opposite of what Aristotle was
saying and was repeated by Alexander when they spoke of the sun’s light
preventing us from seeing the stars. Olympiodorus’ explanation has the
strange consequence that the stars outside of the Milky Way, having

7 Trans. Gershenson—Greenberg 1964, my italics. See also, e.g., Heath 1913, 83.
8 Cf. Tannery 1887, 279; Gomperz 1896, 179; Heath 1913, 84.
° Trans. Baksa; my italics.
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both their own light and additional light from the sun, would be brighter
than those of the Milky Way, which have only their own light. Moreover,
Olympiodorus uses the example of an eclipse of the moon as caused by the
shadow of the earth, without observing that this is at odds with Anaxagoras’
explanation of the Milky Way, as we shall see.'® Graham, after having
quoted both Aristotle’s text (text A) and that of Olympiodorus (text C),
follows Olympiodorus as if this were the right and only interpretation,
and then he comments: “Aristotle distinguishes between the natural light
of certain stars and reflected light”.!" There is, however, not a word on
reflected light and this distinction in Aristotle’s text.

These attempts to make sense of Aristotle’s rendition of Anaxagoras’
theory of the Milky Way, are not very successful, to say the least. When
we try to read Aristotle’s text with an eye, unbiased by these confusing
suggestions, I think it makes sense to assume that the second clause of text
A, “The sun, in its course beneath the earth, does not shine upon (literally:
“does not see” — 0y, Opav) some of the stars”, explains in a general way
why the stars shine at night. During the night, the sun under the earth is
so far away from these stars that its light becomes too weak to prevent
their visibility, although they are less bright than the stars in the shadow
of the earth that form the Milky Way. More precisely, Aristotle says that
at night the sun “does not shine upon some (€via) of the stars”, because
it does shine upon (“sees”) the other half of the stars which are under the
earth. In other words, in the second clause, Aristotle refers to Anaxagoras’
theory why it is dark at night.!? Further, I think it makes sense to assume
that Aristotle’s third clause, “The light of the stars upon which the sun
does shine all around (literally “sees all around”, mweplopaton) is of course
(1&v odV) not visible”, has nothing to do with the stars at night, but should
be read as an explanation of why we do not see the stars by day, namely
because their light is overpowered by that of the sun above the earth.

10Tt has been argued that Aristotle meant to say that the sun, by shining on the
stars outside the Milky Way, causes their own innate light not to be seen, but instead
the reflection of the sun’s light from the stars, whereas the stars in the Milky Way shine
with their own light (cf. Cleve 1949, 70). In that case, the own light is not added up to
the reflected light, as in text C, but the own light is, so to speak, substracted from the
reflected light. However, as far as I can see, since the reflected light should be brighter
than the innate light of the stars in order to be able to outshine it, this would also lead
to the situation that the stars outside the Milky Way are brighter than those of the
Milky Way itself, which is the opposite of what is intended. Moreover, Aristotle’s text
does not speak of reflected light (see also my remarks at text C).

I Graham 2013, 131.

12 1t would need too long a digression to discuss here at length the problem of
darkness at night in Presocratic flat earth cosmology.
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During the day, the light of the sun is everywhere in the sky above us; this
is what the metaphor of “seeing all around” says.!? The interjection “of
course” underlines that the third clause formulates something obvious and
not some strange theory.

In this interpretation, the second and third clauses of text A are not
specifically about the Milky Way, but sketch the general background of
why the stars shine at night and not by day, against which the theory of
the Milky Way must be understood. The first and fourth clauses of text
A are about the stars visible in the shadow of the earth (the Milky Way).
Generally speaking, the stars at night shine in the dark because they are not
shined upon by the sun, but the stars of the Milky Way shine in the even
deeper dark of the earth’s shadow. Summarizing: according to Aristotle,
Anaxagoras’ theory is that the sun by day, when it is above the earth,
outshines the stars (clause 3); when the sun is under the earth, the stars are
visible because the sun does not “see” them (clause 2). A special category
of stars that are not “seen” (U1 0pacOa) by the sun are those stars which
are in the shadow of the earth: together they make what we call the Milky
Way (clauses 1 and 4).

Puzzling as Aristotle’s text is, and even more puzzling as it has
become by the intervention of its commentators, it does not interfere with
the main argument of this paper. Whatever the interpretation of the second
and third clause of text A, its kernel remains that the Milky Way results
from the earth’s shadow. Given that the earth’s shadow covers about 30°
of the sphere of the stars, the sun must be smaller than the earth (and
relatively nearby). This observation is confirmed by Aristotle’ argument
that Anaxagoras’ theory concerning the Milky Way cannot be right
because actually the opposite is the case:

13 The anonymous reviewer remarks that the words 6oco pev — dooig 8 in
Aristotle’s text, clauses 3 and 4, suggest an opposition of two kinds of stars at night
and exclude an opposition between stars by day and stars at night. This would entail
that Aristotle expresses three times after another the theory of the Milky Way (in
clauses 1, 2, and 4), and in between an ununderstandable theory of the stars outside
the Milky Way (in clause 3). As explained above, I think it is possible to read the
opposition between 6co pev — 6co1g 8’ as meaning “as many stars as are above the
earth and of which the light is overpowered by the light of the sun — as many stars as
are in the shadow of the earth and of which the light shines brightly”. The reviewer
further suggests that my interpretation of the second clause of Aristotle’s text (namely,
that the sun at night is so far away that its rays cannot reach the stars) could be taken
as the meaning of the third clause in the usual interpretation of Aristotle’s text. [ am
afraid that Aristotle’s explicit statements that the light of the stars mentioned in clause
3 is “of course” “not visible” and “prevented” excludes this possibility.
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D. Arist. Meteor. 345 b 1-8

Astronomical researches have now shown that the size of the sun is
greater than that of the earth (...) therefore the vertex of the cone formed
by the rays of the sun will not fall very far from the earth, nor will the
earth’s shadow (...) reach the stars.'*

When Aristotle claims that the sun is bigger than the earth (and thus
relatively far away), throwing a conical shadow beyond the earth, he
implies that in Anaxagoras’ theory the earth’s shadow must be widening
in order to cover the width of the Milky Way, and thus the sun must be
relatively near and smaller than the earth.!> Fig. 1 gives an impression
of how, in Anaxagoras’ conception, the Milky Way is dependent on the
earth’s shadow. I also tried to imitate the diminution of the sun’s rays.

milky way

Fig. 1. The Milky Way caused by the shadow of the earth
(approximately to scale)!¢

14 Trans. Lee 1962.

15 Cf. Guthrie 1965, 309: “He (sc. Aristotle) attacks it from the standpoint of
greater astronomical knowledge, for it demands that the sun be smaller than the earth,
whereas he knew it to be greater”. The suggestion in O’Brien 1968, 124 that “the moon
would be eclipsed night after night” is unwarranted because the moon does not cross
the Milky Way night after night. Cleomedes more accurately says: “the moon would be
duly eclipsed each month by falling into the shadow” (Trans. Bowen—Todd 2004, 158).

16 T have drawn not only the earth but also the sun and the moon as flat disks, as
was probably Anaxagoras’ understanding.
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Aristotle’s testimony is repeated by several authors. Aétius replaces
the confusing clause discussed with words that appear to confirm the
interpretation given above:

E. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 3.1.5=DK 59 A 80

Anaxagoras (holds) that the shadow of the earth rests upon this section of
the heaven [viz. where the Milky Way is visible] when the sun, having
arrived under the earth, no longer illuminates everything.’

I read the clause “when the sun, having arrived under the earth, no
longer illuminates everything” as simply referring to the sky at night
(whereas by day, the sun “illuminates everything”), while the shadow of
the sun is supposed to rest on a special section of the night sky. Hippolytus
mentions Anaxagoras’ explanation of the Milky Way just after a text in
which he refers to Anaxagoras’ ideas concerning eclipses of the moon,
which we shall discuss in the next section:

F. Hippol. Refut. 1. 8. 10 = DK 59 A 42 (10)

The Milky Way is the reflection (&véakiooig) of the light of stars that are
not illuminated by the sun.!8

Hippolytus’ word “reflection” is inaptly chosen for stars that are not
illuminated by the sun, although Diogenes Laértius uses the same term.!?
Mansfeld remarks that A&tius’ text does not speak of reflection,?? and
neither does Aristotle’s.

In all these texts (B, C, E, and F) we find the same kernel as in Aristotle
(text A): the Milky Way is the result of stars shining more brightly in
the shadow of the earth. Anaxagoras’ theory was already criticized by
Aristotle, who argues that the position of the Milky Way among the stars
is always the same but that, if it were the result of the earth’s shadow,
it would change with the sun’s changes of position.2! Moreover, the
shadow of Anaxagoras’ flat earth would not be a band across the sky but
should show the shape of a circular disk, high in the sky at midnight,

17 Trans. Mansfeld 2010, 488, my italics.

18 Trans. Graham 2010.

19 Cf. Diog. Laert. 2. 9=DK 59 A 1(9). Diogenes Laértius’ text is almost identical
to that of Hippolytus; apparently, they referred to the same source.

20 See Mansfeld 2010, 489 n. 40. Cf. Ferguson 1968, 100: “This cannot mean
‘reflection’ unless the doxographers have wholly misunderstood Anaxagoras”.

21 Arist. Meteor. 345 a 33-38.
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moving during the night and changing its shape into an elliptical disk and
eventually into a straight stripe at dawn.2? The implication of Anaxagoras’
explanation of the Milky Way is that he has no idea where in reality the
sun is during the night. In the context of this paper, however, it is not
our concern whether this theory is strange or wrong but that it is well
documented and ascribed to Anaxagoras by a witness as early as Aristotle.
The fundamental problem with Anaxagoras’ explanation of the Milky
Way is that he is also accredited with the explanation of lunar eclipses as
being caused by the earth’s shadow.

Introductory remarks on eclipses

Heavenly bodies sometimes disappear from sight. These disappearances
can be divided in regular and irregular as well as in partly and totally.
The sun, the moon, the planets, and the stars set in a regular way and
when set, they disappear totally out of sight. There is some regularity
in eclipses, because solar eclipses always occur during new moon and
lunar eclipses during full moon. For the Presocratic Greeks, however, the
precise date and the magnitude of an eclipse remained unpredictable. Stars
and planets can be occulted by the moon, but since we do not possess
reports of such occultations from the ancient Greeks we can leave them
out of account. During the month, the moon shows phases, in which it
disappears, is out of sight for a few days, and gradually appears again until
it is completely visible.

The first attempts aimed to give one uniform explanation of as much
as possible of these disappearances. Anaximander considered the eclipses
of the sun and moon and the moon’s phases as the partly or totally closure
of the aperture in their celestial wheels. Since he imagined the celestial
wheels of sun, moon, and stars to turn around the earth, we may surmise
that he considered their settings as their becoming invisible under the
earth. In this regard, Xenophanes who explained settings, eclipses, and
phases all alike as quenchings, is the most consequent thinker. Another
tendency was to make eclipses more like settings. Some unnamed thinkers
explained solar eclipses by invisible condensations of clouds passing in
front of the sun (text K). A similar explanation of (some) lunar eclipses
is also ascribed to Anaxagoras (texts G and I). The Pythagoreans seem
to have been the first to state that an eclipse of the sun occurs when the

22 Another theoretical possibility would be to imagine Anaxagoras’ earth not as
a disk but as an oblong, which would better fit the shape of the Milky Way (cf. Heath
1913, 84). This would, however, not affect the argument of this paper.
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moon is between the earth and the sun. In these explanations of eclipses,
some heavenly body (an invisible body, or the moon) comes between the
observer and the eclipsed body, while in the case of settings the earth is
between the observer and the heavenly body that has set.

Before we start the investigation of Anaxagoras’ theory of lunar
eclipses, we must pay attention to an important phenomenological
distinction between two kinds of disappearances of heavenly bodies.
The first kind comprises eclipses of the sun, but also occultations of stars
or planets, and the settings of the sun, moon, stars or planets. In solar
eclipses, occultations, and settings, a heavenly body, usually the moon
but in settings the earth, happens to be between the observer and the
eclipsed, occulted or setting body, blocking the sight of the observer.?? In
solar eclipses, occultations, and settings, the order is always: observer —
blocking body — eclipsed or occulted body, all the three of which must be
aligned. Shadow does not play an explanatory role in these phenomena.

The second kind of disappearances consists of only one species,
namely that of lunar eclipses. During lunar eclipses, it is not a heavenly
body between the observer and the eclipsed body that blocks his sight
of the eclipsed moon, but the shadow of the earth on the moon when the
earth blocks the light of the sun. The order is also different and requires
four instead of three items: light source (the sun) — shadow-throwing body
(the earth) — observer — eclipsed body (the moon). Moreover, in this case
only the three heavenly bodies must be aligned, but there is no direct need
of alignment of the observer. This can be easily shown in comparison
with ordinary shadows that fall on objects. When I observe the shadow of
a tree, I do not have to be in line with the sun, the tree, and the object on
which the shadow falls, and usually I am not. Similarly, a lunar eclipse
can be observed from outside the alignment of sun, shadow-throwing
body, and moon. Pythagoreans used this argument when they argued
that Iunar eclipses could also be caused by the counter-earth.>* From this
analysis we learn that, for the ancients, the understanding of the true cause
of lunar eclipses must have been much more complicated than that of solar
eclipses.® It also helps us understand why Anaxagoras tried to explain

23 Similarly, the sight of a heavenly object and, for that matter, any other object,
can be blocked by another object, for instance a bird, a tower, our own hand, or
whatever. Usually, we do not call these events ‘eclipses’ or ‘occultations’, although
we may say, for instance, that the sun is obscured by a cloud or by volcanic dust.

24 See Arist. Cael. 293 b 25-29.

25 Bakker 2013, 686, points to the fact that Aristotle and Aé&tius used the Greek
term €xAelyig for eclipses and not for the waning of the moon. The difficulty is,
however, in how far their knowledge of the difference between the two (and other
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(some) lunar eclipses in the same way as solar eclipses and occultations, by
imagining invisible heavenly bodies between us and the moon. However,
let us not anticipate the conclusions of this paper.

The doxographical evidence
on Anaxagoras and lunar eclipses

The most often quoted report of Anaxagoras and lunar eclipses is in a text
of Hippolytus, just before he mentions Anaxagoras’ explanation of the
Milky Way:

G. Hippol. Refut. 1. 8. 6,9 and 10 = DK 59 A 42 (6, 9, and 10)

(Anaxagoras says) there are below the stars certain bodies invisible to us
which are carried around with the sun and moon. (...) The moon is
eclipsed when the earth blocks it, or sometimes one of the bodies below
the moon. (...) He first correctly explained eclipses.?®

According to Hippolytus, Anaxagoras has two explanations of lunar
eclipses. In this section, I will discuss what Hippolytus, in the italicized
lines above, presents as Anaxagoras’ main theory concerning eclipses
of the moon. This looks like the well-known explanation which we still
adhere to: the moon is eclipsed when it enters partially or totally into the
shadow of the earth, because at that time the earth is between the sun and
the moon, as shown in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2. The standard explanation of a lunar eclipse (not to scale)

phenomena of occultation) prevented them to understand and render truthfully the
opinions of the Presocratics who were not yet able to make these differences and
even tried to explain as many as possible of these events by the same theory. The
confusion between eclipses and phases of the moon in Aétius 2. 29 are also due to this
misunderstanding.

26 Trans. Graham 2010.
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As regards this representation, we must make seven reservations, from
which can be concluded that the drawing in Fig. 2 does not reflect the
explanation attributed to Anaxagoras:

1) In ancient Greek writings there are no reports of the earth’s
penumbra and of penumbral eclipses.

2) Anaxagoras believed that the earth is flat. The shadow of a spherical
earth on the eclipsed moon will always show the curve of a portion of
a circle, whereas the shadow of a flat earth would show a variety of
shapes, depending on the positions of the sun and the moon in relation to
the earth’s surface: a portion of a circle high in the sky, a portion of an
ellipse halfway to the horizon, and a straight line at the horizon.

3) When the earth is conceived of as flat, one implication is that
the heavenly bodies are nearby and, accordingly, are relatively small.
The belief that the sun is nearby is implied in the report, attributed to
Anaxagoras (see Diog. Laert. 2. 10 = DK 59 A 1 [10]), that the stone that
fell from heaven in Aegospotami had broken off from the sun. The reports
of Anaxagoras maintaining that the sun is bigger than the Peloponnesus
suggest that the sun is smaller than the earth.2’” With a flat earth, the
fact that the sun is nearby (and thus smaller than the earth) can easily
be shown by extending Thales’ measurement of the height of a pyramid
to the measurement of the sun’s distance: In Athens, at noon on the
summer solstice, the length of a gnomon is roughly four times its shadow.
Accordingly, on a flat earth, the distance of the sun to the sub-solar point
(on the Tropic of Cancer) is calculated as roughly four times the distance
from Athens to the Tropic of Cancer.

4) When the sun is smaller than the earth, the flat earth’s shadow will
widen rather than be conical. As seen in the previous section, Anaxagoras’
explanation of the Milky Way also presupposes that the earth’s shadow is
widening and thus that the sun is smaller than the earth.

5) A widening shadow would produce other shadow lines (sections
of a bigger circle) on the partially eclipsed moon than a conical shadow
does.

6) A widening shadow would involve that the moon is more often and
during a longer time eclipsed than is the case with a conical shadow.

7) Anaxagoras, in all probability, believed that the sun and the moon
were flat disks. I have tried to draw how eclipses of the moon would look
from this interpretation.

27 See Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2.21. 3 =DK 59 A 72; Hippol. Refut. 1. 8. 8 =DK 59
A 42(8); Diog. Laert. 2. 8 =59 A 1(8). Cf. Dreyer 1953, 31: “the sun (...) greater than
the Peloponnesus, and therefore not at a very great distance from the earth”.
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eclipsed
moon

Fig. 3a. (Total) lunar eclipse at night (approximately to scale)

Fig. 3b. Partial eclipse at dawn
(approximately to scale)?8

Fig. 3a shows the situation of a totally eclipsed moon in the widening
shadow of the earth. Fig. 3b shows that the shadow line on the partially
eclipsed moon at the horizon should be a straight line.

28 This picture is inspired by Graham 2013, 130, Figure 4. 2. Graham draws
parallel instead of widening shadow lines, although he draws the sun nearby and
smaller than the earth. Elsewhere, however, when he discusses a solar eclipse, he
(wrongly) argues that “Anaxagoras must presume that (...) the sun (is) relatively far
away” (Graham 2013, 148 and 151). See also Graham—Hintz 2007, 321: “Assuming
that the sun was far distant from the earth”. But when the sun is far away it must be
much bigger than the earth and the shadow of the earth must be conical.
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The correct explanation of lunar eclipses is also given in Pseudo-
Plutarch’s version of Aétius, in which Anaxagoras is not mentioned:

H. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 29. 6

Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics agree with the astronomers (...) that
eclipses of the moon occur when it enters the earth’s shadow, when the
earth comes between the two heavenly bodies.?”

In Stobaeus’ version, however, the name of Aristotle has disappeared
and is replaced by those of Thales and Anaxagoras. Moreover, Stobaeus
attributes to Anaxagoras a second explanation of lunar eclipses, which
we shall discuss later:

I. Aét. in Stob. Anth. 1.26.3 =DK 59 A 77

Thales, Anaxagoras, Plato and the Stoics agree with the astronomers (...)
that eclipses of the moon occur when it enters the earth’s shadow, when
the earth comes between the two heavenly bodies. Theophrastus says that
Anaxagoras held that eclipses also occur when bodies below the moon
happen to obstruct it.30

Given these two versions, it is a matter of debate whether Anaxa-
goras was mentioned at all in Aétius’ original text in relation to the theory
that the shadow of the earth produces eclipses of the moon. When we
look at the matter within the context of Anaxagoras’ other astronomical
ideas, Ps.-Plutarch’s version (text H) makes more sense.3! He mentions

29 My trans. See also Diels 1879, 360.

30 My trans. Bakker 2013, 685, n. 5 mentions a minor difference between the
versions of Ps.-Plutarch and Stobaeus, but overlooks the major difference in the names
mentioned in the two versions.

31 Here, my conclusion differs from that of Mansfeld—Runia 2009, 613-623,
who state that “Not only (...) does P(seudo-Plutarch) delete the names of Thales and
Anaxagoras (perhaps to avoid the doublet), but he also adds that of Aristotle” (617) and
finally offer a text with all the names mentioned by Ps.-Plutarch and Stobaeus combined
(621-622). The reasons they adduce have to do with text-critical considerations about
the usual methods of the doxographers. My attempt tries to see which of the two
versions makes more sense in the context of what we know about Anaxagoras’ other
astronomical opinions and intends to show that it is not “somewhat unexpectedly”
that “the first two names Thales and Anaxagoras are dropped” (Mansfeld—Runia
2009, 615). Moreover, the “standard explanation” of a lunar eclipse as caused by “the
moon sink into the conical shadow of the earth (ibid. 616, my italics) cannot be said of
Anaxagoras, nor from any other Presocratic flat earth cosmologist.
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three schools that were convinced that the earth is spherical and in which,
understandably, Anaxagoras is not included. The concept of a spherical
earth fits very well with the standard explanation of eclipses of the moon.
The curved shape of the earth’s shadow can thus be easily explained,
which is not the case with Anaxagoras’ supposition of a flat earth.
Aristotle builds the question of the shadow lines into one of his proofs that
the earth is a sphere.32 Moreover, if the earth is spherical, the sun must be
much bigger than the earth and at a great distance, which would result in
the earth’s shadow being conical, as Aristotle already concluded, and not
widening (see text D and Fig. 2). The earth’s shadow on the moon shows
a width of about 1.5°. This is at odds with the widening shadow of a flat
earth, which would cover roughly 30° of the night sky and cause the Milky
Way, as was Anaxagoras’ opinion.

Theon of Smyrna says that it was Anaximenes who discovered the
way in which the moon is eclipsed:

J. Theon Smyrn. Expos. 198. 14 — 199. 3 = DK 13 A 16 = fr. 145
Webhrli

[Eudemus reports that] Anaximenes [was the first] to discover that the
moon has its light from the sun and how it eclipses.3?

Several scholars, and most recently Panchenko, have argued that we
should read “Anaxagoras” instead of “Anaximenes”.3* I prefer to follow
O’Brien, who suggests that “Eudemus said simply that Anaximenes gave
an interpretation of the moon’s eclipse”, perhaps as caused by invisible
bodies, which would be compatible with his idea of a fiery moon, and that
Theon inaccurately turned this into the suggestion that Anaximenes gave
the correct explanation of the moon’s eclipse.®

The incompatibility of Anaxagoras’ theory of the Milky Way
with the explanation of lunar eclipses as caused
by the earth’s shadow

The Milky Way is a permanent phenomenon, visible every night. Lunar
eclipses, on the contrary, are rare phenomena. During Anaxagoras’ life-
time, 31 of them were visible in Athens. The inevitable conclusion of

32 Arist. Cael. 297 b 23-31.

33 My trans.

34 See Panchenko 2002, 324-326. He mentions others scholars in n. 6.
35 O’Brien 1968, 117.
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the combination of the theories that the moon is eclipsed by the shadow
of the earth on the one hand, and that the Milky Way is caused by the
earth’s shadow on the other hand, is that the eclipsed moon would always
be seen against the background of the Milky Way. In reality, this is not
the case, as can be seen by simply observing lunar eclipses. Of the 31
eclipses of the moon that took place during Anaxagoras’ lifetime, only
eight took place when the full moon was in conjunction with the Milky
Way.3¢ In the section on Anaxagoras and the Milky Way, it was already
remarked that his explanation of the Milky Way implies that he had
no idea of the real position of the sun during the night. In other words,
the theory of the Milky Way as caused by the shadow of the earth is
irreconcilable with the theory that eclipses of the moon are caused by the
shadow of the earth.

I am not the first to note that these two theories involving the earth’s
shadow are incompatible. More than a century ago, several scholars
noted that it is impossible for the two theories involving the earth’s
shadow to coexist. Tannery remarks: “la lune aurait dii s’éclipser toutes
les fois qu’elle traverse la voie lactée, conséquence dont il était également
facile de verifier la fausseté”.3” Gomperz writes: “und warum tritt nicht
eine Verfinsterung des Mondes ein so oft dieser iiber die Milchstralle
hingeht?38 And Heath comments: “if the theory were true, an eclipse of
the moon would have been bound to occur whenever the moon passed
over the Milky Way and it would have been easy to verify that this is
not s0”.3° In more recent times, Fehling also concludes, that “seine
(...) Erklarung der Milchstrae (...) mit der richtigen Erkldrung der
Mondfinsternisse (...) unvereinbar ist”.#0 Panchenko remarks about the
attribution of this theory of the Milky Way to Anaxagoras: “But this is
incompatible with other evidence on Anaxagoras’ views”.#!

As far as I know, nobody has thus far drawn the conclusion that we
must try to determine which of the two theories of the earth’s shadow
was actually proposed by Anaxagoras. It is hard to imagine that he would
have defended the two conflicting theories at the same time, unless
we want to depict him as a confused fool. If we refuse to accept that
Anaxagoras was completely confused only two options remain: either

36 T used the computer program RedShift 8 Premium.
7 Tannery 1887, 279.

38 Gomperz 1896, 179.

39 Heath 1913, 84.

40 Fehling 1985, 211. I thank Dmitri Panchenko for drawing my attention to this
text.

41 Panchenko 2013.

w
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Anaxagoras was not the author of the idea that the phenomenon of the
Milky Way is caused by the earth’s shadow, or he was not the author of
the accepted explanation of eclipses of the moon as caused by the shadow
of the earth.+?

The results of the textual arguments indicate that Anaxagoras’
explanation of the Milky Way is well documented, but that the attri-
bution to him of the accepted explanation of lunar eclipses depends
mainly on the report of Hippolytus. The result of the contextual and
observational arguments is that Anaxagoras’ theory of the Milky Way
harmonizes with his astronomy, but his alleged theory that lunar eclipses
are caused by the earth’s shadow is hard to bring into accord with the
rest of his astronomical ideas and especially with that of a flat earth.
If these considerations are right, it seems plausible that Pseudo-Plutarch’s
version, in which Anaxagoras is not named, represents Aétius’ original.
In that case, Hippolytus remains the only authority to rely on for the
attribution of the accepted theory of lunar eclipses to Anaxagoras.*> We
may wonder how trustworthy his report is, since he mentions it in the
same breath with Anaxagoras’ explanation of the Milky Way, without
noticing that the two are mutually exclusive. My conclusion is that the
right explanation of lunar eclipses must have been mistakenly attributed
to Anaxagoras.

Two questions remain, the first of which is whether we are able to
trace the origin of this mistaken attribution. The other question is, how
to understand the completely different explanation of lunar eclipses that
is also ascribed to Anaxagoras. These two questions will appear to be
intertwined. We will start our discussion with the second question.

Invisible heavenly bodies below the moon

In text I, Stobaeus introduces bodies below the moon that can bring about
eclipses when they move in front of the moon. Hippolytus (text G) also
refers to a theory of lunar eclipses caused by bodies below the moon, in

42 Perhaps someone would argue that another possible solution for this dilemma
could be that, in his youth, Anaxagoras defended the idea of the Milky Way as the
shadow of the earth and that, at a later stage, he discovered the true cause of lunar
eclipses and abandoned his former idea of the earth’s shadow. However, the sources
do not give any indication of such a scenario. Even so, the right explanation of lunar
eclipses would conflict with his conception of a flat earth.

4 Cf. Guthrie 1965, 308 n. 1: “For Anaxagoras on the cause of eclipses the
authority is Hippolytus”.
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which the shadow of the earth does not play a role. The word “invisible”
obviously means that such an object is invisible until it betrays itself when
it partially or totally covers the moon.

The idea of invisible heavenly bodies was not new in Presocratic
cosmology. Anaximander conceived of the celestial bodies as huge
wheels of condensed air filled with fire that we see through an open-
ing. The wheels themselves we do not see because they are made of
air, just like the medium in which they orbit around the earth.** Another
kind of invisible heavenly body is mentioned in the doxography on
Anaximenes. He is said to believe that the heavenly bodies are of a fiery
nature but that some of them are earthy (ye®dn) and invisible (&opotar).*
Since this is all that is said about them, it is hard to understand how
earthy bodies could be invisible, and impossible to decide whether or not
they were thought to play a role in lunar eclipses.

According to Anaxagoras, the heavenly bodies are fiery stones.*¢
This makes it difficult to imagine how the invisible bodies below the
moon could remain invisible. Moreover, the invisible bodies that were
able to eclipse the moon must have been much bigger than the stone
of Aegospotami, and probably bigger than the moon itself, in order to
produce the size of eclipses we observe on the moon, which makes it even
harder to understand how they could remain unnoticed. Furthermore, the
moon is sometimes faintly visible during an eclipse, which would be
impossible if a huge stone were blocking its light.

A hypothetical explanation, which could cope with these difficulties
and which I consider plausible, is that Anaxagoras’ invisible bodies are
an exception to his theory that the celestial bodies are fiery stones because
they are made of an airy substance. In text G, Hippolytus distinguishes
between invisible bodies below the stars and invisible bodies below the
moon. We can imagine that invisible heavenly bodies above the moon
are fiery stones, which become temporarily visible when they are kindled
(like comets and shooting stars), or when they are driven off course
(like meteorites), but that the invisible heavenly bodies below the moon
were conceived of as a kind of meteorological objects that consisted
of condensed air and became temporarily visible during lunar eclipses.

4 Hippol. Refut. 1. 6.4 and 5 =DK 12 A 11 (4 and 5), Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2.
13.7=DK 12A18,2.20. 1 and 2.24.2=12A21,2.25. 1 and 2. 29. 1 =DK 12 A 22.

4 Aét. in Stob. Anth. 24. 1 =DK 13 A 14.

46 Agt. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 13.3 = DK 59 A 71; Hippol. Refut. 1. 8. 6 = DK 59
A 42(6). This item will be discussed thoroughly in another paper, “Anaxagoras on the
Light and Phases of the Moon” (forthcoming in Hyperboreus 24: 1).
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Aétius mentions a similar explanation in an anonymous account of
eclipses of the sun:

K. Aét. in Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2. 24. 5

Some (thinkers declare that it is) a condensation of clouds invisibly
passing in front of the (sun’s) disk (T®V &oOp&TOG EMEPYOUEVOV TQ
diokw vep®v).4’

The expression “invisibly passing” (&opdtwg ETePYOPEVMV) is some-
what unfortunately chosen, because these invisible cloudy objects make
themselves visible when passing the sun’s disk. Although Aétius’ item
falls under the heading “eclipses of the sun”, Bicknell rightly states that
“the cloud theory of eclipses is as applicable to lunar as it is to solar
eclipses”.#® As regards Anaxagoras, there is no cogent reason to doubt the
reports that say the sun is eclipsed when the moon blocks it.** But in the
case of lunar eclipses, the hypothesis of invisible bodies of an airy nature,
which become visible in a cloud-like way during an eclipse, would fit his
ideas very well. These airy bodies must be sufficiently condensed to cause
an eclipse of the moon. Sometimes, however, at the occurrence of a blood
moon, they are so thin as to let the moon’s own light shine through. This
would also explain why they do not produce a sharp borderline when they
move before the moon, as a body of stone would do.

Attempts to understand the invisible bodies
as an additional cause of lunar eclipses

The difficulty with the theory of invisible objects, however, is that both
Stobaeus and Hippolytus (texts I and G) tell us that it was in addition to
the accepted explanation of lunar eclipses. Some authors have tried to
argue that the invisible bodies as additional causes of lunar eclipses were
introduced to explain specific events. More than a century ago, Schaefer,

47 Trans. Mansfeld-Runia 2009, 354 (not in DK, but see Diels 1879).

48 Bicknell 1969, 65. See also Wohrle 1993, 71, who calls Bicknell’s idea “nicht
uniiberzeugend”.

49 Hippol. Refut. 1. 8.9 = DK 59 A 42(9). Cf. Val. Max. 8. 11, text 1 (not in DK),
where it tells how Pericles, quoting what he had learned from Anaxagoras concerning
the courses of the sun and moon, tried to appease the citizens of Athens who panicked
because of an eclipse of the sun.
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Boll and Heath have tried to show that Anaxagoras’ invisible bodies
would explain the phenomenon of both the sun and moon being visible
during a lunar eclipse, on opposite horizons to one another, during a so-
called “selenelion”.’® Graham maintains that the invisible bodies were
introduced to explain all lunar eclipses at the horizon, or as he calls them,
“crepuscular eclipses”.’!

These attempts suffer from two fundamental mistakes. In the first
place, eclipses at the horizon are made into a special type of lunar
eclipses that can be distinguished from the other ones and thus be
thought to originate from another cause (from invisible heavenly bodies
instead of the earth’s shadow). So-called “crepuscular eclipses” and
“selenelions” are, however, just normal eclipses that have started higher
in the sky, to reach the horizon at a later time in the course of their
existence.>? The eclipse of March 25, 542 BC, for instance, started at
5.30 am, at an altitude of about 23°. At about 7.06 am, it was almost
full (altitude about 5°), and when it set at 7.36 am, the moon was still
partially eclipsed, with most of the eclipsed part being already under the
horizon. It would have been very strange indeed, if we must suppose that
Anaxagoras believed that when the eclipse had reached the horizon, all
of a sudden an invisible heavenly body would have taken over the role
of the earth’s shadow.

In the second place, none of these authors seems to be aware
of the discrepancy between the idea that the moon is lighted by the
sun and the idea of invisible bodies as an additional cause of lunar
eclipses. If the moon is lighted by the sun, it is hard to understand why
the bodies that partially or totally cover the full moon, especially when
they are supposed to be stony as these authors do, should be invisible
or dark and not lighted by the sun, just like the moon before which they
move.>3

50 See Schaefer 1873, 19 n. 1; Boll (1909) 2351; Heath (1913) 80.

51" Graham 2013, 128-130.

52 All lunar eclipses visible at the horizon during Anaxagoras’ lifetime were
visible at dawn and none at dusk.

33 This problem does not rise with the counter-earth of the Pythagoreans that
is also said to be an additional cause of lunar eclipses. Of course, there are other
problems with the counter-earth as a cause of lunar eclipses. However, the counter-
earth does not dwell between the earth and the moon, but is invisible because it orbits
between the earth and the central fire, while the part of the earth on which we live is
supposed be always turned away from it.
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Invisible bodies as Anaxagoras’ only theory
of lunar eclipses

Earlier, I concluded that Anaxagoras cannot have been the discoverer of
the accepted explanation of lunar eclipses, because this is irreconcilable
with his well-documented theory of the Milky Way. From the previous
section, we may conclude that there seems to be no reasonable explanation
of how the invisible bodies could function as a supplementary cause of
lunar eclipses. If this analysis is right and the correct explanation of
lunar eclipses was mistakenly ascribed to Anaxagoras, there is no reason
to call his explanation by means of invisible objects “additional”. More-
over, to me it seems probable that if a defender of the flat earth like
Anaxagoras had seen the phenomena of the shapes of the eclipsed moon
during so-called crepuscular eclipses, he would have argued: “the earth
is flat, and thus the shapes of the eclipses that can be seen at the horizon
cannot be caused by the earth’s shadow; and since these eclipses were
some hours ago just normal lunar eclipses this indicates that, generally
speaking, eclipses of the moon are not caused by the shadow of the
earth”.>* And if Anaxagoras had seen the phenomenon of a selenelion
in which both the sun and the eclipsed moon were seen, he would have
been convinced once more that the earth’s shadow cannot be the cause of
a lunar eclipse.

My proposal is, then, that the right explanation of lunar eclipses was
incorrectly ascribed to Anaxagoras and that the invisible bodies must be
considered as Anaxagoras’ one and only way to explain eclipses of the
moon. We might say that this explication is part of a universal theory that
also holds for solar eclipses, star occultations, and risings or settings, in
all of which a body (the moon, or the earth), lying between an observer
and the celestial object, blocks the sight of that object and in which no
shadow is involved. This explanation of lunar eclipses is compatible with
Anaxagoras’ conception of a flat earth and would solve the problems which
arise, as we have seen, with the standard interpretation of lunar eclipses.>>
We might visualize this explanation of lunar eclipses as shown in Fig. 4.

54 Thave generated pictures of all 13 lunar eclipses that were visible at the horizon
during Anaxagoras’ lifetime. They can be seen on my page in Academia.edu (https://
zcu.academia.edu/DirkCouprie).

3 Interestingly, Neugebauer 1975, 550 wrote: “One could invent the existence
of a special object, a dark ‘disk’ that obscures the moon, moving always at 180°
clongation from the Sun. The mathematics of the ephemerides would allow for this
interpretation”. Neugebauer is commenting here on the Pythagorean counter-earth, but
his remark makes more sense when applied to Anaxagoras.
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[ ]
flat earth

Fig. 4. Lunar eclipse caused by an invisible object
(approximately to scale)’®

The possible origin of a misunderstanding

I think the origin of the misunderstanding in calling the explanation of
lunar eclipses by means of invisible bodies “additional” is a cryptic text
of Aristotle on lunar eclipses in the Pythagorean cosmological system.
The Pythagorean system counts one invisible heavenly body, called the
counter-earth, which is thought of as another earth, orbiting opposite to
the earth around the central fire. But next to this, Aristotle states that
some think that there are invisible bodies (in the plural), causing eclipses
of the moon:

L. Arist. Cael. 293 b 21-25

Some even think it possible that there are a number of such bodies [like
the counter-earth] carried round the center, invisible to us owing to the
interposition of the earth. This serves them too as a reason why eclipses
of the moon are more frequent than eclipses of the sun, namely that it
[sc. the light of the sun] is blocked by each of these moving bodies, not
only by the earth.’’

% In Fig. 4, T did not draw the sun because, as stated before, the shadow of
the earth does not play a role in this explanation of lunar eclipses, and Anaxagoras’
explanation of the Milky Way implies that he had no idea of the sun’s real position
during the night.

57 Trans. Guthrie 1939, my additions between square brackets (not in DK).
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Aristotle speaks about heavenly bodies that are “invisible to us
owing to the interposition of the earth”. This would exclude Anaxagoras’
invisible bodies, which are said to be below the moon, meaning between
the earth and the moon, as Burkert rightly remarks.’® Yet, it is tempting
to think that Aristotle was not hinting at some unknown Pythagoreans but
at Anaxagoras. In modern times, this suggestion has been made several
times, and recently by Graham.® My guess is that already in ancient
times, Theophrastus, and in his footsteps Stobaeus and Hippolytus, mis-
understood Aristotle’s words as having bearing on Anaxagoras’ invisible
heavenly bodies.

Let us look once more at the relevant texts. Pseudo-Plutarch (text H)
has nothing at all to say about Anaxagoras concerning lunar eclipses.
Stobaeus (text 1) invokes the authority of Theophrastus to attribute the
explanation of lunar eclipses by means of invisible bodies to Anaxa-
goras. Stobacus may have found the theory of invisible bodies in Aétius,
but I think it is more plausible that he found it in another source that
referred to Theophrastus. Actually, Hippolytus seems to have used the
same source, for both he and Stobaeus use the same words when they
mention that, according to Anaxagoras, the moon is eclipsed “by invisible
bodies below the moon” (T@v dTOKAT® THg GeEANVNG COUATOV). And
since Theophrastus, misunderstanding Aristotle, spoke of Anaxagoras’
additional explanation, both Stobacus and Hippolytus also presented it
as additional to the accepted explanation of lunar eclipses. Consequently,
Stobaeus inserted Anaxagoras into the list of names of adherents to the
accepted explanation. Finally, Aristotle’s suggestion that invisible bodies
were introduced to explain the surplus of lunar over solar eclipses is
probably his own interpretation of why invisible heavenly objects were
introduced. Neither Aétius nor Hippolytus mention it in their reports on
the Pythagoreans and Anaxagoras.

Concluding remarks

If my analysis in this paper is right, Anaxagoras was not the revolutionary
astronomer as presented by modern scholars, but, in several regards,
a defender of ancient views. Of course, the results of my investigation
are less spectacular than those of scholars who think they can ascribe
to Anaxagoras the discovery of the real cause of eclipses of the moon,

58 Cf. Burkert 1972, 344 n. 34.
59 Graham 2015, 226. See also DK II, 16, note at line 18; Dicks 1970, 66; Guthrie
1962, 286, and Bakker 2013, 693, all of whom overlook the crucial point.
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and think they can explain why he needed an additional theory for some
special eclipse. At least, however, they should justify why they neglect
the conflicting theory of the Milky Way, or they should show that it is not
irreconcilable with the right theory of lunar eclipses. It has been suggested
that this kind of discrepancy is due to the state of astronomical theorizing
being still in its infancy. I would rather say that some ideas and theories
of Presocratic astronomy seem strange or even weird to us, but that often,
when we look more carefully, they make sense within their contemporary
context. What is at stake here, however, is not that the ideas involved
are strange, but that they are overtly conflicting. I am convinced that
some Presocratic thinker who discovered the right cause of lunar eclipses
must necessarily have thoroughly studied the shadow of the earth on the
moon. Therefore, he cannot have defended at the same time a completely
other and conflicting theory of the shadow of the earth as causing the
phenomenon of the Milky Way. To the best of my knowledge, these two
theories are irreconcilable.

In my opinion, the textual, conceptual, and observational evidence
does not support the conclusion that Anaxagoras discovered or adhered
to the right explanation of lunar eclipses. Anaxagoras was a great cosmo-
logist, who ingenuously defended conceptions that have since become
obsolete, such as the earth being flat and the Milky Way resulting from
the earth’s shadow, conceptions which did not allow him to discover or
accept the true theory of lunar eclipses. His also erroneous solution was
to explain eclipses of the moon as analogous to eclipses of the sun and
occultations of a star or planet, assuming that invisible heavenly bodies
come between us and the moon. I started my investigation by stipulating
that we must be cautious of ascribing too much astronomical knowledge to
the ancient Greek thinkers. This holds especially true for those Presocratics
who adhered, like Anaxagoras, to the conception of a flat earth. Flat earth
cosmology regularly leads to consequences that look surprising and even
strange to us, who believe that the earth is a sphere.

A serious problem remains that has to do with the question of what
happens to the moon when it is in conjunction with the Milky Way.
The band of the Milky Way is inclined by about 60 degrees in relation
to the ecliptic. This means that the moon sometimes passes the Milky
Way and thus, according to Anaxagoras’ theory that the Milky Way is
caused by the earth’s shadow, it cannot receive there its light from the
sun. Nevertheless, the moon is still visible and shows its phases when
it is passing in front of the Milky Way. We met this problem already
in the quotations of Tannery and others, who wondered why the moon
was not eclipsed whenever the moon passed over the Milky Way. This
leads to the question of what could be meant by the moon receiving its
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light from the sun, or in other words, what could have been, according to
Anaxagoras, the origin of the moon’s light. In that context, the question
of the invisible bodies must be paid attention to once more. I will discuss
the problem of the origin of the light and phases of the moon according
to Anaxagoras in a separate paper.

Dirk L. Couprie
University of West Bohemia

dirkcouprie@dirkcouprie.nl
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Anaxagoras is commonly known as the discoverer of the true explanation of
eclipses of the moon as caused by the earth’s shadow. Anaxagoras is also said to
have explained the phenomenon of the Milky Way as caused by the earth’s shadow.
In this paper, the two theories are described, it is shown that and why they are
incompatible, and it is argued which of the two most likely can be ascribed to
Anaxagoras. This is first studied by exploring which of the two theories is best
documented. After that, it is examined which of the two fits best with Anaxagoras’
other astronomical ideas. It is argued that both procedures point to the theory of the
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Milky Way as Anaxagoras’ actual conception of the role of the earth’s shadow.
Consequently, the earth’s shadow has nothing to do with lunar eclipses, and
Anaxagoras is mistakenly honored as the discoverer of the true theory of lunar
eclipses. It is also argued that invisible heavenly objects that move before the
moon, which are mentioned in the doxography on Anaxagoras as an additional
explanation, must have been his one and only explanation of lunar eclipses, and it
is tried to explain how this theory has come to be called additional. Finally, the
unanswered question of Anaxagoras’ conception of the moon’s light and phases
points forward to a sequel of this paper.

AHakcaropa 0OBIYHO CYUTAIOT aBTOPOM BEPHOTO OOBSICHCHHUSI IYHHOTO 3aTMCHUS,
MIPUYHHOI KOTOPOTO SBISETCS T€Hb OT 3eMiIH. EMy jke IPUMHCHBAIOT TOHIMAaHHE
MieyHoro myTH Kak sIBIC€HHUS, BBI3BAHHOTO TeHbIO 3emiid. B Hacrosiiel crathe
paccMaTpUBAIOTCA IBE 3TUX TEOPUH, IPUIEM IEMOHCTPUPYETCS B OOBSCHICTCS MX
HECOBMECTHUMOCTb, & TAKIKE CTABUTCS BOIIPOC, KOTOPAs U3 HUX C OOJIBIICH BEpOSIT-
HOCTBIO BOCXOIUT K AHakcaropy. Brawane paz0oupaercs, Kakas U3 IBYX TEOPHI
Jyd4Ille TOKYMEHTHPOBAHA, a 3aTeM — KaKasi U3 HUX JIy4Ille COINIACyeTCs C APYTHMHU
ACTPOHOMMYECKUMH B3I IaMu AHakcaropa. O0a 3THX MoAXo/1a yKa3bIBaloT Ha TO,
9T0 AHaKcarop IeHCTBUTENFHO OOBSICHST MIICUHEIH ITyTh BO3ICHCTBHEM TEHH OT
3emin. CreaoBaTenbHO, OH HE MOT CBS3BIBATH C HEll JTyHHbBIE 3aTMEHUS U, TAKUM
00pa3oM, TOTYYHII JIaBPEI IEPBOOTKPHIBATENS X IPUIHHEI He3acIykeHHO. [lanee
BBICKA3bIBACTCS MIPEATOJIOKCHUE, YTO HEBUMMBIC HEOCCHBIC Telia, JBIKYIIUCCS
nepexn JIyHOH, KOTOpBIE YIIOMHHAIOTCS B TOKCOTPA(PHUSCKUX CBUACTEIHCTBAX 00
AHakcarope Kak JIOMOJIHUTEIbHOC OOBSICHCHHE JYHHBIX 3aTMCHUMN, B JIEHCTBH-
TETBHOCTH CIY)XWIH Y AHaKcaropa MX €AMHCTBCHHBIM OOBSCHEHHEM; MPH 3TOM
aBTOP CTaThH IBITACTCS OOBSICHUTD, IOUYEMY ATy TCOPHIO CTATH Ha3bIBATh JIOIOI-
HUTENBHBIM 00BsICHEHHEM. Borpoc o B3mIsggax AHakcaropa Ha IPUPOAY JTYHHOTO
cBeTa U (a3 IyHbI OyIeT pacCMOTPEH B MOCICAYIOMICH TyOIMKAIINH.



ZENO’S DEBT TO HIPPASUS*

1

The way of argumentation employed by the Eleatic philosophers, Parme-
nides and Zeno, was repeatedly compared with methods of demonstration
characteristic for Greek mathematics. Some scholars considered the
mathematics as the source of inspiration for the Eleatic mode of reason-
ing,! the others took the opposite view? and yet others adopted a more
flexible approach.? The entire problem will be not discussed in this paper.
I will just address a particular type of argument found in both Zeno’s
antinomies and an ancient demonstration of the incommensurability of
the side and diagonal of a square. I will argue that in this particular case
the debtor was Zeno.

In his Parmenides, Plato makes Zeno read his book before an Athenian
audience that includes young Socrates whose reaction to what he just
heard implies that he was quite impressed by the very first of Zeno’s
propositions: “If the things that are are many, then they must be both like
and unlike, which is impossible” (¢0TL T& 6VTO, OC GPOL ET VT OLOLEL
Te glvor Kol dvopola, Toto 8¢ dn dddvartov, 127 e).

Simplicius cites Zeno for a similarly constructed argument: “if there
are many things, the same things are both limited and unlimited” (in
Phys. 140, 28; 29 B 3 DK). Although Zeno’s own words cited by Simpli-
cius are not framed in such a concise formulation, they unambiguously

* T am grateful to Ivan Mikirtumov, Livio Rossetti and Hyperboreus’ anonymous
reviewer for the comments on the previous version of this paper.

I Zaicev 2003; Zaicev 1993, 172 f.; Zhmud 2012, 251-254, and especially 252,
n. 47 for a list of earlier works.

2 Most notably in the works by Arpad Szabo; see also Burkert 1972, 425 f.

3 Mueller 1997, 279: “I make no more than my guess in saying that I don’t believe
that mathematical argument was influenced by either one of them and that, whereas
Parmenides’ argumentation looks to be autonomous and satisfactorily explained
without invoking mathematical precedent, Zeno’s considerations of infinite divisions
seem likely to reflect mathematical preoccupations”.
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agree with Simplicius’ interpretation. Another time both the same type of
argument and its concise formulation emerge in the direct quotation from
Zeno: “if there are many things, it is necessary that they are both small
and large” (el TOAAKL €6TLY, AVAYKT OWOTO PIKPA TE €1 VoL KO PLeYdAQL,
Simpl. in Phys. 140, 34; 29 B 1 DK).#

Now, Aristotle who repeatedly mentions the incommensurability of
the side and diagonal of a square makes us also aware of the reason why
this is so: “They prove that the diagonal of a square is incommensurable
with its side by showing that, if it is assumed to be commensurable,
odd numbers will be equal to even” (&GOUUETPOG T| SLAUETPOG dLA TO
YlveoOal T TEPLTTA {0Q TOTG GPTLOLG CULUUETPOL TeBelong).’ Now,
a proof that applies the dichotomy of odd and even is found in the
Tenth Book of the Elements. “Considering further that the inclusion
of this proof in the Elements could be justified only for the historical
interest of the proof, since its placement obviously has no bearing on the
development of the propositions of the Tenth Book, it has been generally
argued that one should accept this version as the original form by which
the incommensurability was discovered and proved”.® It is appropriate
to specify that the wording used in the received proof is much closer to
that of Zeno’s argument than it is the case with the formulation used by
Aristotle. In words of our geometer, “it will follow that one and the same
number is both even and odd” (tOv abTOV GpLOROV GpTlOV Elvol Kol
TEPLOOOV).

We are dealing thus with a very similar and quite a remarkable type
of argument.

The evidence concerning the discovery of the incommensurability
of the side and the diagonal (diameter, in the ancient terms) of a square
is in no way clear and abundant. Scholars typically assume that the
discovery was due to Hippasus, but they are less explicit in attributing to
him the demonstration cited by Aristotle, and an alternative method for
Hippasus’ demonstration was proposed by Kurt von Fritz. Further, the
date of the discovery caused significant disagreement. I will try to remove
all possible doubts. I will start with the question of attribution, proceed
to chronological matters and discuss the plausibility of the intellectual
interchange that would involve both Zeno and Hippasus.

4 Unfortunately, it is not immediately clear what precisely Zeno means here, but
this is of minor importance for our argument.

5 APr1.23.41 a23-27; transl. after Heath 1949, 22; cf. 1. 44. 50 a 35-38.

6 Knorr 1975, 23.
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2

The discovery of the incommensurability or irrationality belong to the
glories of Greek mathematics, but the evidence concerning it is peculiar.

We are told that the person who first disclosed the Pythagorean
teaching of irrationals perished in a shipwreck (Pappus. Comm. p. 63—64
Junge-Thomson; Schol. Eucl. 417. 12 sqq.; Elias. In Aristot. Cat. 125. 12;
lamb. VP 247), and lamblichus (VP 88) introduces the name of Hippasus
in this connection:

Hippasus who was a Pythagorean but, owing to his being the first to
publish and write down the (construction of the) sphere with the twelve
pentagons, perished by shipwreck for his impiety, but received credit
for the discovery, whereas it really belonged to HIM, for it is thus that
they refer to Pythagoras, and they do not call him by name.”

Iamblichus specifies that some people say that the impious person
who perished at sea disclosed the discovery of the dodecahedron inscribed
in a sphere, while others maintain that he disclosed the teaching of
irrationality and incommensurability (VP 247).

We also hear from lamblichus that the one who divulged knowledge
of the commensurability and incommensurability was expelled from
Pythagorean community, and that the Pythagoreans erected a tomb for
him as if he were dead (VP 88; 18 A 4 DK). Clemens relates this story
(substituting a stele for a tomb) about Hippasus, who is mistakenly called
‘Hipparchus’ (Strom. 5. 58; 18 A 4 DK); he does not specify what was the
disclosed “teaching of Pythagoras™.

The emerging picture is clear: Hippasus published the discovery of
both incommensurability / irrationality and of the dodecahedron inscribed
in a sphere, and he perished at sea.® One may speculate that the version
with erected grave monument derives from the habit to construct a ceno-
taph to a person lost at sea. The legend, then, has preserved sad truth about
the last moment in the life of Hippasus.

It is worth emphasizing that the ancient tradition has no candidate for
the discovery of incommensurability / irrationality other than Hippasus
and Pythagoras, and the latter can be safely discounted. We also know the
names of the mathematicians who made further important contributions
to the theory of irrationality. The next who came after Hippasus was

7 Transl. Heath 1981, 160.
8 Cf. Burkert 1972, 457 f. and especially Zhmud 2012, 275.
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Theodorus of Cyrene. He appears as a mathematician demonstrating the
irrationality of the square roots of 3, 5, etc. up to 17 in Plato’s Theaetetus
(147 d), the dramatic date of which is 399 BC. Kurt von Fritz most
properly remarks: “Even if we assume that Theodorus’ demonstrations
had been worked out for the first time not very long before, Plato’s
dialogue would still indicate that the irrationality of the square root of 2,
or the incommensurability of the side and diameter of a square, had been
discovered by someone else. For it is difficult to see why he should have
made Theodorus start with the square root of 3, unless he wished to give
a historical hint that this was the point where Theodorus’ own contribution
to mathematical theory began”.’

Sir Thomas Heath arrives at a similar conclusion: “The actual method
by which the Pythagoreans proved the incommensurability of V2 with
unity was no doubt that referred to by Aristotle (APr 1. 23, 41 a 26—
27), a reductio ad absurdum by which it is proved that, if the diagonal
1s commensurable with the side, it will follow that the same number is
both odd and even. The proof formerly appeared in the texts of Euclid as
X. 117, but it is undoubtedly an interpolation, and August and Heiberg
accordingly relegate it to an Appendix”.!0

In the paper cited above, von Fritz gives the full translation of the
proof and accompanies it by appropriate comments:

One glance at this demonstration shows that it does not presuppose
any geometrical knowledge beyond the Pythagorean theorem in its
special application to the isosceles right-angled triangle, which, as is
well-known, can be ‘proved’ simply by drawing the figure in such a way
that the truth of the theorem in that particular case is immediately
visible. Apart from this the demonstration remains in purely arithmetical
field; and since the early Pythagoreans speculated a good deal about odd
and even numbers the demonstration itself cannot have been beyond
their reach.!!

Nevertheless, von Fritz makes a sudden move and expresses his doubts
that the demonstration is early:

Most significant is the fact that the whole proof, as presented, uses the
terms commensurable and incommensurable, just as Theodorus did in

9 Von Fritz 1945, 244.

10 Heath 1908, 2. Heath has not included this Appendix in his translation of
Euclid.

11 Von Fritz 1945, 254 f.
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Platos’s Theaetetus, as something already known. This seems to presup-
pose that incommensurability was already known when the demonstration
was elaborated.!?

But how can one start to demonstrate even a particular case of incom-
mensurability without having already the notion of incommensurability?
Imagine the mathematician who made the discovery and decided to
publish it. How could he describe what he had done without introducing
the corresponding terms?

Von Fritz proposes that Hippasus worked with the side and diameter
of a pentagon and used the process of mutual subtraction that goes on
infinitely, which indicated that the given magnitudes were not in numerical
ratio. The method itself is ingenious, but our sources invariably speak
of the side and the diameter (that is, the diagonal) of a square and not
of a pentagon. One may also doubt that the demonstration based on an
infinite regress would have been accepted as truly convincing in early age
of geometry, since such a demonstration shows that a common measure
cannot be found rather than it does not exist.

Some other objections to the reconstruction proposed by von Fritz
were advanced by Wilbur Richard Knorr.!? He, moreover, emphasized
that the demonstration attached to the Tenth Book of the Elements is
not only in accord with abbreviated reference to it by Aristotle, but also
contains an antiquated, early Pythagorean notion: the unit is not consi-
dered there as odd.! It is true, Knorr believes that the demonstration as we
have it has reached us in an edited version. He even ventures to propose
a reconstruction of the original one.!> However, this does not affect our
argument, for Knorr admits the crucial elements — that the demonstration
involved the side and the diameter of a square, on the one hand, and the
impossible conclusion that the same number would be both odd and even,
on the other hand.

To sum up, there is no candidate in the ancient tradition other
than Hippasus to claim the discovery of the incommensurability of the
diagonal and the side of a square and there is no early demonstration
of it, known to the ancient tradition, other than that involving odd and
even numbers.

12 Von Fritz 1945, 256.
13 Knorr 1975, 29-31.
14 Knorr 1975, 23 f.
IS Knorr 1975, 26 f.



Zeno’s Debt to Hippasus 213

3

Kurt von Fritz dates Hippasus to the middle of the fifth century. Wilbur
Richard Knorr assigns to him (or rather to the discovery of the incom-
mensurability) even a later date, c. 430-410 BC. According to Walter
Burkert, “the evidence seems to point toward the first half of the fifth
century”,'® while a few scholars, most recently Leonid Zhmud, conclude
that Hippasus was active c. 500 BC. Let us consider the evidence.

lamblichus says that Theodorus of Cyrene and Hippocrates of Chios
worked after Hippasus (Comm. math. sc. 77, 18 sqq. Festa). Von Fritz
properly notes that Theodorus of Cyrene and Hippocrates of Chios appear
together in Proclus’ commentary on Euclid (p. 66 Friedlein), in a passage
that is likely to be an excerpt from the history of mathematics by Eudemus
of Rhodes. However, he draws from this a very problematic conclusion:
“according to this work Hippasus belonged to the generation preceding that
of Theodorus”.!” While Hippasus does not figure in Proclus, it is true that
the context of lamblichus’ passage would not imply an immense distance
in time between Hippasus and the pair of Theodorus and Hippocrates.
Nevertheless, the passage contains no hint to whether this would amount
to one generation, or rather a half, or two.

Theodorus of Cyrene is presented as a highly reputed mathematician
in Plato’s Theaetetus, and the dramatic date of this dialogue is a short
time before Socrates’ death (142 ¢), in 399 BC. Hippocrates of Chios,
who is named before Theodorus in Proclus’ catalogue, was somewhat
older. Walter Burkert is right to observe that Hippocrates’ theory of
comets must have been published before 427/426 BC.!® For the comet
observed in winter of 427/426 BC is referred to by Aristotle as displaying
characteristics incompatible with the theory advanced by “Hippocrates and
his disciple Aeschylus” (Mete. 342 b 29; 42 A 5 DK). One may further
think that Aeschylus published the theory when his teacher was no longer
alive. A shared claim implies in any case that Aeschylus, a disciple, was
not just a beginner, while Hippocrates had to get prominence before start
teaching. Thus Hippocrates must have become prominent a good number
of years before 427/426 BC.

For his other argument, von Fritz also uses lamblichus, though this
time his De vita Pythagorica, 257. Von Fritz maintains that “Hippasus had
an important part in the political disturbances in which the Pythagorean

16 Burkert 1972, 206.
17 Von Fritz 1945, 245.
18- Burkert 1972, 314 n. 77.
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order became involved in the second quarter of the 5th century, and which
ended in the revolt of ca 445, which put an end to Pythagorean domination
in southern Italy”.!” We need not discuss here the general issue of anti-
Pythagorean movement in southern Italy and the epoch of its final phase.
The point is that it is not clear who was that Hippasus who “had an im-
portant part in the political disturbances” in Croton. In Iamblichus, Hippa-
sus, Diodorus and Theages appear as members of Crotonian Thousand
who advocate democratic principles and are opposed by the Pythagoreans.
Hippasus is thus included in a group that is distinct from the Pythagoreans.
And how Hippasus of Metapontum (as Aristotle refers to our Hippasus)
took an office in Croton? Some of the ancients searched a solution in
the assumption that Hippasus was in fact a citizen of Croton rather than
of Metapontum (lam. VP 81 = Comm. math. sc. p. 76. 23 Festa). In the
catalogue of the Pythagoreans, Hippasus figures, however, among the
citizens of Sybaris (Iam. VP 267)! As if this were not enough, a scholium
to Plato’s Phaedo 61 e tells us that Hippasus and Philolaus were the only
Pythagoreans who survived the massacre in Croton, while on another
version, the two survivors were Archippus and Lysis (Porph. VP 55; ITambl.
VP 250). Thus, no safe inference concerning Hippasus, the mathematician
and philosopher, is possible from the lamblichus’ passage.?°

Knorr observes that the discovery of the incommensurability never
figures in the sources before the time of Theodorus of Cyrene, c. 430—
410, and he wonders of “what could have hindered its dissemination”.2!
But he is too quick to leave the question he raises without an answer. The
only option he mentions just to dismiss it ironically is the “Pythagorean
jealousy”. Yet it is by no means surprising if the line of inquiry started
by Hippasus was advanced further only fifty or hundred years later. The
discovery of the incommensurability was of no use in astronomy or in
solving the problems that catch imagination (such as, say, determining
the height of a pyramid). It is the history of mathematics is to be written
on the evidence about the epoch of Hippasus and not the epoch of
Hippasus is to be established on a priory assumptions what this history
should be like.??

If, however, we are to involve general considerations, [ venture to sug-
gest a hypothesis that may illuminate the circumstances of the discovery
of the incommensurability and its effects. Let us recall the frequently

19 Von Fritz 1945, 245.

20 However, Zhmud 2012, 98 employs it to support his belief in Hippasus’ “very
real political rivalry with Pythagoras”.

21 Knorr 1975, 38.

22 Zhmud 2012, 124 also finds such efforts misleading.
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stated view according to which the proof of incommensurability must
have destroyed the whole Pythagorean philosophy of numbers. It was
rightly emphasized in several recent studies that the alleged crisis is not
verified in our sources, but this does not eliminate the problem. Leonid
Zhmud’s contention that Pythagorean philosophy of numbers is a later
fabrication?* would do that, but I am not prepared to follow his approach
though his criticism of the standard view includes many valuable points.
Let us assume that Pythagoras made (or helped to) circulate the idea that
the ratios expressed in numbers were essential constituents of the world
fabric. | propose that this was the background of the emergence of the notion
of the incommensurability. On empirical level, the incommensurability had
vaguely been known as long as a right-angled triangle with the sides 3,
4, 5, that is, from time immemorial (more precisely, since the carpenter’s
square had come in use). Anyone who was aware of such a triangle and
was endowed with curiosity should have wondered what the length of the
hypotenuse in a triangle with both other sides of 3 or 4, etc., units would
be. In other words, one had to face the difficulty of expressing the length
of the hypotenuse in integer numbers, or the other sides in integers, if one
had assigned an integer number to the length of the hypotenuse. It was
the same problem, in a sense, as that of the commensurability of a side
and diagonal of a square. Now, imagine a person who is aware of such
a problem and who hears about an idea according to which all the major
phenomena of the world are in a correspondence with numerical ratios.
This person, Hippasus, puts the idea to test and demonstrates that its radical
version cannot be true. However, his rival, Pythagoras, overcomes the
difficulty by proving the theorem that bears his name, that is, by proving
that the squares of otherwise incommensurable elements nevertheless have
a ratio (“rational only in the square”, later Greek mathematicians would
say). One understands, then, the pride and joy of Pythagoras, echoed in
our sources, and why the proof of the incommensurability of the diagonal
and a side of a square did not destroy the Pythagorean philosophy of
numbers even though it caused some uneasiness reflected in the tradition
about an impious person who divulged Pythagorean teaching. One can
also understand better why the idea of incommensurability was formulated
from the outset as a general one and why there could be for long no strong
stimulus for addressing various particular cases of incommensurability.2*

23 In his various publications over many years, most recently Zhmud 2012, 394 ff.

24 Scholars are accustomed to call Hippias a Pythagorean, but one should not
ignore the ancient tradition according to which this was rather the other way round
and the allegedly Pythagorean po®npatikot were known as the followers of Hippasus
(see below).
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If this hypothesis hits the mark, it is immediately clear that the
discovery made when Pythagoras was still active is older than Zeno’s
philosophy. Yet this hypothesis is a matter for a further discussion, and
we will not make our argument depend on it.

4

In the extant tradition, there are several cases of direct or indirect synchro-
nization of Hippasus with other thinkers. Iamblichus includes him in
the list of those who were the disciples of Pythagoras when he was old
man (VP 104); yet the list does not seem to derive from a good authority.

There was an ancient assertion (known to Neanthes and denied by
him) according to which “Empedocles was the pupil of both Hippasus
and Brontinus” (D. L. 8. 55). Such a report indirectly makes Hippasus
contemporary with Brontinus, who is one of the addresses of Alcmaeon’
treatise (24 B 1 DK). According to a passage in Aristotle, Alcmaeon was
young when Pythagoras was old (Metaph. 986 a 22; 24 A 3 DK). Yet
Brontinus was not young when Pythagoras was old, if we are to believe
that Pythagoras married his daughter Theano (D. L. 8. 42); it seems that
already some ancient scholars tried to avoid the difficulty by assuming that
Theano “was Brontinus’s wife and Pythagoras’s pupil” (ibid.). Hippasus
appears thus to be a (younger?) contemporary of Pythagoras. It is hardly
in doubt that the activity of Pythagoras in southern Italy dates to later
decades of the sixth century.

Aristotle pairs Hippasus with Heraclitus for the view that the &pym is
fire (Metaph. 984 a 7; 18 A 7 DK). Hippasus is named first. Simplicius
and Theodoretus in similar contexts have the same order; this is, however,
reverse in Pseudo-Plutarch and Stobaeus. Clemens and Tertullian pair
Hippasus’ and Heraclitus’ views on god and soul respectively (18 A 89
DK); both name Hippasus first. We are told after all that Heraclitus heard
Xenophanes and Hippasus (the Suda, s. v. Heraclitus; 18 A la DK).
Zhmud reasonably suggests that the similarity of the views would have
disposed to making Hippasus a disciple of famous Heraclitus unless there
was a strong tradition that Hippasus was older.2> Several links between
the views of Hippasus and Heraclitus can indeed be suggested. Hippasus
seems to have been the first to hold the doctrine that “there is a definite
time which the changes in the universe take to complete” (D. L. 8. 84;

25 Zhmud 2012, 125. It can be replied, however, that one could not resist
temptation to find a teacher for Heraclitus and that Hippasus with his fire=&pyn was
the best candidate.
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18 A 1 DK; R. D. Hicks’ transl.), while Heraclitus seems to have been
the first to indicate the amount of time, 10800 years, for that (fr. 65
Marcovich; fr. 63 Lebedev).2¢ Diogenes Laertius (9. 1) and the Suda date
Heraclitus’ acme to 69th Olympiad (504/503—-501/500 BC). The value of
such information is not clear, yet it is unlikely to be very wrong. On the
one hand, the Ephesians were hardly in a position to expel Hermodorus
(for which they are blamed by Heraclitus) before the outbreak of the
Ionian revolt (c. 499 BC). On the other hand, no echo of great victories of
480479 BC is discernible in Heraclitus.

Hippasus was an outstanding geometer, but he does not figure in
Proclus’ catalogue of geometers. Zhmud provides a convincing expla-
nation of what we are dealing with. Proclus, he notes, attributes to
Pythagoras precisely those achievements that the rival tradition attributes
to Hippasus. Namely, Proclus speaks of constructing the so-called cosmic
bodies and the study of irrationality. One may suppose that Hippasus
figured in the original catalogue, composed apparently by Eudemus. In
any case, we can see the historical position of the achievements ascribed
to Hippasus. They appear in Proclus’ text between general remarks on
the importance of Pythagoras (he turned the philosophy of geometry
into a form of liberal education, etc.), on the one hand, and the names
of Anaxagoras and Oenopides, on the other hand (pp. 65 sq. Friedlein).
In spite of largely accepted date that goes back to Apollodorus, Ana-
xagoras was born earlier than 500 BC (probably in 519/518 BC);?7 his
ideas were well known in Athens in 460-s.28

The picture emerging from dispersed pieces of evidence is remarkably
consistent. Hippasus appears as a person active in the late sixth and,
perhaps, early fifth centuries.?”

The ancient dates for Zeno range from Ol. 78 = 468/467-465/464 BC
to Ol 81 =456/455-453/452 BC (29 A 1. 29; A 2; A 3 DK). The Greek
chronographic tradition incorporated, however, too many conjectures and
too much confusion to use it without examination. In the case of Zeno,
we have Plato’s Parmenides according to which Parmenides was about
sixty five years old and Zeno about forty when Socrates was very young
(127 a-b). Since Socrates died in 399 BC and he was almost certainly at
the age of seventy, it is easy to calculate that the conversation described

26 The alleged Italian provenance of Hippasus is not an obstacle. We know that
Pythagoras and Xenophanes came to Italy as Ionian émigrés and that Herodotus of
Thurii was born in Halicarnassus.

27 Panchenko 2000, 45 n. 29.

28 “Anaxagoras writes ca. 470-65” (Sider 2005, 11); Schofield 1980, 33-35.

29 Zhmud 2012, 125 arrives at the same result.
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in the dialogue should be dated to c. 450 at the very latest and that Zeno
was, then, born ¢. 490 BC or slightly earlier. However, the conversation is
fictional. The indications that Parmenides was very old and Socrates very
young seem to signalize that Plato’s idea of the distance in time between
the two was in fact hardly compatible with the possibility of their meeting.
It is likely, then, that Parmenides was a somewhat earlier figure than it
follows from the dialogue. His floruit in the chronographic tradition falls
indeed in Ol. 69 = 504/503-501/500 BC (D. L. 9. 23; 28 A 1 DK) and
not in c¢. 475. We cannot say what was the reason for such dating, but its
deviation from what is implied in the Parmenides suggests that it was a bit
more than just a guess.

Let us turn again to synchronisms. In Eusebius’ Chronicle, Zeno ap-
pears synchronized with Heraclitus, under Ol. 81 = 456/455-454/453 BC.
This is to be compared with the tradition according to which Hippasus was
a teacher of Heraclitus.

While there was tradition that made Hippasus a teacher of Empedocles,
Zeno appears coeval with Empedocles in Diogenes Laertius (8. 56) who
cites an author of the early fourth century BC:

Alcidamas tells us in his Physics that Zeno and Empedocles were pupils
of Parmenides at the same time, that afterwards they left him, and that,
while Zeno practiced philosophy on his own, Empedocles became the
pupil of Anaxagoras and Pythagoras.3°

While geometrical discoveries by Hippasus antedate geometrical
contribution by Anaxagoras (see above), Empedocles, coeval with Zeno,
became the pupil of Anaxagoras, and Aristotle confirms that Anaxagoras
was older than Empedocles (Metaph. 984 a 11).

Thus, the preserved dates for both Parmenides and Zeno indicate
that Zeno was younger than Hippasus. Relative chronology of the Pre-
Socratics yields the same conclusion.

5

Now the distance in time between Hippasus and Zeno cannot be great
and they both belonged to the same region, southern Italy. In view of
the facts like that Xenophanes mentioned Thales and criticized Pytha-
goras and was criticized himself by Heraclitus who also criticized Py-
thagoras and many others as well, it is highly unlikely that Zeno could
have been unaware of Hippasus’ achievements. Moreover, it is possible

30 R. D. Hicks’ transl., modified.



Zeno’s Debt to Hippasus 219

to indicate a case of intellectual contact between Zeno’s teacher and
Hippasus, whose name in the related testimony was distorted in the manu-
script tradition:

Hipparchus says that rays from each of the eyes reach out with their ends,
fasten around external bodies as if touching them with hands, and thus
render them apprehensible by vision. Some associate this view with
Pythagoras also, because he is an authority in mathematics, and beside
him with Parmenides, who expounds it in his poems.3!

The uncommon name ‘Hippasus’ was difficult for the scribes. In the
works of two authors, Clemens of Alexandria and Tertullianus, it appears
as ‘Hipparchus’ (18 A 4; 9 DK). The renowned astronomer of the second
century BC otherwise never figures in ‘Aétius’, while Hippasus does. It
would have been very strange if Hipparchus, famous for his brilliance
in mathematical astronomy, risked his reputation through insecure
speculation concerning vision and, in so doing, repeated the view found in
old text by Parmenides. Moreover, the views of Parmenides and Hippasus
are paired in the doxographic tradition (18 A 9 DK, from Stobaeus,
while a parallel testimony of Tertullianus reads ‘Hipparchus’ instead of
‘Hippasus’). The conclusion seems certain: we have to read ‘Hippasus’.3?
We cannot decide was it Parmenides who repeated the view of Hippasus
or the other way round, but it is clear that one of them was aware of the
view of another.

We can also maintain, though, perhaps, with lesser confidence, that
the practice of taking into account the opinions of experts in mathematical
and astronomical matters and even of citing such opinions was already
inaugurated by the time of Zeno. According to unduly neglected testimony
by Lactantius, “Xenophanes most foolishly believed mathematicians
who said that the circle of the moon was eighteen times larger than the
earth”.33 Now it was Anaximander who expressed the dimension of the
circle of the moon through the size of the earth and the ratio cited is very
close to his; Anaximander’s recorded value is nineteen (12 A 22 DK).
Further, we are told that Alcmaeon “agrees with certain po®npoticol”
that “the planets move from west to east contrary to the movement of
the fixed stars” (Dox. Gr. 345; 24 A 4 DK). There is one more striking

31 Dox. Gr. 404, addition concerning competing claims appears only in Stobaeus;
28 A 48 DK. Tr. D. Gallop, modified.

32 Burkert 1972, 42 f. n. 76 and 408 does not see it. For the subject matter cf.
Barbero 2014.

33 Div. Inst. 3. 23: Xenophanes dicentibus mathematicis orbem lunae doudeviginti
partibus maiorem esse quam terram stultissime credidit.
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testimony that is hardly irrelevant: “There are two varieties of Italian
philosophy which is called Pythagorean. For those who practiced it were
also of two sorts, the &xovopatikol and the podnuotikol. Of these, the
axovopotikol were accepted as Pythagoreans by the other party, but
they did not allow that the pa®nuotikot were Pythagoreans, holding
that their intellectual pursuit derived not from Pythagoras but from
Hippasus. But those of the Pythagoreans who concerned themselves with
science agreed that the dxovopotikol were Pythagoreans, and claimed
that they themselves were so to a still greater degree, and that what they
themselves stated was the truth” (Iamblichus, Comm. math. sc. pp. 76, 16 —
77, 2 Festa).>* Given the fame of Pythagoras, it is unlikely that in the later
tradition Hippasus could have replaced Pythagoras as the progenitor of the
podnpotikot. In all probability, an early tradition already had Hippasus
in this place. Moreover, Pythagoras is paired with the po®nuotikot in
Stobaeus’ version of ‘Aétius’ 4. 14 rather than presented as his head,
and lamblichus speaks of “Pythagoras and the poa®npatikot of his time”
(18 A 15 DK). The whole issue of early panpotikot and their relation to
Hippasus was recently discussed elsewhere.?3 For the present purpose, it is
enough to see that in the epoch in question it was rather common for those
philosophers who lacked sufficient training in mathematics and astronomy
to address the achievements of experts.

To sum up, Zeno must have been aware of the work of Hippasus on
all counts.3¢

6

Unfortunately, we do not know what was Zeno’s way to show that if the
things that are are many, then they must be both like and unlike.3” One
has yet to bear in mind that in an early usage the Greek word 6potog
could mean that two (or more) things are like in all respects so that there
would be no difference between them. We know, for instance, that equal
triangles we called Gpotot at an early stage of Greek geometry, and only
later this word came to designate similar triangles while for the equal

34 Transl. after Kirk, Raven, Schofield 1983, 234.

35 Panchenko 2016 [A. B. Ilanuenko, Ha éocmounom cknone Onumna. Ponw
epeueckux uoel 6 popmuposanuu kumavckot kocmonoauu], 178—189.

36 If Plato confesses that he became acquainted with the fact of incommensur-
ability only late in his life (Leg. 819 d sqq.), this is a separate case that belongs with
a different epoch and different intellectual milieu.

37 McKirahan 2010, 177 f. For general discussion of Zeno’s fragments B 1-3 DK
see now Kohler 2014.
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ones was reserved the term {oot.?® Such a usage of the word Opotog made
it difficult to say that the same things can be like in some respects and
unlike in another respects. Zeno’s formulation was thus strong. But was
it truly impressive? Socrates’ reaction in the Parmenides implies that it
was difficult to controvert. Nevertheless, it was just a puzzle, a paradox
(compare: when Parmenides speaks of being that undergoes no change
he reveals, at least formally, new knowledge, however strange). Right
or wrong, one would suspect a kind of trick or manipulation behind
Zeno’s reasoning. Again, one is puzzled rather than feels endowed with
new knowledge when one is told that if there are many things, things
are both unlimited and limited in number. The demonstration of the
incommensurability is a different case. It appeals to what is immediately
clear and convincing: there are even numbers that are divisible into equal
parts and there are odd numbers that are not; and no number can be both
even and odd. The chronological priority of the demonstration conceived
by Hippasus seems to conform its psychological superiority over Zeno’s
antinomy. This adds to the probability that Zeno, the philosopher, imitated
Hippasus, the mathematician.?
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Paccyxnenus [Tapmenuia u 3eHOHA 0OHAPYKHBAIOT CXOACTBO C JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBA-
MU, KOTOPBIMH ONEPUPYIOT MareMaTuku. CTaThsl KACAETCsl CTAPOro CIopa O TOM,
KTO Ha KOTO MOBJIMSUI, HO TIPH 3TOM B HEH paccMaTpHBAeTCsl JIUIIb OJMH YaCTHBIN
Clly4aii: B aHTHHOMUSIX 3€HOHA MCIIOJIb3YETCS TOT K€ BEChMa CIeIUPpUIeCKUI X0/,
argumentum ad impossibile, Ha KOTOpPOM 3WXKIETCS U JpPEeBHEE NOKA3aTeIbCTBO
HECOM3MEPUMOCTH CTOPOHBI M JIaroHanu kBajapara. CBUAETEIbCTBA, XOTS M KOC-
BCHHBIC, HC OCTAaBJIAIOT COMHCHHSA B TOM, YTO HECOUSMECPHUMOCTb CTOPOHBLI U JUa-
FOHAJIM KBaJpara jokas3an ['ummac, ofiHaKo B HAYKe HET COIIACHS OTHOCHTEIbHO
TOro, Koraa »kui ['unmac u KakuM 00pa3oM OH BBICTPOHMJI CBOE JOKA3aTeNIbCTBO.
B crarbe MOATBEPkKMAIOTCS PaHHsIsS JaTHPOBKA [HMIMaca W UCIOJIb30BAHUE MM
argumentum ad impossibile. OOIMA BBIBOMI: BCE YKa3bIBACT HA TO, YTO B CBOUX
AHTHHOMHMSIX 3€HOH MCIIO0JIb30BaN pUeM, pa3paboraHHbli [ unmacom.



PLATONE E GLI ELEATI (II)

(Continua.)

Dunque per Platone gli Eleati sono all’origine dell’odiata eristica. Perché?
Su che basi Platone pensava questo? Per rispondere a questa domanda
con certezza dovremmo possedere gli scritti di Zenone, ma mi pare che
su alcune cose si possano fare ipotesi ragionevoli. La negazione assoluta
del non essere fatta da Parmenide implicava che non si potessero piu
fare affermazioni false, perché, una volta che una cosa ¢ detta o pensata,
essa ¢, e, per chi non distingua fra 1 vari tipi di essere, non ¢ piu possibile
sostenere I’esistenza del falso.! La negazione dell’esistenza del non essere
non ha in Parmenide, per quanto almeno noi possiamo vedere e per
quanto ¢ lecito congetturare, scopi eristici (e questo credo che sia uno dei
motivi per cui Platone ha mostrato un certo rispetto per 1’Eleate); il fatto
che il Parmenide del Parm., nella seconda parte del dialogo, argomenti
in modo spesso eristico, non significa minimamente che egli lo facesse
nella sua opera e i frammenti giuntici escludono che Parmenide usasse
argomenti eristici nel suo poema (né alcuna fonte antica lo fa supporre?).
Pitt complicata la situazione con Zenone: che scopo avevano i suoi famosi

I Come scrive giustamente Palmer 1999, 132: “The possibility of falsehood
involves the assumption that what is not the case is the case or that what-is-not is
available to be mentioned. Parmenides will have been taken [scil. dai sofisti] as
having denied this possibility”. Palmer ha anche ragione a credere che 1’uso che
i sofisti fecero di Parmenide contraddicesse le intenzioni di Parmenide, ma ¢ in errore
a credere che Platone distinguesse in modo netto fra le intenzioni di Parmenide
e 1’uso fattone dai sofisti.

2 Sext. Emp. Adv. math. 7, 6-7 (= Aristot. Sophista fr. 39, 3 Gigon = 1 Ross)
suppone che Parmenide non fosse ignaro della dialettica (Iloppevidng ¢ ovx
av 86&ai Thg dradexTiKAg dmelpwg €xelv), poiché era stato maestro di Zenone;
¢ probabile che Sesto non abbia mai letto per intero il poema di Parmenide (il fr. B 1
D.—K. egli lo cita certamente di seconda mano), ma difficilmente avrebbe scritto
la frase che ho citato, se fosse stata nota 1’abilita dialettica o eristica di Parmenide.
Favorino (fr. 80 Amato = Diog. Laert. 9, 23 = Parm. R. 64 Laks—Most) e Porfirio
(fr. 135 F Smith = Simpl. In Phys. 139, 24-27 Diels = Parm. R. 65 L.-M.) attribuiscono
a Parmenide gli argomenti zenoniani contro il moto. Si tratta di palesi errori, smentiti
da quanto noi leggiamo del poema di Parmenide e dalla testimonianza di Platone, che
difficilmente avrebbe taciuto che Parmenide stesso aveva introdotto gli argomenti che
egli attribuisce a Zenone.

224



Platone e gli Eleati (II) 225

paradossi? Come gia accennavo (parte I di questo articolo, p. 60 sgg.), ¢’¢
una differenza fra quanto si arguisce da Phaedr. e quanto si arguisce da
Parm., poiché nel secondo dialogo sembra che Zenone non avesse scopi
eristici, bensi volesse difendere le tesi del maestro, mentre nel Phaedyr.
si ha I’impressione opposta, che cio¢ la ricerca di antinomie per Zenone
fosse fine a se stessa.> Storicamente, pare sicuro che lo scopo di Zenone
fosse quello di difendere le tesi di Parmenide, non quello di accumulare
contraddizioni eristiche. Sembra dunque che la testimonianza del Parm.
corrisponda alla realta storica, non quella del Phaedr. La testimonianza
del Phaedr. trova pero corrispondenza in Isocr. Helena 3.4 Come spiegare
questo accordo fra Isocrate e il Phaedr. in opposizione al Parm.?
A me pare che lo stesso Platone ci faccia capire non solo che egli non
attribuisce (almeno quando scrive il Parm.) a Zenone scopi eristici, ma
che ¢ anche consapevole che c’era chi invece glieli attribuiva: proprio per

3 Cfr. da ultimo Koéhler 2014, 260. 11 tentativo di Vlastos 1975, 150 sgg. di
conciliare la testimonianza del Parm. e del Phaedr. ¢ da respingere: come lo stesso
Vlastos riconosce, 1’esegesi che egli propone del passo del Phaedr. mai gli sarebbe
venuta in mente partendo dal solo testo del Phaedr. ed essa ¢ stata escogitata solo
per conciliare Phaedr. e Parm. Ma come spiega Vlastos che anche Isocrate (che certo
non presupponeva che il suo pensiero fosse letto alla luce di quello che Platone dice
nel Parm.!) dipinga Zenone come un erista? Vlastos ritiene assurdo pensare che il
Phaedr. e il Parm. diano una visione diversa di Zenone e che tale diversita possa
derivare da una conoscenza piu approfondita del filosofo di Elea da parte di Platone
allorché scrisse il Parm.: perché lo ritiene assurdo? In tutto il lavoro di Vlastos non
c’¢ una riga che renda plausibile I’esclusione di tale spiegazione, la piu semplice
e ovvia. A me pare si possa addirittura dimostrare che al tempo di Platone 1’idea che
Zenone fosse un erista circolasse diffusamente (cfr. infra) e, se questo ¢ vero, la tesi di
Vlastos viene definitivamente confutata. Reali dubbi esistono, invece, su chi fossero
i critici di Parmenide contro i quali Zenone polemizzava: Palmer 1999, 104 sgg. pensa
che Zenone polemizzasse contro i sofisti (egli riprende qui un’idea di Nestle che, in
polemica con Tannery che credeva Zenone polemizzasse contro i Pitagorici, e con
Zeller che credeva Zenone polemizzasse contro i paladini del senso comune, ipotizzo
Zenone polemizzasse contro Gorgia).

4 Hel. 2-3: vOv 8¢ 1ig €6tV 0VTMG OWiLodNg, doTig ovk o1de Ipwtaydpov
KOl TOVG KOT EKETVOV TOV XPOVOV YEVOHEVOLG GOPLOTAG, OTL KOL T TOLODTOL
KOl TTOAD TOVTWV TPAYUOTWIESTEPO. CVYYPAUUOTE KOUTEALTOV NUTV; TAG YOop Gv
TIg VmepPaioito Topyloy TOV TOAUNCAVTO AEYELY, OG OVOEV TAOV GVI®V ECTLV,
N ZAveove T0V TodTo dVVOTe Kol TOALY &dDVOTOL TEPOUEVOV BTOQOLVELY,
N MéMooov, 0g AmelpmVv 10 TATOOG TEGVKITOV TAOV TPAYUATOV OG EVOG OVTOG TOD
TovTOg Emeyeipnoev dmodeifelg ebpiokely; Zajonz 2002, 96, afferma che Zenone
non aveva scopi eristici ¢ mirava invece a difendere le tesi di Parmenide, ma non
discute la relazione fra il passo di Isocrate e il Phaedr. E stato anche messo in dubbio
che Zenone volesse in realta difendere le tesi di Parmenide (cfr. Solmsen 1971), ma mi
pare senza ragionevoli basi.
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questo motivo Socrate chiede esplicitamente a Zenone lo scopo delle sue
argomentazione e Zenone gli conferma essere quello di difendere le tesi
di Parmenide (Parm. 127 ¢ — 128 e).5 Evidentemente al tempo di Platone
circolava la voce che Zenone avesse sostenuto che le cose sono Spota
Kol divopolo € non tutti sapevano che Zenone non aveva sostenuto questa
tesi come sua, bensi come paradosso derivante dalla tesi che le cose sono
molte (tesi da lui non accettata!). Se veramente il Phaedr. ¢ stato scritto
prima del Parm.,° si puo supporre che, nel corso del tempo, Platone abbia
acquisito una conoscenza piu chiara delle dottrine di Zenone, ma forse,
piu semplicemente, mentre nel Phaedr. egli voleva soltanto mostrare
i danni provocati dalla cattiva dialettica sull’oratoria politica (¢ dunque
Zenone, in quanto padre della dialettica, viene condannato per la cattiva
dialettica usata dagli oratori politici), nel Parm. il confronto diretto con
gli Eleati richiedeva a Platone maggiore precisione. E dunque dal Parm.
che dobbiamo partire, non dal Phaedr., se vogliamo capire cosa Platone
pensasse di Zenone ¢ quanto Parmenide dice a Socrate, che cio¢ egli deve
esercitarsi nella yopvooia praticata da Zenone (135 d—e), dal momento che
Platone pensava che Socrate nel resto della vita si fosse appunto esercitato
in tale yvpvooio, dimostra che Platone credeva che nella dialettica
di Zenone ci fosse, almeno in nuce, qualcosa di positivo. Certo, la vera
dialettica la scoprira solo Socrate, ma appunto muovendo da Zenone. Non
¢ difficile capire il motivo per cui Platone valutava positivamente alcuni
aspetti della dialettica di Zenone: Socrate, secondo Platone, detestava
1 discorsi lunghi (pokpoloyia), i monologhi, e li riteneva del tutto inadatti
all’indagine filosofica (per I’avversione alla poxkpoloyio si ricordino
soprattutto Gorg. e Prot.). Protagora, campione della poxpoloyio, proprio
per questo motivo ha grave difficolta a interloquire con Socrate e attribusce
a Socrate il metodo ipotetico-deduttivo che nel Parm. viene fatto risalire
a Zenone. Alla pakpoloyla protagorea si oppone non solo I’argomentare
deduttivo, ma anche quello dialogico’ e Platone attribuisce anche questo
tratto sia a Parmenide (che dialoga prima con Socrate poi con Aristotele)
sia allo &&vog?® (le differenze fra il metodo dello &€vog e quello socratico

5 Cfr. Berti 1988, 27.

6 Cfr. Thesleff 1982, 237; la cosa € tuttavia incerta, cfr. Brandwood 1990, 251,
che crede il Phaedr. successivo al Parm.

7 Teoricamente, 1’argomentare ipotetico-deduttivo & possibile anche all’interno
di un discorso ininterrotto. Per Platone dialogo e ipotesi-deduzione sono legati, ma la
cosa non ¢ di per sé necessaria.

8 Cfr. soprattutto Soph. 217 c—d, ove Socrate ricorda che Parmenide dialogo
con lui e lo &€vog dice di desiderare un interlocutore che argomenti &AOTwOG Te Kol
emviwg. Capra — Martinelli Tempesta 2011, 141, credono che Platone voglia farci
intendere che lo &&vog (al pari di Parmeninde in Parm. 137 b) accetta di dialogare
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supposte dalla Zucker® non mi sembrano reali). Prima che Parmenide
inizi la yopvoaoia insieme ad Aristotele, Zenone osserva (136 d) che una
circostanza favorevole alla yopuvaocio ¢ il fatto che siano presenti poche
persone; anche questo ¢ un tratto tipico della filosofia platonico-socratica
e anche il fatto che Parmenide esorti Socrate a esercitarsi in quella che
molti chiamano &doAeoyio (135 d) richiama alla memoria i numerosi passi
ove Socrate attribuisce 1I’ddolecyia a se stesso (Phaedo 70 b—c; Theaet.
195 b), ed essa sembra caratteritica dei filosofi.!?

Aristotele, nel perduto Sophista (fr. 39, 1 Gigon = 1 Ross), diceva che
Zenone era stato 1’ebpetng della drokextixn (Empedocle avrebbe invece
inventato la pntopikn), mentre nella Met. (987 b) I’invenzione della
dialettica viene attribuita a Platone, e tutti i filosofi a lui precedenti (quindi
anche Zenone) non ne avrebbero partecipato.!'’ Se non consideriamo
il problema della distinzione fra Socrate e Platone, la posizione di

solo con uno “yes-man” (sulla stessa linea anche Tabak 2015, 56). Io sono invece
colpito dal fatto che i due Eleati, a differenza degli interlocutori con cui Socrate
ha di solito a che fare, sono abituati al dialogo e non hanno alcuna tendenza alla
pokporoyiar (in questo senso condivido le osservazione della Zuckert 2009, 685).
Puo anche darsi che Platone, opponendo ai due Eleati interlocutori giovani e inesperti,
voglia farci intendere che gli Eleati sono si in grado (come Socrate ¢ a differenza di
personaggi come Protagora) di dialogare, ma non sono in grado di sostenere dialoghi
con interlocutori piu esigenti (come invece ¢ in grado di fare Socrate). Il messaggio di
Platone mi pare sempre lo stesso: gli Eleati sono un gradino sotto rispetto a Socrate,
ma uno sopra rispetto agli altri interlocutori di Socrate.

9 Zucker 2009, 685-687.

10 Capra — Martinelli Tempesta 2011, 145 sgg., osservano che i comici attribu-
iscono I’&doAecyia ai filosofi e che dunque “to Plato’s contemporaries this word could
not fail to ring a comic bell”. Questo sarebbe da mettere in relazione con KOU®IETV
di 128 c—d (ove Zenone usa tale verbo a proposito degli attacchi fatti a Parmenide)
e Platone avrebbe qui in mente i [Tavonton di Cratino, il quale avrebbe a sua volta
riecheggiato motteggi che contro Parmenide avrebbe fatto Epicarmo. Lascio da parte
Epicarmo e Cratino, ma i termini &doAecyio € kKopmdeTV sono assolutamente generici
e non autorizzano a supporre la benché minima allusione alla commedia da parte
di Platone (né da Theaet. 152 ¢ ¢ lecito arguire alcuna particolare opposizione fra
Parmenide ed Epicarmo). Che nel Parm. Platone attribuisca a Zenone un “conceited
mannerism” ¢ vero, ma si tratta del solito procedimento platonico, per cui agli
interlocutori di Socrate viene attribuito un modo di fare che contrasta con la semplice
genuinita socratica. Nulla di piu.

1 Met. 987 b 31-33: kol 1} TV €1d®V eloorywymn S TNV €V To1g AOYOLG EYEVETO
okéyy (ol yop TpoTEPOL SLaAEKTIKAG 0V petelyov). C’¢ chi suppone che Aristotele
si riferisca qui ai soli Pitagorici, di cui ha parlato prima (Berti 1988, 20), ma, poiché
nelle pagine precedenti Aristotele ha parlato di tutti i preplatonici, sembra naturale
riferire mpdtepor genericamente a tutti i filosofi precedenti a Platone. Per le altre
testimonianze aristoteliche, cfr. Berti, ibid.; in Sop. el. 170 b il nome ZAvwv va senza
alcun dubbio espunto con Waitz.
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Aristotele sembra non diversa da quella di Platone: la prima invenzione
della dialettica ¢ eleatica, ma solo Socrate/Platone la ha portata avanti
e a compimento. Mi pare quindi che si possa affermare che Platone
riteneva Socrate erede e continuatore dell’Eleatismo, nel senso che egli
aveva applicato ai Adyou (Phaedo 99-100) la dialettica che Zenone aveva
scoperto e applicato solo alle cose sensibili; Socrate, secondo Platone, la
aveva liberata dagli errori in cui erano rimasti intrappolati gli Eleati e,
introducendo gli €idn, aveva distinto i veri significati di eivon e quindi
superato I’aporia parmenidea sul non-essere.

Era questo I'unico merito storico che Platone attribuiva agli Eleati?
Si osservi che si tratta di un merito di Zenone, non di Parmenide!? e co-
munemente si crede che sia stato Parmenide, non Zenone, a influenzare
Platone. E opinione diffusa che Socrate/Platone abbia attribuito al mondo
degli €1dn alcune caratteristiche che Parmenide aveva attribuito all’essere
e che da Parmenide derivi la distinzione fra mondo sensibile (caratterizzato
dal yiyveoOail) e mondo intelligibile (caratterizzato dall’elvo). A questo
proposito, il recente libro di Palmer (1999) ha dato un contributo impor-
tante e, ove si abbandoni I’imprudente tesi dello studioso americano,
secondo cui il “parricidio” del Soph. non sarebbe diretto contro Parmenide
ma contro il cattivo uso fattone dai sofisti (sul problema cftr. la parte I di
questo articolo, p. 47, nota 14), il libro di Palmer raccoglie forse tutti
1 passi platonici, che rivelano un’influenza parmenidea.'* Anch’io credo
che Parmenide abbia influenzato Socrate/Platone, nel senso che la contrap-
posizione eivart / yiyveoBoil sembra di derivazione parmenidea.'* Questo
soprattutto se si esclude, come oggi mi sembra sia tendenza generale, la
derivazione degli €101 dai Pitagorici. Questo punto ¢ di capitale importanza:

12 Per i contatti fra la dialettica del poema parmenideo e quella di Parmenide nel
dialogo platonico, cfr. da ultimo Castelnérac 2014. Tuttavia, da questo punto di vista,
¢ il metodo ipotetico-deduttivo della scuola eleatica che piu ha influenzato il pensiero
socratico-platonico ed esso derivava da Zenone, non certo da Parmenide.

13 Sulla stessa linea di Palmer (ma senza I’errore circa i sofisti) gia e. g. Liebrucks
1949. Natorp attribuisce addirittura agli Eleati ’introduzione dei “Grundbegriffe”
(1922, 227-229), ma non vedo alcun appiglio per sostenere una cosa del genere.
Prauss 1966 indica come Eleatismo quelle dottrine (influenzate dagli Eleati veri
e propri) che accettano la pluralita dell’essere, ma che a ogni elemento costituente
I’essere (che dunque non ¢ pit unico come presso gli Eleati veri e propri) attribuiscono
le caratteristiche (fissita, eternita ecc.) che gli Eleati attribuiscono all’essere unico:
all’interno questo tipo di Eleatismo Prauss pone Empedocle, Anassagora, Platone e gli
atomisti. L’eleatismo di Platone ¢ simile, secondo Prauss, a quello di Anassagora, che
Gadamer chiama “atomismo qualitativo”.

14 Cfr. Horn 1904, 167: “diese Lehre (cioé 1’eleatica) war der seinigen (cio¢
quella platonica) insoferne verwandt, als beide dem erscheinenden Sein ein ideales
Sein entgegensetzten und dieses fiir das wahre Sein erkldrten”.
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le prove piu chiare dell’influenza parmenidea sulla metafisica di Platone le
offrono quei passi dei dialoghi, in cui Platone attribuisce al mondo degli
€{dn caratteristiche che Parmenide attribuisce all’eivan; orbene, se si
supponesse che Socrate/Platone derivi la teoria degli €1dn dai Pitagorici,
si sarebbe portati a supporre che tali caratteristiche Socrate/Platone le
derivi dai Pitagorici, non da Parmenide (il quale a sua volta potrebbe
essere stato influenzato dai Pitagorici o averli egli stesso influenzati, poco
importa per la nostra indagine). Tuttavia, io credo che ci siano buone
ragioni per credere che la teoria degli €{6n Socrate/Platone non la derivi
dai Pitagorici; 1’unica testimonianza in tal senso potrebbe essere Arist.
Met. 987 b, ma, se interpretiamo il passo nel senso che, secondo Aristotele,
i Pitagorici avrebbero attribuito al numero le stesse caratteritische che
Platone attribuisce agli €idm, tutto si complica inutilmente (&, invece,
lecito supporre che, almeno a giudizio di Aristotele, la péde&ig platonica
dovesse qualcosa a quella pitagorica).'> Se questo ¢ vero (e la maggior
parte della critica ¢ oggi ragionevolmente incline a credere cosi), una delle
caratteristiche fondamentali del pensiero socratico-platonico deriva dagli
Eleati, vale a dire 1’opposizione fra mondo sensibile ¢ mondo intelligibile.
E bene sottolineare che questo debito che Platone aveva verso 1’Eleatismo
non deve in alcun modo spingerci a cercare insegnamenti metafisici o di
qualsiasi tipo nella seconda parte del Parm.: nei dialoghi “eleatici” Platone
affronta solo gli aspetti logici della dottrina parmenidea, I’aspetto metafisico
¢ del tutto assente; I’unico momento, mi pare, in cui ¢’¢ un’allusione alla
distinzione fra mondo sensibile ¢ mondo intelligibile fatta da Parmenide
¢ Parm. 135 e, ove il vecchio Eleate comprende prontamente che Socrate ha
ragione a voler trasferire la dialettica dal sensibile all’intelligibile: si tratta
probabilmente di un omaggio che Platone ha voluto rendere a Parmenide,
scopritore del mondo dell’elvon. Per il resto, i dialoghi “eleatici” si
occupano del problema della dialettica e mostrano 1’insufficienza totale
dell’approccio eleatico. Tuttavia, io ho cercato di dimostrare che, anche da

15 Met. 987 b: tnv 8¢ pébe&Ly tobvopa petéBadev [scil. [IAGT®V] ol LEV Yop
IMvboydpelot PHIPHoEL To VIO QOGLY €lval TOV aplBpdv, TTAdtov 8¢ pebéet,
tovopo petaformdv. Per una corretta interpretazione del passo, cfr. Burkert 1962,
40 sgg. Cfr. anche Brisson 2002; Riedweg 2007, 154 sgg.; Zhmud 2013, 397-400;
Erler 2007, 425 sgg.; Horky 2013, 32-34. Il racconto che Socrate fa nel Phaedo
(96 a sgg.) della propria formazione spirituale in questo senso non ¢ di nessun aiuto,
poiché li Socrate non riconosce nessun debito né verso i Pitagorici né verso gli Eleati.
Del resto, i Socrate si attribuisce il merito di aver portato 1’indagine dal mondo
sensibile ai Adyor e in questo non aveva predecessori. L’insufficienza degli Eleati
in questo senso ¢ ben nota, ma a Socrate/Platone era ben noto che anche la dialettica
pitagorica era piuttosto primitiva, cfr., per I’aspetto musicale (1’unico sul quale Platone
si esprime chiaramente), Frank 1923, 150 sgg.; Boyancé 1966.
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questo punto di vista, la valutazione che Platone faceva di Parmenide non
poteva essere interamente negativa, poiché la scuola eleatica era all’origine
dell’argomentare ipotetico-deduttivo.!®

Se queste conclusioni sono giuste, ne segue che Platone era consa-
pevole di un doppio debito nei confronti della scuola eleatica, da un lato
circa la distinzione fra mondo sensibile ¢ mondo intelligibile, dall’altro
circa D’introduzione dell’argomentazione ipotetico-deduttiva. Eppure,
quando leggiamo i dialoghi “eleatici”, tali debiti non vengono chiaramente
espressi, anzi Platone mostra in maniera impietosa e sistematica i limiti
della dialettica eleatica. Perché? Rispondere a questa domanda significa
chiarire perché Platone ha scritto Parm. e Soph. Le risposte possono essere
in ultima analisi due: o perché gli interessava discutere la dottrina eleatica
per se ipsam, ovvero perché esistevano filosofi a lui contemporanei che
professavano dottrine che avevano a che fare con quelle eleatiche. Oggi
si preferisce la prima risposta, ma in passato ha goduto di molta fortuna
la tesi, che identificava nei Megarici il bersaglio polemico di Platone.
Purtroppo della scuola socratica di Megara, fondata da Euclide, sappiamo
davvero poco e questo ¢ quello che impedisce e, temo, sempre impedira, di
dare una risposta definitiva al problema che stiamo affrontando.!” Ridotto
all’essenziale, il problema puod essere cosi formulato: il Parm. e il Soph.
polemizzano contro le tendenze eristiche nate dalla dialettica primitiva
e rozza della scuola eleatica; ¢’¢ ragione di credere che Platone abbia
identificato nei Megarici i rappresentanti di tali tendenze? Il problema fu
posto nei termini essenziali gia da Stallbaum, il quale credette di trovare
nei due dialoghi platonici molte allusioni polemiche contro i Megarici.'8

16 Alla luce di queste considerazioni mi pare vada interpretata la famosa
affermazione di Theaet. 183 ¢ — 184 a, in cui Socrate dice che Parmenide gli apparve
a1d016g 1€ de1vog 1e: 1o non credo ci sia nulla di ironico in questa valutazione, ma
cfr. contra Perilli 1994. La Zuckert 2009, 684 scrive: “Socrates’ recalling of the
conversation he had with Parmenides when he was young also serves to remind
Plato’s readers that Socrates too is a follower of Parmenides, insofar as he agrees,
in opposition to all other previous philosophers and poets, that everything is not
becoming or in flux”. Su questo punto credo che la Zuckert abbia sostanzialmente
ragione, ma ¢ in errore la studiosa a credere che lo E€vog rappresenti Socrate come
un sofista. Tutte quelle analisi, che non partano dal presupposto che lo &&vog sia il
portavoce di Socrate/Platone, sono condannate fin da principio a fallire.

17 T frammenti dei Megarici si leggono in Doring 1972 e in Giannantoni 1990,
375-483. Per una recente discussione dei principali problemi cfr. Doring 1998,
207-237. Per i rapporti fra gli aspetti metafisici e quelli etici nella scuola megarica
e possibili ascendenze eleatiche cftr. recentemente Gobel 2002. Cfr. anche Muller 1987.

18 Stallbaum 1839, 55 sgg. Molti seguirono 1’ipotesi di Stallbaum, fra cui Apelt
1891, 7-66; Taylor 1926, 350-351. Non la accolsero invece e. g. Horn 1904, 161
e Wilamowitz 1919, 11, 228.
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Noi sappiamo con certezza che nella scuola megarica si svilupparono
tendenze eristiche, senza dubbio simili a quelle contro cui polemizzd
Platone e in parte riconducibili a spunti eleatici (i Megarici venivano
addirittura chiamati ‘Epiotikot ¢ Atahektikot, cf. Diog. Laert. 2, 106):
cosi Diodoro Crono sviluppd argomenti contro il movimento che hanno
somiglianze con quelli di Zenone,'® Stilpone argomentd contro i giudizi
sintetici?® (si ricordi la polemica di Soph. 251 b—c), Polisseno sviluppo
I’argomento del tpitog Gvepwmog (fr. 220 D., ma I’appartenenza di
Polisseno alla scuola megarica ¢ problematica?!). D’altra parte da
Diog. Laert. (2, 106 = fr. 31 + fr. 24 Doring) sappiamo che Euclide t&
IMoppevidera peteyepileto [...] €v 10 AyoBOV ATEPULVETO TOAAOLG
OVOLLOOT KOAAODUEVOV® OTE EV YOP EPOVNOLY, OTE Og BedV, Kol GALOTE
VOOV kKol To AOLmd. T & AvTiKelpeva T® dyodd &vhpet, pn elvol
odoxmv. Cicerone ci informa che i Megarici (Luc. 42, 129 = fr. 26

19 Doring 1972, 130.

20 Doring, 1972, 154-156.

21 Non riusciamo a ricostruire con sicurezza il ragionamento di Polisseno. L’unica
testimonianza ¢ Alex. Aphrod. In Met. 84, 16-21 Hayduck: Aéyetl 8¢ daviag &V T
Tpog ALddmpov (fr. 9 W.) TToAdEeVOV TOV GOPLOTNV TOV TPLTOV BLVOPMTOV EICAYELY
AEyovTor “el KOTOL HETOXNV TE KOl LETOVCIOV THG 100G KOl TOD ODTOOVOPOTOV
0 GvBpmTHG £07TL, deT TIva lvor GvBpwmov Og mpog TNV 18éay EEel 10 givat. oDTe
8¢ 0 avTodvepwmog, 6 oty 18€a, kot LeToXMY 18€ag, olte O Tig BvBpwmOG.
Aeimeton GALOV TLVE elvot TpLToV BvBpmTOV TOV TPOG TNV 18€ay 10 elva Exovia”.
Baeumker 1879, 72 sgg, che per primo ha richiamato I’attenzione su questo passo,
propone di leggere (su suggerimento orale di Stahl) 6 éotiv i8¢0 0V1e 6 KOTO pLETox MV
id€ag Tig &vepwmog. In questo modo all’avtodvBpwnog (che € 1’idéa) e all’'uomo
sensibile, che ha I’essere koto LeTOY MV T€ KOL PLeTOLOIOV THG 18€0aic, si aggiunge un
1pirog GvBpwnog, che ha I’essere mpog tnv idéav. Fania, nel riportare il pensiero di
Polisseno, si serve, secondo Baecumker, della terminologia del suo maestro Aristotele,
il quale “macht zwischen den Ausdriicken xo®” €v und mpog €v den Unterchied, dass
k0@’ €v nur diejenigen Dinge genannt werden, welche einem gemeinsamen Begriffe
so untergeordnet sind, dass er ihnen allen in gleicher Weiseinner innerlich ist und sie
alle in gleicher Weise als empfangende an ihm Theil haben, wihrend der terminus
mpog €v ein viel weitere Ausdehung findet und alle Dinge begreift, welche iiberhaupt
zu einem Gegenstande in Beziehung stehen, sei es, dass sie seinen Begriff in sich
befassen, an ihm innerlich teilnehmen und innerlich von ihm abhéngig sind, sei es,
dass sie den Gegenstand nur dusserlich bezeichnen oder gar selbst hervorbringen”.
Doring (che pure riconosce che il testo tradito ¢ incomprensibile) non menziona né nel
testo né nel commento la trasposizione di Stahl-Baeumker, ma io credo la si debba
accettare, almenoché non venga trovata una soluzione migliore. A. Verlinsky crede si
possa accettare il testo tradito dai mss. di Alessandro, in quanto Polisseno vorrebbe
dire che, oltre all’'uomo che partecipa dell’idea, esiste sia un uomo che ¢ lui stesso
I’idea sia un tis-uomo. E comunque evidente che 1’argomento di Polisseno differiva
da quello che leggiamo in Parm. (132 a), in quanto nell’argomento di Polisseno non
c’¢ il regresso ad infinitum (cfr. Wilpert 1939; Leszl 1975, 89; Ferrari 2004, 67—-69).
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A Doring): id bonum solum esse dicebant quod esset unum et simile et
idem semper e che avrebbero preso molte dottrine da Platone (ki quoque
multa a Platone). 1l fatto che i Megarici si richiamassero a Parmenide
e che all’interno di tale scuola fossero presenti tendenze eristiche ¢ un
forte indizio a favore dell’idea che Platone, criticando la dialettica di
Parmenide, avesse di mira i Megarici.

Prima, pero, di dare una risposta dettagliata a questo problema, ¢
necessario affrontare il problema degli €ld®v @iAot, cui gia abbiamo ac-
cennato supra riassumendo Soph. 245 e sgg., ove ai materialisti vengono
contrapposti gli eld®v @ilot: chi sono costoro? Alcuni li hanno appunto
identificati coi Megarici e questo ci impone di verificare subito I’eventuale
correttezza di tale identificazione. Nel Soph. agli eld®v @iAol vengono
attribuite le seguenti dottrine: elvai e yiyveoOoi sono separati (yopic) e il
primo, a differnza del secondo, ¢ immutabile. Gli uomini comunicano col
primo tramite la yvyn, col secondo tramite il cdpo (248 a—b). Mentre al
YiyveoOai appartengono il mdoyety e il moielv, all’elvon non appartiene
né 1'uno né I’altro, ma I’elvort viene conosciuto (yiryvokecsOai) dalla
WLy, senza tuttavia che fra la yoyn e ’elvan ci sia un rapporto di wotetv /
naoyev né alcun petaiopBdavely (248 b—d). Queste sono le dottrine
che il Soph. attribuisce agli eld®v @iro1?? e lo EEvog afferma (249 c¢—d)

22 La ricostruzione del pensiero degli €ld@v ¢ilot e le obiezioni che muove
loro lo &€vog hanno dato parecchio filo da torcere agli interpreti. Lo &€vog e Teeteto
convengono (248 b—c) che gli €id®v ¢iiot non concederanno mai che al mondo
dell’elvon e degli €1dn appartenga il &)Ly / motetv, che essi credono caratteristico
del solo mondo del yiyvesOou. Lo EEvog vuole in tutti i modi portarli a concedere che il
ndioyewv / molely appartenga anche all’eivo e ricorda che gli eid@v @ilot concedono
che la yoyn conosce (Yiyvioket) e I’odoio viene conosciuta (yryvoxetot). Non
¢ questo, chiede lo &&vog, gia moinpo e mabog, o no? Teeteto risponde che, per gli
€10V @lAot, questo non pud essere moinpa e w&Bog e che essi (evidentemente per
coerenza con la loro dottrina che nega che il Totetv e il TéoeLy appartengano all’glvou)
devono negare che fra ytyvookmv e y1yvwokopevov ci sia contatto. Lo EEvog a questo
punto dice (248 d—e): pavBAvVm TOdE YE OG TO YLIYVAOOKELV EITEP EGTUL TOLETV TL TO
YUY VOGKOLEVOV AVOLYKOIOV 0D GUUBOLVELY TAGYELY. TNV 0DGLaY 87 KT TOV AOYOV
T0VTOV Y1YVOOKOUEVIY VIO THG YVACEMG, KO OCOV Y1YVDOKETOL, KATH TOGOVTOV
KLveloBon 810 TO ThoyeLy, O 81 Qopev 00K &v yevéoBou mepl 10 Rpepodv. C’¢ chi
pensa (cfr. Centrone 2008, 153 n. 109) che il segmento 10 yiyvdokewv einep €oTon

. 10 Mpepodv rifletta il pensiero degli eld®v @iAol, ma a me pare evidente che si
tratta di una deduzione dello &&vog, che vuol ridurre ad absurdum la tesi di chi (come
gli eid®v @ihol) nega che il ndoyewv faccia parte dell’sivor. Sembra che lo E&vog
usi due deductiones ad absurdum: la prima consiste nel mostrare come yryvoxev /
yiyvookeoBot implichino di per sé motelv e TaoyeLy, la seconda si basa sull’argomento
della xivnoic: nessuno oserebbe negare che il xiveicBau appartenga all’sivon e sia
necessario per il y1yvooketv, ma il kivetcBan € causato dal mdoyerv, dunque anche
il méoyelv non puo essere escluso dall’ovoio. Questa mi pare I’interpretazione piu



Platone e gli Eleati (II) 233

che il vero filosofo rifiutera la loro dottrina, secondo cui 10 TGV €0TNKdg
(in realta la staticita viene riferita solo all’eivon, che gli €iddv @ilot
separano nettamente dal mondo fenomenico). Si osservi che in questo
punto (249 c—d) lo &&vog stabilisce una relazione piuttosto stretta fra gli
€1d®Vv @iAol ¢ Parmenide: la dottrina del mav €otnkdg € infatti attribuita
dallo E€vog sia agli €id@v ¢ilot che al filosofo di Elea, le cui dottrine
differiscono perché i primi attribuiscono, a differenza di Parmenide,
all’etvou la pluralita (a me pare quasi certo che gli eld®v @ilol negassero

naturale (essa si trova gia e. g. in Wilamowitz 1919, 11, 241-242; sbaglia senza dubbio
Vlastos 1981, 309317, che crede che per gli eld®dv girot la kivnoig facesse parte
dell’oboia, e che lo E€vog e Platone negassero questo): da essa non risulta che gli e1d@v
@llot negassero che la kivnoig facesse parte dell’sivau: gli eid@v @ilot negavano che
il mhoyewv facesse parte dell’sivar, ma lo Eévog dimostra che eliminare il néoyewv
dall’elvon implica eleiminare anche il xiveloBon dall’elvou, palese assurdita. Il
problema é: anche gli e1d®v @iiot credevano assurdo eliminare il kiveloBou dall’elvon
o invece lo eliminavano? Dalla deductio ad absurdum questo non si riesce a capire,
poiché non ¢ chiaro quanto, cio che lo Eévog e Teeteto credono una palese assurdita, sia
creduto anche dagli e1d@v @ilot una palese assurdita. Lo EEvog prosegue affermando
che ¢ assurdo togliere 1@ mavteAdg Gvtt il movimento, la vita, la yoyn e la ppovnoic.
Si ¢ discusso su cosa qui intenda Platone con 10 Tovteldg Ov, se intenda cio¢ la totalita
dell’essere ovvero il mondo ideale (cfr. Centrone 2008, XXXV): a me pare evidente che
letteralmente qui t0 movteldg GV possa significare solo il mondo ideale (Tovteddg
ha un evidente valore qualitativo, che esclude assolutamente la possibilita di intendere
I’espressione in senso estensivo, come “tutto cio che €”), e va categoricamente esclusa
(per motivi linguistici non meno che filosofici) qualsiasi interpretazione che supponga
che lo Eévog ammetta le realta sensibili nel mondo dell’elvoi. Resta il problema, se
gli eld@v @ihot escludessero la kivnoig dall’ovoia e cosa essi intendessero, quando
dall’obcio escludevano il TéBog. Per quanto riguarda il primo problema, nel seguito
lo &&vog afferma (249 c—d) che &véyxn St TadTor UATE TAOV €V 1| KOl TO TOAAG
€10M AeyOVTOV TO IOV £6TNKOG ATodEYecOaL: gli elddV plAol vengono qui accostati
a Parmenide e si afferma che non ¢ possibile accogliere la loro tesi che il tutto sia
£01NKOG: questo passo fa davvero pensare che gli e1d®v piAol negassero che nell’glvort
ci fosse kivnoig: € vero, a stretto rigore di logica si puo obiettare che lo E€vog potrebbe
qui attribuire agli €ld®v @iAol una negazione non fatta da loro esplicitamente, ma
ricavata da lui per deduzione: tuttavia, I’accostamento a Parmenide (che il movimento
dell’elvon lo negava davvero!) fa pensare che anche gli eid@v @ilot negassero la
kivnoig dell’oota. Questo spiegherebbe benissimo il loro avvicinamento a Parmenide
nel passo di 249 c—d che abbiamo appena trascritto e la GuvABeia di cui parla lo E€vog
a 248 b (evidentemente essa deriva dalla comune ascendenza parmenidea, cfr. infia). Se
¢ cosi, gli €ld@Vv @ilot non escludevano semplicemente il T&0og dall’ovota: € vero che
all’inizio (248 b—c) lo &&vog insiste su questo, ma la ragione ¢ semplicemente che egli
aveva introdotto il Toletv / maoxev nella sezione precedente (parlando dei materialisti).
Se questa interpretazione ¢ vera, il legame fra gli €éid®v @ilotr e Parmenide ¢ molto
stretto e ci liberiamo dal grave problema di comprendere cosa intendessero gli e1d®v
otlot togliendo il maoyerv all’ovoto, ma lasciandole il kiveloBou (la complessita del
problema ¢ ben esposta in Centrone 2008, XXXIII-XL).
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qualsiasi movimento all’elvai, ma la cosa non ¢ sicura, cfr. la nota 22).
I tentativi di identificazione di questi filosofi sono stati vari.?? Riprendendo
un’idea di Schleiermacher, Stallbaum li identifico coi Megarici e la tesi
ebbe una certa fortuna.?* Il punto forte di questa teoria ¢ che essa spiega
I’avvicinamento a Parmenide; Euclide, discepolo di Socrate e sodale di
Platone, avrebbe contaminato, lo abbiamo gia detto, la dottrina socratica
con quella eleatica, il che bene spiegherebbe i tratti comuni che gli €1d@v
¢ihot hanno con le due scuole (sui tratti in comune con quella socratico-
platonica, di gran lunga i piu significativi, cfr. la nota 28). Tuttavia, i dati
in nostro possesso sembrano indicare che i Megarici non dividevano
I’etvon in una pluralita di €{dn, ma lo intendevano come €v, al pari di
Parmenide;? questo costituisce un ostacolo a mio giudizio insormontabile
all’identificazione degli €id®v @ilot coi Megarici. Piu fortuna in tempi
recenti ha incontrato ’identificazione coi Pitagorici, che sembra rafforzata
dall’affermazione dello &&vog, allorché dice di avere cvvnBeia con loro
(248 b), dato che egli viene da FElea e data la diffusione del Pitagorismo
nell’Italia Meridionale di quel periodo.?® Se questa ipotesi fosse vera, le

23 Cfr. Centrone, 2008, 149, n. 108.

24 Schleiermacher 1824, 140 sgg.; Stallbaum 1840, 9 sgg.

25 Appena Schleiermacher propose I’identificazione, Ritter 1828, 305 sgg. obietto
cheiMegaricinonponevano lapluralitanell’essere e che addirittura Stilpone combatteva
gli €{dn cfr. Diog. Laert. 2, 119. Stallbaum cerco di confermare 1’identificazione di
Schleiermacher citando Arist. Met. 1091 b 13—14: 1@V d¢ TAG AKLVNTOVG 0VGLOG
elvo AeyOvIov ol pév eact adTo 10 £v 10 AyaBov ardTo elvon odoioy pévtot 1o v
010D dovto elvar pdAtoto e sostenendo che a parlare di dxivntol oboion fossero
i Megarici. Il testo di Met. ¢ corrotto, come mostra la mancanza della proposizione
introdotta da &¢; prima di obotlav doveva esserci qualcosa come “others held the
good not for the One itself” (Ross 1924, 488). Inoltre (cosa decisiva contro la tesi di
Stallbaum) ol pév sembra riferirsi a Platone (forse anche al pitagorico Brotino), ot
8¢ ai Pitagorici in generale e Speusippo, cfr. Ross 1924, 488 e Reale 1993, II1, 695.
Contro I’identificazione coi Megarici, cfr. anche Campbell 1867, LXXIV-LXXV.

26 L’identificazione (che risale all’antichita, cfr. Proclus In Parm. p. 729 Cousin:
AV HEV Yap kol mapd Tolg MTuboryopeiolg i Tepl 1@V £id@V Bempiol, kol dnrol kol
aVTOg €V ZoELOTH TOV €18V PLAOVG TPOCGayopeD®V ToVG €v ITahlg GoPovg)
¢ accettata da Burnet 1924, 91 n. 1, 280; Taylor 1926, 386; Ebert 1998, 82-100.
L’autorita di Proclo non deve incutere timore: non c’era piu alcun legame diretto fra
I’Accademia ateniese rifondata da Plutarco di Atene (nella quale avevano studiato
Proclo e il suo maestro Siriano) e I’Accademia di Platone. Non c¢’¢ nessuna ragione
di credere che la tradizione sugli eld®v @idot si sia trasmessa dal IV secolo a. C. al
tempo di Proclo. Nel commento al Parm. (p. 619 Cousin) Proclo afferma che, secondo
Nicomaco, Parmenide e Zenone ebbero rapporti coi Pitagorici: forse ¢ da questa
tradizione che trae origine 1’identificazione degli e1d@®v @ilot coi Pitagorici, poiché si
collego questa tradizione sui rapporti fra gli Eleati e i Pitagorici alla cvvnfeio di cui
parla Soph. 248 b? La Zuckert 2009, 699-700 crede che €18®v @iAog sia Socrate e che
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conseguenze per la storia della filosofia antica sarebbero notevoli: ¢ infatti
evidente che, facendo definire da un Eleate del V secolo i Pitagorici della
Magna Grecia e1d®Vv ¢ilot, Platone lascerebbe immaginare, data I’antichita
della scuola pitagorica, che la teoria degli €1dn deriva da quella scuola. Una
tesi del genere ¢ stata sostenuta, e non c’¢ da meravigliarsi che Burnet,
che credeva all’origine pitagorica della teoria degli €idm, identificasse
gli elddv @irol nei Pitagorici. Tuttavia, quanto abbiamo osservato supra
(cfr. la nota 15) rende questa tesi assai improbabile; inoltre, nel Parm.,
dialogo scritto per essere letto insieme al Soph., la paternita della teoria
degli €1dn viene attribuita a Socrate, ¢ Parmenide, che viene dalla stessa
area geografica da cui viene lo EEvog, non ne ha mai sentito parlare. Se
veramente lo E€vog avesse avuto cuviBela coi Pitagorici, tale cuvnOeia
avrebbe dovuto averla, si supporrebbe, anche il suo maestro Parmenide, e,
se veramente i Pitagorici avessero professato la teoria degli €16m, ¢ difficile
credere che Parmenide, sentendola formulare da Socrate, non ricordasse
le dottrine dei suoi conterranei. Per rispondere a questa osservazione,
qualcuno potrebbe supporre che Platone immaginasse che la dottrina degli
€10n fosse partita da Socrate e che poi fosse stata fatta propria dai Pitagorici:
questo spiegherebbe perché Parmenide la ignora e invece ¢ familiare allo
Eévog. Tuttavia, nulla nei dialoghi platonici stabilisce un legame fra €idn
e Pitagorismo e anche gli studi pit recenti ¢ avveduti negano tale legame.?’

A me pare certo che Platone, parlando di €id®v @ilot, non potesse
avere in mente che se stesso e/o qualche altro socratico: Platone ¢ coerente
nell’attribuire la dottrina degli €{dn a Socrate e anche le altre dottrine, che
egli attribuisce agli éldav @iAot, sono quelle che caratterizzano il pensiero di
Socrate/Platone: la divisione fra elvai e yiyvesOou, cosi come la kotvaovio
che gli uomini hanno con il primo tramite la yoyn, con il secondo trami-
te il odpo, sono tratti inconfondibili della dottrina socratico-platonica?®

lo E€vog esprima il punto di vista eleatico, in quanto critico di quello socratico; ¢ una
tesi inficiata dall’errore che ho gia osservato supra (nota 16).

27 Ebert 1998 osserva che Timeo, che proviene come lo E€vog dall’ltalia, per la
precisione da Locri, sostiene un dualismo del tutto analogo a quello di Platone (Zim.
27d-28a; 51 b—52 a) e ne deduce che fosse anch’egli un €id®v @iAog, e che questo
mostri ulteriormente il legame fra Pitagorismo della Magna Grecia e teoria degli
€1dn. Sono conclusioni evidentemente affrettate, che prescindono da una adeguata
Quellenanalyse del Tim.

28 Centrone 2008, XXXIV scrive giustamente: “La posizione degli amici delle
idee (248 a sgg.) richiama anche nella terminologia la dottrina delle idee nella forma
in cui essa ¢ presente nei dialoghi precedenti; ’ambito delle idee, che sono cio che
¢ realmente (ovoia), sempre identico a se stesso e attingibile mediante il ragionamento,
¢ separato dal mondo del divenire (yéveotic), legato al corporeo e sempre diverso,
attingibile mediante la sensazione”.
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e che egli le attribuisse ai Pitagorici ¢ difficile credere; se tali dottrine,
che costituiscono il cardine del pensiero socratico-platonico, fossero state
professate dai Pitagorici, nei dialoghi platonici troveremmo traccia anche
altrove di questa comunanza di dottrine; su questo non ¢ lecito, a mio
avviso, avere il minimo dubbio. Dunque gli €id®v @iAol non possono
essere 1 Pitagorici; avrei meno difficolta a identificarli coi Megarici, poiché
questi ultimi erano socratici e dunque potevano condividere le dottrine
fondamentali del pensiero socratico-platonico, ma le obiezioni esposte
supra mi sembrano decisive, poiché tutto lascia pensare che i Megarici
all’elvar non attribuissero la pluralita.

L’identificazione piu verisimile a me pare quella interna alla scuola
platonica: le possibilita sono due, cio¢ o che Platone abbia voluto rinnegare
una concezione statica dell’elvon da lui stesso professata in precedenza,?’
o che tale concezione fosse propria di una parte della sua scuola, contro
cui egli dunque polemizzerebbe. La scelta fra queste due alternative
dipende da cosa si pensi dello sviluppo della filosofia di Platone: come
¢ stato recentissimamente osservato,’? chi da un’interpretazione unitaria
del pensiero platonico propendera per la seconda tesi, chi invece da
un’interpretazione evolutiva sara piu propenso alla prima tesi. La questione
¢ di grande importanza: Platone riconosce un particolare legame fra gli
eld@Vv eiiotl e Parmenide, e, se coi primi egli alludesse a posizioni da lui
stesso assunte, ne seguirebbe che Platone stabiliva un legame strettissimo
tra la filosofia di Parmenide ¢ la propria. Se, invece, gli e1d@v @ihot fossero
filosofi interni all’Accademia, ma che hanno, per proprie convinzioni,
assunto posizioni diverse da quelle di Platone, in questo caso si potrebbe
pensare che Platone attribuisse solo a questi “eretici” un particolare legame
con Parmenide, senza che tale legame riguardasse il proprio pensiero. Si
discute molto sui rapporti fra Platone e Parmenide, ma I’importanza di
questo punto mi pare che sfugga a gran parte degli studiosi. A me pare
che gli indizi in nostro possesso indichino che gli €id®v iAol erano
Accademici, le cui posizioni divergevano da quelle di Platone, senza che
nulla indichi che Platone ha condiviso le loro dottrine. Non ¢’¢, infatti, il
minimo indizio che Platone abbia condiviso, in una fase del suo pensiero
precedente al Soph., le dottrine che egli attribuisce agli eld®v @iiot.’!

29 Cosi e. g. Cornford 1935, 242-248; Wundt 1935, 65-66; Liebrucks 1949,
139 sgg.; Kamlah 1963, 37; Bluck 1975, 94 sgg.; Cordero 2013, 194. Contra cfr. e.g.
Cherniss 1944, 439 n. 376.

30 Altman 2016, 18-19.

31 La caratteristica piu sicura del pensiero degli €id®v ¢iiot (perché Platone
esplicitamente gliela attribuisce) ¢ la negazione che gli €181 possano néoygtlv / notetv
(248 ¢): non ¢ ben chiaro cosa gli €id®v @iiot intendessero con questo, ma Platone,
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Il loro pensiero si avvicinava, almeno agli occhi di Platone, a quello
di Parmenide: questo avvicinamento ¢ evidente sia quando lo &&vog
(249 c—d) parla di 10 mav €otnkdg, supposto sia da coloro che parlano
di €v (evidentemente gli Eleati) sia da coloro che parlano di moAAd
€101 (evidentemente gli €id®v @ilou), sia quando lo stesso E€vog cita la
ovvnoeio (248 b), che egli ha con gli €elddv @ilotr: dal momento che
lo £€vog non sembra avere consuetudine coi circoli filosofici ateniesi
(come risulta dall’inizio del Soph.), 'unico modo, mi pare, per spiegare la
ovvnoeila € che essa alluda alla comunanza di dottrine fra lo &€vog e gli
€1d@Vv @ilot (dunque la comune ascendenza parmenidea).

Se gli €1d®v @iAot erano davvero un gruppo di filosofi, che accettavano
I’innovazione socratico-platonica degli €idn, ma attribuivano a questi
ultimi caratteristiche simili a quelle dell’essere parmenideo,?? questo
significa che il pensiero di Parmenide aveva assunto una posizione di
centralita nella discussione sugli €idn interna all’Accademia. Chi tenga
a mente questo fatto e consideri che per Platone Parmenide era all’origine
della detestata eristica, puo trovare attraente I’idea di Stallbaum, secondo
cui nei dialoghi platonici sotto Parmenide e gli Eleati si nascondono
1 Megarici. In altre parole, per Platone gli €id®v ¢iAot sono socratico-
platonici con -caratteristiche parmenidee: orbene proprio di Euclide
di Megara Diog. Laert. ci dice che uni dottrine socratiche a dottrine
parmenidee; d’altra parte, come abbiamo visto supra, uno degli intenti
principali di Platone nello scrivere i dialoghi “eleatici” era mostrare come

gia nell’ Euthyphr., attribuisce agli €16 il ndoyerv (Centrone 1995). Anche la loro
negazione della xivnoig dell’ootla non si armonizza con cio che Platone afferma in
un altro dialogo precedente al Soph., il Phaedr. (245 c).

32 Molti credono effettivamente che gli €ld@v @ilor fossero un gruppo di
Accademici in dissenso col maestro, cftr. e. g. Ritter 1923, II, 131-134; Natorp 1922,
284-285; Centrone 2008, XL (“Accademici troppo eleatizzanti”). Cherniss 1944, 439
n. 376 suppone che gli e1d®v eilot fossero Accademici che si opponevano a Eudosso,
il quale aveva inteso le idee come immanenti ai sensibili (cfr. Arist. Met. 991 a 15— 19
e 1079 b 18 sgg., su cui cfr. da ultimo Forcignano 2015): in opposizione a una visione
del genere, gli eld®v @ilotl avrebbero accentuato il carattere immobile e separato
degli €1dn. A parte le difficolta a comprendere con esattezza la posizione di Eudosso
rispetto alla teoria degli €{dn e all’Accademia in generale (sull’adesione di Eudosso
alla teoria degli €idn cfr. lo scetticismo di Leszl 1975, 335-340), bisogna considerare
che le posizioni eleatizzanti erano abbastanza diffuse negli ambienti vicini a Platone
e non c¢’¢ ragione di pensare che esse nascessero in opposizione a Eudosso: il pensiero
eleatico attraeva di per sé, senza bisogno che esso venisse usato contro Eudosso (cfr. la
fine di questo articolo). In ogni modo ¢ certo che la teoria degli €{dn (il perno della
filosofia platonica) suscito vivi dibattiti nell’ Accademia ed ¢ naturale supporre che si
creassero gruppi di pensatori in contrasto con lo stesso Platone; per queste discussioni
e le ripercussioni su Aristotele cfr. Isnardi Parente 1989 e da ultimo Cardullo 2002.
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la dottrina sull’elvar di Parmenide era all’origine dell’eristica, e noi
sappiamo che nella scuola megarica tendenze eristiche erano fortemente
rappresentate. In base a queste considerazioni, si sarebbe portati a identi-
ficare il bersaglio polemico dei dialoghi “eleatici” di Platone nei Megarici,
i quali assommerebbero in sé tutta I’eredita parmenidea contro cui Platone
voleva polemizzare e si sarebbe portati ad avvicinare gli eld®v @iAot ai
Megarici, in quanto anch’essi legati a Parmenide e oggetto di polemica
in uno dei dialoghi “eleatici”. Tuttavia, un’analisi attenta dei dati in
nostro possesso esclude una soluzione cosi semplice e univoca. Come gia
abbiamo detto, i Megarici non possono essere identificati con gli €id@v
othot; inoltre, poco dopo aver discusso le dottrine di questi ultimi, lo
E€vog (251 b—c) parla di alcuni yépovteg oOyipoBels, i quali negano la
possibilita dei giudizi sintetici; noi sappiamo che anche Stilpone negava
tale possibilita ed ¢ dunque da credere che, almeno al tempo di Stilpone
(su come stessero le cose al tempo di Platone non siamo informati), tale
tendenza fosse diffusa nella scuola megarica. Orbene, da quanto dice lo
E€vog ¢ del tutto evidente che, ai suoi occhi, fra gli eld®v iAot e i yépovTeg
oypaBelc non esiste alcuna affinita (del resto, questo ¢ facilmente
comprensibile: gli €idn erano stati introdotti da Socrate/Platone anche
per ovviare ai sofismi di chi negava la possibilita dei giudizi sintetici).
E dunque da escludere che gli €id®v @ilot avessero qualcosa in comune,
almeno agli occhi di Platone, con le tendenze eristiche sviluppatesi dal
pensiero parmenideo. D’altra parte, come abbiamo detto piu volte, il
Parm. e il Soph. polemizzano principalmente contro la primitiva dialettica
parmenidea e ’eristica che di tale dialettica era erede: ne segue che gli
€10@Vv @ilot non hanno nulla a che fare con il principale obiettivo della
polemica dei dialoghi “eleatici”. Questo puo sorprendere, dato 1’esplicito
accostamento fatto dallo £€vog fra gli e1d®v @ilot e Parmenide, ma non
credo che i dati in nostro possesso si possano interpretare in altro modo.
Dunque la polemica contro gli €id®v @idot € solo un excursus dedicato
a una disputa interna all’Accademia e non ha nulla a che fare con I’intento
principale dei dialoghi “eleatici”.

Quale era dunque I’intento principale di Platone, quando scriveva
Parm. e Soph.? 1l piu evidente ¢ senza dubbio quello di mostrare la
necessita degli €{dn: Parmenide e lo EEvog sperimentano in prima per-
sona quali conseguenze tremende ha argomentare senza gli €{dn. Ma
perché Platone ha portato in scena proprio gli Eleati per mostrare la
necessita degli €{16m? Se questi erano stati introdotti per la prima volta da
Socrate (come Platone costantemente afferma) e gli eristi continuavano
a commettere errori dialettici in quanto non li usavano, perché portare
in scena gli Eleati per mostrare la necessita degli €{dn? Perché mettere
cosi impietosamente a nudo i limiti della dialettica di Parmenide, quando
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Platone vedeva attorno a sé continuamente sofisti che commettevano gli
stessi errori dialettici, senza avere 1 meriti filosofici di Parmenide e senza
avere la scusa di essere vissuti prima che venissero introdotti gli €{6n?

L’ipotesi che Platone volesse polemizzare contro i Megarici resta (una
volta che si separino questi ultimi dagli eld@v @ilot, coi quali non hanno
nulla a che fare) attraente, poiché i Megarici si richiamavano a Parmenide
e in tale scuola si svilupparono tendenze eristiche (¢ lecito pensare che
tali tendenze fossero gia presenti in Euclide, ma la tradizione ¢ assai
avara al riguardo’?); se si potesse anche dimostrare che in tale scuola si
cerco, tramite I’argomento del tpitog dvBpwmog, di muovere obiezioni
alla teoria degli €{dn (ma cfr. quanto detto nella nota 21), I’ipotesi
megarica acquisterebbe ancora maggiore probabilita, poiché le obiezioni
che Parmenide muove alla teoria degli €16n nella prima parte del Parm.
troverebbero paralleli nella scuola megarica:34 rispondere alle obiezioni che
gli Eleati/Megarici muovono nella prima parte del Parm. mostrando (nella
seconda parte dello stesso dialogo) in quale mare di assurdita (proprio
a proposito dell’€v!) cade la dialettica eleatica (e megarica?) che ignora gli
€10, sarebbe un procedimento del tutto logico ¢ comprensibile.3?

Poiché non ci sono altri pensatori coevi a Platone che mostrino
altrettanti punti di contatto con gli argomenti dei dialoghi “eleatici”, I’'unica
altra interpretazione possibile ¢ che Platone volesse tracciare un quadro
oggettivo del rapporto fra I’Eleatismo e la dottrina socratico-platonico:
come ho cercato di dimostrare, un tale quadro ¢ possibile ricavarlo dalla
lettura di Parm. e Soph. (sebbene [’aspetto piu propriamente metafisico
dell’eredita eleatica non venga toccato in questi dialoghi). Si tratterebbe
in questo modo quasi di una messa a punto della verita storica dei rapporti
fra Eleatismo e pensiero socratico-platonico. Un’interpretazione del
genere diverrebbe verisimile, se fosse possibile dimostrare che 1’incontro
fra Parmenide e Socrate avvenne effettivamente: se Platone desiderava
narrare un episodio storicamente avvenuto, non c¢’¢ ragione di cercare
fra 1 suoi contemporanei i motivi che lo spingessero a scrivere il Parm.

33 Cfr. Diog. Laert. 2, 107 e Doring 1998, 212.

34 Purtroppo non ¢’¢ modo di stabilire con certezza se le obiezioni che Parmenide
muove alla teoria degli €idn nella prima parte del Parm. fossero effettivamente
state mosse a Platone da qualcuno, cft. tuttavia la nota 19 della parte (I) di questo
contributo. Gia Wilamowitz 1919, II, 228 scriveva: “Die verbreitete Annahme, dass
die Einwénde gegen die Ideenlehre, die Platon den Parmenides erheben lédsst, ihm von
anderen gemacht wiren, 14sst sich weder beweisen noch widerlegen, denn sie wird nur
aus dem Dialoge selbst erschlossen”.

35 Gia Taylor 1926, 350 scriveva: “A series of attempts to show that the Socratic
‘hypothesis’ of forms leads to impossible results is retorted upon by an elaborate
attempt to show that the Eleatic hypothesis is in still worse case”.
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Tuttavia, un’interpretazione del genere mi sembra preclusa, se si ammette,
come oggi si fa, che la teoria degli €{dn sia invenzione platonica: in questa
prospettiva, infatti, il Parm. non pud riprodurre un dialogo effettivemente
avvenuto, per il semplice fatto che Socrate non introdusse gli €16n e dunque
i dialoghi “eleatici” non possono aver alcun intento “storicizzante”.

Pare preferibile pensare che dietro a Socrate e Parmenide si nascon-
dano personaggi e discussioni coeve a Platone; se ¢ cosi, I’ ipotesi megarica
a me continua a sembrare la piu probabile. Rispetto alla formulazione
che a questa ipotesi hanno dato i filologi dell’800 e della prima meta
del ‘900, sono necessarie alcune sostanziali modifiche: non solo bisogna
abbandonare I’identificazione dei Megarici con gli e1d®v ¢iAot, ma bisogna
anche rinunciare all’idea che i Megarici accettassero gli €10n.3¢ I1 miglior
conoscitore vivente dei Megarici, il Doring, afferma che, per quello che
noi possiamo ricavare dai magri frammenti pervenutici, cid che legava
1 Megarici agli Eleati era la “dialektische Praxis” (questo spiegherebbe
anche il fatto che successivamente Eleati e Megarici venissero classificati
come scettici al pari dei Pirroniani e dei Neoaccademici, cfr. Sen. Ep. mor.
88, 44). Se questo ¢ vero, a me sembra che 1’ipotesi che Platone abbia
scritto Parm. e Soph. in polemica contro Euclide e la sua scuola divenga
quasi una certezza: certo non sono mai state avanzate altre spiegazioni piu
convincenti del perché Platone abbia scritto i dialoghi “eleatici”.

A prescindere da questo, se gli eld@®v @ilot non vanno identificati
coi Megarici (o comunque coi filosofi contro i quali ¢ diretta la principale
polemica del Parm. e del Soph.) e se davvero Platone ha scritto i dialoghi
“eleatici” in risposta a filosofi a lui contemporanei che aderivano
a posizioni eleatiche (fossero essi o no i Megarici), ne segue che quando
Platone scrisse il Parm. e il Soph. (probabilmente fra il primo e il secondo
viaggio in Sicilia, 386-36737) il pensiero eleatico era fortemente presente
negli ambienti a lui vicini e non fra un solo gruppo di filosofi (sia infatti
gli e1d@v girot sia i destinatari della polemica del Parm. e del Soph. erano
eredi del pensiero di Parmenide).

Carlo M. Lucarini
Koln /| Palermo

carlo.lucarini@unipa.it

36 Taylor 1926, 350-351 vedeva addirittura nell’accettazione da parte di Par-
menide dell’ipotesi degli €1dn la conferma che Platone stesse polemizzando contro
i Megarici, poiché anche questi ultimi avrebbero aderito a tale ipotesi.

37 Cfr. Cardullo 2002, 155-160.
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Plato gives two constrasting accounts of Zeno’s philosophical purposes in the
Phaedrus and Parmenides. The Parmenides is more accurate in detail, and
consequently it is more probable that Zeno intended to defend Parmenides’
teaching, as he is represented as doing in this dialogue, than to accumulate eristic
contradictions for their own sake, as he is represented as doing in the Phaedrus.
Plato seems to be aware that one of the main features of Socratism, dialectic
reasoning, originates in Eleatism; also that the distinction between the sensible and
intellegible worlds (another chief feature of Socratism, as well as of Platonism) had
been anticipated by Parmenides. Despite these considerable debts to Eleatism,
Plato’s Eleatic dialogues (the Parmenides and the Sophist) aim rather at uncovering
the shortcomings of Eleatic logic. Plato was probably aware that eristic originated
in Parmenides’ infelicitous assertions about eivou, but it was not his well-known
dislike for eristic that prompted him to write the Parmenides and the Sophist: his
polemic against Eleatism originates rather from the fact that some contemporary
philosophers (probably the Megarians) were still using Eleatic logic. Also the
€ld®V @iAot (probably a group of Academics) adopted some important features of
Eleatism: attacking Parmenides, Plato pointed out to his Megarian and Academic
friends how many drawbacks Eleatic logic entailed.

[TmaToH pa3nu4HBEIM 00pa3oM TOBOPHUT O (rimocodcekux mensiax 3eHoHa B Dedpe
u Ilapmenude. [lapmenuo 6oiee TOUEH B JIETANSX, ¥ TOTOMY O0JIee BEpOSITHO, UTO
nenpio 3eHOHa ObUTa 3ammuTa ydeHus llapmennaa, kak cooOmaercs B 3TOM Jua-
JIoTe, a He aKKyMYJIUPOBAHUE Y)PUCTHICCKUX MPOTUBOPEUUI paJii HUX CAMHX, KaK
9TO M300pakeHo B Dedpe. I1naToH, 04EBUAHO, CO3HABAN, UYTO OJHA M3 TIIABHBIX
YepT COKpPaTHYECKOU (PUII0COPHU — THATCKTUUSCKUI METOJ] PACCyXICHUN — BOC-
XOJMT K DJICUCKOH IIKOJIe; TAK)KE Pa3IMYCHUE YyBCTBEHHOTO H YMOIIOCTUTAeMOTO
MHUPOB (BTOpast BaXKHEHIIas YepTa COKPATHUECKOH, KaK U IIATOHOBCKOH (HII0CO-
¢un) 6su10 peaBocxuiieHo [lapmenunom. OnHako, HeCMOTPs Ha TO, uTo [Inaron
O0pu1 MHOTHM 00s3aH mikone IlapmeHmpma, ero ameiickue muanoru (Ilapmenuo
u Co¢hucm) HampaBJICHBI CKOpee Ha M300JMUCHHE CIIA0OCTCH JIOTUKUA DIICaToB.
[TnaroH Tak)Ke CO3HABAN, YTO IPUCTUUECKUE CODU3MBI OEpPYT Ha4alo OT Heyaad-
HBIX yTBepkKIeHui [lapMenua oTHOCHTENBHO £1vall. BMecTe ¢ TeM BOBce HE XO-
POIIIO M3BECTHASI HETIPUA3Hb K IPUCTHKE MOOY/HIa €ro K Hanucanuio [lapmenuda
n Cogucma. Ero moneMunka MpoTUB JICHCKOTO yYEHHUSI B ATHUX AMAIOrax cKopee
BBI3BaHA TE€M, YTO HEKOTOpbIe PmIocodpnl — coBpeMeHHUKHU [InaroHa (mo-Buau-
MoOMY, Merapuk#) — Io-TpeKHEMY HCTIONB30BANIN JIOTHKY DJIeaToB B CBOMX Iapa-
nmokcax. Kpome toro, e1d@v @iAot (BeposTHO, rpyria GpuiocodoB B caMOi M1aTo-
HOBCKO# AKaJIeMUH) YHACIIEI0BAIa HEKOTOPHIE BAYKHBIC YEPThHI AIICUCKOTO YUCHHS:
Hanasias Ha [lapmennna, [1natoH ykas3piBajg CBOMM METapCKUM M aKaJIeMHYECKHM
KOJIJIEraM Ha U3bsIHbBI AJIEHCKON JIOTHKH.



ITIUCHEMO, HAJIEHHOE B OJIBBUM B 2010 TOJIY

B 2010 romy nHa yuactke T-3 TeppacHoit wactu OJIBBUH ObUT HaigcH
(parMeHT CBHHIIOBOH MJIACTHHKH C HECKOJBKUMH CTPOKAMH T'PEUECKOTO
Tekcra. !

TexcT HaaMMCH HAHECEH Ha TUIACTHHKY, pa3Mephl KOTOPOH COCTaBIIA-
10T Tpubu3uTenbHo 8,2%4,1 cm, TommmHa 0,1 cM. BykBBI TpodepUeHbI
TOHKAM OCTPBIM TPEAMETOM JOCTaTOYHO aKKypaTHO, CPEIHSS BBICO-
ta OykB — 0,35-0,4 cm.? [lnacTuHKa Oblia HaiiJicHa B CBEPHYTOM BHJE,
MIpH pa3BOpadMBaHUM OHA pacriajach MO OJHOM W3 JIWHWK CTHOOB Ha JBa
CTHIKyIOIUXcs ¢pparmeHTa. Ha mpaBom ¢parmeHTe BUAHBI THHUHA PAMKH,
BHYTPH KOTOpPOW TOMelleH Tekct.> Haamuch vMMeeT 3HAYUTENbHBIC TO-
BpPEXKJICHUS: BEPXHSAA W TpaBas €€ 4acTH yTpadeHbl, 9TO HE TO3BOJSAET
YCTaHOBHUTH JUIMHY CTPOK M UX TOYHOE KosmdecTBO. CBepXy W crpaBa
TUTACTHHKA COXPAaHSET CJe/Ibl OIUIABICHHSI, KOTOPOMY CBHHEII TIOBEPTCs,
MO-BUAMMOMY, €III¢ B JIPEBHOCTH.*

I TIucemo myOnukyetcs 1o ¢ororpaduu. Bnepssie ero omyonukosan B. 1. Ha-
3ap4yK, KOTOPBIH mpeacTaBui (Gororpaduro IIaCTHHKY, €€ MPOPUCOBKY U XapakTe-
pHUCTHKY apxeojoruueckoro koHtekcra (Nazarchuk 2011 [B. M. Hazapuyk. “HoBbrii
(parMeHT HaJamMcH Ha CBMHIOBOHM miactuHe u3 OnbBuu”, Bocnopckuili gernomen:
Hacenenue, sA3biky, koumaxmot], 471-474). Xorenoch Obl BEIPAa3UTh UCKPEHHIO Ona-
ronapHocth B. V. Hazapuyky, KOTOpBIH J1I00€3HO MPETOCTaBHII MHE TEKCT I1OJIEBOTO
oruera (OnbBuiickas skcneauuus WuctutyTa apxeonorun HanuonampHOW Axane-
Muu Hayk Ykpaussl, 2010 r., yuactok T-3) u dororpaduo CBUHIIOBOH IJIACTUHKH,
u A. JI. BepnuHackoMy 3a 1IeHHBIE 3aMeUaHUsI M PEKOMEHIAINH.

2 Pa3Mepsl IJIACTHHKA M pa3Mepbl OyKB MPUBOAATCS 1Mo myoaukarun: Nazarchuk
2011, 472-473.

3 Cwm. Takke paMKH Ha (hparMeHTe MIchMa Ha CBUHIIOBO# miacTiuHke n3 Humdes,
koH. VI — nau. V B.: Pavlichenko—Sokolova 2016, 194.

4 Nazarchuk 2011, 473.
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Puc. 1. ®otorpadusi CBUHIIOBOH MIACTUHKA

Puc. 2. IIpopucoBka MI1aCTUHKH

[TnactuHka Oblia HalificHa B BEPXHEM CJIO€ 3aBajia OyTa, KOTOPhIH 00pa-
30BajiCsl B TEpBbIE BEKa H. 3. HAJ JKWIBIM JOMOM JITHHUCTHYECKOTO
BpeMenu. B. . Hazapuyk He UCKIIIOYAET, YTO IUIACTUHKA MOIJIA IIONACTh
B OTOT 3aBaj ciy4aiiHo.® B mepBoii mosioBuHe V B. 10 H. 3. HOJ 3TUM

5 Nazarchuk 2011, 471.
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JOMOM HaAXOAUIIMCh KaMCHHBIC KHJIBIC HOCTpOﬁKH, KOTOPBIC ObLIIN pas-
PYILIEHBI B pE3yNbTaTe CTUXUIHOTO OEICTBUS U BIOCIEACTBHH MEPEKPHI-
ThI cj10siMu cBasikk V—IV BB. 710 H. 3.° OCHOBHYIO YacTh Hax0JI0OK B 3TOM
3aBaje cocrtasisieT kepamuka [V-II BB. 10 H. 3., OAHAKO NPUCYTCTBYET
U HEKOTOPOC KOJMYCCTBO KEpPaMHUKHU, HaTpreMOﬁ PAHHCKIIACCUYCCKHUM
BpeMmeneMm, u 6oiee mo3auei: II-111 BB. H. 3. Takum obpazom, u3-3a OT-
CYTCTBUSA HAACKHOI'0 apXCOJOTNICCKOTO KOHTEKCTA HAAIINCh MOXKCET OLITH
JIaTHPOBaHa TOJIBKO TI0 €€ maieorpapuIecKuM 0COOCHHOCTSIM.

B xadectBe terminus post quem sl ee JaTUPOBKH MOYKHO B3STh JaTy
OCHOBAHUSI OJIbBUHCKOTO MOJIHCA. BOJIBIIMHCTBO UCCIICA0BATEIICH CXOMISIT-
cs1 BO MHEHWH, 4T0 OJbBHs OBbLIa OCHOBaHA MPUOIN3UTENBHO B CEpENHE
VI B. 10 H. 3.7

pudT paccmMaTpuBacMOro MuchbMa MOKHO OXapaKTEPHU30BaTh Clie-
IyIOIUM 00pazoM: arzbgha — 6€3 HaKIIOHA, UMEET JOCTATOYHO ITHPOKO
paccTaBiiCHHbBIC TaCThl, C MPSMOM FOPU3OHTAIBHON MEPEKIAJUHON; Oeiib-
ma — OOKOBBIE TACTHI IOCTATOYHO MIMPOKO PACCTABICHBI;, 91CULIOH — AMEET
JUTMHHBIE TOPU30HTAJIBHBIE TaCThl, IPUYEM CPEIHSSI TOPU30HTAIbHAs Ta-
CTa MHOT/Ia HEMHOTO KOpOYe BepXHEH M HM)KHEW, BEPXHSSA racTa JJIHHHEe
CpeTHEH M HIDKHEH, a TakKe UMEETCST HeOOJIBIITON HAKIIOH BIIPABO; 9Md —
Yy3KasdA, UMECT YAJIMHCHHBIC BEPTUKAJIbHBIC I'aCThI, OJIM3KO0 PacCIioJIOKCHHBIC
JIpyT K ApYyTY, TOPU30HTANIbHAS racTa IpsiMast; Kanna — HKHAS HAaKJIIOHHAs
racta pacroJyiaraeTcsi MpakTUYECKH MEpPHEHIUKYJSIPHO K BEPTUKAIbHOM;
MIO — AMEET IIUPOKO PACCTABJICHHBIC TacThl, PACIOI0XKECHHbBIC Ha OJHOM
YPOBHE; HIO — HUXHAA 4aCTb HpaBOﬁ TacCThl pacrojiaracTtcsa B HEKOTOPBIX
ClIy4dasaX BBILIC JIEBOI TacThl, MHOT' 1A UMCCTCs HEeOONBIIION HAKIIOH BIIpaBo;
Kcu — HUMCET BCPTUKAJIBHYIO T'aCTy, BBIXOJALIYIO 3a IMPEACIIbI TOPpHU30H-
TaJIbHBIX BBEPXY U BHU3Y, OMUKPOH — HE3HAUYUTCIIbBHO MCHBIIC I‘a6apI/ITOB
CTPOKH; nu — MpaBasi BEPTUKaJIbHAs TacTa BABOC KOPOUe JICBOU; po — UMe-
eT HeOONBIION HAKIIOH, B OJHOM CIIydae IMOJYKPYXKHE POBHO OYEepUCHO,
a B JIDYrOM He 3aKpYyTJIEHHOE; CuUeMa — MHOTJIA BBIIIE COCETHUX OYKB, € pac-
KPBITBIMH HAKJIOHHBIMH TaCTaMM, ma)y — CO CJICTKa H3OFHYTOI>‘I TOpHU30H-
TaTbHOM TaCTOW; uncuion — B OHOM clTydae TpexdacTHas (2-s1, 3-5 CTK.),
B Apyrom nmeet hopMy OIH3KyIo K hopMe JTaTHHCKON OYKBHI V (5-5 CTK.);
XU — UMEET NEePEXOAHYI0 (HOpMy MEKIY KpecTooOpa3HOoW U OObIYHON X;
omeea — OKpyTIION (hopMBI ¢ HOXKKaMu Oe3 pe3koro mepexsata. OcoOeHHO

¢ Nazarchuk 2002 [B. U. Hazapuyk. “Packomkm 2000-2001 r. B OneBHH Ha
yuactke ‘T-37, Apxeonoeiuni siokpumms 6 Yrpaini], 196.

7 Rusyaeva 1998 [A. C. PycsieBa. “K Bonpocy 06 ocHoBanuu OJibBUH HOHUHTIAME”,
B/[H], 169; Kryzhitskij—Otreshko 1986 [C. JI. Kpsixunkuii, B. M. Otperiko. “K npo6-
neme popmupoBanus OnpBHiicKoro nonuca”, Onveus u ee oxpyeal, 8; Marchenko 1980
[K. K. Mapuenko. “Monens rpedeckoil kononuzauuu Huwkunero IToOyxbs™], 136-137.
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MIpUMEYaTeIbHBl B TEKCTE MUChMa (DOPMBI CUeMbl, UNCULOH, XU U OMe2lU,
MTOCKOJIbKY OHH MUMEIOT (OpMY, COXPaHSIONIYI0 OCOOEHHOCTH HAIMCAHNUSA,
KOTOpBIE OBUTH XapaKTEPHBI TS apXamdecKOro Meproa.

[pudT mrcbMa COOTHOCUTCS C YK€ U3BECTHBIMU MMUChbMaMH Ha CBHH-
IIOBBIX ITACTUHKAxX W ocTpakoHax w3 OnpBum u ¢ bepeszanu. Tak, ana-
JIoTUH OOHApYKWBAIOTCS B mHchMe Amatypus Jleonmakcy xonma VI B. 1o
H. 2.8 — y3Kast ama, HI0 C TPUIIOAHATON MPaBOM HOXKKOU, OMUKPOH B Ta-
OapuTax CTPOKH, IMUPOKas Mio, ni ¢ KOPOTKOW MPaBOil TacTO, a Takke
uncuiox B BUJIE TATUHCKOH OYKBHI V; B muchMe AXmIIonopa konma VI B.
110 H. 9.7 — ancunon ¢ 6oJiee KOPOTKOH CpeHE TacToM, a TaK)Ke HAKIIOHOM
BIPABO, y3Kas ama, kanna ¢ NPUNOIHITON HUXKHEW HAaKJIOHHOM racToi,
LIUPOKas M0, HIO C TIPUTIOJHATON HOXKKOM, KCU C BEPTUKAILHON racToi,
BBIXOJISIIEH 32 MpeJiebl TOPU3OHTAIBHBIX, 1Y C KOPOTKOM MpaBoOM racToi,
OTKPBITAs cueMa, uncuiox B Buzie OykBbol V; B IHChME C OJILBUICKON aropsl
525-500 rr. g0 H. 3.1 — kanna ¢ TPUNOAHATON HUKHEH HAKJIOHHOW TaCTOH,
cuema ¢ OTKPBITBIMH TacTaMH, uncuioH B (popme JaTWHCKOH OyKBHI V,
oMmeza ¢ HOKKaMu 0e3 pe3Koro mepexBara, JOCTATOYHO KPYITHBIA OMUKPOH,
y3Kas sma, a TakKe aHanorndaas ¢popma OykBsl Hrwo. Kpome Toro, moxoxmne
(hopmbl OYKB BCTpedaroTcsl B TUChME ¢ JKeBaxoBoif Topsl (xopa ObBHUH),
KOTOpOE JaTHpYeTCs MocieHel YyeTBepThio V B. Jio H. 3.!! — xu B BHJe
KpecTa, omeza ¢ HOXKaMHU 0e3 pPe3KOro ImepexBara, KPYMHBIH OMUKDOH,
a TaKoKe oxoxue (hopMel Hro. Eciii cpaBHEBATH ¢ MICEMOM ¢ 0. bepesans,
koTopoe garupyercst 540—535 rr.,'2 HECMOTpPS Ha CXO0XECTh HEKOTOPBIX
(dhopm OYKB (Hi0 C IPUTIOTHATON MPAaBON HOXKKOM TacThl, ITUPOKAS MO, N
¢ KOPOTKOW TIPaBOM TacToON), OOIIHMA XapakTep MmpudTa 3HAYUTETHLHO OT-
mgaetcs. [Tucemo ¢ 0. bepezanp mMeeT SpKo BBIpaKEHHBIE apXandecKre
YepTHI: anbgha C HAKIOHHON CpeaHEeW TacToM, 9nculoH ¢ HAKIOHHBIMH
TOPU30HTAIBHBIMH TaCTaMH, KCU C TaCTaMH, 00pa3yroIUMHU KPECT; KpoMe
TOTO, B HEM HCITOJIb3yeTcs OyCTpodheoH.

B Tabmume 1 paccmartpuBaeTcs m3MeHeHne (opMm OyKB MHCEM Ha
CBHHIIOBBIX TUTacTHHAX W rpaddurn n3 OnsBuu u bepe3anu B cepeaune
VI-1V BB. 10 H. .13

8 Dana 2004, 5.

? Vinogradov 1971b [IO. T. Bunorpamos. “/IpeBHeliliee rpedeckoe MUCbMO
¢ octposa bepeszans”], 75-76.

10 Dana 2007, 72-73.

I Dana 2007, 77.

12 Dana 2007, 70.

13O mpudrax manumapueix Hagnuceir OnbBun: Knipovich 1966 [T. H. Kuu-
noBud. “I'pedeckoe nanmuaapHoe NMUCbMO B mamsitHUKax OmsBun”, Hymusmamuka
u snuepaguxal, 3-30; Vinogradov 2001 [IO. I. Bunorpanos. “Tlaneorpadus panHux
nanugapHeix Haanucer OnsBun (VI-V BB. 110 H.3.)”, Xepconecckuii cooprux], 6—10.
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Tabauya 1. Ilaneorpadus oTbBUHCKUX U OEPE3aHCKUX ITHCEM
Ha CBUHIIOBBIX IUTACTHHKAX U TpadPuTh

B. B. Mutnna

Cepenuna — 3-s uetBepTh VI B. 10 H. 2.

Komnern VI B. 110 H. 5.
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I'paddutu (2; 3; 4)

IMucema (5; 6; 7)
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(8;9; 105 11)

A4 A

ANAA

AAAR

rrv

r

A

b AN

L b

7'V TN\ | »

CEfF

EEEL

E

WH

HHR

HAR

& O

ofc

Kk

KKK




IMucemo, Haiinennoe B OnbBuu B 2010 rogy 249
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Cepenuna — 3-1 yeTBepTh VI B. 10 H. 3.

Komnern VI B. 110 H. 5.

ITucema (1)

I'pabdutu (2; 3; 4)

[Tucema (5; 6; 7)

I'padpduru
(8;9; 10; 11)
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Tabnuya 1 (npooonsicenue)

[lepBas
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TBepTh VI B. 10 H. 3.

I'pabdutu (2; 3; 4)

I'padpduru
(8;9; 10; 11)
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Tabnuya 1 (oxonuanue)

[lepBas
noJjioBuHa V B. Bropas nojosuia Vs, IV B. 510 H. 5.
JI0 H. D.
0 H. 3.
I'padpdutu I'padpputu
(12; 13; 14; 15 H?ZC(‘)’;‘“ (21; 22; 23; 24; | Tucsma (27; 28) (zg,p;g’,q?gz)
16; 17; 18; 19) 25; 26) rT Ty
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Ipumeuanus k madonuye 1

1. Ilucemo Ha cBUHIOBOI Iu1acTHHKE, OycTpodenoH, 540-535 rr. 1o H. 3. (Dana
2007, 70).

2. bepezanckoe rpadduTH Ha JOHIE CEPONNIMHSIHOIO cocyna, 3-s ueTB. VI B.
1o H. 3. (Jaylenko 1979 [B. II. Siinenxo. “Heckoiabko OMbBHICKHX M Oepe3aHCKUX
rpadpdutu”, KCHA], 53. Fig. 1. 1).

3. [locesarurensuble rpadduru Anomwtony Henbdunuto, 3-1 uers. VI B. 10 H. 3.
(Levi 1977 [E. W. JleBu. “HoBble OCBITUTENbHBIC HANIHCH AMOIUIORY JlenbhuHuIO
u3 packonok OneBun”, HUcmopus u kyremypa anmuunozo mupal, 97-98. Fig. 1, 2).

4. Tpapduro ¢ nmuuabim umeHnem (Rusyaeva 2010 [A. C. Pycsesa. “Tpadduru
Onbeuu [MonTHiickoit”], 80. P1. 29, 11).

5. [Mucemo Axwmiunonopa, korer VI B. 10 H. 3. (Vinogradov 1971a, 75-76, Fig. 1; 4).
6. Ilucemo Anarypus Jleonaxcy, konen VI B. 10 H. 3. (Dana 2004, 5).
7. ITucsmo ¢ onbBuiickoit aropsl, 525-500 rr. 110 H. 3. (Dana 2007, 73).

8. IocesarurensHoe rpadduro Adpoanure Ha pparMeHTe YEPHOIAKOBON dYalllH,
525-500rr. 1o H. 3. (Rusyaeva 2015 [A. C. PycsieBa. “I'paddutn U3 F0)KHOTO TEMEHOCA
B OnbBun”, B/[U], 27. Fig. 1. 14).

9. I'tadduto Ha dparMeHTe BeHUMKa YepHOIAKOBOH yamy, 525-500 rr. 10 H. 3.
(Rusyaeva 2015, 32. Fig. 3. 20).

10. TTocBstutensHbie rpadduTn Anoiiony, koH. VI B. 1o H. 3. (Rusyaeva 2010,
PL 16, 7; 16, 11).

11. I'paddpuro u3 cesirunuiia Marepu 6oros, koH. VI B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva 2010,
PL. 20, 7).

12. IocBsaTurenpHble rpadGUTH Ha YEPHONAKOBOH Kepamuke, -1 mon. V B. 10
H. 9. (Jaylenko 1979, Fig. 1. 4, 4a, 5).

13. Iocesitutenbubie rpadpdutu Adpoaure, 1-s1 mon. V B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva
2015, 23-27. Fig. 1. 1,4, 7, 13, 15).

14. Tpadduro Ha pparmenrax uepHonakoBoi vamu, S00—480 rr. 1o H. 3. (Ru-
syaeva 2015, 29. Fig. 2. 17).

15. ITocBstutensuele rpadduru Anomiony, 1-1 moa. V B. 1o H. 3. (Rusyaeva
2010, PL 16, 1; 16, 2; 16, 9).

16. Tpadpduro u3 cearmnuima Marepu 6oros, 1-s non. V B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva
2010, P1. 20, 4).

17. T'padpduro u3 cearunuma Juockypos, 1-s mon. V B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva 2010,
Pl 22, 3).

18. Iocesrutenbuoe rpadduTo ¢ IMYHBIM UMEHeM, 1-1 mon. V B. 10 H. 3. (Ru-
syaeva 2010, P1. 29, 15).

19. I'paddurn u3 xmIbIx KBapTaioB Bepxuero ropona, 1-s mom. V B. 10 H. 3.
(Rusyaeva 2010, P1. 38, 1; 38, 4; 38, 8).

20. TTucemo ¢ JKesaxosoii roper, 450425 rr. 1o H. 3. (Dana 2007, 77).

21. IocearutensHoe rpadpduro Adpoaute, 2-1 nmoa. V B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva
2015, 24. Fig. 1. 3).
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22. IMocesarutensHoe rpagduro Anomiony, 2-1 noia. V B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva
2010, PL. 16, 2).

23. Tpadduro u3 ceatunuiia Marepu 60ros, 2-s moa. V B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva
2010, PL. 20, 20).

24. Tpadpduru u3 cearunuma J(nockypos, 2-s nmoin. V B. 10 H. 3. (Rusyaeva 2010,
Pl. 22, 8; 22, 24; 22, 9).

25. I'padduro u3 cearunuma I'epmeca u Adpponursl, 2-1 non. V B. 1o H. 3. (Ru-
syaeva 2010, P1. 23, 10).

26. I'padduto U3 KUIBIX KBapTaaoB BepxHero ropoaa, 2-s1 moi. V B. J0 H. 3.
(Rusyaeva 2010, P1. 38, 9; P1. 40, 4; 40, 3).

27. ITucemo AptukoHa, cep. IV B. o H. 3. (IGDOP 25).

28. ITucemo Huxodana Anpacty, 2-1 noin. IV B. go 1. 5. (SEG XLII 711).

29. IlocearutensHble Tpaddury, IV B. 10 H. 3. (Jaylenko 1980 [B. I1. “Siinenxo

I'paddutu Jlesku, bepezanu u OnbBun”, BJH], no. 62, 66, 72, 76. P1. IV. 1, 16, 21;
PL VIIL 14).

30. 3acronbhbie rpadduth, IV B. 10 H. 3. (Jaylenko 1980, no. 91, 966. PI1. VI. 8.
PL. X. 16).
31. XozsitctBenHoe rpadduro, IV B. 10 H. 3. (Jaylenko 1980, no. 105a. P1. IX. 25).

32. I'paddutu ¢ nuunbIME UMeHaMu, [V B. 1o H. 3. (Jaylenko 1980, no. 120, 129,
154, 160, 167a, 198, 207, 211. P1. V. 15; P1. IX. 17, 6, 9; P1. X. 12, 15; PL. XI. 7).

,Z[aHHaH Ta6HI/IHa IMOKAa3bIBACT, YTO 3HAYHUTCIBbHBIM N3MCHCHHAM I10/1-
BEPIIIUCh anbgha, dNCUNOH, PO, cueMa U UNCUNOH, Y albghbl U3MEHUIICS
HAKJIOH CpeJHEH racThl, KOTOPYIO CTald H300pa)xkaTh TOPU3OHTAJIBHO,
oncunon ¢ koHa VI B. 10 H. 3. TepsieT HAKIOHHBIE TacThl, KOTOpPBIC CTa-
HOBATCSI IPSIMBIMH, IOJYKPY’KUE po HA4YMHAsL ¢ V B. J0 H. 3. CTAHOBUTCS
3aKpYTJIEHHBIM, CueMa CTaHOBHUTCS Oojiee “3aKphITOi” K KOHIY V B. JI0
H. 9., UNCUIOH K KOHIY V B. JIO H. 3. IPHOOpETAET NPUBLIYHYIO HAM TpeX-
4acTHYIO (hopmy.

Takum oOpa3om, ocobeHHOCTH mipudTa'4 Hagmucu ¢ ydactka T-3
MO3BOJISIOT AaTUPOBATh €€ MPUOJIM3UTENILHO TIEPBOI MOJIOBUHOK V B. JI0
H. 3., YTO HC MPOTHUBOPCUUT apXCOJIOTUYCCKUM JJaHHBIM.

14 JlTaTupoBKa 1o majeorpapuu TakKux SMUrpadhuueCcKuX NaMATHUKOB, KaK MUChMa
Ha OCTPaKOHaX M CBHHIOBBIX IUIACTHUHKAX, 3aKIATHAX, TpapGUTH U TUNHHTH, MeHee
pazpaboraHa, 4eM JaTUPOBKA JAMUIAPHBIX HAAMUCEH, MOCKOIbKY MIPU(T B HAIIIHN-
CSIX, BBIIOJNHAEMBIX “OT PYKU”, pa3BUBAJICS OBICTpPEE, K TOMY XK€ [10J00OHbIE HaIIUCU
COXpaHsIN 0COOCHHOCTH MHAMBHUIyanbHOro moyepka (Yemets 1995 [U. A. Emern.
“Knaccupukamus u mpudt 6ocrnopckux rpapduru u TMnuHUTH”, Dnuepaguieckuil
secmuux], 44). Kpome TOr0, HA OJTHO M3 M3BECTHBIX HAM MHCEM Ha CBHHIIC U OCTpa-
KOHAX HE ObUIO HaWJEHO B 3aKPHITOM KOMILIEKCE, YTO 3HAUYHTEIBHO OCIOXKHSIET BO3-
MOXKHOCTB TOYHOIT JaTUPOBKU TAKUX MaMsATHUKOB.
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Ctk. 1. B neBoit wactu crpoku unrtatorcs OykBel A, N, I, A. Takoe
codeTaHue OYKB BCTpEYaeTCs HE CIHMIIKOM YacTo.

Ecnmu npennonarate, 4To 3TH OyKBEI 00pa3yiOT OJHO CJIOBO, TO 3TO
MOJKET ObITh, HAIPUMEP, YACTHIO OCHOBBI UMEHH cOOCTBeHHOTO0.!> T'Uno-
TETUYECKH BO3MOXKHBI U JIPYTHE BapUAHTHI CJIOB, COJIEPIKAIINE B OCHOBE
9TH OYKBBI: 1| OOVIG, -180G — docka WU umo-mo coelanHoe u3 00CoK,
dowgeura Onst nucoma; TO Bpavidiov (0 Op&vog) — ckambs; TO KPOVISLOV —
Heboabwol uiem; avidpbw — yemanasgiueams u np. (LSJ s. v.) Oxnako
OJIHUM U3 CaMBIX, Ha Hall B3TJIAJ, IMOAXOSAIINX MO CMBICITY CJIOB, KOTO-
poe umeIno Obl TAKYIO XKe TOCIIEI0BATEIBbHOCTh OYKB, SIBISIETCS 1) AOVIG,
-180G, KOTOpOE O3HAYaeT “BepXHss oaexaa u3 mepct’”. TepMuH YAovig
(xAOViB10V) UCTIONIB3YeTCs sl 00O3HAUCHHSI OJTHOW M3 Pa3HOBUIHOCTEH
rutamia. Yare Bcero 3To TOHKas Joporasi 0JIeXk bl U3 MIEPCTH, KOTOPYIO HO-
cud 1 xeHIuHbL, 1 MyxuanHbl (Hdt. 111, 139, 2; Antiphanes fr. 35 K.—A.;
Plut. Lys. XIII, 2). XAovideg Hepeako (GUTYPUPYIOT U B JIAMHIAPHBIX
HAJIMKCAX: B CIIHCKAX MPUHOIICHWH B XpaM APTEMHUIBI 3TOT BUJ OJEK-
JIbl YIIOMUHAETCS He eMHOMIBL. 10 TInamny sBisuics cTaHAapTHON OeK 0N
B 100011 yactu ['pennn, a B CeBepHoM [IpudeprHOMOpBE OH OBIIT OCOOEHHO
BaKEH KaK JUIA TPEKOB, TaK M JJIsl BApBapOB B CBSI3U C CYPOBBIM KJIMMa-
ToM.!7 [Toaromy BoccranoBneHue A, N, I, A kak oHO# U3 hopM OT XAOVIC
SIBJISIETCS BITOJIHE BO3MOYKHBIM. 18

3arem cnenyert naTh OykB — X, P, H, M, A, pacronoxeHHble Ha Tpa-
BOM (pparMeHTe CBHHIIOBOH IUIACTHHKH, KOTOPBIE, MO0 BCEH BUIUMOCTH,

15 ImeHa, UMEIOIIIHE B OCHOBE TaKyI0 ’Ke M0CIIeI0BATEIbHOCTh OYKB, 3aCBHUICTEIb-
CTBOBAaHbBI B Pa3IMIHBIX 00macTsx Iperum; cp., Hampumep, Mavig, -18og (IG TP 972,
Adwunsl, VI B. 10 H. 3. LGPN 11 s. v.), IIpvtawvig, -18og (IEph 4103, Ddec, 11 B. 10 H. 3.
LGPNYV As. v.). Insa [puuepromopss nouck mo 6asze PHI naet eMHCTBEHHBIN TIpUMEp:
MMoo1deog EAravidov u A[V]loovdpog EAL0VISOV YITOMHHAIOTCSI B TOPTHITITHHACKOM
aronuctnieckoM karanore (KbH 1137, A 115, B 154, B I, (1-5 moa. 111 B. 1o H. 3.).

16 JG 112 151439495 1515515 151653 1517 55 143, 1455 151855 (ATTHKA, IV B. 10 H. 3.);
HGK 10,4. (0. Koc, pyoex IV u III BB. 10 H. 3.).

17 Cwm., Hampumep, pasHooOpasHble TUamy Ha Oocmopckux penbedax: KHH-
anvoom 2004. no. 276, 279, 284, 307, 313, 317, 320, 347, 355 (Ilantukamnei, 1 B.
Jo H. 3. — I B. H. 3.); Koshelenko et al. 1984 [I. A. Komenenko, 1. T. Kpyriukosa,
B. C. HonropykoB (u3n.). Apxeonocua CCCP. Aumuunsie cocyoapcmea Cegeproco
Ipuuepromopuws], 236, Tadbn. CLIIL, 1-10.

18 EcTh JBa MHUChbMA, B KOTOPBIX YIMOMHHAIOTCS MPEAMETHl OJCSKABL: MHCHMO
Msuecuepra, B KOTOPOM OH TPOCUT MPUCIATh €My B KaueCTBE OTEYOCHO IIKYPbI
(A dog 1 d¢pBépog) u canmanuu (kotOpata) (Wilhelm 1984, 100), u mucsmo
Juonucust u3 Huxonust: K[6Juica 3¢ mapd TV Qooywv fU[1oT]dtepov dmododoa
10 elpdT1oVl- noryuu om @ooywv (?) norcmamepa, geprye eumamuil (Awianowicz
2011, 237). B TexcTax nmanupycHbIX MUCEM OBITOBOTO XapakTepa TaKKe BCTPEUaIOTCs
ynoMuHanus ofexael (Muir 2009, 33-34).
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o0pa3ytoT ciioBo xpiuo B popme plur. B smurpaduyecknx maMsaTHUKax
XPNHOTOL Yale BCEro MCIOJB3YeTCsl B HAIUCIX SKOHOMHUYECKOTO HIIH
TOPrOBOTO XapakTepa, Mod3ToMy 3HaueHus “toBap”!® u “nmeHpru’2’ spis-
I0TCS CAMBIMU YaCTOTHBIMH.

Crtk. 2. B Hauane CTpOKM HAa MECTE OIUIABICHHS BUIHO UNCUIOH,
a TaKXe TacThl, KOTOPhIE MOTYT COCTaBIATH Oeinbm)y WIW, 4TO Ooiee
BEPOSITHO, cuemy. MOXKET MoKa3aTbes, U4TO Jajiee BHIHO AU, OJHAKO W3
MIPUBEICHHON BBITIIE TAOIUIIBI BUIHO, YTO HAIMCAHKUE /Y BILIOTH 10 1V B.
JI0 H. 3. OBUTO WHBIM: TIpaBasl BEPTHUKAJIbHAs racTa ObUIa KOpOYe JIEBON
(cM. Tarxxe cTp. 3—4 Ha nmpaBoM (parMeHTe MIACTUHKHU ). 3aTeM OTUYETIINBO
YUTAETCH MECTOMMEHHE 0VTOG B dat. Sing. cpeHEro WiiM My’KCKOTo poja
(TOYTQI). Ilo-BuaumoMy, racta, KOTOPYIO MOKHO MPHUHATH 32 JEBYIO
BEPTUKAIBHYIO TacTy Au, SBISETCSA UOMOU, a BEPXHAS TOPU3OHTAIbHAS
JIMHUS, TPUMBIKAIOIIAs K HEU, sIBIAETCS LapanuHON WM TPEUIMHOM, KO-
TOpBIE BUJHBI 110 BCEH MOBEPXHOCTU cBUHIA. Kpome Toro, jieBas racra
MMeeT 3aKpyrJIeHHWe, aHaJOrH4Hoe Mo (hopMe C omezol, KOTOPYIO MBI
BHJUM B 3TOH cTpoke. Takum 06pa3oM, MOKHO MPEAIOI0KUTh, YTO B Ha-
gajie BTOpOH cTpoku yuTaeTcs YXQI, To ecth hopma dat. sing.

OnHUM W3 BapuaHTOB?! MOHWMAHWS JaHHOTO OKOHYAHHS SIBIISETCS
CJIOBO YPVLOOG, MMOCKOJBKY YIIOMHHAHHE B TEKCTE MUChbMa OJJHOTO U3 HO-
MUHAJIOB KU3UKCKOTO cTaTepa (CTK. 4) 1aeT BO3MOKHOCTH MPEATION0KHTD,

19 Cwm. onbBuiickoe ucbMo Anarypus JIeoHakty koHna VI B. 10 H. 3., B KOTOPOM
peyb HIET O PEHIeHUH MPOOIeMbl KOHOUCKAIIUE TOBAPOB: ANVOKTL "ATOTOPLOG : TOL
xPNHoTe G1o Aot VT ‘HpokAeidem 10 E[0]0MP1og @ KOTO SVVAULY THY GV : UN
ATOAECM TO Y PALATO TO Yo Xp[ARloTo 60 EQOUNY EVait... — Jleonakmy Anamypuil.
T'epaxnuo, cvin Dogepus, omusn (mou) mosapwl, 6 meoei 61acmu, Ymoodwl s He no-
mepsin mosapwvl. Beowv s ckazan, umo smo mosapvl meou... (Dana 2004, 6.) B atom
e 3HAYCHUH YPNULOTO. UCTIONB3YETCS B MHOTOYHMCICHHBIX MPOKCEHHYECKHUX IeKpe-
TaX, KOTOpBIE MPEJOCTABISUIN Pa3IMYHbIC TIpaBa, B TOM YHCIE U GTEAELXLV TAVIOV
XPMUETOV — “OCBOOOXKICHHE OT MOILIMH Ha Bce ToBapbl”: Haonucu Onveuu 157—158,;
197-198 (OnbBus, IV B. 10 H. 3.).

20 B 3TOM 3HaYCHUH YPNILOTO YIOTPEOISACSTCS B pa3IMUHBIX TIOYETHBIX JCKpETaX,
HarpuMep, B OJIbBUHCKUX AeKpeTax: B yecTh Kamnmunuka, ceiHa EBkcena (SEG XXXII
794, ,), u [Ipororena, ceina ['epoconTa (IOSPE 12 16, 5), a Takke B TEKCTaxX HaIIIN-
ceif, KOTopble cOO0LIam O TOM, Ha YbM CPeJCTBa OblIa COBEpIIEHA MOCTPOMKA MU
BO3IBUTHYT MaMATHUK: Hampumep, B snutapuu dunona, ceina Xpecra 140 r. H. 3.
(CIRB 711, ).

21 Pazymeercsi, BOBMOXKHBI M JIDYTHE BapHaHTBI MPOUYTEHHUS: PAVOVOOG, UYTO
o3Havaer “pemecieHauk’” (LSJ s. v.) B cioBape I'e3uxus (Hesych. s. v. Bavovoia) co-
obmraercs, 4To fovovcio — 3TO “BCIKOE PEMECIIO, IIPU KOTOPOM HUCIIOIb3yETCs OTOHB”
(maoo TEX VN 1 TVPAG), a CIIOBOM BAVOVCOG, COOTBETCTBEHHO, UMEHYETCS Ky3HeIl.
MosxHO TaKkKe yHOMSAHYTh AlOVOG0G 1 anuHoe nMs I'évvcog (/G IV2y, 5, Onunasp,
III B. 710 H. 3.), OJJHAKO HY OJMH M3 3TUX BAPUAHTOB HE JAeT HaM XOPOIIEro CMBICIA.
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4TO B TEKCTE TAK)KE MOXKET MPHCYTCTBOBATh METOHUMHUYECKOE 0003HaUe-
HUE 30JI0TOI MOHETHI.?? BripodyeM, STOT BapHaHT HE MOKET SIBJISIThCS Ha-
JCKHBIM BOCCTAHOBJICHUEM, ITOCKOJIBKY HO)IO6HI)IC yHOTpe6JTeHI/I$I BEChbMa
HEMHOTOYHCJICHHBI. B OOJBIIMHCTBE Cy4yacB ClioBa XPVOOG / YPLCLOV
ynotpebinstorcs B popme gen. sing. MpH cI0Be, KOTOpoe 0003HavaeT Ka-
KOH-TM00 MOHETHBIH HOMHHAJ, YTO MO’KHO YBHJIETh, HAIPUMED, B TEKCTE
naTpeicKoro MUChMa Ha CBHHIIOBOW IIACTUHKE, B KOTOPOM peub HJIET
0 B3MMaHHUU J0Jr0B (CTOTNP XPVCO U NUIGTATNP X PvC60).23

Ctk. 3. B navane ctpoku umrtaiotca arbgha M tioma. Jlamee MOXKHO
BHJICTh CJIOBO MMTNP B (opme gen. sing. ¢ apTukieMm (THg KUNTPOGC) B
MOHHUHCKO-aTTHYeCKOU (hopme,?* UTO yKa3bIBaeT HA TO, UTO JAHHOE IMHCh-
MO MOTJIO OBITh a[PECOBAHO KAKOMY-THOO WICHY CEMbH.

[Tocie cioB ThHg UNTPOG HA JTMHUK Pa3/ioMa BHIHBI OYEPTAHUS OKPYT-
7ol OyKBBI, H €JIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHBIM BApUAHTOM SIBISCTCS memd.
3areM BHJHBI 9ma, TIOCIIE KOTOPOW CIEyeT JIaKyHa, oma U 1io. MOXHO
MPEIOJIOKUTh, YTO T'acTa, CTOSIIAS MEXIY 9mot W JTaKyHOH, SIBISETCS
94acThI0 KaKoi-m0o OykBbl. Hackombko MOXKHO CyauTh 1Mo (oTtorpadun,
3ech Moria ObITh xannda. MOXHO TPEIANONIOKNATh, YTO OYKBBI, CIICTYIO-
IMe TOoCiIe UNTPOG, 00pa3yroT CiIoBO BNKNM2® B acc. sing., KOTOPOE MOKET
03HaYaTh “AmuK”’, “cyHmyk”; “moruna’’; “Hoxubl” (LS] 8. v.). loctaTouHo
YaCTOTHBIM SIBJISICTCSI MIEPBOC 3HAUCHHUE: JAHHOE CJIIOBO MOKET O3HAYaTh
JIF000€ MECTO MJIM XPAaHUJIMIIE, KYy/Ia MOYKHO YTO-JIM0O MOJIOKUTE. B 3TOM
3HaYeHUH B SMUTPAUIECKUX MaMATHUKAX OHO Yallle BCETO yMOoTpeOuis-
€TCSI B COCTaBE CJIOKHBIX CYIIECTBUTEIBHBIX (TRl OKELOONKNL,2 THg
XoAKoONKN[G],27 dAoPacTOONKIN®), C MOsICHEHUEM, JIJISl Yero MpeHa3Ha-

22 DIEKTPOBBIE MOHETHI, B TOM YHUCIEC W KU3HKHHBI, HA3bIBAIUCH ‘“30JO0THIMU”
(cm. Hanpumep, /G I® 370; 386).

23 Zavoykina—Pavlichenko 2016 [H. B. 3aBoiikuna, H. A. ITaBnruenko. “ITucsmMo
Ha cBHHIOBOW mactuHe u3 llarpes”, @anacopus. Pesyremamol apxeonocuieckux
uccneoosanuii], 243.

24 Metpononueit OnpBum O0bu1 Munetr (Hdt. IV, 78, 3; Strab. VII, 3, 17,
Ps.-Scymn. 838—839; Steph. Byz. 128), oTkyaa npoucxoauia OCHOBHas 4acTh KOJIO-
HuctoB CesepHoro [IpuyepHomopss. (Vinogradov 1983 [1O. I'. Bunorpanos “Tlonuc
B CeseprHom Ilpuuepnomopwe”, Aumuunas [peyus], 366—370). CooTBETCTBEHHO,
Hajamucu OJIbBUY HAIMCaHbl HA JHATEKTE METPOTIONINH.

25 B mpUYepPHOMOPCKHX JSMUrpaduyeckux MaMsATHUKAX OMKmM BcTpedaeTcs
TOJBKO OJIMH pa3 B COCTaBHON (opme (00TOBNKNY — “BMECTHIMIIE AT KOCTEH”,
“capkodar” B TeKCTe XepcoHecckoro Haarpoous [ B. H. 3. (IOSPE 12 542, ,).

26 JG 112 1621, 55 1, ATTHKA, IV B. 10 H. 3.

27 G 117 120,o. AtTHKA, IV B. 10 H. 3.

28 [G 11> 1424a,;; 557 AtTHKA, IV B. 110 H. 2.
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YeH SIIUK WM CYHIy4doK. Y I'epogora MOXKHO HaWTH MPUMEPHI, TIE€ 3TO
CJI0BO O3Havaet “cyHayk ans aener” (Hdt. 111, 130, 5).

Takum 00pa3om, MOKHO MPEINOI0KUTE, YTO CJI0OBO ONKN yrnoTpeodis-
eTCs B MIChME B 3HAYCHHUH “XPAHIUIHINE IS OJCHKIBI WA ““XPaHUITUIIC
JUISL ZICHET”, 9TO MOXET OBITh COOTHECEHO CO ciioBamMu YAovig (CTK. 1)
Wik xpnuoto u €ktog (CTK. 1, 4).

[lanee xopoIo BUIHBI nu, INCUIOH T HIO, 3a KOTOPBIMHU CJIETYET Bep-
TUKallbHAsl TacTa W YacTH TacT NCUNIOH, YTO MOXXHO BOCCTAHABIIMBAThH
KaK YUCIUTEIbHOE TEVTE NUOO ero Mpou3BojHbIe. Hamuune B mepBoit
CTPOYKE CJIOBA YPNLOTO JIEJIAeT 3TOT BAPHAHT BOCCTAHOBJICHUS BIIOJHE
BEPOSITHBIM.

Ctk. 4. IlepBpie maTh OykB B cTpoke — E, K, T, A, X, — yuHuTHIBas
KOHTEKCT MMHUChbMa, TI€ €CTh CJIOBA XPNUOTO U TEVTE, 110 BUIUMOMY, MPEJI-
CTaBJISIIOT CO00# acc. plur. oT ¢iioBa £KTN, KOTOPOE MOXKET 0003HAYATH JIe-
HexHyto enuauiy (LSJ s. v.), To ecTh 1/6 KpymHOro MOHETHOTO HOMHHAJIA. >

B OnpBum HaYanmbHBIN ATall YeKaHKW MECTHOW MOHETBI OTpPaHHYIH-
BaJICA TOJBKO SMUCCUSIMU MCEIOHBIX MOHCT. HOCKOHBKy MEaHas1s MOHETa
HE MOTJIa yJIOBIETBOPSTH BCEX MOTPEOHOCTEH BHEIIHETO W BHYTPEHHETO
peiaKa B OnbpBUH, KOTOpasd K cepenuHe VI B. 10 H. 3. mpuobpena craTyc
nmosrca, (yHKIUU CTapIIero HOMUHAIA BBITIOMHSIN 3JIEKTPOBBIE MOHETHI
Pa3IMYHBIX MaJOA3UHCKUX MOTUCOB. OcoOCHHO OBLT pacmpocTpaHeH
KH3HKCKHI CTaTtep U ero (ppakiuu, KOTOpble YCKAHWIUCh 10 (OKEHCKOM
cucteme,’” 0 YeM CBHJICTEIIBCTBYIOT HAXOAKH Ki1aJ0B3! U yacThie equHNY-
Hble Haxonku.’? Tak Kak yeKaHKa KM3UKCKOI'O 3JICKTpa Obljia MpeIcTaB-
JIeHa He TOJBKO B cTarepax u rekrax (1/6 crarepa), HO U B OoJiee MEIKHIX
HOMHHANaX (reMurekTsl — 1/12, mucremurexTsl — 1/24, TerapremMopuii —
1/48 u naxke remuteTapremMopuit — 1/96), aTi Menkue ApoOHBIC GpaKIuu
K3UKUHOB B ONbBHH, KOTOpas 10 KOHIA V B. 10 H. 3. HE TPOU3BOAMIA
YeKaHKy COOCTBEHHOU CepeOpSTHOW MOHETHI, 3aMEHSIH cepedpo Ha BHY-
TPECHHEM PBIHKE. COOTBCTCTBGHHO, HacThbIC OTACJIBHBIC HAXOJAKHU MCIIKHUX
HOMHHAJIOB 3JIEKTpa — O0COOEHHOCTh JeHEKHOTO oOpamienus B OnsBUN
B apXaWyeCKUi U KJIACCHUCCKUU mepro/.’?

29 ECTEeCTBEHHO, BOBMOXKHBI M APYTHE BapHAHTHI BOCCTAHOBICHUS — HAIPHMED,
acc. plur. ot &modéxTng (anodexm, coopupux denee).

30 Zograf 1951 [A. H. 3orpa¢. “AnTHYHBIC MOHETHI ], 41.

31 Karyshkovskiy 1988 [I1. O. KapsikoBckuit. Monemsr Onvsuu], 27-30.

32 Bujskikh—Kutilov 2016 [A. B. Byiickux, B. B. Kytumos. “Haxonaka panneit
rektbl Kusuka B OnbBun”, Cmapoodasne [Ipuuopromop ’s], 46—49.

33 Karyshkovskiy 1960 [I1. O. KapbimkoBckuid. “O0 oOpalieHHd KU3UKHHOB
B OnbBun”, Hymusmamuka u snuepaghuxal, 9—10.
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JIOTIOTHUTEIBHBIM TIOATBEPIKICHUEM MIMPOKOTO PACIPOCTPAHCHUS
KU3UKHWHOB SIBJISIIOTCS anurpaduyueckne nuctounnku. B Hiwknem [1o0yxbe
caMOl paHHEH HaJUChIO, YIIOMUHAIOIIEH JCHEKHbBIC CIIUHUIIBI SBIISICT-
csa rpadduTo meppoii momoBuHE VI B. 10 H. 3. ¢ 0. bepe3anp, koTopoe
peacTaBasieT co00M CIUCOK MPOJak HEKOero Topro.ua.’* JleHexHbIe
¢/IMHUIIBI, YIIOMUHAEMbIe B MHUChME (FEKTa M T'EMHICKTHI), BEpOsTHEE
BCETO, SIBIISIOTCS IPOOHBIME (DpaKIMsIMA KH3HKCKOTO CTaTepa, KOTOPBIH
OBLT OCHOBHBIM MEXKIIOJIMCHBIM IJIATEXHBIM cpeaicTBoM B CerepHoM [Ipu-
YepHOMOPBE.

Eme oHO ynoMuWHaHHE JCHEKHBIX SUHHIl UMEETCS B OJBBHICKOM
MMAChbME Ha CBHHIIOBOU IuiacTuHke Amatypus Jleonakcy xonma VI B. mo
H.3., B KOTOpOM Armartypwuii mpocut y JleoHakca oka3zaHUs ITOMOIIH B BO-
mpoce 0 KOH(PUCKAIMH W COOOIIaeT CyMMYy KOH(HCKOBAHHOTO TOBapa
(cVAMBEV OAJOV EMTOL KOl E1KOGLV OTOTEPEG), KOTOPAsi COCTABIISACT JBa-
nmatbk ceMb crarepoB. Ilo muennto M. Jlamsr u I1. O. Kapermkockoro,
3lIeCh HMEETCSI B BHJTy KH3UKCKUI cTaTep.3

Kpome TOro, 0 pacnpocTpaHEeHWH KH3WKHHOB KaK MEXITOJIHUCHOTO
TUTATE)KHOTO CPEJICTBA CBHUJICTEIHCTBYIOT HAJAIUCH M3 JIPYTHX TOJHCOB
Cesepnoro IIpuaepnomopss. B rpadduro nepBoit moinoBuHs V B. 10 H. 3.
n3 danaropun Kyrmer obOpamaercss K 00Ty ¢ BOIPOCOM, YAACTCS TH eMy
BBIPYYUTH 32 METUMH TIIEHUIIBI OOJNBINE TPEX TEMHUTEKT, T. €. 1,5 TEeKThI
(mpalom (?)/ pedipvov AMwiol/va tpinpie[ktov]).?® B cBUHIIOBOM ITHUCHME
n3 [latpes BTOpo# MOJOBUHEI V B. JI0 H. 3., TJI€ IEPEUUCTSIOTCS CYMMBI,
KOTOPBIE CJICIOBAJIO B3bICKATh C JODKHUKOB, GTOTNP XPVOO U MILLGTATNP
XPLOO TaKKe SBISIOTCS KU3UKCKUMHU cTarepamu.’’

TakuMm 06pa3oM, ¢ OOIBIION T0JIel YBEPEHHOCTH MOYKHO yTBEPKAATh,
gTo eciii EKTAY B Havalie 4eTBEPTOH CTPOKM MHIChMa — 3TO acc. plur.
OT cJIoBa €KTN, TO MMOJ TeKTaAMU UMEIOTCS B BUJIY UMEHHO (paKIMU KH-
3MKCKOTO cTaTepa. DTO MOJTBEPKAACTCSI, BO-TIEPBBIX, APXEOIOTHUECKUMH
JTAHHBIMH, CBHJICTEIHCTBYIONIMMHU O PACIPOCTPAHCHUH KH3MKHHOB Kak
MEXKITOJIMCHOTO TJIATEKHOTO CPEJICTBA U MX YHHKAILHBIM ITOJIOKEHUEM
Ha OJIbBUMCKOM BHYTPEHHEM PBIHKE® M, BO-BTOPBIX, SMUTPAPUUECKUMU
MaMSITHAKaMHU.

34 Vinogradov 1971a [1O. I'. Bunorpanos “HoBbie MaTepHalibl 10 paHHErpeue-
CKO¥1 SkOHOMUKE ], 66.

35 Dana 2004, 12; Karyshkovskiy 1988, 10.

36 Vinogradov 1971a, 68—69; Pantikapej 1 Fanagorija 2017 [[lanmukaneii
u @anacopus. [lee cmonuyer bocnopcrozo yapcmeal, 339-340 Ne 258.

37 Zavoykina—Pavlichenko 2016, 242—-245.

38 Bulatovich 2016 [C. A. bymaroBuu. “II. O. KapbIKoBcKuid U MPOOIEMBI
YeKaHKU W oOpalleHust Ku3ukuHoB”, Cmapodasue [Ipuuoprnomop ’s], 60—65.
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IMTocrie KOHEYHO# CUTMBI £KTOG MBI BUIUM tiomy. OHa BUHA HEUETKO,
TaK YTO MOXHO HPEAIOJIOKHUTE, YTO 3TO TPELIMHA WIN LapanuHa, HO B €€
HIDKHEH 4acTH BHJHA TOYKa, KOTOpas Morja o0pa3oBaTbCs M3-3a PE3KOH
OCTaHOBKH IIPEIMETa, C IIOMOIIBI0 KOTOPOTo IpouapansiBaid Oyksbl. Ta-
KUM 00pa3oM, BEposATHEE BCETo, 3[1eCh BCe-TaKM Oblia IpoyepyueHa Homa.
CrnenoBaresibHO, NMPEJCTABISIETCS. BEPOATHBIM ITOHUMaHKUEe OyKB, CIEIyIO-
mwx 3a EKTAX (domesi, 0envmoul ¥ 3ncuion), Kak (hOpMbl aOPHCTHOTO HM-
nepaThBa OT riaroyia Opaw, To ecthb 10€. Creayromue 3a 1€ M u H moxHO
NOHMMATh Kak (1. [lanee, 4eTko yuTaercs TodTo, 3aTeM CICAYIOT nil, OMU-
KpOH, tioma, 5ma, BEpXHsI 9acTb cuemsl. Takum o0pa3zoM, mmocie i0€ u un
MOKET CJIeIoBaTh (hOpMa aOPHCTHOTO KOHBIOHKTHBA OT IJIarojia mOlEm.

3a imperativus praesentis activi OT riaroja Opo® MOXKET CJIEJ0BATh
NPUIATOYHOE NPEATIOKEHHUE, OMU3KOe O 3HAYCHUIO K IMPHUIATOYHBIM
nocie d€dotka, eoPEoNOL (B 3HAYCHUHU YTPO3bl). MOXKHO TIPUBECTH Clie-
JYIOILIUE IPUMEPBI YIIOTPEOICHNS TAKUX NPUAATOUYHBIX.

1) Hdt. V, 106:
Kag 8¢ dvev 1@V o®v PoLAEVHLATOV TOLOVTO TL EmpNyON; Opor un €€
VOTEPNG CEWVTOV €V OLTINL CYALE.
Heyxenn 310 mpomsonuio 6e3 TBonx coBeToB? CMOTpH, KaK OBI MO3Ke
Tebe He MPUILIOCH BUHUTH Ce0sl.

2) Hdt. VII, 103:

Ei 8¢ To100101 T€ £0VTEG KO PeYEBen T060VTOL GO GV T€ Kol Ot o’
éue portdor EAAvev €g Adyovg, adyéete T0600TO, Opal 1N PATnv
kéumog 6 Adyog 00Tog eipnuévog At

Ecnu 'xe oHu (J1TakeIeMOHSIHE) 110 CBOUM Ka4eCTBAM M POCTY TAKOBBI, KaK
TBI ¥ T€ U3 SJUTHHOB, KOTOPBIC BCTYITAIOT CO MHOM B GeCe/Ibl, M TIPH STOM
Bbl MOXBAJACTECH CTOJIb CHJIIBHO, TO CMOTPH, KakK 6])1 CJIOBA TBOU HE
OKa3aJIMCh MyCTOM OONTOBHEH.

3) Dem. 18, 125:
po P 100tV PEV £x0pOG NLS, EHLOL 8¢ TPOCTOLTL.

Cmotpu, Kak OblI ThI (Ha J1ejie) He OKa3ajicsl BparoM UM, B TO BpeMs Kak
MIPUTBOPSICUILCS (BparoM) MHE.

4) Dem. 36, 31:

el 8¢ TpOg YEvoug dOEa avaivel Poppimvo kndeaTny, Opo P YeLolov
AL o¢ TodTO AEYELY. ..

...eCIM Ke Thl M3-3a CIIaBbl CBOEro poja otreepraciib dopmuoHa
B Ka4eCTBE CBOCTO OTYMMa, CMOTPH, Kak Obl HE 0Ka3aJ0Ch CMEIIHBIM TO,
YTO THI 3TO TOBOPHUILIb. ..
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[Mono6HbIe ipUMepsI JUTst imperativus aoristi oT 0pA® (18€) HAWTH He
yJIaJIOCh, HO MOKHO ITPEATIOI0KNTh, YTO OH UCIIOIB30BAJICS B TOM )K€ 3Ha-
YEeHWH, YTO W imperativus praesentis.’® AHaJOrmYHbIM 00pa3oM ymoTpe-
OnsieTcst ONM3KHIA 0 3HAYCHHUIO TITAroJl GUAATTONOL: GUAGTTOV 1| TECMV
GOVTOV TOLPOLKPOVOML Kol TotpAoyMig dtoBoAny... (Phrynich. fr. 61 K.—A.);
@OAEaL un MHaG dmoBadldv cavtov Inpidonic... (Xen. Cyr. 111, 1, 30).

CtK. 5-6. B cTpoKe OTYETIIMBO BHIHO CJIOBO O1KOG B (opme acc.
sing, repesl KOTOpsIM YUTaroTCs OykBbl EXXITON, 4TO MOKHO Pa3IeluTh
Ha CJIOBa CIIEAYIOIIUM 00pazoM: €¢ GUTOV, TNI€ 9NCUIOH U CueMd MOTYT
SIBIISITHCSI TIPEJJIOTOM €G MM OKOHYaHHWeM TriaroyibHoi ¢opmel. CloBO
O1T0G MOXKET O3HavaTh ‘‘37laKu” WM “THIA U3 3JIaKOB”, a TaKKe dTUM
CJIOBOM MOKeT 0003HayaThCs Jiro0ast efa B mupokoM cmbicie (LSJ s. v.).
[TockonbKy HEBO3MOYKHO yCTaHOBUTH, KAaKOBa ObLIA JUTHHA MPEIbLIyIIeH
CTPOKH, TPYJTHO CKa3aTh, 9YTO MOTJIO CTOSATH TEPE ITHM CIOBOM U KaK OHO
CBSI32HO T10 CMBICITY C KOHTEKCTOM IHCHMA.

Crnenyromue Tpu OykBbI ZYN MOTYT SBISATHCS MO0 MPEIIOTOM HIIN
npucTaBkoi*’ (mpuMepsl TOMY MOXHO HAaWTH B TOM YHCIE U B OJIbBUNA-
ckuX Haanuesx*), mubo JacThio CIIOBA, OCHOBA KOTOPOTO HAYMHAETCS HA
9T OYKBBI, HAPUMEP, IPUIIAraTeabHOro EVVOG (=K0Lvog), UTO XapakTep-
HO Ul MIOHUMCKOTO auajeKra.*?

TexkcT HAAMCH MOYKHO TIPEJICTABUTH CIETYIOIIAM 00pa3oM:

[- - xA]ovid[o ? - - - - - Jxpfpafta- - -]
YZQI(?) tobtwt [- - -]kat To[- - -]
ot Thg pnTpog MKy mev[te- - -]

£€KTOG 10€ UM TaVTO TOLAG[NLS €.g. - - -]
5 EZZI 10v oikov Evv[- -]
T

[---Jumamy(?) nensru (toBap)? [---] / [---] emy [---] u [---] / maTepu
cyHay4ok(?) [---]usate ? [---] / rekT. CMOTpH, KaK ObI THI HE CAEIAT ITO
(Cmotpu! He memnaii atoro) [---]/[---]mom [---]/[---]

39 B KauecTBE OJHOTO M3 BAPHAHTOB TOJKOBAHUS 3TOro Mecta A. JI. BepnuHckuii
MIPETIOKUIT BUAETH 3/1€Ch JIBa HE3aBUCHMBIX BBICKA3bIBaHUS 10€! UM ToDTO TOLAGOV
(-ooate) (Cmotpu(re)! He nenaii(te) aroro!).

40 Bechtel 1924, 241-242; cp. TaxKe TEKCT HAATPOOUS SILIMHUCTHIECKOTO Bpe-
MeHH u3 Teoca: OPpag Tod0g ATOPPAVICOGS, KOl TOTEP "APTEULIL EVVOUDOVULLOV
(Demangel 1922, 344-346).

41 OnbBUHCKUH OCTPAKOH ¢ MHOTOCTPOYHBIM Tpadduro V B. 10 H. 3. ’Apioto-/
TEANG 1€pewg / Eppém / kai  A6<n>vaing / Evvav Hpoyé/vng ‘Hpopd/vng (Rusyaeva
2010 [A. C. Pycsesa. I pagpdpumu Onveuu Ionmuiickoi], 118—120 Ne 53).

42 Buck 2001, 142. Cp. onbBuiickoe TOCBATUTEIbHOE rpapPUTO Ha KPaCHODH-
rypHom kuirke korna VI B. 1o H. 3. Agd@wvio Euvi Intpd (IGDOP p. 115 Ne 65).
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Takum 00pa3om, JaHHOE MHUCHMO TMPEICTaBIsICT COOOH TIpUMep JacT-
HOTO THchbMa ObITOBOTO Xapakrepa. Ecim OykBel EKTAX B Havane 4et-
BEpPTOH CTPOKHU MHChMa OBUTH MPABIIBHO OMpPEAENIeHBI Kak acc. plur. oT
ciaoBa €KTn, TO onbBuiickoe mucbMo 2010 T. CTAaHOBUTCS €IIE€ OIHHM
snUTrpadpUIeCcKUM MaMATHUKOM V B. JIO H. 3., KOTOPBIH CBHJIETEIHCTBYET
00 UCTIOIB30BAHUH (PPAKITUN KH3UKHHOB, CITY KHBIITHX B 3TO BPEMS ‘““MeXK-
norcHOM BaroToi” B Masoit Asun u CeBeprom Ilpudepuomopsbe.

B. B. Mutuna
Canxm-Ilemepbypeckuii cocyoapcmeeHublil yHugepcumen
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The article is devoted to the analysis of a letter on a lead tablet published for the
first time by V. 1. Nazarchuk (2011). The letter was found in 2010 in Olbia during
the investigation of an upper rubble layer formed in the first centuries AD over
a settlement dated to the Hellenistic period. Because of a lack of reliable
archeological context for the site, the letter was dated on the basis of paleographic
features. This article contains a table that includes paleographic data regarding the
Olbian and Berezan letters and graffiti currently known. On the basis of an analysis
of the script of these inscriptions, the letter can be dated to approximately the
middle of the 5t century BC. Since the tablet is in poor condition and the length of
the lines cannot be determined even approximately, it is only possible to restore
isolated words in gaps. The tentative restoration of the text in the Ionic dialect:
[- - -xA]ovid[o ? - - - - - Txppofta- - -] /YZQI(?) to0tmt [- - -]kai to[- - -] /o Thg
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uNTpog OMkINV mev[te- - -] /Ektog 16€ un tadte Too[Nig e.g. - - -] /EXEI tov
otkov Euv[- - -]/ta.. — “[---]coat (?)money (goods)? [---] / [---]Thim[---] and [---] /
mother’s coffer(?) [---]five ? [---] /hectes. Beware of doing it (Look! Do not do it).
[---1/[---]Thouse [---]/[---]”. Like the majority of private letters found in the northern
Black Sea area, the letter treats matters of household economy. Especially
noteworthy is the mention in the 4t line of the letter of monetary units (€xtog), viz.
fractions of Cyzicines, which were widespread in the Greek colonies on the
northern shore of the Black Sea. Cyzicines also served in the domestic market in
Olbia, at an earlier stage of its history, as coins of large nominal value. The letter
thus confirms the circulation of Cyzicene staters in Olbia in the 5t BC, corres-
ponding to the archaeological data.

Crarbsl TOCBSIIIICHAa BOCCTAHOBJICHHUIO TEKCTAa NMHChbMa HAa CBUHIIOBOW IUIACTHHKE,
BriepBhIe omyonukoBanHoro B. M. Hazapaykom (2011 ). IIncemo Obw1o HalimeHo
B 2010 r. B OnpBHHM Ha yuacTke T-3 B BepxHeM ciioe 3aBaiia OyTa, 00pa3oBaBILIeMCs
HaJ1 KUJIBIM JIOMOM UTMHHUCTHYECKOTO Meproja B MepBbie Beka H. 3. BBumy or-
CYTCTBUS HAJS)KHOTO apXCONIOTHIECKOTO KOHTEKCTa MECTa HAXOIKH IaTHPOBKA
MMChMa OCYIIEeCTBISLIACH 110 Naneorpaduiyecknm KpurepusiM. B crarbe npuBoauT-
cs TabnuIra, BKITIOYAIOMIAs Maneorpa(uIecKie JaHHBIC y)Ke M3BECTHBIX OJNbBHH-
cKkuX u Oepe3aHcKuX nuceM U rpadduru. AHanu3 ocodbeHHOCTEH mpudra ITUX
HAJAMHUCEH JaeT BO3MOKHOCTE TaTHPOBATh MAMSITHUK TPUOIH3UTEIHHO CePEIMHOMN
V B. 110 H. 3. [TocKONBKy IIaCTHHKA UMEET MIOXYI0 COXPAHHOCTh U HEBO3MOXKHO
YCTaHOBHUTH JaXke MPHOIN3ZUTENHFHO JJIMHY CTPOK, BOCCTAHOBJICHHUIO MOIAIOTCS
TOJIBKO OTAENbHBIE cI0Ba. [IMCEMO CONEPKUT CIEAYIOMMN TEKCT HA MOHMICKOM

quanekre: [- — -yA]Jovid[o ? - - - - - Txppofto- - -] /YZEQI(?) tovtmt [- - -]xod
t0[- - -] /ou ThHg untpog OfKInV mev[te- — -] /éxtog 8¢ un tadta Tolnc[Nig
e.g. - - -] / EXZI 10v oikov Euv[- - -]/1o. — “[---]mmam(?) mensru (Tosap)? [---] /

[---] emy [---] u [---] / marepu cyHAY9OK(?) [---]maTe ? [---] / rekT. CMOTpH HE
caenait ato (Cmotpu! He nenaii atoro) [---]/[---]mom [---]/[---]". Kak u Gonbiun-
CTBO YacTHBIX MHCeM, HaliieHHbIX B CeBepHOM [IprdaepHOMOpBE, TEKCT UMEET X0-
3sMCTBEHHBIN xapakTep. IIpuMeuaTtenbHO ynOMUHAHUE B 4-H CTpoOKe MHChMa Jie-
HEXHBIX SIMHHL (EKTOG), KOTOPBIC SBISUTHNCH (QPAKIMAMUA KA3UKHHOB U UMEIU
IIMPOKOE PACHPOCTPAHEHHWE B TIPEYECKHX KOJOHMSX Ha CEBEPHOM MOOEpexbe
Yeproro mopst, B ToM umcie B ONBBUH, IJle HA pAaHHEM 3Tare KM3UKUHBI BBITOJI-
HSUTM (DYHKIUIO KPYITHOTO MOHETHOTO HOMHMHAJIA Ha BHYTPEHHEM pbIHKE. Takum
00pa3zom, myOIMKyeMOoe MICEMO SBIISCTCS eIe OJHUM ITUTPaPHIeCcKUM HCTOIHHU-
KOM, TTOJITBEP>K/IAI0IINM 00palieHne KH3UKCKUX cTaTepoB B OJIbBHH, UTO coIvIacy-
eTcs ¥ C apXEOJIOTHYECKUMH JAHHBIMH.



STUDENTS’ SUICIDE
IN PTOLEMAIC ALEXANDRIA?

The sketchy and largely hearsay evidence for the suicide allegedly
committed by the listeners of the Cyrenaic Hegesias, who is commonly
believed to have taught his pessimistic ethics in Alexandria around the
first decade of the 3t century BC,! comes down to us from three sources.
These, in chronological order, are Cicero Tusc. 1. 83, Valerius Maximus
8. 9 (ext.) 3 and Plutarch De amore prolis 497 D 5. The vulgate version
of the story runs as follows: Hegesias showed life to be unbearably awful,
and communicated his doctrine in so convincing a manner that some of
his students later killed themselves; consequently, King Ptolemy (Soter)
prohibited him from delivering these deadly lectures. This anecdote is
supposedly confirmed by the nickname of Hegesias cited by Diogenes
Laertius (2. 86) and in the Suda (o 3908, cf. ®© 1471) — [Telto18&vaTOG,
the “Death-Persuader”.? Of the above mentioned three testimonies two are
probably derivative: Kurt Lampe, the current authority on the Cyrenaics,
considers Plutarch to have borrowed immediately from Cicero, and forgets
to mention Valerius Maximus altogether.> Yet, even if the account of
Valerius is of no independent value, the way he and Plutarch deal with
their source helps to gain understanding of how the students’ suicide
story actually came about. This curious anecdote, as the present study
aims to prove, rests entirely on a misinterpretation of the crucial passage,
that of Cicero, a closer look at which would reveal quite other, much less
romantic story on the ground.

As is well known, in the opening sections of the Tusculanes it is
argued that death is by no means an evil. Since soul is immortal, in losing
life one will lose nothing worth keeping, but escape troubles that make our
earthly existence virtually intolerable, 1. 83: a malis igitur mors abducit,
non a bonis, verum si quaerimus. Next comes the locus in question:

I Murray 1893, 27; Pauen 1997, 34; Matson 1998, 553 et al.

2 Murray 1893, 27.

3 Lampe 2015, 21; 125-127. Murray (1893, 25) mentions Valerius, but forgets
Plutarch.
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Et quidem hoc a Cyrenaico Hegesia sic copiose disputatur, ut is a rege
Ptolemaeo prohibitus esse dicatur illa in scholis dicere, quod multi is
auditis mortem sibi consciscerent.

The text quoted here and further on is that of the scrupulous 1905
edition by Th. W. Dougan.* The MSS identified by him as the best have
the mistaken quo instead of quod which might be thought-provoking’ if
indeed not a result of haplography in the majuscule or a misunderstood
abbreviation — to this we will shortly return.

The translation by A. E. Douglas renders the phrase thus: “Indeed
the Cyrenaic Hegesias argued for this so eloquently that it is alleged he
was forbidden by King Ptolemy to make those statements in his classes
because many on hearing them committed suicide”.® Wallace M. Matson,
whose paper concentrates on Hegesias’s teaching, cites this rendering as
perfectly reliable.” Apparently, it makes of the suicide story a historically
attested event. Yet readers may notice a deviation from Latin in the main
clause: Douglas translates disputatur with the past tense “argued”. This
seemingly trifling inaccuracy creates a false impression that Cicero means
something that really took place in Egypt.® But in fact, the present is quite
coherent, for it is not with Hegesias’s lectures but his writings that the
narration here is concerned. Copiose normally characterizes an exposition
rich in arguments and examples (ex. gr. Verr. 2. 3. 155; De or. 1. 48. 3),
and copiose disputatur must refer to the reasoning set out in some essay
of Hegesias. Dougan comments on the text in just this way,’ whereas

4 Dougan 1905, 106.

5 Some earlier editors tried to defend it: see Kiithner 1853, 139 in app. cr.

¢ Douglas 1985, 65.

7 Matson 1998, 553. For the paraphrase of J. Clark Murray, whose essay is, to my
knowledge, the only one before Matson’s dealing with this subject, see the next note.

8 The same mistake is made by Giannantoni (1958, 446 [F 3]: “questo concetto fu
messo in discussione cosi ampiamente da Egesia Cirenaico che, si dice, il re Tolomeo
gli vieto di insegnare quelle idee nelle scuole, poiché molti, uditele, si davano
spontaneamente la morte”) and Gasparov 1975 [Mapk Tymnuit Hluuepon. M3opannvie
couunenusi. Ilep. M. JI. Tacnapoga], 235: “Henapom kupenauk ['erecuii paccyxnain o0
9TOM TaK NPOCTPAHHO, YTO Laph [ITomemei, ToBOPSIT, 3aIpeTHII €My BBICTYIIATh Ha 3Ty
TeMy, TOTOMY YTO MHOTHE, MIOCIIYIIABIIH €r0, KOHYaIN KHU3Hb camoyouiictBom™). Cf.
Murray 1893, 27: “To this fact [i. e. that Hegesias was the author of ’Anokoptep®dv]
Cicero adds a second bit of information, that in his lectures in the schools of Alexandria
this theme was treated by Hegesias with so much eloquence that he was said to have
induced many of his hearers to commit suicide, and to have been therefore prohibited
from lecturing on the subject by the Ptolemy of his day”.

® Dougan 1905, 46 (n. 3), providing a valuable refinement: “the present is correct
where the writings quoted are extant at the time when the quotation is made”.
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Lampe’s fairly literal translation combines a writer with a lecturer: “This
is so abundantly argued by the Cyrenaic Hegesias, that he is said to
have been prohibited by Ptolemy from giving this lecture in the schools,
because many people were killing themselves after hearing it”.!% Instead
of ruling out the problem this version makes it salient. Where and when
did the fatal lectures take place? How do they correspond to the book?

To this book of Hegesias Cicero returns having reported about
a certain Cleombrotus of Ambracia, who “though suffering no mole-
station was so impressed by reading Plato’s book,'! that he threw
himself from the wall into the sea”. This, however, is told not as a bare
historical fact but in paraphrasing a famous poem of Callimachus, 1. 84:
Callimachi quidem epigramma in Ambraciotam Cleombrotum est, quem
ait, cum ei nihil accidisset adversi, e muro se in mare abiecisse lecto
Platonis libro. Apparently, we are dwelling in the world of books. Cicero
casts an eye on the shelves of his Tusculan library reflecting on the power
of persuasion possessed by the written word. All the more clear is the
fact that disputatur is applied to someone who teaches — or should we say
‘taught’? — philosophy not in school (as for instance in Off. 2, 87: ab ullis
philosophis ulla in schola disputatur, or in Fin. 5. 18: me in Academia
tamquam philosophum disputaturum), but in his book (as in Lucull.
7. 1-3: sunt etiam, qui negent in iis qui in nostris libris disputent fuisse
earum rerum, de quibus disputatur scientiam).

What follows after the Callimachean example, is a brief survey of
Hegesias’ treatise, 1. 84. 3-7:

Eius autem, quem dixi, Hegesiae liber est 'Amoxaptepdv, quo a vita
quidam per inediam discedens revocatur ab amicis; quibus respondens
vitae humanae enumerat incommoda.

In Lampe’s translation: “This Hegesias whom I mentioned has a
book called The Man Starving Himself to Death in which a man who
is departing from life by fasting is recalled by his friends. In response
he enumerates the discomforts of human life”. The standard 1918

10 Lampe 2015, 125.

1 Viz. the Phaedo; cf. Call. Ep. 23 Pfeiffer (4P 7. 31): E{nog ““Hlie yoipe”
KAedpPpotog opppaxidtg / Aot &e’ byniod teiyeog eig "Aldny, / d&ov 00dev
18V Bovditov kokdv, dAAa [IAGTOvVog / €v TO Tepl YOG YPOUN dvakeEdevog.
Some good MSS (and editions) of the Tusculanes have Theombrotum which might
even be authentic and thus a citation mistake rather than originally Callimachean.
This Cleombrotus is possibly the one mentioned in Phaedo (59 ¢ 3) among those who
were absent.
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Teubner-edition by Max Pohlenz differs from this in that it prints
quidem instead of quidam. This seems to be an unconscious emendation
or a simple pen slip of Pohlenz, since any remark concerning quidem in
the apparatus is lacking and the editors are completely unaware of this
alternative.!? To be sure, even if quidem was intended as a conjecture,!? it
is hardly acceptable, because "Amokoptep®dv, to my opinion, presupposes
an undefined speaker. But, erroneous as it may be, the particle hints at
the correct understanding of the above-cited review: it would make
Hegesias himself the protagonist of his book, which almost certainly
was in a dialogue form with the amici also speaking. The author as
a persona would by no means be an exception: it is the case with Cicero
as probably was with Aristotle. And though the ‘Self-Starver’ remained,
in fact, anonymous (quidam), the impression of an author speaking was
no less unavoidable. The way Cicero concludes his excurse leaves no
doubt that he perceived it likewise, 1. 84. 7-10: Possem idem facere, etsi
minus quam ille, qui omnino vivere expedire nemini putat (“I could do the
same, although less than he, who believes that living is advantageous to
absolutely no one”). Obviously, i/le is Hegesias, which means that he was
thought to be the one behind guidam and "Anoxaptepdv.

The author, who spoke in the person of a suicide starver trying to
prove that the escape from the misery of life is to be found in death, was
likely to gain notoriety among the reading public, and the Alexandrians
were well known for their bent for contriving learned anecdotes. Both
Matson and Lampe rightly notice that Cicero tells the story not on his
own behalf, but prudently enough refers to the rumors (dicatur).'* Still,
no interpreter elaborates on what exactly these rumors are. Previous to
the causal clause (quod multi is auditis sibi mortem consciscerent) it is
retold that Ptolemy prohibited Hegesias to deliver lectures on the matter
he so eloquently discusses (sic copiose disputatur, ut is a rege Ptolemaeo
prohibitus esse dicatur illa in scholis dicere). The “abundance”, may it
be repeated, refers to the book, and it is perfectly understandable that

12 In his earlier commentary based on the school edition by Otto Heine (Pohlenz
1912) the text is rendered with quidam.

13 The lost hyparchetype (X in the sigla of Polenz) probably had gdm, which
could stand for both a pronoun and a particle. The abbreviations of this kind are
more than frequent throughout (Dougan notices most of them); guo in the immediate
vicinity of quidam was contracted in the like way, some scribes understood it as quod
(providing explanation for ’Amoxoaptep®dv), and Kithner kept this as lectio difficilior,
while Bentley conjectured in quo (for the polemic see Kiithner 1853, 139). The same
case has been pointed out above.

14 Lampe 2015, 128; Matson 1998, 553; cf. Murray 1893, 27.
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Cicero exhibits caution in reporting how an Alexandrian king reacted to
a literary opus. His reason is given in the quod-sentence. Normally quod
as adverbial subordinator expressing the cause needs no subjunctive. The
subjunctive appears if there is an expression of opinion.'> The point at
issue with this particular quod is that it falls within a reported speech
where every statement is a priori subjective. To recount an event that has
actually taken place indicative can certainly be used,!¢ but Cicero could
have hardly put consciverunt instead of consciscerent or even quoniam
instead of quod without thus pledging for the truth of the anecdote,
whatever the exact reason for Ptolemy’s verdict. But though subjunctive
is not particularly instructive here, I still think that the reader should
perceive the quod-clause as Ptolemy’s assumption. (The same implication
might have been intended by the clumsy guo.) Parallels are pretty difficult
to find, but Sen. Helv. 9. 6 is much the same case: Brutus ait C. Caesarem
Mytilenas praetervectum, quia non sustineret videre deformatum virum.
Here, the quia-clause with subjunctive being part of Brutus’ narration
expresses not the narrator’s view on things but most probably Caesar’s
own motivation for not visiting the exiled Marcellus. Seneca rephrases
it shortly after speaking as if on his own authority, 9. 6—7: illum exulem
Brutus relinquere non potuit, Caesar videre; Brutus sine Marcello reverti
se doluit, Caesar erubuit. What seems to be decisive is that the text before
quod gives no reason to believe that Hegesias has already practised as
a lecturer. All we read about is that he has ingeniously put his theory on
paper. Ptolemy is apprehensive that Hegesias’s listeners might fall under
the spell of his persuasive pessimism.!”

That said, the text in question no longer remains evidence for the
students’ suicide. The story tells of how the king concerned about his
subjects prohibited teaching what he had read in or heard about “The Self-
Starver”. This becomes more obvious after we examine how the legend
was born. In this Valerius Maximus and Plutarch prove helpful. Their
messages are much more affirmative. Valerius, who is closer to Cicero,
puts it in the following way:

15 Ghiselli 1953, 231; Fugier 1989, 98. Both authors cite sets of examples.

16 Menge—Burkard—Schauer 2005, 659. Quoniam is more affirmative and unlike
quod easily takes the indicative in indirect speech. Hereto see also Banos 2011, 222.

17" Olof Gigon seems to have put this sense in his translation, where the Latin
subjunctive is literally rendered by the German: “weil viele, nachdem sie ihn gehdort
hatten, sich den Tod gegeben hitten” (Gigon 1992, 79). Impf. consciscerent stands
for potentiality in the past. Note that plgmpf. coni. of conscisco is extremely rare and
not to be found in Cicero. The same is true of consciverunt. Something like quod
multos is auditis mortem sibi consciscere posse putaret would certainly be too heavy
an ending for this already overloaded phrase.
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Quantum eloquentia valuisse Hegesian Cyrenaicum philosophum arbi-
tramur? qui sic mala vitae repraesentabat, ut eorum miseranda imagine
audientium pectoribus inserta multis voluntariae mortis oppetendae cupi-
ditatem ingeneraret: ideoque a rege Ptolomaeo ulterius hac de re disserere
prohibitus est.

What power must we think the Cyrenaic philosopher Hegesias exercised
through his eloquence? He displayed the troubles of life in such a way
that having engraved their miserable image in the hearts of his listeners
he filled many of them with the desire to take voluntary death, and thus
king Ptolemy forbade him to talk on this subject further.

It can hardly be doubted that the story is drawn from Cicero: struc-
ture, thythm and even vocabulary (mala vitae;, audientes; prohibitus)
reveal similarities that make the source recognizable. But the intention
of Valerius is different. He needs an example of real persuasion working
on real people to put it in line with Caesar, Peisistratus and Pericles
(8.9.2 and ext. 1-2). Bookish eloquence does not suit him. Consequently,
the Ciceronian pattern undergoes a certain transformation. Eloquentia
and repraesentabat do not presume oral delivery and audientium can
be said of readers. The concluding disserere is more definitive, since
it seldom signifies written speech (cf. De or. 3. 128: de natura rerum
et disseruit et scripsit). Taken separately, every component still allows
Hegesias to be thought of as an eloquent writer. But put together they
create a different image, namely that of an eloquent lecturer. The
book of Hegesias, central in Cicero, is passed over in silence. Two
elements are crucial for the birth of the suicide legend: (1) the imperfect
repraesentabat, which has, just as in the above-cited translation by
Douglas, replaced the present disputatur of the original text, implies that
Hegesias had been lecturing over some time before Ptolemy interdicted
it, and (2) ulterius going together with disserere explicitly confirms this.!8
This implication is lacking in Cicero.

Unlike Valerius, who ignores "Anoxoaptep®dv, Plutarch seems to have
centered on it. As one might have expected, it is the Greek word that grabs
the attention of a Greek author in Cicero’s report most. The historicity of
the suicide story in Plutarch’s rendering is indisputable. It is mentioned
along with the terrible examples of people harming themselves contrary
to human nature (as Oedipus who blinded himself: 497 D 2-4). The
message is markedly short:

18 Cf. Walker 2004, 290: “for this reason King Ptolemy prevented him to give
any more lectures on this topic”.
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‘Hynolog <d&> SLaAeYOUEVOS TOALOVG ETELCEV ATOKAPTEPTICUL TOV
QKPOMUEVAOV.

Hegesias, as he spoke, persuaded many of his listeners to starve them-
selves to death.

Lampe noticed that Plutarch describes the manner of suicide that
coincides with the title of Hegesias’s book in Cicero. In view of the
expressive evidence his conclusion is too general: “The literary fiction
has given birth to a biographical fiction”.!” But it is quite obvious that
Plutarch knows nothing about the book of Hegesias except for its title
which he learned from Cicero (cf. 497 D 1: moAhol 6OATTOVOLY E0VTOVG
Kol kotakpnuvifovorv: “throwing off the rock” reminds immediately at
Cleombrotus the Ambracian). What suited his subject best was the “self-
starving”, so from the native word he came across in his source a pretty
weird image has emerged: even if a real suicide was meant, it would be
strange to think that all the victims of Hegesias’ rhetoric have chosen
this uncomfortable way of ending their lives.?? The intermediate source
is also worth considering, since it was Valerius Maximus who actually
contrived the suicide story. Plutarch used the whole of biographical
literature, Greek and Roman, and could have hardly overlooked a book
as widely read as Facta et dicta memorabilia. One telling detail suggests
his acquaintance with Valerius’ report: t1@®v dkpoopévov literally renders
audientium which in turn goes back to is auditis in Cicero’s text. (Could
it be that the present participle dradeyopevog which risks creating an
absurd impression of simultaneity echoes disputatur?)

To sum up, both derivative testimonies give a certain idea of how the
students’ suicide tale could have been read out of Cicero. The philosopher
who propagates death might be nicknamed Ielo10&vatog irrespective of
the form of delivery. According to the core text Hegesias certainly did it
in written form, and we have enough reasons not to believe that Cicero
tells anything about his actual lecturing in Alexandria. Whether or not
the story Cicero recalls has any historic background,?! it is about how

19 Lampe 2015, 128.

20 What could make people imitate this particular manner of death, was the
reading of "Amoxoptep®Vv: see n. 22.

21 In his note on Hegesias in the RE Wilhelm Weinberger goes as far as to suppose
that Hegesias was banished from Alexandria (Weinberger 1912, 2607). In any case
Hegesias was himself not prone to practise what he wrote about. Cf. Diog. Laert. 6, 48:
‘Hynoiov mopokaAodVTog xpHiool Tt oDT® [sc. Aloyével] TOV GUYYPOULATOV,
“péronog”, Een, “Toyyxdvels, @ Hynoia, 0g ioyadog eV ypartag ovy, aipfi, GAAN
106 AANOIVAG BOKNOLY 8€ TAPLddV TNV AANOLVIV ETL TNV YEYPOUUUEVIV OPUOS”.
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the king prohibited the dangerous theories from reaching the students
audience. He would perhaps have banned Hegesias’s book as well, had
he known that copycat suicides could actually be induced by reading.??

Michael Pozdnev
Saint Petersburg State University

m.pozdnev@spbu.ru
drpozdnev@yandex.ru
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The romantic story of the forceful lectures of the Cyrenaic Hegesias held responsible
for suicides among his audience in Alexandria and consequently weaned off
lecturing by Ptolemy Soter, although well-rooted both in derivative tradition,
translation and commentary, hangs on a single /ocus in Cicero’s Tusc. 1. 83 and
appears to have been spun out of thin air. This piece aims at unwinding this story
all the way through the fully derivative testimonies of Valerius Maximus and
Plutarch, both serving their own ends, down to its source text which plainly is not
about lecturing, but the power of the written word, to which Cicero, while
disclaiming responsibility for the evidence, drew concern Ptolemy voiced about
the potentially harmful theory.

Hcropust 0o camoyOuiicTBe, KOTOpOE SKOObI COBEPLIMJIM CIyIIaTeN KHpEHaHKa
I'erecus, nepenana tpems aBropamu — Luueponom, Banepuem Makcumowm u Iliny-
tapxoM. [To obuienpuHsTON Bepcuu aHEKIOT CBOAUTCS K cieayromemy: [erecuii
OynTo OBl JOKa3bIBaJ, YTO JKU3Hb HECTEPIMMa, IPHYEM y HEro BBIXOAWIO Ha-
CTOJIBKO YO€IUTEIBHO, YTO HEKOTOPHIC U3 CIIYIIABIINX IIOKOHYHMIIM C CO0OIi; B pe-
3yabTare naphb lltonemeii 3anpetnn ¢punocody yunts. B HoBelme MoHOTpadun
o kupenankax K. Jlamne coobmenne [lnyrapxa BozBoautcst k L{unepony, toraa
kak Banepuit MakcuM oka3pIBaeTCs M BOBCE 3a0BITBIM. MeXTy TeM, 00a mpous-
BOJIHBIX CBHUJICTEIHCTBA LIEHHBI JUIl OCMBICICHUSI HCTOYHMKA. KirroueBoe mecto
(Tusc. 1, 83: hoc a Cyrenaico Hegesia sic copiose disputatur, ut is a rege Ptolemaco
prohibitus esse dicatur illa in scholis dicere, quod multi is auditis mortem sibi
consciscerent) pereprieBaeT OIMHAKOBOE HCKaxeHHe B napadpase Banepus Mak-
cuma (8, 9 [ext.], 3) u B psme mMepeBOIOB Ha HOBBIC sI3BIKA: disputatur epenaroT
nporreanum (“repracsentabat”, “argued”, “paccyxman”, “fu messo in discussione”,
“was treated”), 9TO co3maeT JIOXKHOE BIedaTIeHue, OyaTo aBrop “TycKymaHCKHX
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Oecen” MOBECTBYET O COOBITHAX, HEKOTZa MPOM3OIICANINX B AJekcanapuu. Ha
nene pedb o kuure [erecusi, kortopyro Llunepon pedepupyer Huke mocie mnepe-
ckaza snurpamMmbl Kamnmnmaxa Ha cmepth TeomOpora AmOpaxwuiickoro (1, 84).
Banepuit Brimrouaet ciydait ['erecus B psii MCTOPHUYECKHUX TIPHMEPOB, CBUICTEIb-
CTBYIOLIUX O CUJIC KpAaCHOPEYUA, KHH)KHaAsd pUTOPHUKA EMY HE roagnjiach. KOM6I/IHI/I-
pys 00a pUMCKUX HCTOYHMKa, [lyTapX, B CBOIO Oo4epeib, NPUBICKACT HCTOPHIO
0 camMoyOuiicTBE B KaueCTBE WILIFOCTPAIMH TPOTHBOECTECTBEHHOI CIIOCOOHOCTH
JONel KaneunTs U youats ceost (De amore prolis 497 D 2-5). Beruntannoe y Lu-
LepoHa 3arnaBue KHUrM lerecust — "ATOKOPTEP@AV — MpEeBpallaeTCs B aH/AEA0T
0 TOM, KaK y4eHUKH [erecust ymopuian ceds ronogoM. [Ipon3BoaHbIe CBUACTENb-
CTBa SICHO OOHApYKMBAIOT, KaK JIETeHy BBIUMTAIM M3 Tekcta Llunepona. Ecnn
disputatur mogpasymeBaeT He yCTHbIE JICKLIIUH, a KHHTY, 3HAYHT, JICKIUH YIIOMUHA-
I0TCSI TOJIBKO OJINH Pa3 — B NMPHUAATOYHOM NpH4rHbI quod multi is auditis mortem
sibi consciscerent. XoTsl BCsS UCTOPHUS MEpeaHa ¢ Iy)KAX CIIOB, OIIMCHIBACTCS, [Ty-
MaeM, He HCTOpUYecKoe coObIThe, a cyxaeHue [1tonemes (Juist cpaBHEHHS TOUTCS
Sen. Dial. 12,9, 6, te B 4y»o0¥# paccka3s BIUIeTeHa BbICKa3aHHas [le3apemM MOTHBH-
POBKa): MPOYTSl KHUTY, HJIM y3HAB O €€ COACPKaHHH, Lapb 3ampeTin ¢uiocody
JIOKa3bIBaTh BbICKA3aHHBIE MOJIOKEHUS TIepe]| CIIyLIATeIsIMU, ONacasiCh, 4TO, IMOJ-
naB yapaM yOeKICHHUS, Te MOTYT COBEPIIHTh HEMIONPaBUMOE.



PROVOCATIO GEGEN DAS URTEIL
DER DUUMYVIRI PERDUELLIONIS*

Auf Cic. Leg. 1I1, 6! basiert Th. Mommsens Provokationstheorie:? Jede
magistratische Todes- und Korperstrafe sowie grofle Geldstrafe wurde
erst nach der Bestdtigung im Volksgericht vollstreckbar, welches durch
die Provokation des Verurteilten in Gang gesetzt wurde. Kraft des
Volksurteils wurde die Strafe entweder bestdtigt oder kassiert, aber nie
abgedndert. Die Provokation an das Volk war ein untrennbarer Teil solch
eines magistratisch-komitialen Prozesses.

Diese Theorie lasst sich schwerlich durch konkrete Belege nach-
weisen: Kurz gesagt, ist die Provokation nicht gegen das magistratische
Urteil, sondern nur gegen nicht gerichtliche, sog. “koerzitive” Maflnahmen
iberliefert.3

Es gibt jedoch eine wichtige Ausnahme: Gut bezeugt ist Provokation
gegen das Todesurteil der duumviri perduellionis (Liv. 1, 26, 5-14;
Fest. p. 390 L.; Suet. Caes. 12; Dio Cass. XXXVII, 25, 4-28, 4), die
zu Mommsens Theorie genau passt. J. Bleicken schldgt aber eine neue
Interpretation von Cic. Rab. perd. 12 vor und folgert daraus, dass das
Duoviralverfahren zu allen Provokationsgesetzen in krassem Wider-

* Herrn Prof. Dr. Alexander Verlinsky, dem Betreuer unserer Dissertation,
und Herrn Dr. Viaceslav Khrustaljov danken wir fiir die grof3e Hilfe bei der Arbeit
an diesem Aufsatz, darunter fiir treffende kritische Bemerkungen und hilfreiche
bibliografische Hinweise. An Herrn Prof. em. Dr. Dr. h. c. Jiirgen von Ungern-
Sternberg geht unser herzlichster Dank fiir hilfreiche Kritik. Frau Darja Kondakowa
danken wir fiir ihre Hilfe bei der Literatursuche. Bei Frau Galina Vasiljeva und Herrn
Jury Petrov, sowie Frau Svetlana Dubova méchten wir uns fiir ihre Hilfe mit der
Ubersetzung bedanken.

' Magistratus nec oboedientem et noxium civem multa vinclis verberibusque
coerceto, ni par maiorve potestas populusve prohibessit, ad quos provocatio esto.
Cum magistratus iudicassit inrogassitve, per populum multae ponaeve certatio esto.
Zitiert nach: Powell 2006.

2 Mommsen 1899, 38 Anm. 1; 167 f.; 473-477; 1887a, 136-169. Klare und
hilfreiche Darstellung seiner Theorie und spaterer Kritik s.: Kunkel 1962, 9—11; 18-45.

3 Bleicken 1959, 329-345.

276
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spruch stehe; d.h. dieses Verfahren lasse keine Provokation zu und die
angefiihrten Zeugnisse von Livius und anderen Berichterstattern seien
unglaubwiirdig.*

Als Ergebnis sieht Bleicken in der Provokation ein rein politisches
Schutzmittel gegen ein ohne Gericht verhingtes Urteil des Magistrats
(das sog. koerzitive Urteil). Dieses Schutzmittel stamme aus den Stdnde-
kdmpfen und sei bis zum ersten Provokationsgesetz rechtlich unerheblich,
aber doch wirksam als Demonstration des Willens aller Plebejer.> A. Lin-
tott hat diese Ansicht noch weiter entwickelt: Die Provokation sei ein
gesetzlich nicht definierter Versuch, die Hilfe bei den Mitbiirgern zu
suchen. Sie sei mindestens in Theorie gegen beliebige Strafen zuléssig,
egal, ob es um ein gerichtliches Urteil geht oder nicht. Das Recht auf
Provokation sei fiir manche Fille gesetzlich anerkannt, und in den {ibrigen
Féllen sei sie nicht unmoglich: Thr Erfolg hange nur von Hilfsbereitschaft
der Mitbiirger ab.¢

Fiir die Wahl zwischen diesen drei Moglichkeiten sind die Zeugnisse
iiber die Provokation gegen die duumviri perduellionis besonders wichtig.
Die Bleickensche Kritik dieser Berichte erweckt in folgender Hinsicht
Zweifel:

1) Bleicken erklért nicht, noch stellt er die Frage, wie die Provokation
in die Uberlieferung iiber die duumviri eingedrungen ist;

2) das Hauptargument der Kritik, Rab. perd. 12, lasst sich anders inter-
pretieren, als Bleicken es will; dann gibt es keinen Grund, die Erwédhnun-
gen der Provokation abzulehnen.

Das Ziel unseres Beitrags ist es, die Zuverldssigkeit der {iberlieferten
Zeugnisse fiir die Provokation gegen das Urteil der duumviri, v.A., Ciceros
Rab. perd., wieder zu beurteilen, ohne dabei die Frage nach dem Wesen
der Provokation zu behandeln. Wir hoffen aber, dass die Ergebnisse
unserer Forschung auch zur kiinftigen Losung dieser Frage beitragen
werden.

1. Die Berichte iiber den Duoviralprozess

Es sind 3 Prozesse vor duumviri belegt: die sagenhafte Anklage Horatius’
wegen Schwesternmordes in der Zeit der Regierung von Tullus Hostilius
(Liv. I, 26, 5-14; Fest. p. 390 L.; Cic. Mil. 7; Val. Max. VIII, 1, abs. 1);
ein Hinweis auf eine Version des Todes von M. Manlius Capitolinus

4 Bleicken 1959b, 333-337. Vgl. id. 1955, 115 Anm. 2.
5 Bleicken 1959b, 347-363; v.A., 348-350.
6 Lintott 1972.
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(Liv. VI, 20), der jedoch wegen seiner Knappheit nutzlos ist; zum
Schluss ist ein von T. Labienus angestrengter Prozess gegen G. Rabirius
im J. 63 v.Chr. (Cic. Rab. perd.; cf. In Pis. 4; Suet. Caes. 12; Dio
Cass. XXXVII, 25, 4-28, 4)7 gut {iberliefert, u.A. ist eine Primarquelle
teilweise erhalten geblieben. Dieser Prozess spielt, folglich, die erste
Rolle; aber Widerspriiche zwischen den Quellen iiber ihn erschweren die
Untersuchung.

Nur Dio berichtet die ganze Geschichte der Verfolgung. Beide, er
(ibid. 25, 4 — 26, 3) und Cicero (Rab. perd. 2-5; 18), nennen den Mord
des Saturninus als Vorwand fiir die Anklage, welche in Wirklichkeit
dafiir notig sei, zu zeigen, dass man wegen einer Tat aufgrund des senatus
consultum ultimum sogar viele Jahre spiter verurteilt werden konne. So
wiirde das Recht des Senats auf SCU in Frage gestellt. Uber die Erfiillung
dieses Planes berichtet Dio das Folgende:

XXXVII, 27, 1. onovdai 1 0DV Tapay®delg kol @lrioveikiot &g’
EKOTEPMV TEPTL TE TOV KOO TNPLOV, TAOV HEV OTMG U1 GVVOY T, TOV
3¢ Tva koO1lnon dikatovviey, kol €neldn 10010 did 1€ 1oV Kaloopo
Kot 81" BALoVG TIVOG Eviknoe, Tepl Ye ThHG kploemg adOLg cVVERNoOV.
2. kol v yop odTog Ekelvog kol petd tod Kaicopog tod Aovkiov
dikalmv (00 yop ATADG, ALY TO 31 AeYOUEVOV TEPSOVEAALWVOG O
‘PoPiplog £kpion), KATEWYNPLOOVTO ALVTOD, KOLTOL U1 TPOG TOV SOV
KOTO TO TATPLe, QAL TPOG oDTOV ToD OTPaTNnyod oVk €EOV
ailpeBévteg. 3. kol €piike Pev 6 Pafiprog, Tdvimg d' &v Kol Topd T@
dMpw €dAw, €1 pun 0 Meteddog 60 Kélep olwviotng te OV Kol
oTpOTNYOV EVeNOdIoeV: €meldn yop oVte dALmG €nelBovtd ol, o6’
OTL TOPXL T VEVOULOUEVOL 1] KPLoLG £YEYOVEL EVEOVIODVTO, BLVESPOLUEV
€c 70 Towvikovdov Tply kol 0TLoDV 6o YyneiocochHort, kol T0 oNUelov
T0 OTPATIOTIKOV KOTEGTOCEV, (d0Te UNdev €1 avtolg €Eetval
drayvovart.

28, 4. 0VT® pEV 3N TOTE N TE EKKANCLA KOOKIPEBEVTOG TOD ONpELOV
d1en00n kol 6 PoPipiog EomON: €ER{V pev yop @ AcBrive kol aderg
dikaoooot, 0 PEVTOL Kol €Moincey avTH-8

27, 1. Von beiden Seiten waren es mit Unruhen drohende Bemiihungen
sowie Wettstreite und wegen des Gerichtes: Die einen hielten es fiir
berechtigt, es nicht zu versammeln, die anderen — es tagen zu lassen;
und — als die letztere Meinung dank César und einigen anderen sich

7 Weitere Quellen s. Marek 1983, 57 f. Alle Zitate aus Rab. perd. werden nach
dieser Ausgabe gegeben.
8 Zitiert nach Marek 1983, 57.
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durchgesetzt hatte, — auch wegen der Verurteilung. 2. Und (er war ja
selbst der Richter, zusammen mit L. Cdsar; Rabirius wurde ja nicht bei
gewohnlichem Gericht, sondern bei dem sog. Gericht perduellionis
verklagt) sie haben ihn verurteilt, obwohl sie nicht nach viterlichem
Herkommen vom Volk, sondern vom Prétor selbst rechtswidrig gewahlt
waren. 3. Und Rabirius, obwohl er provozierte, wire auf jeden Fall auch
vom Volk verurteilt worden, wenn Metellus Celer (der damals Augur
und Prdtor war) es nicht verhindert hdtte. Als sie weder in anderen
Hinsichten auf ihn hoérten, noch in Betracht nahmen, dass das Gericht
gegen den Brauch stattgefunden hatte, lief er auf Janiculum hinauf,
bevor sie fiir irgendetwas abstimmten, und holte die Militdrfahne ein,
sodass sie nichts mehr beschlieen konnten.

28, 4. So war nach der Einholung der Fahne die Volksversammlung
aufgelost und Rabirius gerettet. Denn Labienus durfte auch zum zweiten
Mal einen Prozess anstrengen, aber er tat das nicht.

Die erhaltenen Fragmente der Ciceronischen Verteidigungsrede er-
wéhnen nur spérliche Details des Verfahrens, dem, wahrscheinlich, die
nicht erhaltene Rede Hortensius’ gewidmet war, der vor Cicero sprach
(Rab. perd. 18).° Dio sagt kein Wort iiber die Teilnahme von beiden
Rednern.

Bis auf 1820 glaubte man, Cicero habe seine Rede vor Zenturiatkomi-
tien gehalten, die wegen der Provokation von Rabirius berufen
waren.!® 1820 hat B. G. Niebuhr!'! die von Cicero erwédhnten Details
zusammengefasst, die dem Bericht Dios widersprechen: multae inrogatio
(Rab. perd. 8) zahle die Straftaten von Rabirius auf, von denen keine
mit Perduellion verbunden ist; die Klage von Labienus, dass Cicero
die iiber Rabirius verhéngte Todesstrafe aufgehoben hétte (ibid. 10);
im iberlieferten Text der Rede geht es um die Rabirius drohende
Verbannung (ibid. 36 f.), nicht, wie im Falle des Duoviralverfahrens, um
ein Todesurteil.

Rabirius hat seinen Neffen testamentarisch adoptiert und ihm sein
Vermogen vererbt. Demzufolge liegt es nahe, dass er freigesprochen

9 Nach Tyrrell 1978, 104 soll Hortensius nicht in derselben, sondern in der
vorangegangenen contio gesprochen haben.

10 Greenidge 1901, 354-359 schliefit sich dieser Meinung an, die kaum anzu-
nehmen ist, wenn man seine Interpretation von De domo 45 ablehnt (s. u. Anm. 44);
vgl. u. Anm. 54. Auch Lintott 1972, 261 f., ¢f. 236 Anm. 52. scheint diese Rekon-
struktion anzunehmen; leider bringt er keine Argumente vor.

I Niebuhr 1820, 69 f.
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wurde.'? Aufgrund der von Niebuhr bemerkten Unterschiede zwischen
der Rab. perd. und dem Bericht von Dio sind aber vielfaltigste Rekon-
struktionen der Rabiriusaffare mdglich, von denen die meisten einem der
folgenden zwei Schemata entsprechen:!3

1) Die Rede Ciceros wurde im von Labienus nach der Einholung
der Fahne angestrengten Multprozess gehalten. Der Multprozess wird
von Dio, die Einholung der Fahne von Cicero verschwiegen. Hier werden
alle Punkte von Dios Bericht angenommen, auller einem: dass Labienus
auf weitere Versuche der Verfolgung verzichtete. Diese Hypothese
hat Niebuhr vorgeschlagen.'* Thre Schwiche liegt in der Tatsache,
dass Cicero nicht nur iiber die Tat von Celer schweigt, sondern seinen
Verdienst, das Duoviralurteil aufgelost zu haben, sich selbst zuschreibt
(Rab. perd. 10-17).

2) Dio verschweigt die Annullierung des Duoviralurteils von Cicero.
Celer hat nicht das Duoviralverfahren, sondern den darauf folgenden
tribunizischen Perduellionsprozess vereitelt (in diesem Prozess lautete
das Urteil entweder auf Todesstrafe oder auf Geldstrafe mitsamt To-
desstrafe, wiirde aber in beiden Fillen Exil verursachen). In diesem
zweiten Prozess war Labienus der Ankldger, und Cicero hat seine
Verteidigungsrede kurz vor Einholung der Fahne gehalten. Cicero hat
das Duoviralurteil annulliert, folglich hat kein Provokationsverfahren
stattgefunden: Entweder war die Provokation im Duoviralverfahren
iberhaupt nicht zuléssig, oder Cicero griff frither ein, als dass sich das
Volk wegen einer Provokation versammelte. D.h., Dio hat die Tatsachen
vollig verdreht, aber richtig darauf hingewiesen, dass Labienus nach dem
Eingriff von Celer die Verfolgung nicht wiederaufgenommen hatte.

Diese Meinung beruht auf Schwierigkeiten, die von Niebuhrs
Theorie nicht gelost werden. Dio sagt ausdriicklich, Labienus habe die

12 Vonder Miihll 1914, 25; Tyrrell 1978, 135.

13 Ausfiihrlicher bei Tyrrell 1978, 37-42. Eine reichhaltige Bibliografie bietet
Tyrrell 1978, 136—143; es sind Primmer 1985a u. 1985b hinzuzufiigen. Wir hatten
keine Méglichkeit, die ganze uniiberschaubare Literatur zum Thema kennenzulernen,
aber hoffentlich haben wir alle Hauptargumente beriicksichtigt. Manche Probleme
mussten wir beiseite lassen: Rab. perd. wurde vor der Veroffentlichung iiberarbeitet,
aber von dieser Seite erregten nur die Stellen Verdacht, die fiir uns nicht in Betracht
kommen (s. Primmer 1985b, 50-59); es wurde diskutiert, wem zugunsten Celer
handelte und ob es in der Tat Pompeius war, der Rabirius anklagen liel (dagegen
s. Primmer 1985b, 29-35; Tyrrell 1978, 44-46; Gelzer 1939, 870 f.).

14 Niebuhr 1820, 69 f.; mit einigen Berichtigungen angenommen auch von
Mommsen (1887b, 298 Anm. 3; 613—618). Dieser Meinung folgen: M. Gelzer (1919,
526-527; 1939, 870-872; ein wenig verdndert: 1969, 76-79); seine Argumentation
wurde weiter entwickelt von A. Primmer (1985a; 1985b). An den angefiihrten Stellen
ist sachliche Kritik der Einwénde gegen diese Hypothese zu finden.
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Anklage nicht wiederaufgenommen. Cicero selbst bezeichnet seine
Verteidigungsrede als in C. Rabirio perduellionis reo (Pis. 4) und gibt
keinen Hinweis auf die Rede im Multprozess.”> Wenn das Duoviral-
verfahren von Cicero aufgeldst war, konnte Celer nur den Prozess
sabotieren, in dem Cicero seine Rede hielt.!® Schliefilich dient die als
Hinweis auf die Unmdglichkeit der Provokation im Duoviralverfahren
interpretierte Passage Rab. perd. 12 fiir J. Bleicken, W. Kunkel und
W. Tyrrell!7 als Hauptargument.

Die Entscheidung zugunsten einer dieser Moglichkeiten!® hangt von

der Antwort auf drei Fragen ab:

1. Gab es eine Provokation im Duoviralverfahren? Wenn nicht,
konnte Celer nur die Zenturiatkomitien auflosen, die sich im tri-
bunizischen Perduellionsprozess versammelten, wo auch Cicero
seine Rede gehalten hat.

15 Meyer 1922, 549-563.

16 Jones 1972, 40-44; Lengle 1933, 328-340 (der Letztere schlieit die
Provokation von Rabirius aus).

17 Bleicken 1959b, 337-341; Kunkel 1962, 22 f.; Tyrrell 1978, 41-50.

18 Separat zu behandeln ist die Rekonstruktion von R. Bauman (1969, 1-21): zuerst
wiirde ein tribunizischer Perduellionsprozess angestrengt, der durch die Einholung
der Fahne vereitelt sei; dann folge das Duoviralverfahren, dessen Grundziige die
Vereinigung mehrerer Strafen in einem Urteil (d.h. multa u. poena capitis, pace De
domo 45) und die Verwendung des Verfahrens ausschlieBlich fiir die Wiederaufnahme
der vereitelten Prozesse seien; als Ergebnis der Provokation gegen das Duoviralurteil
sei das zweite Komizialverfahren gefolgt, in dem die Duumvirn Vorsitzende wiren
und die Untersuchung von Labienus durchgefiihrt wiirde (angenommen schon von
Greenidge 1901, 357; vgl. 348 f.); im zweiten Verfahren wiirde Rabirius freigesprochen
(Suet. Caes. 12). Aufgrund der Annahme, dass die Funktion von duumviri nicht ein
Perduellionsprozess, sondern eine Wiederaufnahme einer beliebigen Anklage war, halt
Bauman das Existieren eines ,,allgemeinen® Gesetzes iiber duumviri fiir ausgeschlossen
(solch ein Gesetz konnte nicht alle Fille im Voraus umfassen): Die Duumvirn
wiirden von Mal zu Mal nach einem konkreten Verfahren durch ein konkretes Gesetz
ernannt. — Baumans Vorschlag muss abgelehnt werden (es ist aber zu bemerken,
dass sein Beitrag eine hilfreiche Kritik der fritheren Erkldrungsversuche enthilt).
Die Vermutung, dass die Duovirn fiir die Wiederaufnahme gescheiterter Anklagen
dienten, beruht auf den Erwdhnungen, Horatius wire vor dem Duoviralverfahren von
seinem Vater oder vom Konig, sowie Manlius Capitolinus vom Volk freigesprochen
worden (Bauman 1969, 5-7). Bestenfalls folgt aus ihnen, dass ein Duoviralverfahren
fiir solch eine Wiederaufhahme geeignet war, nicht dass fiir ein Duoviralverfahren ein
vorheriger Prozess obligatorisch war; gerade das Letztere ist aber Baumans Folgerung,
die ihn gezwungen hat, vor dem Duoviralverfahren gegen Rabirius ein durch keine
Quelle belegtes Komizialverfahren zu vermuten (ibid. 9 f.). S. auch u. Anm. 44 {iber
Moglichkeit der Vereinigung multa u. poena capitis im Duoviralprozess; s. u. S. 283—
285. hinsichtlich iniussu vestro (Rab. perd. 12) u. S. 297 iiber Suet. ful. 12.
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2. Hat Cicero seine Rede vor comitia centuriata oder tributa
gehalten und welche Strafe drohte Rabirius? — Kapitalurteile
wurden von Zenturien verhiangt (XI/ Tab. 9, 2), und tribunizische
Multprozesse sind nur fiir comitia tributa belegt.!”

3. Wenn das Duoviralverfahren von Celer vereitelt wurde, so ent-
steht die Frage: Was erlaubt Cicero, sich diese Tat zuzuschrei-
ben? Wenn von Cicero, aus welchem Anlass hat die von Celer
aufgeloste Volksversammlung stattgefunden?

2. Provokation im Duoviralverfahren

Das Hauptargument, auf das sich die Ablehnung der Berichte iber
die Provokation stiitzt, ist der Einwand Ciceros, Labienus hétte durch
die Anstrengung des Duoviralverfahrens alle die romischen Biirger
schiitzenden Gesetze verletzt (Rab. perd. 12):

Porcia lex virgas ab omnium civium Romanorum corpore amovit, hic
misericors flagella rettulit; Porcia lex libertatem civium lictori eripuit,
Labienus, homo popularis, carnifici tradidit; C. Gracchus legem tulit,
ne de capite civium Romanorum iniussu vestro iudicaretur, hic
popularis a duumviris iniussu vestro non iudicari de cive Romano,
sed indicta causa civem Romanum capitis condemnari2’ coegit.

Das Porcische Gesetz hat die Ruten vom Korper aller romischen Biirger
entfernt; dieser Barmherzige hat Geifleln wiederum gebracht; das Por-
cische Gesetz hat dem Liktor die Freiheit der Biirger weggenommen,
Labienus, ein volksliebender Mann, hat sie dem Henker iiberreicht;
G. Gracchus hat das Gesetz eingebracht, dass ohne euren Befehl
kein romischer Biirger vor Kapitalgericht gezogen sein diirfe; dieser
Volksliebende hat durchgesetzt, dass die Duumvirn einen réomischen

19 Mommsen 1899, 168 f.

20 Tyrrell 1978, 87: mit condemnari wurde nur ein endgiiltiges Urteil bezeich-
net; das Wort bezog sich meistens auf Geschworenengerichte; es kann nicht einen
vorldufigen Urteilsantrag bezeichnen (den Tyrrell fiir Provokationsverfahren ver-
mutet). Aber soweit wir wissen, wurde das Urteil, gegen welches man provozierte,
vor der Provokation nicht fiir einen vorldufigen Strafantrag gehalten; eben Liv. I, 26,
7 duumviri <...> se absoluere non rebantur ea lege ne innoxium quidem posse, Wo
eine Provokation fiir die Einleitung des Verfahrens unentbehrlich zu sein scheint,
lasst die Moglichkeit offen, dass der Verurteilte nicht provozierte, und so das Urteil
zu vollstrecken war. U.E. schliet condemnari in Rab. perd. 12 die Provokation im
Rabiriusprozess nicht aus. Zu Tyrrells Hauptargument s. weiter im Text. — Von hier an
wird Liv. [-V zitiert nach Conway—Walters 1936.
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Biirger ohne euren Befehl nicht vor Gericht zogen, sondern ihn ohne
Verfahren kapital verurteilten.?!

Vermuten wir, dass die Provokation gegen das duumvirale Urteil nicht
zulédssig war. Dann wire es fiir Cicero giinstig, es klar und offen zu sagen:
Das wire ein schwerwiegender Vorwurf gegen Labienus. Stattdessen ist
Ciceros Kritik so formuliert, dass sie unabhdngig von der Provokation
berechtigt klingt — auch wenn er die mit der Provokation direkt oder
indirekt verbundenen Gesetze erwidhnt.?? Dafiir sehen wir nur eine
Erklarung: Die Provokation war im Rabiriusprozess mindestens mdglich,
und ihre Erwéhnung wiirde jeden Eindruck von Ciceros Vorwiirfen
vernichten. In diesem Fall gibt es keinen Grund, die Berichte iiber die
Provokation von Rabirius abzulehnen.

Bleicken und Tyrrell verstehen iniussu vestro als ein direktes Zeugnis
fiir die Unzuldssigkeit der Provokation.?? Auf den genauen Sinn dieses
Ausdruckes ist ndher einzugehen.

21 Tyrrell 1978, 87-89, gibt eine richtige Analyse der Stelle: ein Gesetz — ein
gewdhnlicher Verstofs — der beispiellose Verstofs von Labienus. Z.B., lex Porcia —
Rutenstrafe — Geifleln. Die Einwédnde von Primmer 1985b, 37 f. leuchten uns nicht
ein: Fiir uns unverstandlich, erklért er die Annahme fiir irrig, dass der Normalverstof3
in iniussu vestro iudicari enthalten sei, der schlimmere in indicta causa condemnari;
dass Tyrrell iniussu vestro unkorrekterweise nur auf iudicari bezieht (Tyrrell 1978,
85), stimmt auch nicht: Er formuliert auf misslungene Weise einen Einwand gegen
die Versuche, iniussu vestro nur mit condemnari oder nur mit coegit zu verbinden und
so die Annahme zu begriinden, Labienus hétte ein Plebiszit in Kraft gesetzt; ibid., 86
bezieht er iniussu vestro auf beides, iudicari und condemnari; den Widerspruch (ibid.
88 f.) zwischen: ,,Labienus violated the lex Sempronia not in ordinary way, but violate
it he did* und: ,,Labienus violated the lex Sempronia in the ordinary way ... and in
a severe way ...~ gibt es auch in der Wirklichkeit nicht, vgl. ibid.: ,,He could not have
set up the court in accord with the lex Sempronia and then railroaded Rabirius through
it without defence® — es soll einfach um den Mangel an einem Volksbeschluss gehen. In
den Punkten, die Primmer kritisiert, stimmen Tyrrell und Primmer in der Tat {iberein.

22 Uber lex Sempronia s. weiter. Uber leges Porciaes. Rotondi 1912, 268 f.; von den
drei Porcischen Gesetzen (Cic. De Rep. 11, 54) kann Cicero hier zwei meinen: Das eine
verbot, einen rdmischen Biirger im Falle der Provokation more maiorum hinzurichten
(Liv. X, 9, 4); das andere verbot, Korperstrafen bzw. Rutenstrafe gegen romische
Biirger entweder liberhaupt (Festus s. v. pro scapulis), oder adversus provocationem.
Wegen der angefiihrten Stellen ist Baumans These (1969, 19-20) zweifelhaft, Cicero
erwahne Rab. perd. 12 weder Provokation noch Provokationsgesetze. Dass es im von
Festus erwdhnten Gesetz auch um Provokation ging, glaubt auch Bleicken 1959a,
2448 f. nicht: ,,Provocabel konnte die coerzitive Priigelstrafe natiirlich nicht gemacht
werden, weil Coercitionsmalinahmen kein (anfechtbares) Urteil voraussetzen™ — die
These, die seiner eigenen Provokationstheorie widerspricht.

23 Bleicken 1959b, 338 f.; Tyrrell 1978, 87—89.
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Seit Langem galt das Sempronische Gesetz als ein der Provokations-
gesetze;?* u.A. versteht es auch Bleicken s0.2°> Aber das Gesetz war gegen
den Konsul von 132 v.Chr. P. Popilius Laenas gerichtet (Plut. C. Gr. 4),
der Quiéstionen liber die Anhdnger von Ti. Grachus vorgesessen hatte.
Die Unmoglichkeit der Provokation in diesen Prozessen ldsst sich daher
vermuten, weil die Provokation in den guaestiones iiberhaupt nicht belegt
ist; auBBerdem wird niemals erwéhnt, dass die Quéstionen 132 v. Chr. das
Berufungsrecht verletzen wiirden,?® oder dass es um dieses Recht im
Sempronischen Gesetz gehe. Eine typische Beschreibung des Gesetzes
lautet: iniussu populi non licebat quaeri de capite civis Romani (Schol.
Gronov. in orat. Catilinarias p. 289 Stangl).2’ Das kann nur schwerlich
als Verbot eines vor dem Volk nicht anfechtbaren Urteils verstanden
werden; und diese Erkldrung stimmt nicht mit dem iiberein, was wir tiber
die verbotenen Gerichte wissen — das waren auflerordentliche Gerichte
auf Grund des Senatsbeschlusses. Jetzt gilt das Sempronische Gesetz als
das Verbot der quaestiones, die nicht durch einen Beschluss des Volkes
eingesetzt werden.?8

24 S. Ungern-Sternberg 1970, 52 Anm. 2.

25 Bleicken 1959b, 364-367.

26 Sall. Jug. 31, 7; 42, 4; Vell. Pat. 11, 7, 3; Val. Max. IV, 7, 1; Cic. Lael. 37; Plut.
Ti. Gr. 20,4-7;1d. G. Gr. 4, 2.

27 Weitere Belege s. Rotondi 1912, 309 f. Davon kann sich Pro Cluent. 151
Ne quis iudicio circumveniretur auf ein anderes Gesetz beziehen (s. Stockton 1979,
121-126; Ungern-Sternberg 1970, 51 Anm. 34), und belegt Plut. C. Gr. 4 €1 Tig Gpyov
dxprtov gxkeknpOyot moiitny den Verbot einer nicht gerichtlichen Kapitalstrafe
(zu éxkexknpoyot s. Ungern-Sternberg 1970, 51 Anm. 32). Ungern-Sternberg gibt
eine elegante Erklarung zu dieser Stelle: Aus der Aussage von Plutarch (ibid.), das
Gesetz sei gegen P. Popilius personlich gerichtet, folgert er, dass in den vom Senat
in Gang gesetzten auflerordentlichen Gerichten das Urteil nicht vom Konsilium,
sondern vom vorsitzenden Magistrat gefdllt wurde; solch ein Urteil konnte als
Verurteilung eines civis indemnatus betrachtet werden (Ungern-Sternberg 1970, 36
Anm. 57). Vgl. aber die Vermutung von Stockton 1979, 120, dass das Sempronische
Gesetz allgemein genug formuliert war, um Anklage gegen jeden Teilnehmer an
den Verfolgungen des J. 132 zu ermdglichen; aber, wie D. Stockton selbst zugibt,
widerspricht die angegebene Plutarchstelle dieser Annahme. Wir konnen hier diese
Frage nicht behandeln.

28 S. Kunkel 1962, 28 Anm. 89; Tyrrell 1978, 81-86 mit der einschldgigen
Literatur; vgl. ibid. Kritik der Erkldrungen von iniussu vestro (Rab. perd. 12), die
einen Volksbeschluss iiber das Duoviralverfahren voraussetzen. Vgl. Ungern-Stern-
berg 1970, 4854, dass das Sempronische Gesetz nur indirekt das Povokationsrecht
schiitzte: Es hat dem Senat die Moglichkeit entzogen, die berufungsfreien Quéistionen
in politischen Sachen zu verwenden (die bis 132 v. Chr. nur in den durch Volksbe-
schluss in Gang gesetzten Quéstionen verhandelt wurden).
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Folglich lasst sich iniussu vestro (Rab. perd. 12) nicht als Vorwand
gegen ein Urteil ohne Uberpriifung durch die Volksversammlung, d.h.,
ohne Provokation, verstehen. Tyrrell sieht das; er geht davon aus, dass
die von der lex Sempronia verbotenen Gerichte keine Provokation zu-
lieBen. Seiner Meinung nach spricht Cicero davon, dass es zwischen dem
Duumviralverfahren und den Quéstionen des Jahres 132 nur einen (we-
sentlichen) Unterschied gebe: Die Duumvirn wiirden ihr Urteil ohne
Gerichtsverhandlung fillen; damit ist auch die Unzuverlédssigkeit der
Provokation gemeint.2? Diese Interpretation ist plausibel, aber es wird
nicht erklart, warum Cicero seinen Leser ein so starkes Argument vermu-
ten ldsst und es nicht ausdriicklich formuliert.

Es bleibt die Frage, ob César und Labienus sich desselben Verfah-
rensmusters, das Liv. I, 26, 5-9 beschreibt, bedient haben.

Bleicken hélt eine Kompilation von einem Annalisten flir die Quelle
der lex bei Livius.?® Aus Rab. perd. 15: ex annalium monumentis atque
ex regum commentariis folgert er, die Zitate aus dem von Labienus ange-
fiihrten Gesetz (Rab. perd. 13) seien auch aus alten Annalen genommen;
aber Labienus hétte eine andere Fassung, die keine Provokation enthal-
ten wiirde.?! Das ist nicht einleuchtend: Die in Rab. perd. 13 zitierten
Sdtze zur Hinrichtung des Verurteilten stimmen mit dem Text von Livius
wortlich {iberein.3?> Hochstwahrscheinlich kennen Cicero und Livius
denselben Text des Gesetzes. Wenn wir der Meinung von Bleicken zu-
stimmen, den Popularen im J. 63 wiirde eine andere Gesetzesfassung
vorgelegt, die keine Provokation erwahnen wiirde, folgt daraus zwangs-
laufig, dass Livius oder seine Quelle selbstindig das Gesetz verdndert
haben, das vorlag und nicht lange davor in einem anstoBigen Verfahren

29 Tyrrell 1978, 89.

30 Die Kritik an den Bericht von Livius s. Bleicken 1959b, 334-337; er nimmt nur
die Teile an, die Cicero zitiert. Die von Bleicken bemerkten Probleme sind durch die
unvermeidliche Knappheit der Zitate aus dem Gesetz verursacht. Sachliche Kritik an
Bleicken s. Bauman 1969, 13-18.

31 Bleicken 1959b, 338. — Ernsthafte Bedenken &uflert Bauman 1969, 17
Anm. 17, der das Wiederaufleben eines veralteten Gerichtes aufgrund literarischer
Quellen fiir unglaubwiirdig hilt. Abzulehnen ist sein Schluss (16 f.), Labienus habe
die annalistischen Berichte liber duumviri angefithrt, nur um zu zeigen, dass ihr
Urteil immer ohne Untersuchung verhédngt wiirde, obwohl solch ein Verfahren im
Volksbeschluss iiber den Rabiriusprozess nicht vorausgesetzt wiirde (daher iniussu
vestro!). S. Tyrrell 1978, 86 zur Kritik.

32 Auch die Worte indicta causa civem Romanum capitis condemnari coegit (Rab.
perd. 12) konnen durch Livius' Bericht erklédrt werden (I, 26, 7): Hac lege duumuiri
creati, qui se absoluere non rebantur ea lege ne innoxium quidem posse (Bleicken
1959b, 340 Anm. 39; Ogilvie 1965, 116; dagegen, Mommsen 1899, 155 Anm. 1
betrachtet die Worte von Cicero als ,,eine advocatische Flause®).
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angewandt worden war. Dies macht es notig, zu zeigen, wie und aus
welchem Grund die Uberlieferung gefilscht wiirde — und auBerdem,
warum diese neue Fassung von Sueton und Dio bevorzugt wurde.?
Viel wahrscheinlicher ist die Annahme, dass Cicero und Livius dieselbe
Gesetzesfassung anfithren.34

3. Wurde Rab. perd. im Prozess vor Zenturiat-
oder Tributkomizien gehalten?

Seit Langem wurde bemerkt, dass unsere Quellen keine eindeutige Ant-
wort auf diese Frage geben. Cicero spricht zur Volksversammlung als zum
Volk, das ihn zum Konsul gewéhlt hatte; aber das ist sicher eine Rhetorik.3>

Dadurch, dass Labienus die Redezeit begrenzt hat (Rab. perd. 6), wird
das Verfahren vor Tribus?® oder vor Zenturien3” auch nicht bewiesen: Es
sei beriicksichtigt, dass die Rede nicht auf der Volksversammlung selbst,

33 Weder Bleicken noch Tyrrell stellen die Frage, wie die Provokation in die
Uberlieferung eingedrungen ist, wenn es urspriinglich keine gab. — Nach Bleicken
1959b, 339 Anm. 36 habe Sueton nicht verstanden, warum die Zenturien einberufen
worden waren, und darum das Doppelverfahren falsch interpretiert, wobei ihm ,,die
reformatorische Appellation im Strafprozess der Kaiserzeit* als Muster gedient hitte.
Aber die Appellation der Kaiserzeit hatte nicht ein Komizialverfahren zur Folge; wie
konnte sie Sueton oder Dio als Muster dienen? Vgl. Bauman 1969, 15.

34 Die wenigen Widerspriiche zwischen Rab. perd. und Liv. I, 26, 5-14 beweisen
nicht, dass sie verschiedene Quellen verwendeten, und sind wahrscheinlich durch
verschiedene Interpretationen des Gesetzes iiber duumviri zu erkldren: z.B. das
Kreuz in Rab. perd. 11 statt einer infelix arbor bei Livius, das auch eine rhetorische
Ubertreibung sein kann (zu infelix arbor s. Ogilvie 1965, 115 f.; er vermutet die
Rutenziichtigung als urspriingliche Form der Strafe).

35 Primmer 1985b, 49 mit Anm. 100; manche Forscher erwihnen diese Schwie-
rigkeit, aber bevorzugen unbegriindet die Zenturiatkomitien: Meyer 1922, 555
aufgrund Rab. perd. 18 (numquam <...> populus Romanus, hic, qui silet, consulem me
fecisset), vgl. Tyrrell 1978, 106; Lintott 1972, 262 Anm. 189 aufgrund Rab. perd. 5;
36 f.; 8 non modo homines sed regiones ipsae. — Vgl. auch zu populus statt plebs:
Kunkel 1995, 262 Anm. 35; 621 Anm. 207; Bleicken 1955, 122; Taylor 2003, 60
(auch lex statt plebiscitum: Bleicken 1955, 43 mit Anm. 1; Taylor 2003, 138 Anm. 3).

36 So Primmer 1985b, 49.

37 So Meyer 1922, 555 f. aufgrund der ibid. 556 Anm. 1 angefiihrten Belege
(die Tribune verlangen von einem Stadtpritor einen Tag fiir die Abstimmung der
Zenturien). Aber s. Taylor 2003, 100-102; 156 f. Anm. 41; 157 f. Anm. 42 zur Kritik
an der Annahme, dass sich die Volkstribune und die Quéstoren fiir jedes Verfahren
vor Zenturien das Recht auf Auspizien von einem Prétor oder Konsul lichen und dann
selbststindig die Zenturiatkomizien leiteten. L. R. Taylor schliet, das Verfahren
wiirde von dem anklagenden Magistrat durchgefiihrt, die Zenturien wiirden doch von
einem anderen Magistrat zur Abstimmung einberufen. Fiir die Frage ist Varro, L. L.
VI, 86-95, v.A. 90 wichtig; wir stimmen der Interpretation von Taylor zu.
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sondern auf einer contio an demselben Tag gehalten wurde.?® Unabhingig
von der Art der Volksversammlung, konnte Labienus die contio selbst
leiten.?

Folglich hiangt die Antwort davon ab, um welche Strafe es geht. Das
Problem wird dadurch erschwert, dass sich die Erwédhnungen von drohen-
der Verbannung sowie der Gefahr fiir caput des Angeklagten in Rab.
perd. sowohl durch eine hohe Geldstrafe, als auch durch ein Todesurteil
erklédren lassen.*0

Wir konnen zwei Einwidnde gegen die Annahme des Kapitalverfahrens
anfiihren:

1. Geht es um ein Todesurteil, dann wurde Rab. perd. in einem tribu-
nizischen Perduellionsprozess gehalten; in diesem Fall wiirde der
Satzde iudicio perduellionis, quod a me sublatum esse criminari soles
(Rab. perd. 10) eine Prazisierung verlangen, z.B., *priore iudicio.*!

2. Wurde Rab. perd. in einem Kapitalverfahren gehalten, dann ist
es unklar, iiber welche multae inrogatio (Rab. perd. 8)*? Cicero

38 Wir sehen im Rabiriusprozess keinen Grund fiir die Nichteinhaltung des
gewoOhnlichen Verfahrens, iber welches s. Taylor 2003, 7 u. 102; Botsford 1909, 259 f.

3 Wir bedanken uns bei Herrn Dr. V. Khrustaljov fir die Hilfe mit diesem
Abschnitt.

40 Schon Mommsen 1899, 907 hat bemerkt, dass Cicero oft in den Rechtsstreiten
um groBe Geldsummen iiber das bedrohte caput des Beklagten spricht (schlagendes
Beispiel: Quinct. 33); Gelzer 1939, 872 u. 1969, 79 schligt treffend vor, auf gleiche
Weise auch caput in Rab. perd. zu interpretieren; cf. e.g. Meyer 1922, 553 Anm. 1
dariiber, dass das viel erwdhnte caput der Annahme einer groBen Geldstrafe nicht
widerspricht. Vgl. auch Primmer 1985b, 8 Anm. 4; ibid. iiber die in Rab. perd. 37
erwihnte Verbannung; iiber die freiwillige Verbannung der kapital Verurteilten
s. Tyrrell 1978, 135.

41 Primmer 1985b, 63 Anm. 131 mit Literatur.

42 Grundlegend fiir die Interpretation von Rab. perd. 6-9 ist die Frage, wofiir
die Strafe angetragen wurde. Der Strafantrag hat sicher einen Vorwurf wegen
Schamlosigkeit enthalten (Rab. perd. 8 in eadem multae inrogatione praescriptum,
hunc nec suae nec alienae pudicitiae pepercisse), der moglicherweise nicht zu den
Anklagepunkten gehdrt (s. weiter). Das viel bestrittene eadem kann entweder
beweisen, dass einer oder mehrere Punkte von Rab. perd. 7 f. auch in der inrogatio
gezahlt wurden, oder dass der Strafantrag kurz davor von Labienus zitiert wurde oder
einfach vor den Augen der Zuhorer stand. Wir neigen zur Ansicht, dass eadem mehrere
Punkte der inrogatio verbindet; sonst wire die Aussage Ciceros zwar den Zuhorern
versténdlich, nicht aber den Lesern der nach einiger Zeit verdffentlichten Rede. — Nicht
alles, was in Rab. perd. 7-9 gezéhlt ist, sind Anklagepunkte in einem Multprozess
(behauptet von Tyrrell 1978, 62 f.; 70—73; Primmer 1985b, 44 f. fiigt ein wichtiges
Argument hinzu, dass Rabirius von mehreren Punkten schon in anderen Prozessen
freigesprochen war); wenn irgendetwas davon auch ein Anklagepunkt war, kdnnen es
nur die in Rab. perd. 8 erwihnten VerstoBe gegen das Porcische Gesetz sein (u. das
Fabische? dagegen Primmer /oc. cit.); alles andere mag aus der Rede von Labienus
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spricht. Dafiir wurden manche Erkldrungen vorgeschlagen:®

— Labienus hatte eine Todesstrafe mitsamt einer schweren Geldbulle
beantragt;

— Labienus hatte eine schwere Geldbulle beantragt, aber im Laufe
des Verfahrens hat er das Volk so feindlich gegen Rabirius ge-
stimmt, dass es von Labienus verlangte, den Multprozess in einen
Kapitalprozess zu verwandeln.

stammen. Tyrrell bezieht den Strafantrag auf ein anderes Verfahren (s. u. Anm. 43);
darum verwundert es ihn nicht, dass Cicero so leicht alle Punkte des Antrages abtut.
Doch beweist gerade diese Leichtigkeit, dass Rab. perd. 7-9 keine Punkte enthélt,
fiir welche Rabirius bestraft werden konnte: Sonst miisste entweder Cicero oder
Hortensius sie bestreiten; aber Cicero beruft sich nur einmal auf Hortensius, — wenn
er Uiber den Mord des Saturninus spricht (Rab. perd. 18), der hochstwahrscheinlich
die Hauptanklage war. Primmer 1985b, 43—48 mag Recht haben, dass in inrogatione
praescriptum die Punkte bedeutet, welche in der Vorrede des Strafantrags zusétzlich
gezihlt worden waren (er verteidigt das tiberlieferte praescriptum gegen die Konjektur
perscriptum, aber verlangt von der handschriftlichen Lesung zu viel, wenn er sie zu
einem der zwei Hauptargumente macht). — Fiir Tyrrell (locc. cit.) ist die Tatsache, dass
nicht alle Punkte Rab. perd. 7 f. aus der inrogatio stammen, eines der Hauptargumente
gegen die Rekonstruktion Niebuhrs; wahrscheinlich ist dieser Einwand konkret auf
folgende Aussage zu beziehen: ,,Ciceronis defensio ... ad multae irrogationem pertinet,
cui propria erant tot alia crimina ab accusatore in reum collata, a perduellione maxime
aliena® (Niebuhr 1820, 69), dessen Schwiche liegt aber nicht darin, dass viele dieser
Punkte nicht zum Strafantrag gehorten, sondern darin, dass die Hauptanklage der Mord
an Saturninus war. Das Hauptproblem ist, in welchem Prozess die Geldbuf3e angetragen
wurde, und hier leuchtet uns die Erkldrung von Tyrrell nicht ein (s. u. Anm. 43).

4 Tyrrell erwédhnt die Geldbuf3e in seiner eigenen Rekonstruktion des Rabirius-
prozesses nicht (Tyrrell 1978, 41-50); er bemerkt indessen (ibid., 75), Rabirius wiirde
wahrscheinlich wegen stuprum von einem plebejischen Adil angeklagt (auf dieses
Verfahren bezieht Tyrrell die in Rab. perd. 8 — d.h., in eadem multae inrogatione —
erwahnten VerstdBe gegen die Moral sowie gegen das Fabische und das Porcische
Gesetz); vielleicht vermutet er, dass diese Anklage vor dem von Labienus angestrengten
Kapitalverfahren erhoben wurde (cf. 73: ,,With the sentence beginning with Ergo ad
haec crimina Cicero dismisses these former accusations® — Kursive von uns). In diesem
Fall konnte der Multprozess in der Verteidigungsrede nur darum erwihnt werden,
weil Labienus sich auf ihn bezog; wenn er schon beendet war, warum hat Cicero
nicht einfach das freisprechende Urteil angefiihrt (im Falle der Verurteilung wire es
zu gefédhrlich, den Prozess iiberhaupt zu erwéhnen); wenn er parallel verlief, ist es
immerhin erstaunlich, das er nirgends erwéhnt wird: Primmer 1985b, 46 erhebt den
Einwand gegen Tyrrell, Cicero wiirde mit in eadem multa inrogatione (Rab. perd. 9)
in diesem Fall seine Zuhorer verwirren; auch wenn Primmer nicht Recht hat, wére der
Hinweis auf den Ankldger im Multprozess fiir den Leser, der die verdffentlichte Rede
las, unbedingt notwendig. Wir kénnen mit Primmer 1985b, 47 f. nicht einverstanden
sein darin, dass die Ironie Ciceros im Bezug auf multae inrogatio verloren sei, wenn
man die Erkldrung von Tyrrell annehme: In diesem Fall wiirde die Ironie eines der
Argumente Labienus’ betreffen. Vgl. o. Anm. 42.
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Die erste Moglichkeit ist wegen De domo 45 (Nam cum tam moderata
iudicia populi sint a maioribus constituta, primum ut ne poena capitis cum
pecunia coniungatur <...> ) und mangels Beispielen abzulehnen, obwohl
sie manchmal in Erwdgung gezogen wurde.**

Die zweite Version versucht J. Lengle® durch zwei Parallelfélle zu be-
stitigen. Der erste, der Prozess gegen M. Postumius (Liv. XXV, 3,84, 11),
passt nicht: Hier geht es nicht um die Verwandlung des Multverfahrens ins
Kapitalverfahren im Laufe der Untersuchung, sondern um die Anstrengung
des Perduellionsverfahrens nach der Auseinanderjagung des concilium
plebis durch die Publikaner im Laufe des Multverfahrens. Auf den zweiten
Parallelfall ist ndher einzugehen:

Liv. XXVI, 2, 7. C. Sempronius Blaesus die dicta Cn. Fuluium ob
exercitum in Apulia amissum in contionibus uexabat <...> 3, 5. Bis est
accusatus pecuniaque anquisitum. Tertio testibus datis <...> 6. tanta ira
accensa est ut capite anquirendum contio succlamaret. 7. De eo
quoque nouum certamen ortum; nam cum bis pecunia anquisisset,
8. tertio capitis se anquirere diceret, tribuni plebis appellati col-
legae negarunt se in mora esse quo minus, quod ei more maiorum
permissum esset, seu legibus seu moribus mallet, anquireret quoad
uel capitis uel pecuniae iudicasset priuato. 9. Tum Sempronius

4 U.E. beweist De domo 45 die Unzulassigkeit des Strafantrages, der die Todes-
strafe mit einer Geldstrafe vereint. Greenidge 1901, 358 f. lehnt diese Interpretation
ab — die Verbannung wurde oft mit Vermdgenskonfiskation vereint — und vermutet,
die parallel verlaufenden Prozesse aufgrund derselben Anklage seien verboten, was
auch Nisbet 1939, 110 f. annimmt. Wir glauben aber, dass in diesem Fall die Art
der Strafe keine Rolle spielen sowie Cicero dariiber deutlicher sprechen wiirde; der
Einwand von A. Greenidge kann dadurch widerlegt werden, dass pecunia eigentlich
als eine GeldbuBe (nicht eine Vermdgenskonfiskation) interpretiert wird, vgl.
Ciceronische (loc. cit.) ut ter ante magistratus accuset intermissa die quam multam
inroget aut iudicet (zitiert nach Nisbet 1939). — Die Vereinigung der Geld- und
Kapitalstrafe im Rabiriusprozess hélt Meyer 1922, 555 fiir moglich; aus demselben
Grund wie Greenidge ist Lengle 1933, 337 f. sogar dazu geneigt, die angefiihrte
Aussage von Cicero fiir unrichtig anzusehen. — Bauman 1969, 7 nimmt an, im
Duoviralverfahren sei es statthaft, die Strafen verschiedener Arten zu vereinigen; dies
sei ein Unterscheidungsmerkmal des Duoviralgerichtes. Diese Annahme basiert nur
darauf, dass Liv. VI, 20, 4 im Manliusprozess verschiedene Anklagen zdhlt (Analyse
der Stelle s. Bauman 1969, 3 f.); aber daraus folgt nicht, dass der Strafantrag auf
verschiedene Strafen lautete; diese Vermutung von Bauman ist umso voreiliger, als
verschiedene Strafen wegen desselben Vergehens verhidngt werden konnten (e. g. das
angefiihrte Liv. XXVI, 2, 7). Ubrigens ist auch der Schluss von Bauman 1969, 11 f.
irrig, Labienus habe Rabirius wegen aller Rab. perd. 7-8 gezihlten crimina angeklagt
(s. 0. Anm. 42).

4 Lengle 1933, 338 f.
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perduellionis se iudicare Cn. Fuluio dixit, diemque comitiis ab
C. Calpurnio praetore urbano petit <..> 3, 12. <..> postquam dies
comitiorum aderat, Cn. Fuluius exsulatum Tarquinios abiit. Id ei iustum
exsilium esse sciuit plebs.*0

2, 7. C. Sempronius Blaesus hatte Gn. Fulvius bei Gericht verklagt und
qualte ihn an den contiones <...>. 3, 5. Er wurde schon zweimal angeklagt
und der Antrag wurde auf Geldbufle gestellt. Wenn am dritten Termin die
Zeugen vorgeladen wurden <..> 6. — ein so starker Zorn hat sich
entziindet, dass die Versammlung schrie, der Antrag sei auf Todes-
strafe zu stellen. 7. Daraus ist ein neuer Streit entstanden: Denn, als
<Blédsus> schon zweimal den Antrag auf Geldbusse gestellt hatte und
am dritten Termin sagte, er stelle den Antrag auf Todesstrafe, haben
die Tribune, an die es appelliert wurde, verweigert, seinem Kollegen
Hindernisse in den Weg zu legen, wenn er (was ihm herkémmli-
cherweise erlaubt war), wie er mochte, den Gesetzen oder den Sitten
gemiif}, die Untersuchung durchfiihrt, bis er eine Privatperson zur
Geldstrafe oder zum Tode verurteilen wird. 9. Dann sagte Sempro-
nius, er strenge gegen Gn. Fulvius einen Prozess wegen Hochverrats
an, und verlangte von dem Stadtpritor G. Calpurnius den Tag fiir
Volksversammlung. <..> 3, 12. <..> Nachdem der Tag der Versamm-
lung kam, ging Gn. Fulvius nach Tarquinii ins Exil. Die plebejische
Versammlung hat beschlossen, das Exil sei fiir ihn gerecht.

Die fettgedruckten Worte von Livius belegen, dass Labienus die
Moglichkeit hatte, vom Volk auf dhnliche Weise die Berechtigung zu
bekommen, die Geldstrafe durch eine Todesstrafe zu ersetzen. Das wird
auch durch Liv. 11, 52, 25 bestitigt:*7 In multa temperarunt tribuni; cum
capitis anquisissent, duorum milium aeris damnato multam dixerunt.*8
Livius erwdhnt hier leider keine Modalitdten des Verfahrens; vermutlich
ist aber deshalb kein formeller Anlass zur Milderung der Strafe genannt,
weil er in solch einer Situation nicht nétig war. Es ist nicht klar, ob er fiir
Verschirfung der Strafe obligatorisch war. Lengle vermutet, Labienus
habe die Menschenmenge erregt und so die gewiinschte Forderung erlangt,
nach dem Muster, das im Fulviusprozess zu sehen ist. Aber laut Lengle
wére das tribunizische Perduellionsverfahren aus Anlass des vereitelten
Duoviralverfahrens angestrengt (so versteht er Rab. perd. 10).4° Durch

46 Zit. nach Conway—Johnson 1964.

47 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1X, 27, 1-5.

48 Zit. nach der o. Anm. 20 angefiihrten Fassung.

49 Nam de perduellionis iudicio, quod a me sublatum esse criminari soles,
meum crimen est, non Rabiri. Vgl. Lengle 1933, 338: ,,.Denn der Anklagepunkt de
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die Erinnerung an frithere Anklagen, darunter auch an die wegen
Saturninusmordes, habe Labienus das Volk gegen Rabirius aufgehetzt
und so einen Anlass zur Anstrengung des Kapitalprozesses bekommen.
Es wire doch eine wirklich unerhdrte AnmafBung von Labienus, Rabirius
wegen des vom Konsul Cicero vereitelten Verfahrens anzuklagen.>?
AuBerdem belegt Lengle seine Annahme irrtiimlicherweise mit der
Auseinanderjagung des concilium plebis im Prozess gegen Postumius —
dieser Prozess hat mit dem Rabiriusverfahren auch in der Interpretation
von Lengle nichts Ahnliches.

Vermuten wir doch, Labienus habe einer anderen Anklage nicht
bedurft: Er wurde von der angeregten Menge zur Verschiarfung des Urteils
berechtigt. Hier bieten sich zwei Erkldrungen an. Die erste: die Zenturien
haben sich nach der Provokation von Rabirius nicht versammelt, und
Cicero hat im von Celer vereitelten Prozess gesprochen; dann machte es
nur Sinn, zuerst eine mildere Strafe zu beantragen, wenn man die Anklage
wegen Mordes an Saturninus als eine fiir ein Todesurteil nicht geniigende
betrachtete; doch wiirde die Durchsetzung des Duoviralgerichtes solchen
Gedanken keinen Raum mehr geben. Die zweite: die Zenturien haben sich
aus Anlass der Provokation versammelt und wurden von Celer aufgelost,
danach hat Labienus einen Multprozess angestrengt. Dann wére es
sinnlos, die Geldbusse durch Kapitalstrafe zu ersetzen — dabei wiirden
sich die Zenturien statt der Tribus versammeln; und die Einholung der
Fahne durch Celer machte klar, dass der Prozess vor Zenturien sehr leicht
zu vereiteln ist.

Folglich lassen sich die Erwdhnungen von einer Geldbusse in
der Rab. perd. im Falle des Kapitalverfahrens auf keine Weise erkldren.
Die Rede konnte nur im Multprozess vor Tributkomitien gehalten sein.
Folglich konnen die von Celer vereitelten Zenturiatkomitien nur wegen
einer Provokation gegen das Duoviralurteil einberufen worden sein; die
Provokation konnte nur vor dem Multprozess stattfinden.

nece Saturnini wird von Cicero ndherhin als Aufthebung des Perduellionsgerichtes
beschrieben®. S. Primmer 1985b, 65 f.; vgl. 43 zur Analyse der Stelle: Die Formu-
lierung Ciceros erweckt den Eindruck, als ob die Vereitelung des Gerichtes auch zur
Liste der Anklagepunkte gehore; dann zieht Cicero die volle Aufmerksamkeit der
Zuhorer auf sich, um nicht zu erwéhnen, dass Rabirius vom Volk beinahe verurteilt
wurde — die Tatsache, die Labienus in seiner Anklagerede als Argument vorgebracht
haben mag.

30 Und es wire ein Akt grenzenloser Barmherzigkeit von Cicero, sich keine Ironie
dariiber zu erlauben.
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4. ludicium perduellionis sublatum:
Ciceros Eingriff ins Duoviralverfahren

Wir sind zum Schluss gekommen, dass Celer gerade die Versammlung
aufgeldst habe, von der Dio spricht. Was aber hat dann Cicero gegen das
Duoviralgericht unternommen? Er selbst sagt nichts Konkretes dariiber
(Rab. perd. 9—17). U.E. ist es gefahrlich, irgendwelche von ihm erwéhnten
Details wortlich zu verstehen und aufgrund deren irgendwelche seiner
MaBnahmen zu vermuten.’! Sicher ist nur, dass Cicero seinen Eingriff als
eine mit dem Sinn der Provokationsgesetze und mit Interessen des Volkes
iibereinstimmende Tat betrachtet (z.B. Rab. perd. 9).

Es ist nicht wunderlich, dass Cicero die stattgefundene Provokation
und die Einholung der Fahne durch Celer mit keinem Wort erwihnt: Das
wiirde den ganzen Eindruck von Rab. perd. 9—17 zerstoren.’? Wahrschein-
lich spricht Cicero aus demselben Grund auch iiber seine eigenen Handlun-
gen nicht konkret. Dass auch Dio die Teilnahme von Cicero nicht erwéhnt,
lasst sich durch Dios kritische Einstellung zu Cicero erkldren.>® Es ist
desweiteren zu beriicksichtigen, dass Ciceros Teilnahme nicht so grof3 sein
mag, als es Rab. perd. 9-17 denken ldsst, wo Cicero absichtlich die volle
Aufmerksamkeit der Zuhorer auf seine eigenen Handlungen richtet.

Es ist fraglich, ob Cicero selbst oder durch Senatsbeschluss das Urteil
aufheben konnte:>* Es gibt keine Belege, dass der Senat oder der Konsul

31 Z.B. folgert Tyrrell 1978, 96 aus Rab. perd. 15, dass die Zensoren Labienus
Hindernisse in den Weg gelegt hatten, indem sie dem Henker untersagten, sich in
der Stadt zu unterhalten; wahrscheinlicher ist die Annahme von Hitzig 1899, 1599 f.,
der Henker habe immer auBlerhalb der Stadt gewohnt. Wir glauben auch nicht, dass
Labienus wirklich ein Kreuz auf dem Marsfeld hingestellt oder Rabirius zu peitschen
versucht hatte.

2 Fiir diese Bemerkung gebiihrt unser Dank Prof. Dr. A. Verlinsky. Vgl. Primmer
1985b, 22: es ist ungiinstig, in der Verteidigungsrede daran zu erinnern, dass der
Angeklagte nur durch einen gliicklichen Zufall nicht verurteilt wurde.

53 Primmer 1985a, 490: Dio Cass. XXXVII, 25, 3. 4 erwidhnt die Fortschritte
Ciceros im Kampf gegen die Popularen nur beildufig, und erzihlt weiter iiber die
Rettung von Rabirius, dass Labienus selbst die Lust an der Verfolgung verloren hat,
obwohl niemand ihn daran hindern konnte.

54 Greenidge 1901, 355 und Meyer 1922, 554 vermuten, dass Cicero Labienus
gezwungen hatte, im Laufe des Duoviralprozesses die Todesstrafe durch multae
inrogatio zu versetzen (fiir Ed. Meyer heif3t es, eine Geldbusse; fiir Greenidge — eine
Verbannung mitsamt der Vermogenseinziehung). Wir sehen keine Moglichkeit dafiir.
Als Anlass fiir einen Eingriff schldgt Meyer schwere Verstofle gegen das Porcische
und das Sempronische Gesetz vor; dieselben VerstdfBe wiirden laut Lengle 1933, 331—
335 den von Cicero durchgesetzten Senatsbeschluss ermdglichen, welcher das
Plebiszit liber Ernennung der duumviri fiir nichtig erkldrte. Aber es kann nicht um
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solche Befugnisse hatte. Bestenfalls konnte Cicero die Hinrichtung stéren
oder die Provokation von Rabirius in Gang bringen. Der Senat konnte
vermutlich ein formell rechtswidriges Urteil fiir ungiiltig erkldren. Im
Moment haben wir aber keine Belege dafiir. Eine grof3e Frage ist auch, ob
Dio Cass. XXXVII, 27, 2 (un mpog To0 SNV KOt TO TATPLOL, BAANL TPOG
a0ToD T0D oTPpATNYoD 0K €50V ailpeBEVTeg) von einem formellen Verstol3
oder einfach von einem der Argumente von Optimaten spricht. Livius
erwahnt nicht, auf welche Weise die Duumvirn ernannt wurden. Auch
wenn duumviros ... secundum legem facio (1, 26, 5) eine Ernennungsformel
darstellt, sollten die Duumvirn nach Beginn der Republik irgendwie
anders bestellt werden.’> Mommsen>® nimmt an, dass ,.cine allgemein
giiltige Bestellungsform des Perduelliongerichts {iberhaupt nicht bestand*
und dass der Prédtor im Rabiriusprozess dem Muster der Bestellung der
Geschworenen gefolgt ist. Auch wenn die Bestellungsprozedur bekannt
war, konnte Livius sie wahrscheinlich nicht in die Konigszeit versetzen.

formelle VerstdBe gegen lex Porcia und Sempronia gehen, obwohl Cicero mit seinen
Einwénden einen solchen Eindruck erweckt: Genau genommen spricht er nur dariiber,
dass die Verfasser dieser Gesetze das Duoviralverfahren nicht zulassen wiirden;
auch die Duumvirn kénnen nicht durch Plebiszit ernannt sein (s. u. S. 294). Nicht
selbstverstandlich ist auch, dass Ciceros Handlungen im Laufe des Streites im Senat
nach dem Duoviralurteil (Dio Cass. XXXVII, 27, 1: tapoy®ddelg kol @Llovetkion
<..> mepl ye 1A kploewg v ocvvéPnoav) stattfanden (e.g. Meyer loc. cit.; er
bezieht darauf auch die Erwéhnung des Senats in Rab. perd. 32 [vgl. Lengle 1933,
332], die indes zur Erzdhlung iiber den gescheiterten Gesetzesantrag von Rullus
gehoren mag); Lengle 1933, 332-334 sieht weitere Anlésse fiir einen Senatsbeschluss
in Rab. perd. 17 (omnem auctoritatem senatus, omnis religiones atque auspiciorum
publica iura neglexisti), aber die Senatsentscheidung war in solchen Féllen nicht
verbindlich (Mommsen 1899, 169), und religiones atque auspiciorum publica iura
lassen sich viel leichter durch in Rab. perd. 11 erwihnte Details, als durch nirgends
belegte Ereignisse erkldren. Primmer 1985b, 29, 35 f. sagt dagegen, die Worte von
Dio sollten die Debatten vor dem Duoviralverfahren beschreiben; diese Interpretation
scheint uns nicht unbestreitbar.

55 Pace Brecht 1938, 153 Anm. 3 u. Anm. 5 (vgl. Mommsen 1887b, 615 Anm. 2):
der Bericht von Livius enthalte alles, was zum 1. Jh. v.Chr. iiber die Duumvirn bekannt
wire, folglich, sei der Rabiriusprozess eine Kopie der Horatiussage. U.E. ldsst sich
nicht beweisen, dass diese Sage den einzigen im J. 63 bekannten Prizedenzfall
darstellt (vgl. Mommsen 1899, 155 Anm. 1; 1887, II.1, 318 Anm.1; Kunkel 1995,
632; Ogilvie 1965, 323-326).

56 Mommsen 1887b, 616 f.: die Ernennungsweise wurde im Spezialgesetz
vorgeschrieben; gewdhnlich war es eine Volkswahl. Das folgert er aus Rab. perd. 12:
Labienus konnte nur durch einen Volksbeschluss den Pritor zur Ernennung der
Duumvirn zwingen; d.h., iniussu vestro kann nur einen Mangel an Volkswahl be-
deuten, iiber den auch Dio spricht. Solch eine Interpretation wirkt ziemlich abwegig;
und sie erklért nicht, warum Cicero hier iiber das Sempronische Gesetz spricht.
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Einerseits scheint der Versto3 gegen die traditionelle Wahlform un-
wahrscheinlich:37 In diesem Fall wendet Cicero das Argument nicht ein,
welches die Giiltigkeit des Duumviralurteils anfechten wiirde. Darum
mag ovK €€0v aipedevteg (vgl. XXXVII, 27, 3: mopd T VEVOULOUEVO T
Kplolg €yeyover) einfach eine Meinung der Optimaten sein.

Andererseits ist es moglich, dass die Duumvirn wirklich durch das
Volk ernannt werden sollten, aber dass die Erwdhnung davon fiir Cicero
ungiinstig war — z.B., wenn die Duumvirn aufgrund des Senatsbeschlusses
ernannt worden waren. Vgl. die Erwdhnung von Dio (XXXVII, 27, 3),
dass Celer die Ungiiltigkeit des Verfahrens vergeblich anfiihrte.

Die Frage, was Dio meint und ob er Recht hat, bleibt ungelost —
keine der angefiihrten Erwédgungen ist entscheidend. Der Volksbeschluss
ist wegen iniussu vestro unwahrscheinlich; darum nehmen wir an, dass
der Senat einen Prétor beauftragte, die Duumvirn zu ernennen. Wenn
dies gegen die (vermutlichen) traditionellen Modalitdten verstieB3, dann
konnte der Senat wahrscheinlich seinen eigenen Beschluss auf Ciceros
Vorschlag hin autheben.>®

Wir sehen auch eine andere Moglichkeit: Labienus versuchte nach
der Einholung der Fahne das Duoviralurteil fiir giiltig zu erkldren oder
das Duoviralverfahren erneut anzustrengen, aber das wurde von Cicero
verhindert. Hier ist es wichtig, ob die Vereitelung der Provokation zur
Beseitigung des Urteils oder zur Vertagung der Abstimmung fiihrte.

Die Vereitelung der Abstimmung durch ein ungiinstiges Vorzeichen
bedeutete gewohnlich eine auf spéter verschobene Volksversammlung.>®
Dafiir ist es aber notig, dass der vorsitzende Magistrat die Versammlung
wieder einberuft — und er war berechtigt, dies nicht zu tun. AuBlerdem
spricht Dio tliber vereiteltes Provokationsverfahren, das auch nicht durch
ein Vorzeichen vereitelt wurde. De domo 45 belegt eindeutig, dass infolge
der Aufiosung vom Volksgericht das ganze Verfahren aufgehoben wurde.
SchlieBlich weisen die Worte £ERv pev yop T® Aofinve koi odOig
dikaoacBat, ob pEvTol kol €moinoey avTo (Dio XXX VII, 28, 4) darauf
hin, dass das Duoviralverfahren annulliert worden ist. Es gibt keine
Parallelstellen fiir Dios Erzdhlung tiber die Einholung der Fahne; doch ist
die Vereitelung des Komizialverfahrens belegt.

57 Brecht 1938, 152 f.; 161-163.

38 So Primmer 1985a, 488; 1985b, 41-43.

%9 Botsford 1909, 468 Anm. 3; Taylor 2003, 7 f. Hier geht es um obnuntiatio,
welche, falls der Augur sie anerkannte, eine Vertagung der Abstimmung herbeifiihrte
(Cic. Leg. 11, 31). Daraus folgert Meyer 1922, 553 f., das Duoviralverfahren wére
von Cicero aufgehoben und der Eingriff von Celer sei mit zweitem Verfahren zu
verbinden.
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Niebuhr® fiihrt den Prozess gegen P. Claudius Pulcher an, der die
romische Flotte in der Seeschlacht von Drepana verloren hatte (Schol.
Bob. in orat. in Clodium et Curionem Fr. 24 Stangl):

Ob id factum dies ei dicta est perduellionis a Pullio || et Fundanio tr. pl.
Cum comitia eius rei fierent et centuriae introducerentur, tempestas
turbida coorta est: vitium intercessit. Postea tr. pl. intercesserunt ne idem
homines in eodem magistratu perduellionis bis eundem accusarent. Itaque
actione mutata, iisdem accusantibus, multa inrogata populus eum damnavit
aeris gravis CXX milibus.®!

Wegen dieser Tat wurde er von Volkstribunen Pullius und Fundanius des
Hochverrats angeklagt. Als die Versammlung aus diesem Anlass stattfand
und die Zenturien zur Abstimmung eingeladen wurden, brach ein stiirmi-
sches Gewitter los. Das ungiinstige Zeichen wurde zum Hindernis. Danach
haben die Tribune untersagt, dass dieselben Leute in demselben Amt
zweimal denselben Mann des Hochverrats anklagen. So wurde — nach der
Verinderung des Verfahrens, aber von denselben Ankldgern — die Geld-
buBle angetragen; das Volk hat ithn zu 120000 alte Asse Strafe verurteilt.

Hier sollten die Tribune nach einem ungiinstigen Vorzeichen das
Verfahren wieder in Gang setzen. Dabei waren sie gezwungen, die Pro-
zessform zu verdndern.

SchlieBlich konnen wir auf einen Fall hinweisen, in welchem das
Provokationsverfahren durch ein Gewitter vereitelt wurde (Liv. XL, 42,
8—11). Hier geht es um einen Streit zwischen dem grofen Pontifex und
L. Cornelius Dolabella, dem Flottenduumvir, der zum Opferkonig ernannt
wurde, aber dafiir sein Amt verlassen sollte:62

Liv. XL, 42, 9—-11.93 Recusantique id facere, ob eam rem multa du-
umuiro dicta a pontifice, deque ea cum prouocasset, certatum ad
populum. 10. Cum plures iam tribus intro uocatae dicto esse
audientem pontifici duumuirum iuberent, multamque remitti si
magistratu se abdicasset, uitium de caelo quod comitia turbaret
interuenit. Religio inde fuit pontificibus inaugurandi Dolabellae;
11. P. Cloelium Siculum inaugurarunt, qui secundo loco nominatus erat.%*

0 Niebuhr 1820, 70.

61 Zit. nach Stangl 1912. Der Apparat zur Stelle in Orellius—Baiterus 1833
erweckt Zweifel an dem Namen Pullius. Vgl. Broughton 1951, 215. Wir mochten
Herrn Dr. V. Khrustaljov fiir die Hinweise auf die betreffende Literatur danken.

62 Zur Stelle s. Rosenberg 1914, 722; Kiibler 1936, 827; Briscoe 2008, 518 f,;
Wissowa 1900, 1208.

63 Zit. nach Walsh 1999.

64 S. Bleicken 1957, 452 £.; in seinem Beitrag sind auch weitere Belege fiir eine
priesterliche Provokation gegen pontifikale Geldbufle zu finden.
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Als er sich weigerte, das zu tun, hat ihn der Pontifex deswegen mit
einer Geldstrafe belegt, iiber welche die Verhandlung vor dem Volk
stattfand, nachdem <Dolabella> provoziert hatte. 10. Und als schon
mehrere Tribus, zur Abstimmung gefiihrt, den Duumvir dem Pon-
tifex gehorchen und die Strafe aufgehoben sein liefl, wenn er das Amt
verlassen wiirde, wurde ein béses himmlisches Vorzeichen zum
Hindernis, das die Versammlung storte. Aufgrund dessen war es den
Pontifices religios verboten, Dolabella zu weihen. 11. Sie haben
P. Cloelius Siculus geweiht, der zweite auf der Liste der ernannten stand.

Der Fall ldsst sich auf zwei Weisen erkldaren. Livius weist darauf hin,
dass ein Blitzschlag ein boses Zeichen bei Amtsantritt darstellte.®> Aber
aus den angefiihrten Belegen vom Scholiasten und von Dio scheint sich
zu ergeben, dass es neben dem religidsen auch einen anderen Grund gab:
Wenn eine wegen einer Provokation einberufene Versammlung aufgeldst
wurde, war dadurch auch das ganze Verfahren aufgehoben; in diesem Fall
war das nur unter der Ernennung eines anderen Opferkonigs moglich.

Somit scheint es wahrscheinlich, dass Labienus nach der Einholung
der Fahne das Duoviralverfahren wiederaufzunehmen versuchte, aber von
Cicero daran gehindert wurde. Wenn unsere Annahme stimmt, dass das
Provokationsverfahren durch die Einholung der Fahne aufgehoben wurde,
so war es flir Cicero unsinnig, das Duumviralurteil durch Senatsbeschluss
fiir nichtig zu erkldren, auch wenn es moglich war.

So nehmen wir an, Rab. perd. sei im Multprozess gehalten worden;
Celer sei es, der das Duoviralverfahren zum Scheitern brachte; Cicero
habe entweder das Provokationsverfahren in Gang gesetzt und Sofort-
vollzug des Urteils verhindert oder die Wiederaufnahme des Duoviralver-
fahrens vermieden.

Es bleiben zwei Probleme.

Das erste: In Pis. 4 und der in Handschriften iiberlieferte Titel Pro
Rabirio perduellionis reo setzen voraus, dass die Rede in einem Perduel-
lionsprozess gehalten wurde. Niebuhr schligt vor, perduellionis reo aus
dem Titel auszustreichen.®® Doch bezieht sich /n Pis. 4 sicher auf die
Rede, deren Text tiberliefert ist;%7 die Schwierigkeit ist nicht beseitigt.

65 Mommsen 1887a, 80 Anm. 2; Botsford 1909, 109.

66 Niebuhr 1820, 70. — Primmer 1985b, 7 Anm. 1; 28 Anm. 52; 29 Anm. 55 nimmt
die Konjektur an: Meistens wird die Rede in Quellen einfach als Pro Rab. erwéhnt; die
Worte perduellionis reo sind nur im sog. apographon Poggianum tberliefert. Diese
Argumentation ist stark entkréftet durch /n Pis. 4 u. dadurch, dass alle Handschriften
aufler den von Niebuhr gefundenen Palimpsesten gerade auf apographon Poggianum
zurlickgehen (Marek 1983, 54 f.).

¢7 Meyer 1922, 550 f.
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Wir sehen hier zwei mogliche Erklidrungen: Entweder beruft sich
Cicero In Pis. 4 auf die Rabiriusaffire, die seine Zuhorer mit der Anklage
wegen Hochverrats assoziierten (Primmer);%® oder perduellionis reo weist
nicht auf ein Verfahren vor Zenturien hin; dann ist es auch mdéglich, den
handschriftlichen Titel Rab. perd. anzunehmen.

Bei Livius weist gen. criminis ,, perduellionis*“ gewohnlich auf Ka-
pitalverfahren vor Zenturien hin — meistens geht es um tribunizischen
Prozess: vgl. das oben angefiihrte tum Sempronius perduellionis se
iudicare Cn. Fuluio dixit (Liv. XXVI, 3, 9); diem dictam perduellionis
(id. 11, 41; als Anklédger sind irrtiimlich zwei Quéstoren genannt); vgl.
Liv. XLIII, 16, 11-12; Gell. VI, 9, 9; Val. Max. VI, 5, 3; bei Cicero: Pro
Mil. 36, aber schon Rab. perd. 10, sowie mepdoveArimvog 6 Poafiprog
£€xpiOn (Dio Cass. XXVII, 27, 2) und Suet. [ul. 12 beziechen sich auf
Duoviralverfahren; d.h., wenn auch perduellionis iudicare u. dgl. ein
terminus technicus ist, kann es im Bezug auf verschiedene Modalitdten
benutzt werden. Es scheint moglich, dass beides, /n Pis. 4 und der Titel
Pro Rabirio perduellionis reo, die Anklage, nicht eine Prozessform
belegen.®?

Das zweite Problem liegt in Suet. /ul. 12: die Stelle scheint voraus-
zusetzen, dass das Volk nach der Provokation zur Freisprechung geneigt
war (<César> sorte iudex in reum ductus tam cupide condemnauit, ut ad
populum prouocanti nihil aeque ac iudicis acerbitas profuerit).’® U.E. ist
solch ein Schluss nicht zwingend: Sueton sagt nur, Cisars Verhalten sei
fiir die Ankldger ungiinstig; es konnte den Befiirwortern der Freisprechung
den Eingriff erleichtern. Eine der moglichen Erkldarungen ist, dass es
schwer war, die Provokation in Gang zu setzen, so mag die offensichtliche
Befangenheit von César geholfen haben, die Schwierigkeiten zu beseitigen.

Zum Schluss wollen wir unsere Ergebnisse zusammenfassen.

Es gibt keinen Grund, die Zeugnisse fiir eine Provokation im Duoviral-
verfahren abzulehnen:

1. Rab. perd. 12 belegt keine Verletzungen des Provokationsrechtes.
Folglich ist Dios Bericht iiber den Rabiriusprozess in seinem Hauptteil

68 Primmer 1985b, 28.

% Cf. Gelzer 1919, 527. — Vgl. Kunkel 1995, 634: der Rabiriusprozess sei der
einzige sichere Fall einer tribunizischen Perduellionsanklage, die im concilium plebis
vorgebracht wurde, die Anklage wiirde auf eine Mult gerichtet. Die Bemerkung steht
in krassem Widerspruch zu seiner fritheren Ansicht (Kunkel 1962, 22 f.).

70 Bleicken 1959b, 339 Anm. 36 sicht hier einen Beleg fiir Suetons mangelnden
Sachverstand. Gelzer 1939, 871 folgert aus der Stelle, Rabirius sei im Multprozess
mehrheitlich freigesprochen; das scheitert an ad populum provocanti.
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zuverldssig. Dio verschweigt nur die Ereignisse nach dem von Celer
vereitelten Provokationsverfahren, ndmlich dass Labienus einen zweiten
Prozess angestrengt hat, in welchem Hortensius und Cicero erfolgreiche
Verteidigungsreden hielten. Die Verschweigung ist wahrscheinlich durch
Dios missbilligendes Verhiltnis zu Cicero zu erkldren.

2. Die Erwdhnung von einer multae inrogatio (Rab. perd. 8) lasst
sich nur dadurch erkliren, dass die Rede im Multprozess gehalten wurde.
Daran scheitert die Annahme, Rab. perd. wiirde vor Zenturiatkomitien in
einem (von Celer vereitelten) Kapitalprozess gehalten. Cicero hat man-
che fiir Verteidigungsrede nicht passende Details, darunter das Provoka-
tionsverfahren, verschwiegen.

3. Rab. perd. und Liv. 1, 26, 5-14 setzen dieselbe Fassung des Gesetzes
iiber Duumvirn voraus. Die Vermutung, das im Rabiriusprozess verwertete
Gesetz kenne keine Provokation, verlangt unerkldrbare Entstellungen der
Uberlieferung iiber Duumvirn und iiber den Rabiriusprozess.

Aus dem Gesagten ergibt sich, dass der Anwendungsbereich der Pro-
vokation noch festzustellen ist: Entweder stellt das Duoviralverfahren
das einzige Beispiel eines der Provokation unterworfenen gerichtlichen
Urteils dar, oder das Urteil der duumviri ist als Kapitalkoerzition”' zu
betrachten. Diese Frage iiberlassen wir der Zukunft; vor ihrer Lésung ist
es voreilig auf den Rabiriusprozess als Argument fiir irgendeine Provo-
kationstheorie zu verweisen.

Natalia Kuznetsova
Staatliche Universitdt Sankt Petersburg

st042702@student.spbu.ru
ku02@yandex.ru

Bibliographie

R. A. Bauman, The Duumviri in the Roman Criminal Law and in the Horatius
Legend, Historia Einzelschriften 12 (Wiesbaden 1969).

J. Bleicken, Das Volkstribunat der klassischen Republik. Studien zu seiner
Entwicklung zwischen 287 und 133 v.Chr., Zetemata 13 (Miinchen 1955).

71 Fiir eine solche Ansicht spricht die Tatsache, dass die Duumvirn ihr
Urteil ohne Gerichtsverhandlung féllten (s. o. Anm. 32), sowie dass Cicero das
Duumviralverfahren mit den Quéstionen des Jahres 132 vergleicht, die hochstwahr-
scheinlich eine Art Kapitalkoerzition darstellten (s. Ungern-Sternberg 1970, 36
Anm. 57). Wir bedanken uns bei Herrn J. von Ungern-Sternberg fiir seine klaren und
hilfreichen Erkldrungen dariiber.



Provocatio gegen das Urteil der duumviri perduellionis 299

J. Bleicken, “Kollisionen zwischen Sacrum und Publicum: Eine Studie zum Verfall
der altromischen Religion”, Hermes 85: 4 (1957) 446—480.

J. Bleicken, “Provocatio”, RE 23 (1959a) 2444-2463.

J. Bleicken, “Ursprung und Bedeutung der Provocation”, Zeitschrift der Savigny-
Stiftung fiir Rechtsgeschichte. Romanistische Abteilung 76 (1959b) 324-377.

G. W. Botsford, The Roman Assemblies from Their Origin to the End of the
Republic (New York 1909).

C. H. Brecht, Perduellio: eine Studie zu ihrer begrifflichen Abgrenzung im romi-
schen Strafrecht bis zum Ausgang der Republik (Miinchen 1938).

J. Briscoe, A Commentary on Livy. Books 38—40 (Oxford 2008).

T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic 1. 509 B. C.— 100 B. C.
(New York 1951).

A. C.Clark (Hg.), M. Tulli Ciceronis orationes: Pro Sex. Roscio, De imperio
Cn. Pompei, Pro Cluentio, In Catilinam, Pro Murena, Pro Caelio (Oxonii
1905).

R. S. Conway, St. K. Johnson (eds.), Titi Livi Ab urbe condita. Libri XXVI-XXX
(Oxonii 1964).

R. S. Conway, C. F. Walters (eds.), Titi Livi Ab urbe condita. Libri I-V (Oxonii
1936).

M. Gelzer, Rez. zu: Ed. Meyer. Caesars Monarchie und das Principat des Pom-
pejus. Innere Geschichte Roms von 66 bis 44 v.Chr. (Stuttgart—Berlin 1918),
Viertelsjahrschrift fiir Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichte, 15.3/4 (1919) 522—
529.

M. Gelzer, “Tullius 29. M. Tullius Cicero, der Redner. A. Cicero als Politiker”,
RE 7A (1939) 827-1091.

M. Gelzer, Cicero. Ein biographischer Versuch (Wiesbaden 1969).

A. H. J. Greenidge, The Legal Procedure of Cicero’s Time (Oxford 1901).

[H. F.] Hitzig, “Carnifex”, RE 3 (1899) 1599-1600.

A.H.M. Jones, The Criminal Courts of Roman Republic and Principate
(Oxford 1972).

W. Kiibler, “Nominatio”, RE 17 (1936) 824-829.

W. Kunkel, Untersuchungen zur Entwicklung des romischen Kriminalverfahrens
in vorsullanischer Zeit, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philoso-
phisch-historische Klasse: Abhandlungen. Neue Folge 56 (Miinchen 1962).

W. Kunkel, Staatsordnung und Staatspraxis der Romischen Republik. Abschn. 2.
Die Magistratur, Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft. Abt. X, T. 3, Bd. 2,
Abschn. 2 (Miinchen 1995).

J. Lengle, “Die Staatsrechtliche Form der Klage gegen C. Rabirius”, Hermes 68: 3
(1933) 328-340.

A. W. Lintott, “Provocatio. From the Struggle of the Orders to the Principate”,
ANRW 1.2 (1972) 226-267.

V. Marek (Hg.), Orationes de lege agraria; Oratio pro C. Rabirio perduellionis reo
(Leipzig 1983).

Ed. Meyer, Caesars Monarchie und das Principat des Pompejus. Innere Geschichte
Roms von 66 bis 44 v.Chr. (Stuttgart—Berlin 31922).



300 Natalia Kuznetsova

Th. Mommsen, Romisches Staatsrecht 13 (Leipzig 1887a).

Th. Mommsen, Romisches Staatsrecht 11.13 (Leipzig 1887b).

Th. Mommsen, Rémisches Strafrecht (Leipzig 1899).

B. G. Niebuhr (Hg.), M. Tullii Ciceronis orationum pro Fonteio et pro C. Rabirio
fragmenta. T. Livii fragmentum plenius et emendatius. L. Senecae fragmenta
ex membranis bibliothecae Vaticanae (Roma 1820).

R. B. Nisbet (Hg.), M. Tulli Ciceronis de domo sua ad pontifices oratio (Ox-
ford 1939).

R. M. Ogilvie, A Commentary on Livy. Books 1-5 (Oxford 1965).

To. C. Orellius, To. G. Baiterus (eds.), M. Tulli Ciceronis scholiastae: C. Marius
Victorinus. Rufinus. C. lulius Victor. Boéthius. Favonius Eulogius. Asconius
Pedianus. Scholia Bobiensia. Scholiasta Gronovianus 11 (Turici 1833).

J. G. Powell (Hg.), M. Tulli Ciceronis De re publica. De legibus. Cato Maior de
Senectute. Laelius de amicitia (Oxford 2006).

A. Primmer, “Cassius Dio iiber die Rabiriusaffare”, in: E. Weber, G. Dobesch
(Hgg.), Festschrift fiir Artur Betz: Zur Vollendung seines 80. Lebensjahres,
Archéologisch-epigraphische Studien 1 (Wien 1985a).

A. Primmer, Die Uberredungsstrategie in Ciceros Rede pro C. Rabirio [perduel-
lionis reo], Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-
historische Klasse. Sitzungsberichte 495 (Wien 1985b).

[A.] Rosenberg, “Rex Sacrorum”, RE 1A (1914) 721-726.

G. Rotondi, Leges publicae populi Romani: Elenco cronologico con una intro-
duzione sull’ attivita legislativa dei comizi romani (Milano 1912).

Th. Stangl (Hg.), Ciceronis orationum scholiastae: Asconius. Scholia Bobiensia.
Scholia Pseudoasconii Sangallensia. Scholia Cluiacensia et recentiora Ambro-
siana ac Vaticana. Scholia Lugdunensia sive Gronoviana et eorum excerpta
Lugdunensia 11 (Vindobonae—Lipsiae 1912).

D. Stockton, The Gracchi (Oxford 1979).

L. R. Taylor, Roman Voting Assemblies From the Hannibalic War to the Dictatorship
of Caesar, Jerome Lectures 8 (Ann Arbor 2003).

W. B. Tyrrell, A Legal and Historical Commentary to Ciceros Oratio Pro C. Ra-
birio perduellionis reo (Amsterdam 1978).

J. Baron Ungern-Sternberg von Piirkel, Untersuchungen zum spdtrepublikani-
schen Notstandsrecht: Senatus consultum ultimum und hostis-Erkldrung
(Miinchen 1970).

[F.] Vonder Miihll, “Rabirius 57, RE 1A (1914) 24-25.

[F.] Vonder Miihll, “Rabirius 6, RE 1A (1914) 25-28.

P. G. Walsh (Hg.), Titi Livi Ab Urbe Condita. Libri XXXVI-XL (Oxonii 1999).

[G.] Wissowa, “Cooptatio”, RE 4 (1900) 1208—-1211.

The paper considers the duumviri perduellionis, a court which has long been
a matter of debate. It is attested only three times: the legendary trial of Horatius
during the reign of Tullus Hostilius (Liv. I, 26, 5-14; Fest. p. 390 L.; Cic. Mil. 7,
Val. Max. VIII, 1, abs. 1); one version of M. Manlius Capitolinus’ death (Liv. VI, 20);
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and the trial of Rabirius in 63 BC for his part in quelling the Revolt of Saturninus,
well-attested but inconsistently described by the sources (Cic. Rab. perd.; cf.
In Pis. 4; Suet. Caes. 12; Dio Cass. XXXVII, 25, 4 — 28, 4). The purpose of this
article is to answer the question of reliability of the sources pointing at the
possibility to appeal to the people against the verdict of the duumviri (Suet. Caes. 12;
Dio Cass. XXXVII, 25, 4 — 28, 4; Liv. I, 26, 5-14): it is the only instance of
provocatio against the court verdict, not against an attempt to impose corporal
punishment, a high fine or capital punishment out of court. The main argument
against the possibility of provocatio is Cic. Rab. perd. 12, with a number of
scholars regarding it as an indication that Rabirius could not appeal against the
verdict of the duumviri in the court. The paper proves that Cicero’s testimony, in
fact, does not contradict the statements of Dio Cassius and Suetonius that Rabirius
did appeal to the people; besides, some considerations on the reconstruction of the
Rabirius trial are brought forward.

Crarhs MOCBAIIEHA JABHO CTABIIEMY MPEIMETOM CIIOPOB Cyy duumviri perduel-
lionis, 3acBUIETEIHLCTBOBAHHOMY BCETO TPH pasa: JITeHAapHEIH cya Hax [opanuem
B npasienue Tymna [octwmus (Liv. I, 26, 5—14; Fest. p. 390 L.; Cic. Mil. 7; Val.
Max. VIII, 1, abs. 1); omna u3 Bepcuii rubenn M. Manmus Kanumronmiickoro
(Liv. VI, 20); u cyn nan Pabupuem B 63 I. 10 H. 3. 32 y4acTHe B ITOJaBJICHUH MsTe-
ka CaTypHHHA, — XOPOIIO 3aCBUIETEILCTBOBAHHEIH, HO IPOTHBOPEUYUBO OIIHCHI-
BaembIiil ucrounukamu (Cic. Rab. perd.; cf. In Pis. 4; Suet. Caes. 12; Dio Cass.
XXXVII, 25, 4 — 28, 4). Llens cTtaTbu — OTBETUTH HA BOMPOC O JTOCTOBEPHOCTH
HCTOYHUKOB, YKA3bIBAIOIIMX Ha BO3MOXKHOCTB IIPOBOKAIUH K HAPOIY IIPOTUB IIPH-
roBopa ayymBupoB (Suet. Caes. 12; Dio Cass. XXXVII, 25, 4 — 28, 4; Liv. I,
26, 5-14): 3TO €AMHCTBEHHBIH ITPUMEP NMPOBOKALIMK IIPOTUB IIPUTOBOPA Cy/a, a HE
MIPOTHB MOTBITKY 03 Cy/a Ha3HAYUTh TeJIECHOE HaKa3aHUe, BRICOKHUH mTpad Uin
CMEpPTHYIO Ka3Hb. [JTaBHBIM apryMEHTOM IPOTHUB BO3MOXXHON MPOBOKAIWU CITy-
xut Cic. Rab. perd. 12, noHIMaeMOe PsAIOM UCCIIEA0BaTENCH Kak yKa3aHHUe Ha TO,
gyto Pabupuii B cyne IyyMBUPOB HE UMEII BOBMOXKHOCTH IOJATh MMPOBOKAIMIO Ha
UX TpUroBop. B crarhe q0Ka3bIBacTCsI, 4TO CBUACTENBCTBO Lluiiepona Ha camom
Jiene He MpoTuBopednT coodmenusM Jnona Kaccus nu Cetonus o Tom, uto Pa-
OMpU TPOBOKAIIHIO MOJAIT; KPOME TOT0, IPEJIaratoTCss HEKOTOPhIE COOOPasKeHUS
0 PEKOHCTPYKITHH TIporiecca Padupws.



HORAZ, CARM. 11, 9—-11: EINE MITTELTRIAS

In tuas, uxorcula amabilis, manus fidissimas.

Man liest zuweilen, das zweite Odenbuch des Horaz sei zweigeteilt,!
und zwar so, dass zwischen Carm. 11, 9 und 1II, 11 eine kompositorische
Fuge liege, dass also die drei Gedichte keine Einheit bilden. Ziel des hier
vorgelegten Aufsatzes ist es zu zeigen, dass die drei Gedichte Carm.
II, 9—11 sehr wohl eine formal und inhaltlich fest geschlossene Gruppe
bilden, die nicht — wie es oft geschieht — durchtrennt werden darf, um
eine Struktur von 10 plus 10 Liedern zu bekommen. Vor allem aber soll
gezeigt werden, welches der Sinn und die Absicht dieser Gruppierung ist.2

Carm. 11, 9

Einem Menschen ist das Ungliick widerfahren, dass ein ihm Nahestehen-
der verschied. Nun kann es geschehen, dass ein Freund des Hinterblie-
benen es sich zur Aufgabe macht, den Betroffenen zu trosten. Seit Homer
haben Dichter nach Wegen zu Herz und Verstand von Trauernden ge-
sucht,? und so steht das Trostgedicht des Horaz an den Dichter-Freund
Valgius in einer langen und reichen Tradition. Doch um diese soll es hier
nicht gehen, Gegenstand der Untersuchung soll vielmehr zuniachst der Bau
und die Vorgehensweise von Carm. 11, 9 sein, und zwar in Unterscheidung
von R. G. M. Nisbets und M. Hubbards Erklarungswerk und von
H. P. Syndikus, der in seinem zu Recht viel gelobten Kommentarwerk
die Ode wie auch Nisbet—Hubbard literaturgeschichtlich, ndmlich von
seiner ersten Zeile an als ,,Kontrastbild* zur Elegie und als Umkehrung

I Z. B. Giinther 2013, 214.

2 Das Folgende stiitzt sich auf Heinze 1955; Nisbet-Hubbard 1978; Syndikus
1990; Maurach 2006. Ob die Ausfiithrungen von Tarrant 1995, 43; Lowrie 1997, 87;
West 1998, 72 und bes. 77 weiter als nur in die Ndhe des vom Dichter Gemeinten
fithren, das zu untersuchen, wiirde hier weitab fiihren.

3 Es sei an /I. XVIII, 217 ff., an die schreiende Klage Achills um Patroklos, oder
an Archilochos frg. 7 Diehl erinnert.
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elegischer Motive versteht. Doch auch dies soll nicht im Zentrum der
folgenden Interpretation stehen, sondern recht eigentlich Weg, Sinn
und Ziel des horazischen Gebildes und seiner Begleiter Carm. II, 10
und I1, 11.

Der Bau des Gedichtes Carm. 11, 9 scheint einfach: Am Anfang liest
man zwei Strophen voller ,,Naturbilder”,* geordnet zu drei eingliedrigen
und einem durch ein et in v. 8 gespaltenen: Nicht immer zerfurcht der
Regen das Land’ oder wiithlen immerzu wechselnde Winde das Kaspische
Meer auf, noch steht in armenischen Landen das Gebirgseis unbeweglich
zu allen Jahreszeiten starr oder miiht sich stets der Eichwald des
Garganus und gehen die Eschen ihrer Blétter verlustig.® Nun folgt (v. 9)
mit energischer Gegensetzung (fu semper im Gegensatz zu non semper
v. 1) das Gegenbild aus drei Elementen (tu — nec — nec) des unauthorlich
um seinen Mystes klagenden Freundes Valgius. Abgeschlossen wird also
auch diese Strophe mittels einer Gabelung (nec — nec). Das exzessive
Trauern des Valgius (in Form von traurigen Liedern)’ ist somit in
Gegensatz gestellt zum Schlimmen in der Natur, nur dass dieses in
ewigem Wechsel immer wieder ein Ende nimmt, des Valgius Trauern
dagegen nicht: Es ist somit gleichsam naturwidrig. Diese Naturbilder
legen den vers6hnlichen Gedanken daran nahe, dass bei aller Wildheit?
doch immer auch ein Wechsel zuriick zum Guten und Ruhigen stattfindet,
ein Gedanke, der sich dann auch in Carm. 11, 10,17 ff. findet.

Die dritte Strophe enthélt ein vorsichtiges Missfallen,” wenn nicht
gar eine Kritik am Fehlverhalten des Freundes, der es nicht abstellen
mag. Diese Kritik wird dann ganz deutlich ausgesprochen in der vierten

4 Syndikus 1990, 387.

5 In v. 1 findet sich das seltene, immerhin bei Verg. den. X, 210 verwendete
Adjektiv hispidus, gesagt von einem vom Regen zerfurchten Ackerland; man hat
das Wort frither zu Histricos geédndert, um auch in dieser Zeile ein geographisches
Beiwort zu gewinnen. Die neueren Ausgaben vermeiden diese Uberladung mit
Erdkunde.

¢ Man kann freilich auch anders analysieren: Auf ein non mit Verb (v. 1 f.) und
ein aut mit Verb (v. 2—4) folgt in dhnlicher Weise ein nec mit Verb (v. 4-6) und wieder
ein aut, diesmal aber mit zwei Verben, die ein et verkniipft: Auch hier eine klare
Ordnung. Die Spaltung des letzten Gliedes einer Aufzdhlung als Gliederungszei-
chen ist spdtestens seit Pindar tiblich und gesucht, vgl. Maurach 2006, 198, 203.
Der Grund, warum im vorliegenden Aufsatz solches Technische nicht libergangen,
vielmehr als wichtig angesehen wird, zeigt sich besonders bei der Besprechung von
Carm. 11, 9, 15 f.

7 Zu amores als Lieder oder Gedichte s. Verg. Ecl. 8, 23.

8 Fury* (Nisbet-Hubbard 1978, 135).

® Manche Interpreten sprechen hier von Spott oder von ,,Parodieren®, s. Anm. 19.
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Strophe, die mit einer scharfen Partikel der Gegensédtzlichkeit beginnt
(at in v. 13). Dem tiberméBig trauernden Freunde wird das Gegenbeispiel
des langlebigen Nestor vor Augen gefiihrt, der um seinen liebenswiir-
digen!® Antilochos nicht ,,all die Jahre* trauerte, und das der Eltern und
Schwestern des Knaben Troilus, die ebenfalls ,nicht immer® um den
Dahingeschiedenen weinten.!! Zwar findet sich in v. 15 f. wieder eine
Gabelung (parentes aut Phrygiae sorores), aber dies Gliederungszeichen
trennt hier nicht Strophen, sondern nur Gedankenkomplexe; das Gedicht
geht iliber dieses Gliederungszeichen rasch hinweg, bewirkt keinen
tiefen Einschnitt. Aber warum eilt der Dichter iiber diese Gabelung
und das stark hervorgehobene semper so rasch hinweg? Man wird mit
aller Vorsicht davon sprechen diirfen, dass der Dichter sich jetzt nicht
mehr aufhalten ldsst, d. h. dem fiir das ganze Gedicht entscheidenden
desine tandem zueilt.'"> Das desine tandem ist ja der Zielpunkt alles
Vorhergegangenen: Ein hilfreicher, wenn auch harter Ratschlag.!?
Er verlangt einen Wechsel der Blickrichtung: Fort von sich und der
eigenen Lage und Trauer, hinauf zu Hoherem, zu bewunderndem Auf-
schauen zu den jiingsten Erfolgen des Augustus.!* Und nicht nur
Lieder tiber die Erfolge romischer AuBlenpolitik stellt der Dichter dem
Dichter-Freunde als erhebende Alternative!> vor Augen, er stellt ihm ein
gemeinsames Singen in Aussicht; er nimmt den trauernden Freund zu
sich, nimmt ihn gleichsam zu gemeinschaftlichem Tun und Dichten bei

10 Nisbet—Hubbard 1978, 146 f. horen aus amabilem eine erotische Anspielung
heraus, was man getrost beiseite legen kann, denn eine solche Anspielung, wenn
sie denn liberhaupt vorhanden ist (man konnte auf 7/. XXIII, 556 verweisen, wo er
als ,,licber Gefdhrte” des Achill bezeichnet wird, aber auch nur dies), hat fiir die
horazische Ode keine andere Bedeutung als die Liebe des Vaters zum Sohn.

Il Dies dritte non semper steht in exponierter Endstellung, so wie die ersten
beiden in exponierte Anfangsposition gestellt waren.

12 Tempobeschleunigungen in der archaischen Lyrik der Griechen sind in Mau-
rach 1968, 15-20 nachgewiesen.

13 Beim Trosten darf der Trostende sehr wohl auch einmal hart zupacken, vgl.
die Belege bei Maurach 2013, 69 f. (§ 84, vgl. auch § 92, jeweils mit neuerer Literatur
zur Trauerarbeit). Das ,,endlich® in ,,Hore endlich auf!* ist energisch genug.

14 Vgl. hierzu Syndikus 1990, 389; Kienast 1992, 75 und 352 (zu den nova
tropaea im Kantabrer-Krieg) und Nisbet—-Hubbard 1978 zu Niphaten in v. 20 und
S. 137 zu Vergilstellen, die auf die Ostpolitik zielen.

15 Syndikus spricht von einer ,,Aufgabe®, die der Dichter stelle (388 Ende; 389,
Abs. 2 Ende). Ganz dhnlich ldsst, wie B. Dunsch brieflich hervorhob, Seneca
seine Trostschrift 4d Helviam matrem ausklingen: ,,Jm Aufblick zu dem schonsten
Schauspiel, dem am Himmel, treffen sich Mutter und Sohn“ (Maurach 2013, § 90,
S. 74).
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der Hand.!'® Die ins Auge gefassten Themen betreffen die erfolgreiche
Aullenpolitik, metaphorisch angedeutet in drei stellvertretenden Ortsan-
gaben, wobei die ersten beiden (Niphates und Medum flumen gentibus
additum) zunéachst nur von Einverleibung ins Romische Reich sprechen,
das Folgende jedoch die Bezwingung und Beschrinkung von zu GroBBem
meint (minores vertices und intra ... praescriptum). Der Dreischritt
markiert kraftvoll das Ende des Gedankens und Gedichtes.

Fragt man nun nach Sinn und Wert der Ode,!” so dringt sich zu-
nichst der Eindruck eines formal vollendeten, beeindruckenden Kunst-
werkes auf. Beeindruckend auch die Meisterschaft der Tektonik, zu
der besonders die zumeist wenig beachtete Beschleunigung hin zu dem
entscheidenden desine in v. 17 gehort. Will man sich nun aber dem
Sinn und der Absicht des Gebildes néhern, so muss man weitgehend
absehen von den gattungsbezogenen Uberlegungen bei Nisbet-Hubard
(136 f.) und Syndikus. Wichtiger ist die Ahnlichkeit mit Carm. II, 11:
Ein Hypochonder wird auch dort aufgeheitert durch Hereinnahme in
den Umkreis des Dichter-Freundes (potamus in v. 17 wie cantemus in
11, 9, 19), durch Hinleitung zu einem schoneren Tun,!8 wie es auch in II, 9
geschah, nur dass es am Ende von Carm. 11, 11 nach diisteren Zeilen dann
erheblich lustiger, trivialer und ausgelassener zugeht. Sinn und Wert der
Ode 11, 9 ist also dieser Liebesdienst fiir einen Freund.

Nicht minder wichtig ist nun aber die Erkenntnis, dass von Valgius
gefordert wird, sich zu 16sen von seinem Schmerz, wenn man so will:
sich endgiiltig zu 16sen von Mystes als realer Gestalt. Das ist zwar ein
schmerzhafter Prozess, aber er verhindert das eigene Absinken.

16 Gegenstand des gemeinsamen Lobsingens im Einklang mit Vergil seien Ziel-
punkte der damaligen Auenpolitik, ndmlich das zentralarmenische Bergmassiv des
Niphates (vgl. Verg. Georg. 111, 30) und der Euphrat (Kienast 1992, 75: Der Fluss
wurde zur Reichgrenze gebindigt, er musste ,,seinen Wellengang méfigen®, dhnlich
Verg. Aen. VIII, 726). MaBigen mussten auch die skythischen Gelonen die Ziele ihrer
Unternechmungen, wie auch Vergil, 4en. VIII, 725 andeutet.

17 Syndikus 1990, 387 legt viel Wert auf seine Vermutung, Horaz habe in Valgius
einen ,geflihlsméiBigen Widerwillen® gegen die Naturbilder erzeugen, habe ihn
dadurch ,,von seinem Jammer weglenken* wollen — eine schwierige Konstruktion.

18 Man darf auf motivische Ahnlichkeiten mit Senecas Trostschriften verweisen:
Auch fiir ihn ist stindiges Trauern, im Unterschied zu den stets wechselnden Um-
stdnden in der Natur (Marc. 7, 1; Helv. 6, 7 f., wozu J. Pigon brieflich Polyb. VIII hin-
zufligt) unnatiirlich wie in den ersten Strophen des Horazgedichts; auch Seneca erlaubt
sich einen Befehlston (Helv. 16, 1), und auch Seneca versucht, dem Depressiven eine
neue Sicht zu 6ffnen (Marc. 25 1.).
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Carm. 11, 10

Dieses Gedicht beginnt schroffer als das vorhergegangene,'? setzt es doch
ein mit einer deutlichen Anweisung: ,,.Besser wird es dir ergehen,?’ wenn
du nicht ungeduldig immer auf die hohe See hinaus drdngst und Dich
auch nicht aus Furcht vor Sturm allzu vorsichtig und allzu nahe an der
gefdhrlichen Kiiste haltst™. Mit ,,immer* und ,,allzu* wird auf zu meidende
Extreme ungeduldigen Strebens bzw. dngstlichen Scheuens angespielt;
die Seefahrt, von der das Gedicht seine Metaphern entleiht, ist die des
Kauffahrers, und fragt man nach dem von der Metaphorik Gemeinten, so
sieht man, dass die Bilder auf das Gewinnen und Verlieren zielen, auf
das Sich-Fallen-Lassen bzw. das liberméfige Hochstreben. Es wird dem
gegeniiber zu einem ,,goldenen Mittelweg* geraten, den man ,,liecben* soll:
auream quisquis mediocritatem diligit (v. 5 f.), d. h. als hohen Lebenswert
einschitzen.?! Nach dem Abstrakten, dem gnomisch klingenden Satz
(quisquis ... diligit) folgt gleich wieder Konkret-Lebensnahes (Hiitte und
Palast; die Gabelung mittels der beiden voluntativ aufzufassenden carer??
beschlieBt die Strophe). An das Bild von Hiitte und Palast fiigt Horaz
eine Strophe, die in Bildern das warnende Fazit zieht, nimlich drei Bilder
aus Sicht- und Erlebbarem: AuBergewohnlich hohe Bdume?? schiittelt

19 Carm. 11, 11 wird dann, wieder anders, mit freundlichem, milden Spott einset-
zen. Spott und Parodieren spiirten z. B. West 1998, 64 ebenso wie Nisbet—Hubbard
1978, 136 auch in Carm. 11, 9 heraus, mit wie viel Berechtigung, sei dahingestellt.

20 Heinze bespricht rectius zu Hor. Epist. 1, 2, 41 und I, 6, 29: Es bewegt sich in
der Mitte zwischen ,,prinzipientreu leben* und ,,gut ergehen®; vgl. auch Epist. 1, 7, 3
und Nisbet—-Hubbard 1978, 260.

21 Ausfiihrlich besprochen in Maurach 2007, 15. Was die Bezeichnung eines
Abstrakten als ,,golden” angeht, so nennt Pindar (Pyth. 3, 73) die Gesundheit
»golden®; Sophokles in der 4nt. 699 eine besonders hohe Ehrung. C. Bailey wies
im Kommentar zu Lucr. III, 12 auf solche Lobesausdriicke auch bei Lukrez hin.
Wenn Horaz die mediocritas ,,golden* nennt, dann erhebt er paradoxal und wohl
auch ungewohnlich das Mittelmall zu einem Hochsten. Was diligit (v. 6) betrifft,
so sprach Heinze 1955, 199 von einem Wort, das ,,mehr auf Wertschéitzung als auf
innere Zuneigung geht*; Nisbet-Hubbard 1978, 169 fassen es als philosophische
Prohairesis auf, Syndikus 1990, 392, Anm. 9 als ,,geschétztesten Wert*“: Eine emo-
tionale Komponente wird man nicht leugnen wollen.

22 Nisbet—Hubbard zu v. 6 (caret) ,,avoids®, vgl. ,,verzichtet” bei Heinze.

23 Besonders hoch hinaus ragende Wipfel bewirken keine Frequenz (dies wiirde
saepius meinen, das Pdschl 1970, 162 und 210 vorzieht) der Stiirme, wohl aber
provozieren sie eine besonders verheerende Auswirkung, also saevius mit Heinze, mit
Klingners und Shackleton Baileys Ausgaben und dem Kommentar von Syndikus 395,
Anm. 14. Zu einstiirzenden Hochhédusern vgl. Juv. 10, 105 f. (J. Pigon fiigte brieflich
noch Ps.-.Sen. Oct. 379 f. hinzu).
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der Sturm besonders stark, besonders hoch gebaute Tiirme stiirzen mit
besonders schwerem Fall in sich zusammen, und es sind gerade die Gipfel
der Berge, die der Blitz sucht.?*

Nach den drei ersten Strophen (v. 1-12) mit ihren Warnungen vor
einem schébigen Verachten angemessenen Besitzes und einem zu hoch
zielenden Streben, richtet sich nun (v. 13 ff.) der Blick auf Umfassenderes,
auf den Lauf des Lebens im Ganzen, auf Gliick und Ungliick, und nicht
mehr nur auf Besitz und Armut (,,Hiitte” und ,,Palast®). Hier ist jetzt
der tragende Begriff nicht mehr ein mediocritatem diligere, sondern der
eines Vorbereitetseins in Sinn und Herz auf jeglichen Schicksalsfall:
bene praeparatum pectus (v. 14 £.).25 Und auch hier kldren Bilder aus
der Natur das Gemeinte, insbes. das Bild wechselnder Géttergunst.
Dieser zweite Teil aus erneut drei Strophen vom Vorbereitetsein auf den
Wechsel der Lebensschicksale iiberhaupt (nicht mehr nur im Sinn des
materiellen Erfolges und Misserfolgs) klingen aus mit einem Pendant
zu den Seefahrtsbildern in den Anfangsstrophen: ,,Zeige Dich, wenn gut
vorbereitet, zuversichtlich in Notlagen, aber reffe das Segel bei allzu
(also verddchtig) giinstigem Winde®, will sagen: verhalte Dich skeptisch
einer Gliicksstrahne gegeniiber.2® Auch dies ein ,,goldener Mittelweg™,
der nun nicht mehr nur Vorsicht verlangt (cautus, v. 3), sondern mehr:
Klugheit, wenn nicht gar Weisheit (sapienter, v. 22), die Klugheit eines
bene praeparatum pectus.*’

Das Gedicht bedient sich in v. 9-11, dann in v. 15-17, wo es von
sichernden und gefdhrdenden Verhaltensweisen spricht (v. 1 und 5 f.), na-
turgemal einer, wenn man so will, abstrakt-philosophischen Terminologie;

24 Dieser erste Liedteil ist wieder sehr klar gebaut: Kopfsatz (rectius vives, Licini),
dann nec — nec mit zwei kontriren Beispielen, gefolgt von einem Allgemeinsatz
(Forderung), danach erneut zwei kontrdre Folgerungen (v. 6—8) und ein Beweisgang
aus drei Naturerscheinungen (v. 9—12).

25 Gemeint ist hier die praemeditatio, von der z. B. Cicero (Tusc. 111, 29) und
Seneca (Epist. 91, 8 und 107, 4) sprechen. Pectus ist der Sitz sowohl des Willens als
auch des Mutes, ihm zu folgen, und zwar aus Uberzeugung: Verg. den. VIII, 151;
Sall. Jug. 102, 11 (vgl. die schone Bemerkung bei Fraenkel 1957, 324 Anm. 2).

26 Der Wechsel wird durch die Kurzformel infestis — secundis, durch das Bild
des Wetterwechsels, des Wechsels von scheuBSlichem Sturm zu endlich abziechendem
Unwetter bezeichnet und des Bildes von Apoll, der einmal den Bogen spannt, wenn er
Hybrides vernichten will, und dann wieder die Kithara riihrt: Dreimal fiihrt das Gedicht
hier von Abstraktem (v. 13 f., 17 f. und 21 f.) zu Bildhaftem (v. 15 f., 18-20, 22 f.).

27 Die gelingende Giiterwahl steuert Streben und Meiden; die Wahl der richtigen
Giiter schiitzt vor selbstverschuldetem Niedergang bzw. vor gefihrdendem UbermaB.
Komplementédr hierzu wirkt die praemeditatio (14-16): Das Wissen um den Wechsel
des Auf und Ab schiitzt vor Verzweiflung (v. 21 £.) und auch vor Ubermut (v. 22 f.) und
gibt die Weisheit selbstgewihlter Beschriankung.
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daneben aber auch einer reichen Bildersprache, die der Natur entlehnt ist.
Warum? Der kluge Mensch wird den ,,Rhythmus* seines Lebens als dem
der Natur verwandt erkennen, hier insbesondere den Wechsel in ihm. Er
wird sich dem Wechsel in der Natur anheim geben, denn sie ist ja nicht
ohne die Gotter, darum hier die Nennung des Juppiter und des Apoll.
Die letzte Strophe verbindet dann eine allgemein formulierte Forderung
(Imperativ in v. 22 wie in II, 9, 17) mit einem maritimen Bild, das die
Seebilder der ersten Strophe anklingen I&sst.

Das Lied Carm. 11, 10 blickt also zunichst auf das eigene Tun, auf
Streben und Meiden (v. 1-12). Dann stellt es das Schicksal, also dem
Menschen Entzogenes in den Blick (sortem, v. 14), worauf er mit Hoffen
auf Besseres bzw. mit Furcht vor allzu viel Gliick reagieren kann. Auch
hier wieder muss er sich l6sen konnen, 16sen vom Verzagen im Pech und
l6sen vom blinden Genieflen einer Gliicksstrdhne. Man muss vorbereitet
sein auf den Ungliicksfall und ebenso auf den verfithrenden Gliicksfall,
muss tapfer nicht die Hoffnung fahren lassen und weise allzu leichtem
Gelingen gegeniiber Skepsis iiben. Also auch hier gilt es, sich von aller
Verfithrung zu l6sen und bei sich zu bleiben im Wissen des Wechsels.

Carm. 11, 11

,Diese friedfertigste aller Oden?® beginnt mit einem drohenden Ton®,
so Nisbet—-Hubbard (169 zu v. 1). Gewiss waren die Kantabrer in
Nordspanien und die Skythen im Nordosten an und fiir sich gefdhrlich
genug, aber schon die leicht saloppe Frage, ,,was sie wohl im Schilde
fithren*?® dampft, vollends der Gedanke daran, dass zwischen den Skythen
und der romischen Reichsgrenze ja die Adria gelegen ist,?0 entschirft alle
Drohung;3' und auch um die Deckung eines geringen Tagesbedarfs, so
heifit es in v. 5, braucht Quintius sich keine Sorgen zu machen,?? da ja

28 So friedlich ist Carm. 11, 11 allerdings keineswegs. Die Erinnerung an das
baldige Lebensende und das drohende Greisentum ist nicht dazu angetan, auf ldngere
Zeit Frieden und Wohlgefallen zu erzeugen.

29 So gibt Heinze das cogitet aus v. 2 wieder; vgl. quid cogitet umidus auster in
Verg. Georg. 1, 462.

30 Und nicht davon zu reden, dass auch die Kantabrer durch eine natiirliche
Barriere von Italien getrennt sind.

31 Remittas in v. 3 scheint keineswegs ein ,,slackening of tension“ (Nisbet—Hub-
bard) zu meinen, sondern gerade (entgegen Nisbet—Hubbard) ein ,,abandonment®,
vgl. neben den gemeinhin angegebenen Belegen auch Lucr. VI, 68.

32 Zu trepido mit finalem in (,,besorgte Gedanken richten auf etwas®) s. Maurach
2006, 46 § 61 und besonders Norden zu Verg. Aen. VI, 51.
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das kurze Menschenleben nicht eben viel verlangt. Schon ist das graue
Haar dabei,?? das lustvolle Leben, die glatte Haut und den leicht sich ein-
stellenden Schlaf der Vergangenheit anheim zu geben. Wie gehen wohl
die beiden Gedanken (Bescheidung und Schwund der Jugend) zusammen?
Die Erkenntnis, dass die Lebenszeit rasch verrinnt (das liegt in fugit, v. 5),
lasst ebenso wie der Gedanke an den stindigen Wechsel die Angst um
den Besitz sowie das Gieren nach mehr widernatiirlich erscheinen: Wozu
also seine Gedanken in ferne Zukunft schicken (v. 11 f.)? Man wende sich
dem Jetzt zu und genielle es.

Und wieder — wie so oft in den Gedichten II, 9—11 — der Blick auf
Vergleichbares in der Natur: Nicht immerfort (non semper, vgl. 11, 9, 1;
10, 2: ein deutlich verbindendes ,,Leitwort™) gleich schon sind die
Frithlingsbliiten, und der rétliche3* Mond hat nicht immer die gleiche
Gestalt — ,,was biirdest Du also derart weit reichende Befiirchtungen
Deinen Gedanken auf, die eh nicht in die Ewigkeit reichen*? Erstens
sind also die Befiirchtungen des Quintius grundlos, zweitens sind sie der
condition humaine unangemessen — was also tun?

Wieder ergreift der Dichter gleichsam die Hand des Freundes (wie
schon in Carm. 11, 9, 19 ff.) und fiihrt ihn zu Heitrerem: ,,Hier* unter den
hohen, schattenden Bdumen ,,lass’ uns doch einfach ,,mal so* (sic temere)
lagern und in angenechmem Duft der Bliiten zusammen trinken®, der Wein
zerstreut ja die Sorgen (v. 17), und der Gedanke an den Wein leitet schon
iiber zum Ruf nach dem Mundschenken in lockerem, alltiglichem Ton
so, als hédtte es nie schwere Gedanken gegeben. Das Ich des Dichters
hat also die Fiithrung {ibernommen und ruft jetzt gar nach der Lyde, dem
hiibschen, frohlichen Médchen mit ihrer Lyra — Ruhen im Freien, im
Schatten, Trinken, Musik und eine schone Frau — was bleibt da wohl von
den schweren Gedanken?3’

33 Pellente in v. 7 legt den Gedanken an langsames Uberhandnehmen nahe.

34 Horaz meint kaum eine stark rote Farbung des Mondes, auch nicht seine Re-
aktion auf menschliche Zustinde (eine gute Sammlung von solchen Belegen bei
Nisbet-Hubbard 1978, 172 unten), sondern den leicht rotlichen Hauch, welcher
zuweilen den Mond freundlich iiberzieht, der ja nicht immer blass gleifit.

35 Treffend bespricht Syndikus 1990, 403 die Mittel, die Horaz anwendet, um dem
Gedicht formale Einheit zu geben; ob aber die ,,Eile, mit der die Festvorbereitungen
getroffen werden®, wirklich die ,,Antwort auf das vom Menschen nicht aufzuhaltende
Verfliegen der Zeit* sein sollte, wire noch zu liberlegen. Aber auch er gibt keine
Auskunft dariiber, was es wohl bedeutet, dass Carm. 11, 11 im Bau Carm. 11, 9 dhnelt
und dass es auch im Gedanken dem fritheren Liede gleicht: Auch in Carm. 11, 11
hebt der Sprechende den leidenden Freund, die Initiative ergreifend, gleichsam zu
sich und seinem Optimismus herauf, um ihm eine andere, erfreulichere Perspektive zu
geben: Die beiden Gedichte sollten als Paar gelesen werden.
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Man kann Carm. II, 11 gewiss mit Nisbet—-Hubbard ,friedfertig*
(,,peaceful*) nennen, kann beziiglich des Beginns von Carm. 11, 11 von
einem ,,Wegschieben des Gewichtes* sprechen (Syndikus 1990, 399),
aber wird dies Gebilde wirklich ,,immer lockerer, freier, unbeschwerter*
(Syndikus ebd.)? Dass die schone Jugend ,,hinter mir* (fugit retro, v. 5),
die erschlaffende Runzelhaut (dies etwa der Gegensatz zur levis iuventas
in v. 6), nicht mehr verborgen, dass die herrliche Laszivitdt der jungen
Jahre (v. 7) vorliber ist, macht all dies locker und unbeschwert? Nein,
diese Verdiisterung ist nicht ,,wegzuschieben®, ist da und bleibt, im Herbst
der Menschen wie im Herbst der Natur. Die aber wird sich erneuern, die
Jugend, einmal vorbei, ist nicht zuriick zu holen. Da ist nichts Heiteres,
das muss hingenommen und ausgehalten werden. Dies ist was Carm. 11, 11
bitter iiber den Lauf der Jahre sagt; das alles kann man fiir eine kurze Zeit
iibertonen in kurzem Augenblicksgenuss, aber es bleibt bei einem Genuss
angesichts des Endes. Hinter dem carpe diem, hinter dem potamus uncti
kommt der Tod. Dieser Gewissheit gegeniiber ist die vage Kriegsgefahr
weit hinten an der Grenze ein Nichts. Fiir ein paar herrliche Stunden darf
man feiern, muss man feiern, will man nicht in der Angst versinken. Auch
dies gehort zum bene praeparare pectus. So gesehen gehort hier alles eng
zusammen, von Carm. 11, 9 bis zum Ende von Carm. 11, 11.

Carm. 11, 9-11 als Triade

Alle drei Gedichte sind gleich gebaut, nimlich zu zweimal drei Strophen
gegliedert; sie sind ferner durch wortliche Ankldnge verkniipft: Das Wort
semper tritt in jedem der Carmina auf (I, 9, v. 1 und 9; II, 10, 2 und
19; ferner II, 11, 9) und bindet sie zusammen.3¢ Eingegrenzt wird diese
Dreiergruppe durch Gedichte génzlich verschiedenen Charakters, auf
der einen Seite durch das ,hiibsche Neckgedicht‘37 auf die ungetreue
Schone und auf der anderen durch die ,,Selbstaussage des Dichters
iber die Eigenart seines Dichtens‘3® in der Form der recusatio.’® Auf
den Inhalt gesehen, zeigen die Gedichte II, 9 und II, 11 eine gleiche
Gedankenbewegung: Nach der Erwdhnung eines Kummers, einer Sorge
im Herzen des Angesprochenen (II, 9, 1-12 bzw. II, 11, 1-12) reicht der

36 In der Umgebung der Trias von Carm. 11, 9—11 findet sich das Wort semper im
2. Odenbuch nur in Carm. 11, 6, 3, und dort ohne Negation. Die Ballung von semper
bzw. non semper ist also signifikant und darf als verbindend angesehen werden.

37 Syndikus 1990, 381.

3 Jbid., 405.

39 Heinze 1955, 205.
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Dichter dem Bekiimmerten gleichsam die Hand und fiihrt ihn zu einem
anderen, schoneren Gedanken (in II, 9 zum Vorschlag, gemeinsam Augus-
tus zu besingen; in I, 11 zum Vorschlag, hier und jetzt im Park zu trinken
und es sich zusammen wohl ergehen zu lassen).

Carm. 11, 10 steht zwischen den beiden Seitengedichten in der Weise
zentral, dass es ihnen gleichsam das Fundament liefert, indem es die
Haltung benennt, welche zur Bewiltigung der in den Randgedichten
angesprochenen Kiimmernisse vonndten ist: Zunéchst (II, 10, 5 f.) eher
materiell das mediocritatem diligere, danach allgemein und fiirs ganze
Leben giiltig (ebd. 14 f.) das bene praeparatum pectus, das — auf die Natur
blickend — sich auf den von den Goéttern gleichsam vorgelebten Wechsel
der Lebenslagen verldsst. Carm. 11, 10 hilt also die Gruppe gleichsam
zusammen, indem es die tragenden Begriffe fiir die beiden Aullengedichte
beibringt. Im Zentrum der drei Carmina aber steht der Gedanke an die
Bereitschaft, sich zu 16sen, sich zu 16sen von der Trauer (was ja schwer
genug ist), sich zu I6sen auch von Optimismus und Verzweiflung und
sich bereit zu halten fiir das Wechseln des Geschickes. Dies scheinen
die Begriffe zu sein, welche diese Triade tragen. Sie werden iiberall aus
dem Geschehen in der Natur abgeleitet, und dies so, dass sie dem Horer
nahe legen, sich gleichsam in den Ablauf der Natur hinein zu geben, sich
von ihm tragen zu lassen, in Wohl und Wehe im Verlass darauf, dass auf
jedes Tief auch wieder ein Hoch folgt. Horaz scheint auf diese, ihm ganz
eigene Weise das naturam sequi*® der Stoa verstanden und ihn poetische
Worte gefasst zu haben.*!

Gregor Maurach
Miinster
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The three central odes of Horace, book 2 are interpreted in a new way. In contrast
to current scholarship, it is shown that Carm. 2. 9—11 form a closely knit triad.
If this holds true, it is no longer advisable to lay a compositional break after
Carm. 2. 10. The composition of book 2 has to be reconsidered.

B cratbe mpemiaraercss HOBask MHTEPIPETALNS TPeX LEHTPAIbHBIX OJ U3 BTO-
poit kuuru ox lopaumsi. Borpeku mnpeobnanaroniemy ceildac B HayKe MHEHHIO
aBTOp mokasbmBaet, yTo Carm. 11, 9—11 mpeacTaBisioT cOO0K TECHO COEIMHEH-
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MIpeIonaraTh TeMaTnaeckuii pa3psiB mocue Carm. 11, 10, Tak 9T0 €e KOMITO3UIIS
HYX/1a€TCsl B IEPECMOTPE.



EVIDENTIAL STRATEGIES IN LATIN*

1. Introduction

Evidentiality is a linguistic category whose primary meaning is source
of information.! According to the basic classification of the ways know-
ledge can be obtained, evidentials encode different modes of access to
information. The main types of evidence, therefore, can be divided into
three groups, i.e. direct (perceptual, visual, firsthand), indirect inferential
(obtained by means of inferring or induction based on the state of affairs or
traces resulting from a previous actions) and indirect reported.? Languages
vary in how many types of information sources they can express and
whether they do it compulsorily or optionally. Thus, when an event is
directly observable by both speaker and hearer, evidentials are rarely
used.? On the contrary, an indirect source of information is marked more
frequently. Languages which compulsorily specify a source of information
may express it in a variety of ways. Some of them have special affixes
or clitics,* while in other languages evidential markers are fused with
markers of other categories. In languages with grammatical evidentiality,
marking how one knows something is a must. Leaving this out results in
a grammatically awkward “incomplete” sentence.’

* T would like to express my gratitude to Alexander L. Verlinsky for his valuable
advice during my work on the final version of the paper, and to Stephen E. Kidd
for the revision of the English version. My special thanks go to Vanda P. Kazanskene
and Maria N. Kazanskaya for their kind help in gathering and commenting the
Lithuanian material.

I Aikhenvald 2004, 3.

2 About the classification of evidential values in detail see Plungian 2001, 353;
2010, 37.

3 Anderson 1986, 277.

4 Most of the languages with special evidential affixes and clitics are spread
in the North and South America. There are also languages with overtly expressed
evidentials among Tibeto-Burman, Balcan and some other families (Aikhenvald,
Dixon 1998, 245).

5 Aikhenvald 2004, 6.
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There is no doubt that the linguistic devices encoding the source of
information do exist in every language but differ significantly in their
grammatical status. In almost all languages, a source of information can
be expressed lexically, for example, by “seemingly” or “reportedly” in
English, “sxo0s1”, “mon”, “meckars’ in Russian, “il parait que” in French,
etc. Hence, the essential part of studies on evidentiality is occupied by
the discussion on the nature of evidential markers: that is, are they part of
a grammatical system or belong to the lexicon of the language?¢

From the angle of such a dichotomy, languages can be divided into
three groups:

1) languages in which evidentiality has been grammaticalized,

2) languages which render this category by lexical means, and

3) languages where evidential meanings are not conveyed by specific

forms, but are occasionally expressed by forms whose central
meaning is something else.”

A very apt definition “evidential strategies” was suggested by
A. Aikhenvald® for such forms or constructions which somehow relate
to the source of information (i.e., in essence, for the third group in
Lazard’s classification). She claimed that a grammatical technique is an
evidential strategy if, in addition to its primary meaning, it can acquire
one or more semantic features characteristic of evidentiality proper.
Such strategies are devices whose evidential value becomes apparent
only as a side effect. Thus, in a number of languages, forms of future
or perfect tenses, passive constructions, modal expressions and so forth
acquire inferential meanings which are not obligatory and appear only
in certain kinds of linguistic or situational context. In the present study,
I will try to show that the definition “evidential strategies” corresponds
well to the evidential grammatical techniques we can single out in Latin.
It is worth stressing that evidential functions in the linguistic units
under consideration result only from the interaction with the context
and does not reside in the units taken in isolation. The mechanisms of
interaction triggering a “joint” evidential meaning belong to the realm
of pragmatics and operate on stable meaning components other than
properly evidential.?

Fortunately, over the last years the question of whether evidentiality
is restricted to grammatical marking, which would preclude considering
lexical expressions as evidentiality proper, has received due attention, and

6 A critical review of points under discussion is given in Boye—Harde 2009, 9-14.
7 Lazard 2001, 360.

8 Aikhenvald 2004.

9 Wiemer—Stathi 2010, 279.
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many authors have argued that, given that evidentiality is a functional
domain, it cannot be restricted to cases of obligatory grammatical mark-
ing.!% In this vein, G. Lampert and M. Lampert'! have suggested to
conceptualize evidentiality as a multi-dimensional contextual category
and to include within the category “all linguistic representations that
serve as cues for evidentiality in context”. Such an attitude to the prob-
lem seems quite reasonable, especially in the light of the fact that the
evidential functions of grammatical markers are often inherited from
their lexical sources (e.g. speech act or perceptive verbs with or without
complementizers), and therefore the grammatical evidentials prove to be
connected with lexical ones by genetic association.

According to B. Wiemer,!? the distinction between grammatical and
lexical evidentiality is not to be regarded as a dual polarity, but rather as
a gradual continuum ranging from ‘“highly grammaticalized” over “less
grammaticalized” to lexical.

In my study, I argue that in this gradual continuum Latin occupies the
medial position. Methodologically, I will apply an approach to eviden-
tiality as a category which is not necessarily expressed by a restricted
number of special markers, but may have different strategies for “the
linguistic coding of epistemology”.!3

It is worth mentioning that epistemic modality and evidentiality are
partly overlapping categories and their interaction is a highly discussed
problem. A detailed analysis of literature on the topic is beyond the
scope of this paper but a few remarks may be of use. Thus, it is worth
mentioning that in the early works on evidentiality it was often treated
as a subcategory of epistemic modality, in the latest studies, on the
contrary, quite a few scholars consider evidentiality and epistemic
modality as two different categories which, however, are very close to
each other and are often expressed by the same means.!* The affinity of
these two categories is particularly obvious from the angle of rethinking
evidentiality as encoding the mode of access rather than the source of
information. What combines evidentiality with epistemic modality is
the speaker’s “attitude towards knowledge”.!> From this point of view,
a category which encodes the source of information is evidentiality in
a narrow sense, whereas a category marking the speaker’s attitude towards

10 Cornillie et al. 2015, 3.

I Lampert-Lampert 2010, 319.

2 Wiemer 2010, 63.

13- Chafe—Nichols 1986; Aikhenvald 2004.

14 Plungian 2010, 44-46; HaBler 2010, 239.

5 Givon 1982; Chafe 1986, 262; Willett 1988, 52.
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knowledge is evidentiality in a broad sense.'® As T. Willett has shown,
there is an interaction between evidentiality in the narrow and broad
senses. In some languages with dedicated markers of evidentiality, they
qualify information not only on the basis of its source but also on the basis
of “precision”, “probability” and “expectation”.!”

In recent studies, one can witness an intention to find out new
explanations of why evidential and epistemic markers often coincide.
B. Wiemer'® put forward a notion reliability as an intermediate layer
between evidential and epistemic meanings. With reference to de Haan!®
he argues that epistemic modality and evidentiality both deal with evi-
dence but differ in what they do with that evidence: epistemic modality
evaluates evidence and on the basis of this evaluation assigns a confidence
measure to the speaker’s utterance while an evidential asserts that
there is evidence for the speaker’s utterance but does not interpret the
evidence in any way. Reliability, according to Wiemer, is the crucial
concept mediating between reference to information source and epistemic
judgment; however, it cannot be equated with either of them.

Since the eighties, evidentiality has become such a topical issue
that the number of studies concerning evidential markers and strategies
in the languages of the world has been increasing continuously. Over
the last five or six years, there have appeared some important works
concerning evidentiality in the dead languages as well.2 Their authors
make an attempt to regard particular grammatical phenomena and lexical
expressions as relating to linguistic coding of information source. Van
Rooy?! recently demonstrated the relevance of evidentiality for Ancient
Greek. As regards Latin, a systematic overview of evidential strategies
seems to have been still lacking. The aim of the present study is therefore
to make such an overview that would be important both for the linguistic
typology and — even more importantly — for the reinterpretation of some
Latin grammatical phenomena whose meaning has so far been restricted
only to tense, mode or voice in traditional Latin grammars. I will try to
show that these phenomena may have evidential extensions. My claim is
that strategies under consideration are part of Latin grammatical rather
than lexical system, if one follows the extended notion of “grammatical
system” which may include not only suffixes, clitics or particles, but

6 Willett 1988, 54.

7 Willett 1988, 55.

8 Wiemer 2017a, 646.

9 De Haan 1999, 85.

0 Cuzzolin 2010, Greco 2013, Guardamagna 2017.
Van Rooy 2016.

I
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also auxiliaries and free syntactic forms.2? The pure lexical expressions
referring to the source of information could be a subject of further
investigation.?

Latin grammatical system seems to provide both morphological and
syntactic means to convey all the basic sources of knowledge, i.e. direct
(attested), indirect inferring and indirect reported evidences.

2. Direct evidence

Concerning direct evidence, one would say that it can be expressed
lexically by simple indicative forms of the perception verbs such as video,
audio, sentio etc., but it is not the case because this would violate one of
the important conditions for identifying archetypal evidentials suggested
by Anderson: “Evidentials are not themselves the main predication of
the clause, but are rather a specification added to a factual claim about
something else”.?* Perception verbs actually have the indication of
evidence as their primary meaning, but they are themselves the main
predication of the clause and, therefore, cannot be treated as direct
evidentials. Hence, we should look for alternative means of expressing
direct evidence which are expected to correlate with Anderson’s principle.

2.1. The Participle and Infinitive Constructions

The first strategy to express direct evidence is the Accusative with
Participle construction (Accusativus cum Participio [AcP], Participium
praedicativum in terms of traditional grammars)?® governed by the verbs
of perception, or verba sentiendi (videre ‘to see’, audire ‘to hear’ etc.), as
exemplified in 1-3:

(1) M. Catonem vidi in bibliotheca sedentem (Cic. Fin. 3. 2. 7).
I saw M. Cato sitting in the library.
(2) hostes vero, notis omnibus vadis, ubi ex litore aliquos singulares ex

navi egredientes conspexerant, incitatis equis impeditos adoriebantur
(Caes. BG 4. 26. 2).

22 Anderson 1986, 275.

23 It is worth stressing that functionally the inflectional systems cannot make as
many distinctions in evidential values as productive syntactic systems (Woodbury
1984, 202).

24 Anderson 1986, 274-275.

25 The evidential value of the Accusative with Participle construction has already
been investigated by Greco 2013.
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But the enemy, who were acquainted with all the shallows, when from
the shore they saw any coming from a ship one by one, spurred on their
horses.

(3) Timoleon, quum aetate iam provectus esset, sine ullo morbo lumina
oculorum amisit. Quam calamitatem ita moderate tulit, ut neque eum
querentem quisquam audierit... (Nep. 20. 4. 1).

Timoleon in old age without disease lost his sight. He suffered this
misfortune so patiently that no one heard him complaining.

The status of this construction as grammaticalized sensory direct
evidential rests on the fact that neither the governing verb nor the participle
per se can be regarded as evidentials: it is in this particular construction,
that they receive the evidential value. Importantly, the propositional
content of the utterance is rendered by the AcP rather than the governing
verb which is semantically the perception verb, hence, Anderson’s con-
dition is not violated.

Such a strategy is attested in a number of languages. Thus, in English,
the sentence 4

(4) I heard France beating Brazil?¢

implies that “I actually heard how this happened” (for instance, by radio),
that means a direct perception.

In Latin, the verbs of perception can also govern the Accusative
with Infinitive construction (Accusativus cum Infinitivo, Acl), and given
it contains Present Infinitive,?” which implies simultaneity of actions
expressed by the governing verb and the infinitive, the 4Ac/ also acquires
the meaning of direct sensory evidential,?® as in example 5:

(5) sed eccos video incedere patrem sodalis et magistrum (Plaut.
Bacchid. 403).

But I see them approaching: the father of my friend and his tutor.

26 The example is taken from Aikhenvald 2004, 118.

27 The importance of the grammatical tense should be stressed here. According
to Woodbery 1986, 188, “when grammatical categories occur together, their semantic
content limits the ways they can interact”, in other words, the experiential (direct)
value of the Acl is possible because the grammatical tense of the governing verb
and the infinitive is the same. Otherwise, the resulting evidential value would be
nonexperiential (indirect): Woodbery 1986, 198.

28 Greco 2013, 181.



Evidential Strategies in Latin 319

As it has been demonstrated, both participle and infinitive construction
can occupy the same syntactic position and be treated as a strategy
expressing direct evidence. The question arises what the difference is.
This point proved to be highly discussed. P. Greco?® convincingly argues
that these two subordinate clauses which can be governed by verbs of
perception, differ, however, in their syntactic distribution and, allegedly,
in their meaning. The Ac/ construction has a wider distribution insofar
as it can occur after all types of perception, cognition, and utterance
predicates while the AcP, on the contrary, can only be governed by
perception verbs. According to traditional Latin grammars,3 Ac/ is used
to convey cognition meanings while AcP expresses a perceptual meaning.
In other words, “the difference between the two constructions is that in
the case of the AcP the aspect of ‘perception’ is central, and with the Ac/
that of ‘cognition’ and ‘reflection’ 3! is most significant. Interestingly,
the AcP may always be replaced by a corresponding Acl, while the
converse is not true. As is clearly highlighted by Greco with reference to
Riemann,3? in most cases the context allows both a direct and an indirect
perception interpretation, and sometimes Ac/ is used “dans des cas ou [...]
on attendrait le participe”.3> However, Riemann considers the latter cases
to be instances of “popular Latin™.

The cases of Acl and Ncl as indirect evidential strategies will be
considered in the following sections.

2.2. Historic present

There is a stylistic device in Latin which makes an impression of
a particular nearness. It is the historic present, which was referred to
by Roman scholars as demonstratio or evidentia, and its definition sur-
prisingly resembles that of the direct firsthand evidential:

Demonstratio est, cum ita verbis res exprimitur ut geri negotium et res
ante oculos esse videatur (Rhet. Her. 4. 68).

Demonstratio is a way to express something in words so that it seemed as
though events and things were taking place before our eyes.

29 Greco 2013, 178-179.

30 Riemann 1890, 469-470; Kiihner—Stegmann 1966, 703-704; Hoffmann—
Szantyr 1965, 387-388.

31 Pinkster 1990, 131.

32 Greco 2013, 178 n. 15.

33 Riemann 1890, 470 n. 1.
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The historic present creates an impression of the eyewitness report
and is especially appropriate to texts characterized by a lot of detail.3* See
ex. 6:

(6) (Troilus) fertur equis curruque haeret resupinus inani
lora tenens tamen. Huic cervixque comaeque trahuntur
per terram et versa pulvis inscribitur hasta (Verg. Aen. 1. 476—478).

(Troilus) is carried along by his horses and fallen backwards, clings to
the empty car, yet clasping the reigns; his neck and hair are dragged over
the ground and the dust is scored by his reverse spear.

All the verbs marked in semi-bold are the historic present forms which
describe the events of a distant past in a historic narrative as if the author
had observed them personally.

The use of historic present is particularly appropriate for epic and
folklore texts because it emphasizes the participation of the listener or
reader in action, which reduces the distance between hic et nunc and the
space of the text.3s

2.3. Impersonal passive

There is one more stylistic device to express sensory perceived direct
evidence: this is the impersonal passive.

Generally speaking, passive forms including impersonal passive in
many languages can be used as evidential strategies with inferential value.
Thus, in Lithuanian, the impersonal passive is used when some direct
physical evidence is available for the statement.?¢ The evidence is based
on visible results. Since the inpersonal passive in Lithuanian is formed
with the past passive participle (with an optional copula), which has
a typical perfect meaning, it marks past actions still relevant to present,
and its evidential extensions are similar to those expected for a perfect
or resultative.3’” As regards the Latin language, it also uses impersonal
passive forms to express different evidential values. Some occurrences
seem to have overtones of direct evidentials, as in ex. 7:

34 Pinkster 2015, 402.

35 Makartsev 2013 [M. M. MakapueB, DudeHyuaibHocms 8 NpOCMpPAHCmee
bankanckozo mexcmal, 225.

36 See examples in Petit 1998, 106; Blevins 2003, 497-498; Aikhenvald 2004,
116; Wiemer 2007 [b. Bumep, “KocBeHHast 3aCBUICTEIbCTBOBAHHOCTh B JINTOBCKOM
s3pike”, in: B. C. Xpaxkosckwuii (ed.), Dsudenyuarvnocmo 6 sizvikax Eeponvl u Asuu],
213-215.

37 Aikhenvald 2004, 116.
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(7) Itur ad te, Pseudole. Orationem tibi para advorsum senem (Pl.
Pseud. 453-454).

You’re being approached, Pseudolus. Prepare your speech against the
old man.

Eliminating the subject allows the speaker to focus on the action as
such and to represent a situation as attested by the speaker or any other
observer of the situation. These features can be considered as direct
evidential implications.

There are also contexts where one can hardly distinguish between
direct evidential and inferential overtones, as in ex. 8:

(8) Sed crepuit ostium. Exitur foras (P1. Cas. 813).

But the door has creaked. They are coming out.

The impersonal passive exitur can be treated either as a representation
of a situation perceived directly by the speaker (i.e. direct evidence) or as
a conclusion drawn from the previously described action (i.e. inference).

It should be stressed that all instances of the impersonal passive with
presumably evidential meaning are contextually determined and occur
only in the language of Roman comedy. They are also restricted to the
clauses with impersonal passives implying uncertain or plural agent or
Ist person agent. To sum up, it is a convenient grammatical device which
gives a possibility to witness an action but avoids reference to its agent, as
exemplified in 9 and 10:

(9) Quid agitur? — Statur. — Video (Ter. Eu. 270-271).

What are you doing? — I am standing here. — I see.

(10) Salve. Quid agitur? — Statur hic ad hunc modum (P1. Pseud. 457).
Hallo! What are you doing? — Just stand here.

It should be mentioned that contextually determined character of
the Lithuanian impersonal passives is clearly stated by Wiemer?® with
reference to many scholars. He underlines that past passive participles
which are found in the Lithuanian evidential constructions, especially
preserving copulas, are hardly distinguished from the standard perfect
forms. They need context to realize their evidential meaning. The same
holds true for the Latin evidential strategies under consideration.

38 Wiemer 2007, 206.
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3. Indirect evidence

3.1. Indirect inferring evidence

Normally, indirect inferring or presumptive evidence is obtained by
means of inferring or induction based on the state of affairs or traces
resulting from a previous action. The Latin language provides a number
of devices that can be treated as inferential evidential strategies. One of
them has already been discussed (I mean the impersonal passive which
shares properties of direct and inferential evidentials). Now I turn to other
grammatical expressions of non-firsthand information. Some of them will
have overtons of probability, expectation, uncertainty, subjectivity or
distance.

3.1.1. The Nominative with Infinitive construction

The first to be analyzed is the Nominative with Infinitive construction
(Nominativus cum infinitivo, Ncl) governed by the verb videri ‘to seem’,
as inex. 11:

(11) Ille mi par esse deo videtur,

ille, si fas est, superare divos,

qui sedens adversus identidem te
spectat et audit

dulce ridentem (Catull. 51. 1-5).

He seems to me to be equal to a god, he, if such were lawful, to surpass
the gods, who sitting across from you again and again gazes on you, and
listens to you sweetly laughting (transl. by L. C. Smithers).

The inferential value of the construction governed by videtur is
determined by the state of affairs that is described in the lines 3-5.

The verb videri ‘to seem’ is the present passive form of the verb videre
‘to see’, and acquires its particular meaning ‘to seem’ not only in the
Nominative with Infinitive construction, but also in the clauses with noun
predicates, where it functions as an auxiliary verb, see examples 12—15:

(12) Peregrina facies videtur hominis atque ignobilis (Pl. Pseud. 964).

The man’s face seems strange and unfamiliar.

(13) Audin, furcifer quae loquitur? satin magnificus tibi videtur?
(P1. Pseud. 194).

Do you hear how the jailbird talks? Hasn’t he a magnificent air? (transl.
by H. Th. Riley).
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(14) Illud, quia in Scaevola factum est, magis indignum videtur, hoc,
quia fit a Chrysogono, non est ferendum (Cic. Rosc. 34. 5).

The one action, because it was done against Scaevola, appears scandalous;
this one, because it is done by Chrysogonus, is intolerable (transl. by
C. D. Yonge).

(15) Is enim mihi videtur amplissimus qui sua virtute in altiorem locum
pervenit, non qui ascendit per alterius incommodum et calamitatem
(Cic. Rosc. 83. 4).

For that man appears to me the most honourable who arrives at a higher
rank by his own virtue, not he who rises by the distress and misfortunes
of another (transl. by C. D. Yonge).

In all passages under consideration, the verb videri ‘to seem’ aquires
its inferential meaning due to the context describing the circumstances
under which the inference is made.?®

Importantly, videri ‘to seem’ becomes an evidential marker both as
the verb governing Nc/ and as an auxiliary verb. In both cases it cannot
be treated as main predication of the clause and thus corresponds to the
Anderson’s condition (see section 1).

The Nominative with Infinitive construction governed by videri
‘to seem’ can be compared with similar constructions attested in the
European languages, for instance, the Complex subject in English (cf.
English translation of ex. 7), and the German construction with scheinen
in which this verb changes its original meaning from ‘shine’ to ‘seem’, as
exemplified in 16:

(16) Sie scheint ihn zu kennen.

She seems to know him.40

In the same vein, the Greek constructions with oiveton are used,
ex. 17:

(17) fuiv pev ‘Epptic ovk dikotpo goiveton Aéyely (Aesch. PV 1036—
1037).

Hermes seems to me to speak resonably.

3 The contextually determined evidential meaning of the seem-constructions is
stressed in Lampert—Lampert 2010, 314-318.

40 The example is taken from Hansen 2007, 250, who insists on the grammatical
rather than lexical character of this means of expressing inferential value.
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When analyzing properties of the verbs with similar semantics in
other languages, G. Lambert and M. Lambert underline that “[seem]...
may become an evidential marker if one draws upon the relevant context,
functioning as an attentional cueing device toward the contextually
sanctioned meaning of the construction in which seem is a component”.*!

As regards grammatical vs. lexical status of such constructions, I will
join to the opinion of G. Diewald and E. Smirnova: “The German evidential
constructions werden & infinitive and scheinen / drohen | versprechen &
zu-infinitive, like many analogous constructions in other languages found
in the Indo-European family, clearly are of an intermediate stage as
concerns the degree of grammaticalization. They are not yet full-fledged
grammaticalized evidential systems as compared to those systems invoked
by Aikhenvald, which have inflectional or clitic evidential markers, but
they are instances of evidential systems on the rise”.#?

3.1.2. The potential subjunctive
The inferring evidential value can be conveyed by the potential
subjunctive, ex. 18:

(18) Non tibi sunt integra lintea,
non di, quos iterum pressa voces malo (Hor. Carm. 1. 14. 9-10).

You have neither unharmed sail, nor images of the gods, that you could
pray time and again when suffering disaster.

In this example, the deductive use of the present subjunctive voces is
determined by the state of affairs that Horace describes in the preceding
context: the sail is harmed, and the images of the protecting gods are
swept away by the storm, therefore, the ship suppressed by the disaster
will hardly achieve success in praying them.

This means of expressing inferential value is morphological, but not
special, because, like in many languages, it belongs to the forms whose
central meaning is rather hypothetical or presumptive (i.e. modal) than
evidential stricto sensu. 1t is this zone of evidential category, that overlaps
with epistemic modality. The fact that a question of probability arises,
indicates that the speaker has no direct knowledge of a situation,*? and this
relates to indirect evidentiality.

The intersection of these two categories is successfully explained by
V. Plungian: “If we regard such values as modal, we stress one of the basic

4l Lambert—Lambert 2010, 316.
42 Diewald—Smirnova 2010, 4.
4 Plungian 2001, 354.
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characteristics of modality, namely the assessment of a situation (as highly
probable); regarding it as evidential, we stress one of the basic characteristics
of evidentiality, namely the reference to logical conclusions as a source
of information about a situation. This way, markers of presumptive evi-
dentiality are the only evidential markers with inbuilt modal components
and the only modal markers with inbuilt evidential components” .4

It is worth stressing that inferential value of a potential subjunctive
seems to be restricted to the 2nd and 3rd persons and to only certain types
of clauses. It is seen best of all in the relative clauses (ex. 10) with the
consecutive meaning and in the conditional periods of a potential type,
where the subjunctive mood is used both in the main clauses and in the
si-clauses (ex. 19):

(19) si exsistat hodie ab inferis Lycurgus, gaudeat ruinis eorum (sc.
moenium), et nunc se patriam et Spartam antiquam agnoscere dicat
(Liv. 39.37. 3).

If Lycurgus had risen from the dead, he would have rejoiced because
of the destruction of the walls and would have said that he saw again
ancient Sparta.

In these types of clauses, the subjunctive has overtones of uncertainty
featuring the non-firsthand information.*3

Such overtones of uncertainty may be discerned in some independent
uses of the potential subjunctive, ex. 20:

(20) iniussu signa referunt, maestique — crederes uictos — exsecrantes
nunc imperatorem, nunc nauatam ab equite operam, redeunt in castra
(Liv. 2.43.9).

Contrary to orders they retreated and returned to their camp, in such
dejection that you would have supposed them beaten, now uttering
execrations against their leader and now against the efficient services of
the horse (transl. by B. O. Foster).

The parallels to this evidential strategy can be found in a number of
languages.*

4 Plungian 2010, 46.

4 Aikhenvald 2004, 106 et passim.

46 Cf. Konjunktiv I in German (Hansen 2007, 244-245), Conditionnel présent in
French (Guentchéva 1994; Kordi 2007 [E. E. Kopau, “Kareropus 3BueHIHATIEHOCTH
BO (paniry3ckom si3bike”, in: B. C. Xpakosckuii (ed.), Deudenyuaronocms 6 szvikax
Esponwr u Azuu), 258-262), Modul conjunctiv and Modul prezumtiv in Romanian
(Manea 2005).
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3.1.3. Latin Perfect tenses with resultative meaning

In many languages with overtly grammaticalized evidential markers,
this category overlaps with that of tense, aspect or person.4’

The inferential overtones of perfect tenses are understandable from the
angle of their resultative meaning. The primary meaning of the perfect is
to focus on the results of an action, and an inference is based on the traces
or results of a previous action or state. Hence, there is a semantic link
between a non-firsthand evidential and a perfect. The examples of such
an evidential strategy are found in some Caucasian, Iranian, Scandinavian
languages, in Spanish of La Paz and so forth.#® Historically, the Latin
perfect inherited markers and values of two different tenses: a perfect
tense proper and an aorist. Therefore, there are two meanings of classical
Latin perfect: the historic perfect which denotes an action or process
finished in the past (this is a heritage of the aorist) and the present perfect
with a resultative meaning.

My claim is that the latter may have an inferential value in some
contexts. Let us see ex. 21 and 22:

(21) Occisi sumus (Plaut. Bacch. 681).
We’re dead.

(22) Perii, interii, occidi! Quo curram? Quo non curram? (Plaut. Aul. 713).

I’'m done for, I'm killed, I’'m murdered. Where should I run? Where
shouldn’t I run?

The conclusions made by the characters of the Plautus pieces are
made on the basis of assessing the results of previous actions and thus
can be compared with the inferring evidential.

As H. Pinkster pointed out,* instances like ex. 21, with a passive par-
ticiple in combination with sum, that must be interpreted as states resulting
from a previous terminative action or process, are easier to find than perfect
active forms. This is presumably because a prototypical passive involves
focusing attention on the original object and state it is in, as a result of an
action.’® As a consequence, passives often have resultative connotations,
and this property has already been highlighted in section 2.3. with regard to
the impersonal passive. It doesn’t therefore come as a surprise that in cases
like ex. 21, the inferential value of the perfect is reinforced by the passive.

47 Willett 1988, 56.

48 Aikhenvald 2004, 112-116.
49 Pinkster 2015, 447.

50 Aikhenvald 2004, 116.
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3.1.4. Latin Future tenses with inferential overtones

Interestingly, an inferential evidence can be expressed by future tenses
as well. Apart from its purely temporal use, the simple future is also used
with all sorts of less temporal or even non-temporal values. There are
various labels for these uses, which in practice are not always easy to
distinguish and can best be regarded as contextually determined variants.3!

Future indicative forms can develop extensions to do with inference
and speculation, because they have overtones of uncertainty and prediction
associated with future and can, therefore, be compared with the potential
subjunctive.’?

The future indicative is sometimes used in sentences containing
a conclusion which is based on evidence mentioned in the context or
on general knowledge. Examples of such a ‘deductive’ use of the future
are 23, 24:33

(23) Haec erit bono genere nata. Nil scit nisi verum loqui (Plaut. Per. 645).
She’ll be from a good family; she knows how to speak nothing but the
truth.

(24) Sed profecto hoc sic erit:
centum doctum hominum consilia sola haec devincit dea,
Fortuna (P1. Pseud. 677-679).

In fact, this is always the case: the decision of a hundred wise men is won
by this goddess, Fortune.

It is worth mentioning that in some languages the grammaticalized
evidentials go back to the future markers.3*

3.1.5. The deductive use of debeo
The deductive, or presumptive evidence can also be expressed with
the help of the verb debeo (‘must’), exs. 25, 26:
(25) ‘Plane’ inquam ‘hic debet servus esse nequissimus’ (Petron. Saz. 49.7).

Definitely, it must be a worthless slave.

(26) Sex pondo et selibram debet habere (Petron. Sat. 67. 7).

She must have six-and-a-half pounds of gold on her.

51 Pinkster 2015, 425.

52 The affinity of the future and the present subjunctive is underlined by Pinkster
2015, 427.

53 Examples 2023 are taken from Pinkster 2015, 447; 426.

54 Aikhenvald 2004, 111.
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Evidential strategy of this type is also well attested for English must,
French devoir and German sollen, see examples 27-29:

(27) It must have been a kid.

(28) 1l devait avoir bl plus que de coutume.

He must have drunk more than usual.

(29) Er soll ein guter Lehrer sein.

He must be a good teacher.

A question arises whether such modal verbs should be treated as
evidential strategy or they are just lexical expressions of presumptive
evidentiality. The crucial criterion in answering this question, according
to Aikhenvald, is whether or not they form special grammatical
constructions in which they acquire additional meanings related to an
information source. It seems, that Latin debere is a case in point because
it definitely acquires a special inferential value when it is construed with
infinitives, as in ex. 25 and 26, by contrast with ex. 30, where inferential
value can hardly be seen:

(30) ...mihi hodie attulerit miles quinque quas debet minas (Plaut.
Pseud. 373).

Today the warrior will bring me five minas, which he owes me.

Inferential interpretation of Latin ‘debere + Infinitive’ construction by
no means precludes a possibility for it to express the logical necessity,
nevertheless, as it has been underlined many times in this paper, both
inferential and modal interpretation must be confirmed by the context.

The overlapping of evidentiality and epistemic modality has already
been discussed in section 1 and exemplified in section 3.1.2. with regard
to the occurrences of the potential subjunctive with inferential overtones.
The ability of a linguistic unit to express simultaneously epistemic and
evidential values has resulted in creating a term “epistential”.’¢ Eviden-
tial systems of such a type were defined as “modalized” by Plungian>’
who explaines the affinity of these two phenomena as follows:

55 Aikhenvald 2004, 150.
56 Lampert and Lampert 2010, 314.
57 Plungian 2001, 354-355; 2010, 49.
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Indeed, an utterance which refers to the fact that a situation takes or took
place, due to the existence of convincing reasons for it, is actually not
different from one referring to the epistemic necessity of this situation: in
both cases the speakers do not intend to become personally convinced of
the fact a situation takes or took place, but consider it as highly credible,
due to certain cause-and-effect relations known to them [...] The existence
of a marker of epistemic necessity is therefore, if taken for itself, not an
indicator for the presence of the grammatical expression of evidentiality
within the system of a language. However, markers of this kind always
exhibit an intersection of modal and evidential values.>®

3.2. Indirect reported evidence

According to Aikhenvald,> reported speech can be viewed as a uni-
versal evidential strategy. In Latin, means to express reported evidence
occupy the borderline position between grammar and lexicon.

3.2.1. The Accusative (Nominative) with

Infinitive construction and the subjunctive mood

in reported speech

The Acl / Ncl governed by speech verbs (verba dicendi) is one of
the most frequent constructions which encode reported speech in Latin.
They cannot be regarded as pure grammaticalized evidentials because
they depend on the verbs of speaking as lexical elements, but they can be
definitely called evidential strategies. See exs. 31-32:

(31) Ais Democritum dicere innumerabiles esse mundos (Cic. Acad.
2.55)

You claim that Democritus said the worlds to be innumerable.

(32) Epaminondas fidibus praeclare cecinisse dicitur (Cic. Tusc. 1. 4).

Epaminondas is said to have played the lyre beautifully.

Nevertheless, there is a pure grammaticalized Ac/ when used in
a historical narrative with the omission of a governing verb, as in ex. 33:

(33) (milites)... legatos ex suo numero ad Caesarem mittunt: sese paratos
esse portas aperire, quaeque imperaverit, facere (Caes. BCiv. 1. 20. 5).

(soldiers) sent to Caesar the ambassadors from their number and said that
they were ready to open the gates and carry out all his orders.

38 Plungian 2010, 46.
59 Aikhenvald 2004, 19.
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It is worth noticing that the Ac/ along with the subjunctive mood is
always used in passages which contain the reported speech. As a rule,
in the reported speech the main declarative sentences are converted into
the Acl while the dependent declarative, imperative or interrogative sen-
tences are converted into the clauses with the subjunctive. Both the Ac/
and the subjunctive clauses form an evidential strategy for rendering
reported evidentials. Thus, in ex. 34 all the verbs marked in semi-bold are
either subjunctives or infinitives.

(34) [is (Divico) ita cum Caesare egit]: si pacem populus Romanus cum
Helvetiis faceret, in eam partem ituros atque ibi futuros Helvetios ubi
eos Caesar constituisset atque esse voluisset; sin bello persequi perse-
veraret, reminisceretur et veteris incommodi populi Romani et pris-
tinae virtutis Helvetiorum. quod improviso unum pagum adortus esset,
cum ii qui flumen transissent, suis auxilium ferre non possent, ne ob
eam rem aut suae magnopere virtuti tribueret aut ipsos despiceret
(Caes. BG 1. 13. 3-6).

He thus treats with Caesar: that, if the Roman people would make peace
with the Helvetii they would go to that part and there remain, where
Caesar might appoint and desire them to be; but if he should persist in
persecuting them with war that he ought to remember both the ancient
disgrace of the Roman people and the characteristic valor of the Helvetii.
As to his having attacked one canton by surprise, [at a time] when those
who had crossed the river could not bring assistance to their friends, that
he ought not on that account ascribe very much to his own valor, or
despise them.

3.2.2. Logophoric use of the reflexive pronoun

In addition to the Ac/ and subjunctive mood, Latin provides one more
device for encoding evidentiality. This is the logophoric use of the reflexive
pronoun.®® One of the important functions of logophoric pronouns is to
indicate whether the speaker and the subject or the object of a dependent
predication is the same person or not, hence, logophoric markers help to
reduce ambiguity in indicating the source of information.¢!

%0 The term logophor was introduced by C. Hagege (1974) to refer to the
source of indirect discource: logophoric elements, which occur in embedded clauses
introduced by verbs of saying, thinking or feeling, must be bound by the antecedent
whose speech, thoughts, or feelings are being reported. The phenomenon was first
observed in African languages that have a distinct set of logophoric pronouns that are
morphologically differentiated from regular pronouns. In Latin, the indirect reflexive
pronouns may serve the same function as logophoric pronouns.

61 Nikitina 2012a, 242; 2012b, 296.
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The affinity of logophoric markers and evidentials has been pointed
out in literature.®> In ex. 35, which exemplifies the reported speech, the
reflexive pronoun sibi in the dependent predication is coreferential with
Caesar, who is the subject of the main predication, and represents him as
a source of information.

(35) His Caesar; ita respondit: eo sibi; minus dubitationis dari, quod
eas res, quas legati Helvetii commemorassent, memoria teneret, atque
eo gravius ferre, quo minus merito populi Romani accidissent (Caes.
BG 1.14.1).

To these words Caesar thus replied: that on that very account he felt less
hesitation, because he kept in remembrance those circumstances which
the Helvetian ambassadors had mentioned, and that he felt the more
indignant at them, in proportion as they had happened undeservedly to
the Roman people.

The advantage of the Latin logophoric reflexive pronoun as a reliable
marker of the information source is much more obvious, if one compare
example 36 with its translation into English — the language where
logophoric pronoun is lacking:

(36) Ariovistus; respondit, si quid ipsi a Caesare; opus est, sese; ad eum;
venturum fuisse; si quid ille; se; velit, illum; ad se venire oportere (Caes.
BG 1.34.5).

Ariovistus replied that if he himself had needed anything from Caesar,
he would have gone to him; and that if Caesar wanted anything from him
he ought to come to him (transl. by W. A. McDevitte and W. S. Bohn).

In this passage, Ariovistus as a source of information is consistently
coreferential with the reflexive pronoun whereas his addressee Caesar —
with the anaphoric pronoun. In the English translation, on the contrary,
both participants are replaced by anaphoric pronoun ‘he’ that creates
ambiguity.

3.2.3. The reason clauses with the conjunctions

quod / quia / quoniam

Latin reason clauses introduced by the conjunctions guod / quia /
quoniam can be used with predicates either in the indicative or in the
subjunctive mood. In case of the indicative mood, a reason is represented

62 Dimmendaal 2001; Aikhenvald 2004, 133; Wiemer 2007, 230.
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as a reliable, objective one, without any additional connotation, while
the subjunctive mood, on the contrary, adds the overtones of uncertainty,
subjectivity, distance, that is of unreliable information the speaker does
not vouch for, as in ex. 37 and 38:

(37) Aristides ... nonne ob eam causam expulsus est patria, quod praeter
modum iustus esset? (Cic. Tusc. 5. 105).

Aristides ... was not he banished from his country because he was
supposedly too just?

(38) Nunc mea mater irata est mihi,
quia non redierim domum ad se... (Plaut. Cisz. 101-102).

Now my mother’s angry with me, on the grounds that I didn’t return
home to her...

In these examples, the subjunctive is used because the speaker does
not commit himself to the content of the reason clause and try to distance
himself from the information offered in the subordinate clause.®® It allows
the speaker to “escape from nynegocentrism”,% that is to exclude the
situation from hic et nunc. Subjectivity as one of evidential dimensions
has been pointed out by linguists.®> The basic idea is that “markers of
indirect access convey the value of epistemic uncertainty which, in the
weak form, occurs as ‘epistemic distance’, i.e. the speakers are released
from the responsibility for the truth of the utterance”.%¢

It is worth stressing that the reportative status of the quia-clauses is
supported by the logophoric use of the reflexive pronoun in ex. 38.

3.2.4. Potential subjunctive in polemical or

repudiating questions

The potential subjunctive in polemical or repudiating questions
which sometimes echo the words of someone else can be also treated
as a marker of a reported evidence, as seen in ex. 39 and 40.¢7

63 About the diachronic changes in the use of the subjunctive vs. indicative mood,
see Pinkster 2015, 646—-651. Example 38 is taken from it.

64 Van Rooy 2016, 35.

%5 Nuyts 2001; Makartsev 2013, 321 definitly defines evidentiality as a “category
of making distance from information transmitted”.

% Plungian 2010, 47.

67 The examples are taken from Pinkster 2015, 486.
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(39) 1, redde aurum! — Reddam ego aurum? (Plaut. Aul. 829).

Go now, return the gold. — I should return the gold?

(40) Exercitum tu habeas diutius quam populus iussit invito senatu?
(Cic. Att. 7. 9. 4).

Who are you to keep an army longer than the people have ordered,
against the will of the Senate?

The potential subjunctive in such sentences as well as the subjunctive
mood in the reason clauses considered in section 3.1.5. (above), creates
distance between the speaker and the addressee. It demonstrates that the
speaker does not commit himself to the content of the proposition but
rather represents it as someone else’s opinion.

3.2.5. Gnomic future as a marker of reported evidentiality

As has been indicated in section 3.1.4, the simple future, apart from its
purely temporal use, is also used with all sorts of less temporal or even non-
temporal values. The simple future, for example, often occurs in statements
of a general character expressing common knowledge®® and is sometimes
called gnomic. It can be treated as a sort of non-firsthand evidence, as in
ex. 41, 42:

(41) ...qui utilitatem defendit enumerabit commoda pacis... (Cic. De Or.
2.335)

...the one who will defend expediency will relate the advantages of peace...

(42) Donec eris sospes, multos numerabis amicos (Ov. 77. 1. 9. 5).

While you are happy, you usually have many friends.

4. Conclusions

In this paper, I have attempted to show the importance of evidentiality as
one of the possible approaches for analyzing the grammatical system of
Latin. The analysis concerned some morphological forms and syntactic
constructions which, in terms of traditional Latin grammars, pertain to
the grammatical categories of tense, voice, mood and so forth, but have
never been regarded as evidentials. My claim is that considering these

% See about common knowledge as a type of non-direct evidentiality Plungian
2010, 37; Van Rooy 2016, 8.
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grammatical phenomena as evidential strategies allows us to enrich our
understanding of the Latin language and to realize that the traditional
inventory of grammatical forms and constructions can express many more
values than one might have expected.

It is clear that the Latin grammatical system demonstrates a whole
array of means for conveying the basic semantic values of evidentiality.
There are three strategies of expressing first-hand (direct) evidence,
five morphological and syntactic tools for rendering the inferential
evidentiality and five strategies of transmitting the reported evidences.
The next studies in this realm could reveal even more linguistic devices
relating to the source of information or the speaker’s attitude towards
knowledge. It would be interesting to investigate Latin deictic particles
as probable evidential markers, or to single out lexical expressions with
different evidential meanings as well as combinations of grammatical and
lexical tools within a single proposition. One could study the distinctions
in the use of the evidential strategies I have singled out in literary vs.
vulgar Latin or in the works belonging to different literary genres. The
pragmatic and discourse functions of Latin evidentials also seem to
deserve close attention. All these topics look forward to being a subject of
further investigations.

Elena Zheltova
St Petersburg State University

e.zheltova@spbu.ru
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The paper aims at drawing attention to certain phenomena in Latin which can be
treated as evidential strategies. In Introduction, a brief overview of the existing
viewpoints concerning the grammatical category of evidentiality is provided, then
a question of the interrelation between evidentiality and epistemic modality is
touched upon and author’s methodological approach to the issue is outlined.

In the main part of the paper, the author provides an overview of the linguistic
strategies used to mark the main types of access to information, i.e. direct
(perceptual) evidence, indirect inferential (or presumptive) evidence, and indirect
reported evidence. The author singles out thirteen morphological and syntactic
means to express different kinds of evidential values (e.g. Infinitive or Participle
constructions, historic present, modal use of the subjunctive mood with inferential
or reportative overtones, logophoric use of the reflexive pronouns etc.). The
author’s claim is that these strategies belong to the grammar rather than to the
lexicon of the Latin language and, therefore, can be treated as evidential strategies.
Considering these grammatical phenomena as evidential strategies may enrich
one’s understanding of the Latin language and help to realize that the traditional
inventory of grammatical forms and constructions can express many more values
than one might have expected.

ABTOp CTaTbU CTABUT IICPE] CO60171 cJIeayromue 3aaayu: BbIACIUTb B JIATUHCKOM
A3BIKE JIIEMEHTBI, KOTOPbIe MOI'YT ObITh Ha3BaHbI YBHACHINAIBHBIMH CTPATETHUs-
MH, ¥ TIOKa3aTb, YTO ITU CTPATETHMH OTHOCATCS CKOpee K IPaMMAaTHYECKHM, YeM
K JICKCHYECKUMH CPEZICTBAM BBIPKCHHUSI KATErOPHH IBUICHIMAILHOCTH. Bo BBe-
JICHUU MIPECTABIICH aHAJMTUUECKUI 0030p CYLIECTBYIOIIUX TOYEK 3PEHHUS O NIPH-
pone u croco0ax BBIPAXKEHHs HBHIACHIMAIBHOCTH B PA3HbBIX SA3BIKAX; OTACIBHO
paz0HpaeTcsi BOIPOC O COOTHOLICHHH KaTeropuid 3BHACHLIUAIBHOCTH U DIUCTE-
MHUYECKOH MOJIQIbHOCTH, KOTOPBIH INPEICTABISETCS BAXKHBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY 4YacTh
MAapKEPOB 3BUACHIHUAIBHOCTH B JIATBIHU OAHOBPEMEHHO CIIYXKUT JJI0 BBIPAXKCHUS
MOJIaJIbHBIX 3HAYeHUI{; 000CHOBBIBACTCS BBIOOP TEPMHHA “IBHICHINAIBHBIC CTPa-
Terun” ISl OTIMCAHUS PEIEBAHTHBIX SBIICHUH.

B m1aBHO# 9acTy cTaThy aBTOP NOCIIEI0BATEIBHO pa30dUpaeT JaTHHCKIE MOp-
¢onornyeckre U CHHTAaKCHYEeCKHE CPe/ICTBa MaPKUPOBAHUS JOCTYNA K MH(pOpMa-
IIMM B COOTBETCTBHUHU C IPUHATON KJIacCU(pUKaLMeH: oKa3aTeau IpsMOTo A0CTy-
na, KOCBEHHbIC HH(EPECHTHBHBIC 1 KOCBEHHBIC PEIIOPTATUBHBIC MMoKazaresu. s
Ka)XJI0 OOHapy>KeHHOW B JIATHHCKOM SI3bIKE 3BHJCHIMAIBLHON CTpPAaTErHH aBTOP
HaXOoAUT Mapauiejiv B APYTrUux A3bIKaXx. B HTOI'C, B apCCHAJIC JIaTUHCKUX MAapKEPOB
JOCTYyINa K HHpOpMay 00HapYXUBAeTCs 3 CTPATEruy MPSMOro AOCTyIIa, 5 CIIo-
co00B BBEIpaKeHUsI WH(EPEHIHATBHOH (TPE3yMITUBHOW) 3BUACHINATHHOCTH
n 5 — penopraruBHOW. B 3aKkiroueHNM HaMeyaroTcsl HarpaBiICHUs JajlbHEHIINX
I/ICCﬂeﬂOBaHI/Iﬁ KaTeropyuu 3BUACHINAJIBHOCTU B JIATUHCKOM A3BIKE.
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