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Philopatris

1. uf mov Tpikdpavov TeBéacar f'Exdrnv ¢E “A1dov éAnAvlviav,
xai Tivi Bedv éx wpovoiac ovviivrnkas; These questions are asked because
Kritias is looking pale and disturbed. In his edition] Anastasi rightly rejects such
translations as ex dei providentia or consulto, as «dando cosi alla frase un senso
diverso da quello, che essa richiede», and meets the problem by inserting <ov%> before
€x. But «have you met some god unintentionally?» implies that a mortal could meet
one by appointment, and in any case does not provide an expected alternative to the
sight of Cerberus or Hekate. A better contrast would be with one or more of the
Olympians. Such a sense could be restored by changing éx mpovoiag to <T&v> €k
Tpovdov. LSJ helpfully tells us who such gods might be: Athene, Hermes, Poseidon,
Apollo. For this use of €éx one may consult K-G .. 546. 448a, adding to the list there
Soph. OT 1051. Alternatively one could insert <t@v &vw» in front of @e@v. In that
case one would have to assume that the 1pdvoira belonged to the gods and not to
Kritias, and at first sight comparison with Timarion 2 might make such an explanation
colourable: Oeia TIc émxovproaca Tpdvoia THv Te 080V edudpnoe. But
that intervention was benevolent, and the language is unambiguous in telling us whose
mpévora is being referred to.

6. Tov IMooerdGva B¢ Tic d¢ odv Tplawvav év talv Xepoiv kpart@v
kol Sidtopdv TL kal katamArfkrikov Podi év 1@ moréuwt Joov
Evvedyiaor avépec i dexaxirior, dAAa xai oeoixfwv, & Tprepdv,
¢rtovouderar. Such is Anastasi’s text. The later edition of Macleoud in the Oxford
text series relieves us of the necessity of dwelling at length on the impossibility of 6¢
o¥v, though it does mention something in Vat. gr. 1322 which could not be accounted
for if the true text were simply 6¢ followed immediately by Tpicivav. With that in
mind we confront the problem of how to justify the «but also» of dAAa xai. The
simplest way out of our difficulty is to write 6¢ 0¥ <uévo>v Tpiatvav.

29 maolBto¢ vap nHude ov¥kx éxieiyer kai €O0voc nHudc od
kartamntorioer. There is some doubt over the second verb, but apparently none over
its subject: «1’infedele». Howevér, the use of this noun to denote «pagans» seems, to
judge from the evidence in Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon, to be confined to the
plural. Ambiguity would be banished, and palacography gratified, by kai <00veiov>
€0voc.

1 Incerti auctoris,DiAéwatpic ) 5idaoxkduevoc, recensuit praefatus est Rosarius Anastasi,
Roma 1968.



Hippocrates Epidem. VI

3.3 Aff0n 8¢ Tic tora¥tn: épdtnoac 6 T w¥Boito, ouikpdv Kai
dranmdv, mahv fpdra kol Exeyev abnic ¢ ovx €in elpnkdes. «.. et
pretendait aprés cela qu’il n’avait pas parlé». So Jouanna in the recent Budé edition,
who reviews (p. 185) all possible interpretations, rightly protesting that the traditional
‘as though he had not spoken’ «ne correspond pas au texte». True, but faced with the
choice of acquiescing in such elaborate explanations as «le malade disait qu’on ne lui
avait pas répondu», or, even more elaborately, «1’idée est que quand il répétalt sa
question, on le lui faisait remarquer; a quoi il répondait qu’ il n’avait rien dit» or
emending the text to give the more obvious, traditional sense, I should prefer t.he latter:

We ovx f6n eipnkdis.

8.1 yévveg 8¢ Euvvnypévor: xkal éwtovs 0d4vrag mAéov f uhAnyv
mwapsivar odk fv. «Les méchoires &taient serrées et il n’était pas possible que les
dents se relachent d’une distance plus grande que I’épaisseur d’une sonde». So
Jouanna, who explains that the subject of rapeivat is 686vrag, and EwTOUS is
«complement d’objet direct de Tapeiva. This is a valiant attempt to deal with the
Greek, but a strained one. We might have expected the sentence to begin yévveg 8¢
Euvnypévan EavTaic. «The jaws were clamped together, and it was not possible for
the teeth to let more than a spatula get past theny.

110.1 *Apiotwvi, dakTéAov 0dd¢ nAkwuévov EOV Tupetdi, doddeia.
«Chez Ariston, alors qu’un doigt de pied était ulcéré avec fiévre, il eut perte de netteté
dans la parole». Jouanna rightly comments «du point de vue medicale, la “perte de
" netteté dans la parole” est assez surprenante; on ne voit pas le lien avec la gangrene
du pied». True: but incoherence and fever go well enough together. Repunctuate as
naxwpévov, EVv TupeTdL doddera.

117.1 xai mote xai &Apic &' avto0 HifiAbev adpr: xai &dn, 6te
mopékere, xordidea T kol avtd TavTnt Sifier. «L’emploi de mvpéere
est tout & fait singulier». £¢n should not be followed by 611, nor do patients in
Hippocrates give an account of their own symptoms like this. We may add that
«whenever he had fever is a curiously casual first mention of fever, and the optative,
presumably of a repetitive action, is also very difficult to account for following, as it
does, the mote ... BiffABev «once there came». We might begin by replacing
rupéfere with mdpef fiel, describing the movement of the worm; and as for £€¢n,
read é&p<av>n. The translation will be «Once even a sizeable worm came through it,
and as it emerged bilious matter was seen because that too came out this way» (or
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possibly Ta ¥ 11, in the same way, by the same route). The word order XoAWdeax
&1 is now normal.

George Pachymeres

The following notes relate to Boissonade’s Paris edition of 1848, reprinted by
Hakkert, Amsterdam 1966. At times it may be that what are here advanced as
emendations are no more than minor corrections of misprints, such as we find on p.
113 (last line) pévog for pdvog; p. 143 Xapdia; p. 147 ZAov; p. 157
toodpovi{éunv; p. 196 TAauuéinua; p. 202 &vBpomov; p. 213 wai for kai,
and this caveat applies particularly to the first note below.

p. 8 xal 811 pév 0T Tupavvic Aéyer, xauol Tpoodnrel TO EyxAnuac
i 8¢ 10 maproTdv pe Ta& TEv TVpdvvwy Ppoveiv odxk Exer mapdysiv,
kav diappayein Aéywv €mi 1ol Pruartoc.. Punctuate as ti 8¢; 1o
TAPLOTAY ...

| p. 9 Itis as if you were to accuse of treason one who, from great good will, kept watch

over the city at night in case the enemy got in unobserved through the negligence of
the guards. dAMN’ o¥1’, olpar, dvovovs éxeivoc Tadta ToiGv: ot Eyd
Tupavvikod ¢Ppoviparoc tyxieféinv, 11 mavomriag éxtdunv dadp
Tfi¢ MéAews. The person who watches over the city is a theoretical, not a real, figure,
and since his actions have already been described as originating ¢§ mOAAfiG
evvoiac the question whether he is 8¥0vov¢ in so watching has already been
answered. Read 8¥ovov¢ éxeivog <& tadTa moi@v. I am no more d¥ovovg
than that person. Thereafter £yxAeiBnv <dv>, subject to the reservations expressed
below in the note on p. 225.

p. 11 aara i ye dAra 10 éxmipxdc Qv wpdG tvpavvidoc émiBeoiv.
«Num Qv £in?» asks Boissonade. Past tenses follow explaining that the speaker had
in fact no such aspirations. That being so, we might prefer to settle for the
palaeographically easier &v <Av> .

p. 13 €ideté mote, PéATioToL, Bixa PBovAA¢ xal Sopuvdpdpwv xai Tod
TAOVLTEIV THpavvov; Boissonade eloquently remarks «Tyrannus, sine senatu, quid
mirum?». Less eloquently he suggests émpovAfic. Better would be Aépng, which
gives a contrast with fiuepov in the next sentence, and is what you might expect from
a tyrant: cf, Plat. Gorg. 473 c.
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p. 18 xai VYueic uév radra ovvoidaré por, xai émi koaipod
paptTuproate. Perhaps just a misprint, but in any event read paprvproere,
agreeing with the idea in the previous paragraph, Tdvrac duot mapacticopat
HAPTLPAG.

p. 34 xal ovk émeyndilecOé por ta vépa xal dwpéac ov pikpds; Eyd
pugv ovx olpar MoOAADV, AAAG kal Tpd TAv Epywv ue éxaAeite Qv
ebepyéTnv. Boissonade conjectured ovk olpot MOAAGT Béw (did he mean
TOAAOT?) or olpat TOAAGL pdAAOV, GAA, giving a strange «much more, buty.
Let us give our indignation freer rein, and write ovx olpa pa "ATGAAW, GAA...

p. 41 TpdTWG ox€dov Opd Bikaortrhpiov xal dikaotas kabnuévovs
kal ovvnydpovs kal kartnydpovs, kai tov¢ &m TA¢ tdfews, odg
ovx £Eeyévetd pot PAémery ovxvdxic. It is close to nonsense to say that he is
seeing as for the first time a court which he had not seen often before; but it would not
be nonsense to say that he had seldom seen so many people in court (or the reference
may be solely to Tovg €nt Tfi¢ TdEews) as now. Not ov¢ then, but §ooveg.

p. 44 o0 Eevév por B¢ T yeviioeTar, €1 Tap’ adTdv émouvoiunv wap’
v moArdkic eiddTwv €dexdunv 10v Emaivov. Boissonade suggested
iddvrwv. I would prefer €ixd Tw¢g, which suits 08 Eévov as well as the
aydoovral ¢ €1k6¢ which is shortly to come. The very last words of this speech
(p. 58) are xa1 TOv {wypddov, d¢ €ikde, EmouvroeTe.

p. 59 odx oida moionc mpopdoeor kivndeic kal i mtabdv EE Euod, &l
uf fv TAvTeC OpvAAEiITE vikny kal EAevOepiav TAC TOAEWS, KAl 0VK
" olda €l ddkver Tobtov avTr. The demonstrative aiTn is called for.

p. 80 The speaker declares he is willing to die, with honour, for his country. Ti paté;
yvdune tadto kakic; yvdune doriac mpdc Tiv martpida; kol €l
yoxfic $0erokdrov tabTa, oxoAft vy’ &v €repoi miva karokayabiag
£otou yvwpiopara. The rhetoric, and logic, plainly require é0eAoxkdkov.

p. 83 In the strange world of these declamations there is a law requiring three days
deliberation before going to war. But the news is bad, and the need pressing. xai 1)
ravree pdv wpodc THv dewviv tadtnv dyyeriav tedrimact ... mept B’
avtod m6éte kal @3¢ Npiv §itéov €i¢ mOAepov there is dispute. What is
abto’? Either we must have adto ToD «but as for the actual when and how...»,
or more simply just redivide as wepi 8’ ad tod...
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p. 85 xai oida pév Adyov Aéywv, ov 0¥d’ dudv Tivec katadéEavror
duws Eotw ToTTO. It seems unlikely that «some of you» have already refused to
accept the arguments now being voiced shortly after the receipt of bad news.
katadéEaivt’ &v was more to be expected or just katadéEovro: see on p. 225.

p. 106 The subject of the declamation is to be the prosecutor’s speech in a case where
a hero of the state, having solicited and been granted as his reward the death of a
citizen, is revealed as having already taken advantage of this peculiar privilege, 66ev
ok Exwv émaiveiv todtov TRV Tpdfiv (presumably double accusative if
sound) éraiv@d v Sidvoiav, 811 oltw TV aitnowv perexeipioev. The
plain statement éraiv@ is contrary to the whole tenor of the prosecutor’s speech.
Either we must write <T@¢> €Taiva, or else just content ourselves with a question
mark after petexeipioey.

pp. 126-27 EEexéxvvto yap TAv KAOL@v EKQoTOC 0UK AVELUEVWG KOl
puatnv, aAr’ dmhoic ateppoic kartdPpaxtos, kai ddpv Kivdv, kol
uéATwv “Apn, kai ¢oPepov avaPaivwv irmov.

Boissonade is unworried by the plural verb with €xaagTog, but wonders why the
following participles are singular. But would not €kaa1o¢ ... kKatdppakrol be
stranger still? If change is called for, it costs little to write £é{exéxvTo. But what of
$oPepdv? Boissonade grimly notes «Codex sic». Now the word gofapdv would
suit the context, and is used of horses; so we might think of gopapo® ... ‘inrov or
goPpapdv ... irmov. But it is also used of song (LSJ s.v. II. 2), and this opens up a
more attractive line of restoration: xai péamwv *Apn gofapdv, kal
avapaivwv irmov. At this point it might be objected that, if the words kai
¢oPepdv are to be reversed, we might as well keep dpopepv. But observe that the
spirited note being struck by a gofapdv is an excellent introduction to the words
which follow, kai odv yevvaiot kal dpeik@t ppovripart, and if there had
been at any time confusion in the text between goPapév and poPepdv, writing one
word above the other by way of correction could easily have led to a subsequent
confusion of word order.

At the end of the paragraph we read, as a conclusion to an account of a rout of their
own troops, kai ei pun fv d&vwbev ouvyxva t& purrodueva, kdv
VREPEAXOV KATA KPATOC, kKai TL kal TAvV dewvotdrwv éyéveto. The text
may be sound, but what has already been described qualifies as «very terrible». The
author may have intended to convey that even worse things might have happened: i. e.
kai T kol T@v dewvotépwv.

p. 152 xai T évtetBev tic &v éEeimeiv iox¥oou If the form is permissible
in this author, who commonly uses -€1€ terminations, read ioxvoa1. Alternatively
ioxy¥oer: «Cum futuro &v non repudiandum» - Boissonade p. 81 n. 2.
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p. 183 i yodv cavtdv odx éArefopilec, xai, poitdv é¢ vopotpifwyv,
pavldves vépov akpipetav. It is not possible to construe the double accusative,
so therefore read either véuov or, more likely, vépwv.

p- 219 dpec €n’ ddeliac Opnveiv ue v ovpdopdv. dvardyicor pdv
E0ére1c kol TV avdyknv ThA¢ P¥oews: avardyigor B kol AV
avayknv 1o otivonr ta aloxiota. €é0éAeic cannot be construed,
surrounded as it is by imperatives. The addition of an iota will do the trick: e<i>

OéreLC.

p- 221 “Ivat toivvv obtoc kai {foctay; iva & marpdsc Epya meprdv
Exeivog pprdontar; &AL’ od mpoogixev ovd SAwc. GAN iva xprioipoc
txeivog davein; arl’ eic ToOto oxkomodvree évovBetobuev... There is no

justification for the optative. A subjunctive parallel to piurjonton will give us pavt.

p. 225 S1a TobTo PBdvw TEAécaC €yd & wdc xai dAAoc dikaiwe
kpivwy elpydoarto. «I did what any other father would have done» or «would do»
is the sense expected, and this is confirmed by what follows: 0¥to¢ oYk Qv
HANWE, &1 uf S1d T mAnuueAfqpoara, afiwe xoAdosie. So read kpivwy
<8vs elpydoato or <&v> eipydaaito. Although the question of whether George
Pachymeres could ever use a potential verb without dv has not been resolved with
certainty, his normal practice is to follow the classical model. A similar problem arises
at the bottom of p. 248: ¢ £y Aéyw xai wdvrec ovudrioaiev. Here the
simplest way of achieving respectable grammar would be to change the kai to k&v.
Boissonade himself had qualms («videtur deesse dv) but refers to his p. 225 as
possible legitimation of the omission of the particle. There are a number of other
prima facie instances, where, however, the insertion of &v is never any Herculean
effort, as we shall see in a moment in the note on p. 243, and as we have seen already
in the note on p. 9.

p. 243 The speaker cites cases where in the over-riding interests of the city established
laws or conventions were ignored. T0v TA¢ TavoeArivov véuov KkatéAvoav
ol Aaxedarpdviol, Emeidn dvAdrrovrec éxgivov ddEnc paxpdc T1od
d6Ear xpeitrove Ilepodv éotepriOnoav: pvev kereder Oepui1oTOKARC
t¢m tfic Qaldoong, xoat A6Ay £Gv tExripn kal petaPipdlecOot
7pdc ta¢ valds. On pakpdc Boissonade comments that the epithet is
‘inexspectatum’, and wonders if it is chosen by way of imitating a poetic source. If
indeed a poetic source does lie behind these words we might be tempted by
paxapiag. Those of us who resist such a temptation will more prosaically favour
dxpog. Since «they were deprived of the supreme glory of being seen to be superior
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to the Persians» is contrary to historical fact, and what we need is an expression of the
Spartans’ motives, we might follow the same course as we did just above, and write
totepriOnoav <dvs. That would in turn assist us in finding the right answer to the
inscrutable pvetv, namely auidvery,

* % & &k ¥

It looks as though George Pachymeres was familiar with something like the ‘Jena
Recension’, to use Turyn’s terminology, of Sophocles, i.e. an edition which contained
only Ajax and Electra. On p. 48 n. 3 Boissonade’s line reference should be corrected
to Ajax 313. Boissonade leaves unnoticed three further quotations from the same play:
p- 129 line 7 alludes to Ajax 1290; p. 145 line 5 to v. 534; p. 227 line 3 to v. 1039
(welcome confirmation of the wisdom of accepting xeivov as in the Teubner text).
Then on p. 148 n. 2 Boissonade sees the source of Pachymeres’s expression as Eur.

IA 917, 1t was plainly Soph. EL. 771.

Cambridge Roger D. Dawe
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