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THE GLASSICAL REVIEW.

ON DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS,

In the following notes, which deal mainly
with the De Compositione Verborum, I have
followed primarily the new Teubner text of
Usener and Radermacher (referred to as
U. R.), of which vol. 1 appeared in 1899,
vol. 2 in 1904,

1.5 e péddovor pyy mav . .
el ovvbijoew.

Considering (1) the rarity of such a mix-
ture of tenses, (2) the frequency in MSS of
this particular error, the writing of present
for future when they are very similar, we
should probably read Aéfew.

. Ayew pyd

tbid. els &) Todro 70 pépos b det mpdrov véors
doxetobar.

Write véovs. The dative with the passive
present, though of course possible, is un-
likely in Dionysius. doxd can take two
accusatives.

tb. 6 éawv & éyyévmral pot o'xo)\;f.
Probably éav 8¢ yévprar. Is there any
parallel for such a use of éyyiyveofar ?

. , ’ 3 _~ - s,
Zb. 7 TOLAY KPATILOTNY QVTWY €Val WELGO}LG,L.

21. 146 7as pévror yevxas adrijs Sracdopis
Tavras evor welfopar povas.

I suspect weffopar in both these places—
in spite of Goerar following almost imme-
diately in the latter—should be 7{fepas, 2s in
21. 145 €ldicds pév dwagopas moMas opédpa
elvat r{fepor.  Schifer in this third passage
would substitute weifopar for 7{feuar (see his
note), but it seems more natural to cay ‘I
make three classes,” ‘I lay it down that
there are many distinctions,” than to say
warmly ‘I am convinced’ that there are.
Such uses of rifévar, rifecbar are very com-

mon in Plato and Aristotle. So again in

26. 215 yélwros dfiov Tifepar

4. 29 Tois pév odv dpyalots SAiyov Selv waoL

woAs) émiTidevais v adrob. . . xpdve & TaoTepov
wavrdracw HueAify kai oddels gero Setv dvay-
xatov adrd elvat .

For 3etv, which can hardly be right, U. R.
rather strangely suggest Aouwdv mow. The
error seems very unlikely., It is more
probable that 8eiv represents an infinitive
governed by d. elvar, and itself governing
adrd, e.g. obdeis Gero twrurndedew 4. abrd dval
émrpdevew suggests itself from émridevos
preceding, and the partial similarity of gero
might occasion the mistake; but no doubt
various verbs would do as well,

6. 39 Betv v perd rivos dppoldpevor wépuke
Kkadiy kai §Beiav Afyecfar avivyiav.

It is very improbable that anyone would
put a future infinitive after wéduxe. Scores
of infinitives must be found after it in
Greek literature : is there another case of
the tense being future? Perhaps we should
read 7{ perd 7tivos 6. < ds> wéduke k. K. ).
Ajperar o Two or three times over in this
chapter we have both Mjyerar (wérepov
Ajferar and xaro wolas éyxhivets . . . Mjferar),
and wéduxe with present infinitive,

b, 40 I think w&s must be repeated before
droxpodoar, or some equivalent in its place.
‘With kal rpirov €l x.7.)., we cannot carry on
the force of the w&s above. .

A foew lines below (41) I cannot see why
U. R. should alter 7ds odx duewov to wos e
7 dpewov. oix dpewov is a familiar expres-
sion, practically = undesirable, to be avoided,
better not, and gives just the sense here ve-
quired in contrast with érirydelws.

9. 50 redela yap dv 7 Aébis v . . . 70 8¢
pérpov diknTo Kai obx &v Eoyev v viv éxe
Xdpw.

After ov in pérpov has not dv fallen
out ¢

11. 55 7y weipav adryv mapéfopar pdprvpa
Jv ody oldv 1e SaBdAhew Tols kowols wdfesw
Spoloyovuéryy.

Schifer expresses SwBdA\ewv by reicere,
agreeing with the old trauslation quam
arguere potest memo. This may be right,
but 7jv may also be the subject and 8. mean,
as it sometimes does, deceive,

13. 71 Gawep yip H0eld 7is yiverar Aéés,
otTw yevvaia Tis dpa.

For dpa U. R. suggest érépa. Perhaps
dM\\y, as dAld and dpa are certainly some-
times confused.

15. 87 pellwv . . .

péver

¥ \ ¥ -~
éorat . . . kai &re Bpaxeia

Obviously upevel. So too probably five

lines above,
ib. 89 ob Ty adriv.
MSS vary between ob and otire.
y
oV Ti.

Perhaps

18. 112 & yap dvopara ketraw Tols wpdy-
paow o5 &rvyer.
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The MSS have ékxeirar and éykeirar. Per-
haps éxi- or even gvy-kerai, as there was
probably some reason for the éx and éy.

ib. 118 dmép &v érépwbi pow Syhodrar cadéo-
Tepov.

dediAwrar may be conjectured.

ib. 126 In the quotation from Hegesias
a man is stripped naked and dragged about
rough ground: wloduevos 8¢ kaxols wepl
wod\ds TpaxvTyras éxpalev. mihodpevos xaxols
seems possible in itself, but strange in com-
bination with wepi moAlds Tpaydryras. Is it
too bold to suggest that it stands for an
earlier eilovpevos kaxds

20. 136 domep orav vbvpdpela pndév SAws
Npds TapdrTew unde wapalvweiv.

So the MS which U. R. call F; others
have rapdrty and wapalvry. - I am inclined
to suggest Tapdrrov and wapadvwoiv.

22. 167 yevouéry should be ywopéry, 1
think, as twice above Ty ywouévyy and ai
ywipevar.

25. 198 By another trifling change xé\lou
should be written uéAler.

1b. 199 and 203 Is & dvamaiorev pvfudv
really right, or should it be dvaraioTicéy ¥

6. 204 Did D. mean to call the De
Corona the finest of speeches or the finest
of Demosthenes’ speeches? In the second
case read dv éyd kpdmioTov dwodalvopmar wdv-
Tov <TGV>> Adywr.

26. 213 &yywra paiverar Adyois 70 . . . we
wAavpuévor.

\ A 4 fl
T TewAavnpéva t

b, 214 &5 8¢ 46D Suupetv k.7 A

As there is a &s just before, it would be
neater to write ¢ here.

5. 224 In the last words of the book dv
seems entirely out of place, and U. R.
ought not to have introduced it. It is easy
to see how owovdalav grew out of omwovdaia.

I add a note or two on the other writ-
ings.

De Imit. 428 oikovopios < évexev> or
<xdpw>?% . Cf. 430 lines 3 avd 7. Other-
wise the various genitives seem without
construction.

Ad Pomp. 1. 750. Probably éx’ (for &)
adrals going with Swariféuevos.

b. 8. 766. ypdpar pé <Ti>mwepl adriiv?
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ih. 3. 776 The Aeire, inserted by the edd.
should surely be Aefwerar, if they mean is
left, remains,

ib. 6. 783 Slightly alter the order and
read dnuaywyols Te kal oTpaTyyols.

©b. 6. 785 xal pot Soxel wos . . . 6 pvbevdpevos
& "Adov . . eracuds émi TOv kel SikaoTdV
olrws drpifys elvar Gs & did ThHs @eomdumwov
Ypadns yiyvépevos.

A pointed sentence has lost its point
here by an unlucky accident which does not
seem to have been detected. We have to
read <odyx> olrws dkpijs.

Ars. Rhet. 1. 1. 225 oixreipdvrov tov Gebv
70 dvfpbmeov émimovov <byv> yévos? Other-
wise the words are more like poetry than
prose.

2. 1. 233 Read ye for re after Yuyals.

7. 6. 277 Wva py kai Yuxy kal copare AN
Tixy paMdov Ooxbow T9 Wy  Kexpiobar
Sauppe may have been right in omitting
xa{ before yvxyj. In any case should not
paAdov be uévov? The same correction
seems very probable (Pflugk) in Dio. Chrys,
45. 10.

9. 1. 322 dnéyer <Tob> 0OpOids Méyew?

b. 8. 331 Aéyovew pev a évavria, mpdrTovow
8¢ Ta évavria.

évavria so repeated is hardly Greek. The
first seems an accidental anticipation of
the second, representing some such word as
7rpoo'ﬁl<ovra.

ib. 8. 348 rois 8¢ Sjuots wikpdrepov.

It is hard to believe this should not be
Spudrars or 7@ djpe (made plural by the
influence of 7ois Bacihetor). D. could
scarcely follow the use of [I. 12. 213.

de Or. Ant. 1. 446 1 incline to think
oboias should be oixias, to which dpxew is
more suited. So diowkely wéhes in the cor-
respondiag part of the next sentence. The
same confusion occurs in MSS of Lysias and
Isocrates.

Lysias 3. 459 mepi rév émoTolidv adrod
kal €T tLpLkdV kal TV GAAwv.

Surely épwrikdv, as Sylburg suggested
long ago. Well known from the Phaedrus.

4, 462 &s ve (3s 7e. dore) obdev Tols Sk
Xetpos  Exovor Tov dvdpa olre dratpoloylus
otre doagpelas 86€av Aafeiv.

U. R conjecture and read 8¢feiev dv for
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S8fav. Sdfav AauBdvew is a good Greek
expression (e.g. Xen. Cyrop. 1. 6. 22 €l &y
weloais érawely e wodlods Srws 86fav AdBots),
but AepBdvew T (undév) dxatpoloyias 18
perhaps more questionable. In any case I
would suggest retaining 86fav and insert-
ing something, e.g. 8dfav AafBeiv < dixatos dv
30Kot.'17>.

Tsaeus 4. 592 wavros pdhwora ought, one
would think, to be either wdvrwv pdlora
or mwavtos palov.

Demosth. 2. 956 4 & érépa Mébis § Auryy
kai depelnys kai Soxodoa karackeviy Te Kai
loxiv v wpos Birny Exew Adyov kal Opoid-
T wohdods mév éoxe wai dyafods dvpas
wpoordras.

As this stands, wpds is unintelligible nor
can karaokevi), loxds, and SuowéTys really be
coordinated. A little reflection however
suggests that after Adyoy another word
parallel to duowdtyra, probably oikeidryra,
has fallen out. What D, says of this style
is that its affinity and similarity to ordinary
speech is its xarackewj and ioxis. For
oikeldT)s wpos cf. e.g. Ar. Pol. 1262 b 19 mp
oikeworyra THY Wpos GAAfAovs.

0. 23. 1026 76 pev odv &khéyav ... e T

’ » 3 3 Ié by ) 2
kdkigTov €lpyTat . . . odk édoxipalov: T6 & &
dpdorépwy pdhiora eddokipotvrwv, Tatra wap’
dAApha feis éferdlew T& KpelrTw TobTO Ed0fRl
elvar dixaiov.

THE CLASSICAL REVIEW,

There seem to be two mistakes here.
First xdciorov should be xdxwv (like udAov
perhaps for pdhiora above). The superla-
tive is too strong, and the confusion of the
two forms is by no means uncommon.
Secondly 75 8¢ k.7.A. yields no proper sense
or construction. U. R. cite the conjectures
wap’ ducporépors and wap’ ducporépw, but these
do not really mend matters. I would read
Ta & é Tdv dudorépuy pdhiore ebdokiypotvra,
Tavra «.7.A. The participle was probably
miswritten under the influence of the geni-
tive preceding it. The nominative fels is
not strictly grammatical with todro elvar
8ikatov, but this irregularity occurs else-
where.

Thuc. 2. 813 kal 008 obros fuds 6 Aoytouds
<obk> elonAev

tb. 9. 826 7dv wpd abrod .. § xard TémoUS
pepuldvrov  Tas dvaypagds 7 kardk xpdvovs
ebmapaxolovfirovs.

Perhaps the adverb edrapaxolovfijrws. So
in 37. Y08 jpuyvevuévov oix edmapaxolov-
Ojrws.

ib. 51. 940. For the ofrw and roiro of the
MBS I suggest aird. ovrw leaves moiotvres
without any proper object. '
ib. 52. 942 zapdfoper kol mapefdueba ?
Future tenses seem called for.
H. RicHARDs.

LONGINUS ON THE RHYTHM OF DEMOSTHENES.

(De Sublimitate, Cmar. XXXIX § 4, De Corona 188.)

SymAdy yé mov Sokel vénpa kal ot TG ovri
VYAV Y€ TOU OoKeL VONMA. Ka. A
’ .Y -~ 7 L4 yd k)

favpdoiov, 6 76 Ymdiopare 6 Anpocbéams émi-
Péperr ‘TovTo TO Yrjopa TOV TéTE T WOAeL
weptoTdvTa kivduvov wapedlely émoinoev, domep
védos” AN adrijs Tijs Savolas oix EAarTov T
dppovia wedpovyTar Ghov Te yop éml Tév SaxTu-

~ 1 2
Aikdv elpyras puBudv' edyevéorator 8 obrot kal

- »
peyebomool, 86 kal TO Npgov, dv loper kdAAi-

, ,.
TTOV, MéTPOV TUNOTAGL TOTE *émelTorye ék TS
IV~ s\ ’ 4 o \ 30/

idlas aird yxdpas perdfes, dmor 8y éféAes,
¢ -~ A ’ 4 7 3 7’ Y
TOUTO TO YpLopa, GomEp Vvédos, émoinoe. TOV
’ 4 ~ 3 N N\ rd 7 3 ’
Tére KkivBuvov wapelfetv,’ ) v Ala plov dmwo-
koov ovAhafyy pdvov ¢éroinoe mwapedlev ds
vigos, kal eloy wdoov 7 dppovia TG TVe
quvxet. adTd yop TO ‘domep védos® éml
pakpod Tod wpdrov fubuol BéBnke, Térpact
kaTopeTpovpévov xporowss élatpebeians 8¢ ijs

-~ A (e , 3 3N ) ’
pias ovAhafis ¢ ds védos edfvs dxpuryprdlet

~ ~ \ 4 e L4

T ovykony 70 péyefos. ds umalw, eav émex-
Telvrys ¢ wapedeiv érolnoer bomepel végos,” T
adTo oppaive, od 70 avTo 88 &ru wpoowimTet,
o ~ ’ ~ E'd 7 \
8TL TG kel TOV dxpwv xpovey ouvekAlerar kal

~ \n @ Y 7’
Suaxardrar 76 Byos TO dmwéTomov.

IF any satisfactory explanation of this
passage has been suggested, it has escaped
(which does not seem likely) the diligence of
Professor Rhys Roberts. In his translation
the words GAov émi Tév SaxTvhikdv elpyrac
pufpdv are represented by ¢ the thought is
expressed throughout in dactylic rhythms’ ;
and in the criticgl appendix he cites, but
apparently without faith,a proposed interpre-
tation of this statement. Plainly, if this or
anything like it i1s what the Greek critic
means, there is, between his notion of rhythm



