
The Classical Review
http://journals.cambridge.org/CAR

Additional services for The Classical Review:

Email alerts: Click here
Subscriptions: Click here
Commercial reprints: Click here
Terms of use : Click here

On Dionysius of Halicarnassus

H. Richards

The Classical Review / Volume 19 / Issue 05 / June 1905, pp 252 - 254
DOI: 10.1017/S0009840X00992734, Published online: 27 October 2009

Link to this article: http://journals.cambridge.org/abstract_S0009840X00992734

How to cite this article:
H. Richards (1905). On Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The Classical Review, 19, pp 252-254
doi:10.1017/S0009840X00992734

Request Permissions : Click here

Downloaded from http://journals.cambridge.org/CAR, IP address: 130.88.90.140 on 08 Apr 2015



252 THE QLASSICAL REVIEW.

ON DIONYSITTS OF HALICARNASSUS.

IN the following notes, which deal mainly
with the De Compositions 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 el p.eXXovo-1 firj irav . . . Xeyeiv p.r)o*
tll<fj (TVvOrj(T€lV.

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 Xe£eiv.

ibid, eh Srj rovro TO //.epos o Set irpStTov veots

Write veovs. The dative with the passive
present, though of course possible, is un-
likely in Dionysius. O.<TKS> can take two
accusatives.

ib. 6 eav 8' iyyevrjraC p.oi

Probably eav Be yevrjTai. Is there any
parallel for such a use of eyyiyvecrOai ?

ib. 7 iroi'av Kpari<jTf\v airwv eivai rreidopxu.

2 1 . 146 r a s fuevTOL yeviKa.% avT^s 8ia<j>opas
ravras elvai irefflop.ai p.ova's.

I suspect ireldopxu in both these places—
in spite of Byo-erai following almost imme-
diately in the latter—should be riOepuu, as in
2 1 . 145 tiSucas pev Siatpopas TroAAas o~<f>68pa
ehairfflefmi. Schiifer in this third passage
•would substitute •jm#o/«u for Tidepxu (see his
note), but it seems more natural to say ' 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 TiOevai, riOetrdai are very com-
mon in Plato and Aristotle. So again in ,
26. 215 yeAwros a£iov rC0ep.au

4. 29 TOIS p.ev ovv apyawis oXvyov helv 5ra<ri
iroWrj hnT-qBeva-ii rfv avrov. . . 'xpovta 8' xxrTepov
iravra.Tra<Tiv r)p.e\iq6r] (cat ovSeis oitro Seiv dvay-
KOCOV avro elvai. •

For Seiv, which can hardly be right, U. R.
rather strangely suggest Aoraw now. The
error seems very unlikely. I t is more
probable that Sew represents an infinitive
governed by <i. «7vai, and itself governing
avro, e.g. ovSeis <Sero em.rr]8eveiv a. avrb etvai.
iirirqfieveiv suggests itself from £7rmj8ev<ris
preceding, and the partial similarity of wero
might occasion the mistake; but no doubt
various verbs would do as well.

6. 39 ISeiv TI p.era rt'vos app.ot,6p.evov Tretpvue
KOXTJV KOI fjhelav k-qif/ecrdai (rvijryiav.

It is very improbable that anyone would
put a future infinitive after ire<f>vKe. Scores
of infinitives must be found after it in
Greek literature: is there another case of
the tense being future 1 Perhaps we should
read TI p.era TtVos d. < d>s > Tre<pvKe K. K. fj.
XtjtJ/erai ar. Two or three times over in this
chapter we have both Ai^erai
kyif/erai and Kara irotas ey/cAio-ets . . .
and TrecpvKt with present infinitive.

ib. 40 I think irS>% must be repeated before
arroKpova-ai, or some equivalent in its place.
With (cat rpirov el K.T.X., we cannot carry on
the force of the 7r5s above.

A few lines below (41) I cannot see why
U. R. should alter Trios OVK ap.eivov to TTWS ev
ri ap.eivov. OVK ap.ei.vov is a familiar expres-
sion, practically = undesirable, to be avoided,
better not, and gives just the sense here re-
quired in contrast with S

9. 50 reAeta yap av f/ Ae£<s rjv . . . TO Se
p.erpov rjBiKrjTO Kal OVK av ecr^ei/ rjv vvv l^ei

After ov in p,erpov has not av fallen
out ?

11 . 55 TIJV ireipav avrqv irapii;op.ai pAprvpa.
rjv ov)( otov T£ Sta/3aAAeiv Tots KOIVOW TrdOeo-iv
bp.o\oyovp.eyr)v.

Schafer expresses 8iafidk\eiv by reicere,
agreeing with the old translation quam
arguere potest nemo. This may be right,
but rjv may also be the subject and 8. mean,
as it sometimes does, deceive.

13. 71 wo-irep yap •f/Be'ia. TK yiverai. Ae£i?,
OVTO> yevvaia TIS apa.

For apa U. R. suggest erepa. Perhaps
aAA?7, as dAAa and apa are certainly some-
times confused.

15. 87 p-eitfav . . . corai . . . (cat ert

Obviously p,evel. So too probably five
lines above.

ib. 89 ou Trjv avrrjv.

MSS vary between ov and OUT*. Perhaps
OV TL.

18. 112 TO. yap 6vop.aTa Ketrai TOIS Trpay-
p.ao~iv <b? etv^ev.
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The MSS have eVxeiTai and eyKurai. Per-
haps on- or even o-uy-Keixai, as there was
probably some reason for the IK and ey.

ib. 1 1 8 virtp fi>v irepwOi jjioi SyjXovTai (rarf>i(T-

Tepov.

SeSiJAamu may be conjectured.

ib. 126 In the quotation from Hegesias
a man is stripped naked and dragged about
rough ground : 7rt\ov/ievos Se ica/cois irtp\
woAAas TpayyTryras expa^ev. irtAov^ievos KaKols
seems possible in itself, but strange in com-
bination with 7rcpi 7roXXas Tpa^uT^ras. Is it
too bold to suggest that it stands for an
earlier eiAov/oievos Ka/cu>s ?

20. 136 wcnrep orav ivOv/xui/AeOa. firjSkv oAws
i^u-as Tapdrreiv /«?Se vapaXvirelv.

So the MS which U. E. call F ; others
have TapaTTy and irapaXvirrj. I am inclined
to suggest Ta.pa.TTOV and napaXvTrovv.

22. 167 ytvo/jiivr] should be yivofievr], I
think, as twice above TTJV yivo/j.fvrjv and at
yivo/j.evai.

25. 198 By another trifling change ûeAAoi
should be written /uiAAet.

ib. 199 and 203 I s e£ dvairaicrToiv pv6fi.5>v
really right, or should it be d

ib. 204 Did D. mean to call the Be
Corona the finest of speeches or the finest
of Demosthenes' speeches ? In the second
c a s e r e a d ov iyio KpaTicrTov a.iro<f>a.ivoiJ.a.i TTCLV-

TOH' <T<il '> \6yiOV.

2 6 . 2 1 3 e y y i o r a <paiv€Tai A d y o t s T O . . . i r e -

i

TO. 7reirXavrjfji.iva 1

ib. 214 <us 8e d^tS Statpetv K.T.X.

As there is a ws just before, it would be

neater to write <u here.

ib. 224 In the last words of the book av
seems entirely out of place, and U. R.
ought not to have introduced it. I t is easy
to see how (nrovSatav grew out of S

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

De Imit. 428 oucovo/uas <eveKev> or
<Xapiv>? Cf. 430 lines 3 and 7. Other-
wise the various genitives seem without
construction.

Ad Pomp. 1. 750. Probably tir (for iv)
avrai'S going with SianBe/jLtvos.

ib. 3. 766. ypdif/ai p.€ <Ti>irepl

ib. 3. 776 The XeiVci inserted by the edd.
should surely be Xtiirerai, if they mean is
left, remains.

ib. 6. 783 Slightly alter the order and
read S^fiayuyots re KCIX o-TpaT-qyoi.'S.

ib. 6 . 7 8 5 Kdl /J.OL 8o/C€l 7T(1)S . . . 6 fX.v6(.VOp.iVO<S
iv "AiSov . . €^£Ta(r^tos ciri TOIV exei 8i/cao"To)i'
OVTWS aKpifirjs eivai a>s 6 81a Trji ®eoir6fi.Trov
ypatf>rjs yiyvo/jLevos.

A pointed sentence has lost its point
hera by an unlucky accident which does not
seem to have been detected. We have to
read <ou^> OVTWS

Ars. Rhet. 1. 1. 225 oiKTeipavTwv TS>V 6eu>v
TO avdp'oTTiiov ITTITTOVOV <ov> ycvos ? Other -
wise the words are more like poetry than
prose.

2. 1. 233 Read ye for re after ij/vxais-

7. 6 . 2 7 7 Zva fir/ KOU t/™xi7 *<*' a-u>/xaTi aXXa

TV)Qj fnaXXov 8oKoi(rtv TTJ T/TTr/ Key^p^crOai.

Sauppe may have been right in omitting
<cat before i/'vxil- I n n n v case should not
paXXov be povovi The same correction
seems very probable (Pflugk) in Dio. Chrys.
45. 10.

9. 1. 322 da-ex" <TOV> opOws \iyav 1

ib. 5. 331 Xiyovaw fj.lv TO ivavTia., irpaTTovaw
8c TO.

ca. so repeated is hardly Greek. The
first seems an accidental anticipation of
the second, representing some such word as

ib. 8. 348 rot? 8e 8>j/iot5

I t is hard to believe this should not be
^ j i s or ™ 8rjfx.(a (made plural by the

influence of TOIS /Jao-iAcOo-i). D. could
scarcely follow the use of II. 12. 213.

de Or. Ant. 1. 446 I incline to think
ovtrtas should be oiia'as, to which ap^eiv is
more suited. So BLOIKO.V •jrdAets in the cor-
responding part of the next sentence. The
same confusion occurs in MSS of Lysias and
Isocrates.

Lysias 3. 459 irep\ TU>V iirurroXiKwv avTov
Kal k TO. iplKUlV KOI TWV O.XXtt>V.

Surely ip<i>TiKa>v, as Sylburg suggested
long ago. "Well known from the Phaedrus.

4. 462 os ye (os re. wore) ovSei' TOIS 8tot
Yeip'os €^ov(TL TOV avSpa. OVT€ aKaipoXoyias
ovre a<ra<peias 86£av Xa/3ttv.

U. R conjecture and read 86£et,ev av for
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86£av. 86£av Xafjifidvtiv is a good Greek
expression (e.g. X e n . Gyrop. 1. 6. 22 ti Srj
Treitrais iiraivuv o~e 7roXXous O7ro)s 86£av XajSots),
but Xapfidveiv TI (/ji,ri$ev) dxaipoXoyt'as IS
perhaps more questionable. In any case I
would suggest retaining 86£av and insert-
ing something, e.g. 86£av Xafieiv <OYK<UOS av
Bi

Isaeus 4. 592 iravros /xdXiora ought, one
would think, to be either irdvTav fiaXurra
or 7ravros p-aXXov.

Demosth. 2. 956 17 8' frepa Xe'£ts fj XiTrj
Kal d<£eX?/s (cal SOKOCCTO KaracrKOJi/v re Kat

i' TTJV wpos ISuaTrjv e/^£ii' Xoyov »cal 6/toio-
TTOXXOVS /t€i/ Icr^e icai dya#oi>s dVSpas

As this stands, irpos is unintelligible nor
can KwracFKtvrj, la^us, and O/JLOIOT/JS real ly be
coordinated. A little reflection however
suggests that after Xoyov another word
parallel to 0/j.oioTiqTa, probably olKtiorqTa,
has fallen out. What D. says of this style
is that its affinity and similarity to ordinary
speech is its KaTao-Ktvrj and \XT\V';. For

Trp6*s cf. e.g. Ar. Pol. 1262 b 19 TTJV
TYJV irpo?

ib. 2 3 . 1 0 2 6 T O fitv ovv ei<\eyew . . . e i n
Ka.Ki<TTov eioijrai . . . oiiK iSoKi/JLai^ov TO 8' 1$

a[ji<poT(p<t>v /jLaXicrra ivBoKifiovvriav, r a v r a Trap'

a\Xr)Xa Oils eitrd^eiv TOL Kpeimo TOVTO S f
ttvai S

There seem to be two mistakes here.
First Kakurrov should be KOKIOV (like /JLSXXOV
perhaps for ^oXiora above). The superla-
tive is too strong, and the confusion of the
two forms is by no means uncommon.
Secondly TO Se K.T.X. yields no proper sense
or construction. U. R. cite the conjectures
imp' djx<f>OT€poi<s and -trap' afjL(j>0Tepm, but t he se
do not really mend matters. I would read
Ta 8' « T5>V a(i<j>OTepwV /xoiXioTa evSoKtfiovvTOf

Tavra K.T.X. The participle was probably
miswritten under the influence of the geni-
tive preceding it. The nominative 6eis is
not strictly grammatical with TOVTO etvat
Succuov, but this irregularity occurs else-
where.

Thuc. 2.. 813 Kat ov8' ouros rums o Xoyto-/«.os
<OVK> tlcrrjXOevi

ib. 9. 826 TUHV irpo avTov . . rj Kara TOTTOV%
t Tas avaypa.<pa.s rj KO.TO.

P e r h a p s t h e a d v e r b evTrapa.KoXovO-qTu><;. So
in 37 . 908 rjp/xrivevfjLevov OVK evTrapaKoXov-

ib. 51. 940. For the OVTID and TOVTO of the
MSS I suggest avTo. OVTW leaves
without any proper object.

ib. 52. 942 Trapd£ofiev KOX
Future tenses seem called for.

H. RICHAEDS.

LONGINUS ON THE RHYTHM OF DEMOSTHENES.

(De Sublimitate, CHAP. XXXIX § 4, Be Corona 188.)

infirjXov ye TTOV 8OKCL v6rj/J.a Kal eo-Ti T<O OVTI

$avfi.do~iov, o T<3 i^ijc^wr/taTi 6 ^rj/x.oo-Oivrj's iiri-

<j)£peC ' TOVTO TO lj/Tq<l>lO-IJLa TOV T0T€ TT) TToXtL

irepLordvTa KIV8VVOV irapeXOtiv iiroirjcrev, a>o~7rep

ve^ios'' dXX' avrrj<s T^S Siavotas OVK eXaTTOV TJJ
apfiovla. Tre<l>wvr]Tai,- oXov r e y a p iirl Ttov SOKTV-
XLKSIV tiprjrai pvOfiSiV f.vyevLo~TO.TOi 8' ovroi Kal

fieyeOoTrotoi, 810 Kal TO -fjpuiov, a>v ta^fv KaXXi-

O-TOV, fjLtrpov 0-WIO-TS.O-C TOT£ *€7retroty£ « T»)S

tStas avro ^topas futTdOe'}, oiroi Sr] iOeXci';,

' TOVTO TO ij/rjcpLO~(JLa., loo"irep vecpoi, iiroirjo'e TOV

Tore KIVSVVOV TrapeXOuv,' tj vr\ Ata fxlav ajro-

KOtj/ov (rvXXaftrjV fiovov ' iiroLrjcre TraptXOeiv tos
V€<̂ >os,' Kal iiaq TTOO~OV 17 ap/xovia TU> vij/€i

(rvvq^il. avTo yap TO ' (ocnrep ve'^os ' ETTI

flOLKpOV TOV TTpWTOV f>V0/J.OV fjl{$Y]Ke,

KaTafieTpov/xtvov 'xpovois' iiaipeOeLo-rji 8i

rrj o-vyKOirfj TO /«ye#os . ws efiiraXiv, iav i

T€LVTJ<; ' irapeXdeiv eTroLr]O~ev wo-Trepel v£<po<>,'

airro o~r)fjt.aiv€i, oi TO avro 8e ZTI Ttpoo-Tr'vK

on T<O fj.rJK€L TU>V aKpiov ^povtav o~vveKXveTai

S TO V^OS TO a7TOTO/j.ov.

I F 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
t h e words oXov m TOXV SaKTvXiKwv tXp-qraL
pvOfuwv are represented by ' the thought is
expressed throughout in dactylic rhythms ' ;
and in the critical appendix he cites, but
apparently without faith, a proposed interpre-
tation of this statement. Plainly, if this or
anything like it is what the Greek critic
means, there is, between his notion of rhythm


