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In the following note a few queries on Plutarch’s Vitae parallelae as
edited by K. Ziegler (1957- ) are raised on minor points with mainly a
plea for a greater consistency in spelling conventions. Up to now five volu-
mes of this new Teubner edition have been published (I 1 1957: 1 2 1959:
I111964:112 1968 : 111 1 1971) and of these the first volume appeared in 3rd
edition (1964) and in 4th (1969) whereas the second in 3rd edition (1964)1.

Ziegler’s edition is indeed an opus magnum which evokes admiration
for the thorough acquaintance of the editor with the author and for the edi-
tor’s astonishing erudition and acumen, which enabled him to improve the
text on innumerable occasions. Some of his suggestions are brilliant, other
are worthy of serious consideration by future editors of Plutarch. On the whole
Ziegler has laid future students of Plutarch’s Lives under deep obligation
and it is amazing how the standard of his scholarship seems to raise with
every new volume produced.

A work of such breadth, however, and of such a variety as regards
its contents is bound to defeat its editor at some point or other and to ma-
ke him slip or even err. Considering the limitations of human nature this is
understandable and what is surprising —to the present writer anyhow — is
the fact that Ziegler very seldom seems to go astray. Disputes concerning
the relevant merits of respective manuscripts in establishing the text apart,
the main drawback of this edition may for our purpose be summed up here
under the heading: spelling conventions. On these purports to concentrate
the present note which, needless to say, deals with trifles.

To begin with though the proof - reading was on the whole done except-
ionally well, a few printing errors remain in the Greek. The most serious
of those noticed and still in text are: Them. 10,7 read &v (instead of &¢);
Per. 24,9 Anuaveipa which is the reading of all prose - writers including Plu-
tarch (Mor. 278 f) (instead of Apdveipa unless meant to be a poetic form);
24,11 Midtd> (instead of MiAtw, see Aelian V. H. 12,1 Athen. 13. 576 d schol.
Aristid. 3 p. 468 D. Mvptd); 30,4 Méyapdde as usually instead of Meyd-
pade? or Meyapdde; Nic. 11,3. Ale. 13,4 “YrépBolog Ilepibotdng (instead
of HMeptBoidye); Demosth. 19,1 vegpéheoot (instead of vepéeact); Brut, 4,3

1. References to Plutarch’s Lives in general are to Ziegler’s latest edition
but e.g. Lyc. 5,14 (Z.) denotes a reference to Ziegler’s 1st edition and Galba 2 (S.)
a reference to Sintenis’ edition.

2. Probably after the form ‘A@idvaie (Herodianus 499,8 Lentz).
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armavthoas (instead of avavricas); Pomp. 28,5 &Enuepobrar (instead of 2&-
gpepolrae, which surprisingly enough occurs in Sintenis’ ed. 3,217 and in Zie-
gler’s 1st edition (1926)!, and perhaps Ant. 45.4 olgtoig (instead of dioTolc).

A feature of this edition as regards the principles followed in respect
of spelling conventions is that the editor decided — following the example of
Lindskog — to allow double spellings or forms of certain words to appear in
the text. This is to a certain point unavoidable and it is stated as a matter
of principle in the Praefatio of vol. 1 2 (1969) p. XIX: «De verborum
recte scribendorum ratione repetere libet Lindskogii in praefatione editionis
anni 1914 verba, quae sunt, severa orthographia sermonem Plutarchi con-
stringere non oportere. Ut exiguum sane lucrum, inquit, ex tali constantiae
studio facimus, ita negare quis audeat nos nimia severitate usos res vel ad
alias rationes vel ad fontes Plutarchi exquirendos graviores obscurare posse?
Quare et : alel, obdels: odbele, Suelv: dvolv, yivopar: ylyvopar, Oaracox:
Bdratra sim., prout quoque loco melior librorum auctoritas suadebat, scri-
psi. Ubi autem optimi codices, ut Seitenstettensis, semper vel semper fere
unam eandemque formam praebent, hanc in iis quoque vitis, ubi deest me-
liorum codicum fides, restituere no dubitavi. Sic &BeArrepla, quod S semper
praebet, et guhovixla2, quod saepissime, constanter scribendum esse censui.
Atque etiam contra meliorum librorum scripturas veras formas pelyvou’
telon olxtlpw dvdpela *Emapeivdvdag tacitus restituir.

It should be confessed that on principle I agree with the editor about
his plea for uniform spelling in cases like those mentioned above. There is
no objection to the forms &Perrepla guhovixta telow oixtipw dvdpeia *Ema-
uewwvdag perhaps even pelyvopt; but it comes as a surprise to find out
that the reading printed was not consistently followed throughout the text.
As a result we have (for instance): Phoc. 10,6 pthoveurtav; Cat. min. 51,3
phoverxiag; or, Phoc. 3,7 &vdplag and dvdplav (&vdpelag and dvdpetav A);
Cat. min. 8,2 avdplav (&vdpelav A) 44,14 dvdptav (&vdpetav AP1); 73,6 dv-
dplag (avdpetlag Zp); Dio 17,6 avdplav (avdpetav A); Lyc. 21,4 (Z.) avdptav;
28,1 avdplav; 28,6 avdpla; al.; Lys. 7,1 (Z.) avdplav; Syll. 17,12 (Z.) &v-

1. As will become clear from what will follow some of these printing errors
may express the editor’s view on some spelling convention, e.g. IIept0oldn¢ etc.

2. For the spelling @urovixie cf. also Mor. V I Hubert-Pohlenz® 1960 p. XXV;
but in spite of what the editors say at 787f they print ¢thovewxiag. Likewise by
Hubert Mor. VI, 1971: 617¢ 629a 713f 716a 736e though @uAévixos 724b (puréver-
xog T corr. Wyttenbach). In vol. Il Nachstidt-Sieveking-Titchener 1971 everywhere
the spelling is @tAoveixia.

3. To be noted that the new Teubner edition of the Moralia prints everywhere

whyvope, pilig.
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Sptav (dvdpetav L) ; Ages. 23,8 (Z.) avdplag (&vdpelag G Mor.), etc. where
the spelling dvdpta is without foundation; see also G. Crénert, Memoria
Graeca Herculanensis, 32 n. 1.

As regards the double spelling of certain forms advocated above we
should be reminded that Plutarch’s Lives were not composed in the order
in which they are published and that on several occasions Plutarch refers
to another Life as having already been composed. Thus in Theseus 27,8 he
refers to his earlier composition of the Life of Demosthenes (c. 19) and ibid.
36,2 (c. 8) of Cimon’s Life. In Per. 22,4 the author refers to Lys. (¢. 16-17)
as having been composed, and in Crass, 11,11 to Marcellus (c. 22); in Num.
9,15 he refers to Camillus’ Life (c. 20, 4-8) and in Ages. 28,6 to the Life
of Epaminondas as already written. Further information on this subject is
to be found in Ziegler’s article on Plutarch (RE XXI, 1951, 899 ff.); in C.
Theander, Zur Zeitfolge der Biographien Plutarchs, Eranos 56, 1958, 12-20
and in C. P. Jones, Towards a chronology of Plutarch’s works, JRS 56,
1966, 66-70. On the evidence available it would seem impossible to justify
«uniformity» in spelling conventions of a certain Life as against some other
Life, or a group of Lives as against some other group on grounds of chro-
nological sequence.

Perhaps the most likely conclusion would be that there should be
whenever possible some kind of uniformity in spelling throughout Plutarch’s
work. With the exception of cases where there is good evidence no variation
should perhaps be allowed even where it is known that the spelling of a
certain form fluctuates at Plutarch’s time. If, for instance, Plutarch wrote
dvdpeia in the Life of Theseus then it is reasonable to assume that he went
on spelling &v3pelor, no matter whether the manuscript tradition gives dv-
Speta or avdpla.

If we had before us a corpus of texts coming from the pen of several
authors then we might admit dual spellings and stick as closely as possible
to our manuscript evidence for guidance of some sort. But as things now
are we have, where feasible, to make up our minds whether we are going to
write odd¢elg or od0eic, duolv or Suelv, yiyvopar or yivopar, Odratta or Ga-
Aacow, el or alel, though the last formn belongs to a somewhat different
class.

As regards the form o0fei¢ it is well known that it appears in early
4th century B. C. and prevails in later Greek (see Meisterhans, Gramm. der
att. Inschr.3, Berlin 1900, 258-259 ; Blass-Debrunner (tr. Funk), Grammar
of N. T. Greek, Cambridge 1961, § 33 G. Grénert., op. cit., 155-157) and that
from the 1st cent. B. C. the older form od8el¢ came back into use. Od0elg did
not, however, die out and Plutarch exhibits in his Lives comparatively few
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examples which are so well embedded that it is very difficult to do away
with it and in all probability they should stay in the text. Forty examples
of odfelc were noted! thus examples with 008el¢ forming by far the greater
majority, contrary to the text of e. g. Epictetus where the only form occurring
is oV0elc.

As regards the complex -t7-/-66- both forms occur. This is not sur-
prising as forms in -6o- began under Ionic influence to replace Attic -t1-
quite early, and by 400 B.C. it is even found in the text of a treaty, whe-
reas an author like Lysias has only 60 forms in -17- to 40 in -6o-. See fur-
ther Meisterhans3 p. 101-102 ; Buck, The Greek Dialects, § 81 ; Blass- De-
brunner (tr. Funk) § 34 (1). Altogether forms in -tt- are in the majority
in the case of frréuat?, Odratrad, mpatrety and its compoundst, frTwv, é-
AdtTwv, xpelttwys, tdtrewy and its compoundsS, urdtTte?, Octtaiiad etc.
This may perhaps be partly due to the influence of Plutarch’s native tongue

1. Thes. 16,1 000&v (od82v A) where Sintenis gives 008év ; Nic. 27,5 unbeig
(umdels SY); Alc. 25,6 obbév; Phoc. 19,1 o0B¢v (o08&v QFFA); 26,3 unbév (undév
PZ); 27,8 unbév (undév ZC); 34,8 00b&v (0088v Z) ; Cat. ma. 8,3 unbiv (undév QZP?) ;
ibid. unBv (undtv P); 11,6 odB&v; 21,5 unOév; 28,5 unbéva (undéva Z); 30,10 ob-
6év ; 37,9 undiv (undtv PQZ); 65,5 odBév; 69,4 odBév; 70,1 undév; Brut. 57(4),k
unbév; Sert. 9,2 o%0év; Eum. 8,8 odbeic; Tit. 8,9 wunbév; Alex. 2,5 006év; Demetr.
2,2 pnbéva ; 12,8 unbév; 38,11 undév; 43,3 od6év; Ant. 18,2 0d6év (o0dv L); 22,1
ob0év (o0ddv II); 30,6 od0év; 42,1 od02v (008&v App.); 83,2 odOév (old%v P); 84,6
0%0év; 90(3),3 000&v; 91(4),2 008év; 91(4),3 odBév ; Mar. 23,1 unbév; 29,8 unbv (uy-
3¢v LG?); 39,8 unbév; 40,6 000év; 46,3 unbév; Artax. 29,6 undév; Ag. & Cl. 25(4),2
o%0év ; Lyc. 6,5 ob0év (88ev L); Lys. 12,7 od6év; 26,6 odBév. It is strange, however,
to find the form o%fel¢ as the only form in Moralia.

2. Forms in -o0- noted : Pelop. 15,7 focwpévey: 17,10 Hocwpévou.

3. Forms in -60- noted : Philop. 14,2 &v 1] Baddsoy ; 14,3 1év xata Odiaoc-
cav; Pelop. 15,1 tfi¢ Oardcong; 24,4 péyer Oadrdoong; Alex. 17,6 thv Oddacoav;
24,4 ta wpdg Oaddooy ; 26,7 Apvny te moAAdy xol Oddacoay ; 41,9 érl Odracoav ; 73,1
thg peyddne Oaddcong; Caes. 38,3 clg viv Oddacoav; 58,10 1 ... fardooy ; 64,3 &-
mov yiv <te> xal 8ddacoav; Demetr. 32,7 tijg xatd Zuplav Oardoorne; Mar, 15,2
npdg Thy Bddacoav ; 35,12 énl Odiacoav; 39.7 énl thv Oddaccav; Ar. 12.2 moArdy
Odracoav; 12.3 paxpdv &nd Baddoone; 27.4 énl Oadaccav; Artax. 2,5 érl Oxddooy;
8,4 ard Oardoong.

4. Forms in -66- noted : Philop. 12,1 #mpagoov; Pelop. 10,7 tév mpacooué-
vov ; 32,4 ¥rpacoov; Alex. 24,6 1d mpacobdueva ; Artax. 20,5 mpdocovtog.

5. Forms in -66- noted : Pelop. 27,4 xpelcoovt; Alex. 59,8 odx éracoova.

6. Forms in -66- noted : Pelop. 6,4 mpostdscovta; Mar. 41,6 té& mpoctac-

cbpeve.

7. Forms in -66- noted : Mar. 40.3 mapapuAidocwy.

8. Forms in -co- noted : Pelop. 26,1 ®eccahois; ibid. 2 Oeooarois : ibid. 4
Ocooadroic ; Alex. 6,1 Oegoarol; 10,2. & Ozocardv (proper name); 24,2 Oeocardy ;
Caes. 41,7 Oecoalxtv méAv; Demetr. 40,1 Ocooartav; ibid. 2 év Oeoocaria.
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as the Boeotian dialect agreed in this respect with the Attic dialect, see C.
Buck, The Greek Dialects, Chicago 1955, § 81. Likewise both forms efuepov
Caes. 39,8 and tHuepov 44,10 occur; Arat. 26,4 &ypu thc THuepov nuépac.

Another very complicate case is that of ylyvopat [ ylvopat where the
latter form is in the majority. The only cases noted where the -yv- form
occurs are : Thes. 21,1 yuyvouévyv; Rom. 18,4 ylyvetar; Them. 2,1 yuiyvé-
pevog (yevéuevog Y); ibid. 7 ylyveoOau (ylveoBow Y); Arist. 15,2 éylyvovro
(3ytvovto Y); 17,6 yuyvbpevov (ywépevov Y); 18,5 yiyvbueva (yvopeva Y);
Cim. 18,5 yuyvopéve (ywopéve A); Per. 1,6 yiyvépevog; 33,5 ta yuyvé-
peve (ywépeva Y); Nie. 11,1 yuyvopévng; Crass. 2,8 yuyvopévyy; Cic. 20,4
yiyvopévav (yiyvopévey N ywopévev ante corr. N: yevouévev Y) where
vevopévwy would perhaps be acceptable; Phoc. 28,2 yuyvopévn (yivouévn
PIC); Dio 56,2 éytyvovro (Bytvovro PLC); Brut. 49,6 yiyvépevov; Aem. 3,4
viyvoito (ytvorto P); 12,6 1& yryvéuevov (ywépevov PC); 19,1 yryvopévne;
25,7 &ytyveto (éytveto P éyévero Sint.); Pelop. 2,8 16 mepiytyvépevov; 11,7
1o yiyvbuevov (ywvépevov KPC); Alex. 31,4 16 yiyvéuevov; 37,1 ylyverar;
65,7 yuyvépevoy (ywépevov Q); Caes. 8,5 éylyveto; 43,6 yiyvéuevov; Ant.
24,9 1&v yuyvopévwv; Mar. 37,6 ylyveoOou (yivesOau L); 46,3 ta yiyvépeva
(yeyvépeva G: ywébpeva) ; Arat. 37,2 ta yiyvépeva (yvdpeva L); Ag. & CL
34 (13),1 éytlyvero (éyévero L1); In several cases where forms in yw- have
been printed there are variants in the manuscripts in yuyv-, e. g. Cat. ma.
22,4 ywépeva (yryvépeva Y); Alex. 49,5 ywopévou (yryvouévou AM yevopévou
C). Ag. & CL 20,6 (Z.) ta ywépeva (yryvépeve R), etc.

A similar case is that of ytyvdioxw / yiv@oxe where, however, mostly
forms in yvyv- occurl. Forms in yw- noted: Philop. 14,6 yiv@oxov; Pelop.
9,3 ywdoxew; Alex. 19,7 dvaywaoxovrog; 23,3 avaywaoxwy; Caes. 11,5
dvaywdoxovra ; Demetr. 1,4 ywaoxew (yiyvaoxew P); Ant. 5,5 dvayiveo-
oxeabat ; 45,10 éylvwoxev; 47,2 éylvwaxe; 58,6 dveylvwoxe; ibid. 11 dva-
ywaoxew ; 78,3 aveylvwoxev ; Pyrrh. 8,7 ywdexew ; Mar. 37,11 ywdoxwy;
Arat. 1,5 dvaywvdoxovres (qvayiyvaoxovree IT) ; T.G. 14,3 ywvaoxew (yryvo-
oxew II).

1. In several cases where ytyv- has been printed there are variants in yw-:
Arist. 1,& yivyveoxovow (yw- Y); 24,7 yiyvooxew (yw- Y); Cim. 18,7 yiyvodoxet
(yw- A); Caes. 10,8 yiyvdoxew (yw- HC) T.G. 33(12),8 ytyvdoxovreg (ywv- L) ; 35
(14),1 yiyvdoxovrog (ywvddoxovtog L) Ages. 8,1 (Z.) yiyvaoxew (yw- Y), etc. For the
doublets ytyvouat/ylvopar and yiyvdoxw/ywdoxew especially in papyri see G. Cré-
nert, Memoria Graeca Herculanensis, 91-92. On the contrary in the new edition of
the Moralia the form ywdoxw is nearly universal : exceptions noted : 377d yiyvd-
oxouay ; 620e YLYVOOXOVTES, YLYVWOXoVTL; 621a Yiyvdoxwy ; 754d yiyvdoxovtag. The
same with ylveoOat with a few exceptions: 252d ylyverar; 372b yiyvbuevov; 631c
yiyvopévny ; 890b Eyyiyvouévyv; 901b 10 yiyvéuevov.
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From such conflicting evidence undoubtedly no conclusion can be
reached. One might be tempted to write everywhere yi1yvdoxw as a result of
Atticism on the part of Plutarch, but in view of the fact that the same in-
consistency occurs in other authors, for instance in Epictetus and partly in
contemporary inscriptions, one should refrain from doing so. In the case of
ylyvopar it should be noticed that forms retaining yvyv- are mostly infini-
tives, participles and optative forms, all of which were at this time slowly
dying out and were perpetrated only in the written tradition.

Avolv [ duelv is also obscure! ; dueiv is generally given2 but the form
duolv was noted in a few cases: Rom. 21,6 dvoiv; Crass. 1,1 dvoiv; 27,2
duoiv (duetv SY); 27,6 duoiv (Suelv SY); Cic. 14,6 dvoiv (Sueiv Y); Eum.
11,4 duoiv; Pelop. 9,3 8uolv; Caes. 2,2 8uolv &xorodBoiv; Philop. et Tit.
comp. 2,1 Svolv aywvorv (from Thucydides?) ; Demetr. 2,1 Suoiv vidv (du-
otv Pr. : 8uziv KL); Lyc. 5. 14 (Z.) 7oiv dvoiv Bastréorv wpostiBepévory. Puz-
¢ling are the variants occurring e.g. Sol. 32,2 8ueiv (Suoiv Y); Publ. 8,6
Suelv (8uotv Y); Crass. 8,2 Suelv (Suoiv N); Demosth. 26,7 dueiv (Sueiv N
Phot. : duoiv YU); Pelop. 16,6 Suciv (duotv PC); Caes. 2,3 Sueiv (Suoiv Q) ;
6,1 Sueiv (Buoiv C); 16,4 duelv (Suoiv C); 23,1 Jueiv (Suoiv C); 55,5 duely
(3voiv C), etc. These examples perhaps show that the form Suvoiv was the

work of several scribes.
Lastly gel/aiel is a somewhat different case as aiel, an Ionic and older

Attic form, may be accepted in quotations mainly from poetry (cf. e. g. Sol.
2,2) or when found in religious context. The following cases, however, are
noticed where aiel is printed though dei would be expected: Them. 3,1 aicl
(2el Y); 14,3 aiel (del Y); 23,5 aiel (qel Y); 24,3 atel (del Y); 28,6 aiel
(el Y); Cam. 3,2 aiet; 7,5 alel (ael Y); Arist. 12,1 aiel; Fab. 5,2
abel (del Y); Crass. 21,7 alel (aiel O: &el NSY); Lyc. 25,5 (Z.) aiel (aiel S:
ael L). It is odd that these examples come from a few lives, five examples
occurring in the Life of Themistocles. This makes the form alel suspect and
it may well be that none of these forms of aiel are genuine3. See, however,
A. S. Henry, CIQ, N. S. 17, 1967, 267.

Everywhere in the Lives the form péiic is used, but Alex. 35,9 uéyig
and Ag. and CL 42(21),3 (uéiig L) occurs4.

1. On the ambiguity concerning the forms 8voiv and dueiv cf. «Philetairos»
(ed. Dain) 225 Avoiv mapd AnpocOéver &et. Ol 32 &\hou Suelv Aéyouaty,

2. In Moralia Il and IV only two cases of 8uolv were noted : 667b and 754f.
Of these the former is the result of emendation.

3. The editors of Moralia IV print everywhere &el even emending alel into
del: 688a, 704b, 708f, 725a, 732d. However, in Diodorus Siculus though det is

usually written there are a few examples of aliel.
4. Also in the Moralia péyig occurs seldom, e. g. 277¢ uéyig drdvar; 356f
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As the use of preposition el is universal in Cam. 2,10 suvestdinoay
& ta relyn (elc Y) should perhaps be guvestdincav elg ta telyn unless it is
a stylistic variantl,

In the above cases one finds oneself facing the difficult problem of
choosing one of the two forms involved or keeping both as Ziegler does.
Had the texts under examination where these variants occur been compo-
sed by several authors one might accept it without qualms. But as things are
the issue becomes obscure. To assume that Plutarch wrote in general accor-
ding to the conventions prevailing at his time i. e. ywdeoxw ylvopar Sueiv
p6Aig del and that future scribes introduced sporadically the older forms
yiyvaexe ylyvopar Suoly wédytc alel seems an over-simplification of facts.
Though it seems paradoxical that Plutarch would be writing both forms in
fact no decision can be reached on this delicate point without a meticulous
re-examination of available manuseript tradition.

Since we deal with inconsistencies in forms we may refer to related
inconsistencies in punctuation which though of little importance nevertheless
are vexing to the reader. For instance besides the vacillation between forms
such as Dacerius and Dacier? one may take the case of arbitrary use of diae-
resis. The diaeresis as is well known is used to show that a vowel — usually
t or u—is not combined with the preceding vowel into a diphthong e. g. ’A-
yota ‘Popainde Xardaiot, ete. It is not therefore indispensable in cases like
I'étoc Caes. 46, 1since the accent shows that the two vowels are kept separated
and elsewhere I'diog is printed, but Kotvriov Luc. 5,5; 33,6 al. should be
Kotvtiov, wpotepévov Rom, 16,2 should be mwpotepévou and mpotepévey Artax,
8,4 should also be mpoiepévey3, etc. Then why IIhavatdoc Arist. 11,8 but
IMaroutda 18,1 2 In II 1 and II 2 we repeatedly meet with the forms Iop-
nftog I'diog etc. where the sign of diaeresis is unnecessary. As regards the
wof I 1and ]I 2 it becomes t in II 1 and II 2, for instance: Brut. 6,12
meptidvre ; Tim. 18,1 Suistapévav; Caes. 49,5 mepiiotnou, etc.

Unlike the obscure elpyw and efpyw which occurs in both forms there
is perhaps no reason why the forms d0péoc and dBpotlew should not be

wéyts ... éxtpagivat. In Diodor. Sic. only the form péyts is used according to the
editor (see Diod., Bibl. Hist. rec. Fr. Vogel, 1 Lipsiac 1888, LXI) but 17.60,8 wé-
A (pwbyw F); 18,44,5 ubiig (wdyig Dind.); 20.66,4 udis (wéyrc F).

1. In Mor. 773d we read : éuBarbévteg & T @péup (elg Bn) where again el is
expected ; 308d ey & marplda; 350e dpag &é¢ Mapabidva, Deliberate Ionicisms?.

2. The form Dacerius occurs e.g. in I 1 Rom. 28,2 ; 29.1, but Dacier in
Luc. 10,4 ; again Dacerius in I 2 e.g. Per. 33,8; Cor. 27,6 but in vol. II it beco-
mes everywhere Dacier.

3. And in Mor. e. g. 279c mpoistducvov (not mpotatduevov), 631b mpotéuevog
(not mpotépevog), etc.
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written uniformly. Consistency in these forms is recently practised even by
editors of Attic authors! and Ziegler usually does the same but with some
exceptions ; cf. e.g. Dio 40,2 &BpoioOévrwv ; Brut. 14,1 &Bpbor; ibid. 5 &Bpor-
obévrec; 17,3 abpbor ; 18,10 aBporabévroc; 25,5 dBpbwe; Aem. 31,3 &bpbor ;
Sert. 16,9 abpbwg. Ilpdoc, mpabtyg, mpdwe is the usual spelling (with a few
exceptions noticed Nic. 12,5 mpabtyra (app. crit.); Demetr. 19,9 and 23,5;
44,7 mpdwe; Ant. 71,7 mpaotépag ; 79,4 mpabtatov ; 83,6 mpaotépov ; Pyrrh.
8,8 mpdiog; 11,8 and 13,11 ; 34,10 mpawe ; Mar. 8,2 mpdewe ; Ar. 10,2 mpdog;
52,4 mpdwe; Artax. 1,1 mpabrym; 2,1 mpabrepoc; 4,4 mpabtnra; 25,4
mpdov; 30,2 mpdiog; 30,9 mpdlog; Ag. and CL 20,5 wpiov; 22(1),4 mpdov;
23(2),6 mpdw ; T.G. 2,2 mpéiog; 9,2 mpabrepoc; 19,4 mpdwe; inscriptions,
however, give Ilpxo¢ (Athens 4th ¢. B. C. and Pergamum Roman times),
Plut., Mor. 313d Ao Ilpiog, Hpaiya (Pagasai 3rd c. B. C), ITpabArer
(Arkaiphia, IG VII 2731 Add. (Arch.), ITpdoyoc (Delphi c. 200 B. C.) and it
may be found after careful examination that the forms employed by Plutarch
are those without the subscript 12, See further Meisterhans3 64,2 ; Blass - De-
brunner (tr. Funk) § 26 and literature quoted there. ®p&& is constantly so
written by Ziegler with one exception : Crass. 8,2 @péixec. The last, in view
of the fact that inscriptions3 contemporary to Plutarch give sometimes the
form OPAE, it is not clear whether this is a deliberate variant in spelling
or a misprint.

As regards accentuation Ziegler prints Eduewvi¢ throughout vol. II 1
and II 2 but Cat. ma. 8,12 Edyévoug (éupevolc SY, em. Coraes) and Ant.
60,6 Eduévoug with the note «edebant Eduevoic sec. codd.» Cf. Mor. 184a,b
Ebpévne with the note «hic et infra Eduevis fere omnes : edyeviig @.» Then
Phoc. 25,5 Acovvdtog (xAcovdtog vel xAeovwdrtog hic PHMVb); Alex. 21,2
Acowvartov (Acovatov AQ Acowdtov P); Pyrrh. 16,14 Acovvdre ; ibid. 12,15
Aeowvarog, but the perhaps more correct accentuation is found in Eum. 3,4
al. Aebwatov (Aeovvatov: corr. Latte cl. W. Schulze, lat. Eigennamen 32,44),

1. See e. g. K. Widdra, Xenophontis de re equestri, Lipsiae 1964, but see P.
Chantraine, Dict. étym. s.v.

2. The editors of Moralia print throughout mp&og, etc. See also G. Crénert,
op. cit. 50 n. 7.

3. See also A. S. Henry, CIQ, N.S. 17, 1967, 261.

4. Acbvarog (read Acbwarog) also in Dion. Hal. Opuscula 2,81,16 Usener - Ra-
derm. (Aeovdto¢ cum productionis nota P Acwwdtog M Aewvdtog FV) Agowdtov Dio-
dor. 17,387,3 (Acovdtov RX ; alioquin semper Aeowwdtog) but the correct accenting
Aebwarog is found at 16. 94,4 (Aebvatog F). Forms like Kdoavdpog, Kaodvipa ‘A~
Awapvacdg which occur also in Moralia are perhaps scribal errors like cases in
inscriptions where double consonants are simplified, see A. S. Henry, CIQ, N. S.
17, 1967, 276 (M#diox, ‘Aluapvaceis).
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Likewise Kpatepbs, Demosth. 28,2 ; Alex. 40,5; Demetr. 14,2, and not the
now usually accepted Kpdtepog. Problematic is also the form Kheouévy e.g.:
Ag. and Cl. 2,9 (Khcopévn Fuhr. : xAcopévyy), see p. 374 app. crit., as forms
in -nv occur many times with other names in -n¢ of third declension.

In Sol. 26,3 Almeiav (aineiav Y EtM: Zreiav S) is given for Philo-
kypros® capital in Cyprus. The form Alreia is given also by EM 721, 47
which depends on Plutarch as it seems, but the correct accentuation is un-
doubtedly Aimeiav (cf. also Herodian. 1,274,41-43 Lentz). This is a well-
known name of towns situated on the slopes of steep hills, as the name itself
denotes. There was an Almeia in Messenia mentioned by Homer (cf. also
Strab. 8,360 ; Paus. 4,34,5) and another three are enumerated by Stephanus
Byzantius s.v., the second one being that in Cyprus quoted by Eustath. 723,24
(Atmewr) (see also Oberhummer RE XII, 1, 1924, 95), nowadays 1o Bouvly,
see e.g. JHS 48, 1928, 193-194. Demetr. 23,3 Keyypéuc (xeyypéac KLr!:
xeyypetag P xeyypeidc r2) should rather be Keyypedc as in Arat. 23,5 Key-
ypeds (xeyypeag GUI ; xeyypéac G2L); 29,2 Keyypeag (xeyypeas GIR : xey-
ypéag G2PL). Ag. and. Cl. 25(4),4 BéABwvav (BéABwav Coraes : BeaBlvav GR
BerBu+vav, Bl in ras., P BeABivav L) may be right in spite of Hsch. B 478
BeABival, if modern BépPeva is the same place-name2. Demetr. 33,1 &v "I{e
(&v tep Lt : &v Y& Lm) should, as elsewhere (for instance, Pyrrh. 4,4 év
I¢& (v tPo R! &videw K)) read év ’I{é. Ant. 38,3 Dpadta (wéhv) (Ppac-
ta App. Anon.: gpadpta codd. (ppabprov K2; Ilpkasma Cass. D. Steph.
Byz. s.v. ®pdacna Steph. Byz. s.v. Qapdona Ptol. 6,2,10 Odépa Strab.
11,523)) should perhaps be ®pdata? As regards the «ethnic» Nic. 12,1 Ai-
yestéwy and 14,3 Alyeotebouv3 this spelling is surprising since, besides lite-
rature, the inscriptions give always ’Eyestaiot. The Aly- found also in Mor.
315d &v Alyéoty (&v &vyéaty D éveméory (ss. alyéorn m2) F), 834d Alye-
otafoug is perhaps due to later false connection of "Eyesta with proper na-
mes Alyéstng and Alyestos.

Though the neuter of the adjective yapletg printed is generally yaptev
yet in Sol. 24,3 the form ydptev occurs; Marc. 21,2 ©8 ydpiev tolrto; Alex.
77,8 yxprev HBoc4. Several times the form & adrérpatop occurs (for instance,

1. Unfortunately P. Oxy. 1801,42 BeA[Bivla does not help, but Theogno-
stos 100,31 gives BéABwva and thus W. Luppe, Philologus 111, 1967, 87.

2. See Ag. Tsopanakis, [TeAonovynoiaxa 3/4, 1958-1959, 396-400.

3. Alyestaiot also in Ael. V. H. 2,33 sometimes Aly- is corrected in 'Evye-
otator (Alyeotaiot codd.) by the Teubner editor of Diodorus, but sometimes is left
uncorrected 13,4.3 ("Eyeotaiot Dobraeus); 6,1 (bis); 7,4; 43,1 CEyeotaiot A ple-
rumque), al.

4. So also Mor. 255b, -710f.

19
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Crass. 17,2; Ant. 29,7 (abtoxpatop KL et e ras. R qui adroxpdrwp habue-
rat) ; 64,3; Syll. 35,8 (Z.)! which should be corrected to & adtoxpdrop.

Concerning iotacism there is, as usually, a confusion in mss, for in-
stance : 'Enapwdvdac MMotldata npoxpatela Sovplov Smatia dmeptdouv dxa-
dnpla xadpla fpelorg Auxlw dyylotg, etc. which Ziegler corrects. However,
there are some inconsistencies : thus as regards KaAavpeta the form Keav-
pla is in his 2nd edition throughout corrected except Pomp. 24,6 (Z.) Ka-
Aavpla2; Ale. 13,8 Eraplav and Ages. 20,3 (Z.) étanplay instead of elsewhere
correctly adopted Etatpela3. The -et- is involved in the following examples:
Cor. 30,1 ta¢ Aeyopévac Khowlag tdoppovg (xhothlag A: xdethtag U: xot-
Aag N); probably Khoth<e >lac cl. Rom. 18,5 Kobprtetog Adxxog (Kodp-
tio¢ Dion. Hal.). Likewise at Marc. 27,5 tov ®hapiviov innédpopov should
be printed Tév PAaplv<e>tov innédpopov as in Luc. 37,3 tév Phaptverov
inmédpopov and Cam. 29,6 thv D'afwviav 630v (FaBvlay Anon.: yaflav S
oaBwiav Y) should probably be T'afwv< e >lav 688v and in Mor. 280a Pra-
pwv< e >lav 636y as in Ar. 53,5 xal témov EEerdpevor neplomroy... xal xalei-
Tan péypt viv "Apdtetov ("Apdretov (cum Paus. 2,9,4) Reiske : dpdtiov).

The case of mpodstetov is much more complicate : Rom. 23,6 7 mpo-
dotetov; Crass. 1,5 mpodetetov; Ale. 32,4 t&v mpoastelwv; Cato mi. 48,1
t6 mpodatetov; Ar. 31,5 ta mpodstera, al.; Syll. 12,4 (Z.) mpoacretwyv;
14,6 mpodotelov; Pomp. 40,8 (Z.) ta mpodareta ; but. Tim. 22,5 tolg mpo-
xatlotg (mpoastelog: corr. Ziegler); Sert. 6,8,13,7 toic mpoastiog (mpo-
actelorg: em. Ziegler); Demetr. 22,4 mpoaotiwv (npoastetwv codd.). It
seems that in vol. II 1 the spelling switched to mpodstiov. In spite of Hero-
dianus II 573.13 Lentz (in Gramm. Gr. III 11) mpodoteiov; e mpd Tob &-
67€0¢ yap xAm., the correct form may be mpodatiov, see Dittenberger, OGIS
483,160 n. 60, G. Cronert, op. cit., 317 and cf. Attic inscriptions which give
the form mpodatiov (for instance, Hesperia 29, 1960, 25 [mpo]dotia init. s.
1V; IG 112 1191,19/20 ©4 mpodatiov (a. 321/0). On the other hand Helle-
nistic Greek prefers in similar cases -etov in place of earlier -tov, see Blass-
Debrunner (tr. Funk) op. cit., § 111(5). What Plutarch wrote we cannot
know, but mpodarttov is already in Polybius (IV. 78.9) and Diodorus (12.
68,3; 14.63,1).

1. Also Mor. 172b. As regards accentuation to read AxBé (not Adfe) Mor. 173e.

2. Corrected is also in Mor. 295¢ by Bernardakis into Kadadpetxv (xadov-
ptav codd.), but 846e,f, 851c the new editor prints KaAxvplay, Kahavpla.

3. The form étatpla is printed also by other editors, e.g. C.T. Fischer, Diodori
Bibliotheca Historica vol. V, Lipsiae 1906, XIX 6.4 étaiplag (éraipelag F).—ITori-
Sawx is also printed in Moralia 1117¢ 4 : & Ilotidale, and Diod. Sic. passim.



Plutarchea 1 291

In the case of Zvpaxéctot! Ziegler, except where quotations are invol-
ved (for instance Eur. fr. 1 D. in Nic. 17,4), gives in I 1, 1 2 the form Zvpa-
xobotot ; surprisingly in vol. II occurs Supaxdatot; e.g, Cat. mi. 53,4 Zvpa-
xootolg (aupaxovatorg codd.); Dio 3,1 Zupaxoaiov (cupaxosiov L gupaxovasiov
PQ aguppaxovatou Z ; sic et deinceps) al. and so also in II 2, e.g. Marc, 8,11
tov Tupaxoatwv (cupaxovstwy Q) Baciréa; 14,1 Svpaxosinv etc. Tupaxd-
olo¢ now seems to have been the form chosen in the first edition by Ziegler;
cf. e.g. Pyrrh. 9,2 Zupaxociov (Zuvpaxovatov codd.); Ages. 27,2 (Z.) Zvpa-
xoalov (cupaxovatov NL, suppaxovsiov G)2. Vacillation is perhaps unavoi-
dable in the case of Dioscuri3: thus Thes. 31,1 and 32,6 Atooxodpotg; Aem.
25,2 Awogxobpoug (Sroaxobpoug KZC: Swoaxdpoug APQ); T. G. 2,1 Atooxod-
pwv; Pomp. 2,8 (Z.) Awooxobpwy (Sroondpwv N), but Cor. 3,5 Atooxépoug
(Swooxodpoug Y) al., also Num. 13,10 (Z.) tode Atoaxbpoug (Stoonadpoug G);
Lys. 12,1 (Z.) Awooxbpoug.

A somewhat related case: Rom. 28,4 Ilpouxovvneiov (mpoxovvnaliov
AM); Alc. 28,3 Mpowbvvnoov (mpoxbévwnoov UN sed ¢ alio atramento N
mpowxd+ vnoov (v postea add. v eras. A)4. But one may remark that the form
Ipoxovwiaiog was firmly established, whereas the form Ilpowév(v)noog ori-
ginated in the false etymology from mpoi mpowde, see EtM 689,13, and
was prevalent in the Byzantine times as it seems, see e.g. A. Pertusi, Const.
Porfirogenito De Thematibus, IV 9; XVII 36; yet cf. the acclamation Aj-
Eev [Ipoxévwnoog 1@ alddve from a 16th c. mss, see Sp. P. Lambros, Néog
‘EAAnvouviuwy 1, 1904, 277n. 12. Finally a puzzling form occurs in Cam.
19,9 Kadyndéwor (Kapyndévior: em. Unger) which I believe refers to the
Carthagenians constantly elsewhere written Kapyn8éviot (cf. Cam. 19,7 Kep-
yn86viot instead of this unique form). Plutarch is unlikely to refer at this
point to the citizens of an obscure Calchedon’ in Bithynia, since he speaks

1. See also G. Cronert, op. cit. 94 n. 4.

2. Zvpaxbotot is also the form found in the Moralia, Diodorus Siculus and
Aelianus.

3. Cf. Dittenberger, OGIS 346.4 [Atoc]xoupldng Atooxopldov and Atosxoupidng
Diod. 19,62,7.9; 19.68,4 elsewhere an admiral of Antigonos, though in Diodorus
Awboxopor 4, 43,2 al. is the form occurring. Awoxépwv Res Gestae § 20. Cf. also
Philetairos (ed. Dain) 44 Ol Awboxoupor obv 16 u Stav TAnOuvTiGg AéyovTar T Ao~
oxbpw 3¢ &v T Sund &ptBud Sveu 1ol v. Moiris s.v. "Avaxeg xal *Avdxiov "Atrixot,
Arboxopor xal Awooxopeiov "EAdnveg. Awbonopog is the usual form of a common na-
me in the papyri, see Pr. Preisigke, Sammelbuch Griechischen Urkunden aus ;igypten
2,230 and G. Crénert, op. cit. 130 n. 2.

4. So Diod. 13, 49,6 IIpowxévvnaov.

5. Its people in Plutarch are XeAxndévioi, cf. e.g. Mor. 302¢ 7aig Xaixndo-
viaig though the form Koahyndévior = Xarxndéviot occurs elsewhere, cf. e.g. Polyb.
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about nations or famous cities (Boeotians, Persians and Greeks, Athenians,
Persians, Carthagenians, Trojans, Greeks etc.). The same confusion between
Xoarxndav - Karyndaov e.g. in Arriani Scripta Minora et Fragmenta, Lipsiae
1968, Roos - Wirth, p. 211,17.212,7.212,21.

As regards pp/po it seems that the latter is preferred in accordance
with Atticistic (?) tendencyl. In the case of Odpgog—cf. for this form also E-
pictetus and see G. Crénert, op. cit., 133 n. 2—: e.g. Fab. 29,4 xal Opdoog2
yewd xal B4pcog doaipeitar ; Rom. 18,9 O&poog; Cam. 41,6 16 Oaxpoeiv;
Arist. 15,4 8dpooug; 16,5 Odpoog ; Philop. 9,10 0dpoog; Pelop. 15,7 Bdp-
oog; Caes. 7,7 Odpoouvs; 44,10 Odpoovc; 58,4 Odpsog; Ant. 7,6 Odpoog;
Mar. 46,6 Bapooc; Syll. 20,5 (Z.) Odpsog; Otho 12 (S.) 84poog, etc. Note-
worthy form Pelop. 22,2 mupoératov (adv.) a form called by LSJ s. v. as
tragic and Dorian,

Otherwise usually the Attic forms in pp are preferred, e.g. Philop.
11,4 ©6 Oappeiv and 12,1 6 Oxppeiv; Pelop. 1,9 Oapparewtdrove, 9,13
napabappivag ; Caes. 67,3 Bapparéor; Ages. 38,2 (Z.) Bappivovrog (Bapoi-
vovtog NL Bpacivavrog G); Pomp. 8,6 (Z.) Bapparéov (Bxpoaréov Y) etc.—
Exceptions noted : Luc. 9,7 dveldponoay ; Caes. 44,9 Embapoivovra ; ibid.
10 8dpoovg ; Arat. 10,4 dvabapcoboa. Also Caes. 9,7 &ppev; T. G. 1,4 &ppnv.

We now turn to some Latin forms in Plutarch’s Lives, mainly proper
nouns and place - names. For the use of Latin in general in Plutarch’s work
see A. Sickinger, De linguae latinae apud Plutarchum, diss. Friburgi Bri-
sgoviae 1883 ; further bibliography will be cited below where necessary.

Though the accentuation of Latin personal names in their hellenized
form may vary3 yet a few examples noteworthy for the place of accent are
first mentioned ; Luc. 1,7 Zisewav (ricevwiv A) should perhaps be Zioéwvav
according to the Latin rule and occurences elsewhere, see W. Schulze, Zur
Gesch. Latein. Eigenn., Berlin 1933, 94 ; cf. Luc. 19,9 Movpfvag ; Cat. min.
21,4 Mouvpphvav, al.; Sert. 15,5 Ilepnéwvag al., Otho 5 (S.) Zmovplvay, etc.
The explanation for this kind of error on the part of Greek scribes is that
they accented the last syllable following the practice employed in Greek per-
sonal names like Muktag *Aydrdc (Caes. 49,4, Pomp. 77,3 (Z.)) *AdeEag

IV 39.5 &pyet 8¢ tob otdpatog drd pdv ti¢ IIpomovridog 1o xata Kadyndbéve drdotnue
xol Buldvriov ... cf. ibid., 43.8 &9’ #¢ ot Kaaynddv, al. Marmor Parium B 13 mepl
70 iepdv 16 Karyndoviwv ; Diod. 20, 111,3 érl 8¢ 1 otéua tob ITévrov mapayevbuevog
rpdc 0 Kahyndoviwv iepd orpatomedelav mepieBdieto.

1. Cf. Moiris Odppog 'Attixol, 8dpoog "Erdnves.

2. Cf. Ammon., de adf. voc. differ. 233 Nickau Opdoog xal Odpaog Sixpépet
Bpdaog pdv ydp éativ &hoyog dpud), Odpaog 8¢ EAhoyog dpui.

3. See Blass - Debrunner (ir. Funk), op. cit., § 41(3).
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*Aprtepag ‘Eppac 'lwvae, etc., but the form Zisevvav does not as it seems
fall in this categoryl.

Forms like Cam. 38,2 Touoxiaviv (gen. pl.) < Lat. Tusculanus or
Aem. 20,4 Mappouxivédy (-védv Xyl. ex. Liv. 44,40,5: paxtvév vel poxnvéy
libri) ; Sert. 6,1 NwpBavol ; Caes. 20,1 Zvxovavolc2, seem problematic since
they ignore Latin prosody. A likely explanation of these forms is that they
(Tovoxhavév, Znxovavéiv) were regulated after forms like Aeuxorhiavol x¥-
mo. Luc. 39,2; ot [Topmmeavol 42,7 ; Mapytavel s1dfpou Crass. 24,1 ; Qpeyea-
Aavol Mare. 29,15 ; Mapiavode Mar. 13,2, which were in turn regulated ana-
logically after Greek adjectives like ix-avdg mi0-avdg orey-avébe, etc. It seems
that a few nouns were regulated after these adjectives, e. g. I'eAhiavdv Galba
9 (S.) from Lat. Gellianus3, but otherwise they are accented according to
Latin prosody (cf. the examples given above) and only forms ending in- dtn¢
denoting the people of a town, like ®atdnvardv méhig Publ. 22,8 ; mpéofete
Mappntédv Mar. 27,7 are accented in the last syllable, that is analogically to
Greek nouns of first declension.

The case of “Axpwv Rom. 16,2, "Axpwvo¢ Rom. 16,4 and Mare. 8,6,
“Axpwva Rom. 16,7 and 30(1),4 al. <Lat. Acro -onis- ; Képpwv Pomp. 5,4
(Z.), KapBwvog 6,3 al. <Lat. Carbo -onis; Kouplwva Caes. 31,2, Kou-
ptwvog Ant. 2,4.5 and elsewhere, Syll. 14,11 (Z.) Kouptwvoe, ibid. 12. Kov-
plwv < Lat. Curio -onis; Aouxodpwvog Cam. 15,5.6 < Lat. Lucumo -onis;
Atpwva Ant. 7,3; Karnitove Ant. 36,2; Ztérwv Cam. 39,6 al.; Bouvredva
Fab. 9,4 ; KouAéwvog Tit. 18,2 ; Kdtwvog Tit. 18,3 al., etc. is different as
we have here a form which is definitely hellenized after the Greek names
"Ayvav -avog, I'éawv -wvog, Tpdpwy -wvog, Mdxwy -wvog, Béwy -wvog etc.

Galba 25 (S.) Maptiaiic <Lat. Martialis should be accented on the

1. Forms like Mar. 32,4 Béxyo¢ 6 Nopdc (6 voud L'G?) should perhaps fol-
low the Greek examples and be accented Nopdsg, cf. Mor. 268b Noud¢ (Noupds Q)
and elsewhere.

2. Now Zvxovav@v also in Mar. 24,7 (onxovdvey G': cwovav@v G'IIKL).

3. The ending -tavdg, -tava (the latter especially frequent in place - names)
was in the end regulated by analogy to Greek adjectives. Forms therefore, like
Adpualava Bepedlava, both names of castles occurring in Procopius (see Procopii
Caesariensis Opera omnia, rec. J. Haury, vol. IV Index Nominum) and many other
found there, cannot be correct. Forms like BaAevtividva Badepidva etc. seem to fol-
low the Latin accentuation, but perhaps we should accent BaAevrividiva Bakeptiva
etc. Otherwise forms like "Ayxvptava *Apyiiavdy *Apxadiaval Baiestavd etc. being
in the majority show that by Procopius’ time the accent had perhaps settled ana-
logically on the last syllable. Otherwise V. BeSevliev, Die Lateinische Herkunft der
Kastellverzeichnisse bei Procop, Hommages & Marcel Renard I, Bruxelles 1969, 94-98,
especially p. 98.
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penultimate according to Latin prosody MaptixAtgl. Publ. 18,2 "Appovrocg
would suggest a nom. "Appwv (which occurs elsewhere, see RE 11 1895, 1261),
but ibid. 19,6 “Appouv (&ppwv Y, &ppoug mor.) is given which probably
suggests a nominative “Appovg Lat. Aruns2. Other forms present a mixture
or combine characteristics of both languages, e.g. Num. 8,11 Taxitav...
clwTnAly § éveav; Rom. 14,3 xwveoviag but xwveovrag Dion. Hal. 4. R.
4,76,2 ; Rom. 13,2 momoddoug (nom. sing.) < populus; Marc. 3,1 "Ivoop-
Bpec and 4,2 "IveopfBpac, but ibid. 6,3 *Ivebdufpovg, etc.

Noteworthy cases of transliteration of Latin forms are : Rom. 1,2 {3py-
Oévtag (sc. Todg Tpdag) mepl t6 IlaAhdvriov with irrational nasal but later
on 18,7 ITaAdriov (ardvriov UA); 20,5 [ahatiov (raravriou codd.); Publ.
20,2 &v Haratie (&v toig madatiowg Y) al.; perhaps [Taddtiov which occurs
in Diodorus — together with IlaAldvtiov ([lardvtiov v.) 15,59,2 —is the
only legitimate form from Latin Palatium. Rom. 9,4 ‘Pdunv xovadpdrav
(xovadpdtay UA: xovadpdrnv vel xovadpdtwy cet.) it seems that the suffix
-av is taken after the Greek as long, whereas on other occasions it is regar-
ded as short, e.g. Num. 12,2 ABlrivav (AuBitivav Steph. duBirawvav, sed.
s.s. ov m. 1, S o0B3atvav G 0dBidwvav LI MBidavav L2) ; Cam. 5,1 Matob-
tav < Lat. Matuta; 36,9 Movijrav < Lat. Moneta and Dttb. Syll.3 794,2
[’Touv]iav Topxovdrav, whereas the hellenized form would be xovadpdtyy cf.
e.g. Rom. 17,1 ®d9vyv <Lat. Fidena; 24,2 ®epevtivng wbAng; Ant, 17,2
Mutivyy <Lat. Mutina; Num. 10,8 KoArvyyv woAnv; Otho 7 (S.) Kpepd-
vy, Kpepdvp? etc. In the case of Fab. 6,1 18 Kaowértov should be accented
Kasuwirov4 cf. agrum Casinatem Liv. 22,13,5 and Brut. 49,3 Kapouldrog
(xatapovidrog Q); in Galba 14 (S.) ‘Ovwpdrog should be ‘Ovwpatog < Lat.

1. Though in inscriptions the form Maptiddng does occur, see T. Eckinger,
Die Orthographie latein. Worter in griech. Inschr., Miinchen 1893, p. 49. For the
repiomddpevov cf. Mor. 278¢ ‘Poupwahy (fovpdvadtv O corr. Bernardakis). Relevant
is Diodor. Sic. 11,78,1 ‘Pnyolieg for which one would expect ‘P7yovdo¢ and ibid.
12,53,1 IpattéEratov for which TlpatteErdtov would be expected.

2. “Appouvg is preferable to "Appodvg Dion. Halic. 4. R. 4,28,2 and elsewhere.
The form *Appoug occurs also in Mor. 250e.

3. Cf. also Awitlvyv of Aphrodite Mor. 269b ; Dion. Halic. 4. R. 4,15,5.
Cf. also Photius, Bibliothéque (R. Henry), 6,160 (codex no. 244) where the forms
Mopyavrtivyv and Mopyavtivay occur.

4. Procopius’ (ed. Haury) 'Apudtog (proper name) should be ‘Apuértog; cf.
the forms which occur there: BuapBdtog, Aovdtog, etc. In Polyb. VI 23,1 dotdtoig
should have as nom. &otdtol (not dotatot LSJ Supl. s.v.) <Lat. hastatus. In Ca-
gnat, Inscr. gr. etc. 3,4, 1206 Orwpravds doratog (Jerus.) should be dardtog. Like-
wise 0 possditov ‘(not pdosatov LSJ s.v.) <Lat. fossatum. Also Mor. 768b EZwdé-
Tov should be Xwirov as suggested by Bernardakis at 257e. Cf. e. g. ibid. 965 c. d.
*Ontérov, "Ontite.
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Honoratus and Caes. 41,3 TouaxAdvov (tovoxidvewy PHQL? TaoxAov Zie-
gler cl. Cat. mai. 1,1 Luc. 39,4.43,4 Cic. 40,3.47,1 sed cf. et Pomp. 67,5)
should be TouoxAdvov.

Rom. 27,5 al. Zxnniwv -og < Lat. Scipio where n for v is puzzling
(wrongly associated with eximte -ox¥rrpov?), but elsewhere the usual form
Zxintwy occurs, e. g. Brut, 6,10 Zwntova (oxnrlova QZL2P2); Aem. 2,5
St (oxyriove K1QZL2); 5,1 Zuntove (oxnriwva PQZK2) al.; Tit.
3,3 Zwurtwvog (oxnriwveg C), etc. The opposite is the case with guriaieis:
Cam. 18,1 quriadels (pymiadeic Y) twice; Num. 12,4 quniadéov (guriaiiny,
corr. Sint.); ibid. 5 guriahele (@rridhiot codd., corr. Sint.); <Lat. fetiales,
where ¢ for e is probably due to influence of the ¢ in the second syllable
and one would expect gnTidherg as in other authors, e. g. Dion. Halic. A.R.
6,89,1 Oyriddeig (prriddrets ABb gnridieic Ba) and elsewhere Res Gestae § 7
etc. Rom. 3,2 Nopftwp < Lat. Numitor is also puzzling though it occurs in
inscriptions cf. Eckinger, op. cit., 53-54; cf. also Publ. 16,1 al. Ilopsivwav
(Hopaévvag) Tzetz. Chil. = Cass. D. lib. 4 init. (Boiss.) mopsivay Y (sic sem-
per) Porsenam Livius < Lat. Porsenna, The opposite occurs elsewhere i. e.
Aopétiog < Domitius, Teféprog < Tiberius in Polybius.

Contrary to the usual practice (namely v < &) in Cam. passim we con-
stantly meet with the form @aiépror < Lat. Falerii for which cf. Eckinger,
p- 26 f. In Cam. 22,6 twice Ilameipiog (< Lat. Papirius) we have a case of
iotacism as it seems, but in Aem. 5,1.5 ITaripla (mamuple Z) is the name
of Aemilius’ first wife ; this with the spelling Ilanfpio¢ which oceurs in in-
scriptions! shows that perhaps Ilamipiog should be written throughout as in
the Moralia 325 {.

In the case of Norbanus there is at present confusion: Syll. 27,9.11
both Sintenis and Ziegler write NopBavdg but NwpBavol Sert. 6,1 and Nop-
Bavdy Brut. 38,2; probably the latter spelling should be adopted everywhere.

E for i (as in the well-known case of Aeyewv < Lat. legio, cf. Eckin-
ger, op. cit., p. 29 ff. and 37 {.) does occur, e.g. Rom. 21,2 xdppeva (xdp-
wva Steph.) < Lat. carmina; Stephanus’ suggestion should in all probabi-
lity be accepted. cl. Mor. 278c t& yap ¥mn «xdpuivan xarolowv and Dion.
Hal. 4.R. 1,31,1 7ag pdv yap ®3&¢ xarobor ‘Popaior xdpuiva. In the case
of Brundisium it seems that the editor prefers the form Bpevréotov through-
out rejecting the alternative Bpevtyouov, but in a similar case, namely Capi-
tolium, the usual form accepted is Kamirdhtov (with the variant xare-in
some mss), though in Brut. 18,7 and elsewhere the form KametdAtov occurs.

1. The spelling Ilaneipiog occurs also in inscriptions, see Eckinger op. cit.
p. 43 and 44. In Diodorus passim the spelling Iamelpiog and Ilarepla 31,27,3
(Loeb) should be corrected.
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U before muta -+ liquida is usually represented by o with few except-
ions: thus Crass. 9,5 IlobmAtog < Lat. Publius, elsewhere IlémAtog, cf. E-
ckinger, op. cit. p. 621. In other cases u=v, e. g. Cic. 29,3 TAhov al. <Lat.
Tullus ; Cat. mi. 27,3 Mwuxiov (Mwuxtou Steph. : wvixiov codd., Muvouxiov
Anon.) <Lat. Minucius (see Eckinger, op. cit. 65-67); Caes. 12,1 Avetra-
vobg (Aougitavodg L2) < Lat. Lusitani; ibid. 18,1 Tuyvplvoug (tnyvpivoue
vel -pwvolg PC, item ibid. 2) < Lat. Tigurini, but ibid. 22,5 ZobyapBpot
< Lat. Sygambri; Ant. 17.2 Mutlvyy <Mutina; Rom. 26,3 al tc HdRSor
Baxwra xaholvrat (BdxvAa vulg.) < Lat. bacula (neut. pl.) should perhaps
read BaxAaZ as the complex ul -+ vowel following a smooth mute usually
becomes A 4 vowel in Greek ; cf. e. g. Cat. ma. 1,1 Toboxdov < Lat. Tuscu-
lum; Mar. 14,14 Kdthov al. <Lat. Catulus; Ant. 78.1 al. Ilpoxifiog
< Lat. Proculeius; Pyrrh. 21,7 "Aexhov al. < Lat. Asculum; Caes. 41,3
TovoxAavoy < Lat. Tusculanum cf. Pomp. 67,5 (Z.) TovoxAdvey Numa 5,2
(Z.) Mpéxrog TMpdxrey al. <Lat. Proculus, etc. and see Eckinger, op. cit.
74-75. Numa 22,2 (Z.) ’Iavoxrov < Lat. Ianiculum perhaps should read ’I4-
vixhov (?), a form which occurs in Dion. Hal.,, 4.R. 1,73,3 and 2,76,6 whe-
reas at 3,451 'lavixorov 8poc; ibid. 3,47,3 16 xatoduevov "lavixohov whe-
reas in Mar. 42,4 ’TavoUxhov &poc (lavvolxrov ITK tavvodxarov LM m2) and
Publ. 16,4 *Tavodxie (lavodxie S (Dion. Hal.): tefyet Y, et. s. s, dein eras.
S; cf. Flor. 1,4 (10)) is another unexpected form; see, however, Eckinger,
op. cit., p. 39 1.

V is usually equivalent to ov e.g. Rom. 3,3 Zihovlav < Lat. Silvia,
Caes, 37,2 Tepovidov < Lat. Servilius, ibid. 61,8 ®Ardoviog <Lat. Flavius
etc. cf. Eckinger, p. 82-85, but at other times f is used instead of ov e.g.
Rom. 16,6 Bappwv < Lat. Varro, Fab. 1,4 *Ofixobrac (8fixodrag S: of -
xoVAAag Ul dBixovAa s.s. U2 douvixodhag MA) ; Mar. 28,8 Odadrdprov 8¢ Ohdx-
xov < Lat. Valerius Flaccus, etc. but Rom. 9,4 *Aevrivov; 20,6 ’Aovevrl-

1. The form therefore "loybépBav (bis) Mor. 806d and Syll. 3,1 (Z.) is unexpect-
ed ; "TovyolpBav (2} cf. T.G. 39 (18),1 ’IouyobpBav and Lat. Iugurtha. But cf. T. G.
8,7 Emépiov <Lat. Spurius; 21,7 Nopavtia and Nopavtivev Mor. 201e, Noudg ibid.
1125d and similar forms elsewhere, e. g. Polybius and Diodorus, ZoAmixiog, Zwé-
pLog, Aoxp7Tiog, etc.

2. Unaccented vowels were omitted through syncopation when they imme-
diately followed the stressed syllable. This is true of spoken Latin (cf. the forms
oclus, speclum etc. A form Bdxihe would assume a Latin form baquila, but Latin
-qui- was in Greek rendered by -xvu-, e. g. Aquila> ’Axbiag, etc. The form Bdxiov
occurs in glossaries, cf. e.g. Gloss. Philox. fustis : ¢&P8o¢ BdxAov and the diminu-
tive Pdxiov bacillum (h. e. baculum) CGL 2,255,7 (Goetz). For M. Greek forms,
besides the Cypriot Pdxdx, see e.g. Meyer, Neugriech. Studien 3,13 ; G. Rohlfs,
Etym. Wort. d. unterital. Grizitit, Halle 1930, p. 26 and ‘fovog, Aefixov s, v. Bdxro,
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vou (’Aovevrivouv Muret : dovevrivou); 23,3 *Aovevtive (&ovevtivew M : adey-
tlvew UA cf. ibid. 20,6), Num. 15,3 (Z.) *ABevtivov; Pyrrh. 25,2 néAwv Be-
veovevtdy (Beveovevtdy KL2: BeveBevidv G Beveodevrov IT Bevevtdv Ll) ete.
Cf. Eckinger, op. cit. p. 15-16 & 85-87. In view of the fact that v is ren-
dered usually by 8 when at the beginning of the word or between vowels,
whereas it is rendered by ov after or before a consonant, one may ask whether
forms like @Adoviog, Beveovevtdv and *Aovevrivov should be printed ®Ard-
Biog, *ABevtivov, BevePevtdv respectively. Contrary e.g. Pomp. 29,4 (Z)
’Oxtdoviov one would expect *Oxtafuov etc. ; likewise Ant. 11,2’ Oxtaovia-
vov (dxtatouvov Ll yp dxtatovavév LM), But there is a great inconsistency
on this point in the mss (e. g. Bftot and Odor) and one should refrain
from altering the forms in similar cases. At Crassus 11,11, however, dobav
(8Bav Marcell. 22,1) should rather be &ovav.

Everywhere Latin ae seems to be represented in Greek by av and Zie-
gler did well to write Rom. 16,2 Kaxivivytdy (xevivyréy libri, Koawvyvirédv
Zon.) since the Latin form is Cae- and only occasionally Ce-. This should apply
also to Cic. 7,6 Kexiiwog! though elsewhere we have Koauxiitog for instance
Demetr. 3,2 Kawxihiog (xextitog Y), Pomp. 2,8 (Z.) Kawelhov (xexiiiov NL)
< Lat. Caecilius. It is good that in his second edition Ziegler accepts Kotxt-
Abou in Mar. 4,1 (xauchiov IT xal xhtov K xexthiouv L xexthriov G) and 7,1
Kawbrtog (xauxthiog PIR xail xidiog K xextrtog GLP2) like Kouxtdlav Syll.
6,18 (Z.); therefore in Luc. 1,1 should also be Kawxtria < Lat. Caecilia (not
Kexirla which Ziegler prints. On this point see Dittenberger, Hermes 6,
1872, 139-141; A. Sickinger, op. cit. 11; Eckinger op. cit. 31-32; D. A,
Russell, Longinus, «On the Sublime», Oxford 1964, 59 ; W. Sydney Allen,
Vox Latina, Cambridge 1965, 60. Likewise Caes. 26,5 16 tév "E8obwv #0vog
(«i8obwv Q) the spelling Aidodwv should be accepted cl. Lat. Aedui. That
manuscript tradition is not reliable in this respect even as regards Greek
words can be seen in Sert. 17,6 Kauclav (xextav L1P1) where a Greek word
xawxlag undergoes this kind of change and Cam. 8,6 Awrapéwy where Avma-
patwy should be written cl. Steph. Byz. s. v. Airndpa al.2. On the transcription
of ae with ¢ in mss cf. also Cam. 14,2 Kaw8ixtog (xedlntoc Y xaidixog Zon.);
Cic. 50(1),4 Kaurlov Wytt. (xerlov Ald. xexuriov libri), Otho 5 (S.) al. Ke-
xbvag. At Sull. 9,10 (Z.) tov Abgov ov Alexuvrivov < Lat. Esquilinus one would
expect *HoxvAivov as in Strab. 5,234 ('IexvAivog in Dion. Hal., 4.R. 4.13,2),
but the Creek form by which Esquilinus was rendered was not steady.

In cases where two or more letters are involved the transcription be-

1. And to Mor. 318b; but Mor. 832¢ Kuwlhog (xexiiog II).
2. See also Ziegler, RE XIII, 1, 1926, 719.
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comes complicate: thus AA <nl, e. g. MdAAiog passim < Lat. Manlius! ; -ns-
usually becomes -o6-, e.g. Cic. 7,8 al. ‘Optyotov; Caes. 32,3 ‘Optnoic;
Ant. 22,6 ‘Optyoov twice) < Lat. Hortensius, but as in inscriptions the
form ‘Oprtyvotog occurs now and then. On the other hand the termination
-7fow0g, the hellenized form of -e(n)sis following ethnica in -fa(c)iog which
belong to names of cities in -n66é¢, was not as it seems completed by this
time for all cases and Plutarch quotes in Rom. 20,2 the forms ‘Papvfivarng
< Lat. Ramnenses, Tatfvong < Lat. Tatienses, Aovxepivong < Lat. Luce-
renses. Cf. also Sickinger, op. cit. 19; Eckinger, op. cit. p. 113 and 115-
116 where he formulates the norm «n vor s fillt aus».

In other cases the double consonants of the Greek form cannot be
accounted for from the normal Latin form and perhaps some of these forms
are suspect but as this phaenomenon no doubt reflects the instability in the
pronunciation of Latin words in Greek no hard and fast editorial policy can
be drawn; Publ. 3,4 *AxuviMiev (gen. pl.) i.e. "Axvidiiav (dxvidrov S ¢-
xuAMlwv S2, Y cf. ibid. 4,1); 4,1 *Axuidiiows, Axviddiov; 5,1 *Axvidriey;
ibid. 2 *Axviior; 7,1 *Axviahor <Lat. Aquilius? (as e. g. *Axouviddiog
Hesperia Suppl. V 86,4.33 al.); Cic. 27,2 ’Axdiov (CAxbAhiov Xyl.: &-
xvAivoy N dxviviov Y); Cat. min. 43,7 *AxdAhtov and Mar. 14,11 *AxtAriov,
but Cat. ma. 12,1 *Axule ; Tit. 15,2 Maviov *Axiiov ; Caes. 16,2 *Axfoc;
Syll. 12,9 (Z.) *AxVxtov. Elsewhere we meet with »» <n or AA <13: Cat.
min. 53,2.4 *Aclwiov (doiviov 11P1, item 53,4) < Lat. Asinius, but Ant.
9,2 ’Aduviov and ibid. 3’ Aciviov al.; Cat. min. 65,10 al. Sxatirdiog <Lat.
Statilius ; Brut. 12,3 Zra<t0 >Mwov, Zra<td >Ahoe (Statdrdov Zie. cl.
Cat. min. 65.66.73 et infra 51,5.6 : gtdAAov codd., edebant Ttatiitov cum
Xyl.); Brut. 39,10.11 (S.) *A<{Ahiog, but Ziegler prints *AtéAitog (dtfAAtog
AC Cor. T'éhhiog Zie. cl. Cass. D. 47,24,3-6 ; sed cf. Cichorius Rém. Stud.
245) <Lat. Atilius but Cat. min. 7,3 ’AtiAlav; Num. 20.2 (Z.) *Anirlov
and Brut. 50,1 al. AouxiMog < Lat. Lucilius. Cat. min. 21,4 al. Movpp¥-
vav, Movppiva (poupphivav LPQ povpivav P2 pouvpivav CF pouvpfvav vel
povppivav Z) <Lat. Murena. Luc. 33,3 Zairobetiog <Lat. Sallustius. Cam.
39,1 al. Awwiov <Lat. Licinius, but Aem. 9,2 Awiviov (Mxfvviov A) and
again ibid. 38,5 Awlvwiog (Awelviog PKZ): cf. also Crass. 1,4 Auawvla, Ar-
wxewia and ibid. 5 Avavvlay (Aucewla N 2 Aueewv b U (Ym!) Acwlee A) al.;
Crass. 7,8 Zuxivwog <Lat. Sicinius. Likewise 66 <s: Thes. 1,1 Zéoote;
Demosth. 1,1 Zéooie (gboie ex owaie corr. N: abooie Y); Ant. 34,10 Zéo-

1. The transcription vacillates also in other authors, e.g. Diodor. Sic. 15,
22,1 Abiov Mdarov but 15,35,3 Mapxog MdvAiog.

2. On the transliteration of -qu- in Greek see Ag. Tsopanakis, *Agiépwua
TotavrapvAAldy, Thessaloniki 1960, 434-435.

3. About 22 < see also Eckinger 105-107.
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oiog al. <Lat. Sosius, is the regular form for the Greek transcription cf.
C.I.L. VIII 7066 and Dittenberger OGIS 490,2.3 (Apamea) Zooslav... Zoa-
glov... In Caes. 18,1 ‘EAfnrrloug (S.) *EApnrriove (Z.) al. <Lat. Helvetii
where one would expect ‘EABntioucl, but see Eckinger, op. cit. 98. Vice -
versa there are a few cases where the double Latin letters are written in
Greek in one: Otho 5 (S.) Zwouplvav al. <Lat. Spurinna; see Eckinger,
op. cit. 112. This subject of the double consonants in Greek transcriptions
from Latin is among others treated by Stam. C. Caratzas, L’ Origine des
dialectes Néo-grecs de U Italie Méridionale, Paris 1958, p. 87 esp. 105 ff.

—Qui— for which see Eckinger, op. cit. 122-125 and Ag. Tsopanakis,
L. 1., is another group which accepts more than one form in Greek as a re-
sult probably of variation in pronunciation at the time: Cam. 36,4 Koiw-
tog (Koulvriog Ziegler), Luc. 5,5 Kolvriov (Kéwrov: em. Muret cf. ibid.
33,6), Marc. 5,5 Kobivrog (xéivrog C) < Lat. Quintus, whereas the forms of
Latin Quintius should be either Kouivriog (i. e. Kuivtiog, cf. e. g. Hesperia,
Suppl. IV 138 (ca. 200 A.D.), Hesperia 11,88-892 Lat. Quintius, or Kotv-
Tiog, as e. g Tit. 1,1 Kotvtiog (xobvriog Steph.: xébivrog); 10,5 Kotvriog
(x6ivrog codd. et Phot.). See Eckinger, op. cit. 122. For Otho 5 (S.) mé-
Awv *Axdviov i. e. Aquinum perhaps *Axvivov which occurs in Strabo 5,237
would be preferable. Ptolemy’s 111,1,63 *Axolwov is even more remoted
from the Latin form. The name of the river Tiber is also a complicate case ;
besides Caes. 58,8 T(Bepwv, for which see Dittenberger, Hermes 6, 1872,
134-135 and Eckinger, op. cit. 34-35, two forms occur @4Bpis - ObupPprs for
which see Dittenberger, [. l., p. 150 and more recently A. Mommigliano,
Terzo contributo alla storia degli studi classici e del mondo antico, 2,
Roma 1966, 622-625 «k. pure verosimile che la duplice forma @%8pig-Obpu.-
PBeic del greco risalga a una doppia forma etrusca». Cf. also H. Solius Bei-
trdge zur Kenntnis der griechischen Personennamen in Rom (Commenta-
tiones Humanarum Litterarum, 48) Helsinki 1971, p. 62 and n. 2. Of the two
forms, according to LSJ s. v., ®bufpic3 is more used than ®4Bpis ; yet here
it occurs only twice namely @b%uBpwv Rom. 1,1 and Otho 4 (S.), whereas el-
sewhere the form @dfpr¢ is preferred.

The spelling in oblique cases of Latin nouns in -tor, -toris seems to
have been in general regulated after Greek nouns ending in-twp, -Ttopog,

1. Also Strabo’s "Edovfirrior should perhaps be 'Edovfitior: cf. 'Edoufitior
(Ptolemy).

2. Also Mor. 269¢ tag Kuwtidlag £l8oic.

3. Cf. Steph. Byz. ®@0uppig, motauds ‘Poung, é¢ xal Tiepig. Hsch. 6 870 Obp-
Borg' Svopx motapol. GVuPeis or OouPprog was also the name of a river of Troad,
see Glotta 21, 1933, 86. A surprising gen. @iufpewg occurs in Mor. 305¢ and 314f,
Gbdpfpeog 307d.
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see Buck-Petersen, 4 Reverse Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives, p.
302; therefore Fab. 13,7 & dixtatop (dixtdrwp: em. Sintenis) should be &
duxrdrop. See above p. 10.

As regards the Latin itself one form, namely velatura, is to be noted:
Rom. 5,4 thv 8¢ wopOpelav Prratobpav! xadoloty (BrAatobpav B: Bidatod-
pav UMA); perhaps also pavirda Rom. 8,7 éxdotyg (sc. éxatootbog) 8 dvip
apnyetto xdptov xal BAng dyxarlda xovtd mepixerpévyy dvéywv' pavimia
tadtag Aativor xahobowv which is not recorded in LSJ. At Ant. 5,2 elta tév
én’ olwvoig lepéwv (scil. dnédeife Kouvplwv) ode A¥yoveags xahobouy, the form
abyovpag as at T. G. tiig t@v adyodpwv Aeyouévne tepwalvyg is preferable.

Of the oriental names occurring in the Lives ‘Op&dxnv Crass. 18,3 (6-
pcbSyv OMOI: §ph8ny SU et s.5. OM Jpddn N Hpddnv OV et corr. ex Gpd-
dnv A: cf. 21,5. 22,2 (twice)) ; Ant. 33,6 *Opdhdxn¢ Cass. D. (passim), Strabo
702 ‘Ypdbdrg Polyaen. 7,41 Orodes ap. Latinos; cf. Boissevain ad Cass. D.
39,56,2); Ant. 33,6 *Opd8ov (bpddou App.: Spddovu codd.; cf. Boissevain
ad Cass. Dion. 39,56,2 (I 496,17)); 37,1 Opddnv (dpcddnv App.: Gpddy
codd.) al., it may be that the spiritus asper is due ‘to confusion with the
well-known ‘Hpddv¢ and that the deciding factor should rather be the La-
tin transcription Orodes i. e. ’Op®d7g, the spelling which Ziegler himself
has printed in the Life of Antony 33,6 and 37,1. For the spiritus cf. also
Res Gestae 32 Qpadryg, "Qpdidov vibe, § 33.

The ethnic name Marc. 3,2 Tawsdtar if it has anything to do with
gaesum or yaioov should be accented I'aioatar; see now Chantraine, Dict.
étym. de la langue Grecque, s.v. yalcog.

Asregards word- order it may be said that whenever changes are suggest-
ed by scholars these are based mainly on the principle of avoiding hiatus.
In the following cases, however, the change suggested in this respect does
not affect hiatus. Cam. 8,4 od yap v elbiouévov mpdrepov Eyxwumidlesdar
yuvaixa dnuootia tedevthoacay better yxwmaleadat Snyuooty yuvaixa tereu-
thoacav which avoids the ambiguity created by the usually edited order ; Dio
27,2 dmolmdvres Gyovro tov Twwoxparyy, either @yovr’ dmohmdvrec Tov
Twroxpdtny (cf. Publ. 26(3),4 arohncv...dy et &midov) or tév Tigoxpdryy
grohirévreg Gyovro (cf. e. g. Cic. 22,8 tov Katihlvay ... éyxatarimbvreg &-
xovto); Mar. 32,1 tod¢ Oepamebovrag adrtdv évoyhetobar wh BouvAbpevos pa-
xpav Badtlovrag, perhaps should read tod¢ Oepamebovrag adrdv wi Bovibue-
vog &voyheloBar paxpav Badtfovrag; Alex. 39,10 ITapueviwve piv olv tdv
Baydov #3wxev olxov, év & Aéyetar Tév meptoo®v lpatiapdy yilwy Takdy-
twv ebpebvar, perhaps ... &v & Aéyetar TV mepiaa@y YiAlwy TaAdvrwy ipa-
Tiowdy edpebfivar ? The phrase t&v mepiocdv yiAlwy Taddvrwv seems also
suspect as one would expect meptoadv yAlwy TahdvTov ipatioudy ebpebijvat.

1. See E. Perfuzzi, Velum, Athengeum, N.S. 47, 1969, 257 ff.



